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Abstract

Recent advances in quasi-Monte Carlo integration demonstrate that
the median of linearly scrambled digital net estimators achieves near-
optimal convergence rates for high-dimensional integrals without requiring
a priori knowledge of the integrand’s smoothness. Building on this frame-
work, we prove that the median estimator attains dimension-independent
convergence, a property known as strong tractability in complexity theory,
under tractability conditions characterized by low effective dimensionality.
Using a probabilistic, integrand-specific error criterion, our analysis estab-
lishes both faster and dimension-independent convergence under weaker
assumptions than previously possible in the worst-case setting.

1 Introduction

The quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC) method is a powerful alternative to conventional
Monte Carlo (MC) techniques for high-dimensional integration. While both
methods approximate integrals by averaging n function evaluations, QMC re-
places MC’s pseudorandom sampling with low-discrepancy point sets engineered
to uniformly explore the sampling space. This structured approach allows QMC
to avoid the exponential cost growth with dimension of classical quadrature
rules while achieving faster error convergence than MC. These advantages have
made QMC particularly valuable in fields like computational finance [18, 24]
and physics [22], where high-dimensional integrals are pervasive.

Building on these strengths, we focus on randomized quasi-Monte Carlo
(RQMC) methods based on linearly scrambled base-2 digital nets. Digital nets
are a widely studied QMC construction that achieves low-discrepancy sampling
through deterministic point sets [6]. The random linear scrambling [27], a
computationally efficient alternative to Owen’s scrambling [30], preserves the
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structure of digital nets while introducing controlled randomness. This ran-
domization enhances the root mean squared error convergence rate to nearly
O(n~3/?) under smoothness conditions and enables statistical inference. How-
ever, traditional approaches that estimate integrals by averaging independent
QMC replicates face a critical limitation: outliers inherent to linearly scrambled
digital nets can prevent these methods from attaining faster convergence rates,
even when the integrand satisfies stronger smoothness assumptions [34].

To address this limitation, we adopt the median trick, a methodological in-
novation that has inspired many recent advances in high-dimensional integration
[3, 9, 10, 11, 41]. The median of linearly scrambled digital net estimators was
first analyzed in [34], which demonstrated a convergence rate of O(n—¢18(")
for one-dimensional analytic functions on [0, 1], where ¢ < 3log(2)/7? ~ 0.21.
Subsequent work in [35] extended this result to higher dimensions. For finitely
differentiable integrands, [31] further showed that the median estimator achieves
near-optimal asymptotic convergence rates across diverse function spaces, re-
quiring neither a priori smoothness parameters nor pre-optimized digital nets.

A critical gap in these prior studies is the role of dimensionality. We fo-
cus on the regime where the dimension grows unboundedly while the function
norm remains bounded—a common scenario in path integral approximations
[23]. Our analysis demonstrates that the median estimator attains dimension-
independent convergence, a property termed strong tractability in information-
based complexity [29], under assumptions on the decay of the relative variation
~vu of each ANOVA component (formally defined in Section 3). This notion
of relative variation aligns with the effective dimension framework introduced
in [2], which quantifies how high-dimensional integrands can concentrate their
variation in low-order interactions. The connection to weighted function spaces
[36] is discussed in Remark 1, further bridging our tractability conditions to
classical QMC theory.

Before presenting our results, we compare our contributions to the tractabil-
ity analysis of median digital nets in [11]. A key distinction lies in the error
criterion: their analysis employs the worst-case integration error over the unit
ball in a weighted Sobolev space, whereas we demonstrate that median esti-
mators achieve near-optimal convergence rates on a fixed integrand with high
probability. Our probabilistic approach is justified by the exponential decay in
the likelihood of large errors as the number of replicates increases, aligning with
the (e, d)-approximation framework studied in [20, 21].

Within this framework, we prove, informally stated, the following result:

Theorem 1. Given n > 0, k € N and f € C%F)([0,1)%), it holds with

probability 1 — 27" that the median estimator ﬂﬁ,’;) from Subsection 2.3 satisfies

180 — p| < Gy g1/,

The constant Cy . ¢ 1s independent of s under the random linear scrambling if
the relative variation vy, satisfies the tractability conditions in Theorem 5.

These nearly O(n~*~1/2) integrand-specific error rates complement the nearly
O(n~F) worst-case rates established in [11]. Furthermore, Theorem 5 requires



strictly weaker assumptions than those assumed in [11] for the random lin-
ear scrambling, demonstrating that dimension-independent convergence is more
easily achieved under our error criterion.

As a final remark, we note that while several algorithms match lower com-
plexity bounds for integration in specific spaces—such as higher-order digital
nets [12, 13, 14] and Frolov lattice rules [8, 19, 39]—our method offers dis-
tinct practical advantages. It requires no smoothness parameter specification,
yet automatically matches theoretical lower bounds up to an arbitrarily small
1 > 0 in the convergence rate, making it both efficient and immune to param-
eter misspecification. Combined with its straightforward implementation and
the dimension-independent convergence established in this paper, the median
estimator presents a highly practical and robust alternative for applied prob-
lems. Furthermore, recent work has successfully extended median RQMC to
L?-approximation [32, 33], demonstrating its broader utility beyond numerical
integration.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews es-
sential background on digital nets and establishes notation. Subsection 2.3 in
particular details how the median trick enables probabilistic error guarantees
and accelerates convergence rates. Section 3 introduces ANOVA decomposi-
tion and formally defines the relative variation +,, a key measure of effective
dimensionality. Section 4 provides a foundational analysis of the median es-
timator’s error bounds and tractability under the completely random design,
a simplified randomization scheme that isolates core theoretical insights. Sec-
tion 5 generalizes these results to a broader class of randomization schemes,
with the random linear scrambling serving as a key example. Section 6 empiri-
cally validates our theoretical findings through simulations on high-dimensional
integrands. Finally, Section 7 concludes the paper with a discussion of future
research directions.

2 Background and notation

Let N = {1,2,3,...} denote the natural numbers and Ny = NU {0}. For s-
dimensional indices, we define N¥ = N5\ {0} to exclude the zero vector. We
define Z¢y = {0,1,...,¢} for ¢ € Ny and Z<, = {0,1,...,0 — 1} for ¢ € N.
The dimension of the integration domain is denoted by s, and we write 1:s =
{1,2,...,s} for s € N. For a vector & € R® and a subset u C 1:s, x, denotes
the subvector of « indexed by u, while x,- denotes the subvector indexed by
1:s\ u. The indicator function 1{ A} equals 1 if event A occurs and 0 otherwise.
For £ = ({1,...,0s) € N, ||€lly = 375_, ¢;. The cardinality of a set K is [K]|.
For positive sequences a,, and b, a, = O(b,) denotes asymptotic dominance:
an, < Cb, for some constant C' < oo and all sufficiently large n € N.

We assume the integrand f : [0,1]®* — R is continuous, denoted as f €

C([0,1]°), with [[f|loc = maxgepoqjs [f(x)]. The LP-norm of f is ||fllzr =

(f[o 1 f(x)P dac)l/p, and LP([0,1]*) denotes the space of functions with finite
LP-norm.




Quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC) methods approximate

1n71
- de by i=-— ;
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for points x; € [0,1]°. In this paper, the points x; are constructed by base-2
digital nets defined in the next subsection.

2.1 Digital net construction and randomization

For m € N and i € Z.om, we express ¢ in its binary form ¢ = 27:1 2671
encoded as the column vector 7 = (i1, yim)T € {0,1}™. Analogously, for
a € [0,1), we approximate its infinite binary expansion a = Y2, a2=¢ by
truncating to £ € N digits, yielding @ = (ay,...,ag)" € {0,1}*. For num-
bers with dual representations (such as dyadic rationals), we select the finite
expansion ending in zeros.

A base-2 digital net in [0,1]* is determined by s matrices C; € {0,1}F*™.
The deterministic points @; = (x;1, ..., x;s) are constructed via:

Tij = ij mod 2 for i € Zcom,j € 1:s,

where #;; € {0,1}F maps to z;; € [0,1) by appending zeros to the truncated
FE-digit representation. Classical constructions typically assume E < m.
To introduce randomness, we modify the construction as:

#ij = Cji+ D; mod 2, (1)

where C; € {0,1}2*™ and D; € {0,1}¥ are random with precision E > m. The
vector ﬁj is called the digital shift and comprises independent Bernoulli(0.5)
entries. A common way to randomize C; is the random linear scrambling
[27):

Cj = MjCj mod 2,

where M; € {0,1}F*™ is a random lower-triangular matrix (diagonal entries
fixed at 1, subdiagonal entries independently drawn from Bernoulli(0.5)), and
C; € {0,1}™*™ is a predetermined generating matrix optimized to improve the
discrepancy of resulting points x; (see [6, Chapter 4.4] for details).

While effective, the reliance of random linear scrambling on carefully de-
signed generating matrices complicates theoretical analysis. We address this in
Section 5. For initial insights, Section 4 adopts the complete random design
[31], where all entries of C; are drawn independently from Bernoulli(0.5). This
approach retains the asymptotic convergence rate of random linear scrambling
while circumventing the need for pre-optimized generator matrices.

Let x;[E] denote points generated by equation (1) with E-bit precision. The
QMC estimator becomes:

g = % i flx;) for x; = x;[E]. (2)
i=0



We conveniently assume E = oo and focus our theoretical analysis on fis,. In
practice, E is constrained by computational precision. Lemma 1 of [35] shows
lfiE — fioo| < wy(v/s27F), where wy is the modulus of continuity of f. Thus, fix
closely approximates fioo when wy(y/s27F) < |fip — pl.

2.2 Walsh functions and error analysis for base-2 digital
nets

Walsh functions form the natural orthonormal basis for analyzing base-2 digital
nets. For k € Ny and z € [0, 1), the univariate Walsh function waly(x) is defined

as o
walg(2) = (—1)% 7,

where k € {0,1}> and & € {0,1}* are the binary expansions of k and z, re-
spectively. Since k has finitely many nonzero digits, finite-precision truncations
of & suffice for computation.

For s-dimensional functions, the multivariate Walsh function walg, : [0,1)® —
{—1,1} is the tensor product of univariate Walsh functions:

walg(x) = Hwalkj (z;) = (-1) 'j-ZIIZ]T.:Ej’
j=1

where k = (k1,...,ks) € N§. These functions constitute a complete orthonor-
mal basis for L2([0, 1]*) [6], enabling the Walsh series decomposition:

F@) =3 flk)waly(x), where f(k) = /[01]3 f@)walg(z) dz.  (3)

keN

Sa

The equality holds in the L2-sense. Using this decomposition, [31, Theorem 1]
establishes a key error structure for QMC estimators:

Lemma 1. For f € C([0,1]%), the error of [i defined by equation (2) satisfies

fioo ==Y Z(k)S(k)f(k), (4)

keN:

where

Z(k) = 1{ KIC; = 0 mod 2} and  S(k) = (—1)2i=1 K Ds
j=1

Here, Z(k) is an indicator for failure to integrate the Walsh mode wal

—

exactly, and S(k) encodes the random sign induced by the digital shifts D).



2.3 Probabilistic error guarantee of the median estimator

Given 7 € N, we consider 2r — 1 independently generated replicates of fi
ordered from the smallest to the largest:

D<ol << a2y,

A key property of the sample median ﬂ(()g)

bound:

is the following probabilistic error

Lemma 2. Let K C N and A be the event {Z(k) = 1 for some k € K}. If
Pr(A) < d < 1/8, then

Pr(|pl) — u* > ex/8) < (88)" for ex = Y Pr(Z(k)=1)f(k)].
keENs\K

Proof. First note that the random signs S(k) in equation (4) are zero-mean
and pairwise-independent for distinct k € N (see [34, Lemma 4] for the one-
dimensional case). Since A is independent of S(k), we have E(fio | A°) = p
and

~ c\ _ cy| £ £K
Var(fico | A°) = ke%\KPY(Z(k) =1 A f(k)* < Pr(Ae)’

Applying Chebyshev’s inequality yields

Pr(|fice — p> > e /8) <Pr(A) + Pr(A°) Pr(|fice — p|* > ex /6 | A%) < 26.

Finally, mé? — | > ex /6 only if the event |fino — pu|? > ek /J occurs for at least
r out of the 2r — 1 independent replicates. A union bound then implies

2r—1

Pry) - i > excfo) < (1) 20 <2 oy < 0y O

This lemma justifies the use of the sample median /QE,’;) as an estimator for

u. For f € C([0,1]%), the mean squared error satisfies
Elal) — ul* <ex/6+ (88)" |1 Il

Because the second term decays exponentially in 7, it can be made negligible
relative to the first term by choosing r sufficiently large.

The main challenge is therefore to select a set K so that ex converges at
the desired rate. We address this by constructing K adaptively based on the
decay rate of the Walsh coefficients f (k), which encodes the integrand’s smooth-
ness and effective dimensionality. Notably, the median estimator ﬂg}) does not
require explicit knowledge of K, making it applicable without prior information.



2.4 Walsh coefficients and function smoothness

To analyze the decay of Walsh coefficients, we introduce the following notation.
For k=372, a2, let K = {{ € N| ay = 1} denote the positions of nonzero
bits in the binary expansion of k. We use k and k interchangeably because
each uniquely determines the other. In this framework, || equals the number
of nonzero bits of k, and the Walsh function simplifies to:

wal,(z) = [[(-1)",
LEK

where Z(¢) denotes the ¢-th digit of x in its binary expansion.
For a finite subset x C N, we define

o [k]q: The g-th largest element of x (or 0 if |k| < ¢).
o [k]1:q: The set of the ¢ largest elements of x (or @ if ¢ = 0).

The following lemma connects the Walsh coefficients f (k) to the smoothness
of f. For a = (a1, ...,as) € Nj, we define the mixed partial derivative:

olledly ¢

() — plaryeyas) — % J
f f Axt -+ 0xge’

with the convention f(® = f.

Lemma 3. Let o € Nj and (@ € C([0,1]°). If || = oy for all j € 1:s, then

f(k) _ (_1)Ha”1 /[0 N f(a) (x) H Wal,ﬂj\(ﬁjhﬂj (xj)Wﬁijh:aj (Z‘]) dex, (5)

Jj=1

where Wy, : [0,1] = R for k C N is defined recursively by Wy (z) =1 and
Wﬁ(x):/ (—1)F D | () de
[0.1]

with | k] denoting the smallest element of k. Furthermore, for nonempty s,
W, (z) is continuous, nonnegative, periodic with period 2=+l gnd

Wi (x)de = H 271 and  max Wy(x) =2 H 21 (6)

0,1
[0,1] lek 2€0.1] lek

Proof. Equation (5) comes from [38, Theorem 2.5], while properties of W, (x)
are proven in [38, Section 3. O

For a € Ny, we say f € C@+2)([0,1]°) if the mixed partial derivative
f(®) exists and is continuous on [0,1]* for all a € Z%,- In this work, we
assume f € C(@e) ([0,1]%) in order to directly apply Lemma 3. This regularity
condition can be relaxed to the existence of weak derivatives f(® € L(]0,1]*)
satisfying the integral identity in equation (5), as discussed in [31, Remark 1].



3 ANOVA decomposition and effective dimen-
sionality

To characterize the effective dimensionality of integrands f € L2([0,1]*), we
employ the ANOVA decomposition [25]:

f:qua

uCl:s

where each component f,, depends only on x, and satisfies

1
/fu(m)dxj:() Vj € u.
0

This decomposition is unique in the L?-sense, with fz = pu. For f € C([0,1]%),
we enforce f,, € C([0,1]%) via the recursive definition:

flw= [ s e = it @

vCu

vFu

This construction preserves smoothness: f,, € C(@-)([0,1]*) for all u C 1:s if
f e C@)([0,1]%). Here, f, captures the variation due to interactions among
varlableb x,. By an abuse of notation, we write f,(x) = f.(x.), where the
latter f, : [0,1]*] — R is a |u|-dimensional function.

Let s(k) = {j € 1:s | k; # 0} denote the support of k = (k1,...,ks). From
the Walsh decomposition (3), we know that

= > fR)wal(x (8)
keNg
s(k):u

because walg (x) depends only on {z; | j € s(k)} and

1 1
/ walg () dz; = (/ wal,; (2) dacj> H waly , (zj) =0
0 0 i'es(k)\ {5}

if j € s(k). Thus, f(k) = fu(k) if s(k) = .
To quantify the variation of ANOVA components f,, we adopt the fractional
Vitali variation with p = 2 from [4], which generalizes the usual Sobolev norms.

For a function f : [0,1]% — R and a subcube J = H;i:l[aj,bj), we define the
alternating sum over J:

A = 3 (1" f (@ b)),

vCl:d



where (@, by) denotes the vertex of J with z; = a; if j € v and z; = b;
otherwise. For A € (0, 1], the fractional Vitali variation of order \ is:

il ) g

V() = Vol(J
(00 = p (3 Vo0 245

where the supremum is over all partitions P of [0, 1) into subcubes and Vol(.J) is
the volume of subcube J. When d =0 and f € R, V)\(O)(f) = |f| by convention.

For f with weak mixed derivative f('»1) we have the inequality

VIO () < FE 2, (10)

with equality attained when f € C(11([0,1]%) [4, equation (3.4)]. More gen-
erally, [26] shows Vfd)(f) <[ fOD] e for p = 2/(3 = 20), X € [1/2,1]. Dis-
continuous f can also have finite V;d) (f) (see [31, Section 4.1] for an example).

Next, for v C 1:d, we define the partial integral operator I, : L(]0,1]¢) —
L([0,1]*1) as:

L@ = [ e e,

where f(@y;x,) denotes f with fixed @,. Let D, be the class of functions:

Dye = {pvc

pur(@) = T] psle). 05 € OO0y 2 0.llpylloe < 1} (1)

The partial fractional Vitali variation of order A with respect to v C 1:d is:

()= s VI (L(feue)). (12)
puc€Dye

By convention, Vii4(f) = V)fd)(f). From [31, Section 3.2],

(V,\“(f))2< /[0_1]d|v| (V,\(|U\)<f( . ;wvc)))zdazm,

which, together with equation (10), implies
V() < P 0 e (13)

if the weak derivative f(1v:0v¢) exists. Here (1,,0,c) denotes the vector whose
j-th entry equals 1 if j € v and equals 0 otherwise.

The following lemma connects the Walsh coefficients f(k) = f,(k) (where
s(k) = u) to the fractional Vitali variation of f,:

Lemma 4. Let o € Ny and A € (0,1]. Suppose Vy'( Z(La”)) < oo for nonempty
u C Lis, ay = (5,5 € u) € Z‘g(ll and a subset v C {j | o;j = a}. Then for



k, = (k;j,j € u) € Nl satisfying |k;| = a+1 for j € v and |kj| = a; for
jeu\v,

. ) /
> fulE)? < 4|u\<v;(f£au>)) TJa0-Vilen T 4741,
k' €B(ky,v) icu e,

where

B(k,,v) = {k' € N} | s(K') = u, fnﬂl;(aﬂ) =k, Vj € v, Ii; =k; Vj €u\v}.
(14)

Proof. See Appendix A. O

Motivated by Lemma 4, we define for & € Ng, A € (0,1] and nonempty
u C 1:s:

[ llusar =sup — sup  VY(fL*)), (15)
vCu auel‘gi
aj=a V;GU,

a; >0 Vjeu\v

where f,, is the ANOVA component of f defined in equation (7). Notice that we
add the restriction a; > 0 for j € u \ v because k; € N implies a; = |x;| > 0 in
the statement of Lemma 4. In particular, || f|lu0x = V3*(fu). When A =1 and
the weak mixed derivative f(@+1-a+1) exists, equation (13) implies the bound

[fllusan < sup iR
a, €{1:(a+1)}ul

L2.

We further set ||f|lu,o,x = 0 if w = @, and define the global variation norm:

[fllax = sup [|fllu,a,x-
uCl:s

By Lemma 4, ||f|la.x = 0 implies f(k) = 0 for all k # 0, forcing f to be a
constant. For non-constant f, the relative variation of ANOVA component

fu is:
e
[ llar

which satisfies sup, 1., 7u = 1 and vz = 0. The relative variation =, depends
on f,a and A, but we suppress this dependence in the notation as these variables
are fixed throughout our theoretical analysis. Section 6 later exemplifies how
Y» changes under different choices of a.

The decay of 7, encodes effective dimensionality, with «,, = 1 for all nonempty
u C 1:s representing the worst dimensionality. As shown in Theorem 5, dimension-
independent convergence rates emerge under suitable decay conditions on 7,,.

Yu = '7u(f7aﬂ )‘) (16)

Remark 1. For positive weights {J,,u C 1:s}, we can define the weighted
norm:

ez = 8P 3 1 Fllu,ccr-
uCl:s

10



All subsequent results hold equivalently with || f||q x5, replacing || f|,x and 4,
replacing ~,. However, since || f|/,x and 7, are intrinsic to f, while || f]la,x 5.
requires external weights 7, unused by our algorithm, we adopt the unweighted
framework for simplicity.

Notably, ||f|la,x equals the infimum of ||f||q x5, over all weights {¥,,u C
1:s} with sup,c1. 5. = 1. Thus, the median RQMC method implicitly selects
optimal weights tailored to f, avoiding explicit weight specification.

4 Tractability under the completely random de-
sign
In this section, we show the median RQMC estimator ﬂf,g) under the completely
random design achieves near O(2~(@+A+1/2)m) convergence rates given || f||o.x <
00, with no dimension-dependence if further =, satisfies equation (25).
First, we define [|s|| = >, ¢ for k C N, with ||@]| = 0. Motivated by
Lemma 4, we choose K in Lemma 2 for given a € Ny and A € (0,1] to be:

K= |J Ku(Tum) (17)
uCl:s
UAS
with thresholds Ty, ,, and
KT =) U Bk

VCU ky €K, (T)
for B(k,,v) defined as in equation (14) and

|kjl=a+1VYj €, |f$j|<an€u\v,}
()‘ - 1) Zjeu(ﬁlj—‘a—i—l + Zjeu H:‘@JH < T

We note that K, (T') implicitly depends on a and .
The next lemma quantifies how T controls the size of | f, (k)|? for k ¢ K, (T).

Kuw(T) = {(kj,j € u) € NI¥

Lemma 5. Suppose || f|lu,a,x < 00 for a € Ng, A € (0,1] and nonempty u C 1:s.
Then for T € R and 6 € (0,1),

A 2 Hf”i,a,)\ Jul
S ulk)P < —or Cape

kEN:\ K., (T)

where
4o @ 470/+1
CQ,A,G = a!(4(a+z\)(1—9) — 1)(41—0 _ 1)a + Z_: (a/)!(41—9 _ l)a’ : (18)
Proof. See Appendix B. O

11



While larger T' implies a tighter bound on |f, (k)|? with k ¢ K, (T), it also
increases the probability that Z(k) = 1 for some k € K, (T). The next lemma
provides a bound on the cardinality of K, (T).

Lemma 6. For « € Ng, A € (0,1],7 € R and nonempty u C 1:s,

]

| Ko (T)| < 27/(e+) (Aa,A max (T/(a + A), 1) + BM) ,

1 . 1
Aa,)\ = a!(21/(a+/\) — 1)04 and Ba,A - Z (a/)!(21/(a+/\) — 1)0/’ (19)

a’'=1

with the sum from 1 to a interpreted as 0 when o = 0.

Proof. See Appendix C. O

Corollary 1. For m € N and v, defined by equation (16), let

Lo (m) =1+ Z ST (Agam + Ba,k)'”" (20)

uCl:s
u#D

Then for any ¢ € (0,1),

Pr (Z(k) =1 for some k € U Ku(Twm)) <0
uCl:s

u#D

under the completely random design, where

Ty = (@ N = (a4 ) (o (T, () ~ oy (0) — 22200, a1y

Proof. Because I'y x4, (m) > 1,0 <1 and sup,cy.s Yu = 1, we have Ty /(o +
A) < m for all nonempty u C 1:s. Lemma 6 then implies

Z 1Ko (Tm)| < Z 2Tu,m/(a+/\)(Aa’/\m+Ba’)\)\ul

uCl:s uclis
uF# D ur@
e S AT et Ba)
= & “
Fa,),’yu, (m) wCl:s
uAD
<o2™.

Under the completely random design, Pr(Z (k) = 1) = 2=™ for any k # 0, so
our conclusion follows by taking a union bound. O

Now we are ready to prove the following error bounds on ,15;):

12



Theorem 2. Suppose || fllar < 00 for a € Ny and X € (0,1]. Then for m €
N,7 € N and 0 € (0,1), the completely random design ensures

(Tarve (m))26(a+)\) -
|f||a,)\ 2(20(a+X)+1)m ) 27

Pr (1A% — #? > Tarys (22)

where v, is given by equation (16), ' x5, (m) is given by equation (20) and

20(a+A)+1 SR |
_ aFaF1/2 n
Lo y,.0 = 16200077 § Cono

uCl:s
u#>

with Cy 20 given by equation (18).

Proof. Let § = 1/16 in Lemma 2 and Corollary 1. By Lemma 2 and Pr(Z(k) =
1) =27™ for k # 0, it suffices to show

20(a+A)

_ 5 r (m)

m+4 2 2 AV

2 . NE \:K If(B)]" < F!l,)\y’yuﬁ”fHa,)\ 9(20(at A +L)m
eNg

for K defined by equation (17) with T, ,, given by equation (21). From equa-
tion (8) and Lemma 5,

. ; 1113 a0
O FwE=Y Y kP < Y Sk, @23)
keNs\ K uClis keNS\ Ky (Tu.m) uCl:s '
u#D u#D

= 72|12 5 and equation (21).
0

Our conclusion follows by plugging in || f||?

U, A T

Remark 2. Given a failure probability tolerance § > 0, we can set r =
[log,(671)] to ensure 27" < §. For this choice of r, the median estimator sy
asymptotically achieves a convergence rate O(N~~*~1/2+1) for any n > 0,
where N = r2™ is the total number of function evaluations.

To justify this, observe that I'y » -, (m)2(@T) = O(2"™) asymptotically for
any 1 > 0 because 'y 5, (M) is a polynomial of m. Setting 6 = 1—n/(2(a+M)),
we derive for all f with || f|lo,x < oo that

Pr (1A — P > GyllfIE a2 Gt HI20m) <o g ()

where C,, is a constant depending on «, \,v, and 7. This convergence rate
is nearly optimal, as it aligns with the lower bound established in [1] for one-
dimensional f with A\-Holder continuous f(®), a subclass of functions with finite

[1f 1l

Remark 3. In settings where s — oo while || f||o,» < 1, dimension-independent
error bounds hold if there exist weights {v;,j € N} satisfying

<[[v "wEN and Co = Z w7 (25)

JEU
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To see this, we first bound

Iy I e a+k+1/2 |ul
1620(a+A)+1 < Ca A0 = H
uCl:s j=1
u#D

a+>\+1/2 Ca,)\ﬂ) < eXp(CooCa,A,e)a

where we have used 1+ z < exp(z). Similarly,

1
oo (M) =14 Y 37T (A ym + Bap)'

uCl:s
u#>

S 1
<]] (1 + 97T (Ag am + B(M)),
j=1

which can be further bounded by C;]2’7m for any n > 0 with a constant C; inde-
pendent of s [16, Lemma 3]. Putting the above bounds into equation (22), we
conclude that equation (24) holds with a constant C,, independent of s. Notably,
equation (25) resembles the tractability conditions assumed by [11, Corollary
3.13] for polynomial lattices to achieve near O(2~(*+A*+1/2)m) convergence rates.

5 Tractability under more general randomiza-
tion

While the completely random design offers theoretical advantages in near-optimal
convergence rates and tractability, the random linear scrambling often outper-
forms it in practical settings due to tighter error bounds on low-dimensional
ANOVA components. For example, [17] designs the generating matrices C; to
explicitly optimize the discrepancy of all two-dimensional projections of the re-
sulting digital nets. In this section, we extend the analysis of Section 4 to a
broader class of randomization schemes, with the random linear scrambling as
a key example.
To state our assumption, we first define, for d € N and finite subset x C N:

Il = Il iflsl<d
@ I[k]1all, if |k] >d

Assumption 1. Under the randomization scheme for C; € {0, 1}Exm g e 1:s,
there exists d € N and a set of nonnegative integers t,, for each nonemptyu C 1:s

such that for k € N with s(k) = u,

Pr(Z(k) = 1) <271 3 lInjly > dlm — 1) }.

jEu

From [11, Lemma 2.17], the random linear scrambling satisfies the above
assumption with parameters d = 1 and ¢, = ¢, + |u| — 1, where ¢, denotes the

14



projection-dependent t-value defined in [11, Section 2|. We frame this assump-
tion to align with broader applications in higher-order digital nets [5], where the
parameter d (the order of digital nets) may exceed 1. This formulation ensures
compatibility with both classical d = 1 constructions and advanced higher-order
constructions.

We first consider the d > a+ A case. The analysis is easy thanks to the good
properties of our randomization.

Theorem 3. Suppose || fllar < 00 for a € Ny and A € (0,1]. Then for m €
N,7 € N and 0 € (0,1), a randomization scheme satisfying Assumption 1 with
d> o+ )\ ensures

Pr (16 - ul* > ra,x,%,fu,e||f||i,A2*<29<°f“>+l>m) <27,

where 7y, is given by equation (16), t, is given in Assumption 1 and

=16 ) 7Oy g2V

uCl:s
u#D

r

av)\aWuaguae

with Cq 20 given by equation (18).

Proof. Let K be defined as in equation (17) with T}, ,,, = (a+\)(m—t,). For any
k' = (ki,...,k,) € B(ky,v) with ky = (kj,j € u) € Kuuo(Tum), 15l @) =I5l
for j € u\ v because || = |k;| < d and

d
%510y < =5 (O = DIl + s )
for j € v because [k ]1.(ay1) = #;. Hence,

d

S lIsjllea < 55 (- D3 flen+ 3| i) € =5 T = d(m ).

JjEu JEU

It follows from Assumption 1 that Pr(Z(k) = 1) =0 for all k € K and we can
apply Lemma 2 with § = 1/16 to get

Pr(lal —ul? > 16 > Pr(Z(k) = DIf(k)2) <27

keNs\K

Assumption 1 also implies Pr(Z(k) = 1) < 27"« if s(k) = u. An argument
similar to equation (23) gives

S P Zk) = )IfRP< Y] 2 ST [ fu(k)?

keNs\ K uCl:s keENS\Ky(Tu,m)
U#ED
2
—m tu ||f||u,oz,k ||
2 Z 2 40T u,m Cane
uCl:s
uFD

Our conclusion follows after plugging in || fIIZ , \ = 72l f[12.x and Toum = (o +
/\)( - tu)- U

15



Remark 4. Analogous to Corollary 1, the bound in Theorem 3 can be refined
by selecting thresholds Ty, ,,, > (o + A\)(m — t,,) while ensuring

3 2 (KT~ K0+ N — £0)) <5

uCl:s

u#D
However, this refinement offers limited practical improvement: Lemma 6 sug-
gests | K, (T)| grows exponentially in 7', so the margin T, — (o + \)(m — )
is at best O(a + A\). Consequently, the error bound improves by only a factor
of 29(@+X) eaving the asymptotic convergence rate unchanged.

Next, we consider the d < o + A case. We first establish the counterpart of
Lemma 6.

Lemma 7. Ford € N,T77 > 0 and nonempty u C 1:s, let
K1) = {k e N2 | s(k) = u, > Ikl > T'}-
JEU
Then for o € Ng, A € (0,1] satisfying a+ X > d, 0 € (0,1) and T € [T, (o +
AT’ /d],
| Ku(T) N EKG(T")]

| ‘ T—6'T' |
9( )/ﬁDau‘)\de"

<2(T-T)/8 (Aa,A max (T —T')/B,1) + BM)
where B = a+ X —d, Aqx, Ba,x are given by equation (19), and

d 1

Da,)\,dﬂ’ = d( (1 9/)/B d Z Zl/ﬁ ) +;1 (O/)!(2(1_9/)/B — 1)0/7
(26)
with the sum from 1 to a — d interpreted as 0 when o = d.
Proof. See Appendix D. O
Corollary 2. For m € N and v, defined by equation (16), let
]_—\O“)\,d,e/(yu _ 1 + Z fyo¢+k+1/2 ( )\m + Ba )\)Iu| + 2(11+f );imD(ljf‘)\ J 9/)
uCl:s
u#tD
(27)

Then for any ¢ € (0,1),

Pr (Z(k) =1 for some k € U Ku(Tuym)) <6

uCl:s
UAD

under a randomization scheme satisfying Assumption 1 with d < o+ X\, where

T = (e ) =)~ (A=) (Yo (T () —lom(9)~ 25208 ).

(28)
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Proof. Let T}, ,, = d(m —t,). By Assumption 1, for any k € Ni with s(k) = u,
Pr(Z(k) = 1) = 0if k ¢ K,(T,,,) and Pr(Z(k) = 1) < 27"+ if k €
K, (T}, ). Because 'y xd6/.~,(m) > 1,0 < 1 and sup,cq.47 = 1, we have
Tum < (@+X)(m—ty) = (a4 NT, ,,,/d. If further Ty, ,, > T,

w,m»> We can apply
Lemma 7 to get

[ Ko (Tu,m) N K (T3 )|

w,m

9™t (A am + Boy)l¥! 4 25524 m plt!
a A )+ A6 )

1
571?+>\+1/2

<
“Tando (M)

A union bound over all k € K (Ty,m) N K, (T}, ,,,) implies

Pr(Z(k) =1 for some k € K,,(Ty,m))

1
afAa+1/2

0Ya;
c S
“Tando (M)

(1—60")d

((Aa,Am + Ba,)\)lu‘ + 2eFx=d mD\oZ&,d,G') .

On the other hand, when Ty, ., < T, ,,, every k € K, (T ) satisfies

Z ||K:]||(d) < Z HHJ” < Tu,m < T;,nr

JEU JEU
Thus, Ky(Tu,m)NK, (T}, ,,) = @ and Pr(Z(k) = 1 for some k € Ky (Tu,m)) = 0.
The conclusion follows by taking an union bound over all nonempty v C 1:s. [

The following theorem is the counterpart of Theorem 2 when d < o + .

Theorem 4. Suppose | fllax < oo for « € Ny and A € (0,1]. Then for
m € Nyr € N0 € (0,1) and 6" € (0,1), a randomization scheme satisfying
Assumption 1 with d < o + A ensures

~(r (Cando v, (m)20era=d —r
Pr (| — 1l > Do a0 120 =22 S —— ) <27,

where 7, is given by equation (16), t, is given in Assumption 1 and

( ) 14+20d+2(1—0)(a+) | ‘ . ( ( ) )
- _ 1p20(a+A—d)+1 T atari/z . u tu(20(a4+2)+1
Lo xdye,fu,0 = 16 E Yu Cae2"

a) 9
uCl:s
u#D

with Cy 20 given by equation (18).

Proof. Let 6 = 1/16 in Lemma 2 and Corollary 2. By Lemma 5 and Assump-
tion 1,

: i 1B
> PrZ(k) = DIfuR)P <2 SR

ReEN\ Ky (Tu,m)

17



From Equation (8) and (16),

Y. Przk)=1)|f(R)F = Y. Pr(Zk)=DIfuR)P (29)

keENsS\K uClis kENS\ Ky (Tu,m)
uFED

2
—m+i, L
<|IFI2A Z 27 49T7:.m CloZ‘A,e-
uCl:s '
uAD

Our conclusion follows from Lemma 2 after plugging in T,, ,,, from equation (28).
O

Remark 5. By selecting # and 6’ sufficiently close to 1, an argument anal-

ogous to Remark 2 shows u( ") achieves an asymptotic convergence rate of
O (2~ (etA+1/2=mm) for any 5 > 0.

Remark 6. Consider again settings where s — oo while || f]|a,x < 1. We assume
equation (25) holds for weights {v;,j € N}. Setting ' =1 —n/d for n > 0, the
analysis in Remark 3 implies I'q x,q,0/ ~, (M) < C’n277m/(a+)"d) for a constant C,
independent of s. Therefore, ,zf;) attains dimension-independent error bounds
if T, \.d,v. 7,0 Temains bounded as s — oo, which depends on growth of ty.
Recall that £, = t, + |u| — 1. It is shown in [40] that the base-2 Niederreiter

sequence [28] satisfies
te <Y (Togy(j) + logy loga(j +2) + 2), (30)
JEuU
while the Sobol’ sequence [37] satisfies
te <3 (10ga(j) + logy loga(j + 1) + log, log, logy(j + 3) + C)
JEuU

for an absolute constant C. . .
For simplicity, we continue our discussion with the assumption ¢, < > jeuti

for nonnegative numbers {¢;, 7 € N}. We can then bound

Lond 2
sYus tu 0 Ot+>\+1/2 2(0&+)\)+1)
1620(a+A—d)+1 S Z H O
uClis jEu
uAD
s 142 -
H (1 +y a+x+1/20 2tj(2(oc+k)+1))
j=1
S 1+2d _
<exp (ch\,e Z A 2tﬂ(2<a“)+1)) .
=1
Therefore, I',, 5 ;.. 7,0 has a dimension-independent bound if
et 1+2d N
Z,}/ja+>\+1/2 9t (2(a+A)+1) < o0,
=1

18



Remark 7. ViewingI', , . ; , from Theorem 3 as a special case of I',, , ;. 7 4
with d = a + A, the argument in Remark 6 yields dimension-independent error
bounds for the d > o+ A case if o < [[;e, Vi tu < 2o e, by and

3 2l <o,
j=1

While increasing d may appear to enhance tractability, parameters ¢, and {;
typically scale with d, as in the interlacing construction [5], and unbounded
increases in d ultimately violate the tractability condition above. Thus, prudent
selection of d is critical for practical implementations.

When d < «a + A, we can refine our argument to establish dimension-
independent convergence under a weaker condition analogous to that outlined
in Remark 7.

Theorem 5. Suppose || f|lax < o0 for @ € Ng and X € (0,1]. Given a ran-
domization scheme satisfying Assumption 1 with d < o+ X\, we further assume

Yo < Hjeu'Yj for {~;,j € N}, t, < ZjEu fj for {fj,j € N} and

a+A+1/2

_—. 1
a+A—d+1/2 (31)

i 1 @
ST <o o o

j=1

Then under the given randomization scheme, we can find a constant C,, inde-
pendent of s for any n > 0 such that for allm € N and r € N,

Pr (|6 = uf? > Cy | fI2 2~ Eor2xt1m2mm ) < oo,

Proof. By equation (31), only finitely many j € N satisfy *y"‘““/z 2li > 1.

Hence,
sup 71@2% < sup H7a+x+1/22t] <A

uCl:s uCl:s e J
uAD u#D J

for a constant A independent of s. Let §' = min(A~%,1/16), ' =1 —n/d,

¢ a
=1+ Z ( RERarE 2t ) ((Aa Am + B, ,\)lul + 2a+f )ijJ:,l)\,d,O’)

uCl:s
uF£D

and

Tum =(a+X)(m —1t,)—

(0 + A~ d) (Loga(D(m) ~ Loz (#') - m — 6L.).
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By our choice of ¢’,

¢ logy ('Yu)

1 /
°0:0)+ T2

+ 6l = 10gy(5') + @logy (7 R 2h) <.

Therefore, Ty, < (o + A)(m — £,) and an argument similar to that used in
Corollary 2 shows

Pr (Z(k:) =1 for some k € U Ku(Tu,m))

uCl:s
uF£D
N - 1 N e)d
<ty o (872 ((Aaam o+ Ban)lM + 205D ),
uCl:s
u;éz

which is bounded by §’ due to the definition of I'(m). Equation (29) with the
above choice of T}, ,,, then implies

2
—m ~u ’Yu u
> Pr(Zk) = DIf R <IfI2 0 D 27 mE—cl,
keNs\ K uCl:s
u#D
L ) (F(m)/(y 20(a+A—d)
=T ||f||04’)\ (20(a+M)+1)m ’
where
20¢(atAr—d)
Z 2T e C\u| 2t o (1420(at2) 208 (a-+ A~ d))
uCl:s e
u;éfa

Analogous to Remark 6, we can show I'(m) < Cj]2’7m/ (e+A=d) for a constant
C, independent of s when equation (31) holds. Furthermore, we notice that
a+A>¢(a+A—d) and

o_ 20(atA—d)
I < Z Nt C|u\ 2t w (142(a+X) ~26(atA—d))
a7 )
uCl:s
u#D
_ Z mZtu ¢C|u\
= Yu a0
Cl:s
gﬁéz

which is bounded as s — oo because of equation (31). Our conclusion then
follows from Lemma 2 with § = 1/16. O

Remark 8. By Hélder’s inequality,

oo
Z (%m 2tj) ¢

j—l

¢ oo 142d 5 ¢
< a+)‘+1/2 14+2(at ) atA+1/2 2tj(2(a+>\)+1) 142(atA)
B ’Yj .

j=1
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Therefore, equation (31) holds under the assumptions in Remark 6.

Remark 9. For base-2 Niederreiter sequences, substituting the bound (30) into
equation (31) yields the simplified tractability condition:

[ i )¢
> (%‘M+ /2]10g2(])> < o0,

Jj=1

Since ¢ > 1, this condition is strictly weaker than the requirements in [11,
Corollary 3.11] for such digital nets to achieve near O(2~(*+A+1/2)m) conver-
gence rates under the random linear scrambling.

In general, when v; = O(j77) and 20 = 0(47) for p > 0 and ¢ > 0, ﬂg)
attains dimension-independent convergence if

P )_p—(a+)\+1/2)q

¢(a+)\+1/2_q T af+A—d+1/2 > 1 (32)

This criterion interpolates between the tractability condition for the completely
random design (by setting d = 0 and ¢ = 0) and that for randomization schemes
with d > a + X (by setting d = a+ A).

6 Numerical experiments

This section tests our theoretical results on integrands with varying dimensions
and decay rates of 7,. We also reference [31], which provides further exper-
iments demonstrating near-optimal convergence rates of median RQMC and
comparisons to higher-order scrambled digital nets.

The test integrands have the common form

fual@) = L (14 2oy exptey) ~1),

j=1

where s = 10, 100, 1000 controls the dimension of integration domain, v = 2, 3,4
controls the decay rate of v, and ¢, for « = 0,1 is a normalizing constant
to ensure ||f|la,q = 1. To determine ¢,, we start by computing the ANOVA
component given by equation (7):

el
fu(z) = m jl;[(xj exp(z;) — 1). (33)

u

For A = 1 and smooth function f, the Vitali variation defined in equation (9)
can be viewed as a Riemann sum for

(o 0000 02)
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Hence, Vl(lu‘)(fu) = ||f151"”’1)||L2. As discussed in Section 3, || fllu,e.x = Vi(fu)
when a = 0. Therefore,

g = 0 = — B [+ 12 epen i)
uw,0,1 = [[Jo 72 = ; x exp(2z)dz
(Ijea ) N o
and we can make || fsy0llo,1 = 1 by setting
1 —1/2
co = (/ (z +1)% exp(2z) do:)
0
Next, when o = 1, it follows from the definition (15) that
[ fllur=sup  sup — VE(FEm)) = sup V(fit).
vCu auez\gl\ vCu
a;=1 Vjecwv,
a; >0 Vji€u\v
Let g = £, For each v C u, because ((x + 1) exp(z)) = (x + 2) exp(z),

|l

vl(‘”')(g( , ;mvc)) — q_{_celm(/ol(xw)?expm) d:c)

T 1) exp(ay).

jEu\v

Therefore, by equation (12),
(W)
. E (/Ol(x +2)% exp(22) dx)lv‘ (/Ol(x +1)% exp(2) dx)

c [ul=]v]
< 1

h (Hjeuj &

N Ve 79

while Vi#(g) = [lgtD | 2 = || £ 2. Therefore,
Cllu‘ ! 2
JEU

1,1 = 1 by setting

ful/2
£ s = £ ) 2 =

and we can make || fs 1]

—1/2

¢ = (/Ol(x + 2)% exp(2z) dx)

With the above choice of ¢, for a = 0, 1, we also have v, = Hje v; for v; = j77.

For each integrand f; , o, we evaluate the performance of the median estima-
tor ﬂg) for m =1,2,...,16 under two randomization schemes: the completely
random design (CRD) and the random linear scrambling (RLS). The estimator

[Lg) is computed as the sample median of 2r — 1 independent realizations of g,
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where f[ig is defined as in equation (2) with precision E = 64. The observed in-
tegration errors in our tested range of m is much larger than 2=, ensuring that
ﬂg) closely approximates ,15;;). Consequently, the error bounds in Theorem 2, 3
and 4 apply to ﬂg) with probability at least 1 —27". We set r = 10, limiting the
failure probability per data point to below 0.1%. As a benchmark, we compute
the standard RQMC estimator (STD), defined as the average of the 2r — 1 jig
realizations used by RLS. The generating matrices C; used by RLS and STD
come from [17].

Figure 1 and Figure 2 summarize the simulation results. First, we observe
that errors for a = 0 and o = 1 exhibit nearly identical convergence rates. Sur-
prisingly, for & = 0 and v = 3 or 4, the empirical rate approaches O(272™), de-
spite the theoretical bound O(2~(@+A+1/2)m) — O(2-(3/2™)  This phenomenon
arises because f ~.0 also has a finite ||-||1,1 norm. By equation (33), the ANOVA
component f, of fs .0 equals (co/c1)®! times that of fs~,1. Consequently,

Co [ul Co Jul L

ot = (2) el = (2) T
Cc1 C1 .
VIS

||fs,%0

and

Co .
[fsmollia = sup | fuolluas = sup TT (52577) < o0
uCl:s uglzsjeu C1

as j=7 > c¢1/cp holds for only finitely many j € N. Furthermore, because

s,v,0ll1,1 = 1, the relative variation ~,, ot fs , o under the || - |11 norm satisfies
~ollia > 1, the relati iation 7/, of f, .0 under th , tisfi
| fs,7,0llu,1,1 co .
%ZW<H(? v):H%
s,7,0111,1 jcu 1 jeu

for v; = (co/c1)j~7. In general, this analysis extends to arbitrary norms || -|[as xs
with o € Ny, A" € (0,1], and the corresponding v; is always proportional to j 7.
Thus, the decay rate v dominates convergence behavior as s — oo, irrespective
of a.

Next, we observe that for a fixed value of 7, the integration errors exhibit
similar behavior as s varies, aligning with our analysis of dimension-independent
convergence. Applying equation (32) with parameters d = 1, p = v and ¢ =
1+ n for an arbitrarily small n > 0, our theory predicts that for large s, ,15;;)
under RLS achieve near O(2~(@T21/2)m) convergence rates, provided a + \ +
1/2 < (v +1)/2. Empirically, the observed rates approximate O(2~(3/2)m)
when 7 = 2 and O(272™) when v = 3. For v = 4, the convergence rates
slightly exceed O(272™) but remain significantly slower than O(2~(/2™). This
discrepancy is likely due to the limited range of m tested. Notably, while our
theory suggests that 1) under CRD can attain near O(2~(@FA+1/2)m) rates for
a+ A+ 1/2 < ~, practical results show that CRD consistently underperforms
RLS. We hypothesize that the superior theoretical rates for CRD may only
manifest at substantially larger m.

Finally, we compare the integration errors under RLS and STD. Across
the vast majority of test cases, RLS demonstrates superior performance over
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STD, reinforcing that the median RQMC approach (via RLS) is a more robust
alternative to traditional RQMC (via STD). We also note that STD exhibits
convergence rates comparable to those of RLS and substantially surpasses the
theoretical O(2~(/2™) rate derived from the root mean squared error when y =
3 or 4. This discrepancy arises because each estimator i, in STD is a special
case of ;153;) with = 1, which satisfies the rapidly converging probabilistic error
bounds in Theorems 3 and 4. However, averaging multiple replicates in STD
compromises these bounds, as even a single outlier among the replicates can
dominate the error and inflate its magnitude. This is the key mechanism that

motivates our shift toward median RQMC approaches.

7 Discussion

Our current analysis presumes fixed constants a and A for which || f||a.x < 0.
In practice, integrands are expected to satisfy ||f|\a)\ < 00 across a spectrum
of a and A values, as demonstrated by fs - o in Section 6. Crucially, since me-
dian RQMC methods do not explicitly incorporate smoothness information, the
resulting error bound achieves the minimum over all viable @ and A. A more
nuanced analysis should consequently incorporate variable smoothness param-
eters and derive error bounds under the optimal ones. Developing a framework
for such an analysis is an open problem we leave for future research.

Another unresolved challenge is how to select d for our randomization. As
noted in Remark 7, £, generally scales with d. Theorem 3 further implies that
increasing d beyond a 4+ A does not enhance the convergence rate, suggest-
ing the upper bound d < [a + A]. This constraint, however, offers little in-
sights for high-dimensional integration of smooth integrands, where dimension-
ality—rather than smoothness—governs the convergence rate. A critical open
question is how to rigorously define an effective smoothness criterion that jointly
incorporates dimensionality and traditional smoothness parameters. Address-
ing this could yield a principled framework for selecting d, thereby optimizing
integration performance.

A natural extension of our analysis is to integrands with discontinuities in
their derivatives or function values. As discussed in Subsection 2.4, the require-
ment f € C(@([0,1]*) can be relaxed provided that the weak derivatives
satisfy equation (5). Notably, the fractional Vitali variation framework inher-
ently accommodates discontinuities. By developing a theory for non-smooth
integrands, our results could be extended to real-world applications in finance
and related fields. For instance, [15] showcases an infinite-dimensional integra-
tion problem where all ANOVA components are smooth despite discontinuities
in the integrand’s derivatives, suggesting that non-smoothness may not funda-
mentally compromise convergence rates in high-dimensional settings.
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Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 4

Let k' € B(ky,v). Because |r;| > |r;] = a + 1 for j € v and |&}| = |r;] =
for j € u\ v, we can apply Lemma 3 to get

| fu(k)? =

‘/O . I(Lau) (x) H Wﬁj(xj)>(Hwalﬁ‘li\’—ﬂj-‘lza(‘/'Ej)Wl—Klj-ll:a(xj)) dz,,

jEu\v JEV

2

b

Let n;r = [Kjl1:0: €5 = [Kjla+1 and k; = K} \ k; for j € v. We can rewrite the
above equation as

()2 ‘/{ ol ) [T wal, (@) (= )5 W, 1 (2;) da,
01 17

JEV

2

)

where

g@,) = L(#1* T W)-

jEu\v

In the special case v = 1:s, [31, page 14 line 14] shows

Z ‘/ H wal —(z5)( )fj(ef)Wng(xj)d:c
0 1]@ I

<28 (V;S)(g)>2<H 4N H 44’71)7

j=1 vent

:

where the summation . -  _ means each k; runs over all subsets of N

K/ yeeyRg
satisfying [r} |1 < ¢;. After mapping v to 1.|v| and compactly rewriting the
summation as Zk/eB(ku’v), we obtain

Z |fu<k/>|2 < 27l (V)\(Iv\)<g))2(H A= H 4—1?’—1). (34)
k'€B(ky,v) KIS g/eK;r

Letting p;(x;) = Wi, (25)/||Wkx, |l for j € u\ v, equation (6) implies

J

v (g ( 212" —1)V('”‘)( Lo I1 pj))

jeu\v {'€Er; jeu\v
<ML T 2w
jEu\v ¥’ Ek;

because [[;c,\, pj € Due from equation (11). Our conclusion follows once we
put the above bound into equation (34) and plug in

H4—Mj H 4=t =1 _ ylvl H4(1—>\)f*€ﬂa+1 H 41

JEV g/EK;r JEV U ek

and [Kjlay1 =0 for j € u\ v.
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Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 5
By equation (8), fu(k) = 0 if s(k) # u. Letting
NY = {(kj,j € u) e Nl | |5;| <a+1 for j € u},

we can apply Lemma 4 and equation (15) to get

Y k)P (35)

keN:\ K., (T)

<4|u\||in,a7)\ Z 1{’% ¢ U /Cuyv(T)}Hél(l*)‘)[“”““ H 4—v-1

k., ENY vCu JEU U Er;

Because k., ¢ U, c,, Ku,o(T) implies

(A=1) Z("@ﬂaﬂ + Z [l > T,

JEU JEU

vCu

we have for any 6 € (0,1) and pg = 4=1+7

Z 1{ku ¢ U ICU’U(T)} H4(1—A)m1a+1 H q—r-1

k., ENY vCu JjEu U Er;
< Z 4 O0THOA-1D) 3 e [rilar1 03¢, H'WHH4(1*>\NKJ‘M+1 H 41

K, €N jeu Ver;

=470 57 [[4-0-O0-DTen T 4-0-0¢-1

k,ENY jeu U Er;

(Y Y [ et Y e )

a’=0 KES (N) U er KESa+1(N) U'ek

where S,/(N) = {k C N | |k] = &'}. To bound the above sum, consider the

generating function
o0 ’
(0%
gty = (Y t)
N=1

and let [tN]g(t) denote the coefficient of ¢V in g(t) (see [7] for background
knowledge on generating functions). It follows that [t™]g(t) gives the number of
ways to choose an ordered array of length o’ from N while ensuring the elements
in the array sum to N. Because each k € S,/ (N) is repeated (a)! times in the
above counting, we have

, J of 1
L M <) =@ ®

wES, (N) &R N=1
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with t = pg. For k € Sa11(N), we let k™ = [k]1.q and £ = [K]ay1. By the
one-to-one correspondence between k* and kT — £ = {¢' — (| ¢’ € k} € S, (N),

ST e I of = ot Y I »
=1

$ESat1 (N) ven ¢ Kt €S (N) U/ Ert ¢
oo
_ p(a+)\)Z 1
= 9 1
—1 al (Pe — 1)
1

al(pg =)oyt = 1)

Our conclusion follows once we put the above bounds into equation (35).

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 6

The conclusion is trivial when T' < 0, so we assume 7" > 0. As in the proof
Lemma 4, for each k, € K, (T) we write Ii;r = [Kkjl1:a and £; = [K;]ay1 for
j € v. By equation (14), each k' = (k{,...,k.) € B(k,,v) must have the same
K} for j € 1:s\ v. For j € v, however, £} \ k; can be any subset of 1:(¢; — 1) if
lj 22 and K} = k; if {; = 1. Thus, [B(ky,v)| = [L;¢, 2t~1. Because B(k,,v)
are mutually disjoint for distinct k., € Ky (T),

o=y Y [ @7
VU Ky €K, (T) JEV
Next, we notice

A=D1 Thilarr+ Y Ikl =@+ 0D G+> > (=) + D sl

JjEu jEu j€v jeEv gre,{;— jEu\v

and there is a one-to-one correspondence between /{j and m;r -4 ={ -1

e nj} for j € v. Furthermore, k,, € K, ,(T) implies

S )+ Y Ml = Yk Gl S Il < T (ot Al
jEV Z/ER; jEU\v JjEv JEU\v
For o, = (avj,j € u) € Z‘g(ll, let

Ru(N,e) = { (k.5 € w) € NIy = 0 W5 € w, Y sl = N ).

JEU

We can decompose K, ,,(T) into subsets with the same £, € N!*l and (li;r—fjhj €
v; ki, j € u\v) € Kyu(N, ) for N < T—(a+\)||[£, |1, and rewrite equation (37)
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as

ni=) > > > KWV J]297

vCu [ul] [v] NeN JjEV
= oy €L £,eN 0
Sa NLT— )|y
R, <T— (a8 I
a; >0 Vjeu\v

LT)

= Y Y RuNau)t

cunezltl N=0

a;>0 Vjceu
|7
SCEID S WSCERTD S
vCu Jul [v]
= o, €2 £,eNv
o aj—a \5@, ol SCF=N) /a3)

;>0 Vjeu\v

Let N = | (T — N)/(a+\)]. For nonempty v C u and integer n > |v|, there are
(\Z|:11) number of £, € NI*l satisfying ||£,||; = n. Hence, when N > |v|,

N N —
-1 N -1 N -1\
2llully — (” )2" < < )2” < < >2N+1.
o 2 07 2 o) = (g
1201l <(T—N)/(a+)

(39)

When N < |v], no £, € NIVl satisfies ||€,]; < (T — N)/(a + )) and the above
sum is trivially 0. Putting the above bound into equation (38), we get

[T
Kl (T) = > Zvc (N, )] (40)

u\ =

auEZ|
a;>0 VjGu
[T
—jol LT = N)/(a+ ]\ or—n)/(asn)+1
SSILELIED D SO E A E
vCu OLuEZ‘u‘ N=0
ke aj=a V]Ev

a; >0 Vjieu\v

<oT/(@+X) ZQMH(LT{(O& +1>\)J> Z Z (N, )| 27N/ @),
ol —
vCu u\

Z‘
vED €

aj=a VJG’U,
a; >0 Vjeu\v

To bound the sum over N, consider the generating function



Because each element of K, (N, a,) is counted [1;c.(a;)! times by tNg(t)] , an
argument similar to equation (36) gives

oo N < 1 > MY 4444444{444444
Nz: ool E(%‘)!(Nz_:lt ) 7]_1;{(%)!(15—1—1)% (41)

for t = 27 1/(a+X) and

> Z Ku TN <y H eRK oc+)\) 1)

o ezl N=0 o€z Je“
aj=a Vi€, aj=a VJEU,
o; >0 Vjeu\v a; >0 Vjeu\v
_plvl plul=|v]
7Aa,)\Boc,/\ ’

where A, x, Bq,x are defined in equation (19). By a similar calculation,

LT

YooY Ru(Vay)| 2 S ZI (N, ) 27N/ (e

anezltl N=0 anczlr N=0
a; >0 Vjicu a;>0 V]Eu
T/(a+3) glul
<2 B\

Putting the above bounds into equation (40), we finally get

| Ko (T))| <277+ (Blau‘x i Z g—lvl+1 <LT/(oz+ /\)J>A|v B\u|}\—|v\) (42)

= |U| -1 a,A\"a,
'U;ZQT

<2/ (Bl 437 max (T/ (@ + 1), )"l B
) Cu
11);?@

|
_oT/(a+)) (B%A +max (T/(a+ \), 1)AM) u\.

Appendix D: Proof of Lemma 7

We adopt the notation used in Appendix 7. For k,, € K, ,(T'), we again consider
the one-to-one correspondence between n+ and /<;+ £; for j € v. Becaused € N

and d < o+ A\, we must have d < osz|/£+|—Oz d for j € v,

Solef = il = Sy = dts = (3 sl ) — dleuls

JEV JjEV jEV
and
SollF =Gl + D ksl = (3 Ixslla) — dlieall.
jEv jEu\v jEu
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Let

Rua(N.N' ) = { (k.5 € ) € Ku(N, )

> liksllay = N}

JEu

Similar to equation (38), we can write

[ KW (T) N KL (T)] (43)
D DY > Kua(N. N e [T 257
vCu au€Z|<ua £,ENVI NENg,N’eNg Jjev

ajma Vie, T/~ |l |, <N'SN<T— (ot )|,

a; >0 Vjcu\v

= Z Z |]€u,d(NaNl’a’U4)|+

o,z NeNo,N'eNo
S T'<N'SKNLT

a;>0 Vjcu
—lv % U £,
d 27l Y > IKua(N,N', a,)| > ollewls
vCu o,z NGII\IO,N’GNO £,eNv!
v7e aj=a Viev, N'SNKT €011 (T' = N") /d,
a; >0 Vjicu\v 1ot <(T—N)/(a+X)

The sum over £, is empty if (T — N')/d > (T — N)/(a+ X\). Because T'/d >
T/(a+ A) and N > N’, we further infer the sum is empty unless N > N, for

N — (a+NT" —dT
T a+A—d
Therefore,
Z IKu.a(N, N, o) Z A
NENo, N'€No £,eNl”!
NISNST €, |l1>(T"—N")/d,

ll€ull: <(T=N)/(a+X)

N
< Y Y KuaN N )] 3 el

NeNy, N’=0 £,eNvI

N <NST 1]+ <(T—=N)/(a+X)
c LT = N)/(a+N)] =1\, (7= /(at2))+1
g u N7 u 2 ?
> R (T
NeNy
N, <NZT
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where we have applied equation (39) in the last step. Letting T, = (T—N.)/(a+
A), we put the above bound into equation (43) and get

[Ku(T)NKL(T) = > [Kua(N, N, )| (44)
auez‘“' NeNo,N €Ny
T'<N'<NLT

a; >0 V]Gu
o c LT = N)/(a+ )]\ o@-—n) /(@
S STSUID SRR SRR (L S IR
vCu a, eZIU(IX NeNy
v7e aj=a V?Gv, N.<NST

a; >0 Vjicu\v

@t () %

vCu
VED

Z N a, ‘2 N/(a+X)
N=0

ul

€22,
aj=a Vjeuv,
;>0 Vjeu\v
Ju

<2’ (Ba,A + max(Ts, 1)’4‘“) ’

where the last step follows from a calculation similar to equation (40) and (42).
Next, we notice

|7} kd
S KuaW N ) <t™T YT N YT N TVIR, o(N, N )|

NENo,N'eNy N'=[T"] N=N’
T'<N'<NLT

45
for t = 271/(@+*=d) " Ty bound the sum over N, we let w = {j € u | a; >( d;
for oy, € Z‘g(ll and define o] = (min(a;,d),j € u) and a)f = (a; —d,j € w) if
w # &. For ky, € Kya(N, N, av,,), we further let K5 = [Kj]1:min(ay,a) fOr j € u
and m;r,d =k, \ [K;]1:q for j € w. Because for k,, € I@u’d(N7 N o),

Dollstall =D lmill = gl = > sl = lIssllay = N = N,
JEW JEw JEwW JEU JEU
the number of possible (/{Id,j € w) for k, € Kya(N,N',c,,) with a given set
of (k4.7 € u) € K.(N',e;;) is bounded by the number of (k7 Kj 4] € w) with
dicw ||/<;;fd\| = N — N', which is |[K,,(N — N’,a])| by definition. This implies
IKu.a(N, N, av)| < |Ku(N', )| % |[Ko(N = N, af)| and
LT L R r )
D VTR (N, N @) SIKW(N' )] D [Ku(N = N D)tV

N=N’ N=N'
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where we have applied equation (41) in the last step. Putting the above bound
into equation (45), we get for any 6’ € (0,1),

> IKua(N, N, )|
NENy,N’'eNg
T <N'<KNLT

LT)

() Y R

jew (@1 =1)% 7 NS

<t—T+9’T’(H . 1 ) Z |IC \tl )N’

jw (@Mt =

<t THOT ( H . 1 ;) (H - 1 o )

jew (a)MEH =1)% 7 Gy (a1 -

where we have applied equation (41) once more. Our conclusion finally follows

from equation (44), t = 2~/ (@+A=d) apq
> () (I )
ayeznll, IEw (Nt = 1)% 7 % jeu (a)!(E —1)%
a; >0 V;Gu
1 )\wl 1 |l

=2 (Z O > (I — —)

weu o Y oy ez jeu (o (10" —1)%

aj=d Vjcew

a; >0 Vjeu\w

ol , & Ju| |
-3 (e S ) (8 )

wCu a’'=1

_ plul
_Da,A,d,G”

where Dy ».q,0' is defined in equation (26).
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