arXiv:2402.03256v2 [cs.LG] 9 Feb 2024

Learning Best-in-Class Policies for the Predict-then-Optimize Framework

Michael Huang^{* 1 2} Vishal Gupta^{* 1}

Abstract

We propose a novel family of decision-aware surrogate losses, called Perturbation Gradient (PG) losses, for the predict-then-optimize framework. These losses directly approximate the downstream decision loss and can be optimized using off-the-shelf gradient-based methods. Importantly, unlike existing surrogate losses, the approximation error of our PG losses vanishes as the number of samples grows. This implies that optimizing our surrogate loss yields a bestin-class policy asymptotically, even in misspecified settings. This is the first such result in misspecified settings and we provide numerical evidence confirming our PG losses substantively outperform existing proposals when the underlying model is misspecified and the noise is not centrally symmetric. Insofar as misspecification is commonplace in practice – especially when we might prefer a simpler, more interpretable model – PG losses offer a novel, theoretically justified, method for computationally tractable decisionaware learning.

1. Introduction

We study the contextual optimization problem

π^∗(X) ∈ arg min_{z∈Z} f^∗(X)^⊤z, f^∗(X) ≡ E [Y | X] , (1)

where (X, Y ) ∈ X × Y are random variables, and Z ⊆ R^d is a known, potentially non-convex feasible region. We work in a data-driven setting in which f^∗ is unknown, but we have a dataset {(X_i, Y_i) : i = 1, . . . , n} of i.i.d. draws of (X, Y ). Problem (1) models applications in which we observe a potentially informative context X before selecting the decision π(X) such as

*Equal contribution^1Data Sciences and Operations, USC Marshall School of Business, Los Angeles, CA, USA^2CUNY Baruch Zicklin School of Business, New York, NY, USA. Correspondence to: Vishal Gupta <guptavis@usc.edu>, Michael Huang <michael.huang96@login.cuny.edu>.

Preliminary work. Under review by the International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML). Do not distribute.

vehicle routing, portfolio allocation, and inventory management (Elmachtoub & Grigas, 2022; Donti et al., 2017; Wilder et al., 2019).

The predict-then-optimize framework focuses on plug-in policies for Problem (1). Given a function f : X → Y, the corresponding plug-in policy is

π̂(f(X)) ∈ arg min_{z∈Z} f(X)^⊤z, (2)

with ties broken by some pre-specified tie-breaking rule. Plug-in policies are attractive because they separate the prediction procedure (f) from the optimization procedure (Problem (2)). This decoupling is especially useful when i) decisions z must satisfy hard constraints (modeled by Z) since Problem (2) enforces them by construction, or ii) one has a specialized algorithm for solving instances of Problem (2) (e.g., a custom vehicle-routing solver).

Given the form of π^∗, a natural approach might be to learn an estimate f̂ of f^∗ from the data, e.g., by minimizing the mean-squared error, and then compute π̂(f̂(X)). Such procedures are called decision-blind since we do not leverage Problem (1) when learning f̂.

In their seminal paper (Elmachtoub & Grigas, 2022), the authors argue decision-aware techniques are superior to decision-blind ones. Namely, for a fixed hypothesis class F ⊆ Y^X , they propose minimizing the regret min_{f ∈F} Regret(f) where Regret(f) ≡ E [ Y^⊤π̂(f(X)) ] − E [ Y^⊤π̂(f^∗(X)) ] . This is equivalent to solving

min_{f ∈F} E [ℓ(f(X), Y )] where ℓ(t, Y ) ≡ y^⊤π̂(t). (3)

Growing empirical evidence supports the strength of decision-aware approaches in a variety of settings (Tang & Khalil, 2022; Sadana et al., 2023).

The challenge is that when Z is polyhedral or combinatorial t → ℓ(t, y) is a piecewise constant, discontinuous map. Its gradient is either zero or undefined at all points. Hence, one cannot easily apply a first-order method like stochastic gradient descent (SGD) to optimize Problem (3) or other gradient based algorithms to solve its empirical counterpart. More loosely, the gradients are “uninformative.”

In this paper we propose a new family of surrogate losses to approximate ℓ(t, y) based on Danskin’s theorem. We call this family perturbation gradient (PG) losses. PG losses are Lipschitz continuous, general purpose, and easyto-compute given a black-box oracle which solves Problem (2). Most importantly, their gradients are “informative” (c.f. Lemma 2.2); after replacing ℓ with a PG loss, one can apply SGD to Problem (3) out-of-the-box, or use a gradientbased method to solve its empirical counterpart.

Previous authors have also proposed surrogates which satisfy some of these properties (see Section 1.2). What distinguishes our work is that under fairly mild assumptions on the distribution of (X, Y ), we prove that the error of our surrogate in approximating ℓ(t, y) vanishes as n → ∞ with a rate that depends on the complexity of F. Specifically, for general Z, we prove the excess regret (i.e. the difference in regret to the best-in-class member) essentially scales like Õ_p( √ R^n + n^{−1/2}) where R^n is the multivariate Rademacher complexity of F (Theorem 3.5). For linear hypotheses with dim(X) = p, this bound reduces to Õ_p((dp/n)1/4). When Z is polyhedral, we prove the ex-

cess regret is at most Õ_p (√_{ν log(|Z} ∠|) n ) (Theorem 3.9),

where ν is VC linear sugraph dimension of F and Z_∠ are the extreme points of Z (Theorem 3.9). Both bounds vanish as n grows, implying that optimizing our surrogate loss yields a best-in-class policy asymptotically (Theorems 3.5 and 3.9).

Critically, our results hold even when f^∗ ∉ F (misspecified setting). To our knowledge, these are the first result of their kind. All existing results on the predict-then-optimize framework (e.g., Liu & Grigas (2021); Hu et al. (2022); Elmachtoub et al. (2023)) require f^∗ ∈ F (the wellspecified setting) and somewhat restrictive assumptions on the noise Y − f^∗(X) (see Section 1.2). This assumption is not simply a weakness in the analysis. As we illustrate in Figure 1, existing methods can have very poor performance under misspecification. As we argue in Section 1.2, the misspecified setting is perhaps the more theoretically rich setting for decision-aware learning, and, practically speaking, misspecification is common – especially when preferring simpler models for their explainability or interpretability. Hence, we see PG losses as an important theoretical and practical advancement in predict-then-optimize procedures.

1.1. Contributions

• We propose a new family of surrogate losses called Perturbation Gradient (PG) losses for the predict-then-optimize approach to Problem (1). Our surrogates are Lipschitz continuous and can be expressed as the difference of concave functions.

• We show that the gradient of a PG loss evaluated at a sample point is an unbiased estimate of the gradient

m = −4m = 0

5010015020050100150200 0%10% 20%30% 40% n

Relative Regret

ETO SPO+ PGB PGC

Figure 1. (Effect of misspecification.) Relative regret under well-specified (left) and misspecified (right) settings. See Section 4.1 for experimental setup. ETO-Linear is a decisionblind approach that minimizes MSE. SPO+ is the method of (Elmachtoub & Grigas, 2022). PGB and PGC are our proposed backward and central difference losses. All methods achieve close to zero regret in the well-specified setting. But under misspecification, only the PG losses converge to zero regret.

of the expected loss (Lemma 2.2). In other words, gradients are “informative”, and we can apply first-order schemes like SGD in the usual way to minimize the expected surrogate loss, or use gradient-based solvers to minimize the ERM loss.

• We bound the uniform error of our surrogates by a term vanishing in n (Theorems 3.5 and 3.9). Our proof utilizes a novel technique that conditions on realizations of Y (not X) to bound total variation distance which may be of independent interest.

• Optimizing our surrogate loss yields a best-in-class policy (with respect to the true loss) asymptotically, even if the underlying hypothesis class is misspecified. To the best of our knowledge, ours is the first computationally feasible proposal for the predict-then-optimize framework with such a performance guarantee.

• We provide numerical evidence showing that minimizing our surrogate loss performs comparably to SPO+ when the hypothesis class is well-specified, and substantively outperforms SPO+ and decision-blind procedures when the hypothesis class is misspecified.

1.2. Related Work

Elmachtoub & Grigas (2022) first proposed a convex, differentiable surrogate loss for Problem (3) called the SPO+ loss. The SPO+ loss upper bounds l(t, y). Subsequent researchers have proposed other approaches including replacing the plug-in policy Problem (2) with a regularized counterpart (Wilder et al., 2019), creating a response-surface (Shah et al., 2022; Grigas et al., 2021), or randomizedsmoothing (Berthet et al., 2020). The recent computational study Tang & Khalil (2022) compares many of these approaches and found that SPO+ performed best or near-best on all benchmarks. Hence, we benchmark our approach against SPO+ in our experiments.

Despite the empirical strengths of decision-aware methods, their theoretical justification is less clear. Few methods establish regret bounds. Wilder et al. (2019); Berthet et al. (2020) prove that gradients of particular surrogates can be evaluated easily, but do not prove a regret guarantee for the minimizer of those surrogates. On the other hand, El Balghiti et al. (2022); Hu et al. (2022) prove generalization guarantees relating E [ℓ(f(X), Y )] to its empirical counterpart; hence, if one finds an f ∈ F with small empirical loss, one is assured E [l(f(X), Y )] is also small. But minimizing the empirical counterpart to Problem (3) is computationally challenging. Hence, it is unclear how to find such f.

The strongest known performance guarantees are for the SPO+ loss in the well-specified setting (f^∗ ∈ F). When the conditional distribution of Y | X is centrally symmetric around its mean, Elmachtoub & Grigas (2022) establish a Fisher-consistency result. Liu & Grigas (2021) strengthen this result, establishing a calibration bound which implies (under similar assumptions) that if the multivariate Rademacher complexity of F is O(n^{−1/2}), then the empirical minimizer of the SPO+ loss has regret at most O(n^{−1/4}).

That said, such results are perhaps unsatisfying because decision-blind methods typically dominate decision-aware methods in well-specified settings. Hu et al. (2022) show that when f^∗ ∈ F, the regret of a decision-blind approach that minimizes MSE and uses the corresponding plug-in policy converges to zero faster than the empirical minimizer of Problem (3). Elmachtoub et al. (2023) prove that the regret of a decision-blind policy stochastically dominates the regret of the empirical minimizer of Problem (3). Said differently, decision-aware methods offer the most benefit in misspecified settings. Hence, these settings are arguably most interesting theoretically and practically.

Most closely related to our work are perturbation-based approaches for estimating out-of-sample performance. These works each use a clever application of Danskin’s theorem to derive an estimate of out-of-sample performance. Ito et al. (2018); Guo et al. (2022) each establish asymptotic convergence of their estimators (without an explicit rate): Ito et al. (2018) treats a non-contextual setting and focuses on the ERM estimator. Guo et al. (2022) treats a causal inference setting. By contrast, Gupta et al. (2022; 2024) establish a finite-sample regret guarantee, but in a small-data, largescale data regime with nearly-Gaussian corruptions. In this paper, we focus on the traditional large-sample regime (n → ∞) with contexts.

Finally, there are non-surrogate based approaches to solving Problem (3). Pogančić et al. (2019) suggest a backpropagation algorithm based on linearizing the objective, but again provide no regret guarantee. Structured prediction methods (see Osokin et al. (2017); Goh & Jaillet (2016) and references therein) treat Problem (3) as a type of multi-class classification problem, often in a decision-blind way. We focus on decision-aware methods. Policy learning methods ((Ban & Rudin, 2019; Tulabandhula & Rudin, 2013; Wager & Athey, 2017) and references therein) learn the mapping X → π(X) by parameterizing it with a specific, tractable functional form. In our setting, when Z is polyhedral, π^∗(X) is a necessarily an extreme point, and identifying an appropriate functional form can be difficult.

1.3. Notation and Preliminaries

Throughout, we write a ≲ b to mean that there exists a universal constant C such that a ≤ Cb. We denote the ℓ_2 norm by ‖ · ‖.

To simplify the presentation, we also make the following boundedness assumption throughout:

Assumption 1.1 (Boundedness). There exists B > 0 such that max_{z∈Z} ‖z‖ ≤ B. Moreover, ‖Y ‖ ≤ 1, almost surely.

2. A New Family of Surrogate Losses

Define the plug-in policy objective:

V (t) = min_{z∈Z} t^⊤z = t^⊤π̂(t).

Evaluating V is no more difficult than solving Problem (2). As a minimum of linear functions, V (t) is concave.

Our first key observation is that by Danskin’s Theorem, ∂ ∂λ V (t + λy) |_{λ=0}= y^⊤π̂(t) = l(t, y). (4)

We can thus form a family of PG surrogates by considering different approximations to the derivative on the left. In this paper, we focus on two specific finite-difference schemes:

• Backward Differencing (PGB): ℓ̂^b_h(t, y) ≡ 1 h (V (t) − V (t − hy)) • Central Differencing (PGC): ℓ̂^c_h(t, y) ≡ 1 2h (V (t + hy) − V (t − hy)) , for some user-defined h > 0. Intuitively, as h → 0, both ℓ̂b_h(t, y) and ℓ̂c_h(t, y) should better approximate the left side of Equation (4) and thus approximate ℓ(t, y).

Backward and central finite differencing are not the only ways to approximate a derivative (e.g., one might consider higher-order finite difference schemes). Studying how different approximation schemes affect the quality of the surrogate loss is an open area of research.

Using the structure of Problem (1), we prove some key properties of our surrogates.

Lemma 2.1 (Properties of PG Losses). Suppose Assumption 1.1 holds. For any t, t^′ ∈ R^d and y ∈ Y, the PG losses are a) Lipschitz Continuous: | | |ℓ̂^b(t, y) − ℓ̂^b(t^′, y) | | | ≤ 2B h ‖t − t^′‖, | | |ℓ̂^c(t, y) − ℓ̂^b(t^′, y) | | | ≤ B h ‖t − t^′‖. b) Bounded: | | |ℓ̂^b(t, y) | | | ≤ B, | | |ℓ̂^c(t, y) | | | ≤ B. c) Differentiable: ∇_tℓ̂^b(t, y) = 1 h (π̂(t) − π̂(t − hy)), ∇_tℓ̂^c(t, y) = 1 2h (π̂(t + hy) − π̂(t − hy)). Finally, the backward difference upperbounds the true loss,

d) Upper-Bound: ℓ(t, y) ≤ ℓ̂^b(t, y). Property d) mirrors the upper-bound property of the SPO+ loss. Intuitively, a backward-finite difference of the concave function λ → V (t+λY ) overestimates the true derivative.

Although the above properties are theoretically elegant, the primary advantage of our surrogates over the loss ℓ is that gradients are “informative.” More precisely, because ℓ is discontinuous, ∇_tE [ℓ(t, Y )] ≠ E [∇_tℓ(t, Y )], and ∇_tℓ(t, Y_j ) is not an unbiased estimate of ∇_tE [ℓ(t, Y )]. Our surrogates do not have this problem.

Lemma 2.2 (Informative Gradients). Suppose Assumption 1.1 holds. For all t and Y , ∇_tE [ ℓ̂b_h(t, Y ) ] = E [ ∇_tℓ̂^b_h(t, Y ) ] . In particular, ∇_tℓ̂^b_h(t, Y_j ) is an unbiased

estimate of ∇_tE [ ℓ̂b_h(t, Y ) ] . Finally, identical statements

hold after replacing ℓ̂^b_h by ℓ̂^c_h.

Crucially, Lemma 2.2 implies that we can apply stochastic gradient descent out-of-the-box to optimize our PG losses.

3. Performance Guarantees

The primary advantage of our surrogate loss is that it admits formal performance guarantees in the misspecified setting. We next develop those guarantees. For brevity, we focus on the backward PG loss in this section. Analagous results hold for the central PG loss.

3.1. Key Idea

Our first observation is that the error in our surrogate is bounded by the solution stability of the policy. A similar bound is used in Gupta et al. (2024) in a different context: Lemma 3.1 (Solution Stability Bounds Error). For any t, y, h, 0 ≤ ℓ̂^b_h(t, y) − ℓ(t, y) ≤ y^⊤ (π̂(t − hy) − π̂(t)) Solution Stability

In words, solution stability measures how much the policy changes given small perturbation hy. Notions of stability appear throughout the machine learning literature and are fundamental to learnability (Shalev-Shwartz et al., 2010). Lemma 3.1 relates the error of our surrogate to this fundamental quantity. We stress the relation holds for any t, h, y.

To prove a performance guarantee, we will need to bound E [ ℓ̂b_h(f(X), Y ) − ℓ(f(X), Y ) ] , which by Lemma 3.1 is at most E [ Y^⊤π̂(f(X) − hY ) ] − E [ Y^⊤π̂(f(X))) ] . By Assumption 1.1, the function (t, y) → y^⊤π̂(t) is a bounded map, bounded by B. Hence, E [ Y^⊤(π̂(f(X) − hY ) − π̂(f(X))) ] is at most B · T V (( Y f(X) − hY ) , ( Y f(X) )) , where T V (·, ·) is the total variation distance.

This total variation distance may not be small; consider the case where f(X) is concentrated at a single point. We next introduce an assumption to bound this distance: Assumption 3.2 (Lipschitz Log Conditional Density). Let g(· ; f, Y ) be the conditional density of f(X) | Y . We assume that there exists a constant L > 0 such that g(· ; f, Y ) is L-Lipschitz for all f ∈ F and all Y almost surely.

Assumption 3.2 is sufficient but not necessary. Other assumptions might also ensure the above TV distance is small. For example example, Arbas et al. (2023) show if f(X) is a multivariate Gaussian, then corresponding TV distance is most O(h). We have required Assumption 3.2 to hold uniformly for all f ∈ F in order to simplify the statement of our performance guarantees below.

In any case, Assumption 3.2 allows us to bound the expected approximation error of our surrogate (by bounding the expected solution stability) without any additional assumptions on the structure of Problem (2):

Lemma 3.3 (Expected Approximation Error). Suppose Assumptions 1.1 and 3.2 hold and h <^1_L . Then, for any f ∈ F, 0 ≤ E [ ℓ̂^b_h(f(X), Y ) − ℓ̂(f(X), Y ) ] ≤ (e − 1)B · L · h

Using Lemma 3.3 and Hoeffding’s inequality, we immediately get a pointwise bound.

Corollary 3.4 (Pointwise Approximation Error). Fix some f ∈ F. Suppose Assumptions 1.1 and 3.2 hold and h <^1_L . Then, for any 0 < δ <^1_2 , with probability at least 1 − δ, | | | | | | 1 n n∑ j=1 ℓ̂^b_h(f(X_j ), Y_j ) − E [ℓ(f(X), Y )] | | | | | | ≲ BLh + B √ log(1/δ) n .

We note that Corollary 3.4 does not present a tradeoff in h – one might be tempted to take h → 0. However, as seen in Lemma 2.1, the size of the gradients of our method scales like 1/h. Loosely speaking, functions where gradients might explode are more difficult to optimize. Hence, unlike many other learning methods, h does not control a biasvariance tradeoff; rather h controls a bias-computational complexity tradeoff. Precisely characterizing this tradeoff remains an open area of research. Practically, we suggest taking h as large as the next largest term in the bound, i.e. h = O(n^{−1/2}) above, to maximize the smoothness without compromising the rate.

Corollary 3.4 captures the key idea of our approach with a minimum of mathematical overhead. In the next sections we extend this result to a uniform error bound and regret bound.

3.2. Uniform Error and Regret Bounds

We can extend Corollary 3.4 to a uniform error bound by suitably bounding the complexity of F and using standard tools from uniform laws of large numbers. We will present two such bounds.

Our first error bound applies to any choice of Z. It does not matter if the feasible region is polyhedral, non-convex,or strongly convex. Instead, we leverage the Lipschitzness of the backwards PG loss(Lemma 2.1a). This property allows us to apply a vector contraction inequality from Maurer (2016) to bound the Rademacher complexity of our sample surrogate loss by a multivariate Rademacher complexity of the vector-valued hypothesis class induced by F.

More specifically, the multivariate Rademacher complexity is defined as follows,

R^n (F) = E [ R̂^n (F) ] (5) = E_D [ sup_{f ∈F} E_σ [ 1 n n∑ i=1 σ^⊤_i f(X_i) ]]

where σ_i = (σ_{i1}, . . . , σ_{id}) and σ_{ij} are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables. Note the multivariate Rademacher complexity only depends on the data and F, but not Z.

Using the vector contraction inequality, we prove: Theorem 3.5 (Uniform Error Bound for General Z). Suppose Assumptions 1.1 and 3.2 hold. For any 0 < δ <^1_2 and 0 < h <^1_L , with probability at least 1 − δ sup_{f ∈F} | | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [ℓ (f(X), Y )] | | | | | ≲ BLh + B^2 h R^n(F) + B √ log(1/δ) n For linear function classes when dim(X) = p, R^n = Õ (√_{dp} n ) (El Balghiti et al., 2022). Choosing h =

O((dp/n)^{−1/4}) yields an error of size Õ_p((dp/n)^{1/4}). This is same rate as Liu & Grigas (2021), but also holds in the misspecified setting where f^∗ /∈ F.

Using these uniform error bounds, we can construct bounds on the excess regret of the minimizer of the surrogate loss. Specifically, define

ERegret(f) ≡ E [ Y^⊤π̂(f(X)) ] − E [ Y^⊤π̂(f^{OR}(X)) ] where f^{OR} ∈ argmin_{f ∈F} Regret(f). Note if f^∗ ∈ F, then excess regret is the same as regret. However, the converse is not true; it is possible that there exists f^{OR} ≠ f^∗ with f^∗ ∉ F such that Regret(f^{OR}) = 0. Similarly, for a fixed h <^1_L , define the minimizer of the surrogate loss

f̂_h ∈ argmin f ∈F 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) .

Then:

Corollary 3.6 (Excess Regret Bound for General Z). Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 3.5 hold. Then,

ERegret(f̂_h) ≲ √ B^3LR^n(F) + B √ n . For many hypothesis classes, the multivariate Rademacher complexity is vanishing in n – for the linear class when dim(X) = p it is O( √_{dp} n ). Hence, for such classes, f̂_h achieves best-in-class performance asymptotically.

Theorem 3.5 applies to general Z, but may be loose as a consequence. We next present a second uniform error bound for that holds when Z is polyhedral by leveraging results from Hu et al. (2022).

To that end, recall definition of VC-linear-subgraph dimension from Hu et al. (2022).

Definition 3.7 (VC-Linear-Subgraph Dimension). The VC-linear-subgraph dimension of a class of functions F ⊆ Y^X , is the VC dimension of the sets F^∘ = {{ (x, β, t) : β^⊤f(x) ≤ t } : f ∈ F } in X × R^{d+1} , that is, the largest integer ν for which there exist x_1, . . . , x_ν ∈ X , β_1, . . . , β_ν ∈ R^d , t_1 ∈ R, . . . , t_ν ∈ R such that | |{(I{β^⊤_j f (x_j ) ≤ t_j } : j = 1, . . . , ν) : f ∈ F} | | = 2^ν

We make the following assumption which bounds the VClinear-subgraph dimension by a constant.

Assumption 3.8 (Bounded VC Dimension). The function class F̄ = {f̄ : f̄(x, y) = f(x) + hy, for f ∈ F, h ∈ R} has VC-linear-subgraph dimension at most ν.

This assumption slightly differs from the assumption from Hu et al. (2022) since it incorporates the perturbation term hy into the plug-in class. However, since the hypothesis class is augmented by an addition parameter h, the VClinear-subgraph-dimension of F should only differ by a universal constant. Using VC-linear-subgraph dimension, we can obtain the following bound for polyhedral Z. Let Z_∠ be the set of extreme points of Z.

Theorem 3.9 (Uniform Error Bound for Polyhedral Z). Suppose Assumptions 1.1, 3.2 and 3.8 hold. For any 0 < δ <^1_2 and 0 < h <^1_L , with probability at least 1 − δ, sup_{f ∈F} | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [ℓ (f(X_i), Y_i)] | | | |

≲ BLh + B √ ν log (|Z_∠| + 1) log(1/δ) n Theorem 3.9 shows the error is O_p ( h + n^{−1/2} ) , and like Corollary 3.4 highlights that h primarily trades off between bias and computational complexity. Choosing h = O(n^{−1/2}) minimizes the bound to O_p(n^{−1/2}) which matches the generalization error of the true loss in proven in Hu et al. (2022); El Balghiti et al. (2022). Thus, for polyhedral Z, our surrogate converges no slower than the empirical loss, but is more computationally tractable.

We can bound excess regret f̂_h for the polyhedral case: Corollary 3.10 (Excess Regret Bound for Polyhedral Z). Suppose the assumptions from Theorem 3.9 hold. Then,

ERegret(f̂_h) ≲ B √ ν log (|Z_∠| + 1) n .

This bound vanishes as n → ∞, showing that the minimizer of the surrogate f̂_h achieves best-in-class performance asymptotically.

4. Numerical Experiments

4.1. Data Setup

For our numerics section, we consider the following contextual linear optimization problem

max_z f^∗(X)z s.t. z ∈ {−1, 1}, (6)

which can be viewed as a classification problem to maximize reward or an offline version of a contextual bandit problem. In our experiments, we let X ∼ Unif(0, 2) and

f^∗(x) = { −4x + 2, for x ∈ [0, 0.55) m(x − 0.55) − 0.2, for x ∈ [0.55, 2]

The function is piecewise linear with one piece that has a slope of −4 and another piece with a slope of m ∈ [0, −4]. The change point is at x = 0.55 where the two functions meet at −0.2 (see Figure 2). We generate synthetic data as Y = f^∗(X) + ϵ_α. We define ϵ_α = √ α (ζ − 0.5) + √ 1 − α γ where α ∈ [0, 1], ζ is an exponential random variable with mean 0.5, and γ ∼ N (0, 0.25). By construction ϵ is mean-zero noise with variance 0.25. Note, when α ≠ 1, ϵ is not centrally symmetric, and hence the theoretical results of (Liu & Grigas, 2021) do not apply.

m = −4m = 0

0.00.51.01.52.00.00.51.01.52.0 -7.5-5.0 -2.50.0 2.5 X

Y

Figure 2. (Synthetic Data) Observations of (Xi, Yi) for m = −4 (left) and m = 0 (right). Red line is f^∗(X) for each setting.

4.2. Learning Linear Hypotheses

Our first set of experiments focus on a learning the best hypothesis in the linear class, F = {f : f(x) = β_1x + β_0 for β_1, β_0 ∈ R}. For clarity, the regret of the best-in-class member for this setup is zero. Hence excess regret equals regret. 6

We compare learning with the PG losses (PGC and PGB) against two benchmarks: i) minimizing SPO+ loss and ii) minimizing the least-squares loss and using the corresponding plug-in policy. Tang & Khalil (2022) observe that SPO+ performs best (or nearly best) across a variety of benchmarks compared to other predict-then-optimize procedures; hence it is a strong benmark. Minimizing leastsquares loss is a standard estimate-then-optimize approach and advocated for by Hu et al. (2022).

We study misspecification by varying the parameter m. When m = 4, f^∗ ∈ F, but when m ≠ 4, f^∗ ∉ F^∗. Furthermore, we study the impact of violating the the symmetric noise assumption in (Liu & Grigas, 2021) by varying α.

We estimate and compare the relative regret (E [ Y^⊤ (π^∗(X) − π̂(X)) ] /E [ Y^⊤π^∗(X) ] ) across our different approaches. We optimize our surrogate loss and SPO+ with the BFGS algorithm in the SciPy package.

Results

Figure 1 plots the relative regret for m = 0 and α = 1, that is, the most misspecified setting with the most asymmetric noise ϵ. Beyond highlighting the superior performance of the PG losses in misspecified settings, Figure 1 also shows the choice of finite difference approximation (backward or central) also impacts performance. Intuitively, central differencing likely outperforms backward differencing because in standard, deterministic settings, central finite differencing has error O(h^2) relative to the true derivative, while backward differencing has error O(h) (LeVeque, 2007). This intuition can be made formal in our setting by adapting Lemma 3.3, but we omit the details for brevity.

Figure 1 also highlights that in settings where estimatethen-optimize methods have fast learning rates ((Hu et al., 2022; Elmachtoub et al., 2023)), the benefits may be small since the problem most data-driven algorithms already achieve low regret. In our experiments, we see even when n = 20 the relative regret was less than 0.6% across all methods.

We next study misspecification in Figure 3. The figure plots different the relative regret of different methods for a fixed n = 80 as we vary the level of misspecification from m = −4 (well-specified) to m = 0 (most misspecified).

Similar to numerical results in (Elmachtoub & Grigas, 2022), our figure shows decision-aware methods outperform decision-blind approaches when the hypothesis class is misspecified. However, our figure implies the SPO+ is nearly as susceptible as to misspecification as decisionblind approaches since the relative regret also increases rapidly. By contrast, the relative regret for our PG losses increases more slowly. We stress, this experiment fixes n. As n → 0, our theory shows the regret of the PG losses will

0% 10% 20% 30% -4-3-2-10

Level of Misspecification (m)

Relative Regret

ETO SPO+ PGB PGC Figure 3. (Varying Degree of Misspecification) We plot the relative regret as we vary m for n = 80 and α = 1. The error bars are 95% confidence intervals.

tend to zero as in Figure 1.

0% 10% 20% 30% 0.000.250.500.751.00

Level of Noise Asymmetry (α)

Relative Regret

ETO SPO+ PGB PGC Figure 4. (Varying Noise Distribution) We plot the relative regret as we vary α for n = 200. When α = 0 the noise is centrally symmetric and when α = 1 the noise is the most asymmetric. The error bars are 95% confidence intervals.

Finally, in Figure 4, we study how changing the shape of the noise distribution impacts the relative regret. We plot experiments where n = 200 and m = 0 (misspecified setting) to get better estimates of the relative regret under misspecification. The plot suggests that requiring a symmetric noise is not simply a weakness in the analysis of SPO+, but fundamental to the method. As the noise becomes less symmetric, the performance of SPO+ degrades. Even when the assumption is satisfied (α = 0), we see SPO+ is still significantly impacted by misspecification. By contrast, the PG losses perform similarly as the shape of the noise varies.

4.3. Comparison to Non-Parametric Methods

As an alternative approach to misspecification, (Hu et al., 2022) propose utilizing non-parametric methods for estimate-then-optimize approaches. In this section, we benchmark the PG losses with the misspecified linear hypothesis class against estimate-then-optimize where F is the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) with Gaussian kernel, K(x, y) = exp ( −ρ‖x − y‖^2 ) . Specifically, we utilize kernel ridge regression. We select the best penalty parameter in {0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1, 10, 100} and ρ in {0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1, 10} using 5-fold cross-validation. We then compute corresponding plug-in policy. We denote this non-parametric method by KR in our plots.

0%10% 20%30% 40% 50100150200 n

Relative Regret

PGB KRPGC 0 500 1000 1500

50100200400800 n

KR to PG Time Ratio

Figure 5. (Comparison to Non-Parametric Methods under Misspecification) Left figure plots relative regret for m = 0 and α = 1. The error bars are 95% confidence intervals. The right figure plots the ratio of KR computing time to PGC computing time for each of the 100 replications.

Results

We plot the relative regret and the ratio of computation times between KR and PGC as n increases for m = 0 and α = 1 in Figure 5. Our results show that learning with PG losses achieves similar or regret as estimate-then-optimize with non-parametric methods, particularly PGC. The advantage of learning with the PG losses is that it is computationally more efficient and the resulting policies are more interpretable. PG losses do not have to utilize cross-validation for tuning and learn in a simpler, but misspecified, hypothesis class. This helps motivate the necessity of our PG losses that are able to learn in misspecicified settings.

5. Conclusion

In this paper we proposed a novel family of surrogate losses for the predict-then-optimize framework that can be optimized using off-the-shelf gradient methods. Most importantly, the approximation error of these surrogates vanishes as n → ∞. Hence, optimizing our surrogate yields a best-in-class policy asymptotically, even in misspecified settings. Our PG losses are the first proposed surrogates with this property and substantively outperform other methods in misspecified settings.

Although we have focused on general or polyhedral Z, it is possible to extend our results to other structured feasible regions (e.g., strongly-convex feasible regions) using techniques from (El Balghiti et al., 2022).

The family of PG losses arises from different approaches to approximating a derivative. As mentioned, an interesting open question is identifying the best-possible choice of approximation. We also believe that better understanding the role of h in trading off between bias and computational complexity might shed light on improve algorithms and tuning procedures.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Paul Grigas, Adam Elmachtoub, Hamsa Bastani, and Osbert Bastani for feedback on an initial draft of this manuscript.

Impact Statement

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal consequences of our work, none which we feel must be specifically highlighted here.

References

Arbas, J., Ashtiani, H., and Liaw, C. Polynomial time and private learning of unbounded gaussian mixture models. In Krause, A., Brunskill, E., Cho, K., Engelhardt, B., Sabato, S., and Scarlett, J. (eds.), ICML 2023, volume 202 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 1018–1040. PMLR, 2023.

Ban, G.-Y. and Rudin, C. The big data newsvendor: Practical insights from machine learning. Operations Research, 67(1):90–108, 2019.

Berthet, Q., Blondel, M., Teboul, O., Cuturi, M., Vert, J.- P., and Bach, F. Learning with differentiable pertubed optimizers. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:9508–9519, 2020.

Donti, P., Amos, B., and Kolter, J. Z. Task-based end-to-end model learning in stochastic optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

El Balghiti, O., Elmachtoub, A. N., Grigas, P., and Tewari, A. Generalization bounds in the predict-then-optimize framework. Mathematics of Operations Research, 2022.

Elmachtoub, A. N. and Grigas, P. Smart “predict, then optimize”. Management Science, 68(1):9–26, 2022.

Elmachtoub, A. N., Lam, H., Zhang, H., and Zhao, Y. Estimate-then-optimize versus integrated-estimation-optimization versus sample average approximation: A stochastic dominance perspective, 2023.

Goh, C. Y. and Jaillet, P. Structured prediction by conditional risk minimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1611.07096, 2016.

Grigas, P., Qi, M., et al. Integrated conditional estimationoptimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.12351, 2021.

Guo, W., Jordan, M., and Zhou, A. Off-policy evaluation with policy-dependent optimization response. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:37081– 37094, 2022.

Gupta, V., Huang, M., and Rusmevichientong, P. Debiasing in-sample policy performance for small-data, large-scale optimization. Operations Research, 2022. Forthcoming.

Gupta, V., Huang, M., and Rusmevichientong, P. Decision-aware denoising. https://ssrn.com/abstract=, February 2024. Available at SSRN.

Hu, Y., Kallus, N., and Mao, X. Fast rates for contextual linear optimization. Management Science, 68(6):4236– 4245, 2022.

Ito, S., Yabe, A., and Fujimaki, R. Unbiased objective estimation in predictive optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 2176–2185. PMLR, 2018.

LeVeque, R. J. Finite difference methods for ordinary and partial differential equations: steady-state and timedependent problems. SIAM, 2007.

Liu, H. and Grigas, P. Risk bounds and calibration for a smart predict-then-optimize method. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:22083–22094, 2021.

Maurer, A. A vector-contraction inequality for rademacher complexities. In Algorithmic Learning Theory: 27th International Conference, ALT 2016, Bari, Italy, October 19-21, 2016, Proceedings 27, pp. 3–17. Springer, 2016.

Mohri, M., Rostamizadeh, A., and Talwalkar, A. Foundations of Machine Learning. MIT press, 2018.

Osokin, A., Bach, F., and Lacoste-Julien, S. On structured prediction theory with calibrated convex surrogate losses. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

Pogančić, M. V., Paulus, A., Musil, V., Martius, G., and Rolinek, M. Differentiation of blackbox combinatorial solvers. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019.

Sadana, U., Chenreddy, A., Delage, E., Forel, A., Frejinger, E., and Vidal, T. A survey of contextual optimization methods for decision making under uncertainty, 2023.

Shah, S., Wang, K., Wilder, B., Perrault, A., and Tambe, M. Decision-focused learning without differentiable optimization: Learning locally optimized decision losses, 2022.

Shalev-Shwartz, S., Shamir, O., Srebro, N., and Sridharan, K. Learnability, stability and uniform convergence. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 11:2635–2670, 2010.

Tang, B. and Khalil, E. B. Pyepo: A pytorch-based end-to-end predict-then-optimize library for linear and integer programming. arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.14234, 2022.

Tulabandhula, T. and Rudin, C. Machine learning with operational costs. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 14(7), 2013.

Wager, S. and Athey, S. Efficient policy learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1702.02896, 2017.

Wilder, B., Dilkina, B., and Tambe, M. Melding the datadecisions pipeline: Decision-focused learning for combinatorial optimization. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 33, pp. 1658– 1665, 2019.

A. Results and Proofs for Section 2

A.1. Proof for Lemma 2.1

Proof. We first prove (a), the Lipschitz property. We first claim V (·) is B Lipschitz, since

V (t) − V (s) = t^⊤π̂(t) − s^⊤π̂(s) = t^⊤ (π̂(t) − π̂(s))

≤0, by optimality of π̂(t)

+ (t − s)^⊤ π̂(s) ≤ ‖t − s‖‖π̂(s)‖ ≤ B‖t − s‖, where the last inequality follows from Assumption 1.1. A symmetric argument holds for V (s) − V (t) proving V is B Lipschitz.

Returning to ℓ̂^b(t, y), write | | |ℓ̂^b_h(t, y) − ℓ̂^b_h(t^′, y) | | | = | | | | V (t) − V (t − hy) h − V (t^′) − V (t^′ − hy) h | | | | ≤ |V (t) − V (t^′)| h + |V (t^′ − hy) − V (t − hy)| h ≤ 2B |t − t^′| h .

An entirely analogous argument holds for ℓ̂^c_h(t, y). We next prove (b), the boundededness property. Write | | |ℓ̂^b_h (t, y) | | | = |V (t) − V (t − hy)| h ≤ B‖hy‖ h = B‖y‖

Again, an analogous argument holds for ℓ̂^c_h(t, y). This completes the proof for (b) The proof of (c) follows directly from applying Danskin’s Theorem. To prove (d), we see ℓ̂^b_h (t, y) − ℓ (t, y) = V (t + hy) − V (t) h − y^⊤π̂(t) = (t + hy)^⊤ π̂(t + hy) − (t + hy)^⊤ π̂(t) h ≥ 0 where the last inequality holds by optimality of π̂(t + hy). Rearranging proves the result for (d).

A.2. Proof of Lemma 2.2.

Proof. We apply the dominated convergence theorem. Let e_i ∈ R^d be the i^{th} coordinate vector. Then,

∂_{ti} E [ ℓ̂^b_h(t, Y ) ] = lim_{δ→0} E [ 1 δ (ℓ̂^b_h(t + δ, Y ) − ℓ̂^b_h(t, Y )) ] (7)

Let W_δ ≡^1_δ (ℓ̂^b_h(t + δ, Y ) − ℓ̂^b_h(t, Y )). Then, by the Lipschitz property of Lemma 2.1, |W_δ| ≤^{2B}_h , and lim_{δ→0} W_δ = ∂_{ti}ℓ̂^b_h(t, Y ) almost surely. The result then holds for the i^{th} partial derivative of ℓ̂^b_h from the dominated convergence theorem. Since i was arbitrary, it holds for all i = 1, . . . , d, and thus holds for the gradient. An analogous proof holds for ℓ̂^c_h.

B. Results and Proofs for Section 3

B.1. Proof of Lemma 3.1.

Proof. The first inequality was proven in Lemma 2.1. For the second, note that V (t) = t^⊤π̂(t). Hence by rearranging, ℓ̂^b_h(t, y) − ℓ(t, y) = 1 h (V (t) − V (t − hy)) − y^⊤π̂(t) = 1 h ( t^⊤(π̂(t) − π̂(t − hy) ) + y^⊤(π̂(t − hy) − π̂(t)) ≤ y^⊤(π̂(t − hy) − π(t)), by the optimality of π̂(t).

B.2. Proof for Lemma 3.3

To bound the expected approximation error in Lemma 3.3, we require the following elementary result: Lemma B.1 (Density Ratio Bound). Suppose Assumption 3.2 holds. Then, for any t, t^′ such that ‖t − t^′‖ ≤ 1/L, we have | | | g(t^′; f, Y ) g(t; f, Y ) − 1 | | | ≤ (e − 1)L‖t − t^′‖. Proof. Let g(t) ≡ g(t; f, Y ). By the convexity of the exponential,

exp(x) ≤ 1 + (e − 1)x ∀0 ≤ x ≤ 1, and exp(x) ≥ 1 + x ∀x. (8)

Let s(t) = log g(t). Then, log ( g(t^′) g(t) ) = s(t^′) − s(t) ≤ L‖t^′ − t‖ Taking the exponential of both sides and subtracting 1, we have g(t^′) g(t) − 1 ≤ exp (L‖t^′ − t‖) − 1 ≤ (e − 1)L‖t^′ − t‖, where the last inequality follows from Equation (8) and our assumption that ‖t − t^′‖ ≤ 1/L. Similarly, we have, log ( g(t^′) g(t) ) ≥ −L‖t^′ − t‖ g(t^′) g(t) − 1 ≥ exp (−L‖t^′ − t‖) − 1 ≥ −L‖t^′ − t‖ ≥ −(e − 1)L‖t^′ − t‖ Hence, | | | g(t^′) g(t) − 1 | | | ≤ (e − 1)L‖t^′ − t‖. This completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let T = f(X). Condition on Y and let g(t) ≡ g(t; f, Y ). Then, by Lemma 3.1, we have 0 ≤ E [ ℓ̂^b_h(T, Y ) − ℓ(T, Y ) | | | Y ] ≤ E [ Y^⊤ (π̂(T − hY ) − π̂(T )) | | Y ] .

We bound this last quantity as follows: E [ Y^⊤ (π̂(T − hY ) − π̂(T )) | | Y ] (9) = ∫ g(t)Y^⊤π̂(t − hY )dt − ∫ g(t)Y^⊤π̂(t)dt = ∫ Y^⊤π̂(t) (g(t + hY ) − g(t)) dt ≤ ∫ | |Y^⊤π̂(t)| |g(t + hY ) − g(t)| dt ≤ B ∫ g(t) | | | g(t + hY ) g(t) − 1 | | | dt ≤ (e − 1)BL‖hY ‖ ∫ g(t; f, Y )dt ≤ (e − 1)BLh Taking the expectation over Y completes the proof.

B.3. Proof for Theorem 3.5

Proof. We bound the uniform error as follows: sup_{f ∈F} | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [ℓ (f(X_i), Y_i)] | | | | ≤ sup_{f ∈F} | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [ ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) ] | | | | (i) + sup_{f ∈F} | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − ℓ (f(X_i), Y_i) ] | | | | (ii) We first bound (i). Letting

R^n_{SL}(F) = E [ R̂^n_{SL}(F) ] = E [ E_σ [ sup_{f ∈F} 1 n n∑ i=1 σ_iℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) ]]

and noting 0 ≤^{ℓ̂bh (f (Xi),Yi)+B}_{2B} ≤ 1 by Lemma 2.1b, we can apply the standard Rademacher complexity result (Mohri et al., 2018, Theorem 3.3) to show for any δ > 0, the following holds for all f ∈ F with probability at least 1 − δ, 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ ℓ̂b_h(f(X_i), Y_i) + B 2B ] ≤ 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂b_h(f(X_i), Y_i) + B 2B + 2R^n_{SL}(F) + √ 1 n log ( 1 δ ) .

To obtain the two sided bound for (i), we can obtain the same bound with^{ℓ̂bh(f (Xi),Yi)+B}_{2B} replaced with^{−ℓ̂bh(f (Xi ),Yi)+B}_{2B} . Taking the union bound, we see the following holds with probability at least 1 − 2δ, | | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [ ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) ] | | | | | ≤ 4BR^n_{SL}(F) + 2B √ 1 n log ( 1 δ )

We next bound R^n_{SL}(F) by applying Corollary 4 of Maurer (2016) to show

R^n_{SL}(F) = E [ sup_{f ∈F} 1 n n∑ i=1 σ_iℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) ] ≤ √ 2 B h E [ sup_{f ∈F} 1 n n∑ i=1 σ^⊤_i f(X_i) ] = √ 2 B h R^n(F) where the inequality holds via the corollary with the Lipschitz constant from Lemma 2.1a. Combining the bounds, we show with probability at least 1 − δ, (i) ≤ 4 √ 2B^2 h R^n(F) + 2B √ 1 n log ( 1 δ )

Finally, we bound (ii) in Lemma 3.3. Combining the bounds on (i) and (ii) proves the result.

B.4. Proof for Corollary 3.6

Proof. Let

L_n(f) = 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) and L(f) = E [ℓ (f(X), Y )]

Since the f̂_b minimizes L_n(f) and f^{OR} minimizes L(f), we see,

L(f̂_b) − L(f^{OR}) = L(f̂_b) − L_n(f̂) + L_n(f̂_b) − L_n(f^{OR}) + L_n(f^{OR}) − L(f^{OR})

≤ L_n(f̂) − L_n(f^{OR})

≤0, by optimality of f̂ +2 sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)|

≤ 2 sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| where the first inequality holds by taking the supremum of the first two and last two pairs, and the second inequality holds by optimality of f̂. Taking the expectation of both sides, we see

ERegret(f̂_b) ≤ 2E [ sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| ]

To compute the expectation, we see by Theorem 3.5 and choosing h = √_B L R^n(F) that sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| ≤ √ B^3LR^n(F) + B √ 1 n log 1 δ . with probability at least 1 − δ Rearranging, we have P ( sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| − √ B^3LR^n(F) ≥ t ) ≤ exp ( − nt^2 B^2 )

By tail integration over t and adding back √ B^3LR^n(F), we can show

ERegret(f̂_b) ≤ 2E [ sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| ] ≲ √ B^3LR^n(F) + B √ n , completing the proof.

B.5. Proof for Theorem 3.9

Proof. We consider the following alternative decomposition of the uniform error: | | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [ℓ (f(X_i), Y_i)] | | | | | ≤ | | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ̂^b_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − ℓ (f(X_i), Y_i) | | | | | (i) + | | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 ℓ (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [ℓ (f(X_i), Y_i)] | | | | |

Bounding (i), we have (i) ≤ 1 n n∑ i=1 | | |ℓ̂^b_h (f(Xi), Yi) − ℓ (f(Xi), Yi) | | |

≤ 1 2n n∑ i=1 ∑ h^′∈{0,h} Y^⊤_i (π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i + h^′Y_i) − π̂(f(X_i) + h^′Y_i))

= 1 2 ∑ h^′ ∈{0,h} 1 n n∑ i=1 Y^⊤_i π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i + h^′Y_i) − E [ Y^⊤_i π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i + h^′Y_i) ]

+ 1 2 ∑ h^′∈{0,h} 1 n n∑ i=1 Y^⊤_i π̂(f(X_i) + h^′Y_i) − E [ Y^⊤_i π̂(f(X_i) + h^′Y_i) ]

+ 1 2 ∑ h^′∈{0,h} 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ Y^⊤_i (π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i + h^′Y_i) − π̂(f(X_i) + h^′Y_i)) ]

≤ 2 sup_h | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 Y^⊤_i π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i) − E [ Y^⊤_i π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i) ] | | | | + 1 2 ∑ h^′∈{0,h} 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ Y^⊤_i (π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i + h^′Y_i) − π̂(f(X_i) + h^′Y_i)) ]

where the first inequality applies the triangle inequality, the second inequality applies Lemma 3.1, and the last inequality combines similar terms by taking the supremum over h. Applying the bound on (i), we see sup_{f ∈F} | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 l̂_h (f(X_i), Y_i) − E [l (f(X_i), Y_i)] | | | | ≤ 3 sup_{f̄ ∈F̄} | | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 Y^⊤_i π̂(f̄(X_i, Y_i)) − E [ Y^⊤_i π̂(f̄(X_i, Y_i)) ] | | | | (a) + sup_{f ∈F} 1 2 ∑ h^′∈{0,h} 1 n n∑ i=1 E [ Y^⊤_i (π̂(f(X_i) − hY_i + h^′Y_i) − π̂(f(X_i) + h^′Y_i)) ]

(b) Component (a) is bounded using Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 of Hu et al. (2022) showing there exists a universal constant C such that the following holds with probability at least 1 − δ, (a) ≤ CB √ ν log (|Z_∠| + 1) log(5/δ) n . Component (b) is bounded by Equation (9) in the proof of Lemma 3.3. Combining (a) and (b) components proves the result.

B.6. Proof for Corollary 3.10

Proof. Following the same approach as the proof for Corollary 3.6, we can show with Theorem 3.9 and choosing h = 1 L √ n ≤^1_L that sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| ≤ C^′B √ ν log (|Z_∠| + 1) log(1/δ) n for some universal constant C_0 with probability at least 1 − δ. Rearranging we have P ( sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| ≥ t ) ≤ exp ( − nt^2 C^2_0 B^2ν log (|Z_∠| + 1) ) .

Applying the tail integral gives us

ERegret(f̂_b) ≤ 2E [ sup_{f ∈F} |L_n(f) − L(f)| ] ≲ B √ ν log (|Z_∠| + 1) n completing the proof.