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Many modern datasets are collected automatically and are thus easily con-
taminated by outliers. This led to a regain of interest in robust estimation,
including new notions of robustness such as robustness to adversarial contam-
ination of the data. However, most robust estimation methods are designed
for a specific model. Notably, many methods were proposed recently to ob-
tain robust estimators in linear models (or generalized linear models), and
a few were developed for very specific settings, for example beta regression
or sample selection models. In this paper we develop a new approach for
robust estimation in arbitrary regression models, based on Maximum Mean
Discrepancy minimization. We build two estimators which are both proven
to be robust to Huber-type contamination. We obtain a non-asymptotic error
bound for one them and show that it is also robust to adversarial contamina-
tion, but this estimator is computationally more expensive to use in practice
than the other one. As a by-product of our theoretical analysis of the pro-
posed estimators we derive new results on kernel conditional mean embedding
of distributions which are of independent interest.

1. Introduction

Robustness is a fundamental problem in statistics, which aims at using statistical pro-
cedures that remain stable in presence of outliers. Historically, outliers were mistakes in
data collection, or observations of individuals belonging to a different population than
the population of interest. Robustness became even more important in the modern con-
text where automatically collected datasets are often heterogeneous. Moreover, some
strategic datasets are susceptible of malevolent manipulations.

In the statistical literature, the development of robust estimation methods for re-
gression models generally focusses on the construction of Z-estimators (Van der Vaart,
2000, Chapter 5) for which each individual observation can only have a bounded im-
pact on the estimating equations, and which therefore have a bounded influence func-
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tion (m ME This strategy has been successfully applied for the robust es-
timation of the regression coefficients in generalized linear models (IK_ung;hﬁuaﬂ |l_9&j
Cantoni and Ronchetti, 2001, |ZDDﬂ ) as well as e.g. robust inference in the negative bino-
mial regression model with unknown overdispersion parameter (IAﬁlmrh&rdﬁLalJ 12Q1_4]
and in the Heckman sample selection model th‘lanm_Qt_alJ, lZD_ld) Based on other ap-

aches, robust estimators for mixtures of linear regression models (see e. @ﬁ,
@) for the Beta regression model with unknown precision parameter m )
and for robust linear least squares regression (IAluiLtEIL_andthan |2Q1J.| have been
developed.

In the past ten years there was a renewed interest for robust methods in the machine
learning community. Catoni (@) developed a loss function whose minimization leads
to robust estimators of the expectation of a random variable, a technique which was
then adapted to many situations including linear regression (IQ_aLguLandQuﬂmﬂ, 2017
More generally, Lipschitz loss functions, such as the absolute loss or Huber’s loss ,

), lead to robustness of the empirical risk minimization procedure, a fact that was
used in|/Chinot et all (|292QH), [A]gmfzrj_t_a.lj (IZQld), Chinot et al) (|2_(H_sz|),|HQlland| (IZQLd)
to study robust procedures of classification and regression. The Median-of-Means ap-
proach of h\hmmskuﬁnd_ﬁmld (1983); Devrove et all (2016) was also adapted to vari-
ous machine learning problems (ILu9051 ngzd Mendelqon| %Mmﬁld |2lg_£]l__3d
Euggsmnd_Mﬂldfismﬂ |]kpﬂsm| Lecué et all Lecué and Lerasle

including least squares regression, logistic regression, quantile regression and classifica-
tion under various losses.

In the discussion by Sture Holm in Bickel et al! (1976), as well as in [Parr_and Schucany
(@), minimum distance estimation is identified as a way to obtain robust estimators.
Building on this idea, Basu et all (Il&9ﬁ) introduced a density power divergence minim-
ization approach for robust inference in parametric models for i.i.d. observations. This
procedure is extended to regression models in (Ghosh and Basu (2013) but suffers from

two limitations. Firstly, the optimization of the objective function is, in general, a com-
putationally challenging problem. Secondly, there is no general result which guarantees
that the resulting M-estimator is robust. Its influence function is however known to be
bounded for the Gaussian linear regression model dﬁ}_hgshmld_ﬂa&i [20_1_3 for the Pois-
son and logistic regression models (IGhQ&h_and_B_a&.ﬂ l20_l_d) and for the Beta regression
model with unknown precision parameter (IQhQM]d_]EQ@d |2QL3

In this paper we introduce a new minimum distance estimation strategy for parameter
inference in regression models which (a) is proven to be robust to outliers, both in the
fixed and random design setting, under general conditions on the statistical model and
(b) only requires to be able to sample from the model and to compute the gradient of its
log-likelihood function to be applicable. In this sense, the approach proposed in this work

defines a universal robust regression method. More specifically, we present in this paper
a minimum distance estimation procedure for regression models based on the Maximum
Mean Discrepancy (MMD) distance.

The use of the MMD distance based on bounded kernels for robust minimum dlstance
estimation was proposed in |B_a1pﬁ_alj (120_]_9) and in érief-
(@) (see also (Chérief-Abdellatif and Alquier, 2020, for a Bayesian type estimator).




When unbounded kernels are used the “automatic” robustness induced by the MMD
metric is lost, in which case [Lerasle et all (2019) propose a Median-of-Mean procedure
to robustify the MMD based estimator. However, all these references focus on the simple
case where we have a fully parametric model for the distribution of the data.

In this paper, we first extend the MMD based minimum distance approach of Barp et al.
(2019); IChérief-Abdellatif and Alquier (2022) to the regression setting. This task is non-
trivial, especially in the random design scenario where we have a statistical model only
for the distribution of Y| X, and not for the distribution of X. If the distribution P{ of
X is known then the method in the latter two references can be used for robust inference
since, in this case, if we have a model {Pg‘X, 6 € O} for the distribution of Y'|X then
we have the model {P)O(P{i‘ +» 0 € O} for the distribution of the pair (X,Y’). In prac-
tice, P)O( is generally unknown but we can use the observations {X;}" ; to compute an
empirical estimate 15)’} of this distribution. In this work, we consider the natural ideal of
using {P;}P&X, 6 € ©} as the model for the distribution of (X,Y") and then to estimate
0 using the approach introduced in Barp et al! (2019); (Chérief-Abdellatif and Alquier
(2022). As shown below, it turns out that replacing P)O( by the non-parametric estimator
15)’} preserves the convergence and robustness properties of the estimator.

More precisely, we prove that the resulting estimator 6,, of the model parameter is, in
the fixed and random design setting, (i) universally consistent, in the sense that it will
always converge to the best approximation, in the sense of the MMD distance, of the truth
in the model without any assumption on the distribution generating the observations, and
(ii) robust to adversarial contaminations. As a by-product of our theoretical analysis of
6,, in the random design setting we derive results on kernel conditional mean embedding
of distributions that are of independent interest.

Computing én requires to optimize a function involving a sum over n? terms. We intro-
duce a stochastic gradient algorithm which allows to efficiently compute this estimator
from several thousands data points, but the use of 6,, remains computationally expensive
for large datasets. For this reason, we introduce an alternative estimator 6, which, as
argued below, is expected to have a similar behaviour to 6,, in practice while having the
advantage to be defined by an objective function involving only a sum over n terms. We
also establish that this estimator is itself robust to outliers, in the sense that its influence
function is bounded.

Throughout this work X and ) are two topological spaces, equipped respectively with
the Borel o-algebra Gy and Sy, and, letting Z = X x Y and 6z = Gy ® &y, we
denote by P(Z) the set of probability distributions on (Z,&z). We assume below that
any distribution P € 73(5‘ for (X,Y) admits a regular conditional probability for the
distribution of Y given and that all the random variables are defined on the same
probability space (€2, F,P).

I This is for instance the case if X and Y are two Polish spaces.



2. Kernel mean embedding of distributions: Background
and new results

2.1. Notation and convention

We let k : 22 — R be a kernel on Z, ie. k is symmetric and positive definite, and
denote by (H,< -,- >3) the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) over Z having
k as reproducing kernel (see Muandet et all, 2017, for a comprehensive introduction to
RKHSs). In addition, we let kyx be a kernel on X, ky be a kernel on } and denote
by (Hx,< -,- >3y) and by (Hy,< -,- >%,,) the RKHS induced by kx and by ky,
respectively. When there is no ambiguity, with a slight abuse of language we will refer to
‘H as the RKHS on Z induced by k, although the full characterization of an RKHS requires
to specify both a function space and an inner product. The same abuse of language will
be used for the RKHSs induced by kx and by ky. In the following we denote by kx ® ky
the product kernel on Z such that ky ® ky{(z,v), (@',y")} = kx(x,2")ky(y,y') for all
(x,y),(«",y) € Z, and by K, the Matérn kernel on R? with bandwidth parameter
~ > 0 and smoothness parameter « € (0, 0o].

We refer to Example 2.2 in [Kanagawa. et al. (2018) for the general definition K, ,
but we mention here a few useful properties of this kernel. Firstly, K, - reduces to
the exponential kernel when o = 1/2, i.e. K5 (z,2") = exp(—|lz — 2'||/7), and to the
Gaussian kernel when a = oo, i.e. Koo o(2,2') = exp(—||z—2’||? /7). Secondly, for all o €
(0, 00] there exists a function K, : [0,00) — R such that K, - (z,2') = Ko(||z—2'||/7) for
all (z,2") € X% and all 4 > 0, implying that the Matérn kernel is a translation invariant
kernel. Lastly, for all a € (0, 00] and v > 0 the Matérn kernel is bounded and continuous.

2.2. Kernel mean embeddings and the maximum mean discrepancy metric
Assume that the following condition on & holds:
Assumption Al. The kernel k is & z-measurable and such that |k| < 1.

Then, for any probability distribution P € P(Z), the quantity u(P) := Ez.p[k(Z,")],
called the mean embedding of P, is well defined in #. If in addition k is such that

the mapping P +— u(P) is one-to-one, in which case k is said to be characteristic, the
mapping Dy, : P(Z2)? — [0,2] defined by

Dy(P,Q) = [|u(P) = (@)l P,Q € P(2)*,

is a metric on P(Z), known as the maximum mean discrepancy metric. We stress that
none of the results presented in this work requires k£ to be characteristic but it is only
under this assumption on k that they provide useful and interpretable convergence guar-
antees for the proposed estimators.

To better understand the properties of the MMD distance it is useful to express it as
an integral probability metric as follows (see, e.g. Muandet et all, [2017)

D(P,Q)= sup [Ezep{f(Z2)} —Ez{f(2)}|, P,Q€P(2).
FeEM: | flln<1



Two distributions P and @ are therefore close to each other in the sense of the MMD
distance if Ezp{f(Z)} =~ Ez.q{f(Z)} for all functions f € H with norm at most
1. Both the norm and the set H depends on k but, under Assumption [Adl and if &k
is characteristic, H is dense in Cy(Z). In the special case where Z C R% for some
d, € N and k is characteristic and translation invariant, Dg(P, Q) is the distance in
Ly(R%, m,) between the characteristic functions of P and @Q, for some probability measure
nr € P(RY). For instance, n; is a Gaussian distribution if k is a Gaussian kernel and is a
Cauchy distribution if k is an exponential kernel. We refer to Table 2.1 of [Muandet et al.
(2017) for the expression of n for various popular translation invariant kernels.

The rest of this section is relevant only for Section 3] and can be skipped in a first
reading.

2.3. Kernel conditional mean embeddings

In the rest of this section we let (Py|;)zcx be a collection of distributions on (X, &x),
Px € P(X) and P = PxPy. € P(Z). In addition, we assume that the following
assumption on k holds:

Assumption A2. k = kx ® ky where kx and ky are continuous on X2 and on Y2,
respectively, and such that kx| <1 and |ky| < 1.

This assumption imposes that H = Hx ® Hy and we note that the kernel k is char-
acteristic if ky and ky have the additional properties to be translation invariant and
characteristic (Szab6 and Sriperumbudur, 2018). Under Assumptions [ATA2] we can
define a conditional mean embedding operator of P. Such an operator is a mapping
Cy|x : Hx — My such that

Cyixkx(z,) = u(Pyy), Vo€ X. (1)

Since (d) depends on P only through (Py|;)zcx in what follows we will often refer to
Cy|x as the conditional mean embedding operator of (Py|;)zex-

A valid definition of a conditional mean embedding operator was only recently proposed
by [Klebanov et all (2020), see also [Mollenhauer and Koltai (2020); [Li et _all (2022), and
is expressed in term of the uncentred covariance operator Cp : Hxy — Hy and in term
of the uncentred cross-covariance operator Cp, : Hy — Hx, which are such that, for all

fl,fz € Hy and g € 7‘[3},

(9:Crf1)3y, = Exy)~p {9(Y)[1(X)}, (f1,Cpy f2)gy, = Ex~py {1(X)f2(X)}. (2)

The boundedness of ky and ky, imposed by Assumption [A2] implies that Cp and Cp,
exist, are unique, and that they are bounded linear operators (see [Fukumizu et al., 2004,
Section 3).

With this notation in place, we obtain the following slight variation of [Klebanov et al.
(2020, Theorem 5.3), whose proof is given in the Appendix [Bl for sake of completeness.



Lemma 1. Assume that Assumptions [ATHAD hold, that the function f € Hy is such
that Expy {f2(X)} =0 if and only f =0, and that

Ey~py 19(Y)} € Ha, Vg€ Hy. (3)

Then, () holds for the bounded linear operator Cyix = (C;LXC}B)*, where CLX denotes
the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of Cp, .

In this work, we use the following property of conditional mean embedding operators:

Lemma 2. For Py, Py € P(X), let P' = PyPy|. and P" = Py Py, and assume that
(Py|m)ze)( admits a bounded linear conditional mean embedding operator Cy|x. Then,

Dy (P, P") < [ICyx llo Dz, (Px, Px)- (4)

In words, conditional mean embedding operators allow to quantify the MMD distance
between two joint distributions P’ and P” on (Z,&z), having the same regular condi-
tional distribution (Py‘x)gge &, in term of the MMD distance, induced by the kernel ki,,
between their marginals Py and P¥.

2.4. Some clarifications on kernel conditional mean embeddings

The main difficulty of the theory of conditional mean embedding operators is that condi-
tion (@), introduced by [Song et. all (2009), is hard to interpret. This condition is slightly
weakened in [Klebanov et al! (2020) but the alternative assumptions proposed in this
reference remain hard to interpret since, as in (3)), they require that all functions in
‘Hy satisty a given property. In fact, to the best of our knowledge, there is no explicit
examples of distributions (Py|;)zex for which a conditional mean embedding operator
exists, beyond the trivial case where Py, does not depend on z. Below, we fill this
important gap assuming that, for all z € X, the distribution Py, is dominated by some
o-finite measure p(dy).

We start by stating a theorem that provides sufficient conditions for (B]) to hold which
only involve the Radon-Nikodym derivatives of (Py|;)zex W.r.t. pu(dy).

Theorem 1. Assume that Assumptions[AIHAZD hold and that there exists a o-finite meas-
ure p(dy) on (¥, 8&y) such that Py, = p(ylz)u(dy) for all z € X, where p(-|-) is such
that the following conditions hold:

1. We have p(y|-) € Hx for ally € ).
2. The function Y 3 y — p(y|-) is Borel measurable.
3. For ally' €Y the set {ky(y',y)p(y|,-), y € YV} is separable.

4. We have [3, |Ip(yl-) |l p(dy) < .
Then, condition [B) holds.



If Y is a finite set then Conditions of Theorem [I] always hold while Condition
M is implied by Condition [l Hence, in this case, assuming Conditions [H] reduces to
assuming Condition [I] which is both sufficient and necessary for () to hold when ) is a
finite set. When ) is not finite the additional Conditions are used to show that, for all
g € Hy, the function y — g(y)p(y|-) is Bochner integrable and thus that EYNPY“{Q(Y)}
is a well-defined function on X.

The conclusions of Lemma [l and Theorem [I] are summarized in the following result:

Corollary 1. Consider the set-up of Theorem [1l and assume that f € Hy is such that
Ex~py {f2(X)} = 0 if and only f = 0. Then, there exists a bounded conditional mean
embedding operator Cy|x for (Py|y)zex which is such that ||Cy xlo < [y [P(y]) 1 (dy).

In general, RKHS norms are hard to interpret. However, if ky is a Matérn kernel
and X C R? is a bounded set with Lipschitz boundary, e.g. X is a hypercube, then the
RKHS (Hx, < -,- >4, ) is norm equivalent to a Sobolev space (see e.g. Kanagawa et al.,
2018, Example 2.6). As shown in Appendix [E] together with Theorem [ this property
of Matérn kernels allows to obtain explicit conditions on the Radon-Nikodym derivatives
(p(-|7))zex of (Py|y)zex which are sufficient to ensure that, under mild assumptions
on ky, condition ([B]) holds. This allows us to establish the following proposition, which
provides for various definitions of ) non-trivial examples of distributions (Py|$)1-€ x that
admit a bounded conditional mean embedding operator with respect to a characteristic
kernel k.

Proposition 1. Let X C R? be a bounded set with Lipschitz boundary and strictly
positive Lebesque measure, ky be the restriction of the Matérn kernel K%W on X x X,
for some m € N and v > 0, and let ky be a continuous, translation invariant, bounded
and characteristic kernel on Y. Then, k = kyx X ky 1is characteristic and there exists a
bounded conditional mean embedding operator for (Py‘x)xe)( when, for all x € X,

o Py, = Z%zl w N1 (B z,02,) for some M € N, non-negative real numbers {w,, }M_,

such that "M w,, =1, vectors {Bn}M_, in R and strictly positive real numbers
{om}M_,, so0 that Y = R.

e Py, = Pois{exp(Bx)} for some B € R, so that Y = Ny.
e Py, = Ber[1/{1 +exp(8'x)}] for some B € R, so that Y = {0,1}.

o Py, = Gamma{v,vexp(—BTz)} for some B € R? and v € (0,00), so that Y =
(0,00).

o Py, is the distribution of (Y 1, Yz 2), where Yy 2 = 11(0700)(1/;72) and Yy 1 = Yz 2V

with
Y Bz o? po
<Yx*,2> N { <WE> ’ <pff 1

for some B,y €R?, 0 >0 and p € (—1,1), so that Y = R x {0,1}.



The above assumptions on ky are satisfied if ky is the restriction on Y x Y of a Matérn
kernel on R%, with dy =1 for the first four definitions of (Py|y)zex and with dy, =2 for
the last one.

Remark 1. The assumptions on X are satisfied e.g. when this set is a non-empty open-
hypercube.

3. MMD-based regression

3.1. Set-up

We let {Py,A € A} be a set of probability distributions on (¥, &y), © be a Polish
space and g : © X X — A be such that the mapping x +— Py ;) (A) is & x-measurable
for all A € &y and all § € ©. Then, given a Z-valued random variable (X,Y’), with
Y taking values in ), we consider the statistical model {(Pyg4))zcx, & € O} for the
conditional distribution of Y given X. For example, the Gaussian linear regression
model with known variance is obtained by taking Py = Ni(\,02) and g(6,z) = 0"z, the
logistic regression model by taking Py = Ber(\) and g(#,z) = 1/{1 + exp(—6"z)}, and
the Poisson regression model by taking Py = Pois()\) and g(f,z) = exp('x). Other
classical examples include binomial, exponential, gamma and inverse-Gaussian regression
models.
In the following, k is a kernel on Z satisfying Assumption [AT] stated in Section 2, and
= {(X;,Yi)}~ is a set of n random variables taking values in Z. Below we assume
that a realization of Dy, is used to fit the regression model {(Py(g 5))zex, 0 € O} and, for
this reason, we will often refer to D,, as the observations.

3.2. Definition of the estimators 6,, and 6,

Let P* = (1/n) 31", d(x,y;) be the empirical distribution of the observations and, for
every € ©, let P} be the (random) probability distribution on (Z,&z) defined by

Py (A x B) Z(sX )Pyo.x)(B), AxDBEeGy6y. (5)

In other words, if (X,Y) ~ ]59” then X is uniformly distributed on the set {X1,...,X,}
and Y[(X =) ~ Pyg4)-

The first estimator introduced in this work, én, is defined through the minimization of
the MMD between the probability distributions ]59" and P", that i

0.(Dy,) € argmin[D)i(fJe",P") = argmin Fn(ﬁ), Fn(ﬁ) = Z E(H,Xi,Xj,Yj) (6)

(236} (236} G2

When such a minimizer does not exist, we can use an e-minimizer instead and that follows can be
trivially adapted. In addition, we implicitly assume that 6,, and 0,, are measurable, for all n > 1.



where, for all § € ©, (z,2') € X? and y € ),
00, 2,2, y) = Eypy), vinPy g F{ (@ Y), (@Y} = 2k{(2,Y), («",9)}].  (7)

Under Assumption [ATl the kernel k is bounded so that each term in the double sum
appearing in the definition of F,, is bounded by 3. Intuitively, this limits the impact that
a single observation can have on 6, (D), making this estimator robust to outliers.

The number of terms in the definition of the function F}, to minimize is O(n?). Below
we propose an approach that makes possible to efficiently compute 0,, for moderate values
of n, that is for n equals to a few thousands, but this feature of F, limits the applicability
of 6, in large datasets. For large scale problems we propose the alternative estimator 6,,,

defined by

0,(D,) € aregrginﬁ’n(ﬂ), Fo(0) := ig(H,Xi,Yi) (8)

where, for all § € ©, x € X and y € ),

(0,z,y) =E {k‘y (Y,Y') = 2ky(Y,y)}. (9)

vy '“p
The function F, defined in ([®) has the advantage to involve only n terms but, on
the other hand, én cannot be interpreted as the minimizer of a measure of discrepancy
between P" and P". Theoretical results regarding the robustness properties of 8, are
provided in the next section, they are weaker than those obtained for én
Henceforth we use the shorthand 6,, = én(Dn) and 0,, = én(Dn), which is standard in
statistics.

3.3. Link between the two estimators

In this subsection we assume that k = kx ® ky where ky = k, for some kernel &k, on X
such that k. (z,7) = 1 and such that lim,_, k,(z,2') = 0 for all 2/ # x. When X C R4
these two properties are for instance satisfied when, for some o € (0, 00|, the kernel &,
is a Matérn kernel, that is when k, = K, , with K, , as introduced in Section 2.1l

Let £(0,z,2',y) = £(0, 2,2, y) [k (z,2) if k- (x,2") # 0 and (0, z,2',y) = 0 otherwise.
Under the above assumptions on k the quantity ¢(6,z,z’,y) does not depend on k- and
is such that (0, z,z,y) = Z(Q,x,y). Therefore, letting

hi (7,6, D) _22 Z ko (X, X5)000, X, X5, Y5), (10)
=1 j=i+1

it follows that the estimators én and én are such that

6,, eargmm{ZKH X, ) + hyp (fy,@ D )}, 0,, GargmmZ€9 X;,Y;).
bco 2



Consequently, using 6,, in place of 6,, amounts to discarding, in the definition of this
latter estimator, the term h,, (7,0, D,,) whose computation requires O(n?) operations.
Assuming that the X;’s are P-a.s. distinct, under the above assumptions on k. for all
§ € © we have limy_,0h,(7,0,D,) = 0, P-a.s. Therefore, under suitable continuity
assumptions, 6, — 0, as v — 0, P-a.s. For this reason, and as illustrated in Section
B, for a small value of v we expect the two estimators 6,, and 6, to have a very similar
behaviour in practice.

3.4. Computation of the two estimators

Computing the estimators 6,, and 6, require optimizing the functions F, and F,,, respect-
ively, which are both defined through an expectation. In some models the expectations
appearing in (7)) and in (@) can be computed explicitly, in which case the functions F,
and F), has a known expression and standard optimization algorithms can be used to
optimize them. This is for example the case in logistic or multinomial regression, since
for these two models the expectations in (@) and in (@) are finite sums.

In general, the functions F, and F), are however intractable, and as a general strategy
for computing 6,, and 6,, we propose the use of a stochastic gradient algorithm. As shown
in Appendix [A.T] under suitable regularity conditions we have

Veé(ea z, CUI’ y)
= 2IEYNP 9(6,2)> NP (6,2") <[k{ 1’ Y 1_/’ Y/)} - k{(xa Y)7 (1_/7 y)}] V@ logpg(e,m)(y)>

and

Vol(0,2,y) = 2B, v, [{ky(V.Y") = ky(Y:)} Vo log py(o.n) (V)]

so that we can easily compute an unbiased estimate of VE,(0) and of VF, () under the
mild conditions that (i) we can sample from Pj for all A € A and (ii) that we can compute
the gradient of the log-likelihood function of a single observation. The stability of this
procedure obviously depends on the model, but it holds generally at least for compact
parameter spaces O, as discussed in Appendix [A ]

It is important to stress that the functions F, and F), being typically non-convex and
potentially multi-modal, notably in the presence of outliers, the starting value of the
stochastic gradient algorithm must be chosen with care. When the maximum likelihood
estimator of the model parameter can be efficiently computed we recommend to use its
value to initialize the optimization procedure. Otherwise, the gradient-free algorithm
introduced in |Gerber and Doud (2022), designed to compute the global optimum of a
function defined through an expectation, can be used to find a good starting value for
the stochastic gradient algorithm.

It is important to mention at this stage that the computation of 0,, can be greatly
facilitated by taking k = kx ® ky where kxy = k, with k, as in Section 3.3l Indeed, for
such a kernel k it often true that with high probability we have k., (X;, X;) ~ 0 for all
i # 7, and thus that h, (’y,H,Dn) ~ 0, where h, (’y,H,Dn) is as defined in (I0). In this
case, we can efficiently compute 6,, with a stochastic gradient algorithm whose cost per
iteration is linear in the sample size n, as explained in Appendix [A.2

10



4. Theoretical analysis

4.1. Set-up and summary of the main results

In this section we introduce theoretical results concerning the robustness of the estimators
én and én when outliers are present in the dataset used by the statistician to fit the
regression model. To this aim, we need to interpret D,, as a contaminated version of a
dataset DY := {(X?,Y)}™_,, and below we consider two contamination models, namely
the Huber contamination model (Huber, 1992) and the adversarial contamination model,
defined in Definition [l and in Definition [2] respectively.

Definition 1. We say that the observed dataset D, is an e-adversarial contamination
of DY if there exists a set I C {1,...,n} such that |I|/n < e and such that (X;,Y;) =
(X2,Y0) foralli & 1.

Definition 2. We say that the observed dataset Dy, is an (e,Q)-Huber contamination
of DY if there exists a Q € P(Z) such that (X;,Y;) ~ ¢Q + (1 — €)d(x0,yoy for all
ie{l,...,n}.

Below we derive non-asymptotic bounds for 6,, under both the fixed design and the
random design scenarios, which prove the robustness of this estimator to adversarial
contaminations of the data. For 6, we derive an asymptotic result in the random design
case which establishes the robustness of this estimator to Huber contaminations of the
sample.

Recall that results in the fixed design case only provide guarantees on the estimation
of the distribution of Y when X is equal to one of the observed X;’s, while in practice
regression is often used for out-of-sample predictions. In this case, and assuming that
the pairs (YiO,XZQ)’s are i.i.d, this means that we want guarantees on the estimation of
the distribution of ¥ when X is drawn from the same, unknown, distribution as the
observed X;’s, and independently from them. This is precisely what theoretical results
in the random design case provide.

In what follows we let (Pg‘x)xex be a regular conditional probability of Y given X,

and thus Y?|(X? = ) ~ P{;'m forallze€ X andalli=1,...,n.

4.2. Non-asymptotic bounds for the estimator 6,—Fixed design

A typical scenario for the fixed design case is when the XZQ ’s are experimental settings
that are carefully planned in advance. In this case, measurement errors can only affect
the Y;O’s. For this reason, in this subsection we assume that the contamination of the

sample occurs only on the Y’s, so that X; = X? for all i € {1,...,n}.
Letting

_ 1 &
PY%(Ax B) = - Z(SX?(A)P{}‘X?(B), V(A x B) € &z,
=1

we set up our objective as the reconstruction of P € P(Z) by a distribution in the set

(P70 € O}
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The following lemma gives a non-asymptotic bound on the performances of the estim-
ator 0, for this task, under an adversarial contamination of the sample.

Lemma 3. Assume that D,, is an e-adversarial contamination of D?L such that X; = XZQ
foralli e {1,...,n}. Then, under Assumption[A1]

E{Dx(F} B)} < de+ inf Dy(Bf, B)) +2/+/n
and, for allm € (0,1),
P[}Dk(ﬁg (P < de+ inf Dy(B, PR) +n7 {2+ /2 log(l/n)}] >1-n.  (11)
n S

Remark 2. Lemmal3 does not require any assumption on the distribution of{(XZO, Yio) L

In statistical theory we often assume that the “truth is in the model”, that is that there
is a fp € O such that Py = PY. In this case, Lemma [3 shows that

E{Dx(P}, Pg)} < 4e+2/vn (12)
while, in the non-contaminated case where D,, = DY,
E{Dw(P},P))} < 2/v/n. (13)

In words, when computed from the uncontaminated dataset DO the estimator 6, is
consistent for estimating 6y, with respect to the MMD distance, and, provided that € is
small, an e-adversarial contamination of the sample will have only a negligible impact on
the estimated parameter value. Similar conclusions can be derived from the inequality
in probability given in (III).

Lemma [3 implies the convergence of én with respect to the MMD distance. However,
under additional assumptions, it is possible to relate this form of convergence to the
convergence in the sense of the Euclidean distance || - || to the true parameter, or the
pseudo-true parameter.

Theorem 2. Copside’r the set-up of Lgmma and assume that there is a unique 0y €
© such that ID)k(Pg(‘),R?) = infyco ]Dk(PG",P,?). In addition, assume that there exist a
neighbourhood U of 6y and a constant p > 0 such that Dy(Pg, Fgl) > pl|0 — 6o|| for all
0 €U. Let a = infpeye Di(Py, Py ) € (0,2] and assume that € € [0,a/32). Then,

P(lim sup 16, — 6ol < de/p) =1
n—o0

and, for all n > 64/a? and all n € [26_"0‘2/38, 1),

P[116r — boll < (4¢/u) + n~V/2{2 + \/210g /) } /1| = 1.
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4.3. Non-asymptotic bounds for the estimator §,—~Random design

We assume now that the pairs (XZQ ,Yio)’s are 1.i.d. from some probability distribution
P% € P(Z), and we denote by PY the marginal distribution of the X{’s. In addition, for
every 6 € © we let Py € P(Z) be defined by

Pg(A X B) = EXNP%{]IA(X)Pg(G,X)(B)L Ax BeGz.

Then, we set up our objective as the reconstruction of P by a distribution in {Py, 6 € 6},
and our natural candidate is P .

Since the approximating set n{Pg, § € O} is unknown, because it depends on PY,
achieving this objective requires more care than in the fixed design setting. In particular,
it requires to control the MMD distance between the distribution Py and its empirical
counterpart PG" defined in (B]), a task that we perform using Lemma 21 For this reason,
the results presented below assume that £ = ky ® ky and require the following additional
assumption:

Assumption A3. For all 6 € © there exists a bounded linear conditional mean embed-
ding operator Co : Hx — Hy for (Pypz))zex- In addition, € := supyeg [|Collo < oo.

Under this additional assumption we have the following result:

Lemma 4. Assume that D, is an e-adversarial contamination of D°. Then, under
Assumptions [ATHAS, and with € < 0o as in Assumption[4Ad, we have

E{Dy(F; ,P°)} < 8e+ inf Dy (P, P°) + (€ +3)/v/n
and, for allm € (0,1),
P|Du(Fy,, P°) < 8c+ inf Dy(Py, P) +n~/2(€ 4+ 3) {1+ \/210g(4/77)}] >1-1.

From Lemma [ we can readily obtain the random design counterpart of the inequalities
(I2)-([13]), obtained in the fixed design setting, to prove the consistency of 6,, in the well-
specified case and in the absence of contamination.

The following theorem is the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 3. Assume that there is a unique 0y € © such that Dy (Py,, P°) = infpce Dy (Py, P°)
and that there exist a neighbourhood U of 6y and a constant pu > 0 such that

Dy (P, P°) > Dy Py, P°) + pul| — bol|, V6 € U. (14)

Let a = infgepre Dy (Py, P°) — Dy (Py,, P°) € (0,2] and assume that D,, is an e-adversarial
contamination of DY for some € € [0,a/64). Assume also that Assumptions [ANAF hold
and let € < oo be as in Assumption[A3. Then,

P(lim sup 16, — 6o]| < 8e/p) =1
n—oo

and there exist constants C1,Cy € (0,00)2, that depend only on o and on €, such that
for allm > Cy and all n € [8e~°2",1) we have

P[0 — 0]l < (8¢/1) + 0 3(€ +3){1 + v/2lou (/) } /u] > 1.
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Remark 3. If P = Py, for some 0y € O, i.e. if the model is well-specified, then a suffi-
cient condition for 0y to be the unique global minimizer of the mapping 6 > Dy (Py, P°)
is that k is characteristic and the model {Py, 0 € O} is identifiable, in the sense that
01 7& 0y = Pgl 7é P,92.

In Theorem [3 the distribution P, should be interpreted as the best approximation of
P in the sense of the MMD distance D). It is worth noting that, unless the model is
well-specified, in which case Py, = P° both the parameter value #y and the distribution
Py, depend on the choice of k. If a small fraction e of the data is corrupted then the
theorem ensures that 6,, still estimates well 6. In particular, the first part of Theorem B
implies that the influence function of the estimator 6,, is bounded. It is also worth noting
that taking e = 0 in Theorem [Bl establishes the almost sure convergence of 6,, towards 6.

Condition (I) of Theorem Bl requires that the function § — Dy (Py, P°) — Dy (Ps,, PY)
is strongly convex in a neighbourhood U of 6, a condition which is rather weak, as shown
in the next proposition.

Proposition 2. Assume that y € argmingcg Di(Pp, P°) is unique and that the func-
tion 6 +— Dy (Py, P°) is twice continuously differentiable at 6y. Then, condition (I4) of
Theorem [3 holds.

Proposition [Il given in Section 24} provides examples of characteristic kernels k for
which, for all 8 € O, a conditional mean embedding operator Cy of (Pg(gw))gge x exists for
five popular regression models, namely for (i) the linear Gaussian regression model, first
example of Proposition [[l with 8 = (3, 0), as well as for mixtures of such models, (ii) the
Poisson regression model, second example of Proposition [l with § = g, (iii) the logistic
regression model, third example of Proposition [[] with 8 = 3, (iv) the Gamma regression
model, fourth example of Proposition [[l with 8 = (5,v), and (v) the Heckman sample
selection model, last example of Proposition [l with 0 = (3,~, 0, p).

Using the last part of Corollary [Il one can easily check that for each of these models,
under a suitable definition of © we have supgcg [|Collo < 00, as required by Assumption
[A3l In the set-up of Proposition [l this is for instance the case if, for some compact
set B C R? and some § > 0, the parameter space © is such that 5 € B for all models,
such that v € B for the Heckman sample selection model, such that o > § for the linear
Gaussian regression model or mixtures of such models, and for the Heckman sample
selection model, and such that v € (4,1/9) for the Gamma regression model.

Remark 4. Proposition [ assumes that X C R is a bounded set and, as illustrated
with the above examples, Assumption [A3 typically holds when © is a compact set. It
is however tmportant to note that the dependence to the outliers of the bounds given in
Lemma [] and in Theorem [3 depend neither on © nor on X. Indeed, the outliers impact
these bounds only through their proportion €.

4.4. Asymptotic guarantees for the estimator 6,—~Random design

For this estimator we set up our objective as the reconstruction of the regular conditional
probability (P19|m)$6?f by a distribution in the set {(Pyg,4))zex, 0 € ©}. As in Section
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3] in what follows we denote by P the distribution of the (X?,Y?)’s. In addition, for
any distribution Q € P(Z) we let Q x denote the distribution of X and (Qy|;)zex denote
a regular conditional probability for the distribution of Y given X, where (X,Y) ~ Q.

It is direct to see that 6, is an M-estimator and therefore sufficient conditions on ky
and on the statistical model to ensure that 6,, converges to some value §y € © as n — oo
can be obtained from the general theory on M-estimators (Van der Vaart, 2000, Chapter
5). Using this approach, we easily obtain the following proposition:

Proposition 3. Let ky satisfy |ky| < 1, D, = DS for all n, and assume that the
following conditions hold:

e O is compact.

e The mapping 0 — E, iy {ky(Y,Y") = 2ky(Y,y)} is continuous on © for all
I~ g(0,x)
(x,y) € X x Y.

e The mapping 0 — E{Dky (Pg(,g,Xl), P{;‘XI)Q} has a unique global minimum at 0y €
0.

Then, 0,, — 0y in P-probability.

If the model is well-specified, that is if (P19|m)xe;g € {(Py(o,2))zcx, 0 € O}, then a

sufficient condition for fy to be well-defined is that ky is a characteristic kernel and that
the model {(Pyg,2))zex, 0 € O} is identifiable, in the sense that P(61 # 6 = Pyo,,x) #
Py 6, X)) = 1. It is also important to stress that, since for 6,, we focus on Huber’s type
contaminations of the sample, in Proposition Bl there is no loss of generality to assume
that D,, = DY for all n. Indeed, in the random design setting, under an (e, Q)-Huber
contamination of the sample we have that (X;,Y;) ~ P := eQ+ (1—¢)P° and thus, since
Proposition Bl requires no assumption on PV, its result remains valid if P? is replaced by
PY. Tt is also worth mentioning that, unless the model is well-specified, the parameter
value 6y defined in Proposition B will be typically different from the parameter value 6
the estimator 6, converges to. Finally, we note that using the general theory on M-
estimators one can obtain sufficient conditions on ky and on the statistical model which
ensure that 6, is v/n-consistent and asymptotically Gaussian.

The following theorem provides an asymptotic guarantee regarding the robustness of 6,
to Huber type contaminations of the data. Notably, a direct implication of this theorem
is that the influence function of 6, is bounded.

Theorem 4. Let ky satisfy |ky| <1, Q € P(Z) and assume that following two conditions
hold:
e The mapping 0 — E{]D)ky (Pg(g X?)7P3\X0)2} has a unique global minimum at bo.
’ 1

e There exist a neighbourhood U of 6y and a constant w > 0 such that, for all 6 € U,

EXNPQ( {Dky(Pg(G,X)7P19|X)2} = EXNPQ( {Dky(Pg(éo,x)a PQ\X)Q} + pl|6 — éOH- (15)
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Let

a= inf Ex_po {Dry (Pyo,x): P 1507} = Exepg {Diy (P, x)s P 1x)* € (0,4]

and assume that € € [0,a/(52 + «)). Then, for all
it . 0 2
Oq. € aregﬂélnExweQXJr(pe)Pg [Dky{Pg(G,Xl)a Qyix, + (1 — )Py x, } }
€

we have [|0q.c — 6ol < 52¢/ (1 — ep).

Following similar steps as in the proof of Proposition 2lit is easily checked that condition
(I3) holds when the function 6 — Expo {Dry, (Py(o,x)5 10/|X)2} has 6y as unique global
minimizer and is twice continuously differentiable around this parameter value.

5. Numerical experiments

5.1. Set-up

All the results presented in this section are obtained for X = R?% )Y < R% for some
dy € N, and for the kernel k = ky® kx such that kx = Kq50.01, i.e. kx is the exponential
kernel on R? with bandwidth parameter v = 0.01, and such that ky is the exponential
kernel on ) with bandwidth parameter equal to 1.

For each experiment the observations used to fit the model are obtained from an
uncontaminated dataset d% := {(2?,y?)}}¥, that we contaminate as follows. We choose
an € € [0,1) and randomly select a set I C {1,..., N} such that |I| = |eN]. For all
i€ {1,...,N} we then let (z;,vy;) = (29,y9) if i & I and (2;,9;) = (25, y§) for some
(xf,y5) € Z it i € I. The way we generate the (zf,yf)’s will vary from one example
to the next and will therefore be specified in due course. Finally, for n < N we let
dy, = {(xi,yi)}?_, be the sample available to estimate the model parameter.

Below the value of the estimators én and 6,, are obtained using AdaGrad (Duchi et all,
2011), an adaptive stochastic gradient algorithm, and the strategy exposed in Appendix
[A2 for computing the former estimator is implemented. As suggested in Section 3.4 the
algorithms that compute 6,, and 6, use the maximum likelihood estimate of the model
parameter as starting value.

5.2. Gaussian linear regression

We let d = 8 and, for every x € R?, we let Pyo,z) = Ni(BTz,0?) with § = (B,0) € © :=
R? x (0,00). For this example the dataset d?v is constructed by simulating independent
observations using

VP =60 X+ e, (X0, 6) ~ Ny(0,1;) ® Laplace(0, o)

with By = (4,4,3,3,2,2,1,1) and og = 1. The model {(Pyg,2))zerd; ¢ € O} is therefore
misspecified and, in what follows, we focus on the estlmatlon of Byp. We let N = 5000
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T | type | n | Bols,n | 6lad,n | 6rob n | ﬁmom,n | Bn | Bn |
100 0.372 0.353 0.350 0.409 0.355 | 0.334
0 1000 | 0.116 0.092 0.104 0.168 0.108 | 0.107
5000 | 0.053 0.039 0.046 0.111 0.049 | 0.047
100 0.464 0.339 0.385 0.707 0.350 | 0.342
1 Y 1000 | 0.181 0.094 0.106 0.921 0.105 | 0.097
5000 | 0.103 0.043 0.049 0.807 0.054 | 0.051
100 0.647 0.351 0.359 1.315 0.337 | 0.333
2 Y 1000 | 0.241 0.097 0.110 1.513 0.114 | 0.115
5000 | 0.175 0.039 0.047 1.357 0.051 | 0.052
100 0.724 0.331 0.343 1.519 0.329 | 0.320
3 Y 1000 | 0.309 0.100 0.108 1.864 0.113 | 0.110
5000 | 0.250 0.043 0.048 1.759 0.053 | 0.055
100 0.870 0.356 0.374 0.476 0.342 | 0.338
1 X 1000 | 0.836 0.111 0.105 0.254 0.104 | 0.096
5000 | 0.818 0.065 0.049 0.174 0.054 | 0.052
100 1.575 0.400 0.347 0.655 0.337 | 0.331
2 X 1000 1.467 0.160 0.110 0.319 0.112 | 0.115
5000 | 1.401 0.119 0.046 0.245 0.051 | 0.052
100 1.838 0.442 0.344 0.743 0.331 | 0.323
3 X 1000 | 1.805 0.216 0.108 0.377 0.113 | 0.109
5000 | 1.771 0.183 0.048 0.293 0.054 | 0.056

Table 1.: Results for the Gaussian linear regression model. For each experimental setting
we report the RMSE over 25 replications.

and, for n < N and € > 0, the contaminated dataset d, is generated as explained in
Section [B.1] where two types of outliers (z¢,y$) are considered. More precisely, we say
that the outliers are of type X when y{ = y; and z{ is such that Ty = Ty for all j > 1
and such that z§; is a random draw from the from the N (5, 1) distribution, and of type
Y when yf is a random draw from the N7(10,1) distribution and z§ = ;.

In Table [ we report, for different values of n < N and of € € [0,0.03], the root mean
squared error (RMSE) for the estimation of 5y obtained for six estimators, namely the
ordinary least squares estimator Sgis,, the least absolute deviations estimator Bj.q.,, the
robust estimator of 5 in linear Gaussian regression models proposed by [Koller and Stahel
(2011), computed using the R package robustbase, the robust Median-of-Means es-
timator Bmom,n introduced by [Lecué et all (2020), computed using the Python package
sNCikit-learn—extraﬁ and using three blocks, and the two proposed estimators Bn and
B

When the sample is not contaminated, i.e. when d,, = d%, we observe that the ordinary
least squares estimator S is the best estimator. However, this estimator is extremely
sensitive to the presence of outliers of both types, a fact that is already well documented
in the literature (see for example Rousseeuw and Leroy, 2005, Chapter 1). We also
observe that the estimator Bmom,n performs poorly, with an RMSE which is in all cases
larger than that of SB,s,. The theory predicts that increasing the number of blocks
used by the Median-of-Means procedure should make Bmom’n more robust but then the

3https://scikit-learn-extra.readthedocs.io/en/stable/index.html
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| € | n | Gmlen erobn | en | én | | € | n | 6mlen | Brob,n | Bn | Bn |

100 1.504 1.737 | 2.132 | 2.012 100 1.451 1.696 | 2.0638 | 1.944

0% | 1000 | 0.565 0.608 | 0.733 | 0.735 0% | 1000 | 0.536 0.574 0.705 | 0.708
5000 | 0.210 0.296 | 0.290 | 0.289 5000 | 0.202 0.238 0.273 | 0.269

100 1.767 2.020 | 2.017 | 1.802 100 1.598 1.731 1.947 1.727

1% | 1000 | 1.325 1.164 | 0.706 | 0.695 1% | 1000 1.009 0.584 0.675 | 0.669
5000 | 1.293 1.083 | 0.283 | 0.283 5000 | 0.878 0.273 0.267 | 0.266

100 2.218 4.131 | 2.238 | 2.186 100 1.958 3.684 2.189 | 2.147

2% | 1000 | 1.766 1.551 | 0.683 | 0.681 2% | 1000 1.312 0.638 0.654 | 0.651
5000 | 1.936 1.669 | 0.252 | 0.257 5000 1.389 0.341 0.239 | 0.241

100 2.657 3.048 | 1.786 | 1.755 100 2.200 1.989 1.732 1.697

3% | 1000 | 2.496 2.253 | 0.631 | 0.642 3% | 1000 1.861 0.707 0.604 | 0.611
5000 | 2.404 2.142 | 0.243 | 0.242 5000 1.762 0.418 0.231 0.230

Table 2.: Results for the Heckman sample selection model (synthetic data). The left table
is for the estimation of § = (3,7, o, p) while right table is for he estimation of 8
only. For each experimental setting, we report the RMSE over 25 replications.

optimization procedure, as implemented in scikit-learn-extra, becomes less stable.
For this reason, unreported numerical results have shown that increasing the number
of blocks does not improve the empirical performance of Bmom’n. As predicted by our
theory, the MMD based estimators Bn and Bn are robust to the two considered types of
outliers. In addition, we observe that their performance is almost identical to that of the
robust estimator fyop ,, proposed Koller and Stahel (2011), and that their RMSE is in all
cases smaller than that of fBj,q,, When the outliers are of type X. However, for outliers of
type Y this latter estimator tends to be the best one, with an RMSE slightly lower than
that of the estimators Bn, Bn and Brob,n-

5.3. Heckman sample selection model

For d € N and ©® C R? x (0,00) x (—1,1), the Heckman sample selection model
{(Pg(g,x))xeRd, 0 e @} is such that, for all z € R and 6 = (3,7,0,p) € O, the dis-
tribution Py . is the distribution Py, defined in the last example of Proposition [l For

this model, in addition to the two MMD based estimators én and én, results are presen-
ted for Omien, the maximum likelihood estimator of 6, computed using the R package
sampleSelection (Toomet et all, 12008), and for 6,4, the robust two-step estimator of
6 proposed by [Zhelonkin et al) (2016), computed using the R package ssmrob written by
Zhelonkin et all (2021). We stress that the estimator 6oy, is designed specifically for
robust estimation in Heckman sample selection models.

We first let d = 8,

0= {(5,7,0, p) € R x (0,00) x (—1,1) such that Bq_; 11 =~ =0, Vi e {1,... ,d/2}}
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e=0% e=1% e =3%
Gmle n erob,n en Gn Gmle,n Grob n en en emle,n Grob n en Gn
B1 5.037 5.401 5.056 5.111 5.445 5.441 5.202 5.090 5.726 | -0.735 | 5.289 5.085
B2 0.212 0.201 0.176 0.212 0.180 0.190 0.168 0.213 0.172 0.120 0.163 0.214
B3 0.350 0.255 0.389 0.318 0.250 0.244 0.378 0.320 0.193 0.665 0.369 0.319
Ba 0.019 0.013 0.044 0.027 0.013 0.015 0.038 0.026 0.006 0.064 0.034 0.027
Bs | -0.220 | -0.155 | -0.120 | -0.210 -0.129 | -0.131 | -0.115 | -0.200 -0.096 | -0.388 | -0.128 | -0.212
Be 0.541 0.481 0.509 0.526 0.489 0.474 0.507 0.517 0.475 0.753 0.502 0.519
B7 | -0.029 | -0.067 | -0.032 | -0.084 -0.056 | -0.064 | -0.048 | -0.075 -0.090 0.177 | -0.060 | -0.078
v1 | -0.724 | -0.749 | -1.110 | -0.827 -0.613 | -0.735 | -1.021 | -0.825 -0.508 5.441 | -1.069 | -0.819
Y2 0.098 0.105 0.159 0.116 0.109 0.120 0.150 0.125 0.106 0.190 0.153 0.120
Y3 0.644 0.687 0.688 0.736 0.584 0.665 0.713 0.752 0.505 0.244 0.715 0.742
Ya 0.070 0.070 0.072 0.071 0.060 0.064 0.069 0.069 0.053 0.015 0.072 0.068
v5 | -0.373 | -0.398 | -0.430 | -0.415 -0.344 | -0.388 | -0.444 | -0.417 -0.302 | -0.131 | -0.434 | -0.412
Y6 0.795 0.834 1.229 0.906 0.559 0.753 1.219 0.888 0.344 0.474 1.171 0.869
Y7 0.182 0.183 0.205 0.212 0.179 0.177 0.189 0.214 0.144 | -0.064 | 0.198 0.207
o 1.271 1.318 1.195 1.217 1.351 1.357 1.205 1.229 1.454 1.357 1.220 1.242
p -0.124 | -0.051 | -0.311 | -0.315 -0.520 | -0.047 | -0.371 | -0.307 -0.720 | -0.047 | -0.381 | -0.308

Table 3.: Estimated value of 8 in the Heckman sample selection model for the 2001 Med-
ical Expenditure Panel Survey dataset.

and construct the dataset d}; by simulating N = 5000 independent observations using
Y2IXD ~ Py x0y, X7~ Na(0, 1)
where 6y = (8o, Y0, 00, po) With
Bo = (4,3,2,1,0,0,0,0), 70 =1(0,0,0,0,4,3,2,1), o09=1.5py=0.5.

The model we consider here assumes that the outcome equation depends only on the
first d/2 components of Xi0 while the selection equation depends only on the last d/2
components of XZ-O, so that the total number of parameter to estimate is d + 2 = 10. For
n < N and € > 0 the contaminated dataset d,, is constructed as explained in Section [5.1]
with yi = y; and «f such that «f; = x;; for all j > 1 and such that zf; is a random draw
from the N7(5,1) distribution.

Table 2 shows, for different values of n < N and of € € [0,0.03], the RMSE obtained
with the different estimators for the estimation of 8y as well as for the estimation of (5,
which is often the main parameter of interest in this model. We observe that the max-
imum likelihood estimator is the best estimator when there are no outliers, as expected
from the asymptotic theory. On the other hand, this estimator is sensitive to the presence
of outliers. The robust estimator 6,41, , of Zhelonkin et al! (2016) improves upon &pie n
when the sample is contaminated. However, for all the considered values of ¢ > 0 and
n, this estimator is dominated by 6,, and by 6,,. When restricting our attention to the
estimation of 8, we observe in Table 2l that the two MMD based estimators have a lower
RMSE than B, for all € > 0 when n = 5000 and for € = 0.03 when n = 1000.

We now consider the real dataset and model used in [Zhelonkin et all (2016, Table
4). The dataset, available from the R package ssmrob, contains N = 3 328 observations
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€ H Hmle,n ‘ arob,n ‘ én ‘ On
1% || 0.651 | 0.107 | 0.186 | 0.040
3% | 1.090 | 0.468 | 0.259 | 0.055

Table 4.: Value of A, (6, for the Heckman sample selection model for the 2001 Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey dataset, with 6, € {fnie.n,Orobn, On, O}

d?v = {(yY, 99, 29) @']\Lp extracted from the 2001 Medical Expenditure Panel Survey, and
an Heckman sample selection model is used to regress y?l, the log ambulatory expenses for
the ith individual, on the vector z containing d = 7 covariates, including an intercept.
Both the selection and the outcome equation is assumed to depend on all the components
of 29, so that © = R? x (0,00) x (—1,1) and the number of parameter to estimate is
2d +2 = 16. We let n = N and, for a given ¢ > 0, we contaminate the dataset
d?v, where ygi = 1(0,00) (y(l)l-), by applying the approach described in Section B.I] with
(Y5 y5;, x$) = (y?i, 1 - ygi,x?). Below we denote by d, . the resulting contaminated
version of d2.

The estimated parameters values, obtained for € € {0,0.01,0.03} and the four con-
sidered estimators, are presented in Table Bl For e = 0 the results obtained with e p
and with 6, , reproduce those given in|Zhelonkin et all (2016), and the two MMD based
estimators provide similar estimated values of the model parameters. In order to assess
the sensibility of the different estimators to a contamination of the data, in Table [l we
give the value of A ,,(0,) == [|05(dnc) — 0n(d2)|| for all 6,, € {Omie.n, Orobns 0n,0,}. As
expected, the maximum likelihood estimator is very sensitive to the presence of outliers
and Oyop, 5, improves upon Oyl . The most striking feature of Table @ is the remarkable
performance of én Notably, the value Ae,n(én) is about 2.675 times smaller than that of
Acn(Orob,n) when € = 0.01, and about 8.5 times smaller when € = 0.03. For this latter
value of € the estimator én outperforms the estimator 0,41, since, in this case, Aem(én)
is about 1.8 times smaller than A, (6iob,n). On the contrary, when there is a small
proportion of outliers, i.e. when € = 0.01, we observe from Table @ that 6, ,, dominates
én. We however recall that én depends on a kernel ky which is kept the same throughout
this Section B and thus which is not optimized in any sense to the particular problem at

hand.

5.4. Gamma regression model

With d = 8 and © = R%x (0, 00), we consider the Gamma regression model { (PQ(va))meRd’

@} which is such that, for all z € R? and § = (B,v) € ©, the distribution Pyo,2) 1s
the distribution Py, defined in the fourth example of Proposition [[l For this example
the dataset d(])\, is obtained by simulating N = 5000 independent observations using

YO X9 ~ Py ,,x0) and X9 ~ Ny(0,1y), with 6 = (1,...,1). Then, for every n < N and
€ € [0,0.03], the contaminated dataset d,, is constructed as described in Section 5.1} with
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| € | n | Gmle | erob | Gn | én | | € | n | Bmle | Brob | 671 | Bn |

100 0.478 | 0.425 | 0.501 | 0.498 100 0.308 | 0.306 | 0.444 | 0.443

0% | 1000 | 0.123 | 0.120 | 0.142 | 0.144 0% | 1000 | 0.087 | 0.093 | 0.132 | 0.133
5000 | 0.055 | 0.053 | 0.067 | 0.069 5000 | 0.041 | 0.043 | 0.061 | 0.063

100 0.394 | 0.398 | 0.521 | 0.521 100 0.297 | 0.313 | 0.473 | 0.475

1% | 1000 | 0.250 | 0.108 | 0.149 | 0.148 1% | 1000 | 0.114 | 0.098 | 0.132 | 0.133
5000 | 0.350 | 0.049 | 0.071 | 0.070 5000 | 0.070 | 0.042 | 0.061 | 0.059

100 0.395 | 0.381 | 0.539 | 0.545 100 0.302 | 0.301 | 0.490 | 0.493

2% | 1000 | 0.353 | 0.113 | 0.146 | 0.145 2% | 1000 | 0.120 | 0.094 | 0.127 | 0.127
5000 | 0.551 | 0.056 | 0.073 | 0.073 5000 | 0.105 | 0.046 | 0.066 | 0.067

100 0.441 | 0.407 | 0.471 | 0.475 100 0.296 | 0.296 | 0.403 | 0.406

3% | 1000 | 0.349 | 0.119 | 0.157 | 0.158 3% | 1000 | 0.119 | 0.091 | 0.138 | 0.136
5000 | 0.631 | 0.069 | 0.076 | 0.078 5000 | 0.129 | 0.044 | 0.067 | 0.069

Table 5.: Results for the Gamma regression model. For each experimental setting, we
report the mean square error over 25 replications.

y;i = y; and 27 such that z7; = x;; for all j > 1 and such that z7; is a random draw from
the from AN (—0.5,1) distribution.

Table [ presents the RMSE for the estimation of 8y and 3y obtained with 0,, and 0,,.
Results are also given for 6je,, the maximum likelihood estimator of 6, and for 0., 5,
the estimator proposed by |Cantoni and Ronchetti (2001, 2006) for robust inference in
generalized linear model, computed using the R package robustbase. We observe from
this table that, as expected, e, is not robust to the presence of outliers, while the two
proposed MMD based estimators are. In all cases, the RMSE obtained with the estimator
6rob,n Proposed by (Cantoni and Ronchetti (2001, 2006) is however slightly smaller than
the that obtained with én and 0,,.

We stress that, in some sense, the better performance of 8,y ,, is reassuring since this
estimator is precisely designed for robust inference in generalized linear models and, in
particular, has been motivated in |Cantoni and Ronchetti (2006) for robust inference in
Gamma regression models. By contrast, the applicability of the estimators én and én,
and their theoretical guarantees derived in Section M regarding their robustness, hold for
a much broader class of regression models.

6. Conclusion

Some important questions remain open, such as the dependence of the convergence rate
of the estimator 6,, to the dimension of the parameter space ©, and the existence of
conditional mean embedding operators when X is unbounded which would enable to
apply some our theoretical results for this estimator to problems where the regressors
can take arbitrarily large values. Finally, further work is needed establish non-asymptotic
guarantees for the estimator 6~?n
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A. Computation of the estimators

A.1. Gradient of the loss

Proposition 4. Assume that each P\ has a density py with respect to a measure p such
that X\ — py is differentiable, and that 0 — g(0,x) is differentiable for any r € X.

1. Assume that there is a function b:Y% = R such that

/ / by, v u(dy)p(dy’) < oo
yJYy
and such that, for all (0,x,2",y,y),

k(). (', 4)Vopg(o.) W)Pg(oran (¥)] < by, 9.
Then, for all (8,z,2',y) we have
Vgé(a, z, x,’ y)

— 2Eprg(9’z)7 Y/Py 5.0 [(k:((x, Y), (2, Y/)) — k:((x, Y), (x/,y)))VG logpg(97m)(Y) .

2. Assume that there exists a function b: Y2 — R such that

/ / by, y")u(dy)u(dy’) < oo
yJYy
and such that, for all (0, x,y,y'),
‘k(ya y/)VG [pg(e,a:) (y)pg(G’,az) (y,)] ‘ < B(y, y,)'

Then, for all (0,x,y) we have

_— -
Voll0.2.9) = 2B, g, | (ke(VY) = ky(Y.9)) Vo logpy(0.0 ()]

Remark 5. We need more assumption to ensure stability and convergence of the stochastic
gradient algorithm. See for example Proposition 5.2 in |Chérief-Abdellatif and Alquiern
(2022) (and the references therein), where the authors require the existence of the vari-
ance of

L(0,2,2".0,U0" ) i=2(k((2, ), (&', Y") = k((@,Y), (', 9)) ) Vo 10g g(o,0) (V)
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when U ~ Py ) and U~ Pyo,01- However, under Assumption [A1], it boils down to the
corresponding assumption on Vglogpyg .)(U). For example, if there is v > 0 such that
for any (CE, 9); ]EUNPg(g,z)[HVG logpg(O,:B)(U)HZ] < v, then

Var(L(0,z, 2 .U, U, y)) < 16v, Y(0,z,2,y).

Proof. We start by the proof of point 2. By definition,

U(0,X;,Y;) = By~p, ky(Y,Y") = 2ky (Y, )]

0.x,),Y ' ~Pg6,x,) [

=[] (09 = 2030 ¥, 0Dyt ()
= // ky (4, 9" )pg(0,x) (W)Pgo,x0) (W ) u(dy) p(dy’) — 2 / ky(y, Yi)pgeo,x,) () p(dy),
so that
Vol(0.X:Y0) = Vo [[ ko0 10,00 0)pato.0 (0 () ()
— Vs / ky (Y, Yi)pg(o,x,) (1) 1(dy)
= // ky(y, 4" ) Vo [Pg(o,x:) W)Pg(0,x) (¥)] 1(dy)p(dy’)
-2 / ky (. Yi) Vo [pg(o,x,) (v)] 1(dy) (16)

where the inversion of [ and V is jusfified thanks to the existence of the function b.
Remark that

Vo [pg6.x0) )] = Va [log pgio,x,)(¥)] Pgio.x:)
and that

Vo [Pgo,x) W)Pg0,x) (W)
= Vo [log pg(o,x) (W) Pyo.x:) ¥)Pg(0,x) () + Vo [108 Dy, x) (W)] Pgio,x0) W)Pg(0,x:) (W')-

Plugging this into (IB) gives:
Vol(0,X;,Y;) = // ky(y, 4" )V [10g Do, x:) ()] Poco.x) W)Pg(0,x,) (¥ ) p(dy) pu(dy’)
4[] kw190 Do o) 6] ot ) it (i)
=2 [ k(0 Y% (108 0,0 ()] Pt x1(00)

=2 // ky(y,y") Ve [108 pgo,x) )] Pgio,x) ¥)Pg(o,x:) (v)1(dy) u(dy”)

- QZ/ky(yayi)Ve [10g pg(o,x,) ()] Pg(o,x,)1(dy)
=1
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by symmetry, and thus,

V(;e(a le Y; ZEYNPg(Q X ), '~Py0,x; ){ [ky(Y Y’ ) ]{?y(Y, Yv@)] V@ [logpg(esz)(Y)] }
=1
The proof of point 1, from the expression in (@), is exactly similar. ]

A.2. A closer look at the computation of 6,

Let k = ky ® ky with k., as in Section B3 and let L(#, z,z’,y) be a random variable such
that E[L(0, 2,2/, y)] = Vel(0,z,2',y), with £(0, 2,2’ y) as defined in Section B3l Then,
given n observations d, := {(x;,y;)}; in Z, the random variable

7,9 d —QZ Z k(2 25) L6, x4, x5, y5)

=1 j=i+1

is such that E[Hn('y,ﬁ,dn)] = Vohn(7,0,d,), with h,(~,0,d,) as defined in (I0).
Next, for an integer M; € {1,...,(n —1)n/2 — 1} we let

S, CS={(,j):1<i<j<n}

be such that the set {ky(zi,z;)}( j)es,, contains the M; largest elements of the set
{k (xi,xj)}(” cs, and for an integer My € N such that My + My < (n — 1)n/2 we
let {(I;, JZ)} . be a simple random sample obtained without replacement from the set
S\ Su,- Then the random variable

H(M1,M2)(%9 d Z k; :cl,:c] (H,xi,xj,yj)
(4,3)€Snm,
Mo
n—1)n —2M
+ ( ) - Z k'Y(xlrrmem)L(a’xIm’x‘]m’y‘]m)

Mo

m=1

is such that E[HM ) (y,0, d,)] = ha(7, 0, dy), and thus

N n
E[ZL(e,x@-,yi) +H£M1’M2>(v,9,dn)] =V > U0, X, X;,Y)). (17)
i= i,j=1

This approach for computing an unbiased estimate of Vy ZZ =1 (9 Xi, X;,Y;) in
volves the construction of the sets S and Sy, , which requires O(n?) operations. However,
once these two sets are obtained, obtaining a realization of G, (0, d,,) := Zfil L6, x, i)+
HMM) (4 0. d,) for a given 6 can be done in only O(n + M; + Mslog(Ms)) opera-
tions using e.g. the simple random sampling without replacement method proposed by
Gupta and Bhattacharjed (1984).

For this procedure to work well in practice the parameters M; and My must be such
that the variance of G,,(6,d,) is small. When a small value for v is chosen it is often
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true that k,(x;,2;) ~ 0 for most pairs (i,5) € S. When this happens, taking M; = O(n)
and My such that My log(Ms) = O(n) allows to efficiently compute 6, using a stochastic
gradient algorithm whose cost per iteration is linear in the sample size n. However, the
memory requirement the approach we just described is O(n?), which limits is applicability
to moderate values of n (to n equals to a few thousands, say).

B. Proof of Lemma 1]

B.1. Preliminaries

We first recall the following result (see [Da Prato and Zabczyk, 2014, Proposition 1.6):

Lemma 5. Let A and B be two Hilbert spaces, T : A — B be a bounded linear operator
and Z be a random variable taking values in A and such that B[||Z|a] < co. Then
E[T(2)] = T(E[Z]).

We recall that, under Assumption [ATHA2] for any probability distribution P € P(Z2)
the mean embedding pu(P) = Ez_p[k(Z,-)] of P is well defined in #H, and that p(P) has
the key property to be such that
< f,/L(P) >H=< f,]EZNP[k(Za )] >H= EZNP[ < fa k(Za ) >H ] = EZNP[f(Z)]? \V/f €EH

where the second equality holds by Lemma [B] noting that for all f € H the map-
ping g —< f,g >% is a bounded linear operator on H while, under Assumption [A2]
Bz pllIb(Z, ] < 1.

Recall also that the boundedness of ky and ky (Assumption [A2)) implies that Cp and
Cp, exist, are unique, and that they are bounded, linear operators (see [Fukumizu et all,
2004, Section 3).

We then have the following result (also proved in the proof of Corollary 3 inFukumizu et all,
2004 as well as in Klebanov et al., 2020, Theorem 4.1).

Lemma 6. Assume that Assumption[AIHAZ and condition [B) hold. Then, range(Cy) C
range(Cpy, ).
Proof. Let g € Hy and f € Hx. Then,
<Cpg, f >ur =< 9,Crf >n,

=Exy)pr[9(Y)f(X)]

= Ex~py [E[g(Y)|X]f(X)]

=<Ey~py [9(Y)],.Cry f >t

=< CpxEynpy [9(Y)], f >,

where the fourth equality holds under B and the last one uses the fact that Cp, is self-
adjoint. Since g € Hy and f € Hy are arbitrary, it follows that

C}k;g = CPXEYNPY\.[Q(Y)L Vg € 7_[37

and the proof of the lemma is complete.
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B.2. Proof of the lemma

Proof. Let I : Hy — Hy be the identity operator on Hy and PKEI"(CPX) tHy — Hy
be the orthogonal projection on Ker(Cp,). Recall that PKer(CpX) is a linear operator
such that ||PK61"(CPX)||0 = 1. Therefore, the linear operator C}L;.XCPX =7- PKGI‘(CPX)

is bounded. In addition, by Lemma [6] range(C}) C range(Cp, ) and therefore CLXC}S :

Hy — Hx is a bounded linear operator (Arias and Gonzalez, 2009, Theorem 2.3). Hence,

recalling that if A : H; — Hs is a bounded linear operator between two Hilbert spaces

then [|A*||3, = ||All3, it follows that (CLXC}S)* : Hx — Hy is a bounded linear operator.
To proceed further let g € Hy and f € Hx. Then,

< [,CpyEyapy [9(Y)] >y = Exapy [f(X)E[g(Y)]X]]
= E(x,y)opy [9(Y) f(X)]
=< g,Cpf >y,
=<Cpy, f >Ha

(18)

while, on the other hand, recalling that f’ = CpXC}L;.Xf’ for all f’ € range(Cp, ), and
recalling that range(C}) C range(Cp, ) by Lemma [6]

< [,CpyCh Chg >, =< [,Chg >34 - (19)
Hence, by (I8))-(19), it follows that
< f,Crx (By~py, [90Y)] = Cp, Cpg) >x=0
and thus
Exepy [ £(X) (Ey~py, [9Y)] = Ch, Chg) (X)]

=< 1.Cpy (Bynpy, [9(Y)] = Ch Chg) >3
=0.

Consequently, since f € Hy is arbitrary, it follows that, under the assumptions of the
lemma,

Ey~py . [9(Y)] = CLXC;Q (20)
Remark now that for x € X and y € Y we have
Chy Coky(y.-)(x) =< Ch, Cpky(y, ), kx(2.") >3,
=< ky(ya ')7 (CLXC;)*kX(Xa ) >Hy (21)
= (ChCh) k(. )(v)

where the first equality uses the reproducing property of ky and the third equality the
reproducing property of ky.
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Let y € Y and x € X. Then, using (20) with g = ky(y, ) and (2I]), we have
:U’(PY|J:)(y) = EYNPY\I [kﬁy(y, Y)]
= Ch, Chhy(y,)(x)
= (ChCp) k() ()

and the proof is complete. O

C. Proof of Theorem I

C.1. A preliminary result for proving Theorem [1]

Lemma 7. Assume that |kxy| < 1 and let pu(dy) be a o-finite measure on (Y, Sy) and
f: X xY — R be such that

1. f(,y) € Hx forally € Y,
2. The function Y >y f(-,y) is Borel measurable,
3. The set {f(-,y) : y € YV} is separable,
4o JyIFC )l n(dy) < oo
Then, [y f(,y)u(dy) € Hx.

Proof. Since the set {f(-,y) : y € Y} is separable and the mapping y — f(-,y) is
Borel measurable the function y — f(-,y) is strongly measurable. Therefore, there exist
(Cohn, 2013, Proposition E.2) a sequence ({E;n}i;), <, and a sequence ({fin}i;), <,
such that

1. Ei, €6y and fi, € Hy foralln>1>1,
2. limp 0 H Z?:l ]lEi,n(y)an - f(y7 ')HHX =0forally e,

3. 1, W) finllma < If (@, )as foralln > 1 and all y € Y.

For every n > 1 let f, : X x Y — R be defined by
Z]lEzn Vfin(z), (z,y)€ X x ).

Under the assumptions of the lemma we have fy 1, y) || p(dy) < 0o, and thus,

/ Vs ) a(dy) < / 1 Cow)llren(dy) < oo, Vo> 1,
y %
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showing that, for all n > 1, the simple function y — f,(-,y) is Bochner integrable.
Consequently, for all n > 1 the function

n

o= /yfn(-,y)u(dy) = (/ u(dy))fi,n

i=1 Ei,n

is well-defined. Notice that fn € Hy for allm > 1.
To proceed further remark that

’fn(xay)’ < an(ay)HHX < ”f('ay)HHX7 V(m,y) eXx)y

where the first inequality holds since |kx| < 1 by assumption while the second inequality
hods by the third aforementioned properties of ({Eim}?:l)n>1 and ({fi,n}?zl)nx'

By assumption, fy | (-, 9)|l1dy < 0o and thus, by the dominated converge theorem,
and using the fact that the convergence in |[|-||3, norm implies the point-wise convergence,

limfu(s) Z/yf(s,y)dy, Vs € X. (22)

Therefore, recalling that frn € Hx for all n > 1, to complete the proof it remains to show
that the sequence (fy,)n,>1 is Cauchy w.r.t. the || - ||, norm.
To this aim remark that, since

[ £aCo0) = FC )0, <27 C )y, P21

while, by assumption, fy I (-, y)|[n,dy < oo, the dominated convergence theorem im-
plies that

lim | [ fa(9) = FCo)|5,, dy = 0. (23)

n—oo y

On the other hand, for every n > m > 1 we have
I Il = || [ ) = fntibuan],
n\" — Jm\"H d
g/ny( 9) = Fuls9) |, n(dy) (24)
n (e _ . d m (e _ ” d
S/ny( ) = FC)l, 10 y)+/ny (oy) = FCow) ||, 1(dy)

where the first inequality holds by [Cohn (2013, Proposition E.5), since a shown above
the function y — f,,(,y) is Bochner integrable. Together, (23) and (24) show that the
sequence (f,)n>1 is indeed Cauchy w.r.t. the | - |3, norm, and the proof of the lemma
is complete. ]
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C.2. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Let g € Hy so that g = > "2, a;iky(yi, ) for a sequence (y;);>1 in Y and a sequence
(a;)i>1 in R. For all m > 11let g, = > 1" 1 aiky(ys, ) and fp, : X x Y — R be defined by
fulz,y) = gn(y)p(ylx), (z,y) € X x Y. We first show that, for all n > 1, the function f,
verifies the assumptions of Lemma [7l

By Conditions [l and B] of the theorem, it readily follows that f,, verifies Conditions [l
and [ of Lemma [7, for all n > 1. To show that this is also the case for Condition ] of
Lemma [ let B (HX) be the Borel o-algebra on Hy. Let n > 1 and assume first that
Hx contains the non-zero constant functions so that the function y — g,(y) is B(Hx)-
measurable. Then, since by assumption the function y — p(y|-) is B(H x)-measurable
and since the product of two Borel measurable functions is a Borel measurable function, it
follows that the function Y 5 y — fn(+,y) is B(Hx)-measurable, as required. Assume now
that Hy does not contain the non-zero constant functions. Let H x be the RKHS on X
having kx-+1 as reproducing kernel so that, as shown above, the function Y 5 y — f,,(-,y)
is B(ﬂx)—measurable. Consequently,

{yeV: fally) € A} € &y, VA€ B(Hx). (25)

Recalling that Hy = {f+ec, f €My, ceR} and that [ fllg, = [[fllay forall f € Hx

(Paulsen and Raghupathi, 2016, Theorem 5.1), it follows that B(Hx) C B(Hx) which,
together with (25]), implies that

{yey: fully) € A} €6y, VAeB(Hx).

This shows that the function ) > y — f,(-,y) is B(Hx)-measurable, and thus, for all
n > 1, f, satisfies Condition 2 of Lemma [7

Lastly, using the fact that |ky| < 1 and Condition @ of the theorem, for all n > 1 we
have

/ 1) () < (5up g (w)]) / 1001 0 ()
Yy yey Yy

< llgalln, /y D01l (cly)

< o0

and thus, for all n > 1, f,, verifies Condition M of Lemma [, which concludes to show
that, for all n > 1, f,, verifies all the assumptions of Lemma [7l

Therefore, by Lemma[7] the function f, := fy fn(,y)u(dy) exists and belongs to H.y,
for all n > 1. In addition, for all m > n > 1 we have (see |Cohn, 2013, Proposition E.5,
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for the first inequality)
1fn = Fnllgy, = H /y(gn - gm)(y)p(yl')u(dy)HHX
< [ 1906) = o) 101 sy
< 225|g"(y) —gm(y)l/yHp(yl-)HHXM(dy)

where, since |ky| < 1 by assumption,

lim sup sup sup |gn (y) — gm(y)| < limsup sup ||gn — gm|l3, = 0. (26)
n—oo m>nyecy n—oo m>n
Consequently, the sequence ( fn)nzl is Cauchy w.r.t. the || - |4, norm and therefore

converges point-wise to a function f € Hy. Thus, to complete the proof it remains to
show that

Tim fu(2) = Eynpy o, [9(Y)], Ve X
Since for every n > 1 and z € X we have

| fu(@) = Bynpy x_,[9(Y)]] < / lgn(y) — 9()| p(y|x)pu(dy) < suplgn(y) — 9(y)l,
Yy yey

it follows, by (Z6)), that lim,, e Sup, ey | fn(z) — Ey~pyx_,[9(Y)]| = 0, and the proof of

the theorem is complete. O

D. Proof of Corollary [

Corollary [ is a direct consequence of Lemma [I, Theorem [I] and of the following lemma:

Lemma 8. Assume that Assumptions[ATHAZ hold and that there exists a o-finite measure
w(dy) on (¥,8&y) such that Py, = p(y|r)u(dy) for all x € X, where p(-|-) satisfies
Assumptions[IHf] of Theorem[d. Moreover, assume that there exists a bounded conditional
mean embedding operator Cy|x for (Pyie)scx- Then, [Cyixlo < Jy Ip(u])lpex (dy).

Proof. Let g € Hy and remark that

(C;|Xg)(x) =< C;|Xg, kx(z,) >3, =< g’CY\Xk/\’(x’ ) SHy= EYNPy\X:z 9(Y)], VzeX

where the first equality uses the reproducing property of kx and the third (34).
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Consequently,

1CY | x9llmr = H/yg(y)p(y\-)dyHHX
< /y 191l dy
<suplg(w)] [ [0}y
yey Y

< gl /y 1G]l dy

where, under the assumptions of the lemma, the first inequality holds by |(Cohn (2013,
Proposition E.5) and where the last inequality uses the fact that |ky| < 1.
Therefore,

ICyixclo = IChxlo < /y b1 lndy

and the proof of the lemma is complete. O

E. A useful corollary of Theorem [1]

In order to state the next result we let Ay(dz) denote the Lebesgue measure on R?
Ay={aeNg: Z?Zl a; < s} for all s € Ny and |a| = Z?Zl a; for all a € R%.

Corollary 2. Assume that X C R? is bounded with Lipschitz boundary and, for some
constants m € N and v > 0, let kx be the restriction of the Matérn kernel K%ﬁ on X xX.
Let s = (d+m)/2 if (d+m) is even and s = (d+m+1)/2 if (d+m) is odd, and assume
that there exists a o-finite measure pu(dy) on (¥, &y) such that Py, = p(ylz)u(dy) for
all x € X, where p(-|-) satisfies the following conditions:

e for ally € Y, the function p(y|-) is s times continuously differentiable on X, with

d
821:1 a;
max sup

O ()| <
a€As (z,y)EXXY 83:‘1“ ... axgd

and with
oX iy ai 2
gé%}j/y [/X {axi” e 8x3dp(y|x)} Ag(dz)

d
. 3&:1 aq
o the function y — 7851”...83[:;‘”9

2

u(dy) < oo, Va € As,

(y|x) is continuous on Y, for allx € X and a € As.

Assume also that the set Y is separable and that Assumptions[AIHAZD hold. Then, condi-
tions [F] of Theorem [l hold and thus ([B)) is satisfied.
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Proof. Remark first that to prove the result it is enough to consider the case where
(m 4+ d) is even. Indeed, if (m + d) is odd then in what follows we can replace

e the set X by X = X x R,

e for all y € ), the function p(y|) : & — R by the function p(y|) : X — R defined
by py[(z,v")) = p(ylz) for all (z,u) € &,

edbyd=d+1.

Recall that, since (m + d) is even, the RKHS Hx is norm-equivalent to the Sobolev
space W3 (X) (see e.g. [Kanagawa et all, 2018 Example 2.6). In addition, recall that the
norm || - [lyy;(x) is defined by

lwsry = 3 ( /

aEAs

2
82?:1 @i
a1 aq
ouf' ... 0uy

f(x) Ad(dx)> 5, fe WQS(X)

and let
D oxi e v Ay x X
ap(ylr) = mﬁ(?}’ﬂﬁ)y (a,z,y) € As X X x ).

To proof the corollary remark first that, under its assumptions, for all y € ) we have
IPCI)llws )y < oo Thus, for all y € Y, the function p(y|-) belongs to the Sobolev
space W3 (X), and thus to the RKHS Hx. This shows that p(-|-) verifies Condition [ of
Theorem [I1

In addition, under the assumptions of the corollary we have

/y\lp(yl-)llwgmu(dy): > /y{/){Dap(ylw)zf\d(dw)};#(dy)<OO (27)

aEAs

and thus, since the norm || - [|3, is equivalent to the norm || - [[y;(x), it follows that

/ 1001 2 () < o0
y

showing that p(:|-) verifies Condition ] of Theorem [II

To proceed further recall that the image of a separable space by a continuous function
is separable. Hence, since ) is assumed to be separable, to show that Condition B] of
Theorem [ holds it suffices to show that, for every ¢’ € ), the function

YVoyr ky(,v)plyl) € Ha (28)

is continuous. To this aim, let ¢y’ € Y and (y});>1 be a sequence in Y such that lim; o y, =
y'. Then, since ky is continuous by assumption, to show that the function defined in
([28)) is continuous it is enough to show that

limsup [Ip(y]-) = p(y'[)ll7. = 0. (29)

1—00
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The norm || - |3, being norm-equivalent to the norm [ - [|yys(x), there exists a constant
C < oo such that || flla, < C|fllwsx) for all f € Hy and thus, for all i > 1, we have

lp(il) = (') < C2llpil-) = P 1) 1z )

<3 [ 1Dantuila) ~ Dupty/ )] a(da),

ac€Ag

(30)

By assumption, for all x € X and all a € A, the function y — D,p(y|z) is continuous
on Y while, for all (a,z) € As x X we have

sup | Dap(yi|z) — Dap(y/|2)* <2 sup  |Dp(yla)| < oo.
i>1 (@,y)€XXY
Consequently, since X is bounded, (29) follows from (30]) and the dominated convergence
theorem, and thus p(-|-) satisfies Condition [3 of Theorem [II
Finally, since as shown above the mapping ) 5 y — p(y|-) is continuous, it follows
that this mapping is Borel measurable and thus p(:|-) satisfies Condition [2] of Theorem
[ Hence, all the conditions of Theorem [I and the proof is complete. O

F. Proof of Proposition 1

F.1. Preliminary result

Lemma 9. Assume that X C R? for some integer d and that X is path-wise connected
and such that Ag(X) > 0. Assume also that ky is continuous on X%. Then, there exists
a distribution Px € P(X) such that

{f €Mx: Exupy [f(X)R(X)] =0, Vh € X} = {0}. (31)

Proof. Remark first that since ky is continuous on X2 any function f € Hx is continuous
on X (Paulsen and Raghupathi, 2016, Theorem 2.17). Let Py denote the Ny(0,1,)
distribution, truncated on X if X # R? Assume that there exists a non-zero function
f € Hx such that

Ex~py [f(X)W(X)] =0, Vhe Hy.

Then, Expy[f(X)?] = 0 and, since Px admits a strictly positive density px on X
w.r.t. Ay, we have f(z) = 0 for Ag-almost every z € X. However, as f is assumed to be
continuous, and X is path-wise connected, the function f is zero everywhere. ]

F.2. Proof of the proposition

Proof:

The fact that k is characteristic follows from [Szab6 and Sriperumbudur (2018) and the
properties of the Matérn kernel.

Next, remark that, by Lemma [ under the assumption of the proposition there exists
a distribution Px € P(X) such that the only function f € Hx for which we have
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Ex~py[f(X)?] = 0 is the zero function. In addition, since X is bounded with Lipschitz
boundary we can use Corollary Pl to check that there exists a bounded linear conditional
mean operator for (Py;)zex-

To this aim, for all x € X we let p(y|z) be the density of Py|,(dy) w.r.t. u(dy). The
o-finite measure p(dy) on )Y will be specified below for each example but, for all the
considered examples, for all y € © x ) the mapping = +— p(y|-) is infinitely many times
differentiable. Consequently, letting s and A, be as defined in Corollary 2 we can define

a 82?:1 aq
D p(y‘.%') = mp(y\x), V(a,x,y) € @ X AS X X X y

Then, by Corollary B, a bounded linear conditional mean operator for (Py‘x)xe x exists
if

1. the mapping y — D%p(y|z) is continuous for all (a,z) € As x X,

2. the following two conditions hold:

max sup |D%(y|x)| < oo (32)
9€As (2,y)eX XY

1
2

i [ [t astan)| i) < (33)

G,GAS

For all the examples considered in the proposition it is trivial to see that the mapping
y — D%p(y|z) is continuous for all (a,z) € A; x X. Under the assumptions made on X,
Conditions (B2]) and (B3] are easily checked from the definition of p(y|z) given below for
each examples

Example 1: For this example ) = R and we let u(dy) be the Lebesgue measure on R
so that

— 3T )2
p(y\x):Zwm ! eXp{—M}, V(z,y) € X x ).

2 2
o 2mos, 207,

Example 2: For this example, ) = Ny and we let u(dy) be the counting measure on Ny

so that + T
exp{yB'z—exp(B'z)}
y!

p(ylr) = , Y(z,y) € X x ).

Example 3: For this example, ) = {0,1} and we let p(dy) be the counting measure on
{0,1} so that

o) = (e (remr) e e
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Example 4: For this example, Y = (0,00) and we let u(dy) be the Lebesgue measure
on R so that

v

p(ylz) = ﬁy exp(—vB z)exp { —vyexp(—B8Tz)}, V(z,y) € X x V.

Example 5: For this example, ) = R x {0,1} and we let

(u(dy) = (A1(dy1) + g0y (dy1)) @ 6103 (dy)

so that
Py(dy) = pa(y)p(dy)

where, denoting by ¢(-; i, 0) the probability density function of the N7 (u,o?) distribu-
tion w.r.t. Ay, for all (z,y) € X x ) we have

p(ylz) = o(y1; 8"« 02)<I>< Yz + (p/o)B x}/\/1— >]1R\{o} (1) (1 = 103 (12))
+ (=" 2) L0y (y1) L0y (v2)-

O
G. Proof of Lemma
Proof. Let Cy|x : Hx — Hy be a bounded linear operator such that
M(PY\x) = Cylxl{?)((.%', '), Ve e X. (34)

and let CNPY‘X : Hy ® Hx — H be the (unique) linear operator on Hxy ® Hy such that

CNPY‘X(fl ® fa) = f1@Cyxf2, f1 €Hur,fo € Hax.

For all fi € Hx and fy € H, x we have

ICpy x (1 ® f2)ll = If1 ® Cy x falln
= || f1llxa [ICy x foll 7y
< | fillaea [ f2ll2 ICy xlo
= [lf1 ® follulCyxllo

showing that .
||CPy\X||0 < ||CY|XHO < 0. (35)

where the last inequality holds by assumption.
Next, remark that for every f € Hy the linear operator (f ®-) : Hy — H is such that

1f @ -llo < I fllaa < oo (36)
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since

If @ glse = 1 flrallgllsey, VF€Ha, VgeHy.

Let fi(Pyx) = Ex~py [kx(X,)®kx(X,)] be the embedding of Px € P(X) in Hx®@Hx
Then, for Py € P(X) and using the shorthand P’ = Py Py |., we have

u(P') : = Exy)op [kx (X, ) @ ky(Y, )]
=Ex.p; [EYNPY\X [kx(X, ) @ ky(Y, )H
=Ex.pj [kx(X ) @ Eyapyy [Fy(Y, ')H
=Ex.p, [/@Y(Xa ) ® IU(PY|X)}
= Exnpg [kx(X,) @ Cyixha(X, )]
= By [Cry i (B (X)) @ k(X))
= éPy‘XEXNPg( [kx(X,) @ kx(X,-)]
= Cpy x (P)

where the interchange between expectation and tensor product between the second and
the third equality is justified by Lemma [Bl and by (B@), where the interchanges between
expectation and tensor product between the fifth and the sixth equality is justified by
Lemma [Bl and by (35]), while the fifth equality holds by (34)).

Similarly, for Py € P(X) and with P” = Py Py)., we have

IU(P”) L= IE(X,Y)NP” [k/\’(X’ ) ® kjy(K ')]CNPY\XIE’(PA%)
and thus,
Dy (P, P") = [|u(P") — u(P") [l
= |[Crun ((P) = (D)) |, -

< HéPY\X HO Hﬂ(Pg() - :&'(P%)HHX(@HX
< Gy ixllo Dya (P, P4)

where the last inequality holds by (35]). The proof is complete.

H. Proof of Lemma [3

H.1. Preliminary results

The following lemma is adapted from Lemma 5 in |Chérief-Abdellatif and Alquier (2020).
While the proof is quite similar, the statement is more general.
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Lemma 10. Let S be a set (equipped with a o-algebra). Let K be any symmetric function
8% — [—1,1] that can be written K (s,s") = (o(s), ¢(s'))4, for some Hilbert space H and
some function ¢ (note that we do not assume that K is a characteristic kernel). Let
S1,...,8y, be independent random variables on S with respective distributions Q1,...,Qn.

Define @ = (1/n) 0, Qi and Q = (1/n) Y21, ds,. We define, for any Q and Q'
probability distributions on S,
D%(Q, Q") = Esnq.5~QK (2, Z')] = 25,5~ [K(Z, Z')] + Bsqr,sr~qy [K (2, Z")]

(which is indeed a metric if K is a characteristic kernel). We have:

2 [Dx(@.Q)] < & e [p3@.0)] <1

n

Proof. Jensen’s inequality gives E[Dx(Q, Q)] < \/E[D2%(Q, Q)]. Put m; = Es~q,[¢(S)],
then

[D%@Q.@)] = |5 w5 - mi
i=1 H
-1 ZE [lo(55) = mal] + - =) DL E [(0(8) — i e(S) = i)

#J

= QZ< [Hso IIH}—IImilli)Jro
< ZZE[” HH] QZKS,,S)g

=1

ERE

O

Our proof strategy to study én(Dn) actually relies on the fact that despite contam-
ination, the performance of 6,(D,,) remains close to the one of 6,(D,). The following
lemma will help to formalize this claim.

Lemma 11. Let PO = 1 ) Y 5(Xo Y0) be the non-contaminated empirical distribution

and Pn 01 ZZ 1 6X0P 9(6,X0) be the uncontaminated counterpart of Pe Then, for any
proba,bzlzty dzstmbutzon Q on X x Y, we have

‘]Dk <]5"’0,Q) _ D, (P",Q)‘ < 2 (38)

and

(Dk (159”70, Q) — Dy (P;, Q)‘ < 2. (39)
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Proof. For the first inequality (38]),

e (77,0) -4 ()] <D (2.7

= || 'n (X2 ¥0), ) —k((Xi,m-)]‘
1=1 H
< —ZH[ (X2, %).) = k(X0 Y0, ||
Lt -
<- 22 = % <2
The proof of () is exactly the same. - O

H.2. Proof of the lemma
Proof. Thanks to ([B8) of Lemma [Tl we have, for any fixed 6 € O,
]Dk(]SG" ,PY%) < ID)k(PG" , P") + Dy (P™, P%) (triangle inequality)

< Dk(pgl, P™) 4+ Dy (P, P%) + 2¢ where we used (38) with Q = P?

< DR(BF, P") 4+ Dy (P™0, PO + 2¢ (by definition of 6,)

< DR(By, P™°) + Dy (P™°, PY) + 4e by BY) with Q = P}

< DR(BJ, PO) + 2D (P™°, P%) + 4e (triangle inequality). (40)

Taking the expectation in ([40) gives:
E [Dy(Py, PP)| < e+ Di(Py, BY) + 2E [Di(P™, BY)| (41)

We can control the expectation in the right-hand side by an application of Lemma [0l
where S; = (X?,Y?) ~ Q; :=§ xo P, | Y 1X0 that are indeed independent, and where K = k.

The lemma gives:

E [Dk(P" PO)] 7 (42)

We take the infinimum with respect to 6 to obtain:

A . A 2
E {Dk(Pé’Z,P,?)] < de+ inf Dy(P} B) + N (43)

In order to prove (), take any z; € Z and define

Pno (Z(SXOYO +4, >

J#i
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We note that:

‘Dk(pn,(]’pg) - Dk(Pn’O PO)

N 51,0
(@) ' n SDk(Pn7O7P7; )S

2
@7/ =p

This allows to use the McDiarmind’s bounded difference inequality [McDiarmid (1989),
which gives:

N . +2
P {]Dk(P", PO —E [Dk(P", Pg)} > t} < exp (-%) V>0 (44)
Put n = exp(—nt?/2) to get

N _ . _ 2log(1
P{Dk(P”’O,PS) —E [Dp(P"0, PY)| > M} <n,

n

which, together with (I])-(42), gives the statement of the theorem. O

I. Proof of Theorem

I.1. Preliminary result

Lemma 12. Let ||-|| be a semi-norm on ©. Let M : © — [0,2] be such that there exists a
unique 0, € © verifying infgcg M (0) = M (0) and such that there exists a neighborhood
U of 0, and a constant p > O for which

M(0) = M(0s) > pllo = 0.]l, VO €U
Let (0,)n>1 be a sequence of random variables taking values in © and such that there exist
a strictly increasing function hy : (0,00) — (0,00) with lim,_,o h1(x) = 00, a continuous
and strictly decreasing function hy : (0,1) — (0,00), and a constant x > 0 such that

]P’{M(én) < M(6,) +z+ Zigzg} >1-n, Vpe(0,1), Vn>1 (45)

Then for any t > 0,

LU0 — 0l = w/p+ < 205 [((1t) A (@ = 7)) a (W),

and

. z  ha (%) _
]P’{Hé?n -0, < m + ,uhl(zn)} >1-n, Yn>1, Vne [2h'((a—2)1hi1(n)),1)

where o = infgeye M(0) — M(0,) € (0,2].

Remark 6. It would also be possible to get a result on E[||6,, —6,]|], but at the price of the
additional assumption that the parameter space © is bounded: sup(g g)co? 160—6||o < .
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Proof. Note that ([43]) is equivalent to
P{M(én) —M6,) -z > t} < hyl(thi(n)), Yt>0, Yn>1. (46)

Remind that oo = infgere M (0)—M (6). It is immediate to see that v < 2. Moreover, o >
0, otherwise, U¢ being a closed set, there would be a §’ € U¢ such that M (6")— M (6,) = 0.
Now, for any ¢t > 0,
P{l0n — 0. >t +x/u}

=P {ll6n = 0ull >t +2/p,00 €U} + P {10 = Oul| >t + /11,0, ¢ U}

<P{M(0)— M(0,) > put+=z,0, U} +P{0, ¢ U}

<P{M(0) — M(0,) —x > ut} +P{M(0) — M(6,) > o}

< hy! (utha(n)) + by (0 = 2)+ha(n))

where we used (46) for the last inequality. As hy Lis strictly decreasing, we obtain:
P{[|0n — 0.] >t +a/u} < 205" [((ut) A (@ — 2)4) ha(n)]. (47)

Fix n € [thl((a —x)+h1(n)),1) as in the statement of the lemma, and note that

2h2_1 [((Mt) A (Ck - 1’).1,.) hl(n)] =n&t= L(ZQZ)

phy(n)

Plugging these values in (7)), we obtain:

e k)
PG~ 0l < S+ 2 1o,

1.2. Proof of the theorem

Proof. From Lemma (3), (f) in Lemma [I2] holds with 0, = 6y, z = 4e, hi(n) = V/n,
ho(n) =2+ /2log(1/n) and 6,, = 6,, . Apply Lemma [I2] to get:

ZP{Hén—G*H Z+%+t} <2Y exp [_[((“t)“o‘_x)*)\r_ﬁ] <o, V>0

2
n>1 n>1

showing that P(limsup,, ., [0, — 6.]| < 4¢/p) = 1. Lemma [IZ also states

y ho (2
P{HQn — 0. < M;Ll((il))} >1—-n, VYn>1, Vne [thl((oz —x)+hi(n)), 1) .

Note that

ha(3) _ 1
Mhl(Qn) = (2+ \/210g(2/17))
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and 2h; (o — )1 hi(n)) = 2exp(—((a — x)4/n — 2)?/2). For the sake of simplicity,
we only consider n > 16/(av — x)%, in this case, we have (o — z)4\/n —2 > (a —
z)4+/n/2 and thus the result holds in particular for any 7 € [2exp(—n(a — 2)%/8),1).
Finally, remind that # = 4¢ < /8 so it holds in particular for n > 64/a? and n €
[2exp(—na?/32),1). O

J. Proof of Lemma /4

J.1. Preliminary result

We start with a result that will be an essential tool in the proof of Lemma [l Essentially,
it quantifies how well pén,o = (1/n)> 0 1 0x0P 5 X9) approximates P°. Usually, in
regression literature, we focus mostly on the estimation of the distribution of Y| X rather
than on the estimation of the distribution of the pair (X,Y’). Still, we believe that this
result has in interpretation on its own, so we state is as a theorem.

Theorem 5. Under Assumption[Ad] we have

Hn,0 0 : 0
E Dy (£, P°)| < 8¢+ inf Dy(Fy, P’) +

S

and, for any n € (0,1),

P{Dk(ﬁg’o,Po) < 8¢ +gin(g]D>k(P9,P + — <1 + /2log(2/n) )} >1-
n €

Proof. The proof is quite similar to the proof of Lemma [l but requires some adaptations,
in particular in the application of Lemma [I0
First,
Dk(ﬁGZ:O, P%) < Dk(Pg:O, P™0Y 4 D (PO, PY). (48)

Let us deal with the first term of this upper bound in a first time. Here, we will use
both ([B8) and (B9) of Lemma [[1l We have:

Dy (P10, P™0) <Dy (Pg"o,ﬁ”> + 2 <Dy, <159F ,15") +de <Dy, ( P oo ) +de
SID)k(:n’DO), )+66
< Dy (Pen’ P"O> + 8¢

_ mek( pro P"O) + 8e.
6co

where the first inequality uses (38)), the second (39), the third the definition of 0,,, the
fourth ([B9), the fifth ([B8) and the sixth the definition of 6,,.
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Together with (4])), this shows that

Di(P}°, P") < jnf Dy (570, P0) + Dy(P0, PO) + 8¢
< inf Dy <P9"’0, P0> 42D (P™0, PO + 8e

< inf []Dk (P"O P9> +]D)k(P9,PO)} 42D (PO, PY) + 8¢ (49)
€

and so, taking expectations on both sides,

E [Dk(ﬁg‘vo,PO)] < inf {E [DK(PG"’O,PQ)} +ID)k(P9,PO)} 9F [Dk(P"’O,PO) +8e. (50)
n €

We tackle the term E [Dk(pgn’o, Pg)} . Letting ® denote the function such that k((z,y), (2',y')) =
(@(x,y), (I)($/,y,)>7_[, we have

Dy(B}", Py) = /DB, Py)

- (E(Xy)Np;,o,(X,’w e (B(X,Y), @(X',Y"),,

= 2By y)upn0 (x1.yr, (B Y), R(X Y)),,

N

+ E(x,y)m Py (X, v)op, (B(X,Y), (X', Y7)),, >

= (EXN% S 60, XIS 6 <EY~P 0.0 QXYL Eyrop oo [R(X, Y’)]>H

sy By by o [R(X,Y )] Byrp o [0(X,Y)])

leOy

H

1
2

+ Exepg ompg (Byepyo @O0V Eyrer ) [8( X/7y,)]>H>

1 — 1 «
AW EENE) s
i=1 i=1

where the function k is given by:

Wz, x') = <EY~P o (@ V) Eyrep ,)[é(m’,Y’)]>H.

Note that —1 < k < 1 so we can apply Lemma [0 to S; = X? ~ Q; = P)O( and K = k to

get: < Zé}(g PX)

<

Bl
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Combining this last result with (50), and applying Lemma [0 with S; = (X?,Y?) ~
Q; = PY and K = k that gives E[Dy(P™°, PY)] < 1/y/n, we finally obtain:

. 1 P
E[D P?’OP0]<'f A D(Py, PY) Y 4+ = 48
k( é, ) _911619 \/ﬁ_{_ k(@ ) +\/ﬁ+ €

3
= inf Dy(Py, P°) + — + 8
inf k(Po, P7) + = + 8¢,

NG

that is the first inequality of the theorem.
In order to prove the second inequality let 6y € argmingeg Dy (Py, PY). Then (H9)
implies

D, (P™°, PO)
On,
< Du(By°, Pyy) + Di(Pgy, P°) + 2Dy (P™°, P°) + 8¢
= Di(P5,", Py,) + inf Dy(Py, P°) + 2D4(P™0, P°) + 8e.

McDiarmid’s bounded difference inequality leads to
pn,0 p0 pn,0 pO nt?
P{Dy(P™", P°) ~ E[Dy(P™", P)] 2 t} < exp (-

and to )
» A t
P {Dy(P", P%) — E (BP0, P)) > 1} < exp (—“7> |

By a union bound, the probability that one of the two events hold is smaller or equal to
2 exp(—nt?/2), which leads to

P {Dk(Pg’O,PO) < einé]Dk(P@,Po) + % (1 + \/2log(2/n)) + 86} >1—1.
n €

This ends the proof.

]
J.2. Proof of the lemma
Proof. By Lemma [2 applied to P = A;’O and Py = P{, we have
Di(P} . F;,) < €Dy (P, PY) (51)
and thus
E[Dy(B2°, ;)] < B[ (PR, PY)].
Applying Lemma [0 with Z; = X; ~ Q; = P)O( and K = kzgf, we obtain
H1,0 <
E[Dk(Pén ,Pén)] <= (52)
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Now:
E []Dk(Pén,PO)] <E [Dk(Pén,Pén)] +E [Dk(P@n,PO)]

¢ 3
< — inf Dy (P, P°) + 8¢ + —
< n+(52@ kP, P) + Ewa)

where we used (52]) to upper bound the first term, and Theorem [l for the second term.
This ends the proof of the bound in expectation.

Let us now prove the inequality in probability. Let n € (0,1) and use the bounded
difference inequality to get

. R 2log(2
P{Dkgc(P;O’P)O() —E Dkg((P)ré’O,P)%)] < M} >1 —g

n

while, by Theorem [l
A . 3 n
PID, (PO, PY) < f Dy(Py, P —(1 2log (4 ) <1-1
{Duep, ) < se+ jot D P) 4 2 (14 VIR <1~ ]

Together with (5]), and using a union bound, we obtain

3(1+ \/21og(d/m) + €(1 + /210g(2/n)) }
\/ﬁ

P{Dk(ﬁén, P%) < inf Dy (Py, P°) +
>1—n.

O

K. Proof of Theorem (3
Proof. From Lemma [ (3] in Lemma [I2 holds with hy(n) = v/n, ha(n) = (€ + 3)(1 +

2log(4/n)) and 6, = 0,,. Then, the result is proved following the computations done
in the proof of Theorem 21 O

L. Proof of Proposition
Proof. Let f:© — [0,4] be defined by
£(6) = (D(Py, B°) — Dy(Pyy, PY))?, €6

and let U be an open set containing €y such that f is twice continuously differentiable
on U. Let Hy be the Hessian matrix of f evaluated at 8 € U.
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Then, using Taylor’s theorem, for every 6 € U we have, for some 7 € [0, 1]

£(0) = f(80) + (0 — 0) TV f(60) + %(9 — 00) " Hyy1r(9—00) (0 — 00)
= (0 — 00) " Hpy+r(6—60)(0 — 00)

)\min H@ (0—0
> 1160 — 6| ( o2+ ( 0))
infGEU,Te[O,l] Amin (H90+7—(9_90))
2

> |16 — 6ol”

where for every § € U we denote by Apin(Hp) the minimum eigenvalue of Hy. Un-
der the assumptions of the proposition, we can take U sufficiency small so that ¢ :=

infoeys re(o,1) Amin (Hoy4r(9—65)) > 0. Then,

Dy (Py, PY) — Dy ( Py, P°) = \/£(0) > /c/20 — 60|

showing that (I4]) holds for pu = \/c/2. O

M. Proof of Proposition 3|

Proof. For all (0,x,y) € © x X x Y, let

mo(z,y) =Ey gy [y (Y,Y") = 2ky(Y,y)] +Expo [Eyy,u idpy [y (Y, Y’)H

and remark that
E(x,y)~po[mo(X,Y)] = Ex_po [Dry (Pyo.x), Py x)?], V0 €©.
Under the assumptions of the theorem, the mapping 6 — my(x,y) is continuous on the

compact set © and is such that |mgy(x,y)| < 4 for all (0, z,y) € © x X x ). Then (see
e.g Van der Vaartl, 2000, page 46)

Sug n Z mo(X;, ¥i) - EX~P§’( [Dky (Py(o,x)> P}%X)Q] ‘ — 0, in P-probability
c

and therefore, noting that 6, € argmin(;e@%z:?:1 mg(X;,Y;), the result follows by
Van der Vaartl (2000, Theorem 5.7). O

N. Proof of Theorem {4

Proof. Let € € [0,1) and, for all z € X, let p50/|$ = (1- E)P{;'x + €Qy|, and PY) =
(1 — €)P$ + eQx where Qx denotes the distribution of X under Q.
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Then, for all # € © we have

( )

Dry, (Py0,x)> ]5)9|X) + 26)2]
( ) (53)
( )

where the third inequality the fact uses the that, since |ky| < 1, P(Dy,, (PQ(G,X)7P19|X) <
2) = 1, the penultimate inequality holds since e < 1 and the last inequality holds since
Ex~qx [(Dry (Pyo,x) PYx)?] = 0 for all § € ©.

Then, applying (B3] with 6 = 5Q75 yields

0 \2
Ex~py [Dry (P, . x)0 Prix)]

i H0  \2

< T inf By pg [Dry (Pyo.x), Prpx)?] +12¢
12¢

i 0 \2

< T ImEExpg [Py (Pogo.x) Prix)°] + 77— +12¢ (54)
24¢ 12¢
i 0 2
= Glgé EXNP?( [Dky (Pg('97X)’ PY‘X) ] + : + 1—e€ + 16¢
52¢

0 2
< EXNPS)( [Dky (Pg(9~07X)’PY|X) ] T 1—c¢

where the second inequality follows by swapping p10/|  and Pg‘ + in (B3) and the third
one uses the fact that, since |ky| <1,

Ex~qx [Dry(Pyo,x), Py1x)’] <4, V0eo.

By assumption,  is the unique minimizer of the function 6 — EXNpg( [ID)/W (Pyo,x)5 P8|X)2]
and therefore (see the proof of Lemma [T2))

s 0 2 0 2
o= it (Exopg [Dey(Pyo,x) PY1x)?] = Expg Dy (P, x) i) ) > 0.

Together with (B4)), this shows that if

H2e <
1—c YT S 51a

then
0 \2 0 \2
Exrg [Phy(Pyaq . x)Pv1x)] = Expg [Py (Pyg, x) Prix)]
< inf <EX~P9( Dy, (Pyo,x), P°)?] — Ex po [Dky(Pg(govx),po)QD

ocUc
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implying that 9~Q,€ € U. Consequently, using again (54)),
52€
1—e€

0 2 5
> EXNPQ( [Dky(Pg(éQ’e,Xy P)0/|X)2] - EXNPg( [Dky(Pg(g}),X)a PY\X) ] > 11f|0q.e — boll
and the result follows.

O
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