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Abstract

It has been argued that parameters that characterize sub-populations can be more relevant
than super-population parameters. For example, a video subscription service might be inter-
ested in estimating the satisfaction of its current customers, as opposed to estimating that of
a hypothetical infinite super-population. In this case, the customers might be viewed as fixed,
while the satisfaction measurements might be random due to measurement noise and temporal
variation. More generally, inference for populations with fixed attributes can be modeled as in-
ferring parameters of conditional distributions given these attributes. Since the data for such
sub-population are drawn from a conditional distribution, it is desirable that confidence intervals
have conditional coverage guarantees, as opposed to marginal coverage guarantees.

We provide a framework for statistical inference on parameters of sub-populations with fixed
attributes. We construct confidence intervals that attain asymptotic validity given the attributes.
In addition, we develop a set of tools to infer the parameters of new populations with partially
observed attributes under covariate shift; the confidence intervals also attain asymptotic condi-
tional validity under mild conditions. The validity and applicability of the proposed methods are
demonstrated on simulated and real-world data.

1 Introduction

While traditional statistical inference often focuses on parameters that characterize super-populations, there
has been a surge of interest in estimation or inference for specific targets. For instance, instead of inferring
average treatment effects (ATE) for a super-population, estimation of conditional average treatment effects
(CATE) helps understand heterogeneous reactions based on relevant attributes [5l [44] 0], and predictive
inference quantifies variability in individual’s response [43, [36, [B1]. However, estimation of the CATE function
can be noisy, and prediction intervals that are valid for the unit at hand (i.e., conditional on observed
individual attributes) might not be available [21].

The setting of this paper is situated in-between super-population and unit-specific inference. We aim
to infer parameters of a finite population with some fixed (or observed) attributes; such population can
be viewed as drawn from the conditional distribution given these attributes. The inferential target is thus
a functional of the conditional distribution, termed conditional parameter. It has been argued in [2] that
sometimes conditional parameters are more relevant than super-population parameters.

Let us start with two scenarios where conditional parameters might be of interest; these motivating exam-
ples will be kept throughout the paper. Imagine a video streaming platform is interested in the satisfaction
of some subscribers after releasing a new feature. The platform has collected some attributes such as age,
country of residence, etc., on these customers. One can model the customers’ attributes as independently
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) draws from a super-population. However, if the company is interested
in the satisfaction of the current customer base, these attributes are fixed at the observed values and the
randomness in the satisfaction measurements is only due to measurement error and day-to-day variation.
Formally, one can view the attributes as fixed, or conditioned, on the observed values, and the satisfaction



measurements as drawn from the conditional distribution given these attributes. Thus, the task is to infer
parameters of the conditional distribution. We call such parameters conditional parameters and refer to this
setting as inference for the population at hand. This is distinct from super-population inference: the latter
would infer the overall satisfaction of an (imaginary) infinite customer base, which might be irrelevant for
decision-making.

Taking a step further, consider a scenario where the same company is interested in rolling out the feature
to a different set of subscribers after collecting the first batch of data, and some attributes of the new set of
customers are known. Again, instead of inferring the parameter of an infinite customer base, the satisfaction
of this specific group of new subscribers might be more relevant. We model the attributes as i.i.d. draws
from a new super-population. However, for the purpose of inference, the attributes are again viewed as fixed,
and the satisfaction of the new subscribers can be viewed as drawn from a conditional distribution given the
observed attributes. The task is then to transfer the knowledge to the new population, or equivalently, to
infer parameters of the new conditional distribution. In the following, we will call this setting transductive
inference.

In addition, inference for conditional parameters can be more reliable than super-population inference in
some situations—it is valid conditional on the attributes, and thus relevant to the particular population of
interest. This is further discussed in the following example.

Example 1.1 (Conditional versus marginal inference). In this ezample, we discuss that inference for condi-
tional parameters can be more reliable than inference for super-population parameters. Continuing the exam-

ple of companies estimating customer satisfaction, suppose there are N = 1000 companies j =1,..., N, each
having n = 10000 fized customers with attributes Z;; RSk Pz, i=1,...,n. Fach company conducts a survey

of customer satisfaction. We assume that the observations are Yi; = fi(Z;;) + €i;, where €;; i N(0,1) is
the measurement noise, and f;(z) is the average satisfaction of a customer with attributes Z = z, which can
vary with j. We also assume f;(Z;;) and €;; have finite second moments. In our simulation, the attributes
Zij are fized at their observed values, while the measurement noise €;; are repeatedly drawn.

Let us first consider super-population inference. Each company can construct marginally valid 95% confi-
dence intervals for the super-population parameter E[f;(Z)] via = 3" | Vi; £1.96 sd(Y;;)//n. We show the
histogram of coverage across companies in the left-hand side of Figure[l, where we observe undercoverage for
some companies. Indeed, 26% of companies have coverage below .95, and the average coverage among these
companies is only .85. Furthermore, if these companies would repeat similar surveys many times, their con-
fidence intervals would consistently suffer from undercoverage. On the other hand, the confidence intervals
of some other companies will consistently overcover, if similar studies are repeated many times.

Mathematically, the issue is that for each company j, the customers {Z;;}7, are fized and only the mea-
surement noise {€;;}7_; are drawn repeatedly. Super-population inference that accounts for the randomness
of both Z;; and €;; is marginally valid (the coverage is .95 averaged over all companies). In this situation,
however, it would be more desirable to have coverage close to .95 for all companies, which corresponds to .95
coverage conditional on {Z;;}7—, for each j.

As discussed above, the data scientist might find conditional parameters more relevant. One can conduct
inference for the conditional parameter AZLI fi(Zi;), the average satisfaction of the fized customers of

n

company j. 95% confidence intervals can be constructed via L 3" | Y;; £ 1.96 sd(e;;)/\/n. Note that the
width of these confidence intervals is shorter than the width of confidence intervals for the super-population
parameter. Here we assume the variance of €;; is known; the asymptotic behavior of these confidence intervals
remains the same when sd(e;;) is replaced by a consistent estimator, which is available under mild conditions.

The histogram of coverage of these confidence intervals are shown on the right-hand side of Figure[d], where
we observe coverage consistently close to .95 for all companies. By switching to conditional parameters, the
confidence intervals are more relevant to customers in each company; at the same time, the inference is more

reliable for any specific company.

In this paper, we study the estimation and inference of a population with some fixed attributes. The
inferential target is a functional of conditional distributions, i.e., a conditional parameter. Our contributions
are two-fold: in the first setup that is close to that of [2, [0 [§], we provide conditionally valid inference
for a large class of estimands, that means, inference that is valid given the observed attributes, instead of
marginalizing over new draws. This generalizes the observation in Example that conditional parameters
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Figure 1: Left: coverage of super-population confidence intervals across companies (37 companies with
coverage < .75 are not shown in the histogram). Right: coverage of the conditional confidence intervals
across companies. In both cases, the marginal coverage is .95. Details about the simulation setup can be

found in Example

can be inferred reliably across companies. Furthermore, we extend the inferential framework to the new
transductive inference setting and provide a set of tools to conduct conditionally valid inference on the new
population (which can be under covariate shift). This allows to conduct targeted inference not only for
the population at hand but also for other specific populations. In both cases, compared to inference for
super-population parameters, inference for conditional parameters leads to tighter confidence intervals and
more reliable inferential statements with conditional coverage guarantees.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we introduce the notion of conditional
parameter as the estimand; we then formalize the two types of problems we study, with an overview of
the conditional inference guarantees we are to provide, followed by a review of related literature. Section
presents the main results of this paper; in Section we provide conditional inference for the population
at hand; in Section we develop conditionally valid transductive inference on a partially observed new
dataset under known covariate shift; in Section we study the same transductive inference setting with
unknown covariate shift. In Sections ] and [5] We apply the proposed methods to simulated and real-world
data, showing reliable empirical performance.

2 Inferential targets

2.1 Conditional parameters

In this section, we introduce the conditional parameter as our inferential target, which characterizes a
conditional distribution. It generalizes the conventional setting where a parameter characterizes a fixed
super-population. Conditional parameters have been considered in [2], @], and are closely related to several
well-studied problems; we elaborate on the connections and distinctions in Section [2.3
Let us start with a recap on classical settings [42, [41]. Given a super-population P, an unknown parameter
0y € © C RP is defined as a solution to
E[S(D,G)] =0 (2.1)

for some score function s: D x © — RP, where F denotes the expectation under P. Here and in the
following, we adopt the common assumption in the literature [42] that the solution to equation is
unique. Therefore, 6y is a deterministic quantity that characterizes the super-population IP; inference of 6
is often based on i.i.d. data {D;}?_, from P.



In situations where some attributes are fixed, as inferential target we consider a functional of the condi-
tional distribution from which the population of interest is drawn. Concretely, following [2, 9] [§], we suppose
(D1,24),...,(Dy, Zy,) are i.i.d. from an unknown distribution P, where D; € D are observations, and Z; € Z
are the (observed) attributes we condition on. Given the attributes Z,, = (Z1,...,Z,), the observations
D, = (D1,...,D,) are from P[-| Z,], the conditional distribution given Z,,. We define the Z,,-conditional
parameter #°°"d = gcond(Z, ) as the solution to

n

> E[s(Di,0)] Zi] =0, (2.2)

i=1

which is assumed to be unique. Note that §5°* depends on the observed Zi, ..., Z,, hence from a marginal
perspective it is random and varies with the sample size. The conditional parameter #<°"¢ characterizes
the distribution of (Dy,...,D,) given that (Z1,...,Z,) are fixed at their observed values, as opposed to
fp that characterizes the super-population. We also remark that conditional parameter can be seen as a
generalization of the super-population parameter in the sense that 6, = 6<°"4().

Example 2.1 (Customer satisfaction). In our motivating example of estimating customer satisfaction, we let
Z be the attributes, Y € R be the satisfaction, and assume the data scientist observes i.i.d. data (Dy, Z;)1"
where D = (Y, Z) from P. The super-population parameter is 0y = E[D;], which is the solution to equa-
tion (2.1) where s(D,0) = D — 6. Correspondingly, the conditional parameter is 5% = % S E[D; | Z],
which is the average of conditional means among the n subscribers, averaged over measurement error.

Conditional parameters generalize several well-studied settings such as fixed-X regression and finite-
population causal effects, where some attributes are fixed and the inference is closely related to the popula-
tions at hand. In the following, we show such connection and illustrate how conditional parameters might
differ from unconditional parameters.

Example 2.2 (Linear regression under model misspecification). For linear regression with model misspeci-
fication [9], conditional parameters are defined by conditional least-squares. Assume that data D = (X,Y)
consists of a target response Y and predictors X € RP. We consider the ordinary least square (OLS) pa-
rameter, where 0y = argming E[(Y — X T0)?] is the least-squares projection of Y on X, and the estimating
function is s(D,0) = 2X(Y — X "6). The conditional parameter is the solution to [2.2), i.e.,

oo = argmin Y E[(Y; - X[Tb)? | Z].
b =1

Thus, 0°°"? is the least-square projection of Y on X when the observations are sampled from the conditional
distribution given (Zy,...,Zy,). If Z; = X;, the parameter 0™ can be viewed as the regression coefficient for
a set of subjects with fized regressors, averaging over measurement noise. In model-based statistical inference,
if Zi = X; and Y; = X, 0o +¢; for €; independent of X;, i.e., well-specified model, the conditional parameters
are identical to the super-population parameter. In practice, however, this will usually not hold; therefore,
the conditional parameter might vary with different realizations of X;. More generally, Z might also be a
variable that is not included in the set of predictors; for example, one might be interested in the relationship
between input covariates and emissions for a specific set of industrial plants. If Z is correlated with both the
predictors and the residuals, conditioning on the variable can change the parameters.

Example 2.3 (Finite-sample causal inference). Finite-sample treatment effects are a common target of
causal inference [28]. In the social sciences, for example, it is expected that individuals react differently to
treatments. In this case, conditional inference can be used to understand how a specific population reacts
to the treatment. Consider random variables (T, X,Y (1),Y(0)) sampled from a super-population P, where
T € {0,1} is the treatment indicator, X is the covariates, Y (1) is the potential outcome if the treatment
is receved (T = 1), and Y (0) is that under no treatment (T = 0). Under SUTVA and consistency [28],
for each unit we observe D = (T, X,Y), where Y = TY (1) + (1 — T)Y(0). The (super-population) average
treatment effect 0y = E[Y (1) — Y (0)] is the solution to equation (2.1)), where

s(D,0) =Y (1) - Y(0) — .



There are many choices of conditioning variables Z. The finite-population perspective is equivalent to condi-
tioning on the (unobserved) potential outcomes Z; = (Y;(1),Y;(0)), in which case the conditional parameter

oot = =" (Vi(1) - Yi(0)),

i=1

characterizes the population where potential outcomes of the subjects are fized. This is commonly the target in
finite-sample causal inference [39,125,[122,[37,[28]. By conditioning on potential outcomes, we only account for
the randomness in treatment assignment. In some cases, it can be more meaningful to condition on covariates
and average over measurement noise, leading to 05°" = L 3" E[V;(1)-Y;(0) | X;] = £ 30, 7(X;) for the
population characterized by {X;}7_,. Here 7(z) = E[Y (1)—Y (0) | X = z] is often called conditional treatment
effect function and indicates treatment effect heterogeneity on the covariate level. Finally, conditioning on
the empty set, we obtain 0y that represents the super-population the units are sampled from.

2.2 Conditional inference

Conditional parameters can be defined for the data at hand, or a new population with some observed
attributes. As discussed in Example [T} it might be desirable to have conditionally valid inference for the
customers at hand, instead of marginal validity. We take a moment here to formalize these two settings and
the conditional inference guarantees we are to provide.

Conditional inference for the population at hand. As discussed earlier, the video streaming platform
might be interested in the satisfaction of the current customer base, averaging over measurement error and
temporal variation. We will first consider the setting where the company has satisfaction measurements on
customers.

We observe i.i.d. data {(D;, Z;)}I; from a super-population P, where Z,, = {Z;}?_; is the conditioning
set (e.g., the attributes of the customers), and D,, = {D;}"_, are the observations (e.g., the observed satisfac-
tions). The conditional parameter #°"d = g<°rd(Z, ) defined in characterizes the current customers—it
provides a more precise characterization than the super-population quantity; the latter instead characterizes
the overall satisfaction of an hypothetical infinite customer base. In Section [B.I} we construct a confidence
interval C(D,,, Z,,) obeying

P9 € C(Dy, 2,) | 20) = 1—a (2.3)

in probability as n — co. Put another way, our inference on §<°"¢ is asymptotically valid conditional on
any realized attributes. In our motivating example, the conditional guarantee means the validity given
the current customers; it is in contrast to marginal guarantees where the coverage is valid marginalized over
many draws of customers.

Transductive inference for new population. The video streaming platform might also be interested
in estimating the satisfaction of a subgroup (dubbed target units) of its customer base, based on satisfaction
measurements of another subgroup of its customer base (dubbed source units). In the following, we will
formalize this problem.

We denote the target data as { D}V, Z}°V}" | from a super-population Q, where ZZPW = {Z}V}T, are
the new attributes we condition on, and D" = {D}V}T. | are the unobserved data (e.g., the satisfaction
measurements of the target units). The source units {(D;, Z;)}?; are i.i.d. from a super-population P (e.g.,
the satisfaction measurements of the source units). The quantity of interest is geondnew — geond(znew) aq
a functional of the conditional distribution of DE¥ given Z2e¥. In Sections and (3.3)), we construct a
confidence interval C(D,,, Z,, Z"%) that obeys

P(05m 4 € C(Dy, 2,0, 20V | 20Y) 1 -

in probability as m,n — oco. In particular, we allow Q to admit a covariate shift w(z) = ‘é%(d, z) from the fully

observed data; here the conditional distribution of D given Z is assumed to be invariant, which is necessary



to ensure that the parameter 0041V is identifiable. The covariate shift w is potentially unknown and may
be estimated from data, in which case our procedure allows the estimation to have lower-than-parametric
convergence rates.

2.3 Related work

Several strands of literature have touched conditional estimation or inference of a similar estimand as ours,
usually with different guarantees or motivations from ours.

Conditional parameter with random covariates. There are several works that study the same es-
timand as ours under similar assumptions yet with different guarantees. For example, [2] quantify the
asymptotic deviation of estimators from conditional parameters for maximum likelihood and method of mo-
ment estimators; [9, 8] argue that models should be seen as approximations. The authors define conditional
parameters and derive marginally valid asymptotics for the deviation of the estimator from the conditional
parameter; their approaches argue to treat the covariates as random and focuses on marginal inference. Here,
we study a similar setting; however, we substantially generalize their framework by providing conditionally
valid inference and studying transductive inference on new populations.

Finite-sample causal inference. In the literature of finite-sample causal inference [39] 25| 22 37, 28], it
is common to condition on potential outcomes and derive bounds for the asymptotic variance of estimators
of causal effects. Inference conditionally on potential outcomes is similar to our goal; however, an additional
difficulty is that potential outcomes are unobserved, while we assume that the attributes Z; are observed.
In addition, finite-sample causal inference usually does not rely on super-population assumptions, which are
necessary in our setting to characterize the behavior of the fixed attributes. Furthermore, in this literature,
conditional inference results are usually derived on a case-by-case basis, while we study a general class of
estimators.

Fixed-design regression. In the special case of OLS coefficients, our framework bears similarity to fixed-
design linear regression. For example, [29] investigate linear regression in settings where all regressors are
fixed. [I] derive central limit theorems for the deviation of regression estimators from finite-sample parameters
in the case where some regressors are fixed. Compared to our setting, the authors do not assume that the
data is sampled from a super-population; however, they make a linear model on the outcomes, which can
be restrictive. Similarly, [4] derive conditionally valid confidence intervals for linear moment models. Our
setting is more general in the sense that we discuss conditional inference on general estimands, while more
restrictive in that we assume that the attributes is drawn from a super-population and then conditioned on.

Distribution shift and missing data. Our transductive inference procedures are connected to a vast
literature of inference under covariate shift. In a general spirit, our procedure in Section [3.3|is similar to that
of ATPW estimators [35]. More recent works of [38] and [32] are also related, both of which study inference
with estimated covariate shift and provide doubly-robust property similar to our Section In contrast,
we provide conditional validity for conditional parameters instead of marginal validity for super-population
quantities, leading to different variances. Moreover, our framework works for estimands beyond moment
equations and linear regression settings.

Classical conditional inference. A classical line of work [26] I4] tackles inference problems in a condi-
tional fashion by conditioning on ancillary statistics or estimators of nuisance parameters (see e.g., a review
in [10]), stemming from the ideas of Fisher [I8,[19]. One strand uses conditional inference to reduce the effect
of nuisance parameters, including [14]. Our framework directly conditions on some attributes of the data
instead of summary statistics, which leads to a different parameter, different interpretation and different
inferential guarantees than the traditional ones. Another strand under the name of conditional inference
uses conditioning to induce relevance of probabilistic analysis to the data at hand, including permutation
tests [20] 17, [T6] and methods in testing categorical data [3], where inference relies on the conditional distri-
bution of test statistic given the observations. Our framework also works by conditioning on some attributes,



sharing the spirits of conducting inference that is closely related to the data at hand. However, we condition
on sets of variables that make the observations non-exchangeable, thus permutation tests do not apply in
our setting. In addition, we consider a general class of semi-parametric and parametric estimators that do
not have a structure that makes permutation inference feasible, even in the marginal case.

Mixed effect models and generalizability theory. The discussed approach has similarities to mixed
effect models and generalizability theory [34 [7], since we also obtain variance decompositions. However,
compared to this literature, we do not make restrictive modelling assumptions about the relationship be-
tween variables or stringent assumptions about the error distribution. The proposed conditional inference
procedures can be applied to a large variety of parametric and semi-parametric estimators.

3 Conditional Inference

3.1 Conditional inference for the population at hand

Recall the motivating example where the video streaming platform is interested in learning a parameter
that is specific to the current customers. In this part, we construct confidence interval for the conditional
parameter with conditional validity. Our results imply that inference for super-population quantities might
be overly conservative, since it unnecessarily takes into account the variation in the attributes.

As introduced in Section we assume access to 1.i.d. data {(D;, Z;)}?_ from a super-population P. The
conditional parameter is defined in equation . For simplicity of 111ustrat10n we present our theoretical
results for p = 1 throughout the rest of the paper, while all of them can be generalized to fixed-p settings
with variances replaced by covariance matrices. IR

Assume we are given an asymptotically linear estimator 6,, = 0,,(D,,) € R, i.e.,

V(0 — o) \fz¢ ) +op(1), (3.1)

for some ¢ € Lo(IP) with mean zero. Many parametric and semi-parametric estimators are asymptotically lin-
ear in standard asymptotic settings, see for example [42] or [4I]. Under regularity conditions [9], conditional
parameters ([2.2)) are asymptotically linear with expansion

V(e — Z Dy)| Zi] + op(1). (3:2)

We establish sufficient conditions for equations (3.1)) and (3.2) to hold when (D;, Z;) are i.i.d. from some
super-population, whose proof is deferred to Appendix

Proposition 3.1 (Asymptotic linearity of conditional parameters). Suppose the following conditions hold:
(i) 0, is the unique solution to Sor 1 s(Di,0) = 0, 6y is the unique solution to and 0™ s the
unique solution to . (ii) The parameter space © is compact. (iii) In a small neighborhood of 6y,
s(D,0) and t(Z,0) = E[s(D,0)|Z] are twice differentiable in 0, with $(D,0) = Ves(D,0) € RP*P the
derivative matriz of s(D,0) at 0 and $(D,0) = Vs$(D,0) the derivative tensor of $(D,0) at 0. Additionally,
t(Z,0) = Vot(Z,0) = E[3(D,0)| Z] and t(Z,0) = Vet(Z,0) = E[3(D,0) | Z]. (iv) For each j,k, ||5;1(D,0)| =
|10s(D, 8)/00;00k|| < g(D) for some g with E[|g(D)|] < oco. Also, the matriz E[$(D, 6y)] is assumed to be
non-singular. Then equations and hold with influence function

) -1
¢(D) = —(E[5(D.60)]) (D, o), (3.3)
where all the expectations are induced by the joint distribution of (D, Z).

The conditions in Proposition [3.1]resemble the well-established results for Z-estimators [42], and has been
informally stated in [9]. We impose the linear expansion as the following assumption for convenience.

Assumption 3.2. é\n and 0c°™ satisfy equations (3.1) and (3.2)), respectively.



Assumption 3.3. The influence function ¢(-) defined in (3.3) satisfies E[p(D)?*] < .
We construct conditionally valid confidence intervals for conditional parameters as follows.

Theorem 3.4 (Asymptotic validity of conditional confidence intervals). Suppose Assumptions and
hold. If an estimator & converges in probability to o > 0, where

2
o* =E|(6(D) - Elo(D)| 2))°], (3.4)
then for any « € (0,1), it holds that the conditional coverage
P(e;ond € [é\n - Zlfa/Qa/\/?la é\n + Zlfa/Qa/\/ﬁ} ’ Z’n)a

as a random variable measurable with respect to Z, = {Z;}_,, converges in probability to 1 —a as n — oo,
where z1_q )9 is the (1 — a/2) quantile of standard Gaussian distribution.

The proof of Theorem is deferred to Appendix@ The asymptotic conditional validity relies on
the convergence of the conditional distribution of /n(f,, — 05°*), derived from a conditional central limit
theorem [I5] 24]; we include Lemma in the Appendix for completeness.

Many results in the literature are close to Theorem Super-population inference with Z-estimators
relies on CLT as well, often with a larger variance of the form o2 = Var(¢(D)). Closer to our setting, [2]
considers a similar estimand and a same asymptotic variance o2. However, these results all provide marginal
coverage guarantees. As discussed in Example marginal coverage guarantees are insufficient for reliable
inference in some cases.

Remark 3.5. In super-population inference, a similar protocol is carried out with an estimator of the
(unconditional) asymptotic variance, usually of the form 03 := Var(¢(D)). The asymptotic variance (3.4) we
utilize here is always no greater than o3, as o = Var (¢(D)) —Var (E[¢(D) | Z]) < Var (¢(D)). Take the least-

square parameter as an example. The linear expansion and hold with ¢(D) = (E[XX T})le (Y-
X T6y) € Re. Consider the first entry of 6y as the target. If the linear model Y = X "6, + € is well-specified,
i.e., E[e| X] = 0 almost surely, we have 02 = o2 when Z is contained in X. With a mis-specified linear
model, 0y can be viewed as the least-square projection of Y onto X [2, [0, [§]. If E[Xe| Z] is not almost surely
zero, our confidence interval is shorter than that for super-population inference.

It remains to construct a consistent estimator 62 for the asymptotic variance (3.4). In Section
we describe a detailed estimation procedure (c.f. Algorithm |3) with consistency guarantees, relying on the
explicit formula and nonparametric estimation of p(Z) = E[¢(D) | Z]. [2] propose a matching-based
algorithm to estimate the same asymptotic variance, whose proof relies on assuming compactness of Z and
smoothness of ¢(+). In contrast, we prove that our variance estimator is consistent under the consistency of
generic nonparametric regression, which avoids the compactness assumption and overcomes the difficulty of
exact matching in practice.

3.2 Transductive inference with known covariate shift

As discussed in the motivating example, after collecting a first batch of data on some susbscribers, the
video streaming company might be interested in estimating the satisfaction of a different set subscribers
that were not part of the original survey. To this end, one can use the data from the first survey and the
covariates of the new population to infer the satisfaction of the new population. In this section, we show
that conditionally-valid inference on the new conditional parameter is possible under known covariate shift.
The more challenging case of unknown covariate shift is discussed in Section [3.3}

We assume that {(DjV, Z;V)}, S Q and {D;, Z;)}, ., Here, the data scientist observes
D;, Z)}", and {Z?°V}™ . but not { D%V} .. In this section, we assume the two distributions P and Q
i=1 j j=1 J Jj=1

are related by a known covariate shift w(z) = %(d, z). The invariance of the conditional distribution of D
given Z across the two datasets is necessary to ensure that the transductive inference based on {Z;V}7

is possible. We denote the new super population parameter as 5", which is the unique solution to

E[w(Z)s(D,0)] = Eg[s(D",6)] =0, (3.5)



where the first expectation is over (D, Z) ~ P and the second expectation is over D"V ~ Q. The new
conditional parameter is denoted as #5°"4:"*% which is the solution to

> E[s(Dyv,0) | Z;°V] =0, (3.6)
j=1

where the conditional expectation is induced by Q. This setting includes the special case where the two
populations are drawn from the same super-population. R

A reasonable starting point is to estimate the parameter by a re-weighted Z-estimator 622" which is a
unique solution to

n

> w(Z:)s(Di,0) = 0. (3.7)

i=1

As we shall see in the linear expansion, (9\“&“3 is conditionally biased for gcond:new (

are to use a correction term to remove the conditional bias.
For convenience, we impose the linear expansion of Gtrans and §°0ndneV a5 an assumption. It is justified
in Proposition [A1] in Appendix [A1] under mild regularity conditions that are similar to the conditions in

Proposition [3.1}

Assumption 3.6. (2)\;””” and 0oV qdmit the asymptotic linear expansion

conditional on Z"°%); we

V™ = 05 = —= 3~ w(D)w(Zi) + op(1), (3.8)
i=1

\/’l’?L(G,ifndﬂww enew _ Z Dnew }Znew} +0P(1) (39)

1

as m,n — oo, where ¥(d) = —(Eq[s(D™™,05<)])  s(d,05<").

Under this expansion, the estimator #%®" has considerable bias: ignoring lower order terms, under
Assumption [3.6] girans — geondnew g oqual to

1< 1 « w w
S UDyw(Z) S TEMD) | 23]
i=1 j=1
mean zero under pr(e | Z7°%) nonzero mean under pr(e | Z°%)
To mitigate this issue, we add a correction term to the estimator. We first split the index set Z = {1,...,n}

of {(D;, Z;)}"_, into equally-sized halves Z; and Z,. Then for k = 1,2, we obtain estimator 77*(-) for
n(-) = E[w(D;‘eW) | Zj" = -], using only the data in Zj. |I| We then define the estimator

9 rans — Hnrans _ /C\trans, (3.10)

m,n

with the following correction term:

rans ,__ ~ ~ 1 & ~ new
e 2|11\Z i 2|I|Z T Zgw(Z) =50 > > A (Z™),

1€L 1€Zo k=1j=1

We construct a confidence interval centered around @tﬁaﬁs in Theorem We assume the L2 (Q) consistency
of ﬁzk; note that we do not impose any assumptions on convergence rates of ﬁzk

1To be specific, 77k is the output of Algorithm (c.f. Section for details) with inputs w and Zj,. With known w(-), the
algorithm does not need the new attributes as input.



Assumption 3.7. ||[7%*

k=1,2.

() = n()w)||,m@ and 7% () — (Il La@) converges in probability to zero for

Theorem 3.8. Suppose Assumptions[3.¢ and[3.7 hold, and m > en for some constant € > 0. If an estimator
Tshift converges in probability to ogpnip > 0, where

02 = Var {w(Z;) (V(Ds) —n(Zs)) }, (3.11)

and the variance is induced by (D;, Z;) ~ P, then the random variable
P03 € Bl — Gonipe- 212/ VT O™ + G- 21-aj2/ V1] | 207

converges in probability to 1 — a as n — oo, where girans g defined in equation (3.10]).

m,n

It may come as a surprise to the reader that the asymptotic variance does not depend on m; this is due
to the fact that bias correction is statistically an easy task in this setting. We defer the detailed proof of
Theorem [3.8] to Appendix

It thus remains to construct a consistent estimator for o2, (c.f. ) as well as an Lo-consistent
estimator for 7(-). In Section we include a detailed estimation procedure for 02, (c.f. Algorithm @
The construction of 77* is new to the literature; we discuss a detailed procedure (c.f. Algorithm in
Section [3.4] with theoretical analysis.

3.3 Transductive inference with estimated covariate shift

In this section, we discuss the case where the covariate shift w(z) between target distribution @ and the
training distribution P is unknown and needs to be estimated. We develop an estimator based on which the
inference procedure allows for slower-than-parametric estimation error.

The general idea is to replace w(-) with an estimate to construct 6;,%:° in (3-10), where we employ cross-
fitting [I1] to decouple the estimation of w(-) and other quantities. The index set Z = {1,...,n} of the
original dataset {(D;, Z;)}1, is randomly split into three equally-sized folds, denoted as Z;, Z and Zs. The
index set 7"V = {1,...,m} of the new dataset Z;~ = {Z}*V}7 is randomly split into three equally-sized
folds Z7°V, 73V and Z§°V. We then carry out a three-fold estimation—for each ¢ = 1,2, 3, we first use Z,
and Z;°V to obtain an estimator w,(-) of the covariate shiftE| Then we use all remaining data to obtain

02" which is a unique solution to

> @e(Z:)s(Ds,0) = 0. (3.12)
i€,

Next, for each k # /£, we obtain an estimator 77+ (-) for n(-) using only Z; and I]?ewﬂ We define the ¢-th
correction term as

3 T 7 3 o new
= o D Ww(ZN(Z) =y - Y T,
k#L ¢ T,ULy, k#L jéI?eWUI)‘;‘eW
Finally, we define the transductive estimator as
3

/g\trans,shift _ % Z (/H\EEW,(@ _ E(f)) (313)

m,n
(=1

Without loss of generality, we assume ng = n/3, mg = m/3 are integers, so that the split folds are of
exactly the same size; otherwise the induced bias is of a negligible order O(1/m + 1/n).
We assume consistency of w, as follows.

Assumption 3.9. For ¢ =1,2,3, sup, |We(z) — w(z)| = 0 in probability as n — co.

2We give an example in Algorithm [4| for estimating w(-).
3To be specific, 72k (+) is the output n(s, D, Ty, TV ) () from Algorithmthat only depends on Z and ZpeV.

10



For convenience, we impose the linear expansion of @;ew,(e) as the following assumption. It holds under

Assumption [3.9] and regularity conditions similar to previous cases; the detailed justification is in Proposi-

tion [A22] in Appendix [A7]]

Assumption 3.10. For/{=1,2,3, grew(©)

is unique solution to (3.12) and admits linear expansion

~ 1 N
/Zn/3(92ew,(€) _ ggew) _ \/ﬁ Z We(Z;)(D;) + op(1). (3.14)

i¢T,

In the linear expansion (3.14), /2n/3 is due to sample splitting where gflew’(é) only uses a fold of
cardinality 2n/3; we still obtain y/n order for inference by reusing all folds.
We also assume (slow) convergence rates of the estimated covariate shift and influence functions. We

will elaborate on detailed conditions for it to hold in the analysis of our estimation procedures, see Proposi-
tion [3.17 of Section

Assumption 3.11. |w(-)[7%(-) — n()ll,@) — 0 in probability, Ep[w(Z;)*)(D;)* < oo and ||f&g() —
w()HL2(]P’) . Hﬁzk() - 77()HL2(IP’) = OP(I/\/H) fOT k= 172 and { = 1a2a3'

The following theorem proved in Appendix provides inference that is robust to estimation error—we
obtain n~1/2-rate inference with the same asymptotic variance as the case of known covariate shift, as long
as the product of the errors is no grater than O(n='/2).

Theorem 3.12. Suppose Assumptions [5.9, and [3.11] hold, and m > en for some fized € > 0. If an
estimator Gepift — Oshife in probability for the variance O’?hiﬂ defined in (3.11), then

P(a&ew,cond c [artr:(’lgs,shift o 8—sh7,'ft . 21_0/2/\/5’ az?gs,shift + /U\shift . Zl—a/2/\/ﬁ] ‘ Znew),

as a random variable measurable with respect to {Z;Le“’};”:l, converges in probability to 1 — a as n — o0,
where gﬁ?ﬁs’smﬁ is defined in equation (3.13)).

As before, a noteworthy feature of this result is that asymptotically the variance does not depend on m.
The inference procedure in Theorem relies on the construction of Ggpig, We(+) and HZ+(+). In Section
we provide a stand-alone procedure to obtain 7%*(-) with a single fold Z;, (c.f. Algorithm and a detailed
procedure to estimate o2, (c.f. Algorithm @

3.4 Algorithms

In this section, we describe concrete algorithms for estimating ¢(-), 7(+), 0% and 02 ;. Corresponding theory
can be found in Section [3:5] Similar to previous sections, the estimation of variances is discussed for the
one-dimensional case, while the arguments naturally carry over to the estimation of covariance matrix for
multi-dimensional influence functions. Other quantities like conditional mean functions are discussed in the
general multivariate case.

Note that the influence functions ¢(-), ¥(-) and their corresponding conditional mean functions ¢(-), n(-)
all admit the generic form

for some weight function w(-), § € RP, score function s: D x © — R? and
M(s,w,0) = —(E[w(Z;)$(D;,0)]) " € RP*P,  (Dy, Z;) ~P. (3.15)

The general recipe is to estimate M (s, w,8) and E[s(D;,0)| Z; = z] separately with plug-in nuisance com-
ponents. We build our procedures upon the following two meta algorithms.

11



Algorithm 1 Meta Algorithm: Estimation of E[h(D)|Z = ]

Input: Function A(-): D — RP, dataset {(D;, Z;) }iez independent of h(-).
Output: function G(h,Z)(-): Z — RP.

Algorithm 2 Meta Algorithm: Matrix Estimation.

Input: Score function s: D x © — RP, weight function w: Z — R, 6 € ©, data {(Z;, D;) }icz-
Output: Matrix M (s,w,0,7) = —(ﬁ Y ier w(Z;)5(Dy, 9))71 € RP*P,

Estimation for conditional inference in Section [3.1} Recall that in Theorem [3.4] the only quantity
needed for constructing confidence intervals (besides 6) is a consistent estimator 52 for o2 = Var((¢(D) —
©(Z)). The estimation with data {(D;, Z;)}icz is detailed in Algorithm [3] Roughly speaking, we first obtain
estimators for ¢(D;), i € Zy; then we estimate ¢(-) = E[p | Z = -] only using data in one fold Z; and apply
to another independent fold Z,, which are finally used to estimate o2. The sub-routine of estimating (-) is
detailed in Algorithm [7] of Appendix [A22]

Estimation for transductive 1nference in Sections (3.2| - and [3:3] The transductive inference part
requires a consistent estimator for O’Shift defined in equation (|3 , and an estimator for n(-) only using one
fold Zy. For preparation, we describe in Algorithm |4{ a generic method to estimate the covariate shift w(-)
when it is unknown. It is not the only choice; there have been a rich literature on estimating density ratios,
see, e.g., [40] for a comprehensive review.

In Algorithm [5] we describe in details estimation of 7(-) using any fold Z and Z**". Note that when w(-)
is known, it is directly used to construct Htmns for Theorem |3.8] so that Z"°V is in fact not used. Otherwise,

we set aside a part of I to estimate it and construct 9“&“ shift i) Theorem

The estimation of 02, = Var(w(Z)(¢(D) — o(Z )) is described in Algorlthm @ After sample splitting,
we first estimate ¥(D;) for i € Z3; then we use only 77,7 to estimate 7(-) and apply to estimate n(Z;),
i € T3, which are used to estimate o2 .

3.5 Estimation guarantees

In this section, we provide estimation guarantees for algorithms in Section with explicit and detailed
conditions. The conditions are stated for parameters in R?.

We begin with generic assumptions on the meta Algorithms [1| and For any function f(-), we let
G(f)(z) = E[f(D)| Z = z] be the conditional mean function, viewing f as fixed; also, recall that G(f,7) is
the output of Algorithm 1| using data Z. Also, recall that J/W\(s, w,0,T) is the output of Algorithm [2| using
data Z and M (s, w,0) in (3.15)) is its estimation target.

Assumption 3.13. For any fized input function f and dataset I, the output of Algorithm [1] satisfies that
1G(£, D)) = G(f))lz2(p) = Or(RA(IZ)) for some rate function Ry(-): N — R¥.

Algorithm 3 Estimate o2.
Input: Dataset {(D;, Z;)}icz, score function s: D x © — RP.
1: Split indices 7 into equally-sized Z; and Z.
2: Set 6 as solution to Zzez s(D;,0) = 0. // Estimate ¢(D;) for i € Iy
3: Obtain M= M(s 1,0, ,I>) using Algorlthm
4: Set ¢; = Ms(Dz,G) for all i € Zo.
5
6:

: Obtain @(+) = ¢(s,Z1)(-) from Alg.|7| (c.f. Appendix [A.2]). // Estimate (-) with only T,
: Set @; = p(Z;) for all i € Zy. // Apply to I,

Output O' = \12\22612(¢2_ 1)2.
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Algorithm 4 Estimate w(-).
Input: Datasets {Z;}iez, {Z]" }jeznew.
1: Pool Z,7"°" together, and set T; = 0 for i € Z and T; = 1 for j € Z"°V.
2: Estimate é(z) = P(T = 1| Z = z) using pooled data by any regression or classification algorithm.

Output: function w(-) 16(52 ) |I|r.Ic‘w| Z—R.

Algorithm 5 Estimate 7(-).

Input: Datasets {(D;, Zi)}iez, {(DjY, Z}V)}jeznew, score s: D x © — RP, weight w: Z — R.
1: Split indices Z into equally- 51zed Iy, Io and Z3.

2: if w is given then

3 Set w=w // Obtain weight function
4: else

5.  Estimate weight function @(-): Z — R with Z; and Z"°V.

6: end if

7: Set 0 as solution to Zielg w(Z;)s(Dy,0) = 0. // Estimate 05°"
8 Obtain M := ]/\4\(5,@, 9, T3) using Algorithm // Estimate M (s, w, (“‘ )
9: Set 5(-) = 3('a§)3 D — RP. // Estimate E[s(D, 05°%) | Z = -]

10: Obtain #(-) := G(5,Z3)(-): Z — R using Algorithm
Output: function (s, w,Z,Z2°V)(-): Z — RP, where 7j(z) = Mt(z).

Algorithm 6 Estimate 02 ..

Input: Datasets {(Di, Zi)}tiez, {(Dj°V,Z}Y)}jeznew, score function s: D x © — RP, weight function
w: Z —R.

1: Split indices Z into equally-sized Z;, Z5 and Z3.

2: if w is given then

3:  Set w = w; // Obtain weight function
4: else

5. Estimate weight function @(-): £ — R with Z; and Z"¢V.

6: end if

7: Set 0 as solution to ), i€t w(Z;)s(D;,0) = 0. // Estimate v(D;) for i € I3
8 Obtain M := M(s @,0. ,Z3) using Algorlthml

9: Set h; = MS(D“ 0) for all i € Z3.

10: Obtain 77 = (s, w,Zs, &)(-) from Algorithm // Estimate n(-) using only w and T
11: Set 1; = 1(Z;) for all i € Zs. // Apply to I3

Output: 72, = ﬁ Yiez, W(Zi)* (i — i)
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Assumption 3.14. For any fized input w, 0 and dataset Z, the output ofAlgorithm satisfies H]\/J\(s7 w,0,7)—
M (s,w,0)||oc = Op(Rm(|Z])) for some rate function Ry, (-): N — Rt where || - ||oo is the entry-wise mawi-
mum.

The above assumption on the convergence rate holds for a couple of nonparametric regression methods
if the input f(-), viewed as a fixed function, is sufficiently smooth. For example, localized nonparametric
methods like kernel regression [33] [45], local polynomial regression [12} [13], smoothing spline [23] and modern
machine learning methods including regression trees [6] and random forests [27], to name a few.

To show consistency of 52 from Algorithm [3| we additionally assume the targets are stable.

Assumption 3.15. The matriz M(s,w,0) satisfies that M(s,1,0) — M(s,1,0")||cc = O(||6 — ¢'||]2) and
M(s,w,0)—M(s,w,0)|c0 = O(|Jw(2) —w'(2) | L,@)) for any weight functions w,w' and any 0,0" € ©. Also,
l[s(-,0) = s, )l Loy = O|0 = 6']2) for any 6,0 € ©.

We show that 72, the output of Algorithm is consistent if the two generic meta algorithms have dimin-
ishing estimation error and the target functions are stable. The proof of Proposition [3.16]is in Appendix[C.2]

Proposition 3.16 (Consistency of 52). Suppose Assumptions|3.13,|3.14| and|3.15 hold, and the regularity
conditions of Proposition hold for 6 in Algorithm E Also assume Ry, (n), Rr(n) = 0 as n — oo. Then
the output of Algorithm |3 satisfies 52 — o2 in probability as |Z| — oco.

In Theorem|3.8] we only need the Lo-consistency for the estimation of 7(-), as well as a consistent estimator
for 02 ;. In Theorem we further need the convergence rate for estimating n(-). We analyze 7)(-), the
output of Algorithm [ under generic rates of the meta algorithms as follows. The proof of Proposition [3.17]

is in Appendix

Proposition 3.17 (Convergence rate of 7). Suppose Assumptions and the regularity con-
ditions in Propositions and hold. Let Z, ™" be any inputs of Algorithm (5 If w(-) is known, the
output of Algorithm [J] satisfies

17C) = 0C)| ) < - Op (R (1Z1) + R(IZ]) + [Z17/2). (3.16)

If w(-) is estimated, assume sup,, |0(z) —w(z)| = op(1) and the regularity conditions in Proposition[A.3 also
hold for 6. Then the output of Algom'thm@ satisfies

17C) = 1)l ) < 2 Op(I1B() = ()| Lye) + Ron(1Z) + Ro(1Z]) + [Z17172).
As a direct implication, Assumption holds if
() —w() L@ = Op(n71/4) and Rpy(n)+R.(n) = Op(n71/4)'

Note that in Algorithm |5, Z**" is only possibly used to estimate w(-). Consequently, the convergence
rate of 7) depends on Z"" only through [[@(-) — w(-)| z,@)-
The output fohift of Algorithm |§| is analyzed as follows, whose proof is in Appendix

Proposition 3.18 (Cousistency of Effhiﬁ). Let T, ™Y be any inputs of Algorithm @ Suppose Assump-
tions |3111 |5’,14| and|3.15| hold, and the regularity conditions in Pmposition hold for 9 in Algorithm .
Assume Ry (n) — 0 and Ry(n) — 0 as n — oco. If sup, |W(z) — w(z)| = op(1), sup, |w(z)| < oo, then the
output of Algom'thm@ 0beys G2, — Tapegs i probability as |Z| — oo,

4 Simulations

4.1 Conditional inference

In this section, we evaluate the conditional inference procedure in Section [3.1| with simulations. The results
validate the conditional coverage and show the robustness to estimation error.
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We generate data D; = (X;,Y;) with covariates X € R'? and response Y € R according to

X1, X0, X5, .0, X0 RUN(0,1), X = X1 461, Xy =X + e,

(e1,62) T ~ N(0,%), B1; =op =1, Byp = Ngy = 1/2,
Y =X +|X1|+ Xz +¢, & ~N(0,07).

Here the linear model is misspecified but the OLS projection coefficient is still well-defined. We focus on two
conditional parameters: the first two entries of the ordinary least square coefficient = argmingcg, E[(Y —
BTX)?|Z], where wet set the conditioning set as Z = (Xi, X2). The corresponding super-population
quantities are 1 = 1 and 65 = 0. The influence function is

é(d;0) = (E[XXT]) 'a(y—0Tx), where d=(z,y) € R” x R,

The procedure in Section is carried out for sample sizes n € {200,1000,2000,5000} and v €
{0.1,0.2,0.5} with o« = 0.05. We first generate i.i.d. observations {Z;} , = {(Xu,Xi2)},; then we
repeatedly sample {D;}? ; conditional on {Z;}7_; for Ny = 500 times. We construct confidence intervals
and evaluate the coverage of the two conditional parameters over Ny times. For the nonparametric regression
in Algorithm [I} we use loess function in R. The procedure is repeated for Nx = 800 draws of conditioning
set.

We summarize the Nx conditional coverage for #<°" in Figures [2| and [3} each subplot corresponds to a
configuration of v. Both figures confirm the conditional validity of our procedure (the boxplots mark median
and quarter quantiles of the conditional coverage). In particular, the estimation error of variance for the
second entry with smaller sample sizes leads to overcoverage in Figure It shows the robustness of our
procedure to estimation error: in cases where the estimation of ¢(-) is inaccurate, the algorithm tends to
overestimate the variance, and overall the procedure still provides valid coverage.

g errsd = 0.1 errsd = 0.2 errsd = 0.5

@

g 0.975 : : 1 1 .

c_Lt; 0.950--5%%-% 'E%‘%'% 'E%+-+

S 0.9251 Pl ! ! f

T 0.9001

S ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; : ; ;
200 1000 2000 5000 200 1000 2000 5000 200 1000 2000 5000

sample size

Figure 2: Conditional coverage of the first entry of §<°*d. Red dashed lines are nominal level.

conditional coverage

200 1000 2000 5000 200 1000 2000 5000 200 1000 2000 5000
sample size

Figure 3: Conditional coverage of the second entry of 5°*4. Red dashed lines are nominal level.
We also compute the ratio of estimated variances for conditional inference and super-population inference

in Figure[d] We see that conditional inference often leads to shorter confidence intervals once the estimation
error of ¢(-) is reasonably small.
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Figure 4: Ratio of estimated standard deviation. The details are in Section

4.2 Transductive inference under covariate shift

In this part, we evaluate the performance of transductive inference procedures on simulated data. Even with
estimated covariate shift, the conditional coverage is close to the nominal level.

The data-generating process and parameters of interest are the same as Section [£.1] while we set the
conditioning set as Z = X; and the covariate shift as w(z) = 0.5 + 1{z > 0}. We set sample sizes
n € {200,1000,2000,5000} and m = n - €, where ¢ € {0.5,1,2}. We independently draw Nx = 500
times of i.i.d. attributes Z"" = (Z7°V)i<j<m. In each time, we fix the new attributes and repeatedly
draw {D;, Z;}1<i<n, then apply the procedures in Section and Section for Ny = 500 times. We
follow Section to construct o3, 5;1;?;}5 and the confidence intervals, where the meta algorithm

uses the loess function in R. When covariate shift is estimated, we let @w(-) = 15(7’62) . %ﬁ, where T; =

1{: is in the new dataset}, and e(x) (resp. p) estimates P(T; = 1| X; = x) (resp. P(T; = 1)) by pooling the
two datasets, and €(x) is obtained by randomForest function in R.

Given a = 0.05, we evaluate the conditional coverage of the two procedures given each draw of new
attributes by empirical coverage among the Ny = 500 replicates. Coverage for §<0"4:1eW associated with the
first and second entries of OLS parameter is in Figures 5] and [6] respectively.

The conditional coverage is close to the nominal level 95% with both ground truth (blue) and estimated
(yellow) covariate shift. The proposed procedure works slightly better with larger noise v; it is due to over-
estimation of asymptotic variance. Also, the coverage is higher for large proportion of m/n. This might be
due to smaller approximation error of asymptotic linear expansion.

5 Real Data Analysis

We apply the transductive inference procedure in Section to a real-world dataset for predicting car
prices. The dataset is from Ebay-Kleinanzeigen and consists of around 50,000 observations. Features include
continuous ones like registration year and discrete ones like brand and make. The dataset has been studied
in [30], where reliable prediction of car prices is found to be challenging. In particular, it is difficult to predict
the individual prices of some ‘unsual’ cars, such as old cars (registered before 2000), vintage cars and race
cars.

Instead of predicting individual prices or estimating the overall mean price, our framework provides an
approach in-between: we can form conditionally valid confidence intervals for the mean price of a subset of
cars. In the following, we conduct conditional inference for the mean of a sub-population of old cars and
evaluate the performance by the conditional coverage.

We first generate a semi-synthetic dataset for evaluation. We fit a random forest model m(-) for the
conditional mean m(xz) = E[Y;|X; = z] on the whole dataset, and view the fitted values m(X;) as the
conditional mean, then compute the residuals €; = Y; —m(X;). To create the synthetic dataset, we randomly
sample (without replacement) a population of size N € {2,5,10,20,50} x 103 from the original dataset. We
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Figure 5: Conditional coverage of the first entry of §°°"4m¢%  Red dashed lines are nominal level.
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focus on the particularly difficult task of inferring the price of old cars [30]. We choose the old cars with
registration year earlier than 2000, and take a subsample of proportion r € {0.1,0.2,...,0.9} as the new
(shifted) dataset {(Y;%, X3**)}1<j<m; The original dataset {(Y;*, Xi)}1<i<n consists of the rest of the old
cars and all newer cars, so that m +n = N. In particular, we fix the covariates and randomly resample the
errors to create the observations Y;* and Y*, and evaluate conditional coverage.

The transductive inference procedure discussed in Section is applied to the synthetic dataset, where
the confidence interval is constructed as

[é\tn?gs,shift + 20.025  Genite/ V1, é\tnizjtz&shift + 20.975 .3shift/\/ﬁ]'

Specifically, with T; = 1 indicating (X;, Y;*) is in the new (shifted) dataset, the weight function is obtained
by @w(-) = 1i(g'2,) . 1;%, where e(x) estimates P(T; = 1| X; = x) and p estimates P(T; = 1) by pooling the two
datasets. The coverage for the conditional parameter goond:new — % ZZ]\LI T; - m(X;) is evaluated over 1000
replicates; the results are summarized in Figure [7]

N=2000 N=5000 N=10000 N=20000 N=50000

Coverage
© o o
© [{o] ©
o JI> [e¢]

o
o
@

0.25 050 0.75 0.25 050 0.75 0.25 050 0.75 0.25 050 0.75 0.25 050 0.75
Proportion (r) of shifted data

Figure 7: Conditional coverage versus proportions r of shifted data; each subplot corresponds to a sample
size N. The red dashed lines indicate the nominal level 0.95.

In Figure [7] our procedure generally works well, especially for reasonably large original dataset and
moderate proportion r of the shifted dataset. The coverage improves as the whole sample size gets larger,
especially when the proportion of shifted data is not too large or too small (so that old cars appear reasonably
much in both datasets). We observe that the coverage might be deteriorated when the proportion of shifted
data is large (like » = 0.9), in which case there are fewer representative observations of old cars in the original
data, so that training a model for those conditional means gets harder. On the other hand, when the sample
size (for example N = 2000) and the proportion r (like » = 0.1) is relatively small, the random noise in the
shifted data also manifest itself through the undercoverage in the first plot in Figure
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A Additional algorithm details and analysis

A.1 Deferred detalils
The following proposition justifies Assumption whose proof is in Appendix

Proposition A.1. Suppose conditions (ii), (iii) in Proposztzon 1| hold also at 6 = 63°" and the following
two conditions hold: (i’) 05" is the unique solution to , fconanet s the unique solution to and
Hff‘ms is the unique solution to (3.7). (w’) For each j,k, ||!s']k(D 0)|| = ||0s(D,0)/00;06i| < g(D), where
g(D) and g(D)w(Z) are both integrable. Also, both E[$(D, 65°")] and Elw(Z)3(D,05")] are non-singular
matrices. Then Assumption [3.¢ holds.

The following proposition justifies Assumption whose proof is in Appendix
Proposition A.2. Suppose Assumption[3.9, conditions (ii), (iii) in Proposition and condition (w’) in
Propositz'on hold. If @zew’w) is the unique solution to (3.12)), then Assumption holds.
A.2 Estimation of ¢

Based on the meta algorithms, we estimate ¢(-) = —(E[$(D, 6,)]) 71]E[5(D, 00) | Z = -] with data {(D;, Z;) }iez
as follows. For notational convenience, we define 1(z) = 1.

Algorithm 7 Estimate ¢(-).
Input: Dataset {(D;, Z;)}icz, score function s: D x © — RP.
1: Split indices 7 into equally-sized Z; and Z.
2: Set 0 as solution to Zzezl s(D;,0) = 0.
3: Obtain M := M(s 1,0, ,Z3) using Algorlthml
4: Set 5(-) = s(-,8): D — RP.
5: Obtain (-) := G(5,Z2)(-): Z — RP using Algorithm
Output: function ¢(s,Z)(:) = M\f() Z — RP.

The proof of the following consistency result is in Appendix [C.1}

Proposition A.3 (C0n51stency of p). Suppose Assumptions and|3.14 hold, and the regularity conditions
in Proposztwn 1| hold for 6. Assume M(s,1,0)— M(s,1,60)||ec = O(||0—0'||2) and ||s(-,0) — (-, ) L.y =
O(||60 — 0'||2) for any 6,0 € ©. Then the output of Algorithm[7 satisfies

(s, D)) = ()| 10y <2+ O (R (Z]) + R (|Z]) + 1Z]71/2).

B Technical proofs

B.1 Linearity of Z-estimators

Proof of Proposition[3.1. We first show the conmstency of 9 £ 90 and 9C°nd = 6°, where the convergence
in probability is in each entry. The consistency of Gn follows directly from the classical results [42] Theorem
5.9]. Similarly, we note that #<°"? is the unique solution to with the score function replaced by ¢(Z;, 0).
Thus, under the given conditions we have the consistency of #5°*¢ following [42, Theorem 5.9].

We now employ the Taylor expansion argument to obtain the asymptotic linearity and (3.2). Recall
that s(D,6): D x Q — RP. Expanding Y7, s(D;,0,) at 0° yields

1

\FZ s(D;,0°) + ﬁzn:spz,eo 0, — 0°) + ana —0°)T5(Dy, 0,) (0 — 6°),
=1 =1

a\
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where the random vector §n lies within the segment between 6° and §n Rearranging the terms, we have

1 n n 1 n R . R

s(D;,0°) = D, 0+ —> (6, —6° TgDi,en). n(6,, — 0°).
Tl (3 22008 + 5 300~ 0T 5(D ) ) Vi)
The law of large numbers implies 1 Y7 | §(D;, 6°) = E[(D 90)]+0p(1) where E[$ (D 6°)] is non-singular ac-
cording to (iv). Meanwhile, Condition (iv) implies || 5= > (9 —00)T5(D;, 60,1 < 16,0 =015 > g(Dy) =

op(1) since én converges in probability to §°. Hence
{E[5(D,6°)] +op(1)} - V(B — 6°) = Z (D;,6°).

On the left-handed side, op(1) means a random matrix where each entry converges in probability to zero.
Thus we have

(@, —6°) = Z (D, 6°)) " s(D;, 6°) + op(1).
That is, the asymptotic linearity (3.1) holds with

) ~1
#(D) = —(E[s$(D,6°)]) "s(D,6°).
On the other hand, recall the observation that #5°"d is the unique solution to (2.1)) with the score func-
tion replaced by ¢(Z;,0). Meanwhile, condition (iv) implies also ||3;x(Z,0)| < E[g(D)|Z] due to Jensen’s
inequality; and E[{(Z,0°)] = E[$(D,6%)] due to the tower property of conditional expectations and the
exchangeability of expectation and derivative in (iv). Following exactly the same arguments, we have

\/ﬁ(e;:lond Z Z 90 (ZZ,HO) +0P(1)

- \FZ 5(D,6°)]) " E[s(D;,0°) | Z] + op(1).

That is, the asymptotic linearity (3.2) holds with the same ¢(D). Therefore, we complete the proof of
Proposition O

B.2 Linear expansion with known covariate shift

Proof of Proposition[A_d] Firstly, note that the conditions in Proposition [A-1] imply the same conditions as
Proposition when we substitute (D;, Z;) ~ P with (D}V, Z7°) ~ Q. Therefore, applying the same
arguments as those in the proof of Proposmon E leads to the linear expansion of geond.mew

When it comes to Gtrans note that G”ans is the unique solution to

zn: :SV(DZ, Zi, 9) == 0,
i=1

where 5(D;, Z;,0) = w(Z;)s(D;,0). The conditions in Proposition implies the same conditions of Propo-
sition for s. Therefore, following the arguments of Proposition we have the linear expansion

\/ﬁ(@nrans 7088‘” — Z DuZ +0P(]—)7

S\

where
3(Di, i) = —(E[5(D,65))) ~'3(D, 6).

It’s straightforward to see that (E(Di, Z;) = ¥(D;)w(Z;), hence completing the proof of the linear expan-

sion (3.8) of /9\%”“5. O



B.3 Linear expansion with estimated covariate shift

Proof of Proposition[A.3 We first show the consistency of @rlfw’(é) Eis 05°". Without loss of generality,
the sample size is |[Z\Zy| = 2n/3. To this end, we utilize Theorem 5.9 of [42], so that it suffices to show

(a) supgee 15(6) — S(8)] — 0 in probability, and (b) for any ¢ > 0, there exists some § > 0 such that
inf)|g_gnew|,>5[S(0) — S(O5°)| > €, where we define

SO) = =" @i(Z)s(Dy,0),  S(0) =E[w(Z)s(D,0)].

% Z w(Z;)s(D;,0) — S(9)],

¢,

where

o S |@0(20) = w(Z0)] - [5(Di.0)] < sup |@u(2) — ()] - 5 3 [s(Di0)] = or()

Z¢Zg i¢Z,
by Assumption and the integrability of s(D,#). The second term also converges to zero by the law of
large numbers. Hence |S(6) — S(8)] = op(1) for any fixed 6 € ©. By compactness of © in condition (ii)
of Proposition as well as the continuity of S(6) and S(6), we know that the uniform convergence in (a)
holds. The compactness of © and the uniqueness of solution §3°* implies the well-separatedness condition
(b) (c.f. Theorem 5.9 of [42]). Thus we have G5 0 65°™ in probability as n — oo.

We now employ a Taylor expansion argument to show the asymptotic linearity. Expanding S
at 65°" yields

0— Z U)Z D“ gnew + Z U)l (Dia ggew)(ggevv,(@ _ HSGW)
i¢Z, i¢Z,

1 ~ ~
+ 5 '&)\Z(Zi) (egew enew) (D“ 9new) (ngw,(F Hnew)-

Here utlhzmg the fact that each entry of §(D;, 65%) is controlled by an integrable g(D;), the random variable

= Z We(Z:)3(D;y, 05°%) = % > (@e(Zi) — w(Zi))5(Ds, 05°) + % > w(Zi)3(Ds, 65°)

z¢1g i¢Te [Xe209)

is of order Op(1), hence

> B Z) (O — 65 TE(D, 657) = op (1)
The above Op(l) and op(1) are both in the entry-wise sense. Reorganizing the Taylor expansion,

3 -~ . new Anew new
> (D1 B™) = (0p(1) + - 50 TUZISDAO™) ) - VERBE O — 63,

W

Following similar arguments as before, we also have
oo S Bl Z)3(Dy, 03°") = Ew(Z0)3(Dy, 03°)] + op(1).
ZQIZ

Since the expected matrix is invertible by condition (iv’) in Proposition we know

2R (B _ guewy WZ( 25D 5] ) Be(Z)s(Din B + 0p(D)

which is equivalent to (3.14]) by the definition of (). Therefore, we complete the proof of Proposition
O
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B.4 Proofs of validity of conditional inference

This section contains the proof of Theorem [3.4} Before proving Theorem [3.4] we first state and prove an
intermediate result on the asymptotic distribution of 6,, — §<°nd,

Proposition B.1. Suppose Assumptions and [3-3 hold. For any fized x € R, the random variable
P{\/n(0,, —0°™) < x| Z} converges in probability to ®(x/c), where ® is the cumulative distribution function
(c.d.f.) of standard Gaussian distribution, and o® is defined in equation (3.4).

Proof of Proposition[B.1 By Assumptions and we have

Vi, =) = 2= 37 (9(D) ~ E[6(D1) | 21]) + 0p(1).

1=

For notational simplicity, we write
—~ 1 &
dn = V(0 — 65 — 7 ZCn where (; = ¢(D;) — E[¢(D;) [ Z], i=1,...,n,
n
i=1

where d,, = op(1) follows from the given conditions. Hence Lemma implies that for any fixed € > 0,
P(|dn| > €| Z,) = 0p(1). (B.1)

On the other hand, we denote the conditional law of the essential term as
1 n
£o=£( > (6(D:) - Big(D) | Z) 2.).

By the conditional CLT in Lemma taking g(X;) = ¢(D;) and the filtration F,, = 0(Z,) = c({Z;i}}1),
we know that the conditional law £,, converges almost surely to NV (0, 02) with 02 defined in equation (3.4)).
That is, for any x € R, we have

P(vn(B, — 0°) +d,, < 2| 2,) 25 @(f),
o
where ®(+) is the cumulative distribution function of standard normal distribution. By equation (B.1)), for
any constant € > 0, it holds that

P(v/(

~

S

o gzond) S x | Zn)

=P(Vn(0, — 0°°"Y) <z, |dn] < €] 2,) +P(Va(b, — 02" < z,|d,| > €| 2,)

<P(Va(ln, — 02" +d, <o+ €| 2,) +P(|do] > €] 2,) = @(m T 6) +op(1). (B.2)
On the other hand, we have

B(Vit(G, — 05 < x| 2,)

> P(V(0 — 0" +dy <z — €, |dn| < €] Z5,)

> P(Va@ — 05 + dy <2 — €] 2,) — PB(ldn| > €] 22) = (1) +0p(1), (B.3)

By the arbitrariness of € > 0 in equations (B.2]) and (B.3)), for any fixed « € R, it holds that
P(vn(B, — 0 < 2| 2,) = @(f) +op(1).
o

Therefore, we conclude the proof of Proposition O
The proof of Theorem [3.4 is as follows.
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Proof of Theorem[3.]} . By Proposition for any fixed z € R,
P(ﬁ(@n —geond) < g ‘ Zn> = ®(x/0) + op(1).
For any fixed constant € > 0, we write 27 (€) = 21_4/2(0 — €) and 27 (€) = z;_4/2(0 + €). Denoting
A*(e) = P(\/ﬁ(é\n — 0 ) < 25 (e) ‘ Zn> — ®(2%(¢) /o),

we have AT (¢), A~ (€) = op(1) by Proposition Since the estimator & = o, we have

P(Valf =05 < 21 ajp 7| 20) = (1= 0)

> ]P)(\/E|§n — 05 < 21_ap2- (0 —¢) Zn) —(1-a)+PO <o—¢€|Z2)

=®(z7()) —(1—a) +P(@ <0 —€|Z,) + A (e), (B.4)

where the conditional probability P(¢ < o — €| Z,,) = op(1) by Lemma On the other hand, for any
fixed constant ¢ > 0, we have

IP>(\/ﬁ|§n - azond’ < Zl—a/2 " o ‘ Zn)
< P(\/Hé\n - gfbond| < Zea/2; (0 +e€) ‘ Zn) + P >0 +elZ,)
=P(zT(e) —(1—a)+ PG <o +¢€|Z,)+ AT (e), (B.5)

where P(G > o + €| Z,) = op(1) by Lemma Thus for any fixed constant § > 0, we can choose some
fixed € > 0 such that ®(27(¢)) =1 —a > —d/2 and ®(2"(€)) — (1 — a) < §/2. Combining equations (B.4))
and (B.5)), we have

P(’P(\/ﬂﬁn — 05 < 21 agp 7| Za) — (1 - )| > 5>

SPPGE<o—€|Z,)+A () <—=0/2) +P(P(G <o +e|Z,)+AT(e) >6/2) — 0.
By the arbitrariness of § > 0, we complete the proof of Theorem O

B.5 Proof of Theorem [3.8

Proof of Theorem[3.8 Recall that n(z) = E[)(D)|Z = z]; by the invariance of conditional distribution of
D given Z, we have E[y(D;) | Zi] = n(Z;) and E[¢(Dj) | Z7}V] = n(Z;°¥) for all i € [n] and all j € [m]. In
the following, we are to show that

97)2;,1’25 _ ogrc;nd,new — % Zw(ZZ)(w(DZ) — U(Zi)) + Op(l/\/min(n, m))

By equation (3.2)), we have the asymptotic linearity that

n m
1

1
(’g:tlrans _ efsnd,new _ - Zw(zz)w(Dz) - Zn(Z;eW) + Op(l/\/ﬁ‘F l/m)
i=1 Jj=1

By the definition of Aﬁffﬁs in equation (3.10), we have the decomposition

Htrans cond,new Htrans ~trans cond,new
9m - om en - - gm ’

= % D w(Zi)p(Dy) =& — % ZU(ZJW) +op(1/vn+1/y/m).
= % . w(ZZ)(w(Dz) - n(Zz’)) +op (1/\/ﬁ+ 1/%) + (i) + (i),
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=1 €T i €Lo
+ B [w(2)7(2) | 1] + 3B [w(2)7%(2)| Ta),
(i) = = 3 (70 (Z20) + 72 (20o)) — = 3 (20 — Lmg [ (2) | 71] - Lo [ (2) | 1)
2m m

Here the decomposition uitilizes the fact that
Ep [w(Z:)7™(Z:) | I1i] = Eq[0™ (Z]) | 1]

for i ¢ Iy, and j € 7"V, k = 1,2, which follows from the fact that P and Q are related with a covariate shift
w(Z), and the estimation of nZ* is independent of Z"*% when w(-) is known.

In the sequel, we bound the terms (i) and (ii) separately. Since Z; and Z, are (approximately) equal-sized
with |Z1| + |Z2| = n, we have

) ’\Iz AIQ
2|Il| Z Zi) 2‘11| Z )+ ]E[ (Z2)1"(2) | 1]
(i)
) /\11 AZl
2|IZ| Z Z) 2|IQ‘ Z )+ E[ (2)n ’11] +0p(1/n).

i€y 1€y

(i,b)
For the term (i,a), we note that for i € Z; where (D;, Z;) ~ P,
Elw(Z:)n(Z;) | Tz] = Eq[n(Z)] = 0.

Hence we can write (i,a) = 2‘%1‘ > ier, §i» where

& = w(Z)(0(Z:) = 7(2Z:)) = E[w(Zin(Zs) — w(Z)77 (Z:) | T2).

Conditional on Ty, {&}iez, are ii.d. with mean zero, since the estimation of 772 does not use data in Z;.
Therefore, we have

E[(i,a)2 ’IQ] - | | [£2| 2] = 4|I |HU} ) ﬁzz('))"LQ(P)v
where ||w(-)(n(-) — ﬁb(o))HiQ(P) = E[{w(Z)(n(Z) — 7*2(Z))}?] for an independent copy Z ~ P. Thus, by

Assumption we have n-E [(i,a)2 ’ 7] = op(1). Referring to Lemmaﬂfor non-negative random variables

n - (i,a)? and the filtration composed of Ty, we have (i,a) = op(1/y/n). The same arguments also apply to
the term (i,b), which lead to

16)] = or(1/v7).
Furthermore, the arguments apply similarly to the term (ii) with sample size m, hence
|(ii)| = op(1/v/m).

Putting them together, we have

n

972?25 . ofrc;nd,new _ % Zw(Zl)(w(Dl) — T](Zi)) + OP(l/\/ﬁJr 1/\/%)

i=1
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Applying the conditional CLT result in Lemma to g(X;) = ¢(D;) and filtrations
gn — U({Z;lew};nZI) C ]_- — U({Z }Z s {Znew}rn )
we know that conditional on Ze%, \/15 St w(Z) (Y(D;) —n(Z;)) converges in distribution to N (0,02 )

m
almost surely. Thus, with similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem for a consistent estimator 52,

we obtain the desired results in Theorem [3.8 O

B.6 Proof of Theorem 3.12]

Proof of Theorem . For notational simplicity, for £ = 1, 2, 3, we denote Z, ; and Z; » as the two remaining
folds other than Z,, and similarly for Ig‘ﬁw and I?SW We also denote 7,1 and 7,2 as the estimators obtained
with the two folds. For any dataset indexed by I we use Z to represent the random variables when there is
no confusion.

For any fixed ¢, by (3.14)) and the definition of &), we have

rans 3 new
é\t 0 - om Z n(Zj )

IET
3 3 3
=5 We(Zi)Y(Di) — 5= we(Z; Zi) = 5= i
oy 2 DelZ)¥(D) = o0 pIRAL T Zi)
¢ Ly €Ly, 1 1€Ly 2
3 poy new 3 n W 3 new
o D MalZF) kg D a2 B § n(Z}°) + op(1/v/n).
JETPYY JETPYY ¢Ipe

Writing Ay (1) = @g(-) — w(-) and AP () = Gpr(-) — () for k = 1,2, we have

rans 3 new 3 -
O — 2 N n(Z) — o D we(Z:) (0(Di) ~ ()
JELPe i€,
3 3 3 3
_ 2 -~ (2) 2 -~ 1) (7. 2 (2) ( 7new 2 (1) ( r7new
——on 2 BUZIAP(Z) - oo 3 Z)AD(Z) + 5 Y AP(Z) 45 S AN EZ)
1€ZLy 1 1€ZLy o JELPEW JEIPSW
3 3
= “on Z A (Zz)A%Q)(ZZ) "o Z Aw(Zz)As;l)(Zz)
anIgl niGI@g
O]
—23 > w(zZ)AP(Z) - 23 > w(z)AP(z Z AR (Zrev) + Z AL (Zpew) .
n iE€T n i€, jEI“W geznew

(ii)
We bound the two terms (i) and (ii) separately. Since the folds Dy, Zs1,Zs2 are disjoint, conditional on

Iy UZPY ULy, {A,,,(Zi)Ag,l)(Zi)}iezm are i.i.d. random variables. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and
Assumption [3.11] we have

[Qn Y [8u(Z)AP (Z)] )Ie SN UIE,I} < NAwO) o - 1A Ollzaey = 0p(1/ V).
ZGI@ 2
Invoking Lemma and by symmetry of Zy 1 and Z; 5, we know that

ZA Z)AD (Z +—ZA Z)A(Z;)| = op(1/v/n).

zGIe 1 1€Ly,2

Furthermore, note that the estimation of 7 ; only depends on Z ;, and Vs for each k = 1,2. Since P, Q
admit a covariate shift, we have

E[w(Z)AW(Z;) | To U Ty U™ UTESY] = E[AW (Z2°%) | T, ULy UTEY UTSY] = EX
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forie€Z,3 1 and j € IZ%‘Zk, k =1,2. Then we have

3 3
§) = — 2 NA@ (7 - @) _ 2 AYNOI AT O]
() = 5 > (w(Z)AP(Z) - EY) - 5= 3 (w(z)al)(z) - )
i€Ly 1 1€ZL0,2
3 1 new 2 new (1) (2)
o > (Ag>(zj )+ AD (zrevy — g B )
j¢Iz\eW

Note that conditional on Z, U Z}*™ U Zy o U Z}'5", the random variables {w(Zi)A%Q)(Z,-) - E(AQ)}Z'ELA1 are
i.i.d. and mean zero. Hence

2[(3 (i -2))

2
by Assumption Invoking Lemma again with similar arguments for all other terms, we have
()] = op(1/vn +1/vm) = 0p(1/Vn).

Putting the two bounds together, we have

Iy UI?CW UI@72 U ;EW]

irans.(0) _ % S iz % 3" @ Z) ((Di) — 1(Z:)) = op(1/v/n). (B.6)

JETPeY i¢T,

Furthermore, note that E[¢(D;) —n(Z;) | Z;] = 0 almost surely, hence conditional on Z, UZ}¥, the random
variables {Ay, (Z;)[¢(D;) — n(Z;)]}igz, are ii.d. and mean zero. Thus

n-E [(2?; > AW(Z) ($(Ds) — n(Zi)))2

i€ T,
= 3/2- || 8w (Z0) (WD) —0(Z) |}, )
<3/2-sup[@() — () [6(D:) = (20}, ey = 0 (D).

Y I;ew]

The last equation follows from sup, |@¢(z) —w(2)| = op(1) in Assumption as well as the fact that ¢(D;)
and n(Z;) both have finite Ly(P) norms. Invoking Lemma[D.5| we know

o Au(Z) ((D:) — n(Z2)) = 0p(1/ V). (B.7)

i¢T,

Combining equations and (B.7)), we have
Htrans, (£ 3 new 3 _
firans ) — = Z n(Z;) — o Z w(Z:)(Y(Di) = n(Zi)) = op(1/v/n).

2m ‘
JEILpew ¢,

Recalling the sample splitting protocol, averaging over £ = 1,2, 3, we thus have

rans,shi 1 - new 1 -
Ot — — > (27 = = w(Z) ($(D) = 0(Z0) = op(1/v/n),
j=1 i=1
which (since m > en for some € > 0) further leads to

n

> w(Z) ($(Ds) = n(Z:)) + op(1).

i=1

Ntrans,shift  pcond,newy) __

m,n

Si-
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Finally, applying the conditional central limit theorem of Lemma to w(Z;)(¢¥(D;) — n(Z;)) which has
finite fourth moment, and invoking Lemma[D-4] it holds for any = € R that

P(\/ﬁ(’o\tréfxss,shift o aﬁgnd,new) <z ’ ZTI;LGW) _ (I)(x/(fshift) + Op(l).
Since Ogpify, — Oshife in probability, with exactly the same arguments as those in the proof of Theorem

we obtain the desired result in Theorem [B.12] O

C Proofs of estimation
C.1 Proof of Proposition
Proof of Proposition[A.3 We first analyze the entry-wise error in M. Note that

M — M(0) = M(s,1,0,T,) — M(s,1,00)
= ]\7(871,9\,12) — M(s, 1,5) + M(&l,g) — M(s,1,00).

On the other hand, by Assumption we have
1M (s,1,0,Zy) — M(5.1,0)||oc < Op(Rm(|Z2])) = Op(Ru(IZ))),
and ||M(s,1,0) — M(s,1,600)|loc = O(]|8 — 6o]l2) = O(|Z|~*/?). Hence
1M = M (60) oo < Op(Rm(|Z]) + 1Z]71/2). (C.1)

By Assumption we have HQ(?, Ig)—Q(?)HLQ(P) = Op(R.,(|Z])). Meanwhile, writing G(s) = E[s(D,6) | Z =
-], by the definition of G(-), we have

166) 66 = [EE0.8) —s(D. 01 2= 1],

< [ls(0) - S("90)||L2(]p) = O(||f — 6oll2) = Op(1Z|*/?),

where Hs(7§) — 5('79)HL2(P) views 0 as fixed and the Ly-norm is with respect to D ~ P. Putting them
together, the estimated conditional mean function satisfies

[10) = GOl o) S NGGT2) = GE)| ) + 1GB) = G|, )
< Op(R,(IZ)) +|Z1772). (C2)
Altogether, we have
18C) = 2O ey = IMEC) = M(B0)G ()]l 1, )
< @7 - areoic)], , + M@ - g,

< p- |10 = MO0 e - [T, ) + 2 1M O)lse - [T) = GO 0,
< p- Op(Ru(|Zl) + R (1Z]) + 121777,

where the last inequality follows from and and the fact that
O, @) S NGO 1, ) + Or (Re(IZ1) + 1Z1712) = Op(D).

We thus complete the proof of Proposition [A3] O
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C.2 Proof of Proposition [3.16
Proof of Proposition[3.16. For simplicity, we denote A¢; = ¢(D;) — é: and Ap; = o(Z;) — 3i, where ¢; and
@; are estimated in Algorithm [3] Firstly, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

|12|Z Ad; = mZ (Ms(D;, 8) — Ms(D;,0))*

\IIZ (Ms(Di,0) — Ms(Di, 60) + Ms(D, 0) — Ms(Dy, 6p))*
2

1€ZLy

< % > (Ms(Di,0) — Ms(Di,60))" + — > (Ms(Dy,80) — Ms(D;,6,))”.

i€Zo |I | 1€Zs
Here since 0 is independent of Z,, we have
1 ~ 2 = 2
ELZ > (s(Di,0) - s(Dy, 6o)) Il] = [|s(-,8) = s(-,60)| . e = O(10 = Bollz) = 0p(1).
2 1€71,
Employing Lemma m we have
Ms (D;, 0 Dl,9 s(D;, 0 =op(1).
|Z-2| Z ) |1-2| Z 0)) P( )

i€ly i€y

Following the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition we have M = M + op(1), hence

S (Ms(Dy, 00) — Ms(D;,00))% = 2(M — M)? IIQIZ s(Ds,00)% = op(1).

‘IQ| i€Zs i€y

Thus ﬁ > ieT, A@¢? = op(1). On the other hand, by the construction, @ is independent of Z,, hence by
Proposition we have

:| = HQB_ 90(')||L2(]P’) = OP(l)v

B\ & a7

1€1o

which, combined with Lemma 4] leads to II | > ez, A ¢? = op(1). Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity, we have

|I2| Z A(bz A% S ZI |I | Z A(,Dz = OP

1€y

Finally, by Algorithm [3] and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

62 = — 3" (6(D)) - Ay — 9(Z) + Asoi)z

|Z2‘ 1€Lo
1
1€La 1612
1 2 1 2
+2 Y (6(Di) — 9(Z))" - [ == D (Adi — Agy)” = 0% +0p(1),
22| i€, 22| €7,
where the last equality follows from the law of large numbers. O
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C.3 Proof of Proposition [3.17
Proof of Proposition[3.17 To begin with, we write

G(s) =E[s(D,05°) | Z = -] = E[s(D"", 65°") | 2" = ']
and for any fixed 6§ € ©,

M(s,w,8) = —(E[w(2)3(D,8)]) ",

so that the ground truth satisfies n(z) = M (s, w, 05°%)G(s)(z).

We first prove the result with ground truth of w(-). In this case, with regularity conditions we know
16 — 2%y = Op(|T2|~2/2) = Op(|Z|~1/2). Thus, following exactly the same arguments as in the proof of
Proposition [AZ3] we have

[E0) = G) O], ) < O (RA(IZ]) +1Z1772).
On the other hand, by Algorithm [5] we know
M — M (s,w,05°7)|| = || M(s,w,8,T5) — M(s,w,05°")|| _
< || M(s,0,0.Z5) — M(s,w,0)||_ + || M(s,w,8) — M(s,w, 05| .
Since 8 is independent of T3, by Assumption we have
M (5, w,0,T5) = M(s,w,0)|| . < Op(Rn(ITs])) = Op (R (IZ])).
The given conditions also imply
1 (s, w,8) = M(s,w, 05|, < O(10 = 65°2) = Op (|Z2| /) = Op (1ZI7/2).
Putting them together, we have
M — M(s,w,05°")|| . < Op(Ru(IZ]) + [Z]71/2).

Following the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition we obtain the desired result (3.16)).
We now consider the result for estimated w(+). Since it is obtained from 73, it is independent of subsequent
estimation steps. By similar regularity conditions as Proposition [A:2] we know that

—~ 1 =N _ B B
16 =65l = H|z| S @(2)0(D0)|| +op(T172) = 0p(1T:1772) = 0p (1T
2

1€Zo

With estimated w, by Algorithm [5, we know
M — M (s,w,05°")|| = || M(s,@,0,Z5) — M(s,w,05°")||

~ ~

< || M (s,w,8,Z3) — M(s,@,8)|| _ + || M(s,@,8) — M(s,w, 05| .
Here by Assumption since Z3 is independent of w and é\, the estimation error is bounded as
||J/\4\($7wa 5713) - M(S, {Da é)Hoo < OP (RM|(I3|)) = OP (Rm(|z|))

By the stability assumptions of M (s, w,#), we have

HM(S,@, ) — M(s,w, 05") H
< ||M s, W, A) — M(s,w,@ Hoo + HM(s,w,g) — M(s,w 9“9"")”00
<Op ||@ )= w()La@) + Op (16 — 05 2)

w(-)
w() Lo + 1Z172),
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hence
1M — M(s,w,05°)|| . < Op(l@(-) — w()l|Lye) + Run(IZ]) + [Z]7/2) (C.3)

On the other hand, since T is independent of the function 5(-) = s(-, 8), we know 16(5,Z3)()-G(5)(-) HLQ(P)

Op(R,(|Z3])) = Op(R-(IZ])). Also, the stability of s(-,6) implies
19G)C) =GO ) < [156:8) = 5,0 6 = OUT — bo2) = Op (1Z171/%).
Therefore, the error in #(-) can be bounded as
[E) =GO 1) < 19GT)) = GE O ) +I9EO) = GO 1,5
< Op(I8() = w()l| e + [ZI777). (C.4)

Following similar arguments as the case with ground truth of w(-), we combine the bounds (C.3|) and (C.4)
and obtain

75, D) =10 ey < | O = MG, 0, 85T+ ([0, 85 7~ 65)0)|

L2 (P)
< p-||M — M(s,w,05°) | - ||t ' HLQ(P)

+ 9 1M (5,0, 657 |o - [[E0) = G() O, )

<p-Op(l@() = w)llzo@) + R (IZ]) + Ro(1Z]) + [Z]1/2),

which completes the proof of Proposition [3.17] O

C.4 Proof of Proposition 3.18

Proof of Proposition[3.18 Firstly, we write M = —(E[w(2)s(D,05°")])~!, so that (d) = Ms(d,05°).
Following the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition we have M = M + op(1) under the
diminishing rate of R,,(|Z]) — 0 as |Z| — oo. By the regularity conditions, we have Hgf 05 |l2 = op(1).
Writing Av; = t; — ¥(D;), we have

mZ A0 = 71 3 (Ws(D1,0) = M3 657

i€l3

Z MS D“0 ( hggew Z MS “9“6‘”) ( i»a(r)lew))2«

|I3\ = |I3| i€Ts

Since 8 is independent of 73, we know

Bl 3 (0u0) — 0, 85™)°

i€l3

= [[s(8) = s 5|7 oy = OIF = 05 [12) = 0p(1).

VARV, Iz}

Hence Lemma [D-4] yields

=" (Ms(D;,0) - Ms(Dy, 05°))? = ‘13“; s(Dy, 0) — s(Dy, 05°)) = 0p(1).

Also, since M — M = op(1), we have

2(M — M)? |I\Z s(Dy,65°) — s(D;, 05°))% = op(1),
3 1€l3
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which further leads to ﬁ D et w(Z;)?Av? = op(1) since ||w(-)||oc < 00. On the other hand, by the rate

conditions and the convergence result of 7 in Proposition we know that [|7(-) — n(-)||,@) = op(1).
Since Z3 is independent of 7, writing An; = 1; — n(Z;),

1
E|im Q) w(Zi)* A}
P>

~ 2
10T < Ol 76 = 1)) = 00 1),
Invoking Lemma yields ﬁ >iez, W(Zi)?An; = op(1). Therefore,

ﬁ Z w(Z;)? (i — i) — ﬁ Z w(Z;)? (W(Ds) — n(Z;))

i€Zl3 1€ZL3
1
< 7 2w (A Ar;)?
i€Ts
12 [ ST w(Z)2 (D) —n(Z0) = 3 w(Z)2 (A — Ang)® = op(1)
|Z] ieTs | Z| i€Ts

Similar arguments also yield
1 -
— (i — )% =
|Zs] iezl:g |Zs]

Combining the above two results, we have

which completes the proof. O

D Auxiliary Results
In this section, we provide auxiliary technical results for the proofs in preceding sections.

D.1 Auxiliary results for conditional laws

Lemma D.1. Let g(-) be a function such that E[|g(X;)|*] < oo, where {(X;, Z;)}", are i.i.d. data. Define
the filtration Fp, = 0({Z;}_1). Then for any x € R, it holds that

P(jﬁ > (o(X) ~Elo(X) | 2]) < = fn) (D)

converges almost surely to ®(x/o), where ® is the cumulative distribution function of standard normal
distribution, and

o* = E|(g(X;) — Elg(Xs) | Z:))°).
Moreover, for any filtration G,, C F,,, we also have
P(\lf z": (9(Xi) —Elg(Xi) | Zi]) <z

i=1

3

G, ) D2
converges almost surely to ®(x/o).
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Proof of Lemma[D] Let L, denote the conditional law of % Yo, G given F,,, where (; := g(X») -

Elg(X;)| Z;]. Since the data are i.i.d., {X;}!"; are mutually independent conditional on F,, = oc({Z;}1,).
Thus the characteristic function of /.Zn is

er, (1) :Ek%E};le | P H efCJ | Fu], forallteR.

By Lemma we know that the conditional law £,, converges almost surely to N (0, o?), which completes
the proof of equation (D.I)). Since the conditional probabilitites are bounded within [0, 1], equation (D.2)
follows from dominated convergence theorem. Therefore we conclude the proof of Lemma O

Lemma D.2. Under the same assumption as Lemma we have g, (t) converges almost surely to
exp ( — t202/2), for all t € R, where o? is defined in Lemma

Proof of Lemma[D.3 We now focus on z,,; = E[e%g ’Zj} — 1. By the tower property of conditional
expectations, we have E[(; | Z;] = 0 for all j € [n]. Therefore

it
NG

Since the random variables {IE[CZ2 | Zj] }?:1 are i.i.d., by the law of large numbers, it holds that

t2 it e t2
2g = ~5El} | Z] + Ruj, where Ra, :]E[w%@ 1- gj+%g§‘zz}.

n t2 as. t2 t2
> (- 5Bl 12]) % ~SE) = 50"

where o2 is defined in Lemma Note that [e®® — 1 — iz + 22/2| < min{|z|?, |z|>/6} for any = € R, thus
it
\/ﬁ
< ot t? 3
<E mm{zn g 6n3/2KJ }‘Z = 6n3/2 [|<J| }Z]

Under the finite fourth-moment condition, by the law of large numbers we have

it t?
Ry | = ‘E[eﬁfﬂ —1- =G+ 50| Zj}

1 « ; a.s.
gZEUCﬂ”Zﬂ S E[GP] < oo
j=1

hence 377" | [Ry, j| converges to zero almost surely, which leads to Y77, zn; — —%02 almost surely. We
now show Y7, [z, j|* %3 0. Simply note that (z +y)? < 222 + 22, so

n

& i
Z\zn,Jl2_2n2 (E[¢Z125)) +2ZRM_2—Z [tz +23 R, (D.3)
i=1 j=1 =1

which converges to zero almost surely. where the second inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. The
a.s. convergence follows from the strong law of large numbers under the moment condition in Assumption

as well as the fact that »°7_ | R? Z " |Rn ;| - max; R, ;| < (Z] 1| Ry ,J|)2, which converges to

nj—

zero almost surely. Combining equatlon and Lemma, [D.3| m we conclude the proof of Lemma O
We quote the following well-known complex analysis result without proof.

Lemma D.3. Suppose z, € C are such that z,, = 2221 Znk = Zoo GNA Ny = 2 50asn— 0.

Then oy, szl(l + Zp k) = exp(200) asm — 0o.
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D.2 Auxiliary technical lemmas

Lemma D.4. Suppose a sequence of random variables E,, satisfies E,, = op(1) as n — oo. Then for any
o-algebras F, and any constant € > 0, it holds that P(|E,| > €| F,) = op(1).

Proof of Lemma[D-4 Note that E[P(|E,| > €| F,)] = P(|E,| > €). Thus for any § > 0, we have
}P’(}P’(|En| > €| Fp) > 5) < %}P’(|En\ >¢€) = 0.

Therefore we have P(|E,| > €| F,) = op(1) and completes the proof of Lemma O

Lemma D.5. Let F,, be a sequence of o-algebra, and let A, > 0 be a sequence of nonnegative random
variables. If E[A,, | F,] = op(1), then A, = op(1).

Proof of Lemma[D.5 By Markov’s inequality, for any e > 0, we have
E[A,, | Ful

€

B, :=P(A, > €| F,) < =op(1),

and B,, € [0,1] are bounded random variables. For any subsequence {ny}i>1 of N, since B, £ 0, there
exists a subsequence {ny, };>1 C {ny}r>1 such that By, 2% 0 as i — co. By the dominated convergence
theorem, we have E[B,, | — 0, or equivalently, P(4,, > €) — 0. Therefore, for any subsequence {ny}r>1

of N, there exists a subsequence {ny, };>1 C {ng}r>1 such that Anki g 0 as i — oco. By the arbitrariness of

{nk}r>1, we know A, Boasn— 00, which completes the proof. O
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