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Abstract

The problem of linear predictions has been extensively studied for the past century under
pretty generalized frameworks. Recent advances in the robust statistics literature allow us
to analyze robust versions of classical linear models through the prism of Median of Means
(MoM). Combining these approaches in a piecemeal way might lead to ad-hoc procedures, and
the restricted theoretical conclusions that underpin each individual contribution may no longer
be valid. To meet these challenges coherently, in this study, we offer a unified robust framework
that includes a broad variety of linear prediction problems on a Hilbert space, coupled with a
generic class of loss functions. Notably, we do not require any assumptions on the distribution of
the outlying data points (O) nor the compactness of the support of the inlying ones (Z). Under
mild conditions on the dual norm, we show that for misspecification level €, these estimators
achieve an error rate of O(max {|O[*/?n~1/2 |Z|/2n=1} 4 ¢), matching the best-known rates in
literature. This rate is slightly slower than the classical rates of O(n_1/2), indicating that we
need to pay a price in terms of error rates to obtain robust estimates. Additionally, we show
that this rate can be improved to achieve so-called “fast rates” under additional assumptions.

1 Introduction

Linear prediction is the cornerstone of a significant group of statistical learning algorithms including
linear regression, Support Vector Machines (SVM), regularized regressions (such as ridge, elastic
net, lasso, and its variants), logistic regression, Poisson regression, probit models, single-layer per-
ceptrons, and tensor regression, just to name a few. Thus, developing a deeper understanding of
the pertinent linear prediction models and generalizing the methods to provide unified theoretical
bounds is of critical importance to the machine learning community.

For the past few decades, researchers have unveiled different aspects of these linear mod-
els. Bartlett and Shawe-Taylor (1999) obtained high confidence generalization error bounds for
SVMs and other learning algorithms such as boosting and Bayesian posterior classifier. Vapnik-
Chervonenkis (VC) theory (Vapnik, 2013) and Rademacher complexity (Bartlett and Mendelson,
2001, 2002) have been instrumental in the machine learning literature to provide generalization
bounds (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014). Theoretical properties of the multiple-instance
extensions of SVM were analyzed by Doran and Ray (2014). Kakade et al. (2009b) presented a
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unified framework for these linear models under certain constraints. Contemporary analyses of lin-
ear regression and its variants especially in high-dimensional regimes can be found in (Wainwright,
2019) and the references therein. Recent results about tensor regression can be found in the works
of Kossaifi et al. (2020); Rabusseau and Kadri (2016).

However, the matter is complicated when outliers are present in the data. To surpass the
adverse effect due to the presence of outliers, various robust linear models have been proposed
in the literature. Cantoni and Ronchetti (2001) puts forth the concept of robust deviances that
can be used for step-wise model selection; McKean (2004) uses the robust analysis which is based
on a fit based on norms other than f9; L6 and Ronchetti (2009) proposes robust test statistic for
hypothesis testing and variable selection in GLM; Valdora and Yohai (2014) robustifies generalized
linear models by using M-estimators after applying variance stabilizing transformations; Wang
and Blei (2018) and Gongalves et al. (2020) take Bayesian approach. Some other related works
in robustifying GLMs include (Lee and Nelder, 2003; Jearkpaporn et al., 2005; Ghosh and Basu,
2016; Cherapanamjeri et al., 2020; Bhatia et al., 2017; Mourtada et al., 2022). Yuan and Cai (2010)
analyzed the theoretical properties of functional linear regression in a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert
Space (RKHS).

Many of the aforementioned approaches, however, did not provide theoretical finite-sample
guarantees which make them unreliable. The Median of Means (MoM) philosophy offers a viable
and appealing paradigm for adapting linear model-based algorithms to become outlier-resistant,
bridging this methodological gap. Even under the moderate condition of finite variance, MoM
estimators are not only robust to anomalies in the data but also admit exponential concentration
(Lugosi and Mendelson, 2019; Lecué et al., 2020; Bartlett et al., 2002; Lerasle, 2019; Laforgue et al.,
2019). From this point of view, near-optimal analyses have recently been undertaken for mean
estimation (Minsker, 2018), classification (Lecué et al., 2020), regression (Mathieu and Minsker,
2021; Lugosi and Mendelson, 2019), clustering (Klochkov et al., 2020; Brunet-Saumard et al., 2020),
bandits (Bubeck et al., 2013), and optimal transport (Staerman et al., 2021).

Under the MoM framework, we propose a unified framework for analyzing robust linear pre-
diction models under a general class of loss functions. To further generalize our framework, we
consider any quantile of means (Klochkov et al., 2020) instead of the median and show that the
properties of MoM transcend to this class of estimators as well. We analytically show that one
can optimize the robust loss function through a general-purpose optimization algorithm such as
gradient descent Newton’s method, which is popularly used in generalized linear models literature.
We analytically show that under the convexity of the underlying loss function, the vanilla gradient
descent converges to the global optima under our paradigm. Compared to the existing literature
on MoM classification Lecué et al. (2020), we are not only able to relax the assumptions, but also
able to generalize the MoM estimator to any quantile of means estimator. In addition to being
able to match the learning rate with the existing literature, Lecué et al. (2020); Rodriguez and
Valdora (2019); Paul et al. (2021b), compared to Lecué et al. (2020), we show the consistency of
the proposed estimator under these relaxed assumptions, while deriving so-called “fast rates” and
generalization bounds under model misspecifications.

Our paradigm allows us to divide the data into two categories: the set of inliers (Z) and the
set of outliers (). We assume that inliers are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.);
whereas O requires no assumptions, enabling outliers to be unboundedly large, dependent on each
other, drawn from a heavy-tailed distribution, and so forth. Under our framework, we find uniform
concentration bounds of the risk of these classes of estimators under mild regularity conditions that
apply to a large variety of popular linear supervised learning algorithms. The theoretical analysis
undertaken in our framework appeals to Rademacher complexities (Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002;
Bartlett et al., 2005) and symmetrization arguments (Vapnik, 2013). As opposed to the classical



literature on Rademacher complexity, we neither require the assumption of boundedness of the
corresponding function nor do we need to assume a sub-gaussian behavior of the error terms; only
finite variance suffices. Furthermore, we derive so-called fast rates, which although well-known
for classical models, have rarely been analyzed in MoM literature (Tu et al., 2021). We prove for
“simpler” learning problems one can achieve these fast rates under our robust framework, thus
bridging the gap between the MoM and the classical approach from this perspective.

2 Robust Linear Models

Notations For any n € N, [n] denotes the set {1,...,n}. R>o denotes the set of all non-negative
reals. For a measure p and function f, Pf = [ fdu. ()4 = max(z,0).

Problem Statement Suppose we have a prediction problem at hand: “Predict Y given X”.
Here Y is our response random variable and X is our predictor random variable. For example, in
an image classification problem, Y can be the class label of the image and X is the feature vector
of the image. We assume that X € X C H,, for some Hilbert space H, and Y € Y C H,, for
another Hilbert space H,. In classical machine learning, one approaches the problem by trying to
estimate Y by f(X) (f : H, — H,), with f in some function class 7. The discrepancy between Y
and f(X) is measured by some loss function, L : H, x H, — R>0. One then casts this prediction
problem as a minimization problem as follows:
gcrg]r__lEL(f(X),Y).

Suppose we have access to training data X7 = {(X;,Y;)}1<i<n. Since, we do not have ac-
cess to the joint distribution of (X,Y"), one estimates EL(f(X),Y') by its empirical counterpart,
%Z;;l L(f(X;),Y;), assuming that the training data is independent and identically distributed.
Thus, in practice, we consider the following Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) problem:

Suppose (-,-) denote the inner product operation on H,. In the classical linear predictions, one
takes this function class as F = {f(x) = (w,x) : w € H,}. To obtain better behaved estimates
which possess desirable properties such as sparsity, uniqueness etc., we often add a regularizing term
F(w) on w and pose the learning problem as minimization of the following objective function:

1 n
HZL«w,Xi),Yi) + AF(w). (1)
i=1
In literature, F(+) is assumed to be convex.

Examples In what follows, let us consider a few examples of linear models which is of the form
of (1).

1. Linear Regression: Ridge, Lasso, and Elastic Net: Suppose we take (a,b) = a'b and
L(-,-) to be the squared error loss. Then objective (1) becomes, 1" | (Y;—w ' X;)2+\F(w).
Now, depending on whether the penalty F(w) is ¢1, {2, or a convex combination of the two,
we get lasso, ridge, and elastic net respectively. If F'(w) = 0 Vaw, then it boils down to simple
linear regression.



2. Generalized Linear Models (GLM): GLM is defined as follows: p; = ¢~ '(n;) = ¢~ (w " X;),
where 1; = E(Y;) and g1 is the inverse link function. We minimize this w.r.t. squared error
loss. In objective (1), if we take (a,b) = a'b, then different choices of L leads to different
special cases of GLM, eg. squared error loss leads to linear regressions, cross-entropy loss leads
to logistic regression and so on. Depending on the choice of F(-) one can retrieve different

choices of penalized GLMs (Park and Hastie, 2007; Xu et al., 2017).

3. Support Vector Machine (SVM): In objective (1), we take (a,b) = a'b, the hinge loss,
i.e. L(a,b) = max{0, (1 — ab)} and F(w) = %[|w||3 to get the SVM objective function.

4. Functional Regression: In functional regression X = X (t) and Y = Y (¢) are real-valued
functions on some set 7. Here (w,x) = [ w(t)X (t)dt. See (Yuan and Cai, 2010) for a more
detailed analysis of this model.

Extensions to kernel cases for both linear regressions and SVMs can be analyzed by mapping
x — ¢(x) and considering the inner product in that RKHS.

A Robust Approach As intuitive and interpretable as the classical models are, whenever there
are outliers in the data, 1 3" | L({(w, X;),Y;) might not be a good estimate of EL(f(X),Y’). Un-
der the MoM framework, one begins by partitioning the data into K disjoint blocks By, ..., Bg C [n]
of the same size b (possibly discarding few elements if n is not divisible by K). This partitioning
is often constructed uniformly at random or can be shuffled throughout the algorithm. To sim-
plify notations, we write g (x,y) = L({(w,x),y) and let Py denote the empirical distribution of
{(Xi,Y)}iep,- Thus, Prpy = %EieBk L({(w, X;),Y;). Under the MoM framework, the goal is
to minimize the following robust version of objective (1):

Median (P @, - - - s Prow) + AF (w). (2)

To generalize the framework further, instead of taking the median, one can take any quantile,
q € (0,1). Let Q4(z) denote a g-th lower quantile of the vector z € R™. For concreteness, we take
Q,(z) =inf{z e R: m™ 1Y, 1{2 < 2;} > ¢}. To generalize the framework further, we take the
g-th quantile instead of the median in (2) to obtain our objective function,

g(w) = Qg (Prpw, - - -, P pw) + AF (w). 3)

One should note that taking ¢ = 1/2 recovers objective (2). Intuitively, these estimators are more
robust than their ERM (Devroye et al., 2013) counterparts since under mild conditions, only a
subset of the partitions is contaminated by outliers while others are outlier-free. Taking a quantile
over partitions negates the negative influence of these spurious partitions, thus reducing the effect
of outliers.

Optimization Moreover, optimizing (3) is computationally simple as one can implement gradient-
based or second order methods. We note that V,g(w) = } Zz‘equ(w) VwLl((w, X;),Y ;) +AV,F(w),

where kq(w) is such that g(w) = Py (w)$w is the partition on which the empirical risk equals
the ¢-th quantile. Similarly, for second order methods, the Hessian is given by, V2 g(w) =
3 e Be V2, L((w, X;),Y )+ AVZ F(w). The terms Vo L((w, X;),Y;) and V2 L((w, X;),Y)
are easy to compute. One can apply a simple first order or a second order method to optimize (3).
For a pre-fixed step size sequence {€;}ten, a pseudo-code of the vanilla gradient descent is shown
in Algorithm 1.



Algorithm 1 Robust GLM via Newton’s Method
IHPUt: {(XZ7Y’L)}1§ZS7’L7 q, )‘7 K7 L7 <‘7 ‘)7 {et}tEN (Step SiZe).

Output: w. Initialization: Randomly partition {1,...,n} into K many partitions of equal
length. Initialize wy.
repeat

Step 1: Find két) € {1,...,K}, such that g(w®) = Pkl(lt)fw(t).

Step 2: Update w via, w*) «— w® — etig(rw(t))
until objective (3) converges

Convergence If the underlying loss function is convex then, under standard regularity conditions
Bottou and Le Cun (2005); Lecué et al. (2020), we show that the iterates of Algorithm 1 converges
almost surely to the global optima . The technical details are given in Appendix A.

Theorem 2.1. Grant the following assumptions:
1. The map w — L({w, X),Y) is convex in w almost everywhere under P.

2. For all |VwL((w, X),Y)|l2 < Cy and ||V F(w)||2 < Ca, almost surely under P, for some
Cl,CQ > 0.

3. For any dataset, {(Xi,Y:)}iein) and any w € RP, there exists an open ball B.(w), centered
at w and radius v > 0 and kyeq € {1,..., K}, such that for all w' € B.(w), Pg, SPw =
Qq (PlSOwa---aPKSOw)-

4o D1 € < oo and D i>1 € = 0.

5. For any dataset, {(X;,Y:)}icln and any w € RP and v > 0, there exists 6 > 0 such that,
infyep, (@) (W — W, Gw) > 6. Here G = 3 Y iep, VawL(w™D, X5), Y ) +AV, F(wY).
med

Then, w® converges to W, to the the global optima of (3), almost surely.

Computational Complexity For simplicity, let H, = R? and let 11, T5 and T3 be the compu-
tational complexity of computing L({w,z),y), VwL({(w,z),y)and V2, L({w,x),y), respectively.
Also suppose Ty and T5 be the computational complexity of computing V., F(w)and V2, F(w),
respectively. Algorithm 1 takes O(nTy +n + K + b1y + T}) per iteration. On the other hand, its
ERM counterpart takes O(nTy + T4) . Usually, T3 > T3, making the per iteration complexity of
Algorithm 1 smaller than its ERM counterpart in general.

Performance To demonstrate the efficacy of the MoM paradigm we consider a simple simulation
study in the context of logistic regression, with details appearing in Appendix E. In this simulation
study, we plot the log of the ¢» norm between the coefficient vector from the ground truth for
both logistic regression with and without the MoM paradigm for a two class classification problem
containing n3 many outliers. In Fig. 1, we plot this log error against log(Z). It is easy to see
that even in this simple case, though the classical logistic regression has access to an increasing
number of samples, performs poorly compared to its MoM counterpart, which remains stable and
consistently perform better than its ERM counterpart.



1.01 14+
S S
S 5 1]
o o
Y 0.5 T by
o O 107
S S
e e
= = 84
S S
S 0.0 S
g g

T T 4- T T
8 12 16 8 12 16
Log(# of Inliers) Log(# of Inliers)
(a) MoM Logistic Regression (b) Logistic Regression

Figure 1: Logarithm of Error vs. Logarithm of the Number of Inliers, showing that classical logistic
regression performs poorly compared to its MoM counterpart.

3 Theoretical Properties

This section discusses the theoretical properties of proposed framework defined in section 2, with
complete proofs in the Appendix. We begin by assuming that the data index set, [n] can be
divided into two disjoints sets Z (inliers) and O (outliers). We will assume that {(X;,Y;)}icz are
independent and identically distributed according to the distribution P on H, x H,. One should
note that in order to estimate the ¢g-th quantile, efficiently, one should have at least %
outlier-free partitions. This is to ensure that one can estimate both the tails efficiently. Thus, we
will make the standard assumption that K is slightly larger than %. Formally, for n > 0,
Al K> o],

We note that taking n =1 and ¢ = % gives us “K > 4|0|”, which was assumed by Lecué et al.
(2020) (see Theorem 2 therein). Taking ¢ = % and replacing 7 with 4 boils down to assumption
A6 of Paul et al. (2021c) and Assumption 3 of Paul et al. (2021b).

Let ||z|| denote the norm of x (this may not be the canonical norm induced by (-,-), i.e.

(x,x)). The dual || - ||s-norm H, is defined as ||w||, = SUD||z| <1 (W, T) = Supgo{w, x)/[|z[. Let
(X,Y) be distributed according to P. We will assume the following moment condition on the dual
norm:

A 2. (Finite Second Moment) u? = E|| X ||? < .

We observe that if we take ||| = ||@|/m, = \/(x,x) to be the canonical norm on H,, assumption
A2 essentially implies that P admits a finite second moment in its first component X. This
assumption is quite standard in literature (Klochkov et al., 2021; Chakraborty and Das, 2019). We
note that we do not impose any boundedness assumption (Chakraborty et al., 2020; Paul et al.,
2021a; Chakraborty and Das, 2021) on the support of the underlying distribution.



Instead of dealing with the primal problem (3), we consider its dual counterpart,

i Piow, .- Prow) 4
wﬁ&?@@q( \Pw, - - - Prw) (4)

for some B > 0. For simplicity of notations, we write, R, i q(w) = Q4 (P1¢w;-- ., Prw). We
denote W = {w : F(w) < B}. Let w be an empirical minimizer of (4), i.e. Q4 (P1¢w,- .-, Pxpw) =
infyew Qq (P1w, - - -, Pk pw). In this section, we will assume the models is realizable, i.e.

inf PL Y) = inf Py,
in (f(x),Y) Juf Py

One can restrict f to the set of all measurable functions from H, to H,. The excess risk of the
estimator w in this context is defined as

R() = Piogy — inf PL(f(x), ).

Under the assumption that the model is specified, we observe that, R(w) = Ppyg — infyepy Pow.
The goal of this section is to assert that 93(w) becomes very small with a high probability, as we
have access to more and more data. Formally, we state the assumption of realizability as follows:

A 3. (Realizability) inff PL(f(x),Y) = infyew Ppw.

For simplicity, we make the standard assumption (Kakade et al., 2009b) that the regularizer
F' is o-strongly convex (o > 0) with respect to the dual norm, || - ||«, i.e. for any wi,ws € Hy,
Flawi + (1 - a)ws) < aF(wq) + (1 — a)F(ws2) — $a(l — a)||w, — ws||?..One should note that the
above strong convexity condition holds for most commonly used regularizers such as ridge, lasso,
elastic-net penalty etc. We also make the assumption that inf,ecm, F(w) = 0. Thus, to put it
formally,

A 4. (Strong Convezity) F' is o-strongly conver and infyem, F(w) = 0.

It is standard in literature (Lecué et al., 2020; Kakade et al., 2009b; Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-
David, 2014) to assume that that L(-,y) is Lipschitz. One should note that although squared-error
loss function is not Lipschitz on the entirety of a real finite-dimensional vector space, if one assumes
that the support of (X,Y) is bounded (this is a natural assumption since in real life one cannot
observe unboundedly large data due to measurement limitations of machines), then the squared
error loss function is Lipschitz on this bounded set.

A 5. (Lipschitzness) L(-,y) is T-Lipschitz.

In addition to the aforementioned five assumptions we assume that Var x y).pL({(w, X),Y)
is uniformly bounded in W.

A 6. (Finite Variance) V? = sup VarL((w, X),Y) < oo.
weWw
This condition can be replaced by an alternative assumption that F' is symmetric and X has a
finite fourth moment in the dual norm. We discuss this in Section 3.1 in more details.

Before we proceed, we now state and discuss the implications of our main theorem (Theorem
3.1).



Theorem 3.1. (Main Theorem) Suppose A1-6 holds. Then, for any q € (0,1),

22+n) | 16Brp.(2+n)V[I]
q(L—q)nb q(1 —q)nny/o

R(w) < 2V

with probability at least 1 — e
Theorem 3.1 implies that w admits a risk of the order at most O (max {K1/2n_1/2, n~t/|Z| })

(since b = ). Note that as K > 1, max{Kl/Qn_l/Q,n_l \I|} =Q (n_1/2). Thus, the conver-
gence rates for w in our framework are generally slower than its ERM counterpart, for which the
rate is O(n_l/ 2). This is unsurprising as MoM operates on outlier-contaminated data; there is “no
free lunch” in trading off robustness for rate of convergence. However, if the number of partitions
L grows slowly relative to n (say, L = O(logn) so that |O] = O(logn)), the convergence rates for
MoM estimates become comparable to the ERM counterparts at O(n~1/2).
We recall the definition of the Fenchel conjugate (Rockafellar, 2015) of F,
F*(0) = sup ((w,0) — F(w)).
weH,

The strong convexity of F' implies that F™* is differnetiable and the following inequality holds
(Kakade et al., 2009a).

(0 +n) éF*(0)+<VF*(0)”'7>+%II"7II3- ()

We will state the following Lemma, which generalizes Lemma 4 of Kakade et al. (2009b). The
proof is given in the supplement.

Lemma 3.1. Let W be a closed convex subset of X and let F : W — R be o-strongly convex w.r.t.
| I« Let {Z;}ien be mean zero, independent random vectors in Hy, such that E||Z;||? < co. We
define Sy, = > | Z;. Then, {F*(S,) — = PR E||Z;||?}nen is a supermartingale. Furthermore,
if infem, F(w) =0, then EF*(S,) < 5= > E[|Z,]|2.

Before we proceed to Lemma 3.2, we recall that the population Rdemacher and Gaussian com-
plexities of a function class F is defined as: R, (F) £ 1E Sup e r i €f(Xi), and G, (F) =
i SUp rer iy 9if (Xi), respectively. Here {€;};cf,) and {gi}icjn) are i.i.d. Rademacher and stan-
dard normal random variables, independent of { X };c/y-

In the following Lemma, we will provide bounds for the complexity of the function class Fyy £

{x— (w,z) : w € W}. The key idea is to appeal to Lemma 3.1 and appeal to the strict convexity
of F.

Lemma 3.2. Let {€;}icpn) be i.i.d. such that Ee; =0 and Ee? =1. Let 0 = 1 3" | €, X;. Suppose
W C{w: F(w) < B?}. Then, Ecsup,ep(w,0) < 28,/L5™" || X2

n 20

One should note that if we take €;’s to be i.i.d. Rademacher or Gaussian, one gets bounds on the
sample Rademacher and Gaussian complexities respectively. Thus, we have a following immediate
identities of Lemma 3.2.

—1/2
Rac(Fw), Ga (Fw) < 7 (202HX H2> .

We now provide a recipe to provide bounds on the population Rademaher and Gaussian complexities
in the following immediate corollary of Lemma 3.2.



Corollary 3.1. Let {€;};cpn) be i.i.d. such that Be; = 0 and Ee? = 1. Also let, {X;}iep) be i.i.d.

P and suppose @ = 231 | ¢, X;. Suppose W C {w : F(w) < B%}. Then, Esup,,cyy(w,0) < fg%

We are now ready to state a key result that plays an instrument role in proving our main Theo-

rem (Theorem 3.1). Theorem 3.2 assert that sup,,cyy |Rn, i q(W)—Pgyw| S max {K1/2n*1/2, n~t ]I[}
holds with high probability under standard assumptions. The proof of this result is rather technical
and we refer the readers to the supplement.

ok (20 _l9)?
Theorem 3.2. (Uniform Concentration) Under assumptions A1-6, with probability 1—e 2K<2+" K> ,

SUPew (PYw — Rpkq(w)) < 2V (2;7;;7) + 1637/;](5%)@, as well as, with probability at least
ok (20=2 _|ol)? 2 16 B (247)\/|T
1) s SUPyew (B k g(w) — Ppw) < 2V <§—Z7)77);b + (?i;)nnz}&m'

We now give a proof sketch of Theorem 3.1, with details appearing in Appendix B.

Proof sketch of Theorem 3.1 The main idea is to first find wj, be such that, Ppy: <
inf,epy P(pw—i—%. Then one can upper bound R(w) by sup,eyy (Ppw—LRn, k,q(W))+supep (Rn i ,q(w)—
Pyyy) (with some error) and control the individual terms by appealing to Theorem 3.2.

Remark 1. (How to choose ¢?) From the bounds in Theorem 3.1, we observe that if ¢ is too close
to 0 or 1, the proposed bound on R(w) becomes meaningless. This result can also be intuitively
observed that if ¢ is very close to 0 or 1, we need more partitions (i.e. we need K to be large
such that Al is satisfied) to obtain enough outlier-free partitions to estimate the quantile of the
empirical losses efficiently. The risk bound becomes the tightest if we choose ¢ = 0.5, i.e. if we
resort to the MoM approach.

3.1 Alternative Assumptions

In this section, we show that one can show that if one assumes that the fourth moment of X w.r.t
the dual norm is finite then assumption A6 automatically follows. Thus, A6 can be replaced by
the following alternate assumption.

A6* (Finite fourth moment) E|| X||? < occ.

A6* is more interpretable and easy to verify than A6. Its is also more commonly used in
literature (Brownlees et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2020; Paul et al., 2021b).

We begin by first proving that A2-5 and A6* implies A6 in the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Under assumptions A2-5, F being symmetric with EL?(0,Y) < oo then,
V2 < 47? (B + 2| VF*(0)|’E| X ||2 + 2E[| X [|2) + 2EL*(0,Y) < oo.

Moreover, if L(0,y) is v-Lipschitz in its second argument (w.r.t | - |lm,) and L(0,0) = 0, V* <
47% (B? + 2||VF*(0)||*E|| X |12 + 2E|| X[|}) +272EHYH]%Iy). Here H,, denotes the canonical norm on
H,.

We now have an immediate corollary combining the results of Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 3.2.

Corollary 3.2. Suppose A1-5 and A6* hold. Then, if 0 < q¢ < 1, R(w) < 2V’ 224n) -y

q(1—q)nb
_or (20 _101\?  _gp(20=a)_|0l)?
W,withpmbability at least 1—e QK(Q*?” K) —e QK( 2+n K> . Here, V! = \/2EL?(0,Y )+

* 1/2
V2T (B2 4 2| VF*(0)[2E|| X |12 + 2E[ X [[4) /.




Remark 2. We note that Corollary 3.2 and the Lipschitzness of L(0,-) implies that R(w) <

max { (VE[XZ+E[X[ + \/E[Y]3,) JE, VEIXTEYZ) with high probability. Thus, it

can be observed that if the moments of X (in the dual norm) and Y are small, then risk bound
become tighter, while a large second and fourth moment in this form will lead to higher risk for
the obtained estimates.

Remark 3. (Inference for finite-dimensional spaces) If we restrict ourselves in a finite-dimensional
real vector space and assume that the elements of X € R% and Y € R% be independent and
identically distributed then, the bounds in Corollary 3.2 take a more simpler form. Under the
classical £ norm (i.e. |- || = -l2), || - ll« = || - [|2- In this case, E| X |2 = O(d,), E[| X|? = O(d?)

and EHYH]%Iy = O(dy). Thus, from Remark 2, R(w) S (dy + \/@)\/% + @ Instead of
appealing to the Lipschitzness of L(-,-) if we assume that the loss function is bounded (e.g. the 0-1
loss) then we can have V' = O(1) in Theorem 3.1, making, R(w) = O (M—i— u*\/M/n) =
0 (\/W + \/m/n) One should note that in this case the bound on 2(w) does not depend
on dy, the dimension of the response variable. Moreover, if K < d,, R(w) < \/m, which is the
classic VC parametric rate. Furthermore, if d, is kept fixed then R(w) = O <\/K7/n + \/m / n),

which is the bound found for the well-known cases of classification (Lecué et al., 2020) and clustering
(Paul et al., 2021c).

3.2 Consistency

We now show that the excess risk S(w) converges to 0 in probability. We state the required
conditions as follows.

A7 K=o0(n), and K — 00 as n — o0.

These conditions are natural: as n grows, so too must K to maintain a proportion of outlier-free
partitions. On the other hand, K must grow slowly relative to n to ensure each partition can be
assigned sufficient numbers of datapoints. We note that A7 implies |O| = o(n), an intuitive and
standard condition (Lecué et al., 2020; Lecué and Lerasle, 2020; Staerman et al., 2021; Paul et al.,
2021b) as outliers should be few by definition.

Before we state our consistency result, we note the following corollary of Theorem 3.1. The

corollary immediately follows by noting that % - % > %.

Corollary 3.3. Under assumptions A1-6 (or A6* instead of A6), if 0 < q < 1, with probability at
_ 2%¢%K _ 2n%(1-9)°K
least 1 — ¢ TrP@en? — ¢ ey , R(w) < max {Kl/Qn_l/Q, n~t |I\} .

Additionally, if we assume identifiability of the model, we can show that w converges to the
population minimizer w*. Formally, we state the assumption of identifiability as follows:

A 8. (Identifiablity) There exists an w* such that Yo > 0, there exists € > 0, such that Ppy, >
P fuw+ + €, whenever ||w — w*|| > §.

Note that A8 implies w* is the unique minimizer of Py,,. We now state and prove our consis-
tency result as follows:

Corollary 3.4. Under assumptions A1-7, R(w) = Op (max {K1/2n*1/2,n*1 |I]}> Moreover,

R(w) 2o, Additionally, under AS, W L.
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Remark 4. (Comparison to classical bounds) We note that if |O| < log (}), we can choose K =
log (%), from Corollary 3.3, we observe that with probability at lest 1 — ¢,

R(w) S v/n~tlog (1/5) +n~ '/ (6)

We note that the second term in the above inequality corresponds to the bound on the expectation of
an empirical process (i.e. Rademacher complexity in this context; Rademacher complexity usually
admits a O(n~1/2) in classical settings). The first term corresponds to the tail of a sub-gaussian
process. We note that equation (6) is comparable to Theorems 5 of Bartlett and Mendelson (2002)
and Talagrand’s inequality (Boucheron et al., 2013). As opposed to the classical literature on
Rademacher complexities, we neither need the assumption of boundedness of the corresponding
function nor do we need to assume a sub-gaussian behavior of the error terms (only finite variance
suffices).

4 Fast Rates

Linear models, especially regularized ones are well known to admit faster rates of convergence
than the ERM rate of O(1/y/n). For example, SVMs (Steinwart and Scovel, 2007), linear models
(Sridharan et al., 2008) and more recently functional linear models (Zhang et al., 2020) are all
known to achieve an error rate of O(1/n). It should come as no surprise that MoM estimators
also achieve this so-called “fast rate” under additional assumptions. Different conditions can be
imposed on the learning problem to achieve such rates among which the popularly used conditions
include strong convexity (Sridharan et al., 2008), exponential concavity (Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi,
2006; Juditsky et al., 2008), Tsybakov margin conditions (Tsybakov, 2004), Bernstein condition
(Bartlett and Mendelson, 2006). Such conditions are often referred to as “easiness” conditions
because they, intuitively make the learning problem easier, allowing the learner to learn at a faster
rate. See (Griinwald and Mehta, 2020) or (Cabannes et al., 2021) for a more detailed review on
this topic.

In this paper we will assume that the population loss landscape is strongly convex. Formally,
we assume,

A 9. Py, is a-strongly convex in w.

For notational simplicity, we write QOM? ;. (hyw) = Qq(Pihuw, ..., Pxhy). In this section we
will assume that inf,, Py, is achieved at w*. Following the proof of Theorem 3.2, one can show
the following result.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose A1-6 holds. Then, for any non-negative function-class G and q € (0,1),

2g _@)2

with probability at least 1 — e_zK(“" K

sup (Pf — QOM! (/)

feFw

(2+1) N 8v2(2+n)|J|
qnb qnny/o

where, V(G) = supyeg(Pg* — (Pg)?) and J = {i € [n] : i € By, k € [K] and B, N O = (}.

<2V(9) Ri71(9), (7)

We consider the new function class 77, = {¢w — ¢y, : w € W}. We also define F3), . = {f, =
4{(% : fw € Fyy and £(w) = min{f € N : Pf,, < r4‘}}. Also let, V(F) = sup,cr Var(p). The
following two lemmas put a bound on V and the Rademacher complexity of F7, ..
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Lemma 4.1. Under assumptions A2-5 and A9, we have, V(F{'}w) < Tlisn/ %’"

Lemma 4.2. Under assumptions A2-5 and A9, Ry (Fyy,) < 27p ) 2=

Theorem 4.2 provides a uniform one-sided tail result which plays an instrumental role in deriving
the fast rates of MoM estimates. We refer the reader to the supplement for detailed proof of this
result.

Theorem 4.2. Under assumptions A1-6 and A9, for any 8 >0 and 0 < ¢ < 1, the following holds
A_@)Q

at least with probability 1 — e_ZK(“" K

sup Plpw — ) < (1+8) (QOM, (4w — pur))
wew

1 2(2 + 256(2 +n)%|Z
+87'2,u,% 1+ ( 77>—|- 52277)’ | .
B aqnb qg“n*n*ac

We now focus on the special case of the MoM estimates, i.e. ¢ = 0.5.

+

Corollary 4.1. Suppose K is odd and g = 0.5. Denote MOM,, = QOM%FK. Under assumptions
Al1-6 and A9, for any B > 0 and 0 < q < 1, the following holds at least with probability 1 —
,QK(ﬂ,@>2
e 24n K

sup P(pw — pw+) < (14 8) (MOMy, k (pw — Pw))
wew

1\ (2(2+n) N 256(2 + 1)?|Z|

B aqnb ¢P*n’nlac )

Corollary 4.1 immediately provides a risk bound for the MoM estimates w. Note that this
result is much stronger than the findings in Theorem 3.1, which only supports a bound of order

max {Kl/anl/Q, nt \I\}

+ 87212 (1 +

Corollary 4.2. Suppose K is odd then under assumptions A1-06, and A9, for any 8 >0,0< ¢ <1,
A,@)Q

the following holds at least with probability 1 — 672K<2+7’ K

1) (2(2 +n) N 256(2 + 77)2|I|>

5 aqnb *n*n*ao

Remark 5. One should note that similar to its ERM counterpart, MOM estimates also admit
so-called fast rates under the mild condition of strong convexity of the population loss landscape.
Additionally under A7, we observe that R(w) = Op(max {Kn™!,|Z|n"2}). Thus, if |O| < logn,
one can choose K = logn, making the error rate at most O(n_l). The assumption of strong
convexity is perhaps not surprising. Indeed the connection between 1/n error-rates, variance bounds
and strong convexity is well understood in the literature (Sridharan et al., 2008; Srebro et al., 2010;
Mehta, 2017). It is interesting to note that we do not require any so-called “low noise” assumptions
(Audibert and Tsybakov, 2007) on the generative model nor do we enforce the loss function L(-,-)
to be strictly convex.

R(w) < 8722 (1 +
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5 Model Misspecification

The analysis undertaken in the previous section assumes that the model is well specified, the exis-
tence of an optimal linear function f*(x) = (w*, x), such that f* minimizes E x y).pL(f(X),Y).
One should note that if L(a,b) = (a—b)?, f(X) = E[Y|X]. If L(a,b) = |a—b|, f(X) is the median
of the conditional distribution of Y| X.

Thus, in practice the assumption of exact realizability, f* € JFyy, typically does not hold in
practice. Recent analyses in this direction, especially in the context of bandits (Zimmert and
Seldin, 2019; Foster and Rakhlin, 2020; Lattimore et al., 2020) consider the assumption of uniform
misspecification, with respect to £o-norm, i.e. we say the model is € uniformly misspecified if

inf sup [(w*,x) — f*(z)| <e. (8)
’U)GW CBGHI
In this paper, we consider a weaker notion of mispecification. We say that average misspecification

of the model is
e(P) = inf Ex y)pl{w,X)— f*(X)] 9)

wew

Observe that this notion of misspecification is similar to that adopted by Foster et al. (2021). e(P)
measures the level of misspecification for the specific distribution P and thus, offers tighter guar-
antees than uniform misspecification. Note that uniform misspecification in equation (8) implies
the e(P) < ¢; while, e(P) = 0 when the model is well-specified. The next theorem bounds the risk
under this model of misspecification. Note that we can recover Theorem 3.1 from Theorem 5.1 if
the model is well specified.

. . . —ZK( 2g —@)2 —2K(2<1*‘1>—@)2
Theorem 5.1. Under assumptions A1-6, with probability at least 1—e 240 K ) _¢ 20 K )
. 2(2+n) 16 BT+ (24+0)+/ | Z|
%(w) S 2V q(l—q)r]b q(l—q)nn\/E + 7—6(P>.

6 Conclusion

This paper proposed a theoretical framework for robust linear prediction problems that offers a
closure or unification of the suite of popular linear models used in the literature. Under our
paradigm, we show that one can implement simple first or second-order algorithms that run with
the same or lower per iteration complexity than their ERM counterparts. Under mild conditions,
we derived uniform concentration bounds and thereby obtain bounds on the risk of our estimator.
One should note the obtained bounds are non-asymptotic and match with the best-known findings
in the literature. We also derived risk bounds when the model is not well-specified. Moreover, we
showed that under more simplistic settings, one can achieve faster rates of convergence.

As illustrated in our study, the robustness of the estimators comes at the expense of slower
convergence rates than their ERM equivalents. We stress that there is no median of means magic,
and the effectiveness of the method depends on the intricate interaction between the partitions and
the outliers. If the number of partitions overcomes the influence of the outliers, the performance
of the estimates under our framework scales with the block size b as 1/vb = \/K/n. Since we can
choose K =< |O| the obtained error rate is about O(4/|O|/n). However, if |O| grows proportionately
with n, the error bound of O(4/]|O|/n) becomes meaningless. Thus, for the consistency results to
hold, it is critical that |O| = o(n), which then allows us to choose L that satisfies A7. This
shortcoming can also be assess through break-down point analysis as shown by Rodriguez and
Valdora (2019). If |O] = O(n?), for some 0 < B < 1, the error rate is O(n(#=1/2),
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Future studies in this area might lead to new avenues for further enhancing rates by identifying
“super-fast” rates under further assumptions (Cabannes et al., 2021; Wainwright, 2019). An anal-
ysis of min-max lower bounds or high-dimensional sparse robust linear models in our paradigm can
also render fruitful avenues.

References

Audibert, J.-Y. and Tsybakov, A. B. (2007). Fast learning rates for plug-in classifiers. The Annals
of statistics, 35(2):608-633.

Bartlett, P. and Shawe-Taylor, J. (1999). Generalization performance of support vector machines
and other pattern classifiers. Advances in kernel methods: support vector learning, pages 43-54.

Bartlett, P. L., Boucheron, S., and Lugosi, G. (2002). Model selection and error estimation. Machine
Learning, 48(1):85-113.

Bartlett, P. L., Bousquet, O., and Mendelson, S. (2005). Local rademacher complexities. The
Annals of Statistics, 33(4):1497-1537.

Bartlett, P. L. and Mendelson, S. (2001). Rademacher and gaussian complexities: Risk bounds
and structural results. In International Conference on Computational Learning Theory, pages
224-240. Springer.

Bartlett, P. L. and Mendelson, S. (2002). Rademacher and gaussian complexities: Risk bounds and
structural results. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 3(Nov):463-482.

Bartlett, P. L. and Mendelson, S. (2006). Empirical minimization. Probability theory and related
fields, 135(3):311-334.

Bhatia, K., Jain, P., Kamalaruban, P., and Kar, P. (2017). Consistent robust regression. In NIPS,
pages 2110-2119.

Bottou, L. and Le Cun, Y. (2005). On-line learning for very large data sets. Applied stochastic
models in business and industry, 21(2):137-151.

Boucheron, S., Lugosi, G., and Massart, P. (2013). Concentration inequalities: A nonasymptotic
theory of independence. Oxford university press.

Brownlees, C., Joly, E., and Lugosi, G. (2015). Empirical risk minimization for heavy-tailed losses.
The Annals of Statistics, 43(6):2507-2536.

Brunet-Saumard, C., Genetay, E., and Saumard, A. (2020). K-bmom: a robust lloyd-type clustering
algorithm based on bootstrap median-of-means. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.05599.

Bubeck, S., Cesa-Bianchi, N., and Lugosi, G. (2013). Bandits with heavy tail. IEEE Transactions
on Information Theory, 59(11):7711-7717.

Cabannes, V., Rudi, A., and Bach, F. (2021). Fast rates in structured prediction. arXiv preprint
arXiw:2102.00760.

Cantoni, E. and Ronchetti, E. (2001). Robust inference for generalized linear models. Journal of
the American Statistical Association, 96(455):1022-1030.

14


http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.03899
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.00760

Cesa-Bianchi, N. and Lugosi, G. (2006). Prediction, learning, and games. Cambridge university
press.

Chakraborty, S. and Das, S. (2019). On the strong consistency of feature-weighted k-means clus-
tering in a nearmetric space. Stat, 8(1):e227.

Chakraborty, S. and Das, S. (2021). On uniform concentration bounds for bi-clustering by using
the vapnik—chervonenkis theory. Statistics € Probability Letters, 175:109102.

Chakraborty, S., Paul, D., Das, S., and Xu, J. (2020). Entropy weighted power k-means clustering.
In International conference on artificial intelligence and statistics, pages 691-701. PMLR.

Cherapanamjeri, Y., Hopkins, S. B., Kathuria, T., Raghavendra, P., and Tripuraneni, N. (2020).
Algorithms for heavy-tailed statistics: Regression, covariance estimation, and beyond. In Pro-
ceedings of the 52nd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 601-609.

Devroye, L., Gyorfi, L., and Lugosi, G. (2013). A probabilistic theory of pattern recognition, vol-
ume 31. Springer Science & Business Media.

Doran, G. and Ray, S. (2014). A theoretical and empirical analysis of support vector machine
methods for multiple-instance classification. Machine learning, 97(1-2):79-102.

Foster, D. and Rakhlin, A. (2020). Beyond ucb: Optimal and efficient contextual bandits with
regression oracles. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 3199-3210. PMLR.

Foster, D. J., Gentile, C., Mohri, M., and Zimmert, J. (2021). Adapting to misspecification in
contextual bandits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.057/5.

Ghosh, A. and Basu, A. (2016). Robust estimation in generalized linear models: the density power
divergence approach. Test, 25(2):269-290.

Gongalves, K. C., Migon, H. S., and Bastos, L. S. (2020). Dynamic quantile linear models: A
bayesian approach. Bayesian Analysis, 15(2):335-362.

Griinwald, P. D. and Mehta, N. A. (2020). Fast rates for general unbounded loss functions: From
erm to generalized bayes. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 21:56—1.

Jearkpaporn, D., Montgomery*, D., Runger, G., and Borror, C. (2005). Model-based process
monitoring using robust generalized linear models. International Journal of Production Research,
43(7):1337-1354.

Juditsky, A., Rigollet, P., and Tsybakov, A. B. (2008). Learning by mirror averaging. The Annals
of Statistics, 36(5):2183-2206.

Kakade, S., Shalev-Shwartz, S., Tewari, A., et al. (2009a). On the duality of strong convexity and
strong smoothness: Learning applications and matrix regularization. Unpublished Manuscript.

Kakade, S. M., Sridharan, K., and Tewari, A. (2009b). On the complexity of linear prediction:
Risk bounds, margin bounds, and regularization. In Koller, D., Schuurmans, D., Bengio, Y.,
and Bottou, L., editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 21. Curran
Associates, Inc.

Klochkov, Y., Kroshnin, A., and Zhivotovskiy, N. (2020). Robust k-means clustering for distribu-
tions with two moments. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.02339.

15


http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.05745
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.02339

Klochkov, Y., Kroshnin, A.; and Zhivotovskiy, N. (2021). Robust k-means clustering for distribu-
tions with two moments. The Annals of Statistics, 49(4):2206-2230.

Kossaifi, J., Lipton, Z. C., Kolbeinsson, A., Khanna, A., Furlanello, T., and Anandkumar, A.
(2020). Tensor regression networks. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21:1-21.

Laforgue, P., Clémencon, S., and Bertail, P. (2019). On medians of (randomized) pairwise means.
In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1272—-1281. PMLR.

Lattimore, T., Szepesvari, C., and Weisz, G. (2020). Learning with good feature representations
in bandits and in rl with a generative model. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 5662-5670. PMLR.

Lecué, G. and Lerasle, M. (2020). Robust machine learning by median-of-means: theory and
practice. The Annals of Statistics, 48(2):906-931.

Lecué, G., Lerasle, M., and Mathieu, T. (2020). Robust classification via mom minimization.
Machine Learning, 109(8):1635-1665.

Lee, Y. and Nelder, J. A. (2003). Robust design via generalized linear models. Journal of Quality
Technology, 35(1):2—-12.

Lerasle, M. (2019). Lecture notes: Selected topics on robust statistical learning theory. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1908.10761.

Lo, S. N. and Ronchetti, E. (2009). Robust and accurate inference for generalized linear models.
Journal of multivariate analysis, 100(9):2126-2136.

Lugosi, G. and Mendelson, S. (2019). Regularization, sparse recovery, and median-of-means tour-
naments. Bernoulli, 25(3):2075-2106.

Mathieu, T. and Minsker, S. (2021). Excess risk bounds in robust empirical risk minimization.
Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA.

McKean, J. W. (2004). Robust analysis of linear models. Statistical Science, pages 562-570.

Mehta, N. (2017). Fast rates with high probability in exp-concave statistical learning. In Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics, pages 1085-1093. PMLR.

Minsker, S. (2018). Uniform bounds for robust mean estimators. arXiv preprint arXiv:1812.03525.

Mourtada, J., Vaskevicius, T., and Zhivotovskiy, N. (2022). Distribution-free robust linear regres-
sion. Mathematical Statistics and Learning.

Park, M. Y. and Hastie, T. (2007). L1-regularization path algorithm for generalized linear models.
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 69(4):659—-677.

Paul, D., Chakraborty, S., and Das, S. (2021a). On the uniform concentration bounds and large
sample properties of clustering with bregman divergences. Stat, 10(1):e360.

Paul, D., Chakraborty, S., and Das, S. (2021b). Robust principal component analysis: A median
of means approach. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.05/035.

Paul, D., Chakraborty, S., Das, S., and Xu, J. (2021c¢). Uniform concentration bounds toward a
unified framework for robust clustering. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34.

16


http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10761
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.03523
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.03403

Rabusseau, G. and Kadri, H. (2016). Low-rank regression with tensor responses. In Lee, D.,
Sugiyama, M., Luxburg, U., Guyon, 1., and Garnett, R., editors, Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, volume 29. Curran Associates, Inc.

Rockafellar, R. T. (2015). Convex analysis. Princeton university press.

Rodriguez, D. and Valdora, M. (2019). The breakdown point of the median of means tournament.
Statistics € Probability Letters, 153:108-112.

Shalev-Shwartz, S. and Ben-David, S. (2014). Understanding machine learning: From theory to
algorithms. Cambridge university press.

Srebro, N., Sridharan, K., and Tewari, A. (2010). Smoothness, low noise and fast rates. Advances
in neural information processing systems, 23.

Sridharan, K., Shalev-Shwartz, S., and Srebro, N. (2008). Fast rates for regularized objectives.
Advances in neural information processing systems, 21:1545-1552.

Staerman, G., Laforgue, P., Mozharovskyi, P., and d’Alché Buc, F. (2021). When ot meets mom:
Robust estimation of wasserstein distance. In Banerjee, A. and Fukumizu, K., editors, Proceedings
of The 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 130 of
Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 136-144. PMLR.

Steinwart, I. and Scovel, C. (2007). Fast rates for support vector machines using gaussian kernels.
The Annals of Statistics, 35(2):575-607.

Tsybakov, A. B. (2004). Optimal aggregation of classifiers in statistical learning. The Annals of
Statistics, 32(1):135-166.

Tu, J., Liu, W., Mao, X., and Chen, X. (2021). Variance reduced median-of-means estimator for
byzantine-robust distributed inference. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 22(84):1-67.

Valdora, M. and Yohai, V. J. (2014). Robust estimators for generalized linear models. Journal of
Statistical Planning and Inference, 146:31-48.

Vapnik, V. (2013). The nature of statistical learning theory. Springer science & business media.

Wainwright, M. J. (2019). High-dimensional statistics: A non-asymptotic viewpoint, volume 48.
Cambridge University Press.

Wang, C. and Blei, D. M. (2018). A general method for robust bayesian modeling. Bayesian
Analysis, 13(4):1163-1191.

Xu, J., Chi, E., and Lange, K. (2017). Generalized linear model regression under distance-to-set
penalties. In Guyon, I., Luxburg, U. V., Bengio, S., Wallach, H., Fergus, R., Vishwanathan,
S., and Garnett, R., editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 30.
Curran Associates, Inc.

Yuan, M. and Cai, T. T. (2010). A reproducing kernel hilbert space approach to functional linear
regression. The Annals of Statistics, 38(6):3412-3444.

Zhang, F., Zhang, W., Li, R., and Lian, H. (2020). Faster convergence rate for functional linear
regression in reproducing kernel hilbert spaces. Statistics, 54(1):167-181.

17



Zimmert, J. and Seldin, Y. (2019). An optimal algorithm for stochastic and adversarial bandits.
In The 22nd International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 467—475.
PMLR.

A Optimization Results

Before we prove the convergence of w'®) towards w, we first recall the following standard assump-
tions from Theorem 2.1.

A 10. 1. The map w— L({w,X),Y) is convez in w almost everywhere under P.

2. For all |VwL((w, X),Y)|l2 < Cy and ||V F(w)l|l2 < Ca, almost surely under P, for some
01,02 > 0.

3. For any dataset, {(Xi,Y:)}iein) and any w € RP, there exists an open ball B.(w), centered
at w and radius v > 0 and kpyeq € {1,..., K}, such that for all w' € By(w), Pp, @uw =
Qy (Prpw, - -, P pw)-

4. Zt21 € < 00.
5. Etgl € = 0.

6. For any dataset, {(X,Y;)}icn) and any w € RP and r > 0, there exists 6 > 0 such that,

med

inf <w - fo,1 > VuL((w' V. X)) + )\VwF(w(tl))> > 4.
wEB (W) b
€8k, .

Assumptions 10(1) and 10(2) consider the convexity of the map and the smoothness of the
gradient. For the squared error loss function, if one restricts the support to a compact set, 10(2)
holds. Assumption 10(3) ensures that the median partition does not change on a neighborhood of
the solutions. Assumptions 10(4) and 10(5) ensure that the step-sizes become small but not too
small as to make the algorithm very slow. Assumption 10(6) imposes an identifiability condition
to ensure the uniqueness of the global maxima w and regularity in a small ball around the same.

Theorem A.l. Under assumption 10, w9, the iterates of the gradient descent in algorithm 1
converges to the the global optima W, almost surely.

Proof. From assumption 10(3), we know that for any ¢ > 1, there exists » > 0 such that w’ €
Br('w(t_l)), Pg, JPuw = Qq (Pi¢ws, - - -, Pkpw). In particular, we observe that for all w’ €
Br(w(t_l))a

1
7 Z va(<w/,Xi>,Yi):Vqu(PNOw/,...,PKng/)-
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Then,
2
Jw® — w2 =||w* Y —w — ¢ Z VL (w™D, X)), Y;) + AV Fw®Y)

ZEBkmed 9

1
=[w! — ] - 2¢ <w“—” —d,= Y VeL(w'Y,X;),Y) + wa<w<t—1>)>

1
Tty D Vel(@!),X0), i) + AV, Fw() (10)

ieBkmed 2

We note that,

oy 1 _ _
<w(t 1 —, > VuL((w'™D X)), Y;) + AV F(w 1>)>

1€EBy,

med
1
i =1 _ 4 -1 x. , (t—1)
3 Y (<w i, Vo L((w®D, X3),Y,) + AV F(w )))
ZeBkmed
1 _ _ . .
27 > (L(<w<t VX)), Y) 4+ AF(w® 1))—L(<w,XZ->,Y7;)—|->\F(w)) (11)
ZleBkmed
>0 (12)

Inequality (11) follows from the convexity of L((-, X),Y )+ AF(-). Inequality (12) follows from the
definition of w. We also note the following,

Z VoL(w® D, X)) Y,) + AV F(wY)

’LEBkmed 9

<3 Y (IVuLw™, X, ¥l + Al VaF(w)],)

1€By

med

< (C1+ ACo). (13)
Combining equations (10), (12) and (13), we observe that,
lw® — |3 < Jlw" ™) — @3 + e (C1 + ACa)*.

Let a; = ||lw® — 4|3, then this implies that a; — a;_1 < €(Cy + AC%)?. Thus, for n > m,
an — am = (az — az_1) < (C1 + AC3)? Z?:m—f—l €2, which can be made small enough owing to
assumption 10(4). Thus, the sequence {a;}+cn is Cauchy, hence converges to a~ (say). Noting that
|w® — w||3 > 0, we observe from equation (10) and (13),

1
26 <w(t_1) W, - Z Vo L((w® 1 X )Y¢)+)\VwF(w(t_1))> < ap — a1 + €2(C1 4+ ACs)?

’LEBk

m 1 m
—=2> & <w(t1) —w, 5 Z VwL((wD, X)), Y;) + AvwF(w<t1>)> < am —ag+ (C1 +AC2)* ) €
t=1
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Since, limy, o0 G = G0, taking limit as m — oo, we get,

o1 _ _
2hmsupZet< —w, 5 Z VuwL(w™D, X)), V) + AV, F(w 1))> <oco. (14)

m—0o0 .
ZeBkmed

Now suppose that a, > 0. Then there exists N € N such that a,, > ax/2, for all m > N. Thus,
for all m > N, ||lwy, — w||2 > aoo/2. Hence, by assumption 10(6), there exists a 6 > 0, such that,

(0~ 0,1 e va<<w<tf1>,Xi>,Yi>+wa<w<f*1>>>>6- Hence,

Z 6t< (t 1 A Z V L (t_l),Xi>,Yi)+)\VwF( t 1) >>(5 Z €t =

m>N zeBk m>N

by assumption 10(5). This gives us a contradiction to (14). O

B Proofs from Section 3

Proof of Lemma 3.1

Proof. We begin by observing that inf,,ecy F(w) = 0 implies F*(0) = 0.
Let E,—1[-|Z1,...,Z,—1] denote the conditional expectation w.r.t. Zi,...,Z,_1. From in-
equality (5), we get

F*(S,-1+ Z,)
* * 1
SF(Sn-1) + (VF(Sn-1), Zn) + 5[ 202
Thus, taking expectation E,,_; on both sides, we get,

IETI,—1FM<(S71—1 + Zn)
1
< F(Sp-1) + (VF*(Sp-1),EZn) + %EHZan

. 1
= F*(Su-1) + 5Bl Zal, (15)
g

which implies that E,_; (F*(Sn) — L ;?ZlEHZjuz) < F*(Su-1) — o5 X071 E|Z))% Hence

{F*(Sn) — 5= > i1 E|Z;||?}nen is a supermartingale.
Now to bound EF*(S,,), we take expectation w.r.t. Zi,...,Z,_1 on both sides of (15) and
observe that,

1
EF*(Sy) <EF*(Sn1) + 5 [ Zal?

< F*(0 +ZIEHZ 12

n

= E|Z;]3.

Hence the result. O
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Proof of Lemma 3.2

Proof. Let A > 0 (we will choose A later). By the definition of F™*, we observe that,
(w,\0) < F(w) + F*(\9).

Thus,
2

B 1
Ee sup (w,0) < — + —EF*(\0) (16)
wew A A

Welet Z; = eZX In the terminology of Lemma 3.1, S,, = A@. Moreover, E||Z;||? < ’\2 1 X41? =
Q—EHXHE Thus, from Lemma 3.1, we get, E¢F*(A0) = E.F*(S,,) < 22‘22 S 1 X||2. Thus, from
equation (16), we get,

Ee sup (w, 0) <

Xl
Sup 2 Z I

Plugging in A = n, /% in the above bound, we get,
i=1 2ll*

Proof of Corollary 3.1
Proof. We observe that

E sup (w, 8) = EE, sup (w, 0)
wew wew

2B
= *EHX1H2

f

Here inequality (17) follows from applying Jensen’s inequality. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof. For notational simplicity let P denote the empirical distribution of {X;}icp,. Suppose

€ > 0. We note that if
K

sup » 1{(P — P)pw > €} > K,
weV\/k:1

then

sup (Ppw — Ry i q(w)) > €.
wew
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Here again 1{-} denote the indicator function. Now let p(t) = (t — 1)1{1 < ¢ < 2} + 1{t > 2}.
Clearly,

1{t > 2} < o(t) < 1{t > 1}. (18)
Let IC C [L] be the set of all partitions which do not contain an outlier. We observe that,
K
su 1{(P — Py)pw >
wJLE: {(P = Po)gw > ¢}
< sup Y 1{(P— P)gpw > €} + O]
wew kekC
(P — Py)pw
< sup Z (k)(p> + 0|
weWw kekC
2(P — Px)ow
<sup Y Ep <(’f)‘p> +10|
wew kekC €
2(P — Pp)pw 2(P — Pp)pw
wEW ek ¢ €

To bound sup,,eyy Zle 1{(P — Py)pw > €}, we will first bound the quantity E¢ <72(P_P’“)%”).

We observe that,
- 2(P — Pp,) oy
() e
€ €

€
=P [(P — Py)ow > 5}
Az
~ be?
Here V? = sup,,ey Var(x,y)~pL({w, X),Y) We now turn to bounding the term

sip 3 [@ (2(P—Pk)90w) Ry (2(P—Pk)80w>]

€ €
wew kek

Appealing to Theorem 26.5 of (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014) we observe that, with prob-
ability at least 1 — 3, for all w € W,

72 ( (P - Pk:)SDw)

ke
1 2P — P 2P - P log(1
SE_KEZw((”p> +2E8q>§:%@<(lm0)]+ Oggm
kex € wew K kel € K|
1 2P - P 2P — Py) log(1
<B| LY (AEE) | o | qup L3 g (AL SWEw (/) ()
K (& ¢ wew K = 2L

Here {0} }rex are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables. Let {§;}7 ; be i.i.d. Rademacher random

variables, independent form {o}}rexc. We take 6 = %. Thus, 8 = exp{—2Lé?}. From
equation (21), we get,

L ap 3 [ (B Tow) o, (AP Pom) ] <o

+0
I(w@/\/ke,C € €

sup — ZUW (2(P —GPk)SOw>

weW kex
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4
< —E
— Ke

sup Y ox(P — Pu)pw| +0.  (22)
wew kel

Equation (22) follows from the fact that ¢(-) is 1-Lipschitz and appealing to Lemma 26.9 of Shalev-
Shwartz and Ben-David (2014). We now consider a “ghost” sample X’ = {(X},Y;)}ic[), Which
are i.i.d. and follow the probability law P. Thus, the first term of equation (22) can be further
shown to give

_ ) o
_KGE -iggvgcoklﬁlx ((PBk Pk)gow)]

SfE sup Z ok(Pp, — Pr)pw
€ | weW  cx

4 1
:?E sup ok Z(gow(X;,Yg) — (X, Y))
€ |weWiek i€By
4
= B sup D ok D &ilpw(X5YT) — pu(Xi,Y) (23)
wWEW Lok ieBy
4
=—E | sup 3 " oxéilpu( X5 YY) — ou(Xi, Y0))
| wEW keK icBy ]
4
SiE Sup Z Z O'kfi(ng(X;,Y;) +§0w(Xi,Yz‘))
e | wEW keK ieBy, ]
LT
=—E | sup > 7i(pw( X}, Y]) + 0 (X3, Y)) (24)
ne _wGWieJ
féE -Sup ZVI(‘D (X, Y5)
ne _weWiEJ e vt
8|T
= LJRJ(IW) (25)
16 BT 11y
1687y V1T o)
20€ n
16B1y /| T
< 6BTu 7\/|| o
20€ n

Equation (23) follows from observing that (¢, (X}, Y})—pw (X, Y5)) 2 (0w (XL Y —pw(X:,Y,)).
In equation (24), {vi}ies are independent Rademacher random variables due to their construction.
J ={i € [n]:i¢€ By, for some k € K}. Equation (25) follows from appealing to Corollary 3.1.
Thus, combining equations (19), (20), and (27), we conclude that, with probability of at least

—2K 62
1—e ,
K

4V?  |O|  16Btu. \/|Z]
1{(P-P <L|-—5+—F+———"—"—+6]. 2
zilelll/)\/; {( k)P > 6} o < be2 + K + 20e N + (28)
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_ 2¢ _ O]
We choose § = 5t7 — K and

6_\/5< 4V2(2+77)+16B7u*(2+n)\/m> oy @) | 16Brn 2+ n)V/]

2qnb vV2qnon

qnb

Here we used the fact that aLer + _ b < 1. These choices of § and ¢ makes the RHS of

(a+b)2 —=
smaller than q.

In essence, we have shown that

I (sup (Pow — Ry g g(w)) > e) < e 2K0,
weWw
Similarly, we can show (appealing to the fact that Q,(x) = Q1_4(—x)),
P (sup (R, k,q(w) — Ppyy) > e’> < e 2K(@)?
wew

where, ¢’ = 20-a) _ 9] ,pq

24n K
g (VA2 ) | 16Bru.(2+ Iz
(1 —q)nd (1 —qg)nmy/o

Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. Let wy, be such that, Ppy: < infyepy Py + % We begin by observing that

R(w) = Pog — inf Py

= Py — Ry i g(W) + R i g(W) — Pows, +m ™"
< Py — Ry k(W) + Ry g(wy,) — Pow:, + m~!

< sup (Pypw — Rn kg(w)) + sup (Pow — By i q(w)) +m
wew

wew

2(2+mn)  16BTu.(24+1)\/|Z] R

<2V
q(1—q)b q(1 —aq)ny/o
Lor(2e 101\ _og(20-a_|0]
with probability at least 1 — e 2K(2+’7 K ) —e 2K<

m T oo gives us the desired result.

Proof of Lemma 3.3

Proof. We begin by noting that |L({(w, X),Y) — L(0,Y)| < 7|(w, X)|. Thus,

sup E (L((w, X),Y))? <272 sup E|(w, X)[’] + 2EL(0,Y)
weWw wew

<27%E sup ((w, X))? +2EL*(0,Y)
wew

24

qmy/o

-1

(28)

2
241 K> , by Theorem 3.2. Now taking

O

(29)



<27%E ( sup ) +2EL2(0,Y) (30)

(s e
(

2
<27°E ( sup F(w +F*(X)> +2EL%(0,Y) (31)

wew
<27°E (B + F*(0) + (VF*(0), X) + | X|12)* + 2EL2(0,Y)  (32)
<27°E (B + HVF* )1 + 1X[12)* + 2EL*(0,Y) (33)
<47’ (B* + (|[VF*(O) 1| X I« + [ X[13)?) + 2EL*(0,Y) (34)
<4r’E (B2 + 2| VE*(0) 7| X |12 + 2/|X||¢) + 2EL(0,Y) (35)
=47* (B* 4+ 2| VF*(0)|*E[| X || + 2E|| X [|}) + 2EL*(0,Y) (36)

<00.

Inequality (29) follows from A2. Equation (30) follows from the fact that W is symmetric (since F'(-)
is symmetric). Inequality (31) follows from appealing the identity 0 < sup,ecp (w,x) < F(w) +
F*(x) (this is due to the definition of F*). Equation (32) follows from (5). Equations (33) follows
from observing that F*(0) = 0 and the rest follows from the fact that (a + b)? < 2(a? + b?). O

Proof of Corollary 3.3

0]
Proof. We note that 571 — = >

2 +77 and appealing to Theorem 3.1. ]

g
(1+n)(2+mn)
Proof of Corollary 3.4

2.2 2(1_4)\2
Proof. We note that under A7, exp{—%} ) exp{—%} = o(1). Thus, from
Corollary 3.2, IP (9‘{('&)) =0 (max {K1/2n_1/2,n_1 |I]}>> =1—o0(1). Hence,

R(w) = Op (max{Kl/Qn_l/Q,n_l |I|}) .

7|
Moreover, from Corollary 3.3, R(w) < max{,/ \F} < max{\/ff,\/lﬁ} — 0, by A7.

Thus, R(w) 2o, Now, for any €,§ > 0, P(Pyg < Ppy +€) > 1 =6, if n is large. From
assumption A8, IP(||w —w*|| <€) > 1—4 for any prefixed n > 0, and n large. Thus, ||w —w*|| Lo,
which proves the result. O

C Proofs from Section 4

Proof of Theorem 4.1 Theorem 4.1 essentially follows from the proof of Theorem 3.2 and
noticing in this case, V' is replaced by V(G). In that proof one also needs to keep the expression
involving the Rademacher complexity as opposed to plugging it in as done in the proof of Theorem
3.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.1
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Proof. Consider the new function class 77y, = {¢w — ¢, : w € W}. We also define Fy,, = {f;, =
e fu € Fy and f(w) = min{¢ € N: Pfy, < r4’}} and H(b) = {fuw € Fyy : Pfuw < b}

. 1
VQ(]:W,T) < SupE(SO’w(X7 Y) — Pw* (X> Y))Q
w

- (4E(w))2
72 9
72 2 2
< oy sup |w — W PE| X |2 (38)
272
< al66w) sup P(pw — @w*) s (39)
272,u2
= * sup Pf.
O[].6£(w) waH(4é<w)7’) v
_ 2% 4lw) .
al6t(w)
)
< 2TH, (40)
«

Proof of Lemma 4.2
Proof. Recall from Lemma 3.2 that

- 2v/bpis
- V2am’

for any a-strongly convex function ¢(-). We take t(w) = P(@w — @w=), which is clearly a-strongly

convex. From the Lipschitz composition property of Rademacher complexity, R, (H (b)) < %.

Rim({x — (w,x) : t(w) < b})

Now observe the following:

Proof of Theorem 4.2
Proof. Let fu = 0w — . From Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2, we observe that at least with probability

_2K<27‘1_@>2
- K ) the following holds for all f,, € Fy)

Pfu — QOMY ((fu) < 4" (Pl — QOMY 1 (fr))
< 4“®)\/rD, (41)

1—e
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2G4 16(2+n)\/|5|) < 2w*< 2G4y | 162+ V/[7]

where D = 27, ( ) . We now consider two

agnb qnny/ao agnb gnny/ao
possibilities.
If /(w) = 0, from equation (41), we get,

Pfu < QOM;, 1 (fw) +VrD. (42)

Otherwise if /(w) > 0, we know that 4/(®)=1y < Pf,,. Substituting this into (41), we get, P fu —
QOM! 1 (fw) < 2P fy, which in turn gives us,

1
Pfp < ————QOoM!? . 43
One requires 7 > (4D)2. Now combining equations (42) and (43), we observe,
1
Pfy < —————(QOM? w D. 44
2
Now taking r = (1 + %) (4D)? gives us the desired bound. O

Proof of Corollary 4.1

Proof. Let A(w,w*) = {k € [K] : Pypw < Pipw+}. By definition of w, |A(w,w*)| > &. Thus,
on A(w, w*), Py(w — Pw) > Pr(pw — pw). Hence, MOM,, k(P — w+) < MOM,, k(0w — Pa)-
The result now immediately follows from Theorem 4.2. O

D Proofs from Section 5

Proof of Theorem 5.1
Proof. We observe that,
Pogy — PL(f*(),y) =Ppe — inf Pow + inf Pow — PL(f*(x),y)
<Pygi — inf P
SFPQw u}IelW Pw
<Py — inf Poy+7 inf Pl(w,2) - f(z)
<Py — u}gév Py + 7e(P) (45)
22+m) | 16BTu.(2+n)\/[Z]
q(1 —q)nb q(1 —q)n/o
10])? (1-q) |0
K ﬂ_g) B €_2K<217‘1_£

2
with probability at least 1 — e (2+’7 K 2 K ) , by Theorem 3.1. Inequality (45)
follows from Ab5. O

<2V

+ 1e(P),
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E A Simulation Study

In this section, we validate our algorithmic performance as well as the bound via simulation studies.
In this particular study, we show this result for logistic regression.

The data generation procedure is as follows. For the inliers, first, we generate 2 classes with
an equal number of points from Gaussian random variables with mean all 1’s and all —1’s and we
took the variance-covariance matrix to be 0.1 on each diagonal entry and 0 on the off-diagonals.
Now we took By, the true coefficients to be the vector of all 1’s. Now, for the outliers, we generate
n® many points from Gaussian distribution with mean 0.5 and variance 100, where 8 is taken to
be 0.3. The outlying observations are assigned to any of the two classes at random. Now we take
n as 2™ and vary m from 5 to 16, so that n varies from 32 to 65536.

Now we run both Median-of-Means logistic regression and the vanilla logistic regression on each
of the generated datasets and repeat the experiment 20 times for each n. We take the average value
of the squared Euclidean distance between the obtained and the true coefficients.

The average training error corresponding to the number of outliers both in logarithmic scales
are shown in figure 1. It can be observed that the error has a linearly decreasing trend with an
increasing number of datapoints.
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