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Abstract: In the probabilistic framework of multivariate regular variation,
the first order behavior of heavy-tailed random vectors above large radial
thresholds is ruled by a homogeneous limit measure. For a high dimensional
vector, a reasonable assumption is that the support of this measure is con-
centrated on a lower dimensional subspace, meaning that certain linear
combinations of the components are much likelier to be large than others.
Identifying this subspace and thus reducing the dimension will facilitate
a refined statistical analysis. In this work we apply Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) to a re-scaled version of radially thresholded observations.

Within the statistical learning framework of empirical risk minimiza-
tion, our main focus is to analyze the squared reconstruction error for the
exceedances over large radial thresholds. We prove that the empirical risk
converges to the true risk, uniformly over all projection subspaces. As a
consequence, the best projection subspace is shown to converge in proba-
bility to the optimal one, in terms of the Hausdorff distance between their
intersections with the unit sphere. In addition, if the exceedances are re-
scaled to the unit ball, we obtain finite sample uniform guarantees to the
reconstruction error pertaining to the estimated projection subspace. Nu-
merical experiments illustrate the capability of the proposed framework to
improve estimators of extreme value parameters.
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1. Introduction

If one wants to analyze the tail behavior of an R%valued random vector X =
(X1, ..., X% one usually assumes that X is regularly varying (if necessary after
a standardization of the marginal distributions), i.e. there exists a non-zero
measure p on R?\ {0} such that

P(X €tB)

wui(B) = PX[>1) o u(B) < o0 (1.1)

for all p-continuous Borel sets B that are bounded away from the origin. This
definition does not depend on the choice of the norm ||- || on R, but in what fol-
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lows we only consider the Euclidean norm. Convergence (1.1) may be understood
as a generalization to arbitrary dimension of a heavy-tail assumption regard-
ing a real-valued random variable. This mathematical framework is particularly
useful in situations where the focus is on ‘tail events’ of the kind {X € C} where
the distance to the origin u = inf{||z|| : x € C} is large, for some norm || - ||.
In a risk management context, the probability of such tail events is of crucial
importance. If the distance u is so large that few or no data are available in the
considered region C, all attempts to resort to empirical estimation are in vain.
One common idea behind statistical methods based on Extreme Value Theory
(EVT) is to use a small proportion of the available data (those with a compara-
tively large norm) to learn an estimate for p, which may be used for quantifying
the probability of tail events.

1.1. Regular variation

A standard reference concerning the probabilistic aspects of regular variation
in the setting of EVT is [28], see also [27] for application-oriented examples.
Regular variation for Borel measures on Polish spaces has since been revisited
in [19] and [23]. It is well known that if convergence (1.1) holds true, then the
limit measure p is homogeneous of order —a for some o > 0. Moreover, the norm
| X || is regularly varying, too: P{|| X|| > ta}/P{|| X]|| >t} = 2% as t — oo for
all z > 0.

Because the limit measure is homogeneous, after a polar transformation, it
can be decomposed into a so-called spectral (or angular) probability measure H
and an independent radial component, that is

u{a: eR? : x| >, ﬁ € A} =r"“H(A), (1.2)
for all » > 0 and all Borel subsets A of the unit sphere. Whereas the literature
on the design and the asymptotics of flexible multivariate parametric or non-
parametric models for p or integrated versions of it is plentiful (see e.g. [32, 13,
9, 15, 29], or [2] and the references therein), the issue of how to escape the curse
of dimensionality has only recently been raised (see below). One reason for this
may be that a major field of application of EVT concerns environmental, spatial
extremes such as heavy rainfalls, heat waves, droughts or floods. In this context,
max-stable or generalized Pareto spatial models are widely used ([25, 12, 30])
which have built in a priori information about the spatial dependence structure,
thus reducing the effective dimension.

1.2. Dimensionality reduction for extreme values, a brief overview

For applications such as e.g. anomaly detection or network monitoring where
no particular structure is known a priori, dimension reduction suggests itself as
a preliminary step before implementing any kind of statistical procedure. This
subject has recently received increasing attention. If d is moderate or large,
the measure p (and hence H) will often exhibit some ‘sparse’ structure. For
example, if some of the components of X are asymptotically independent, i.e.
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for some index set I C {1,...,d} of size [I| € {1,...,d — 1}

P{ max | X*| > ¢, max | X?| > t} = o(IP’{ max |X*| > t}),
i€l gl 1<i<d

then 4 is concentrated on {z = (z,...,2%) : max;e; 2] = 0 or max;g; |2%| =

0}. More generally, one may consider the case where only a small number of
subsets of components {I C {1,...,d},k = 1,..., K} are likely to be large
simultaneously, while the other components remain small. Here, ‘small number’
is understood relatively to the 2¢ —1 non empty possible subsets of components.
This setting applies e.g. to heavy rainfalls in a spatial setting (storms are usually
localized, so that neighboring sites are more likely to be jointly impacted) or
of shocks to different assets of a financial portfolio. [5] proposes a clustering
approach combined with spherical data analysis to detect structures of this
type. [16, 17] propose an algorithm with moderate computational cost (linear in
the dimension and the sample size) and finite sample uniform guarantees. Their
error bounds are linear in d and scale as 1/vk, where k is the number of order
statistics of each component that are considered extreme during the training
step. A refinement of the latter framework is proposed in the yet unpublished
work of [34]. [6] and [7] aim at identifying subgroups of components for which
the probability of a joint excess over a large quantile is not negligible compared
to that of an excess by a single component. [10] use graphical models to reduce
the complexity of the extremal dependence structure. In a regression context,
[14] sets up a mathematical framework for tail dimension reduction suited to
the case where the distribution of the target variable above high thresholds only
depends on the projection of the covariates on a lower dimensional subspace.
Consistency of k-means clustering applied to the most extreme observations of
a data set has recently been proven in [20]. An overview of different concepts of
sparsity in EVT can be found in [11].

1.3. Principal component analysis (PCA) and support identification

Here we focus on finding a linear subspace on which p is (nearly) concentrated.
In a classical setting, when || X|| has finite second moments, PCA ([1]) is the
method of choice to determine such supporting linear subspaces if 4.i.d. random
vectors X;, 1 < i < n, with the same distribution as X are observed. Theoretical
guarantees obtained so far concern the reconstruction error ([21, 33, 4, 22, 26])
or the approximation error for the eigenspaces of the covariance matrix ([37]),
under the assumption that the sample space (or the feature space for Kernel-
PCA) has finite diameter or that sufficiently high order moments exist.

For motivation of our version of PCA, it is useful to keep the following working
hypothesis in mind, although it is not required for most results to hold.

Hypothesis 1. The vector space Vy = span(supp ) generated by the support
of i has dimension p < d.

Note that then the points (X;/t)1{||X;|| > t} are more and more concentrated
on a neighborhood of Vj as t increases, but usually they will not lie on Vj. If
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the dimension p of V} is known, then it suggests itself to approximate Vj by the
subspace of dimension p that is ‘closest’ in expectation to these points.

In PCA one measures the closeness by the squared Euclidean distance which
hugely alleviates the optimization problem as one may work with orthogonal
projections in the Hilbert space Lo. However, this approach requires finite second
moments which cannot be taken for granted in the above setting. Indeed, if o < 2
then E(]| X;||?) = oo. Hence, we will instead consider re-scaled vectors

where w : RY — (0, 0) is a suitable scaling function. The most common choice
is w(z) = 1/||z||, leading to ©; on the unit sphere which describes the direction
of X;, and we will focus on this re-scaling when we derive finite sample bounds
on the reconstruction error (see Section 3). However, consistency results will be
proved for considerably more general scaling functions; cf. Section 2.

To the best of our knowledge, the only existing work considering PCA prop-
erly speaking for high dimensional extremes is the paper [8]. The authors discuss
a transformation mapping negative observations to small positive ones and apply
PCA in this transformed space. They also use a preliminary re-scaling involving
the norm of the transformed vector. They illustrate their approach with simula-
tions and real data examples, without deriving theoretical statistical guarantees.

1.4. Notation and risk minimization setting

To give a formal description of our method, we first introduce some notation.
All random variables are defined on some probability space (X,.A,P); the ex-
pectation with respect to P is denoted by E. For € R% and ¢ > 0, let

(x

~—

0(z) = w(x)z,

0:(x) = w(z)al{|z] > t},

0 =0(X)=w(X)X,

O: = 0:(X) = O1{|| X]| > t}.

(1.4)

By P we denote the distribution of X and by P; its conditional distribution
given that || X|| > ¢, i.e. Pi(-) = P(X € - | | X|| > t}. Then Py := pl(B, (o)) is
the weak limit of P;(¢-) (with B1(0) denoting the closed unit ball); cf. (1.1).

For any probability measure @ and any @Q-integrable function f, we denote
the expectation of f with respect to @ by Qf or Q(f). By E; we denote the
conditional expectation (with respect to P) given || X|| > ¢ so that E.(f(X)) =
P,(f), provided the expectations exist.

For any linear subspace V' C R?, let ITy be the orthogonal projection onto V'
(or the associated projection matrix), and let II{: be the orthogonal projection
onto the orthogonal complement V- of V.

To apply PCA to the re-scaled vectors, we have to assume that the scaling
function w is chosen such that E(||©]|?) = P(]|0]|?) < oo and P (]|0]|?) < oco.
Note that this condition is always fulfilled if there exist 8 > 1 — /2 and ¢ > 0
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such that w(z) < ¢||z||=? for all x € R?. For simplicity’s sake, in what follows
we will impose the following stronger homogeneity condition:

dp e (1— %,1} YA>0,zeRY: waz) =2 Puw(z)

1.5
and ¢, := sup w(x) < oo, (15)
zeSd—1

where S9! := {z € R? : ||z| = 1} denotes the unit sphere. Note that then
16(2)]| < cullz] 7. (1.6)

The choice w(z) = ||z||~? seems natural, but different choices allow for focus-
ing on particular aspects of the extreme value behavior. For instance, if one
is only interested in the positive components of X, one may choose w(x) =
ERETe)

Hypothesis 1 is equivalent to the statement that infy.qimv)=p Rec(V) = 0
and infy .qim(v)=p' Roo(V) > 0 for all p’ < p where

Reo(V) := Pog|[TLy 0 — 0> = Poc || Ty, 0]?

and the infima are taken over all linear subspaces of the specified dimension
(cf. Lemma 2.5). The risk R, may be interpreted as the expected reconstruc-
tion error in the limit model if the re-scaled observation © is replaced with its
lower dimensional approximation Ily©. Since P;(t-) — Puo(-) weakly, one may
approximate Vy by a subspace V;* = V" of dimension p that minimizes the
conditional risk

Ry(V) := P(|Ty0)|?) = E, (|y0]?) (L.7)

given that || X || exceeds a high threshold ¢ > 0. Note that V;* may be of interest
even if Hypothesis 1 only holds approximately, in the sense that P, concentrates
most of its mass on a small neighborhood of a p-dimensional subspace.

It is natural to ‘estimate’ V;* (and thus Vj) by a minimizer of the correspond-
ing empirical risk

n

. 1 & .
Ry(V) :=EZ||Hé@i||21{||Xi|| >t} with Npo= > 1{]| X[ > t}.
=1

i=1

Here the threshold ¢t must be chosen suitably, depending on the sample size. To
this end, often order statistics of the norms of the observed vectors are used,
and we follow this approach. Let X(;) = X,(;) where o is a permutation of
indices such that || X(y)|| > | X)l| > -+ > [[X(n)|. (For brevity, we suppress
the dependence on n in our notation of order statistics.) For 1 < k < n, denote
by tnk = | X(k+1)|| the empirical quantile of level 1 — k/n for || X||. We define
the empirical risk for the subspace V related to the k largest observations as

. 1 &
RBun(V) =R, (V)= >oImge,;  I? (1.8)
i=1
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where ©;, = 6,(X;) in accordance with the notation introduced in (1.4). Here
and throughout the paper, we suppose that the c.d.f. of || X|| is continuous in
the tail to avoid technicalities. Then we may assume w.l.o.g. that there are no
ties and thus exactly k& observations have norm larger than tAnyk. A minimizer of
Rnyk(V) among all linear subspaces of dimension p will be denoted by V;, = V,{’ .
It is the main goal of the present paper to analyze the asymptotic and the finite
sample behavior of the empirical risk J%n,k(V) and its minimizer Vn

1.5. Outline

In Section 2 we will first show that the minimizer of the risk R; based on a fi-
nite threshold ¢ converges to the minimizer of the limit risk R, and thus under
Hypothesis 1 to Vg, as t — 0o. Moreover, we show consistency of the empirical
risk minimizer Vn under condition (1.5). In Section 3, we derive non-asymptotic
uniform bounds on the difference between the empirical risk and its theoreti-
cal counterpart for the most important scaling w(x) = 1/||x||. Furthermore, we
construct uniform confidence bands for R;(V'). The results obtained in a simu-
lation study are reported in Section 4. In particular, we explore the choice of the
dimension p based on empirical risk plots and the effect of a PCA projection
on estimators of probabilities expressed in terms of the spectral measure H.
All proofs and technical lemmas are postponed to Section 5, while an appendix
contains some details about the proof of a modification of a result by [4].

2. Consistency of risk minimizers

In this section, we first discuss how to calculate minimizers of the conditional
risk R, given || X|| > t and the empirical risk R, ;. Moreover, we prove that
these converge in some sense towards a minimizer of R.

It is well known that a point of minimum of V — E ||II{;Y[|? can be derived
from the spectral analysis of the matrix of second (mixed) moments of Y

Lemma 2.1. (i) Let Y be an R¥-valued random vector with E(||Y||?) < oo
and ¥ = E(YYT). Let Ay > Ao > --- > Mg > 0 denote the eigenvalues
of X with corresponding orthogonal eigenvectors x1,...,xq. Then V* =
span(zy, ..., x,) minimizes E(|IIHY[|2) among all linear subspaces V' of
dimension p. In the case A\, > A\py1 it is the unique minimizer.

(ii) If the scaling condition (1.5) holds and Ay > Ao > -+ > Aq > 0 denote the
eigenvalues of ¥y := Ey(OOT) with corresponding orthogonal eigenvectors
x1,...,%q, then V* =span(z1, ..., x,) minimizes Ry(V) among all linear
subspaces V' of dimension p. It is the unique minimizer if Ay, > Apy1.

(i11) If the scaling condition (1.5) holds and A1 > Ao > -+ > Ay g > 0 de-
note the eigenvalues of ¥y, j := k=1 Z?zl(gi,fn,kezfmk) with correspond-

ing orthogonal eigenvectors T 1,...,Tn.q4, then

Vn = Span(xn,,lv s 7xn,p)

minimizes Rn,k(V) among all linear subspaces V' of dimension p.
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A proof of assertion (i) can e.g. be found in [31], Theorem 5.3, where also
other optimality properties of the minimizers are given. Both the other results
follow directly by an application of (i) with Y equal to © conditional on || X || > ¢,
respectively a random variable according to the empirical distribution of those
O, for which || X;|| > f,,.%. If A, = A\p11, then the minimizer is not unique. With
m =min{i € {1,...,p} : \; = A\, } any minimizer V;* of R, can be represented as
V¥ =span(z1, ..., Tm-1,Tm, ..., Tp) where Z,,, ..., T, are orthogonal eigenvec-
tors to the eigenvalue A, and all these subspaces are minimizers. An analogous
statement holds for the empirical risk.

2.1. Asymptotic behavior of the conditional risk and its minimizer

Here we discuss the relationship between R, and R, and their respective min-
imizers.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose that w fulfills condition (1.5). Then, for any subspace
V of RY, the suitably standardized associated finite threshold risk converges:
lim 2~V R, (V) = Reo(V).
t—o0
In view of Proposition 2.2, one may ask whether a minimizer of R, =
t2(B=D R, (which of course is also a minimizer of R;) converges in some sense to

a minimizer of R. Denote by V, the set of all subspaces of R? of dimension p,
endowed with the metric

p(V,W) = Ty — T[] = [Ty — Ty || = sup [Ty — THgy o]
st

pertaining to the operator norm || - ||| of the projections.

Remark 2.3. Note that p(V, W) also gives an upper bound on the Hausdorff
distance between V NS4 1 and W NS 1. To see this, let 2* € VNS ! and
y* € W NS be such that the Hausdorff distance equals inf,cyyngi-1 [|2* —
yll = llz" —y*[|l. Then y* = Mwa™/[Twa"|, 2" — Iwa*|| < p(V, W) and
1Ty a2 > 1 - (p(V, W))2. Hence

la* =y I = llo* = Mya* |+ [Mwa* =y
< (p(V, W) + (1 = | Ty
2
< (pV.m))? + (1= V1= (p(V.W)P)
:2(1— V1 (p(V,W))2). O

It can be shown that V, is compact w.r.t. p (see Lemma 5.2) and that the
normalized conditional risk functions R, are uniformly Lipschitz continuous
(Lemma 5.3), from which the convergence of the risk minimizers follows by
standard arguments.



PCA for multivariate extremes 915

Theorem 2.4. Suppose that w satisfies condition (1.5) and that R has a
unique minimizer V2 in V,. Then, for any minimizer V,* of Ry in V,, one has

Jim (V7 Vi) = 0.

Under Hypothesis 1, V; is the unique minimizer of R, over V,, that is if
we minimize the risk over linear subspaces with the correct dimension, as the
following result shows. Hence in this case, V,* converges to ;.

Lemma 2.5. Under Hypothesis 1, for any subspace V. C R? of arbitrary di-
mension one has

Ro(V)=0 < VhCV.

Thus, Vg is the unique minimizer of Ro in V,, whereas on Vs with p > p the
points of minimum of the limit risk Ro, are not unique.

Proof. 1If Vo C V then V+ C Vj-. By Hypothesis 1, P, is concentrated on Vj,
which implies Roo (V') = Poo|[TI5;0||? < Pso||TIy;, 6]|* = 0.

Conversely, if Roo(V) = 0, then 1 = P {II{:0 = 0} = P (V). By definition
of P, and the homogeneity of u, this means that the support of y must be a
subset of V and thus V, C V. O

2.2. Convergence of the empirical risk and its minimizer

We now establish analogous consistency results for the empirical risk ]%n’k and
its minimizer. In what follows, let Fjx be the c.d.f. of || X[, F|y its generalized
inverse (quantile function) and define

tn g 1= F‘&H(l—k/n). (2.1)
We start with consistency of the standardized empirical risk.

Proposition 2.6. Ifw satisfies condition (1.5), then ti(,g_l)]%nyk(V) — R (V)
in probability for all linear subspaces V of R?.

The following main result of this section states the consistency of the empir-
ical risk minimizer.

Theorem 2.7. If w satisfies condition (1.5) and Ro has a unique minimizer
VZE in 'V, then p(V,,, VL) — 0 in probability for all minimizers V,, of Ry, in
Vp.

So far, we have proved weak consistency of both the standardized empirical
risk and the empirical risk minimizer under mild assumptions on the scaling
function w. However, the rates of convergence may be arbitrarily slow. In the
next section, we establish bounds on the recovery risk under stronger conditions.
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3. Uniform risk bounds

Since a minimizer V} of the empirical risk Rt (or V,, of Rn’k) differs from the min-
imizer of the true risk Ry, usually the so-called excess risk Ry (Vt) —infy ey, Ri(V)
will be strictly positive. We follow the common approach in the theory of
risk minimization to bound the excess risk by deriving uniform bounds on
|R:(V) — Ry(V))| which hold with high probability for a fixed sample size n.
If these uniform bounds can be calculated from the observed data, they may
also be used to construct confidence intervals for the reconstruction error Rt(f/t)

resp. Ry, , (Vi)

As condition (1.5) does not guarantee any finite moments of © of order greater
than 2, and tight concentration inequalities are available only for subgaussian
distributions, we now assume that the scaling function w satisfies the following
stronger condition:

X

1
|
so that ||0(x)|| < 1 for all 2 € R
For classical PCA (and a kernel version thereof), [33] established uniform risk
bounds for bounded random vectors Z;, which were improved by the following
result by [4]. Assume [|Z;|| < 1, and denote the empirical matrix of second
(mixed) moments by ¥, and the Hilbert-Schmidt norm on the space of matrices
by || - ||zs. Then, with probability greater than 1 — 4,

n n 1/2
1 L2 1 2‘ p (1 4 S
il 12 — < | £ (= 14—
\n;nnm B2 < | 255 (7 02 1nllas)
log(3/9)\1/2 2log(3/8)\ /4
+<og(/)) +(p ogg/))
2n n
for all V' € V,. One may try to derive uniform risk bounds in our extreme value
setting by applying this result to the random variables Z; = 0, ; = ©;1{|| X;|| >
t}, so that the left hand side is approximately equal to m|R:(V) — R¢(V)| with

= P{|| X > t}

if one ignores the difference between N; and its expectation nm;. In the case
= o(n_l/ 2), however, the above upper bound will not even converge to 0
when it is divided by 7; because of the second term. Hence this direct approach
does not give meaningful bounds for |R,(V) — Ry(V)|.

The reason for this inconsistency is that, unlike in the classical setting, most
of the random variables Z; will vanish as t increases, and the concentration
inequalities used in the proofs of the aforementioned bounds are too crude in
such a situation. However, we will take up ideas used by [4], with appropriate
modifications, to derive much tighter uniform bounds on [R, x(V) — Ry, (V)]
Furthermore, we will derive uniform bounds on |R;(V) — Ry(V)| which hold
conditionally on Ny = ¢ and depend only on the data. These can then be used
to construct confidence bands for R (V).
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If, for the time being, one neglects the difference between the empirical (1-
k/n)-quantile of || X|| (i.e. tn.) and the true quantile t,, ., then R, (V) can be
approximated by R;, , (V) where

1 n
= 150, 2
V) mt;H VOl (3.2)

Denote the empirical distribution of the observed random vectors X;, 1 < ¢ < n,
by P,, and recall the notation P for the distribution of X. For any threshold
t > 0, the maximal difference between the approximate empirical risk R;(V)
and the true risk R;(V') can be rewritten as

sup |Ry(V) — Ry(V)| = sup — —E:IIHL@mII2 E 1Ly @t||2’

vev, vey, T

1
= — sup [(P, — P)||TI:604)2 |
Tt VeV,

1 _
= —max(pf (Xi, o K)o or (X1 X)) (33)

with

+ 1 2 1y 2
T1,...,Tn) = SUp =+ E IT; 04 ( — P|IIy;0 . 3.4
or (21 ) vegp ( | t(3) | ([TT56¢ | ) (3.4)

To derive uniform bounds on on |R, (V) — Ry, . (V)], we thus first analyze

the error of the approximation of R, by Ry, . (Lemma 5.5) and then bound
©*(X1,...,X,). For the latter step, we employ a version of the bounded dif-
ference inequality to conclude a concentration inequality for ¢*(Xi,...,X,)
(Lemma 5.7) and combine this with an upper bound on its expectation (Lemma
5.8). This approach leads to our first uniform bound on the difference between
the empirical risk and its theoretical counterpart.

Theorem 3.1. If (3.1) holds, then for all u,v >0

. A (d — 1/2
p{ sup R (V) = Ri, (V)] > [%s&k} +utof
ku? kv?
< - A N .
< 2exp ( 21+ k/nt u/3)> + 20 ( 201+ v/3)) (3:5)

with St = Et ||@||4 — Tt tr(Ef) and Et = Et((—)@—r)
In particular, with probability greater than or equal to 1 — 6,

sup | R (V) = Ry, (V)]
Vev,

S Ny
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4 %(1 + /) log(4/0)] R [(logéi/ %) )2 + % log(4/9)] i

< [WS@“J Y [%(1 + k/n) log(4/9)] Ty 41%(;/5)

Note that (3.6) also implies an upper bound on the excess risk:

(3.6)

Ro, (V) = inf Re, (V)

< Rpw(Va) = Ry, (Vi) + sup |Rp i (V) = Ry, . (V)]
EVp

< Row(Vi ) = Ry, (Vi )+ Sup |Rp i (V) = Ry, . (V)]
EVp

<2 sup |Rui(V) — Ry, (V).
vev,

Remark 3.2. In the case w(x) = 1/||z||, the upper bound in (3.6) simplifies to

[PAZPL G myecaz, )] [ k) tos(4/0) ”ﬂ‘“%(;/@_

Note that the upper bound in Theorem 3.1 cannot be calculated from the
data and can thus not directly be used to construct confidence intervals for
the true reconstruction error Rtn,k(ffn) or the minimal reconstruction error
infyey, Ry, (V). Therefore, we derive data-dependent bounds directly from (a
minor improvement of) the bound established by [4]. However, this result will
be applied to the conditional distribution of © given || X|| > ¢ and the resulting
bound is to be interpreted conditionally on the number N; of exceedances over
the chosen threshold ¢.

O

Theorem 3.3. If condition (3.1) is met, for all £ > 1,u,v > 0,

2 sup [Ri(V) = R(V)] = [ @-m (2 +2)] "+ u| M=)

< 2exp (— 20u®) +exp (— [£/2]v*/2)

with S, = N{l S 10t = tr ((N[l S @i’tG)Zt)Q) and |z| := max{k €
Z:k<z}

If, for all £ > 1, constants ug,ve > 0 are chosen such that 2 exp ( - 2£u§) +
exp (— [£/2]v}/2) =1 — a, then

I(V) := [Ry(V)) — B, Re(V) + Byg] N[0, 00)
with

B = (oA (d—p))(itl + %)}1/2 +ug

defines a uniform level o confidence band for Ry(V), V € V,, conditionally on
Ny = L. If one defines In(V) = I (V) = [0,00), then In, (V) defines a uniform
level o confidence band for Ry(V), V €V, (unconditionally).
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Remark 3.4. In the statement about the confidence bands one may replace By ¢
with

B = [on @2

This half width of a confidence band is more suitable for (numerical) mini-
mization (as a function of uy and v;) under the constraint 2exp ( — 20u?) +
exp(—[£/2|v}/2) =1—«a. O
Remark 3.5. The conditional approach employed in Theorem 3.3 can also be
used to obtain a uniform risk bound similar to the one in Theorem 3.1:

}1/2

+lAd-p)T] e

P sup [Ros(V) — R, (V)] 2 [0 0220y 17 0o
<2em (~150) +200 (~ g )

with Sf = E,||©]* — tr(X?). A comparison with Theorem 3.1 reveals that
the new bound may be tighter if S}, . 1s substantially smaller than St .- This
will be the case if k/n is small and tr ((E, ©©")?) is not much smaller than
E: [|O]*. m

So far, we have compared empirical risks with the true risk R; for finite
thresholds t. A comparison with the limit risk R,, would require second order
refinements of our basic assumption (1.1). Let ¥; := E,(©0T) = P,(#07) and
Yoo = P (007). Denote the eigenvalues of ¥y — X, by )\tA,l > /\f2 > > )\tA,n.
Then standard calculations from classical PCA show that

sup Ry (V) = Roo(V) = suptr(U " (2, — Z AR
Vev, U

where the second supremum is taken over all (d x (d — p))-matrices with or-

thogonal columns. Likewise, supy ¢y, Ro(V) = R(V) = — Zd p)\tAd_H , and
hence
d
sup [Ry(V) = Ro(V)| <max(|ZAm 1))
vev,

i=p+1

d
— A4 .
= mas | ZAH PIED )

Therefore, bounds on the difference between empirical risks and the limit
risk require additional assumptions on the spectrum of the difference ¥; — ¥,
between the matrix of second moments for the re-scaled exceedances over the
threshold ¢ and the corresponding matrix in the limit model.

If one merely wants to compare the minimum risk for finite thresholds with
the minimum limit risk, which equal the sums of d — p smallest eigenvalues
of 3; resp. Yo, then somewhat weaker assumptions on the convergence of

)
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the spectrum of ¥; and X, are needed. In particular, under Hypothesis 1,
infyey, Ri(V) —infyey, Roo(V) equals the sum of the smallest d — p eigenval-
ues of ;.

4. Simulation study
4.1. The setting

We investigate the performance of our PCA procedure. In particular, we examine
how the standard non-parametric estimator of the spectral measure (defined via
(1.2)) based on the k largest observations

. 1<
Hyj= 2> 0%, (x)
=1

(with 0(x) = z/||z|]) is influenced if the data is first projected onto a lower
dimensional subspace using PCA:

N 1<
PCA . _ E
Hn,k} — E 59t,,L,k(H¢Xi)'
i=1

Here, 0, is the Dirac measure with point mass at y and V' denotes the subspace
picked by PCA based on the same number k of largest observations. It will
turn out that sometimes it is advisable to use a smaller number k for the PCA

procedure; the resulting estimator of the spectral measure will be denoted by
fPCA

n,k,k’

We simulate from different models of d-dimensional regularly varying vec-

tors for which the spectral measure is (approximately) concentrated on a p-
dimensional subspace. Since PCA is equivariant under rotations, w.l.o.g. we
assume that this subspace is spanned by the first p unit vectors. The depen-
dence between these p components is either described by a so-called Dirichlet
model or by a Gumbel copula Cy(x) = exp (— (Y7_,(—log zi)ﬁ)l/ﬁ). In Ex-
ample 3.6 of [32] it is described how to simulate from the former model, while
the data according to the second model is generated using the transformation
method proposed by [35]. The marginal distributions are chosen as Fréchet with
c.d.f. exp(—x~%), a € {1,2}.

In addition, we have simulated observations from a Dirichlet model which are
then rotated in the plane spanned by two randomly chosen coordinates, one of
them among the first p coordinates, the other among the last d — p. The rotation
angle is uniformly distributed on the interval [—7/10,7/10]. Note that, unlike
in the first two models, Hypothesis 1 is not fulfilled here. By this means we
evaluate how sensitive PCA is to moderate deviations from the ideal situation.

In all cases, we add the modulus of a d-dimensional multivariate normal vector
with suitable variances and constant correlations 0.2. This way, it is ensured that
the support of the exceedances over high thresholds is not fully concentrated on
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the p-dimensional subspace. The variances are chosen equal to 10°/d for a = 1
(i.e., if we start with unit Fréchet margins) and equal to 10/d for a = 2, so that
the sparsity assumption becomes apparent for the most extreme observations,
whereas large yet less extreme data points are more spread out.

In all settings, we simulate samples of size n = 1000 and examine the per-
formance of the PCA procedure based on © = X/||X|| for the k vectors with
largest norms for k € {5,10,15,...,200}. The results reported here are based
on 1000 simulations in each setting.

Write 27 for the jth coordinate of a p-dimensional vector . To measure the
performance of the spectral estimators, we calculate the errors of the result-
ing estimators of the following probabilities in the limit model, which can be
expressed in terms of the spectral measure:

(i) limu—oo P07 201 <, X /IXN >ty [ IX] > )
=H{z:p! Z?:l > t(i)} for some t(;) € (0,p71/2)
(ii) limy—eo P(mini<j<p X7 > u,maxpi1<j<a X7 <u | [|X|| > u)
= [ ((miny<jp 2)® = (maxyy1<j<a2?)®) " H(dx)
(111) limy, e P(Xl >u | maxi<;<d X7 > u)
= [(z")* H(dz)/ [(maxi<j<p2?)* H(dx)
(iv) limyyoo P(mini<j<q X7 > u | | X| > u) = [(mini<;j<q2?)* H(dz)

The first probability is related to the c.d.f. of the mean contribution of the first
p coordinates to the norm of the random vector, thus quantifying, in some sense,
how strongly the norm is spread over the coordinates. Probability (ii) indicates
how likely it is that the first p components are all large, while this is not true
for any of the other components, given that the norm of the vector is large.
Probability (iii) specifies how likely it is that the first component is extreme,
given that any component is extreme. In a financial context, such probabilities
are used to quantify how strongly a specific market participant is exposed to a
failure of any market participant. Finally, probability (iv) specifies the minimal
contribution of any coordinate to the norm. Note that under Hypothesis 1 this
probability equals 0. The other true values are determined by Monte Carlo sim-
ulations with sample size of at least 107, unless they can be easily calculated
analytically; the approximation error is always smaller than 10~3. Throughout,
we assume « to be known since we are interested in the effect of the PCA proce-
dure on the estimator of the spectral measure, which should not be compounded
with the estimation error of the tail index.

We first investigate the performance of the estimators in models of moderate
dimension (d = 5,p = 2), before we examine high dimensional models (d =
100,p = 5).

4.2. Moderate dimensions

Throughout this subsection, vectors of dimension d = 10 are considered whose
extremes are approximately concentrated on a two-dimensional subspace.
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0.35 035

F1G 1. Mean empirical risk (left) and empirical risk for one sample (right) versus k for PCA
projecting onto a subspace of dimension 1 < p < 10 in the Dirichlet model with parameter 3,
p=2andd=10

We first discuss the simulation results for the Dirichlet model with all Dirich-
let parameters a;, 1 < ¢ < p, equal to 3 and unit Fréchet margins. Figure 1
shows the mean empirical risk in the left plot as a function of k for the PCA
that projects onto a subspace of dimension p € {1,...,10}. Since the mean em-
pirical risk cannot be observed if one analyzes a given data set, the right plot
shows the corresponding empirical risk for a single data set. The structure of
both plots is very similar: essentially, the mean empirical risk curves are just a
bit smoother. For this reason, in the remaining settings, we will only report the
mean empirical risk.

It is obvious from the risk plot that p = 2 is a good choice, since there is a big
gap to the empirical risk for p = 1, whereas the empirical risk almost vanishes
for small k£ and p = 2, and the risk decreases more regularly for values p > 2,
with no obvious structural breaks. The growing influence of the multivariate
normal component as k increases is manifest in these plots, since the empirical
risk quickly increases with k for all choices of p. This suggests to choose k rather
small to detect the sparsity in the model, a finding which will be corroborated
in the analysis of the estimator of the spectral measure below.

In Figure 2, the mean operator norm of the difference between the projec-
tion onto the true support of the limit measure y and the projection onto the
subspace of dimension 2 chosen by PCA is plotted versus k. Again it becomes
obvious that for less extreme observations the approximation by a lower dimen-
sional vector is rather poor, which leads to a larger error for the projection
matrix estimated from these data. For £ = 80, the norm has almost reached
its maximal value. However, one should keep in mind that the operator norm
measures the maximal distance between the projection of some vector y € S4—1
onto the estimated respectively the true subspace. If the underlying distribution
of X/||X|| puts little mass on vectors y for which the distance is large, the true
risk corresponding to the estimated subspace may still be small.
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Fic 2. Mean operator norm of the difference between the projection onto the true subspace
and the projection onto the two-dimensional subspace picked by PCA as a function of k in
the Dirichlet model with parameter 3, p =2 and d = 10

Next we consider the estimators of the probabilities (i)—(iv), obtained by
replacing the spectral measure H either with ﬁnk or H’f)g“‘. Since the PCA
estimator of the subspace supporting p quickly deteriorates as k increases, in
addition we consider the estimators resulting from f[f (151,?0’ that uses just the
largest 10 observations to estimate the supporting subspace.

Figure 3 displays the root mean squared errors (RMSE) of the resulting
estimators as a function of k. For very small values of k, all estimators perform
similarly. For probability (i) with ¢¢;) = 0.65 (leading to a true value of about
0.684), both PCA based estimators have a considerably smaller RMSE than
the standard estimator for most k. In particular, the PCA based method using
just 10 largest observations to estimate the support of the spectral measure
clearly outperforms both other estimators (almost) irrespective of the number
of observations used for estimation of the spectral measure.

For the estimation of probability (ii) (= 0.309), the standard non-parametric
estimator performs best for k < 40. The classical PCA using the same number
of order statistics in both steps performs better for larger values of k and its
minimum RMSE is a bit lower than that of the standard estimator. The PCA
based estimator which determines the support of u from the largest 10 observa-
tions has a very stable RMSE, but its minimum is much larger than that both
of the other estimators.

In case (iil) (with true value of about 0.770), the RMSE of the standard
estimator and the estimator based on H¢4, are very similar for k up to about
80, but the latter is remarkably insensitive to the choice of k up to 200. This
feature might be useful in practical applications where the selection of k is often
tricky. In contrast, the PCA based procedure that uses the same number of
largest observations in both steps is even more sensitive to this choice than the
standard estimator.



924 H. Drees and A. Sabourin

(if)

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.15

0.1

0.05

0

0 50 100 150 200

FIG 3. RMSE of the estimators of the probabilities (i)—(iv) based on H, p (black, solid),
ﬁf;gf‘ (blue, dashed) and Iflig’ffo (red, dash-dotted) versus k in the Dirichlet model with
parameter 3, p =2 and d = 10
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F1G 4. Mean empirical risk for PCA projecting onto a subspace of dimension 1 < p < 10 (left)
and mean operator norm of the difference between the projection onto the true subspace and
the projection onto the subspace picked by PCA with p = p (right) versus k in the Gumbel
model with parameter 9 =2, p=2 and d = 10

Similarly, the classical PCA estimator of probability (iv) strongly depends
on the choice of k£ while both other estimators stably have a very low error.

Next we consider the model whose extremal behavior is described by the
Gumbel copula with ¢ = 2 and Fréchet marginal distributions with c.d.f. F(z) =
exp(—x~2), x > 0. The mean empirical risk and the mean operator norm of the
difference matrix are shown in Figure 4. Overall the picture is similar as for the
Dirichlet model, but the operator norm increases more slowly with k. Based on
the left plot, one will choose p = 2.

Figure 5 displays the RMSE of the estimators of (i)—(iv) with PCA projecting
on two-dimensional subspaces. Here t(;y = 0.7 and the true values for (i)-(iv)
are 0.3813, 0.083, 1/v/2 and 0. The relative performance of the estimators for
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FIG 5. RMSE of the estimators of the probabilities (i)—(iv) based on H, 1, (black, solid), ﬁffA

(blue, dashed) and ﬁff?a (red, dash-dotted) vs. k in the Gumbel model with parameter 9 = 2,
p=2andd=10

probability (iv) is very similar to the one in the Dirichlet model. The same is
true for the standard estimator of (i) and the PCA estimator that uses just
10 largest observations for estimating the support, but now the PCA estimator
that uses the same number & in both steps performs slightly worse than the
standard estimator. In contrast, both PCA based estimators of probability (ii)
outperform the standard estimator, while for probability (iii) all three estimators
perform similarly for k& up to 100 where the usual PCA based estimator starts
to deteriorate. Again, for all probabilities, the RMSE of the estimator resulting
from H’f g,?o is remarkably insensitive against the choice of k.

Finally, we turn to the disturbed Dirichlet model where the observations are
randomly rotated by an angular up to 7/10, leading to true values for (i)—(iv) of
0.653 (with t¢;) = 0.65), 0.185, 0.770 and 0. The corresponding plots are shown
in the Figures 6 and 7. In view of the empirical risk, the choices p € {2,3} seem
reasonable.

Again, the PCA procedure that uses the same largest observations in both
steps performs better for the larger choice of p, whereas the performance of
the other PCA procedure improves only for (ii), while it does not change much
for (iii) and it deteriorates a bit for (i) and (iv). The PCA estimators perform
better than the standard procedure for probability (i) and for (iii) if k is large
(for classical PCA only if p = 3), whereas for (ii) overall the estimators perform
similarly well with the standard procedure performing better for small values of
k and the PCA estimators for larger values.
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Fic 6. Mean empirical risk for PCA projecting onto a subspace of dimension 1 < p < 10
(left) and mean operator norm of the difference between the projection onto the true subspace
and the projection onto the subspace picked by PCA with p = p (right) versus k for randomly
rotated Dirichlet observations with parameter 3, p =2 and d = 10
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FIG 7. RMSE of the estimators of the probabilities (i)—(iv) based on H, , (black, solid), I:If;fA

(blue, dashed) and Hﬁg?o (red, dash-dotted) vs. k for randomly rotated Dirichlet observations
with parameter 3, p = 2 and d = 10; the upper plots correspond to PCA projections on
subspaces of dimension p = 2, the lower to p =3
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F1G 8. Mean empirical risk for PCA projecting onto a subspace of dimension 1 < p < 10 (left)
and mean operator norm of the difference between the projection onto the true subspace and
the projection onto the subspace picked by PCA with p = p (right) versus k in the Dirichlet
model with parameter 3, p =5 and d = 100

4.3. High dimensional models

We now compare the estimators when random vectors of dimension d = 100 are
observed whose extremes are concentrated near a p = 5 dimensional subspace.

Again, we start with the Dirichlet model, for which the mean empirical risk
for PCA projecting on a subspace of dimension p € {1,...,10} are shown in the
left plot of Figure 8 and the mean operator norm of the difference between the
estimated and the true projection matrix in the right plot. Here the choice of
an appropriate dimension based on the empirical risk plot is less obvious than
in the lower dimensional setting, but one should clearly arrive at some value
p between 4 and 6 and choose k not much larger than 50 for estimating the
support of the limit measure.

Figure 9 shows the RMSE of the different estimators of the probabilities (i)—
(iv) with £;y = 0.4 and true values 0.573,0.072,0.584 and 0, respectively. Here,
we have used PCA with p = 4 in the upper row, p = 5 in the mid row and p = 6
in the lower row. As expected, in most cases the PCA procedures perform worse
when they project on too low dimensional subspaces, yet in the cases (i) and (iv)
the differences are moderate. At first glance somewhat surprisingly, overall the
PCA procedures exhibit a better behavior for p = 6 than for the “correct” value
p = 5. This may be explained by the fact that the extra dimension offers the
opportunity to compensate for the difference between the subspaces minimizing
the true resp. the empirical risk. This difference is expected to be larger if the
dimension of the observed vectors is large, as can also be seen from the right
plot in Figure 8.

Again, the PCA based estimators for probability (i) outperform the stan-
dard procedure, but the other probabilities are more accurately estimated by
the standard procedures if p < 5 (though all estimators of (iv) perform rea-
sonably well). For p = 6, the RMSE of both variants of PCA based estimators
of (ii) are very similar with a minimum value which is somewhat smaller than
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_ (i)

F1Gc 9. RMSE of the estimators of the probabilities (i)—(iv) based on ﬁnk (black, solid), ﬁffA
(blue, dashed) and f]fg‘?o (red, dash-dotted) vs. k in the Dirichlet model with parameter 3,
p =15 and d = 100; the upper plots correspond to PCA projections on subspaces of dimension
p =4, the middle to p =5, and the lower to p =6

the minimum RMSE of the standard estimator. The performance of the stan-
dard estimator and the one based on classical PCA are almost identical for the
probability (iii), while the estimator with PCA based on just & = 10 largest
observations is less accurate, probably because it is difficult to estimate a sub-
space of dimension 6 based on just 10 observations. It might help to increase the
number of largest observations used to estimate the supporting subspace with
the dimension d, but we do not explore this idea here in order not to overload
the presentation.

For the high dimensional Gumbel model with d = 100 and p = 5, by and
large the findings are similar to the ones observed for the Dirichlet model so that
we do not show the corresponding plots. However, in this model p = 4 can be
ruled out by the empirical risk plot and both PCA based estimators outperform
the standard estimator of (ii).

4.4. Conclusion

To sum up, while the PCA step does not always improve the estimator of the
spectral measure, for probability (i) the resulting estimators are superior to the
standard estimator and in most other cases they seem competitive if p is cho-
sen appropriately. To this end, the plot of the empirical risk is a very useful
tool; this is particularly true for observations with moderate dimensions. For
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higher dimensional data, there may be some ambiguity about the dimension
of the subspace onto which the data should be projected. In case of doubt,
it is advisable to choose a higher dimensional subspace, in particular for the
PCA method that uses the same number of largest observations to estimate
the support and to calculate the estimator of the spectral measure. The PCA
estimators that determine the support based only on the largest 10 observa-
tions often exhibit a desirable insensitivity to the choice of largest observations
used to estimate the spectral measure, which makes them easier to apply in
practice.

5. Proofs
5.1. Proofs to Section 2

The following technical lemma comes in handy for the asymptotic analysis of
the conditional risk.

Lemma 5.1. Let f : R — R be a measurable function that is locally bounded,
Poo-a.e. continuous and satisfies lim sup| o0 | f(2)[[|2[| =% < 0o for some & <

a. Then limy_, [ f(z/t) Pi(dz) = [ f(z) Px(dx).
Proof. According to (1.1),

P(t-)=P(X et ||| X]|>1t) = pls ) () =Pxo(")

weakly. Let ¥; and Yo, be random vectors with distribution P;(t-) and Pu,
respectively. Since [ f(z/t) Py(dz) = E f(Y;) and [ f(z) Px(dz) = E(YL), the
assertion follows if the f(Y;) are asymptotically uniformly integrable (see [36],
Theorem 2.20).

By assumption f(Y;) can be bounded by a multiple of 1+ [|Y;||%. Now, for all
7 € [0,a) and t > to for some sufficiently large to, integration by parts, regular
variation of u + u™'P{||X|| > u} with index 7—a—1 and Karamata’s theorem
(see [3], Theorem 1.6.1) yield

BV = [ llo/tI Pu(da)
=T

N R D
P{IX] > t} J,

T <
AR, P>
<o T (5.1)

o —T

In particular, sup, s, E ||V;[|*0+9) < oo for € € (0,a/d — 1), so that [|YV[|* and
thus f(Y;) are asymptotically uniformly integrable. ]
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Proof of Proposition 2.2. Note that by the homogeneity of 6 and (1.6),
#EVR,(V) = Py(| 57 10)1%) = /f(x/t) Py (dx)

with f(x) := |IH0(z)||2 < 2 ||2]|* ). Since 2(1 — ) < a, Lemma 5.1 yields
the assertion. O

The following two lemmas are crucial to prove convergence of the minimizers
of Rt.

Lemma 5.2. The set V, of p-dimensional linear subspaces of R? is compact
w.r.t. p.

Proof. We have to show that any sequence (V,,)nen in V, has a convergent sub-
sequence. For each n, let (41, ..., Upn) be an orthonormal basis for V;, so that
Iy, z = UnUnT x where U,, denotes the matrix with columns u;,. The vectors
(ujn)1<j<p belong to the compact set (S?~1)P. Thus there exists a subsequence
ne such that u;,, — u for all 1 < j < p. Since for all n, (u;n,uin) = 0 ;, W

also have (ug, ul) = §; ; and the uj < p7 form an orthonormal family in Rd
Let V? be the space generated by the uJ ’s and denote by Uy the matrix with

these columns. Then V° has dimension p, i.e. V° € V,, and by construction
P(Vng, VO) = Sup H(UanL - UOUJ):E” — 0.
rESI—1
which proves the claimed compactness. O
Lemma 5.3. If w satisfies condition (1.5), then for sufficiently large to, the

standardized risks Ry = 2P~V R,, t > to, are Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. p with
a Lipschitz constant independent of t.

Proof. First note that ||II{0(x)| — | 0(x)||| < |HFH6(z) — I 0(z)|| <
10(z)]|p(V,W). Recall the definition of Y; given in the proof of Lemma 5.1.
From (1.6) and (5.1) one may conclude that, for all v € (0,a/(1 — f3)), eventu-
ally

1 —
RO < QBX/T = BP0 < 20 2C
a—v(1-
(5.2)
Hence, for all subspaces V, W of R¢

[R(V) = R(W)| = 24| P|TIE0)12 — P11 0])|
< 20D P (| |Ibo) — T 6] | - (ITL56) + |T156]) )

<2027V P16]p(V, W)

2(1- )
)

which proves the assertion. O

p(V,W)
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Proof of Theorem 2.4. Suppose the assertion of the theorem were wrong. By
the compactness of V), then there exist a sequence ¢, — oo such that V;*
converges to some Vao # V. By Lemma 5.3, |R;, (Vi) — Ry (Vao)| — 0, and
by Proposition 2.2 |Ry, (Vao) — Reo(Vio)| = 0 and |Ry, (V) — Reo(VE)| — 0.
Hence, for € := Roo(Vo) — Roo(VZ), which is strictly positive by assumption,
and sufficiently large n, one may conclude a contradiction:

. € €
Roo(Vie) < Re, (Vi) + 5 < R (Vi) + 5
~ N € " 3¢
SRtn(Voo)+§§Roo(V )+Z<R (Voo)-
Therefore, the assertion must be correct. O

Proof of Proposition 2.6. For simplicity, we assume that Fjx is continuous in
the tail (so that there are no ties among the observed norms), but the proof
can be easily generalized using standard techniques from the theory of regular
varying functions. First we want to replace the random threshold fn, k with ¢, &

in the definition of Rnk Since HJ‘; is a contraction, the Holder inequality yields
1 n
O Rr(v) - £ > IO L] > t}|

1 95-1) — .
< IO LIX > ) = WX > tas}| (5.3)

i=1

1 (24m (a1 ;
[ IO I > bk )

IA

} 2/(2+4n)

(24n) /7]:| n/(2 +77)

[z Z!1{|\X | > e} = T{IXll > i}

where n > 0 is chosen such that (24 7)(1 - 8) < a.

It is well known that tAn, &/tn,k — 1 in probability. Thus there exists a sequence
8y 4 0 such that P{t, x > (1 —6,)tnr} — 0. By (5.2) and the regular variation
of 1 — FHXH

24 —1
E(tZP IO LG > (1 - 60t}
=t P e JIO1FHT (1= F (1= 8a)ta )
= O(1 = Fyx|(tn)) = O(k/n).
In particular, k= 3270 ¢35V, 2411{|| X5 || > tyxAfnk )} is stochastically

bounded.
Furthermore,

n

; (24n)/ -
SO > s = X > s} S5 = | S0 > bk} — 4],
1=1

=1
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because there exist exactly k exceedances of fmk, and either all non-vanishing
differences of the indicator functions equal 1 or all equal —1, depending on
whether fn,k < tpy Or tAn,k > t, k. Now, the last sum is binomially distributed
with parameters n and k/n. By the central limit theorem for triangular arrays,
the right hand side is of stochastic order k/2.

A combination of these results show that

1|4 1 ¢ -
B0 Rn(V) = D IIEOPL{IIX] > tas}| = Op (k77 220) = 0p(1)
i=1

(5.4)
uniformly for all subspaces V.
In view of Proposition 2.2, it thus suffices to show that

il

2 1

0| S IO P{IXil > tu} = e, (V)]
i=1

Il =
<602 (IMEOUPLIX € (ks dnal)
i=1
~ E (T 6:P1{ X € (ks dnil}) )|

Il &
2 1
207 3 (IT 0 PL{IX | > doi}

1=1
~E ([T 01X > dus}))|
=ilpn + Tn,g —0

in probability, with d,, x := (log k)t,, .
Let a* :=4(1 — ) V (a + 1). Since IT{ is a contraction, (1.6) implies

n _
E(T2,) = —5 2% Y Var (|IE0|21{| X[| € (fnk, dnl})

k2 n,k
n —a* Ot*
Tt o B (1XN H{IX] € (tnk, duxl})-

= k2 n,k ~w

N

Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 5.1, we can bound the expectation using
integration by parts and Karamata’s theorem:

E (X 11X € (bnk: dnk]})
dn,k -
S/ 20" PIXI(gz)
0

dn‘k
= —dy (1 = Fix)(dnx)) + a*/o 271 = Fx)(2)) dz
o a*
= 55 (1 = Fix) (dna) (= — 1+ (1))
2c
<
a* —

adﬁ,*k(l — Fx(dnk))
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for sufficiently large n. Therefore, by the choice of d,, 1,

n o log k)"
B(12,) = O( 14 (105 k)™ (1~ Fixy (dur))) = o 12E) = (1),
which implies the convergence in probability of T3, ;.
For the second term, we may similarly conclude from (5.2) and the definition

of ¢, 5 that

E(Ty2) < 20 V2R (THO)21{[| X > dus})

— k n,k
<2207V Ea, . (161P) (1 = Fix (dns)
81 -2 day (1= Fjx(da))

So=20-8) 250 - Fixg(tae)

Because t — t2(1=)(1 —Fjx(t)) is regularly varying with index 2(1—4) —a <0
and t, ; = o(dp,), the right hand side tends to 0. Thus, also T}, 2 converges to
0 in probability, which concludes the proof. O

Similarly as in the analysis of the conditional risk, the following result on the
equicontinuity in probability of the standardized empirical risk is central to the
consistency of the empirical risk minimizer.

Lemma 5.4. If w satisfies condition (1.5), then for all € > 0 there exists § > 0
such that for sufficiently large n

P{ sup ti(ifl)mn’k(‘/) — Rnk(W)| > 5} <e.
VWeV,:p(V,W)<s

Proof. First note that in view of (5.4), it suffices to prove the assertion with
R,k (V) replaced by k=1 320 | |TIH0;[121{| X4]| >tk } and R, (W) replaced
by the analogous expression.

Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 5.3, we have

1 n
z > (TGOl — 5504 1) L{1X| > tr)
i=1

2 n
< EZHH&@,- — T O] - || {1 Xl > tnn}
< 20V S0P > b}
i=1
< 2p(V,W)e ZHX PEDLLNX ]| > b e}

K’

i=1
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for n sufficiently large. Hence, by Markov’s inequality, (5.2) and the definition
of tn,ka

n

1 2p-1
P{swp U (IO — T 0P H{IIX > b} > 2}
V,WeV,:p(V,W)<s —y

2¢26n [1X || 2(1=8)
soe(() x> )
_2¢20 | X[\ 2(1-8)
=B ()
8(1— B)c2d
= a—201-5)

for 0 :=e?(av —2(1— B))/(8(1 — B)c2). O

<

=€

Proof of Theorem 2.7. Let Rn,k = ti(g_l)Rmk. Fix an arbitrary € > 0 and let
M = {W €V, : p(VL,W) > ¢/2}. In view of Proposition 2.2 and Lemma
5.3, it is easily seen that R, is Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. p. Moreover, by
Lemma 5.2, M is a closed subset of a compact set and thus compact, too.
Hence, 1 := infyye s Roo (W) — Roo (VL) > 0, since the infimum is attained and
V% is the unique minimizer of Ro.

According to Lemma 5.4, there exists 0 < €/2 and ng such that for all n > ng
with probability greater than 1 — £/4 one has

IRy 1 (V) — R (W) < /4

for all VW € V, such that p(V,W) < §. Since V, is compact, there exists a
finite cover of V, by open balls with radius § and centers W1, ..., W,,, say. By

Proposition 2.6, there exists ny > mng such that with probability greater than
1—¢/2

| R (W)) = Roo(Wj)| < /4, V1< j<m,
| Rk (Vi) = Reo (V)| < /4.

Hence, there exists a (random) index j € {1,...,m} such that p(V,,, W;) < § <
/2, and, on a set with probability greater than 1 — ¢,

< Reo(VX) + 2,

Reo(W)) < R (W) + § < Rus(Va) 4 5 < Rus(V2) + .

N3

By the definition of 7, this implies W; € M and thus
P(anVOO) < p(vnij) +p(W;,V5) <e.

Since € > 0 was arbitrary, this concludes the proof. O
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5.2. Proofs to Section 3

The proofs rely on some well-known facts about Hilbert spaces, which we recall
in a version specialized to the present setting. Let (e;)1<i<q be an arbitrary
orthonormal basis of R and denote by (-, -) the usual inner product on R%.
The space of linear operators from R? to R? (i.e., d x d-matrices) equipped with
the inner product (A, B)gs := Z?=1<Aei, Be;) (which does not depend on the
chosen orthonormal basis) is a Hilbert space. The corresponding Hilbert Schmidt

norm can be expressed as |A||ps = (Z?Zl ||Aei||2)1/2 = (tr(AAT))1/2 with
tr denoting the trace operator. If, for any subspace W of R?, the first dim W
vectors e; form an orthonormal basis of W, then one sees that

Moreover, direct calculations show that
<Ay,$> = <AaxyT>HS- (56)

Finally, for independent centered random matrices A;, 1 < i < n, one has
n
E H 34
i=1

We start with a uniform bound on the difference between R, ; and Ry, .,
defined in (3.2).

Lemma 5.5. If (3.1) holds, then

2 n
= E|4;%¢. .
s ; 1 Aill s (5.7)

IP’{ Sup R i (V) = Ry, (V)] > v} < 2exp ( - 2(%15/3))

Proof. In view of (5.3) and 7, , = k/n, we have for all V € V,,

. _ 1| — .
R i(V) = Re, o (V)] = 2| Y2 ITEOPALIX] > fu} = LXKl > b))
i=1

< %’ SOLIX > tas} K.
i=1

By Bernstein’s inequality ([24, Theorem 2.7]), it follows that

(kv)? )
1—k/n) + kv/3)

IP’{ sup |Rn 5 (V) = Ry, (V)] > v} < 2exp ( —2(k(

Ve,
and hence the assertion. O
We next prove concentration inequalities for o (X1, ..., X,,) defined in (3.4),

using a version of the bounded difference inequality by [24, Theorem 3.8], which
we recall for convenience. For brevity’s sake, in what follows we use the notation
25 = (Z4,...,x;) for a subvector of (z1,...,2,).
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Theorem 5.6. Let X1, = (X1,...,X,) be an i.i.d. sample taking its values
in some space E and ¢ : E™ — R be any measurable function. Consider the
positive deviation functions defined on E™, for any 1 < m <mn, by

hm(xlzm) =E (So(xlzma Xm+1:n) - So(zl:m—h an))

Denote their mazimum by

maxdev’ = max  sup A (1), (5.8)
1Sm§’nm1:m€Enz

and the maximal summed variance by

n

= sup ZVarhm(xlzm,th). (5.9)

T1.n€EE™ m=1

If both maxdev' and © are finite then, for all u > 0,

w2
P{p(X1m) ~Ep(X1n) > uf < exp <_2(f1 + maxdev+u/3)>'

Lemma 5.7. Under (3.1), one has, for all u > 0,
2

Plor(X,. . .. . X,)>Eor(Xy..... X < _ nu .
(670 K2 B0 4] S0 )

Proof. The assertion follows immediately from Theorem 5.6 applied to wti and
the following bounds:

hm<xl:m) =E (Qogt(xl:maXm—kl:n) - Qpit(xlzm—lme:n))

L0 (X0) 12 = ITT61 () 2]

1

< —E( sup
n vev,
1

< —E (1{[|[ X[l > t]| or [z > t})

= —(m V Ylzmll > t})

INA
I|I=3I~—3

and

n

Z Var hm(zl:m—lyxm) S Z Ehgn(zl:m—th)

m=1 m=1

E(m v 1{|IX] > 1))

IN

B 72(1— ) + 7y
B n
S 7Tt(1 + 7Tt)

n

. O
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Next, the expectations E¢F (X1, ..., X,) are bounded using arguments from
[4].
Lemma 5.8.

Tt

< [pA(;iL—p) }1/2

Eopf(Xy,...,X,) <
with Sy defined in Theorem 3.1, provided condition (3.1) is satisfied.

Proof. Since, by (5.6), |[Mwz|? = (Myx,2) = (I, ")gs for any linear
subspace W and any x € R?, using the bilinearity of the inner product and the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the Hilbert-Schmidt space, we obtain

(P, = P)(IT6,%) = (T, £(P, = PYOS]))
< |y ||| (P — P)(6:6] )| 115

Using (5.5) and taking the supremum over all V' € V, and the expectation,

one arrives at
E¢f (X1,...,Xn) < Vd—pE|[(Py — P)(0:8] )|l us- (5.10)

One the other hand, by first rewriting ||TI:6;(|* = [|6:]|* — || IIy 6], analogously
one obtains

B (X1, Xa) =E ( sup (P, — PTG,

—E (P, — P)IOuR) +E ( sup (P, - P)(ITLy0,]%))
vev,
<0+ sup [Ty[las El|(Pn — P)(6:9, )lus
vev,
< VPE||(Pn = P)(0:9, )| us- (5.11)
Now, by the Jensen’s inequality and (5.7),
E (P, = P)(0:0] )l ms < (E[|(Pu — P)(0.0])3rs) "

(
(EH— @0l -mee)|,.)"
(nEn@t@T E(©0,0])3s)

(

Combining this with (5.10) and (5.11), we arrive at
pA(d—p 1/2
Eof (X X0 < [P0 P g oo —B@0])4s] - (512
It remains to show that E |0,0, —E(©,0,)|/%¢ = m (E, [|O]* — 7 tr(27)).

From the representation of the Hilbert Schmidt norm by the trace operator and
the linearity of the latter, one may conclude by direct calculations that

E(|00 —~E©:0,)|}s = tr (E(0:0, ~E6,0/)%)
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= tr (E(6:0,)%) — tr (E(6:0;))?)
=tr (mE,(007)?) —tr ((m E, 007)?)
=mEtr (007)%) — af tr(ZF).

Hence the assertion follows from

d d d
((©07)2) =Y jeeTeP = "3 (6VeW)’ = |o|!
j=1 j=11=1
with e; denoting the jth unit vector. O

Proof of Theorem 3.1. With R;(V) defined in (3.2), we have

sup |Rn (V) — Ry, (V)]

vev,
< sup [Ry(V) = Ry, (V)| + sup Ry, (V) = Ry, (V)]
Ve, Ve,

Recall from (3.3) that the second term can be written as

_ n _
sup ‘Rtn,k(v) - Rtn,k(v)| = % max(@tt,k(Xl:n)a ‘Ptn,k(Xl:n))-
vev,

Hence, Lemma 5.7, Lemma 5.8 and 7, , = k/n immediately yield

S LU R AU LU ST L)
n(uk/n)? )
2(k/n(1+ k/n) + uk/(3n))
ku?
= 2exp ( h 2(1 +k/n+u/3)>'

§2exp(f

Combine this with the bound on the first term given by Lemma 5.5 to conclude
the proof of the first assertion.
Check that for

"y log(4/9) n {(log(él/é))? N 2(1 /) log(4/6)} 1/2

3k 3k 2
0T loggli/é) [(logéi/é) )2 + %1og(4/5)} 2

both exponential expressions on the right hand side of (3.5) equal 6/4, and so
the upper bound equals §. Hence the remaining assertions follow from v/a + b <

Va+vb. 0

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Define i.i.d. random vectors Z; whose distribution equals
the conditional distribution of © given || X|| > t. Recall that O := 0(X(;)
where X(;y is the vector X; with the ith largest norm among X, ..., X,,. Then,
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conditionally on N; = ¢, the joint distribution of the empirical risk R;(V) and
O(1), - -- O equals the joint distribution of ¢! Zle |TI Z;||? and the order
statistics of Z1, ..., Z;. Therefore, the proof of Theorem 3.1 of [4] (with M =1
and L = 2) combined with arguments given in the proof of Lemma 5.8 show that
with probability at least 1 — 2exp ( — 20u?) — exp ( — [£/2]v?/2) conditionally
to Nt = E,

sup [Ry(V) — Ry(V)| <
Vey,

4
pA(d—p) 1 T T 2 1/2
{ Y] (f(ﬁ —0) Z ”@(i)@(i) — G(j)e(j)”HS + 21})] +u (5.13)

ij=1

Since the proof of Theorem 3.1 of [4] is quite tersely formulated in a more
abstract setting and it contains a minor inaccuracy, for convenience we give
more details of the proof of (5.13) in the Appendix.

Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 5.8, the first assertion thus follows from

l
Y 1908%) — 030 s

Q=1
¢ ¢
= %Z 10Oy lFrs —2 Z (010,010 ms
i=1 ij—=1

0 4 2
T
= ZEZ ||@(Z')||4 — 2” Z @(i)@(i) e
=1 =1

af 1 : 4 1y m)?
— 90 (Z;H@(i)n —tr((zg@m@m) ))
o2 (% SO0 — i (( > @i,tGIt)Q))
i=1 i=1

where in the last step we have used that, on {N; = ¢}, the set of non-vanishing
vectors ©; ; equals the set of non-vanishing random vectors © ;).
The remaining assertions are now obvious. O

Proof of Remark 3.5. The (modified) proof of Theorem 3.1 of [4] shows that

pA(d—p

> ) * 1/2 2
P( sup |R:(V) — R:(V)| > St} —|—u’Nt =€> < 2exp (— 20u?)

Vey, - /

with S} = E¢ |O]* — tr(37) (cf. (A.1) and (A.2)). Observe that Ry(V) =
N:R:(V')/(nm¢). On the set Mi(v) := {| Ny — nm¢| < nmv}, one thus has

_ N .
sup |Ry(V) — Ry(V)| < = sup |Re(V) — Ry(V)| + v,
Vev, nme vev,
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since Ry(V) < 1. Moreover, for t = ¢, j, it is shown in the proof of Theorem
3.1 that supy ¢y, IR 1 (V) — Ry, (V)| < v on the set My, , ={Ny,, € [k(1 -
v), k(1 +v)]} and that P(M{ ) < 2exp (— kv?/(2(1 4 v/3))). Hence,

. A(d— 1/2
P{ sup [7,u(V) — Ri,, (V)] = [(1 40202 g 100}
Vey, k :
<P(M,,,N
_ A d— 1/2
{ sup |Ri, (V) = Ri, (V)] = |(1+ v)%&fm} +u+v})
Vev, ’
+P(M;, )
. pAd=p) o 172 ku
< — > | —
<P(Mo, 0 { sup IRu o (V) = Ry (V)] 2 [P0 ] )
+P(M )
[k(1+v)]
< Y 2exp(—2£(ku/0)?)P{N,, , =} +P(M; )
t=[k(1—v)]

2

2ku kv?
<9 (7 ) 2 (f—) O
=2e (T 1) TP T g

Appendix: Details of the proof of (5.13)

Recall that Z; are iid random variables whose distribution equals the conditional
distribution of © given || X|| > ¢. Let

4
1
ot (21, ..., 2) = sup i(ZZ|\H¢ziH2 fp||n¢zl||2).
vev, —

First note that

| =

- 1 -
|¢i(z1:z) - ¢i(21:z‘—1,21,2’i+1:e)’ < VSES Z|||H\L/Zz||2 — Iy %% <
P

for all z,Z € B1(0). Thus a simple version of the bounded difference inequality
(see, e.g., Theorem 3.1 of [24]) gives
P{¢=(Z10) —E¢*(Z1:0) > u} < exp(—20u?), Vu > 0. (A1)

Exactly in the same way as in the proof of Lemma 5.8 (cf. (5.12)), one obtains

A(d — 1/2
Egt(Zi0) < [P P g )227 — B 2773
_ 1/2
= [P kg - B2 )] (a2)
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Let Z be an independent copy of Z. Then
E|22" 22|y =2E|22 |}s — 2B(Z2Z", 22 ) us
with

E(ZZT,Z2Z Vus =B (E(2Z7, 22 Vs | Z))
=E(ZZ",EZZ )us = |EZZ" |}4s.

To sum up, so far we have shown that, for all u > 0,

pA(d—p)

. 1/2
o EIZZT - ZZT||§,S} + u} < exp(—20u?).

P{o*(Z10) = |
Next consider the U-statistic U := (£(¢ — 1))~} 25,1:1 9(Z;, Z;) with
9(z,2) = 22" = 22" |irs < (22" llas + 1227 |ms)® < 4.
By equation (5.7) of [18], one has
P{U —EU > 2v} < exp ( —2[£/2](2v)?/16) = exp ( — [¢/2]v*/2), Vv >0,
with EU =E || Z2ZT — ZZ7 ||3;. Hence,

IP’{ max (¢+(Zl:€)7 ¢_(Zl:€)) 2

{pA (;ie_p) (g(gl_ 5 ze: 1Z;2] — z;2] |3 +2U>}1/2 +u}

ij=1
< 2exp(—20u®) +exp ( — [£/2]v*/2), Vu,v > 0.
This, in turn, is equivalent to (5.13), because the joint distribution of
max (¢ (Z1.), ¢~ (Z1.¢)) and Zf,j:l 12: 2 — Z;Z] |35 is the same as the
joint conditional distribution of supy ¢y, |R,(V)—R(V)| and Zf,j:l H@(i)@z;) -
G(j)gg)”%s’ given N, = /.
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