
Robust Local Polynomial Regression with Similarity Kernels

Yaniv Shulman

yaniv@shulman.info

Abstract

Local Polynomial Regression (LPR) is a widely used nonparametric method for modeling com-
plex relationships due to its flexibility and simplicity. It estimates a regression function by
fitting low-degree polynomials to localized subsets of the data, weighted by proximity. How-
ever, traditional LPR is sensitive to outliers and high-leverage points, which can significantly
affect estimation accuracy. This paper revisits the kernel function used to compute regres-
sion weights and proposes a novel framework that incorporates both predictor and response
variables in the weighting mechanism. By introducing two positive definite kernels, the pro-
posed method robustly estimates weights, mitigating the influence of outliers through local-
ized density estimation. The method is implemented in Python and is publicly available at
https://github.com/yaniv-shulman/rsklpr, demonstrating competitive performance in
synthetic benchmark experiments. Compared to standard LPR, the proposed approach consis-
tently improves robustness and accuracy, especially in heteroscedastic and noisy environments,
without requiring multiple iterations. This advancement provides a promising extension to tradi-
tional LPR, opening new possibilities for robust regression applications.

1. Introduction

Local polynomial regression (LPR) is a powerful and flexible statistical technique that has
gained increasing popularity in recent years due to its ability to model complex relationships be-
tween variables. Local polynomial regression generalizes the polynomial regression and moving
average methods by fitting a low-degree polynomial to a nearest neighbors subset of the data at
the location. The polynomial is fitted using weighted ordinary least-squares, giving more weight
to nearby points and less weight to points farther away. The value of the regression function for
the point is then obtained by evaluating the fitted local polynomial using the predictor variable
value for that data point. LPR has good accuracy near the boundary and performs better than all
other linear smoothers in a minimax sense [2]. The biggest advantage of this class of methods
is not requiring a prior specification of a function i.e. a parameterized model. Instead, only a
small number of hyperparameters need to be specified such as the type of kernel, a smoothing
parameter and the degree of the local polynomial. The method is therefore suitable for modeling
complex processes such as non-linear relationships, or complex dependencies for which no the-
oretical models exist. These two advantages, combined with the simplicity of the method, makes
it one of the most attractive of the modern regression methods for applications that fit the general
framework of least-squares regression but have a complex deterministic structure.

Local polynomial regression incorporates the notion of proximity in two ways. The first is
that a smooth function can be reasonably approximated in a local neighborhood by a simple
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function such as a linear or low order polynomial. The second is the assumption that nearby
points carry more importance in the calculation of a simple local approximation or alternatively,
that closer points are more likely to interact in simpler ways than far away points. This is achieved
by a kernel which produces values that diminish as the distance between the explanatory variables
increase to model stronger relationship between closer points.

Methods in the LPR family include the Nadaraya-Watson estimator [10, 18] and the estimator
proposed by Gasser and Müller [7] which both perform kernel-based local constant fit. These
were improved on in terms of asymptotic bias by the proposal of the local linear and more general
local polynomial estimators [16, 3, 9, 4, 5]. For a review of LPR methods the interested reader
is referred to [2].

LPR is however susceptible to outliers, high leverage points and functions with discontinu-
ities in their derivative which often cause an adverse impact on the regression due to its use
of least-squares based optimization [17]. The use of unbounded loss functions may result in
anomalous observations severely affecting the local estimate. Substantial work has been done to
develop algorithms to apply LPR to difficult data. To alleviate the issue [15] employs variable
bandwidth to exclude observations for which residuals from the resulting estimator are large. In
[3] an iterated weighted fitting procedure is proposed that assigns in each consecutive iteration
smaller weights to points that are farther then the fitted values at the previous iteration. The pro-
cess repeats for a number of iterations and the final values are considered the robust parameters
and fitted values. An alternative common approach is to replace the squared prediction loss by
one that is more robust to the presence of large residuals by increasing more slowly or a loss that
has an upper bound such as the Tukey or Huber loss. These methods however require specifying
a threshold parameter for the loss to indicate atypical observations or standardizing the errors
using robust estimators of scale [8]. For a recent review of robust LPR and other nonparametric
methods see [17, 11]

The main contribution of this paper is to revisit the kernel used to produce regression weights.
The simple yet effective idea is to generalize the kernel such that both the predictor and the re-
sponse are used to calculate weights. Within this framework, two positive definite kernels are
proposed that assign robust weights to mitigate the adverse effect of outliers in the local neigh-
borhood by estimating the density of the response at the local locations. Note the proposed
framework does not preclude the use of robust loss functions, robust bandwidth selectors and
standardization techniques. In addition the method is implemented in the Python programming
language and is made publicly available. Experimental results on synthetic benchmarks demon-
strate that the proposed method achieves competitive results and generally performs better than
LOWESS using only a single training iteration.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, a brief overview of the
mathematical formulation of local polynomial regression is provided. In Section 3, a framework
for robust weights as well as specific robust positive definite kernels are proposed. Section 4
provides an analysis of the estimator and a discussion of its properties. In Section 5, implemen-
tation notes and experimental results are provided. Finally, in Section 6, the paper concludes
with directions for future research.
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2. Local Polynomial Regression

This section provides a brief overview of local polynomial regression and establishes the no-
tation subsequently used. Let (X,Y) be a random pair and DT = {(Xi,Yi)}Ti=1 ⊆ D be a training
set comprising a sample of T data pairs. Suppose that (X,Y) ∼ fXY a continuous density and
X ∼ fX the marginal distribution of X. Let Y ∈ R be a continuous response and assume a model
of the form Yi = m(Xi) + ϵi, i ∈ 1, ... , T where m(·) : Rd → R is an unknown function and
ϵi are independently distributed error terms having zero mean representing random variability
not included in Xi such that E[Y | X = x] = m(x). There are no global assumptions about the
function m(·) other than that it is smooth and that locally it can be well approximated by a low
degree polynomial as per Taylor’s theorem. Local polynomial regression is a class of nonpara-
metric regression methods that estimate the unknown regression function m(·) by combining the
classical least-squares method with the versatility of non-linear regression. The local p-th order
Taylor expansion for x ∈ R near a point Xi yields:

m(Xi) ≈
p∑

j=0

m( j)(x)
j!

(x − Xi) j B

p∑
j=0

γ j(x)(x − Xi) j (1)

To find an estimate m̂(x) of m(x) the low-degree polynomial (1) is fitted to the N nearest neighbors
using weighted least-squares such to minimize the empirical loss Llpr(· ;DN , h) :

Llpr(x;DN , h) B
N∑

i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

γ j(x)(x − Xi) j


2

Kh(x − Xi) (2)

γ̂(x) B min
γ(x)
Llpr(x;DN , h) (3)

Where γ, γ̂ ∈ Rp+1; Kh(·) is a scaled kernel, h ∈ R>0 is the bandwidth parameter and DN ⊆ DT

is the subset of N nearest neighbors of x in the training set where the distance is measured on
the predictors only. Having computed γ̂(x) the estimate of m̂(x) is taken as γ̂(x)1. Note the
term kernel carries here the meaning typically used in the context of nonparametric regression
i.e. a non-negative real-valued weighting function that is typically symmetric, unimodal at zero,
integrable with a unit integral and whose value is non-increasing for the increasing distance
between the Xi and x. Higher degree polynomials and smaller N generally increase the variance
and decrease the bias of the estimator and vice versa [2]. For derivation of the local constant and
local linear estimators for the multidimensional case see [6].

Remark on Nearest Neighbors and Bandwidth.. In the following, the local neighborhood is de-
fined by taking the N nearest neighbors to x. Thus,DN ⊆ DT contains exactly N points. Then, a
distance-based kernel Kh (with bandwidth h) is used to weight those neighbors, such that nearer
points receive larger weights. In the experiments, h is chosen or scaled in accordance with the
distribution of the distances within DN . This approach combines a fixed-sized local subset (via
N) with a variable kernel scaling (via h), ensuring stable local fits even in heterogeneous data
scenarios.
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3. Robust Weights with Similarity Kernels

The main idea presented is to generalize the kernel function used in equation (2) to produce
robust weights. This is achieved by using a similarity kernel function defined on the data domain
KD : D2 → R+ that enables weighting each point and incorporating information on the data in
the local neighborhood in relation to the local regression target.

Lrsk(x, y;DN ,H) B
N∑

i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x, y)(x − Xi) j


2

KD
(
(x, y), (Xi,Yi); H

)
(4)

β̂(x, y;DN ,H) B min
β(x,y)
Lrsk(x, y;DN ,H) (5)

Where H is the set of bandwidth parameters. There are many possible choices for such a
similarity kernel to be defined within this general framework. However, used as a local weighting
function, such a kernel should have the following attributes:

1. Non-negative, KD((x, y), (x′, y′) ≥ 0.

2. Symmetry in the inputs, KD((x, y), (x′, y′)) = KD((x′, y′), (x, y)).

3. Tending toward decreasing as the distance in the predictors increases. That is, given a
similarity function on the response s(·, ·) : R2 → R+, if s(y, y′) indicates high similarity
the weight should decrease as the distance between the predictors grows, s(y, y′) > α =⇒
KD((x, y), (x + u, y′)) ≥ KD((x, y), (x + v, y′)) ∀ ∥u∥ ≤ ∥v∥ and some α ∈ R+.

In this work two such useful positive definite kernels are proposed. Similarly to the usual
kernels used in (2), these tend to diminish as the distance between the explanatory variables
increases to model stronger relationship between closer points. In addition, the weights produced
by the kernels also model the ”importance” of the pair (x, y). This is useful for example to down-
weight outliers to mitigate their adverse effect on the ordinary least square based regression.
Formally let KD be defined as:

KD
(
(x, y), (x′, y′); H1,H2

)
= K1(x, x′; H1)K2

(
(x, y), (x′, y′); H2

)
(6)

Where K1 : Rd × Rd → R+ and K2 : D2 → R+ are positive definite kernels and H1, H2 are
the sets of bandwidth parameters. The purpose of K1 is to account for the distance between a
neighbor to the local regression target and therefore may be chosen as any of the kernel functions
that are typically used in equation (2). The role of K2 is described now in more detail as this
is the main idea proposed in this work. Using K2, the method performs robust regression by
detecting local outliers in an unsupervised manner and assigns them with lower weights. There
are many methods that could be employed to estimate the extent to which a data point is a local
outlier however in this work it is estimated in one of the following two ways.
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Figure 1: Loss function, assuming a standard quadratic function of the residual, a standard normal density for K2 and
excluding the K1 distance kernel scaling.

Conditional Density

The first proposed method for K2 is proportional to the estimated localized conditional marginal
distribution of the response variable at the location:

K2

(
(x, y), (x′, y′); H2

)
= f̂ (y | x; H2) f̂ (y′ | x′; H2) (7)

The nonparametric conditional density estimation is performed using the Parzen–Rosenblatt win-
dow (kernel density estimator):

f̂ (y | x; H2) = f̂ (x, y; H2)/ f̂ (x; H2) (8)

= f̂ (v; Hv)/ f̂ (x; Hx) (9)

=
|Hx|

1/2 ∑N
i=1 Kv

(
H−1/2

v (v − Vi)
)

|Hv|
1/2 ∑N

i=1 Kx

(
H−1/2

x (x − Xi)
) (10)

Where v = [x, y] ∈ Rd+1 is the concatenated vector of the predictors and the response; and Hv,Hx

are bandwidth matrices.

Joint Density

The second proposed kernel is proportional to the joint distribution of the random pair, this
could be useful for example to also down-weight high leverage points:

K2

(
(x, y), (x′, y′); H2

)
= f̂ (x, y; H2) f̂ (x′, y′; H2) (11)

Where the joint density can be estimated using the same aforementioned approach.
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Figure 2: This figure compares the proposed loss function (rsklpr) at various standard deviation levels with common
robust losses (e.g., Huber, Cauchy) and the standard quadratic loss. The attenuation of loss in areas with low-density
data demonstrates the enhanced robustness of the proposed method. It is assumed that K2 is equivalent to the standard
Gaussian density and the K1 distance kernel scaling is excluded. The numbers appended to ”rsklpr” indicate the number
of standard deviations away from the mean.

1

Regardless of the choice of kernel, the hyperparameters of this model are similar in essence
to the standard local polynomial regression and comprise the span of included points, the kernels
and their associated bandwidths. Note that this estimator can be replaced with other robust
density estimators and better results are anticipated by doing so however exploring this option is
left for future work.

4. Properties

This section discusses some properties of the estimator. Note the notation in this section is
simplified by excluding explicit mentions of DN and H, however the analysis is conditional on
the nearest neighbors in the sample, DN .

4.1. Invariance to y at the Regression Location and Simplification of the Objective

The objective (5) is invariant to the value of y at the location (x, y) for the proposed similarity
kernels.

Proof : The optimization is invariant to the scale of the objective function. Therefore:
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β̂(x, y) B min
β(x,y)

N∑
i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x, y)(x − Xi) j


2

KH1 (x − Xi) f̂ (x, y) f̂ (Xi,Yi) (12)

=

N∑
i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x, y)(x − Xi) j


2

KH1 (x − Xi) f̂ (Xi,Yi) (13)

The equality holds because f̂ (x, y) is a constant scalar that uniformly scales the weights.
Since the objective is now independent of y, it follows that:

β̂(x, y) B min
β(x)

N∑
i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x)(x − Xi) j


2

KH1 (x − Xi) f̂ (Xi,Yi) (14)

B β̂(x) ∀y (15)

This simplification enables more efficient calculations of the estimator because the depen-
dence on y is removed from the objective function. Note that f̂ (Xi,Yi) can also be replaced with
f̂ (Yi | Xi) with similar results.

4.2. Weighted Arithmetic Mean of the Standard LPR

The proposed estimator is equivalent to the weighted arithmetic mean of the terms in the
standard LPR loss (2), with weights wi = f̂ (Xi,Yi).

Proof : Since the optimization is invariant to scaling:

β̂(x) B min
β(x)

N∑
i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x)(x − Xi) j


2

KH1 (x − Xi) f̂ (Xi,Yi) (16)

= min
β(x)

 N∑
i=1

f̂ (Xi,Yi)


−1 N∑

i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x)(x − Xi) j


2

KH1 (x − Xi) f̂ (Xi,Yi) (17)

= min
β(x)

 N∑
i=1

wi


−1 N∑

i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x)(x − Xi) j


2

KH1 (x − Xi)wi (18)

The normalization by
∑N

i=1 wi shows the equivalence to the weighted arithmetic mean, with
the weights wi = f̂ (Xi,Yi). Note the weights can be equivalently replaced with wi = f̂ (Yi | Xi).

4.3. Asymptotic degeneration of the estimator to the standard LPR

Asymptotically, the proposed estimator degenerates to the standard LPR when the weights
wi are uncorrelated with the standard LPR terms. Formally, as N → ∞, β̂(x) → γ̂(x), where

γ̂(x) is the standard LPR estimator, and the condition that
(
Y −

∑p
j=0 β j(x)(x − X) j

)2
KH1 (x − X)

7



and f̂ (X,Y) are uncorrelated holds. It is assumed that (Xi,Yi) are independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) random variables and that f̂ (X,Y) > 0 almost everywhere.

Proof : Define

g(X,Y) B

Y −
p∑

j=0

β j(x)(x − X) j


2

KH1 (x − X),

it follows that:

β̂(x) B min
β(x)

 N∑
i=1

f̂ (Xi,Yi)


−1 N∑

i=1

g(Xi,Yi) f̂ (Xi,Yi) (19)

= min
β(x)

 1
N

N∑
i=1

f̂ (Xi,Yi)


−1  1

N

N∑
i=1

g(Xi,Yi) f̂ (Xi,Yi)

 (20)

As N → ∞, by the law of large numbers: 1
N

N∑
i=1

f̂ (Xi,Yi)


−1

a.s.
−−→

1

E
[
f̂ (X,Y)

] (21)

1
N

N∑
i=1

g(Xi,Yi) f̂ (Xi,Yi)
a.s.
−−→ E

[
g(X,Y) f̂ (X,Y)

]
(22)

Assuming E[ f̂ (X,Y)] , 0, it follows that:

β̂(x)
a.s.
−−→ min

β(x)

E
[
g(X,Y) f̂ (X,Y)

]
E

[
f̂ (X,Y)

] (23)

If g(X,Y) and f̂ (X,Y) are uncorrelated, then:

E
[
g(X,Y) f̂ (X,Y)

]
= E

[
g(X,Y)

]
E

[
f̂ (X,Y)

]
(24)

β̂(x)
a.s.
−−→ min

β(x)
E

[
g(X,Y)

]
(25)

Therefore, as N → ∞:

β̂(x)
a.s.
−−→ min

β(x)
E


Y −

p∑
j=0

β j(x)(x − X) j


2

KH1 (x − X)

 (26)

This is the same objective minimized by the standard LPR estimator in the asymptotic sense.
Thus, the proposed estimator degenerates to the standard LPR as N → ∞, provided that g(X,Y)
and f̂ (X,Y) are uncorrelated. Note that one such special case is when f̂ (Y | X) follows a uniform
distribution.
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4.4. Asymptotic Convergence of the Expected Loss Function under the Normality Assumption
In this section, it is established that under the assumption of conditional normality, the ex-

pected loss function minimized by the proposed robust estimator converges asymptotically to
that of standard local polynomial regression (LPR). As a consequence, both methods target the
same underlying regression function m(x) in expectation.

To proceed, consider the data-generating process and the associated assumptions. Let (Xi,Yi),
i = 1, . . . ,N, be i.i.d. observations drawn from a joint distribution with density f (X,Y). Suppose
that for each fixed x, the conditional density f (Y | X = x) is given by:

f (Y | X = x) =
1√

2πσ2(x)
exp

− (Y − m(x))2

2σ2(x)

 , (27)

where m(x) = E[Y | X = x] and σ2(x) = E[(Y − m(x))2 | X = x] are both continuous functions
in a neighborhood of the point of interest x. This assumption of normality is often reasonable in
many settings or can serve as a benchmark for understanding the behavior of the estimator.

Recall that the proposed robust estimator is defined through the minimization of:

Lrsk(x) =
N∑

i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x)(x − Xi) j


2

KH1 (x − Xi) f̂ (Yi | Xi), (28)

where f̂ (Yi | Xi) is a nonparametric estimate of f (Yi | Xi) with bandwidth H2, and KH1 is a
kernel function applied to the predictors with bandwidth H1. For simplicity, if X is univariate, set
H1 = h. The analysis is then conducted subject to the usual nonparametric conditions as N → ∞,
with h→ 0 and Nh→ ∞.

Taking expectations of both sides:

E[Lrsk(x)] = E


N∑

i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x)(x − Xi) j


2

Kh(x − Xi) f (Yi | Xi)

 , (29)

where f̂ (Yi | Xi) is replaced with its limiting form f (Yi | Xi) as N → ∞. This step is justified
by standard results in nonparametric density estimation, which ensure that a consistent estimator
f̂ (Yi | Xi)

a.s.
−−→ f (Yi | Xi) under asymptotic behavior.

Recall that the expected loss function is expressed as an integral over the joint density f (X,Y):

E[Lrsk(x)] = N
∫∫ (

(Y − β(X; x))2Kh(x − X)[ f (Y | X)]2
)

f (X) dY dX. (30)

Under the normality assumption, we now focus on the integrand (Y − β(X; x))2[ f (Y | X)]2.
Since f (Y | X) is Gaussian, [ f (Y | X)]2 is also proportional to a Gaussian density, but with the
same mean m(X) and halved variance σ2(X)/2. More precisely, for each fixed X = x,

[ f (Y | X)]2 ∝
1√

πσ2(x)
exp

− (Y − m(x))2

σ2(x)

 . (31)

Integrating out Y , consider the expectation:∫
(Y − β(X; x))2[ f (Y | X)]2dY. (32)
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Since this integral is now taken with respect to a Gaussian density centered at m(X) but with half
the original variance, it is obtained:∫

(Y − β(X; x))2[ f (Y | X)]2dY = (m(X) − β(X; x))2 +
σ2(X)

2
. (33)

Substituting this result back into the expectation:

E[Lrsk(x)] ∝ N
∫

f (X)K1

(
X − x

h

) (m(X) − β(X; x))2 +
σ2(X)

2

 dX. (34)

Because σ2(X)
2 does not depend on β(X; x), it does not influence the minimization. Thus, mini-

mizing E[Lrsk(x)] with respect to β j(x) is equivalent to minimizing:∫
f (X)K1

(
X − x

h

)
(m(X) − β(X; x))2dX. (35)

This matches precisely the objective that standard LPR minimizes in expectation. Hence, under
the normality assumption and as N → ∞, the proposed robust estimator and the standard LPR
estimator identify the same target function m(x).

In summary, when the conditional distribution is normal, the weighting mechanism intro-
duced by f̂ (Yi | Xi) does not alter the asymptotic solution in expectation. While the proposed
approach may achieve increased robustness to outliers and noise in finite samples, it retains the
desirable asymptotic correctness of standard LPR. This result provides a theoretical anchor: un-
der idealized (normal) conditions, the robust method and standard LPR coincide asymptotically
in expectation, ensuring no asymptotic penalty is incurred for adopting the robust weighting
scheme.

4.5. Asymptotic Bias under Non-Normal Conditional Distributions

While the proposed robust estimator aligns asymptotically with standard local polynomial re-
gression (LPR) under the assumption of conditional normality, real-world data often deviate from
this idealized condition. When the conditional distribution f (Y | X) is not normal, particularly
if it exhibits asymmetry, the asymptotic behavior of the estimator can be affected, potentially
introducing bias.

To explore the implications of non-normal conditional distributions on the asymptotic prop-
erties of the proposed estimator, consider the expected loss function:

E
[
Lrsk(x)

]
∝ N

∫∫ (
Y − β(X; x)

)2 K1

(
X − x

h

) [
f (Y | X)

]2 f (X) dY dX. (36)

When f (Y | X) is asymmetric, the squared conditional density [ f (Y | X)]2 alters the weighting
in the loss function in a way that can shift the effective mean and variance. Specifically, the
expected value of Y under the squared density [ f (Y | X)]2 is generally not equal to the mean
m(X) of the original conditional distribution.

This shift implies that the minimization of the expected loss function may lead the estimator
to converge to a value different from the true regression function m(X), introducing an asymptotic
bias. The magnitude and direction of this bias depend on the nature of the asymmetry in f (Y | X).
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To quantify the asymptotic bias in a general sense, consider that the mean of the squared
conditional density [ f (Y | X)]2 is given by:

µ′(X) =

∫
Y[ f (Y | X)]2 dY∫
[ f (Y | X)]2 dY

. (37)

Similarly, the variance under the squared density is:

σ′2(X) =

∫
(Y − µ′(X))2[ f (Y | X)]2 dY∫

[ f (Y | X)]2 dY
. (38)

The expected loss function then becomes:

E
[
Lrsk(x)

]
∝ N

∫
K1

(
X − x

h

)
f (X)

((
µ′(X) − β(X; x)

)2
+ σ′2(X)

)
dX. (39)

Since σ′2(X) does not depend on β(X; x), minimizing E
[
Lrsk(x)

]
with respect to β(X; x) is

equivalent to minimizing:

J(β(X; x)) =
∫

K1

(
X − x

h

)
f (X)

(
µ′(X) − β(X; x)

)2
dX. (40)

Therefore, the estimator β(X; x) converges to µ′(X) rather than m(X). The asymptotic bias at
point x can thus be quantified as:

Bias(x) = µ′(x) − m(x). (41)

This bias arises because the mean under the squared conditional density µ′(X) differs from
the mean m(X) of the original conditional distribution f (Y | X). The amount of bias depends on
the degree and nature of asymmetry in f (Y | X).

A detailed example illustrating this effect, including specific calculations of µ′(X) and σ′2(X)
for a particular asymmetric distribution, is provided in Appendix A. This example demonstrates
how the asymmetry of f (Y | X) can lead to a shift in the estimator’s asymptotic target due to the
squared density weighting.

In practice, the presence of asymmetry in the conditional distribution may introduce some
bias into the estimator. However, the robust weighting scheme of the proposed method can still
provide advantages in terms of reducing the influence of outliers and improving estimation in the
presence of heteroscedasticity or heavy-tailed errors. The trade-off between asymptotic bias and
robustness to outliers should be considered in practical applications. Experiments on synthetic
benchmarks in Section 5 demonstrate that, if the data is not overly dense, the proposed estimator
often achieves comparable or better results in terms of RMSE than the standard LPR and typically
substantially outperforms the iterative robust LOWESS estimator.
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4.6. Trade-off Between Robustness and Bias via the K2 Kernel and Bandwidth Selection

The proposed estimator utilizes the K2 kernel to adjust data point weights based on both pre-
dictors and responses, controlling the trade-off between robustness and bias through the negative
correlation between weights and residuals. The bandwidth H2 of the K2 kernel plays a crucial
role in this mechanism.

In the loss function (4), each data point is weighted by:

wi = KH1 (x − Xi) f̂ (Yi | Xi; H2),

where KH1 is a kernel based on the predictors, and K2 B f̂ (Yi | Xi; H2) is the estimated condi-
tional density of the response at Yi given Xi. The K2 kernel assigns lower weights to less probable
responses, effectively down-weighting outliers and inducing a negative correlation between the
weights wi and residuals ri = Yi − m̂(Xi).

The bandwidth H2 controls the sensitivity of K2 to variations in the response by adjusting
the degree of negative correlation between weights and residuals. For very small H2 values the
density estimator f̂ (Yi | Xi; H2) becomes sharply peaked at each Yi, resembling delta functions.
Since this occurs for all data points, the weights wi become nearly uniform after normalization,
diminishing the influence of residuals on the weights. Conversely, for very large H2 the density
estimator f̂ (Yi | Xi; H2) becomes nearly constant across different Yi, resulting in weights primar-
ily determined by KH1 (x − Xi). In both extremes, the negative correlation between weights and
residuals diminishes due to the weights becoming more uniform across data points.

An intermediate bandwidth H2 achieves a balance between robustness and bias. It allows K2
to assign weights that vary appropriately with the residuals, effectively down-weighting outliers
while giving sufficient weight to informative points. The optimal H2 depends on the data distri-
bution and can be selected using methods like cross-validation or adaptive techniques based on
local data characteristics.

By adjusting the bandwidth parameters, the estimator can realize a continuum of behaviors,
ranging from the standard LPR approach to a more robust estimation regime. At one extreme, a
larger bandwidth for K2 effectively reduces the influence of response variability and approaches
standard LPR. At the other extreme, a more restrictive bandwidth amplifies the role of local den-
sity and similarity, enhancing robustness but potentially introducing bias. This trade-off allows
for nuanced tuning to suit specific applications and data characteristics. In settings with dense
data, for example, reducing the bandwidth can dynamically control potential bias in high-density
regions, yielding a locally tailored balance between robustness and accuracy. This adaptive ca-
pability opens the door for more sophisticated, context-dependent bandwidth selection strategies
but is left for future work.

In summary, the K2 kernel enables control over the robustness-bias trade-off by adjusting
the negative correlation between weights and residuals through bandwidth selection. Proper
choice of H2 allows the estimator to mitigate the influence of outliers while maintaining low
bias, effectively combining the strengths of robust and standard local polynomial regression.

4.7. Relationship to Kernel Methods and RKHS

In this subsection, the relationship of the proposed method to kernel methods and Reproduc-
ing Kernel Hilbert Spaces (RKHS) is explored. The use of positive definite kernels in defining
the weights KD allows the proposed estimator to be interpreted within the RKHS framework,
providing deeper insights into its properties and connections to existing kernel-based methods.
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Recall that in the proposed method, the weights in the loss function (4) are defined using a
compound positive definite kernel KD on the data domainD:

Lrsk(x, y;DN ,H) B
N∑

i=1

Yi −

p∑
j=0

β j(x, y)(x − Xi) j


2

KD
(
(x, y), (Xi,Yi); H

)
. (42)

As per equation (6), the kernel KD is defined as a product of two positive definite kernels:

KD
(
(x, y), (x′, y′); H1,H2

)
= K1(x, x′; H1) · K2

(
(x, y), (x′, y′); H2

)
, (43)

where K1 is a kernel function depending only on the predictors x and x′, typically chosen
as the traditional distance-based kernel used in local polynomial regression, and K2 is a kernel
function that incorporates both predictors and responses.

Since KD is a product of positive definite kernels, it is itself a positive definite kernel. There-
fore, there exists a feature mapping ϕ : D → H , whereH is a Hilbert space, such that:

KD
(
(x, y), (x′, y′)

)
= ⟨ϕ(x, y), ϕ(x′, y′)⟩H . (44)

Thus, the weights KD((x, y), (Xi,Yi)) can be interpreted as inner products in the feature space
H . Consequently, the loss function (42) can be viewed as a weighted least-squares problem
where the weights are determined by the similarity between the feature representations of the
data points and the point of interest.

Furthermore, consider the role of the Kernel Density Estimator (KDE) in the proposed method.
The KDE at a point (x, y) is given by:

f̂ (x, y) =
1
N

N∑
i=1

K2
(
(x, y), (Xi,Yi); H2

)
. (45)

Since K2 is a positive definite kernel, there exists a feature mapping ψ : D → G, where G is
another Hilbert space, such that:

K2

(
(x, y), (x′, y′)

)
= ⟨ψ(x, y), ψ(x′, y′)⟩G. (46)

Therefore, the KDE at (x, y) can be expressed in terms of inner products in the feature space
G:

f̂ (x, y) =
1
N

N∑
i=1

⟨ψ(x, y), ψ(Xi,Yi)⟩G. (47)

This expression shows that the KDE at (x, y) is proportional to the inner product between the
feature mapping ψ(x, y) and the mean of the feature mappings of the data:
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ν̂ψ =
1
N

N∑
i=1

ψ(Xi,Yi), (48)

so that:

f̂ (x, y) = ⟨ψ(x, y), ν̂ψ⟩G. (49)

This interpretation shows that the KDE measures how closely the feature representation
ψ(x, y) of a point (x, y) aligns with the average feature representation ν̂ψ of the data in the space
induced by K2. In the proposed method, this alignment influences the weights in the regression,
as the density estimates f̂ (x, y) or f̂ (Yi | Xi) derived from K2 directly affect the overall weights
KD((x, y), (Xi,Yi)). This interplay underpins the robustness and adaptability of the proposed
method.

By leveraging positive definite kernels for defining KD, the method inherently operates within
the RKHS framework, where weights represent similarities in feature space. This perspective
highlights the connection between the kernel-based weighting and the feature mappings, offering
insights into the estimator’s flexibility and robustness.

5. Experiments and Implementation Notes

This section presents an evaluation of the proposed method (RSKLPR), implemented in
Python and published as an open source package https://github.com/yaniv-shulman/rsklpr. The
experiments focus on comparing the performance of RSKLPR against existing local regression
techniques under synthetic settings with different noise characteristics.

Implementation Details
The implementation normalizes distances in each neighborhood to the range [0, 1], con-

sistent with the approach in [3]. For the kernel K1(x, x′), a Laplacian kernel e−∥x−x′∥ was se-
lected, demonstrating more consistent and efficient performance compared to alternatives like
the tricube kernel. For density estimation in K2, a factorized multidimensional Kernel Den-
sity Estimator (KDE) with scaled Gaussian kernels was used. Bandwidth selection for den-
sity estimation was explored using five methods: Scott’s rule [12], the normal reference rule,
global least-squares cross-validation, local least-squares cross-validation, and local maximum-
likelihood cross-validation. Additionally, the bandwidth for the predictor kernel K1 was empiri-
cally adjusted as a function of the window size in certain experiments. Scaling constants within
neighborhoods, such as those in f̂ (y | x) and f̂ (x, y), were excluded for computational efficiency,
as they do not impact the local regression results. The implementation supports local constant
and local linear estimators however the experiments were done only with the local linear estima-
tor i.e. p = 1 as it is well known to be superior.

Experimental Design
Synthetic datasets were generated with both additive Gaussian noise and asymmetric data

distributions to simulate various regression scenarios. The following characteristics were varied:
noise types, including homoscedastic and heteroscedastic Gaussian noise as well as asymmetric
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Figure 3: Performance of RSKLPR on 1D synthetic data with heteroscedastic Gaussian noise. The proposed method
effectively aligns with the true regression function while mitigating the influence of outliers and noise.

noise distributions (Exponential, Log-normal, Gamma, and Weibull); data density, encompassing
both sparse and dense data regimes; and regression complexity, modeling non-linear curves and
surfaces. Performance was evaluated using Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and sensitivity to
neighborhood size. For asymmetric noise settings, RMSE trends were analyzed as a function of
data density.

Results and Observations

Under Gaussian noise settings, the proposed method performed competitively across a range
of synthetic settings. Unlike iterative robust variants, RSKLPR achieved these results with a
single iteration. A regression example with heteroscedastic Gaussian noise is shown in Figure 3.
The proposed method aligns with the true regression function while effectively mitigating the
influence of noise and outliers.

Under asymmetric data distributions, RSKLPR exhibited robust performance in low density
settings, often matching or outperforming standard LPR and the iterative robust variant. In high-
density settings, the proposed method diverged, thus confirming the theoretical results, however,
it consistently outperformed the iterative robust LPR. Figure 4 presents RMSE trends for asym-
metric noise distributions for the three methods.
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(a) Exponential. (b) Gamma.

(c) Log-normal. (d) Weibull.

(e) Gaussian.

Figure 4: These subplots compare RMSE as a function of data density for the proposed method (RSKLPR), standard
LOWESS, and Robust LOWESS (5 iterations) across various noise distributions: (a) Exponential, (b) Gamma, (c) Log-
normal, (d) Weibull, and (e) Gaussian. The results demonstrate the effectiveness of RSKLPR in low-density data and
align well with theoretical expectations for denser data.

The robustness-bias trade-off in RSKLPR is controlled by the bandwidth H2 of the kernel K2.
Small bandwidths enhance robustness by down-weighting outliers but may introduce bias, while
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larger bandwidths reduce bias but diminish robustness. An intermediate bandwidth provides an
optimal balance, as demonstrated in experiments.

The method was also significantly less sensitive to the neighborhood size making it an
an attractive option for applications where robust regression is critical. Complete experimen-
tal results, including multivariate settings and bootstrap-based confidence intervals, are avail-
able at https://nbviewer.org/github/yaniv-shulman/rsklpr/tree/main/src/experiments as interactive
Jupyter notebooks [1].

6. Future Work and Research Directions

This work introduces a new robust variant of Local Polynomial Regression (LPR), opening
several avenues for further exploration and refinement. Since the proposed method generalizes
the traditional LPR, there are opportunities to replace certain standard components in equation
(4) with more robust alternatives. These could include approaches such as robust methods for
bandwidth selection or substituting the conventional quadratic residual function with alternatives
better suited for handling outliers.

An important research direction is to explore adaptive bandwidth selection strategies that
respond dynamically to local data density. In regions where data are sparse, the bandwidth in
K2 could be fine-tuned to maintain robust down-weighting of potential outliers, ensuring suffi-
cient flexibility while avoiding an overly coarse estimate. Conversely, in denser regions, broader
bandwidths may be adopted, causing the estimator to behave more like standard LPR and reduce
any bias introduced by the robust weighting. Incorporating such adaptive bandwidths could fur-
ther enhance the method’s overall performance and flexibility, particularly in heterogeneous data
scenarios.

Additionally, further development of this framework may involve exploring different kernel
functions KD and assessing how robust density estimators influence overall performance. Ex-
tending the method within the RKHS framework presents another valuable direction. This could
allow for the introduction of a regularization term in the loss function, enhancing control over
estimator smoothness and mitigating the risk of overfitting. Through these future directions, the
robustness and adaptability of the proposed method could be substantially advanced.
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Appendix A. Asymptotic Bias Example with an Exponential Conditional Distribution

This appendix illustrates how asymmetry in the conditional distribution f (Y | X) can intro-
duce asymptotic bias in the proposed estimator. The focus is on a standard exponential distribu-
tion, a straightforward yet instructive example of an asymmetric family.

Suppose that for each fixed X, the conditional distribution f (Y | X) follows a standard expo-
nential law with rate parameter λ(X):

f (Y | X) = λ(X) exp
(
−λ(X) Y

)
, Y ≥ 0,

so that the true regression function is

m(X) = E[Y | X] =
1

λ(X)
.

This distribution is supported on {Y ≥ 0} and is right-skewed, thus providing a simple example
of an asymmetric setting.

When this density is squared, we obtain

[ f (Y | X)]2 = [λ(X)]2 exp
(
−2 λ(X) Y

)
, Y ≥ 0,

which is proportional to an exponential density with rate 2 λ(X). Normalizing confirms that

g(Y | X) = 2 λ(X) exp
(
−2 λ(X) Y

)
, Y ≥ 0,

so g(· | X) is indeed an exponential distribution with rate 2 λ(X). Under this squared density g,
the mean of Y shifts from the original 1/λ(X) to 1/(2 λ(X)). Symbolically,

µ′(X) = Eg[Y | X] =
1

2 λ(X)
, and µ′(X) − m(X) =

1
2 λ(X)

−
1

λ(X)
= −

1
2 λ(X)

.

In the main text (Section 4.5), it is shown that the proposed estimator asymptotically con-
verges to µ′(X) rather than m(X), owing to the factor [ f (Y | X)]2 in the weighted objective.
Consequently, at each point x, the asymptotic bias is

Bias(x) = µ′(x) − m(x) =
1

2 λ(x)
−

1
λ(x)

= −
1

2 λ(x)
.

When λ(x) is large, the absolute value of this bias becomes small; otherwise, the shift can be
more pronounced. This example illustrates how the asymmetry of an exponential distribution
can steer the estimator toward 1/(2 λ(X)) rather than the true mean 1/λ(X). More generally, any
asymmetric f (Y | X) may exhibit a similar phenomenon under the squared-density weighting.

Although such a shift introduces asymptotic bias, the robust weighting can still be advanta-
geous in practical situations where outliers or heavy-tailed noise are significant concerns. There
is thus a trade-off between reduced sensitivity to outliers and potential bias under non-normality,
and users must decide how to balance these factors for their specific applications.
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