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Abstract

The small-ball method was introduced as a way of obtaining a
high probability, isomorphic lower bound on the quadratic empiri-
cal process, under weak assumptions on the indexing class. The key
assumption was that class members satisfy a uniform small-ball es-
timate: that Pr(|f| > k|| f||z,) > ¢ for given constants x and 0.

Here we extend the small-ball method and obtain a high proba-
bility, almost-isometric (rather than isomorphic) lower bound on the
quadratic empirical process. The scope of the result is considerably
wider than the small-ball method: there is no need for class members
to satisfy a uniform small-ball condition, and moreover, motivated
by the notion of tournament learning procedures, the result is stable
under a ‘majority vote’.

1 Introduction

In this article we study a more general version of the following question:

Question 1.1. Let F' be a class of functions defined on a probability space
(Q, p), let X be distributed according to p and consider a sample X, ..., Xy,
consisting of N independent copies of X. Find a high probability, lower
bound on 6 = 0(r), defined by

N
. 1 fA(X))
(11) {f€F=||f||L2>T}N; I1£11,

for a value of r that is as small as possible.
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The obvious implication of (L)) is if f € F and || f||z, > r then

1 N
=0 X 2 0011,
i=1

which is an ‘isomorphic’ lower bound on the quadratic empirical process.

Lower bounds on ([L1]) play an important role in applications in proba-
bility (e.g., the smallest singular value of a random matrix with iid rows),
geometry (for example, estimates on the Gelfand widths of convex bodies
[14], 15, [1l [13]), and statistics.

The standard way of estimating (.1]) is by two-sided concentration, that
is, by obtaining a high probability upper bound on

(1.2) sup
{rer:flley,zr}

I LX)
N < 171,

Estimates of this type are called ratio-limit theorems (see [4, 3] and refer-
ences therein). However, a nontrivial ratio-limit theorem is possible only if
class members have well-behaved tails, and even then obtaining the two-
sided estimate is rather involved (see, e.g., [13], [12]).

The fact that a high probability, two-sided estimate as in (L.2)) is false
without assuming that class members have well-behaved tails can be seen
by considering what happens for a single function: given a square-integrable
function f, the probability that

1 N
S0 ) < IR,

may be small; specifically, it need not be better than the outcome of Cheby-
chev’s inequality. Even if one allows for large values of C' the situation re-
mains the same: for example, it is straightforward to construct a function
f on the unit sphere of Ly(p) such that

N
1 2 C1
— ) > > L
In contrast, a lower bound of the form
N
(1.3) sz2(Xi) > | fIIZ,
i=1

is almost universal and holds with very high probability under minimal
assumptions on f:
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Definition 1.2. The function f satisfies a small-ball condition with con-
stants kK >0 and 0 < 6 < 1 1f

Pr(lfl = sl fll.) = o.

All that a small-ball condition implies is that f does not assign too much
weight to a small neighbourhood of 0; it does not mean that f has a well
behaved tail, and in particular, it does not exclude the possibility that f
does not have any moment beyond the second one. As it happens, a small-
ball condition is enough to ensure that the lower bound ([L.3)) holds with very
high probability for a well-chosen constant c. Indeed, a standard binomial
estimate shows that with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c;dN),

ON

i P 2 Rl f i = 25

therefore, on that event,
1 — 5
2 20 £112
N;f (Xi) > 5 1FII%,-

This overwhelming difference between the upper and lower bounds on
* SV f2(X;) motivated the introduction of the small-ball method [11} [9].
It has led to a lower bound on ([I.T]) under the assumption that the class in
question satisfies a small-ball property—that there are constants x > 0 and
0 < 6 < 1 such that for every f € F, Pr(|f| > k|| f||r,) = 0. To formulate
this lower bound let

star(H, f) = {\h+ (1= \)f:heH, 0< <1}

which is the star-shaped hull of H with f. Also, from here on denote by
(£;)X, independent, symmetric {—1,1}-valued random variables that are
also independent of (X;)Y ,; D is the unit ball in Ly(p); and S is the corre-

sponding unit sphere.

Theorem 1.3. [J] There exist absolute constants c; and ¢y for which the
following holds. Let H C Lo(p) and assume that for every h € H, Pr(|h| >
kllh|lL,) > 6. If r > 0 satisfies that

E sup < e166rVN,

hestar(H,0)NrS

\/% Z e:h(X;)
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then with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c20N)

K N§
{heH :1I||1h||L2ZT} {Z | ( )| =9 || ||L2} = _4

In particular, on the same event,

i 1
in —
{heH : ||h||p,>r}y N 4

Theorem has many applications, but our focus here is on three di-

rections in which it is natural to extend its scope:

e Although a small-ball property is a rather minimal condition on a class,

there are still important situations in which it is not satisfied. For
example, if the class H is a bounded subset of L, for some p > 2, it
need not satisfy a small-ball property. In fact, even if p = co and class
members are bounded almost surely by 1, the best possible choice of §
for a function h may be as bad as ||h[|7,. As an example, fix 0 < p < 1
and let h be a {0, 1}-valued such that Pr(h = 1) = p. Therefore,
|hl|7, = p and Pr(|h| > &[|h||L,) = ||h]]Z, for any 0 < x < 1/,/p, and
0 otherwise.

With that in mind, one would like to find a version of Theorem
that is strong enough to deal with more general situations than classes
that satisfy a small-ball property.

e Results that are based on a small-ball property are of an isomorphic

nature. The best that one can hope for is that if h € H and ||h||L, > 7,
then

—Zh2 ) > c(k, O)|IRIIL,,

where ¢(k, d) depends only on the small-ball parameters x and ¢. The
fact that ¢ is not close to 1 is unfortunate but unavoidable. On the
other hand, at times one requires an almost isometric lower bound,
with ¢ = 1 — ¢ for a small £. Therefore, the second extension of the
small-ball method is to ensure that for a fixed 0 < £ < 1 which can
be (almost) arbitrarily small, and with high probability one has

inf iz PA(Xs) >1-¢.

{heH:|[h||L,>r} N 4
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e The final extension is motivated by tournaments [8, [10]. Tournaments
are statistical procedures that attain the optimal accuracy/confidence
tradeoff for (almost) any prediction problem relative to the squared
loss. Roughly and somewhat inaccurately put, consider a class of func-
tions F' and an unknown random variable Y. One would like to es-
timate Y by some f € F' whose Ly distance to Y is almost the best
possible in F'. The data one is given to perform this task is an iid
sample (X;,Y;)Y,, selected according to the joint distribution of X
and Y.

To identify which of the class members is almost optimal, one splits
the given sample (X;,Y;)X, to n coordinate blocks (I;)7_;, each one
of cardinality m; and for any f,h € F one compares the n empirical
errors )
— X;)—-Y)? and — ) (h(X;)—Yi)*
U =) > ) =)
Based on the outcomes, one nominates the winner in this “statistical
match” between f and h, and the key feature of this “tournament” is
that if f “wins” in this comparison then E(f(X)—Y)? < E(h(X)-Y )%
The procedure selects a function that wins all of its matche. As it
happens, at the heart of the analysis of tournament procedures is the
following question:

Question 1.4. Let H C Ly(u). Fiz an integer n and set (I;)5_, to be the
decomposition of {1, ..., N} to n blocks of equal size which is denoted by m.
Given 0 <& <1 and0<n<1, findr >0 that is as small as possible such
that with high probability, for any h € H with ||h||L, > r

jo SR 2 (L= QAR o] > (1=
icl;

Question [[L4l is significantly harder than Question [Tt for every function
in the class whose Ly norm is not too small one must show an almost
isometric lower bound that holds for a large majority of the coordinate
blocks ;. Clearly, when n = 1 and n = 0.5 (or any other constant smaller

than 1) and £ is a constant that need not be small, Question [[.4] reverts to

Question [Tl

'In actual fact, the choice of a winner of a tournament is more involved. The reason is
that when the functions are too close to each other, the outcome of the statistical match
between them is unreliable. As a result, the “winner” of the tournament need not be
the actual minimizer, but rather a function that is almost as good. For more details, see
[8] [I0].
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Here we answer Question [[.4 without assuming that the class satisfies a
small-ball property, thus extending Theorem [[.3] in all the three directions
we outlined. The estimate holds, for example, for bounded subsets of L,;
for classes that satisfies an L, — Ly norm equivalence for some ¢ > 2; and
when the class satisfies a uniform integrability condition as in [10].

We end this introduction with some notation. Throughout the article,
absolute constants are denoted by ¢, cq,... and C,C1, ..... Their value may
change from line to line. ¢, or ¢(p) means that the constants depend only on
the parameter p. We write a ~ b when there are absolute constants ¢ and
C such that ca < b < Ca, and a < b if only a one-sided inequality holds;
a ~, band a <, b implies that the constants depend only on the parameter

p.

2 Beyond the small-ball condition

Before one can extend the small-ball method one must first identify a notion
that can replace the small-ball condition. To that end, let us examine the
way in which a small-ball condition is used to establish the wanted lower
bound.

Given Xj, ..., X,,, a small-ball condition with constants x and ¢ implies
that with very high probability (1 — 2exp(—cdm)), there are at least dm /2
indices i such that |h(X;)| > kl||h||z,- Thus, not only is

1 m
1) — 3R Zies I,
=1

but (2.7) is stable: discarding a small proportion of the coordinates {1, ..., m}
does not ruin the lower bound.

The notion used in what follows captures these features: not only is
L3~ h*(X;) large enough with high probability, it remains large if any
subset of {1,...,m} of a reasonable cardinality is discarded from the sum.

Definition 2.1. A function h satisfies a stable lower bound with parame-
ters (§,0,k) for a sample of cardinality m if with probability at least 1 —
2exp(—k), for any J C {1,....,m}, |J| < ¥ one has

%Z#(X,-) > (1-&)|hll3,

ieJe
In what follows we do not specify the cardinality of the coordinate block in
question (it is denoted by m throughout the article); instead we just say that
h satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters (&, 0, k).
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Stability and geometry

The notion of a stable lower bound has a geometric interpretation. The fact

that
—Zh2 —&)||nll7,

obviously means that the random vector v = (h(X;))™, is located outside

the Euclidean ball (1 — &)'/2/m||h| 1, By". Also, with constant probability
and in expectation, ||v[ls < v/m||h||L,, placing v inside a “shell” of inner
and outer radius ~ \/m/||h|L,. However, all that information says very little
about the coordinate distribution of the vector: the fact that v has a Eu-
clidean norm of order y/m||h||1, does not rule out the possibility that all of
its ‘mass’ is concentrated at a single coordinate. In contrast, a stable lower
bound implies that the vector v is well-spread: its m — ¢ smallest coordi-
nates still carry significant mass. This fact has a probabilistic implication as
well: the (conditional) Bernoulli random variable Y " &;h(X;) = > 0" g
exhibits a gaussian-like behaviour. Indeed, it is well known (see [5]) that for
every p > 2 and every x € R™,

m 1/2
1> eiwilln, ~ Y |1+ P (Z(IZ‘V) :

i=1 i<p i>p
where (zF)", denotes the nonincreasing rearrangement of (|x;|)™,. If all
the mass of = is concentrated at a single coordinate then || Y7 &;x;||r, ~
||z||2, whereas for a gaussian like behaviour one would expect to have that
| Do eixil|r, is equivalent to /p|x||2. Thanks to this notion of stability it
follows that if v = (h(X};))", then with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—k),

> @)= (1= &mllhll7,,

i>0

and on that event,

(2.2) 1> ewille, Z Vovmlhllz, ~ VPE[vllz for 2<p <L,
i=1

Remark 2.2. [t should be stressed that Definition 2.1 is very different from
concentration. If the smaller coordinates of the nonincreasing rearrangement
(v})i>e of a typical realization v = (h(X;))™, have ‘enough mass’ then h sat-
isfies a stable lower bound. However, the larger coordinates (v})‘_, can com-
pletely destroy any hope of a reasonable upper estimate on = > ", h*(X;),

making two-sided concentration impossible.
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2.1 Examples of a stable lower bound

To put the notion of a stable lower bound in some context, let us show that
there are many natural situations in which it holds.

A bounded function

Let h be a function that is bounded almost surely by M. As the next lemma
shows, h satisfies a stable lower bound.

Lemma 2.3. There are absolute constants ¢y and ¢y for which the following
holds. Let h be a function that is bounded almost surely by M. For any
0 < & <1, h satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters (&, ¢, k) for

Eh? Eh?
W and k= Clm£2 W .

Proof. Applying Bernstein’s inequality, it follows that

Pr >u | <2exp | —emmin U—2L
=T Ent 0. )

Note that Eh?t < MZ2Eh? and ||h?||L. < M?. Setting u = (£/2)ER? it is
evident that with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c;m&?Eh?/M?),

1 - 2 5 2
E;h(x,-)z (1—5)1%.

The contribution to the sum of the ¢ largest coordinates is at most ¢M?/m,
which is at most (£/2)Eh? provided that ¢ < m&Eh?/2M?, as claimed. [

(= comé

1 m
— > hH(X;) - ER
m =1

Lemma is not very surprising because empirical means of a bounded
function exhibit a two-sided concentration around the true mean, which in
return implies a stable lower bound. Still, this example is of interest because
a bounded function need not satisfy a nontrivial small-ball property.

When leaving the bounded realm the situation is not as straightforward.
And the other examples presented here are of that nature: situations in
which a stable lower bound holds but there is no hope for a two-sided

concentration of the empirical mean.

Tail cutoff

Because our interest lies in obtaining a lower bound, truncating the function
is a possible approach. And, there is a natural location in which the function
should be truncated:
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Definition 2.4. For a function h and 0 < £ < 1, set
M(h, f) = inf {t . Eh2]l{|h‘>t} S gEh?} .

In other words, M(h,§) is the smallest level at which the truncated
function w = hly <y still has a significant Ly norm: Ew? > (1 — §/2)Eh®.
Applying Lemma 2.3 to the truncated function hln<a(ne)}, one has the
following;:

Corollary 2.5. There are absolute constants ¢ and c; for which the fol-
lowing holds. If 0 < £ <1 and M = M(h,§) then h satisfies a stable lower
bound with parameters (&,0, k) for

Eh? Eh?

(= comfm and k= clm§2m.

An important example of a tail cutoff, which has been studied in [10] in
the context of tournaments, is when one is given a class of functions H such
that for any h € H, M(h,&) < k(&)||h]|L,-

Definition 2.6. A class H satisfies a uniform integrability condition if for
every 0 < & < 1 there is k(&) such that for every h € H,

§
ER*Linizr@nlz,) < IR,

Again, it is standard to verify that each h € H satisfies a stable lower
bound with constants

5 2
{~m—— and k~m——r.

R*(€) R*(E)

Once one has more information on h, an improved estimate on the cutoff
point M (h,&) is possible, which also affects the way Y 7", h®1yn<my(X;)
concentrates around its mean. Two such examples are when ||A||z, < L and

when there is norm equivalence between the L, and Ly norms, i.e., when
1h]lL, < LAz,

A function bounded in L,

Let h € L, for some p > 2. To identify its cutoff point, let ¢ = p/2 and set
¢’ to be the conjugate index of ¢. Then
E[h[P)V/7 _ E[h|?

, (
ER*Lgnj- < (BR*)(Pr(|h] > )7 < (BRI —00— = 5
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Therefore,

1/(p—2) 1/(p—-2)

2||h[l7 11117

M(h,§) < | =g =2V, | S ,
<£||h||%2 M,

p/(p—2)
[ — o R ElIRIIZ,
- COmgm Z Cl(p>m ||h||2 :
Ly

To identify k, set Z = h*Lgu<amy(X), and observe that

[, TP
EZ® < Cz(p)HhHLp <El|h||2Lp2)

||h||%4 if p > 4.

and one has

if 2 <p<4,

Let Zi, ..., Z,, be independent copies of Z. Applying Bernstein’s inequality

it follows that
1 m é_
— N Z.—EZ| > 2||h|?
- ;:1 2|| [

with probability at most

gz, " .
2exp [ —c3(p)m (W) if 2 <p<d4,

2 h 4 h 2 p/(p_2)
2exp | —c4mmin il !Lz, f HQLQ it p>4.
[ 1%,

implying that one may set

i, "' .
cs(p)m < ||h||2L2) if 2<p<A4,

B2 N2 B2 p/(p—2)
c4m min (5” ||2L2> : il ”2L2 if p>4.
IRz, IRIIZ,,

Remark 2.7. Note that if p > 4 then h* = h®h*™% fora = 2(p—4)/(p—2).
By Hélder’s inequality for q = (p—2)/(p—4) and ¢ = (p — 2)/2, it follows
that

k=

ER* < (ER2)W=9/0=2) . (E|p|r)2/#=2);

p/(p—2)
Inlt, o (10l
g, =\, )

and for p > 4 one may take

p/(p—2)
1212

k ~ még? 2 .
(nhn%p

therefore,
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Norm equivalence

Another useful example is when h satisfies an L, — Ly norm equivalence,
i.e, when [|h||, < L||h||z, for some constant L. It follows that

o723 V(-2
M(h,€) < (T) Lz,

and one may set

q/(q—2) £\4/(@=2) .
(= ¢ (q)m (%) and k= C2(Q)m(L22) if 2<q<4,
L csm (73) if ¢>4.

3 The main result

With the notion of a stable lower bound set in place and armed with the
examples, let us formulate the main result of this note. To that end, fix
integers m, n such that N = mn and let (I;)}_, be the natural partition of
{1,..., N} to coordinate blocks of cardinality m. Recall that D is the unit
ball in Lo(p) and S is the corresponding unit sphere. For F' C Lo(u) denote
by M(F, pD) the cardinality of a maximal p-separated subset of F' with
respect to the Lo(u) norm.

Theorem 3.1. There exist absolute constants cqo,cq and co for which the
following holds. Let H be star-shaped around 0 (i.e., star(H,0) = H) and
forr>0set H.=HNrD. Fix 0 <n,& <1 and let r > 0 such that

(1) Every h € H NrS satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters
(&/2,0, k), for k > max{4,2log(4/n)}.

(2) log M(H N 1S, co\/mérD) < % cE

m

N
(3) Esupue(,—m,)nco merD ’% Yo Eiu(Xo)| < emér \/%
Then with probability at least

1—2exp <—canmin {ﬁ, E})
m m

it SR 2 (- gl {2 (-

heH : ||h >r
{hett + 2,27} o

we have

Moreover, the same assertion holds if one replaces Conditions (2) and (3)
with
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(4) Esup,cp. ‘N SN eu(X)| < esnér - m1n{\/’ \/’}’ where c3 is an

absolute constant.

(5) If hi,ho € HN 1S and ||hy — ha||r, > co\/nér then hy — hy satisfies a
stable lower bound with parameters (1/2,0, k).

Remark 3.2. In what follows we only consider the more difficult case, in
which 0 < & < 1/2, and the required estimate is truly almost isometric
rather than isomorphic. We omit the proof of Theorem [3.1 when 1 — & is
closer to 0 (e.g., in the situation explored in Theorem[I.3 using the standard
small-ball method), which requires a minimal modification of the argument
we do present.

Let us mention that Theorem is a straightforward outcome of The-
orem [31) (with slightly different constants) when H satisfies a small-ball
property, making Theorem[3.1] a true extension of the small-ball method.

The sufficient condition described in the “moreover” part of Theorem
Bl can be far from optimal because Condition (4) is significantly more
restrictive than the combination of Conditions (2) and (3), forcing one to
consider larger values of r. Indeed, standard examples of a stable lower
bound indicate that often k ~ &£. Therefore, taking the minimum between
\/% and \/% comes at a cost of ~ /€. Moreover, the indexing set
H NrS may be much larger than (H, — H,) N cy/ErD. Both factors affect
the outcome of Theorem [B.1] when one is looking for a sharp dependence on
& or when ¢ is very small—tending to 0 with N. However, when ¢ happens
to be a fixed constant, the combination of Condition (4) and Condition (5)
is a suitable replacement for Conditions (2) and (3).

It is straightforward to apply Theorem [B.Ilto any class of functions whose
members satisfy a stable lower bound. We chose to focus on one example:
a class that is bounded in L, for some 2 < p < oo.

Bounded subsets of L,

The proof of the following corollary is based on the “moreover” part of
Theorem [B.1k

Corollary 3.3. Let p > 2 and assume that H is a bounded class in L,, by

M,. Set r > 0 such that
_ -\ P -2)
ar Mp .

sup
hEHﬂcorD

g




Extending the scope of the SBM 13

Then with probability at least

r2 p/(p—2)
1—2exp | —coN (W) ,
p

1
( ) {heH :Hﬁh”LQZr} J Z ( ) = ( 5)” ||L2 = n;

one has

iEIj
here cq is a constant that depends only on & and c¢; and co depend only on
& and p.

Moreover, for p = oo, i.e., if every h € H satisfies that ||h||L., < M and
of

,,,2

sup E gu(Xy)| < e—
hGHﬂcorD M

then with probability at least 1—2 exp(—c2N(r2/M2)), B1) holds; here ¢y, ¢
and co depend only &.

The case p = oo can be established using other methods that are based
on Talagrand’s concentration inequality for empirical processes indexed by
bounded subsets in L, (see the formulation of Talagrand’s theorem in what
follows). However, for p < oo this concentration based argument is no longer

valid and as a result estimates like (3.I]) where out of reach.

4 Proof of Theorem [3.7]

The proof of Theorem [[L3], whose general path is followed here as well, is
based on three components. Firstly, an individual estimate that holds with
high probability—specifically, that with probability at least 1—2 exp(—comd),

—Zh2 ) > c1(k, 8)||h12,;

secondly, that this estimate is stable: discarding a reasonable number of
coordinates does not significantly affect the sum; and finally, a second type
of stability: if f, h are close then the vector ((f — h)(X;))l, does not have
many large coordinates. Once these properties are established, the high
probability individual estimate leads to uniform control over a net, and the
two notions of stability allow one to pass from the net to the entire class.
The same ideas are used in the proof of Theorem [B.Il Because the claim
is homogeneous and H is star-shaped around 0, it suffices to prove Theorem
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BIonly for HNrS. And to deal with HNrS, one proceeds with the following
steps for the pre-determined values of m and n that satisfy N = mn:

(1) For the given choice of 0 < £ < 1, each individual function h satisfies
a stable lower bound with parameters (£/2, ¢, k).

(2) Given the n blocks (I;)7_; of cardinality m, with probability at least
1 — 2exp(—connk), the stable lower bound in (1) holds for at least

(1 —n/2)n blocks.

(3) The high probability estimate in (2) combined with the union bound
allows one to obtain (2) for a net in H NrS, as long as its cardinality

is at most exp(cinnk) for ¢; = ¢y/2.

(4) If wh denotes the nearest element to h in the net, stability implies
that for at least (1 — n/2)n of the blocks, one may discard the set
Jj(h) consisting of the ¢ largest values of the oscillation term (|h —
7h|(Xi))ic1, and still have

%Z_ng)wm%m (1——) Imhl|?, = (1-%) 2.

Hence, for every h € H NrS there are at least (1 — n/2)n blocks such
that

m

b (e >”
> > ) (5 )
€l;\ i€;\J;(h)
z(1—£/2>1/2r—(% > (h—wh)z(Xi)>l/22(1—5)1/2r
i€1;\J;(h)

where the last inequality holds if there is sufficient control on the last

term.

Out of this list, (1) is just the stable lower bound; (2) is an immediate
outcome of Bennett’s inequality; and (3) is the reason for the entropy con-
dition in Theorem Bl This leaves us with the crucial point in the proof of
Theorem [B.I] which is establishing (4).

To that end, let 6; be a constant that is specified in what follows, and let
H' be a maximal 0;&r-separated subset of H NrS. Given a sample (X;)Y,,
let

V= {v = (h—mh) (X)), he HﬂrS}
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and put Pr,v = (v;)ier;- The aim is to ensure that for every v € V' there are
at least (1 — n/2)n blocks I; such that

implying that for every h € H NrS, (@) holds for (1 —n)n blocks.
In other words, if for h € HNrS and v = ((h — Wh)(Xi))i]il one sets

t, = HJ : %Z ((PLv))* > %72}

1>l

)

then the main component of the proof of Theorem [3.1is to show that with
high probability,
nn
sup fn < —.
heHNrS 2
Lemma 4.1. There exist absolute constants c1,co and c3 for which the fol-
lowing holds. Let H be star-shaped around 0, set 62 < c1n and let H' to be

a mazximal 01&r-separated subset of H N1S with respect to the Lo(p) norm.
E sup

If
[l
S CoM\| — 57",
heHNrS m

/ 2
Pr ( sup jjh > @) < 2exp <—03N_ min {77’ 77_2}> )
heHNrS 2 m 62

The proof of Lemma[4.Tlis based on Talagrand’s concentration inequality

1 N
~ ; ei(h — h)(X;)

then

for empirical processes indexed by classes of uniformly bounded functions
[16], see also [2]:

Theorem 4.2. There exists an absolute constant Cy for which the following
holds. Let F be a class of functions and set 0 = sup;cpEf? and bp =
SUP ter || fll Lo - Then, for any x > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—x),

(4.2)
1 & 1 & [z T
— XZ —E SC E — i XZ -+ —+b— .
fflelg Ni§:1 f( ) f 0 ?161112 N;:1€f( ) ofp N FN

Proof of Lemma A1 Let A = (m/¢)"/2¢r and set

A-sgn(t) if |t > A,
t =
¢alt) {t if |t < A.

Given h € HNrS, wh € H and v; = (h — wh)(X;) as above, let

U; = ¢A(|'Uz|) and Ww; = |'Ui|]l{|vi|>A}-
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Note that for every block I;,

) 1
min  — E (Prv); < min g ui + w?,
JiCLJjl=t m JiCLT=t m
€I\ J; i€\ J;

and if ] ]
aZ(P,J.@f)?: min — Y (Pro)] > &7 /4

J;CL | Jj|=t m
i>0 i C 15| ;] i€\ J;

then either % Y ic I u? > £%r?/16, or, if the reverse inequality holds, there
are at least ¢ coordinates in I; such that w? > A?. Therefore, if we set
52 2

and

fh = Zch |h = wh|(X3)) > ==

ZEIJ
th =1{J : (|h —mh|(X)); > A},
then
i < i + -

Observe that if sup,cpyn,gfh > nn/4 then

PILIICIELIEIEE S

hEHﬂrS ZGI

that is,

1
4.3 %)) = su (|h — whl( > —nér?,
4s) (e hem%swz%‘ 06) 2 e
Invoking TheoremE.2} let us show that with high probability, (x); < 1sn&%r?,
and therefore, on that event, sup,cpn.s < nn/4.

Clearly, ¢(t) < |t|, and for 67 < ¢;n and for the right choice of ¢y, it
follows that

_ < . 2 < 92622 < 2,2
B (|h - hI(X)) < Elb - mhl? < 6% < ong,

where Cj is the constant from (4.2]).

Also, ¢? is a Lipschitz function with a constant 24 and satisfies ¢%(0) =
0. Thus, by the contraction inequality for Bernoulli processes [7], one can
ensure that

<2AE sup
heHNrS

n&>r?

1 N
~ ; ei(h — h)(X;)

LN
E sup NZ 0% (|h — mh|(X5))

heHNrS

<
~256C)
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provided that

r2 1/2
S 775 (ﬁ) nér

(4.4) E sup NZ h—mh)(X;)| < —

heHNrS

by our choice of A.
Turning to the second term, note that for F' = {¢%(|h — 7h|(X)) : h €
HnrS},

o < sup A’||h—mh|], < A%(6:1€r)* and bp < A%

heHNrS

By Theorem B2, (x); < 7=n&?r? with probability at least

2,.2 2
1—2exp <—C3N% min {7), Z—%}> ,
implying that

nn r . n?
4.5 Pr | su 1§—) >1—2ex (—CN—IIHII{ ,—})
(4:5) (heHrIW)rSth 4 P m ! 0

Next, note that if §2 > nn/4, then at least fnn/4 of the values (Jh —
7h|(X;))X, are larger than A. To conclude the proof, let us show that with
high probability,
1
sup [{i:|h—7h|(X;) > A} < gﬁnn.

heHNrS

Define ¥, : R, — R, by

1 if t> A,
Valt)y =K 2(t—4) if te[A/2A4),
0 if tel0,A/2.

It is evident that

N
Z L{jn—mn>a} (X Z ([h = Th|(X)),
and therefore, it suffices to show that
1 l
su U a(lh — mh|( —n—
heHrIw)rsNZ Al (X)) < 8T

Again, one may invoke Theorem .21 Observe that

Al — whll3, _ agier

EW4(|h — 7h|(X;)) < Pr(lh —wh|(X) > A/2) < Ve S
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Therefore, EW o (|h — wh|(X;)) < (n/24) - (¢/m) provided that
2022
bier 77£
A2~ im)
which, by our choice of A, holds if 67 < 7.
The function W ,4(¢) is Lipschitz with constant 2/A and W 4(0) = 0. By

the contraction inequality for Bernoulli processes,

(4.6)

N
2 1
E su e Va(lh —mh <—FE su — gi(h —mh)(X;
heHI’IWJrS Z al (X)) A heHrlerS N; ( )Xo
ot
_24C0 m
as long as

(4.7) E sup

<77— ANW Sr

1 N
NZ ei(h — wh)(X;)

and (4.71) follows for our choice of r.
Moreover, for every h € HNrS,
4622
A2
and ||W4(|h — 7h])||L., < 1. By Theorem 2] and recalling once again that
A = (m/0)"%¢r, one has that

4 . 772})
Pr| su U4 (lh — whl( — | >1-2exp | —cgN—min< n, — ,
(heHrIw)rsN Z Al (X)) < ) N p( “m {77 07

as claimed.

EW(|h — wh|(X)) < Pr(lh — 7h|(X) > A/2) <

Thanks to Lemma [4.1] the proof of the first part of Theorem [B.1] follows
by showing that there is a net H' of H N 7S whose mesh width is 6;&r,
and with high probability, each A’ € H’ satisfies an appropriate stable lower
bound on at least (1 — n/2)n of the blocks.

Lemma 4.3. Let k > max{4,2log(4/n)} and let h satisfy a stable lower
bound with parameters (§/2, ¢, k). Then with probability at least 1—2 exp(—nnk/8)
there are at least (1—n/2)n blocks I; such that for any J; C I; of cardinality

2

(4.8) - > (X)) > (1-¢/2)ER”.

Moreover, if H' is a class of functions that satisfy such a stable lower bound
and log |H'| < nnk/16, then with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—nnk/16),
(48) holds for every h' € H'.
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Proof. Let (0;)7_; be independent selectors that take the value 0 on the
‘good event’ one is interested in: that is, each ¢; is a {0, 1}-valued random
variable, defined by d; = 0 if for every J; C I; of cardinality at most ¢ one
has 1

— > (X)) > (1- )RR

m i€l;\Jj
Therefore, Ed; = § < 2exp(—k). If n > 4dexp(—k/2) and k > 4 then by
Bennett’s inequality,

Pr (Z 6 > gn> < exp (—gn(log(l +1n/20) — 1)) < exp(—nnk/8),

j=1
as required.
The second part of the claim is evident from the union bound. O

Proof of Theorem [B.1], part I. As noted previously, the claim is positive
homogeneous, and since H is star-shaped around 0, it suffices to prove it for
HnNrS. For that class, the combination of Lemma [4.3] and Lemma [4.1]leads
to the wanted conclusion. Indeed, setting ¢, ~ /7, by Conditions (1) and (2)
there is H' C HNrS that is 6, {r-maximal separated and log |H'| < nnk/16.
Hence, by Lemma (4.3, with probability at least

1 —2exp(—nnk/4) =1 — 2exp (—cmN%) :

for every u € H' there are at least (1 —n/2)n blocks I; such that for every
J; C I; of cardinality at most ¢,

1
(4.9) — Y wA(X) > (1= ¢/2)lull, = (1 -¢/2)r*
€I\ Jj
Recall that 7h is the nearest point to h in H' relative to the Lo(u) distance
and set v = ((h — 7h)(X;))Y,. By Lemma I} with probability at least

1—2exp (—cgnN£> ,
m

for every h € H N rS, there are at most nn/2 blocks I; such that

(4.10) %Z ((Pyo)))* > %

and by (A1), if (A9) and (4.I0) hold then for every h € H NrS there are
at least (1 —n)n blocks I; such that

%Z h3(X;) > (1= &r? = (1= &)||h3,.

S
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Let us turn to the proof of the second part of Theorem [B.1] showing that
Conditions (2) and (3) can be replaced by Conditions (4) and (5).

Clearly, if r satisfies Condition (4) for the right choice of constant then
it satisfies Condition (3) as well. Therefore, all that is left is to show that
Conditions (4) and (5) also imply Condition (2); in particular, that if

Zgu <cnfrmm{\f\f}

for the right choice of ¢ and under a stable lower bound, then

sup
uEHﬁrD

log M(H N1S, co\/mérD) < 771”6]{

where, as always, M(F, pD) is the cardinality of a maximal p-separated
subset of F' with respect to the Lo(p) norm.

Theorem 4.4. There exist absolute constants cqo,cq and co for which the
following holds. Let p > 0 and 0 < n < 1. Assume that for any hy, hy €
H N rS that are p-separated, hy — hy satisfies a stable lower bound with
constants (1/2,0, k) for k > cq. Assume further that

nnk nk
16
Then with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—cynnk),

Zsh >02\fpmm{\f\f}

Remark 4.5. The constant 1/2 in the stable lower bound may be replaced

log M(H NS, pD) >

E. sup
heHNrS

by any number in (0,1), and that only affects the value of ¢y in Theorem
44

Applying Theorem B.4] for the choice of p = co/nér shows that Condi-
tions (4) and (5) imply Condition (2). With that, the second part of the
theorem follows from the first one.

The proof of Theorem [£4]is based on Sudakov’s inequality for Bernoulli
processes [7] in its scale-sensitive formulation (see, e.g., [6]):

Theorem 4.6. There exists an absolute constant ¢ for which the following
holds. Let V. .C RN and for everyv € V set Z, = Zf\il e, If |V| > exp(p)
and {Z, : v € V} is e-separated in L, then

N

E sup E €;V; > CE.
veV i—1
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Proof of Theorem 4.4l Let hi,hy € H NrS such that ||hy — he|[r, >
p, implying that h; — hy satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters
(1/2,¢, k). Hence, by Lemma [£3] with probability at least 1 —2exp(—c1kn),
there are at least n/2 blocks I; such that for any J; C I; of cardinality ¢,

(hy — hy)*.

(4.11) LS (- hap(x) 2 LB

iEIj\Jj

Without loss of generality assume that the first n/2 blocks are among the
‘good blocks’, and that their union is {1, ..., N/2}. Set v = (hy(X;))Y,, u=
(ha(X;))X,, let w = v — u and consider the random variable

N
ZU - Zu = E E;W;.
i=1

By a standard contraction inequality 7] and the characterization of the L,
norm of the random variable Z, = S~  &;a; from [5], it follows that for
p=1,

N/2 N/2 1/2
* %\ 2
1Z0 = Zulle, Z 11D ewille, ~ > wi+p | Y (w]) 7
=1 i<p i=p+1

where (wl) ® denotes the nonincreasing rearrangement of (\wl\)N/ ®. Set
p = In/4 and let Z be the set of indices of the p largest coordinates of
(|wZ\)N/2 Let J; = Z N I; and observe that

. n
G <a1> 5

Therefore, by (Z.11]),
N/2 nom

i=p+1

It follows that for every sample (X;)¥, in an event with probability at least
1 —2exp(—c1kn),

(4.12) 1Z, — Zu||1, 2 /P VN|[hy = ha| 1,

and clearly, on the same event, ([AI2]) holds for any 1 < p < ¢n/4.

Now, let H' be a maximal p-separated subset of H N rS and recall
that log|H’'| 2 nnk. By the union bound, with probability at least 1 —
2exp(—connk) the random set V = {(h(X;))Y, : h € H'} contains at
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least exp(csnnk) vectors v, for which the random variables S e; are
~ /D" V'Np separated in L, for any 2 < p </{n/4. Set

k ¢
p ~ nmin{nk, (} = Nmin{n—,—}
m’m

and by Theorem (0], with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—cynnk) relative to

Xy, X,
[ [nk
EasupZUECE,Npmin{ —, 77_}’
veV m m

implying that

N
1 [e [k
E. su — E gh(X;)| > ¢ min — A — 7.
heHl’E)rS N — (X) V1P { m m}
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