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Abstract

Traditional parametric econometric models often rely on rigid functional forms, while nonpara-
metric techniques, despite their flexibility, frequently lack interpretability. This paper proposes a
parsimonious alternative by modeling the outcome Y as a linear function of a vector of variables
of interest X, conditional on additional covariates Z. Specifically, the conditional expectation is
expressed as E[Y| X, Z] = X ' 3(Z), where 3(-) is an unknown Lipschitz-continuous function. We
introduce an adaptation of the Random Forest (RF) algorithm to estimate this model, balancing
the flexibility of machine learning methods with the interpretability of traditional linear models.
This approach addresses a key challenge in applied econometrics by accommodating heterogeneity
in the relationship between covariates and outcomes. Furthermore, the heterogeneous partial
effects of X on Y are represented by 3(-) and can be directly estimated using our proposed
method. Our framework effectively unifies established parametric and nonparametric models,
including varying-coefficient, switching regression, and additive models. We provide theoretical
guarantees, such as pointwise and £LP-norm rates of convergence for the estimator, and establish
a pointwise central limit theorem through subsampling, aiding inference on the function B(-). We
present Monte Carlo simulation results to assess the finite-sample performance of the method.
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1 Introduction

In economics and related social sciences, epidemiology and medicine, psychology, and many other
areas, estimating the partial effects (causal or not) of one or more factors on a target variable
is extremely important. In general, partial effects estimation is conducted either on parametric
models with strong functional-form assumptions or in overly simplified semi-parametric alternatives.
These models provide interpretive clarity and computational efficiency but often impose restrictive
assumptions that may inadequately capture the complexity of real-world data. In recent years,
machine learning (ML) methods have broadened the statistician/econometrician’s toolkit by offering
more flexible approaches to modeling relationships within potentially high-dimensional datasets
without imposing stringent parametric assumptions; see, for example, Athey and Imbens (2019) and
Masini et al. (2023) for recent review papers. Despite these advances, the challenge of balancing
flexibility with interpretability remains a significant issue for applied researchers.

This paper presents a locally linear model that addresses the challenge of integrating the
flexibility of machine learning (ML) methods with the interpretability of linear models. The
proposed model aligns with several well-established parametric and semi-parametric specifications
in the literature, including switching regression (Dagenais, 1969; Goldfeld and Quandt, 1972),
varying-coefficient models, and additive models (Hastie and Tibishirani, 1993; Chen and Tsay,
1993). It also incorporates recent advancements in machine learning, such as Random Forests (RF)
introduced by Breiman (2001), Generalized Random Forests (GRF') presented by Athey et al. (2019),
and local linear forests (LLF) discussed in Friedberg et al. (2021). Our central contribution is a
robust framework that enables the nonparametric estimation of heterogeneous partial effects of one
or more variables of interest on an outcome. Our approach is intuitive and computationally simple,

achieved through an adaptation of the RF method.

1.1 Motivation

Let Y be a response random variable and define h(z, z) := E(Y|X =z, Z = z), where h(-) is an
unknown Lipschitz continuous function of two vectors of random covariates X and Z. Suppose
the goal is to estimate h(x, z) for arbitrary data points « and z, as well as the partial effects
Oh(x, z)/0x assuming h is differentiable with respect to its first argument. Modern machine learning
methods provide a range of nonparametric algorithms to estimate h(x, z), enabling greater flexibility

in modeling intricate relationships. However, these models often lack interpretability, and the



computation of partial effects can be both intensive and non-trivial, particularly in the context
of deep learning models.! Moreover, conducting inference on partial effects within the framework
of general machine learning models remains an open problem, necessitating further research and
development to enhance methodological rigor and applicability in statistical analysis.

This paper presents an alternative approach rooted in contemporary machine learning literature,
specifically aimed at enhancing interpretability. We consider covariates X and Z, which are not
necessarily mutually independent, with a focus on the estimation Oh(x, z)/0x. We propose a model

in which the conditional expectation of Y, given X and Z, is represented as follows:
hiz,z) =EY|X =x,Z =2) =8(z) "z

This is a varying-coefficient model where the coefficients of the linear relationship between X
and Y vary as a function of Z. Importantly, the partial effect of X on Y, Oh(x, z)/0x, is given
directly by B(z), and thus exhibits heterogeneity across different values of Z. Estimating the map
z — ((z) is equivalent to recovering the heterogeneous partial effects, providing a natural and
intuitive model interpretation. Clearly, this is only the case when Z and X do not share the same
covariates. We consider the estimation of 3(z) by modification of the Random Forest (RF) method,
where the trees have a linear model on each of their leaves. If X is a fixed scalar, the model equals
the Random Forest (RF) method, where the trees have an intercept model on each of their leaves.

This model presents two primary advantages. First, it facilitates flexible, data-driven estimation
of complex relationships, all while ensuring the interpretability of partial effects, which is often a
pivotal focus in applied research. Second, by integrating the flexibility of the Random Forest (RF)
algorithm within a locally linear framework, we effectively capture heterogeneity in partial effects in
a computationally feasible manner. This characteristic renders the approach particularly well-suited
for large-scale empirical applications.

In many empirical applications, the dimensionality of X is expected to be small relative to
the sample size (it is not uncommon to have an univariate X), simplifying the application of
our model. Partial effects of covariates can be estimated directly using modern machine learning
and nonparametric techniques. We choose the RF algorithm for its robustness and flexibility,
mainly because it requires fewer hyperparameter choices, mitigating the risks of overfitting and

cherry-picking. Additionally, RF’s efficient estimation algorithms make it computationally attractive.

Deep learning methods usually require the definition of too many hyperparameters, the network architecture, and

also require large amounts of data for effective training.



While alternative approaches like deep learning offer comparable flexibility, they are more sensitive
to hyperparameter tuning and initial conditions, require larger datasets, and are computationally

intensive. By contrast, RF offers a more stable and efficient solution.

1.2 Main contributions and comparison to the literature

The concept of introducing nonlinearity through varying coefficients in linear models is well-
established. It originated in threshold regression models by Dagenais (1969), Quandt (1972),
Goldfeld and Quandt (1972), Kiefer (1978), Tong and Lim (1980), and later work by Tsay (1989).
These studies focus on sharp parameter changes based on a univariate threshold variable, capturing
structural shifts in the data. Smooth transitions (shifts) were introduced by Chan and Tong (1986)
and Terasvirta (1994), but these models relied on a single transition variable. Extensions to multiple
transition variables inspired by the neural network (NN) literature were explored by Medeiros and
Veiga (2000), Medeiros and Veiga (2005), and Suarez-Farinias et al. (2004), though these approaches
were parametric and limited to low-dimensional settings. Nonparametric alternatives have been
proposed by Hastie and Tibishirani (1993), Fan and Zhang (1999), and Cai et al. (2000). However,
estimating these models becomes challenging with an increase in the number of covariates. In
contrast, our semi-parametric approach based on random forests accommodates a large set of
covariates, provided the dimensionality remains smaller than the sample size.

Estimating regression trees with linear models in the terminal nodes is not new and is nested in
the more general Generalized Random Forest model by Athey et al. (2019). Friedberg et al. (2021)
formalized the locally linear random forests and recommended a local Ridge regression to estimate
the parameters. Nevertheless, this paper differs and complements the ones cited above in a few ways.
First, we estimate the local linear models with the usual ordinary least-squares method, making
our algorithm simpler than the ones in Athey et al. (2019) and Friedberg et al. (2021). Second, as
our primary focus is on the estimation of the partial effects 3(z) and not E(Y|X = x, Z = z), we
complement the previous papers by deriving a new consistency and asymptotic normality results for
B(z) We also worked out the rates of convergence and derived the asymptotic covariance matrix
for the estimator of B(Z ). Third, we proposed a consistent estimator for the covariance matrix of
B(Z ). Fourth, unlike most papers in the literature, we show that our results are also valid when Z
contains discrete random variables. Note that having discrete-valued elements of Z is not the same
as introducing interaction effects between X and dummy variables constructed from the classes in

Z. Our approach allows the partial effect heterogeneity to be determined by unknown interactions



among the elements of Z. Finally, based on our new convergence results, we derived two tests to

conduct inference on the partial effects and test whether the partial effects are homogeneous.

1.3 Outline of the Paper

Following this introduction, the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we define the model,
outline assumptions related to the data-generating mechanism, and present special cases of our
proposal. In Section 3, we present the theoretical results of this paper. More specifically, Section
3.1 details the main convergence results, while Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 provide descriptions of
the specification tests proposed in the paper. The case of discrete random variables is examined
in Section 3.3. Monte Carlo simulations are illustrated in Section 4, and empirical samples are
presented in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 wraps up the paper. All technical derivations are provided

in the Supplemental Material.

1.4 Notation

Vectors are denoted by bold lowercase  and matrices by bold uppercase M. «' denotes the
transpose of the vector @. Similarly M denotes the transpose for matrix M. We write |z,
for p € [1,00] to denote the fP-norm if x is a (possibly random) vector or the induced operator
P—¢P-norm if M is a matrix. For a matrix M, we write || M ||max for the maximum absolute entry
and | M||r for the Frobenius norm. We denote positive semi-definiteness by M > 0 and write I4
for the d x d identity matrix.

For scalar sequences x,, and y,, we write x,, < y, if there exists a positive constant C' such
that |z,| < Cly,| for sufficiently large n. We write z,, < y,, to indicate both z,, < y, and y, < zp.
Similarly, for random variables X,, and Y,,, we write X,, <p Y,, if for every £ > 0 there exists a
positive constant C' such that P(|X,| > C|Y,|) < ¢, and write X, 2 X and X, -5 X for limits
in probability and in distribution, respectively. For real numbers a and b we use a A b = max{a, b}

and a V b = min{a, b}.

2 Setup

We consider the following model.

Assumption 1 (Locally Linear Model)

Let Y be an integrable random variable and X ,Z be random vectors taking value on R and R9x



respectively that do not share common variables. We assume that for some Lipschitz function
B:Z C Rz — Rix
hz,z) =EY|X =x,Z = z] = ' B(2). (1)

The local-linear model (1) has the advantage of having the marginal treatment effect built-in
since h(x, z)/0x = B(z). At the same time, the model is flexible enough in terms of the covariates
Z to accommodate complex heterogeneous partial effects, which include higher-order interactions
between X and Z. Model (1) nests several notable cases of interest.

Since E[Y|X, Z] is the minimizer of E[(Y — f(X, Z))?] over the class of functions f such
that E[f(X, Z)? < oo, we can explicitly characterize the function z — B(z) such that 3(z) =
Q(z) " 'y(z), where Q(z) := E[XX"|Z = z] and v(2) := E[XY|Z = z], and provided that £(z)

is almost sure positive definite.

Example 1 (Heterogeneous treatment effects)

Consider a collection of potential outcomes {Y*(t) : t € T} where Y (t) is a random variable and
T C R. In a binary treatment case T = {0,1}. Here we allow continuous treatment such as
T = la,b] for a <b orT =R. In the continuous treatment literature, the function t — Y™*(t) is
called the dose-response function, and t — E[Y*(t)] is the average dose function. For each unit in
the sample, we observe the realization of the treatment status T, a vector of covariates Z taking
values on R, and the potential outcome corresponding to the treatment received Y := Y*(t).

The interest relies on estimating the (potentially) heterogeneous (marginal) treatment effect.

% if T is an interval,

T(2) ==
E[Y*(1) - Y*(0)|Z ==2] o T ={0,1}.

By definition we have that E[Y*(t)|T =t| = E[Y|T = t] fort € T. However, in general, we have
E[Y*(t)] # E[Y|T = t] due to confounding effects. If conditional on the covariates Z the average

dose-response function is mean independent of the treatment, we can consider the following model
Y =p8(2)T+U, (2)

where E(U|Z,T) = 0. We can also include additional controls in the above model. For example, let

W be a set of control variables and write

Y =B(Z)T+86"W + U, (3)



where U is an error term such that E(U|Z,T, W) = 0. Equations (2) and(3) are models where the
treatment effects are not constant and may vary with subject characteristics defined by the vector
Z . Ezamples of such specifications can be found at Hansen (2000), Athey and Imbens (2016), or

Chernozhukov et al. (2018), among many others.

Example 2 (Smooth Transition Regression)
Suppose that the coefficients of a regression model change smoothly and monotonically between zero

and one according to a scalar variable Z; such that
Y =60 X +9(2)B{ X +U, (4)

where lim,_,o0 g(2z) = 1 and lim,—,_ g(2) =0 and E(U|X, Z) = 0. In this case, B(z) = By+9(2)8;.
This is a general case of a two-regime smooth transition regression model. An interesting example of

such specification is the nonlinear Phillips curve model discussed in Areosa et al. (2011).

Example 3 (Grouped patterns of heterogeneity)

Consider a model where the intercept varies according to a set of variables Z. In this case,
Y =8(2)+6"X +U, (5)

where E(U| X, Z) = 0. This type of specification is commonly employed to model clustering behavior
and has gained traction in the empirical economic growth literature. See, for example, Bonhomme
and Manresa (2015). This specification is also related to the binscatter methods discussed in Cattaneo

et al. (2024).

Given a random sample {(Y;, X;, Z;) : 1 <i <n} of (Y, X, Z) we propose to estimate (1) by a
modification of the Random Forest procedure (refer to Algorithm 1). We start by defining for any
nonempty set of indices Z C [n], the residual sum of squares (RSS) of a least-square estimation (we
will impose conditions such that the estimator is well-defined). Hence, write

-1
> XiXiT] > X

1€T €L

RSS(Z):=>_ [Vi~ XTB(@?|, and  B(T) =

1€

Also, for any element of Z indexed by j € [dz], and 0 € [0, 1] define
A(Z,5,6):=RSS({i € Z:Z;; <0})+RSS({i € Z: Z;; > 6}). (6)
The optimum splitting point §* of the index set Z along direction j is given by

" :=0%(Z,j) € argmin A(R, j,0). @
5€[0,1]

7



Note that we might take 0* € {Z; ; : i € Z}. Finally, define the left and right child nodes of Z by
I-:={i€l:Zy;<6Y, and  IT:={i€Tl:Z; >}

Starting for an initial index set B C [n] and repeating the steps above, we end up with a partition
of [0,1]%# into disjoint rectangles with axis-aligned sides (leaves). Furthermore, since the initial
index set (root node) and the slipt direction j are randomly chosen independent of the data, we
denote by w this independent source of randomness in the algorithm.

For z € [0,1)%, let R(z,w) denotes the unique (random) leaf containing z, i.e., R(z,w)
is a random rectangle that depends on the observation indexed by B and an external source of
randomness. For an nonempty A C [n] such that ANB = (), define A(z,w) ={i € A: Z; € R(z,w)},
m(x, z,w) = wTB(z,w), and ,@(z,w) = B(.A(z,w)).

More explicitly, write

~

Blz.w) = Q(z.0) 17 (z.w). (8)
where Q(z,w) = mZiE.A(Z,w) X, X and 9(z,w) = mZieA(z,w) X,Y;. Finally, for

B > 1, we propose to estimate m(z, z) using m(z, z) == & 25:1 m(X,z,wy) = X' B(z) with

_ 1 En
B(z) :== 5 > Bz, w) (9)

where {w; : b € [B]} is an independent and identically sequence independent of {(Y;, X;, Z;) : i € [n]}.

We also investigate the properties of the following estimator:



Algorithm 1 Local-Linear Double-sample tree

Require: n > 2 training samples of the form (y;, s, z;) € (R x RX[0,1]%#), a subsample size s < n,
minimum leaf size k < s, number of trees B € N, minimum fraction of observation in each child
node a € (0,0.5) and the probability of selecting a variable to split is at least m/dz for m € (0, 1].
forb=1,...,B do

1. Draw a random subsample of size s for {1,...,n} without replacement
2. Partition the subsample into A U B such that |A| = [s/2] and |B| = [s/2]
3. Grow a tree using only data from B via standard CART algorithm
while the number of observations in every leaf is not between k£ and 2k — 1 do
Sample a variable Z; from {Z1,...,Z4,}
Decide the cutoff in Z; based on criteria (7) imposing the a-regularity condition above
end while
4. Estimate the leaves responses using only data from A as in (8)
end for

Compute the random forest estimator given in (9)

3 Main Results

In this section, we state the main results of the paper and their underlying assumptions.

3.1 Estimation

Assumption 2

We consider the following conditions:
(a) (Sampling) The training sample {(Y;, X;, Z;) : i € [n]} is n independent copies of (Y, X, Z)
taking values on R x R4 x [0,1]%% and X; has finite moments up to order 4.

(b) (Density) Z admits a density f that is bounded away from zero and infinity

(¢) (Smoothness) z — B(z), z — Q(z), z —» E[X(Y —E[Y|X,Z])|Z = z| and z — V[X(Y —
E[Y|X, Z]|Z = z] are Lipschitz-continuous, and z — V[X;X;|Z = z]| and z — V[X;(Y —
ElY|X, Z]|Z = z] are bounded for j, k € [dz];

(d) (Conditional Moment Lower bounds) The matrices E[X X "|Z = z] and V[X (Y -E[Y|X, Z])|Z =

z| are non-singular for each z € [0,1]%;



(e) The trees are generated by Algorithm (1) with with o € (0,0.5) and 7 € (0, 1].

In Assumption 2(e), we require the minimum of observations per leaf to increase with the same
size to ensure that each tree is consistent, as opposed to the consistency of the random forest.
Specifically, we need the variance of ﬁ(z) to vanish on each tree as the sample size increases. At the
same time, k£ must grow slower than the subsampling rate s so that each cell is split enough times
to make its diameter shrink toward zero, and the tree bias vanishes as the sample size increases.

Recall that, for the tree constructed with randomness w, R(z,w) denotes the leaf containing z.

Define the map B :0,1]? — R by
B(z):= V,E[Y|X =2, Z € R(z,w)] =E|8(Z)|Z € R(z,w); ze[0,1]%

Note that in general we expect E() # B(-). However, due to the sample split we have that ,B(~,w)

is an unbiased estimator for 3(-) even when B(, w) is biased for B(-) (and B(-)).

Theorem 1 (Unbiasedness)

Under Assumptions 1 and 2, E[B(z)] = B(2) for all z € [0,1]".

Theorem 2 (Rate of Convergence)

Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if k 2 s¢ for some € € (0,1) then for any 6 € (0,1)

K(a)m

~ 1 € (1-9) dy
Ble) - 8 e k7% (1) + () . zeba)t

S

where K(a) := % € (0,1). If further then , for 2 <p <gq,

1/p _S% K(a)m
~ 1 /8\¢/2 k (1=6%) dz
[ [, B —ﬂ(z)V’f(z)dz] st (3)7+ (4) ,

where 0* € (0,1) is defined in Lemma 1.

Remark. The second term in the right-hand size is due to the tree’s bias. Given the Lipschitz
condition, asymptotic unbiasedness is obtained by shrinking the leaf diameter towards zero, which
is a consequence of subsequent splits in the node, which, in turn, depend on k/s. The second one is
due to the variance within each leaf and, not surprisingly, improves for larger k. The bias-variance
trade-off could be optimized with select k < s" for n > 0 as a function of dz, «, and 7 such that

those two terms are of the same order.

Although a tree construct using Algorithm 1 is indeed honest and symmetric, there is no guarantee

to be a k-PNN predictor. To see that, fix a test point z € [0,1]% and let R(z,w) denote the unique

10



leaf containing z. Recall that R(z,w) is independent of A-sample due to honesty. Then the
number of observations in the R(z,w) wich we denoted by |A(w, z)| follows a Binomial distribution
conditional on R(z,w) with s trial an probability of success p(z,w) :=P(Z € R(z,w)|R(z,w)).
Therefore, the expected number of A-sample observations in R(z,w) conditional on R(z,w) is
given by sp(z,w) while the number of B-sample in R(z,w) is between k and 2k — 1 by construction.
The question becomes how |A(z,w)| relates to k. As it is shown in Lemma 2, |A(w, z)| can be upper

and lower bound in probability as

s\ —1/K(a) s\ —K(@) 1
— < < — >1 - -
P[s <k> N|.A(z,w)|Ns(k> } >1 S k) R@

Set k =< s" for n € [0,1). For n € (1 — K(«),1) we have that |A(z,w)| diverges as s — oo with high
probability. Precisely.

p [51*ﬁ S JA(z,w)| § s70TPKE] 1

For n € [0,1 — K ()] and, in particular, n = 0 (fixed k), the above bound is vacuous. It is not clear
whether, for any fixed k& > 0, it is possible to claim that |A(z,w)| 2 k with high probability.

Theorem 3 (Random Forest Asymptotic Normality)

~1
Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if k < s" forn € (0,1) and s < n*. wherew € ({(1 /) (KK(O‘) + #)} ,1> ,

dz

then as n — 00
£(2)""2 [B(z) - B(z)] = = Y hi(z) S NOIag),  ze 0,1,
i=1

where B(z) := QY 2)A(2)Q ™t with
2
Alz) =& [eQQ(z,Z)QXXT , (10)
n
and 0(z,2') = B, [S(z, 2, w)] with S(z,2',w) = |{j € A: Z; € R(z,w)}|7! if 2/ € R(z,w) and zero
otherwise, for z,z' € [0,1]%. In particular

K (a)

1B(2) - B2l <pn 2 PO m@) W 10g nyt2 S0, 2 e 0,17,

Remark. Converge of each tree is necessary for the random forest convergence. Hence, the requirement
to set k < s" according to Theorem 3. It is interesting to compare the rate of convergence of a
(single) tree with s = n with the rate of convergence of the forest with the restrictions to ensure

asymptotic normality.

11



We propose to estimate the covariance matrix ¥(z) appearing in Theorem 3 using

~ ~ i~ ~—1 _

3(z) = [Q(2)] A2 (2)] 7, (11)
where €(2) is given by (8). As for an estimator for A(z), define the residual function of the
RF by z — €(z) := Y; — X]B(z) for i € [n] and z € [0,1]%2. Note any pair 2,2’ € [0,1]%~
we observe B independent realizations of S(z,2’,wy). So 6(z,2') can be unbiased estimated by

9(2 Z') =3 Zf 1 S(2,2',wp). So we propose to estimate A(z) using

B

2
1
BZS(z,Zi,wb)] X, x!. (12

[\

‘ Vv
Pﬁz

2 n
0(z2,)°X:XT =23 @(2)?
n
=1 =1

n

Even when an observation Z; is not used to grow a tree wp, we can compute S(z, Z;,w) by
checking whether Z; lies in R(z,w) and if so count how many observations are in R(z,w). Since we

have E[ef(z, Z)X]| = 0, we might consider the centered version of the estimator below given by

A(z) :=A(z) — s2. (13)

3.2 Testing for Heterogeneity
3.2.1 Generalized Likelihood Ratio Test

Suppose we wish to test that the conditional expectation does not depend on Z (homogeneous

partial effect). Specifically, we are interested in the parametric null.
Ho : B(z) = By for some B, € R and all z € [0,1]¢

against the non-parametric alternative hypothesis H; : 3(z) is Lipschitz. Following Fan et al. (2001);

we propose to test Ho using the Generalized LRT, which is given as (after taking logs)

RSSy

A(Hp) = log RS

where RSSg := Y7 (Vi — X]3)% RSS := S Y- XZTE(Zl)]2 and @ is the OLS estimator.

Theorem 4 (Generalized LRT)
Under the same condition of Theorem 3 and Ho, if further VIY|X,Z] = o2 for some positive
constant o2, then A ~ XZ where Xi 18 a chi-squared distribution with u degrees of freedom, in the

sense that,

“UA(Ho) — p+ o(p)] ~2 N(0, 1)

12



where
= dy [QSE[H(Z, Z)] + S;IE[G(Z, Z)%| + sE[0(Z, z’)ﬂ
V2 = 4dxE [(se(z, Z') + s*E9(Z, 2')0(Z, Z")])Q} .

and 0(z, 2') is defined in Theorem 3; and Z' and Z" are independent copies of Z.

3.2.2 Langrage Multiplier Test

The idea is to explore the fact that for a Lagrange Multiplier (LM) type test, we are only required
to estimate the model under the null and obtain a consistent estimator under both the null and
alternative. When the null completely characterizes B(z) or when B(z) is known up to finite
unknowns (parametric), we propose a somewhat canonical test.
Under H : B(z) is not a function of z, we have that E[Z(Y — X8) = 0 for some unknown
B € R Let LS =y, — Xz‘TEOLS for i € [b] where BOLS is the OLS estimator of Y regressed
onto X
So, we can use the sample moment condition below as a basis for constructing our test statistic.
n
M=) &z,
i=1

because under Hy
M/v/n=L— ZGZW + op(1 W= (z], x)H7
where L := (I : —IE[ZXT](E[XXT)_I) is an (dz(dz + dx)) matrix. Since ﬁzyzl Wi —L
N(0, E[e2WWT]), we have that M/\/n LN N(0, LE[2WWT]|LT) therefore
MTV) "M -5 3 V= LE[EWWTILT

Let €fF .= Y; — X[ 3 be the residuals of the RF. Under the alternative (and the null) B(z) N B(z)

then €t F Ll eiforie [n]. Define the plug-in estimators

-1

n n
Li=|I3:-)Y z:X] (ZXJJ) . V=
=1 =1

Hence, the test statistics become

i [ eRF) WWT
i=1

3\*—‘

T:=M"(nV) 'M LN X3

Z

as n — oo under Hj.

Note that the same process works to test Ho : 3(z) = By(z) for some known function z — By(z).

13



3.3 Extension to discrete controls

Partition the control variables as Z = (Z', Z") where Z" = (Z7,... Zf/i/z//) and Z7 are discrete
random variables with m; > 2 categories for j € [dz~]. Without loss of generality we may assume
that ZJ is supported on S; = {0,1/(m; — 1),1/(m; — 2),...,1} and thus Z” has support on
S=Xx17S;.

Let R = X?i Lla;,b;] denote a rectangle in [0, 1]%2. For convenience, we can define the length of
a rectangle along a discrete variable Z;-’ as the fraction of the categories in the rectangle. Specifically
0 < diam(R); := (|S; N [a;,bs]] —1)/(m; —1) < 1.

When a discrete variable Z; is chosen to split we replace (6) by the condition

NS arégeglin [RSS({i € Z: Z;jj =6)}) + RSS({i € T: Zy; # 0)})], (14)
j

and identify the left and right child nodes by the index sets
WARSES {Z el: Zij = (5*}, It .= {Z el: Zij =+ (5*} (15)

Fix a test point z = (2/,2”) € [0,1]92" x S and let M;(z) denote the number of splits along the
j-th discrete variable to form the (unique) leaf containing z. Since s/k — oo we have that some

large s

5272

P(M;(x) < m; — 1) <P <Mj(z) < (1;;5)”11((’)@((81//((21]“_;))))) < <2k8 1) 2 s/

Let Ep(x) = ﬂje[dlz,}{Mj(w) = m; — 1}, then by the union bound we have

2,2

s
P(Ep(x)) > 1 — d% (g)imi%log(l/(lfa))

i.e., all discrete variables have a single class in the leaf R(z,w) with probability at least 1 —
522

(2)2@%1961/0=2) _Hence, the bias on the leaf R(2,w) can be upper bounded on Ep(x) as

2518 = B < B2~ B )| < C diam(R(z,))
'U/,’LL// 6 Z/,Z” ,Ld

Assumption 3

We consider the following conditions:

(b) (Conditional Density) We can partition Z = (Z',Z") such that Z' has a conditional density
with respect to Z", which we denote by fz1z7, and 1/C < fz1z0 < C for some constant
C > 0. Finallly, P(Z" = 2") > 0 for all 2" € S.

14



(c) (Smoothness) Let z = (2, 2") € [0,1]%cS. We assume that 2’ — B(Z',2") 2’ +— Q(2',2"),
S S EX(Y —E[Y|X, Z))|Zc = 2, Zp = 2"] and z — V[X(Y — E|Y|X, Z||Zc = ', Zp =
Z"] are Lipschitz-continuous for every 2" € S, and z — V[ X;X;|Z = z] and z — V[X;(Y —
ElY|X, Z]|Z = z] are bounded for j, k € [dz];

Theorem 5 (Discrete Control Variables)
Under Assumptions 1 and 2 with 2(b) replaced by 3(b) and 2(c) replaced by 3(c), Theorems 1-3 hold.

4 Monte Carlo Simulation

We conducted a simulation study to test the validity of our results in finite sample. We consider
several specifications with different sample sizes. Specifically, we set the number of observations
to be n € {250,500, 1000}. The dimension dz of the variables determining model heterogeneity is
dz ={1,2,3,5}. Each simulated model is estimated by the Random Forest as per the Algorithm 1
with B = 3000 subsampling replications. We consider a fraction of s = 0.8 observations in each

subsample, k = s1/¢ and & = 0.005. The number of Monte Carlo replications is 500.

4.1 Model Estimation

The simulated models are determined by the general equation
Yi = Bo(Zi) + B1(Z:) X + Ui, (16)

where U; is an independent and normally distributed random variable with zero mean and standard
deviation equal to 0.5. The scalar continuous treatment variable is X; ~ Uniform(0,1). Z; is a
random vector of dz mutually independent random variables uniformly distributed between 0 and 1.

We set 5p(Z;) = 0 for all ¢ = 1,...,n, and consider the following specifications for the slope

parameter 51(Z;):

e Model I: p=1

1 1

Pu(Z:) =5 |1+ 1+ ¢-100(Z;=03) 1 4 ¢—100(Zi—07) | -

Figure 1(a) illustrates the evolution of 51(Z;) as a function of Z;. As can be observed from
the plot, the slope coefficient smoothly changes between zero and one according to the source

of heterogeneity Z;.
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Model II: p =2

B1(Z;) =2fiifip —2fi1(1 — fi2),

where
1 1
fin =1+ 1 + ¢—100(Z1,i—0.3) a 1 + ¢—100(Z1,,—0.7) and
1
fia=1+

1+ e—100(Z2,=0.3) 1 4 ¢—100(Z2,;—0.7)

Figure 1(b) illustrates the evolution of 31(Z;) as a function of Z;. As in the case of the first

simulated model, the slope coefficient smoothly changes between different regimes.

Model III: p = 3

Bi(Z;) =2firfinafiz — finfia(1 = fiz) = L.5fi1(1 = fi2),

1 . .
where fZ,] = W, forj = 1,2,3 and i = 17...,77/.

1+

The resulting model is a product of logistic functions. Figure 1(c) illustrates the heterogeneity

in the slope coefficient as a function of Z; and Z5 holding Z3 fixed.

Model IV: p =15

B1(Z;) = firfiafiz — firfio(1 = fiz) = 1.5 fii(1 — fi2) + 1.5(1 — fi1)fia
—0.8(1— fi1)(1— fia)fis +0.7(1 — fi1)(1 — fia)(1 = fis)

1 . .
Wherefi7jzm, fOI']:1,...,5andZ:1,...,n.

1+

As in the previous models, Model IV also implies a heterogeneity pattern where the slope

coefficient smoothly changes among six limiting regimes.

The results are reported in Figure 2 and Tables 1-5. Figure 2 reports results for Model I where

p = 1. It illustrates the median slope estimation across the Monte Carlo simulations, as well as the

95% confidence bands. It is evident the estimation is precise in this case.

Table 1 presents the averages derived from the Monte Carlo simulations for various descriptive

statistics pertinent to goodness-of-fit assessments. The evaluated statistics include the mean,

standard deviation, kurtosis, and skewness. For Model I, Panel (I.a) examines the estimated

residuals from the model fit, Panel (I.b) addresses the estimation error associated with the varying
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intercept of the model, and Panel (I.c) pertains to the estimation error for the varying slope
coefficient. The subsequent panels replicate these findings for Models II, ITI, and IV.

Several facts emerge from the table. First, the model approximation is satisfactory even in
samples as small as 250 observations. Notably, the average of the residual standard deviation is close
to 0.5, which is the true value. Furthermore, the average estimated kurtosis is approximately three,
and the average estimated skewness is close to zero, indicating that the residuals are approximately
normally distributed. Additionally, the results suggest that the estimation of the varying intercept is
more precise than the slope estimation, as the average standard deviation of the errors is significantly
smaller for the former than for the latter. Finally, as expected, the performance of the method
slightly deteriorates as the dimension of Z increases.

Tables 2 and 3 present results for several test values pertinent to the vector Z. We analyze
11 points where Z constitutes a 51 that spans from a vector of zeros to a vector of ones, with
0.1 increments. For simplicity and without loss of generality, we assume that all elements of the
test points are equal. Table 2 reports the average bias and the mean squared error (MSE) for the
varying intercept coefficient evaluated at each test point for different sample sizes. It is evident that
the intercept estimation is precise and improves with increasing sample size. Table 3 reports the
average bias and the mean squared error (MSE) for the varying slope coefficient evaluated at each
test point for different sample sizes. The results in the table corroborate our previous conclusion
that as the sample size increases, the method’s performance improves. Finally, there is evidence

that the function approximation is better for points closer to the center of the distribution of Z.

4.2 Inference

We present coverage results in Tables 4 and 5. Specifically, we provide the average 90% and 95%
coverage across Monte Carlo simulations for both the intercept and the slope parameters. Table
4 details the coverage for the intercept, while 5 presents the corresponding results for the slope
parameter. It is evident from the tables that the coverage probabilities for the intercept are close
to the expected values, even with small sample sizes and an increased number of variables. This
finding supports our previous simulation results, indicating minimal bias in intercept estimation.
Conversely, the coverage for the slope parameter is significantly underestimated, particularly for
values that lie farther from the center of the covariate distribution. This observation aligns with the
larger biases reported in Table 3. It is important to mention that such narrow coverage probabilities

have also been reported in the simulations in Friedberg et al. (2021).
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4.3 Linarity Testing

Finally, to evaluate the finite sample performance of the Lagrange Multiplier homogeneity (linearity)
test described in Section 3.2.2. We simulated linear (homogeneous) models with p € {1,2,3,5}
covariates. The results are reported in Figure 3, which illustrates the size discrepancy relative to

the nominal size. As observed, the size distortions remain negligible.

5 Empirical Illustrations

In this section, we illustrate our proposed methodology utilizing two distinct datasets. The
first is a synthetic dataset generated by a widely used model specifically designed to evaluate
nonparametric methods. The second is a real dataset concerning the economic convergence of

Brazilian municipalities.

5.1 Simulated data

The first dataset consists of observations generated according to the following model:

B(Zl) =10 Sin(ﬂ‘ZLiZQi) + 20(2371' — 05)2 + 1OZ471' + 5Z57i, (18)

where Z; is a vector of mutually independent uniform random variables taking values on [0,1]°,
and U; is a zero-mean normally distributed random variable with unit variance. The model for
B(Z;) has been widely employed in the literature to evaluate semi-parametric models. In this
context, heterogeneity is jointly influenced by interactions, quadratic forms, and a robust linear
signal. Figure 4 illustrates the three sources of heterogeneity. See, for example, Friedberg et al.
(2021) for a similar data-generating process.

To evaluate the performance of the model presented in this paper, we consider various sample
sizes (2000, 4000, 8000, 16000, 32000). Figure 5 illustrates the empirical distribution of 3(Z;),
i=1,...,32000. We estimate the locally linear random forest model using the same hyperparameter
settings as those utilized in the Monte Carlo simulation.

Figure 6 shows results concerning the estimation parameters. Panels (a) and (b) illustrate the
scatter plot of the fitted 3(Z) against the true values for n = 2000 and n = 36000, respectively. A
linear regression line is also included. Figure 7 reports the evolution of the bias and the MSE as a

function of the sample size. As we can observe from both figures, the estimation improves as the
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sample size increases, which aligns with established statistical theory. However, as anticipated by

our theoretical results, the convergence to the true values is notably slow.

5.2 Economic growth and convergence among Brazilian municipalities

We illustrate our methodology by testing heterogeneity in the convergence among Brazilian munici-
palities between 1970 and 2000. Our starting point is the simplified convergence equation presented

in Barro and Sala-i-Martin (1992):

Y,
log (Y § ) = a; +7ilog (Yig—1) + ¢i (t — 1) + Uiy, (19)
i1

where Y;; is the per capita income of region ¢ in period ¢, a; is associated with the steady-state
level of per capita income and the rate of technological progress, ¢; is a parameter related to the
time trend determined by the technological progress, and U;; is the random term. Convergence
corresponds to the parameter ;.

From a conceptual point of view, two alternative assumptions determine the most important
distinction of convergence concepts. First, we can assume that a; = a, v; =, and ¢; = ¢, i.e., that
the basic parameters of preference and technology are the same for all economies represented in the
sample. This is when v < 0 represents unconditional convergence - a situation where poorer regions
tend unconditionally to grow more quickly than richer ones. Alternatively, we can state a weaker
assumption, allowing for possible differences in the steady state across the economies considered
and heterogeneity in the convergence rate. In terms of equation (19), a;, v; and ¢; are allowed to
vary across different regions.

We estimate (19) in a cross-section setup, where there is no identifiable time trend, and we are

not able to distinguish between ¢; and a;. Thus, we estimate the following equation:

Y;
log (};,2000) = oy + v 1og (Yi1970) + Ui.2000- (20)
5,1970

The data originate from the Brazilian Demographic Censuses conducted in 1970 and 2000. The
geographical units were adjusted to account for the reorganization of Brazilian territory throughout
this time frame. In 1970, Brazil was composed of 3,951 municipalities. By 2000, the count had
increased to 5,507 municipalities. Consequently, all data collected in 2000 were aggregated to align
with the municipal structure as it existed in 1970. Our dependent variable is defined as the average
growth in per capita income from 1970 to 2000 for each municipality. The independent variable

utilized in this analysis is the logarithm of the per capita income level recorded in 1970.
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Figure 8 illustrates the differences across municipalities in terms of growth rate. Figure 8 shows
that the variations in growth do not coincide with the administrative state frontiers. There are
substantial variations within many of the Brazilian states.

We employ the semi-parametric approach outlined in the previous section to assess conditional
convergence. Variations in preferences and technological parameters are endogenously incorporated
into the analysis through geographical proximities. The underlying assumption suggests that cities
situated in close proximity experience similar steady states. Within our modeling framework, we
estimate (20), recognizing that «; represents a semi-parametric function of the latitude and longitude
coordinates. The results are displayed in Figures 9 and 10, which report the heterogeneity patterns
in the intercept and the convergence parameter. The estimated geographic heterogeneity varies
remarkably, with notable clusters of high-income municipalities in the central and southern parts
of the country. Significant geographic differences across municipalities do not coincide with the

geographic structure of the Brazilian states.

6 Conclusions

This paper presents a semi-parametric framework for estimating heterogeneous partial effects,
combining the flexibility of machine learning techniques with the interpretability of traditional
parametric models. By utilizing a Random Forest-based methodology, we provide a robust and
adaptable approach to capturing complex heterogeneity in the relationship between explanatory
variables and outcomes.

Our theoretical contributions establish key consistency and asymptotic normality results, ensuring
the reliability of our estimator. Importantly, our framework accommodates both continuous and
discrete covariates while maintaining desirable statistical properties. The Monte Carlo simulations
demonstrate the method’s accuracy, even in moderate sample sizes, and highlight the precision
of our approach in recovering varying intercepts and slopes. Additionally, our empirical analysis
of Brazilian municipal economic convergence underscores the practical relevance of our method,
revealing substantial geographic heterogeneity in growth dynamics.

Future research can extend this methodology to settings with dependent data and high-
dimensional covariates, broadening its applicability to dynamic panel models and network data.
The current approach can accommodate high-dimensional controls (Z) under additional conditions

on the underlying data-generating process. Specifically, it would require that (i) only a small
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number of controls are relevant to the model (sparsity assumption) and (ii) the relevant controls are
independent of the irrelevant controls and the outcome variable. The latter is a strong assumption
in most applications, so we did not pursue this route here.

Regarding the dependent data across observations, the subsampling and sample split steps
must be adjusted to preserve both the data dependence structure and the independence of the two
samples. A block-subsampling technique is a natural candidate; however, implementing this would
significantly alter the proof techniques for the subsequent steps and might obscure the main idea of
the paper. Furthermore, refinements in inference procedures for heterogeneous effects, including the
construction of a uniformly valid confidence interval, would enhance the model’s applicability in
applied research. Additionally, considering Lemma 1(d), a significant modification to the algorithm
would be necessary to achieve uniform convergence of the proposed estimators.

Overall, this paper offers a flexible, interpretable, and computationally efficient tool for studying
heterogeneity in the partial effect of a variable of interest, bridging the gap between parametric and

nonparametric estimation.
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Table 1: Godness-of-Fit

This table reports the average across the Monte Carlo simulations for several descriptive statistics related to goodness-of-fit. The statistics

are the mean, the standard deviation, the kurtosis, and skewness. Panel (I.a) considers the estimated residuals from the model fit. Panel

(I.b) considers the estimation error for the varying intercept of the model. Panel (I.c) is related to the estimation error for the varying slope

coefficient. The remaining panels show the same results for models 11, III, and IV.

Panel (I.a): p=1
error term

Sample Size

Panel (ILa): p =2
error term

Sample Size

Panel (IlLa): p=3
error term

Sample Size

Panel (IV.a): p=5
error term

Sample Size

250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
mean -0.0019  -0.0002  0.0001 -0.0087 -0.0069 -0.0047 0.0024 0.0014 0.0009 0.0004  0.0002  0.0001
standard deviation ~ 0.4506  0.4458  0.4568 0.6207  0.5058  0.4807 0.4750  0.4533 0.4571 0.5638  0.5235  0.5154
kurtosis 3.0154  3.0182  3.0346 3.9624  3.3529  3.0946 3.0793  3.1119 3.0315 2.8920 2.9941 2.9761
skewness 0.0128  0.0015  0.0027 0.5457  0.2077  0.0683 0.0710  0.0337 0.0182 0.0102  0.0095 0.0126

Panel (Ib): p=1
intercept

Sample Size

Panel (ILb): p=2
intercept

Sample Size

Panel (IIL.b): p=3
intercept

Sample Size

Panel (IV.b): p=5
intercept

Sample Size

250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
mean -0.0077  -0.0004 -0.0019 0.0044 -0.0037 0.0028 -0.0049 0.0010 0.0001 0.0023 -0.0024 -0.0044
standard deviation ~ 0.2396  0.2383  0.1967 0.2483  0.2179  0.1642 0.1609 0.1544 0.1256 0.1540  0.1460  0.1089
kurtosis 3.0068  3.2621  3.0542 3.3724  3.4301  3.0503 2.9366 3.1829 3.0051 3.0813  3.3344  3.0628
skewness -0.0370  0.0671 -0.0195 0.0905 -0.0007 0.0072 -0.0084 0.0119 0.0058 -0.0173  -0.0068 -0.0001

Panel (Ic): p=1
slope

Sample Size

Panel (Il.c): p=2
slope

Sample Size

Panel (ITLc): p=3
slope

Sample Size

Panel (IV.c): p=5
slope

Sample Size

250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
mean 0.0137  -0.0013  0.0021 -0.0237  -0.0061 -0.0101 0.0168  0.0003 0.0034 -0.0020  0.0000  0.0126
standard deviation  0.4567  0.4239  0.3499 0.9791  0.6639  0.4672 0.4841 0.3962 0.3019 0.7661  0.6474  0.5455
kurtosis 3.7132  3.3192  3.0741 4.0835 4.1379  3.8797 3.2178  3.3337  3.3105 1.8627  2.0687  1.9109
skewness --0.0132 -0.0308 -0.0121 0.8756  0.5659  0.3234 0.2993  0.2660 0.2157 0.0338 0.0724  0.0331
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Table 2: Test Points (Goodness-of-Fit — Intercept)

The table shows the average bias and mean squared error for the intercept estimation at different test points (MSE). The first
column shows the points considered. For the case where p > 1, all the values of Z are equal to the number indicated in the
first column. Panel (I) considers the case of Model I (p = 1). Panel (II) considers the case of Model II (p = 2). Panel (III)
considers the case of Model III (p = 3). Panel (IV) considers the case of Model IV (p = 5).

Panel I p=1 Panel II: p =2
(a): Bias (b): MSE (a): Bias (b): MSE
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 0.0561  0.0062 -0.0111 0.0927 0.0702 0.0563 0.0028 0.0016  0.0051 0.0766 0.0644 0.0321

0.1 0.0024  0.0102 -0.0312 0.0563 0.0510 0.0424 0.0037 -0.0014 0.0049 0.0531 0.0462 0.0245
0.2 0.0081  0.0139  0.0044 0.0533 0.0566 0.0407 -0.0080 -0.0053  0.0269 0.0646 0.0416 0.0291
0.3 -0.0196 -0.0109 0.0289 0.1139 0.0811 0.0441 0.0161 -0.0263 0.0114 0.1096 0.0701 0.0320

0.4 -0.0004 -0.0257 0.0134 0.0574 0.0503 0.0348 0.0035 0.0017 0.0075 0.1097 0.0543 0.0243
0.5 0.0001  -0.0113 -0.0008 0.0487 0.0590 0.0373 0.0145 -0.0040 0.0276 0.0722 0.0404 0.0219
0.6 -0.0090  0.0064 0.0146 0.0645 0.0529 0.0425 -0.0115 -0.0137 -0.0057 0.1027 0.0626 0.0250
0.7 -0.0143  -0.0076 -0.0235 0.1413  0.0598 0.0447 -0.0252  0.0074  0.0050 0.0917 0.0696 0.0254
0.8 -0.0086 -0.0264 -0.0281 0.0644 0.0623 0.0399 0.0177 -0.0182 0.0001 0.0578 0.0334 0.0255
0.9 -0.0313  0.0170  0.0023 0.0650 0.0493 0.0505 0.0205 -0.0040 0.0173 0.0539 0.0380 0.0232
1 -0.0393  0.0144 -0.0029 0.0761 0.0779 0.0569 0.0426 -0.0113 0.0159 0.0600 0.0567 0.0311
Panel I1I: p =3 Panel IV: p =5
(a): Bias (b): MSE (a): Bias (b): MSE
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 -0.0195 -0.0147 -0.0041 0.0282 0.0269 0.0160 -0.0064 0.0031 -0.0153 0.0344 0.0238 0.0123

0.1 -0.0159 -0.0130 0.0034 0.0249 0.0216 0.0157 -0.0096 0.0060 -0.0123 0.0323 0.0245 0.0128
0.2 -0.0035 -0.0044 -0.0055 0.0222 0.0223 0.0127 -0.0041  0.0064 -0.0038 0.0264 0.0201  0.0095
0.3 0.0066  0.0028 -0.0015 0.0209 0.0251 0.0138 -0.0060 0.0046  0.0024 0.0198 0.0164 0.0087

0.4 - 0.0110 0.0109  0.0026 0.0189 0.0155 0.0119 -0.0018 0.0073  -0.0055 0.0185 0.0123 0.0069
0.5 0.0172  0.0062 -0.0023 0.0194 0.0123 0.0083 0.0146  -0.0033 -0.0092 0.0211  0.0095 0.0048
0.6 -0.0011  -0.0174  0.0009 0.0254 0.0180 0.0140 0.0215 0.0076  0.0033 0.0189 0.0141 0.0087
0.7 -0.0233  -0.0113 -0.0103 0.0265 0.0171 0.0156 0.0164 0.0051  0.0152 0.0192  0.0136 0.0099
0.8 -0.0341  -0.0205 -0.0124 0.0316 0.0221 0.0163 0.0035 -0.0195 0.0062 0.0237 0.1428 0.0104
0.9 -0.0216  -0.0147 -0.0046 0.0409 0.0254 0.0204 0.0115 -0.0038 0.0027 0.0255 0.0206 0.0112
1 -0.0178  -0.0125 -0.0067 0.0380 0.0342 0.0199 0.0072  -0.0036 0.0003 0.0268 0.0199 0.0110

23



Table 3: Test Points (Goodness-of-Fit — Slope)

The table shows the average bias and mean squared error for the intercept estimation at different test points (MSE). The first
column shows the points considered. For the case where p > 1, all the values of Z are equal to the number indicated in the
first column. Panel (I) considers the case of Model I (p = 1). Panel (II) considers the case of Model II (p = 2). Panel (III)
considers the case of Model III (p = 3). Panel (IV) considers the case of Model IV (p = 5).

Panel I p=1 Panel II: p =2
(a): Bias (b): MSE (a): Bias (b): MSE
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 -0.0693  0.0344  0.0421 0.2735 0.2201 0.1663 -0.6764 -0.4972 -0.4115 0.2912 0.2247 0.1126

0.1 -0.0095 -0.0085 0.0464 0.1532  0.1674 0.1096 -0.5533 -0.2788 -0.1789 0.1990 0.1399 0.0800
0.2 -0.0310  -0.0413  0.0198 0.1829 0.1606 0.1260 -0.7367 -0.3826 -0.2830 0.2374 0.1470 0.0787
0.3 -0.4974  -0.2378 -0.1641 0.5734 0.3932 0.2077 -0.8960 -0.9171 -1.0405 0.9729 0.7729 0.5702
0.4 0.0131  0.0427 -0.0127 0.1655 0.1768 0.0957 1.8125 0.9784  0.5650 0.5971  0.2518 0.0853
0.5 0.0092  0.0211 0.0164 0.1530 0.1779 0.1128 1.3114  0.6609  0.3321 0.3396 0.1632 0.0669
0.6 0.0331  -0.0032 -0.0280 0.1818 0.1641 0.1041 1.8445 0.9141 0.5676 0.6678 0.2635 0.0929
0.7 0.2560  0.0292 -0.0460 0.8037 0.3561 0.2422 0.7413 0.3897 -0.0711 0.7615 0.8367 0.5368

0.8 -0.0146  0.0259  0.0563 0.1765 0.1954 0.1028 -0.8750 -0.4580 -0.2882 0.2634 0.1475 0.0786
0.9 0.0513  -0.0293 -0.0013 0.1968 0.1386 0.1509 -0.6706 -0.3357 -0.2046 0.2004 0.1341 0.0766
1 0.0660  -0.0088 0.0298 0.2547 0.2396 0.1601 -0.7933  -0.5480 -0.4556 0.2332  0.1989 0.1218
Panel I1I: p =3 Panel IV: p =5
(a): Bias (b): MSE (a): Bias (b): MSE
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 0.2818  0.1940 0.1568 0.0847 0.0828 0.0457 0.5893  0.4986  0.5042 0.1206 0.0853 0.0447

0.1 0.2228  0.1240  0.0670 0.0819 0.0647 0.0477 0.5565  0.4389  0.4202 0.1170 0.0895 0.0423
0.2 0.1771  0.0910  0.0604 0.0727 0.0639 0.0361 0.5083  0.3906  0.3521 0.1004 0.0705 0.0331
0.3 0.1643  0.1040 0.0662 0.0647 0.0769 0.0428 0.5059  0.4038  0.3476 0.0744 0.0585 0.0321
0.4 -0.2247  0.1486  0.1013 0.0607 0.0468 0.0331 0.5655 0.4792  0.4418 0.0767 0.0535 0.0317
0.5 -0.0243  -0.0329 0.0215 0.0703  0.0607 0.0491 0.0192  0.0441  0.0392 0.0905 0.0815 0.0586
0.6 1.0165  0.8154  0.5452 0.1167 0.0768 0.0478 0.9135 0.8141  0.6863 0.0959 0.0683 0.0428
0.7 0.7940  0.5273  0.3219 0.1142  0.0590 0.0499 0.8217  0.6647  0.5278 0.0884 0.0575 0.0414
0.8 0.7404  0.4528 0.2789 0.1047 0.0748 0.0483 0.8040  0.6659 0.5314 0.1012  0.2341 0.0425
0.9 0.7893  0.5353  0.3340 0.1477 0.0838 0.0621 0.8085 0.6992  0.6035 0.1139 0.0817 0.0469
1 0.8816  0.7217  0.5808 0.1392 0.1114 0.0648 0.8349 0.7665 0.7086 0.1165 0.0792 0.0465
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Table 4: Test Points (Coverage — Intercept)

The table shows the average coverage for the intercept estimation at different test points (MSE). The first column shows
the points considered. For the case where p > 1, all the values of Z are equal to the number indicated in the first column.
Panel (I) considers the case of Model I (p = 1). Panel (II) considers the case of Model II (p = 2). Panel (III) considers
the case of Model III (p = 3). Panel (IV) considers the case of Model IV (p = 5).

Panel I: p=1 Panel II: p =2
(a): 90% (b): 95% (a): 90% (b): 95%
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 0.9000 0.8900 0.8750 0.9400 0.9650 0.9300 0.9050 0.9100 0.9000 0.9350 0.9500 0.9650

0.1 0.9000 0.9150 0.8800 0.9500 0.9500 0.9300 0.8750  0.9200 0.8900 0.9450  0.9550 0.9250
0.2 0.9150 0.8750 0.9050 0.9650 0.9500 0.9500 0.9100  0.9050 0.9000 0.9550  0.9450 0.9500
0.3 0.8950  0.9000 0.9000 0.9450 0.9350 0.9550 0.8950 0.8900 0.8950 0.9450 0.9450 0.9600
0.4 0.9250  0.8850 0.9000 0.9700 0.9800 0.9500 0.9350 0.8950 0.9300 0.9450  0.9550 0.9650
0.5 0.9150  0.9000 0.8950 0.9600 0.9600 0.9400 0.9050 0.9050 0.8850 0.9500  0.9500 0.9450
0.6 0.8850 0.8900 0.8850 0.9650 0.9500 0.9700 0.9000 0.9100 0.8850 0.9550  0.9500 0.9450
0.7 0.9350  0.9100 0.9200 0.9600 0.9350 0.9650 0.8950 0.8700 0.9100 0.9350  0.9400 0.9550
0.8 0.9050  0.9100 0.8950 0.9350  0.9450 0.9450 0.8850 0.8850 0.9100 0.9500  0.9500 0.9550
0.9 0.8950 0.8900 0.8850 0.9350  0.9500 0.9500 0.8900 0.9050 0.8950 0.9500 0.9600 0.9600

1 0.8950 0.9200 0.9000 0.9400 0.9550 0.9550 0.9000 0.9100 0.8900 0.9350 0.9550 0.9550
Panel III: p = 3 Panel IV: p=5
(a): 90% (b): 95% (a): 90% (b): 95%
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 0.9100 0.8800 0.9000 0.9300 0.9250 0.9500 0.9000 0.8750 0.9150 0.9300 0.9400 0.9400

0.1 0.9150  0.8950 0.8900 0.9400 0.9450 0.9450 0.8900 0.9000 0.9100 0.9250  0.9500 0.9500
0.2 0.9050  0.8950 0.9000 0.9600 0.9450 0.9600 0.8850 0.8950 0.9050 0.9450  0.9650 0.9550
0.3 0.8950  0.9200 0.8950 0.9500 0.9500 0.9300 0.8950 0.8850 0.9050 0.9350  0.9550 0.9600
0.4 0.9050 0.9050 0.9100 0.9300 0.9550 0.9450 0.8850 0.8900 0.9150 0.9550 0.9450 0.9450
0.5 0.9150  0.8900 0.9050 0.9650 0.9550 0.9600 0.9300 0.9100 0.8800 0.9700 0.9400 0.9500
0.6 0.9100 0.9100 0.8900 0.9550  0.9650 0.9700 0.8800 0.9050 0.9050 0.9600 0.9450 0.9500
0.7 0.9100 0.9050 0.9050 0.9600 0.9600 0.9450 0.9100 0.9150 0.9000 0.9450 0.9600 0.9450
0.8 0.8850 0.9100 0.9050 0.9450 0.9550 0.9550 0.9000 0.9950 0.8900 0.9350  0.9950 0.9400
0.9 0.9350  0.9150 0.9200 0.9750  0.9350 0.9600 0.9050 0.9250 0.9000 0.9400 0.9550 0.9600
1 0.8750 0.8950 0.9050 0.9500 0.9350 0.9650 0.8850 0.9050 0.9050 0.9300 0.9650 0.9600
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Table 5: Test Points (Coverage — Slope)

The table shows the average coverage for the slope estimation at different test points (MSE). The first column shows the
points considered. For the case where p > 1, all the values of Z are equal to the number indicated in the first column.
Panel (I) considers the case of Model I (p = 1). Panel (II) considers the case of Model II (p = 2). Panel (III) considers
the case of Model III (p = 3). Panel (IV) considers the case of Model IV (p = 5).

Panel I: p=1 Panel II: p =2
(a): 90% (b): 95% (a): 90% (b): 95%
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 0.9100 0.9150 0.8650 0.9500 0.9450 0.9450 0.6350 0.7250 0.6600 0.7200 0.8150 0.7800

0.1 0.9000 0.9000 0.8950 0.9450 0.9400 0.9250 0.6350 0.8200 0.8500 0.7350 0.8750 0.9100
0.2 0.9250 0.8950 0.9050 0.9550  0.9450 0.9600 0.5650 0.7500 0.7700 0.6800 0.8350 0.8450
0.3 0.8450 0.8700 0.8800 0.9150 0.9250 0.9450 0.7700 0.7050 0.6150 0.8350 0.8050 0.7400
0.4 0.8900 0.9100 0.9000 0.9500 0.9550 0.9650 0.2350 0.3900 0.4100 0.3450  0.5550 0.5300
0.5 0.9200 0.8900 0.8850 0.9650 0.9400 0.9400 0.3200 0.5300 0.6800 0.4100 0.6700 0.7700
0.6 0.8900 0.8750 0.9150 0.9550  0.9500 0.9800 0.2850 0.4550 0.3900 0.4050 0.5750 0.5150
0.7 0.8650 0.8900 0.8800 0.9400 0.9650 0.9600 0.7450  0.8550 0.8950 0.8450  0.9250 0.9500
0.8 0.8950  0.9000 0.8900 0.9300 0.9500 0.9650 0.5150  0.6950 0.7100 0.5950  0.7750 0.7950
0.9 0.8950  0.9050 0.9100 0.9400 0.9500 0.9500 0.5950 0.7350 0.8300 0.7200 0.8450 0.9100

1 0.8950 0.9050 0.8850 0.9550 0.9550 0.9450 0.5400 0.6650 0.6500 0.6450 0.7550 0.7600
Panel III: p = 3 Panel IV: p=5
(a): 90% (b): 95% (a): 90% (b): 95%
Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size Sample Size
Point 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000
0 0.7800 0.7950 0.8100 0.8500 0.9200 0.8750 0.4450 0.4400 0.2400 0.5900 0.5750 0.3400

0.1 0.8050 0.8550 0.8900 0.8850  0.9250 0.9400 0.4850 0.5700 0.3700 0.6300 0.6850 0.4750
0.2 0.8250 0.8850 0.8800 0.9150  0.9250 0.9550 0.5200 0.5700 0.3600 0.6200 0.7000 0.5500
0.3 0.8500  0.9200 0.8800 0.9200 0.9500 0.9400 0.4000 0.4800 0.3450 0.5500 0.6100 0.4700
0.4 0.7700 0.8250 0.8500 0.8650 0.8900 0.9000 0.3850 0.3500 0.1750 0.5050 0.4700 0.2500
0.5 0.8900 0.8900 0.8850 0.9400 0.9450 0.9400 0.9000 0.8900 0.9000 0.9550  0.9450 0.9600
0.6 0.1000  0.0900 0.1500 0.1650 0.1650 0.2650 0.0850 0.0550 0.0550 0.1350 0.1450 0.1050
0.7 0.2450  0.2900 0.5900 0.3400 0.4250 0.6950 0.1250 0.1500 0.1750 0.2050 0.2150 0.2750
0.8 0.2350  0.4950 0.6100 0.3600 0.5950 0.7450 0.2000 0.7600 0.2150 0.2900 0.8900 0.3000
0.9 0.3200 0.4150 0.6250 0.4550 0.5350 0.7400 0.2400 0.2150 0.1150 0.3550  0.2950 0.2000
1 0.2050 0.3000 0.2500 0.3000 0.3950 0.3900 0.2250 0.1150 0.0600 0.3000 0.2100 0.0900
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Figure 1: Heterogeneity pattern in $1(Z;) for the simulated models.
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Figure 2: Actual and fitted B(Z2)
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A  Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Decompose

B(z) - B(z) = Q(z)'A(2) - B(z) = Q(= {Z X XT(B(Z:) - B(2) + Y Xie

1€R(2) 1€R(2)
Denote by G the sigma-algebra generated by X7,..., X, and 1{Z; € R(z,w)},...,1{Z, € R(z,w)}.
Then for i € [n]

_ W1Z)| S XEe|Xi,1{Z; € R(z,w)] = 0,

i€R(z)

1
LS xlg
|A( )|iER(z)

where the last equality holds because R(z,w) is independent of ¢; due to the sample split. Further-
more, the second term is also zero since E[,@(Zi) — B(2)|6) = E[B(Z) — B(2)|Z € R(z,w)] =0 by
the definition of 3. Hence E[B(2)|G] = B(2) and, therefore E[B3(2)] = B(z) for all z € [0, 1]%.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Recall that based on a subsample S C [n], we have the partition AUB = S and we define A(z,w) C A
as the set of indices i € A such that Z; € R(z,w). By Assumption 2(b) we have Y; = X[ 8(Z;) + &
where El¢;| X, Z;] = 0, and write

~

-1
B(z,w) — > XiXZ-T] { Y XuX[B(Z)+ D> X, el} (2)
1€A(z,w) 1€EA(z,w) 1€EA(z,w)
~ 1
:Q(z)_ { Z XXT ) ﬁ( )]—i—m Z Xzez}
zGA(z w) ’ icA(z,w)

Qz,w) ' = [Q2)+AR2)] = Q) — Q) TA(z,w)Q(z,w),

Therefore, we have the following decomposition

Blz.w) - B(z) = Q=) Iux — Alz,w)[A(z,w) + Q(2)] } (S.21)
L XT(8(Z) - B(=)] + - .
{A(z,wue%mxzx’ p2) = PEN* ) 2 X }
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Apply Lemma 5 with W; = X; ; X, for j, k € [dx] to conclude that

K(OL)TI'

€/2 k (1-9)
Alz,w) <p k™3 (%) + <3) . (5.22)
Similarly, Lemma 5 with W; = X j¢; for j € [dx] yields
K(a)mw
1 /8\€/2 k (1=0)=3,
o O XeasekE(g) +<)

ZEA (z,w)

Also, for j € [dx], we have

Meal o XXl =], ZM o7 2 XuiXielBdZ) — 6()]

ZGA (z,w) 1€A(z,w)

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, (B) and Markov’s inequality we have

1/2
m > X Xu[Bi(Z:) - Bu(2)] < (A(zlw) > X)]A(zlw)\ 3 [ﬁe(Z@-)Bg(z)]Q)

1€A(z,w) i€A(z,w) 1€A(z,w)

1/2
1
< (A(z,w) > (Xi,inZ)Q) e [18(w) — B(2)]

i€A(z,w)

p [BCGXEZ € R(z.w)] 7 max 18(u) - B(2)]

S diam(R(z,w)).

Finally, the union bound followed by Lemma 1(b) yields

a)ﬂ'

(1=9)
Z X;X[[8(Z:) - B(2)] Sp diam(R(z,w))) Sp ()

S
zE.A(z w)

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Taking the average of all trees using decomposition (S.21), we are left with

B

Bz w) ~ B(=) = Q=) £ 3 [Tus — Az, 0) (A(z.0) + 9(2))] (5.23)
b=1
1 - 3 1 )
Az, w)| 16-/%;&)) a [ﬂ(ZZ) . )] " Az, w)] ze«%z:w) * l] }

From the expression above, we note that the term in the form % Zszl A(z,w)A(z,w) will not
vanish in probability unless each tree is consistent. In other words, the tree consistency is necessary

for the random forest consistency in our setup.
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From (S.22) we have

Blz,w) - B(z) = n<z>—1;§ {[1ax +0p )]

b=1
1 XTTB(Z) - Bl 4 L ~
e Y. XiX][B(Z) - B(=)] + Ao Y X, ] }

Consider the term 77 := % 25:1 m ZiEA(z,w) X ¢;. By Lemma 5, we have that
E[Ti] = ) E[S;Xie;]| = E[X¢|Z € R(z,w)] = E[XE[¢| X, Z € R(z,w)]] = 0.
i=1

Below, we show that, as n — oo,

(i) A(z)~Y2% D m D icA(zwy) Xi€i LN N(0, I) for some covariance matrix A(z);

(ii) E(z)*l/QQ(z)’llew)| D icA(zw) X, X][B(Z:)-B(z)] =, 0 where Y(z) = Q1 2)A(z)Q 7Y,

the result then follows by Slutsky’s lemma.

Proof of (i)

Recall that, for a sequence of random vectors (Z,), Z, 4, N(0, I) is equivalent to a' Z, LN N(0, 1)
for all |la]| = 1. Set W; = a” X;¢; in Lemma 6 to conclude for all ||a|| = 1, provided that k < s" for

ne(l—K(a,m),1)C(0,1), s — oo and s(logn)?? = o(n), we have

Tp(z) = —— L

d
Tw(z,wy) — N(0,1),
aTA(z)a B w(zw) (©.1)

M=

b=1
where let H1(v) := E[Tw (z,w; Z1, ..., Zs)|Z1 = ]
32 2

A(z) = 2 ZV[Hl(Zi)] = %V[XlﬁlE[Sl(zaw)|ZIH,

=1

1-n

K(a) .
and n(slogw < ming, | q=1 A*(2)a’ A(z)a.

Proof of (i7)

For j € [dx] we wirte

dx
o L XXIBE) -BEIL =Y g X XuXul(Z) - Az)
, > 4G

1€A(z,w) 1€A(z,w)
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By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Lemma 5

1/2
§ : X X, [8 1 1 9
W w)| v Xi|Bu(Z3) = u(2)] < ( A(z,w)| > (Xz',inz)Q’i 1(z,0)] Y [8(Z) — Bu(2)] )

1€A(z,w) i€ A(z,w) 1€A(z,w)

1/2
1
< (A(z,w) > (Xz',ij)Q) max [|B(u) — B(2)]|

R
i€ A(z,w) ueh(z.w)

< [BOGX2IZ = )] max 18(u) ~ ()] +ox(1).

Thus

]A(zw Z XX [B(Z:) - B(2)] || Sp diam(R(z,w)).

By the Lipschitz condition on z — (3(z) (Assumption 2(b)), we have

I5) 200 e S XX (820 - p(a)] < © 1= e 1800) - B(2)]

px 1/2U zZ.Ww
W=, IAG)2 uehizu)

< Cp C wdiam(}%(z w))
EIRE O

where C), is a constant only depending on px and Cg is the Lipschitz constant.
Since we assume that ||€2(z) 7|2 < 1 by Assumption 2(d), it suffices for (i7) that diam(R(z,w)) =
op(||A(2)||"/?). For that, we have from Lemma 2 and the proof of part (i),

diem(R(z, ) —”"“( ST
(

—1/2
1 K (o)
< 2d < _5[5(1_”)( d +K(a)) ] dz/2
M@z T ) " ’ o

)
log s)dz

By assumption 3(1 — n)(”K(a) + % )) > 1 hence the right-hand side converges to 0 is probability

which proves (i7).

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Recall the random forest decomposition.

B
Blz,w) A=) = 2(2)" 3 S { [Tar — Az.0) (A(z,0) + (2)
b=1
1 . i 1 )
|A(z,w)l€%;w)X1Xl B(Z:) =B + )’Ze}(;w)xz ]}
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Under Hg, the bias term (the first term in the square brackets) vanishes, and we are left with

B

B(z,w) — By = 11 Z { [Idx (z,w)(A(z,w) + Q(2) } Z Xzez}
b:l zeA(z w)
1

e

Z X€2+C1 ]

ZGA (z,w)

B |A(

I
=
X

|
Slw
Ingb

Hi(z, Wi) + Gi(z) + C2(Z)] ;

where ((z) = (1(2) + (2(2) with

¥ x}

zGA(z w)

1 B
G(2) =5 {A(zw)(m o)+ 2(2) ,4

B
Cg(z)::;ZA(’ o) Z Xez——ZHl

zGA(z wp)
Z (2,Z;)/n]e; X

where w(z, Z;) = % Zf 1 W Note that E[(2(Z;)|Z1, ..., Zn,w] = 0 for j € [n] because

w(Zj, Z;) — s0(Z;, Z;)/n is Z,. .., Zy,,w measurable and El¢;|Z;, X;] = 0. Also

V(¢2(Zi|1Z) = ZVEZ
ZCQ(Z]) = ZQXZ Z [w(Zj, Zz) — SQ(Z]', Zl)/n] = Zeleql(Z(”))
j=1 i=1 j=1 i=1
and . .,
VY (212 = 0> EIR(Z)]q;
j=1 Jj=1
E[C2(Z0)¢a(Z)T ZZE{% (Ze, Zi) — $0(Zu, Z:) /0] [w(Zi, Z:) — s0(Zs, i)/n]XinT}
=1 j=1
= 022 (Zo, Z:) — s0(Zy, Z3) In] [w(Z, Zs) — s0(Zy, Z3) [n] X X[
VD G(Z)]) D [wlz, Zi) - $6(z, Z:) /n]ei X,
i=1 i=1 j=1
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write
Recall that
V[G2(2)] = V[T] + V[T]

Then
A :=RSS( — RSS = QZGZXT +Z B X, XT(B(Z:)-B)
=1
:;Al :ZAQ

For Z;,Z; and w define

{keA:Z, e R(Zj,w)} " if Z; € R(Zj,w)
S(Zi, Zj,w) = ’ ’

0 otherwise.

and

Note that 0 is symmetric in its two arguments because S is symmetric with respect to its first two
arguments. Also, for i = j we have that S(Z;, Z;,w) = (1 + B)~! where B ~ Binom(s — 1,p;)

conditional on w and Z; where p; < R(Z;,w). Then from (S.33) on a event with probability

approach 1
E[S(Z;, Z;,w)|w, Z;] < (s —11)]07; = s(k‘/S;lJrO(l)
therefore
0(Z;,Z;) <p s(k:/s;ﬂ(l)

For i # j we have S(Z;, Z;,w) < S(Z;, Z;,w) then 0(Z;, Z;) <p W
Also, Hi(Z;, Z;) = E[X6,S(Z;, Zj,w)| 2, X4, Ys] = . X:0(Z;, Z;) thus

B(Z:))-B=0B(Z)-B(Z)+B(Z;) - B
-1 -1
—Q(z,)2 Z?—h Zi,7;)+((Z (ZX XT) > eX; - (ZXjX}) > (8
J 1 Jj=1 j=1

18263)(0 ( XXT> ZEJX +¢(2) + Op(n™h)

Under H, we have Q := E[X X "] = Q(2) for z € [0, 1]¢, then

n

B(Z)—B - 9—1% S X [50(Z0, Z) — 1] +C(Z0) + Os(n™Y); i€ld]  (S24)

j=1
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Now for A1 we have

=2 aX] (B(2:) - )
=1

2 n n n n
=23 e [s0(2i, Z) — 1) X] QX +2) e X[ (Z)+ Op(n ) aX,

i = = Pt

2 n 2 n

E Z 622 89 ZZ, Z ]X;I—Q_le + 5 Zeiej [S@(Zz, Z]) — 1} X;I—Q_lXj

i#j
+2 Z X C(Z:) + Op(n™'/?)
=1

= A1 +A1+&

Note that E[A11] = 202dx (sE[0(Z1, Z1)]—1) and V[Ay1] = O(V[0(Z, Z)]s* /n) = O(E[0*(Z, Z))s* /n) =<
[(k/s)20+oM)n]~1. Hence

A = 20%dx (sE[0(Z1, Z1)] - 1) + Op <W> ;

and therefore,

n

Ay =20%dx (sE[0(Z1, Z1)] — 1) + % Z eiej[s0(Z:, Z;) — 1] X] Q1 X;

i#]
k 14+o0(1)
+ Op <(S/\)/ﬁ> + &1

For Ay, let Tj; := s6(Z;,Z;) — 1 for 4, j € [d], use (S.24) and collect terms we are left with

Ay i= (B(Z:) - B)' X:X](B(Z:) - B)
i=1

1 n
== SN ey Tu X QX XTQ7 X + &,
i=1 j=1 k=1

Decompose the first term in the last expression as As; + Ags where

1}”1:2’1:2 2y T 1 T 1
Al :ﬁ ]EJXQ XXQ X
i=1 j=1
n n

1 _ —
A22 = ? Z Z EjEkTZ'jT%kXJTQ lXZX;rQ le.
i=1 j#k
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Also
E[As] = 75 3 Y E[T3tr(Q(Z)0Z:) ).

i=1 j=1
Under Ho, we have Q(Z;) = Q, hence

QdX
E[Ag] = Z E[T,

(nE[Tu] +n(n — DE[TH)).

Decompose further Ags = Aggy + Aggs where

Aggy = Z Ze]ekTszkX QZ) ' X, XIQz) X,
l¢{a k} j#k

2 n
Agoo ;zﬁzejek T X QUZ) ' X X[ Q(Z) Xy,
j#k
Define
Hjj, = E[T;TuZ,) ' X, X[ QZ:) 25, Zi)
_E [TijTikﬂ(Zi)’lE[XiXﬂZi, Z;, 2 ) Z:) 7 25, Zk}
= E[T@'sz‘kQ(Zi)_”Zj’ Zk]

where Z’ is an independent copy of Z1,...Z,. Then

( T
Agyy = N X HpXp + 0
221 3 ejerX; Hig X + Op()

1<j<k<n

Furthermore, under the H,
Hj, = Q7 'E[TyT| Zj, Zi] = @ '7(Z5, Zy),

where 7(z,2") := E[(s0(Z,z) — 1)(s0(Z,2") — 1)].
Putting everything together, under H,

2
d
A = 202dxE[T1] + XZE

2(n — 2
+ = Z%T XX, +g Z eje X, Hix Xy, + Op()

2753 1<j<k<n

o2d
= 20%dxE[T11] + 5> ZIE

2 _

+= Z eie; [Ty + 21(Z4, Z;)| X T Q71X
i#]

+ op(1).
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Let n(z,2') == s0(z,2') — 1+ =27(2,2) for 2,2’ € [0,1]% and
E[eesn(Z1, Z2)*(X{ Q71 X0)?] = o' E[n(Z1, Z2)*(X] Q1 X5)?]
— 'E [n(Zl, Z)°XT QB[ X, X | 21, Zy, X1] Q*lxl]
— 'E [n(zl, ZQ)QXIQ_IXJ
= J4d)(E |:T](Zl, Z2)2] .

Then v~ 1(A — 1) LN N(0,1) where

p o= 2025 (EY(Z. 2)] ~ 1) + T2 (nB[TE] + n(n — 1)/2B[TE)
and
v? = 4n(7;2— 1)04dXE{77(Zl, 22)2}

Finally, note that 7(Z, Z') < (s/k)?(1+e),

B Auxiliary Lemmas and Proofs

Lemma 1 (Upper bounds on the leaf diameter)
For z € [0,1]%, let R(z,w) denote the unique leaf of a tree grown by Algorithm 1 that contains z
and M;(z) is the total number of splits along Z; to form R(z,w) for j € [dz]. Then

(a) For § € (0,1)

5272
_s)x log(s/(2k — 1)) s T 242 log(1/(1-a))
( 12 = 0=y ) S \@rma

(b) Ford € (0,1),

e\ (-9 Ké‘?” k 2(1+0(1);522;r22 log(l/a) 1
P | diam(R(z,w)) 2 (s) S <s> z + 3 (S.25)
here K (o) := °s0—0) ) 0,0.5) and 7 € (0,1];
where K(a) := =5.o705— for a € (0,0.5) and 7 € (0,1];
(¢) Fort >0 and1<p<qg<
1/ gy Ko 1 1
P <(Ez, [diam(R(Z’,w))p]) T (k) ) St (S.26)

for some §* € (0,1) defined by (S.29), where E4:(-) denotes the expectation with respect Z'

which equals in distribution Z but in independent of everything else;
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(d) P (supbsze[(),l]d diam(R(z,w)) > 1) — 1 for dz > 2 provided that k = o(s) as s — 0.

Remark. In the proof of part (¢) in Lemma 1, we show that with probability approaching 1, there
exists a leaf Ry that is never split along the variable Z;, which in turn means that the diameter of
this leaf is at least 1 with probability approaching 1. Hence, a uniform convergence for a tree grown
by Algorithm 1 is not possible with high probability as long as it depends on the diameter to shrink

to zero as s — 0o.

Proof (of Lemma 1)
Let M(z) := }_;ca,) M;j(2) denote the total number of (random) splits to form the leaf R(z,w).

Since the variable to split is chosen at random, we have
M;(2)|M(2) ~ Binomial(M(z),q;);  j € [dz], bsz € [0, 1],

where ¢; is the probability of a split in Z; which is lower bounded by 7/dz > 0 by assumption.
Let N3(z) be the number of observations of the sample B on the R(z,w). Then, by the minimum

leaf size condition on the tree construction, we have
k< NB(z)<2%k—1; bsz € [0,1]92.

Also, NB(z) = sl_[é\i(lz) ay for some sequence {ay} such that a < ay < (1 — «) for £ € [M(z)] by

the a-regularity condition. Thus
k< saM®) < s(1— oa)M(z) <2k —1; bsz € [0, l}dz.

Hence, from the last expressions, we obtain a lower bound on the number of splits of any leaf given
by

Clog(s/@k=1) _
M= 1og(1/(1—a))§M( Y3 bsz€0,1]%2. (S.27)

Recall the Chernoff’s inequality. Let S,, = W1 + --- 4+ W,,, where W1,..., W,, are independent

and W; € [0, 1] for j € [m], then for every ¢t > 0,

P(S < E[S] —t) < exp(—t*/2m). (S.28)
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Use (S.27) twice combined with (S.28) to obtain for ¢ € (0,1),
S P )
527T2Mg
<l (g )]

< xp (-22)
<exp|——F5
282

5272

S " 2dZ log(1/(1-a))
2k — 1 ’

For (b), we use (S.32) to write that on &; and for z > 0,

which concludes the proof of part (a).

—logx

1\ (1=6)7 K(a)
)

Set X = ( 4z and use the last inequality to write

S

47 ﬂ_K a)
P<diamj(Rz)z (2=t) s

S

E [IP’ <Mﬂ i

52 2

IN

and from the union bound
52W2

S 72H1(a)2d2z log(l/a)
2k —1

(1-

)

(M“ = [+ o(1) loa(L/(1 - a+o<1>>>) |

) (1— 6)Kff‘ ) s T 21y (a)2d2, log(1/a) 1
: (dlaij((z’w)) > () S )= (% - 1) ) T3

Therefore, (b) follows from the union bound and the last expression because

K(a ™
P <diam<R<z N2 Viz (5) " ) <P (j% diam; (R(z,) = vz (5

Jj€ldz] bsz€[0,1]4

< dz max P ( sup diam;(R(z,w)) > @(

For (c), first note that, for ¢ > 1 and r > 0,

1
E[diam(R(z,w))] :/0 P[diam(R(z,w)) > tl/q] dt

1

= /Tq P[diam(R(z,w)) > tl/q] dt —i—/ P[diam(R(z,
0 T

q

< r? + P[diam(R(z,w)) > r].
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w)) > V4] dt

(1 6)K(a ,70)

dz

)




K(a L
Set r = /dz (M)(l 0=, and use (S.25) to write

S

K(a)m 5272
dg N (kj) 211 (@)2d2, log(1/a)
S

Note that § — ¢(1 — 5)%02‘)7r is decreasing and vanishes as § T 1 and § —

E[diam(R(z,w))"|€] </;:>Q<1—6>

52 2 ,
204 (a)2d, log(l/a)

non-negative increasing, so there is a 6* € (0,1) function of ¢, «, 7, dz such that that those two

functions agree,i.e.,

K(a)) 5272
1-0* = . S.29
al ) dz 211 (a)2d% log(1/ ) (5:29)
Therefore
o\ 2(0-01) KT
E[diam(R(z,w))?€] < <>
s

1/p
Set temporarily D), := <IEZ/ [diam(Z’,w)pD . For 1 <p<g< ooandax >0, we have, by

Markov’s inequality followed by Jensen’s inequality and Fubini theorem,
E[(Dh)"/7l€]
X1
IE[IEZ/ [diam(R(Z’, w))q] |5] E [IE [diam(R(z’,w))‘qg”
< — ,
- X1 X1

B(D, > z|€) = B(D} > X|€) <

e\ K ()7
Set x = t\/dz (%%)(1 ")y for t > 0 to conclude that for 1 <p < ¢ < o0,

P (0,2t (55 ) <D, 2 0le) +PE) S 35 + L.
which completes the proof of (c).

Finally for (d), let M;(z,w) denote the number of splits in R(z,w) along the variable j. Now, if
infys.cq0,17¢ Mj(2,w) = minge(p) Mj, = 0 for some j € [dz] then supy,.cp )¢ diam(R(z,w)) > 1 thus
P ( sup diam(R(z,w)) > 1) >P < inf M;,= 0>

bsz€[0,1]4 bsz€(0,1]4
Also, note that M;, and M, ¢ are independent conditonally on (Mg, My) for £ # ('

L
P M =0)]=1-— 1— =0
(smim ¥ =0) =1 - T] [1 - P05 =)

/=1

L
=1- H[l—(l—q)M‘v’]
/=1
>1-[1-(1-n/dz)M]"
log(1—n/dz) | L

1—

1— (S/k) logl/a

| —



Since L < s/2k let B := % and note that since 1 — 7/dz >1—1/dz > « for dy > 2 we

have that 8 > 1. Set v = (s/k)'/# — oo then

lim inf P (min Mj, = o) > 1~ lim (1~ (s/k)~1/B)s/(2k) — 1 _ 1im (1 — 1/v)""/2

$—00 EE[L} V—00
Since 1 — = < exp(—x) we have
lim inf P (min M;, = O) >1— lim exp(—vBD/2) =1,
S—00 Le(L) ’ V—00

which completes the proof of part (d). O

Lemma 2 (Lower bounds on the number of observations in the leaves)

Let L denote the number of leaves in a tree constructed according to Algorithm 1 and N =
(N1,...,N1) where Ny is the number of observation of the sample A the {-th leave for ¢ € [L]. Then
forkeN

(a) liminf, oo P(Ny = 0) > e 2/~ for ¢ € [L);
(b) lims—yeo P(minge() Ne = 0) = 1;
Also,
(c) If k 2 s€ for some € € (0,1) then k(k/s)* <p Ny Sp k(k/s)~¢ for £ € [L];
(d) If k 2 s*%%€ for some € € (0,1/2) then minge(z) No Zp k(k/s)C.

Let K(a) := log((—a) 1) for a € (0,0.5) and 7 € (0,1]. Fork € [s] and 6 € (0,1) and

log(1/a)
3 _H2(z) 1
P <|A(Z,w)\ <(L=9)fs (%) ) < 2 fa(s/H) PYOR (5.30)
62 fs(s/k) K@
—Ii (a) K ()
_ s 1406
P (|A(z,w)] > (1+9)sf <2k—1> ) < S Y PR (S.31)
s (1) 7

where L? are the lower and upper bound on the density of Z respectively, I} («) := (1—}—0(1))% —

lo a+o
1, To(a) = (1 + o(1))EGAaZAD) _, 1,
In particular, if s — 0o and k < s" forn € (1 — K(a,m),1) C (0,1) then the right-hand side of
(S.30)-(S.31) vanishes and we conclude

_(-m)nK(a) g
diam(R(z.w) Sp s~ Pz and sTFO Sp |Alz,w)] Sp 800K,
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Remark. From parts (a) and (b) in Lemma 2, we conclude that every leaf from a tree grown by
Algorithm 1 with a minimum leaf parameter k € N is empty with probability at least e~ 2(2k=1) ag
s — o0o0. Therefore, to ensure that the leaves have a minimum number of observations with high
probability, we need to have k — oo as s — oo. In fact, by ignoring the o(1) terms in (S.32), we

have that Ny < k as k — oo and s — oo.

Proof (of Lemma 2)

Let L denote the number of leaves in a tree and N4 := (N,..., N#') where N/ is the number
of observation of the sample A on the ¢-th leave for ¢ € [L]. Also let p = (p1,...,pr) where
pe :=P(Z € Ry). Then

NA ~ Multinomialy, (s, p); Ng“ ~ Binomial(s,p;) ¢ € [L].
Let F,, denote the cdf of a Binomial distribution with n’ trials and probability of success p’. Then
P(NA <) =F,,,(x); z€eR, (el

Also, since the density of Z is bounded away from zero and infinity, we have that

dz dz
iH diam;(Ry) = fu(Re) < pe < fu(Re) = ?H diam;(Ry); ¢ e [L].
=1 j=1

Let M;(z,w) denote the number of splits in Z; forming R(z,w) for j € [dz]. By a-regularity we
have, from Lemma 12 and 13 in Wager and Walther (2016), that P(£;) > 1 —1/s for j € [dz] where

& = {(a+ o(1))IHoIIM;(=9) < diam;(R(z,w)) < (1 — a + o(1))IFeWIME) . psy [0, 1]},

(S.32)
Then, on & :=(; &j,
aI+M < w(Ry) < (1 — a)(1+CQ)M
where M := M(z,w) := Z?ﬁl M;(z,w) is the total number of splits forming R(z,w) and
log(a + o(1)) log(1 —a+o(1))
= (1 1)) ———= —1=o0(1); = (1 1 —1=o0(1).
G (1 of1) B o G (o) B o(1)
Also, by a-regularity
kgsaMgs(l—a)MSQk—l.
Then, on £ which occurs with probability at least 1 — dz/s,
Flk/s) ™ <pe < F((2k—1)/s)F2 Le]L). (S.33)
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Recall that the Binomial distribution is decreasing in p, in the sense that F), , < F;, ,y pointwise

for p’ < p. Then, using the inequality above

F Fak—1)((2k—1)/)°1) = Fsp, < Fs Fh(k/s)o) -
s P e—

S,

s

Let G A denote the Poisson cdf with mean A. Note that 0 < k/s < 1, then if A := lim infsﬁoo(k/s)o(l) >
0 we have, by the pointwise limit F/ ,, — Gy as n'p’ — X,

hmsupF fk(k/s)o(l) < GAfk-

§—00 s

Othewise if A = 0 we get a trivial bound limsup,_, F fk<k/5>o(1) < 1. Similarly, we have 0 <

(2k —1)/s < 2 and if A := limsup,_,..((2k — 1)/s)°) > 0 we have

lim inf F

S§—00

e n(@k /o) = GAf(Qk 1

Othewise when A = 0 we get a non trivial bound liminf,_, F ooy > 1. Therefore,

f(2k 1)((2k n/

defining pointwise Go(m) := limy o Gx(m) = 1{m > 0}, we have shown that for k € N and ¢ € [L]:

Graar-1)() < lisrggolfﬂ”(Ng <) <limsupP(N; <) < Grak(')-

§—00

We then obtain the result (a) by evaluating the last inequality at 0 and using the fact that A < 2

to conclude

.. 1
liminf P(Ny = 0) > Grgigr_1)(0) = Gapap1)(0) = D) (S.34)
For (b), suppose that there are only two leaves L = 2 indexed by ¢, ¢, then
P(Ng >k, Ny > k) =P(Ny > k|Np > k)P(Ny > k)
=P(Ny > k|Ny < s — k)P(Ny > k)
:P( <8—k‘)P(Ng§S—k‘)P(NZIZk)
< P(Ne 2 k)P(Np = k),
where we use the fact that Ny + Ny = s. Applying induction, it is easy to verify that
L
P(Ny > k,...,Np > k) < H (N, > k); ke N. (S.35)

Let Npin := minge(r) Np. Use (S.35) with k = 1, the fact that 1 —2 <e™® for z € R and part (a)
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to write for k € N

>1—exp[— L(e 2D L o(1))] =1,

because L =< s/k — oo for each k € N as s — oo, which concludes the proof of part (b). Note that if
k > log s/4 then P(Npyin = 0) 4 1.

For (¢), we have by Markov’s inequality N, <p E[N;] = sp; hence Ny <p spy. For the other
direction, we apply tail bounds for the binomial distribution. Refer to (Feller, 1957, pg 151). Let
Sp ~ Binom(m, p), then

Ps<r< MU < (5.36)
P(S>r) < (:r(L]l) :]32; r > mp. (S.37)

Then using (S.36), we write for some C' > 1

(s — spe/C)pe Spe _ 1
NS ope OV S 170 (sp2 = (1= 1/CRGp? — (1= 170 spe

Also, from (S.33) we have for € > 0

€ ¢ 14+¢1 _ 14+¢2 . G2 —€
k <k) Sk <k> S s <k) < spe < fs <2k 1) <k <2k 1> <k <k> (S.38)
S S - S S S S

because (; = o(1) and (3 = o(1). By assumption k 2 s then the left-hand side is at least of order

k¢ — 00 as s — oo which ensures that spy — co. Then Ny Zp spy and N =<p spy. Therefore, from

k\€ k\ €
k <> Sp Ne Sp k <> ,
S S

which concludes the proof of part (c).

(S.33) we have for € > 0

For (d), by the union bound, followed by (S.36), we have for m < sppmin Where pmin = minge(z) py,

L L
P(Npin <m0 (U{N4<m}>§z (X, <m) < Z (s =m pf < (s =m) .
/=1 =1

Spf (Spmin - m)
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Set m = $pmin/C for a constant C' > 1 and use (S.38) to write

S — SPmin/C s 1
P Nmin S min S = S ’
( sPmin/C) (1= 1/0)2spmin — (1 — 1/O)2(spmin)® ~ (1 — 1/C)2K %

where we use the assumption that k 2 s1/2+¢ Then Ny, 2P SPmin 2p k(k/s)¢ which demostrate

part (d) and concludes the proof of the lemma.

Lemma 3 (Tree Variance-type bound)

Let {W; : i € [n]} be n independent copies of the random variable W and define the tree Ty (z,w) =
mziEA(Z,w) W; and the map V(2) := Tw(z,w) —EW|Z = 2] for z € [0,1]%. If z
E[|W9Z = z] < My < oo for some q > 2 and constant My > 0 and k 2 s¢ for some € € (0,1) then

fort >0, as s > oo,
IP’<|V(z)] > tk—%(s/k)fﬂ) <t 9457l zelo,1)”

1/
Also, let A = (IEZ/ {V(Z')pD . for p € [2,00) where Z' and independent copy of Z and

Aso 1= supyc(o 1z V(2), then

P(Ap > tk—%(s/k)eﬂ) <t lysh 2<p<g<on,

IP’(AOO > tk’%(s/k)l/q“ﬂ) <t 94kl

Proof (Lemma 3)
It is convenient re-write Ty (2z,w) for a subsample of size |S| =:s < n as

s HjieA:Z; e R(z,w)}™" if Z; € R(z,w)
Tw(z,w) = ZSin‘; S; = Si(z,w) == ’
i=1

0 otherwise.
First we note that Ty (z,w) is unbiased for E[W|Z € R(z,w)]. In fact, Ty (2,w) is even conditional

(on S :=(S1,...,54)) unbiased since

BTy (2,)[8] = [Z SiIE[WiISi]] =~ E[W|Z € R(zw)] Y. 5 = EIW|Z € R(=z,w),
=1 =1

where we use the fact that, due to the sample split, S;E[W;|S;] = |A(z,w)|'E[W|Z € R(z,w)]
if Z; € R(z,w) and 0 otherwise, and > ;_;S; = 1. Then E[Tw(z,w)] = Es[E[Tw(z,w)|S]] =
EW|Z € R(z,w)].
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For convenience define U; := W; — E[W|Z € R(z,w)] for i € [s] and note that the sequence

{S;U; : i € [s]} is zero mean and independent conditional on S. Then, by Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund

q/2
|

inequality followed by Jensen’s inequality, we have, for ¢ > 2,

s q
VIAz @) s, ‘S
=1

< CE | D A(z,w)[S7U7

=1
s Q/2
—CE||>svF s
i=1
<G (Z S?”EHUMSA)
=1

<G, <Z SiE[Ui\q|Si}> = CE[|U)Z € R(z,w)),

=1

where C, is constant only depending on g. We also use |A(z,w)|¥"1S¥ = S; and SF < S; for k > 1.

q q
s s

Hence

<
~A(z,w) |72V 1
E[lU]"Z € R(z,w)]
|A(z,w)|92Vv1
From Cribari-Neto et al. (2000) we have that

i S;U;
=1

1 E ”\/ ].A(z,w)\ Z SZUZ
i=1

E[(1+ B)™ % < (np)™%; B ~ Binomial(n,p), «o€R.

Recall that |A(z,w)| ~ Binomial(s, p(z,w)) conditional on R(z,w) and p(z,w) is bounded by below
on & as per (S.32). Then conditional on R(z,w) and &, for a € R, we have

1 1 1
=2 {(1+ A(zaw)l)q/g] : (p(z,0)9? = (sf(k/s)tHer)a/

el

{E]U\ ]Zesz)]lg}
|A(z,w)[7/2 v 1

1
E
L/l(z,w)lq/2 % 1]
Therefore

N
=

E{E |U|YZ € R(z,w)|E

o]

1
[\A(z,wnqﬂ V1
_ E[U]Y|Z € R(z,w)|¢]

(sf (k/s)1+<1)72

1
=M <(sf<k/s)1+<1)q/2> |
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Finally, by Markov inequality and the last bound, we have

P(V(2) > 2l€) + BE) £  + 2,

P <V(z) > t) <
which demonstrates the first result.
For the second result in the case 2 < ¢ < oo, we have, for p < ¢ and z > 0, by Markov’s
inequality followed by Jensen’s inequality and Fubini theorem.

E[(A})7)E] _ E[Ez/ [V(z/)q} yg} Bz [E [V(Z’)q‘SH
X4 = X4 o X4 '

P(A, > 2|8) = P(AY > X|€) <

Set z = t(si(l<:/s)1+§1)_1/2 for t > 0 to conclude that for 2 < p < ¢ < o0,

5 1 dz
PlA >— | <P(A, > PEC) < — 4+ =,
( 2 5<k/3>1+<1>— (9 2 21€) + PE) S 5 +

For the case p = oo, we have that the number of leaves is bounded by s/k and then by the union

bound for z = t(s/k:)l/q/’i_%(s/k)e/2

]P( sup |V(z)] > :U> < Sl sup P(V(z)>xz) <

ot )=t
bsz€[0,1] bsz€[0,1]4 k\(s/k)te s te K

Lemma 4 (Tree Bias-type bound)
Consider the same setup of Lemma 3 and define B(z) := E[W|Z € R(z,w)] — E[W|Z = z| for

z € [0,1]92. If z — E[W|Z = 2] is Lipschitz then for 6 € (0,1),

K(a)mw 2,2

e\ 107 k\ 2o 2 ety 1
plimaiz ()7 )< (5)TTEE L (5.39)

~Y
S S

1/
Also, let 1T, := (EZ’ [B(Z’)pD 8 for p € [2,00) where Z' and independent copy of Z and then

1_§* K(a)mw 1 1
IP(HpZt(’;)( )"y )SthJrS; 1<p<g<oo. (S.40)

Proof (Lemma 4)

From the Lipschitz condition and Lemma 2, we have as s — oo

|IB(2)| <  sup |z — 2| =: diam(R(z,w))

~

z,2'€R(z,w)
Use (S.25) to upper bound the leaf diameter for each z € [0,1]? and obtain (S.39). Similarly, use
(S.26) to upper bound the leaf diameter for each z € [0,1]¢ and obtain(S.40). O
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Lemma 5 (Tree Rate of Convergence)
Let {W; :i € [n]} be n independent copies of the random variable W and define the tree Ty (z,w) :=
m YicA(zw) Wi- If 2= To(2) := E[W|Z = 2] is Lipschitz, z — E[|W|9|Z = 2] < My < o0

for some ¢ > 2 and constant My > 0 and k 2 s¢ for some € € (0,1) then for § € (0,1), as s — oo,

K(a)mw

/2 (1-6) =5
Tw (z,w) — To(2)| <p ' (Z) + <lz> 7 z e [0,1]%
Also, for 2 <p <q,
1/1? (1_6*)1((04)77
€/2 d,
/ Tw(z,0) - TP F)dz| e kd ()74 (k) v
[0’1}11 k S

where 0* € (0,1) is defined in Lemma 4.

Proof (Lemma 5)

By the triangle inequality combined with Lemma 3 and 4 we obtain the first result since

IT(z,w) —E[W|Z = z]| < |T(z,w) — E[W|Z € R(z,w)]| + |[E[W|Z € R(z,w) — E[W|Z = z]|

K(a)w
2 R\,
Sk (574 () i
k s
Similarly, the second result follows from the triangle inequality, Lemma 3 and 4 with p = g. (|

Lemma 6

Let {V; := (W;, Z;) : i € [n]} be n independent copies of the random vector V := (W, Z) where W
is a random variable . If z — E[W|Z = 2| and z — E[W?|Z = z] are Lipschitz, VIW|Z = z] > 0
and k= s" forn € (1 — K(a,m),1) C (0,1) then, if s — oo and s(logn)? = o(n)

V[T (2)]

d
— N(0,1) and N(2)

—1, (S.41)

where T(z) :== % 25:1 Tw(z,wp), Tw(z,wp) = m D icA(zwy) Wir {ws 1 b € [Bl} is indepen-
dent of {V; :i € [n]} and N\%(z) is the variance of the Hdyek Projection of Ty (z,wy), which can be

lower bounded as

<\ (2). (S.42)

Proof (Lemma 6)
We start by writing T(z) as a generalized U-statistics following Peng et al. (2022). For a fixed

z € [0,1]? define the randomized symmetric (in its s arguments) kernel h by,
{j€A:z € R(z,w)}| ™" ifz € R(z¢)

S
hon,ovs) =Y xawss xi(2,€) ==
i=1 0 otherwise.
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where {£ : i € [(n, s)]} are independent copies of £, which incorporates the randomness of generating

the tree with subsample B and w.

Then generalized U-statistic of order s € [n] is defined as

-1
— n
T = Ziisoo Ziw),
() Tz

which have the H-decomposition expressed as

s —1
Jj=1 (

/NI )

where U;’s are zero-mean and pairwise uncorrelated, and

hi(vi,...,v;) == E[h(vi, ..., v, Vig1, ..., Vs, §)] — E[R]; i € [s]

i—1
RO (o1, .. v5) = hi(vr, ..., vi) — ZZh(j)(vil,...,vij); i€[s—1]

J=1 (s,4)

s—1
S (w1, . ) o= h(vy, ... v, ) — Z Z h9) (v, . .. Vi)
J=1 (s,4)

In particular, h(Y (v) = H1(v) = E[h(V1,- - - Vi, €|Vi = v)] — E[h] and
U= ()

Note that the sequence {(s/n)H1(V;i) : i € [n]} is centered and i.i.d (for fixed z and n and s) hence
then Linderberg condition is satisfied. Let 02 := V[H1(Z1)] then

:\/ﬁUl d

Ji — N(0,1) in distribution as n — oo.
SO0

Consider the following decomposition.

S g+ (T= ).

If the second term vanishes in probability, we have that the term on the left-hand side weakly
converges to a standard Gaussian. The second term is zero-mean, and its variance equals 2—2C[J, J,].

Then, by Theorem 11.2 in Vaart (1998), it is sufficient for convergence in the second mean that

= V[T] —1 as n—> o
ST |
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Since V[T'] > V[U;(z)], it suffices to state condition under which limsup,_,., p < 1. Moreover Peng
et al. (2022) show that

1—

If we apply Lemma 7 with m =< s K@ then by Lemma 2 we have that P(G) — 1 and m/s — 0.

Therefore there is a constant C'y 4, depending only f, the density of Z (which is assumed to bounded
away from 0 and oo by Assumption 2(a)), and dz such that with probability approaching 1

C Vih
i sup - Jzdz VI
s—oo  (logs)?z soq
Hence, if s — oo and s(logn)? = o(n) as n — oo

J -5 N@©0,1) and /pJ -4 N(0,1) in distribution,

and the proof of (S.41) is complete.

Also, from Lemma 7 we have that

of = V[E[Tw (2;2)[Vi] 2 V[E[S V]| VIW|Z = 2] 2

then

2 2
s s

A2 = —J% = <—) na% 2z
n n

1 SK(a

S )
n 517}1&;3 (log 5)¢ n(logs)dz

Moreover, there exist a constant C' (depending on Cj, 4, and o? := minjeq, VIW|Z] > 0 by
Assumption 2(d)) such that

SO VIWIZ =2 1

7H(=) = VE[Tw (: )V 2 VIESVIVIVIZ = 2] 2 e BB 2 o

Therefore, there are constants C, Cs such that
Cis/(nk(log s)?) < o1(x) < Ca(s/n)
Therefore we might take A(z) = V[E[T(z,w)|(Y1, X1, Z1) = (X, y,2)]] to conclude that
st

Cim < A(2)]l < Cy(s/n) = 0

hence ||[A(2)]| 5 0 as n — oo and the proof of (7) is complete.
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Now, recall
Hi(w,z;2) == E[R(Vi,..., Vs, &Vi = v)] — E[h]

-E —E[W|Z € R(,w)]

Zs:WiSi(Z/,C)‘Wl =w, Z1 =z
=1

= wE[S1(2,w)|Z1 = 2] —E[W|Z € R(?,w)]
= wE[S(?,w)|Z = z] - E[W|Z € R(¥,w)].
Note that when 2/,2” € [0,1]¢ belong to the same leaf R, then (w,z) — Hi(w,z;2') equals

(w, 2) = Hi(w, z;2") so we define ky(w, 2) := wE[S®|Z = z] — E[W|Z € R,] where S is defined
as above with R(z’,w) replaced by Ry for | € [L]. Finally, we define

S = \}ﬁ ZE:;YL Yii=(Yar, .., Yirn)'s Yie:=reWi, Z;); L eL].
So S is a sum of centered iid random vectors with covariance structure I' := [0 ¢r]¢ pez)
Yoo = E[Y10, Y1 0] = Elko(W, Z)rp (W, Z)] = C[WE[SY)| 2], WE[S")| Z]].
We need an upper bound for
E[W2E[SY|Z]E[S)|Z]]
Define S¢ := > | G; where G; ~ N(0,T') are iid and S, such that S¢|data ~ N(0,T)

_ 1 n . o - 1 n
F=-Y@-NEH-NG  V=-3w
=1 =1

By the triangle inequality
sup [P([|S]| <) — P([|Sg || < ¢[D)] < sup [P(||S]| < ¢) — P([[Sal < 1)
teR teR
+sup [P([|Sal| < ¢) — P(lSg | < t|D)]
teR
The first term can be bounded by

p13(log L)

=E[YT7'Y|Y]s] < Mo E[IY]]?
N 3 [ 1Y]]2] < A(T i) E[[ Y]]
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Lemma 7
Let V; = (Yi, X, Z;) for i € [n] and define the event G := G(m, z) = {m < |A(w,2)|}. Then for

m € [s] and bsz € [0,1]¢ there is for constant Cy 4, depending only on f and dz such that

VIESIVI] 2 e p() 1/

Furthermore, if VIW|Z = z] < M < oo and P(G) — 1 and m/s — 0 as s — oo then

V[Tw (z,w)] M (log s)%=
SV[EZ] ™~ Cra,

If further z — E[W|Z = z| and z — E[W?|Z = z] are Lipschitz, and V[W|Z = z] > 0 then

ViTw(z.w)] _ M(ogs)’
V[]E[Tw(z,w)ﬂfl] ~ Cf7dZV[W|Z = Z].

Proof (Lemma 7)
Recall that Z; is a m-potential nearest neighbor (PNN) of z if there is an axis-aligned rectangle
containing only z and a subset of Z1,...Z, containing Z; with size between m and 2m — 1 and

nothing else. Define
P := Pi(m, z) := 1{Z; is a m-PNN of z}; bsz € [0,1]%.
Note that P; = 0 implies S; = 0 conditional on G and then
1
E[S1]Z1,6G] < %E[Pl‘zl]-

Expression (33) in the proof of Lemma 3.2 in Wager and Athey (2018) gives us.

1 24+ (log 5)4
> ) <t 085
v <E[P1|V1] = 52> ~TMT A=)

which implies that
Ct.dy

Therefore,

[ —

(E[$:121,9IP(©) + El1] 21, GIP(9))°] — 1/s"

Cta
> Az _ 1 2.
~ ms(log s)4z P(9) /s
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Now on G, we have
mV[Tw (z,w)] < |A(w, 2)|[V[Tw (z,w)] = E[!A(w,z)W[TW(z,wﬂSH = E[V[W|Z = z]] < M.

Therefore, on G such that P(G) — 1 and m/s — 0 we have with probability approaching 1

V[Tw (z,w)] M N M (log s)4z |

<
~ C
sV[E[S1|V4] (logff)gz P(G) —m/s Ctdz
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