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Finite-sample properties of the trimmed mean

Roberto 1. Oliveira’ Paulo Orenstein’ and Zoraida F. Rico?

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~ for some ¢ > 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 Xy,..., X, be a random sample and denote by X 1) < X(g) < -+ < X, its order statistics.
Given an integer 0 < k < n/2, the k-trimmed-mean of the sample is given by:

That is, yn,k is the arithmetic mean of sample points after the k largest and k smallest values of the
sample are removed. X, 5 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 — +oo
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and k/n — n € (0,1); see, for instance, [Stigler, 1973] for the asymptotic distribution of X\ 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 — a)-confidence intervals up to a = e~°("") for some ¢ > 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 i = i(Xy,..., X,,)
can estimate the mean p of a random sample X1, ..., X,, with Gaussian-type error bounds
R o(c1+ cax) a2
Pllg—pl>——="2|<Ce 7, 1.1.1
[CRVERES (11)

for all z > 0 in a suitable range, under the sole assumption that the variance ¢? is finite; here,
c1,c2,C > 0 are universal constants independent of j, o 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 — v € (0, 1), the estimator should achieve

o (c1+ c2v/2l0g(C/a))
NG

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 z, a suitable estimator achieves (1.1.1) with
optimal constants for all x = o(y/n) — or equivalently, log(1/a) = o(n) —, at least when o is
known. The same paper shows that no estimator can achieve a value of co 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 ¢ = 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, ..., Xy, with a well-defined

mean p and variance 0% < +oo. Take 0 < x < \/n/(v/2+ 1)2 — 2 and consider the trimmed mean

X with trimming parameter k(z) := [22/2]. Then:

(3\/§+8+(4+4ﬂ)x)a] <4exp< x2>‘

P |Xn,k(a:) - M| > \/’71 Y

2
In other words, the trimmed mean with the appropriate trimming parameter k = k(x) achieves
(1.1.1) with C = 4 and ¢ = 4v/2 + 4 and ¢; = 3v/2 + 8. The next result shows we can reduce c;
and improve ¢z 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

2
P | Rope) — 4l > a(a\/§+(1+a)x)] < 4 exp (_90> 7
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corresponding to ¢, = \/2a, co = 1+ a in (1.5.1), under either one of the following additional
assumptions:

1. (14+2z)/v/n <ngr(a), where np(a) depends only on a and the common cumulative distribution
function F of the random variables X1,..., Xy,

2. E[| X1 — plP] < (ko po)P for some p > 2 and kg p < +00, and additionally

=2
14+ 22
=)

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 ca = 1 4 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 k2 ,, 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 “z-independent” trimming parameter.

The next result shows that weak higher-moment assumptions suffice for this purpose. In par-
ticular, we obtain “multiple-§” estimator in the language of [Devroye et al., 2016], with optimal
value ¢y = 1.

(1+2)°

a > 216v2 (1.1.2)
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Theorem 1.1.3 (Proof in §5.2.3). Let X1, ..., X, be i.i.d. random variables with well-defined mean
u, finite variance o2, and such that

I >2,k0p 21 E[|X) — pf’] < (k2p0)".

Assume that ks € N satisfies

3p—4

k3/2 k4p74
4322 4+ 242 k9, —— < 1.

n n4p74

Then for any 0 < x < /2k,,

— (1+x)o x?
P Xnk — ——— | <4 —— .
| Ko :U" > \/’ﬁ = 2 eXp 2

As a consequence, if n — 400 with ko := x™ possibly varying with n, and choosing
p=2
W o
4p—4 )
(kM) 2

(14 +/2log(4/a)) o
\/ﬁ

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 « which is roughly log(4/a) <
o((n/k(™)2/3) (whereas Theorem 1.1.3 requires log(4/a) < o(n'/*/(k™)*%)).

one obtains

P ’Yn,ki") — p| > >1—afor 0 <log(4/a) < ky.

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,..., X, be i.i.d. random variables with mean pu € R, variance o € (0,+00) and such that
E[| X1 — pP] < (k2po)? for some p > 2 and kop < 4+00. Given x > 0, § > 0, and a trimming

parameter
k. > max {27 [log <5(14<1>(:s))ﬂ }



satisfying

we have that

P[’Ynk —,u,\ > ﬂ}
s vk \/ﬁ
-1 < o;
1— ®(x) s vt
P (| Xk, -l > 22
s vk \/771,
-1 < Cy+46;
1~ 3(2) = LYt
Plons. > (1+7)0) _
1—®(x) -
where
1 n—ko o
Gp k. = Y (X(i) — Xnpk,)?
*i=ki+1

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

Cli%g

v
Our theorem is a stronger result than such an additive probability approximation as soon as (1 —
®(z)) < n~ Y2 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:

Tro

P |1l > 2] - 1= 00| <

P [Wn ol > f] n
vn . 1 n 2p
) — 1| < 1 with 2 := - ;1 (X; — p)?, whenever 0 < z < o

(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 (X, — p)/0,, whereby large values in the sample are compensated by a large value of 0.
In particular, self-normalized Gaussian bounds do not imply good concentration for (X, — p)/o
because the probability that v, /0 is large may be nonnegligible when compared to 1 — ®(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 (X, — u)/o is well behaved, and that &, /0 is
close to 1. As a result, the confidence intervals one may obtain for X,, ; 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.



Corollary 1.2.2 (Proof omitted). Assume that {X;};1%5 is an i.i.d. sequence of random variables

with mean p, variance o® € (0,4+00) and E[| X1 — u|P] < +oo for some p > 2. Let {ay}nen C
(0,1/2) and ky, € N satisfy

kn
p—2
n7p78

kn —log(1l/ay,) — 400 and — 0 as n — +o0.

Define x,, € Ry via (1 — ®(xy,)) = ap,. Then:

Tno

Pl X,k —pl <
o, — < 22

] =1—(1+o0(1))an

and
TnOn ky

P |:|Xnkn —pl < and 6y, < (14 0(1))0] =1—(1+0(1)) ay,

where the o(1) terms go to 0 as n — +00.

Remark 1.2.3. It would also be possible to show that (X,  —u)/o converges weakly to a standard
normal when k, < n?=2/r=6) and v, = E[|X; — pP]*P < +o00 for some p > 2. This contrasts
with the case of k,/n — n > 0, which may or may not lead to Gaussian limits [Stigler, 1973]. [

1.3 Heawvier 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 X; has finite variance.
Secondly, we allow for adversarial sample contamination [Diakonikolas and Kane, 2019], whereby
an e-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 Xi,...,X,, be i.i.d. with well defined mean pu = E[X]
and define vl :=E|[| X1 — pulP] (forp > 1). Takee € (0,1/2). Let X¢,..., X5 be an e-contamination
of X1,...,X,, in the sense that:

#{ien]: X{#X;} <en,

and let ka denote the trimmed mean computed on the contaminated sample.
Fiz 0 < a <1 and assume that

(v/2]en] + 2[log(4/a)] — 1+ /[log(4/a)])? < dn for some 0 < d < 1.
Then the trimmed mean estimator with parameter

k= len] + [log(4/a)]

satisfies the following bound:

g=1
P [|X6n7k —pl < C(d) (inf Vp & + inf v, <log(4/a)> ’ )] >1-—a, (1.3.1)
p=1 1<q

where C(d) depends on d only.



Theorem 1.3.1 shows that, with probability 1—c«, the error of trimmed mean of the contaminated
sample consists of two terms: a random fluctuations term and a contamination term,

log(4/a)

C(d) inf v, < ) " and C(d) lI>1fi Vp e%, respectively.
p>

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 —a and knowledge of the contamination parameter e. We have already
noted that the choice of 1 — « is unavoidable, but the need to know e 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. O

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 X; have an atom-free distribution P. In this case, conditioning on
Xty = o, X(n—k4+1) = y makes the random sample {X; : i € [n],z < X; < y} iid. from a
compactly supported distribution P(®%) 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(@% 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(*¥). 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 X; = F~(U;) for uniform
random variables {U; };c|,)- 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.



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 X, when n — 400 and k = |nn|, 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 & = [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 Pena, Lai and Shao [de la Pena 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 — o, an estimator En,a : R™ — R with the following property. Let X1,..., X, be
an i.i.d. sample from an unknown distribution with mean y and finite variance 0. Then:

log(1/a)

P ||Epa(X1,...,Xn) — | < Co -

>1-—aq, (1.5.1)

where C' > 0 is a universal constant. While the estimator may depend on « 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 «.
Catoni’s seminal work [Catoni, 2012] provides one such estimator, with nearly optimal C' =
V2 +0o(1) in the case where o2 is known and log(1/a) < n. Recent work [Lee and Valiant, 2020]
gives sub-Gaussian estimators with near optimal C' = v/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



instance that sub-Gaussian estimators must indeed depend on the desired confidence 1 — «, and
that some bound of the sort log(1/a) < ¢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[|X; — plP] < v} for some 1 < p < 2. It follows from [Bubeck et al., 2013] that the so-called
median of means estimator satisfies

~ log(1 1=1/p
P ||Ena(X1, ..., Xn) — ul < Cv, <0g(nﬁ~)> ] >1-a, (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 —¢€)P+e@, with @ unknown. In the ad-
versarial model we consider, an ¢ 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 z, |z| and [z]
denote the floor and ceiling of x, respectively. The cardinality of a finite set A is denoted by #A.
Given sequences {an }nen, {bn}nen of positive real numbers, we write a,, < by, or a,, = o(b,) when
an/bn — 0.



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, Xi,..., X, will be i.i.d. random variables with a well-defined mean p =
E [X1] and a cumulative distribution function F(¢) := P[X; <] (t € R). We will use the notation
vp = (E[|X1 — pu|P])Y/P (p > 1) for the centered absolute p-th moment of X1, and also o := vs.

F7l(¢):=inf{t € R : F(t) >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 v, < +o00. For § € (0,1), define

E[|IX: — ulP Z]7

Vp

prp(&) = sup{ : 0 < Z <1 random variable with E[Z] < f} (2.2.1)

when v, > 0, or prp(§) =0 otherwise. Then 0 < ppy, < 1, limg 0 prp(€) =0 and

prp ()"
Vr >0 : P[| Xy — p|l >ry) < —

1_1
Finally, if vy < Kkpqvp < +00 for some q > p, then ppp(§) < Kpg&P 9.

Proof. The facts that 0 < pr, < 1 and limg_,0 prp(€) = 0 are straightforward.
For the probability bound, we note that

E[| X1 — ulPL{x,pysri)]

(vpr)P

P X1 — p| > rvp) < (2.2.2)

Omitting the indicator in the RHS, we see that

1
P X1 — p| > 1] < et

This implies that Z := 14 x, >y, satisfies 0 < Z <1 and E[Z] < r~P. Therefore,
1 p
E[1X1 = pllx,—pisripy] < V5 0Ep <Tp>

and we can plug this back into (2.2.2) to finish the proof.
Finally, if v, < Kpqvp < +00, then Holder’s inequality implies that, for any 0
E[Z] <¢

IN

Z

IN

1 with

E[[ X1 - plPZ] < (B[|1X1 - p|) e E[2)' 75 < wb 0265,

from which ppp(€)P < KB40 follows. O

10



2.8 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
{Z}7_y with E[Z1] = pz, V[Z1]) < 0% and |Z1 — p| < Az almost surely.
Let
— 1 —
Zn =~ > Zi
i=1

Then, for all z > 0,

2 2

— zoy 2z Ag —z

Pl|Z,—u>—F—= < — .
" “—\/ﬁ+12n}—eXp<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, ® 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}znzl with E [Zl] = Uz, V[Zl] = 0‘% and ‘Zl — /L| S AZ a.s..
Define Z,, as in Theorem 2.3.1 and

n

n -— — Zz - 2.
Vi - ;( (z)

Given x € R, if
3 Az < 1

r(z,A,o,n) = (1 + max{z,0}) o/ S A
A

we have
z Vy,

vn

P |70z 2| =) (- 0(0)
with |n| < Ar(x,Agz,07,n).
Proof sketch. For x > 0, this follows from Theorem 2.1 in [Jing et al., 2003] if one notes that

14z
2 3
E (21 = 12)" L) 21 —uslsonvisaee | < e 120 = 12P Lz ooy

and also E [|Z1 — pz|*] < AzE [(Z1 — pz)?] = Agzoy. For x < 0, the above is a consequence of
standard Berry-Esséen bounds along with the fact that 1 — ®(z) > 1/2. O

3 TRIMMED MEANS: FIRST STEPS
In this section, we define the trimmed mean and study its basic distributional properties. Through-

out this section, Xi,..., X, are i.i.d. real-valued random variables with common cumulative dis-
tribution function F, and X (1) < X(9) < --- < X(;,) are the order statistics of the Xj.

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 ((kj, k2)-trimmed mean, variance and width). Let Xi,..., X, be ii.d. random
variables with common distribution P and distribution function F'(t) := P(—o0,t] (t € R). Let

Xy =X << Xy

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

n—ko

— 1
Kby = ——7— ) X@
1 2 i=k1+1
and the (ki, k2)-trimmed variance estimator is
1 n—ko
~2 . 5 2
Tnkike = ek Z (X)) = Xy ko)™
i=k1+1

The (K1, k2)-width is defined as Ap gy gy = X(n—ko—1) — X(ky)- When k1 = ko = k, we write Xk
for Yn’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, and X(;,_,), the random variables X ;) with k1 +1 <i <n—ko+1 areii.d.

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

Proposition 3.2.1. If {X;}" , and F are as above, one can define (on a richer probability space,
if needed) random wvariables Uy, ..., U, that are i.i.d. uniform over (0,1), such that F~1(U;) = X;
and F~1(Ug;y) = X(;) almost surely for each i € [n].

Proof sketch. This result can be proven by recalling that X; has the same law as F~!(U;), using
that F~! 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(U;).

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

e Lot
p(ad) ;:E[F Lyt v”>)} = b_a/ F~(u) du

and

(a(a’b))2 =V [Fwen)] = ! - / " () — pla.h) du.

12



We also define the (a, b)-trimmed width as A(®?) := F~1(b)— F~1(a), noting that P(®?) is supported
on an interval of size A@b). Finally, we set

1
pt
Z,I()a,b) =k HF‘l(U(‘“’)) — M(a,b)‘ }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 Uy, = a <
Utn—ky+1) = b (with 0 < a < b < 1), the random variables X ;) with k1 +1 <i < n — kg are (up to

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

Proof. Under this conditioning, the random variables U(i) with k1 +1 < i < n— kg are (up to their
ordering) i.i.d. uniform over (a,b). Since X(;) = F~'(Uy;)) 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 Xf,..., XS are an e
contamination of the i.i.d. sample Xy,..., X, if

#{ien]: X{# X} <en.

Letting X (61) < X(€2) << X (en) denote the order statistics of the random sample, and given
(k1, k2) € N2 with ky + ko < n, we define the e-contaminated (kq, k)-trimmed mean as follows:

1 n—ko
— . ¢
Xen,k17k2 = 771 — k;l — k2 A Z X(z)
i=k1+1

Unlike with Yn7k17k527 there is no way to represent Fm/ﬂ,l@ as an average of conditionally i.i.d.
random variables. In fact, the contaminated trimmed mean can be quite bad when min{ki, ka} <
len], as a suitable contamination can drive the value of |X¢, k, k,| to +00. On the other hand, if
min{k1, k2} > |en], one can relate X, , x, to trimmed mean over the clean sample X7, ..., X,,.

Proposition 3.3.2. Assume ki, ko € N satisfy min{ky, ko} > |en| and k1 + ko <n Then:
X or—Len) kot Len) < Xnkrke < Xkt len] ko en]-
Proof. Tt suffices to prove the following
Claim: Vi € {k1 +1,...,n —ka} : X(i_|en)) < XGy < X(it|en))- (3.3.1)
To prove this, notice that
Xy =mf{t eR : #{j € [n] : Xj <t} >4}

Now, if we take t = X(j4|en|) above, we see that X; <t for at least i + [en] indices j € [n]. Since
Xj = X5 for all but at most |en] indices j, we conclude:

#ien] + X5 < Xy 2 #7 € 0]+ Xj < X e} — Len] > 4.

Therefore, X (61.) < X(i4|en))- This proves that the upper bound part of the claim and the lower
bound part is similar. ]

13



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 u(a’b), o(@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,..., X, is an i.i.d. random sample with c.d.f. F' and a well-defined mean
p. Asin §2.2, we write v5 := E[| X7 — ufP] (for p > 1) and 02 = v2 for the variance. We also recall
the definition of pp, from (2.2.1). Following Proposition 3.2.1, we assume without loss that there
exist random variables {U;}"_; that are uniform over (0,1) with F~1(U;) = X;.

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

Proposition 4.1.1. Let 0 < a < b < 1 and § = &(a,b) :=1— (b—a). Let p > 1 be such that
vp < 4+00. Then

Glaa
v < YoPEp§) €T
- ioh] < BT
Proof. Notice that
plad) _ gy — ff (F~'(u) — p) du _ _f[o,l}\[a,b] (F~H(u) = ) du
1-¢ 1-¢

where in the second identity we used that fol (FYu) — p)du=E [F1(U) — p] = 0.
The set [0, 1]\[a, b] has Lebesgue measure £. Holder’s inequality gives:

/ (F(w) — ) du| < €5 ( / IF‘l(U)—MI”dU)
[0,1]\[a,b] [0,1]\[a,D]

/ [P~ (u) — pf du =E[|Xy — pff Z]
[0.1\[a]

with Z := 11 1}\[a)(U) satisfies 0 < Z < 1 and E[Z] = ¢, so that E[|X1 — ul? Z] < v pry(€) by
the definition of pr, (cf. Equation (2.2.1)). O

3=

Moreover,

4.2 Bounds on the trimmed population variance Our next step is to control (a(a’b))z.

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

oleb) <

and for any 1 < q < 2,

aq _ 9
ab) < \/iypz (A(a,b))l 2.

ol

If o < 400, £ <1/2 and pra(€) < 1/3,

1-¢ (a,b)
g,
1- (%:g) p%«jz(f)

14



Proof. The first statement follows from a simple chain of inequalities:

(c»)" = 2(11_82/ab/ab(F_l(u)—F_l(v))Qdudv

(integrand is > 0) < 2(11_5)2 /01 /01 (F7Y(u) — F71(v))? dudv
o2

(1-¢?*
The second statement is similar, as
V(u,v) € [a, b = (F7 ' (u) = F7H(0))? < (AP0 P () = F~ (o)),
so that:

(U(“’b)>2 < %/01 /01 IF~L(w) — F~1(0)]9 dudv.

The integral in the RHS is || X7 — X»||%, which (by convexity) is at most 27||X — pl|%, = 27v.
Plugging this back above, and noting that ¢ < 2, suffices to obtain the desired inequality.
To prove the second statement in the theorem, we use that

b
o?=(1- ! F~Y(u) — p)?du F~Y(u) — p)? du.
(a5, [ ptans [ -

The first integral in the RHS is

(@2 4 (pled) — )2 < (glaD)2 4
by Proposition 4.1.1. We also have

/ (F(u) — )% du < gy (€) o2
[0,1]\[a,b] ’

Therefore,
7 < (1= 90 + (225) al)o®
If £ <1/2 and pp2(€) < 1/3, then
(i:g) P%‘,z(f) <1
and
2 1-¢ (@02
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4.8  Bounds on trimmed population centered moments. We will also need a simple proposition

relating the trimmed population quantities y;(,a’b) introduced in Definition 3.2.2 to v,

Proposition 4.3.1. Let0<a<b<1 and £ =1— (b—a). We have the bound:

(a.,b) 1 5,%1
Vp S((l—&) +<1—€>>Vp'

3=

Proof. Notice that

(a.b) L (wp% (a.b) L D)7
a,b) _ - _ (a, < _,(a, - _ )
Vp (b_al! (u) = p > <p—p |+<1_5l! (u) M)

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

Yp
(1-¢)

We finish the proof by applying Proposition 4.1.1, bounding pr,(§) < 1 and performing some
simple calculations.

V}(}a,b) < p— plo®) +

3=

O]

4.4 Order statistics of uniform random variables. When applying the above bounds, we will
take a = U,y and b = U, _g,41)- The corresponding value of ¢ is the random variable = studied
in the next Proposition.

Proposition 4.4.1. Let E:=1—U,_p,41) + Uw,)- Then for any t > 0,

VEiE R T+ V]
- <e

IP’E>(

Proof. General properties of order statistics of uniforms imply that Z has the same law as Uy, 1 1,).-
The proof finishes via an application of Lemma A.1.1 in the Appendix. O

4.5 The trimmed width. Finally, we present a bound on Ay k, x, = AW Uin-ky+1) - This is
the content of the next proposition.

Proposition 4.5.1. Assume thatp > 1 and vy = E[| X1 — p|P] < +o00. Let pr, be as in Proposition
2.2.1. Take n,k1,ka € N with k1 + ka < n and set kyin = min{k;, ka} > 0. Then for any t > 0,

k .
e2?f PF,p <t7’ n )
<

= e

=

S

n
P [An,kl,’@ >ty <k ' >
min

Proof. A sufficient condition for

3=

n
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is that

3 =

t
#lichnl 1 Xi—pl>-vp [ —— )" < hgnin — 1.
2 kmin
Therefore,

1 1
n \r tv n \r
An7k1,k2 > tl/p <kj> ] < P U (ﬂ {|X7, - /J‘| > 717 <k ] > })

SC[?’L] 1 #S=kmin ieS

P

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

1
tv n \r n tv n o \r

PlA, r < Pl|X, —ul > 222
[ ’khk2> 2 (kmin) ]_(kmin) [’ ! IUI‘_ 2 (kmin) ]

kmin

from which the result follows. O
We note the following corollary for later use.

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

e (L EY o,
6’2\ 36020 ) =

P {An,k > 1200 \/ﬂ <ek

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

k
n e 1 k\? e 1 k\\%*
P A, 12 —| < b (= - K —k
{ k> M\/;} = (361)2”“ (36v2n) > (61;'0F’2 <36v2n>> ‘

Then

-k

IN

e

5 SUB-(GGAUSSIAN 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,..., X, be i.i.d. with c.d.f. F, a well-defined mean p =E[X1] and finite
variance 02 € (0,+00). Let x > 0 be given and consider a trimming parameter [2%/2] < k. Assume

= (V2 +1)? —<1

and let v > 0 be such that

1 k
%PF@ <36U2n) < v (5.1.1)
(V2+ 1) pr2 (&) < v (5.1.2)
Then
2
|Yn7k —pul >0 T+ h(f;,ﬁv)\/%] < 2 exp <_x2> + 2exp (—k) (5.1.3)

where h(&,,v) = (1 — &) 32 -1+ “2—

Proof. We work under the framework of Proposition 3.2.1, whereby we may assume that X; =
F~Y(U;) and X(; = F~1(Uy;)) for iid. random variables {U;};ep, that are uniform over (0,1).
We write = := 1 — (Up—p41) — Uny) and recall that A, = X(_py1) — Xy = F_l(U(n_kH)) —
F_l(U(k)) AU Un—k+1))

Corollary 3.2.3 implies that Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem 2.3.1) applies conditionally on
Uy, Un—k41): Xn r is an average of n — 2k i.i.d. random variables with mean ,u(U(’W Um—r+1)) and
variance (J(U(k) Yn— ’C+1>)) . Moreover, the random variables in the average, when centered, are
bounded by A, j in absolute value. We obtain:

2

Uy Utn—r+1)) 2A
ro x n,k a2
(U(k)vU(nk+1))] <2 7. (5.1.4)

_l’_
vn — 2k 12(n — 2k)
Our next step is to define a “good event” where the the trimmed population parameters

M(U(@’U(“*k*l)), oW Um-r+1) and A, i, satisfy deterministic bounds. Specifically, let Good de-
note the event where the following two inequalities hold.

2 < &= (\[2_;1)2]{; (5.1.5)

App < 12va\/z. (5.1.6)

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

| — pllwVe—rn)| < o pr2(&) \/5 v \/?
< 1-—¢&, = 1 — f*

‘Yn,k _ M(U(k):U(nka))‘ >

18



Moreover, Proposition 4.2.1 and the inequalities n — 2k > (1 — &) n, k > x2/2 imply

20U Un—k+1)) _ To _ o
Vn—=2k T (1-&)P2/n T Vn

and (5.1.6) combined with k > [22/2] gives:

RTA N 20 \/?
. < o\ —.
12(n —2k) — 1 —¢&, n

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

(2 + (1= &)7°2 = 1)V2k)

2o Utk Un—k+1)) n 2* Ak <27 + h(&s,v) -
w2k 20n—2k) = Vi e

= ”(U(k)vU(nfk+l))| +

and we obtain from (5.1.4) that

- To 2k 22
Pl (X, . — r9 L)o ) — <2 1.
H! nk — 1| > NG + h(&i,v)o - } N Good] e 2 (5.1.7)

To finish the proof,we show that P [Good“] < 2¢~*. Since Good® 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~*.

Proposition 4.4.1 (applied with k1 = ko =t = k) give
P[(5.1.5) does not hold] < e™*,
whereas Corollary 4.5.2 and assumption (5.1.1) give
P[(5.1.6) does not hold] < e~*.

O

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[2%/2] < 2 + 22. With this choice, the theorem
gives

P | X, — p| > _r

’ n,k :U" o \/'Tz 9

whenever v satisfies conditions (5.1.1) and (5.1.2). Now, our assumptions imply &, < 1/2, so that

(1- 5*)_3/2 < 2v/2. Using the bounds pr2 <1 and e <6, we see that v := V2 + 1 satisfies (5.1.1)
and (5.1.2), and

VIh(E.,v) + (1 +h(§*7v))l’)] < exp< xQ) (5.2.1)

Plugging this back into (5.2.1) finishes the proof. O
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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(z) = [2%/2],
we see from (5.2.1) that we can obtain the desired probability bound if we can show h(&s,v) < a
for some valid choice of &, v.

The first case of the theorem can be dealt with as follows. Fix v := a/8 and notice that
h(&,v) < a for small enough &, = (v/2+1)%k/n. Moreover, conditions (5.1.1) and (5.1.2) correspond

to
e 2k
6PF,2 2n

(V2+1) pra ((f2+ 1) :) <

wle oola

and are automatically satisfied if k/n is small enough, since pr2(§) — 0 as & — 0. Therefore,
Theorem 5.1.1 can be applied whenever k/n < fr(a) for some value fr(a) > 0 depending only
on F' and a. Recalling the fact that \/k/n < (1 + z)/y/n, we see that it suffices to require
(1+2)/vn < np(a) where np(a) :== \/fr(a).

are satisfied for v = a/8 and &, small enough (depending solely on pr2).

For the second case, we assume vh = E[| X7 — plP] < (k2,0)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 pgps:

1

V€ €[0,1], pr2(§) < f€2,p§%7p

and the quantities depending on pp2 in conditions (5.1.1) and (5.1.2) can be bounded as follows:

2

e 1 k K k o
~PF2 <> < pzin <n> ; (5.2.2)

v P

(V24 1) pres (W) < s (2) 7 (5.2.3)

Notice that we used e < 6 and (v/2 + 1) < 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

p—2 p—2
== kY =1 p—1 k\ 2
v 2> vp 1= max {mz,p2p22 () ’ ,ng,pfipp <> ’ } . (5.2.4)
n n

To obtain a cleaner value, we note that k2, > 1 (by Jensen’s inequality) and that, since k/n < 1/2
by assumption,

p—2

k\ 4p—14
Vo < Uy i= BKoy - ,

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 v, < ko po for some p > 2, the choice of

A=
v = vy 1= 6K <n>
satisfies (5.1.1) and (5.1.2).
To finish, notice that, if & < 1/2,
_ 3¢
1—&) 32 1< 2% <6/2¢,
(- -1 covie

and
h(é.,v) < 6V26, 4+ 4v < 216v2 " 4 av.
n

For v = v, and k = [22/2] < (1 + )2, the RHS above is the quantity appearing in the RHS of
(1.1.2) in the statement of the Theorem. This ensures h(&,,vy) < a. O

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(&.,v) < 1/v/2ks; 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(,vy):

p—2

k* k* 4p—4
h(&e,v) < 216\/§; + 24K2, < ) :

n
To finish, we note that the assumption on k, in the theorem ensures that h(&.,vy) < 1/4/2k,,
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,..., X, beiid. with c.d.f F, a well-defined mean pn = E[X1] and finite variance o € (0, +00).
Let x > 0 be given and consider a trimming parameter k € N with k > 2. Assume

. 2k 1
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and let v > 0 be such that

cora(ggan) < v (6.1.1)
pr2 (&) < v (6.1.2)
(1+2)ovk < é; (6.1.3)
(1+w)% < %; (6.1.4)
(17%)3” < % (6.1.5)
Then:
‘P [Xnk > pt f/%} — (1= @) <n(1l—o(x) +4e ", (6.1.6)
where

$3’U $2
n::C(m—\/E)—i-(l—i-x)Qv\/%—l—W).

If in addition 1 <z < v/n —2k/2, we also have

xan,k

‘]P’ [ka >+ N } —(1—=®(x)| <n(l—d(x)) +4e*F

and

P [arm > C 1+ (wWk+ k/n)) a} < 4t
Proof. Once again, it will be useful to invoke Proposition 3.2.1 and take X; = F~(U;) and
X = F71(Uy) for i.i.d. random variables {U;};e[, that are uniform over (0,1). Recall A, ) =
Xn—i1) = Xo) = F Un-s11y) = FHUy)-

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

‘IP’ [Xn,k >+ f/%‘ Uikys U(nk+1)] (- @(x))’ < Rp(2) (1 — (2)) + I(z) (6.1.7)

where R, (x) and I,,(z) are deterministic functions of (z, Uy, U—k11))-
For the second step, we introduce an event Good and show that I,,(z) = 0 and R, (z) <7 for a
suitable deterministic value 7. As a result,

— xro
‘TP’ [ka > 1+ \/ﬁ' U, U(n—k+1):| -(1- ‘I’(l‘))‘ LGood <7 (1 = @(x)),
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and so

‘IP) [Xn,k > u+ f/%] — (1 3(x))

<B [|P[Toa > 0+ 22| Ui Uk | - (1= 20|

<E [(‘]P’ [Xn,k >+ f;%‘ Uiy U(n_kﬂ)} — (1 —=®(x)) 1Good> + 1Goodc]
<n (1 - ®(x)) + P[Good], (6.1.8)

In Step 3, we bound the probability of Good® 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

1 n—=k o
Vi = n (Xgp) — pllor Vo)) = 62 | 4 (X, — o Vs,

i=k+1

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)}?;klzrl are conditionally i.i.d.
(up to their ordering). We obtain that for any = > 0,

— V
‘P [ka > 'u(U(’v%U(n*kJrl)) + 7.% nJ;k' U(k,), U(n—k+1):| — (1 — @(w))‘
T —
AN, k(l + SU)3
< ) (1 - @(IL‘)) + 1 An <1+I)3 (U U ) . (61.9)
Uy Un—k+1)) /1 — 2k {0<U(k)vU(;z]ik+1)) n72k>% or o Jk) Y(n—k+1) :0}
where A is universal. Now define, for a given z > 0,
H = (k)Y (n—k+1)) — —_——— . 6.1.10
nk() === u = T ( )

Equation (6.1.9) can be rewritten as:

(l’ + Hn,k(x)) o

vn

(1 - @(1‘)) + 1{ An,k(1+z)3
o k) Un—k+1)) o

IP |:Xn,k >+

Utk), U(n—k:-i—l)] - (1= ‘13(33))‘
< AAmk(l + 1‘)3
= oWy Un-k+1)) \ /1y — Ok

Now, the above is an inequality for a conditional probability given Uy, U, —g41). For any given
r > 0, the random variable H, j(x) is a function of Uy, Ug,—j41); therefore, we can apply the
preceding with « + H,, () replacing « and obtain that, almost surely,

>4 or o(U<k>’U(n—k+1>>:o}‘

Tro

B [ 22| U Ui — (- 0G0 = Ho(o))

A1 ]2 — Hy(a))?
oWy Un—k+1) /1, — Ok

(1= @(z — Hpx(x))) + 1{ A (o= Hyy g ()3

1 Uy Yin—k+1)) —g L’
U(U(k>,U(n_k+l))m>A or o 0
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To finish this chain of inequalities, note that, if 3|H,, ;(z)| max{z,1} < 1, then the Gaussian
tail perturbation bound in Proposition A.2.1 of the Appendix gives:

1 - (I)(‘T - Hn,k(‘r))

o3/ i (@) max{a,1} < < (lHn (@) max{a1}

1—®(z)

and thus

1-®(xz—H, —-(1-9

| (:E n,k(x))) ( (l‘))| < 63|Hn,k(z)\max{:p,1} ~1<3 (6 _ 1) ’an(x” max{:c, 1}'

1—®(x) ’
Therefore,
— xo
B | Ko it 27 Vg U | = (1= 0(0)] < Ralo) (1= 8(0) 4 10

where

AN, k(1A |2 = Hyp(2)])?
WUy Un—k+1)) \ /1 — 9k

In(z) == 1{Rn(x)>1or R (6.1.12)

+3(e—1)|Hpk(x) max{x, 1} and (6.1.11)

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

Step 2: The good event. Define = := 1—U,,_j41)+U). Let Good be the event where the following
three inequalities hold.

S|

E < &= (V2+1)25 (6.1.13)

Apr < 12’00\/2; (6.1.14)

2 A2
< kAn,k + k An,k
T Vn—2k  12n0UmUe-rn)’

Our next goal is to show that the occurrence of this event will allow us to control the random
variables H,, ;(x), Ry(x) and I,,(z) that appeared in Step 1. In doing this, we will use Cj 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 . )
_ k) Un—k+1)
= p |SPF,2(5*)£§000\/E§1<1/4.
o 1—¢&, n— C

By the same kind of reasoning,

Vik — W) Un—k+1))

(6.1.15)

W) Un—k+1))

—1 1), (1 -

g

< max ’

1
1-¢,
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In particular, the above implies that oVt Um—k+1) > 35/4 > 0. From (6.1.14) and (6.1.15) and
our assumption that vvk < 1/(1 4 z)C, we also obtain:

mG _ O-(U(k)rU(nfk+1))

< Cy (vVk).

g

The upshot of this discussion is that the quantity H, ;(z) defined in (6.1.10) satisfies

|H ( )’ < \/ﬁ(,U,(U(k)’U(n*kJrl)) — /‘L) + x\/ﬁ(Vn k — O'(U(k)’U(nkaﬁl))) xU(U(k)7U(n7k+1))
nk\T)| > , B
& e o/ — 2k Py
k
< Cy ((1+x)v\/E+ 5”n> ,
Now,

k 1+ )%k
max{z, 1} Cy ((1 + z)vVk + xﬂ) < Cy ((1 + 2)20Vk + H?) .
Therefore, when Good holds, |H,, ;(z)| < Co(1 + ) and
o AAn,k(l + |$ - Hn,k(x)’)?’

R, (z) = o Tomrn) T T +3(e—1) |Hpi(x) max{x, 1}
1 3 1 2k
<n:=Cy <(+\/?U+ (14 2)20Vk + (Jrf)) (6.1.16)

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

R, (x) <nand I,(x) =0,

as desired.

Step 3: Proof of (6.1.6). Using (6.1.8), we may finish by showing P [Good®] < 3e*. To do this, we
note that Good® 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]
P[(6.1.14) does not hold]

< e *F by Proposition 4.4.1;

< e ¥ by Corollary 4.5.2 and assumption (6.1.1); and
2

P[(6.1.15) does not hold] < 2e~= 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 &, . Going back to Step 1, notice that

<2 2 ~ Uty Un— 2
Onk = Vn,k - (Xn,k - M( ()= k+l))) .

The standard Bernstein inequality can be applied to obtain that

P ’Yn,k _ M(U@),U(nfmn)’ < % oW Un—rkt1)) 4 %

n n

Uy, U(nk+1)] >1-e
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In particular, with probability 1 — 4e~*, 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 6, /0 and V,, /o are sufficiently close to 1 that the same perturbation arguments we applied
previously are still valid with &, ;, replacing ¢ in all calculations. O

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(4/6 (1 — ®(x)))] guarantees 4e =" < § (1 — ®(z)) for large n. We
will take v = v, = 652@([9*/”)(1’—2)/(41’—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 = > 0, k. > ¢ + 22/2 for some
universal ¢ € R. Therefore, (1 + x) < L v/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

7p—8
ket 1
V=Rop s < -
P n4pp724 C
Note that this assumption also implies that
N 1
(%)= = ach
so that
4p—
By
—_— < J—
n - C4pp:24 - 7 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)ki/n < kaﬂ/n and (1 + 2)3v./Vks < L3vik, < L'y (with L, L' > 0 universal in
both cases).

To finish the proof, we apply Theorem 6.1.1, noting that the error parameter n in the theorem
is at most of order

Tp—8
k 4p—4 2

(14 z)3v, 2 (14 )2k, ” * k2
- +(1+ Vki + ——F— < (L —— + L" = < C,
/k* ( x) v n — ( K/va)nfp724 n — fy

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

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 22/2 := log(4/)
and obtain the following bound in terms of .

2(p—1)

Goal: P ||X€, ) — u| > C(d) ypepT?l+qu

p—1
n p

12
}NGood| <4e” 2. (7.0.1)

We work under the framework of Proposition 3.2.1. That is, we assume that X; = F~1(U;) and
X = F~1(U) for each i € [n], where {U;}!", are ii.d. uniform over (0,1).

A crucial step of the proof will be to use Proposition 3.3.2 to relate X ¢, j, to an asymmetrically
trimmed mean over the contaminated sample. Specifically, the proposition implies:

X 1227, 12en) 41021 < X len]4102] < X, 2en)+[22],[22]-

It follows that

| X len)+722] — H < max{ X, | oen|4[22],[22] = Hs B — X [22],|2en]+[22] }- (7.0.2)

For the remainder of the proof, we will focus on showing that there exists an event Good with
P [Good®] < 2" such that

2(p—1)
_ -1 z2
P Xn,\_Qenj-i—[xT\,[a:?] -y > C(d) Vp GPT + vy x ; N Good| <e 7. (703)
n p
The same proof (with trivial modifications) shows that
2(p—1)
_ p=1 T P _z?
P Xn,]'xQ],L2enJ+|'x2] —u< —C(d) Vp€ P + 1y =T N Good| <e 2
n e

and these two bounds, combined with the bound on P [Good®], imply the Theorem.
The proof of (7.0.3) follows the general outline of Theorem 5.1.1. Setting k; = [2en| + [2?],
ko = [2?%], we apply Bernstein’s inequality conditionally to Yn,khkz to obtain:

o Utk Un—kg+1)) 22A 22
PlX — Uty Um—kg+1)) > xro nk, k2 U, U, _ <e 2.
mhike DI Vieh =T =k - k)| e Vnkery) | S €7
(7.0.4)
Consider the event Good where all of the following inequalities holds:
— 2
= < g WRER 142 (7.0.5)

n
1
, 1
2 <exf> " (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

IN

A71J<31J€2

(v2len] + [22] + )% = (Vk1 + ko — 1 +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

p—1 p—1
2

fl < () <e+i>p,

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

p—1
p p—1

<C(d)vpe 7,

I — M(U(k1)7U(n—k2+1))‘ < Vp§

1-¢

if < en; otherwise, we can similarly obtain a bound with ¢ replacing p and z? /n replacing €. In
either case,

2(p—=1)
-1
i — e Ve-kae0)| < C(d) | vpe® + 1, %
n p
By (7.0.6), we also have
20 2(¢g=1)
T™An k1 ,ko xr 4
— C(d .
12(n—k1—k2)_ (d) nq%l Ya
Additionally, Proposition 4.2.1 gives
q _9
20Utk Un—ky+1)) 7 DA,
< C(d) T THhi1h2
vn — ki — ko Vn
20 1-4 2(¢—1) \ 2
Gl G B P
n a—1
n 4
2(¢=1)
T a
(use (7.0.6)) < C(d) —=vq.
n a
The upshot of these calculations is that
2(g=1)
— a p=1 z2
Pl Xnky ey =0 >Cd) | —vgtvpe > NGood| <2 7,

n 4

as claimed.

To finish, we need to show that P [Good‘] < 2¢7*°/2. Since Good® 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~*/2 Indeed, this can be done via Propositions 4.4.1 (with ¢ = 22/2) and 4.5.1 (with ki =
[22/2] > 22/2), respectively. O
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8 SOME ILLUSTRATIVE EXPERIMENTS

This section briefly compares the behavior of three estimators: the Catoni estimator from [Catoni,
2012] with 8 = 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 v = 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.

Comparison of trimmed and sample mean (t distribution)

0.5~ 0.2-
0.4-

Catoni Sample mean  Trimmed mean Catoni Sample mean  Trimmed mean Catoni Sample mean  Trimmed mean Catoni sample mean  Trimmed mean
Figure 1: Violin plot for the three estimators under ¢ 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(l) < U(2) <0< U(n) be the
order statistics of an i.i.d. Uniform[0, 1] random sample. Then for all k € [n] and t > 0:

_ 2 _ 2
P [U(k) > (\/T"‘ Vt) } —P [1 —Un—k+1) > (\/ﬁl—k v ] < e, (A.1.1)
P U(k) < (\/E_n\[t)2 =P|1-— U(n—k+1) < (\/7{7—71\[25)2] < e 2, (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+— 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 ¢ > 0,

IP’[ Binomial(n, A) Vi ] < n,
n
p Binomial(n, A) o adel < e2n

n

Now, for any A € (0,1), Uy > A if and only if the number of i € [n] with U; < X is less than
k. This gives:

YA€ (0,1) : P[Ugyy > Al :IP’[Z]I{UZ-S/\}Sk—l
=1

= P[Binomial(n, \) < k —1].

For A > (k—1)/n,

P [Binomial(n,A\) <k —1] =P

\/Blnomfl(n DY) e F ] (R VET?

(VE =1+ v1)?

Taking:
A=

as in the statement of the Lemma gives us (A.1.1). For (A.1.2), we note that Ug,_j11) > 1 — A if
there are at least k points U; € [1 — A, 1]. Using [Okamoto, 1958, Theorem 3]:

n

P ZH{Ui>1—)\}2kZ] :P[\/W>ﬁ+(\/§_ﬁ)] < o 2AVEVARE,

i=1
The choice of A = (VE — v/1)?/n gives us (A.1.2). O

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, ® is the standard Gaussian c.d.f.:

.
= / Jon (z € R).
Proposition A.2.1. Let > 0 and h € R satisfy |h| < (1/3max{x,1}). Then

1—-®(x+h)
1—®(x)

exp (—3|h| max{z,1}) < < exp (3|h| max{x,1}).

Proof. We split the proof into three cases.

Case 1: x < 1. In this case 1 — ®(x) > 1 — ®(1) > 1 — e /2 > 1/3. Since the Gaussian c.d.f. is
L-Lipschitz, with L = (27)~%/2 < 2,

|

1= +h) - (1-2@)) <7,
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and ,
_3| |<1—<I>(x+h)<1+%'
2~ 1-3(x) 2

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

1

(3[A])”

e 3Ih <1 —3|n| + 5

<1 for 0 < |h| <1/3.

_ 3lAl
2

Case 2: x > 1 and 0 < h < 1/z. Although the theorem only requires considering = > 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:

for some n € (0,h/x). Since x > 1 and h < 1/3x,

h? 7h 13z
— < —_— <=
h:):+2—|—77_h:):—|—6x_ 6

We conclude that
o~ 13hz/6 1—®(x+h) <1,
- 1-9(x) —

which is better than what we asked for.

Case 3: x > 1 and —(1/3z) < h < 0. The idea will be to reapply the calculations of Case 2 with
x' =z — h replacing = and i’/ = |h| replacing h. To do this, we notice that ' > 2 > 1 and

1 4z
'—x—h< — < 2<3
x x _I+3$_3_m,

so W =|h| <1/3x < 1/2'. We deduce from Case 2 that

- / /
o130 /6 1—o(z' + 1) <1,
- 1-%()
or equivalently

L < L=®@+h) _ aspmietinne
- 1-9(x) ~

Since |h| < 1/3z < /3, the exponent in the RHS is at most

131h](z + [B]) _ 52|hls

< .
6 TR
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A.8  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
{Z Y1 with E[Z)] = pz, V[Z1] < 0% and |Z1 — p| < Az almost surely.
Define -
Vi = ;(Zi ~ pz)?

and
1 — —_
2= - Z(Zi —Z,)?,
=1

where Z,, is the average of the Z; (cf. Theorem 2.3.1. Then:

zAy zQAQZ —2z2
PV, — —= <2 —_
[' n— ozl > Jn T 12no,| S°9P\ 2

and

22Ay 222AQZ —22
P, — <dexp ().
[' w0zl > =t s, | Stee | 5

Proof. V2 — O‘% is an average of i.i.d. random variables W; := (Z; — uz)? — O‘% that have mean 0,
are bounded above by A? and have variances bounded by

VWi <E[(Zi — pz)'] < A%o3.

Applying Bernstein’s inequality to £V;? gives:

Ay  22A?2 2
P|V2— o2 > %% Z| <9exp (=2 ).
Vi —ozl> ==+ 1o | 5200 5

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

V2~ o3l _ V2~ o3

Von+oz — 0z

‘Vn_UZ| =

For the second statement, we simply notice that
2721 + (Zn - MZ)2 = Vn2a
SO
|En - UZ| < |Vn _UZ| + ‘Zn _NZ|
and that, under our assumptions
2Ny 22 A2Z < 22
\/’Tl 12n (oA

by Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem 2.3.1). O

P ‘Zn_MZ‘ >
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A.4  The trimmed mean is asymptotically efficient for fized k Assume {X;}$2, is an i.i.d.
random sample with finite mean p and variance o > 0. We sketch here a proof of the fact that the
trimmed mean X,  is asymptotically Gaussian when n — 4oc and k remains fixed.

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

o

VzER : P[\/ﬁ(xn—u) 34 — ().

Now
k— n

n R
nk — MU= n—2k<X”_M)_n—2k £ (X(i)—ﬂ)‘i‘j:;_k(X(i)—ﬂ) )

—

X

SO

X — .
o(n — 2k) 112%}%| i 4

Vi Vi ;

(Xn,k_ﬂ)_U(Xn—M)‘ﬁ(n_m \(/THX M

( n—u)’Jr

max;<i<n | Xi—pl

The fact that 0 < 400 implies that as n — 400, NG — 0 almost surely. Therefore, the

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

VzeR : P [{f(xmk —u) < x] — ®(x)

as well.

A.5  Minimaz lower bounds under moment conditions We recall some minimax lower bounds
for estimating the mean p 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 ¢ > 0
such that the following holds. For any o € (0,1/2), q € [1,2] and vy > 0, suppose r > 0 and
E :R™ — R is a measurable function such that

PIE(X1,....X2)—pl <v]>1-a

forany X1,..., X, i.i.d. random variables with mean p = E [X1], a cumulative distribution function
F(t):=P[X, <t] (t € R), and with E[| X, — ulP]*'? = v,. Then

(mwy?

n

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 ¢ > 0 such that the following holds. Let
p € [l,+00), M, >0 and € € (6/n,1/2). Suppose r >0 and E : R™ — R is a measurable function
such that

BB(XS,..., X5) —ul < 7] >

[SSRIN )

for any e-contaminated random sample X7i,..., X, as defined in Theorem 1.3.1, where the clean
sample satisfies B [| X1 — pP]'/? < M,. Then

p—1

r>cMpe » .

Proof. 1t suffices to consider the case M, = 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 P;, P> with centered p-th moment < 1 whose means pup, pg satisfy

1 = pa| = 2ee! 1P

which moreover satisfy

(1—%) Pi+eQ; =P (i=12)

for certain distributions Ql,Qz,ﬁ. Crucially, note that P is the same for i = 1,2, and ¢ > 0 is
universal.

Let us now note that an i.i.d. random sample Xl, e ,Xn from P can be obtained from an
i.i.d. random sample X1, ..., X, from P; as follows. First choose i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables
By, ..., B, with parameter ¢/2 independently from Xj,...,X,. Now let X; be drawn from 1
independently from everything else whenever B; = 1, and set X; = X; otherwise.

From this description, we see that, conditionally on )" | B; < en, X 1. .. ,Xn is an € contami-
nation of X1,..., X,, and therefore

P

n
|BE(X1,...,X,) — >r‘ZBi < en] <
by our assumption on 7, F.

P[|E(X177Xn)_,ul‘ >7"} <

where in the last step we have implicitly used Chebyshev’s inequality and the assumption that that
1/en < 1/6.
We may repeat the above reasoning with P», Q2 replacing P;, )1 and deduce that we also have

. . 1
P(|IE(X,..., X0) — o] > 7‘] <3
In particular, there is a positive probability that

|E(X1,...,Xn) —p1| <7 and |E(Xy,...,X,) — p2| < r happen simultaneously.

This can only be if r > |y — pa|/2 = ce®= /P, ]
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