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ABSTRACT. Causal inference in a program evaluation setting faces the problem of external va-
lidity when the treatment effect in the target population is different from the treatment effect
identified from the population of which the sample is representative. This paper focuses on a
situation where such discrepancy arises by a stratified sampling design based on the individ-
ual treatment status and other characteristics. In such settings, the design probability is known
from the sampling design but the target population depends on the underlying population share
vector which is often unknown, and except for special cases, the treatment effect parameters
are not identified. In this paper, we propose a method of constructing confidence sets that are
valid for a given range of population shares. When a benchmark population share vector and
a corresponding estimator of a treatment effect parameter are given, we develop a method to
discover the scope of external validity with familywise error rate control. Finally, we derive an
optimal sampling design which minimizes the semiparametric efficiency bound given a popula-
tion share associated with a target population. We provide Monte Carlo simulation results and
an empirical application to demonstrate the usefulness of our proposals.
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1. Introduction

In program evaluations, the estimated effect of a program is generally intended to provide
information about an actual program’s effect on a wider target population. However, if the
sample in the study does not properly “represents” the target population, such estimates have
limited use. This paper focuses on a particular source of such a problem, where the sampling
process oversamples or undersamples from segments of the target population, but the shares
of those segments in population are not precisely known. Indeed, as noted by Heckman and
Todd (2009), the population shares are typically not available in the data set, which means
that there is ambiguity about the population that the estimated effect should be targeted on.'

In this paper, we propose a new inference method that accommodates such ambiguity. In
many cases, while one may not know the population shares precisely, one may obtain an idea
about a plausible range of the population share vector from aggregate demographic statistics
from published data sets such as PSID or the U.S. Census data. Given such a range, we can
write the treatment effect parameter as a function of the population share vector, and develop a
robust confidence set which is valid for any target population corresponding to any population
share vector in the given range. As a first result, we show how this can be done in this paper.

Once a benchmark population share vector is used and an estimate is obtained, one might
ask what would be the range of other population share vectors that the current estimate is
“applicable to”. This range of other population share vectors constitutes what we call the
scope of external n-validity. This scope represents the set of the population share vectors over
which the benchmark treatment effect remains unchanged up to its small fraction 7. When the
treatment effect sensitively depends on the population share vector, the scope will be narrow,
implying a small scope of external validity. Thus our second task in the paper is to discover
this range from data with an appropriate measure of error controlled at a pre-specified level.

A naive idea of using a confidence set for the scope of external validity suffers from a prob-
lem: when the data contains lots of noise, one may end up having a larger confidence set,
claiming a greater scope of external n-validity. To remedy this problem, we propose what we

!As for the use of non-random sampling in the economics literature in program evaluations, for example, Ashen-
felter and Card (1985) analyzed data from the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) training
program using a sample constructed by combining subsamples of program participants and a sample of nonpar-
ticipants drawn from the Current Population Survey (CPS). Also, the studies of LaLonde (1986), Dehejia and
Wahba (1999, 2002) and Smith and Todd (2005) investigated the National Supported Work (NSW) training pro-
gram where the training group consisted of individuals eligible for the program and the comparison sample were
drawn from the CPS and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) surveys. Numerous studies focused on the
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) training program (e.g. Heckman, Ichimura, Smith, and Todd (1998), Heck-
man, Ichimura, and Todd (1997)). The participants in these data sets typically represented about 50% in the
study sample in comparison to around 3% in the population. The eligible people in the target population often
consist of drug addicts, ex-convicts, and welfare recipients, etc., and the researcher has little prior knowledge on
the population share of these people.
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call an anti-confidence set which is a random set for an identified set whose probability of being
contained in the identified set is at least equal to a designated level. When one uses an anti-
confidence set, using a test with low power forces one to claim only a small scope of external
n-validity. To implement this insight, this paper adopts the step-down procedure of Romano
and Shaikh (2010) with the asymptotic control of its familywise error rate, and constructs an
anti-confidence set for the scope of external validity.

As an empirical application, we re-visit the U.S. national JTPA (Job Training Partnership Act)
data and analyze the effect of the job training program. The job training program data were
generated from the treatment-based sampling design, and yet the precise population shares
are not available to the researcher. We first estimated the average treatment effects assuming
various population shares ranging from 5% to 90%. Then we recovered the scope of external
validity to which the average treatment effect estimated assuming a benchmark share (for
example, 5%) applies. Our result suggests a wide scope of external validity for the estimates.

Given a target population for a benchmark population share, one may ask what the optimal
sampling design should look like. The rationale for nonrandom sampling is often that when
the participants constitute a small fraction of the population, sampling relatively more from
the participants will improve the quality of inference. However, this rationale is incomplete be-
cause we also need to consider the contribution of the noise in the subsample to the variance
of the estimator. We define the optimal sampling design to be one that minimizes the semi-
parametric efficiency bound over a range of sampling designs. We find an explicit solution for
the optimal sampling design from the semiparametric efficiency bound for the treatment effect
parameters under treatment-based sampling.”

Our paper is related to the literature of stratified sampling, program evaluation and partial
identification. Early econometrics literature on stratified sampling assumed that the condi-
tional distribution of observations given a stratum belongs to a parametric family (Manski and
Lerman, 1977; Manski and McFadden, 1981; Cosslett, 1981a,b; Imbens, 1992; Imbens and
Lancaster, 1996). Wooldridge (1999, 2001) studied M-estimators under nonrandom sampling
which do not rely on this assumption. Closer to this paper, Breslow, McNeney, and Wellner
(2003) and Tripathi (2011) investigated the problem of efficient estimation under stratified
sampling schemes. The stratified sampling scheme studied by Tripathi (2011) is different from
this paper’s set-up because the former focuses on parametric models and assumes that the
population share can be identified from an additional data source. Neither does this paper’s
framework fall into the framework of Breslow, McNeney, and Wellner (2003) who considered
variable probability sampling which is different from the standard stratified sampling studied
here. In the program evaluations literature, there is surprisingly little research which deals

25ee Hahn, Hirano, and Karlan (2011) for an optimal design of social experiments in a related context.
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with inference under treatment-based sampling. Chen, Hong, and Tarozzi (2008) established
semiparametric efficiency bounds in a general model with missing values, but their approach
does not apply to our framework, because missing values arise depending on the treatment
status here. Escanciano and Zhu (2013) studied semiparametric models where the parameter
of interest is conditionally identified in the sense that their moment equality restrictions admit
a unique solution in terms of the parameter correponding to each fixed value of some nuisance
parameters. While their general framework can potentially be applied to treatment-based sam-
pling, we believe it is still important to study exclusively the issue of treatment-based sampling,
implications for its external validity, and the problem of optimal sampling design. The results
in this paper in their own context are new. Kaido and Santos (2014) studied efficient esti-
mation of a partially identified set defined by moment inequalities in a way that is amenable
to convex analysis so that the identified set is essentially a function of a nuisance parameter.
However, in contrast to our set-up, their identified set as a function is not necessarily a smooth
function, which raises complication that does not arise in our case. In our set-up, the identified
set is indexed by the population share with respect to which the treatment effect parameters
vary smoothly. Heckman and Todd (2009) offered a nice, simple idea to identify and estimate
the treatment effect on the treated under treatment-based sampling that is solely based on the
treatment status. In contrast to Heckman and Todd (2009) who focused on the case where the
treatment effect parameters are point-identified, this paper accommodates more generally the
set-ups where they are set-identified.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces treatment-based sampling data de-
signs and discusses identification of treatment effects under treatment-based sampling. Then
the section discusses inference on the treatment effects, and develops an approach to recover
the scope of external validity to which the treatment effect for a benchmark population share
remains applicable. Section 3 applies our estimators to the U.S. national JTPA data. Section
4 establishes the asymptotic results for our methods. The final section concludes. The Appen-
dix presents the estimators of variances and covariances. The online supplement collects the
technical proofs.

2. Estimating Treatment Effects under Treatment-Based
Sampling
2.1. Treatment-Based Sampling and Identification

We consider the potential outcome framework of program evaluation. Let D be a random
variable that takes values in {0, 1}, where D = 1 means participation in the program and D = 0



being left in the control group. Let Y be the observed outcome defined as
Y =Y,D +Y,(1—D),

where Y; denotes the potential outcome of a person treated in the program and Y, that of a
person not treated in the program. Let X = (V,W) be a vector of covariates, where W is a
discrete random vector that is part of the sampling strata as described below.

To describe treatment-based sampling, let P be the target population which is a joint dis-
tribution of (Y, D, V,W). We further define

pi, =P{D=d,W =w},

i.e., the proportion of individuals with (D, W) = (d,w) in the target population. We call p* =
[p; ] the population share vector which is the vector of the target population shares p; .
We introduce a process of treatment-based sampling as follows:

(STEP 1): A stratum (D, W) = (d,w) is randomly drawn from the multinominal distribution
with the design share vector ¢ =[q,,,].

(STEP 2): (Y, V)israndomly drawn from the conditional distribution of (Y, D) given (D, W) =
(d,w), where the conditional distribution is the same as that under the target population P.

(STEP 3): We repeat Steps 1 - 2 until our total sample size becomes n.

In this process, the design share g, , can be systematically different from the population
share Piw When the sampling strata is based only on D = d (not based on W = w), we call
the sampling the pure treatment-based sampling.

By this sampling design, there is a one-to-one correspondence between the target population
P (as the joint distribution of (Y, V, D, W)) and the population share vector p*. We say that P is
associated with the population share p*. We denote by Q the joint distribution of (Y,V,D, W)
determined by the design share vector q and the conditional distribution of (Y, V') given (D, W)
in Step 2 above. Hence in our treatment-based sampling set-up, the conditional distribution of
(Y, D) given (D, W) is the same under P and Q, but there is a significance difference between
P and Q: the sample is a random sample from Q, but it is not under our target population P.
The difference between P and Q solely comes from the difference in the distribution of (D, W)
(which is p* under P but q under Q).

The main objects of interest in this paper are the average treatment effect, 77 , and the

*

average treatment effect on the treated, 77,,,

defined (under the target population) as follows:

ate
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To make explicit their dependence on p*, let us rewrite them as

TZte = Tate(p*)s and Tfet = Ttet(p*);
where for p = {p;,,},
(2.2) Tue(p) = D E[Y, — Yy | (D, W) = (1,w)]py,
+ D E[Y, =Y, | (D,W) = (0,w)]pq,
Piw
Tlp) = 2 EMN =Y | (0, W) = (Lw)] —=,
w 1

with p; =D} D1
Let us study the identification of 7}  and 77}, under the standard unconfoundness condition.

Condition 1. (Y,,Y;) 1L D | X under P.

Condition 2. There exists an € € (0,1/2) such that for all d € {0,1},e < inf, p;(x) and
e < inf, q;(x), where the infimum over x is over the support of X, and

pa(x)=P{D =d|X = x} and q;(x) =Q{D =d|X = x}.

Condition 1 is the unconfoundedness condition which requires that (Y, Y;) is conditionally
independent of D given X under P. Condition 2 assumes that the propensity score under P
(i.e., p4(x)) and the propensity score under Q (i.e., q;(x)) are bounded away from zero on the
support of X. This is violated when part of X is only observed among the treated or untreated
subsamples.’

Under Conditions 1 and 2, we can identify *

E[Y, =Y [(D,W)=(1,w)]=E[Y [(D,W)=(1,w)]

_p;,w p1(X) .
SB[ gy I =0m)
and
_ _piw po(X) .
E[Y,—Y, | (D,W) = (0,w)] = z;,WE[pl(X)Y (D, W) = (Lw)]

—E[Y |(D,W)=(0,w)].

3See Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd (1997) for a discussion on this issue. See Khan and Tamer (2010) for an
analysis of situations where Condition 2 is violated with p;(x) being arbitrarily close to 0 or 1.

“Note that p;(x)/po(x) = (f (v|1,w)/f (v|0, W))(p;‘,w/p;’w), where f (v|d, w) denotes the conditional density func-
tion of V given (D, W) = (d,w), which can be identified from the data. As a result, E[Y; —Y, | (D, W) = (d,w)]
does not depend on pj’w.



From this, we obtain the following identification results:

)= | s | (0 =)

DI 5 1w = 0m)]

x)
and
)= - D P ELY | (D, W) = (1,w)]
p1(X) B
) ;PO,WE [pO(X)Y | (D, W)= (0, w)]
5,(X) ~ ’
> ok | E 1@ W) =0
where

. Fvld, wipg, -
P VL WLy + F V[0, w)po o

and f (v|d,w) denotes the conditional density function of V given (D, W) = (d, w).

As noted by Heckman and Todd (2009), in the case of pure treatment-based sampling where
sampling strata involve only treatment status D (not W), we can identify 7}, without knowl-
edge of p* as follows:

E[pl(X)YlDzo]

oX)
v, =E[Y|D=1]-—=
E[Pl(X)

o) 0= o]

la’12=]

E[%Ut):o]’

where the second equality comes from the relationship (which holds under pure treatment-

(2.3)

—E[Y|D=1]—

based sampling)
p1(x) _ q,(x) P10
Po(x)  qo(x) Péch

The last difference in (2.3) is identified without knowledge of the population share vector p,

(2.4)

because the ratio q,(x)/q,(x) is always identified from the observed sample in this case.
In general, the treatment effects 77 and 77},, are identified only up to the population share
p. Hence as functions, 7,,.(-) and 7,,.(-) are point-identified.



8
2.2. Inference under Treatment-Based Sampling

2.2.1. Estimation

In this section, we propose efficient estimators for 7,,,(:) and 7,,,.(+). For simplicity of expo-
sition, we assume that V; is a continuous random vector and its support V € R%. It is not hard
to extend the result to include discrete components.

First, we obtain a propensity score estimator:

id,i(Xi)

2.5 D.:(X:)= = ~ s
@) Py AL+ A (X))

Where: with i‘d,w,i = (pd,W/Qd,W)]'{(DiJ VVL) = (d,W)}, Qd,w = nd,w/nJ and nd,w = er';l 1{(D1) VVL) =
(d,w)}, we define

. 1 <« .
Agi(x) = p— Z L iKn (VJ — v), where x = (v, w),
j=Li#

and Kj(sy,...,84,) = K(s1/h, ...,sdl/h)/hd1 and K(-) is a multivariate kernel function. Then we
construct the following estimator of 7,,.(p):

(2.6) %ate(p) = Z Z gl,w,iYi - Z Z gO,W,iYi:

w l(Dl,Wl):(l,W) w l(Dl,Wl):(O,W)
where
pd Wini
2.7) Simi= —
o ngwbai(X;)
and
(2.8) in,i =1 {min{il,i(Xi)a io,i(Xi)} = 5n} s

for a positive sequence §, — 0. (For example, our choice of §, = n™/?

shows good finite
sample performance for our procedures in our simulation study:.)

Similarly, we construct an estimator of 7,,.(p) as follows:

DD GowibrX)Y,

. 1 P1w w o i:(D;,W;)=(0,w)
(2.9) talp)==> = >y,

- — .
P15 Mw i:(D;, Wy)=(1,w) Z Z gO,W,ipl,i(Xi)

wi:(D;,W;)=(0,w)
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In the case of pure treatment-based sampling, the estimator 7,,(p) is reduced to the following

Dviy DKyl DK,

simpler form:

o 2 N ST S Ky S K
1i:p,=1 1n,i Kij/ Kij

where K;; = K, (VJ — Vi). This estimator does not involve the population share p;. Hence one
can make inference on 7,,.(p) without knowledge of the population share in this case.

2.2.2. Robust Confidence Intervals

Suppose that there exists a true population share vector p* under which Conditions 1 and

*

2 are satisfied, so that 7* ot

ate

about p*; she only knows a plausible range for it. Formally, let A be the set of values where

= T,.(p*), and v* = 7,,,(p*), but that the researcher is not sure
the true population share vector p* is known to belong. We assume that A is contained in the
interior of the simplex:

S= {p:Zpd’W: 1and p,,, > 0 for alld,w},

dw
so that for all d,w, we have p;,, € (0,1). In this set-up, let us develop confidence sets for
Taee(p*) and 7,..(p*). As is often done in the literature of inference on partially identified
models, we use the approach of inverting a test.

First, for each t € R and each p € A, let

V1t (p) -t vVl (p)—t
(2.10) T,.(t) =inf - and T,,.(t) =inf -
wo(t) peA G aee(P) crlt) peA G ee(P)

(p) and 6,,(p) are consistent estimators of o, (p) and o,.(p) such that

b

where 6,

(2.11) V(R ee(P) = Tare(P)) > N(0,02,(p)) and
VAR (p) = Tree(P)) > N(0,02,(p))-

The precise forms of 6,,.(p) and &,,,(p) are given in the Appendix.

ate

* .

We construct confidence sets for T and T ot

(2.12) Cate = {t ER: T (t) S €1_gyn} and Crop = {t ER: T () S €1 g o}

where ¢;_,/, =% '(1—a/2) and @ is the CDF of N(0, 1). These confidence sets are asymptot-
ically valid as shown in the theorem below, which follows from the weak convergence result
established in Theorem 4.2.
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Theorem 2.1. If Conditions 1 — 2 and Assumptions 4.1 — 4.4 in Section 4 below hold, then the

confidence intervals C,,, and Cy,, are asymptotically valid for 7>, and T}, as n — oo, namely,

liminf P{’rzte eCate} >1—a and liminf P {Tfet € Ctet} >1—a.

n—,oo n—,oo

2.3. Inference on the Scope of External Validity

In many applications, it may be of interest to see if there are other populations that the cur-
rent estimate applies to, i.e., if the current estimate is externally valid. To explore this question,
let us first clarify the meaning of “other populations”. We say that any given population share
p’ satisfies the unconfoundedness condition if Conditions 1 and 2 hold when we replace P by
P’ that is associated with p’. Now, suppose that we are interested in a treatment effect gener-
ically denoted by 7, and identify a treatment effect 7(p°) using some benchmark population
share vector p°. (One can think of 7 as either 7, or 7,,,.) We now ask at what other values of
the population share that satisfy the unconfoundedness condition, the treatment effect remains
similar to the benchmark treatment effect 7(p°). In particular, we ask if the benchmark treat-
ment effect 7(p°) varies little as one moves away from the assumed population share vector
p°. If this is the case, then the treatment effect T(p°) exhibits a wide scope of external validity.
We will formally define the scope of external validity below. In practice, when the researcher
is not sure which value of p° to use as a benchmark, she can try more than one values of p°
and see how the scope of external validity varies across the different values. We illustrate this
in our empirical application later.

There is an interesting relation between the scope of external validity and the heterogeneity
of treatment effects across strata.” To see this clearly, let us define: for (d,w),

(2.13) Taw =E[Y, Y, | (D,W) = (d,w)].

The quantity 7,,, represents the average treatment effect for the subgroups with (D, W) =
(d,w). From (2.2), it is clear that if these treatment effects are not heterogeneous across sub-
groups (d, w), the average treatment effects 7,,.(p) and 7,,,(p) do not vary with the population
share p. Hence in this case, the treatment effect estimates will have a wider scope of external
validity.

To make the idea precise, we fix a small number 1 > 0 and define the scope of external
n-validity as

(2.14) Alpssm)={p€A:|t(p)— () < nlt(P")I}

Hence the set A(p°; ) is the set of population share vectors in A such that as we move p around
in A, the treatment effect parameter 7(p) does not move away from 7(p°) by more than 100n

>We thank an anonymous referee for providing this observation.
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percent of the benchmark treatment effect |T(p°)|. We say that the benchmark treatment effect
7(p°) is externally n-valid for any p € A(p°; ).

We would like to develop an inference method on the set A(p°; ). One might consider using
a confidence set for A(p°;n). However, such an approach has a problem, because a wider
confidence set due to larger noise in the data will translate into a wider scope of external
validity. Instead, we propose using a set 4, such that

(2.15) liminfP {4, CA(p°;n)}=>1—a.

The set A, represents the set of population share vectors p for which we have strong support
from data that 7(p) is within the 7 fraction of the benchmark absolute treatment effect. We
call such a set A, an anti-confidence set of A(p°; n) at level 1 —a. When there is a lot of noise
in the data, the set A, tends to be smaller, forcing the researcher to claim a smaller scope of
external validity.

To construct such a set, we first formulate the problem as that of multiple hypothesis testing
and adapt the step-down multiple testing procedure of Romano and Shaikh (2010) to our
set-up. Consider the following individual hypothesis for each p:

(2.16) Ho(p;m) : [T(p) —=(p°)| > n|7(p°)I, against
Hy(p;m): |t(p)— (@) < nlw(p°)l.

In (2.16), it is the alternative hypothesis which states the external n-validity of T(p°) for p up
to the 7 fraction of the benchmark treatment effect.
Let T(p) and T(p°) be estimators of 7(p) and 7(p°). Consider the statistic

(2.17) Qp) = %maX{x/ﬁA(p),O},
where®
Alp) =n*22(p°) — (£(p) — 2 (p°))*.

For any set S C A, let ¢,_,(S) be such that

liminf P {supQ(p) < 61_a(8)} >1—a,
n—oQ peS
whenever H,(p;n) holds for all p € S. Using ¢,_,(S), we construct a set C,, C A through the
following step-down procedure, and then take

(2.18) A, =A\C,.

(We will present a bootstrap procedure to construct ¢;_,(S) after Theorem 2.2 below.)

®The square is taken above to facilitate the application of the delta method in the asymptotic derivation.
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The step-down procedure is as follows. First, in Step 1, we let S; = A\{p°}. If sup 5, Q(p) <
C1_q(S1), set C,, = S;. Otherwise, set
Sy = {P €A\{p°}:Q(p) < 61—o¢(51)}-

In general, in Step k > 1, if sup 5, Q(p) < &,_,(Sy), set C, = S,. Otherwise, set’

Ske1 = {P €AV(P"} 1 Q(P) < &1-4(SV)} -

We continue the process until there is no change in the set S;’s, i.e., no further hypothesis is
rejected. Once we obtain C,, we now define the anti-confidence set A, as in (2.18). Then A,
is an anti-confidence set for A(p°; n) at level 1 — a, as shown in the theorem below.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that either (T,1) = (T e, Tare) OF (T,%) = (Tior Tror)- Suppose further
that Conditions 1 — 2 and Assumptions 4.1 — 4.4 in Section 4 below hold. Then

liminfP {4, CA(p°;m)}=1—a.

Theorem 2.2 shows that the set A, is indeed the anti-confidence set of the scope of external
validity at level 1 — a. The proof is given in the online supplement, Section S2.

To construct ¢,_,(S), we propose using a bootstrap procedure, following the Bonferroni ap-
proach in a spirit similar to Romano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2014). First, for each b = 1,2,...,B,
let 73 (p) be the same as 7(p) except that instead of using the original sample, we use the
bootstrap sample resampled with replacement. Then we construct

A (p) = n*t2(0°) — (#5(0) — 23 (0°))
To describe the Bonferroni approach, we write
(2.19) Qp) = 5 max (Vi (Ap) — M) + M)~ Ap) + AP)), 0},
where
A(p) = n*?(p*) — (z(p) — 7 (p))*.
Then we fix § € (0,1) and S C A, and find 7),_g(S) such that

(2.20) liminf P {sup vn(alp)—Ap)) > ﬁl_ﬁ(S)} <p.

n— o0 pes

For example, we can take #;_g(S) to be the 1 — 3 quantile from the empirical distribution of
SUp,,cs ﬁ(A(p)—A’g(p)), b=1,2,...,B. (The choice of f = 0.01 worked well in our simulation
study.) Then we construct

2.21) @ (p) = %max{«/ﬁ(AZ(p) — A()+ ¢1_5(p,S)), 0},

"Note that when we define S, we exclude p°, so that the set A, includes p°.
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where

M1-p(S)
55 )

We take ¢;_,(S) to be the 1 — a + 8 quantile of the empirical distribution of the bootstrap

$1-p(p,S) = min {A(P) +

quantities sup,cs Qz(p), b=1,2,...,B.

Note that the dimension of p depends on the dimension of strata used in the treatment-based
sampling, rather than the dimension of the covariates. Nevertheless, when the dimension of
p is large, the procedure can be more complicated, and the scope of external validity can be
large.

2.4. Monte Carlo Simulations

2.4.1. Finite Sample Performances of the Treatment Effect Estimators

This section conducts Monte Carlo simulations to evaluate the finite sample performance
of our estimation and inference approaches described in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. The data
generating process is as follows. Let & ;,1,;, and u,; be independent random variables drawn
from N (0, 1), and us; be a independent random variable drawn from a uniform distribution on
(—1,1). The covariates V; = (V;;,V,;) are constructed in two ways: Spec A has V; = 1{u,; +
€o; = 0} and Vy; = 1{uy; +¢&,; > 0} while Spec B has V}; = uy; and V,; = 1{uy; +¢&,; > 0}. Hence
in Spec A, both V;; and V,; are discrete random variables, while in Spec B, only V,; is discrete.
We define an index that determines the participation of individuals in the program:

(2.22) Ui == a(Vli + VZi - 1) + r; + O.S(M/l - 0.5),

where r; ~ N(0,1) and the parameter a captures the dependence of participation decision
on (Vy;, V,;). The participation indicator is D; = 1{U; < 0.5}, and the potential outcomes are
specified as follows:

(2.23) Vi = e+ (cy; +1/2)(Vo; +Vy)/2+ 0.5W, + b(Vy; + Vo) + ey,
YOi == eOi + (COi + 1/2)(Vll + Vzl)/z + O‘SM/i7

where the parameter b captures the variability of the individual treatment effect for different
values of (V;;, V,;). Random variables e ;, e;, co;, and c; are independently drawn from N (0, 1).
We set a = 0.5 and b = 3 in (2.22) and (2.23) so that 7,,.(p) varies significantly with the
population share p;. Table 1 presents the identified interval of 7"  with p; € [0.01,p]] for
different values of p7.

We set W; = 0.5 in the case of pure treatment-based sampling and W; € {0, 1} with p, =
P{W; =1} = 0.2 in the case of nonpure treatment-based sampling. The number of replications
is 10000. The sample sizes are 500 and 1000. Let the population share vector be p = (p;, 1—p;)
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TaABLE 1. Identified Interval of 7%  with p; € [0.01,p}], a = 0.5,b =3, W, €
{0)1} Wlth p::; = P{Vvl = 1} = 0'2 : Iate = [infp Tate(p): Supp Tate(p)], RL =
(Supp Tate(p) - infp Tate(p))/ infp Tate(p)-

u Spec A Spec B
P1 Toro RL (in %) Toro RL (in %)
0.05 [4.076, 4.139] 1.547 4.753, 4.919] 3.476
0.10 [3.997, 4.139] 3.550 4.547, 4.919] 8.173

[ [

[ [
0.30 [3.681,4.139] 12.420 |[3.732,4.919] 32.114
0.50 [3.366,4.139] 22.951 |[2.902,4.919] 69.516

for the pure treatment-based sampling, and p = (p,p,,,p:(1 —p,),(1 —p1)p,, (1 —p)(A —
p,,)) for the nonpure treatment-based sampling. We choose p; € {0.05,0.10,0.30,0.50}. For
each p (i.e. for each p,, as p,, is fixed), we consider the testing problem H, : 7,.(p) =t
against H, : 7,.,.(p) # t where t is a specified value. We examine the size property of the
testing procedure that rejects Hy if T,,,(t,p) = v/n|%4.(p) =t /G 4e(P) > ¢1_g/p With ¢,y /5
being (1 — a/2) quantile of the standard normal distribution. A similar test is conducted for
T..:(p), using the statistic T,,.(t,p) = vn|T,..(p)—t|/F.(p). We focus on such t-tests for
different p’s because our robust confidence sets (2.12) are obtained by inverting the tests based
on inf,¢, T, (t,p) and inf ., T, (t,p). In Spec B where the variable V;; is continuous, we
implement an (undersmoothed) rule of thumb bandwidth h, = 2.78 x é'vl n~1/3, where the
rate is modified in order to satisfy Assumption 4.4(ii). We set 5, = n~/2 inside the indicator
function in (2.8) so that Assumption 4.4(iii) is satisfied.

Table 2 shows that the rejection probability for T, (t, p) stays quite stable to the variation
of the population shares p. Overall, our tests perform reasonably well in size control. The

performance of T, (t,p) is similar to that of T,.(t,p) except that the rejection probability

te
turned out to be almost the same across different p,. (Hence the rejection probabilities for
T,..(t,p) in Table 2 are presented in a single column for brevity.) There is no reason this should
be a priori so, because although the independence of D; and W; under P renders the estimator
% ..:(p) invariant to the choice of p,, the asymptotic variance &7, (p) can still vary with the
choice of p,. Nevertheless, the rejection probabilities for T,,.(t, p) have turned out to be the
same (up to the numerical precision allowed in the simulation) across different population

shares p,, perhaps because c“ffe .(p) does not change much when we vary p;.

2.4.2. Finite Sample Performances of the Anti-Confidence Set

This section examines the finite sample performance of the anti-confidence set for the scope
of external n-validity proposed in Section 2.3. We focus on pure treatment-based sampling (fix
W, = 0.5) and discrete covariates (Spec A). Two simulation designs are considered: Design I
is the same as Spec A used in Section 2.4.1. Design II is a modified version of the simulation
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TABLE 2. Rejection Frequencies for Tests Using T,,.(t,p) and T,,.(t, p) under H:
nominal size a = 5%, t equals to the true treatment effect parameter, p = p, for
the pure treatment-based sampling and p = (p;, 0.2) for the nonpure treatment-
based sampling

Tate(t:p) Ttet(t’p)
D1 0.05 0.10 0.30 0.50
Spec A Pure n=500 | 0.0535 0.0529 0.0526 0.0514 | 0.0508

n=1000 | 0.0555 0.0544  0.0555 0.0540 | 0.0509

Nonpure n=500 |0.0520 0.0523  0.0554 0.0554 | 0.0550
n=1000 | 0.0525 0.0522  0.0534 0.0522 | 0.0540

Spec B Pure n=500 |0.0715 0.0715 0.0729 0.0775 | 0.0618
n=1000 | 0.0622 0.0632  0.0689 0.0714 | 0.0615

Nonpure n=500 |0.0765 0.0783  0.0805 0.0821 | 0.0636
n=1000 | 0.0630 0.0632  0.0702 0.0753 | 0.0600

design in (2.22) and (2.23) witha = 0.5, b = 0.5, Y;; = e(;/2+(cy; +1/2)(V};+V,;)/2+0.5W; +
b(Vy; + V) +2+ey;/2, and Yy, = eq; /2 + (co; + 1/2)(V4; + V) /2 + 0.5W,. By this construction,
Tqe(p) is sensitive to p in Design I but is not so in Design II. For each design, we consider
two values of the benchmark population share p° = 0.1,0.3, and three values of the fraction
1n = 0.10,0.15,0.20. The object of interest is scope of external n-validity A(p°;n) defined in
(2.14) with A=[0.01,0.99]. We construct the anti-confidence set A, that satisfies (2.15) with
the pre-specified familywise error rate (FWER) a = 0.05. The number of simulation is 1000.
The initial set is S; = [0.01,0.99]\ {p°}. To compute the critical value, we apply the bootstrap
approach with a Bonferonni-type correction described by (2.21). The number of bootstrap is
B = 200 and the small significance level = 0.01.

Tables 3 summarizes the simulation results. The lower and upper bounds of the average anti-
confidence set in the second-to-last column are computed by taking average of the respective
lower and upper bounds of the anti-confidence set A, produced by 1000 simulations. In Design
I with n = 0.10, the anti-confidence set for the scope of external n-validity degenerates to
a singleton {p°}. It means for this case our approach does not have enough finite-sample
power to recover the scope of external n-validity. In other scenarios, our approach produces
informative anti-confidence sets. The average anti-confidence set becomes closer to the true
scope of external n-validity (presented in the fourth column) when the sample size increases.
In Design I with p® = 0.1 and = 0.20, the average anti-confidence set for n = 1000 is
(0.0101,0.3862), which accounts for about 65% of the true scope A(p°;n) = [0.01,0.59].
When p° = 0.3 and n = 0.20, the average anti-confidence set for n = 1000 accounts for
about 78% of the true scope. In Design II with n = 0.20, the average anti-confidence sets
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TABLE 3. Finite Sample Performances of the Anti-confidence Set .A,, nominal
FWER = 0.05,  =0.01

p° 1 A(p°;n) n  Ave. Anti-Confidence Set Emp. FWER

DesignI 0.1 0.10 [0.01,0.34] 500 {0.10} 0
1000 {0.10} 0
0.15 [0.01,0.47] 500 (0.0999, 0.1001) 0
1000 (0.0525, 0.1677) 0

0.20 [0.01, 0.59] 500 (0.0697, 0.1532) 0.001
1000 (0.0101, 0.3862) 0
0.3 0.10 [0.08,0.52] 500 {0.30} 0
1000 (0.2996, 0.3005) 0

0.15 [0.01,0.64] 500 (0.2968, 0.3033) 0.001
1000 (0.1563, 0.4437) 0

0.20 [0.01,0.75] 500 (0.1477, 0.4590) 0.008

1000 (0.0225, 0.5966) 0.002

DesignII 0.1 0.10 [0.01, 0.60] 500 (0.0827, 0.1332) 0.002
1000 (0.0101, 0.3660) 0

0.15 [0.01,0.85] 500 (0.0100, 0.6095) 0.053

1000 (0.0100, 0.6828) 0.037
0.20 [0.01,0.99] 500 (0.0100, 0.9091) 0
1000 (0.0100, 0.9501) 0

0.3 0.10 [0.01,0.78] 500 (0.1196, 0.4958) 0.017

1000 (0.0167, 0.6172) 0.004
0.15 [0.01,0.99] 500 (0.0100, 0.8685) 0
1000 (0.0100, 0.9104) 0
0.20 [0.01,0.99] 500 (0.0100, 0.9861) 0
1000 (0.0100, 0.9897) 0

(n =1000) account for more than 95% of the true scopes.8 In all scenarios we considered, the
empirical FWERs are below or close to the nominal level 0.05. Overall, Table 3 suggests that
our approach is valid and informative in recovering the scope of external n-validity. Empirical
FWERs smaller than the nominal level do not undermine our procedure too much because the
researcher wants to be cautious in claiming that the benchmark treatment effect estimate is
applicable to the other populations.

3. Empirical Application

This section applies our methods to the National Job Training Partnership (JTPA) study. We
first estimate the average treatment effect for a range of population shares. Then we investigate

the extent to which the treatment effect estimate based on a benchmark population share can

8In Design 1I with (1, p°) = (0.15,0.3),(0.20,0.1) and (0.20,0.3), the true scopes of external n-validity equal
to the full set [0.01,0.99], which indicates that the treatment effect parameter is very stable with respect to the
population share.
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be applicable to other populations, by constructing an anti-confidence set for the scope of
external n-validity.

In the JTPA study, eligible program applicants were randomly assigned to a treatment group
(which is allowed access to the program) and a control group (which is not allowed to the
program) over the period of November 1987 through September 1989. The probability of
being assigned to the treatment group was two thirds. Among the people assigned to the treat-
ment group, about 60% actually participated in the program.” Suppose that a researcher is
interested in the nationwide population that consists of all the people eligible for the program,
which corresponds to economically disadvantaged adults or out-of-school youths. The popu-
lation share of program participation, which is the ratio of those who actually participated the
program over all the people eligible for the program, is typically unknown to the researcher.
Our outcome variable Y is 30 month earnings and treatment status D indicates whether the
person participated in the training program. The covariate X consists of indicators for high-
school graduates or GED holders, African or Hispanic racial status and whether the age of the
applicant is below 30. Donald, Hsu, and Lieli (2014) found that Condition 1 passed their test
for the adult female subgroup when (Y,D,X) are chosen as above. Therefore, our analysis
focuses on this subgroup with 5732 observations. We focus on the pure treatment-based sam-
pling in which the sampling strata is based on D (there is no W) and the unknown population
share is program participation share.

Table 4 presents the point estimates for the average treatment effect 7,,,(p) for various
values of the population share p. They turn out stable across different population shares,
which indicates that the average treatment effect based on a particular population share p°
can be applied to populations with other p’s, without causing much bias.

To substantiate this, we apply the anti-confidence set approach in Section 2.3 to gauge the
scope of external n-validity to which the treatment effect estimate based on the benchmark
population share p° is applicable. We consider two values of p°: p° = 0.05 representing a
benchmark case where the population share of participation is small, and p° = 0.30 represent-
ing another case where the population share of participation is large. We consider a bunch of
7’s so that one can see how the anti-confidence set A, expands when 7) increases. The choices
of B and f3 are the same as the simulation exercise.

Figure 1 illustrates how the anti-confidence set .4, expands with 1. Panel (a) depicts the
case p° = 0.05 and panel (b) for p° = 0.30. For p° = 0.05, the lower and upper bounds of A,
are plotted for n € {1.5%, 1.6%,...,3.5%}. For p° = 0.30, the lower and upper bounds of A,
are plotted for n € {1.0%, 1.1%, ...,3.0%}. We can see that at tiny 1’s (1 < 2.0% for p° = 0.05
or n < 1.5% for p° = 0.30), the anti-confidence set shrinks to a singleton that only contains

Details about the design of the program can be found in Orr, Bloom, Bell, W. Lin, Cave, and Doolittle (1994).
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TABLE 4. Point Average Treatment Effect Estimates for Various Population Shares
p

p 005 010 015 020 025 050 075 090
Z...(p) | 1888.0 1886.5 18850 1883.5 1882.0 18745 1867.0 1862.5
(348.2) (348.5) (348.7) (349.0) (349.3) (351.1) (353.4) (355.0)

Notes: All values are measured in 1990 U.S.dollar. The numbers in parentheses are standard errors.

FIGURE 1. The Anti-Confidence Set for the Scope of External n-Validity at Dif-
ferent values of n

(a) p°=0.05 (b) p°=10.30
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the benchmark population share. This reflects a finite-sample limitation in the power of our
method. However, the anti-confidence sets grow significantly when 7 slightly increases. When
1n = 2.9% for p° = 0.05 or when 11 > 2.1% for p° = 0.30, the anti-confidence set expands to
the full set [0.01,0.99]. These findings suggest that in this example, the average treatment
effect estimate based on the benchmark population share applies to other populations with a
broad range of the population shares. The wide scope of external validity may come from that
the treatment effects are not very different across different strata.

4. Asymptotic Theory

In this section, we derive the limiting distribution theory for the stochastic processes 4/n(% ,..(-)—
Tae(r)) and v/n(% .. (-)— 7,..(-)) on A. This result is crucial for showing the validity of our in-
ference methods that were introduced in Section 2.2. We first establish the semiparametric
efficiency bounds for 7,.,(-) and 7,,.(-) on A. Then we show the week convergence of our
estimators 7 ,,.(-) and 7,..(-) given by (2.6) and (2.9) as well as their efficiency.
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4.1. Semiparametric Efficiency Bound

To avoid repetitive statements, we write 7(+) to denote generically either 7,,,(-) or 7,..(-).
For any weakly regular estimator 7(-) of 7(-) (for the definition of weak regularity, see Bickel,
Klaassen, Ritov, and Wellner (1993)), it is satisfied that

(4.1 Vn{t()—1()} » G()+ A() in 1, (A),

where [ (A) is the class of bounded real functions on A, ~ represents weak convergence in
the sense of Hoffman-Jorgensen, G(+) is a mean zero Gaussian process with continuous sample
paths, and A(-) is a random element that is independent of G(-). The limiting process G(-)
is viewed as the semiparametric efficiency bound for 7(-) while A(-) is an independent noise
component. An estimator 1(+) is said to be efficient if the asymptotic distribution of /n{t(-)—
7(-)} coincides with the distribution of G(-). The distribution of G(-) is fully characterized by
its inverse information covariance kernel denoted by I"!(p, p) = E[G(p)G(p)], p, p €A. In order
to establish the semiparametric efficiency bounds for 7,,.(-) and 7,,,(-), we make the following
additional assumptions. In this section, the expectation E, is under the probability associated
with the population share p.

Assumption 4.1. E,[Y}] < oo for (d,p) € {0,1} x A.
Assumption 4.2. A is a compact set.

Let us introduce some notations. Define $;(X) = E,[Y; | X], 7(X) = E,[V; — Y, | X], and
eq(p) = (Yq— Ba(X))/pg(X). For (s,d) € {0,1} x {0, 1}, let e, 4(p) = pa(X)(Yg — B4(X))/ps(X).
Further define

Rd,ate(p)(X) = tate,p(X) _E[tate,p(X) | (D7 W) = (d:W):I >
Riee(P)X) = e y(X) —E[ty,(X) | (D, W) = (d, W)],

where tate,p(X) = T(X) - Tate(p) and ttet,p(X) = T(X) - Ttet(p)' We Slmply write Rd,ate(p) =

Rd,ate(p)(X) and Rl,tet(p) = Rl,tet(p)(X) below.
Theorem 4.1 establishes the semiparametric efficiency bounds for 7,,(-) and 7,,,(-). The
proof is given in Section S1 of the online supplement.

Theorem 4.1. Under Conditions 1 — 2 and Assumptions 4.1 — 4.2, the following holds.

(i) The inverse information covariance kernel for 7 ,,,(-) is equal to Ia_tle :Ax A — R, defined as

o= {p LB B e (0)es(B) + Ry ace()Ry are(B) | (D, W) = (1, w)]}

w 1w

+ Z {Po,wpo,wE [eo(p)eo(f)) + Roate(P)Ro 41 (P) | (D, W) = (O, W)]} , PP EA

o,w
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(ii) The inverse information covariance kernel for 7,,.(-) is equal to I t_elt :AxA— R, defined as

_ ~ 1 pl,wﬁl,w ~ ~
La(p:P) = Z{ E[e11(p)er1(B) + Ry e (P)Ry e (B) | (D, W) = (LW)]}
1P1 7, 1,w

]. pO,pr,w ~ ~
'Y Z{ E[eo,l(P)eo,l(P) | (D,W)=(0, W)]} » D,p €A
11 o,w

4.2. Weak Convergence

In the following, we establish the asymptotic distributions of our estimators 7, (-) and 7,,,(-)
on A. We make the following regularity assumptions.

Assumption 4.3. For any d and w, the following conditions hold.

(1) f(v|d,w) and B,(v,w) are bounded and L, + 1 times continuously differentiable in v with
bounded derivatives on Rl and uniformly continuous (L, + 1)-th derivatives.

(ii) sup, E[|Y;|" +|Y,|" | (D,V,W)=(d,v,w)]< o0 and E|V | (D,W) = (d,w)||” < oo, for
some r > 4.

(iii) For some € > 0, p;,, > € and min, ,, inf, f (v|d,w) > ¢.

Assumption 4.3(i) and (ii) are regularity conditions. Assumption 4.3(iii) is introduced to
deal with the boundary problem of kernel estimators. In general, the performance of kernel
estimators is unstable near the boundary of the support of V;. In this case, it is reasonable to
trim part of the samples such that the realizations of V; appear to be “outliers”. For example,
see Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd (1997) for application of such trimming schemes.

Assumption 4.4. (i) The kernel function K equals to zero outside an interior of a bounded set,
L,+1 times continuously differentiable with bounded derivatives, f K(s)ds =1, f 5111 ...s;dllK (s)ds =

l o

0 and f |slll...sddllK(s)|ds < oo for all nonnegative integers [y, ...,l; such thatl; +...+1; <L,
where d, denotes the dimension of V;.

(i) n~V4h=4/2,/logn + n'/?h"1*! — 0, as n — oo.

(iii)The trimming sequence 6, in (2.8) satisfies that 4/n6’ — 0, for some y > 0.

Assumption 4.4(i) is a standard assumption for higher order kernels. Assumptions 4.4(ii)
and (iii) present the conditions for the bandwidth and the trimming sequence. The condition
for the trimming sequence is very weak; it requires only that it decrease at a certain polynomial
rate in n.

Theorem 4.2 establishes the asymptotic distributions of our estimators 7,,(-) and 7,,.(-)
and verifies their semiparametric efficiency. Its proof is provided in Section S3 of the online
supplement.
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Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Conditions 1 — 2 and Assumptions 4.1 — 4.4 hold. Then
ﬁ(%ate(') - Tate(')) hatd Zte(') and 1/H(;L\-tet(') - Ttet(')) > Tet(.)’
and *

1., are mean zero Gaussian processes with continuous sample paths that have

-1
tet

where (7

covariance kernels Ia_tle(-, )and I_-(-,-) given in Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.2 implies the validity of the robust confidence sets C,,, and C,,, introduced in
Section 2.2.2. It is also crucial for justifying the anti-confidence set of the scope of external
validity in Section 2.3.

4.3. Optimal Treatment-Based Sampling

As a by-product of Theorem 4.1, given a population share p we can find out the optimal
sampling design {q, ,,} which minimizes the semiparametric efficiency bound for the treatment

effect parameters 7,,.(p) and 7,,,(p). Corollary 4.1 gives the design shares that respectively

-1
tet

. . . _1 .
minimize I, (p,p) and I, ,(p, p) characterized by Theorem 4.1.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose that Conditions 1 — 2 and Assumptions 4.1 — 4.2 hold. Then the optimal

choice of q4,,, denoted as q5¢ for ©,..(p) and q! for T,,.(p), is given as follows:

ate __ ate ate tet __ tet tet
qd,w Y, Jd,w/ : : V Jd,w ’ and qd,w Y/ Jd,w/ : : V Jd,w’
dw d,w
where

Je = p2 E[e2(p) +R2,,(p) | (D, W) = (d,w)],

d 1-d
i =P, B [? {eil(p) +Rim(p)} T e, () [ (D, W) = (d,W)] :
1 1

The optimal sampling design leads to the most accurate estimator among all the efficient
estimators of the treatment effects across sampling designs. Corollary 4.1 suggests that we
sample from the (d, w)-subsample according to the “noise” proportion (Jgfv‘;)l/ 2 of the subsam-
ple (d,w) in Z(d’w)e{o’l}xw \/ﬁ . In the case of pure treatment-based sampling, we can make
precise the condition for treatment-based sampling to lead to inference of better quality than
random sampling. Let V¢ be the variance bound for 7,,,(p;) when there is no W, and recall
the definition of J; in Corollary 4.1, so that Vg = J;/q; +J,/(1 —q;). Let Vx5 be the variance
bound for 7,,,(p;) under random sampling, which is equal to V;g with q; = p;. Therefore,
Vs =J1/p1 +Jo/(1 —p;). Then it is not hard to see that V5 > V¢ if and only if

(1—p)Jy (1—p)J, }
(1—py)J; +pidy (1—=p1)J; +piJy

(4.2) min {pl, } < q; < max {pl,
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TABLE 5. The Range of Design Share q in the Treatment-based Sampling That
Improves the Estimation of 7,,,(p), JTPA data in Section 3.

p 0.05 0.20 0.35 0.50
Efficiency-improving g | [0.05, 0.951] [0.20, 0.803] [0.30, 0.703] [0.50, 0.502]
Optimal g 0.5027 0.5021 0.5018 0.5010

Therefore, it is not always true that sampling more from a subsample of low population propor-
tion leads to a better result. The improvement happens when the design share q; lies between
the population share p, and the value (1—p,)J;/((1—p;)J; +p,J,). Treatment-based sampling
is able to improve upon random sampling so long as the design share g, satisfies (4.2). In prac-
tice, the accuracy of the treatment effect estimate is not the only consideration one makes in
designing the sampling process in the program evaluation. Nevertheless, the optimal sampling
design share can be a useful guidance as a benchmark design probability:.

For our JTPA application in Section 3, Table 5 presents the range of the design share g that
improves the estimation of 7,,,(p) (relative to the random sampling) and the optimal design
share q that minimizes the asymptotic variance of 7,,(p). The estimators of J; and J, are
given in the Appendix. In this example the optimal design share is close to 0.5 and is stable
across different population shares, because the estimates of J; and J,, are approximately equal.
In addition, when the population share is small, there is a large room for improvement in the

efficiency bound through a choice of the design share.

5. Conclusion

This paper establishes identification results for treatment effect parameters when the exact
population share is unknown. We propose efficient estimators for treatment parameters that
are functions of the population share vector, and construct confidence sets for treatment effects
that are robust against a range of population shares. Furthermore, we develop a inference
procedure for the scope of external n-validity, a set of population shares to which a benchmark
treatment effect estimate can be applied. In addition, we investigate the optimal design of the
treatment-based sampling. In an empirical application, we find that the estimate of the JTPA
program’s impact on the earnings of adult women can be applied to populations with a broad
range of program participation shares.
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Appendix: Estimators of Variances and Covariances

Consistent estimation of O'(the(p) can be proceeded as follows. First, recall p,;(X;) and
id’i(Xi) in (2.5) and let

= (X)L Y= (X))
Bap(X;) = F00) and é,,(p) = —f)d,i(Xi)

where f(X,) = iO,i(Xi) + i1,1'(Xi), and

,d €{0,1},

~ 1 pd,w
fi (X)) = Gn, Z YKy (X;)-
Pai\&i) Naw ;. p wo=(dw)

We also define

.Ch(Xi)_.ao(Xi) —% (p)_ L

. £ (X;) — fio(X;)
Rd,ate,i(p): = |: = -
fX:) dw (D, Wo)=(d,w)

f(Xl) Tate(p)]°

Then we construct

. . P1wbP1w . Ve " .
om(p,p)=2{1 > [el,i(p)el,i(p)+Rl,ate,i(p)Rl,m,i(p)]}

Drw™Lw (b, W=(1.w)

+ Z {Po,wpo,w Z [éo,i(P)éo,i(f’) + Ro,are,i(P)Ro,ate,i(p)]} .

Dowow i.(p, w=(om)

In particular, when p = p, we simply write 62 () =6(p,p). Thus, we construct

A ~ 6-2 ( ) OA-a e( ’N)
(A1) Yoo, )= . ¢ pﬂ e pr .
Gaee(p;P)  63,.(P)

We also estimate Jc‘l‘f;, d € {0,1} in Corollary 4.1 by

2

N pd’w ~2 =0
Jc(ilﬁvlez = Z [ed,i(p) + Rd’ate,i(P)] .

Mdw ;D W=(d.w)
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Let us turn to estimation of the asymptotic variance of ©,,,(p). To estimate o2, (p), let

Ry s(p) = IV =)y LS [“l(xi)_“‘)(xf)—%m(p)],

Fx)

and & 4,(p) = pg;(X)(Y; — Ba(X))/ Ps.(X;). The asymptotic variance estimator we propose is:

fX) Mw i(b, Wo=(1,w)

A ~ 1 pl,w[jl,w ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
& ee(p.P) = — Z{ >, [el,l,i(p)el,l,i(p)+R1,ate,i(p)R1,ate,i(p)]}

PiP1 7, d1,wl1w i:(D;,W;)=(1,w)

1 PowPo,w . o
+ Z { Z eo,1,t(P)eo,1,i(P)} .

P1bs — | do,w™o,w i:(D;,W;)=(0,w)

2

= .(p) and o, (p,P), we can construct %...(p, b) similarly as in (A.1).

Using o
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The supplemental note collects auxillary results and proofs for Song and Yu (2021). Section
S1 computes the semiparametric efficiency bounds (for Theorem 4.1). Section S2 presents a
proof for Theorem 2.2. Section S3 contains a proof for Theorem 4.2. Section S4 contains aux-
iliary results that are used in the proof of Theorem 4.2. Let us clarify the expectation notations
used in the supplement. The notation of expectation, E, without a subscript, is assumed to
be under P, the target population. Expectation E, denotes expectation under Q, the design
probability. The shorthand notation E;,, = E[- | (D,W) =(d,w)]. We use E, to denote the
expectation for the population that is associated with a generic share vector p.

S1. Semiparametric Efficiency Bounds and Proofs

Suppose that P is a model (a collection of probability measures P having a density function
with respect to a common o-finite measure u). After identifying each probability in P as the
square root of its density, we view P as a subset of L,(u). Let C,(A) be the collection of bounded
and continuous real functions defined on A € R**! and || - || be the supremum norm on C, (A).
The following definitions are from Bickel, Klaassen, Ritov, and Wellner (1993) (BKRW from
here on).

DEFINITION B1 [CURVE]: Vis a curve in L,(u) if it can be represented as the image of the open
interval (—1, 1) under a continuously Fréchet differentiable map. That is, we can write

V={v(t) € Ly(u) : [t] <1},

where there exists a v € L,(u) such that v(t + A) = v(t)+ Av(t)+0(|A]), as |A| — 0, for each
te(—1,1).

DEFINITION B2 [TANGENT SET]: The tangent set at v, € P, denoted as P°, is the union of all ¥ of
curves V C P passing through v,, where v, = v(0). The closed linear span of P° is the tangent
space, denoted as P.
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DEFINITION B3 [PATHWISE DIFFERENTIABILITY]: A parameter 7 : P — C,(A) is pathwise differ-
entiable at v, if there exists a bounded linear function 1 (v,)(-) = ©(-) : P — C,(A) such that for
any curve V C P with tangent s € P°, we have

T(v(t)) — T (vp)

t

—T(S)H =o(1),

ast — 0.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1: Let f (y, v,d, w) be the density of (Y, V, D, W) with respect to a o-finite
measure u under P € P, where P is the collection of potential distributions for (Y,V,D,W).
Let f (y,v|d,w) be the conditional density of (Y, V) given (D, W) = (d,w), and P, ,, denotes the
collection of conditional densities f (-,-|d,w) of (Y, V) given (D, W) = (d,w) with P running in
P. Let Q = {fyvipw(1)aw : frvipw € Paw, (d,w) € {0,1} x W}. Let v, € Q be the true density
and Q the associated probability measure. We use subscript Q for densities and expectations
associated with v,. This subscript is not needed for the conditional densities (and conditional
expectations) given (D,W) = (d,w) or given (D,W,V) = (d,w,v) because they remain the
same both under P and under Q. Use notations f -du(w), f du(v), f -du(y), etc., to denote
the integrations with respect to the marginals of u for the coordinates of w, v, y, etc.

Since A is compact, the space (C,(A),]|| - ||) equipped with the supremum norm || - || is a
Banach space. With a slight abuse of notation, we view the treatment effect parameters 7 ,(:)
and 7,.(-) as maps from Q into C,(A), so that, for example, 7,,.(V), vE€ Q, is an element in
Cy(A) but 7., (v)(p) €R.

(i) First consider the semiparametric efficiency bound for 7,,(-). The proof is composed of
three steps:

Step 1. Calculate the tangent space. Following Hahn (1998), under Condition 1 we write the
density f(y,v,d,w) as

f()’, V,d,W) = [fl(.ylv: W)P(V: W)]d [fO(.ylva W)(]- _P(V> W))]l_df(va W);
where
LG v,w)=f(y[1,v,w),
foylv,w)=f(yl0,v,w), pv,w) =P{D =1V =v,W =w},

and f(y|d,v,w) denotes the conditional density of Y given (D,V,W) = (d,v,w). Consider a
curve v(t) identified with f*(y,v,d,w) (|t| < 1), we have

(S.1) F @ vd,w) =[£G w)p' o) | [£ O w) (1= p v w) ] £ (v, w),
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SUCh that fo(y’ v, d: W) = f(y: v, d’ W) Since fQ(y: v, d: W) = f(y: v, d: W)qd,w/pd,WJ the denSity
under Q, f,(y,v,d,w) can be written as

fQ(y: v, d: W) = [fl()’h’, W)P(V: W)]d [fO(.ylva W) (1 _P(V: W))]l_d f(v: W)qd,w/pd,WJ
and consider a curve Q' identified with f*(y,v,d,w)qg,,/p4.,- The score of the above curve is

s'(y,v,d,w)=ds{(ylv,w)+ (1 —d)s;(y|v,w)
opt(v,w)/ot
p'(v,w)(1—pt(v,w))

where s{(y|v,w), s;(y|v,w) and s‘(v,w) are the scores of f(y|v,w), f;(y|v,w) and f‘(v,w)

[d—p(v,w)]+5'(v,w),

respectively. Also let s(y,v,d,w) = s°(y,v,d,w) (the score evaluated at the t = 0). Now we

can calculate the tangent set at vy, € Q as

dh,(y|v,w)+ (1 —d)hy(y|v,w)+ a(v,w)(d — p(v,w)) + h(v,w)
Q°= thy, ho,a,h € Ly(Q), f h(ylv,w)fi(ylv,w) =0, )
[ By v, w)fo(yv,w) =0, and [ h(v,w)f (v,w) =0

where we recall that Q in L,(Q) is the probability measure associated with v,. Observe that Q°
is linear and closed, so it is the tangent space which we denote by Q.

Step 2. Prove the pathwise differentiability of T ,,, and compute its derivative. As for the pathwise
differentiability, for given v, € Q, let V C Q be a curve passing through v,, parametrized by
t € (—1,1). Then the weighted average treatment effect under a point in this curve v(t), say,
T.e(V(t)) at p € A is written as

ZJ J YU v, 1, w) = £ (1, 0,w)} d(y)f (v, w)du(v)

:ZJ UJ’ff(J’|V,W)du(y)—fyfot(ylv,W)du(y)}pd,wft(vld,w)du(v),
d,w

for p € A. The first order derivative of 7, (v(t))(p) with respect to t at t = 0 is equal to
E, [E[Ys;(YPOIX]—E[Yso(Y X)X 1]+ E,[s(VID, W){7T(X) = Tor(P)}],
where 7(X) =E, [Y; —Y[X]. Let

diy =:(v,w))  (A—=d)(y —Bo(v,w))
p1(v,w) po(v,w)
(Recall Ry 4. (P)(V, W) = tare , (v, W) —Eg [ tare ,(X)].) We can write

wate,P (y) vV, d) W) = + Rd,ate(V: W)

2 ONE)

at Ed,w [V(/)ate,P(Y7V5Ds W)S(Y7 V: D’ W)]pd,W'

(d,w)e{0,1}xW
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Define 1,/)ate,Q(y, v,d,w)(p) = d}ate,p(y, v,d,w)p,.,/4q4, and rewrite

074 (v(£))(p)
ot

Define an operator 7, : Q— C,(A) as

(S.2) = Eq [Yareo(Y, V, D, W)(p)s(Y,V, D, W)].

% 0e(8)(P) = Eq [Vare oY, V, D, W)(P)s(Y, V, D, W) ], s €Q, p €A.

Since (S.2) holds for all p € A and 1/)ate,Q(Y, V,D,W)(p) is continuous in p on the compact set
A, we have:

(5.3) SUP |74 (V(£))(P) = Tare(Vo)(P) — t T4 (s)(P)| = 0(2), as t = O,
pEA

for all curves th(y, v,d,w)= fo(y,v,d,w)+ts(y,v,d,w) + o(t). Under Conditions C2-C4,
ngQ[wite,Q(Y, V,D,W)(p)] < o0.
p

Then there exists a finite M, such that

sup Eq [ are oV, V, D, W)(p)s(Y, V, D, W) ] < My 4/Eq [s2(Y, V, D, W)],
PEA

for all s € Q, which implies that 1, is bounded. Also obviously 7, is linear. Therefore 7

ate ate ate

is pathwise differentiable at v, with derivative 7 ,,.

Step 3. Calculate the efficient influence function, inverse information covariance functional and
the semiparametric efficiency bound. For a generic element b* € (C,(A))" (the dual space of
Cp(A)), we have

b* T aee(8) = Eq [ (D™ e o(Y, V, D, W))s(Y, V, D, W)].

Notice that l/)ate,Q € Q, so the linearity of expectation and the dual operator b* lead to b*l/)ate,Q €
Q. Then the projection of b*z/}ate,Q onto Q is itself and we obtain the efficient influence operator
(see BKRW p.178 for its definition) of T, as I,,, : (C,(A))" — Q, where I, (b*) = b*z[rate’Q.
In particular, for the evaluation map b* = 7, defined by 7,(b) = b(p) for all b € C;,(A), the
efficient influence operator becomes fate(np) = ¢ate’Q(-, -,,-)(p). Following BKRW p.184, the

inverse information covariance functional for 7, I} : Ax A— R s given by

(84) I;;(P» p) = EQ[lpate,Q(Yz V, D: W)(p)q*/)ate,Q(Ya V, D, W)(p)]

By Theorem 5.2 BKRW(Convolution Theorem), an efficient weakly regular estimator 7,,, of
T... Weakly converges to a mean zero Gaussian process {*(-) with the inverse information

. . _1 ~ . . .
covariance functional I’ (p, p) characterized by (S.4). As a special case, the variance bound
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for any weakly regular estimator of the real parameter 7 ,,,(v,)(p) can be written as:

2

> B (VD Wg, = . Bawg L4, (Y,V,D,W)]
(d,w)e{0,1}xW (d,w)e{0,1}xw 1d.w
(ii) Let us turn to the semiparametric efficiency bound for 7,,,(:). The tangent space remains
the same as that in (i). To establish the semiparametric efficiency bound, the only needed
change is the computation of the efficient influence operator. Similarly as before, for given
Vv, € Q, let V C Q be a curve passing through v, parametrized by t € (—1,1). The weighted
average treatment effect on the treated under a point in this curve v(t), say, 7, (v(t)) atp €A
is written as

T (V(E))(P) = Zf J y{f lv,w, )= (ylv,w,00} du(y)f (viw, Dp,,ndu(v),

where p,,;; = py,,/{%,p1,,}. The first order derivative of 7, (v(t))(p) with respect to t is equal

to
E, [E[Ys;(Y|IX)IX,D=1]—E[Ys(Y|X)IX,D =0]]
+Ey, [s(VID, W){T(X) — T}
We take
1/)tet,P(y: v, da W) = d(.y - ﬁl(va W))/pl _Pl(V; W)(l - d)()’ - ﬁO(V> W))/{pO(Vs W)pl}
_de,tet(p)(Va w)/p;.

(Recall Ry (. (p)(v,w) = tie ,(v,w) —Eq [, ,(X)].) The remainder of the proof follows the

argument in the proof of (i): we construct

'L/)tet,Q(y’ Vv, d: W)(p) = 'l/Jtet,P(.y> v, d> W)pd,w/qd,w-

Under Conditions 1 to 4.2, we can verify the pathwise differentiability of 7,,, : Q — C,(A)
at v,. Write the efficient influence operator as I,,,(b*) = b*lj)tet’Q and compute the inverse

information covariance functional as

I, B) = Eg[W e (Y, V. D, WP o (Y, V, D, W)(P)].

Let us turn to the situation with pure treatment-based sampling, where parameter 7,,.(p)
does not depend on p. Thus for each v € Q, 7,,.(v) is a constant real map on A. We simply

write T,,, suppressing the argument p. In this special case of pure treatment-based sampling,

-1

the functional I rot

(p, p) no longer depends on (p, p). In particular, write

T (V(£))(p) = f f y{f e, 1) = f(ylx, 00} duly)f (x|1)du(x).
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The first order derivative of 7,,,(p) with respect to t is equal to
E [E[Ys;(Y[X)IX,D =1]-E[Yso(Y|X)IX,D = 0]] + E; [s(X|D){7(X) — 7., (p)}].

Therefore, we take

; Ay =) —{t(x) = 7ee})  p1(0)(A=d)(y — Bo(x))
'(wbtet,P(y:x:d)_ - 5
P1 Po(x)p;
because Ey , [7(X) — 71oe(p)] = 0. Let (3 X, () = ¥ e o, X, d)pa /. Now the inverse

information covariance functional becomes

(8.5)
1205 = D 6aBa[Wieca(VX, DYDY oY, X, DY(P)]
de{0,1}
_ l _ _ _ 2 lpoﬁo p1(X)p (XY — Bo(X))? :|
- a B I:(Yl A~ {2X) = Teee) ]+ do Plf’lEO [ Po(X)Po(X) -

Note that by Bayes’ rule,
poP1(X) _ pof (X[1)p, _ fX|1) _ Pof (X]1)p, _ Pob1(X)
PiPo(X)  pof(X[0)p;  f(X]0)  Pof(X[0)P;  p1Po(X)
We rewrite the last term in (S.5) as
1 [fz(xm
_EO
90 Lf2X]0)

Thus the semiparametric efficiency bound does not depend on p = {p,;}. ®

(Yo - ﬁo(X))z] .

S2. Proof of Familywise Error Rate Control

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.2: Choose any S C A such that |7, (p°)| < [T4te(P) — Tare(p°)]| for all
p €S. Write

supQ(p) < supQ(p) + sup Q(p).

pES pekK, pES\K,

The last term vanishes as n — 0o, by the definition of Q and K,. Thus we see that for each
t €R,

limsup P {supQ(p) > t} < limsup P {sup E(p) > t} ,

n—090 DES n—o0 PEK)
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by Theorem 4.2, the continuous mapping theorem, and the Delta method. Hence, by the
condition of ¢,_,(S) that ¢;_,(S) = ¢;_,(S) + 0p(1), we have

lim sup P {supQ(p) > 61_a(8)} <a.

n—00 DES

Furthermore, ¢,_,(S) is increasing in the set S. By Theorem 2.1 of Romano and Shaikh (2010),
we obtain the desired result. &

S3. Efficient Estimation and Proofs

For the proof of Theorem 4.2, we first establish the asymptotic linear representations for
T..(+), and T,,,(-). We introduce some notations. First, define mean-deviated quantities:

(S]-) gd,ate(vh W) = T(Viz W) - Tate(p) - Ed,w [(T(‘/l’ W) - Tate(p))] 5
gl,tet(vh W) = T(Vij W) - Ttet(p) - El,w [(T(VU W) - Ttet(p))] 5

where 7(X) =E[Y;|X]—E[Y,|X]. Also, define ¢4 ,,; = Yy; — B4(V;, w).
Lemma A1l below establishes the asymptotic linear representations for ©,,,(-) and 7,,.(-).
For that purpose, we define

Llwi(p)glwi LOwi(p)EOWi
S.2 Z = — — — — —
G2 20 ;{ Pi(Vow)  pou(Viw)

+ Z (gl,ate(via W)Ll,w,i(p) + gO,ate(ViJ W)LO,w,i(p)) ] and

LO,w,i(p)pl(Vi: W)Eo,w,i
pO,W(‘/i) W)

(8.3) Z(p)= Z {Ll,w,i(p)gl,w,i -

wew

} + Z €1 tec(Vis W)Ly ,,4(P),

where Ly ,:(p) = (pg.v/qaw)H{(D;,W;) = (d,w)}. From here on, we suppress the argument
notation and write L, ,,;(p) simply as L, ,, ;.

LEMMA Al: Suppose that Condition 1 and Assumptions 4.3 and 4.4 hold. Then uniformly over
D EA,

(5.4) VT (F o (P) = Taee(0)) = %;zi(p) +0,(1), and

Vi (e (p) = T oo (p)) = %;Zi(p) +0p(1).

The proof of Lemma A1 is given in Section S4 of this note.
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PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2: We focus on 1 ,,(-) only. The proof for the case of 7,,,(:) is similar.
By Lemma Al, it suffices to prove that

1 < B}
(S.5) ﬁ;zi(-) ws O ().

Since E,[Z;(p)] = 0 and EQ[Ziz(p)] < oo for all p, for every finite subset {p;,...,px} C A, the
Central Limit Theorem yields that (Z;(p,),...,Z;(px)) converges in distribution to a normal

distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix X = [0, ], where

Pk,d,wP14,
On = Z ——"Ey,, [ea(Pr)ea(P) + R aee PR e (P ] -
d,w d,w

Now we verify the stochastic equicontinuity of the process (1/+/n) Z?:l Z,(+). Note that Z;(p)
is differentiable with respect to p. By the mean-value theorem,
) |llp—pll,

E ORIOER WO s(supz Zaz(p)

for any pair of p, p € A. Therefore, the stochastic equicontinuity follows once we show that

(S.6) supz Z 9Z(p)

PEA G, i1 9Pdw

= 0,(1).

(See e.g., Theorem 21.10 of Davidson (1994), p.339). It suffices to show that

1 n
(S.7) = ;Qi,d,w(-), where Q; 4.,(p) = 3Z,(p)/3pq,

weakly converge in [,,(A). This can be shown by establishing the convergence of the finite
dimensional distributions using the Central Limit Theorem, and stochastic equicontinuity of
the processes which follows by showing the first order derivatives of the the process in (S.7)
are stochastically bounded uniformly over p € A. Details are omitted. B

S4. Further Auxiliary Results

This section presents the proof of Lemma Al. We begin with Lemmas B1, B2 and B3 that
will be used in the proof. First introduce some definitions: ford =0, 1,

id,i(‘/i: W)
ﬁ'l,i(vs w)+ io,i(Vi; W)’

ﬁd,i(‘fl:7w) =

where A4,(V,,w) = %Z;.l:l’j# Ly Ky (Vi; — Vi) 1{V; = Vi, }. Also, define

1= 1{AL(V,w) A A, (V;,w) > 5, : d €{0,1}},
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where 6, is a sequence that appears in Assumption 4.4(iii). In addition, let L,,; = Ly ,,; + L¢ ;-

LEMMA B1: Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. p, ;(V;,w) is defined below (2.5) of Song and Yu
(2021). Then, for each w, uniformly over p € A,

11'1;1_a<X :I[n,i pl(‘/nw) _pl,i(‘/iaw)| = OP(En) and
(S.1) max 1,.; |py(Vi,w) — By (Vi w)| = Op(e,),
1<i<n

where g, = n~/?h~4/2,/logn + h1*!,

PrROOF: Consider the first statement. For simplicity, we assume that V = V; and defineE,, ,,,[L; ,,;] =
Eo(L,,,|V;,W;=w]and E,,;[L,;] = Ey[L,;|V;, W; = w]. Recall that q,(v, w) is the propensity
score under Q, i.e., ¢;(v,w) =Q{D; = 1|(V;, W;) = (v,w)}. By Bayes’ rule,

(8.2) fViILw) = q1,, (V) fo(V)/ a1 = 2 (Vi, W) (V) fo(Vi)/ q1 s

where q, ,,(V;) = Eo[1{(D;, W;) = (d, w)}|V;], q,,(V}) = Eo[1{W; = w}|V;] and f,,(-) is the density
of V; under Q. Hence

(S.3)

fvi1, W)P1,w (q;:(V, W)/ql,w)pl,w EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i]
pl(‘/iaw) =

- fVi[1,w)py,, + f(V;|0,w)py,, a Zde{o,l}(qd(vi:W)/qd,w)pd,w a EquilLy]’
Let K;; = K (Vlj - Vu) for brevity. Also let
1 n 1 n
7 2ajm1 i LK o 2ajm1 i LuiKii
1\ _ 1\ _ :
Ezj‘zl,j;éil{wj _W}Kji Eijl,j;éil{Wj _W}Kji
By applying Theorem 6 of Hansen (2008), we find that uniformly over i € {1, ..., n},

(84) EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i] - EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i] = OP(gn): and EQ,w,i[Lw,i] - ﬁ:Q,w,i[LW,i:l = OP(En)'

and EQ,w,i [Lw,i ] =

EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i] =

Furthermore, (S.4) holds uniformly for all p € A, because

P1w { S UL W) = (LW S, L HW, = wiK, } |

E. [L.. 1—FE. .JL,. .1=—
awithond =Bantbnl == ~Egu[1{(D, W) = (1, w)}]
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The term in the bracket is Op(¢,) by Theorem 6 of Hansen (2008), and this convergence is
uniformly for all p since it does not depend on p. Observe that

in,i [pl(Vis w) _151,1'(‘/1, W)]
EQ,w,i [Ll,w,i] - EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i]
EQ,w,i [Lw,i]
o BouwilLy il {Equil Lyl —EquilL.,1}

A
- 1n,i

(S.5) + 1, 5 +0,(g,).
(EQ,w,i[Lw,i])
Using Bayes’ rule, we deduce that
Equal Lui] = 0 Po (D = 11V, Wi = w) + 2By (D, = OIV, Wy = w)
1w o,w

_ PrwfoVilw, 1)q1,  Pow fo(Vilw,0)qq,,,
a qi,w fQ(Vi’W) qo,w fQ(ViaW)
_ Prwf(Vilw, 1) N Powf (Vilw,0)
fQ(VUW) fQ(Vi:W)
_ fVw) f(Vi,w)
"~ foVow) T quuf (Vilw, 1) + go,f (Vilw, 0)°

Therefore,

(S.6) E, [Sup (Equ.i [Lw,i])_a]
pEA

(ql,wf(vilwa 1) + qO,Wf(Vilwz 0))a:|
f Vi, w)

a—1 f(Vilw,1) a] [ f(Vi|lw,0) a]}
=2 %qd’W{Ed’W[i‘éAp( f(w,w)) * B i‘éAp( f(w,w_)) < o,

for a > 1. The last inequality comes from Assumption 4.3 (i) and (iii). Combining this with
(S.4) and (S.5), we have

=E, [sup
DEA

in,i {pl(‘/law) _ﬁl,i(‘/ixw)} = OP(gn)J

uniformly over p € A and over 1 <i < n. Hence we obtain the first statement of (S.1).
For the second statement of (S.1), let

1 n 2
7 D1 L1wiKii

Eoi[Li.,:1= and
Qw,iL~1,w,i 1 n _
n—1 Zj:l,j;/:i 1 {VVJ - W}Kﬁ
1 Z" I K.
N A n—1 £aj=1,j#i “w,jvji
EQ,W,i[LW,i] =

w1 2 AW = whHKG
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Observe that

Zjesd,w\{i} Kji
Zjesw\{i} Kji
Hence the argument in the proof of first statement can be applied to prove the second statement
of (S.1). m

pd,w pd,w
Qaw  Yaw

|]§"Q,w,i[t'1,w,i] _EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i]| < = 0p(&,)-

LEMMA B2 : Suppose that S; = ¢(Y;,X;, D;), for a given real-valued map ¢ such that for each w,
sup Eq [[S;[*|(V, W) = (v,w)] < 00
vev(w)
and Eo[S;|Vy; = -, W = w] is L, + 1 times continuously differentiable with bounded derivatives
and uniformly continuous (L, + 1)-th derivatives.
(i) Suppose that Condition 1, Assumptions 4.3 and 4.4 hold. Then, for d =0, 1,

- Zsl n,i pd(VnW) _ﬁd,i(vi: W))

:__ZEQWL[S ]jd Wi _Z EQWl[S ]pd( W)jw,i ‘o (n_l/z)
i=1 EQWl LWl] EQ,W,i[LW,i] P ’

uniformly for p € A, where Jy,,; = Lg i —Equ [Ld,w,i] and J; = i + Jow,i-

(ii) Suppose that Condition 1, Assumptions 4.3 and 4.4 hold. Then, for d =0, 1,

IO s /a i
n Zsiln,i (pd,i(vi: w) —Pq;i(V, W))
i=1

Qd,w - qd,w é\ll—d,w - ql—d,w _
:EQ,W [pl—d(‘/iaw)pd(‘/iaw)si]( - ) +0p(n 1/2),
qd,w ql—d,w

uniformly for p € A.

PROOF: (i) By adding and subtracting the sum:

1 n
1< . T e LiwiKii
HZSilnl

! EQ,W,i [Lw,i]fQ(Via W) ’
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and noting (S.3), we write

(5.7 _Zsl n,i pl(Vi:W)_pl,i(VisW))
(S.8) _1 ZS 1 {EQ’WJ[LLWJ] . Zi vizi LK }
n i=1 c EQ,W,i[LW,i] Z] 1,j#i LW]K]l

1< S EZj:l,j;éiLl,WJKji}

== Bl L] —
n= EquilLy;] { Qutt T fo(Vi,w)
1 n n
12 ﬁzjzl,#iLl,w,jKﬁ Zj iz L1 iKji
ni4

EQ,w,i[LW,i]fQ(‘/iﬁ W) Z] 1,j#i L, ;Kj;

w,] ]l

We write the last sum as

A n
_Zn: 1ni2j vjzi Liw iKi {n 1ZJ 1z LwiKji

—Eq,ll ~]}
Qw,ilHw,i
EQWl LWl]ZJ 1];&1LW]K]1 fQ(VuW)

:__Z l nlEQWl[L]_W]] EQW’i[LWi]_n 12] 1,j#i WJ Jl +op(n_1/2)
EQWl[LWl] ’ ’ fQ( [ )

1 Silni (V,w) Z
_iSanon [ e b

n i=1 EQ,w,i[Lw,i] fQ(Vb )
uniformly for all p € A. The first equality uses Lemma B1 and the second uses (S.3). Let
1 n
71 Qi i LK

Kn,i = EQ,W,i[LW,i] - o (Vow) s
Q\Vi»

and write the last sum as
1 Zn: Siin,ipl(vi: w)K, ;
n i=1 EQwi[Lwi]

:__Z lpl( W)Knl__zs {1 j\'n,i}pl(Vi;VV)I<n
i=1 EQWl LWl EQ,W,i[LW,i] '

Observe that

(S.9) 1-1,, <1{A.(,w) <8,} +1{A,(V;,w) < 5,}.

We write the first indicator on the right hand side as

n

ﬁ:Q,w,i[Ll,w,i:l

j=Lj
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where x, = (6, +Ry,)/c (with ¢ > 0 such that min,,c)yinf, ¢y, fo(v,w) > ¢ (see Assumption
4.3(iii)) and

E l[L w1
QW : Z K EQWl L1w1] fQ(VLJW) .
j=Lj#i

(Ss.11) R,, = max

1<i<n

Note that from (S.4), we have R,, = Op(¢,). Thus we can take a nonstochastic sequence x/,
and 1 > 0 such that k7 = o(n""/?) and max{y,2} < 7, using Assumptions 4.4 (ii) and (iii).
(Here v is the constant in Assumptions 4.4 (iii).) Replacing «, in (S.10) by this K:l , we find
that with probability approaching one, we have

1 Zn: Si {1 - in,i}pl(vi; W)Kn,i
n

(S.12) sup |—
peEA i=1 EQ,W,i[LW,i]
< sup Kn Z L (1 {EQWl[L]. w1] <K }+ 1 {EQWI[LOWI] <K })
DEA EQWI[LWI]
where K, = max;;, |Kn’i|. It is not hard to see that sup,., K, = Op(1), because
2f(v,w)
sup max |K, ; + Op(e,) = 0,(1)
peA 1sisn peA W yey(w) fQ( w) g 3

and min,,inf, ¢, fo(v,w) > c for some positive constant ¢ > 0, using Assumption 4.3 (iii).
Note that the expectation E, of (S.12) is bounded by (for some C > 0)

CK/"E,, [EQ?/VI[LW,I']] -0 (K;n) = o(n /),

uniformly over p € A, using (S.6). Hence we conclude that

1 i Siin,ipl(ViJ W)Kn,i _ 1 Zn: Sipl(Vi’ W)Kn,i +o (n_l/z)
EQ,w,i[Lw,i] n i=1 EQ,w,i[Lw,i] F ’

uniformly over p € A. Applying the similar argument to the second to the last sum of (S.7) to
eliminate 1

(S.13)

ni> we finally write

IR
=2 St (1 (Vi w) = 1,V w)
i=1

1 n
— lzn: Si E (L, ]— EijL#iLl,w,jKji
n&Eq, L, ] | @™ fo(Viw)

1 n

IR Sip1(Vi, w) EZ]':L#I‘ L, ;K;; 172

- Z EquwilLwil— +o0p(n %),
ni= EQ,w,i[LW,i] fQ(Vi,W)
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uniformly over p € A. By Lemma D1 below, the difference of the last two terms is asymptotically
equivalent to (up to 0p,(n~*/2), uniformly over p € A.)

1 Zn: {E [EQ,w,i[Si]EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i] ] B Eq..i[S:] L }
n i EQ wi[Lwi] EQ,w,i[Lw,i] Lt

_ Z { |:EQ W, 1 pl( W)EQ,w,i[Lw,i] ] N EQ,w,i[Si ]pl(vv W)Lw,i }

EQ,w,i[Lw,i] EQ,W,i[LW,i]
1 E Wi[ l]j w,i 1 . E Wi[Si] (ViJW)jWi
:__Z Qw, 1w, +_Z Qw,iL2i1P1 : N
ni3 EQ,w,i[Lw,i] n<4 EQ,w,i[Lw,i]

using the definitions of 7, ,; and 7,,;, where

R 1 i {E |:EQ,W,i[Si]EQ,W,i[Ll,W,i] :| . EQ,W,i[Si]EQ,W,i |:L1,W,i:| }

n i=1 EQ,Wyi[LW,i] EQ,W,i [Lw,i]
; EquilLy,;] Eq il Lu,]

:—Z{E Egi[S: 101 (Vs w) ] — Equi[S:1p1 (Vi, W)}

Ta le {E [Equ[8:1p1(Vis W) ] = Eq,u,[S:1p1 (Vi w)}
=0,

using (S.3).

(i) We focus on the case of d = 1. The case for d = 0 can be dealt with precisely in the same
way. First, welet1,; =1 {EQ’WJ [Lw’i] > 5n} , and write

(S.14)

I~ . i
n Zsiln,i (P1,i(Vi, w) _pl,i(Vi; W))

=

S|

:_ZSL n,i m pl,i(Vi;W)_Pl,i(VbW))_" Siin,i(1_1n,i)(pl,i(Vi:W)_pl,i(Visw))-

i=1

By Lemma B1, max, ., |ﬁ1’i(Vi,w) _131,1‘(Vi,W)| in’i = Op(¢,) uniformly over p € A. Further-
more, since S;’s are i.i.d. under Q, and the absolute conditional moment given (V;, W;) = (v,w)
is bounded uniformly over v € V(w) and over w, we find that

(S.15)  Eq [% L ] < CEg[1{Eq,,[L.:] < 6,}] < C51E, [Eéfm [Lw,i]]’
i=1
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by Markov’s inequality, for some a > y. By (S.6), the last expectation is finite. Since 6! =
o(n™'/?) (Assumption 4.4(iii)), we conclude that

_ZSI n,i pl,i(vbw)_pl,i(vi: Zsl n,i nl pl,i(ViaW)_ﬁl,i(Vi:W))+OP(n_1/2);
uniformly for p € A.

As for the leading sum on the right hand side (S.14), note that

_Zsl n,i nl pl,i(ViaW)_pl,i(Vi,W))

n n A
Z] 1]7élL1W]K]l ijl,jaéiLl,WJKﬁ
:_ZSI n,i nl -

n =
Z] 1,j#i LWJK]l Zj:Lj;éi Lw,jKji

__ZS D i Lty = L} K
iln,i nl z] 1J¢ILW1Kﬂ
1 1
+ - ZSI n,i nl Z L].Wj ]I{Z o A }

j=1,j#i j=1,j#i Lw,jKji Zj:l,j;éi Lw,jKJ‘i
Now, note that as for the second term,

_Zsl n,i nl Z L].W] ]l{ L - L }

j= 1];&1 Z] 1,j#i LWJKﬁ Z] 1,j#i LWJKJl

A n .
_ ZS ] 1,j#i Ly, iKji {Zj=1 A {LWJ' - Wj}Kﬁ }
- i+n,i nl A .
g LK e iz L iKii
Using Lemma B1, we can write the last sum as

Ly K (30, AL — L} K
] 1)7é1 Lw,j Y ji j=1,j#i L7w,j w,j ) “Ht _
_Zsl n,i nl { +OP(Tl 1/2),

Z] 1,j#i LW]KJl Z] 1,j#i LWJKJl
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uniformly for p € A. Therefore, we can write

(816) _Zsl n,i Tll{pll( W)_f)l,i(vizw)}

n

n A
1 . 2t it LowiKit 2y i ALy — Lij} Kii
i+n,i-n,
N3 Z] 1z LwiKii Z] 1jzi LK
1 A Z) lj#lLlw]K]l Z] 1]¢1{LOWJ LOWJ}K
2 Silailay L, K L, K;
i=1 Z] Lji i Z] LjAi Cwjihj
_ 1Zn:Si 1 Po( i’W)Zj 1j7éi{L1Wj_L1,w,j}Kji
- i+tn,itn,i I K.
Z] 1,j#i “w,j i
1< - p1(V;,w) Zj 1,j#i {LO w,j _LO,W,J'}KJ'I'
+;Zsi1ni1ni S . XK.
i=1 j=1,jA “witi
uniformly over p € A. Here the uniformity over p € A follows from
n
Zj 1,j#i LOWjKJ'i
Z] 1,j#i LWJKJl
-1
. (1 " pl,qu,W Z;’lzl,jgéi 1{(D], VV]) = (1: W)}Kji/zyzl,ﬁgi 1{Vvl = W}Kji)
pO,wa,w Z;‘l:],j# 1{(Dj: W;) = (O> W)}Kji/ Z;l:l’j;éi 1{Wi = W}KJ ’

where Z?:Lj# {(D;,W;) = (d,w)}K;;/ Z?:Lj# 1{W; = w}K;; converges to q,(V;,w) and does
not depends on p.

Op(n_1/2)

+ OP(n_l/z),

We write
n A
Dy iwidLly i — Ly 3K
A J=1,J7/=l{ 1w,j Lw,jI\ji
(S.17) 1,10 —
Z] 1,j#i “w i

_ (pl,w pl,w)i 1 Zj:l,j;éi 1{(D W) = (1 W)}K]l
— | A - n,itn,i
ql,w ql,w Z) 1,j#i LW]K]l

As for the last term, we note that
L T W) = WK,
’ ’ Z] 1]751 LW]K]l
2 1Héll{(Dl,W) (L w)IK;i/ 2 1#1-1{W<:W}Kﬂ
n
Z] 1,j#i W] JI/ZJ 1]7&11{W }

— ql( i: )
q1(Vi, W)P1,0/ 410 + 4o(Vi, WIPo,w/ o

=11

n,i-—n,i

+ OP(n_1/4)3
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uniformly over p € A, (using the fact that O,(¢,) = o0p(n~Y*) by Assumption 2(ii)). Hence the

first term in (S.17) is written as

+op(n_1/2)

(pl,W_p1W) q,(V;,w)

Qrw  Qiw) GV, WPt/ Q1w+ 20(Vis WIPow/qow
. (qu_qu) Q1(V1;W)P1,W/Q1,w

U que ) a(VawIp/du + 90V W)po,w /o

+ op(n_l/z)

- (—q - ql’w)pltvi, W)+ 0p(n 711,
a1

where we used (S.3) for the last equality.
Similarly, we find that

i1 .P1(Vi,W)Z? 1 {i'OWJ'_LO,W,j}KJ'i _ (ql,w_éh,w
n,i+n,i Z L K. .

w,] _]l

W

)pl(Vi,W) +op(n71?),

uniformly over p € A. Applying these results back to the last two sums in (S.16), we conclude

that

_ZSI n,i nl{pll( W)_pl,i(visw)}

611,w - ql,w CAIO,W - qO,W _
= _ZSiPo(Vi,W)PKVi,W)( - )-f—op(n )
ni3 d:

W qO,w

uniformly over p € A. Finally, we write the last sum as

CAl,w_ql,w (,'\Z,w_q,w _
EQ [pO(‘/la W)pl(VuW)Sl] ( : - 2 ° ) +OP(n 1/2))
1

q W qO,w

uniformly over p € A and this completes the proof. B

LEMMA B3 Suppose that Condition 1, Assumptions 4.3 and 4.4 hold, and let €4 ,,; = Y4;—B4(V;, w).

Then the following statements hold.
)

pl,W A Y pO’W A Y
Z 1n1 A ( ; ) - nl A ( )
qy,wi = P1,i\Vi, W qo,wm i€Sow Po,i

_ 1 i Ll,w,i‘gl,w,i _ li LOwi€0w1 ZT( W)L +0 (n_l/z)
n p(Vow) n w) wi T 5P ’

i=1 pO( i=1

uniformly over p € A.
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(i)
w ~ Y. w ~ Y
IL 1n1~ : _po, Zlnl~
Nyw i€y, pll( l',W) No,w = pOl( W)
__ZL1w1£1w1__ L0w180w1

pl(‘/uw) Tl pO(‘/uW)

+ ;; {T(Viaw) _El,w [T(Vi, W)]} Ll,w,i

+ %; {T(Vi, w) —Eg, [T(V;, W)]} Low,i

+ El,w [T(Vinw)]pl,w + EO,W [T(

Vi, w)] Dow t+ Op(n_l/z),
uniformly over p € A.

PROOF : (i) We first write

A Y. n Y.
pl,w Z 1nlA i _ pO,w 1nlA i
E AR p1i(Viuw)  qown = Poi(Vi,w)
1. YLy, L YLOW
:_Zlnl/\ l __Z miax (17 N : _Aln_A2n'
n i=1 pll

i=1 p 0, 1 , )
We first write

where

1 < 1 1
A, ==Y YL .1 . — ,
1n n ; ib1witni (pl,i(Vi’ W) pl(Vi: W))
As for A, note that

1 . A Vi:W —p i\Vi
- YlLl Wilni (pi( ) pl ( ))

pl,i( ,w)p,(V,,
1 a A ‘/i:W - i ‘/i’W
:_ZYilelni p( 2) Pl,( )
n P T ’ Pl(Vl;W)

]. & A ‘/iJW —P i ‘/i)W ]. ].
+_ZKL1wi1nip1( ) P1,( )(A . )
n<4 . p1(Vi,w) p1i(Vi,w)  py( )
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The supremum (over p) of the absolute value of the last sum has an upper bound with leading
term

2
1 - A (‘/iJW)_A i(‘/i)W)

(818) _SupZ|YiL1wi ]-ni(p1 pl, )
e T e

On the other hand, observe that from (S.3), for any q > 1,
_ fV11,w)py,, + f(V;|0,w)pq,, | *
(5.19) E [supp q(Vi,W):| =>»E W[sup{ ; ’ Qg
? pen | dz,w: & peA f(Vi|1,w)py,, &

The last term is bounded due to Assumption 4.3 (i) and (iii). Furthermore, observe that for
some C > 0,

sup EQ[
veV(w)
The last term is bounded due to Assumption 4.3 (ii). Hence by Lemma B1, we find that the
sum in (S.18) is 0,(n""/2) (by the fact that €2 = 0,(n"'/?)). We conclude that

w10V, m>=(v,w)]s C sup Eo[V2I(V, W) = (v,w)].

vey(w)

n YL1 ; _
(8.20) ——Z 2 . i (Pa(Ve W) =1,V W) + 05 (n712),

uniformly over p €A. Let S; = Y;L, ,,;/ pf(Vl-,w)in,i. Then, for some C > 0,

sup Eqo [S?(V,W;) = (v,w)] < C sup E[V2I(V;, W;) = (v,w)].

vev(w) veV(w)
The last term is bounded due to Assumption 4.3(ii). As we saw in (S.19), the last term is
bounded. We apply Lemma B2(i) to obtain that the leading sum in (S.20) is asymptotically
equivalent to (up to op(n"%/?))

(S.21) __Z Esz YLlWl]j1Wl _zn: EQWl YLlwl]jwi
. i=1 pl W)EQ,w,i[sz n W)EQWl[LWl]

where 7, ,,; and J,,; are as defined in Lemma B2. Using the fact that

EQ,w,i[YiLl,w,i] =E[Y;|V,(D;, W;) = (1sw)]q1(‘/isw)p1,w/q1,w
= ﬁl(Via W)ql(vn W)pl,w/ql,w‘

and ql(Vi: W)pl,w/{EQ,w,i[Lw,i]ql,w} = pl(Vi: W) from (S?’): we write
EQwi[Y 1W1]

S.22
( ) EQWl[L ]

= B,(V;,w)p;(V:,w), (using Condition 1, )
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Using this, we write the first term in (S.21) as

__Z ﬁl(va)jl WL
=1 p1(V;,

and the second term as
1< 1<
= 2 BT =~ > BV w) { T+ T}
i=1 i=1

Hence the difference in (S.21) is equal to

Vi, w)po(Vi, w AN
Z Bul )po( ) g, it D BV W) T
i=1 pl( " =

Therefore, we conclude that

B1(Vi, w)pe(V;, w) 1< s
j Wi+_ ‘/i:W j Wi+O n .
; Pl(Vl,W) Lw, Tl;ﬂl( ) 0,w, P( )

uniformly over p € A.
We turn to A,,, which can be written as

1 YiLow, -
=- Z O +A2n + Op(n_l/z),
po(V;,

where

A —1Zn:i Y.L ( ! 1 )
2n ni:1 n,i+i-0,w,i po’i(Vi,W) po( )

Similarly as before, we write

y 1< Vi, _
R =23 )7y~ S IR )
ni:l i=1 pO( W)
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uniformly over p € A. Using the arguments employed to show (S.13) and combining the two
results for A,, and A,,, we deduce that

Aln _AZH = _% Z (ﬂl(Vl’ W)pO(V” W) + ﬁO(Vi: W)) jl,w,i

i=1 pl(‘/is W)

RN ( ﬁo(vi,w)pl(vi,w)) /2

+= (V;, w) + Towi +0p(n7'?)
n ; P po(V;, w) o 3
1< Vi, w) —(V, Vi,

_ __Z (/51( w) (V,,w)py( W))jl,w,i

n i=1 pl(‘/nw)
1 - (T(‘/L:W)pO(‘/uW)-i_ﬂO(‘/pw)) —1/2

+ = '~7 w,i +0 (n ):
n ; pO(‘/UW) oW F

using the fact that 7(X) = f;(X) — B,(X).
Therefore,
pl,w A Yl po,w A Yl

n,i A - Tl,i A
R i€S1 pl,i(Vi: w) qo,wT IS0, pO,i(Vi: w)

_ 1 i Ll,w,igl,w,i _ 1 i LO,w,iEO,w,i
n i=1 pl(vvuw) n i=1 pO(‘/lJW)

1< Ly,:B:(V,w) 1  LoiBo(Vi, w)
S ) 15 L)

S nVw)  nG po(Vw)

1 - ﬂl(VL,W)_T(VuW)pl(VuW))
- jwi
n;( p1(Vi,w) b

10 [ TV w)po(Ve, w) + Bo(Vi, w)
+E§( 0 0

+o0,(n"12).
po(Vi, W) ) jO,W,l P( )
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By rearranging the terms, we rewrite

pl,w A Y. pOW
ql,w Zl p].l( qu Z " o (Vi w) )

n‘sl,w S pOl W

__ZL1W181w1_ ZLOWlEOWl
p1(V;

po(V;

+ = ZT(VHW)LWL"‘ ZT(Vz:W)LoWl
B (Vi, w) — ©(V;, w)p, (V;, w)
_Z( 1 pl(Vi’W) 1 )(EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i])

_1 Z (T( V., w)po(Vi, w) + Bo(V;, w)
pO(ViJW)

uniformly over p € A. As for the last two terms, observe that

H,, = {M = 7w} B L] - {M + 20w gl Lo

) (EQ,W,i[LO,W,i]) + OP(n_l/z):

p1(Vi,w) po(Vi, w)
Br(Viw) G (Vs wlprw [ Bo(Vi,w) 9o(Vi, W)Po,
{Pl( ) (V“W)} q1,w {Po(Vi,W) i T(Vi,W)} do,w '

However, by Bayes’ rule (see (S.2)),
pl,wa(‘/bw) _ pl,wa(‘/izw)fQ(‘/iJW) _ pl,Wf(‘/il]‘)W) . pl(‘/l,W)f(‘/l,W)

(8.23) T - ql,wa(Vi: w) fQ(Vi: w) fQ(Vi, w)
Therefore,
(e U MU LT pAE

from which it follows that H, ; = 0 by the definition of 7(V;,w). Hence we obtain the wanted

result.

(ii) We write

Yl L1w1 . Yinli‘OWl
(5.24) - L)
Z: p1:(V; Z Po;i(V;,w)

__Z Y; n1L1W1 ZYlnzLom
Bri(Vi, Bo.i(Vi, w)
_Z Ylnl{Ll,W,i — Ly} 1 Z Y1, l{io,w,i _LO,w,i}'
=1 p1,i(Vi,w) P Po,i(Vi,w)
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We wrrite the first difference as

1 i n1L1Wl i nlLOWl
{ Zpll( ZPOI( }

i=1

+ 1 ZYllnllewA i 1 ZYllnlLOWlB +OP(T1_1/2)
i=1 pl( W) i=1 po( )

=J, +Jo, +0p(n712), say,

uniformly over p € A, where

A= ﬁl,i(Vi: w) —131,1'(‘/1', w), and

B; = Po,i(Vi, w) — P, (Vi, w).
Note that the normalized sums with trimming factor in,i can be replaced by the same sums but
with in,i (with the resulting discrepancy confined to 0,(n~*/2), uniformly for p € A), because
(S.25) 1-1,;,=o0p(n""?), and

1-— in,i = op(n*%),

uniformly over p € A. The first line was shown in the proof of Lemma B2. (See arguments
below (S.9).) Similar arguments apply to the second line so that

1-1,, < 1{20: (Ve w) < 8, } + 1{20: (Vi w) < 5,.}.
We write the first indicator on the right hand side as

1 {]AEQ,w,i[Z'l,w,i] -

(S.26) 1 Z W, =w}K, ;; < 5n} <1 {EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i] < K2n}:

j=Li#
where k,, = (8, +R;,+R,,)/c (with ¢ > 0 such that min,,inf, ¢, fo(v,w) > c (see Assumption
1(iii)), R,,, is as defined in (S.11) and

ﬁ“ Wi[L Wi]_ﬁ wi[i' Wi] -
bl “Eanllin] S 40y e

RZn = max
1<i<n n—1 j=1,j#i
Piw P 1 5
< dw _Ad’W . max Z 1{M/1 = W}K]i = OP(gn)-
Qaw Gaw| 1sisn|n—1 Pyt

Recall that R,,, = Op(¢,). Thus as before, we can take a nonstochastic sequence x, and 1 >0
such that ;! = o(n"/?) and max{y, 2} < ), using Assumptions 4.4(ii) and (iii). Replacing ,,
in (S.26) by this «’, , we find that with probability approaching one,

|1 - in,i| <1 {EQ,w,i[Ll,w,i] =< Klgn} +1 {EQ,w,i[LO,w,i] < Klzn}
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Note that the expectation E, of the last term is bounded by (for some C > 0)
CrEq [y, (L 1] = 0 (x5) = o(n™'/2),

uniformly over p € A. Thus we obtain the second convergence in (S.25).
As for J,,, by applying Lemma B2(ii), we have

YlL w,i (VUW) q w w q w w
JZnZEQ|: 1,w,iPo ](Ch, qs, _CIO, 9o, )

pl(Vi:W) ql,w qO,w
YL w,i VDW q w— Yow q w— Yiw
—E, |: 0, pal )] (CIO, Qow 1w, ) + op(n_l/z)
0( ) qO,W ql,w
L w,i i»W L w,i Vi7W q w Yiw
—E, |:Y1{ 1, ,po( ) ) ,Pl( )}]QL q,
p1(Vi,w) po(V;, w) d1,w

L w,i Vi’W L w,i ViJW q w— Yow
—EQ|:Y~{ 1, ,Po( )+ 0, ,pl( )}]QO, o,
p1(Vi,w) po(V;, w) do,w
+ OP(n_l/Z);

uniformly for p € A. On the other hand, as for the last difference in (S.24), we have

AL —Liwid 1 Yi{Lyi— L)
+ Z 1 n i 1,w,i 1,w,i _ 2 Z i 1,w,i 1,w,i + op(n_l/z)
=1 p1,(Vi,w) n4 p1(V;, w)

1< Vil Guw—iw

N i~1,wi ql, ql, +Op(n_1/2)
n i=1 pl(‘/n W) q]_’w

_ [ Vil ]fh,w_ch,w

uniformly for p € A. Here uniformity again follows from the fact that p,, and p,, can be

+ OP(n_l/Z)j

factored out from the converging random sequence. In particular,

1 - YiL1w1 plw pOW 1 . f(VIIO,w)
- ’ Y. T —= Y, o,
nzpl(Vi, Qi 1 Z i HZ TV, w)

i=1 Lw i=1
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where 7, ,,; = 1{(D;, W;) = (1,w)}. The CLT can be applied to terms that do not depend on p
Similarly,

ALowi—Lopwi} 1 YifLowi—Lowi}
+ Z l n iWHo,w,i 0,w,i _z Z iWHo,w,i o,w,i + op(n_l/z)
i=1 pO,i( i»W ) n =1 pO(‘/uW)

1 YL w,i q w— Yow
—_ T 0, qO, qO, + Op(n_l/Z)
n i=1 pO( W) qO,W

YlL w,i 4 w Yow
—Eq [ - ] Jor %o, + Op(n_l/z),
pO(‘/b W) qO,w

uniformly for p € A. Combining these results, we conclude that

(8.27) —Z L““ 12M

p].l( n-<= Pol'(Vi,W)

_ 2 : l n1L1w1 z : 1 n1L0w1

pll( pOL(

L w,i (V:W) q w w
+E, |:Yi {_L1,W,i + ow,iP1\V; }] q1w — 4,
po(V;,w) Q1w

L w,i (V5 W) 14 w— Yow
—E, [Yl { 1w,iPolVi B Lom} do,w — 9o, + op(n_l/z).
pl(‘/i,w) ” .

qO,w
uniformly for p € A. The last difference is written as

Lo, ip1(Vi,w Gq . — i Ly, .po(V.,w Gow—
EQ |:{—Y1iL1 . + YOi o,w, pl( i ) }] ql,w ql,w _ EQ {Yli 1,w,1p0( i ) . YOiLO Wi}:| qO,w qO,w
” po(Vi,w) 1w I p1(Vi,w) "

qO,W
QLW q1,w LO,w,ipl(Vi’ W) QI,W - ql,w
:EQ[{_{YIi_YOi}Ll,w,i}]—+EQ [YOI{—_Ll wil | -
ql,w pO(Via W) ql,w
CAlo,w —qo,w Ll,w,ipO(Vi: w) (Alo,w —qo,w
_EQ[{Yli_YOi}LO,W,i:I—+EQ |:Y1i {LO,Wi_ .
9o,w p1(Vi,w) do,w

The second and the fourth expectations vanish because

EQ |:Y0’i {_Ll’w’i + O,W,lpl i }]
pO(‘/i: W)

B E[ﬂ A {‘1{(Di W) = (1,w)) + L) =0, W)}Pl(Vi’W)}]
’ pO(VuW)

= E[Bo(Vi, w) {p1(V;, w) = p1(V;, w)}] = 0,
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and similarly,

L w,i Vis
E, |:Y1i {LO,w,i - 1p1+(,w)W)}i| =E[B:(V;, w){po(V;, w) — po(V;,w)}] =0

Furthermore, observe that
Eq [{— (V1 = Yo} Lo} ] = —E[{Yi — Y%} 1{(D, W) = (1,w)} ]
= —E[{:(V;, w) — Bo(V;, w)}p:(V;, w)]
=—E [T(Viﬁ W)p]_(‘/l? W)] )

and similarly,

—Eq [ {Y1; = Yoi} Loy, | = —ELT(V, w)po(V;, w)].

Hence, as for the last two terms in (S.27), we find that

Ly,.;ip1(Vi,w g, ., — 5. —
EQ |:Yz {_LLW,I' + O,W,lp]_( i ) }:| ql,w ql,w — _EQ [T(Vi, W)Llyw’i] ql,w ql,w
po(V;,w) qi,w Q1w

CA]l,W - ql,w
- _pl,wEl,W [T(‘/ia W)]

1,w
1 n
=—E;, [t(V;,w)] ” Z (Ll,w,i _pl,w) )
i=1

and
Ly, ;po(Vi,w o ., — A —
—E, |:Yi {L() _ LO’W}] dow " dow _ By [£(Vy w)Lo,] Gow — Qo
p1(Vi,w) do,w Qo.w
QO,W - qO,W

o,w

= —PowEow [T(V;, w)]

n

1
= —Eq,, [7(Vi, )]~ > (Lo = Pou)-

i=1
Applying the result of (i) of this lemma to the first difference of (S.27), we conclude that the
difference in (ii) in this lemma is equal to

L1W181Wl LOWl 0W1
= —= L Fop(n?),
Z p1(V;, Z po(V;, F
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uniformly for p € A, where

IRN RN 1
Do = = 2TV W)Ly~ D 1(Vi w)Lo i — Evy [TV w)] = 3 Ly = Pr)
i=1 i=1 i
n

1
~ o, [TV )]~ > (Lo —Po)-

i=1

The proof is complete because
1< 1<
Do = 5 2TV W)= By 2V w1} L 7 3 {7 (VW)= o [V )]) Lo

+ El,w [T(Viaw)]pl,w + EO,W [T(VDW)]pO,W'

PROOF OF LEMMA Al: Let us consider the first statement in (S.4). We write T ,..(P) — Tq:.(P)
as

(S.28) Z{Iﬂ > dis (Y" 7 Do s 1%} — Tare(P)-

w nl,W i€y, pl i nO,W =

Applying Lemma B3(ii) to term inside the bracket and recalling the definitions in (S.1), we
obtain that %, (p) — T, (p) is asymptotically equivalent to (up to 0p(n~*/?) uniformly over all
peA)

Z {%i I}‘)Z,l(a/;il],;/)l __Z LOWIEOWI }

w i=1 ni3 PoW

+ Z % Z (gl,ate(Vi’ W)Ll,w,i + 50,ate(vi: W)LO,W,i)
+ Z (B [T (Voo W)y, + Eou [T(Ve, W) 1Po } — Tare(D).

The second to the last term is actually 7,,,(p) canceling the last 7, (p). This gives the first
statement of Lemma Al.
Now, we prove the second statement in (S.4). Let

E, [ﬁO(Xi)] = E[ﬁO(Xi)lDi =1]

and write %.,,(p) — T,..(p) as

Piw Pow - P (V,w)Y; -
(5.29) —Z{ Z Yi—— Z 1n,i~—V_VV) +R, — Tree (D),

nyw i€, Mo,w €S0 pO,i( i
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where
. {(V,w)Y,
ZP_ Z i P1 )
w €So.w pOl( W)
with
—1
pOw ~
n = Z Z 1Tllp]_l( W)/pO,i(Viﬁw) .
w 0W1680w
Note that
pOw pl l( UW) —
Z Z ”lN—_Z OWE0W|: V :|+OP(n 1/2)
OWlGS pOl )

—E, [P1( )] n Op(n_l/z) - [P1(Xi)(1 _Di)] n Op(n_l/z)

o(X) Po(Xi)
=E[p,(X))]+ 0p(nV?) = p; + 0p(n712),

uniformly for all p € A. The uniformity comes from the fact that

1 pl(‘/l’w) —E |:p1(‘/uw)
nO,w i€S0. pO(VUW) o pO(‘/l’W)

|+onam,

uniformly for p € A. Also,

Po,w p1,i(Vi, w)Y; [pl(V w)Y~] .
E E E E LML RSl BT /2
ni ~ ) pO,w 0,w Po(Vl,W) P(n )

w OWIES pOl W w

_ Z PoEo. [P1( pW)/jo(Vi;W)] +OP(H_1/2).

o(Vi,w)
_ pl(Xl)ﬂO( i) —1/2
B EO[ Po(X;) ]p0+OP(n )

uniformly for all p € A. We can rewrite the leading term as
E [pl(Xi)ﬂO(Xi)(l —Dy)

Po(X;)
Hence we can write R,, as (up to op(n~'/2) uniformly over p € A)
1 { pO_,W i pl l( W)

_ n,i~
P1 Towies,,  Po, l( W)

] = E[py(X.)Bo(X)] = Ex [Bo(X0)] 1

—P1 } E; [Bo(X;)]

1 Pow i p1:(V;,w)
I 25

E; [Bo(X:)]—p:E, [ﬁl(Xl)]} + Tree(P)-

nO,w €S0 nlf)o,i( i’W)
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Plugging this result into (S.29) and defining
€qi=Ya —E; [Ba(X)],

we write %,,,(p) — T,..(p) as (up to 0,(n"*/?) uniformly over p € A)

(8.30) —Zplw Z ZPOW Z 1. 11 W)Eol

7%
P15, 1wles1 o Owleg Poi(V;

1
= _(Bn_Cn_Dn)7
P1

where

Bn:zlﬂzél,i— @ZIM

nl,W i€Sy, w nO,W i€So pO( i W)

w = p i(Vi:W) A p z( )
Cn :ZL §O,i {1n,il~)L— 1n1131 and

Now = Po,i(Vi,w) Po,i(Vi,w)
o,w A pli(ViﬁW) p1(V,,W)
D=y = > 641, .
w Mo,w i€S0. pOl(‘/UW) pO(VlsW)

We consider D, first. By Lemma B1 and (S.25), we write D, as (up to 0,(n~*/2) uniformly over

p€A)
Z pO,W Z g i . ﬁl,i(‘/iaw)pO(‘/iiw)_pl(‘/iﬂw)ﬁo,i(‘/iyw)
0,i +n,i p(z) Vl,W)

w nOsW 1€S0w

w A p i Vi’W - Vi)W
—Z Po, Z 6, (pl,( )—pal ))

Qo 557 Po(V;, w)
w A Vi:W Vi’W —p i Vi:W
+Z Po, Z ~011n,i(p1( ){po(2 ) Po,( )})

qOW €S0, po(VnW)

= D;, + D,,,.

Apply Lemma B2(i) to write D;, as (up to op(n~'/2) uniformly for all p € A.)

Z {1 Zn: Eqw,i [go,iLO,w,i] T w,i } _ Z {1 Zn: Eqw,i [éo,iLO,W,i]pl(Vh W)jw,i } .

w i3 pO(Vi:W)EQ,w,i [Lw,i] w (o pO(‘/i;W)EQ,W,i [Lw,i]

Defining
Agwi= Ba(Vi, w) —E, [B4(X:)],

we write the last difference as

; {% ; AO,W,iJl,W,i} - ; {% ;pl(Vi, W)AO,W,ijw,i} ,
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because (using (S.3) and (S.21))

EQ,w,i [go,iLO,w,i]
EQ,W,i [Lw,i]

= po(Vi, W) {Bo(V;, w) —E; [ Bo(X;) ]} = po(V;, W)A(),w,i:

and
Eqw,i [go,iLO,w,i]pl(Vi; w)
EQ,W,i [Lw,i ] pO(Vi; W)

Applying Lemma B2(i), we write D,, as (up to 0,(n"/2) uniformly for all p € A)

_Z ZPl(VL:W)EQWl[SOLLOWL jOWl Z Z 1(V1’W)EQWII:€01L0WI:|jw,i
i=1

W)EQWI[ i=1 pO(Vi:W)EQ,W,i[ w,i]

N T

i=1

= p1(Vi, w){Bo(Vi, w) —E; [ Bo(X:) ]} = p1(Vi, W)Ao,w,i'

Therefore, D,, + D,, is equal to

Z%ZHI{AO,W,ijl,W,i_pl( W)AOWIJWI} Z Zpl(V“W)AOWIJO,W’i
w i=1

i=1 pO(

1< _
+Z;Zp1(w,wmo,wﬂw,i +0p(n"12)

->! ZAWM PP NI SR

w 11 po(

uniformly for all p € A. As for the last difference, recall the definition J; ,,; = L4,,,;—Eq,u.i [Ld,w,i]
and write it as

Z ZAowlqul Z Zpl( W)AOWILO,WJ-

w i=1 pO(

_Z ZAOWIEQWI L1w1 +Z ZPI(VUW)AOWlEQ,W,i[LO,w,i]'

i=1 pO(
Note that from (S.23),

p1(Vi, w) P1w Pow P1(Vi, w)qo(Vi, w)
(831) EQ,w,i [Ll,W,i] ( W) EQ,W,i [LO,W,I:I - ql’ 1( )_ qo’w pO(Vi, W)
f(Vi,w)  Pow qo(Vi, w) pOW 4o(Viuw)
fQ(ViJ W) qO,w pO( W) 0
f(vlsw) f(VUW) f( i»W )

foow)  foVow) TP °(Vi’w)fQ(vi,w) =0

= pl(VLJW)

= pl(‘/iz W)
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Therefore,

1 = 1 (VaW)AOW —
D, =Dy + Dy = Z - Z AowiLywi— Z - l lLO,w,i + 0p(n 1/2),
ns 1 w n i=1 pO(
uniformly for all p € A.

Now, we turn to C, (in (S.30)) which we write as

1 - ~ "‘ p]. l(‘/l)w) A lal l(‘/lJ W) _1/2
=D Bl { s =L, e op ()
;n; 1 w,l n, (‘/l,W) nlpo’i(‘/i’w)

pOl
Z 1 Zn: f’Li(VisW){po,i(Vi,W)_f)o,i(Vi;W)}
= — Hi
w Vi, w)

1 - {p ,i(ViJ W)_ﬁ ’i(Vi,W)}ﬁ ,i(Vi)W) _
+Z_ZH1‘ : pgl(vi,w) - +o0,(n?)
Z Pu( W){ﬁo,i(Vi:W)_fJo,i(Vi,W)}

L po(Vi, w)
{p ,i(ViJ W)_ﬁ ,i(Vi)W)}ﬁ ,i(Vi)W) _
; Z 0 e o

Z Z 01( W) pO)l(VlaW) OP(Tl_l/z).

uniformly for all p € A, where H; = ’30,iLo,w,i- The uniformity comes from the fact that the
convergence rate of p,;(V;,w) and p ;(V;, w) to po(V;, w) is uniform for p. The second equality
follows from Lemma B2(ii). As for the last term, we apply Lemma B2(ii) to write it as (up to
0p(n~Y/?), uniformly for all p € A.)

ZE |:p1(ViaW)§O,iLO,w,i:|(qo,w_qo,w qu_qu)
o _

” po(Vi, w) Qow Q1w
QO,W —qo,w é\ll,w — 1w _
:ZE[pl(Vi)W)AO,w,i]( - )"‘Op(n 1/2);
w o,w ql,w
because
P1(Vi, W)y Lo |:P1(Vi,W) - :| -

E —— | =E| ———=¢&,;1{(D;, W;) =(0,w)} | =E Vi,w)éy;|=E Vi, Ww)Ag i |-
Q[ o Vw) ooV, ) 010 W) = (0,w)} | = E[p1(Vi w)éo ] = E[p1(Veo w)ho,]

Now, let us turn to B, (in (S.30)), which can be written as

(Vi w)éo, L
Z ZgllLlwl Z ;pl ll)ozv o OWl_l_En:
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where

1< A 1< pl(‘/i;w)50i(i‘0wi_L0wi)
E:Z_Zé'L I ___Z: ,i\bow, wil
n — n o 1,1( ].,W,l ].,W;l) n - pO(Vl,W)

Now, we focus on E,. Observe that
I, .
- Z €1,i(L1 i — Ly,i)
ni3

1 - - ql,w_é\h,w _
=2 6D | e | UL W) = (1L, w)} + 0p(n7Y2)
n q

i=1 1,w

1 - ~ ql,w_QI,w -1/2 ~ ql,w_QLW -1/2
:Hzgl’iLl’W’i q +0p(n ) =Eq [£Ly ]| = |+ 0p(n”V?),

i=1 1w ql,W

uniformly for all p € A. (Here the uniformity comes from that the convergence of ¢, ,, to g, ,,
does not depends on p). As for the last expectation,

Eq[&1:L1i | = (Prw/Q1u)Eq [ 61, 1{(D, W) = (1,w)} | = E[ &, 1{(D;, W;) = (1, w)} ]
=E[p,(V, w)(B:(V;, w) —E; [Bo(X;) D] =E [Pl(Vi; W)Al,w,i] .

Hence

1 - " A ql,w_é\h,w —
E Z 81,i(L1,w,i - Ll,w,i) =E [Pl(Vi, W)Al,w,i] q— + op(n 1/2),
i=1

1,w

uniformly for all p € A. Also,

o,w

1< pl(Vi:W)go,i(t'O,w,i _LO,w,i) 1< pl(Viaw)éo,i QO,W_QO,W
" Z = 0,w,i LO,w,i
n i=1 pO(‘/uW) n i=1 pO(‘/l’W)

Qo,w — QO, _
=E [P1(Vi; W)Ao,w,i] "4 Op(n 1/2),

o,w

uniformly for all p € A. Therefore, we write E, as

Z Q1w —4 Qo — 4 B
El:pl(Vi’W)Al,w,i:l % - E :EI:P1(V:':W)A0,W,1‘:| % +op(n 1/2),
w

1w w o,w
uniformly for all p € A.
Now, we collect all the results for B,,, C,, and D, and plug these into (S.30) and to deduce
that (up to 0,(n"/?) uniformly for all p € A)

6

1

Tree(P) = Teee(p) = p_ Z G, + 0p(n"Y/?), uniformly over p €A,
1 j=1



where

Z 1 Z I p1(Vi, W)€y ;Lo ;i
n 11 1Lwi po(Vl,W) 5

w
= STE[p,(Vpwia, ] B D
w ql,w
qO,W - QO,W

GBn = _Z E [pl(vu W)AO,W,i] - >

w qO,w
Gy = _ZE [P1(Vi: W)Ao,w,i] (qO,W “Qow Q1w Diw ) ’

w qO,W ql,w

n
Gon ==, % Z ALy i and

( )A Wl
Z Zplpo(‘v/lj;ws Lo

i=1

We rewrite G,, + Gs, + Gy, as

ZE[Pl(Vi,W)(T( ,W)— El[T(X)])] Chw

1w

uniformly for all p € A. By writing

Eqi = Yy — Ba(Vi, w) + Bg(Vi, w) —E; [Ba(X)] = €400 + Dy

and splitting the sums, we rewrite % ,,,(p) — T,..(p) as
1S

Tree(P) — Teee(p) = p— Z G, + Op(n_l/z),
1 =

uniformly for all p € A, where

1 & pl(V~,W)

pO( l’W
1< p( 'W)AOwiLO,w,i
= Z _Z {Al,w,iLl,w,i - Voo w) R
w n i=1 pO

G9n = ZE[pl(Vu W) (T(Vi’ W)_EI[T(XI)])] M

1w
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Noting that 7,,.(p) = E; [T(X,)], we rewrite G, as

ql,w - CAll,w
D E[py (Ve w) (2 (Vi w) — T (p))] ——
w 1,w
Qiw— é\ll,w
= p1wE1w [(T(V,w) —E [T(X;) )] ——— = Gy, say.
1w

As for Gs, + Gg, + Gg,, we note that the part Gg, that contains p;(V;,w)A, ;Lo .:/Po(Vi, W)
cancels with Gg,, yielding that G, + G¢, + Gg, is equal to

1< IEN
Z 0 Z (Al,w,i - AO,W,i) Lyy:= Z n Z (t(V;, w)—E [T(X;)]) Ly
w i=1 w i=1

1 n
= Z - Z (T(Vi: W) - Ttet(p)) Ll,w,i = Glln’ say,
w n i=1
Thus, we can rewrite 7,,,(p) — 7,..(p) as
1
- {G7n + Gion + Glln} .
P1
However, as for G;,,, note that

Gion = Zplelw[(T(v“W) o ()] Zplwaw

El,w [(T(Vw W) - Ttet(p))] = G12n + G13n'

Observe that
G12n

= S DB [(F(V ) = T (p))]
P1 P15,

= lE[(T(Xi) —Tree(P)) UD; = 1} = Ey[7(X)] = 710t (p) = O

1

As for G,3,, note that

%=——Zplwawﬁlw[(r( v, w)— frm(p))]———z ZLmElW[(T(VI,w) TP

P1 P15 1w P1 ey

Therefore, we conclude that

1
p_ {G7n + G+ G13n}
1

1 - 1 L,W,i ( ) W, 1

1w 1 _
-~ > D L [TV W) = Ty (P Ly + 0p(n72),
i=1 1 w

uniformly for all p € A. The wanted result follows immediately. m
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The following lemma is used to prove Lemma B2(i) and may be useful for other purposes.
Hence we make the notations and assumptions self-contained here. Let (Z;,H;,X;)"_; be an
ii.d. sample from P, where Z; and H; are random variables. Let X; = (X;;,X,;) € Ri%
where X;; is continuous and X, is discrete, and let K;; = K, (le —Xh-) 1{X,; = Xy}, Ku(0) =
K(-/h)/h%. Let X be the support of X; and f (+) be its density with respect to a o-finite measure.

AsSUMPTION D1 : (i) For some o > 4, sup,c||x||"E[|Z:|°|1X; = (x;,x,)] < oo, E[|H,|°] <
oo, and E||X;||7 < oo.

(D f (- x,), E[Zi]Xy; = -, Xy = x,1f (-, x5) and E[H;|Xy; = -, X5 = x,1f (, x,) are L, + 1 times
continuously differentiable with bounded derivatives on R™ and their (L; + 1)-th derivatives
are uniformly continuous.

(iii) f is bounded and bounded away from zero on X.

ASSUMPTION D2 : For the kernel K and the bandwidth h, Assumption 4.4 holds.

LEMMA D1 : Suppose that Assumptions D1-D2 hold. Let 1, ; = 1{||X;|| = 6,,}. Then

i - n,i n— 121 1,j#i J Jl
ﬁ;Hi {E[Zilxi] ) }

1 n
= ﬁ ; {E[E[H,|X;]1Z;]—E[H|X;]Z;} + 0p(1).

PROOF : For simplicity, we only prove the result for the case where X; = X, ; so that X; is
continuous. Write

1 n
ﬁ;Hi{E[ZiIXJ 1)f(X) Z ok }

j=1,j#i
_ 1Ny JEZXI ) 1 [ELZIX ) - f ()
_IZH{ X (n—1)f(X)JIZJ;lZ } Vi 1H{ X }
=A;, tA,,.

It suffices to show that

1 n
Ay = ﬁ;mmxi] {E[Z|X,]1—Z;} + 0,(1), and

Aan = —= D (ELELH X, JELZ X 1] ~ ELHIX JELZX ) + 00(1),
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Note that Pr{||X;|| < §,} = f||x||<5 fx(x)dx < Cdlégl — 0, where C, is a constant depending
on d;. With probability approaching one, we can write

Aln (Tl—l)\/_z Z qh(sv ] ZE qh(Sn ])lS :|+r1,n;

i=1 j=1,j#i

) =H,{E[Z|X;]1- Z;} K;;/f(X;) and S; = (X;, Z;, H,), and

"= T IZ S 1505~ E[0,(5,5)I5 )

i=1 j=1,j#i

where q,(S;, S;

Observe that

n'E(qu(S,,8))%) = n'E[HZ {E[Z,|X,] - 2,} K2/f*(X)) | < n7'Cy/E[ K} | = 0(n R4 = 0(1)

by change of variables and by Assumptions D1(iii) and D2. Therefore, by Lemma 3.1 of Powell,
Stock, and Stoker (1989), ry, = op(1). As for E[qh(Si,Sj)ISj], we use change of variables,
Taylor expansion, and deduce that

|E qn(S;, S;IS; - E[Hlej]{E[Zjlxj]_Zj}|:| — o(n~1/2).

The wanted representation follows from this.
As for A,,,

HE[Z|X,] B
fz T U0 f 00} =) 3 56)

i=1 j=1,j#i
where
HE[Z|X;]
)
Since we can write E[K;|X; | = f (X;) + Op(h"1*!) uniformly over 1 <i < n, we find that
HE[ZX,]
Cfl)

uniformly over 1 <i < n. Hence we can write

Sh(sn ]) {f(Xl)_K]l}

[Sh(sl’ ])|S ] {f(Xi)_El:Kji|Xi:|} = oP(n_l/Z),

=—ZE 51(S5> SIS ]+ o + 0p(1),

where

r2,n (Tl—].)\/_z Z {Sh(Sn ]) E[Sh(sw ])lS :I}

i=1 j=1,j#i
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Note that n'E [sh(Si,Sj)z] =0(1) and that

ELH, X, 1E[ZX,]
Ty 15
=E[HE[Z,|X;]]—E[HIX; |E[Z|X;]+ 0p(n /%),

E [Sh(Si:SjNSj] =E [HiE[Zi 1X:1—

uniformly over 1 < j < n, yielding the desired representation for A,,. &
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