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Abstract

Expected values weighted by the inverse of a multivariate density or, equivalently, Lebesgue

integrals of regression functions with multivariate regressors occur in various areas of applications,

including estimating average treatment effects, nonparametric estimators in random coefficient re-

gression models or deconvolution estimators in Berkson errors-in-variables models. The frequently

used nearest-neighbor and matching estimators suffer from bias problems in multiple dimensions.

By using polynomial least squares fits on each cell of the Kth-order Voronoi tessellation for suffi-

ciently large K, we develop novel modifications of nearest-neighbor and matching estimators which

again converge at the parametric
√
n-rate under mild smoothness assumptions on the unknown re-

gression function and without any smoothness conditions on the unknown density of the covariates.

We stress that in contrast to competing methods for correcting for the bias of matching estimators,

our estimators do not involve nonparametric function estimators and in particular do not rely on

sample-size dependent smoothing parameters. We complement the upper bounds with appropriate

lower bounds derived from information-theoretic arguments, which show that some smoothness of

the regression function is indeed required to achieve the parametric rate. Simulations illustrate the

practical feasibility of the proposed methods.

Keywords: Average treatment effects; Berkson errors in variables models; bias correction; inverse

density weighted expectations; matching estimators; random coefficients; Voronoi tessellation

1 Introduction

We consider estimation of inverse density weighted expectations, or, equivalently, of Lebesgue in-

tegrals of regression functions, with multivariate regressors. As we shall discuss in detail, such

functionals occur in various areas of applications, including estimating average treatment effects

(Abadie and Imbens, 2006, 2011), random coefficient regression models (Hoderlein et al., 2017),

(Gaillac and Gautier, 2022), Berkson errors in variables models (Delaigle et al., 2006) or transfer

learning under covariate shift (Kouw and Loog, 2019; Portier et al., 2023). Frequently used nearest-

neighbor as well as matching estimators involve a bias or order n−1/d in d-dimensions (Abadie and Imbens,
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2006). Therefore, methods for bias correction have been proposed in the treatment effect literature

(Abadie and Imbens, 2011; Lin et al., 2023). These however involve nonparametric estimates and rates

of convergence for regression functions and their derivatives, potentially under the strong smoothness

assumptions.

In this paper we introduce simple modifications of nearest-neighbor and matching estimators for such

functionals which again converge at the parametric
√
n-rate under mild smoothness assumptions on the

unknown regression function. These novel estimators do not involve nonparametric function estimators

and in particular do not rely on sample-size dependent smoothing parameters. Our upper bounds are

complemented by a discussion of lower bounds which show that some smoothness is required for√
n-consistent estimation to be possible.

More precisely, consider a d-vector of covariates Z supported on some compact and convex set S ⊆ R
d

and having a strictly positive density fZ on S. Further let S∗ ⊆ S be some given non-empty Borel

set. We consider the following two closely related estimation problems, in which we focus on the

multivariate setting d ≥ 2.

First we intend to estimate from i.i.d. data (Uj , Zj), j = 1, . . . , n, distributed as (U,Z), for some given

real-valued measurable function g(u, z) the functional

Ψ := E

[
g(U,Z)

1S∗(Z)

fZ(Z)

]
=

∫

S∗

G(z) dz , (1.1)

where

G(z) := E
[
g(U,Z) | Z = z

]
(1.2)

is the regression function of Z on g(U,Z). The issue in estimating Ψ in (1.1) in the representation as

expected value is the unknown density fZ which occurs in the denominator.

Second, from independent and identically distributed observations (Yi, Zi), i = 1, . . . , n, where Yi is

real-valued, we consider estimation of the functional

Φ = E

[
Y 1S∗(Z)

f(Z)

fZ(Z)

]
. (1.3)

Here f is an additional Lebesgue density in R
d. If f is known, by putting g(y, z) = y f(z), this is a

special case of the functional Ψ with Y taking the role of U . We shall devise an estimator in case of

unknown f , from which an additional sample X1, . . . ,Xm, independent of the (Yi, Zi), is supposed to

be available.

In dimension d = 1, estimating Ψ in (1.1) has been studied in Lewbel and Schennach (2007). Based

on the theory of order statistics and spacings they construct estimators which do not require nonpara-

metric tuning parameters and converge at the parametric
√
n-rate. Further, they even show how to

make their estimator asymptotically efficient by letting the order of the spacings diverge. However, as

noted in Lewbel and Schennach (2007) their method does not easily extend to multiple dimensions.

Estimating functionals of the form Ψ occurs frequently in applications which require d ≥ 2. Exam-

ples include random coefficient regression models (Hoderlein et al., 2017; Gaillac and Gautier, 2022;

Gautier and Kitamura, 2013) or series estimators which involve inner products of the regression func-

tion and basis functions with respect to the Lebesgue measure, such as nonparametric deconvolution

estimators in the Berkson errors-in-variables models (Delaigle et al., 2006). We construct an estima-

tor of Ψ in (1.1) which achieves the parametric
√
n-rate with neither dividing by a nonparametric

2



density estimate nor estimating the regression function G nonparametrically. Our methods involve

least squares polynomial fits on cells of the Kth-order Voronoi tessellation, that is on the K-nearest

neighbor partition induced by the sample Z1, . . . , Zn. We stress that our method does not have tuning

parameters which must be chosen depending on the sample size and on the unknown smoothness of G,

which would be typical of nonparametric methods. Compared to the analysis of the one-dimensional

case d = 1 in Lewbel and Schennach (2007), higher-order smoothness assumptions on G are required

to achieve the parametric rate, however, no smoothness conditions on the density fZ of the covari-

ates are needed in our analysis. Moreover, using information-theoretic arguments we show that some

smoothness of the regression function G is indeed required in order to achieve the parametric rate.

Furthermore we extend the methodology to construct a
√
n-consistent estimator for the functional

Φ in (1.3) in case of unknown density f . We discuss how this estimator can be applied for average

treatment effects, and show that for the special case of constant approximations it coincides with

the classical matching estimator from the treatment effect literature. Using polynomial least squares

fits of appropriate order depending on the dimension, we achieve a bias correction resulting in
√
n-

consistent estimators under much milder smoothness assumptions than in Abadie and Imbens (2011)

and without invoking nonparametric regression estimates. The functional Φ also occurs in transfer

learning under covariate shift, when we have at our disposal labeled data from a source distribution

but only unlabeled data from the target distribution. In such settings our method allows for a novel

approach to estimating importance-weighted averages.

In our proofs we obtain results on the moments of the volume of higher-order Voronoi cells, as well as on

properties of design matrices for multivariate polynomial regression under random design which might

be of some independent interest. Let us briefly discuss some further methodologically related work.

Devroye et al. (2017) study the asymptotic distribution for the volume of a first-order Voronoi cells,

and Sharpnack (2023) analyzes matching estimators by relying on properties of first-order Voronoi

cells. Kallus (2020) investigate weighted matching estimators with emphasis on weights from repro-

ducing kernels, and Samworth (2012) provides comprehensive analysis of weighted nearest neighbor

estimators. Finally, Hu et al. (2022) study nonparametric estimates of a function of bounded total

variation by functions which are constant on elements of the first-order Voronoi tessellation.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2.1 we first motivate our method and the need

for higher-order bias correction by considering and briefly analyzing a simple special case. Then in

Section 2.2 we introduce our general method and state our main theoretical result for estimating Ψ,

that is, the parametric rate of convergence under smoothness assumptions on the regression function

G. This is extended in Section 2.3 to a
√
n-consistent estimator of Φ. Section 2.4 complements these

upper bounds by providing lower bounds for estimating Ψ, which show that some smoothness of G

(or fZ) is generally required to estimate at the parametric rate. In Section 3 we discuss in detail

how to apply the methodology to series estimators and in particular the Berkson errors-in-variables

problem, to random coefficient regression models, to the estimation of average treatment effects and to

estimating importance-weighted averages in transfer learning under covariate shift. Section 4 contains

a simulation study, while Section 5 concludes. The main proofs of the upper bounds are given in

Section 6, while additional technical arguments as well as further simulations results are deferred to

the supplementary appendix.

We provide a brief overview of some important notation: the Euclidean norm is denoted by ‖ · ‖, the
dimension by d; and we write λ for the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure; for κ = (κ1, . . . , κd)

⊤ ∈ N
d
0

we denote |κ| = κ1 + · · · + κd; and, for a function f(z) in z = (z1, . . . , zd), we denote its partial
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derivatives by

∂κf(z) =
∂|κ|

∂zκ1
1 . . . ∂zκd

d

f(z).

2 Estimation method and rate of convergence

In this section we propose estimators for the functionals Ψ in (1.1) and Φ in (1.3). We start in Section

2.1 with a special case of our method which illustrates the need for higher-order bias correction in

multiple dimensions. Smoothing-parameter free,
√
n-consistent estimators of the functionals Ψ and Φ

are introduced in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively. These are complemented in Section 2.4 with a

discussion of lower bounds.

2.1 Motivation

To stress the need for a higher-order bias correction, let us start by considering and briefly analyzing

a simple special case for the estimator of the functional Ψ in (1.1). Here we approximate the integral

in (1.1) by a Riemann sum based on the first-order Voronoi tessellation of S∗. Consider the first order

Voronoi cells

Cj :=
{
z ∈ S∗ | ‖z − Zj‖ < ‖z − Zk‖ , ∀ k 6= j

}
.

An estimator of Ψ is then given by

Ψ̂ :=

n∑

j=1

g(Uj , Zj) · λ(Cj) , (2.1)

where λ denotes the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure. Denoting by σZ the σ-field generated by

Z1, . . . , Zn we obtain that

E
[
Ψ̂ | σZ

]
=

n∑

j=1

G(Zj) · λ(Cj),

a discretized version of (1.1). Here G is the regression function defined in (1.2).

To show why this simple estimator does not achieve the parametric rate in dimensions d > 3 and even

has issues for d = 2, consider the expected conditional variance and expected squared conditional bias

decomposition of the mean squared error

E
[∣∣Ψ̂−Ψ

∣∣2] = E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]
+ E

[∣∣E[Ψ̂|σZ ]−Ψ
∣∣2] . (2.2)

Under the Assumptions 1 and 2 below, if the conditional variance var
(
g(U1, Z1)|Z1

)
is uniformly

bounded, say by the constant CV > 0, we have that

E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]
= E

[ n∑

j=1

λ2(Cj) · var
(
g(Uj , Zj)|Zj

)]
≤ nCV E

[
λ2(C1)

]
. n−1,

since the λ2(Cj) are identically distributed and Lemma 6.2 in Section 6.1.1 implies that E
[
λ2(C1)

]
.

n−2. However, for the squared conditional bias, if G is Lipschitz continuous with constant CH > 0 we
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have that

E
[∣∣E[Ψ̂|σZ ]−Ψ

∣∣2] = E

[∣∣∣
n∑

j=1

∫

Cj

(
G(Zj)−G(z)

)
dz

∣∣∣
2]

≤ C2
H

n∑

j,k=1

∫∫

(S∗)2
E
[
1Cj

(z) 1Ck
(z′) ‖z − Z(1)(z)‖ ‖z′ − Z(1)(z

′)‖
]
dz dz′ . n−2/d,

where Z(1)(z) denotes the first-nearest neighbor of z in Z1, . . . , Zn, and the final bound follows from

Lemma 6.4 in the Section 6.1.2. Thus in dimensions d ≥ 3 the order of the bias is slower than the

parametric rate, and even for d = 2 it is not negligible compared to the variance.

To improve the rate of the bias, instead of the constant approximation to G on each Voronoi cell, we

use polynomial approximation. In order to make this well-defined and computable we use higher-order

Voronoi cells.

2.2 Bias corrected,
√
n-consistent estimation of Ψ

Our general method for estimating Ψ in (1.1) uses polynomial approximation of degree L and the K-th

order Voronoi tessellation of S∗ for sufficiently large integers K,L ∈ N depending on the dimension d.

For each J ⊆ {1, . . . , n} with #J = K we set

C(J) :=
{
z ∈ S∗ | ‖z − Zj‖ < ‖z − Zk‖ ∀ j ∈ J, k ∈ {1, . . . , n}\J

}
. (2.3)

Then for z ∈ C(J) we let Ĝ(z) be the least squares polynomial of degree L in d variables when

regressing Zj on g(Uj , Zj) for indices j ∈ J . Let JK be the collection of all subsets of {1, . . . , n} with

exactly K elements. We set

Ψ̂ = Ψ̂(L,K) :=
∑

J

∫

C(J)
Ĝ(z) dz . (2.4)

The parameters K and L need not be chosen depending on the sample size n and hence do not take the

role of smoothing parameters. They simply have to be sufficiently large depending on the dimension

d, see Remark 1. Also note that Ĝ(z) is a weighted average of g(Uj , Zj) for those j corresponding to

the K-nearest neighbors of z in Z1, . . . , Zn. Specifically, for L = 0 we obtain

Ĝ(z) =
1

K

∑

j∈J

g(Uj , Zj) if z ∈ C(J), and Ψ̂ =
∑

J∈JK

( 1

K

∑

j∈J

g(Uj , Zj)
)
λ(C(J)) . (2.5)

For general L, more formally we introduce the notation

K := K(d, L) :=
{
κ ∈ N

d
0 | |κ| ≤ L

}
,

ξκ(z, w) :=
d∏

k=1

(wk − zk)
κk , κ ∈ K, w ∈ R

d , ξ(z, w) =
(
ξκ(z, w)

)
κ∈K

.

Monomials of degree ≤ L are indexed by elements in K, so that K∗ is the number of free parameters

of a polynomial in d variables of total degree ≤ L. We consider ξκ(z, w) as a monomial function in w,

centered at z. Then ξ(z, w) is a vector of functions in w of dimension K∗.
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For z ∈ S∗ let J(z) denote that J ∈ JK which satisfies z ∈ C(J), and note that Lebesgue-almost all

z ∈ S∗ belong to some C(J), since the boundaries of the C(J) are sets of measure 0.

The least squares polynomial Ĝ(z) of degree L in d variables at z when regressing Zj on g(Uj , Zj) for

indices j ∈ J is obtained as the first entry γ(0,...,0) of the vector

argminγ∈RK

∑

j∈J

(
g(Uj , Zj)− γ⊤ · ξ(z, Zj)

)2
= M(z)−1Ĝ(z),

where

M(z) :=
∑

j∈J(z)

ξ(z, Zj) ξ(z, Zj)
⊤ =

( ∑

j∈J(z)

ξκ+κ′(z, Zj)
)
κ,κ′∈K

,

Ĝ(z) :=
∑

j∈J(z)

g(Uj , Zj) · ξ(z, Zj) ,

and the matrix M(z) is invertible and, hence, strictly positive definite almost surely for sufficiently

large K, making the estimator Ĝ(z) uniquely defined, see Section 6.1.1. Thus, we can write

Ĝ(z) := e⊤0 M(z)−1Ĝ(z) =
∑

j∈J(z)

g(Uj , Zj) · e⊤0 M(z)−1 ξ(z, Zj) (2.6)

with the unit row vector e0 whose component for κ = 0 is 1.

Our main result requires the following two assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Support and design density). The support S of Z is a compact and convex subset

of S ⊆ R
d. The diameter of S is called ρ′′. The distribution of Z has a Lebesgue-density fZ that is

bounded away from zero by some ρ > 0 on S and bounded from above by ρ.

Assumption 2 (Exclusion of boundary effects). We assume that the Euclidean balls Bρ′(z) with the

center z, for all z ∈ S∗, and the radius ρ′ > 0 are included in S as a subset.

Let Bρ′(S
∗) =

⋃
z∈S∗ Bρ′(z) denote the open ρ-neighborhood of S∗. We assume that the restriction of

the regression function G to Bρ′(S
∗) belongs to the Hölder class G(l, β, CH) with parameters l ∈ N0,

0 < β ≤ 1, CH > 0 of functions on Bρ′(S
∗) defined as follows:

G(l, β, CH) =
{
h : Bρ′(S

∗) → R | h has partial derivatives of order ≤ l,

for each κ ∈ N
d
0, with |κ| = l we have that (2.7)

∣∣∂κh(z)− ∂κh(z
′)
∣∣ ≤ CH ‖z − z′‖β , z, z′ ∈ Bρ′(S

∗)
}
.

Furthermore we set

K∗ = K∗(d, L) = #K =

L∑

l=0

(
d+ l − 1

l

)
, D = D(d, L) =

L∑

l=1

l

(
d+ l − 1

l

)
. (2.8)

Theorem 1. Consider estimation of the functional Ψ in (1.1) in dimensions d ≥ 2 under the Assump-

tions 1 and 2. Suppose that the regression function G in (1.2) belongs to the Hölder class G(l, β, CH)

in (2.7) with parameters l ∈ N0, 0 < β ≤ 1, CH > 0. Moreover assume that the conditional vari-

ance var
(
g(U1, Z1)|Z1

)
is uniformly bounded by a constant CV > 0. In the estimator Ψ̂(L,K) in (2.4),
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choose L = l. If L = l = 0 take any fixed any K ≥ 1, while for L ≥ 1 choose some K ≥ 2+(2D+1)K∗,

with K∗ and D defined in (2.8). Then for the mean conditional variance and the mean squared con-

ditional bias given the σ-field σZ generated by Z1, . . . , Zn we have that

sup
G∈G(l,β,CH)

E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]
≤ CV · C · n−1, sup

G∈G(l,β,CH)
E
[∣∣E[Ψ̂|σZ ]−Ψ

∣∣2] ≤ C2
H · C · n− 2(l+β)

d , (2.9)

where the constant C > 0 only depends on L,K, ρ, ρ′, ρ′′, ρ̄, d and λ(S∗). Thus, if l + β ≥ d/2,

sup
G∈G(l,β,CH)

E
[∣∣Ψ̂−Ψ

∣∣2] . n−1,

and the contribution of the squared bias is negligible if l + β > d/2.

The main steps of the proof are provided in Section 6.1, with some technical details being deferred to

Section B in the supplementary appendix.

Remark 1 (Choice of L and K). For given dimension d and order of the polynomial approximation

L, the theorem specifies a minimal choice K ≥ 2 + (2D + 1)K∗, K∗ in (2.8), under which the

upper risk bounds are theoretically guaranteed. Specifically, the minimal value of K for L = 1 is

K = 2+(2 d+1) (1+d). For d = 2 the bias is negligible for L = l = 1 if β > 0, and are result requires

K = 17. Similarly, for d = 3 the bias is negligible for L = l = 1 if β > 1/2, and we need K = 30 in

our theoretical result. In the simulations, we illustrate that smaller values of K often seem to suffice.

Remark 2 (Higher moments of the volume of C(J)). For the derivation of upper bounds as in

Theorem 1, the asymptotic properties of the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure λ(C(J)) of the Voronoi

cells as n → ∞ are essential. Since

λ(S∗) =
∑

J∈JK

λ(C(J))

and the C(J) are identically distributed we have that E[λ(C(J))] = O(n−K). Hence λ(C(J)) =

OP(n
−K) which implies λ(C(J))ℓ = OP(n

−ℓK). As a surprising phenomenon the higher moments of

this term show an unusual behaviour since E[λ(C(J))ℓ] ≃ n−ℓ−K+1. The upper bound is provided in

Lemma 6.2 for ℓ = 2, and for the lower bound see Section B in the supplementary appendix.

2.3 Bias corrected matching estimators for Φ

Now let us turn to estimating the functional Φ in (1.3) in the setting where f is unknown. Suppose

that we have an additional independent sample X1, . . . ,Xm, each Xj with density f , independent of

(Y1, Z1), . . . , (Yn, Zn). One possibility to estimate (1.3) is to use a nonparametric estimate f̂ of f from

X1, . . . ,Xm, and then to employ (2.1) with the estimated function ĝ(y, z) = y f̂(z). Alternatively, we

can avoid a nonparametric estimate of f and proceed as follows.

Consider the Voronoi cells as in (2.3), and for J ⊆ {1, . . . , n} with #J = K, that is J ∈ JK , and

z ∈ C(J) we let Ĝ(z) be the least squares polynomial fit of order L as in (2.6), with the observed Yj

replacing g(Uj , Zj). Then we set

Φ̂ = Φ̂(L,K) =
1

m

m∑

k=1

∑

J∈JK

1
(
Xk ∈ C(J)

)
Ĝ(Xk). (2.10)

Consider the class of functions

G(l, β, CH, CG) =
{
h : Bρ′(S

∗) → R | h ∈ G(l, β, CH), |h(z)| ≤ CG, ∀z ∈ Bρ′(S
∗)
}
.
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Theorem 2. Consider estimation of the functional Φ in (1.3) in dimensions d ≥ 2 under the Assump-

tions 1 and 2. Moreover assume that the conditional variance var
(
Y1|Z1

)
is uniformly bounded by a

constant CV > 0, and that the density f is bounded from above by Cf . In the estimator Φ̂(L,K)

in (2.10), choose L = l. If L = l = 0 take any fixed K ≥ 1, while for L ≥ 1 choose some

K ≥ 2 + (2D + 1)K∗, with K∗ and D defined in (2.8). Then

sup
G∈G(l,β,CH,CG)

E
[∣∣Φ̂− Φ

∣∣2] ≤ C
(
(CV + C2

G)m
−1 + CV n−1 + C2

H n− 2(l+β)
d

)
, (2.11)

where the constant C > 0 only depends on L,K, ρ, ρ′, ρ′′, ρ̄, d, λ(S∗) and Cf . Thus, if l + β ≥ d/2,

sup
G∈G(l,β,CH,CG)

E
[∣∣Φ̂−Φ

∣∣2] . n−1 +m−1,

and the contribution of the squared bias is negligible if l + β > d/2.

The proof is provided in Section 6.2.

Remark 3 (Matching estimators). For L = 0 the estimator in (2.10) is corresponds to the matching

estimator from the treatment effect literature (Abadie and Imbens, 2006; Imbens, 2004): For k =

1, . . . ,m let {Zj | j ∈ Jk}, Jk ⊆ {1, . . . , n} with #Jk = K be the set of K-nearest neighbors of Xk in

Z1, . . . , Zn, and set Ŷk = K−1
∑

j∈Jk
Yj. Then (2.10) can be written as

Φ̂ =
1

m

m∑

k=1

∑

J∈JK

1
(
Xk ∈ C(J)

) 1

K

∑

j∈J

Yj = Φ̂ =
1

m

m∑

k=1

Ŷk.

See Section 3.3 for further discussion of estimating average treatment effects.

2.4 Discussion of lower bounds

In the oracle setting when fZ is perfectly known the usual parametric rate is always attained by the

estimator

Ψ̂oracle :=
1

n

n∑

j=1

g(Uj , Zj)/fZ(Zj) ,

under the Assumptions 1 and 2 and the condition that var(g(U1, Z1)|Z1) is bounded, where no smooth-

ness constraints are required.

On the other hand we can show, inspired by techniques from quadratic functional estimation (e.g.

Tsybakov (2009)), that, under unknown fZ , the parametric rate cannot be kept when no smoothness

conditions are imposed. This occurs even in the univariate setting, as demonstrated in the following

theorem.

Theorem 3. Consider the classical univariate nonparametric regression model Uj = h(Zj) + εj ,

j = 1, . . . , n. Impose that both the design density fZ is contained in the class F = F(ρ, ρ) of all

measurable functions on [0, 1] which are bounded from above by ρ > 1 and from below by ρ > 0; the

regression function h lies in the class H = H(ρ̃) of all measurable functions bounded by ρ̃ > 0; and the

regression errors are εj are standard Gaussian and independent of Zj . Then,

lim inf
n→∞

n1/2 · sup
fZ∈F ,h∈H

EfZ ,h

∣∣∣Ĥn −
∫ 3/4

1/4
h(x)dx

∣∣∣
2
> 0 ,

for any sequence of estimators Ĥn based on the data (Uj , Zj), j = 1, . . . , n.
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The proof is given in Section A. Note that the regression model in Theorem 3 is included in the general

framework by putting g(u, z) = u and the conditional density fU |Z(u|z) = fε(u−h(z)) when h denotes

the regression function and fε stands for the standard normal density.

Remark 4 (Continuous design density and regression functions). We mention that the claim of

Theorem 3 still holds when the classes F and H are changed to the corresponding sub-classes F0 and

H0 which contain only the continuous functions in F and H, respectively, as F0 and H0 are dense

subsets with respect to the L1-metric.

Remark 5 (Fixed design). Linear functional estimation in multivariate regression with fixed design

is not included in the general framework of this work. In particular, Assumption 1 is violated. Still

we mention that, in this setting, no estimator can attain faster convergence rates than n−2(l+β)/d as

they occur as an upper bound in Theorem 1. This can be seen as follows. Assume that the design

points Z1, . . . , Zn form an equidistant grid of some d-dimensional cube S so that ‖Zj −Zk‖ ≥ c ·n−1/d

for all j 6= k and some fixed constant c > 0. Consider the competing regression functions h0 ≡ 0

and hn(z) :=
∑n

j=1 b
l+β K(‖z − Zj‖/b) for some non-negative kernel function K which is infinitely

often differentiable on R, supported on [0, 1] and satisfies K(0) = 0 as well as K(1/2) > 0, while

b = (c/2) · n−1/d. Note that h0 and hn lead to the same distribution of the data, whereas the (non-

squared) distance between
∫
S∗ h0 and

∫
S∗ hn is bounded from below by the rate n ·bl+β ·bd ≍ n−(l+β)/d

for any open non-void subset S∗ of S. Note that these arguments cannot be applied to the random

design case as, then, the competing regression functions must not depend on the design variables

Z1, . . . , Zn. The rate n−(l+β)/d also occurs in Kohler (2014) for the L1-risk in noiseless regression.

3 Applications

In this section we present various applications of our methodology. In Section 3.1 we discuss series

estimators in a given orthogonal system with respect to the Lebesgue measure, where for random

design the Fourier coefficients are of the form (1.1). We give an explicit analysis in the nonparametric

Berkson errors in variables problem (Delaigle et al., 2006), where our estimate is an ingredient of a

Fourier series deconvolution estimator. In Section 3.2 we indicate how estimating functionals as in

(1.1) arise in non- and semiparametric estimators in random coefficients regression models.

Sections 3.3 on estimating average treatment effects and 3.4 on transfer learning involve the functional

(1.3) with unknown density f0, for which as in Section 2.3 an additional sample is available. For the

average treatment effect on the treated and for the average treatment effect over a subset of the

covariate space we achieve a bias correction resulting in
√
n-consistent estimators without involving

nonparametric estimates of the regression functions and under much milder smoothness assumptions

than in Abadie and Imbens (2011).

3.1 Series estimators and Berkson errors in variables models

Series estimators of a regression function h(x) = E[Y |X = x] in a given orthogonal basis (φn) or more

generally a frame in L2(µ) for some measure µ require estimation of

〈h, φn〉µ =

∫
hφn dµ.

9



Often in the mathematical analysis it is simply assumed that µ is the distribution of the covariates

X, so that 〈m,φn〉 = E[Y φn(X)] can directly be estimated by an average. But if µ is a given measure

such as the Lebesgue measure λ on some compact domain determined by an a-priori choice of the

(φn) as e.g. the Fourier basis, wavelets (Kerkyacharian and Picard, 2004) or Gabor frames from time-

frequency analysis (Dahlke et al., 2022), this may not be a realistic assumption for random X. Then,

assuming X has Lebesgue density fX , we rather have

〈h, φn〉λ = E

[Y φn(X)

fX(X)

]
, (3.1)

leading to the estimation problem considered in (1.1) when putting g(u, z) = u · φn(z).

Let us illustrate this further in the nonparametric Berkson errors-in-variables model, in which one

observes (U,Z) according to

U = h(Z + δ) + ǫ, (3.2)

where ǫ, δ and Z are independent and ǫ is centered and square integrable. When estimating h by

deconvolution methods, Delaigle et al. (2006) use a local linear estimator of the calibrated regression

function g(z) = E[U |Z = z] and numerically compute its Fourier coefficients. Meister (2009, Section

3.4.2) shows how to avoid nonparametric estimation of g in one dimension d = 1 by using spacings.

Here we extend these results to higher dimensions d ≥ 2 using our novel approach.

We choose the Lebesgue measure µ = λ and the Fourier basis

φj(x) = exp
(
i

d∑

k=1

jkxk

)
, x = (x1, . . . , xd)

and the multi-index j = (j1, . . . , jd) where all components jk, k = 1, . . . , d, are integers satisfying

|jk| ≤ Jn for some smoothing parameter Jn. Assume that δ has a known d-dimensional Lebesgue

density and let f̃δ denote the density of −δ. We derive our result under the following set of assumptions.

Assumption 3. Impose that h and fδ are supported on some fix compact subset of (−π, π)d; that the

support of the convolution h ∗ f̃δ is included in some fixed compact set S∗, which is contained in the

interior of the compact and convex support S of fZ as a subset; that fZ is bounded away from zero

on S (such that the Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied); that the known error density fδ is ordinary

smooth, i.e. its Fourier coefficients f ft
δ (j) := 〈fδ, φj〉λ satisfy

cδ · (1 + ‖j‖)−γ ≤
∣∣f ft

δ (j)
∣∣ ≤ Cδ · (1 + ‖j‖)−γ ,

for all j and some constants 0 < cδ < Cδ and γ > d/2, which guarantees that fδ is squared integrable

on the whole of Rd.

Now apply our estimator Ψ̂ = Ψ̂j in (2.4) for

g(u, z) = gj(u, z) = u · φj(z) ,

so that G(z) = Gj(z) = φj(z) ·
[
h ∗ f̃δ

]
(z) , and S∗ as in Assumption 3. Finally we consider the

estimator

ĥ = (2π)−d
∑

j∈J(n)

Ψ̂j · φ−j/f
ft
δ (−j)

of the regression function h, where J(n) := {−Jn, . . . , Jn}d.

10



Theorem 4. Consider the Berkson errors in variables model (3.2) under Assumption 3 for d ≥ 2.

Furthermore suppose that the regression function h fulfills the Sobolev condition

∑

j

|hft(j)|2 (1 + ‖j‖2α) ≤ Cα , (3.3)

for constants α,Cα > 0, where α is assumed to be sufficiently large such that

4(α− 1)(α + γ) ≥ d(2α + 2γ + d) .

Then under the smoothing regime Jn ≍ n1/(2α+2γ+d) we obtain uniformly over the class (3.3)

E

[ ∫

[−π,π]d
|ĥ(x)− h(x)|2dx

]
. n−2α/(2α+2γ+d). (3.4)

The proof is provided in Section C.

3.2 Random coefficient regression

Random coefficient regression models form another field of application of our methods. We consider

the linear random coefficient regression model

Y = α+ β⊤X, (3.5)

where Y is the observed scalar response, X is a d-dimensional covariate vector, and β ∈ R
d and α ∈ R

are random regression coefficients, with (α, β) being independent of X. Note that α contains the

deterministic intercept β0 and the centered random errors ǫ, that is α = β0+ ǫ. The joint density fα,β
is of interest and to be estimated. The model (3.5) contains heterogeneity in a linear equation, as is

often required in econometric applications.

Gaillac and Gautier (2022) propose an estimator which allows for compactly supported covariates X.

They use the identified relation

E[exp(itY )|X = x] = f ft
α,β(t, tx),

where f ft
α,β is the (d + 1) - dimensional Fourier transform of fα,β. Their estimator involves a series

estimator of a partial Fourier transform of fα,β in the first coordinate using the prolate spheroidal wave

functions as basis. Thus, estimates of a form related to (3.1) from the previous section are required,

to which our method can be applied.

Hoderlein et al. (2017) consider a triangular model with random coefficients. In case of additional

exogenous covariates their semiparametric estimation method uses the simple estimator of the form

(2.1) without higher-order bias correction to estimate the contrast function.

In their analysis of model (3.5), Hoderlein et al. (2010) normalize the covariates to the sphere (upper

hemisphere) by setting S = (1,X)/‖(1,X)‖ and U = Y/‖(1,X)‖. Setting (α, β⊤) =: β̄⊤ this leads to

the equation

U = S⊤β̄,

in which S and β̄⊤ remain independent. A regularized approximation to fβ̄ is then given by

f̄β̄(b;h) =

∫

Sd

E
[
Kh,p(S

⊤b− U)|S = s
]
dµ(s) (3.6)
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where µ is the Lebesgue measure on the d -dimensional sphere Sd, h > 0 is a bandwidth parameter,

and Kh,d is a kernel tailored to the estimation problem. See Hoderlein et al. (2010) for the formula.

(3.6) is of similar form to (1.1), but replacing the integral over Euclidean space with an integral

over the sphere. Similar expressions involving integrals of regression function over the sphere occur

in Dunker et al. (2019) or in the analysis of the binary choice model with random coefficients in

Gautier and Kitamura (2013). An extension of our estimation approach to such situations would

therefore be of some interest.

3.3 Average treatment effects

Let us discuss how the bias-corrected matching estimator in Section 2.3 can be applied to estimate

average treatment effects in the potential outcome framework. Our methods complement the semi-

nal work of Abadie and Imbens (2006, 2011); Imbens (2004) in several aspects. First we show that

bias correction can be achieved without involving nonparametric estimators. Further we quantify

a precise finite amount of smoothness of the regression functions to achieve
√
n-consistent estima-

tion, without assuming infinite smoothness as in Abadie and Imbens (2011). Moreover, our results

on lower bounds show that some amount of smoothness of design densities or regression functions

is required for
√
n-consistent estimation to be possible. Recently, Lin et al. (2023) further analyzed

the bias-corrected estimator of Abadie and Imbens (2011) in case of diverging K and under milder

smoothness assumptions (Assumptions 4.4 and 4.5 in Lin et al. (2023)) which seem to be closer to but

sill stronger than those imposed in Theorem 2. Further, Lin et al. (2023) related to the recent liter-

ature on debiased/ doubly robust machine learning methods for treatment effects (Wang and Shah,

2024; Chernozhukov et al., 2018, 2024).

Consider the potential outcome framework: We have i.i.d. observations (Yi, Zi,Di), i = 1, . . . , n,

distributed as the generic (Y,Z,D). Here Y is the real-valued target quantity, Z a covariate vector,

and D the binary treatment indicator. Suppose that the random variables Y (0) and Y (1) denote the

potential outcomes, and that the observed outcome is generated as Y = Y (D).

First consider estimation of the average treatment effect on the treated (ATET)

τ t = E
[
Y (1)− Y (0) |D = 1

]
.

Assuming that Y (0) andD are independent given Z (conditional ignorability), and that P(p(Z) < 1) =

1, where p(Z) = P(D = 1|Z) is the propensity score, the ATET is identified as (Chernozhukov et al.,

2024, Section 5.C)

τ t = E
[
Y |D = 1

]
− 1

π
E

[
1(D = 0)Y

p(Z)

1− p(Z)

]
:= τ t1 − τ t0,

where π = P(D = 1). Let n1 = #{i | Di = 1}, n0 = n − n1. We estimate τ t1 by the simple average

τ̂ t1 = n−1
1

∑n
i=1 Yi1(Di = 1). Next assume that the conditional distribution of Z given D = i has

Lebesgue density fi, i = 0, 1. Then we can write

τ t0 = E

[
Y

f1(Z)

f0(Z)

∣∣D = 0
]
.

We estimate this parameter by τ̂ t0 with the estimator (2.10), using those n0-observations (Yi, Zi) for

which Di = 0, and as sample from f1 (which has the role of f in (1.3)) we take those Zi for which

Di = 1. Finally set

τ̂ t = τ̂ t1 − τ̂ t0.
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Assumption 4. The density f0 satisfies Assumption 1 for fZ . Further, the support S∗ of f1 is

contained in the support S as in Assumption 2. Moreover, f1 bounded, the conditional variance

var(Y |Z = z,D = 0) is uniformly bounded.

Under Assumption 4, if the regression functionG0(z) = E[Y |Z = z,D = 0] is contained in G(l, β, CH, CG),

when choosing K and L as in Theorem 2 in τ̂ t0, we obtain, conditionally on the treatment variables,

that

E
[(
τ̂ t − τ t

)2∣∣σD
]
. n−1

1 + n−1
0 + n

− 2(l+β)
d

0 ,

where σD = σ{D1, . . . ,Dn}. If l + β ≥ d/2 we obtain a bound of order n−1
1 + n−1

0 . If n0 is large

compared to n1, n
−2(l+β)/d
0 might be small compared to n1 even for lower smoothness of G0. In an

asymptotic analysis, this would require the distribution of D to depend on n with P(D = 1) tending

to zero, see Assumption 3’ in Abadie and Imbens (2006).

Now let us turn briefly to the average treatment effect (ATE). Here we require conditional ignorability

for both Y (1) and Y (0), that is Y (d) and D are independent given Z, d = 0, 1, and that P(0 < p(Z) <

1) = 1. Let S∗ be a subset of the support of the covariate Z. Then the average treatment effect over

S∗ is

τS∗ = E
[
Y (1)1(Z ∈ S∗)

]
− E

[
Y (0)1(Z ∈ S∗)

]

The average potential outcome of Y (1) over S∗ is identified as

E
[
Y (1)1(Z ∈ S∗)

]
= E

[
Y 1(D = 1)

1(Z ∈ S∗)

p(Z)

]

= E
[
Y 1(D = 1)1(Z ∈ S∗)

]
+ (1− π) E

[
Y

f0(X)

f1(X)
1(Z ∈ S∗)|D = 1

]
, (3.7)

with a similar expression for E
[
Y (1)1(Z ∈ S∗)

]
. As for ATET we can apply the estimator (2.10) to

the second expression and under Assumption 4 for both f0 and f1 obtain the
√
n - rate of convergence.

3.4 Reweighting in transfer learning under covariate shift

In the transfer learning problem for classification, we have the target problem from a distribution

(X,Y ) as well as the source problem (XS , Y S). Here Y and Y S are binary variables, which are to

predicted from the covariate Z respectively ZS. Interest focuses on the classification problem for

(X,Y ), but labeled data are mainly or only available from the source problem (ZS
i , Y

S
i ), i = 1, . . . , nS,

together with unlabeled data Zi, i = 1, . . . , n from the target sample, that is with distribution PZ .

Under covariate shift it is assumed that the conditional distributions PY |X and PY S |XS are equal,

and only the marginal distributions of covariates, PX and PXS differ. See Kouw and Loog (2019);

Portier et al. (2023); Sugiyama et al. (2007)

If ℓ(ŷ, y) is a loss function, the goal would be to train a classifier h which minimizes the expected

loss under the target distribution E[ℓ(h(X), Y )], which is however not directly accessible due to in-

sufficient trained data from the target classification problem. Suppose that the distributions PX and

PXS have Lebesgue densities fX and fXS , respectively. Then using the equality of the conditional

distributions PY |X and PY S |XS we have that the average loss for the target problem can be computed

as a importance-weighted average of the source problem,

E[ℓ(h(X), Y )] = E

[ fX(XS)

fXS (XS)
ℓ
(
h(XS), Y S

)]
, (3.8)
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where the second expected value is over the source distribution, for which a labeled sample is available.

(3.8) is of the form (1.3), and we can apply the matching estimator (2.10).

4 Simulations

In a brief simulation study we illustrate the practical feasibility of our methods. To numerically

compute the estimator Ψ̂ in (2.4), we simulate x∗1, . . . , x
∗
m from the uniform distribution on S∗ for

large m, and then effectively compute the estimator Φ̂ in (2.10) with f = 1 and the x∗j taking the role

of observed Xj ’s, and normalize by λ(S∗). Fast implementations to compute the K-nearest neighbors

in Z1, . . . , Zn for a given set x∗1, . . . , x
∗
m of m points are available, also for moderately high values of

K. We use the function kNN from the R-library dbscan, consider regressors in d = 2 and d = 3, and

focus on the orders L = 0 and L = 1 for polynomial approximation. Computing the estimator once

for n = 1000 and m = 10000 takes about 1 second on a computer with i7-10700 CPU, 2.90 GHz and

32GB RAM.

In a simulation in d = 2, we choose the coordinates Zi,1 and Zi,2 of the regressors as independent and

Beta-distributed with parameters α = β = 3 and S∗ = [0.2, 0.8]2 , and as regression function we take

f1(z1, z2) = 5 z1 (z
2
2 + 1) + 10 cos(z1/z2).

The DGP then is Yi = f1(Zi,1, Zi,2) + 0.1 εi, with εi independent standard normal. We use sample

sizes n ∈ {100, 1000}, m = 10000 for the generated sample x∗1, . . . , x
∗
m and N = 1000 repetitions

in each scenario. We compute the true value of the functional by numerical integration and obtain

Ψ1 = 2.4981. In Table 1 we report the values of the empirical bias, standard deviation and root mean

squared error over the N = 1000 repetitions, all scaled by
√
n. Overall, while the reduction in MSE

from L = 0 to L = 1 is not that large in this setting, there seems to be some reduction in asymptotic

bias when using the linear approximation over Voronoi cells.

The method does not seem to depend sensitively on the choice of K for L = 1 for n = 1000, while

for n = 100 a small choice of K = 5 performs best in this simulation setting. In the supplementary

appendix, Section D we present another setting in d = 2 where higher values of K are required for

optimal performance.

For a simulation with d = 3 we again choose coordinates Zi,1, Zi,2 and Zi,3 of regressors as independent

and Beta-distributed with parameters α = β = 3, and let S∗ = [0.2, 0.8]3. The regression function is

chosen as

f2(z1, z2, z3) = exp(2 cos(7 z1) sin(7 z2)) · (4− 8 (z3 − 0.5)2),

and as DGP we take Yi = f2(Zi,1, Zi,2, Zi,3)+0.4 εi, with εi independent standard normally distributed.

Again we use N = 1000 repetitions in each scenario, and sample sizes n ∈ {100, 1000} and m = 10000

for the generated sample x∗1, . . . , x
∗
m. The results are displayed in Table 2. The true value in this

setting is Ψ3 = 1.4176. While, for the smaller sample size n = 100, using L = 0 is preferable, for

n = 1000 using L = 1 leads to a substantial reduction in the bias.

5 Concluding remarks

In contrast to other proposals in literature our estimators for expected values weighted by the inverse

of a multivariate density do not rely on nonparametric function estimators and therefore do not require
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n = 100 L = 0 K 1 3 4 6 8 10√
n· BIAS 0.1744 0.3074 0.3703 0.4858 0.5875 0.6814√
n· STDV 0.3498 0.4536 0.4976 0.5740 0.6388 0.6934√
n· RMSE 0.3908 0.5479 0.6202 0.7520 0.8679 0.9722

L = 1 K 4 5 6 8 10 12√
n· BIAS 0.0188 0.0136 0.0029 -0.0150 -0.0345 -0.0606√
n· STDV 0.4072 0.3862 0.4075 0.4534 0.4992 0.5420√
n· RMSE 0.4076 0.3865 0.4075 0.4536 0.5004 0.5454

n = 1000 L = 0 K 1 3 4 6 8 10√
n· BIAS 0.0541 0.1064 0.1336 0.1872 0.2397 0.2933√
n· STDV 0.5869 0.5843 0.5841 0.5876 0.5920 0.5960√
n· RMSE 0.5894 0.5939 0.5992 0.6167 0.6387 0.6643

L = 1 K 4 5 6 8 10 12√
n· BIAS 0.0203 0.0250 0.0314 0.0451 0.0593 0.0727√
n· STDV 0.5856 0.5797 0.5792 0.5785 0.5783 0.5785√
n· RMSE 0.5859 0.5802 0.5800 0.5802 0.5813 0.5831

Table 1: Simulation scenario with f1 in d = 2

n = 100 L = 0 K 1 3 6 8 10 12√
n· BIAS 0.3265 0.5211 0.7081 0.7912 0.8535 0.9004√
n· STDV 0.7086 0.8674 1.0261 1.1015 1.1625 1.2141√
n· RMSE 0.7802 1.0119 1.2467 1.3562 1.4421 1.5116

L = 1 K 5 6 8 10 12 14√
n· BIAS -0.4611 -0.5416 -0.6972 -0.8296 -0.9426 -1.0446√
n· STDV 0.7106 0.6545 0.6654 0.7009 0.7417 0.7827√
n· RMSE 0.8471 0.8495 0.9637 1.0861 1.1995 1.3053

n = 1000 L = 0 K 1 3 6 8 10 12√
n· BIAS 0.2910 0.4584 0.6606 0.7731 0.8766 0.9726√
n· STDV 0.5137 0.5482 0.6058 0.6386 0.6715 0.7009√
n· RMSE 0.5904 0.7146 0.8963 1.0028 1.1043 1.1988

L = 1 K 5 6 8 10 12 14√
n· BIAS -0.1133 -0.1336 -0.1844 -0.2320 -0.2798 -0.3284√
n· STDV 0.5013 0.4336 0.4330 0.4338 0.4360 0.4382√
n· RMSE 0.5139 0.4537 0.4707 0.4919 0.5180 0.5476

Table 2: Simulation scenario with f2 in d = 3
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the choice of data-dependent smoothing parameters. In our analysis we focus on risk bounds and the

amount of smoothness of the regression functions required for the parametric rate. A further novel

contribution, previously not available in the literature, are the lower bounds which we provide and

which show that, for unknown design density, some smoothness is required for the parametric rate

to be attainable. Our analysis is thus complementary to much of the literature which focuses on

asymptotic normality, testing and efficiency issues.

Assumption 1 is sometimes called the strong density assumption in the statistics literature (Audibert and Tsybakov,

2007). For nonparametric density estimation in random coefficient models in d = 1, Holzmann and Meister

(2020) consider the effect on the minimax rates of a design density which tends to zero on the bound-

ary of the support. Their method could be adapted to study estimation of the functionals Ψ and Φ

in d = 1 under such weaker design assumptions. Multivariate extensions of such an analysis would

be of some interest. A point of departure could be the case d = 2, in which removal of the bias with

polynomial approximation is not required at least to obtain the parametric rates. A further extension

of some interest would be to estimate functionals Ψ in which the integral is over more abstract compact

manifolds, such as the unit sphere equipped with spherical Lebesgue measure, with the polynomial

approximation being taken locally in the tangent space.

6 Proofs

6.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We use the notation introduced at the beginning of Section 2.2. Recall the estimator (2.4),

Ψ̂ =
∑

J∈JK

∫

C(J)
Ĝ(z) dz ,

where the Voronoi cells C(J) are given in (2.3), and Ĝ(z) in (2.6). Again consider the expected

conditional variance and expected squared conditional bias decomposition of the mean squared error

(2.2),

E
[∣∣Ψ̂−Ψ

∣∣2] = E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]
+ E

[∣∣E(Ψ̂|σZ)−Ψ
∣∣2] ,

where σZ is the σ-field generated by Z1, . . . , Zn

We provide the main steps in the proof of the bound (2.9) in Theorem 1 for the expected conditional

variance term in Section 6.1.1, and for the expected squared conditional bias in Section 6.1.2. Section

B contains further technical details.

6.1.1 Expected conditional variance in (2.9)

We show the first inequality in (2.9), and proceed in the three steps.

In Step 1 we make use of conditional independence of the Y1, . . . , Yn given σZ , of the independence of

two random Voronoi cells C(J) and C(J ′) for J ∩ J ′ = ∅, as well as of the assumption of a bounded

conditional variance var(g(U,Z)|Z).

In Step 2 we derive a tight bound on E [λ(C(J)
)
λ
(
C(J ′))] for J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅, and conclude in the case

L = 0.
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Finally, in Step 3 we use a bound on the conditional moments of (e⊤0 MJ(z)
−1e0) from Lemma 6.3,

proven in Section B, to extend the bound to L ≥ 1. Here, the invertability of M(z) almost surely for

sufficiently large K follows from Lemma B.3 in Section B in the supplementary appendix.

Step 1: Using conditional independence

Note that if J(z) and J(z′) are disjoint, the estimates Ĝ(z) and Ĝ(z′) are independent conditionally

on σZ . Therefore

E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]

= E

[ ∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}
∫

C(J)

∫

C(J ′)
cov

(
Ĝ(z), Ĝ(z′) | σZ

)
dz dz′

]

≤
∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}E
[ ∫

C(J)

{
var

(
Ĝ(z)|σZ

)}1/2
dz ·

∫

C(J ′)

{
var

(
Ĝ(z′)|σZ

)}1/2
dz′

]
(6.1)

by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality conditionally on σZ in the second step. By conditional

independence of the g(Uj , Zj), j = 1, . . . , n given σZ , observing (2.6) for all z ∈ S∗ we obtain

var
(
Ĝ(z)|σZ

)
=

∑

j∈J(z)

var
(
g(Uj , Zj)|σZ

)
· e⊤0 M(z)−1 ξ(z, Zj) ξ(z, Zj)

⊤M(z)−1 e0

≤ CV · e⊤0 M(z)−1e0 . (6.2)

Therefore, (6.1) can be upper bounded by

E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]
(6.3)

≤CV

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}
∫∫

(S∗)2
E

[
1C(J)(z)1C(J ′)(z

′)
(
e⊤0 M(z)−1e0

)1/2(
e⊤0 M(z′)−1e0

)1/2]
dz dz′.

To deal with the inner expected value, for J ∈ JK and z ∈ S∗ let us introduce

MJ(z) :=
∑

j∈J

ξ(z, Zj) ξ(z, Zj)
⊤ =

(∑

j∈J

ξκ+κ′(z, Zj)
)
κ,κ′∈K

, (6.4)

so that MJ(z)(z) = M(z). Then for all z, z′ ∈ S∗ and J, J ′ ∈ JK , since 1C(J)(z) = 1 if and only if

J = J(z) we have that

E
[
1C(J)(z)1C(J ′)(z

′)
(
e⊤0 M(z)−1e0

)1/2(
e⊤0 M(z′)−1e0

)1/2]

=E
[
1C(J)(z)1C(J ′)(z

′)
(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)1/2(

e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0
)1/2]

=E

[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)1/2 (

e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0
)1/2

P
(
z ∈ C(J), z′ ∈ C(J ′) | Zk , k ∈ J ∪ J ′

) ]
. (6.5)

Further,

P
(
z ∈ C(J), z′ ∈ C(J ′) | Zk , k ∈ J ∪ J ′

)

= P
(
‖z − Zj‖ < ‖z − Zk‖ , ‖z′ − Zj′‖ < ‖z′ − Zk′‖ , ∀j ∈ J, j′ ∈ J ′, k 6∈ J, k′ 6∈ J ′ | Zk , k ∈ J ∪ J ′

)

≤ P
(
‖z − Zj‖ < ‖z − Zk‖ , ‖z′ − Zj′‖ < ‖z′ − Zk′‖ , ∀j ∈ J, j′ ∈ J ′, k, k′ 6∈ J ∪ J ′ | Zk , k ∈ J ∪ J ′

)

=
(
1− PZ

(
Bd

(
z,max

j∈J
‖z − Zj‖

)
∪Bd

(
z′,max

j∈J ′
‖z′ − Zj‖

)))n−#J∪J ′

, (6.6)
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when we write PZ for the image measure of Z1, and Bd(x, r) denotes the d-dimensional Euclidean ball

around x with the radius r. For fixed z, z′ ∈ S∗ and J, J ′ ∈ JK , put

α := α(z, z′, J, J ′) := max
{
max
j∈J

‖z − Zj‖ , max
j∈J ′

‖z′ − Zj‖
}
. (6.7)

Then using Assumptions 1 and 2, (6.6) is bounded from above by

exp
(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · ρ · πd/2 ·min{ρ′, α}d/Γ(d/2 + 1)

)
,

and using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (6.5) is smaller or equal to

(
E

[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · ρ · πd/2 ·min{ρ′, α}d/Γ(d/2 + 1)

)])1/2

·
(
E

[(
e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0

)
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · ρ · πd/2 ·min{ρ′, α}d/Γ(d/2 + 1)

) ])1/2
. (6.8)

To further bound (6.8) we make use of the fact that the non-zero terms in (6.3) have J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅. If J
and J ′ are not disjoint there exists some j ∈ J ∩ J ′ so that

α ≥ (‖z − Zj‖+ ‖z′ − Zj‖)/2 ≥ ‖z − z′‖/2 .

On the other hand,

α ≥ max
{
max
j∈J

‖z − Zj‖ , max
j∈J ′

‖z − Zj‖ − ‖z − z′‖
}

≥ max
j∈J∪J ′

‖z − Zj‖ − ‖z − z′‖ ,

so that

α ≥ max
{
‖z − z′‖/2, max

j∈J∪J ′
‖z − Zj‖ − ‖z − z′‖

}

≥ max
{
‖z − z′‖/2, max

j∈J∪J ′
‖z − Zj‖/3}

=: α∗ = α∗(z, z′, J, J ′). (6.9)

Let us summarize the bounds obtained so far in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, setting MJ(z) as in (6.4), α∗ = α∗(z, z′, J, J ′)

as in (6.9) and Cα = ρ · πd/2/Γ(d/2 + 1) we have the bound

E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]

≤CV

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}
∫∫

(S∗)2

(
E

[(
e⊤0 MJ (z)

−1e0
)
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)])1/2

(
E

[(
e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0

)
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)])1/2
dz dz′. (6.10)

In particular, for J, J ′ ∈ JK with J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅,

E

[
λ
(
C(J)

)
λ
(
C(J ′)

)]
≤

∫∫

(S∗)2
E

[
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]
dz dz′. (6.11)
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Step 2: Concluding for L = 0.

For L = 0 we can drop e⊤0 MJ(z)
−1e0 = 1/K from the expected values, so that we can insert (6.11)

into (6.10). In the third step we show that for L ≥ 1,

E

[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
exp

(
− (n −#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]

≤C3 E

[
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]
, (6.12)

for some constant C3 > 0. Then, by symmetry of (6.10) in z, J and z′ and J ′ we obtain that the

argument that we give here also applies to L ≥ 1.

Writing

n∗ := (n − 2K)Cα ≍ n

and using the inequality #J ∪ J ′ ≤ 2K, we have that

E

[
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]
≤ exp

(
− n∗ · (ρ′)d

)
+ E

[
exp

(
− n∗ · (α∗)d

)]
.

(6.13)

Since the first term decreases exponentially in n, we focus on the second. It holds that

E
[
exp

(
− n∗ · (α∗)d

)]
=

∫ 1

0
P
[
α∗ <

(
− (log t)/n∗

)1/d]
dt =

∫ ∞

0
P
[
α∗ < (s/n∗)1/d

]
exp(−s) ds

=

∫

s>n∗‖z−z′‖d/2d
P
[
‖z − Zj‖ < 3(s/n∗)1/d , ∀j ∈ J ∪ J ′

]
exp(−s) ds

=

∫

s>n∗‖z−z′‖d/2d
PZ

(
Bd(z, 3(s/n

∗)1/d)
)#J∪J ′

exp(−s) ds

≤
{
ρπd/23d/

(
n∗Γ(d/2 + 1)

)}#J∪J ′
∫

s>n∗‖z−z′‖d/2d
s#J∪J ′

exp(−s) ds .

As max{1, s2K} exp(−s) ≤ (4K)2K exp(−s/2) for all s > 0, it follows that
∫

s>n∗‖z−z′‖d/2d
s#J∪J ′

exp(−s) ds ≤ (4K)2K
∫

s>n∗‖z−z′‖d/2d
exp(−s/2) ds

= 2(4K)2K · exp
(
− n∗‖z − z′‖d/2d+1

)
.

Moreover,
∫∫

(S∗)2
exp

(
− n∗‖z − z′‖d/2d+1

)
dz dz′ ≤

∫∫

S∗×Rd

exp
(
− n∗‖w‖d/2d+1

)
dw dz′

= λd(S
∗) ·

∫
exp

(
− ‖w‖d/2d+1

)
dw /n∗.

Observing (6.11) in Lemma 6.1, we obtain the first part of the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, for J, J ′ ∈ JK with J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅,

E

[
λ
(
C(J)

)
λ
(
C(J ′)

)]
≤

∫∫

(S∗)2
E

[
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]
dz dz′

≤ const. · n−#J∪J ′−1, (6.14)

where the constant only depends on K, d, ρ, ρ, ρ′ and ρ′′.

In particular, for L = 0 we obtain

E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]
. n−1.
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For the second part, using Lemma 6.1 and the previous bound (6.14) we obtain

E
[
var

(
Ψ̂|σZ

)]
≤ const.CV n−1 ·

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}n−#J∪J ′

Results from combinatorics provide that JK contains exactly
(n
K

)
elements; and that, for each J ∈ JK ,

there exist exactly
(K
ℓ

)(n−K
K−ℓ

)
sets J ′ ∈ JK with #(J ∩ J ′) = ℓ. Therefore,

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}n−#J∪J ′

=
K∑

ℓ=1

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{#J ∩ J ′ = ℓ}nℓ−2K

≤ nK

K!

K∑

ℓ=1

(
K

ℓ

)
1

(K − l)!
· nK−ℓ+ℓ−2K ≤ (2K − 1)/K! , (6.15)

which proves the second part of the lemma.

Step 3: Reducing the case L ≥ 1 to L = 0

We need to prove (6.12), then the calculation from the second step for L = 0 applies to L ≥ 1 as well.

This requires a quite sophisticated conditioning argument.

By ĵ we denote the smallest j ∈ J such that ‖z − Zj‖ ≥ ‖z − Zk‖ for all k ∈ J ; moreover we define

α′ := max
j∈J ′\J

‖z − Zj‖.

The σ-fields generated by ĵ, Zĵ , α
′, on the one hand, and by ĵ, Zĵ, on the other hand, are called A′

and A, respectively. Note that with this notation we can write α∗ in (6.9) as

α∗ = max
{
max{‖z − Zĵ‖, α′}/3 , ‖z − z′‖/2

}
,

and that the random variable α∗ is measurable with respect to A
′. Then the first factor in (6.8) has

the upper bound

E

[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]

=E

[
E
[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
| A′

]
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]

=E

[
E
[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
| A

]
exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α∗}d

)]
, (6.16)

where in the last step we used that the random vector
(
e⊤0 MJ(z)e0, ĵ, Zĵ

)
and α′ are independent.

Lemma 6.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, given η ≥ 1 for K ≥ 1+ (⌊2ηD⌋+1)K∗ we have

that

E
[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)η | A

]
≤ C3 ,

almost surely, where the deterministic constant C3 ∈ (0,∞) only depends on η, d, L, ρ, ρ, ρ′, ρ′′.

The proof of the Lemma is deferred to Section B. This concludes the proof of the first inequality in

(2.9).
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6.1.2 Expected squared conditional bias in (2.9)

To prove the second inequality in (2.9) we proceed in two steps. First, for the case L = 0 we use

a bound on expected integrated distances of points in S∗ to their K-nearest neighbors provided in

Lemma 6.4 below. Second, we use a Taylor approximation and again the bound for the conditional

moments of (e⊤0 MJ(z)
−1e0) from Lemma 6.3 to cover the case L ≥ 1.

Step 1: The case L = 0.

Suppose that L = 0 and that G ∈ G(0, β, CH). Then

E
[∣∣E[Ψ̂|σZ ]−Ψ

∣∣2] = E

[∣∣∣
∑

J∈JK

∫

C(J)

1

K

∑

j∈J

(
G(Zj)−G(z)

)
dz

∣∣∣
2]

≤ C2
H

∑

J,J ′∈JK

∫

S∗

∫

S∗

E
[
1C(J)(z) 1C(J ′)(z

′) ‖z − Z(K)(z)‖β ‖z′ − Z(K)(z
′)‖β

]
dz dz′ ,

where Z(K)(z) is the K - nearest neighbor of z in Z1, . . . , Zn.

Lemma 6.4. Under the Assumptions 1 and 2 we have for β > 0 (not necessarily ≤ 1) and K ∈ N

that

∑

J,J ′∈JK

∫

S∗

∫

S∗

E
[
1C(J)(z) 1C(J ′)(z

′) ‖z − Z(K)(z)‖β ‖z′ − Z(K)(z
′)‖β

]
dz dz′ . n− 2 β

d .

Proof of Lemma 6.4. For α = α(z, z′, J, J ′) as in (6.7), with the argument leading to (6.8) we have

that

E
[
1C(J)(z) 1C(J ′)(z

′) ‖z − Z(K)(z)‖β ‖z′ − Z(K)(z
′)‖β

]

≤E

[
α2β exp

(
− (n−#J ∪ J ′) · Cα ·min{ρ′, α}d

)]

≤ (ρ′′)2β exp
(
− n∗ (ρ′)d

)
+ E

[
α2β exp

(
− n∗ · αd

)]
,

where as before Cα = ρ · πd/2/Γ(d/2 + 1) and n∗ = (n− 2K)Cα. Now

E
[
α2β exp

(
− n∗ · αd

)]

=

∫

SJ∪J′
max

j∈J∪J ′
‖z − zj‖2β · exp

(
− n∗ max

j∈J∪J ′
‖z − zj‖d

) ∏

j∈J∪J ′

fZ(zj)dzj

≤ (ρ̄)2K
∫

(Rd)J∪J′
max

j∈J∪J ′
‖uj‖2β · exp

(
− n∗ max

j∈J∪J ′
‖uj‖d

) ∏

j∈J∪J ′

duj

≤ (ρ̄dCd)
2K

∫

(0,∞)J∪J′
max

j∈J∪J ′
r2βj · exp

(
− n∗ max

j∈J∪J ′
rdj
) ∏

j∈J∪J ′

rd−1
j drj

=(ρ̄dCd)
2K (n∗)−2β/d (n∗)−#(J∪J ′) (d−1)/d (n∗)−#(J∪J ′) /d

·
∫

(0,∞)J∪J′
max

j∈J∪J ′
r2βj · exp

(
− max

j∈J∪J ′
rdj
) ∏

j∈J∪J ′

rd−1
j drj

≤ const. · n−2β/d n−#(J∪J ′) ,
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and observing as in (6.15), ∑

J,J ′∈JK

n−#J∪J ′ ≤ 2K/K!

concludes the proof of the lemma.

Step 2: Taylor expansion for L = l ≥ 1

Now suppose that G ∈ G(l, β, CH), l ≥ 1 and that L = l.

The Taylor expansion of G in z, evaluated at Zj up to order L can be written as

G(Zj) = ξ(z, Zj)
⊤ G(z) +R(z, Zj),

where

G(z) :=
(
∂κG(z) /κ!

)
κ∈K

,

R(z, Zj) := L
∑

|κ′|=L

ξκ′(z, Zj)

κ′!
·
∫ 1

0
(1− s)L−1

(
∂κ′G

(
z + s(Zj − z)

)
− ∂κ′G(z)

)
ds.

Therefore, observing e⊤0 G(z) = G(z) and (2.6) we obtain that

E
[
Ĝ(z)|σZ

]
=

∑

j∈J(z)

e⊤0 M(z)−1 ξ(z, Zj)G(Zj) = G(z) +
∑

j∈J(z)

e⊤0 M(z)−1 ξ(z, Zj)R(z, Zj)

Therefore, it holds that

E[Ψ̂|σZ ]−Ψ =
∑

J∈JK

∫

C(J)

∑

j∈J

e⊤0 M(z)−1 ξ(z, Zj)R(z, Zj) dz ,

almost surely, where we have used that the C(J), J ∈ JK , are pairwise disjoint and form an almost-

partition of S∗; concretely, S∗\⋃J∈JK
C(J) is included in

n⋃

j,k=1

{
z ∈ S∗ | ‖z − Zk‖ = ‖z − Zj‖

}
,

as a subset, which is a d-dimensional Borel set with the Lebesgue measure zero as Z1 has a Lebesgue

density fZ . Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the multinomial theorem twice we deduce that
∣∣∣
∑

j∈J(z)

e⊤0 M(z)−1 ξ(z, Zj)R(z, Zj)
∣∣∣

≤CH

{ ∑

j∈J(z)

‖z − Zj‖2β
( ∑

|κ′|=L+1

1

κ′!
ξκ′(z, Zj)

2
) ∑

|κ′|=L+1

1

κ′!

}1/2

·
( ∑

j∈J(z)

∣∣e⊤0 M(z)−1ξ(z, Zj)
∣∣2
)1/2

≤CH
KL/2+1/2

(L+ 1)!

( ∑

j∈J(z)

‖Zj − z‖2(L+β)
)1/2(

e⊤0 M(z)−1e0
)1/2

≤CH
KL/2+1

(L+ 1)!
‖Z(K)(z) − z‖L+β

(
e⊤0 M(z)−1e0

)1/2
.
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Thus the expected squared conditional bias is bounded from above as follows.

E
[∣∣E(Ψ̂|σZ)−Ψ

∣∣2]

≤ C2
H

KL+2

(L+ 1)!2

∑

J,J ′∈JK

∫∫

(S∗)2
E

[
1C(J)(z)1C(J ′)(z

′) ·
(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)1/2

(
e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0

)1/2 ‖Z(K)(z) − z‖L+β ‖Z(K)(z
′)− z′‖L+β

]
dz dz′

≤ C2
H

KL+2

(L+ 1)!2

∑

J,J ′∈JK

∫∫

(S∗)2
E

[ (
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)1/2 (

e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0
)1/2

(6.17)

α2β exp
(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ]
dz dz′

with α = α(z, z′, J, J ′) as in (6.7), and again n∗ = (n − 2K)Cα and using the argument leading to

(6.8). Using the Cauchy Schwarz inequality,

E

[ (
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)1/2 (

e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0
)1/2

α2 (L+β) exp
(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ]

≤
(
E

[ (
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)1/2

α2 (L+β) exp
(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ])1/2

·
(
E

[ (
e⊤0 MJ ′(z′)−1e0

)1/2
α2 (L+β) exp

(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ])1/2

Now the conditioning argument from step 3 in Section 6.1.1 can again be applied to eliminate the

terms
(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)1/2

and reduce to the setting with L = 0:

Let ĵ denote the smallest j ∈ J such that ‖z − Zj‖ ≥ ‖z − Zk‖ for all k ∈ J and define

α′ := max
j∈J ′\J

‖z − Zj‖,

where now possibly J ∩ J ′ = ∅. The σ-fields generated by ĵ, Zĵ , α
′, on the one hand, and by ĵ, Zĵ , on

the other hand, are again called A
′ and A, respectively. Note that with this notation we can write α

as

α = max{‖z − Zĵ‖, α′}.
and that the random variable α is measurable with respect to A

′. Then as in (6.16),

E

[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
α2 (L+β) exp

(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ]

=E

[
E
[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
| A′

]
α2 (L+β) exp

(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ]

=E

[
E
[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)
| A

]
α2 (L+β) exp

(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ]

≤C3 E

[
α2 (L+β) exp

(
− n∗ ·min{ρ′, α}d

) ]

where in the second step we used that the random vector
(
e⊤0 MJ(z)e0, ĵ, Zĵ

)
and α′ are independent,

and in the last step we applied Lemma 6.3 with η = 1. The argument is completed as in step 1.

6.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Let σX,Z denote the σ-field generated by X1, . . . ,Xm, Z1, . . . , Zn, and let σZ denote the σ-field gener-

ated by Z1, . . . , Zn only. Then we have the decomposition

E
[∣∣Φ̂− Φ

∣∣2] = E
[
var

(
Φ̂|σX,Z

)]
+ E

[
var

(
E[Φ̂|σX,Z ]|σZ

)]
+ E

[∣∣E[Φ̂|σZ ]− Φ
∣∣2] . (6.18)
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We shall show the following bounds:

sup
G∈G(l,β,CH,CG)

E
[
var

(
Φ̂|σX,Z

)]
≤ CV · C ·

(
n−1 +m−1

)
, (6.19)

sup
G∈G(l,β,CH,CG)

E
[
var

(
E[Φ̂|σX,Z ]|σZ

)]
≤ C2

G · C ·m−1, (6.20)

sup
G∈G(l,β,CH,CG)

E
[∣∣E[Φ̂|σZ ]− Φ

∣∣2] ≤ C2
H · C · n− 2(l+β)

d , (6.21)

where the constant C > 0 only depends on L,K, ρ, ρ′, ρ′′, ρ̄, d, λ(S∗) and Cf . These bounds imply

(2.11), and hence the statement of the theorem.

Proof of (6.19): By conditional independence if J ∩ J ′ = ∅,

var
(
Φ̂|σX,Z

)
=

1

m2

m∑

k,k′=1

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1
(
J∩J ′ 6= ∅

)
1
(
Xk ∈ C(J),Xk′ ∈ C(J ′)

)
cov

(
Ĝ(Xk), Ĝ(Xk′)|σX,Z

)
.

Then

E

[
var

(
Φ̂|σX,Z

)
|σZ

]
=

1

m

∫

S∗

var
(
Ĝ(z) | σZ

)
f(z) dz

+
m(m− 1)

m2

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1
(
J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅

) ∫

C(J)

∫

C(J ′)
cov

(
Ĝ(z), Ĝ(z′) | σZ

)
f(z) f(z′) dz dz′. (6.22)

Since

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}
∫

C(J)

∫

C(J ′)
cov

(
Ĝ(z), Ĝ(z′) | σZ

)
f(z) f(z′) dz dz′

≤C2
f

∑

J,J ′∈JK

1{J ∩ J ′ 6= ∅}
∫

C(J)

{
var

(
Ĝ(z)|σZ

)}1/2
dz ·

∫

C(J ′)

{
var

(
Ĝ(z′)|σZ

)}1/2
dz′, (6.23)

the expected value of the second term in (6.22) can be upper bounded as the conditional variance

term in (2.9), see (6.1). For the first term in (6.22), we use the bound (6.2) on var(Ĝ(z)|σZ) as well as
Lemma 6.3 to obtain that E[var(Ĝ(z)|σZ)] is bounded from above uniformly in z. This proves (6.19).

Proof of (6.20) and (6.21):

Write

Ḡ(z;Z) = E
[
Ĝ(z)|σZ

]
=

∑

j∈J(z)

e⊤0 M(z)−1 ξ(z, Zj)G(Zj). (6.24)

Then

E
[
Ĝ(Xk)|σX,Z

]
= Ḡ(Xk;Z),

and therefore

E[Φ̂|σX,Z ] =
1

m

m∑

k=1

∑

J∈JK

1
(
Xk ∈ C(J)

)
Ḡ(Xk;Z).

Further,

∣∣E[Φ̂|σZ ]− Φ
∣∣ =

∣∣∣
∫

S∗

(
E
[
Ĝ(z)|σZ

]
−G(z)

)
f(z) dz

∣∣∣ ≤ Cf

∫

S∗

∣∣E
[
Ĝ(z)|σZ

]
−G(z)

∣∣ dz,
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which can be bounded as the conditional bias term in (2.9) so that (6.21) follows. Moreover,

var
(
E[Φ̂|σX,Z ]|σZ

)
=

1

m
var

( ∑

J∈JK

1
(
X1 ∈ C(J)

)
Ḡ(X1;Z)|σZ

)

≤ 1

m

∫

S∗

(
E
[
Ĝ(z)|σZ

])2
f(z) dz.

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in (6.24) we obtain

(
E
[
Ĝ(z)|σZ

])2 ≤ K C2
G ·

∑

j∈J(z)

∣∣e⊤0 M(z)−1ξ(z, Zj)
∣∣2 = K C2

G · e⊤0 M(z)−1 e0.

Using Lemma 6.3 proves (6.20) and hence concludes the proof of the Theorem.
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A Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3: Set I ′k := [k/M, (k+1/2)/M ], I ′′k := ((k+1/2)/M, (k+1)/M), k = 0, . . . ,M − 1

for some integer M > 1. Moreover, let

ϕk := (1 + θkα)1I′
k
+ (1− θkα)1I′′

k
,

for some α > 0 and θ = (θ0, . . . , θM−1) ∈ {0} ∪ {−1, 1}M ; and

fθ :=

M−1∑

k=0

ϕk .

Now write f (n) for the n-fold product density of a density f ; and let θ̂ = (θ̂0, . . . , θ̂M−1) be a random

vector with i.i.d. components which satisfy P [θ̂k = 1] = P [θ̂k = −1] = 1/2 for all k = 0, . . . ,M − 1.

The densities fθ̂ and f0 are used as candidates for the design density fZ where α is chosen sufficiently

small such that fθ̂, f0 ∈ F are guaranteed. Put x = (x1, . . . , xn) and

N+
k (x) :=

n∑

j=1

1{1}(θ̂k) · 1I′
k
(xj) + 1{−1}(θ̂k) · 1I′′

k
(xj) ,

N−
k (x) :=

n∑

j=1

1{1}(θ̂k) · 1I′′
k
(xj) + 1{−1}(θ̂k) · 1I′

k
(xj) .

Consider that

f
(n)

θ̂
(x) =

M−1∏

k=0

(1 + α)N
+
k
(x) · (1− α)N

−
k
(x) .

The likelihood function η
(n)
θ equals

η
(n)
θ (u, z) =

n∏

j=1

fθ(zj)fε
(
uj − hθ(zj)

)
,

with u = (u1, . . . , un) and z = (z1, . . . , zn), where we choose the regression function hθ = β · F (fθ)

for the regression function where the function F satisfies F (1) = 1 but, apart from that, remains to

be selected; and fε denotes the standard normal density. The parameter β > 0 is chosen sufficiently

small such that hθ̂, h0 ∈ H. Writing

I+k :=

{
I ′k , if θ̂k = 1 ,

I ′′k , if θ̂k = −1 ,

and

I−k :=

{
I ′k , if θ̂k = −1 ,

I ′′k , if θ̂k = 1 ,

we deduce that

∣∣Eη(n)
θ̂

(u, z)
∣∣2
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=
[
f (n)
ε (u)

]2 ·
∣∣∣
M−1∏

k=0

E(1 + α)N
+
k
(z)(1− α)N

−
k
(z) exp

{
− 1

2
β2

[
F 2(1 + α)N+

k (z) + F 2(1− α)N−
k (z)

]}

· exp
{
βF (1 + α)

n∑

j=1

1I+
k
(zj)uj + βF (1− α)

n∑

j=1

1I−
k
(zj)uj

}∣∣∣
2

=
[
f (n)
ε (u)

]2 ·
M−1∏

k=0

{1

4
(1 + α)2N

′
k
(z)(1− α)2N

′′
k
(z) exp

[
− β2

[
F 2(1 + α)N ′

k(z) + F 2(1− α)N ′′
k (z)

]]

· exp
[
2βF (1 + α)

n∑

j=1

1I′
k
(zj)uj + 2βF (1 − α)

n∑

j=1

1I′′
k
(zj)uj

]

+
1

4
(1 + α)2N

′′
k
(z)(1− α)2N

′
k
(z) exp

[
− β2

[
F 2(1 + α)N ′′

k (z) + F 2(1− α)N ′
k(z)

]]

· exp
[
2βF (1 + α)

n∑

j=1

1I′′
k
(zj)uj + 2βF (1− α)

n∑

j=1

1I′
k
(zj)uj

]

+
1

2
(1− α2)Nk(z) exp

[
− β2

2

(
F 2(1 + α) + F 2(1− α)

)
·Nk(z)

]

· exp
[
β
[
F (1 + α) + F (1 − α)

] n∑

j=1

1Ik(zj)uj

]}
,

where N ′
k(x) :=

∑n
j=1 1I′k(xj), N

′′
k (x) :=

∑n
j=1 1I′′k (xj) and Nk(x) := N ′

k(x) + N ′′
k (x). On the other

hand,

η
(n)
0 (u, z) = f (n)

ε (u) · exp(−β2n/2) · exp
(
β

n∑

j=1

uj

)
,

on z ∈ [0, 1]n so that

∫ ∣∣Eη(n)
θ̂

(u, z)
∣∣2/η(n)0 (u, z)du

= exp(β2n/2) ·
M−1∏

k=0

{1

4
(1 + α)2N

′
k
(z)(1− α)2N

′′
k
(z) exp

[
− β2

[
F 2(1 + α)N ′

k(z) + F 2(1− α)N ′′
k (z)

]]

· exp
[β2

2

[
2F (1 + α)− 1

]2
N ′

k(z) +
β2

2

[
2F (1− α)− 1

]2
N ′′

k (z)
]

+
1

4
(1 + α)2N

′′
k
(z)(1− α)2N

′
k
(z) exp

[
− β2

[
F 2(1 + α)N ′′

k (z) + F 2(1− α)N ′
k(z)

]]

· exp
[β2

2

[
2F (1 + α)− 1

]2
N ′′

k (z) +
β2

2

[
2F (1 − α)− 1

]2
N ′

k(z)
]

+
1

2
(1− α2)Nk(z) exp

[
− β2

2

(
F 2(1 + α) + F 2(1− α)

)
·Nk(z)

]

· exp
[β2

2

(
F (1 + α) + F (1− α)− 1

)2 ·Nk(z)
]}

.

Now we integrate this term with respect to z. Thus consider Z as an n-dimensional random vector

which consists of i.i.d. components that are uniformly distributed on [0, 1]. Given (N0(Z), . . . , NM−1(Z)),

the random variable N ′
k(Z) are conditionally independent and conditionally binomially distributed
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with the parameters Nk(Z) and 1/2. Therefore,

∫∫ ∣∣Eη(n)
θ̂

(u, z)
∣∣2/η(n)0 (u, z)du dz

= E

M−1∏

k=0

(
γ
Nk(Z)
0 /2 + γ

Nk(Z)
1 /2

)

= 2−M
∑

N⊆{0,...,M−1}

E γ
∑

k∈N Nk(Z)
0 γ

n−
∑

k∈N Nk(Z)
1

= E

{
γ0

B

M
+ γ1

(
1− B

M

)}n
, (A.1)

where B ∼ B(M, 1/2) and

γ0 :=
1

2
(1 + α)2 exp

{
β2

[
1− F (1 + α)

]2}
+

1

2
(1− α)2 exp

{
β2

[
1− F (1− α)

]2}
,

γ1 := (1− α2) exp
{
β2

[
1− F (1 + α)

]
·
[
1− F (1− α)

]}
.

Then, (A.1) equals

(1
2
γ0 +

1

2
γ1

)n
· E

{
1 +

2γ0 − 2γ1
γ0 + γ1

·
( B

M
− 1

2

)}n

≤
(1
2
γ0 +

1

2
γ1

)n
· exp

{ (γ0 − γ1)
2

2(γ0 + γ1)2
· n

2

M

}
.

By Taylor expansion we obtain that

γ0/2 + γ1/2 =
1

4

∞∑

k=0

1

k!
β2k

(
(1 + α)

[
1− F (1 + α)

]k
+ (1− α)

[
1− F (1− α)

]k)2
,

γ0 − γ1 =
1

2

∞∑

k=0

1

k!
β2k

(
(1 + α)

[
1− F (1 + α)

]k − (1− α)
[
1− F (1− α)

]k)2
.

Thus the χ2-distance between Eη
(n)

θ̂
and η

(n)
0 admits the following upper bound

χ2
(
Eη

(n)

θ̂
, η

(n)
0

)
≤ exp(c+ c2/16) − 1 ,

for all n, M whenever

∞∑

k=1

1

k!
β2k

(
(1 + α)

[
1− F (1 + α)

]k
+ (1− α)

[
1− F (1− α)

]k)2
≤ c/n , (A.2)

∞∑

k=0

1

k!
β2k

(
(1 + α)

[
1− F (1 + α)

]k − (1− α)
[
1− F (1− α)

]k)2
≤ c · n−1M1/2 , (A.3)

for all n, M , where the constant is c > 0 sufficiently small.

Impose that M is an integer multiple of 4. Then,

∣∣∣
∫ 3/4

1/4
hθ̂ −

∫ 3/4

1/4
h0

∣∣∣
2
=

1

16
β2

(
F (1 + α) + F (1− α)− 2

)2
, (A.4)
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holds true almost surely. Now we specify that F (x) = 1/x, which provides the lower bound β2α4 on

(A.4) (up to a constant factor). Furthermore the left side of the inequality (A.2) is bounded from

above by α4β4 (again up to some constant factor), while (A.3) can always be satisfied by selecting

M sufficiently large. Note that there are no smoothness restrictions. Choose α as a positive constant

sufficiently small; and β = βn ≍ n−1/4 with a sufficiently small constant factor.

Using Le Cam’s inequality, the consideration

sup
fZ∈F ,h∈H

EfZ ,h

∣∣∣Ĥn −
∫ 3/4

1/4
h(x)dx

∣∣∣
2

≥ 1

2

∫∫
E

∣∣∣Ĥn(u, z) −
∫ 3/4

1/4
hθ̂(x)dx

∣∣∣
2
η
(n)

θ̂
(u, z) du dz

+
1

2

∫∫ ∣∣∣Ĥn(u, z) −
∫ 3/4

1/4
h0(x)dx

∣∣∣
2
η
(n)
0 (u, z) du dz

≥ 1

64
β2

(
F (1 + α) + F (1− α)− 2

)2 ·
∫∫

min
{
Eη

(n)

θ̂
(u, z), η

(n)
0 (u, z)

}
du dz

≥ 1

64
β2

(
F (1 + α) + F (1− α)− 2

)2 ·
{
1−

[
1−

(
1− 1

2
χ2

(
Eη

(n)

θ̂
, η

(n)
0

))2]1/2}
,

concludes the proof of the theorem.

B Proof of Lemma 6.3, and further technical lemmas

Recall that for J ∈ JK we take ĵ as the smallest j ∈ J for which ‖z − Zj‖ ≥ ‖z − Zk‖ for all k ∈ J ,

and denote by A the σ - field generated by (ĵ, Zĵ). Further we set Ĵ := J\{ĵ} and in the following

denote

u0 = e⊤0 MJ(z)
−1e0

We need to show that for η ≥ 1 and K ≥ 1 + (⌊2ηD⌋ + 1)K∗ we have that

E [uη0 | A] ≤ C3 . (B.1)

Note that u0 is the first component of the column vector u which satisfies MJ(z)u = e0. Multiplying

this system of linear equation by u⊤ from the left side we arrive at

u0 =
∑

j∈J

(∑

κ∈K

uκ ξκ(z, Zj)
)2

.

As we are seeking for a positive upper bound on u0 we may assume that u0 > 0. Dividing by u20 yields

that

u0 = 1
/{∑

j∈J

(∑

κ∈K

(uκ/u0) ξκ(z, Zj)
)2}

≤ 1
/{

inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈J

P 2(z − Zj)
}

≤ 1
/{

inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵ

P 2(z − Zj)
}
, (B.2)

where P1 denotes the set of all d-variate polynomials with the degree ≤ L which take on the value 1

at 0, and we used the notation Ĵ := J\{ĵ} introduced above.
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Lemma B.1. Given A, the random variables Zj , j ∈ Ĵ , are conditionally independent and each Zj

has the conditional Lebesgue density

fZ|A(u) = fZ(u) · 1[0,‖z−Z
ĵ
‖)(‖z − u‖) /

∫
fZ(u

′) · 1[0,‖z−Z
ĵ
‖)(‖z − u′‖) du′ , u ∈ R

d .

Proof of Lemma B.1. Let Φ and Ω denote two probe functions and consider that

E
[
Φ
(
Zj , j ∈ Ĵ

)
· Ω

(
ĵ, Zĵ

)]
=

∑

j′∈J

E1{ĵ = j′} · Φ
(
Zk, k ∈ J\{j′}

)
· Ω(j′, Zj′)

=
∑

j′∈J

E

∫
Ω(j′, u)fZ(u)

∫
· · ·

∫
Φ
(
z1, . . . , zK−1

) ∏

k∈J\{j′}

fZ(zk)1[0,‖u−z‖)(‖zk − z‖)dz1 · · · dzK−1du.

Now, putting Φ ≡ 1 and changing Ω to Ω · Φ̃, we deduce that

E
[
Φ̃
(
ĵ, Zĵ

)
· Ω

(
ĵ, Zĵ

)]
=

∑

j′∈J

E

∫
Ω(j′, u)Φ̃

(
j′, Zj′

)
fZ(u)

( ∫
fZ(ζ)1[0,‖u−z‖)(‖ζ − z‖)dζ

)K−1
du,

so that

E
{
Φ
(
Zj , j ∈ Ĵ

)
| A

}
=

∫
· · ·

∫
Φ
(
z1, . . . , zK−1

)

·
∏

k∈J\{j′}

(
fZ(zk)1[0,‖z−Z

ĵ
‖)(‖zk − z‖)

/ ∫
fZ(ζ)1[0,‖z−Z

ĵ
‖)(‖ζ − z‖)dζ

)
dz1 · · · dzK−1,

holds almost surely, from what follows the claim of the lemma.

As an immediate consequence of Lemma B.1, the random variables Vj := (z − Zj)/‖z − Zĵ‖, j ∈ Ĵ ,

are conditionally i.i.d. and have the conditional Lebesgue density

fV |A(v) = 1Bd(0,1)(v) · fZ
(
z − v‖z − Zĵ‖

) / ∫

Bd(0,1)
fZ

(
z − v′‖z − Zĵ‖

)
dv′ , v ∈ R

d , (B.3)

given A. Furthermore, continuing in (B.2) we have that

inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵ

P 2(z − Zj) = inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵ

P 2(Vj) , (B.4)

since P ∈ P1 implies that x 7→ P (x/‖z − Zĵ‖) ∈ P1 and vice versa. Now fix any J∗ ⊆ Ĵ whose

cardinality is denoted by K∗ < K. The joint conditional density f∗
V |A of (Vj , j ∈ J∗) given A equals

f∗
V |A(v) =

∏

j∈J∗

fV |A(vj) , v = (vj , j ∈ J∗) ∈ (Rd)K
∗

.

Preparatory to further consideration we are interested in the conditional distribution of ‖V −w‖ given

A and W := (V − w)/‖V − w‖ when V has the conditional density f∗
V |A given A; and w = (wj , j ∈

J∗) ∈ (Rd)K
∗

is deterministic.
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Lemma B.2. (a) If V has the conditional density f∗
V |A given A, then the conditional Lebesgue density

of ‖V − w‖ given A and W equals

f∗
V,w|A,W (r) = 1(0,∞)(r) · f∗

V |A(w + rW ) rdK
∗−1

/ ∫ ∞

0
f∗
V |A(w + sW ) sdK

∗−1 ds , r ∈ R .

(b) Writing

β1 := min{1/2, ρ′/(2ρ′′)} ,

β2 :=
√

2K∗ + 2β2
1 ,

β3 := βdK∗−1
2 · ρK∗ · d ·K∗

/{
ρK

∗ · βdK∗

1

}
,

we assume that ‖w‖ ≤ β1. Then, the support of f∗
V,w|A,W is included in the interval [0, β2] and f∗

V,w|A,W

is bounded from above by β3.

Proof of Lemma B.2. (a) For two probe functions Φ and Ω, we consider that

E
[
Φ(‖V − w‖)Ω(W ) | A

]
=

∫
Φ(‖v − w‖)Ω

(
(v − w)/‖v − w‖

)
f∗
V |A(v) dv

= E
[
Φ(‖U − w‖)Ω(Ũ ) f∗

V |A(U)
]
· πdK∗/2RdK∗

/Γ(dK∗/2 + 1)

= E

[
Ω(Ũ)

∫ R

0
Φ(r)f∗

V |A(w + rŨ)rdK
∗−1dr

]
· d ·K∗ · πdK∗/2/Γ(dK∗/2 + 1) , (B.5)

where Ũ := (U − w)/‖U − w‖; and R > 0 is sufficiently large such that the dK∗-dimensional ball

around w with the radius R contains the closure of Bd(0, 1)
(K∗) – and, hence, the support of f∗

V |A – as

a subset; and the random vector U is uniformly distributed on this ball. Therein we have used that

‖U − w‖ and Ũ are independent. Now evaluating (B.5) for Φ ≡ 1 and Ω being replaced by Φ̃ · Ω, we
deduce that

Φ̃(Ũ) =

∫ R

0
Φ(r)f∗

V |A(w + rŨ)rdK
∗−1dr

/ ∫ R

0
f∗
V |A(w + sŨ)sdK

∗−1ds , a.s. ,

so that

E
(
Φ(‖V − w‖) | W,A

)
= Φ̃(W ) =

∫ R

0
Φ(r)f∗

V |A(w + rW )rdK
∗−1dr

/ ∫ R

0
f∗
V |A(w + sW )sdK̃−1ds ,

holds true almost surely. As the left side does not depend on R the equality remains valid for R → ∞.

That completes the proof of part (a).

(b) Part (a) yields that ‖wj+rWj‖ ≤ 1 for all j ∈ J∗ withW = (Wj , j ∈ J∗) whenever f∗
V,w|A,W (r) > 0

since the support of f∗
V |A is included in Bd(0, 1)

(K∗). Thus, r‖Wj‖ ≤ 1 + ‖wj‖ holds for all j ∈ J∗ so

that

r2 =
∑

j∈J∗

r2‖Wj‖2 ≤
∑

j∈J∗

(2 + 2‖wj‖2) = 2K∗ + 2β2
1 .
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Therefore the support of f∗
V,w|A,W is included in the interval [0, β2]. Moreover, we have

f∗
V,w|A,W (r) = 1[0,β2](r)

{ ∏

j∈J∗

1Bd(0,1)(wj + rWj)fZ
(
z − (wj + rWj)‖z − Zĵ‖

)}
rdK

∗−1

/ ∫ ∞

0

{ ∏

j∈J∗

1Bd(0,1)(wj + sWj)fZ
(
z − (wj + sWj)‖z − Zĵ‖

)}
sdK

∗−1 ds

≤ βdK∗−1
2 · ρK∗ /(

ρK
∗

∫ β1

0
sdK

∗−1 ds
)

= β3 ,

where we have used that, for s ∈ [0, β1), it holds that ‖wj +sWj‖ < 1; that ‖wj +sWj‖ ·‖z−Zĵ‖ < ρ′;

and, hence, z − (wj + sWj)‖z − Zĵ‖ ∈ S as z ∈ S∗ and Zĵ ∈ S, for all j ∈ J∗.

These properties of f∗
V,w|A,W are essential to establish the following result.

Lemma B.3. As above consider J∗ ⊆ Ĵ . Assume that d ≥ 2; that L ≥ 1; and that K∗ = #K(d, L) <

K. Define D as in (2.8), that is

D :=
L∑

ℓ=1

ℓ ·#
{
κ ∈ N

d
0 | κ1 + · · · + κd = ℓ

}
.

By Ξd,L(x) we denote the square matrix which consists of the row vectors
(
ξκ(0,xj)

)
κ∈K(d,L)

for j =

1, . . . ,K∗ where x :=
(
x1, . . . ,xK∗

)
∈ (Rd)K

∗

. Let us write ϑd,L(x) for the determinant of Ξd,L(x).

Let Vj , j ∈ J∗ be a conditionally i.i.d. random sample, drawn from f∗
V |A, given A. Write V for the

dK∗-dimensional row vector V := (Vj , j ∈ J∗). Then, the random matrix Ξd,L(V ) is invertible almost

surely, and

P
[
|ϑd,L(V )| ≤ ε | A

]
≤ C1 · ε1/D , ∀ε ∈ (0, ε1) ,

almost surely for deterministic positive constants C1 and ε1 which only depend on d, L, ρ, ρ, ρ′, ρ′′.

Proof of Lemma B.3. Clearly the function ϑd,L forms a polynomial in dK∗ variables (namely the

components of x) with the degree of at most D. Note that ϑd,L is non-constant since it contains

exactly K∗! ≥ 2 distinct monomials where each of them has the coefficient of either 1 or −1. Hence

the zero set of ϑd,L has the dK∗-dimensional Lebesgue measure zero. It follows from there that

ϑd,L(V ) does not vanish and, thus, Ξd,L(V ) is invertible almost surely as the random vector V has the

dK∗-dimensional Lebesgue density f∗
V |A.

We quantify the small ball probabilities of |ϑd,L(V )| around zero in terms of upper bounds. By M > 0

we denote the maximum of |ϑd,L| on the closure of the dK∗-dimensional ball with the center 0 and

the radius β1/2 where β1, β2 and β3 are as in Lemma B.2. We specify w from Lemma B.2 as some

element of that closed ball in which this maximum is taken on. Note that ‖w‖ ≤ β1; and that any

non-negative, non-constant and continuous function takes on at least one maximum on any compact

domain. Consider that

P
[
|ϑd,L(V )| ≤ ε | A

]
= E

{
P
[
|ϑd,L(w + ‖V − w‖W )| ≤ ε | W,A

]
| A

}
, (B.6)
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where W = (V − w)/‖V − w‖. We apply the fundamental theorem of algebra to the univariate

polynomial r 7→ ϑd,L(w+ rW ) with the degree D∗ ≤ D; and we exploit that the absolute value of this

polynomial takes on the value M at 0 so that

|ϑd,L(w + rW )| ≥ M ·
D∗∏

k=1

∣∣1− r/|ζj |
∣∣ ,

for all r ≥ 0 where ζj, j = 1, . . . ,D∗, are the complex roots of the polynomial. Hence,

P
[
|ϑd,L(w + ‖V − w‖W )| ≤ ε | W,A

]
≤ P

[ D∗∏

k=1

∣∣1− ‖V − w‖/|ζj |
∣∣ ≤ ε/M | W,A

]

≤
D∗∑

k=1

P

[
|ζj | ·

(
1 + (ε/M)1/D

∗) ≥ ‖V − w‖ ≥ |ζj| ·
(
1− (ε/M)1/D

∗) | W,A
]
, (B.7)

for all ε ∈ (0,M/2). If |ζj| > β2/
(
1− (1/2)1/D

∗)
then

P

[
|ζj | ·

(
1 + (ε/M)1/D

∗) ≥ ‖V − w‖ ≥ |ζj | ·
(
1− (ε/M)1/D

∗) | W,A
]
= 0 .

Otherwise,

P

[
|ζj | ·

(
1+(ε/M)1/D

∗) ≥ ‖V −w‖ ≥ |ζj | ·
(
1−(ε/M)1/D

∗) | W,A
]
≤ 2β2 β3 (ε/M)1/D/

(
1−(1/2)1/D

)
.

Therefore, the term (B.7) is bounded from above by

2Dβ2 β3 (ε/M)1/D /
(
1− (1/2)1/D

)
,

for all ε ∈ (0,M/2). Inserting this upper bound into (B.6) finally completes the proof.

The inequality from Lemma B.3 can be extended to the term u0.

Lemma B.4. Grant the assumptions and the notation from Lemma B.3. Then,

P

[
inf

P∈P1

∑

j∈J∗

P 2(Vj) ≤ ε | A
]
≤ C2 · ε1/(2D) , ∀ε ∈ (0, ε2) ,

for deterministic positive constants C2 and ε2 which only depend on d, L, ρ, ρ, ρ′, ρ′′.

Proof of Lemma B.4. Consider that

inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈J∗

P 2(Vj) = inf
α∈RK,α0=1

‖Ξd,L(V )α‖2 = inf
α∈RK,α0=1

α⊤Ξd,L(V )⊤Ξd,L(V )α ,

so that the above term is larger or equal to the smallest eigenvalue of the symmetric and positive

definite matrix Ξd,L(V )⊤Ξd,L(V ). On the other hand, the largest eigenvalue of Ξd,L(V )⊤Ξd,L(V ) is

bounded from above by the product of the spectral norms of Ξd,L(V )⊤ and Ξd,L(V ) and, thus, by

‖Ξd,L(V )‖2F where ‖ · ‖F denotes the Frobenius norm. We have

‖Ξd,L(V )‖2F =
∑

j∈J∗

∑

κ∈K

ξ2κ(0, Vj) ≤
∑

j∈J∗

L∑

ℓ=0

‖Vj‖2ℓ
∑

|κ|=ℓ

(
ℓ

κ1, . . . , κd

) d∏

k=1

(
V 2
j,k/‖Vj‖2

)κk

=
∑

j∈J∗

L∑

ℓ=0

‖Vj‖2ℓ ≤ (L+ 1) ·K∗ ,
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as ‖Vj‖ ≤ 1 a.s., see (B.3). As the determinant of a symmetric matrix equals the product of all of its

eigenvalues it follows that

ϑ2
d,L(V ) = det

(
Ξd,L(V )⊤Ξd,L(V )

)
≤

(
(L+ 1)K∗

)K∗−1 · inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈J∗

P 2(Vj) .

Then, Lemma B.3 yields that

P

[
inf

P∈P1

∑

j∈J∗

P 2(Vj) ≤ ε | A
]
≤ P

[∣∣ϑd,L(V )
∣∣ ≤ ε1/2

(
(L+ 1)K∗

)1/2−K∗/2 | A
]

≤ C1

(
(L+ 1)K∗

)1/(2D)−K∗/(2D) · ε1/(2D) ,

for all ε ∈ (0, ε2) where the constant ε2 > 0 only depends on d, L, ρ, ρ, ρ′ and ρ′′.

Now we ready to bound the conditional moments of u0 as stated in Lemma 6.3.

Proof of Lemma 6.3. Combining (B.2) and (B.4), we deduce that

E
[(
e⊤0 MJ(z)

−1e0
)η | A

]
≤

∫ ∞

0
P

[
inf

P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵ

P 2(Vj) < t−1/η | A
]
dt . (B.8)

There exist pairwise disjoint subsets Ĵk, k = 1, . . . ,m, of Ĵ with #Ĵk = K∗ for all k = 1, . . . ,m, where

m > 2ηD. Clearly,

inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵ

P 2(Vj) ≥
m∑

k=1

inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵk

P 2(Vj) ≥ max
k=1,...,m

inf
P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵk

P 2(Vj) ,

where the random variables infP∈P1

∑
j∈Ĵk

P 2(Vj), k = 1, . . . ,m, are i.i.d. (conditionally on A). By

Lemma B.4, the right side of (B.8) is smaller or equal to
∫ ∞

0
P

[
max

k=1,...,m
inf

P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵk

P 2(Vj) < t−1/η | A
]
dt

≤ ε−η
2 +

∫

t>ε−η
2

{
P

[
inf

P∈P1

∑

j∈Ĵ1

P 2(Vj) < t−1/η | A
]}m

dt

≤ ε−η
2 + Cm

2

∫

t>ε−η
2

t−m/(2ηD) dt

≤ ε−η
2 + Cm

2

2ηD

m− 2ηD
ε
−η+m/(2D)
2 ,

so that the lemma has been shown.

Proof of Remark 2: For any J ∈ JK and integer ℓ ≥ 1, we deduce by Fubini’s theorem that

Eλℓ(C(J)) = E

(∫

S∗

1C(J)(x) dx
)ℓ

=

∫

S∗

· · ·
∫

S∗

P
[
x1, . . . , xℓ ∈ C(J)

]
dx1 · · · dxℓ

=

∫

S∗

· · ·
∫

S∗

P
[
‖xm − Zj‖ < ‖xm − Zk‖ , ∀m = 1, . . . , ℓ, j ∈ J, k 6∈ J

]
dx1 · · · dxℓ

=

∫

S∗

· · ·
∫

S∗

EP
K
Z

( ℓ⋂

m=1

Bd

(
xm,min

k 6∈J
‖xm − Zk‖

))
dx1 · · · dxℓ ,
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where B(c, r) denotes the Euclidean ball around the center c with the radius r; and PZ stands for the

image measure of Z1. For some deterministic sequence (αn)n ↓ 0 we consider that

P
[

min
m=1,...,ℓ

min
k 6∈J

‖xm − Zk‖ > αn

]
= P

[
‖xm − Zk‖ > αn , ∀m = 1, . . . , ℓ, k 6∈ J

]

= P
n−K
Z

( ℓ⋂

m=1

R
d\B(xm, αn)

)
=

{
1− PZ

( ℓ⋃

m=1

B(xm, αn)
)}n−K

≥
{
1−

ℓ∑

m=1

PZ

(
B(xm, αn)

)}n−K
≥

{
1− ℓ · ρ · πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 1)
· αd

n

}n−K
,

for n sufficiently large. We write En(x), x = (x1, . . . , xℓ), for the event that minm=1,...,ℓ mink 6∈J ‖xm −
Zk‖ > αn. We fix that αn ≍ n−1/d so that

lim inf
n→∞

inf
x∈(S∗)ℓ

P (En(x)) > 0 .

Furthermore we introduce the set

Sn :=
{
x = (x1, . . . , xℓ) ∈ (S∗)ℓ : ‖x1 − xm‖ < αn/2 , ∀m = 1, . . . , ℓ

}
.

On the event En(x) the ball B(x1, αn/2) is included in
⋂ℓ

m=1 Bd

(
xm,mink 6∈J ‖xm−Zk‖

)
and in S (for

n sufficiently large) as a subset for any x ∈ Sn. Therefore,

Eλℓ(C(J)) ≥
( πd/2

2dΓ(d/2 + 1)

)K
· ρK · αKd

n ·
∫

· · ·
∫

Sn

P
(
En(x)

)
dx1 · · · dxℓ

≥
( πd/2

2dΓ(d/2 + 1)

)K
· ρK · αKd

n · inf
x∈(S∗)ℓ

P
(
En(x)

)
·
∫

· · ·
∫

Sn

dx1 · · · dxℓ .

The ℓd-dimensional Lebesgue measure of Sn shall be bounded from below by const. ·αd(ℓ−1)
n as n tends

to ∞. Then, unfortunately, the ℓth moment of λ(C(J)) cannot attain the desired rate n−ℓK but only

n−ℓ−K+1.

C Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Theorem 4. We show below that the estimators Ψ̂j of the Fourier coefficients 〈h ∗ f̃δ, φj〉
resulting from (2.4) satisfy for each integer l ∈ N that

sup
j∈J(n)

E
[∣∣Ψ̂j −Ψj

∣∣2] . n−1 + (Jn · n−1/d)2l , (C.1)

If we take l large enough, for our choice of Jn the first term dominates as Jn . n1/d−1/(2l) and l > d/2.

By Parseval’s identity, standard risk bounds for series estimators under the Sobolve condition (3.3)

lead to

E

[ ∫

[−π,π]d
|ĥ(x)− h(x)|2dx

]
. J−2α

n + Jd
n · J2γ

n · n−1 ,

from which the rate (3.4) follows upon inserting our choice of Jn.
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Concerning (C.1): Since ‖φj‖∞ ≤ 1 the constant CV in Theorem 1 is set equal to the variance var ǫ;

whereas ∥∥∂i1 · · · ∂ilGj

∥∥
∞

≤
∑

M⊆{1,...,l}

∥∥∂iM
(
h ∗ f̃δ

)∥∥
∞

· J l−#M
n ,

for all j ∈ J(n) := {−Jn, . . . , Jn}d where ∂i1 , . . . , ∂il , i1, . . . , il ∈ {1, . . . , d}, denote the partial dif-

ferential operators with respect to the components zi1 , . . . , zil where we allow for coincidence of the

i1, . . . , il, and ∂iM stands for the chaining of all ∂ik , k ∈ M . Therein note the symmetry of the partial

derivatives. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the Fourier representation of the Sobolev norm,

we consider that

∥∥∂iM
(
h ∗ f̃δ

)∥∥
∞

= ‖(∂iMh) ∗ f̃δ‖∞ ≤
( ∫

|∂iMh|2
)1/2

·
(∫

|fδ|2
)1/2

≤ (2π)−d/2 · C1/2
α ·

( ∫
|fδ|2

)1/2
,

when l ≤ α, so that

∥∥∂i1 · · · ∂ilGj

∥∥
∞

≤ CH = CH(j, l) := (2π)−d/2 · C1/2
α ·

(∫
|fδ|2

)1/2
· (1 + Jn)

l ,

for j ∈ J(n) when l ≤ ⌈α⌉ − 1. Then, Gj ∈ G(l − 1, 1, CH (j, l)) and Theorem 1 yields (C.1).

D Additional simulations

In d = 2 we consider a further simulation setting with regressions function

f3(z1, z2) = 5 z1 (z
2
2 + 1) + 10 cos(z1/z2)

and Yi = fj(Zi,1, Zi,2)+ 0.2 εi, otherwise the parameters are the same as before. Results are displayed

in Table 3.

Higher values of K perform better in this setting, but the method does not seem to depend sensitively

on the choice of K for L = 1 as long as K is not chosen too small.
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n = 100 L = 0 K 1 3 4 6 8 10√
n· BIAS 0.0140 0.0280 0.0343 0.0457 0.0557 0.0650√
n· STDV 0.0988 0.0949 0.0961 0.0995 0.1035 0.1073√
n· RMSE 0.0998 0.0990 0.1021 0.1095 0.1175 0.1254

L = 1 K 4 8 10 12 14 16√
n· BIAS -0.0002 -0.0011 -0.0018 -0.0035 -0.0060 -0.0091√
n· STDV 0.1539 0.0950 0.0942 0.0949 0.0962 0.0978√
n· RMSE 0.1539 0.0950 0.0942 0.0949 0.0964 0.0982

n = 1000 L = 0 K 1 3 4 6 8 10√
n· BIAS 0.0121 0.0145 0.0170 0.0221 0.0267 0.0320√
n· STDV 0.1242 0.1160 0.1145 0.1126 0.1122 0.1116√
n· RMSE 0.1248 0.1169 0.1157 0.1148 0.1153 0.1161

L = 1 K 4 8 10 12 14 16√
n· BIAS 0.0157 0.0098 0.0111 0.0124 0.0138 0.0153√
n· STDV 0.1758 0.1165 0.1139 0.1123 0.1111 0.1103√
n· RMSE 0.1765 0.1169 0.1145 0.1130 0.1120 0.1114

Table 3: Simulation scenario with f3 in d = 2
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