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Abstract

Consistent weighted least square estimators are proposed for a wide class of nonpara-
metric regression models with random regression function, where this real-valued random
function of k arguments is assumed to be continuous with probability 1. We obtain explicit
upper bounds for the rate of uniform convergence in probability of the new estimators
to the unobservable random regression function for both fixed or random designs. In
contrast to the predecessors’ results, the bounds for the convergence are insensitive to
the correlation structure of the k-variate design points. As an application, we study the
problem of estimating the mean and covariance functions of random fields with additive
noise under dense data conditions. The theoretical results of the study are illustrated by
simulation examples which show that the new estimators are more accurate in some cases
than the Nadaraya–Watson ones. An example of processing real data on earthquakes in
Japan in 2012–2021 is included.

Key words and phrases: nonparametric regression, uniform consistency, kernel-type
estimator.
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1. Introduction

We study the following regression model:

Yi = f(Xi) + ξi, i = 1, . . . , n, (1)

where f(t), t := (t(1), . . . , t(k)) ∈ Θ ⊂ Rk
+, k ≥ 1, is an unknown real-valued random

function (a random field). We assume that Θ is a compact set, the random field f(t)
is continuous on Θ with probability 1, and the design {Xi; i = 1, . . . , n} consists of a
collection of observed random vectors with unknown (generally speaking) distributions,
not necessarily independent or identically distributed. The random design points Xi may
depend on n, i.e., a triangular array scheme for the design can be considered within this
model. In particular, this scheme includes regression models with fixed design. Moreover,
we do not require that the random field f(t) be independent of the design {Xi}.
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Next, we will assume that the unobservable random errors {ξi} (a noise) form a mar-
tingale difference sequence, with

Mp := sup
i

E|ξi|p < ∞ for some p > k and p ≥ 2. (2)

We also assume that {ξi} are independent of the collection {Xi} and the random field
f(·). The noise {ξi} may depend on n.

Our goal is to construct consistent in C(Θ) estimators for the random regression field
f(t) by the observations {(Xi, Yi); i ≤ n} under minimal restrictions on the design points
{Xi}, where C(Θ) denotes the space of all continuous functions on Θ with the uniform
norm.

In the classical case of nonrandom f(·), the most popular estimating procedures are
based on kernel-type estimators. We emphasize among them the Nadaraya–Watson, the
Priestley-Chao, the Gasser-Müller estimators, the local polynomial estimators, and some
of their modifications (see Härdle, 1990; Wand and Jones, 1995; Fan and Gijbels, 1996;
Fan and Yao, 2003; Loader, 1999; Young, 2017; Müller, 1988). We do not aspire for
providing a comprehensive review of this actively developing (especially in the last two
decades) area of nonparametric estimation, and will focus only on publications represent-
ing certain methodological areas. We are primarily interested in conditions on the design
elements. In this regard, a large number of publications in this area may be tentatively
divided into the two groups: the studies dealing with fixed design {Xi; i ≤ n} or with
random one. In papers dealing with a random design, as a rule, the design consists of
independent identically distributed random variables or stationary observations satisfying
known forms of dependence, e.g., various types of mixing conditions, association, Markov
or martingale properties, etc. Not attempting to present a comprehensive review, we may
note the papers by Kulik and Lorek (2011), Kulik and Wichelhaus (2011), Roussas (1990,
1991), Györfi et. al. (2002), Masry (2005), Hansen (2008), Honda (2010), Laib and Louani
(2010), Li et al. (2016), Hong and Linton (2016), Shen and Xie (2013), Jiang and Mack
(2002), Linton and Jacho-Chavez (2010), Chu and Deng (2003) (see also the references in
the papers). Besides, in the recent studies by Gao et al. (2015), Wang and Chan (2014),
Chan and Wang (2014), Linton and Wang (2016), Wang and Phillips (2009a,b), Karlsen
et al. (2007), the authors considered nonstationary design sequences under special forms
of dependence (Markov chains, autoregressions, sums of moving averages, and so on).

In the case of fixed design, the vast majority of papers make certain assumptions on
the regularity of design (see Zhou and Zhu, 2020; Benelmadani et al., 2020; Tang et al.,
2018; Gu et al., 2007; Benhenni et al., 2010; Müller and Prewitt, 1993; Ahmad and Lin,
1984; Georgiev, 1988, 1990). In univariate models, the nonrandom design points Xi are
most often restricted by the formula Xi = g(i/n) + o(1/n) with a function g of bounded
variation, where the error term o(1/n) is uniform in i = 1, . . . , n. If g is linear, then the
design is equidistant. Another regularity condition in the univariate case is the relation
maxi≤n(Xi−Xi−1) = O(1/n), where the design elements are arranged in increasing order.
In a number of recent studies, a more general condition maxi≤n(Xi −Xi−1) → 0 can be
found (e.g., see Yang and Yang, 2016; He, 2019; Wu et al., 2020). In several works,
including those dealing with the so-called weighted estimators, certain conditions are
imposed on the behavior of functions of design elements, but meaningful corresponding
examples are limited to cases of regular design (e.g., see Zhang et al., 2019 ; Zhang et al.,
2018; Liang and Jing, 2005; Roussas et al., 1992; Georgiev, 1988).
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The problem of uniform approximation of the kernel-type estimators has been studied
by many authors (e.g., see Einmahl and Mason, 2005; Hansen, 2008; Gu et al., 2007;
Shen and Xie, 2013; Li et al., 2016; Liang and Jing, 2005; Wang and Chan, 2014; Chan
and Wang, 2014; Gao et al., 2015 and the references therein).

In this paper, we study a class of kernel-type estimators, asymptotic properties of
which do not depend on the design correlation structure. The design may be fixed (and
not necessarily regularly spaced) or random (with not necessarily weakly dependent com-
ponents). We present weighted least square estimators where the weights are chosen as
the Lebesgue measures of the elements of a finite random partition of the regression func-
tion domain Θ such that every partition element corresponds to one design point. As a
result, the proposed kernel estimators for the regression function are transformation of
sums of weighted observations in a certain way with the structure of multiple Riemann
integral sums, so that conceptually our approach is close to the methods of Priestley and
Chao (1972) and of Mack and Müller (1988), who considered the cases of univariate fixed
design and i.i.d. random design, respectively. Explicit upper bounds are obtained for the
rate of uniform convergence of these estimators to the random regression field.

In contrast to the predecessors’ results, we do not impose any restrictions on the
design correlation structure. We will consider the maximum cell diameter of the above-
mentioned partition of Θ generated by the design elements, as the main characteristic of
the design. Sufficient conditions for the consistency of the new estimators, as well as the
windows’ widths will be derived in terms of that characteristic. The advantage of that
characteristic over the classical weak dependence conditions is that the characteristic is
insensitive to forms of correlation of the design elements. The main condition will be
that the maximum cell diameter tends to zero in probability as the sample size grows.
Note that such requirement is, in fact, necessary, since only when the design densely fills
the regression function domain, it is possible to reconstruct the function more or less
precisely.

Univariate versions of this estimation problem were studied in Borisov et al. (2021)
and Linke et al. (2022) where the asymptotic analysis and simulations showed that the
proposed estimators perform better than the Nadaraya–Watson ones in several cases. Note
that the univariate case in Borisov et al. (2021) does not allow direct generalization to a
multivariate case, since the weights were defined there as the spacings of the variational
series generated by the design elements. Note also that the estimator in Borisov et al.
(2021) is a particular univariate case of the estimators proposed in this paper, but not
the only one. One of the univariate estimators studied here may be more accurate than
the estimator in Borisov et al. (2021) (see Remark 3 below). Conditions on the design
elements similar to those of this paper were used Linke and Borisov (2022), and in Linke
(2023). The conditions provide uniform consistency of the estimators, but guarantee only
pointwise consistency of the Nadarya–Watson ones. Besides, similar restrictions on the
design elements were used before in Linke and Borisov (2017, 2018), and Linke (2019) in
estimation of the parameters of several nonlinear regression models.

In this paper, we will assume that the unknown random regression function f(t),
t ∈ Θ, is continuous with probability 1. Considering the general case of random regression
function allows us to obtain results on estimating the mean function of a random regression
process. In regard to estimating random regression functions, we may note the papers
by Li and Hsing (2010), Hall et al. (2006), Zhou et al. (2018), Zhang and Wang (2016,
2018), Yao et al. (2005), Zhang and Chen (2007), Yao (2007), Lin and Wang (2022). In
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those papers, the mean and covariance functions of the random regression process f(t)
were estimated when, for independent noisy copies of the random process, each of the
trajectories was observed in a certain subset of design elements (nonuniform random time
grid). Estimation of mean and covariance of random processes is an actively developing
area of nonparametric estimation, especially in the last couple of decades, is of independent
interest, and plays an important role in subsequent analyses (e.g., see Hsing and Eubank,
2015; Li and Hsing, 2010; Zhang and Wang, 2016; Wang et al., 2016).

Estimation of random regression functions usually deals with either random or de-
terministic design. In the case of random design, it is usually assumed that the design
elements are independent identically distributed (e.g., see Hall et al., 2006; Li and Hsing,
2010; Zhou et al., 2018; Yao , 2007; Yao et al., 2005; Zhang and Chen, 2007; Zhang and
Wang, 2016, 2018; Lin and Wang, 2022). Some authors emphasized that their results can
be extended to weakly dependent design (e.g., see Hall et al., 2006). For deterministic
time grids, regularity conditions are often required (e.g., see Song et al., 2014; Hall et al.,
2006). In regard to denseness of filling the regression function domain, the two types of
design are distinguished in the literature: either the design is “sparse”, e.g., the number
of design elements in each series is uniformly limited (Hall et al., 2006; Zhou et al., 2018;
Li and Hsing, 2010), or the design is “dense” and the number of elements in a series
increases with the sequential number of the series (Zhou et al., 2018; Li and Hsing, 2010).
Uniform consistency of several estimators of the mean of random regression function was
considered, for example, by Yao et al. (2005), Zhou et al. (2018), Li and Hsing (2010),
Hsing and Eubank (2015), Zhang and Wang (2016).

In this paper, we consider one of the variants of estimation of the mean of a random
regression function as an application of the main result. In the case of dense design,
uniformly consistent estimators are constructed for the mean function, when the series-
to-series-independent design is arbitrarily correlated inside each series. We require only
that, in each series, the design elements form a refining partition of the domain of the
random regression function. Our settings also include a general deterministic design
situation, but we do not impose traditionally used regularity conditions. Thus, in the
problem of estimating the mean function, as well as in the problem of estimating the
function in model (1), we weaken traditional conditions on the design elements. Note
that methodologies used for estimating the mean function for dense and for sparse data
usually differ (e.g., see Wang et al., 2016). In the case of growing number of observations in
each series, it is natural to preliminarily evaluate the trajectory of the random regression
function in each series and then average the estimates over all series (e.g., see Hall et al.,
2006). That is what we will do in this paper following this generally accepted approach.
Universal estimates both for the mean and covariance functions of a random process in
the case of sparse data, insensitive to the nature of the dependence of design elements,
are proposed in Linke and Borisov (2024).

This paper has the following structure. Section 2 contains the main results on the
rate of uniform convergence of the new estimators to the random regression function. In
Section 3, we consider an application of the main results to the problem of estimating the
mean and covariance function of a random regression field. In Section 4, the asymptotic
normality of the new estimators is discussed. Section 5 contains several simulation exam-
ples. In Section 6, we discuss an example of assessing real data on earthquakes in Japan
in 2012–2021. In Section 7, we summarize the main results of the paper. The proofs of
the theorems and lemmas from Sections 2–4 are contained in Section 8.
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2. Main assumptions and results

Without loss of generality we will assume that d(Θ ∪ 0) ≤ 1, where

d(A) := sup
x,y∈A

∥x− y∥

is the diameter of a set A and ∥ ·∥ is the supnorm in Rk. In what follows, unless otherwise
stated, all the limits will be taken as n → ∞.

Our approach recalls a construction of multivariate Riemann integrals. To this end,
we need the following condition on the design {Xi}.

(D) For each n, there exists a random partition of the set Θ into n Borel-measurable
subsets {∆i; i = 1, . . . , n} such that δn := maxi≤n d(∆i ∪Xi) → 0 in probability.

Condition (D) means that, for every n, the set {Xi; i ≤ n} forms a δn-net in the
compact set Θ. In particular, Condition (D) is satisfied if the design points {Xi} are
pairwise distinct, Xi ∈ ∆i for all i ≤ n, and maxi≤n d(∆i) → 0 in probability.

In the case Θ = [0, 1]k, a regularly spaced design satisfies Condition (D). Moreover,
if {Xi; i ≥ 1} is a stationary sequence satisfying an α-mixing condition and [0, 1]k is the
support of the distribution of X1, then Condition (D) is fulfilled (see Remark 3 in Linke
and Borisov, 2017). It is not hard to verify that, for i.i.d. design points with the probability

density function of X1 bounded away from zero on [0, 1]k, one can have δn = O
(
logn
n1/k

)
with probability 1. Notice that the dependence of random variables {Xi} in Condition
(D) may be much stronger than that in these examples (see Linke and Borisov, 2017,
2018 and the example below).

Example. Let a sequence of bivariate random variables {Xi; i ≥ 1} is defined by the
relation

Xi = νiU1i + (1− νi)U2i, (3)

where the random vectors {U1i} and {U2i} are independent and uniformly distributed on
the rectangles [0, 1/2]× [0, 1] and [1/2, 1]× [0, 1], respectively, while the sequence {νi} does
not depend on {U1i} and {U2i} and consists of Bernoulli random variables with success
probability 1/2, i.e., the distribution of Xi is the equi-weighted mixture of the two above-
mentioned uniform distributions. The dependence between the random variables {νi} is
defined by the equalities ν2i−1 = ν1 and ν2i = 1 − ν1. In this case, the random variables
{Xi; i ≥ 1} in (3) form a stationary sequence of random variables uniformly distributed
on the unit square [0, 1] × [0, 1], but, say, all known mixing conditions are not satisfied
here because, for all natural m and n,

P
(
X2m ∈ [0, 1/2]× [0, 1], X2n−1 ∈ [0, 1/2]× [0, 1]

)
= 0.

On the other hand, it is easy to check that the stationary sequence {Xi} satisfies the
Glivenko–Cantelli theorem. This means that, for any fixed h > 0,

#{i : ∥t−Xi∥ ≤ h, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} ∼ 4h2n

almost surely uniformly in t, where # denotes the standard counting measure. In other
words, the sequence {Xi} satisfies Condition (D).

It is clear that, according to the scheme of this example, one can construct various
sequences of dependent random variables uniformly distributed on [0, 1]× [0, 1], based on
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the choice of different sequences of the Bernoulli switches with the conditions νjk = 1 and
νlk = 0 for infinitely many indices {jk} and {lk}, respectively. In this case, Condition (D)
will also be satisfied. But the corresponding sequence {Xi} (not necessarily stationary)
may not satisfy the strong law of large numbers. For example, a similar situation occurs
when νj = 1 − ν1 for j = 22k−1, . . . , 22k − 1 and νj = ν1 for j = 22k, . . . , 22k+1 − 1,
where k = 1, 2, . . . (i.e., we randomly choose one of the two rectangles [0, 1/2] × [0, 1]
and [1/2, 1]× [0, 1], into which we randomly throw the first point, and then alternate the
selection of one of the two rectangles by the following numbers of elements of the sequence:
1, 2, 22, 23, etc.). Indeed, we can introduce the notation nk = 22k − 1, ñk = 22k+1 − 1,

Sm =
∑m

i=1X
(1)
i , with Xi = (X

(1)
i , X

(2)
i ), and note that, for all outcomes consisting the

event {ν1 = 1}, one has

Snk

nk
=

1

nk

∑
i∈N1,k

U
(1)
1i +

1

nk

∑
i∈N2,k

U
(1)
2i , (4)

where Uji = (U
(1)
ji , U

(2)
ji ), j = 1, 2; N1,k andN2,k are the collections of indices for which the

observations {Xi, i ≤ nk} lie in the rectangles [0, 1/2]×[0, 1] or [1/2, 1]×[0, 1], respectively.
It is easy to see that #(N1,k) = nk/3 and #(N2,k) = 2#(N1,k). Hence, Snk

/nk → 7/12

almost surely as k → ∞ due to the strong law of large numbers for the sequences {U (1)
1i }

and {u(1)2i }. On the other hand, for all elementary outcomes in the event {ν1 = 1}, as
k → ∞, we have with probability 1

Sñk

ñk
=

1

ñk

∑
i∈Ñ1,k

U
(1)
1i +

1

ñk

∑
i∈Ñ2,k

U
(1)
2i → 5

12
, (5)

where Ñ1,k and Ñ2,k are the collections of indices for which the observations {Xi, i ≤ ñk}
lie the rectangles [0, 1/2]× [0, 1] or [1/2, 1]× [0, 1], respectively. In proving the convergence
in (5) we took into account that #(Ñ1,k) = (22k+2−1)/3, #(Ñ2,k) = 2nk/3, i.e., #(Ñ1,k) =
2#(Ñ2,k) + 1.

Similar arguments are valid for elementary outcomes consisting the event {ν1 = 0}.
2

In what follows, by K(s), s ∈ Rk, we will denote the kernel function. We assume that
the kernel function is zero outside [−1, 1]k and is a centrally symmetric probability density
function, i.e., K(s) ≥ 0, K(s) = K(−s) for all s ∈ [−1, 1]k, and

∫
[−1,1]k K(s)ds = 1. For

example, we may consider product-kernels of the form

K(s) =

k∏
j=1

Ko(s
(j)),

where Ko(·) is a univariate symmetric probability density function with support [−1, 1].
We also assume that the function K(s) satisfies the Lipschitz condition with constant
L ≥ 1:

|K(x)−K(y)| ≤ L
(
|x(1) − y(1)|+ · · ·+ |x(k) − y(k)|

)
for all x = (x(1), . . . , x(k)) and y = (y(1), . . . , y(k)), and put K(y) = 0 for all y such that
∥y∥ > 1. Notice that, under these restrictions, supsK(s) ≤ L.
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Put
Kε(s) := ε−kK(ε−1s).

By θε we denote a random vector with the density Kε(t), which is independent of the
random variables {Yi}.

Let Λ(·) denote the Lebesgue measure in Rk. Introduce the following notation:

f∗
n,ε(t) :=

∑n
i=1 YiKε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i)∑n
i=1Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i)

, (6)

where 0/0 = 0 by definition;

Jε(t) :=

∫
Θ

Kε(t− x) Λ(dx) ≡ P(t− θε ∈ Θ), t ∈ Θ; (7)

ωf (ε) := sup
x,y∈Θ: ∥x−y∥≤ε

|f(x)− f(y)|.

Now, notice that

f∗
n,ε(t) = argmin

z∈R

n∑
i=1

(Yi − z)2Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i),

i.e., the estimators of the form (6) belong to the class of weighted least square estimators.
Estimators (6) are also called local constant ones.

Finally, we will assume that there exist constants ρ > 0 and ε0 ∈ (0, 1] such that

Jε(t) ≥ ρ for all t ∈ Θ and positive ε ≤ ε0. (8)

So, some cases (for example, if Θ contains isolated points) are excluded from the scheme
under consideration.

R e m a r k 1. Notice that if the set Θ can be represented as the union of hyperrectangles
with the edges of lengths greater than ε0 and kernel K is a product-kernel, then we have
the lower bound ρ ≥ 2−k.

The main result of this paper is as follows.
Theorem 1. Let the conditions (D) and (8) hold. Then, for any fixed ε ∈ (0, ε0],

sup
t∈Θ

|f∗
n,ε(t)− f(t)| ≤ ωf (ε) + ζn(ε) (9)

with probability 1, where ζn(ε) is a positive random variable such that

P (ζn(ε) > y) ≤ G(k, p) ρ−pMp L
p/2 y−p ε−k(p/2+1)E(δkp/2n )

+ P(δn > εmin{1, ρ(k2k+1L)−1}), (10)

where

0 < G(k, p) < (p− 1)p/22p(k+(3/2))

(
1 +

k

2(p−k)/(p+1) − 1

)p+1

.

In what follows, we will denote by Op(ηn) some univariate random variables ζn such
that, for all y > 0,

lim sup
n→∞

P(|ζn|/ηn > y) ≤ β(y),

where {ηn} is a sequence of positive nonrandom numbers, limy→∞ β(y) = 0, and the
function β(y) does not depend on n.
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R e m a r k 2. For example, let the function f be nonrandom. In (10), put

y =
(
ε−k(p/2+1)E(δkp/2n )

)1/p
.

Applying the power Markov’s inequality with exponent kp/2 for the second summand in
(10), we obtain that, under the conditions of the theorem,

ζn(ε) = Op

((
ε−k(p/2+1)E(δkp/2n )

)1/p)
and there exists a solution ε ≡ ε(n) to the equation

E(δkp/2n ) = εk(p/2+1)ωp
f (ε). (11)

It is clear that this solution vanishes as n → ∞. In fact, the value ε(n) minimizes in

ε the order of smallness for the right-hand side of (9). Notice that δn/ε(n)
p→ 0 and

(ε(n))−k(p/2+1)E(δ
kp/2
n ) in view of (11).

Taking Remark 1 into account one can obtain the following two assertions as conse-
quences of Theorem 1.

Corollary 1. Let C be a set of nonrandom equicontinuous functions from the function
space C[0, 1]k (for example, a precompact subset of C[0, 1]k). Then, under Condition (D),

γn(C) := sup
f∈C

sup
t∈[0,1]k

|f∗
n,ε̃(n)(t)− f(t)| p→ 0,

where ε̃(n) is a solution to equation (11) in which the modulus of continuity ωf (ε) is re-
placed with the universal modulus ωC(ε) := supf∈C ωf (ε). In this case, γn(C) = Op(ωC(ε̃(n))).

Corollary 2. If the modulus of continuity of the regression random field f(t), t ∈
[0, 1]k, in Model (1) meets the condition ωf (ε) ≤ ζτ(ε) a.s., where ζ > 0 is a proper
random variable and τ(ε) is a positive continuous nonrandom function, with τ(ε) → 0 as
ε → 0, then, under Condition (D),

sup
t∈[0,1]k

|f∗
n,ε̂(n)(t)− f(t)| p→ 0, (12)

where ε̂(n) is a solution to equation (11) in which the modulus of continuity ωf (ε) is
replaced with τ(ε).

Example 2. Let Θ = [0, 1]k, δn ≤ νn−1/k, with Eνkp/2 < ∞, and ωf (ε) ≤ ζεα,

α ∈ (0, 1], where ζ is a proper random variable. Then ε(n) = O
(
n
− 1

2k(1/p+1/2)+α

)
and

sup
t∈[0,1]k

|f∗
n,ε(t)− f(t)| = Op

(
n
− α

2k(1/p+1/2)+α

)
.

In particular, in the one-dimensional case, if f(·) = W (·) is a Wiener process on [0, 1],
and the i.i.d. random variables ξi are centered Gaussian, then by Lévy’s modulus of
continuity theorem, for any arbitrarily small ν > 0, we have

sup
t∈[0,1]

|f∗
n,ε(t)− f(t)| = Op(n

−1/3+ν).

Here we put k = 1, α = 1/2− ν1, and 1/p < ν2, with arbitrarily small positive ν1 and ν2.
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R e m a r k 3. Let k = 1, Θ = [0, 1]. Denote by Xn:1 ≤ . . . ≤ Xn:n the ordered sample
{Xi; i = 1, . . . , n}. Put

Xn:0 := 0, Xn:n+1 := 1, ∆ni := (Xn:i−1, Xn:i], i = 1, . . . , n.

Denote by Yni the response variable Y corresponding to Xn:i in (1). Then we can write
down estimator (6) for the function f as

f∗
n,ε(t) =

∑n
i=1 YniKε(t−Xn:i)∆Xni∑n
i=1Kε(t−Xn:i)∆Xni

, (13)

where
∆Xni := Λ(∆ni) = Xn:i −Xn:i−1.

This estimator was proposed and studied in detail in Borisov et al. (2021).
But, instead of {∆ni}, we can consider Voronoi cells

∆̃ni :=

(
Xn:i−1 +Xn:i

2
,
Xn:i +Xn:i+1

2

]
and write down the corresponding estimator:

f̃∗
n,ε(t) =

∑n
i=1 YniKε(t−Xn:i)∆̃Xni∑n
i=1Kε(t−Xn:i)∆̃Xni

, (14)

where

∆̃Xni := Λ(∆̃ni) =
Xn:i+1 −Xn:i−1

2
.

Repeating, for the last estimator, the corresponding proofs in Borisov et al. (2021) origi-
nally applied to estimator (13), we can easily see that all properties of estimator (13) are
retained for (14), except the constant factor in the asymptotic variance. Namely, let the
regression function f(t) be twice continuously differentiable and nonrandom, let the errors
{ξi} be independent identically distributed, centered with finite second moment M2, and
independent of the design {Xi}, whose elements be independent identically distributed.
In addition, let X1 have a strictly positive density p(t) which is continuously differentiable.
Then

Varf∗
n,ε(t) ∼

2M2

hnp(t)

1∫
−1

K2(u)du, Varf̃∗
n,ε(t) ∼

1.5M2

hnp(t)

1∫
−1

K2(u)du. (15)

The former asymptotic relation was established in Lemma 3 by Borisov et al. (2021). The
latter relation can be proved by repeating the proof of that lemma with obvious changes.
Hence, in the case of independent and identically distributed design points, the asymptotic
variance of the estimator can be reduced by choosing an appropriate partition.

Thus, for k = 1, this paper deals with a more general class of estimators (6) than that
in Borisov et al. (2021) where estimator (13) was studied, and representatives of the new
class can have certain advantages over the estimator (13).
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3. Application to estimating the mean and covariance functions
of a random regression function

In this section, as an application of Theorem 1, we will construct a consistent estimator
for the mean function of the random regression function in Model (1). We consider the
following multivariate statement of the problem of estimating the mean function of an
a.s. continuous random regression stochastic process. Consider N independent copies of
Model (1):

Yi,j = fj(Xi,j) + ξi,j , i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , N, (16)

where f(t), f1(t), . . . , fN (t), t ∈ [0, 1]k, are i.i.d. unknown a.s. continuous stochastic
processes, and, for every j, the collection {ξi,j ; i ≤ n} satisfies condition (2). Here and
in what follows, the subscript j denotes the sequential number of such a copy. Introduce
the notation

f∗
N,n,ε(t) :=

1

N

N∑
j=1

f∗
n,ε,j(t).

Theorem 2. Let Condition (D) for Model (1) be fulfilled and

E sup
t∈[0,1]k

|f(t)| < ∞. (17)

Besides, let a sequences ε ≡ εn → 0 and a sequence of naturals N ≡ Nn → ∞ satisfy the
conditions

ε−k(p/2+1)E(δkp/2n ) → 0 and NP(δn > εmin{1, ρ(k2k+1L)−1}) → 0. (18)

Then
sup

t∈[0,1]k
|f∗

N,n,ε(t)−Ef(t)| p→ 0. (19)

R e m a r k 4. If condition (17) is replaced with a slightly stronger condition

E sup
t∈[0,1]k

f2(t) < ∞

then, under the restrictions (18), one can prove the uniform consistency of the estimator

M∗
N,n(t1, t2) :=

1

N

N∑
j=1

f∗
n,ε,j(t1)f

∗
n,ε,j(t2), t1, t2 ∈ [0, 1]k,

for the unknown mixed second-moment function Ef(t1)f(t2), where ε ≡ εn and N ≡ Nn

are defined in (18). The proof is based on the same arguments as those in proving Theorem
2, and therefore is omitted. In other words, under the above-mentioned conditions, the
estimator

Cov∗n(t1, t2) := M∗
N,n(t1, t2)− f∗

N,n,ε(t1)f
∗
N,n,ε(t2)

is uniformly consistent for the covariance function of the random regression field f(t).

10



4. Asymptotic normality

In this section, we discuss sufficient conditions for asymptotic normality of the estimators
f∗
n,ε(t). Denote by F0 the trivial σ-field, and by Fj the σ-field generated by the collection
{ξ1, . . . , ξj}, by the design points, and by the regression random field.

Theorem 3. Let the design {Xi} do not depend on n. Under Condition (D), assume
that, for some t ∈ Θ and a sequence ε ≡ εn,

hn :=
maxj≤n

(
Kε (t−Xj) Λ(∆j)

)2∑n
j=1

(
Kε (t−Xj) Λ(∆j)

)2 p→ 0, (20)

E(ξ2j | Fj−1) = σ2 a.s. for all j,

max
j

E
(
ξ2j 1(ξ

2
j > a/hn) | Fj−1

) p→ 0 for all a > 0.

Then
B−1

n,ε(t)
(
f∗
n,ε(t)− f(t)− rn,ε(t)

) d→ N(0, σ2),

where N(0, σ2) is a centered Gaussian random variable with variance σ2,

B2
n,ε(t) := J−2

n,ε(t)

n∑
i=1

(
Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i)

)2
,

rn,ε(t) := J−1
n,ε(t)

n∑
i=1

(f(Xi)− f(t))Kε (t−Xi) Λ(∆i),

Jn,ε(t) :=
n∑

i=1

Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i).

The theorem is a direct consequence of Corollary 3.1 in Hall and Heyde (1980).

5. Simulation examples

In this section, we present simulations comparing the estimator f∗
n,ε(t) defined in (6)

with the Nadaraya–Watson estimator

f̂n,ε(t) :=

∑n
i=1 YiKε(t−Xi)∑n
i=1Kε(t−Xi)

in the 2-dimensional case. For this estimator, we will assume 0/0 = 0, like that was done
for the estimator (6).

The elements of the design space Θ = [−1, 1]× [−1, 1] will be denoted by (x, y). The
following two algorithms were used to partition the space Θ into the sets ∆i.

The first algorithm is the Voronoi partitioning. For each i, the set ∆i is the Voronoi
cell corresponding to Xi, i.e. the set of all points of Θ that lie closer to Xi than to any
other design point. The deldir R package was employed for calculation of the squares of
the cells.

The second algorithm is recursive partitioning by coordinate-wise medians. First, we

divide Θ into the two rectangles by the line t(1) = median{X(1)
1 , . . . , X

(1)
n }, where the
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median is the midpoint of the interval
(
X

(1)
⌊n/2⌋, X

(1)
⌊n/2⌋+1

)
when all the points are sorted

in increasing order with respect to the first coordinate. Then each of the two rectangles
is divided recursively. If, at some step, a rectangle contains two or more design points
then it is divided into the two parts: If the rectangle’s width is greater than its height,

then the rectangle is divided by the line t(1) = median{X(1)
l : l ∈ B}, where B is the set

of indices of the design points falling into the rectangle; otherwise it is divided by the line

t(2) = median{X(2)
l : l ∈ B}. As soon as there is only one design point Xi in a rectangle,

the rectangle is put to be ∆i.
Results of partitioning Θ into cells for a collection of 100 points by the both algorithms

are displayed in Fig. 1.

(a) (b)

Figure 1: Partitioning into Voronoi cells (left) and partitioning by
coordinate-wise medians (right) for the same collection of points.

In the simulation examples below, we used the tricubic kernel

K(x, y) =
440

162π
max

{
0,
(
1−

√
x2 + y2

3
)3}

.

In each example, 1000 simulation runs were performed. In each of the simulation runs,
5000 design points were generated and randomly divided into the training (80%) and
validation (20%) sets. For the design points Xi, the observations Yi were generated with
i.i.d. Gaussian noise with standard deviation σ = 0.5. For each of the tested algorithms,
on the training set, the optimal ε was calculated by 10-fold cross-validation minimizing
the average of mean-square errors. The ε was selected from 20 values located on the
logarithmic grid from 0.01 to 0.5. The random partitioning for the cross-validation was
the same for all the tested algorithms.

Then, for each of the algorithms, the model, trained on the training set with the
chosen ε, was used to compute the mean-square error (MSE) for the observations of the

12



validation set:

MSE =
1

m

∑
j

(f∗
ε (Xj)− Yj)

2,

where the sum is taken over the validation set, and m is the size of the set. Besides, that
model was employed to compute the maximal absolute error (MaxE) for the true values
of the target function f on the 100× 100 uniform lattice on Θ:

MaxE = max
j

|f∗
ε (γj)− f(γj)|,

where the maximum is computed for the elements γj of the 100× 100 lattice covering Θ.
The algorithms that were compared will be denoted by NW (Nadaraya-Watson),

ULCV (Universal Local Constant estimator (6) with Voronoi partitioning), and ULCM
(Universal Local Constant estimator (6) with coordinate-wise Medians partitioning).

The results of the simulation runs are presented as median (1-st quartile, 3-rd quartile)
and are compared between the estimators with the paired Wilcoxon test.

In the examples below, we intentionally chose the densities of the design points with
high nonuniformity in order to demonstrate possible advantages of the new estimator.

5.1. Example 1

(a) Design points (b) MSE (c) MaxE

Figure 2: Design points in an Example 1 experiment (left), the
mean-square errors (middle), and maximal absolute errors (right)
in Example 1

In this example, we approximate the nonrandom regression function

f(x, y) =
5

1 + e−20x
− 2y3.

The design points were generated in a way similar to that in Example in Sec. 1. First, we
choose the left rectangle [−1, 0)× [−1, 1] or the right rectangle [0, 1]× [−1, 1] with equal
probabilities and draw X1 uniformly distributed in the chosen rectangle. Then we draw
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10 design points uniformly distributed in the other rectangle. Then we draw 102 design
points uniformly distributed in the rectangle where X1 lies. Then we draw 103 design
points uniformly distributed in the rectangle where X2 lies, and so on. In other words, we
alternate the rectangle after 1, 10, 102, 103, ... draws. One draw of the 5000 design points
is depicted in Fig. 2. The estimated function f(x, y) and a computed ULCV estimate are
depicted in Fig. 3.

(a) The estimated function z = f(x, y) (b) A ULCV estimate z = f∗(x, y)

Figure 3: The estimated function (left) and a result of ULCV
estimator (right) in Example 1

The results are presented in Fig. 2. The ULCV estimator appeared to perform best
among the three considered ones both for MSE and MaxE accuracy measures. In par-
ticular, the ULCV estimator was better than the NW one: MSE 0.2661 (0.2584, 0.2742)
vs. 0.2734 (0.2650, 0.2819), p < 0.0001; MaxE 0.7878 (0.7013, 0.9230) vs. 1.1998 (1.0911,
1.3250), p < 0.0001. In this example, the ULCM estimator was better than the NW one
as well.

5.2. Example 2
In this example, we approximate the nonrandom regression function

f(x, y) = sin
(
10
√

x2 + y2
)
/
√

x2 + y2. (21)

The i.i.d. design points were generated with independent polar coordinates (ρ, φ),
where ρ was drawn with the density proportional to r2(2− r)1/10, 0 ≤ r ≤ 2, and φ was
uniformly distributed on [0, 2π). The distribution of the design points was restricted on
Θ = [−1, 1]× [−1, 1], i.e., the design points that did not fall into Θ were excluded, keeping
the total number of collected points equal to 5000, as in the other simulation examples.
One draw of the design points is depicted in Fig. 4. The estimated function f(x, y) and
a computed ULCV estimate are depicted in Fig. 5.

The results are presented in Fig. 4. The ULCV estimator was the best among the three
considered ones both for MSE and MaxE accuracy measures. In particular, the ULCV
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(a) Design points (b) MSE (c) MaxE

Figure 4: Design points in an Example 2 experiment (left), the
mean-square errors (middle), and maximal absolute errors (right)
in Example 2

(a) The estimated function z = f(x, y) (b) A ULCV estimate z = f∗(x, y)

Figure 5: The estimated function (left) and a result of ULCV
estimator (right) in Example 2

estimator was better than the NW one: MSE 0.2803 (0.2718, 0.2898) vs. 0.2870 (0.2774,
0.2974), p < 0.0001; MaxE 2.505 (2.072, 3.140) vs. 2.695 (2.303, 3.361), p < 0.0001.
In this example, the ULCM estimator had lower MaxE and higher MSE than the NW
estimator did.
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5.3. Example 3
In this example, we approximate the same nonrandom regression function (21) as

in Example 2. The only difference of this example from Example 2 is that here the
coordinates of the design points were generated as independent normal random variables
with mean 0 and standard deviation 1/2. As above, the distribution of the design points
was restricted on Θ = [−1, 1]× [−1, 1]. One draw of the design points is depicted in Fig. 6.

(a) Design points (b) MSE (c) MaxE

Figure 6: Design points in an Example 3 experiment (left), the
mean-square errors (middle), and maximal absolute errors (right)
in Example 3

The results are presented in Fig. 6. The ULCV estimator was the best one in terms
of MSE, in particular, it was better than NW: MSE 0.2834 (0.2750, 0.2922) vs. 0.2895
(0.2808, 0.2977), p < 0.0001. But ULCV was worse than NW in terms of MaxE: 1.507
(1.364, 1.653) vs. 1.488 (1.357, 1.643), p < 0.0001. In this example, the ULCM estimator
was the worst one both for MSE and MaxE. However, from a practical point of view, the
three estimators demonstrated similar accuracy in terms of MaxE.

6. Real data application

In this section, we compared the new ULCV and ULCM estimators with the NW
one in the application to the data on earthquakes in Japan that happened in 2012–2021
(data retrieved from ANSS Comprehensive Earthquake Catalog, 2022). Each of the 10184
collected earthquake events was described by its coordinates (longitude and latitude) and
its magnitude (ranging from 2.7 to 7.8). The collected events are presented in Fig. 7. The
goal of the application of the estimators was to accurately estimate the mean magnitude
depending on the coordinates. As in the simulation examples above, we did 1000 runs, in
each of which the data were randomly divided into the training (80%) and validation (20%)
sets. For each of the tested algorithms, on the training set, the optimal ε was calculated by
10-fold cross-validation minimizing the average of mean-square errors. The ε was selected
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(a) Earthquakes (b) MSE (c) MaxE

Figure 7: Observed earthquakes events (left), the mean-square
errors (middle), and maximal absolute errors (right)

from 20 values located on the logarithmic grid from 1 to 10. The random partitioning
for the cross-validation was the same for all the tested algorithms. The difference of the
computations of this section with those of Sec. 5 was that we did not know the true value
of the estimated function, therefore, we had to estimate the maximal error (MaxE) on
the validation set in each run, not on true values of the estimated function. Besides, since
the domain of the coordinates of the events is nonrectangular while the epmloyed domain
partitioning algorithms (Voronoi cells algorithm and coordinate-wise medians algorithm)
calculated the squares of the cells for a rectangular domain, we bounded the squares of the
cells from above by 1 in order to avoid overweighting of the corresponding observations.
The resulting estimates of the NW and ULCV estimators are depicted in Fig. 8, where,
for each estimator, the value of ε was chosen as the median of those chosen in the 1000
runs.

The results are presented in Fig. 7. The ULCV estimator was the best among the three
considered ones both for MSE and MaxE accuracy measures. In particular, the ULCV
estimator was better than the NW one: MSE 0.1296 (0.1245, 0.1348) vs. 0.1297 (0.1239,
0.1364), p < 0.0001; MaxE 2.573 (2.464, 2.785) vs. 2.736 (2.442, 3.346), p = 0.0005. In
this example, the ULCM estimator yielded lower MaxE and higher MSE than the NW
estimator did. However, from a practical point of view, the three estimators displayed
similar median MSE.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, for a wide class of nonparametric regression models with a multivari-
ate random design, universal uniformly consistent kernel estimators are proposed for the
unknown random regression functions (random fields) of the corresponding multivariate
argument. These estimators belong to the class of local constant kernel estimators. But
in contrast to the vast majority of previously known results, traditional correlation con-
ditions of design elements are not needed for the consistency of the new estimators. The
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(a) The NW estimate z = f̂(x, y) (b) The ULCV estimate z = f∗(x, y)

Figure 8: The estimated mean magnitude for the NW (left) and
ULCV (right) estimators

design can be either fixed and not necessarily regular, or random and not necessarily
consisting of independent or weakly dependent random variables. With regard to design
elements, the only condition that is required is the dense filling of the regression function
domain with the design points.

Explicit upper bounds are found for the rate of uniform convergence in probability of
the new estimators to an unknown random regression function. The only characteristic
explicitly included in these estimators is the maximum diameter of the cells of partition
generated by the design elements, and only convergence to zero in probability is required
for the characteristic. The advantage of this condition over the classical ones is that it is
insensitive to the forms of dependence of the design observations. Note that this condition
is, in fact, necessary, since only when the design densely fills the regression function
domain, it is possible to reconstruct the regression function with a certain accuracy. As
a corollary of the main result, we obtain a consistent estimator for the mean function of
a continuous random process.

In the simulation examples of Section 5, the new estimators were compared with
Nadaraya–Watson estimators. In some of the examples, the new estimators proved to be
most accurate. In Section 6, as an application of the new estimators, we studied the real
data on the magnitudes of earthquakes in Japan, and the accuracy of the new estimators
was comparable to that of the Nadaraya-Watson ones.

8. Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1. Taking the relation (1) into account, one can obtain the following
identity:

f∗
n,ε(t) = Rn,ε(f, t) + νn,ε(t),

where

Rn,ε(f, t) := J−1
n,ε(t)

n∑
i=1

f(Xi)Kε (t−Xi) Λ(∆i),
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νn,ε(t) := J−1
n,ε(t)

n∑
i=1

Kε (t−Xi) ξiΛ(∆i),

Jn,ε(t) :=
n∑

i=1

Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i).

Notice that, by virtue of the properties of K, the range of summation in the three sums
above is equal to {i : ∥t −Xi∥ ≤ ε}. This is the principal argument in the calculations
below.

Lemma 1. The following estimate is valid:

sup
t∈Θ

|Rn,ε(f, t)− f(t)| ≤ ωf (ε). (22)

The proof is immediate from the identity

Rn,ε(f, t) = f(t) + J−1
n,ε(t)

∑
i: ∥t−Xi∥≤ε

(f(Xi)− f(t))Kε (t−Xi) Λ(∆i).

2

Lemma 2. If δn ≤ ε ≤ ε0 then, for any t ∈ Θ, the following relation is valid:

Jn,ε(t) ≥ ρ− k2kLδnε
−1.

Proof. We have

Jn,ε(t) =

∫
g(y)dy,

where

g(y) =
n∑

i=1

Kε(t−Xi) I(y ∈ ∆i);

here I(·) is the indicator of an event. Since

|Kε (t− x)−Kε (t− y) | ≤ kLε−k−1δn, whenever ∥x− y∥ ≤ δn, (23)

we have g(y) ≥ Kε(t− y)− kLε−k−1δn for all y ∈ Θ. Hence, by (8),

Jn,ε(t) ≥
∫
y∈Θ: ∥t−y∥≤ε

(
Kε(t− y)− kLε−k−1δn

)
dy

≥ ρ− k2kLδnε
−1.

The lemma is proved. 2

Lemma 3. For every y > 0 and ε ∈ (0, ε0], on the subset of elementary events defined
by the relation δn/ε ≤ min{1, ρ(k2k+1L)−1}, the following upper bound is valid:

PF

((
δk/2n ε−k((1/2)+(1/p))

)−1
sup
t∈Θ

|νn,ε(t)| > y

)
≤ G(k, p) ρ−pMp L

p/2y−p, (24)

where the symbol PF denotes the conditional probability given the σ-field F generated by
the design {Xi} and the paths of the random field f(·); here

G(k, p) < (p− 1)p/22p(k+(3/2))

(
1 +

k

2(p−k)/(p+1) − 1

)p+1

.
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Proof. Under the condition δn/ε ≤ ρ(k2k+1L)−1, by virtue of Lemma 2 the simple
inequality |νn,ε(t)| ≤ 2ρ−1|µn,ε(t)| is valid, where

µn,ε(t) :=

n∑
i=1

Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i)ξi.

The distribution tail of supt∈Θ |µn,ε(t)| will be estimated by Kolmogorov’s dyadic chaining
which has been used to estimate the tail probability of the sup-norm of a stochastic
processes having continuous paths with probability 1.

Without loss of generality we will assume that Θ ⊂ [0, 1]k. We first note that the set Θ
under the supremum sign above can be replaced with the subset of dyadic rational points
R = ∪l≥1Rl, where

Rl = {(j1/2l, . . . , jk/2l) : j1 = 1, . . . , 2l − 1; . . . ; jk = 1, . . . , 2l − 1}.

Thus,
sup
t∈Θ

|µn,ε(t)| ≤ sup
t∈R

|µn,ε(t)|

≤ max
t∈Rm

|µn,ε(t)|+
∞∑

l=m+1

k∑
r=1

max
t∈Rl

∣∣µn,ε(t+ 2−ler)− µn,ε(t)
∣∣,

where m is some natural number that will be chosen later, and er is the k-dimensional
vector with the r-th component 1 and other components 0.

Hence,

PF (sup
t∈Θ

|µn,ε(t)| > y)

≤ PF (max
t∈Rm

|µn,ε(t)| > amy)

+

∞∑
l=m+1

k∑
r=1

PF

(
max
t∈Rl

∣∣µn,ε(t+ 2−ler)− µn,ε(t)
∣∣ > aly/k

)
≤

∑
t∈Rm

PF (|µn,ε(t)| > amy) (25)

+
∞∑

l=m+1

k∑
r=1

∑
t∈Rl

PF

(∣∣µn,ε(t+ 2−ler)− µn,ε(t)
∣∣ > aly/k

)
,

where am, am+1, . . . is a sequence of positive numbers such that am + am+1 + · · · = 1.
In order to estimate the probability PF (|µn,ε(t)| > amy), we use Rio’s martingale

inequality (Rio 2009, Theorem 2.1)

E
∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

ηi

∣∣∣p ≤ ((p− 1)
n∑

i=1

(
E|ηi|p

)2/p)p/2

, (26)

where {ηi} is a martingale-difference sequence with finite moments of order p ≥ 2.
Now, put

ηi := Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i)ξi.
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From (26) and the simple upper bounds

Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i) ≤
L

εk
δkn,

∑
i

Kε(t−Xi)Λ(∆i) ≤
L

εk
(2ε+ 2δn)

k

we then obtain that, with probability 1,

n∑
i=1

(
EF |ηi|p

)2/p ≤ M2/p
p 2kL (1 + δn/ε)

k (δn/ε)
k.

Under the restriction δn ≤ ε ≤ 1, the last inequality and (26) imply that

PF (|µn,ε(t)| > amy) ≤ EF (|µn,ε(t)|p)
(amy)p

≤ G1
(δn/ε)

kp/2

(amy)p
a.s., (27)

where
G1 = (p− 1)p/2 2kpLp/2Mp.

Now let us estimate PF

(∣∣µn,ε(t+ 2−ler)− µn,ε(t)
∣∣ > aly/k

)
. In order to do it we use

(26) with

ηi :=
(
Kε(t−Xi + 2−ler)−Kε(t−Xi)

)
Λ(∆i)ξi.

We have ∣∣∣Kε(t−Xi + 2−ler)−Kε(t−Xi)
∣∣∣Λ(∆i) ≤

L

εk+1
2−l δkn,∑

i

∣∣∣Kε(t−Xi + 2−ler)−Kε(t−Xi)
∣∣∣Λ(∆i) ≤

L

εk+1
2−l+1 (2ε+ 2δn)

k.

Thus
n∑

i=1

(
EF |ηi|p

)2/p ≤ M2/p
p 2kL 2−2l+1 (1 + δn/ε)

k (δn/ε)
k.

Again, under the restriction δn ≤ ε ≤ 1, the last inequality and (26) imply

PF

(∣∣µn,ε(t+ 2−ler)− µn,ε(t)
∣∣ > aly/k

)
≤ G2

k

(δn/ε)
kp/2 ε−p 2−lp

(aly)p
, (28)

where
G2 = 2p/2 kp+1 (p− 1)p/2 2kpLp/2Mp = 2p/2 kp+1G1.

Combining (25), (27), and (28), we obtain

PF (sup
t∈Θ

|µn,ε(t)| > y)

< y−p(δn/ε)
kp/2

(
G12

kma−p
m +G2 ε

−p
∞∑

l=m+1

2−(p−k)l a−p
k

)
.

21



The optimal sequence al minimizing the right-hand side of this inequality is as follows:

am = c(G12
km)1/(p+1) and al = c

(
G2 ε

−p 2−(p−k)l
)1/(p+1)

for l = m+ 1,m+ 2, . . . , where
the coefficient c is defined by the relation am + am+1 + · · · = 1. For this sequence, we get

PF (sup
t∈Θ

|µn,ε(t)| > y)

< y−p(δn/ε)
kp/2

(
(G12

km)1/(p+1) +
∞∑

l=m+1

(
G2 ε

−p2−(p−k)l
)1/(p+1)

)p+1

.

Now, put m = ⌈− log2 ε⌉, where ⌈a⌉ is the minimal integer greater than or equal to a.
Then

PF (sup
t∈Θ

|µn,ε(t)| > y)

< y−p δkp/2n ε−k(1+(p/2))

(
(2G1)

1/(p+1) +
(
G22

−(p−k)
)1/(p+1)

∞∑
l=0

2−(p−k)l/(p+1)

)p+1

< y−p δkp/2n ε−k(1+(p/2))2p/2G1

(
1 +

k

2(p−k)/(p+1) − 1

)p+1

.

This yields the statement of the lemma with

G(k, p) = 2p 2p/2
G1

Lp/2Mp

(
1 +

k

2(p−k)/(p+1) − 1

)p+1

.

Lemma 3 is proved. 2

The statement of Theorem 1 follows from Lemmas 1–3.
Proof of Theorem 2. First of all, notice that condition (17) and Lebesgue’s dominated

convergence theorem imply the relation

lim
ν→0

Eωf (ν) = 0. (29)

It is clear that the relation (29) implies the uniform law of large numbers for independent
copies of the a.s. continuous random process f(t), i.e.,

sup
t∈[0,1]k

|fN (t)−Ef(t)| p→ 0

as N → ∞, where fN (t) := 1
N

N∑
j=1

fj(t). Put

∆n,ε,j := sup
t∈[0,1]k

|f∗
n,ε,j(t)− fj(t)|. (30)

So, to prove (19) we need only to verify the following version of the law of large numbers
for independent copies of the residuals defined in (30):

1

N

N∑
j=1

∆n,ε,j
p→ 0,
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but only for the sequences ε and N chosen in (18).
Introduce the following events:

An,ε,j := {δn,j ≤ εmin{1, ρ(k2k+1L)−1}}, j = 1, . . . , N,

where the sequence ε ≡ εn → 0 meets (18). (It is evident that such a sequence exists.)
For any positive ν we have

P

 1

N

N∑
j=1

∆n,ε,j > ν

 ≤ P

 1

N

N∑
j=1

∆n,ε,jI(An,ε,j) > ν

+NP(An,ε,1). (31)

Next, from Theorem 1 we obtain

E∆n,ε,jI(An,ε,j) ≤ Eωf (ε) +

∞∫
0

P
(
ζn(ε) > y, δn ≤ εmin{1, ρ(k2k+1L)−1}

)
dy

≤ Eωf (ε) + γn +

∞∫
γn

P
(
ζn(ε) > y, δn ≤ εmin{1, ρ(k2k+1L)−1}

)
dy

≤ Eωf (ε) + C̃γn,

where C̃ := 1+G(k, p) ρ−pMp L
p/2 and γn :=

(
ε−k(p/2+1)Eδ

kp/2
n

)1/p
. It remains to apply

Markov’s inequality for the first probability on the right-hand side of (31) and use the
limit relations (18) and the last estimate. Theorem 2 is proved. 2
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