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Abstract

Robust regression aims to develop methods for estimating an unknown regression
function in the presence of outliers, heavy-tailed distributions, or contaminated data,
which can severely impact performance. Most existing theoretical results in robust
regression assume that the noise has a finite absolute mean, an assumption violated by
certain distributions, such as Cauchy and some Pareto noise. In this paper, we introduce
a generalized Cauchy noise framework that accommodates all noise distributions with
finite moments of any order, even when the absolute mean is infinite. Within this
framework, we study the kernel Cauchy ridge regressor (KCRR), which minimizes a
regularized empirical Cauchy risk to achieve robustness. To derive the Lo-risk bound
for KCRR, we establish a connection between the excess Cauchy risk and Lo-risk for
sufficiently large scale parameters of the Cauchy loss, which reveals that these two
risks are equivalent. Furthermore, under the assumption that the regression function
satisfies Holder smoothness, we derive excess Cauchy risk bounds for KCRR, showing
improved performance as the scale parameter decreases. By considering the twofold
effect of the scale parameter on the excess Cauchy risk and its equivalence with the
Lo-risk, we establish the almost minimax-optimal convergence rate for KCRR in terms
of Lo-risk, highlighting the robustness of the Cauchy loss in handling various types of
noise. Finally, we validate the effectiveness of KCRR through experiments on both
synthetic and real-world datasets under diverse noise corruption scenarios.

Keywords: Robust regression, generalized Cauchy noise, robust loss function, Cauchy
loss function, kernel ridge regression, minimax-optimal convergence rates, learning theory

1 Introduction

Robust regression seeks to accurately estimate the true regression function in scenarios where
outliers, heavy-tailed distributions, or contaminated data points can significantly distort
the results of standard regression methods. Mathematically, it aims to provide accurate
estimates even when the noise or response distribution lacks a finite exponential expectation,
meaning the distribution may have heavy tails but still possess a finite p-th moment. Due
to its resilience against such deviations from typical assumptions, robust regression has been
extensively applied in fields such as finance (Pervez and Ali, 2022), economics (Khan et al.,
2021), engineering (Agrusa et al., 2022), and environmental science (Pirtea et al., 2021).
Many studies on robust regression assume that the absolute mean of the noise is finite,
typically represented as noise with a finite p-th moment for p € [1, 00). For instance, under
the assumption of a finite p-th moment with p € (2,4], Feng et al. (2015) investigate a



correntropy-induced regression loss (Santamaria et al., 2006) and derive error bounds for
the Lo-distance between the learned regressor and the true regression function. When the
noise has finite variance, i.e., p = 2, Catoni (2012) proposes a log-truncated loss function
for mean and variance estimation, demonstrating that the deviation of the estimator is
comparable to that of the empirical mean estimator for Gaussian-tailed data, while Xu et al.
(2020) establish excess risk bounds for the empirical log-truncated risk minimizer under the
finite variance assumption. Further research has extended the use of Catoni’s log-truncated
loss to cases where the noise has a finite p-th moment with p € (1,2). For example, this
loss function has been applied to least absolute deviation (LAD) regression (Chen et al.,
2021), mean estimation (Lam and Cheng, 2021), and multi-armed bandits (Lee et al., 2020).
Moreover, Xu et al. (2023) propose a generalized form of the log-truncated loss, which is
used for solving quantile regression and generalized linear models (GLM ). They establish
excess risk bounds for the empirical log-truncated risk minimizer with respect to both the
pinball loss and the GLM loss.

In many applications, the noise distribution does not have a finite absolute mean, i.e.,
the noise has only a finite p-th moment for p € (0,1), as seen with Cauchy noise and certain
Pareto noise distributions. Cauchy noise frequently arises in finance and markets (Ljajko
et al., 2023), radar images (Karakus et al., 2022), low-frequency atmospheric noise (Fu et al.,
2010), and underwater acoustic signals (Idan and Speyer, 2010; Shi et al., 2020). It is also
common in industrial wireless communication systems (Laus et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2021),
particularly in massive multiple-input multiple-output systems (Giilgiin and Larsson, 2024).
Meanwhile, Pareto noise is often used to model wealth distribution in societies. In such
cases, the typical assumption of a finite p-th moment with p € (1, 00) is violated, rendering
existing theoretical guarantees inapplicable. Despite this, the Cauchy loss function (Black
and Anandan, 1996) has empirically shown promising results in regression problems under
extreme noise conditions (Mlotshwa et al., 2022). However, to the best of our knowledge,
no existing work has established error bounds for the empirical Cauchy risk minimizer in
non-parametric regression problems when the noise has only a finite p-th moment with
p e (0,1).

In this paper, we propose a generalized Cauchy noise assumption, which assumes that
the logarithmic moment of the noise is finite. Since the logarithmic function grows more
slowly than any polynomial function, this assumption can be satisfied by noise with a finite
p-th moment for any p € (0,00). Under this assumption, we find that, unlike the expected
absolute loss or Huber loss (Huber, 1992), the expected Cauchy loss (Black and Anandan,
1996) remains finite, and its Bayes function coincides with the true regression function. This
confirms that the regression function can be effectively learned by minimizing the Cauchy
loss in the presence of various noise types. Based on this insight, we develop a kernel-based
regression method called the kernel Cauchy ridge regressor (KCRR), which minimizes the
regularized empirical Cauchy risk within a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS).

Since Lo-risk is a widely used criterion in robust regression for measuring the Lo-distance
between the regressor and the true regression function, our goal is to establish the convergence
rate of the KCRR with respect to La-risk. To achieve this, we express the Lo-risk of KCRR
as the product of two terms: the supremum of the ratio between the Lo-risk and the excess
Cauchy risk across all regressors, and the excess Cauchy risk of KCRR itself. To bound the
supremum of this risk ratio, we first show that the Ls-risk can be bounded by the sum of
the excess Cauchy risk and an L,-risk term, which decreases as o grows. Upon further
analysis, we demonstrate that for large values of o, the Ls-risk term can be bounded by
an Lo-risk term. This leads to a calibration inequality, indicating that the Lo-risk becomes
equivalent to the excess Cauchy risk when o is sufficiently large. Next, to derive the upper
bound of the excess Cauchy risk for KCRR, we decompose it into two components: the
sample error and the approximation error. Benefiting from the refined calibration inequality,
we show that the Cauchy loss satisfies the variance bound with an optimal exponent, which
is crucial for deriving a promising oracle inequality for KCRR. Additionally, since the excess



Cauchy risk is smaller than the Lo-risk for any o, the approximation error with respect
to the Cauchy loss can be bounded by the approximation error in terms of Lo-risk. By
combining the upper bound of the risk ratio with the excess Cauchy risk of KCRR, we are
able to establish an almost minimax-optimal convergence rate for KCRR in terms of Lo-risk,
given appropriate parameter choices.

The contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:

(i) We introduce a generalized Cauchy noise assumption, which encompasses a broad
range of noise distributions, including those without a finite absolute mean, such as Cauchy
noise and certain Pareto noise. To tackle the robust regression problem under this challenging
noise setting, we propose the KCRR and derive excess Cauchy risk bounds for KCRR. Under
the assumption that the regression function is Hélder smooth, these bounds decrease as the
scale parameter o decreases.

(7i) Under the generalized Cauchy noise assumption, we establish a link between the
excess Cauchy risk and the Lo-risk. Specifically, for sufficiently large values of the Cauchy
loss scale parameter ¢, minimizing the two risks becomes equivalent. This shows that
minimizing the Cauchy loss on noisy samples is equivalent to minimizing the Lo-distance
between the regressor and the true regression function, making the learning process robust
to noise. This equivalence highlights why using the Cauchy loss leads to a resilient regressor
in the presence of extreme noise.

(i4i) Building on these results, we demonstrate that the scale parameter o plays a
crucial role in both the excess Cauchy risk bound from (i) and the equivalence between the
Cauchy risk and Lo-risk established in (7i). By selecting an appropriate o, we achieve an
almost minimax-optimal convergence rate for KCRR in terms of Lo-risk, underscoring the
robustness of the Cauchy loss in mitigating the effects of extreme noise.

(iv) We conduct experiments on synthetic and real-world regression datasets, demon-
strating that KCRR outperforms existing methods under various types of noise corruption.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we define the robust re-
gression problem, introduce the generalized Cauchy noise assumption, explore the properties
of the Cauchy loss function, and propose the KCRR method. In Section 3, we establish the
connection between the excess Cauchy risk and Lo-risk, and under mild assumptions, derive
the almost minimax-optimal convergence rate of KCRR in terms of Ls-risk, comparing it
with existing rates. Section 4 provides a detailed error analysis for the Lo-risk of KCRR.
Experimental results and empirical comparisons with other loss functions are presented in
Section 5. Finally, the proofs for Sections 2—4 are provided in Section 6, and the paper
concludes with Section 7.

2 Robust Regression: Kernel Cauchy Ridge Regression

In this section, we first define the robust regression problem in Section 2.1, outlining
the challenges posed by outliers and heavy-tailed noise. In Section 2.2, we introduce the
generalized Cauchy noise assumption, which provides a framework for modeling such noise.
We then delve into the characteristics of the Cauchy loss function in Section 2.3, highlighting
its robustness against extreme noise and outliers. Finally, in Section 2.4, we propose the
kernel Cauchy ridge regression (KCRR) method, which combines the Cauchy loss with
kernel-based techniques to provide a powerful approach for robust regression.

2.1 Robust Regression

In this paper, we consider a regression framework where X C R? is a compact, non-empty
set and ) := R. The goal of the regression problem is to predict the value of an unobserved
response variable Y € Y based on the observed value of an explanatory variable X € X'. We



formulate the regression model as follows:

Y =fH(X) +e (1)

where f*: X — ) represents the true regression function with || f*||cc < oo and e denotes
the noise variable, which is assumed to be independent of X. In this context, outliers
and heavy-tailed noise, represented by the noise variable €, pose significant challenges for
learning f*. Outliers can disproportionately influence traditional loss functions such as
squared loss, absolute loss, and Huber loss, leading to biased estimates and diminished
generalization performance. Moreover, heavy-tailed noise allows for large deviations in e,
exacerbating issues related to model stability and performance. Robust regression methods
aim to address these challenges by utilizing loss functions designed to minimize the impact
of extreme values. By reducing the influence of outliers and heavy-tailed noise, robust
regression ensures more reliable predictions, even in the presence of such disruptions.

Let the joint probability distribution of (X,Y) in (1) on the space X x ) be de-
noted by P. Consider a set of n independent and identically distributed samples D :=
{(X1,Y1),...,(Xn,Yn)} drawn from P. The objective is to find a regressor f : X — ) that
estimates the true regression function f* based on the observations D generated by model
(1). For any measurable function f : X — ), the population risk and empirical risk are
defined respectively as follows:

Riplf):= [ L f@)dPey).  Rup(f ZL i, f(X

where D :=n"1>"" | §(X;,Y;) represents the empirical measure based on the data D, and
0(X;,Y;) is the Dirac measure at (X;,Y;). The Bayes risk, which represents the minimal
achievable risk with respect to P and L, is given by

Ri.p:=nf{Rrp(f) | f: X — Y measurable}.

Moreover, a measurable function f : X — ) that satisfies Ry p(f) = R71.p is called a Bayes
function for the loss function L and distribution P.

Before proceeding, we introduce some notation that will be used throughout this paper.
Let (€2, A,v) be a probability space. For 1 < p < oo, we denote by L,(v) the space of
measurable functions g : €2 — R with a finite L,-norm. Specifically, for 1 < p < oo,
the Ly-norm is defined as ||gl[z,u) = (Jqlg(z \p dv(x))'/P, and for p = oo, we define
l9|loo := inf{M > 0: |g(z)| < M for almost every « € Q} The space L,(v), equipped with
the norm ||g||z, (), forms a Banach space. For any Banach space E, we denote its closed unit
ball by Bg. Additionally, we use the notation a,, < b, (or a, 2 b,) to indicate that there
exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that a,, < ¢b, (or a, > cby,) for all n € N. We write a,, < b, if
there exists a constant ¢ € (0, 1] such that cb, < a, < ¢ b, for all n € N. For a natural
number n, we denote [n] := {1,2,...,n}. Lastly, for a,b € R, we define a V b := max{a, b},
representing the larger of the two values.

2.2 Generalized Cauchy Noise

In the existing literature on robust regression, it is commonly assumed that a given p-th
moment of the noise variable € in (1) is finite, meaning that E|e|P < oo, for some p € (1, 00).
For example, Feng et al. (2015); Brownlees et al. (2015) assume p € (2,4], while Xu et al.
(2020); Zhang and Zhou (2018) consider the case where p = 2, and Xu et al. (2023); Shen
et al. (2021a,b) extend the analysis to p € (1,2). These results apply to noise distributions
with fast-decaying tails, such as Gaussian noise, and moderately heavy-tailed distributions
like the Student-t noise with degrees of freedom strictly greater than 2. However, as discussed
in Section 1, many real-world scenarios involve data contaminated by extremely heavy-tailed



noise, such as Cauchy noise or certain types of Pareto noise, which do not have finite variance
or even a finite absolute mean. These cases, illustrated in the following examples, fall outside
the scope of traditional assumptions.

Example 2.1 (Cauchy Noise). The probability density function of the Cauchy distribution
s given by

(€) ! eR

€)= ———————-, € ,

PO = s+ &/52)

where s € (0,00) is the scale parameter. Notably, for any p € [1,00), the absolute moment
E|e|P = oo, meaning that neither the mean nor variance of Cauchy noise are finite. However,
for p € (0,1), we have E|e|P = sP sec(np/2), indicating that the Cauchy noise satisfies the
finite p-th moment assumption only when p € (0,1).

Example 2.2 (Pareto Noise). The probability density function of the (generalized) Pareto
noise distribution is given by

1 —(1+1/¢)
p(e) <1+Q6‘> , € e R,

:23 S

where s € (0,00) is the scale parameter and ¢ € (0,00) is the shape parameter. For Pareto
noise with shape parameter (, the p-th moment exists only if ¢ € (0,1/p). In particular,
when ¢ € [1/2,00), the variance becomes infinite, and when ¢ € [1,00), the absolute mean is
also infinite.

It is important to note that both Cauchy noise and Pareto noise with ¢ € [1,00) do
not satisfy the finite p-th moment assumption for p € [1,00); they only meet this condition
for some p € (0,1). To account for all noise distributions across the range p € (0,00), we
propose the following assumption.

Assumption 2.3 (Generalized Cauchy Noise). We assume that the noise variable € in
model (1) has a finite logarithmic moment, specifically, E(log(1 + €?)) < oo.

Clearly, because the logarithmic function grows more slowly than any polynomial function,
Assumption 2.3 encompasses noise distributions with finite p-th moments for all p € (0, 00),
as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.4. For any p > 0, if a noise distribution has a finite p-th moment, i.e., Ele[P < oo,
then it satisfies Assumption 2.3, i.e., E(log(l + 62)) < 00.

For simplicity, we introduce the following assumptions: the noise is symmetrically
distributed around zero and exhibits monotonically decreasing tails.

Assumption 2.5 (Symmetric Noise). Assume that the noise variable € is symmetrically
distributed, meaning its probability density function p. satisfies p(t) = pe(—t) for any ¢t € R.

Assumption 2.5 is clearly met by many commonly used noise distributions, such as
Gaussian, Student-t, Laplace, and Cauchy noise. This symmetry assumption is frequently
employed in robust regression studies (see, e.g., D’Orsi et al. (2021); Tsakonas et al. (2014)).

Assumption 2.6 (Monotonically Decreasing Tails). The noise variable € is assumed to
have monotonically decreasing tails. Specifically, for any ¢,¢ € R such that 0 < [¢t| < [t/], it
holds that pe(t) > pe(t').

It is also evident that many commonly used and widely studied noise distributions satisfy
Assumption 2.6. Examples include Gaussian noise, Student-¢ noise, Cauchy noise, and
Pareto noise.



2.3 The Cauchy Loss Function

As demonstrated in Lemma 2.4, certain noise distributions satisfy Assumption 2.3 but do
not possess finite variance or a finite absolute mean, such as Examples 2.1 and 2.2. For such
noise, commonly used robust regression loss functions, like the absolute loss and Huber loss,
become ineffective since the associated risks are infinite.

In this paper, we explore the Cauchy loss function (Black and Anandan, 1996), which
offers greater robustness against outliers compared to traditional loss functions. The Cauchy
loss is defined as

— f(x))?
=1 >>>, o)

Ly f(0)) = 0* 1o (14

where o is a parameter that controls the spread of the loss function. For small residuals,
y — f(z), the Cauchy loss behaves similarly to the square loss, but for large residuals, it
grows logarithmically, reducing the influence of extreme noise. As shown in Figure 1, smaller
values of o yield smaller Cauchy losses for a given residual, while larger values cause the
Cauchy loss to gradually approach the square loss.

The following lemma demonstrates that, under the generalized Cauchy noise Assump-
tion 2.3, the Cauchy risk Ry, p(f) is always finite for any bounded regressor f.

Lemma 2.7 (Finite Risk). Let Assumption 2.3 hold, and let L represent the Cauchy
loss as defined in (2). Under these conditions, for any bounded regressor f : X — ),
its corresponding Cauchy risk Ry p(f) = EpL(Y, f(X)) is guaranteed to be finite, i.e.,
’RL,p(f) < 00.

Unlike the infinite mean squared error (MSE) or mean absolute error (MAE) in the
presence of extreme noise or outliers, the finiteness of the Cauchy risk highlights the
robustness of the Cauchy loss function. This demonstrates that even under Cauchy noise
and Pareto noise in Examples 2.1 and 2.2, the Cauchy loss admits a well-defined empirical
risk minimization framework.

The key reason for finite Cauchy risk lies in how the Cauchy loss penalizes large prediction
errors |y — f(x)| logarithmically, in contrast to the quadratic penalty of MSE or the linear
penalty of MAE. As a result, extreme responses exert less influence on the Cauchy risk,
making models trained under this loss function more resistant to the impact of outliers.

The following lemma establishes that the regression function f* is the exact minimizer
of the Cauchy risk.

Lemma 2.8 (Optimality). Under Assumptions 2.3, 2.5 and 2.6, with L defined as the Cauchy
loss in (2), the true regression function f* attains the Bayes risk, i.e., Rp p(f*) =R} p-

By combining Lemmas 2.7 and 2.8, we conclude that under the assumption of symmetric
noise with a finite logarithm moment, the true regression function f* consistently yields
a smaller Cauchy risk than any other regressor f : X — R. Specifically, Ry p(f*) <
Rr.p(f) < oo for any bounded f. This provides a theoretical guarantee that minimizing
the finite Cauchy risk leads to the recovery of the true regression function f*.

Comparison with the Correntropy Loss. The correntropy loss (Santamaria et al., 2006)

is defined as
Lol () i= o (1 - exp (- LOEY), 3)

g2

where o € (0,00) is the scale parameter. As illustrated in Figure 1, for small residuals
y — f(x), the correntropy loss behaves similarly to the square loss but asymptotically
approaches o as the residual increases. Its bounded nature ensures robustness against large
errors, as it does not grow indefinitely with increasing residuals. However, its performance
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Figure 1: Comparison between different robust loss functions.

heavily depends on the choice of the bandwidth parameter o. If ¢ is too small, the loss
function becomes overly sensitive to minor noise, whereas a large ¢ may cause the model
to ignore significant outliers. In contrast, the Cauchy loss in (2) strikes a more consistent
balance between robustness to outliers and sensitivity to small errors.

Comparison with the Log-Truncated Loss. Log-truncated loss functions, introduced
by Catoni (2012) for robust learning, take the form

L(y, f(x
bona i S(@)) =5y (FELED )
where 1) is a non-increasing function satisfying
log(1 —z 4+ A([z])) < ¥a(x) <log(l+x + A(z])), = =0. (4)

In particular, Catoni (2012) considers A(|z|) := |z|?/8 with 8 = 2, while Xu et al. (2023)
explore 3 € (1,2). When we take L as the absolute loss, Laps(y, f(2)) == |y — f(x)], set
B = 2, and choose 1 (z) := log(1 +x2/2), which satisfies (4), the log-truncated loss becomes

(y—f(x))2>’

252 (5)

E"zjkvvaabs (y7 f(x)) =s- log (1 +
which is the Cauchy loss given in (2) with 0 = s. Compared to the Cauchy loss, the log-
truncated loss introduces additional flexibility through the parameter 3, allowing fine-tuning
for different noise distributions or robustness needs. However, this added flexibility comes
at the cost of increased complexity in hyperparameter tuning and reduced interpretability.

2.4 Kernel Cauchy Ridge Regression

In this paper, we explore a kernel-based regressor that minimizes the Cauchy loss function to
address the robust regression problem. Kernel-based regression is a non-parametric technique
that leverages kernel functions to model the relationship between response and explanatory



variables. Specifically, let H represent the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) induced
by the Gaussian kernel function k(x,z’) := exp(—||z — 2'||3/+?) for x,2’ € X, where 7 is
the bandwidth parameter. For any regressor f € H and a clipping parameter M > 0, the
clipped regressor is defined as

. M if f(z) < —M,
f(@) = flz) if f(z) € [-M, M], (6)
M if f(x) > M.

The parameter M may vary depending on the sample size n. By selecting M larger than
|| f*|loc (the true regression function’s range), the clipped regressor f is able to fully capture
the behavior of f*, thereby avoiding underestimation and preserving the accuracy of the
regression model. The clipping operation ensures the regressor f does not produce extreme
or nonsensical values, especially in the presence of unbounded noise or outlier data.

The following lemma demonstrates that the Cauchy loss is clippable, meaning that the
Cauchy risk does not degrade after applying clipping, provided that the clipping parameter
M > [ oe.

Lemma 2.9. Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, and 2.6 hold, and let L denote the Cauchy loss
function with f* as the true regression function. Additionally, assume the clipping parameter

~

M > || f*|lco- Then, for any regressor f, we have R p(f) < Rr.p(f).

As demonstrated in Lemma 2.9, the Cauchy loss satisfies the clipping condition (Steinwart
et al., 2006) under Assumptions 2.3, 2.5 and 2.6. Specifically, for any regressor f, the
risk of the clipped regressor f is no greater than that of the original regressor f, i.e.,
Rr, p(f) < Rr,p(f). This shows that applying the clipping operation to a regressor can
result in a reduced or unchanged Cauchy risk.

Given a regularization parameter A > 0, the kernel Cauchy ridge regressor (KCRR),

denoted by fD, is obtained by minimizing the empirical Cauchy risk, as follows:

fp € argmin || f[|% + Rrp(f). (7)
feH

Here, the first term A||f||% controls the model complexity and the second term T\’,L,D(f)
represents the clipped empirical Cauchy risk, ensuring robustness against outliers. Thus,
KCRR belongs to the class of clipped regularized empirical risk minimization (CR-ERM )
(Steinwart and Christmann, 2008, Definition 7.18), which enhances traditional reqularized
empirical risk minimization (RERM ) by applying a clipping operation. This clipping reduces
the influence of outliers or noise, resulting in improved generalization properties. In KCRR,
the robustness is further strengthened by integrating the clipping mechanism with the robust
Cauchy loss function.

3 Main Results and Statements

In this section, we aim to establish the convergence rates of KCRR in terms of Ly-risk. The
Ly-risk measures the Ly-norm distance between fp and the true regression function f*,
denoted as || fp — f*||r,(py), Where Py is the marginal distribution of P on X. This metric

directly quantifies the mean squared distance between the regressor fD and the regression
function f*. One of the key advantages of the Lo-risk metric is that it only depends on the
distribution of X and, therefore, that it is independent of the noise distribution, i.e. the
distribution of €. This property makes it particularly suitable for robust regression problems.
Unlike other evaluation metrics that rely on residuals, such as the Huber loss or absolute
loss, Lo-risk does not require assumptions about the distribution of the noise or responses.
Consequently, Lo-risk offers a general approach to assess the accuracy of the regressor across



various noise distributions. Moreover, the Lo-risk enables consistent comparisons across
different models and methods, which is why it is widely used in robust regression contexts,
as noted in Feng et al. (2015).

In Section 3.1, we establish calibration inequalities specifically tailored for KCRR, laying
the groundwork for understanding its performance. Section 3.2 delves into the excess risk
bounds of KCRR in terms of the Cauchy loss, which is crucial for assessing the robustness of
the method against outliers. Following this, Section 3.3 leverages the derived generalization
bounds to calculate the convergence rates of KCRR concerning the Lo-risk, providing insights
into the effectiveness of the regression approach. Lastly, Section 3.4 offers a comparative
analysis of these convergence rates against those of existing methods, highlighting the
advantages of KCRR within the broader context of robust regression techniques.

3.1 Calibration Inequality for KCRR

To establish the error bound of KCRR with respect to the Ls-risk, we first introduce a
theorem that links the La-risk to the excess Cauchy risk. This fundamental relationship
provides the basis for a more comprehensive analysis of KCRR’s performance.

Theorem 3.1. Let Assumptions 2.5, 2.5, and 2.0 hold. Additionally, let o > 0 be the scale
parameter of the Cauchy loss L and let f* denote the true regression function. For any
f: X =Y, let f be the clipped version of f defined as in (6) for a parameter M > || f*||0o-
Under these conditions, there exists a constant c1 > 0, independent of M, such that for any
o >4MV ¢y, the following relationship holds:

Rep(f) = Rip < If = 13 ,p0) < 8(RLp(f) = Rip). 8)

Theorem 3.1 demonstrates that when o is sufficiently large, specifically for ¢ > 4M V ¢y,
the convergence rate of ]?with respect to the Lo-risk aligns with that of the excess Cauchy
risk. This equivalence implies that minimizing the Cauchy risk is effectively the same as
minimizing the Lo-risk. Consequently, this relationship helps to explain why the Cauchy
loss is effective for regression in accurately learning the true regression function f* in the
presence of heavy-tailed noise.

3.2 Generalization Bound of KCRR with respect to the Cauchy Risk

Before presenting the generalization bound of KCRR with respect to the Cauchy risk, it
is essential to introduce a smoothness assumption for the true regression function. This
assumption is commonly applied in the analysis of non-parametric regression problems, as
seen in works such as Hérdle and Marron (1985).

Assumption 3.2 (H6lder Continuity). Assume that the regression function f*: R? — R
in the model (1) is a-Hélder continuous for some « € (0, 1]. This means that there exists a
constant ¢, € (0,00) such that |f*(z) — f*(z')] < cal|lz — 2/||* holds for all z, 2’ € R,

The following theorem establishes the generalization bound for KCRR when the scale
parameter o of the Cauchy loss is large, specifically in the context of robust regression.

Theorem 3.3. Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, 2.6, and 3.2 hold, with o > 0 as the scale
parameter of the Cauchy loss L, and let f* be the true regression function. Additionally, let
fD denote the KCRR defined by (7), where the clipping parameter M satisfies M > || f*||co-
Then, there exists a constant c; > 0 such that for any o > 4M V ¢1 and any q € (0,1), with
probability at least 1 — 1/n, the following holds

Nfol3 +Rep(fo) = Rip S M4+ 42 4 0% (n™ 19 4 A70y7dp71), (9)



The condition ¢ > 4M V ¢q in Theorem 3.3 stems from Theorem 3.1, which indicates
that the generalization bound in (9) is valid only for sufficiently large 0. However, from
(9), it is clear that the generalization bound with respect to the Cauchy loss decreases as
o becomes smaller, suggesting that a smaller ¢ is more desirable. Thus, ¢ plays a critical
role in improving the generalization performance while ensuring the validity of the bound.
Consequently, the optimal convergence rate is achieved when o < 4M V ¢;. Note that in (9),
the exponent ¢, defined as d/N, originates from the upper bound on the entropy numbers of
the Gaussian kernel in Lemma 6.3, where N denotes the order of continuous differentiability
of the Gaussian kernel k. As N can be arbitrarily large for the Gaussian kernel, g can be
chosen arbitrarily close to zero. Similar small exponents ¢ also appear in generalization
bounds of kernel methods such as Theorem 7.1 of Eberts and Steinwart (2013).

By combining Theorems 3.1 and 3.3, we can derive an upper bound on the Lo-risk of
KCRR and observe that setting o < 4M V ¢; yields the fastest possible convergence rate in
terms of La-risk. On the one hand, the convergence rate of the KCRR regressor in terms of
Lo-risk is guaranteed to match the convergence rate with respect to the Cauchy loss only
when o exceeds the threshold 4M V ¢;. Since the Lo-risk is always greater than or equal
to the Cauchy risk, this equivalence represents the best possible outcome, implying that
increasing o beyond this threshold does not yield further improvement. On the other hand,
as previously discussed, choosing o < 4M V c; ensures the optimal convergence rate with
respect to the Cauchy loss. Thus, by balancing these two factors, it becomes clear that
0 =< 4M V ¢ is the optimal choice for achieving the best Lo-risk error bound.

3.3 Convergence Rates of KCRR with respect to the L,-Risk

In this section, we derive the convergence rate of KCRR with respect to the Lo-risk under
two distinct scenarios: the practical case where the infinity norm || f*||s is unknown, and
the ideal case where || f*||c is known to be bounded by a constant M. By comparing
these two settings, we provide insights into how the availability of information about || f*||oo
impacts the convergence behavior of KCRR.

First, in practical applications, the infinity norm of the regression function f* is typically
unknown. To ensure that the clipping parameter M > || f*||oc, we choose M as a polynomial
function of the sample size, i.e., M =< nP, where p > 0. This guarantees that for sufficiently
large n > ||f*Hé</>p7 the condition M > || f*||« is always satisfied.

The following theorem presents the convergence rates of KCRR with respect to the
Lo-risk in the realistic case where || f*|o is unknown.

Theorem 3.4. Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, 2.6, and 3.2 hold. Additionally, let the KCRR ]?D
be defined by (7), with the clipping parameter set to M = nP, where p € (0,1/2). Then there
exists a constant ¢y > 0 such that for any q € (0, 1), if we select the parameters as follows:

_1=2p ____1-2p
A=xn 1+g , y=n (2a+d)(1+q)’ o= np’

then, for any n > (|| f*]leo V ¢1)Y/P, with probability at least 1 — 1/n, the following holds

2a(1—2p)

||fD N f*”%Q(PX) 5 n  Qatd)(1+a) (10)

Theorem 3.4 establishes that for sufficiently large n > (|| f*||s0 V ¢1)/?, KCRR can
achieve a convergence rate of n=2%/(2¢+d) 'y to an arbitrarily small order depending on
p and ¢. This rate aligns with the minimax lower bound n=2%/(2+4d) for robust regression
under Cauchy noise, as demonstrated in (Zhao and Yang, 2023, Corollary 1). Hence, the
convergence rate of KCRR in terms of the Lo-risk is almost minimax-optimal, confirming its
efficiency in this setting. Moreover, note that the minimax convergence rate under Gaussian
noise in terms of the Lo-risk is shown to be of the order n~2/(2e+d) iy (Gyorfi et al., 2006,
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Theorem 3.2). Therefore, the convergence rates that KCRR achieves under the generalized
Cauchy noise are almost the same as the possibly best rates under Gaussian noise, which
illustrates the robustness of Cauchy loss against heavy-tailed noise.

In the following theorem, we establish the convergence rates of KCRR in terms of Lo-risk
under the ideal scenario where the infinity norm ||f*|o is known to be bounded by a
constant My. In this case, we set the clipping parameter M to the constant M.

Theorem 3.5. Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, 2.6, and 3.2 hold, and suppose the true regression
function f* is bounded by My, i.e., || f*||lcoc < Moy. Furthermore, let the KCRR fp be defined
by (7), using the clipping parameter M = My. Then, there exists a constant ¢; > 0 such
that for any q € (0,1/2), by choosing

1
A=n"t, ¥ n 2atd, o=4MyV cy,

we obtain

~ 2
||fD . f*H%Q(PX) S n~ Catd)(1+q)
with probability P™ at least 1 — 1/n.

Theorem 3.5 demonstrates that, in the ideal case, KCRR achieves the optimal convergence
rate of n=2¢/(2e+d) i terms of the Lo-norm for any n, up to an arbitrarily small order
related to ¢. This result highlights the strong robustness of the Cauchy loss, as it allows
KCRR to maintain near-optimal performance even under challenging noise distributions.

3.4 Comparison with Existing Convergence Rates

In this section, we compare the convergence rates proposed in our study with those established
in the existing literature. In Section 3.4.1, we focus on the convergence rates derived from
the application of correntropy loss (Feng et al., 2015). We evaluate these rates specifically
in terms of the Lo-norm, which is a crucial metric for measuring the mean squared distance
between estimated regressors and the true regression function. In Section 3.4.2, we analyze
the convergence rates associated with log-truncated absolute loss (Xu et al., 2023). This
section will involve a detailed assessment of these rates in relation to traditional absolute loss
metrics. Through these comparisons, we seek to provide a comprehensive overview of how our
proposed convergence rates align with or differ from established methodologies, ultimately
contributing to a more nuanced understanding of their applicability and performance in
various regression scenarios.

3.4.1 Comparison with Rates Concerning the Correntropy Loss

In the context of robust regression, Feng et al. (2015) explore empirical risk minimization
(ERM) concerning the correntropy loss defined in (3) within a general hypothesis space F.
Specifically, they formulate the problem as

Jeorr € argmin Ry, p(f). (11)
ferF

Under the finite fourth-order moment assumption for the response distribution (Feng
et al., 2015, Assumption 3), Theorem 4 in Feng et al. (2015) establishes the following error
bounds:

eore = £ sty S IE 1T = £y + Corplog(2/B)(o™ + on™047), (12
with probability at least 1 — §, where § € (0,1) and the constant p > 0 satisfies the

Complexity Assumption I in Feng et al. (2015), i.e., the covering number of the function
space F is bounded by log N (F,n) < ¢1 ,n? with the constant ¢;, > 0.
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Let By denote the unit ball of the RKHS H. Assume that the true regression function
f* satisfies the Holder continuity in Assumption 3.2. According to Theorem 2, Theorem 3,
and Inequality (1) in Eberts and Steinwart (2013), there exists a function fo € F :=rBpy
with 7 =< 4~%2 such that

}gg_uf_f*”%g(Px) < HfO—f*H%Q(pX) < A% (13)

Using the definition of Cr p from (Feng et al., 2015, Lemma 7) and Lemma 4.23 in
Steinwart and Christmann (2008), we get

Cr.p S sup || fllse < sup || fl[} < vt =724 (14)
feF feF

Moreover, by the inequality (6.19) in Steinwart and Christmann (2008) and since the
Gaussian kernel is infinitely often differentiable, the Complexity Assumption I in Feng et al.
(2015) holds for any arbitrarily small p > 0 close to zero. By substituting (14) and (13) into
(12), and choosing & < n~ !, v =< n~V/Batd(1+r)) and ¢ =< n!/BG04P) | we obtain

_ _2«a /
||fcorr N f*H%Q(PX) ,S 72& + 772d logn(afz + O.nfl/(ler)) ,5 n Jat3d TP ,

with probability at least 1 — 1/n, where p’ is an arbitrarily small positive number related
to p. This result indicates that the convergence rate of f.o is significantly slower than
our convergence rate derived in (10). Introducing the clipping operation and our refined
analysis of the calibration inequality in (8) may improve the convergence rates of feo,r and
relax the moment assumption for the noise.

3.4.2 Comparison with Rates Concerning the Log-Truncated Loss

More recently, Xu et al. (2023) investigated regularized empirical risk minimization (RERM)
with respect to the log-truncated absolute loss £y, 1., in (5) for A(t) := |t|® with 8 € (1,2)
within a general hypothesis space F. The optimization problem is formulated as

fs = ar%en}l_inpﬂfﬂz + RZwA,S,LabS,D(f)v (15)

where p > 0 is the regularization parameter. Under Assumption (Q.2) in Xu et al. (2023),
which states that sup jez EA(Labs(Y; f(X))) < o0, it follows that Ele|’ < oco. Utilizing the
proof techniques from (Xu et al., 2023, Theorem 12), an upper bound on the excess absolute
risk can be established as

R p(f3) = Ry, p < 20EDy x + 2717~ sup EA(Laps (Y, £(X))) + 25717 "L EX(Dy,x)

fer
| 108(1/9) | 108WNI(F,0)/8) | (g1 in EA(Lopy(Y, £(X)))
ns ns fer
inf |R —Ri ; 0
# 0L R () = Ryl + psup 13 1o

with probability at least 1 — 26, where Dy x satisfies

Lans(y, f(x)) = Labs(y, f'(2)) < Dy.x|lf = fllo-

By applying Theorem 2, Theorem 3, and Inequality (1) from Eberts and Steinwart
(2013), we find that there exists a function fy € H such that

Ifolmr S7~% and Ry p(fo) = RL,, P S* (17)
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To encompass fy, we define the hypothesis space F := ¢y~ %2By, where ¢ is a constant
ensuring fo € F. Utilizing Theorem 6.27 and Lemma 6.21 from Steinwart and Christmann
(2008), we can estimate the covering number as

log N (F,8) Sy~47Pd257P pe(0,1). (18)

Next, we substitute D, , = 1 for the absolute loss, along with (17) and (18), into (16). By
choosing

_ (etd)(B-1) . B-1 __aB=1 _ a
P S n oftB-Dd =y xpn afHB-Dd d=xn oftB-Dd  gxn ab+B-Dd  §= 1/(271),

we obtain that for any p € (0, 1),

~ __a(p-1)
Riwor(f3) — R, pSn apr@-Dha'? (19)

holds with probability at least 1 — 1/n.

To facilitate comparison, we will derive the convergence rate of our KCRR defined in (7)
with respect to the absolute loss using Theorem 3.4. Given two random variables Z and Z’,
it follows that

E(|Z| - |Z) <E|Z - Z'| < (B|Z - Z'|")"/*.
From this, we can deduce that

RLabsvp(f) - RzabS,P < Hf - f*HLl(PX) < Hf - f*HLg(PX)-

Applying Theorem 3.4, we obtain that for any p € (0,1/2) and ¢ € (0, 1),

a(1—2p)

RLabsvp(fD) - Rzabmp S n_m’ (20)

with probability at least 1 — 1/n. This rate in (20) is faster than the convergence rate
presented in (19) for any 8 € [1,2), as p and ¢ can be chosen to be arbitrarily small.
Furthermore, our result in (20) holds under the assumption that Ry, _ p(f) exists for any
f, which requires only that E|e| < oco. This condition is less stringent than the finite 5-th
moment assumption of Ele|® < oo with 8 € (1,2).

More importantly, the theoretical results under (Xu et al., 2023, Assumption (Q.2)) do
not hold for noise distributions that lack a finite absolute mean, such as Cauchy noise and
Pareto noise. Furthermore, their error analysis cannot be applied or extended to these types
of noise, as the assumption is crucial for their analysis. Specifically, to bound the difference
between the risk associated with the log-truncated absolute loss £y, s r.,.. and the absolute
loss Laps, the authors utilize Markov’s inequality along with (4). In (Xu et al., 2023, Lemmas
17 and 18), they demonstrate that the difference between the exponential transformations
of these two losses can be bounded by terms that depend on EA(L,ps(Y, f(X))/s). This

expectation is finite for any f € F only when (Xu et al., 2023, Assumption (Q.2)) is satisfied.

4 FError Analysis

In this section, we conduct an error analysis to establish the generalization error bound
of KCRR, specifically in terms of La-risk. One of the primary challenges in error analysis
for robust regression lies in the fact that the regressor is fitted by minimizing a robust loss
function. However, our goal is to derive the generalization error bound with respect to a
different loss or risk criterion. In our study, we utilize the Cauchy loss to train our KCRR
regressor. Nevertheless, it is essential to establish the convergence rate for KCRR based on
the Lo-risk, which serves as an important performance metric. This analysis will provide a
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comprehensive understanding of how well KCRR performs under this alternative criterion,
contributing to our broader investigation of its effectiveness in various regression scenarios.
First, we note that the Ls-risk of the KCRR regressor fp can be expressed as

HfD - f*H%Q(pX)
Rep(fp) — R p

vy M= e
h f:X—>R RL,p(f) — RE,P

1 = £ 130y = - (Re,p(fp) — R p)

- (Re,p(fp) = Rip). (21)

In this expression, the first term is the ratio of the Lo-risk to the excess Cauchy risk, which
will be further explored in Section 4.1. The second term represents the excess Cauchy risk
of KCRR. According to Inequality (7.39) in Steinwart and Christmann (2008), this can be
decomposed into a sample error term and an approximation error term:

~

Rip(fp) = Rip <2500 [Re,p(f) = Rep(Pl + mf QIS + Rep(f) = Rip). (22)
€

These two error terms will be analyzed in detail in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, respectively.

It is important to note that once the general relationship between Lo-risk and the excess
Cauchy risk is established, the expression in (21) effectively transforms the analysis of the
Lo-risk of KCRR into an analysis of the excess Cauchy risk of KCRR. Since KCRR is the
clipped regularized empirical risk minimizer (CR-ERM) with respect to the Cauchy loss, we
can directly derive an error bound for the excess Cauchy risk of KCRR within the CR-ERM
framework. Moreover, by leveraging the supremum risk ratio, (21) allows us to bypass the
differences between the two risks of KCRR, streamlining the analysis process.

4.1 Relationship between the Excess Cauchy Risk and L;-Risk

In this section, we outline the key concepts involved in studying the relationship between
the excess Cauchy risk and the Lo-risk. Specifically, we examine this relationship for a large
scale parameter ¢ in Theorem 3.1.

~

Proof Sketch [of Theorem 3.1] Let {(z) := f(x) — f*(z). Then the L,-risk can be expressed
as [[£]|L,(py) for 1 <p < oco. It is straightforward to establish that the Loc-risk ||l can
be upper-bounded by

1€lloo < oo + 1f*lle < 2M. (23)

By elementary analysis, we can show that when o > 4M, for any € and =,

(e —&(x))* — € _ 2

< —.
€2 + o2 -3
Then, for the Cauchy loss L, we have
RL,P(f) —RLp
= ExEyx (L(Y, (X)) = L(Y, [4(X))) (By definition of Ry p and Lemma 2.8)
2
—&(X)) = €2
 ExEo?log(14 L EX) —e (By definition of L and ¢ = Y — f*(X))
€2 + 0?2
X)) - B((e —€(X))* —€)?
> o (e —¢&( B > 4 _ 942 _
> ExEco < 21 o2 52 + 072 (log(1+1t) >t —3t"/2,t > —2/3)
_ of E(X)*  3E(X)* +126%¢(X)?
=ExE.o <62 =i 22 1 o2) (By the symmetry of ¢)
7e20? + ¢ 30%/2
2 2 4
161,y ~ 161 Trramz )~ Iel e 7 rias ) (21)
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Applying the dominated convergence theorem, we can show that

. 7202 + €t
JEEOE6<<62+U2>2> =0

Thus there exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that for any o > ¢y,

7202 + ¢
\@rorp) SV2

Moreover, we have

(e2 +02) (02) 20

Combining (24) with (25) and (26), we obtain that for any o > ¢y,

~

RL.p(f) = Rip = €T, pe)/2 = 3lElILu(pyg)/ (207)-

Multiplying both sides by 2 and rearranging terms gives

112, pyy < 2(Rip(f) =R p) +3IElL, by /o™

Therefore, by (23), if M /o < 1/4, then we have

IENT o) /0® < NEIT oy - €IS/ < NIENT, py) - (2M)% /0

= 4(M/0)*|IEl17,pye) < V/DIIENZ, py)-

Combining (28) and (27), we find

1617, (py) < 2(Re,p(F) = Rip) + B/A)IENT, oy

From this inequality, we can rearrange terms to obtain

1117, (py) < 8(RLp(F) = Rip).

This completes the proof sketch of the assertion in Theorem 3.1.

4.2 Bounding the Sample Error

In this section, we derive an upper bound for the sample error given by

~ ~

sup |[Rr.p(f) — Re,.p(f)l,
feH

(25)

(28)

which arises from both the randomness of the data and the complexity of the function
space H. One significant analytical challenge in bounding this sample error is related
to the unbounded response, which may not even possess a finite absolute mean under

Assumption 2.3.

The following lemma establishes the Lipschitz property of the Cauchy loss function,
which is an important characteristic for assessing the stability and continuity of this loss

with respect to changes in its inputs.

Lemma 4.1 (Lipschitz Property). Let L denote the Cauchy loss function with o > 0 as the

scale parameter. Then, for any two functions f and g and any response y, we have

[L(y, f(x)) = Ly, g(x)| <o - [f(x) — g()|.
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This property indicates that the difference in the Cauchy loss between the predictions
f(z) and g(z) is bounded by the product of the scale parameter o and the absolute difference
between the outputs of the two functions. The Lipschitz property is particularly beneficial in
the context of convergence analysis, as it guarantees that small changes in model predictions
lead to proportionately small changes in the loss.

By applying Lemma 4.1 to the functions f = fp and g = f*, we can derive an upper
bound for the excess Cauchy loss. According to the Lipschitz property established in Lemma
4.1, the excess Cauchy loss can be expressed as

|L(y, fp (@) = Ly, [* @) < o - |fp(x) = [*(2)].

Given that the supremum norm between the estimated function fD and the optimal function
f* satisfies || fp — [*|loo < [[fDlloo + [1f*]loc < 2M, we can substitute this supremum norm
constraint into the inequality to obtain

IL(y, fpo(z)) — Ly, f*(z))| < o - (2M) = 2Mo.

This result demonstrates that the excess Cauchy loss can be effectively bounded by 2M o,
even in scenarios where the response variable y is unbounded.

Based on the variance bound definition presented in (Steinwart and Christmann, 2008,
(7.36)), we derive the variance bound for the Cauchy loss by combining its Lipschitz property
with the calibration inequality established in Theorem 3.1, as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2 (Variance Bound). Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, and 2.6 hold. Let L denote
the Cauchy loss function with o > 0 as the scale parameter and f* as the true regression
function. Furthermore, let f : X — Y be a function and f be the clipped version of f,
defined as in (6), with the clipping parameter M satisfying M > || f*|lco. Then, there exists
a constant c; > 0 such that for any o > 4M V ¢y, the following holds

Ep|L(Y, [(X)) = L(Y, f*(X)]* < 8° - (Rep(f) = Rip)-

This lemma establishes a quantitative relationship between the expected squared differ-
ence in Cauchy loss and the excess Cauchy risk. The significance of this variance bound
lies in its ability to control the variance of excess Cauchy loss using its mean, even if Y
has an infinite absolute mean. This result not only highlights the importance of clipping
to mitigate the effects of unbounded responses but also plays a crucial role in establishing
generalization guarantees for KCRR with respect to the Cauchy loss.

Lemma 4.2 shows that the Cauchy loss satisfies the variance bound defined by

Eh} < VERS,

where the excess loss h(X,Y) := L(Y, f(X)) — L(Y, f*(X)), with V =802 and § = 1. The
exponent 6 lies in the range [0, 1], and @ = 1 corresponds to Bernstein’s condition (Van Erven
et al., 2015) and represents the optimal exponent for this variance bound. Consequently,
Lemma 4.2 ensures low variance whenever the Cauchy risk Ry, p(f) is minimized. This
implies that decreasing the risk directly controlls the variance of the excess loss.

The calibration result in (8) (Theorem 3.1) is pivotal in achieving the variance bound
with the optimal exponent § = 1. This insight can guide a general analysis framework for
establishing variance bounds for other robust loss functions.

Overall, this variance bound shows that small excess risks lead to well-controlled excess
loss variance, strengthening the theoretical foundation of KCRR. Moreover, it also lays the
groundwork for a robust oracle inequality, highlighting its predictive reliability in practical
applications.
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Proposition 4.3 (Oracle Inequality). Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, and 2.6 hold. Let L denote
the Cauchy loss function with o > 0 as the scale parameter and f* as the true regression
function. Furthermore, let fD be the KCRR defined in (7) with the clipping parameter
M > || f*|loo- Then there exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that for any fo € H, q € (0,1),
o>4MV ¢y, and T > 0, the following inequality holds with probability at least 1 — 2e™7,

A folk + Re.p(fp) — RLp <6 (M\fo”%{ +Rr.p(fo) — R*L,P>

(30)
+ 1216¢30° (Tn_l + A_q'y_dn_l)

where ca 1s a constant only depending on q and the data dimension d.

This result establishes a key relationship between the regularized excess risk, the approx-
imation error, and the sample error bound. It demonstrates how the choice of parameters
affects the performance of KCRR, offering a theoretical guarantee for its generalization
ability with respect to the Cauchy loss. In the next section, we will provide an upper bound
for the approximation error term Al| fol/% + RLP(]?O) — R}, p» where fo € H is to be chosen,
as outlined in (30).

4.3 Bounding the Approximation Error

In this section, we derive an upper bound for the approximation error term
inf A|f1|% +Re.p(f) — R}
inf AlFI% + Rep(F) - Rip

in the context of (30). This bound provides valuable insights into the KCRR model’s ability
to approximate the true regression functiog, emphasizing the relationship between model
complexity, the risk of a selected function fy, and the optimal risk R}, p.

Proposition 4.4. Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, 2.6, and 3.2 hold. Moreover, let L be the
Cauchy loss function and the clipping parameter M > || f*|loco. Then there exists a regressor
fo € H such that

Ml follFr + Re,p(fo) = Rip < ea(Wy™ % 447,
where c3 1s a constant only depending on the data dimension d, the Holder exponent o and
1 *{loc-

This upper bound is critical as it underscores how well the function space H can
approximate the true regression function. It captures the balance between the regularization
term M| fol|% and the excess risk of Ry p(fo) relative to the optimal risk Ri p- The
bandwidth « plays a key role in determining this bound, as a smaller - of the approximation
function fp can reduce excess risks but impose a higher penalty. This result clarifies the
factors influencing the approximation errors of our method.

5 Experiments

To evaluate the effectiveness of KCRR, we conduct a series of experiments using an iterative
algorithm to solve KCRR and compare its performance against three well-established
methods: kernel least absolute deviation (KLAD) (Wang et al., 2014), kernel-based Huber
regression (KBHR) (Wang et al., 2022), and the mazimum correntropy criterion for regression
(MCCR) (Feng et al., 2015). Each of these models can be formulated as

fp € argmin A|[f|% +Rep(f),
fed
where H represents the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), and L is the specific
loss function used in each method: absolute loss for KLAD, Huber loss for KBHR, and

correntropy loss for MCCR. This framework enables a consistent comparison of model
performance across different loss functions.
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5.1 Solving KCRR

In this section, we present an empirical approach to solving the KCRR problem defined in
(7). According to the representer theorem, the solution to KCRR lies within the span of the
kernel functions, which can be expressed as

{f_zaz X ‘beR a,eRze[]}

where a; are the coefficients and b is the intercept term.
To solve the KCRR problem, our objective is to determine the coefficients a; and intercept
b that minimize the following objective function:

min L( 1,2% XZ,X)+b) +A Z a;jaik(X;, X;j), (31)

a;,b
Jj=1 5,j=1

where the first term is the loss function applied to the predictions, and the second term
is a regularization term scaled by A, which controls the complexity of the solution. This
formulation provides a balance between fitting the data and maintaining model simplicity.

To solve (31), we use the iterated reweighted least squares (IRLS) method. This method
iteratively minimizes a weighted least-squares problem, defined as

2 n
(agt),b(t)) := arg min w ( <Z ajk(Xq, X;) >) + A Z aiajk(Xi, Xj), (32)

e ij=1

(t—1)

where w; are the weights from the previous iteration.
After each minimization step, the weights are updated as follows:

o L (Y ) alf (Xz,X)er(t))' -

(Y > al (Xl,X)_b(t)>2

()

Here, w; ’ represents the ratio of the Cauchy loss to the squared loss, adjusting the weighting
of residuals based on the updated estimates. This iterative process allows the model to
handle outliers more robustly by dynamically reweighting each data point.

We begin by initializing the weights as wgo)

= 1. In each iteration, we first derive the
explicit solution of (32) for al(-t) and b® . Following this, we update the weights wgt) based
on the current solution using (33). This iterative process continues until convergence.

Given that the KCRR model is non-convex, applying the IRLS method to solve (31)
guarantees convergence only to a stationary point Aftab and Hartley (2015). Nevertheless,
the IRLS method is known for its efficiency and stability in reaching stationary points,
making it a practical and effective approach in non-convex settings. Empirical evidence also
suggests that IRLS performs well for similar non-convex optimization problems, indicating
that a stationary point solution is likely to meet the accuracy requirements of the KCRR
model. Therefore, in light of its practical effectiveness and empirical validation, a stationary
point solution adequately serves our objectives.

5.2 Synthetic Experiments

In this section, we present simulation experiments on robust regression to demonstrate the
effectiveness of KCRR in managing heavy-tailed noise.

To evaluate our approach, we use Friedman’s benchmark functions (Friedman, 1991)
as the regression function f. These functions are commonly applied in studies of robust
regression, as seen in works like Feng et al. (2015). Below, we describe three of Friedman’s
benchmark functions, which we use as the regression function f:
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(I) f(x):=10sin(zM2@) +20(z®) - 0.5)% + 102 + 520), where z := (m(j))j€[5];

(I1) f(z) = /(zW)? + (@26 —1/(z@2®))?2, where 2 := (210)) jepy;

(IIT) f(x):= arctan (( (2)20) — 1/( (4)))/$(1)) where z = (:E(j))je[4].

For regression function (I), each coordinate z\9), j € [5], is independently drawn from a

uniform distribution on the interval [0,1]. For regression functions (/1) and (III), each

coordinate (), j € [4], is independently drawn from distinct uniform distributions over the

following intervals: 20 ~ U[0,100], 23 ~ U[40x, 500x], 23 ~ U[0,1], and z®* ~ U[1,11].
We consider three different noise distributions, €, as follows:

(i) For Gaussian noise ¢, the location parameter is set to zero. The scale parameter is
adjusted so that the noise’s standard deviation is one-third of that of f(X), in line
with Tipping (2001). Specifically, this means (Var(f(X))/Var(e))'/? = 3.

(7i) For Cauchy noise €, as in Example 2.1, the scale parameter s is selected to achieve a
signal-to-noise power ratio of 3. Thus, we choose s so that (E|f(X)|'/2/E[e|'/?)? = 3.

(7i7) For Pareto noise €, as in Example 2.2, the shape parameter ( is set to 2.01. The scale
parameter s is determined based on a signal-to-noise ratio of 3, specifically by choosing
s such that (E|f(X)|Y/3/E|e|'/3)3 = 3.

To generate the response variable, noise was added to the regression function, resulting
in Y = f(X) + €. For each of Friedman’s functions, we produced 1,000 noisy observations
using the three different noise types described above, which were used for model training and
cross-validation. Furthermore, an additional 1,000 noise-free observations were generated
for testing.

For KLAD, MCCR, and KCRR, the hyperparameter grids for the regularization pa-
rameter A and the bandwidth « are set to {0.1,0.01,...,107°} and {0.5,0.25,...,275},
respectively. The grid for the squared scale parameter o2 in the Cauchy and correntropy
losses is selected as {107%,...,1078}. These three models are fit on the standardized
data. For KBHR, the hyperparameter grid for the scale parameter ¢ in the Huber loss,
defined as Lyuper (v, f(2)) := (y — f(2))?1{|y — f(z)| < o} + (oly — f(x)] — 02 /2), is set to
{1, 5,10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 300, 500, 1000}. Prior to fitting KBHR, we standardize the feature
variables.

To fit KLAD and KBHR, we employ stochastic gradient descent as implemented in the
Sklearn package. For MCCR, we use IRLS as recommended by Feng et al. (2015).

The hyperparameters for all these algorithms are selected using 10-fold cross-validation,
with the mean absolute error (MAE) as the selection criterion. The MAE is defined as

k ~
Z — flxi)l,

where (;, yi)le represent the k cross-validation samples.

To evaluate the performance of these algorithms on the test data, we use two metrics:
the MAE defined as MAE(f) := L S () — F(z:)| and the relative sum of squared
error (RSSE) defined as

MAE

w\H

~

> iy (f* (@) — f(fﬁi))Q
Y (@) = )7
where (z;)7, are the m test samples and f* is the mean of the f*(z;) values for i € [m).

We conduct our experiments ten times and report the average values and standard errors
for both metrics in Tables 1 and 2, respectively.

RSSE(f) :=
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Table 1: MAE Performance on Friedman’s functions under different noise types.

Dataset Noise ‘

KLAD

KBHR

MCCR

KCRR

1.4241 £ 0.0155
1.4055 £ 0.0481
1.2748 £ 0.0957

1.0441 £ 0.0096
1.3600 £ 0.0340
1.8464 £ 0.2287

0.7424 £ 0.0197
0.9464 £ 0.0251
0.5498 £ 0.0491

0.6122 + 0.0182
0.9026 + 0.0188
0.3821 =+ 0.0312

54.0076 £ 1.1573
39.8103 + 2.2581
37.1561 + 2.4826

26.7090 £ 0.5068
34.5415 £ 1.1040
70.4954 + 16.2335

24.1177 £ 0.7749

18.6588 + 0.6364

9.1603 £ 1.0183

22.3529 + 0.7565
19.4297 £+ 1.3433
6.7785 + 1.4664

(4)
(i1)
(iii)

(I11)

0.0945 + 0.0023
0.1159 = 0.0032
0.1207 £ 0.0099

0.1181 + 0.0028
0.1336 £ 0.0050
0.1725 £ 0.0059

0.0606 £ 0.0009
0.1005 £ 0.0028
0.0547 £ 0.0017

0.0463 £ 0.0007
0.0902 + 0.0031
0.0425 + 0.0012

For each dataset and each noise, we denote the best performance with bold.

Table 2: RSSE Performance on Friedman’s functions under different noise types.

Dataset Noise ‘

KLAD

KBHR

MCCR

KCRR

(4)
(i)
(iid)

(1)

0.1619 £ 0.0041
0.1464 £ 0.0101
0.1308 £ 0.0208

0.0841 £ 0.0019
0.1330 £ 0.0069
0.2665 £ 0.0622

0.0406 £ 0.0021
0.0659 £ 0.0035
0.0235 £ 0.0048

0.0275 4 0.0018
0.0603 £ 0.0020
0.0141 4 0.0023

(1)
(i)
(iii)

(I1)

0.0465 £+ 0.0017
0.0227 £ 0.0028
0.0199 £ 0.0045

0.0094 £ 0.0001
0.0153 £ 0.0011
0.0952 £ 0.0387

0.0068 £ 0.0005

0.0041 £ 0.0002

0.0012 £ 0.0003

0.0057 4 0.0004
0.0046 £+ 0.0006
0.0011 4 0.0007

(i)
i)

(i)

(I11)

0.3334 £ 0.0078
0.4060 £ 0.0130
0.3236 £+ 0.0399

0.3940 £ 0.0046
0.4973 £ 0.0164
0.7692 £ 0.0603

0.0994 £ 0.0060
0.2263 £ 0.0148
0.0929 £ 0.0072

0.0653 + 0.0045
0.1735 4+ 0.0121
0.0792 + 0.0075

For each dataset and each noise, we denote the best performance with bold.

Tables 1 and 2 show that KCRR consistently outperforms KLAD, KBHR, and MCCR
across Friedman’s functions, under various types of noise. Notably, KCRR demonstrates a
significant advantage in scenarios with Pareto noise (case (iii)), which lacks a finite 1/2-order
moment. This result highlights that the Cauchy loss function offers greater robustness
against extremely heavy-tailed noise compared to the other loss functions.

5.3 Real-world Data Experiments

We evaluate the performance of our mod-
els using four real-world regression datasets
from the UCI Machine Learning Repository

Table 3: Descriptions of Real Data

(Kelly et al., 2007): Computer Hardware, Dataset n d
Facebook Metrics, Boston Housing, and Computer | 209 10
Yacht Hydrodynamics. The details of these Facebook | 500 17
datasets, including the sample size n and Housing | 506 13
the number of features d, are provided in Yacht 308 7

Table 3.

For all the robust methods, the band-
width parameter v in the kernel function is chosen from the grid {0.5,0.25,...,27%} and
the squared scale parameter o2 in the Cauchy loss and correntropy loss is selected from
{1073,1072,...,10}. The remaining parameter grids are kept the same as in the synthetic
experiments. Each dataset is randomly split into 70% for training and 30% for testing. The
experiments are repeated ten times, with parameters selected using 10-fold cross-validation
based on the MAE criterion.

Tables 4 and 5 show that KCRR consistently outperforms other kernel-based robust
regression methods on real-world datasets, as measured by both the MAE and RSSE metrics.
These results underscore the effectiveness and adaptability of the Cauchy loss in managing
various types of noise commonly found in real-world data.
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Table 4: MAE Performance on real-world datasets.

Dataset ‘

KLAD

KBHR

MCCR

KCRR

Computer

Facebook | 79.2629 £ 6.7764 51.3577 + 4.2343

13.5840 £ 2.0781

44.4389 £ 4.5196 36.1817 £+ 2.8616 30.3279 £+ 2.7860 28.3316 *+ 2.1660
11.5963 + 2.0316

Housing | 3.1702 £ 0.0796  2.5449 + 0.0687  2.1804 4+ 0.0411  2.0714 4 0.0422
Yacht 6.3457 + 0.4402  5.2080 + 0.2433  1.0794 £ 0.0650 0.3984 + 0.0315
For each dataset, we denote the best performance with bold.
Table 5: RSSE Performance on real-world datasets.
Dataset ‘ KLAD KBHR MCCR KCRR
Computer | 0.4924 4+ 0.0545 0.2676 + 0.0304 0.2635 + 0.0898 0.1546 + 0.0268
Facebook | 0.5594 + 0.0370 0.1620 + 0.0270 0.0643 + 0.0225 0.0614 + 0.0230
Housing | 0.3318 £ 0.0132 0.1948 + 0.0144 0.1443 4+ 0.0107 0.1201 + 0.0058
Yacht 0.6305 + 0.0329 0.2585 + 0.0132 0.0119 + 0.0018 0.0026 + 0.0007
For each dataset, we denote the best performance with bold.
6 Proofs

In this section, we present the proofs for the results in previous sections. Specifically, Section
6.1 demonstrates the finiteness of the Cauchy risk and establishes the corresponding Bayes
function under the generalized Cauchy noise assumption. Section 6.2 provides detailed
proofs for the main theoretical results outlined in Section 3. Lastly, Section 6.3 covers the
proof related to the error analysis for the Ls-risk of KCRR in Section 4.

6.1 Proofs Related to Section 2

of Lemma 2.J. For any x > /2, we have log(1 + 2?) < log(22?) < log(z*) = 4log z. First,
we prove that 4logx < zP for any p < 1/4 and = > e(1/P'?  To this end, we construct
the function g(t) := t¥ — 4logt for any ¢ > 0. The derivative function of g is given by
g'(t) = ptP~' — 4/t = t~1(pt? — 4), which is larger than zero for t > (4/p)'/P. Therefore, the
function g is increasing on t > (4/p)'/?. Now we show (4/p)!/? < e1/D"" which is equivalent
to (1/p)log(4/p) < (1/p)*P. Since 1+ x < €® for x > 0, we have 1+ log(4/p) < 4/p and
thus we get

log(4/p) < 4/p—1< (1/p)"/*71,

where the last inequality follows from x < e®. Therefore, we get (1/p)log(4/p) < (1/ p)4/ P

and thus ¢ is increasing on ¢t > /" I addition, we check that g(e(l/p)4/p) > 0.

Specifically, we have

g(e(/P7y = A/PYYPTE _ logd+(4/p)log(1/p)
Since 1/p > 4 and 1/p > log(1/p) for any p < 1/4, we have

1/p)P=1 > (1/p)¥P = (1/p)* /P2 (1/p)* > 2(1/p)* > (1/p* + 2)(1/p)
> 1/p+ (1/p* +1)(1/p) > 1/p + (4/p)log(1/p) > log4 + (4/p) log(1/p).

Therefore, we get 9(6(1/;9)4/1’) > 0 and thus ¢(t) > 0 for any ¢t > et/P? Thus, we finish
the proof of log(1 + %) < 2P for any x > e(/MY? and p <1/4.

In the following, we show that log(1 + 22) < P for any x > 2% and p > 1/4. Under
p > 1/4, we have zP > 2'/* and thus it suffices to show that 4logz < z/4 for x > 216, To
this end, we construct the function h(t) := t'/4 — 4logt on t > 0. The derivative function of
h is given by A/ (t) = (1/4)t=3/* — 4/t = (4t)~'(¢t'/* — 16), which is larger than zero for any
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t > 216, Therefore, h(t) is increasing on t > 26, Moreover, h(26%) = 216 — 4 x 641log2 > 0.
Therefore h(t) > 0 for any ¢ > 216.

By combining these two sides, we get log(1+22) < xP for any p > 0 and z > 264\ e(1/P)
Then we have

Elog(1 + [e]) = E(log(1 + [¢[2)1{|¢] < 2% v /""" }) + B(log(1 + [e*)1{Je| > 25 v /D7)
< log(1+2'2 v 21/DY7) L E(|eP1{[e] > 24 v /P71
<log(1+2'% v DY) L E(|ef).

4/p

Therefore if E(|e[P) < oo, we get Elog(1 + |€|?) < oo. O

of Lemma 2.7. Using the definition of the Cauchy loss L and the inequalities (a + b)?
2(a® + b?), we get

(y — f(w))2>

o2

Ly, f(z)) = o log<1+

)
< Piog(14 LS @I 20 -
oo

HfH2 - If15) | 2" (@) —y)2>
2

1+
o

o (Hf\|§o+||f*uzo> ) 2 f*(x) — y)?
‘”’g<” -2 >+U1Og<1+02+4(||f|!30+\f*llio)) (34

If 0% + 4([[ f1% + 1*]13%) = 2, then we have

g

4 2 *112
= o2 log(l + (A5 + 111 HOO)) + o°F, log(l + 62) < 00, (35)

)
where the last inequality follows from Assumption 2.3.

Otherwise if 02 + 4(|| f||% + | f*]|2%) < 2, by using (34) and alog(1 +t/a) < log(1 +t)
for any t > 0 and a € (0, 1], we have for any (z,y) € X x ),

A(IS13 + ||f*||§o)> . 202 log (1 + (f*(x) = y))*

o2 + 4([I 115 + I1F+113)

+ 2log(1 + (f*(x) — y))2.

Ll f@) < o*og 1+ 2=,
< otog(1.+ A L))

Therefore, by Assumption 2.3, we have

4 2 * (|2
UARAIIID) g g1+ < o
g

EL(Y, f(X)) < o? log(l +
This together with (35) yields the conclusion. O
of Lemma 2.8. By the definition of Ry, p, for any function f : X — R, we have
Rip(f) = ExEyx L(Y, f(X)).

Let the inner risk of the Cauchy loss be denoted as

Ro(f) = Ey o L(Y, (X)) = / o log (1+ = @) >p(y\ﬂf) dy.

= [ oo (1 LI (36)
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Let us define a function of u as
+ 2
g(u) == /]RO'2 log (1 + (¢ UQU) >p(e) de. (37)

By taking the derivative of g(u) with respect to u, we obtain

g'(u) :=/R<72 <022+(€(jf)u)2> p(e) de

By Assumption 2.6, for any u > 0 and any a > 0, we have

ple=a—u) > ple = —a—u),

This implies that ¢’(u) > 0 for any u > 0. Conversely, we can prove that ¢'(u) < 0 for any
u < 0. Moreover, it is clear that ¢’(u) = 0 when u = 0 by using Assumption 2.5. As a result,
we can conclude that the inner risk g(u) behaves in the following manner:

is decreasing, if u <0
g(u) = 02/ log(1+ €2/0?)p(€) de, if u = 0; (38)
R
is increasing, if u> 0.

Therefore, for any u € R, there holds g(u) > g(0) = o2 [ log(1 + €?/0?)p(€) de and u = 0 is
the unique minimal point of g(u). Thus, for any f and any x, there holds g(f*(z) — f(z)) >
g(0). By the definition of g, we have g(f*(z) — f(z)) = R4(f) and ¢g(0) = R4 (f*). Therefore,
Ro(f) > R.(f*) and the equation holds if and only if f(x) = f*(x). This leads to the result
that the minimal inner risk R, (f) is achieved when f(z) = f*(x), i.e

inf{R,(f) | f: X = Y measurable} = R (f").

By taking the expectation with respect to Px, we extend this result to the overall risk,
yielding that

inf{Rp p(f) | f: X = Y measurable} = Ry, p(f).

This demonstrates that the true regression function minimizes the Cauchy risk and completes
the proof. n

of Lemma 2.9. Since M > || f*||so, we can analyze the relationship between f( ) and f*(x)
based on the value of f(x).

~

Case 1: f(z) > f*(z). In this scenario, we have f*(x) < f(z )§ f(x). By the monotonicity
property of g(u) stated in (38), this implies g(f*(z) — f(z)) < g(f*(=x )— f(x)). By
(36) and (37), we have R, (f) = g(f*(z) — f(z)). Thus we obtain R, (f) Rx(f)-

Case 2: f(z) < f*(x). Here, it follows that f(z) < f( ) < f*(z). Again, using the

monotonicity property in (38), this implies g(f*(z) — f( ) < g(f*( ) — f(x)). By
(36) and (37), we have R.(f) = g(f*(z) — f(z)). Thus we find R, (f) < Rz(f).

Combining both cases, we conclude that 723;(]?) < R(f) holds for any z. By taking the
expectation with respect to Px, we extend this result to the overall risk, which establishes
the desired assertion. ]
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6.2 Proofs Related to Section 3
6.2.1 Proofs Related to Section 3.1

Lemma 6.1. Let Assumptions 2.3, 2.5, and 2.6 hold. Additionally, let L be the Cauchy
loss function, with f* representing the true regression function. Then for any regressor
f: X = R, the following holds

Rip(f) —Rip <Ep(f(X) - f*(X))%
of Lemma 6.1. By Lemma 2.8, we have
Rip(f) = Rip =ExEyx (LY, f(X)) - L(Y, f*(X))). (39)
For the Cauchy loss function, we have

— /yo? <log<1 + (y_fz(f"’))?) — log<1 + W))p(yx) dy

o 2 (y— f(z))? + o2
- /y" 1Og<<y @Rt 02>”(y‘“7) o

_ [ 2 (y—f(2)? = (y— f*(@))?
_/ya log<1+ (y— f ()2 1 o2 )p(y\x) dy.

Using the inequality log(1 + z) < z for € (—1, 00) and substituting the regression model
e =Y — f*(X) into the expression, we get
Ey x—a (LY, f(X)) = L(Y, f*(X))
< 0,2/ (y — (@) = (y — f* (@)
-y )

-pylr) dy

(y — f*(x))* + 02
— (g () — T 2_ — f*(x 2
_ /y«y GRS CAORE O RIS L PR
o [ 2y = @) (ff(2) = f(@) + (f(2) = f(2)* .
-7 /y (y = f*(x))? + o k) v
2e(f*(x) — f(x *(x) — f(x))?
ot [ ML P SO g,

According to the symmetry assumption stated in Assumption 2.5, for any z, we have
E(e/(e? + 0?)|X = z) = 0. From this, we get

By x—o (L(Y, f(X)) = L(Y, f*(X)) < o? /

v €2+0-2
* 2

< /y (F(x) — F(2))p(e) de

= (f*(2) - f(2)*

This together with (39) yields the assertion. O
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~

of Theorem 3.1. By the definition of the Cauchy loss L and R}, p = EL(Y, f*(X)), we have
Rei.p(f) — Ry p = ExBEyx (L(Y, f(X)) - ( X)))
=ExEy|x <02 log (1 -

Y — (X 2
) )
:ExEy|XO‘210g<((Y f'],c ) J>
f(X)* — (Y — [*(X))*
: Foopre )
Let us define £(X) := f(X) — f*(X). Since e =Y — f*(X), we have

(€ — £(X))* - 62>_

€2+ o2

= EXEy|XO'2 IOg + ( (f

(X
Y -

Rep(f) — R} p = ExEco” 10g<1 +

Obviously, we have [|¢]los < |/*]los + || fllco < 2M. Thus if || < M, then
(€ = &(X))? = €] < 20e[[€(X)] + €3(X) < 4M? +4M? = 8M*.
Since 0 > 4M, we then have

(e —&(X))2 — €|  8M?  8M?
< <
€2 + o2 - o2 T 16M?

Otherwise if |e| > M, using the inequality 2ab < a? + b?, we get
(e = €(X))* — €| _ 2e |€( )+ E(X) _ AM]e| +4M?

€2 + o2 - 2 402 - 24+ 16M2
_ (2/3)-6M\ |+ 4M? - 2/3) (€2 +9M?) + 4M? <2
- €2 + 16 M2 - €2 + 16 M2 -3

Consequently, we obtain that when o > 4M, for any € and X,

(- €2 & _2
207 53

Using the inequality log(1 +t) > t — 3t2/2 for t € [~2/3,00), and the symmetry

assumption stated in Assumption 2.5, we get

2 —&(X))? - 3((e —&(X))* —€)?

R _Ri > o?EyE, [ 28 -
L.p(f) Lp =0 EX ( €2 4+ o2 2(e? + 02)?
2 §(X)?  3E(X)* +126%(X)?
=0 EXEe —
€2+ o2 2(e? + 02)?
€2¢(X)? N 3026(X)* + 120262 (X)?
€2+ o2 2(e? + 02)?

= Exé(X)? — IEXIEE<

7e?0? + €t + 3§(X)202/2>>

= Ex¢(X)? - Ex (f(X)2E€< (€2 + 02)2

(40)

Since 7o%e?/(0? + €2)? and €*/(0? + €2)? are bounded, by using the dominated convergence
theorem, we have



Therefore, there exists a large number ¢; such that for any o > ¢,

Te202 1 et 1
El ——-=) < -, El ———=] <-. 41
(rer) =i =(@tap) < 4

Combining (41) with (40) and using o /(¢ + 02)? < 1, we obtain

N * 1 N * 2 T * 4 302/2
_ > 2. _ _ _ . v e
RuplF) = Rip 2 3 Bx(FO0) - PP = Bx(F00) - 000 B 270
1 -~ N -~ N 3
> LB (F0) - (0 - Ex(FX) - PN 2y
This is equivalent to
17 = £ Ve < 2(Rep(F) = Rip) +31F = £l py) /o™ (42)
Given that || f*|lec < M and ||f||sc < M, we can conclude that
1F = oo < 11£*lloo + [ flloo < 2M.
Since o > 4M, we have
1 n * (14 1 2 n *2
— = Lapy) < ol 1F— 1% I1F — f HL2 Px)
<M P e NF -1 (43)
- ) La(Px) = 4 La(Px)"

Combining (43) with (42), we find

~

1F = 113 e < 2(Rep(F) = Rip) + B/4) 1 = f 17 py

which is equivalent to

~

1F = £112,py) < 8(RLp(f) = Ri p)-

This together with Lemma 6.1 yields the assertion. O

6.2.2 Proofs Related to Section 3.2

of Theorem 3.3. Propositions 4.3 and 4.4 yield that there exist a constant ¢; > 0 such that
for any q € (0,1), 0 >4M V ¢1, and 7 > 0,

Mlfpl3r + Re.p(fp) — RipSM 1+ +0° (Tn’l + )\’qu’dn’1>
holds with probability at least 1 — 2e~". By taking 7 := log(2n), we obtain

)‘”fD”%{ + RL,P(?D) RL P )\’}/ + ’y 0'2 (10g(2n) . 77,_1 4 )\_qv_dn_1>
ST+ 4% o2 (n_Hq + /\_q’y_dn_1>

with probability at least 1 — 1/n. This finishes the proof. O

26



6.2.3 Proofs Related to Section 3.3

of Theorem 3.4. By applying Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3, there exists a constant ¢; such
that if 0 > 4n? V ¢; and M = nP > || f*||oc, then

Ilfp — f*|’%2(PX) <My A2 4 o <n_1+q + )x_qv_dn_l)

with probability at least 1 — 1/n. By choosing

_1-2p —1=2p
o=nP, A=xn THa, yxn CetdlTa

we find that for any n > (|| f|le V ¢1)/?,

- __2a(1-2p)
||fD _ f*H%Q(PX) <n Card+a),

This concludes the proof. ]

of Theorem 3.5. By applying Theorems 3.1 and 3.3, there exists a constant ¢; such that if
o>4MyV cq,

1D = 13y S Ay 472 4 0% (7 4 ATy

with probability at least 1 — 1/n. By choosing

A=n"TH, y=n @0, o= 4MyV e,
we obtain
17D — FHI2. poy < 0~ EardiEs
D Lo(Px) ~
with probability at least 1 — 1/n. This finishes the proof. O

6.3 Proofs Related to Section 4
6.3.1 Proofs Related to Section 4.2

Before proceeding, we need to introduce the concept of entropy numbers (van der Vaart
and Wellner, 1997), which serves as a measure of the capacity of a function set.

Definition 6.2 (Entropy Numbers). Let (X, d) be a metric space, and let A C X’ with
i > 1 being an integer. The i-th entropy number of (A4, d) is defined as

22'71
ei(A,d)=inf< e >0:3xq,...,29i1 € X such that A C U By(zj,¢€) ¢,
j=1

where By(z;,e) = {z € X : d(z,z;) < e} denotes the closed ball of radius ¢ centered at z;.

The following lemma, derived from (Steinwart and Christmann, 2008, Theorem 6.26),
provides an upper bound for the entropy number of Gaussian kernels.

Lemma 6.3. Let the compact set X C R® and let Px be a distribution defined on X, with
supp(Px) C X representing the support of Px. Additionally, for v € (0,1), let Hy(A)
denote the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) associated with the Gaussian radial
basis function (RBF) kernel k, over the set A. Then, for every N € N*, there exists a
constant cy g > 0 such that

ei(id : Hy(X) = Ly(Px)) < eyay Ni~@,  fori> 1.

27



of Lemma 6.3. Consider the following commutative diagram:

H,(X) i La(Px)

Isupp(PX)l Tld

Hy(supp(Px)) ———3—> foo(supp(Px))

In this diagram, the extension operator Zyppn(py) @ Hy(X) — H,(supp(Px)), as defined
in Corollary 4.43 of Steinwart and Christmann (2008), is an isometric isomorphism. This
implies that

|| supp(Px) * H’Y(X) - Hw(supp(PX))H =L (44)

Let ¢o(X) denote the space of all bounded functions on the set X. For any f € {5 (X),
we have

1/2
1 llzarg) = <prlf(X)l2> < [1fll.
This implies
|lid : oo (supp(X)) — Lo(Px)| < 1. (45)

Combining (44), (45) with Inequalities (A.38), (A.39), and Theorem 6.27 from Steinwart
and Christmann (2008), we obtain the following bound for all ¢ > 1 and N > 1:

ei(id : Hy(X) = Lo(Px)) < [ Zoupp(py) : Hy(X) = Hy(supp(X))]|

-e;(id : H(supp(Px)) — Loo(supp(Px)))
[lid : £oo (supp(X)) — La(Px)|

N
< CN,d’YiNZ a,

where ¢y g is the constant specified in (Steinwart and Christmann, 2008, Theorem 6.27). [

Before proceeding, we need to introduce some notations. Specifically, we define the
composition (Lo f)(x,y) := L(y, f(x)) and introduce the function

hy:=Lof—Lo f* (46)

Let H denote the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), and let » > 0. We define the
function space

—~

Foi={f e H: Ml +Rep(f) —Rip <7} (47

and
H, = {hf::Lof—Lof*:fe]-"r}. (48)

Additionally, we need to introduce a concept for measuring the capacity of a function
set. This is defined as an expectation of the supremum with respect to the Rademacher
sequence, see e.g., Definition 7.9 of Steinwart and Christmann (2008).

Definition 6.4 (Empirical Rademacher Average). Let F be a set of functions f : Z — R.
Let {&;}!", be a Rademacher sequence associated with a distribution v. This sequence
consists of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables, where v(e; =
1) =v(E =-1) = % Then for a dataset D := (z1,...,2,) € Z", the n-th empirical
Rademacher average of the function set F with respect to D is defined as

Zszf i)

Radp(F,n) :=E, sup|—
feF|m
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To derive the bound of the empirical Rademacher average of H,, we first need to
investigate the Lipschitz property of the Cauchy loss function. This involves establishing
a supremum bound on the difference between the Cauchy loss values associated with two
different regressors.

of Lemma /.1. Let us define the function

—$)?

h(t):—aQIOg(1+(y 2)), fort e R, o > 0.
o

Taking the derivative of h(t) with respect to t, we get

20%(t —
R (t) = M € [—o,0] for any t € R,

since it holds that o2 + (t — y)? > 20|t — y|. By applying the Mean Value Theorem, we can
find some value £ between f(z) and g(z) such that

This leads to

yielding the desired assertion. O

of Lemma /.2. Using the Lipschitz property of the Cauchy loss established in Lemma 4.1
and the refined calibration inequality from Theorem 3.1, we obtain

E|L(y, f(z)) = L(y. f*())]> < 0* - ||f = [, (py) < 80° - (Re,p(f) = Rip)-
This completes the proof. O

Lemma 6.5. Let the function space H, be defined as in (48). For any q € (0,1) and
d € (0,1/2), there exists a constant ¢y > 0 that depends only on §, d, and q such that for
any o > 4M V ¢y, we have

Ep~pnRadp(Hr,n) < Pn(r),
where
Y (1) := e <)\_%07_%n_%7“% v <[)ﬁq JM%Z’;/_ﬁn_ﬁIQ),
and cy 1s a constant that depends on d and q.
of Lemma 6.5. By applying Lemma 6.3 and setting ¢ := %, we obtain
ei(id : H(X) = loo(X)) < capgay~ V%719, Vi>1,¢>0. (49)

To avoid confusion, we denote the constant ¢/, 4 that depends on d and ¢ simply as ¢4 4 for
convenience. For any f € F,., we have

MG < AfIF +Rep(f) = Rip <

From this, we deduce that
N\ 1/2
Il < (5)
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which yields that

e ()

where the unit ball By := {f € H : || f|lz < 1}. By applying (A.36) from Steinwart and
Christmann (2008) along with (49), we obtain

r

1/2 1/2
ei(Fr,Lo(Dx)) <2 (X> / ei(id: H(X) = loo(X)) < 2 (g) / Cq’dpyfd/qifl/q.

Let {fi1,..., foi} be an e-net of F; with respect to Lo(Dx). For any hy € F,, there
exists some index j € {1,...,2%} such that

1f = FillLaoy) <&
By applying Lemma 4.1, we get
g (2, y) = by (@, 9) | = [L(y, () = Ly, f;(2))| < ol f(x) = fj(2)]

Consequently, we obtain

lhs = hillLaoy < ollf = fill ooy < o€

As aresult, the set {hy,,...,hs } constitutes a oe-net of H, with respect to Lo(Dx). This
leads us to

1/2
ei(Mr, La(D)) < 0 - ei(Fr, La(D)) < 20 cqa () /0.

Additionally, for any function f, we have
17 = £ lloe < M+ [1f*[loo < 2M.
Applying Lemma 4.1, we get
I flloe < ol F = fll < 200 (50)
Furthermore, by Lemma 4.2, if ¢ > 4M V ¢1, then for any f € F,., we have
Eph% < 30°Eph; < 307,

Using Theorem 7.16 in Steinwart and Christmann (2008), we get

2q

7_2%) e (QO'M)%Z n_ﬁ)

N

< Cq<<200q7d (%) fy—jdq>q (30_274)(141)/2 n_% V; (2a'cq7d (%)

4 _
<c ()\ 207_%n_%r% V. (%) T+q UMifgfy_ﬁdqn_Tl-q»
where ¢3 := 8¢q((2¢4,4)? V (2cq7d)2q/(1+q)). This finishes the proof, .

Before proving the oracle inequality in Proposition 4.3, we need to introduce two widely-
used concentration inequalities. Specifically, Bernstein’s inequality is shown in (Steinwart
and Christmann, 2008, Theorem 5.12) and Talagrand’s inequality is proven by Theorem 7.5
and Lemma 7.6 in Steinwart and Christmann (2008).
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Lemma 6.6 (Bernstein’s Inequality). Let &1,...,&, be independent random variables on a
probability space (X, A, P) such that Ep&; = 0, ||§]loc < B, and Ep&? = o2 for all i € [n].

Then for any T > 0, we have
1 « 2021  2BT
Lshg o[22 28T
n n 3n

with probability P™ at least 1 — e~ 7.

Let us define
Ephf* h}?

= , € H,r>0. ol
/\Hf||%l—|-Eth—|-r / (51)

9fr :

Lemma 6.7 (Talagrand’s Inequality). For a given r >0, let g¢, be as in (51) and define
G = {gsr : f € H}. For any g € G such that Epg = 0, we assume ||g|lcc < B and
Epg? < 02. Forn > 1, we define the function G : 2" — R by

n

%Zg(zi)
=1

G(z1,...,2,) :=sup , z=(21,...,2n) € Z".

geg

Then, for any T > 0, we have

5 2021 14Bt
< —. n
G(z) < 1 EpnG(2) + 1/ - + ™

T

with probability P™ at least 1 —e™ 7.

of Proposition 4.3. According to the definitions of fp in (7) and hy in (46), we have
M fpll +Ephz < lfoll% +Ephs . (52)
Consequently we obtain
M folE +Rep(fp) —Rip = Alfoll + Ephs

_ 2 o = _

= AMfplly +Ephj —Eph; +Eph;

<A follF + Eph; —Eph; +Ephz

= Al follz + Ephg + (EthO - Eﬂbﬁ)) + (Epth - ]EthD> . (53)

We begin by bounding the term Eph o Eph X For i € [n], define random variables

It is clear that Ep§; = 0. By applying (50) and Lemma 4.2, we find that if o0 > 4M V ¢y,
then [|&leo < 2th||oo < 40M. Additionally, we have Epf? < Eph% < 30’2Ephf0. By
0

applying Bernstein’s inequality from Lemma 6.6 to random variables (&;)" ;, and utilizing
the inequality 2ab < (a + b)?, we obtain

60°EphzT  8oM 3021 8oM
L _ fO g T ~ o~T g T
Ephg, —Ephs <\ ———"—+——— <Ephj + —— + — (54)

T

with probability at least 1 —e™".
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Then we bound the term Epth — IEthAD. To this end, let us define
Ephf — hf

= , eH r>r",
AIfIF +Ephp+r f

9fr:

where r* := inf{IEphf : f € H}. Symmetrization in Proposition 7.10 of Steinwart and
Christmann (2008) and Lemma 6.5 yield

Ep~pn sup |Ep (Eph”*— hA)‘ < 2Ep.prRadp(H,,n) < 2y, (1),
feF: f f

where 1, (7) is defined as in Lemma 6.5. Simple calculation shows that 1, (47) < 2¢,(r).

Additionally, note that H, is a separable Caratheodory set according to Lemma 7.6 in

Steinwart and Christmann (2008). Applying Peeling in Theorem 7.7 of Steinwart and

Christmann (2008) to F, hence gives

81/},1(7”)‘

r

Ep~pn sup [Epgs,| <
feH

By (50), we have

2l _ toM

logrlloo < = < =2

Using (a + b)? > 4ab and Lemma 4.2, we get

f 29
Ephf—FT)Q - 41"Ephf T

Ep(hA)2 30’2]]‘313}1]? B 3g2

Epg}, < (

By applying Talagrand’s inequality as stated in Lemma 6.7, we can conclude that for any
r>rY,

sup Epgy, <

10 7 3(72 T 560 M1
feH r

2nr 3nr

holds with probability at least 1 — e~ ". Based on the definition of g¢, ,, we have

r 2nr 3nr

109y, (1) 302 B6oMT
EthD —EDh]?D < (/\HfDHIZq +EthD> ( + +

3021r  S560MT
+

10 55
100 (r) + 2n 3n (55)
with probability at least 1 —e™ 7.
Combining (55) with (53) and (54), we obtain
3021  8oMT
Molih +Ephy, < Mfolly +2Ephy, + 27T + 22
109, (7) 3027 560 MT
Al ol +Ephs,)
+( /ol +Ep fo < r + 2nr + 3nr
302 560 M
10U (r) + ) S 20T (56)

2n 3n

with probability at least 1 — 2e™7. To bound the terms in (56), we note that since o > M,
if r > (30c2)%202A~%~9n =1 then it follows that r > 30t,(r). This implies that

109y, (1)

r

1
< —.
-3
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Furthermore, if we set r > (108027 4+ 1520 M 7)n~!, we can derive the following inequalities:

302 r 3021 1 56cMT1 1
< o S 9 S S
n ~ 3 nr 6 3n 8

These estimates allow us to conclude that we obtain

2r
Al fplf +Ephy, < Mfollf +2Ephy + 5
1 1 1 1 1 1
| fol2 IEiw) 4o 1. .1
(sl +Een) (545 +5) + (545 +5)r 6D

with probability at least 1 — 2e~7. Elementary calculation yields that
Alfollly +Erhy, <6 (Mlfollf +Ephy ) +4r

holds with probability at least 1 — 2e™". Let us define

r = 152c3 (027' +oMT+ 02)\*q’y*d) nt.
With this definition, we obtain
2 2 2( 2 2y—q—d\ ,,—1
Alfoll3 +Ephy <6 ()\Hfo||H + Ephfo> + 608c2 (a T+ oMt + 0?1y ) n

<6 (A||f0||%1 n Ephﬁ)) +1216¢2 (027 + 02)\_q7_d> n~!

with probability at least 1 —2e~7. The last inequality holds under the condition that ¢ > M.
This concludes the proof. O

6.3.2 Proofs Related to Section 4.3

of Proposition /.4. For a fixed parameter v > 0, we define the function K : R* — R by

K(z) = (;ﬂ)d/g exp<—2”j2‘§). (58)

For any z € X, the convolution of K and f* at « is

) w) = [ (jﬂ)d/ exp(—W)f*<t> it

d/2 2
= /Rd (’yir) exp<—2”fyh2H>f*(x+h) dh.

Since the function f* has compact support and is bounded, it follows that f* € Lo(R?).
Combining this fact with Proposition 4.46 in Steinwart and Christmann (2008), we obtain

K+ f* € H. (59)
2 \¥? 2|h|2
L) en(-250 )=
i} 2 \ %2 2[R\ ..
- () ()
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Moreover, since

we have




Then for any x € X, we have

K« f*(2) = f*(2)| =

d
2 \2 2||hl|?
S/R( 4 exp(— ”72” )caHhHadh. (60)
)

Using the rotation invariance of x — exp(—2||z||3/~?) and the property I'(1+t) = tI'(¢) for
t > 0, we obtain
2 \:_ [ 2lh? Ty [ (L)
/ <2> exp(— 5 >caHhHadh = Ca (*) / <> exp(—HhHQ)HhHa dh
R \ V2T gl v2/  Jra\m

i )(1 2 /oo —r2_a+d—1
=cCol| —= e "r dr
(\@ I'(d/2) Jo

Ca d+oN\._0/m o
:F(d/z)r< 5 )2 (61)

Let fo:= K * f* € H. By Proposition 4.46 in Steinwart and Christmann (2008), we have
1 follZ = 7=y f(12, < ey, (62)
where ¢4 1= 1=Y2p2(X)||f*||%,. Combining (60) and (61), we obtain

|[fo(z) — fH(@)] < e57”
with ¢5 := coI'((d + «)/2)/T'(d/2). This together with Lemma 6.1 gives

M follF + Rer,p(fo) — Rip < c3(My 0+ 20,

where the constant c3 := ¢4 + cg. Furthermore, this conclusion, in conjunction with
Lemma 2.9, yields the desired assertion. O

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we tackle the challenge of robust regression in situations where traditional
noise assumptions, such as the existence of a finite absolute mean, are not applicable. We
introduce a generalized Cauchy noise assumption that accommodates noise distributions
with finite moments of any order, including heavy-tailed cases like Cauchy noise, which
lacks a finite absolute mean. Through an analysis of the kernel Cauchy ridge regressor
(KCRR), we establish a relationship between excess Cauchy risk and Lo-risk, demonstrating
that these risks become equivalent when the scale parameter of the Cauchy loss is large.
Building on this foundation, we show that the excess Cauchy risk bound of KCRR, improves
as the scale parameter decreases, particularly under the assumption of Holder smoothness.
Moreover, we derive the almost minimax-optimal convergence rate for KCRR by effectively
selecting a proper scale parameter of the Cauchy loss. This illustrates the robustness of
the Cauchy loss in addressing various noise types. Our findings underscore the potential of
KCRR as a reliable method for regression tasks in challenging noise environments.
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