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Abstract

Estimating optimal dynamic policies from offline data is a fundamental problem in dynamic decision making.
In the context of causal inference, the problem is known as estimating the optimal dynamic treatment regime. Even
though there exists a plethora of methods for estimation, constructing confidence intervals for the value of the optimal
regime and structural parameters associated with it is inherently harder, as it involves non-linear and non-differentiable
functionals of un-known quantities that need to be estimated. Prior work resorted to sub-sample approaches that can
deteriorate the quality of the estimate. We show that a simple soft-max approximation to the optimal treatment
regime, for an appropriately fast growing temperature parameter, can achieve valid inference on the truly optimal
regime. We illustrate our result for a two-period optimal dynamic regime, though our approach should directly extend
to the finite horizon case. Our work combines techniques from semi-parametric inference and g-estimation, together
with an appropriate triangular array central limit theorem, as well as a novel analysis of the asymptotic influence and
asymptotic bias of softmax approximations.

1 Introduction
In most real world decision making settings, subjects undergo multiple exposures to some treatment or multiple treat-
ments over time; patients receive multiple therapies, plots of lands are treated with multiple seeds, digital economy
users are marketed by multiple campaigns. A typical problem that arises frequently: having access to large amounts
of data were many subjects underwent multiple treatments sequentially, based on some naturally occuring and un-
known treatment policy, can we identify what would have been the optimal dynamic treatment policy. Moreover,
can we estimate with confidence the value of that optimal policy and understand whether we can reap large benefits
(with statistical significance) if we intervene and change the status quo. The problem is typically terms as off-policy
optimization or off-policy reinforcement learning. However, typical approaches in off-policy reinforcement learning
primarily focus on getting fast statistical learning rates (see e.g. [18, 8] for recent work), but not uncertainty quan-
tification and construction of confidence intervals, which have been mostly studied in off-policy evaluation but not
optimization (see e.g. [9] for recent work). Our aim is to make a step in filling this gap and address uncertainty
quantification and confidence interval construction for off-policy optimization in reinforcement learning settings.

We consider a setting where we have collected data from multiple realizations of a two-period Markovian dynamic
decision making process. The data stem from application of an unknown observational dynamic treatment policy on
a sampled set of treated units. We assume we have access to i.i.d. samples, one for each treated unit, of the form
Z := (S, T1, X, T2, Y ), where S is an initial state, T1 a first period treatment, X a second period state, T2 a second
period treatment and Y a final observed outcome of interest. The data is assumed to adhere to the causal graph depicted
in Figure 1a. Moreover, the treatments T1, T2 ∈ T are discrete and take K possible values, for a constant K. We
note that our assumption that the decision process is Markovian is without loss of generality, since the state X is of
arbitrary dimension and is allowed to capture all past history (for instance, we can set X = (T1, S, S

′) for some raw
second period state S′). This formalism helps simplify notation.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

30
3.

04
41

6v
1 

 [
ec

on
.E

M
] 

 8
 M

ar
 2

02
3



S

T1

X

T2

Y

(a) Causal graph for observed data
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(b) Intervention graph (SWIG) of counterfactual out-
come under alternative adaptive policy π

Figure 1: Causal graphs describing observed data and counterfactual outcomes under alternative policy π

Our goal is to estimate and construct a confidence interval for the best dynamic policy in this setting. In particular,
if we intervene and instead of the observed dynamic policy we deploy an alternative dynamic policy π (depicted in
the single world intervention graph (SWIG) in Figure 1b), then we will observe counterfactual or potential outcomes
Y (π) and our goal is to find the policy π∗ that optimizes the mean counterfactual reward and construct a confidence
interval for its value V ∗ defined as:

π∗ = arg max
π

E
[
Y (π)

]
V ∗ = E

[
Y (π∗)

]
(1)

The majority of prior work in off-policy evaluation and optimization in reinforcement learning has focused on the
estimation of good policies with small regret. However, the focus of our work is in the ability to construct confidence
intervals for the value of the optimal policy. Constructing confidence intervals is important in many high-stakes
domains where we want to understand from offline data whether some candidate optimal policy will produce a positive
improvement with statistical significance. If we are not very confident on the magnitude of the improvement that the
optimal regime will bring, then most decision makers would go with the status quo policy. Hence, construction of
valid confidence intervals is important in most high-stakes decision making scenarios.

Most prior works that provide confidence interval construction is focused on policy evaluation for a particular
fixed policy as opposed to the optimal dynamic policy. Constructing confidence intervals for the optimal dynamic
policy is an inherently harder problem as the target quantity tends to not be a smooth function of the distribution. The
closest prior work to ours is that of [2] which also addresses inference on structural parameters associated with the
dynamic optimal policy, but resorts to sub-sampling techniques that can potentially deteriorate the estimation quality
of the point estimate. Instead, we take the route of using smooth approximations to the optimal policy and show that
the level of smoothness can be tuned appropriately to obtain correct confidence intervals for the truly optimal (non-
smooth) policy. Our smooth approximation can be thought as an analogue to soft-Q-learning [16, 13, 5, 6], but in the
context of the G-estimation framework proposed by [15], which we elaborate next.

2 Identification of Optimal Dynamic Policies via G-Estimation
First note that by invoking the Markovianity of the policy and the conditional independencies implied by the interven-
tion graphs, we can characterize the optimal dynamic policy in a backwards induction manner (see Appendix A.1 for
a formal argument):

π∗1(S) = max
τ1

E
[
Y (τ1,π

∗
2 ) | S

]
π∗2(X) = arg max

τ2
E
[
Y (T1,τ2) | X

]
. (2)

In essence, we go to the last period and we optimize our second period action given the second period stateX , without
any change to our first period policy. This provides the optimal second period policy π∗2 . Then we go to the first period
and we fantasize that we are continuing with the second period policy that we have just constructed and under this
fantasy, we optimize our first period action given the first period state.

g-estimation for optimal regimes A well-known method for estimating an optimal dynamic regime is g-estimation
[15], which is a form of backwards dynamic programming orQ-learning and closely related to advantage orA-learning
[12, 1, 11, 17]. This process generalizes to arbitrary number of periods, but we describe it here for simplicity in the
two period case. The key argument in g-estimation is that the improvement that any policy π brings, as compared to
the observed policy, can be decomposed as the sum of a sequence of “improvements”, one for each decision-making
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period. Each of these improvement corresponds to “removing” the “effect” of the treatment that was given at that
period and “adding” the “effect” of the treatment that would have been assigned by policy π at that period. For such a
decomposition, we need an appropriate notion of “effect” of each treatment. As a side note, any appropriate notion of
such an “effect” could potentially be useful in credit assignment, i.e. attributing parts of the outcome to an assigned
treatment; hence estimating these “effect” functions is interesting in its own right.

More formally, we can write (see Appendix A.2 for details on the derivation):

E
[
Y (π) − Y

]
= E

[
γ

(π2)
1 (π1(S), S)− γ(π2)

1 (T1, S)
]

+ E [γ2(π2(X), X)− γ2(T2, X)] (3)

The functions γt are known in the literature as the “blip effects” and correspond to the following quantity: what is the
increase in reward if at the current moment we switch from the baseline treatment to some other treatment level τ , and
then continue with the target policy π. More formally:

γ2(τ2, x) := E
[
Y (T1,T2) − Y (T1,0) | T2 = τ2, X = x

]
(4)

γ
(π2)
1 (τ1, s) := E

[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (0,π2) | T1 = τ1, S = s

]
(5)

We will denote with γ∗t the blip effects that correspond to the optimal target policy (note that this only matters for the
definition of γ1).

If we had some way of estimating the blip effect functions for any target policy, then this decomposition allows us
to construct the optimal dynamic regime in a recursive manner. We go to the second period and we note that under the
conditional independencies implied by the intervention graphs, one can easily argue that we can equivalently define
the optimal policy π∗2 from Equation (2) as the policy that maximizes the blip effect γ2 = γ∗2 , i.e.

π∗2(X) = arg max
τ2

γ∗2(τ2, X) (6)

We can then use this policy as the continuation policy when we define the blip effect for the first period, which we
denote with γ∗1 (as it is the blip effect that is associated with the optimal target policy). Again, under the conditional
independencies implied by the intervention graphs, we can easily argue that the optimal first period policy π∗1 , as
defined in Equation (2) is the one that optimizes the first period blip effect, i.e.

π∗1(S) = arg max
τ1

γ∗1(τ1, S) (7)

Note that the conditional expectations that define the blip effects involve counterfactual quantities and therefore
they don’t correspond to simple regression problems on the observed data. The ingenuity of the g estimation approach
is that it provides a way to estimate the blip functions by noticing that they must satisfy a set of conditional moment
restrictions. In particular, one can roughly make the following arguments [15, 10]: if we subtract from Y the blip
effect of the observed last treatment, then the resulting random variable can roughly be thought as the counterfactual
outcome Y (T1,0), which should be independent of T2 conditional on X (see Figure 2). This then implies that for all
functions f :

E [(Y − γ∗2 (T2, X)) (f(T2, X)− E[f(T2, X) | X])] = 0 (8)

This continuum of moment conditions can be used to identify the function γ∗2 . Similarly, if we subtract from the ob-
served outcome the blip effect of the last period, add the blip effect of the optimal second period treatment and subtract
the blip effect of the first period treatment, then the resulting variable can roughly be thought as the counterfactual
outcome Y (0,π∗2 ), which is independent of T1 given S (see Figure 2). This then implies that for all functions f :

E [(Y − γ∗2(T2, X) + γ∗2 (π∗2(X), X)− γ∗1 (T1, S)) (f(T1, S)− E[f(T1, S) | S])] = 0 (9)

This continuum of moment conditions can be used to identify the function γ∗1 .
This approach becomes very practical if one imposes semi-parametric restrictions on the data generating process

that imply that the blip functions admit a parametric form. In particular, we will make a typical assumption that the
blip effects that correspond to the optimal target policy are linear in some sufficiently expressive feature map (such a
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modeling assumption is referred to in the literature as a Linear Structural Nested Mean Model; SNMM [7]), i.e. for
some known d-dimensional feature map vectors φ, µ:

γ∗2(τ2, x) = ψ′0φ(τ2, x) γ∗1(τ1, s) = θ′0µ(τ1, s) (linear blip effects)

with the convention that φ(0, x) = µ(0, s) = 0. Then we can identify the structural parameters ψ0 by simply solving
for ψ the vector of moment restrictions:

E [ε2(ψ) (φ(T2, X)− E[φ(T2, X) | X]] = 0, ε2(ψ) := Y − ψ′φ(T2, X) (10)

then calculating the optimal second period policy:

π∗2(X) = arg max
τ2

ψ′0φ(τ2, X) (11)

Similarly, we can define the residual outcome that emulates Y (0,π∗2 ) as:

ε1(θ, ψ) := Y − ψ′φ(T2, X) + max
τ2

ψ′φ(τ2, X)− θ′µ(T1, S) (12)

and calculate the first period structural parameters θ0 by solving for θ the vector of moment restrictions:

E [ε1(θ, ψ0) (µ(T1, S)− E[µ(T1, S) | S])] = 0, (13)

and calculate the optimal first period policy:

π∗1(S) = arg max
τ1

θ′0µ(τ1, S) (14)

The value of the optimal policy is then given as:

V ∗ := E[Y (π∗)] = E
[
Y − ψ′0φ(T2, X)− θ′0µ(T1, S) + max

τ2
ψ′0φ(T2, X) + max

τ1
θ′0µ(τ1, S)

]

3 Estimation and Inference on Optimal Policy Value and Structural Param-
eters

We can easily translate the identification recipe in the previous paragraph to a finite sample estimation strategy. In
particular, we can replace the moment equations with their empirical analogues, estimate regression models for the
conditional expectations of the feature maps and construct estimates ψ̂ and θ̂ for the structural parameters using n
samples. There are two caveats with this approach.

The first is that the estimation error of the regression functions E[φ(T2, X) | X] and E[µ(T1, S) | S], will have a
first order impact on the accuracy of our structural parameters and hence the quality of the resulting optimal policies.
Moreover, if we want to use regularization based methods to flexibly estimate these regression with modern regression
approaches, then the resulting estimates θ̂, ψ̂ will be heavily biased, due to regularization bias. However, we can
easily address this issue by resorting to existing techniques in the literature. In particular, instead of considering the
raw moments in the previous section, we will consider Neyman orthogonal variants of them (see e.g. [15, 10]). For
instance, for the second period structural parameter ψ0, we instead solve for ψ an empirical analogue of the moment:

E [(ε2(ψ)− E[ε2(ψ) | X]) (φ(T2, X)− E[φ(T2, X) | X]] = 0 (Orthogonal Moment for ψ0)

Note that we can write:

E[ε2(ψ) | X] = E[Y | X]︸ ︷︷ ︸
h∗(X)

+ψ′ E[φ(T2, X) | X]︸ ︷︷ ︸
r∗(X)

Therefore we can estimate this term by finding the functions that correspond to the two regression problems:

h∗(X) := E[Y | X], r∗(X) := E[φ(T2, X) | X] (15)
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This moment is the standard residual-on-residual regression moment appearing in the double/debiased machine learn-
ing literature. The extra centering terms we added in the first parenthesis, do not alter the solution, but decrease the
variance of the moment. This leads to a more efficient estimation method and more importantly, as we will see for-
mally, to small influence from estimation errors in the various regression models that appear in the moment. We can
perform similar correction to the first stage moment. However, before we do that, let us elaborate on the second caveat
of the estimation approach which is even more crucial and the main topic of this work!

As we remind, our goal is the construction of a confidence interval. One route to constructing asymptotically valid
confidence intervals is showing that the structural parameter estimates are asymptotically linear (i.e. asymptotically
are equivalent to a simple average of some fixed function, known as the influence function). Asymptotic linearity
implies asymptotic normality which can be used to provide confidence intervals for the parameter and, coupled with
the delta method, for any smooth functional of the structural parameters. However, neither the moment that estimates
the first period structural parameter θ is smooth ψ nor the policy value is smooth in θ, ψ. Both of these functionals
contain the maximum operator, which introduces non-smoothness and leads to non-Gaussian asymptotic stochastic
behavior and inability to construct confidence intervals.

The main idea of our work is that by replacing the maximum operator with the soft-maximum operator with an
appropriate temperature parameter, growing at the right rate, we can obtain valid inference on the truly optimal policy
and its corresponding structural parameters.

Remark 1. We will focus our technical exposition on constructing confidence intervals for the first-period structural
parameter θ, since this is the crux of the problem. Constructing confidence intervals for the policy value is simply
a repetition of the soft-max analysis we will present, one more time. The key bottleneck is analyzing the asymptotic
linearity of the first period parameter θ; which will be our main theorem. Moreover, inference on the structural param-
eters is interesting in its own right, for instance when one is interested in understanding dimensions of heterogeneity
of the effect of the treatment in the first period, under an optimal continuation policy.

4 Inference on First-Period Structural Parameter via Softmax Approxima-
tion

We will define a softmax approximation to the moment conditions in Equation (13) that define θ0. To do so, it will be
convenient to introduce a soft-max operator:

smaxβ
τ∈T

f(τ) :=
∑
τ∈T

exp{βf(τ)}∑
t exp{βf(t)}

f(τ) (β-softmax)

We can then define the softmax analogue of the residual ε1(θ, ψ) defined in Equation (12) as:

εβ1 (θ, ψ) := Y − ψ′φ(T2, X) + smaxβ
τ2∈T

ψ′φ(τ2, X)− θ′µ(T1, S) (16)

Then the softmax approximation to the Neyman orthogonal moment condition that defines the parameter θ0 can be
written as:

E
[(
εβ1 (θ, ψ0)− E[εβ1 (θ, ψ0) | S]

)
(µ(T1, S)− E[µ(T1, S) | S])

]
= 0 (Orthogonal Moment for θ0)

We will denote with θβ0 the solution to this softmax moment condition. Note that the term E[εβ1 (θ, ψ0) | S] can be
decomposed as:

E[εβ1 (θ, ψ0) | S] = E[Y | S]︸ ︷︷ ︸
q∗(S)

−E[ψ′0φ(T2, X)− smaxβ
τ2∈T

ψ′0φ(τ2, X) | S]︸ ︷︷ ︸
p∗2,β(S)

−θ′ E[µ(T1, S) | S]︸ ︷︷ ︸
p1(S)

Therefore we can estimate this term by finding the functions that correspond to the following three regression prob-
lems:

q∗(S) :=E[Y | S], p∗1(S) :=E[µ(T1, S) | S], p∗2,β :=E[ψ′0φ(T2, X)− smaxβ
τ2∈T

ψ′0φ(τ2, X)) | S]. (17)

5



It will be convenient to denote with mβ(Z; θ, ψ, q, p1, p2) the softmax approximation to the Neyman orthogonal
moment, parameterized by the aforementioned regression functions, i.e.:

mβ(Z; θ, ψ, q, p1, p2) :=
(
εβ1 (θ, ψ)− q(S) + p2(S) + θ′p1(S)

)
(µ(T1, S)− p1(S)). (18)

and it’s expected value as:

M(θ, ψ, q, p1, p2;β) := E [mβ(Z; θ, ψ, q, p1, p2)]

Then, for any 0 < β ≤ ∞, we let θβ0 be the solution to the following moment condition, with respect to θ:

M(θ, ψ0, q
∗, p∗1, p

∗
2,β ;β) = 0.

Moreover, note that we have θ0 := θ∞0 .

Notation. For any random variable X , we denote with ‖X‖Lp := (E[|X|p])1/p for any p ≥ 1, and with ‖X‖L∞ :=
inf{c ≥ 0 : P(|X| ≤ c) = 1}. Moreover, for any vector-valued function g that takes as input a random variable X ,
we define as ‖g‖2 ,

√
EX [‖g(X)‖22].

5 Estimation Algorithm and Main Theorems
We first define formally our estimation process. The process consists of two steps of backwards induction.

Step 1: construct estimate ψ̂ of second period structural parameter ψ0.

1. Construct estimates ĥ, r̂ of the nuisance functions h∗, r∗ defined in Equation (15).

2. Define residuals Y̌ := Y − ĥ(X) and Φ̌ := φ(T2, X)− r̂(X) and

3. ψ̂ solves the empirical moment equation, with respect to ψ:

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Y̌ − ψ′Φ̌)Φ̌ = 0 (19)

Step 2: construct estimate θ̂ of first period structural parameter θ0.

1. Construct estimates q̂, p̂1, p̂2,β of the nuisance functions q∗, p∗1, p
∗
2,β defined in Equation (17). The estimate p̂2,β

is constructed by running a regression of ψ̂′φ(T2, X) − smaxβτ2 ψ̂
′φ(τ,X) on S. It will be useful to define

the outcome of the regression estimate for any given parameter ψ as p̂2,β,ψ and in that respect we note that
p̂2,β ≡ p̂2,β,ψ̂

2. Define residuals Ŷ := Y − q̂(S) and Φ̂ := ψ̂′φ(T2, X)− smaxβτ2 ψ̂
′φ(τ2, X)− p̂2,β(S) and M̂ := µ(T1, S)−

p̂1(S).

3. The estimate θ̂ of the first period structural parameter θ0 is defined as the solution, with respect to θ, of the
empirical moment equation:

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Ŷ − Φ̂− θ′M̂)M̂ = 0 (20)

Having define our estimation process, we are now ready to prove our main result, which shows that we can
construct asymptotically valid confidence intervals for the structural parameters θ0, ψ0, assuming the temperature
parameter β of the soft-max grows fast enough (ω(n1/4)), but not too fast (o(n1/2)). We further need additional
assumptions on the estimation quality of all the nuisance functions involved in the estimation process and require that
the nuisance estimates lie in function classes of small statistical complexity, e.g. with critical radius of op(n−1/4).
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Theorem 1 (Main Theorem I). Suppose that β = ω(n1/4) and β = o(n1/2). Moreover, suppose that the nuisance
estimates satisfy the rate conditions:

‖h∗ − ĥ‖2, ‖r∗ − r̂‖2, ‖q∗ − q̂‖2, ‖p∗1 − p̂1‖2 = op(n
−1/4).

and
‖p̂2,β − p∗2,β‖2 = op,unif(β)(n

−1/4)

Moreover, suppose that the critical radius δn of the function space where nuisance estimates take values from satisfies
δn = op(n

−1/4). (Here we use the classical definition of critical radius of a function class as in [3].) Assume the
nuisance estimates are all almost surely bounded. Moreover, assume the following boundedness conditions:

sup
β>0
‖θβ0 ‖2, sup

X

∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2, ‖M̃‖2, ‖Ỹ ‖2, sup
β>0
‖p∗2,β(S)‖2, ‖µ(T1, S)‖2 <∞, a.s.

where M̃ := µ(T1, S)− p∗1(S), Ỹ := Y − q∗(S). Assume that the matrix E
[
M̃M̃ ′

]
is bounded and strictly positive

definite so that its inverse matrix E
[
M̃M̃ ′

]−1

exists. Moreover, assume that the random variables {maxt ψ
′
0φ(t,X)−

ψ′0φ(τ,X)}τ∈T are almost surely bounded and there exists a constant c, such that they admit a bounded density in an
interval (0, c). Then the estimates ψ̂, θ̂ are asymptotically linear, i.e.

√
n(ψ̂ − ψ0) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

ρψ(Zi) + op(1)
√
n(θ̂ − θ0) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

ρθ(Zi) + op(1) (21)

Moreover, asymptotically valid confidence intervals, with target coverage levelα, can be constructed via any consistent
estimates σ̂2

ψ, σ̂
2
θ of the variances σ2

ψ = E[ρψ(Z)2] and σ2
θ = E[ρθ(Z)2] as:

CIψ(α) := [ψ̂ ± z1−α/2σ̂ψ/
√
n], CIθ(α) := [θ̂ ± z1−α/2σ̂θ/

√
n], (22)

where zq is the q-th quantile of the standard normal distribution.

The more expansive theorems that we define in subsequent sections also provide an exact form of the asymptotic
influence functions and the asymptotic variances, which we omit in the main theorem for succinctness of exposi-
tion. Furthermore, we note that a simpler sufficient condition that implies the condition that the random variables
{maxt ψ

′
0φ(t,X)−ψ′0φ(τ,X)}τ∈T have bounded density in some interval (0, c) is that the variables {ψ′0φ(τ,X)}τ∈T

admit a joint density; which is a very benign regularity assumption. This follows from the following lemma:

Lemma 2. Let (Ut)t∈T be a collection of real-valued random variables and write Umax := maxt∈T Ut. Suppose
that the random variables (Ut)T admit a joint density; then for all t ∈ T , the probability measure of random variable
Umax − Ut constrained on (0,∞) is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure on (0,∞).

Moreover, we note that the nuisance parameter p∗2,β depends on both β and ψ, hence its convergence is not a
direct implication of standard results in empirical process theory. To facilitate analysis it will be useful to define
p∗2,β,ψ(S) = E[ψ′(φ(T2, X) − φβ,ψ(X) | S] and p̂2,β,ψ the outcome of the estimation algorithm when regressing
ψ′(φ(T2, X)− φβ,ψ(X) on S. As we show in Lemma 21 it suffices that we assume for all ε > 0,

sup
ψ∈N ,β>0

P
(
‖p̂2,β,ψ − p∗2,β,ψ‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4

)
n→∞−−−−→ 0. (23)

for some appropriately defined small set N . This would follow easily for instance from results on oracle inequalities
via localized complexities and a uniform cover argument over the low dimensional parametric space that the parameter
ψ lies in.

Furthermore, the statistical complexity constraint on the nuisance function space can also be completely lifted if
one performs nested sample splitting and uses fresh samples at each step of the recursion process, though this can lead
to small samples in the many period case.

More specifically, we also consider a cross-fitted version of our estimation process, where we split the entire dataset
into two parts and train the nuisance functions and the second period structural parameter estimator ψ̂ using one data
split, while we train the first period structural parameter estimator θ̂ using the other split. We formally define the
process as follows: Randomly split the entire dataset into two disjoint sets S1 and S2 where without loss of generality
let |S1| = |S2| = n

2 .
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Step 1: For each split l ∈ {1, 2}, construct estimate ψ̂(l) of second period structural parameter ψ0 using a
further cross-fitting approach.

1. Further randomly split the data split Sl into two parts: Sl,1 and Sl,2.

2. For each further split l′ ∈ {1, 2}, construct estimates ĥ(l)
l′ , r̂

(l)
l′ of the nuisance functions h∗, r∗ defined in

Equation (15) using data split Sl,l′ .

3. Define residuals Y̌l := Y − ĥ(l)
l′ (X) and Φ̌(l) := φ(T2, X) − r̂(l)

l′ (X), where l′ is chosen correspondingly so
that the data point does not lie in split Sl,l′ , and

4. solve ψ̂(l) from the empirical moment equation, with respect to ψ:

2

n

∑
i∈Sl

(Y̌
(l)
i − ψ

′Φ̌
(l)
i )Φ̌

(l)
i = 0 (24)

Step 2: construct cross-fitted estimate θ̂ of first period structural parameter θ0.

1. For each split l ∈ {1, 2}, construct estimates q̂(l), p̂
(l)
1 , p̂

(l)
2,β of the nuisance functions q∗, p∗1, p

∗
2,β defined in

Equation (17). The estimate p̂(l)
2,β is constructed by running a regression of ψ̂(l)′φ(T2, X)−smaxβτ2 ψ̂

(l)′φ(τ,X)
on Sl. It will be useful to define the outcome of the regression estimate for any given parameter ψ as p̂2,β,ψ and
in that respect we note that p̂(l)

2,β ≡ p̂2,β,ψ̂(l)

2. Define residuals Ŷ := Y − q̂(l)(S) and Φ̂(l) := ψ̂(l)′φ(T2, X)− smaxβτ2 ψ̂
(l)′φ(τ2, X)− p̂(l)

2,β(S) and M̂ (l) :=

µ(T1, S)− p̂(l)
1 (S).

3. The estimate θ̂ of the first period structural parameter θ0 is defined as the solution, with respect to θ, of the
empirical moment equation:

2

n

∑
i∈S1

(Ŷ (2) − Φ̂(2) − θ′M̂ (2))M̂ (2) +
2

n

∑
i∈S2

(Ŷ (1) − Φ̂(1) − θ′M̂ (1))M̂ (1) = 0 (25)

Theorem 3 (Main Theorem II). Suppose that β = ω(n1/4) and β = o(n1/2). Moreover, suppose that for each split
l, l′ ∈ {1, 2}, the nuisance estimates satisfy the rate conditions:

‖h∗ − ĥ(l)
l′ ‖2, ‖r

∗ − r̂(l)
l′ ‖2, ‖q

∗ − q̂(l)‖2, ‖p∗1 − p̂
(l)
1 ‖2,

and that
‖p̂(l)

2,β − p
∗
2,β‖2 = op,unif(β)(n

−1/4).

Assume the nuisance estimates are all almost surely bounded. Moreover, assume the following boundedness condi-
tions:

sup
β>0
‖θβ0 ‖2, sup

X

∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2, ‖M̃‖2, ‖Ỹ ‖2, sup
β>0
‖p∗2,β(S)‖2, ‖M̂ (1)‖2, ‖M̂ (2)‖2 <∞, a.s.

where M̃ := µ(T1, S)− p∗1(S), Ỹ := Y − q∗(S). Assume that the matrix E
[
M̃M̃ ′

]
is bounded and strictly positive

definite so that its inverse matrix E
[
M̃M̃ ′

]−1

exists. Moreover, assume that the random variables {maxt ψ
′
0φ(t,X)−

ψ′0φ(τ,X)}τ∈T are almost surely bounded and there exists a constant c, such that they admit a bounded density in an
interval (0, c). Then the estimates ψ̂(1), ψ̂(2), θ̂ are asymptotically linear, i.e. for any l ∈ {1, 2}

√
n/2(ψ̂(l) − ψ0) =

2

n

∑
i∈Sl

ρψ(Zi) + op(1)
√
n(θ̂ − θ0) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

ρθ(Zi) + op(1) (26)
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Moreover, asymptotically valid confidence intervals, with target coverage levelα, can be constructed via any consistent
estimates σ̂2

ψ, σ̂
2
θ of the variances σ2

ψ = E[ρψ(Z)2] and σ2
θ = E[ρθ(Z)2] as:

CIψ(α) := [ψ̂(l) ± z1−α/2σ̂ψ
√

2/n], CIθ(α) := [θ̂ ± z1−α/2σ̂θ/
√
n], (27)

where we can choose any one of l ∈ {1, 2}, and zq is the q-th quantile of the standard normal distribution.

We devote the remainder of the paper in providing intermediate results that lead to the main theorem above. In partic-
ular, we provide crucial steps in bounding the “bias” introduced by the softmax approximation, as well as controlling
the variance introduced by letting the temperature parameter grow to infinity.

6 Main Bias Lemma: Controlling Softmax Error
We first show that the bias introduced by the softmax approximation vanishes faster than n−1/2, if the temperature
parameter β grows faster than n−1/4. We remind that θβ0 is the solution to the softmax approximate moment condition
M(θ, ψ0, q

∗, p∗1, p
∗
2,β ;β) = 0 with respect θ and θ0 is the true structural parameter of the first period blip effect,

which can also equivalently be thought as the solution to the later moment condition for β = ∞. To control the bias√
n(θβ0 − θ0), we need to control the discrepancy between maxτ∈T ψ

′
0φ(τ,X) and smaxβτ∈T ψ

′
0φ(τ,X). This is

exactly the crux of the proof of the following bias lemma.

Lemma 4 (Softmax Bias Control). For each treatment τ ∈ T , define random variable

Uτ := ψ′0φ(τ,X). (28)

Taking the maximum of Uτ over all treatments τ ∈ T , we define

Umax := max
t∈T
{ψ′0φ(t,X)} . (29)

Assume for each treatment τ ∈ T that ‖Uτ‖∞ < ∞, and that there is a constant cτ > 0 such that on (0, cτ ) the
random variable Umax − Uτ admits a bounded density. Suppose that ‖M̃‖2 is uniformly bounded and that E[M̃M̃ ′]
is strictly positive definite. If β = ω(n1/4) then we get that as n→∞:

√
n(θβ0 − θ0) = o(1) (30)

To illustrate the main argument given in Appendix C, consider the case when there are only two actions, i.e.
T = {0, 1}. In this binary treatment case, letting U1 := ψ′0φ(1, X) and noting that U0 = ψ′0φ(0, X) = 0, the term
difference between the softmax and the max over the quantities {U0, U1} is of the form:

U1

(
1{U1 ≥ 0} − 1

1 + exp{−βU1}

)
which simplifies to:

|U1| exp{−βU1}
1 + exp{−βU1}

1{U1 ≥ 0}+
|U1| exp{βU1}
1 + exp{βU1}

1{U1 < 0} =
|U1| exp{−β|U1|}
1 + exp{−β|U1|}

≤ |U1| exp{−β|U1|}

Thus the bias term
√
n(θβ0 − θ0) will be roughly upper bounded by O(

√
nE[|U1| exp{−β|U1|}]). Hence, if we can

control quantities of the form E[|U1| exp{−β|U1|}], then we will be able to control the bias. For instance, if we can
show that quantities of the form E[|U1| exp{−β|U1|}] decay faster than 1/β2, then we would need that

√
n/β2 = o(1),

or equivalently, β = ω(n1/4), which is our desired target result. To prove such a statement we develop the following
key lemma (whose proof is in Appendix B). This intuition extends beyond the binary case and we present the complete
proof in Appendix C.

Lemma 5 (Key Bias Building Block). Let U be a non-negative random variable. Assume that there is a constant
c > 0 such that on (0, c) the random variable U admits a bounded density, bounded by H . Choose any ε > 0. Then
for any β that is large enough, such that (1+ε) log(β)

β ≤ c and (1 + ε) log(β) > 1, we have

E [U exp (−βU)] ≤ H

β2
+

(1 + ε) log(β)

β2+ε
.

9



Applying this lemma, we directly get that in the binary case
√
nE[|U1| exp{−β|U1|}] = O

(√
n/β2

)
, which was

the desired result. Our main result goes beyond the binary case and shows that a similar argument can be made more
broadly.

Remark 2. Concluding this section, we want to remark on the importance of Lemma 5 and more generally our main
bias Lemma 4. We note that a crude analysis of the difference between the max and the softmax would give a bound of
the order of 1/β. For instance, one way to analyze the difference between the max of the {Uτ}τ∈T vs the β-softmax
is to use the equivalence between the softmax and an entropic regularized maximum. In particular, the β-softmax
is equivalent to the maximum of the entropic regularized objective maxw

∑
τ wτUτ −

1
β

∑
τ wτ log(wτ ), where the

vector w ranges over the |T |-dimensional simplex. From this we see that the distortion in the objective is of the order
of 1/β. Thus very quickly we can argue that the difference between the maximum and the soft-maximum is of the order
of 1/β. However, such a bound is not strong enough and if used to bound the soft-max bias

√
n(θβ0 − θ0), would result

in requiring that β = ω(
√
n). However, the analysis of the variance part that we present in the subsequent sections,

will be imposing that for asymptotic linearity of θβ0 , we need that β = o(
√
n), which would result in a contradiction.

Thus our more fine grained analysis of the difference between the max and the soft-max and our reduction to terms
that look like the ones that are handled by Lemma 5, as well as the fact that the refined analysis in Lemma 5 provides
a bound that decays much faster as 1/β2, is of significant importance for our main result.

7 Asymptotic Linearity for Moment Equations with Growing Parameters
Our problem falls into a general class of semiparametric inference problems, defined as solutions to moment equations
that apart from the target parameter, also depend on a set of auxiliary or nuisance parameters. One additional element
that we need to add to the classical setting of semi-parametric inference with moment restrictions is that in our problem
the moments themselves are parameterized by quantities (e.g. the temperature parameter β) that grow with the sample
size. En route to our main theorem, we will analyze such types of moment problems in their full generality and then
instantiate the general theorem to the setting of inference on optimal dynamic treatment regimes.

In this section, we consider the following generalized method of moments framework:

M(θ, g, h;β) , EZ [mβ(Z; θ, g, h)] M(θβn0 , gβn0 , h0;βn) = 0 (31)

where Z ∈ Z is a vector of random variables that, apart from the target parameter θ0 ∈ Θ ⊂ Rp of interest and some
constants βn that grows to infinity as n → ∞, also depends on unknown nuisance parameter h∗ ∈ Rq and unknown
nuisance functions g∗βn ∈ G, which need to be estimated in a flexible manner from the data.

For simplicity we will drop the subscript of βn and write β := βn, but it is worth noting that β is a function of n.
Denote θ0 := θ∞0 and g0 := g∞0 . The estimator satisfies:

Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , ĥ;β) = op

(
n−1/2

)
with Mn(θ, g, h;β) ,

1

n

n∑
i=1

mβ(Z; θ, g, h).

To simplify the regularity assumptions required for asymptotic normality, we focus on the case where mβ(Z; θ, g, h)
is linear in θ, i.e.

mβ(Z; θ, g, h) = aβ(Z; g, h) θ + νβ(Z; g, h) (32)

where aβ(Z; g, h) ∈ Rp×p is a p× p matrix and νβ(Z; g, h) ∈ Rp is a p-vector, and we denote with:

A(g, h;β) := EZ [aβ(Z; g, h)] An(g) := En[aβ(Z; g, h)] (33)
V (g, h;β) := EZ [νβ(Z; g, h)] Vn(g, h;β) := En[νβ(Z; g, h)]. (34)

Our general asymptotic linearity theorem will be based on a series of high-level assumptions that we provide
next. In subsequent sections, we will verify each of these high-level assumptions from more primitive conditions,
when applying our general asymptotic linearity theorem to the inference problem that arises in the optimal dynamic
treatment regime setting.
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Assumption 1 (Influence of h). The functions
(
∂hmβ(z, ·, ·, h0)

)
are equicontinuous: for all ε > 0 there is a δ > 0

such that for all ‖g1 − g2‖2 ≤ δ, and all ‖θ1 − θ2‖2 ≤ δ the following holds

sup
z∈Z,β>0

∣∣∣∂hmβ(z, θ1, g1, h0)− ∂hmβ(z, θ2, g2, h0)
∣∣∣ ≤ ε.

Moreover the expected gradient ∂hmβ converges to some finite limit as β →∞:

E
[
∂hmβ(Z1, θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

]
β→∞−−−−→ J∗ <∞.

Finally, the derivative is uniformly bounded, i.e.

sup
β
‖∂hmβ(Z1, θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)‖L1

< ∞, a.s. (35)

The Hessian of each coordinate t of the moment vector mβ with respect to h, is uniformly bounded:

sup
z∈Z,h

∥∥∥∂hhmβ,t(z; θ̂
β , ĝβ , h)

∥∥∥
op

= o(n1/2), a.s. (36)

Assumption 2 (Limits of β). The parameter β grows at an appropriate rate as n grows, such that functionsmβ(Z1, θ
β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

and A(gβ0 , h0;β) each has a limit as β →∞. That is, we have that

mβ(Z1, θ
β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)−m∗(Z1, θ0, g0, h0) = op(1) (37)

‖A(gβ0 , h0;β)−A∗(g0, h0)‖op = o(1) (38)

for some limit functions m∗ and A∗.

Assumption 3 (Orthogonality in g). The moment satisfies the Neyman orthogonality condition with repect to nuisance
g: for all g ∈ G

DgM(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β)[g − gβ0 ] ,

∂

∂t
M(θβ0 , g

β
0 + t (g − gβ0 ), h0;β)

∣∣
t=0

= 0 (Neyman Orthogonality)

and a second-order smoothness condition: for all g ∈ G, we have

sup
t0∈[0,1]

∣∣∣∣ ∂2

∂t2
M(θβ0 , g0 + t (g − gβ0 ), h0;β)

∣∣
t=t0

∣∣∣∣ = Ounif(β)

(
‖g − gβ0 ‖22

)
. (Smoothness)

As β increases the estimators and moment functions change. To be able to control all of this we need to control
the impact of β on the convergence rate. In this goal, we introduce some new notations.

Definition 1 (Uniform in β Convergence). Let (Xβ
n ) be a sequence of random variables. We say that Xβ

n =
op,unif(β)(1) if for all ε > 0 the following holds:

sup
β>0

P
(
|Xβ

n | ≥ ε
)

n→∞−−−−→ 0.

Similarly we say that Xβ
n = Op,unif(β)(1) if for all δ > 0 there is an M > 0 such that

sup
β>0,n∈N

P
(
|Xβ

n | > M
)
≤ δ.

Note that the condition Xβ
n = op,unif(β)(1) is significantly weaker than assuming that supβ>0 |Xβ

n | = op(1),
which would often prove to be a prohibitively strong assumption in many settings.

Assumption 4 (Rates for g). Suppose that the nuisance estimates ĝβ ∈ G satisfy:

‖ĝβ − gβ0 ‖22 , EX
[
‖ĝβ(X)− gβ0 (X)‖22

]
= op,unif(β)

(
n−1/2

)
. (Consistency Rate)
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Assumption 5 (Equicontinuity). Suppose that β grows at rate such that the momentm satisfies the stochastic equicon-
tinuity conditions:

√
n
∥∥∥A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (An(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(gβ0 , h0;β))

∥∥∥
op

= op(1)

√
n
∥∥∥V (ĝβ , h0;β)− V (gβ0 , h0;β)− (Vn(ĝβ , h0;β)− Vn(gβ0 , h0;β))

∥∥∥
2

= op(1).
(39)

Assumption 6 (Regularity). Assume that A∗(g0, h0)−1 exists, that for any j, k ≤ p

sup
β>0
‖θβ0 ‖2, sup

β>0
‖aβ,j,k(Z, gβ0 , h0)‖L1 , sup

β>0
‖νβ,j,k(Z, gβ0 , h0)‖L1 <∞. (40)

Moreover, assume that for any i, j ∈ [p] × [p], the random variables (aβ,i,j(Z; g0, h0))i,j has bounded variances.
Moreover, assume that for any g, g′ ∈ G:

sup
β>0
‖A(g, h0;β)−A(g′, h0;β)‖op = O(‖g − g′‖2). (41)

Theorem 6. Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, if the nuisance parameter estimate ĥ is asymptotically linear with
some influence function fh such that E[fh(Zi)] = 0:

ĥ− h0 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

fh(Zi) + op

(
n−1/2

)
(Asymptotic Linearity of ĥ)

then the parameter estimate θ̂β is asymptotically linear around θβ0 :

√
n
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
=

1√
n

n∑
i=1

ρθ,β(Zi) + op(1) (42)

with influence function:

ρθ,β(Z) := −A∗(g0, h0)−1 (m∗(Z; θ0, g0, h0) + E[J∗(Z;h0)]′fh(Z)) (43)

Remark 3. Note here if we instead exploit a cross-fitting approach which trains ĝβ and ĥ on one half of the entire
dataset while evaluating the empirical moment on the other half of the data, the theorem still applies. More specifically,
we can split the entire dataset S := [n] into two disjoint sets S1 and S2 where without loss of generality let |S1| =

|S2| = n
2 . Then consider cross-fitted estimator θ̂β obtained where ĥ and ĝβ have been trained on one split of the data

while the empirical moments have been trained on the other. That is, suppose the estimator satisfies

2

n

∑
i∈S1

mβ(Zi; θ̂
β , ĝβ(2), ĥ(2)) +

2

n

∑
i∈S2

mβ(Zi; θ̂
β , ĝβ(1), ĥ(1)) = op(n

−1/2), (44)

where we let the estimators trained on split l be ĥ(l) and ĝβ(l), for l = 1, 2. Then all of ĥ(1), ĥ(2), θ̂β will be asymp-
totically linear with the same corresponding influence function as stated in Theorem 6, given accordingly adjusted
conditions where we replace the entire dataset with the corresponding data splits.

8 Instantiating Asymptotic Linearity Theorem to Dynamic Treatment Regime
Setting

Our goal in this section is to apply Theorem 6 to the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter θ0 of
the blip function that corresponds to the optimal regime. Note that estimating θ0 falls exactly into the framework of
the previous section, with θ0 being the first period structural parameter, h being the second period structural parameter
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ψ0 and gβ0 being the first period nuisance functions gβ0 := (q∗, p∗1, p
∗
2,β). Finally, the moment function is the moment

mβ presented in Equation (18) and the quantities aβ(Z; g, h) and νβ(Z; g, h) correspond to:

aβ(Z;ψ, g) := (µ(T1, S)− p1(S)) (µ(T1, S)− p1(S))′ (45)

νβ(Z;ψ, g) := (Y − ψ′φ(T2, X) + smaxβ
τ2∈T

ψ′φ(τ2, X)− q(S) + p2(S)) (µ(T1, S)− p1(S)) (46)

Thus to apply Theorem 6, we need to show that all Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 are satisfied, under the conditions of
our main Theorem 1. We present Lemmas verifying each of these assumptions and conclude with a corollary that is
an instantiation of Theorem 6 to the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter θ0. For proofs that we
present in this section, we will drop all data split indices for the cross-fitting approach for simplicity.

Lemma 7 (Verifying Assumption 1: Influence of ψ). Under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have that Assumption 1
is satisfied for the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter. Moreover, the limit J∗ is of the form:

J∗ = E[(φ∞(X)− φ(T2, X))M̃ ′] (47)

where if we denoteM(X) := {τ : ψ′0φ(τ,X) = maxt ψ
′
0φ(t,X)},

φ∞(X) :=
1

|M(X)|
∑

τ∈M(X)

φ(τ,X). (48)

We will highlight the proof of Lemma 7 in Section 9.

Lemma 8 (Verifying Assumption 2: Limits of β). Under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have that Assumption 2 is
satisfied for the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter, with limit functions:

m∗(Z; θ, ψ, g) := (ε1(θ, ψ)− q(S) + p2(S) + θ′p1(S)) (µ(T1, S)− p1(S)) (49)
A∗(ψ, g) := E [(µ(T1, S)− p1(S)) (µ(T1, S)− p1(S))′] (50)

where ε1(θ, ψ) is defined in Equation (12).

Proof. Note that for anyZ we have thatmβ(Z, θ0, g0, h0), converges as β →∞ to the original moment with the maxi-
mum instead of the softmax, simply because the softmax converges to the max as β →∞, i.e. smaxβτ2∈T ψ

′φ(τ2, X)→
maxτ2∈T ψ

′φ(τ2, X). Moreover, note that in this case the quantity aβ is independent of β, thus the second property
in Assumption 2 is trivially satisfied.

Lemma 9 (Verifying Assumption 3: Orthogonality in g). Under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have that Assump-
tion 2 is satisfied for the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter.

We will provide a proof of Lemma 8 in Appendix F.

Lemma 10 (Verifying Assumption 4: Rates for g). Under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have that Assumption 4 is
satisfied for the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter.

This implication is immediate. Note that here the o(n−1/4) consistency rate condition for the nuisance function
p̂2,β is not exactly requiring a o(n−1/4) consistency rate for the algorithm used to estimate the nuisance p∗2,β . This is
because p∗2,β(S) = p∗2,β,ψ0

(S) = E[ψ′0(φ(T2, X) − φβ,ψ0
(X) | S] is a function of the unknown estimand ψ0, while

p̂2,β = p̂2,β,ψ̂ uses ψ̂ in place of ψ0 in the regression algorithm. We will present a lemma in Section 10.3 that states
that the consistency rate condition ‖p̂2,β − p∗2,β‖2 = op,unif(β)(n

−1/4) is in fact implied by a uniform consistency rate
of the regression algorithm itself. We will provide a proof for the lemma in Appendix G.

Lemma 11 (Verifying Assumption 5: Equicontinuity). Under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have that Assumption 5
is satisfied for the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter.

In Section 10, we will establish that when the nuisance function space is of low statistical complexity or when we
use the cross-fitted estimation approach, we will automatically have that stochastic equicontinuity holds, and hence
Lemma 11 holds.
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Lemma 12 (Verifying Assumption 6: Regularity). Under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have that Assumption 6 is
satisfied for the problem of estimating the first period structural parameter.

Proof. That A∗(g0, h0)−1 exists follows immediately from the fact that E[M̃M̃ ′] is strictly positive definite. The
boundedness conditions in Assumption 6 follow from triangle inequality and our boundedness conditions listed in out
main theorems. The bounded variances conditions naturally follow since E[M̃M̃ ′] is bounded. The last condition in
Assumption 6 follows from almost sure boundedness of M̃.

Corollary 13. Suppose estimator ψ̂ has influence function ρψ

√
n(ψ̂ − ψ0) =

1√
n

n∑
i=1

ρψ(Zi) + op(1).

with E[ρψ(Z)] = 0. Under the conditions of Theorem 1, the estimate θ̂ is asymptotically linear around θβ0 :

√
n
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
=

1√
n

n∑
i=1

ρθ,β(Zi) + op(1) (51)

with influence function:

ρθ,β(Z) := −E
[
M̃M̃ ′

]−1

(m∗(Z; θ0, g0, h0) + J ′∗ρψ(Z)) (52)

where m∗ as defined in Equation (49) and J∗ as defined in Equation (47).

9 Main Variance Lemma 7: Asymptotically Bounded Influence from Sec-
ond Period

We need to verify that the functions
(
∂ψmβ(z, ·, ·, ·)

)
are equicontinuous and that the expected gradient E[∂ψmβ(Z; θβ0 , ψ0, g

β
0 )

converges to some finite limit as β →∞ and, finally, that the expected absolute value of the derivative is uniformly in
β bounded, i.e.

sup
β
‖∂ψmβ(Z1, θ

β
0 , ψ0, g

β
0 )‖L1 < ∞, a.s. (53)

We note that ψ appears in the moment mβ(Z; θ, ψ, g) in a term of the form:

uβ(Z; θ, ψ, g) = (µ(T1, S)− p1(S)) (smaxβ
τ∈T

ψ′φ(τ,X)− ψ′φ(T2, X)) (54)

Thus to understand ∂ψmβ , we need to analyze the derivative of the softmax, with respect to the vector ψ. To express
this derivative it helps to define the following notation for the weights that the softmax assigns to each treatment, i.e.

W β,ψ
τ :=

exp{β ψ′φ(τ,X)}∑
t exp{β ψ′φ(t,X)}

(55)

And the shorthand notation for the softmax random varible:

Vβ,ψ := smaxβ
τ∈T

ψ′φ(τ,X) =
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ ψ′φ(τ,X) (56)

Then we will use throughout the following useful lemma:

Lemma 14 (Derivative of Softmax). The derivative of the softmax Vβ,ψ(X) with respect to ψ is of the form:

∂ψVβ,ψ =
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ φ(τ,X)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Aβ,ψ :=soft argmax of feature map

+
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ βψ′φ(τ,X)

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Qβ,ψ :=derivative of softmax weights

(57)
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Proof. The proof follows by a simple chain rule of differentiation and numerical manipulations.

From this lemma we get that:

∂ψmβ(Z; θ, ψ, g) = (µ(T1, S)− p1(S)) (Aβ,ψ +Qβ,ψ − φ(T2, X))′ (58)

Our goal is to analyze the properties of this function. First note that the term ‖Aβ,ψ‖2 is upper bounded by maxτ ‖φ(τ,X)‖2.
Second we show a similar upper bound for the quantity Qβ,ψ . In that respect it will be easy to re-write the derivative
of the soft-max in a manner that is more amenable to analysis:

Lemma 15 (Re-writting Qβ,ψ). Let Uβτ,ψ = βψ′φ(τ,X). Then we have:

Qβ,ψ = =
∑
τ

φ(τ,X)
∑
t

(Uβτ,ψ − U
β
t,ψ)

exp{Uβt,ψ} exp{Uβτ,ψ}(∑
t exp{Uβt,ψ}

)2 (59)

Proof. For simplicity, let Uτ := βψ′φ(τ,X) and Qβ := Qβ,ψ and W β
τ = W β,ψ

τ . First we note that Qβ can be
re-written in a more convenient manner for analysis, by simply re-arranging the sums and doing a change of variable
names:

Qβ =
∑
τ

W β
τ Uτ

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
τ ′

W β
τ ′φ(τ ′, X)

)
=
∑
τ

W β
τ Uτ φ(τ,X)−

∑
τ

W β
τ Uτ

∑
τ ′

W β
τ ′φ(τ ′, X)

=
∑
τ

W β
τ Uτ φ(τ,X)−

∑
τ ′

W β
τ ′φ(τ ′, X)

∑
τ

W β
τ Uτ

=
∑
τ

W β
τ Uτ φ(τ,X)−

∑
τ

W β
τ φ(τ,X)

∑
τ ′

W β
τ ′ Uτ ′

=
∑
τ

W β
τ

(
Uτ −

∑
τ ′

W β
τ ′ Uτ ′

)
φ(τ,X)

Expanding the definition of the softmax weights W β
τ we get:

Jβτ := W β
τ

(
Uτ −

∑
τ ′

W β
τ ′ Uτ ′

)

=
exp{Uτ}∑
t exp{Ut}

(
Uτ −

∑
t

Ut exp{Ut}∑
t exp{Ut}

)
=
∑
t

(Uτ − Ut)
exp{Ut} exp{Uτ}

(
∑
t exp{Ut})2

Lemma 16 (Boundedness of Qβ,ψ). The quantity Qβ,ψ is absolutely bounded as:

‖Qβ,ψ‖2 ≤
K

e

∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2 (60)
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Proof. For simplicity, let Uτ := βψ′φ(τ,X) and Qβ := Qβ,ψ and W β
τ = W β,ψ

τ . We note that:

|Jβτ | :=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
t

(Uτ − Ut)
exp{Ut} exp{Uτ}

(
∑
t exp{Ut})2

∣∣∣∣∣ (61)

≤
∑
t

|Uτ − Ut|
exp{Ut} exp{Uτ}

(
∑
t exp{Ut})2 (62)

≤
∑
t

|Uτ − Ut|
exp{Ut + Uτ}

exp{2Ut}+ exp{2Uτ}
(63)

≤
∑
t

|Uτ − Ut|
1

exp{Ut − Uτ}+ exp{Uτ − Ut}
(64)

≤
∑
t

|Uτ − Ut|
exp{|Ut − Uτ |}

≤ K

e
(65)

Thus we have:

‖Qβ‖2 ≤
∑
τ

|Jβτ | ‖φ(τ,X)‖2 ≤
K

e

∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2 (66)

Thus we get that the derivative ∂ψm is lipschitz in p1 with lipschitz constant:

2 max
τ
‖φ(τ,X)‖2 +

K

e

∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2 < C (67)

for some universal constant C, by the assumptions of our main Theorem 1. Moreover, note that the gradient ∂ψmβ

is independent of θ. Thus we get that the gradient is equicontinuous in both θ and g, which is the first condition of
Assumption 1. Moreover, by the aforementioned bounds we get that:

‖∂ψmβ(Z; θβ0 , ψ, g
β
0 )‖∞ = ‖M̃(Aβ,ψ0 +Qβ,ψ0 − φ(T2, X))′‖∞ ≤ ‖M̃‖∞‖Aβ,ψ0 +Qβ,ψ0 − φ(T2, X)‖∞

≤ ‖M̃‖∞ C ≤ C ′

by our assumption of our main Theorem 1 on the boundedness of ‖M̃‖2. Thus we get that the second condition of
Assumption 1 is satisfied.

It remains to argue the limit behavior of Aβ,ψ and Qβ,ψ . Note that the first term Aβ,ψ in the derivative converges
trivially, by the definition of the softmax to the feature map of the best action under ψ; or a uniform distribution over
the best actions if there are ties. Hence, this implies that as β →∞

Aβ,ψ →
1

| arg maxτ ψ′φ(τ,X)|
∑

τ∗∈arg maxτ ψ′φ(τ,X)

φ(τ∗, X) =: φ∞(X) (68)

The second term is the problematic one, as it involves how the argmax changes as a function of ψ. However, we show
that the second term converges to zero!

Lemma 17 (Key Variance Building Block). The term Qβ,ψ in the derivative of the softmax ∂ψφβ,ψ(X), converges to
zero, i.e. as β →∞:

Qβ,ψ → 0 (69)

Proof. For simplicity, let Uτ := βψ′φ(τ,X) and Qβ := Qβ,ψ and W β
τ = W β,ψ

τ and:

Jβτ :=
∑
t

(Uτ − Ut)
exp{Ut} exp{Uτ}

(
∑
t exp{Ut})2
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It suffices to show that:

lim
β→∞

|Jβτ | = 0

Since:

0 ≤ |Jβτ | ≤
∑
t

|Uβτ − U
β
t |

exp{|Ut − Uτ |}
=
∑
t

β |Zτ − Zt|
exp{β |Zτ − Zt|}

(70)

where Zτ = ψ′φ(τ,X). Since:

lim
β→∞

β |Uτ − Ut|
exp{β |Uτ − Ut|}

= 0 (71)

we get the desired statement that limβ→∞ |Jβτ | = 0.

Thus we have shown that the gradient converges to the limit:

lim
β→∞

∂ψmβ(Z; θβ0 , ψ0, g
β
0 ) = M̃(φ(π∗2(X), X)− φ(T2, X)) (72)

and is uniformly upper bounded by a constant. Thus by the dominated convergence theorem we get that:

lim
β→∞

E
[
∂ψmβ(Z; θβ0 , ψ0, g

β
0 )
]

= E[M̃(φ(π∗2(X), X)− φ(T2, X))] (73)

Thus we conclude that the third condition in Assumption 1 is satisfied, with:

J∗ = E[M̃(φ(π∗2(X), X)− φ(T2, X))] (74)

Lemma 18 (Order of Hessian). When β grows as o(n1/2), the Hessian of each coordinate t of the moment vector mβ

with respect to ψ, grows as:

sup
z∈Z,ψ

∥∥∥∂ψψmβ,t(z; θ̂
β , ψ, ĝβ)

∥∥∥
op

= o(n1/2), a.s. (75)

Proof. Define for simplicity

Kβ,ψ
τ := φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X) (76)

and write

Uψτ := βψ′φ(τ,X). (77)

We calculate that

∂

∂ψ
W β,ψ
τ = βW β,ψ

τ

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X)

)
= βW β,ψ

τ Kβ,ψ
τ . (78)

Recall that the first order derivatve of the moment function satisfies

∂ψmβ,t(z; θ, ψ, g) = (µ(T1, S)− p1(S)) (Aβ,ψ +Qβ,ψ − φ(T2, X))′ (79)

= (µ(T1, S)− p1(S))

(
Aβ,ψ +

∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ Uψτ K

β,ψ
τ − φ(T2, X)

)
(80)

= (µ(T1, S)− p1(S))

(
Aβ,ψ +

∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ

(
Uψτ −

∑
t

W β,ψ
t Uψt

)
Kβ,ψ
τ − φ(T2, X)

)
, (81)
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where we were able to set in the last equality that

∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ Uψτ K

β,ψ
τ =

∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ

(
Uψτ −

∑
t

W β,ψ
t Uψt

)
Kβ,ψ
τ (82)

since ∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ Kβ,ψ

τ = 0 (83)

by exploiting the fact that
∑
τ∈T W

β,ψ
τ = 1. Hence, differentiating with respect to ψ again, by chain rule, we obtain

that the second order derivative of the moment function

∂ψψmβ,t(z; θ, ψ, g) = (µt(T1, S)− p1,t(S)) (R1,β,ψ +R2,β,ψ +R3,β,ψ −R4,β,ψ) (84)

where

R1,β,ψ := β
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ φ(τ,X)(Kβ,ψ

τ )′ (85)

R2,β,ψ := β
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ

(
Uψτ −

∑
t

W β,ψ
t Uψt

)
Kβ,ψ
τ

(
Kβ,ψ
τ

)′
(86)

R3,β,ψ := β
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ Kβ,ψ

τ (Kβ,ψ
τ )′ (87)

R4,β,ψ := β

(∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ

(
Uψτ −

∑
t

W β,ψ
t Uψt

))(∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ φ(τ,X)

(
Kβ,ψ
τ

)′)
. (88)

We would like to establish that all of

sup
Z∈Z,ψ

‖R1,β,ψ‖op, sup
Z∈Z,ψ

‖R2,β,ψ‖op, sup
Z∈Z,ψ

‖R3,β,ψ‖op, sup
Z∈Z,ψ

‖R4,β,ψ‖op = Op(β). (89)

To achieve this, it suffices to show that for any coordinates j, k ≤ n, we have that each component

sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R1,β,ψ,j,k|, sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R2,β,ψ,j,k|, sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R3,β,ψ,j,k|, sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R4,β,ψ,j,k| = Op(β). (90)

For R1,β,ψ , we note that

|R1,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ · |φj(τ,X)| · |Kβ,ψ

τ,k | ≤ β

(∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

(91)

where we have used the fact that

|Kβ,ψ
τ,k | ≤

∑
τ∈T
|φk(τ,X)| ≤

∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2. (92)

Hence, we have that

sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R1,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β

(
sup
X

∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

= Op(β) (93)

by boundedness conditions. For R2,β,ψ , we similarly note that

|R2,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β
∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ ·

∣∣∣∣∣Uψτ −∑
t

W β,ψ
t Uψt

∣∣∣∣∣ · |Kβ,ψ
τ,j | · |K

β,ψ
τ,k |. (94)
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Now we comment that

W β,ψ
τ ·

∣∣∣∣∣Uψτ −∑
t

W β,ψ
t Uψt

∣∣∣∣∣ = |Jβ,ψτ | (95)

where

Jβ,ψτ := W β,ψ
τ

(
Uψτ −

∑
t

W β,ψ
t Uψt

)
, (96)

and we have shown in Eqn (65) that

|Jβ,ψτ | ≤ K

e
. (97)

Hence, by Eqn (92) we get that

|R2,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β · K
e
·
∑
τ∈T
|Kβ,ψ

τ,j | · |K
β,ψ
τ,k | ≤ β ·

K2

e

(∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

. (98)

Hence, we have that

sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R2,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β ·
K2

e

(
sup
X

∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

= Op(β) (99)

by boundedness conditions. Similarly for R3,β,ψ , we have

sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R3,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β

(
sup
X

∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

= Op(β). (100)

For R4,β,ψ, we note that

|R4,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β

(∑
τ∈T

Jβ,ψτ

)(∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ · |φj(τ,X)| · |Kβ,ψ

τ,k |

)
= Op(β). (101)

By invoking Eqn (65) and Eqn (92), we have that

|R4,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β

(∑
τ∈T

Jβ,ψτ

)(∑
τ∈T

W β,ψ
τ · |φj(τ,X)| · |Kβ,ψ

τ,k |

)
(102)

≤ β · K
2

e
·

(∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

= Op(β). (103)

Hence, we obtain that

sup
Z∈Z,ψ

|R4,β,ψ,j,k| ≤ β ·
K2

e
·

(
sup
X

∑
τ∈T
‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

= Op(β). (104)

Hence, provided that supZ∈Z,g |µt(T1, S)− p̂1,t(S)| is uniformly bounded, a.s., for β = o(n1/2) the lemma follows.
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10 Proof Outlines for Further High Level Assumptions

10.1 Verifying Lemma 5: Small Critical Radius Implies Stochastic Equicontinuity
In this section, we show that the assumptions in Theorem 1 suffice to imply stochastic equicontinuity (Assumption 5).
To achieve this, we first present a general lemma claiming that small critical radius would imply equicontinuity in
the general setting of Section 7, and then we will verify that our special instantiation of dynamic treatment regime in
Theorem 1 falls under the scope of the general lemma, by commenting on the uniform lipschitz requirement in the
following lemma.

Lemma 19. Assume that function aβ(Z; g, h0) is uniformly Lipschitz with respect to g(X) for g ∈ G over all β > 0.
Assume that the the nuisance estimator is almost surely bounded: ‖ĝβ(X)‖2 ≤ B a.s. for some B > 0. Let δn bounds
the critical radius of GB := {g ∈ G : ‖g‖2 ≤ B a.s.}. Then if the nuisance estimator ĝβ satisfies the consistency rate

‖ĝβ − gβ0 ‖2 = op(n
−1/4)

and if
δn = op(n

−1/4),

we have that stochastic equicontinuity conditions hold:

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

{
A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ

β , h0)− aβ(Zi; g
β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
op

= op(1)

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

{
V (ĝβ , h0;β)− V (gβ0 , h0;β)− (νβ(Zi; ĝ

β , h0)− νβ(Zi; g
β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
2

= op(1).

(105)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we only prove the first statement here, and similar proofs should apply to when we
switch data splits and apply to function ν. For the first statement, it suffices to show that for any j, k ≤ p

1√
n

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

{
Aj,k(ĝβ , h0;β)−Aj,k(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ,j,k(Zi; ĝ

β , h0)− aβ,j,k(Zi; g
β
0 , h0))

}∣∣∣∣∣ = op(1) (106)

In the remainder of the proof we look at a particular (j, k) and hence for simplicity we overload notation and we let

aβ := aβ,j,k and A := Aj,k. For any ζ ∈ (0, 1), let δn,ζ := δn + c0

√
log(c1/ζ)

n , where δn upper bounds the critical
radius of function class GB , for some appropriately defined universal constants c0 and c1. By Lemma 8 of [4], we
know that with probability 1− ζ: ∀g ∈ GB ,∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

(
A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ

β , h0)− aβ(Zi; g
β
0 , h0))

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O(δn,ζ · ‖ĝβ − gβ0 ‖2 + δ2
n,ζ).

(107)

Taking ζ = 1
n , we obtain that∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

(
A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ

β , h0)− aβ(Zi; g
β
0 , h0))

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Op(δn,∗ · ‖ĝβ − gβ0 ‖2 + δ2
n,∗).

(108)

where we let δn,∗ = δn + c0

√
log(c1n)

n . Hence, if we have ĝβ − gβ0 = op(n
−1/4) and δn = op(n

−1/4), and thus

δn,∗ = op(n
−1/4), we can conclude stochastic equicontinuity.

Remark 4. Our dynamic treatment regime satisfies the uniform Lipschitz condition because of the almost sure bound-
edness of µ(T1, S) and that of the nuisance estimates.
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10.2 Verifying Lemma 5: Sample Splitting Approach Gives Stochastic Equicontinuity
In this section, we directly present a general lemma claiming that performing cross fitting would automatically imply
a cross-fitted version of equicontinuity (Assumption 5) in the general setting of Section 7. Then it will naturally follow
that our cross-fitting approach in Theorem 3 guarantees the cross-fitted version of Assumption 5.

Lemma 20. Assume that the estimators are consistent for the sequence of β = βn that we choose:

‖ĝβ(1) − g
β
0 ‖2 = op(1) (109)

‖ĝβ(2) − g
β
0 ‖2 = op(1). (110)

and that the nuisance estimates are almost surely bounded:

‖ĝβ(1)(X)‖2, ‖ĝβ(2)(X)‖2 <∞ a.s.

Assume the moment function satisfies mean-squared continuity condition: for all j, k ≤ p, for all g, g′ ∈ G

E
[
(aβ,j,k(Zi; g, h0)− aβ,j,k(Zi; g

′, h0))
2
]
≤ L · ‖g − g′‖q2 (111)

E
[
(νβ,j(Zi; g, h0)− νβ,j(Zi; g′, h0))

2
]
≤ L · ‖g − g′‖q2 (112)

for some q <∞ and L > 0. Then the following stochastic equicontinuity statements hold:

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i∈S2

{
A(ĝβ(1), h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(1), h0)− aβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
op

= op(1)

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i∈S1

{
A(ĝβ(2), h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(2), h0)− aβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
op

= op(1)

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i∈S2

{
V (ĝβ(1), h0;β)− V (gβ0 , h0;β)− (νβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(1), h0)− νβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
2

= op(1)

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i∈S1

{
V (ĝβ(2), h0;β)− V (gβ0 , h0;β)− (νβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(2), h0)− νβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
2

= op(1).

(113)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we only prove the first statement here, and similar proofs should apply to when we
switch data splits and apply to function ν. For the first statement, it suffices to show that for any j, k ≤ p

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i∈S2

{
Aj,k(ĝβ(1), h0;β)−Aj,k(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ,j,k(Zi; ĝ

β
(1), h0)− aβ,j,k(Zi; g

β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
L2

= o(1) (114)

In the remainder of the proof we look at a particular (j, k) and hence for simplicity we overload notation and we let
aβ := aβ,j,k and A := Aj,k. Moreover, for simplicity we denote for each i ∈ S2 :

Ki := A(ĝβ(1), h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ
β
(1), h0)− aβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0)) (115)

Then if we take the square, for any i, j ∈ S2,

E

( 1√
n

∑
i∈S2

Ki

)2
 =

1

2
E[K2

i ] +
n− 2

4
E[KiKj ] (116)

the first term can be bounded using mean-squared-continuity:

1

2
E[K2

i ] =
1

2
E
[(
A(ĝβ(1), h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(1), h0)− aβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0))

)2
]

(117)

≤ E
[(
A(ĝβ(1), h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)

)2
]

+ E
[(
aβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(1), h0)− aβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0)

)2
]

(118)

≤ 2E
[(
aβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(1), h0)− aβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0)

)2
]
≤ 2L · E[‖ĝβ(1) − g

β
0 ‖

q
2] = o(1), (119)
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where the second to last inequality exploits Jensen’s inequality, and the last equality exploits dominated convergence
theorem. Moreover, the second term can also be simplified using tower law:

E[KiKj ] = E[E[KiKj |{Zl}l∈S1 ]] = E
[
E[Ki|{Zl}l∈S1 ]E[Kj |{Zl}l∈S1 ]

]
= 0, (120)

since conditional on the first data split, Ki and Kj are independent with zero means. Hence, we have indeed proved
that

1√
n

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i∈S2

{
A(ĝβ(1), h0;β)−A(g

β
0 , h0;β)− (aβ(Zi; ĝ

β
(1), h0)− aβ(Zi; g

β
0 , h0))

}∥∥∥∥∥
L2

= o(1). (121)

10.3 Lemma 10: β-Uniform Rates on Nuisance Functions
Lemma 21. Suppose that for some open neighborhood N of ψ0 in the nuisance space, for any τ ∈ T , we have that
φ(τ,X) and supψ∈N |ψ′φ(τ,X)| are uniformly bounded. Let p̂2,β,ψ(S) denote the estimator for

p∗2,β,ψ(S) := E[ψ′(φ(T2, X)− φβ(X))|S].

Note that then our estimator p̂2,β = p̂2,β,ψ̂. For any ψ ∈ N , define

‖p̂2,β,ψ − p∗2,β,ψ‖2 :=

√
ES
[(
p̂2,β,ψ(S)− p∗2,β,ψ(S)

)2
]
.

Suppose that our estimation algorithm satisfies the following consistency condition: for all ε > 0, there exists a
neighborhood N of ψ0:

sup
β>0

P

(
sup
ψ∈N

‖p̂2,β,ψ − p∗2,β,ψ‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4

)
n→∞−−−−→ 0. (122)

Then the consistency condition required of our estimator to achieve asymptotic normality,

‖p̂2,β − p∗2,β‖22 := EX
[
‖p̂2,β(S)− p∗2,β(S)‖22

]
= op,unif(β)

(
n−1/2

)
, (123)

will be satisfied.
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A Characterization and Identification of Optimal Dynamic Policies

A.1 Characterization of Optimal Policy
By invoking the Markovianity of the policy and the conditional independencies implied by the intervention graphs, we
can characterize the optimal dynamic policy as follows:

max
π

E
[
Y (π)

]
= max

π
E
[
E
[
Y (π) | S

]]
= max

π2

E
[
max
τ1

E
[
Y (τ1,π2) | S

]]
Thus the optimal first period policy is defined as:

π∗1(S) = max
τ1

E
[
Y (τ1,π

∗
2 ) | S

]
.
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Moreover, we can further write:

max
π2

E
[
max
τ1

E
[
Y (τ1,π2) | S

]]
= max

π2

E
[
max
τ1

E
[
Y (τ1,π2) | T1 = τ1, S

]]
= max

π2

E
[
max
τ1

E
[
Y (T1,π2) | T1 = τ1, S

]]
= max

π2

E
[
max
τ1

E
[
E
[
Y (T1,π2) | X,T1, S

]
| T1 = τ1, S

]]
= max

π2

E
[
max
τ1

E
[
E
[
Y (T1,π2) | X

]
| T1 = τ1, S

]]
= E

[
max
τ1

E
[
max
τ2

E
[
Y (T1,τ2) | X

]
| T1 = τ1, S

]]
Thus the optimal second period policy is defined as

π∗2(X) = arg max
τ2

E
[
Y (T1,τ2) | X

]
.

A.2 Blip Effect Decomposition of Policy Improvement
The improvement that any counterfactual policy π brings, as compared to the observed policy, can be decomposed as
the sum of a sequence of “improvements”

E
[
Y (π) − Y

]
= E

[
Y (π1,π2) − Y (T1,T2)

]
= E

[
Y (π1,π2) − Y (T1,π2)

]
+ E

[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (T1,T2)

]
We can further “center” each of the terms around a baseline treatment, typically 0 and write:

E
[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (T1,T2)

]
= E

[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (T1,0)

]
− E

[
Y (T1,T2) − Y (T1,0)

]
E
[
Y (π1,π2) − Y (T1,π2)

]
= E

[
Y (π1,π2) − Y (0,π2)

]
− E

[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (0,π2)

]
The values of these various counterfactual random variables can also be easily depicted in a SWIG (Figure 2). We can
further see easily from the intervention graphs that Y (T1,π2) ⊥⊥ T2 | X and Y (T1,0) ⊥⊥ T2 | X and Y (π1,π2) ⊥⊥ T1 | S
and Y (π1,π2) ⊥⊥ T1 | S.

S

T1

X

T2 π2(X)

Y (T1,π2)

(a) Intervention with π in second period

S

T1

X

T2 0

Y (T1,0)

(b) Intervention with baseline in second
period.

S

T1 0

X(0)

T2 π2(X(0))

Y (0,π2)

(c) Intervention with baseline in first
and π in second period.

Figure 2: Various interventions graphs that appear in improvement decomposition terms.

We can use these conditional independencies to further put more structure in the aforementioned improvements.
Invoking the tower law of expectations and the conditional independencies, we can write:

E
[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (T1,0)

]
= E

[
E
[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (T1,0) | X

]]
= E

[
E
[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (T1,0) | T2 = π2(X), X

]]
E
[
Y (T1,T2) − Y (T1,0)

]
= E

[
E
[
Y (T1,T2) − Y (T1,0) | T2, X

]]
E
[
Y (π1,π2) − Y (0,π2)

]
= E

[
E
[
Y (π1,π2) − Y (0,π2) | S

]]
= E

[
E
[
Y (π1,π2) − Y (0,π2) | T1 = π1(S), S

]]
E
[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (0,π2)

]
= E

[
E
[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (0,π2) | T1, S

]]
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Thus we see that it suffices to estimate the conditional expectation functions:

γ2(τ2, x) = E
[
Y (T1,T2) − Y (T1,0) | T2 = τ2, X = x

]
(124)

γ1(τ1, s) = E
[
Y (T1,π2) − Y (T1,0) | T1 = τ1, S = s

]
(125)

Then we can write the improvement of any policy π as:

E
[
Y (π) − Y

]
= E [γ1(π1(S), S)− γ1(T1, S)] + E [γ2(π2(X), X)− γ2(T2, X)] (126)

B Proof of Lemma 5

Figure 3: Behavior of function x exp{−x}.

Proof. Let ε > 0. Suppose that β is large enough such that α := (1+ε) log(β)
β < c and such that (1 + ε) log(β) ≥ 1.

Then we remark that the following decomposition holds

E
[
β2U exp (−βU)

]
= E

[
β2U exp (−βU)1 {0 < U ≤ α}

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Aβ

+E
[
β2U exp (−βU)1 {U > α}

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bβ

We will successively upper bound each of the terms Aβ and Bβ . Firstly we remark that as (1+ε) log(β)
β < c then by

assumption we know that there is a constant H < ∞ such that the density of U is upper bounded by H in the region
(0, c). Then the following holds

Aβ := E
[
β2U exp (−βU)1 {0 < U ≤ α}

]
≤ H ·

∫ α

0

β2u exp(−βu)du

= H

∫ (1+ε) log β

0

v exp(−v)dv (by a change of variable, βu = v and dv = 1
βdu)

= H

∫ ∞
0

v exp(−v)dv = H

We now move on to bounding (Bβ). In this goal remark that when U > α := (1+ε) log β
β , we have

β2U exp (−βU)
(a)

≤ β2α exp (−βα) = β−ε · (1 + ε) log β,

where to obtain (a) we used the fact that the function x 7→ x exp(−x) is decreasing for x > 1 (see Figure 3) and we
assumed that β was large enough such that (1+ ε) log(β) > 1. Combining the two upper bounds yields the result.
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C Proof of Lemma 4
Proof. For simplicity define

Ỹ := Y − E[Y | S] = Y − q∗(S),

and define

Φ̃β : = ψ′0(φ(T2, X)− φβ(X))− E[ψ′0(φ(T2, X)− φβ(X)) | S] (127)
= ψ′0(φ(T2, X)− φβ(X))− p∗2,β(S). (128)

Then by definition of θβ0 and θ0 we have

M(θβ0 , ψ0, q
∗, p∗1, p

∗
2,β ;β) = E

[(
Ỹ − Φ̃β

)
M̃

]
− E

[
M̃M̃ ′

]
θβ0 = 0 (129)

and

M(θ0, ψ0, q
∗, p∗1, p

∗
2,∞;∞) = E

[(
Ỹ − Φ̃∞

)
M̃

]
− E

[
M̃M̃ ′

]
θ0 = 0. (130)

By subtracting the two we obtain that:

E[M̃M̃ ′]
(
θβ0 − θ0

)
= E

[(
Φ̃∞ − Φ̃β

)
M̃
]
. (131)

That is, we get that

θβ0 − θ0 = E[M̃M̃ ′]−1E
[
ψ′0(φβ(X)− φ∞(X))M̃ + (p∗2,β(S)− p∗2,∞(S))M̃

]
. (132)

Now by the tower law, we have

E
[
(p∗2,β(S)− p∗2,∞(S))M̃

]
= E

[
(p∗2,β(S)− p∗2,∞(S))E[M̃ | S]

]
= 0, (133)

Hence, we obtain that

θβ0 − θ0 = E[M̃M̃ ′]−1E
[
ψ′0(φβ(X)− φ∞(X))M̃

]
(134)

Note that ψ′0φβ(X) =
∑
τ∈T W

β
τ Uτ and that ψ′0φ∞(X) = maxτ Uτ = Umax. Thus we have:

θβ0 − θ0 = E[M̃M̃ ′]−1E

[
M̃

(∑
τ∈T

W β
τ Uτ − Umax

)]
= E[M̃M̃ ′]−1E

[
M̃
∑
τ∈T

W β
τ (Uτ − Umax)

]
.

where we used the simple fact that
∑
τ∈T W

β
τ = 1 in the last equality. Since we assumed that ‖M̃‖2 is uniformly

bounded a.s., and that the covariance matrix E[M̃M̃ ] is well-posed, we have that for some constant c:

∣∣∣θβ0 − θ0

∣∣∣ ≤ cE[∣∣∣∣∣∑
τ∈T

W β
τ (Uτ − Umax)

∣∣∣∣∣
]
≤ cE

[∑
τ∈T

W β
τ |Uτ − Umax|

]
= c

∑
τ∈T

E
[
W β
τ |Uτ − Umax|

]
Finally, note that:

E
[
W β
τ |Uτ − Umax|

]
= E

[
exp{βUτ} (Umax − Uτ )∑

t exp{βUt}

]
≤ E

[
exp{βUτ} (Umax − Uτ )

exp{βUmax}

]
= E [exp{−β(Umax − Uτ )} (Umax − Uτ )]
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Applying Lemma 5, we have that for n sufficiently large, such that (1+ε) log(β)
β ≤ c and (1 + ε) log(β) ≥ 1:

E [exp{−β(Umax − Uτ )} (Umax − Uτ )] ≤ H

β2
+

(1 + ε) log(β)

β2+ε
(135)

We therefore can conclude that

√
n
∣∣∣θβ0 − θ0

∣∣∣ ≤ c|T |(√nH
β2

+

√
n(1 + ε) log(β)

β2+ε

)
(136)

If β = ω(n1/4), then the latter upper bound converges to 0 as n→∞.

D Proof of Lemma 2
Proof. Firstly we remark that for all variables t we have Umax − Ut = maxs∈T

(
Us − Ut

)
= max

(
maxs6=t

(
Us −

Ut

)
, 0
(

. Note that as the random variables
(
Ut

)
t∈T

admit a joint density then for all t ∈ T the random variables(
Us−Ut

)
s∈T
s6=t

also admit a joint density. Therefore the real-valued random variable maxs6=t
(
Us−Ut

)
is a continuous

random variable. This implies that
(

maxs6=t
(
Us − Ut

))+

admits a density on (0,∞).

E Proof Theorem 6
Proof. By the linearity of the moment with respect to θ, we have

A(ĝβ , h0;β)
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
= M(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−M(θβ0 , ĝ

β , h0;β)

= M(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β)−M(θβ0 , ĝ

β , h0;β)

+ M(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)

+ Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , ĥ;β)

+ Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , ĥ;β)−M(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β).

Note that by definition of θ̂β and of θβ0 we have

M(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β) = 0

and
Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , ĥ;β) = 0.

Therefore we obtain that

A(ĝβ , h0;β)
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
= M(θβ0 , g

β
0 , h0;β)−M(θβ0 , ĝ

β , h0;β)

+ M(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)

+ Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , ĥ;β)

We will analyze separately each term on the right-hand side. In this goal and for ease of notations, we write

I1,n := M(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β)−M(θβ0 , ĝ

β , h0;β) (137)

I2,n := M(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β) (138)
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I3,n := Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , ĥ;β). (139)

We will prove that the terms I1,n is negligible and re-express the terms I2,n and I3,n. Moreover, we remark that
by assumption we have ‖A(gβ0 , h0;β) − A∗(g0, h0)‖op = o(1) for some limit function A∗, and hence by triangle
inequality

‖A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A∗(g0, h0)‖op (140)

≤ ‖A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)‖op + ‖A(gβ0 , h0;β)−A∗(g0, h0)‖op (141)

= Op,unif(β)(‖ĝβ − gβ0 ‖2) + o(1) = op,unif(β)(1). (142)

Therefore the following holds

A(ĝβ , h0;β)
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
= A∗(g0, h0)

(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
+
(
A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A∗(g0, h0)

) (
θ̂β − θβ0

)
(143)

= A∗(g0, h0)
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
+ op,unif(β)

(
‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2

)
. (144)

Hence, we have

A(ĝβ , h0;β)
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
= I1,n + I2,n + I3,n + op,unif(β)

(
‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2

)
. (145)

In the following, we analyze the asymptotic behaviors of I1,n, I2,n, I3,n separately, starting with I1,n. By exploiting
the Neyman orthogonality assumption and the Smoothness hypothesis, we obtain that:

M(θβ0 , ĝ
β , h0;β)−M(θβ0 , g

β
0 , h0;β)

(a)
= DgM(θβ0 , g

β
0 , h0;β)[ĝβ − gβ0 ] +Op,unif(β)

(
‖ĝβ − gβ0 ‖22

)
(146)

(b)
= Op,unif(β)

(
‖ĝβ − gβ0 ‖22

)
= op,unif(β)(n

−1/2). (147)

where to get (a) we used the Smoothness condition and where to obtain (b) we used the Neyman orthogonality as-
sumption. This implies that the first term I1,n is negligible meaning that

I1,n = op,unif(β)(n
−1/2). (148)

We now move on to analyzing I2,n. In this goal, letGn(θ, g, h;β) := M(θ, g, h;β)−Mn(θ, g, h;β). Then we remark
that I2,n can be reformulated as

I2,n = Gn

(
θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β

)
. (149)

Now we decompose this empirical process into an asymptotically normal component and an asymptotically negligible
part. To achieve this we use the shorthand notation:

Gn(θ0, g0, h0;∞) := E[m∗(Z; θ0, g0, h0)]− 1

n

n∑
i=1

m∗(Zi; θ0, g0, h0) (150)

Indeed we remark that

Gn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β) = Gn(θ0, g0, h0;∞) +
(
Gn(θβ0 , g

β
0 , h0;β)−Gn(θ0, g0, h0;∞)

)
(151)

+
(
Gn(θβ0 , ĝ

β , h0;β)−Gn(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β)

)
(152)

+
(
Gn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Gn(θβ0 , ĝ

β , h0;β)
)
. (153)

We analyze each one of those terms separately. Firstly we remark that the second term:

Gn(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β)−Gn(θ0, g0, h0;∞)
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is of the form:

1

n

n∑
i=1

{
m∗(Zi, θ0, g0, h0)−mβ(Zi, θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

}
− E

[
m∗(Zi, θ0, g0, h0)−mβ(Zi, θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

]
We easily remark that

(
m∗(Zi, θ0, g0, h0)−mβ(Zi, θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

)
is a sequence of i.i.d observations. Therefore by the

Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality [14] we obtain that∥∥∥ 1

n

n∑
i=1

{
m∗(Zi, θ0, g0, h0)−mβ(Zi, θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

}
− E

[
m∗(Zi, θ0, g0, h0)−mβ(Zi, θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

]∥∥∥
L1

(154)

≤ c√
n

∥∥m∗(Z1, θ0, g0, h0)−mβ(Zi, θ
β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

∥∥
L1

= oβ(n−1/2) (155)

for some universal constant c, where to obtain the last identity we exploited the assumption that

mβ(Z1, θ
β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)−m∗(Z1, θ0, g0, h0) = op(1) (156)

and the dominated convergence theorem. Therefore as long as we take β →∞ we obtain that

Gn(θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0;β)−Gn(θ0, g0, h0;∞) = op(n

−1/2). (157)

By the linearity of the moment, the last term in Equation (153) can be written as:

Gn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Gn(θβ0 , ĝ
β , h0;β) =

(
A(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(ĝβ , h0;β)

)′
(θ̂β − θβ0 ). (158)

Therefore to successfully upper-bound eq. (158) we need to upper bound
∥∥A(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(ĝβ , h0;β)

∥∥
op

. In this
goal, note that by the triangle inequality, the following holds∥∥A(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(ĝβ , h0;β)

∥∥
op
≤
∥∥∥A(gβ0 , h0;β)−An(gβ0 , h0;β)

∥∥∥
op

(159)

+
∥∥∥A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)−

(
An(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(gβ0 , h0;β)

)∥∥∥
op

We can prove that each term on the right-hand side of eq. (159) is negligible. In this goal, note that for all j, k ≤ p we
have by the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality [14]∥∥∥ 1

n

∑
i≤n

aβ,j,k(Zi, g
β
0 , h0)− E[aβ,j,k(Zi, g

β
0 , h0)]

∥∥∥
L1

≤ c√
n
‖aβ,j,k(Z1, g

β
0 , h0)‖L1

= o(1). (160)

Therefore this directly implies that∥∥∥A(gβ0 , h0;β)−An(gβ0 , h0;β)
∥∥∥
op

= op,unif(β)(1) (161)

Moreover, for the sequence of β that we chose, according to our stochastic equicontinuity condition, we have that:∥∥∥A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)−
(
An(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(gβ0 , h0;β)

)∥∥∥
op

= op(n
−1/2) = op(1).

Thus we get that
∥∥A(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(ĝβ , h0;β)

∥∥
op

= op(1), and therefore:

Gn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Gn(θβ0 , ĝ
β , h0;β) = op(‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2). (162)

Moreover, by using the triangle inequality, the definition of the operator norm, the condition that supβ>0 ‖θ
β
0 ‖2 is

finite; and the stochastic equicontinuity conditions we obtain that∥∥∥Gn(θβ0 , ĝ
β , h0;β)−Gn(θβ0 , g

β
0 , h0;β)

∥∥∥
2

(163)

≤
∥∥∥A(ĝβ , h0;β)−A(gβ0 , h0;β)−

(
An(ĝβ , h0;β)−An(gβ0 , h0;β)

)∥∥∥
op
‖θβ0 ‖2 (164)

+
∥∥∥V (ĝβ , h0;β)− V (gβ0 , h0;β)− (Vn(ĝβ , h0;β)− Vn(gβ0 , h0;β))

∥∥∥
2

(165)

= op(n
−1/2). (166)

29



Altogether, we obtain that
I2,n = Gn(θ0, g0, h0;∞) + op(n

−1/2 + ‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2).

Finally we want to analyze the term I3,n. By the a second order Taylor expansion of each coordinate of the moment
vector and our assumption on the Hessian of each coordinate of the moment vector, we have that

I3,n = Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)−Mn(θ̂β , ĝβ , ĥ;β) (167)

=
(
∂hMn(θ̂β , ĝβ , h0;β)

)′
(h0 − ĥ) + o(

√
n)‖h0 − ĥ‖22. (168)

=

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

∂hmβ(Zi; θ̂
β , ĝβ , h0)

)′
(h0 − ĥ) + op(n

−1/2). (169)

We will first show that ( 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∂hmβ(Zi; θ̂

β , ĝβ , h0)) concentrates to a deterministic quantity. In this goal, by
exploiting the uniform continuity in θ, g assumption we obtain that

1

n

n∑
i=1

∂hmβ(Zi; θ̂
β , ĝβ , h0) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

∂hmβ(Zi; θ
β
0 , g

β
0 , h0) +Op(‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2) + op,unif(β)(1).

Moreover notice that the observations
(
∂hmβ(Zi; θ

β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)

)
are i.i.d.. By the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality

[14]: ∥∥∥∥∥ 1

n

n∑
i=1

∂hmβ(Zi; θ
β
0 , g

β
0 , h0)− E

(
∂hmβ(Z1; θβ0 , g

β
0 , h0)

)∥∥∥∥∥
L1

≤ c√
n

∥∥∥∂hmβ(Z1; θβ0 , g
β
0 , h0)

∥∥∥
L1

≤ c′√
n

for some universal constants c, c′. Finally, by assumption, we have assumed that

E
(
∂hmβ(Z1; θβ0 , g

β
0 , h0)

)
= J∗ + oβ(1).

All of this combined together implies that

1

n

n∑
i=1

∂hmβ(Zi; θ̂
β , ĝβ , h0) = J∗ + op,unif(β)(1) +Op(‖θ̂β0 − θ

β
0 ‖).

Therefore, we obtain that

I3,n = −J ′∗(ĥ− h0) +Op(‖h0 − ĥ‖2 ‖θ̂β0 − θ
β
0 ‖2) + op(n

−1/2) = −J ′∗(ĥ− h0) + op(n
−1/2 + ‖θ̂β0 − θ

β
0 ‖2).

According to the asymptotic linearity assumption we know that

ĥ− h0 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

fh(Zi) + op

(
n−1/2

)
.

This implies that

I3,n = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

J ′∗fh(Zi) + op,unif(β)(n
−1/2) + o(‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2). (170)

By combining the analysis of I1,n, I2,n, and I3,n together, we obtain that

A∗(g0, h0)
(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
= Gn(θ0, g0, h0,∞)− 1

n

n∑
i=1

J ′∗fh(Zi) + op

(
n−1/2 + ‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2

)
= − 1

n

n∑
i=1

(m∗(Z; θ0, g0, h0) + J ′∗fh(Zi)) + op

(
n−1/2 + ‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2

)
.

By assumption the matrix A∗(g0, h0) is invertible and therefore we obtain that(
θ̂β − θβ0

)
= −A∗(g0, h0)−1

[ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(m∗(Z; θ0, g0, h0) + J ′∗fh(Zi))
]

+ op

(
n−1/2 + ‖θ̂β − θβ0 ‖2

)
.

The desired result immediately follows.
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F Proof of Lemma 8: Verifying Neyman Orthogonality
Proof. To prove Neyman orthogonality it suffices to show that if we view the moment function as a function of the
output of each nuisance function, then the derivative with respect to that finite dimensional vector output, conditional
on the variables that correspond to the input of each function is equal to zero. In other words if we write:

mβ(z; θ, ψ, g) = m̃β(Z; θ, ψ, (q(S), p1(S), p2,β(S))) (171)

then we need the function m̃β(z; θ, ψ, γ) to satisfy:

Jg(S) := E[∂γm̃(Z; θβ0 , ψ0, g
β
0 (S)) | S] = 0 (172)

We verify this property for each component g = (q, p1, p2,β) and each coordinate t of the moment vector separately:
for t′ 6= t

Jq,t(S) = E
[
−(µt(T1, S)− p∗1,t(S)) | S

]
= 0

Jp1,t′ ,t(S) = E
[
(µt(T1, S)− p∗1,t(S)) θβ0,t′ | S

]
= 0

Jp1,t,t(S) = E
[
−(εβ1 (θβ0 , ψ0)− q∗(S) + p∗2,β(S) + (θβ0 )>p∗1(S)) + (µt(T1, S)− p∗1,t(S)) θβ0,t | S

]
= E

[
−
(
εβ1 (θβ0 , ψ0)− E

[
εβ1 (θβ0 , ψ0) | S

])
+ (µt(T1, S)− p∗1,t(S)) θβ0,t | S

]
= 0

Jp2,β (S) = E [µ(T1, S)− p∗1(S) | S] = 0

Similarly, for the smoothness part, it suffices to bound the operator norm of the conditional Hessian, for each coordinate
of the moment:

Hg,t(S) := E[∂γγm̃t(Z; θβ0 , ψ0, g
β
0 (S)) | S] (173)

We analyze each block of the Hessian separately: for t′ 6= t

Hq,q,t(S) = 0, Hq,pt′ (S) = 0, Hq,pt,t(S) = 1, Hq,p2,β ,t(S) = 0 (174)

Hpt′ ,pt′ ,t = 0, Hpt′ ,pt,t(S) = − θβ0,t′ , Hpt′ ,p2,β ,t(S) = 0 (175)

Hpt,pt,t(S) = − 2θβ0,t, Hpt′ ,p2,β ,t(S) = − 1 (176)

Hp2,β ,p2,β ,t(S) = 0 (177)

Since we assumed that supβ ‖θ
β
0 ‖2 < ∞ is bounded and the dimension d is a constant, we get that the conditional

Hessian, is uniformly in β, upper bounded by a constant. Thus we get the uniform in β smoothness property.

G Proof of Lemma 21
Proof. Note that by triangle inequality we can decompose

‖p̂2,β − p∗2,β‖2 (178)

=
∥∥∥(p̂2,β,ψ̂ − p

∗
2,β,ψ̂

)
+
(
p∗

2,β,ψ̂
− p∗2,β,ψ0

)∥∥∥
2

(179)

=
∥∥∥p̂2,β,ψ̂ − p

∗
2,β,ψ̂

∥∥∥
2

+
∥∥∥p∗

2,β,ψ̂
− p∗2,β,ψ0

∥∥∥
2
. (180)

Now by our assumptions, for all ε > 0, there exists a neighborhood N of ψ0 such that

sup
β>0

P

(
sup
ψ∈N

‖p̂2,β,ψ − p∗2,β,ψ‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4

)
n→∞−−−−→ 0, (181)
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which then implies that

sup
β>0

P
(
‖p̂2,β − p∗2,β‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4

)
(182)

≤ sup
β>0

P
(
‖p̂2,β,ψ̂ − p

∗
2,β,ψ̂
‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4

)
+ sup
β>0

P
(
‖p∗

2,β,ψ̂
− p∗2,β,ψ0

‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4
)

(183)

≤ sup
β>0

P

(
sup
ψ∈N

∥∥p̂2,β,ψ − p∗2,β,ψ
∥∥

2
≥ ε · n−1/4

)
+ sup
β>0

P
(
‖p∗

2,β,ψ̂
− p∗2,β,ψ0

‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4
)

(184)

= sup
β>0

P
(
‖p∗

2,β,ψ̂
− p∗2,β,ψ0

‖2 ≥ ε · n−1/4
)

+ o(1) (185)

as n→∞. Now by Mean Value Theorem, we have that∥∥∥p∗
2,β,ψ̂

− p∗2,β,ψ0

∥∥∥2

2
= ES

[(
p∗

2,β,ψ̂
(S)− p∗2,β,ψ0

(S)
)2
]

(186)

= ES

(( ∂

∂ψ
p∗2,β,ψ(S)

∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄

)′
(ψ̂ − ψ0)

)2
 for some ψ̄ between ψ̂ and ψ0. (187)

Here

∂

∂ψ
p∗2,β,ψ(S) (188)

= E

[
(φ(T2, X)− φβ,ψ(X))−

∑
τ

ψ′φ(τ,X)
∂

∂ψ
W β,ψ
τ

∣∣∣∣∣ S
]

(189)

= E

[
(φ(T2, X)− φβ,ψ(X))− β

∑
τ

ψ′φ(τ,X)W β,ψ
τ

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X)

) ∣∣∣∣∣ S
]
, (190)

where in the first equality, we could interchange differentiation with conditional expectation by uniform boundedness
conditions. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we know that

ES

(( ∂

∂ψ
p∗2,β,ψ(S)

∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄

)′
(ψ̂ − ψ0)

)2
 (191)

≤ ES

[∥∥∥∥ ∂

∂ψ
p∗2,β,ψ(S)

∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄

∥∥∥∥2

2

·
∥∥∥ψ̂ − ψ0

∥∥∥2

2

]
= ES

[∥∥∥∥ ∂

∂ψ
p∗2,β,ψ(S)

∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄

∥∥∥∥2

2

]
·
∥∥∥ψ̂ − ψ0

∥∥∥2

2
. (192)
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By Jensen’s inequality and Tower Law, we have that

ES

[∥∥∥∥ ∂

∂ψ
p∗2,β,ψ(S)

∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̄

∥∥∥∥2

2

]
(193)

≤ ES

E
∥∥∥∥∥(φ(T2, X)− φβ,ψ(X))− β

∑
τ

ψ′φ(τ,X)W β,ψ
τ

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X)

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ S
 (194)

= ES

∥∥∥∥∥(φ(T2, X)− φβ,ψ(X))− β
∑
τ

ψ′φ(τ,X)W β,ψ
τ

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X)

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 (195)

= ES

∥∥∥∥∥(φ(T2, X)− φβ,ψ(X))− β
∑
τ

(
ψ′φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

ψ′φ(t,X)

)
W β,ψ
τ

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X)

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


(196)

≤ 2ES

(∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

+

∥∥∥∥∥β∑
τ

(
ψ′φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

ψ′φ(t,X)

)
W β,ψ
τ

(
φ(τ,X)−

∑
t

W β,ψ
t φ(t,X)

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


(197)

by triangle inequality and the fact (a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2) (198)

≤ 2ES

(∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2

+ |T | exp(−1)

(∑
τ

‖φ(τ,X)‖2

)2
 (199)

= Op,unif(β) (1) . (200)

Hence, we obtain that ∥∥∥p∗
β,ψ̂
− p∗β,ψ0

∥∥∥
2

= Op,unif(β)(n
−1/2) = op,unif(β)(n

−1/4).

Hence, indeed
‖p̂2,β − p∗2,β‖2 = op,unif(β)(n

−1/4).
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