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Abstract. In this paper we introduce a kernel-based measure for detecting differences be-
tween two conditional distributions. Using the ‘kernel trick’ and nearest-neighbor graphs,
we propose a consistent estimate of this measure which can be computed in nearly linear
time (for a fixed number of nearest neighbors). Moreover, when the two conditional distri-
butions are the same, the estimate has a Gaussian limit and its asymptotic variance has a
simple form that can be easily estimated from the data. The resulting test attains precise as-
ymptotic level and is universally consistent for detecting differences between two conditional
distributions. We also provide a resampling based test using our estimate that applies to
the conditional goodness-of-fit problem, which controls Type I error in finite samples and is
asymptotically consistent with only a finite number of resamples. A method to de-randomize
the resampling test is also presented. The proposed methods can be readily applied to a
broad range of problems, ranging from classical nonparametric statistics to modern machine
learning. Specifically, we explore three applications: testing model calibration, regression
curve evaluation, and validation of emulator models in simulation-based inference. We il-
lustrate the superior performance of our method for these tasks, both in simulations as well
as on real data. In particular, we apply our method to (1) assess the calibration of neural
network models trained on the CIFAR-10 dataset, (2) compare regression functions for wind
power generation across two different turbines, and (3) validate emulator models on bench-
mark examples with intractable posteriors and for generating synthetic ‘redshift’ associated
with galaxy images.

1. Introduction

The conditional 2-sample problem is to test whether the conditional distributions of two
response variables X and Y are the same, given a set of covariates Z. More formally, given in-
dependent samples pX1, Y1, Z1q, pX2, Y2, Z2q, . . . , pXn, Yn, Znq from a joint distribution PXY Z ,
we want to test the following null hypothesis:

H0 : PX|Z “ PY |Z almost everywhere PZ , (1.1)

where PX|Z , PY |Z denote the conditional distributions of X|Z and Y |Z, respectively, and PZ

is the marginal distribution of Z. This problem appears in different guises in the literature,
both classical and contemporary. The following are three examples:

Example 1.1. (Calibration tests for predictive models) Many problems in supervised learning
involve estimating a conditional probability distribution PY |Z of a response Y given a fea-
ture vector Z. For models which output such predictive distributions, statistical guarantees
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beyond accuracy are necessary for quantifying predictive uncertainties. One such guarantee
is calibration, which, loosely stated, ensures that almost every prediction matches the condi-
tional distribution of the response given this prediction. Calibration has been used to provide
predictive guarantees in meteorological and statistical studies for many years [27, 85]. This
notion has seen a resurgence in modern machine learning, following the breakthrough work
of Guo et al. [51], which showed that common neural network architectures trained on image
and text data are often miscalibrated. This prompted a slew of work on different notions of
calibration for classification (where Y is categorical) [27, 51, 69–71, 85, 118, 120, 121] and
regression problems (where Y is continuous) [46, 56, 101, 107, 113]. Specifically, for a r-class
classification problem one can define calibration as follows [121]: Consider a pair of random
of variables pY, Zq with joint distribution PY Z over a space Y ˆZ, with Y “ t1, 2, . . . , ru and
a predicted model f : Z Ñ PY , where

PY “

#

p “ pp1, p2, . . . , prq : 0 ď ps ď 1,
r
ÿ

s“1

ps “ 1

+

,

is the set of distributions over Y . Then f is said to be calibrated if and only if, for 1 ď s ď r,

P rY “ s|fpZq “ ps “ ps for all p P fpZq Ď PY , (1.2)

where fpZq is the vector of predicted probabilities. Calibration testing can be formulated as a
conditional 2-sample problem by noting that if X „ Multinomialpr, fpZqq, then by definition
of the multinomial distribution: P rX “ s|fpZq “ ps “ ps, for 1 ď s ď r. Hence, from (1.2),
we say the predictive model f is calibrated if and only if,

PY |fpZq “ PX|fpZq almost everywhere PZ . (1.3)

Note that f is a known trained model, hence given data pY1, Z1q, pY2, Z2q, . . . , pYn, Znq from
PY Z , it is usually easy to draws samples Xi „ Multinomialpr, fpZiqq, for 1 ď i ď n.
Hence, (1.3) can be implemented as a conditional 2-sample problem based on the samples
pX1, Y1, fpZ1qq, . . . , pXn, Yn, fpZnqq. For details on the implementation, comparison with ex-
isting methods, and extension to regression problems, see Section 6.1.

Example 1.2. (Comparing regression curves) A prototypical example of conditional 2-sample
testing is the problem of comparing two regression curves. The curves usually correspond to
the mean functions of a control and a treatment outcome given a collection of covariates Z.
For instance, suppose one has n pairs of independent observations,

pXi, Yiq “ pfpZiq ` εi, gpZiq ` δiq, (1.4)

for 1 ď i ď n, where ε1, . . . , εn and δ1, . . . , δn are i.i.d. error variables. Then the hypothesis
of no treatment effect, that is, testing whether or not f “ g is equivalent to (1.1). Note that
when f and g are linear and the errors are normally distributed, this is the classical analysis
of covariance problem [57]. This problem is also well-studied the nonparametric setting (1.4),
beginning with the works of Hardle and Marron [54] and King et al. [65], where tests based on
the kernel density estimates of the regression functions were proposed. Many variations have
been considered over the years, focusing primarily on testing equality of conditional moments
(see [16, 29, 38, 54, 68, 87, 93] and the references therein). The framework considered in this
paper extends beyond comparing the mean and variance functions, to the entire conditional
distribution of the responses given the covariates. For instance, suppose X “ fpZ, εq and
Y “ gpZ, δq, where ε, δ are independent and identically distributed error variables. Then
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testing the hypothesis f “ g is equivalent to H0 in (1.1) (see Section 6.3 for a specific
example).

Example 1.3. (Validation of emulators models in Simulation-Based Inference) Likelihood
Free Inference (LFI) and Simulation-Based Inference (SBI) broadly refer to the collection of
methods that use simulations to infer the posterior in situations where the likelihood function
is intractable. This approach has found widespread success in many scientific domains (see
Cranmer et al. [21] and the references therein). In a typical setup, the simulator takes as
input a vector of parameters θ generated from a prior ppθq, samples a set of latent variable
η „ ppη|θq and generates a data vector X „ ppX|η, θq. In this case, the likelihood function
ppX|θq is implicitly defined as

ppX|θq “

ż

ppX|η, θqppηq dη,

which is intractable for most real-life simulators. To overcome this issue, several methods like
Approximate Bayesian Computation [83] and Synthetic Likelihood [125] have been proposed.
These methods make repeated calls to the simulator and use the simulated data to provide
an estimate to the posterior distribution of θ. However, the accuracy of the estimate depends
on the number of simulation calls, leading to increased computational cost, especially for
expensive simulators. Additionally, inference chain depends on the choice of hyperparameters
and low dimensional summary statistics, which can potentially reduce the quality of inference.
Moreover, directly using the simulator presents a lack of amortization, that is, the inference
chain has to be restarted every time new data is available. To mitigate these issues, one
often trains a faster surrogate or emulator qp¨|θq for the computationally expensive simulator.
Examples of emulator models include Gaussian mixture density networks [81], density ratio
estimators [31, 35, 55], and, more recently, neural conditional density estimators, such as
normalizing flows [33, 44, 117], autoregressive models [13, 53, 90, 91], conditional diffusion
models [7, 106], and conditional deep generative networks [1, 77, 108, 132], among others.
To evaluate the validity of the emulator one needs to understand the extent to which it
can imitate the simulator. The basic diagnostic check towards this is to test the following
hypothesis:

pp¨|θq “ qp¨|θq almost everywhere ppθq, (1.5)

This can be implemented as an instance of the conditional 2-sample hypothesis (1.1) as follows:
Given independent samples tθ1, θ2, . . . , θnu from the prior ppθq, generate a sample Xi „ pp¨|θiq
from the simulator and a sample Yi „ qp¨|θiq from the emulator, for 1 ď i ď n. Then we can
test the hypothesis (1.5) using the samples pX1, Y1, θ1q, pX2, Y2, θ2q, . . . , pXn, Yn, θnq (see, for
example, [22–24, 72]).

In addition to emulating the simulator to provide posterior inferences about the parameter
θ, there have been approaches to directly emulate the true posterior from observed samples
without additional calls to the simulator. This method offers an amortized way to estimate
the posterior distribution. It allows for faster analysis in situations where time is limited or a
large amount of data needs to be processed [25, 47]. Moreover, it facilitates rapid application
of diagnostic techniques that rely on obtaining posterior samples for numerous observations
[20, 114]. Popular approaches towards approximating the posterior include mixture density
network [80, 89], masked autoregressive flows [28, 48], normalising flows [92, 99, 124], gener-
ative adversarial networks [96], and diffusion models [45, 74], among others. Once again the
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basic diagnostic check towards understanding the validity of approximate posterior is to test,

p p¨|Xq “ q p¨|Xq almost everywhere ppXq, (1.6)

where pp¨|Xq is the true posterior distribution and qp¨|Xq is the proposed approximation.
Given independent samples pX1, θ1q, . . . , pXn, θnq from the joint distribution ppX, θq the test
from (1.6) can be considered as an instance of (1.1) as follows: Generate a sample θ1

i „ qp¨|Xiq

from the emulator for 1 ď i ď n. Now, we can test the hypothesis (1.6) in a similar manner
as (1.1) using the samples pθ1

1, θ1, X1q, . . . pθ
1
n, θn, Xnq (see, for example [75, 129]).

1.1. Summary of Results. In this paper we propose a measure of discrepancy between 2
conditional distributions, by adapting the well-known kernel Maximum Mean Discrepancy
(MMD) [50] to the conditional setting. Towards this, we first embed the conditional distribu-
tions PX|Z and PY |Z in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), through their conditional
kernel mean embeddings [94]. Then we quantify the discrepancy between PX|Z and PY |Z in
terms of the norm difference (in the RKHS) between the conditional mean embeddings aver-
aged over the marginal distribution of Z. We refer to this measure as the Expected Conditional
Mean Embedding (ECMMD). This measure characterizes the equality of two conditional dis-
tributions, that is, the ECMMD measure is zero if and only if PX|Z “ PY |Z almost surely
(Proposition 2.3). Moreover, leveraging the reproducing property of the Hilbert space (the
well-known ‘kernel-trick’) we can express the ECMMD in terms of the kernel dissimilari-
ties averaged over the respective conditional distributions (Proposition 2.4). This allows us
to estimate the ECMMD efficiently based on the observed data. Specifically, we propose a
nearest-neighbor graph based estimate of the ECMMD that has the following properties:

‚ The ECMMD estimate has a simple, interpretable form, which does not require any
estimation of density or distribution functions. Moreover, it encompasses both cate-
gorial and continuous responses and, consequently, can be easily applied to a range of
data types.

‚ The estimate can be computed in near-linear time (with a fixed number of nearest
neighbors) irrespective of the dimension of the data (see Remark 3.1).

‚ The estimate is consistent for the population ECMMD measure under mild moment
conditions on the kernel (Theorem 3.2).

‚ Under H0 as in (1.1) the estimate is asymptotically Gaussian (Theorem 4.3) and
its variance has a simple tractable form (Proposition 4.1). In particular, we can
consistently estimate the variance underH0 (Proposition 4.2), using which we obtain a
universally consistent test for (1.1) that requires no nuisance parameter estimation (see
Remark 4.5 for details). Moreover, both the consistency and the null distribution hold
for any fixed kernel bandwidth, which is in contrast to several results on conditional
inference, where density estimation with dimension dependent smoothing bandwidths
are required for consistent estimation/testing.

Next, motivated by the model-X framework for conditional independence testing [14], in
Section 5 we propose a resampling based test for the hypothesis (1.1) when there is sample
access from one of the conditional distributions. This also provides a test for the conditional
goodness-of-fit problem that controls Type I error in finite samples and is asymptotically
consistent with only a finite number of resamples (see Proposition 5.1). To further improve the
stability of the procedure, we propose a de-randomized test which attains precise asymptotic
level and is universally consistent (see Section 5.3). We provide a numerical comparison
our finite-sample and derandomized tests with the test based on Kernel Conditional Stein
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Discrepancy (KCSD) [63] in Section 6.2. Finally, we return to the examples mentioned before
and illustrate how our proposed method performs both in simulations and real-data. Codes
to reproduce all the experiments are available in https://github.com/anirbanc96/ECMMD-
CondTwoSamp. The following is a summary of our findings:

‚ In Section 6.1.1 and Section 6.1.2 we apply both the asymptotic and derandomized
ECMMD tests for assessing calibration in classification and regression models. We
compare our method with the tests based on squared kernel calibration error (SKCE)
proposed recently in [121, 122]. In terms of power, the ECMMD and SKCE are com-
parable for the classification model, but the ECMMD is significantly more powerful
for the regression model. Moreover, under the null hypothesis the SKCE statistic
has a non-Gaussian asymptotic distribution (an infinite weighted sum of χ2 distribu-
tions) with no closed form expressions for the quantiles, hence the rejection threshold
has to be chosen based on bootstrap/permutation methods. In contrast, the null
distribution of the ECMMD test statistic is Gaussian, hence, the rejection threshold
can be obtained readily. Consequently, the implementation of the ECMMD tests are
significantly faster than the SKCE tests (see Appendix G.2 for a time comparison).

‚ We also apply our method to test whether convolution neural network (CNN) models
for classification are calibrated using the CIFAR 10 dataset. The ECMMD test is
able to successfully predict the insufficient calibration of the CNN model for image
classification. The ECMMD is also able to detect the significant change in calibration
performance when applied to a recalibrated set of predicted probabilities (see Section
6.1.3).

‚ For comparing regression curves, we apply the ECMMD method on the wind energy
dataset [32, 61, 95], to test if the effect wind speed on wind power generation remain
the same across different turbines. In contrast to existing methods for comparing
regression curves, which are primarily focused on comparing the mean functions, the
ECMMD based test can be used to detect arbitrary differences between the two models
(see Section 6.3 for details).

‚ In Section 6.4.1 we use the ECMMD to test the validity of posterior approximations
on benchmark examples arising in simulation-based inference (SBI). Specifically, we
apply the ECMMD to test how well methods based on Mixture Density Networks
(MDNs) and Neural Spline Flow (NSF) approximate the posterior distributions in the
well-known Two Moons and Simple Likelihood Complex Posterior (SLCP) tasks.

‚ In Section 6.4.2 we apply the ECMMD test to validate an emulator for the conditional
density of the synthetic ‘redshift’ associated with photometric galaxy images. Using a
Gaussian convolutional mixture density network (ConvMDN) as an emulator for the
synthetic ‘redshift’ (as in [30, 73, 102, 129]), we illustrate the efficacy of the ECMMD
test in accurately detecting similarities and differences between the emulator and the
simulator.

1.2. Related Work. Although, as discussed above, specific instance of the conditional two-
sample problem are abundant, very few rigorous statistical methods have been proposed
in the generality considered in this paper. Very recently, Chen et al. [18] proposed a test
for the hypothesis (2.1) using a conditional version of the celebrated energy distance test
[6, 111, 112, 119]. Their method uses kernel density estimation techniques, which, as men-
tioned before, require a careful choice of the bandwidth for the asymptotic properties to hold,

https://github.com/anirbanc96/ECMMD-CondTwoSamp
https://github.com/anirbanc96/ECMMD-CondTwoSamp
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that can be difficult to control beyond low dimensions. The ECMMD measure has also ap-
peared in the recent paper by Huang et al. [60], where it is used as a metric for empirically
quantifying the discrepancy between two conditional generative models. However, their esti-
mation method and final aim are very different (see Remark 2.5 are further details). In the
context of simulation-based inference, Linhart et al. [75] recently proposed a test for compar-
ing 2 conditional distributions locally at a given observation using the classifier 2-sample test
[40, 79].

In another variant of the conditional two-sample problem one assumes that the responses
X and Y are conditioned on (potentially) different covariates and the response covariate
pairs are independently generated from their respective joint distributions. In this setting,
Hu and Lei [58] proposed a test using techniques from conformal prediction and a classifier
based estimation of the marginal density ratio of the covariates. However, this requires
sample-splitting and the performance of the test depends on the accuracy of the classifier.
A refinement based on de-biased two-sample U -statistics has been proposed very recently by
Chen and Lei [19]. Another test has been proposed by Yan and Zhang [126] based on the
integrated conditional energy distance. This requires estimation of the marginal density of
the covariates based on kernels with smoothing bandwidths. Consequently, their test statistic
has a non-negligible bias for dimensions greater than 4 and the asymptotic variance is also
intractable, hence, the rejection threshold is chosen using a bootstrap resampling approach.

A similarity measure between the mean functions of 2 conditional distributions sharing the
same set of covariates, based on the minimum mean square error (mMSE) gap, also appears
in Zhang [128, Section 2.3.4].

2. Conditional Two Sample Test and Expected Conditional MMD

In this section we introduce the Expected Conditional MMD (ECMMD) measure for the
conditional two-sample sample problem (1.1). We begin by introducing the necessary for-
malism. To this end, suppose X and Z are Polish spaces, that is, complete and separable
metric spaces, and BpX q and BpZq be the σ-algebras generated by the open sets of X and
Z, respectively. Denote by PpX ˆ X ˆ Zq the collection of all probability distributions on
pX ˆX ˆZ,BpX qˆBpX qˆBpZqq. Suppose PXY Z P PpX ˆX ˆZq and pX, Y, Zq „ PXY Z be a
random variable with distribution PXY Z . Denote by PX , PY , PZ , PXY , PY Z , PXZ the marginal
distributions of X, Y, Z, pX, Y q, pY, Zq, pX,Zq, respectively. Also, denote by PX|Z , PY |Z , and
PXY |Z , the regular conditional distributions of X|Z, Y |Z, and pX, Y q|Z, respectively, which
exist by [67, Theorem 8.37]. Now, the conditional two-sample sample hypothesis (1.1) can be
stated more formally as follows:

H0 : PZ

“

PX|Z “ PY |Z

‰

“ 1 versus H1 : PZ

“

PX|Z “ PY |Z

‰

ă 1, (2.1)

where PZ is the marginal distribution of Z. Our goal is to test the above hypothesis based
on i.i.d. samples tpX1, Y1, Z1q, . . . , pXn, Yn, Znqu from the joint distribution PXY Z .

Remark 2.1. Note that when Z is almost surely a constant, then (2.1) reduces to the familiar
unconditional two-sample testing problem between the distributions PX and PY which are
the marginal distributions of X and Y , respectively.

To introduce the ECMMD measure we first recall the fundamentals of the kernel MMD
from Gretton et al. [50].
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2.1. Kernel Maximum Mean Discrepancy. Denote by PpX q the collection of all proba-
bility measures on pX ,BpX qq. The maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) between two prob-
ability measures PX , PY P PpX q is defined as,

MMD rF , PX , PY s “ sup
fPF

tEX„PX
rfpXqs ´ EY „PY

rfpY qsu , (2.2)

where F is the unit ball of a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) H defined on X [3].
Since H is an RKHS, by the Riesz representation theorem [97, Theorem II.4] there exists a
positive definite kernel K : X ˆX Ñ R such that the feature map ψx P H for all x P X satisfies
Kpx, ¨q “ ψxp¨q and Kpx, yq “ xψx, ψyyH. The notion of feature map can now be extended to
define the kernel mean embedding µP for any distribution P P PpX q as,

xf, µP yH “ EX„P rfpXqs, (2.3)

for all f P H. By the canonical form of the feature map it follows that

µP ptq “ EX„P rKpX, tqs, (2.4)

for all t P X .
Throughout we will assume the following, which ensures that a RKHS is rich enough to

distinguish the two distributions from their corresponding mean embeddings.

Assumption 1. The kernel K : X ˆ X Ñ R is positive definite and satisfies the following:

p1q EX„PX
rKpX,Xq

1
2 s ă 8 and EY „PY

rKpY, Y q
1
2 s ă 8.

p2q The kernel K is characteristic, that is, the mean embedding µ : PpX q Ñ H is a
one-to-one (injective) function.Moreover, the RKHS H generated by K is separable.

Assumption 1 ensures that µPX
, µPY

P H and the MMD can then be expressed as the
distance in the RKHS between the corresponding kernel mean embeddings (see [50, Lemma
4]):

MMD2
rF , PX , PY s “ }µPX

´ µPY
}
2
H , (2.5)

where } ¨}H is the norm corresponding to the inner product x¨, ¨yH. This, in particular, implies
that MMD2

rF , PX , PY s “ 0 if and only if PX “ PY .

2.2. Conditional Kernel Mean Embedding and Expected Conditional MMD. Using
the representation of the kernel mean embedding from (2.4), one can define the conditional
kernel mean embeddings of X|Z and Y |Z as follows (see Park and Muandet [94, Definition
3.1]):

µPX|Z
ptq “ EPX|Z

rKpX, tq|Zs and µPY |Z
ptq “ EPY |Z

rKpY, tq|Zs , (2.6)

for all t P X , where PX|Z and PY |Z are the regular conditional distributions of X|Z and Y |Z,
respectively. By Assumption 1, the conditional mean embeddings are well-defined and for all
f P H, similar to (2.3) (see Park and Muandet [94, Lemma 3.2]),

xf, µPX|Z
yH “ EPX|Z

rfpXq|Zs and xf, µPY |Z
yH “ EPY |Z

rfpY q|Zs,

almost surely. Also, note that, unlike the (unconditional) kernel mean embeddings which
are fixed elements in H, the conditional kernel mean embedding µPX|Z

and µPY |Z
are random

variables taking values in H. Consequently, }µPX|Z
´µPY |Z

}H is random metric that measures
the difference between the distributions PX|Z and PY |Z , given a specific value of Z. Averaging
over Z leads to the following definition:
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Definition 2.2. The Expected Conditional MMD (ECMMD) between the conditional distri-
butions PX|Z and PY |Z is defined as:

ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

:“ EZ„PZ

”

›

›µPX|Z
´ µPY |Z

›

›

2

H

ı

, (2.7)

where the expectation taken over the marginal distribution PZ .

The following result shows that ECMMD characterizes the equality of two conditional
distributions (see Appendix A.1 for the proof).

Proposition 2.3. Suppose the kernel K satisfies Assumption 1. Then

ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

“ 0 if and only if P
“

PX|Z “ PY |Z

‰

“ 1.

The above result shows that the conditional 2-sample hypothesis (2.1) can be equivalently
reformulated as:

H0 : ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

“ 0 versus H1 : ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

ą 0.

Hence, to obtain a consistent test for the conditional 2-sample problem it suffices to consis-
tently estimate ECMMD2

“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

based on the data. While at first glance this might
seem difficult, because the MMD involves a supremum over functions in the unit ball of a
RKHS, the well-known ‘kernel’-trick [50] allows us to express the ECMMD in the following
more tractable form:

Proposition 2.4. Suppose the kernel K satisfies Assumption 1. Then,

ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

“ E rKpX,X 1
q ` KpY, Y 1

q ´ KpX, Y 1
q ´ KpX 1, Y qs , (2.8)

where pX,X 1, Y, Y 1, Zq has the following distribution: Generate Z „ PZ and then sample
pX, Y q and pX 1, Y 1q independently from the conditional distribution PXY |Z.

The proof of Proposition 2.4 is given in Appendix A.2. In the next section, we use the
representation in (2.8) to estimate ECMMD based on nearest-neighbors.

Remark 2.5. As mentioned in the Introduction, the ECMMD measure has been used in [60]
to quantify the discrepancy between two conditional generative models (see also earlier related
work [98] where the conditional kernel mean embeddings was used to measure the pointwise
difference between 2 conditional distributions). In [60] authors use multiple rounds of resam-
ples from the generative models to estimate the ECMMD and demonstrate numerically the
performance of the estimate in measuring discrepancies between conditional distributions.
However, the distributional properties of the estimate was not explored. On the other hand,
we use the ECMMD measure to develop a test for the conditional 2-sample problem with
asymptotic guarantees. Our estimation is based on a simple nearest-neighbor technique that
requires no resampling. We establish the consistency and asymptotic normality of our esti-
mate and, as a consequence, obtain a universally consistent test for the conditional 2-sample
problem (see Section 4).

3. Estimating ECMMD Using Nearest-Neighbors

In this section we propose an estimate of the ECMMD measure (2.7) given i.i.d. samples
pX1, Y1, Z1q, . . . , pXn, Yn, Znq from the joint distribution PXY Z . Towards this, suppose K is a
kernel satisfying Assumption 1 and for w “ px, yq,w1 “ px1, y1q P X ˆ X define,

Hpw,w1
q “ Kpx, x1

q ` Kpy, y1
q ´ Kpx, y1

q ´ Kpx1, yq. (3.1)
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Then using Proposition 2.4 the ECMMD can be expressed as:

ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

“ E rHpW ,W 1
qs “ E rE rHpW ,W 1

q|Zss , (3.2)

where Z „ PZ and W “ pX, Y q and W 1 “ pX 1, Y 1q are generated independently from PXY |Z .
To estimate the RHS of (3.2), we first fix Z “ Zu, for 1 ď u ď n, and consider the condition
expectation E rHpW ,W 1q|Z “ Zus. To estimate this conditional expectation the idea is to
average the discrepancies of the centered kernel H over indices which are ‘close’ to Zu. One
natural way to capture such proximity is through neighbors-neighbor graphs. This motivates
the following construction:

‚ Fix K “ Kn ě 1 and construct the directed K-nearest neighbor (K-NN) graph GpZnq

of the data points Zn :“ tZ1, Z2, . . . , Znu. Unless otherwise specified, we will use the
notation pu, vq to denote the directed edge Zu Ñ Zv, for Zu, Zv P Zn. Also, we will
denote the edge set of GpZnq by

EpGpZnqq “ tpu, vq P rns
2 : such that Zu Ñ Zv is a directed edge in GpZnqu,

where rns :“ t1, 2, . . . , nu.
‚ Then the K-NN based estimate of (3.2) is given by:

ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns “

1

n

n
ÿ

u“1

1

K

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

HpWu,Wvq, (3.3)

where Wn :“ tWi “ pXi, Yiq : 1 ď i ď nu and NGpZnqpuq “ tv : pu, vq P EpGpZnqqu.

Remark 3.1. Note that the estimate (3.3) can be computed easily in OpKn log nq time, in
any dimensions. This is because K-NN graph can be computed in OpKn log nq time (see, for
example, [41]) and, given the graph, the sum in (3.3) can be computed in OpKnq time, since
the K-NN graph has OpKnq edges.

To prove the consistency of (3.3) we assume the following on the conditioning variable Z.

Assumption 2. The random variable Z takes values in Z “ Rd, for some d P N, and }Z´Z 1}2
has a continuous distribution, where Z,Z 1 are i.i.d. samples from PZ .

This assumption ensures that the K-NN graph constructed using } ¨ }2 norm is well-defined
and the degrees of its vertices scales proportional to K (see [26, 62]). One can easily relax
this to include any finite dimensional inner product space over R, by isometrically isometric
embedding such spaces into the Euclidean space. It is worth noting here that we do not require
the space X (on which the random variables X, Y are defined) to be Euclidean or even finite-
dimensional. (For example, while calibration testing in classification models the variablesX, Y
are categorical.) The following theorem establishes the consistency of ECMMDrK,Wn,Zns.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. Moreover, suppose the kernel
K satisfies

ş

Kpx, xq2`δdPXpxq ă 8, and
ş

Kpx, xq2`δdPY pxq ă 8, for some δ ą 0. Then with
K “ opn{ log nq,

ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns

P
Ñ ECMMD2

“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

,

where ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns and ECMMD2

“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

are defined in (3.3) and (2.7),
respectively.

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is given in Appendix B. The proof involves the following steps:



10 CHATTERJEE, NIU, AND BHATTACHARYA

‚ First we show that the expectation of ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns converges to the pop-

ulation ECMMD2 (Lemma B.1). The main idea here is that averaging the centered
kernel H (recall (3.1)) around the nearest neighbors of a point Z “ z, provides an
asymptotically unbiased estimate of the MMD2 distance between conditional mean
embeddings PX|Z“z and PY |Z“z.

‚ Next, using the Efron-Stein inequality [37], we show that the variance of (3.3) con-
verges to zero (Lemma B.2). This leverages the local dependence of the K-NN graph,
which is controlled by the condition K “ opn{ log nq.

4. Asymptotic Test Based on ECMMD

To use the estimate (3.3) for testing the conditional two-sample hypothesis, we need to
derive its asymptotic distribution under H0 : PX|Z “ PY |Z . To this end, consider the scaled
version of the ECMMDrK,Wn,Zns statistic,

ηn :“
?
nKECMMD2

rK,Wn,Zns “
1

?
nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

HpWu,Wvq. (4.1)

Also, denote by FpZnq the σ-algebra generated by Z1, Z2, . . . , Zn. To begin with, note that

EH0 rηn|FpZnqs “
1

?
nK

ÿ

1ďu,vďn

EH0 rHpWu,Wvq|FpZnqs1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu “ 0, (4.2)

since, for 1 ď u ‰ v ď n, recalling (3.1),

EH0 rHpWu,Wvq|FnpZnqs “ EH0 rHpWu,Wvq|Zu, Zvs “ 0, (4.3)

almost surely. Next, we compute the conditional variance of ηn under H0.

Proposition 4.1. Denote by σ2
n :“ VarH0 rηn|FpZnqs, conditional variance of ηn given FpZnq

under H0. Then

σ2
n “

1

nK

ÿ

1ďu,vďn

fpZu, Zvq p1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu ` 1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqquq , (4.4)

where fpZ,Z 1q :“ EH0 rH2ppX, Y q, pX 1, Y 1qq|Z,Z 1s with pX, Y, Zq, pX 1, Y 1, Z 1q i.i.d. samples
from PXY Z.

The proof of Proposition 4.1 is given in Appendix C.1. The proof relies on the observation
that for 1 ď u ‰ u1 ‰ v ‰ v1 ď n,

CovH0rHpWu,Wvq,HpWu1 ,Wv1q|FpZnqs “ 0,

unless tu, vu “ tu1, v1u. In other words, under the null hypothesis, the summands in (4.1) are
pairwise conditionally uncorrelated, hence, the only terms that contribute to the conditional
variance are when (1) u “ u1 and v “ v1 which corresponds to the first term in (4.4) or (2)
u “ v1 and v “ u1 which corresponds to the second term in (4.4). Consequently, σ2

n has a
simple form as the average of the conditional expectation of H2 over the edges of the K-NN
graph GpZnq (counted twice when edges are present in both directions). This representation
is particularly convenient because just by replacing the (unknown) conditional expectation
fpZu, Zvq with kernel values H2pWu,Wvq, we get following natural estimate of σ2

n:

σ̂2
n “

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq p1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu ` 1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqquq . (4.5)
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In the following we establish the consistency of σ̂2
n (see Appendix C.2 for the proof) and

subsequently use σ̂n to define a studentized version of ηn for constructing the asymptotic test.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 holds. Furthermore, for pX, Y, Zq „

PXY Z assume that PXY pX ‰ Y q ą 0 and the kernel K satisfies
ş

Kpx, xq4`δdPXpxq ă 8 and
ş

Kpy, yq4`δdPY pyq ă 8, for some δ ą 0. Then under H0 with K “ opn{ log nq, as n Ñ 8
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

σ̂2
n

σ2
n

´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“ op

´

n´ δ
32`4δ

¯

. (4.6)

where σ2
n and σ̂2

n are defined in (4.4) and (4.5), respectively.

We are now ready to state the result about the asymptotic null distribution of ηn. Specifi-
cally, in the following theorem we show that ηn scaled by σ̂n converges to Np0, 1q, under H0,
in the Kolmogorov distance.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 holds. Furthermore, for pX, Y, Zq „

PXY Z assume that PXY pX ‰ Y q ą 0 and the kernel K satisfies
ş

Kpx, xq4`δdPXpxq ă 8 and
ş

Kpy, yq4`δdPY pyq ă 8, for some δ ą 0. Then under H0, with K “ opn1{44q, as n Ñ 8,

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

„

ηn
σ̂n

ď z

ȷ

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ñ 0, (4.7)

where Φp¨q is the CDF of the standard Gaussian distribution.

The proof of Theorem 4.3 is given in Appendix C.3. The proof entails showing that

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

«

ηn
a

VarH0rηn|FpZnqs
ď z

ff

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ñ 0. (4.8)

The result in (4.7) follows by combining the above with Proposition 4.2. To show (4.8) we
use the Stein’s method based on dependency graphs [17], which allows us to control the
Kolmogorov distance between ηn{σ̂n and Np0, 1q in terms of maximum degree of the K-NN
graph.

To choose the rejection threshold for η̂n based on Theorem 4.3, fix α P p0, 1q and consider
the test function:

ϕn :“ 1
␣

|ηn{σ̂n| ą zα{2

(

, (4.9)

where ηn and σ̂n are as defined in (4.1) and (4.5), respectively. Theorem 4.3 directly implies
that ϕn is asymptotically level α for H0 as in (2.1), that is,

lim
nÑ8

PH0 rϕn “ 1s “ α.

Since ECMMD characterizes the equality of the conditional distributions and (3.3) is a consis-
tent estimate of ECMMD (recall Theorem 3.2), the test ϕn is consistent for fixed alternatives.
This is summarized in the following result (see Appendix C.4 for the proof).

Corollary 4.4. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4.3 hold. Then for any PXY Z P H1,

lim
nÑ8

PH1 rϕn “ 1s “ 1.

Remark 4.5. The ECMMD test has several interesting features which are in contrast to
other kernel and nearest-neighbor based nonparametric tests:
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‚ The limiting distribution of the statistic ηn is normal under H0 and the asymptotic
variance has a simple form, which can be easily estimated from the data. Consequently,
the rescaled test statistic ηn{σ̂n converges to Np0, 1q under H0 and we can obtain the
rejection threshold as in (4.9), without having to estimate any nuisance parameter. In
other words, ηn{σ̂n is asymptotically distribution-free, that is, its limiting distribution
under H0 does not depend on the unknown distribution of the data. In contrast, the
familiar kernel MMD statistic for the (unconditional) two-sample problem has a non-
Gaussian (specifically, an infinite mixture of chi-squares) limiting distribution under
the null [50]. Closed form estimates for the quantiles of such distributions are not
available, in general, which necessitates the use permutation/bootstrap resampling
techniques or conservative approximations based on concentration inequalities for de-
termining the rejection thresholds [15, 49, 103]. We circumvent this issue through the
use of nearest neighbor graphs (on the space of the covariate variable), which mitigates
the dependence among the summands in (4.1) in such a way that, although the kernel
H is degenerate under H0, the asymptotic distribution of ηn is normal.

‚ Another important property of the ECMMD test is that the statistic ηn is unbiased
(has mean zero) under H0 (recall (4.2)). This is different from the recent work on
conditional independence testing based on nearest neighbors [5, 59, 105], where the
test statistics have a non-zero bias under the null, and, hence, cannot be directly
used for inference, without additional de-biasing. The bias issue also appears in
density-estimation based methods, both for the conditional independence [119] and
the conditional 2-sample problem [126], which is usually handled by choosing dimen-
sion dependent smoothing bandwidths. We, on the other hand, are able to cancel the
bias because of the paired nature of the samples (recall that for each Zi we have paired
samples pXi, Yiq) and through the use of nearest-neighbors.

5. A Resampling Based Conditional Goodness-of-Fit Test Using ECMMD

In this section, drawing parallel from the model-X framework for conditional independence
testing [14], we design a resampling based test the hypothesis (2.1) that controls Type I error in
finite samples when it is possible to efficiently sample from one of the conditional distributions
PX|Z or PY |Z . This principle applies more broadly to the conditional goodness-of-fit problem
which entails testing the hypothesis in (2.1), when one of the conditional distributions is
specified. Specifically, suppose we are given on i.i.d. samples pY1, Z1q, . . . , pYn, Znq from the
joint distribution PY Z and we wish to test the hypothesis

H0 : PZ

“

PY |Z “ PX|Z

‰

“ 1 versus H1 : PZ

“

PY |Z ‰ PX|Z

‰

ą 0, (5.1)

where PX|Z is a specified conditional distribution.
In Algorithm 1 we develop a resampling based test for (5.1). Note that (5.3) in Algorithm

1 is a valid p-value because the collection tη
p1q
n , η

p2q
n , . . . , η

pM`1q
n u is exchangeable conditional

on Zn when PX|Z “ PY |Z almost surely.
Consequently, the resulting test controls Type I error in finite samples. This is formalized

in the following result which also establishes the asymptotic consistency of test with a finite
number of resamples (see Appendix D.1 for the proof):

Proposition 5.1. Fix α P p0, 1q and consider the test function ϕ̃n,M “ 1 tpM ď αu, with pM
as in (5.3). Then the following hold:

p1q PH0rϕ̃n,M “ 1s ď α.



A KERNEL-BASED CONDITIONAL TWO-SAMPLE TEST USING NEAREST NEIGHBORS 13

Algorithm 1 A finite sample conditional goodness-of-fit test

(1) For each 1 ď u ď n, generate i.i.d. samples
´

X
p1q
u , . . . , X

pM`1q
u

¯

from the distribution

PX|Z“Zu .

(2) Denote by W
pmq
u “ pX

pM`1q
u , X

pmq
u q, for 1 ď m ď M , and W

pM`1q
u “ pX

pM`1q
u , Yuq,

for 1 ď u ď n. Define

ηpmq
n “

1
?
nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

HpW pmq
u ,W pmq

v q, (5.2)

for 1 ď m ď M ` 1, where H is defined in (3.1) and GpZnq is the K-NN graph of the
data points Zn “ tZ1, . . . , Znu.

(3) Report the p-value

pM :“
1

M ` 1

«

1 `

M
ÿ

m“1

1

"

ˇ

ˇηpmq
n

ˇ

ˇ ě
ˇ

ˇηpM`1q
n

ˇ

ˇ

*

ff

. (5.3)

p2q Suppose the kernel K satisfies
ş

Kpx, xq2`δdPXpxq ă 8, and
ş

Kpx, xq2`δdPY pxq ă 8,
for some δ ą 0. Then with K “ opn{ log nq and any PXY Z P H1 (that is, PY |Z ‰

PX|Z), limnÑ8 PH1rϕ̃n,M “ 1s “ 1, whenever M ą 1
α

´ 1.

In the following we summarize the current state-of-the-art in nonparametric conditional
goodness-of-fit testing (Section 5.1), discuss how the resampling based test in Algorithm
1 fits into this literature and its relevance in modern machine learning problems (Section
5.2), and propose a de-randomized version of the resampling test and study its asymptotic
properties (Section 5.3).

5.1. Prior Work on Conditional Goodness-of-Fit Testing. The conditional goodness-
of-fit problem has its roots in the econometrics literature, beginning with the work of Andrews
[2], which extended the classic Kolmogorov test to the conditional case. Thereafter, other
methods for the conditional goodness-of-fit problem have been proposed, however, these tests
either involve density estimation [130], which require decaying smoothing bandwidths that
can be difficult to control, or are designed for specific families of conditional models, such
as structural equation models [84] or generalized linear models [110]. Recently, Jitkrittum
et al. [63] proposed a general nonparametric test for the conditional goodness-of-fit problem
that does not require any density estimation or knowledge of the normalizing constant of
the conditioning distribution. Specifically, the method extends the well-known Kernel Stein
Discrepancy (KSD) [76] to the conditional setting, referred to as the Kernel Conditional Stein
Discrepancy (KCSD), and only requires knowledge of the score-function of the conditional
distribution PX|Z . While the KCSD method circumvents several of the limitations of previ-
ous density estimation based methods, it still remains inapplicable in situations where PX|Z

is implicitly defined and one only has access to samples from the conditional distribution.
In contrast, the resampling based method described above can be readily applied in such
situations. We elaborate on this in the next section.

5.2. When is Resampling Useful? Any goodness-of-fit problem can be transformed into
a 2-sample problem by repeatedly sampling from the known null distribution. Therefore, it
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is no surprise that the ECMMD statistic, which is a measure of difference between two con-
ditional distributions, can be calibrated for the conditional goodness-of-fit problem through
resampling. Friedman [40, Section 4] summarizes this principle succinctly as follows: ‘Using
this additional information has the potential for increased power at the expense of having
to generate many Monte Carlo samples, instead of just one.’ We are not advocating that
one should always resort to resampling for conditional goodness-of-fit testing, but there are
important cases where it might be reasonable to apply the finite sample test in Proposition
5.1, over existing conditional goodness-of-fit methods. This is indeed the case for two of
the examples considered in this paper: (1) calibration testing and (2) validation of emulator
models in SBI, as explained below:

(1) Calibration testing for classification is an example of a conditional goodness-of-fit
problem that can be implemented as a conditional 2-sample problem by sampling
from the known distribution PX|fpZq (recall (1.3)). We illustrate the numerical per-
formance of this method in Section 6.1.1. We also compare our method with the
test in [121], which is based on directly estimating kernel versions of the expected
calibration error (ECE) (see Appendix F.1 for the definition of ECE). Beyond the
classification setting, that is, for continuous response (see Section 6.1.2 for more de-
tails), kernel based ECE measures for testing calibration require taking expectations
against a specified (usually intractable) probabilistic model and involve kernels on the
space of distributions [122]. Although these issues have been mitigated in the recent
work based on KCSD [43], it still requires the score function of the generative model
to be available in closed form. On the other hand, our formulation of the calibration
problem as a conditional 2-sample hypothesis only requires sample access from the
conditional distribution PX|fpZq, which is usually readily available given the trained
model fpZq. Consequently, our proposed method can be applied easily to categorical
and continuous responses. In fact, from the numerical experiments in Section 6.1.3
we will see that even the asymptotic test, which only requires sampling a single Xi

for each observation pYi, fpZiqq, is powerful in a variety of examples.
(2) Validation tests of emulator models or approximate posteriors is another instance

of a conditional goodness-of-fit problem that can be naturally operationalized as a
conditional 2-sample problem. Here, PX|Z in (5.1) corresponds to pp¨|θq (the den-
sity/score function of simulator) or pp¨|Xq (the true posterior distribution), and PY |Z

corresponds to either the emulator distribution qp¨|θq as in (1.5) or the approximate
posterior qp¨|Xq as in (1.6), respectively. In either case, there is usually no tractable
form PX|Z . Moreover, it is usually easier to sample from qp¨|θq or qp¨|Xq than to deal
with their actual functional forms. In this situation, following Friedman’s aphorism,
we can validate the performance of the emulator (test the hypothesis (1.5)) or the
approximate posterior (test the hypothesis (1.6)) using the finite-sample test (5.3), by
repeatedly sampling from the emulator, or the asymptotic test (4.9), with a single set
of samples (recall the discussion after (1.5) and (1.6)). We discuss examples in Section
6.4.

5.3. A Derandomized Asymptotic Test Based on ECMMD. One issue with the test
in Algorithm 1 (as well as the test from Section 4) is that it is a randomized procedure, that
is, different runs of the algorithm produce different p-values, which can lead to inconsistent
conclusions. In this section we propose a de-randomization method that, instead of calculating
the ECMMD statistic for each run of the algorithm as in (5.2), computes a single test statistic



A KERNEL-BASED CONDITIONAL TWO-SAMPLE TEST USING NEAREST NEIGHBORS 15

by averaging the kernel discrepancies over M “ Mn resamples for each given Z “ Zu, for
1 ď u ď n, as described below:

(1) For each 1 ď u ď n generate i.i.d. samples pX
p1q
u , . . . , X

pMnq
u q from the distribution

PX|Z“Zu independent of Yu given Zu.

(2) Denoting W
pmq
u “ pX

pmq
u , Yuq, for 1 ď m ď Mn and 1 ď u ď n define the de-

randomized test statistic as follows:

Dn “
1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

1

Mn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

HpW pmq
u ,W pmq

v q. (5.4)

Note that for Mn “ 1 the statistic Dn equals the estimate ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns defined

in (3.3). The averaging step in (5.4) is meant to mitigate the sensitivity to the resampling
uncertainty. To choose the rejection threshold for Dn, we now investigate its asymptotic
properties. First, we show that Dn consistently estimates the population ECMMD, as n Ñ 8,
irrespective of the choice of Mn (see Appendix D.2 for the proof):

Theorem 5.2. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. Moreover, suppose the kernel
K satisfies

ş

Kpx, xq2`δdPXpxq ă 8, and
ş

Kpx, xq2`δdPY pxq ă 8, for some δ ą 0. Then with
K “ opn{ log nq,

Dn
P
Ñ ECMMD2

“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

,

where ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

is defined in (2.7).

Next, we show that a studentized version of Dn converges to Np0, 1q under the null hy-
pothesis. Towards this, define the studentization factor:

τ̂ 2n :“
1

nK

ÿ

1ďuďn
vPNGpZnqpuq

˜

1

Mn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

H
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘

¸2
`

1tEu,vu ` 1tE`
u,vu

˘

, (5.5)

where Eu,v :“ tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu and E`
u,v :“ tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqqu.

Theorem 5.3. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. Also, assume that the kernel
K satisfies

ş

Kpx, xq4`δdPXpxq ă 8 and
ş

Kpy, yq4`δdPY pyq ă 8, for some δ ą 0. Then, for

K “ opn1{44q and Mn Ñ 8, as n Ñ 8, the following holds under H0,

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

„

?
nKDn

τ̂n
ď z

ȷ

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ñ 0, (5.6)

where Φp¨q is the CDF of standard Gaussian distribution.

The proof of Theorem 5.3 is given in Appendix D.3. Theorem 5.3 shows that the test
function

ϕ̃˚
n :“ 1

!
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

?
nKDn

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ą zα{2τ̂n

)

, (5.7)

is asymptotically level α, that is, limnÑ8 PH0rϕ̃˚
n “ 1s “ α. Moreover, since Dn is a consistent

estimate of ECMMD (recall Theorem 5.2), then following the proof of Corollary 4.4, the test

ϕ̃˚
n is also consistent for fixed alternatives, that is, limnÑ8 PH1rϕ̃˚

n “ 1s “ 1. This shows

that ϕ̃˚
n is a derandomized test for the conditional goodness-of-fit problem (5.1) which attains

precise asymptotic level and is universally consistent.
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6. Applications

In this section we apply the ECMMD test to the examples discussed in the Introduction.
The section is organized as follows: In Section 6.1 we use the ECMMD method for testing
calibration in classification and regression models. We investigate the performance of the
finite-sample and the derandomized test for the conditional goodness-of-fit problem in Section
6.2. We compare regression functions in the wind energy dataset in Section 6.3. In Section
6.4 we apply the ECMMD measure to validate emulators in benchmark SBI examples and for
simulating redshifts associated with galaxy images.

6.1. Calibration Tests. In Section 6.1.1 we apply ECMMD based calibration tests in the
classification setting and in Section 6.1.2 we apply ECMMD based calibration tests in regres-
sion models. Calibration of convolutional neural network models is tested on the CIFAR-10
dataset using the ECMMD measure in Section 6.1.3

6.1.1. Calibration Tests for Classification. For testing calibration in classification we consider
the following data generating mechanism (as in [121]),

fpZq “ pf1pZq, 1 ´ f1pZqq
J

„ Dirpρ, 1 ´ ρq and X „ Berpf1pZqq.

To examine the Type I error rate and the power we consider the following setups:

‚ Null hypothesis: Y „ Bernpf1pZqq;
‚ Alternative hypothesis: Y „ Bernpf1pZq ´ f1pZq2q.

We implement the ECMMD asymptotic test from (4.9) and derandomized test from (5.7) with
the linear kernel Kpx, yq “ x ¨ y, by varying ρ P t0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5u, the number of nearest-
neighbor K P t15, 25u, and the sample size n “ 100. We use Mn “ 20 in derandomized test
(5.7). Figure 1 shows the empirical Type I error and power over 500 repetitions. Additional
simulations with sample n “ 75 are given in Appendix G.1.

Type I Error

ρ SKCE
Asymptotic Derandomized

15 NN 25 NN 15 NN 25 NN

0.1 0.064 0.050 0.048 0.042 0.052

0.2 0.066 0.032 0.032 0.044 0.044

0.3 0.076 0.066 0.066 0.054 0.052

0.4 0.076 0.062 0.054 0.040 0.046

0.5 0.074 0.052 0.056 0.044 0.052

(a)

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
ρ

E
m

pi
ric

al
 P

ow
er SKCE

15 NN (asymp)

25 NN (asymp)

15 NN (derandom)

25 NN (derandom)

Calibration Test for Classification with n = 100

(b)

Figure 1. Calibration tests for classification: (a) Type I error and (b) empirical
power for n “ 100, as a function of the signal strength ρ.

Note that, under the alternative hypothesis, as ρ (the signal strength) grows, f 2
1 pZq will

tend to be larger, which makes distribution of Y |Z further apart from that of X|Z. For
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comparison we also implement the test based on squared kernel calibration error (SKCE)
[121]. The asymptotic null distribution of the test based on SKCE is an infinite weighted sum
of χ2 distributions [121], whose quantiles are intractable. Hence, to chose the cut-off under
the null hypothesis we use a parametric bootstrap procedure as in [121]. Throughout, the
nominal level is to be 0.05. The results are shown in Figure 12 and Figure 1. We oberseve
the following:

‚ Both ECMMD asymptotic test and derandomized test control Type I error for all
choices of K. The SKCE based test shows marginal Type I error inflation (see the
tables in Figure 1(a) and 12(a) in Appendix G.1).

‚ In terms of power the SKCE test is slightly better, although the ECMMD tests (both
asymptotic and derandomized) catch up as the number of nearest neighbors increase
(see Figure 1(b) and Figure 12(b) in Appendix G.1). This difference in performance is
expected as the SKCE based test uses the functional form of the conditional distribu-
tion, whereas the ECMMD based tests only utilize samples from the distribution. It is
also worth noticing that the derandomized test improves on the power of asymptotic
test by reducing the randomness in sampling.

‚ In Appendix G.2 we compare the time complexities of the SKCE and the ECMMD
tests. Figure 13(a) in particular shows that the ECMMD tests (both asymptotic and
derandomized) are significantly faster than the SKCE test. This is expected because
the ECMMD tests can be directly implemented without any bootstrap resampling,
unlike the SKCE test.

In summary, the SKCE and ECMMD tests have comparable statistical performance, but the
ECMMD tests are computationally much more efficient than the SKCE test, for validation
of calibration in classification settings.

6.1.2. Calibration Tests for Regression. In the regression framework calibration is often de-
fined in terms of the quantiles of response distribution [78]. Specifically, suppose Qpρ, zq is a
pre-trained quantile prediction model, which gives the prediction of the ρ-th quantile of the
conditional distribution of Y given Z “ z. The quantile prediction model Q is said to be
calibrated if and only if,

P pY ď Qpρ, Zq|Z “ zq “ ρ, (6.1)

for all 0 ď ρ ď 1 and z P SupppPZq. Notice that for U „ Unifr0, 1s independent of all previous
data, Qp¨, Zq is a quantile function for QpU,Zq|Z and hence, from (6.1), Q is calibrated if
and only if,

PY |Z “ PQpU,Zq|Z almost surely PZ ,

reducing the test for calibration of Q to the form (1.1). For more general predictive models,
(1.2) can be further extended as follows (see [122]): A model FZ of the conditional distribution
PY |Z is called calibrated if and only if,

PY |FZ
“ FZ almost surely PFZ

. (6.2)

Note that when FZ is a classification model, (6.2) matches with (1.2). Similar to the classifi-
cation setting, testing for calibration of a general predictive model FZ can be framed in terms
of (1.1) as follows: For X „ FZ notice that PX|FZ

“ FZ almost surely PFZ
. Then by (6.2),

the predictive model FZ is calibrated if and only if,

PY |FZ
“ PX|FZ

almost surely PFZ
.
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Thus, testing for calibration of FZ is now equivalent to the hypothesis test in (1.1) with
samples pX1, Y1, FZ1q, . . . , pXn, Yn, FZnq, where Xi „ FZi

, for all 1 ď i ď n.
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Figure 2. Empirical power of calibration tests for the regression model (6.3) as a
function of the signal strength ρ, with (a) n “ 50 and (b) n “ 75.

Remark 6.1. A special case of interest is when FZ is a Gaussian linear model. In this case,
denote the conditional mean and conditional variance as ErX|FZs and VarrX|FZs, respec-

tively. Then testing X|FZ
D
“ Y |FZ is the same as:

X|pErX|FZs,VarrX|FZsq
D
“ Y |pErX|FZs,VarrX|FZsq,

since in the mean and the variance determines a Gaussian distribution. In particular, if one
uses the homoscedastic linear model, then it suffices to condition only on the conditional
mean. We will use such a model in the following simulation.

To evaluate the performance of the ECMMD test for regression calibration we consider the
following model inspired by Widmann et al. [122]:

Y “ ρ ˆ sinpπZq ` |1 ` Z|ε, where ε „ Np0, 0.152q and Z „ Unifpr´1, 1sq, (6.3)

for ρ ą 0. Considering a training set of size ntrain “ 200 we fit an ordinary least squares
(OLS) to tpYi, Ziqu1ďiďntrain

generated i.i.d from (6.3), by varying ρ P t0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1u.

We denote the fitted regression coefficient as β̂. For testing this model we generate data as
follows: given Zi we use (6.3) to generate Yi and the conditional normal model to generate

Xi „ NpZiβ̂, σ̂
2q, where σ̂2 “

řntrain

i“1 pYi ´ Ziβ̂q2{pntrain ´ 1q, for 1 ď i ď ntest. We will use

the samples tpXi, Yi, Ziβ̂qu1ďiďntest to perform the calibration test, since the training model
uses the homoscedastic error (recall Remark 6.1). Specifically, we implement the ECMMD
method using asymptotic test (4.9) and derandomized test (5.7) with the Gaussian kernel
and the bandwidth chosen as the median of absolute differences t|Xi ´ Yi| : 1 ď i ď ntestu.
For the derandomized test (5.7) we choose Mn “ 20. The number of nearest neighbors varies
over K P t2, 4, 6, 8, 10u. We also implement the SKCE test from [122] for comparison. Figure
2 shows the empirical power for ntest P t50, 75u over 500 repetitions.
Note that due to model misspecification, the OLS model is clearly not calibrated in this

case (see [122, Section A.1] for further discussion). Moreover, the true model is similar to a
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heteroscedastic linear model for small values of ρ (since, by a Taylor expansion, ρ sinpπZq «

ρπZ, when ρ is small), but becomes more non-linear as ρ increases. Hence, the power of the
tests are expected to increase as the signal strength ρ increases. This aligns with the results
in Figure 2. The plots also reveal the following:

‚ The ECMMD tests (both asymptotic and derandomized) have better power than the
SKCE test and the power of the ECMMD tests increase as K increases.

‚ Even when ρ is small, the ECMMD tests has non-trivial power, whereas the SKCE
almost has no power. This shows that the ECMMD is more sensitive to detecting the
heteroscedasticity in the true model (which is approximately linear for small values of
ρ) than the SKCE.

‚ In Figure 13(b) in Appendix G.2 we provide a comparison of the computation times
of the SKCE and the ECMMD tests. As in the case of classification, ECMMD tests
are significantly faster than the SKCE test.

6.1.3. Testing Calibration of CNN on Real Data. In this section, we apply the ECMMD for
testing calibration of convolutional neural networks using the CIFAR-10 dataset (https:
//www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html). The dataset consists of 10 classes of objects:
airplane, automobile, bird, cat, deer, dog, frog, horse, ship, and truck. Each class has 6000
images and the total number of images is 60000. For our experiment, we use the following
pairs for binary classification

tbird, catu, tcat, dogu, tcat, deeru, tcat, frogu, tcat, horseu. (6.4)

In the following we provide the results for tbird, catu and tcat, dogu. The results for the
remaining 3 pairs are given in Appendix G.3. The ratio of training data and test data is
chosen to be 3 : 2. The training data is used to learn a convolutional neural network (CNN)
classifier, and the test data will used for assessing calibration based on the ECMMD measure.

Model Setup. To train the classifier, we use three convolutional layers with 32, 64, and 64
filters, respectively, interspersed with 2 ˆ 2 max-pooling layers to reduce spatial dimensions.
Post convolution, a flattening layer transforms the 2D feature maps into a 1D vector, followed
by a dense layer with 64 neurons. The output layer uses a softmax activation function for
binary classification. The model employs the Adam optimizer, categorical cross-entropy loss,
and tracks accuracy as its metric.

Potential Miscalibration and Recalibration. Following the influential paper of Guo et al. [51],
it is now common knowledge that deep-learning models tend to overfit the data which can
lead potential miscalibration. To check this we will use the ECMMD measure to test if the
convolutional neural network trained as described above is calibrated using the pairs in (6.4).
We then split the test data according to 2 : 1 ratio, use the first part of the data to recalibrate
the prediction probabilities using isotonic regression (see Appendix F.2 for details), and the
second part to again test using the ECMMD if the recalibrated probabilities are indeed
calibrated.

Calibration Test. We randomly choose 1000 samples from the test data and implement the
ECMMD test with the linear kernel, which is a characteristic kernel under the Bernoulli
distribution class. To test for calibration we implement the asymptotic test (4.9) (by gen-
erating 1000 samples from the learned prediction probabilities) as well as the finite-sample
test proposed in Algorithm 1 with the number of resamples M “ 500. Given the relatively
large sample size, we vary the number of nearest neighbors as K P t60, 80, 100, 120u. We

https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html
https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html
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repeat the above experiment 100 times to report the proportion of rejection before and after
recalibration in Figures 3(b), 4(b) and Figures 14(b), 15(b), 16(b) in Appendix G.3.
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Figure 3. Results for bird-cat classification: (a) reliability plot before recalibration
and after recalibration, and (b) p-values of the ECMMD test for different values of
K and ECE before and after recalibration.
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Figure 4. Results for cat-dog classification: (a) reliability plot before recalibration
and after recalibration, and (b) p-values of the ECMMD test for different values of
K and ECE before and after recalibration.

Results and Interpretation. To illustrate our results and the effect of recalibration, we show the
reliability plots before after recalibration for the 5 pairs in (6.4) are shown in Figures 3(a), 4(a)
and Figures 14(a), 15(a), 16(a) in Appendix G.3. A curve aligned with the diagonal line in the
reliability diagram indicates that the model is well-calibrated (see Appendix F.1.1 for details).
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The proportion of rejections of the ECMMD tests, both before and after recalibration, are
reported in the tables in Figures 3(b), 4(b), 14(b), 15(b), 16(b). We use FS and Asymp to
denote the finite sample and the asymptotic tests, respectively. The tables also show the
estimated values of the expected calibration error (ECE) (averaged over 100 experiments)
computed with the number of bins set to be 100 (see Appendix F.1.2 for details computation
of the ECE). The following is a summary of our findings:

‚ Before recalibration, the reliability diagrams and the proportion of rejection indicate
that CNN classifier is mis-calibrated for all the 5 pairs in (6.4).

‚ After recalibration, the rejection proportion of the ECMMD test are significantly
reduced. The improved calibration can also be seen from the significant reduction of
the ECE values.

The illustrates the efficacy of the ECMMD in testing calibration of deep-learning based clas-
sification models in a real-data setting.

6.2. Conditional Goodness-of-Fit Test. To illustrate the performance of the resampling
based conditional goodness-of-fit test using the ECMDD (as in Section 5), we consider the
following heteroscedastic Gaussian model adapted from [63]. For d ě 1, let Z „ Nd p0, Idq

and define,

PX|Z “ N
`

ZJ1d, σ
2
pZq

˘

, where σ2
pZq “ 1 ` 10 exp

˜

´
}Z ´ 0.81d}

2
2

2 ˆ 0.82

¸

.

To test the hypothesis from (5.1) with PX|Z as above, we consider observed samples pY1, Z1q, . . . ,
pYn, Znq generated independently from PY |Z “ NpZJ1d, 1q.1 As in [63] we set d “ 3 in the
above simulation setup. For comparison we also implement the KCSD test from [63] in the
above setup. For the ECMMD based test we use the Gaussian kernel with the bandwidth
chosen as the median of absolute differences (as in Section 6.1.2). We implement both finite
sample test in Algorithm 1 and derandomized test (5.7). The number of nearest-neighbors
vary over K P t20, 40u and we choose number of resamples M “ 300 in the finite sample test
and Mn “ 20 in the derandomized test. To implement the KCSD test we use Gaussian kernel
with the median bandwidth and calibrate the test with 500 multiplier bootstrap samples. For
both tests the nominal level is set to α “ 0.05.

Figure 5 shows the empirical Type I error and power, averaged over 500 repetitions, of the
ECMMD based tests and the KCSD test, as the sample size n varies over t50, 100, 150, 200, 250u.
The KCSD has slightly better power than the finite-sample ECMMD tests. However, the de-
randomized ECMMD tests outperform the KCSD. It is worth noting that the KCSD uses the
functional form of the score function of the conditional distribution, whereas the ECMMD
test is a completely nonparametric method that ‘learns’ the conditional distribution through
sampling. Despite that the ECMDD tests is able to compete and outperform with the KCSD
test, illustrating the strengths of our method.

6.3. Comparing Regression Curves: Wind Energy Data Application. To illustrate
the application of the ECMMD based test in comparing two regression curves, we consider
the wind energy dataset [32, 61, 95]. The dataset is publicly available at https://aml.engr.
tamu.edu/book-dswe/dswe-datasets/ under Inland and Offshore Wind Farm Dataset2

folder. There are four datasets in the folder, each corresponding to one wind turbine. Here,

1Here, 1d denotes the vector all 1 in dimension d. Also, Ndpµ,Σq denotes the d-dimensional normal distribution
with mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ. In dimension 1, the subscript d is dropped.

https://aml.engr.tamu.edu/book-dswe/dswe-datasets/
https://aml.engr.tamu.edu/book-dswe/dswe-datasets/
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Type I Error

n KCSD
Derandomized Finite-Sample

NN20 NN40 NN20 NN40

50 0.038 0.054 0.060 0.048 0.062

100 0.052 0.056 0.040 0.062 0.052

150 0.036 0.042 0.070 0.062 0.056

200 0.040 0.052 0.052 0.070 0.062

250 0.048 0.048 0.044 0.066 0.064
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Figure 5. Conditional goodness-of-fit test: (a) Type I error and (b) power of the
test in (4.9) and the KCSD test as a function of the sample size.

we consider the datasets WT3 and WT4 which correspond to offshore wind turbines. Both
these datasets consist of 4 years (2007-2010) of data and the main variable of interest (the
outcome) is the wind power generated by different turbines across different time periods. The
data also has the following five covariates: wind speed (V), wind direction (D), air density
(ρ), turbulence intensity (I), and humidity (S).

The question of interest to researchers in this field is to understand how the wind speed (V)
affects the power generation in the presence of other covariates in order to further improve
the efficiency of wind turbines. Previous literature considered the problem of testing if the
effect of wind speed on power generation is the same across different years. For example,
[95] adopted a Bayesian nonparameteric approach and provide a confidence band on the
regression functions compared across different years. Here, we investigate if the effect of wind
speed on wind power generation remain the same across different turbines within these two
periods: 2007-2008 and 2009-2010? To alleviate the temporal effect, we preprocess the data
by averaging the observations within each day. This results in a sample of size 475 and 626
for periods 2007-2008 and 2009-2010, respectively. Since the data are recorded over time and
the two turbines may be located in adjacent areas, we expect the covariate information to be
similar in each recording point. Denote the outcome (averaged within each day as mentioned
above) for WT3 and WT4 by X and Y , respectively. We then concatenate the covariate
vector Z1 for WT3 and the covariate vector Z2 for WT4 as a joint vector Z “ pZ1, Z2q. The
combined covariate vector is of size 10 (5 from each turbine). The final preprocessed data
can be represented as tXi, Yi, Ziu1ďiďn. Based on this data, we now test the hypothesis (2.1)
using the ECMMD statistic (3.3) with the Gaussian kernel. We consider the bandwidth to
be the median of absolute difference: Mediant|Xi ´Yi| : 1 ď i ď nu. We also test the equality
of conditional expectations, that is, ErY |Zs “ ErX|Zs almost surely, by choosing the linear
kernel Kpx, yq “ x ¨ y in (3.3). We implement the asymptotic test (4.9) for this application.

Notice whenever the null hypothesis X|Z
D
“ Y |Z is accepted, we can conclude that the effect
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Figure 6. Frequency plots of wind power in WT3 (X) and WT4 (Y ) during the
2007-2008 period (left) and 2009-2010 period (right).

of wind speed on wind power generation remain the same across turbines WT3 and WT4,
given the other covariates are fixed.

6.3.1. Results and Interpretation. We first check the marginal distributions of X and Y by
comparing their frequency plots based on the samples tXiu1ďiďn and tYiu1ďiďn (see Figure 6).
The frequency plots show that the marginal distributions of X and Y are more different in the
2007-2008 period than the 2009-2010 period (although the overall trend in both cases are very
similar). This suggests that there is potentially more heterogeneity between the conditional
distributions X|Z and Y |Z in 2007-2008 period compared to the 2009-2010 period.

K ErX|Zs “ ErY |Zs PX|Z “ PY |Z

20 0.265 0.115
25 0.187 0.080
30 0.350 0.124
35 0.318 0.110
40 0.545 0.037
45 0.419 0.046

(a)

K ErX|Zs “ ErY |Zs PX|Z “ PY |Z

20 0.113 0.273
25 0.083 0.297
30 0.200 0.147
35 0.251 0.206
40 0.141 0.233
45 0.056 0.265

(b)

Table 1. The p-values for testing equality of conditional means and equality
of conditional distributions for WT3 versus WT4 in the (a) 2007-2008 and (b)
2009-2010 period, for varying K.

To confirm this, in Table 1 we report the p-values of the test (4.9) with the linear kernel (for
testing conditional mean equality) and the Gaussian kernel (for testing conditional distribu-
tion equality). We see that during the 2007-2008 period (see Table 1(a)), at significance level
0.05, the hypothesis PX|Z “ PY |Z is rejected when K (the number of nearest-neighbors) is
large, but the conditional mean hypothesis ErX|Zs “ ErY |Zs is not rejected. This indicates
there is higher order heterogeneity in the conditional distribution across turbines beyond the
conditional mean. However, this heterogeneity is not severe since it takes large number (for
example, K “ 40 and 45) of nearest neighbors to detect the difference. For the time period
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(a) (b)

Figure 7. Examples of posterior distribution in the Two Moons task. Samples
are generated using the reference posterior from the sbibm [82] package with (a)
x “ p0.0030109584,´0.6457662q and (b) x “ p0.19458583, 1.0400153q.

2009-2010 (see Table 1(b)), both the hypotheses PX|Z “ PY |Z and ErX|Zs “ ErY |Zs are
accepted, suggesting that during this period both turbines have similar conditional power
generation given the wind speed and the other covariates. Similar comparison has been con-
sidered in [95]. They provide the confidence band for the conditional mean difference of the
wind power of WT3 and WT4 over wind speed for each year between 2007-2010, after adjust-
ing the other covariates. Our result on conditional mean testing aligns with the conclusion
in [95, Table 7] that there is no significant statistical difference in conditional mean between
the wind power of WT3 and WT4 between the periods 2007-2008 and 2009-2010.

6.4. Validation of Emulators in SBI. In this section we illustrate the applicability of
ECMMD measure in testing validity of emulators and approximate posteriors for the true
posterior distribution in simulation based inference (SBI).

6.4.1. Approximate Posteriors in Benchmark Examples. We consider the following 2 examples
from the literature:

‚ Two Moons : This is a two-dimensional example with a posterior that exhibits both
global (bimodality) and local (crescent shape) structure (see [42, 48, 75, 82, 91, 123]).
Here, the data generating process has the following description:

– Generate θ “ pθ1, θ2qJ from the uniform distribution on the unit square r´1, 1s ˆ

r´1, 1s.
– Given θ generate X from the simulator:

X|θ “

ˆ

r cospαq ` 0.25
r sinpαq

˙

`

ˆ

´ |θ1 ` θ2| {
?
2

p´θ1 ` θ2q {
?
2

˙

,

where α „ Unifp´π{2, π{2q and r „ Np0.1, 0.012q.
In Figure 7 we show the heatmap of the posterior distribution θ|X “ x for 2 different
values of x illustrating the bimodality and the cresent shaped structure.
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‚ Simple Likelihood Complex Posterior (SLCP): This is an example with a simple like-
lihood that exhibits complex posterior phenomena. Here, we consider the following
data generating process, which is a simplification of the SLCP task considered in
[35, 48, 55, 82, 91].

– Generate θ “ pθ1, θ2, θ3, θ4, θ5qJ from Uniform distribution on the box r´3, 3s5.
– Given θ generate X|θ „ N pmθ, Sθq where,

mθ “

ˆ

θ1
θ2

˙

and Sθ “

ˆ

θ43 θ23θ
2
4 tanhpθ5q

θ23θ
2
4 tanhpθ5q θ44

˙

.

For both the above examples the posterior distributions are intractable. To approximate
the posteriors we consider the following emulators:

‚ Mixture Density Networks (MDNs) [10, 89]: In this case, the emulator qϕpθ|Xq takes
the form of a mixture of ℓ Gaussian components where the mixing coefficients, the
means, and the covariance matrices are parametrized by a feed-forward neural network
(which we denote by ϕ) taking X as an input. For the Two Moons example we con-
sider MDNs with 1, 3, 5, 7 mixtures and for SLCP we consider MDNs with 5, 10, 15, 25
mixtures.

‚ Conditional density estimates using Neural Spline Flow (NSF) [34], as in [82, 89]. In
our experiments we implement a NSF with 5 transforms.
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Figure 8. Empirical power of the ECMMD test for validating the emulators of
the posterior distributions in (a) Two Moons and (b) SLCP examples as a function of
training budget.

The MDN and NSF based posterior approximations are trained using their implementation
in the sbi [115] package. We use a training budget (sample size) of N P t102, 5ˆ 102, 103, 5ˆ

103, 104, 5ˆ104, 105u for the Two Moons example and N P t104, 2.5ˆ104, 5ˆ104, 7.5ˆ104, 105u

for the SLCP example. For testing the validity of the emulators we consider a test budget of
n “ 1000 with K “ 50 nearest neighbors. For each 1 ď i ď 1000, we generate pθi, Xiq, where
θi is generated from the prior and Xi is generated from the simulator given θi. Then with
Xi as input to the posterior emulator we generate a sample θ1

i, for 1 ď i ď 1000. Based
on samples pθ1

i, θi, Xiq, for 1 ď i ď 1000, we implement the asymptotic ECMMD based test
from (4.9). We use a nominal level of α “ 0.05 and the Gaussian kernel with bandwidth
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λ “ Median t}θi ´ θ1
i} : 1 ď i ď 1000u. The test is repeated 100 times (with the same trained

model) to estimate the proportion of rejections as a function of the training budget, for
different models.

The results are shown in Figure 8. In the Two Moons example, MDNs with 5 and 7 mix-
tures are able to emulate the posterior distribution (with moderate training budget). On the
other hand, in the more complex SLCP example, even with 25 mixtures the MDN is unable
to fully capture the complexities of the posterior distribution. In contrast, the NSF model
with 5 transforms is able to emulate the posterior distribution in both examples with mod-
erate training budget. This showcases the power of the NSF in emulating complex posterior
distribution compared to MDNs.

6.4.2. Conditional Density for Photometric Redshift. In this section we illustrate the ap-
plicability of the ECMMD measure in testing emulators for simulating redshifts associated
with galaxy images. Specifically, our goal is to validate conditional density estimates of the
synthetic ‘redshift’ X associated with photometric or ‘photo-z’ galaxy images Z. This ex-
ample is motivated by the diagnostic studies on conditional density of photometric redshifts
in [30, 73, 129] and presents the ECMMD test as a powerful method for validating photo-z
probability densities.

In our experiments, we use GalSim, the open source toolkit for simulating realistic images
of astronomical objects introduced in [100], to generate 20ˆ 20-pixel images of galaxies. The
parameters are set as follows:

‚ The galaxy’s rotational angle α with respect to the x-axis is chosen from Unif r´π{2, π{2s.
‚ The parameter λ, which is the ratio between the minor and major axes of the projection
of the elliptical galaxy, is set to be 0.75 with a small uniform noise generated from
Unif r´0.1, 0.1s added to it.

(a) (b)

Figure 9. Galaxy images generated by GalSim with λ “ 0.75 and (a) α “ ´π{4,
(b) α “ π{4.

These random parameters α and λ are used as input to GalSim to generate a galaxy image
Z P r0, 1s20ˆ20. Example of galaxy images with pα, λq “ p´π{4, 0.75q and pα, λq “ pπ{4, 0.75q

are shown in Figure 9. To simulate the ‘redshift’ X associated with Z we consider the
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µ = 1 µ = 1.5

µ = 0 µ = 0.5

(a)

µ = 1 µ = 1.5

µ = 0 µ = 0.5

(b)

µ = 1 µ = 1.5

µ = 0 µ = 0.5

(c)

Figure 10. Marginal distribution of ‘redshift’ X generated according to (6.5) for
(a) θ “ ´π{3, (b) θ “ 0, and (c) θ “ π{3. The density and histogram are generated
using 10000 samples.

following multimodal setup:

X|α „

#

1
2
N p2, 1q ` 1

2
N p´2, 1q if α ě θ

1
4
N p3, 0.0625q ` 1

4
N pµ, 0.0625q ` 1

4
N p´3, 0.0625q ` 1

4
N p´µ, 0.0625q otherwise,

(6.5)

for fixed parameters θ P t´π{3,´π{4,´π{6,´π{12, 0, π{12, π{6, π{4, π{3u and µ P t0, 0.5, 1, 1.5u.
The marginal distribution of X for θ P t´π{3, 0, π{3u and different values of µ are shown in
Figure 10.

In our experiment we use the ‘redshift’ valueX and the galaxy image Z as observations, and
the parameter θ remains implicit and hence, unobserved. Based on the marginal distributions
and following the experiments from [73, 129] we model the conditional distribution of X|Z as
a mixture of Gaussians. In particular, we consider a Gaussian convolutional mixture density
network (ConvMDN) [36] with 2 mixtures. This will play the role of the emulator. To fit the
ConvMDN we use a convolutional neural network with two convolutional layers interspersed
with ReLU layers and having filters of size 3 with 6 and 12 channels, respectively. Post
convolution, after passing through a 2 ˆ 2 max-pooling layer, a flattening layer transforms
the 2D feature maps into a 1D vector, followed by two fully connected layers with 128 and
10 neurons and an output layer with 2 neurons. The means, standard deviation, and weights
of the mixtures model are determined using the output layer and the mechanism from [36,
Section 2.2]. To train the models we use the negative log-likelihood loss and optimize through
the Adam optimizer [66] with learning rate 10´3 and parameters β1 “ 0.9 and β2 “ 0.999.

For training the ConvMDN, we use N “ 20000 training samples generated according to
the above schematics and to test the accuracy of the trained model we generate n “ 2500
testing samples. For each 1 ď i ď 2500, we generate pXi,Ziq, where Zi is a galaxy image
generated from GalSim and Xi follows (6.5), with parameters chosen as above. Also, with
the galaxy image Zi as input to the trained ConvMDN model, we generate a sample Yi,
for 1 ď i ď 2500. To evaluate the ConvMDN model in emulating redshifts, we now test
whether or not X|Z (the simulator) has the same distribution as Y |Z (the emulator) using
the asymptotic ECMMD test from (4.9), based on the samples pXi, Yi,Ziq, for 1 ď i ď n. We
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use a nominal level of α “ 0.05, the number of nearest-neighbors K “ 100, and the Gaussian
kernel Kλpx, yq “ exp p´px ´ yq2{λ2q with bandwidth λ “ Mediant|Xi ´ Yi| : 1 ď i ď 2500u.
The test is repeated 100 times (with the same trained model) to estimate the proportion of
rejections as a function of θ, for different values of µ.
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Figure 11. Empirical power of the ECMMD test for validating the Gaussian
ConvMDN emulator for generating redshifts as a function of θ: (a) for n “ 2500,
K “ 100, and different values of µ, and (b) for µ “ 0.5 and different values of n,K.

The results are shown in Figure 11. We observe the following:

1. the power of the ECMMD test is more for larger values of θ; and
2. the power decreases as µ increases.

This can be explained by looking at the marginal distribution of X. Note that the marginal
distribution of X has 2 modes for small values of θ (see Figure 10(a)), hence, the ConvMDN
model provides a good fit in this case. Therefore, the ECMMD test accepts the null hypothesis
PX|Z “ PY |Z more often when θ is small. As θ increases, the number of modes increase, which
leads to more rejections, hence, the increasing trends in the power curves in Figure 11(a).
Further, even though a 2 component Gaussian mixture seems inadequate for larger values of
θ, when µ is also large, the modes tend to flatten out (see the histograms for µ “ 1.5 in Figure
10), which makes it harder to distinguish the true distribution from a 2-mixture of Gaussian.
Hence, the rates of increase of the power curves in Figure 11(a) are slower for larger values
of µ. In Figure 11(b) we fix µ “ 0.5 and show the proportion of rejections as a function of
θ, for different values of n and K. As expected, the power improves as n and K increases
and the ECMMD test accurately detects the differences between the 2 distributions. Hence,
the ECMMD test successfully validates whether the emulator model is a reasonable surrogate
for simulating photometric redshift. This also illustrates how the proposed method can be
more generally applicable as a model diagnostic tool within the realm of simulation-based
inference.
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Appendix A. Proof of Proposition 2.3 and Proposition 2.4

A.1. Proof of Proposition 2.3. To begin with suppose PZ„PZ

“

PX|Z “ PY |Z

‰

“ 1. , by
recalling (2.6), the conditional mean embeddings µPX|Z

and µPX|Z
are equal on a PZ-almost

sure set. Hence, (2.7) implies, ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

“ 0.

Now, suppose ECMMD2
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

“ 0. Then by (2.7),
›

›µPX|Z
´ µPY |Z

›

›

H “ 0 almost surely PZ . (A.1)

Since K is characteristic by Assumption 1, recalling the definition of characteristic kernels
from Sriperumbudur et al. [109] the identity from (A.1) implies, PX|Z “ PY |Z , on a PZ-almost
sure set, which completes the proof of Proposition 2.3.

A.2. Proof of Proposition 2.4. From the definition of the conditional mean embeddings
in (2.6),

E
”

›

›µPX|Z
p¨q ´ µPY |Z

p¨q
›

›

2

H

ı

“ E
“

}E rKpX, ¨q ´ KpY, ¨q|Zs}
2
H
‰

. (A.2)

Now, the construction of pX,X 1, Y, Y 1q gives,

E
“

}E rKpX, ¨q ´ KpY, ¨q|Zs}
2
H
‰

“ E rxE rKpX, ¨q ´ KpY, ¨q|Zs ,E rKpX 1, ¨q ´ KpY 1, ¨q|ZsyHs

Interchanging the inner product and conditional expectation gives,

E
“

}E rKpX, ¨q ´ KpY, ¨q|Zs}
2
H
‰

“ E rxKpX, ¨q ´ KpY, ¨q,KpX 1, ¨q ´ KpY 1, ¨qyHs

“ E rKpX,X 1
q ` KpY, Y 1

q ´ KpX, Y 1
q ´ KpX 1, Y qs . (A.3)

This together with the equality in (A.2) completes the proof of Proposition 2.4.

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 3.2

To begin with, for notational convenience, define

Tn “ TnpWn,Znq :“ ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns “

1

n

n
ÿ

u“1

1

K

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

HpWu,Wvq. (B.1)

To show Theorem 3.2 we will prove that Tn converges to ECMMD
“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

in L2. The
proof is based on the following 2 lemmas:

Lemma B.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.2,

ErTns Ñ E
“

}gZ1}
2
H
‰

,

where gZ1p¨q :“ E rKp¨, X1q ´ Kp¨, Y1q|Z1s.

Lemma B.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.2,

VarrTns “ o
´

n´ δ
4`δ

¯

. (B.2)

The proofs of Lemma B.1 and Lemma B.2 are given in Appendix B.1 and Appendix B.2,
respectively. Using these results the proof of Theorem 3.2 can be completed as follows: Note
that Lemma B.1 and Lemma B.2 together implies,

Tn
P
Ñ E

“

}gZ1}
2
H
‰

. (B.3)
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Now, consider pX,X 1, Y, Y 1, Zq such that Z „ PZ and pX, Y q, pX 1, Y 1q are generated i.i.d.
from PXY |Z . Then recalling (A.3) gives,

E
“

}gZ1}
2
H
‰

“ E rKpX,X 1
q ` KpY, Y 1

q ´ KpX, Y 1
q ´ KpX 1, Y qs . (B.4)

Collecting (B.1), (B.3), (B.4), and Proposition 2.4, the result in Theorem 3.2 follows.

B.1. Proof of Lemma B.1. To begin with, note that for all gZu :“ E rKp¨, Xuq ´ Kp¨, Yuq|Zus P

H is well defined for all 1 ď u ď n by [94, Theorem 4.1]. Now, recalling the definitions of Tn
and H from (B.1) and (3.1), respectively, and by exchangeability,

E rTns “E

«

1

K

n
ÿ

u“1

xKp¨, X1q ´ Kp¨, Y1q,Kp¨, Xuq ´ Kp¨, YuqyH 1 tp1, uq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

“E

«

1

K

n
ÿ

u“1

E rxKp¨, X1q ´ Kp¨, Y1q,Kp¨, Xuq ´ Kp¨, YuqyH |FpZnqs1 tp1, uq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

“ E

«

1

K

n
ÿ

u“1

xgZ1 , gZuyH1 tp1, uq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

, (B.5)

where the last step follows by interchanging the inner product and expectation. Now, suppose
Np1q is an index selected from the neighbors of vertex 1 in GpZnq uniformly at random. Then
from (B.5),

ˇ

ˇE rTns ´ E
“

}gZ1}
2
H
‰
ˇ

ˇ ď E

«

1

K

n
ÿ

u“1

ˇ

ˇxgZ1 , gZuyH ´ }gZ1}
2
H
ˇ

ˇ1 tp1, uq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

(B.6)

“ E

«

1

K

n
ÿ

u“1

|xgZ1 , gZu ´ gZ1yH|1 tp1, uq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

ď E
“

}gZ1}H}gZNp1q
´ gZ1}H

‰

ď

b

E r}gZ1}2Hs

c

E
”

›

›gZNp1q
´ gZ1

›

›

2

H

ı

(B.7)

where the last 2 steps follows by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. From [26, Lemma D.2],

E
”

›

›gZNp1q
´ gZ1

›

›

4

H

ı

À E
”

›

›gZNp1q

›

›

4

H

ı

` E
“

}gZ1}
4
H
‰

À E
“

}gZ1}
4
H
‰

. (B.8)

Now, recalling gZ1 “ E rKp¨, X1q ´ Kp¨, Y1q|Z1s, observe that

E
“

}gZ1}
4
H
‰

“ E
“

}E rKp¨, X1q ´ Kp¨, Y1q|Z1s}
4
H
‰

ď E
“

E
“

}Kp¨, X1q ´ Kp¨, Y1q}
4
H |Z1

‰‰

(by Jensen’s inequality [116])

À E
“

}Kp¨, X1q}
4
H
‰

` E
“

}Kp¨, Y1q}
4
H
‰

“ E
“

KpX1, X1q
2
‰

` E
“

KpY1, Y1q
2
‰

ă 8, (B.9)

where the last equality follows by the reproducible property of H. Applying (B.9) in (B.8)
implies, }gZNp1q

´gZ1}2H is uniformly integrable. Recalling thatK “ opn{ log nq, by [26, Lemma
D.3],

E
”

›

›gZNp1q
´ gZ1

›

›

2

H

ı

“ op1q.

The proof of Lemma B.1 is completed by recalling (B.7).
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B.2. Proof of Lemma B.2. The establish the result in (B.2) we will invoke the Efron-Stein
inequality. For this, suppose pW 1

1, Z
1
1q, pW

1
2, Z

1
2q, . . . , pW 1

n, Z
1
nq, where W 1

i “ pX 1
i, Y

1
i q, for

1 ď i ď n, are generated i.i.d. from the joint distribution PXY Z , independent of the data
pW1, Z1q, . . . , pWn, Znq. Define a new collection

Wn,s :“ pWnztWsuq
ď

tW 1
su and Zn,s :“ pZnztZsuq

ď

tZ 1
su, (B.10)

where we replace the s-th data point with an independent copy. (Recall that Wn :“ tWi “

pXi, Yiq : 1 ď i ď nu and Zn :“ tZ1, Z2, . . . , Znu.) The Efron-Stein inequality [37] (see also
[11, Chapter 4]) then implies,

VarrTns ď

n
ÿ

s“1

E
“

pTn ´ Tn,sq
2
‰

, (B.11)

where, for 1 ď s ď n, Tn,s :“ TnpWn,s,Zn,sq is the test statistic as defined in (B.1) with Wn

and Zn replaced by Wn,s and Zn,s, respectively.
We now proceed to bound the individual terms in the sum in (B.11). To this end, recall

that GpZnq is the directed K-NN graph constructed using Zn. For 1 ď s ď n, denote by
GpZn,sq the directed K-NN graph constructed using Zn,s. We will now decompose Tn ´ Tn,s
by filtering out the common terms. For this, we need the following definitions. Throughout
we fix 1 ď s ď n.

‚ Denote by As the set of all ordered pairs pu, vq, for 1 ď u ‰ v ď n, such that either
u “ s or v “ s.

‚ Now, define

Cn,s :“
´

EpGpZnqq
č

EpGpZn,sqq

¯

zAs, (B.12)

which is the collection of edges that are common between GpZnq and GpZn,sq such
that none of the end points of the edges are the vertex s.

‚ Also, for 1 ď v ď n, define

EGpZnqpvq :“
␣

pv, uq : u P NGpZnqpvq
(

,

to be the collection of directed edges in GpZnq with Zv as the starting point.
‚ Finally, let

VGpZnq :“
!

v P rns : EGpZnqpvq
č

´

EpGpZnqq
č

pCn,sqc
¯

‰ ∅
)

be the indices which have at least one incident edge in GpZnq that belongs to Cc
n,s.

Similarly, for GpZn,sq, consider

VGpZn,sq :“
!

v P rns : EGpZn,sqpvq
č

´

EpGpZn,sqq
č

pCn,sqc
¯

‰ ∅
)

.

We now rewrite the difference between Tn and Tn,s as follows:

Tn ´ Tn,s “
1

nK

»

–

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

HpWu,Wvq ´

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZn,sqpuq

H pWu,s,Wv,sq

fi

fl ,

where

Wu,s “

#

W 1
u if u “ s

Wu otherwise,
and Zu,s “

#

Z 1
u if u “ s

Zu otherwise.
(B.13)
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Note that the edges in Cn,s (recall (B.12)) are not effected when Zs is replaced by Z 1
s. Thus,

Tn ´ Tn,s

“
1

nK

»

—

—

—

–

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

pu,vqPEpGpZnqqzCn,s

HpWu,Wvq ´

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZn,sqpuq

pu,vqPEpGpZn,sqqzCn,s

H pWu,s,Wv,sq

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

. (B.14)

Next, observe that if u P VGpZnq

Ş

VGpZn,sq is such that u ‰ s, then the following hold:

u P
`

VGpZnq

˘c
ùñ EGpZnqpuq Ď Cn,s and u P

`

VGpZn,sq

˘c
ùñ EGpZn,sqpuq Ď Cn,s.

In other words, vertices in
`

VGpZnq

˘c
and

`

VGpZn,sq

˘c
contribute all their edges to Cn,s and,

hence, have no contribution to the difference in (B.14). Thus,2

Tn ´ Tn,s

“
1

nK

»

—

—

—

–

ÿ

uPVGpZnq

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

pu,vqPEpGpZnqqzCn,s

HpWu,Wvq ´
ÿ

uPVGpZn,sq

ÿ

vPNGpZn,sqpuq

pu,vqPEpGpZn,sqqzCn,s

H pWu,s,Wv,sq

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

ď
1

nK

»

—

—

—

–

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

uPVGpZnq

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

pu,vqPEpGpZnqqzCn,s

HpWu,Wvq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

uPVGpZn,sq

ÿ

vPNGpZn,sqpuq

pu,vqPEpGpZn,sqqzCn,s

H pWu,s,Wv,sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

Àd
1

n

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

|HpWu,Wvq| ` max
1ďu‰vďn

|H pWu,s,Wv,sq|

ȷ

, (B.15)

where the last step uses the bounds:
ÿ

uPVGpZnq

ˇ

ˇv P NGpZnqpuq : pu, vq P EpGpZnqqzCn,s
ˇ

ˇ ď 2 |EpGpZnqqzCn,s| Àd K, (B.16)

and, similarly,
ÿ

uPVGpZn,sq

ˇ

ˇv P NGpZn,sqpuq : pu, vq P EpGpZn,sqqzCn,s
ˇ

ˇ ď 2 |EpGpZn,sqqzCn,s| Àd K. (B.17)

The bound in (B.16) (and similarly (B.17)) follows by noting that EpGpZnqqzCn,s contains
the edges in GpZnq which are either absent in GpZn,sq or have s as one of the endpoints; and
from the fact that the maximum total degree (sum of the out-degree and the in-degree) in a
K-NN graph is bounded by cpdqK, for some constant cpdq ą 0 depending on the dimension
d (see, for example, [62, Lemma 1]).

Combining (B.11) and the bound from (B.15) gives,

VarrTns ď

n
ÿ

s“1

E
“

pTn ´ Tn,sq
2
‰

Àd
1

n
E

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

|HpWu,Wvq|

˙2
ff

. (B.18)

2For two sequences tanuně1 and tbnuně1, denote an À˝ bn to mean an ď Cp˝qbn for n large enough, where
Cp˝q ą 0 is a constant that depends on the subscripted parameters.
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Now recalling the definition of H from (3.1), note that,

Hpw,w1
q “ xKpx, ¨q ´ Kpy, ¨q,Kpx1, ¨q ´ Kpy, ¨qyH .

Hence, by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

VarrTns Àd
1

n
E

«

ˆ

max
1ďuďn

}Kp¨, Xuq ´ Kp¨, Yuq}
2
H

˙2
ff

Finally, using the triangle inequality and the reproducing property of H,

VarrTns Àd
1

n
E
„

max
1ďuďn

}Kp¨, Xuq}
4
H ` max

1ďuďn
}Kp¨, Yuq}

4
H

ȷ

Àd
1

n
E
„

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
2

` max
1ďuďn

KpYu, Yuq
2

ȷ

(B.19)

Now, for ε ą 0, define εn :“ εn
4

4`δ , and note that

E
„

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
2

ȷ

ď εn ` E
„

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
21

"

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
2

ą εn

*ȷ

ď εn `

ż 8

εn

P
ˆ

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
2

ě t

˙

dt

ď εn ` n

ż 8

εn

PpKpX1, X1q
2

ě tqdt (by union bound)

ď εn ` n

ż 8

εn

ErKpX1, X1q
2`δs

t1` δ
2

(by Markov’s inequality)

À εn ` n

ż 8

εn

1

t1` δ
2

(since ErKpX1, X1q2`δs ă 8 by assumption)

Àδ εn
4

4`δ ` n
4´δ
4`δ .

Since ε is arbitrary, this shows

E
„

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
2

ȷ

“ o
´

n
4

4`δ

¯

, (B.20)

and similarly, Ermax1ďuďn KpYu, Yuq2s “ opn
4

4`δ q. Hence, from (B.19) we conclude,

VarrTns Àd
1

n
o
´

n
4

4`δ

¯

“ o
´

n´ δ
4`δ

¯

, (B.21)

completing the proof of Lemma B.2. l

Appendix C. Proofs for Section 4

This section is organized as follows: In Section C.1 we prove Proposition 4.1. Proposition
4.2 is proved in Section C.2. In Section C.3 we prove Theorem 4.3 and in Section C.4 we
prove Corollary 4.4.
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C.1. Proof of Proposition 4.1. In this section, all equalities involving conditional expec-
tations hold almost surely and we omit writing the same. With that convention, note that

VarH0rηn|FpZnqs “ EH0

“

η2n|FpZnq
‰

, (C.1)

since EH0 rηn|FpZnqs “ 0 by (4.2). Hence,

VarH0rηn|FpZnqs “
1

nK
EH0

»

–

¨

˝

ÿ

u,vPrns

HpWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu

˛

‚

2
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

fi

fl

“ S1 ` S2 ` S3, (C.2)

where, recalling the definition of the function f from Proposition 4.1,

S1 :“
1

nK

ÿ

u,vPrns

EH0rH2
pWu,Wvq|FpZnqs p1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu ` 1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqquq

“
1

nK

ÿ

u,vPrns

fpZu, Zvq p1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu ` 1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqquq (C.3)

S2 :“
1

nK

ÿ

u,v,u1,v1Prns

|tu,vuXtu1,v1u|“1

EH0 rHpWu,WvqHpWu1 ,Wv1q|FnpZnqs1 tpu, vq, pu1, v1
q P EpGpZnqqu ,

S3 :“
1

nK

ÿ

u,v,u1,v1Prns

|tu,vuXtu1,v1u|“0

EH0 rHpWu,WvqHpWu1 ,Wv1q|FnpZnqs1 tpu, vq, pu1, v1
q P EpGpZnqqu .

We begin with S2. For this, let u, v, u
1, v1 P rns be such that |tu, vu X tu1, v1u| “ 1. Without

loss of generality, assume that u “ u1 and v ‰ v1. Then recallng the symmetric property of
H,

EH0 rHpWu,WvqHpWu1 ,Wv1q|FnpZnqs “ EH0 rHpWv,WuqHpWu,Wv1q|Zu, Zv, Zv1s .

Note that, under H0,

EH0 rKpXv, Xuq|Xu, Zu, Zvs “ EH0 rKpYv, Xuq|Xu, Zu, Zvs (C.4)

and

EH0 rKpYv, Yuq|Yu, Zu, Zvs “ EH0 rKpXv, Yuq|Yu, Zu, Zvs . (C.5)

Hence,

EH0 rHpWv,Wuq|Wu, Zu, Zv, Zv1s

“ EH0 rKpXv, Xuq|Xu, Zu, Zvs ` EH0 rKpYv, Yuq|Yu, Zu, Zvs

´ EH0 rKpXv, Yuq|Yu, Zu, Zvs ´ EH0 rKpYv, Xuq|Xu, Zu, Zvs . (C.6)

By (C.6) and using the tower property of expectation we have,

EH0 rHpWu,WvqHpWu1 ,Wv1q|FpZnqs “ 0.

This implies, S2 “ 0.
Next, we consider S3. For this, let u, v, u

1, v1 P rns be such that |tu, vu X tu1, v1u| “ 0. Then,

EH0 rHpWu,WvqHpWu1 ,Wv1q|FpZnqs “ EH0 rHpWu,WvqHpWu1 ,Wv1q|Zu, Zv, Zu1 , Zv1s

“ EH0 rHpWu,Wvq|Zu, ZvsEH0 rHpWu1 ,Wv1q|Zu1 , Zv1s
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Now under H0, recalling (4.3) we have,

EH0 rHpWu,WvqHpWu1 ,Wv1q|FnpZnqs “ 0.

This implies, S3 “ 0.
The proof of Proposition 4.1 is completed by replacing the terms in the RHS of (C.2) with

S1 from (C.3), S2 “ 0, and S3 “ 0. l

C.2. Proof of Proposition 4.2. The proof of Proposition 4.2 in based on the following 2
lemmas. First, we show that σ̂2

n is close to VarH0rηn|FpZnqs in L2 (see Appendix C.2.1 for
the proof).

Lemma C.1. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.2,

EH0

”

`

σ̂2
n ´ VarH0rηn|FpZnqs

˘2
ı

“ o
´

n´ δ
8`δ

¯

.

Note that the above result shows that the difference of σ̂2
n and VarH0rηn|FpZnqs are close

in L2. To translate this into an approximation in the ratio form as in (4.6) we show in the
following lemma VarH0rηn|FpZnqs is asymptotically bounded away from 0 (see Appendix
C.2.2 for the proof).

Lemma C.2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.2, for all ε ą 0,

PH0 rnε VarH0rηn|FpZnqs ą ts Ñ 1.

for all t ą 0.

To complete the proof of Proposition 4.2 using the above lemmas, first define γ “ δ
8`δ

.

Note that by Lemma C.2 the probability PH0

“

n
γ
4 VarH0 rηn|FnpZnqs ď 1

‰

“ op1q. Hence for
all ε ą 0,

PH0

„

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

σ̂2
n

VarH0 rηn|FnpZnqs
´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ě εn´ δ
32`4δ

ȷ

ď PH0

”

n
γ
4

ˇ

ˇσ̂2
n ´ VarH0 rηn|FnpZnqs

ˇ

ˇ ě εn´ δ
32`4δ

ı

` op1q

ď
n

γ
2

ε2n´ δ
16`2δ

EH0

”

`

σ̂2
n ´ VarH0 rηn|FnpZnqs

˘2
ı

` op1q

“
nγ

ε2
EH0

”

`

σ̂2
n ´ VarH0 rηn|FnpZnqs

˘2
ı

` op1q Ñ 0, (C.7)

where the last step uses Lemma C.1. This completes the proof of Proposition 4.2.

C.2.1. Proof of Lemma C.1. Recalling the definition of σ̂2
n from (4.5)

σ̂2
n “ Sn ` S̃n,

where,

Sn :“
1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu , (C.8)

and

S̃n :“ S̃npWn,Znq “
1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqqu . (C.9)
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Similarly, recalling the definition of VarH0rηn|FpZnqs from (4.4) define

VarH0rηn|FpZnqs “ Vn ` Ṽn,

where

Vn :“
1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

fpZu, Zvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu , (C.10)

and

Ṽn :“
1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

fpZu, Zvq1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqqu . (C.11)

Here, recall that

fpZ,Z 1
q “ EH0

“

H2
pW ,W 1

q|Z,Z 1
‰

, (C.12)

where W “ pX, Y q,W 1 “ pX 1, Y 1q and pX, Y, Zq, pX 1, Y 1, Z 1q are sampled independently
from PXY Z .

To complete the proof of Lemma C.1 it is enough to show that,

EH0

“

pSn ´ Vnq
2
‰

“ o
´

n´ δ
8`δ

¯

and EH0

”

pS̃n ´ Ṽnq
2
ı

“ o
´

n´ δ
8`δ

¯

. (C.13)

We will show this in Lemma C.3 and Lemma C.4, respectively. For notational convenience,
as before, we define γ “ δ

8`δ
.

Lemma C.3. Suppose the assumptions of Proposition 4.2 hold. Let Sn and Vn be as defined
in (C.8) and (C.10), respectively. Then

EH0

“

pSn ´ Vnq
2
‰

“ o
`

n´γ
˘

. (C.14)

Proof. The proof proceeds by showing that both Sn and Vn concentrate around EH0rSns in
L2, that is,

EH0

“

pSn ´ ErSnsq
2
‰

“ o
`

n´γ
˘

and EH0

“

pVn ´ ErSnsq
2
‰

“ o
`

n´γ
˘

. (C.15)

From (C.15) the result in (C.14) is immediate.
First, we show that Sn concentrates around EH0rSns in L2. To begin with, notice that Sn

(recall (C.8)) has the exactly the same form as Tn (that is, ECMMDrK,Wn,Zns) in (B.1)
with H replaced by H2. Hence, following the proof of (B.18) in Section B.2 with H replaced
by H2 gives,

EH0

“

pSn ´ EH0 rSnsq
2
‰

Àd
1

n
EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

H2
pWu,Wvq

˙2
ff

. (C.16)

Now, recalling (3.1), H can be rewritten as:

Hpw,w1
q “ xKpx, ¨q ´ Kpy, ¨q,Kpx1, ¨q ´ Kpy, ¨qy . (C.17)

Hence, by Cauchy Schwarz inequality and the bound }a ` b}mH ď 2m´1 p}a}mH ` }b}mHq,

EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

H2
pWu,Wvq

˙2
ff

ď EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďuďn

}Kp¨, Xuq ´ Kp¨, Yuq}
4
H

˙2
ff

À EH0

„

max
1ďuďn

}Kp¨, Xuq}
8
H ` max

1ďuďn
}Kp¨, Yuq}

8
H

ȷ



A KERNEL-BASED CONDITIONAL TWO-SAMPLE TEST USING NEAREST NEIGHBORS 43

“ EH0

„

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
4

` max
1ďuďn

KpYu, Yuq
4

ȷ

, (C.18)

where the last equality follows from the reproducing property of K. Now, since by assumption
EH0

“

KpX1, X1q
4`δ

‰

ă 8 and EH0

“

KpY1, Y1q
4`δ

‰

ă 8, for some δ ą 0, by arguments similar
to (B.20) it follows that

EH0

„

max
1ďuďn

KpXu, Xuq
4

ȷ

“ o
´

n
8

8`δ

¯

and EH0

„

max
1ďuďn

KpYu, Yuq
4

ȷ

“ o
´

n
8

8`δ

¯

.

Hence, combining the above with (C.16) and (C.18) we conclude,

EH0

“

pSn ´ ErSnsq
2
‰

Àd
1

n
EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

H2
pWu,Wvq

˙2
ff

“ o
`

n´γ
˘

, (C.19)

establishing the concentration of Sn as in (C.15).
Next, we proceed to show that Vn (recall (C.10)) also concentrates around ErSns. By a

conditional expectation argument and recalling (C.12) it is easy to see that,

EH0rVns “ EH0rSns. (C.20)

Once again, following the proof of (B.18) in Section B.2 gives,

EH0

“

pVn ´ EH0rSnsq
2
‰

“ EH0

“

pVn ´ EH0 rVnsq
2
‰

Àd
1

n
EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

fpZu, Zvq

˙2
ff

.

Recalling the definition of f from (C.12) and applying Jensen’s inequality shows,

EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

fpZu, Zvq

˙2
ff

ď EH0

„

EH0

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

HpWu,Wvq
4
|FpZnq

ȷȷ

“ EH0

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

H4
pWu,Wvq

ȷ

. (C.21)

Finally, following arguments as in (C.18) and (C.19) we conclude,

EH0

“

pVn ´ EH0rSnsq
2
‰

“ opn´γ
q. (C.22)

This proves the concentration of Vn as in (C.15) and completes the proof of Lemma C.3. □

Now, we proceed to show the S̃n and Ṽn are close in L2 as in stated in (C.13). The proof
is similar is Lemma B.2, so we omit some details.

Lemma C.4. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.2, Sn and Vn as defined in (C.9) and
(C.11), respectively,

EH0

”

pS̃n ´ Ṽnq
2
ı

“ o
`

n´γ
˘

Proof. As in the previous lemma, the proof involves showing that both S̃n and Ṽn are close to
EH0rS̃ns in L2. We begin with by analyzing S̃n. As in Lemma B.2, we will apply the Efron-
Stein inequality. For this, suppose pW 1

1, Z
1
1q, pW

1
2, Z

1
2q, . . . , pW

1
n, Z

1
nq, where W 1

i “ pX 1
i, Y

1
i q,

for 1 ď i ď n, are generated i.i.d. from the joint distribution PXY Z , independent of the data
pW1, Z1q, . . . , pWn, Znq. As in (B.10), define a new collection

Wn,s :“ pWnztWsuq
ď

tW 1
su and Zn,s :“ pZnztZsuq

ď

tZ 1
su,
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where we replace the s-th data point with an independent copy. (Recall that Wn :“ tWi “

pXi, Yiq : 1 ď i ď nu and Zn :“ tZ1, Z2, . . . , Znu.) Now, recalling (C.9), consider,

S̃n,s “ S̃npWn,s,Zn,sq,

that is, S̃n,s is defined as in (C.9) evaluated using the samples Wn,s and Zn,s (instead of Wn

and Zn). Now, by arguments similar to the proof of (B.15) it can be shown that

|S̃n ´ S̃n,s| Àd
1

n

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

ˇ

ˇH2
pWu,Wvq

ˇ

ˇ ` max
1ďu‰vďn

ˇ

ˇH2
pWu,s,Wv,sq

ˇ

ˇ

ȷ

,

where Wu,s is defined in (B.13). The Efron-Stein inequality and (C.19) implies,

EH0

”´

S̃n ´ EH0rS̃ns

¯ı

Àd
1

n
EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

H2
pWu,Wvq

˙2
ff

“ opn´γ
q. (C.23)

This shows that S̃n concentrates around EH0rS̃ns.
Next, we will show that Ṽn concentrates around EH0rS̃ns. For this, repeating the arguments

in the proof of (C.23) with S̃n replaced by Ṽn gives,

EH0

„

´

Ṽn ´ EH0

”

Ṽn

ı¯2
ȷ

Àd
1

n
EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

f 2
pZu, Zvq

˙2
ff

.

Further, the tower property of expectation shows that EH0rṼns “ EH0rS̃ns, which implies,

EH0

„

´

Ṽn ´ EH0

”

S̃n

ı¯2
ȷ

Àd
1

n
EH0

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

f 2
pZu, Zvq

˙2
ff

ď
1

n
EH0

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

H4
pWu,Wvq

ȷ

“ opn´γ
q,

by (C.21) and (C.23). This shows that Ṽn concentrates around EH0rS̃ns, which completes the
proof of Lemma C.4. □

The proof of Lemma C.1 is now completed by recalling (C.13) and the results in Lemma
C.3 and Lemma C.4.

C.2.2. Proof of Lemma C.2. Using (C.1) and recalling the expression of EH0 rη2n|FpZnqs from
(4.4) notice,

VarH0 rηn|FpZnqs “ EH0

“

η2n
ˇ

ˇFpZnq
‰

ě
1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

EH0

“

H2
pWu,Wvq

ˇ

ˇFpZnq
‰

1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu .

Therefore, to complete the proof of Lemma C.2 it is now enough to show that there exists
c ą 0 such that,

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

EH0

“

H2
pWu,Wvq

ˇ

ˇFpZnq
‰

1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu
P
Ñ c. (C.24)

Recalling (C.20) and (C.22), to prove (C.24) it suffices to show that

EH0

«

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

Ñ c.
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The proof is now completed by invoking Lemma E.2 and Lemma E.3.

C.3. Proof of Theorem 4.3. To begin with define,

Vu :“
1

?
nK

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

H pWu,Wvq , for all 1 ď u ď n. (C.25)

Then ηn (recall (4.1)) can be written as:

ηn “

n
ÿ

u“1

Vu.

We will prove the CLT of ηn using Stein’s method based on dependency graphs [17]. For this,
we need to construct a dependency graph for the random variables tVu : 1 ď u ď nu. To
this end, denote by G˚pZnq the undirected simple graph obtained from the the K-NN graph
GpZnq, that is, we remove the directions from the edges and if for a pair of vertices there are
directed edges in both directions, we keep only an undirected edge between them. Then we
can construct a dependency graph Gn “ pV pGnq, EpGnqq as follow: V pGnq “ tVu : 1 ď u ď nu

and there is an edge between Vu and Vv, for 1 ď u ‰ v ď n, if and only if there exists a path
of length ď 2 between u and v in the graph G˚pZnq. Note that if A,B P rns is such that
there are no edges from the set tVuuuPA to the set tVuuuPB in the graph Gn , then 2 collections
tVuuuPA and tVuuuPB are independent of each other given FpZnq.
Denote by ∆ the maximum degree of a vertex in the dependency graph Gn. Since the

maximum degree of the graph G˚pZnq is bounded by cpdqK, for some constant cpdq ą 0
depending on the dimension (see [62, Lemma 1]), it follows that ∆ ď CpdqK2, for some
constant Cpdq ą 0. Now, applying the Stein’s method error bound in [17, Theorem 2.7],
recalling (4.2), and denoting σ2

n :“ VarH0 rηn|FpZnqs we have,

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

„

ηn
σn

ď z

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ȷ

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Àd
K20

σ3
n

EH0

«

n
ÿ

i“1

|Vi|
3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ff

,

almost surely. Using the tower property of conditional expectation gives,

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

„

ηn
σn

ď z

ȷ

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Àd EH0

«

K20

σ3
n

EH0

«

n
ÿ

i“1

|Vi|
3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ffff

. (C.26)

Note that by Lemma C.2,

EH0

«

K20

σ3
n

EH0

„ n
ÿ

u“1

|Vu|
3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ȷ

ff

ď EH0

«

K20

σ3
n

EH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Vu|
3
|FpZnq

ff

1
␣

nεσ2
n ě 1

(

ff

` op1q

ď K20n
3ε´1

2 EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Vu|
3
|FpZnq

ffff

` op1q. (C.27)

The following provides an upper bound on the RHS of from (C.27).
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Lemma C.5. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.3,

EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Vu|
3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ffff

ÀK K
3
2 .

The proof of Lemma C.5 is given in Appendix C.3.1. First we complete the proof of
Theorem 4.3 using this lemma. To this end, combining (C.26), (C.27), and Lemma C.5 gives,

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

„

ηn
σn

ď z

ȷ

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Àd,K K
43
2 n

3ε´1
2 ` op1q “ op1q, (C.28)

where the final equality follows by choosing ε ă 1
132

. To complete the proof of Theorem 4.3
we have to replace σ2

n by σ̂2
n in (C.28). This follows by (C.7).

C.3.1. Proof of Lemma C.5. Recall the definition of Vu, for 1 ď u ď n, from (C.25). Then by
Hölder’s inequality,

?
n

n
ÿ

u“1

|Vu|
3

ď
1

nK
3
2

n
ÿ

u“1

¨

˝

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

|HpWu,Wvq|

˛

‚

3

ď

?
K

n

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

|HpWu,Wvq|
3. (C.29)

Using the representation of H in (C.17) and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

|HpWi,Wjq|
3

ď

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

}KpXu, ¨q ´ KpYu, ¨q}
3
H }KpXv, ¨q ´ KpYv, ¨q}

3
H

À

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

`

}KpXu, ¨q}
3
H ` }KpYu, ¨q}

3
H
˘ `

}KpXv, ¨q}
3
H ` }KpYv, ¨q}

3
H
˘

,

where the last step uses the inequality }a ` b}mH ď 2m´1p}a}mH ` }b}mHq, for m ě 1. Finally,
recalling the reproducing property of K gives,

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

|HpWi,Wjq|
3

À

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

´

KpXu, Xuq
3
2 ` KpYu, Yuq

3
2

¯´

KpXv, Xvq
3
2 ` KpYv, Yvq

3
2

¯

. (C.30)

Now, for pX, Y, Zq „ PXY Z define,

βpZq :“ EH0

”

KpX,Xq
3
2 ` KpY, Y q

3
2 |Z

ı

. (C.31)
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By the moment assumption on K and from [64, Lemma 1.13] it follows that β : Z Ñ R is a
well defined measurable function. Hence, from (C.29) and (C.30),

EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Vu|
3
|FpZnq

ffff

À

?
K

n
EH0

»

–

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

βpZuqβpZvq

fi

fl

À K
3
2EH0

»

–

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

βpZuqβpZvq

fi

fl

“ K
3
2EH0

»

–

1

K

ÿ

vPNGpZnqp1q

βpZ1qβpZvq

fi

fl

“ K
3
2EH0

“

βpZ1qβpZNp1qq
‰

, (C.32)

where Np1q is a neighbor of the vertex 1 in the graph GpZnq chosen uniformly at random.
By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and [26, Lemma D.2],

K
3
2EH0

“

βpZ1qβpZNp1qq
‰

ď K
3
2

`

EH0

“

βpZ1q
2
‰˘

1
2

´

EH0

”

β
`

ZNp1q

˘2
ı¯

1
2

À K
3
2EH0

“

βpZ1q
2
‰

. (C.33)

Combining (C.32) and (C.33) gives,

EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Vu|
3
|FpZnq

ffff

À K
3
2EH0

“

βpZ1q
2
‰

. (C.34)

To complete the proof, recalling the definition of the function β from (C.31) note that,

EH0

“

βpZ1q
2
‰

“ EH0

„

´

EH0

”

KpX1, X1q
3
2 ` KpY1, Y1q

3
2 |Z1

ı¯2
ȷ

À EH0

“

KpX1, X1q
3

` KpY1, Y1q
3
‰

ă 8, (C.35)

by the moment assumption on K. The proof of Lemma C.5 is now completed by substituting
the bound from (C.35) in (C.34). l

C.4. Proof of Corollary 4.4. From (4.1) recall,

ηn “
?
nKECMMD2

rK,Wn,Zns,

where Wn “ tWi “ pXi, Yiq : 1 ď i ď nu and Zn “ tZ1, . . . , Znu. By Theorem 3.2 we know
that under H1,

ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns

P
Ñ ECMMD

“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

ą 0,

where the positivity of the limit follows from Proposition 2.3. Now, recalling ϕn from (4.9),
note that to prove Corollary 4.4 it is now enough to show that under H1, σ̂n “ OP p1q.
Towards this, from (4.5),

σ̂2
n “

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq p1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu ` 1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqquq
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ď
2

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu .

We know from (E.2) and (E.5) that

EH1

«

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

“ Op1q.

This implies, σ̂n “ OP p1q under H1 and completes the proof of Corollary 4.4.

Appendix D. Proofs from Section 5

This section is organized as follows: In Section D.1 we prove Proposition 5.1. Theorem 5.2
is proved in Section D.2 and Theorem 5.3 is proved in Section D.3.

D.1. Proof of Proposition 5.1. Recall that under H0, X and Y have the same distribution
conditioned on Z. Now, recall the finite sample test described in Section 5. Observe that
conditional on Zn, the samples pY1, . . . , Ynq are independent and identically distributed as

the samples tX
pmq

1 , . . . , X
pmq
n u, for all 1 ď m ď M ` 1. As a result, the collection tη

pmq
n , 1 ď

m ď M ` 1u (as defined in (5.2)) are exchangeable conditioned on Zn. Thus, recalling (5.3),

PH0rϕ̃n,M “ 1|FpZnqs “ PH0 rpM ď α|FpZnqs “
tpM ` 1qαu

M ` 1
ď α.

Taking expectations on both sides show the result in Proposition 5.1 (1).

To prove the consistency of the test ϕ̃n,M in Proposition 5.1 (2) we start by observing that
under H1,

η
pmq
n

?
nK

P
Ñ 0 for all 1 ď m ď M and

η
pM`1q
n

?
nK

P
Ñ ECMMD

“

F , PX|Z , PY |Z

‰

ą 0,

where the last inequality follows from Proposition 2.3 and the convergences follow from The-

orem 3.2. Consequently, 1

"

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
η

pmq
n

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ě

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
η

pM`1q
n

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

*

“ oP p1q, for all 1 ď m ď M . Hence,

pM “
1

M ` 1

«

1 `

M
ÿ

m“1

1

"

ˇ

ˇηpmq
n

ˇ

ˇ ě
ˇ

ˇηpM`1q
n

ˇ

ˇ

*

ff

P
Ñ

1

M ` 1
.

The proof is now completed by choosing M ą 1
α

´ 1.

D.2. Proof of Theorem 5.2. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2 in Appendix
B. To begin with, define

W̃u “
`

Xp1q
u , . . . , XpMnq

u , Yu
˘

,

for 1 ď u ď n. Then Dn in (5.4) can be expressed as:

Dn “
1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯

, (D.1)

where

H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯

“
1

Mn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

H
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘

, for all 1 ď u, v ď n, (D.2)
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and W
pmq
u “ pX

pmq
u , Yuq, for 1 ď m ď Mn. The expression (D.1) shows that Dn has the

exact same form as the estimate ECMMD2
rK,Wn,Zns in (3.3) with H replaced by H̄. Hence,

following the combinatorial arguments from Section B.2, in particular the proof of (B.18)
with Tn replaced by Dn shows,

E
“

pDn ´ EDnq
2
‰

Àd
1

n
E

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

˙2
ff

ď
1

nMn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

E

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

ˇ

ˇH
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘
ˇ

ˇ

˙2
ff

,

where the last inequality follows by the definition of H̄ from (D.2) and the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality. By the sampling scheme from Section 5.3, for any 1 ď m ď Mn, the collection

tpX
pmq
u , Yu, Zuu1ďuďn are generated i.i.d. from PXY Z . Then,

E
“

pDn ´ EDnq
2
‰

Àd
1

n
E

«

ˆ

max
1ďu‰vďn

ˇ

ˇH
`

W p1q
u ,W p1q

v

˘
ˇ

ˇ

˙2
ff

.

Note that the above upper bound is same as that (B.18). Hence proceeding as in (B.19) and
(B.21) we conclude,

E
“

pDn ´ EDnq
2
‰

“ o
´

n´ δ
4`δ

¯

.

Now, recalling (B.4), to complete the proof of Theorem 5.2 it is enough to show that,

ErDns Ñ E
“

}gZ1}
2
H
‰

,

where gZ1 “ E rKp¨, X1q ´ Kp¨, Y1q|Z1s is defined in Lemma B.1. For this, exchangeability and
the definition of Dn in (D.1) gives,

ˇ

ˇErDns ´ E
“

}gZ1}
2
H
‰
ˇ

ˇ “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

E

«

1

K

n
ÿ

v“1

H̄
´

W̃1, W̃v

¯

1 tp1, vq P E pZnqu

ff

´ E
“

}gZ1p¨q}
2
H
‰

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

.

Now, observe that for 1 ď v ď n,

E
”

H̄
´

W̃1, W̃v

¯
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Z1, Zv

ı

“
1

Mn

n
ÿ

m“1

E
”

H
´

W
pmq

1 ,W pmq
v

¯ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Z1, Zv

ı

“ xgZ1 , gZvyH .

where the last equality follows by observing that the collection tpX
pmq
u , Yu, Zuqu1ďuďn are

generated i.i.d. from PXY Z , for any 1 ď m ď Mn, and the definition of H. Hence,

ˇ

ˇErDns ´ E
“

}gZ1p¨q}
2
H
‰
ˇ

ˇ ď E

«

1

K

n
ÿ

u“1

ˇ

ˇxgZ1 , gZuyH ´ }gZ1}
2
H
ˇ

ˇ1 tp1, uq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

.

Notice that the upper bound in the RHS above is same as that in (B.6). Hence, the proof
of Theorem 5.2 is now completed by following the subsequent arguments from the proof of
Lemma B.1 in Section B.1.
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D.3. Proof of Theorem 5.3. To begin with, observe from (4.3) that EH0 rDn|FpZnqs “ 0.
In the following lemma we compute the conditional variance of Dn under H0.

Lemma D.1. Denote by τ 2n :“ VarH0

“
?
nKDn

ˇ

ˇFpZnq
‰

, the conditional variance of
?
nKDn

given FpZnq under H0. Then,

τ 2n “
1

nK

ÿ

1ďu‰vďn

ℓnpZu, Zvq p1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu ` 1 tpu, vq, pv, uq P EpGpZnqquq ,

where ℓnpZu, Zvq :“ EH0rH̄2pW̃u, W̃vq|Zu, Zvs, with H̄pW̃u, W̃vq defined in (D.2), for all 1 ď

u ‰ v ď n.

Proof. Recalling definition of H̄ from (D.2) gives,

EH0

”

H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W̃v, Zu, Zv

ı

“
1

Mn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

EH0

“

H
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘
ˇ

ˇW pmq
v , Zu, Zv

‰

“ 0,

where the last equality follows from (C.4), (C.5), and (C.6). The proof of Lemma D.1 can now
be completed by repeating the proof of Proposition 4.1 from Appendix C.1 with ηn replaced
by

?
nKDn. □

Next, we show that τ̂ 2n as defined in (5.5) is a consistent estimate τ 2n. The proof is given in
Appendix D.3.1.

Lemma D.2. Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold. Moreover, assume pX, Y, Zq „

PXY Z is such that P rX ‰ Y s ą 0 and
ş

Kpx, xq4`δdPXpxq ă 8,
ş

Kpx, xq4`δdPY pxq ă 8, for
some δ ą 0. Then under H0, with K “ opn{ log nq and Mn Ñ 8 as n Ñ 8,

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

τ̂ 2n
τ 2n

´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“ oP

´

n´ δ
32`4δ

¯

,

where τ̂ 2n and τ 2n are defined in (5.5) and Lemma D.1, respectively.

With the above lemmas, we now ready to complete with the proof of Theorem 5.3. Once
again, drawing parallels with ηn (recall (4.1)) and

?
nKDn define,

Ṽu “
1

?
nK

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯

, 1 ď u ď n.

Following the arguments from Section C.3 with Vu replaced by Ṽu, for 1 ď u ď n, and using
(D.6) we get,

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

„

?
nKDn

τn
ď z

ȷ

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Àd K
20n

3ε´1
2 EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Ṽu|
3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ffff

` op1q,

for any ε ă 1
132

. Hence, to complete the proof of Theorem 5.3 it is enough to show that,

EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Ṽu|
3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ffff

ÀK K
3
2 . (D.3)

Towards this, by (C.29) and Hölder’s inequality observe that,

?
n

n
ÿ

u“1

|Ṽu|
3

ď

?
K

n

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

3
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ď

?
K

n

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

1

Mn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

ˇ

ˇH
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘ˇ

ˇ

3
.

Then

EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Ṽu|
3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

ffff

ď

?
K

nMn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

EH0

»

–EH0

»

–

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

ˇ

ˇH
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘
ˇ

ˇ

3

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

FpZnq

fi

fl

fi

fl .

Now, recalling (C.30) and the definition of βp¨q from (C.31) we get,

EH0

«

?
nEH0

«

n
ÿ

u“1

|Ṽu|
3
|FpZnq

ffff

ď

?
K

nMn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

EH0

»

–

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

βpZuqβpZvq

fi

fl

“

?
K

n
EH0

»

–

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

βpZuqβpZvq

fi

fl À K
3
2 ,

where the last inequality follows from (C.32), (C.33), (C.34), and (C.35). This completes the
proof of (D.3). Collecting the trail of inequalities we now have,

sup
zPR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

PH0

„

?
nKDn

τn
ď z

ȷ

´ Φpzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Àd,K K
43
2 n

3ε´1
2 “ op1q (D.4)

where the final equality follows by recalling K “ opn1{44q and ε ă 1
132

. Replacing τn with τ̂n
in (D.4) by Lemma D.2, gives the result in Theorem 5.3. l

D.3.1. Proof of Lemma D.2. Drawing parallels between σ̂2
n (recall (4.5)) and τ 2n; and between

ηn (recall (4.4)) and
?
nKDn, we will proceed along similar lines as the proof of Proposition

4.2 from Section C.2. In particular, as in Lemma C.1 we first show that,

EH0

”

`

τ̂ 2n ´ τ 2n
˘2
ı

“ o
´

n´ δ
8`δ

¯

. (D.5)

From the proof of Lemma C.1 from Section C.2.1, note that (D.5) holds as long as,

1

n
EH0

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯4
ȷ

“ o
´

n´ δ
8`δ

¯

.

Towards this, using Hölder’s inequality gives,

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď

1

Mn

˜

Mn
ÿ

m“1

ˇ

ˇH
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘ˇ

ˇ

4

¸
1
4

M
3
4
n .

Hence, recalling that for any 1 ď m ď Mn, the collection tpX
pmq

1 , Y1, Z1q, . . . , pX
pmq
n , Yn, Znqu

are generated i.i.d. from PXY Z , we get,

1

n
EH0

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

H̄
´

W̃u, W̃v

¯4
ȷ

ď
1

nMn

Mn
ÿ

m“1

EH0

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

ˇ

ˇH
`

W pmq
u ,W pmq

v

˘
ˇ

ˇ

4
ȷ
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“
1

n
EH0

„

max
1ďu‰vďn

ˇ

ˇH
`

W p1q
u ,W p1q

v

˘
ˇ

ˇ

4
ȷ

“ o
´

n´ δ
8`δ

¯

,

where the last equality follows by (C.19). Having shown (D.5), notice that to complete the
proof of Lemma D.2 we have to translate (D.5) in to an approximation in terms of the ratio
of τ̂ 2n and τ 2n. This will be done as in Lemma C.2 by proving the following: For all ε ą 0,

PH0

”

nε VarH0

”?
nKDn

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
FpZnq

ı

ą t
ı

Ñ 1, (D.6)

whenever t ą 0. Again, following the proof of Lemma C.2, to prove (D.6) it suffices to show
that there exists c ą 0 such that

EH0

»

–

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

H̄2
pW̃u, W̃vq

fi

fl Ñ c. (D.7)

To evaluate the expectation on the LHS, recall the sampling scheme from Section 5.3 to get,

EH0

„

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

H̄2
pW̃u, W̃vq

ȷ

“
1

Mn

B1 `
Mn ´ 1

Mn

B2, (D.8)

where

B1 :“ EH0

»

–

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

H2
pW p1q

u ,W p1q
v q

fi

fl ,

B2 :“ EH0

»

–

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

HpW p1q
u ,W p1q

v qHpW p2q
u ,W p2q

v q

fi

fl .

Note, from Lemma E.2, in particular (E.2) and (E.5), B1{Mn “ op1q. Also, by arguments
similar to the proof of Lemma E.2, B2 Ñ EH0r}h̄pZq}2HbHs, where h̄ is defined as:

h̄pZq

:“ EH0 rKpX, ¨q b KpX, ¨q ´ KpX, ¨q b KpY 1, ¨q ´ KpY, ¨q b KpX, ¨q ` KpY, ¨q b KpY 1, ¨q|Zs ,

with X „ PX|Z“Z and Y, Y 1 are i.i.d. PY |Z“Z independent of X|Z. Thus, taking Mn Ñ 8 in
the RHS of (D.8) gives,

EH0

„

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

ÿ

vPNGpZnqpuq

H̄2
pW̃u, W̃vq

ȷ

Ñ EH0

“

}h̄pZq}
2
HbH

‰

.

Hence, to complete the proof of (D.7) (and, as a result, (D.6)), it is now enough to show
that EH0

“

}h̄pZq}2HbH
‰

‰ 0. For the sake of contradiction assume that EH0

“

}h̄pZq}2HbH
‰

“ 0.
Then, by arguments similar to the proof of Lemma E.3 we conclude that for pX, Y, Zq „ PXY Z ,
X “ Y almost surely. Recall that by construction that PXY Z “ PX|Z ˆ PY |Z ˆ PZ , hence
from the arguments in the proof of [26, Theorem 2.1] we arrive at a contradiction.

The proof of Lemma D.2 now follows by the arguments in (C.7) together with (D.5) and
(D.6). l
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Appendix E. Technical Results

In this section we collect some technical about tensor product spaces. The following results
hold under both H0 and H1, hence we refrain from explicitly mentioning the same.

Definition E.1. [8, Section 4.6]. The tensor product spaceHbH is the collection of functions
f b g : X ˆX Ñ R, where f, g P H and pf b gqpx, x1q :“ fpxqgpx1q. The inner product in the
space H b H is defined as follows: For f1, f2, g1, g2 P H,

xf1 b g1, f2 b g2yHbH “ xf1, f2yH xg1, g2yH .

Lemma E.2. For pX, Y, Zq „ PXY Z, define hZ P H b H as follows:

hZ :“ E rKpX, ¨q b KpX, ¨q ´ KpX, ¨q b KpY, ¨q ´ KpY, ¨q b KpX, ¨q ` KpY, ¨q b KpY, ¨q|Zs .

Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 holds. Moreover, suppose the kernel K satisfies
ż

Kpx, xq
4`δdPXpxq ă 8 and

ż

Kpy, yq
4`δdPY pyq ă 8, (E.1)

for some δ ą 0. Then with K “ opn{ log nq, as n Ñ 8

E

«

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

Ñ E
“

}hZ1}
2
HbH

‰

(E.2)

where Wi “ pXi, Yiq for all 1 ď i ď n, Zn “ tZ1, . . . , Znu and tpXi, Yi, Ziq, 1 ď i ď nu are
generated independently from PXY Z.

Proof. For w “ px, yq P X ˆ X define,

Lw :“ Kpx, ¨q b Kpx, ¨q ´ Kpx, ¨q b Kpy, ¨q ´ Kpy, ¨q b Kpx, ¨q ` Kpy, ¨q b Kpy, ¨q.

By definition, Lw P H b H and from (C.17) it follows that,

H2
pw,w1

q “ xLw, Lw1y

for all w,w1 P X ˆX . Now, following the arguments in the proof of (B.7) it can shown that,
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

E

«

1

nK

n
ÿ

u“1

n
ÿ

v“1

H2
pWu,Wvq1 tpu, vq P EpGpZnqqu

ff

´ E
“

}hZ1}
2
HbH

‰

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď

b

E
“

}hZ1}
2
HbH

‰

c

E
”

›

›hZNp1q
´ hZ1

›

›

2

HbH

ı

, (E.3)

where Np1q is a uniformly selected index from the neighbors of vertex 1 in the graph GpZnq.
From [26, Lemma D.2],

E
”

›

›h
`

ZNp1q

˘

´ hZ1

›

›

4

HbH

ı

À E
“

}hZ1}
4
HbH

‰

. (E.4)

Also, as in the proof of (B.9),

E
“

}hZ1}
4
HbH

‰

À E
“

KpX1, X1q
4

` 2KpX1, X1q
2KpY1, Y1q

2
` KpY1, Y1q

4
‰

ă 8, (E.5)

where the finiteness follows from the moment assumption in (E.1). Combining (E.4) and
(E.5) shows that }hZNp1q

´ hZ1}2HbH is uniformly integrable, Hence, by [26, Lemma D.3]
›

›hZNp1q
´ hZ1

›

›

2

HbH
P
Ñ 0.

Using this and (E.5) in (E.3) completes the proof of Lemma E.2. □
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In the following lemma we prove that the limit from (E.2) is strictly positive.

Lemma E.3. Suppose the assumptions in Lemma E.2 hold. Also, assume that pX, Y, Zq „

PXY Z is such that PXY rX ‰ Y s ą 0. Then for hZ P H b H as defined in Lemma E.2,

E
“

}hZ}
2
HbH

‰

ą 0.

Proof. The proof will proceed by contradiction. For this, suppose, if possible, Er}hZ}2HbHs “

0. Then for any r P H by [94, Lemma 3.3] we have,

E
“ˇ

ˇxr b r, hZyHbH

ˇ

ˇ

‰

“ E
“ˇ

ˇrpXq
2

´ 2rpXqrpY q ` rpY q
2
ˇ

ˇ

‰

“ E
“

prpXq ´ rpY qq
2
‰

(E.6)

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

E
“
ˇ

ˇxr b r, hZyHbH

ˇ

ˇ

‰

ď }r b r}HbH

b

E
“

}hZ}
2
HbH

‰

“ 0.

Then (E.6) implies, rpXq “ rpY q almost surely for all r P H. Recalling the seperability of H
we can extend the above conclusion to rpXq “ rpY q for all r P H almost surely. Then, for all
x P X choosing rp¨q “ Kpx, ¨q gives,

Kpx,Xq “ Kpx, Y q for all x P X almost surely.

Hence, KpX, ¨q “ KpY, ¨q almost surely, and by [104, Proposition 14] we conclude that X “ Y
almost surely. This contradicts the assumption PXY pX ‰ Y q ą 0 and completes the proof of
Lemma E.3. □

Appendix F. Reliability Diagrams and Recalibration

This section is organized as follows. In Section F.1 we provide a brief of review reliability
diagrams and describe how the expected calibration error (ECE) is computed in the experi-
ments in Section 6.1.3. In Section F.2 we discuss the recalibration method based on isotonic
regression.

F.1. Reliability Diagrams and Computation of ECE. Suppose Y P t0, 1u is a binary
response associated with feature vector Z P Z. Let f : Z Ñ r0, 1s be a predicitve model,
such that fpZq estimates P rY “ 1|Zs (notice that for each z P Z, fpzq defines a distribution
over t0, 1u). Furthemore, we assume access to test samples tpYi, Ziq : 1 ď i ď nu to construct
reliability diagrams and estimate the ECE.

F.1.1. Reliability Diagrams. Reliability diagrams are visual tools to represent calibration of
predictive model from finite samples (see [12, 27, 52, 88]). In this section we follow the
construction from Gweon and Yu [52] and Bröcker and Smith [12] to briefly describe reliability
diagrams in the context of calibration for binary predictive models. Towards this, recall from
(1.2) that a predictive model f is said to be calibrated if and only if,

P rY “ 1|fpZqs “ fpZq almost surely PZ . (F.1)

The continuous nature of the conditioning random variable makes it hard to have a visual
depiction of the above identity from finite samples. Thus, one adopts a binning approach to
approximate conditional probabilities in (F.1). To this end, fix M ě 2 and for m P rM s :“
t1, 2, . . . ,Mu let Im “

`

m´1
M
, m
M

‰

. Then by (F.1) for a perfectly calibrated model,

P rY “ 1|fpZq P Ims “ E rfpZq|fpZq P Ims for all , 1 ď m ď M. (F.2)
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We can now estimate the quantities in (F.2) from the test samples as follows: For allm P rM s,
let Bm be the set of indices of test samples whose prediction falls into the interval Im. Observe
that,

LpBmq “
1

|Bm|

ÿ

iPBm

1 tYi “ 1u and RpBmq “
1

|Bm|

ÿ

iPBm

fpZiq (F.3)

are natural estimates of P rY “ 1|fpZq P Ims and E rfpZq|fpZq P Ims, respectively. Then the
reliability diagram is the curve joining the points tpLpBmq, RpBmqq : 1 ď m ď Mu. For
calibrated predictive models f we expect the curve to be close to the diagonal line.

F.1.2. Computation of ECE. The Expected Calibration Error (ECE) of a predictor f [51, 86],
also known as the mean calibration error [39], is defined as,

ECEpfq “ EZ„PZ
r|P rY “ 1|fpZqs ´ fpZq|s , (F.4)

which is the expectation of the absolute difference of both sides in the identity from (F.1).
By definition, a predictive model f is calibrated if and only if ECEpfq “ 0. (In (F.4) define
the ECE with the ℓ1 norm, but other variants using the ℓp norm, for p ě 1, are also studied
(see [4, 71]).) To estimate ECE from test samples we once again follow the binning strategy
from Section F.1.1. Following [71], first note that ECEpfq can be approximated by piecewise
averaging as follows:

ECEpfq ě

M
ÿ

m“1

PpfpZq P Imq |E rP rY “ 1|fpZqs ´ fpZq|fpZq P Ims|

“

M
ÿ

m“1

P pfpZq P Imq |P rY “ 1|fpZq P Ims ´ E rfpZq|fpZq P Ims| .

Recalling (F.3) the RHS above can be estimated as,

zECEpfq “

M
ÿ

m“1

|Bm|

n
|LpBmq ´ RpBmq| ,

which is used as an approximate measure of ECEpfq from test samples.

F.2. Recalibration Based on Isotonic Regression. Isotonic regression is a well-known
approach for recalibrating the prediction probabilities of a binary classifier (see [9, 51, 127, 131]
and references therein). Here, we briefly recall this method. For this, suppose in a binary clas-
sification problem a predictive model outputs potentially miscalibrated probabilities p̂1, . . . , p̂n
for the positive class in a test set of size n. To recalibrate the probabilities one learns a non-
decreasing, piecewise constant transformation q̂i “ qpp̂iq that minimizes the squared error
loss

řn
i“1 pqpp̂iq ´ Yiq

2, where Yi P t0, 1u is the observed response of the i-th test sample.
Leveraging the piecewise constant condition on q, isotonic regression considers the following
optimization problem:

min
M,θ1,...,θM
a1,...,aM`1

M
ÿ

m“1

n
ÿ

i“1

1tam ď p̂i ă am`1upθm ´ yiq
2,

such that 0 “ a1 ď a1 ď . . . ď aM`1 “ 1 and θ1 ď θ1 ď . . . ď θM . Here, M is the number of
intervals, tai : 1 ď i ď Mu are the endpoints of the intervals and θ1, . . . , θM are the function
values.
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Appendix G. Additional Simulations

In this section we present some additional simulation results. In Appendix G.1 we present
additional simulations for calibration tests for classification. In Appendix G.2 we compare the
running times of the SKCE and the ECMMD tests. Additional results for testing calibration
using the CIFAR-10 dataset are given in Appendix G.3.

G.1. Additional Simulations Calibration Tests for Classification. Consider the same
setting as in Section 6.1.1 with sample size n “ 75. Figure 1 shows the empirical Type I error
and power over 500 repetitions. The findings from the results are summarized in Section
6.1.1.

Type I Error

ρ SKCE
Asymptotic Derandomized

15 NN 25 NN 15 NN 25 NN

0.1 0.064 0.050 0.054 0.048 0.060

0.2 0.074 0.038 0.052 0.062 0.052

0.3 0.048 0.050 0.066 0.040 0.050

0.4 0.064 0.046 0.052 0.044 0.048

0.5 0.066 0.048 0.046 0.030 0.056

(a)
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15 NN (derandom)

25 NN (derandom)

Calibration Test for Classification with n = 75

(b)

Figure 12. Calibration tests for classification: (a) Type I error and (b) empirical
power for n “ 75, as a function of the signal strength ρ.

G.2. Time Comparison Between the SKCE and ECMMD Tests. In this section we
report the running times of the SKCE and ECMMD tests for the simulations settings described
in Section 6.1.1 and Section 6.1.2. Figure 13(a) shows the box plots of the running times (over
500 repetitions) of the different tests for the classification setup described in Section 6.1.1 with
sample size n “ 100. Figure 13(b) shows the box plots of the running times of the different
tests for the regression setup described in (6.3) with sample size n “ 75. In both cases the
ECMMD tests are computationally much faster than the SKCE tests.

G.3. Additional Results on Calibration Tests for Real Data. In this section we show
the reliability diagrams and results for the ECMMD based calibration tests (before and after
recalibration) for the following 3 pairs of images:

tcat, deeru, tcat, frogu, tcat, horseu.

The experimental setup is same as that in Section 6.1.3.
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Figure 13. Running times of the different tests for (a) the classification setup de-
scribed Section 6.1.1 with sample size n “ 100 and (b) the regression setup described
in (6.3) with sample size n “ 75.
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ECE 0.48 0.18
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Figure 14. Results for cat-deer classification: (a) reliability plot before recalibra-
tion and after recalibration, and (b) p-values of the ECMMD test for different values
of K and ECE before and after recalibration.
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Figure 15. Results for cat-frog classification: (a) reliability plot before recalibra-
tion and after recalibration, and (b) p-values of the ECMMD test for different values
of K and ECE before and after recalibration.
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Figure 16. Results for cat-horse classification: (a) reliability plot before recal-
ibration and after recalibration, and (b) p-values of the ECMMD test for different
values of K and ECE before and after recalibration.


	1. Introduction
	1.1. Summary of Results
	1.2. Related Work

	2. Conditional Two Sample Test and Expected Conditional MMD
	2.1. Kernel Maximum Mean Discrepancy
	2.2. Conditional Kernel Mean Embedding and Expected Conditional MMD

	3. Estimating ECMMD Using Nearest-Neighbors
	4. Asymptotic Test Based on ECMMD
	5. A Resampling Based Conditional Goodness-of-Fit Test Using ECMMD
	5.1. Prior Work on Conditional Goodness-of-Fit Testing
	5.2. When is Resampling Useful?
	5.3. A Derandomized Asymptotic Test Based on ECMMD

	6. Applications
	6.1. Calibration Tests
	6.2. Conditional Goodness-of-Fit Test
	6.3. Comparing Regression Curves: Wind Energy Data Application
	6.4. Validation of Emulators in SBI
	Acknowledgements

	References
	Appendix A. Proof of Proposition 2.3 and Proposition 2.4
	A.1. Proof of Proposition 2.3
	A.2. Proof of Proposition 2.4

	Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 3.2
	B.1. Proof of Lemma B.1
	B.2. Proof of Lemma B.2

	Appendix C. Proofs for Section 4
	C.1. Proof of Proposition 4.1
	C.2. Proof of Proposition 4.2
	C.3. Proof of Theorem 4.3
	C.4. Proof of Corollary 4.4

	Appendix D. Proofs from Section 5 
	D.1. Proof of Proposition 5.1
	D.2. Proof of Theorem 5.2
	D.3. Proof of Theorem 5.3

	Appendix E. Technical Results
	Appendix F. Reliability Diagrams and Recalibration
	F.1. Reliability Diagrams and Computation of ECE
	F.2. Recalibration Based on Isotonic Regression

	Appendix G. Additional Simulations
	G.1. Additional Simulations Calibration Tests for Classification
	G.2. Time Comparison Between the SKCE and ECMMD Tests
	G.3. Additional Results on Calibration Tests for Real Data


