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TESSELLATION LOCALIZED TRANSFER LEARNING FOR
NONPARAMETRIC REGRESSION

HELENE HALCONRUY *, BENJAMIN BOBBIA °, AND PAUL LEJAMTEL "

ABSTRACT. Transfer learning aims to improve performance on a target
task by leveraging information from related source tasks. We propose
a nonparametric regression transfer learning framework that explicitly
models heterogeneity in the source-target relationship. Our approach re-
lies on a local transfer assumption: the covariate space is partitioned into
finitely many cells such that, within each cell, the target regression func-
tion can be expressed as a low-complexity transformation of the source
regression function. This localized structure enables effective transfer
where similarity is present while limiting negative transfer elsewhere.
We introduce estimators that jointly learn the local transfer functions
and the target regression, together with fully data-driven procedures
that adapt to unknown partition structure and transfer strength. We
establish sharp minimax rates for target regression estimation, showing
that local transfer can mitigate the curse of dimensionality by exploiting
reduced functional complexity. Our theoretical guarantees take the form
of oracle inequalities that decompose excess risk into estimation and ap-
proximation terms, ensuring robustness to model misspecification. Nu-
merical experiments illustrate the benefits of the proposed approach.

1. INTRODUCTION

Transfer learning (TL) traces its origins to educational psychology, where
learning is understood as the generalization of prior experience to new but
related situations. As articulated by C. H. Judd, transfer is feasible only
when a meaningful similarity or structural connection exists between learn-
ing activities. A classical illustration is that musical training on the violin
facilitates subsequent learning of the piano, owing to shared underlying con-
cepts and skills. This principle was later formalized in the machine learning
literature (see, e.g., the surveys [34, 51, [50]), where transfer learning is un-
derstood as the improvement of performance on a target task through the
exploitation of knowledge acquired from a sufficiently similar source task.
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This paradigm is particularly compelling in settings where the acquisition
of target observations is rare, costly, or otherwise constrained, while data
drawn from related environments are available. In such situations, trans-
fer learning provides a natural mechanism to compensate for data scarcity
by leveraging structural similarities across datasets. Its range of applica-
tions is broad, spanning classical machine learning areas such as computer
vision [I12, 49] and natural language processing [38, [7], including tasks like
sentiment analysis [28]. It has also been widely adopted in recommender
systems [34, B0] and fraud detection [19], and has more recently attracted
increasing attention within the statistics community. In this latter context,
transfer learning has been successfully applied to problems including non-
parametric classification [0, [37, 3], large-scale Gaussian graphical models [24]
and contextual multi-armed bandits. At the same time, these developments
have highlighted the inherent risk of negative transfer, motivating robust
approaches that explicitly account for unreliable or heterogeneous sources,
such as the framework proposed by Fan et al. [11].

In this work, we propose a regression transfer learning framework that ex-
plicitly accounts for heterogeneity in the relationship between the source and
target distributions. Our approach is inspired by the local viewpoint advo-
cated by Reeve et al. and is based on the key assumption that the feature
space R% can be partitioned into finitely many cells Aj such that, within
each cell, the target regression function f7 is well approximated by a sim-
ple transformation of the source regression function fs. More precisely, for
each cell A}, there exists a local transfer function g¢: [0,1] — [0, 1] satisfying
fr = geo fs on Aj. This formulation allows similarity between source and
target to vary across the covariate space, enabling effective transfer where
it is informative while avoiding negative transfer elsewhere.

Within this framework, we establish minimax rates of convergence for the
estimation of the target regression function, showing that local transfer can
mitigate the curse of dimensionality by exploiting the low-complexity struc-
ture induced by the transfer functions. We further propose adaptive, fully
data-driven procedures that achieve these rates without prior knowledge of
the oracle tessellation or the strength of transfer. In particular, our method
simultaneously estimates the local transfer functions and the target regres-
sion, yielding sharp risk bounds that reflect both the quality and the spatial
extent of transferability. Importantly, our theoretical guarantees take the
form of oracle inequalities that decompose the excess risk into an estimation
term and an approximation (bias) term. This structure ensures robustness
to misspecification: when the transfer assumption is only approximately
satisfied, or when the true partition of the covariate space lies outside the
considered tessellation class, the performance of our estimator deteriorates
smoothly through an explicit bias term measuring the departure from the
ideal transfer structure, rather than reverting abruptly to a non-transfer
baseline.
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1.1. Related work. A rapidly growing body of work studies transfer learn-
ing in regression, with the common goal of exploiting structural similarities
between source and target models to improve estimation accuracy, while
mitigating the risk of negative transfer, that is, the deterioration of tar-
get performance caused by incorporating misleading or mismatched source
information.

Linear and parametric regression. Early work focused on linear regression,
where transfer is naturally expressed through proximity between regression
coefficients or fitted responses. In the data-enriched framework of Chen,
Owen and Shi [5], a small target sample is complemented by a larger, poten-
tially biased auxiliary dataset, with theoretical guarantees quantifying the
resulting bias—variance trade-off. Related parametric approaches include
robust modeling under population shifts [I] and the formal assessment of
transfer gain, as studied by Obst et al. [33]. Semi-supervised extensions, in
which unlabeled target covariates are abundant while labeled responses are
scarce, have also been considered in parametric settings [18§].

High-dimensional transfer in regression. In high-dimensional regimes, trans-
fer learning requires carefully balancing information sharing against task
heterogeneity. Li, Cai and Hongzhe [23] develop a minimax theory for high-
dimensional linear regression with multiple sources, demonstrating that op-
timal rates can be achieved when the target model is sufficiently close to
a subset of auxiliary models. Extensions address more complex forms of
mismatch, including partially overlapping feature spaces [4] and overparam-
eterized regimes exhibiting benign overfitting [16]. From an algorithmic
perspective, Wang et al. propose a multi-environment approximate message
passing framework for analyzing Lasso-based transfer estimators [48], while
Moon establishes minimax-optimal rates for transfer in high-dimensional
additive regression [31].

Nonparametric and semiparametric regression. In nonparametric settings, sim-
ilarity between source and target is encoded at the level of regression func-
tions rather than parameters, leading to more flexible - but also more del-
icate - transfer mechanisms. Among these works, the framework of Cai
and Pu [2] is the closest to our setting. They introduce an explicit trans-
fer condition, requiring the target regression function to lie close, in L2,
to a low-complexity combination of source functions, and propose adaptive
procedures that exploit informative sources while reverting to target-only
rates when the condition fails. Related contributions include kernel-based
transfer learning [47], smoothness-adaptive hypothesis transfer [25], robust
methods for concept shifts and misspecification [26], source-function weight-
ing strategies [27], and representation transfer in semiparametric regression
with an emphasis on valid inference [15].

1.2. Organization of the paper. The remainder of the paper is orga-
nized as follows. Section [2] introduces the statistical framework, formalizes
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the local transfer learning assumption, and defines the class of admissible
tessellations and transfer functions. This section also presents the proposed
estimation procedure, including the construction of the local transfer esti-
mators and their data-driven selection. The main theoretical results are
stated in Section [3] We establish minimax convergence rates - both upper
bounds (Theorem (1)) and lower bounds (Theorem ) - as well as oracle in-
equalities under both well-specified and misspecified transfer scenarios. In
addition, we study the estimation error of the transfer function in an oracle
setting (Theorem . Ilustrative examples are provided in Section {4} and
concluding remarks are given in Section [5] Proofs of the main results are
deferred to Appendices [B] [C] and [D] while additional technical arguments
and auxiliary results are collected in the Appendices [A] and [E]

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND ALGORITHM

This section introduces the statistical framework and the estimation pro-
cedure underlying our local transfer learning approach.

2.1. Setting. Let d € N = {1,2,...}. Consider two datasets of differing

sizes and qualities. The first dataset, called the source sample, contains a

large number ng of low-quality data points. The second dataset, referred

to as the target sample, consists of high-quality data but is smaller in size,

with ny data points.

Let Dg denote the source sample, comprising input/output pairs ((Xi, Yi), i€
8), and let Dy denote the target sample, with pairs ((XZ-, Yi), i€ 'T).

For all i € SUT, the inputs satisfy X; € R? and the outputs ¥; € R. The

data follow the regression models

(1) }/1 = fS(Xz) + Eiy 1€ Sa
and
(2) Yi= fr(Xi) +ei, i€T,

where the noise terms ¢; satisfy E[e;|X;] = 0 and Var[g;| X;] < o2

The goal is to estimate the function f7 using both the target sample and
the source sample, and more specifically by leveraging an estimate of fs.
As mentioned in the introduction, transferring information from the source
to the target requires a transferability condition. Our main assumption on
the relationship between f7 and fs is that the feature space [0,1]¢ can be
partitioned into finitely many cells A7, such that on each cell f7 is obtained
by transforming fs via a function g;. More specifically, we have the main
structural assumption:

Assumption 1. There exists a partition of [0,1]¢ into cells H* = {A},{ €
[L*]} s.t. for all £ € [L*] there exists a function g; : R — R such that

3) Vo € A, fr(z) = g;(fs(x)).
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Let g : (z,y) €10,1] x R > eeir) 9¢ ()L az (z) be the transfer function.

Remark 1 (Interpretation of the transfer hypothesis). The tessellation
should be understood as an idealized representation of heterogeneous sim-
ilarity, not as a literal partition known to the practitioner. The transfer
hypothesis formalizes the existence of regions in the covariate space where
the target regression function admits a simple relationship with its source
counterpart, while allowing this relationship to fail outside these regions. In
particular, it does not require global similarity between the source and tar-
get distributions, nor does it assume that the partition is uniquely defined
or identifiable. Its role is purely statistical: it specifies a structural condition
under which information transfer is possible and quantifies, through oracle
inequalities, how deviations from this idealized structure affect the achiev-
able risk. The proposed procedures are fully data-driven and are designed
to adapt to such latent structure without requiring explicit knowledge of the
tessellation.

Well-specified and misspecified models. The transfer learning model
is said to be well-specified if there exists a tessellation H* = { A} : £ € [L*]}
such that Assumption [I] holds on each cell. In this case, the source-target
relationship is correctly captured by a cellwise transfer function, with no
systematic model error. By contrast, the model is misspecified if no admis-
sible tessellation satisfies Assumption [I] exactly, leading to an irreducible
bias due to approximation error. Our analysis quantifies this effect through
oracle inequalities balancing estimation and approximation errors.

2.2. Algorithm. As the target tessellation on which Assumption [1] holds
is unknown, we select a partition from a suitable class of admissible tes-
sellations, defined below. To this end, the target sample is split into two
independent subsamples of equal size |72| ~ |71| = |n7/2]. The first sub-
sample, Dy; = {(X;,Y;), i € T1}, plays the role of a training sample and
is used to estimate the cellwise transfer functions associated with each can-
didate tessellation. The second subsample, Dy, = {(X;,Yi), i € Ta}, is
reserved for model selection and is used exclusively to choose the tessella-
tion via empirical risk minimization.

We fix an integer Lp.x > 0, which represents the maximal number of
cells allowed in the procedure. In the well-specified case, we assume that
L* < Lpax; otherwise, L.y simply acts as a complexity cap on the admis-
sible tessellations.

Definition 1 (Admissible tessellation class). Let h > 0 be the bandwidth
used in the local transfer estimation. Let H be a collection of tessellations
H = (An)ee[ry), where each Ay is a cell and Ly € N denotes the number
of cells. We say that a tessellation H is admissible if it satisfies the following
conditions:

(i) Minimum cell mass: for all { € [Ly],

|71H7€’ Z Cmass nmn hda
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where 7-1H,z ={ieTh:X;€Ans}.
(ii) Locality radius: for all ¢ € [Ly],

diam(AH,f) < Cradh-

(iii) Regular shape: For each cell Ay g, there exist a point xp o € Apy
and a constant tiee > 0 such that

Ba(z g, tioch) € Apie.

The point gy is referred to as the representative point of the cell
Ap . Since the cells need not admit a natural geometric center, we
simply assume - without loss of generality - that x ¢ plays the role
of a center for Am.

The essence of our transfer procedure (TL)? lies in combining a global source
estimator with locally adapted transfer functions whose spatial organization
is learned from the data (see Algorithm [1). Our main assumption is that
the relationship between the source and target regression functionSA can be
described by locally affine transformations of the source estimator fs (Step
1), with parameters that may vary across the covariate space. To capture
this spatial heterogeneity, the covariate space is partitioned using an ad-
missible tessellation H. On each cell Ay, a local transfer function gg ,
is estimated (Step 2) using a first subsample of target data. This function
aligns the source estimator with the target responses in a neighborhood of
the cell center, leveraging both spatial proximity and similarity in source
predictions, and yields a transfer estimator f;i (Step 3).

In a second stage (see Algorithm , model complexity is controlled by clus-
tering (Step 1) similar cellwise transfer behaviors and selecting, among tes-
sellations H of the resulting size, the one minimizing a target empirical risk
(Step 2). This step balances bias and variance by adapting the granularity
of localization to the data, i.e., the size of the local neighborhoods (or band-
width) used for estimation.

Overall, the method jointly adapts the local transfer corrections and the
spatial tessellation, interpolating between global transfer learning and fully
local estimation.

Remark 2 ((TL)?). The notation (TL)? naturally conveys the idea of two
layers of localization and transfer. The first “localize-transfer” step is im-
plemented in Algorithm (I, where source information is locally transferred
to the target by estimating cellwise affine corrections on a fixed tessellation.
Algorithm [2] performs a second localization, this time at the level of the
transfer structure itself, by selecting a tessellation whose cells correspond to
homogeneous transfer behaviors. No new transfer functions are learned at
this stage; rather, the previously estimated cellwise transfer functions are
selected and applied according to the chosen tessellation to produce the final
estimator.
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Algorithm 1: Transfer Learning estimation on an admissible tessel-
lation H € ‘H
Data: Source sample Dg, target training sample D;, fixed
tessellation H € H with cells {Ag ¢}se[z,] and centers

{zr.e}eerny)- ~
Result: Transfer estimator on H: f7lj .
Step 1: Source Nadaraya-Watson estimator

[uny

2 Define
fs(x) _ Yics Kng(Xi —2) Y] he = n;ﬁ
ZieS Khs (Xl - 33)
3 Step 2: Local transfer estimation on each cell

I

for {=1,...,Ly do
5 Estimate (@, bre) by solving

(@0, bz g) € argmin (Y; — a(fs(Xi) — fs(ame)) — b)2

aperR A

eyt
X Ko (1 X —wmel) K, 5 ([fs(Xi) = fs(@m,0)l)-

where 7—1H,£ ={ieTi:X;€Auy}.
6 Define the cell-wise transfer function

Gre(Y,ye) = are(y — ye) + bre.

Step 3: Transfer estimator on H
Let £ (x) be the index of the cell of H containing z. Define the
transfer estimator on the tessellation H:

FR@) = Gy ) (Fs(@), Fs(@ron@))-

®

3. RISK BOUNDS FOR THE TRANSFER ESTIMATORS

3.1. Assumptions. In this section, we introduce a set of assumptions that
we will need to establish some or all of the following results: upper and
lower bounds for the transfer estimator, and an upper bound for the trans-
fer functions gy.

In order to obtain convergence rates, we need to refine the transferrabil-
ity condition . More precisely, we need a local linear transfer reqularity
condition:

Assumption 2. There exist functions a*,b* : [0,1]¢ — R, constants l. >
0, Bioc € [0,1], such that for all z,z' € [0,1]%,

@) |fr(@) = (@) (fs(z) = f5(2) +0"(2"))] < locllz — 2| P,
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Algorithm 2: Tessellation-Localized Transfer Learning (TL)?

Data: Target validation sample D7, cellwise transfer function gg ¢
for each candidate tessellation H = {Ag ¢}c(r,,] € H and
each ¢ € [Ly].

Result: Transfer estimator f7T-L

1 Step 1: Select best tessellation

2 Choose
_ _ 1 L SRS ~ 2
He argmin  — > Y E [(Yz — Gre(fs(Xi), fs(zm,0))) } :

HEHL,LE[Lmax] |7§| Z'€7-2 e:l

3 Step 2: Final transfer estimator

4 Let £5(z) be the cell of H containing x. Define the transfer
estimator:

-~ ~ ~

Fi(z) = Tt e ) (fs(x), fs(wg,eﬁ(x))).

Remark 3 (Assumptionvs Assumption . Assumption is purely struc-
tural: on each cell Aj, the relationship between fs and fr is exact and
one-dimensional, namely fr(z) = ¢;(fs(z)). No smoothness is required;
the only restriction is that f7 depends on z solely through fs(z) within
each cell. In contrast, Assumption [2]is a local reqularity condition: near any
', fr(z) is well approximated by an affine function of fs(z) with a Holder
remainder ||z — /[|**Poc. It imposes no global rule such as fr = g(fs),
but requires smoothness in x. Thus, Assumption [1] gives a piecewise global
structure, while Assumption [2] yields a globally defined, locally smooth cou-
pling between fs and fr.

Moreover, if one augments Assumption [1| with additional regularity that is
for instance assuming that on each cell A7,

fr(z) = g7 (fs(x)),

where g; € CltPe, fs € C', Vs is non-degenerate, then a Taylor expansion
of g; at fs(z'), combined with the smoothness of fs, yields for « near 2/,

fr(@) = giFs(a)) (fs(@) = fs() + |ge(fs(@') = gh(fs(@)) fs ()],

with a remainder of order ||z — 2/||'*%, i.e. Bioc = Bp. Thus, under such
regularity, Assumption [I] implies a local behavior of the form described in
Assumption [2| within each cell.

The following Assumptions [3] [4] and [5] are standard in nonparametric re-
gression and are adapted here to a setting involving two regression problems:
a source problem and a target problem .
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Assumption 3 (Design). We impose the following two conditions on the
sampling distributions:

3.1 Target design. The target design points X; (i € T) are i.i.d. on R?
with density py satisfying pr € [p?in, PP] where pF** > p?in > 0.

3.2 Source design. The source design points X; (i € S) are i.i.d. on R?

with density ps satisfying ps € [PR®, p2aX] where p&a* > plin > 0.

Assumption 4. We make the following assumptions on the reqularity of
the source and target functions:

4.1 Source function regularity. fs € Hol(fBs, ls;[0,1]9).

4.2 Target function regularity. fr € Hol(Br, I3[0, 1]%).

Assumption 5. For anyi € SUT, the random variable g; is sub-exponential,
i.e.
leilly, Sos (i €8) and |eilly, <or (i €T),

for some constants os,or > 0, where || - ||y, s the Orlicz ¢-norm (see
Definition @)

Assumption 6 (Kernels). The kernels K : Ry — R, K, : Ry — R4 and
K, : Ry — Ry are bounded, nonnegative, and compactly supported on [0, 1].
Moreover, they are symmetric and satisfy

/ K(u)du =1, / K;(u)du=1, and / K, (u)du = 1.
R R R
Moreover, K, is Lipschitz on R with constant li_has a finite second moment:
0 < pa(Ky) = / uw K, (u) du < co.
R

To support our minimax bound, let us introduce the function class:

I(H*765a67—a Bloc) = {(fS:fT) : fS € Hél(ﬁ37[$7 [07 1]d)7

fr € Hol(Br, I, [0,1]%), () holds , (@) holds with exponent Bloc}.

The class F(H*, s, BT, Bioc) corresponds to a well-specified transfer learning
model associated with the oracle tessellation H*. Indeed, for any (fs, f1)
in this class, the local transfer relationship encoded in Assumption holds
exactly on each cell of H*, with transfer regularity Bioc.

In the following sections, we measure performance using the regression risk

R(g) =E[(Y - g(X))*],

for measurable functions g : [0,1]? — R. Under the regression model Y =
fr(X) + e with E[e| X] = 0, we have

R(9) = RUT) = 9 = 1l 2>

so that excess risk coincides with squared L?(ux) error.

3.2. Upper bound.



10  HELENE HALCONRUY >, BENJAMIN BOBBIA °, AND PAUL LEJAMTEL *

3.2.1. Mean-squared error of the transfer estimator on a fized tessellation.
The aim of this section is to study the mean squared error bound of the
transfer estimator ]ﬁT{ constructed on a fixed admissible tessellation H € H

by Algorithm (|1f).

To decompose and interpret the error bound, we introduce auxiliary func-
tions. Fix a tessellation H € H. The population cellwise transfer lineariza-
tion is defined by

(5) gfs s w € [0, = a0y (F5(®) = F5(T0y(2)) + Vhr g (0

where {7 () denotes the index of the cell of H containing x. The function gfs
provides a cellwise linear approximation of the transfer relation g*o fs = fr
on the tessellation H. In general, gfs need not coincide with the optimal
transfer representation unless Assumption [I] holds for H.

We further define the source oracle as
(6) gz € [0,1] = Ay, @) (fs(2) = fs(@oy () + ren @)

where O ¢ = (@, b ) denotes the cellwise least-squares estimator com-
puted from the target sample 77, while retaining access to the true source
function fs. The difference gfs — ggl thus isolates the statistical error due

to the estimation of the transfer coefficients. The transfer estimator ]?7}—[ on
the tessellation H additionally replaces fs with its nonparametric estimator
Is.

For any fixed tessellation H, the following deterministic decomposition holds:

TH TH |2
R(f7) = RU1) = lfr = 7 20y
H 2 H H )2
<2l fr - gfs\\LQ(uX) + QHQfS — Y5 \\L2(#X)

(7) +2/lg5" — 71720
=: 2Approx(H) + 2Fity; (H) + 2Plugg(H).

We have the following interpretation: the term Approx(H) quantifies the
transfer bias induced by approximating the target regression function fr
with a piecewise linear transfer model on H. The quantity Fit; (H) cap-
tures the estimation error arising from replacing the population transfer
parameters (a}i 0 }I ) with their empirical counterparts estimated from the
target sample 7;. Finally, Plugg(H) measures the additional error incurred
by substiﬁuting the unknown source function fs with its nonparametric es-
timator fs within the transfer model.

Beyond requiring the tessellations to be admissible, we also need the corre-
sponding partition of [0,1]¢ to satisfy certain regularity conditions and to
ensure an appropriate distribution of the target data within the cells.
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Assumption 7 (Local design regularity on each cell). We impose the fol-
lowing local reqularity condition on the design.

7.1 . On admissible tessellations. For any admissible tessellation H €
H, there exist constants 0 < Mg min < AH,max < 00 such that for all¢ € [Ly],

1

(8) AHminl2 = W(WH,z)TWH,e = A maxl2,
7
where W g is the ny e X 2 design matriz with rows ¢f(Xi)T, 1€ 7'1H’£, and
T
(9) o1 () = (1, fs(2) = fs(zme))

with T = {i € Ti - Xi € A}
7.2 . On the target tessellation. There exist constants 0 < . <

min

Al ax < 00 such that for all £ € [L*],
1
(10) fninI2 = ¢ (‘P?)T‘I’* = )‘:(naXIQ?
7

where W} is the ny x 2 design matriz with rows ¢5(X;)" (i € ’7'1*’€), and

. T
(11) oi(x) = (1, fs(x) — fs(zer))
with 7?’6 ={ieTh:X; €A}
For any ¢ € [Ly|, define
(12) NHe = Z 1{Xi€AH,z} and PHy = P(X S .Ava).

€T

Assumption 8 (Cellwise lower-mass condition). For all § € (0,1) and all
HeH,

(13) nr ég[lLiI;I]pH,e > 8log (%)
Remark 4 (On Assumption . Assuming local Gram invertibility uni-
formly over all H € ‘H simply means that H is restricted to a class of admis-
sible tessellations whose cells are regular enough for local linear estimation.
This type of condition is standard in the theory of tessellation-based estima-
tors: see, for example, Gyorfi et al. ([14], Chapter 12), Scornet et al. [39],
and Wager and Athey [45], where the analysis excludes degenerate cells to
ensure identifiability of local fits. Our assumption avoids stronger geometric
or density conditions on the function fs and isolates precisely the regularity
needed for the local estimator to be well-posed.

To express the approximation and estimation bounds purely in terms of the
number of cells Ly, we impose the following mild regularity condition on
the geometry of the tessellations, which rules out highly irregular partitions
with a few large cells and many tiny ones.
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Assumption 9 (Quasi-uniform mesh condition). 9.1 . On admissible
tessellations. There exists a constant cp > 0 such that for all H € H,

Amax(fl) = fg%i] AH,E <ca L;Il/dy

where Ap = diam(Ag ).
9.2 . On the target tessellation. There exist constants 0 < ¢}, <

min
Chax < 00 such that

(14) Coin (L) ™% < Ain (H*) < A (H*) < ¢l (L) 714,

where Apin(H*)=mingez+ diam(A}) and Apax(H*)=max[r+ diam(A7).

Theorem 1. Let H € H be an admissible tessellation. Suppose that As-
sumptions[3, [3, [{} [3[7 and hold.

Then, for all § € (0,1) such that ny; hh > log(1/6), the transfer estimator
f}{ associated with the tessellation H satisfies, with probability at least 1—4,

~ _ L 1
1 Hy < 2(1+Proc)/d Hl -
(15) R(F) ~R(f7) < Ly + oo (5)

- L L ety
Ly o () (1 1o () ms ™5

Remark 5 (Interpretation of the error decomposition). The bound re-
veals four distinct contributions to the excess risk of the transfer estimator.
The first term, Ll_f(l—w loc)/ d, corresponds to the approximation error in-
curred by representing the target regression function with a piecewise linear
transfer model on a quasi-uniform tessellation of size Ly. This term is
governed by the local transfer smoothness exponent (.. appearing in As-
sumption The second term, Ly /nr;, up to logarithmic factors, reflects
the aggregate parametric estimation error arising from the estimation of the
2Ly cellwise transfer coeflicients based on the ny; target observations. The

third term, L;w oPs/ d, captures an additional approximation bias induced
by composing the cellwise linear transfer model with a nonparametric es-
timate of the source regression function. This term depends jointly on the
transfer smoothness exponent 3, and the source smoothness exponent fs.
Finally, the last term corresponds to the plug-in error induced by estimating
the source regression function fs from ng observations. Up to logarithmic
factors, it matches the classical minimax rate for estimating a (Ss-Holder
regression function in dimension d.

Remark 6 (Smooth transfer-source regime). Under the assumptions of The-
orem [ assume in addition that

Bg 58 > 1+ 5loc-
Then, under the quasi-uniformity assumption on H, we have

2 - oc d
S pre AR S A (H) s < 20 P/,
¢e[Ly]
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Consequently, the additional approximation term LI_JZ’B obs/d 3y is dom-

inated by the transfer bias term L;IZ(H'B o)/ 3nd can be absorbed into it.
In this regime, the excess risk bound simplifies to

—~ _ L 1
RUFF) = R(fr) < L0 4 o ()
1
285

o (1) (- () 5

In the remainder of this section, we focus on the smooth transfer-source
regime and assume that

BgBS =1+ /Bloc'
Consider the additional assumption:

Assumption 10 (Effective sample size and plug-in regime). For any fized
admissible tessellation H and cell Ag g, define the effective sample size count

Nie = #{i € Ti + X = amell < by |Fs(X0) = fs(ane)| <.

Fix § € (0,1). There exist constants ¢, ¢5*® > 0 such that, with probability
at least 1 — 6, the following event holds:

ess

1 — —
nrh%h < sup Npyg < o nz, h4h.

(16)
5" HeH,Ame

We define the event

1 — . _
R < N < hiR}.

In particular, the effective sample size of the local weighted estimator within
each cell is of order ng; heh, uniformly over (H,f). We further assume the
plug-in regime

_ 1
(18) nr bR > ¢ log (5)

Remark 7. In classical local polynomial regression [I0], uniform covering
and design-conditioning assumptions are typically used to control the num-
ber of observations falling into local neighborhoods. In the present transfer-
learning setting, these conditions are replaced by the effective sample size
requirement in Assumption [I0] together with the cellwise local-design con-
ditions in Assumptions [7.1] and [7.2 The effective sample size condition
directly controls joint localization counts of the form

(7)o = {VH € M,V e [Ly] -

1 E 1 ~ . —
(19) : {HXi—wH,leh, \fs(Xi)—fs(xH,e)léh}’
€Ty
that is, the number of target observations falling in a joint (z, fg(m))—window

around ($H74,%($H74)). Such counts naturally arise in the local transfer
estimation step and are controlled uniformly over all admissible tessellations
and cells under Assumption



14  HELENE HALCONRUY >, BENJAMIN BOBBIA °, AND PAUL LEJAMTEL *

Under this additional assumption, we obtain the following corollary, which
yields a simplified rate in an effective sample size regime.

Corollary 1. Let H € H be an admissible tessellation. Fiz 6 € (0,1) and
suppose that the assumptions of Theorem [1 hold. Assume moreover that
Assumption [10 holds at level §. Then, with probability at least 1 — 0,

~ _ L _26s
(20) R = R(fr) S L0 g 7o
1
Proof. Under Assumption [10] the effective sample size in each cellwise local
regression is of order ny; h%h uniformly over (H,¢), and the plug-in regime
ensures ny; h%h > log(1/6). The logarithmic factors in Theorem [1{can there-
fore be absorbed into the implicit constant, yielding . (]

Independently, Theorem [I] also implies an expectation bound on a fixed
tessellation.

Corollary 2. Let H € H be an admissible tessellation. Suppose that the
assumptions of Theorem[] hold. Then

285
(21) E[R(FE) - R(fr)] S L2/ +§f+(1+log<LH>) ng S,

Proof. Apply Theorem [I| with § = e~? and integrate the resulting sub-

exponential tail bound in ¢. Expanding log(Lg/d) yields a factor of order
(1 +1log(Lp))?* after integration, which gives (21)). O

The next corollary specializes Theorem [I] to the well-specified oracle
regime, where the true tessellation is known and the effective sample size
condition is satisfied via plug-in tuning.

Corollary 3 (Oracle rate under a well-specified model). Assume moreover
that Assumptwns 12 [3 [4 [2 [1 and [91) hold, as well as the plug-in condi-
tion . Then the transfer estimator f fH associated with the oracle
tessellation H™ satisfies the following bound in expectation:
(22)

20+000) | L g

E[R(f7) - R(f7)] S (L") Eﬂog(ﬂ)(lﬂog(ﬁ)) s

3.2.2. Empirical risk minimization and risk bound for the transfer estimator.
We now analyze the additional error induced by the data-driven selection
of an admissible tessellation. The results of the previous section provide
risk bounds for the transfer estimator associated with a fized tessellation.
In practice, however, the tessellation must be selected from a finite collec-
tion H using an independent validation sample. This model selection step
introduces an extra estimation error, which we quantify below.

For any H € H, let ﬁ—{ denote the transfer estimator constructed on the
tessellation H, and define its population risk by

(23) R(H) :=R(f) = E[(Y - FF(X))?].
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Let 7/'\’,\(H ) denote the corresponding empirical risk computed on the valida-
tion sample 73. The selected tessellation is defined via the empirical risk
minimization rule

(24) H € argmin R(H).
HeH

Oracle inequality in expectation. We first establish an oracle inequal-
ity for this empirical selection procedure in expectation. This result relies
only on finite-moment assumptions and is therefore compatible with sub-
exponential noise.

Proposition 1. Let H € argmingey R(H). Assume that E[e*] < co and
that the validation sample Ts is independent of the data used to construct
the estimators {f{f : H € H}. Then there exists a universal constant ¢ > 0
such that

(25) E[R(H)| < R(H™) + c(0? + Riunax) nH|
T2
where Rmax := maxgey R(H).
Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix O

We now combine the above oracle inequality with the fixed-tessellation risk
bounds (Theorem (1)) derived previously to obtain a bound for the selected
transfer estimator.

Theorem 2 (Oracle inequality for the transfer estimator). Assume that the
class M of admissible tessellations is finite. Suppose that Assumptions[3, [3,
[4 [3, and[7 hold. Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

28s
L ; —2(14B10e)/d | L —%hetd
E[R(fT ) —R(fT)] < Cf}gi{LH o Ts s }

(26) + C(0'2 + Rmax) @7
V T

where J/”\%L = ff—[ denotes the transfer estimator associated with the selected
tessellation H.

The bound ([26)) is an oracle inequality showing that the selected transfer
estimator achieves, up to a model-selection penalty, the same performance
as the best estimator associated with a tessellation in H.

High-probability selection via median-of-means. While the expec-
tation bound above is sufficient for our purposes, a high-probability oracle
inequality can be obta/i\ned under the same moment assumptions by replac-
ing the empirical risk R(H) with a median-of-means (MoM) version. To this
end, partition the validation sample 75 into B disjoint blocks of equal size.
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For any H € H, let Ryom (H) denote the median of the blockwise empirical
means of the squared validation loss
i~ 2
Lu(X,Y):= (Y - (X))
The selected tessellation is then defined by

(27) j{\MOM € argmin ﬁMOM(H)
HeH

The following proposition provides a high-probability oracle inequality for
the MoM-based selection step.

Proposition 2 (High-probability oracle inequality for tessellation selec-
tion). Assume that E[e*] < oco. There exist universal constants c,¢’ > 0
such that for any 6 € (0,1) and any integer B satisfying

(28) B>c¢ log<“;|) ,
the selected tessellation ﬁMoM satisfies, with probability at least 1 — ¢,
= . log(|*|/9)
2 H o < H ! 2 max -
(29) R(HnoM) 11}161%73( )+ ¢ (0% + Rumax) o
where Rmax := maxgey R(H).
Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix O

We finally combine Proposition [2f with the high-probability fixed-tessellation
bounds (Theorem 1f) established earlier.

Theorem 3 (High-probability risk bound for the selected transfer esti-
mator). Assume that the class H of admissible tessellations is finite. Fix
d € (0,1). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem |1 hold for every
H € H. Assume moreover that Assumption |1(] holds at level §/(2|H|) and

that E[e*] < oo. Let ﬁMOM be defined as above with an integer B satisfying
2

(30) B>c¢ log(zﬂ> )

Then, with probability at least 1 — 9,

~5F B L _ 28g
R(F7N) = R(fr) < jnf, {LH2<1+ﬂloc>/d s wﬁd}

log(2
(31) + C”(O'2 + Rmax) Og( |,;Ll|/5)7
nr

for some universal constant ¢’ > 0.
The bound is a high-probability oracle inequality showing that the

selected transfer estimator achieves, up to a model-selection penalty, the
same performance as the best estimator associated with a tessellation in .
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3.3. Lower bound. In this section, we establish a minimax lower bound for
transfer learning under an oracle tessellation. Specifically, we assume that
the true tessellation H* = {A} : £ € [L*]} for which Assumption (1| holds
is known, and we characterize the fundamental limits of estimation in this
idealized setting. Moreover, since centered Gaussian noise AV(0, 0?) is sub-
Gaussian and hence sub-exponential, it suffices to prove the minimax lower
bound under the Gaussian noise submodel. Any lower bound obtained under
this restriction applies a fortiori to the full sub-exponential noise model.

Assumption 11 (Balanced cell allocation). For any ¢ € [L*], let p; =
P(X € A}). There exist constants 0 < a < b < oo such that
a b

(32) I+ S P < IS
Theorem 4. Assume that the source and target regression functions satisfy
Assumption[f] with Bs = Br = 8. Assume further that the oracle tessellation
H* = {A} : € € [L*]} and the associated set of representative points {x g g :
¢ € [L*]} are known, and that Assumptions and |11| hold. Suppose
moreover that Assumption [4 holds with ||a*|co < Amax and [|[0*|lco < Bmax
for some Amax, Bmax > 0.

Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0, depending only on d, 3,0, Amax, Bmax
and the constants appearing in Assumptions|[3, and[11], such that

271 %
inf sup {T\’,(f) - R(fT)} > c{ 4 (Amin(H*))Q(Hﬁloc)
f (fS’fT)e‘F(H*nﬁzﬁvﬁloc) nT
—|—n;2;% .

In particular, the same lower bound applies to the transfer estimator f7T-L

defined in Algorithm [3:

~ JQL*
sup [R(f?) - R(ffr)} > c{ + (A (H*)) 21 Broc)
(fs,f7)EF(H*,3,8,B10c) nrt
__2B

2B8+d
+ng .

As an immediate consequence, we obtain the following specialization for
quasi-uniform tessellations.

Corollary 4. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem []] and Assumption [9.9
hold. Then, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

(33)

2L* ( ﬁoc) 7i
inf sup (RID-R(7) = | Tt (1) 1 4ng ™
F (fs.fr)EF(H*,3,8,Bi0c) nr

Combining Corollary [3] with Corollary [4, we conclude that the proposed
transfer learning estimator is minimax rate-optimal over F(H*, 3,3, Bioc),
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up to logarithmic factors and the standard sample-splitting convention ny; =
cny. In particular, no estimator can uniformly improve upon the rates
achieved by f7" on this class.

Remark 8 (On the role of the dimension). For a fixed tessellation H*, the
target-side contribution o2L* /ny + (Amin(H*))21+ee) is parametric in the
target sample size ny. In this sense, transfer learning removes the curse of
dimensionality on the target side when the tessellation is fixed. If one further
assumes a regular tessellation with Ay, (H*) of order (L*)~1/4 and allows
L* to grow with ny, balancing the terms L*/ny and (A, (H*))2(1+50c)
yields the rate

__2(14+B16e)
2(1+Bpc)+d
(34) nr

)

which again exhibits an explicit dependence on the ambient dimension d.
Such a dependence is unavoidable in fully d-dimensional nonparametric set-
tings, unless additional structural assumptions are imposed to reduce the
intrinsic dimension. Examples include manifold regularity [41], sparsity [36],
or more general forms of effective dimension reduction [14], all of which mit-
igate the curse of dimensionality by lowering the effective complexity of the
regression problem.

3.4. Estimation of the transfer function under an oracle tessella-
tion. In this section, we study the estimation error of the transfer function
in an oracle setting where the true tessellation H* = {Aj : £ € [L*]|} sat-
isfying Assumption [I] is assumed to be known. This assumption allows us
to focus exclusively on the statistical complexity of estimating the trans-
fer map, abstracting away from the additional error induced by tessellation
selection. The transfer function admits the cellwise representation

(35) = > gy ), Laz ().

Ce[L*]
Accordingly, for each ¢ € [L*] we consider the regression model
(36) Yi=gi (fs(Xi) +ei Q€T
where Ele; | X;] = 0 and the noise on the target sample satisfies Assump-

tion 5] namely |e;]¢1 < o7 for all ¢ € T;. Using the estimated source score
fs, we define the estimator

(37) g7, (x,y) Z%:]gfsg (@), G50 =aely — fs(ae)] +be,
e *
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where (Zig,gg) is obtained by local least squares around the representative
point x4« of the cell A7, namely

(38)  (by, ) € argmin {1 S [Yi - a(fs(x0) = Fs(we) - br

b,aeR nr i€Th

X Ko n(1Xs = e ) K, 5 (1fs(Xi) = fs(e)]) }

Here, K, : Ry — Ry and K, : Ry — R are bounded kernels supported on
[0, 1] and satisfying Assumption 6 The bandwidths A > 0 and h > 0 define

the rescaled kernels K ; = h_de(-/h) and Kzﬁ = E_IKZ(-/E),

Assumption 12. For all ¢ € [L*], g; € Hol(8y, [4;R), where By > 1 and
[, > 0.

Throughout this section, we assume that Assumptions and [0]
hold. In particular, these assumptions ensure uniform control of the source
estimator fs in sup-norm. Specifically, for any ds € (0, 1), there exist con-
stants ¢, cs > 0 and an event s with P(€s) > 1 — ds on which

Bs
log(cs/ds) | 2™
ns ’

(39) es = |Ifs — fslloo < Cfs(

Theorem 5. Let X be a target covariate with distribution pur (density pr),
independent of the source sample Ds. Suppose Assumptions [3
and [0 hold. Assume moreover that Assumptions and [¢ hold on
each cell £ € [L*] for the local estimators , and define for x € [0,1]%,

Yo(a) = ]/‘:g(xg*(x)) where *(x) is the unique index such that x € Az(x). Fix
y € R and consider the localization event

(40) & = {ly — vl <E}.
Then, on the event Es N Eess N Ey, where Eess is defined by , we have

(41) E|(37,(X.9) - 9(X,9))*| Ds|

25953

< 2 losles/ds) \ T L pges, 0F
~ g g hdﬁ7
ns nn

where the implicit constant depends only on ¢§*, Ao, and the kernel envelopes

| K |loos |1 K2 lloo- In particular, with the choice h = (n; h®)~Y 2P+ " the
bound yields, on Es N Eess N Ey,

25gﬂs

og(c 2os+d _ 2By
(42) E[(?fS(va)—g(X, y))2|Ds} < <1g(7;/53)> +(ng: b T
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Moreover, if supye|r+] ly —ye| < h, then &y holds automatically and the same
bound is valid (on Es N Eess)-

Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix O

Connection with the global excess-risk bound. Theorem 5]controls the pointwise-
in-y estimation error of the transfer function, averaged over the target covari-
ate X. In the subsequent analysis, this bound is integrated over the random
argument y = fg(X ) and combined with the approximation and parametric
estimation errors arising from the tessellation structure. This decomposition
yields the source plug-in term appearing in the global excess-risk bounds for
the transfer estimator, as stated in Theorems [I] and [2

4. EXPERIMENTS AND APPLICATION

In this section, we present numerical experiments designed to illustrate both
the performance and the limitations of the proposed transfer learning ap-
proach. Throughout the numerical study, performance is assessed in terms
of the error reduction

MSEnw — MSEqp,)2
red - — MSENW ’

where MSEnw and MSE )2 denote respectively the mean squared error of
the Nadaraya-Watson estimator of f7 computed on the full target sample T
(i.e., without transfer), and that of the proposed (TL)? estimator defined in
Algorithm . In practice, values of E,.q close to 1 indicate a highly effective
transfer, while negative values correspond to negative transfer, meaning that
incorporating source information deteriorates the estimation accuracy.

The first step of the procedure consists in specifying the collection H of
admissible tessellations. In this section, we focus on the special case of axis-
aligned square tessellations. More precisely, letting d denote the dimension
of the regressors, each cell of the partition is of the form

d
ki k;+1
H}’v & } 0< k.o kg <ny— 1.
=1 T T

As a consequence, the maximal number of cells is fixed and given by Lya.x =
d
n.

Remark 9. The transfer estimation procedures described in Algorithms
and [2| require solving an optimization problem over a finite but potentially
large collection of partitions of [0, 1]d. A direct exploration of this set may
therefore be computationally demanding. In the present numerical study, we
rely on a simulated annealing algorithm [I7] to perform this optimization.
We emphasize that this choice is purely algorithmic: the optimization strat-
egy is independent of the proposed transfer methodology, and alternative
optimization methods could equally well be employed.
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Along these section all kernels considered are gaussian, namely K, K, and

K, are all taken as x +— 27T_1€_Hx I3/2 where x stand for the appropriate ar-
gument. Moreover, the bandwidths k and h are chosen of order n=/3. Since
the purpose of this section is to assess the intrinsic properties of the transfer
learning procedure, the influence of tuning parameter selection is not inves-
tigated. It is nevertheless worth noting that this choice does not coincide
with the classical bandwidth that is optimal in terms of mean squared er-
ror. This departure is deliberate and more consistent with the philosophy of
transfer learning, whose primary goal is often variance reduction rather than
pointwise optimality: transfer learning is often variance reduction, whereas
bandwidths optimized for mean squared error may lead to an undesirable
increase in variance due to the well-known bias/variance trade-off.

The results presented in this section are based on 100 monte-carlo simula-
tions, namely 100 replications for simulated data and 100 random subsam-
pling for application. The displays present the median of those 100 empirical
results. The choice of the median rather the average is due to the fact that,
for simulated data, the transferred estimator may leads to a severe increase
of MSE, driving the average over simulations. This phenomenon seems not
due to the transfer learning methodology but to the optimization method
(e.g simulated annealing). We made this assumptions since when only a lit-
tle number of admissible tessellations is consider, so the best partition can
be explicitly found, the phenomenon of severe error is never observed.

4.1. Empirical results. To illustrate the performance of the proposed trans-
fer learning method and its behavior as the dimension increases, we consider
two synthetic regression targets defined on [0, 1]¢ with values in R, for vary-
ing dimensions d > 1. In both experiments, the same source regression
function is used, namely fs : x € [0,1]¢ — ||x||3. Moreover, target and
source covariates (respectively X7 and Xgs) are both simulated according to
A.d uniform distribution on [0, l]d and source output are simulated for all
i€Sasy; = fs(X;)+e; with g; ~ N(0,0.1). Whereas the target output is
simulated for i € T as Y; = fx(X;) + &; with &; ~ N (0,0.1) while f; stand
for one of the follonwig target regression functions.

Target 1:
fi(z) = 1{x1>

Target 2:
fa(x) := 1{||x||2>%}(sin(||xH2)) + 1{||x||2<%}(e”m”2), z € [0,1]%

Jin(l]2)) + 1, 1y (el#12), 2 € 0,110

1
2

In all simulations, the target sample size is fixed to n = 20. As a conse-
quence, admissible partitions can only split the domain at points of the form
k/20 with k € {1,...,20}. This setting is favorable for the estimation of f,
since its discontinuity can be exactly captured by an admissible tessellation.
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In contrast, the discontinuity of fo lies on a sphere of radius 1/2, which
cannot be perfectly approximated by axis-aligned partitions, leading to an
intrinsic model misspecification.

To further investigate the robustness of the method to model misspecifica-
tion, we also consider the estimation of f; using partitions split at points
k/19, k = {1,...,19}. This configuration is referred to as Target 1 (wrong
split) in Figure|l] In this case, misspecification arises from the fact that the
optimal partition H* appearing in Assumption does not belong to the
class of admissible tessellations explored by the algorithm. Figure [l| reports

Error reduction for different targets

3. —=— Target 1
~. —— Target 1 (wrong split)
© | x§).( . —<— Target 2
o § x [] ~ .
—~—
S \ i.\
o
X ~ | |

x\;\°\'\.
N
~ AN

—X

Error Reduction
0.4

0.2

\.

X

0.0
|

-0.2
|

T T T T T T
2 4 6 8 10 12

dimension

FIGURE 1. Error reduction for the estimation of fi; and fo
as a function of the regressor dimension d.

the error reduction as a function of the dimension d. In these experiments,
the source sample size is set to ng = 100 x d.

As long as the model is well-specified, a substantial error reduction is ob-
served. Nevertheless, the qualitative behavior of the three curves remains
similar, with a monotone decrease as the dimension increases. This phe-
nomenon highlights the impact of the quality of the source estimator. For
instance, in dimension d = 12, only 1200 source observations are available,
which may lead to a poor estimation of the source function due to the curse
of dimensionality. As a result, for Target 2 the error reduction becomes
negative, meaning that transfer increases the estimation error (by approxi-
mately 26% in this case).

This issue can be mitigated by improving the estimation of the source func-
tion. In particular, Table [1| shows that increasing the source sample size for
d = 12 restores a positive and increasing error reduction for Target 2.
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TABLE 1. Error reduction for Target 2 as the source sample
size increases, with d = 12.

ns | 2000 | 4000 | 6000
Ereq | 0.13 | 0.23 | 0.26

Remark 10. These simulations illustrate the respective roles of the different
terms appearing in the error decomposition given in Equation . More
specifically, the decreasing behavior of the curves in Figure [I, as well as
the results reported in Table [} highlight the impact of the term Plugg(H)
and underline the importance of accurately estimating the source function
in order to achieve positive transfer.

On the other hand, the relative positions of the curves in Figure [1] reflect
the influence of the approximation error Approx(H) and the fitting term
Fity; (H), emphasizing the necessity of identifying a tessellation for which
the transfer function is sufficiently smooth to allow for an accurate local
linear estimation.

4.2. Application. In this section the performances of (TL)? are evaluated
on two datasets. The first dataset is a famous toy model Abalone available
on the UCI database.

Toy dataset : Abalone [32]. In this experiment, we consider a real-data
regression problem in which the goal is to predict the age of abalones from a
set of physical measurements. More precisely, the regression task maps R” to
R, where the response variable is the abalone’s age and the covariates consist
of its length, diameter, height, and the weights of its various organs. The
target task corresponds to the estimation of the age of female abalones (n =
1307), while observations from male abalones (ns = 1528) are used as source
data for transfer learning. For any experiments the source sample is entirely
used whereas the target sample is chosen among 600 female subsampled in
the 1307 available and the RMS is computed on the 707 remaining female.
Figure [2] shows the error reduction achieved by the proposed transfer learn-
ing method as the number of target observations increases. As expected, the
benefit of transfer is most pronounced when the target sample size is small.
In particular, when fewer than 100 target observations are available, the
method yields an error reduction of approximately 26%. As the number of
target samples increases, the performance of the classical Nadaraya-Watson
estimator improves, thereby reducing the marginal gain brought by transfer.
The error reduction then gradually decreases and stabilizes around 8%.
Notably, even when the full dataset is used (corresponding to approximately
1300 target observations), transfer learning still provides a modest but pos-
itive improvement. From a target-to-source sample size ratio of approxi-
mately 0.3 onward, this gain remains essentially constant, indicating that
the proposed method continues to exploit source information effectively even
in data-rich target regimes.
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Error reduction VS Target/Source proportion

Error Reduction
0.15
!

T T T T T
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
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FiGURE 2. Error reduction for the estimation of female
abalone age as a function of the target sample size.

5. CONCLUSION AND PROSPECTS

In this work, we introduced a regression transfer learning framework that

explicitly accounts for heterogeneity in the relationship between source and
target distributions. By modeling transfer locally through an oracle tessel-
lation and cellwise transfer functions, we showed that meaningful gains can
be achieved even when global similarity assumptions fail. Our analysis es-
tablishes minimax-optimal rates of convergence and oracle inequalities that
disentangle estimation and approximation errors, thereby clarifying when
and how transfer learning can mitigate the curse of dimensionality. Beyond
the well-specified regime, our results demonstrate that local transfer yields
stable and interpretable performance under mild forms of misspecification,
providing a principled safeguard against negative transfer.
Despite its flexibility, the proposed framework relies on structural assump-
tions that may not be appropriate in all applications. In particular, the ex-
istence of a finite tessellation supporting simple local transfer relationships
may be restrictive in settings where similarity between source and target
varies continuously or lacks spatial coherence. Moreover, while our adaptive
procedure alleviates the need to know the oracle partition, its computa-
tional cost may grow with the richness of the tessellation class, potentially
limiting scalability in very high-dimensional problems. Finally, our analysis
focuses on regression with bounded responses; extending the results to more
general loss functions or heavy-tailed noise distributions would require ad-
ditional technical developments.
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Several directions for future work naturally emerge from this study. First, re-
laxing the piecewise-constant tessellation structure toward smoothly varying
or hierarchical partitions could further enhance flexibility while preserving
interpretability. Second, extending the framework to settings with multiple
heterogeneous sources, or to sequential and online transfer scenarios, would
broaden its applicability. From a theoretical standpoint, an important direc-
tion is to characterize negative transfer more precisely by identifying distinct
regimes of transferability. Such regimes may depend on the relative sizes of
the target and source samples, for instance through the ratio ny/ns, as well
as on structural properties of the local transfer functions, such as their reg-
ularity or degree of nonlinearity. A finer understanding of these interactions
could lead to sharp phase transitions delineating when transfer is beneficial,
neutral, or detrimental, and to refined oracle bounds that explicitly quantify
these effects.
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This page provides a summary of the notation used throughout the ap-
pendix.

Symbol Description
[rule
General mathematical notation
[n] The set {1,2,...,n}.
1(+) The indicator function.
Iy Identity matrix of size d x d
ash Je¢ > 0 such that a < ¢b
A=<B B — A is positive semidefinite (A, B matrices)
c>0 Universal constant
Source and target
Ds Source dataset: {(X;,Y;),i € S}
Dy Target dataset: {(X;,Y;),i € T}
T CT Target training sample
ToCT Target validation sample
Tessellation and cells
H Set of tessellations.
H = (Au0)ee(r Tessellation.
Linax maximum number of admissible cells
A Cell with index ¢ in tessellation H.
Tt TH = {ieT : X; e Any}
AHJ = diam(.AHj)
Estimators
ffTrL Final transfer estimator of f7
f}ﬁ Transfer estimator of f7 on tessellation H
fg Nadarya-Watson estimator of fs
gH. Local transfer function estimator on Ag ¢

APPENDIX A. USEFUL PRELIMINARY RESULTS

In this section, we fix a cell Ay, of an admissible tessellation H € H
(see Definition , with representative point (center) zg . We work on the
target subsample 77 and consider, on each cell ¢ € [Lg], the oracle-score
and plug-in-score models

(43) Yi=gso fS(Xz) +¢& and Y;=gpo }:g(XZ) + &, 1€ 7-1H’€,

where the noise terms satisfy E[e;|X;] = 0, E[g;|X;] = 0, and are condition-
ally sub-Gaussian with proxy variance 03—.

For a fixed cell ¢, we write mpe(u) = ge(fs(u)) for the corresponding
regression function on Ap,. We assume that mpg, admits a local linear
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expansion at the representative point xp,: there exist 9}{73 € R? and a
remainder rg () :=rg(-;2xH ) such that, for all u € Ay,

(44) m,e(u) = 01,) " dre(u) +rae(u),
where the feature map is defined by

(45) drme:u€ Age (1, fs(u) — fs(zme)) € R

We define the cell index set and its cardinality by
T ={ieTi: XicAuy} and nge = |

We consider the following weighted least-squares estimators on the cell Ag p:

(46)
_ _ 2
Ore = (bue,amy) € aiirenﬂin {nlﬂ g;l [Yz —a(fs(Xi) = fs(zme)) — b}
X Kon(I1Xi —zmel) K, 7 (1fs(Xi) = fs(zme)l) }
and
(47)
" . . . 2
Ore = (br e, are) € algirenﬂén {nlﬂ ZEZT:I {Yz —a(fs(Xi) = fs(zme)) — b}

X Ko n(| X — zmell) Kz,ﬁ(!fs(Xz‘) — fs(zme))) }

For the oracle estimator, introduce the weights: for all i € Ty, ¢ € [Ly],
wig = Ko n (| X — mell) K, 7 (1fs(X3) — fs(zme)l),
and the (unnormalized) weighted design matrices and vectors
U= (¢H,6(X1)T),~eﬂ and Wy := diag(w; ¢)ieT; -

Define the weighted Gram matrix and score vector

1 .
G[—Lg = 7\I}H,EWH,E\I}H,Z7 and SHJ = 7\PH,zWH,EYa
nn nn

so that, whenever G is invertible,

(48) gH,Z = G;{}gsH,K



LOCALIZED TRANSFER LEARNING 31

A.l. A weighted least-squares tail bound. We state a cellwise con-
centration bound for the oracle weighted estimator 0, uniformly over
le [L H]

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumption[71] holds. Assume moreover that Assump-
tion@ holds. Suppose that for the fized tessellation H and bandwidths (h,h),
the weighted Gram matrices satisfy, for all ¢ € [Ly],

(49) A,minl2 2 Gre =2 Mg maxI2-

Then there exists a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that for all 6 € (0,1),

- 2 log(2Ly/5) B2
(50) P(EIEE (L) : 10,0 —031,03 > t( 7T g3la/l), 7 )) <4
’ AH,min nr; AH min
where
L o7
(51) By = “EWH,ZWH,ZTH,Z 9’ rae = (rae(X0)),er-

In particular, if |rge(u)] < rmaxmae for all w € Ay and |[¢pe(u)l2 <
¢max,H,Z for allu .AHJ, then

(52) BH,K < ¢max,H,€ T'max,H (-

Proof. Fix ¢ € [Ly| and condition on the design {X;};c7;. Using the local
linear decomposition , for all ¢+ € 71 we may write

Yi = (0710) " b e(Xa) + re(Xi) + &
Recalling the definitions of Gy and sg, this yields

L ot T
3]-[7,@ — GHIQ}({,Z = gq/H!WH’[@ + \IIH7£WH757’H74.

1 nm

1

On the event that Gy is invertible,

— 1 1

* 1 ‘I’T ‘I’T %%

9H,€ - 91{7@ = GHZ — H,z”H,eéf + — HeVWHEITHY |-
’ nn nn

Using the weighted design condition , we obtain

1

(53) 8~ Oialle < 5 <H7ir‘1’;1,eWH,z€H2 + BH,4>.
1

)\H,min

Let v € S! (the unit sphere in R?) be fixed. Then
oI Whe =Y wip (v o e(X0)) &
€T
By Assumption [5, the variables (¢;);c7; are independent, centered, and sub-

exponential with ||&;||y, < o7. Moreover, by boundedness of the kernels and
of ¢ on Ap g, there exists a constant ¢y > 0 such that

’wi,g UTQZ)H’g(XZ'” < ¢ for all 7 € 'Tl
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Hence, the summands wi,g(UTng,g(Xi))Ei are independent, centered, sub-
exponential random variables with 11-norm bounded by c¢yor.

Applying Bernstein’s inequality for weighted sums of sub-exponential ran-
dom variables (see Proposition , there exists a universal constant ¢; > 0
such that for all ¢ > 0,

<|v \I/HZWHKE| c107—< Zw (v (X ))2—|—t>> < 2e .

1€T1

Since

Zw ¢H€ )) ||WH€||0pU vy ZWHK\I’HW ||WHK”0pn7'1>\Hmaxa
€T

and ||Wellop < ||[Kzllool|Kz]|oc, We conclude that there exists a constant
¢o > 0 such that

2
- _
P(H\I’H,EWH:Z‘SHQ = Ugf”TMHmax) <27

where we used a standard 1/2-net argument on S! (see [46], Section 5.2.2]).
This yields

(54) IP’(Hnlﬂ‘I’EeWHzEHz > 3 :ﬁ:) <2,

for a universal constant ¢ > 0.

Combining and , we obtain that with probability at least 1 — 2e~¢,

2 2

_ o t B

10m,e = Ofellz < ¢ T — 4 A
H,min V73 )‘Hmln

for a universal constant ¢ > 0. Taking ¢t = log(2Ly/J) and applying a
union bound over ¢ € [Ly] yields . Finally, if |7g¢(u)| < rmax, e and
lome(w)ll2 < Gmaxmye for all u € Ay, then follows directly from
Cauchy—Schwarz. O

A.2. A perturbation bound: oracle vs. plug-in. The second objective
of this section is to compare the estimators Oy = (by s, apy) and O =
(bHe, ape) obtained by replacing the oracle score

(55) Zig = fs(Xi) — fs(@mye)
by the plug-in score
(56) Zig = fs(Xi) — Fs(xme).

Lemma 2 (Oracle vs. plug-in local estimator). Suppose Assumptions
and@ hold. Assume moreover that €s := || fs — fs||co satisfies

(57) Es/ﬁ < ¢
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for a sufficiently small universal constant ¢g > 0. Then there exists a con-
stant ¢ > 0 such that for all § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — ¢,

s, flog1/3) _ lox(1/0)
h nTIhdﬁ nTlth ’

(58) 10k, — O ell2 < c[
where ¢ > 0 depends only on kernel envelopes and Lipschitz constants,
AH,mins AH,max, and admissible-partition constants.

Proof. Fix a cell £ and write ¢ := xp for brevity. For all 7 € 7Tq, define the
feature vectors ¢; = (1, Z; /)", ¢i = (1, Z;4/h) ", and weights

wi = Ko (|1 X — o) K, 5(1Ziel),  and @ = Kon(1 X5 — 20|V K, 5(1 250

).
Let S = ;e wi and S = Yo7, @;, and define
M=5"3 wigidl, M=5"3 @idig],

€T i€T

and
m=S5">" w;, m=39"" > WigYi.

€T 1€T1
Then Oy, = M~'m and §H7g = M~ 'm.
Step 1: Effective sample size and normalization. By Assumption with
probability at least 1 — /4,

(59) nr heh < § < C%SS ny heh.

CSSS
On the event and under , the Lipschitz property of K, yields |w; —
;] < es/h uniformly in i, and hence |S — S| < (es/h)S. In particular,
for ¢y small enough, implies the same bounds for S up to a change of
constants:

1

(60) 2CSSS

nr; h¢h < S < 2¢5° ng; hh.

Step 2: Control of |M — ]/\4\||0p. Write A = Yo7 wigi¢] and A= YieT @Z&&ﬁj,
so that M = A/S and M= A/S. Decomposing,

(61) M—M\:A;g+ﬁ<;—}§).

< 1. Similarly,

~

ngABZHg < 1 on the support of w;. Moreover, under and Lipschitzness of
K,

On the support of K_z, we have |Z;¢| < h, hence | ¢;l|2

| Zi ¢ - Zig|

||¢z¢;r - ¢i¢2—”0p 5 h ~

€s o~ €s
h? ‘ 1 Z| ~ h
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Hence ||A — XHOP < (es/R)S. Dividing by S and using gives

1A= Allop _ €s
62 = P < 2
(62) Hlop < <
Similarly, since ||2||0p <5 and }% - % < |8 —5|/52, we obtain

~r1 1 1S -5 _es
63 Al = — = < < 2
( ) H <S S) op ™ S ~ h
Combining f yields
— €

(64) |M = Mllop S 5

h

Step 3: Concentration terms (from Y;). To incorporate the randomness of
(Y;), we work on the event where weighted sub-exponential concentration
holds for the sums defining m and m. Under Assumption [5| and the effec-
tive sample size ny, h%h, Bernstein’s inequality for weighted sums of sub-
exponential variables yields that, with probability at least 1 — /4,

log(1/0)  log(1/9)
nihdh  nphdh

(65)  [[m — E[m{Xi}]ll2 + [Im — Em{X:}]ll2 S

Moreover, the deterministic perturbation bounds above imply ||[E[m/[{X;}] -
Em{Xi}]ll2 < es/h-

Final step: comparing @Hyg and é\H’g. Using

é\H’g _gH,E = (]/\Zil — Mﬁl)m + ]/\271(77/\2 - m),

Assumptionand Weyl’s inequality yield that M is invertible and H]\/J\ Hop <
1/AH min on the event where ||M — M|, is sufficiently small (which holds
under (57)). Moreover,

17— M o < 1M lop 1M — Mllop 1M lop < 1M — M op.

Combining and and taking a union bound over the underlying
events yields . ([l

A.3. A high-probability control of the oracle slopes. The following
lemma provides a high-probability control of the oracle slopes.

Lemma 3. Assume Assumptions[3.1], [3, and[10 hold. Then there exists
a constant ¢, > 0 such that for all § € (0,1), the event

L
= anel? <yl it }
(66) Eurts {ég%ﬁ]mmd calog (71)

satisfies P(Eq ) =1 —0.
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Proof. Fix 6 € (0,1). Recall that for a fixed tessellation H € H and a cell
A, the cellwise transfer coefficients O ¢ = (bpr s, Gfm)T are defined as the
solution of a weighted least-squares problem based on the target subsample
Ti. They admit the closed-form representation

0 —1
GH,K = MHij,fa

where the Gram matrix My, € R2*2 and the vector mpyye € R? are given
by

Mug= > qipoue(X)ome(Xs)T and mpe= > o0dmX:)Vi,
et ieT
with ¢ e(x) = (1, 2me(2)) ", 2me(2) = fs(x) — fs(xme), and normalized
weights
Wi, ¢

i ' = =~
ZjETIH’Z Wje

)

, wip = Ky p ([ Xi—zmel) K, (!fs( i) —fs(@me)l).

By construction, o = 0 and -, _me i = 1.
1
Define the conditioning event
Exe = {Amin(Mp,e) = o}

By Assumptions and we may choose \g (and the implicit constants
in the effective sample size regime) so that

1)
(67) IP( N 5M> >1-3.
Le[Ly]
On &y ¢, we have HM[}}eHOp < Ap! and hence
(68) @l < 10mella < 1My llop Imaella < A Imell2.

Moreover, using ||¢¢(Xi)||2 < ¢4 on each cell, we obtain

(69) Imella < Y LX) 2Yi] S eg D aillYil.

i€’7’1H'e zETlH *

Consider the event

2
[
A = { max Y a?, < essf}.
ZE[LH]ieTlH’Z b n7~1hdh
By Assumptionand boundedness of the kernels, this event satisfies P(A*%) >
1 —§/2. Conditionally on the weights (v ¢); and the design, the variables
(Yl)z cH.e are independent and, by Assumption [5, sub-exponential with uni-
1

formly bounded 1-norm. Bernstein’s inequality for weighted sums of sub-
exponential variables yields that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that, for
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every ¢ € [Ly],

(10) P X aul¥il> c(l - \/M) | (i) | < 221{7

et

on the event A®*. Taking a union bound over ¢ € [Ly]| yields that, on A%®
with probability at least 1 —§/2,

Y| < c(l + \/log(LH/cS)).
1
Intersecting with , and using —, yields . [l

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF THEOREM [l| (UPPER BOUND)

The proof is divided into two parts. The first part (Appendix controls
the contribution to the mean squared error from a data-dependent non-
parametric estimator calibrated using a fixed decision tessellation H € H.
The second part (Appendix analyzes the additional error introduced
by selecting the decision tessellation through empirical risk minimization.

71 ma o
( ) KG[LE} e H o
(A

B.1. Risk on a fixed tessellation: proof of Theorem . Fix a par-
tition H € H. To analyze the risk, we introduce several auxiliary functions
related to the composition g* o fs = fy, where the transfer function g¢*
is defined in Assumption |1l For any ¢ € [Lp], define the centered source
regressor

zag i € Age — fs(x) — fs(xg).
Let £g7 : [0,1]¢ — [Ly] denote the index of the cell containing z, i.e.
lu(z) = D (lpcay )
2€[Ly]

Transfer linearization gfg . For each cell A ¢, define the population cellwise

least-squares coefficients

(a%y,0: 071 0) = argbmﬂén]E[(Y —azp(X) —b)? | X € Al
a,be

These quantities are deterministic functionals of the joint distribution of
(X,Y), conditionally on the tessellation H. Define the piecewise-linear func-
tion
915 (@) = aFr 0y ) (F5(@) = f5(@en @) + Vit (o)
= a}({,ZH(z)ZH/H(CE) (z) + b?f,zH(g;)-
For each ¢ € [Lp|, (af, bj,) is the IL,Q(pXMH’Z)—projection of fr onto

span(1, zg ). Globally, gfs is the IL2(px )-projection of f7 onto the piecewise-
linear function class

Vi = {x — ang,g(x) + by, x € AH’g, ag, by € R}.
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Source oracle ggl . Let gH,g = (amy, 5H74) be the cellwise estimator computed
from 77. Define

9 (2) = g 00) (f5 (@) = F5(Toyy () + Oty (o) -

We have the decomposition

L = FE ey < 2057 — 62 sy + 20 — FE 122
Since gﬁ is the L2(px )-projection of f7 onto Vg, Pythagoras’ theorem yields
17 = g 2y = 17— 97 R 2 000 + 1955 — 08 200 )-
Hence
17— P 122y < 2Approx(H) + 2Fity, (H) + 2Plugg(H).

Control of Approx(H) This corresponds to the transfer bias, i.e. the error
induced by approximating f; = g*o fs by the transfer linearization function

H
9fs-
For any partition H € H and cell ¢ € [Ly], define Ay, := diam(Apy)
and Apax(H) = maxe(r,,;] Ame.  Even if it means replacing Apy by

min(Ag g, o), we assume that Ay < 7o for any £ € [Ly| and any H € H.

Assume furthermore that for all H € H, Apax(H) < L;{l/ 4 Let us now fix
a partition H and a cell Ay, with ¢ € [Ly|. Then, according to Assump-

tion , we get
15151@[(1/ — a(fs(X) — fs(ze) —b)*| X € AH,Z}

<E[(V=a" (@) (fs(X) ~ f(we) =" (2))* | X € Aps| S (A2,
The global approximation error for a tessellation H € H therefore satisfies
Approx(H) := || f7 — gﬁ||ﬂ%2(ux) < Z P(X € Auy) (AH,Z)QOJFB“’C).
¢e[Ln]
It follows from Assumption [3.1] that
PR (B SBX € Ao = [ px(a)de < o (B

H,0

so that

Approx(H) < pax Z (AH7£)d+2(1+ﬁlOC)
Le[Lp]

< PE Ly Appax( H)d+2(1+ﬁloc) < plmax L§2(1+ﬁloc)/d.
Control of Fity; (H). We work conditionally on the partition H.
Applying Lemma [1] with confidence level § > 0, there exists an event Os
with P(Os) > 1 — 6 such that, simultaneously for all ¢ € [Ly],
log (L1 /9)
nmn

5 28,6
(72) 10r,e = 071113 < + A7
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The empirical fit term is

Fit; (H) = > pueE [(m,e(X), 0me — 050)% | X € A .
2€[Lyg]

Using the uniform bound ||¢ 5 ¢(X)||2 < M, on the event Oy,

Fity; (H) < M* " pre0me — 057,05
Le[Ly|

Plugging , we obtain that, with probability at least 1 — 0,

Ly
Fity (H) < =2 < >+ 3 pae A}y
T €[Ly]

Under the quasi-uniformity assumption Ag, < C’L;II/ ¢ and using > ye(r,,] PHL =
1, this further yields

S P AR < A (H)?005 < L0081,
KE[LH]

Control of Plugq(H). For a fixed H € H, we have

Plugs(H) = || /7 —951’”12@(”)

= > / (EH,eAfs,e(ﬂﬁ) + by
ZG[LH] Ame

—~ —~ 2
—agAfs(r) — bH,é) dux (),

where

~ ~

Afsi(z) = fs(x) = fs(xe) and Afsy(z) = fs(x) = fs(xe).
For any ¢ € [Ly] and x € Apy,

ap A fs () + Eva — ZL\HJAJ/“:S7@($) — EH,E
= (@ — ame)Afs (@) + (bme — bae) + Ame(Afs () — Afs(x))
+ @pe — o) (Afso(x) — Afs ().

(73) Plugs(H) <4 Y (Ie+ DI+ T30+ Iny),
ZG[LH]
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where

(e ame)? (Afse(@)® dux (@),

=~
7\
\

Iy =/ (bre — bae)? dpx (x) = px (Ame) bae — bire)?,
Iooim [ @ (Afsea) ~ Afss@)? diux(@),
Ame

iy = /A (@ — ne)? (Afs (@) — Afso(x))’ dux ().

Step 1: Control of 11 4 and I5¢. Define the event

4 = Oio—0 <
(74) Es/3 {Eg%%i]H@H,e O ell2 775/3}7

where §va = (Bva,aHj) and 0y = (bps,amy). Since fs is Bs-Holder and
diam(AH@ < AH%

[ (@sao) dix(e) £ A (Ans)

Therefore, on &3,

(75) Y DLe<uis D nx(Awe) =13
Le[Ly) Le[Ly]
> heSuis Y A%{?MX(AH,D
Le[Ly| Le[Ly]
(76) <033 Bmax (H)?S 3" px (Ame) S s
@G[LH]

where we used the quasi-uniform mesh assumption Ag, S Ly —1/d

Step 2: Control of I3 . Introduce a source event Sjs/3 such that P(Ss/3) >
1 —§/3 and on which

= log(1/4)
28
fs — szL2 () S ha S + nghd

and

~ log(Lg/9)
_ 2 « p28s 4 WO\HH/T)
Zg%%ﬁ“fs(@) fs(xe)|” S ha™s + nghd

Then, for any ¢ € [Ly],

Y Le< ( max aHé > /A (Afse— AJ?S,L})QdMX

te[Ly] CelLu] ¢€[Ly]

(77) < log(L5 ) (25 + W)_
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Step 3: Control of Iy 4. On E5/3 N S;3,

log(Lp /)
< 2 2Bs
(78) Y LS (hr + Tachl )

KE[LH] z
Step 4: Conclusion. Let

Gs = Es/3 N Ssy3 N Agy3.

By a union bound, P(Gs) > 1 — 6. Combining , , , , and
, we obtain that on Gg,

Plugs(H) < n25 + log (L5 ) (hz‘ﬁs

log(LH/5))
nghd J°

Using 77?/3 < Ly log(1/6)/ng, and choosing hy, = n§1/(2,35+d)

proof of the bound on Plugg(H).

concludes the

B.2. Empirical risk minimization.

B.2.1. Proof of Proposition[]. For any H € H, define the population and
empirical risks by

R(H) =E[(Y - f(X))] and R(H —Z X)),
7-2167'2

where T3 denotes the validation sample and
FR@) = Qg o) (Fs(@) = Fs@mey()) + by (o)
We select the tessellation according to the empirical risk minimization rule
H in R(H).
€ arg min R(H)
To lighten the notation, define
A () =g o) (Fs (@) = Fs(@r0,(2)) + Oi01r(2)-
and the validation loss
La(X,Y) = (Y = fin(X))",
With the model Y = f7(X) + &, we may write
Lp(X,Y)=(e—An(X))?  Ap(X):=pu(X)— fr(X).
Moreover,
R(H) =E[Ly(X,Y)] = E[*] + E[Ap(X)?],
since E[e|X] = 0.

Under Assumption [5], the noise ¢ is sub-exponential, and we assume in ad-
dition that E[e*] < co. Using E[Ay(X)?] < R(H) < Rumax, where

Rumax := max R(H),
HeH
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we obtain uniformly over H € H,
E[Lu(X,Y)?] S E["] + R2

max < 0.

Conditionally on (71, S), the variables { Ly (X;,Y;)}ic7; are i.i.d. with mean
R(H). By Cauchy-Schwarz,

E [|R(H) — R(H)| | Ti.S] < \/E [(R(H) - R(H))?| 1, 8]
_ \/var(ﬁH(X,Y)lTl,S)
Ty

< \/E[[:H(Xv Y)2‘7-1,S]

~X
nr,

Taking the supremum over H € H and using that for Uy = R(H ) —R(H),
1/2
E[ sup UH} < ( > E[U}’f]) ,
we obtain
]

E [sup |72 R(H)d (U + Runax) nr

HeH

Let H°" € argmingey R(H). By the definition of H and the previous
bound,

E[R(H)| <E[R(H)| + E[;é% [R(H) - R( H)@
<E[R(H™)] + ;gg!R ) - R()|
R(HOr)+2E[sup |72 R(H)d ]
HeH
Therefore,
(79) E[R(H)| < min R(H) + ¢(0® + Runax) log |#|
~X HEH max n7—2 9

for some universal constant ¢ > 0.

B.2.2. Proof of Proposition[4 We work conditionally on the training sam-
ples (71, S), so that the validation observations {(Xj, Y;)}ie; are i.i.d. and
independent of {{ig : H € H}. For brevity, write

Lu(X,Y):= (Y —in(X))’,  R(H)=E[Lu(X,Y)].

Step 1: Moment bound. Recall that Y = fr(X)+¢c and Ay (X) := g (X)—
fr(X), so that
Lr(X,Y) = (- An(X))>.
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Moreover, since E[e| X]| = 0,
R(H) = E[¢*] + E[A#(X)?] < Ruax-

Assume E[e?] < co. Then, using (u — v)* < 8(u* + v*) and E[Ay(X)}] <
(E[An(X)Y)’,

E[Lu(X,Y)?] =E[(c — Au(X))"] < 8E[e"] + 8E[Ax (X)"]
<SE[] + 8R2,, < (02 + Rumax) %
where we used that E[e*] < o# under sub-exponential tails (up to a constant
depending only on the sub-exponential proxy). Consequently, for all H € H,

Var(Ly(X,Y)) <E[Ly(X,Y)?] < (6% + Rumax)>

Step 2: Median-of-means deviation for a fized H. Partition 73 into B dis-
joint blocks {By}£_, of equal size m := |ny;/B]. For each H € H and block
b € [B], define the block empirical risk

1
Rb(H) = Z ‘CH(XME)v
m 1€By
and define the median-of-means risk [21], 29]
Rntom(H) := median (R, (H), ..., Rp(H)).

Fix H € H and t > 0. By Chebyshev’s inequality and the variance bound
above, for each block b,

P(|Ry(H) — R(H)| > t) < Var(Lg(X,Y))

Choose

mit?2

[ B
t = co(0? + Rumax)y | —,
nr;

with ¢y > 0 large enough so that the right-hand side is at most 1/8. Then,
for each b, the indicator 1 (R (H)—R(H) [t} 18 Bernoulli with mean at most

1/8. Hence, by a Chernoff bound,
P(#{b € [B]: [Ry(H) = R(H)| > t} > B/2) < 2exp(—c1B),

for a universal constant ¢; > 0. But the event inside the probability is
exactly {|Rmom(H) — R(H)| > t}, since the median is bad only if at least
half the blocks are bad. Therefore,

(80) P(|Raor(H) — R(H)| > t) < 2exp(—c1 B).

Step 3: Uniform control over H and oracle inequality. Applying a union
bound over H € H in yields

]P’( sup [Ruiont (H) — R(H)| > t) < 2|H]| exp(—c1 B).
HeH
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Choose B such that 2|H|exp(—¢1B) < 0, i.e.
B 2 log(|H|/9).
Then, with probability at least 1 —d, we have simultaneously for all H € H,

R B 1 5
|RMOM(H) o R(H)‘ st 5 (02 +RmaX) N 5 (0'2 +Rmax) M

nT, T,

Let H" € arg mingey R(H) and recall that ]/'{\MOM € argmingecy ﬁMOM(H).
On the above event,

R(Hyiom) < Ravtom (Haion) + sup |7/€M0M(H) —R(H)|

HeH
< Ratom (H*) + sup [Ryion (H) — R(H)
HeH
< R(H™) +2 sup [Ryom(H) — R(H)|.
HeH

Combining with the uniform deviation bound gives the result.

ApPPENDIX C. PROOF OF THEOREM (4] (LOWER BOUND)

For the minimax lower bound, we assume that fs, f7 € Hol(g, I; [0,1]%)
and that the estimator is given oracle access to the true partition H* =
{ A5} oer+) of [0,1]% Moreover, since centered Gaussian noise N(0,0?) is
sub-Gaussian and hence sub-exponential, it suffices to prove the minimax
lower bound under the Gaussian noise submodel. Any lower bound ob-
tained under this restriction applies a fortiori to the full sub-exponential
noise model. We consider a smaller model by refining Assumption [2] by the
following one:

Assumption 13 (Structured per-leaf transfer model). Let H* = { A} } |1+
be the true partition. For each leaf A} there exist parameters aj,b; € R, and
a remainder function Ry : [0,1]% — R such that for all x € A},

fr(x) = aj (fs(x) = fs(x7)) + b} + Re(z),
where xj € A} is a fized anchor point (the center of the leaf A} for instance).
Moreover, the remainder satisfies the Hélder bound

|Re(z) — Re(2)| < trom || — ||} P1oe for all x,2' € A},
and the parameters obey the uniform bounds

and |bj| < b}, for all ¢ € [L7],

max

*
max

a7 <a

for some a},.., b5 .. > 0.

Remark 11. Assumption [I3] defines a smaller and more structured model
than the local transfer condition in Assumption 2l In this class, the target
function is genuinely “simpler given the source”: on each leaf, fy is para-
metric in the coefficients (aj, b}), up to a controlled Holder remainder. As a
consequence, the minimax lower bound over this structured class features a
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parametric term of order L* /ny (plus approximation and source-estimation
terms), showing that the transfer estimator achieves a strictly faster rate
than the classical nonparametric rate based on n7 alone.

This assumption only makes the estimation task strictly easier, since the
original estimator must in general select H from data. Therefore any lower
bound obtained under this favorable scenario applies a fortiorito the original
transfer estimator fTL. Let

Apin(H*) = ZIen[iLI}] diam(A7) and Apax(H*) = KIQ[%}*(] diam(A7}).

Under this oracle model, the minimax risk necessarily contains three inde-
pendent contributions:

e A parametric cost 02L*/ny; for estimating per-cell transfer coeffi-
cients (ag, by) from T; data (see Subsection [C.1));

e An approximation term of order (r*)2(1*5ic) induced by the best
possible piecewise-linear model on a partition of diameter r* (see

Subsection [C.2));
—28/(28+d)

e A source-side nonparametric term ng due to the intrinsic
difficulty of estimating fs from the source sample (see Subsection

C3).

C.1. Per-cell transfer error. In this part, we assume that an oracle gives

the true partition H* € H, i.e. the set of cells {A7],..., A}.}, and the true

source function fs. Once the partition is known, target data falling in leaf
; satisfy the local linear transfer model: for all i € T,

(81) Vi = ag(fs(Xi) — fs(xp)) + be + &, T N(0,02).

Let ’7?’£ ={ieTi : X; € Aj}. For all £ € [L*], define the design matrix
U, € RIT1%2 with rows (Zi 1) for i € T, where Zi = fs(X;) — fs(a}).
On each leaf A7, we can rewrite in the following matrix form

Yy = Wby + ey,

where Yy := {Y;, i € 7‘1*’6} and gy ~ ./\/’(0,0'2[”-*,@'). By the Cramér-Rao
1

and Van Trees information bounds for Gaussian linear models [22, [43], any

estimator 6y must satisfy

inf sup E[|6; — 6,]|3 > o Tr((W/ ¥,)7").
Hg Qg

This lower bound coincides with the classical minimax rate in the Gaussian
normal-means model [42]. Under Assumption 7?7, we have

1
77

Tr((T) T) ') > ¢
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Moreover, the integrated target prediction risk on leaf Aj,
~ 2
Rei= [ E[(Fria) - fr(@)”|duto).
14
satisfies R
Ry > ¢ p(ADE[]|0, — 64l13],
so that Ry > cu(A})UZ/]’Tl*’Z\. Noting that u(Aj) > ¢/L* and that, by
Assumption |T1*’E| > c¢np; /L* with high probability, we then have

~ ) L , 1 o? o’ L*
(82) 17 = friltz] ;:1 L ey

C.2. Piecewise linear approximation error. In this part, we assume
that an oracle gives the true partition H* € H, i.e. theset of cells {A},..., A7},
and that the true target function f7 is linked to fs via the structured cell-
wise Assumption [I3] We are looking for the error made by approximating
f7 by an element of the class

L*
ﬂin(vaA*) = @‘Fé7
/=1

where for any ¢ € [L*],
Fp = {ZL‘ €A — ag(fg(.l‘) — fg(.l'z)) + be, (ae, be) € Rz}

is a 2-dimensional affine space of functions.

Fix a cell A} and set ry := diam(A}). Let B! denote the unit ball H51(1 +
Bioc, 1; A}) with respect to the norm

9l gmer := llgllLee (az) + [9] e,
where we define the Hoélder semi-norm
l9(z) — 9(y)]
glphust = SUp 7,45 -
[ ]BZ x,yGAz ’x — y‘l‘f'ﬁloc

TF#Y
By Theorem |§| and a scaling argument on A}, the 2-width of B?él satisfies

d2 (B?él,]LQ(.A;)) > CT‘;+fBIOC+d/2.

In particular, as Fy is a 2-dimensional (affine) subspace of functions on A7,

we have
1+Bioc +d/2
TZ .

su inf — N
9631?61 PEFy ”g ¢HL2(A£) -
Summing the cellwise LL?-lower bounds over the disjoint cells yields
L*
: 2(14Broc) +d
inf g—oPa=c> 7 ,
¢6]:lin(f$7-’4*) H ||]L2 - Zzz:l ¢

using that >, |Aj| = 1.
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C.3. Source function estimation lower bound. In this part, we as-
sume that an oracle gives the true partition H* € H, i.e. the set of cells
{A7},..., Aj.}, the exact leaf £ each point = belongs to, the correct transfer
coefficients (ag, by), so that fr(x) = asfs(x)+ by for all x € Ay, and (iii) the
entire transfer structure (the partition and all parameters). The intrinsic
nonparametric difficulty of estimating fs remains and enters the minimax
lower bound for estimating f7.

As mentioned above, the true partition {A7,...,A}.} is assumed to be
known as well as the coefficients (a},b}) such that

fr(@) =ajfs(z)+b;,  xeA.

Link between fs and fr estimation Fix a leaf A7 and a point g in the

interior of Aj. For any estimator fT, define its pointwise risk at xy by

Rao (73 f5) = Egg [(Fr(z0) — fr(x0))?],

where E; denotes the expectation taken over the joint law of the source
data under fs. For aj # 0, define

Fr(xo) — b}

Fotao = I8
so that f7(z0) — fr(wo) = af(fs(w0) — fs(xo)). Then,
(83) Rao(Fri f5) = (a)? By [(fs(z0) — f5(w0))?].

Thus any lower bound for estimating fs(xg) yields the same (up to factor
(a})?) for estimating fr(xo).

Le Cam’s method Choose a smooth function ¢ € C®(R?) supported in
[—1,1]¢, with ¢(0) = 1. For a bandwidth h > 0, let

SOh(w):(P(x _hxo), o = LhP,
with L > 0 small so that dppp, € HOl(B,[g). Since z¢ lies in the interior
of the leaf Aj, take h small so that supp(yp) C Aj. Define fy = 0 and
J1 = éppn. Note that fo, f1 € HOl(B,[s) and fi(zo) — fo(wo) = 0p. Let P;
denote the law of the data when fs = f; for j € {0,1}. Conditional on the
source design X = {X;, i € S},

2
KL(ALR | X%) = oy 3™ (A(X) ~ ©(X0) = 2 3 on(X)*

20% 155 ieS

Taking expectation over the design and using Assumption
KL(P1||Py) < ensdih.

In particular, KL(P;||Py) < cnsh?’*?.  Choose h = ngl/(26+d) so that
KL(Py||Py) < ¢ for some constant ¢ > 0. For any estimator fs(zg) of
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fs(zg), Le Cam’s inequality (see [20] or [42], Theorem 2.2) yields

sup Ep, [(fs(zo) — fj(x0))?] = cd2.
Jj€{0,1}
Hence

28

inf sup  Epo[(Fs(wo) — fs(x0))?] = ¢h? = cng ™.
fs fseH8(B,1s:[0,1]4)

Transfer to f7 Follows from that

inf  sup  Reo(frifs) =(af)*inf  sup  Eg[(fs(zo)—fs(x0))?,
fr fs€Hsl(B,1s;[0,1]4) fs fs€HsI(B,l5;[0,1]¢)
which entails

R _ 28
inf sup Rao (13 f5) = e(ag)’ng > *.
fT fs€Hel(B,1s;[0,1]4)

APPENDIX D. PROOF OF THEOREM [5| (RISK OF THE TRANSFER
FUNCTION ESTIMATOR)

Assume that the target tessellation (A7)ec(z+) on which Assumption
holds is known. In this section, we study the estimation of the cellwise
transfer functions (g;)ser+]-

D.1. Local polynomial estimators.

D.1.1. Setup and local linear estimators. We work conditionally on the
source sample Dgs. Since the source estimator fs depends only on
Ds and is independent of the target sample D7, it can be treated
as deterministic in the target-side analysis. For each ¢ € [L*], consider
the regression model

where E[g;|X;] = 0 and Assumption [5| holds on the target sample, i.e.
HEinq Loy foralli e Ty.
Assume that the functions g satisfy Assumption In particular, for any

¢ € [L*] and any u in a neighborhood of fs(x), we have the first-order Taylor
expansion

gi () = g; (fs(2)) + () (fs(2)) (u — fs(x)) + Re(u),
with remainder bounded by
(84) [Rew(w)] < lylu— fs(@)|%.

Let K; : Ry — Ry and K, : Ry — Ry be bounded kernels supported on
[0, 1] satisfying Assumption |§|, and let A > 0 and h > 0 be bandwidths. For
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each cell A7, with reference point x«, define the cellwise local least-squares
estimator

(85) (by, @) € argmin {1 3 [y —a(fs(Xi) — fs(ae)) — br

o~

< Ko (1X: = 2 ) K, 5 (1 fs(X0) fs<w>|)},

where K, ), = h K, (-/h) and K_; = b K,(-/h). Write (t) = (1,)7
and define, for ¢ € Ty,

s ¢<fs<xi> . fs(fﬂe*)>

and
wie = Ko p (| Xi =z VK, 7 (| fs(Xi) = fs(zee)])-
Let S¢ = > ;c7; wie. Then, letting

1 1
M, = 5, > wiedigdiy and my = g, D> wigdie Vi
it Cien

we can write
0, = M[lmg, by = 619( and ay = e;—@g.

The associated predictor on Aj is

~

Fo(@') = b +ar(fs(z') — Fs(ae)).
For clarity, define for any k € Ny,
~ N & N R X
Ske =Y wie(fs(Xe) = fs(we))” and Thp = Y w;o(fs(Xi) — fs(ze)) Vi
i€T1 i€T1
Then we have

+~  SoToe—51T1 0 So,611,0—51,6T0.¢

by= = W, 0Y; and ap= =Y WY,
55080057, GZT ! T 524500-53, ; !
where
@i e=wi[S2,0—9(fs(Xi) — fs(xe))S1,],
as well as

Ki 0=Wj ¢ [(ﬁS(Xi)_ﬁS‘(xf*))SO,E_SL@] )
and the normalized weights are
Wi ¢
2 jeTh Wik

and W;, = _

Wi = —.
Zjeﬁ Wi

They satisfy R R
> ki(fs(Xo) = fs(ae)) = @i

1€T1 €T
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Lemma 4 (Polynomial reproduction). Let p : R — R be linear: p(y) =
ap(y — fs(xp)) +bp. Then

(86) > Wiep(fs(Xi) = p(fs(ze)) = by,
i€T1

and

(87) > Wien(fs(Xi) = p'(Fs(xe)) = ap.
i€Th

Proof. Since p is linear, (b,,a,) minimizes the objective in (85]). The iden-

tities (86])—(87) then follow from the closed-form expressions (D.1.1). O

Lemma 5. Consider the estimator . Suppose Assumptz'ons@ @ and
hold. Then, for any cell A}, the following statements hold:

(i) For any i € Ti, if | X; — x| > h or 1Fs(Xi) — _]/{g(l‘g*” > h, then
Wie =0 and W;, = 0.
(ii) On the event in Assumption

(88) S (Wl < V2 \K;Hoouxznoo’
i€T1 0
and
(89) S Wl < V28 Kol Kelloe
i€Ti h o
(ii) On the same event,
(90) S i < 2 IR
i€Th n h®h A§
and
o1) S 17t < 2 AR
i€Th ng h4h N3

Proof. We only treat the bound for W; ¢; the case of WM is identical up to

the additional factor & . By (D.1.1)~(D.1.1) and Assumption EI,
‘w(fs(Xi) — [s(ae)
h
XLl <h, 1 (X0) s e )|<FY
On f/ig(Xl) - J?S(xg*)| < h} we have [[1(+)||2 < V2. Moreover, by Assump-
tion 1M, Hlop < Ag*. Hence

V2 Eelloll Bl o A _ _
nrhih Ao {IIXi—zex|I<h, [fs(Xe)—fs(zex)|<h}

My op

Wi

1
< | I REAN A

(92) |Wie

<
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Statement ( ) follows immediately.
Summing (92)) over ¢ € 77 yields

S g« V2 Il
IRARS Tlhdh )\0

Ny,
€T

where

Ny = ; LX<, (T (X0)— s (o) | <F)
2 1

By Assumption on the event of that assumption, Ny < ¢§*ny; h%h, which

gives . The bound (89)) follows similarly.
For (iii), combining (92)) with yields

3 Wil < (W) 30 Wil < 2 M
i, X 7 S A7 1\ 2 3
it e n7, h®h \g
which is . The bound (91)) is analogous. (I

Prop051t10n 3 (Risk bounds for a, and bg) Suppose Assumptzons@ . cmd

Work conditionally on the source sample Ds, so that fg is deterministic.
ch ¢ € [L*] and let x4~ be the reference point of the cell Aj. Then, on the

event in Assumptz’on for all x € A} such that |f5(aﬁ) — fg(xg*)| < h, we
have

(93) E|(@— (99 (Fs(we)))* | Ds|

~ 98
205 || Ko |21 K% | 4611 fs — fsllss’ R | o '
A5 7 g nﬂhdﬁg

Moreover, on the same event,
(94) E[@e — g5 (Fs(ze)))? | Ds}

2¢5 || Ko |12 K136 | 2 D 2Bs | 28 %
< 41 ( — fs||?% +h ") + —I_|.
/\% g ”fS fSHoo nﬂhdh

Proof. We prove ; the bound for gg follows by the same argument and
is omitted.

Fix ¢ € [L*] and abbreviate z; := x4 and y; = fs(zg). Let z € Aj
satisfy |fs(z) — y¢| < h. Recall that ay = Zz‘eﬂ W1 Y;, where the weights
(Wis)ieT;, are defined in (D.1.1)) with 2 = fs. Decompose

95) E[(@ — (67 0)*| Ds| = Var (@lDs) + (ElalDs] - (47 (o)) -
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Bias. Conditionally on Dgs and the target design (X;);e7;, we have E[Y;|X;, Ds] =

9; (fs(Xi)) on A7, hence

Efae | (Xi)ieri» Dsl = Y Wiegl (fs(Xi)).
€T

Therefore,

Efa.|Ds] — (97)'(y

E| > er(gz fs(X2) — gt (fs(X >|D5]

i€T1

S Wiegi(fs(X |Ds] —(9) (ye)

€T
=: bias; + biass.

+E

Since g; € Ho1(By,[y) and || fs — fsleo < 00,

> Wil |D5] .

i€T
On the event in Assumption [10] Lemma [5| gives
ﬁcSSS[gHKxHOOHKZHOO
Ao h
To control biasz, define the linear polynomial
p(u) = g (ye) + (97)' (ye) (u — ye).
Write g (u) = p(u) + Re(u), where by (84), |Re(u)| < lylu — ye|?s. By

Lemma [4], we have

Ibiasy| < Iy || fs — fs||% E

(96) |bias; | < I fs — fs|lZe.

N Wien(Fs(X2)) = (g7) (ve)-

i€
Hence,
E| S" Wi Re(fs(X:) | Ds|-
€T

On the support of W;, we have |Fs(Xi) — ye| <R, so |Re(fs(X:))] < [gﬁﬁg.
Using again Lemma [5{on the s (defined by .

biasy =

_ _ 2685 | K [l oo | K [l oo 5, —
(97) ‘bia82| < [g hﬁg Z |Wz€| < ch g” H H H hﬂg 1‘
: ’ Ao
1€T1
Combining 1%' and using (a +b)? < 2a% +2b? yields, on the event Eegg
(defined by ([17)))
(98)

- 2 A2 [481 fs = PS5 oo,
(El@iDs] - (97) () < =2 ” xﬂ;"” clioe | Hllds = Jslloe  ypp2ian ).
0
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Variance. Conditionally on (X;);e7; and Dg, the weights (W ¢)ie7; are de-
terministic and

af—E[af‘( zzETpIDS ZW'LZEZ
€T

By Assumption |eillgy < o7, hence E[?] < 03 uniformly in i. Therefore,

Var(@|(Xo)ier, Ds) < (sup ElF]) Wi S of Y0 Wi,
€T i€Th i€Th

Taking expectation over the target design and using Lemma [5[on the event
Eess (defined by ) gives

265507 || Ko ||2 1%

(99) Var(a;|Ds) <
nr hip® A2
Conclusion. Plugging and into yields . O

D.1.2. Proof of Theorem@ Again, we work conditionally on the source
sample Dg, so that fg is fixed. Let ¢ = ¢*(X) and write yy := fg(xg*)
so that ¢(X,y) = ¢;(y) and 97, (X,y) =95, ,(y). Recall that

7o) =Tr(y—ye) + b with af = (g7)'(ye) and b} = g7 ().

On the event &, we have |y — y| < h. Then,
~ 2 - A 2 2
E{(gfs’e(y) — gz(y)) | DS} <3h E{(ag — a}f) | Ds} + 3E{@g — b}) ‘ Dg}
2
(100) +3 (g7 () — (aily—vo) +57) ) -
By the Taylor remainder bound (with expansion point y,), on &,
2 -2
01 (giw) — (aiy—ve) + 7)) < Bly— el < 2R,
On the event Eegg , Proposition |3| yields

[2 _ r ggg . _ 2
(102) E[(ag _ a;)2|DS} < llfs = Jsll=" 72f‘9” et 0T

nﬂhdﬁg’
and
2
a2 2 _Ful2Be o R2P 9T
(103) E[@Z bg) |'D3} S [g<HfS fSHoog +h g) + nTth.

Substituting (102} and . into , and simplifying, gives

2

N . 2 n 728 g
E[(gf&m—ge(y)) |Ds| S Rllfs - Fsl2e + 2R I
1
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on EessNEy. Finally, on £s we have the sup-norm control (see Appendix
for details), hence

2BgBs

10g(05/5s)> st

ns

Ifs — fsl|% < c(

which yields .
The optimized choice h = (np h%)~1/(28s+1) balances 7%% and (n heh)~1

and gives .

APPENDIX E. TECHNICAL RESULTS

E.1. Nadarya-Watson estimator. We briefly recall classical consistency
and deviation results for the Nadaraya-Watson (NW) estimator, which will
be used to control the estimation error of the source regression function.
Setting. Let (X;,Y;);cs be i.i.d. observations from the regression model

Y; = fs(Xi) + e, Ele;] X;i] = 0,

where X; € [0,1]? has density ps satisfying Assumption We assume
that the noise variables (g;);cs are independent and sub-exponential, i.e.,
there exist constants (os,b) > 0 such that

2 )\2
E [exp(Ae;)] < exp (USQ > ,
for all [\| < 1/b. Let K be a bounded, Lipschitz, compactly supported kernel
satisfying [ K = 1, and let hs > 0 denote a bandwidth. The Nadaraya-
Watson estimator of fg is defined as

N _ ics Kns (z — X;)Y;
Js(@) = >ies Khs(fv - X;)

Smoothness assumption. We assume throughout that the source regression
function belongs to a Holder class Hol(8s, ls), for some smoothness param-
eter s > 0 and radius [s > 0.

Uniform risk bounds. Under the above assumptions, the bias—variance trade-
off of the NW estimator is well understood. In particular, classical results
due to Stone [40], and later refinements by Gyorfi et al. [I4] and Tsy-
bakov [42], yield the following uniform mean-squared error bound: there
exist constants ¢1, ¢co > 0 such that

~ Co
sup E[|fs(z) — fs(2)?] < cthd + :
ze[0,1]d [ } S nshé

Kpg(u) = hg"K (u/hs).

Uniform deviation bounds under sub-exponential noise. High-probability sup-
norm bounds can still be obtained when the noise is sub-exponential, at the
price of larger constants. Using Bernstein-type inequalities for kernel re-
gression with unbounded noise (see, e.g., Giné and Guillou [I3], Einmahl
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and Mason [9], and the discussion in Tsybakov [42]), there exist constants
¢s, ¢ > 0 such that, for any ds € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — dg,

N /log(cs/és)
0o & hﬂs .
HfS fSH C( s T nShfls‘

Choosing the bandwidth optimally as

1
2B5+d
he — c<log(03/5s)> ,

ns

and assuming that nghg /logngs — oo, we obtain the uniform rate

Bs
log(cs/ds) | ™
ns '

HJ;:S _fSHoo < C(

Finally, this bound directly implies a control on higher-order powers of the
sup-norm error. In particular, for any 3, > 0, with the same probability,

2Bg9B8s
log(cs/ds) | ™
ns '

| fs — fs||%2 < C(

Such bounds will play a key role in controlling the additional error induced
by the estimation of the source regression function when composed with a
Bg-Holder transfer function.

E.2. Deviation and concentration inequalities.

Theorem 6 (Chernoff’s bound for Bernoulli random variables). Let (Z;);c[n
be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with parameter p € (0,1). For any
p € (0,1),

., (1-p)°
P> Zi<pnp) <exp —— ).
=1

Theorem 7 (Bernstein inequality, bounded summands). Let (Z;);c[n be
independent, centered random variables with |Z;| < M almost surely, and
set v =Y 1, Var(Z;). Then, for anyt >0,

2 t2
P >t <2exp|l ———+—~ | =2exp| ———— ] .
( ) p( 2<v+fgft>> p( 2v+§Mt)

Equivalently, for any 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — 9,

iilZi <4\/2vlog (%) —i—%log (;)

n

.2

i=1
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Theorem 8. [Matrixz Bernstein inequality] Let X1, Xo, ..., X,, be indepen-
dent, random, self-adjoint matrices of dimension d x d such that E[X;] =0
for all i € [n] and there exists R > 0 such that | X;|lop < R almost surely.
Define the matrix variance parameter

SEX?

o? =

op

Then, for allt > 0,
—t2/2 )

P (H ;Xz op Z t) < 2dexp (02—1—Rt/3

As a corollary, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that
n
IE[H Y Xi } < C max{\/0?logd, Rlogd}
i=1

Bernstein inequality for sub-exponential random wvariables. Recall the defi-
nition of Orlicz norms.

op

Definition 2. The Orlicz 1¥1-norm of a real-valued random variable X is
defined by:

_, . 1X]
| X[y, =inf4C >0 : E |exp c <20

A random variable is called sub-exponential if || X ||, < oco.
The Orlicz o-norm of a real-valued random variable X is defined by:

2
[ X |y, = inf {C >0: E [exp (‘Xclﬂ < 2} .

A random variable is called sub-Gaussian if || X||y, < co.
The following examples can be found in [44], Section 2.5.

Example 1. (1) Any random variable X ~ N(0,02) is sub-gaussian
with ||X ||y, < Co, for some C > 0.
(2) Any bounded random variable X is sub-Gaussian with || X[y, <
C|| X |loo, for some C > 0.

Let us prove the useful lemma:

Lemma 6. Let X be a sub-Gaussian random variable such that || X ||y, < 0.
Then, the random variable X? — E[X?] is sub-exponential, and

1X? — E[X?][ly, < 40”.
Proof. Assume that || X ||y, < o, i.e. E[lexp(X?/0?)] < 2. Using the standard
inequality e“ > 1 + u, we get
X2
2> E{exp (7)} =21+
o
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so that E[X?] < 02. Moreover, by Jensen’s inequality,

slew (3] == [0 () ] <5 {(ew G)] <2

Then,
|X? - E[X?]| E[X?] X?
]E[exp ( 402 ) S oxp ( 402 )E P (@)
< ol/4  9l/4 <2.
Hence the result. O
We recall:

Proposition 4 ([44], Proposition 2.5.2). Let X be a random variable. Then
the following properties are equivalent; the parameters K; > 0 appearing in
these properties differ from each other by at most an absolute constant factor.
(1) For allt >0, P(|X| > t) < 2exp(—t?/K?).
(2) For allp > 1, | X||, = (E|X|P)V? < Ka\/p.
(3) For all \ such that |\| < K1, we have Elexp(A\2X?)] < exp(K3)\?).
(4) We have E[exp(X?/K2)] < 2.
(5) Moreover, if E[X] = 0 then properties (i)-(iv) are also equivalent to
the following property: For all A € R, Elexp(AX)] < exp(K2\?) .

Lemma 7 (Bernstein inequalities for sub-exponential/Gaussian random
variables). Let X1, Xs, ..., X, be independent, mean-zero, random variables.

o Assume the X; are sub-exponential such that || X;|ly, < K for all
i € [n]. Then, there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all t > 0,

" 2t
;Xi 2t) §2exp(—cmin (nKTK))'

Equivalently, with probability 1 — 0, there exists C > 0 such that

. CK( log(2/6) log<2/5>>.

(104) P (

n

> x

i=1

(105) - -

o Assume the X; are sub-Gaussian such that || X;||y, < K for all i €
[n]. Then, there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all t > 0,

n

>x

1=1

t2
>t) <2 (— )
) exp CnK2

Proposition 5 (Bernstein inequality for weighted sums of sub-exponen-
tial variables). Let X1, Xs,..., X, be independent sub-exponential random
variables satisfying || Xilly, < K for all i, and let (a;)icpn) be determinis-
tic weights. Then there exists a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that, for all

(106) P (
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5 €(0,1),

X, 2 )
P (; ;| Xi| > CK<N [log(1/0) ;ai + log(1/0) max |az|)) <.

E.3. Approximation results.

Definition 3. Let A C R  The Kolmogorov n-width of a subset K C
rL>°(A) is defined by

107 do(K,L®) = inf inf |lg — &||poo(a)
(107) ( ) yol ) sup (;gvllg Pl ()
dim V=n

Let A C R? be a bounded Lipschitz (whose boundary can be described
locally by graphs of Lipschitz functions) domain, 1 < p < oo, and

BI(A) = {f € H8I(s; A) : || fllmorcs; ) < 1}
be the unit Hélder ball of smoothness s > 0 (Holder-Zygmund class). The
Kolmogorov k-width in LP(A) is
dy (B9 (A),LP(A)) == inf inf [|f— :
k(Bs 7 (A),LP(A)) vk feggg(A) Inf 1f = glleca)
dim V=Fk °
The following result can be found in ([35], Chapter 7) or ([§], Chapter 9).
Theorem 9 (Kolmogorov k-widths of Holder balls in LP). Let A € RY be a
bounded Lipschitz (i.e. whose boundary can be described locally by graphs of
Lipschitz functions) domain, let 1 < p < oo, and let s > 0. Then there exist
constants ¢, ¢’ > 0 depending only on s, d, p, and A such that
k™ < dp(BIO(A), LP(A)) < (R4, k> 1.
In particular, the optimal n-dimensional approximation rate of s-Hélder
functions in LP(A) is n=%/4,

Corollary 5 (Scaling to a ball of radius r). Let Q = By(xo,r) C R? be the
ball of radius r > 0 centered at xq, let 1 < p < 0o, and let

BI(Q) == {f € Hol(s;Q)) : 1 flsi(s;0) < 1}
Then there exist constants c¢,¢’ > 0 depending only on s,d,p such that, for
all k > 1,
ck—s/drsﬂl/p < dk(BEGI(Q),Lp(Q)) < k—s/dc/rerd/p.
In particular, for k=2 and p = 2,
d (B{N(Q),L2(Q)) = er™t /2.

Proof (sketch). Let By := By(0,1) and Q := By(zo,r). Ley S, : RY —
RBo be the function such that f(y) := f(zg + ry), which maps functions
on @ to functions on By. Then |5, fl|ir(By) = rd/prHLp(Q), and the B!
seminorm scales by r°, so S, maps B*(Q) onto a set equivalent (up to con-
stants independent of r) to B*(By). Applying the LP width result on By and
rescaling yields the claim. ([l
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