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Abstract

Robust density estimation refers to the consistent estimation of the density function
even when the data is contaminated by outliers. We find that existing forest density
estimation at a certain point is inherently resistant to the outliers outside the cells
containing the point, which we call non-local outliers, but not resistant to the rest local
outliers. To achieve robustness against all outliers, we propose an ensemble learning
algorithm called medians of forests for robust density estimation (MFRDE ), which
adopts a pointwise median operation on forest density estimators fitted on subsampled
datasets. Compared to exsiting robust kernel-based methods, MFRDE enables us
to choose larger subsampling sizes, sacrificing less accuracy for density estimation
while achieving robustness. On the theoretical side, we introduce the local outlier
exponent to quantify the number of local outliers. Under this exponent, we show that
even if the number of outliers reaches a certain polynomial order in the sample size,
MFRDE is able to achieve almost the same convergence rate as the same algorithm
on uncontaminated data, whereas robust kernel-based methods fail. On the practical
side, real data experiments show that MFRDE outperforms existing robust kernel-based
methods. Moreover, we apply MFRDE to anomaly detection to showcase a further
application.

Keywords: density estimation; robust statistics; random forest; median of means
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1 Introduction

Robust density estimation has drawn attention across various fields in statistics and machine
learning due to its wide range of applications: Lin (2010) presents a robust mixture modeling
framework using the multivariate skewed t-distributions for unsupervised clustering. Hill
(2015) uses robust density estimation to model financial data that exhibit heavy tails and
outliers. More recently, Yoo et al. (2022) base the identification of adversarial examples in
text and image classification datasets on robust density estimation. Not least, Humbert
et al. (2022) apply robust density estimation to anomaly detection problems.

A robust density estimator refers to a density estimator that remains consistent when the
training data is contaminated by outliers. In order to construct a robust density estimator,
Diggle (1975) proposes some compound estimators for the spatial patterns, which exhibit
improved robustness compared with the simple estimators. Moreover, Jain and Orlitsky
(2021) reduces the robust density estimation problem to robust learning of the probability
of all subsets of size at most k of a larger discrete domain, but their study mainly focuses
on the approximately piecewise polynomial distributions.

Among other robust density estimators, it is remarkable that many studies focus on
modifications of KDE Hang et al. (2018), which is probably the most popular, commonly
used and certainly mathematically the most studied density estimation method. For instance,
by combining KDE with M-estimation, Kim and Scott (2012) establishes a robust kernel
density estimation (RKDE) method that is insensitive to contamination of the training
sample. Moreover, a different, non-parametric construction for a robust kernel density
estimator, the scaled and projected KDE (SPKDE), can be found in Vandermeulen and
Scott (2014). Last but not least, Humbert et al. (2022) introduces a robust non-parametric
density estimator combining KDE and the Median-of-Means principle (MoM-KDE). However,
in high-dimensional datasets, samples are sparsely distributed, and the distances between
them grow. This phenomenon, known as the “curse of dimensionality”, poses challenges for
KDE-based methods. Additionally, selecting an appropriate kernel and bandwidth in high
dimensions becomes more intricate. Choosing a bandwidth that is too small may induce
sensitivity to noise, while opting for a bandwidth that is too large may yield excessively
smoothed estimations, leading to a loss of detail.

In contrast to KDE-based methods, partition-based density estimation methods demon-
strate superior adaptability to the curse of dimensionality. For example, density estimation
trees Ram and Gray (2011) and density forests Criminisi et al. (2012); Wen and Hang (2022),
partition the feature space into non-overlapping cells, and count the number of samples
dropping in each cell to attain the density function estimation. Consequently, the forest
density estimation at any specific point depends only on the number of samples in the cells
containing the point. Therefore, the consistency of the forest density estimation at a certain
point is not influenced by the outliers that are outside the cells containing the point, which
we call non-local outliers. However, unfortunately, these methods are not commonly robust
since they are sensitive to the outliers within the cells that contains the considered point,
which we term local outliers.

Against this background, we propose to combine random forests for density estimation
with the Median-of-Means principle resulting in a locally adaptive, robust density estimator
called medians of forests for robust density estimation (MFRDE ). More precisely, the value
of a corresponding density estimator in a point x corresponds to the (standardized) median
of S random forest based density estimators evaluated in x. Given a dataset of size n,
random forest based density estimators are each fitted on a subset of size n/S resulting from
subampling from the dataset without replacement. Accordingly, a small subsampling size
n/S results in a large number of subsets S. Since the number of local outliers is independent
of our choice of S, based on the pigeonhole principle, a sufficiently large number of subsets
ensures that more than half of all S subsets do not contain any local outliers. As a result,
more than half of the S SFDEs are consistent estimators. Among these consistent SFDEs,
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there must exist one higher and another lower than the median of S SFDEs. Since these two
consistent SFDEs can be seen as the upper and lower bound of the median of SFDEs, by
the sandwich theorem, the median of the SFDEs is also consistent. Therefore, our MFRDE,
being the pointwise median of S SFDEs after proper standardization, emerges asa robust
density estimator.

The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.
(i) We introduce the concept of local outliers and non-local outliers. We find that the

existing forest density estimation methods can only resist to non-local outliers. To achieve
robustness against all outliers, we develop a new forest-based algorithm called MFRDE,
which is able to rule out the effects of outliers by properly choosing the subsampling size
and applying a pointwise median operation to forest estimators.

(ii) Theoretically, we introduce the outlier proportion exponent to quantify the number
of local outliers. Under this exponent, we establish the consistency and convergence rates of
MFRDE under proper parameters. Benefited from the forest method’s inherent resistence
to non-local outliers, MFRDE can achieve almost identical convergence rates as the same
algorithm applied to uncontaminated data, even if the number of outliers reaches a certain
polynomial order in the sample size.

(iii) By means of parameter analysis on synthetic datasets, we conduct real data
experiments to verify the superiority of our MFRDE over robust kernel-based methods.
Moreover, we evaluate the robustness of our algorithm by the anomaly detection task on
real-world datasets.

1.1 Notations

Let µ denote the Lebesgue measure and let X ⊂ Rd be a compact set with µ(X ) > 0. We
denote Br as the centered hypercube of Rd with side length 2r, that is Br := [−r, r]d =
{x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd : xi ∈ [−r, r], i = 1, . . . , d}, and write Bc

r := Rd \ [−r, r]d for the
complement of Br. For any a, b ∈ R, a ∧ b := min{a, b} and a ∨ b := max{a, b} denote
the smaller and larger value of a and b, respectively. For any integer S ∈ N we write
[S] := {1, 2, . . . , S}. For a set A ⊂ Rd, the cardinality of A is denoted by |A| and the
indicator function on A is denoted by 1A or 1{A}. Throughout this article, we use the
notation an ≲ bn and an ≳ bn to indicate that there exist positive constants c and c′ such
that an ≤ cbn and an ≥ c′bn for all n ∈ N. If an ≲ bn and an ≳ bn, we write an ≍ bn.

2 Methodology

This section establishes MFRDE (medians of forests for robust density estimation), a novel,
robust density estimator resulting from a combination of the median-of-means principle
and random forest density estimation. For this, we assume a given set of observations
D := {X1, . . . , Xn} composed of an inlier set XI := {Xi : i ∈ I} and an outlier set
XO := {Xi : i ∈ O} with the two index subsets I and O satisfying I ∩ O = ∅ and
I ∪ O = [n]. Following the framework established in Lecué and Lerasle (2020), all inliers
XI are assumed to be independent, identically distributed from an unknown probability
distribution P , which admits a density function f with respect to the Lebesgue measure µ
on X satisfying ∥f∥∞ < ∞. At the same time, no assumption is made with respect to the
outliers XO. In other words, the outlying samples can be dependent or adversarial, which
can be considered a realistic setting in practice. Against this background, both methods,
the median-of-means principle and forest density estimation, contribute to robust density
estimation by addressing outliers in different ways. The following two sections, Sections
2.1 and 2.2, provide detailed descriptions of both procedures while elaborating for each its
contribution to establishing robustness to outliers when aiming at density estimation. A
summary of the overall procedure is given by Algorithm 1.
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2.1 The Medians-of-Means Principle

For the purpose of density estimation, the median-of-means principle chooses the pointwise
median of density estimators fitted on subsets of the dataset D as an approximation to
the true density value. More precisely, index subsets {Bs}Ss=1 of equal size m = n/S are
resampled without replacement from the index set [n], such that for any two indices i ̸= j,
Bi ∩ Bj = ∅. The corresponding subsets of observations are denoted by Ds := {Xi : i ∈ Bs},
s = 1, . . . , S. An illustration of the resampling procedure is provided by Figure 1.

[n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}

σ([n]) = {σ(1), σ(2), . . . , σ(n)}

B1 B2 B3 · · · BS

|B1| = m |B2| = m |B3| = m |BS | = m

Figure 1: Resampling index subsets (Bs)
S
s=1 of size m from the index set [n]. σ([n]) corresponds to a

permutation of the index set [n].

To each of the S subsamples a density estimator (here a subsampled forest density
estimator (SFDE)) is fitted, resulting in the S estimators fDs,E , s = 1, . . . , S. Pointwise
median computation of these S estimators finally results in median of forests for robust
density estimation (MFRDE ) by

M(x) := Median(fD1,E(x), . . . , fDS ,E(x)). (1)

Due to application of the pointwise median operation, the function M(x) does not necessarily
integrate to 1. For density estimation, M(x) therefore has to be standardized, finally
resulting in the cestimator

fM(x) :=
M(x)∫

Br
M(z) dz

. (2)

For consistent density estimation through application of the pointwise median operation
to S estimated densities, more than half of these estimators are required to be consistent.
This can be realized by choosing a sufficiently large S ensuring that among S blocks, more
than half of these do not contain any outliers. According to the resampling procedure
in Figure 1, each sample point appears exactly once in one of these blocks. Therefore, if
S ≥ 2|Ox|+ 1, then, according to the pigeonhole principle, there are at most |Ox| blocks
containing outliers, i.e. there are at least S − |Ox| ≥ |Ox| + 1 blocks not containing any
outlier. This means that more than half of all density estimators are not affected by outliers.
Among these, there exists at least one taking higher values and another one taking lower
values than the median of all S density estimators. Since the corresponding two values
can be seen as upper and lower bound of M(x) consistently estimating the true density
function, by the sandwich lemma, the standardized median of the density estimators fM
can be shown to be a consistent estimator of f , as well.

2.2 Random Forest Density Estimation

In general, random forest density estimation corresponds to an ensemble method that
aggregates a number of density estimation trees through averaging their outputs. In
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𝑝 = 0

𝑝 = 1

𝑝 = 2

Figure 2: Random tree partitions.

particular, the subsampled forest density estimator (SFDE) fitted to the subset Ds is defined
by

fDs,E(x) :=
1

T

T∑
t=1

fDs,t(x), (3)

where each fDs,t, t = 1, . . . , T , corresponds to a different density estimation tree fitted to
the subset Ds. A density estimation tree is based on a partition of the support of the
data-generating random variables into smaller regions and estimation of their density locally
by the proportion of observations within the respective region. Accordingly, random tree
density estimation requires the specification of a rule for partitioning the sample space.
This article bases density estimation on the random tree partition rule proposed in Breiman
(2004) and considered in Biau (2012) and Wen and Hang (2022). Subject to this rule, we
consider the rectangular cell Br = [−r, r]d with r large enough such that X ⊆ Br. Br is
then partitioned recursively as follows:

1. For each rectangular cell, one of its d sides is selected randomly, i.e. each side is
selected with probability 1/d.

2. The cell is split at the midpoint of the chosen side.

The above splitting procedure is repeated p times, where p ∈ N is fixed beforehand and
possibly depends on the sample size n. After p recursive steps, we obtain a partition
πp := {Ap,j , 1 ≤ j ≤ 2p} of Br, i.e. Ap,i ∩ Ap,j = ∅ for i ̸= j and

⋃2p

j=1Ap,j = Br. We call
πp a random tree partition with depth p. Let PZ denote the probability distribution of the
random coordinate selection in the partition πp, i.e. PZ denotes the uniform distribution on
{1, . . . , d}. Denote the cell Ap,j ∈ πp containing the point x as Ap(x). For fixed T ∈ N, we
independently generate T random tree partitions (πt

p)
T
t=1 from the distribution PZ , where

πt
p := (At

p,j)
2p
j=1 and At

p(x) is the cell containing the point x in the t-th tree. The subsampled
density estimation tree (STDE) corresponding to the partition πt

p is then defined by

fDs,t(x) :=

∑
i∈Bs

1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)}

mµ(At
p(x))

. (4)

By construction a density estimation tree in a specific point x is only affected by outliers
within the local environment of x, i.e. by outliers in At

p(x). It is thereby robust to all
other, non-local outliers. As average of a number of density estimation trees, this robustness
translates to SFDEs. For further elaboration on the robustness of SFDEs, consider the
following decomposition of the SFDE fitted to the subsample Ds into inlier and outlier
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terms:

fDs,E(x) :=
1

T

T∑
t=1

fDs,t(x) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

∑
i∈Bs

1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)}

mµ(At
p(x))

=
2p

Tm(2r)d

( ∑
i∈Bs∩I

T∑
t=1

1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)}︸ ︷︷ ︸

inlier term

+
∑

i∈Bs∩O

T∑
t=1

1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)}︸ ︷︷ ︸

outlier term

)
, (5)

where we used Bs = (Bs ∩ I)∪ (Bs ∩O), since I ∩O = ∅ and I ∪O = [n]. According to the
above decomposition an SFDE may only be affected by outliers in the local environment
∪T
t=1A

t
p(x). The following definition establishes these as so-called local outliers.

Definition 2.1 (Local Outlier). For p ∈ N and a fixed x ∈ X , let At
p(x) ∈ πt

p be the cell
in the t-th tree partition containing x. An outlier Xi ∈ XO is called a local outlier of x if
Xi ∈

⋃
t∈[T ]A

t
p(x). The collection of the indices of all local outliers of x is denoted as

Ox :=

{
i ∈ O :

T∑
t=1

1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)} > 0

}
. (6)

Figure 3 gives an illustration of the local outliers on the random tree partitions πt
p of

Br, t ∈ [T ].

…

𝑡 = 1

𝑥

𝐴!(𝑥)

𝑡 = 𝑇

𝑥

𝐴.(𝑥)𝐴"(𝑥)
𝑥

𝑡 = 2

Figure 3: The dot points are outliers. For a given point x marked in red, the blue points indicate its
local outliers.

Algorithm 1 Medians of Forests for Robust Density Estimation (MFRDE)

Input: D := {Xi, · · · , Xn}, dataset;
m, subsampling size;
p, depth of tree partition;
T , number of random trees;

Randomly resample subsets Ds, s ∈ [S], S = n/m, from D without replacement;
Compute STDEs fDs,t(x) by (4);
Average STDE to obtain SFDEs fDs,E(x) in (5);
Compute the median of SFDEs to obtain M(x) in (1);
Compute fM(x) by normalizing M(x) as in (2).

Output: Robust density estimator fM(x).

3 Theoretical Results

In this section, we present the main theoretical results for our robust density estimator
MFRDE. To quantify the number of local outliers, we introduce the outlier proportion
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exponent. Then, by conducting a new learning theory analysis, we establish consistency and
convergence rates of MFRDE with respect to the L∞-norm.

As discussed in Section 2, when estimating the density f at a given point x, the partition-
based approach MFRDE fM(x) is not influenced by all outliers, but only by local outliers
as specified by Definition 2.1. In order to characterize the number of local outliers, we
introduce the outlier proportion exponent as follows.

Assumption 3.1 (Outlier Proportion Exponent). Let O be the outlier index set.
Assume that there exists a real number β ∈ [0, 1] and some constant cU ≥ 1 such that for
any set A ⊂ Br with µ(A) > 0, there holds

|XO ∩A|
|XO|

≤ cU

((
µ(A)

µ(Br)

)β

∨ log n

|O|

)
. (7)

with probability at least 1− 1/n. The number β is called the outlier proportion exponent of
the outlier set XO.

Note that for any outlier set XO and any set A with µ(A) > 0, there holds

|XO ∩A|
|XO|

≤ 1 ≤ cU ≤ cU

((
µ(A)

µ(Br)

)0

∨ log n

|O|

)
,

and thus (7) is always satisfied for β = 0. Assumption 3.1 considers the number of outliers
in local regions, where a smaller exponent β indicates a higher concentration of outliers
in some areas. It is worth mentioning that in contrast to Vandermeulen and Scott (2014)
which assumes a uniform distribution for outliers, Assumption 3.1 does not specify the
outlier distribution. In other words, each β corresponds to various distributions and thus
our exponent assumption is a more generalized assumption. Moreover, the outliers in
Assumption 3.1 are not necessarily independent and identically distributed. Therefore, our
assumptions can cover more realistic scenarios than distributional assumptions.

With the help of the outlier proportion exponent, we are able to characterize the number
of local outliers as follows: For a certain point x, with A :=

⋃
t∈[T ]A

t
p(x) in (7), we have

|XO ∩A| = |XOx | = |Ox| and

|Ox| ≤ cU

((
µ
(⋃

t∈[T ]A
t
p(x)

)
µ(Br)

)β

|O| ∨ log n

)
. (8)

To illustrate the different values of β, we provide the following three examples.

Example 3.2 (Bounded Continuous Distribution). If the outliers are i.i.d. from a continuous
distribution Q that has a bounded density q with support on Br, e.g. the uniform distribution
on Br, then the outlier proportion exponent β = 1.
To see this, let ξi := 1{Xi ∈ A} for i ∈ O. Then we have ∥ξi∥∞ ≤ 1, EQξi = 0 and
Varξi ≤ EQξ

2
i = Q(A)(1−Q(A)) ≤ Q(A). Applying Bernstein’s inequality in Theorem 6.12

of Steinwart and Christmann (2008), we obtain that for any τ ′ > 0, there holds

1

|O|
∑
i∈O

1{Xi ∈ A} −Q(A) ≤
√

2Q(A)τ ′/|O|+ 2τ ′/(3|O|) ≤ Q(A) + 2τ ′/|O| (9)

with probability at least 1 − e−τ ′, where the last inequality follows from the inequality√
2ab ≤ a+ b for a, b ≥ 0. By taking τ ′ := log n in (9) and using Q(A) =

∫
A q(x)dµ(x) ≤

∥q∥∞µ(A) = (∥q∥∞µ(Br))
µ(A)
µ(Br)

, we get

1

|O|
∑
i∈O

1{Xi ∈ A} ≤ 2Q(A) + 2 log n/|O| ≤ 2∥q∥∞µ(Br)
µ(A)

µ(Br)
+ 2 log n/|O| (10)

with probability at least 1− 1/n, where cU := 2∥q∥∞µ(Br). By choosing cU = 2∥q∥∞µ(Br),
inequality (7) holds with β = 1.
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Example 3.3 (Unbounded Continuous Distribution). Let θ ∈ (0, 1). If the outliers are i.i.d.
from a continuous distribution Q that has the density function q(x) = (1− θ)(x+ 1/2)−θ on
(−1/2, 1/2) and q(x) = 0 else, we have β = 1− θ ∈ (0, 1).
To see this, note that for any A ⊂ [−1/2, 1/2] =: Br with r := 1/2, we have

Q(A) =

∫
A
q(x)dµ(x) ≤

∫ −1/2+µ(A)

−1/2
q(x)dµ(x) = (x+ 1/2)1−θ|−1/2+µ(A)

−1/2

=µ(A)1−θ =

(
µ(A)

µ(Br)

)1−θ

with probability at least 1− e−τ ′ since q is monotonically decreasing. By choosing τ ′ := log n,
we get

1

|O|
∑
i∈O

1{Xi ∈ A} ≤ 2Q(A) + 2 log n/|O| ≤ 2

(
µ(A)

µ(Br)

)1−θ

+ 2 log n/|O| (11)

with probability at least 1− 1/n. By choosing cU = 2, inequality (7) holds with β = 1− θ.

Example 3.4 (Discrete Distribution). If outliers are generated by a Markov chain with
a transition matrix on discrete states, e.g. the states space is {−1, 1} and the transition

matrix is

(
1/2 1/2
1/2 1/2

)
, then the outlier proportion exponent β = 0.

To see this, note that for any A ⊂ [−1, 1] =: Br with r = 1, there holds

1

|O|
∑
i∈O

1{Xi ∈ A} ≤ 1 =

(
µ(A)

µ(Br)

)0

≤
(

µ(A)

µ(Br)

)0

∨ log n

|O|
. (12)

By choosing cU = 1, inequality (7) holds with β = 0.

Before presenting the theoretical results for MFRDE, we establish an assumption on
the smoothness of the density function, which is frequently employed in studies for density
estimation, see e.g., Tsybakov (2008); Jiang (2017); Wang et al. (2019).

Assumption 3.5 (Hölder Continuity). Assume that the density f : Rd → R is α-Hölder
continuous, α ∈ (0, 1], i.e., there exists a constant cL ∈ (0,∞) such that |f(x) − f(x′)| ≤
cL∥x− x′∥α holds for all x, x′ ∈ Rd. The set of all α-Hölder continuous functions is denoted
by Cα.

Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.5, we establish consistency of MFRDE and we derive
convergence rates for MFRDE reported in Theorems 3.6 and 3.7, respectively.

Theorem 3.6 (Consistency). Let Assumptions 3.1 and 3.5 hold, and let fM be the
MFRDE estimator defined in (2) with subsampling size m ≤ n. Furthermore, let the outlier
set XO satisfy |O|/n → 0 as n → ∞. Moreover, we denote

γ1 :=
α′

d+ 2α′ and γ2 :=
d+ 2α′

(1− β)d+ 2(1 + β)α′ , (13)

where α′ := (1− 2−α)/ log 2 and d is the data dimension. Then, by choosing

m ≲ (n/|O|)γ2 , p = ((1− 2γ1)/ log 2) logm, T ≍ m2γ1 , (14)

we have

∥fM − f∥∞ → 0 as n,m → ∞,

with probability at least 1− 2/n, i.e., fM is a consistent estimator of f .
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Theorem 3.6 shows that the condition of MFRDE being a robust density estimator
contains two aspects: firstly, the outlier proportion |O|/n needs to converge to zero as
n → ∞. Secondly, the subsampling size m should go to infinity as n → ∞ and be smaller
than the threshold (n/|O|)γ2 in (14). For d > 1, from (13) we can see that γ2 increases with
the outlier proportion exponent β and thus the threshold (n/|O|)γ2 becomes larger as β
increases. This implies that the more uniformly distributed the outliers, the more relaxed
the conditions on m needed for the consistency of MFRDE.

Theorem 3.7 (Convergence Rates). Let Assumptions 3.1 and 3.5 hold, and let fM be
the MFRDE estimator as in (2). Furthermore, let the outlier set XO satisfy |O| ≤ n/2.
Moreover, let γ1 and γ2 be as in (13). Then, by taking

m ≍ n ∧ (n/|O|)γ2 , (15)

and letting p, T satisfy (14), we obtain

∥fM − f∥∞ ≲ (log n)3/2
(
(1/n)γ1 + (|O|/n)γ1γ2

)
(16)

with probability at least 1− 2/n.

From (16) it follows that the error bound becomes smaller as γ1 and γ2 increase. Since
γ2 increases with β for d > 1, a more uniform outlier distribution results in a smaller density
estimation error for MFRDE. In addition, the upper bound in (16) depends on the outlier
proportion |O|/n. If the data is not contaminated, i.e. if |O| = 0, MFRDE achieves the
convergence rate (log n)3/2n−γ1 . On the other hand, suppose that the number of outliers
satisfies |O| ≲ n1−1/γ2 , d > 1 and β > 0. In this case, (|O|/n)γ2 ≲ n−1 and thus the
resulting convergence rate of MFRDE in (16) turns out to be (log n)3/2n−γ1 , i.e. MFRDE
fitted on contaminated data is able to achieve the same convergence rate as MFRDE fitted
on uncontaminated data.

Moreover, when there are no outliers, i.e. |O| = 0, choosing m = n, MFRDE reduces to
the random forest density estimators in Wen and Hang (2022). In this case, Theorem 3.7
shows that up to a logarithmic factor, forest density estimators converge at the rate n−γ1

with respect to the L∞-norm and in the sense of “with high probability”, which is both
faster and stronger than the result that holds with respect to the L2-norm “in expectation”
as in Theorem 1 in Wen and Hang (2022).

4 Error Analysis

To establish the consistency and convergence rates of MFRDE presented as Theorems 3.6
and 3.7 in Section 3, we derive the density estimation error bounds for MFRDE in the
presence of outliers, as presented in Proposition 4.9. To prove this, in Section 4.2, we
demonstrate that the error of MFRDE is determined by the errors of the SFDEs fitted on
subsets not contaminated by outliers. The error bounds for SFDE are established in Section
4.1 through a novel error decomposition, which introduces new notations and bounds the
sample error, sampling error, and approximation error in Sections 4.1.1, 4.1.2 and 4.1.3,
respectively.

4.1 Error Analysis for SFDE without outliers

In this section, we analyze the distance between SFDE in (5) and the true density f with
respect to L∞-norm. For this, recall that the cell containing x in πt is denoted as At

p(x).
The population version of the STDE estimator fDs,t in (4) is given by

fP,t(x) =
P(X1 ∈ At

p(x))

µ(At
p(x))

. (17)
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The corresponding population version of SFDE in (5) is given by

fP,E(x) :=
1

T

T∑
t=1

fP,t(x), (18)

For our analysis, we consider the following error decomposition for ∥fDs,E − f∥∞:

∥fDs,E − f∥∞ ≤ ∥fDs,E − fP,E∥∞ + ∥fP,E − EPZ
fP,E∥∞ + ∥EPZ

fP,E − f∥∞, (19)

where PZ denotes the probability distribution of the random partition πp. The error terms
on the right-hand side of (19) are called sample error, sampling error, approximation error,
respectively.

4.1.1 Bounding the Sample Error Term

Lemma 4.1. Let fDs,E and fP,E be defined as in (5) and (18), respectively. Then for any
τ > 0, there holds

∥fDs,E − fP,E∥∞ ≤
√
2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/m

+ 2(2r)−d2p(τ + (4d+ 9) logm)/(3m)

with probability at least 1− e−τ .

4.1.2 Bounding the Sampling Error Term

Lemma 4.2. Let fP,E be defined as in (18). Then for any τ > 0, there holds

∥fP,E − EPZ
fP,E∥∞ ≤

√
2c21(τ + log 2pd)/T + 2(τ + log 2pd)/(3T )

with probability at least 1− e−τ , where c1 is a constant only depending on d and ∥f∥∞.

4.1.3 Bounding the Approximation Error Term

Lemma 4.3. Let the density function f satisfy Assumption 3.5 and fP,E be defined as in
(18). Then we have

∥EPZ
fP,E − f∥∞ ≤ cL(2r)

αd exp
(
(2−α − 1)p/d

)
.

4.1.4 Convergence Rates of SFDE

The following proposition presents the convergence rates of SFDE in terms of the L∞-norm
under the assumption that no outliers are contained in the dataset.

Proposition 4.4. Let fDs,E be the SFDE defined in (5). Suppose f ∈ Cα with support
X ⊂ Br. Let γ1 be as in (13). Then, for any subset Ds satisfying Ds ∩XO = ∅, by choosing

p ≍ ((1− 2γ1)/ log 2) ·m, T ≳ m2γ1 ,

there holds

∥fDs,E − f∥∞ ≲
√
log n ·m−γ1

with probability at least 1− 1/m.
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Proof of Proposition 4.4. Combining (19), Lemma 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3, we obtain that with
probability Pn at least 1− 2e−τ , there holds

∥fDs,E − f∥∞ ≤
√
2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/m

+ 2(2r)−d2p(τ + (4d+ 9) logm)/(3m) +
√
2c21(τ + log 2pd)/T

+ 2(τ + log 2pd)/(3T ) + cL(2r)
αd exp

(
(2−α − 1)p/d

)
.

By taking τ = log(2n), p ≍ (1− 2γ1) logm/ log 2 and T ≳ m2γ1 , we obtain

∥fD,E − f∥∞ ≤ C1

(√
2p log n/m+

√
log n+ log(2pd)/T + exp

(
(2−α − 1)p/d

))
,

≤ (3C1 + d)
√

log n ·m−γ1 ≲
√
log n ·m−γ1

with probability Pn at least 1− n−1, where

C1 :=
√
8(d+ 1)(2r)−d∥f∥∞ + 8(d+ 3)(2r)−d/3 + 2(c1 + 1) + cL(2r)

αd.

Thus, we finish the proof.

It is worth mentioning that by conducting a new learning theory analysis, Proposition
4.4 establishes the convergence rates of SFDE with respect to the L∞-norm and in the sense
of “with high probability”. In particular, when there are no outliers in the whole dataset D,
we take Ds = D such that SFDE reduces to RFDE. By Proposition 4.4, RFDE achieves the
convergence rate (log n/n)γ1 , which is both faster and stronger than the result that holds
with respect to the L2-norm “in expectation” as established in Theorem 1 in Wen and Hang
(2022). This enables further analysis of MFRDE under the outlier setting.

4.2 Error Analysis for MFRDE with outliers

In this section, we conduct the error analysis for MFRDE in the presence of outliers in
terms of the L∞-norm if the true density f ∈ Cα. To this end, we firstly give the following
notations. Given the index set of outliers O in the data and the subsampled data sets Ds,
s ∈ [S],

D′
s := Ds \XO (20)

denotes the subsampled data set that only contains inliers of Ds. Moreover, let

Is := {x ∈ X : XOx ∩Ds = ∅} (21)

denote the set of x for which Ds does not contain any local outlier of x.
The following lemma shows that with appropriate parameter choice, we are able to

reduce the error analysis of MFRDE into the error analysis of SFDE.

Lemma 4.5. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.6 hold. Let fM and Is be defined as in (2)
and (21), respectively. Then for any ε ∈ (0, 1/2), by choosing the same values for parameters
m, p, T and S as in Theorem 3.6, we get

P
(
∥fM − f∥∞ ≤ 2(1 + ∥f∥∞)ε

)
≥ P

(
max
s∈[S]

sup
x∈Is

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε
)
.

Lemma 4.6 shows that the error bound of SFDE depends on the proportion of inliers in
Ds and the density estimation error of fD′

s,E fitted on the subsampled clean data D′
s.

Lemma 4.6. Let fDs,E and D′
s be defined as in (5) and (20), respectively. Then we have

sup
x∈Is

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤
∣∣|D′

s|/m− 1
∣∣ · ∥fD′

s,E∥∞ + sup
x∈Is

|fD′
s,E(x)− f(x)|. (22)

11



In order to analyze the term
∣∣|D′

s|/m − 1
∣∣ on the right-hand side of (22), Lemma 4.7

provides an estimate of the number of inliers in the subset Ds, i.e. |D′
s|.

Lemma 4.7. Let D′
s be defined as in (20) and let PU denote the distribution of the resampling

procedure. Then there holds that

m(1− |O|/n)−
√

m log(4nS) ≤
∧
s∈[S]

|D′
s| ≤ m

with probability at least 1− 1/(2n).

Next, we establish the pointwise convergence rates of fD′
s,E w.r.t. the L∞-norm for any

x ∈ Is by the similar proof as in Proposition 4.4.

Lemma 4.8. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.6 hold. Let D′
s be defined as in (20) and

fD′
s,E be the random forest estimator fitted on D′

s. In addition, let γ1 be as in (13). Then
by choosing the same values for parameters m, p, T and S as in Theorem 4.9, we get

∥fD′
s,E∥∞ ≲ m−γ1 log n+ ∥f∥∞, sup

x∈Is
|fD′

s,E(x)− f(x)| ≲ m−γ1 log n.

with probability at least 1− 1/n.

With these preparations in Lemmas 4.5-4.8, we are able to derive the error bound of
MFRDE under the outlier setting. The following proposition establishes the error bound for
MFRDE with respect to L∞-norm, which is essential for establishing the consistency and
convergence rates for MFRDE.

Proposition 4.9 (Density Estimation Error Bound). Let Assumptions 3.1 and 3.5
hold, and fM be the MFRDE estimator as in (2). Furthermore, let the outlier set XO satisfy
|O| ≤ n/2. Moreover, let m, p, T satisfy (14). with probability at least 1− 1/n, there holds

∥fM − f∥∞ ≲ (log n)3/2m−γ1 , (23)

where m denotes the size of the considered subsamples.

Proof of Proposition 4.9. By using Lemma 4.7, we obtain

max
s∈[S]

∣∣|D′
s|/m− 1

∣∣ ≤ |O|/n+
√
log(4nS)/m (24)

with probability PU at least 1− 1/(2n). This, together with Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.8
yields that for some constant c2

max
s∈[S]

sup
x∈Is

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)|

≤ max
s∈[S]

∣∣|D′
s|/m− 1

∣∣ · ∥fD′
s,E∥∞ +max

s∈[S]
sup
x∈Is

|fD′
s,E(x)− f(x)|

≤ max
s∈[S]

∣∣|D′
s|/m− 1

∣∣ ·max
s∈[S]

∥fD′
s,E∥∞ +max

s∈[S]
∥fD′

s,E − f∥∞

≤
(
|O|/n+

√
log(4nS)/m

)
· (∥f∥∞ + c2m

−γ1 log n) + c2m
−γ1 log n

≲
(
|O|/n+

√
2 log(2n)/m

)
·m−γ1 log n+m−γ1 log n

≲ m−γ1(log n)3/2

holds with probability Pn ⊗ PT
Z ⊗ PU at least 1 − 1/n, where c3 := c2 + 10∥f∥∞. This

together with Lemma 4.5 yields

∥fM − f∥∞ ≲ 2c3(1 + ∥f∥∞)m−γ1(log n)3/2 ≲ m−γ1(log n)3/2

with probability Pn ⊗ PT
Z ⊗ PU at least 1− 1/n. This finishes the proof.
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We are able to prove Theorem 3.6 as a direct consequence of Proposition 4.9.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. Since |O|/n → 0 as n → ∞, the threshold of m in (14), i.e. n ∧
(n/|O|)γ2 , goes to infinity. If we let m → ∞ as n → ∞, by applying Proposition 4.9, we
obtain the consistency, i.e. ∥fM − f∥∞ → 0. This finishes the proof.

The upper bound (23) indicates that the convergence rate of MFRDE becomes faster as
m increases. Therefore, its fastest convergence rate can be attained by taking m equal to
the threshold n ∧ (n/|O|)γ2 , as provided in the following proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. By applying Proposition 4.9 to m ≍ n ∧ (n/|O|)γ2 , p = ((1 −
2γ1)/ log 2) · logm, and T ≍ m2γ1 , we obtain the convergence rates. This finishes the
proof.

5 Simulations and data analysis

5.1 Simulation studies

In this section, we conduct parameter analysis on the parameters of MFRDE, including the
subsampling size m and two parameters associated with SFDE which are the number of
trees T and the depth p. Moreover, we compare the performance of MFRDE with existing
robust density estimation methods under different outlier proportions and outlier types.

Computation for the integration in (2). In experiments, the integral in (2) is
approximated in the following way. In detail, let Z := {(−r + (2r) · i/99,−r + (2r) · j/99) :
i, j ∈ {0, . . . , 99}} be 10000 grid points from Br. Then we compute M(zi) for each zi ∈ Z.

Subsequently, the integration
∫
Br

M(x)dx can be approximated by µ(Br)
10000

∑
zi∈Z M(zi).

Evaluation Metrics. Following Cui et al. (2021), we employ the mean absolute error
(MAE) as the criterion to evaluate the accuracy of the density estimator. To be specific,
MAE is defined by MAE(f̂) := 1

10000

∑
zi∈Z |f̂(zi) − f(zi)|. It is used in synthetic data

experiments where the true density function f is known. A lower MAE indicates a better
estimation of the true density.

Distributions of Inliers and Outliers. Following Cui et al. (2021), we assume that
the first dimension of two-dimensional inliers is drawn from the exponential distribution
with density f1(x) :=

1
2 exp(−

1
2x)1(0,∞)(x) and the second dimension of inliers is from the

uniform distribution f2(x) :=
1
51[0,5](x). We consider the following three schemes of outlier

distributions:

• Uniform: Each dimension of the outliers is drawn independently from the uniform
distribution U [0, 5].

• Beta: Each dimension of the outliers is drawn independently from the shifted and
scaled beta distribution with density f(x) = 1

10(1− x/5)−1/21x∈[0,5).

• Discrete: We generate outliers by a Markov chain with discrete state space which
contains 30 two-dimension points drawn from U [0, 5] × U [2.5, 5] and the transition
matrix 1301

T
30/30. The initial state is randomly chosen from the discrete state space

and the first |O| states in the Markov chain are the outliers we adopt.

It is worth mentioning that in the Discrete case, outliers are generated by a Markov
chain and thus the outliers are dependent. The above three outlier cases correspond to the
different exponents β = 1, 0.5, 0, which reflect the different concentration levels of outliers
as illustrated in Examples 3.2-3.4. We fix the total sample size to be n = 500 and vary the
number of outliers |O| to obtain different outlier ratios |O|/n ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.4}.

In the following, we perform parameter analysis on the number of trees T , the subsample
size m, and the tree depth p under different outlier proportions |O|/n and the above three
outlier types. Each setting is repeated 10 times.
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Figure 4: Parameter analysis on m/n and T for three different outlier types under the outlier
proportion |O|/n = 0.10.
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Figure 5: Parameter analysis on m and T for three different outlier types under the outlier
proportion |O|/n = 0.20.
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Figure 6: Parameter analysis on m and T for three different outlier types under the outlier
proportion |O|/n = 0.40.

Number of Trees T . We consider T ∈ {1, 5, 20}. For each subsampling ratio
m/n ∈ {0.004, 0.008, 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.067, 0.1, 0.2, 0.333}, we search among p ∈ {3, 4, . . . , 9}
and record the smallest mean absolute error (MAE). The results in Figures 4-6 show that,
regardless of the outlier proportion |O|/n and the outlier distributions, MFRDE with T = 20
achieves the smallest density estimation error for properly chosen m/n in most cases.

Subsampling Size m. Figures 4-6 reveals that for each outlier case and outlier
proportion, MFRDE has an optimal value m/n to achieve the smallest density estimation
error. Furthermore, regardless of outlier proportion |O|/n, the optimal subsampling size m
under the Beta case or Discrete case is smaller than that of Uniform case. This empirically
illustrates that as the outlier exponent β decreases, the optimal value of m becomes smaller,
which totally coincides with the theoretical result in (14) of Theorem 3.7.

In addition, for a fixed outlier case, as the outlier proportion |O|/n increases, the optimal
value of m/n becomes larger. For example, for β = 0.5, the optimal values of m/n under
|O|/n = 0.1, 0.2, 0.4 are 0.10, 0.05, 0.01, respectively.

Tree Depth p. We investigate the impact of p on the robustness of MFRDE, keeping
T = 20 and m/n = 0.05. Figure 7 indicates that for four different |O|/n ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.4}
and two different outlier types, the optimal depths of trees almost coincide.

Results Comparison We compare our MFRDE with the existing robust density
estimation methods, including RKDE Kim and Scott (2012), SPKDE Vandermeulen and
Scott (2014) and MoM-KDE Humbert et al. (2022) under the three different outlier types
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Figure 7: Parameter analysis on the depth of trees p for two different outlier types.
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Figure 8: MAE of various density estimators for three different outlier types under various outlier
proportions |O|/n.

and different outlier proportions |O|/n ∈ {0.05, 0.1, . . . , 0.5}. Figure 8 presents the average
and the standard derivation of MAE for ten repeated experiments. The results show that our
MFRDE significantly outperforms other robust density methods over all outlier proportions
and types. In addition, from Figures 8(a)-8(c) we can see that a more uniform outlier
distribution (i.e. a larger exponent β) results in a smaller density estimation error for our
MFRDE. This verifies the error bound of MFRDE in Theorem 3.7, which becomes smaller
as β increases since γ2 in (16) increases with β for d > 1.

5.2 Data analysis

Real-world Datasets. We conduct experiments on 3 classification datasets Chang and
Lin (2011); Alcalá-Fdez et al. (2011); Dua and Graff (2017): German, Digits, and Titanic.

Experimental Setups. Following the settings of Humbert et al. (2022); Kim and Scott
(2012), the class labeled 0 is designated as outliers and all other classes serve as inliers. The
proportion of outliers is controlled by randomly downsampling the outlier class to a range
from 0.05 to 0.5 in steps of 0.05. If the dataset does not have enough outliers to reach a
certain proportion, the inliers are downsampled instead. Experiments are repeated 10 times
for each dataset and outlier proportion. We search the optimal parameters from a coarse
grid m/n ∈ {0.02, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2}, T ∈ {1, 5, 20} and p ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12}.

Evaluation Metrics. Since the true density function is unavailable, it is impossible to
utilize the MAE to evaluate the robustness of the density estimators. Instead, we employ
the AUC metric as an evaluation criterion for robustness. As is discussed in Humbert et al.
(2022); Kim and Scott (2012), the anomaly detection task can be used to evaluate the
robustness of density estimators. As a robust density estimator has high density values
at inliers and low density values at outliers, outliers can be detected by setting a density
threshold. In other words, a density estimator possesses high robustness if it has strong
anomaly detection capabilities.

Experimental Results. Figure 9 indicates that in most of the outlier proportions
on these three real-world classification datasets, our MFRDE outperforms existing robust
density methods.
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Figure 9: AUC comparison.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an ensemble learning algorithm called medians of forests for
robust density estimation (MFRDE ), which achieves robustness through a pointwise median
operation on forest density estimators fitted on subsampled datasets. The local property
of MFRDE allows for larger subsampling sizes, sacrificing less accuracy while achieving
robustness. Theoretical analysis shows that even if the number of outliers reaches a certain
polynomial order in the sample size, MFRDE achieves almost the same convergence rate as
the same algorithm fitted on uncontaminated data, making it superior to robust kernel-based
methods. The practical application of MFRDE to anomaly detection further showcases its
superior performance. Overall, MFRDE presents a promising approach to robust density
estimation in various fields, particularly in the presence of outliers.
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Jesús Alcalá-Fdez, Alberto Fernández, Julián Luengo, Joaqúın Derrac, and Salvador Garćıa.
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This appendix consists of supplementary material for theoretical analysis. In Section 4,
we prove the convergence rate of SFDE fitted on the clean data and MFRDE fitted on the
contaminated data for the underlying true density function residing in Hölder space Cα,
respectively. The corresponding proofs of the results in Section 4 are shown in Section A.

A Proofs

This section consists of four parts. To be specific, Section A.1, A.2 and A.3 show the proofs
related to Section 4.1.1, 4.1.2 and 4.1.3, respectively. Section A.4 presents the proof of
auxiliary lemmas for MFRDE in Section 4.2.

A.1 Proofs Related to Section 4.1.1

To conduct our analysis, we first need to recall the definitions of VC dimension (VC index )
and covering number, which are frequently used in capacity-involved arguments and measure
the complexity of the underlying function class (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996; Kosorok,
2008; Giné and Nickl, 2021).

Definition A.1 (VC dimension). Let B be a class of subsets of X and A ⊂ X be a finite
set. The trace of B on A is defined by {B∩A : B ⊂ B}. Its cardinality is denoted by ∆B(A).
We say that B shatters A if ∆B(A) = 2#(A), that is, if for every A′ ⊂ A, there exists a
B ⊂ B such that A′ = B ∩A. For n ∈ N, let

mB(n) := sup
A⊂X ,#(A)=n

∆B(A). (25)

Then, the set B is a Vapnik-Chervonenkis class if there exists n < ∞ such that mB(n) < 2n

and the minimal of such n is called the VC dimension of B, and abbreviate as VC(B).

Since an arbitrary set of n points {x1, . . . , xn} possess 2n subsets, we say that B picks out
a certain subset from {x1, . . . , xn} if this can be formed as a set of the form B∩{x1, . . . , xn}
for a B ∈ B. The collection B shatters {x1, . . . , xn} if each of its 2n subsets can be picked
out in this manner. From Definition A.1 we see that the VC dimension of the class B is the
smallest n for which no set of size n is shattered by B, that is,

VC(B) = inf
{
n : max

x1,...,xn

∆B({x1, . . . , xn}) ≤ 2n
}
,

where ∆B({x1, . . . , xn}) = #{B ∩ {x1, . . . , xn} : B ∈ B}. Clearly, the more refined B is, the
larger is its index.

Definition A.2 (Covering Number). Let (X , d) be a metric space and A ⊂ X . For ε > 0,
the ε-covering number of A is denoted as

N (A, d, ε) := min

{
n ≥ 1 : ∃x1, . . . , xn ∈ X such that A ⊂

n⋃
i=1

B(xi, ε)

}
,

where B(x, ε) := {x′ ∈ X : d(x, x′) ≤ ε}.

The following Lemma, which is needed in the proof of Lemma 4.1, provides the covering
number of the indicator functions on the collection of the balls in Rd.

Lemma A.3. Let A := {⊗d
i=1[ai, bi)

d : ai < bi, 1 ≤ i ≤ d} and 1A := {1A : A ∈ A}. Then
for any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists a universal constant C such that

N (1A, ∥ · ∥L1(Q), ε) ≤ C(d+ 2)(4e)2d+1ε−2d

holds for any probability measure Q.
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Proof of Lemma A.3. Example 2.6.1 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) shows that
VC(A) = 2d + 1. Then using Theorem 9.2 in Kosorok (2008), we immediately obtain
the assertion.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. By the definition of fDs,E and fP,E, we have for any fixed x,

|fDs,E(x)− fP,E(x)| =
∣∣∣∣ 1T

T∑
t=1

(fDs,t(x)− fP,t(x))

∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

T

T∑
t=1

|fDs,t(x)− fP,t(x)|

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣Ds(A
t
p(x))

µ(At
p(x))

−
P(At

p(x))

µ(At
p(x))

∣∣∣∣
= (2r)−d2p · 1

T

T∑
t=1

∣∣Ds(A
t
p(x))− P(At

p(x))
∣∣. (26)

Applying Lemma A.3 to Q := (P+Ds)/2, there exists an ε-net {1A1 , . . . ,1AK
} of the space

1A with K := C(d+ 2)(4e)2d+1ε−2d. Therefore, for any t and for any cell At
p(x) ∈ A, there

exists j ∈ [K] such that ∥1Aj − 1At
p(x)

∥L1(Q) ≤ ε. Since Q = (P + Ds)/2, we have

∥1Aj − 1At
p(x)

∥L1(Q) = (∥1Aj − 1At
p(x)

∥L1(Ds) + ∥1Aj − 1At
p(x)

∥L1(P))/2

and consequently there hold both ∥1Aj − 1At
p(x)

∥L1(Ds) ≤ 2ε and ∥1Aj − 1At
p(x)

∥L1(P) ≤ 2ε.
Therefore, we have

|Ds(Ap(x))−Ds(Aj)| = |EDs1At
p(x)

(X)− EDs1Aj (X)|

≤ EDs |1At
p(x)

(X)− 1Aj (X)| = ∥1At
p(x)

− 1Aj∥L1(Ds) ≤ 2ε.

Similarly, we can show that |P(At
p(x))− P(Aj)| ≤ 2ε. Using the triangle inequality, we get∣∣Ds(A

t
p(x))− P(At

p(x))
∣∣ ≤ |Ds(A

t
p(x))−Ds(Aj)|+ |Ds(Aj)− P(Aj)|+ |P(At

p(x))− P(Aj)|
≤ 4ε+ |Ds(Aj)− P(Aj)|. (27)

For any i ∈ Bs, let the random variables ξi be defined by

ξi := 1{Xi ∈ Aj} − P(Aj).

Then we have ∥ξi∥∞ ≤ 1, EPξi = 0 and Varξi ≤ EPξ
2
i = P(Aj)(1 − P(Aj)) ≤ P(Aj).

Applying Bernstein’s inequality in Steinwart and Christmann (2008), we obtain that for any
τ ′ > 0, there holds

|Ds(Aj)− P(Aj)| =
∣∣∣∣ 1m ∑

i∈Bs

1{Xi ∈ Aj} − P(Aj(x))

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣ 1m ∑
i∈Bs

(
1{Xi ∈ Aj} − P(Aj(x))

)∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1m ∑
i∈Bs

ξi

∣∣∣∣
≤
√
2P(Aj)τ ′/m+ 2τ ′/(3m) ≤

√
2(2r)d2−p∥f∥∞τ ′/m+ 2τ ′/(3m)

with probability Pn at least 1− 2e−τ ′ . Using the union bound, we get

sup
j∈[K]

∣∣Ds(Aj)− P(Aj)
∣∣ ≤√2(2r)d2−p∥f∥∞τ ′/m+ 2τ ′/(3m)
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with probability Pn at least 1− 2Ke−τ ′ . Taking τ ′ := τ + log 2K, we obtain

sup
j∈[K]

∣∣Ds(Aj)− P(Aj)
∣∣ ≤√2(2r)d2−p∥f∥∞(τ + log(2K))/m+ 2(τ + log(2K))/(3m)

with probability Pn at least 1 − e−τ . Now, if we take ε = 1/m, then for any m ≥
max{4e, d+ 2, 2C}, there holds

log(2K) = log 2C + log(d+ 2) + (2d+ 1) log(4e) + 2d logm ≤ (4d+ 3) logm.

Therefore, we obtain

sup
j∈[K]

|Ds(Aj)− P(Aj)| ≤
√
2(2r)d2−p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/m

+ 2(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/(3m)

(28)

with probability Pn at least 1− e−τ . Combining (28) and (27), we obtain that for any x
and t, there holds∣∣Ds(A

t
p(x))− P(At

p(x))
∣∣ ≤√2(2r)d2−p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/m

+ 2(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/(3m) + 4/m

≤
√
2(2r)d2−p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/m

+ 2(τ + (4d+ 9) logm)/(3m)

with probability Pn at least 1− e−τ . This together with (26) yields that

|fDs,E(x)− fP,E(x)| ≤
√

2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/m

+ 2(2r)−d2p(τ + (4d+ 9) logm)/(3m)
(29)

holds with probability Pn at least 1− e−τ . This finishes the proof.

A.2 Proof Related to Section 4.1.2

Proof of Lemma 4.2. For any x ∈ Br, there holds

∣∣fP,E(x)− EPZ
fP,E(x)

∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

fP,t(x)− EPZ
fP(x)

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

P(At
p(x))

µ(At
p(x))

− EPZ

P(Ap(x))

µ(Ap(x))

∣∣∣∣
= 2p(2r)−d

∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

P(At
p(x))− EPZ

P(Ap(x))

∣∣∣∣
= 2p(2r)−d

∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(
P(At

p(x))− EPZ
P(At

p(x))
)∣∣∣∣, (30)

where P(Ap(x)) actually is a random variable whose randomness comes from the binary
random partition rule. Different partitions yield the different cells Ap(x) containing the
fixed point x. For any x′ ∈ Ap(x), there holds

∥x− x′∥ ≤ diam(Ap(x)) ≤
√
d.
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Figure 10: (a) T random partitions and the corresponding cells At(x) containing the point x. (b)
The histogram partition with the bin width 2−p under p = 2 and d = 2. Given the fixed point
x ∈ A1,2, for any point x′ ∈ A1,2, there holds At(x

′) = At(x) for t ∈ [T ]. Therefore, there are at
most 2pd = 16 possible cells (At(x))

T
t=1 containing the same point.
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Therefore, we have

f(x′) ≤ f(x) + |f(x′)− f(x)| ≤ f(x) + cL∥x− x′∥ ≤ f(x) + cL
√
d ≤ ∥f∥∞ + cL

√
d =: c1

and consequently

P(At
p(x)) = PX(X ∈ At

p(x)) =

∫
At

p(x)
f(x′) dx′ ≤

∫
At

p(x)
c1 dx

′ = c1µ(A
t
p(x)) = c12

−p(2r)d.

This together with the triangle inequality yields

|P(At
p(x))− EPZ

P(At
p(x))| ≤ P(At

p(x)) + EPZ
P(At

p(x)) ≤ 2c12
−p(2r)d.

Define
ζt := P(At

p(x))− EPZ
P(At

p(x)).

Then we have ∥ζt∥∞ ≤ 2c12
−p(2r)d, EPZ

ζt = 0, and EPZ
ζ2t ≤ EPZ

P(At
p(x))

2 ≤ c212
−2p(2r)2d.

Applying Bernstein’s inequality to (ζt)
T
t=1, we get∣∣∣∣ 1T

T∑
t=1

(ζt − EPZ
ζt)

∣∣∣∣ ≤√2c212
−2p(2r)2dτ/T + 21−pc1(2r)

2dτ/(3T )

with probability PT
Z at least 1− e−τ . This together with (30) yields that for any fixed x,

there holds ∣∣fP,E(x)− EPZ
fP,E(x)

∣∣ ≤√2c21τ/T + 2τ/(3T )

with probability PT
Z at least 1 − e−τ . Denote the set of all possible combinations of the

cells from different T trees containing a fixed point as B := {(At
p(x))

T
t=1 : x ∈ X}. By

the procedure of binary partition, for any (k1, k2, . . . , kd) ∈ {1, . . . , 2p}d and for any two
different points x, x′ in ⊗d

j=1[−r + 2r(kj − 1)/2p,−r + 2rkj/2
p), there holds At

p(x) = At
p(x

′)
for all t ∈ [T ] as shown in Figure 10. Therefore, we have

B =
{
(At

p(x))
T
t=1 : x = (−r + r(2k1 − 1)/2p, . . . ,−r + r(2kd − 1)/2p), ki ∈ [2p], i = 1, . . . , d

}
and thus |B| ≤ 2pd.

Furthermore, we get

PT
Z

(
∥fP,E − EPZ

fP,E∥∞ ≤ ε
)
= PT

Z

(
sup
x∈X

|fP,E(x)− EPZ
fP,E(x)| ≤ ε

)
= PT

Z

(
sup

(At
p(x))

T
t=1∈B

|fP,E(x)− EPZ
fP,E(x)| ≤ ε

)
= 1− PT

Z

(
sup

(At
p(x))

T
t=1∈B

|fP,E(x)− EPZ
fP,E(x)| ≥ ε

)
≥ 1− |B| · PT

Z

(
|fP,E(x)− EPZ

fP,E(x)| ≥ ε
)

≥ 1− 2pd · PT
Z

(
|fP,E(x)− EPZ

fP,E(x)| ≥ ε
)
.

Taking ε :=
√

2c21τ/T + 2τ/(3T ), we get

∥fP,E − EPZ
fP,E∥∞ ≤

√
2c21τ/T + 2τ/(3T )

with probability PT
Z at least 1− 2pde−τ . Substituting τ with τ + log 2pd, we get

|fP,E(x)− EPZ
fP,E(x)| ≤

√
2c21(τ + log 2pd)/T + 2(τ + log 2pd)/(3T ) (31)

with probability PT
Z at least 1− e−τ . This proves the assertion.
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A.3 Proofs Related to Section 4.1.3

In this section, we will make use of the following fact proposed by Biau (2012).

Fact A.4. For x ∈ Br, let Ap(x) be the rectangular cell of the random tree containing x
and Sp,j(x) be the number of times that Ap(x) is split on the j-th coordinate (j = 1, . . . , d).
Then Sp(x) := (Sp,1(x), . . . , Sp,d(x)) has multi-nomial distribution with parameters p and

probability vector (1/d, . . . , 1/d) and satisfies
∑d

j=1 Sp,j(x) = p. Moreover, let Ap,j(x) be the
size of the j-th dimension of Ap(x). Then we have

Ap,j(x)
D
= 2r · 2−Sp,j(x), (32)

where
D
= indicates that variables in the two sides of the equation have the same distribution.

Before we proceed, we present the following lemma, which helps to bound the diameter
of the rectangular cell Ap(x).

Lemma A.5. Suppose that xi > 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d and 0 < α ≤ 1. Then we have( d∑
i=1

xi

)α

≤
d∑

i=1

xαi . (33)

Proof of Lemma A.5. For any 1 ≤ i ≤ n, we have 0 < xi/
∑d

i=1 xi < 1. Since 0 < α ≤ 1,
we have ∑d

i=1 x
α
i

(
∑d

i=1 xi)
α
=

d∑
i=1

(
xi∑d
i=1 xi

)α

≥
d∑

i=1

xi∑d
i=1 xi

=

∑d
i=1 xi∑d
i=1 xi

= 1.

Consequently, we get
(∑d

i=1 xi
)α ≤

∑d
i=1 x

α
i , which finishes the proof.

Combining Lemma A.5 with Fact A.4, it is easy to derive the following lemma which
plays an important role to bound the approximation error of the estimator.

Lemma A.6. Let the diameter of the set A ⊂ Rd be defined by diam(A) := supx,x′∈A ∥x−
x′∥2. Then for any x ∈ X and 0 < β ≤ 2, there holds

EPZ

(
diam(Ap(x))

β
)
≤ (2r)βd exp

(
(2−β − 1)p/d

)
.

Proof of Lemma A.6. By definition, we have diam(Ap(x)) :=
(∑d

j=1A
j
p(x)2

)1/2
. Conse-

quently, (32) in Fact A.4 implies diam(Ap(x))
β = (2r)β

(∑d
j=1 2

−2Sj
p(x)
)β/2

. Applying
Lemma A.5, we get

diam(Ap(x))
β ≤ (2r)β

d∑
j=1

2−βSj
p(x). (34)

Consequently, we have

EPZ

(
diam(Ap(x))

β
)
≤ EPZ

(
(2r)β

d∑
j=1

2−βSj
p(x)

)
= (2r)β

d∑
j=1

EPZ

(
2−βSj

p(x)
)

= (2r)βd
(
1− (1− 2−β)/d

)p ≤ (2r)βd exp
(
(2−β − 1)p/d

)
.

Therefore we prove the desired assertion.
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Proof of Lemma 4.3. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition of fP,E, there holds

|EPZ
fP,E(x)− f(x)| = |EPZ

(fP(x))− f(x)|

=

∣∣∣∣EPZ

1

µ(Ap(x))

∫
Ap(x)

f(x′)dx′ − f(x)

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣EPZ

(
1

µ(Ap(x))

∫
Ap(x)

(f(x′)− f(x))dx′
)∣∣∣∣

≤ EPZ

(
1

µ(Ap(x))

∫
Ap(x)

|f(x′)− f(x)|dx′
)
.

Using the assumption f ∈ Cα and Lemma A.6, we get for any x,

|EPZ
fP,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ EPZ

(
1

µ(Ap(x))

∫
Ap(x)

cLdiam(Ap(x))
αdx′

)
= cLEPZ

diam(Ap(x))
α ≤ cL(2r)

αd exp
(
(2−α − 1)p/d

)
,

which finishes the proof.

A.4 Proof Related to Section 4.2

Proof of Lemma 4.7. Since the each sample appears in (Ds)
S
s=1 for only one time, we have

S∑
s=1

|D′
s| =

S∑
s=1

∑
i∈I

1{Xi ∈ Ds} =
∑
i∈I

S∑
s=1

1{Xi ∈ Ds} = n− |O|.

Therefore, (|D′
s|)Ss=1 follows from multivariate hyper-geometric (MHG) distribution with

parameters n, (m,m, . . . ,m) and n− |O|. In other words, the probability mass function of
(|D′

s|)Ss=1 ∼ MHG(n, (m,m, . . . ,m), n− |O|) is(
n

n− |O|

)−1 S∏
s=1

(
m

|D′
s|

)
.

The marginal distribution of each component |D′
s| is distributed from the hyper-geometric

distribution with parameters n, m and n− |O|, that is,

P(|D′
s| = ℓ) =

(
n

n− |O|

)−1(m
ℓ

)(
n−m

n− |O| − ℓ

)
.

Applying the Hoeffding-Serfling inequality in (Bardenet and Maillard, 2015, Theorem 2.4)
with S,m ≥ 1, we obtain that for any s ∈ [S], there holds

P
(∣∣|D′

s| −m(1− |O|/n)
∣∣ ≥ mε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− 2mε2

(1− 1/S)(1 + 1/m)

)
≤ 2e−mε2 .

Taking ε :=
√

log(4nS)/m, we get

P
(∣∣|D′

s| −m(1− |O|/n)
∣∣ ≤√m log(4nS)

)
≥ 1− 1/(2nS),

which implies

P
(
|D′

s| ≥ m(1− |O|/n)−
√
m log(4nS)

)
≥ 1− 1/(2nS).
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This together with the union bound yields

P
(
min
s∈[S]

|D′
s| ≥ m(1− |O|/n)−

√
m log(4nS)

)
= 1− P

( ⋃
s∈[S]

{
|D′

s| < m(1− |O|/n)−
√
m log(4nS)

})

≥ 1−
S∑

s=1

P
(
|D′

s| < m(1− |O|/n)−
√
m log(4nS)

)
= 1−

S∑
s=1

(
1− P

(
|D′

s| ≥ m(1− |O|/n)−
√

m log(4nS)
))

≥ 1− 1/(2n),

which finishes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Define the supreme of the number of local outliers byOL := supx∈X |Ox|.
We show that

(a) S > 2OL.

(b) For any ε ∈ (0, 1/2), there holds

inf
x

S∑
s=1

1{|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε} ≥ S/2 =⇒ ∥fM − f∥∞ ≤ 2(1 + ∥f∥∞)ε.

For a fixed x ∈ Rd, let

Jx := {s = 1, . . . , S : Ds ∩XOx = ∅}. (35)

By the above definition of Jx, each block Ds with s ∈ [S] \ Jx has at least one local outlier
of x, i.e. infs∈[S]\Jx

|Ds ∩XOx | ≥ 1. Therefore, we have∣∣[S] \ Jx

∣∣ = ∑
s∈[S]\Jx

1 ≤
∑

s∈[S]\Jx

|Ds ∩XOx | =
∑

s∈[S]\Jx

∑
i∈[n]

1{Xi ∈ Ds ∩XOx}

=
∑
s∈[S]

∑
i∈[n]

1{Xi ∈ Ds ∩XOx} =
∑
s∈[S]

∑
i∈Ox

1{Xi ∈ Ds}

=
∑
i∈Ox

S∑
s=1

1{Xi ∈ Ds} = |Ox| ≤ OL.

This together with (a) yields that for any x, there holds

|Jx| = S −
∣∣[S] \ Jx

∣∣ ≥ S −OL > S/2. (36)

If it holds that

sup
x

max
s∈Jx

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε, (37)

then (36) implies for any x, there exist at least S/2 Ds’s such that |fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε. In
other words,

inf
x

S∑
s=1

1{|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε} > S/2. (38)
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Thus we prove that (37) yields (38) and thus we get

{
sup
x

max
s∈Jx

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε
}
⊂
{
inf
x

S∑
s=1

1{|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε} > S/2

}
. (39)

For fixed s ∈ [S], let Is := {x ∈ X : XOx ∩Ds = ∅}. This together with the definition of
Jx in (35) yields{

sup
x

max
s∈Jx

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε
}
=
{
max
s∈[S]

sup
x∈Is

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε
}
.

This together with (b) and (39) yields

P(∥fM − f∥∞ ≤ 2(1 + ∥f∥∞)ε)

≥ P

(
inf
x

S∑
s=1

1{|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε} ≥ S/2

)
≥ P

(
sup
x

max
s∈Jx

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε
)
= P

(
max
s∈[S]

sup
x∈Is

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε
)
. (40)

Proof of (a): Let γ2 be defined as in (13). Then we have

m < (1/2cU )
γ2
(
n ∧ (n/|O|)γ2

)
. (41)

Using the upper bound (8) of the number of local outliers |Ox| = |XO ∩ Rx| for any x
together with

µ(Rx) ≤ 2−p(2r)dT,

p = ((1− 2γ1)/ log 2) · logm, and T ≍ m2γ1 , we get

OL = sup
x

|Ox| ≤ cU
((
µ(Rx)/(2r)

d
)β|O| ∨ 1

)
≤ cU

(
(2−pT )β|O| ∨ 1

)
= cU

(
m−1+1/γ2 |O| ∨ 1

)
.

(42)

Since S = n/m, if suffices to show that

m <
n

2OL
.

For this, we analyze the cases |O| ≥ n1−1/γ2 amd |O| < n1−1/γ2 separately.
Case 1: If |O| ≥ n1−1/γ2 , then (41) implies n > (n/|O|)γ2 and thus

m <
(
2cU
)−γ2(n/|O|

)γ2 ,
which is equivalent to

m <
(2cU )

−1n

|O|m−1+1/γ2
. (43)

Since |O| ≥ n1−1/γ2 , we have m−1+1/γ2 |O| > 1, which together with (42) implies

OL ≤ cU (log n/m)1−1/γ2 |O|.

This together with (43) yields

m < n/(2OL). (44)

Case 2: If |O| < n1−1/γ2 , then (41) implies

m < (2cU )
−γ2n ≤ n/(2cU ). (45)
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If m ≥ |O|γ2/(γ2−1), then (42) implies OL ≤ cU which together with (45) yields

m < n/(2OL). (46)

Otherwise if m < |O|γ2/(γ2−1), (42) implies

OL ≤ cUm
−1+1/γ2 |O|. (47)

By (41), we have m ≤ (2cU )
−γ2(n/|O|)γ2 , which is equivalent to

m <
n

2cUm−1+1/γ2 |O|
(48)

This together with (47) yields

m < n/(2OL). (49)

Therefore, from (44), (46), and (49) we conclude that m < n/(2OL) always holds.
Proof of (b): According to our sampling strategy in Section 2, each local outlier

Xi ∈ XOx appears in (Ds)
S
s=1 for one time, i.e.

∑S
s=1 1{Xi ∈ Ds} = 1. Therefore, the total

number of local outliers of x in Ds’s is

∑
Xi∈XOx

S∑
s=1

1{Xi ∈ Ds} = |Ox| ≤ OL.

For a fixed point x, we order the density estimation values fDs,E(x), s ∈ [S] according
to their relations as follows,

fD(1),E(x) ≤ fD(2),E(x) ≤ · · · ≤ fD(S),E(x). (50)

In the following, we prove that for any ε ∈ (0, 1/2),

inf
x

S∑
s=1

1{|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε} ≥ S/2 (51)

implies ∥fM − f∥∞ ≤ 2(1 + ∥f∥∞)ε. If (51) holds, then for any x, there must exist two
indices i < ⌈S/2⌉ ≤ j such that

|fD(i),E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε and |fD(j),E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε (52)

both hold. From the definition of M in (1) we can see that M(x) := fD(⌈S/2⌉),E(x). Therefore,
from (50) we can see that

fD(i),E(x) ≤ M(x) ≤ fD(j),E(x).

This together with (52) yields

|M(x)− f(x)| ≤ |fD(i),E(x)− f(x)| ∨ |fD(j),E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε. (53)

Then by using triangle inequality, we get

M(x) ≤ |M(x)− f(x)|+ f(x) ≤ f(x) + ε;

M(x) ≥ f(x)− |M(x)− f(x)| ≥ f(x)− ε.

Therefore, we get

|M(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε. (54)
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This implies 1− ε ≤
∫
Br

M(x) dx ≤ 1 + ε. This together with the triangle inequality and
(53) yields

|fM(x)− f(x)| =
∣∣∣∣ M(x)∫

M(x) dx
− f(x)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣ M(x)∫

M(x) dx
− f(x)∫

M(x) dx

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ f(x)∫
M(x) dx

− f(x)

∣∣∣∣
≤ |M(x)− f(x)|∫

M(x) dx
+ f(x)

∣∣∣∣1− 1∫
M(x) dx

∣∣∣∣
≤ ε

1− ε
+ ∥f∥∞

ε

1− ε
= (1 + ∥f∥∞)

ε

1− ε
≤ 2(1 + ∥f∥∞)ε,

where the last inequality is due to ε < 1/2. Therefore for any x, there holds{
inf
x

S∑
s=1

1{|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε} ≥ S/2

}
⊂ {∥fM − f∥∞ ≤ 2(1 + ∥f∥∞)ε},

which completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. For any x ∈ Is, we have Ox ∩ Bs = ∅. By the definition of fDs,E(x),
we have

fDs,E(x) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

1

mµ(At
p(x))

∑
i∈Bs

1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)}

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

1

mµ(At
p(x))

( ∑
i∈Bs∩I

+
∑

i∈Bs∩Ox

+
∑

i∈Bs∩(O\Ox)

)
1{Xi ∈ At

p(x)}

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

1

mµ(At
p(x))

∑
i∈Bs∩I

1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)}

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

m−1
∑

Bs∩I 1{Xi ∈ At
p(x)}

µ(At
p(x))

, (55)

where the first equation follows from the fact that I ∪ Ox ∪ (O \ Ox) = [n] and the second
equation is due to the fact that Xi /∈

⋃
t∈[T ]A

t
p(x) holds for any i ∈ O \ Ox.

Let D′
s := Ds \XO denote the dataset that only contains the inliers of Ds. Then (55)

together with the triangle inequality yields that for any x ∈ Is, there holds

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| =
∣∣∣∣ 1T

T∑
t=1

m−1
∑

Xi∈D′
s
1{Xi ∈ At

p(x)}
µ(At

p(x))
− f(x)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣ 1T

T∑
t=1

m−1
∑

Xi∈D′
s
1{Xi ∈ At

p(x)}
µ(At

p(x))

− 1

T

T∑
t=1

|D′
s|−1

∑
Xi∈D′

s
1{Xi ∈ At

p(x)}
µ(At

p(x))

∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

|D′
s|−1

∑
Xi∈D′

s
1{Xi ∈ At

p(x)}
µ(At

p(x))
− f(x)

∣∣∣∣
=
∣∣|D′

s|/m− 1
∣∣ · fD′

s,E(x) + |fD′
s,E(x)− f(x)|.

Consequently we have

sup
x∈Is

|fDs,E(x)− f(x)| ≤
∣∣|D′

s|/m− 1
∣∣ · ∥fD′

s,E∥∞ + sup
x∈Is

|fD′
s,E(x)− f(x)|. (56)
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Proof of Lemma 4.8. By applying Lemmas 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 to fD′
s,E, we obtain

∥fD′
s,E − f∥∞ ≤

√
2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) log |D′

s|)/|D′
s|

+ 2(2r)−d2p(τ + (4d+ 9) log |D′
s|)/(3|D′

s|) +
√

2c21(τ + log 2pd)/T

+ 2(τ + log 2pd)/(3T ) + cL(2r)
αd exp

(
(2−α − 1)p/d

) (57)

with probability Pn ⊗ PT
Z at least 1− 2e−τ . Using m ≥ 16 log 4n2, Lemma 4.7, S < n, and

|O| < n/2, we obtain

|D′
s| ≥ m(1− |O|/n)−

√
m log 4nS = m

(
1− |O|/n−

√
log(4nS)/m

)
≥ m

(
1− 1/2− 1/4

)
= m/4 (58)

with probability PU at least 1− 1/(2n). Combining (57), (58) and using the union bound,
we obtain

max
s∈[S]

∥fD′
s,E − f∥∞ ≤ max

s∈[S]

(√
2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) log |D′

s|)/|D′
s|

+ 2(2r)−d2p(τ + (4d+ 9) log |D′
s|)/(3|D′

s|) +
√

2c21(τ + log 2pd)/T

+ 2(τ + log 2pd)/(3T ) + cL(2r)
αd exp

(
(2−α − 1)p/d

))
≤
√
2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(τ + (4d+ 3) logm)/(m/4)

+ 2(2r)−d2p(τ + (4d+ 9) logm)/(3m/4) +
√
2c21(τ + log 2pd)/T

+ 2(τ + log 2pd)/(3T ) + cL(2r)
αd exp

(
(2−α − 1)p/d

)
with probability Pn ⊗ PT

Z ⊗ PU at least 1− 2Se−τ − 1/(2n). Substituting τ with τ + logS,
we get

max
s∈[S]

∥fD′
s,E − f∥∞ ≤

√
2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(τ + logS + (4d+ 3) logm)/(m/4)

+ 2(2r)−d2p(τ + logS + (4d+ 9) logm)/(3m/4)

+
√
2c21(τ + logS + log 2pd)/T

+ 2(τ + logS + log 2pd)/(3T ) + cL(2r)
αd exp

(
(2−α − 1)p/d

)
with probability Pn ⊗PT

Z ⊗PU at least 1− 2e−τ − 1/(2n). By taking τ := log 4n, we obtain

max
s∈[S]

∥fD′
s,E − f∥∞ ≤

√
2(2r)−d2p∥f∥∞(log 4n+ logS + (4d+ 3) logm)/(m/4)

+ 2(2r)−d2p(log 4n+ logS + (4d+ 9) logm)/(3m/4)

+
√
2c21(log 4n+ logS + log 2pd)/T

+ 2(log 4n+ logS + log 2pd)/(3T ) + cL(2r)
αd exp

(
(2−α − 1)p/d

)
with probability Pn ⊗ PT

Z ⊗ PU at least 1− 1/n. By choosing

p = ((1− 2γ1)/(log 2)) · logm, T ≍ m2γ1 ,

we obtain

max
s∈[S]

∥fD′
s,E − f∥∞ ≤ c2m

−γ1 log n ≲ m−γ1 log n (59)

30



with probability Pn ⊗ PT
Z ⊗ PU at least 1− 1/n, where

c2 :=
√

8(d+ 2)(2r)−d∥f∥∞ + 8(d+ 4)(2r)−d/3 + 2(c1 + 6) + cL(2r)
αd.

Consequently, for any s ∈ [S], there holds

∥fD′
s,E∥∞ ≤ ∥fD′

s,E − f∥∞ + ∥f∥∞ ≲ m−γ1 log n+ ∥f∥∞ (60)

for sufficiently large n. On the other hand, if m < 32 log(2n), the similar analysis as in (59)
together with |D′

s| ≥ 1 yields that

max
s∈[S]

∥fD′
s,E − f∥∞ ≲ m1/2−γ1 log(log n) ≲ m−γ1 log n.

and

∥fD′
s,E∥∞ ≤ ∥fD′

s,E − f∥∞ + ∥f∥∞ ≲ m−γ1 log n+ ∥f∥∞

Combining with (59) and (60) under the case thatm ≥ 32 log(2n), we prove the assertion.
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