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Abstract

We study a class of prediction problems in which relatively few observations have
associated responses, but all observations include both standard covariates as well as ad-
ditional “helper” covariates. While the end goal is to make high-quality predictions using
only the standard covariates, helper covariates can be exploited during training to im-
prove prediction. Helper covariates arise in many applications, including forecasting in
time series; incorporation of biased or mis-calibrated predictions from foundation models;
and sharing information in transfer learning. We propose “prediction aided by surrogate
training” (PAST), a class of methods that exploit labeled data to construct a response
estimator based on both the standard and helper covariates; and then use the full dataset
with pseudo-responses to train a predictor based only on standard covariates. We es-
tablish guarantees on the prediction error of this procedure, with the response estimator
allowed to be constructed in an arbitrary way, and the final predictor fit by empirical risk
minimization over an arbitrary function class. These upper bounds involve the risk asso-
ciated with the oracle data set (all responses available), plus an overhead that measures
the accuracy of the pseudo-responses. This theory characterizes both regimes in which
PAST accuracy is comparable to the oracle accuracy, as well as more challenging regimes
where it behaves poorly. We demonstrate its empirical performance across a range of ap-
plications, including forecasting of societal ills over time with future covariates as helpers;
prediction of cardiovascular risk after heart attacks with prescription data as helpers; and
diagnosing pneumonia from chest X-rays using machine-generated predictions as helpers.

1 Introduction

In modern data science, it is often expensive and/or time-consuming to collect labels or
responses for solving a classification or regression problem. For instance, in medical set-
tings, collecting labeled data requires substantial time investment from doctors and other
experts [RDK19]. Similarly, in longitudinal studies, participants may stop responding to
follow-up surveys [HRKO04], which again leads to missing responses. In these settings, it is
natural to consider datasets of a hybrid type, partitioned into one collection of labeled re-
sponses, and another unlabeled set. Typically, the labeled set is substantially smaller than
the unlabeled set, for the reasons described above. In the machine learning (ML) literature,
problems involving datasets of this hybrid type are known as instances of semi-supervised
learning (e.g., [CSZ09]); in statistics, related problems have have been formulated and tackled
using the EM algorithm (e.g., [MKO08; Wu83]), as well as various semiparametric techniques
(e.g., [RRZ94; RR95]). See Section 1.2 for further discussion of this and other related work.

The focus of this paper is a variant of the standard semi-supervised set-up, distinguished
by the availability of additional “helper” covariates. In more explicit terms, the standard



set-up is characterized by a covariate X € X', a scalar response Y € ), with a the labeled
dataset consisting of covariate-response pairs (X,Y), and an unlabeled dataset consisting of
covariates X alone. In this paper, we augment this set-up with the availability of an additional
random vector W € W—known as the helper or surrogate covariate—that is collected for all
samples. Thus, the labeled dataset now consists of triples (X, W,Y’) whereas the unlabeled
data set consists of the pairs (X, W). As we discuss in Section 1.1, there are a wide range of
problems that can be fruitfully cast in these terms.

Within this set-up, our goal is to estimate—typically over some non-parametric class—a
function z — f (x) that is a good predictor of the response. We formalize the notion of “good-
ness” more precisely in terms of risk minimization (cf. equation (1)). In many cases, the qual-
ity of f can be measured via its proximity to the regression function f*(z) = E[Y | X = z].
While our ultimate goal remains making accurate predictions based only on the original co-
variate vector, the helper covariates can be exploited as part of the training process. In this
paper, we propose and analyze a simple third-stage procedure, one that integrates seamlessly
with existing pipelines for large-scale machine learning. In the first stage, we use the labeled
triples (X, W,Y) to estimate a function (z,w) — g(z,w) € R, then the second step uses
that to generate pseudo-responses Y. We then use the full dataset, augmented with these
pseudo-responses, to determine our final estimate f , which depends only on x.

Our overall approach, which we refer to as “prediction aided by surrogate training”, or
PAST for short, should be understood as a meta-procedure since we allow a great deal of
flexibility in how the auxiliary function g and final estimate f are produced. On the theoretical
front, we provide explicit and non-asymptotic bounds on the accuracy of f relative to the
optimal f*; see Theorems 1 and 2. These bounds make a number of qualitative predictions
about the factors that control the accuracy of the final output f; see Sections 2.4 and 2.6 for
such insights in the contexts of least-squares regression and binary classification, respectively.
On the empirical side, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the PAST procedure for a range
of real-world prediction problems, including forecasting societal ills and pneumonia detection
from chest X-rays, among others; see Section 3 for these results.

1.1 How do helper covariates arise?

There are many problems in which helper covariates arise in a natural way. Here we describe
a few broad classes that motivated our work.

Noisy or mis-calibrated surrogate responses: As noted previously, in many applica-
tions, it is difficult and/or costly to collect true responses Y. At the same time, it is often
the case that one has access to a procedure—for instance, a pre-trained ML model, or some
other predictive system—that can be used to generate surrogate responses Y’. For exam-
ple, consider the problem of predicting diseases in medicine: it is time-consuming and costly
to have medical professionals produce ground-truth labels, so researchers have resorted to
automated means of producing pseudo-labels. One approach is to train natural language
models models or LLMs on electronic health records [Irv+19]); other researchers have used
heuristics from domain experts to generate noisy labels for identifying aortic valve malforma-
tions [Fri4+19]. Similarly, in protein folding, the Alpha-Fold system [Jum+21] can be used to
produce a large number of pseudo-labels, which do not perfectly correspond with labels de-
termined by physical measurements [SDFC23]. Responses can also be collected by automated
systems, such as in crowd-sourcing [Whi+09]; this approach underlied the generation of the
ImageNet dataset [Den+09], which catalyzed research in computer vision and deep learning.



Such crowd-sourced responses, while often informative of the true response, can be of variable
quality and suffer from calibration issues.

Given a collection of surrogate responses, one naive approach is to treat them as instances
of the true response, and then to feed this augmented data into the usual pipeline. However,
doing so directly passes along any noise or mis-calibration in the surrogate responses, and these
discrepancies can lead the naive approach to behave very poorly.! Within our framework, it
is natural to treat the noisy response as a helper covariate—i.e., setting W = Y’. The first
stage of our procedure then involves fitting a predictive model § from pairs (X, Y”) to the true
responses Y. As we discuss in this sequel, this step allows our procedure to automatically
adjust for bias or mis-calibration in the generation of the pseudo-responses Y’, and moreover
to exploit any additional information available in the standard covariate X in doing so.

Forecasting and longitudinal data: There are various forms of data that have a temporal
structure, among them longitudinal data collected through surveys (e.g., [Dig02; FLW12]) and
time-series models of dynamic phenomena, including weather, stock prices, disease and rates
(e.g., [Box+15; Bri01]). More formally, suppose that {Z'};~¢ is a vector-valued time series
representing the phenomenon of interest, and our goal is to predict the response Y = leffut
of the first co-ordinate at some future time ¢, based on the features Zov available at the
present time t,.,. For such problems, a natural choice of helper covariate W is the feature
vector Z'int measured at some intermediate time ty,; € (tnows trt)- Helper covariates of this
type are available in many applications. For instance, in policy analysis, the response Y might
correspond to the effect of a job training program at a time 9 years after the conclusion of
the program (so that tp = t,on +9). While there might be relatively few such measurements
9 years in the future, it could be much easier to obtain data on employment rates and other
features in the 2 years following the program (e.g., [Ath+19]). See Section 3.1 for in-depth
exploration of another example, involving forecasting of societal ills such as alcoholism,

If we make the identifications W = Zfint and X = Z™ov, the auxiliary prediction problem
that determines § becomes one of predicting the future response Y at time tg; based on
feature pairs (Z tnow 7 tint) from the current time t,,, and an intermediate time t;,;. Since Z'int
is closer in time to the response Y, we expect that this auxiliary prediction problem should
be substantially easier than that of predicting Y based on Z™ow alone.

Transfer learning and distribution shift: Transfer learning refers to the problem of
sharing information from multiple (presumably related) tasks so as to improve predictive
performance (e.g., [Zhu+20; PY09]). The framework of helper covariates provides a natural
mechanism for sharing information from related tasks. For example, in personalized recom-
mendation systems for online marketplaces, platforms may have limited data on whether a
given customer has purchased a product (corresponding to the targeted response Y). How-
ever, they may have data and trained systems to predict whether or not customers have
clicked on the web-page for that product [Bas21]; this information can be encoded as a helper
covariate W. In the closely related area of distribution shift (e.g. [Shi00; SKMO07; MPW23;
KM18; SHZ24; RCS21]), the goal is to build predictive models that are robust to changes
in the data-generating mechanisms; see the paper [Koh+21] for survey of how it arises. As
one example, consider the problem of predicting economic well-being based on satellite im-

'For example, in binary classification (where Y € {0,1}), there might be non-trivial amounts of label flipping
in moving from Y to Y. For real-valued prediction problems, it could be that the surrogate response Y is close
to Y after some type of transformation. Removing bias from Y’ could be achieved by a linear transformation.



agery [Yeh+20]; in this application, we might be interested in predictions for one country
(e.g., Angola) and use the responses of a model trained on related country (e.g., Kenya) as a
helper covariate.

1.2 Related work

Datasets that involve a combination of labeled and unlabeled samples have been studied in
different communities, using a variety of techniques. In machine learning, this set-up is re-
ferred to as semi-supervised learning, and there is a rich associated literature (e.g., see the
survey [CSZ09] and references therein). Much of this work has focused on classification prob-
lems, contributing both methodology (e.g., [Kul+05; LA17]) as well as theoretical insights
(e.g., [DBLRO5; Joa+99]). Statistics also has a rich literature on the related area of miss-
ing data, including methods based on imputation and pseudo-labeling (e.g., [CC18; Wan23;
Lee+13]), the EM algorithm (e.g., [MKO08; Wu83; BWY17]), and other semi-parametric ap-
proaches (e.g., [RRZ94; RR95]). There is also a considerable body of work on the inferential
aspects of the semi-supervised set-up (e.g., [ZBC19; ZB21]).

The framework of this paper differs from the standard semi-supervised set-up via the
introduction of helper covariates. This notion connects with, and establishes links between
other previously unrelated lines of research. As described in the previous section, it is natural
to view surrogate responses collected from a pre-fit machine learning model as a form of
helper covariate. This connects with the machine learning literature on weak supervision
(e.g., [Rat+16; Rat+17; RJS20]), as well as a related literature focusing on robustness to
noisy labels (e.g., [Nat+13; Son+22]). In causal inference, researchers have studied the use
of surrogate indices (e.g., [Ath+19; KM20; HGC23]), which can be exploited in estimating
a treatment effect. These indices can be understood as particular types of helper covariates,
and the methodology in the paper [HGC23]| is related to our general three-stage approach,
albeit in a specific parametric setting. In the context of transfer learning, Bastani [Bas21] also
studies a related method, in which both tasks are parameterized by high-dimensional linear
models. Finally, related in spirit (but distinct in goals) is the use of a pre-fit machine learning
model to construct sharper confidence intervals [Ang+23; ZC24].

Notation: We collect here notation that is used throughout the paper. Given a collection of
samples X; ~ P fori =1,..., N, we define |g]% = + Zf\il g*(X;) and | g]3 = § *(X) dP(X).
Note that |g||3 = E[¢?(X)] whenever g is deterministic, or more generally, even if g is ran-
dom, as long as it is independent of X. When we write E[§?(X)] for a random function
independent of X, we are conditioning on g. Similarly, we define Pyg = %ZZ 9(X;) and
Pg == { g(X)dP(X), with similar comments regarding the meaning of Pg for a random func-
tion §. Using this notation, we have |g|% = Pnyg? and |g|3 = Pg?. It is also convenient to
consider the above norms over subsets of the data D — {XZ}Z]\L 1, for which purpose we define

HQHIQD) = \ﬁ ZXG]D) QQ(X)-

Organization: The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formal-
ize the problem of prediction with helper covariates, and then describe the PAST procedure
analyzed in this paper. Later subsections are devoted to theoretical guarantees for squared-loss
(cf. Theorem 1 in Section 2.3) and more general loss functions (cf. Theorem 2 in Section 2.5).
In Sections 2.4 and 2.6, respectively, we explore some qualitative predictions of our theory
for least-squares problems and binary classification, respectively. Section 3 is devoted to ex-
ploration of four different applications in which helper covariates naturally arise, and of the



improvements possible by the PAST method. We conclude with a summary as well as future
directions in Section 4. All of our proofs are deferred to the appendices.

2 Surrogate-aided prediction via the PAST method

We begin with a formalization of the problem of surrogate-aided prediction in Section 2.1.
In Section 2.2, we introduce our proposed meta-procedure, referred to as “prediction aided
surrogate training”, or the PAST method for short. Section 2.3 is devoted to a non-asymptotic
and explicit guarantee (Theorem 1) on its behavior for the squared-loss error; this theory
provides a number of qualitative insights that are explored in Section 2.4. In Section 2.5, we
provide a more general result (Theorem 2) that covers a broad class of loss functions. We
discuss concrete insights for binary classification in Section 2.6.

2.1 Prediction with helper covariates

We begin by formalizing the problem of prediction with helper covariates. Let Y € ) € R be
a response variable of interest, and let X € & be a covariate vector, where the pair (X,Y") are
distributed according to some unknown joint distribution Px y over the space X x ). Our
goal is to estimate a good predictor, meaning a function x — f(x) such that f(z) is “close”
to the associated response y. We measure the quality of a given prediction via some loss
function .Z : R x R — R—so that Z(f(z),y) is our accuracy measure— and our goal to find
a function f* that minimizes the population risk

f* = argl}é{;}EX7y$(f(X)7Y), (1)

where F is a given function class, and Ex y denotes expectation under the joint Pxy. For
certain loss functions—among them the least-squares loss £ (7,y) = (§ — y)?>—the optimal
prediction function (assuming that F is sufficiently rich) is given by the conditional mean
f*(z) = E[Y | X = z], but our theory allows for other settings as well. Throughout this
paper, we refer to f* as the target function, since our ultimate goal is to obtain an accurate
estimate f of it.

In the standard set-up of prediction via empirical risk minimization, the statistician is given
a collection of pairs (Xj;,Y;) drawn in an i.i.d. manner from the unknown distribution Px y .
In the helper-aided extension here, we augment this standard set-up as follows. In addition
to the pair (X,Y), we introduce the helper covariate W, and assume that is a unknown joint
distribution? Py w,y. Our goal remains to estimate the function f* defined by the population
risk (1), and in order to do so, we are given access to a total of N independent samples. The
full sample size is partitioned as N = n + m, where n and m correspond (respectively) to
the number of “labeled” and “unlabeled” samples, respectively. The labeled and unlabeled
datasets take the form

IDL = {(X27 WT/’YZ/)}ZL:]_ and DU = {(Xn+ia Wn-‘ri)}zla (2)
where (X;, W;,Y;) are drawn i.i.d. from Px wy for i =1,...,n, and (X4, Wy4s) are drawn
iid. from Pxw for i = 1,...,m. Given the independent sampling model described here, in

the language of missing data, our assumption is that the responses are missing completely-
at-random. We address possible relaxations of this condition in the discussion.

2This three-way joint marginalizes down to Px y that defines the population risk (1).



Summarizing then, given access to the datasets Dy, and Dy, our goal is to estimate a
predictor  — f(x) that is close to the population optimum f* from equation (1). While
the final predictor cannot depend on the helper covariates W, they can be exploited at an
intermediate phase of training, as we describe next.

2.2 The PAST method

In this paper, we analyze a three-stage procedure that takes as input the labeled Dy and
unlabeled Dy datasets (cf. equation (2)), and returns a predictor f as output. In the first
step, we use the labeled dataset Dy, to construct a pseudo-response estimator §. In the second
step, we use § to impute _responses for the unlabeled dataset Dy, and in the third step,
we fit the final predictor f using the pseudo-labeled set D. Algorithm 1 provides a formal
specification of these three steps; we describe it as “prediction aided by surrogate training”,
and refer to it as the PAST procedure for short.

Algorithm 1 Prediction Aided by Surrogate Training (PAST)

1: Inputs: (i) Datasets Dy = {(X;, W;,Y;)}"; and Dy = {(X;, Wi)}¥,,.,. (ii) Procedure P
for estimating pseudo-response function g. (iii) Loss function .# and function class F for
estimating f*.

2: Construct pseudo-response function g by applying procedure P to the labeled dataset Dy,.
3: Use g to construct the full dataset based on pseudo-responses

s )Y for 1=1,...,n
o §(Xi, Wi) for i=n+1,...,N.

1: Using the dataset D = {(X;,Y;)}Y,, compute the estimate

feargmln{ Ziﬂ } (3)

We emphasize that the PAST method should be viewed as a meta-procedure, since we obtain
different instantiations depending on:

Auxiliary fit: the choice of procedure P for constructing the pseudo-response estimator g.
Loss function: The loss function used in step (3), and
Function class: The choice of function class F for estimating f

We measure the quality of the final predictor .]? via its closeness to the optimal function f*
defined by equation (1). In our analysis, we remain agnostic to the choice of the procedure P
used to compute g, and state a guarantee on the quality of the final output f—in particular,
an upper bound on |f — f*|2. This guarantee involves an overhead term depending on the

deviation between § and an ideal function g*. When using the least-squares loss function, we
have f*(x) = E[Y | X = z], and this ideal prozy is given by

g (x,w) = E[Y | (X, W) = (x,w)]. (4)



This function g* is also the ideal proxy when using losses based on generalized linear models
(see Appendix B for details), of which the least-squares loss is a special case.

Our results depend on the accuracy of § as an estimate of g*. For this reason, even
when the response space is discrete—say ) = {0, 1} in the case of binary classification—our
theory reveals that superior performance can be obtained by using “soft label” information.
Theorem 2 and the surrounding discussion to follow makes this intuition precise.

2.3 Guarantees for square loss

In this section, we state a guarantee for the PAST procedure when f is estimated using least-
squares—that is, based on the loss function Z(7,y) = (7 —y)?. At a high-level, this guarantee
(and the subsequent ones in Theorem 2 to follow) involve three terms:

Oracle accuracy: The quantity ry > 0, to be defined in equation (5b), corresponds to the the
rate at which it is possible to estimate f* using a fully labeled dataset of size NN.

Pseudo-response accuracy: Accuracy of pseudo-response estimator g relative to ideal proxy

g* from equation (4). Ideally, it involves the TW-smoothed version ]? of the estimate g
(cf. equation (7b)).

Higher-order fluctuations: For a given error probability § € (0, 1), there is a term 7x(d) that
controls the probabilistic fluctuations (cf. equation (8)).

We now introduce each of these terms in turn.

Oracle accuracy: Beginning with the oracle accuracy ry, it is defined via a fixed point
relation involving the localized Rademacher complexity. Quantities of this type are measures
of the “complexity” of a given function class, and are well-known to control the accuracy of
procedures based on empirical risk minimization. In particular, let {gz}fi , denote an i.i.d.
sequence of Rademacher variables.? For any radius ¢t > 0, we define

N
1
Ry (t) = Es,xl sup ‘N Dlei(f(Xi) = £*(X0) ’] (ba)
fGJ: i=1
If=f* <t
We then define the oracle accuracy as
) t Ru(t)
= — = .
TN Ars I { 16° ¢ } (5b)

To explain the significance of this quantity for our theory, suppose that we were able to
compute an estimate fT, of the form in equation (3), but with the pseudo-responses Y; all
replaced by genuine responses Y;. Under quite general conditions, it can be shown that this
oracle estimate f! would have error of the form ||fT — f*|o = rn. For this reason, the term
ry serves as a proxy for the error incurred by empirical risk minimization on a fully labeled
dataset. As some concrete examples, we have:

e For linear regression in dimension d, we have ry = 4/d/N.

e For linear regression in dimension d with sparsity k, we have ry = 4/ klegd.

e For Lipschitz regression in dimension d = 1, we have ry = N~1/3,

3That is, we have ¢; € {—1, +1} equi-probably.



See Chapter 13 in the book [Wail9] for these results, and other examples.

Our proofs assume that the oracle accuracy, as defined by the Rademacher complexity,
satisfies the following monotonicity condition: for any pair of sample sizes with N1 < No, we
have

A/ N1 TN, S C No TNy- (6)

Note that this condition holds whenever ry is lower bounded by 1/4/N, which holds for most
function classes of interest, as in the examples given above. Up to scaling factors in our
guarantee, we can assume without loss of generality that ¢ = 1.

Quality of pseudo-responses: The second term in our analysis reflects the quality of the
pseudo-response estimator § as a surrogate to the ideal version g* from equation (4). Since
g is applied to impute responses on on the m unlabeled samples, the most straightforward
measure of accuracy is the squared empirical norm

~ 2
15— g*I7 = 2 9(Xi, Wi) — g (X, WZ)) (7a)
7,€ID)U

defined by samples in the unlabeled set. However, most of our results measure the accuracy
in terms of the same squared semi-norm applied to the W-smoothed functions f and the true
regression function f*—viz.

fl@) =E[§X,W) | X =2], and f*(z)=E[¢*(X,W)]|X = z]. (7b)

|7, is always smaller
than—and can be substantially so—than the quantity |§ — ¢*|?, defined in equation (7a).

As can be seen via Jensen’s inequality, the squared semi-norm |f — f*|?

Higher-order term: Finally, given some error probability § € (0, 1), we prove results that
hold with probability at least 1 — 4. Obtaining high probability guarantees of this type
requires introducing a higher-order term 7x(d) depends on the boundedness and/or tail be-
havior assumed. Since our main focus is not obtaining the most general results, we impose
relatively stringent assumptions that allow for a streamlined analysis. In particular, we as-
sume throughout that the function F is uniformly bounded; by rescaling as needed, we can
assume that | f], < 1 for all f € F, and that the same holds for g*. Moreover, recalling the
definition (4) of g*, we assume that the zero-mean noise variables Y; — ¢*(X;, W;) is o-bounded,
meaning that it takes values in the interval [—o, o] for some o > 0. To be clear, both of these
conditions could be relaxed by making use of more sophisticated tail bounds for empirical
processes [Ada08], but this is not the main focus of our work here.

In terms of these assumptions, the higher-order term in Theorem 1 takes the form

21 4 )/0) log(4 5
7 (8) = max{20, 100 }\/ PN (a0, 800} - B g
T’NN
where ¢(ry) = log, (4"). While we provided explicit constants here for concreteness, we

made no attempt in our analysis to obtain sharp ones.



With these three pieces in place, we are now ready to state our main guarantees for the
PAST procedure based on least-squares loss. Recapitulating for clarity, it involves the oracle
accuracy from equation (5b), the empirical norm || - |, and W-smoothed response estimator
f from equations (7a) and (7b), respectively, and the higher-order term (8).

Theorem 1. For a bounded function class F and o-bounded noise, consider the PAST proce-
dure implemented with an arbitrary first-stage predictor g, and the W-smoothed version f of
g. Then for any § € (0,1), the final output f of the PAST procedure has prediction error at
most

|f = F*a < (11 + 100)ry + 31 = 1*|m + 27 (9) (9)
|\ — —_— —
Oracle risk  Pseudo-response defect  Higher-order term

with probability at least 1 — 4.
See Appendix C for a proof of this result.

As previously described, the bound (9) consists of three terms: one involving the critical
radius 7y, the second involving the difference f — f*, and the third term 7 (9) corresponding
to probabilistic fluctuations.

When can we achieve the oracle risk? It is interesting to ask under what conditions
the first term is dominant; it corresponds to a type of oracle risk that could be achieved if we
had access to N labeled samples. We claim that the term 7x () is typically negligible with
respect to ry. Indeed, apart from scalar parametric problems, we have ry > N~Y/2, in which
case inspection of the definition (8) shows that we have Tx(0) « ry.

Thus, we are left to consider the estimation error term. It is an important fact—and one
that requires delicacy in our proof—that this term depends not on the difference g—g*, but

rather on the difference f — f*. (Here we recall that f(z) = E[g(X,W) | X = z] is the
W-smoothed version of our auxiliary predictor g.) By Jensen’s inequality, we always have

[f = ¥l < 19 = g% m,

and this difference can be substantial in many settings. As one simple but extreme example,
suppose that we were given access to the function §(X;, W;) = Y;, so that our pseudo-responses
were actually correct. In this case, we have ||g — ¢*|,, # 0, but fz f*.

Otherwise, since the function g (and hence f) is obtained by training on the labeled dataset
Dy, the rate at which the error |f — f*|m decays will depend on n = |Dy|. Thus, in order
for this error to be of lower order relative to the oracle risk ry—which depends on the full
sample size N = m + n—it should be the case that the problem of predicting Y based on the
pair (X, W) should be “easier” than that of predicting Y based on X alone. As discussed
in the introduction, many of our motivating examples—among them forecasting with future
information as surrogates, or prediction with noisy labels as surrogates—are likely to have
this property. We explore this issue in a more depth via some synthetic ensembles in the
following subsection.

2.4 Intuition from some simple ensembles

The guarantee from Theorem 1 makes specific predictions about the quantitative trade-offs
inherent to making use of helper covariates. In this section, we describe some simple par-
tially linear ensembles of problems—chosen for illustrative purposes—that highlight both the



sharpness of our theoretical predictions, as well as the insight that Theorem 1 provides into
the behavior of the PAST procedure. We begin in Section 2.4.1 with a very simple ensemble
that titrates the helpfulness of the helper covariate, revealing the importance of the signal-to-
noise ratio associated with predicting the ideal proxy g*. In Section 2.4.2, we turn to a more
challenging ensemble in which the helper covariate can actually be harmful.

2.4.1 How useful is the helper covariate?

We begin by considering a simple ensemble of problems in which the utility of the helper
covariate can be controlled by a single parameter A € [0,1]. In particular, suppose that we
generate responses Y € R according to the model

Y = f*(X)+ AW + (1 - Ae, (10)

where the covariate X is independent of the helper W and noise variable ¢, and f* is some
function of the standard covariate only. For concreteness, we choose W and ¢ as indepen-
dent random variables, each with a N(0,0?) distribution. With this set-up, we have the
equivalences E[Y | X = z| = f*(z), and ¢*(z,w) = f*(x) + Aw. Moreover, observe that

Var (Y | X =z2) =0°, whereas Var (Y | (X, W) = (z,w)) = (1 — N> (11)

Consequently, the utility of the helper covariate W is controlled by A\. When A = 1, the
response Y is known deterministically once X is observed in conjunction with W; at the
other extreme (A = 0), the helper covariate W is independent of the response Y, and so not
at all helpful!

Let us perform some additional calculations to understand some predictions of Theorem 1
for this particular ensemble. Suppose—for the sake of concreteness and simplicity—that f*
is a polynomial function of some degree; we can then write it in the form f*(x) = (8*, ¥(z))
for some feature vector ¥(z) € R%, and some weight vector 8* € R%. In this setting,
some standard calculations (see Appendix A) show that Theorem 1, with g estimated by an
appropriate linear regression, leads to a guarantee of the form

= oo/ B - n) /D (12)

n

where NV is the total sample size, and n < N is the number of labeled samples. Recall that
in this case, we have ry = 1/d1/N, corresponding to the oracle accuracy achievable with N
samples. At the extreme A = 0, the helper covariates are independent of the response, in
which case we should expect an overall guarantee scaling as 4/di/n. (Indeed, the unlabeled
dataset Dy is useless from the information-theoretic perspective.) But more optimistically, as
long as )\ is sufficiently large ¢ relative to the ratio « € (0,1] of labeled samples, we achieve
a guarantee proportion to the oracle accuracy +/d;/N.

Figure 1(a) provides a graphical illustration of the correspondence between the theoreti-
cally predicted bound (12), and empirical performance for synthetic data. In particular, we
generated responses of the type (10) by drawing X ~ Unif([0, 1]%); choosing the feature map-
ping ¥(z) so as to produce all polynomial interactions of order up to 3 for the entries in z,
thereby yielding a total dimension d; = 56; and choosing the helper W and noise variable ¢
as N'(0,02), with both independent of each other and the covariate.

“Concretely, whenever A € [1 — cy/n/N, 1] for some constant ¢ > 0, the right-hand side of the bound (12)

scales as (1 + ¢)o4/di/N.
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We generated a dataset of total size N = 1000, and partitioned it into a labeled portion
of size |Dy| = n = 100, and unlabeled portion of size |Dy| = m = 900. We then applied the
PAST procedure by first computing an estimate g via the linear regression described in Ap-
pendix A.1, and using it to generate the pseudo-responses. We then estimated the polynomial
function f* by polynomial regression, and compared the performance of the resulting esti-
mator f to that of the naive method which makes use of the labeled dataset Dy, only. Panel
(a) plots of the root mean-squared error (RMSE) ||f — f*||2 versus the parameter A € [0,1].
Consistent with the theoretical prediction (12), we that the RMSE decreases linearly as A
increases; moreover, it always lies below the error of the naive procedure, and it approaches
the performance of the oracle procedure (given access to a fully labeled dataset of size N) as
A— 1.

RMSE for different A RMSE for different A
4-5_. ................... p o = naive
2.5 = = oracle
4.0 ° ° ® PAST
35 L4
20 —-.—.—. ................
~ 3.0 e ~ ¢
— = naive —
lr L4 == = oracle |r ®
“‘;2'5 ® PAST & 1.5
= [ J = Y
2.0
[ ] [ ]
1.0
15 ® P
1.0 L4 °
—————————————————— e_o PP el bl Rl shenfestentetebealen. o
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
A A

Figure 1. Comparisons of theoretical predictions to numerical behavior. Blue dots correspond
to the root mean-squared error (RMSE) of the PAST procedure for a given ensemble. The green
dotted line corresponds to the RMSE of an oracle given a fully labeled dataset of size N,
whereas the black dotted line corresponds to the performance of a method that uses only
the n labeled samples. (a) Plots for ensemble (10): exploiting the helper covariate is always
beneficial. Consistent with the theoretical prediction (12), the PAST procedure always has lower
RMSE than the naive method, and it converges to oracle performance as A\ — 1. (b) Plots for
ensemble (13): helper covariate can be harmful. Consistent with the theoretical prediction (14),
there is now an interval of A over which the PAST procedure has larger RMSE than the naive
method; its performance still converges to oracle performance as A — 1.

2.4.2 When can a “helper” be harmful?

The preceding example was rather benign, in the sense that the strategy of introducing the
helper covariate—while helpful when A was sufficiently large—was never harmful. In this
section, we exploit the insight afforded by Theorem 1 to construct a more challenging ensemble
in which there is a transition between helpful and harmful. We consider an extension of our
previous ensemble (10), in which the helper covariate is a higher dimensional vector. It can
be partitioned as W = (U, V) for some pair U € R and V € R%, and the response is generated

11



Y = f5(X) + AU +{a*, VY + (1= N, (13)

where o* € R% is some unknown vector. For this ensemble, the ideal proxy is given by
g*(z,w) = f*(x) + Au + {(o*, v), where w = (u,v).

As with our earlier ensemble (10), the conditional variances of the response Y obeys the
relation (11), so that the benefit of the helper covariate depends on the parameter A € [0, 1].
In contrast, however, our new ensemble (13) involves a potentially high-dimensional helper
covariate W = (U, V); it is only the scalar variable U that is potentially helpful, depending
on the value of A, whereas the vector V € R% is simply a “nuisance quantity”. As we will
see, since the partition of W into U and V is unknown to us, exploiting the helper W can
actually be harmful; roughly speaking, it is harmful whenever the utility of information in
U is dominated by the noise introduced by V. Our theory reveals how this effect becomes
prominent when the nuisance dimension ds is large, and A is sufficiently small.

We make this intuition precise by returning to the case when f*(z) = (8*, ¥(x)) for some
unknown 3* € R% and known feature vector ¥(z) € R%. As shown in Appendix A.2, using
non-asymptotic bounds from the paper [XWN24], when the ideal proxy g* is estimated via
a linear regression, then it can be shown that the final output f of the PAST procedure has
RMSE bounded as

ff*Qsa\/fmaA)( hiotay (14)
Thus, we see that—in addition to A € [0, 1]—the dimension ds plays a non-trivial role. Con-
cretely, consider a problem for which do ~ %. Then the rightmost term in the bound (14)
contains a term proportional o(1 — \). Thus, assuming that the upper bound from our the-
ory is sharp, it predicts that for A sufficiently close to zero, the PAST procedure could have
performance inferior to the naive method.

Figure 1(b) provides confirmation that this prediction is accurate. As in Section 2.4.2,
we simulated N = 1000 samples, partitioned as |Dy| = n = 100 and |Dy| = m = 900. In
the response model (13), we chose f* in a similar manner as above, a polynomial function
in dimension 5 with maximum degree two, (corresponding to a dimension d; = 21 in the
linearized formulation); and helper covariate W = (U, V) € R x R% with dimension dy = 50.
We made independent draws of the standard covariate X ~ Unif([0, 1]°); first helper compo-
nent U ~ N(0, 02); second helper component V' ~ Unif([—1,1]%"); and additive noise variable
e ~ N(0,0?). Panel (b) in the figure shows the correspondence between the theoretically pre-
dicted bound (14), and the resulting empirical performance. Consistent with the prediction,
we again see that the RMSE of the PAST procedure decreases linearly in A, with the important
difference that for A sufficiently small (roughly, in the interval [0, 0.4])), its performance is ac-
tually worse than the naive procedure. In this regime, the utility of component U in the helper
covariate is overwhelmed by the noise introduced by the higher-dimensional V-component.
Overall, we conclude that with high-dimensional helper covariates, some care is required in
when the PAST procedure should be applied; we offer some practical guidance in the discussion
section.

2.5 Guarantees for general losses

Thus far, we have provided results that apply to the quadratic loss function £ (3,y) = (§ — y)?.
In this section, we turn to an analysis of a more general class of loss functions. Recall that the
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target function f* is defined as the minimizer f* = argmingc ]:E[.i” (f(X), Y)] A portion
of our theory makes no assumptions about the particular form of f*, whereas a more refined

result applies to a class of GLM-based loss functions for which this minimizer takes the form
f*(z) = ¢ (E[Y | X = z]) for some function .

2.5.1 Conditions on loss functions

We begin by specifying conditions on the loss functions that underlie our analysis. The first
conditions are relatively standard in empirical risk minimization (Lipschitz and convexity),
whereas the second condition (loss compatibility) is more subtle, and highlights an important
interplay between the procedure used to estimate the ideal proxy ¢*, and the loss function .
used to estimate f . We begin with the former conditions.

Lipschitz and convexity conditions: We assume that the loss function satisfies certain
Lipschitz and convexity conditions. First, we assume that it is L-Lipschitz in both arguments,
meaning that

2 (%0, y0) — Z (41, %0)| < Llgo — 1], and  |-L(¥o, yo) — 2L (o, y1)| < Ligo — 7| (152)

for all quadruples (9o, ¥1, Yo, y1)- When y and y are bounded, these conditions hold whenever
% has first partial derivatives that are continuous.

Moreover, introducing the shorthand P.Z ,« = E[.Z(f(X), g*(X,W))], we also require
that the function f — P.Z g« is y-strongly convezr at f*, meaning that

P(Lf gv) — P(Lpr o) > %n F—f*2,  forall feF. (15b)

This condition also holds for various loss functions used in practice.

Loss compatibility: Recall that the PAST method allows for an arbitrary procedure for
estimating the auxiliary function g*. For a given loss function .2, we require that this auxiliary
function g¢* is compatible in the sense that

argmin E[Z(f(X). )] = argmin E[#((X). 4" (X, W) (16)

< J
v

=f*

For short, we say that the loss function .Z is g*-compatible when this condition holds. As
we discuss below, this compatibility condition holds for generalized linear models as well as
a related class of Bregman divergences. Thus, it includes the least-squares loss, the logistic
loss, and as well as related losses for logistic, multinomial and exponential regression.

As we discuss in Appendix B, there are a broad class of loss functions that are g*-compatible
with the choice

g (z,w) =E[Y | X =2, W = w]. (17a)
This broader family includes (among others) all loss functions that can be written in the form

ZL(f(x),y) = —o(f(x))y + 2(f(2)) (17b)
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for some real-valued functions ® and ¢. Special cases of the losses (17b) include those that
arise from generalized linear models (GLMs), which lead to a special case with ¢(s) = s.
(See Appendix B.1 for details). For this reason, we refer to losses of the form (17b) as GLM-
type losses. An important special case is logistic regression, which is based on a loss function
of the form (17b) with ¢(s) = s and ®(¢) = log(1 + €'). There are also various Bregman
losses, including the binary KL divergence, that can be written in the form (17b); these and
other examples are discussed in Appendix B.

2.5.2 Guarantee for general losses

We are now ready to state a guarantee that applies to any loss function satisfying the pre-
vious conditions. We provide two guarantees: one for general compatible losses and another
for GLM-type losses. In the former setting (cf. Theorem 2(a)), we study a variant of the
PAST procedure in which we use the pseudo-responses for the entire dataset—that is, with

~

Y, =9(X;,W;) for i = 1,...,N. For the GLM-type losses, we study the PAST procedure as
previously described (i.e., using pseudo-responses only for the unlabeled set).
For this result, our high-order term takes the form

N (6) = \}%\/E log (p(rn)/8)  with () = log, (42) (18)

In addition to this higher order term, we also remind the reader of the oracle accuracy defined
in equation (5b), as well as the empirical norm || - |, from equation (7a).

Theorem 2. Under the conditions of Theorem 1, for any compatible, L-Lipschitz and ~y-strongly
convex loss, consider the PAST procedure using auziliary estimate g.

(a) For any compatible loss, it returns an estimate f such that

IF = £¥l2 < (22 +1)rw + /52 Palg — g*| + 7 () (19a)

with probability at least 1 — 4.
(b) For a GLM-type loss, it returns an estimate f such that
IF =14 < (2 + )rw+ 2 [h—ha + (1+4/£) v(§) (19b)
with probability at least 1 — 8. Here we define the functions h(z) = E[G(X, W) | X = ]
and h*(z) = E[¢g*(X, W) | X = z].
See Appendices D and E for the proof of this theorem.
We remark that Theorem 2(b) holds for the broader family (17b) of GLM-type losses, as

long as the function ¢ satisfies some regularity conditions. This family includes the binary
KL-divergence; see Appendix B.2 for further details.

The terms appearing in the bound (19b) have analogous interpretations to those appearing
in Theorem 1. To recapitulate briefly, the first term involving r corresponds a form of oracle
risk, achievable by a procedure given access to N labeled samples. The third term is again a
higher-order term, arising from probabilistic fluctuations, whereas the second term measures
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the pseudo-response defect via the difference |h — h*|;. Note that when the population
minimizer takes the form f*(x) = E[Y | X = z]—as is the case for the squared loss—then we
have the equivalence h— h* = f — [*, consistent with Theorem 1. As for the bound (19a),
it is a weaker guarantee, since the difference |h — h*|| has been replaced by +/Pn|g — g*|.
The proof of Theorem 2(b) exploits structure specific to GLM-type losses so as to obtain the
sharper guarantee (19b).

2.6 Behavior for binary classification

The results in Theorem 2 validates our algorithm for a broad class of problems and loss
functions, of which one of particular interest is binary classification. In this context, many
pipelines for large-scale machine learning are based on minimizing the cross-entropy loss.
Equivalently, they are minimizing the binary KL-divergence, for which the guarantees of
of Theorem 2(b) also hold (see Appendix B.2 for details). In this section, we first show how
our theory provides guidance on how the pseudo-labels should be constructed (Section 2.6.1),
and how the PAST procedure can extract useful information when noisy labels are given as
helper covariates (Section 2.6.2).

2.6.1 Is it better to use hard or soft labels?

For classification with binary labels Y € {0, 1}, many procedures for generating auxiliary pre-
dictors will return an estimate of the conditional probability P[Y = 1 | z,w] = E[Y | z,w],
so that g(z,w) be a real-valued scalar. However, many “off-the-shelf” machine learning al-
gorithms for classification are not equipped to handle continuous probability values. Conse-
quently, in order to make seamless use of existing pipelines, an intermediate step of “labeling”
the response g(z,w)—meaning using it to generate a binary label Ye {0, 1}—is required.

Consider the following two approaches for generating such binary labels:

Hard labels: Use § to approximate the Bayes-optimal classifier—that is, generating

- {1 if Gz, w) = 1/2

Y =1[j(z,w) > 1/2] = (20)

0 otherwise.

Stochastic soft labels: Draw Y according to the Bernoulli distribution ¥ ~ Ber(j(z, w)).

Hard labeling is natural approach for a practitioner. However, as our theory shows—and we
illustrate here with a simple ensemble—the hard labeling approach introduces bias into the
overall procedure, and hence mis-calibration in the final output f of the PAST procedure.

To illustrate this phenomenon, consider triples (X, W, Y") produced according the following
procedure. Given a covariate vector X € R?, we generate

W ~ Ber(hw (X)), Z ~Ber(hz(X)), and Y =2Z2Z-W. (21a)

Here the Bernoulli variable Z is unobserved, and we have the conditional independence relation
W 1 Z | X. If we use the binary KL loss, we can compute that the population minimizer
f*(z) = E[Y | ] and ideal proxy g*(z,w) = E[Y | z,w] take the form f*(z) = hy (z) - hz(z)
and ¢g*(z,w) = w - hz(x).

In order to compare the behavior of the hard labeling and soft labeling procedures, consider
the following thought experiment: suppose that we had access to the ideal proxy ¢g*. We could
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then generate either the hard labels ﬁlard or the soft labels SN/SOft, as described abo~ve, using ~g”‘.
The bound (19b) from Theorem 2(b) applies in either case, with the bound for Yj..q and Y,
differing only in the term® | f — f*|2, where

ﬁlard(x) = E[f/ilard | X = (L‘] = P(g*(X, W) = % | X = .’E) = hw(x) . ]_(hz(l’) = %)
and
furn(@) = E[Yor | X = 2] = E[E[Yeor | X, W] | X = 2] = b (2) - hy(2).

Consequently, we see that when using the ideal proxy g*, the soft labels yield a perfectly
calibrated f—that is, fi.x = f*—whereas using the hard labels yields a mis-calibrated f,
since

Frona(®) = *(2) = b (@){ 1(hz(2) > }) = h(a)}. (21b)

This mis-calibration will affect the accuracy of the PAST procedure when using the hard labels.
In order to illustrate this phenomenon, we simulated from the model (21a) with covariate
vectors X ~ Unif([0, 1]%), and the choices

ho(a) = ow(B*,2) € [0.1], and hy(z) = 1— L8Jp(w(A*, 2) — 4| € [0,1],  (210)
where p(t) = lfet is the sigmoid function. The rationale for these choices of the functions
hz and hy is to provide a varying amount of mis-calibration for the hard labels, depending
on the value of the parameter v > 0. For values of v ~ 0, we have hz(z) ~ 1/2, so that the
difference 1(hz(z) > ) —hz(z) is quite large. At the same time, from the definition of hy, we
see that hy (z) ~ 1 when v ~ 0. By inspection of the mis-calibration equation (21b), we see
that these two properties in conjunction mean that the mis-calibration is large when v ~ 0.
On the other hand, similar reasoning shows that when v is relatively large, then hy (z) ~ 0,
so that the mis-calibration is relatively small.

In order to verify these predictions, we simulated from this ensemble with N = 1000
samples, partitioned as [Dy| = n = 200 and |[Dy| = m = 800. Both the training of §
and f were performed using random forest classifiers with the cross-entropy loss. AsAshown
in Figure 2(a), the behavior confirms what our theory predicts: as v shrinks, the error || f— f*|2
of the PAST procedures when using hard versus soft labels grows considerably. R

It should be emphasized that our theory—in providing guarantees on the difference |f —
f*|2—is focused on calibrated classification. We remark that if calibration is not the desired
objective, it is possible that using hard labels could lead to a mis-calibrated classifier whose
accuracy is superior than a calibrated approach. This phenomenon is observed to a small
extent in some real-world data described in the following section.

2.6.2 Incorporating noisy labels

As discussed in the introduction, in many real-world settings, while we may lack to high-
quality labels Y € {0,1}, we do have access to low-quality or synthetic labels W € {0,1} of
some kind. Various approaches to this problem have been proposed, including methods based
on weak supervision [Rat+16; Rat+17; RJS20], or methods that try to build in robustness
to noisy labels [Nat+13; Son+22]. All of these methods involve considerable overhead, so

5In the set-up given here, we have h — h* = f — f*.
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Figure 2. Verification of qualitative predictions for the PAST procedure for binary classifi-
cation. settings. (a) Effect of using hard versus soft labels for the ensemble (21a) with the
choices (21c). Plots of the error | f — f* | for the PAST procedure based on hard labels (red)
versus soft labels (green). Consistent with theory, use of stochastic soft labels results in a
better calibrated estimate, with the greatest difference for v ~ 0 and shrinking differences as v
increases. (b) Behavior of the PAST procedure and direct classification approaches for the noisy
label ensemble (22a) with the choices (22¢). Plots of the error |f — f*|2 for the PAST proce-
dure using the noisy labels as surrogates (green) versus the direct classification approach (red).
Both procedures perform well when v ~ 0 so that P[Z = 1] ~ 0, but the direct classification
degrades as v grows, while the performance of the PAST procedure remains roughly constant.
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in practice, when the labels are not overly noisy, a standard approach is to treat them as
true responses for learning some classifier. In this section, we show that the PAST procedure
automatically makes use of noisy labels in a seamless way, handling both the extremes of
high accuracy and high noise in an automated manner. In particular, by construction, the
PAST procedure can extract whatever statistical information lies in the labels W, even if they
are highly noisy (for example, always flipped relative to Y).

As a concrete instance of a “noisy label” problem, consider triples (X, W,Y) that are
produced with X € R%, and

Y ~ Ber(hy (X)), Z ~Ber(hz(X)), and W=Y®Z, (22a)

where @ denotes the XOR operation (or addition mod 2). As before, the random variable
Z is unobserved, and satisfies the conditional independence relation W 1L Z | X. Note that
that Z € {0,1} is an indicator for whether or not the label Y is flipped in producing the noisy
label W.

With these choices, we have f*(z) = E[Y | X = z] = hy(z), which is properly targeted
by the PAST procedure with W as the helper covariate. Suppose, instead, that we treated
the helper covariates W as true labels; such a procedure would be targeting the function
E[W | X = z] = hy(z)(1 — hz(x)) + (1 — hy(z))hz(z). We can compute that the resulting
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bias takes the form
E[Y | X =2] —E[W | X =z] = 2hz(2){3 — hy(z)}. (22b)

This bias term is small as long as the flip probability hz(x) is small, but it can become large
whenever hy (z) differs significantly from 1/2, and hz(z) is not too small.

In order to exhibit the effect of this bias in practice, we drew samples from the model (22a)
with X ~ Unif[0,1]°, and the choices

hy (@) = 9((B%,2)) € [0,1], and hy(z) = L8Jp(w(A* 2)) — 3| € [0,1],  (22¢)

where p(t) = e'/(1 + €!) is the sigmoid function. Here the scalar parameter v > 0 controls
the family of flip probabilities hz(z). When v ~ 0, we typically have hz(x) ~ 0, so that
the helpers W are directly informative of Y. As v increases, then the probabilities hz(z)
spread out over the range [0,0.9], depending on the underlying covariate. A procedure that
treats W as true labels will decay as the average missing probability P[Z = 1] = Ex[hz(X)]
approaches 1/2, whereas the PAST procedure— since it computes pseudo-labels based on the
pair (W, X)—has the ability to learn which pairs (w,z) are informative of the true label.
Consequently, we expect that the performance of the direct classification procedure should
degrade as we increase v — 400, whereas that of the PAST procedure should be roughly
invariant.

In order to assess this prediction, we simulated this ensemble with N = 1000 samples,
partitioned as |Dy| = n = 200 and |Dy| = m = 800. Both the training of § and f were
performed using random forest classifiers with cross-entropy loss. We conducted experiments
for v € {0.1,0.5, 1, 2, 3}, but plot results in terms of the missing probability P[Z = 1]. As shown
in Figure 2(b), consistent with our theory, the PAST procedure has error that remains roughly
invariant to the choice of v, whereas the direct classification approach exhibits significantly
growing error.

3 Empirical results

We now turn to some real-world applications of the PAST procedure, in particular tackling four
different prediction problems, drawn from a diverse range of applications, for which: (a) it is
natural to expect that covariates may be observed without associated responses; and (b) there
is a natural notion of a helper covariate. In all cases, we implement both the PAST procedure
(cf. Algorithm 1), and compare it to the “naive” method that involves training only the
labeled dataset Dr; moreover, we use empirical risk minimization over the same function class
F for both the PAST method and the naive method.%

In Section 3.1, we study the problem of forecasting societal ills (e.g., alcoholism, drug
addiction etc.) within cities. The data is gathered through survey sampling, leading to issues
with coverage and missing responses. In Section 3.2, we seek to classify whether or not an
individual will suffer a cardiovascular emergency within 6 months following a heart attack.
One major problem within the medical machine learning community is a lack of access to
quality labels; acquiring responses often entails convincing and paying medical professionals
to label data. In Section 3.3, we study the problem of predicting an individual’s income

5To be clear, our naive method is truly naive, in that it ignores the unlabeled data; one could imagine
applying other more sophisticated methods, but this is beyond the scope of the current paper.
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based on features collected during their high school years. In longitudinal data of this type,
responses are frequently missing due to the effect of drop-out. Finally, in Section 3.4, we
seek to diagnose a given patient with pneumonia based on a chest X-ray, where high-quality
labels are also difficult or costly to acquire. This challenge has led many researchers to
develop machine learning methods that use natural language processing (NLP) models to
construct synthetic labels based on electronic health records. Such synthetic labels can also
be incorporated within our procedure as helpers; recall our discussion from Section 2.6.2 on
the “noisy label” setting.

3.1 Forecasting societal ills in communities

Societal ills such as alcoholism or addiction are challenging. While they can be reduced
by suitable policy interventions, the resources required to implement any policy need to be
counterbalanced against other societally beneficial uses of the same resources. In this context,
tools for forecasting the rates of societal ills are extremely valuable to policy-makers. Here
the forecasting is of a longitudinal nature: we seek the predict the fraction Y € [0, 1] of people
exhibiting a certain trait (e.g., alcoholism) at a future time. The standard covariates X are
features available at predict time, whereas the helper covariates W might be the same features
available at a future time (but not available at predict time).

As a concrete instantiation of such a set-up, we acquired data from the 2010 Ameri-
can Community Survey (ACS) [BurlOal; it contains various types of demographic data for
N = 461 cities. We considered three separate prediction tasks, each distinguished by the
type of societal ill to be predicted; the responses for each of the three tasks is the fraction
Y € [0,1] in 2020 of individuals who exhibit traits of {alcoholism, smoking, obesity}. We
obtained the response data from the Center for Disease Control’s (CDC) Behavioral Risk
Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) [DC21]; it is a large scale survey conducted with the
goal of gauging the overall state of health within the United States. In particular, we used the
dataset “Selected Metropolitan/Micropolitan Area Risk Trends” (SMART), which provides
data for around 120 different cities. We chose as the helper covariate W the 5-year American
Community Survey taken between 2017-2021 [BurlOb]. The ACS data is accessed via the
IPUMS National Historical Geographic Information System (NHGIS) [Man-+22].

Summarizing the set-up:
Sample sizes: We have n = 91 labeled samples, and m = 371 unlabeled samples.

Responses: The scalar Y € [0, 1] indicates the fraction of people within a city in the survey
that exhibit traits of alcoholism, smoking, or obesity

Standard covariates: The covariate vector X € R'"? consists of different measurements pulled
from the 2010 ACS survey, including demographic information (e.g., age, gender, race)
and other economic indicators (e.g., median income, industry of employment).

Helper covariates: The helper covariate W € R'2 consists of the same features used to form
X, except taken from the more recent 2017-2022 ACS survey.

Function class F: Random forest regression with hyperparameters selected via cross-validation.

Pseudo-responses: Generated by random forest regression with hyperparameters selected via
cross-validation.

Table 1 describes the results, in particular providing the RZ-values obtained by the
PAST method and the naive method for each of the 3 different responses. Note that the
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Table 1: Forecasting societal ills empirical results (R?)

Naive PAST
Alcoholism 0.147 0.216
Smoking 0.586 0.625
Overweight 0.250 0.322

PAST method leads to substantial improvements in accuracy on the test set; the increases are
of the order 50% for prediction of alcoholism and overweight rates, and a smaller but still
nontrivial increase for predicting smoking rates.

3.2 Cardiovascular risk after heart attacks

Heart attacks are caused by plague buildup in coronary arteries, which then restricts the
flow of blood and oxygen to the heart. In this context, we studied the following binary
classification problem: how to predict whether or not a patient, upon having suffered a
myocardial infarction” (MI), will return to the emergency room (ER) within 6 months for a
cardiovascular emergency? Patients who suffer from an MI are known to have an elevated risk
of a cardiovascular-related emergency over the following 6-12 months [Jer+15]; consequently,
an accurate classifier for our task can be used to identify those patients who are most likely
to have such an event post-MI. In order to do so, we used data taken from MIMIC-IV dataset
. This dataset [Joh+23], available at PhysioNet [Gol4-00], consists of “de-identified patient”
records collected from the emergency department and intensive care unit at the Beth Israel
Deaconess Medical Center in Boston, MA. The dataset contains a number of different features,
including as patients’ visits to the ER, their diagnoses and procedures performed, as well as
lab tests and various other medical information. In this setting, each sample represents a
visit to the ER in which an MI was the primary diagnoses. Upon arriving at an ER where an
MI is diagnosed, usually through an electrocardiogram (ECG), the patient is prescribed some
collection of drugs for treatment, and to prepare them for (typically) a coronary angioplasty in
which a catheter is inserted and used to open up the blocked artery. The MIMIC-IV dataset
is well-maintained, meaning that there are no missing labels. However, this desirable property
is not the norm for medical datasets; indeed, acquiring labels typically requires extensive data
collection and manual labeling from medical professionals. So as to emulate this real-world
setting, we constructed our partitioned labeled-unlabeled datasets by randomly selecting a
subset of labels to keep.

Summarizing the set-up:

Sample sizes: We have a total of N = 709 samples, all labeled. We present our method by
randomly selecting a subset of the data whose labels are kept, and the rest are dropped.

Responses: The binary label Y € {0, 1} indicates whether the given patient suffered a cardio-
vascular emergency within 6 months after having experienced a heart attack.

Standard covariates: The covariate vector X € R32? contains features for a given patient (that
has suffered a heart attack), including age, past medical history, demographic informa-
tion, etc.

"Le., a heart attack
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Figure 3. Predicting subsequential cardiovascular risk after heart attacks. Plots of the test set
accuracy of binary classifiers based on training sets with varying fractions of labeled responses.
The naive procedure (blue) makes use only of the labeled data points, whereas the other two
curves are instantiations of the PAST procedure with either hard labels (20) (green) or stochastic
soft labels (orange). For a given fraction of labeled responses, error bars are computed by
re-running the estimator on training sets constructed by randomly choosing the subset of
observations to be labeled.

Helper covariates: The surrogate covariate W e R'? contains information about the patient’s
follow-up visit. It includes various indicators for several drugs typically prescribed to
individuals undergoing cardiac emergencies (e.g., aspirin or heparin).

Function class F: Random forest classification with hyperparameters selected via cross-validation.

Pseudo-responses: Generated by random forest classification with hyperparameters selected
via cross-validation, and run for both stochastic soft and hard labeling.

Since the entire dataset is labeled, we constructed random partitions of labeled-unlabeled
data points as follows. For each fraction p € {0.05,0.10,...,0.40}, we chose uniformly at
random a fraction p of the samples to be labeled, and removed labels from the remaining
(1 —p)-fraction. We then applied the PAST procedure and the naive procedure to this dataset,
and repeated such a trial 7' = 1000 times. In Figure 3, we plot the test set classification
accuracy versus the fraction p for both methods. Each point in this plot corresponds to the
test accuracy averaged over the 1000 trials, along with corresponding error bars derived from
these trials. In all cases, we use a random forest (both to generate pseudo-responses, and
to perform the final fit). We applied the PAST procedure both with stochastic soft labels
(orange curve) and hard labels (green). As shown in Figure 3, either case leads to gains in
classification accuracy for relatively small values of p, with the gains decreasing as p increases.
Interestingly, for this particular problem, the hard labeling approach—which can lead to mis-
calibrated classifiers, as discussed previously—ryields slightly better test accuracy.

3.3 Educational longitudinal studies

Next, we turn to a dataset based on a longitudinal survey, in which measurements are collected
from individuals over a period of distinct time periods. Missing data often arises due to
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(a) (b)
Figure 4. Some examples of chest X-rays. (a) A healthy chest X-ray. (b) A chest X-ray of a

patient with pneumonia. The arrows point to the white spot corresponding to fluid-filled air
sacs in the lungs, indicative of pneumonia.

dropout—that is, beyond a certain point, individuals become unresponsive to survey requests.
There is a rich literature on survival analysis, focusing on estimation under this kind of
censoring [KMO06]. Here we consider an alternative approach, based on identifying a suitable
helper covariate, and then applying the PAST procedure.

Concretely, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) from the 1997 cohort [Moo+00]
is longitudinal survey of almost 9000 men and women; it began in 1997 with follow-up sur-
veys every two years (roughly). The survey consists of questions about health, family status,
education, employment and income, as well as a variety of other records. We consider the
problem of forecasting an individual’s income Y € R in the year 2004; in order to do so, we
make use of a covariate vector X € R33 of various features (e.g., time in high school, GPA,
standardized test scores, family status etc.) As a helper covariate W € R, we use their income
in the year 2002.

Summarizing the set-up:
Sample sizes: We have n = 497 labeled observations and m = 2023 unlabeled observations.
Responses: The response Y € [0,100000] is the income of a given individual in 2004.

Standard covariates: The covariate vector X € R33 consists of various features measured in
1997 (e.g., family information, GPA, standardized test scores, criminal activities etc.)

Helper covariates: For our helper W € R, we use the individual’s income in 2002.

Function class F: Random forest regression with hyperparameters selected via cross-validation.

Pseudo-responses: Generated by random forest regression with hyperparameters selected via
cross-validation.

For this data, we find that the naive approach yields a model with an R? of 4.6%, whereas
the PAST procedure yields an R? of 6.5%, which is a non-trivial improvement. (To clarify, low
R%-values of the order given here are common in the social science literature [0zi23].)

3.4 Identifying pneumonia from chest X-rays

Chest X-rays (CXRs) are a widely-used diagnostic tools, used to identify various lung or heart
conditions. There are approximately 70 million CXRs performed within the United States

22



each year [lye+22], so automated procedures for identifying occurrences of a given health
condition based on a CXR could dramatically improve the overall workflow and efficiency of
hospitals. However, high-quality labeled data is difficult to obtain, since it requires the time
and effort of a radiologist. In recent years, researchers have turned towards synthetic labels
derived from natural language processing (NLP) systems [Irv+19; Pen+17], but these labels
are very ‘“noisy” relative to the ground truth. At the same time, the noisy labels provide a
natural choice of helper covariate for the PAST procedure.

Concretely, we studied the binary classification problem of predicting, on the basis of
a CXR, whether or not the patient has pneumonia. It is a lung infection that causes air
sacs to fill with fluid, inhibiting breathing; see Figure 4 for comparison of a healthy CXR
to one indicating pneumonia. In order to do so, we used data taken from the MIMIC-CXR
database [Joh+19]; it consists of a collection of CXRs that are each paired with a radiologist
report. As our helper covariate, we made use of synthetic labels from the NegBio procedure;
these are noisy labels, in the sense they had roughly 8% disagreement with the radiologist’s
labels.
Summarizing the set-up:

Sample sizes: We have n = 510 labeled observations, and m = 10000 unlabeled observations.

Responses: Y € {0, 1} is an indicator for whether the patient in the given X-ray has pneumonia
or not.

Standard covariates: X € R'0?4 are the features produced by the foundation model for chest
X-rays trained in the paper [Coh+22].

Helper covariates: The helper covariate W € {0,1} is an indicator derived from the NegBio
labels.

Function class F: 3-layer neural network fit using SGD with the binary entropy loss.

Pseudo-responses: Generated by logistic regression with ¢1-regularization using hard labels.

For a given method based on an estimate f , we have a family of binary classifiers, where
we declare Y = 1 if and only if f (X) = 7 for some choice of threshold 7. As the threshold
7 is varied, we obtain a curve of the true positive rate (or power) of the decision rule versus
its false positive rate (or Type I error). These curves, known as ROC curves, are plotted in
Figure 5 for both the naive and PAST methods. Note that the PAST procedure is superior to
the naive procedure for almost all choices of thresholds. We can summarize the improvement
by computing the area underneath the ROC curve, a quantity known as the AUC-ROC. The
naive procedure of only using the labeled data results in an AUC-ROC equal to 0.55, whereas

using PAST procedure yields an AUC-ROC equal to 0.66, a substantial improvement.

4 Discussion

In this paper, we have formalized a class of prediction problems with missing responses, but
with the availability of helper covariates. This framework includes a broad class of problems,
among them forecasting in time series with future information used as helper covariates;
incorporation of noisy or mis-calibrated predictions from pre-trained machine learning models;
and methods for transfer learning or distribution shift.

We proposed a simple three-stage meta-procedure, known as the PAST method. The first
step is to train an auxiliary model g to predict the response from the helper; second, use it to
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Figure 5. ROC curves for the naive (blue) and PAST (orange) approaches for identifying
pneumonia from a chest X-ray. True positive rate (or power) on the vertical axis versus the
false positive rate (or Type I error) on the horizontal axis. Curves are obtained by varying the

threshold used to make decisions for a given estimate f .

construct pseudo-responses; and third, fit the final predictive model f on the full augmented
data set. We obtain specific instantiations of this meta-procedure by specifying how to train
to auxiliary model, and the loss function used to assess the quality of the final fit. On the
theoretical side, we provided explicit and non-asymptotic guarantees on the excess risk of the
final fitted model f ; see Theorems 1 and 2. For a given loss function, our theory identifies the
notion of an ideal proxy ¢g* that needs to be well-approximated by the auxiliary estimate g.
Notably, for a broad class of loss functions, our theory shows that final performance depends
on a W-smoothed version of the difference § — ¢*; in particular, see equation (7b). Our
theory also identifies an important notion of loss consistency—between the proxy ¢* and the
ideal predictor f*—-that needs to be satisfied. We explored how the PAST method improves
prediction for a variety of problems, ranging from forecasting of alcoholism to diagnosis of
pneumonia.

An advantage of the PAST procedure is its simplicity, meaning that it is straightforward to
incorporate into existing ML pipelines for large-scale prediction. At the same time, it is easy to
see ways in which its performance might be improved (albeit with some sacrifice of ease-of-use).
In particular, rather than simply fitting an auxiliary model to produce pseudo-responses, we
might model the full response distributed conditioned on the standard-helper covariates, and
make use of the EM framework. A more sophisticated approach of this type could exploit,
for example, any heterogeneity in the difficulty of imputing responses as a function of the
covariates. Moreover, in our current analysis, we have posited an independent form of data
generation, in which samples are generated i.i.d. with missing responses chosen uniformly at
random (also known as missing-completely at-random). We suspect that with some additional
technical effort, it could be relaxed to a milder missing-at-random assumption.® For future

8More precisely, if we let Z € {0,1} be an indicator of missingness, this assumption corresponds to the
conditional independence relation Y 1L Z | (X, W).
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work, it would be interesting to consider this and other more general patterns of missing
responses.

Finally, our theory provides bounds that depend on both a form of oracle risk—meaning
the accuracy that could be achieved with a fully labeled dataset—and a quality measure
of the auxiliary fit §. We discussed conditions that ensure that the error in the auxiliary
fit is “small enough”, meaning that the PAST method achieves the oracle risk up to constant
factors. However, as we showed in Section 2.4.2, it is possible to construct ensembles for which
the auxiliary error may be dominant, resulting in models with poorer performance than the
naive approach of using only labeled data. Thus, an important direction for future work is
to develop automated procedures for detecting such effects. An obvious approach is to guide
the procedure via estimates of auxiliary error based on hold-out and/or cross-validation; it
would be interesting to develop and study guided procedures in a more systematic way.
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A Calculations for simple ensembles

In this appendix, we collect together some simple calculations that underlie the predictions
given in Section 2.4.
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A.1 Verifying the prediction (12)

We begin by verifying the prediction (12) for the ensemble in Section 2.4.1. For this ensemble,
the ideal proxy g* is given by ¢*(z,w) = f*(x) + Aw, where f*(z) = (%, ¥(x)). Thus, we
can obtain a consistent estimate of ¢g* by performing linear regression over functions of the
form g, (x,w) = {y1, ¥(z)) + yow, where v == (y1,72) € R FL,

Letting 4 denote the vector estimate, it defines the function estimate g = g5, and we
have f(z) = E[gs(X, W) | X = z] = (31, ¥(z)), using the fact that E[W | X = z] = 0.
Consequently, recalling that f*(z) = (8%, ¥(x)), we have

| = %15 = Bx( = 8%, ¥(X)) < (A1 — B =G — B%).

where ¥ = E[W(X YWOT(X)]. Finally, from equation (11), the procedure leading to § (and
hence f) is a d;-dimensional linear regression estimate based on n samples, each contaminated
by noise with variance (1 — \)202. Consequently, standard results on linear regression ensure
that [/ — f*a = [VEG — %)) < o(1 = ) - 4/%1. Applying Theorem 1 with this bound
together with the oracle accuracy ry = o4/d1/N yields the claimed bound (12).

A.2 Verifying the prediction (14)

In this case, we obtain a consistent estimate of g* by performing linear regression with
functions of the form g, (z,w) = (71, ¥(x)) + (2, u) + {73, v), where w = (u,v), and
v = (71,72,73) € R x R x R%. Given a vector estimate 7, we the function § = g5. As in
the calculation in Appendix A.2, we have f(z) = (31, ¥(x)), since E[W | X = z] = 0 by
construction. Similarly, we can argue as before that | f — f*|m < |31 — 8* |2, where we recall
that f*(x) = (8%, ¥(z)). In this case, it is less straightforward to bound the error |71 — 5|2,
since we are simultaneously estimating another high-dimensional quantity (namely, the vector

a* e ]RdQ). However, we can make use on recent non-asymptotic bounds for instrumental vari-
2 d di+d

able methods (see the paper [XWN24]) to assert that |51 — 5*|2 < o (1 — /\)( o+ %)

The oracle accuracy for estimation of f* scales as 04/d1/N. Applying the guarantee from The-

orem 1 with these pieces yields the claim (14).
B Loss functions in Theorem 2

In this appendix, we discuss various loss functions to which Theorem 2 applies.

B.1 Loss function compatibility

In this section, we characterize a wide range of loss functions that are compatible with
the function ¢*(z,w) = E[Y | (X,W) = (z,w)], which we refer to as the standard choice.
Suppose that for any random variable Z, the function A* that minimizes the functional
h— EZ(h(X),Z) takes the form

h*(z) = ¢(IE[Z | X = x]), (23)

where ¥ : R — R is some fixed function. We claim that any such loss function is compatible
with the standard ¢g*. Indeed, by applying condition (23) with Z = Y and recalling the
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definition (1) of f*, we have the equivalence f*(z) = ¢ (E[Y | X = z]). Similarly, applying
condition (23) with Z = ¢*(X, W) yields

argr}éi};E[f(f(X),g*(X, W))] = Y(E[g" (X, W) | X =2]) = f*(x),
where the final equality follows by the tower property of conditional expectation.

Thus, it suffices to study loss functions that satisfy condition (23) for some . This
property holds for many loss functions; we consider two broad classes here.

Generalized linear models: Maximum likelihood using a generalized linear model (with
canonical link) leads to a loss function of the form

ZL(f(x),y) = = f(x)y + 2(f(2))- (24)

Here @ : R — R is a convex function defined by the GLM under consideration; it is differen-
tiable with a monotonic derivative ®’. Note that these GLM losses are a special case of the
family (17b) with ¢(s) = s.

We claim that condition (23) holds if we define 1 = (®')~! to be the inverse of the
derivative ®’. Indeed, for any random variable Z, we can write

E[ - h(X)Z + ®(h(X))] = Ex[ - h(X)E[Z | X] + ®(h(X))].
Taking derivatives pointwise for each fixed x, we find that the optimal A* must satisfy the
condition E[Z | X = 2] = ®/(h*(x)), or equivalently h*(z) = ¢(E[Z | X = z]) with ¢ chosen
as the inverse of @'.
Let us consider some standard examples:

(i) The function ®(¢) = ¢2/2 corresponds to the least-squares loss with ) = R. We have
®'(t) =t and ¢(s) = s, so that f*(z) = E[Y | X = z], as in our earlier analysis of
least-squares.

(ii) The function ®(t) = log(1+e!) corresponds to a logistic regression model with ) = {0, 1}.
We have ®/(t) = —< € (0,1) and P(s) =log(s/(1 —s)) for s € (0,1), so that

1+et
wpoy _ E[Y [ X =]
fr@) =loe I pr T X = 4

(25)

(c) The function ®(¢) = e’ corresponds to a Poisson regression model with Y = {0,1,2,...}.
We have ®’(t) = ¢!, and hence ¥(s) = log(s) for s > 0, so that f*(z) = logE[Y | X = z].

Bregman losses: In addition, there is a broad class of Bregman losses for which condi-
tion (23) holds with the identity function v (¢) = t. These functions are related to GLM-type
losses; in many cases, they correspond to certain kinds of dual formulations. Let us consider
a few examples:

(a) For f(z),y € [0,1], the binary Kullback-Leibler divergence is given by

Y -y
Z(f(x),y) = ylog @ (1—y)log — @)
This objective is dual to the logistic regression loss; the difference arises depending
on whether we set up f* as the log-odds ratio (25), or as the conditional expectation
fH(x) =E[Y | X = z].

(26)
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b) For f(x),y > 0, the Itakura-Saito divergence .Z(f(z),y) = +4 — log +4~ — 1.
(

For all of these Bregman divergences, the condition (23) holds with ¢(s) = s.

B.2 An extended family of loss functions

Recall the form (17b) of the generalized GLM loss function, involving the term ¢ o f(x) =
d(f(x)). In order for the guarantee Theorem 2(b) to hold, a careful inspection of our proof
reveals that we require only ||¢ o f —¢o f*la < | f — f*|l2, which is milder than a pointwise
Lipschitz condition on ¢.

An important special case is the loss function Z(f(z),y) = —ylog( 1{53”)@) —log(1— f(x)).

Risk minimization using this function is equivalent to using the binary KL-divergence (26),
also known as the cross-entropy loss in the machine learning literature. Indeed, many modern
machine learning algorithms for classification involving fitting decision trees or neural networks
to minimize this particular loss. This loss function is of the form (17b) with ¢(s) = log (12;),
which is Lipschitz on any interval of the form [¢,1 — ¢] for ¢ € (0,1/2).

C Proof of Theorem 1

Our proof involves the (squared) empirical norm | f[% = Py[f?(X)] = %Zf\il F2(X;) over
the full dataset, as well as the empirical expectation operators P, (g) = % > 9(X5, W;) and

P(g) = 2 Zf\inﬂ 9(Xi, W;) over the n-sized and m-sized datasets Dy, and Dy of labeled and

T m
unlabeled samples, respectively.
C.1 Main argument

We begin with a lemma that provides an upper bound on the squared error | f — f*||3 consisting
of three terms:

Lemma 1. We have the upper bound | f — f*|2 < Z?:I T;, where

n={If - g B - IF = " 13} = {15 = " BB = 17" — g%}, (27a)
T, = 20 B {(F- 1) -9}, (21)
Ty= 20 B (F - /)G~ T+ £~ "), and (270
Tyim 2017 = F o 1F = (21d)

See Appendix C.2 for a proof of this lemma.

With this decomposition in hand, we need to obtain suitable bounds on each of the four
terms. These bounds, proved in the appendices, involve both the critical radius ry for F over
the full dataset, as well as their analogues r, and r;,, defined over the n-sized and m-sized
datasets D, and Dy, respectively. Moreover, we make use of the shorthand () = log, (%).
Note that by our assumptions on the data generation process, the distribution of the pairs
(X;, W;) remains the same across Dy, and Dy.
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Lemma 2 (Bound on 7). Conditional on |f — f*|2 > rx, we have

~ 21o rN)/O 12810 rN)/0
T < 2Hf—f*H2(rN+4 g(p(rn)/9) N g(p(rn)/ )) (28)
N rNIN
with probability at least 1 — §.
See Appendix C.3 for the proof of this lemma.
Lemma 3 (Bound on T3). Conditional on Hf— f*ll2 = rn, we have
~ 21 1) 3201 0
T <|f- f*HQ ) (20—7“N + 4o Og(@(rN>/ )) + o 0g<90(rN)/ )’ (29)
N N
with probability at least 1 — 6.
See Appendix C.4 for the proof of this lemma.
Lemma 4 (Bound on T3). Conditional on |f — f*|2 > rx, we have
~ 21 0 1281 0

with probability at least 1 —§.

See Appendix C.5 for the proof of this lemma. In particular, we can rewrite this guarantee
as, conditional on ||f — f*|2 = rxn, we have

2log(p(rn)/0) . 6410g(<p(7"zv)/5))

Ty <2|f — f* (2 8
3 <2|f = f2(2rn + N Nrx

Lemma 5 (Bound on Ty). Conditional on Hf— f*l2 = rn, we have

2log(p(ry)/9) |, 12810g(io(rw)/8)
N NTN

2m -~ ~

2T = Fo < 2T = S+t + 8
with probability at least 1 — 6.
See Appendix C.6 for the proof.

With these auxiliary results in hand, we can now complete the proof of the main claim.
Let us summarize in a compact way our conclusions thus far, making use of the shorthand

It |

Sy = 2max{o, 1} ry + 4 max{o, 2} N
N

+ 32 max{o, 8}

Using Lemmas 2, 3, 5, and 4, we have

T<|f = fla- S, To<|f=f*la-Sn. Ts<2|f—f*[2- Sy
and 1 < 2] = fHln{IF = 7o + Sxc}.
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Therefore we have either Hf— f*la < rn or
IF = 215 < 2@Sn + 1 = £*lm) -1 F = £*l2 + 2SN - [ F = F*m
Thus, conditional on || f — f*|2 = rn, rearranging the square and some basic algebra yields
(IF = 7712 = @Sn + 17~ Im)) < (255 + 1F = 1) + 255 | F = ¥l
<2(28N +IF = f*lm)’
with probability at least 1 — %. Consequently, we have
17— e < (1 +V2)2Sx + 1T — ),

and the claim follows from adding rn to the above expression.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Recall the definition 77 = {||f— g3 — Hf— g3} = {IF* = g*13 = |f* — g*|3 }. Our proof
consists of two steps. First, we show that

If =7 =T0+ | f =g 1% = /" = g"Ix - (31a)

-
N~

=:T;5

Next, we show that
Ts <To + T5+ Ty, (31b)

where the terms T, T3 and T}, were previously defined in equations (27b), (27¢), and (27d),
respectively.

Proof of the decomposition (31a): By definition, we have ¢*(x,w) == E[Y | z,w], and

hence E[g*(X, W) | z] @ E[Y | z] @ f*(z). where step (i) follows by iterated expectation;

and step (ii) follows from the definition of f*. As a consequence, we have
G 17 = g% = E[(F) — (X)) (77(%) — " (X, W)] = 0.
Using this fact, we can compute

IF=a* 13 =1f =+ =g 3= 1] - 13+ 2 = £, 1* — g% + | 1* — g*13
=If = B+ - g*13

Re-arranging this equality and adding/subtracting 75 yields the claim (31a).
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Proof of the upper bound (31b): By definition, the ERM procedure is minimizing the

objective function f — [V — f|% = + PN (Vi — f(Xi))Z. By definition, the function f € F

is the constrained minimizer of this objective, whereas f* is feasible. Consequently, we have

|Y = fI% <Y — f*[%. whence

1= F+Y = N < IV = (%

Expanding the square and re-arranging yields

IF = 113 < 2P { (F = 19 = 1)} = 2P0 {(F = )" = 1)} + 2P0 {(F = )V = g0)}.
(32a)

Second, we observe that
IF =gl = 1F Pl + 2B {(F- 0 -} 40P -l (320)
Since Ty = | f — g*% — | f* — g*|3, combining inequality (32a) with equality (32b) yields
17 = 0" = 1 = "% < 2P {(F - 1)V = ")}
= TR - 0 - g+ o En{(F - )G - 97}
2m

Tyt Pl (F - 1)@ - ")}

Then some basic algebra yields

2m

B {(F = G- 99} = 2 Bl (F= 1)@~ T+ 77 = 900} + 2 B (F = 7T~ 1))

2m n ®\ (7 *
~ Bn{(F = = 1)

2m  ~ ~
STt I =l 1 = s

=13+

as desired.

C.3 Proof of Lemma 2

Consider a function h : X x W — R, and associated samples {(X;, W;))}}¥,. Throughout
this proof, we make use of the shorthand notation Pyh? = % Zfil h2(X;, Wi) = |h|3 and
Ph? := E[h*(X,W)]| = | h|3, along with analogous notation for functions f: X — R.

Note that 77 involves the function f , which is data-dependent. Consequently, in order to
bound 71, we need to define a suitable empirical process, and bound its supremum. So as to
do so, we first define the function

Hy(z,w) = {f(z) —g*($,w)}2 —{f*(x) —g*(:v,w)}2 for each f € F.

Moreover, for each radius ¢ > 0, we define

Zn(t) = sup {IP’NHJ% — ]P’Hj%} where H(t) = {Hf | f € F such that ||f — f*]2 < t.}.
HfEH(t)
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Notice that Zy(t) is the supremum of a zero-mean empirical process over #H(t), measuring
the deviations between the L?(IP)-norm and its empirical counterpart L?(Py). Moreover, by
construction, we have the upper bound

T < Zn(|1f = f* ). (33a)

With this set-up, the remainder of the proof consists of two steps. First, we prove that
for each fixed radius t > ry,
21log(1/0) 64 log(1/0)

Zn(t) < t+4 t . 33b
N(t) <rnt+ N + N (33b)

This bound holds for a fixed radius ¢, so that that we cannot directly apply it to the random
radius || f — f*|2 in the inequality (33a). However, we can apply Lemma 11, a general result
on “peeling” proved in Appendix F.2. Using

2 4log(1 ~
Qlt.) = vt + 4y 22 SO g e,

N
we conclude that if bound (33b) holds, then have
~ ~ 21lo rN)/0) |~ 12810 rN)/d
Zn(1F - £71) < 2 F = 1o + 8y 228G yp gy, | 12SToB(PN)0)

with probability at least 1 — §. Combined with our original bound (33a), this completes the
proof of the lemma.

It remains to prove our outstanding claim.

Proof of the bound (33b): Fix some ¢ > ry, and adopt the shorthand H = H(¢). Recall
that o?(H) = suppey Var(h). Applying Lemma 10 with 7 = 1 to H yields

Zn(t) < 2E[Zn(t)] + /o2 (H) 210%1/5) N 6410]gv(1/6)

with probability at least 1 — §. In order to complete the proof, it suffices to show that

(@ O
E[Zn(t)] < try, and  o°(H) < 16 ¢, (34)

valid for any ¢ > ry.

Variance bound: We first prove the variance upper bound (34)(b). We have

(M) = swp ()< s P((f g7~ ("~
HeH(t) [f=f*l2st

R I CR R RCA A

<16 sup P(f — f*)* = 16t%,
|f=f* ot

as claimed.
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Mean bound: Next we prove the upper bound (34)(a) on the mean. We have

EZx®] =E| sw |If = g* 1% = 17" = g*I% = (If = " 13 = 17" = 9"13)

If=f*l2<t
2ae] s[4 Siafen) oo oo
() 1
< 16-E[|f S;LITQ< ‘NZ (Xz))u
=16 - Ry (t; F*)

Here step (i) follows by a standard symmetrization argument, and step (ii) uses the Ledoux-
Talagrand contraction inequality and the fact that

(f(z) = g*(x,w))* = (f'(2) — ¢"(z,w))?| < 4|f(2) - f'(2)].

To complete the proof, it suffices to show that Ry (t; F*) < t;—g for t = ry. It is known

that the function ¢ — M is non-increasing (e.g.,see Lemma 13.6 in the book [Wail9]).

Ry(LF*)  Ry(rniF™)
t = TN

< X and re-arranging establishes

Consequently, for t = ry, we have T

the required bound.

C.4 Proof of Lemma 3

Introduce the shorthand € =Y — ¢*(X, W), and define the supremum

Vo(t) = sup !fEezf FEX)|-

If=f*l2st T

By construction, we have Pn{(f— )y — g*)} < V(| f = f*]2). As in our previous proof
(see Appendix C.3), we proceed via two steps. First, we establish that for each fixed ¢,

21og(1 log(1
ornt . [2log(1/0),  8olog(1/9)

Vo (t) <
() 2 n n

(35)

By applying Appendix F.2 with Q(¢, s) = t- (%= + 04/ 2 ) +°2 2 8" £ and U = max{ry,, Hf f*lats
we obtain

2log(p(rn)/0) o, 160 log(p(rn)/d)

Vollf = f*2) < Vo(U) < o7 - U + 20

Therefore we have, using the facts that y/nr, < +/Nry and ¢ is a decreasing function, we
have

210%(90(7“1\/)/5)) | 320log(¢(ry)/9)

Ty < max{ry, |f — f*[} - (QUTN + 4o B - :

as desired.
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Proof of the bound (35): Fix ¢t > r, and define H = {e(f — f*): fe F, |f — f*[l2 < t}.
Applying Lemma 10 yields

V(t) < 2E[Viu(8)] + /o2 (H) QIOgT(Ll/ 0) , 8o log(1/9)

n

with probability at least 1 — d. As before, it suffices to show that E[Vn(t)] < U’i% and
o?(H) < o?t* fort =1,
Variance bound: We have

o*(H)= sup Var(e(f—f*) = sup E[(f(2) - f*(2))7] < 0?2
[f—f*[2<t | f—f*la<t

Mean bound: We now bound the mean. Letting {e;}!" ; be an i.i.d. sequence Rademacher
random variables, a symmetrization argument yields

1 " 1 &
E su — *(X; <2E su _ i€ X,) — f*(X, .

Then by conditioning on (€, X;); and applying the Ledoux-Talagrand contraction inequality
to ¢;(t) = <, we have

E[ I\f—sﬁigt i% z=21 ei6i (f(Xi) — [*(Xy)) H < 20 - Ro(t; F*).

If t = ry,, we have R, (t; F*) < t{—g, and putting together the pieces establishes the claim.

C.5 Proof of Lemma 4

This proof is mostly the same as the proof of Lemma 3; the main distinction is that we need
to take extra care in verifying that the defined empirical process is zero-mean. Introducing
the shorthand w; = g(X;, W;) — f(X;) + f*(XZ) — g*(X;, W;), define the supremum

Vin2) = FX) = (X))

If— f*2<ti i—

By construction, we have T3 < QWme(H f — f*|2). Like previously, we begin by establishing
that for each fixed ¢,

210g(1/5)t N 322 log(l/é)'

m m

Vin(t) < trp + 4 (36)

Therefore, using Q(t,s) =t (rm + 44/2) + 32 and U = maX{Hf— f*ll2y 7m} in Lemma 11,

m
we have

210g(w(rm)/5)) N 6410g(90(rm)/5)’

m

VialIF = 1*12) < 2max{|f = £ la, v} (rm + 4

with probability at least 1 — ¢. Using calculations similar to our earlier ones along with the
fact that /mr,, < VNry, we find that

2}? (Hf F*l2) < 4iif_f*|i2<TN+4 210g(<;0]£[7‘N)/5)> N 12810g(]<5(7'N)/5),
as desired.
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Proof of Equation (36): For a fixed t > r,,, we define

He=Aw(f =) feF |f - [la<t}

Our approach is to apply Lemma 10 so as to control V;,(t). We begin by verifying that V,,,(¢)
is the supremum of zero-mean stochastic process. Since D, and Dy are independent, we can
condition on Dy, and accordingly treat § as a fixed quantity. Thus we have

~

FX)) (£00 = (X)) |
(X) = g (X, W) ) (£(X) = F*()) |-

Elw(f(X) = £*(0))] = E| (3(X, W) -

+ E[(f*

Observing that E[§(X, W) — f(X) | X] = f(X) — f(X) = 0 and
E[f*(X) = g* (X, W) [ X] = f*(X) = f*(X) =0,

we complete the proof by applying the law of total expectation.
Applying Lemma 10 yields

Vin(t) < 2E[Vin ()] + /o2 (H) 2105;7“7(11/5) N 3210g(1/6).

m

As before, we proceed to control the mean and variance terms. We have

E[Vin(t)] = E[ sup ’i i wi (f(X5) = f*(XZ))H

If=f*last 'V 200

(i) 1 I )

S 2E[f—sfl>lkll)2<t ‘mi_;ﬂwisi (X0 =1 (X’))H

(é0) 1 X

<8E — i Xz - *Xz =8'Rmt;f*.
[ 12 S atro - oo =5 Rt

Step (i) follows from a standard symmetrization argument, and step (ii) follows from con-
ditioning on (w;, X;, W;) and applying the Ledoux-Talagrand contraction inequality with
the functions ¢;(t) = %%. By the definition of the critical radius r,,, we have the bound
8Rom (rm; F*) < m.

It remains to control the variance. We have

o?(H) = sup Var(w(f—f*) < sup E[wz(f(X) —f*(X))Q] < 16t2,
If=F*2<t [f=F*2<t

as desired.

C.6 Proof of Lemma 5

The proof follows the same steps as the previous section. Define the random variable

Zn(t) = sup |If = ¥l —|f = F*I3]-
15~ la<t
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For each f € F, define the function Hf( z) = (f(z) - f”‘(az))2 — |f — f*|3, along with the
associated function class H(t) = {Hy | |f — f*|2 < t}. As before, we adopt the shorthand
‘H when ¢ is clear from context

Applying Lemma 10 to H yields

2log(1 2log(1
Zm(t) < 2E[Z,, ()] + A/ 02(H) Oi(l /) + 5 Oif /) with probability at least 1 — 4.

We claim that E[Z,,(¢)] < Y5 and o%(H) < 4 t*. We return to prove these claims momen-
tarily.

Thus, using Q(t,s) =t - (ry + 24/2) + 32 and U = max{ry,, If = f*|2} in Lemma 11,
we find that

210g(<p(7"m)/5)) | 84log(e(rm)/9)

m m

Zin(1F = £*12) < 2max{rn, | = 1*2} (rm + 2

with probability at least 1 — §. By construction, we have

P = £912 = 1F = £4B] < Zunl1F = £¥]2),
Furthermore, we have
T [F i Vi O [P o Va1
’Hf Fla=If = f Hm’ TPt 7= 1712

Using the fact that Hf f*|l2 = rn, we find that

’Hf— Pl |F - f*l\m) < Qmax{%vn,l}(rm s 21og(90(rm)/5)> . 64 log(¢(rm)/0)

m mry

Thus, we have

21og(p(rn)/9) | 128 log(p(r)/9)
N

2m A " ~
—- — <2If — F* 4 8
T = f < 2T = flo 4+ s

where we have used the fact that v/mr,, < v/ Nry.

It remains to prove the variance and mean bounds claimed previously.
Variance bound: We have

o*(H) =supo(h) < sup P(f—f*) <d0® sup P(f—f*) =4t
heH If=f*last If=f*l2<t
where the second inequality follows from the fact that |f — f*[o < 2

Mean bound: We have
E[Zn®] =E| s [If = /*2 =1 = 73]

Il £=F*last
i *<X¢>)2H

w0 -reo)]

<2IE[ sup ’
[f=r*2<t

S\H

<8E[ sup ’
If=f*l2<t

NS\H

= 8Rm(ta]:*)

using the definition of the critical radius in the last step.
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D Proof of Theorem 2(a)

In this appendix, we prove our guarantee for general loss functions, as stated in part (a)
of Theorem 2. (See Appendix E for the proof of part (b).)
D.1 Main argument

For convenience, we introduce the shorthand D, = ff’g —Zfx 4. By the y-convexity property
of £, we have 7Hf f*|3 < PDy«. Thus, we can write

—Hf i< ®- PN)(Dg+) + P (Dg#) < (P — Py)(Dyg) + Py (Dygx — Dy)

-

"

=:T =:1T>

where the last step uses the fact that Py (Dy) < 0 by the definition of f and the fact that
Y; = 9(X;) for both Dy, and Dy.

Next we introduce an auxiliary result that bounds T7:

Lemma 6. Conditional on Hf f*ll2 = rn, we have

Slog(p(r)/9) | 32Lolog(ip(r)/9)
N

Ty < Lrw|f = fFlla + LIS = 712 N

with probability at least 1 — §.

See Appendix D.2 for the proof.

In addition, we claim that
T, < 2L Py|g — g% (37)
We return to prove this claim at the end of this section.
With Lemma 6 and the bound (37) in hand, let us complete the proof of Theorem 2(b).

Either we have || F—rx |2 = rn, or the bound in Lemma 6 applies. Re-arranging this bound
yields

~ ~ 32ZBlog<p7"N )
IF~ £la < 20Byfj - g7 + ZEPIBLON0)

IF =13 = L(rw + 810g<s0N<mv>/5>)

where we make use of the shorthand L = 2L . Using the shorthand b = <T N+ w> ,

we obtain

- b\2 b 32LBlog(p(rn)/9)
— * —_ JR—
(Hf P 2) 1 +2LPN[g — g*| + N :

Since v/u + v < 4/u + 4/v for non-negative u,v = 0, we conclude that

F o< oy 4y [BE Byl — g 412y | EE . [lo8l00)/0)
g v Y N
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Thus, we have

~ 2L 8L N LB lo rN)/0
IF = £¥l2 < max {ra, = vy 4 [ = - Pulg - 9] + 12 LB | [lstelrn)/) )},
v v v N

with probability at least 1 — §. The stated form of the claim follows from the fact that
max{u,v} < u + v for non-negative scalars v and v.

Proof of Equation (37): Rearranging yields
Ty = PNXAg* — ]P)Ngf@ + Pfo*@ — IPfo*g*.

Using the Lipschitz property of .2, we have

=

s
Il
fu

PNLF e = PNLG 5

{2(F(X0). g7 (X0, W) = 2(F(X0), 35X W) |

N
=2~

>

N
M=

-
I
—

~ ‘

L(F0). g (X0, W) = L(F(X0), 5(X, W)

N
zl= ==

M=
NP

-
I
—

By the same argument, we have ’IP)N.,?f*@ — PnZLpx x| < LPy|g — g*|, as claimed.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 6

For a given function g and a radius t > 0, define the random variable

ZN(t) = sup ‘(PN—P)(gfyg—ff*vg)’.
feF
[f=f*2<t

By definition, we have 77 < ZN(HJ?— f*|l2), so that it suffices to establish the following
intermediate result:

Lemma 7. The random variable ZN(H]?— f*|l2) is upper bounded by

32L log(p(rn)/d)
N

8log(p(rn)/9)
N

Lrymax{ry, | f — f*|2} + L -max{ry, | f — f*[2} +

with probability at least 1 — 6.

We remark that this statement also holds for the empirical process

Zy()= sup |(By —P)( Ly — Lpey)|
feF
If=f*l2<t

as the proof does not change if we replace g(X, W) with Y.
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Proof. With this notation, our first step is to apply Lemma 10 to the function class
H = {i”f,g — Ly —P(Lpg— Ly g) | FE€F, |f = |2 < t}‘

Setting 7 = 1 in our application of this lemma yields

2 16L
Zn(t) = 2E[ZNn(t)] + A/ o2 (H) NS + GNS with probability at most e~*.

We claim (and prove momentarily) that
E(Zy(®#)] < iLtry, and  o*(H) < L*#*  forallt>ry. (38)

When this bound holds, we have

Lt 2 16L
TN—FLt 5+65

Zn(t) = Q(t,s) = 5 NN

—S

with probability controlled by ™%, as desired. Lemma 6 follows from applying Lemma 11 to
Zn(t) with U = max{ry, |f — f*|2}

Proof of the bounds (38):  We begin by controlling the supremum o2(#) of variances.
In particular, using the L-Lipschitz property of the loss in its second argument, we have

o’ (H) =supo?(h) <  sup P(Lpy— Lpxy)> <L? sup  P(f — f*)* = L¢3
heH If—f*l2<t If=f*l2<t

as claimed.
Shifting our focus to the expectation E[Zy(t)], we have

E[Zx(O] =E| sup [(Py = P)(Lry — Lrey)|

[f=f*2<t
(i) ol
(i1 1 ¢
< 4L~E[ sup NZ (Xz)}|]

[f=f*l2<t
(id)
= 4L - Ry(t;F*) < L Ltry.

Here step (i) uses a standard symmetrization argument, and step (ii) uses the Ledoux-
Talagrand contraction inequality and the fact that # is L-Lipschitz. (For further details,

see the proof of Theorem 4.10 and Equation (5.61), respectively, in the book [Wail9]). As

Ry (t;F*)
t

for step (iii), since the function ¢t — is non-increasing (see Lemma 13.6 in the

book [Wail9)]), for ¢ > ry, we have RN(?I*) < RN(:x;I*) < ¥, using the definition of 7y in

the final step. O

E Proof of Theorem 2(b)

In this section, we prove the improved bound (19b) for GLM-type losses, as stated in part (b)
of Theorem 2.
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E.1 Main argument

In addition to our previously introduced notation D, = .,iﬂfg — L« 4, we also adopt the
shorthand Dy = gfy — Zxy. As in our previous analysis, we have the upper bound

I f- f*|3 < PDy«. Our first lemma decomposes the quantity PD,+ into a sum of three
terms that we then control individually.

Lemma 8. We have the upper bound PDgx < Ty + 1o + T3, where

m -~ ~
= f = F¥l2 - A = ¥z, (39a)
Ty = %(IP’ —P,) Dy, and (39b)
Ty = % (P—P,.) D;. (39¢)

See Appendix E.2 for a proof of this lemma. We now introduce a lemma to control these
terms, beginning with terms 75 and T3:

Lemma 9 (Bounds on Ty and T3). Conditional on || f — f*|2 = ry, we have

8log(p(rn)/d) | 32Llog(p(rn)/9)

< Tk T 4
Ty < Liw|f = 17l + LIF - £7a0 | 20 P, and (40a)
~ ~ 8lo rn)/o 32L 1o rn)/o
Ty < Lrlf = s + 17 — 1| SEAT0) | S2Eos(Elrn) o) (400)
each with probability at least 1 — 0.
See Appendix E.3 for a proof of this result.
Using the shorthand b = L(TN + w), we have
~ 32L1o ry)/o ~ 32L1o rn)/o
Ty < b |F = o+ ZEBEENI0) g gy <y f o gy 4 RSN
N N
Therefore,
%Hf— F*B<PDgp < Ty + Ty + T
<l IF = 7L+ 25 | F - gy + SEIOBEN0
64L log(i2(rn)/9)

— (24 1B = h¥l2) - 1F = ¥l + i
with probability at least 1 — 24. We then complete the square, thereby obtaining

n 1 5 2 _ 1 ~ 2 128Llog(p(ry)/s
(1= £ B = 20+ = 112))" € 5 (04 [ = 7}a)” o+ LB,

Following some straightforward algebra and using the fact that v/u + v < y/u + /v for non-
negative scalars u and v, we conclude that

IF =l < i(m IR — 1) + 8\/ 2L10g§;j$"fv>/5>

_ 2L 205 g oL L\, [2log(e(rn)/9)

as claimed.
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E.2 Proof of Lemma 8

The key property of GLM-type losses that is used here is the fact that P.Z}y = PZ g+, which
implies PDg+ = PDy. Furthermore, recall that for this setting we have Y; = g(X;, W;) for
7 € Dy and XN/Z =Y, for ¢ € D;,. Thus we have

n m n m
IP)'DQ* = N PDy + N PDg*, and ]P)N'Df, = NPnDY + N]P)m'Dg,

where P,, and P, denote the empirical measures over Dy, and Dy, respectively. Therefore, we
can write

PDys = -+ (PDys — PD;) +

n m
—PDy + — N

N N

It remains to show PDg« — PDy < IF = f*l2 - If = f*[l2. Recall that the GLM-type loss
takes the form Z(y,y) = —é(y)y + ®(y), so that, for any function g, we have

~

Dy = Z(f(X),9(X. W)) — L (f*(X), g(X,W))
= —{o(F(X)) = ¢(f*(X)) }a(X, W) + B(f(X)) — D(f*(X))
We apply this fact with g = ¢* and g = g and then take the difference, thereby obtaining
P(Dye - Dy) = E[{6(F(X)) — 6 (F*(X) Hi(X, W) - g*(X, W)} |
YE[{o(F(X)) - o(£* (X)) HE[ | X] - Elg* | X]}]
D167 — o(F) 1 I — ¥
N = o 1= 7

where step (i) follows from the law of total expectation, step (ii) follows from the Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality, and step (iii) follows from the fact that ¢ is 1-Lipschitz.

E.3 Proof of Lemma 9

By Lemma 7, we have

|(P— Pu)Dy| < L masc{ra, |F = £} + Lo/ 282 mmax(,, | f — 7|} 4 2Elaletn)),

with probability at least 1 — é. Furthermore, by conditioning on § (which is trained on Dy,)
and using the fact that Dy, and Dy are independent, we have by the same lemma

‘(]P’ — ]P’m)Dg‘ < Lry, max{ry,, Hf— I 2} + LA/ 78103;(“072%)/5) max{ry,, H]?— 2} + —32Llog(7f(rm)/6).

By using the facts that \/nr, < v/ Nry and \/mr,, < v Nry, we conclude that

max{|(P — P)Dy |, | (P — Pr)Dj} < Lmax{ry, |f = fla}{rn + o/ SBEGI0 ] s2Llealplra)fo)

The claim then follows from using the condition that | f — f*[2 > ry.
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F Auxiliary lemmas

In this section, we state some auxiliary results used throughout the various proofs. Ap-
pendix F.1 is dedicated to the main concentration result of empirical processes used through-
out. Then, Appendix F.2 proves a peeling result over empirical processes, a key ingredient in
many of the arguments.

F.1 Concentration for empirical processes

Define the quantities [Py g = sup,eg ‘% SN g(Xi)‘ and 02(G) = supyeg {% SN Var(g(X;)) }
The following lemma gives an upper tail bound on |Py|g in terms of its expectation and a
deviation term:

Lemma 10 ([KRO05]). Consider a countable, o-uniformly bounded function class G such that
Elg(X)] =0 for all g€ G. Then for any T > 0, we have

IPn]z < (1+7)E[Py| s +1/02(G)y/ 2800 1 (3 4 1) 2loell/o)

with probability at least 1 — 6.

F.2 A peeling lemma

Given a function class F with norm | - | and some empirical process {Vn(f), f € F}, consider
a r-localized supremum of the form Zn(r) = supser||s|<,} VN (f). Suppose there is some
scalar s and function @Q : R> — R such that

P[Zn(r) = Q(r,t)] <e”' for each fixed r > s. (41)

In this section, we show how to prove that for a bounded random variable U € [s, b], we have
Zn(U) < Q(U,t) with high probability. As is standard in empirical process theory [Gee00;
Wail9], we do so via a “peeling” argument.

More formally, we establish the following;:

Lemma 11 (Peeling). Suppose that the tail bounds (41) hold for all r > s, the bivariate
function Q is increasing in its first argument, and Q(2r,t) < 2Q(r,t) for allr = s and t > 0.
Then for any random variable U € [s,b], we have

B(Zy(U) = 2Q(U,1)) < [logy(2)] - . (42)

Proof. Define the event B, == {2 1s < U < 2™s}; since U € [s, b] we have P(U%zl Bn) =1
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for M = [logy(2)]. Therefore, we have

s

P(Zn(U) = 2Q(U, t))

i

<

—~
=

P({Zn(U) = 2Q(U, 1)} N Byn)

—~

2 P({Zn(2"s) = 2Q(2™ s, 1)} N By,)

1

D= 3 pg= TD=

A

P(Zn(27s) = 2Q(2™ s, 1))
(i)
<

(iv)
P(Zn(2™s) = Q(2™s,t)) < Me "
1

NE

3
[

Step (i) follows from a union bound, step (ii) follows from the definition of B,,, and steps (iii)
and (iv) follows from the definition of Q(r,t).

O
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