arXiv:2408.16189v1 [stat.ML] 29 Aug 2024

A MORE UNIFIED THEORY OF TRANSFER LEARNING

Steve Hanneke Samory Kpotufe
Purdue University Columbia University
steve.hanneke@gmail.com samory@columbia.edu

August 30, 2024

ABSTRACT

We show that some basic moduli of continuity 6—which measure how fast target risk decreases as
source risk decreases—appear to be at the root of many of the classical relatedness measures in
transfer learning and related literature. Namely, bounds in terms of § recover many of the existing
bounds in terms of other measures of relatedness—both in regression and classification—and can at
times be tighter.

We are particularly interested in general situations where the learner has access to both source data
and some or no target data. The unified perspective allowed by the moduli ¢ allow us to extend many
existing notions of relatedness at once to these scenarios involving target data: interestingly, while
0 itself might not be efficiently estimated, adaptive procedures exist—based on reductions to con-
fidence sets—which can get nearly tight rates in terms of § with no prior distributional knowledge.
Such adaptivity to unknown § immediately implies adaptivity to many classical relatedness notions,
in terms of combined source and target samples’ sizes.

Keywords Transfer Learning, Domain adaptation.

1 Introduction

Domain Adaptation or Transfer Learning refer generally to the problem of harnessing data from a source distribution P
to improve prediction performance w.r.t. to a farget distribution () for which some or no data is available. This problem
has been researched over the last few decades with a recent resurgence in interest driven by modern applications that
are often characterized by a scarcity of perfect target data.

A fundamental question in the theory of domain adaptation (and variant problems on distribution shifts) is how to mea-
sure the relatedness between source P and target () distributions. Importantly, desired measures of relatedness should
not only tightly capture the predictive information P has on (), but have to be practically useful: that is, either the mea-
sure can be estimated from data to facilitate algorithmic design, or more generally, it should somehow admit adaptive
procedures, i.e., procedures whose performance is adaptive to the a priori unknown level of relatedness between P
and (). Many notions have been proposed over the last few decades, starting with the seminal works of Mansour et al
[2009], Ben-David et all [2010] on refinements of fotal-variation for domain adaptation in classification, to more re-
cent proposals for domain adaptation in regression, e.g., Wasserstein distances Redko et al. [2017], [Shen et al. [2018],
or measures relating covariance structures across P and () as in Mousavi Kalan et al. [2020], Zhang et al. [2022b],
Ge et all [2023]. These various notions of relatedness appear hard to compare at first glance, leading to a disparate
theory of domain adaptation at present with no unified set of principles.

Interestingly as we show, upon closer look at the existing literature—whether in classification or regression—it turns
out that in fact, many seemingly distinct measures of relatedness proposed in domain adaptation actually implicitly
bound the same fundamental quantities: we refer to these quantities as weak and strong moduli of transfer, and they
roughly measure how fast the Q-risk of predictors decrease as their P-risk decreases. These moduli always yield
as tight or tighter rates of transfer than many existing notions, while also admitting adaptive procedures in general
settings, as shown via a reduction to the existence of certain confidence sets for the prediction problem at hand. These
reductions, while of a theoretical nature, yield insights on general adaptive transfer approaches that are less tied to
specific measures of relatedness between source P and target (.
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We now give a more formal description of results. We consider a general prediction setting with joint distributions P
and @ on X x Y, and a fixed hypothesis class  of functions h : X — ). We consider general risks under a given
measure /. (here P or Q) of the form R, (h) = E,, £(h(X),Y) for a generic loss ¢; of special interest is the excess risk
Eu(h) = R, (h) —infprcy R, (R'). Risk minimizers for P and ) need not be the same, and in fact need not exist. We
allow a general learning setting with access to labeled samples from P and some or no labeled samples from (). We
remark in particular that many existing results on domain adaptation concern situations with no target data, while here
we aim for a general theory.

o The weak modulus of transfer is easiest to describe, and happens to be the essential quantity at the root of many
existing notions of relatedness. It is given by the following function of ¢ > 0:

d(e) = dpole) =sup{€q(h) : h € H, Ep(h) < €}.

Roughly, §(e) captures whether good predictors under P remain good under Q); intuitively, if this is the case, data
from the source P should be highly informative for prediction under the target (), and it is therefore not surprising
that it is implicitly tied to many existing notions of relatedness (see Section for examples such as Y-discrepancy,
transfer-exponent, Wasserstein, covariance ratios, etc.). While d(€) is not easy to estimate from data (as it involves
the unknown infimum risks), we show that it nevertheless admits adaptive procedures h which, given data from P and
some or no data from @, and with no knowledge of § can achieve transfer rates of the form (Theorem[T))

SQ(h) gmin{egﬁ(ep)}, (1)
where ¢, for ;1 denoting () or P, is roughly the best rate achievable under y in vanilla prediction with the n,, samples
from p alone; for example in classification, typically €, =~ n,jl/ 2, while in linear regression with squared loss,

€y R n;l, ignoring complexity terms such as dimension.

Thus, suppose for instance that the learner only has access to source samples and no target samples, as is commonly

studied in the literature. Then the bound of (Il reduces to Eg(h) < d(ep), which is trivially obtained for instance by

ERM £ on the P sample; upper-bounds on d(¢) then easily recover many existing results in terms of various notions
of relatedness. The weak modulus ¢ therefore appears as a good starting point towards a more general theory.

We are particularly interested in more general settings allowing some amount of target data. The rate of (1) in this
general case may be viewed as interpolating between biasing towards the source data vs biasing towards the target data,
whichever is more predictive under (); this is a priori unknown, since § is unknown. We show that this is achievable by
a general adaptive procedure that reduces to the existence of weak confidence sets. These are empirically-induced sets
# C H that contain only predictors with £, (h) < €, while retaining all near-optimal predictors, i.e., those satisfying
R, (h) =~ infy R, (k). By instantiating these rates (and confidence sets) for traditional regression and classification
settings (Section [3.3), we obtain unified rates in terms of both source and target samples that automatically extend to
many existing relatedness measures simultaneously.

We show in Theorem [2] via a classification lower-bound that the adaptive transfer rates of (I) cannot be improved
without additional structural assumptions. This confirms that the weak modulus tightly captures, at least in a worst-
case sense, the limits of transfer with both source and target data.

o The strong modulus of transfer follows as a natural refinement on the weak modulus, and aims to better capture the
additional information inherent in having some target data. For intuition, suppose for instance that the source distri-
bution P admits two distinct risk minimizers A, I} ' the first with low Q risk, i.e., EQ(h*P) ~ 0, while the second
has large Eg(h%') > i. For example, /%' might focus on a feature (e.g. background color in object classification)
that is predictive for data from P, but is irrelevant for prediction under @). Then, with enough @ data, the distinction in
transferability between h'> and %' becomes apparent, while the weak-modulus is limited by /%’. With this intuition
in mind, a simplified version of the strong modulus roughly takes the form

O(e1,€e2) =sup{Eq(h): he H, Eg(h) <er1and Ep(h) < e},

for a range of values of €1, €2 (see Section for an exact definition). Importantly, the principles underlying in the
strong modulus, namely that target data can improve the rate of transfer beyond source alone, are new, and not reflected
in the weak modulus nor in any of the existing measures from the transfer learning literature.

Adaptation to the strong modulus is more tricky and relies on the existence of strong confidence sets (defined in Section
M). This yields adaptive transfer rates of the form 6 (e, e p) always as tight or tighter than the rates of min {eq, d(ep)}
achievable under the weak modulus (Corollary D).

While the analysis presented here remains of a theoretical nature, the resulting design principles have many desirable
practical implications: for one, they allow for adaptivity to many measures of relatedness at once, when the source is
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informative, while also avoiding negative transfer [Zhang et al., 20224], by automatically biasing towards the target
data when the source is uninformative, as evidenced e.g., by the rates of (I}). We hope that these design principles may
yield insights into more practical procedures, e.g., via efficient approximations of confidence sets—which should be
viewed as standing for the learner’s ability to identify and retain good prediction candidates, given limited information
about the strength of the relation between source and target distributions. For instance, it is easily seen that in linear
regression with squared loss, our generic approaches result in efficiently solvable convex programs (see Remark [T3)).
This is potentially the case with other tractable losses on favorable domains, which is an interesting direction for future
investigation.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 General Setup

Basic Definitions. Let X, Y be jointly distributed according to some measure x (later P or (), where X is in some
domain X and Y € ). A hypothesis class is a set H of measurable functions X — ). Given a loss function
0:Y? — Ry, we consider risks R, (h) = E,, £(h(X),Y), as measured under a given .

Assumption 1 (Finiteness). We assume throughout that R, (k) < oo, Vh € H, and for measures 1 considered.

Note that the above is a mild assumption, as it does not require the loss to be uniformly bounded. For instance this
admits the squared loss in linear regression.

For example, the case of binary classification corresponds to )V = {+£1}, where we often choose /(y,y’) =
1{y # v}, and results below will depend on the VC dimension or Rademacher complexity of the class H (see,
e.g., [Vapnik and Chervonenkis [[1971], [Koltchinskii [2006]). As another example, the case of regression corresponds
to Y C R, and we may choose ¢(y,y') = (y — y')?, and results below may depend, for instance, on the covering
numbers or pseudo-dimension of the class H (see, e.g. |/Anthony and Bartlett [[1999]).

Remark 1. Our general results will in fact capture quite abstract dependences on H, via an abstractly-defined notion
of confidence sets, and any notion of complexity that allows for such confidence sets are therefore admissible.

Definition 1. The excess risk w.r.t. a (non-empty) subclass #, C H, and a joint distribution y, is defined as
E,.(h; =R,(h)— inf R,(N).
1u(h; Ho) u( ) h’lg"rto u( )

I particular, we will just refer to £,,(h; H) as excess risk, and often write &, (k) in this case for simplicity.

We will need the following useful definition. Let R, = (0, oo] denote the extended positive reals.
Definition 2 (Constraint Set). For any distribution j, and € € R, define H,,(¢) = {h € H : £,(h) < €}.

Clearly, H,,(c0) is just 7, so the inclusion of oo is just for convenience as we will see later.

Transfer Setting. We consider source and rarget distributions P and @) on (X,Y’), where we let £p, £ denote

excess-risks under P and ). We are interested in excess risk £g(h) of classifiers trained jointly on np i.i.d samples
Sp from P, and ng i.i.d. samples Sg from (). Which &g is achievable necessarily depends on the discrepancy
P — @ appropriately formalized.

2.2 Moduli of Transfer

As we will argue in Section 3 the above simple definition already captures the bulk of notions of discrepancies
proposed in the literature on transfer learning.

The first notion considered below serves to capture the reduction in target ()-risk induced by small source P-risk, i.e.,
by a potentially large amount of P data. In particular, as we will see, ¢ is to stand for the best risk achievable under P
given a fixed amount of data from P.

Definition 3 (Weak Modulus). Let ¢ > 0. Define the modulus
0(e) =sup{€q(h): h e Hp(e)},
or written as dpq(€) when the dependence on distributions is to be made explicit.
The next notion aims to refine the above notion: it serves to capture the reduction in @-risk, induced by the combined

effect of target () and source P data. As such, in our @) risk bounds, ¢; and e, will be instantiated as functions of the
amount of () data and P data, respectively.
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Definition 4 (Strong Modulus). For €1, €2 > 0, define the following bivariate modulus:
d(e1,e2) =sup{Eq(h) : h € Hgler), Ep(hiHqla)) < e},
or written as dpg (€1, €2) when the dependence on distributions is to be made explicit.
We will aim to understand situations in which the strong modulus is a strict refinement over the weak modulus. The

following pivotal quantity will turn out useful to our discussions as the above definition of strong modulus can be
simplified for values of €; above this pivot.

Definition 5 (Pivotal Value). The following quantity captures the infimum excess @-risk of good classifiers under P:

€pQ = 551(1) lnf{gQ(h) che HP(E)} .

Remark 2 (Intuition). Consider the simplest case of a finite /, and let H} = argminyecy Rp(h). We easily see that
€pg = h*PHgﬁ; Rq(Kp) while 21_13(1) d(e) = h’glea?){(; Ro(Rp).

We note that egQ = lim,_,0 0(€) is an interesting quantity on its own and will be discussed later in Section The
above general definitions simply allow us to capture a larger variety of situations including generic losses, and in
particular, avoid requiring of the existence of risk minimizers.

Next, we consider an alternative expression of epq, which will be useful in the analysis. For intuition, again consider

the simplest case of a finite 7; we see that €pq is the smallest ¢; for which Hg(e1) contains an k% (whereas ego

represents the smallest €; for which 7 (e1) contains every h'). The proposition below generalizes this intuition.

Proposition 1 (Equivalent Form of the Pivotal Value). We have epq = inf {€; € Ry: Ve > 0, Hg(er) N Hp(e) # 0} .

Proof. For ease of notation, let £ denote the set {e1 € Ry : Ve > 0, Hg(er) NHp(e) # 0} .

For any €; > epq, we have that 1 > inf{Eq(h) : h € Hp(e)} for all € > 0, since this last infimum only increases as

€ — 0; in other words, forall € > 0, Ho(e1) NHp(e) # 0, 1e., € € E*. We therefore have that 5, > inf E*. Notice
that, this last inequality also holds when epq = oo.

Now for any €; € E*, by definition, we have that for all € > 0, infheHP(E) Eq(h) < €1, in other words, €; > epg. We
therefore also have that ep, < inf E¥. O

Remark 3. We note that we may have epq very large, in fact matching sup,, ;¢ £(a, b) (admitting oo for unbounded
losses). This describes P having little information on Q, i.e., where h’s with low P-risk have large Q-risk.

We have the following useful implications.

Corollary 1. Letej,es > 0.

o If e1 > epq, every h € H has Ep(h; Hg(er)) = Ep(h). It follows that, for €1 > epq
5(61, 62) = sup {EQ(h) :he HQ(El) N HP(EQ)} .

o If €1 < epg, then €1 < d(e2). Equivalently, we always have epq < (e2).

Proof. For the first claim, for €; > €pq, we have ¢; € E* (where E* is defined in the proof of Proposition[I). Now by
definition, E¥ is the set of €1 such that for all ¢, 3h € Hq(e1) satisfying Ep(h) < e. Therefore, infrerg () Rp(h) =
infe Rp(h), and the claim follows.

For the second claim, we note that §(e2) € E¥, since any € > 0 has Hp(e) N Hp(e2) = Hp(min{e, ea}) # 0, and is
a subset of H p(e2) C Hq(d(e2)), where the last inclusion is from the definition of d(e2). Hence epq < d(€2).

We have the following proposition which simply states that the strong modulus is a refinement of the weak modulus.
(Make clear that Prop 1 serves to arrive at Prop2).

Corollary 2 (Relation Between Strong and Weak Moduli). For €1, e2 > 0,

0(e1,€2) < min{er, d(ea)}.
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Proof. If €1 > epq, then Corollary [[limplies 6 (1, €2) = sup {Eq(h) : h € Hg(e1) N Hp(e2)}, which is bounded by
min {e1, §(e2)} by definition of H(€1) and 6(ez).

If €1 < epgq, then since Corollary [[limplies €; < d(e2) in this case, we have min {e1,d(e2)} = €1 > (€1, €2), where
the final inequality is immediate from the definition of d(ey, €2). O

Finally, we verify that both of these moduli are non-decreasing in either of their arguments. This is immediate by
definition for the weak modulus d(-), but a bit more involved for the strong modulus §(-, -).

Proposition 2. — The weak modulus §(€) is non-decreasing in ¢, i.e., for all € < €’ it holds that §(e) < (€
o

— Also, the strong modulus §(e, €2) is non-decreasing, i.e., Ve; < €], Vea < €, it holds that §(eq, e2) < 0(e), €5).

Proof. The statement holds trivially for the weak modulus by definition. We therefore focus on the strong modulus.

The fact that (€], e2) < 6(€), €) is immediate from the definition. It remains to show d(e1, e2) < d(€}, €2). We first
note the main difficulty in this argument arises when €1 < epq. In particular, the conditions on Ep(h; Hg(€1)) and
Ep(h; Hg(€})) may involve different P-infimum errors, hence the resulting sets become hard to compare.

So, first, assume inf ez (cy) Rp(h) = infheHQ(E/l) Rp(h) (this is the case, e.g., when €1 > €pq, see Corollary[T). Tt
then follows that the set {h € Hg(e1) : Ep(h; Hg(e1)) < ez} is contained in {h € Hg(€)) : Ep(h; Ho(e))) < e},
hence §(e1, €2) < 0(€), €2).

Now, suppose the contrary. Then 3h € H¢(€}) such that

inf  Rp(h') < Rp(h) < min{ inf  Rp(h'), inf Rp(h)+ 62} .
WeHa(e,) WeHa(er) WeHa(e))

By the second inequality, we have that b ¢ H(e1), hence
S(er,e2) < e1 < Eg(h) < (e}, €2).

3 Weak Modulus of Transfer

3.1 Some Existing Discrepancies vs Weak Modulus

Here we consider a few examples of existing notions of discrepancy between source and target P, (), and illustrate the
types of bounds they imply on 6(e). These bounds were already implicit in past work, even while the weak modulus
d(€) was never explicitly defined as the main object of study, or as the implied notion of discrepancy.

Some Discrepancies in Classification. We first remark that some of the notions below can be stated generally
beyond classification, e.g., the V-discrepancy and the transfer-exponent, however they usually appear in works on
classification. In what follows assume £(a,b) = 1{a # b} and for the simplest case suppose Y = {—1, 1} (though the
claims are valid for any )).

Example 1 ()-discrepancy; Mohri and Medina, 2012). Let discy (P, Q) = supjey |Rp(h) — Rg(h)|. Similar to
[Mohri and Medina, 2012]:

Eq(h) = Ro(h) — i,?,f Rp(h') + i}rll/f Rp(h') — iil/f Ro(h)
< Ep(h) +discy (P, Q) + hl/relgrt Rp(h') — hl/relgrt Ro(R).
In other words, for any € € (0, 1],
d(e) < e+ discy(P. inf Rp(h) — inf Rg(h) ). 2
(@ < e+ disey(P.Q) + (Juf, Rn(h) — f Fig(h) @
In particular, note that the difference in risks above is at most disc(P, @), i.e. we also have §(¢) < € + 2discy (P, Q).

As noted by [Mohri and Medina, 2012, [Cortes, Mohri, and Medina, |2019], the }-discrepancy in fact works for essen-
tially any ) and loss function ¢ (in particular, they focused on the cases of bounded losses and convex losses).
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Remark 4. A variant of the Y-discrepancy discussed by [Hanneke and Kpotufe [2019] instead defines
disch, (P, Q) = sup [Ep(h) — Eq(h)].
heH

In this case, we directly have: £g(h) < Ep(h) + disc), (P, Q), so that 6(€) < e + disch, (P, Q).
Example 2 (A-discrepancy; [Ben-Davidetall, 2010, [Mansouretal, 2009). Consider disc4(P,Q) =
supy, prew | Px(h # 1) —Qx(h # h')|.  For simplicity, as in [Mansour etal., 2009], we suppose there exist
kg, 'p € H that minimize the respective risks, and also let 2" = argmin, ¢4, Rq(h) + Rp(h).

Rq(h) < Qx(h # h) + Ro(h") < Px(h # ') + disca(P, Q) + Ro(h")
< Rp(h) +disca(P,Q) + Rq(h") + Rp ()

so that
Eq(h) < Ep(h) + disca(P, Q) + (Rp(Wp) — Rq(hg)) + Ro(R") + Rp(h").

In particular, we have for any € € (0, 1],
6(e) < e+disca(P,Q) + (Rp(Wp) — Ro(lg)) + Ro(h') + Rp(h"). (3)

Example 3 (Transfer Exponent; Hanneke and Kpotufe, 2019, [Hanneke, Kpotufe, and Mahdaviyeh, 2023). Supposing
there exist Iy, W'y € H with Eq () = 0 and Ep(R'p) = 0, a value p > 0 is called a transfer exponent if there exists
K € argmin, Rp(h) such that Rg(h) — Rg(kp) < C, - Ellg/p(h), for some C,, and for all A € H (equivalently
Vh € Hp(eo), for some ey > 0). It’s then immediate that

Eq(h) = Ro(h) — Ro(lp) + Eq(lip) < Cy - EF (h) + Eq(Hp),

implying that, for all € € (0, 1], 6(e) < C,, - €¥/? + Eg(h%).

A more general definition: we can extend the above definition to the general case with or without P-risk minimizers.
Define egQ = lim._,0 d(e). A transfer exponent (C,, p) is defined as satisfying the condition: Yh € H, Eg(h) <

C,-EYP(h) + el This immediately implies the following bound:
5e) < C,- P ego.

Remark 5. These various notions appearing in the literature on classification are not directly comparable, but as we
see here, many offer upper-bounds on d(€) with varying degrees of tightness in various situations. Thus, any transfer
rate in terms of 0(¢) immediately yields a bound in terms of these existing notions. As it turns out, our bounds in terms
of §(e) recover many proved so far in terms of these various quantities, and can often be tighter (Theorem[T)) .

The transfer exponent in particular attempts to capture some desired properties of §(¢). For one, it is asymmetric just
as ¢ is, and thus does not deteriorate in situations where P has much information on @, but () has little information on
P—for instance Px covers the decision boundary under () but not the other way around. Second, the resulting upper-
bound yields the same limit sgo as d(e), i.e., it more adequately captures expected performance under large source
samples. However, the polynomial form of the transfer-exponent is arbitrary, and simply allows for easier analysis.

Given the arbitrariness of the polynomial form, J(e) can sometimes be smaller than its upper bound based on the
transfer exponent. Similarly, the )-discrepancy and .A-discrepancy can be loose: suppose e.g., that ng =0 (seee.g.,
Remark 2| for intuition), while these discrepancies are not 0, implying that the relevant upper-bounds asymptote at
non-zero constants and are therefore loose for small e.

Some Discrepancies in Regression. We note that, while we now focus on regression, i.e., h has continous output,
the discussion below may be extended to classification in the usual way by viewing £(a, b) as a surrogate loss (and the
classifier as sign(h) for example).

We start with Wasserstein distance which has recently been popular in Machine Learning, and in particular for domain
adaptation Redko et al. [2017], [Shen et al) [2018].

Example 4 (Wasserstein 1). Let £ denote the set of 1-Lipschitz functions on X w.r.t a metric p. Then consider the
integral probability metric W1(P, Q) = sup ¢, [Epy (f) — Eqx (f)|-

Suppose H C A- L, A > 0, and is a set of bounded functions X — [—M, M], and let £(a, b) = (a — b)? be the squared
loss. We consider a weak covariate shift scenario, where Ep[Y | X] = Eq[Y|X] = I*(X) for some &* € H. Notice
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that u + u? is 4M-Lipshitz on [—2M, 2M], while for any h, h’ € H, (h — h') is 2\-Lipschitz on X, and has range
within [—2M, 2M]. Then for any h € H, we have that z — (h(x) — h*(x))? is (8 M \)-Lipschitz. Hence,

Eqlh) = E(W(X) = '(X))* < E(h(X) = ' (X))? + 8MA- Wi(P,Q) = Ep(h) + SMA- Wi (P,Q).

Thus, Ve > 0,
0(e) <e+8MMN-W1(P,Q). “4)

‘We note that |Shen et al! [2018] show a similar bound as abovdl, but rather than excess risk, are instead interested in
relating @-risk to P-risk (for L; loss). These can be transformed into excess risk bounds, however with additional
terms of the form of (@), which is unsurprising as W; may be viewed as extending .A-discrepancy to any class H
of Lipschitz functions). In fact, notice that the derivations above are similar to those for the )-discrepancy and A-
discrepancy.

Similarly, certain variants of the MMD distance [Huang et all, 2007], another so-called integral probability metric,
may be viewed as special cases of )-discrepancy or extensions of the A-discrepancy to the regression setting; see e.g.,
Redko et al! [2017]. The implied bounds on d(¢) are analogous to those given in Examples[Iland 2] above.

Remark 6. We emphasize that §(e) may be strictly smaller than the above bounds since (@) remains of a worst-case
nature over all Lipchitz functions rather than localized to the optimal functions in the class.

Example 5 (Linear Regression). Consider X C R% and ) C R, and write ¥p = Ep XX " and X = Eg XX .
Assume that Xp is full rank. Consider a weak covariate-shift scenario where Ep[Y |X] = Eg[Y|X] = w/] X (this
would be the case under covariate-shift where Py|x = Qy|x ). Again we consider the squared loss £(a,b) = (a— b)2.

We then have that, for any h(x) = w ' z:

1 1
Egh)  (w—w,)"Sq(w—w,) v Equ uTY? Yo Yp%u B
- < = = Anax (5515
gp(h) (’LU - w*)TEP(w - ’LU*) - Slip ’UTEPU Supl uTu max ( P Q) ’

where \pax denotes the largest eigenvalue, and the last equality used the fact that the matrices are similar (see Theorem
1.3.20 of Horn and Johnson [1985]). Thus, for any € > 0,

5(€) < Amax (Zp'20) - € (5)
Now, outside of covariate-shift, when w, = wj # U’Zg, by the same argument as above, we have that
Eq(h) < 2w —whl3, +2 [[wh —whll5, < 2Aman (E5'5Q) - llw — whl3, + 260 (w})
(where ||”H22 = ¢ T ¥v) and we therefore have
5(€) < 2max (Z5'2q) - €+ 28 (wh). (6)

Upper-bounds similar to the above have been shown in various recent results of Mousavi Kalan et al! [2020],
Zhang et al. [2022b], |Ge et al! [2023]. We note that [Zhang et al/ [2022b] consider more general cases with differ-
ent risk minimizers under P and @, along with refinements on Apx (E;lEQ) in their upper-bounds.

3.2 Adaptive Transfer Upper-Bounds

We start with the following short notation for empirical risk minimizers over source or target samples Sp or Sg.
Definition 6. Let 1 denote either P or @ in what follows, and let R, (h) = L Dey)e s, {(h(z), y) denote empirical

risk over S,,. Forany H' C H, we let h (1) denote the function returned by an empirical risk minimization function
ERM,,(#'): namely, a function mapping the data set S,, to an h € H’ satisfying R,,(h) < infyrepy R, (h') 4+ e .
In particular, when #' = H, we simply write ERM,, = ERM,,(H), and h,, = h,,(H).

Remark 7. The above definition of ERM,, is to allow for a generality of losses where the minimizer of R# may not
be achieved in . However, in commonly discussed settings such as classification with 0-1 loss, or linear regression
with squared loss, we can let ERM,,(7{) denote any h € H achieving infy,/cy R#(h’). Furthermore, for 0-1 loss, such
a minimizer exists for any #’ C H since R# can only take a finite number of values.

!'Their bound is on L loss but the arguments are essentially the same
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Definition 7. Let u denote either P or (). Let 0 < 7 < 1 and ¢ > 0. We call a random set 7:LM = 7%“(5“) an
(e, 7)-weak confidence set (under p) if the following conditions are met with probability at least 1 — 7:

(i) 3¢, > Eu(h,) such that H,,(¢,) C H,, and (i) H, C H,(e).

Notice that, by definition, if an (e, 7)-weak confidence set exists, then it necessarily follows that with probability at
least1 — 7, 5u(hu) < e: that is, € is a confidence upper bound on the excess risk of ERM.

We give a well-known construction of such weak confidence sets in Section[3.3]

In the following algorithm, the intent is that the input sets 7%@, H p are weak confidence sets based on the Q-data Sg
and P-data Sp, respectively. Relevant confidence parameters are stated in the result below.

Algorithm 1. Input: Hg, Hp C H, and hg = ERMg

If Ho N Hp # 0, return any h € Ho N Hp, otherwise return fLQ.

The following result easily follows.

Theorem 1. Let 0 < 7 < 1, and suppose H is an (e, 7)-weak confidence set under @, and H p is an (ep, 7)-weak

confidence set under P, for some €g,ep > 0 depending respectively on ng and np. Let h denote the hypothesis
returned by Algorithm[Il We then have that, with probability at least 1 — 27

Eq(h) < min{eq,d(ep)}.

Proof. Assume the events of Definition [7] hold for ’HQ and Hp (with probability at least 1 — 27). By Definition [7]
condition (ii), we have that any h € Hq N Hp is in Ho(eq) N Hp(ep) implying Eg(h) < min {eg, d(ep)}.

So suppose Hq N Hp = . By both conditions of Definition[7] we have that ﬁQ € 7:LQ and satisfies EQ(ﬁQ) < €.
Now, let ép and é¢ as in Definition[7] Consider any h € Hp(ép). By condition (i) we have that h € A p SO is

therefore not in #¢, which contains H¢(ég). Consequently, we have that Eo(hg) < ég < Eg(h) < d(ep) where
the last inequality follows from that h € Hp(ép) C Hp(ep). O

Remark 8 (Implications and Relation to Existing Bounds). We will see in Section 3.1 below, upon instantiations of
weak-confidence sets, that the above Theorem [Ilrecovers many of the bounds in the literature in terms of relatedness
measures, and further extend them to settings with both source and target data. In particular, for the basic setting with

no target data (i.e., where ng = 0), taklng HQ = H, the bound effectively becomes (e p) and holds for any choice
of hin Hp: in particular, simply taking h = hp (the ERM under P) would suffice.

For instance in classification, classical VC bounds give us €p &~ +/(d# + log(1/7))/np. Thus, combining with the
upper-bounds of Section on d(ep) we recover many classical results: for instance, yields the @-risk bound
which can be derived from the analysis of ERM by Mohri and Medind [2012] (specifically, from equation 7 therein)J
while (@) recovers the Q-risk results of Ben-David, Blitzer, Crammer, Kulesza, Pereira, and Vaughan [2010].

Furthermore, as discussed above for regression, integral probability metrics such as W; and MMD can be used to
extend A-divergence to regression (under e.g. L; and Lo loss) for specific classes H (see e.g. [Redko et al! [2017],
Shen et al! [2018]) resulting in bounds on §(ep) of similar form as (). The upper-bound of for W3 holds under
the additional assumptions we stated here.

In the case of linear regression, the bounds of (@) and (@) recover similar bounds as in the literature (see, e.g.
Zhang et al! [2022b], |Ge et al! [2023]). In particular, under covariate-shift, the bound of (@) on §(ep) matches that
of IGe et al. [2023] stated under additional assumptionsﬁ

Finally, we note that the bound 6(ep) derived from Theorem[Tlitself can be faster whenever the relevant upper-bounds
of Section[3.1]are loose (see Remarks [3 and [G)).

>The original bound of [Mohri and Medind [2012] is expressed for a drift scenario. It can be specialized to our setting by
taking all but the final distribution to be P and the final distribution to be (). They also express their result in terms of the
Rademacher complexity, which is upper bounded by the square-root bound we have presented here. We could instead use the
empirical Rademacher complexity to define the weak confidence set, and recover an essentially similar result.

3Their result for linear regression is stated under specific distributional assumptions but specializes a more general bound on
ratios of Fisher-Information matrices.
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3.3 Examples of Weak Confidence Sets

Throughout this section, we let i generically denote P or ), and recall the ERM h - Also, we define excess empirical
risk as £,(h) = R, (h) — infpr ey Ry (h).

3.3.1 Classification with 0-1 loss.

Y 2) are easy to obtain for VC classes . In fact, from

We first remark that (e, 7)-weak confidence, for e = O(n,

Proposition[@of the later Section 1] a simple set of the form H = {h eH: c‘fﬂ(h) < n;l/ 2} is a strong-confidence
set (see Definition[10).

This section is dedicated to obtaining as tight a weak-confidence set as possible, while we remark that

Assume here that ) = {—1,1} and £(y,y’) = 1{y # y'}. In what follows, we use the short-hand notation p(h #
) =ux {z e X:h(x)#h'(x)}),and for H' C H, define

diam,(H') = sup u(h #h').
hoh €M

We adopt the following classical noise conditions (see e.g. [Mammen and Tsybakov, 1999, |Audibert and Tsybakow,
2007, Massart and Nédéled, 2006, [Koltchinskii, 2006, Bartlett et al., [2006]).

Definition 8 (BCC). We say that 7{ satisfies a Bernstein Class Condition (BCC), as measured under p, with param-
eters (Cyy, Bu), C,, > 0and B, € [0,1],if VO < e < 1/2,

diam,,(H,,(€)) < O, - v

Note that the condition trivially holds for 3, = 0, C;, = 1. The condition captures the hardness of the learning
problem: when 3, = 1, which formalizes low noise regimes, we expect fast rates of the form n !, in terms of sample
size n, while for 3, = 0, rates are of the more common form n=1/2,

When F* is not unique, BCC remains well defined (i.e., the definition is invariant to the choice of /*), as it imposes
(when 3, > 0) that all 4*’s differ on a set of measure 0 under the data distribution.

The following is a well-known construction of such a weak confidence set, designed to be adaptive to the noise
parameters (C,,, 5,.).

Proposition 3. For 4 either P or (), consider the following definition of H - Define

() = Tlos(nu/dr) +los(1/T)

Ny

where dy denotes the VC dimension of H [Vapnik and Chervonenkis, [1971]. For any h, h’ € H, define the empirical
distance ji(h # h') = % > (w.y)es, H{(z) # I'(x)}. There exist universal constants C, C” such that the following

ﬁui {hEH:gA“(h) < C\/ﬂ(h#ﬁﬂ)'au(ﬂ‘f'c'au(ﬂ}

is an (e, 7)-weak confidence set, for ¢, = C' (C}, - v, (7)) =
The proof is based on the following lemma, which is a corollary of results of [Vapnik and Chervonenkis, [1974] (see
[Hanneke and Kpotufe, 2022] for a formal proof).

Lemma 1 (Uniform Bernstein inequality). For p either P or @), there exists a universal constant Cy > 1 such that,
with probability at least 1 — 7, every h, h/ € H satisfy

(Ru(h) — Ru(h/)) - (Ru(h) - Ru(hl))’ < CO\//l(h # h') - au () + Co - apu(T) (7
and
%u(h L) = Co - an(r) < filh £ W) < 2u(h # W)+ Co - (7). @)

We now present the proof of Proposition[3l
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Proof. (Proposition [3) In Lemma 2 of [Hanneke and Kpotufe [2022], property (ii) of Definition [7] is established, on
the event of probability at least 1 — 7 from Lemmal[ll Moreover, note that on this same event from Lemma/[ll for

¢y = Eulhy) + au(r), any h € H,(é,) has

Eu(h) < Ry(h) — Ru(ﬁ,u) + CO\/ﬂ(h # iL,u) (1) 4+ Co - ap(7) < OO\/ﬂ(h # il,u) () + (Co + 1) - a(7),

where the second inequality is due to h € H,,(é,), implying R, (h) < R#(ﬁ#). Therefore, any such / is also in H,,
(for C' > Cy + 1 in the definition of 7{,,), and hence property (i) of Definition[7]is also satisfied on this event. O

Remark 9 (New Implications for Existing Relatedness Measures). Theorem[I] together with weak confidence sets
instantiated as in Proposition[3]above, imply a transfer rate (hiding logarithmic terms for simplicity)

o8 {(2))

In particular, from this we can recover (and slightly strengthen) the results of[Hanneke and Kpotufe [2019] in terms of
the fransfer exponent, when combined with the bound on §(ep) expressed in Example[3} that is, we obtain

1 1
R . dH 2-8q d’H p(2—Bp) "
Eo(h) < an il
o >Nmm{(ng) ()T o

where the term sgo in fact has a multiplicative factor exactly 1. As discussed above (see Remark[3), the bound in terms

of § can in fact be much tighter whenever the transfer-exponent upepr-bound on & ((dH /np) =57 ) is loose.

The weak confidence set instantiation from Proposition [3 moreover allows us to refine the results of }-discrepancy
and A-discrepancy discussed in Remark [§] to account for more favorable BCC parameters 3p, B¢, while extending
some of these existing results to the setting with both source and target data.

3.3.2 Regression with Squared Loss.
We consider linear regression where H = {x + h,(z) = w 'z : w € R%} and the squared loss £(y,y') = (y — y')%.
Define ¥ = E, XX T, assumed invertible. Also define 3. = E; XX T, where /i is the empirical version of .
It shown in Section [.1.2] that, under common regularity conditions, a set of the form
N - d + log(1
H, = {hw (w— ) S(w - b) < M}

U

d+log(1/71) ]

is a strong confidence set (see Definition[TI0), implying it is also a (e, 7)-weak confidence set, for € ~
m

Remark 10. Combining the above with Theorem[I] and the upper-bound of (@) on J, yields a transfer rate of the form
7 . d -1 d %
EQ(h) 5 min § —, /\max (Ep EQ) — 4+ QSQ(’U}P) s
ngQ np

which extends the results of [Mousavi Kalan et al! [2020],Zhang et all [2022b], Ge et all [2023] to the setting with both
source and target samples.

3.4 Lower-Bounds

Let{(a,b) =1{a #b}and Y = {-1,1}.

Definition 9 (Weak Modulus Class in Classification). Let # denote a class. Consider any non-decreasing function f
on (0,1] — [0,1]. For any such f, and 0 < 8p,Bgo < 1, let Xy /(f, Bp, B¢g) denote all pairs of distributions P, Q
such that (i) dpg(€) < f(€), V0 < € < 1/4, and (ii) P and Q satisfy BCC (Definition[8) with parameters (1, 3p) and
(1, Bo) respectively.

Theorem 2 (Classification Lower-Bound). In what follows, let & denote any learner having access to independent
datasets Sp and Sq of size np, ng respectively. The following holds for any H with |#| > 3.

10
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(i) Suppose the VC dimension of H satisfies dyy < max{ng,np}, and that for some x > 1, f satisfies af(€) <
kf(ae) forall 0 < €, < 1. We have that, for universal constants ¢, ¢o:

~min{<d—H>m,f<co (d—H>m>} )
nQ np

(ii) For general nondecreasing f we have that, for universal constants ¢, cy:

1 2*1562 1 2*1519
inf sup E EQ( ) > ¢-min <—> 1 co <—> )
h (P,Q)ESy(f.Br.BqQ) nQ np

Furthermore, for general f, for any 2 < d < max{ng,np} there exists H with dyy = ©(d) such that (9) holds.

Remark 11. Notice that condition on f admits any concave function f with x = 1 (in addition, nondecreasing), and
allows some convex f for k > 1. As it turns out, the structure is needed in our construction in order to satisfy d(e) < e
for relevant values of e.

inf sup E Eg(h) > ¢
h (P,Q)€EX3(f.8P,Bq)

3|

Supporting Results.
Proposition 4 (Thm 2.5 of Tsybakov [2009]). Let {II;,},c# be a family of distributions indexed over a subset H of
a semi-metric (F, dist). Suppose 3 hg, ..., hy € H, where M > 2, such that:
(i) dist(hi, hj) >2s>0, VO<i<j<M,
(ii) Mp, < p, Vi€ [M], and the average KL-divergence to IIj,, satisfies
M
i > Du(lly,[M,) < alog M, where 0 < a < 1/8.

=1

Let Z ~ 11, and let i : Z — F denote any improper learner of h € H. We have for any h:

. (s VM 20 3—2v2
g (o i.0) ) > 207 (10 i) 2 250

The following proposition would be needed to construct packings (of spaces of distributions) of the appropriate size.
Proposition 5 (Varshamov-Gilbert bound). Let d > 8. Then there exists a subset {0y, ..., o} of {—1, 1} such that
0o = (17"'71),

d
dist(oi,aj)>§ VO<i<j<M, and M >2%/8

where dist(o, 0”) = card({i € [m] : 0 (i) # ¢’(i)}) is the Hamming distance.

Results similar to the following lemma are known.

Lemma 2 (A basic KL upper-bound). For any 0 < p,q < 1, we let Dy(p|q) denote Dy (Ber(p)|Ber(g)). Now let
0<e<1/2andletz € {—1,1}. We have

Du(1/24 (2/2)-€|1/2 = (2/2) - €) < Oy - €2, for some Cyy independent of e.

Proof of Theorem[2] For claim (i), the case dy; = 1 is implied by claim (ii), so we will focus our proof of claim
(i) on the case dy; > 2. We establish both claims at once by introducing appropriate notation, as follows. For H
and f as in claim (i), let d = dyy — 1, K9 = kK, and let zg, 1, ..., T4 be a shatterable subset of X under . For
‘H and f as in claim (ii), instead let d = 1 and ko = 1, and let g, x1 be such that there exist h_1,h; € H with
hy(xz1) =y, and h_1(zo) = h1(z1) (Such zg, z1, h,l, hi must exist since |H| > 3), and without loss of generality
suppose h_1(x0) = h1(zo) = 1. The points xg, ..., xq Will form the support of marginals Px, @ x. Furthermore,
let H denote the projection of H onto {xl}l o (i.e., the quotient space of equivalences h = A’ on {z;}), with the

additional constraint that all h € H classify xg as 1. We can now restrict attention to H as the effective class.

Let o € {—1, 1} . We will construct a family of distribution pairs (P,, Q) indexed by ¢ to which we then apply
Proposition[labove. For any P,, Q,, we let np », 1g,» denote the corresponding regression functions (i.e., Ep, [Y]x],
and Eq_ [Y|z]). To proceed, fix

11
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1 1
d \?7 d \7T5
€p = Co - <_> " » €Q = <_) N s and € = (G min {EQ,f(ep)},

np nQ
for some cg, ¢; to be defined so that ep, e < 1/2.

- Distribution ;. We have that Q, = Qx % Q% y, Where Qx(z9) = 1 — e#2, while Qx (z;) = ——¢52 for all

dK[)

i > 1. Now, the conditional QY y is fully determined by 1q,o, (%0) = 1, and 1,0 (i) = 1/2+ (0:/2) el=he i > 1.
- Distribution P,. We have that P, = Px x Py, Px(wg) = 1 — €}, while Px(z;) = 3¢}, i > 1. Now, the
conditional Py, y is fully determined by np,q (z0) = 1, and npo (i) = 1/2 + (0i/2) - e}D_BP,i > 1.

- Verifying that (P,,Q,) € X(f,Bp,Bq). Forany ¢ € {—1, 1}d, let h, € H denote the corresponding Bayes

classifier (remark that the Bayes is the same for both P, and (),). Now, pick any other h, € H, and let dist(o, 0")
denote the Hamming distance between o, o’ (as in Proposition[3). We then have that

1-8q _ dist(o, ') _ dist(o,0") 4,

1

£q, (hyr) = dist(o,0”) - dTOEBQ e o © while Qx (hor # he) = g% (10)
dist d dist !

and similarly, Ep, (ho') = %’”) - ep, while Py (hys # ho) = % Lelr 11

Since (dist(o,0”)/d) < 1 and ko > 1, it follows that BCC (Definition [8)) holds with parameters (1, 3p) and (1, 8¢)
respectively for any P, and @), (noting that #p(1/2) and H¢(1/2) both project to ).

Moreover, notice that for every such Ep_ (h,), we also have that (in both cases (i) and (ii))

R <%‘”) .€P> < f(Erho)).

c1  dist(o,0")

£q, (ho') < flep) <

o) d o)

Notice that, by construction, the mapping Ep, (h) — Eg, (h) is nondecreasing, hence the above implies that, for any
¢ =% . ep, ke{0,...,d}, wedohave 5(¢') < f(¢'). Now, for values & - ep < ¢ < 2 . ep, k € {0,...,d — 1},
note that Hp(e') = Hp(% - ep) sothat 5(e') = §(% - ep) < f(£ - ep) < f(€') (since f is non-decreasing). Noting
that the requirement of X, (f, 8p, B¢) only concerns §(¢') < f(€') for ¢ < 1/4, and recalling that ep < 1/2, this
completely verifies that (P, Q,) € X4 (f, Bp, Bq) (for both case (i) and case (ii)).

- Reduction to a packing. Now apply Proposition [l to identify a subset ¥ of {—1, 1}d, where |X| = M > 24/8, and
Vo,o’ € X, we have dist(c,0’) > d/8. It should be clear then that for any o, ¢’ € 3,
&g, (her) > é . Leﬁcz cel7Ba — €/ (8Kp).
NS =g dro

Furthermore, by construction, any classifier & : {z;} — {0, 1} can be reduced to a decision on o, and we henceforth
view dist(a, ') as the semi-metric referenced in Propositiond] with effective indexing set 3.

- KL bounds in terms of np and ng. Define II, = PI'* x QZQ. We can now verify that all 11, I,/ are close in
KL-divergence. First notice that, for any o, 0’ € ¥ (in fact in {—1,1}")

Dkl(HU|HU’) =np- Dkl(Pa|Pa/) + nQ - Dkl(Qo’|Qo”)
=np- }% Dy (P?|X|P§|X) +ng- Q]EX Dy (Q?|X|Qg/\x)

d Egp g (T/ d EBQ o O'/
=np- Z T'Dkl (PY\11|PY\11) + ng - Z d_IQODkl (C2Y|ac1 QY\zl)

-1 i=1
<Gy (”P L0 4 (ng/ro) '6(27562)) (12)
< Cod(cF 7P 4+ 2P < 2Cy(eo V e1)d. (13)

where, for inequality (12)), we used Lemmal2lto upper-bound the divergence terms. It follows that, for cg, c; sufficiently
small so that 2Co(co V ¢1) < 1/16, we get that (I3) is upper bounded by (1/8) log M. Now apply Proposition @l and
conclude with the first two claims (i) and (ii) of the theorem.

12
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For the final claim in the theorem, consider # = {h,} . where ¥ is supplied by Proposition [ as just described
above. In particular, since all functions in H agree on xy, and 24/8 < |H| < 2¢. the VC dimension dy, satisfies

d
dy < d. Moreover, Sauer’s lemma [Sauer, [1972, [Vapnik and Chervonenkis, [1974] implies 24/8 < (%) H, that is,
d < 8dy log, (%), which further implies d < 16dy log,(8¢) < 72dy;, so that dyy > d/72. Thus, dyy = ©(d).

For this class, we modify the construction slightly as follows: now set ¢ = min {eQ, %e p}, and follow the same
construction as is case (i), but with « set to 1.

It follows from (I0) and that the BCC conditions hold, while we can verify the weak moduli is appropriately
bounded. Indeed, we have for any Ep,_ (h,) = %:’U) - ep that

o, ) < 0Ty (Gen) <1 (5rer) <0 (P9 ),

since dist(c, 0") > 4 for o # o’

The rest of the argument is identical to the above cases (i) and (ii). O

4 Strong Modulus of Transfer

Definition 10. Let » denote either P or Q. Let 0 < 7 < 1, ¢ > 0, and C' > 1. We call a random set H,, = H,,(S,,)
an (e, 7, C)-strong confidence set (under 1) if the following conditions are met with probability at least 1 — 7:

Hu(e/C) € Hu C Hyle).

Notice that if we pick e such that, with probability at least 1 — 7, £,(h,) < ¢/C, then an (¢, 7, C')-strong confidence
set is also an (e, 27)-weak confidence set (taking €, = €/C' in Definition[7). In fact, for most typical ways of obtaining
such strong confidence sets, the events referred to in the failure probabilities are nested, so that the (¢, 7, C')-strong
confidence set is in fact an (€, 7)-weak confidence set.

Algorithm 2. Input: 7:[22 D 7:[22, and H p, all subsets of H.
If 7—12) NHp # 0, return any h € 7—12) N #Lp, otherwise return iALp_,Q = abrgminhg:[.z2 Rp(h).

We require the following local definition of achievable rate (under P) over a given subset ' of 7. This is because,

as we consider general scenarios, it is possible that h p(H') may admit a different generalization rate than h p(H) if
population infimums differ; for instance in classification, the Bernstein Class Condition on # (Definition[8) may allow

for fast rates < n;1/2 for hp(H), but if the same BCC parameters do not hold for H’ we may have &p(H') ~ n;1/2.
Definition 11. Fix 0 < 7 < 1. Given a subset H' C H, we let ép(H’), depending on n p, denote the following:

min {6 >0:Pg, (Rp(ﬁp(’H')) - hien"ft’ Rp(h) < 6) >1- T} .

Note that the infimum is achieved in the set by continuity of probability measures.
Theorem 3. Let 0 < 7 < 1, C’ﬁ,Cf’ > 1. Suppose HY, 7:[22 are respectively (eg,7,C*) and (eq/C*, 1,C”)-
strong confidence sets under ), and Hp is an (ep, 7)-weak confidence set for P, for some €¢g,ep > 0 depending

respectively on ng and np. Let h denote the hypothesis returned by Algorithm[2l Letting ép = £p (7:[22), we then
have with probability at least 1 — 47:

- d(eq,€p) if eg > epg or H? NHp £ ),
Eo(h) < ; Q
o) < {C’b -8(eq/CF,Ep)  otherwise.

Proof. Assume the events of Definition 10l (for 7%2,, 7:[,22) and Definition[7] (for A p) hold (this occurs with probability
at least 1 — 37 by the union bound). By Definition[IQ every h € 7:[,2 NHp is in He(eq) N Hp(ep). Now notice that

13
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for any such h in this last intersection, we have Ep(h; Ho(eg)) < Ep(h) < ep. Thus, by definition, we have that any
he 7:[22 N Hp satisfies Eg(h) < 6(eq, ep).

Now suppose €g > €pq, and 7:[22 N#Hp = 0. Recall the equivalent definition of §(eq, ep) of Corollary [l for the
case € > €pq. By Proposition[I] for any € > 0, Hg(eg) N Hp(e) # 0; therefore pick any h € Ho(eg) N Hp(ép)
(recalling ép > 0 from Definition[7). Since Hp(ép) C Hp C Hp(ep), it follows that h € Hqg(eg) NHp(ep), hence,
Eo(h) < é(eq, ep). Furthermore, since 7:[22 NHp =0, we know h ¢ Hq(eg/CH) C 7—222, ie., Eg(h) > eg/CH In
other words, for the choice hp g € 7:1,22 C Ho(eg/C*), we must have that

Eq(hrq) < eq/Ct < Eq(h) < 8(eq, ep).

For the final case, suppose €g < &pq, while 7:[2) NHp = (. We have the following two subcases.

— First, suppose that X inf Rp(h) = Rp(h). Then it follows that

= inf
€Hq(eq/CH) heHa(eo/(CPCH))
Ep(hp.g; Holeg/CF)) = gp(ilp_’Q;/?:[Eg) < €p (with probability at least 1 — 7) .

Since we also have that hp g € Hg(eq/CY), it follows by definition that it satisfies Eo (hp,g) < d(eq/Ct, Ep).
— Otherwise, let 0 < € < £p, and pick he He(eq/CF) such that

Rp(h) < Rp(h) < min{ inf Rp(h

P ) inf RP(h) +€} .
heHq(eq/(C*CH)) heHq(e@/C?)

inf
heHq(eq/C*?)

By the second inequality, namely, the first term in the min, such an & ¢ Ho(eg/(C°CF)). Using the second term in
the min, we have that £o(h) < §(eq/C*, €). We therefore have that

Eo(hpg) < eq/CH < C°Eq(h) < C°8(eq/CH e) < C°6(eq/CH, ép).

We remark that each of these final two subcases yields a bound slightly better than the one stated in the theorem, which
is given as such for simplicity. O

4.1 Examples of Strong Confidence Sets

We present some examples of strong confidence sets for classical problems in classification and regression. We note
in particular that, while Theorem [3requires two such confidence sets for different values of ¢, the constructions below
are for a single € but are stated in a way to make it clear that different values of ¢ are admissible by varying constant
factors in their definitions.

4.1.1 Classification Example

We consider classification with a VC class H. In what follows assume ¢(a,b) = 1{a # b} and for the simplest case
suppose ) = {—1,1}. We first note that a simple strong confidence set follows easily from usual /n results in
this setting as stated in the firt proposition below. However, this corresponds to assuming 3, = 0 (noise condition
of Definition8); thus, for unknown £3,,, more sophisticated construction is required to achieve the corresponding fast
rates. Such a construction is subsequently described.

Proposition 6 (,/n-confidence sets). Let o),(1) = y/n~"(ds +log(1/7)). For a universal constant C, the set

Hy = {h et E,0) < Cyfay(n)}

is an (e, 7, 2)-strong confidence set (under ), for € = (4/3)Cy /o, (7).

Proof. The classic result of [Talagrand [1994] provides that, for a universal constant C, with probability at least 1 — 7,

Vh e H, |R,(h) —Ru(h)‘ < % o, (). (14)

14
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On this event, every h € 7:LM satisfies

Eulh) = Rylh) = o, By(10) < Ru0) = i, R0 + o) = i) + 50, 7) < 5 o),

where the first inequality is by (I4) and the last inequality follows from the definition of H - Moreover, on this same

event, any h € H with £,(h) < %\/GL(T) has

5 C
Euh) < Euh) + 5[ (1) < CyJa,(7),
and hence h € H,,. Thus, for e = 3C/a, (1), we have M, (/2) C H, C Hyule). O

Remark 12. Notice that, by the above arguments, we can also obtain a (¢, 7, 2)-strong confidence set, for ¢/ = 2¢
simply by plugging in ¢’ wherever e appears in the definition of #,,.

To allow for fast rates, and bounds for general § in the Bernstein Class Condition (Definition [8), we refine the
above strong confidence set definition based on localization arguments involving the uniform Bernstein inequality
(Lemma[I). The result, and underlying principle, is similar to results of [Koltchinskii [2006] stated there in a more
general Rademacher-based formulation (namely, a combination of Lemma 2 and Theorem 3 therein).

Proposition 7. Let Cp and o, (7) be as in Lemmal[ll Let2No = {277 : j € NU{0}}. LetCy,--- ,Cr € {2" : i € N}.
Let € denote the minimal element of 270 such that Ve’ € 270 with € > &2°,

min{Co\/diamH(’HH(Cle’)) . aH(T) + CQ . aH(T), 1} < 6//02. (15)

For any ¢ > 0, define H(¢') = {h eH:E.(h) < e’} and for any H' C H, define the empirical diameter
diamg, (H') = supy, prep fi(h # R'). Let €2° denote the minimal element of 270 such that Ve’ € 270 with

e > éij’c,

min{co\/diamﬂ(}zﬂ(cge/)) (1) + Co - (1), 1} <€ /Cu. (16)
If 2C¢ > (4, (1/05) + (206/(0102)) <1, 3/2 + (206/(0102)) < Cg, C1 + 2/04 < (O3, 205 < Oy,

(CsC3/C1)C7 > 1, and 2(0603/(0102))_§ 1/C4, then with probabilit_y at least 1 — 7, for any e € 270 with
€ > éloc
i I_L b
Hu(e/Cs) C Hp(e) C Hu(Coe) 17
and moreover,
6y < €9 < Crey”. (18)
In particular, this implies that for any C' € {27 : i € NU{0}}, H,, = H(Cepe) is a (CsC7CEYe, 7, C7Cs)-strong
confidence set.

Moreover, for (C,,, 8,,) as in the Bernstein Class Condition (Definition[8), it holds that
doc < C'(Cy - o (7)) T

for a constant C’ = C(C1, Cs).

Proof. Throughout the proof, suppose the event of probability at least 1 —7 from Lemmal[Ilholds. We proceed to prove
by induction. As a base case, considering € = 1, we trivially have #,,(1/Cs) C H;(1) C H,(Cs). Now take as
an inductive hypothesis that, for some € € 27 with 1 > € > &°¢, it holds that 7{,,(2¢/C5) C H(2¢) C H,,(C2e).
We will extend the inclusion to hold for e. Toward this end, consider any h € H,(e/C5). We trivially have
h € H,(Cs2¢), and by the inductive hypothesis we also have }AL# € H,(Cs2¢) as well. Therefore p(h # }AL#) <
diam,, (#,(Cs2¢)). Thus, by (7) from Lemmal[ll we have

gu(h) < 6/05 + min{Co . \/diamu(’HH(Cg%))au(T) + Cy - OéM(T), 1} < 6/05 + (206/(0102))57

where the last inequality follows from the fact that € > & and 2Cs > C1. Since (1/C5) + (2C6/(C1C2)) < 1, we

conclude that £, (h) < e. Hence we have verified that H,,(¢/Cs) C H(e).

15
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Continuing to the second inclusion, consider any h € ;,(¢) and any h' € #,(¢/2). By the inductive hypothesis,
h € H,(Cs2¢), and K’ is trivially also in this set. Therefore, u(h # h') < diam, (#,(Cs2¢)). Thus, by (@) of
Lemmall]l we have

R#(h) — R#(h/) <e+ min{C’o . \/diam#(H#(C@‘%))a#( ) + Cp - OL“( ) 1} <e+ (206/(0102))

where the last inequality is again due to the fact that e > eijc and 2Cs > C). Since h' € H,,(e/2), we also have that
Eu(h) < R, (h) — R,(h') +€/2. Since 1+ (1/2) 4 (2Cs/(C1C3)) < Cg, we conclude that8 (h) < Cge. Hence we
have veriﬁed that H, (e) C M, (Cse). By the principle of induction, this completes the proof of a.

Next we establish (I8]), again on the same event from Lemmal[ll We begm with the left inequality. We again proceed by
induction, to establish that any € € 2750 with ¢ > elOC alsohas e > €; loc "and moreover that H,, (Cr¢€) C H;(Cze) Asa
base case, we trivially have 1 > €2 and #,,(C1) = H = H(Cs) (smce Cy,C3 > ). If élOC = 1, this concludes the
proof. Otherwise, take as an 1nduct1ve hypothesis that some € € 270 with 1 > ¢ > e}fc has 2e > e}fc, and moreover
M. (C12€) C Hp(C32€). We will first argue that H,, (Cre) C H;,(Cse). Consider any h € H,,(C1€). By the inductive

hypothesis, h € H;,(C32¢), and we trivially have fL € H;(C32€) as well, so that fi(h # h) < diamy (H;(Cs2¢€)). By
(@), we have that

E.(h) < Cre+ min{C’o . \/diamﬂ(}[ﬂ(032€)a#(7') +Co - (1), 1} < Cie+ 2¢/Cly,
where the last inequality is based on the fact that 2¢ > e“’c Since C1 +2/C4 < C3, we conclude that b € H;,(Cse).
Therefore H,,(Cre) C H;(Cse).
We therefore have that diam,, (H,,(C1¢)) < diam,(H;(Cse)). By (8) from Lemmal[ll we have diam,,(#;(Cs¢)) <
2diamy, (H;(Cse)) + Co - (7). Therefore,
min{C’o . \/diam#(H#(Cle))a#(T) + Co - ay(T), 1} <2. min{C’o . \/diamﬂ(Hﬂ(Cg€))OL#(7’) + Co - ay(T), 1}
< 2¢/Cy,

where this last inequality is based on the fact that € > elOC and hence satisfies (I6). Therefore, since 2/Cy < 1/Cy,
we conclude that every e € 2710 with € > €/°° also satlsﬁes (T3). Therefore, éj>¢ > &°.

For the second inequality, namely Cﬁij’c > éij’c, it suffices to argue that for any ¢ € 270 with ¢ > C7€fc, (16
holds. Fix any such e. By (I7), we have H;(Cse) C H,(CsCse). Moreover, by (8), we have diam (H,,(CsCs¢)) <
2diam,,(#H,(CsCs€)) + Co - (7). Therefore,

min{C’o : \/diamﬂ(Hﬂ(Cge))a#( ) + Co - au(7), 1} < me{Co \/dlam# (H,(CsCs6))ap(r) + Co - oz#(T),l}

< 2(CsC3/(C1C2))e,

where this last inequality follows from (CsC5/C1)C7 > 1. Since 2(CC5/(C1C2)) < 1/Cy, we conclude that this €
indeed satisfies (I6), which completes the proof of this inequality.

For the last claim in the proposition, note that by the Bernstein Class Condition, diam,,(H,((Ci/ 2)61;”)) <
C,.((C1/2)&e)Pr. Minimality of €° implies

(1/2)elee/Cy < Coy fdiam,, (H,((C1/2)el2%)) - a(7) + Co - (1)
< Coy/Cul(C1/2)e) - au(7) + Co - a(7) < 2Co max{y/Cul(C1/2)els) s - (), au(7) }

Thus, either the o, (7) term achieves the max, in which case €7 < 4C5Cp - a, (1) < 4C5Cq - (Cy - (1)) =5, , Or
else the first term achieves the max, in which case solving for € *1"‘3 yields

_IOC < (4CCo) > P ﬂ“ (01/2)2 ez (O,u : OLu(T))m < (40200) (1vCy/2) (C W OLu(T))ﬁ.
O

Remark 13. We remark that, using the above proposition to specify an (e, 7, C')-strong confidence set, one can easily
adjustit to be a (C'e, 7, C" - C)-strong confidence set, for any choices of C’, C"" > 1, by scaling the constants C5, Cy
appropriately in the definition.
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4.1.2 Regression Example

We consider a linear regression setting with X € R% and Y € R, jointly distributed under z. Assume throughout this
section that || X || < 1, and Y — E[Y |z] is uniformly subGaussian with parameter 02 > 1; see Condition 3 of Hsu et al!

[2012]. We consider the squared loss £(y,y') = (y — y')%, and H = {x > hy(z) =w 'z :w € R4},
Define ¥ = E, XX T, assumed invertible, and 3 = E; XX T, where /i is the emprirical version of y on S, o~
We make use of the following corollary to classical concentration results.

Lemma 3 (Matrix concentration). For any 0 < 7 < 1, the following holds with probability at least 1 — 7. There exists
C = C(r,d,eigs(X)) such that, for n,, > C, we have (writing A < B for A — B is negative semidefinite):

. 3 1 3
Y X2 <%, Equivalently Yo € R?, 5 o3 < [lv]3 < 5 0|3 .

2

Proof. Let A=¥"33%"% so that EA = I4. Then standard matrix Bernstein bounds (see e.g., [Tropp et al., 2015,
Theorem 1.6.2]) imply that, with probability at least 1 — T,

log(d log(d
< oy foray = | 1oBUT) | Josd/7)
op ny Ny

A—-1Iy

2
where ¢ = ¢ <sup HE*%XH ) =c(Mmin(2)) .
X

In other words, we have (1 — a,) g < A= (1 + )14 We obtain the result by multiplying either side of each term
by Y2, and setting n,, sufficiently large so that a,, < % o

We have the following proposition. Notice that, the proposition assumes knowledge of upper-bounds on distributional
parameters, namely the subGaussian parameter oy, and a parameter ¢, which we assume to be an upper bound on
R, (hw,) — Rj, where we let R, denotes Bayes risk, and w. minimizes R(h.,) over the linear class. Thus, if the
regression function E[Y'|z] is linear as often assumed, we have that ¢, = 0; more generally, if Y itself is bounded,
then ¢,, can be taken as the square of this bound.

Proposition 8. Let « minimize R(h,,) over w € R, and for any such w, and symmetric and positive A € R%*%,
define [|lw]|% = wT Aw. Assume n,, > C(7,d, eigs(¥)) as in Lemma[3l

In what follows, ¢ is a universal constant, and c,, depends on p as explained above. We have that, the following set is

2 d+cutlog(l/7).
Y :

a (26¢, 27, 26)-strong confidence set, fore = ¢g - o —

H, = {hw Hlw — w0 < 66}.

Proof. We rely on the following two facts (see e.g. [Hsu et all [2012]). First, with probability at least 1 — 7, we have

that &, (hy) < €, for some universal co. Second, it is a classifical fact that, for any w € R%, E(hy) = |lw — w*HzE,
where w, minimizes R(h,,). Using Lemma[3] we then have that, with probability at least 1 — 27, the following holds.

- For any h,, € 7:LM, we have that
2 112 . 2 112
E(hw) = lw — w5 £ 2[Jw — W5 + 2 |0 — wy||5, < 4|lw — W[5 + 2¢ < 26e.
- For any h,, € H,(¢€), we have that
2 3 2 2 . 2
hw =g < 5 o= wl3 <3 (Jw = wel, + [ = w.]}) < 6e.
O

Remark 14. Notice that, by the above arguments, we can also obtain a (26¢', 27, 26)-strong confidence set, for
€’ = 26e simply by plugging in ¢’ wherever e appears in the definition of #,,.

Remark 15 (Efficient Implementation). It is easily seen that, with the instantiation of strong confidence sets expressed
in Proposition [§] our methods used in Theorems [I and [3] can be implemented efficiently via formulation as convex
programs with quadratic constraints.
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