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Abstract

We study the Lp-discrepancy of random point sets in high dimen-
sions, with emphasis on small values of p. Although the classical Lp-
discrepancy suffers from the curse of dimensionality for all p ∈ (1,∞),
the gap between known upper and lower bounds remains substantial, in
particular for small p ≥ 1. To clarify this picture, we review the ex-
isting results for i.i.d. uniformly distributed points and derive new up-
per bounds for generalized Lp-discrepancies, obtained by allowing non-
uniform sampling densities and corresponding non-negative quadrature
weights.

Using the probabilistic method, we show that random points drawn
from optimally chosen product densities lead to significantly improved
upper bounds. For p = 2 these bounds are explicit and optimal; for gen-
eral p ∈ [1,∞) we obtain sharp asymptotic estimates. The improvement
can be interpreted as a form of importance sampling for the underlying
Sobolev space Fd,q.

Our results also reveal that, even with optimal densities, the curse of
dimensionality persists for random points when p ≥ 1, and it becomes
most pronounced for small p. This suggests that the curse should also
hold for the classical L1-discrepancy for deterministic point sets.

Keywords: Numerical integration, worst-case error, discrepancy, curse of
dimensionality, quasi-Monte Carlo
MSC 2010: 65C05, 65Y20, 11K38

1 Introduction
The Lp-discrepancy of point sets in [0, 1]d is one of the central quantities in
quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC) theory. It measures the worst-case integration error
for functions belonging to the Sobolev space underlying the Koksma-Hlawka
inequality. In this paper we study the generalized Lp-discrepancy associated
with the multivariate Sobolev space Fd,q, where p and q are Hölder conjugates.
This space consists of functions that are once differentiable in each coordinate,
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whose mixed derivative lies in Lq([0, 1]
d), and which satisfy the boundary con-

dition f(x) = 0 whenever at least one coordinate of x ∈ [0, 1]d equals 1. These
spaces appear naturally in multivariate integration and tractability theory.

A classical result (see, e.g., [23]) states that for QMC algorithms with
equal weights, the worst-case error in Fd,q equals the classical Lp-discrepancy
of the underlying point set. For general linear algorithms with non-negative
(but not necessarily equal) weights, one obtains the more flexible notion of a
generalized Lp-discrepancy. This extended framework is particularly useful in
high dimensions: it allows one to incorporate non-uniform sampling densities
and to interpret the analysis in terms of importance sampling for the Sobolev
space Fd,q.

It is known that the classical Lp-discrepancy suffers from the curse of di-
mensionality for all p ∈ (1,∞) when restricted to non-negative weights [18, 19].
More precisely, the number of required sample points grows exponentially in d
when aiming at a fixed relative error reduction. Nevertheless, the best avail-
able upper bounds are still far from matching these lower bounds. The gap
is especially large for small values of p, and the case p = 1 remains the least
understood. Existing explicit bounds for the average Lp-discrepancy of uni-
formly distributed random points are known only for even integers p ≥ 2, and
asymptotic results for general p ∈ [1,∞) are due to Steinerberger [29] and
Hinrichs–Weyhausen [15]. Much less is known about how one can improve
these bounds by choosing the sampling distribution in a non-uniform way.

The present paper investigates the effect of non-uniform random sampling.
Instead of choosing points independently and uniformly in [0, 1]d, we draw
them independently according to a product density ϱd = ϱ⊗d and evaluate
the integrand with weights proportional to 1/ϱd. This leads to the general-
ized discrepancy Lp,N(P ,A), whose expectation with respect to the density ϱd
we analyze in detail. The probabilistic method then implies the existence of
deterministic point sets with discrepancy no larger than this expectation.

Our first goal is to clarify to what extent a suitable change of measure can
improve the probabilistic upper bounds in high dimensions. The answer turns
out to depend strongly on p. For p = 2 we completely solve the underlying
variational problem and recover the optimal density already found implicitly
in earlier work of Plaskota, Wasilkowski, and Zhao [25]. This yields explicit
optimal constants and improves the classical bound by a factor of (4/3)d/2

instead of (3/2)d/2. For general p ∈ [1,∞) we show that the optimal one-
dimensional density is uniquely determined by a nonlinear equation and leads
to a base of the form

αp =
(

p+2
p+1

)1/2
in the exponential factor of the d-dependence. This improves the corresponding
base ((2p+2)/(p+2))1/p from the classical uniform-sampling bound. The effect
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is most pronounced for small p and diminishes as p → ∞.

A second goal is to clarify how random information compares with opti-
mal deterministic constructions. Our upper bounds show that random points
drawn from optimally chosen product measures can significantly outperform
all currently known deterministic point sets with respect to generalized dis-
crepancy. At the same time, even for the optimal density, the curse of di-
mensionality persists for all p ≥ 1. Indeed, the exponential growth rate in d
becomes more severe as p → 1. This suggests that the curse should also hold
for the classical L1-discrepancy with deterministic points—a problem that is
still open.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 3 we study the case p = 2
in detail, solve the associated variational problem explicitly, and derive the
optimal density. Section 4 extends the analysis to general p ∈ [1,∞), leading
to an implicit characterization of the optimal density and sharp asymptotic
bounds for the average discrepancy. In Section 5 we discuss the stability of the
resulting quadrature formulas in the norm of Fd,q and present open problems.
But first we give some further background.

2 Background
We study numerical integration for the function space that is the canonical
space underlying the Koksma-Hlawka inequality as presented in [23, Chap-
ter 9, Section 9.8]. The goal is to investigate how probabilistic arguments can
improve upper bounds for generalized discrepancy measures and the corre-
sponding integration problem.

The function space setting. Throughout this paper let p, q ≥ 1 be Hölder
conjugates, i.e., 1/p + 1/q = 1. For d = 1, let W 1

q ([0, 1]) denote the space
of absolutely continuous functions whose first derivatives belong to Lq([0, 1]).
For d > 1 we consider the d-fold tensor product space

W 1
q := W (1,1,...,1)

q ([0, 1]d),

which is the Sobolev space of functions on [0, 1]d that are once differentiable in
each variable and whose mixed derivative ∂df/∂x has finite Lq-norm, where
∂x = ∂x1∂x2 . . . ∂xd.

Now consider the subspace of functions satisfying the boundary conditions1

f(x) = 0 if at least one component of x = (x1, . . . , xd) equals 1, and equip
1In analysis and stochastics the boundary condition f(0) = 0 is more common. Of course

it does not really matter, since one can always change a variable t ∈ (0, 1) to 1− t to switch
between the two cases; see also [23, p. 24].
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this subspace with the norm

∥f∥d,q :=

(∫
[0,1]d

∣∣∣ ∂d

∂x
f(x)

∣∣∣q dx)1/q

for q ∈ [1,∞),

and

∥f∥d,∞ := sup
x∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣ ∂d

∂x
f(x)

∣∣∣ for q = ∞.

That is,

Fd,q :=
{
f ∈ W 1

q : f(x) = 0 if xj = 1 for some j ∈ [d], ∥f∥d,q < ∞
}
,

where [d] := {1, 2, . . . , d}.

Integration and linear algorithms. Now consider multivariate integration

Id(f) :=

∫
[0,1]d

f(x) dx for f ∈ Fd,q. (1)

We approximate Id(f) by linear algorithms of the form

Ad,N(f) =
N∑
k=1

akf(tk), (2)

where t1, . . . , tN ∈ [0, 1)d are sample points and a1, . . . , aN are real integration
weights. If a1 = · · · = aN = 1/N , then (2) is a quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC)
algorithm, denoted by A∗

d,N .
In this paper we derive new upper bounds for non-negative quadrature

formulas, i.e. those with ak ≥ 0 for all k ∈ {1, . . . , N}. To emphasize that
only non-negative weights are used we write A+

d,N . Such non-negative integra-
tion weights are often favored in practice because of their monotonicity and
numerical stability (see Section 5).

For lower bounds, the restriction to positive quadrature formulas makes
the results weaker, but here we focus entirely on upper bounds.

Worst-case error and generalized discrepancy. Define the worst-case
error of an algorithm (2) by

e(Fd,q, Ad,N) = sup
f∈Fd,q

∥f∥d,q≤1

∣∣Id(f)− Ad,N(f)
∣∣. (3)

For a QMC algorithm A∗
d,N it is well-known (see, e.g., [23, Section 9.8.1]) that

e(Fd,q, A
∗
d,N) = L∗

p,N(P),
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where L∗
p,N(P) is the classical Lp-discrepancy of the point set P = {t1, . . . , tN}.

For general linear algorithms (2) the worst-case error equals the generalized
Lp-discrepancy

e(Fd,q, Ad,N) = Lp,N(P ,A), (4)

where A = {a1, . . . , aN} are the integration weights corresponding to P . This
equality follows from the Koksma-Hlawka inequality; see [23, Section 9.8.1].

For points P = {tk} and weights A = {ak}, the discrepancy function is

∆P,A(x) =
N∑
k=1

ak 1[0,x)(tk)− x1x2 · · · xd,

for x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ [0, 1]d, and the generalized Lp-discrepancy is

Lp,N(P ,A) =

(∫
[0,1]d

|∆P,A(x)|p dx

)1/p

for p ∈ [1,∞),

with the usual modification for p = ∞. If a1 = · · · = aN = 1/N , we recover
the classical definition L∗

p,N(P).
We define the Nth minimal worst-case error

eq(N, d) := min
Ad,N

e(Fd,q, Ad,N),

where the minimum ranges over all algorithms of the form (2). The initial
error (i.e., N = 0) equals

eq(0, d) = sup
∥f∥d,q≤1

|Id(f)| =

{
(p+ 1)−d/p if q ∈ (1,∞],

1 if q = 1.

Using the duality (4), one obtains

eq(N, d) = discp(N, d) := min
P,A

Lp,N(P ,A), (5)

and we refer to discp(N, d) as the N th minimal Lp-discrepancy.

Information complexity. We define the information complexity as the
minimal number of function evaluations needed to reduce the initial error by
a factor ε, where ε > 0:

N int
q (ε, d) := min{N ∈ N : eq(N, d) ≤ ε eq(0, d)}.

By duality,

N int
q (ε, d) = Ndisc

p (ε, d), Ndisc
p (ε, d) := min{N : discp(N, d) ≤ ε discp(0, d)}.
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In the QMC case (ak = 1/N), we add a superscript ∗, writing e∗q(N, d),
disc∗p, N int,∗

q , etc. When we restrict to non-negative weights (ak ≥ 0), we write
the superscript +. Obviously,

eq(N, d) ≤ e+q (N, d) ≤ e∗q(N, d), N int
q (ε, d) ≤ N int,+

q (ε, d) ≤ N int,∗
q (ε, d),

and analogous relations hold for the corresponding discrepancies.

An important question now is, how quickly the information complexity
N int

q (ε, d) increases, when d → ∞ and/or ε → 0 (i.e., when d+ε−1 → ∞). Such
questions are typically studied in the field “Information Based Complexity”
(see [22, 23, 24]). If N int

q (ε, d) grows at least exponentially fast in d for a fixed
ε > 0, more precisely, if there exists a real C > 1 such that N int

q (ε, d) ≥ Cd for
infinitely many d ∈ N, then the integration problem is said to suffer from the
curse of dimensionality.

If, on the other hand, N int
q (ε, d) grows at most sub-exponentially fast in d

and ε−1 for d+ ε−1 → ∞, then the integration problem is said to be tractable
and there are various notions of tractability in order to classify the grow rate
of N int

q (ε, d) more accurately2.

In our recent papers [18, 19, 20] we proved lower bounds, showing that
the curse holds (in terms of discrepancy) for all p ∈ (1,∞) for non-negative
quadrature formulas, whereas it disappears for p = ∞ ([10]); the case p = 1
remains open. Now we derive upper bounds using the probabilistic method, i.e.
we analyze the behavior of random points and compute or estimate expected
discrepancies.

The probabilistic method in discrepancy theory. The probabilistic
method was first used in a deep result of Hlawka [16] (1947) to prove the exis-
tence of a lattice sphere packing with large density, building on Siegel’s mean
value theorem [26]. Almost simultaneously, Erdős [8] employed the method for
existence theorems in combinatorics and graph theory.

Regarding the L∗
∞- (star) discrepancy, Heinrich et al. [10] proved

Ndisc,∗
∞ (d, ε) ≤ C d ε−2,

where C > 0 is an absolute constant. Equivalently, for every d and N there
exists an N -element point set P ⊆ [0, 1)d such that

L∗
∞,N(P) ≤

√
C
√

d
N
.

2For example, the integration problem is said to be polynomially tractable, if there exist
numbers C, σ > 0 and τ ≥ 0 such that N int

q (ε, d) ≤ Cdτε−σ for all ε ∈ (0, 1) and d ∈ N. If
this holds even for τ = 0, the one speaks about strong polynomial tractability.
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For this and related results on average L∗
p-discrepancies (for even p), they

applied the probabilistic method to i.i.d. uniformly distributed points in [0, 1]d.
Let PN denote an i.i.d. sample of N uniform random points in [0, 1]d. Then,
with high probability,

L∗
∞,N(PN) ≤ C

√
d
N
,

see Aistleitner and Hofer [1]. Doerr [7] showed that this order cannot be
improved substantially: there exist absolute constants C1, C2 > 0 with

C1

√
d
N

≤ E[L∗
∞,N(PN)] ≤ C2

√
d
N
.

In weighted function spaces, where the relevance of coordinates decays,
QMC methods can achieve dimension-independent bounds. If, in the sense
of Sloan and Woźniakowski [27], coordinate weights γ = (γj) control variable
importance, then randomized lattice rules and digital nets satisfy, for every
δ ∈ (0, 1), the existence of a positive C(γ, δ) such that

E[L∗
∞,N,γ(PN)] ≤ C(γ, δ)N−1+δ,

leading to strong polynomial tractability (see, e.g., [4, 5, 6, 21, 27]).
Randomized shifts and scrambles are analyzed probabilistically, and expec-

tation bounds again imply the existence of good deterministic point sets. These
results ensure polynomial or strong polynomial tractability (see [22, 23]). For
some, though not all, of these upper bounds there exist constructive versions.

In this paper we concentrate on the integration problem related to the
classical L∗

p-discrepancy for finite p, i.e., p ∈ [1,∞). We use random i.i.d.
points {t1, . . . , tN} in [0, 1]d. However, uniform sampling is not appropriate
for the underlying Sobolev space Fd,q, because functions in Fd,q satisfy f(x) = 0
whenever any coordinate xj = 1; hence their values are more significant for
small coordinates (where f can be large) than for large ones (where f must be
small). Consequently, regions near the origin contribute most to the integration
error.

This observation motivates a change of measure, analogous to importance
sampling in Monte Carlo methods [17]. Even though we are ultimately inter-
ested in deterministic upper bounds for quadrature formulas (or, equivalently,
for the L∗

p-discrepancy), we employ a different averaging strategy in the prob-
abilistic method. There is, however, one caveat for the discrepancy setting:
we must replace the equal QMC weights 1/N by new non-negative weights
ak = 1/(Nϱd(tk)), where ϱd is a suitably optimized density. Hence our new
upper bounds apply to the generalized Lp-discrepancy.

In more detail, we use random i.i.d. points PN = {t1, . . . , tN} in [0, 1]d

drawn according to a density function ϱd on [0, 1]d, and consider algorithms of
the form

Ad,N(f) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

1

ϱd(tk)
f(tk). (6)
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We write Aϱd for the set of these weights. We then focus on the p-average

avp(N, d, ϱd) := E
[
(Lp,N(PN ,Aϱd))

p
]1/p

,

and its normalized version

n-avp(N, d, ϱd) := (p+ 1)d/p E
[
(Lp,N(PN ,Aϱd))

p
]1/p

,

where in both cases the expectation is with respect to the density ϱd. The
classical QMC-case corresponds to ϱd = 1. We then write simply av∗p(N, d)
and n-av∗p(N, d), respectively.

Note that an upper bound of the form

n-avp(N, d, ϱd) ≤ Cp α
d
p N

−1/2,

for some non-negative Cp, αp, implies

Ndisc
p (ε, d) ≤ C2

p α
2d
p ε−2. (7)

Main questions. We aim to contribute to two fundamental questions:

1. How can we establish sharper upper bounds for the integration problem
related to the classical L∗

p-discrepancy?

2. How good is random information compared with deterministic construc-
tions? For a moderate number of points t1, . . . , tN ∈ [0, 1]d, it turns
out that random information (random choice of the points) outperform
all presently known deterministic constructions. Existing results usually
consider points that are i.i.d. and uniformly distributed. We demon-
strate that substantially better results arise when the random points
follow product measures whose densities are concentrated toward small
values of x. See [13] and [28] for recent surveys on i.i.d. sampling.

Asymptotic analysis. Throughout, for functions f, g : N → R we write
f(N) ∼ g(N) for N → ∞, if limN→∞ f(N)/g(N) = 1 (the usual asymptotic
equivalence in the sense of de Bruijn [2]) and we write f(N) ≲ g(N) for
N → ∞, if limN→∞ f(N)/g(N) ≤ 1.

3 Change of measure for p = 2

Consider the integration problem (1) for functions from the Sobolev-Hilbert
space Fd,2. The reproducing kernel of this space is the tensor product of
K1(x, y) = 1 − max(x, y), and the representer of the integral is hd(x) =∏d

j=1
1
2
(1− x2

j) with ∥hd∥d,2 = 3−d/2.
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We use random i.i.d. points t1, . . . , tN ∈ [0, 1]d drawn according to a density
function ϱd on [0, 1]d, and consider algorithms of the form

Ad,N(f) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

1

ϱd(tk)
f(tk).

Using [23, Eq. (9.46)] it is straightforward to compute the squared worst-case
error:

e(Fd,2, Ad,N)
2 =

1

3d
− 2

N

N∑
k=1

hd(tk)
1

ϱd(tk)
+

1

N2

N∑
k,ℓ=1

Kd(tk, tℓ)
1

ϱd(tk)ϱd(tℓ)
.

We assume that

C(Kd, ϱd) :=

∫
[0,1]d

Kd(t, t)
1

ϱd(t)
dt < ∞. (8)

Taking the expectation over the random points yields

E[e(Fd,2, Ad,N)
2] =

C(Kd, ϱd)− 3−d

N
.

Hence, by the mean-value argument, for certain deterministic points t1, . . . , tN
we have

e(Fd,2, Ad,N)
2 ≤ C(Kd, ϱd)− 3−d

N
. (9)

If we take uniformly distributed points, i.e., ϱd = λd, then we recover the
well-known equation

n-av∗2(N, d) = 3d/2
√

2−d−3−d

N
≲
(

3
2

)d/2
N−1/2, (10)

for all N and d.
Comparing (8) and (9), it is evident that we want to minimize C(Kd, ϱd)

over all densities ϱd. This optimization problem has a unique solution, which
follows from convexity via the Euler-Lagrange equations. For d = 1 one needs
to minimize

C(K1, ϱ) =

∫ 1

0

(1− t)
1

ϱ(t)
dt,

and the solution is (see also Theorem 2)

ϱ∗(t) = 3
2

√
1− t. (11)

We then obtain the minimal value C(K1, ϱ
∗) = 4

9
. The density (11) was already

used in [23, 25], here we clearly see that it is optimal.
For d ∈ N the optimal density ϱ∗d is the d-fold tensor product ϱ∗,⊗d :=⊗d

j=1 ϱ
∗, leading to the following result, which improves (10):
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Theorem 1. For the optimal density ϱ∗d we have

n-av2(N, d, ϱ∗d) = 3d/2
√

(4/9)d−3−d

N
≲
(

4
3

)d/2
N−1/2. (12)

We have ϱ∗d = ϱ∗,⊗d, where ϱ∗ is given in (11).

The factor 3d/2 in (12) stems from normalization.

Remark 1. It is known that the weights 1/(Nϱd(tk)) are not optimal: for
small N one should use smaller weights. A simple modification is to introduce
a constant c > 0 and define

A
(c)
d,N(f) :=

c

N

N∑
k=1

1

ϱd(tk)
f(tk).

Computing E[e(Fd,2, A
(c)
d,N)

2] and optimizing over c gives

c∗ =
N

N − 1 + 3dC(Kd, ϱd)
.

With this choice we obtain

E[e(Fd,2, A
(c∗)
d,N )

2] =
N

N − 1 + 3dC(Kd, ϱd)
E[e(Fd,2, Ad,N)

2].

Hence, for N ≤ 3dC(Kd, ϱd) a significant improvement is achieved, whereas for
very large N the benefit becomes negligible.

Remark 2. It was shown by Hinrichs [11] that for p = 2 the curse of dimen-
sionality (for the normalized error) can be avoided in the randomized setting
using importance sampling with a suitable density, generally unknown in closed
form. Here one can proceed similarly to the survey [12, pp. 159-160]: sampling
with the representer hd(x) =

∏d
j=1

1
2
(1 − x2

j). Then the Monte Carlo error is
bounded by the norm of integration (the initial error) times N−1/2; thus there
is no curse for the normalized error. The proof closely follows [12, p. 160]. In
fact, the normalized density proportional to hd is optimal in the randomized
setting for importance sampling.

Interestingly, the two optimal densities—for the deterministic worst-case
setting and for the randomized setting—are similar but not identical. The op-
timal density (11) minimizes the worst-case error for deterministic algorithms
but is not optimal for randomized importance sampling and cannot remove
the curse entirely.
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4 Change of the measure for general p
First we review known explicit upper bounds and their limitations. As a
tool to prove upper bounds for the star-discrepancy (p = ∞), the authors
of [10] computed the average L∗

p-discrepancy for even integers p. The exact
expressions are lengthy, but after normalization (multiplication by (p+ 1)d/p)
they lead to the bound

n-av∗p(N, d) ≤ 32/3 25/2 p
(

2p+2
p+2

)d/p
N−1/2. (13)

Gnewuch [9] proved, that this estimate can be improved by symmetrization,
yielding3

n-av∗p(N, d) ≤ 21/2p1/2
(

2p+2
p+2

)d/p
N−1/2. (14)

The upper bound (14) is quite sharp, since the factor 21/2p1/2 exceeds the
asymptotically correct constant that will be given in (16) by at most a factor
of

√
2 e ≈ 2.33.

We emphasize that both bounds (13) and (14) are proved only for even
integers p; they provide information on the curse of dimensionality only for
p ≥ 2. Much less is known for small p, and no comparable results exist for
p < 2.

The main part in the bounds (13) and (14) is the same factor
(
2p+2
p+2

)d/p,
which in view of (7) implies that the number of required points grows as

N ≍
(

2p+2
p+2

)2d/p
. (15)

Observe that the cost N increases exponentially in d, but the bound becomes
more favorable for large p: for p = 2, 10, and 100 we obtain (2p + 2)/(p +
2))2/p = 1.5, 1.13, and 1.014, respectively.

One of the main goals of this paper is to improve the base in (15) by means
of a change of measure and to understand the behavior also for p < 2. For
general finite p, we obtain asymptotic relations that hold for large N only. The
asymptotic result due to Steinerberger [29] and Hinrichs and Weyhausen [15],
valid for uniformly distributed points, is

n-av∗p(N, d) ≲
√
2

π1/(2p)Γ
(
p+1
2

)1/p (2p+2
p+2

)d/p
N−1/2 as N → ∞. (16)

We improve this by optimizing the change of measure, obtaining

n-avp(N, d, ϱ∗d) ≲
√
2

π1/(2p)Γ
(
p+1
2

)1/p (p+2
p+1

)d/2
N−1/2 as N → ∞, (17)

3The version stated in [15] and the Oberwolfach report [14] contains a minor error.

11



which holds for the optimal density described in Theorem 2. We would like to
point out that in all these relationships ≲ could be replaced by ∼ if d together
with N tends towards infinity. Using Stirling’s formula, it follows that

Γ
(
p+1
2

)1/p ∼√ p
2 e

as p → ∞.

In the most interesting case p = 1, these results read

n-av∗1(N, d) ≲
√

2
π

(
4
3

)d
N−1/2 as N → ∞, (18)

which follows from [15, Example 1]. Using the optimal one-dimensional density

ϱ∗(t) = 1 + 2 cos
(

1
3
arccos(2t− 1) + 4π

3

)
for t ∈ [0, 1] (19)

from Theorem 2, (18) is improved to

n-av1(N, d, ϱ∗d) ≲
√

2
π
1.225dN−1/2 as N → ∞, (20)

where the value
√

3/2 ≈ 1.225 arises from the density (19). Even with this
optimized density the curse of dimensionality remains rather severe for random
points and p = 1; it appears more pronounced than for larger p. Hence we con-
jecture that the curse also persists for p = 1 for optimally chosen deterministic
points.

To visualize the improvement achieved by the change of measure, we display
in Figure 1 the two functions α2

old(p) and α2
new(p), where

αold(p) :=
(

2p+2
p+2

)1/p
, αnew(p) :=

(
p+2
p+1

)1/2
. (21)

These functions appear in (16) and (17), respectively, if we ask how N de-
pends on ε for a fixed d. They correspond directly to the quantity αp in (7).
The plot clearly shows that α2

old(p) is strictly larger than α2
new(p) for all p in

this range, and that both decrease monotonically toward 1 as p → ∞. The
comparison between these parameters provides a clear quantitative view of the
improvement gained by the optimized measure.

In [19] we proved that the curse holds for all p ∈ (1,∞) for non-negative
quadrature formulas, the lower bounds for non-negative weights take the form

N int,+
q (ε, d) = Ndisc,+

p (ε, d) ≥ cdp(1− 2ε), ε ∈ (0, 1/2). (22)

We present the lower and the upper bounds together in one figure (Figure 1),
even if we do not really compare the same quantities: For the lower bound we
fix ε, while in the upper bound we compare the asymptotic (in N) error.

12



Figure 1: Comparison of α2
old, α2

new and cp.

Remark 3. It would be interesting to derive new explicit upper bounds for
even values of p by employing the optimized change of measure. The compu-
tation is likely to be tedious because no closed-form expression is available for
the optimal probability density when p differs from 1 or 2. Nevertheless, such
an approach would improve the main term

αold(p) =

(
2p+ 2

p+ 2

)1/p

,

by replacing it with the smaller factor

αnew(p) =

(
p+ 2

p+ 1

)1/2

.

This follows from the asymptotic bound in Theorem 2.

Remark 4. For general finite p ̸= 2 we can only show asymptotic results. One
might speculate that the asymptotic statement

n-avp(N, d, ϱd) ∼ Cp α
d
p N

−1/2 as N → ∞,

(where the expectation is taken with respect to the density ϱ) actually implies
the non-asymptotic bound

n-avp(N, d, ϱd) ≤ Cp α
d
p N

−1/2 for all N, d.

This property is confirmed for p = 2 and ϱ = 1 (see (10) and (12)), but remains
open for general p.

Remark 5. For the periodic L2-discrepancy (where the unit cube is consid-
ered as a torus and the test boxes are wrapped around), the situation differs
markedly, and more is known. The required number of points, i.e., the inverse

13



periodic L2-discrepancy, grows at least like (3/2)d, and this lower bound holds
both for QMC algorithms and for arbitrary positive quadrature formulas (see
[3, Theorem 2]). Moreover, this bound is sharp, since a constructive upper
bound using Korobov’s p-sets is possible ([3, Remark 4]). In the periodic case,
a change of measure is neither required nor meaningful, because the space is
translation invariant.

For general p ∈ [1,∞) one can show using the technique of [15] that

n-avperp (N, d) ≲

√
2

π1/(2p)
Γ

(
p+ 1

2

)1/p (
2p+2
p+2

)d/p
N−1/2, N → ∞.

This is the same asymptotic form as for the classical L∗
p-discrepancy (16).

Again, the curse of dimensionality (for random points) is most severe for small
p ≥ 1.

For our main result we consider again random i.i.d. points t1, . . . , tN ∈
[0, 1]d distributed according to a density ϱd and study

Ad,N(f) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

1

ϱd(tk)
f(tk).

The density ϱd depends on p, and we restrict ourselves to product measures
of the form ϱd = ϱ⊗d :=

⊗d
j=1 ϱ, with a one-dimensional density ϱ on [0, 1].

We follow the approach of [15, 29].

Theorem 2. For every p ∈ [1,∞) and the optimal product density ϱ∗,⊗d we
have

lim
N→∞

N1/2 n-avp(N, d, ϱ∗d) ≤
√
2

π1/(2p)
Γ
(

p+1
2

)1/p(
p+2
p+1

)d/2
.

The one-dimensional optimal density is implicitly given as the solution of

t =

(
1− ϱ(t)

p

p+ 1

)2/p(
1 + ϱ(t)

2

p+ 1

)
(23)

for t ∈ [0, 1]. For p = 1 we have

ϱ∗(t) = 1 + 2 cos

(
1

3
arccos(2t− 1) +

4π

3

)
and for p = 2 we have

ϱ∗(t) =
3

2

√
1− t.

14



Proof. We follow the proof of [15, Theorem 2], introducing positive integration
weights ak = 1/(Nϱd(tk)) with product density ϱd. We then study

avp(N, d, ϱd)
p =

∫
[0,1]Nd

∫
[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣λd([0,x))−
1

N

N∑
k=1

1

ϱd(tk)
1[0,x)(tk)

∣∣∣∣∣
p

dx
N∏
j=1

ϱd(tj) dtj,

and interchange the order of integration.
For fixed x define the random variables Xi = 1[0,x)(ti)ϱd(ti)

−1. Their mean
and variance are

E[Xi] = λd([0,x)) =: λ, V (Xi) =

∫
[0,1]d

1[0,x)(t)
1

ϱd(t)
dt− λ2.

Let

XN,λ =
( 1

N

N∑
i=1

Xi − λ
)√

N.

By the central limit theorem,

XN,λ
D−→
(∫

[0,1]d
1[0,x)(t)

1
ϱd(t)

dt− λ2
)1/2

Y, Y ∼ N(0, 1).

Proceeding as in [15], we obtain

lim
N→∞

Np/2avp(N, d, ϱd)
p =

2p/2

π1/2
Γ
(

p+1
2

)∫
[0,1]d

(∫
[0,1]d

1[0,x)(t)
1

ϱd(t)
dt− λ2

)p/2

dx

≤ 2p/2

π1/2
Γ
(

p+1
2

)∫
[0,1]d

(∫
[0,1]d

1[0,x)(t)
1

ϱd(t)
dt

)p/2

dx.

(24)

Because of the product structure of ϱd,∫
[0,1]d

(∫
[0,1]d

1[0,x)(t)
1

ϱd(t)
dt

)p/2

dx =

∫
[0,1]d

(∫
[0,1]d

d∏
j=1

1[0,xj)(tj)
1

ϱ(tj)
dt

)p/2

dx

=

∫
[0,1]d

d∏
j=1

(∫ xj

0

1
ϱ(tj)

dtj

)p/2

dx

=
d∏

j=1

∫ 1

0

(∫ xj

0

1
ϱ(tj)

dtj

)p/2

dxj

=

(∫ 1

0

(∫ x

0

1

ϱ(t)
dt

)p/2

dx

)d

.
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Hence we must minimize, for given p, the functional

J(ϱ) =

∫ 1

0

(∫ x

0

1

ϱ(t)
dt

)p/2

dx

subject to ϱ ≥ 0 and
∫ 1

0
ϱ(t) dt = 1. Define S(x) =

∫ x

0
ϱ(t)−1 dt, so that

S ′(x) = 1/ϱ(x) ≥ 0.
Introducing a Lagrange multiplier λ, we minimize

L(S) =
∫ 1

0

(
S(x)p/2 + λϱ(x)

)
dx =

∫ 1

0

(
Sp/2 +

λ

S ′

)
dx.

Since the integrand does not depend explicitly on x, the Euler-Lagrange equa-
tion reduces to the Beltrami identity

Sp/2 +
2λ

S ′ = µ,

with constant µ (µ > Sp/2 on [0, 1]). Integrating gives

2λx = µS(x)− 2

p+ 2
S(x)p/2+1. (25)

Setting S1 = S(1) yields

2λ = µS1 −
2

p+ 2
S
p/2+1
1 . (26)

The normalization constraint
∫ 1

0
ϱ(t) dt = 1 becomes

1 =

∫ S1

0

(µ− vp/2

2λ

)2
dv =

1

(2λ)2

(
µ2S1 −

4µ

p+ 2
S
p/2+1
1 +

Sp+1
1

p+ 1

)
,

implying

(2λ)2 = µ2S1 −
4µ

p+ 2
S
p/2+1
1 +

Sp+1
1

p+ 1
. (27)

Changing variables in the objective gives

J(ϱ) =
1

2λ

( 2µ

p+ 2
S
p/2+1
1 − 1

p+ 1
Sp+1
1

)
.

After eliminating λ via (26)–(27) and some algebra, one obtains

µ =
S
p/2
1

p+ 2

(
2 +

p
√
p+ 1

√
S1 − 1

)
, 2λ =

p

(p+ 2)
√
p+ 1

S
p/2+1
1√
S1 − 1

. (28)
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Substituting these into J(ϱ) gives

J(ϱ) =
S
p/2
1

p+ 2

(
2− p√

p+ 1

√
S1 − 1

)
. (29)

Minimization of (29) yields the optimal

S∗
1 =

p+ 2

p+ 1
, Jmin =

1

p+ 1

(p+ 2

p+ 1

)p/2
. (30)

Substituting Jmin into (24), taking the pth root, and dividing by the initial
error (p+ 1)−d/p produces the claimed bound.

It remains to compute the optimal one-dimensional densities ϱ∗. Inserting
S1 = S∗

1 from (30) into (28) yields µ = (S∗
1)

p/2 and 2λ = p
p+1

(S∗
1)

p/2. Inserting
into (25) yields the equation

p

p+ 1
(S∗

1)
p/2x = (S∗

1)
p/2S(x)− 2

p+ 2
S(x)p/2+1. (31)

Differentiating with respect to x yields

1

ϱ(x)
= S ′(x) =

p
p+1

(S∗
1)

p/2

(S∗
1)

p/2 − S(x)p/2
.

Thus,

S(x) = S∗
1

(
1− ϱ(x)

p

p+ 1

)2/p

.

Re-inserting into (31) and using S∗
1 = p+2

p+1
leads, after some lines of tedious

algebra, to the equation (23).
For p = 1 equation (23) reduces to

4t = (2− ϱ(t))2(1 + ϱ(t)),

which we solve for ϱ = ϱ(t), t ∈ [0, 1]. Expanding gives the monic form

ϱ3 − 3ϱ2 + 4(1− t) = 0.

With the substitution ϱ = y + 1 we obtain the cubic equation

y3 − 3y + (2− 4t) = 0,

which is of the form y3+ py+ q = 0 with p = −3 and q = 2− 4t. For t ∈ (0, 1)
the discriminant is positive and all three roots are real (casus irreducibilis)
which are according to the trigonometric form of Cardano’s solution given as

y = 2 cos

(
1

3
arccos(2t− 1) +

2πk

3

)
for k ∈ {0, 1, 2}.
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Figure 2: Optimal density ϱ∗ for p = 1 and p = 2.

Choosing the branch k = 2 in order to satisfy ϱ(0) = 2 and ϱ(1) = 0 yields

ϱ∗(t) = y + 1 = 1 + 2 cos

(
1

3
arccos(2t− 1) +

4π

3

)
,

as claimed.
For p = 2 equation (23) reduces to t = 1− 4

9
ϱ(t)2, whose solution is easily

seen to be
ϱ∗(t) =

3

2

√
1− t,

as claimed.

Remark 6. Explicit closed forms of the optimal density ϱ∗ are available only
for p = 1 and p = 2. The graphs are shown in Figure 2. Nevertheless, the
density function ϱ∗ can be computed numerically for any given p by solving
equation (23). For illustration, Figure 3 shows the numerically computed op-
timal density for p = 10 and p = 100.

5 Stability, and open problems
We conclude with a discussion of stability, which in our context must be under-
stood relative to the function space Fd,q rather than in the classical sup-norm
sense.
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Figure 3: Optimal densities ϱ∗ for p = 10 and p = 100.

QMC rules A∗
d,N (see Section 2) integrate constant functions exactly and

are traditionally regarded as stable because

∥A∗
d,N∥∞ = 1.

Here the operator acts on C([0, 1]d), and its norm coincides with that of the
integration operator itself. Considering linear quadrature formulas of the form

Ad,N(f) =
N∑
k=1

akf(tk),

a frequently used indicator of stability is

∥Ad,N∥∞ =
N∑
k=1

|ak|, (32)

which ideally equals 1 (or is close to 1) for a well-balanced formula.
In the present framework, however, the measure (32) is not appropriate

because we work in Fd,q. Note that the integration operator on Fd,q has norm
(p+1)−d/p, which is exponentially small in d. A stable quadrature formula for
Fd,q should therefore also have an exponentially small operator norm, and there
is no requirement that it integrates constants exactly, since constant functions
are not contained in Fd,q.
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It can be verified that the norm of a QMC rule A∗
d,N in Fd,q depends strongly

on the node set. The inequality

0 ≤ ∥A∗
d,N∥Fd,q

≤ 1

is sharp: if each point tk has at least one coordinate equal to 1 we obtain the
lower bound, while for tk = 0 for all k we obtain the upper bound. Since 1 is
exponentially larger than the initial error (p + 1)−d/p, some QMC algorithms
possess very large operator norms and are thus unstable on Fd,q; naturally,
they also exhibit large integration errors.

In contrast, the algorithms considered in this paper use comparatively large
(non-negative) weights, which may lead to arbitrarily large values of ∥A+

d,N∥∞.
Consequently, these quadrature formulas are not stable in the classical sense.
Nevertheless, they achieve small integration errors, and their Fd,q-stability,
measured by ∥A+

d,N∥Fd,q
, remains small. Thus, in our setting, algorithms A+

d,N

with small integration error Id − A+
d,N automatically satisfy small Fd,q-norms

by the triangle inequality.
As a simple example, for p = 2 and d = 1 the optimal one-point rule is

A1,1(f) =
2
3
f(1

3
),

with worst-case error 1/
√
27. If the weight is fixed to a1 = 1, the optimal node

is t1 = 1
2
, and the error equals 1/

√
12. With the optimal density ϱ∗ one obtains

sup
f∈F1,2

f(t)

ϱ∗(t)
=

2

3
for t ∈ [0, 1),

so all possible contributions f(tk)
Nϱ∗(tk)

lie in the same interval [−2/(3N), 2/(3N)];
that is, each function value contributes uniformly to the result.

Remark 7. A practical issue arises when some of the weights ak are large:
if the available data are noisy or the function f does not belong to Fd,q, the
algorithm may behave poorly. This risk can be mitigated by replacing the
optimal density ϱ∗ with a slightly regularized version that stays bounded away
from zero by a positive constant.

Open problems. Several questions remain open and suggest directions for
further work:

1. Can the asymptotic bounds (16), (17), (18), and (20), be converted into
explicit non-asymptotic bounds valid for all N?

2. Can the upper bounds be improved when arbitrary quadrature formulas
are permitted, i.e., when some weights ak may be negative?

3. Can one close the gap between upper and lower bounds by establishing
sharper lower bounds, particularly for p < 2?

4. Does the curse of dimensionality hold for p = 1?
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