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Abstract

The trimmed mean of n scalar random variables from a distribution P is the variant of the
standard sample mean where the k smallest and k largest values in the sample are discarded
for some parameter k. In this paper, we look at the finite-sample properties of the trimmed
mean as an estimator for the mean of P . Assuming finite variance, we prove that the trimmed
mean is “sub-Gaussian” in the sense of achieving Gaussian-type concentration around the mean.
Under slightly stronger assumptions, we show the left and right tails of the trimmed mean
satisfy a strong ratio-type approximation by the corresponding Gaussian tail, even for very
small probabilities of the order e−nc

for some c > 0. In the more challenging setting of weaker
moment assumptions and adversarial sample contamination, we prove that the trimmed mean
is minimax-optimal up to constants.

1 Introduction

We consider the fundamental problem of estimating the expectation of a one-dimensional random
variable from an i.i.d. random sample. The sample mean is the standard estimator for this task.
However, it can be very far from the best possible estimator when the data is (relatively) heavy-
tailed or has outliers [Catoni, 2012, Devroye et al., 2016, Lee and Valiant, 2022].

This paper studies the trimmed mean, a classical alternative to the sample mean. To define it,
let X1, . . . , Xn be a random sample and denote by X(1) ≤ X(2) ≤ · · · ≤ X(n) its order statistics.
Given an integer 0 ≤ k < n/2, the k-trimmed-mean of the sample is given by:

Xn,k :=
1

n− 2k

n−k∑
i=k+1

X(i).

That is, Xn,k is the arithmetic mean of sample points after the k largest and k smallest values of the
sample are removed. Xn,k equals the standard sample mean for k = 0, whereas for k = ⌈n/2⌉ − 1
it is a sample median. Intermediate choices of k will lead to different trade-offs between bias and
variance.

Starting in the late Sixties, the asymptotic theory of the trimmed mean was analyzed in a
number of papers [Stigler, 1973, Jaeckel, 1971, Hall, 1981, Leger and Romano, 1990, Jana Jureckova,
1994] that are discussed in §1.5.1 below. One focus of this literature is on the regime where n → +∞
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and k/n → η ∈ (0, 1); see, for instance, [Stigler, 1973] for the asymptotic distribution of Xn,k in
this setting.

In this paper, we take a fresh look at the trimmed mean. Our main results are as follows:

§1.1 When the variance is finite, the trimmed mean is what is often called a “sub-Gaussian estima-
tor” [Devroye et al., 2016] in the literature. Under mild additional conditions, this estimator
has sharp constants and “works” for multiple confidence levels. Interestingly, these results
are achieved by trimming a vanishing fraction of sample points.

§1.2 Under higher moment conditions, one can show that the trimmed mean satisfies a very strong
form of the Central Limit Theorem, even relatively far in the tail of the distribution. This
allows us to build (1− α)-confidence intervals up to α = e−o(nc) for some c > 0.

§1.3 Additionally, the trimmed mean is minimax-optimal (up to constant factors) in settings al-
lowing for heavier tails (e.g. possibly infinite variance) and adversarial data contamination.

We now discuss these findings in more detail.

1.1 Sub-Gaussian properties. Loosely speaking, a sub-Gaussian mean estimator µ̂ = µ̂(X1, . . . , Xn)
can estimate the mean µ of a random sample X1, . . . , Xn with Gaussian-type error bounds

P
[
|µ̂− µ| ≥ σ (c1 + c2 x)√

n

]
≤ C e−

x2

2 , (1.1.1)

for all x > 0 in a suitable range, under the sole assumption that the variance σ2 is finite; here,
c1, c2, C > 0 are universal constants independent of µ, σ2 or any other properties of the data
generating mechanism. An equivalent formulation, which is perhaps more common in the literature,
is that, for a given target confidence level 1− α ∈ (0, 1), the estimator should achieve

P

[
|µ̂− µ| ≤

σ (c1 + c2
√
2 log(C/α))√
n

]
≥ 1− α;

however, we will mostly work with the “tail formulation” given by (1.1.1).
Catoni’s seminal paper [Catoni, 2012] seems to have been the first to pose the question of

existence of sub-Gaussian estimators for finite samples. The paper shows that, while the sample
mean is not sub-Gaussian for any nontrivial range of x, a suitable estimator achieves (1.1.1) with
optimal constants for all x = o(

√
n) – or equivalently, log(1/α) = o(n) –, at least when σ is

known. The same paper shows that no estimator can achieve a value of c2 smaller than 1 (cf.
Proposition 6.1). Later work proved positive and negative results about such estimators [Devroye
et al., 2016] and obtained the optimal c2 = 1+ o(1) for unknown variance [Lee and Valiant, 2022].
A series of papers by Minsker has looked at sub-Gaussian properties at variants of the so-called
median-of-means construction [Minsker, 2024, Minsker and Ndaoud, 2021].

In what follows, we argue that the trimmed mean also achieves sub-Gaussian bounds. We
first show that, in the most general setting, the trimmed mean is sub-Gaussian with suboptimal
constants.
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Theorem 1.1.1 (Proof in §5.2.1). Consider i.i.d. random variables X1, . . . , Xn with a well-defined

mean µ and variance σ2 < +∞. Take 0 < x ≤
√
n/(

√
2 + 1)2 − 2 and consider the trimmed mean

Xn,k with trimming parameter k(x) := ⌈x2/2⌉. Then:

P

[
|Xn,k(x) − µ| > (3

√
2 + 8 + (4 + 4

√
2)x)σ√

n

]
≤ 4 exp

(
−x2

2

)
.

In other words, the trimmed mean with the appropriate trimming parameter k = k(x) achieves
(1.1.1) with C = 4 and c2 = 4

√
2 + 4 and c1 = 3

√
2 + 8. The next result shows we can reduce c1

and improve c2 to (nearly) optimal values under certain assumptions. This is the content of the
next result.

Theorem 1.1.2 (Proof in §5.2.2). Under the same assumptions as Theorem 1.1.1, and given
a ∈ (0, 1), we obtain the bound

P

[
|Xn,k(x) − µ| > σ (a

√
2 + (1 + a)x)√

n

]
≤ 4 exp

(
−x2

2

)
,

corresponding to c1 =
√
2a, c2 = 1 + a in (1.5.1), under either one of the following additional

assumptions:

1. (1+x)/
√
n ≤ ηF (a), where ηF (a) depends only on a and the common cumulative distribution

function F of the random variables X1, . . . , Xn;

2. E [|X1 − µ|p] ≤ (κ2,pσ)
p for some p > 2 and κ2,p < +∞, and additionally

a ≥ 216
√
2
(1 + x)2

n
+ 24κ2,p

(
1 + x√

n

) p−2
2p−2

. (1.1.2)

Theorem 1.1.2 is closely related to recent work by Minsker [Minsker, 2023, Minsker, 2024].
In our notation, these papers give conditions under which variants of the so-called “median of
means” estimator achieves nearly optimal constants c2 = 1 + o(1). For instance, Theorem 1 in
[Minsker, 2023] achieves this under a variant of assumption 2 above. The main differences with
our result are twofold. Firstly, the trimmed mean is easier to compute [Minsker, 2023, Remark
2, item (c)]. Secondly, we obtain explicit finite-sample bounds on the relationship between a and
the quantities κ2,p, whereas Minsker obtains asymptotic conditions for a = o(1) [Minsker, 2023,
Remark 2, item (b)]. The constants in Theorem 1.1.2 are quite large to be practically meaningful;
nevertheless, the trimmed mean with k = k(x) has the fallback guarantee from Theorem 1.1.1
irrespective of any additional assumptions.

We now investigate whether a choice of k independent of x is possible. This would be desirable
in practice since the same trimming parameter would work for a range of x, or equivalently, for a
range of confidence levels.

In general, any estimator achieving sub-Gaussian bounds as in (1.1.1) must depend somehow
on the desired confidence level (cf. [Devroye et al., 2016, Theorem 3.2, part 2]). Therefore, we will
need to make stronger assumptions to obtain a “x-independent” trimming parameter.

The next result shows that weak higher-moment assumptions suffice for this purpose. In par-
ticular, we obtain “multiple-δ” estimator in the language of [Devroye et al., 2016], with optimal
value c2 = 1.
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Theorem 1.1.3 (Proof in §5.2.3). Let X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. random variables with well-defined mean
µ, finite variance σ2, and such that

∃p > 2, κ2,p ≥ 1 : E [|X1 − µ|p] ≤ (κ2,pσ)
p.

Assume that k∗ ∈ N satisfies

432
k
3/2
∗
n

+ 24
√
2κ2,p

k
3p−4
4p−4
∗

n
p−2
4p−4

≤ 1.

Then for any 0 < x ≤
√
2k∗,

P
[
|Xn,k∗ − µ| > (1 + x)σ√

n

]
≤ 4 exp

(
−x2

2

)
.

As a consequence, if n → +∞ with κ2,p := κ(n) possibly varying with n, and choosing

k
(n)
∗ = o

(
n

p−2
3p−4

(κ(n))
4p−4
p−2

)
,

one obtains

P

[
|X

n,k
(n)
∗

− µ| >
(1 +

√
2 log(4/α))σ√

n

]
≥ 1− α for 0 < log(4/α) ≤ k∗.

This result can be compared with [Devroye et al., 2016, Theorem 3.2], which only covers the case
of finite kurtosis (i.e., p = 4), but allows for a wider range of α which is roughly log(4/α) ≪
o((n/κ(n))2/3) (whereas Theorem 1.1.3 requires log(4/α) ≪ o(n1/4/(κ(n))4)).

1.2 Precise Gaussian approximation and confidence intervals So far, our results have pre-
sented various sub-Gaussian concentration bounds for the trimmed mean. While theoretically
interesting, it is known that such concentration bounds are often pessimistic.

To mitigate this limitation, some papers have tried to show that certain sub-Gaussian estimators
are asymptotically efficient, which indicates that their practical performance may be closer to ideal.
For instance, [Minsker and Ndaoud, 2021] establishes the asymptotic statistical efficiency of certain
robust mean estimator. It is not hard to show a similar result for the trimmed mean when k is
fixed; see §A.4 in the Appendix for details.

In what follows, we show that the trimmed mean satisfies a type of Gaussian approximation
even very far into the tail of its distribution. This can be seen as a strengthening of results known
for other estimators.

Theorem 1.2.1 (Proof in §6.2). There exists a constant C > 0 such that the following holds.
Let X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. random variables with mean µ ∈ R, variance σ2 ∈ (0,+∞) and such that
E [|X1 − µ|p] ≤ (κ2,pσ)

p for some p > 2 and κ2,p < +∞. Given x > 0, δ > 0, and a trimming
parameter

k∗ ≥ max

{
2,

⌈
log

(
4

δ (1− Φ(x))

)⌉}
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satisfying

γ := κ2,p
k
2− p

4p−4
∗

n
p−2
4p−4

<
1

C
,

we have that

∣∣∣∣∣∣
P
[
|Xn,k∗ − µ| > xσ√

n

]
1− Φ(x)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cγ + δ;

∣∣∣∣∣∣
P
[
|Xn,k∗ − µ| > xσ̂n,k∗√

n

]
1− Φ(x)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cγ + δ;

P [σ̂n,k∗ > (1 + γ)σ]

1− Φ(x)
≤ δ,

where

σ̂2
n,k∗ :=

1

n− 2k∗

n−k2∑
i=k1+1

(X(i) −Xn,k∗)
2

is the empirical variance of the trimmed sample.

It is instructive to compare this result with Berry-Esséen-type inequalities for the sample mean,
which give bounds such as ∣∣∣∣P [|Xn − µ| > xσ√

n

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cκ32,3√
n

.

Our theorem is a stronger result than such an additive probability approximation as soon as (1−
Φ(x)) ≪ n−1/2. In particular, it gives strong bounds even when the corresponding Gaussian
probabilities are quite small.

Our result also differs from self-normalized inequalities for the sample mean. For instance, [Jing
et al., 2003] proves a result of the form:∣∣∣∣∣∣

P
[
|Xn − µ| > xv̂n√

n

]
1− Φ(x)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣≪ 1 with v̂2n :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

(Xi − µ)2, whenever 0 ≤ x ≪ n
p−2
2p

κ2,p
. (1.2.1)

This result works for the sample mean, and allows for a broader range of x than our Theorem
1.2.1. However, the intuitive reason why (1.2.1) works is the appearance of the self-normalized
ratio (Xn − µ)/v̂n, whereby large values in the sample are compensated by a large value of v̂n.
In particular, self-normalized Gaussian bounds do not imply good concentration for (Xn − µ)/σ
because the probability that v̂n/σ is large may be nonnegligible when compared to 1−Φ(x). This
also implies that confidence intervals built via (1.2.1) may be much wider than what one would
expect from the Central Limit Theorem.

By contrast, Theorem 1.2.1 guarantees that (Xn,k − µ)/σ is well behaved, and that σ̂n,k/σ is
close to 1. As a result, the confidence intervals one may obtain for Xn,k have essentially the length
predicted by the CLT, even when the desired confidence level is very close to 1. The following
asymptotic result illustrates this point.
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Corollary 1.2.2 (Proof omitted). Assume that {Xi}+∞
i=1 is an i.i.d. sequence of random variables

with mean µ, variance σ2 ∈ (0,+∞) and E [|X1 − µ|p] < +∞ for some p > 2. Let {αn}n∈N ⊂
(0, 1/2) and kn ∈ N satisfy

kn − log(1/αn) → +∞ and
kn

n
p−2
7p−8

→ 0 as n → +∞.

Define xn ∈ R+ via (1− Φ(xn)) = αn. Then:

P
[
|Xn,kn − µ| ≤ xnσ√

n

]
= 1− (1 + o(1))αn

and

P
[
|Xn,kn − µ| ≤

xnσ̂n,kn√
n

and σ̂n,kn ≤ (1 + o(1))σ

]
= 1− (1 + o(1))αn,

where the o(1) terms go to 0 as n → +∞.

Remark 1.2.3. It would also be possible to show that (Xn,k−µ)/σ converges weakly to a standard

normal when kn ≪ n(p−2)/(5p−6) and νp = E [|X1 − µ|p]1/p < +∞ for some p > 2. This contrasts
with the case of kn/n → η > 0, which may or may not lead to Gaussian limits [Stigler, 1973].

1.3 Heavier tails and contamination We now move away from the sub-Gaussian setting in
two ways. First, we do not necessarily assume that the distribution of the Xi has finite variance.
Secondly, we allow for adversarial sample contamination [Diakonikolas and Kane, 2019], whereby
an ϵ-fraction of sample points can be arbitrarily corrupted. In this setting, we obtain the following
result.

Theorem 1.3.1 (Proof in Section 7). Let X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. with well defined mean µ = E [X1]
and define νpp := E [|X1 − µ|p] (for p ≥ 1). Take ϵ ∈ (0, 1/2). Let Xϵ

1, . . . , X
ϵ
n be an ϵ-contamination

of X1, . . . , Xn, in the sense that:

#{i ∈ [n] : Xϵ
i ̸= Xi} ≤ ϵ n,

and let Xϵ
n,k denote the trimmed mean computed on the contaminated sample.

Fix 0 < α < 1 and assume that

(
√

2⌊ϵn⌋+ 2⌈log(4/α)⌉ − 1 +
√

⌈log(4/α)⌉)2 ≤ dn for some 0 < d < 1.

Then the trimmed mean estimator with parameter

k := ⌊ϵn⌋+ ⌈log(4/α)⌉

satisfies the following bound:

P

[
|Xϵ

n,k − µ| ≤ C(d)

(
inf
p≥1

νp ϵ
p−1
p + inf

1≤q≤2
νq

(
log(4/α)

n

) q−1
q

)]
≥ 1− α, (1.3.1)

where C(d) depends on d only.
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Theorem 1.3.1 shows that, with probability 1−α, the error of trimmed mean of the contaminated
sample consists of two terms: a random fluctuations term and a contamination term,

C(d) inf
1≤q≤2

νq

(
log(4/α)

n

) q−1
q

and C(d) inf
p≥1

νp ϵ
p−1
p , respectively.

It turns out that both terms are minimax-optimal up to the constant factor C(d). This follows from
lower bounds in [Devroye et al., 2016] and [Minsker, 2018] that we recall in §A.5 in the Appendix. As
far as we know, the trimmed mean is the only estimator of one-dimensional expectations satisfying
this property.

Remark 1.3.2. One drawback of Theorem 1.3.1 is that the choice of trimming parameter k requires
a choice of confidence level 1−α and knowledge of the contamination parameter ϵ. We have already
noted that the choice of 1− α is unavoidable, but the need to know ϵ is less clear.

Remark 1.3.3. The recent results of Oliveira and Resende [Oliveira and Resende, 2023] on
“trimmed empirical processes” also imply a form of Theorem 1.3.1. However, Theorem 1.3.1 was
obtained first, and relies on a different proof technique, discussed below, that allows for more precise
results such as Theorem 1.2.1.

1.4 Technical and conceptual contributions The main idea behind all results in this paper
is to look at the trimmed mean as an average of conditionally i.i.d. random variables. This is
most easily seen when the Xi have an atom-free distribution P . In this case, conditioning on
X(k) = x, X(n−k+1) = y makes the random sample {Xi : i ∈ [n], x < Xi < y} i.i.d. from a

compactly supported distribution P (x,y) with certain mean and centered moment parameters. The
proof of Theorems 1.1.1 and 1.3.1 then consists of applying Bernstein’s concentration inequality
conditionally, and checking that the mean and other parameters of P (x,y) are not too far from those
of P .

The Gaussian approximation in Theorem 1.2.1 requires a slightly different approach where we
apply the self-normalized CLT of Jing et al. [Jing et al., 2003], quoted in (1.2.1), to the trimmed
sample. As noted above, this introduces a self-normalized ratio-type quantity. However, because
our random sample is bounded, we can show that the denominator in this sample concentrates
around its expectation under P (x,y). In this way, we obtain a conditional variant of (1.2.1) where
the denominator of the ratio is nonrandom.

Besides the many calculations needed to make everything work, there are two ways in which the
above outline differs from our actual proofs. The first one is that the sample distribution need not
be atom-free. We circumvent this by using quantile transforms, whereby Xi = F−1(Ui) for uniform
random variables {Ui}i∈[n]. The second one is that, when considering contamination, we will need
to bound the trimmed mean on the contaminated sample by an asymmetrically trimmed mean on
the “clean” sample; see Proposition 3.3.2 for details.

1.5 Additional background

1.5.1 Background on the trimmed mean.

The literature on the trimmed mean is quite large, and we present a brief and partial review.
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Huber [Huber, 1972] gives early historical references for the trimmed mean. Tukey’s seminal
paper [Tukey, 1962] explicitly proposes the trimmed mean and the related Winsorized mean as
ways to estimate location parameters from outlier-contaminated data. Tukey also suggested the
possibility of data-dependent choices of the trimming parameter k.

The trimmed mean was a popular topic of study in classical Robust Statistics. Stigler [Stigler,
1973] gives the asymptotic distribution of Xn,k when n → +∞ and k = ⌊ηn⌋, which may or may
not be Gaussian. This is in contrast with most of our results, where the trimming parameter is
sublinear in n.

One problem we do not consider is how to choose k adaptively. Starting with Jaeckel [Jaeckel,
1971], a number of papers have appeared on this topic [Hall, 1981, Jana Jureckova, 1994, Leger and
Romano, 1990, Shi Jian, Zheng Zhongguo , 1996, Lee, 2004]. The theory in these papers requires
much stronger assumptions than we do, including symmetry of the distribution around the median,
and some kind of “good behavior” of the data generating distribution.

Experiments on trimmed means are presented in many papers. Hogg [Hogg, 1974] presents a
number of results on adaptive robust estimators and makes concrete suggestions on trimmed means.
Experiments comparing trimming and winsorization in [Wilfrid J. Dixon, Karen K. Yuen, 1974]
suggest that trimming is usually better. Stigler [Stigler, 1977] compares different robust estimators
on real datasets and shows that the trimmed mean with k = ⌊0.1n⌋ is often one of the very best
estimators. Further analysis by Rocke et al. [Rocke et al., 1982] does not quite corroborate Stigler,
but still indicates that the trimmed mean has good performance.

Finally, we note in passing that there are papers on high-dimensional versions of the trimmed
mean and related estimators [Maller, 1988, Lugosi and Mendelson, 2021, Oliveira and Resende,
2023].

1.5.2 Finite-sample bounds, sub-Gaussian estimators and related topics

Concentration inequalities for sums of bounded independent random variables are a classical topic
covered in [Boucheron et al., 2013] and many other references. Finite-sample self-normalized con-
centration and Gaussian approximations are discussed in the survey by Shao and Wang [Shao and
Wang, 2013] and in the book by de la Peña, Lai and Shao [de la Peña et al., 2009], among other
places.

More recently, there has been interest in designing estimators with optimal concentration prop-
erties. In the so-called “sub-Gaussian” case, one is interested in finding, for each sample size n and
confidence level 1−α, an estimator Ên,α : Rn → R with the following property. Let X1, . . . , Xn be
an i.i.d. sample from an unknown distribution with mean µ and finite variance σ2. Then:

P

[
|Ên,α(X1, . . . , Xn)− µ| ≤ Cσ

√
log(1/α)

n

]
≥ 1− α, (1.5.1)

where C > 0 is a universal constant. While the estimator may depend on α as well on n, the above
bound should hold uniformly over all distributions with finite second moments, irrespective of how
heavy their tails are. The sample mean will not achieve such a bound for any small enough α.

Catoni’s seminal work [Catoni, 2012] provides one such estimator, with nearly optimal C =√
2 + o(1) in the case where σ2 is known and log(1/α) ≪ n. Recent work [Lee and Valiant, 2020]

gives sub-Gaussian estimators with near optimal C =
√
2 + o(1) for the case of unknown variance.

[Devroye et al., 2016] explores the notion of sub-Gaussian estimators in greater depth: it shows for
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instance that sub-Gaussian estimators must indeed depend on the desired confidence 1 − α, and
that some bound of the sort log(1/α) ≤ c n is needed. There has been great interest in extending
these results to higher dimensions: see [Lugosi and Mendelson, 2019b, Lugosi and Mendelson, 2021]
and the survey [Lugosi and Mendelson, 2019a] for more details.

Some papers consider what happens when the variance may be infinite, and we only assume
E [|X1 − µ|p] ≤ νpp for some 1 < p < 2. It follows from [Bubeck et al., 2013] that the so-called
median of means estimator satisfies

P

[
|Ên,α(X1, . . . , Xn)− µ| ≤ Cνp

(
log(1/α)

n

)1−1/p
]
≥ 1− α, (1.5.2)

for some universal C > 0. It is possible to show that this cannot be improved, up to the value of C
[Devroye et al., 2016, Theorem 3.1]. The upshot is that the median-of-means estimator is optimal
for any choice of 1 ≤ p ≤ 2. Our Theorem 1.3.1 gives a similar bound for the trimmed mean.

1.5.3 Adversarial contamination

Finally, we discuss the model of adversarial data contamination. Recall that the traditional contam-
ination model in Robust Statistics is that of Huber [Huber, 1964], where there is an uncontaminated
distribution P , but data comes from a contaminated law (1−ϵ)P+ϵQ, with Q unknown. In the ad-
versarial model we consider, an ϵ fraction of data points may be replaced arbitrarily. In particular,
one may imagine that an adversary gets to see the uncontaminated random sample and then chooses
which points to replace so as to foil the statistician. This model has become standard in recent
work on algorithmic high-dimensional Statistics [Diakonikolas and Kane, 2019]. This model places
strong requirements on an estimator, which can sometimes simplify proving theoretical results.

1.6 Organization The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 fixes notation and
records some facts we will need later in the text. The trimmed mean is introduced in a somewhat
more general form in Section 3. There, we also look at its conditional distribution, and prove
that it behaves nicely under contamination. Section 4 gives a number of bounds on parameters
pertaining to the conditional distribution of the trimmed mean. The sub-Gaussian concentration
results discussed in §1.1 are proven in Section 5. Section 6 proves results on Gaussian approximation
and confidence intervals that were stated in §1.2. The minimax result in §1.3 is proven in Section
7, and Section 8 presents a small set of illustrative experiments. The Appendix contains some
technical estimates and additional observations.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 General notation In this paper, N := {1, 2, 3, . . . } is the set of positive integers. Given
n ∈ N, [n] := {i ∈ N : i ≤ n} is the set of numbers from 1 to n. For a real number x, ⌊x⌋ and ⌈x⌉
denote the floor and ceiling of x, respectively. The cardinality of a finite set A is denoted by #A.
Given sequences {an}n∈N, {bn}n∈N of positive real numbers, we write an ≪ bn or an = o(bn) when
an/bn → 0.
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2.2 Probability notation and facts. The mean (expectation) and variance of a real-valued ran-
dom variable Z are denoted by E [Z] and V [Z], respectively. We use “i.i.d.” for “independent and
identically distributed.”

In the entire paper, X1, . . . , Xn will be i.i.d. random variables with a well-defined mean µ =
E [X1] and a cumulative distribution function F (t) := P [X1 ≤ t] (t ∈ R). We will use the notation
νp := (E [|X1 − µ|p])1/p (p ≥ 1) for the centered absolute p-th moment of X1, and also σ := ν2.

F−1(q) := inf{t ∈ R : F (t) ≥ q} (q ∈ (0, 1)).

is the generalized inverse (or quantile transform) of F . We note the following straightforward fact.

Proposition 2.2.1. Assume that p ≥ 1 and νp < +∞. For ξ ∈ (0, 1), define

ρF,p(ξ) := sup

{
E [|X1 − µ|p Z]

1
p

νp
: 0 ≤ Z ≤ 1 random variable with E [Z] ≤ ξ

}
(2.2.1)

when νp > 0, or ρF,p(ξ) = 0 otherwise. Then 0 ≤ ρF,p ≤ 1, limξ→0 ρF,p(ξ) = 0 and

∀r > 0 : P [|X1 − µ| > rνp] ≤
ρF,p

(
1
rp

)p
rp

.

Finally, if νq ≤ κp,q νp < +∞ for some q > p, then ρF,p(ξ) ≤ κp,q ξ
1
p
− 1

q .

Proof. The facts that 0 ≤ ρF,p ≤ 1 and limξ→0 ρF,p(ξ) = 0 are straightforward.
For the probability bound, we note that

P [|X1 − µ| > rνp] ≤
E
[
|X1 − µ|p1{|X1−µ|>rνp}

]
(νpr)p

. (2.2.2)

Omitting the indicator in the RHS, we see that

P [|X1 − µ| > rνp] ≤
1

rp
.

This implies that Z := 1{|X1−µ|>rνp} satisfies 0 ≤ Z ≤ 1 and E [Z] ≤ r−p. Therefore,

E
[
|X1 − µ|1{|X1−µ|>rνp}

]
≤ νpp ρF,p

(
1

rp

)p

and we can plug this back into (2.2.2) to finish the proof.
Finally, if νq ≤ κp,q νp < +∞, then Hölder’s inequality implies that, for any 0 ≤ Z ≤ 1 with

E [Z] ≤ ξ

E [|X1 − µ|pZ] ≤ (E [|X1 − µ|q])
p
q E [Z]

1− p
q ≤ κpp,q ν

p
p ξ

1− p
q ,

from which ρF,p(ξ)
p ≤ κpp,q ξ

1− p
q follows.
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2.3 Concentration and Gaussian approximation for i.i.d. sums We record here two facts
about sums of bounded i.i.d. random variables. The first one is the classical Bernstein’s inequality,
proven in e.g. [Boucheron et al., 2013, eq. (2.10)].

Theorem 2.3.1 (Bernstein’s inequality). Consider i.i.d. random variables

{Zi}ni=1 with E [Z1] = µZ , V [Z1] ≤ σ2
Z and |Z1 − µ| ≤ ∆Z almost surely.

Let

Zn :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

Zi.

Then, for all z > 0,

P
[
Zn − µ ≥ zσZ√

n
+

z2∆Z

12n

]
≤ exp

(
−z2

2

)
.

We will also need the following special case of the self-normalized Central Limit Theorem of
Jing, Shao and Wang [Jing et al., 2003, Theorem 2.1]. In what follows, Φ is the standard Gaussian
cumulative distribution function.

Theorem 2.3.2 ([Jing et al., 2003]). There exists a constant A > 0 such that the following holds.
Consider i.i.d. random variables

{Zi}ni=1 with E [Z1] = µZ , V [Z1] = σ2
Z and |Z1 − µ| ≤ ∆Z a.s..

Define Zn as in Theorem 2.3.1 and

Vn :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(Zi − µZ)2.

Given x ∈ R, if
r(x,∆, σ, n) := (1 + max{x, 0})3 ∆Z

σZ
√
n
≤ 1

A
,

we have

P
[
Zn − µZ ≥ xVn√

n

]
= (1 + η) (1− Φ(x))

with |η| ≤ Ar(x,∆Z , σZ , n).

Proof sketch. For x ≥ 0, this follows from Theorem 2.1 in [Jing et al., 2003] if one notes that

E
[
(Z1 − µZ)

21{|Z1−µZ |>σZ
√
n/(1+x)}

]
≤ 1 + x

σZ
√
n
E
[
|Z1 − µZ |3 1{|Z1−µZ |>σZ

√
n/(1+x)}

]
and also E

[
|Z1 − µZ |3

]
≤ ∆ZE

[
(Z1 − µZ)

2
]
= ∆Zσ

2
Z . For x < 0, the above is a consequence of

standard Berry-Esséen bounds along with the fact that 1− Φ(x) ≥ 1/2.

3 Trimmed means: first steps

In this section, we define the trimmed mean and study its basic distributional properties. Through-
out this section, X1, . . . , Xn are i.i.d. real-valued random variables with common cumulative dis-
tribution function F , and X(1) ≤ X(2) ≤ · · · ≤ X(n) are the order statistics of the Xi.

11



3.1 Definitions As our first step, we define the trimmed mean and related quantities. It will be
important for later applications to define an asymmetrical trimmed mean where we may remove
different numbers of points from the two tails of the distribution.

Definition 3.1.1 ((k1, k2)-trimmed mean, variance and width). Let X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. random
variables with common distribution P and distribution function F (t) := P (−∞, t] (t ∈ R). Let

X(1) ≤ X(2) ≤ · · · ≤ X(n)

denote the increasing rearrangement of the sample (i.e., its order statistics). Assume k1, k2 ∈ N∪{0}
satisfy k1 + k2 < n. The (k1, k2)-trimmed mean estimator is defined as

Xn,k1,k2 :=
1

n− k1 − k2

n−k2∑
i=k1+1

X(i)

and the (k1, k2)-trimmed variance estimator is

σ̂2
n,k1,k2 :=

1

n− k1 − k2

n−k2∑
i=k1+1

(X(i) −Xn,k1,k2)
2.

The (k1, k2)-width is defined as ∆n,k1,k2 := X(n−k2−1) −X(k1). When k1 = k2 = k, we write Xn,k

for Xn,k,k, and similarly for the other quantities.

3.2 Distributional properties A simple, but crucial observation about the trimmed mean is
that, under a certain conditioning, it is an i.i.d. sum. This is easier to see when F is continuous:
conditionally on X(k1) and X(n−k2), the random variables X(i) with k1+1 ≤ i ≤ n−k2+1 are i.i.d.

For general F , we use the quantile transform F−1 (defined in §2.2) to arrive at a similar result.
We start with the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2.1. If {Xi}ni=1 and F are as above, one can define (on a richer probability space,
if needed) random variables U1, . . . , Un that are i.i.d. uniform over (0, 1), such that F−1(Ui) = Xi

and F−1(U(i)) = X(i) almost surely for each i ∈ [n].

Proof sketch. This result can be proven by recalling that X1 has the same law as F−1(U1), using
that F−1 is monotone non-increasing and applying a coupling argument; we omit the details.

Given this construction, we define the conditional mean and variance parameters associated
with the random variables F−1(Ui).

Definition 3.2.2 ((a, b)-trimmed population parameters). Let F−1 be the quantile transform of F .
Given 0 < a < b < 1, we define P (a,b) as the distribution of F−1(U (a,b)), where U (a,b) is uniform over
(a, b). The (a, b)-trimmed population mean and variance are (respectively) the mean and variance
of this distribution:

µ(a,b) := E
[
F−1(U (a,b))

]
=

1

b− a

∫ b

a
F−1(u) du

and (
σ(a,b)

)2
:= V

[
F−1(U (a,b))

]
=

1

b− a

∫ b

a
(F−1(u)− µ(a, b))2 du.

12



We also define the (a, b)-trimmed width as ∆(a,b) := F−1(b)−F−1(a), noting that P (a,b) is supported
on an interval of size ∆(a,b). Finally, we set

ν(a,b)p := E
[∣∣∣F−1(U (a,b))− µ(a,b)

∣∣∣p] 1
p

(p ≥ 1).

The next result is an easy consequence of the above discussion.

Corollary 3.2.3. In the setting of Proposition 3.2.1, it holds that, conditionally on U(k1) = a <
U(n−k2+1) = b (with 0 < a < b < 1), the random variables X(i) with k1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ n− k2 are (up to

their ordering) i.i.d. with common law P (a,b).

Proof. Under this conditioning, the random variables U(i) with k1+1 ≤ i ≤ n− k2 are (up to their
ordering) i.i.d. uniform over (a, b). Since X(i) = F−1(U(i)) for each i ∈ [n], the result follows.

3.3 The case of contaminated data In Section 7, we apply the trimmed mean to adversarially
contaminated data. In this setting, we introduce the notation specific to this case and explain why
asymmetrically trimmed means behave well under this sort of contamination.

We start with a definition.

Definition 3.3.1 (Contamination and trimmed mean). Random variables Xϵ
1, . . . , X

ϵ
n are an ϵ-

contamination of the i.i.d. sample X1, . . . , Xn if

#{i ∈ [n] : Xϵ
i ̸= Xi} ≤ ϵn.

Letting Xϵ
(1) ≤ Xϵ

(2) ≤ · · · ≤ Xϵ
(n) denote the order statistics of the random sample, and given

(k1, k2) ∈ N2 with k1 + k2 < n, we define the ϵ-contaminated (k1, k2)-trimmed mean as follows:

Xϵ
n,k1,k2 :=

1

n− k1 − k2

n−k2∑
i=k1+1

Xϵ
(i).

Unlike with Xn,k1,k2 , there is no way to represent Xϵ
n,k1,k2 as an average of conditionally i.i.d.

random variables. In fact, the contaminated trimmed mean can be quite bad when min{k1, k2} <
⌊ϵn⌋, as a suitable contamination can drive the value of |Xϵ

n,k1,k2 | to +∞. On the other hand, if
min{k1, k2} ≥ ⌊ϵn⌋, one can relate Xϵ

n,k1,k2 to trimmed mean over the clean sample X1, . . . , Xn.

Proposition 3.3.2. Assume k1, k2 ∈ N satisfy min{k1, k2} ≥ ⌊ϵn⌋ and k1 + k2 < n Then:

Xn,k1−⌊ϵn⌋,k2+⌊ϵn⌋ ≤ Xϵ
n,k1,k2 ≤ Xn,k1+⌊ϵn⌋,k2−⌊ϵn⌋.

Proof. It suffices to prove the following

Claim: ∀i ∈ {k1 + 1, . . . , n− k2} : X(i−⌊ϵn⌋) ≤ Xϵ
(i) ≤ X(i+⌊ϵn⌋). (3.3.1)

To prove this, notice that

Xϵ
(i) = inf{t ∈ R : #{j ∈ [n] : Xϵ

j ≤ t} ≥ i}.

Now, if we take t = X(i+⌊ϵn⌋) above, we see that Xj ≤ t for at least i+ ⌊ϵn⌋ indices j ∈ [n]. Since
Xj = Xϵ

j for all but at most ⌊ϵn⌋ indices j, we conclude:

#{j ∈ [n] : Xϵ
j ≤ X(i+⌊ϵn⌋)} ≥ #{j ∈ [n] : Xj ≤ X(i+⌊ϵn⌋)} − ⌊ϵn⌋ ≥ i.

Therefore, Xϵ
(i) ≤ X(i+⌊ϵn⌋). This proves that the upper bound part of the claim and the lower

bound part is similar.
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4 Trimmed population parameters and related quantities

In the previous section, we showed that the trimmed mean is an average of conditionally i.i.d.
random variables. We also defined certain parameters µ(a,b), σ(a,b) and ∆(a,b) of the conditional
distribution of the i.i.d. sum. The goal of this section is to prove results about these and other
parameters that appear in the analysis of the trimmed mean.

In what follows, X1, . . . , Xn is an i.i.d. random sample with c.d.f. F and a well-defined mean
µ. As in §2.2, we write νpp := E [|X1 − µ|p] (for p ≥ 1) and σ2 = ν22 for the variance. We also recall
the definition of ρF,p from (2.2.1). Following Proposition 3.2.1, we assume without loss that there
exist random variables {Ui}ni=1 that are uniform over (0, 1) with F−1(Ui) = Xi.

4.1 Bias of the trimmed population mean We start with the following result.

Proposition 4.1.1. Let 0 < a < b < 1 and ξ = ξ(a, b) := 1 − (b − a). Let p > 1 be such that
νp < +∞. Then ∣∣∣µ− µ(a,b)

∣∣∣ ≤ νp ρF,p(ξ) ξ
p−1
p

1− ξ
.

Proof. Notice that

µ(a,b) − µ =

∫ b
a (F−1(u)− µ) du

1− ξ
= −

∫
[0,1]\[a,b] (F

−1(u)− µ) du

1− ξ

where in the second identity we used that
∫ 1
0 (F

−1(u)− µ) du = E
[
F−1(U)− µ

]
= 0.

The set [0, 1]\[a, b] has Lebesgue measure ξ. Hölder’s inequality gives:∣∣∣∣∣
∫
[0,1]\[a,b]

(F−1(u)− µ) du

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ξ
p−1
p

(∫
[0,1]\[a,b]

|F−1(u)− µ|p du

) 1
p

.

Moreover, ∫
[0,1]\[a,b]

|F−1(u)− µ|p du = E [|X1 − µ|p Z]

with Z := 1[0,1]\[a,b](U) satisfies 0 ≤ Z ≤ 1 and E [Z] = ξ, so that E [|X1 − µ|p Z] ≤ νpp ρF,p(ξ) by
the definition of ρF,p (cf. Equation (2.2.1)).

4.2 Bounds on the trimmed population variance Our next step is to control
(
σ(a,b)

)2
.

Proposition 4.2.1. The (a, b)-trimmed population variance satisfies

σ(a,b) ≤ σ

1− ξ
,

and for any 1 < q ≤ 2,

σ(a,b) ≤
√
2 ν

q
2
p

(
∆(a,b)

)1− q
2

1− ξ
.

If σ < +∞, ξ < 1/2 and ρF,2(ξ) < 1/3,

σ ≤
√√√√ 1− ξ

1−
(
2−ξ
1−ξ

)
ρ2F,2(ξ)

σ(a,b).
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Proof. The first statement follows from a simple chain of inequalities:(
σ(a,b)

)2
=

1

2 (1− ξ)2

∫ b

a

∫ b

a
(F−1(u)− F−1(v))2 du dv

(integrand is ≥ 0) ≤ 1

2 (1− ξ)2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
(F−1(u)− F−1(v))2 du dv

=
σ2

(1− ξ)2
.

The second statement is similar, as

∀(u, v) ∈ [a, b]2 : (F−1(u)− F−1(v))2 ≤ (∆(a,b))2−q |F−1(u)− F−1(v)|q,

so that: (
σ(a,b)

)2
≤ (∆(a,b))2−q

2(1− ξ)2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
|F−1(u)− F−1(v)|q du dv.

The integral in the RHS is ∥X1 − X2∥qLq which (by convexity) is at most 2q∥X − µ∥qLq = 2q νqq .
Plugging this back above, and noting that q ≤ 2, suffices to obtain the desired inequality.

To prove the second statement in the theorem, we use that

σ2 = (1− ξ)
1

b− a

∫ b

a
(F−1(u)− µ)2 du+

∫
[0,1]\[a,b]

(F−1(u)− µ)2 du.

The first integral in the RHS is

(σ(a,b))2 + (µ(a,b) − µ)2 ≤ (σ(a,b))2 +
ρ2F,2(ξ)σ

2

(1− ξ)2

by Proposition 4.1.1. We also have∫
[0,1]\[a,b]

(F−1(u)− µ)2 du ≤ ρ2F,2(ξ)σ
2.

Therefore,

σ2 ≤ (1− ξ)(σ(a,b))2 +

(
2− ξ

1− ξ

)
ρ2F,2(ξ)σ

2.

If ξ < 1/2 and ρF,2(ξ) < 1/3, then (
2− ξ

1− ξ

)
ρ2F,2(ξ) < 1

and

σ2 ≤ 1− ξ

1−
(
2−ξ
1−ξ

)
ρ2F,2(ξ)

(σ(a,b))2.
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4.3 Bounds on trimmed population centered moments. We will also need a simple proposition

relating the trimmed population quantities ν
(a,b)
p introduced in Definition 3.2.2 to νp.

Proposition 4.3.1. Let 0 < a < b < 1 and ξ = 1− (b− a). We have the bound:

ν(a,b)p ≤

(
1

(1− ξ)
1
p

+
ξ

p−1
p

(1− ξ)

)
νp.

Proof. Notice that

ν(a,b)p =

(
1

b− a

∫ b

a
|F−1(u)− µ(a,b)|p

) 1
p

≤ |µ− µ(a,b)|+
(

1

1− ξ

∫ b

a
|F−1(u)− µ|p

) 1
p

.

Extending the range of the integral in the RHS to [0, 1] can only increase its value. Therefore,

ν(a,b)p ≤ |µ− µ(a,b)|+ νp

(1− ξ)
1
p

.

We finish the proof by applying Proposition 4.1.1, bounding ρF,p(ξ) ≤ 1 and performing some
simple calculations.

4.4 Order statistics of uniform random variables. When applying the above bounds, we will
take a = U(k1) and b = U(n−k2+1). The corresponding value of ξ is the random variable Ξ studied
in the next Proposition.

Proposition 4.4.1. Let Ξ := 1− U(n−k2+1) + U(k1). Then for any t > 0,

P
[
Ξ >

(
√
k1 + k2 − 1 +

√
t)2

n

]
≤ e−t.

Proof. General properties of order statistics of uniforms imply that Ξ has the same law as U(k1+k2).
The proof finishes via an application of Lemma A.1.1 in the Appendix.

4.5 The trimmed width. Finally, we present a bound on ∆n,k1,k2 = ∆(U(k1)
,U(n−k2+1)). This is

the content of the next proposition.

Proposition 4.5.1. Assume that p ≥ 1 and νpp = E [|X1 − µ|p] < +∞. Let ρF,p be as in Proposition
2.2.1. Take n, k1, k2 ∈ N with k1 + k2 < n and set kmin = min{k1, k2} > 0. Then for any t > 0,

P

[
∆n,k1,k2 > t νp

(
n

kmin

) 1
p

]
≤

e 2p ρF,p

(
2p

tp
kmin
n

)p
tp

kmin

.

Proof. A sufficient condition for

X(n−k2+1) −X(k1) ≤ t νp

(
n

kmin

) 1
p
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is that

#

{
i ∈ [n] : |Xi − µ| > t

2
νp

(
n

kmin

) 1
p

}
≤ kmin − 1.

Therefore,

P

[
∆n,k1,k2 > t νp

(
n

kmin

) 1
p

]
≤ P

 ⋃
S⊂[n] :#S=kmin

(⋂
i∈S

{
|Xi − µ| ≥ t νp

2

(
n

kmin

) 1
p

}) .

Using a union bound, the fact that the Xi are i.i.d., a standard bound for the binomial coefficient,
and Proposition 2.2.1, we obtain:

P

[
∆n,k1,k2 >

t νp
2

(
n

kmin

) 1
p

]
≤
(

n

kmin

)
P

[
|X1 − µ| ≥ t νp

2

(
n

kmin

) 1
p

]kmin

≤
(

en

kmin

)kmin

2p ρF,p

(
2p

tp
kmin
n

)p
tp
(

n
kmin

)
kmin

,

from which the result follows.

We note the following corollary for later use.

Corollary 4.5.2. For k = k1 = k2 < n/2, let v > 0 be such that

e

6
ρF,2

(
1

36v2
k

n

)
≤ v.

Then

P
[
∆n,k > 12v σ

√
n

k

]
≤ e−k.

Proof. Proposition 4.5.1 (with kmin = k, p = 2 and t = 12v) and our assumption on v imply

P
[
∆n,k > 12v σ

√
n

k

]
≤

(
e

36v2
ρF,2

(
1

36v2
k

n

)2
)k

=

(
e

6v
ρF,2

(
1

36v2
k

n

))2k

e−k ≤ e−k.

5 Sub-Gaussian concentration

Having laid down the groundwork in previous sections, we now proceed to investigate the behavior
of the trimmed mean in the finite-variance setting. Our main goal is to prove the three theorems
stated in §1.1.
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5.1 A master theorem As it turns out, all sub-Gaussian results follow from the following theorem
(proven subsequently).

Theorem 5.1.1. Let X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. with c.d.f. F , a well-defined mean µ = E [X1] and finite
variance σ2 ∈ (0,+∞). Let x > 0 be given and consider a trimming parameter ⌈x2/2⌉ ≤ k. Assume

ξ∗ := (
√
2 + 1)2

k

n
< 1.

and let v > 0 be such that

e

6
ρF,2

(
1

36v2
k

n

)
≤ v; (5.1.1)

(
√
2 + 1) ρF,2 (ξ∗) ≤ v. (5.1.2)

Then

P

[
|Xn,k − µ| > σ

x+ h(ξ∗, v)
√
2k√

n

]
≤ 2 exp

(
−x2

2

)
+ 2 exp (−k) (5.1.3)

where h(ξ∗, v) := (1− ξ∗)
−3/2 − 1 +

√
2 v

1− ξ∗
.

Proof. We work under the framework of Proposition 3.2.1, whereby we may assume that Xi =
F−1(Ui) and X(i) = F−1(U(i)) for i.i.d. random variables {Ui}i∈[n] that are uniform over (0, 1).
We write Ξ := 1 − (U(n−k+1) − U(k)) and recall that ∆n,k = X(n−k+1) −X(k) = F−1(U(n−k+1)) −
F−1(U(k)) = ∆(U(k),U(n−k+1)).

Corollary 3.2.3 implies that Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem 2.3.1) applies conditionally on
U(k), U(n−k+1): Xn,k is an average of n− 2k i.i.d. random variables with mean µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)) and

variance (σ(U(k),U(n−k+1)))2. Moreover, the random variables in the average, when centered, are
bounded by ∆n,k in absolute value. We obtain:

P

[
|Xn,k − µ(U(k),U(n−k+1))| > xσ(U(k),U(n−k+1))

√
n− 2k

+
x2∆n,k

12(n− 2k)

∣∣∣∣∣ (U(k), U(n−k+1))

]
≤ 2e−

x2

2 . (5.1.4)

Our next step is to define a “good event” where the the trimmed population parameters
µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)), σ(U(k),U(n−k+1)) and ∆n,k satisfy deterministic bounds. Specifically, let Good de-
note the event where the following two inequalities hold.

Ξ ≤ ξ∗ :=
(
√
2 + 1)2 k

n
; (5.1.5)

∆n,k ≤ 12v σ

√
n

k
. (5.1.6)

When Good holds, Proposition 4.1.1 and assumption (5.1.2) give

|µ− µ(U(k),U(n−k+1))| ≤
σ ρF,2(ξ∗)

√
ξ∗

1− ξ∗
≤ v

1− ξ∗
σ

√
k

n
.
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Moreover, Proposition 4.2.1 and the inequalities n− 2k ≥ (1− ξ∗)n, k ≥ x2/2 imply

xσ(U(k),U(n−k+1))

√
n− 2k

≤ xσ

(1− ξ∗)3/2
√
n
≤ σ√

n
(x+ ((1− ξ∗)

−3/2 − 1)
√
2k)

and (5.1.6) combined with k ≥ ⌈x2/2⌉ gives:

x2∆n,k

12(n− 2k)
≤ 2v

1− ξ∗
σ

√
k

n
.

The upshot of this discussion is that, when Good holds,

|µ− µ(U(k),U(n−k+1))|+ xσ(U(k),U(n−k+1))

√
n− 2k

+
x2∆n,k

12(n− 2k)
≤ xσ√

n
+ h(ξ∗, v)σ

√
2k

n
.

and we obtain from (5.1.4) that

P

[{
|Xn,k − µ| > xσ√

n
+ h(ξ∗, v)σ

√
2k

n

}
∩ Good

]
≤ 2e−

x2

2 . (5.1.7)

To finish the proof,we show that P [Goodc] ≤ 2e−k. Since Goodc is the event where either (5.1.5)
or (5.1.6) do not hold, it suffices to bound the corresponding probabilities individually by e−k.

Proposition 4.4.1 (applied with k1 = k2 = t = k) give

P [(5.1.5) does not hold] ≤ e−k,

whereas Corollary 4.5.2 and assumption (5.1.1) give

P [(5.1.6) does not hold] ≤ e−k.

5.2 Proofs of the main sub-Gaussian results We now use Theorem 5.1.1 to obtain the three
theorems in §1.1.

5.2.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1.1

Proof. We will apply Theorem 5.1.1 with 2k = 2⌈x2/2⌉ ≤ 2 + x2. With this choice, the theorem
gives

P

[
|Xn,k − µ| > σ

√
2h(ξ∗, v) + (1 + h(ξ∗, v))x)√

n

]
≤ 4 exp

(
−x2

2

)
(5.2.1)

whenever v satisfies conditions (5.1.1) and (5.1.2). Now, our assumptions imply ξ∗ ≤ 1/2, so that
(1− ξ∗)

−3/2 ≤ 2
√
2. Using the bounds ρF,2 ≤ 1 and e ≤ 6, we see that v :=

√
2 + 1 satisfies (5.1.1)

and (5.1.2), and
h(ξ∗, v) ≤ 3 + 4

√
2.

Plugging this back into (5.2.1) finishes the proof.
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5.2.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1.2

Proof. Like with the previous proof, we apply Theorem 5.1.1. With the choice k = k(x) = ⌈x2/2⌉,
we see from (5.2.1) that we can obtain the desired probability bound if we can show h(ξ∗, v) ≤ a
for some valid choice of ξ∗, v.

The first case of the theorem can be dealt with as follows. Fix v := a/8 and notice that
h(ξ∗, v) ≤ a for small enough ξ∗ = (

√
2+1)2k/n. Moreover, conditions (5.1.1) and (5.1.2) correspond

to

e

6
ρF,2

(
2

a2
k

n

)
≤ a

8
;

(
√
2 + 1) ρF,2

(
(
√
2 + 1)2

k

n

)
≤ a

8
;

and are automatically satisfied if k/n is small enough, since ρF,2(ξ) → 0 as ξ → 0. Therefore,
Theorem 5.1.1 can be applied whenever k/n ≤ fF (a) for some value fF (a) > 0 depending only
on F and a. Recalling the fact that

√
k/n ≤ (1 + x)/

√
n, we see that it suffices to require

(1 + x)/
√
n ≤ ηF (a) where ηF (a) :=

√
fF (a).

are satisfied for v = a/8 and ξ∗ small enough (depending solely on ρF,2).
For the second case, we assume νpp = E [|X1 − µ|p] ≤ (κ2,pσ)

p for some p > 2. We aim at
selecting the a value v∗ satisfying (5.1.1) and (5.1.2), and then plug this value into h to obtain a
bound.

To this end, recall that Proposition 2.2.1 gives the following bound on ρF,2:

∀ξ ∈ [0, 1], ρF,2(ξ) ≤ κ2,p ξ
1
2
− 1

p

and the quantities depending on ρF,2 in conditions (5.1.1) and (5.1.2) can be bounded as follows:

e

6
ρF,2

(
1

36v2
k

n

)
≤ κ2,p

v
p−2
p

(
k

n

) p−2
2p

; (5.2.2)

(
√
2 + 1) ρF,2

(
(
√
2 + 1)2 k

n

)
≤ κ2,p 6

p−1
p

(
k

n

) p−2
2p

. (5.2.3)

Notice that we used e ≤ 6 and (
√
2 + 1)2 ≤ 6 and omitted a few constants ≤ 1 to simplify the

calculations above.
A sufficient condition for v to satisfy (5.1.1) and (5.1.2) is that it is an upper bound on the RHS

of (5.2.2) and (5.2.3). That is, we need that

v ≥ v0 := max

{
κ2,p

2
2p−2

(
k

n

) p−2
4p−4

, κ2,p 6
p−1
p

(
k

n

) p−2
2p

}
. (5.2.4)

To obtain a cleaner value, we note that κ2,p ≥ 1 (by Jensen’s inequality) and that, since k/n ≤ 1/2
by assumption,

v0 ≤ v∗ := 6κ2,p

(
k

n

) p−2
4p−4

,

which is the value we use in what follows. Let us record it for later use.
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Proposition 5.2.1. If νp ≤ κ2,pσ for some p > 2, the choice of

v = v∗ := 6κ2,p

(
k

n

) p−2
4p−4

satisfies (5.1.1) and (5.1.2).

To finish, notice that, if ξ∗ ≤ 1/2,

(1− ξ∗)
−3/2 − 1 ≤ 3ξ∗

2 (1− ξ∗)5/2
≤ 6

√
2ξ∗

and

h(ξ∗, v) ≤ 6
√
2 ξ∗ + 4v ≤ 216

√
2
k

n
+ 4v.

For v = v∗ and k = ⌈x2/2⌉ ≤ (1 + x)2, the RHS above is the quantity appearing in the RHS of
(1.1.2) in the statement of the Theorem. This ensures h(ξ∗, v∗) ≤ a.

5.2.3 Proof of Theorem 1.1.3

Proof. We will apply Theorem 5.1.1 with a choice of v that guarantees h(ξ∗, v) ≤ 1/
√
2k∗; notice

that this will immediately lead to the desired bound.
For this purpose, we can reuse the calculations starting around (5.2.2) and (5.2.3) in the previous

proof, with k∗ replacing k, and obtain that, for v∗ as in Proposition 5.2.1, we have h(ξ∗, v∗):

h(ξ∗, v∗) ≤ 216
√
2
k∗
n

+ 24κ2,p

(
k∗
n

) p−2
4p−4

.

To finish, we note that the assumption on k∗ in the theorem ensures that h(ξ∗, v∗) ≤ 1/
√
2k∗,

as desired.

6 Precise Gaussian approximation and confidence intervals

In this section, we prove the results stated in §1.2. We first show that trimmed mean satisfies the
same Central Limit Theorem under a finite variance condition. Under stronger assumptions, we
show that the trimmed mean is nearly Gaussian even when one goes very deeply into its left and
right tails. Finally, this stronger result will be shown to have strong implications for constructing
confidence intervals.

6.1 A general result The first part of this section presents general Gaussian approximation result
from which the main theorems in this section will follow. This is analogous to what we did with
Theorem 5.1.1 in Section 5.

Theorem 6.1.1. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that the following holds. Let
X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. with c.d.f. F , a well-defined mean µ = E [X1] and finite variance σ2 ∈ (0,+∞).
Let x > 0 be given and consider a trimming parameter k ∈ N with k ≥ 2. Assume

ξ∗ := (
√
2 + 1)2

k

n
≤ 1

2
,
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and let v > 0 be such that

e

6
ρF,2

(
1

36v2
k

n

)
≤ v; (6.1.1)

ρF,2 (ξ∗) ≤ v; (6.1.2)

(1 + x) v
√
k ≤ 1

C
; (6.1.3)

(1 + x)
k

n
≤ 1

C
; (6.1.4)

(1 + x)3 v√
k

≤ 1

C
. (6.1.5)

Then: ∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+
xσ√
n

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ η (1− Φ(x)) + 4e−k, (6.1.6)

where

η := C

(
(1 + x)3v√

k
+ (1 + x)2v

√
k +

(1 + x)2 k

n

)
.

If in addition 1 ≤ x <
√
n− 2k/2, we also have∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+

xσ̂n,k√
n

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ η (1− Φ(x)) + 4e−k

and
P
[
σ̂n,k > C (1 + (v

√
k + k/n))σ

]
≤ 4e−k.

Proof. Once again, it will be useful to invoke Proposition 3.2.1 and take Xi = F−1(Ui) and
X(i) = F−1(U(i)) for i.i.d. random variables {Ui}i∈[n] that are uniform over (0, 1). Recall ∆n,k =
X(n−k+1) −X(k) = F−1(U(n−k+1))− F−1(U(k)).

Proof outline. The proof will consist of four steps. In the first one, we prove a conditional Gaussian
tail approximation given (U(k), U(n−k+1)). This approximation will have the form∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+

xσ√
n

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Rn(x) (1− Φ(x)) + In(x) (6.1.7)

where Rn(x) and In(x) are deterministic functions of (x, U(k), U(n−k+1)).
For the second step, we introduce an event Good and show that In(x) = 0 and Rn(x) ≤ η for a

suitable deterministic value η. As a result,∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+
xσ√
n

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣ 1Good ≤ η (1− Φ(x)),
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and so ∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+
xσ√
n

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣
≤E

[∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+
xσ√
n

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣]
≤E

[(∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+
xσ√
n

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣1Good)+ 1Goodc

]
≤ η (1− Φ(x)) + P [Goodc] , (6.1.8)

In Step 3, we bound the probability of Goodc and finish the proof of (6.1.6). The fourth and final
step of the proof adapts the above argument to finish the proof of Theorem 6.1.1.

Step 1: conditional Gaussian approximation. Write

V 2
n,k :=

1

n− 2k

n−k∑
i=k+1

(X(i) − µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)))2 = σ̂2
n,k + (Xn,k − µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)))2.

The CLT from [Jing et al., 2003], in the form given by Theorem 2.3.2 above, may be combined
with Corollary 3.2.3, which implies that the random variables {X(i)}n−k

i=k+1 are conditionally i.i.d.
(up to their ordering). We obtain that for any x > 0,∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)) +

xVn,k√
n− 2k

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣
≤

A∆n,k(1 + x)3

σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))
√
n− 2k

(1− Φ(x)) + 1{ ∆n,k(1+x)3

σ
(U(k),U(n−k+1))√n−2k

> 1
A

or σ
(U(k),U(n−k+1))=0

}. (6.1.9)

where A is universal. Now define, for a given x > 0,

Hn,k(x) :=

√
n

σ

(
µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)) − µ+

xVn,k√
n− 2k

− xσ√
n

)
. (6.1.10)

Equation (6.1.9) can be rewritten as:∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+
(x+Hn,k(x))σ√

n

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣
≤

A∆n,k(1 + x)3

σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))
√
n− 2k

(1− Φ(x)) + 1{ ∆n,k(1+x)3

σ
(U(k),U(n−k+1))√n−2k

> 1
A

or σ
(U(k),U(n−k+1))=0

}.
Now, the above is an inequality for a conditional probability given U(k), U(n−k+1). For any given
x ≥ 0, the random variable Hn,k(x) is a function of U(k), U(n−k+1); therefore, we can apply the
preceding with x+Hn,k(x) replacing x and obtain that, almost surely,∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+

xσ√
n

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x−Hn,k(x)))

∣∣∣∣
≤
A∆n,k(1 + |x−Hn,k(x)|)3

σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))
√
n− 2k

(1− Φ(x−Hn,k(x))) + 1{ ∆n,k(1+|x−Hn,k(x)|)3

σ
(U(k),U(n−k+1))√n−2k

> 1
A

or σ
(U(k),U(n−k+1))=0

},
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To finish this chain of inequalities, note that, if 3|Hn,k(x)|max{x, 1} ≤ 1, then the Gaussian
tail perturbation bound in Proposition A.2.1 of the Appendix gives:

e−3|Hn,k(x)|max{x,1} ≤
1− Φ(x−Hn,k(x))

1− Φ(x)
≤ e3|Hn,k(x)|max{x,1},

and thus

|1− Φ(x−Hn,k(x)))− (1− Φ(x))|
1− Φ(x)

≤ e3|Hn,k(x)|max{x,1} − 1 ≤ 3 (e− 1) |Hn,k(x)|max{x, 1}.

Therefore,∣∣∣∣P [Xn,k > µ+
xσ√
n

∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
− (1− Φ(x))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Rn(x) (1− Φ(x)) + In(x)

where

Rn(x) :=
A∆n,k(1 + |x−Hn,k(x)|)3

σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))
√
n− 2k

+ 3 (e− 1) |Hn,k(x)|max{x, 1} and (6.1.11)

In(x) := 1{
Rn(x)>1 or σ

(U(k),U(n−k+1))=0
} (6.1.12)

are both deterministic functions of (x, U(k), U(n−k+1)). This is a bound of the form discussed in the
proof outline; see (6.1.7).

Step 2: The good event. Define Ξ := 1−U(n−k+1)+U(k). Let Good be the event where the following
three inequalities hold.

Ξ ≤ ξ∗ := (
√
2 + 1)2

k

n
; (6.1.13)

∆n,k ≤ 12v σ

√
n

k
; (6.1.14)∣∣∣Vn,k − σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))

∣∣∣ ≤
k∆n,k√
n− 2k

+
k2∆2

n,k

12nσ(U(k),U(n−k+1))
. (6.1.15)

Our next goal is to show that the occurrence of this event will allow us to control the random
variables Hn,k(x), Rn(x) and In(x) that appeared in Step 1. In doing this, we will use C0 to denote
a universal constant whose value may change from line to line. We will also assume (as we may)
that the constant C > 0 in our assumptions is suitably large (in particular, we assume C > 4 for
the first inequality below).

For the remainder of this step, assume Good holds. We may deduce from Propositions 4.1.1
and 4.2.1 that

|µ− µ(U(k),U(n−k+1))|
σ

≤
ρF,2(ξ∗)

√
ξ∗

1− ξ∗
≤ C0 v

√
k

n
≤ 1

C
< 1/4.

By the same kind of reasoning,

∣∣∣∣∣σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))

σ
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ max


∣∣∣∣ 1

1− ξ∗
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣1−

√√√√1−
(
2−ξ∗
1−ξ∗

)
ρ2F,2(ξ∗)

1− ξ∗

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
 ≤ C0

(
v +

k

n

)
< 1/4.
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In particular, the above implies that σ(U(k),U(n−k+1)) ≥ 3σ/4 > 0. From (6.1.14) and (6.1.15) and
our assumption that v

√
k ≤ 1/(1 + x)C, we also obtain:∣∣∣Vn,k − σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))

∣∣∣
σ

≤ C0 (v
√
k).

The upshot of this discussion is that the quantity Hn,k(x) defined in (6.1.10) satisfies

|Hn,k(x)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣
√
n(µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)) − µ)

σ

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣x

√
n (Vn,k − σ(U(k),U(n−k+1)))

σ
√
n− 2k

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣xσ(U(k),U(n−k+1))

σ
√
1− 2k/n

− x

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ C0

(
(1 + x) v

√
k +

x k

n

)
.

Now,

max{x, 1}C0

(
(1 + x) v

√
k +

x k

n

)
≤ C0

(
(1 + x)2v

√
k +

(1 + x)2 k

n

)
.

Therefore, when Good holds, |Hn,k(x)| ≤ C0(1 + x) and

Rn(x) =
A∆n,k(1 + |x−Hn,k(x)|)3

σ(U(k),U(n−k+1))
√
n− 2k

+ 3 (e− 1) |Hn,k(x)|max{x, 1}

≤ η := C0

(
(1 + x)3v√

k
+ (1 + x)2v

√
k +

(1 + x)2 k

n

)
. (6.1.16)

By our assumptions on v, k, x and n – and recalling that we assume C > 0 to be sufficiently large
–, we obtain η ≤ 1 under Good. Therefore, when Good holds,

Rn(x) ≤ η and In(x) = 0,

as desired.
Step 3: Proof of (6.1.6). Using (6.1.8), we may finish by showing P [Goodc] ≤ 3e−k. To do this, we
note that Goodc is the event that one of the inequalities (6.1.13), (6.1.14) and (6.1.15) does not
hold. Moreover,

P [(6.1.13) does not hold] ≤ e−k by Proposition 4.4.1;

P [(6.1.14) does not hold] ≤ e−k by Corollary 4.5.2 and assumption (6.1.1); and

P [(6.1.15) does not hold] ≤ 2e−
k2

2 by Theorem A.3.1,

and the fact that k ≥ 2 guarantees the desired bound.

Step 4: The full proof. We now sketch the final argument for the proof of the bounds involving the
trimmed standard deviation σ̂n,k. Going back to Step 1, notice that

σ̂2
n,k = V 2

n,k − (Xn,k − µ(U(k),U(n−k+1)))2.

The standard Bernstein inequality can be applied to obtain that

P

[
|Xn,k − µ(U(k),U(n−k+1))| ≤

√
2k

n
σ(U(k),U(n−k+1)) +

k∆n,k

n

∣∣∣∣∣U(k), U(n−k+1)

]
≥ 1− e−k.
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In particular, with probability 1− 4e−k, both the above event and Good hold simultaneously. Call
this new event Good+. It is a simple exercise (that we omit) to argue that, when Good+ holds,
both σ̂n,k/σ and Vn,k/σ are sufficiently close to 1 that the same perturbation arguments we applied
previously are still valid with σ̂n,k replacing σ in all calculations.

6.2 Proof of Theorem 1.2.1

Proof. We want to obtain this result as a consequence of Theorem 6.1.1 above. This will require
that we show that our choices of k, v satisfy the conditions (6.1.1) to (6.1.5) of that theorem.

Our choice of k = k∗ ≥ ⌈log(4/δ (1 − Φ(x)))⌉ guarantees 4e−k∗ ≤ δ (1 − Φ(x)) for large n. We
will take v = v∗ = 6κ2,p(k∗/n)

(p−2)/(4p−4) as in Proposition 5.2.1 with this choice of k∗, which
guarantees that inequalites (5.2.2) and (5.2.3) are satisfied. Notice that these two inequalities are
precisely the same as (6.1.1) and (6.1.2) in Theorem 6.1.1.

To check the other three conditions, first notice that, when x > 0, k∗ ≥ c + x2/2 for some
universal c ∈ R. Therefore, (1 + x) ≤ L

√
k∗ for some universal L > 0. This shows that, in order

to satisfy (6.1.3), it suffices to require that v∗ k∗ ≤ 1/B for some universal B > 0, which is implied
by our assumption

γ = κ2,p
k

7p−8
4p−4
∗

n
p−2
4p−4

<
1

C
.

Note that this assumption also implies that(
k2∗
n

) p−2
4p−4

≤ k
3
2
+ p−2

4p−4
∗

n
p−2
4p−4

≤ γ <
1

C
,

so that

k2∗
n

≤ γ
4p−4
p−2

C
4p−4
p−2

≤ γ <
1

C

as 4p − 4 > p − 2 always (here we have assumed, as we may, that the universal constant C is at
least 1).

This can be used to check the other conditions of Theorem 6.1.1, up to further adjustments in

C, since (1 + x)k∗/n ≤ Lk
3/2
∗ /n and (1 + x)3v∗/

√
k∗ ≤ L3v∗k∗ ≤ L′γ (with L,L′ > 0 universal in

both cases).
To finish the proof, we apply Theorem 6.1.1, noting that the error parameter η in the theorem

is at most of order

(1 + x)3v∗√
k∗

+ (1 + x)2v
√
k∗ +

(1 + x)2k∗
n

≤ (L′′ κ2,p)
k

7p−8
4p−4
∗

n
p−2
4p−4

+ L′′ k
2
∗
n

≤ Cγ,

where L′′ > 0 is another universal constant, and we adjust C > 0 if needed to guarantee that the
desired result holds.

7 Moment-based bounds under contamination

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3.1: that is, we show that the trimmed mean can achieve
minimax-optimal rates under contamination.
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Proof of Theorem 1.3.1. To keep the notation similar to previous proofs, we take x2/2 := log(4/α)
and obtain the following bound in terms of x.

Goal : P

∣∣Xϵ
n,k − µ

∣∣ > C(d)

νp ϵ
p−1
p + νq

x
2(p−1)

p

n
p−1
p

} ∩ Good

 ≤ 4e−
x2

2 . (7.0.1)

We work under the framework of Proposition 3.2.1. That is, we assume that Xi = F−1(Ui) and
X(i) = F−1(U(i)) for each i ∈ [n], where {Ui}ni=1 are i.i.d. uniform over (0, 1).

A crucial step of the proof will be to use Proposition 3.3.2 to relate Xϵ
n,k to an asymmetrically

trimmed mean over the contaminated sample. Specifically, the proposition implies:

Xn,⌈x2⌉,⌊2ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉ ≤ Xϵ
n,⌊ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉ ≤ Xn,⌊2ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉,⌈x2⌉.

It follows that

|Xϵ
n,⌊ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉ − µ| ≤ max{Xn,⌊2ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉,⌈x2⌉ − µ, µ−Xn,⌈x2⌉,⌊2ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉}. (7.0.2)

For the remainder of the proof, we will focus on showing that there exists an event Good with
P [Goodc] ≤ 2e−x2

such that

P

Xn,⌊2ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉,⌈x2⌉ − µ > C(d)

νp ϵ
p−1
p + νq

x
2(p−1)

p

n
p−1
p

 ∩ Good

 ≤ e−
x2

2 . (7.0.3)

The same proof (with trivial modifications) shows that

P

Xn,⌈x2⌉,⌊2ϵn⌋+⌈x2⌉ − µ < −C(d)

νp ϵ
p−1
p + νq

x
2(p−1)

p

n
p−1
p

 ∩ Good

 ≤ e−
x2

2

and these two bounds, combined with the bound on P [Goodc], imply the Theorem.
The proof of (7.0.3) follows the general outline of Theorem 5.1.1. Setting k1 = ⌊2ϵn⌋ + ⌈x2⌉,

k2 = ⌈x2⌉, we apply Bernstein’s inequality conditionally to Xn,k1,k2 to obtain:

P

[
Xn,k1,k2 − µ(U(k1)

,U(n−k2+1)) >
xσ(U(k1)

,U(n−k2+1))

√
n− k1 − k2

+
x2∆n,k1,k2

12(n− k1 − k2)

∣∣∣∣∣ (U(k1), U(n−k2+1))

]
≤ e−

x2

2 .

(7.0.4)
Consider the event Good where all of the following inequalities holds:

Ξ ≤ ξ :=
(
√
k1 + k2 − 1 + x)2

n
, (7.0.5)

∆n,k1,k2 ≤ 2

(
e2n

x2

) 1
q

νq. (7.0.6)

We now bound the quantities involved in (7.0.4) under the event Good. For that purpose, it is
convenient to recall our assumption that

(
√

2⌊ϵn⌋+ ⌈x2⌉+ x)2 = (
√

k1 + k2 − 1 + x)2 ≤ dn with d < 1.
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In what follows, we will allow ourselves to write C(d) for a positive constant depending only on d,
whose exact value may change from line to line. For instance, this means that

ξ
p−1
p

1− ξ
≤ C(d)

(
ϵ+

x2

n

) p−1
p

,

a fact that we will readily use.
To continue, notice that, under Good, by Proposition 4.1.1,

|µ− µ(U(k1)
,U(n−k2+1))| ≤ νp ξ

p−1
p

1− ξ
≤ C(d) νp ϵ

p−1
p ,

if x ≤ ϵn; otherwise, we can similarly obtain a bound with q replacing p and x2/n replacing ϵ. In
either case,

|µ− µ(U(k1)
,U(n−k2+1))| ≤ C(d)

νp ϵ
p−1
p + νq

x
2(p−1)

p

n
p−1
p

 .

By (7.0.6), we also have

x2∆n,k1,k2

12 (n− k1 − k2)
≤ C(d)

x
2(q−1)

q

n
q−1
q

νq.

Additionally, Proposition 4.2.1 gives

xσ(U(k1)
,U(n−k2+1))

√
n− k1 − k2

≤ C(d)
x ν

q
2
q ∆

1− q
2

n,k1,k2√
n

= C(d)

(
x2∆n,k1,k2

n

)1− q
2

νq
x

2(q−1)
q

n
q−1
q


q
2

(use (7.0.6)) ≤ C(d)
x

2(q−1)
q

n
q−1
q

νq.

The upshot of these calculations is that

P

|Xn,k1,k2 − µ| > C(d)

x
2(q−1)

q

n
q−1
q

νq + νp ϵ
p−1
p

 ∩ Good

 ≤ 2e−
x2

2 ,

as claimed.
To finish, we need to show that P [Goodc] ≤ 2e−x2/2. Since Goodc is the event where either

(7.0.5) of (7.0.6) do not hold, it suffices to bound the corresponding probabilities individually by
e−x2/2. Indeed, this can be done via Propositions 4.4.1 (with t = x2/2) and 4.5.1 (with kmin =
⌈x2/2⌉ ≥ x2/2), respectively.
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8 Some illustrative experiments

This section briefly compares the behavior of three estimators: the Catoni estimator from [Catoni,
2012] with β = 1, the sample mean and the trimmed mean with fixed k = 6.

Both the Catoni and the trimmed mean estimator enjoy added degrees of robustness relative to
the sample mean, so we expect them to perform significantly better as the data comes from more
challenging distribution. Below, we consider a t-distribution with degrees of freedom ν = 1, 1.5, 2
and 2.5 — the larger the degree of freedom, the less heavy-tailed the distribution becomes. Due
to the added computational burden incurred by the Catoni estimator, we construct each estimator
over n = 1000 observations, and repeat the procedure r = 100 times to obtain the violin plot.

Catoni Sample mean Trimmed mean
= 1.0

50

0

Catoni Sample mean Trimmed mean
= 1.5

1

0.5

0

0.5

Catoni Sample mean Trimmed mean
= 2.0

0.2

0

0.2

0.4

Catoni Sample mean Trimmed mean
= 2.5

0.3

0.2

0.1

0

0.1

0.2
Comparison of trimmed and sample mean (t distribution)

Figure 1: Violin plot for the three estimators under t distributions with different parameters.

Figure 1 displays the observed histogram of each estimator through a violin graph, where a
higher concentration around 0 is better. It is clear that, for lower values of the degree of freedom,
the sample mean is highly influenced by large but rare sample points; both the trimmed mean
and the Catoni estimator are immune. As the degree of freedom increases, the three estimators
become more similar, and more concentrated around the true mean of zero. We also note that
the Catoni estimator seems to perform better than the trimmed mean in this case, although it is
computationally much more expensive and does not have associated confidence intervals, such as
the ones we propose for the trimmed means in this paper.

A Some auxiliary technical results

A.1 Concentration of order statistics of uniforms

Lemma A.1.1 (Upper tail concentration of order statistics). Let U(1) ≤ U(2) ≤ · · · ≤ U(n) be the
order statistics of an i.i.d. Uniform[0, 1] random sample. Then for all k ∈ [n] and t > 0:

P
[
U(k) >

(
√
k − 1 +

√
t)2

n

]
= P

[
1− U(n−k+1) >

(
√
k − 1 +

√
t)2

n

]
≤ e−t, (A.1.1)

P

[
U(k) <

(
√
k −

√
t)2

n

]
= P

[
1− U(n−k+1) <

(
√
k −

√
t)2

n

]
≤ e−2t. (A.1.2)

Proof. The equality of the two probabilities in each line follows from the symmetry of the uniform
distribution under the transformation “u 7→ 1− u.”
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We will use two bounds for the binomial distribution proven in [Okamoto, 1958, Theorems 3
and 4] (see also [Boucheron et al., 2013, Exercise 2.13]): for all c > 0,

P

[√
Binomial(n, λ)

n
<

√
λ− c

]
≤ e−c2n,

P

[√
Binomial(n, λ)

n
>

√
λ+ c

]
≤ e−2c2n.

Now, for any λ ∈ (0, 1), U(k) > λ if and only if the number of i ∈ [n] with Ui ≤ λ is less than
k. This gives:

∀λ ∈ (0, 1) : P
[
U(k) > λ

]
= P

[
n∑

i=1

I{Ui ≤ λ} ≤ k − 1

]
= P [Binomial(n, λ) ≤ k − 1] .

For λ ≥ (k − 1)/n,

P [Binomial(n, λ) ≤ k − 1] = P

[√
Binomial(n, λ)

n
<

√
λ− (

√
λ−

√
k − 1

n
)

]
≤ e−(

√
λn−

√
k−1)2 .

Taking:

λ =
(
√
k − 1 +

√
t)2

n

as in the statement of the Lemma gives us (A.1.1). For (A.1.2), we note that U(n−k+1) > 1 − λ if
there are at least k points Ui ∈ [1− λ, 1]. Using [Okamoto, 1958, Theorem 3]:

P

[
n∑

i=1

I{Ui > 1− λ} ≥ k

]
= P

[√
Binomial(n, λ)

n
>

√
λ+ (

√
k

n
−
√
λ)

]
≤ e−2(

√
k−

√
λn)2 .

The choice of λ = (
√
k −

√
t)2/n gives us (A.1.2).

A.2 Perturbation bounds for the tail of the Gaussian The next result is a perturbation bound
for the tails of the Gaussian distribution. In what follows, Φ is the standard Gaussian c.d.f.:

Φ(x) :=

∫ x

−∞

e−
t2

2

√
2π

dt (x ∈ R).

Proposition A.2.1. Let x ≥ 0 and h ∈ R satisfy |h| ≤ (1/3max{x, 1}). Then

exp (−3|h|max{x, 1}) ≤ 1− Φ(x+ h)

1− Φ(x)
≤ exp (3|h|max{x, 1}) .

Proof. We split the proof into three cases.

Case 1: x < 1. In this case 1 − Φ(x) ≥ 1 − Φ(1) ≥ 1 − e−1/2 ≥ 1/3. Since the Gaussian c.d.f. is
L-Lipschitz, with L = (2π)−1/2 ≤ 2,

|1− Φ(x+ h)− (1− Φ(x))| ≤ |h|
2
,
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and

1− 3|h|
2

≤ 1− Φ(x+ h)

1− Φ(x)
≤ 1 +

3|h|
2

.

We obtain the desired bound by noticing that 1 + (3|h|/2) ≤ e3|h|/2 and

e−3|h| ≤ 1− 3|h|+ (3|h|)2

2
≤ 1− 3|h|

2
for 0 ≤ |h| ≤ 1/3.

Case 2: x > 1 and 0 ≤ h ≤ 1/x. Although the theorem only requires considering x > 1 and |h| ≤
1/3x, it will turn out to be convenient to consider this wider range of x, h in what follows.

Lemma 16 in [Addario-Berry et al., 2015] implies that, for any x, h ≥ 0:

1− Φ(x+ h)

1− Φ(x)
= exp

(
−hx− h2

2
− η

)
for some η ∈ (0, h/x). Since x > 1 and h ≤ 1/3x,

hx+
h2

2
+ η ≤ hx+

7h

6x
≤=

13x

6
.

We conclude that

e−13hx/6 ≤ 1− Φ(x+ h)

1− Φ(x)
≤ 1,

which is better than what we asked for.

Case 3: x > 1 and −(1/3x) ≤ h ≤ 0. The idea will be to reapply the calculations of Case 2 with
x′ = x− h replacing x and h′ = |h| replacing h. To do this, we notice that x′ ≥ x > 1 and

x′ = x− h ≤ x+
1

3x
≤ 4x

3
≤ 3x,

so h′ = |h| ≤ 1/3x ≤ 1/x′. We deduce from Case 2 that

e−13h′x′/6 ≤ 1− Φ(x′ + h′)

1− Φ(x′)
≤ 1,

or equivalently

1 ≤ 1− Φ(x+ h)

1− Φ(x)
≤ e13|h|(x+|h|)/6

Since |h| ≤ 1/3x ≤ x/3, the exponent in the RHS is at most

13|h|(x+ |h|)
6

≤ 52 |h|x
18

≤ 3|h|x.
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A.3 Concentration of the empirical variance. The idea of the proofs of precise Gaussian ap-
proximation results is to combine self-normalized Central Limit Theorem with a concentration
inequality for the empirical variance-like appearing in this result. In what follows, we present
precisely this second inequality.

Theorem A.3.1. Consider i.i.d. random variables

{Zi}ni=1 with E [Z1] = µZ , V [Z1] ≤ σ2
Z and |Z1 − µ| ≤ ∆Z almost surely.

Define

V 2
n :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Zi − µZ)
2

and

Σ2
n :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Zi − Zn)
2,

where Zn is the average of the Zi (cf. Theorem 2.3.1. Then:

P
[
|Vn − σZ | >

z∆Z√
n

+
z2∆2

Z

12nσZ

]
≤ 2 exp

(
−z2

2

)
and

P
[
|Σn − σZ | >

2z∆Z√
n

+
2z2∆2

Z

12nσZ

]
≤ 4 exp

(
−z2

2

)
.

Proof. V 2
n − σ2

Z is an average of i.i.d. random variables Wi := (Zi − µZ)
2 − σ2

Z that have mean 0,
are bounded above by ∆2 and have variances bounded by

V [Wi] ≤ E
[
(Zi − µZ)

4
]
≤ ∆2

Zσ
2
Z .

Applying Bernstein’s inequality to ±V 2
n gives:

P
[
|V 2

n − σ2
Z | >

zσZ ∆Z√
n

+
z2∆2

Z

12n

]
≤ 2 exp

(
−z2

2

)
.

This finishes the proof of the first statement in the Theorem because

|Vn − σZ | =
|V 2

n − σ2
Z |

Vn + σZ
≤

|V 2
n − σ2

Z |
σZ

.

For the second statement, we simply notice that

Σ2
n + (Zn − µZ)

2 = V 2
n ,

so
|Σn − σZ | ≤ |Vn − σZ |+ |Zn − µZ |

and that, under our assumptions

P
[
|Zn − µZ | >

z∆Z√
n

+
z2∆2

Z

12nσZ

]
≤ 2e−

x2

2

by Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem 2.3.1).

32



A.4 The trimmed mean is asymptotically efficient for fixed k Assume {Xi}∞i=1 is an i.i.d.
random sample with finite mean µ and variance σ > 0. We sketch here a proof of the fact that the
trimmed mean Xn,k is asymptotically Gaussian when n → +∞ and k remains fixed.

To start, recall that the (suitably normalized) sample mean converges to a Gaussian random
variable:

∀x ∈ R : P
[√

n

σ
(Xn − µ) ≤ x

]
→ Φ(x).

Now

Xn,k − µ =
n

n− 2k
(Xn − µ)− 1

n− 2k

k−1∑
i=1

(X(i) − µ) +

n∑
j=n−k

(X(i) − µ)

 ,

so ∣∣∣∣√n

σ
(Xn,k − µ)−

√
n

σ
(Xn − µ)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ k

(n− 2k)

∣∣∣∣√n

σ
(Xn − µ)

∣∣∣∣+ 2k
√
n

σ(n− 2k)
max
1≤i≤n

|Xi − µ|.

The fact that σ < +∞ implies that as n → +∞,
max1≤i≤n |Xi−µ|√

n
→ 0 almost surely. Therefore, the

RHS of the preceding display goes to 0 in probability. We conclude that

∀x ∈ R : P
[√

n

σ
(Xn,k − µ) ≤ x

]
→ Φ(x)

as well.

A.5 Minimax lower bounds under moment conditions We recall some minimax lower bounds
for estimating the mean µ under moment conditions. The first one concerns the limits of statistical
estimation from i.i.d. data under finite moment conditions.

Proposition A.5.1 ([Devroye et al., 2016], Theorem 3.1). There exists a universal constant c > 0
such that the following holds. For any α ∈ (0, 1/2), q ∈ [1, 2] and νq > 0, suppose r > 0 and
E : Rn → R is a measurable function such that

P [|E(X1, . . . , Xn)− µ| ≤ r] ≥ 1− α

for any X1, . . . , Xn i.i.d. random variables with mean µ = E [X1], a cumulative distribution function

F (t) := P [X1 ≤ t] (t ∈ R), and with E [|X1 − µ|p]1/p = νq. Then

r ≥ c νq

(
log(1/α)

n

) q−1
q

.

In fact, the p = 2 case of this Proposition holds even if P is restricted to be Gaussian [Catoni,
2012, Proposition 5]. Therefore, assumptions about moments of order p > 2 do not improve the
random fluctuations term in mean estimation.

The next result considers the case of contaminated data. In this case, higher moments do matter.
The next result is essentially the same as [Minsker, 2018, Lemma 5.4]; only the contamination model
is slightly different.
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Proposition A.5.2. There exists a universal constant c > 0 such that the following holds. Let
p ∈ [1,+∞), Mp > 0 and ϵ ∈ (6/n, 1/2). Suppose r > 0 and E : Rn → R is a measurable function
such that

P [|E(Xϵ
1, . . . , X

ϵ
n)− µ| ≤ r] ≥ 2

3

for any ϵ-contaminated random sample Xϵ
1, . . . , X

ϵ
n as defined in Theorem 1.3.1, where the clean

sample satisfies E [|X1 − µ|p]1/p ≤ Mp. Then

r ≥ cMp ϵ
p−1
p .

Proof. It suffices to consider the case Mp = 1. We adapt a strategy due to Minsker [Minsker, 2018,
Lemma 5.4] to our setting.

The proof of [Minsker, 2018, Lemma 5.4] shows the following. Given p > 1, there exist distri-
butions P1, P2 with centered p-th moment ≤ 1 whose means µ1, µ2 satisfy

|µ1 − µ2| ≥ 2c ϵ1−1/p

which moreover satisfy (
1− ϵ

2

)
Pi + ϵQi = P̂ (i = 1, 2)

for certain distributions Q1, Q2, P̂ . Crucially, note that P̂ is the same for i = 1, 2, and c > 0 is
universal.

Let us now note that an i.i.d. random sample X̂1, . . . , X̂n from P̂ can be obtained from an
i.i.d. random sample X1, . . . , Xn from P1 as follows. First choose i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables
B1, . . . , Bn with parameter ϵ/2 independently from X1, . . . , Xn. Now let X̂i be drawn from Q1

independently from everything else whenever Bi = 1, and set X̂i = Xi otherwise.
From this description, we see that, conditionally on

∑n
i=1Bi ≤ ϵn, X̂1, . . . , X̂n is an ϵ contami-

nation of X1, . . . , Xn, and therefore

P

[
|E(X̂1, . . . , X̂n)− µ1| > r

∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

Bi ≤ ϵn

]
≤ 1

3

by our assumption on r, E.

P
[
|E(X̂1, . . . , X̂n)− µ1| > r

]
≤ 1

3
+ P

[
n∑

i=1

Bi > ϵn

]
<

1

2

where in the last step we have implicitly used Chebyshev’s inequality and the assumption that that
1/ϵn < 1/6.

We may repeat the above reasoning with P2, Q2 replacing P1, Q1 and deduce that we also have

P
[
|E(X̂1, . . . , X̂n)− µ2| > r

]
<

1

2
.

In particular, there is a positive probability that

|E(X̂1, . . . , X̂n)− µ1| ≤ r and |E(X̂1, . . . , X̂n)− µ2| ≤ r happen simultaneously.

This can only be if r ≥ |µ1 − µ2|/2 = c ϵ(p−1)/p.
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