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Abstract

In transfer learning, we wish to make inference about a target population when we have
access to data both from the distribution itself, and from a different but related source dis-
tribution. We introduce a flexible framework for transfer learning in the context of binary
classification, allowing for covariate-dependent relationships between the source and target
distributions that are not required to preserve the Bayes decision boundary. Our main con-
tributions are to derive the minimax optimal rates of convergence (up to poly-logarithmic
factors) in this problem, and show that the optimal rate can be achieved by an algorithm
that adapts to key aspects of the unknown transfer relationship, as well as the smoothness
and tail parameters of our distributional classes. This optimal rate turns out to have several
regimes, depending on the interplay between the relative sample sizes and the strength of the
transfer relationship, and our algorithm achieves optimality by careful, decision tree-based
calibration of local nearest-neighbour procedures.

1 Introduction

Transfer learning refers to statistical problems in which we wish to make inference about a test
data population, but where some (typically, the large majority) of our training data come from
a related but distinct distribution. Such problems arise in many natural, practical settings: for
instance, we may wish to understand the effectiveness of a treatment on a particular subgroup
of a population, but still wish to exploit information about its efficacy on the wider population
under study. In medical applications, we may be interested in making predictions in a given
experimental setting, or using a particular piece of equipment, but also have data obtained under
different scenarios or measured with different devices. Closely related problems have recently been
of interest to many communities, sometimes studied under the banner of label noise (Frénay and
Verleysen, 2014; Blanchard et al., 2016; Cannings et al., 2020), multi-task learning (Caruana, 1997;
Maurer et al., 2016) or distributional robustness (Sinha et al., 2018; Weichwald and Peters, 2021,
Christiansen et al., 2020). For recent survey papers on transfer learning, see Pan and Yang (2009),
Storkey (2009) and Weiss et al. (2016).

We focus here on transfer learning in the context of binary classification, both due to the latter’s
fundamental importance as a canonical problem in modern statistics and machine learning, and
because, as we shall see, its structure is particularly amenable to algorithms that seek to exploit
relationships between the training and test distributions. To set the scene for our contributions,
let P and @ denote two distributions on R? x {0,1}, with corresponding generic random pairs
(XFYF) and (X@,Y?) respectively. We think of P as a source distribution, from which most of



our training data are generated, and () as a target distribution, from which we may have some
training data, and about which we wish to make inference. Let np,ng : R? — [0, 1] denote the
source and target regression functions respectively, defined by

np(z) =P(YT =1|X" =2) and no(z) == IP’(YQ = 1|XQ =1). (1)

Our main working assumption on the relationship between P and @) will be that our feature space
R? can be partitioned into finitely many cells X}, and for each cell there exists a transfer function
ge : [0,1] — [0, 1] such that np can be approximated by g, ong on X;. We will further assume that
the cells arise from a decision tree partition (Breiman et al., 1984), and that each transfer function

satisfies
ge(2) — ge(1/2)
z—1/2

for some ¢ > 0, and all z € [0,1/2) U (1/2,1].

Thus, in the simplest case where we have just a single cell, P and () are connected via the
fact that the propensity under the source distribution to have a Class 1 label at z € R? only
depends on z through n¢(z), which reflects the propensity under the target distribution to have a
Class 1 label at . Our condition (2) is of course satisfied if each g, is differentiable with g;(z) > ¢
for z € [0,1], and ensures in particular that when np = g, o g holds exactly on &}, we have
sgn{np(z) — gu(1/2)} = sgn{ng(x) — 1/2} on that cell. Importantly, though, condition (2) does
not require that ¢,(1/2) = 1/2.

To give an example where such a relationship between P and () might be expected, suppose
that we wish to predict At Risk individuals for a disease (e.g. breast cancer), on the basis of a set
of covariates x. Due to the difficulties and expense of large-scale testing, only a small number of
individuals in the general population are assessed (e.g. via a mammogram), but those displaying
symptoms have a much greater propensity to be tested. In this example, we think of our (large)
data set from P as being a set of individuals for whom we have recorded relevant covariates, and
for whom we record a label YZ = 1 if and only if the individual has both been tested, and has
been assessed to be At Risk as a result. On the other hand, our main interest is in whether
individuals are At Risk, regardless of whether or not they have been tested. Our (small) data set
from (@), then, is obtained by testing a number of uniformly randomly-chosen individuals from the
general population, and we record Y9 = 1 if and only if the individual is assessed to be At Risk.
We can think of our training data from both P and @) as being generated from independent and
identically distributed triples (T, X,Y"), where T is a binary indicator of whether or not a test has
been conducted before the start of the study, where X encodes covariates, and where Y indicates
whether or not an individual is At Risk. However, in our source sample, we only observe X = X
and Y* = TY, while in our target sample, we see X¢ = X and Y% =Y. Thus, in this example,
the marginal distributions of X* and X@ are the same, while the regression functions np and ng
satisfy ng > np. In fact, in this formulation, we have

> ¢ (2)

np(z) =PTY =1|X =2)=P(T =1X =2,Y = 1)ng(z).

The relationship np = gong then holds if 7" and (X, Y') are conditionally independent given ng(X).
More generally in this example, we might construct a decision tree partition based on geographical
location and income, for instance, and ask only that this relationship hold approximately for each
cell of the partition.

As another example, in tax fraud detection, most individuals can only be subjected to a simple
screening procedure due to the administrative burden. Hence, in order to assess the reliability
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of their detection algorithms, a government agency might draw a separate, smaller sample of
individuals, chosen uniformly at random from the population, for a more formal audit. Here,
YP = 1 if the screening flags a potentially fraudulent return, Y? = 1 if the audit detects fraud,
and X7 = X9 = X encodes covariates. Since

np(z) =PY" =1|X =2, Y9 =1)no(z) + P(Y" = 1|X = 2,Y9 = 0){1 — no(z)},

the modelling assumption n7p = g o ng holds if the conditional probabilities above only depend
on z through ng(z). In practice, there may be additional dependencies, e.g. based on profession,
income bracket and domicile status, but the modelling relationship may still hold approximately
on the cells of a suitable decision tree partition. Further examples may be found in computer
vision, precision medicine, natural language processing and many other areas.

In line with the above examples, then, we will assume a transfer learning setting with inde-
pendent data Dp := ((X{,Y),...,(X],,Y,l)) from P and Dy := ((X{"?,YlQ), e (X§Q7Yn%))
from (), and wish to classify a new observation (X%, Y?) ~ Q. Our first contribution is to formalise
the new, decision tree-based transfer framework to incorporate the broad range of relationships
between source and target distributions seen in practical applications such as those mentioned
above. In particular, in contrast to most other work in this area, our highly flexible form of rela-
tionship between np and 7 does not require that the Bayes decision boundaries agree for the two
populations; we also allow the marginal distributions of X and X to differ, and do not assume
that these distributions have densities that are bounded away from zero on their respective sup-
ports. The classes of distributions we consider, then, combine local smoothness assumptions on np
and g with tail assumptions on the marginal distribution of X9 and the marginal distribution of
X", To understand the fundamental difficulty of the transfer learning problem, we derive a min-
imax lower bound that comprises several regimes, according to the relative sample sizes and the
strength of the transfer relationship, as measured by the distributional parameters of our classes.
The next challenge is to introduce a new method for the transfer learning task; our basic idea is to
use Dp to construct a local nearest neighbour-based estimate of np, and then perform empirical
risk minimisation with Dy to estimate the underlying decision tree partition and the values of
the transfer functions at 1/2. We derive a high-probability upper bound for the excess test error
of our procedure, which, together with our lower bound, reveals that our algorithm attains the
minimax optimal rate, up to a poly-logarithmic factor. A notable feature of our methodology is
that the only inputs required are Dp and Dy; in particular, it is adaptive to the unknown transfer
relationship in the primary regime of interest, as well as the smoothness and tail parameters of
our distributional classes, and the confidence with which the test error bound holds.

Interest in transfer learning has been growing considerably in recent years. One broad line of
work considers the setting where the practitioner only has access to labelled data from P, possibly
with some additional unlabelled data from Q). A popular approach in that context is to formulate
a measure of discrepancy between the distributions P and () and to give test error bounds in terms
of this discrepancy (Ben-David et al., 2010a,b; Germain et al., 2015; Mansour et al., 2009; Mohri
and Medina, 2012; Cortes et al., 2019). This strategy has been shown to yield distribution-free
bounds with wide applicability, but whenever the discrepancy is non-zero, the excess error is not
guaranteed to converge to zero with the sample size. In order to achieve consistent classification,
we must impose additional structure (Ben-David et al., 2010b), e.g. by focusing on label shift,
covariate shift or label noise, each of which may be viewed as a special case of transfer learning.
In label shift (Zhang et al., 2013; Lipton et al., 2018), the marginal distributions of Y* and Y
differ, but the class-conditional covariate distributions are the same for P and (). Covariate shift
(Gretton et al., 2009; Candela et al., 2009; Sugiyama et al., 2012) concerns scenarios where the
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regression functions np and 7 are assumed to be equal, but the marginal distributions of P and @)
may differ. In label noise (Blanchard et al., 2017; Reeve and Kabén, 2019; Scott, 2019; Scott and
Zhang, 2019), np and nq differ. This does not necessarily preclude consistent classification, even
when ng = 0, provided that additional restrictions are met. For instance, the Bayes classifier may
still be the same for P and (), in which case one can sometimes proceed as if there were no label
noise (Menon et al., 2018; Cannings et al., 2020); alternatively, if the label noise only depends on
the true class label, then the label noise parameters may be estimated under certain identifiability
assumptions (Blanchard et al., 2016; Reeve and Kaban, 2019).

Other related work that considers the current setting where the statistician has access to
labelled data from both source and target distributions includes Kpotufe and Martinet (2018) for
the covariate shift problem, and Hanneke and Kpotufe (2019) and Cai and Wei (2021) for general
transfer learning. The frameworks of these papers ensure that (np(xz) —1/2) (ng(xz) —1/2) > 0
whenever ng(x) # 1/2, and hence the Bayes classifiers for P and @ are equal. In our terminology,
this corresponds to the special case where ¢,(1/2) = 1/2 for all /. In each of these works, the
authors obtain minimax rates of convergence for the excess error in their respective problems,
which in particular reveal that consistent classification is possible with Dp alone, and the effect of
Dg is to improve the rates. The only work in this context of which we are aware that allows the
Bayes classifier for the two distributions to differ is the very recent contribution of Maity et al.
(2020). These authors consider the label shift problem, so the differences between P and () are
captured through a single parameter governing the similarity of P(Y* = 1) and P(Y? = 1). Maity
et al. (2020) show how this parameter can be efficiently estimated from the data (which can even be
unlabelled), and are therefore also able to obtain minimax rates of convergence for their problem.

One of our main goals in this work is to allow more flexible forms of transfer, to make our
framework applicable to the examples discussed above. The price we pay for this generality is that
our rates of convergence are necessarily slower than those of Kpotufe and Martinet (2018), Cai
and Wei (2021), Hanneke and Kpotufe (2019) and Maity et al. (2020). Nonetheless, our minimax
rates conclusively demonstrate the benefits of transfer learning in a highly flexible setting.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: in Section 2, we introduce our general
transfer learning framework, and state our main minimax optimality result (Theorem 1). Section 3
gives a formal description of our algorithm, as well as a high-probability upper bound for its excess
test error (Theorem 2), while a conclusion is provided in Section 4. The proofs of Theorem 2
and the upper bound in Theorem 1 are given in Section 5, and the proof of the lower bound in
Theorem 1 is provided in Section 6. Auxiliary results and illustrative examples are deferred to the
Appendix; there we also present the results of a brief simulation study.

We conclude this introduction with some notation used throughout the paper. Given a set A, we
write |A| for its cardinality, and Par(A) for the set of all finite partitions of A, i.e. the set consisting
of elements of the form {A,,..., A}, with Ay, ..., A, pairwise disjoint and U}~ A, = A. We let
No := NU {0}, and for n € N, let [n] := {1,...,n}. For z € R? we write ||z| for the Euclidean
norm of x, and, given r > 0, we write B,(z) := {y € R? : ||y — x| < r} for the open Euclidean
ball of radius r about . We let £; denote Lebesgue measure on R?, and let V,; := £y (Bl(O)) =
72/T(1 4 d/2). For z > 0, we let log, (z) := logx if + > e, and log_ (z) := 1 otherwise. If
p, v are probability measures on (X, .A), then we write TV (1, v) 1= sup ¢ 4 |(A) —v(A)| for their
total variation distance, and if y is absolutely continuous with respect to v with Radon—Nikodym
derivative dy/dv, we write KL(p,v) :== [, log(fl—’:) dp for the Kullback—Leibler divergence from v
to p. Finally, the support of a probability measure p on R?, denoted supp(u), is defined to be the
intersection of all closed sets C' C R? with u(C) = 1.



2 Statistical setting and main result

Let P, Q be distributions on R? x {0,1} and let (X? ,Y?) ~ P and (X%, Y?) ~ Q. We recall the
definitions of the regression functions np and 7¢ from (1), and write pp and pg for the marginal
distributions of X7 and X respectively.

A classifier is a Borel measurable function f : RY — {0,1}. In practice, classifiers are
constructed on the basis of training data, and we will assume that for some np,ng € Ny, we
have access to independent pairs (X7, V{"),..., (X7, Y,") ~ P and (X7, Y), .. (X2, Y2 ~

Q. Recall that as shorthand, we denote Dp = ((X{,Y"),..., (XD YP)) and Dy =

np) np
((XIQ,YlQ) (X,?Q,Yn%)). A data-dependent classifier f is a measurable function from (R? x
denote the set of all such data-

{0,1})"P x (Rd x {0,1})"? x R? to {0,1}, and we let Fo
dependent classifiers. In this work, the first arguments of f e F,

PnQ
PG will always be Dp and Dy,
so we will often suppress all but the final argument of f , noting also that the mapping x f (x)
is a classifier. Conversely, any classifier may be regarded as a data-dependent classifier that is
constant in all but its final argument. The test error of f € ]}npynQ is given by

R(f) =P(f(X?) #£Y?| Dp,Dg), (3)

where (X© Y ?) ~ Q is independent of our training data, and is minimised for every Dp and Dg

by the Bayes classifier f5, where f&(z) := lg,@)>1/2)- The excess test error of f e F,
given by

png 18

B =R -RUD= [ |ola) ~ 1] dugla). (1
{o:f (@) £f5 ()}
In order to provide a formal statement of our key transfer assumption, we first define the notion
of a decision tree partition:

Definition 1 (Decision tree partitions). Let Ty := {{R?}} C Par(R?), and for L > 2, define the
subset of Par(R?) given by

TL = {{Xh- . -;XL—I mHjstL—l\Hj,S} ] c [d],S € R, {Xl,. . .7XL_1} c TL—I})

where Hj s := {(24)1elq) € R : x; > s} for j € [d] and s € R. The set of all decision tree partitions
18 ULENTL-

We illustrate some elements of Ty, Ts, T3 and T4 when d = 2 in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Illustration of elements of Ty, Ty, T3 and Ty.



Assumption 1 (Transfer). There exist {X],..., X} } € Tp, as well as A € [0,1), ¢ € (0,1) and
transfer functions g1, ..., g : [0,1] — [0, 1] such that !np(x) — gg(nQ(x))} < A for every { € [L*]
and v € X;; moreover,
9e(2) — ge(1/2)
z—1/2

for every £ € [L*] and z € [0,1/2) U (1/2,1].

> ¢ (5)

To understand this assumption, first consider the case where A = 0. Then our condition states
that for the & cell of our decision tree partition, we have the relationship np = g¢ o 19, so that
within this cell, np(z) only depends on x through n¢(z). Moreover, (5) asks that each g, is strictly
increasing at 1/2, and is of course satisfied if each g, is differentiable with ¢,(z) > ¢ for z € [0, 1].
More generally, for A > 0, Assumption 1 only requires that the relationship np = g, o 779 holds to
within an error of A on each cell of our decision tree partition.

Our next assumption concerns the mass of the source and target distributions in the tails. Given
a probability distribution u on R¢ and dy € [0, d], we define the lower density w, 4, : R? — [0,1] of
" (5,)

(T
Wdo (%) = re%{;) MTT-

(6)

For intuition, when p is absolutely continuous with respect to the volume form on a dy-dimensional,
orientable manifold in R? with density (Radon-Nikodym derivative) f,, and if the infimum in (6) is
replaced with a liminf as r 0, then w,, 4, is almost everywhere equal to a constant multiple of f,
(Ledrappier and Young, 1985, Lemma 4.1.2). This explains our lower density terminology. Further
properties of this lower density, which can in fact be defined on general separable metric spaces,
can be inferred from common assumptions in the classification literature, including an assumption
of regular support (Audibert and Tsybakov, 2007) and a strong minimal mass assumption (Gadat
et al., 2016); see Lemmas 27 and 28 for details. We also note that the definition in (6) has some
similarities with that of a Hardy—Littlewood operator (Hardy and Littlewood, 1930), though one
important difference with the standard definition is that here an infimum replaces a supremum.

Assumption 2 (Marginals). There ezist dg € [1,d], 7 > 0 and Cpg > 1 such that

no({z € R : wygaq () < £}) < Cpg -7 (7)

for all £ > 0. Moreover, there exist dp € [dg,d] and vp > 0 such that

MQ({‘T eR?: w.upadp(l‘) < 5}) < OP,Q £ (8)
for all £ > 0.

To understand the first part of Assumption 2, first consider the case where pg is absolutely
continuous with respect to £4. In that case, condition (7) can be viewed as similar to other tail
conditions in the classification literature that control the pg measure of the set on which this
density is small (e.g. Gadat et al., 2016, Assumption A4). Thus, (7) is a generalisation of such a
tail condition, because we do not require pg to be absolutely continuous with respect to £4, and
instead work with its lower density w,, 4,- The great advantage of this formulation in (7) is that
it allows us to avoid assuming that this lower density is bounded away from zero on the support of
po; Example 2 provides a simple, univariate parametric family of densities { f, : v > 0} for which
Yo = 7 is the optimal choice.



Further intuition about the first part of Assumption 2 can be gained from several results in the
appendix that we now summarise. In Lemma 31, we show that if ;o has a finite pth moment for
some p > 0, then (7) holds with dg = d and g = p/(p + d). The proof relies on Vitali’s covering
lemma (e.g. Evans and Gariepy, 2015, Theorem 1), and we believe the result may find application
elsewhere; see Remark 1 after Lemma 31. As a consequence of a general result about Weibull-type
tails (Lemma 32), Proposition 38 shows that when pg has a log-concave density on R? with dj-
dimensional support, (7) holds with dg = dy and any yo < 1; in fact, when dg = 1, we may even
take 7o = 1 (Proposition 37). Moreover, Proposition 39 extends these results to finite mixtures
of log-concave distributions, with Cp g depending linearly on the number of mixture components
(and not depending on the mixing proportions). In fact, more generally, Propositions 33 and 34
provide simple stability results for the property (7) under finite mixtures and products respectively.
As additional important examples, whenever pg has bounded, dy-dimensional support, we may
take dg = dy and 7¢ = 1 (by Lemma 30); moreover, if ug has a density that is bounded away
from zero on a dy-dimensional, regular support, then we may take dg = dy and ¢ to be arbitrarily
large (by Lemma 27).

The second part of Assumption 2 relates pp and pg together: it controls the 1o measure of
the set on which the lower density of pp is small, thereby capturing the extent to which the source
measure covers the target measure. For instance, Example 4 reveals that when pug = N(0,1) and
pp = N(0,0%), we may take yp = o2, while, from Example 5, we see that when pg = N(0,1)
and pup = N(a,1) for some a # 0, we may take any vp < 1. We remark that if (7) holds and
if, in the terminology of Kpotufe and Martinet (2018), (P, Q) have transfer-ezponent r € [0, o],
then (8) holds for any dp > dg + ~ and with yp = vp; see Lemma 40. Moreover, Example 6
provides a prototypical setting where working with the condition (8) allows us to obtain faster
rates of convergence than would be the case if we instead deduced this rate from the corresponding
transfer-exponent.

Our next two assumptions are standard margin (e.g. Polonik, 1995; Mammen and Tsybakov,
1999) and smoothness assumptions. We emphasise that these are only imposed on the distribution
(@, and we require no corresponding properties for P.

Assumption 3 (Margin). There exist « > 0 and Cyy > 1 such that for all { > 0 we have
po({r € R?: |no(z) = 1/2] < ¢}) < Car - ¢™

Assumption 4 (Smoothness). There exist § € (0,1] and Cs > 1 such that }nQ(xO) — nQ(xl)’ <
Cs - ||$0 — 1‘1”'3 fOT all To, T1 € R<.

It will be convenient to write 6 for the vector of parameters that appear in Assumptions 24,
namely (dg,vo,dp,vr, Cpg,a, Oy, B, Cs), and to write © for the corresponding parameter space.
We will also make use of an augmented parameter vector that incorporates the additional param-
eters that appear in Assumption 1, by letting 6% := (A, ¢, L*, ), with corresponding parameter
space ©F. For 0% € ©F we write Py for the set of pairs (P, Q) of distributions satisfying Assump-
tions 1-4 with parameter 6.

We are now in a position to state our main result.

Theorem 1. Fix 0 = (A, ¢, 1*,0) € ©% with 3/(28 + dg) < 7q, B/(28 + dp) < vp, af < dg,



vr(1 —79) <o and Cy > 1+ 22dQ/’8déQ/2VdQ. For j € {L, U}, let

Byp(1+a)

A o\ ( (Ll T | _ g)i+e AN
e\ g2 np i nQ =0 " 2 |

) Br(1+a)
. vQ(28+dg)+apB
- (L)
ngQ ° )
nQ
L

where af = a = b* =1, af :=log, (np), af :=log, (L*d(np + ng)) and bV := log, (ng). Then
there exist cg,Cy > 0, depending only on 6, such that

ca(Akme/\B,LLQ/\l) < inf sup ]E{E(f)} SC’(;(AEP’HQ/\BEQ/\l). 9)
feFnpmg (PQ)EP,,

Theorem 1 establishes the optimal rates of convergence for the excess risk over our classes, up
to logarithmic factors. It is important to note that ¢y and Cy do not depend on (A, ¢, L*) (and nor
on np or ng); thus the theorem reveals the optimal dependence of the worst-case excess risk on
these parameters too. Moreover, as we will show in Theorem 2, the minimax rate can be achieved
up to a poly-logarithmic factor when ¢ < 1— nél/ (2+a) by a procedure that is completely adaptive,
in the sense that it only takes Dp and Dg as inputs (and not any component of 6%).

The restrictions on the parameters in Theorem 1 are mild. For instance, by Lemma 31, the
conditions /(28 + dg) < 7q and 7p(1 = 7q) < 7o hold whenever suppgcp,, E(]| X9 Vdarr) <
0o. The condition af < dg rules out ‘super-fast rates’ (in the terminology of Audibert and
Tsybakov (2007)) and is guaranteed to hold whenever there exist (P, Q) € Py and zy € R? such
that ng(zo) = 1/2 and w4, (70) > 0 (see Lemma 41). The first two parameter restrictions in
Theorem 1 are only required for the upper bound, while the other three are only needed for the
lower bound. We also remark that Theorem 1 holds even when np or ng are zero. In the former
case, the problem reduces to a standard classification problem, while in the latter case, Theorem 1
provides results for relaxations of the covariate shift model in which np and 7 are close.

By careful inspection of the proof of Theorem 1, we see that the first terms Akp,n o and
A}fP’nQ in the bounds are due to the transfer learning error, and comprise three separate con-

tributions. The first term arises from the error incurred in estimating np. The second represents
the difficulty of identifying the correct decision tree partition {X7,..., X}.}, as well as learning
91(1/2),...,gr+(1/2); this term is negligible if ¢ is sufficiently close to 1. In fact, as we will see
from the proof of Theorem 2 below, it is not necessary to carry out this step when ¢ is close to 1.
Finally, the third term reflects the extent to which np can be approximated by g, ong on X . The
B o and BY o, terms represent the rate of convergence achievable by ignoring Dp and performing
standard classification using Dg; in the context of transfer learning, our primary interest is in
the setting where np > ng, and where the minima in (9) are attained by A} o, and Al o
respectively.

To set the rates Bf;@ and BEQ in context, it may be helpful to consider the case where pg
is absolutely continuous with respect to £; with a density that is bounded away from zero on

its regular support; see Definition 2. In that case, we may take g to be arbitrarily large and
_B0+a)
dg = d; notice that setting 79 = oo and dg = d in B;;Q recovers the rate ng **** for the

standard classification problem (with no source data) in Audibert and Tsybakov (2007) under this
regular support hypothesis. Returning to the more general transfer learning setting, if we take

vp =g = 00 and dp = dg = d, then the minimum of the first term in A%P,n o, and BL , matches
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the rate obtained by Cai and Wei (2021). The second and third terms in A} o, represent the
necessary additional price for the generality of our framework.

To illustrate Theorem 1, and ignoring logarithmic factors for simplicity, consider the special case
where vp = g and dp = dg (which would in particular be the case if the marginal distributions
pp and pig coincide). Then Theorem 1 reveals that in order for transfer learning to be effective (as
opposed to simply constructing a classifier based on Dg), we require ¢* - np > ng. If we further
assume that yp = 79 = 1, that dp = dg = d, that A = 0 and that « = 8 = 1, then we benefit
from transfer learning provided that ¢* - np > ng and L* < nd/ @3 I general, the scope for
transfer learning to have an impact increases as vp and ¢ i mcrease and as dp, L* and A decrease.

3 Methodology and upper bound

In this section, we introduce our adaptive algorithm for transfer learning and provide a high-
probability bound for its excess risk. To understand the main idea, consider the case where A = 0
in Assumption 1, and where we are told the correct decision tree partition and transfer functions.
In this setting, when x € X}, the sign of np(x) — g,(1/2) agrees with the sign of ng(x) —1/2, so we
aim to construct a nearest-neighbour based estimate of the former quantity using Dp. In practice,
this estimate will depend on a choice of decision tree, but this can be calibrated using a subsample
from Dg. Separately, we also construct a standard k-nearest neighbour estimate of ng(z) —1/2 via
the same subsample from Dy, and make our final choice between the two data-dependent classifiers
using empirical risk minimisation over the held-out data from Dg. The independence of the two
subsamples from D allows us to work conditionally on the first subsample at this final step to
obtain our final performance guarantees.

In giving a formal description of our algorithm, we will assume that ng > 2 (when ng < 1, the
upper bound in Theorem 1 is attained by applying a nearest-neighbour method to Dp), and it will
also be convenient initially to assume that np > 0. For € R? and k € [np] we let X, = X[ (2)
denote the kth nearest neighbour of z in Dp in Euclidean norm (where for definiteness, in the
case of ties, we preserve the original ordering of the indices), and let YP ) = Y(f)( x) denote the

concomitant label. We then split Dg into two subsamples DY := ((X LYE), . (X

Q
) ! ; Ln%2J’YLnQ/2J))
and Dy, = ((XLnQ/2J+17YLnQ/2J+1)’ (X2, Y,2)). For k € [[ng/2]] we let X7y = Xi(x) denote

the kth nearest neighbour of x in Dg) and similarly let Y% = Y(%( x) denote the concomitant label.
Given L € N and a decision tree partition {X),..., X} € T, we define the leaf function

¢ : R? — [L] by ¢(x) := j whenever x € X;. Let Hp denote the set of decision tree functions
h:R% — (0,1) of the form z — 7y, for some {Xi,..., X} € Ty with leaf function ¢, and some
(T1,...,7) € {0,1/np,2/np, ... 1}L It is also convenient to define Hy to consist of the single

(constant) function that maps Rd to 1/2 (this will handle the case when ¢ is very close to 1).
Given k € [np|, L € Ny and h € H, we let

= %Z_: h(X (@)} (10)

denote an empirical estimate of np(z) — ge2)(1/2). To choose k, we fix a robustness parameter

o € [n%]/np ={1/np,2/np,...,np}, and use a Lepski-type procedure to define
k=kP,(2) = max{k € [np —1] : |, (2)] < % for all r € [k]} + 1. (11)
’ ’ r



Fixing a confidence level § € (0,1), we will see in Proposition 3 that the choice o* =
min{[3 logi/ *(np/6)],n p} yields classifiers that perform well with probability at least 1 —§. How-
ever, we seek a procedure with simultaneous guarantees across all levels d, so we will provide a
data-dependent choice below. We now choose h by applying empirical risk minimisation over DY),
so that

/2]
h € argmin {Yf?]l A L (1-Y91, } 12
hers Z_; {r, (xer<0} T M ar, oxe)20) 12)

As defined, h involves a minimisation over an infinite set of decision tree functions; however, by
Lemma 13, a minimiser can be found by restricting the class H, to a finite set that may in principle
be computed from the data. See Section B for a discussion of implementational aspects. Having
determined /2, we can now define a family F¥ := {fI', : o € [n3]/np, L € {0} U [ng]} € Frpno.
where ffL(a:) = Lgr. @20y I np =0, then we set FP.=0.

The second part of our procedure involves applying a k-nearest neighbour classifier to D%.
More precisely, for k € [[ng/2|], we first define

i) = ¢ o {v8w - 3 (13

Given o € [ng)]/nq, we select a number of neighbours

k

kQ(z) = max{k € [lno/2] — 1] :

mé(z)| < for all r € [k]} +1, (14)

o
Jr
and define another family F% := {f¥ : 0 € [n3]/ng} C Fupng by fE(2) := ]l{’rhg(a:)ZO}'
Our final data-dependent classifier, then, is obtained by empirical risk minimisation over Db:

we pick

A nQ

farL € argmin Y ipvo)y0p

FEFPUF i ng/2)+1

The following theorem provides a high-probability bound on the performance of fATL over Py:

Theorem 2. Fiz 0* = (A,6,1*,0) € 6% with B/(26 +dp) < vp and §/(26 + dg) < 7. Given
np € No, ng >2 and § € (0,1), we let

% I+ lta AN
ags | "PEAtapIte . as \ >t
Anpngs = (—2 ) + min (=)ot + (= ,
¢* - np nQ ¢
b Argta) d lta
5\ 1Q(28+dQ)tal s\ 2t
BnQ75 = o ) an,nQ,é = - 5
ngQ ngQ

where ags == log, (np/d), a1 s :=log, (L*dnp/d), bs :=log, (ng/d) and ds :=log, ((np + ng)/d).
Then there exists Cy > 0, depending only on 0, such that

sup P{g(fATL) > Cy - <Hliﬂ(z4np,n@,5, BnQ,5) + an,nQ,a)} <. (15)
(P,Q)EPz

10



An important point to note is that the definition of fATL does not depend on the confidence
level §, yet the probabilistic guarantee in (15) holds simultaneously over all such levels. The terms
Anp,n@(; and B, s are very closely related to AEP’nQ and BEQ in Theorem 1; indeed, the only
changes are in the logarithmic factor. Integrating the tail probability bound (15) over ¢ € (0, 1)
therefore reveals that in the primary regimes of interest, the upper bound in Theorem 1 can be
attained using an algorithm that is agnostic to A, ¢ and L*. Comparing Theorem 2 with the

upper bound in Theorem 1, we see that there is an additional term Dy, », 5. This term only

contributes when ¢ is extremely close to 1 (i.e. when 1 — ¢ < nél/ @te) up to a logarithmic factor)

and AnP,nQﬁ <K By, 5. In this case, np is very close to ng, and the upper bound in Theorem 1 can
be attained by applying a standard nearest-neighbour method to Dp.

We recall that the second term B,,s in (15) arises from ignoring Dp and performing classi-
fication using Dg. Our analysis here builds on prior work on error rates in k-nearest neighbour
classification (e.g. Kulkarni and Posner, 1995; Hall et al., 2008; Samworth, 2012; Chaudhuri and
Dasgupta, 2014; Biau and Devroye, 2015; Gadat et al., 2016; Reeve and Brown, 2017; Cannings
et al., 2020); see also the seminal early work by Fix and Hodges (1951), Cover and Hart (1967)
and Stone (1977). The main novelty in our arguments, however, is in obtaining the A, », s term,
which quantifies the extent to which our algorithm can exploit Dp to classify data from ) more
accurately than can be done with Dy alone. Here, we combine analyses of nearest neighbour classi-
fication (but using Dp instead of D) with a covering number argument for the number of possible
decision trees on Dp (Scott and Nowak, 2006; Biau and Devroye, 2013; Wager and Walther, 2015),
allowing for an approximation error.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we have argued that transfer learning has great potential for practitioners in the
modern data-rich era. Frequently, there is an abundance of data that, while not arising from
the target population, are still able to provide useful information about inferential questions of
interest. We have introduced a general framework to study this phenomenon in the context of
binary classification, and have derived the optimal rates of convergence in this setting. Moreover,
we have shown that these optimal rates are attainable by a fully adaptive algorithm that takes
only our source and target data as inputs.

The scope of transfer learning is very wide indeed, encompassing not only other forms of
transfer relationship and data acquisition mechanisms, but also alternative learning tasks such as
regression, density estimation and clustering. We therefore look forward to future developments
in this field.

5 Proofs of Theorem 2 and upper bound in Theorem 1
The proof of Theorem 2 is split into two subsections: the first controls the contribution to the
excess test error of a data-dependent classifier calibrated via a given decision tree, while the second

handles the additional error incurred in choosing the decision tree and other tuning parameters
via empirical risk minimisation. Both subsections require several intermediate results.

11



5.1 Excess test error of decision tree-calibrated nearest neighbour clas-
sifiers

We introduce some additional terminology. Given o > 0, L € Ny and h € H, define Acf n € ﬁnp,nQ
by

P

onl@) =1y , 16
where 7, (-) and k= l%fh() are defined in (10) and (11) respectively. Note that A(fh(x) is
measurable with respect to the sigma algebra generated by Dp, for every € R%. Proposition 3
below is the main result of this subsection, and provides a high-probability bound for the excess
test error of ff , for a particular choice of o and a general decision tree h. It will be applied three
times in the proof of Theorem 2.
Proposition 3. Let np € N. Fiz ¢ = (A,¢,L*,0) € ©Ff where 0 =
(dQvlvade}/Pa CP,Qaav CMaﬁa CS)7 with ﬁ/(QB + dP) <P, and (PaQ) € PQ“' For h € HL* U H07
let

Ay := A+ max sup |h(z) — g.(1/2)].

Le[L*] rEX)

Then there exists Cy > 0, depending only on 8, such that for every & € (0,1), if we set o* =
min { [BIOgi/Q(np/&},np}, then

% 14«
ple(ii) > Gf (B T (2 Y <5 "

The first term in the probability bound in (17) corresponds to the difficulty of estimating 7p,
while, in the second term, A, quantifies the approximation error of the decision tree function h.
The proof of Proposition 3 is given after several preliminary lemmas.

For § € (0,1) and x € R? with w,,, 4,(z) > 0, we define the event

Bi(a) = N {HX(}’Z)(@_IHS(%)U#}'

kE[nP]
4log (np/0)<k<npw,p ap(®)/2

Lemma 4. Let np € N and (P, Q) € Pg:. For x € R? with w,, 4,(x) > 0, we have P(ES(z)°) < 4.
Proof. Suppose that k € [np] satisfies 41log, (np/d) < k < np - wypdap(2)/2, and let r = 7 =
{2k/(np - wﬂp,dp(x))}l/dp. Since r < 1, we have

2k
e (B(@) = Wy ap(a) - 747 = =

Hence, by the multiplicative Chernoff bound (McDiarmid, 1998, Theorem 2.3(c)), we have
» 2k' l/dp np
PlIxto ol > (2] b <P Y trenn <K
i=1

np-Wup,dp
np
np
< P{Z Lixrep,(a)) < o MP(Br(x))}

i=1

< onpup(B@)/S < -k/t < O
< < <

The conclusion of the lemma now follows by a union bound. O]

12



Lemma 5. Let np € N, let (P,Q) € Py and let x € R? be such that wy, 4,(x) > 0. On the event
E¢(x), we have that

2 - max{k, [4 10g+(np/5ﬂ})ﬁ/dp

np - Wup,dp (l‘)

max ne (X{(@)) —nele)| < Cs - ( (18)

for all k € [np).

Proof. First, if np-wy, qp(x)/2 <k < npor [4log, (np/d)] > np, then the result follows from the
fact that the right-hand side of (18) is at least 1. Second, if 4log, (np/d) <k < np - wyupdp(2)/2,
then (18) follows from the definition of E?(x) combined with Assumption 4. Finally, if k& <
[4log. (np/d)] < np, then on Ef(x),

max |ng (X () —ne(w)| <

max XE(x)) = T
€[kl ie[min{f4log+(np/6)],np}]|77Q( (Z)( )) 77@( >‘

< Cs- (2 - [4log, (np/9)] )ﬂ/dp

np:Wup,dp (:L‘)

= Oy - (Q.InaX{k,(410g+(np/5)W})ﬁvdP7

np:Wup,dp (CE)

where the second inequality follows from the first two cases applied to [4log, (np/d)]. O
For § € (0,1) and z € R¢, we now define another event
1L log, (np/5)
5 p P
Bi(o) = ({3 30 060 — e (X8 (0)] < 222
k=1 " =1
Lemma 6. Let np € N and (P,Q) € Pg:. For everyd € (0,1) and x € R, we have P(ES(z)¢) < 4.

Proof. First note that conditional on (X/);cpp, the labels Y(f) (x),... ,Y(I;P)(:c) are independent
Bernoulli random variables with respective means np (X(Ii) ()),....np (X(I;;P)(x)). Hence, by Ho-
effding’s inequality, for each k € [np],

k
1 log np/5 5
{ > VG @) — e (XG(@)] > =5 ’ (X7 )ier m}

=1

The conclusion of the lemma follows by taking expectations over (X/);ejn,), and then a union

bound over k € [np]. O

Lemma 7. Let np € N and (P, Q) € Py:. Suppose that v € R and h € Hp UHo satisfy

log, (np/5) T 24
=)

¢* - np - Wup,dp (T ¢’

and let o* = min{[ 310g *(np/d)], np}. Then, on the event E?(z) N E$(x), we have ffh(x) =
f5().

1
‘nQ(x) — 5‘ > 50 - Cqg (

13



Proof. For the purpose of the proof, we let

B
log (np/9) ) v an,
€:=50-C + 4+ —,
i (¢2 "np - wumdp(x) ¢

so that |ng(z) — 1/2| > e (in particular, this means that ¢ < 1/2). We consider only the case
where 7o (z) — 1/2 > ¢, since the case where ng(z) —1/2 < —e follows by symmetry. We further
suppose throughout the proof that the event E¢(x) N EJ(x) holds. Let ¢* denote the leaf function
corresponding to {X;,..., X/.} € Tp- in Assumption 1. Fixing k € [np], it then follows from
Assumption 1 and Lemma 5 that for all i € [k], and h € Hp- U H,,

np(XG5) — MX[) =np(X() — QZ*(XP)(UQ (X))
+ 9o (x P)(UQ(X(i))) Je-(xP) (1/2) + Je-(xF) ) (1/2) — h(X(I;))
> - {77Q 1/2} A — maX sup |h(x) — go(1/2)]

Cell] zexy

> ¢ {ne(X 1/2}__
> - {——C (2-max{k, (4log+(np/5ﬂ}>ﬂ/dp}‘

np - Wup,dp (1’)

We deduce that
L
(@) = 2 D_{YE @) - hXE)}

o {g e (et (4log+<np/6m)ﬁ/dp}_ o8, e/0) 1o

np - Wypdp(T) 2k

for all k£ € [np]. Now define

)WP log.. (ne/0) }

k*:—min{kEN:¢-Cs~( ?

np - Wyp, dP

Since ¢ < 1/2, we have np > np - wupap(z) > (100Cs)2+P)/Bp=2log. (np/s) >
(100Cs)28+dr)/B1og  (np/d), so

Flog, (ne/0)] < &° < | (222220 T @) | <

Moreover, we also see that o* = min{[3 logfrﬂ(np/éﬂ,np} =3 logiﬂ(np/éﬂ. Hence by (19), we

have
. " B/dp
mk*,h(x) \/E>¢ {2 Cs (nP'wNP,dP(x)> } ° kb

c 9h* B/dp
>h.d2 _ N e S
N ¢ {2 605 (’np *Wup,dp (l’)) }

:¢-{§—24CS~( 10g+(””/5)< )>2dep}>o. (20)

2
¢ np - Wypdp(T
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We conclude that k = l%fh(m) < k*. Moreover, by applying (19) once again, we have for k < k*
that

rigop () +

{ <2 max{k, féllogJr np/5 }>5/dp log, (np/d) o
- —Cs - +
np - Wyp, dP k \/E

log, (np/d) /logJr np/(5
~ _\/max{k: [4log, (np/d)]} \/E (21)

But by definition of k, we have il (z)] > o*/kY/2, so from (20) and (21), we deduce that
fnkh( x) > 0, and hence that f p(z) = l{mfih(w)zo} = 1= f5(z), as required. 0

We now define a random subset A;(Dp) of RY by
14+« 1+
45(Dp) = {z e R BY/EF D (z) 0 B () holds}.

Lemma 8. Let np € N and (P, Q) € Py:. We have IP’{,uQ (A(S(DP)C) > 1/n}j’a} < 4.

Proof. By Markov’s inequality and Fubini’s theorem, as well as Lemmas 4 and 6, we have
]P){MQ (A5(Dp) ) > 1/n1+a} < ’I’I,1+a ]E{,U,Q (Ag(Dp)c)}

=np " E /]R Liweasp)cy dpiq ()
< n}DJra/ [P{Eé/ 2nP ) } +P{E5/ 2np )(CIZ)C}} d,UQ<x> < 5’

as required. O
We are now ready to provide the proof of Proposition 3.

Proof of Proposition 3. We begin by introducing some further notation for the proof. Let

8
log+(2n?g+°‘/5)> 2A+dp

¢* - np
28+dp

A0¢ B8 _ a(2B+dp)
tp := min —_— ’Aa5+vp(2ﬁ+dp) ‘
’ { (4Ah) 0

We then generate a countable partition (7;),.y, of As(Dp) by

To = {x € As(Dp) : Wup.ap(¥) = to},
T ={x € As(Dp) : 27 -ty S wypap(a) < 2~ =1 o},

AO::100~C’S-(

for j € N. By Lemma 7 for each j € Ny we have
VAN

|2TIQ(I) - 1| : :H'{ze’];f'; ( #f* } < A() (2 J to) 2BerP —|— —qb

< 2o+ (277 - to) T,
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26+dp

where the second inequality uses t, < (%) # . By Assumption 3 we have

B(l+a)

|277Q(l') — 1| d:UJQ(x> < 21+aOM . A01+a . t(; 2B+dp

14+«
4A yp(+a)(28+dp)
S 21+QCM . max{ (Th 7AO aB+vp(26+dp) .

/{xe%:f;,h(x#fg(x)}

On the other hand, by Assumption 2 and the assumption that vp — 2/3%-113 > 0, for 7 € N we have

. _ B8
/{ TP @)£f5@)} 20 (x) — 1 dug(z) < (277 Cpg) - Mo - (277 - )" 27+dp
x€T;: o p (T 5 T

yp(+e)@p+dp) (B
< (21+7PCP,Q) N AT CEET TN J(VP 25+dp)_

Putting the above together, we have

E(fL,) = 200 (x) — 1| dpg(z)

/{zeRd:f;,hw)#gg(x)}

< 1o(As(Dp)°) + / ) 2ng(z) — 1| dug(z)
20 J{eeT i, @A f5 @)}
40\
< HlAs(Dp)) + 277Gy - (422
+ {21+a0M + (277 Cpyg) - ZQ‘J’(VP‘zﬁfdp)} .A[)%m

=1

~ Byp(1+a)
o G log. (np/8)\ *F+pEFrap) AL 0
i (50 (3))

where Cy > 2 depends only on 6. Note that the final inequality again uses the hypothesis that
vp > /(26 + dp). By Lemma 8, it now follows that

1 Gy ([log.(np/6)\ Toremia (A,

; og(np arTe P h

P|E(fL,) > = + =4 | =22 = < 6.

[ (U,h) n})—&-a—i_ 2 {( ¢2'np + 0 -

Since m < 1, the conclusion follows. O

We now give the three different instantiations of Proposition 3 mentioned above.

Corollary 9. Let np € N. Fiz 0° = (A,¢,L*,0) € O where 0
(do, v, dp,vp, Cpg, a, Cu, B, Cs), with B/(26 + dp) < vp, and (P,Q) € Pp. Taking Cy > 2
from Proposition 3, there exists h* € Hp« such that for every 6 € (0,1), if we set o* =
min { (BIOgi/Q(np/éﬂ,np}, then

Byp(1+a)

\ - (/1 8)\ aFrpeiray A\
P|E(fE ) > (2%1)@{(%) + (E) }] < 0.
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Proof. The decision tree function h* € Hp- is constructed as follows. Recall that {X},... X/} €
Tr« denotes the decision tree partition given by Assumption 1, with corresponding transfer
functions g¢y,...,g9r+ : [0,1] — [0,1] and leaf function ¢* : RY — [L*]. Fix (1f,...,75.) €
{0,1/np,2/np, ..., 1}X" such that |7} — g,(1/2)| < 1/np for each ¢ € [L*], and define h* : RY —
(0,1) by h*(z) := Tpe(z)- When ¢* -np > 1, the claim now follows from Proposition 3, noting that

<A +¢1/np>1+0‘ < 2a{<%>1+a N <¢2 .1nP><1+a)/2}

Byp(1+a)
S g0 <é) 1+ n g0 (logg(np/d)) aBt~p(2B+dp) '
¢ ¢* - np
But if ¢? - np < 1, then the claim follows from the fact that 5(f£7h*) <1 O
Corollary 10. Let np € N. Fiz ¢ = (Ao, L*,0) € 6 where 0 =

(anr)/Q?dP?’yPaCP,Q7Q7CM767 CS)7 with B/(2B + dP) < TP, and <P7 Q) € PQ”' Takmg é@ 2 2
from Proposition 3, and writing hy for the unique element of Hy, for every § € (0,1), if we set
o* = min{[3 logi/Q(np/éﬂ,np}, then

Byp(1+a)

. . BT p (2BFdp) 1+a
P(E(f3 o) > 2Q09{(_10g+(np/5)) B 3 e —ezﬁ)”“H <5

¢* - np

Proof. Observe that, by Assumption 1, for any ¢ € [L*],

9e(1/2) =172 < —{ge(1) — ge(1/2)} +1/2 < (1 = 9)/2,
1/2 = go(1/2) < —{g6(1/2) — ge(0)} +1/2 < (1 = ¢)/2.

Hence

1—
Ap, = A+ max [go(1/2) = 1/2| < A+ —¢
Le[L¥] 2

We assume without loss of generality that ¢ > 1 /2, since otherwise the conclusion follows from
the facts that £ ( f*,ho) <1 and Cy > 2. The result then follows by Proposition 3. O]

Now, for 6" = (dg, g, Cpo, o, O, B,Cs), let Qy» denote the set of distributions @ on R?x {0, 1}
that satisfy Assumptions 3, 4 and the first part of Assumption 2 with parameter 6.

Corollary 11. Let nq € N. Fix 0 = (dg,v9,Cpg,, Cu, B,Cs) with B/(28 + dg) < 7o, and
Q € Qp. There exists Cypp > 2, depending only on 6°, such that for every 6 € (0,1), if we set
& = min{[3 logiﬂ(n@/(m ,ng}, then

Brg(1+a)

N ~ 1 )\ @B+ EB+dg)
P{g(fg) > Cy (M> e } <.

nQ

Proof. The result follows from Corollary 10, with @) in place of P, with D% in place of Dp, and
with A =0 and ¢ = 1. O]
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5.2 Empirical risk minimisation

In this section we control the additional error incurred by selecting our decision tree h and ro-
bustness parameter ¢ by empirical risk minimisation. Our analysis will make use of the following
result, similar versions of which are well known (e.g., Tsybakov, 2004), but we include a proof for
completeness.

Proposition 12. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds and let F be a non-empty, finite set of clas-
sifiers and let f* € argmin,c» R(f). Let (X1,Y1),...,(X,,Yy,) be independent pairs with distribu-

tion Q, and let f, € argmingc " Iipx,)2v;y- Then, for any § € (0,1],
1+«
. 2 (log(2|F| /8)\ 55
]P’{S(fn) > 28(f*) + 64CE (M) } <6

Proof. By Assumption 3, for every € > 0 and f € F,

£(f) = / 1200(2) — 1] duofe)
{2€R™: (@) £ £ (2)}

> 2 ig ({x € RY: f(x) # f(x) and |ng(z) — 1/2] > €})
> 2¢- g ({z € RY: f(2) £ f5(0)}) = g ({w € R Ing() — 1/2] < e}) }
> 2€ - {MQ({Z‘ eR?: f(x) # fo(x)}) — Cu - eo‘}.

In particular, taking € = {pg({z € R?: f(z) # fé(x)})/(QC’M)}l/a, we deduce that

o

o ({z €RY: flz) # f5(2)}) < (20w) ™= - E(f) T, (22)

Now, for each f € F, let Z! := Lipxzviy — Liggxipvy fori € [n], noting that E(Z/) = £(f) and
E{(z])?} < (2Cy) T - E(f)T by (22). Define the event

E;f:_ﬂ{

feFr

n 3n
i=1

1 2(2Cy) = E(f) T log(2|F| /6) . 2log(2|F] /6

LS 2 -s) S\/ (2C) 5 E() 7 log(2 |71 /5) _ 2los(2|F] >}.

n

Note that |Zf | <1, so by Bernstein’s inequality (Bernstein, 1924) combined with a union bound,
we have P{ (Eg)c} < 4. Hence, on the event E3, we have

n

A 1 ;L g
Ef) €U <= 2l == 2l +
=1 =1

ESILARIAIE

=1

Ly o e

IA

CiF £(f) 5 log(2 171 /) 2\/ G £()7% g2 1) | 4108(2171/0)

oL n :
I

CL g(£,)75 log(2 | F] /6) | 4log(2]F1/9)

n 3n

IA

4
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Thus, by considering separately the cases E(fn) < 2E(f*) and €(fn) > 2E(f*), we see that on the
event B,

n

E(f,) < 26(F*) + 64CT™ (w) e

as required. 0

In order to apply Proposition 12, we will first derive a bound on the number of possible decision
tree functions over Dp. Recall for L € N that H; denotes the set of decision tree functions
h: R? — (0,1) to be those of the form = — 74 for some {X;,..., X} € T, with leaf function
¢, and some (71,...,72) € {0,1/np,2/np,...,1}*. Given a set S C R? we let hls : S — (0,1)
denote the restriction of h to S.

Lemma 13. Let S C RY be a set of cardinality at most np, and let L € N. Then the set
{hls:h €M} has cardinality at most {Ld(np + 1)}2L.

Proof. For the proof, let Ly denote the set of leaf functions ¢ : R? — {1,..., L} corresponding
to decision tree partitions {Xy,..., X} € Tr. We begin by bounding the cardinality of the set
of restricted leaf functions {{|s : £ € L }. Observe that each restricted leaf function ¢s may be
constructed recursively by a sequence of L — 1 splits. Each split point may be specified by choosing

(a) one of at most L — 1 existing leaf nodes;
(b) one of d dimensions to split along;
(c) one of at most np + 1 possible split points.

Hence, [{{|s: ¢ €L} < {(L—1)d(np + 1)}L_1. Moreover, there are at most (np + 1)* possible

choices for (71,...,7) € {0,1/np,2/np,...,1}*. Since each h|s is of the form z — 74(,) for some
l|s with £ € Ly and (7q,...,71) € {0,1/np,2/np, ..., 1}L, the result follows. O
Corollary 14. Fiz Dp = (X{,Y{"),.... (X[, Y,")) € (R? x {0,1})"". For every L € N and

o >0, we have |{ A(fh theH < {Ld(np+ 1)}2L, where fT, is defined in (16).
Proof. Let § = {X["}}';. Observe from the definition (10) that 7y, = 1y, whenever hgls =
hi|s. Hence, by (11) and (16) the same is true of k = l;:fh() and Af;h. Thus, by Lemma 13, we
have
{FD e HiY = |[{fEe  he Hi}| < |[{hls - h € Hi}| < {Ld(np + 1)},

as required. O

Recall from (16) that fF, (-) = Ly ()>01, Where k= I%PI}<') is defined in (11), and where

’ kh g,

h € Hj, is selected by empirical risk minimisation over D% as in (12). We are now in position to
apply Proposition 12 to obtain the main conclusion of this subsection.

Proposition 15. Fiz 0% = (A, ¢, L*,0) € ©F, where 0 = (dg,vq,dp,vp, Cpg,a, Oy, 3,Cs), with
B/(28+dp) < vp, and (P, Q) € Pgi. There ezists Cjy > 0, depending only on 0, such that for every
6 €(0,1), if we set o* = min{ [3 logi/z(np/éﬂ,np}, then with probability at least 1 — 20, we have

log. (np/d) SFALE AN [/ L*log, (L*dnp/d) e
5(3“%%{(&—]3) +(_) +( g (L dnp > }

¢* - np ¢ nQ
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Proof. Recalling Cy from Proposition 3, by Proposition 12 combined with Corollary 14, we can
find Cy > 2C), depending only on 6, such that

14+«
L1 L*dnp/d)\ 2+
p{g( P ) > 26 (0 ) +cg( 0g+<nQ np/ )) DP} <5
Moreover, by Proposition 3,
Byp(t+a) 1+a
log. (np/6)\ T | (A
P& . C —t — < 0.
i) > G (P +(2) Y <
The result follows. O

5.3 Completion of the proofs of Theorem 2 and upper bound in The-
orem 1
Proof of Theorem 2. Since FF and F® were constructed using only Dp U Dy (and not Dy)), we

may apply Proposition 12 conditionally on Dp U D% and take expectations to obtain that with
probability at least 1 — /4, we have

log(8|FF U ]:"Q|/5)> =
[nq/2] ’

where 0* = min{ (SIOgi/Q(np/(Sﬂ,np} and ¢ = min{ [3logi/2(nQ/(5ﬂ,nQ}. Now |FP U FQ| <
np(ng + 1) 4+ ng, so the result follows from Corollary 10, Proposition 15 and Corollary 11, which
give the required high-probability bounds for &( Aﬁyo), E(fE ) and E(f¥) respectively. O

o*,L*A\ng

E(fare) < 2min{E(FL o), EE 1epg) E(FD)} + B4CTT (

Proof of upper bound in Theorem 1. We consider four cases. First, if AY

np,nQ
min{AY 1} and (L*a{/ng) =a < (1—¢)**, then the result follows by taking 6 = nQ
np,nQ

+
- nQ? 1} and (L* U/nQ) T (1 _ ¢)1+a
then the result follows by taking § = n>* in Corollary 10. Third, if BU = mln{A

np,nqQ’ nQ71}
_lta

then the result follows by taking § = n,*** in Corollary 11. Finally, mm{AnP ng' Bg@} > 1, then

the result follows from the fact that the excess risk of any data-dependent classifier is at most
1. O

H
@II

np, ’I’LQ’ nQ7

in Proposition 15. Second, if AY = mln{AnP ng>

6 Proof of the lower bound in Theorem 1

The proof of the lower bound in Theorem 1 begins with a version of Assouad’s lemma for transfer
learning (Section 6.1) that translates the problem into one of constructing an appropriate family
of distributions indexed by a hypercube. To apply this lemma, we first construct the respective
marginal distributions (Section 6.2) and then the corresponding regression functions (Section 6.3).
The lower bound is finally obtained via two applications of these results, reflecting the different
challenges of estimating the decision tree function (Section 6.4) and the source regression function
(Section 6.5).
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6.1 Assouad’s lemma for transfer learning

The following result is a variant of Assouad’s lemma (e.g. Yu (1997, Lemma 2), Kim (2020, Section
3.12)), adapted to our setting.

Lemma 16. Let P be a set of pairs of distributions (P,Q), each on R x {0,1}. Let np, ng € Ny,
meN, ¥ ={-1,1}", (xt)epm € RY™, €p, e € [0,1/4], up, ug € [0,1/m], vp, vg € [0,1] and
{(P", Q%) :0€ Z} C P with respective regression functions n% : R? — [0, 1], ng : R? — [0, 1] and
marginals pp, pg on R? satisfy:

(i) 2°(npupep + nqugey) < 1;

(11) ep(2up — 1) = €g(2vg — 1) = 0;
(i) fort € [m], we have pup({z+}) = up and po({xi}) = ug;

(iv) for o = (01,...,0m) € X and t € [m], we have np () = vp+04-ep and N (v) = vo+01-€Q;

(v) foro, 0’ € ¥, x € Supp(up)\{xt}te[m], we have n%(x) = n% (x); moreover, for x € supp(jug)\
{$t}te[m]; we have 772)(37) =19 (z).

Then S
Cinf  sup E{&(f)} > —+2.
fE]:"Pv"Q (P,Q)EP 2
To prove Lemma 16, we introduce some additional notation and provide a preliminary
lemma. For o € X, let v7 denote the product measure (P?)"" x (Q%)"?. In addition, given
o= (01,...,0m) € ¥ and t € [m], we define o' = (dt,...,0!) € ¥ by o} := —0; and o}, := oy for

£ [m]\ {¢}. o

Lemma 17. In the setting of Lemma 16, we have TV(V", I/Ut) < 1/2 for every o € ¥ and t € [m].

Proof. We first show that KL(P?, P?") < 16upe». Without loss of generality, we assume that
ep > 0, since otherwise P? = P?. Thus, 0% (x¢) = 1 — n%(2;) = 1/2 — €p - 0y and 0% (x) = n%(x)
for all = € supp(up) \ {z:}. Hence,

: qp°
KL(P", P"') = / log (457 ) 4P?
R {0,1} dp

= /Rd{m‘a(:ﬂ) log(g?(?)) + (1= n%(2)) 10g<11_+§((2) } dpp(x)

= (2n%(2;) — 1) log(%) - pp({xe})

np(x
1+ 2epo; 1+ 2¢ep
= 2¢poy - log| ——— | - up = 2upep - log
1 — 2epoy 1—2ep
< <16
=1 2ep = PP

where the penultimate inequality uses the inequality loga < a—1 for a > 1. By the same argument,
we also have KL(Q7, Q%) < 16uQe%. By the additive property of Kullback—Leibler divergence for
product measures, we conclude that

KL(v7,v7) = npKL(P?, P7) + ngKL(Q",Q"") < 16(npupeb + nouged) < %
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Thus, by Pinsker’s inequality (e.g., Tsybakov, 2009, Lemma 2.5),

TV(VU,I/Ut) < \/KL(V”,VUt)/Q <1/2,

as required. O
We now return to the proof of Lemma 16.

Proof of Lemma 16. Without loss of generality, we assume that e > 0, so vg = 1/2. Fix f €
fnP,nQ Given z € Z = (R x {0,1})"" x (R? x {0, 1})"Q let f, : R* — {0,1} denote the
mapping obtained by taking z as the first argument in f Then

sup E{E(f } > max/ / ‘27722(@ — 1| dpg(z) dv’(z)
(PQIEP oex {eeR™: £ (2)# [0 (2)}

2 om Qm Z/ 2’27762 xt l{fz(mt);ﬁfég(xt)} uQ({xt}> dl/a(z)

oeY

19SS () # S (a)})

t=1 oceX

9GS S () £ fip @)+ o7 ({lon) £ Py (@0})}

t=1 o€eXx

. uQ€QZz{1_TVV o )}_%’

t=1 o€X

where the penultimate inequality uses the fact that f7 ,(2;) = 1 — f5(z;) and the final inequality
follows from Lemma 17. O]

6.2 Marginal construction

The marginal distributions pp and pg in our lower bound construction will not vary with the
vertices of our hypercube ¥ in Lemma 16. An interesting consequence of this fact is that our
lower bound in Theorem 1 will continue to hold, even if these marginal distributions were known
(or equivalently, if we were also provided with an infinite sample of unlabelled training data from
either distribution). These measures will consist of a mixture of a discrete uniform distribution
on a lattice of points in the non-negative orthant in R% and a component consisting of a uniform
distribution on a dg-dimensional hyper-rectangle in the opposite orthant, as illustrated in Figure 2.
Moreover, the lattice component of the support of ug will be a dg-dimensional slice within the dp-
dimensional lattice component of the support of pp. The structure of these marginals is designed
to put as much probability mass as possible on the lattice points, as these will be the points
that are difficult to classify, and will maximise the lower bound in Lemma 16. On the other hand,
Condition (i) of Lemma 16 constrains us to have a sufficiently large lattice that no individual point
provides too much information to the learner. The component supported on the hyper-rectangle
is used to ensure that the margin condition (Assumption 3) is satisfied.

To describe the constructlon more formally, define kp := 1/(2dy 2 ) and kg =1/ (Zdl/ ?). For
g € Nand dy € {dp,dq}, let Tpq, = {0,1,...,q — 1}% x {0} C R Now let (:Jct)t:1 be an

22



rkp @ ° ° . .
) ° ° . .
2rkp/q -9 ° ° ° °
rep/q -9 . . . °
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L —xq(1+1)

Figure 2: Illustration of the support of the measure fig 4.4, in (23).

enumeration of the set i,dq and let (J'E?)ijdQ+ be an enumeration of 7, 4, \ T,.a,. For each ¢ € N,
r>0,t e [¢] and dy € {dp,dg}, we let 2}" == (r/q) - kp - T} and Ty ra, = {xtq’r :t € [g™]}.

For a Borel subset A of RY, let Ag, = { T1, .., %ag) ¢ (P10, 24g,0,...,0) € A} and let
Adg.ap = AN (R x [0, 1) 7% x {0}44). Given ¢ € N, w € [0,1/2], r > 0, dy € {dp,dg}, we
define a probability measure g, .4, on R? by

(L

)»CdQ<AdQ [ KQ(l—i-T),—TKJQ}dQ) Zﬂ{mt GAd dp b (23)

qzr do t=1

Harwdo (A) 7=

for Borel subsets A of R?, where N, 4, := ¢*@min{ (q/(rfipﬂ,q}drdC2 = |(Tordo)dgap |- Our
marginal measures pup and g will be chosen as instances of ji4,4,.4, for particular choices of g, r,
w and dy; see Corollary 21.

We begin with a couple of preliminary lemmas, before presenting the main properties of these
marginal distributions in Lemma 20 and Corollary 21 below. This latter result provides sufficient
conditions for the marginals to satisfy Assumption 2.

Lemma 18. Fork € (O,d;ﬂ) and x € [0, k]2, we have Lq, ({y € R% : [y —z| < s}N[0, x]%@) >
(ks)@ for all s € [0,1], and Ly, ({y € R : |ly — z|| < s} N[0,x]%@) < Vg, - s%@ for all s > 0.
Proof. To prove the lower bound, we take x € [0,x]%2, s € [0,1], and consider the map ¥, :
2+ s (2 —x)+ 2 on R¥. Observe that 1, ([0, x]?%@) C [0,x]?%@. On the other hand, since
z € U, 4([0,k]%) and diam(v, ([0, £]%@)) < smdéf < s, we also have 1, ([0, k]9?) C {y € R :
ly — z|| < s}. Hence,

Lao({y €R™ : |ly — 2|l < s}N[0,8]"?) > Lag (vus([0,£]72)) > (rs)".
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The upper bound follows from the fact that {y € R% : ||y — z|| < s} N[0,1]% C {y € R% :
|y — x| < s}. O
Lemma 19. For g € N, dy € {dp,do}, © € Tpq, and s < 4qd , we have ’ﬁ,do N By(z)| >
{s/(2'a*)}".

Proof. First observe that if ¢ = 1, then |T 4 NBs(x)| = {0} =1> {s/(24d1/2)}d0 For ¢ > 2, we
have s/(24d1/2) < (q —1)/2. Hence, for each z € ’T do» we can find a dp-dimensional, axis-aligned
cube A with vertex z and side length s/(2'dp 1/%) containing at least [s/ (24d}3/2ﬂd0 elements of T, 4,
Thus, | T, N Bs(2)] > |[Toae N A| > {s/(24d%) 1. O

Lemma 20. Let g € N, r >0, w € [0,1/2] and dy € {dp,dqg}. We have
(i) Wit adg il () >1—w forall x € [—kgo(l+1), —TRQ]dQ x {0}dda;

(i1) Wity g o () > 273do. min{l,w g Nq :do do} for all x € 7:]77’7dQ'

Proof. To prove (i), we take z € [—rg(1 +7), —rrg]™@ x {0} and s E (0,1). As shorthand,
we write B := By(x), so that By, = { T1,...,Tdy) ¢ (21,000, %4y,0,...,0) € B}. By Lemma 18
combined with the translation invariance of Lebesgue measure, we have

Harands(B) > (1 —w) - kg™ - Lag (Bag N [~ko(1 +1), —rrg)*@) > (1 —w) - s%.

The claim (i) follows.
To prove (i), we take z = 2" € Tyra,- If s € (0,(2r) A 1], then § := {q/(rep)} - s <

min{4qd}3/2, q/(rkp)}, so by Lemma 19 we have

w w

W B > : rdo (1 Bs | = |7 N Bs T
M(L s 7d0( ('Z.)) — Nq77-7d0 ‘7?17 7dO (xt )| Nq,r,do ‘E,do (l‘t)l
> {5/} = Aas/ @ rrpdd?) )"
qudo qudo
do
— 273d0 Cw - r*do i q . Sdo.
qudo
dg d—dg
- % ~
On the other hand, if s € (2, 1] then with z, := (=rkq,...,—7g,0,...,0) € RY we have ||z —
zo|| < x|l + ||z || < 7r/247/2 < s/2. Hence, by (i), we have fiqrw.d, (Bs(x)) > grw.do (Bs/g(zr)) >
(1 —w) - (s/2)% > 2o+ gdo > 9=3dogdo and the conclusion follows. O

Corollary 21. Take Cpg > 1, dg € [1,d], dp € [dg, d] and vp, 7o > 0. Suppose that g € N, r > 0,
and wp, wq € [0,273F0FPVIR) A (1 — C;’g(w/\v@))] satisfy wo(wp - ¢ - N}, )P rderr < 273dee
and wclg_mrd@m < 273 Then Assumption 2 is satisfied for pip = [grwp.dp a0d 11 = [grwo.do-

Proof. For the first condition of Assumption 2 consider initially & € (O, 2730 . min{1, wg - r~% }]
Then by Lemma 20,

o ({z € R Wigudo(T) < &}) =0< Cpg - 9.
If¢€e (2‘3d@ -min{1,wq - r~%}, 1 — wQ}, then by Lemma 20 again,

to({z € Rt wygao () < €}) = wg < Cpg - 272900 (L A wlr™9@7@) < Cpg - £79.
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Finally, if £ € (1 — wg, 00), then
o ({z € Rt w40 (2) <€}) =1 < Cpo(l —wg)? < Cpg - €79,

as required.
For the second condition of Assumption 2 let £ € (0, 273 . min{1, wp - ¢* - Nq_,rl,dp : T_dp}]'
Then by Lemma 20,
o ({# € BY tyy0n(2) < 1) =0 < Crg - €7

If¢e (2*3‘1” . min{l, wp - ¢4 - Nq_,rl’dp -T*dp}, 1-— wp], then by Lemma 20 again,
MQ({J: = Rd : wﬂp,dp(x) < 5}) = W < OP,Q : 2_3dPWP{1 A (wp . qu CNTH O T_dp)'\/p}

q,r,dp
<Cpq-&'".
Finally, if £ € (1 — wp, ), then
,uQ({x € Rd : qu,dP(ZL‘) < f}) =1< CP7Q(1 — wp)vp < CP’Q . 57137

as required. O

6.3 Target regression function construction

We now describe a construction of a family of target regression functions that are indexed by the
vertices of a hypercube as in Lemma 16. We begin by defining the restrictions of the elements
of this family to the support of pp; on this set, these restrictions will be perturbations of the
uninformative regression function that takes the constant value 1/2. The perturbations should
be as large as possible, to maximise the quantity €g in Lemma 16 and to ensure that the margin
condition (Assumption 3) holds, but need to be small enough that the restrictions can be extended
to functions on RY that satisfy the Hélder continuity condition (Assumption 4).

Given ¢ € (0,1/8], ¢ € N, r > 0, 0 = (at)fici e {—1, 1}qu, we first define n? .
[—riq(L+ 1), —rrg)™® x {0} U T, — R by

% — 2e — }LHx —2z|? ifze [—ko(1+71), —THQ]dQ x {0}3-de

Negro(T) =1 2+ 04 € if = 2] with t < ¢4
1 —2€ if = 2] with g% <t < ¢,
do d—dg
- % ~ . . .
where 2, := (=rkg,...,—Tkg,0,...,0). The main results of this subsection (Corollary 23 and

Lemma 24) provide sufficient conditions for an extension 7 gy of 7¢,,, to the whole of R? to
satisfy Assumptions 4 and 3 respectively. Recalling that kp = 1/ (Zd}D/Z) and kg = 1/ (Qdi?ﬂ), we
first present a basic property of ¢, . .

Lemma 22. Letq € N, r >0, 3 € (0,1], 0 = (o—t)zfj € {-1,1}9 and e € (0,1/8 A (1/6) - (r -
kp/q)°). Then 12, (&) =02y, o (@) < llx—2/|| for allz, 2 € [~k (1 + 1), —rkg]™ x {0}*~% U

67(17/’"0.

Tasrdp- Moreover, 2, (x) € 0,1] for all x € [—rkg(1 + 1), —TI{Q]dQ x {0} U T, ap-

25



Proof. To prove the first part of the lemma, we consider three cases. First, if =, 2/ €
[—ko(1+7), —rk)*@ x {0} 9@, then by Minkowski’s inequality

R R 1 1
’ne,q,r,a(’m) - ne,q,r7a<x/)‘ = Z “ll’ - ZrHﬁ - H'%, - ZTHIB} < ZHx - ‘Q:IH/B
Second, if = € [—kq(1 +7), —7kg)™ x {0}47% and 2’ € T,.q,, then

o o 1
|ne,q,r,a(x) ~ Neq,r,o (ZE,)| < ZHZE - ZT‘Hﬁ + 3¢

<l —=lP+ o mp)y < (=l + (om)}’. (24)

Now let x, € R? denote the point where the line segment joining z and 0 meets the boundary of
the convex set C, := [—7rkg,00)% x {0}?% C R? and note that |z,|| > r - rg. Observe that z,
is the Euclidean projection of x onto C,.. Hence

[z =zl + 7 hg < llw = 2ll + 2| = [l2]] < [lz = 27| (25)

The combination of (24) and (25) establishes the desired property in the second case.
Finally, if z, 2’ € 7,4, with  # 2/, then

B8
° ° T RKp
|ne,q,r,g<x>—ne,q,r,c,(x'ﬂs3es( : ) <o -2

To prove the second part of the lemma, suppose first that x € [—rg(1 + ), —T‘FLQ]dQ x {0}d-de,
Then, since ||z — z.|| <1 and € € (0,1/8], we must have 1. () € [0,1]. On the other hand, if
x € Tyrdp, then né’,q’w(x) €{1/2—2¢1/2—¢,1/24+¢€¢} C0,1]. O

Corollary 23. Letge N, r >0, g€ (0,1], 0 = (at)gi? e {-1, 1}qu and e € (0,1/8 A (1/6) - (r -
kp/q)?]. Then there exists a function gy, : R? — [0,1] such that

12— 1ille—zlf  ifzel-rg(l+r),—rrgl™ x {0}t

Neqro(T) 1= % + o€ if v = 2l with t < ¢%@ (26)
%—26 if v = 2l with ¢9e <t < ¢or,

and |Megro(®) = Negro(@)| < |lx = 2'||? for all x, ' € R In particular, Assumption J holds for

the regression function 1g = Negro With Cg = 1.

Proof. By Lemma 22, the function 7¢,,, : [~ro(1+7), —rkgl™ x {0} e U T, 0, — [0,1] is
Holder continuous with exponent § and constant 1 on its domain. By McShane’s extension theorem
(McShane, 1934, Corollary 1), there exists an extension 77, ., : R — R which is Holder continuous
with exponent 3 and constant 1, and satisfies ;. () = 0?2 .., for x € [—ko(1 + 1), —rkg)™@ x
{0}4=9 U T, ,ap- The function n ., : R — [0,1] given by 7 q.r.0(7) = {néqyr’g(a:) vV 0} A 1 has
the desired properties. O

Lemma 24. Let g €N, 7> 0, B € (0,1], 0 = (o)1 € {~1,1}9"°, ¢ € (0,1/8A(1/6)-(rkp/q)"],
Cy > 1+ 22dQ/f3ddQQ/2VdQ, a € [0,do/B] and wg € [0,(1/2) A €*]. Then Assumption 3 holds
whenever Q) has marginal pg = figrwo.d, and TEgression function Ng = Negro-
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Proof. Without loss of generality, take ¢ < 1. First suppose ¢ > €. By (26), if # € supp (1) \ Tg,r.dq
and |ng(x) — 1/2] < ¢, then ||z — 2| < (4¢)'/#. As shorthand, we write B := Byeyi8(zr), so that
By, = {(xl, o Tag) (w1, .., gy, 0,...,0) € B}. Hence,

po({z € R : |no(x) —=1/2| < ¢}) < po(Tamdq) + 1o(B)
< wq+ kg @ Lag(Bag N [—kg(1+71), —rrgl™)
< €+ (26g) TV, (4¢) %P < Cyp - (™.

On the other hand, if ¢ < ¢, then pg({z € R?: |ng(z) — 1/2| < ¢}) =0 < Cy-C®, as required. [

6.4 Difficulty of estimating the decision tree function

Lemma 25 below provides an initial minimax lower bound that arises from the difficulty of esti-
mating the decision tree function. The proof will involve the marginal distributions pp and pg
constructed in Section 6.2, the family of target regression functions constructed in Section 6.3,
and will contain a description of the construction of the corresponding family of source regression
functions that is appropriate for this lower bound. Recall the definition of B o from Theorem 1.

Lemma 25. Fiz 0® = (A,¢,L*,0) € ©F with aff < dg, vp(l —v9) < 79 and Cy > 1 +
QQdQ/BdéQ/2VdQ. Then there exists cgo > 0, depending only on 8, such that

inf sup E{E(f)} > 69,0{ (i;) " A B;;Q A(1— ¢)1+a}, (27)

fEﬁnp,nQ (P,Q)Gpeﬁ

Proof. Our goal is to define a particular instantiation of the construction in Lemma 16, which
requires us to specify m € N, (z¢)ieim) € (RY)™, €p, €g € [0,1/4], up, ug € [0,1/m], vp, vg € [0,1],
regression functions n3 : RY — [0,1], 93 : R? — [0,1] for 0 € ¥ = {—1,1}, and marginals jip, 11
on R%.

To this end, we first define some intermediate quantities that depend only on 6. Let

_ ldg —af) +ap

= pg = AL = Qg = 9-3dr(vPV1Q) A (1 — 0_1/(’YP/\’YQ) :
P @B+ dg)+apT T (1= Crg )
dg a 95p1 P
= = 1, by =byy:= P ;
pr=ro B2+ ) * vp(2 + ) T =00 Qdp . Gda/B . 95+dp—dq’

2 d
A== o+ ’Y;)iaQ’VQ/ﬁ; 1y = agg = 95(A=1q) . 9-3dg7q . HdPQ’YQ . g dara/B

Now let a = ag := min{(a;b;)"/*, 25 \FT/e 1A 9-(1480) 2472/2}% > (. This allows us to define

q= Lmin(angz, L*)l/dQJ .

Observe that ¢ > 1 whenever ng > a~/?, and we will therefore first prove the desired lower bound
in this case. Now let m = ¢%, let ep = 0, let

m \ V@t 1— ¢
= ¢ —mi =9 28
€ EQ mln{ <2577,Q> ) A }7 ( )
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let wg = €, let ug = wg/m, let r = (6€)YPq/kp, let wp = (8r)dPNq,r7qu_deg7P and let
up = wp/Nyrap. Set xy = ap” for t € [m], where 27" is defined at the beginning of Section 6.2.
Further, let vp = 1/2 + € and vy = 1/2. Recalling (23), we will take the marginal distributions
to be pp = flgrwpdp a0d (g = Hgrwg,dy, NOting that by our choice of the first three terms
in the minimum defining a, the conditions of Corollary 21 hold (this uses the hypothesis that
vp(1 —70) < vg), and this corollary then tells us that Assumption 2 is satisfied. For o € ¥, let
Ny = Negro as defined in Corollary 23, noting that the fourth term in the minimum defining a
ensures that the conditions of this corollary hold, and therefore that each 1) satisfies Assumption 4.
Moreover, the final term in the minimum defining a, together with the hypotheses of the current
lemma, guarantees that the conditions of Lemma 24 hold, so the distribution Q7 on R¢ x {0, 1}
with marginal distribution g and regression function 77, satisfies Assumption 3.

It remains to define n% for o € X, and to do this, we first define a decision tree partition and
a family of transfer functions. Recalling the definition of 7,4, from the beginning of Section 6.2,
let {X},..., &} € T be such that A7 N Tgrq, = {27} for each £ € [m] C [L*] (the fact that
m < L* follows from our definition of ¢). Define A : [0,1] — [0, 1] by

z if 2 €10,1/2 — 2¢]
h(z):=4¢32+4e—1 ifz€[1/2—2¢1/2—¢
U=2getle f 2 € [1/2—¢,1].

Observe that

h(z) —1/2 _ 1—2e¢
> >1—4e > 2
sz S itttz (29)
for z € [0,1] \ 1/2, where the final bound follows from the second term in the minimum defining e.
For o = (01,...,0,) € ¥ and ¢ € [m], define g7 : [0,1] — [0, 1] by

U( ) L z if Oy — 1
ge\2) = h(z) ifop=—1,

and for £ € {m +1,...,L*}, let g7(z) := z. We can now set nf = g7 ong on &}, and note that
by (29), Assumption 1 holds for each transfer function gy

We are now in a position to verify that our constructed marginals and family of source and target
regression functions satisfy the conditions of Lemma 16 with P = Py. Condition (i) holds because
ep = 0 and 2°nquqey) = 25nQe2Q+a < 1 by definition of € in (28). The verification of Condition (ii)
again uses the fact that ep = 0, and also that vg = 1/2. Condition (iii) follows immediately by
definition of yp, pg, =4, up and ug. The second part of Condition (iv) holds by definition of 1),
together with the definitions of 7.4, in (23), vg and eg. The first part of this condition uses
this second part, together with the facts that vp = 1/2 4+ ¢ and h(1/2 —¢) = 1/2 + €. Finally,
Condition (v) holds because the restriction of 74, in (26) to [—rg(1 + 1), —rrgl?@ x {0}¢ %
does not depend on o, and because g7 is the identity function for £ € {m +1,..., L*}.

Writing ¢, := aé%/%“d"?)(l*a), we conclude from Lemma 16 that

1+a
inf  sup E{E()) > m“;?EQ > cg,o{ (Tf—) CABE A(1- ¢)”a} (30)
Q

feFupmng (PQ)EP

for ng > a~'/#. But the left-hand side of (30) is decreasing in ng, so the full result holds on setting

14+«
Co0 1= Chg - 27 I qptre) O
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6.5 Difficulty of estimating the source regression function and com-
pletion of the proof of the lower bound in Theorem 1

Lemma 26. Fiz 0* = (A, ¢,L*,0) € ©F with af < dg, vp(l —v9) < 7o and Cy > 1+
22dQ/5ddQQ/2VdQ. Then there exists cp1 > 0, depending only on 0, such that

Byp(1+a)

. 1 TpAtdp)taB AN\ e
inf sup  E{E(f)} = con min{( ) T + (—) ,Bﬁ@,l}.

feﬁnp,nQ (P,Q)EP,4 ®*-np [0}

Proof. Recalling the definition of a; = 273P(PV1Q) A (1 — C};g(“mm@)) from the proof of Lemma 25,

we define ag := ai/dQ 678 (kp/16)%P/d2 and let

BlgrQ 1 Bvp
. yo (dp—aB)+apB 1 _ d — — Yp(2B8+dp)t+aB
a4 = mln{ QYeQ ’ 8’ 1/04’ 9 1/a7 (KPP .9 (6+3dp) . 6 dp//)’) P P ,

d BrQ
(a5® - 9~ (6+dQ) ) 7qErTigTer }7

Bvp 5"/@
. 1 vp@B+dp)+aB A 1 \ @@B+dg)+as
€ = €g = a4 - MIn| Max m ,g y @ .

_gdg-aB)tas
Take g := {ag ‘€ g J We will initially assume that ng > 1, which means that € <
BdgvQ
a;QMQwBHM so ¢ > 1. Further define m = ¢%, let ep = (¢p-¢ — A) V0, let wg = €, let
ug = wg/m, let r = (6€)/%q/kp, let wp = (8T)dPNq7T7qu*deé/7P, let up = wp/Nyrap and let
vp = vg = 1/2. Set z; = x}" for t € [m], where 2" is defined at the beginning of Section 6.2.
We will take the marginal distributions to be up = figrwp.dp a0d fg = fgrwe.dg, Which, as in
the proof of Lemma 25, satisfy the conditions of Corollary 21, and hence Assumption 2. For
o € X = {-1,1}" let 3 = Negro- Then, as in the proof of Lemma 25, the conditions of
Corollary 23 and Lemma 24 hold, so Assumptions 4 and 3 are also satisfied. For § € (0, /2],

define hg s : [0,1] — [0,1] by

- (z—1/2)+1/2+6 ifz€0,1/2-0/9]
hes(z) =< 1/2 if z€[1/2-6/¢,1/2+6/¢]
- (z2—1/2)+1/2—6 ifze[1/2+6/¢,1],

and for § > ¢/2, let hys(-) == 1/2. For 0 € %, we take % = hya o ng, and g, := hgg for
¢ € [L*]. Note that these definitions ensure that each g, satisfies (5), and |n%(z) — g (ngg(m))‘ <
|ho.a — hoolleo < A for z € Xy, so Assumption 1 holds.

Finally, similar (but slightly simpler) arguments to those used in the proof of Lemma 25 verify
that the assumptions of Lemma 16 hold with P = Py, so writing ¢, := a;™*/4, we conclude from
Lemma 16 that

Cinf sup E{&(f)} >
f€Fnpng (PQ)EP 2

muQeQ

Byp(l1+a)

. 1 vp(2B+dp)+taf A 14+a
> Co,1 mll’l{ <¢2 . np) + (g) ,BLJQ} (31)

whenever ng > 1. But the left-hand side of (31) is decreasing in ng, so the full result follows. O
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Proof of the lower bound in Theorem 1. This follows immediately from Lemmas 25 and 26. O

A Auxiliary results

A.1 Understanding the first part of Assumption 2

The goal of this subsection is to provide several results to understand the first part of the tail
assumption (Assumption 2). We begin with settings where the super-level sets of our marginal dis-
tribution are regular (Audibert and Tsybakov, 2007), and then consider cases where this marginal
satisfies a strong minimal mass assumption (Gadat et al., 2016); in both cases we are able to relate
the lower density w,, 4 of (6) to properties of the density of p. Other settings for which we are able
to verify the first part of Assumption 2 include distributions satisfying a moment condition on a
separable metric space and (mixtures of) log-concave distributions.

Definition 2 (Regular sets). Given co,79 > 0, a set S C R? is said to be (cy,ro)-reqular if
Ed(S N BT(x)) > ¢ - Ed(BT(x)) for allr € (0,1¢] and z € S.

Example 1. Suppose that S C R? is a convex set with zg € S such that By, (79) € S C By, (z0) for
some 0 < A\g < A;. Then S is (¢, ro)-regular with cq = ()\0/(/\0 + Al))d and rg = A\g. Indeed, if we
take 2 € S then by convexity we have B, (p-zo+(1—p)-2) C S for any p € [0, 1]. Givenr € (0, 7¢],
we may take p,, :=1/(Ao + ||z — 20||) € (0,1], so that By, ., (pey - @0 + (1 = payr) - ) C By(z).
Hence,

L4(SNB(2)) > La(By,, 50 (prs - @0+ (1 = pay) - @)

> (f’“ : )\O)d-ﬁd(Br(m)) > ¢ - La(Br (1)),

r

as claimed.

We also remark that regular sets behave well under unions: if Sp C R? is (cp, 79)-regular and
S C R4 is (¢p, ry)-regular, then Sy U Sy is (co A c1, 79 A 71)-regular.

Lemma 27. Suppose that p is a probability measure on RY with density f with respect to Lg.
Given any € > 0 we let S, := {x € R?: f(x) > €}. Suppose that there exist cy € (0,1] and 5 > 0,
such that for every € € (0, €|, the super-level set S, is a (CD,diam(Se))-regular set. Then

'U’({x cR?: w%d(l‘) < f}) <2 M(SFC()'Vd)*l'&)
Jor all € € (0,1/2 A (co - Va) - €.

From Lemma 27, we see that whenever pg has dy-dimensional, regular support, with a density
that is bounded away from zero on this support, we may take dgy = dy and ¢ to be arbitrarily
large in the first part (7) of Assumption 2.

Proof. Take £ € (0, 1/2 A (co - Vy) - 60] and let € = (co- Vg)™t - € < €o. We may assume that
pu(S¢) < 1/2, because otherwise the statement follows immediately from the fact that u is a
probability measure. Now take any x € S, and any r € (0,1). If » > diam(S,), then S, C B,(x),
SO



On the other hand, if € (0, diam(S,)] then

u(B,(x)) = / ;> / f> e La(Bo(x)NS) > e co- La(Bo(x)
By (x) By (z)NSe
:e-CO-Vd-rd:é’-rd.
Hence, in general, for x € S, we have w, 4(x) > &, so the result follows. O

Example 2. To illustrate how Lemma 27 may be applied to verify (7) in Assumption 2, consider
the family of univariate densities {f, : v > 0} given by

~1/(1— .

{1+ (1—7)z} / V)]l{mzo} ifv<1

fy(@) = e L0y ifvy=1
1/(y—1 .

{1 = (=02} VM paciygny iy >1

Writing p., for the probability measure with density f,, we claim that for each v > 0, we have
2
py({z €R:w, 1(z) <&}) < (va) & (32)
for all £ > 0. To see this, let

DRy ity <1

1—
Ty = log(l/@l\/ 0 ify=1
DEAT v ify > 1.
Y

Then, for each v,& > 0, we have
ml{reRif@) <€) = [ f= (€ an

Moreover, in each case, the super level set S, := {z € R : f,(x) > €} is a compact interval for
every € > 0, so is (1 /2, diam(SE))-regular. We deduce from Lemma 27 that

2
py({r € Riwy (7)) <)) < -
for all £ € (0,1/2]. Moreover, for £ > 1/2, we have

(e € R a(r) <€) <1270
which establishes the claim (32).

Returning to more general settings, we recall (Gadat et al., 2016) that, given ¢o,79 > 0, a
probability measure 1 on R? that is absolutely continuous with respect to L4, having density f,
is said to satisfy the (co, ro)-strong minimal mass assumption if (B, (z)) > co - f(z) - 7 for every
r € (0,7] and L4-almost every x € R<.

Lemma 28. Let u be a probability measure on RY that is absolutely continuous with respect to Lg,
having density f, and that satisfies the (co,ro)-strong minimal mass assumption. Then w,4(-) >

co- (rg A1)~ f().
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Proof. This follows immediately by considering the two cases ro < 1 and rq > 1. O

We now move on to consider distributions on a general metric space (X, p), noting that the
definition of w, 4 = wZ ; remains well-defined, provided that we reinterpret B, (x) as open balls in
the metric space. For a Borel measure v on a separable metric space (X, disty ), and for s € (0, 00),
we define

%. (L)S;xesupp(y), r, R € (0,00) WithO<T§R}.

R
Moreover, in a slight abuse of notation, we let O,(X) := inf{0,(v) : supp (v) = X'}, with the
convention that inf () := oco.

Os(v) = Sup{

Example 3. We have ©,4(L,;) = 1, so O4(R?) < 1.
We shall make use of Vitali’s covering lemma.

Theorem 29 (Vitali’s covering lemma: Evans and Gariepy (2015), Theorem 1). Let X be a
separable metric space, let Xy C X, and suppose that {r(z) : € Xy} is a bounded collection of
positive real numbers. Then there exists a countable set X1 C Xy such that { By (x) : x € X1} are
disjoint, and satisfy

U Biw(@) € | Bsrw (@)

r€Xp reX]

Lemma 30 below is a general result that reveals in particular that if pg is supported on a
bounded, dyp-dimensional subset of R?, then we may take dg = dy and vg = 1 in the first part (7)
of Assumption 2. We will also apply Lemma 30 when we study distributions satisfying a moment
condition (Lemma 31) as well as ones satisfying Weibull-type tails (Lemma 32).

Lemma 30. Given a Borel probability measure p on (X, disty), as well as a Borel measurable set
ACX, s€ (0,00) and £ > 0, we have

p({r € A w,(z) <&}) <5° {diam(A) + 1}° - ©,(X) - &

Proof. For £ > 0, we let A; := {x €A:w,s(z) < 5}. By definition, for each x € A, there exists
r(z) € (0,1) such that p(B,)(x)) < & r(z)®. By applying Vitali’s covering lemma to the set of
balls {B,()/5(x) : © € A¢} we see that there is a countable set J and {z;};es C A¢ such that
{Br(2;)/5(z;) - j € J} are disjoint and

A C U Br(ac)/f)(I) C U Br(wj)(xj>‘

$€A§ jeTJ

Since the result is vacuously true if O4(X) = oo, we may assume that O4(X) < co. Fix e > 0
and choose a Borel measure v on X with supp(v) = X and O,(v) < O,(X) + €. Define AY =
U,ea Bi(z). Then A C Biam(a)y+1(z;) for every j € J, so

v(AY) < v (Bdiam(A)H(:cj)) < {@s()() + 6} . i {dlizgﬁ) - 1} i (BT(mj)/S(xj)) :
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Putting the above together we have

1 < (U Briop(e) ) < S (B 1) < € 3 vl

JjeT JjegJ JjeT
Os(X
<¢-5° - {diam(4) +1}"- V((A) ) Z V(Br(z)/5(5))
jeJ
=¢ -5 {diam(A) + 1}8 @Z((j (U By (a;y/5(x; )
jeTJ

5° - {diam(A4) + 1} - (04(X) +¢€) - &,

where the final inequality uses Ujej Biz;y/5(5) C AW Letting € — 0 completes the proof of the
lemma. ]

As mentioned above, we now provide two applications of Lemma 30 that reveal feasible choices
of dg and 7g in the first part (7) of Assumption 2 under different tail decay assumptions.

Lemma 31. Let o be a Borel probability measure on a separable metric space (X, disty). Suppose
further that for some xo € X, p >0 and M, > 1, we have

(By(z0)) < M, - t°
for allt > 0. Then, for every s,& > 0, we have

p({z € X 1w, (z) <&}) <{15°-0,(X) + 1} - M;™ L& (33)
In particular, if [, distx(x, zo)? du(x) < M,, then the conclusion (33) holds.

Remark 1. We believe that many if not most applications of this result will be concerned with
the setting where X = RY where p has a density f with respect to Lebesgue measure, and
where [, ||2]|? f(z)dz < M,. With X ~ f, the desired conclusion, which follows immediately
from Lemma 31, will often be that

P{A(X) < &/Va} < (15 + 1) - M7 - g7,

Proof. Since the conclusion is clear when & > 1, we fix £ € (0,1). By Lemma 30 and Markov’s
inequality, for any R > 1 we have

p({r e X :w,(z) <&}) <p({z € Brlxo) : wus(x) <&}) + p(Br(wo)°)
< O,(X)-(15-R)* - €+ M, - R".

Taking R = (M,/ {)%ﬂ > 1 completes the proof of the first statement of the lemma. The second
follows from the first, together with Markov’s inequality. O

Lemma 32. Let A, a,q > 0 and suppose that i is a Borel probability measure on a separable metric
space (X, disty) with ,u(Bt(wo)c) < Ae" for all t > 0 and some xg € X. Then for all 5,& > 0
we have

p({z € X 1w, (z) <&}) < [58 : {ali/ 1og1+/q<?> + 1}8 - O,(X) + 1} €.
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Proof. Let t := a~"/710g"/(A/€). We apply Lemma S4 with A = By(x,) as follows:

p({z € X w,s(x) < &) < pu({x € Bi(wo) : wps(x) < €}) + p(Bi(20)°)
<55 (284 1)° - Oy (X) - €+ A

A S
§55-{£-10g¥q<2) +1} O(X) - £+,

as required. O
Our final results in a general metric space setting concern mixtures and products:

Proposition 33. Let X be a metric space, and let iy, ...,y be Borel probability measures on X .
Further, let i = Z}]=1 pjtt;, where p; € (0,1] with ijlpj = 1. Then for all s,& > 0, we have

i(fre X <)) < Zp w({zeria i)

Proof. First note that for all x € X', we have

Hence, we have

as required. O

Proposition 34. Let (X1, p1),..., (X, ps) be metric spaces, and for j € [J], let pi; and v; be Borel
probability measures on X;. Let X = X}]:1Xj; and suppose that p is a metric on X with

p(x,T) < Crpey - jngfj] pj(xjv ‘%j)

for all x = (x;)]_,, T = (&;)]_, € X and some Cpey > 1. Let pu:= x/_ p; and v := xJ_v;. For
each j € [J], suppose that d; >0, v; > 0 and C; > 1 are such that for every & > 0 we have

vi({w; € & w4, (w) < €}) <Cj- 7.

Then letting Ymin := Minjep y;, d == Z}]:1 d;j and Jo = |{j € [J] : v = Ymin}|, there exists C' > 1,
depending only on vi,...,7vs, C1,...,Cy and Cpe such that for all £ > 0,

v({zeX: wh 4(x) < £}) < C-logP~H(1/€) - min.
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that 73 < 75 < ... < 7;. By induction, it
suffices to consider the case J = 2 and show that if, for some 7, < 75 and Ky > 0, we have

Vl({atl €Xtw) dl(m) < 5}) <Gy logfo(l/ﬁ) S

VQ({ZEQ € X, szdQ :L‘Q) < g}) < Cy .572’

for all £ > 0, then there exists C>1 depending only upon 1,7, Cq, Cs and C,,e¢ such that
C- IOgKOH(l/f) - if 1=
vi{r e X :w’ (2) < < { . 34
({ “’d( ) 5}) C- log °(1/¢) - &m if vy < s, (34)

for all £ > 0. To prove the claim (34) we first observe that given z = (z1,22) € X and r > 0, we
have

B"'/Cmet (xl) X B"'/Cmet (x2) g B7'<:C>

Hence, for each z = (z1,15) € X we have

ooy e MB@) (X ) (Bi(2))
“hal®) = I = T
; 11 (Br/Ce (1)) _ 12(Br/Coner (22)) > Wiy (1) - wpd g, (72)
B Cmet re(0,1) (r/Cmet) ™ (r/Cnet)® B Clhiet '

Using the fact that wf} ; (1) <1, it follows that for £ > 0,
{x e X: wid(x) < f}

Cl{reX W, (n <§}UU{$€X e E<wh (1) < e Eand Wl (2) < €}

=0
Clred w) ,(v)<&U
llog (1/€)]+1
U {rex e ¢< w4 (1) <e 1. ¢ and whe 5 (2) < cl e’}
=0
C ({.Tl € Xl ZwZidl(iEl) < f} X Xg) U
[log (1/€)]+1
U ({z1 € X1 - wh g (21) < et x {ap € Xy wre g, (T2) < Clo e '}).
=0

We deduce that

v({z e X wl (a <5})
<1/1({w1€/\f'1- Mdl 1)<£})+

[log, (1/€)]+1
Z ({xl € X " d1( x1) < 6£+1§}) ({mg € X, idQ(ng) < ¢ het€ é})
=0
1 L10g+(1/5“+1 1
< logf‘) (E) CEM 4+ C1Cy Z 1Ogi(o (e€+1 6) . (€£+1 5) (Cd e )72
=0

[log (1/6)]+1

1
<t () (™5 )

(=0
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By considering separately the cases 73 = 72 and ;3 < 72, we conclude that (34) holds with

S v2 (42
C =000, max{l +2emCde 14 ﬂ},

met > erz—7 — 1]

as required. O

The following lemma essentially shows that Proposition 34 cannot be improved beyond loga-
rithmic factors.

Lemma 35. Let p1; be a Borel probability measure on R% and jy be a Borel probability measure
on R%. Suppose that there exists an open set U C R with py(U) > 0 such that the restriction of
o to U is absolutely continuous with respect to Lg,. Let d := dy + dy and let p = 3 X po denote
the product measure on R%. Then there exist c4,cp > 0, depending only on py, such that for any

£>0,

p({z e R twya(z) <€) >ca- ({1 € RM twy, gy (21) < cp-£}).

Proof. By the Radon-Nikodym theorem, there exists a Lebesgue integrable function f : R% —
[0, 00) such that ps(A) = [, f for all Borel sets A C U. By the Lebesgue differentiation theorem
(e.g., Rudin, 2006, Theorem 7.7) there exists a Borel set Uy C U with ps(Uy) = p2(U) > 0 such
that for all z € U, we have

fB ( )f fB ( )f
li 2 =V, lim ——2 =V, . ) 35
rlg(l) rdz dz rlg(l) Ly, (BT(Z)) w /(2) (35)

We define an increasing family of Borel subsets (A, )men of Uy by

A, = {z €Uy: Bym(z) CU and f<m-r® forallr< 2’”},

Br(z)

and claim that Uy = |J*_; A,,. Indeed, given z € Up there must exist m; € N such that By-m, (z) C
U since U is open. In addition, by (35) there exists my € N such that fBr(z) f<2Vy- f(2)-r® for
all » < 272, Hence, we have z € A, with m = m; V my V [2V; - f(2)], which proves the claim.
We may therefore take mg € N with ps(Ap,) > pe(Up)/2 > 0 and set ca := pa(Apmg)-

To complete the proof it suffices to show that with cp := mg" - 27™0% we have
{1 €R" 1wy (21) < cp- &} X Apy C{z e R w,q(z) < &}

Indeed, given 1 € R% with w,, 4 (z1) < cp - &, there exists 79 = ro(x1) € (0,1) such that
fi1 (BTO(xl)) <cg-&- Tgl. In addition, taking xo € A,,, and 1 = ri(zy) := 27™° A ry, we have
B, (22) € By-mo(22) C U s0 ps (BT1 (952)) = fBTl(m) f<mg- rfz. Hence, letting z = (x1, z2), we
have B,,(x) C By, (1) X B, (z3), and so

B, (x B, (x B, (x
pate) < 2Enm)) 1 (Bn) pon, 1Brol)
rt ry? Ty
as required. O
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We now return to the Euclidean setting. Recall that a probability measure p on R? is log-
concave if p(A-A+(1—=X)-B) > p(A)*u(B)' = for all Borel sets A, B C R? and A € [0,1]. Recall
further that when p has d-dimensional support, it is log-concave if and only if it has a log-concave
density (e.g., Dharmadhikari and Joag-Dev, 1988, Theorem 2.8). Our first result shows that w, 4
inherits log-concavity from .

Lemma 36. If ;1 is a log-concave measure on a dy-dimensional subset of R, then Wp,dy 5 log-
concave.

Proof. 1If dy = 0, then w,o(z) = L{z—0}, which is log-concave, so we may assume that dy > 1. Now
consider the case dy = d. Let f denote the (log-concave) density on R of u with respect to Lg.
For each r € (0,1), the function

B, (z
T M = r_ld/Rd f(y)]l{y—xeBr(O)} dy = T%O(f * ]lBr(O))(I>

rd

is log-concave on R? because the convolution of two log-concave functions is log-concave; see,
e.g., Prékopa (1973, 1980) or Samworth (2018, Corollary 2.4). Since the infimum of a collection of
log-concave functions is also log-concave, we deduce that w, 4 is log-concave on R%. If 1 < dy < d,
then since log-concavity is preserved under affine transformations, we may assume without loss of
generality that supp(u) = {(z1,...,24,,0,...,0) € R? : z; € Rfor all j € [dy]}. Moreover, we
may then define a log-concave measure i on R® by a(B) := pu(B x {0} x ... x {0}) for Borel
subsets B of R%. The function wj 4, is log-concave by the argument above, and

Wydy (T Ty) = Wido (15 - -+ Tdy) if Tgopr = =2a=0
,do \ 415 yd 0 otherwise,

SO Wy, 4, is log-concave. O

For log-concave pi, we can let v := [o, 2 du(z) € R and ¥ := [p,(z —v)(z —v)" du(x) € R
denote its mean and covariance matrix respectively; these are both finite by Cule and Samworth
(2010, Lemma 1), and X is positive definite by Diimbgen et al. (2011, Lemma 2.1).

Let us now consider (7) of Assumption 2 in the context of log-concave measures supported on
a do-dimensional subset of R?. When d, = 0, such a log-concave probability measure y is a Dirac
point mass on some zo € R?, in which case w,o(z) = L{z—s}, and p({z € R? : w,o(z) < &}) =
L{e>1y, so we may take ¢ in (7) to be arbitrarily large for dy = 0. Henceforth we will therefore
consider dy € [d]. We will treat multivariate log-concave measures in Proposition 38 below, but it
turns out that a slightly sharper bound is available when dy = 1:

Proposition 37. Let p be a log-concave probability measure on R with univariate support and
density f, let 02 denote the non-zero eigenvalue of its covariance matriz. Then for all & > 0,

p({z € R :wy1(z) < £}) < max(160,2) - €.

Remark. This proposition tells us that we can take dg = 1 and 7o = 1 in (7) of Assumption 2
whenever i is log-concave on R? with univariate support.

Proof. First consider the case d = 1. We may assume without loss of generality that f is upper
semi-continuous. By (Lovasz and Vempala, 2007, Lemma 5.5(b)), we have M := sup,cp f(z) >
1/(80). For e > 0, let S, := {x € R: f(z) > €} as in Lemma 27, which is a compact interval.
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Then, for all € > 0, the set S, is (1/2,diam(56))—regular. By applying Lemma 27 followed by
Lovész and Vempala (2007, Lemma 5.6(a)), we see that for all £ € (0,1/2] we have

,u({:cE]R:wm(x)<£})§2~,u(5§)§%-fgwaf.

On the other hand, for £ > 1/2 we have p({z € R: w,1(z) < £}) <1< 2-& The result extends
to general d as in the proof of Lemma 36. n

Proposition 38. Let dy € [d]|, and let p be a log-concave probability measure supported on a
do-dimensional subset of R? with covariance matriz ¥. Then for all £ > 0, we have

p({z € R w4 (z) < &}) < {5‘10 - {2 tr'/2(%) - log, (g) + 1}d0 + 1} 3

Remark. From Proposition 38 we see that we may take dg = dy and any 7o < 1 in (7) of
Assumption 2 whenever i is a log-concave probability measure supported on a dy-dimensional
subset of R, with dy > 2. A nice aspect of this bound is the fact that it depends on a certain
average of the singular values of X, as opposed to the largest of these singular values, or the
condition number.

Proof. First consider the case dy = d. Without loss of generality, we may assume that f]R{d rdu(x) =
0. By Lovész and Vempala (2007, Lemma 5.17), we have u({z € R? : ||z| > t}) < !~/ for
t > tr'/2(X). But for ¢t € [0,tr"/?(X)], we have p({z € R?: [|z]| > t}) <1 < /2D g6 the
bound holds for all ¢ > 0. The result therefore follows from Lemma 32 with A = e,a = tr=/2(X)
and ¢ = 1.

Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 36, we can then extend this result to 1 < dy < d. O]

Our final result in this subsection concerns mixtures of log-concave distributions.

Proposition 39. Fiz d,J € N and dy,...,dy s € [d]. Suppose that pu,...,p; are log-concave
probability measures on R, where t; has do j-dimensional support, and let O'j2- denote the trace of

the covariance matriz of pj. Let p1,...,ps € (0,1] satisfy ijlpj = 1, and define the mizture
distribution i := ijl pit;. Define v : [d] x (0,00)* = (0,00) by

| max(160,2) fors =1
¢<S707£) i { 55{20-10g+(@/§)—}—]_}s—}-1 fO?"SZQ.

Then, writing dy := max;e|q do,;, we have for every £ > 0 that

J
/1({:1: € R : wpy () < 5}) < Zi/}(do,j,aj,f/pj) -

Remark. From Proposition 39, we see that if dy ; = 1 for all j, then the mixture of log-concave
distributions satisfies (7) in Assumption 2 with dg = 1 and vo = 1. If dy; > 1 for some j, then
the mixture satisfies (7) with dg = max;c(g do; and any vo < 1.
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Proof. By Proposition 33, the fact that dy — w,, 4,(x) is increasing, and Propositions 37 and 38,
we have that for every £ > 0,

p({xeRd:w@do <€}>S2J: 'Mj({xERd:wujdo(x)Sé.})

j=1 P;
. 3
SZ% Nj({xeR Wu]do](x)g_}>
i=1 Pj
J
S Z ¢(do,j, g, 5/]9]) : 67
j=1
as required. 0

A.2 Understanding the second part of Assumption 2

In this subsection, we begin by providing two examples to aid understanding of the second part
of Assumption 2. They illustrate an attraction of the condition, in that both examples involve
Gaussian measures, so apply to unbounded feature spaces. We then show that (8) generalises the
transfer-exponent assumption of Kpotufe and Martinet (2018), and complete this subsection by
providing an example of compactly-supported measures where Assumption 2 allows us to obtain
faster rates than would be the case if we were to replace it with the transfer-exponent assumption.

Example 4. Let ug = N(0,1) and pup = N(0,0?) for some ¢ > 0. Then, the density ¢, of up
satisfies ¢ (z) > 0 for |x| > o, so for |x| > ¢ + 1, we have

wppa(@) = inf + / 6o(y) dy = 26, (2).

re(0,1)

Write & := 2¢,(0+1). Since w,,, ; is also log-concave by Lemma 36, it follows that for £ € (0, &),

po({z €R:wyi(z) <&}) =po({z e R:2¢,(x) <&}) =2{1 - ®(a)},

where a := \/202 log( ) Thus for £ € (0,&), we have

Vo€

,uQ({a: eER:wy1(x) < §}) <e @ = (
On the other hand, for £ > &, we have

é‘O’

0

po({z:wupa(z) <€}) <1< 25

We deduce that we may take any vp = 02 in the second part of Assumption 2.

Example 5. Now suppose that jig = N(0,1) and pp = N(a, 1) for some a > 0. Then, since the
standard normal density ¢ satisfies ¢”(z) > 0 for |z| > 1, we have for |z — a| > 2 that

Wypa(x) = inf —/ oy —a)dy = 2¢(x — a).

re(0,1)
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Write &y := 2¢(2). It follows that for £ € (0,&),
po({z: wupa(z) <&}) <pg({z:20(x —a) <&}) =1—@(a+b)+1—d(b—a),

where b := 210g(§\&) Thus for £ < mm{fo, 2¢(a } =: &, we have

1 o e
po ({2 wupa(@) < €}) < L2 < e

-2 .exp{a zlog(£>}.

On the other hand, if £ > &, and vp < 1, then

—(b+a)?/2 +

7% [\DI»—
B

po({z:wupa(z) <€) <1< gﬁ

We deduce that we may take any vp < 1 in the second part of Assumption 2.

We now relate Assumption 2 to the existing literature. We recall from Kpotufe and Martinet
(2018) that a pair of distributions (P, Q), each on R? x {0, 1}, is said to have transfer-exponent*
k € [0,00] if there exist ¢y € (0,1], 7o > 0 and a Borel subset A of R? with pug(A) = 1, such
that pp (B, (z)) > co - po(Br(x)) - (r/ro)" for all z € A and r € (0,70). Lemma 40 below shows
the second part of Assumption 2 generalises the notion of a transfer-exponent, in that if a pair of
distributions has transfer-exponent r, and if the first part of Assumption 2 holds with parameters
vq and dg, then the second part of Assumption 2 holds with vp = ¢ and any dp > dg + k.

Lemma 40. Let (P, Q) be a pair of distributions, each on R? x {0,1}, that have transfer-exponent
k. If (7) holds and dp > dg + K, then

rEv 1 e
po({r € R wypa,(z) <€}) < Cpg - <0—) L
co(’r’o A1)
for all & > 0.

Remark 2. The conclusion of the lemma tells us that (8) in Assumption 2 holds with Cpg there

replaced with Cpo - ( o V1
P PQ co(rgQ/\l)

Q
) , and with vp = 0.
Proof. For any £ > 0, we have

no({z € Rt wypap(z) <&})
< MQ({x cR? - mm( (inf 1o (Br(z)) _ cordQ:mdp o (Bro/\1(l’))> ) §})

r€(0,roA1) rde o
. C d
< 1Q ({x e R? : min (T—Z -qu,dQ(x) ,co- (rg? A1) -wu@dQ(x)) < f})
0

K ale]
< Crg- (&) e,
co(ro A1)

as required. O

*In fact, our definition differs slightly from that of Kpotufe and Martinet (2018), whose covariates take values
in a bounded set X, and who therefore take ro = diam(X).
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Example 6. Suppose that jg is the uniform measure on [0,1]¢ and that up is the probability
measure with density fp : R? — [0, 00) given by

fp(x) = {A- lz||%  for x € [0,1]%

0 otherwise,

where A := 1/ f[O,l]d |2]|%, dz, and where || - ||o denotes the £,-norm on R?. This example corre-
sponds to Kpotufe and Martinet (2018, Example 3) in d dimensions. We claim that Assumption 2
holds with dp = dg = d, yp = d/k and arbitrarily large vq.

To demonstrate the condition (7), we first note that for any x € supp(ug) = [0,1]? and any
r € (0,1), the set B,.(z)N[0,1]¢ contains a hyper-cube of side length at least r/(2v/d), which yields
pg (B, (z)) > (r/(2\/3))d. Thus wy,, q(7) > (2v/d)~? for all 2 € supp(ug). It follows that given
any g > 0, if we take Cpg > (2v/d)¥@ then condition (7) holds with dg = d.

Next we turn to condition (8). We begin by showing that with ¢ := A - 2724+%) . 4=4/2 we have
Wypa(z) > c-||z||%, for all z € [0,1]¢. To this end, first consider the case where z € [0, 1]4\ [0, 1/2]¢,
so that fp(z) > A-27%. Tt follows that for any r € (0, 1), the set B.(z)N{z € R?: fp(z) > A-27%}
contains a hyper-cube of side length at least r/(4v/d), and hence pp (B, (z)) > A-27* (r/(4\/3))d.
Thus w,,, a(x) > A-27Cd0 . q=4/2 > ¢ ||z||%, for all x € [0, 1]\ [0,1/2].

Now suppose that = € [0,1/2]¢. For any r € (0,1), the set B,(z) N {z € R?: fp(z) > fp(x)}
contains a hyper-cube of side length at least r/(2v/d) and so pp (B.(z)) > fp(x) - (r/(2\/a))d =
(A/(2Vd)?) - [|z]|%, - 9. Hence wy,, () > (A/(2Vd)?) - ||z]|%, > ¢ |jz||%, for all x € [0,1/2].

We deduce that, given any £ > 0,

po({r € R wupa(2) < €}) < La({r € 0,1+ |1zl < (/0)"}) = (€/0)"

so (8) holds with dp = d and vp = d/k, provided that Cpg > c¢=5 and our claim about
Assumption 2 is established.

Now suppose that ng : R? — [0,1] is chosen such that Assumptions 3 and 4 hold for some
a >0 and S € (0,1]. Suppose also, for simplicity, that np = g and np > ng. Then Theorem 1
yields that there exists a data-dependent classifier f satisfying

B(1+a)
(28+d)+r-(aB/d)
) (36)

A log, (n
E{E(f)} < Cy- (M
np
Viewing this example from the perspective of the conditions in Kpotufe and Martinet (2018),
it can be shown that the transfer exponent is x. Indeed, the transfer exponent can certainly be no
larger, because for all » > 0, we have
pp(Br(0)) < pp((0,7 A1)Y) < La([0,7 A1) - sup  fp(2)

z€[0,rA1]e
= A(r A1) < AdY? 1" - g (B.(0)).
Kpotufe and Martinet (2018, Theorem 2) then guarantees that there exists a data-dependent
classifier f satisfying

B(1+a)

E{&(f)} < Co- (M)<

np

Hence the bound from Theorem 1, which relies on Assumption 2, gives a faster rate whenever
aff < d. But aff < d whenever ng(xg) = 1/2 for some z € (0,1)%, by Lemma 41 below.
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A.3 Constraint on the margin and Holder exponents

Lemma 41. Suppose that a distribution Q on RY x {0,1} satisfies Assumptions 3 and 4. If there
exists o € R with ng(zo) = 1/2 and wyg,a,(z0) > 0, then af < dg.

Proof. Fix £ < Cs, and note that if x € B(f/cs)l/ﬁ<x0), then

g (x) = 1/2] = Ing() — ng(wo)l < Csllz — wol|” <&

We deduce that

Ca - €% > po({z € R : ng(x) — 1/2] < £}) = no(Be/ogs (o))

> (5)" rasale)

and the result follows. O

B Empirical results

In order to give a preliminary indication of the potential practical benefits of transfer learning
and the ATL algorithm, we present the results of a small-scale simulation study. The settings
we considered were as follows: let d = 2, up = pg = U([0,1]?), and, for x = (x1,22) € [0,1]?,
let ng(x) = {1 + sin(4nzy)}/2. The Bayes risk in this problem is 18.2%. We considered two
different transfer learning problems, by specifying two different decision tree partitions and transfer
functions:

1. Let L* = 1, so that X} = R?, and, for z € [0,1], let g1(2) = (1+42)/5. Now set np = g1 07g.
In this case, A=0,¢=08,dg=2,v79=00,dp=2,7p =00, = =1.

2. Let L* = 2, and let (A7, &5) = (R x (—00,1/2),R x [1/2,00)). Now, for z € [0,1], let
g1(z) = max(0,z — 1/4) and go(z) = min(z 4+ 1/4,1). Finally, set

[ qi(ng(z)) forxe Xy
np(r) = { g2 (T]Q(Zt)g for x € X7

In this case, we have A =0, 9 =0.5,dg =2, =00,dp=2,7p =00, =3 =1.

For each setting and for each of 50 repetitions, we generated ng = 100 independent target
data pairs from @), generated np € {0,100, 200, 500, 1000} independent source data pairs from P,
and a further ni; = 1000 independent test pairs from (). In Table 1 we present, for our ATL
method, the average percentage of the test data pairs that were incorrectly classified, along with
the corresponding standard errors. For comparison, we also present the corresponding errors for
the algorithm that pools the source and target data, and then applies our ATL algorithm as if all
of the data had come from Q).

We mention that, for computational reasons, we ran a Monte Carlo approximation to the ATL
algorithm stated in the paper. Specifically, instead of searching over all decision tree partitions,
we only considered those with L € {1,2} leaves (regardless of L*). For L = 2, we generated 100
random splits by choosing one of the two axes uniformly at random, and then chose a data point
at which to split, again uniformly at random.
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Table 1: Average error of the ATL algorithm and the pooled data algorithm. The Bayes error rate is
18.2%.

np | ATL Error (Std. Error.) | Pooled Error (Std. Error.)
Setting L 0 30.0 (0.6) NA (NA)
100 27.4 (0.5) 29.1 (0.4)
200 25.6 (0.4) 27.5 (0.5)
500 23.4 (0.5) 25.8 (0.4)
1000 22.4 (0.4) 24.0 (0.3)
Setting 2 0 30.3 (0.5) NA (NA)
100 28.5 (0.5) 29.4 (0.5)
200 26.7 (0.5) 29.0 (0.5)
500 24.7 (0.4) 29.0 (0.5)
1000 24.2 (0.4) 27.6 (0.4)

Table 1 reveals two notable features. First, the performance of the ATL algorithm improves
significantly as np increases. This illustrates the potential of transfer learning. Second, the ATL
algorithm is consistently better than the pooled data algorithm, with an excess risk ratio of around
0.6-0.9. In other words, there is benefit to be had by attempting to learn the underlying structure
as we do in the ATL method; one should not simply ignore the fact that the P data were generated
from a different distribution to Q).

As an alternative approach to approximating the decision tree partition h in (12) for larger-
scale problems, one could consider a greedy strategy that would proceed along similar lines to
CART (Breiman et al., 1984). In other words, at stage ¢y € N of our iterative process, where we
have {X),..., Xy} € Ty, we select £ € [{y], as well as j € [d] and s belonging to the set of jth
coordinates of Dp (or a random subset thereof) so that the refined partition {A;,..., X1, X N
H;s, Xe\ Hjs, Xisq,...,X,} € Ty11 minimises the objective in (12) over this restricted class. We
defer detailed exploration of such a method to future work.
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