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ABSTRACT. We develop a novel procedure for estimating the optimizer of gen-
eral convex stochastic optimization problems of the form mingex E[F(x,§)],
when the given data is a finite independent sample selected according to &.
The procedure is based on a median-of-means tournament, and is the first
procedure that exhibits the optimal statistical performance in heavy tailed
situations: we recover the asymptotic rates dictated by the central limit theo-
rem in a non-asymptotic manner once the sample size exceeds some explicitly
computable threshold. Additionally, our results apply in the high-dimensional
setup, as the threshold sample size exhibits the optimal dependence on the
dimension (up to a logarithmic factor). The general setting allows us to re-
cover recent results on multivariate mean estimation and linear regression in
heavy-tailed situations and to prove the first sharp, non-asymptotic results for
the portfolio optimization problem.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND APPETIZER

Stochastic optimization is widely used as a way of solving certain problems nu-
merically. It appears in diverse areas of mathematics, with a generic convex sto-
chastic optimization problem taking the following form: One is given a random
variable ¢ whose range is a measurable space =, a convex set of actions X C R,
and a function F': X x = — R that is convex in its first argument. The objective
is to solve the optimization problem

(SO) gél)rcl f(z) where f(z):=E[F(x,§).

In typical situations, however, one does not have access to the function f directly.
Rather, the information one is given is the set of values F(-, &)Y, where (&)Y,
is an independent sample, selected according to £ and of cardinality N. This type
of random data is natural, for example, if the distribution of ¢ is not known and
the only possibility is to sample it; or when an exact computation of f is unfeasible
and one relies on Monte-Carlo methods to evaluate it instead. We refer the reader
to Shapiro, Dentcheva, and Ruszczyniski [38] or to Kim, Pasupathy, and Henderson
[14] for introductions on such aspects of stochastic optimization.

Regardless of the reason why one uses a random sample, the fundamental ques-
tion remains unchanged: to what degree (SQO) can be recovered when the given
data is a random sample?

To be more accurate, assume that (SOJ) admits a unique optimal action z* and
denote by 7%, a candidate for the optimal action that is selected using some sample-
based procedure. Given a prescribed error r > 0, one seeks to bound the probability
that the estimation error ||T3 —x*|| or the prediction error | optimality gap f(Ty)—
f(z*) exceeds r in terms of the sample size N.

It should be stressed that the norm ||-|| need not be the Euclidean norm. Rather,
the right choice of || - || turns out to be a natural Hilbertian structure endowed by
the Hessian of f. The reason for that is clarified in what follows.

The typical approach used to produce Zy is called sample average approzimation
(SAA) and is denoted in what follows by Z324. The choice is very natural: Z3*4
is a minimizer of the empirical mean fy := = Ef;l F(-,&).

Asymptotic properties of the SAA solution have been thoroughly investigated.
Roughly and inaccurately put, the SAA solution behaves asymptotically as one
would expect based on the central limit theorem. However, as we shall explain
immediately, these asymptotic results can be misleading. In fact, unless one imposes
highly restrictive integrability assumptions, when given a finite sample the SAA
solution behaves poorly: it exhibits drastically weaker rates than what one may
expect based on the asymptotic behaviour.

In contrast to the SAA solution, we propose a movel procedure that aims at
selecting the optimal action when given a finite random sample. This procedure
exhibits the best possible performance regarding the estimation and prediction
errors, and it does so in completely heavy tailed situations. Our results are based
on the methods developed by G. Lugosi and the second-named author in [22] for
mean estimation in R? w.r.t. the Euclidean norm; in [21] for mean estimation w.r.t.
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to a general norm; and in [23] for general regression / learning problems using the
squared loss.

In Section [B] we shall show that the formulation of the general problem allows
one to recover the results of [22] as well as parts of [23] in the context of linear
regression.

Before explaining what we mean by “highly restrictive integrability assumptions”
and indicating the very poor behaviour of SAA in their absence, let us interject with
an example of an important convex stochastic optimization problem. This example
will accompany us throughout the article and will help concretize the results and
assumptions of this article.

Example 1.1 (Portfolio optimization). Modern portfolio theory was initiated by
Markowitz [24] and is among the central optimization problems in mathematical
finance. Without going into details, the portfolio optimization problem has three
ingredients:

e a d-dimensional random vector X, which is interpreted as (discounted)
future prices of some stocks/goods;

e a random variable Y, which is interpreted as the (random) future payoff;

e a concave, increasing utility function U: R — R.

We assume that the stocks X are available for buying and selling today at the
prices 7 so that a trading strategy = € R? bears the cost (7, ) := 2?21 mix; and
gives the (random, future) payoff (X, z). After trading according to the strategy
x, the investor’s terminal wealth is Y + (X — 7, z) and her goal is to maximize the
expected utility, namely
gﬁnea%u(x) where u(z) :=E[U (Y + (X —m,x))],

where X C R? is closed and convex. (For instance X = [0,00)? corresponds to
short-selling constraints.) We refer, e.g., to Follmer and Schied [7, Chapter 3]
or to Shapiro, Dentcheva, and Ruszczynski [38, Section 1.4] for a more elaborate
introduction to the portfolio optimization problem.

Setting F(x,&) := (=Y — (X — 7, x)) with £ := (X,Y) and ¢ := —U(— ), the
portfolio optimization problem is indeed a special instance of (SQJ).

It is important to stress that the portfolio optimization problem highlights the
natural presence of heavy tails: for one, even if the input X is light-tailed (e.g.
Gaussian, as is the case in the Bachelier model), the composition with the utility
function U can render the problem heavy-tailed. This is particularly true for the
exponential utility function U = — exp(—-), which is arguably (among) the most
important utility functions. Additionally, X itself is often heavy tailed; for instance,
in the famous Black-Scholes model X is log-normal.

Before explaining the new procedure, it is worthwhile to outline what is known
on the statistical performance of the sample average approximation method. As we
already mentioned, the vast majority of known results are of an asymptotic nature.
To ease notation we assume here and for the rest of this section that V2 f(z*) = Id
(recall that z* is the unique minimizer of f).

One can show that under suitable regularity and mild integrability assumptions,
VN @A — 2*) is asymptotically a multivariate Gaussian with zero mean and
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covariance matrix Cov[VF(z*,§)], see e.g. [38, Chapter 5]. In particular, if we set
02 = Amax(Cov[VE(z*,£)])

to be the largest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the gradient of F' at z* and
denote by || - ||2 the Euclidean norm, it follows that

2
P[||Z3 — %2 > r] ~ 2exp (—CNT—2> asymptotically as N — co.
o

This error rate is often used to calculate the minimal sample size N required to
guarantee that the estimation error is below the wanted threshold r with some
prescribed confidence 1—4§. However, as we shall explain in Section 2Tl below, unless
(restrictive) integrability assumptions are imposed, the asymptomatic exponential
decay really does hold only asymptotically. Indeed, it may very well be possible
that the non-asymptotic (or, finite sample) rate
co?

PIESAA _ 25l > 4] <
[HUCN "2 —T} = N2

forall N >1

cannot be improved, meaning that the finite sample rate decays linearly in N rather
than exponentially.

The meaning of this significant gap between asymptotic and finite sample be-
haviour is that the asymptotic estimate is misleading: while it suggests that ‘;—; log(%)

samples are enough to guarantee a confidence of 1 — 4, one actually needs ‘;—j% sam-
ples. For small values of § this gap in the required sample size is significant.

Our contribution is the following. We construct a procedure that estimates the
optimal action Z — but it is not SAA. Recalling that V2 f(z*) = Id throughout
this section for notational simplicity, given a finite sample, the procedure recovers
the optimal Gaussian rate under modest integrability assumptions: for (small) r > 0
we have

2
Pll|lzy — 2%l > r] < 2exp (—CN%) whenever N > Ny(r),
o

where Ny(r) can be controlled explicitly and depends only on certain low-order mo-
ments of the random variables involved (see Theorem [Z9 for the precise statement).
As a matter of fact, in typical situations

No(r) < max {dlog(d), trace(Cov[VF (", €)) } |

r2
It is worthwhile mentioning that the prediction error is one order of magnitude
smaller than the estimation error, namely, for N > Ny(r)

P[f@y) = f(z*) +1°] < 2exp (—CN;—Z) :

Although this is a trivial consequence of the first order condition for optimality
if X = RY, it is far less obvious if X is a proper subset of R? and z* lies on the
boundary of X.

Remark 1.2. While our procedure showcases the possibility of drastically improv-
ing the statistical properties of the SAA, this improvement does not come for free.
A major advantage of SAA is its computational simplicity, and unfortunately, our
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procedure is the outcome of a (rather complex) tournament that takes place be-
tween the actions in X' (see Section 2.4]). In particular, its computational cost is
quite high—in fact, it is likely to be computationally intractable (i.e. NP-hard).
Tournament based procedures are used in other natural statistical problems and
there are ongoing attempts of identifying alternative procedures that maintain the
tournament’s optimal statistical performance in a computationally feasible way.
For example, in the context of multivariate mean-estimation w.r.t. the Euclidean
norm, Hopkins [I3] defines a semi-definite relaxation of the tournament procedure
that can be computed in O(Nd + dlog(+)®)-time (where r is the wanted accu-
racy and ¢ is a dimension dependent constant). Cherapanamjeri, Flammarion,
and Bartlett [6] improved Hopkins’ result and introduced a relaxation running in
O(Nd + dlog(1)? +log(1)*)-time.

We believe that these results are not the end of the story and that similar ideas
can be applied in the preset setting as well. We do think that a detailed investigation
of the tradeoff between statistical optimality and computational feasibility is a
challenge and of central importance. However, we will not pursue this aspect further
in what follows.

Plan of the article. We begin Section 2] with a detailed explanation of the dev-
astating effect heavy-tailed random variables can have on SAA; we then formulate
our main result (Theorem 29]), discuss its application to the portfolio optimiza-
tion problem, and survey related literature. Section [3] contains a description of
several other applications of our main result. In Section 4] we lay the groundwork
for the proof of Theorem by establishing a high probability lower bound on the
smallest singular value of a general random matrix ensemble (see Theorem .4 and
Corollary 0)—a result that is of independent interest. This lower bound will be
used in Section Bl where we prove our main result. Proofs related to the portfolio
optimization problem are presented in Section Finally, Section [7] contains two
concluding remarks.

2. MAIN RESULTS

2.1. Difficulties caused by non-Gaussian tails. Let us revisit our claim that
heavy tails drastically change the statistical performance of the sample average
approximation. As a starting point, consider the more basic problem of estimating
the mean p := E[§] of a one-dimensional, square integrable random variable &.
It should be noted that by setting F(z,§) := %x2 — &z, one-dimensional mean
estimation becomes a stochastic optimization problem.

Following the SAA approach, the corresponding estimator for the mean is fiy :=
% sz\il &. The central limit theorem then guarantees that

2
1) Pllix — i > 1] < 2exp (—N ’

F) asymptotically as N — oo,
o

where 02 := Var[¢] denotes the variance of £. On the other hand, invoking Markov’s
inequality to bound the probability in (1)) for finite N only implies that

2
(2.2) Plfin — | > 7] < # for every N > 1

and that dictates a much slower rate than the bound obtained in (21]). It should be
stressed that the weaker bound is not caused by looseness in Markov’s inequality;
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in fact, there are examples where (22]) is sharp (up to a constant). Indeed, let
r and N such that Nr2 > 1, and let £ be the symmetric random variable taking

the values +=Nr with probability W and 0 with probability 1 — W Then

pu = 0 and 02 = 1. Moreover, given a sample of cardinality N, a straightforward
computation shows that there is an absolute constant C' such that the following
holds: with probability at least %, exactly one of the sample points is nonzero.
On that event we clearly have |fiy — p| = r, showing that the estimate in Markov’s
inequality (22) is sharp (up to the absolute multiplicative constant C).

In order to improve (2:2)) one needs to impose a stronger integrability assumption
and, eventually, one can show that (2I]) holds for all N > 1 if and only if £ has sub-
Gaussian tails in the sense that P[|¢ — E[¢]| > ¢] is at most of the order exp(—cg—z)
fort > co.

At this point, sub-Gaussian tails seem unavoidable if one’s goal is to have fi-
nite sample estimates that match the asymptotic ones (as dictated by the central
limit theorem). There is, however, one important possibility that so far has been
neglected: we are free to come up with an alternative estimator instead of the
empirical average. To explain, at an intuitive level, how this might be a way out
of our predicament, note that the non-optimal performance of the empirical mean
stems from the fact that, in the presence of heavy tails, some of the observations
will have untypically large values. These observations, while few in numbers, offset
the empirical mean from its true counterpart, and the hope is that getting rid of
those outliers would lead to a better statistical performance. The so-called median-
of-means estimator is a simple yet powerful estimator that does just that. It goes
back at least to Nemirovsky and Yudin [30].

Partition the sample {1,..., N} = U?_, I; into n disjoint blocks I; of cardinality

m = 3‘;—2 (w.l.o.g. assume that n and m are integers). By (2.2), we have that

. 1
where ij, 1= o Z&
iel;

Pllar, —pl = 7] <

Wl

and a basic Binomial calculation reveals that the probability that the majority of
2
T

the n blocks satisfy |y, — u| > r is of the order of exp(—cn). Since n = N, we
conclude that

7|

In other words, the median-of-means estimator exhibits the best possible perfor-
mance ([2.I)) (up to a multiplicative constant) under the sole assumption that ¢ has
a finite second moment.

2
median i, — u} > r} < 2exp (—CNT—2> for all N > 1.
o

j=1,...n

Appealing as this sounds, it is important to stress that the median is a one-
dimensional object and has no simple vector-valued analogue. In fact, the ques-
tion of an optimal multivariate mean estimation procedure, assuming only that
the vector has a finite mean and covariance, remained open until it was resolved
recently in [22]. In contrast, stochastic optimization is a multi-dimensional prob-
lem, and just like multivariate mean estimation, simply minimizing the functional
median; - Zielj F(-,&) does not lead to an optimal estimator. What has a bet-
ter chance of success is the tournament procedure which happens to be a powerful
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extension of the idea of median-of-means. We will explain the procedure in Section

24 below.

2.2. What to expect when tails are Gaussian. Ignoring for a second the dif-
ficulties caused by non-Gaussian tails, let us explain the kind of result one could
hope for in general convex stochastic optimization problems and how the under-
lying dimension d enters the picture. This will serve as our benchmark in what
follows.

To that end, consider the case where F' is a quadratic function defined on the
whole of R?, that is,

(2.3) F(z,6) == (b,x) + %(Ax,@ for x € X := R,

where b = b(€) is a d-dimensional Gaussian vector with zero mean and A = A(&)
is a random positive definite symmetric (d x d)-matrix specified in what follows.
Although this example appears to be very special, it should not be considered
as a toy example: by a second order Taylor expansion, every convex function is
approximately a quadratic function, at least locally, around the minimizer.

By (23)), it follows that

V2f(x*) = E[4], VE(z*, &) =b+ Az* and V?F(2*,¢) = A,
and we assume throughout that E[A] is non-degenerate (i.e. E[A] has full rank).

Setting ||z|| := (V2f(2*)z,2)? for z € R and recalling that b has zero mean, it is
evident that f = 3| - [|?; thus, the optimal action is given by z* = 0.

Remark 2.1. To get a clearer picture of this setup, it might help the reader to
first consider the case V2 f(z*) = Id, and then || - || is just the Euclidean norm.

The advantage of using the quadratic function considered here is that the sam-
ple average approximation optimizer has a particularly simple form: E?VAA is any
element satisfying

N L
i=1 i=1
To explain the statistical behavior of E?VAA, let us first focus on the gradient and
assume for the sake of simplicity that the Hessian is deterministic, that is, A =
E[A]. In that case, V2f(x*)Z3** is Gaussian with mean z* = 0 and covariance
+Cov[VF(z*,€)]. A straightforward computation (noting that || - || = V2 f(z*)z -
[|2) reveals the following: for the estimation error ||Z3A* — z*|| to be smaller than r
with constant probability (say, with probability at least %), it is necessary to have
a sample size of cardinality larger than N > Ng(r), where

(2.5) Ng(r) := 7“% trace (VQf(a:*)fl(Cov[VF(a:*, {)]) .

On the other hand, for large IV, it follows from the concentration of a Lipschitz func-
tion of the Gaussian vector that the probability that the estimation error exceeds
r is of the order 2 exp(—cN ;—Z) And the variance parameter is

(26) U2 = )\max (v2f(x*)_1©OV[VF(x*7€)]) .

To summarize, when the quadratic function has a deterministic Hessian, the min-
imal sample size needed to guarantee that the estimation error does not exceed
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with constant probability is N (r), whereas the correct variance parameter (namely
02) dictates the high-probability regime. Note that the latter, of course, matches
the variance parameter of [38] Chapter 5], as stated in Section [II

In a next step, still within the setting of the quadratic function ([23)), let us
remove the assumption that the Hessian is deterministic. In that case, if one wishes
to make any statement regarding the estimation (or, prediction) error, the empirical
Hessian + Efil A; on the left hand side of ([2:4]) must not be degenerate. One can
readily verify that, unless some specific assumptions are made, the empirical Hessian
is singular with probability 1 whenever N < d. Thus, N > d is another restriction
on the minimal sample size (though, at this point, it is far from obvious that a
sample of size d or proportional to d would suffice to guarantee a non-degenerate
Hessian with, say, constant probability).

Following these observations one can make a very optimistic guess on the esti-
mate one can hope to obtain: that there exists a procedure ¥ such that for

N > max{Ng(r),d},

r2
1—2exp (—CN—Q) ,
o

7N — 2™l <7

with probability at least

we have that

Remark 2.2. This is indeed an optimist guess, and is “very Gaussian”. The min-
imal sample size max{Ng(r),d} is the result of rather trivial obstructions; their
removal is necessary if the estimation error is to have any chance of being smaller
than r with constant probability. Furthermore, the variance term o2, which dic-
tates the high probability regime (for large N), is effectively one dimensional: it
corresponds to the worst direction of the gradient (w.r.t. the norm | - ||).

Before we proceed with the main (affirmative) result of this article, let us con-
clude this section with a comment regarding the relation between the estimation
error and the prediction error / the optimality gap, in a more general setup than
the simple example we presented previously.

If ¥ = R%, a Taylor expansion and the first order condition for optimality of z*
immediately implies that

Fla) — Fa) = SV @) —a*), 2 — o)

where y is some mid-point between z* and z. In particular, setting || Bllop :=
SUP.crd 5.4, |z <1({B%, 2) to be the operator norml] of a positive semi-definite (dx d)-
matrix B, and

1
(2.7) CH = sup EHVQJC(?J)Hop
yeX s.t. |ly—z*||<1
it is clear that
f(z) = f(z*) < cyr®  whenever ||z — 2*|| <7

INote that || - ||op is indeed the operator norm from (R<, || - ||) to (R%, || - ||«), where || - ||« is the
dual norm of || - ||, i.e. [ly[l« := sup| o<1 (z,¥)-
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and r < 1. Thus, one can make another highly optimistic guess: that there exists
a procedure T}, for which the prediction error / optimality gap is smaller than the
estimation error by at least one order of magnitude.

What makes this guess optimistic (and nontrivial), is that the above argument
crucially relies on the fact that X = R? or, more generally, that z* lies in the
interior of X. That need not be the case.

2.3. Recovering Gaussian rates without sub-Gaussian tails. This section
contains the main result of the article, formulated in Theorem 2.9 below. It provides
affirmative answers to the optimistic guesses made in the previous section (under
some mild assumptions, of course). The assumptions might appear technical at
first glance, and to help the reader put them in context, each assumption will
be explained in the case of portfolio optimization, and in a heuristic manner; the
detailed analysis will be presented in Section

Assumption 2.3 (Convexity and coercivity). The following hold:

(a) X CRY is closed and convex;

(b) @ — F(z,7) is convex and twice continuously differentiabld] for every ~ € Z;

(c) F(z,€), and V2F(x,€) are integrable and VF(z,&) is square integrable for
every x € X.

Further, there exists an optimal action x* € X that satisfies f(z*) = inf,ex f(2),
and the seminorm induced by the Hessian of f at z* given by

2] := (V2 f(z*)z,2)7 for z € R
is a true norm (i.e. ||z|| = 0 implies z = 0).

Remark 2.4. While f clearly inherits convexity from F, it is not clear a priori that
f is twice continuously differentiable (in the same sense as F' if X is not open). This
follows once Assumption 2.7 below is imposed, as we shall explain in the beginning
of Section

Note that the minimizer z* in Assumption [Z3] is unique, as || - || is a norm. In
fact, the latter relates to a standard assumption in stochastic optimization—the so
called quadratic growth condition: that there is a constant £ > 0 such that

f@) > f(@*) + llz - 2*|3

for all z close to z*. Indeed, denoting & := Apmin(V2f(2*)), the smallest eigenvalue
of the Hessian of f at 2*, we have that & > 0 whenever ||-|| is true norm. Moreover,
a Taylor expansion shows that the quadratic growth condition holds with constant
k = K for all z in an infinitesimal neighbourhood of z* (or with constant x = % ina
sufficiently small neighbourhood). Conversely, at least when z* lies in the interior
of X, the quadratic growth condition readily implies & > k and in particular that

| -] is a true norm.

Let us now give an intuitive interpretation of Assumption[Z.3]in the
context of the portfolio optimization example. To ease notation,
we shall assume that 7 = E[X] = 0 and that Cov[X] = Id. The

2If X is not open, we mean by “continuously differentiable” that there is a continuous function
VF(-,7) such that F(y,v) — F(z,7y) = fol (VF(z+t(y —x),7),y — x)dt. A similar notion holds
for V2F for the “twice continuously differentiable”.
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convexity and differentiability parts of the assumption are clear,
and it is straightforward to verify that

VF(z,&) = -0 (-Y — (X,2))X,
V2F(x, &) =0"(-Y — (X,2))X ® X.
In particular
I2]* = E[¢" (=Y — (X, 2"))(X, 2)?].

Ignoring the ¢’-term inside the expectation for the moment, this
would imply that ||- || = - ||2- In general, when accounting for the
¢"-term, a minor integrability assumption will be used to guarantee
that || - || and || - [|2 are equivalent norms.

In Section we argued that unless the Hessian has a specific form, the empir-
ical Hessian is singular whenever N < d. However, without further assumptions,
believing that a sample of cardinality d is enough to guarantee a non-degenerate
empirical Hessian (say with constant probability) is too optimistic—certainly in the
general setting we are interested in here. Degeneracy can happen even in dimension
d = 1: if V2F(x* &) takes the value % with probability € > 0 and is zero otherwise,
the endowed norm || - || is simply the absolute value—regardless of the choice of .
However, with probability (1 —¢)¥, all observations in a sample of size N are zero,
and for small ¢, e.g. € = #, that probability converges to 1 as N — oc.

As it happens, the following modest integrability assumption on the Hessian
prevents such behavior.

Assumption 2.5 (Integrability of the Hessian). There is a constant L such that
E(V?F(2",€)2,2)"] < L
for every z € R? with ||z = 1.

Another way of formulating Assumption 2.5lis in the sense of norm-equivalence:
for every z € R%, we have that

(2.8) E[(V2F(z*,€)z,2)%]% < LiE[(V2F(2*,€)z, 2)]2,

i.e. the Ly-norm and the Ly-norm of the forms (V2F(z* €)z,2)7 are equivalentf].
Therefore the constant L pertains to the worst direction z € R? (and not e.g. the
average over different directions). As such, L typically does not depend on the
dimension d.

Under Assumption one can prove a lower bound on the smallest singular
value of the empirical Hessian whenever N 2 dlog(d).

To check Assumption in the portfolio optimization example,
note that

E[(V2F(2",€)z,2)*] = E[" (=Y — (X, 2"))*(X, 2)"].

Thus, Assumption[2.5is a simple consequence of Holder’s inequality
and a minor integrability condition.

3Note that the reverse inequality to ([Z38) is trivially true with constant 1, by Hélder’s inequality.
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Remark 2.6. Let us stress that Assumption 20]is just a tractable way of ensuring
that our argument works; it could be replaced by the more general assumption
that V2F(x*, £) satisfies a so-called stable lower bound, see Remark [[.2l The stable
lower bound and its role in obtaining lower bounds on the smallest singular values

of rather general random matrix ensembles is described in Theorem 4] and in
Corollary .11

There is another reason why the minimal sample should be at least a (large con-
stant) multiple of d, namely, because F need not be quadratic. In the example in
Section 2.2 F was a quadratic function, and as a result the Hessian did not depend
on the action x. In general, when invoking a second order Taylor expansion, the
Hessian does depend on some mid-point z* + ¢(x — z*). At the same time, As-
sumption only takes into account the Hessian at the optimizer; therefore, some
continuity assumption is needed if one is to control the deviation from quadratic,
which is governed by

Eu(z) = st] |<(V2F(x*+t(:17—:17*),§) — V2F(z*,€)) (z — 2%),z — z*)|
tefo,1
forz € X.

Note that g (z) is likely to be of order ||z — x*||> under a suitable Lipschitz
condition on the Hessian. Assumption[27]is there to ensure that £ () is sufficiently
small.

Assumption 2.7 (Continuity of the Hessian). There exists a radius rq € (0,1)

such that the following hold.

(a) There is a Holder coefficient o € (0,1] and a measurable function K: = —
[0, 00) such that E[K (£)] < oo and for all z,y € X with ||z —z*|, |y —z*|| < 7o,
we have that

[V2F(2,6) = V2F(y. 9|, < Iz =yl “K(&)-

(b) For some given constant ¢; (which will be specified in Theorem 2.9 and depends
only on the parameter L of Assumption 2.0]) and for all x € X with ||z —z*| <
ro, we have that

% ||2
P|&u(z) < I = 27|17 >(1-c).
Assumption 2.7 implies that, setting
d
(2.9 Nue = L log (EIK(€)] +2),

whenever N 2> Ny ¢, the error caused by replacing F' by its quadratic approxima-
tion does not distort the outcome by too much.

Remark 2.8. At a first glance it might seem as if part (b) of Assumption 27
follows from part (a). It is true that Ey(z) < ||z — 2*||*T*K(£), but there is one
important difference: in typical situations, £y does not depend on the dimension d,
while K does (we shall see this phenomenon in the portfolio optimization problem).
In particular, estimating £y using K (§) will unnecessarily force the threshold radius
ro to depend on the dimension, which is something we wish to avoid. On the other
hand, the dimension-dependent term E[K (£)] only appears through a logarithmic
factor in the minimal sample size.
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Returning to the portfolio optimization problem, let us, for the sake
of a simplified exposition, pretend that ¢ is 1-Lipschitz continuous,

and recall that || - ||2 and || - || are equivalent norms. Then
[(V2F(2,6) = V2F(y,6))z, 2)]
(2.10) = |0"(=Y = (X,2)) = "(=Y = (X, )| (X, 2)

S |<X,$C _y>| <X72>2'

Thus Eu(z) < [(X,z — 2*)|*> and, under some mild integrability
assumption, the latter term behaves like ||z — 2*||3 on average.
Markov’s inequality and the fact that || - || and || - ||2 are equivalent
norms imply that

S =
x—a*|? T |z — a5

1
P (gu(z) > <o — |

is of order ||z — z*||2.
On the other hand, (2I0) implies that

IV2F(2,€) = V2F(y,€)llop < K(€)]lx — yl2,
for K(€) := || X||3 which typically scales like d2.

With all the definitions set in place let us turn to the formulation of our main
result. Recall that Ng(r), 02, cu, and Ny ¢ were defined in (Z.3), 28), Z7), and

23) respectively.

Theorem 2.9 (Estimation and prediction error). There are constants ci,ca,c3
depending only on L such that the following holds. Assume that Assumptions[2.3,
23, [27 hold, let v € (0,70) and consider

N > comax{dlog(2d), Nu,e, Na(r)}.

Then there is a procedure T such that, with probability at least
r2
1—2exp (—C3Nmin {1, —2}> ,
o

[z — 2™ <,
F@y) < f@*) + 2enr®.
The procedure is described in Section[2.4)

we have that

Theorem 2.9implies that our procedure recovers (up to multiplicative constants)
the optimal asymptotic rates for the sample average approximation [38, Chapter 5]
in a non-asymptotic fashion and when the random variables involved can be heavy
tailed.

The procedure T} is described in Section Z4l The parameters (e.g., o2, | - ||
etc.) appearing in Theorem depend on the unknown optimal action x* so that
their a priori knowledge seems unrealistic. However, as we explain in Remark [(.1]
that is not a major problem and there are several ways of addressing it.
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To complete the heuristics pertaining to the portfolio optimization
problem, one has to compute Ng(r),0? and cy. Again, for the sake
of simplicity we shall ignore ¢’ and ¢” at every appearance (keeping
in mind that some minor integrability assumptions guarantee that
this simplification does not shift the results by too much from the
truth).
In this case, Cov[VF(z*,£)] = Id and V2f(2*) = Id, and in
particular
trace(Id d
02 = Amax(Id) =1 and Ng(r) = T() =3

Moreover, ignoring ¢ also clearly implies that cy = 1.

In Corollary 3.7 we specify all the assumptions that are needed to make this
heuristic argument hold; but for now let us state a particularly simple case which is
of interest in its own right: the exponential portfolio optimization in the Bachelier
model.

Recall that in this model U(-) = —exp(—-) is the exponential utility function
and X is zero-mean Gaussian. We assume that the covariance matrix of X is non-
degenerate and that both Y and U(2Y) are integrable. Under these assumptions,
we shall see that there exists a unique optimal action z* € X'. Set

a2 :=FE [exp(—Y — (X, $*>)2]% ;

and assume that Assumption holds true. While the latter assumption can be
verified via some integrability conditions (we shall see this in context of the general
portfolio optimization problem in Lemma [6.2)), the obtained bounds may fail to
be sharp. To showcase that Assumption can sometimes be easily verified by
other means, consider for a moment ¥ = (X, z) + W for some & € X and W that
is independent of X. Then z* = & and Gaussian norm equivalence (i.e. there is
an absolute constant C' such that E[(X, 2)*]7 < CE[(X,z)2]2 for every z € R%)
together with independence of X and W readily implies that Assumption is
satisfied with
C'Elexp(W)?]
~ Elexp(W)]?

Corollary 2.10 (Exponential portfolio optimization). Under the above assump-
tions, there are constants c1,ca, 3, ¢4 > 0 depending only on L and E[|Y + (X, z*)|]
such that the following holds. For r € (0, min{1, Z}) and

d—2
NZCQmaX{%, ds },
r

there is a procedure T such that, with probability at least
r2

1—2exp <—63Nmin {1, —2}> ,
o

[Ty — =" <,

we have that

w(@y) > u(z*) — car®.
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Remark 2.11. The origin of the (somewhat unfamiliar) term d? appearing in the
minimal sample size in Corollary 210 is Ny ¢. However, as our previous heuristics
indicate, that term should be of order dlog(d).

As it happens, the source of this difference is the exponential utility function.
Indeed, the heuristic presentation was based on a simplifying assumption: that £
was bounded by 1. That allowed us to conclude that E[K ()] was of the order
d?, resulting in Ny ¢ of order dlog(d®) = 3dlog(d). Here, however, ¢ is the
exponential function; the term E[K (¢)] is actually of order exp(v/d) resulting in
Nie that is of order dlog(exp(v/d)) = d=.

It should be stressed that although the term d? in the minimal sample size
of Corollary could be off by a factor of v/d, Corollary ZI0 is, to the best
of our knowledge, the first non-asymptotic estimate for the exponential portfolio
optimization problem.

In some of the examples we will present later, the Hessian additionally satisfies
a deterministic lower bound:

Assumption 2.12 (Deterministic lower bound of the Hessian). There is ro € (0,1)
and ¢ > 0 such that
V2F(x,€) = e V2 f(a¥)
for all x € X with ||z — z*|| < 7o.
Moreover, V f(x) = E[VF(z,£)] and V2f(z) = E[V2F(z,¢)] for all z € X with

|z — 2*| < ro-

When Assumption 2.12] holds true, the two Assumptions and 2.7 that were
imposed to control the smallest singular value of the Hessian are not needed, and
Theorem can be simplified as follows.

Theorem 2.13 (Estimation and prediction error, simplified). There are constants
c1, ¢ depending only on € such that the following holds. Assume that Assumptions
[Z33 and 212 hold, let r € (0,79), and consider

N > ¢; Ng(r).

Sk

Then there is a procedure T3y such that, with probability at least
r2
1—2exp (—CQNmin {1, —2}> ,
o

2N — ™| <7,
F@N) < fa") + 2enr®.

Before presenting the procedure 7% in detail, let us compare the outcome of The-
orem with the current state of the art. Our focus is on recent non-asymptotic
results by Oliveira and Thompson [31} B2]; a general literature review will be pre-
sented in Section

For a clearer comparison, let us restate Theorem[2.9] (pertaining to the prediction
error) as follows:

given some fixed confidence level § € (0,1), small » > 0, and

N > co max{dlog(2d), Nu ¢, Na(r)},

we have that
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the prediction error is bounded by 72 with probability at least 1 — §, whenever the
sample N satisfies

o2 2

In contrast, the main result of Oliveira and Thompson [32], Theorem 3] regarding
general convex stochastic optimization problems is the following. There is a random
variable X (which we shall not define here) that satisfies

N
53 24 (E[nww,s)ﬂ > ||VF<x*,@>||2>
=1

and in order to guarantee that the prediction error is bounded by r? with probability
at least 1 —  one should have

~

32 2
) > =N 2l >1-06.
(2.12) P[N_ 2 log(a)l >1-94

There are two major differences between these two results. The first one, which
should not come as a great surprise following the discussion in Section .11 is that
i?\, does not concentrate around its mean with high probability in heavy tailed
situations. Thus, ([2.12]) forces N to grow like (%)% for some power p > 1 depending
on the integrability of ||[VF(x*,£)||. For small ¢ (i.e. if one is interested in high
confidence) this is in stark contrast to the order log(%) in (ZII). The second
difference is the dependence of i%\r on the dimension d. Indeed, even if we neglect
the integrability issues and replace i%\r by its mean, what we end up with is not

the correct variance parameter (which appears in the central limit theorem). For
instance, if || - || is the Euclidean norm, then

5%, > dtrace(Cov[VF(z*,€))),

which is at least d times (possibly even d? times) larger than the true variance
parameter 02 = A\pax(Cov[VF(z*,€)]). In high-dimensional problems such as the
portfolio optimization problem, where d is the number of stocks and is likely to
be a large number, this difference is significant. As a result, even for moderate
confidence levels 4, the required sample size jumps up by a factor of d (or even d?)
from what we would expect.

2.4. The procedure. As we already explained previously, to have any hope of op-
timal performance, the procedure '} cannot be the sample average approximation.
Instead, 7 will be determined through median-of-mean tournaments conducted
between all z € X, following the method introduced in [23].

The first phase of the procedure returns a set of candidates, each with a small
estimation error.

(Step 1) For some (small) tuning parameter 6 to be specified later, set

2
n:= 9Nmin{1,T—} and m:= E

o2 n
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Without loss of generality assume that m and n are integers. Partition
{1,.... N =L

into n disjoint blocks I;, each of equal cardinality |I;| = m.
(Step 2) For every € X', compute the empirical mean of F(x,&) on the j-th block

.]/l}j (‘T) = % ZF(!T,&)

icl;

We then say that x € X defeats y € X on the j-th block if ffj (x) < ffj (y),
and that = wins the match against y if

ffj (x) < ffj (y) on more than g blocks j,
i.e. if z defeats y on a majority of the blocks.

Denote by )Ej{, C X the set of champions, i.e.

/"Ej\‘, — {:1: cy. Twins the match against every }

y € X that satisfies ||z —y|| > r

The following proposition shows that elements in X' % satisfy the part of Theorem
pertaining to the estimation error.

Proposition 2.14 (Estimation error). In the setting of Theorem [2.9, with proba-
bility at least 1 — 2 exp(—csn), we have that ©* € X% and every x € X} satisfies
|z —a*|| <r.

The rough idea of the proof of Proposition 2. I4—explained in details in Section
B is to study the Taylor expansion

J/[\Ij(x) _ﬁj(‘r*)
= % Z<VF($*7§Z),$ — ;[;*> 4 %% Z<V2F(Zu§z)($ o $*),$ . LL'*>,

i€l; i€l

where z; are mid-points between x and z*. The expectation of the term involving
the gradient is non-negative (due to optimality of 2*) and we shall show that on the

sample it is not too negative; say larger than —% for all points x whose distancz)e
to x* is 7. We will further show that the term involving the Hessian is at least -

for such points z, and as a results, f]j (x) — ffj (x*) > % > 0.

Naturally, the heart of the matter is to show that these estimates hold uniformly—
on the same event of high probability.

As we already explained, if X = R? or, more generally, if z* lies in the interior
of X, the first order condition for optimality immediately implies that f(z) <
f(z*) + cur? for every x € X with ||z — 2*|| < r. In particular, in that case, it
follows from Proposition 214 that any choice 2% € X3 satisfies the assertion of
Theorem

However, in general, if one wishes to find = € X N with a small prediction error,

one requires an additional procedure, which we describe now.
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To simplify notation, assume without loss of generality that the set )Ej{, has
already been determined, and that we can run an additional second procedure, for
which we are given a new (independent) sample F(-,&)?Yy, ;.

Again partition {N +1,...,2N} into n disjoint blocks I} of cardinality |I}| = m

with the same n and m, and denote by J?IJ’- () the empirical mean on the block I]'<.

(Step 3) We say that © € X' wins its home match against y € X if

-~ CHT2

(@) < frily) +

on more than g blocks j.

Denote by )?j{, the winners, i.e.,
5 5 x wins its home match
Xp=Rzexy: °V o
against every y € Ay

In light of Proposition[Z.14] the crucial advantage here is that, with high probability,
matches are only carried out between competitors that are close to z*. The following
proposition shows that any z% € X '\ satisfies the requirements in Theorem 2.9
Proposition 2.15 (Prediction error). In the setting of Theorem [2.9, with proba-
bility at least 1 — 2exp(—c3n), we have that * € é’?j\} and every x € é’?j\} satisfies
f(z) < f(a*) + 2cnr?.

2.5. Related literature. Stochastic optimization and the statistical properties of
the sample average approximation method have been studied intensively for several
decades; it is therefore impossible to mention every single contribution. Instead, we
refer to Kim, Pasupathy, and Henderson [14], Shapiro, Dentcheva, and Ruszczynski
[38], Kleywegt, Shapiro, Homem-de-Mello [15], Shapiro [37], or Homem-de-Mello
and Bayraksan [12]. As we already mentioned, the statistical analysis in these works
is always of asymptotic nature. Let us also refer to Banholzer, Fliege, and Werner
[2] for a recent study of asymptotic almost sure convergence rates and an up-to
date review on the asymptotic convergence analysis, to Guigues, Kratschmer, and
Shapiro [I0] who provide a central limit theorem for general risk-averse problems
based on coherent risk measures, and to Bertsimas, Gupta, and Kallus [4] who
raise concerns that most statistical results for sample average approximation are of
asymptotic nature.

Shifting to a non-asymptotic analysis of the performance of the SAA, the avail-
able literature gets considerably less diverse. An early reference here is Pflug
[33] 4], who relies on Talagrand’s deviation inequality for the supremum of Gauss-
ian processes (which is obviously suitable only in very special, light-tailed scenar-
ios). Similar methods were adapted by Romisch [35] and Vogel [44] and (for the
error of the value—i.e. min,cx f(x)) by Guigues, Juditsky, and Nemirovski in [9].
Confidence intervals derived from optimization algorithms such as Stochastic Mir-
ror Descent were analyzed by Lan, Nemirovski, and Shapiro [I7] for risk-neutral
problems and by Guigues [11] for risk-averse problems. The two recent papers by
Oliveira and Thompson [31], 32] which have been mentioned at the end of Section
contain results that are closest to ours.

The portfolio optimization problem is often listed as a prime example of a sto-
chastic optimization problem, see e.g. [38, Section 1.4]. As such, and with the
exception of perhaps more applied studies like [8, [45] [47], existing estimates on
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the problem have been derived as applications of general results—much like in our
work.

There are other (optimization) problems in mathematical finance that have been
analyzed via sampling, such as the estimation of risk measures. We refer the reader
to Weber [46] (which relies on large deviation methods) for an early reference and
to [3] for a more recent review. We believe that our methods can be applied to
those type of problems as well, and defer it to future work.

We should mention that the statistical analysis of the SAA has close ties to
the statistical analysis of problems in high-dimensional statistics, such as linear
regression. But despite obvious similarities, the two fields have grown adrift. The
current focus in statistical learning literature is on non-asymptotic statements that
hold under increasingly relaxed assumptions. Among the outcomes of this approach
were [23] 26, 27]—alternatives to the sample average approximation in statistical
learning problems that recover the Gaussian rates in completely heavy tailed sit-
uations. We believe that pursuing the same direction in the context of stochastic
optimization would lead to intriguing questions. Indeed, there are many variants
of (convex) stochastic optimization problems that are not covered in this article.
For example, among these questions is chance constrained stochastic optimization,
where the optimization takes place only over actions x € X satisfying probabilistic
constraints of the form E[G(z,£)] < 0. We are confident that our methods can be
adapted to these settings as well, though we shall leave this for future work.

3. APPLICATIONS

Before continuing with the portfolio optimization problem (in its general form),
we present four applications of Theorem

3.1. Multivariate mean estimation. As a first application of Theorem [2.9] let
us return to the problem of mean estimation—this time for a square integrable d-
dimensional random vector £&. Mean estimation is a stochastic optimization problem
because

E[¢] = argmin {E[||z — ¢||3] : z € R%} .
This suggests that one should set

1
F(z,¢) := §||:v—§||§ for v € X :=R?

so that z* = E[(]. (The factor 3 has only a normalizing purpose to make the
computations below clearer.) As an intimidate consequence of Theorem 2.T3 we
obtain the following.

Corollary 3.1 (Multivariate mean estimation). There are absolute constants Cy,Ca
such that the following holds. Let v > 0 and let

trace(Covl[¢]) .

N=>C 5
”

Then there is a procedure Ty such that, with probability at least

2
1—2exp (—Cglen{l, m}) )

125 — ]l <.

we have that
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Let us once again mention that the question of finding an estimator of the mean
of a heavy tailed random vector that exhibits Gaussian rates remained open until
very recently: it was settled in [22, Theorem 1]; see also [20] for a recent survey.
Corollary Bl recovers [22, Theorem 1].

Proof of Corollary[31l For every x € X, we have that
VF(z,§) =z =&,
V2F(z,¢) = 1d.
In particular || - || = || - ||2 and Assumption 2:3]is clearly satisfied. Actually, as the
Hessian is deterministic and independent of the action x, we are in the setting of

Theorem [Z.I3] and it remains to compute the parameters Ng(r) and o2. To that
end, it suffices to note that V2 f(z*)~! = Id and Cov[VF(z*,&)] = Cov[¢]; hence

1
Na(r) = ) trace(Covl[¢]),
0? = Amax(Cov[¢]).
The proof therefore follows from Theorem 213 O

3.2. Linear regression. Linear regression is one of the fundamental problems
studied in statistics. Given a one-dimensional random variable Y and a d-dimensional
random vector X, the task is to find the best possible forecast of Y based on
linear combinations of X. To be more precise, one seeks the minimizer of x —
E[((X,x) — Y)?] over # € R? (or a subset thereof). This problem clearly falls
within the scope of this article by considering

F(x,§) = %((X, z) —Y)? where £ := (X,Y)

with X C R?. (The purpose of the factor 1 is again only for convenience.) In order
to lighten notation, we shall impose a standard assumption on X: that it is centred
and isotropic. The latter means that its covariance matrix is the identity.

Assumption 3.2. The set X C R? is closed and convex, X is centred and isotropic,
and there is a constant Lx such that

(3.1) E[(X,z)']% < LxE[(X,z)%]?

for every x € R?. Further,

[SE

o2 == E[(X,2") = Y)"]
is finite.

The assumption (B81), which means that the Ly and Lz norms of linear forms of
X are equivalent, is a typical assumption made in high-dimensional statistics and
it is not too restrictive.

Corollary 3.3 (Linear Regression). If Assumption[3.2 is satisfied, there are con-
stants ¢1 and co depending only on Lx such that the following holds. Let r > 0
and

d—2
N > ¢; max {dlog(2d), %} .
r
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Then there is a procedure Ty such that, with probability at least
r2
1—2exp (—CQNmin {1, _—2}> ,
o

12N —2*{l2 <,

Exy[((X,Zy) - Y)?] <E[((X,2") = Y)?] +2r°.

we have that

Here, Ex y[] denotes the expectation taken only over X and Y (and, of course,
not the sample (X;,Y;)N | used for the computation of 7%,).

Compared to the benchmark result on linear regression in a heavy tailed scenario
[23], Corollary has an additional log(2d) term in the estimate on the sample
size. This term is merely an artifact of the generality of our main result. Its origin
lies in the matrix-Bernstein inequality, which we use in the process of bounding the
smallest singular value of a general random matrix ensemble (namely V2F (z*,€));
that extra factor is not needed in this example and can be easily removed.

Proof of Corollary[3.3. For every x € X, we have that
V2F(2,6) = X @ X.

As X is isotropic, this implies V2 f(2*) = Id and in particular || -|| = || - ||2. Also, as
((X,2*)—Y) and X are both in L4 by assumption, the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
shows that VF(z*, €) is square integrable. In particular, Assumption[Z3]is satisfied.
Employing the norm equivalence of X (B.1]), we obtain

E[(V2F(2",8)z 2)*] = E[(X, 2)"]
< Lx|l=II*

for every z € R%; thus Assumption is satisfied with L = L%. Finally, as the
Hessian is independent of the action z, Assumption 27 is clearly satisfied with
a=1, K =0 and an arbitrary rp; in particular, Ng ¢ < d.

It remains to compute the parameters Ng(r), 02, and cy. Using once again that
the Hessian is independent of the action z, it is evident that ¢y = 1. Turning to
0?2 and Ng(r), recall that V2 f(z*) = Id, and let us estimate the largest eigenvalue
and the trace of Cov[VF(z*,¢)].

For every z € R?, the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality together with (B.I)) imply

(Cov[VF(x*,8)]z, z) = Var[((X, z*) — Y)(X, 2)]
<E|(((X,2") = Y)(X, )"

(3.2) 1 1
<E[((X,z") - Y)'|2E[(X, 2)"]2

< &' Lx||=]3-

This clearly implies 0 < L% 52 and, taking the standard Euclidean basis z = e; in
B2), we conclude Cov[VF (z*,¢)];; < 62L%, hence

2 L%d
X

d
1 *
Na(r) = o) Z;COV[VF(CE ,8)]ii <
The proof now follows from Theorem 2.9 O

r
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3.3. Ridge regression. A popular modification of linear regression is ridge re-
gression (also known as weight decay regression and {a-reqularized regression in the
machine learning community). The idea is that one penalizes a large Euclidean
norm of x by setting

F(z,€) = ({(X,2) = Y)* + Mz]3

where £ := (X,Y), z € X CR% and A > 0 is a tradeoff parameter. The aim of this
sort of penalization is to counteract over-fitting.

In contrast to the estimate we obtain in linear regression, the factor dlog(2d) in
the minimal sample is not needed here:

Corollary 3.4. If Assumption 1s satisfied, there are constants c1 and co de-
pending only on Lx and A such that the following holds. Let r > 0 and set

da?
N>c—.
T

Then there is a procedure T such that, with probability at least
r2
1—2exp <—62Nmin {1, —2}> ,
o

[Ty =22 <7,

Exy[((X,2x) = Y)’] + AZn 13 < E[(X,27) = Y)?] + X|2*||3 + 2r*.

satisfies that

Proof. For every x € X, we have that
V2F(z,&) =2X ® X + 2)\Id,
V2f(z) = (2 +2\)Id;
hence we are in the setting of Theorem All that remains is to estimate the

parameters Ng(r) and 2, and this can be done exactly as in the proof of Corollary
9.9l (I

3.4. Portfolio optimization. As a final example, we address the portfolio opti-
mization problem in its general form, that is, we apply Theorem 2.9 to the problem

. Ve ==Y — (X, z),

F(xz,8) :=£(V,) where €= (X,Y),
for x € X C R? that is closed and convex. Moreover, £: R — R is strictly convex,
increasing, bounded from below, and we assume that it is three times continuously
differentiable.

We shall impose the following two assumptions on the zero-mean random vector
X. Firstly, assume that X satisfies a (directional) Lg-L2 norm equivalence, i.e.
there is a constant Lx such that

(3.3) E[(X,2)]s < LxE[(X,2)?]? < 0

for all z € R% In addition, we assume that the following no-arbitrage condition
holds

(3.4) P[(X,z) <0] >0 forall z€ R\ {0}.
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Remark 3.5. The classical no-arbitrage condition used in mathematical finance
reads as follows: for every z € R?, we have that

P[(X, z) < 0] = 0 implies that P[{(X, z) > 0] = 0;

i.e. it is not possible to make profit without taking any risk. Under this condition,
it is well-known that one can decompose R? = V@V into an orthogonal sum such
that P[(X,v) < 0] > 0 for all v € V \ {0} and P[(X,w) = 0] =1 for all w € V1,
see e.g. [7, Section 1.3]. In particular, replacing X by X NV viewed as a subset
of RE™(V) does not affect the outcome of the portfolio optimization problem but
guarantees that (34 holds.

Moreover, we shall assume that part (c) of Assumption 23] pertaining the inte-
grability of F, VF,V2F, is satisfied. By Holder’s inequality and (B.3)), this is the
case if, for example, ¢(V,), ¢'(Vi)*,¢"(V;)? are integrable for every = € X. Then
f is real-valued, and standard arguments building on the no-arbitrage condition,
show that f is strictly convex and coercive. In particular, a unique optimal action
x* € X exists; see e.g. [7, Section 3.1].

Finally, denoting by B the ball of radius 1 w.r.t. the norm || - || centered at z*
and restricted to X', we assume that

1
o B[]
vy = E[| V],

vy = E[0" (Ve )95,

N

vk = [sup,ep; €(Va)?] "

=

Vgy 1= SUD,ep; B {SUPte[o,u é"’(Vw*H(m_m*))ﬂ
are all finite.

Remark 3.6. If, for instance, £ is non-negative and increasing, the terms vx and
vg, can be simplified as

sup £"(Vy) = 0" (Vo + || X][.),

rEB]
SUp (Vi o) < (Ve + (X = 2°))
te[0,1]
where || - [« := Sup,epa g . ||z <1 (2, ) denotes the dual norm of || - [|. (Note that if

I -]l is (equivalent to) the Euclidean norm, then its dual norm is (equivalent to) the
Euclidean norm too.)

Under these assumptions, we obtain the following:

Corollary 3.7 (Portfolio optimization). There are constants cy, ca, c3, ¢4 depending
only on Lx,v1,v2 such that the following holds. For r € (0, min{1, -2t-}) and

c1
UEH
do?
N > ¢y max { —-, dlog(d(vk +2)) ¢,
r

there is a procedure T such that, with probability at least

r2
1—2exp <—62Nrnin{1, —2}> ,
c
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we have that

[Ty — =" <,
w(@y) > u(z*) — car?.

We postpone the proof of Corollary 3.7 it will be presented in Section [6] where
we also show how to recover the estimate in the exponential portfolio optimization
problem (i.e. Corollary [ZT0).

4. ON THE SMALLEST SINGULAR VALUE OF GENERAL RANDOM MATRIX
ENSEMBLES

In the course of the analysis needed in the proof of Theorem 2.9 a crucial ingre-
dient is that sampling can exhibit that (V2F(z*,&)(x — 2*),x — x*) is sufficiently
large. Put differently, it is essential to derive a suitable lower bound on the smallest
singular value of the empirical random matrix of V2F (z*,&).

Results of this type have been studied extensively [T [16] [36] [39] [42] [48], however
(to the best of our knowledge) the focus was on random matrix ensembles that
had some additional special structure, like iid rows/columns. Unfortunately such
special structure need not exist in our setting.

In this section, let A be a real, square integrable, positive-semidefinite (d x d)-
random matrix and let (A4;);>1 be independent copies of A. (in the context of this
article, the case that interests us is A = V2F(z*,£).) Denote its expectation by
A := E[A], the semi-norm endowed by A is

lz]) := (Az,2)* = E[(Az, )]}
and the corresponding unit sphere is
S :={recR: |zl =1}.

To simplify the presentation, assume that || - || is a true norm, i.e. ||z|| = 0 implies
that x = 0. Next, for any (d x d)-matrix B, its operator norm is given by

1Bllop == max (Bz,y).
Before stating the main result of this section (Theorem FA4) let us begin with
one of its outcomes.
Corollary 4.1. Assume that there is a constant L > 0 such that
(4.1) E[(Az,2)%)% <L foralz € S.

Then there are constants c1 and co that depend only on L such that the following
holds. Let v € (0,1) and assume that

d 2d
N > ¢1— log (—) .
g v
Then, with probability at least

1—2exp (_CQN')/Q) ,

we have that

Amin (% ;Az> > (1 - W)Amin(E[A])'
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(Here, of course, Apmin denotes the smallest singular value.)

As the results of this section will be used in the proof of Theorem for the
construction of a median-of-means tournament, we also need a median-of-means
version of Corollary L1l To that end, as before, let N = nm for two integers n
and m, and consider a partition of {1,..., N} into n disjoint blocks I;, each one of
cardinality |I;| = m. Throughout this article, we make the notational convention
that the letter j always refers blocks, i.e. j is always an element of {1,...,n}. In ad-
dition, 0 < C, Cy, C1, ... denote absolute constants independent of all parameters.
They are allowed to change their values from line to line.

We often encounter the so-called Rademacher random variables (g;)i>1, which
are independent, symmetric random signs (i.e. Ple; = 1] = 1) that are also inde-
pendent of all the other random variables that appear in the analysis; in particular,
they are independent of (A4;) ;.

We have already seen in the introduction that the smallest empirical singular
value of a random matrix cannot be bounded (even with constant probability)
without imposing some of assumption. While an integrability assumption as in
(@1) will do the job, the following definition from [28] contains the essence of what
is actually needed.

Definition 4.2 (Stable lower bound). A set H C Ly of real-valued functions
satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters (m,~y,l, k) if the following holds:
for every h € H and independent copies (h;);>1 of h, with probability at least
1 —2exp(—k), for all J C {1,...,m} with |J| <, we have that

1
— Y hi=(1-yE[.
m
ie{l,..m}\J
We say that a (symmetric, positive semi-definite, d x d) random matrix A satisfies

a stable lower bound with parameters (m,v,1, k) if H := {(Az,z)2 : 2 € S} does
(with the same parameters).

The stable lower bound can be seen as an extension of the small ball property.
Recall that a set H is said to satisfy a small ball property with parameters (k,d) if

P [h* > k*E[h?’]] > 6 for all h € H.

This condition is used frequently in problems involving a quadratic term (see,
e.g. [18] 25] 29]).

Remark 4.3. Let H = {(Az,z)2 : 2 € S}. Then the following hold.

(i) If H satisfies the small ball property with constants (k,d), then H satisfies a
stable lower bound with parameters

2
(ma e ka Z) = <m7 1- 5%; Slam; 525m>

for every m, where s1,s5 > 0 are absolute constants.
(i) If H is bounded in L, for some p > 2, that is,

E[|h[P]7 <L forallhe H

where L is a fixed constant, then H satisfies a stable lower bound with pa-
rameters

(mu Y ku l) = (mu Y Slm’}/# 5 Szmvmax{ﬁvﬂ)
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where s1, s2 > 0 are constants depending only on p and L.

The first statement is an immediate consequence of a Binomial concentration
inequality and second statement can be found in [28] Section 2.1] together with a
more thorough discussion and analysis of stable lower bounds.

The following theorem is the main result of this section. To formulate it, recall
that for a random matrix A, E[A] is denoted by A.

Theorem 4.4. There are absolute constants C1 and Co such that the following
holds. Fiz ~y,7 € (0,1) and assume that

(a) the random matriz A satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters (m, 3,21, k)
were k > max{4, 210g(%)},
(b) the sample size satisfies

- dm log(3d)E[|| AA— A,
N >Cy max{”E[AA LA op, S Tog ( 7(T|])E[EA1A]|| I p]>} '
op

Then, with probability at least

1—2exp (_CQNTmiH{L,E}) ,
m’m

for every x € RY and every J; C I; with |J;| <1 for all j, we have that

Y (Awz) = (1=l p| = (1 —7)n.

iel;\J;

o1
Ji—
m

The formulation in Theorem [£.4] is tailer-made for the median-of-means analysis
which is presented in the next section (as part of the proof of Theorem [Z)). Tt en-
sures a stability property that is stronger than a mere lower bound on the quadratic
form (and therefore, a lower estimate on the smallest singular value). Rather, it
gives a useful lower bound even if a proportion of the sample is arbitrarily modified
or removed. This will be useful in the proof of Theorem when passing from the
Hessian evaluated at the optimizer to the Hessian evaluated at mid-points. In ad-
dition, Theorem 4] provides an almost isometric lower bound (i.e. when « is close
to zero) while the analysis for Theorem actually only requires an isomorphic
lower bound.

Finally, let us formulate the following immediate consequence of Theorem [£.4]

Corollary 4.5. There are absolute constants C7 and Cs such that the following
holds. Fiz v € (0,1) and assume that

(a) the random matriz A satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters (N, %,21, k)
for some k > 4,
(b) the sample size satisfies

_ dN log(3d)E[||AA~All,
Nzclmax{”E[AA 1A”°P’71°g< §|]E)[A[L|&—1A]I ” ]>}
op

)

Then, with probability at least

l
N 3

2| =

1—2exp <—CQN min{
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we have that

1 N

Proof. Applying Theorem [£.4] with n = 1 (hence m = N), 7 = 0.6, and J; = 0
yields the following: with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—CaN min{%, %}), for
every © € R%, we have that

< ZAx x> (1 —~)(E[A]z, ).

A twofold application of the extremal expression Amin(+) = Mingepa g¢. |[z)p=1(" 7, T)
of the smallest singular value completes the proof.

In order to recover Corollary 1] from Corollary (and later also to apply
Theorem [£4]in the proof of Theorem 2.9]) we need two simple observations, showing
that under a Ly — Lo norm equivalence, the estimate on the sample size in Corollary
and Theorem [£4] can be simplified.

Lemma 4.6. We have that
(4.2) 1 < [|E[AAT A]llop < E[ AAT! Alop] < dIE[AAT A [lop.
Proof. We start with the final inequality in ([@2]). Recall that A = E[A] and note

that the relation || - | = [|A2 - ||o transfers to the operator norm in the following
sense: for any (d x d)-matrix B, we have that

IBllop = |AT2 BA™%||p, where

B = max Bx,y).
1 Bllop, m,yeRds.t.||m||2,||y||2§1< ' Y)

Indeed, {z € R% : (Az,z) < 1} is the ellipsoid A~z B¢ (where B¢ is the unit ball
w.r.t. the Euclidean norm).

The norm || - [|op, is the usual spectral norm which, for positive semidefinite
matrices, equals the largest singular value Apax(+).

Setting F' := A=2 AA~z which is positive semidefinite, we thus have

E[ AA™" Allop] = E[[l7*|op,]

d
:E maxF‘2 Z F2u

(4.3)

where the last inequality follows by bounding the largest singular value by the
trace. On the other hand, for every ¢ = 1,...,d, taking the Euclidean unit vector
x =y =e¢; in ([@3) shows that
IE[AAT AYllop = IIE[F]llop, > E[(F?)ii]
and hence the last inequality of the lemma follows.
The second inequality in (£.2)) is trivial and the first inequality follows from (4.3))

and Jensen’s inequality for matrices (which states that E[F?] = E[F]? = Id). This
completes the proof. O

Lemma 4.7. Assume that there is a constant L such that E[{Az, )25 < L for all
x €S. Then
IE[AAL A} < dL*.
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1

Proof. Recall that F := A=2 AA~2 and that, by @3),

IE[AAT Alllop = [IE[F?][lop, = E[(F?z,)].

max
z€R s.t. ||z||2<1
Moreover, for every x € R?, we have
2 1 1
(F°x,x) = (FF2x,Fzx)
102
< [ op, 17223,
which, in combination with the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, yields that

IE[AAT Alllop < max —_ E[|F3,,]2E[| F2a3]z.

2€RY s.t. ||z][2<1 P2

At this point, recall that {z € R%: (Az,z) < 1} is the ellipsoid A~2 B¢, and note
that an equivalent formulation of ([@1]) is

E[|F2z||3]2 =E[(Fz, )%
< L’E[(Fz, )]

for every x € R, and that E[(Fz,z)] = 1 for every x € R? with ||x||2 = 1. Hence,
bounding || F'[|op, = Amax(F') by the trace of F,

=

E[(Fyi)?]

-

Il
-

1
E[|F|5,,]2 <

K3

E[(Fe;, e;)%]? < dL>.

I
.M&

Il
-

K3

In conclusion ||[E[AATLA]||op < dL*, as claimed. O

Proof of Corollary [{-1 By Remark (ii), the random matrix A satisfies a stable
lower bound with parameters (N, 2, s1 N2, sy N~?) for constants s; and sy depend-
ing only on L. The proof therefore follows from Corollary 5 together with Lemma
and Lemma L7 O

Throughout this article, we often aim to prove statements that are supposed to
hold with high probability, uniformly over (uncountable) sets; for example that for
all z € S, most coordinates of ({(A;z,z))Y, are suitably large. The proofs of such
statements follow (in principle) a recurring scheme: in a first step, we prove that
a slightly stronger variant of the statement holds with high probability for a single
element (i.e. Lemma [£8 below). By a trivial union bound, this allows to extend
the validity of the statement to a finite set of high cardinality, and we shall choose
such a set with an extra feature: it approximates the original set in a suitable sense
(i.e. Lemma below). It then remains to show that the oscillations caused by
passing from the approximating set to the whole set do not distort the outcome by
too much (i.e. Lemma .14 below).

From now on, we shall continue under the same assumptions used in the formu-
lation of Theorem [£.4] without mentioning these assumptions at every instance.
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Lemma 4.8. There is an absolute constant C' such that the following holds. For
every x € S, with probability at least 1 — 26Xp(—ONT%), for all choices J; C I;
with |J;| < 21, we have that

1 0 T

P E iz,x) > 1—- 21— 5)n.

J m (Ajz,x) > 1 5 (1 2)n
’LGIJ'\J]'

In particular, for a set S C S satisfying log(|S|) <
holds uniformly over x € S.

%CTN%, the above statement

Proof. The proof follows from an application of Bennett’s inequality and is essen-
tially the same as the proof of [28, Lemma 4.3]. For completeness, we sketch the
argument. Fix some x € S and, for every j, set

5(j) = 0 if L Yicr\g, (Aiw ) > 1= 3 for all J; C I; with [J;| < 21,
1= 1 otherwise.

By definition of the stable lower bound, we have that

5 = P[3(j) = 1] < 2exp(—k) <

]

If & = 0, there is nothing to prove, so assume otherwise. Now make use of
Bennett’s inequality [5, Theorem 2.9]: for every u > 2 with probability at least
1 —2exp(—Cdnulog(u)), we have that

{4 :6(j) = 1}| < uédn.
Apply this to

'*T>e k > 2
WTos =P g ) =

(where the second inequality follows as 7 > 1 exp(—£%) by assumption) and observe
that

Cdonulog(u) = %Crnlog (l)

26
S Crtnk _ CTNEk
- 4 dm
This completes the first part of the proof. The “in particular” part is a consequence
of the union bound. O

In a next step we choose a subset of S of high cardinality which “covers” S w.r.t.
the natural metric.

Definition 4.9. Let (S,d) be a metric space and let p > 0. A set S C S is a
p-cover of S with respect to the metric d if for every s € S there is § € S such that
d(s,3) < p.

For now, let C' be the absolute constant from Lemma (.8 and set C; to be the
constant from assumption (b) in Theorem L4l Recall that we have the freedom to
choose C as we see fit, and set Cy to be a constant specified in what follows.

Lemma 4.10. Let
_ Coy7||E[AA" A lop

P TogBAE[[AA 1A op]
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Then there is a p-cover S C S (w.r.t. the norm | - ||) of log-cardinality at most
%C’TNE.

m

Proof. By a simple volumetric argument (see e.g. [41, Exercise 2.2.14]) there is a
set

Sy C Syi={z R : |z|s =1}
such that, for every z € Sy there is y = y(z) € Sz with ||z —y||2 < p with cardinality

log(|S2]) < dlog <g)

—1
S Ogdlog <log(3d)E[||AA A”op]) ,

7| E[AALA]f|op

where C3 depends only on Cy. By assumption (b) on the sample size in Theorem
A we conclude that log(]S2|) < 2CTN £ once the constant C; (in assumption (b))

is chosen sufficiently large. Finally, the relation || - || = |[Az - ||5 readily implies that
the set

S = {Aféy 1y € Sa}

satisfies the statement of the lemma. O

The final step in the proof consist of showing that the transition from a p-cover
S to the whole S does not distort the wanted outcome by too much. To that end,
we fix from now on the p-cover S of Lemma and denote by y = y(z) € S the
element satisfying ||z — y|| < p. Also, for every x € S, set

A(z) = (Az,z) — (Ay, y).

Remark 4.11. The following two preliminary lemmas are stated here to maintain
a chronological order within the proofs. However, it might be helpful to skip to
(the proof of) Lemma T4l where their role is clarified and return here afterwards.

Lemma 4.12. We have that
E[|A(z)|]] <3p for every x € S.

Proof. Fix some z € S. As A is symmetric and positive semidefinite, it follows
from the triangle inequality that

< (Az —y),x —y)*.
Combined with the fact that |a? — b?| < 2|a — b| max{a, b} for a,b > 0, we have
|A@)] < 2(A@ - y), @ — y)d max {(Az,2)}, (Ay, )} },
and by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
E[A(2)? < 4E[(A(z — y), = — y)] (E[(Az, z)] + E[(Ay,)])

= 4llz =yl (l=l* + llyll*)
= 8[|z -y,

(Az,z)% — (Ay,y)*

where the second equality follows by definition of the norm || - || and the final one
holds because z,y € S. O
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Lemma 4.13. Let Cr be the absolute constant in Talagrand’s concentration in-
equality [40]. Moreover, set b := 5, let (AN, be independent copies of A and
set (gi)i>1 to be independent Rademacher random variables that are independent of
(A)N.,. Then we have that

YT
OT16

sup |—
zeS

1 N
ZEZ x)| AD)
z:l

once Cy (the absolute constant of Lemmal[4.10) is small enough.

Proof. As a preliminary step, we invoke the contraction inequality for Bernoulli pro-
cesses [19, Corollary 3.17] conditionally on (A;)¥,, and applied to the 1-Lipschitz
map t +— [t| A b which passes through the origin. It follows that

N
< 2E [su
] o |fc EE g

sup Zel |Ai(z)] Ab)
Rewriting
Ai(z) = (Ai(z +y), = —y)
we have that
L N
LS eaw :‘<< S ) i a-)
i=1 i=1
N
<2p NZ

op

because ||z 4+ y| < 2 and ||z — y| < p. Next, set Fy := e;,A~2 A;A™ =2 for every i
and recall the relation between | - [|op and the spectral norm || - ||op, stated in (3.
The Matrix-Bernstein inequality [43] Theorem I] implies that

N
—F Z F,
op i=1 Op2
3
1

< (CONIELFlop,) + COE | o 172,

where
C(d) = 4(1 + 2log(2d)) < 22log(2d).

Further, estimating the maximum by the sum and using that ||F||(2)p2 = [|F?|op,

we trivially have

2
E[m%v ||m||op2] NE[|F|2,]

= NE[| AA™"Allop]-



ON MONTE-CARLO METHODS IN CONVEX STOCHASTIC OPTIMIZATION 31

Putting everything together, we therefore obtain

|

< 1,00 ((”E[AA;A]”‘”)% . (E[IIAA;AIOP]) )

1
E[||AA™ Alop] ) 2
<4pC(d) | 1+ <—p ,
IE[AA=1Alop
where the second inequality follows from assumption (b) in Theorem [£4t that on

the sample size satisfies N > ||[E[AA ™ A]||op. By Lemmald8] the expectation of the
operator norm is always larger than the operator norm of the expectation, hence

lsup Z )| AD)

=1
Recalling the value of p from Lemma [L.I0] shows that the latter term is at most
o1 This completes the proof. 0

N

1
N > ei(|Ai(x) AD)

=1

E [sup

€S

E[AA~Allo)
1 < 800 BT Ay

Lemma 4.14. There exists an absolute constant C such that the following holds.
For every x € S and every j, let

J; (x) == {largest | coordinates of (|Ai(z)|)ic1, } C 1.
Then, with probability at least 1 — 26Xp(—CgNT#), we have that

(4.4) sup |{ j: 1 Z |A;(z)] > i

™m
3 (|
m
z€S i€I;\J? ()

Proof. Set b:=~7. We claim that, for every z € S and every j,

1
— Z |A;(x)| > = implies
m iEI~\J*( )
(4.5) ! .
— Z Ai(@)| Ab) > 5.
ZEI

Indeed, if |A;(z)| < bfor i € I;\J(z), the second sum in (3 is trivially at least as
big as the first one. Otherwise, if there is ig € I;\ J (z) for which |A;, (x)[ > b, then
by definition of J7 (z), there are least | coordinates i € I; for which |A;(z)| > b. In
particular, the second sum in (L) is at least %lb = =, and (LX) holds. Therefore,
it suffices to show that R < i*yr holds with high probability, where

N

R :=sup % > (|Ai(x)| Ab).

zeS i—1

To that end, Talagrand’s concentration inequality for bounded empirical pro-
cesses [40] (see also [B]): there is an absolute constant Cr such that

P [R <R+ Cr (RQ + R3 + R4)] >1-— 2€Xp(—u)
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for every u > 0, where

Ry = sup E[|A(w)] A b,

zeS
Ry := sup E[(|A(2)| AD)HE ()2
2 = swpE[(|A )| A BT ()

u
R = sup [[|A(z)| Abllz+,
zeS

1 N
N > eillAi(@)| Ab)

Ry :=E lsup
i=1

zeS

] |

Thus, to conclude the proof, let us show that for u = C’NT%, the sum R +Cr(R2+
Rs3 + R,) is smaller than i’}/T.

We now proceed to bound Ri,...,R4. First, recall that Cy is the absolute
constant of Lemma .10 which we are still able to choose as small as we want, and
note that

Corrl[EAA Ay _ Coyr
= < <
¥ = TogBAE[[AATA] op] = Tog(3) = 17

where the first inequality holds by Lemma and the second one by absorbing
@ into CO.
By Lemma [£12 we have that E[|A(x)|] < 3p for every x € S; thus

")/7'
R <3p< T
L=9P=76

as soon as Cp < 75
For the terms Rs and Rj3, which involve u = CN T%, note that

E[(|A(z)| Ab)?] < 3pb  for every x € S.

Indeed, this follows from the trivial estimate (|A(z)| A b)? < |A(x)|b and Lemma
once again. Recalling that b = v, we therefore have

1
3pbu \ 2
Rﬁ(%)

2_2\3 T
< (8GC*T)" < 75

once Cj is small enough. Moreover,

bu YT
R3 < —=C~yr <
SEN T =016
provided that C' is small enough.

Finally, by Lemma LT3, we have Ry < 715. This completes the proof O

Proof of Theorem[].]} The statement of Theorem 4] is clearly homogeneous in
x € R?, hence it suffices to restrict to # € S. The proof follows from a combination
of Lemma [£.8] and Lemma [£14] Indeed, using the notation of Lemma [£I4] for
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every z € S, y = y(x), and every J; C I; with |J;| <1, we write

1 1
e Z (Ajz,x) > o Z (Ajz, x)
i€l;\J; ZGI]‘\(JJ'UJ;(I))
1 1
(4.6) > — > (Aiy, y) — — > |Ai(z)].

m
i€ \(J;UJT; (7)) €L \(J;UT5 (7))
By Lemma L8] with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—C'TN%), for every z, y, and
sets J; as above, we have that

1
— Z (Aiy,y) > 1 — % on at least (1 - %) n blocks .

m
’L’GIj\(JjUJ; (x))

Next, by Lemma .14, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—CTN #), for every z, y,
and sets J; as above, we have that

1
— Z |A;(2)] < % on at least (1 - %) n blocks .
’L’GIj\(JJ‘UJ;(m))
Taking the intersection of the two high probability events yields the claim. O

5. PROOFS OF THE MAIN RESULTS

In addition to the notational conventions already explained in Section H, set
¢, ¢o,C1,... to be constants that may depend on L (the parameter appearing in
Assumption 2.5]). As before, these constants may change their values from line to
line. Moreover, 0 < 6 < 7 < % are constants that may depend on L as well. For
the sake of a clearer presentation, rather than stating the explicit values of # and
7 now, we collect constraints on their values along the way.

Next recall that

2 N
n=9Nmin{1,T—2} and m=—,
o n
where we assume without loss of generality that m and n are integers. Thus,
N =nm and m > %. Finally, set

Bl i={zeX:|z—a"<r}
S={zeX:||z—a"|=r}

to be the ball and sphere of radius r around z* restricted to X, respectively. Recall

the constant rg of Assumption 2.7 and assume throughout that r < rg.

The proof of Theorem 2.9 relies on the following decomposition: for every j and
every x € X, a Taylor expansion implies that

Fi, (@) = fr, (@)
= DTFE 6w a4 5 S ) ) )

i€l; i€l
I .
= Mz,z* (]) + EQLI* (])7

where z; are midpoints between x and z* (and each z; may depend on &;). For
obvious reasons we call @), .~ the quadratic term and M, .- the multiplier term.
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We start with the proof of the estimation error, formulated in Proposition 2.14
With the decomposition of f]]. (x) — f]]. (z*) into a multiplier and a quadratic term
at hand, the strategy of the proof that x* defeats any competitor x € S on the
j-th block (i.e. that f]j (x) — f]j (z*) > 0), consists of showing that the quadratic
term is likely to be positive (of order 7?) and the multiplier term is likely not to be
too negative:

Lemma 5.1. There is a constant ¢ such that the following holds. With probability
at least 1 — 2 exp(—cr2n), for every x € S, we have that

(5.1) HJ : %Qm,m*(j) > %QH > (1 —=7)n,
(5.2) ]{y Mo () > —1—6}] > (1= 7).

Let us show that Lemma [5.I] implies Proposition 214

Proof of Proposition [2.14 On the high probability event from Lemmal[5.1], for every
x € S, we have that

2
-~ ~ r
f1,(x) = fr; (") > Tk 0 on at least (1 — 27)n blocks j.
Therefore, as 7 < %, on that event, * wins the match against every z € S;.
The extension to all z € X with ||x—x*|| > r is a simple consequence of convexity.
Indeed, let z € X with ||z — 2*|| > r and set
r

Note now that (for every sample) f]]. () — f[j (x*) is a convex function which equals
zero at x*. Hence, if this function is strictly positive in y, then, by convexity, it is
also strictly positive on

{z"¥ +tly—a*):t>1}NA,

which is the subset of the ray that originates from z* and passed through y, con-
sisting of the points that are “beyond” y. Taking t = %H:C — z*||, we see that z*
defeats z (at least) on the same blocks on which it defeats y. In conclusion, on the
high probability event of the lemma, x* wins the match against x. ]

Remark 5.2. By Assumption [I3} the functions F, VF and V2F are so-called
Carathéodory functions and therefore are jointly measurable. Moreover, by As-
sumption 27 and the dominated convergence theorem, one can readily verify that
f is twice continuously differentiable near x* with

Vf(@) =E[VF(z,§)] and V?f(z) =E[V*F(z,£)]

for all x € X with ||z — 2*|| < 7ro. In particular, from this we get that || - || =

1

E[(V2F(a",&)-, )]}
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5.1. Estimation error, the quadratic term. This subsection contains the proof
of (B1) from Lemma 5.1} we show that the quadratic term is likely to be at least
of order 2. The proof relies on the results of Section @ and the strategy is the
following. In a first step, we ignore the fact that the Hessian in the definition of
Q.2+ is evaluated at a midpoint between z* and x, considering instead the Hessian
evaluated at the optimizer z*. We employ the median-of-mean-type lower bound on
the smallest singular value of the random matrix V2F(x*, €) established in Section
[ which is summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3. There are constants si,c > 0 depending only on L such that the
following holds. With probability at least 1 — 2exp(—cTN), for every x € S; and
every choices of subsets J; C I; with |J;| < sim, we have that

(™)

63  [{i- 3 (VR &) e e -2 D (1- D

. 2
ZEIj\Jj

Proof. We apply Theorem [I4] with A := V2F(2*,¢). By Remark €3] the random
matrix A satisfies a stable lower bound with parameters

1
(m, %, 21, k) = (m, T 2s1m, 52m>

for constants sq, so that depend only on L. Moreover, once 6 is sufficiently small,

we have that
S92 4
k=soym > — >max<4,2log | — )
0 T

showing that assumption (a) in Theorem 4] is satisfied. Lemma 7] and Lemma
imply that

) dm . (1og(3d)E[| AA~Allop]
Hla,X{“E[AA 1A]Hop;ﬁ10g ( ’}/THE[AA_]‘A]HOPP

< max {cod, dsz log <7log(3d)2d> }
T T
< codlog(2d)

for a constant ¢y that depends only L and 7. And, as 7 depends only on L, ¢
actually only depends only on L.

Recall that Theorem 2.9 has the requirement that N > codlog(2d) for a constant
co that may depend on L and which we are free to choose to be as large as we went.
Doing so shows that assumption (b) of Theorem 4] holds as well.

Setting ¢ := Cy min{s1, s2} where C5 is the constant from Theorem 4] it follows
from that theorem that (53) holds with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—cTN). O

From now on, we fix the constant s; from Lemma As s depends only on
L, all constants 6,7, ¢, cq,... which are allowed to depend on L may also depend
on si.

In a next step, we show that replacing the Hessian at a midpoint with the Hessian
at * does not come at a high cost. Clearly, in Lemmal[53]we may arbitrarily modify
/ delete sym coordinates from each block j, and we shall argue in the following that
the errors

Eni(z) = tg%pl] ‘<(V2F(x* +t(x— %), &) — V2F(x*,§i)) (x —2*),x — 3:*>
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are well behaved on the remaining blocks. As before, the proof has two components.
In the first one, we analyze what happens for a single x € S). Here the error is
governed by the probability that En(z) is large, where we recall that r» < ro and by
Assumption [Z.7]
2

e[ > 2] <

€S} 8
for a constant ¢; which we are free to choose depending on L—hence, ¢; may depend
on Si.

Lemma 5.4. There is a constant ¢ such that, for every x € S} and every j, with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—cm), we have that

2
{iEIj SH)l(LL') < %}’ > (1—%)7”

Proof. Fix some x € S;. Setting ¢ := %, Assumption 2.7 implies that

7”2 S1
0:=P|& > —| < —.
5]
If 6 = 0 there is nothing to prove, so assume otherwise and apply the Binomial
concentration inequality [B, Corollary 2.11]: there is an absolute constant C' > 0
such that, for every u > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—Cmd min{u, u?}),
we have that

2
’{Z S Ij : 5H7i($) > %} < m5(1 +u)

Applying this to u := £ — 1 > 1 completes the proof (with ¢ = £5L). O

Next, let us show that most blocks have many indices ¢ for which the errors
Eu,i(x) are small.

Lemma 5.5. There is a constant ¢ such that, for every x € S, with probability at

least 1 — 2 exp(—cTN), we have that
(-9

’{jil{iEIjigH,i(x)Sg} 2(1—£>n.

In particular, the statement holds uniformly over sets Sy C 8¢ of cardinality at
most log(|S;]) < 3eTN.

Proof. Fix x € 8 and, for every j, set

X 1, 1f|{Z€I] SH)l(LL') < %7‘2” > (1—%81)7%
6(j) = .
0, otherwise.
By Lemma [5.4] we have that
5 := Pl5(j) = 1] < 2exp(—com)
for a constant cg.

Now recall that m > % and therefore § < % once 6 is small enough (i.e. § <

01—0 log(g) suffices). By Bennett’s inequality, exactly as in the proof of Lemma [§|
we have that for every u > 2, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—Cdnulog(u)),

{7 :8(j) = 1}| < udn.
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To complete the proof, set u := J5 so that u > exp(“4™) > 2, again once 6 is small

enough. O

The final step is to extend the outcome of the lemma from the net S’ to the
whole S. To that end, recall that by Assumption 2.7]

IV2F (2,6) = V2F(y,)]lop < [l =yl “K(€)
for all z,y € B;.

Remark 5.6. In what follows we shall, from time to time, divide by E[K()];
therefore, we shall assume without loss of generality that E[K(£)] > 0. Note that
if E[K(£)] = 0 then the Hessian is constant in B and there is nothing to prove:
Eu(x) =0 for every = € B.

Lemma 5.7. Let cg be the constant of Lemmalid and let Cy be an absolute constant
to be specified later. Set
1
0= < C()TSl > o
- \rGEK(E)])

Then S contains a pr-cover with respect to the norm || - ||, which is denoted by S¥,
and

- 1
log(|S7]) < §CoTN.

Proof. If p > 1 there is nothing to prove; thus we may assume without loss of
generality that 0 < p < 1. By a standard volumetric argument (see e.g. [41]
Exercise 2.2.14]) there is a pr cover S} C S}, and

log(5;]) < dlog (%)
2 (HEIEE))

C()Tsl

By assumption we have
d
N > caNy g = 2 log (rgE[K (£)] +2)

for a constant ¢, which we are free to choose large enough. Then log(|S;|) < 2coTN,
as claimed. 0

Lemma 5.8. Let S be as in Lemma[5.7, and for every x € S set y = y(x) to be
the nearest point to x in S¥.

There is an absolute constant C such that the following holds. With probability
at least 1 — 2 exp(—CT12n), for every x € S, we have that

(et - g = S| < 22> (1- D)

2
Proof. Let

1 n
V= fgg n Z 1|{i€1j¢|5H,i(m)*5H,i(y)\2§T2}\Z%Sm%
i

and observe that it suffices to show that P[¥ > Z] < 2exp(—C7?n). By the

bounded differences inequality [5, Theorem 6.2], we have that for every u > 0,
P[¥ > E[¥] + u] < 2exp(—Cnu?),
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and setting u := g, all that remains to show is that E[W¥] < .
Note that
16 1
Uie e o)—En )22l doum S 77 D E0i(@) = Enay)]
i€l

for every j; hence,

(5.4) W< sup — Z €n,i(x) — Eui(y)]-

S1 mES*
To control the difference of the &’s, for simpler notation, for (¢, z) € [0,1] x S set
Alz?z = V2F(.’II* + t(Z - x*)vgi) - V2F($*7§i)u

and observe that

Eni(z) = sup [(AF(z —2*),2 — z*)|
t€[0,1]

for every z € S;. Now, for every t € [0, 1] and every x € S} (and y = y(z)),
[(AF(x — "),z — o) = (AP (y —a*),y — «¥)
= (A" (@ — 2" +y — "),z —y) — (47 = AF)(y —2"),y — 27)]
< 2012 | A |lop + 12| A7 — AF* lop,

where the last inequality holds by definition of the operator norm and by noting
that |z — y|| < pr, [lz — 2 +y — 2| < 2r, and ||y — *|| < r. Invoking the
subadditivity of “sup,(-)” and the triangle inequality,

[, (2) = En, ()] < 2007 sup A lop + 7 sup [ A — AF||op
te[0,1] t€[0,1]

< 2pr*r K (&) +r2(rp)* K (&)
(5.5) < 3r%(pr)* K (&)

where the second inequality holds by Assumption 27 on the continuity of the
Hessian and as we may assume without loss of generality that p < 1 (and hence

p < p).
Plugging (55)) into (54]) implies that

16 1
U< 2or)* =3 K
< o YK

and therefore
48prgE[K (§)]
S1 '

just as in Lemma [5.7] and recalling that we are free to choose Cj small enough, it
follows that E[¥] < £, as required. O

E[W] <

Setting

We are now ready for the
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Proof of Proposition[51], quadratic part. For every z € S} and j, set
J (x) := {largest sym coordinates of (&ni(x))icr; } C 1.

For every j, recalling the definition of £g(z) and the fact that V2F(z, £) is positive
semidefinite, it follows that

1

(7)) > — 3 2 * ek . ek ok
Qa2+ (J) = m Z tel[rgl] (VPF(a* +t(z — 2"),&)(x — 2¥), 2 — 2¥)
i€\ J S (x)
1 1
> 2 * e o I .
>~ Z (V?F(z*,&)(x — %),z — x*) p” Z En,i(x)
i€ \J; (2) i€ \J; (2)

=: Az (j) + Bz (j)

As [JX(z)| < sim for every x € S by definition, Lemma implies that, with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c7n), for every x € S, we have that

2
2
Moreover, combining Lemma, and Lemma implies that, with probability at
least 1 — 2 exp(—c7?n), for every z € S, we have that

2

{j: {z‘eszsH,i(@ < %H > (1—sl)m}} > (1-2)n.

and on that event clearly

A (j) > on more than (1 — g) n of the blocks j.

2
B.(j) > _TZ on more than (1 — %) n of the blocks j.

In particular, combining the estimates on A, (j) and B,(j) gives: with probability
at least 1 — 2 exp(—cr?n), for every z € S, we have that

T2

This completes the proof. (I

on more than (1 — 7)n of the blocks j.

5.2. Estimation error, the multiplier term. This subsection contains the proof
of (B2) from Lemma BTl stating that the multiplier term

1
M «(7) = — * ; —*
v () = o D AVF(@" &) v = a7)
icl;
is likely to be at most of order r2. To ease notation, set
H:=V*f(z") = E[V*F(2",€)],
G := Cov[VF(z",¢)],
1e., H is the Hessian of f at 2™ and G is the covariance matrix of the gradient of
F(-,€) at *. In particular, a straightforward computation shows that
1 1
(5.6) Ng(r) = —Qtrace(H_lG) = —Qtrace(H_%GH_%),
r r
02 = Amax(H'G)

(5.7) .
= )‘maX(H :GH 2) = HGHOP-
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As before, we analyze what happens for a single x € S; the high probability
estimate we obtain allows us to control a net in S); we then show that passing from
the net to the entire set S does not distort the outcome by too much.

Lemma 5.9. There is an absolute constant C' such that, for every x € S, with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—C72n), we have that

{j My () = —Q—ZH > (1-2)n.

In particular, the statement holds uniformly over a set S¢ C 8¢ of cardinality at
most log(3|S;|) < 1C72n.

Proof. Fix some x € S and define for 1 <i < N,
Ui :=(VF(z*,&) —E[VF(z",§)],z — z*)
— (VF(",&),2 —a*) — (Vf(z"), 2 — 2*).
If z* lies in the interior of X, the first order condition for optimality implies that

(Vf(z*),z — z*) equals zero. In general, the first order condition implies that this
term is non-negative. In either case, we get that

2

1 re . . . T
- ; U;| < 3 implies My 4+ (j) > ~33
i€l;

and we shall show that the former happens on most blocks.

To that end, consider first a single block j. As the U,’s are i.i.d. zero mean ran-
dom variables, Markov’s inequality together with the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
implies that

1 T 32 1
Pll=Sul>2| <ZE||=S 0,
m Z — 32| T2 m Z
(5.8) €1, €1,
1
2]\ 2
<22 (Haty*
2 m
By the definition of o (or rather, by the alternative expression in (B.7)) and as
|z — a*|| = r, we have that

E[lU1’] = (G(z - a%),z — 2¥)

(5.9)

IN

o
Combining (5.8) and (B9) and using that m > %, we conclude that

1 r? 32ro

pll=Sul> | <222

m ; — 32| ~ r2ym
i€l;

<32V <

-
4
as soon as 6 is sufficiently small.

The claim now follows from a Binomial estimate—just as in the proof of Lemma
B4t the probability that a single block j has the wanted property is at least 1 — =

1
(by the above); therefore, the probability that the number of desirable blocks j is
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smaller than the mean (which is at least (1 — 7)n) by more than 7n is at most

2exp(—Cnt?). O

Lemma 5.10. Let Cy be the absolute constant of Lemma 53 Then there is an
absolute constant C1 and a set S} C S with cardinality log(3|S7]) < 1Cont? such

that the following holds. Let
_ (trace(H'G) 3
pe= ClT2

For every x € S there is y = y(v) € S} with

(5.10) (G(z —y),x >2 <2pr and,
(5.11) (Vf(x"),z —y) > 0.

Proof. As a first step, we ignore (5.I1) and construct a set S with log-cardinality
satisfying log(%|g§,’f|) < 1Con7? such that (5.I0) holds with pr instead of 2pr. To
that end, observe that covering the sphere {x € R? : (Hx,z) = 1} w.r.t. to the norm
endowed by G is equivalent to covering the Euclidean sphere {z € R? : (z,x) =
1} w.r.t. the norm endowed by H-2GH 2. Hence, denoting by G the standard
Gaussian vector in R?, the dual Sudakov inequality (see e.g. [19, Theorem 3.18])

guarantees the existence of a pr cover of S¥ C 8* with respect to the norm (G-, -)2

such that )
0

thus, for every & € S there is y = y(z) € S* with (G(y—z),y—x)7 < pr. Observe
that

E[(H *GH *G,6)*)* = E[||(H *GH *)*g|.,J*
< E[||(H™*GH *)*G|3]
= trace(Hf%GHfé) = trace(H 'G),
(where the last equality was already observed in (&.6])). Thus,

&) —1
log |87 < Caotrace(H'G)
2 P>

1
= CzclTQ’rL S 5007'2”,

once (1 is sufficiency small.
Next, we modify S, ensuring that both equations (5.10) and (5II) hold: for
every z € S, pick some

y(z) € argmin{(Vf(x*),y> cy €8F st (Gly —2), (y— z)>% < pr} ;

thus, y(z) is the minimizer of (V f(z*), y) with the pr-ball (with respect to the norm
(G-,-)2) centered at z.
It is straightforward to verify that the set

St ={y(z): 2 €8}

satisfies the statement of the lemma. O
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Lemma 5.11. Let S} and y = y(x) be as in Lemma [510. There is an absolute
constant C such that the following holds. With probability at least 1—2 exp(—C712n),
for every x € S, we have that

H MM(>>Myz()—;—ZHz(1—%)n.

Proof. For every x € X and j, set
Am(]) = Mm,m* (.7) - My,m* (.7)
:_Z VF 751 [ ($*,€)],I—y>
i€l
Recalling that E[A,(j)] > 0 by Lemma .10 and setting

= sup — 1 L2}
vess Z {12z ()]> 5572}

the statement of the lemma therefore follows if ¥ < & holds with probability at
least 1 — 2 exp(—C72n).
To that end, we once more rely on the bounded difference inequality [5, Theorem
6.2]: for every u > 0, we have that
P > E[¥] + u] < 2exp(—Cnu?).

Setting u := 7, all that is left is to show that E[¥] < T.
First, observe that 1),>5 < %|a|. Hence,

32 1 - .
¥ < — sup _Z|Am(])|

j=1
32 1 «
< S| sup E[AL (D) + sup = > [[AL ()] — E[ AL (5)]]]
r z€S} wesy N
32
=: T_2 (Rl =+ Rz)

In particular E[¥] < 32(R; + E[R»)).
To estimate R, recall that A, (j) is a sum of independent, zero mean random
variables. Thus,

m

1
<o trace(H1G) 2
Cim%nm
for every z € S, where the second inequality follows from Lemma [5.10l Recalling
that, by our assumptions,

E[|Az(1)]] < <<G(x —Y),T— y>)%

catrace(H™1G)

r2 ’

nm =N > coNg(r) =
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— 2
we conclude that E[|]A,(1)]] < T\/Qﬁ' Therefore,

2
R, < 2r

B TV Cl C2 '
Turning to R2, by symmetrization, the contraction theorem for Rademacher
processes, and de-symmetrization (see e.g. [Bl Section 11.3]), it is evident that

1 -
E[Ry] < 2E | sup |— gj1 A (4
(Fa) < 2 | sup |23, |AL0)

< 4E | sup e (j)
TESH -:

Jj=1

> ALG)

Jj=1

< 8E | sup
€SS

S|

Moreover, by the definition of A, (),

1
(5.12)  E[Rs) <SE lsup S (VEG, €) ~ BIVFG*, )« ) ] .
€S} i—1
Recall that || - || = |H? - |2 and that ||z — y| < 2r. Therefore, for any z € R?,

_1 1
sup [(z,z —y)| = sup [(H 2z, H2 (z — y))|
TES; z€S}

< 2r|H"2 2,

Together with linearity of z — (2,2 — y) and (B12]),

E[Ry] < 16rE

N
‘% SH} (VF(",&) - E[VF (", €))
=1

j

< 16r (trace((Cov[H]_V? VF(x*,{)])) '

It remains to observe that
trace(Cov[H 2 VF(z*,£)]) = trace(H™ > GH™?)
= trace(H 'G).

Since N > ¢2Ng(r) = Strace(H 'G), it is evident that

E[Ry] <

and combining the two estimates,

E[\I]]<¥<277‘2+@> <I
— TQ T /—0162 \/6 — 47

where the last inequality holds as soon as ¢y is large enough. O
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Proof of Proposition [5.1), multiplier part. Let S} be the cover defined in Lemma
510 By Lemma 5.9 with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c72n), for every y € Sf,
we have that

2
My.(5) = —% on more than (1 - %) n blocks j.

Moreover, by Lemma B.I1 with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—cr?n), for every
x € 8 there is y € S such that

T2

My o (§) > My o (1) — 35 onmore than (1 - g) n blocks j.
Combining the two estimates, it follows that, with probability at least 1—2 exp(—c72n),
for every z € §7,
2
My .+(3) > —% on more than (1 — 7)n blocks j,

which is exactly what we wanted to show. (Il

5.3. Prediction error. In this section we shall prove Proposition 215 dealing
with the prediction error. To that end, let

Ur:={x e Br: f(x) > f(a*) + 2car?®}

be the set of all € B that are in an “unfavorable position”. Let us stress again
that if x* lies in the interior of &', then U} is empty and the estimate on the
prediction error holds automatically. We therefore assume that U, is not empty.

The proof of Proposition 2.5 relies on the convexity of F: for any x,y € X and
7, we have that

Fiy(@) = Ty (0) 2 — 3" (VF(, 0,0 — ) = ML, )

i€l
In particular, this implies that

(i) «* wins its home match against x if

2
. cur
MI’J,LE* (.7) > =

on more than n blocks 7,

(ii) = does not win its home match against z* if

2
M, .- (j) > CH4T on more than g blocks 7,

Thus, Proposition 2.15 is a consequence of the following lemma, which we shall
prove in this section.

Lemma 5.12. There is a constant ¢ such that the following holds. With probability
at least 1 — 2 exp(—cr?n), for every x € B} and every y € U we have that

(5.13) {ion6)2 Sl }' > (1-20)m,
(5.14) H] LM, (j) > cur” H > (1-27)n.

Just as in the analysis of the estimation error, Proposition 2.17] is an easy con-
sequence of Lemma [5.12
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Proof of Proposition[Z13 By Proposition [Z.14] we have that with probability at
least 1 — 2exp(—cr?n), o* € X% and X% C BE. In the following we argue condi-
tionally on that high probability event, and recall that 7 < 1. By Lemma[B.I2, with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c72n), we have that r* wins its home match against
every competitor in B (in particular, against every competitor in X %). Moreover,
on the same event, every element in X Vv that is in an unfavorable position loses its
home match against z*. Thus, z* € X, N and X % C B\ U}, which is exactly what
we wanted to show. O

The first part of Lemma [5.12] (namely (5.13])) is an immediate consequence of
Lemma Bl Thus, in the following, we focus on the second part of Lemma [5.12]
(namely (G.I14)), dealing with ¢,*. Our starting point is the following observation:

Lemma 5.13. Let x € U). Then we have that
(Vf(x*),r —x*) > car’.

Proof. Since z € U} we have that 2cyr? < f(z)— f(z*). A Taylor expansion around
z* shows that there is a midpoint z such that

f(@) = f@) =(Vf("), . —z%) + %<V2f(2)(11? — %),z — %)

(Vf(z*),x —x*) + car?.
The proof clearly follows. O

IN

Thanks to Lemma [5.13] the proof of the second part of Lemma (namely
(EI4)) follows the same path as the proof of the bound on the multiplier term in
the context of the estimation error. Thus, we shall only sketch the argument for
the sake of completeness.

Lemma 5.14. There is an absolute constant C' such that, for every x € U}, with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—C72n), we have that

}‘ > (1-7)n.

In particular, the statement holds uniformly for sets Ur C U whose cardinality
satisfies log(3U}|) < 1C72n.
Proof. Fix x € U}. By Lemma [5.13] we have

E[(VF(z*,€),z — 2*)] > cur?.

CHT2

(5.15) HJ ML)

Thus, exactly as in the proof of Lemma [5.9, we conclude that

2
P M, ,.(j) < 2 §2\/§§2\/§§ T
’ 2 CH 2

(as long as 6 is small enough, and the second inequality holds because cg > 1). A
Binomial estimate (just as in the proof of Lemma [5.9) can be used to show that
(5.I5) holds with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—C72n). O

Lemma 5.15. Let Cy be the absolute constant of Lemmal[5.14, Then there is an
absolute constant Cy and a set U C U} whose cardinality satisfies log(3]U}]) <
%Oo’nT2, such that the following holds.
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Let
1

_ (trace(H'G)\ 2

- ClT2’rL
For every x € U there is y = y(x) € U} with
(5.16) (G(z—y),z—y)? <2pr and,
(5.17) (Vf(z"),z —y) >0.
Proof. Just as in Lemma [5.10, we can construct a set B* C B* satisfying (5.10)

with 2pr replaced by pr. The modification of that set is again similar: for z € [;’:f,
define

y(z) € argmin{(Vf(x*),y> Ly eUr st (Gly—2),y—2)? < pr} .

with the convention y(z) := yo for some fixed yo € U, if the above set is empty.
Then
U ={yz): € B’}

satisfies the statement of the lemma. O

Finally, fix the set I} of Lemma [5.15 and for = € U denote by y = y(z) € U*
the best approximation in the cover constructed in Lemma [5.15]

Lemma 5.16. There is an absolute constant C' such that the following holds. With
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—C7%n), for every x € U*, we have that

T

bz a-mn.

Proof. Recall that ¢y > 1 by its definition. The claim follows (without any modi-
fication) just as in the proof of Lemma B.1T1 O

CH’I“2

]{j ML () = M () —

Proof of Lemma 512 Let us prove ([&I3). Note that Lemma [B1] (without any
modifications in the proof) yields the following: with probability at least 1 —
2exp(—cr?n), for all x € B}, we have that

CHT2

M, . (j) > — on more than (1 — 7)n blocks j.

In particular, this holds for U, C B;:.
As for (B.14)), a combination of Lemma [5.14] and Lemma [5.16] shows that with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—cr2n), for every x € U, we have that

CHT2

M;,z* (]) >

This completes the proof. (I

on more than (1 — 27)n blocks j.

5.4. Proof under a deterministic lower bound of the Hessian. To conclude
this section, let us prove Theorem There are only very few modifications
needed in the proof of our main results, as we explain in what follows.

In the proof of Theorem [Z.9] the only place where the requirement

N > comax{dlog(2d), Nu ¢}
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was used, was for the statement of Lemma [B.1] pertaining to the quadratic term,
namely (B.I). However, Assumption 212 clearly implies that, with probability 1,
for every xz € S, we have that

=)

Thus, the only modification that is needed, is to prove the part of Lemma [
2 2

pertaining to the multiplier term (namely (5.2))) with - instead of {5. Inspecting

the proof, one readily sees that this is possible once the constants 6,7, ¢, cq,... are

allowed to depend on e.

6. PROOFS FOR THE PORTFOLIO OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

6.1. The proof of Corollary 3.7l The proof builds on several lemmas stated
below, making the heuristic computations explained in the introduction rigorous.
Throughout, we work under the assumptions made in Section B4l Note that

VF(z,8) =-0(V,)X,
V2F(x,6) ="(Ve)X @ X
where we recall V, = —Y — (X, z) for z € X. Finally, denote by
I lIx = E[(X,)?]? = (Cov[X],-)% = |Cov[X]= - 2

the norm endowed by X. Note that || - | x is indeed a norm by the no-arbitrage
condition.

Lemma 6.1. There is a constant c; > 0 depending on Lx,v1 and a constant co > 0
depending on Lx,vi,vq such that

al-lx < -1 < el - [x-
In particular, || - || is a true norm.

Proof. We start with the second inequality. Holder’s inequality (with exponent %
and conjugate exponent 3) implies that

1211* = Ele" (Ve- (X, 2)?)
< E[¢"(Va-)*]FE(X, )%
for every z € R%. The first term is bounded by v, and norm equivalence of X (see
B3) implies that the second term is bounded by L% z||%-

We continue with the first inequality. The Paley-Zygmund inequality together
with norm equivalence of X implies that

152 =~ 212
(6.1) P (X, 2)*> %HZH%( z L Ié[)<§,[<zii] ] = 4[1&

for every z € R?\ {0}. Moreover, setting
e :=min{l"(u) : Ju| < SLXE[|Va-|]},

an application of Markov’s inequality shows that

i
* < .
PO (Ver) <€) < g
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In combination with (6], we conclude that

2
1212 = E[¢" (V- )(X, 2)3] > ell=lx

= 16L%
Finally, as noted previously, the no-arbitrage condition (34 immediately implies
that || - ||x is a true norm. Hence, by the above, || - || is a true norm as well. This
completes the proof. ([

Lemma 6.2. Assumption[2.0 s satisfied with a constant L depending on Lx,v1,vs.
Proof. An application of Hélder’s inequality (with exponents 3, %) implies that
E(V2F (2", 6)z,2)?]) = E[t" (Vo) (X, 2)"]
<E[ (Vo) PRE[X, 2)°]5

for every z € R%. The first term is v3 by definition and, by norm equivalence of
X (see (33)) and Lemma [6.1} the second term is bounded uniformly in {z € R? :

|zl <1} by a constant depending on Lx,v;. O
Lemma 6.3. Let L be the parameter from Assumption[2.3. Then
0> <VL&* and Ng(r) < \/EU—2
r

Proof. We make the preliminary claim that
Cov|[VF(z*,€)] = 62VLV2f(x*).
Indeed, for every z € RY,
(Cov[VE (2", )]z, 2) < E[E' (Vi) *(X, 2)?]
o [C(Ver)?
(Ve
< PE[(¢ (Vi )(X, 2))72,
where the last step follows from Holder’s inequality. Moreover, by Assumption [Z.0]
E[(¢"(Va)(X, 2)*)*]% = E[(V?F (2", §)z,2)°]
< VIl
= VL(V2f(2*)z, 2)

(Ve )X, 2)?

hence the preliminary claim follows.
As both the largest singular value and the trace are monotone w.r.t. the positive
semidefinite order, the statement of the lemma follows. O

We need the following simple auxiliary lemma. Recall that || - ||« denotes the
dual norm of | - ||.

Lemma 6.4. There is a constant ¢ depending on Lx,v1 such that E[|| X %] < cd?.

Proof. By LemmalG.Tlwe have ||-||x < ¢1]|-|| for a constant ¢; depending on Lx, v.
This immediately implies that || - ||« < é” - |Ix,« where || - || x,« is the dual norm of

I |lx. As the norm | - ||x is endowed by Cov[X], its dual norm || - || x . is endowed
by Cov[X]~1, whence

| X|lx.. =[|Y]l2 forY :=Cov[X] 2X.
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Applying Holder’s inequality (in its version for three random variables, with expo-
nents 3,3, 3) shows that

d d
B[]S = Y EN2YAv2< > EYFEYSSEYS).
1,5,k=1 i,5,k=1

It remains to note that Y satisfies the same norm equivalence as X does, and
therefore, denoting by e; the i-th standard Euclidean unit vector,

E[Y)s = E[(Y,e;)°]
< LXE[(Y, e;)?]
= L% Cov[Y); = L%.
Combining everything completes the proof. O

Lemma 6.5. There is a constant ¢ > 0 depending on Lx,v1 such that, for every
x,y € By, we have that

[l — 2]

(6.3) IV2F(2,€) = V2F(y, )|, < lle = yllK(€)

< CUSHHSC - CL'*H,

where K (€) satisfies B[K(£)] < cvgds .
Proof. As a preliminary observation, note that a Taylor expansion gives

(V2F(x,€) = V2F(y,€))z,2)

(6.4) = 0" (Vagt(y—a)) (X, 2 — y) (X, 2)?

for every z € RY, where t € [0,1] is some number depending on x,y, .
We start by proving (6.2). For every x € B, by (64) and definition of &y, we
have that

Eu(z) = tS‘[épl [((VPF(z* + t(x — 2%),&) — VPF(2*,8)) (x — a*),2 — 2™)]|
€
< sup 07 (Ver (oo II0X @ — 2") .
te(0,1]

In particular, applying Holder’s inequality, the norm equivalence of X from (B.3]),
and Lemma [6.1] we obtain
E[€n(x)] < veuE[(X, 2 — 27)%)?
3 * (13

< vgy Lx|lz — %%

< crvgy o — o*|?
for a constant ¢; depending on Lx,v;. The claim (G2]) therefore follows from
Markov’s inequality.

We now prove (G3]). The definition of the operator norm together with the
inequality [(X,z — y)| < || X||l«|lz — y|| (which holds by definition of the dual norm
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| - ||+) shows that (G4]) implies

IV2F(2,6) = V2F(y,)llop

< sup 10" (Varagg—a)llz =yl I X2

Z,y€BT and t€[0,1]

= K(©llx -yl

This proves ([63).
It remains to control the expectation of K (&). For every Z,y € Bf and ¢ € [0, 1]

we have Z+1(J—2) € B} by convexity of X', whence K(§) < sup,¢p: [ (Va1 X 13
Therefore Holder’s inequality and the definition of vx imply that

E[K (€)] < vkE[|| XS]2.

By Lemma B4 the last term is bounded by c,d? for a constant ¢y depending on
Lx,v;. This completes the proof. O

Lemma 6.6. There is a constant ¢ depending on Lx,v1 such that ca < cvg,.

Proof. We need to show that |E[VZF(z,¢)]|lop < cvg, for every x € B;. Fix such
2. From the Taylor expansion ([G.4]) we get

V2F(2,€) = V2F (", ) + 0" (Ve pae—am))(Xo2 — 2 X @ X

for some ¢ € [0,1] which depends on x and &.

The expectation of the first term equals V2 f(x*), and the operator norm of the
latter equals 1. To estimate the operator norm of the expectation of the second
term, let z € R? with ||z|] < 1. Then Hélder’s inequality (in its version for three
random variables, with exponents 2,6, 3) implies

E[él//(vw*+t(m—m*))<X7 €T — I*><X5 Z>2]
< veE[(X, x — 2*)°|FE[(X, 2)6]5
< vey x|z — o*||x - Lk || 2[%.

where the last inequality follows from norm equivalence of X from ([B3). Finally,
recalling that ||z —a*|| < 1 and ||z|| < 1, the proof is completed by an application of
Lemma [Tl which states that ||-||x < e1]|-]|| for a constant depending on Lx,v;. O

We are now ready for the

Proof of Corollary[3.7 Regarding Assumption convexity and differentiability
are clearly satisfied, and integrability holds by assumption. Moreover, by Lemma
611 || - || is a true norm.

Assumption follows from Lemma

Lemma shows that Assumption 2.7 is satisfied for & = 1 and

. Co
ro :=min< 1, — >,
Vey

where ¢ is a constant depending on the constant ¢ of Lemmal[6.5land the parameter
L of Assumption 2.5t hence ¢y depends on Ly, v1, vs.

Moreover, Lemma also gives Ngu < cidlog(dvig + 2) for a constant ¢
depending on Lx,v;.

The parameters Ng(r), o2, and cy are bounded in Lemma and Lemma [6.06]
respectively. Combining everything completes the proof. O
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6.2. The proof of Corollary [2.T0l First note that the & of the Corollary Z.T0 and
the & of Corollary B.7 coincide. Moreover, as X is Gaussian with non-degenerate
covariance matrix, the no-arbitrage condition (4] readily follows. Further recall
the well-known Gaussian norm equivalence

E[(X, z)P]7 < C\PE[(X,2)?]}

for every z € R? and every p > 2, where C is an absolute constant. In particular
B3) holds and our assumption that U(2Y") is integrable implies part (c) of As-
sumption Along the same lines as Gaussian norm equivalence, the following
holds.

Lemma 6.7. There is a constant ¢ depending on L and vy = E[|Vy«|] such that

E[IX|.>
Efexp(4/|X[+)
E[(X,z — z*)'?
Elexp(4|(X, z — 27)|)

for every x € BY.

Proof. The two statements involving || X ||. follow from similar arguments as given
in Lemma 64 noting that Cov[X]~ 2 X is standard Gaussian. The two statements
involving (X, z —x*) follow from Gaussian norm equivalence and the bound |- || x <
¢|l - || from Lemma 6] for a constant ¢ depending on L, v;.

Proof of Corollary[Z10. The only modifications needed pertain to Lemma and
Lemmal6.6] where terms can be simplified due to special features of the exponential
function.

We start with Lemma As ¢ = exp is increasing and as exp(a + b) =
exp(a) exp(b) for a,b € R, we may use Remark 3.0l to get

En(w) < exp(Ver) exp(|(X, @ — 2" DX, 2 — 2™) ],
IV2E(2,€) = V2F(y,€)llop < exp(Vo-) exp(| X)Xz — v
= K@)z -yl

It remains to bound the expectation all terms. To that end, applying Holder’s
inequality (in its version for three random variable, with exponents 2,4,4) and
Lemma gives

E[€n ()] < Elexp(2Vy)]* Elexp(4(X, z — ")) TE[(X, z — 2*) %]
< %eif|a — o,

E[K (¢)] < Elexp(2V,+ )] E[exp(4]| X||.)] TE[|| X || 2]

52 exp(cy \/3),

(6.5)

(6.6)

IN

for a constant ¢; depending on L, v;.
In particular, (G35 shows that Assumption 2.7 is satisfied for

. C2
ro ;= min< 1, =5
o
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where ¢ is a constant depending on L,v;. In combination with (G.6)), this implies
that

Nen < dlog(ros? exp(c1Vd))
< dlog(cs exp(c1Vd)) < csd?

for a constant c3 depending on L, v;.
Similar (but simpler) arguments show that ¢y can be bounded in terms of L, vy.
This completes the proof. (I

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Remark 7.1 (Dependence of the procedure on the parameters). All the parameters
(e.g., %, || - |I, L, Ng, etc. ) that are required in the formulation of Theorem 2.9]
(the only parameters needed in the definition of the procedure T} are cu, L, o and
r) depend on the unknown optimal action z*.

While an a priori knowledge of the parameters seems unrealistic, there are various
ways around this problem. It should be stressed that any type of estimate on these
parameters suffices to ensure the procedure performs well. For example, finding
some ¢’ such that %[7’ < o < 26’ is enough for our purposes, and estimating o
within a constant multiplicative factor is a considerably simpler task than the ones
we have to deal with in the analysis of the procedure Z7%;.

Alternatively, one can replace the parameters with the (local) worst-case sce-
nario; for example, instead of o2, to consider

?:= sup o2(z)
z close to z*

where o?(z) is defined just as o but with gradient and Hessian evaluated at x
rather than at z*. Under mild smoothness assumptions on the function f, &2 and
o? are the same order of magnitude; in particular, replacing o2 by &2 will only
result in a change of constants. And to that end it suffices to find crude estimates
of *, which is a relatively simple task.

Finally, it is much simpler to test whether a solution is a good one than producing
a candidate. Therefore, one can increase the sample size and test the candidates
that are produced. Once the sample size passes the critical threshold from Theorem
29 a good candidate will be identified.

All of these are standard methods and there are plenty of other alternatives to
tackle such issues. We shall not pursue these aspects further in this article.

Remark 7.2 (On the integrability of the Hessian). In the course of the proof of
Theorem 2.9 the only place Assumption 2.5 was used was in Lemma 5.3 and there
it was used twice: firstly, by Remark [4.3] Assumption guarantees the existence
of three constants sg, s1,s2 > 0 depending only on L, such that, for every m > 1,
the random matrix

(7.1) V2F (2", €) satisfies a stable lower bound with
parameters (m, sg, 281m, S2m).

(In fact, one can choose sg = % as we did for notational purposes). On the other

hand, by Lemma and Lemma [£7] Assumption implies that the minimal
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sample size from Theorem 4]

:= max -1 o) ) E[HLIAHOP]
Ny = {HE[AA Alllop, log (1 8(3d) ||IE[AA1A]||OP>}

(where A := V2F(z*,€) and A := V2f(z*)) can be bounded by cdlog(2d) for a
constant ¢ depending only on L.

In particular, we see that Theorem 2.9 remains valid if Assumption[2.5lis replaced
by assumption (1) together with the requirement that the sample size exceeds
caNy (in that case the constants cj, c2,c3 appearing in Theorem depend on
S0, S1, 52) .
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