
Heterogeneous Treatment Effect Estimation based
on a Partially Linear Nonparametric Bayes Model

Shunsuke Horii
Waseda University

1-6-1, Nishiwaseda, Shinjuku-ku,
Tokyo 169-8050, Japan

Email: s.horii@waseda.jp

Abstract—Recently, conditional average treatment effect
(CATE) estimation has been attracting much attention due
to its importance in various fields such as statistics, social
and biomedical sciences. This study proposes a partially linear
nonparametric Bayes model for the heterogeneous treatment
effect estimation. A partially linear model is a semiparametric
model that consists of linear and nonparametric components in
an additive form. A nonparametric Bayes model that uses a
Gaussian process to model the nonparametric component has
already been studied. However, this model cannot handle the
heterogeneity of the treatment effect. In our proposed model,
not only the nonparametric component of the model but also
the heterogeneous treatment effect of the treatment variable is
modeled by a Gaussian process prior. We derive the analytic
form of the posterior distribution of the CATE and prove that
the posterior has the consistency property. That is, it concentrates
around the true distribution. We show the effectiveness of
the proposed method through numerical experiments based on
synthetic data.

I. INTRODUCTION

The problem of statistical causal inference, which is the
estimation of the magnitude of the effect of changing the
value of a treatment variable on the outcome variable, is
one of the most important problems in data science. Fisher’s
randomized controlled trial is a standard method for statis-
tically estimating causal effects [1]. However, randomized
controlled trials are often difficult to implement due to cost
and ethical considerations. There is a growing demand for
statistical causal inference in observational studies that do not
involve experiments.

To estimate causal effects statistically in observational stud-
ies, it is necessary to make some assumptions about the data
generation process and define causal effects mathematically. In
this study, we consider causal effect estimation based on the
Neyman-Rubin potential outcomes model [2]. In the potential
outcomes model, the distribution of the outcome variable is
considered for each value of the treatment variable, and the
causal effect is defined based on these distributions. In this
study, the treatment variable T is assumed to take two values,
0 and 1. The group of individuals whose treatment variable
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value is 0 is called the control group, and the group of
individuals whose treatment variable value is 1 is called the
treatment group. Potential outcome variables are represented
by the randome variables Y (t), t = 0, 1, where t is the value
of the treatment variable T . In practice, only a value of
either 0 or 1 for the treatment variable can be assigned to an
individual, and we cannot observe the potential outcome of
the unassigned treatment value. Thus, further assumptions are
needed to estimate the causal effects in the potential outcomes
model. A well-known assumption is referred to as strong
ignorability or non-confounding, which assumes that there
are covariates X so that T and (Y (0, Y (1)) are conditionally
independent given X .

One of the causal effects treated in the potential outcomes
model is the average treatment effect (ATE), which is defined
as E[Y (1) − Y (0)]. There are various methods to estimate
ATE, see [2] and references therein. On the other hand,
the conditional average treatment effect (CATE), defined as
E[Y (1) − Y (0)|X], is a causal effect that focuses on the
heterogeneity of treatment effects caused by differences in
the characteristics of individuals. In recent years, research
on methods for estimating CATE has been attracting much
attention [3]–[6].

Under the strong ignorability, the estimation of ATE and
CATE is reduced to the estimation of E[Y |T = t,X], (t =
0, 1). Although we can estimate E[Y |T,X] by using nonpara-
metric methods, the sample size required for estimation would
become large, especially when X is high-dimensional or
E[Y |T,X] is not smooth. On the other hand, when p(Y |T,X)
is modeled by a parametric model such as a linear regression
model, the model may fail to fit the data due to too strong
assumptions. In this study, we focus on the partially linear
model, which combines the linear regression model and the
nonparametric regression model. The partially linear model is
more expressive than the linear regression model due to the
inclusion of a nonparametric component. It also can estimate
parameters with higher accuracy than the full nonparametric
model. In this study, we take a Bayesian approach to estimate
the causal effects in the partially linear model. When the
objective is to estimate the ATE or CATE, the nonparametric
part of the model is considered a nuisance parameter. The
Bayesian approach allows us to marginalize the nuisance
parameter. In [7], a partially linear model, in which the
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nonparametric component is modeled as a Gaussian process,
is proposed. Although this model has the advantage that the
posterior distribution of ATE can be calculated analytically,
it cannot handle the heterogeneity of causal effects because
E[Y |T,X] is not dependent on X . This study proposes a
model in which the heterogeneous treatment effect is also
modeled by a Gaussian process. We show that the posterior
distribution of CATE can be calculated analytically when the
parameters of the Gaussian process are known. We also prove
the consistency of the posterior under some assumptions.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we describe
the potential outcomes model and the definitions of ATE and
CATE under the model. We also explain some conditions,
including strong ignorability, which enable us to estimate ATE
and CATE. Section 3 describes the partially linear model
proposed in this study. In section 4, we derive the posterior
distribution of CATE under the proposed model. Section 5
shows that the posterior has the consistency property under
some assumptions. Section 6 discusses some earlier studies
that are closely related to this work. In section 7, we verify
that the proposed method can estimate CATE accurately by
numerical experiments, and in section 8, we conclude and
discuss future works.

II. POTENTIAL OUTCOMES MODEL AND TREATMENT
EFFECTS

This study aims to investigate the causal effect of the binary
treatment variable T ∈ {0, 1} on the outcome variable Y ∈ R.
We consider the Neyman-Rubin potential outcomes model to
define the causal effect mathematically. Let Y (t), t = 0, 1
be the potential outcome variables where Y (t) is the random
variable that represents the outcome variable when T = t.
As its name suggests, we assume that we cannot observe
the potential outcomes (Y (0), Y (1)) directly. The observable
outcome variable Y is defined as Y = TY (1) + (1− T )Y (0).
The average treatment effect (ATE) is defined as

ATE = E
[
Y (1) − Y (0)

]
, (1)

Assuming that (Y
(0)
i , Y

(1)
i , Ti), i = 1, . . . , n is i.i.d. with the

distribution P(Y (0), Y (1), T ), consider the problem of estimat-
ing ATE from sample (Ti, Yi), i = 1, . . . , n with sample size
n. If T and (Y (0), Y (1)) are independent, then

1

|{i : Ti = 1}|
∑
i:Ti=1

Yi, (2)

is a consistent estimator of ATE under some mild conditions.
However, since T and (Y (0), Y (1)) are not necessarily inde-
pendent, the estimator (2) is a biased estimator of ATE in
general.

In addition to T, Y , we assume that there are some other co-
variates X ∈ X ⊆ Rd. If T and (Y (0), Y (1)) are conditionally
independent under X , i.e., Y (0), Y (1)⊥⊥T |X , then T is said
to satisfy the strongly ignorable condition [2]. Furthemore,
we assume that X and T satisfy the overlap condition, that
is, 0 < Pr(T = t|X = x) < 1 for all t ∈ {0, 1} , x ∈ X .

When the strongly ignorable condition and overlap condition
are satisfied, it holds

E[Y (1) − Y (0)] = E[Y (1)]− E[Y (0)]

= EX [E[Y (1)|X]]− EX [E[Y (0)|X]]

= EX [E[Y |X,T = 1]]− EXE[Y |X,T = 0]], (3)

where the third line comes from the conditional independence
Y (0), Y (1)⊥⊥T |X . Thus, the ATE can be estimated by esti-
mating EX [E[Y |X,T = 1]] and EX [E[Y |X,T = 0]] from the
sample.

As its name suggests, ATE is the average causal effect of
T on Y . On the other hand, there are many problems where
the causal effect of T on Y depends on the covariates X , and
we are interested in the conditional average treatment effect
(CATE), which is defined as

CATE(X) = E[Y (1) − Y (0)|X]. (4)

When the strongly ignorable condition is satisfied, it holds

E[Y (1) − Y (0)|X] = E[Y |X,T = 1]− E[Y |X,T = 0]. (5)

Therefore, the estimation of CATE also reduces to the esti-
mation of the conditional expectations E[Y |X,T = 1] and
E[Y |X,T = 0].

III. PARTIALLY LINEAR MODEL

A possible strategy to estimate ATE and CATE is to first
construct an estimator for E [Y |X,T ]. For realizations x, t of
X,T , a simple estimator for E [Y |X = x, T = t] is given by

1

|i : Xi = x, T = t|
∑

i:Xi=x,Ti=t

Yi. (6)

Although this estimator is consistent in some cases, it is
difficult to use when X contains continuous variables or is
high-dimensional, or when few or no sample points with the
same values exist. Another way to construct the estimator is to
assume a model among the variables Y,X, T . A widely used
model is the folloing linear regression model.

Yi = θTi + β>Xi + εi, i = 1, . . . , n. (7)

In this case, the estimation of ATE and CATE reduces to the
estimation of θ. If the model can sufficiently express the true
relationship among the variables, we can estimate θ with high
accuracy, however, the model may be too simple in some cases.

In this paper, we focus on the partially linear model as
a model that fixes the shortcoming of the linear regression
model. A simple partially linear model for Y,X, T is given
by

Yi = θTi + f(Xi) + εi, i = 1, . . . , n, (8)

where f(·) is an unknown nonlinear function from X to R.
In this study, we assume that the error term εi, i = 1, . . . , n
is i.i.d. with a normal distribution N (0, s−1

ε ). In this model,
ATE and CATE are equal to θ, and CATE is independent of X .
This means that the model cannot capture the heterogeneity
of the causal effect of T on Y .



We consider the following extension of the simple partially
linear model.

Yi = θ(Xi)Ti + f(Xi) + εi, i = 1, . . . , n, (9)

where θ(·) is an unknown nonlinear function from X to R.
In this model, CATE is equal to θ(X), so the estimation of
CATE reduces to the estimation of the function θ(·). Note
that if θ(X) is a linear function of X , then θ(X)T represents
the second-order interaction between X and T , so (9) can be
thought of as a model that accounts for nonlinear interaction
between X and T .

As a model for the nonlinear functions θ(·), f(·), we use a
Gaussian process prior. We assume that

θ(·) ∼ GP(0, C(·, ·;ωθ)), (10)
f(·) ∼ GP(0, C(·, ·;ωf )), (11)

where C(·, ·;ω) is the covariance function defined by the pa-
rameter ω. For example, we can use the following covariance
function, known as the Gaussian kernel.

C(x1, x2;β) = exp
{
−β||x1 − x2||2

}
. (12)

IV. DERIVATION OF POSTERIOR PREDICTIVE
DISTRIBUTION

Given a sample t = (t1, . . . , tn),X = (x1, . . . , xn),y =
(y1, . . . , yn), we consider the problem to estimate the value
of CATE (θ(x̃1), . . . , θ(x̃m)) for another sample X̃ =
(x̃1, . . . , x̃m). In this section, we assume that t,X, X̃ are
non-random variables and y is a random variable. Let
θ = (θ(x1), . . . , θ(xn)), θ̃ = (θ(x̃1), . . . , θ(x̃m)), f =
(f(x1), . . . , f(xn)). Then p(θ, θ̃,f) is a multivariate Gaussian
distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix Φnn Φnm O

ΦT
nm Φmm O

O O Ψnn

 , (13)

where Φnn,Φmn,Φmm,Ψnn are defined as

Φnn =

 C(x1, x1;ωθ) · · · C(x1, xn;ωθ)
...

. . .
...

C(xn, x1;ωθ) · · · C(xn, xn;ωθ)

 , (14)

Φnm =

 C(x1, x̃1;ωθ) · · · C(x1, x̃m;ωθ)
...

. . .
...

C(xn, x̃1;ωθ) · · · C(xn, x̃m;ωθ)

 , (15)

Φmm =

 C(x̃1, x̃1;ωθ) · · · C(x̃1, x̃m;ωθ)
...

. . .
...

C(x̃m, x̃1;ωθ) · · · C(x̃m, x̃m;ωθ)

 , (16)

Ψnn =

 C(x1, x1;ωf ) · · · C(x1, xn;ωf )
...

. . .
...

C(xn, x1;ωf ) · · · C(xn, xn;ωf )

 , (17)

respectively1. From the model (9), p(y|θ,f) is a multivariate
Gaussian distribution with mean Tθ+f and covariance matrix
s−1
ε I , where we set T = diag(t).

First, we show that we can obtain the analytic form of
p(θ̃|y) given that ωθ, ωf , sε are known. The joint distribution
(θ, θ̃,f ,y) is given by

p(θ, θ̃,f ,y) = p(y|θ,f)p(θ, θ̃,f). (18)

Expanding the exponential part of the equation (18) results
in a quadratic form of (θ, θ̃,f ,y), which indicates that this
joint distribution is a multivariate Gaussian. If we denote the
precision matrix of this joint distribution as S, then

S =

 Φ−1 O O
O Ψ−1

nn O
O O sεI

+


sεT

2 O sεT −sεT
O O O O
sεT O sεI −sεI
−sεT O −sεI O

 , (19)

where we set

Φ =

(
Φnn Φnm

ΦT
nm Φmm

)
. (20)

The covariance matrix is given by Σ = S−1.
Let Θ = (θ, θ̃,f) and Σ be

Σ =

(
ΣΘΘ ΣΘy

ΣyΘ Σyy

)
. (21)

Then the posterior distribution p(θ, θ̃,f |y) is also a multi-
variate Gaussian from the property of multivariate Gaussian
distribution and whose mean and covariance matrix is given
by

µΘ|y = ΣΘyΣ
−1
yyy, (22)

ΣΘ|y = ΣΘΘ −ΣΘyΣ
−1
yyΣyΘ, (23)

see [8], for example. Furthermore, let M = ΣΘyΣ
−1
yy and

M =

 Mθ

Mθ̃

My

 , (24)

ΣΘ|y =

 Σθθ|y Σθθ̃|y Σθf |y
Σθ̃θ|y Σθ̃θ̃|y Σθ̃f |y
Σfθ|y Σfθ̃|y Σff |y,

 . (25)

Then, p(θ̃|y) is a multivariate Gaussian distribution with
mean Mθ̃y and covariance matrix Σθ̃θ̃|y . The mean vector
is the Bayes optimal estimator in terms of squared error loss
function.

When ωθ, ωf , sε are unknown, we would assume priors for
these variables. However, the analytic form of the posterior is
no longer available in this case. We can use Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods to obtain an approximation

1O, I are the zero and identity matrices, respectively. In this paper, we
write O, I for zero and identity matrices regardless of the matrix size



of the posterior. We can also estimate the value of ωθ, ωf , sε
by maximizing the marginal likelihood. Prior distributions are
assumed to derive the theoretical property of the posterior
(section 5). However, we take the latter approach for numerical
experiments because of its computational cost (section 7).

V. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

This section proves that the posterior of θ and f has con-
sistency. We use some results proved in [9], which proves the
posterior consitency of the Gaussian process prior for binary
regression problems. For the posterior to have consistency,
several assumptions are needed. First, we assume that the
covariance functions have the form of

C(x1, x2; τθ, λθ) = τ−1
θ k0(λθx1, λθx2), (26)

C(x1, x2; τf , λf ) = τ−1
f k0(λfx1, λfx2), (27)

where k0(·, ·) is a nonsingular covariance kernel and hyper-
parameters τθ, τf , λθ, λf take positive values. Let the priors on
τθ, τf , λθ and λf be Πτθ ,Πτf ,Πλθ and Πλf . To state other
assumptions, we introduce some notations. We assume that
the covariates X are independently distributed according to a
distribution PX and it has a density p(x). We also assume
that the treatment variable T is distributed according to a
distribution PX|T and it has a probability function p(t|x)
given x. Let pθ,f (x, t, y) = p(y|x, t, θ, f)p(t|x)p(x), which
is the joint density of (x, t, y) induced by θ, f . We denote Π
for the prior distribution of pθ,f when the parameters of θ, f
are distributed according to Πτθ ,Πτf ,Πλθ ,Πλf . We define a
subset of joint densities

Pn,α = {pθ,f : θ, f ∈ Gn,α} , (28)
Gn,α = {g : ||Dwg||∞ < Mn, w ≤ α} , (29)

where Dwg denotes (∂w/∂w1 . . . ∂wd)g(x1, . . . , xd), w =∑
wi, α is a positive integer and Mn is a sequences of real

numbers. Let λθ,n, λf,n, τθ,n, τf,n be sequences that satisfy
Πτθ (τθ < τθ,n) = e−cn,Πλθ (λθ > λθ,n) = e−cn,Πτf (τf <
τf,n) = e−cn,Πλf (λf > λf,n) = e−cn, for some constant c.

We make the following assumptions.
(P) For every fixed x ∈ X , the covariance kernel k0(x, ·)

has continuous partial derivatives up to order 2α +
2, where α is a positive integer which satisfies a
certain condition described later. The prior Πλθ ,Πλf

for λθ, λf are fully supported on (0,∞).
(C) The covariate space X is a bounded subset of Rd.
(T) The true functions θ0 and f0 belong to the reproduc-

ing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) of k0.
(G) For every b1 > 0 and b2 > 0, there exist sequences

Mn, λθ,n, λf,n, τθ,n and τf,n that satisfy

M2
nτθ,nλ

−2
θ,n ≥ b1n, Mdα

n ≤ b2n, (30)

M2
nτf,nλ

−2
f,n ≥ b1n, Mdα

n ≤ b2n. (31)

Similar assumptions as in assumptions (P), (C), (T) and (G)
appear in [9]. To prove the posterior consistency, we need
to show that Π(Pcn,α) is exponentially small and bound the

metric entropy of Pn,α. Assumptions (P), (C), (T) and (G) are
necessary for this purpose.

Let Dn = (Xi, Ti, Yi)i=1,...,n and Pn0 denote the true
distribution of Dn. We define the L1 metric between pθ,f and
pθ0,f0 as

||pθ,f − pθ0,f0 ||L1 =∑
t

∫ ∫
|pθ,f (x, t, y)− pθ0,f0(x, t, y)|dydx. (32)

Then the following theorem holds.

Theorem 1. Suppose that assumptions (P), (C), (T) and (G)
hold. Then for any ε > 0,

Π ((θ, f) : ||pθ,f − pθ0,f0 ||L1 > ε | Dn)→ 0 (33)

with Pn0 -probability 1.

Proof. See the Appendix.

VI. RELATED WORKS

The study of a partially linear model dates back to the work
of Engle et al. [10]. While there are many studies on Bayesian
approaches to partially linear models, the most relevant to our
research is the work by Choi et al. [7], where a Gaussian
process prior is assigned to the nonlinear function f in the
model (8). As mentioned in the introduction, in this model, it
holds E[Y (1) − Y (0)|X] = E[Y (1) − Y (0)]. Thus, it cannot
handle the heterogeneity of causal effects.

Another closely related work is the method known as
Double/Debiased Machine Learning (DML) by Chernozhukov
et al. [4]. In DML, the following model is assumed for Y,X, T .

Yi = θ(Xi)Ti + f(Xi) + εi, E[ε|Xi] = 0, (34)
Ti = g(Xi) + ηi, E[η|Xi] = 0. (35)

The difference from the model proposed in our study (9)
is that p(Ti|Xi) is also modeled by (35) and no parametric
assumption is made on the distribution of εi, ηi. There are
many studies on the extensions of DML depending on the
function class of θ, and one of particular relevance to our
work is the work of Nie et al. [5]. They consider the case
where θ is an element of an RKHS.

Alaa and van der Schaar proposed to directly model the
potential outcomes with nonparametric regression [6], namely,

Y
(t)
i = ft(xi) + εi, t ∈ {0, 1} , (36)

where ft(·), t = 0, 1 are unknown nonlinear functions that
follow some prior distribution Π(f0, f1). A difference between
their study and ours is that their study assumes two different
regression functions, while our study models interaction be-
tween T and X that is linear in T and nonlinear in X .



VII. EXPERIMENTS

To verify the effectiveness of the proposed method, we
compare it with some conventional estimators. We compare
the performance of the proposed method with that of DML
using synthetic data. In the first experiment, we generate data
under the following conditions.
• The dimension of X is d = 2
• The functions θ and f are generated from a Gaussian

process prior
– The Gaussian kernel (12) is used for the covariance

function
• The precision of the noise is sε = 1.0

DML need to specify the function class of θ and the
estimation methods of E[Y |X], E[T |X]. We use the following
combinations.
• Linear function + Linear regression / Logistic regression
• Linear function + GP regression / GP classification
• RHKS + Linear regression / Logistic regression
• RHKS + GP regression / GP classification
The proposed method has to determine the hyperparameters

of the covariance functions and the precision of the noise.
In the experiments, we estimate them by maximizing the
marginal likelihood.

We compare the methods with the mean squared error of
CATE 1

m

∑m
i=1(θ(x̃)i−θ̂i)2. Figure 1 shows the mean squared

error curves of CATE as the functions of the sample size. We
know that the proposed method is optimal in this setting, so
it is not surprising that the posterior mean yields the smallest
mean squared error. Another almost trivial result is that since
true θ is a nonlinear function, kernel DML, which assumes
that θ is an element of RKHS, outperforms the linear DML,
which assumes linear function for θ. We can also see that in
DML, the estimation methods of the conditional expectations
E[Y |X], E[T |X] do not have a significant impact on the
performance. We can also confirm that the mean squared
error of linear DML does not approach 0 as the sample size
increases. This may be because the true θ is nonlinear and not
included in the assumed class of linear functions.

In the second experiment, the functions θ and f are
randomly generated linear functions. The coefficients of the
linear functions are generated from the standard Gaussian
distribution, and the other conditions are the same as in the
first experiment. Figure 2 shows the experiment result. As a
natural result, linear DML performs better than the proposed
method and kernel DML since the true θ is linear. Compared
to the first experiment, the choice of the estimation methods of
the conditional expectations E[Y |X], E[T |X] has a significant
impact on the performance. We think kernel DML with GP
regression and GP classification considers the same function
classes of θ and f as the proposed method. We can see that
the proposed method outperforms kernel DML in this case.
Unlike the case of the first experiment, the mean squared
errors of al estimators approach 0 as the sample size increases,
although the convergence rates vary. This may be because the
true θ is linear, and the true function is included in the class
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Fig. 1. Curves of the mean squared error of CATE as the function of sample
size. Functions θ and f are generated from a Gaussian process prior.

50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500
sample size

10 1

100

m
ea

n 
sq

ua
re

d 
er

ro
r

linear DML + GP regression + GP classification
linear DML + linear regression + logistic regression
kernel DML + GP regression + GP classification
kernel DML + linear regression + logistic regression
Bayes Optimal

Fig. 2. Curves of the mean squared error of CATE as the function of sample
size. Functions θ and f are randomly generated linear funcitons.

of functions assumed by linear DML, which assumes a class
of linear functions, and other methods that assume a class of
RKHS.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this study, we proposed a partially linear model in
which the conditional average treatment effect (CATE) is
modeled by a Gaussian process prior and derived the posterior
distribution of the CATE. The CATE is modeled as a nonlinear
function that follows a Gaussian process prior, which allows
for flexible modeling, while the CATE can be estimated with
high accuracy.

We prove that the posterior has consistency under some
conditions. However, the convergence rate and the relationship
with the class of nonlinear functions are not yet derived. In
[6], the relationship between the minimax information rate and
the assumed class of nonlinear functions is derived for the
CATE estimation problem in a model different from our study.
Conducting a similar analysis for our model is future work.

The proposed method requires O(n3) of computation for a
sample size n, and the computation becomes difficult when
the sample size becomes large. We will derive an efficient
approximate calculation method in the future.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

From Theorem 2 in [9], if suffices to verify the following
conditions hold:

• Π ((θ, f) : KL(pθ0,f0 ||pθ,f ) < ε) > 0 for every ε > 0,
where KL is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence

• There exists β > 0 such that logN(ε,Pn,α, || · ||1) < nβ,
where N(ε,Pn,α, || · ||1) is the covering number (and its
logarithm is the metric entropy)

• Π(Pcn,α) is exponentially small

We first show that Π ((θ, f) : KL(pθ0,f0 ||pθ,f ) < ε) > 0 for
every ε > 0. From the definition of KL divergence,

KL(pθ0,f0 ||pθ,f )

= Epθ0,f0

[
log

pθ0,f0(X,T, Y )

pθ,f (X,T, Y )

]
(37)

= Epθ0,f0

[
log

p(Y |X,T, θ0, f0)

p(Y |X,T, θ, f)

]
(38)

=

∫ ∫
log

p(y|x, T = 1, θ0, f0)

p(y|x, T = 1, θ, f)
p(T = 1|x)p(x)dydx

+

∫ ∫
log

p(y|x, T = 0, θ0, f0)

p(y|x, T = 0, θ, f)
p(T = 0|x)p(x)dydx (39)

≤
∫ ∫

log
p(y|x, T = 1, θ0, f0)

p(y|x, T = 1, θ, f)
p(x)dydx

+

∫ ∫
log

p(y|x, T = 0, θ0, f0)

p(y|x, T = 0, θ, f)
p(x)dydx, (40)

where the last inequality follows from p(T = t|x) ≤ 1, t =
0, 1. Let h0(x) = θ0(x) + f0(x) and h(x) = θ(x) + f(x).
Then ∫

yp(y|x, T = 0, θ0, f0)dy = f0(x), (41)∫
yp(y|x, T = 1, θ0, f0)dy = h0(x). (42)

Substituting these into (40), some algebra leads to

KL(pθ0,f0 ||pθ,f )

≤ sε
2

(∫
(h0(x)− h(x))2p(x)dx

+

∫
(f0(x)− f(x))2p(x)dx

)
(43)

≤ sε
2

(
||h0 − h||2∞ + ||f0 − f ||2∞

)
(44)

≤ sε
2

(
||θ0 − θ||2∞ + 2||f0 − f ||2∞

)
. (45)

From Theorem 4 in [9], it holds Π(θ : ||θ0−θ||∞ < ε) > 0 and
Π(f : ||f0−f ||∞ < ε) > 0, thus Π((θ, f) : KL(pθ0,f0 ||pθ,f ) <
ε) > 0.

Next, we bound the covering number N(ε,Pn,α, || · ||1).
To simplify the description, we write N(ε,Gn, || · ||∞) as Nε.
From the definition of the covering number, we can construct
θ1, . . . , θNε , f1, . . . , fNε that satisfy the following condition:
• There exists i, j ∈ {1, . . . , Nε} that satisfy ||θ− θi||∞ <
ε, ||f − fi||∞ < ε for all θ, f ∈ Gn

We choose θ, f ∈ Gn arbitrarily and let θ∗, f∗ be the functions
that satisfy the above condition. Then it holds

||pθ,f − pθ∗,f∗ ||1 ≤
√

2KL(pθ,f ||pθ∗,f∗) (46)

≤
√
sε (||θ − θ∗||2∞ + 2||f − f∗||2∞) (47)

≤
√

3sεε, (48)

where the first line follows from Pinsker’s inequality [11],
the second line follows from (45), and the last line follows
from the definition of θ∗, f∗. The above inequality implies
N(
√

3sεε,PMn,α, || · ||1) ≤ N2
ε . From the proof of Theorem

1 in [9], it holds logN(ε,Gn, || · ||∞) ≤ Kε−d/αbd/αn, so

logN(ε,PMn,α, || · ||1) ≤ 2K(ε/
√

3sε)
−d/αbd/αn. (49)

By letting b < (β/(2K))α/d(ε/
√

3sε), it holds

logN(ε,Pn, || · ||1) < nβ. (50)

Finally, it is easy to verify that Π(PcMn,α
) is exponentially

small from Lemma 1 in [9].
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