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Abstract

We characterize the finite-sample minimax excess variance of Horvitz—Thompson esti-
mation under covariate-dependent experimental assignment. Covariates are independent
uniform draws on the unit cube, and the conditional potential-outcome midpoint mean is
centered, has an exact main-and-pair-effect decomposition, and satisfies a pooled nonperiodic
Sobolev restriction-norm budget. For every sample size n > 2, covariate dimension d > 2, and
smoothness 0 < s < 1, the minimax scaled excess variance is comparable to min{1, (B/n)*},
where B = (g) is the number of coordinate pairs, with positive comparison constants uniform
over this parameter range. A single fair, outcome-independent assignment law, independent
of smoothness, attains this scale on all original units. An independent coefficient-sign prior
supplies the matching lower bound against every admissible design. The characterization
is logarithm-free, includes the endpoint s = 1, and yields vanishing minimax scaled excess
exactly when d = o(y/n) for each fixed smoothness. The causal interpretation applies to ar-
bitrary square-integrable potential outcomes with the specified uniform-covariate prognostic
class.

1 Introduction

This paper establishes a finite-sample capacity characterization for covariate balancing in ran-
domized experiments. Under independent uniform covariates, we consider centered prognostic
functions consisting exactly of canonical main effects and pairwise interactions, with a common
squared nonperiodic Sobolev restriction-norm budget pooled across components. Writing n for
the number of experimental units, d for covariate dimension, and s for component smoothness,
the best achievable scaled excess variance of the unit-weight Horvitz—Thompson estimator for
this class is of order

d S
min ¢ 1, (Z) , n,d>2, 0<s<l1.

One fair, outcome-independent assignment procedure attains this scale simultaneously across
the stated smoothness range. The matching converse applies to every admissible covariate-
dependent assignment law.

The statistical question is how much precision assignment can deliver when the outcome
regression has many potentially relevant interactions. Pairwise structure associates each compo-
nent with at most two covariates, while allowing the number of components to grow quadratically
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with ambient dimension. A pooled regularity budget bounds their total squared component norm
and permits its allocation across coordinates and pairs to vary. Our characterization identifies
B= (g), the coordinate-pair count, relative to sample size as the quantity governing worst-case
excess variance. Below saturation, B < n, the rate is (B/n)®; at and above saturation, it is
constant order. For every fixed smoothness, vanishing minimax scaled excess is equivalent to
d = o(y/n), including along arbitrary integer dimension sequences.

The design problem fixes the estimator and specifies both the available information and the
population comparison. An admissible design is a Borel assignment kernel using the complete
original covariate array, with conditional treatment probability one-half for each unit and as-
signment independent of potential outcomes given covariates. Every original unit receives a
treatment sign and enters the Horvitz—Thompson estimator at its original weight. Performance
is evaluated by expected squared prognostic imbalance, averaging over covariate sampling and
assignment. The supremum over prognostic functions lies outside that expectation, so each func-
tion is fixed across sample realizations. These choices define the minimax signing risk Rg(n,d),
the scaled population imbalance criterion in Definition 4, over the function and design classes
in Definitions 2 and 3.

The causal interpretation follows from the excess-variance identity of Cytrynbaum [2026,
Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), under Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2]. For independent orig-
inal units, admissible assignment, and finite potential-outcome second moments, scaled Horvitz—
Thompson variance above the law-specific benchmark equals scaled expected squared imbalance
of the conditional potential-outcome midpoint mean. Every prognostic function in our class is
realized by a Gaussian outcome completion. Consequently, the minimax excess over all uniform-
covariate outcome laws with square-integrable potential outcomes and the specified prognosis
equals Rg(n,d), as established in Lemma 2 and Theorem 3. The Gaussian subclass realizes the
same capacity and provides a concrete calibration with scaled variance benchmark 4.01.

The closest rate comparison is Cytrynbaum [2026, Theorem B.8(ii), Lemma B.9, and The-
orem 4.9]. His correctly specified pairwise model admits a structured Gram—Schmidt Walk
upper bound of order (d?logn/n)*"!, while the full-dimensional smooth-class lower bound spe-
cializes to exponent s in two dimensions. For our independent uniform sample and centered
pooled order-two Sobolev class, Theorems 1 and 3 matches upper and lower bounds with ex-
plicit interaction-count dependence and a logarithm-free rate. The comparison includes the
frequency-rich regime B/n — 0 and the endpoint s = 1. An existing random-matrix route
supplies one-frequency saturation through Kogan et al. [2024, Theorem 1.2(2a)]; our character-
ization covers both that regime and the subcritical frequency-rich comparison at finite sample
sizes.

The construction connects minimax experimental design [Kallus, 2018, Sections 2.2-2.4] to
randomized balancing. In the subcritical regime, independent coordinate reflections and a com-
mon random shift supply ordered real spectral features. A finite boundary-rounding procedure
protects an initial segment of these features while preserving coordinate means; the protected
segment contracts as assignment coordinates reach their boundaries. The feature ordering is
independent of smoothness. Combining its row-imbalance guarantees with the reflected nonpe-
riodic Sobolev budget yields simultaneous attainment. In the saturated regime, the procedure
uses independent fair signs. The complete assignment law and its guarantees are specified in
Algorithms 1 and 2 and Theorem 1 under exact-real arithmetic conventions.

The converse uses a finite pair-cosine family with independent coefficient signs drawn be-
fore the covariate sample. Every realization satisfies the pooled Sobolev budget. A sample-



size-dependent frequency cutoff supplies enough feature directions for a signing lower bound,
including directions from pairs sharing an original coordinate. Averaging over this legal prior
preserves the fixed-function population comparison and yields the full-design lower bound in
Theorem 2. Together, the two comparisons have constants bounded uniformly over 0 < s < 1.
The uniform subclass also transfers the converse and the necessary dimension condition to the
larger bounded-density outcome classes specified in Lemma 2.

The main capacity results are stated in Theorems 1 and 3.

The paper proceeds through related work, setup and assumptions, main results, the
smoothness-independent assignment procedure, and discussion and extensions. The appendices
develop causal variance transfer, spectral and rounding bounds, the independent-prior converse,
and proof assembly, followed by proofs of the main results.

2 Related work

The closest econometric comparison is Cytrynbaum [2026, Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), The-
orem B.8(ii), Lemma B.9, and Theorem 4.9]. His excess-variance identity expresses the design-
dependent part of Horvitz—Thompson variance as scaled expected squared prognostic imbalance,
the criterion used in Definition 4. Writing n for sample size, d for covariate dimension, and s
for smoothness, his correctly specified pairwise model admits a structured Gram—Schmidt Walk
(GSW) upper bound of order (d?logn/n)*"!, supported by the pooled Matérn approximation
calculation. His lower bound n=2/¢ concerns a full-dimensional smooth class; its bivariate
specialization has exponent s. For independent uniform covariates and the centered order-two
pooled Sobolev class in Definition 2, the present characterization matches upper and lower
bounds across sample size and dimension at order min{1, (B/n)®}, where B = (g) is the number
of coordinate pairs, throughout the parameter range n,d > 2 and 0 < s < 1. The comparison
therefore concerns the logarithmic factor and the explicit interaction-count dependence for this
specified class; Proposition 1 supplies the class-transfer relation.

A precise comparison with random-matrix theory identifies an existing route to saturation.
Applied to independent, centered, unit-variance cosine coordinates under uniform sampling, Ko-
gan et al. [2024, Theorem 1.2(2a)] implies the following spectral limit. Let G denote the sample
Gram matrix of the pair-product features using one cosine frequency per coordinate, normalized
by B. As n,d tend to infinity with n/B — p € (0,1), where p is the limiting sample-to-feature
ratio, its smallest eigenvalue converges almost surely to (1 — ﬁ)z This positive spectral edge
yields a constant-order signing lower bound for the normalized one-frequency submodel. The
additional scope of Theorems 1 and 3 is the matched finite-sample characterization, including
the frequency-rich regime B/n — 0, together with attainment by the same assignment proce-
dure for every smoothness in the stated range. The independent coefficient prior in Definition 9
supplies the growing frequency family for that subcritical comparison.

The criterion also belongs to the minimax experimental-design tradition. Kallus [2018, Sec-
tions 2.2-2.4] connects restrictions on conditional outcome functions to worst-case imbalance
and optimal randomized designs, while Kallus [2020, Sections 3-5| studies mixed assignment
distributions and randomization constraints. Here, Definitions 3 and 4 specifies fair, outcome-
independent assignment laws and places the worst-function comparison outside the expectation
over covariates and assignment. The lower bound in Theorem 2 applies to this entire admis-
sible design class. Its role is to characterize the best achievable excess variance for the fixed
Horvitz—Thompson criterion under the pooled smoothness restriction.



The attaining procedure connects this statistical objective to randomized balancing. The
GSW design of Harshaw et al. [2024, Lemma 6.1 and Theorem 6.3] combines assignment fairness
with covariance control for augmented covariate features. The Edge-Walk method of Lovett and
Meka [2015, Section 2.1] develops constrained random walks for partial coloring. The procedure
in Algorithm 2 uses finite randomized boundary moves with an ordered family of balancing
constraints. Its statistical application in Algorithm 1 uses a feature ordering independent of
smoothness, allowing one assignment law to attain the comparison scale simultaneously across
the stated Sobolev classes.

Chen and Zhang [2026, Lemma 4.2 and Proposition 5.1] studies nonlinear feature balance
through a normalized feature Gram matrix K. For ¢ € (0,1), the design has assignment
covariance bounded by {¢I + (1 — ¢)K}~ !, and a fixed-schedule ridge approximation bound
controls the actual Horvitz—Thompson variance. That comparison is conditional on the realized
schedule and a chosen nonlinear feature map. The present result instead gives a population
minimax capacity matched over an explicit pooled Sobolev class, with a single smoothness-
independent construction and a converse for every admissible design.

Discrepancy-based integration provides a related use of randomized balancing with distinct
sampling budgets and error criteria. Bansal and Jiang [2025, Theorem 1.1 and Section 3.1]
starts from n? independent uniform points and partitions them into n sets of n points. For each
retained set, the mean squared integration error is bounded by Og(oso(f)?/n2), where f is the
integrand and oso(f) is its smoothed-out variation; the displayed order suppresses logarithmic
factors. Chen et al. [2026, Theorem 1.1, Section 2.2, and Theorem 3.3] retains this quadratic
input pool and develops bounds for weighted Fourier classes and low superposition dimension,
with explicit coordinate-weight and dimension dependence. Ezeunala et al. [2026, Theorem 1.2]
obtains the smoothed-out-variation mean squared error bound while retaining n points from
(14 ¢)n independent uniform inputs with high probability, for fixed € € (0,1); its constants and
logarithmic factors depend on dimension and e.

Other thinning results emphasize different forms of approximation. The online procedure
of Dwivedi et al. [2019, Theorems 1-2| retains at least one point from every two consecutive
uniform inputs and controls unnormalized counting discrepancy over axis-parallel rectangles.
Kernel thinning in Dwivedi and Mackey [2024, Theorem 1 and Corollary 1] compresses an input
approximation into a smaller subset and bounds maximum mean discrepancy, equivalently worst-
case integration error over the associated reproducing kernel Hilbert-space unit ball, under the
stated regularity and input-radius conditions. In the present experiment, all n original units
receive treatment signs, and performance is measured by expected squared prognostic imbalance
over a pooled nonperiodic Sobolev class. These sampling, function-class, and loss specifications
make the comparison with integration results precise.

Finally, Sudijono et al. [2026, Theorems 2.2-2.3 and 3.1] studies joint minimax choice of
design and estimator for finite-population treatment-effect estimation with binary or bounded
potential outcomes. For binary outcomes, Bernoulli randomization paired with a nonlinear esti-
mator attains their minimax risk, for which they derive a second-order expansion. The present
optimization fixes the Horvitz—Thompson estimator and varies covariate-dependent assignment
under a smooth prognostic class. It characterizes the excess-variance gains available through
assignment for that estimator and model.



3 Setup and assumptions

Throughout, n,d > 2 are integers and 0 < s < 1. Unit indices ¢ range from 1 to n, and coordinate
indices j and ¢ range from 1 to d, with j < £ for coordinate pairs. A cube point is denoted by x.
Integrals over cubes use Lebesgue measure, and torus integrals use normalized Haar probability.
The notation || - || denotes the Euclidean norm for vectors and the L? norm for functions, as
determined by the argument. Generic positive constants may change between occurrences; a
subscript s records permitted dependence on smoothness. For nonnegative quantities, a <s b
means a < C(s)b, and a <z b means that both comparison inequalities hold.

3.1 Original-unit sampling

The full covariate sample X = (X7,...,X,,) records the covariates of all original experimental
units. Assignment takes values in the sign space Z, = {—1,1}". An assignment vector Z =
(Z1,...,Zy) selects treatment through the indicators A; = (Z; +1)/2. A covariate-dependent
assignment law 7 is a Borel probability kernel from [0, 1]*? to P(Z,,), the probability measures on
the finite sign space. Thus the design can use the entire original covariate array when assigning
every unit.

The sampling distribution fixes the population measure against which component centering,
regularity, and expected imbalance are evaluated.

Assumption 1. [ass:uniform-draw| (Independent uniform covariate sample) The covariate
sample X = (X1,...,X,) satisfies

Law(X) = Unif([0, 1]%)®".

Independent uniform sampling is the exact uniform special case of the independent sampling
and bounded-density condition in [Cytrynbaum, 2026, Assumption 2.1]. It supplies a common
population distribution for the design criterion and the canonical component decomposition.
Independence also separates the randomness of the original sample from the dependence among
treatment assignments that the design creates.

3.2 Canonical components and regularity

The prognostic function m describes the conditional mean of the potential-outcome midpoint.
We work with its centered version, whose integral over the cube is zero. Under the product
sampling distribution, the canonical main effects g;(m) and canonical pair effects g;,(m) are
obtained by marginal integration. The following definition fixes their normalization and the
interpretation of almost-everywhere equalities.

Definition 1. [synth_1] (Canonical main and pair effects) Let d > 2 and let m : [0,1] — R be
a finite-valued Borel function in L*([0,1]%) with Lebesque integral zero. Its canonical main and
pair effects are

g;(m)(z;) = / m(zgu_j)du_j,  1<j<d,
[0,1]d—1

and

gje(m)(zj, ze) = /[01]d2 m(zj, o, u_gjey) du_giey — 95 (m)(z5) = ge(m)(ze), — § <L



The integration arguments fill the remaining coordinates in their original order; a zero-
dimensional integral is evaluation. These formulas define equivalence classes almost everywhere.
Their centering convention is

1 1 1
/0 g;j(m)(v) dv =0, /0 gje(m) (v, z¢) dv = 0, /0 gje(m)(xj,v)dv =0,

where the last two equalities hold for almost every remaining argument. Whenever m admits
an exact order-two decomposition into square-integrable main and pair effects, these centering
conditions determine its components uniquely up to Lebesgue null sets.

Coordinatewise centering assigns each pair effect to variation jointly associated with its
two coordinates. Together with the zero integral of m, it fixes the intercept and identifies
the components in the canonical ANOVA decomposition [Hoeffding, 1948, Sobol’, 1993]. The
specification restricts the prognostic function to the sum of these main and pair effects.

Assumption 2. [ass:order-two| (Exact order-two decomposition) The prognostic function
m has the decomposition

d

m(z) = g;j(m) (@) +>_ gie(m)(a;,x0)

j=1 j<t

for Lebesgue-almost every z € [0,1]%, where gj(m) and gje(m) are its canonical main and pair
effects, respectively.

The exact order-two canonical ANOVA condition with zero intercept is the specification
used here from [Cytrynbaum, 2026]. It describes a population model in which main effects and
pairwise interactions account for the prognostic function exactly. Canonical centering makes the
allocation of regularity across components intrinsic to m.

Regularity is measured on the original cube by extension to Euclidean space. For a compo-
nent dimension p € {1, 2}, the squared nonperiodic Sobolev restriction norm N, s(g)? is

2\ S

N,.(g9)* = inf / 1+HWH2) G(w)|? dw.

o=t (e R )
Gljo,1jp=9 a-e.

Here the Euclidean Fourier transform CA}, at angular frequency w € RP, uses the convention
Gw) = (2r) P2 / UG ) du,
RP

and the dimension-normalized weight is exactly (1+||w||3/p)®. The infimum runs over integrable,
square-integrable extensions agreeing almost everywhere on the cube. We impose one common
budget across all canonical components.

Assumption 3. [ass:pooled-budget| (Pooled component Sobolev budget) The canonical
main effects gj(m) and pair effects gje(m) satisfy

d
Z N1,s(g5(m))? + ) Nas(gje(m))? < 1,

j<t
where N1 s and No s are the nonperiodic Sobolev restriction norms for one- and two-dimensional
components, respectively.



The pooled component Sobolev budget fixes the dimension-normalized restriction-norm con-
vention used throughout this paper. Pooling bounds the total squared component norm while
allowing its distribution across coordinates and pairs to vary. Consequently, the dimension de-
pendence of the criterion reflects the number of available interaction directions under a common
regularity budget.

These component conditions define the population class over which the design will be eval-
uated. Write Hg4 s for this centered pooled Sobolev class.

Assumption 4. [ass:fair| (Conditional fairness of assignment) Under the assignment law ,
each assignment sign Z; has conditional mean zero given the covariate sample X :

E:[Z;| X]=0 for everyi=1,...,n.

The finite-valued Borel representatives permit evaluation at sampled covariates. Uniform
sampling makes changes on Lebesgue null sets immaterial to the expected loss, so the class
retains the usual almost-everywhere interpretation of Sobolev functions.

3.3 Assignment and signing loss

The assignment family combines covariate-dependent balancing with equal marginal treatment
probabilities. Its first requirement concerns each unit’s assignment conditional on the complete
covariate sample.

Assumption 5. [ass:assignment-independence| (Conditional assignment independence) A
Borel assignment kernel m is outcome-independent if the following holds uniformly over pre-
assignment data-generating laws. For every probability law px of the full covariate sample and
every Markov kernel k giving the pre-assignment potential-outcome array Y conditionally on X,
the experiment first draws (X,Y) from px ® k and then draws the assignment signs Z from
m(X). Under this experiment law, Z andY are conditionally independent given X.

Conditional half-probability marginals are the fairness condition in [Cytrynbaum, 2026, Def-
inition 2.2]. Since signs take values in {—1,1}, each unit receives treatment with conditional
probability 1/2. The joint assignment distribution can nevertheless depend on all covariates and
can correlate assignments across units to control prognostic imbalance.

The second requirement specifies the information available to the assignment law. Potential
outcomes are generated before assignment, and the design draws signs using the covariate array.

Definition 2. [def:sobolev-class] (Pooled Sobolev class Hqs) The class Hqs consists of
functions m : [0,1]? — R with the following properties:

e (Measurability.) m is finite-valued and Borel measurable.
e (Centering.) m belongs to L*([0,1]%) and has Lebesgue integral zero.
e (Component conditions.) m satisfies Assumptions 2 and 3 at (d, s).

Canonical component equalities and centering are interpreted almost everywhere; arbitrary rep-
resentatives on null sets give the same risk.



Outcome-independent assignment is the information restriction in [Cytrynbaum, 2026, Def-
inition 2.2]. The sequential formulation expresses conditional independence for every pre-
assignment outcome law: the design’s randomization uses covariates and its own randomness.
In conjunction with conditional fairness, it supplies the assignment conditions needed for the
causal variance identity below.

Let D,, 4,5 denote the resulting admissible design class.

Definition 3. [def:design-class] (Admissible design class Dy, 45) The admissible design class
18

Dpds = {7? :[0,1)"¢ — P(Z,) : 7 is a Borel probability kernel satisfying Assumptions 4and 5 at (n,d, s)} .

Here Z, is the space of length-n assignment sign vectors, and P(Z,) is its space of probability
measures. FEach kernel uses the covariates of all original units as its input, with assignment
independent of function values, pilot outcomes, and the unknown outcome model.

For a fixed admissible design and a fixed prognostic function, define the scaled signing loss
['n,d,s (7T, m) by

n 2
4
£n,d7s(777m) = EEX,Z < E sz(X'L))
i=1

The expectation integrates both the independent uniform sample and the conditional assignment
law 7(X). The minimax signing risk Rs(n,d) optimizes this population loss over admissible
designs.

Definition 4. [def:criterion| (Minimax signing risk Rs(n,d)) The minimax scaled signing
risk is

n 2
Rs(n,d) = inf  sup éIEXZ <Zsz(Xz)>
i=1

7€Dn,d,s meHg s n

Here Dy, 45 is the admissible design class, Hq s is the centered prognostic class with pooled order-
two Sobolev budget, X is the independent uniform covariate sample, and Z is the assignment
sign vector drawn under m(X).

The order of optimization is substantive. A design specifies its assignment rule as a function
of the covariate array; a fixed population function is then evaluated under that rule, with
sampling and assignment averaged inside the loss. The supremum therefore ranges over functions
fixed across sample realizations. This order measures how well a single covariate-based design
controls population prognostic imbalance uniformly over Hg .

To connect signing loss to treatment-effect estimation, fix the unit-weight Horvitz—Thompson
estimator [Horvitz and Thompson, 1952]. In the next definition, A(a) denotes the estimator as
a function of a treatment vector a; the subscripted A; denotes unit ¢’s treatment indicator.

Definition 5. [synth_5] (Unit-weight Horvitz—Thompson estimator) The unit-weight Horvitz—
Thompson estimator A is defined, for any nonnegative integer n, real potential-outcome schedule
Y = ((Yi(0),Y;(1))),, and assignment signs Z € {—1,1}", by

Z+1 2 < Zi+1
A=) =2 "2zv; .
(5) = a2 amn(%5)




Here (Z; + 1)/2 selects treatment when Z; = 1 and control when Z; = —1. For n = 0, the
estimator is defined to be zero.

Conditional fairness gives each observed outcome its inverse assignment-probability weight.
This estimator remains fixed throughout the design optimization in Definition 4.

3.4 Spectral assignment features

The assignment construction uses a reflected and commonly shifted representation of the original
covariates. For an integer p, the period-two torus Th = [0,2)? has addition modulo two. Its
coordinatewise fold b, is

bp(y)r, = min{yp, 2 —ypy,  h=1,....p.

The reflected prognostic function F = m o by is consequently a function on T4.

An independent fair bit array (b;;), with b;; € {0, 1}, selects the lifted covariates X; coordi-
natewise:

)Z'Z-j = {XU’ bij =0, interpreted modulo two.
2 — Xij7 bij = 1,

Let T be a common Haar-uniform shift, independent of the covariates, reflections, and sub-
sequent rounding randomness. The transformed covariate for original unit ¢ is W; = ()A(V'Z +
T') mod 2. Each row used by the assignment procedure still has one entry for each original unit.

For an integer frequency k € Z<, the torus character ey (y) = exp(irkTy) gives the normalized
Fourier coefficient ﬁ(k) through

Pk = | P)ets) i),

where H is normalized Haar probability. The frequency complexity ¢(k) ranks frequencies by
squared Euclidean magnitude divided by the number of active coordinates. The ordered real
features (¢p)p>1 convert this ranking into the prescribed rows for assignment.

Definition 6. [synth_3] (Ordered real spectral features and rounding rows) For d > 2, write
T¢ = [0,2)¢ with addition modulo two. For each k € Z¢ with

1 <|supp(k)| <2,  supp(k)={j:k; #0},

choose the representative of {k,—k} whose first nonzero coordinate is positive. Order these
representatives by increasing

R
") = Teupp (R

breaking ties lexicographically. For each representative, list the two real features
V2cos(mkTy), V2sin(rkTy), y e T4,

consecutively in that order. This defines the ordered sequence (¢p)p>1.
For a reflected and shifted sample W1, ..., Wy, the prescribed real spectral rows are

ap = (¢h(Wl)> .- 7¢h(Wn)) € Rna h > 1.



With K = |n/4], the input matriz for ordered boundary rounding is precisely

a= (¢n(W;))1<n<i € RE*™
i<i<n
The feature ordering and the choice of rows depend on d and n and are independent of the
smoothness parameter s.

The support restriction matches the main and pair structure of the prognostic class. Order-
ing the real features before selecting rows gives a single prescribed balancing matrix for each
sample size and dimension. Its independence from s supplies the common feature input for the
smoothness-independent assignment procedure.

3.5 Outcome laws and causal excess variance

The causal interpretation uses a single-unit law P of covariates U and potential outcomes
0(0),0(1). Define its average treatment effect and conditional prognostic function by

O(1) + 0(0)

J(P) =Ep[0(1) = O()],  ma(u) = Ep[ !

’ U= u} .

Let Qg4 ¢ consist of these laws with uniform covariates, finite second moments for both potential

outcomes, and mp = m almost everywhere for some m € H,4 . Thus this outcome-law class fixes

the prognostic restriction while allowing square-integrable conditional outcome distributions.
From n independent copies of P, followed by assignment under w(U;.,), the actual estimator

Tp—n;ZiOZ( 5 )

Under the admissibility conditions, its expectation is ¥(P). The law-specific variance benchmark
is

is

V(P) = Val"p(Ep[O(l) - 0(0) | U]) + QEPVaI‘p(O(l) | U) + QEPVaI‘p(O(O) | U)

This definition supplies the benchmark directly in terms of the outcome law. It combines
variation in the conditional treatment effect with the two conditional outcome variances.
Define the causal excess-variance criterion by

Vo(, P) = nVarp(Tp) — V(P).

The published excess-variance identity gives

n 2
4
Vn(’ﬂ’,P) = EEPJT ( E szP(U'L)> = ﬁn,d,s(ﬂ-a mP)
=1

for P € Qqs and m € D, 4, [Cytrynbaum, 2026, Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), under As-
sumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2]. Hence the signing loss is the scaled actual Horvitz—Thompson
variance above a benchmark specific to the outcome law.

A Gaussian causal completion supplies a concrete outcome law for every member of the
prognostic class. Fix the mean-effect constant 7p = 0.2 and heterogeneity amplitude § = 0.1,
and define the conditional treatment effect 7(x) by

7(x) = 10 + 0V2sin(27zy).

10



The Gaussian noise array € has law NV (0, Is,,), independently of X. The pre-assignment potential-
outcome schedule Y is generated by

T(Xl) T(Xl)

Yi(0) = m(X;) — 5

+ Ei(O), Y;(l) = m(Xz) + + 61'(1).
Its conditional mean midpoint is m(X;), so its single-unit law belongs to Qqs. The actual
estimator 0, realized finite-population target 6,, and sampling-law target 6 are

~ 2
0= 2D ZYiA), 0= (Vi) =Yi(0),  0=E[0n] = 7.
i=1 =1
For this family, the law-specific benchmark is the constant V* = 02 +4 = 4.01. The published
identity therefore expresses n Var(6) — V* as the signing loss of m.
Because the Gaussian completion realizes every m € Hg s, the prognostic image of Qg , is

exactly Hq . It follows from the same identity that

inf  sup Vy(m, P) = Rs(n,d).
7E€Dn, 4,5 PeQq s

This equality makes the minimax signing criterion a causal excess-variance criterion over the full
uniform-covariate outcome-law class. The following result records the relation between that class
and its Gaussian subclass, the corresponding published admissibility conditions, and elementary
lower and upper guarantees.

Proposition 1. [prop:published-class-inclusion| (Published class inclusion and guaran-
tees)! Let0 < s < 1, and use the prognostic class, design class, and minimazx criterion of Defini-
tions 2 to 4. For each integer d > 2, let Qg s be the class of single-unit laws P of (U,0(0),0(1))
such that U is uniform on [0, l]d, both potential outcomes have finite second moments, and, for
some m € Hys,

O(1) + 0(0)

mp(u) = Ep[ .

‘ U= u] =m(u) for almost every u € [0, 1]%.

Then the following statements hold.

o The laws obtained from m € Hq s by the stated Gaussian causal completion form a proper
subset of Qq, for every integer d > 2.

o For every pair of integers n,d > 2 and every Borel assignment probability kernel w based on
the original covariate array, membership in Dy, q s is equivalent to the following published
admissibility conditions: under independent uniform covariates X,

E;[Z; | X] =0 almost surely, for everyi=1,...,n,

and, for every single-unit law P whose covariate density is bounded above and below by
finite strictly positive constants and whose potential outcomes have finite second moments,
the assignment signs are conditionally independent of the full potential-outcome array given
the original covariate array in the experiment formed from n independent copies of P and
the kernel m. These are the admissibility conditions of Cytrynbaum [2026, Assumption 2.1
and Definition 2.2], specialized to the stated covariate distribution and available informa-
tion.

11



o For every integer n > 2, the two-dimensional minimax criterion satisfies

2
Ry(n,2) > =,
(2 2 g T3 16380 "

e For every pair of integers n,d > 2 and every m € Hq s, independent fair assignment signs,
independent of the original covariate sample, give

where X1, ..., X, are independent uniform covariate vectors.

Proposition 1 distinguishes the outcome distributions from the prognostic functions that
determine excess variance. The Gaussian family is a proper subclass of the admissible outcome
laws, while realizing every prognostic function in the pooled Sobolev class. The admissibility
equivalence aligns the original-unit assignment family with the published causal framework.
Finally, the two-dimensional lower bound supplies an n~° benchmark, and independent fair
assignment supplies the universal upper bound of 4; these comparisons locate the design gains
characterized by the main results.

4 Main results

The minimax criterion in Definition 4 admits a two-sided characterization in terms of the number
of coordinate pairs relative to the sample size. For presentation, define the interaction count B
and the comparison scale as(n,d) by

d
B = <2>, as(n,d) = min{1, (B/n)®}, n,d>2 0<s<l1.
The following result establishes the log-free capacity bound and the exact dimension condition
for vanishing excess. The reflection lift and Gaussian completion appearing in the statement are
specified in Definitions 7 and 8.

Definition 7. [synth_4] (Pre-assignment Gaussian completion) The Gaussian completion is
the conditional law of the pre-assignment potential-outcome array Y given X, gemerated inde-
pendently across units by

0.2 + 0.1v/2sin(27X;
+¢i0, Yi(1) = m(X;)+ \/; (2 Zl)+5i1-

0.2 4 0.1v/2sin(27X;1)

Yi(0) = m(X;) 5

The variables €;q are mutually independent standard Gaussians, independent of the covariates,
and m is the centered measurable square-integrable prognostic function supplied to the completion.

!Formalization scope. This result uses the cited conclusion [Cytrynbaum, 2026] (Proposition 2.3 (Excess
Variance), equation (2.4), with Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2) and [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002] (Theorem
12(4), with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2). The cited source proof is not formalized here: Lean
verifies its use and all remaining steps. If that cited conclusion is false, the portions of this result that depend on
it are not certified.
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The comparison scale separates two regimes. In the subcritical regime B < n, minimax excess
is of order (B/n)®: the interaction count enters through its ratio to the number of experimental
units. When B > n, the scale saturates at one, and the displayed lower and upper bounds
are constants independent of n and d. The assignment procedure m; ; specified in Theorem 1
attains this scale in both regimes, using independent fair assignment in the saturated regime
and spectral rounding in the subcritical regime.

At the endpoint s = 1, the subcritical rate is B/n, with the same upper constant and a strictly
positive lower constant. More generally, the lower constant ¢ is bounded below by ¢; > 0
throughout 0 < s < 1. The two-sided comparison therefore describes the endpoint together
with the fractional-smoothness cases, with a logarithm-free rate. For each fixed smoothness
value, it also gives an exact criterion for vanishing minimax scaled excess along arbitrary integer
dimension sequences: the number of coordinate pairs must be negligible relative to sample
size, equivalently d,, = o(y/n). This equivalence accommodates irregular as well as monotone
dimension sequences.

4.1 Simultaneous attainment

For the spectral branch of the assignment procedure, the auxiliary randomization transforms
the covariates of the original units as follows.

Definition 8. [synth_2] (Randomized reflection lift) Let T9 = [0,2)? with coordinatewise
addition modulo two. For x € [0,1]¢ and n € {0,1}%, define the coordinatewise reflection map
lift : [0,1)¢ x {0,1}¢ — T4 by

; d 2), i =0,
lift(z,n); = 7 (mod 2) 113
2—z; (mod2), n;=1
For the original sample X = (X1,...,X,), take independent fair coins n;j, independent of X,
the common shift, and all rounding seeds, and put

X; = lift(X;,m), Wi=X;+T (mod 2),
where 1; = (Ni1, - .., Mia) and T is an independent common Haar-uniform shift on Tg.

The reflections act separately across units and coordinates, whereas the Haar shift is shared
by all units. The transformed covariates in Definition 8 supply the spectral rows used to generate
assignment signs for the original sample.

The simultaneous guarantee separates the choice of assignment from the smoothness value
used to assess precision. The procedure in Theorem 1 uses the same spectral rows and ran-
domization for every 0 < s < 1, while the resulting bound varies with the exponent s. Its
finite completion property applies to every original sample and every allowed realization of the
auxiliary seeds. Thus the displayed risk bounds describe a fully specified assignment law on the
original units.

4.2 Log-free capacity and dimension frontier

The lower bound has a separate statistical role: it applies to every admissible assignment law
through a single prior chosen independently of the covariate sample. The prior specification and
its class-membership properties are developed further in Definition 9 and Lemma 6.
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The normalized prognostic function m¢ in Definition 9 ranges over a finite family of pair-
cosine functions. Its law, v , ., depends on sample size, dimension, and smoothness, while
remaining independent of both the covariate sample and the chosen assignment law. Every real-
ization belongs to the centered pooled Sobolev class by Theorem 1. The contraction inequality
used in the supporting converse analysis is Bartlett and Mendelson [2002, Theorem 12(4), with
Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2|; its applications here use the absolute-value map
with finite classes and finite-dimensional Euclidean unit-ball linear classes. The following result

states the resulting prior-average bound over the full design class.

Theorem 1. [thm:log-free-bivariate-capacity| (Log-free capacity and dimension frontier)?
For every pair of integers n,d > 2, write
d
B = :
(2

There is a single fair, outcome-independent Borel original-sample assignment kernel w;’d, inde-
pendent of the smoothness parameter, belonging to the design class of Definition 3. It assigns
independent fair signs when n < B. When B < n, it is the law of the signs produced by spectral
rounding with independent reflection coins, an independent common Haar shift, and independent
uniform rounding seeds.

More precisely, the reflected and shifted sample is

Wi = 1ift(X;, reflection coins) + T,

where T is the common Haar shift on the period-two torus. The input rows are the first |n/4]
prescribed real features evaluated at W;. For every choice of reflection coins and common shift,
and every rounding-seed array whose entries belong to [0,1], the fractional coordinate after n
rounding iterations equals the corresponding output sign, for every original sample and every
unt.

For every real s with 0 < s <1, let

2 2

s(n,d) = bs(n,d) = min{1, (B/n)}, s = ’ - .
as(n,d) = bs(n,d) = min{1, (B/n)} ¢ (48 + 3272)16384 “ (48 4+ 3272)16384

Thus as(n,d) =1 when n < B, and as(n,d) = (B/n)® when B < n. The constants satisfy
0<c <cg <3072,

With Has as in Definition 2, and Rs(n,d) the minimaz criterion of Definition 4, define the
scaled signing loss by

n 2
4
[’md,s(ﬂ-’m) = EE’A’ ( g sz(Xz)> .
i=1

The same kernel satisfies, simultaneously for all 0 < s <1,

cras(n,d) < csag(n,d) < Rg(n,d) < sup En,d,s(ﬂ-;;dam) < 3072a4(n, d).
mG’des

For each such s, the finite coefficient prior v* with normalization

n,d,s’
Co = \/48 + 3272,
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has every coefficient-sign realization me centered and in Hqs:

/[0 » me(x) dr =0, me € Has.

Drawn independently of the covariate sample, it certifies, for every admissible design T,
CsQg (7’L, d) < Emwl/;’d’sﬁn,d,s (ﬂ—a m)

Let Qg5 be the frozen uniform-covariate, zero-intercept, correctly specified outcome-law class
with finite second moments and centered prognostic function in Hqs. For a single-unit law P,
its prognostic function, actual HT estimator, law-specific benchmark, and scaled excess are

mp() = Ep((00) + 00)/2|U =0, Tp=" 3" Z0:(Zi+1)/2),
=1
V(P) = Varp(Ep[O(1) — O(0) | U]) + 2Ep Varp(O(1) | U) + 2Ep Varp(O(0) | U),
Vo(, P) = nVarp(Tp) — V(P).

Here the experiment uses independent original-unit copies, and conditional means are interpreted
modulo covariate null sets. Then

inf  sup V,(w, P) = Rs(n,d),
TE€Dy 4,5 PcQg s

sup V(7 4 P) = sup Ly gs(my, 4m).
PEQd,s mEHd,s

The Gaussian completions of functions in Hqs form a proper subclass of Qqs. Restricting the
law supremum to these Gaussian completions gives the same minimaz capacity Rs(n,d) and the
same worst-case loss for w ..

For every pair of real dénsity bounds satisfying

0 < lower < 1 < upper,

let Ag s be the bounded-density class defined in Lemma 2: its laws have finite potential-outcome
second moments, satisfy

/ mp(u)2dPy(u) < 1,

and have mp equal almost everywhere to a permitted intercept plus a centered function in Hgs,
with covariate density between the displayed bounds. Its minimazx excess satisfies

Rs(n,d) < inf  sup V,(m, P).
TE€Dn d,s PeAg,

For every admissible m and every m € Hgq s, the actual HT estimator 0 under the Gaussian
completion of m, with benchmark V* = 4.01, satisfies

~

nVar(0) —4.01 = L,, g.s(m, m) < co.
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Consequently, for every e > 0,

3072\ /¢ N
n > Bmaxq 1, 0L = sup Lpgs(my, gm) < 4.01e.
Ule meHg,s

Conversely, for every 0 < e < ¢,/4.01,

Cs 1/s
4.015> ’
Finally, for every fized s € (0,1] and every integer sequence d,, > 2,
(3)
Rs(n,d,) — 0 <= R 0 < d,=o0(V/n).

Ry(n,d) < 4.0le = n>B (

For every fixed pair 0 < lower < 1 < upper, vanishing minimax excess over the corresponding
bounded-density classes implies the same dimension frontier:

inf sup Vp(m,P) —0 = d, =o0(v/n).
T€Dn,dn,s PEAg,,

4.3 An independent-prior converse

The converse in Theorem 2 certifies the lower comparison scale bs(n,d) for every admissible
assignment law, including laws that depend on the entire observed covariate sample. The fre-
quency cutoff lets the prior supply the subcritical lower bound as well as the saturated bound.
Because the guarantee concerns an average over legal prognostic functions drawn independently
of the sample, each admissible design has worst-case loss at least as large as that average.

The next theorem isolates the prior-average lower bound that drives the converse for the
entire admissible design class.

Theorem 2. [thm:full-design-lower| (Full-design capacity lower bound)® For every s €
(0,1], define the lower constant cs and the comparison scale bs(n,d) by

: o1 (@)
G553 Tegsas  e(md) =minql,

Cs —

Then c¢s > 0, independently of n,d. For all integers n,d > 2, every design m € D, q, of
Definition 8 satisfies

Ef En,d,s(”» m&) > Csbs(n’ d),
where the expectation is over the independent coefficient-sign cosine prior and mg s its associated
prognostic function; the coefficient signs are drawn independently of the covariate sample X.
Consequently, the minimazx criterion of Definition j satisfies

Rs(n,d) > csbs(n,d).

*Formalization scope. This result uses the cited conclusion [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002] (Theorem 12(4),
with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2) and [Cytrynbaum, 2026] (Proposition 2.3 (Excess Variance),
equation (2.4), with Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2). The cited source proof is not formalized here: Lean
verifies its use and all remaining steps. If that cited conclusion is false, the portions of this result that depend on
it are not certified.

3Formalization scope. This result uses the cited conclusion [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002] (Theorem 12(4),
with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2). The cited source proof is not formalized here: Lean verifies its
use and all remaining steps. If that cited conclusion is false, the portions of this result that depend on it are not
certified.
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4.4 Causal transfer and prospective precision

The completion in Definition 7 retains m as the conditional midpoint mean while fixing the
treatment-effect function and the conditional noise variances. Its scaled variance benchmark is
4.01, so a signing-loss bound translates directly into an actual excess-variance bound. This trans-
lation uses the excess-variance identity of Cytrynbaum [2026, Proposition 2.3 (Excess Variance),
equation (2.4), with Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2], under conditional fairness, outcome-
independent assignment, and finite potential-outcome second moments.

The exact minimax equality has a causal interpretation. The published excess-variance
identity makes the conditional midpoint mean the function that determines excess above the
law-specific benchmark; the Gaussian completion realizes every function in the prognostic class.
Accordingly, Theorem 1 equates the prognostic minimax criterion with the outcome-law minimax
criterion over Qg ,, and gives the corresponding equality for the worst-case loss of the specified
procedure. The same capacity is realized within the Gaussian subclass, where the benchmark is
4.01.

For prospective precision calculations under the Gaussian completion, the sufficient sample-
size bound guarantees scaled variance at most 4.01(1 + ¢) uniformly over the prognostic class.
The necessary bound applies when 0 < & < ¢/4.01. At s =1, ¢; ~ 3.36 x 1077, so this displayed
tolerance range is approximately ¢ < 8.4 x 1078; the ratio 3072/c; exceeds nine billion. These
constants are conservative finite-sample certificates of the interaction-count scaling rather than
a claim of sharp numerical calibration.

The larger bounded-density class in Lemma 2 inherits the converse because its minimax
scaled excess is at least Rs(n,d). For fixed density bounds 0 < lower < 1 < upper and
fixed smoothness, vanishing minimax scaled excess in that class therefore requires d,, = o(y/n).
This necessary dimension condition applies with the permitted intercept, the stated prognostic
second-moment bound, and finite potential-outcome second moments.

5 A smoothness-independent assignment procedure

The simultaneous attainment in Theorem 1 is achieved by an assignment rule that prioritizes
low-frequency covariate balance. The rule uses sample size, dimension, observed covariates, and
auxiliary random seeds. The same rule serves every smoothness level 0 < s < 1: smoothness
enters the evaluation of its performance through the spectral budget.

We first describe the spectral construction used to supply the balancing rows. Work on the
period-two torus T¢ = [0,2)?, with addition modulo two and normalized Haar probability. Its
coordinatewise fold onto the cube is

ba(y); = min{y;,2 — y;}.

For each original unit and coordinate, independently choose the lift X;; or 2 — X;;, each with
probability 1/2. Add a common Haar-uniform shift 7' € ']I'g, independent of the sample, the
reflection choices, and the rounding seeds. The resulting transformed covariates are

W, = (lift of X; + T) mod 2.

These transformations retain the correspondence between each transformed covariate vector and
its original experimental unit.
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The reflected prognostic function is F' = m o by. Writing

er(y) = explimk'y),  F(k)= | Fy)es(y)dy.
2
where integration uses normalized Haar probability, gives the Fourier representation underlying
the spectral budget. Reflection and translation preserve the original prognostic values through

F(VVZ - T) = m(Xz)

The order-two structure in Assumption 2 directs attention to nonzero integer frequencies sup-
ported on one or two coordinates. Their frequency complexity is

oy — K3

= o PR = (ks £ 0}

Take one representative of each pair {k,—k}, choosing the representative whose first nonzero
entry is positive. Order these representatives by increasing complexity, with lexicographic tie
breaking, and place the cosine row before the sine row for each representative. The corresponding
real features are

V2 cos(tkTW;), \/ﬁsin(ﬂkTWi).

The first [n/4] rows of this ordered family form the input matrix for rounding. Thus reflection,
the common shift, frequency ordering, and real features constitute a single construction shared
across smoothness levels.

The assignment procedure protects an initial segment of these rows while enough fractional
coordinates remain available. As coordinates reach their assignment boundaries, the protected
segment becomes shorter. Low-frequency rows consequently receive protection for more of the
procedure. Randomization between the two boundary directions preserves the conditional mean
of each assignment coordinate, linking covariate balance to fair marginal assignment probabili-
ties.

The independent prior used in the converse places random signs on a finite family of pair-
cosine features. Its sample-dependent cutoff and smoothness-dependent normalization are spec-
ified next.

Definition 9. [def:cosine-prior] (Pair-cosine prior m¢) Let

B:(d>, L:max{l,[\/zm]}, M = BL?,  Cp=+/48 + 322,

2

Before observing X, draw every coefficient &, independently and uniformly from {—1,+1}. For
a=(j,h,k,0), where j < h and 1 < k,¢ < L, put

Va(z) = 2 cos(mkz ;) cos(mlay,), me(x) = C’oLj\/M ZfaVa(x).

The prior Vr*z,d,s 1s the law of this normalized pair-cosine function.

The pair-cosine features V,(x) in Definition 9 are indexed by «; the frequency cutoff L
gives the feature count M. The coeflicient signs &, are sampled independently of X, while the
normalization constant Cy and the factor L°v/ M determine the amplitude of the prior functions.
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The following construction combines this assignment rule with the comparison scale and the
independent prior used in the converse.

Algorithm 1 (Capacity construction (as, 7%, v*))

For n,d and s, construct the capacity handle as follows.

1. Set
as(n,d) = min{1, (%) /n)*}.

2. If n < (g), let 7 ; assign independent fair signs. If (g) < n, let W:(L,d use the reflected,

commonly shifted spectral features and ordered-boundary rounding on the original sample.

3. Let v} , ; be the independent uniform coefficient-sign prior defining the pair-cosine func-
tions at the cutoff in Definition 9.

4. Return the triple

(CLS (n> d)a W;,d? V;,d,s)>

At saturation, n < (g), the comparison scale in Algorithm 1 equals one, and independent
fair signs attain the upper comparison established in Theorem 1. When the sample exceeds the
coordinate-pair count, the same construction instead balances the ordered spectral features. Its
assignment component 7 ;. defined in Algorithm 1, is independent of s, whereas the comparison
scale and the coefficient p’rior retain their smoothness dependence.

To implement the balancing branch, the fractional assignment starts at zero and moves within
the active-coordinate subspace subject to the current row constraints. The boxed procedure

specifies the ordering, boundary probabilities, and tie conventions that determine each move.

Algorithm 2 (Ordered boundary rounding Z)

The input is a real matrix a € REX" with
K = |n/4].
1. Initialize the fractional assignment state by
u=0e¢€[-1,1]".
A coordinate i is active exactly when |u;| < 1. Inactive coordinates remain fixed.

2. At the start of each phase, set
r=##{i: |u| <1}

If r < 3, round the remaining active coordinates independently, in increasing index order,

according to
1+ u; 1—uy

P(ui — +1) = 5 P(ui — —1) = 5
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and proceed to the output step. If r > 4, set
q = [r/4]
and retain this value throughout the phase, until the active count is at most |r/2].

. At each move, form the orthogonal projection P onto the vectors supported on the current
active coordinates and orthogonal to the first ¢; input rows:
P = proj{vER":m:O if |ui|=1, Y- agiv;=0 (1§€§q1)} :

Compute P by orthonormalizing the constraint rows restricted to the active coordinates in
row order, discarding zero Gram—Schmidt residuals and normalizing residuals with positive
norm. Subtract their rank-one projections from the identity on the active coordinate
subspace.

. Process Peq,..., Pe, in index order, where eq, ..., e, are the standard coordinate vectors.
Discard zero Gram—Schmidt residuals and normalize residuals with positive norm to obtain
the ordered orthonormal basis vy, ..., vy, characterized by

1, b=c,

h = dim(im P), span{vy,...,v,} = im P, v ve =
(mP),  spanfu,..., ) o {07 e

. For each basis vector, compute the boundary step lengths and their product:

N = )

5, =min <{ 1(;;?'  (op)s > o} U {i(_v;“; (wp); < o}) . ty=6,0;.

These sets contain active nonzero entries. Set the normalizer to

h
S=> "t
b=1

. Choose a basis index according to

-1
b,
S

Conditional on that choice, update the state according to

P(chosen index = b) =

5=
u+ 5; vp, Wwith probability ﬁ,
w b (;; b
u — &, vy, with probability ——2—.
b Vb, p y 52_ T 5b_
Repeat the moves until the active count is at most [r/2], then start a new phase. Every
random choice uses an independent uniform seed. Inverse distribution functions use half-
open intervals, assigning the value one to the last interval. Comparisons with zero and

boundary comparisons are exact; ties in finite minima use the least index.
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7. Output the terminal assignment sign vector

Z=u€Z,.

The protected rows in Algorithm 2 retain their current imbalances throughout each phase.
Starting from zero therefore gives the earliest rows the strongest initial protection. The asym-
metric boundary probabilities and the terminal coordinate probabilities preserve conditional
means, yielding a fair sign for every original unit. Each boundary move fixes at least one pre-
viously active coordinate, so the construction requires at most n boundary moves, followed by
independent rounding of at most three remaining coordinates. This is a finite guarantee under
the specified exact-real arithmetic conventions.

Every output coordinate remains attached to its original unit. Reflection and shifting provide
balancing features, while all n units enter the original Horvitz—Thompson estimator with their
original weight 2/n. Consequently, the assignment improvement applies directly to the original-
sample criterion in Definition 4.

The quantitative link between ordered protection and prognostic imbalance is supplied by
Lemma 5. Its row-imbalance bound combines with the reflected spectral budget and transfer
in Lemmas 3 and 4. Frequency ordering allocates the strongest balance to the rows whose
coefficients receive the greatest weight under smoothness. These bounds yield the simultaneous
smoothness attainment stated in Theorem 1. The supporting bounds and measurable realization
arguments accompany those auxiliary results in the appendix.

6 Discussion and extensions

The characterization in Theorem 1 gives an interaction-count benchmark for experimental sam-
ple size. Under the independent uniform sampling law of Assumption 1, the relevant comparison
is between B = (g), the number of coordinate pairs, and n, the number of experimental units.
For the centered prognostic class with the pooled Sobolev budget in Definition 2, minimax scaled
excess variance is comparable to min{1, (B/n)*}. Thus the interaction count summarizes the
dimension dependence of the worst-case precision requirement within this class.

6.1 Causal calibration and relative excess

To interpret the assignment guarantee in terms of causal precision, we first specify the potential
outcomes, treatment, estimator, and targets used in the Gaussian calibration.

~

Definition 10. [def:causal-completion| (Causal completion and estimator 6) The actual
estimator 8 uses Y, the pre-assignment potential-outcome array, and the treatment indicator

A=(Z+1)/2,

where Z is the vector of assignment signs. Its conditional estimand is 0, the average realized
potential-outcome contrast, conditional on the realized full schedule. Its sampling-law estimand
1s 0, the sampling-law mean of that contrast. The setting and constructions are specified in
Assumptions 1 to 5, Definitions 1 to 9, Algorithms 1 and 2, Lemmas 1 to 7, Theorems 1 to 3,
and Proposition 1.
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Concretely, for each m € Hgy s, the completion in Definition 7 fixes
7(x) = 0.2 4 0.1v/2sin(2mz;)

and generates the pre-assignment schedule as

The 2n noise variables are independent standard Gaussians, independent of the covariates.
After this schedule is generated, the admissible assignment law draws Z using the covariates
and satisfies Assumptions 4 and 5. With A; = (Z; 4+ 1)/2, the observed outcome is Y;(A4;), and
the estimator and its two targets are

i=1 =1

Fairness and outcome-independent assignment make the estimator conditionally unbiased for
the realized schedule average 6,,, and its sampling-law expectation is 6.

The benchmark for this family is V* = 4.01: treatment-effect heterogeneity contributes
0.01, and the two unit conditional outcome variances contribute 4. Here variance is taken over
covariate sampling, potential-outcome noise, and assignment. The exact identity in Lemma 1 is

nVar(g) —V* =L, q5(m,m).

Consequently, the signing criterion measures actual Horvitz—Thompson excess variance above
V*/n for this completion. The Gaussian family calibrates the abstract imbalance loss while
realizing every prognostic function in the pooled class.

A relative-excess tolerance £ > 0 requires

~

nVar(f) < V*(1+¢)

uniformly over the Gaussian completions indexed by m € Hg . For the assignment procedure
in Algorithm 1, the sufficient sample-size implication of Theorem 1 is

3072\ /* n Var(0)
> B 1 — ——= -1, <e.
"= max{ ’ (4.015) } vl 2 { 4,01 =

The same assignment procedure supplies this guarantee for every 0 < s < 1.

Conversely, any admissible design meeting that uniform relative-excess requirement must
have Rs(n,d) < 4.0le. For 0 < £ < ¢4/4.01, where ¢, is the lower comparison constant in
Theorem 1, this entails

cs \1/s
4.015) '

The tolerance restriction places the necessary implication below the saturated lower bound. At
s =1, ¢ ~3.36 x 1077, hence ¢;/4.01 ~ 8.4 x 1078, while 3072/c; > 9 x 10°. The constants
therefore provide conservative finite-sample certificates of the Be~/# scaling; they should not
be read as a sharp numerical calibration.

nZB(
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6.2 Precision over bounded-density classes

The broader comparison in Theorem 1 gives a necessary precision condition beyond uniform
sampling. The class Ag ¢ defined in Lemma 2 allows covariate densities between fixed positive
finite bounds containing one. Its potential outcomes have finite second moments, and its con-
ditional midpoint mean is a permitted intercept plus a centered member of H4 s, with squared
midpoint mean integrating to at most one under the covariate law.

Because this class contains the uniform Gaussian completions, its minimax scaled excess
satisfies

Rs(n,d) < inf  sup V,(m, P),
T€Dn d,s PEAy,

where V, (7, P) is excess above the law-specific benchmark specified in Theorem 1. Thus a
uniform precision requirement over the broader class must accommodate the uniform-sampling
lower bound. In particular, for fixed s and fixed density bounds, vanishing minimax scaled
excess over these classes requires d,, = o(y/n). This is the necessary interaction-count condition
inherited from the uniform subclass.

6.3 Limitations and future work

Attainment under nonuniform covariate densities is a natural next question. The two-sided
characterization and the specified assignment guarantee apply to independent uniform sampling,
while the bounded-density comparison supplies a converse. Extending attainment would require
assignment and approximation bounds that account for the covariate density.

A second direction concerns prognostic functions beyond the exact centered order-two decom-
position and pooled budget in Assumptions 2 and 3. Higher-order interactions, approximation
error in the decomposition, and unknown prognostic intercepts call for explicit control of their
contributions to imbalance. Such extensions could clarify how sample-size requirements change
when pairwise structure is an approximation to the outcome regression.

Finally, the finite construction in Algorithm 2 uses exact-real arithmetic conventions. Finite-
precision certification and bit complexity remain implementation questions. Quantifying how
numerical error affects boundary decisions, fairness, and row imbalance would connect the math-
ematical assignment guarantee to a certified numerical procedure.

Appendices

A Causal variance identities and class transfer

The connection between prognostic balance and causal precision begins with the realized full
potential-outcome schedule. Conditional fairness and assignment independence, as specified in
Assumptions 4 and 5, make the Horvitz—Thompson estimator conditionally unbiased for the
finite-population contrast [Horvitz and Thompson, 1952]. Its conditional variance is determined
by the potential-outcome midpoints and the covariance of the assignment signs. The following
statement also gives the sampling-law variance identity for the Gaussian completion in Defini-
tion 10.

Lemma 1. [lem:ht-transfer]| (Conditional HT variance transfer)* Let the following conditions
hold:
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e (Dimensions and smoothness.) n,d are integers withn >2,d > 2, and 0 < s < 1.
e (Prognosis.) m € Hgs, as defined in Definition 2.

e (Assignment.) 7 is a covariate-dependent Borel assignment probability kernel satisfying
Assumptions 4 and 5.

Let X, the full covariate sample, consist of n independent uniform draws from [0,1]%, and let
Z € {—1,1}", the assignment sign vector, have conditional law w(X). For a real potential-
outcome schedule Y = (Y;(0),Y;(1))’,, define the HT estimator, finite-population contrast,
midpoint vector, and conditional assignment covariance by

;
«

0 = TQZZ;ZZYZ(Z; 1) : On = L ;(Yé(l)—Yz‘(O))v q = M, [Cr(X))ij = Cova(Zi, Z;

For almost every X, simultaneously for every such schedule Y,
~ ~ 4
E 0| X,Y] = 6,, nVarg(0 | X,Y) = —q"Cr(X)q.
n

Define the scaled expected squared prognostic imbalance by

. 2
4
Ly as(m,m) = gEX,Z ( g Zim(Xi)>
i=1

Under the frozen Gaussian completion associated with m, with assignment law 7(X), the
sampling-law causal target and scaled variance benchmark satisfy

0 =Exy[0,) =02,  V*=4.01

Moreover,

~

L. qs(m,m) < oo, nVaryxyz(0) —V* = L, q4s(m,m).

Proof of Lemma 1. For the cited expected absolute-supremum contraction conclusion, we invoke
[Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002, Theorem 12(4), with the convention of Definition 2]. The calcu-
lation below uses the measurable, centered, square-integrable prognosis supplied by Definition 2.
Since n,d > 2, all divisions by n and first-coordinate evaluations are well defined.

1. Choose X in the probability-one set on which every fairness equality in Assumption 4
holds. This set is chosen independently of the schedule Y. For either value of Z;,

Z; +1
27;Y; <Z2) =Y;(1) = Yi(0) + 2Z;q;.
Summing gives the pointwise identity

~ 2
9=9n+n;%Zz’-
1=

“Formalization scope. This result uses the cited conclusion [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002] (Theorem 12(4),
with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2). The cited source proof is not formalized here: Lean verifies its
use and all remaining steps. If that cited conclusion is false, the portions of this result that depend on it are not
certified.
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Under Assumption 5, assignment conditional on (X,Y’) uses the kernel 7(X). Conse-
quently,

E.[0 | X,Y]=0,+= qu [Z; | X] =0,.

Expanding the centered square and using falrness in the definition of the assignment co-
variance yields

Vary (0 | X,Y) (Zqz )
= QZZ% [2:2; | X]ag

=1 j=1
= T (X0

These calculations apply to every real schedule on the same probability-one set, proving
both conditional assertions.

. Define the Gaussian completion’s treatment-effect function and its sample average by

ra(z) = 0.2+ 0.1V2sin(2rzy), = € [0,1]%
— % ZTG(Xi)’ X ¢ ([07 1]d)n‘
i=1

The completion in Definition 7 gives

n

Op = EZ(T(}(Xi) + &1 —€i0), Ey [0 | X] =Ta(X).
i=1

Each first coordinate is uniform on [0, 1], and integration over a full sine period gives

1 1
Dt
/ Sin(27vint ) dving = [— COS(;TUmt)] =0.
0 Q 0

Thus
EX[Tg(Xi)] = 0.2, 0 = EX7y[9n] = Ex[?g(X)] = 0.2.

The frozen benchmark evaluates to

V*=(0.1)* +4 =4.01.

. For every covariate array and sign vector, define
n
= Zsz(Xz)v (X7 Z) € ([01 1}d)n X {_1’1}71_
i=1
Cauchy—Schwarz and Zf = 1 give the pointwise bound

Sm(X,Z)* <n Zn: m(X;)?

=1

25



Because 7(X) is a probability law,

n
0 < Ern[Sm(X,2) | X] <Y m(X;)%.
i=1
Integrating against the uniform sample law therefore gives
Ex z[Sm(X, Z)} < n2/ m(z)? dz,
[0,1)¢
and hence

0< Ly qs(m,m) < 4n/ m(az)2 dx < oo.
[0,1]¢

The same bound ensures integrability of the conditional imbalance second moment.

. Write € = (g40, €41)]~ for the Gaussian noise array in Definition 7, and define the selected-
noise contribution on its full domain by

2 n
Neet(Z,¢) = - Zzisl,(zﬁl)/% (Z,e) € {—1,1}" x R"*2,
=1

Substituting the completion, for either assignment sign, gives
Zi +1

QZz‘Y%< 5

) = 76(Xi) + 2Zim(X;) + 2Zig; (7,41 2-

Consequently,
~ 2
0=7g(X)+ ESm(X, Z) + Ngel(Z, €).

For fixed Z, the signed selected errors are independent across units, each with mean zero
and variance one. With [E. denoting expectation over the Gaussian noise at fixed X, Z, it
follows that

2 n
Ee[Neel(Z,6)] = = > BelZigi z,41)/2) = 0,
i=1

4 4
Var.(Nyi(Z,¢)) = EE} =,
=1

E.[Neei(Z,€)?] = —.
Thus

and expansion of the square gives
N 2 2
E.[(6 —0.2)%] = <TG(X) — 02+ S (X, Z))

+ 2 (T(;(X) - 0.2+ %Sm(Xa Z)) E: [Neel(Z, €)]

+ Es [Nsel(Z7 5)2]
n

_ <TG(X) —024 %Sm(X, Z)>2 44
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5. For almost every X, fairness gives

Er[Sn(X, Z) | X] =) m(Xi)Ex[Z; | X] = 0.
i=1

The finite assignment space permits exchanging the assignment average and the Gaussian-
noise integral. Averaging the preceding noise mean therefore yields

Ey z[0 | X] = 7 (X).

For the centered second moment, expand

2
(TG(X) 02+ %Sm(X, Z)) — (Fa(X) - 0.2)2

+276(X) ~ 02)Sn(X, 2) + 5 5(X, 21"

The middle term has assignment mean zero, so

By 70~ 02 | X] = (Fa(X) 02 + EA[Sn(X, 2% | X] + .

The bounded treatment-effect function, the integrable imbalance bound, and Gaussian
second moments ensure that this expression is integrable over X, and that the actual
estimator has a finite centered second moment.

6. Integrating the conditional mean over the covariates gives
EX,yyz[e] =Ex [?G(X)} =0.2.

Square integrability and the iterated construction of the experiment law now imply

Varx,yz(8) = Ex,yz[(8 - 0.2)%] = Ex [Ey£[(0 - 02)* | X]| .

7. The squared-sine integral is

1 1
. 1 — cos(4mvin
/ sm2(27wint) dvint = / 2(t) dVing
0 0

B [Umt sin(47rvint)} ! 1
0

2 8

Together with the treatment-effect mean already computed, this gives

1
Varx (7q(X;)) = (0.1)2 2/0 sin? (27 ving ) dvis = (0.1)%

Independence of the original covariate vectors consequently yields

Ex[(Tq(X) — 0.2)?] = Varx (7q(X))

_ % 3 Varx (ra(X:)) = (01
=1

n
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By the definition of the finite signing loss,

4

A Ex[Er[Sn(X, 2)? | X)) = Endelmr),

n

Integrating the conditional centered second moment thus gives

~ 0.1)2  Lyas(m, 4
VaI‘X7Y7z(9) = (0.1) + %, (m, m) + —.
n n n

Multiplying by n and subtracting the evaluated benchmark proves

~

nVaryy,z(0) — V" = Ly 4s(m,m).

O]

The midpoint vector g captures the schedule’s contribution to assignment variance, while
the conditional assignment covariance C(X) records the dependence induced by the design.
The simultaneous quantifier in Lemma 1 makes this relationship a fixed-schedule identity: a
single probability-one set of covariate samples supports the conclusion for every real schedule.
Conditional unbiasedness targets the realized contrast 6,,; under the specified Gaussian com-
pletion, the sampling-law calculation instead averages over covariates, potential outcomes, and
assignment and has target 6 = 0.2.

For this completion, V* = 4.01 supplies a numerical illustration of the causal interpretation
of signing loss. Thus the assignment guarantee in Theorem 1 controls the actual scaled HT
variance above that benchmark. The corresponding transfer for arbitrary square-integrable
outcome laws uses each law’s own benchmark. The relevant published excess-variance identity
is Cytrynbaum [2026, Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), under Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2].
The next statement specifies that benchmark, characterizes the attainable prognostic functions,
and identifies the resulting minimax criterion.

Lemma 2. [lem:published-prognostic-capacity| (Published prognostic image and capac-
ity)° For a single-unit law P, let U € [0,1]% be its covariate and O(0),0(1) its potential
outcomes. Write

mp(u) = Ep [0<1>+0(0>

U=u|. P =EslOM) - 00,
using a finite-valued Borel version of the conditional mean. Let Qg consist of laws with uni-
form covariates, finite potential-outcome second moments, and mp equal almost everywhere to a

member of the centered prognostic class Hq s appearing in Definition 4. For independent copies
across the original n units, define

~ 2
Tp = n;ZiOi((ZmL 1)/2),

V(P) = Varp(Ep[O(1) — O(0) | U])+2Ep Varp(O(1) | U)+2Ep Varp(O(0) | U),  Va(m, P) = nVarp(Tp)—V

The scaled signing loss is

n 2
4
‘Cn,d,s(ﬂ-am) - ;ETF (Z Zlm(XZ)> )
i=1
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where X1,..., X, are independent uniform covariate vectors and Z is drawn from the original-
sample assignment kernel .

For every integer d > 2 and 0 < s < 1, the prognostic image is exactly the Sobolev image,
with both images saturated under Lebesgue null representatives:

{f:3P € Qqs, f=mp almost everywhere} = {f:3Im € Hqs, f=m almost everywhere} .

The stated Gaussian completions of members of Hq s form a proper subclass of Qg s: the specified
two-point outcome law belongs to Qg s and lies outside that Gaussian subclass.

For every n,d > 2, a Borel probability assignment kernel satisfies published admissibility
precisely when it belongs to the design class in Definition 3. Here published admissibility means
conditional mean-zero assignment signs almost everywhere under the original uniform covariate
law, together with conditional independence of the assignment signs and the potential-outcome
array given the observed covariates, for every single-unit law with bounded strictly positive co-
variate density and finite potential-outcome second moments.

For everyn,d>2,0<s<1, and m € Dy 4,

0< Vn(ﬂ—a P) = £n7d75(7'(',mp), P e Qd,sa
and

sup Vp(m,P)= sup L, qs(m,m).
PEQd,s mEHd,S

Consequently, the full-design capacity agrees with Definition 4:

inf  sup Vy(m, P) = Rs(n,d).
7T€Dn,d,s PEQd,s

Fixz comparison parameters satisfying

e (Smoothness.) 0 < s < 1.

e (Lower density bound.) 0 < X < 1.
o (Upper density bound.) 1 < A < co.

Let Aq s be the correctly specified, no-priority-block, order-two class of Cytrynbaum [2026, The-
orem B.8(ii)]. Its laws have finite potential-outcome second moments, covariate densities satis-
fying A < f(u) < A, and prognostic functions satisfying

/mp(u)2 dPy(u) <1, mp(u) =+ m(u) for almost every u,

for a permitted intercept B and a centered m € Hq , under the same component norm convention.
The lower comparison constants and saturated lower comparison scale satisfy

0<er <cs, bs(n,d) = min{1, ((g)/n)s}
and, for every n,d > 2,

csbs(n,d) < Rg(n,d) < inf  sup V,(m, P).
Wean,d,s Pe-Ad,s

For every integer sequence d,, > 2, vanishing capacity on this bounded-density class implies

inf sup Vp(m,P) — 0 = d, =o0(v/n).
ﬂ'eD’nydn’S PEAdn,s
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Proof of Lemma 2. 1. Fixd > 2and 0 < s < 1. Every law in Qg4 , has prognosis equal almost
everywhere to a member of Hg s, so transitivity of almost-everywhere equality gives the
forward inclusion of the stated images.

For the reverse inclusion, use the Gaussian completion in Definition 7. Its single-unit law
can be written as
7(u) = 0.2 4+ 0.1v2sin(2muy),  w e [0,1]9,
Law (U, g9, 1) = Unif([0,1]%) @ A(0,1) ® N'(0, 1),

Py = Law (U, m(U) — T(QU) + 20, m(U) + T(2U)

+€1> 5 me Hd,S'

The function m is square integrable, 7 is bounded, and both Gaussian errors are square
integrable. Closure of L? under finite linear combinations therefore gives

Ep, [0(0)?] < oo, Ep, [0(1)?] < cc.

The displayed construction is a conditional outcome law given U. Its conditional midpoint

mean is
Eleo] + E[e]

2
Consequently P, € Qq,. Every null representative of m is thus a null representative of
mp,,, proving the reverse image inclusion and the asserted saturation.

mp, (u) =m(u) + =m(u) for almost every u.

2. Define the Gaussian subclass and the two-point witness by
Qgis = {Pm tme Hd,s}7

6-1+0
0—1 101 Py = Law(U, Cip, Cip)-

Law(U, ¢ip) = Unif([0,1]%) ® 5

The preceding step gives
QS:S g Qd,s-

For the witness,
mPtp (u) = E[Ctp] = 07 EPtp [0(0)2} = IE'l:)i;p [0(1)2] = 1

The zero function has zero canonical components and zero pooled component budget,
hence belongs to Hq,s. Thus P, € Qg 5.

The outcome diagonal distinguishes this law from every Gaussian completion:
Py{0(0) = O(1)} = 1.
Indeed, in the Gaussian construction, conditioning on U and g gives

IPJ’WI:(O(O) =0(1) |U,e0) =Pr(e; =9 —7(U) | U,gp) = 0,

"Formalization scope. This result uses the cited conclusion [Cytrynbaum, 2026] (Proposition 2.3 (Excess
Variance), equation (2.4), with Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2) and [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002] (Theorem
12(4), with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2). The cited source proof is not formalized here: Lean
verifies its use and all remaining steps. If that cited conclusion is false, the portions of this result that depend on
it are not certified.
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because the independent Gaussian error e; assigns probability zero to every singleton.
Integrating yields
Prn{0(0) =0(1)} =0.

Therefore
Ptp ¢ Qg,s? Qgs g Qd S

)

. Fix n,d > 2 and 7 € D, 45. We first handle its almost-everywhere fairness. For a
deterministic covariate array x € ([0,1]4)", define

m(x), Z zim(x,{z}) =0 for every ¢,

fai Zezn
T alr(x) - - 0_1+ 1
® — otherwise.
i=1

Fach displayed conditional mean is a finite Borel sum. This defines a Borel probability
kernel that is fair at every covariate array and satisfies

7Tfair(x) =n(x) for Unif(]0, 1]d)®"—almost every X.

A covariate-based kernel also supplies conditional assignment independence. More explic-
itly, for an arbitrary covariate law and pre-assignment outcome kernel with domains

px € P((10,109"), k(0,19 — PR™?),
the experiment is
Law(X,Y, Z)(dx,dY,dz) = px(dx) k(x,dY) 7(x, dz).
Its conditional distributions satisfy
Law(Z | X,Y) =n(X) = Law(Z | X), Law(Y, Z | X) = k(X) @ m(X).

The first equality follows from the construction; integrating out Y gives the second condi-
tional distribution. Their equality gives conditional independence, also for 7.

For any single-unit law P with bounded strictly positive covariate density and finite out-
come second moments, the independent covariate sample law satisfies

LaWp((UZ‘)?:1> < Unif([(), 1]d)®n.
Hence the replacement preserves the entire experiment law:
Law pr((Us; 0i(0), 05(1))i=y, Z) = Law p s (Us, 0i(0), 04(1))i21, Z) -

Apply the published excess-variance identity [Cytrynbaum, 2026, Proposition 2.3, equa-
tion (2.4), with Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2] to the pointwise fair replacement and
transfer it through this equality. It gives

n 2
Vo(, P) 1 Ep.x (Z Zimp(Ui)> > 0.

n ;
=1
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Now take P € Qg s, and choose m € H4 s with mp = m almost everywhere. Independence
and uniformity of the unit covariates give

Lawp ((U;)"y, Z) = Unif ([0, 1])®™(dX) n(X, dZ).
Moreover, the finite sample avoids the exceptional null set simultaneously:

Ilgr(mp(Ui) = m(U;) for every i) = 1.

Square integrability of m makes the finite signed sum square integrable. Substituting the
preceding two identities yields

0 < Vn(ﬂ', P) = »Cn,d,s(ﬂ'a mp) = »Cn,d,s(ﬂ'y m)
This also proves invariance of the signing loss under the null representatives used here.

. For each fixed admissible 7, the forward prognostic-image inclusion and the preceding
identity give

sup Vp(m, P) < sup L, qs(m,m).
PEQd,s mEHd,s

Conversely, the image equality supplies, for every m € Hg s, alaw P € Qg4 s with m = mp
almost everywhere. For that law,

Ly as(m,m)=Vy(m,P) < sup Vy(m, P).
PGQd,s

Taking the function supremum proves

sup Vp(m,P) = sup L, qs(m,m).
PEQd,s me’Hd,S

. The kernel construction in Item 3 establishes the independence requirement of Assump-
tion 5 for every Borel probability assignment kernel. Thus a published-admissible kernel,
which already satisfies fairness under the original uniform sample, satisfies both require-
ments of Definition 3.

Conversely, a kernel in that design class has the required fairness. In the experiment
generated from independent copies of any single-unit law, drawing signs from 7(X) gives

Law(Z | X, (0:(0), 04(1))";) = 7(X) = Law(Z | X).

This proves the published conditional-independence requirement throughout its stated law
class. Consequently,

7 satisfies published admissibility <= 7€ D), 4,.

. Taking the infimum of the fixed-design equality over the common design class gives

inf  sup V,(m,P)= inf sup L,gqs(m,m)= Rs(n,d),
WeDn,d,s PEQdﬁg 7r6'Dn,d,s mE’Hd,S

where the last equality is Definition 4.
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7. Fix 0 < s <1 and density bounds 0 < A <1 < A < oo. For P € Qq, choose m € Hg s
with mp = m almost everywhere. Uniform density meets the comparison bounds:

APy

=1 A<1<A.
du ’ - =

The final second-moment assertion of Lemma 3 supplies
/mp(u)QdPU(u) = / m(u)? du < 1.
[0,1]¢

The permitted intercept can be chosen as zero:
mp(u) =0+ m(u) almost everywhere.

Together with the finite outcome second moments, these statements verify every condition
for membership in Ag ;. Therefore

Qd,s - »Ad ER

)

For each admissible design, inclusion increases the law supremum. Taking infima and using
Item 6 gives

Rs(n,d) = inf  sup V,(m,P)< inf  sup V,(m, P).
€Dy 4,5 PEQ, T€Dn d,s PEA,

All excesses in these classes are nonnegative by the general identity in Item 3.

8. With the expected absolute-supremum contraction inequality [Bartlett and Mendelson,
2002, Theorem 12(4), with Definition 2] as its cited input, Theorem 2 supplies

, @)
b d) < Rond), oo m C b(md) =mind1 (2] L
esbs(n,d) < Ro(n,d), s = e as oy eaen ) mm{ <”>}

The constant calibration is

2

16384° < 16384, 0<c = (48 + 32216384 < cs.

Indeed, the power inequality follows from s < 1, and the denominator is positive. Com-
bining the lower bound with Item 7 proves

csbs(n,d) < Rs(n,d) < inf  sup V,(m, P).
WE,Dn,d,s PeAd,s

9. Finally, let d,, > 2 for every n, and suppose the displayed bounded-density capacities tend
to zero. For n > 2, define

¢, = inf sup  Vy(m, P),
WeDﬂ»dn,S PE.Adn,S



These quantities are used on the tail n > 2, which determines the limit. The comparison
just proved gives
0 < c¢smin{l,q,} < &,.

Since €, — 0 and ¢ > 0, squeezing and division by ¢, yield
bs(n,d,) = min{l,q; } — 0.
Eventually this minimum is less than one, so on that tail
G = bs(n,dn),  au=bs(n,dy)"/* —0,

using s > 0.
The exact pair count and d,, > 2 imply

dn(dy, — 1) d2
Bn = ) n < Bn <
2 4

|

For the lower inequality, d,, — 1 > d,,/2; for the upper inequality, d, — 1 < d,,. Hence

d2
0< -2 <4q, — 0.
n

Taking square roots on the positive-n tail gives

vn Von '
which is d,, = o(y/n).
O

The benchmark V(P) in Lemma 2 combines variation in the conditional mean treatment
effect with the two conditional potential-outcome variances. It therefore adjusts to the outcome
law before excess variance is compared across designs. With independent original units and
admissible assignment, the remaining scaled variance depends on the law through its conditional
mean midpoint mp. Finite second moments ensure that the estimator and benchmark are well
defined.

Equality of prognostic images gives the transfer its full uniform-law scope. Every member
of Hgs is attained by a Gaussian completion, and every law in Qg ¢ has a prognosis in that
same class, modulo null sets. The two-point witness establishes that this outcome-law class
also accommodates discrete potential outcomes. Together with the excess-variance identity, the
image equality yields equality of the worst-case criteria for each admissible design and hence
equality of the minimax capacities. Consequently, the uniform-law upper and lower comparisons
concern the actual HT excess variance throughout Qg .

The larger-class comparison uses the inclusion recorded in Proposition 1. Under the common
component norm convention, the uniform laws with centered prognosis satisfy the comparison
class’s prognostic restrictions with intercept zero; their density is one and satisfies the displayed
density bounds. Thus Q4 C Ags, and enlarging the outcome-law supremum preserves the
uniform-class lower bound. For the class associated with Cytrynbaum [2026, Theorem B.8(ii)],
Lemma 2 therefore supplies the saturated converse and the necessary dimension condition d, =
o(y/n) for vanishing minimax scaled excess.
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B Spectral budget and assignment bounds

The attaining assignment in Algorithm 1 combines a componentwise regularity bound with
ordered spectral balance. The exact reflection inequality preserves the pooled budget when the
nonperiodic prognostic function is represented on the torus. The common shift then converts
expected prognostic imbalance into a sum of frequency-specific second moments. Finally, the
rounding guarantee controls those moments while preserving fair assignment on the original
units.

B.1 Exact reflection and the pooled budget

For the canonical components in Definition 1, introduce the appendix-local reflected functions

hi(y) = gj(m)(b1(y)),  hj(y) = gje(m)(b2(v)),

on T} and T2, respectively. Their component Fourier coefficients, with normalized Haar inte-
gration, are

hj(a) = /11‘1 hj(y)e_imy dy, a€Z,

2

and
ﬁjg(a) = / hjg(y)efimTy dy, a €72
T3

These coefficients connect each component’s restriction norm to its contribution to the full
reflected spectrum. The following statement records the exact normalization before the broader
transfer result.

Lemma 3. [lem:exact-reflection-budget| (Exact reflection budget) Let p, s, and the real-
valued cube function g satisfy:

e (Dimension.) p € {1,2}.
e (Smoothness.) 0 < s < 1.

e (Restriction norm.) g € L*([0,1]P), with a Borel representative, and N, s(g)? < oo,
where

2 S
N 2 _ inf / 1+ HW|2>
p,s(g) Ge L' (RP;C)NL2(RP;C) JRre < p
G=g a.e. on [0,1]

2

(27) P/ G(u)e_in“ du| dw.

RP

On the period-two torus TH = (R/2Z)P, define the coordinatewise reflection map and reflected
function by

(bp(y)); = min{y;,2 —y;}, v €[0,2)”,  hy) = g(bp(y))-
For a € 7P, define the normalized Fourier coefficient

o~

h(a) = 2_7’/ h(y)e_imTy dy.
[0,2)P

Then o1 an s
m|a -~
> (14 ™) P < 8.0

a€Zr
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For every integer d > 2, every 0 < s <1, and every m € Hq s as defined in Definition 2, let
F be its reflected function on T4, with

F(y) =m(ba(y),  (ba(y)); = min{y;,2—y;},  ye0,2)%
and define

F(k) = Q_d/ F(y)e ™ Vdy,  supp(k) = {j: k; #0},  keZ
[0,2)¢

For nonzero k, put

%[5
tk) = ————.
)= Tupp(]
Then R R
F(0)=0, F(k) =0 whenever |supp(k)| > 2,
and
S (k) IFR)E <1, / im(z)2de < 1.
kezd 0.1}
1< supp(k)|<2
Proof of Lemma 3. We first prove the component estimate at s = 1, treating the one-

dimensional and two-dimensional cases in that order, and then prove the estimate for
0<s<1.

1. Normalization and inverse truncations. For p € {1,2}, write
_ = —iral
dup(y) =277dy,  (ZpG)(y) = Gbp(y)),  ((a) = - Cly)e™ ™ ¥ dup(y),
2

where G € L?(RP;C), ¢ € L*(Th;C), and a € ZP. These operators act on equivalence
classes. Indeed, for € € {0,1}?, define the reflection branch

(%c(z)), =47 =0 e
J 2 — xj, € = 1,

Each branch preserves Lebesgue measure between the corresponding boxes, and
by(Zc(x)) = = almost everywhere. Consequently, for every nonnegative measurable ¢ on
the cube,

/Tg Pllalu)) i) =2 EE%:I}P /[0,1}17 pla)do = /[O,l]p pla)dr.

In particular, folding preserves null sets in the required direction and

n%maM=A G(w) 2 du < G2 g

)

The normalized characters form a complete orthonormal Fourier basis, so

S K@P = 11613, -

a€Zpr
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Use the angular Fourier transform
(FpG)(w) = (2m) P2 | Glu)e ™ ™ du
RP

on L' N L?, with its unitary extension to L?. For a measurable profile 1) € L?(RP;C) and
an integer ncy > 0, define

Vnews (@) = L{jwfla<nen } ¥ (W), Glpnens (1) = (2m)7P/2 /Rp TP (W) dw.

Every frequency moment of the truncated profile is integrable. Explicitly, for every integer
lrnom = 0, Cauchy—Schwarz gives

1/2
KIIIOIH 2emorn
/uwn2 |wnm<w>\dw<</ ]2 dw) Iz < oo.
RP {llwll2<ncut }

At ney = 0, the cutoff is zero almost everywhere because p > 0. Plancherel and spatial
negation give

||G'¢)ancut ”% = ||/l/}ncut ||%7 ”G'lzhncut - G’(ﬁ,n

Dominated convergence makes these inverse truncations Cauchy in L2.

tol3 = e = a3

cut cut

To identify their limit explicitly, let F¢yc, denote the unitary L? extension of
(Feyep?)m) = [ (w)e ™ “dw,  ypeL'nL? neR?,
Rp

and define, as an L? class,
(T) () = @m) "2 (Feyep) (—5) -
The squared prefactor (27) P cancels the dilation Jacobian (27)P. Thus
IZowllz = lel3, 1T = Toxll3 = ¥ = x5, %, x € L*(R";C).
The defining integral identifies Gy ... = Zp¥ne,, almost everywhere, whence

’|G¢7ncut _Ipq?bH% = Hzlzjncut - ’IIZ)H% — 0

For an admissible extension G € L' N L?, its original spatial class is recovered by this
construction. Fubini, applied to the integrable product of the truncated profile and an
L' N L? test function ¢, gives

/ P0G e (1) s = / Fo) (@) () dio.
Rp Rp

Taking ¢ = F,G and ¢ = G, and expanding the squared distance using this pairing and
the two Plancherel identities, yields

||G - G]:pG)ncut ||% = ||pr - (pr)ncut ||% — 0
Uniqueness of the L? limit therefore gives

I,(F,G) = G almost everywhere.

37



2. The one-dimensional endpoint. Differentiating the inverse truncation under the integral is
justified by the frequency moments established above. For 1 < j < p,

0;Gpunen () = (27) P2 / e () duo.
Rp

These derivatives are continuous and square integrable. Applying the inverse-integral
energy identity to the profile iw;iy,, ., gives

/ 10;G o ()2 dut = / Pt (@) e
RP Rp

Summing the coordinate identities proves the exact first-order identity
2 1 Zp 2 HWHz 2
|G"/)7ncut (U) ’ + = |8.] Gwyncut (u) | du = 1 + |wncut (OJ) | dw
RP L RP p

Now take p = 1, identifying a one-dimensional integer frequency with a € Z. Define the
signed reflected derivative on the period-two circle by

G newe (Y): 0<y<l,
vancutyl(y) = 7G{L[J,ncut (2 - y)’ 1< Yy < 27
0, y € {0,1},

using representatives in [0,2). For a continuously differentiable periodic test function ¢,
integration by parts on the two intervals has total boundary term

[Cens D)EW)] g+ [Cirnenc 2 = 9)0W)]T = Gpnen (0) (9(2) — (0)) = 0.

It follows that

| (@G )¢ ) disy / Vit ()0 (1) dpis (4).
T3

Taking o(y) = e gives the exact multiplier identity

Vi new1 (@) = 110 21Gy e (@)-

Parseval for the reflected function and its signed derivative, followed by folding, therefore
gives

— 2 1
> 1+ 7%0%) | 21C e 0| = /0 (1G e () + Gl (W)[2)

a€Z

< /R (G e W2 + |Gy ()]?) d
— / (14 w?) [, (@) o

R
< [0+at)iv)
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For an admissible extension G, take 1) = F;G. The L? contraction of 2, and the spatial
convergence above imply

glelencut — .@1(; in LQ(,L“).

Every Fourier coefficient converges, since its absolute difference is bounded by the L?
distance. For every finite frequency set Ag, C Z, passing to the limit in its finite weighted
sum gives

> (4 R SG@P < [ (14 wA)IFGE) do,

a€Agn R
Taking the supremum over finite sets proves the same inequality for the full sum. Folding
transports G = g almost everywhere on the cube to 2,G = h almost everywhere on the
torus. Infimizing over admissible extensions gives

Y (1+7%a)|h(a)]* < Nia(g)™.
a€Z

Extensions with infinite first-order energy satisfy the intermediate inequality in the ex-
tended sense as well.

. The two-dimensional endpoint. For p = 2, define, for j € {1,2},

1, 0<y; <1,
U] (y) = _17 1 < y] < 27 V¢7ncut7j(y) = O-](y)(ajGwvncut)(bQ(y))
Oa Y; € {05 1}7

Apply the one-dimensional integration-by-parts computation on each coordinate slice and
integrate in the other coordinate. The boundary terms cancel on each slice, giving

[ @2Cnc) 002560) dx(w) = = [ Voners 0)o(w) dia(v)
T2 T3

For a = (a1, az) € Z?2, the character test yields
Vi new (@) = im0 Z2Gy ney, (@)-

Joint Parseval, obtained from the product Fourier basis, combines the zeroth-order energy
and the two derivative energies with factor 1/2:

20,2 2 - 9
= (1200
a€Z?

2 2
<’G¢7ncut(u)‘2 + ‘81Gw,”cut (u)| ;|32G¢7ncut(u)\ > du

2 2
< / <|G’¢)’ncut (u) |2 + ’81 G¢ancut (u) | + |82Gw7ncut (u) | ) du
R2

2
w 2
- [ 1+ B o as




For 1) = F»@G, spatial L? convergence and the reflection contraction again give convergence
of every reflected coefficient. Passing first to each finite frequency sum and then to their
supremum proves

Z <1+ 2’?”2) ‘@(GNQ </R <1+ HWHQ> | FoG(w)|? duw.

a€Z?

The equality ZoG = h almost everywhere for every admissible extension, followed by the
extension infimum, yields

7'('20/2 ~
> (14 =5 ) < daator

a€Z?

. The common operator for fractional smoothness. Assume now that 0 < s < 1. On the
complete frequency L? space, define

T = Dp(Lpy)), p€{1,2}.

This is a common linear operator for the two endpoints. For ¢ € [0, 1], define the extended

) leo)2)” )
L Q+) ()2 oo,
RP p

wlal3\” = |
[<Herpo = D (1= 72) K(@P,

a€ZpP

gauges

for ¢ € L?(RP; C) and ¢ € L*(Th; C); a divergent expression has value +oo.

The inverse isometry and folding prove

7% lIperp.0 < [[Pllreqp0-

For every frequency L? class, the inverse truncations converge to Ly, so
DGy — Tptp 1In L (pp)-

Apply the smooth spectral estimate in the appropriate dimension and pass to finite sums
as above. This proves the second endpoint on the same operator:

”%W’per,p,l < kufreq,p,l'
The inequality includes profiles with infinite first-order gauge.

. The normalized interpolation energy. For two extended gauges ng, n; on a common additive
space, define, for p > 0,

&2(p;no,n1;¢) = C:iglgfrcl {no(¢o)* + p*n1(C1)*},

and, for 0 < s < 1,

N 2sin(ms) [ _{_q
Js(no,n1;¢) = ()/ p 172 &% (p; ng, n1; €) dp.
0

™
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Every source decomposition maps to a target decomposition under .7,. The two endpoint
contractions therefore imply

F2(p; || - lperp.0s || - lper.p.1; Tpt)
< ﬁz(ﬂ? H : Hfreq,p707 H ) Hfreq,p,u 1/1) .

Integration against the positive normalized measure gives the same contraction for Js.

We evaluate the source functional exactly. Set

el P ¥ireqs ()
=1 = 7
Wireq,p(w) + > Yo,p(w) 1+ P2 Wireqp(w) (@),

1
14+ P*Wireq,p(w)

¢Lp(w)

P(w).

These are an admissible L? decomposition of 1. Their cost satisfies

2
i ) + P ()i () = T2 S < o)

For every other decomposition ¢ = xo + X1, completing the square gives

|2_ pZWfre%p | |2

B 1+ pQWfreq,p

|X0’2 + pQWfrcq,p X1

d] 2

+ (14 p*Wikeq,p) X1 — 1+ P Wireqp
req,p

X1

Thus the displayed decomposition attains the infimum, including when the competing
decomposition has infinite cost, and

P2Wfreq,p(w )
» 1+ ,02Wfreq,p(w)

R0 | - liveans || - ireqputi ) = /R () ? deo.

For every 3 > 0, substitution 7 = py/f gives

2sin(7s) /°° 1oz p*B dpzﬁsZSin(ws) /oo ri=2s
T 0 1 + pQﬁ e 0 1 + 7'2

dr = %,
because the last integral is 7/(2sin(ws)). Tonelli consequently proves

38(” ’ ”freq,pyov H ’ Hfreq,p,l?w) = qu/}H%req,p,s'

Combining this identity with the operator contraction yields
~ 2
JS(H : Hper,nO» ” ’ Hper,p,l; ‘Z?w) < Hwareq,p,s'

. Transport through Fourier coefficients. Define the coefficient map and its sequence gauges
by

R 7T2 a 2
Cgpc — (C(a))aezp, Wper,p(a) — 1 _|_ |]’9|2’
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MEeapo =D M@P,  Iligps = D Wperpla)n(@)’, v € (2% C).

a€ZP a€ZP
Parseval and the first-order gauge definition give
H%pguseq,p,o = [|¢llper,p.0, [€pClseap1 = ”CHper,p,l-

Mapping each torus decomposition through %, therefore gives

~

Ts(Il - llsequp,05 I+ llseq,p,156p¢) < Js(ll - llper,p,0, 1l - [Iperp,15¢) -

The same pointwise minimizing decomposition and scalar integral from the previous step,
now with counting measure and weight wper ,, show that

Js ([l - llseap,0: I+ llsea,p,15 €pC) = Z Wper,p(“)s‘g(a)F-

a€ZP

All these weights are finite and at least one, so the minimizing decompositions belong to
the ambient ¢? space. Applying the two inequalities to ¢ = Iyt yields

> (1 =Y e < [ (1 ) o a
j4 P ~ Jre P .

a€Zpr

For an admissible extension G, the inverse identification in the first step gives
Ip(FpG) = 2,G = h  almost everywhere.

Hence

201112\ 5 2\ §
Z <1 " s ’CLH2> ]h(a)]2 S/ <1+ ||w”2> |pr(w>|2 dw.
p RP p

a€Zpr

Infimizing over all admissible extensions proves the component assertion for 0 < s < 1.
Together with the two endpoint cases, this establishes it throughout 0 < s < 1.

. Coefficient additivity and the order-two support bound. Fix d > 2 and m € Hgs. By
Definition 2, m is centered and square integrable and satisfies Assumptions 2 and 3. Use
the canonical components defined in Definition 1. Define their ambient reflections by

B (y) = gy (m)(Baw))y), BEP(0) = gelm) (alw))ss (Bal)e), <,

and their coefficients by

Zam — am —imkT
) =2 [ ey
[0,2)¢

foamb ) = 2~ /[0 Sy, ket

The requisite component L? regularity follows from conditional Cauchy-Schwarz. In the
integration notation of Definition 1,

1
| lam@Pds < [ P ds,
0 [0,1)4
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and
2

dxjdry < / im(x)|? d.
[0,1]

o

Subtracting the two lifted main effects therefore gives an L? pair effect. For d = 2, the
inner zero-dimensional integral is evaluation, and the second inequality is equality. Folding
preserves this regularity. The almost-everywhere decomposition supplied by Assumption 2
thus permits integration term by term:

/[0 i m(zj, ze, u_gjey) du_gjn

d
F(k) =Y "hm (k) + Y harb(k).

j=1 j<t
To establish coordinate locality, fix a coordinate y with k; # 0, and define a torus transla-

tion by

—1/k d2 =
(Tk])L: /J (mo )7 L T 1 §L§d
’ 0 (mod 2), L# ),

If a reflected component is independent of coordinate j, it is invariant under this transla-
tion, whereas its coeflicient character acquires the factor

e—iwkTTkJ - 1.

Translation invariance of Haar measure then makes the component coefficient equal to its
own negative, hence zero. In particular,

ﬁ?mb(k) =0 if some k, # 0 with y # j,

R (k) = 0 if some k, # 0 with 5 ¢ {j, ¢}.

If | supp(k)| > 2, choose three distinct active coordinates 1, j2, 73. Every main component
excludes at least one of them, and every pair component also excludes at least one. All
terms in the coefficient decomposition vanish, proving

F(k)=0  when |supp(k)| > 2.

. Centering and unique component coefficients. Fubini applied to the canonical marginal
formulas gives

[ somwyan = [ ms=o

Integrating the raw pair marginal in its second coordinate recovers the first main marginal.
Consequently, for almost every x;,

1

1
[ sty o) o = g5m) o) = gi0m)as) — [ guton)w) o =
0 0

Interchanging the two marginal coordinates gives, for almost every xy,
1 1
/ gje(m)(v,z¢) dv = ge(m)(z¢) — / gi(m)(v) dv — ge(m)(z¢) = 0.
0 0
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These identities also apply at d = 2, with the evaluation convention for the raw pair
marginal.

Folding preserves the coordinate integrals. Thus the main reflected coefficient at zero
vanishes. For a pair effect, if k; = 0, integrating first in coordinate ¢ gives zero by the
first pair-centering identity; if k; = 0, use the other identity. Combining these facts with
coordinate locality yields

RamP(k) #0 = supp(k) = {j},

R (k) 40 = supp(k) = {4, £}.

The supports of distinct canonical components are therefore disjoint. Substituting these
support statements into coefficient additivity proves

By — (B0, supp(k) = 15},
Rp (k). supp(k) = (.0}, G < 6

For the pair case, ordering the two supporting coordinates increasingly selects the unique
pair in the decomposition.

. Pooling and local coefficient transport. For the auxiliary sums over all ambient frequencies,
extend the stated complexity by

113

=~ Toupp(] P70

At a singleton-support frequency, the unique main coefficient just identified supplies the
full coefficient; at a pair-support frequency, the unique ordered pair supplies it. At every
other frequency the indicator below is zero. Hence, pointwise in k,

1{1<|supp< <2y (1424 (k))*| F (k)
Z (14 72t(k))* [P ()2 + > (1 + w2t(k))* (135 (k) 2.
Jj=1 j<t

Summing and interchanging the nonnegative frequency sums with the finite component
sums gives

Y (L ttR)CIE(R)P

kez
1<] supp( )|<2

< Z 3 (14 w2 (R))* R (k)2

J=1 kezd

0D A k)t (k)P

Jj<t kezd

Define the local reflections and coefficients by

T 1 —ima
h;oc(y) = g;(m)(bi(y)), h;oc(a) =3 /[0 ) hz-oc(y)e Ydy, a €7,
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10.

1

B () = gie(m) (b2 )1, (ba(y)2),  hiF(a) = 4/ (e ™ Vdy,  acZ?
[0,2)?

For o € Z and a € Z?, define the ambient frequency embeddings

a — ar, J1=17,
(@), = {07 j ” j.’ (tje(a)), = S az, g=1¢,
’ ’ 0, ¢ {it}

Coordinate projection preserves product Haar probability, and folding commutes with
selecting coordinates. Integrating the unused coordinates therefore gives

A (5() = hPS(a),  BSPP(ue(a) = By ().
At the frequencies where the corresponding ambient coefficients can be nonzero,

a%—l—a%

tis(@) =a® (@ £0),  Hela) = "1

(arag #0).

Indeed, the ambient squared frequency length is the local squared length, and the support
cardinality is respectively one or two.

The ambient support statements restrict each sum to these embedded frequencies. Re-
striction to the supporting coordinates is injective, so enlarging to all local frequencies
gives

D (14 7t (k)R (R)P < (1 + 72a?) (R (a),

kezd a€Z
Z<1+7T2t( ))s’ amb ’2 < Z (1+ Ha||2> ‘hloc< )’
kezd a€Z?

Thus the ambient bound is bounded in turn by the sum of the local component Fourier
budgets.

The pooled budget and cube energy. The local canonical components are Borel and square
integrable by the marginal argument above. Their restriction norms are finite because
the finite, nonnegative sum in Assumption 3 is bounded by one. Applying the component
contraction to each main effect and each pair effect yields

Yo L+ rHR)CIE (k)P

kez?
1<| supp(k)\<2

<ZZ + 72a?) R ()2

7j=1 a€Z

+ZZ( e

j<tl acZ?

d
ZM s(95(m))* + Y No(gje(m))* < 1,
=1

j<t
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where the final inequality is precisely Assumption 3.

Folding sends Haar probability to cube Lebesgue probability in dimension d, by the same
coordinatewise reflection calculation used above. Centering therefore gives

FO) = [ F@duay) = | m(o)de =0, duaty) =2 dy,
T4 [0,1]d
Since d > 2, Parseval applies in positive dimension. Also, s > 0 and t(k) > 0 give

(1 + 7%t(k))® > 1.

Using the zero coefficient and the already established vanishing for support size greater
than two, we conclude

2 dr = 2
/[0,1]d |m(z)] dac_/Trg IF(y) |2 dpa(y)
= > IF(k)P

kezd

= Y IF®P

kezd
1<|supp(k)|<2

S L+ AR)F (R < 1.

kezd
1<|supp(k)|<2

IN

This establishes all the asserted conclusions.

O

The component inequality in Lemma 3 preserves the squared restriction budget with constant
one throughout 0 < s < 1. Canonical centering assigns main effects to frequencies supported
on their single coordinate and pair effects to frequencies supported on both of their coordinates.
Thus the full spectral budget retains the component allocation specified by Assumption 3. Its
exact normalization supplies the budget used in the numerical attaining bound.

The accompanying support and centering conclusions identify the spectral rows relevant
to the population criterion. The reflected function has frequencies supported on one or two
coordinates and has zero constant coefficient. Its cube L? bound also controls the independent-
sign branch of Algorithm 1.

B.2 Common-shift spectral transfer

The randomized lift in Definition 8 makes each lifted covariate Haar-uniform. A common trans-
lation preserves the product Haar law and makes the transformed sample independent of the
shift. This independence is the basis of the spectral identity: the shift supplies a common
random phase for each frequency while assignment depends on the transformed sample. The
next statement joins the reflection bound to this identity for the allowed measurable prognostic
functions.
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Lemma 4. [lem:reflection-transfer| (Reflection and spectral transfer) Write TH = (R/2Z)P
for the period-two torus, equipped with normalized Haar measure, and let b, fold each coordinate
onto [0,1], by taking its absolute value in a representative from [—1,1]. For a cube function g,
its even reflection h and mormalized Fourier coefficients are

h = gob,, ﬁ(a) = /Tp h(w) exp(—ima - w) dw, acZl.

2

The squared restriction norm is

2 2\ $
(145 a.
p

For every p € {1,2} and 0 < s < 1, there exists a constant ¢ > 0, depending on p, s, such that
every real cube function g, under the usual measurability and square-integrability conditions and
with Nps(g)? < 0o, satisfies

(2m)~P/? /Rp exp(—iw - u)G(u) du

N, 2= inf /
ps(9) GEL (RP;C)NLA(RPC) Jro
G=g a.e. on [0,1]?

22lall2\° ~
> (14 ™) i < enuto®

<y/d p

For everyd > 2,0 < s <1, and m € Hqs as in Definition 2, define the reflected function
F, its Fourier coefficients, and the frequency complexity by

F=moby,  F(k)= /d F(w) exp(—irk - w) dw,
T2
Xk
supp(k) = {j : k; #0},  t(k) = { |supp(k)|’
0, k=0.
Then, with Cs = 3072,
>, @+ TR IER) < Co
kezd
1< | supp(k)|<2
For every pair of nonnegative integers n,d, let X satisfy Assumption 1 on an arbitrary
measurable sampling space. Independently of X, reflect each coordinate of each X; by an inde-
pendent fair sign, and add an independent common Haar shift T € Tg, obtaining W; modulo 2.
The joint law of W = (W;)?_y and T is the product of n + 1 normalized Haar laws. Thus the
W; are independent Haar draws and W is independent of T .
The following identity holds under these conditions:

e (Parameters.) n>2,d>2, and 0 < s <1.
e (Prognostic function.) m € H, s as in Definition 2.

e (Sampling.) X satisfies Assumption 1 on an arbitrary measurable sampling space, and
W, T are constructed as above.

e (Assignment.) 7 is any Borel probability kernel from (TH)" to Z, = {—1,1}", and,
conditional on the sample, reflection signs, and shift, Z has law w(W).
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With the torus character eg(w) = exp(irk - w), one has

2 2
E = > |F(k)PE

kezd

n
> Zien(Wy)
i=1

ZE:ZQTH(AQ)
i=1

On the left, expectation includes the original sample, independent reflection signs, common shift,
and conditional assignment law; on the right, it includes the independent Haar sample W and
conditional assignment law w(W'). The equality is understood in the extended nonnegative reals.

Proof of Lemma 4. 1. For p € {1,2} and 0 < s < 1, Lemma 3 gives, under the stated
measurability, square-integrability, and finite restriction-norm hypotheses,

lal*\° =, \jo 2
Yo (1+——=) (@)’ < Nps(9)”.
aEZp p
Thus the first assertion holds with ¢ =1 > 0.
2. Ford>2,0<s<1,and m € Hg,, the pooled conclusion of Lemma 3 gives
S (L a%(k)F(K)* <1< 3072 = C.
kezd
1< supp(k)|<2
This proves the second assertion.

3. We next establish the joint sampling law for arbitrary nonnegative integers n, d. Write
pi,q = normalized Haar measure on Tg, VHnd = ,u%’zl.

Let the independent reflection signs and the reflected sample be
1

n = (nij)1<i<n € {—1,1}"% P =1) =P(ni; = 1) = 3
1<5<d

X; = (mjXi)%y  (mod 2), W; = X; +T.

The sampling measure has total mass one because its pushforward under X is the proba-
bility law in Assumption 1.

For every nonnegative Borel function ¢ : T3 — [0, oc], a single reflected coordinate satisfies

_ 1 1
BoXy) = 5 [ el dus s [ o2 —udu

1 /2
= 2/ o(u) du:/ Qdpm 1.
0 T}

Here the change of variables in the second integral combines the two halves of the period-
two circle; endpoints have Lebesgue measure zero. Taking products over coordinates and
units, using independence of the uniform coordinates and reflection signs, gives

Lavv(f() = VHn,d, Law()N(, T) = v nd ® HH,d-
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For each 7 € T, coordinatewise Haar translation invariance gives
n
(W — (WZ + T)i:l)#VH,n,d = VH,n,d~

Consequently, for Borel sets By C (T4)" and Cy C Tg,

IP(W S EH, T e CH) = / / 1EH ((WZ + 7')?:1) dVH’n,d(W) d,qud(T)
Cu J(T)™

= Vi n,d(En)pm,a(Cu)-
Thus
Law(W,T) = Vi pnd @ [H d-

For n =0 or d = 0, empty products are point masses on the corresponding unique empty
tuple, and the same product and translation identities apply.

. Now impose the hypotheses of the final assertion. Folding either reflection of a cube
coordinate recovers that coordinate:

b1 (u mod 2) = u, b1 (—u mod 2) = u, 0<u<l.

For the second identity, v > 0 has representative 2 — u, whose fold is u; at u = 0, the
representative and its fold are both zero. Since the sampled coordinates belong to the
cube almost surely,

ba(X;) = X; F(W; —T) = F(X;) =m(X;) almost surely, 1<i<n.

The folding map and F' are Borel measurable. Integrating the conditional assignment law
m(W), and then using the joint law proved above, therefore yields

2
a /(Tg)” /Tg /z

Because F is real-valued, the absolute value here also equals the complex modulus of the
same sum.

n 2
E ZziF(wi —7)

i=1

(W, dz) dp g(7) dvin,qd(W).

i=1

2

. Tonelli’s theorem first interchanges the sign and shift integrals:
n
> ziF(wi—7)| w(w,dz)dpma(7)

(>
L.

2

n 2
Z ziF(w; — 7)| dpmq(T) 7(w,dz).

i=1

We evaluate the inner shift integral by computing its Fourier coefficients.

The folding normalization gives

[Pt = [ i) o < o
g [0,1]
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Indeed, fix the remaining coordinates xyest € [0, 1]d_1 and define the first-coordinate slice
by
Mslice,xrest - [0) 1] — R, Meslice,xrest (uslice) = m(“slicey xrest)v Usglice € [07 1]-

The two reflected halves contribute

1 1 1 2 1
5 / |mslice,xrest (uslice) |2 duslice+§ / |mslice,xrest (2_uslice) |2 duslice = / ‘mslice,xrest (uslice) |2 duslice-
0 1 0

The same change of variables applies to a slice in any coordinate. Integrating over the re-
maining coordinates and iterating this identity in each coordinate, using Tonelli’s theorem,
proves the displayed d-dimensional identity.

For every w € (T4)" and z € Z,, define

n
Sw,x(T) = Z»%;F(Wi —7), TE Tg,
i=1

Sw7z<k) = /d €,k(T)SW7z<T) d,u,H,d(T), ke Zd.
T3

The map 7 — w; — 7 preserves Haar measure, so
L= R dunar) = [ PGP dpa(y) < .
2 2

Each summand, and hence Sy ., belongs to L?.

Changing variables y = w; — 7 and using the character identity

e_r(w; —y) = e_g(w;i)ex(y)

gives

/ e_k(T)F(w; — ) dpn,a(t) = e—k(Wi)/ ex(y)F(y) dpm,a(y)
T4 T4

= e_p(w;)F(=k).

Linearity over the finite sum therefore gives

~

Swelk) =F(=k) Y zie_g(w).
=1

The normalized characters form an orthonormal basis of L2(/,LH,d). Their orthogonality
follows coordinatewise:

€ €L’ dllt = eXPp\1T 1 )u) du 5 .

j=1

Trigonometric polynomials are uniformly dense in continuous functions on the torus, and
continuous functions are dense in L?; thus

L2
span{ey, : k € Z4} " = L*(uma)-
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The Hilbert-space norm identity for this orthonormal basis, followed by the bijective rein-
dexing k — —k, now gives

| 18wc dina(r) = 3 Sus ()P
T kezd
2

= 3 [F(-h)?

n
> zie_n(wi)
=1

kezd
n 2
=Y PR zien(ws)
kezd =1

All terms are nonnegative, so this identity also holds as an equality of extended nonnegative
integrals and sums.

6. Substitute the shift identity into the transported expectation. Tonelli’s theorem moves
the nonnegative frequency sum through both the assignment-kernel integral and the Haar-
sample integral, giving

n 2 n 2
E ZZZm(XZ) —/ / Z \F(k)!z Zzzek(wz) W(W,dz) dVH,n,d(W)
i=1 (TH™ J 2, kezd i=1
n 2
= S |F)P / / S sen(w)| w(w, dz) dvggp a(w)
kezd (T9)" 2 |52
n 2
= > |FR)PE|D Zien(Ws)
kezd i=1

The last expectation uses the independent Haar sample and conditional assignment law
m(W), as asserted.
O

The transfer in Lemma 4 separates population regularity from assignment performance.
Squared Fourier coefficients describe the reflected prognosis; the expected squared signed char-
acter sums describe the assignment rule. Orthogonality of the common-shift phases removes
cross-frequency terms, even when the assignment signs depend on the entire transformed sam-
ple. The dependence condition is therefore substantive: conditional assignment uses W, while
the independent shift supplies the averaging that diagonalizes the criterion.

The identity applies to every Borel representative allowed by Definition 2. Its square-
integrable formulation accommodates Fourier expansions in the L? sense, and uniform sampling
makes changes on cube null sets immaterial to the original-sample loss. Reflection consequently
carries nonperiodic component regularity into the spectral assignment criterion with the bound-
ary behavior permitted by the restriction norm. For the attaining comparison, the sharper unit
budget in Lemma 3 supplies the normalization within this transfer.

B.3 Ordered rounding and the attaining bound

The spectral rows are bounded real functions ordered by increasing frequency complexity. Their
assignment guarantees must hold conditional on each realized input matrix, so that auxiliary
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transformations can subsequently be averaged. The following statement gives the measurable
realization, finite completion, fairness, and second-moment bounds for the procedure in Algo-
rithm 2.

Lemma 5. [lem:ordered-prefix-rounding] (Ordered prefix rounding guarantees) Letn >0
be an integer, let A € R, and let aj,az,... € R" be deterministic ordered rows satisfying

l(an)i] <A (h>1, 1<i<n).

Supply the first K = |n/4] rows to the procedure in Algorithm 2, and write Z € {—1,1}" for its
output signs. The output map is jointly Borel measurable in the input matriz a € REX" and the
real seed vector of length 3n. For every seed vector in [0,1]3", the fractional state after n moves
satisfies

With the 3n seeds drawn independently and uniformly from [0, 1],
E[Z]=0 (1<i<n), E[( 1) } < 32A%min{h,n}  (h>1).

Proof of Lemma 5. 1. We first establish joint measurability. For an arbitrary input matrix
a € REX™ and seed vector

n= (7717"'777371) €R3n’

run Algorithm 2, using 79,41 for direction selection and 72,49 for the boundary coin at
move 7, where 0 < 7 < n. A terminal coordinate round uses the second of these seeds.
After exhaustion, pad the procedure with identity moves.

Write u(™) for the fractional vector after 7 moves, and define its active set and count by
u® =0, I,={ic{l,...n}:[u\7|<1}, =Tl

More explicitly, on a nonterminal move the recursion is

5
’U,(T) + 6;—'Ub; 242 < ot =
LT — o, 9,

() _§- > #
u Vp, = —,
p Ubs 12742 5; n 5b

where b, the basis vectors, and the boundary lengths are computed from the current state
as specified in Algorithm 2. On a terminal move, put

Yterm,r — minZ;

and replace that coordinate by +1 exactly when 72,40 < (1 + u“er _)/2, and by —1
otherwise. This index is used exclusively when the active set is nonempty. An empty
active set gives (™) = 4(7). The output is

Z ( ) 17 ufEn) (a7lrl) > 07
i\a, =
K -1 ugn)(a,n) <0.

)
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All active-set and phase tests are Borel. Ordered Gram—Schmidt is a finite recursion: each
residual is formed by sums and products, the zero-residual branch is Borel, and normal-
ization on the positive-norm branch is Borel. Consequently the constraint projection and
the ordered basis obtained from its projected coordinate vectors are Borel functions of
the input and state. Boundary lengths are finite minima of sign-guarded ratios, and the
finite inverse-distribution recursion uses Borel threshold tests. For the total formulas, an
empty minimum is assigned zero and division by zero is assigned zero. For arbitrary real
selection seeds, the same threshold recursion selects the first interval below zero and the
last interval at or above one.

Thus induction over the finite move recursion gives joint Borel measurability of »(™. In
particular,

{(a.m) : Zi(a,m) = 1} = {(a,m) : u”(a,m) > 0}
is Borel for every coordinate. Since the sign space is finite, the output map is jointly Borel.
When n = 0, it is the constant map into the singleton empty sign space.

. We next prove termination. At a nonterminal move, define

Tcon,m = rank((aéi)lgfgql, iel}): Tnull,r = dlm(lm P)

The orthonormalized constraint rows and the nullspace basis together span the active
coordinate subspace. Hence

Teon,r T Tnull,r = 775 Tcon,t <q, Tnull, 7 =T —q1.

At a new nonterminal phase, r» > 4 and ¢ = |r;/4] < rr. During a continuing phase
with starting count 7,

q = |r/4] < |r/2] <r;.
Thus rpu,- > 0 on every nonterminal move.

Every basis vector is nonzero and supported on active coordinates. Therefore the sets
defining its two boundary lengths are nonempty, and

0 <6 < oo, 0 <6, < oo.
The boundary minima ensure
™ oy il <1, Ju” = oy ()il <1

for every coordinate, with equality for at least one previously active coordinate on each
branch. Already inactive coordinates have zero direction entries. A terminal round likewise
fixes one active coordinate at a boundary. Thus, whenever r, > 0, a move preserves the
cube and strictly decreases the active count; when r, = 0, the move is the identity.
Induction yields

]uz(.T)\ <1, rr < max{n — 7,0} (0<7<n).

n)

(n) - _1=

i =

In particular r, = 0, so |u£n)| = 1. Iful” > 0, then u!

; ;= 1= Z;; otherwise u
Z;. This proves

M=z, (1<i<n).

The argument applies to every real seed vector, and hence to every seed vector in the
stated cube.
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3. Now supply a;r, 1 < ¢ < K, as the input rows and draw the seeds independently and
uniformly. Define

Fr=o(m,...;mr), AP =uT 0 0<r<n).

Conditional on the current state and the selected basis index b, the boundary coin gives

5 oF 556
E[AT | Fr ] = ( T - b‘>vb:0'
o, +6, O, +4,

For a terminal coordinate round, its conditional mean is

1+u§T) _l—ul(.T) _
2 2

Identity moves also have zero increment. Integrating the fresh coin and then the remaining
seeds therefore gives
Elu{™V]) = E[u{™].

2

Starting from u(®) = 0 and using the terminal identity from the preceding step, we obtain

4. Fix an integer h > 1. Define the predictable unprotected events by
E={r: <4h} (0 <7 <mn).

These events are Borel and depend exclusively on seeds read before move 7.

We establish the row-to-energy comparison on each move. On a nonterminal move, the
scalar boundary-coin second moment is

&, (6,)% +6,(6,)°
6+ 6,

=676, =t

Averaging over the direction probabilities tb_l /S consequently gives

Tnull, 7

E[(QZA(T))2 | }'T} =573 (afun)?.

b=1
Here S and the basis refer to the current move. Orthonormality and active support imply

2

Tnull, T
0 < [ ((an)ilyiezy) iy — D (ahv)up
b=1 2
Tnull,r
= (an)i— Y (afm)*.
1€1r b=1

Thus the row-entry bound yields

E[(af AT)? | | < 571N,
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The same boundary-coin calculation, together with zero conditional mean and unit basis
norms, gives

E| a3 = [u@ 3| 7] = S rounr > 0.
At a phase refresh, 2|r;/4| < r;. On a continuing phase,
21 = 2|r/4] < |r/2] < r;.

Combining 2¢; < r; with ryu» > 77 — q1 gives

rr < 4Tnull,T~
Therefore the conditional row variance is at most 4A? times the conditional norm-energy
increase.

On a terminal move, the corresponding two quantities are

E[(@AD? | F| = (@), (- (0, )7,

iterm,T
and
E[ut™)3 - o3| 7] =1 - (uf])

2
itcrm,f) Z 0
These satisfy the same comparison. Both quantities vanish on an identity move.

Multiplying by the predictable indicator and integrating therefore gives
E[(1e,af A)?| < 4NE[1g, (Jlu D) ~ [[u@3)]
For each coordinate, expanding the square and integrating the fresh zero-mean coin gives

E[(16,A7)°] = E[1e, ((u™)? = )?)] .
Summing first over coordinates and then over moves proves

n—1 n—1 n

> E[(1e.a1AM)? <4a2 ST E|(16,417)7].

7=0 7=0 i=1
. Define the first unprotected time by
7 = min{r € {0,...,n}:r; < 4h}.

This finite minimum exists because r, = 0 and h > 1. It is measurable. Since active
counts decrease,
le, =14, <1y (0 <71 <n),

and
rr, < 4h, Ty, <n, rr, < 4min{h,n}.

The coordinate-energy identity from the preceding step now telescopes over this predictable
terminal interval:

n—1 n n—1
S5 B[ (16 A0 = B[S 1y (1 - uuwu%)]
7=0 i=1 7=0

= E|u™[3 - a3 -
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Coordinates inactive at 7, remain fixed, while every endpoint coordinate has square at
most one. Hence, pointwise,

M= D (™) = @™)?) < ..

13 — [

€T,

Consequently,
n—1 n
ZZ}E{ A(T ] < E[r;,] < 4min{h,n}.
7=0 =1

The telescope also applies when 7, = n, with an empty selected interval.

. It remains to identify the final row second moment with the selected move variances. When
rr > 4h, we have h < K. At a phase refresh,

q1 = LTT/4J >h

During a continuing phase, its starting count is at least r,, so its retained prefix again
contains row h. Every direction is orthogonal to that row. Thus

re>4h = af A =0.

Zero conditional increment means also give
E[(azu(T))(aIA(T))] =0.
Expanding the row square therefore yields
E[(afu™)%] — E[(aju™)’] = El(af AD)?].

Summing from the zero initial state, using u(™ = Z, and discarding the identically zero
protected increments gives

2= 5 B [(1e.a7a0)]
=0

Combining the two preceding bounds, with 4A? > 0, proves

n—1 n

E[(a] <4AQZZE[ A ]

7=0 i=1
< 16A% min{h,n}
< 32A% min{h,n}.
For h > K, every move is unprotected because r, < n < 4h, so the same argument covers
all subsequent rows. When n = 0, all row sums and move sums are empty and the bound

reads 0 < 0.
O
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Joint Borel measurability in Lemma 5 makes the finite randomized map suitable for covariate-
dependent assignment. The ordered projection and basis conventions in Algorithm 2 specify
its choices on matrices of every rank, including boundary cases. Completion holds for every
allowed seed vector; fairness and the second-moment bounds concern independent uniform seeds.
Integrating this map over the rounding seeds therefore gives a Borel assignment law with fair
marginals for every fixed input matrix.

The boundary probabilities preserve coordinate means, while the active constraints protect
an ordered prefix of rows. Earlier rows receive longer protection as the active set contracts. The
bound 32A%2 min{h,n} quantifies this allocation and applies to the entire ordered row family,
including rows beyond the supplied prefix. This last feature connects the finite input matrix to
the full spectral budget.

For the prescribed cosine and sine rows, the entry bound is A = v/2. Conditional application
of Lemma 5 controls their signed second moments, and Lemma 4 transfers those controls to
the original prognostic imbalance. Ordering by frequency complexity aligns the strongest row
bounds with the spectral weights in Lemma 3. Together, these are the assignment and regularity
ingredients of the spectral-branch comparison in Theorem 1.

The construction remains admissible after averaging over independent reflection coins and
the common shift. Conditional fairness holds for every transformed input, and the randomization
uses the original covariates and independent auxiliary seeds as specified in Algorithm 1. Hence
the resulting original-sample assignment belongs to Definition 3.

When n < B, where B = (g) is the coordinate-pair count, the independent-sign branch is
controlled by the cube L? bound in Lemma 3. When B < n, the ordered spectral branch gives
the smoothness-dependent comparison. The assembled guarantee, stated in Theorem 1, is

sup Ly.a.s(my g, m) < 3072min{l, (B/n)*}, n,d>2 0<s<l.
me%d,s ’

Here the assignment 77 ; is the construction in Algorithm 1, and the loss is the criterion specified
in Theorem 1. Smoothness enters through the spectral weights used to evaluate this single
assignment procedure, yielding simultaneous attainment across the stated smoothness range.

C Independent-prior converse

The converse combines a finite prior supported on the prognostic class with a lower bound for
signing independent isotropic vectors. The prior in Definition 9 is drawn before the covariate
sample, so its average loss provides a comparison with the worst-case loss over fixed functions
in Definition 4.

To specify the pair-cosine coefficient family, let L be a positive integer frequency cutoff.
Index the features by a = (4,4, a,b), where 1 < j < ¢ <dand 1<a,b< L, and set

¢a(x) = 2cos(max;) cos(mbxy).

The full feature vector V' (z) collects these coordinates and has dimension M = (g)LQ. Draw
the coefficient array £ with independent fair sign entries, independently of the covariates and
assignment randomization. The normalization constant Cy = /48 + 3272 scales the signed
feature sum by CoL®*v/M. The following statement gives the resulting function explicitly and
records the class membership and second-moment identity needed for the converse.
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Lemma 6. [lem:cosine-prior]| (Cosine prior legality and isotropy) Let the parameters satisfy:

e (Dimension.) d is an integer with d > 2.
e (Frequency cutoff.) L is an integer with L > 1.

e (Smoothness.) s is real with 0 < s < 1.

Set M = (g)LQ, the number of pair-cosine features, and Co = /48 + 32w2, the prior normaliza-
tion constant. For every coefficient-sign array § with entries in {—1,1}, the function

L L

1 d

me(x) = = g g g Ejtap 2 cos(max ;) cos(mbay), x € [0,1]%,
CoLsvVM 1<j<t<da=1 b=1

is centered under the product uniform measure and belongs to Hq s as defined in Definition 2.
For every integer n > 1 and every covariate array X on a sampling space satisfying As-
sumption 1, let X1 denote its first covariate vector and define the pair-cosine feature vector

by

V(z) = (2 cos(mazx;) cos(rrbxg))lsj<é§d7 1<ab<l’

Then
E[V(Xl)V(Xl)T} — I,

where Ip; is the M-dimensional identity matrix. This identity includes distinct pair features
sharing an original coordinate.

Proof of Lemma 6. 1. Centering and square integrability. Fix the stated parameters and a
coeflicient-sign array &. Write

I={(,4ab):1<j<l<d, 1<ab<[L}

d 1
B = s M = BLQ, rior — .~ —)
<2> e CoLsVM
Vieab() = 2 cos(max;) cos(mbxy).

Choosing an index amounts to choosing a coordinate pair and two frequencies, so

IZ| = <d) L* = M.
2

Since d > 2 and L > 1, we have B > 1, M > 0, and 7prior > 0.

For every positive integer frequency a,

1
/ cos(mat) dt = = 0.
0

Product integration therefore gives, for every (j,¢,a,b) € Z,

/Md Vitap(z) dx = 2 ( /0 1 cos(mat) dt) ( /0 1 cos(mbt) dt> —0.

The function mg is a finite linear combination of continuous bounded features, hence is
Borel measurable and square integrable. Integrating its finite sum yields

/[0 1 Mg (l') dz = “Yprior Z €a / Va(:p) dr = 0.

o€l [0,1]
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2. Canonical components and reconstruction. Use the same finite cosine expression to evalu-
ate mg on R?. For 75, T¢ € R, the canonical marginal formulas are

gj(mﬁ)(Tj)_/ me(x)|, . da,
[0’1]d J J

gje(me)(7j,70) = me(@)|, _ . __ dx—gj(me)(j) — ge(me)(e), <t
[0,1)4 I e

Here substitution fixes the indicated coordinates before integration; the corresponding
unused integration variables contribute factors of one.

For a feature indexed by o = (ja,a, Ga, ba), fixing coordinate j leaves a centered cosine
factor whenever j = j, or j = {,. If j equals neither coordinate, the integral is the
feature’s mean. Thus, in all three cases,

9;(Va)(75) =0, gj(me)(7j) = 0.

After fixing j < /, a feature survives integration precisely when its coordinate pair is (7, £).
In every other configuration, at least one of its two positive-frequency factors remains
integrated and has mean zero. The ordering of both pairs excludes a reversed match.
Consequently,

2 cos(maaTj) cos(mbate),  (jasla) = (4, 1),

gjé(va)(TﬁTe) = {0’ (jayga) # (j,€)7

and finite-sum linearity gives

L
950(me) (75, 70) = Yorior Y, &jean 2 cos(mat;) cos(mbry).
a,b=1

Summing these pair effects counts each feature exactly once:

d

D gime) (@) + > gie(me) (5, 20) = Yprior Y SaValz) = me(x).

7=1 j<t acl

This proves the decomposition required in Assumption 2, pointwise and hence almost
everywhere.

3. A cutoff extension and its weak derivatives. To establish the component restriction bound,

take an arbitrary real array
cloc e R{l""’L}2

and define, for uj,. = (ul°¢, uk®) € R?

L
Uloc(Utoc) = Z Cg)bc 2 COS(Waulloc) COS(T‘-bUIQOC)v
a,b=1
L
Eecoet = Z (Clzobc)z'

a,b=1
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Define the scalar cutoff and a representative of its almost-everywhere derivative on the
whole real line by

0, t < —1,

t+1, —-1<t<0, 1, -1 <t<0,
Geut () = 4 1, 0<t<1, Got(t) = { -1, 1<t<2,

2—t, 1<t<2, 0, otherwise.

0, t> 2,

In particular, the chosen derivative representative is zero at all four joins. Put

Xcut(uloc> = QCut(ul )QCut(u12 )7

Xcut,1 (uloc) qcut (ulloc)QCut (UIZOC)a

Xcut,2(ulo ) Gcut (ul )qcut (U120C)7

Geut = XeutUlocs
D, = Xcut,pUloc + XcutOpUloc, p€{1,2}.
These formulas give
0 < xcut <1, Xgut,l + qut,2 <2

The extension Gey equals Uyee on [0, 1]2, is continuous, and is supported in [—1,2]?. Both
Geut and D), belong to L'(R?) N L?(R?), since they are bounded and compactly supported.

Fix the other coordinate and let ¢ € C'(R;R). On each of the intervals (—1,0), (0, 1),
and (1,2), ordinary integration by parts applies to the corresponding slice of Gy, whose
derivative there is the slice of D,. Adding the three identities cancels the contributions at
0 and 1 by continuity. The contributions at —1 and 2 vanish because the cutoff is zero.
Extending the integrals to the real line therefore gives

/cht uloc)|uloc tQO /D uloc uloc tﬁp(t) dt.

This holds for each p € {1,2}; hence D, is the weak coordinate derivative of Geyt.

. Spatial energy on the nine support cells. For an integer k, integration of the cosine primitive
gives

1 2
/ cos(mrt) dt = 1.y, / cos(mrt) dt = 31,—_qy-
0 -1

Indeed, for k = 0 these are the interval lengths; for k # 0, all endpoint sine values vanish.
For positive integer frequencies a, b, the identities

cos(mat) cos(mbt) = = (cos(m(a — b)t) + cos(m(a + b)t)),

sin(mat) sin(wbt) = = (cos(m(a — b)t) — cos(m(a + b)t))

N =N

therefore imply

1 1
1
/ cos(mat) cos(mwbt) dt = / sin(mat) sin(wbt) dt = 51{a:b}>
0 0

2 2
3
/ cos(mat) cos(mbt) dt = / sin(mwat) sin(wbt) dt = 51{,1:1,}.
1 -1
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Expanding the finite squares and using product integration eliminates every off-diagonal
frequency term. On the support square this yields

3 2
/[ 2 |Uloc|2 =4 (2> Ecoet = YEcoef -
1,2

Differentiating the polynomial gives

01U1oc(Uoc) = —27 acloc sin( wauloc cos 7rbul°C
ab 1 )
a,b=1
O Uloe(Uloe) = —2m bcloe cos( wauloc sin 7rbul°C
oc oc ab 1
a,b=1

The unit-square derivative energies satisfy

/ ‘81U'loc|2 = 7T2
[0,1]2

/[01]2 [02U1oc | = 7

On [-1,2]%, the corresponding energies are nine times these frequency sums. In particular,

a ( IOC) < m2L? Ecoet,
1

Mm

>
I

a,

b2 (CIOC) < 7T2L2Ecoef
1

M=

>
Il

a,

/[ 2 ‘61U10c| 97['2 Z IOC < 97T2L2Ecoef7
—-1,2

/[ 2 ‘82Uloc|2 = 97T2 Z 52(01&0)2 < 9772L2Ecoef:
—-1,2

Since 0 < Yeut < 1,
||GClltH%2(R2) S 9Ecoef-

For each coordinate, apply (r1 + r2)? < 2r? + 22, valid for real 71,79, to the two terms
defining D,. Summing the two coordinate inequalities and using the cutoff derivative
bound gives

(D + D2) < Xcut(|81Uloc| + |62U10C’ ) + 2|Uloc|2'

Thus
D? + D3 < 2||VUioc |3 + 4|Utoc|?

on the support square. Integration proves

ID11[72 g2y + 12|72 g2y < (36 + 367 L?) Beoct-
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5. Fourier endpoint bounds. For an integrable function G: R C, use the unitary angular-
frequency Fourier transform

~ 1 . ~
(fQG) (wloc) = 27 /2 6_1<WIOC7UIOC>G(UIOC) dulOC7 Wioc € RZ-
R

™

For A € [0,1] and G € L'(R2) N L2(R?), define

~ ~ 2\ A
@) = [ 178 (14 212 )
R2

The slice integration-by-parts identities, applied to the real and imaginary parts of the
Fourier exponential, give

FoDp(wioe) = iwi,oc FoGeut(Wioe), p € {1,2}.

Plancherel’s identity consequently yields

£0(Geut) = [|Gentll3 < 9Eeoer < 16Ecoc,

1(Gews) = Gewl3 + 5 (ID1]3 + 1 D:1B)

< (27 4 1872L?) Eger.
The calibration uses L2 > 1:
27 4+ 1872 L% < (48 + 327 L% = CA L2

Hence the required endpoint estimates are

gO(cht) < 16Ecoef7 gl(cht) < CgLQEcoef-

6. Fractional energy and the restriction norm. Define the nonnegative energy densities on R?
by
nO(wloc) = |f2cht(Wloc)|23

_ [lroe 3
m (wloc) =To (wloc) 1+ 9 .

With the convention 7 = 1 for r > 0, their pointwise factorization is

1—s s HWIOCH% °
M ™ = "o 1+T .

The integral form of Holder’s inequality with nonnegative weights 1 — s and s, whose sum
is one, therefore gives
gs(cht) S gO(cht)l_sgl(cht)s-

This form includes endpoint weights and zero energy. Since 16 < CZ, the endpoint bounds

lmply 2 1 2 2
gs(cht) < (COEcoef) _S(COEcoefL )8

= C2L* Eeoet.
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In particular, when E.,. = 0, every coefficient and the extension vanish, and this bound
is zero.

The squared restriction norm is the extension infimum

N278(U106‘[07”2)2 = _ inf Ss(é)
GeL'(R%;,C)NL3(RZ%;,C)
é:Uloc a.e. on [0,1]2

The continuous compactly supported extension Gy is admissible in this infimum. We

obtain
L

Noo(Utoeljo,1j2)” < Ee(Gew) < CEL* D (e5)*.

a,b=1

. Component budget estimates. For each j < £, define the normalized pair coefficients and
their energy by

L
prior __ . ) prior __ priory2
Citab = ’Yprlorfjlaba Ejg = Z (cjﬂab) ) 1<a,b< L.
a,b=1

Every sign has square one, so

L
prior __ 2 _ 12 2
Ejf - E /yprior =L Vprior'
a,b=1

The canonical pair formula and the restriction bound now give
NQ,s(gjé(mﬁ))Z S CgLQSE?Zior = C(%LQSLQ’YE)rior‘

The main effects are zero; the zero extension certifies their zero restriction norms. Hence

d
> Nis(gi(me))* = 0.
j=1

Summing the common pair bound over the B coordinate pairs yields

d
D Ni(gi(me))® + ) Naa(gie(me))® < BCGLP L5,
=1 j<t

. Clube inner products. Take
a=(j,0,a,b) €T, B=(¢adb)el.

Product integration factors the feature inner product as
d 1
/ Vo(2)Vs(z) dz = 4H/ cos(ﬂat)l{mﬂ cos(wbt)l{mf}
[0’1}(1 =1 0
. COS(ﬂ'CL/t)l{L:j/} Cos(ﬂ-b/t)l{bzz’} dt.
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First suppose j = j'. If also £ = ¢, the unit-interval cosine integrals give

1
/ V V/B =4 ( l{a a/}> <21{bb’}> = 1{04:6}
[0,1]¢

If instead ¢ # ¢/, then £ is distinct from both j = j and ¢'. Its factor occurs exactly once
and has integral zero.

Now suppose j # j'. If 7 = ¢/, the ordering gives
j<l =j<U,

so £ is distinct from both coordinates of 3 and occurs exactly once. If j # ¢/, coordinate j is
distinct from both coordinates of 8 and occurs exactly once. In each of these unmatched-
coordinate cases, the product factorization contains a positive-frequency cosine mean and
consequently gives

/ V() Vs () dar = 0.
0,1Jd

Combining the cases proves

- Va(x)Vﬂ(x) dx = 1{a=ﬁ}7 a,pfel.

. Normalization and class membership. Expanding the finite square and applying the cube
inner-product identity gives

/[0 1 mf(x)Q dr = vgrior Z éafﬁl{a:ﬁ}

a,BET

1
= 7pr10r Z §a ’Vprlor CQLQS :
a€l 0

Thus the normalized coefficient energy satisfies

CgLQS Z(’Vpriorga)Q = C(%L%’ygriorM =L
a€el

Since M = BL?, this also calibrates the common pair budget:
B C(%LQSLQ’YIQ)rior = CgLQS’YgriorM =1
The component estimates therefore establish
d
> Nis(gi(me)* + ) Nos(gje(me))® < 1,
j j<t

as required in Assumption 3. Together with measurability, square integrability, centering,
and the canonical order-two reconstruction, this proves

me € Hd,s

by Definition 2.
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10. Transfer to the first sampled covariate. Let n > 1 and let X satisfy Assumption 1. Taking
the first coordinate marginal of its product sampling law gives

Law(X;) = Unif([0, 1]%).

The feature products are measurable and bounded, so integration against this marginal
yields

E[Va(Xl)Vg(X1)] = /[0 " Va(:v)Vﬂ(x) dx = 1{a:5}7 a, el

There are M feature coordinates. Taking these expectations entrywise therefore proves
E[V(X)V(X)"] = L.

The unmatched-coordinate cases include distinct pairs with one shared original coordinate,
so the identity covers those pairs as well.
O

Class membership holds for every coefficient array, making the entire finite prior admissible
under the pooled budget in Definition 2. The isotropy conclusion treats all coordinate pairs
together, including overlapping pairs. It therefore supplies the full dimension M for the signing
comparison.

For that comparison, introduce an appendix-local random vector v € R™, where rg is a
positive integer, with identity second-moment matrix I,,. Let vy, ..., v, be independent copies,
and let z € {—1,1}" denote a candidate assignment sign vector. The expected minimum over
these signs is controlled by the following bound.

Lemma 7. [lem:isotropic-row-signing| (Isotropic row signing bound)® Let ro be a positive
integer and n a nonnegative integer. Let vi,...,v, be independent copies of a random vector
v € R™  under the usual measurability and square-integrability conditions, with

E[vo'] = I,
where I, is the identity matriz. Then
" 2
E min zZivi|| > nrg — n? — 16n+/nro.
ze{-1,1}" i1 )
In particular, if rog > 4096n, then
- ? nr
E min Z 2 =0
ze{-1,1}" i1 ) 2

SFormalization scope. This result uses the cited conclusion [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002] (Theorem 12(4),
with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2). The cited source proof is not formalized here: Lean verifies its
use and all remaining steps. If that cited conclusion is false, the portions of this result that depend on it are not
certified.
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Proof of Lemma 7. For a deterministic row tuple v = (v1,...,v,) € (R™)", define

n
Drow(v) := Y _ ||uill3,
=1

Orow(v, 2) := Z zizir (v, vyr), ze{-1,1}",

1<i,i'<n
ikl
Mo (v) := ze?ffi}" |Orow (v, 2)],
n 2
Mgign(v) := min Zzwi
ze{-1,1}» i1 )

For n = 0, the sign space consists of the empty tuple, and all four quantities are zero. Square-
integrability ensures integrability of the finite extrema used below.

1. Suppose first that n < 256. Expanding the squared norm gives, for every signing,

n
g 2V
i=1

2
= Drow(v) + Orow('Uu Z)
2

Consequently,
Msign(v) > Drow(v) - Moff(v)'

Isotropy gives

To
Ellv]|3 =Y E(w2) =ro,  EDrow(v) = nro,
a=1

and hence
EMgign(v) > nrg — EMgg(v).

These identities and the diagonal-subtraction inequality hold for every n.

For distinct rows, independence and isotropy yield

70

E(vi,v)? = ) El(vi)a(vi)s] El(v)a(vi)g]

a,f=1
)
= Z 1{a:ﬂ} =T0.
a,f=1

Thus Cauchy—Schwarz implies
E\(vi,vi/ﬂ < \/7”70
The triangle inequality, followed by the loose count of at most n? ordered pairs, gives
Mor(0) < > [{wivg)|,  EMog(v) < n’y/rg.

1<i,i'<n
i

Therefore,
EMsign(v) > nrg — n2\/7“70.
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Since n < 256,

Vn < 16, n = (v/n)? < 16v/n, n?y/ro < 16n\/nro.

It follows that

EMsign(v) > nrg — 16ny/nrg > nrg — n? — 16n/nro.
The same calculation covers n = 0.

. Suppose now that n > 256. We first establish the finite-class estimate needed for the
partition argument. Let

Nloe € NO; Vioe = (vlloc7 o ,Uloc ) c (Rro)nloc7

? "MNioc

where the local rows are independent copies of v. Let

O # Ug, CR™  be finite, Rgiy := max  |Jugil|o.

Udir fin

For ugir € Usn, define

fug, : R = R, fug, (V) == [(Udir, V)],
and -
Chin (Vioc) = max ;(fumr (0°°) — Efy,,., (v))]
Isotropy and Cauchy—Schwarz give
E(udir, v)* = vy E[ov Jugie = [Juail3,  Efug, (0) < Jlugicll2.

Adding and subtracting the means therefore yields the pointwise bound

max fugs (02°°) < Nioe Rair + Cin (Vioe)-

Introduce an independent copy

__ (,,ghost ghost
Vghost = (V] 5+ -+, UR %)

of the local sample, and independent fair signs
p=(p1,- - Pme) € {1, 13", P(p; =1) =P(p;i = —1) = 3.

Define

Nloc

Sp(Vioe) == Z pivioc.
i=1
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Jensen’s inequality, exchanging the two entries of each independent sample pair according
to p;, and the triangle inequality give

Nloc

Z (fud“ (U%OC) - fudir (U;ghOSt))

=1

ECﬁn(’Uloc) < E max
udireuﬁn

Nloc h

I t
Z Pi (fuclir (v°°) = Fuugsr (U;é ” ))
=1
Nloc

Z pifudir (U%OC)

=1

=FE max
Udir 6Z/{ﬁn

< 2E max
Udir EUfn

Apply the contraction inequality of [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002, Theorem 12(4), with
Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2] to the finite class of linear projections and the
map

Pabs -+ R — R, @abs(tabs) = ‘tabs‘-

This map is 1-Lipschitz and vanishes at zero. The class is its own countable dense subclass,
and a common integrable envelope is

En(v) = Y |{wair, v)| < [Usn| Raiellvll2,  Ellvll2 < V/ro.
udireuﬁn
The envelope bound holds at every v. Contraction supplies

Nloc

loc
sz Udir, V; |

Combining the preceding bounds proves

E max

<2E max [(S,(Vioc), Udir)|-
udireuﬁn

Uqir EUfin

Nloc

E max Z| Udir, V; >‘ <nlocfzdlr+4IE max |<Sp(vloc)audir>’-

udlre fin i=1 udlreuﬁn
All sums vanish when nj,. = 0.
. Consider two independent groups of rows,

Mieft, Nright € No,

left left )

B right right
Vlett = (V17 5+, Ui ) (v vy 81 )

vrlght 1 70 Unggent /0

each consisting of independent copies of v. For any local row tuple, define

Nloc
It
Krow(vloc) = max E (zloc) iUy ¢
Zloce{_lvl} loc i=1 9
Also define the finite direction set and cross-group quantity
Nright
L right | Topi
uright(vright) = E (Zright)i’vi/ * Zright € {_17 1} right )
=1
Neft
— left
Hcross(vleftu 'Uright) = max § ’<ud11‘7 v; >|

Udir EUright (Vright ) =1
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For an empty tuple, K,ow = 0; if the right group is empty, Uright = {0}. Thus Heross = 0
whenever either group is empty.

Conditional on the right group, the finite-class estimate applies with maximal direction
norm Krow (Vright). Choosing each right-group sign to agree with its projection gives

Tright

max |< (vleft Udir ‘— Z | vleft » Uy

ght> ‘
Udir euright (vright)

Consequently,

IEleft Hcross (Uleft s vright) < Nefy Krovv (vright)

Mright

+ 4Bt Z (S p(Vtett), 58]

For any local sample, averaging over the fair signs cancels the off-diagonal terms:

Nloc

Epl1Sp(vioc) I3 = Y l0i°13.
i=1

Thus
EHSp(vloc)H% = NlocT0, EHSp(UIOC)H2 < vV MocTo-

For every fixed ugir € R™, the projection estimate gives

Nright

h
rlght Z ‘ Udir, V ;}g t ‘ < nright”udir”Q-

Independence allows this estimate to be applied conditional on the left sample and its
signs. Interchanging the integrable expectations yields

Nright

E Z ’ 'Uleft >‘ < Nyight v/ MeftT0-

After integrating the conditional cross-group bound, we obtain

EHcross (Vieft, Vright) < MetEKrow (Vright) + 4Mright v/TeftT0-
. We next bound the expected maximum signed norm. Define the Euclidean unit ball
Baix := {uair € R™ : [[uqie[2 < 1}

Norm duality and choosing the signs of the projections imply

Nloc

loc
Krow('vloc = Ssup E |ud1r’ (%

Udir EBdlr i=1

Indeed, for a fixed direction, the maximum absolute projection of a signed sum is the sum
of the absolute projections; taking the supremum over unit directions gives its Euclidean
norm.
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For every nonempty finite Us, C Bygir,

max  |(Sy(Vioc), tdir)| < [[Sp(Viac)||2-
Uqir EUfin

The finite-class bound and the signed-norm first moment therefore give

Nloc

E max Z| Udir, U z ’ < Njoe + 4\/ NocTo-

Udir 6Z/{fln i=1

To pass to the whole unit ball, put

Nloc
I
Anorm 1= EZ HUOCH% 0 < Aporm < 00.
For an arbitrary dnet > 0, set

6net
= —>0.
Enet Anorm +1

Compactness provides a nonempty finite set

Unet C Bdir; Vudlr S Bdlr Funet € Unet : Hudlr - unet||2 < Enet-

For such a pair of directions,

‘(udlhvi C>’ < ’<unetv U; >’ +5Het”vOCH2

Summing and taking the supremum gives

Nloc Nloc

Krow(vloc < max Z | Unet, U 1, | _|_ Enet Z ”,UIOCH2

Unet EUnet 4

Hence
EKrow (vloc) < Njoe + 4\/ NlocT0 + EnetAnorm

= NJoc + 4\/ NocT0 + 5net A nonj_ 1
norm
S Nioc + 4\/ NocT0 + 5net-

Letting d,c¢ tend to zero proves

EK ow ('Uloc) < Njoe + 4\/ NlocT0-

This also covers the empty sample.

Substitution into the preceding cross-group estimate now yields

EHcross ('Uleft7 vright) < NleftNright + Anef v/ TrightT0

+ Anight /MeftT0-
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5. Introduce fair selectors, independent of the rows,

U:(Ul,--'aﬁn)é{oal}n7 P(nizl):P(nizo):%’

with independent coordinates. Define

I, ={ie{l,...,n} :m =1}, TInp={ie{l,...,n}:n; =0},
Nser(n) == |Z;], Neomp (1) := [Ty,
Usel ‘= (Uz’)ieL,, Ucomp ‘= ('Ui)z'ejn,

where the subsequences are listed in increasing index order. For z € {—1,1}", define

Ccross('vvzun) = Z Z Zizi’<vi7vi’>

i€y i €Ty
= < E ZiUi, E Zi/W>,
i€y i'edy

Mcross(va 77) = ze?i%}i}" |CCI”OSS(U7 2 77)|

For fixed rows and selectors, the triangle inequality gives

|Ccr0ss(vaza77)| < Z <’Uz‘, Z Zi’vi/>

1€y ey
S Hcross (Useh 'Ucomp) .

For each fixed 7, the two subsequences are independent samples from the row law. The
cross-group estimate thus implies

E’U Mcross (’U, 7]) S Nsel(n) Ncomp(n)
+ 4Nscl(77) Ncomp (77)"”0
+ 4Ncomp(77) Nse1(77)""0-

Since
Nsel(n) + Ncomp(n) =n,

the square of their difference gives

n2

Nsel(n)Ncomp(n) < Z

Both group sizes are at most n, so

4ANse1 (17) 4/ Neomp (17)70 + 4Necomp (17) v/ Nse1 ()70
< 4(Nsel(n) + Ncomp(?]))\/’IW = 4’1’“/77,7"0.

Therefore every selector satisfies

2
n
EUMCI'OSS(vu 77) < a1 + 4n\/770.
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Averaging this bound over the finite selector space and interchanging the integrable ex-

pectations gives
4E0En Mcross (’U, 77) = 4]E77E'u Mcross ('Uv Tl)

<n’+ 16n+/nrg.
. For distinct indices, independence of the selectors gives

1

P(i €Ly, i’ € Jy) = .

whereas an index cannot belong to both groups. Consequently, for every deterministic row
tuple and signing,
Orow ('Ua Z) = 4]Enccross (’Uv 2, 77)

Taking absolute values and then maximizing yields
Moff(’v) =1 mZaX ’Enccross(vy 2y 77)‘
< 4m3XEn\Ccross(Uy z,1m)|
< 4E77 Mcross(va 77)

Integrating and applying the partition-average estimate gives

EMogt (v) < 4EyE, Meross(v, 1) < n? + 16ny/nrg.

The diagonal-subtraction inequality and its expected diagonal energy now give

EMsign('v) Z nro — EMOH(’U)
> nrg — n? — 16n+/nro.

Together with the small-sample case, this proves the first assertion for every n.

. Finally, assume rqg > 4096n. Multiplying this inequality by the nonnegative number
r0/4096 gives

2 2

7‘0 . (7‘0) T0
< — = |— < —.
0= 006 ~ \6a) nro

Multiplying by nonnegative factors also gives

nr
16n/nrg < —40, n? <

Hence . )
2 nro
1 <|—+- < —.
n® + 16n/nro < <4096 + 4> nro < 5

These inequalities include n = 0. Subtracting this error bound from the first assertion
proves
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The expected supremum estimate underlying Lemma 7 uses the absolute-supremum contrac-
tion inequality of Bartlett and Mendelson [2002, Theorem 12(4), with Rademacher complexity
as in Definition 2], applied to the absolute-value map. The classes used here are finite classes and
the finite-dimensional Euclidean unit-ball linear class. For the latter, a countable dense subset
approximates evaluations simultaneously on every finite sample, and the vector norm provides
an integrable envelope under square integrability. These properties supply the measurability
and integrability conditions for the cited inequality.

The minimum in Lemma 7 allows the sign vector to depend on all realized vectors. Con-
sequently, its lower bound also controls the expected squared imbalance of any randomized
assignment evaluated on those vectors. When the vector dimension is at least 4096n, the bound
retains at least half of the total second-moment scale nrg.

Apply this comparison with v; = V(X;) and g = M. Independence of the covariate vectors
follows from Assumption 1, while their feature second moments are given by Lemma 6. With
B= (g), the coordinate-pair count, choose the cutoff specified in Definition 9,

40967
L= 1 .

Then M = BL? > 4096n, and the sign-minimum comparison becomes

2
nM
> —.
2
2

n

Ex min
ze{—-1,1}"

1

1=
For an admissible design 7 from Definition 3, averaging the squared prognostic imbalance

over the independent coefficient signs gives

2

zn: ZV(X;)

i=1

2
4 - 4
Eg ;EX,Z (Z Zimf(Xi)> = 7anL23MEX’Z

=1 2

The assignment law depends on the covariates as specified in Definition 3, and the coefficient
draw is independent of that experiment. Together with the sign-minimum bound, this is the
prior comparison used in Theorem 2:

n 2 n 2
4 4 2
sup —Exz (§ Zim(Xi)> 2 Be | ~Bxz (Z Zimf(Xi)) NI
0

n
meHa,s i=1 i=1

Each function in this finite average is fixed before sampling and belongs to the class by Lemma 6.
Thus the comparison preserves the fixed-function supremum outside the sample expectation.
The chosen cutoff has order max{1, \/n/B}, yielding the saturated scale min{1, (B/n)*}. Taking
the infimum over admissible designs gives the full-design lower comparison in Theorem 2.

D Proof assembly and verification note

The preceding auxiliary results supply the regularity, assignment, and converse ingredients of
the capacity characterization. This section collects their implications for the minimax criterion,
the dimension threshold, and causal precision, as stated in Theorems 1 and 3. The following
complete characterization assembles the common assignment procedure, the independent-prior
certificate, and the exact causal interpretation.
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Theorem 3. [thm:capacity-answer] (Complete capacity and excess characterization)” For
every pair of integers n,d > 2, let B, the coordinate-pair count, and as(n,d), the comparison
scale, be

B- (Z) a5(n, d) = min{1, (B/n)*}.

There is a single fair, outcome-independent Borel assignment kernel 7 , in the design class of
Definition 3, using the original n units and independent of s. For n < B, this kernel assigns
independent fair signs. For B < n, it is the law of the prescribed spectral signing procedure,
using independent reflection coins, an independent common Haar shift, and independent uniform
rounding seeds. The rounding procedure starts at the zero fractional assignment and uses the first
K = [n/4]| prescribed real spectral rows evaluated at the reflected and commonly shifted sample.
For every realization of the reflection coins and common shift, and every sequence of rounding
seeds in [0, 1], its fractional assignment after n iterations equals the resulting assignment sign
vector:
ui:Zi, i:1,...,n.

For every 0 < s < 1, the lower comparison scale satisfies bs(n,d) = as(n,d). With

2 2
(48 + 3272)16384°" ' (48 + 321216384’

Cs —

the capacity and signing loss of Definition 4, over the function class of Definition 2, satisfy

0<ec <cs, csas(n,d) < Rg(n,d) < sup Ly 4s(m, g,m) < 3072a5(n, d).
meHq, s

These inequalities hold simultaneously for the same kernel 7); ;.

Every coefficient-sign realization m¢ of the finite pair-coszzne prior in Definition 9, with the
cutoff and normalization displayed there, is centered and belongs to Hq . Drawing its coefficient
stgns independently of the covariate sample gives, for every admissible design m,

csas(n,d) < Ee[Lly qs(m,me)].

For every admissible m and every m € Hq s, the signing loss is finite, and the actual Horvitz—
Thompson estimator under the Gaussian completion satisfies

~

nVar(0) —4.01 = L,, g4s(m, m).

Consequently, taking the infimum over admissible designs and the supremum over Gaussian
completions indexed by m € Hg s gives exactly Rs(n,d); taking only the supremum for 7r;7d gives
exactly its worst signing loss.

Let Qq 5 be the frozen uniform outcome-law class: the covariate is uniform on [0, 1]¢, both
potential outcomes have finite second moments, and their conditional midpoint mean is a centered
member of Hqs. For a law P in this class, write

mp(u) = Ep[(O(1) + 0(0))/2 | U =u],  Tp= izn: Zi0i((Zi +1)/2),
=1

and

V(P) = Varp(Ep[O(1) — O(0) | U]) + 2Ep Varp(O(1) | U) + 2Ep Varp(O(0) | U).
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Here the estimator uses independent original-unit copies under P, with assignment generated by
w. The exact published-law minimax excess is

inf  sup max{nVaerr(fp) —V(P), 0} = Rs(n,d).
ﬂ'GDn,d,s PGQd,s

Finally, for every fited 0 < s < 1 and every integer dimension sequence (d,) satisfying
dn, > 2 for every n,
(3)
Rs(n,dy,) — 0 < 2--—0 <= d,=o0(v/n), n —s oo.
n
The common scale expresses the number of pairwise interactions relative to the available
units. When that ratio is small, the spectral assignment controls prognostic imbalance at a
rate determined by smoothness; the independent coefficient prior gives a matching comparison
over every admissible design. The exact variance identities then translate this balance criterion

into causal precision. The same finite assignment procedure supplies the upper comparison
throughout the stated smoothness range.

D.1 The common comparison scale

The spectral assignment bound combines the pooled reflection budget in Lemma 3, the imbalance
identity in Lemma 4, and the assignment guarantees in Lemma 5. The independent coefficient
prior supplies the full-design converse in Theorem 2. Both comparisons use the same saturated
scale identified in Theorem 3. Here the function and design classes are those of Definitions 2
and 3, and the loss is specified in Theorem 1. The assignment procedure in Algorithm 1 attains
this comparison simultaneously across the stated smoothness range.

For every fixed s € (0, 1], the dimension conclusion of Theorem 3 applies to every integer
sequence d, > 2: vanishing minimax scaled excess is equivalent to a vanishing interaction-to-
sample ratio and to d,, = o(y/n). Thus smoothness determines the rate within the subcritical
regime, while the threshold for vanishing minimax scaled excess is expressed by the interaction
count relative to sample size. The equivalence accommodates arbitrary dimension sequences
under fixed smoothness.

D.2 Owutcome-law capacity

The causal interpretation rests on the exact transfer in Lemma 2. For every admissible design,
the uniform outcome-law class Qg defined there satisfies

sup Vp(m, P)= sup Ly qs(m,m).
PeQd,s me%d,s

The outcome-law criterion therefore has the same minimax value Rs(n,d), and its worst-case
value for 7 , equals that procedure’s worst signing loss. These equalities retain finite potential-
outcome second moments, uniform covariates, centered prognosis, and the assignment conditions

"Formalization scope. This result uses the cited conclusion [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002] (Theorem 12(4),
with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2) and [Cytrynbaum, 2026] (Proposition 2.3 (Excess Variance),
equation (2.4), with Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2). The cited source proof is not formalized here: Lean
verifies its use and all remaining steps. If that cited conclusion is false, the portions of this result that depend on
it are not certified.
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of Definition 3. The transfer uses the excess-variance identity of Cytrynbaum [2026, Proposition
2.3, equation (2.4), under Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2].

The Gaussian completions in Definition 7 realize the entire prognostic class. As recorded
in Theorem 3, restricting the outcome-law supremum to those completions preserves both the
minimax capacity and the worst-case loss of the specified procedure. For the larger bounded-
density class defined in Lemma 2, the class transfer instead supplies a lower comparison. With
fixed density bounds 0 < A < 1 < A < oo and fixed smoothness, vanishing minimax scaled
excess over that class requires d,, = o(y/n).

D.3 Relative-excess precision requirements

Under the Gaussian completion, Lemma 1 identifies signing loss with actual scaled HT variance
above V* = 4.01. Consequently, the upper comparison in Theorem 3 gives the following sufficient
precision requirement, for any € > 0:

3072\ V/*
> B 1 .
= max{ ’ <4.015) }

At this sample size, the procedure 7T:L’ 4 Satisfies

~

sup n Var(f) < 4.01(1+¢),
meHg s

with each variance evaluated under the corresponding Gaussian completion.
The lower comparison in Theorem 3 gives the necessary requirement for 0 < e < ¢4/4.01:

Cs )1/3'

< 4. >
Ry(n,d) < 4.0le = 71_113(4_01&7

It therefore applies to any admissible design attaining the stated relative-excess target uniformly
over the prognostic class. Within this target range, the sufficient and necessary requirements
both scale with the coordinate-pair count and with e =1/, up to the displayed constants.

Verification note. The theorem statements and proofs are machine-checked in Lean 4 under
their stated hypotheses. Uniform sampling, exact order-two prognosis, the pooled Sobolev bud-
get, conditional fairness, and outcome-independent assignment are stipulated model conditions
in Assumptions 1 to 5; the capacity bounds, transfer equalities, assignment guarantees, and pre-
cision implications are proved conclusions. The theorem-local verification disclosures record the
cited Rademacher contraction conclusion [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002, Theorem 12(4), with
Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2] and the cited excess-variance identity [Cytrynbaum,
2026, Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), under Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2], wherever each
is used. Those published conclusions enter as premises whose source proofs were not formalized:
Lean checks their applications and the remaining deductions, with certification of dependent
conclusions conditional on the cited premises.

E Proofs of the main results

Proof of Proposition 1. Fix 0 < s < 1. We use the published excess-variance identity [Cytryn-
baum, 2026, Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), under Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2] and the
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expected absolute-supremum contraction inequality [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002, Theorem
12(4), with Definition 2] through Lemma 2 and Theorem 2.

1. For every integer d > 2, Lemma 2 supplies the proper inclusion
{P: P is the Gaussian completion of some m € Hq s specified in Definition 7} C Qq.

This is the first assertion.

2. Fix integers n,d > 2 and a Borel assignment probability kernel m based on the original
covariate array. The admissibility equivalence in Lemma 2 states that = € D,, 4 s precisely
when

E;[Z; | X] =0 almost surely, 1=1,...,n,

under independent uniform covariates, and
Z AL ((0:(0),0:1)), | X

in the experiment formed from n independent copies of every single-unit law P having
bounded strictly positive covariate density and finite potential-outcome second moments,
followed by assignment from m(X). These are exactly the stated specialization of the
published admissibility conditions.

3. Fix an integer n > 2. With the lower constant and comparison scale defined by

Cs = 2 bs(n,d) = min< 1 @s
® (48 + 3272) 163845’ S "\ 'n ’

Theorem 2 gives

Rs(n,2) > csbs(n,2).

Since (3) =1,n>1, and —s <0,

n~ %<1, bs(n,2) = min{l,n" %} =n"%.

Substitution yields

2
RS 9 2 Z —S.
(.2) 2 (5 T 39.2) 16380 "

4. Fix integers n,d > 2 and m € H, 5. Define the constant assignment kernel on ([0, 1]4)" by

n

1 1
7Tfair( ) = ® <25_1 + 25+1> .

i=1
Its signs are independent and fair, independently of the original covariate sample. Conse-

quently, for 4,7 € {1,...,n},

-_./
1, =14,

IE:7'('fair [ZIZ’L’ ‘ X] = {0 Z ;é Z‘I
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and expansion of the finite square gives

n 2 n
Eorttaie (Z sz(Xz)> X| = Zﬂl(){,)2
i=1 i=1

Square-integrability of m justifies integrating this identity. Each covariate marginal is
uniform, so

n 2 n
%E <Z Zim(Xi)> = % > E[m(X;)?]
i=1 =1

=4 / m(z)? dzx

[0,1]¢
= 4E[m(X1)?.

/ |m(x)|? dx < 1.
[0,1]¢

Since m is real-valued, multiplying this inequality by 4 proves the claimed upper bound.

Finally, Lemma 3 supplies

O]

Proof of Theorem 1. Fix integers n,d > 2, and set

B = <;l> K = [n/a].

In particular, B > 0. Expectations of squares and sums of nonnegative terms are initially
interpreted in the extended nonnegative reals.

1. We use the expected absolute-supremum contraction inequality of [Bartlett and Mendelson,
2002, Theorem 12(4), with the complexity convention of Definition 2] through Theorem 2
and Lemma 1. The outcome-law comparison uses the excess-variance identity of [Cytryn-
baum, 2026, Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), under Assumption 2.1 and Definition 2.2]
through Lemma 2.

For every 0 < s < 1 and every admissible w, Theorem 2 supplies
Csbs (n7 d) < EmNV:L’d,S*Cn,d,s (7‘(‘, m), csbs (n7 d) < R, (n, d)
Also, directly from Definition 4, selecting any admissible kernel in the design infimum gives

Ri(n,d) < sup Ly qs(m,m).
mG'Hd’S

We will apply this inequality to the kernel constructed below.

2. We first construct the kernel using n, d. For clarity, the spectral notation of Definition 6 is

T := (R/2Z)%,  supp(k):={j € {1,...,d} : k; # 0},
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t(k) := {”k”%” swp(k)l, kA0, ) = exp(inkTy) (ke 79, y e TH).

0, k=0,
Let
A= {k‘ € 2% : 1 < |supp(k)| < 2, the first nonzero coordinate of k is positive} .

For Nhireq € No, define klhtreal to be the (Pfreq + 1)-st member of Ji/dJr, ordered by increasing
t(k), with lexicographic ties. The prescribed real features are

Pohtreqt1(¥) = V2 Re€ o1 (1), Pongeqr2(y) = V2 Ime, g1 (9)-
Since |e(y)| = 1,
lon()| < V2 (h>1, yeTY).
For w = (w1, ...,wy,) € (T4)", define

an(w) = (¢n(w;))i=1, a(w) := (¢h(wi))11§<};§fz(.

Let
Z*(w, () := the output of ordered boundary rounding on (a(w), ¢), ¢ eo, 1),

where the procedure is precisely Algorithm 2.

Draw independently a fair reflection array n € {—1,1}"*?, a normalized Haar shift 7' € T4,
and a seed vector ¢ with independent uniform entries. For every deterministic original

sample x = (21,...,2,) € ([0,1]%)", define, modulo two,
)5 i — 17 .
[ift (x, 7)i]; == () i Wi(x,n, T) = lift(x,n); + T.
2— (xl)jv Nij = _17

The construction in Algorithm 1 is therefore

- ) e Unif({—1,1}"), n < B,
fn.d Law, 1.c(Z°(W(x,1,T),¢)), B <n.

For every fixed x,7,T, Lemma 5, applied with row bound /2, gives

Integration over 7, T, together with the independent-sign branch, yields
/ zimy 4(x,dz) =0 (1<i<n)
{_1’1}77. 7

for every original sample. The feature evaluations, reflection lift, torus addition, and
rounding output are Borel measurable; integrating their output against the probability
seed law gives a Borel probability kernel. Drawing assignments from this covariate kernel
gives

Z1lY|X

for every pre-assignment law allowed in Assumption 5. Consequently,
ﬂ';d S D’n,d,s-

Its branch choice, feature ordering, and seed distribution are independent of s.
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3. We prove the upper guarantee for an arbitrary 0 < s < 1. First suppose n < B. Condi-
tional on X, independent fair signs cancel every off-diagonal term:

n 2 n
Ey (;Zim(Xi)) ‘X :Zlm(Xi)Q.

Thus, for every m € Hq s,
Lnpds(myg,m) = 4/ m(ac)2 dr < 4,
’ 0.1

where the last inequality is supplied by Lemma 3. Moreover,
B/n>1 = (B/n)*>1 = as(n,d) =1

Hence
Ln.d,s(m gm) < 4 < 3072a4(n, d).

4. Suppose now that B < n. Fix w € (']I'g)” The moment guarantee in Lemma 5 gives, for
every h > 1,

E¢ [(ah(w)TZSp(w, C))q < 32(v2)? min{h,n} = 64min{h, n}.

This includes rows beyond the supplied prefix. When K = 0, the input matrix has zero
rows and the same guarantee applies.

The two real rows associated with klPfreal satisfy the pointwise identity

n 2

Z Zisp(wv C)ek[hfreq] (w;)

i=1

(a2hgpor1 (W) TZP(w, Q) + (aghgye+2(w) T2 (w, ()
. .

Indeed, the row imbalances are v/2 times the real and imaginary parts of the character
imbalance. Taking expectations therefore gives
2
E¢ < 64 min{2hsreq + 2,0}

n
Z Zisp(w’ C)ek[h‘freq] (wl)
=1

5. We convert the row index into frequency complexity. Define, for oy > 1,
Nreal(teut) := 2#{k € Ji/dJr (k) < teut}-

A support-one representative has a positive integer amplitude at most |y/tcut |- A support-
two representative has an ordered coordinate pair, a positive amplitude on its first coordi-
nate, either sign on its second coordinate, and both absolute amplitudes at most |v/2tcyt |-
Consequently,

Nreal(tcut) S 2dt\/ tcutJ + 4BL\/ 2tcutJ2-

For tcut > 17

LV tcutJ S V tcut S 75(:11‘57 L\/ 2tcutJ2 S 27fcut-
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Also,
2B =d(d—1) >d.

It follows that
Nreal(tcut) é 2dtcut + 8Btcut é 1QBtcut-

Every nonzero integer frequency satisfies

k|5 > [supp(k)|, (k) > 1.

The first hgeq + 1 representatives all have complexity at most t(klPeal), so
2hfreq + 2 S Nreal (t(k;[hfreq])) S 12B t(k[hfmq]),

If Bt(klhted) < n, the preceding row-index bound gives a character moment at most
768Bt(k[hfreq]). If n < Bt(kl'eal), the bound by 64n gives a character moment at most

768n. Thus )

Ec |3 28 (w, e g (ws)| < T68 minfn, Be(klal)}.
=1

Every support-one or support-two frequency is a listed representative or its negative: its
first nonzero coordinate determines the orientation, and there are finitely many represen-
tatives below each fixed complexity. Since real signs give

> 2w, Qeoi(w) = 3 27w Qenluw),  Hk) = (k)

i
we obtain, for every supported frequency and every deterministic w,

2

E; Zpr(w,C)ek(wi) < 768 min{n, Bt(k)}, 1 < |supp(k)| < 2.

i=1

. Fix m € Hg 5. Define its reflected function and Fourier coefficients by
F(y) :==m(ba(y)),  [ba(y)]; := min{y;,2 —y;} (y €[0,2)%),

F(k) = Zd/ F(y) exp(—irkTy) dy (k €29,
[0,2)¢
Under the independent uniform original sample, Lemma 4 gives
Law (W, T) = Haar(T%)®" ® Haar(T$)

with normalized Haar laws. Its spectral identity gives

2

D ZEP(W, Qer(Wr)

i=1

* 4 -
[rn,d,s (ﬂ—n,da m) = E E ‘F(k)|2EW,C
kezd

Here W has the product Haar law, independently of the rounding seeds.
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By Lemma 3, R R
F(0) =0, F(k)=0 if |supp(k)| > 2,

and

> A+ 7Hk)” |F(k)? < 1.

kezd
1<| supp(k)|<2

Integrating the conditional character bound and using
% 768 min{n, Bt(k)} = 3072min{1, (B/n)(k)}
therefore yields
Loas(mhgm) <3072 > [F(k)*min{1, (B/n)t(k)}.

kezd
1<|supp(k)|<2

The integration and summation are justified by nonnegativity.
7. We bound this truncated sum by the comparison scale. For every zgcajar > 0,

min{1, Tscalar} < Tecalar-

Indeed, when 0 < Zgcalar < 1,

_ .1 s
Lscalar = Lgcalar < Lscalar

and when xgcajar > 1,
1 < Zcqtar-
These inequalities include s = 1.
Put
Tsample := B/n.

For every tyeight = 0, the inequalities
2 2
tweight <l+m tweighta 1<I+mn tweight
give

mln{l Tsample Welght} < (rsample Welght)

S . 2 S
Tsample weight mln{l, rsampletweight} <1< (1+7T tweight) .

| /\

sample(1 +m twelght) )

Use the former bound if 72 < 1, and the latter if 2 > 1. This proves

sample sample

min{1, reampletweight } < min{1, r:ample}(l + WQtWeight)S = as(n,d)(1 + 7r2tweight)s‘
Multiplying by the squared Fourier coefficients and summing gives

Y IF(k)Pmin{l, (B/n)t(k)}

kezd
1<| supp(k)|<2

<agnd) Y (L 7(R)IF(R)P < ag(n, d).

kezd
1<|supp(k)|<2
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Combining both design branches and then taking the fixed-function supremum proves

sup L as(m g,m) < 3072a4(n, d).
meHd,s ’

The construction was fixed before choosing s, so this guarantee holds for the same kernel
for every 0 < s < 1.

. We also record the pathwise terminal-state guarantee. For a € RX*" (¢ ¢ [0,1]3", and
hmove € Np, write

ylhmovel (a, ) := the fractional state after hpove iterations of ordered boundary rounding,

Applying Lemma 5 to the rows a(w), whose entries are bounded by v/2, gives
ul(a(w),¢) = ZP(w,¢)  (L<i<n)

for every w and every seed vector in the closed cube. In particular,

ul® (a(W(x, n,T)), C) =ZP(W(x,n,T),¢)

]

for every original sample, every reflection array, every common shift, and every permitted
rounding seed vector. Together with the displayed definition of 7 ;, this proves the two
branch descriptions and the asserted equality between fractional coordinates and output
signs.

. Now fix 0 < s < 1. The two scales agree by their definitions:
as(n,d) = bs(n,d) = min{1, (B/n)*} > 0.

If n < B, then B/n > 1, so
as(n,d) = 1.

If B<mn,then0< B/n<1,so
as(n,d) = (B/n)®.

In particular, both expressions equal one at B = n.
The constant calibration follows from

0 < 48 + 3272, 1 <16384° < 16384,
which imply

2
>
(48 + 3272)16384

c1 = 0, c1 < cs.

Furthermore,

2
(48 + 3272)16384° > 48, ¢, < 5 <3072

Multiplication by the nonnegative scale, the lower certificate, the design-infimum inequal-
ity, and the upper guarantee now give

cras(n,d) < csas(n,d) < Rg(n,d) < sup Ly qs(my 4,m) < 3072a5(n, d).
meHg, s

83

u¥(a,¢) =0



10.

11.

12.

For the prior in Definition 9, its cutoff, feature dimension, and normalization are

L:= max{l, %/409671/3—‘}, M := BL?, Cp := V48 + 3272,

Since L > 1, Lemma 6 applies to every coefficient-sign array and gives
/ me(x) dx =0, me € Hy,s.
[0,1]4

The coefficients are drawn independently of X, as specified in Definition 9. Using as = b,
the prior inequality from Theorem 2 becomes

Csas(n7 d) < Emwl/;’d,s»cn,d,s(wa m) (7T € Dn,d,s)'

For the frozen uniform outcome class, Lemma 2 identifies the admissible kernels with
Dy, 4,5, identifies the prognostic image with H4 s modulo null sets, and gives

Vn(ﬂ-a P) = [’n,d,s(ﬂ-ymP) (7T € Dn,d,sa Pc Qd,s)-
Consequently, for every admissible ,

sup Vp(m,P) = sup L, qs(m,m).
PEQd,s meHd,s

Taking the common design infimum proves

inf  sup V,(m, P) = Rs(n,d).
TE€Dn 4,5 PcQg s

Selecting m = 77 ; in the kernel-level equality gives

sup V(7 4 P) = sup Ly qs(m, 4m).
PEQd,S mGHd,s

Define the Gaussian subclass by
Ga,s == {P : P is the single-unit Gaussian completion of some m € H s},
using the completion in Definition 7. For the completion of m, its conditional means satisfy
mp =m almost everywhere, Ep[O(1) — O(0) | U] = 0.2 4 0.1v/2sin(27U}).

Its two conditional potential-outcome variances are one. Since Uj is uniform and
1 1 )
/ V2sin(27v) dv = 0, / (V2sin(27v))” dv = 1,
0 0
the law-specific benchmark is
V(P)=0014+2-1+2-1=4.01.

For every admissible 7 and every m € Hg s, Lemma 1 supplies the actual-estimator identity
and finiteness:

~

nVar(0) — 4.01 = L, 4s(m,m) < oo.
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13.

14.

Under this completion, =T p. Taking the supremum over the completions of all m € Hy s
therefore gives

sup Vp(m,P)= sup L, qs(m,m).
Pegd,s mEHd,s

Taking the admissible-design infimum, and separately selecting the constructed kernel,
yields
inf  sup V,(m, P)= Rs(n,d),
WGDn’d,s Pegd,s

sup Vn(w,*ud,P): sup En,d,s(wz,dvm)-
PGy« meH s

Finally, Lemma 2 supplies the proper inclusion
Gd,s & Qds-
For every pair of real bounds
0 < lower < 1 < upper,
the bounded-density comparison in Lemma 2 gives

Rs(n,d) < inf  sup Vy,(m, P),
7"'E'Dn,d,s PEAd,s

where A, s has the density, moment, prognostic-budget, and permitted-intercept condi-
tions specified there. This proves the finite-sample comparison for the full displayed range

of density bounds.
3072\ V/*
> B 1, — .
"= max{ ’(4.015> }

3072\* n
< —.
4.01e - B

Raising both sides to the positive power s gives

Let € > 0, and suppose

Since B,n,4.01le are positive,

e = (5)"

) G-

Multiplying the preceding inequality by (B/n)® and then by 4.01¢ yields

The reciprocal-power identity is

3072as(n,d) < 3072(B/n)® < 4.01e.
Hence the upper guarantee proves

sup  Lpa,s(m, 4m) < 4.01e.
meH s
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15. Conversely, suppose

0 <e<cs/4.01, Rs(n,d) < 4.01e.
The lower bound gives

csas(n,d) < 4.0le < cs.
If (B/n)® > 1, then as(n,d) = 1, contradicting this strict inequality. Thus
(B/n)® <1, as(n,d) = (B/n)°.

Multiplying the lower inequality by (n/B)®, using the reciprocal-power identity, and di-
viding by 4.01e > 0 gives
Cs n\s
< (%)
4.01e = \B

Taking the positive 1/s-power and multiplying by B > 0 proves

nzB (4.;S1e>1/8‘

16. For the asymptotic claims, fix 0 < s < 1 and a sequence d, > 2. Work on the tail n > 2,
and define

d
B, = ( 2”).
First,

as(n,d,) —0 <= B,/n—0.

For the forward direction, a vanishing scale is eventually less than one, so eventually

as(n,dn) = (Ba/n)°,  Bn/n = as(n,d,)"".

Continuity of the positive 1/s-power at zero gives By, /n — 0. For the reverse direction,
continuity of the positive s-power gives

(Bn/n)* — 0,  0<as(n,dn) < (Bn/n)’,
and squeezing gives the asserted scale convergence.

The pair count satisfies

_ 2 2
B, = W=l dy oy dy
2 4 2
because d, — 1 > d,,/2 and d,, — 1 < d,,. Therefore
2 2
o<l cgBn gDt
n n n n

and

Bp/n—0 <= d’/n—0.
Since d,, > 0 and n > 0 on this tail,

d,  [d? d, \* &2
vn oV on’ vn) o on’
Continuity of square roots and squares, together with the defining ratio criterion for little

o0, gives

Bp/n—0 <= d,=o0(y/n).
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17. Suppose Rs(n,d,) — 0. For every n > 2, the lower certificate gives
0 < csas(n,d,) < Rs(n,dy).
Squeezing and division by the fixed constant ¢; > 0 yield
csas(n,dy) — 0, as(n,dy) — 0.
The scale equivalences just proved imply

dn = o(v/n), B,/n — 0.

Conversely, if B,,/n — 0, then as(n,d,) — 0. The constructed admissible kernel gives, for
every n > 2,

0 < Ry(n,dp) < sup Ly g, s(m g ,m) < 3072as(n,d,).
meHq,, s ’

The right-hand side tends to zero, so squeezing gives Rs(n,d,) — 0. Thus

(%)

Rs(n,d,) — 0 <+ T—>O <~ d, =o(vn).

18. Finally, fix density bounds satisfying 0 < lower < 1 < upper. For these fixed bounds and
every sequence d, > 2, Lemma 2 supplies

inf sup Vp(m,P) — 0 = d, =o(V/n).
T€Dn dy s PEAg, s

This establishes the bounded-density dimension implication under the stated conditions.
O

Proof of Theorem 2. Fix s € (0,1] and integers n,d > 2. We use the parameters and features of
Definition 9, written explicitly as

B:<d>, L:max{w\/m]}, M = BL?,  Cy= /48 + 3272,

2
Zop ={0,hk0):1<j<h<d 1<k <L}  Va(x)=2cos(rkx;)cos(nlxy),  V(z)=(Val®))acz,
Thus B>0,L>1, M >0, and Cy > 0.

1. The constant )

>
(48 + 3272) 163845

depends on s alone. We first compare it with the cutoff normalization. Define

40961
Tleut = B

0

Cs =

Cewy = max{1,n/B}, Acut = 16384°.

Since Neyt < 40961 ¢yt and Ty > 1, the ceiling bound gives
V Ncut <64 V I‘cu'ca [V 77cut—| < V Necut + 1,
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and hence
L < 647/Tey +1 < 1284y/Teys, L? < 16384 cys.

Raising the last inequality to the positive power s yields

L% = (L*)® < A8

cut
We next verify the scale comparison in its two cases. If n/B < 1, then
bs(n, )%, = bs(n,d) < 1.
If n/B > 1, then
bs(n, )l < (B/n)*(n/B)°
= ((B/n)(n/B))" =1.
Because bs(n,d) > 0 and Agy > 0, these inequalities imply
L%by(n,d) < Aeuhs(n, d)T8, < Acys.

cut
Using CZ = 48 + 327% and positive denominators, we obtain
2bs(n, d) < 2

csbs(n,d) = CQZAcut _C§L25'

. Fix an admissible design m € D,, 45. With X drawn as in Assumption 1 and Z drawn
conditionally from 7(X), write the scaled signing loss appearing in Definition 4 as

2
En,d,s (ﬂ-? m) *EX A (Z Z; m )

The coefficient signs have the independent uniform law of Definition 9, independently of
this experiment. Their second moments satisfy

1 -
Eg[fafg]z{o’ Z #gj

For the first case, £2 = 1. For the second, flipping the sign at o preserves the uniform
coefficient law and reverses the product £,&g, so its mean is zero.

For every deterministic sample z = (x1,...,x,) € ([0,1]%)" and signing z € {—1,1}", the
prior formula gives

;szﬁ(xz)_ CLS\/* Z gazzz xz

aEId L =1

Expanding the square and applying the second-moment identity therefore gives

(Z Zﬂ”g(%)) CQLQSM Z E¢[€aés] (Z 2iVa( $z> <Z Zz‘Vﬁ(Cﬂi))

« ﬁGId L

2

1

= C2I25 M Z Z Zivo‘(xi)
0 CMGI(LL (2

2

1

T C2LBM

2
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Finite coefficient averaging commutes with the nonnegative sample and assignment inte-
grals. Consequently,

2
4

Eelns(mme) = oarang

Ex .z

> ZV(Xi)

For each fixed sample x, the probability kernel satisfies

/{“}n zzz (z;)

Integrating this pointwise comparison yields

2

2 2

gzz ;)

m(x,dz) > min
ze{—-1,1}"

2 2

2

4
min

EcL > ——
13 ’I’L,d,S(ﬂ—ymf) = TLCgL2SM Xze{ 11y

Y avix

. The cutoff also supplies the feature-dimension threshold. Indeed,

/40961 B < [\/409671/3-‘ <L
Squaring these nonnegative quantities and multiplying by B > 0 gives
4096n

2

< L2, 4096n < BL? = M.

Under Assumption 1, the feature rows V(X;) are independent copies. Their coordinates
are measurable and square-integrable, and Lemma 6 supplies

E|V(X)V(X1)T| = I

The expected absolute-supremum contraction inequality of [Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002,
Theorem 12(4), with Rademacher complexity as in Definition 2] supplies the contraction
step underlying Lemma 7, for its finite classes and finite-dimensional Euclidean unit-ball
linear class. Applying that signing bound with feature dimension M > 4096n gives

2 HVX

The finite minimum is measurable, so this is the same sample integral that appears in the
preceding step.

2
>
2

M
Ex min n—.
ze{-1,1}" 2

. Substituting the feature-energy bound into the prior-risk comparison and cancelling the

positive factors gives
4 1 > nM
EeL m,m
LT me) 2 <00L5\ﬁ) 2
2
- C2L%
> ¢sbs(n, d).

The final inequality uses the cutoff comparison csbs(n,d) < 2/(C3L?%). This proves the
asserted prior lower bound for every admissible design.
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5. Sinced > 2, L > 1, and 0 < s <1, Lemma 6 ensures that every prior realization belongs
to Hg,s. The coefficient index set has cardinality M, so its uniform law has total mass

oo M=
ge{-1,1}7a.r
For each fixed admissible 7, every prior atom satisfies

»Cn,d,s(ﬂ'vmﬁ) < sup Ln,d,s(ﬂ'ym)‘
meEH s

Multiplying by the prior weights and summing therefore yields

E&jﬁn,d,s (71', mg) = Z 27M£n7d75(71’, mg)

ge{-1,1}7dL

IN

Z oM sup Ly q.s(m,m)
ge{-1,1}7d.L et

= sup Lyqs(m,m).
meHq s

Thus every admissible design has worst-case loss at least c¢sbs(n,d). Taking the infimum
in Definition 4 gives

Rs(n,d) = inf  sup L, qs(m,m) > csbs(n,d).
WEDn@’s me’}{d’s Y

O

Proof of Theorem 3. We apply Theorem 1, using the contraction inequality of [Bartlett and
Mendelson, 2002, Theorem 12(4), with the complexity convention of Definition 2] and the excess-
variance identity of [Cytrynbaum, 2026, Proposition 2.3, equation (2.4), under Assumption 2.1
and Definition 2.2]. These published conclusions supply, respectively, the stated measurable-class
contraction inequality and the HT excess identity for fair, conditionally outcome-independent
assignment under bounded strictly positive covariate density and finite outcome second moments.

1. Fix integers n,d > 2. The construction conclusion of Theorem 1 supplies a single kernel
Thd € Dnds

independent of s. For n < B, it assigns independent fair signs; for B < n, it is the pre-
scribed spectral-rounding law with independent reflection coins, an independent common
Haar shift, and independent uniform rounding seeds. The procedure starts from zero and
uses the first |n/4] prescribed real spectral rows evaluated at the reflected and shifted
sample. Its deterministic termination conclusion gives

u; = 2y, 1=1,...,n,

after n iterations, for every original sample, every realization of the reflection coins and
common shift, and every rounding-seed sequence in [0, 1]. This supplies the asserted con-
struction and admissibility simultaneously for all smoothness parameters.
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2. Fix 0 < s < 1. The comparison conclusions of the same result give
bs(n,d) = as(n,d) = min{1, (B/n)*}, 0<c1 <cs,

and

csas(n,d) < Ry(n,d) < sup Ly gs(m, g,m) < 3072a5(n, d),
meHq,s

with exactly the constants in the statement. Its prior conclusions, with the cutoff and
normalization of Definition 9, give, for every coefficient-sign realization,

/[0 .y me(x) dx =0, me € Hys.

For coefficient signs drawn independently of the covariate sample, they also give
csas(n,d) < Eelly as(m,me)], T € Dpas-
The kernel selected in the first step remains the same throughout these conclusions.

3. The Gaussian variance-transfer conclusion of Theorem 1 gives, for every admissible m and
every m € Hgs,

~

Ly d,s(m,m) < oo, nVar(0) —4.01 = L,, 4 s(m,m).

Taking the supremum over Gaussian completions therefore gives the worst signing loss for
each such design; taking the infimum over admissible designs gives Rs(n,d).

For the frozen uniform outcome-law class, Lemma 2 supplies
nVarp . (Tp) —V(P) = Lpas(m,mp) >0, P € Q.

Thus the positive part equals the excess itself. The published-law capacity conclusion of
Theorem 1 consequently yields

inf  sup max{nVarpm(fp) —V(P), 0} = Rs(n,d).
wE€Dn, 4,5 PeQq s

4. Finally, the dimension-sequence conclusion of Theorem 1 applies to every fixed 0 < s < 1
and every integer sequence d,, > 2, and gives

dn
Rs(n,d,) — 0 <— (nz)—>0 < d, =o(v/n).

This is the asserted asymptotic characterization.
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