
TESSELLATION LOCALIZED TRANSFER LEARNING FOR
NONPARAMETRIC REGRESSION

HÉLÈNE HALCONRUY
1,2 , BENJAMIN BOBBIA

3
, AND PAUL LEJAMTEL

4

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 [12, 49] and natural language processing [38, 7], including tasks like
sentiment analysis [28]. It has also been widely adopted in recommender
systems [34, 30] 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 [6, 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 Rd can be partitioned into finitely many cells A⋆

ℓ such that, within
each cell, the target regression function fT is well approximated by a sim-
ple transformation of the source regression function fS . More precisely, for
each cell A⋆

ℓ , there exists a local transfer function gℓ : [0, 1] → [0, 1] satisfying
fT = gℓ ◦ fS on A⋆

ℓ . 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 [1] 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 4) - 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 5). Illustrative 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 nS 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 nT data points.
Let DS denote the source sample, comprising input/output pairs

(
(Xi, Yi), i ∈

S
)
, and let DT denote the target sample, with pairs

(
(Xi, Yi), i ∈ T

)
.

For all i ∈ S ∪ T , the inputs satisfy Xi ∈ Rd and the outputs Yi ∈ R. The
data follow the regression models
(1) Yi = fS(Xi) + εi, i ∈ S,

and
(2) Yi = fT (Xi) + εi, i ∈ T ,

where the noise terms εi satisfy E[εi|Xi] = 0 and Var[εi|Xi] ⩽ σ2.

The goal is to estimate the function fT 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 fT and fS is that the feature space [0, 1]d can be
partitioned into finitely many cells A⋆

ℓ , such that on each cell fT is obtained
by transforming fS via a function g⋆ℓ . More specifically, we have the main
structural assumption:

Assumption 1. There exists a partition of [0, 1]d into cells H⋆ = {A⋆
ℓ , ℓ ∈

[L⋆]} s.t. for all ℓ ∈ [L⋆] there exists a function g⋆ℓ : R → R such that
(3) ∀x ∈ A⋆

ℓ , fT (x) = g⋆ℓ (fS(x)).
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Let g : (x, y) ∈ [0, 1]d × R 7→
∑
ℓ∈[L⋆] g

⋆
ℓ (y)1A⋆

ℓ
(x) 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 : ℓ ∈ [L⋆]}
such that Assumption 1 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 1 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 |T2| ≃ |T1| = ⌊nT /2⌋. The first sub-
sample, DT1 = {(Xi, Yi), 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, DT2 = {(Xi, Yi), i ∈ T2}, is
reserved for model selection and is used exclusively to choose the tessella-
tion via empirical risk minimization.
We fix an integer Lmax > 0, which represents the maximal number of
cells allowed in the procedure. In the well-specified case, we assume that
L⋆ ⩽ Lmax; otherwise, Lmax 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 = (AH,ℓ)ℓ∈[LH ], where each AH,ℓ is a cell and LH ∈ 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 ℓ ∈ [LH ],

|T H,ℓ
1 | ⩾ cmass nT1 h

d,
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where T H,ℓ
1 := {i ∈ T1 : Xi ∈ AH,ℓ}.

(ii) Locality radius: for all ℓ ∈ [LH ],

diam(AH,ℓ) ⩽ cradh.

(iii) Regular shape: For each cell AH,ℓ, there exist a point xH,ℓ ∈ AH,ℓ

and a constant rloc > 0 such that

Bd

(
xH,ℓ, rloch

)
⊆ AH,ℓ.

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

The essence of our transfer procedure (TL)2 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 functions can be
described by locally affine transformations of the source estimator f̂S (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 AH,ℓ, a local transfer function ĝH,ℓ
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 f̂HT (Step 3).
In a second stage (see Algorithm 2), 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)2). The notation (TL)2 naturally conveys the idea of two
layers of localization and transfer. The first “localize-transfer” step is im-
plemented in Algorithm 1, 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 DS , target training sample DT1 , fixed

tessellation H ∈ H with cells {AH,ℓ}ℓ∈[LH ] and centers
{xH,ℓ}ℓ∈[LH ].

Result: Transfer estimator on H: f̂HT .
1 Step 1: Source Nadaraya-Watson estimator
2 Define

f̂S(x) =
∑
i∈S KhS (Xi − x)Yi∑
i∈S KhS (Xi − x) , hS = n

− 1
2d+βS

S .

3 Step 2: Local transfer estimation on each cell
4 for ℓ = 1, . . . , LH do
5 Estimate (âH,ℓ, b̂H,ℓ) by solving

(âH,ℓ, b̂H,ℓ) ∈ argmin
a,b∈R

1
|AH,ℓ|

∑
i∈T H,ℓ

1

(
Yi − a(f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xH,ℓ)) − b

)2

×Kx,h(∥Xi − xH,ℓ∥)Kz,h(|f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xH,ℓ)|).

where T H,ℓ
1 = {i ∈ T1 : Xi ∈ AH,ℓ}.

6 Define the cell-wise transfer function

ĝH,ℓ(y, yℓ) = âH,ℓ(y − yℓ) + b̂H,ℓ.

7 Step 3: Transfer estimator on H

8 Let ℓH(x) be the index of the cell of H containing x. Define the
transfer estimator on the tessellation H:

f̂HT (x) = ĝH,ℓH(x)
(
f̂S(x), f̂S(xH,ℓH(x))

)
.

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 gℓ.

In order to obtain convergence rates, we need to refine the transferrabil-
ity condition (1). More precisely, we need a local linear transfer regularity
condition:

Assumption 2. There exist functions a⋆, b⋆ : [0, 1]d → R, constants lloc >
0, βloc ∈ [0, 1], such that for all x, x′ ∈ [0, 1]d,

(4)
∣∣fT (x) −

(
a⋆(x′)(fS(x) − fS(x′)) + b⋆(x′)

)∣∣ ⩽ lloc∥x− x′∥1+βloc .
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Algorithm 2: Tessellation-Localized Transfer Learning (TL)2

Data: Target validation sample DT2 , cellwise transfer function ĝH,ℓ
for each candidate tessellation H = {AH,ℓ}ℓ∈[LH ] ∈ H and
each ℓ ∈ [LH ].

Result: Transfer estimator f̂tl
T

1 Step 1: Select best tessellation
2 Choose“H ∈ argmin

H∈HL,L∈[Lmax]

1
|T2|

∑
i∈T2

L∑
ℓ=1

E
î(
Yi − ĝH,ℓ(f̂S(Xi), f̂S(xH,ℓ))

)2ó
.

3 Step 2: Final transfer estimator
4 Let ℓ“H(x) be the cell of “H containing x. Define the transfer

estimator:
f̂tl

T (x) = ĝ“H,ℓ
Ĥ

(x)
(
f̂S(x), f̂S(x“H,ℓ

Ĥ
(x))
)
.

Remark 3 (Assumption 1 vs Assumption 2). Assumption 1 is purely struc-
tural: on each cell A⋆

ℓ , the relationship between fS and fT is exact and
one-dimensional, namely fT (x) = g⋆ℓ (fS(x)). No smoothness is required;
the only restriction is that fT depends on x solely through fS(x) within
each cell. In contrast, Assumption 2 is a local regularity condition: near any
x′, fT (x) is well approximated by an affine function of fS(x) with a Hölder
remainder ∥x − x′∥1+βloc . It imposes no global rule such as fT = 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 fT .
Moreover, if one augments Assumption 1 with additional regularity that is
for instance assuming that on each cell A⋆

ℓ ,

fT (x) = g⋆ℓ (fS(x)),

where g⋆ℓ ∈ C1+βℓ , fS ∈ C1, ∇fS is non-degenerate, then a Taylor expansion
of g⋆ℓ at fS(x′), combined with the smoothness of fS , yields for x near x′,

fT (x) = g′
ℓ(fS(x′))

(
fS(x) − fS(x′)

)
+
[
gℓ(fS(x′)) − g′

ℓ(fS(x′))fS(x′)
]
,

with a remainder of order ∥x − x′∥1+βℓ , i.e. βloc = βℓ. Thus, under such
regularity, Assumption 1 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 (1) and a target problem (2).
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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 Xi (i ∈ T ) are i.i.d. on Rd
with density pT satisfying pT ∈ [pmin

T , pmax
T ] where pmax

T ⩾ pmin
T > 0.

3.2 Source design. The source design points Xi (i ∈ S) are i.i.d. on Rd
with density pS satisfying pS ∈ [pmin

S , pmax
S ] where pmax

S ⩾ pmin
S > 0.

Assumption 4. We make the following assumptions on the regularity of
the source and target functions:
4.1 Source function regularity. fS ∈ Höl(βS , lS ; [0, 1]d).
4.2 Target function regularity. fT ∈ Höl(βT , lT ; [0, 1]d).

Assumption 5. For any i ∈ S∪T , the random variable εi is sub-exponential,
i.e.

∥εi∥ψ1 ⩽ σS (i ∈ S) and ∥εi∥ψ1 ⩽ σT (i ∈ T ),
for some constants σS , σT > 0, where ∥ · ∥ψ1 is the Orlicz ψ1-norm (see
Definition 2).

Assumption 6 (Kernels). The kernels K : R+ → R, Kx : R+ → R+ and
Kz : R+ → R+ are bounded, nonnegative, and compactly supported on [0, 1].
Moreover, they are symmetric and satisfy∫

R
K(u)du = 1,

∫
R
Kx(u)du = 1, and

∫
R
Kz(u)du = 1.

Moreover, Kz is Lipschitz on R with constant lKz has a finite second moment:

0 < µ2(Kz) :=
∫
R
u2Kz(u) du < ∞.

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

F(H⋆, βS , βT , βloc) =
{

(fS , fT ) : fS ∈ Höl(βS , lS , [0, 1]d),

fT ∈ Höl(βT , lT , [0, 1]d), (2) holds , (4) holds with exponent βloc

}
.

The class F(H⋆, βS , βT , βloc) corresponds to a well-specified transfer learning
model associated with the oracle tessellation H⋆. Indeed, for any (fS , fT )
in this class, the local transfer relationship encoded in Assumption (2) holds
exactly on each cell of H⋆, with transfer regularity βloc.
In the following sections, we measure performance using the regression risk

R(g) := E
[
(Y − g(X))2] ,

for measurable functions g : [0, 1]d → R. Under the regression model Y =
fT (X) + ε with E[ε|X] = 0, we have

R(g) − R(fT ) = ∥g − fT ∥2
L2(µX),

so that excess risk coincides with squared L2(µX) error.

3.2. Upper bound.
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3.2.1. Mean-squared error of the transfer estimator on a fixed tessellation.
The aim of this section is to study the mean squared error bound of the
transfer estimator f̂HT constructed on a fixed admissible tessellation H ∈ H
by Algorithm (1).

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) gHfS : x ∈ [0, 1]d 7→ a⋆H,ℓH(x)
(
fS(x) − fS(xℓH(x))

)
+ b⋆H,ℓH(x),

where ℓH(x) denotes the index of the cell ofH containing x. The function gHfS
provides a cellwise linear approximation of the transfer relation g⋆ ◦fS = fT
on the tessellation H. In general, gHfS

need not coincide with the optimal
transfer representation unless Assumption 1 holds for H.

We further define the source oracle as

(6) gH
θ

: x ∈ [0, 1]d 7→ aH,ℓH(x)
(
fS(x) − fS(xℓH(x))

)
+ bH,ℓH(x),

where θH,ℓ = (aH,ℓ, bH,ℓ) denotes the cellwise least-squares estimator com-
puted from the target sample T1, while retaining access to the true source
function fS . The difference gHfS

− gH
θ

thus isolates the statistical error due
to the estimation of the transfer coefficients. The transfer estimator f̂HT on
the tessellation H additionally replaces fS with its nonparametric estimator
f̂S .

For any fixed tessellationH, the following deterministic decomposition holds:

R(f̂HT ) − R(fT ) = ∥fT − f̂HT ∥2
L2(µX)

⩽ 2∥fT − gHfS ∥2
L2(µX) + 2∥gHfS − gH

θ
∥2
L2(µX)

+ 2∥gH
θ

− f̂HT ∥2
L2(µX)(7)

=: 2Approx(H) + 2FitT1(H) + 2PlugS(H).

We have the following interpretation: the term Approx(H) quantifies the
transfer bias induced by approximating the target regression function fT
with a piecewise linear transfer model on H. The quantity FitT1(H) cap-
tures the estimation error arising from replacing the population transfer
parameters (a⋆H,ℓ, b⋆H,ℓ) with their empirical counterparts estimated from the
target sample T1. Finally, PlugS(H) measures the additional error incurred
by substituting the unknown source function fS with its nonparametric es-
timator f̂S within the transfer model.

Beyond requiring the tessellations to be admissible, we also need the corre-
sponding partition of [0, 1]d 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 regularity condition on the design.
7.1 . On admissible tessellations. For any admissible tessellation H ∈
H, there exist constants 0 < λH,min ⩽ λH,max < ∞ such that for all ℓ ∈ [LH ],

(8) λH,minI2 ⪯ 1
|T H,ℓ

1 |
(ΨH,ℓ)⊤ΨH,ℓ ⪯ λH,maxI2,

where ΨH,ℓ is the nH,ℓ × 2 design matrix with rows ϕHℓ (Xi)⊤, i ∈ T H,ℓ
1 , and

(9) ϕHℓ (x) =
(
1, fS(x) − fS(xH,ℓ)

)⊤
,

with T H,ℓ
1 := {i ∈ T1 : Xi ∈ AH,ℓ}.

7.2 . On the target tessellation. There exist constants 0 < λ⋆min ⩽
λ⋆max < ∞ such that for all ℓ ∈ [L⋆],

(10) λ⋆minI2 ⪯ 1
|T ⋆,ℓ

1 |
(Ψ⋆

ℓ )⊤Ψ⋆
ℓ ⪯ λ⋆maxI2,

where Ψ⋆
ℓ is the nℓ × 2 design matrix with rows ϕ⋆ℓ (Xi)⊤ (i ∈ T ⋆,ℓ

1 ), and

(11) ϕ⋆ℓ (x) =
(
1, fS(x) − fS(xℓ⋆)

)⊤
,

with T ⋆,ℓ
1 := {i ∈ T1 : Xi ∈ A⋆

ℓ}.

For any ℓ ∈ [LH ], define

(12) nH,ℓ :=
∑
i∈T1

1{Xi∈AH,ℓ} and pH,ℓ := P(X ∈ AH,ℓ).

Assumption 8 (Cellwise lower-mass condition). For all δ ∈ (0, 1) and all
H ∈ H,

(13) nT1 min
ℓ∈[LH ]

pH,ℓ ⩾ 8 log
(LH
δ

)
.

Remark 4 (On Assumption 7.2). 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, Györfi 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 LH , 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 c∆ > 0 such that for all H ∈ H,

∆max(H) := max
ℓ∈[LH ]

∆H,ℓ ⩽ c∆ L
−1/d
H ,

where ∆H,ℓ := diam(AH,ℓ).
9.2 . On the target tessellation. There exist constants 0 < c⋆min ⩽
c⋆max < ∞ such that

(14) c⋆min(L⋆)−1/d ⩽ ∆min(H⋆) ⩽ ∆max(H⋆) ⩽ c⋆max(L⋆)−1/d,

where ∆min(H⋆)= minℓ∈[L⋆] diam(A⋆
ℓ ) and ∆max(H⋆)= maxℓ∈[L⋆] diam(A⋆

ℓ ).

Theorem 1. Let H ∈ H be an admissible tessellation. Suppose that As-
sumptions 2, 3, 4, 5 7 and 9.1 hold.
Then, for all δ ∈ (0, 1) such that nT1h

dh ≳ log(1/δ), the transfer estimator
f̂HT associated with the tessellation H satisfies, with probability at least 1−δ,

(15) R(f̂HT ) − R(fT ) ≲ L
−2(1+βloc)/d
H + LH

nT1
log
(1
δ

)
+ L

−2βgβS/d
H + log

(LH
δ

)(
1 + log

(LH
δ

))
n

− 2βS
2βS +d

S .

Remark 5 (Interpretation of the error decomposition). The bound (15) re-
veals four distinct contributions to the excess risk of the transfer estimator.
The first term, L−2(1+βloc)/d

H , 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 LH . This term is
governed by the local transfer smoothness exponent βloc appearing in As-
sumption 2.The second term, LH/nT1 , up to logarithmic factors, reflects
the aggregate parametric estimation error arising from the estimation of the
2LH cellwise transfer coefficients based on the nT1 target observations. The
third term, L−2βgβS/d

H , 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 βg and the source smoothness exponent βS .
Finally, the last term corresponds to the plug-in error induced by estimating
the source regression function fS from nS observations. Up to logarithmic
factors, it matches the classical minimax rate for estimating a βS-Hölder
regression function in dimension d.

Remark 6 (Smooth transfer-source regime). Under the assumptions of The-
orem 1, assume in addition that

βg βS ⩾ 1 + βloc.

Then, under the quasi-uniformity assumption on H, we have∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

pH,ℓ ∆2βgβS
H,ℓ ≲ ∆max(H)2βgβS ≲ L

−2(1+βloc)/d
H .
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Consequently, the additional approximation term L
−2βgβS/d
H in (15) is dom-

inated by the transfer bias term L
−2(1+βloc)/d
H and can be absorbed into it.

In this regime, the excess risk bound simplifies to

R(f̂HT ) − R(fT ) ≲ L
−2(1+βloc)/d
H + LH

nT1
log
(1
δ

)
+ log

(LH
δ

)(
1 + log

(LH
δ

))
n

− 2βS
2βS +d

S .

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

βgβS ⩾ 1 + βloc.

Consider the additional assumption:

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

NH,ℓ = #
{
i ∈ T1 : ∥Xi − xH,ℓ∥ ⩽ h, |f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xH,ℓ)| ⩽ h

}
.

Fix δ ∈ (0, 1). There exist constants cess
1 , cess

2 > 0 such that, with probability
at least 1 − δ, the following event holds:

(16) 1
cess
2
nT1h

dh ⩽ sup
H∈H,AH,ℓ

NH,ℓ ⩽ cess
2 nT1h

dh.

We define the event

(17) Eess =
{

∀H ∈ H, ∀ℓ ∈ [LH ] : 1
cess
2
nT1h

dh ⩽ NH,ℓ ⩽ cess
2 nT1h

dh
}
.

In particular, the effective sample size of the local weighted estimator within
each cell is of order nT1h

dh, uniformly over (H, ℓ). We further assume the
plug-in regime

(18) nT1h
dh ⩾ cess

1 log
(1
δ

)
.

Remark 7. In classical local polynomial regression [10], 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 10, 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
(19)

∑
i∈T1

1{
∥Xi−xH,ℓ∥⩽h, |f̂S(Xi)−f̂S(xH,ℓ)|⩽h

},
that is, the number of target observations falling in a joint (x, f̂S(x))-window
around (xH,ℓ, f̂S(xH,ℓ)). Such counts naturally arise in the local transfer
estimation step and are controlled uniformly over all admissible tessellations
and cells under Assumption 10.
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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. Fix δ ∈ (0, 1) and
suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold. Assume moreover that
Assumption 10 holds at level δ. Then, with probability at least 1 − δ,

(20) R(f̂HT ) − R(fT ) ≲ L
−2(1+βloc)/d
H + LH

nT1
+ n

− 2βS
2βS +d

S .

Proof. Under Assumption 10, the effective sample size in each cellwise local
regression is of order nT1h

dh uniformly over (H, ℓ), and the plug-in regime
ensures nT1h

dh ≳ log(1/δ). The logarithmic factors in Theorem 1 can there-
fore be absorbed into the implicit constant, yielding (20). □

Independently, Theorem 1 also implies an expectation bound on a fixed
tessellation.
Corollary 2. Let H ∈ H be an admissible tessellation. Suppose that the
assumptions of Theorem 1 hold. Then

(21) E
î
R(f̂HT ) − R(fT )

ó
≲ L

−2(1+βloc)/d
H + LH

nT1
+
(
1 + log(LH)

)2
n

− 2βS
2βS +d

S .

Proof. Apply Theorem 1 with δ = e−t and integrate the resulting sub-
exponential tail bound in t. Expanding log(LH/δ) yields a factor of order
(1 + log(LH))2 after integration, which gives (21). □

The next corollary specializes Theorem 1 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 Assumptions 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 9.1 hold, as well as the plug-in condi-
tion (18). Then the transfer estimator f̂tl

T = f̂H
⋆

T associated with the oracle
tessellation H⋆ satisfies the following bound in expectation:
(22)

E
[
R(f̂tl

T ) − R(fT )
]
≲ (L⋆)− 2(1+βloc)

d + L⋆

nT1
+ log(L⋆)

(
1 + log(L⋆)

)
n

− 2βS
2βS +d

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 fixed 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 f̂HT denote the transfer estimator constructed on the
tessellation H, and define its population risk by
(23) R(H) := R(f̂HT ) = E

î
(Y − f̂HT (X))2

ó
.



LOCALIZED TRANSFER LEARNING 15

Let “R(H) denote the corresponding empirical risk computed on the valida-
tion sample T2. The selected tessellation is defined via the empirical risk
minimization rule
(24) “H ∈ argmin

H∈H
“R(H).

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 Hor ∈ arg minH∈H R(H). Assume that E[ε4] < ∞ and
that the validation sample T2 is independent of the data used to construct
the estimators {f̂HT : H ∈ H}. Then there exists a universal constant c > 0
such that

(25) E
î
R(“H)

ó
⩽ R(Hor) + c(σ2 + Rmax)

 
|H|
nT2

,

where Rmax := maxH∈H R(H).

Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix B.2.1. □

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 H of admissible tessellations is finite. Suppose that Assumptions 2, 3,
4, 5, and 7 hold. Then there exists a constant c > 0 such that

E
î
R(f̂tl

T ) − R(fT )
ó
⩽ c inf

H∈H

{
L

−2(1+βloc)/d
H + LH

nT
+ n

− 2βS
2βS +d

S

}

+ c(σ2 + Rmax)
 

|H|
nT

,(26)

where f̂tl
T := f̂

“H
T 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 obtained 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 T2 into B disjoint blocks of equal size.
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For any H ∈ H, let “RMoM(H) denote the median of the blockwise empirical
means of the squared validation loss

LH(X,Y ) :=
(
Y − f̂HT (X)

)2
.

The selected tessellation is then defined by

(27) “HMoM ∈ argmin
H∈H

“RMoM(H).

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[ε4] < ∞. There exist universal constants c, c′ > 0
such that for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and any integer B satisfying

(28) B ⩾ c log
Å |H|
δ

ã
,

the selected tessellation “HMoM satisfies, with probability at least 1 − δ,

(29) R(“HMoM) ⩽ min
H∈H

R(H) + c′(σ2 + Rmax)
 

log(|H|/δ)
nT2

,

where Rmax := maxH∈H R(H).

Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix B.2.2. □

We finally combine Proposition 2 with the high-probability fixed-tessellation
bounds (Theorem 1) 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
δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold for every
H ∈ H. Assume moreover that Assumption 10 holds at level δ/(2|H|) and
that E[ε4] < ∞. Let “HMoM be defined as above with an integer B satisfying

(30) B ⩾ c log
Å2|H|

δ

ã
.

Then, with probability at least 1 − δ,

R(f̂ “HMoM
T ) − R(fT ) ≲ inf

H∈H

{
L

−2(1+βloc)/d
H + LH

nT
+ n

− 2βS
2βS +d

S

}

+ c′′(σ2 + Rmax)
 

log(2|H|/δ)
nT

,(31)

for some universal constant c′′ > 0.

The bound (31) 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 H.
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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 : ℓ ∈ [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 N (0, σ2) 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 ∈ [L⋆], let p⋆ℓ :=
P(X ∈ A⋆

ℓ ). There exist constants 0 < a ⩽ b < ∞ such that

(32) a

L⋆
⩽ p⋆ℓ ⩽

b

L⋆
.

Theorem 4. Assume that the source and target regression functions satisfy
Assumption 4 with βS = βT = β. Assume further that the oracle tessellation
H⋆ = {A⋆

ℓ : ℓ ∈ [L⋆]} and the associated set of representative points {xH⋆,ℓ :
ℓ ∈ [L⋆]} are known, and that Assumptions 1, 7.2, and 11 hold. Suppose
moreover that Assumption 2 holds with ∥a⋆∥∞ ⩽ Amax and ∥b⋆∥∞ ⩽ Bmax
for some Amax, Bmax > 0.

Then there exists a constant c > 0, depending only on d, β, σ,Amax, Bmax
and the constants appearing in Assumptions 3, 7.2, and 11, such that

inf̂
f

sup
(fS ,fT )∈F(H⋆,β,β,βloc)

[
R(f̂) − R(fT )

]
⩾ c

ï
σ2L⋆

nT
+ (∆min(H⋆))2(1+βloc)

+ n
− 2β

2β+d

S

ò
.

In particular, the same lower bound applies to the transfer estimator f̂tl
T

defined in Algorithm 2:

sup
(fS ,fT )∈F(H⋆,β,β,βloc)

[
R(f̂tl

T ) − R(fT )
]
⩾ c

ï
σ2L⋆

nT
+ (∆min(H⋆))2(1+βloc)

+ n
− 2β

2β+d

S

ò
.

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

Corollary 4. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4 and Assumption 9.2
hold. Then, there exists a constant c > 0 such that
(33)

inf̂
f

sup
(fS ,fT )∈F(H⋆,β,β,βloc)

(
R(f̂)−R(fT )

)
⩾ c

[
σ2L⋆

nT
+(L⋆)− 2(1+βloc)

d +n
− 2β

2β+d

S

]
.

Combining Corollary 3 with Corollary 4, we conclude that the proposed
transfer learning estimator is minimax rate-optimal over F(H⋆, β, β, βloc),
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up to logarithmic factors and the standard sample-splitting convention nT1 =
cnT . In particular, no estimator can uniformly improve upon the rates
achieved by f̂tl

T on this class.

Remark 8 (On the role of the dimension). For a fixed tessellation H⋆, the
target-side contribution σ2L⋆/nT + (∆min(H⋆))2(1+βloc) is parametric in the
target sample size nT . 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 ∆min(H⋆) of order (L⋆)−1/d and allows
L⋆ to grow with nT , balancing the terms L⋆/nT and (∆min(H⋆))2(1+βloc)

yields the rate

(34) n
− 2(1+βloc)

2(1+βloc)+d

T ,

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⋆ = {A⋆

ℓ : ℓ ∈ [L⋆]} sat-
isfying Assumption 1 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) g(x, y) :=
∑
ℓ∈[L⋆]

g⋆ℓ (y),1A⋆
ℓ
(x).

Accordingly, for each ℓ ∈ [L⋆] we consider the regression model

(36) Yi = g⋆ℓ
(
f̂S(Xi)

)
+ εi, i ∈ T1,

where E[εi | Xi] = 0 and the noise on the target sample satisfies Assump-
tion 5, namely |εi|ψ1 ⩽ σT for all i ∈ T1. Using the estimated source score
f̂S , we define the estimator

(37) ĝ
f̂S

(x, y) :=
∑
ℓ∈[L⋆]

ĝ
f̂S ,ℓ

(y)1A⋆
ℓ
(x), ĝ

f̂S ,ℓ
(y) := âℓ

[
y − f̂S(xℓ⋆)

]
+ b̂ℓ,
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where (âℓ, b̂ℓ) is obtained by local least squares around the representative
point xℓ⋆ of the cell A⋆

ℓ , namely

(38) (̂bℓ, âℓ) ∈ argmin
b,a∈R

{
1
nT1

∑
i∈T1

[
Yi − a

(
f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)

)
− b
]2

×Kx,h(∥Xi − xℓ⋆∥)Kz,h

(
|f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)|

)}
.

Here, Kx : R+ → R+ and Kz : R+ → R+ are bounded kernels supported on
[0, 1] and satisfying Assumption 6. The bandwidths h > 0 and h > 0 define
the rescaled kernels Kx,h = h−dKx(·/h) and Kz,h = h

−1
Kz(·/h).

Assumption 12. For all ℓ ∈ [L⋆], g⋆ℓ ∈ Höl(βg, lg;R), where βg > 1 and
lg > 0.

Throughout this section, we assume that Assumptions 3.2, 4.1, 5, and 6
hold. In particular, these assumptions ensure uniform control of the source
estimator f̂S in sup-norm. Specifically, for any δS ∈ (0, 1), there exist con-
stants c′

S , cS > 0 and an event ES with P(ES) ⩾ 1 − δS on which

(39) ϵS := ∥f̂S − fS∥∞ ⩽ c′
S

(
log(cS/δS)

nS

) βS
2βS +d

.

Theorem 5. Let X be a target covariate with distribution µT (density pT ),
independent of the source sample DS . Suppose Assumptions 3.2, 4.1, 5,
and 6 hold. Assume moreover that Assumptions 7.2, 10, and 6 hold on
each cell ℓ ∈ [L⋆] for the local estimators (38), and define for x ∈ [0, 1]d,
yℓ(x) := f̂S(xℓ⋆(x)) where ℓ⋆(x) is the unique index such that x ∈ A⋆

ℓ(x). Fix
y ∈ R and consider the localization event

(40) Ey :=
{

|y − yℓ(X)| ⩽ h
}
.

Then, on the event ES ∩ Eess ∩ Ey, where Eess is defined by (17), we have

(41) E
[(
ĝ
f̂S

(X, y) − g(X, y)
)2 ∣∣DS

]
≲ l2g

(
log(cS/δS)

nS

) 2βgβS
2βS +d

+ l2g h
2βg + σ2

T
nT1h

dh
,

where the implicit constant depends only on cess
2 , λ0, and the kernel envelopes

∥Kx∥∞, ∥Kz∥∞. In particular, with the choice h = (nT1h
d)−1/(2βg+1), the

bound (41) yields, on ES ∩ Eess ∩ Ey,

(42) E
[(
ĝ
f̂S

(X, y)−g(X, y)
)2 ∣∣DS

]
≲

(
log(cS/δS)

nS

) 2βgβS
2βS +d

+(nT1h
d)− 2βg

2βg+1 .
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Moreover, if supℓ∈[L⋆] |y−yℓ| ⩽ h, then Ey holds automatically and the same
bound is valid (on ES ∩ Eess).

Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix D.1.2. □

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 = f̂S(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 1 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

Ered :=
MSENW − MSE(TL)2

MSENW
,

where MSENW and MSE(TL)2 denote respectively the mean squared error of
the Nadaraya-Watson estimator of fT computed on the full target sample T
(i.e., without transfer), and that of the proposed (TL)2 estimator defined in
Algorithm (2). In practice, values of Ered 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∏
i=1

ò
ki
nT

,
ki + 1
nT

ò
, 0 ⩽ k1, . . . , kd ⩽ nT − 1.

As a consequence, the maximal number of cells is fixed and given by Lmax =
ndT .

Remark 9. The transfer estimation procedures described in Algorithms 1
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 [17] 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, Kx and
Kz are all taken as x 7→

√
2π−1

e−∥x∥2
2/2 where x stand for the appropriate ar-

gument. Moreover, the bandwidths h and h̄ are chosen of order n−1/3. 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]d 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]d 7→ ∥x∥2

2. Moreover, target and
source covariates (respectively XT and XS) are both simulated according to
.i.d uniform distribution on [0, 1]d and source output are simulated for all
i ∈ S as Yi = fS(Xi) + εi with εi ∼ N (0, 0.1). Whereas the target output is
simulated for i ∈ T as Yi = fk(Xi) + εi with εi ∼ N (0, 0.1) while fk stand
for one of the follonwig target regression functions.

Target 1:
f1(x) := 1{x1⩾ 1

2 }(sin(∥x∥2)) + 1{x1<
1
2 }(e∥x∥2), x ∈ [0, 1]d.

Target 2:
f2(x) := 1{∥x∥2⩾ 1

2 }(sin(∥x∥2)) + 1{∥x∥2<
1
2 }(e∥x∥2), x ∈ [0, 1]d.

In all simulations, the target sample size is fixed to nT = 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 f1,
since its discontinuity can be exactly captured by an admissible tessellation.
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In contrast, the discontinuity of f2 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 f1 using partitions split at points
k/19, k = {1, . . . , 19}. This configuration is referred to as Target 1 (wrong
split) in Figure 1. In this case, misspecification arises from the fact that the
optimal partition H∗ appearing in Assumption (1) does not belong to the
class of admissible tessellations explored by the algorithm. Figure 1 reports
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Figure 1. Error reduction for the estimation of f1 and f2
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 nS = 100 × 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
Ered 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 (7). More
specifically, the decreasing behavior of the curves in Figure 1, as well as
the results reported in Table 1, highlight the impact of the term PlugS(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
FitT1(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)2 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 R7 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 (nT =
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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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.



LOCALIZED TRANSFER LEARNING 25

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 nT /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.
Id Identity matrix of size d× d
a ≲ b ∃c > 0 such that a ⩽ cb
A ⪯ B B −A is positive semidefinite (A,B matrices)
c > 0 Universal constant
Source and target

DS Source dataset: {(Xi, Yi), i ∈ S}
DT Target dataset: {(Xi, Yi), i ∈ T }
T1 ⊂ T Target training sample
T2 ⊂ T Target validation sample
Tessellation and cells

H Set of tessellations.
H = (AH,ℓ)ℓ∈[LH ] Tessellation.
Lmax maximum number of admissible cells
AH,ℓ Cell with index ℓ in tessellation H.
T H,ℓ

1 T H,ℓ
1 = {i ∈ T1 : Xi ∈ AH,ℓ}

∆H,ℓ = diam(AH,ℓ)
Estimators
f̂tl

T Final transfer estimator of fT
f̂HT Transfer estimator of fT on tessellation H
f̂S Nadarya-Watson estimator of fS
ĝH,ℓ Local transfer function estimator on AH,ℓ

Appendix A. Useful preliminary results

In this section, we fix a cell AH,ℓ of an admissible tessellation H ∈ H
(see Definition 1), with representative point (center) xH,ℓ. We work on the
target subsample T1 and consider, on each cell ℓ ∈ [LH ], the oracle-score
and plug-in-score models

(43) Yi = gℓ ◦ fS(Xi) + εi and Yi = gℓ ◦ f̂S(Xi) + εi, i ∈ T H,ℓ
1 ,

where the noise terms satisfy E[εi|Xi] = 0, E[εi|Xi] = 0, and are condition-
ally sub-Gaussian with proxy variance σ2

T .

For a fixed cell ℓ, we write mH,ℓ(u) := gℓ(fS(u)) for the corresponding
regression function on AH,ℓ. We assume that mH,ℓ admits a local linear
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expansion at the representative point xH,ℓ: there exist θ⋆H,ℓ ∈ R2 and a
remainder rH,ℓ( · ) := rH,ℓ( · ;xH,ℓ) such that, for all u ∈ AH,ℓ,

(44) mH,ℓ(u) = (θ⋆H,ℓ)⊤ϕH,ℓ(u) + rH,ℓ(u),

where the feature map is defined by

(45) ϕH,ℓ : u ∈ AH,ℓ 7→
(
1, fS(u) − fS(xH,ℓ)

)⊤ ∈ R2.

We define the cell index set and its cardinality by

T H,ℓ
1 := {i ∈ T1 : Xi ∈ AH,ℓ} and nH,ℓ := |T H,ℓ

1 |.

We consider the following weighted least-squares estimators on the cell AH,ℓ:

(46)

θH,ℓ = (bH,ℓ, aH,ℓ) ∈ argmin
b,a∈R

{
1
nT1

∑
i∈T1

[
Yi − a

(
fS(Xi) − fS(xH,ℓ)

)
− b
]2

×Kx,h(∥Xi − xH,ℓ∥)Kz,h

(
|fS(Xi) − fS(xH,ℓ)|

)}
,

and

(47)

θ̂H,ℓ = (̂bH,ℓ, âH,ℓ) ∈ argmin
b,a∈R

{
1
nT1

∑
i∈T1

[
Yi − a

(
f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xH,ℓ)

)
− b
]2

×Kx,h(∥Xi − xH,ℓ∥)Kz,h

(
|f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xH,ℓ)|

)}
.

For the oracle estimator, introduce the weights: for all i ∈ T1, ℓ ∈ [LH ],

wi,ℓ := Kx,h(∥Xi − xH,ℓ∥)Kz,h

(
|fS(Xi) − fS(xH,ℓ)|

)
,

and the (unnormalized) weighted design matrices and vectors

ΨH,ℓ :=
(
ϕH,ℓ(Xi)⊤)

i∈T1
and WH,ℓ := diag(wi,ℓ)i∈T1 .

Define the weighted Gram matrix and score vector

GH,ℓ := 1
nT1

Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓΨH,ℓ, and sH,ℓ := 1

nT1
Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓY,

so that, whenever GH,ℓ is invertible,

(48) θH,ℓ = G−1
H,ℓsH,ℓ.
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A.1. A weighted least-squares tail bound. We state a cellwise con-
centration bound for the oracle weighted estimator θH,ℓ, uniformly over
ℓ ∈ [LH ].

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumption 7.1 holds. Assume moreover that Assump-
tion 5 holds. Suppose that for the fixed tessellation H and bandwidths (h, h),
the weighted Gram matrices satisfy, for all ℓ ∈ [LH ],
(49) λH,minI2 ⪯ GH,ℓ ⪯ λH,maxI2.

Then there exists a universal constant c > 0 such that for all δ ∈ (0, 1),

(50) P
Å

∃ℓ ∈ [LH ] : ∥θH,ℓ−θ⋆H,ℓ∥2
2 > c

( σ2
T

λH,min

log(2LH/δ)
nT1

+
B2
H,ℓ

λ2
H,min

)ã
⩽ δ,

where

(51) BH,ℓ :=
∥∥∥ 1
nT1

Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓrH,ℓ

∥∥∥
2
, rH,ℓ :=

(
rH,ℓ(Xi)

)
i∈T1

.

In particular, if |rH,ℓ(u)| ⩽ rmax,H,ℓ for all u ∈ AH,ℓ and ∥ϕH,ℓ(u)∥2 ⩽
ϕmax,H,ℓ for all u ∈ AH,ℓ, then
(52) BH,ℓ ⩽ ϕmax,H,ℓ rmax,H,ℓ.

Proof. Fix ℓ ∈ [LH ] and condition on the design {Xi}i∈T1 . Using the local
linear decomposition (44), for all i ∈ T1 we may write

Yi = (θ⋆H,ℓ)⊤ϕH,ℓ(Xi) + rH,ℓ(Xi) + εi.

Recalling the definitions of GH,ℓ and sH,ℓ, this yields

sH,ℓ −GH,ℓθ
⋆
H,ℓ = 1

nT1
Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓε+ 1

nT1
Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓrH,ℓ.

On the event that GH,ℓ is invertible,

θH,ℓ − θ⋆H,ℓ = G−1
H,ℓ

(
1
nT1

Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓε+ 1

nT1
Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓrH,ℓ

)
.

Using the weighted design condition (49), we obtain

(53) ∥θH,ℓ − θ⋆H,ℓ∥2 ⩽
1

λH,min

(∥∥∥ 1
nT1

Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓε

∥∥∥
2

+BH,ℓ

)
.

Let v ∈ S1 (the unit sphere in R2) be fixed. Then

v⊤Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓε =

∑
i∈T1

wi,ℓ (v⊤ϕH,ℓ(Xi)) εi.

By Assumption 5, the variables (εi)i∈T1 are independent, centered, and sub-
exponential with ∥εi∥ψ1 ⩽ σT . Moreover, by boundedness of the kernels and
of ϕH,ℓ on AH,ℓ, there exists a constant c0 > 0 such that

|wi,ℓ v⊤ϕH,ℓ(Xi)| ⩽ c0 for all i ∈ T1.
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Hence, the summands wi,ℓ(v⊤ϕH,ℓ(Xi))εi are independent, centered, sub-
exponential random variables with ψ1-norm bounded by c0σT .
Applying Bernstein’s inequality for weighted sums of sub-exponential ran-
dom variables (see Proposition 5), there exists a universal constant c1 > 0
such that for all t > 0,

P

(∣∣v⊤Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓε

∣∣ ⩾ c1σT

( 
t

∑
i∈T1

w2
i,ℓ(v⊤ϕH,ℓ(Xi))2 + t

))
⩽ 2e−t.

Since∑
i∈T1

w2
i,ℓ(v⊤ϕH,ℓ(Xi))2 ⩽ ∥WH,ℓ∥op v

⊤Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓΨH,ℓv ⩽ ∥WH,ℓ∥op nT1λH,max,

and ∥WH,ℓ∥op ⩽ ∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞, we conclude that there exists a constant
c2 > 0 such that

P

(∥∥∥Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓε

∥∥∥2

2
⩾ c2 σ

2
T t nT1λH,max

)
⩽ 2e−t,

where we used a standard 1/2-net argument on S1 (see [46, Section 5.2.2]).
This yields

(54) P

(∥∥∥ 1
nT1

Ψ⊤
H,ℓWH,ℓε

∥∥∥2

2
⩾ c3

σ2
T t

nT1

)
⩽ 2e−t,

for a universal constant c3 > 0.

Combining (53) and (54), we obtain that with probability at least 1 − 2e−t,

∥θH,ℓ − θ⋆H,ℓ∥2
2 ⩽ c

(
σ2

T
λH,min

t

nT1
+

B2
H,ℓ

λ2
H,min

)
,

for a universal constant c > 0. Taking t = log(2LH/δ) and applying a
union bound over ℓ ∈ [LH ] yields (50). Finally, if |rH,ℓ(u)| ⩽ rmax,H,ℓ and
∥ϕH,ℓ(u)∥2 ⩽ ϕmax,H,ℓ for all u ∈ AH,ℓ, then (52) follows directly from
Cauchy–Schwarz. □

A.2. A perturbation bound: oracle vs. plug-in. The second objective
of this section is to compare the estimators θH,ℓ = (bH,ℓ, aH,ℓ) and θ̂H,ℓ =
(̂bH,ℓ, âH,ℓ) obtained by replacing the oracle score
(55) Zi,ℓ := fS(Xi) − fS(xH,ℓ)
by the plug-in score

(56) Ẑi,ℓ := f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xH,ℓ).

Lemma 2 (Oracle vs. plug-in local estimator). Suppose Assumptions 7.1,
10, and 6 hold. Assume moreover that ϵS := ∥f̂S − fS∥∞ satisfies
(57) ϵS/h ⩽ c0
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for a sufficiently small universal constant c0 > 0. Then there exists a con-
stant c > 0 such that for all δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ,

(58) ∥θ̂H,ℓ − θH,ℓ∥2 ⩽ c

[
ϵS

h
+
 

log(1/δ)
nT1h

dh
+ log(1/δ)

nT1h
dh

]
,

where c > 0 depends only on kernel envelopes and Lipschitz constants,
λH,min, λH,max, and admissible-partition constants.

Proof. Fix a cell ℓ and write xℓ := xH,ℓ for brevity. For all i ∈ T1, define the
feature vectors ϕi = (1, Zi,ℓ/h)⊤, ϕ̂i = (1, Ẑi,ℓ/h)⊤, and weights

wi = Kx,h(∥Xi − xℓ∥)Kz,h(|Zi,ℓ|), and ŵi = Kx,h(∥Xi − xℓ∥)Kz,h(|Ẑi,ℓ|).

Let S =
∑
i∈T1 wi and Ŝ =

∑
i∈T1 ŵi, and define

M = S−1 ∑
i∈T1

wiϕiϕ
⊤
i , M̂ = Ŝ−1 ∑

i∈T1

ŵiϕ̂iϕ̂
⊤
i ,

and
m = S−1 ∑

i∈T1

wiϕiYi, “m = Ŝ−1 ∑
i∈T1

ŵiϕ̂iYi.

Then θH,ℓ = M−1m and θ̂H,ℓ = M̂−1“m.
Step 1: Effective sample size and normalization. By Assumption 10, with
probability at least 1 − δ/4,

(59) 1
cess
2
nT1h

dh ⩽ Ŝ ⩽ cess
2 nT1h

dh.

On the event (59) and under (57), the Lipschitz property of Kz yields |wi −
ŵi| ≲ ϵS/h uniformly in i, and hence |S − Ŝ| ≲ (ϵS/h)Ŝ. In particular,
for c0 small enough, (59) implies the same bounds for S up to a change of
constants:

(60) 1
2cess

2
nT1h

dh ⩽ S ⩽ 2cess
2 nT1h

dh.

Step 2: Control of ∥M − M̂∥op. WriteA =
∑
i∈T1 wiϕiϕ

⊤
i and Â =

∑
i∈T1 ŵiϕ̂iϕ̂

⊤
i ,

so that M = A/S and M̂ = Â/Ŝ. Decomposing,

(61) M − M̂ = A− Â

S
+ Â

( 1
S

− 1
Ŝ

)
.

On the support of Kz,h, we have |Zi,ℓ| ≲ h, hence ∥ϕi∥2 ≲ 1. Similarly,
∥ϕ̂i∥2 ≲ 1 on the support of ŵi. Moreover, under (57) and Lipschitzness of
Kz,

∥ϕiϕ⊤
i − ϕ̂iϕ̂

⊤
i ∥op ≲

|Zi,ℓ − Ẑi,ℓ|
h

≲
ϵS

h
, |wi − ŵi| ≲

ϵS

h
.
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Hence ∥A− Â∥op ≲ (ϵS/h)Ŝ. Dividing by S and using (60) gives

(62) ∥A− Â∥op
S

≲
ϵS

h
.

Similarly, since ∥Â∥op ≲ Ŝ and
∣∣ 1
S − 1

Ŝ

∣∣ ≲ |S − Ŝ|/S2, we obtain

(63)
∥∥∥Â( 1

S
− 1
Ŝ

)∥∥∥
op

≲
|S − Ŝ|
S

≲
ϵS

h
.

Combining (61)–(63) yields

(64) ∥M − M̂∥op ≲
ϵS

h
.

Step 3: Concentration terms (from Yi). To incorporate the randomness of
(Yi), 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 nT1h

dh, Bernstein’s inequality for weighted sums of sub-
exponential variables yields that, with probability at least 1 − δ/4,

(65) ∥m− E[m|{Xi}]∥2 + ∥“m− E[“m|{Xi}]∥2 ≲

 
log(1/δ)
nT1h

dh
+ log(1/δ)

nT1h
dh

.

Moreover, the deterministic perturbation bounds above imply ∥E[m|{Xi}]−
E[“m|{Xi}]∥2 ≲ ϵS/h.
Final step: comparing θH,ℓ and θ̂H,ℓ. Using

θ̂H,ℓ − θH,ℓ = (M̂−1 −M−1)m+ M̂−1(“m−m),

Assumption 7.1 and Weyl’s inequality yield that M̂ is invertible and ∥M̂−1∥op ≲

1/λH,min on the event where ∥M − M̂∥op is sufficiently small (which holds
under (57)). Moreover,

∥M̂−1 −M−1∥op ⩽ ∥M−1∥op ∥M − M̂∥op ∥M̂−1∥op ≲ ∥M − M̂∥op.

Combining (64) and (65) and taking a union bound over the underlying
events yields (58). □

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, 5, 7.2, and 10 hold. Then there exists
a constant ca > 0 such that for all δ ∈ (0, 1), the event

(66) Ea,H,δ :=
ß

max
ℓ∈[LH ]

|aH,ℓ|2 ⩽ ca log
(LH
δ

)™
satisfies P(Ea,H,δ) ⩾ 1 − δ.
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Proof. Fix δ ∈ (0, 1). Recall that for a fixed tessellation H ∈ H and a cell
AH,ℓ, the cellwise transfer coefficients θH,ℓ = (bH,ℓ, aH,ℓ)⊤ are defined as the
solution of a weighted least-squares problem based on the target subsample
T1. They admit the closed-form representation

θH,ℓ = M−1
H,ℓmH,ℓ,

where the Gram matrix MH,ℓ ∈ R2×2 and the vector mH,ℓ ∈ R2 are given
by

MH,ℓ :=
∑

i∈T H,ℓ
1

αi,ℓ ϕH,ℓ(Xi)ϕH,ℓ(Xi)⊤ and mH,ℓ :=
∑

i∈T H,ℓ
1

αi,ℓ ϕH,ℓ(Xi)Yi,

with ϕH,ℓ(x) = (1, zH,ℓ(x))⊤, zH,ℓ(x) := fS(x) − fS(xH,ℓ), and normalized
weights

αi,ℓ := wi,ℓ∑
j∈T H,ℓ

1
wj,ℓ

, wi,ℓ = Kx,h

(
∥Xi−xH,ℓ∥

)
Kz,h

(
|fS(Xi)−fS(xH,ℓ)|

)
.

By construction, αi,ℓ ⩾ 0 and
∑
i∈T H,ℓ

1
αi,ℓ = 1.

Define the conditioning event

Eλ,ℓ := {λmin(MH,ℓ) ⩾ λ0}.

By Assumptions 7.2 and 10, we may choose λ0 (and the implicit constants
in the effective sample size regime) so that

(67) P
( ⋂
ℓ∈[LH ]

Eλ,ℓ
)
⩾ 1 − δ

2 .

On Eλ,ℓ, we have ∥M−1
H,ℓ∥op ⩽ λ−1

0 and hence

(68) |aH,ℓ| ⩽ ∥θH,ℓ∥2 ⩽ ∥M−1
H,ℓ∥op ∥mH,ℓ∥2 ⩽ λ−1

0 ∥mH,ℓ∥2.

Moreover, using ∥ϕH,ℓ(Xi)∥2 ⩽ cϕ on each cell, we obtain

(69) ∥mH,ℓ∥2 ⩽
∑

i∈T H,ℓ
1

αi,ℓ∥ϕH,ℓ(Xi)∥2|Yi| ⩽ cϕ
∑

i∈T H,ℓ
1

αi,ℓ|Yi|.

Consider the event

Aess :=
ß

max
ℓ∈[LH ]

∑
i∈T H,ℓ

1

α2
i,ℓ ⩽

c2
ess

nT1h
dh

™
.

By Assumption 10 and boundedness of the kernels, this event satisfies P(Aess) ⩾
1 − δ/2. Conditionally on the weights (αi,ℓ)i and the design, the variables
(Yi)i∈T H,ℓ

1
are independent and, by Assumption 5, sub-exponential with uni-

formly bounded ψ1-norm. Bernstein’s inequality for weighted sums of sub-
exponential variables yields that there exists a constant c > 0 such that, for
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every ℓ ∈ [LH ],

(70) P

Ñ ∑
i∈T H,ℓ

1

αi,ℓ|Yi| ⩾ c
(

1 +
»

log(LH/δ)
) ∣∣ (αi,ℓ)i

é
⩽

δ

2LH
,

on the event Aess. Taking a union bound over ℓ ∈ [LH ] yields that, on Aess,
with probability at least 1 − δ/2,

(71) max
ℓ∈[LH ]

∑
i∈T H,ℓ

1

αi,ℓ|Yi| ⩽ c
(

1 +
»

log(LH/δ)
)
.

Intersecting (71) with (67), and using (68)–(69), yields (66). □

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 1 (upper bound)

The proof is divided into two parts. The first part (Appendix B.1) 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 B.2) analyzes the additional error introduced
by selecting the decision tessellation through empirical risk minimization.

B.1. Risk on a fixed tessellation: proof of Theorem (1). Fix a par-
tition H ∈ H. To analyze the risk, we introduce several auxiliary functions
related to the composition g⋆ ◦ fS = fT , where the transfer function g⋆

is defined in Assumption 1. For any ℓ ∈ [LH ], define the centered source
regressor

zH,ℓ : x ∈ AH,ℓ 7→ fS(x) − fS(xℓ).
Let ℓH : [0, 1]d → [LH ] denote the index of the cell containing x, i.e.

ℓH(x) =
∑

ℓ∈[LH ]
ℓ1{x∈AH,ℓ}.

Transfer linearization gHfS
. For each cell AH,ℓ, define the population cellwise

least-squares coefficients
(a⋆H,ℓ, b⋆H,ℓ) = argmin

a,b∈R
E
[
(Y − azH,ℓ(X) − b)2 ∣∣X ∈ AH,ℓ

]
.

These quantities are deterministic functionals of the joint distribution of
(X,Y ), conditionally on the tessellation H. Define the piecewise-linear func-
tion

gHfS (x) = a⋆H,ℓH(x)
(
fS(x) − fS(xℓH(x))

)
+ b⋆H,ℓH(x)

= a⋆H,ℓH(x)zH,ℓH(x)(x) + b⋆H,ℓH(x).

For each ℓ ∈ [LH ], (a⋆H,ℓ, b⋆H,ℓ) is the L2(pX|AH,ℓ
)-projection of fT onto

span(1, zH,ℓ). Globally, gHfS
is the L2(pX)-projection of fT onto the piecewise-

linear function class

VH =
{
x 7→ aℓzH,ℓ(x) + bℓ, x ∈ AH,ℓ, aℓ, bℓ ∈ R

}
.
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Source oracle gH
θ

. Let θH,ℓ = (aH,ℓ, bH,ℓ) be the cellwise estimator computed
from T1. Define

gH
θ

(x) = aH,ℓH(x)
(
fS(x) − fS(xℓH(x))

)
+ bH,ℓH(x).

We have the decomposition
∥fT − f̂HT ∥2

L2(µX) ⩽ 2∥fT − gH
θ

∥2
L2(µX) + 2∥gH

θ
− f̂HT ∥2

L2(µX).

Since gHfS
is the L2(pX)-projection of fT onto VH , Pythagoras’ theorem yields

∥fT − gH
θ

∥2
L2(µX) = ∥fT − gHfS ∥2

L2(µX) + ∥gHfS − gH
θ

∥2
L2(µX).

Hence
∥fT − f̂HT ∥2

L2(µX) ⩽ 2Approx(H) + 2FitT1(H) + 2PlugS(H).

Control of Approx(H) This corresponds to the transfer bias, i.e. the error
induced by approximating fT = g⋆◦fS by the transfer linearization function
gHfS

.
For any partition H ∈ H and cell ℓ ∈ [LH ], define ∆H,ℓ := diam(AH,ℓ)
and ∆max(H) := maxℓ∈[LH ] ∆H,ℓ. Even if it means replacing ∆H,ℓ by
min(∆H,ℓ, r0), we assume that ∆H,ℓ ⩽ r0 for any ℓ ∈ [LH ] and any H ∈ H.
Assume furthermore that for all H ∈ H, ∆max(H) ≲ L

−1/d
H . Let us now fix

a partition H and a cell AH,ℓ with ℓ ∈ [LH ]. Then, according to Assump-
tion (1), we get

inf
a,b

E
[(
Y − a(fS(X) − fS(xℓ)) − b

)2 ∣∣X ∈ AH,ℓ

]
⩽ E

[(
Y −a⋆(xℓ)(fS(X)−fS(xℓ))−b⋆(xℓ)

)2 ∣∣X ∈ AH,ℓ

]
≲ (∆H,ℓ)2(1+βloc).

The global approximation error for a tessellation H ∈ H therefore satisfies
Approx(H) := ∥fT − gHfS ∥2

L2(µX) ⩽
∑

ℓ∈[LH ]
P(X ∈ AH,ℓ) (∆H,ℓ)2(1+βloc).

It follows from Assumption 3.1 that

pmin
T (∆H,ℓ)d ⩽ P(X ∈ AH,ℓ) =

∫
AH,ℓ

pX(x) dx ⩽ pmax
T (∆H,ℓ)d,

so that
Approx(H) ⩽ pmax

T

∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

(∆H,ℓ)d+2(1+βloc)

⩽ pmax
T LH ∆max(H)d+2(1+βloc) ⩽ pmax

T L
−2(1+βloc)/d
H .

Control of FitT1(H). We work conditionally on the partition H.
Applying Lemma 1 with confidence level δ > 0, there exists an event Oδ

with P(Oδ) ⩾ 1 − δ such that, simultaneously for all ℓ ∈ [LH ],

(72) ∥θH,ℓ − θ⋆H,ℓ∥2
2 ≲

log(LH/δ)
nT1

+ ∆2βgβS
H,ℓ .
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The empirical fit term is

FitT1(H) =
∑

ℓ∈[LH ]
pH,ℓ E

[
⟨ϕH,ℓ(X), θH,ℓ − θ⋆H,ℓ⟩2 ∣∣X ∈ AH,ℓ

]
.

Using the uniform bound ∥ϕH,ℓ(X)∥2 ⩽M , on the event Oδ,

FitT1(H) ⩽M2 ∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

pH,ℓ ∥θH,ℓ − θ⋆H,ℓ∥2
2.

Plugging (72), we obtain that, with probability at least 1 − δ,

FitT1(H) ≲ LH
nT1

log
Å
LH
δ

ã
+

∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

pH,ℓ ∆2βgβS
H,ℓ .

Under the quasi-uniformity assumption ∆H,ℓ ⩽ CL
−1/d
H and using

∑
ℓ∈[LH ] pH,ℓ =

1, this further yields∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

pH,ℓ ∆2βgβS
H,ℓ ⩽ ∆max(H)2βgβS ≲ L

−2βgβS/d
H .

Control of PlugS(H). For a fixed H ∈ H, we have

PlugS(H) = ∥f̂HT − gH
θ

∥2
L2(µX)

=
∑

ℓ∈[LH ]

∫
AH,ℓ

(
aH,ℓ∆fS,ℓ(x) + bH,ℓ

− âH,ℓ∆f̂S,ℓ(x) − b̂H,ℓ

)2
dµX(x),

where

∆fS,ℓ(x) := fS(x) − fS(xℓ) and ∆f̂S,ℓ(x) := f̂S(x) − f̂S(xℓ).

For any ℓ ∈ [LH ] and x ∈ AH,ℓ,

aH,ℓ∆fS,ℓ(x) + bH,ℓ − âH,ℓ∆f̂S,ℓ(x) − b̂H,ℓ

= (aH,ℓ − âH,ℓ)∆fS,ℓ(x) + (bH,ℓ − b̂H,ℓ) + aH,ℓ
(
∆fS,ℓ(x) − ∆f̂S,ℓ(x)

)
+ (aH,ℓ − âH,ℓ)

(
∆f̂S,ℓ(x) − ∆fS,ℓ(x)

)
.

Hence,

(73) PlugS(H) ⩽ 4
∑

ℓ∈[LH ]

(
I1,ℓ + I2,ℓ + I3,ℓ + I4,ℓ

)
,
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where

I1,ℓ :=
∫

AH,ℓ

(aH,ℓ − âH,ℓ)2(∆fS,ℓ(x)
)2
dµX(x),

I2,ℓ :=
∫

AH,ℓ

(bH,ℓ − b̂H,ℓ)2 dµX(x) = µX(AH,ℓ)(bH,ℓ − b̂H,ℓ)2,

I3,ℓ :=
∫

AH,ℓ

a2
H,ℓ

(
∆fS,ℓ(x) − ∆f̂S,ℓ(x)

)2
dµX(x),

I4,ℓ :=
∫

AH,ℓ

(aH,ℓ − âH,ℓ)2(∆f̂S,ℓ(x) − ∆fS,ℓ(x)
)2
dµX(x).

Step 1: Control of I1,ℓ and I2,ℓ. Define the event

(74) Eδ/3 :=
{

max
ℓ∈[LH ]

∥θ̂H,ℓ − θH,ℓ∥2 ⩽ ηδ/3

}
,

where θ̂H,ℓ = (̂bH,ℓ, âH,ℓ) and θH,ℓ = (bH,ℓ, aH,ℓ). Since fS is βS-Hölder and
diam(AH,ℓ) ⩽ ∆H,ℓ,∫

AH,ℓ

(
∆fS,ℓ(x)

)2
dµX(x) ≲ ∆2βS

H,ℓ µX(AH,ℓ).

Therefore, on Eδ/3,∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

I2,ℓ ⩽ η2
δ/3

∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

µX(AH,ℓ) = η2
δ/3,(75)

∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

I1,ℓ ≲ η2
δ/3

∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

∆2βS
H,ℓ µX(AH,ℓ)

⩽ η2
δ/3∆max(H)2βS

∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

µX(AH,ℓ) ≲ η2
δ/3,(76)

where we used the quasi-uniform mesh assumption ∆H,ℓ ≲ L
−1/d
H .

Step 2: Control of I3,ℓ. Introduce a source event Sδ/3 such that P(Sδ/3) ⩾
1 − δ/3 and on which

∥f̂S − fS∥2
L2(µX) ≲ h2βS

x + log(1/δ)
nShdx

and
max
ℓ∈[LH ]

|f̂S(xℓ) − fS(xℓ)|2 ≲ h2βS
x + log(LH/δ)

nShdx
.

Then, for any ℓ ∈ [LH ],∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

I3,ℓ ⩽
(

max
ℓ∈[LH ]

a2
H,ℓ

) ∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

∫
AH,ℓ

(
∆fS,ℓ − ∆f̂S,ℓ

)2
dµX

≲ log
(LH
δ

)(
h2βS
x + log(LH/δ)

nShdx

)
.(77)
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Step 3: Control of I4,ℓ. On Eδ/3 ∩ Sδ/3,∑
ℓ∈[LH ]

I4,ℓ ≲ η2
δ/3

(
h2βS
x + log(LH/δ)

nShdx

)
.(78)

Step 4: Conclusion. Let
Gδ := Eδ/3 ∩ Sδ/3 ∩ Aδ/3.

By a union bound, P(Gδ) ⩾ 1 − δ. Combining (73), (75), (76), (77), and
(78), we obtain that on Gδ,

PlugS(H) ≲ η2
δ/3 + log

(LH
δ

)(
h2βS
x + log(LH/δ)

nShdx

)
.

Using η2
δ/3 ≲ LH log(1/δ)/nT1 and choosing hx = n

−1/(2βS+d)
S concludes the

proof of the bound on PlugS(H).

B.2. Empirical risk minimization.

B.2.1. Proof of Proposition 1. For any H ∈ H, define the population and
empirical risks by

R(H) := E
î(
Y − f̂HT (X)

)2ó and “R(H) := 1
nT2

∑
i∈T2

(
Yi − f̂HT (Xi)

)2
,

where T2 denotes the validation sample and

f̂HT (x) = âH,ℓH(x)
(
f̂S(x) − f̂S(xH,ℓH(x))

)
+ b̂H,ℓH(x).

We select the tessellation according to the empirical risk minimization rule“H ∈ arg min
H∈H

“R(H).

To lighten the notation, define

µ̂H(x) := âH,ℓH(x)
(
f̂S(x) − f̂S(xH,ℓH(x))

)
+ b̂H,ℓH(x),

and the validation loss
LH(X,Y ) :=

(
Y − µ̂H(X)

)2
.

With the model Y = fT (X) + ε, we may write

LH(X,Y ) = (ε− ∆H(X))2, ∆H(X) := µ̂H(X) − fT (X).
Moreover,

R(H) = E [LH(X,Y )] = E[ε2] + E[∆H(X)2],
since E[ε|X] = 0.
Under Assumption 5, the noise ε is sub-exponential, and we assume in ad-
dition that E[ε4] < ∞. Using E[∆H(X)2] ⩽ R(H) ⩽ Rmax, where

Rmax := max
H∈H

R(H),
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we obtain uniformly over H ∈ H,
E
[
LH(X,Y )2] ≲ E[ε4] + R2

max < ∞.

Conditionally on (T1,S), the variables {LH(Xi, Yi)}i∈T2 are i.i.d. with mean
R(H). By Cauchy-Schwarz,

E
î∣∣“R(H) − R(H)

∣∣ ∣∣ T1,S
ó
⩽
√
E
î(“R(H) − R(H)

)2 ∣∣ T1,S
ó

=
 

Var(LH(X,Y )|T1,S)
nT2

⩽

 
E[LH(X,Y )2|T1,S]

nT2
.

Taking the supremum over H ∈ H and using that for UH = “R(H) − R(H),

E
[

sup
H∈H

UH

]
⩽
Å ∑
H∈H

E[U2
H ]
ã1/2

,

we obtain

E
ï

sup
H∈H

∣∣“R(H) − R(H)
∣∣ò ≲ (σ2 + Rmax)

 
|H|
nT2

.

Let Hor ∈ arg minH∈H R(H). By the definition of “H and the previous
bound,

E
î
R(“H)

ó
⩽ E
î“R(“H)

ó
+ E
ï

sup
H∈H

∣∣“R(H) − R(H)
∣∣ò

⩽ E
î“R(Hor)

ó
+ E
ï

sup
H∈H

∣∣“R(H) − R(H)
∣∣ò

⩽ R(Hor) + 2E
ï

sup
H∈H

∣∣“R(H) − R(H)
∣∣ò .

Therefore,

(79) E
î
R(“H)

ó
⩽ min

H∈H
R(H) + c(σ2 + Rmax)

 
log |H|
nT2

,

for some universal constant c > 0.

B.2.2. Proof of Proposition 2. We work conditionally on the training sam-
ples (T1,S), so that the validation observations {(Xi, Yi)}i∈T2 are i.i.d. and
independent of {µ̂H : H ∈ H}. For brevity, write

LH(X,Y ) :=
(
Y − µ̂H(X)

)2
, R(H) = E[LH(X,Y )].

Step 1: Moment bound. Recall that Y = fT (X)+ε and ∆H(X) := µ̂H(X)−
fT (X), so that

LH(X,Y ) = (ε− ∆H(X))2.
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Moreover, since E[ε|X] = 0,

R(H) = E[ε2] + E[∆H(X)2] ⩽ Rmax.

Assume E[ε4] < ∞. Then, using (u − v)4 ⩽ 8(u4 + v4) and E[∆H(X)4] ⩽(
E[∆H(X)2]

)2,

E
[
LH(X,Y )2] = E

[
(ε− ∆H(X))4] ⩽ 8E[ε4] + 8E[∆H(X)4]

⩽ 8E[ε4] + 8R2
max ≲ (σ2 + Rmax)2,

where we used that E[ε4] ≲ σ4 under sub-exponential tails (up to a constant
depending only on the sub-exponential proxy). Consequently, for all H ∈ H,

Var(LH(X,Y )) ⩽ E[LH(X,Y )2] ≲ (σ2 + Rmax)2.

Step 2: Median-of-means deviation for a fixed H. Partition T2 into B dis-
joint blocks {Bb}Bb=1 of equal size m := ⌊nT2/B⌋. For each H ∈ H and block
b ∈ [B], define the block empirical risk“Rb(H) := 1

m

∑
i∈Bb

LH(Xi, Yi),

and define the median-of-means risk [21, 29]“RMoM(H) := median
(“R1(H), . . . , “RB(H)

)
.

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

P
(
|“Rb(H) − R(H)| > t

)
⩽

Var(LH(X,Y ))
mt2

≲
(σ2 + Rmax)2

mt2
.

Choose

t = c0(σ2 + Rmax)
 

B

nT2
,

with c0 > 0 large enough so that the right-hand side is at most 1/8. Then,
for each b, the indicator 1{|“Rb(H)−R(H)|>t} is Bernoulli with mean at most
1/8. Hence, by a Chernoff bound,

P
(

#{b ∈ [B] : |“Rb(H) − R(H)| > t} ⩾ B/2
)
⩽ 2 exp(−c1B),

for a universal constant c1 > 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
(
|“RMoM(H) − R(H)| > t

)
⩽ 2 exp(−c1B).

Step 3: Uniform control over H and oracle inequality. Applying a union
bound over H ∈ H in (80) yields

P
(

sup
H∈H

|“RMoM(H) − R(H)| > t
)
⩽ 2|H| exp(−c1B).
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Choose B such that 2|H| exp(−c1B) ⩽ δ, i.e.
B ≳ log(|H|/δ).

Then, with probability at least 1 − δ, we have simultaneously for all H ∈ H,

|“RMoM(H) − R(H)| ⩽ t ≲ (σ2 + Rmax)
 

B

nT2
≲ (σ2 + Rmax)

 
log(|H|/δ)

nT2
.

LetHor ∈ arg minH∈H R(H) and recall that “HMoM ∈ arg minH∈H “RMoM(H).
On the above event,

R(“HMoM) ⩽ “RMoM(“HMoM) + sup
H∈H

|“RMoM(H) − R(H)|

⩽ “RMoM(Hor) + sup
H∈H

|“RMoM(H) − R(H)|

⩽ R(Hor) + 2 sup
H∈H

|“RMoM(H) − R(H)|.

Combining with the uniform deviation bound gives the result.

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 4 (lower bound)

For the minimax lower bound, we assume that fS , fT ∈ Höl(β, l; [0, 1]d)
and that the estimator is given oracle access to the true partition H⋆ =
{A⋆

ℓ}ℓ∈[L⋆] of [0, 1]d. Moreover, since centered Gaussian noise N (0, σ2) 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⋆
ℓ}ℓ∈[L⋆]

be the true partition. For each leaf A⋆
ℓ there exist parameters a⋆ℓ , b⋆ℓ ∈ R, and

a remainder function Rℓ : [0, 1]d → R such that for all x ∈ A⋆
ℓ ,

fT (x) = a⋆ℓ
(
fS(x) − fS(x⋆ℓ )

)
+ b⋆ℓ +Rℓ(x),

where x⋆ℓ ∈ A⋆
ℓ is a fixed anchor point (the center of the leaf A⋆

ℓ for instance).
Moreover, the remainder satisfies the Hölder bound

|Rℓ(x) −Rℓ(x′)| ⩽ crem ∥x− x′∥1+βloc for all x, x′ ∈ A⋆
ℓ ,

and the parameters obey the uniform bounds
|a⋆ℓ | ⩽ a⋆max and |b⋆ℓ | ⩽ b⋆max for all ℓ ∈ [L⋆],

for some a⋆max, b
⋆
max > 0.

Remark 11. Assumption 13 defines a smaller and more structured model
than the local transfer condition in Assumption 2. In this class, the target
function is genuinely “simpler given the source”: on each leaf, fT is para-
metric in the coefficients (a⋆ℓ , b⋆ℓ ), up to a controlled Hölder remainder. As a
consequence, the minimax lower bound over this structured class features a
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parametric term of order L⋆/nT (plus approximation and source-estimation
terms), showing that the transfer estimator achieves a strictly faster rate
than the classical nonparametric rate based on nT 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 fortiori to the original
transfer estimator f̂TL. Let

∆min(H⋆) = min
ℓ∈[L⋆]

diam(A⋆
ℓ ) and ∆max(H⋆) = max

ℓ∈[L⋆]
diam(A⋆

ℓ ).

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

• A parametric cost σ2L⋆/nT1 for estimating per-cell transfer coeffi-
cients (aℓ, bℓ) from T1 data (see Subsection C.1);

• An approximation term of order (r⋆)2(1+βloc) induced by the best
possible piecewise-linear model on a partition of diameter r⋆ (see
Subsection C.2);

• A source-side nonparametric term n
−2β/(2β+d)
S due to the intrinsic

difficulty of estimating fS from the source sample (see Subsection
C.3).

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 {A⋆

1, . . . ,A⋆
L⋆}, and the true

source function fS . Once the partition is known, target data falling in leaf
A⋆
ℓ satisfy the local linear transfer model: for all i ∈ T ,

(81) Yi = aℓ
(
fS(Xi) − fS(x⋆ℓ )

)
+ bℓ + εi, εi

i.i.d.∼ N (0, σ2).

Let T ⋆,ℓ
1 = {i ∈ T1 : Xi ∈ A⋆

ℓ}. For all ℓ ∈ [L⋆], define the design matrix
Ψℓ ∈ R|T ⋆,ℓ

1 |×2 with rows (Ziℓ, 1) for i ∈ T ⋆,ℓ
1 , where Ziℓ = fS(Xi) − fS(x⋆ℓ ).

On each leaf A⋆
ℓ , we can rewrite (81) in the following matrix form

Yℓ = Ψℓθℓ + εℓ,

where Yℓ := {Yi, i ∈ T ⋆,ℓ
1 } and εℓ ∼ N (0, σ2I|T ⋆,ℓ

1 |). By the Cramér-Rao
and Van Trees information bounds for Gaussian linear models [22, 43], any
estimator θ̂ℓ must satisfy

inf
θ̂ℓ

sup
θℓ

E∥θ̂ℓ − θℓ∥2
2 ⩾ σ2 Tr

(
(Ψ⊤

ℓ Ψℓ)−1).
This lower bound coincides with the classical minimax rate in the Gaussian
normal-means model [42]. Under Assumption ??, we have

Tr
(
(Ψ⊤

ℓ Ψℓ)−1) ⩾ c
1

|T ⋆,ℓ
1 |

.
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Moreover, the integrated target prediction risk on leaf A⋆
ℓ ,

Rℓ :=
∫

A⋆
ℓ

E
[(
f̂T (x) − fT (x)

)2
]
dµ(x),

satisfies
Rℓ ⩾ cµ(A⋆

ℓ )E
[
∥θ̂ℓ − θℓ∥2

2
]
,

so that Rℓ ⩾ cµ(A⋆
ℓ )σ2/|T ⋆,ℓ

1 |. Noting that µ(A⋆
ℓ ) ⩾ c/L⋆ and that, by

Assumption 11, |T ⋆,ℓ
1 | ⩾ cnT1/L

⋆ with high probability, we then have

(82) E
[
∥f̂T − fT ∥2

L2
µ

]
=

L⋆∑
ℓ=1

Rℓ ⩾ cL⋆ · 1
L⋆

· σ2

nT1/L
⋆

= σ2L⋆

nT1
.

C.2. Piecewise linear approximation error. In this part, we assume
that an oracle gives the true partitionH⋆ ∈ H, i.e. the set of cells {A⋆

1, . . . ,A⋆
L⋆},

and that the true target function fT is linked to fS via the structured cell-
wise Assumption 13. We are looking for the error made by approximating
fT by an element of the class

Flin(fS ,A⋆) =
L⋆⊕
ℓ=1

Fℓ,

where for any ℓ ∈ [L⋆],

Fℓ :=
{
x ∈ A⋆

ℓ 7→ aℓ
(
fS(x) − fS(x⋆ℓ )

)
+ bℓ, (aℓ, bℓ) ∈ R2

}
is a 2-dimensional affine space of functions.
Fix a cell A⋆

ℓ and set rℓ := diam(A⋆
ℓ ). Let BHöl

ℓ denote the unit ball Höl(1 +
βloc, 1; A⋆

ℓ ) with respect to the norm
∥g∥BHöl

ℓ
:= ∥g∥L∞(A⋆

ℓ
) + [g]BHöl

ℓ
,

where we define the Hölder semi-norm

[g]BHöl
ℓ

:= sup
x,y∈A⋆

ℓ
x̸=y

|g(x) − g(y)|
|x− y|1+βloc

.

By Theorem 9 and a scaling argument on A⋆
ℓ , the 2-width of BHöl

ℓ satisfies

d2
(
BHöl
ℓ ,L2(A⋆

ℓ )
)
⩾ c r

1+βloc+d/2
ℓ .

In particular, as Fℓ is a 2-dimensional (affine) subspace of functions on A⋆
ℓ ,

we have
sup
g∈BHöl

ℓ

inf
ϕ∈Fℓ

∥g − ϕ∥L2(A⋆
ℓ
) ⩾ c r

1+βloc+d/2
ℓ .

Summing the cellwise L2-lower bounds over the disjoint cells yields

inf
ϕ∈Flin(fS ,A⋆)

∥g − ϕ∥2
L2 ⩾ c

L⋆∑
ℓ=1

r
2(1+βloc)+d
ℓ ,

using that
∑
ℓ |A⋆

ℓ | = 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
{A⋆

1, . . . ,A⋆
L⋆}, the exact leaf ℓ each point x belongs to, the correct transfer

coefficients (aℓ, bℓ), so that fT (x) = aℓfS(x) + bℓ for all x ∈ Aℓ, 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 fT .

As mentioned above, the true partition {A⋆
1, . . . ,A⋆

L⋆} is assumed to be
known as well as the coefficients (a⋆ℓ , b⋆ℓ ) such that

fT (x) = a⋆ℓfS(x) + b⋆ℓ , x ∈ A⋆
ℓ .

Link between fS and fT estimation Fix a leaf A⋆
ℓ and a point x0 in the

interior of A⋆
ℓ . For any estimator f̂T , define its pointwise risk at x0 by

Rx0(f̂T ; fS) = EfS

[
(f̂T (x0) − fT (x0))2],

where EfS denotes the expectation taken over the joint law of the source
data under fS . For a⋆ℓ ̸= 0, define

f̃S(x0) = f̂T (x0) − b⋆ℓ
a⋆ℓ

,

so that f̂T (x0) − fT (x0) = a⋆ℓ (f̃S(x0) − fS(x0)). Then,

(83) Rx0(f̂T ; fS) = (a⋆ℓ )2 EfS

[
(f̃S(x0) − fS(x0))2].

Thus any lower bound for estimating fS(x0) yields the same (up to factor
(a⋆ℓ )2) for estimating fT (x0).

Le Cam’s method Choose a smooth function φ ∈ C∞
c (Rd) supported in

[−1, 1]d, with φ(0) = 1. For a bandwidth h > 0, let

φh(x) = φ
(x− x0

h

)
, δh = Lhβ,

with L > 0 small so that δhφh ∈ Höl(β, lS). Since x0 lies in the interior
of the leaf A⋆

ℓ , take h small so that supp(φh) ⊂ A⋆
ℓ . Define f0 ≡ 0 and

f1 = δhφh. Note that f0, f1 ∈ Höl(β, lS) and f1(x0) − f0(x0) = δh. Let Pj
denote the law of the data when fS = fj for j ∈ {0, 1}. Conditional on the
source design XS = {Xi, i ∈ S},

KL(P1∥P0 |XS) = 1
2σ2

∑
i∈S

(
f1(Xi) − f0(Xi)

)2 = δ2
h

2σ2

∑
i∈S

φh(Xi)2.

Taking expectation over the design and using Assumption 3.2,

KL(P1∥P0) ⩽ cnSδ
2
hh

d.

In particular, KL(P1∥P0) ⩽ cnSh
2β+d. Choose h = n

−1/(2β+d)
S so that

KL(P1∥P0) ⩽ c for some constant c > 0. For any estimator f̂S(x0) of
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fS(x0), Le Cam’s inequality (see [20] or [42], Theorem 2.2) yields

sup
j∈{0,1}

EPj

[
(f̂S(x0) − fj(x0))2] ⩾ cδ2

h.

Hence

inf
f̂S

sup
fS∈Höl(β,lS ;[0,1]d)

EfS

[
(f̂S(x0) − fS(x0))2] ⩾ ch2β = cn

− 2β
2β+d

S .

Transfer to fT Follows from (83) that

inf
f̂T

sup
fS∈Höl(β,lS ;[0,1]d)

Rx0(f̂T ; fS) = (a⋆ℓ )2 inf
f̂S

sup
fS∈Höl(β,lS ;[0,1]d)

EfS

[
(f̂S(x0)−fS(x0))2],

which entails

inf
f̂T

sup
fS∈Höl(β,lS ;[0,1]d)

Rx0(f̂T ; fS) ⩾ c(a⋆ℓ )2n
− 2β

2β+d

S .

Appendix D. Proof of Theorem 5 (risk of the transfer
function estimator)

Assume that the target tessellation (A⋆
ℓ )ℓ∈[L⋆] on which Assumption 1

holds is known. In this section, we study the estimation of the cellwise
transfer functions (g⋆ℓ )ℓ∈[L⋆].

D.1. Local polynomial estimators.

D.1.1. Setup and local linear estimators. We work conditionally on the
source sample DS . Since the source estimator f̂S depends only on
DS and is independent of the target sample DT , it can be treated
as deterministic in the target-side analysis. For each ℓ ∈ [L⋆], consider
the regression model

Yi = g⋆ℓ
(
f̂S(Xi)

)
+ εi, i ∈ T1,

where E[εi|Xi] = 0 and Assumption 5 holds on the target sample, i.e.
∥εi∥ψ1 ⩽ σT for all i ∈ T1.
Assume that the functions g⋆ℓ satisfy Assumption 12. In particular, for any
ℓ ∈ [L⋆] and any u in a neighborhood of f̂S(x), we have the first-order Taylor
expansion

g⋆ℓ (u) = g⋆ℓ (f̂S(x)) + (g⋆ℓ )′(f̂S(x)
) (
u− f̂S(x)

)
+Rℓ,x(u),

with remainder bounded by

(84) |Rℓ,x(u)| ⩽ lg |u− f̂S(x)|βg .

Let Kx : R+ → R+ and Kz : R+ → R+ be bounded kernels supported on
[0, 1] satisfying Assumption 6, and let h > 0 and h > 0 be bandwidths. For
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each cell A⋆
ℓ , with reference point xℓ⋆ , define the cellwise local least-squares

estimator

(85) (̂bℓ, âℓ) ∈ argmin
b,a∈R

{
1
nT1

∑
i∈T1

[
Yi − a

(
f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)

)
− b
]2

×Kx,h(∥Xi − xℓ⋆∥)Kz,h

(
|f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)|

)}
,

where Kx,h = h−dKx(·/h) and Kz,h = h
−1
Kz(·/h). Write ψ(t) = (1, t)⊤

and define, for i ∈ T1,

ϕi,ℓ = ψ
( f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)

h

)
and

wi,ℓ = Kx,h(∥Xi − xℓ⋆∥)Kz,h

(
|f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)|

)
.

Let Sℓ =
∑
i∈T1 wi,ℓ. Then, letting

Mℓ = 1
Sℓ

∑
i∈T1

wi,ℓ ϕi,ℓϕ
⊤
i,ℓ and mℓ = 1

Sℓ

∑
i∈T1

wi,ℓ ϕi,ℓ Yi,

we can write
θ̂ℓ = M−1

ℓ mℓ, b̂ℓ = e⊤
1 θ̂ℓ and âℓ = e⊤

2 θ̂ℓ.

The associated predictor on A⋆
ℓ is

f̂ℓ(x′) = b̂ℓ + âℓ
(
f̂S(x′) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)

)
.

For clarity, define for any k ∈ N0,

Sk,ℓ =
∑
i∈T1

wi,ℓ
(
f̂S(Xi)− f̂S(xℓ⋆)

)k and Tk,ℓ =
∑
i∈T1

wi,ℓ
(
f̂S(Xi)− f̂S(xℓ⋆)

)k
Yi.

Then we have

b̂ℓ=
S2,ℓT0,ℓ−S1,ℓT1,ℓ
S2,ℓS0,ℓ−S2

1,ℓ
=

∑
i∈T1

Wi,ℓYi and âℓ=
S0,ℓT1,ℓ−S1,ℓT0,ℓ
S2,ℓS0,ℓ−S2

1,ℓ
=

∑
i∈T1

W i,ℓYi,

where
ϖi,ℓ=wi,ℓ

[
S2,ℓ−g(f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆))S1,ℓ

]
,

as well as
κi,ℓ=wi,ℓ

[
(f̂S(Xi)−f̂S(xℓ⋆))S0,ℓ−S1,ℓ

]
,

and the normalized weights are

Wi,ℓ = ϖi,ℓ∑
j∈T1 ϖj,ℓ

and W i,ℓ = κi,ℓ∑
j∈T1 ϖj,ℓ

.

They satisfy ∑
i∈T1

κi,ℓ
(
f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)

)
=

∑
i∈T1

ϖi,ℓ.
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Lemma 4 (Polynomial reproduction). Let p : R → R be linear: p(y) =
ap
(
y − f̂S(xℓ⋆)

)
+ bp. Then

(86)
∑
i∈T1

Wi,ℓ p(f̂S(Xi)) = p(f̂S(xℓ⋆)) = bp,

and

(87)
∑
i∈T1

W i,ℓ p(f̂S(Xi)) = p′(f̂S(xℓ⋆)) = ap.

Proof. Since p is linear, (bp, ap) minimizes the objective in (85). The iden-
tities (86)–(87) then follow from the closed-form expressions (D.1.1). □

Lemma 5. Consider the estimator (85). Suppose Assumptions 6, 7 and 10
hold. Then, for any cell A⋆

ℓ , the following statements hold:
(i) For any i ∈ T1, if ∥Xi − xℓ⋆∥ > h or |f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)| > h, then

Wi,ℓ = 0 and W i,ℓ = 0.
(ii) On the event in Assumption 10,

(88)
∑
i∈T1

|Wi,ℓ| ⩽
√

2cess
2 ∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞

λ0
,

and

(89)
∑
i∈T1

|W i,ℓ| ⩽

√
2cess

2
h

∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞
λ0

.

(iii) On the same event,

(90)
∑
i∈T1

|Wi,ℓ|2 ⩽
2cess

2 ∥Kx∥2
∞∥Kz∥2

∞
nT1h

dhλ2
0

,

and

(91)
∑
i∈T1

|W i,ℓ|2 ⩽
2cess

2 ∥Kx∥2
∞∥Kz∥2

∞

nT1h
dh

3
λ2

0
.

Proof. We only treat the bound for Wi,ℓ; the case of W i,ℓ is identical up to
the additional factor h−1. By (D.1.1)–(D.1.1) and Assumption 6,

|Wi,ℓ| ⩽
1

nT1h
dh

∥M̂−1
ℓ ∥op

∥∥∥ψ( f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)
h

)∥∥∥
2

∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞

× 1{∥Xi−xℓ⋆ ∥⩽h, |f̂S(Xi)−f̂S(xℓ⋆ )|⩽h}.

On {|f̂S(Xi) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)| ⩽ h} we have ∥ψ(·)∥2 ⩽
√

2. Moreover, by Assump-
tion 7, ∥M̂−1

ℓ ∥op ⩽ λ−1
0 . Hence

(92) |Wi,ℓ| ⩽
√

2
nT1h

dh

∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞
λ0

1{∥Xi−xℓ⋆ ∥⩽h, |f̂S(Xi)−f̂S(xℓ⋆ )|⩽h}.
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Statement (i) follows immediately.
Summing (92) over i ∈ T1 yields

∑
i∈T1

|Wi,ℓ| ⩽
√

2
nT1h

dh

∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞
λ0

Nℓ,

where
Nℓ :=

∑
i∈T1

1{∥Xi−xℓ⋆ ∥⩽h, |f̂S(Xi)−f̂S(xℓ⋆ )|⩽h}.

By Assumption 10, on the event of that assumption, Nℓ ⩽ cess
2 nT1h

dh, which
gives (88). The bound (89) follows similarly.
For (iii), combining (92) with (88) yields

∑
i∈T1

|Wi,ℓ|2 ⩽
(

max
i∈T1

|Wi,ℓ|
) ∑
i∈T1

|Wi,ℓ| ⩽
2cess

2 ∥Kx∥2
∞∥Kz∥2

∞
nT1h

dhλ2
0

,

which is (90). The bound (91) is analogous. □

Proposition 3 (Risk bounds for âℓ and b̂ℓ). Suppose Assumptions 6, 7.2 and
10. Work conditionally on the source sample DS , so that f̂S is deterministic.
Fix ℓ ∈ [L⋆] and let xℓ⋆ be the reference point of the cell A⋆

ℓ . Then, on the
event in Assumption 10, for all x ∈ A⋆

ℓ such that |f̂S(x) − f̂S(xℓ⋆)| ⩽ h, we
have

(93) E
[(
âℓ − (g⋆ℓ )′(f̂S(xℓ⋆)

))2 ∣∣DS

]
⩽

2cess
2 ∥Kx∥2

∞∥Kz∥2
∞

λ2
0

[
4l2g∥fS − f̂S∥2βg

∞

h
2 + 4l2gh

2(βg−1) + σ2
T

nT1h
dh

3

]
.

Moreover, on the same event,

(94) E
[(
b̂ℓ − g⋆ℓ

(
f̂S(xℓ⋆)

))2 ∣∣DS

]
⩽

2cess
2 ∥Kx∥2

∞∥Kz∥2
∞

λ2
0

[
4l2g
(

∥fS − f̂S∥2βg
∞ + h

2βg
)

+ σ2
T

nT1h
dh

]
.

Proof. We prove (93); the bound for b̂ℓ follows by the same argument and
is omitted.

Fix ℓ ∈ [L⋆] and abbreviate xℓ := xℓ⋆ and yℓ := f̂S(xℓ). Let x ∈ A⋆
ℓ

satisfy |f̂S(x) − yℓ| ⩽ h. Recall that âℓ =
∑
i∈T1 W i,ℓ Yi, where the weights

(W i,ℓ)i∈T1 are defined in (D.1.1) with z = f̂S . Decompose

(95) E
[(
âℓ − (g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ)

)2 ∣∣DS

]
= Var

(
âℓ|DS

)
+
(
E[âℓ|DS ] − (g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ)

)2
.
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Bias. Conditionally on DS and the target design (Xi)i∈T1 , we have E[Yi|Xi,DS ] =
g⋆ℓ (fS(Xi)) on A⋆

ℓ , hence

E[âℓ | (Xi)i∈T1 ,DS ] =
∑
i∈T1

W i,ℓg
⋆
ℓ (fS(Xi)).

Therefore,

E[âℓ|DS ] − (g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ) = E

[ ∑
i∈T1

W i,ℓ

(
g⋆ℓ (fS(Xi)) − g⋆ℓ (f̂S(Xi))

) ∣∣DS

]

+ E

[ ∑
i∈T1

W i,ℓ g
⋆
ℓ (f̂S(Xi))

∣∣DS

]
− (g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ)

=: bias1 + bias2.

Since g⋆ℓ ∈ Höl(βg, lg) and ∥fS − f̂S∥∞ < ∞,

|bias1| ⩽ lg ∥fS − f̂S∥βg
∞ E

[ ∑
i∈T1

|W i,ℓ|
∣∣DS

]
.

On the event in Assumption 10, Lemma 5 gives

(96) |bias1| ⩽
√

2cess
2 lg∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞

λ0 h
∥fS − f̂S∥βg

∞ .

To control bias2, define the linear polynomial

p(u) = g⋆ℓ (yℓ) + (g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ) (u− yℓ).

Write g⋆ℓ (u) = p(u) + Rℓ(u), where by (84), |Rℓ(u)| ⩽ lg|u − yℓ|βg . By
Lemma 4 , we have ∑

i∈T1

W i,ℓ p(f̂S(Xi)) = (g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ).

Hence,

bias2 = E

[ ∑
i∈T1

W i,ℓRℓ(f̂S(Xi))
∣∣DS

]
.

On the support of W i,ℓ we have |f̂S(Xi) − yℓ| ⩽ h, so |Rℓ(f̂S(Xi))| ⩽ lgh
βg .

Using again Lemma 5 on the Eess (defined by (17)),

(97) |bias2| ⩽ lg h
βg

∑
i∈T1

|W i,ℓ| ⩽
√

2cess
2 lg∥Kx∥∞∥Kz∥∞

λ0
h
βg−1

.

Combining (96)–(97) and using (a+ b)2 ⩽ 2a2 + 2b2 yields, on the event Eess
(defined by (17)),
(98)(
E[âℓ|DS ]−(g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ)

)2
⩽

4cess
2 ∥Kx∥2

∞∥Kz∥2
∞

λ2
0

[
4l2g∥fS − f̂S∥2βg

∞

h
2 +4l2gh

2(βg−1)
]
.
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Variance. Conditionally on (Xi)i∈T1 and DS , the weights (W i,ℓ)i∈T1 are de-
terministic and

âℓ − E[âℓ|(Xi)i∈T1 ,DS ] =
∑
i∈T1

W i,ℓ εi.

By Assumption 5, ∥εi∥ψ1 ⩽ σT , hence E[ε2
i ] ≲ σ2

T uniformly in i. Therefore,

Var(âℓ|(Xi)i∈T1 ,DS) ⩽
(

sup
i∈T1

E[ε2
i ]
) ∑
i∈T1

W
2
i,ℓ ≲ σ2

T
∑
i∈T1

W
2
i,ℓ.

Taking expectation over the target design and using Lemma 5 on the event
Eess (defined by (17)) gives

(99) Var(âℓ|DS) ⩽ 2cess
2 σ2

T ∥Kx∥2
∞∥Kz∥2

∞

nT1h
dh

3
λ2

0
.

Conclusion. Plugging (98) and (99) into (95) yields (93). □

D.1.2. Proof of Theorem 5. Again, we work conditionally on the source
sample DS , so that f̂S is fixed. Let ℓ = ℓ⋆(X) and write yℓ := f̂S(xℓ⋆),
so that g(X, y) = g⋆ℓ (y) and ĝ

f̂S
(X, y) = ĝ

f̂S ,ℓ
(y). Recall that

ĝ
f̂S ,ℓ

(y) = âℓ (y − yℓ) + b̂ℓ with a⋆ℓ = (g⋆ℓ )′(yℓ) and b⋆ℓ = g⋆ℓ (yℓ).

On the event Ey we have |y − yℓ| ⩽ h. Then,

E
[(
ĝ
f̂S ,ℓ

(y) − g⋆ℓ (y)
)2 ∣∣DS

]
⩽ 3h2 E

[(
âℓ − a⋆ℓ

)2 ∣∣DS

]
+ 3E

[(
b̂ℓ − b⋆ℓ

)2 ∣∣DS

]
+ 3

(
g⋆ℓ (y) −

(
a⋆ℓ (y − yℓ) + b⋆ℓ

))2
.(100)

By the Taylor remainder bound (84) (with expansion point yℓ), on Ey,

(101)
(
g⋆ℓ (y) −

(
a⋆ℓ (y − yℓ) + b⋆ℓ

))2
⩽ l2g|y − yℓ|2βg ⩽ l2gh

2βg .

On the event Eess (17), Proposition 3 yields

(102) E
[(
âℓ − a⋆ℓ

)2 ∣∣DS

]
≲

l2g∥fS − f̂S∥2βg
∞

h
2 + l2g h

2(βg−1) + σ2
T

nT1h
dh

3 ,

and

(103) E
[(
b̂ℓ − b⋆ℓ

)2 ∣∣DS

]
≲ l2g

(
∥fS − f̂S∥2βg

∞ + h
2βg
)

+ σ2
T

nT1h
dh
.

Substituting (102)–(103) and (101) into (100), and simplifying, gives

E
[(
ĝ
f̂S ,ℓ

(y) − g⋆ℓ (y)
)2 ∣∣DS

]
≲ l2g∥fS − f̂S∥2βg

∞ + l2g h
2βg + σ2

T
nT1h

dh
,
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on Eess ∩Ey. Finally, on ES we have the sup-norm control (39) (see Appendix
E.1 for details), hence

∥fS − f̂S∥2βg
∞ ⩽ c

(
log(cS/δS)

nS

) 2βgβS
2βS +d

,

which yields (41).
The optimized choice h = (nT1h

d)−1/(2βg+1) balances h2βg and (nT1h
dh)−1

and gives (42).

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 (Xi, Yi)i∈S be i.i.d. observations from the regression model

Yi = fS(Xi) + εi, E[εi|Xi] = 0,

where Xi ∈ [0, 1]d has density pS satisfying Assumption 3.2. We assume
that the noise variables (εi)i∈S are independent and sub-exponential, i.e.,
there exist constants (σS , b) > 0 such that

E [exp(λεi)] ⩽ exp
Å
σ2

Sλ
2

2

ã
,

for all |λ| < 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 fS is defined as

f̂S(x) =
∑
i∈S KhS (x−Xi)Yi∑
i∈S KhS (x−Xi)

, KhS (u) := h−d
S K(u/hS).

Smoothness assumption. We assume throughout that the source regression
function belongs to a Hölder class Höl(βS , lS), for some smoothness param-
eter βS > 0 and radius lS > 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 Györfi et al. [14] and Tsy-
bakov [42], yield the following uniform mean-squared error bound: there
exist constants c1, c2 > 0 such that

sup
x∈[0,1]d

E
î
|f̂S(x) − fS(x)|2

ó
⩽ c1h

2βS
S + c2

nShdS
.

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 [13], Einmahl
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and Mason [9], and the discussion in Tsybakov [42]), there exist constants
cS , c > 0 such that, for any δS ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δS ,

∥f̂S − fS∥∞ ⩽ c

(
hβS

S +
 

log(cS/δS)
nShdS

)
.

Choosing the bandwidth optimally as

hS = c

(
log(cS/δS)

nS

) 1
2βS +d

,

and assuming that nSh
d
S/ lognS → ∞, we obtain the uniform rate

∥f̂S − fS∥∞ ⩽ c

(
log(cS/δS)

nS

) βS
2βS +d

.

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

∥fS − f̂S∥2βg
∞ ⩽ c

(
log(cS/δS)

nS

) 2βgβS
2βS +d

.

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
βg-Hölder transfer function.

E.2. Deviation and concentration inequalities.

Theorem 6 (Chernoff’s bound for Bernoulli random variables). Let (Zi)i∈[n]
be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with parameter p ∈ (0, 1). For any
ρ ∈ (0, 1),

P
Ç

n∑
i=1

Zi ⩽ ρnp

å
⩽ exp

Å
−(1 − ρ)2

2 np

ã
.

Theorem 7 (Bernstein inequality, bounded summands). Let (Zi)i∈[n] be
independent, centered random variables with |Zi| ⩽ M almost surely, and
set v :=

∑n
i=1 Var(Zi). Then, for any t > 0,

P
Ç∣∣∣∣∣ n∑

i=1
Zi

∣∣∣∣∣ > t

å
⩽ 2 exp

Ç
− t2

2
(
v + M

3 t
)å = 2 exp

Ç
− t2

2v + 2
3Mt

å
.

Equivalently, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ,∣∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

Zi

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽
…

2v log
(2
δ

)
+ M

3 log
(2
δ

)
.
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Theorem 8. [Matrix Bernstein inequality] Let X1, X2, . . . , Xn be indepen-
dent, random, self-adjoint matrices of dimension d× d such that E[Xi] = 0
for all i ∈ [n] and there exists R > 0 such that ∥Xi∥op ⩽ R almost surely.
Define the matrix variance parameter

σ2 :=
∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

E[X2
i ]

∥∥∥∥∥
op
.

Then, for all t ⩾ 0,

P
Ç∥∥∥ n∑

i=1
Xi

∥∥∥
op

⩾ t

å
⩽ 2d exp

Å −t2/2
σ2 +Rt/3

ã
.

As a corollary, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

E
ï∥∥∥ n∑

i=1
Xi

∥∥∥
op

ò
⩽ C max

{√
σ2 log d, R log d

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

Definition 2. The Orlicz ψ1-norm of a real-valued random variable X is
defined by:

∥X∥ψ1 = inf
ß
C > 0 : E

ï
exp
Å |X|
C

ãò
⩽ 2
™
.

A random variable is called sub-exponential if ∥X∥ψ1 < ∞.
The Orlicz ψ2-norm of a real-valued random variable X is defined by:

∥X∥ψ2 = inf
ß
C > 0 : E

ï
exp
Å |X|2

C2

ãò
⩽ 2
™
.

A random variable is called sub-Gaussian if ∥X∥ψ2 < ∞.

The following examples can be found in [44], Section 2.5.

Example 1. (1) Any random variable X ∼ N (0, σ2) is sub-gaussian
with ∥X∥ψ2 ⩽ Cσ, for some C > 0.

(2) Any bounded random variable X is sub-Gaussian with ∥X∥ψ2 ⩽
C∥X∥∞, for some C > 0.

Let us prove the useful lemma:

Lemma 6. Let X be a sub-Gaussian random variable such that ∥X∥ψ2 < σ.
Then, the random variable X2 − E[X2] is sub-exponential, and

∥X2 − E[X2]∥ψ1 ⩽ 4σ2.

Proof. Assume that ∥X∥ψ2 < σ, i.e. E[exp(X2/σ2)] ⩽ 2. Using the standard
inequality eu ⩾ 1 + u, we get

2 ⩾ E
ï

exp
(X2

σ2

)ò
⩾ 1 + E[X2]

σ2 ,
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so that E[X2] ⩽ σ2. Moreover, by Jensen’s inequality,

E
ï

exp
(X2

4σ2

)ò
= E
ïÅ

exp
(X2

σ2

)ã1/4ò
⩽ E
ïÅ

exp
(X2

σ2

)ãò1/4
⩽ 21/4.

Then,

E
ï

exp
( |X2 − E[X2]|

4σ2

)ò
⩽ exp

(E[X2]
4σ2

)
E
ï

exp
(X2

4σ2

)ò
⩽ e1/4 · 21/4 ⩽ 2.

Hence the result. □

We recall:

Proposition 4 ([44], Proposition 2.5.2). Let X be a random variable. Then
the following properties are equivalent; the parameters Ki > 0 appearing in
these properties differ from each other by at most an absolute constant factor.

(1) For all t ⩾ 0, P(|X| ⩾ t) ⩽ 2 exp(−t2/K2
1 ).

(2) For all p ⩾ 1, ∥X∥p = (E|X|p)1/p ⩽ K2
√
p.

(3) For all λ such that |λ| ⩽ K1, we have E[exp(λ2X2)] ⩽ exp(K2
3λ

2).
(4) We have E[exp(X2/K2

4 )] ⩽ 2.
(5) Moreover, if E[X] = 0 then properties (i)–(iv) are also equivalent to

the following property: For all λ ∈ R, E[exp(λX)] ⩽ exp(K2
5λ

2) .

Lemma 7 (Bernstein inequalities for sub-exponential/Gaussian random
variables). Let X1, X2, . . . , Xn be independent, mean-zero, random variables.

• Assume the Xi are sub-exponential such that ∥Xi∥ψ1 ⩽ K for all
i ∈ [n]. Then, there exists c > 0 such that for all t > 0,

(104) P
Ç∣∣∣∣∣ n∑

i=1
Xi

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩾ t

å
⩽ 2 exp

Å
− c min

Å
t2

nK2 ,
t

K

ãã
.

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

(105)
∣∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

Xi

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ CK

( 
log(2/δ)

n
+ log(2/δ)

n

)
.

• Assume the Xi are sub-Gaussian such that ∥Xi∥ψ2 ⩽ K for all i ∈
[n]. Then, there exists c > 0 such that for all t > 0,

(106) P
Ç∣∣∣∣∣ n∑

i=1
Xi

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩾ t

å
⩽ 2 exp

(
− c

t2

nK2

)
.

Proposition 5 (Bernstein inequality for weighted sums of sub-exponen-
tial variables). Let X1, X2, . . . , Xn be independent sub-exponential random
variables satisfying ∥Xi∥ψ1 ⩽ K for all i, and let (αi)i∈[n] be determinis-
tic weights. Then there exists a universal constant c > 0 such that, for all
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δ ∈ (0, 1),

P

(
n∑
i=1

αi|Xi| ⩾ cK

(√
log(1/δ)

n∑
i=1

α2
i + log(1/δ) max

1⩽i⩽n
|αi|

))
⩽ δ.

E.3. Approximation results.
Definition 3. Let A ⊂ Rd. The Kolmogorov n-width of a subset K ⊂
rL∞(A) is defined by
(107) dn(K,L∞) := inf

V⊂L∞(A)
dimV=n

sup
g∈K

inf
ϕ∈V

∥g − ϕ∥L∞(A).

Let A ⊂ Rd be a bounded Lipschitz (whose boundary can be described
locally by graphs of Lipschitz functions) domain, 1 ⩽ p ⩽ ∞, and

BHöl
s (A) := {f ∈ Höl(s;A) : ∥f∥Höl(s;A) ⩽ 1}

be the unit Hölder ball of smoothness s > 0 (Hölder-Zygmund class). The
Kolmogorov k-width in Lp(A) is

dk(BHöl
s (A),Lp(A)) := inf

V⊂Lp(A)
dimV=k

sup
f∈BHöl

s (A)
inf
g∈V

∥f − g∥Lp(A).

The following result can be found in ([35], Chapter 7) or ([8], Chapter 9).
Theorem 9 (Kolmogorov k-widths of Hölder balls in Lp). Let A ⊂ Rd be a
bounded Lipschitz (i.e. whose boundary can be described locally by graphs of
Lipschitz functions) domain, let 1 ⩽ p ⩽ ∞, and let s > 0. Then there exist
constants c, c′ > 0 depending only on s, d, p, and A such that

ck−s/d ⩽ dk(BHöl
s (A),Lp(A)) ⩽ c′k−s/d, k ⩾ 1.

In particular, the optimal n-dimensional approximation rate of s-Hölder
functions in Lp(A) is n−s/d.
Corollary 5 (Scaling to a ball of radius r). Let Q = Bd(x0, r) ⊂ Rd be the
ball of radius r > 0 centered at x0, let 1 ⩽ p ⩽ ∞, and let

BHöl
s (Q) :=

{
f ∈ Höl(s;Q)) : ∥f∥Höl(s;Q) ⩽ 1

}
.

Then there exist constants c, c′ > 0 depending only on s, d, p such that, for
all k ⩾ 1,

ck−s/drs+d/p ⩽ dk
(
BHöl
s (Q),Lp(Q)

)
⩽ k−s/dc′rs+d/p.

In particular, for k = 2 and p = 2,
dk
(
BHöl
s (Q),L2(Q)

)
= crs+d/2.

Proof (sketch). Let B0 := Bd(0, 1) and Q := Bd(x0, r). Ley Sr : RQ →
RB0 be the function such that f(y) := f(x0 + ry), which maps functions
on Q to functions on B0. Then ∥Srf∥Lp(B0) = rd/p∥f∥Lp(Q), and the BHöl

s

seminorm scales by rs, so Sr maps Bs(Q) onto a set equivalent (up to con-
stants independent of r) to Bs(B0). Applying the Lp width result on B0 and
rescaling yields the claim. □
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