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Abstract—One of the key objects of binary classifica-
tion is the regression function, i.e., the conditional ex-
pectation of the class labels given the inputs. With the
regression function not only a Bayes optimal classifier
can be defined, but it also encodes the corresponding
misclassification probabilities. The paper presents a
resampling framework to construct exact, distribution-
free and non-asymptotically guaranteed confidence re-
gions for the true regression function for any user-
chosen confidence level. Then, specific algorithms are
suggested to demonstrate the framework. It is proved
that the constructed confidence regions are strongly
consistent, that is, any false model is excluded in the
long run with probability one. The exclusion is quanti-
fied with probably approximately correct type bounds,
as well. Finally, the algorithms are validated via nu-
merical experiments, and the methods are compared
to approximate asymptotic confidence ellipsoids.

Index Terms—binary classification, regression func-
tion, confidence regions, uniform consistency, non-
asymptotic guarantees

I. INTRODUCTION

LASSIFICATION or pattern recognition is one of
C the fundamental problems of statistical learning the-
ory [1], and it is widely studied in several fields, such as
machine learning, signal processing (especially in image
processing), system identification, and information theory.
One of the main goals of classification is to construct a
decision rule with as low expected risk as possible, based
on an independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample.

Standard methods usually provide point estimates with
favorable statistical properties, such as consistency, but
since in general these point estimates find the target model
with probability zero for a finite sample, it is crucial to
quantify the uncertainty of the constructed models. Such
quantification can be carried out in the form of confidence
regions, which are equivalent to hypothesis tests. They
provide stochastic guarantees for determining the true
model, and are also fundamental for robust approaches.

There are several known techniques to construct region
estimates, such as confidence intervals and ellipsoids, but
most of these approaches suffer from theoretic limitations.
In the area of parametric statistics, under very strong
assumptions on the data, in some cases the distribution
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of the estimate can be derived from which its random
value can be bounded, e.g., confidence intervals for the
expected value of normal distributions can be constructed
based on the sample mean and variance. In a more involved
approach the distribution of the estimate is substituted by
the limiting distribution of the estimate sequence, which
can be assessed by the central limit theorem (e.g., confi-
dence ellipsoids). Because of the asymptotic substitution,
these methods can perform poorly for small samples and
in general the provided guarantees are only approximate.

In the field of statistical learning the distribution of the
sample is unknown, therefore these parametric approaches
are not preferred, distribution-free and non-asymptotic
methods are sought instead. Even though from a practical
viewpoint these two requirements are vital, the available
finite-sample analyses of nonparametric methods is scarce.
Our main goal in this paper is to tackle these limitations.

One of the oldest statistical problems is to estimate
distributions for which Kolmogorov [2], Smirnov [3] and
von Mises introduced nonparametric hypothesis tests [4].
Each of these tests define an ancillary statistic whose
distribution does not depend on the true underlying dis-
tribution, but can be computed from any finite sample.
The acceptance regions of these tests define nonparametric
confidence sets for the true distribution function for any
user-chosen probability. In this paper we construct confi-
dence sets in a similar manner, via hypothesis tests, for
the regression function of binary classification.

In the (supervised) statistical learning framework one of
the main aims is to find stochastic guarantees for the re-
gression function. In this paper we focus on this challenge
from a non-asymptotic and distribution-free viewpoint.
The asymptotic theory of distribution-free regression func-
tion estimation is rich [5]. Many well-known estimators,
e.g., k-nearest neighbors (kNN), partition rules and local
averaging estimates are proved to be strongly universally
Lo consistent [6], [7], however, it is also shown that the
convergence rate can be arbitary slow [8]. Nevertheless,
these bounds are usually conservative and does not provide
useful information for small datasets. Several error criteria,
other than L, error, were also considered in the literature,
e.g., Fritz gives exponential bounds for the risk of nearest
neighbor estimates [9] and universal pointwise consistency
is proved for kernel estimates by Krzyzak and Pawlak [10].

An elegant distribution—free framework which gained
much attention recently is conformal inference [11]—[14].
It was introduced to construct prediction intervals, which
problem has a slightly different nature in general.



Distribution-free binary classification was studied by
Barber [15]. She proves an explicit lower bound on the
expected width of distribution-free confidence intervals for
the conditional class probability in case of binary outputs,
also constructs a procedure that can achieve this length
approximately. Nevertheless, in |16]-|18] it is shown that
there are several regimes, where confidence and predic-
tion intervals with optimal vanishing width are achievable
under mild statistical assumptions. Gupta et al. studied
three notions of uncertainty quantification for binary clas-
sification in this framework [19]. They investigated the
connection between calibration, confidence intervals for
the regression function values and prediction set construc-
tion. They proved that in a distribution-free framework
confidence intervals are equivalent to approximate calibra-
tion and if the sample distribution is nonatomic, then the
prediction set construction is the easiest task.

In this paper we prove the strong consistency of our
confidence sets in an Lo space, in a distribution-free way.
This seemingly contradicts the results of [15]. However,
our scheme does not construct confidence intervals with
vanishing width for regression function values in general,
but tests the functions themselves instead. Recall that £o
convergence usually does not imply pointwise convergence
(nor uniform convergence), which would be sufficient for
constructing confidence intervals with vanishing width.

The presented hypothesis tests are based on resampling
methods. This class of algorithms makes statistical infer-
ence based on alternatively drawn samples. In this paper
our aim is to verify the universality and demonstrate the
flexibility of these resampling approaches. Bootstrap [20],
jackknife [21], and Monte Carlo tests [22] are the most
well-known examples of this area. Our new algorithms
differ from the original bootstrap and jackknife in the
sense that we generate alternative samples from a class of
distributions, instead of sampling from the empirical one
(or an approximate distribution). Another difference w.r.t.
bootstrap is that we give finite-sample guarantees, in-
stead of using the asymptotic distribution of the estimate,
similarly to recent advances of jackknife methods which
prove universal performance |23]-|25]. Monte Carlo tests
generate samples from a test distribution and compare
some statistics of the alternative datasets to the original
sample. In this paper we strongly rely on this principle,
therefore the newly presented methods can be viewed as
Monte Carlo tests, but rather we emphasize the confidence
region perspective of the defined tests and show how to
reduce the cost of the alternative data generation process
to a constant and still be able to test any candidate.
The new algorithms in this paper were mainly motivated
by the Sign-Perturbed Sums (SPS) method, which was
first introduced for linear regression models in system
identification [26]—[28|. It is already known that SPS
constructs non-asymptotically exact confidence regions for
any user-chosen probability. It is also proved that SPS is
strongly consistent [29] under mild statistical assumptions
and comparable to the asymptotic confidence ellipsoids.
SPS has been already generalized for kernel methods [30]

and modified for classification [31], [32]. Nevertheless its
analysis for classification is still narrow. Our aim in this
paper is to broaden this area with a more involved theory.

II. BINARY CLASSIFICATION

Let the input space be an arbitrary measurable space,
(X, X), where X is a o-algebra on set X, and let the binary
output space be Y = {+1,—1}. We are given a finite i.i.d.
sample of input-output pairs, Dy = {(X;,Y;)}",, where
X, eXand V; €Y, fori € [n] = {1,...,n}, from the
unknown joint distribution, P, of the pair (X,Y).

We call any measurable ¢ : X — Y function a classifier
or decision rule and apply a measurable loss function,
L :YxY — [0,00) that penalizes label mismatch. In
this paper we restrict our attention to the zero-one loss
defined by L(y1,y2) = I(y1 # y2) for y1,y2 € Y, where [ is
an indicator function. The expected loss of a classifier is
R(¢) = E[L(¢(X),Y)], which is also called the Bayes risk.
The main goal of classification is to minimize this quantity.
In case of the zero-one loss, the Bayes risk equals to the
probability of misclassification. Since the joint distribution
of (X,Y) is unknown, we do not have a direct access to this
quantity, due to which the minimization is challenging.

It is known that, assuming binary outputs, the joint
distribution, P, is determined by the marginal distribu-
tion of the inputs, Py, and the conditional expectation
function, f.(z) = E[Y|X = z], which is also called
the regression function. Furthermore, when the zero-one
loss is applied, it is easy to show that a Bayes (optimal)
classifier takes the following form: ¢.(z) = sign(f«(x)),
where sign(z) = I(z > 0) — I(x < 0), see |33, Theorem
2.1]. Observe that the regression function, f., does not
only provide an optimal classifier, but it also encodes the
misclassification probabilities of the inputs. Hence, esti-
mating f, is of crucial importance for binary classification.

III. RESAMPLING FRAMEWORK

There are several techniques available in the literature
to estimate the regression function [1], [5], [34]. For exam-
ple, empirical risk minimization based methods and non-
parametric estimates (e.g., k-nearest neighbors, Nadaraya-
Watson kernel estimates) are two widely used tools. In
general, these techniques only provide point estimates,
i.e., they pick a single element from a given model class.
However, in many cases it is important to quantify the
uncertainty of our models, for example, for the purpose of
safety or stability guarantees. Our main goal is to suggest a
novel framework to build distribution-free, non-asymptotic
confidence regions, which contain the regression function
with a given (user-chosen) confidence probabilities.

Motivated by finite-sample system identification meth-
ods [26], |30], [35], we also suggest two specific algorithms
that build exact confidence regions for the regression
function of binary classification, under mild statistical
assumptions. These new methods are based on the concept
of resampling, which is closely related to bootstrap and
Monte Carlo tests. A preliminary version of our second
construction was suggested and briefly analyzed in [31].



A. Main Assumptions

We aim at providing non-asymptotic and distribution-
free stochastic guarantees for including the “true” re-
gression function in our confidence regions. Our main
assumptions to guarantee these properties are as follows:

A0 The given sample, Do = {(X;,Y;)}1y, is i.3.d.

A1l A class of candidate regression functions is available,
indexed by a parameter, which contains fy, that is

fieFo={folX=>[-1,41] |00} (1)

A2 The parameterization is injective in the Lo(Py) sense,
i.e., for all 01 # 62 € © it holds that

o — fonl2 = / (o () — fop(2))? dBe(z) # 0. (2)

Let 6, denote the parameter which corresponds to the true
regression function, that is f. = fy,. The true parameter
0. is well-defined, because of A2. Although we refer to ©
as parameter space, we allow it to be infinite dimensional,
even the functions themselves can be the “parameters”.
A confidence region is a random subset of the parameter
space which covers 6, with a user-chosen high probability.
By the (measurable) injection it is convenient to consider
the corresponding confidence set in the model space, Fy,
which covers f, with the same probability. In the follow-
ing section these distribution-free region estimations are
defined as the acceptance region of a suitable rank test.

B. Construction Scheme

One of the main observations needed for our confidence
region construction is that a regresssion function candidate
completely determines the conditional distribution of the
outputs given the inputs, i.e., for all § € © we have
—s
Notice that Y has the same distribution as Y'(6.). Our
idea is to generate alternative samples for a given candi-
date model, then compare the alternative datasets to the
original one with a proper similarity measure to test the
candidate’s suitability. The comparison is performed via
abstract rank statistics. By “ranking” we mean:

P(Y()=+1| X =z) =

Definition 1 (ranking function). Let A be a measur-
able space (with some o-algebra), a (measurable) function
v A™ — [m] is called a ranking function if for all
(a1y...,am) € A™ it satisfies the following properties:

P1 For all permutation p on set {2,...,m}, we have

w(a17a27-~ 7a,u,(m))7

that is v is invariant w.r.t. reordering the last m — 1
terms of its arquments.

'aa/m) = w(alaau@))"'

P2 For alli,j € [m], if a; # aj, then we have

U(a;, {aptrei ) # V(aj, {ar iz ), (4)
where the simplified notation is justified by P1.

PSEUDOCODE: INITIALIZATION

INPUTS: rational coverage probability u
OUTPUTS: positive integer parameters p, g, m,

permutation 7 on [m], stem sample U

1. Choose a rational confidence level u and
select integers 1 < p < ¢ < m such that
p=_(—p+1)/m.
2. Generate i.i.d. random variables, U = {U; ;} for
i €n], j € [m—1] with U, ; ~ uniform(—1,1).
3.  Generate a random permutation 7 : [m] — [m]

uniformly from the symmetric group over [m].

TABLE I

The output of the ranking function is called the rank.
The following lemma, which is an important observation
about the rank of exchangeable random elements, will
be our main tool to prove that the coverage probability
level of the constructed confidence regions is ezxact and
adjustable for any finite sample size.

Lemma 1. Let Aq,..., A, be exchangeable, almost surely
pairwise different random elements taking values in A and
let ¥ be a ranking function. Then, w( Ay, A, A ) has
discrete uniform distribution, that is for all k € [m]:

P(4( A, As, ..\ Am) = k) = - (5)

m
The proof is given in Appendix[A] Notice that LemmalT]
is very general. The mutual distribution of the given ran-
dom elements, {A;}7L;, can be arbitrary, thus the claim
is distribution-free. In addition, the random elements that
we compare do not need to be fully independent, only their
exchangeability is required (more general than “i.i.d.”).

We define ranking function on resampled datasets. The
given sample is included in (X x Y)". Our framework
produces m — 1 new alternative random elements from
this space for any given model, i.e., for any § € O all
together we consider m elements in (X x Y)™. To ensure
pairwise difference, which is a technical assumption in
Lemma [T} we extend the datasets with the different values
of a random permutation 7 : [m] — [m] generated accord-
ing to a uniform distribution. Henceforth, we construct
P (X xY)" x [m])™ — [m] type ranking functions.

The confidence region construction scheme consists of
two parts. First, in the initialization process, see Table [l
the hyperparameters and auxiliary functions are set and
a stem sample is generated.

In the second part of the scheme we define a rank
statistic on the given parameter set with the help of an
appropriate ranking function 1), see Table [[Il Then, we
construct the confidence region based on the ranks as

0y = {0eO|p<(D50),{D](0)}j20) <q}, (6)

where o = (p, ¢, m) denotes the parameters that are used.



PSEUDOCODE: RANK STATISTIC

INPUTS: candidate parameter 6, samples Dy and U,
ranking function ¢, integer m, permutation m

OUTPUT: integer rank r € [m)]

1. Let Y;;(0) =sign(fo(X;) + U, ;) for i € [n] and
j € [m — 1] be the alternative outputs for model
fo. For simplicity let Y; o(0) =Y; for i € [n].

2. Let D;(0) = {(X;,Y:;(6))}7—, be the alternative
sample for j € [m — 1] and Dy(0) = D, for 6 € ©.

3. Let Dj(0) = (D;(0),n(j)) be the extended
alternative sample for j € [m — 1] and for
notational simplicity let DF(0) = (Do, w(m))
for all 8 € ©.

4. Let the rank statistic of parameter 6 be

r =4 (D5 (0),{DF(0)}j20)-

TABLE II

Let us fix an index i € [n] and take the observations that
follows. First, we notice that

L+ fo(X;)
Lp g

and consequently Y; ;(6) is generated from the conditional
distribution with respect to X; determined by candidate
regression function fy for all j € [m — 1]. Second, clearly
Y; o has the same conditional distribution with respect
to X; as Y; ;(0.). In addition {Y; ;(6.) ;”:_01 are all con-
ditionally i.i.d. with respect to X;, because {Ui’j};’gl
are independent of each other and Y;o. We conclude
that Do, D1(04), ..., Dim—1(0s) are conditionally i.i.d. with
respect to {X;}? , thus they are also exzchangeable. The
application of Lemma [T yields the following general theo-
rem, which is one of our main results:

P(Y;;(0) = £1]X;) =

Theorem 1. Assume that A0, Al and A2 hold. Then, for
any ranking function v and hyper-parameter o = (m,p, q)
with integers 1 < p < q < m, we have

g—p+1

p(o. coy) = 1L

(8)

Proof. We observed that Dy, Di(04),...,Dm—_1(0s) are
conditionally i.i.d. with respect to the inputs, {X;}!,,
hence their extended versions (cf. Table are exchange-
able, and also (a.s.) different due to their construction.
Thus, Lemma (1] implies that ¢(DF(8),{Df(0)}kz0) = k
with exact probability 1/m for all k € [m]. O

Notice that Theorem [I] holds for any finite sample
size, hence the result is non-asymptotic. Besides, the fine-
tuning of user-chosen parameters, (p,q,m), allows us to
reach any desired (rational) confidence level, therefore the
construction is very flexible. As we allow parametrizing
the regression function (if needed), while the distribution

of the inputs can be arbitrary, the approach is semi-
parametric, in general. However, our finding provides valid
confidence on a completely distribution-free fashion, if we
consider the model class of all possible regression func-
tions. Finally, note that if we use the construction scheme
as a hypothesis test, from Theorem [I]the probability of the
type 1 error can be exactly controlled.

C. Asymptotic Perspective

The application of the proposed framework requires an
appropriate ranking function. Since our definition is very
general, it is easy to find a function that satisfies P1 and
P2. Notice that Theorem [I| allows the use of all possible
choices. The statement remains valid even for degenerate
rankings; e.g., when ¢ only depends on the elements of the
random permutation that are attached to the extended
datasets (leading to purely random confidence sets).

We would like to avoid such cases, therefore we examine
the asymptotic properties of the constructed confidence re-
gions. In this paper we study strong pointwise consistency
and strong uniform consistency. Intuitively, a method is
strongly pointwise consistent if the wrong parameters are
excluded from the constructed confidence regions almost
surely, when the sample size tends to infinity. Formally:

Definition 2 (strong pointwise consistency). A method is
strongly pointwise consistent if we have

P(ﬁ@{ee@;{n >0, (9)

k=1n=~k

for each 6 # 0., 0 € O, where @Z,n denotes the confidence
region constructed from a sample of size n.

Note that from the hypothesis testing viewpoint strong
pointwise consistency ensures the parameterwise conver-
gence of the probability of type 2 errors to zero as the
sample size tends to infinity, therefore the corresponding
hypothesis test for Hy : § = 6, is consistent.

Let the parameter space be a metric space (0, A) and let
B(0,,e) = {6 € © | A(0,,00) < e} be the open ball with
center 6, and radius €. We say that a confidence region
construction method is strongly uniformly consistent if the
exclusion discussed above occurs uniformly, i.e.:

Definition 3 (strong uniform consistency). A method is
strongly uniformly consistent if for all e > 0

P ( gn@{@gn C B(e*,g)}> =1,

where @;{n denotes the confidence region in © constructed
from a sample of size n.

When @ or hold for all possible distributions of
(X,Y) we say that the consistency is universal. We will
prove close to universal results about our constructions,
which hold under very mild statistical conditions.

(10)



D. Ranking Functions

We aim at sorting datasets {D7 (9) ;.”:_01 with the help of
a ranking function. The extended datasets are from a high-
dimensional space, where a total order is not predefined
in general. For this purpose we introduce real-valued ref-
erence variables that can be computed from the datasets:

(11)

for j =0,....,m—1, where T : X xY)"x© — Ris a
real-valued map (measurable for all § € O). In order to

sort {Zy(Lj)(H) ;—7201 we use a total order <, given by

Z(j)(e) = T(D;(0),0),

n

Z9(0) <x ZP(0)
i
Z0N(0) < %) (6) or

n

(ZT(Lj)(H) = ZW () and 7(j) < m(k)).

(12)

With these notations we can define ranking functions as

Y (D5 (9), {D (6)

)

112 0) <, 200). P
j=1

Clearly, ¢ satisfies P1 and P2. In the following sections
we design real-valued statistics and reference variables
that guarantee promising asymptotic properties for the
constructed confidence regions beside the exact coverage
probability. We note here that T' can depend on the model
class as well, see section [[V-A] but we regard Fy as fixed,
thus we do not indicate this dependence in the notation.

IV. REGRESSION FUNCTION BASED CONSTRUCTIONS

Here, we present a general approach to define the ref-
erence variables. Our idea is to estimate the regression
function from all available datasets, both from the original
one and the resampled ones, and compare their empirical
errors. We have several options to estimate the regression
function. We analyze two choices: an empirical risk mini-
mization (ERM) based and a k-nearest neighbors (kNN)
based technique. Both approaches construct confidence re-
gions with exact, user-chosen coverage probabilities and we
prove that they also have strong asymptotic guarantees. In
fact, sufficient conditions are presented for strong uniform
consistency for the ERM-based construction and strong
pointwise consistency is proved for the kNN-based scheme.

We make the following additional assumption:

A3 (Euclidean space condition) X C R4

A. Empirical Risk Minimization

It is well-known that the regression function is a risk
minimizer; namely it minimizes the true expected squared
loss among all measurable functions, that is

[« = argming E[(f(X)-Y)?], (14)

see [5]. It motivates the application of the empirical risk
minimization principle, which given a model class F and a
sample {(X;,Y;)}", estimates the regression function as

n

fu = argmin — S (F(X) - V)2,

15
g 23 (15)

where the quantity in the right hand side is called the
empirical risk. Note that we assume the existence and the
measurability of f, throughout the whole paper, however,
we do not require the uniqueness of the estimate.

When f, is included in a given model class F, the
consistency of ERM estimators depends on the uniform
convergence of the empricial risk to the true risk, i.e., on

sup [ 37X ¥ < E[00) - Y| = 0. 16)

n

These type of asymptotic results are called the (strong)
uniform laws of large numbers (ULLN) and are in the core
of statistical learning theory, see [1], [5], [36], [37].

Remark 1. Note that the measurability of the examined
supremum needs to be verified for the chosen model class,
F, as it may contain uncountable many elements. In this
paper, for simplicity and to avoid digressions, we always
assume the measurability of the arising supremums.

B. Uniform Laws of Large Numbers

In the general setup we are given an i.i.d. sample {Z; }7_;
from the unknown distribution of vector variable Z taking
values in R? and our goal is to find sufficient conditions
on function class H, containing R* — R type functions, to
ensure the almost sure convergence

1
sup |— Zh(Zi) —E[h(Z)]| —= 0.

17
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Classical approaches define a complexity measure to
quantify the capacity or expressivity of the model class.
The celebrated Vapnik—Chervonenkis dimension (VC di-
mension) is one of the most widely applied concepts in
this area, see [1]. Let A be a class of subsets of R%. We
say that A shatters set C' C R if for all possible subsets
Co C C, there exists A € A such that AN C = Cy.

Definition 4 (VC dimension). The VC dimension of A,
denoted by V4, is the largest number n € N such that there
exists a set {z1,...,2,} € R¥*™ which is shattered by A.
Let V4 = oo if the mazimum cardinality does not exist.

Definition 5 (pseudo-dimension). Given a model class H
let HT contain the subgraphs of the functions in H, that is
rt = {(z,t) e R xR |t < h(z) }, (18)
HY = {hT |heH}, (19)

then, the VC dimension of the class HY, that is Vi, is
called the pseudo-dimension of model class H.

It is proved that the ULLN holds if Vyy+ < oo and the
convex envelope of H is Py-integrable |5, Theorem 9.6].



C. Empirical Risk Minimization Based Ranking

For a given 6, consider ERM estimators for all datasets,

n

) = argmin = 3 (F(X0) — Yy (0))2,

feFo i=1

for all 5 = 0,...,m — 1. With these models we let the
reference variables be expressed as empirical error terms:

(20)

: 1 < .
ZP(0) = =3 (Jo(Xi) — JiNX)P, (21)
i=1
forall j =0,...,m—1 and the ranking function is defined

exactly as in the case of .

Notice that estimator fan does not depend on param-
eter 6 because it corresponds to the original dataset Dy;
so let us denote it by f,.E?,)L. Then, on one hand fiog should
converge to f, in some sense for all § € O, because it
only uses the original sample and on the other hand fe(Jr)L
should tend to fy for all j € [m — 1], for the reason that
they estimate the regression function based on samples
generated from the conditional distribution determined by
fo. Because of these observations our intuition is that for
6 # 0, for n large enough Zr(lo)(ﬂ) tends to be the greatest.
Therefore, we choose hyperparameter p = 1 and let

o) = {00 |¢(DF {DI(O)}z0) <a}.

for o = (¢, m).
We make the following assumptions:

B1 (inverse Lipschitz condition) Let (©,A) be a met-
ric space and let the parameterization be inverse
Lipschitz-continuous, i.e., there exists a constant real
number L > 0 such that for all 61,05 € © we have

Ab1,02) < L-| fo, = foolle- (23)
B2 (finite pseudo-dimension) Vfgr < 00.
Theorem 2. Assume A0, Al, A2, A3, Bl and B2, then
q
P(6. € 60)) = -,

(22)

(24)

for all sample size n. In addition, if ¢ < m, then (@g%)neN
is strongly uniformly consistent.

Proof of exactness. Observe that the statement regarding
the exact coverage probability immediately follows from
Theorem [I] because conditions P1 and P2 are satisfied by
the empirical risk minimization based ranking .

The proof of strong uniform consistency relies on the
concepts of packing and covering numbers and three aux-
iliary lemmas. In this section we present these concepts
and deduce the theorem from the lemmas. The complete
proofs of the lemmas can be found in Appendix

Condition B2 bounds the pseudo-dimension of Fy. It
turns out that we need to apply the ULLN not on the
original model class of regression functions, but on a
different function class constructed from Fy. Indeed, let
us consider the following set of X — R type functions

G={h=(f-971|fgeF} (25)

From condition B2 we prove Vg+ < oo with the help of
bounds on covering and packing numbers. Our reasoning
is motivated by the arguments in [1], [5], [36], [37].

Definition 6 (e-covering number and packing number).
Let F be a class of real-valued functions and ||-|| be a norm
on F and € > 0.
i) We say that {f1,..., fx} is an e-cover of F with
respect to norm |||, if for all f € F there exists an

indez j(f) € [k] such that
Ifi = fll < e (26)
The size of the smallest e-cover of F w.r.t. ||-|| (it can

be infinite) is denoted by N'(e, F, ||-||) and it is called
the e-covering number of F w.r.t. norm ||-||.

it) We say that {f1,..., i} C F is an e-packing of F
with respect to ||-|| if for all 1 <i < j <1 we have

Ifi = fill > e (27)

The size of the greatest e-packing of F w.r.t. ||| (it
can be infinite) is denoted by M(e, F,|-||) and it is
called the e-packing number of F w.r.t. norm ||-||.

In this paper we consider random £, covers with respect
to the empirical measure, that is for a random vector
(X1,...,Xpn) € X" let P, be the empirical measure, i.e.,
P, (A) =L 3"  1(X; € A) for all measurable A and let

NMi(2,G4X1, .., Xn}) = N (.G 2y o) )
Mi(e,G.{X1, .., Xn}) = M(&,G, -l 2,8, )

denote the random £L; (P,,) e-covering and packing number
of G. It is known that a sufficient condition for ULLN
can be formulated with the help of these. Indeed, the
ULLN holds if the expectations of the L£q(P,)-covering
numbers are summable, see [5, Theorem 9.1] included as
Theorem [0] Therefore, bounding the expectation of the
random L4 (P, )-covering number is a key step in the proof
of Theorem [2} We prove Lemma [2] in Appendix [B]

Lemma 2. Let X1,...,X, be random wvectors in R®. If
B2 holds, then for all € > 0 there exists a real constant C,
independent of X1, ...X,, such that

M(e, G, {X1,...,Xn}) < C

Lemma [2] and Theorem [J] are our main tools to prove
Lemma [3] which is a simplified version of Theorem [2]

(28)

(29)

Lemma 3. Consider the constructed confidence regions in
the model space, that is let

F {fge]-'0|066 b (30)
Assume A0, Al, A3 and , then for all € >0
<Uﬂ{f<1 C B(f., )})—1, (31)

k=1n=%k
where B(fy,e) ={f € Fo| |If = f«ll»

The deduction of the strong uniform consistency claim
of Theorem [2] from Lemma [3]is formalized by Lemma

<e}.



Lemma 4. If holds for all e > 0 and A2, B1 hold
true, then for all € > 0, we have

(Uﬂ{ o, CB0..2) }) = 1.

k=1n=k

(32)

Proof of Theorem[4 Lemma [3] proves that the confidence
regions are uniformly consistent in the model space. By
Lemma[lin this case condition B1 is sufficient for uniform
consistency in the parameter space. O

Observe that Theorem [2] provides uniform stochastic
guarantees under very mild assumptions. The function
class can be rich, for example infinite dimensional, only
its pseudo-dimension needs to be limited, therefore the
distribution of the sample can be varied. The inverse
Lipschitz condition is required for uniform consistency,
because the parameterization needs to guarantee that close
parameters define similar models in the Lo(Py) sense.

Remark 2. An important property of our method is that
the confidence region is built around the ERM estimator.
The reason behind this observation is the following. First,
notice that ZT(L])(H) > 0 as it is the average of square values.
Let 6 denote the ERM estimator based on the original
sample. Because fy = fé?rz, we have Z) () = 0. Therefore,
its rank should be the lowest in the ordering.

A quantitative version of Theorem [2] can also be derived:
a probably approzimately correct (PAC) type guarantee for
the confidence set can be formulated as follows.

Theorem 3. Assume A0, A1, A2, A3, B1, B2 andq < m.
For all € > 0 there exists Ny such that for n > Ny we have

P(O%) C B(f.,e)) > 1—Cre "™, (33)
where C1 depends only on & and V}-+, and A1 depends only
on € and Lipschitz constant L.

The proof is presented in Appendix [B]

Remark 3. We can quantify the data size needed for the
PAC bound to hold, i.e., the sample complexity. By the
proof it is clear that is the only condition that we need
to guarantee. Elementary calculation shows that

c1 + (02 + Cg)V]_-+ 2
L < n, where
Y

34
e 54 (34)
e TP AW YR

and constants c¢1, ca and c3 are defined in [5, Theorem
11.5], is sufficient to satisfy condition .

In the following paragraphs we consider several exam-
ples of estimators that minimize the empirical risk. Linear
regression, (nonlinear) perceptron, radial basis function
networks and deep neural networks are considered to
illustrate the generality and flexibility of our framework.

D. Demonstrative Examples

1) Linear Models: Let our model class, JFo, be a subset
of a finite dimensional vector space, F, spanned by an or-
thonormal basis ¢1, ..., ¢, of X = [—1,1] type functions.
That is each model fy € Fy can be represented as

k
= Zai wi(x)

and © C R*. We know that the range of the regression
function is limited to [—1, 1], therefore we restrict ourselves
to the supremum ball with radius 1 in linear space F. It is
known that Vz, <k +1, see [5, Theorem 9.5, hence B2
holds. The inverse Lipschitz condition can be verified as
well, see Lemma [5] in Appendix [B] therefore in this setup
our method builds exact, strongly uniformly consistent
confidence regions for the true regression function.

We should note here that there is no explicit formula
for the optimal solution of the empirical risk minimiza-
tion problem over Fo when it is not the entire linear
space J, in which case the ordinary least squares (OLS)
estimator provides us analitical solutions under general
statistical conditions. Unfortunately it can occur that the
OLS estimator is not bounded in [—1, 1]. There are several
approach to deal with this problem. First, one can truncate
the OLS estimator into the desired interval [—1,1]. The
advantage of this approach is that generalizing the theory
to these variants of our method is fairly easy, because
truncation does not increase the VC dimension of a model
class. On the other hand one could argue that since the
model class of possible regression functions is given, our
estimate should be included in this set. Therefore, another
approach can be to restrict the parameters in a way
that ensures the boundedness of the linear combination
n [—1, 1], for example, we can require the estimator to be
a convex combination of the basis functions.

2) Perceptron: When a linear model is not capable of
capturing the stucture of a regression function, nonlinear
approaches are preferable. Perceptron models apply an
activation function on an affine transformation of the input
vectors, i.e., fop)(z) = o(0Tx+b) for 6,2 € R and b € R.
For regression function estimation we use a real valued
activation function whose range is between —1 and 1 and
we consider model class Fy of

fon(x) = a(0Tz+0b)

type functions, where 6 and b are as before and o(z) €
[—1,1] for all z € R. A typical choice for ¢ is the following
transformed variant of the sigmoid function:

. 1
o(z) = 2- =
where the affine transformation is only needed to adjust
our setup to {—1,1} valued classes. These models can be
interpreted as simple neural networks with a single output
neuron. Observe that the least squares solution in this
model class can be found via solving a typically non-convex
optimization problem, which is challenging in practice.

(35)

(36)

_1, (37)



Nevertheless, in most cases approximate numerical solu-
tions are provided by stochastic gradient type methods
(cf. the celebrated backpropagation algorithm).

One can show that the pseudo-dimension of neural net-
works with fixed structure is finite, therefore as a special
case Vf;r < 00, implying that by Theorem [I| and Lemma
in this setup our method constructs exact confidence
regions, which are uniformly consistent in L£o(Px).

Finally, note that the examined models are closely
related to the method of logistic regression. Indeed, model
class Fy contains affine transformations of logistic model
functions. The perceptron differs from the logistic regres-
sion estimate only in the used error criterion. In this paper
we consider least squares estimates, whereas in logistic
regression one needs to find the parameters which maxi-
mize the conditional likelihood function. In Section [VI] we
present numerical tests that compare these approaches.

3) Radial Basis Function Networks: In the third exam-
ple we examine the model class of radial basis function
networks with one hidden layer on X C R?, see [5].

Let K : RT — R be a kernel function. The most popular
choices are the naive kernel K(z) = I(z € [0,1)) and
the Gaussian kernel K(z) = e *. We consider regular
kernels, which are nonnegative, monotonically decreasing,
left continuous and satisfy the following two properties

/ K(||z])dz # 0 and / K(||z|)dz < oo, (38)
R4 Rd

with the Euclidean norm ||-||. It is easy to prove that
regular kernels are bounded, see [5], [38] and [39]. Let
K(z) < K, for all 2z € R* and k be the number of
computational units, i.e., consider the model class

k
Fo = {ZwiK(Hx—ciHAi)-ﬁ-wo ’ Wi, ..., wy €R,
i=1

k (39)
Clyeo 05 €ERY AL LA ERdXd,Z\wi\ < B},
i=1
where
o= cill, = (2 — )T A — cq). (10)

The restriction Zf:l |w;| < B was made both to control
the boundedness of the models and the complexity or
capacity of the model class.

The verification of the inverse Lipschitz property is chal-
lenging and depends on the specific choice of the kernel,
but the uniform convergence in L£o(Pyx) can be guaranteed
by bounding the proper complexity measure. We refer to
the result in [5, Lemma 17.2] where the random £L;-cover
is bounded independently of the sample, particularly

Ni(e/8, Fo, {x1, .-, Tn})

(2d%+2d+3)k+1 41
- 3k<9GeB(k:+ 1)) . (41)
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Combining this inequality with
Ni(e, Hy{ar, o mn}) < (Ni(e/8, Fo, {1, - 2a}))’ (42)

which is proved in Appendix [B] yields that
M, H,{X1,...,X,}) < R

This is sufficient for the uniform consistency in L2(Py).

The training of radial basis function networks suffers
from high computational burden and effective methods
for finding the global optimum are only known in special
cases. Nevertheless, in practice stochastic gradient type
approaches are widely used and provide estimates with
good performance. These estimates can also be used as
{ fg?n} functions to define a ranking, and the exact confi-
dence of the constructed regions remain guaranteed.

4) Neural Networks: Deep neural networks are a gen-
eralizations of the single neuron model and are widely
used in many different areas including industry, economics
and health care. We consider a class of feed-forward
models, however, we emphasize that our method works
fine for any fixed class of neural networks with finite
pseudo-dimension. Let Fy be a class of feed-forward neural
networks with a fixed structure containing W parameters
(weights and biased terms together), M layers and k
computation units. Either the sigmoid function

(43)

1
EE 44
os(w) rpnp— (44)
or the recently favored rectified linear unit (ReLU)
or(x) = x-I(z > 0), (45)

can be used as activation in each computation unit.
By [40, Theorem 14.2] for neural networks with sigmoid
activation functions it holds that

Vs < (W + 2)k)*+11(W + 2)k logy (18(W + 2)k%). (46)

Similary for the ReLU activation it is proved that
under general conditions the pseudo-dimension is
O(WMlog(W)), see [41, Theorem 7], therefore uniform
convergence in L£5(Px) is a corrolary of Lemma 3| For a
particular example when X C R? we consider a network
with one hidden layer, i.e., the model class is defined by

k k
Fo = ci-os(alz+b;)+co | le;| < B,
{ zz:; ; (47)

d
Coy. . Clyb1,...,b ERay,...,ap €R }7

where restriction Zle |c;] < B ensures the boundedness
of the models. In this case the number of parameters is
W = (k+1)+k+k-d, consequently, the pseudo-dimension
of Fy is finite because of .

The training of artificial neural networks faces several
computational and theoretical challenges, because in gen-
eral it requires solving highly non-convex optimization
problems. Nevertheless, approximate solutions (e.g., which
are close to a local optimum) can be found by stochastic
gradient descent type (cf. backpropagation) algorithms.
These solutions provide us feasible estimates with decent
performances, which can also be used in our uncertainty
quantification framework as { fé]n} functions to define the
ranking, still leading to exact coverage guarantees.



V. LOCAL AVERAGING ESTIMATES

In some cases determining the ERM estimator is com-
putationally demanding or infeasible. The flexibility of our
construction scheme allows us to use any other tractable
regression function estimator in these challenging cases.

In this section we consider nonparametric local averaging
estimates. Namely, the k-nearest neighbors (kNN) estima-
tor is applied to construct strongly pointwise consistent
confidence regions for a wide range of distributions of
(X,Y). Furthermore, we extend our construction schemes
to uniformly consistent estimates (UCE) which allow the
use of local averaging kernel estimates.

A. kNN Estimates

Let X C R? as before with the Euclidean metric. Given
ii.d. sample {(X;,Y;)}, the kNN estimate is defined by

fule) = - SOVIA(X € N, b)),

" oi=1

(48)

where N, (x,k,) or simply N(z,k,) denotes the set of
kn closest points in {X;}"; to xz. We assume that
X = X'|| = ||X —X"”|| holds with probability zero for
it # j € [n], where {X, X/, X"} are i.i.d. copies. This
assumption is needed to define the k,, closest neighors in
{X;}_, Px-almost surely. Note that this assumption can
be eliminated by using random tie breaking for those x € X
and {X;, X;} for which we have | X; — z| = || X; — z|.
It is known that by [5, Theorem 23.7] we have

/(fn<:c> @) dPx () 5 0,

if k,/n — 0 and k, — oo as n — oo.

(49)

B. ENN-Based Ranking

We follow the procedure in Section [V-C| to generate
alternative samples for a given candidate model. Then, we
consider the kNN estimates for every dataset, i.e., we let

) = = YOI € N k), (60
=1

for all 7 = 0,...,m — 1. Finally, we define the reference
variables as in , the ranking function as in and
the confidence region for o = (¢, m) by

OF, = {0 €0 |9(D5.{D](0)}j20) <a}-
The guarantees of the construction can be summarized as:

Theorem 4. Assume A0, Al, A2 and A3, then
2 q
P(0. €60)) = —,

(51)

(52)

for all sample size n. Further, if ¢ < m, */n — 0, and
there exists 6 > 0 such that k7./n+9 — o0 as n — oo,

then (6227)1 Jnen is strongly pointwise consistent for all
distribution of (X,Y) such that

PO[IX = X", # X - X"l ) =1,
where X' and X" are independent copies of X.

The proof can be found in Appendix [C} Observe that
the statement is completely distribution-free as Fy may
contain all possible regression functions and ties can be
resolved by a random permutation. As before, the exact
confidence of the coverage is non-asymptotically guaran-
teed and easily adjustable. The confidence regions shrink
around the true parameter under mild statistical assump-
tions. The conditions on k, can be easily satisfied, e.g.,
kn = [n®] for o € (/2,1) is an appropriate choice.

Similarly as before, we formulate the quantitative ver-
sion of Theorem [2] In this case, we give an exponential
bound on the exclusion probability for any 6 # 0,.

Theorem 5. Assume that A0, Al, A2, A3 and q < m
hold. In addition, k»/n — 0, and there exists § > 0 such
that k7./n(+9 — 00 as n — oo. For every distribution of
(X,Y) such that P(|| X — X', # | X — X"||,) = 1, where
X' and X" are independent copies of X, for a given 6 € ©,
0 # 0, there exists Ny such that for n > Ny we have

P(§¢02) > 1—Che "™/, (53)

where Cy depends only on m, the number of datasets, and
A2 depends on k = || fo — f«llp-

In Theorem [5| the required number of sample points is
not quantified for the presented exponential bounds. In
the appendix it is argued that n should be large enough
to reduce some expected losses below #/8, which can be
carried out, because of the weak consistency of kNN
estimates, see Theorem[I0] However, this weak consistency
can be arbitrarily slow, therefore determining a sufficient
sample size for comes at a price. A possible bound
on the minimum sample size can be found via rate of
convergence results, which usually restrict the model class
(e.g., by requiring Lipschitzness) and make assumptions
on the distrtibution of the data (e.g., limited conditional
variance function, bounded support). For such results see
[42, Theorem 14.5], [43, Theorem 6] and [5, Theorem 6.2].

C. Uniformly Consistent Estimators

In this section, we generalize our construction to uni-
formly consistent estimators (UCEs). Notice that the exact
probability of covering the true regression function can
hold for any estimator of f., and the strong consistency
of the kNN-based approach was traced back to the consis-
tency of kNN estimates. Now, we generalize Theorem [4] to
point estimation based methods which build on strongly
uniformly consistent regression function estimators.

Definition 7 (strong uniform consistency). Let D, =
{(X:,Y))}, be an i.id. sample and let f be the cor-
responding regression function. We say that a (random)
D,,-measurable sequence of regression function estimates
(f(-,Dn))nen is strongly uniformly consistent if

sup | f(a;Dy) — f(x)| =0,
zeX

(54)

assuming that sup,ex | f(2; Dn) — f(2)| is measurable.



In our previous example f(z;D,,) was the kNN estima-
tor. Several papers provide sufficient conditions for the
strong uniform consistency of the kNN method, see [44],
[45] and [46], therefore kNN-based confidence regions are
special cases of the UCE-based construction. Nevertheless
we should emphasize that Theorem [4] holds under much
weaker assumptions than the uniform consistency of the
kNN method as proved in the cited papers. Indeed in [44]
and [46] it is assumed that f, is continuous, that Py has
a compact support and also the conditional distribution
of respond variable Y with respect to X is restricted.
Similarly in [45] the author poses strong assumptions on
Py (compact support, absolutely continuous distribution,
density is bounded from below) and sub-Gaussianity on
the distribution of the noise terms.

D. Uniformly Consistent Estimator Based Construction
We assume the following for a variant of Theorem [}

A

C1 Let (f(+;Dn))nen be a strongly uniformly consistent
regression function estimate sequence.

As before, for all parameter 0 € © let

A

(@) = f(; D} (B))

for all j € {0,...,m — 1}. Additionally, we define the
reference variables as in 7 the ranking function as in
(13) and the confidence region as

O, = {0 € © | v(DF, {D (0)}20) < a},
where o = (m, q) as above.
Theorem 6. Assume A0, Al, A2, A3 and C1. Then

q

(55)

(56)

(57)

for all sample size n. Furthermore, if ¢ < m, then
(9(9‘2 YneN 18 strongly pointwise consistent.

The proof of Theorem [f] can be found in Appendix

Note that several strongly uniformly consistent tech-
niques are available in the literature. Many of the stan-
dard local avereging methods are proved to be uniformly
consistent under suitable mild conditions.

As an illustration, lets us consider kernel estimates or
Nadaraya-Watson estimates which are defined by

s ()
f(l‘,Dn) = " o X )
Z'L:lK( hyp Z)

whenever 37" | K (¢=Xi/n,) does not equal to 0; otherwise
f is defined as zero. Sequence {h,} is called the bandwidth
and usually tends to zero to amplify the effect of those
elements in the data that are close to the given input
2. The uniform consistency of this estimator is proved in

several papers including [44], [47]-[49] and [50].

(58)

VI

Now we illustrate the proposed confidence region con-
struction with the help of numerical experiments.

NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS
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A. Logistic Regression

In order to define the model class Fy, we considered the
parametric model used by logistic regression.

Logistic regression is a standard nonlinear technique to
estimate the regression functions of binary classification.
In this framework the binary output values are usually
denoted by 0 and 1. The i.i.d. sample is denoted by Dy =
{(X;,Y;)}, as above. Logistic regression models the
conditional probabilities of a chosen class with a logistic
(sigmoid) function by maximizing the (quasi) conditional
likelihood, or equivalently the joint log-likelihood function

LO) =150 =log ([[ oV 0 —p)").  (59)
i=1

where

1

piZP(Yi:HXi):m,

(60)

for 3 € RY and b € R. Let the (quasi) maximum likelihood
(ML) estimator be denoted by
0,, = (B,b) € argmax L(3,b). (61)
By the central limit theorem it is proved that under some
regularity conditions, see [51], the limit distribution of the
ML estimator is normal, i.e.,
A d _
V(0 —0.) = Nga(0,1(0)71), (62)
where I(0) is the Fisher-information matrix. Because of
the continuity of the Fisher-information an asymptotic

confidence region, in fact an ellipsoid, for 6, with signifi-
cance level o can be constructed by

A

O, = {0 R | (0—0,)1(8,)(0—6,) <c/n}, (63)

where c is the (1—a)-quantile of the x?(d+1) distribution.
Under some mild regularity conditions, the Fisher-
information matrix can be computed as
10) = ~E4[0%1(0)], (64)

where [(6) denotes the log-likelihood function of a single

sample point and 9% denotes the second derivative or
Hessian matrix with respect to 6. Using likelihood function

L(0) = > 1:(0) (65)
i=1
the Fisher-information can be approximated as
N
A L
1(6,) ~ 220 (66)

n

and an approximate confidence set can be constructed by

O, = {0 R (0 -0,)0L(0,) (0 —8,) <c}. (67)



B. Simulated Results

We carried out numerical tests on synthetic datasets
to demonstrate our new algorithms. In this example we
considered a logistic model class defined as

1
Fo = {flan(@) =2 {——mgy — 1| ab € R} (68)
and compared our perceptron-based and our kNN-based
method to the properly translated logistic regression esti-
mates equipped with asymptotic confidence regions. Vari-
able Y took values —1 and 1 with probability 1/2 each
(for logistic regression class —1 was identified with class
0). The conditional distribution of X on Y was Gaussian
with mean Y and variance 1. It is easy to prove that in
this case the regression function takes the following form
2

o) = e — b
ie., [a«,b. = [2,0], therefore the true parameter was
included in the examined parameter space. We observed
a sample with size n = 500 and used the resampling
parameter m = 40. We tested the model parameters on a
fine grid and indicated the relative ranks with the colors.
The precise values of each point can be evaluated with
the help of the colorbar. The results of the perceptron-
based construction and the kNN-based construction can
be seen in Figure [Ta] and Figure [ID] The asymptotic
confidence ellipsoids centered in the (quasi) maximum
likelihood parameter are presented in Figure

Recall that our resampling framework is not restricted
to any specific regression function estimate, therefore we
also tested an ML-based algorithm, where the reference
variables, , were defined with the help of the ML
estimator for all parameter 6, see Figure In this
case Theorem [l| ensures the exact coverage probability.
The asymptotic properties of this variant of our method
depend on the asymptotic behaviour of the ML estimate,
which has been studied for a long time, see [51], [52], [53],
however, in general the corresponding theory strongly rely
on the presumed parametric distribution of the sample,
since the likelihood function is utilized.

In the figures it can be seen that our resampling frame-
work produces comparable estimates to the asymptotic
ellipsoids. It is clear that those methods which use the
a priori knowledge about the regression function’s para-
metric form construct tighter bounds. Recall that the
advantage of the kNN-based approach is the close to uni-
versal consistency and the ability to test any measurable
candidate. We plotted the applied point estimates and
the true parameters on the figures. Note that the kNN
estimate was not included in the model class Fy, therefore
it is not marked. In conclusion our methods produce
similar regions to the asymptotic approach, what is more
we gain exact theoretical guarantees for the confidence
level instead of approximate bounds.

In order to emphasize the exactness of our methods,
we estimated the coverage probability of the regions with
theoretical value 95% based on 30000 Monte Carlo ex-
periments, which is by Hoeffding’s inequality sufficient to

(69)
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H Sample Size  Perceptron kNN ML Ellipsoid H
20 95.19 % 95.21 % 9510 %  96.50 %
50 94.90 % 94.84 %  95.07 %  96.22 %
100 94.83 % 95.01 % 94.88 % 95.86 %

TABLE III: Empirical coverage probabilities (estimated
confidence levels) for n = 20, 50 and 100 observations
based on 30000 Monte Carlo trials for the perceptron-
based, the kNN-based and the ML-based resampling con-
struction and the asymptotic confidence ellipsoids. The
underlying conditional marginal distribution of X given
Y was normal with mean Y and variance 1.

H Sample Size  Perceptron kNN ML Ellipsoid H
20 95,09 % 94.92 %  95.01 % 97.49 %
50 94.69 % 94.99 % 9490 %  96.63 %
100 94.94 % 94.72 % 94.89 % 95.63 %

TABLE IV: Empirical coverage probabilities (estimated
confidence levels) for n = 20, 50 and 100 observations
based on 30000 Monte Carlo trials for the perceptron-
based, the kNN-based and the ML-based resampling con-
struction and the asymptotic confidence ellipsoids. The
underlying marginal distribution was uniform on [—1,1],
using the same true regression function as in Table @

reach a 1% precision with probability 99%. We tested if
the true parameter was included in the confidence region
with hyperparameters m = 20 and ¢ = 1, and estimated
the confidence level by the frequency of the inclusions.

The perceptron-based, the kNN-based and the ML-
based construction schemes were all applied. Similarly, we
tested if the true parameter was included in the asymptotic
confidence ellipsoid with desired level 95% and calculated
the frequency of the inclusions. We carried out tests for
n = 20, 50 and 100 observations. We can see in Table
[[T] that the confidence level of the asymptotic region is
conservative and higher than 96% for n = 20 and n = 50
instead of the desired 95%, while our exact methods are
close to the theoretical value for all sample sizes.

We conclude that our non-asymptotic exact guarantee is
preferable to the asymptotic one, which is conservative for
small samples even if the a priori assumptions are correct.

We carried out similar experiments with a different
setup, where the regression function remained the same,
but the marginal distribution of the data was changed
to a uniform distribution on [—1,1]. The results of these
trials can be seen in Table [Vl Observe that our resam-
pling framework provides exact guarantees for any sample
size as before, on the other hand, we can see that the
coverage levels of the asymptotic confidence ellipsoids are
inaccurate for small sample sizes, though they tend to the
theoretic value (95%) as the sample size n increases.

VII. CONLUSIONS

In this paper our main goal was to assess the uncertainty
of regression models in case of binary classification. The
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Fig. 1: Families of confidence regions for the perceptron-based, the kNN-based and the ML-based resampling scheme
are presented along with the asymptotic confidence ellipsoids based on an i.i.d. sample with n = 500 observations. The
distribution of the output variables were discrete uniform and the conditional distribution of an input given the output
was Gaussian with different mean values, p_; = —1 and p41 = 1. We tested a class of logistic functions parameterized
by a and b, see . The true model parameter was [a., b,] = [0,2]. The relative ranks are indicated with the colors
for each parameter pair on a fine grid. The color bar presents the inclusion probabilities. In the resampling framework
altogether we used m = 40 samples to test each parameter and we applied k,, = [/n] for the kNN-based algorithm.

regression function is the key object to deal with in this
area, because it is not only sufficient to derive an optimal
classifier, but can also be used to determine the probability
of misclassification (zero-one risk) at any given input
point. The uncertainty regarding the estimated model is
quantified in the form of confidence regions.

The paper presented a very flexible resampling frame-
work, which provides exact stochastic guarantees for find-
ing the true underlying regression function. The idea is to
test any given candidate by generating alternative samples
and comparing those to the original dataset. The strengths

of the proposed framework are summarized below:

e The scheme provides finite-sample guarantees for the
coverage probability of the true regression function.

o The attained stochastic bounds are distribution-free.
We only used that the sample is i.i.d. and the true
regression function is included in the given model
class Fy. Therefore, the distribution of the inputs
can be arbitrary and if Fy contains every possible
regression function, then the joint distribution of the
sample is also unrestricted.

o Any (rational) confidence level can be reached.



e The parameterization of the models can be almost
arbitrary, only Lo(Py)-injectivity is required, see A2.

e The ranking function can be adopted to the problem
to build a priori knowledge into the algorithms.

e The framework can be applied for hypothesis testing,
in which case the probability of the type I error is
explicitly determined for any finite sample.

These can make our framework a promising choice for

many real-world uncertainty quantification problems.

We noted earlier that the generality of our framework
also allows degenerate constructions. In order to avoid
them, we investigated the asymptotic properties of the
constructed regions, namely strong pointwise consistency
and strong uniform consistency were studied, which hold
if the wrong parameters are excluded pointwise or uni-
formly, respectively. From a hypothesis testing viewpoint,
these properties ensure that for any “bad” parameter the
probability of type II error tends to zero.

We suggested several specific algorithms with good
asymptotic properties, as well. All of them were based on
regression function estimation. The idea was to test a given
parameter 6, by estimating the regression function from
the available datasets. Since the alternative samples are
generated with the help of 6, the corresponding estimates
should tend to regression function candidate fy, while the
original sample-based estimate should converge to f.. Our
intention was to statistically detect this difference. We an-
alyzed two main approaches, however, we emphasize that
our scheme can be combined with any point estimator.

The first method is based on empirical risk minimization
and VC theory. We used least-squares (LS) estimates in
the algorithm and proved that if the model class has finite
pseudo-dimension and the parameterization is inverse-
Lipschitz, then the constructed regions are strongly uni-
formly consistent, i.e., the confidence sets uniformly shrink
around the true parameter. We also proved an exponential
PAC-bound, to quantify the probability of inclusion in
a given ball around the true parameter. For illustration,
several well-known LS-based estimators were revisited.

The condition regarding the model class was weakened
for the second method. In fact we allowed F( to contain
all possible regression functions by using nonparametric
local averaging estimates, such as kNN or Nadaraya-
Watson kernel estimates. Strong pointwise consistency was
proved for this variant of our framework, which means
that any “bad” parameter is eventually excluded from the
confidence regions as the sample size tends to infinity.
We quantified the probability of exclusion for a fixed
parameter other than 6, with an exponential bound. One
of the main strengths of this latter approach is that no
prior knowledge is assumed regarding the model class,
hence the second approach is completely distribution-free.

We presented numerical experiments to illustrate our
new algorithms. The results showed that our scheme
provides comparable regions to the asymptotic ellipsoids.
It was demonstrated that the theoretical guarantees are
tighter in the resampling framework than in the asymp-
totic setup, i.e., the confidence level is exact in case of the
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newly proposed methods, whereas the asymptotic theory
usually provides conservative estimates.

A future research direction is to generalize the proposed
regression-based construction to more involved nonpara-
metric techniques, such as structural risk minimization,
which combine the idea of LS methods with model class
complexity theory. Quantifying the size and shape of
the regions and giving computationally efficient outer-
approximations are also open problems.
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APPENDIX A
PrOOF OF LEMMA [1]

Lemma 1. Let Aq,..., A, be exchangeable, almost surely
pairwise different random elements taking values in A and
let ¥ be a ranking function. Then, ¢( Ay, A, A ) has
discrete uniform distribution, that is for allk € [m]:

1
]P’(w(Al,Ag,...,Am):k:):E. (70)
Proof. Random elements {A;}, are exchangeable, thus
P(p(A,...,An) =k
(1/]( 1 ’ ) ) (71)

= P(&(Auqyse s Auemy) = )

for all k € [m] and permutation p on set [m]. Let us fix
the value of k. Observe that because of P1 we have

(0(Ar, .. Ay) = k) )
={¢(A1, A52) -, Aom)) =k }
for all permutation o on set {2,...,m}. Using the same

notation as in P2 let C; = {ql)(Ai,{Aj}j;,gi,) = k}



Notice that events {C’i}znzl are disjoint because of P2. We
show that they cover a probability one event. Let 2y be
the zero probability event which covers those cases when
there exists (i, j) € [m] x [m] such that A; = A;. Because
of P2 for all w € Q\ Qq values ¥(A4;(w), {Ar(w)}rz;) are
different for all index j € [m]. By definition these values
are included in [m], hence there exists i € [m] such that
Y(A;(w), {Ak(w)} ki) = k implying that w € [J;~, C; and
Q\Q C U, C;. Consequently ]P’(UZL Ci) = 1. Putting
this together with the disjoint property of events {C;}7,,
and the exchangeability of {A4;}7, yields

1=P(Q\ Q) =P(UL,Ci) = >, P(C)

= ZP(¢(Aiv{Aj}j¢i,) =k)

m (73)
=Y P@(AL{Aj}j21,) = k)
i=1
:mp(w<A1a'~'vAm) :k)a
from which it follows that P(¢( Ay,..., Ay) = k) = m
for all k € [m]. O

APPENDIX B
PROOFS OF THEOREM [2] AND THEOREM [3]

Theorem 2. Assume A0, Al, A2, Bl and B2, then

q
P(6. e0f)) = =,

- (74)

for all sample size n. In addition, if ¢ < m, then (@éln)z)neN
is strongly uniformly consistent.

The first part of the theorem is already proved in Section
[[V-A] where the statement about the strong uniform
consistency of the constructed regions is deduced from
Lemma [2] Lemma [3] and Lemma [4l We present the proof
of these here.

Lemma 2. Let Xi,...,X, be random vectors in R%. If
B2 holds, then for all € > 0 there exists a real constant C
independent of X1, ... X, such that

M(e, G, {Xy1,...,Xn}) <C. (75)

Proof. First, we show that for any x1,...,z, € X we have

Nl(a,g,{xl,...,xn})
S <N1(8/8,]:07{:L‘1,...,xn}))Q.

Let {f1,..., fx} be an ¢/s-cover of Fy w.r.t. the £4(P,)
norm with minimal size. It can be assumed w.l.o.g. that
fi is bounded between [—1,1] for all i € [k], otherwise
the truncated versions can be used. We argue that { (f; —
fi)?i,j € [k]} is an e-cover of G including at most k>
elements. For an arbitrary h € G there exist f,g € Fo
such that h = (f — g)2. For these functions one can find
indexes i(f),j(g) € [k] such that

If— fin:l(nmn) <<fs,
llg — fjHLl([Pn) <efs.

(76)

(77)
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Since f,g, f; and f; are all bounded in [—1,1] and
holds, we obtain that

[ 1n= = p7jae,

= [1r =97 = (5 - 52,

< [0 =g+ fi=5)(F ~ 9= fi+ 1| @B,
§4/ﬁffﬁpmn+4/ﬁg—ﬂhmnga

(78)

thus (76) is proved. In the second step we consider function
class F = {12(f +1)| f € Fo} to satisfy the condition
of Theorem [7] requiring the boundedness of function each
feFin [0,1]. Notice that this transformation does not

affect the pseudo-dimension, that is VFJ = Vj_: +, and for
the covering numbers it holds that
Ni(e/8, Fo,{x1,...,2n
1(e/8, Fo, {21 1) (79)

§N1(€/167J%, {xla“'»xn})’

becuase {fi,...,fr} is an e-cover of Fy if and only if
{Y2(fr +1),...,Y2(fr + 1)} is an ¢/2-cover of F. In the
third step we bound the covering numbers with packing
numbers by Lemma [0] see [5], as

J\/'l(s/16,]?, {z1,...,24})

~ (80)
S M1(8/16,.7:, {3?1,. . ,a:n})

Finally, by Theorem [7] we derive a constant upper bound
depending only on pseudo-dimension Vi+ (see [54])

~ 32¢ \V7
Miq(e/16, F {x1,...,2n}) < e(V]_-O+ +1) - , (81)

where we used that Vfgr =Vz,. Combining these inequal-

2V
ities yields that C' = e?(Ve+ + 1)2(22¢) ¢ is a sought

g
bound on the covering number. O

Lemma 3. Consider the constructed confidence regions in
the model space, that is let

FO={foeF|0co0l)}. (82)
Assume A0, Al, A3 and B2, then for alle > 0:
r(UN{mmcaral)-1
k=1n=~k

where B(f.«,e) ={f e Fo| |f — fllp <&}

Proof. We are going to show that Zr(LO)(H) tends to be
the greatest in the ordering, defined by <, uniformly
for all 0 ¢ B(f.,c) as n — oo. For j € [m — 1] the
difference between the reference variables can be bounded



from below as follows

= %Z(fe(Xz) — f(X))2 + % Z(f*(XZ) — 9 (x)?
=1 1=1

S ONIARY

where X is independent of Df and D7 (f) and the ex-
pectation is with respect to variables X, Dy and D7 (0).
We want to take the infimum on the left hand side for
fo € Fo \ B(f«,¢). First, notice that

E[(fo(X) = f(X))?] = €%

(Xi) |, (84)

inf

85
fo¢B(f«.e) (85)

Further, we bound the expectations of the Lo-errors:

E[(f.(X) - ,Sff%(X))Q} >
E[(fo(X) — f57)(X))?]
1+ (c2+c3 log(n))Vf; .

= Qn,

(86)

n

where we used Theorem [§] from Appendix [E] [5, Theorem
11.5] with the observation that

JECE

follows from f, € F,, = Fo for all n € N. Besides, note that
Y] < 1 and sup,cga |f(2)] < 1 for all f € Fo, therefore
Theorem 8| can be applied directly and the truncation does
not affect the estimators.

The deviations from the expected values are bounded
with a supremum over F; as

inf z) |*dPy(z) =0

fEFn (87)

E[(fo(X) = f(X))?] - (fo(Xi) = fo(X0))?

:\»—‘
NE

<.

I
:\H -

E[(f.(X) - fOx — X))

16

—E[(fo(X) — £ (X))2] + 12(@( X;) - (X

~ X)? <
1 n 2 2

3 s E;U%Xi) — 9(X1))* ~ B[(f(X) - 9(X))’]|

:321612 Zh )‘ (88)

where G is defined in . The inequality holds because
fo, f« and the estimators are all included in Fy.

For the quarter of the last term in we apply the
Cauchy—Schwartz inequality, then we bound the obtained
value with the same supremum as in plus the zero
sequence a,, defined in , as

i=1
< 2 S () — AN Y
=1 i=1

—E[(f(X) = f2X))%] +E[(fo(X) — £0(X))?]

1 n
< sup | = S O(F(X0) - g(X0) ~ E[(f(X) - 9(X))?] |

f,9€Fo n i=1
+a, =sup|— h(X; ER(X)| + an, 89
sup | 5 D2 H(X,) ~BA() (59)

For the sake of simplicity let

= sup h(X . 90
S0 -] oo

To sum up, we can bound the infimum of the difference
between two reference variables from below as

(Z00) - 29(6)) = < - a,

inf
fo@B(fx.e)

—34, — 4\ A, +a,,.

Observe that a,, is deterministic and tends to zero as n —
oo. If A,, converges to zero almost surely, then for all j €
[m—1] a.s. there exists n; € N such that for all n > n; the
Z(O)(Q) Z,(f)(e) difference becomes positive for all fy ¢

B(f«,€), and by the construction for all n > maxc(m—_1]n;
we have ]-'(7171 C B(f«,e).

It remained to prove that A, —>+ 0. We need to use a
uniform law of large numbers. By Lemma 2] the assumption
of Theorem [J] is satisfied, i.e., for all £ > 0 we have

(91)

ZE(Nl(f/&Q, {X1,...,X,}) )e—ne2/<12832>

" ~ (92)
2 2
<3 e o
n=1
where B = 4, because (f(z) — g(x))? € [0,4] for all z € X
and f,g € Fy. Consequently A,, —>= 0 holds. O



Lemma 4. If holds for all e > 0 and A2, B1 hold
true, then for all e > 0 we have

IP( [] ﬁ {@g{;CB(a*,g)}) — 1.

k=1n=k

(93)

Proof. If fg € B(f.,¢/L), then 6 € B(0.,¢), because of B1.
Hence, it follows that

{el cB@..e) ) 2 {Fh cB(f.51) }.

The inclusion also holds for the lim inf of events. Finally,
since holds for ¢/L by we also have (93]). O

Theorem 3. Assume A0, A1, A2, A3, B1, B2 and q < m,
then for all e > 0 for n large enough we have

P(0) C B(h.,e)) =1~ Cre ™",

(94)

(95)

where C' depends only on € and V]_-Sr, and A1 depends only
on € and Lipschitz constant L.
Proof of Theorem[3 Similarly as in the proof of Theorem
observe that

{el) C B(6.,2)} 2

1] : £ (zO0
J: il (Z37(6) -

By Lemma [4| and we obtain for all j € [m — 1] that

{Vjem- )(0)) > 0}. (96)

inf (Z00) -2z (0
"y )( W(0) = Z7(0))
inf 799 — zU) (g
f¢B(f*,€/L)( n ( ) n ()) (97)

&2
> ﬁ—an—?)An—él\/An—i—an,

where L is the Lipschitz constant, a, is a deterministic
zero sequence defined in and A, is the random
(measurable) supremum of the deviations defined in (90).
Notice that the lower bound does not depend on index j,
consequently by elementary manipulations we gain

P(04) C B(b..¢))

> P(Vj —1]: inf (Z200) -2V

>P(Vj € [m—1] 0¢151e1(19*,5)( W (0) = Z2;7(0)) > 0)
>P(Vjie m—-1]: inf Z0)(6) —
zP(vicl ] feéEB(f*,e/L)( n (0)

ZP(2L2 > a, + 34, +4\/An+an>
2

z(9)) > 0)

zﬂ»((f;>an,622_3,4 o 2 WA, +an) (98)
:P((;Z>an,18€;>An,24i;4A +an)
min (1;%7 %) > An>.

Since a,, is deterministic and tends to zero we can find ng
such that for all n > ng:

g2 et

7= min (@’ 2. 242L4) > On (99)
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holds. Furthermore let
&2 4

& 57)
18L27 2. 2424

Timin(

(100)

Then by Theorem [9] and Lemma [2] for n > ng we have
P(A, <7)=1-P(A, >7)
2

o ) (101)
12882/’

21—8-C-exp(—

where B = 4. Conseq
A=

uently with constants C7; = 8C' and

12;% Theorem (3| follows. O

Lemma 5. Let Fy be a finite dimensional linear subspace
of L2(Px) spanned by an orthonormal system of vectors

{¢1,--.,0k}. Then the linear parameterization is an isom-
etry, i.e., for all o, B € RF we have

o= Bll, = | S aupile) - imm] )
i=1 i=1

henceforth it is also inverse Lipschitz-continuous.

;r implies (102).

Proof. The orthonormality of ¢, ...

]
APPENDIX C
PRrROOF OF THEOREM [4] AND THEOREM [5]
Theorem 4. Assume A0, Al, A2 and A3, then
2 q
P(0. €60)) = — (103)

for all sample size n. Furthermore, if ¢ < m, kn/n — 0,
and there is § > 0 such that ¥./n0+9 — 00 as n — oo,

then (622,)1 JneN 1S strongly pointwise consistent for all
distribution of (X,Y") which satisfy

PX - Xl # |1X - X"|l,) =1 (104)

where X' and X" are independent copies of X.

Proof of Theorem[j, We are going to show that for 6 # 6,
reference variable Zy, )(9) tends to be the greatest in the
ordering. The proof will be presented in two steps. First
we reduce the problem to the almost sure convergence
of empirical Li-errors to zero, then we prove that the
convergence holds for the kNN estimates.

Let 6 # 6, and fix an index j € [m — 1]. We bound the
difference between the reference variables from below as

Z(O) (0) —

*Z

z0)(9) =

2

Z (X))

3\*—‘

*Tl

Ik
N



= EZ(fe(XZ)—f*(X,-))2+ ST (£ - £9x0)
=37 (FolXD) = LX) (£2(X0) = F0(X0)
IS (oo - sex)?

1 n

> 3 () = (X)) - %Z (X0 - £90x)|

_*Z‘f* Z|fa ( X;)
(105)

where we used that fy, f. and the estimators are all
bounded in [—1, 1]. Observe that by the strong law of large
numbers as n — oo the following holds

* rL )

%Z (fo(Xi) = fu(X0))* 225 w2 = || fo — full3, (106)

i=1

where k > 0, because of A2. It remained to prove that

*Z’f* *n( )‘—>O (107)
fZ|f9 — Xy 220 (108)

hold. As in the proof of Theoreml, 2] then a.s. there exists n;
such that the quantity in (105]) becomes positive, therefore
for all n > max;cp,—11n; we have 9 ¢ @QZL

Notice that it is sufficient for and . to prove
for any possible regression functlon f that

1 n
;;WX

holds, where f, is the kNN estimator of f based on
{(Xz,Y)}l 1 with &, neighbors. Hence, we need to prove
the consistency of an empirical L1-error for all distribu-
tions of (X,Y") such that holds. In order to obtain
we use the following decomposition:

ES ) = £ [ = 3 ()
i=1 =1

X)) | =0 (109)

_E{%zﬂ:yfn(x —f(Xi)”—kE[%zn]fn(X ol
i=1 1=1

s\;ilfn(Xi)f(X E[ii‘f”(X x|

3 3 om0 ] o

First, we prove that the expected value converges to
zero, then we apply McDiarmid’s inequality [55] to show
that the empirical Li-error is concentrated around its
expectation. By the linearity of the expectation and the

18
i.i.d. property of the sample we obtain
1o
E|~ ; | fa(X
—E| & DI € Moo ) — FX0)

— B[ > (- fx
n p—

Xi) || = E| fu(Xa) = F(X0) |

(Xi € N (X, ko)) ‘

1 n—1
< B[ 0~ GG € N (X))
RV, - f(X)] <
1 n—1 2
;(Yi —F (X)X € Nyt (Xon, o 1))‘+H
< E| s (X0) = FO0)| + (1)

where f/_, is a kNN estimate based on {(X;, Y;)}'=}! with
kn, —1 neighbors. Clearly, 2/k, — 0 as n — oo. In addition,
by the weak consistency of the kNN method (Theorem

2
< VB[ () — (X)) =0,
because (k, —1) = 0o and ¥»—1/n — 0 as n — oo and X,
is independent of {(X;,Y;)} =t
In the last step we apply McDiarmid’s inequality, see
Theorem[TT} to bound the difference between the empirical

error and the expected value. Let D = {(z;,y;)}7~, and
g: (X xY)" = RT be the following function

Inyn = Z|fDl'1

where fP(z) = 1/k, >, yil(z; € N(x, ky)). Observe that
g satisfies the bounded difference property (139). If two
samples, Dy and D, differ only in one pair (z;,y;), then

(112)

9((z1,91), - flx) ], (113)

|f2 (@) = 72 ()| < Yk (114)

holds for all x € X. Hence by the reverse triangle inequality
2

|9(D1) = g(D2) | < . (115)

Consequently, by Theorem [11] we obtain

P(|9(D

By kn/n'*® — oo for n large enough

k2nfe? nde?
o (- i) <ow (-77)

where the right hand side is summable. Then the applica-
tion of the Borel-Cantelli lemma yields that

~Eg(D)| > ¢) <2exp<— o

k?’gQ). (116)
(117)
—Eg(D)| <«

lim sup ’g(D (118)
n—oo



almost surely. Because we have ((118]) for all £ > 0,

|9(D) — Eg(D)| == 0, (119)
hence the convergence in (109) is proved. O

Theorem 5. Assume that A0, Al, A2, A3 and ¢ < m
hold. In addition, k»/n — 0, and there exists § > 0 such
that *2/n0+9 — o0 as n — oo. For every distribution of
(X,Y) such that P(|| X — X'||, # || X — X"|l,) = 1, where
X' and X" are independent copies of X, for a given 6 € O,

0 # 0., there exists No such that for n > Ny we have
P(0 ¢ 0F),) > 1— Coe™ 2/, (120)

where Cy depends only on m, the number of datasets, and
A2 depends on || fo — f«|lp-

Proof. For the sake of simplicity let

I = D)~ (X0
Ju = gzw D= falX)] a2
ng')—%ZIfe — I |

for j € [m — 1]. Since Z{0 )(0) - Z,Sj)(e) can be lower
bounded by I, — J,, — K,(L]), see (|105)), we have
(g0 o {viem—-1]:1,-J, - K >0}.

Let k = ||fo — f«||2. Then, by De Morgan’s law and the
union bound, we have

P(0 ¢ ©F)) > P(Vj € [m
>P(I, > #/2, Jp, < #/4,Vj € [m —

—1]: 1, —Jy —K(j)>0)
1]: K9 < w/a)
>1-P(I, < r/2) = P(J, > r/a) — mz:]P’ ) > w/y).

We will bound these terms separately. First, let

& = (fo(Xa) — fu(X3))? (122)
for all ¢ € [n]. By Hoeffding’s inequality
P(I, <#/2)=P(I,— Kk < —K2)
1 ¢ 2n?
BT TR A P A
i=1
< 9= ns
For the second term notice that
[ =51} €
(124)

{lJn = EJn| > |#/a—EJ, \}).

For n large enough, see (111) and Theorem EJ, <
#/g holds. Furthermore, by McDiarmid’s inequality, see the

proof of Theorem [4] we have
k2k? )
2.242n )"

(125)

P(|Jn —EJ,| > #/8) < exp(—
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Combining these yields that for n large enough

P(Jy > rfa) <P (|Jn —EJn| > #/s)
2.2 (126)
§2eXp( 3. 487 )

For the last term observe that {K,(Lj )};”:_11
distributed, therefore

are identically

m—1
Y P(ED >rfa)=(m—1)P(KD >r/a).  (127)
j=1

In addition, since K,gj ) is a similar quantity as J, for a
different model parameter, the same argument as above
yields the exponential upper bound, see , on the
probability of {Kf(f ) > #/4} for n large enough.

We obtain the claim of the theorem, namely , by
merging these exponential bounds together as

k2 )\
P(6¢0R)) > (4+2(m—1))exp(— ’;2)7 (128)
for n large enough, where Ay = ﬁ. O
APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM [@]

Theorem 6. Assume A0, Al, A2, A3 and C1. Then
P(h, c0®) = L 129
(b.coP)) = 1 (120)

for all sample size n. Furthermore, if ¢ < m, then

(@SL )nen is strongly consistent.

Proof. The claim concerning the exact coverage probabil-
ity is a corollary of Lemma

For strong pointwise consistency let 6 # 6, and fix an
index j € [m — 1]. In order to prove the almost sure
convergence of the examined parameter we bound the
difference of reference variables from below as

Z\9(0) - Z2)(0)

n

1=1
‘%wan 0 Zlfe 205,
=1
> =3 (folX) - f*<Xi))2f621€1§|f*<x>f @)
—2sup| fo(@) - D), (130)

where the first inequality is Justlﬁed by . The first
term converges to k = || fp — f*||P by the SLLN. The
second and third terms converge to zero by the uniform
consistency of the regression function estimate (C'1). From
this point on, the proof can be finished very similarly as
above, see the proof of Theorem [ O



APPENDIX E
FUNDAMENTAL RESULTS USED IN THE PROOFS

In the proof of Lemma 2] we used Lemma[fland Theorem
[l The following lemma establishes a close relationship
between packing and covering numbers, see 5, Lemma 9.2]

Lemma 6. Let F be a class of functions on R?, Py be a
probability measure on R% and |- = Il 2, (py) be the L
norm on F. Then for all e > 0:

N(€7]:7 ||||)§M(<€7]:, H”) (131)

The following theorem provides an upper bound on the
packing numbers of F w.r.t. an £; norm based on its VC
dimension, see |54, Corollary 3].

Theorem 7. For any set X, any probability distribution
Py onX, any set F of Px-measurable functions on X taking
values in the interval [0, 1] with Vr+ < oo, and any € > 0

2\ F*
M F Hleyn) < Ve (X))

In the proof of Lemma [3] we applied the following result,
see |5, Theorem 11.5].

Theorem 8. Assume that there exists 1 < Lo < oo
such that |Y| < Lo a.s. Let the estimate f, be defined
by minimization of the empirical Lo risk over a set of
functions Fy, and truncation in [— Lo, Lg]. Then one has

B [ |fala) = 1.0 P dPy(2)

N (co+cs 1og(n))V}-+

< (133)

C1
n

+2 inf /|f

where c1, co and c3 are constants depending only on Ly.

) [ dPy (x),

In the proof of Theorem [2] we used the following ULLN,
which is an advanced version of [5, Theorem 9.1]:

Theorem 9 (Uniform Law of Large Number). Let
X, X1,..., X, beii.d. random vectors taking values in R?
and H be a class of RY — [0, B] type functions. For any n,
and any € > 0

(sup th

heH

0)>2)

8- E(Nl (5/87 H, {Xl, ce 7Xn}))6*”52/(12832).
In addition, if for all e > 0 we have

(134)

ZE(NI(E/SaH, {Xl, A ?Xn}) )e_”52/(12832) < o0,

n=1
(135)
then the ULLN holds, that is
sup [ — Y h(X 2250. 136
sup Z X) (136)

The weak £ consistency of kNN estimates, [5, Theorem
6.1], is used in the proof of Theorem

20

Theorem 10. Let {(X;,Y;)}?, be an i.i.d. sample from
the distribution of (X,Y) such that

POIX - X", #1X - X", ) =1,

where X' and X" are independent copies of X. Let f,
denote the regression function. If k, — oo and kn/n — 0,
then for estimator

n

o1
fal@) = = ; Yi-I(X; € N, ka)) (137)
the expected Lo-loss tends to zero, that is
E / ful@) — fu@)[PdPe(x) 0. (138)

McDiarmid’s inequality is used in the proof of Theorem
and Theorem [5| It was first presented in [55] and a brief
proof can be found in |37, Corollary 2.21].

Theorem 11 (McDiarmid’s inequality). Let Zy, ..., Z, be
independent random elements from set A and f: A" — R
be a function with the bounded difference property, i.e.,

|f(x17"'7xn)_f(xlr"7‘r’i—17ya$i+1a"'7$n)|Sci
(139)
forallzy,...,xn,y € A and i € [n]. Then for alle >0
P (| £(X0r. s, Xo) — Ef(Xn, ..o Xa)| 2 2)
22 (140)
<2 =),
- eXP( Z?:lczz)

We directly refered to the celebrated Borel-Cantelli
lemma in the proof of Theorem [] and to Hoeffding’s
inequality in the proof of Theorem

Lemma 7 (Borel-Cantelli). Let (2,.A,P) be a probability
space and let Ay, As, ... be a sequence of events in A. If

(141)

then infinitely of them occur with probability zero, i.e.,

(A0 A) =0

n=1k=n

P ( limsup A4, ) = (142)

n—oo
Theorem 12 (Hoeffding’s inequality for bouunded vari-
ables). Let Xi,...,X, be independent variables taking

values from [a,b], with expected values EX; = p; for
i=1,...,n. Then for allt > 0 we have

P(i(xi—m) > t) gexp(— n(;t:y> (143)

i=1
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