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Westling and Carone (2020) proposed a framework for studying the large
sample distributional properties of generalized Grenander-type estimators, a
versatile class of nonparametric estimators of monotone functions. The limit-
ing distribution of those estimators is representable as the left derivative of the
greatest convex minorant of a Gaussian process whose monomial mean can
be of unknown order (when the degree of flatness of the function of interest is
unknown). The standard nonparametric bootstrap is unable to consistently ap-
proximate the large sample distribution of the generalized Grenander-type es-
timators even if the monomial order of the mean is known, making statistical
inference a challenging endeavour in applications. To address this inferential
problem, we present a bootstrap-assisted inference procedure for generalized
Grenander-type estimators. The procedure relies on a carefully crafted, yet
automatic, transformation of the estimator. Moreover, our proposed method
can be made “flatness robust” in the sense that it can be made adaptive to the
(possibly unknown) degree of flatness of the function of interest. The method
requires only the consistent estimation of a single scalar quantity, for which
we propose an automatic procedure based on numerical derivative estima-
tion and the generalized jackknife. Under random sampling, our inference
method can be implemented using a computationally attractive exchangeable
bootstrap procedure. We illustrate our methods with examples and we also
provide a small simulation study. The development of formal results is made
possible by some technical results that may be of independent interest.

1. Introduction. Monotone function estimators have received renewed attention in
statistics, biostatistics, econometrics, machine learning, and other data science disciplines.
See Groeneboom and Jongbloed (2014, 2018) for a textbook introduction and a review arti-
cle, respectively, the latter being published in a special issue devoted to nonparametric infer-
ence under shape constraints. More recently, Westling and Carone (2020) expanded the scope
and applicability of monotone function estimators by embedding many such estimators in a
unified framework of generalized Grenander-type estimators. Estimation problems covered
by Westling and Carone’s (2020) general theory include many practically relevant examples
such as monotone density, regression and hazard estimation, possibly with censoring and/or
covariate adjustment.

The large sample theory developed by Westling and Carone (2020) offers a general distri-
butional approximation involving the left derivative of the Greatest Convex Minorant (GCM)
of a Gaussian process whose mean and covariance kernel depend on unknown functions.
Furthermore, both the convergence rate of the estimator and the shape of the mean appearing
in the representation of the limiting distribution depend on whether the unknown function of
interest exhibits certain degeneracies. For these reasons, the large sample distributional ap-
proximation for generalized Grenander-type estimators can be difficult to employ in practice

MSC2020 subject classifications: Primary 62G09, 62G20; secondary 62G07, 62G08.
Keywords and phrases: Monotone estimation, bootstrapping, robust inference.

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.13598v3
https://imstat.org/journals-and-publications/annals-of-statistics/
mailto:cattaneo@princeton.edu
mailto:mjansson@econ.berkeley.edu
mailto:kenichi.nagasawa@warwick.ac.uk
https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2020.html

2

for inference purposes. In their concluding remarks, Westling and Carone (2020) recognize
these limitations and pose the question of whether it would be possible to employ bootstrap-
assisted methods to conduct automatic/robust statistical inference within their framework.

As is well documented, the standard nonparametric bootstrap does not provide a
valid distributional approximation for the generalized Grenander-type estimators (Kosorok,
2008; Sen, Banerjee and Woodroofe, 2010). This fact has led scholars to rely on other
bootstrap schemes such as subsampling (Politis and Romano, 1994), the smoothed boot-
strap (Kosorok, 2008; Sen, Banerjee and Woodroofe, 2010), the m-out-of-n bootstrap
(Sen, Banerjee and Woodroofe, 2010; Lee and Yang, 2020), or the numerical bootstrap
(Hong and Li, 2020). See also Cavaliere and Georgiev (2020), and references therein,
for some related recent results. Those approaches could in principle be used to con-
struct bootstrap-based inference methods for (some members of the class of) generalized
Grenander-type estimators, but they all would require employing specific regularized multidi-
mensional bootstrap distributions or related quantities involving multiple smoothing and tun-
ing parameters, rendering those approaches potentially difficult to implement in practice. Fur-
thermore, those methods would not be robust to unknown degeneracies determining the con-
vergence rate and shape of the limiting distribution without additional modifications. For ex-
ample, subsampling methods require knowledge of the precise convergence rate of the statis-
tic, or estimation thereof, as a preliminary step (Politis, Romano and Wolf, 1999). Another
resampling approach was recently proposed by Kuchibhotla, Balakrishnan and Wasserman
(2024) and Mallick, Sarkar and Kuchibhotla (2024), which offers valid confidence intervals
under an approximate symmetry condition of the limiting distribution of the estimator.

We complement existing methods by introducing a novel bootstrap-assisted inference ap-
proach that restores validity of bootstrap methods by reshaping of the ingredients of the gen-
eralized Grenander-type estimator. Our approach is motivated by a constructive interpretation
of the source of the bootstrap failure. As a by-product, our interpretation explicitly isolates
the role of unknown degeneracies determining the precise form of the limiting distribution,
a feature of the interpretation which allow us to develop an automatic inference method that
is robust to such degeneracies, ultimately resulting in a more robust bootstrap-assisted infer-
ence approach. In the case of random sampling, we show that our method can be implemented
using a computationally attractive exchangeable bootstrap procedure. For completeness, we
also discuss implementation issues, offering a fully automatic (i.e., data-driven) valid in-
ference method for generalized Grenander-type estimators. Some of the ideas underlying
our approach are similar to ideas used in Cattaneo, Jansson and Nagasawa (2020), where
we introduced a bootstrap-based distributional approximation for M -estimators with pos-
sibly non-standard Chernoff (1964)-type asymptotic distributions (Kim and Pollard, 1990;
Seo and Otsu, 2018). Generalized Grenander-type estimators are not M -estimators, however,
and as further explained in the next paragraph the analysis of generalized Grenander-type es-
timators turns out to necessitate the development of technical tools that play no role in the
analysis of M -estimators.

Although valid distributional approximations for monotone estimators can be obtained in
a variety of ways (Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014), by far the most common approach
is to employ the switch relation (Groeneboom, 1985) to re-express the cumulative distri-
bution function (cdf) of the suitably normalized monotone estimator in terms of a prob-
ability statement about the maximizer of a certain stochastic process whose large sam-
ple properties can in turn be analyzed by employing standard empirical process methods
(van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996). From a technical perspective, this approach requires (at
least) two ingredients in order to be successful, namely results establishing (i) validity of the
switch relation and (ii) continuity of the limiting cdf of the maximizer of a stochastic pro-
cess. In the process of developing our main results, we shed new light on both (i) and (ii).
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First, we show by example that Westling and Carone’s (2020, Supplement) generalization of
the switch relation is incomplete as stated and then propose a modification. Our modifica-
tion of Westling and Carone’s (2020, Supplement) Lemma 1 shows that the conclusion of
that lemma is valid once an additional assumption is made. The additional assumption seems
very mild, being satisfied in all examples considered by Westling and Carone (2020) and all
other examples of which we are aware, including some new examples we consider in this
paper. Second, we present a lemma establishing continuity of the cdf of the maximizer of
a Gaussian process, a result which can in turn be used to establish continuity of the cdf of
the suitably normalized generalized Grenander-type estimator. Interestingly, although these
continuity properties are important when deriving limiting distributions with the help of the
switch relation and justifying bootstrap-type inference procedures, respectively, it would ap-
pear that explicit statements of them are unavailable in the existing literature. (A prominent
exception is the one where the limiting distribution is a scaled Chernoff distribution, which
is known to be absolutely continuous.) For further details on (i) and (ii), see Appendix A.

In the remainder of this introductory section we outline key notation and definitions
used throughout the paper. Section 2 then recalls the setup of Westling and Carone (2020)
and presents a version of their main distributional approximation result for generalized
Grenander-type estimators. Section 3 contains our main results about bootstrap-assisted dis-
tributional approximations, while Section 4 discusses implementation issues, including tun-
ing parameter selection and a computationally attractive weighted bootstrap procedure. Sec-
tion 5 illustrates our general theory by means of prominent examples, while Section 6 reports
numerical results from a small-scale simulation experiment. Appendix A reports the two
technical results alluded to in the previous paragraph. All proofs and other technical details
are given in the supplemental appendix (Cattaneo, Jansson and Nagasawa, 2024).

1.1. Notation and Definitions. For an interval I C R and a function f : I — R, GCM(f)
denotes its greatest convex minorant (on /) and if f is non-decreasing and right-continuous,
then f~ denotes its generalized inverse; that is, f~(z) = inf{u € I : f(u) > x}, where the
dependence of f~ on [ has been suppressed (and where the infimum of the empty set is
sup I). Also, if f is non-decreasing and right-continuous, we write f(x—) = lim,, o f(z —n)
and f~(y+) = lim, o f~ (y + 7). Assuming the relevant derivatives exist, 0% denotes the gth
partial derivative (operator) and 0_ denotes the left derivative (operator). In addition, f o g
denotes the composition of f and g; that is, (f o g)(x) = f(g(z)). Finally, for a,b € R, we
write a A b =min(a,b),a V b =max(a,b), and a* = max(a,0), and |a] denotes the integer
part of a.

Limits are taken as n — oo, unless otherwise stated. For two (possibly) random sequences
{an} and {b,}, a, = Op(by) is shorthand for limsup,_, . limsup, P[|a,/b,| > €] =0,
an, = op(by,) is shorthand for lim sup,_, lim sup,, P[|a, /b,| > €] = 0, and the subscript “IP”
on “O” and “0” is often omitted when {a,,} and {b,,} are non-random. We use —p to de-
note convergence in probability and ~» to denote weak convergence, where, for a stochastic
process indexed by R, convergence is in the topology of uniform convergence on compacta.
When analyzing the bootstrap, [P}, denotes the probability measure under the bootstrap dis-
tribution conditional on the original data and ~»p denotes weak convergence in probability
conditionally on the original data. For more details, see van der Vaart and Wellner (1996).

2. Setup. Our setup is that of Westling and Carone (2020). The goal is to conduct infer-
ence on 6y(x), where, for some interval I C R, 6y is non-decreasing on I and x is an interior
point of /. Assuming it is well defined, the function ©( given by

Oo(z) = | flﬂo(v)dv
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is convex on I and therefore enjoys the property that if 8 is left-continuous at x, then
HO(X) = a_GCM](@Q)(X)

An estimator of 6y(x) obtained by replacing ©¢ and I in the preceding display with estimators
is said to be of the Grenander-type, a canonical example of this class of estimators being the
celebrated Grenander (1956) estimator of a non-decreasing density.

EXAMPLE 1 (Monotone Density Estimation). Suppose Xi,...,X,, are iid. copies
of a continuously distributed non-negative random variable X whose density fy is non-
decreasing on its support [0,ug], where g is (possibly) unknown. For x € (0,ug), the
Grenander (1956) estimator of fo(x) is

Fu(x) = 9-GCMg 4.1(F) (%),

where U, = maxi<j<, X; V x and where ﬁn (r)=n"! Yoy L(X; < x) is the empirical cdf.
Section 5.1 and the supplemental appendix discuss more general monotone density estimators
allowing for censoring and/or covariate adjustment (e.g., van der Laan and Robins, 2003).

To define the class of generalized Grenander-type estimators, let 1)y = 6y o @, where @
is non-negative, non-decreasing, and continuous on I. Defining

Ty = Wy o By, qfo(;g):/o Yo (v)dv

and assuming that ®o(z) < ®o(x) < ug for every x < x, we have
(D) 90(X) :6_GCM[O,UO](F0o<I>a)o<I>0(x)

whenever 6 is left-continuous at x. In the terminology of Westling and Carone (2020), an
estimator of 6y(x) is of the Generalized Grenander—type if it is obtained by replacing Iy,
®, and ug in the preceding display with estimators r ns <I>n, and u,, (say); to be specific, an
estimator of the Generalized Grenander-type is of the form

0,(x) = 9_GCM{g 5.1(T 0 ®;,) 0 B,y (x),

where EISn is non-negative, non-decreasing, and right-continuous. Of course, Grenander-type
estimators are of the generalized Grenander-type (with @n equal to the identity mapping)
whenever the associated estimator of I is of the form [0, u,], but the class of generalized
Grenander-type estimators contains many important estimators that are not of Grenander-
type, a canonical example being the celebrated isotonic regression estimator of Brunk (1958).

EXAMPLE 2 (Monotone Regression Estimation). Suppose (Y1,X1),..., (Y, X,,) are
i.i.d. copies of (Y,X), where X is a continuously distributed random variable and where
the regression function po(x) = E(Y | X = x) is non-decreasing. For x in the interior of the
support of X, the Brunk (1958) estimator of j1o(x) is

fin(x) = 0_GCMg 17(Ty 0 F;) 0 Fy (%),

where Ty, () =n~ ' 2™ Yi1(X; < ) and where F(x) =n~' S\ 1(X; < z) is an esti-
mator of Fy, the cdf of X. Section 5.2 discusses more general monotone regression estimators
allowing for covariate adjustment (e.g., Westling, Gilbert and Carone, 2020).
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Under regularity conditions, if 6,,(x) is of the generalized Grenander-type, then its rate
of convergence is governed by the flatness of 6y around x, as measured by the characteristic
exponent

q=min{j € N: 9 6y(x) # 0},
where N is the set of positive integers. (When 6 is non-decreasing and suitably smooth, q
is necessarily an odd integer.) To be specific, Westling and Carone (2020, Theorem 3) gave
conditions under which

@) a0 — Oo(x)) > —

7 9%(x)

where G, is a scalar multiple of two-sided Brownian motion and where Mj is a monomial
given by

O_GCMg(Gx + M)(0), 1, =nt/(F+29)

o 8q90(x)8(1>0(x)vq+1
(g )! ‘

In addition to governing the rate of convergence, the characteristic exponent q also governs
the shape of M. On the other hand, and as the notation suggests, the covariance kernel of
Gy does not depend on q. If q = 1, then the distribution of 9_ GCMg (G, + M3)(0) is a scaled
Chernoff distribution. More generally, the distribution of &_GCMg (G, + M3 )(0) is a scaled
Chernoff-type distribution (in the terminology of Han and Kato, 2022).

Among other things, the following assumption guarantees validity of the representation
(1) and ensures existence of the right hand side of (3).

(3) M3 (v)

ASSUMPTION A. For some § > 0 and some s > q, the following are satisfied:

(A1) I CRisanintervaland I = {x € R: |x —x| <5} C I.
(A2) 0y is non-decreasing and bounded on I, and |s| times continuously differentiable on
I9 with
|91 6 () — 8Ll6y ()]

|z — 2/|5~ 5]

sup < 00

x,x’' €I?

(A3) @y is non-negative, non-decreasing, continuous, and bounded on I, and |s| — q + 1
times continuously differentiable on I? with 09 (x) # 0 and

|olsl=at1d () — olsl—a+1dy (o)
|z — |5~ Ls]

sup < 00

z,x’'€l?

3. Bootstrap-Assisted Distributional Approximation. The distributional approxima-
tion (2) motivates a plug-in procedure for statistical inference: with consistent estimators of
M, and the covariance kernel of G,, the limiting law in (2) can be simulated. This approach
requires characterizing the covariance kernel explicitly, and then forming a consistent es-
timator based on preliminary non-parametric smoothing methods (in addition to the other
preliminary nonparametric estimators needed). Also, simulating from the limiting law re-
quires specifying or estimating the unknown characteristic exponent q. As a consequence,
although conceptually feasible, the plug-in approach is often computationally cumbersome
to employ in practice.

Since resampling methods have the potential to provide automatic and robust distributional
approximations, it seems natural to consider such methods as an alternative to plug-in meth-

ods. Letting (f . EI;:, u) denote a generic (not necessarily nonparametric) bootstrap analog
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of (lA“n, &)n, Uy, ) and assuming that @; is non-decreasing and right-continuous, the associated
bootstrap analog of 6,,(x) is

HZ(X) = a_GCM[O,a;](P; o) (I):_) o (I);(X)
As is well documented for the classical Grenander estimator (e.g. Kosorok, 2008;

Sen, Banerjee and Woodroofe, 2010), the bootstrap analog of (2) does not (necessarily) hold

when (f;, @;, uy) is obtained by means of the nonparametric bootstrap. In other words,
1

(B0 = 0ulx)) F G50 GOM G-+ MI)(0)

in general; that is, the bootstrap is inconsistent in general. (A precise statement is provided
in Theorem A.1 in Appendix A.3.) It turns out, however, that under plausible conditions

on (f " Eﬁ;,ﬂ;), a valid bootstrap-based distributional approximation can be obtained by
employing

6r,(x) = 0_GCM{g 5 1(T;, 0 3,7) 0 B} (),
where, for some judiciously chosen Mxm,
Ui (x) =T (2) — Do (@) + 0, () B () + Min (2 — x).
(As the notation suggests, and as further discussed below, a defining property of Mxm is that

a suitably re-scaled version of it can be interpreted as an estimator of Mj].)

3.1. Heuristics. To explain the source of the bootstrap failure and motivate the functional
form of I'}, it is useful to begin by sketching the derivation of (2). For any ¢ € R and under
mild conditions on I',, and ®,,, it follows from the so-called (generalized) switch relation
(e.g., Appendix A.1) that

P [ () — B0(x)) <t] =P |argmin{ G, (v) + M3, (v) — L3, ()} > 21,
UE‘Z?TL

where V,,, is a “large” subset of R, Gy ,, is a stochastic process given by

@f'(’n(v) = \/nan[fn(x + vafll) — fn(x) —To(x+ va;l) + To(x)]
— Ho(x)\/nan[EI;n(x +vat) — EISn(x) — ®o(x+va, ) + Po(x)], a,= nl/(1+2q),

Mf,n is a smooth non-random function, Eﬂn can be interpreted as an estimator of the linear
function £, given by Ly (v) = v0P((x), and where Z‘Jn is zero when EI;n is the identity map-
ping and can be interpreted as an “estimator” of zero more generally. (The exact definitions
of ‘A&qn, Mg, Eﬂ,n, and an are given in Appendix A.4.) In the above and the sequel, the
superscript q indicates that the superscripted object is defined on a “localized” domain.

Under mild conditions, @;’n converges weakly to a scalar multiple of two-sided Brownian
motion G, (say), while Mf,n,ljﬂm, and Zf'n converge in probability to My, L., and zero,
respectively. In other words, we would expect that

) (G3 . L3 1, Z3 ) ~ (G L, 0),
and that
(5) M, ~ MJ.
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It therefore stands to reason that under mild additional conditions (including suitable conver-
gence of VJ,, to R), we have

n—oo vER

lim P [rn(@z(x) —6o(x)) < t] =P [argmin{gx(v) + M (v) —tLy(v)} > 0}

1
_p [a%(x) 9_GCMg (G + M3)(0) < t} ,

where the first equality follows from an argmax continuous mapping theorem, and the second
equality is obtained by another application of the switch relation.
Next, consider the bootstrap analog of 6,,(x). For any ¢ € R, the switch relation gives

~

Py, [ (@(x) = Bu(x) <t| =P}, |argmin{ Gy (v) + MY, (v) — tLE5(0)} > 23

UE‘/;?ﬁ*

~

G (v) = Vnan [T (x +vay ) = Th(x) = Ta(x+vay ') + T (x)]
— 0 () /1 [} (x + vay 1) — B (x) — B (x + va, ) + B (x)],

and where ‘/}an* ,m7n,fﬂj2, and Z?;: are bootstrap analogs of @f’n,Mfm,fﬂ,n, and Zﬁ[n,
respectively. (The exact definitions of Vi, My ., L, and Zy, are given in Appendix A.4.)
If (4) holds, then the following bootstrap counterpart thereof can also be expected to hold:

(6) (G L3 Z37%) v (Gry Ly, 0).

On the other hand, unlike M;'n the process ]\7;'” is (random and) non-smooth, so the boot-
strap counterpart of (5) typically fails, implying in turn that the bootstrap is inconsistent; for
details, see Theorem A.1 (stated in Appendix A.3) and its proof.

In other words, the sole source of the bootstrap inconsistency is the failure of ]\/an to
replicate the salient properties of My ,,. Recognizing this, our proposed estimator 5’5 (x) has
been carefully constructed so that it differs from 1/9\; (x) only in terms of the implied estimator

of MJ. To be specific, 6 (x) is similar to é\;(x) insofar as it satisfies the following switch
relation: For any ¢ € R,

Py, [0 (x) — Bu(x) <t| = P;

n

argmin{G¥7 (v) + M, (v) — tLI7%(v)} > Z37 |
UE‘Z?ﬁ*

where Mf,n is the following transformation of M, ,,:

M;‘n(v) = \/nan]\AjX,n(va,_Ll).

As a consequence, if (6) holds and if ]\7;1” ~»p M, then it stands to reason that under mild
additional conditions 6, (x) satisfies the following bootstrap counterpart of (2):

) Fa(B(x) = Bn(x)) ~p ma_GCMR(gX + MI)(0).

In words, our proposed bootstrap-assisted inference procedure can be explained as follows:
we employ the bootstrap to approximate the “fluctuations” of the process G, while we use
the estimator an to approximate M. It is an interesting question whether our approach
offers provably better distributional approximations than the plug-in procedure mentioned
previously, but it is beyond the scope of this paper to answer that question.



3.2. Main result. Our heuristic derivation of (2) can be made rigorous by providing con-
ditions under which four properties hold. First, the switch relation(s) must be valid. Second,
the convergence properties (4) and (5) must hold. Third, to use (4) and (5) to obtain the result

argmin{G3,(v) + M, (v) — t£3,,(0)} =~ argmin{Gi(v) + M3(v) — tL£x(0)}
UE‘Z?TL vER

with the help of a suitable argmax continuous mapping theorem, tightness of the left hand

side in the previous display must hold. Finally, to furthermore obtain the conclusion

lim P

n— o0

argmin{GY , (v) + M7, (v) —tL3 ,(v)} > Z3,,
’Ue‘/;;[}n

=P [argmin{gx(v) + M} (v) —tLy(v)} > O] ,
vER
the cdf of argmin, g {Gx(v) + M3 (v) — tLy(v)} must be continuous at zero.

Conditions under which the second and third properties hold can be formulated with the
help of well known empirical process results. We base our formulations on van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996) and employ the generalized argmax continuous mapping theorem of Cox (2022),
which applies also to settings where the feasibility set varies with n. The first and fourth
properties, on the other hand, seem more difficult to verify. Regarding the first property,
it turns out that the generalization of the switch relation employed by Westling and Carone
(2020) requires additional conditions in order to be valid. To address this concern, we present
a modified generalized switch relation whose assumptions include a condition not present in
Lemma 1 of Westling and Carone (2020, Supplement). Thankfully, the condition in ques-
tion seems very mild and having imposed it we are able to preserve the main implication of
Lemma 1 of Westling and Carone (2020, Supplement); for details, see Lemma A.1 in Ap-
pendix A.1l. In the special case where q = 1, the fourth property follows from well known
properties of the Chernoff distribution. More generally, however, we are unaware of existing
results guaranteeing the requisite continuity property when ¢ # 1, but fortunately it turns
out that the continuity property of interest can be established; for details, see Lemma A.2 in
Appendix A.2.

The following assumption collects the conditions under which our verification of the four
above-mentioned properties will proceed.

ASSUMPTION B.  For some § > 0, the following are satisfied:

(B1) @f('n ~ Gy and @f('jZ ~p Gy, where G, is a centered Gaussian process whose covari-
ance function is Cy(s,t) = C(|s| A |t|)1(sign(s) = sign(t)) for some C' > 0.

(B2) There exist f < q+ 1 and events A, with lim,,_,, P[A,] =1,

sup E |V sup |CA¥>°'< 2(V)[1a, | =0(1)
Vell,and) lvle[viev]
and
sup BV sup |@f’<:,’;(v)|]l,4n =0(1).
Vell,and] |v|€[V,2V]
(B3) supyer [F(@) — To(@)] = o (1) and supye [T (@) — )| = 0(1)
(B4) sup,cr |Pn(z) — @o(z)| = op(1) and sup,¢ | P} (z) — ®p(x)| = op(1). In addition,
Qy, SUP @n(x) — ®o(z)|=o0p(1) and aysup @;(ac) — &Jn(x)\ =op(1)

xel? z€l?
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(BS) For some uy > ®y(x), up, > ug + op (1) and ), > uyp + op(1).

(B6) &Dn and CTDZ are non-negative, non-decreasing, and right-continuous on I. In addition,
{0,7,} € ©,(I) and {0,735} C O (I). Also, B,(I) N [0,4,] and OF(1) N [0,7%] are
closed.

(B7)

Vi sup [B,(z) = Bu(e—)| = op(1) and /dy sup |8 (x) — i (x—)] = op(1).

xel? zel?

Verification of the bootstrap parts of Assumption B will be discussed in Section 4.2 below.
When combined with Assumption A, As/sllmption B suffices in order to establish (2) and (6).
In addition, (7) can be shown to hold if M, ,, satisfies the following

ASSUMPTION C. an ~sp My and, for some ¢ > 0 and every K > 0,

liminfP | inf Mxm(v) > KO =1,

n—00 [v|>K—1

Moreover, continuity of the cdf of d_GCMg(Gy + MJ)(0) can be shown with the help
of the arguments used to show that the cdf of argmin,cp{Gx(v) + Mi(v) — tLyx(v)} is
continuous at zero. As a consequence, we obtain the following result.

THEOREM 1. Suppose Assumptions A, B, and C are satisfied. Then (2) and (7) hold, and

(8) sup P [5,’;(x) — O (x) < t} -P [gn(x) —0p(x) < t] ‘ =op(1).
teR

In an attempt to emphasize the rate-adaptive nature of the consistency property enjoyed by

the bootstrap-based distributional approximation based on 6} (x), the formulation (8) delib-

erately omits the rate term 7, present in (2) and (7). Theorem 1 has immediate implications
for inference. For instance, it follows from (2) and (8) that for any « € (0, 1), we have

li_>m POo(x) € Cli—gn(x)] =1—a,
where, defining Q} ,,(x) =inf{Q € R: P07 (x) — On(x) < Q] > a},

Cll—a,n(x) = é\n(x) - Qi_a/Q,n(X) ) é\n(x) - QZ/QW(X)

is the (nominal) level 1 — « bootstrap confidence interval for 6y based on the “percentile
method” (in the terminology of van der Vaart, 1998).

4. Implementation. Suppose Assumption A is satisfied and suppose (fn, D, Up) sat-
isfies the non-bootstrap parts of Assumption B. Then, in order to compute the estimator
5; (x) upon which our proposed bootstrap-assisted distributional approximation is based,
two implementation issues must be addressed, namely the choice/construction of ]\AIX,n and
(f . EISZ, u’), respectively. Section 4.1 demonstrates the plausibility of Assumption C by ex-
hibiting estimators ]\AIX,n satisfying it under Assumptions A and D, the latter being a high-
level condition that typically holds whenever the non-bootstrap parts of Assumption B hold.
Then, Section 4.2 exhibits easy-to-compute (f;, o uy) satisfying the bootstrap parts of

n»-'n

Assumption B under a random sampling assumption and other mild conditions.
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4.1. Mean Function Estimation. The ease with which an ]T/[/Xm satisfying Assumption C
can be constructed depends in particular on whether ¢ is known. To facilitate the subsequent

discussion, let Dy(x) =0 and for j =1,..., |s], define (recursively)

- Yo(x) = Tol(x) = Sgzol(k + 1)!] ' Dy (x) (@ —x)**!
D] (X) = il_H;)l( (.Z' — X)j+1 , To=Tp— GO(X)q)O
Noting that OI'y(z) = 6 (2)0Po () for x near x, we have Dy(x) = - -+ = Dq_1(x) = 0 and

Dj(x) = jH.Z()@’W Y R0(x), =4, 8]

In particular, Dy (x) = 8900 (x)0Po(x)/(q + 1)! and therefore M3 (v) = Dy(x)vIT.

4.1.1. Mean Function Estimation with Known q. First, consider the (simpler) case where
q is known. In this case, if

©) Dy.n(x) =p Dy(x),
then Assumption C holds when
(10) My (2) = Dgn(x)x9+1,

Example-specific estimators Dy ,,(x) satisfying the consistency requirement (9) may be
readily available. For instance, in the case of the Grenander (1956) estimator described in
Example 1, we have Dg(x) = 99 fo(x)/(q + 1)!, a consistent estimator of which can be based
on any consistent estimator of 99 fy(x), such as a standard kernel estimator or, if the evalua-
tion point x is near the boundary of the support of X, boundary adaptive versions thereof.

More generic estimators are also available. For specificity, the remainder of this section
focuses on estimators of D;(x) obtained by applying numerical derivative-type operators to
the following (possibly) non-smooth estimator of Yg:

Y,=Tp— 0,(x)P,.

The fact that D;(x) = 0 for j < q implies that D, (x) admits the “monomial approximation”
representation

Dy(x) = lin% {e_(q+1)[To(x +e)— To(x)]} ,
e—
motivating the estimator
Dh () = & T[T x4 en) = L),
where €,, > 0 is a tuning parameter. Similarly, the generic ‘“forward difference” representation
q+1 q+ 1
. - k
Dy(x) = 11_1{(1] {e (a+1) kZ_l(_l) +q+1< i )[To(x—l— ke) — Tg(x)]}

motivates the estimator
q+1

5§?n(x) _ e (a+D) Z(_l)k+q+1 <C| : 1) [T (x + ken) — T (x)].

k=1
Forn > 0, let

Gn(vin) = v/n T (x +vn) — T (x) — To(x + vn) + Lo (x)]
— 00 ()@ (x + 1) — By (x) — Po(x + vn) + Po(x)],



BOOTSTRAP-ASSISTED INFERENCE FOR MONOTONE ESTIMATORS 11

and
R (v5m) = 17 [ (x4 v1) = B (x) — Do (x4 v17) + B0 ())-
Using this notation, the first part of (B1) can be restated as
a><,n('; a;l) > gx
and the second displayed condition of (B4) implies that
Ex,n('; agl) = OIP(l)'

In the preceding displays, one can typically replace a; ' = n~1/(1+29) by any 5, > 0 with
nn = o(1) and a;;'n; ! = O(1). As a consequence, validity of the following assumption usu-
ally follows as a by-product of the arguments used to justify (B1) and (B4).

ASSUMPTION D.  For every n, > 0 with n, = o(1) and a;,;'n;' = O(1),

~ ~

Gx,n(1§77n) :OIP(l) and Rx,n(1§77n) :O]P(l)'

In turn, Assumption D is useful for the purposes of analyzing D% , and 25§Dn

o~

LEMMA 1. Suppose Assumptions A and D are satisfied, that r,(0,,(x) — 6p(x)) = Op (1),
and that €, — 0 and net*3 — oo, If Dy, € {D44,, D5}, then (9) is satisfied and Assump-
tion C holds with M, ,, in (10).

4.1.2. Mean Function Estimation: Adaptation to Unknown Degeneracy. Next, consider
the somewhat more complicated case where ¢ is unknown. In this case, we are able to obtain
a positive result under the (additional) assumption that there are known integers q and s for
which g < g <s < s. As the notation suggests, q and s are upper and lower bounds on ¢ and
s, respectively. The stated condition furthermore implies that s > ¢, a stronger smoothness
condition than the condition s > q of Assumption A.

For any q > g, noting that D;(x) = 0 for j < q and that D4(x) > 0 with q an odd integer,
M} can be written as

(@+1)/2]
Miw)= D 1(20—1<q) Dy (x) "0
(=1

Dropping the indicator function term from each summand, we obtain

) L(@+1)/2]
M()="> Dy a(x) o™
=1

The majorant M, is an “adaptive” approximation to My in the sense that it does not depend
on ¢, yet satisfies the local approximation property

MI s M, M (v) = /naMy(va, ).
Moreover, the following (“global”) positivity property automatically holds: for some ¢ > 0,

inf M, (v) > ek @D for every K > 0.
|[v|>K 1

As a consequence, it seems plausible that a “plug-in” estimator of M, would satisfy As-
sumption C under reasonable conditions. Indeed, if

A al Doy (x) = Dap—1(x)) =op(1),  L=1,...,[[@+1)/2],
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then Assumption C is satisfied by

L(@+1)/2]

(12) Z Dog—1.0(x) 0.

For “small” ¢ (namely, for 2/ — 1 < q), the precision requirement (11) is stronger than
consistency, but fortunately it turns out that the requirement can be met as long as s admits
an integer s satisfying the condition q < s < s. To describe estimators satisfying (11) under
this condition, let the constants cq, ..., cs41 be such that invertibility holds on the part of the
(s +1) x (s + 1) matrix with element (k,p) given by ¢} and let the defining property of
{/\?R(k‘) 1<k<s+1}be

s+1
ZABR llp=j+1), p=1,...,8+1.
Then, for any j =1,...,s, the “bias-reduced” estimator
s+1
DBR _(J'H Z AR (K (x4 cren) — Tr(x)]
is motivated by the fact that as € — 0,
s+1
Dj(x) =€ VTN AR (R)[ Yo (x + cge) — To(x)] + O(emm 1))
k=1

when s > j. Relative to DMA " (x) and DFD > (x), this is a distinguishing feature of D?R (x) and
as it turns out this feature w111 enable us 'to formulate sufficient conditions for (11).

LEMMA 2.  Suppose Assumptions A and D are satisfied, that r,, (§n (x) —6p(x)) = Op(1),
and that €,, — 0. If ¢ < q < s <, then

a7 (D2, () — D; (%)) = O(ag T e E1977) 4 Op[(anen) "I+ + (anen) 7]
for j=1,... s, implying in particular that if also
neg“q)min(i’s_l)/(a_l) —0 and nest? - oo,

then (11) is satisfied and Assumption C holds with Mxm in (12) lfﬁgg_l,n = 5232‘_1 -

As alluded to previously, the ability of DR 1o satisfy (11) is attributable in large part
to its bias properties. In an attempt to highlight this, the first display of the lemma gives a

stochastic expansion wherein the O(a; J ?m(sﬂ %)= ) term is a (possibly) negligible bias

term. For D € {D"*, DFP}, the analogous stochastic expansions are of the form
a}™ (Djn(x) = D3(0)) = O(a} el ™) + Op[(anen)” 0" + (anen) 7],

the O(an 6n ) term also being a bias term. When a,,¢,, — oo (as is required for the “noise”
term in the stochastic expansion to be op (1)), this bias term is non-negligible and the estima-
tors D™* and DFP therefore do not satisfy (11).

Under additional assumptions (including s > s + 1 and additional smoothness on @), DER
admits a Nagar-type mean squared error (MSE) expansion that can be used to select €,,. The
resulting approximate MSE formula is of the form

Ei(§+1—j)B?R(X)2+ n61+2j VBR( )
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where the bias constant is
s+1

BR BR 5+2
B (x) = Ds+1(x E A (k)

and the variance constant is
s+1s+1

VI () = 37 37 AR (1)C e )

k=11=1

for details, see Section SA.1.7 in the Supplemental Appendix (Cattaneo, Jansson and Nagasawa,
2024). Assuming B*(x) # 0, the approximate MSE is minimized by

. BR 1/(3+2s)
];Rn(x) _ 1425 : VB]R (X)2 n_l/(3+2§),
2 +1—7) B

a feasible version of which can be constructed by replacing D, (x) and Cy with estimators
in the expressions for B5*(x) and V5*(x), respectively.

4.2. Bootstrapping. Suppose inference is to be based on a random sample Z1,...,Z,

from the distribution of some Z. In all examples of which we are aware, the bootstrap parts of
Assumption B are satisfied when (P* (I)’:L, uy ) is given by the nonparametric bootstrap analog
of (fn, &)n, Uy, ). Nevertheless, computationally simpler alternatives are often available and in
what follows we will present one such alternative. To motivate our proposal, it is instructive

to begin by revisiting Example 1.

EXAMPLE 1 (Monotone Density Estimation, continued). In this example, Zz = X. More-
over, defining vo(x;z) = 1(z < ) and ¢o(x;z) = x, we have the representations

Lo(z) =Eho(z:Z)]  and  Po(x) = Eldo(x;Z)],

and the estimators I';, and ®,, are linear in the sense that they are of the form

1 — ~ 1
72270@;22-) and %(w)z;;%(x;zi),

respectively. Finally, W, = maxj<j<n Z; V x.
Letting 27 ,,, . . ., Zy, ,, be a random sample from the empirical distribution of Zy, . .., Zy,
Uy, = maxi<i<pn L, V X is the nonparametric bootstrap analog of u,, while

1 — ~ 1 &
n ;:1 70(‘%7 z,n) an n(‘r) n ;:1 gb()(l'

are the nonparametric bootstrap analogs of fn and CTDn respectively.

In the case of uy, the alternative bootstrap analog U}, = u,, is computationally trivial
and automatically satisfies the bootstrap parts of (B5) and (B6). As for fn and EI;n, their
nonparametric bootstrap analogs admit the weighted bootstrap representations

T (z ZWm%xZ) and O (z ZWanbo:EZ)
21

where, conditionallyonZy, . .., Zy, (Wi, ..., Wy.y) is multinomial distributed with proba-
bilities (n™",...,n~") and number of trials n. (In turn, the weighted bootstrap interpretation
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of the nonparametric bootstrap analog of (I'y,, ®,,) in this example is interesting partly be-
cause it can be used to embed the nonparametric bootstrap in a class of bootstraps also
containing the Bayesian bootstrap and the wild bootstrap.)

Looking beyond Example 1, finding a computationally trivial @ satisfying the bootstrap
part of (B5) and (B6) is usually straightforward. On the other hand, although a weighted
bootstrap interpretation of the nonparametric bootstrap version of the estimators fn and <T>n
is available whenever they are linear (e.g., in Example 2), there is no shortage of examples
for which linearity does not hold. Nevertheless, the weighted bootstrap representation of the
nonparametric bootstrap in Example 1 turns out be useful for our purposes, as it is suggestive
of computationally attractive alternatives to the nonparametric bootstrap in more complicated
examples.

When the non-bootstrap part of (B1) holds, the estimators fn and &)n are typically asymp-
totically linear in the sense that they admit (possibly) unknown functions g and ¢ (satisfy-
ing T'o(z) = E[yo(x; Z)] and Oo(z) = E[po(x; Z)], respectively) for which the approxima-
tions

Fo(2) ~ Dule) = % S v0(@iZs)  and  B(z) ~ B(n) = % S o(x: )
i=1 1=1

are suitably accurate. Assuming also that v and ¢ admit sufficiently well behaved estima-
tors 7, and ¢,, (say), it then stands to reason that the salient properties of I, and ®,, are well
approximated by those of the easy-to-compute exchangeable bootstrap-type pair

~, 1 N ~. 1 -
Dh(e) =3 Winin(@:2:)  and &} (2)= - Winon(7Z:),
i=1 i=1

where W1 ,,, ..., W, ,, denote exchangeable random variable (independent of Z1, ..., Z,).
To give a precise statement, let

Ve (v32) = Yo(z + v;2) — Y0(2;2) — bo(2)[Po(z + v;2) — do(;2)]

and define
y 1 e . 1~
T (2) =~ > An(x:Z;)  and  dy(z) = - > on(w:Z;).
=1 =1

In addition, for any function class §, let Ny7(e,§) denote the associated uniform covering
numbers relative to Lo; that is, for any € > 0, let

Ny(e,§) = SlépN(e 1] .0+ 8: L2(Q)),

where F is the minimal envelope function of g, ||-|| 0.2 18 the Lo(Q) norm, N (-) is the cover-
ing number, and the supremum is over all discrete probability measure () with HF H 02 0.

ASSUMPTION E.  For some § > 0, the following are satisfied:
(E1) Zq,...,7Z,, are independent and identically distributed.
(E2) Wi, ..., Wy, are exchangeable random variables independent of Z, ..., Z,, n,
and ¢y, In addition, for some v > (49 +2)/(2q — 1),
1§njw- _1 1§:(W 1)’ Sp 1, and E[Wi.[]=0(
n 4 - ,n — 4 n 4 - 2,Mn ) pi, an Inl | — )
1= 1=
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(E3) sup,e; T (z) — Tp(a)| = op (1) and

1 _
= sup [Fn(3Z) —v0(w: Zi) [P = op(1).
n = v€l

Also,

n
a

= " sup [An (@3 Zi) — y0(w; Zi) | = op (1),
n i—1 TEL?
and there exist 3, € [1/2,q+ 1) and random variables A., ,, = op (1) and B, , = op (aﬁ”)

such that, for V € (0,24],
V/na, sup

lv|<V

Tp(x+v) = Tp(x) = Tn(x+v) + fn(x)‘ <A, +VPB, .,

V/na, sup |f‘n(x—|— v) = Tp(x) = Tp(x+v) + f‘n(x)‘ <A+ Vﬁ”B%n.
7

In addition, for some p- € (0,2),

log N - log Ni7 (2, .0
lim sup log Nu(#,85) <oo, E[F,(Z)*]<oo, limsup log Ny (€, 8.n)
=40 €7 l0 g™ Py

=0Op(1),

where § = {yo(z;-) : w € I}, F, is its minimal envelope, and §%n ={An(z;"):x eI}
Also,

lim sup
nd0

where D7 is the minimal envelope of {~o(z;) —vo(x;-) : @ € I/}
(E4) sup,c;|®n(z) — @y (z)| = 0p(1) and

S sup 6 24) — ol Z)” = o (1)

i—1 zel

Also, an|EI\>n(x) —3,(x)| = op(1),a,|Pn(x) — p(x)| = op (1),

n 2

. =op(1),

n
—E sup
n i—1 TEL?

On (5 Z;) — o3 Zs)

and there exist By € [1/2,q] and random variables Ay ,, = op (1) and B, = o]p(aﬁ"))

such that, for V € (0,24],

Vit sup | (x4 v) — By (x) — Op(x + v) 4+ Pp(x)| < Apn+VPBy,,

lo|<V

Vnay, Isllg‘)/ | @y (x +v) = B (x) = P (x+ ) + Pp(x)| < Agp + VP By .

In addition, for some pg € (0,2),

log N : log Nir(n, 3
lim sup log Nu (¢, §) <00, E[F4(Z)*] <oo, limsup log Nu (1, §¢.n)
€10 g P 210 c—ho

=0Op(1),
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where Fy = {¢o(z;") : @ € I}, Fy is its minimal envelope, and §¢,n = {qgn(:m Jrxel}.
Also,

lim sup
740 n

where DZ is the minimal envelope of {po(z;-) — ¢o(x;+) 1z € I}
(ES) For every n, > 0 with a,n, = O(1),

sup
URIESIE

and, for all v,u € R, and for some Cy (as defined in (B1)),
E[ )y (nnv; Z) Yk (nnu; Z)]
TIn

— Cx(v,u).

LEMMA 3. Suppose Assumptions A and E are satisfied. Then (B1)-(B4) are satisfied.

5. Examples. We apply our main results to two distinct sets of examples, both previ-
ously analyzed in Westling and Carone (2020) and Westling, Gilbert and Carone (2020), and
references therein. In the supplemental appendix, we also consider two other set of examples,
namely monotone hazard estimation (Huang and Wellner, 1995) and monotone distribution
estimation (van der Vaart and van der Laan, 2006). All the proofs are found in the supple-
mental appendix.

For future reference, we collect the conditions on the bootstrap weights in an assumption.

ASSUMPTION BW.  The bootstrap weights W1 ..., W, ,, are exchangeable , indepen-
dent of the random sample Z, . . ., Z,,, and satisfy, for some t > 6,

1 ¢ 1 ¢
- inzla - in_12 1, E nt: 1).
n;W n;w, Popl and  E[Wi[]=0(1)

5.1. Monotone Density Estimation. Consider the problem of estimating the density
of a non-negative, continuously distributed random variable, possibly with censoring. Let
Zi,...,Z, bei.i.d. copiesof Z= (X,A), with X = X ACand A = 1(X < C). Assuming
that fo, the density of X, (exists and) is non-decreasing on I = [0, ug] where ug is some point
in the support of X, the parameter of interest is 6y(x) for some x € (0,ug), where 6y = fo.
This setup generalizes Example 1. We take ®((z) = = and therefore have I'g = F{y, where Fj
is the cdf of X.

The canonical case of no censoring (i.e., P[C' > X] = 1) has been considered in Example
1. Assumptions under which this example is covered by our general theory is given in the
following result.

COROLLARY 1. Let ug be the supremum of the support of X. Suppose x is in the interior
of I, 0y satisfies (A2), and Assumption BW holds. Then, Assumptions A, B, and D hold with

~ 1 — ~ 1<
Fn(w):;Z]l(Xigw), r;;(x):EZWi,nﬂ(Xigw),
=1 =1

D,(2) =Dk (z) =z, TUp=1" = 1r£1ia<>;Xi VX,

~ 9fo(x)
(g + 1)

Cx(s,) = foO)(Is| A [t]) L(sign(s) = sign(t)),  Dq(x)
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Under the assumptions of Corollary 1, it follows from Theorem 1 that the bootstrap consis-
tency result (8) holds for any MX » satisfying Assumption C. In particular, any pointwise con-
sistent estimator of 99 f(x) could be used to estimate D q(x). Alternatively, since Assumption
D also holds, M,,, in (10) with D, ,, € {DgAn,DgDn,DB * } can also be used, provided that
en — 0 and nel ™29 — oo,

Suppose now that censoring occurs completely at random; that is, suppose X L C (e.g.,
Huang and Wellner, 1995, and references therein). Let §n and @n be the Kaplan-Meier
estimators of the survival functions So(- ) P[X > ] and Go(-) = P[C > -], and define
F,=1-3, and A,( = [y Sn )~dF,,(u). In anticipation of the following result, we
note that I'y(z) = FO( ) E[%(aj Z)] where

. Arf <) T Aol
no(m:2) = Fo(@) +S0(@) | ¢ e %) /0 50<U>Go(“>]’

with AO fO S() 1dF0 (u)

COROLLARY 2. Let ug be an interior point in the support of X. Suppose x is in the
interior of I, 0 satisfies (A2), C 1L X, C is absolutely continuous on I with bounded density,
and So(ug)Go(up) > 0. Then, Assumptions A, B, and D hold with

-~ ~ ~, 1 & N
Ln(2) = Fa(@), D)=~ Winin(:2:)
i=1

Cu(s,t) = f(z)(i) (|s| A |t|)L(sign(s) =sign(t)), Dg(x) = (ac:fri(](l);)!'

Theorem 1 implies that inference based on our proposed bootstrap-assisted method is asymp-
totically valid for this example as well. Additionally, Assumption D also holds under the
above conditions, and we can use one of the numerical derivative estimators discussed in
Section 4.1.

In the supplemental appendix, we also consider estimation of monotone density under
conditionally independent right-censoring, where covariates are present. We do not discuss
this example here because it involves additional notation and technicalities.

5.2. Monotone Regression Estimation. Consider now the problem of regression estima-
tion, possibly with covariate adjustment. We assume that Zy,...,Z, are i.i.d. copies of
Z = (Y,X,A’), where X is continuous on its support I with density f and cdf Fy. Defining
po(z,a) = E[Y|X =z, A = a], the parameter of interest is 6 (x) for some x in the interior of
I, where 0y(-) = E[uo(+, A)] is assumed to be non-decreasing on /. (If there are no covariates
A, then 0y(:) = po(+) = E[Y|X = -].) We take ¢ = F{y and set ug = 1.

The classical monotone regression estimator has been considered in Example 2. Assump-
tions under which this example is covered by our general theory is given in the following
result. To state it, let e = Y — E[Y|X] and define 03 (z) = E[£?| X = z].
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COROLLARY 3. Suppose that x is in the interior of I, 0y satisfies (A2), ®q satisfies
(A3), and Assumption BW holds. If 03 (x) is continuous and positive at x, E[e?] < oo, and if
SUPgers E[e*|X = z] < oo for some § > 0, then Assumptions A, B, and D hold with

~ 1 <&
Fn(az):EZYi]l(Xig:p), T (z ZWHLY]I(X <),
=1 =1
1w & ( P
EZHX<$ ZWM]IX<$) Uy = Uy =1,
=1 =1
Jo(x)9po(x)

Cu(s,1) = fo(x)og (x)(|s| A [t L(sign(s) =sign(t)),  Dq(x) = CE
Under the assumptions of Corollary 3, it follows from Theorem 1 that the bootstrap consis-
tency result (8) holds for any M, ,, satisfying Assumption C. In this example, any pointwise
consistent estimators of fj(x) and 0%4,9(x) could be used to estimate Dg(x). Alternatively,
instead of using two distinct estimators, we can use the numerical derivative-type estimators
since Assumption D also holds.

Next, consider the case of monotone regression estimation with covariate-adjustment. In-

troducing covariates A, let fx A(-|a) denote the conditional Lebesgue density of X given
A = a and define go(7,a) = fx|a(z]a)/fo(x). Noting that T'g(z) = E[o(z; Z)], where

Y — (X, A)

vo(w;Z)ZJl(Xéw)[ W0(X.A) — 0o )},

we assume that T',, is of the form I',,(z) = n o An(z; Z;), where

N Y — un (X, A)
n(z;Z) = 1(X < x) gn(X A) + — E ,

with fi,, and g,, being preliminary estimators of 1o and gg based on Z1, ..., Z,. As discussed
by Westling, Gilbert and Carone (2020), there are a number of candidates for [z, and g,,. To
accommodate a relatively wide class of estimators, the following assumption employs high-
level conditions on fi,, and g,. To state the assumption, let ¢ =Y — E[Y|X, A] and define
od(z,a)=E[?|X =z,A =a).

ASSUMPTION MRC. For some § > 0, the following are satisfied:
(i) Elgo(x,A)"tod(x,A)] >0, E[e?] < oo, and SUDge s E[e*|X = 2] < c0.
(ii) fx|a is bounded and g is bounded away from zero.
(iii) There exist random variables A,, = op(1) and B,, = O]p(ai/ 2) such that

Vg sup [Tp(x4+0) = Tp(x) = Tp(x+0) + Do) < Ay + VB,  V€(0,26].

lo| <V
In addition,

Z XlaA #O(XiaAi)F:OIP(l)?
=1

an
mZZ (X0, Aj) — o(Xi, Aj) 2 = 0n (1),
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and

n

a ~

N 2190 (X, Ay) — go(Xi, Ad) P = op(1).
=1

(iv) E[i(A)?] < oo, where
’MO('%7 A) — MO('Z'/7 A)’ )

|lx—a’|<o ‘.Z' _‘%J’

(v) E[6%(A)] < oo, where, for some function w with lim,, o w(n) =0,

0'8(1', A)f()(l‘) - U%(X7A)f0(x)
go(l’,A) gO(X’A)

<w(|z —x|)a%(A), zell

Part (iii) of the assumption contains high-level conditions. In the supplemental appendix,
we provide primitive sufficient conditions using nonparametric estimators based on sample
splitting.

COROLLARY 4. Suppose that x is in the interior of I, Oy satisfies (A2), @ satisfies (A3),
and Assumption BW holds. If Assumption MRC holds, then Assumptions A and B hold with

I‘* ZWm%xZ)
i=1
1 n
)==> 1(X;<x), Ppx ZWm]lX<:£) U, =1 =1,
nz:l i=1

02 X
Cx(37t) = fO(X)E [#

fo(x)0760(x)
A) '

](\s\/\\t\)]l(sign(S)ZSign(t))a Dq(x) = @+ 1)

As a consequence, if Mx,n satisfies Assumption C, then the “reshaped” bootstrap estimator
5’5 (x) = 0-GCMq ] (T* o CTY:L_) o @;(x) gives a bootstrap-assisted distributional approxima-
tion satisfying (8). In this example, the covariance kernel contains E[go(x, A)~1o3(x, A)]
and the plug-in procedure discussed in Section 3 would involve estimating this nuisance pa-
rameter, which in turn requires estimation of o2(x,-). When A is of moderate dimension,
this would introduce a challenging estimation problem on top of estimating 1o and gg. Our
bootstrap-assisted procedure circumvents estimation of this additional nuisance parameter.

6. Simulations. We consider the canonical case of monotone regression (i.e., Example
2). We estimate the non-decreasing regression function 6y(-) = E[Y|X = -] at an interior
point x using a random sample of observations. Three distinct data generating processes
(DGPs) are considered. For each DGP, we let X be a uniform (0, 1) random variable and
we let Y = 0y(X) + 0o(X)e, where € is a standard normal random variable independent
of X. DGP 1 sets 0y(z) = 2exp(x — 0.5) and og = 1, DGP 2 sets 0y(x) = 2exp(z — 0.5)
and oo = exp(z), and DGP 3 sets 0y(z) = 24 exp(X — 0.5) — 24(X — 0.5) — 12(X —0.5)?
and og = 0.1. In all three cases, we set x = 0.5. The second DGP exhibits heteroskedastic
regression errors, and the third DGP features a regression function whose first derivative
equals zero at the evaluation point x; that is, DGP 3 exhibits a degree of degeneracy and if
inference is conducted without knowledge of the fact that q = 3, then this feature makes the
inference problem more challenging.
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The Monte Carlo experiment employs a sample size n = 1,000 with 2,000 bootstrap
replications and 4,000 simulations, and compares four types of bootstrap-based infer-
ence procedures: the standard non-parametric bootstrap, m-out-of-n bootstrap, the “plug-in
method” which simulates the limit law with estimated nuisance parameters, and our pro-
posed bootstrap-assisted inference method implemented using the bias-reduced numerical
derivative estimator discussed in Section 4.1. For the plug-in method, we estimate the covari-
ance kernel and the nuisance parameter 0P (x) using local linear kernel estimators, and we
estimate the mean function by the same numerical derivative estimator as for our bootstrap-
assisted procedure. For m-out-of-n bootstrap and the plug-in method, researchers need to
specify the characteristic exponent ¢, and we use the true (infeasible) value. For the numeri-
cal derivative estimator, we developed a rule of thumb for the step size €, to operationalize the
procedure. For further details, see Section SA.6 of Cattaneo, Jansson and Nagasawa (2024).
For our proposed method, we report results for three implementations: (i) (infeasible) pro-
cedure using the true value of Dy(x) (referred to as “oracle”), (ii) implementation using the
numerical derivative estimator with a correct specification of q (referred to as “known q”),
and (iii) “robust” implementation only assuming q € {1,3} (referred to as “robust”).

Table 1 presents the numerical results. We report empirical coverage for nominal 95%
confidence intervals and their average interval length. For all of the DGPs considered, our
proposed bootstrap-assisted inference method leads to confidence intervals with excellent
empirical coverage and average interval length. The infeasible “oracle” procedure attains
empirical coverage very close to the nominal 95%, which aligns with our theoretical results,
and feasible procedures using the numerical derivative estimators perform almost identical to
the infeasible oracle version.

In DGPs 1 and 2, our procedures outperform both the standard non-parametric bootstrap
(which is inconsistent) and the m-out-of-n bootstrap (which is consistent) in empirical cov-
erage and average length. In DGP 3, the m-out-of-n with the subsample size m = [nl/ 2
performs comparable to our procedure, but two caveats should be noted. First, the m-out-
of-n bootstrap performance is sensitive to the choice of the subsample size. Therefore, to
operationalize the m-out-of-n bootstrap procedure, one needs to develop a reliable proce-
dure to choose the subsample size. Another caveat, arguably more important in this context,
is that the m-out-of-n bootstrap procedure requires the knowledge of the convergence rate of
the estimator. In our simulation, we use the true convergence rate for m-out-of-n bootstrap,
but in practice, one needs to assume or estimate from data the convergence rate. Since the
convergence rate and the limit distribution of the generalized Grenander-type estimator cru-
cially hinge on unknown ¢, this feature of the m-out-of-n bootstrap may be unappealing. In
contrast, our proposed bootstrap-based procedure only requires specifying an upper bound
on ¢ and it automatically adapts to the unknown convergence rate.

The plug-in method performs on par with our method, which is not unexpected because
(i) the covariance kernel in this setting takes a relatively simple form and estimating it is not
challenging with sample size n = 1,000 and (ii) we use the true ¢ to simulate the limit law. In
other examples where covariates are present, estimating covariance kernels typically involves
nonparametric estimation of additional, possibly high-dimensional, nuisance functions. Our
proposed method reduces the number of nuisance parameters that need to be estimated. More-
over, the good performance of the plug-in method for DGP 3 crucially depends on correctly
specifying ¢, whereas our “robust” procedure only requires specifying an upper bound on (¢,
and this is another desirable feature of our proposed method.

APPENDIX A: TECHNICAL RESULTS AND OMITTED DETAILS

This appendix collects several technical results and details omitted from the main paper to
improve exposition. First, in Section A.1 we present a corrected version of the generalization



BOOTSTRAP-ASSISTED INFERENCE FOR MONOTONE ESTIMATORS 21

TABLE 1
Simulations, Monotone Regression Estimator, 95% Confidence Intervals.

DGP 1 DGP 2 DGP 3
ﬁl,n @&n Coverage  Length D 1n ﬁgyn Coverage  Length D 1n f)gm Coverage  Length
Standard
0.828  0.373 0.838  0.519 0.912  0.029
m-out-of-n
m=[n'/?] 0.896  0.413 0.915  0.583 0.939  0.031
m=[n2/3] 0.868  0.400 0.884  0.557 0.928  0.029
m=[n?/5] 0.851  0.393 0.864  0.545 0.918  0.029
Plug-in
1.053  0.000 0.950  0.399 1.052  0.000 0.946  0.553 0.000 1.003 0.936  0.028
Reshaped
Oracle 1.000  0.000 0.941  0.395 1.000  0.000 0.951  0.550 0.000 1.000 0.946  0.029
ND knownq  1.053  0.000 0.949  0.398 1.052  0.000 0.945  0.547 0.000 1.003 0.936  0.028
ND robust ~ 1.053  0.599 0.950  0.401 1.052  0.938 0.954  0.559 0.014 1.003 0.960  0.030

Notes: (i) Panel Standard refers to standard non-parametric bootstrap, Panel m-out-of-n refers to m-out-of-n
non-parametric bootstrap with subsample m, Panel Plug-in refers to the plug-in method, Panel Reshaped refers
to our proposed bootstrap-assisted procedure.

(ii) Columns “ﬁl,n” and “ﬁgm” report the averages of the estimated D1, D3 across simulations, and Columns
“Coverage” and “Length” report empirical coverage and average length of bootstrap-based 95% percentile
confidence intervals, respectively.

(iii) “Oracle” corresponds to the infeasible version of our proposed procedure using the true value of Dq, “ND
known q” corresponds to our proposed procedure using the bias-reduced numerical derivative estimator with a
correct specification of ¢, and “ND robust” corresponds to our proposed procedure only assuming ¢ € {1, 3}.
The step size choice for the numerical derivative estimator is described in the supplemental appendix.

(iv) The sample size is 1,000, the number of bootstrap iterations is 2, 000, and the number of Monte Carlo
simulations is 4, 000.

of the switch relation stated by Westling and Carone (2020, Supplement). Second, in Section
A.2 we present a lemma that can be used to establish continuity of the cdf of the maximizer
of a Gaussian process whose covariance kernel is that of two-sided Brownian motion. Both
lemmas are used in the proof of Theorem 1 and may be of independent interest as well.
Third, in Section A.3 we establish inconsistency of the plug-in nonparametric bootstrap for
a large class of Generalized Grenander-type Estimators, following early work by Kosorok
(2008) and Sen, Banerjee and Woodroofe (2010). Finally, in Section A.4 we report omitted
formulas from Section 3.1.

A.1. Generalized Switch Relation. For a real-valued function f defined on a set
X C R, argmax,cx{f(z)} denotes the (possibly empty) set of maximizers of f over X.
If argmax, . x{f(z)} is non-empty and contains a largest element, we denote that element
by max argmax,c y{f(x)}.

In their analysis of generalized Grenander-type estimators, Westling and Carone (2020) re-
lied on a generalization of the switch relation (Groeneboom, 1985). Their generalized switch
relation is given in Lemma 1 of Westling and Carone (2020, Supplement). For the purposes
of comparing it with Lemma A.1 below, it is convenient to restate that lemma as follows:

Statement GSR (Westling and Carone, 2020). Let ® and I' be real-valued functions defined
on an interval I C R and suppose that ® is non-decreasing and right-continuous. Fix [, u
in ®(I) with | < u and let = 0_GCMy j(I' 0o ®~) o ®. If I is closed, ®(I) C [I,u], and
ifI"and I o &~ are lower semi-continuous, then

(13) O(x) >t <= sup argmax {t®(x) —['(z)} <P (P(x))
zed ([lul])

forany t € R and any x € I with ®(x) € (I, u).
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The main purpose of the following example is to show that without further restrictions,
the argmax in (13) can be empty and the relation (13) can be violated (if we interpret
supargmax,c x{ f(z)} as inf X when argmax,cx{f(x)} is empty). In other words, State-
ment GSR can fail to hold.

EXAMPLE A.l. Let I =[l,u] =[0,1],I'(z) = vz (for some v € R), and let

B(x) = x f0<zx<1/2
YTV ir12<e<t

Then

Jt—yz fo<az<1/2
t(I)(:L")—F(ﬂf)—{t_,y/Q if1/2 <z <1,

50 argmax,cq- (1,u) 1t (x) — I'(2)} is empty when 0 >t > .
In particular, if 0 >t > v and if x € (0,1/2), then
sup argmax {t®(z) —I'(z)} =0 <x=d " (P(x)),
xed ([l,u])
whereas 0(x) = 0-GCM[; ) (T'o ®7) 0 ®(x) = <, so (13) is violated.
For future reference, we note that ®(I) = ®(I) N [l,u] =[0,1/2) U{1} in this example.

The problems highlighted by the example are attributable to the fact that ® (1) N [I,u] is
not closed. Fortunately, it turns out that one can obtain a result in the spirit of (13) as long as
®(I) N[l,u] is closed. The following lemma gives a precise statement.

LEMMA A.1 (Generalized Switch Relation). Let ® and T" be real-valued functions de-
fined on an interval I C R and suppose that ® is non-decreasing and right-continuous. Fix
liu € ®(I) withl <u and let 0 = 0_GCMy (T o @7) o @. If &(I) N [I, u] is closed, then

(14) O(x) >t <= max a;%%?ﬁ){t®(x) —LSCo(I)(z)} < @ (P(x))

foranyt € R and any x € I with ®(x) € (I,u), where
LSCo(I')(x) =LSC(I' 0 @™ ) 0 O(x),

and where LSC(-) denotes the greatest lower semi-continuous minorant.

The assumptions of the lemma seem mild. In particular, the assumption that ®(I) N [I, u]
is closed is satisfied not only in the examples of Section 5, but in all examples of which we
are aware.

The lemma does not assume lower semi-continuity of I' or I' o . Instead, the con-
clusion involves the function LSCg(I"). As the notation suggests, LSCq(-) = LSC(-)
when @ is the identity. More generally, LSC(-) = LSC(-) when @ is continuous and
strictly increasing and whether or not these properties hold it follows from Lemma 4.3 of
van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006) that LSCg (I") admits the following characterization:

LSCa(I) () = liminf ("0 #7)().
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A.2. Continuity of argmax. Let {G(v):v € R} be a Gaussian process with E[G(v)] =
p(v) and Cov[G(v), G(u)] = C(Jv] A |u|)L(sign(v) = sign(u)) for some C > 0, i.e. G
is a scalar multiple of two-sided Brownian motion with mean shift. Under conditions on
o stated below, there exists a unique maximizer of G(v) over v € R with probability one
(Kim and Pollard, 1990). We complement this known fact with a result showing that the cdf
of argmax,cr{G(v)} is continuous.

LEMMA A.2. Suppose that for each v € R, limg|o[u(v + &) — p(v)]/Vd = 0 and that
Hm Sup|y |00 #(v)/|0|¢ = —o0 for some ¢ >1/2. Then x — Plargmax,cg{G(v)} < z] is
continuous.

Under Assumptions A and B of the main text, — My + t£, satisfies the hypothesis of
Lemma A.2 for any ¢ € R. It therefore follows from the lemma that the function

z— P |argmin{Gy(v) + M (v) —tLx(v)} > x
vER

is continuous at z = 0 for any ¢ € R. We utilize that fact in our proof of (2) and note in passing
that most of the existing literature on monotone function estimators seems to implicitly utilize
a similar continuity result.

A.3. Bootstrap Inconsistency. Employing the exchangeable bootstrap setup introduced
in Section 4.2, we show the inconsistency of the plug-in bootstrap-based distributional ap-
proximation. More precisely, we consider the “naive” (plug-in) bootstrap estimator

0;,(x) = 0-GCM[g 5.1(I'}, 0 @17) 0 @7, (x)

with

~, 1 N ~, 1 <& -
Th(@)==> Winin(@:Z),  On(@)=—> Winon(s:2Z),
i=1 =1

and establish the following negative result.
THEOREM A.l. Suppose Assumptions A, (B5)-(B7), and E hold. Then

sup P [8:,x) — Bu(x) <] = P [a(x) — 60 (x) < ¢]| # 0w (1),

teR

Theorem A.1 accommodates exchangeable bootstrap schemes and a wide class of gen-
eralized Grenander-type estimators and contains as a special case the the well-known fact
that the nonparametric bootstrap approximation to the distribution of the classical Grenander
estimator is inconsistent (e.g., Kosorok, 2008; Sen, Banerjee and Woodroofe, 2010).

A.4. Omitted Formulas. The objects @TH,MQ”,EEW, and Zf'n appearing in Section
3.1 are defined as follows:

Vi, ={an(e —x) 12 € &, (0,@;])},

M, (v) = vRanLo(x + vay ") = To(x)] — 0o (x)y/nan[®o(x +va, ) — Po(x)],

and

o~

L n(0) = an|

X,M

)
3
X
+
<
IS
S
—_
|
A
3
—~
X
=
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Similarly, the bootstrap analogs of ‘A&qn, M, Zin, and an are given by

V= {an(e —x) s € 35 ([0,33)

X,M n

]\/4\271(1)) =V nan[fn(x + Uagl) - fn(x)] - gn(x)v nan[EI;n(x + Uagl) - EI;n(X)]a
and
Ly (0) = an[@ (x +va, ') =5 (0)],  Zy=an[(@ 0 ) (x) —x],
respectively.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to “Bootstrap-Assisted Infernce for Generalized Grenander-Type Esti-
mators.”
The supplementary material contains proofs of Theorems 1 and A.1, Corollaries 1-4, and
Lemmas 1-3 and A.1-A.2. It discusses additional examples that our main results cover.
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SA.1. Proofs.

SA.1.1. Proof of Lemma A.1. Lemma 4.2 of van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006) im-
plies that, on (I, u),

GCM[; (T 0 @7) = GCMy; ) (LSC(T" 0 @7)).
Since ®(x) € (I, u), we therefore have
0(x) = 9_-GCMy ) (I'0 @7) 0 ®(x) = 9_GCM; ) (LSC(T' 0 @7)) 0 D(x),
so Lemma 4.1 of van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006) implies that
O(x) >t <= y* <P(x),
where

y* = max argmax {ty —LSC(T"o (ID_)(y)} .
y€[l,ul

Suppose y* € ®(I). Then y* = &(z*), where

¥ =®  (y*) € argmax {t®(z) — LSCo(I")(2)}.
ze® ([l,ul])

In particular,
O(x) >t <= Yy =P(")<P(x) <= <P (P(x)),
where, in fact,

¥ =max argmax {t®(x) — LSCq(T")(z)},
zed— ([lul])
because if
r* <2’ € argmax {t®(z) — LSCq(I)(z)},
€ ([l,ul])
then, contradicting the definition of y*, we have
y = ®(2') € argmax {ty — LSC(T' o ®7)(y) } and y >yt
yelu]

The proof can therefore be completed by showing that y* € ®(I).

If ®(I) 2 [I,u], then there is nothing to show, so suppose ®(I) 2 [I,u]. If y € ®(I)°N[l,u],
then, since ®(I) N [l,u] is closed and [, u € ®(I), we have [y — n,y +n] NP (1) = () for some
n > 0 with [y — n,y + n] C [l,u]. Therefore, the function LSC(I" o &) is constant on the
interval [y — /2,y + n/2], implying in particular that

y* = max argmax {ty' —LSC(T' o Q_)(y’)} £y, O
y'€[l,u]

SA.1.2. Proof of Lemma A.2. G(v) is a Gaussian process with E[G(v)] = u(v) for all
v € R and Cov|[G(v), G(v")] = Cmin{|v|,|v'|} 1 (sign(v) = sign(v’)) =: K(v,v’) for some
positive constant C' and for all v,v" € R. The form of the covariance kernel K implies that
for every 7 > 0 and every v,v’ € R,

K(vr,v'1) = K(v,v')T
and

K +v,04+v) = 2K+ ,0) + K@, 0") = K(v,v).
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In addition, K(1,1) > 0 and lim, o K(1,v)/y/v =0.!

We begin by adapting the arguments of Kim and Pollard (1990, pp. 196-198) to show
that a maximizer of G(v) over v € R exists and is unique with probability one. Let
G*(v) = G(v) — u(v) be the centered process and suppose that, for the same ¢ > 1/2 as
in the hypothesis,

(SA.1) P

>77]:0 for any n > 0.

Then, with probability one, G(v) — —oo as |v| — oo, implying in turn that a maximizer of
G(v) exists (because sample paths are continuous). Also, since

V[G(w) - GO =K(v,v) + K@, v") —2K(v,v —v ) =K(v —v",v—2") >0

for v # v', Lemma 2.6 of Kim and Pollard (1990) implies that this maximizer is unique with
probability one. In turn, (SA.1) follows from the Borel-Cantelli lemma because

Sp

k=2

7 © T
sup ¢ (;U) >n| < ZIP sup G*(v) > (k/2)°n
k—1<[v|<k |V] = i<k

= ZIP sup GH(v) > kc_1/22_cn]
k=2 _\U\Sl

240/(20—1)E [SUP\U\gl ‘Gp(v)’4c/(2c—1)} ) ,
il @eT) > k<o,
k=2

IN

where the equality uses the rescaling property K(vr,v'7) = 7K(v,v") and where the last
inequality uses Jain and Marcus (1978, Corollary 4.7).
To show continuity of the function z — Plargmax,cr{G(v)} < ], it suffices to show

that Plargmax,cp{G(v)} = ] = 0 for every = € R. Fix z € R and define G,(0) = 0 and

G - B +’g()v—va)3(:n)

, v #0.

Then max,cr (ﬁm(v) > 0 and, for any set V C R,

(SA.2) P [argmax{([}(v)} = w] =P [max Ga(v) < 0} <P [max Ga(v) < O] .
veER veR vey

In the sequel, we show that the majorant in (SA.2) can be made arbitrarily small by choice of
V. In particular, for ¢ € (0,1), we construct v > 0 such that

(SA.3) E {(f}x(vf:)] > —¢ foreveryi>1,
and
(SA.4) (Gov (@x(vé), @x(vg’)> ‘ <e foreveryj>i>1.

For any N € N, defining V. y = {v,...,vY }, we therefore have

N

~ - 0 2
max G (v) < 0} <liminfP [ max Gy(v) < 0} < '/ Mdm ==
vER cl0 vEV: N — 00 v 2

P

9

T As a side note, if the covariance kernel satisfies the two displays, then the Gaussian process is two-sided
Brownian motion, up to mean shift and scaling by a positive constant.



4

where the second inequality uses the fact that convergence of means and covariances of nor-
mal random vectors implies convergence in distribution. Since N is arbitrary, the left-hand
side in the preceding display is zero. Letting £ € (0, 1) be given, the proof can therefore be
completed by exhibiting v. satisfying (SA.3) and (SA.4).

Because K(7,7) = 7K(1,1) and lim, jo[u(z + 7) — pu(x)] /+/T = 0, there exists 7. € (0,1)
such that

o R G e R RGO
K(r,7) K(L1)

for every 7 € (0,7.]. Also, because K(7;,7;) = 7;K(1,7;/7) and lim, o K(1,7)/y/7 =0,
there exists 7. € (0, 1) such that

> —€

- K7, 7)) _ KQ,7/7) /7T
\/K:(TZ‘,TZ')IC(TJ',T]') ’C(l,l)

forall 7;,7; > O with 7; /7; < 7. . If v, € (0, 7.A7. ), then (SA.3) and (SA.4) are satisfied. [

€ [—¢,¢]

Cov (([N}x(n), (IN}I(TJ)>

SA.1.3. Technical Lemmas. In preparation for the proof of Theorem 1, this section
presents six technical lemmas. The first lemma is a switching lemma, which will be used
when characterizing the limiting distributions obtained in Theorem 1.

LEMMA SA-1. LetT' :R — R be a lower semi-continuous function that is bounded from
below and satisfies lim|,|_,, I'(v)/|v| = oc. Then, for any x,t € R,

0_GCMg(T")(x) >t = max argmax {vt — I'(v) } <x.
vER

PROOF. Because lim, o I'(v)/|v] = oo, there exists a K > |x| such that if |v] > K,
then vt — I'(v) < —I'(0), implying in particular that

ar%gll{ax {vt —T'(v)} = argmax {vt — T'(v)}

vE[—c,c]
for every ¢ > K. Also, by Lemma A.1. of Sen, Banerjee and Woodroofe (2010) there exists
a c> K such that GCMg(I") = GCM|_, (T") on [~ K, K], implying in particular that
8_GCMR(F)(X) =0_GCM [—¢,q] (F)(X)
For any such c, the conclusion of the lemma is equivalent to the statement

0_GCM_. 4(T)(x) >t = maxargmax {vt — I'(v)} <x,

vE[—c,c]

whose validity follows from Lemma 4.1 of van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006). O

The proof of Theorem 1 furthermore employs various approximations to functionals of
the form LSCq(f). The approximations in question are obtained using Lemmas SA-2, SA-3,
SA-5, and SA-6. In all cases, the approximations are based on the representation

SA.S LSC =liminf inf ",
(SA.5) o(f)(x) =liminf _inf [(a’)
where X§(2) = (8(®(2) — ), @~ ($(x))] U (@~ (@(x)+), 2~ ((x) + ).

The following lemma uses (SA.5) and the special structure of I'y to obtain a simple

“global” bound on the error of the approximation LSCq(I'g) ~ T'y.
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LEMMA SA-2. Suppose Assumption A holds and suppose ® is non-decreasing and right-
continuous on I. Then, for every x € I,

ILSCa(To) () — To(a)| <2 (speg |eo<:c'>|) sup 0(a) — Bo(e')
PROOF. By (SA.5) and continuity of I'y,
LSC(I)(PO)(IL') =min [Fo(tID_((I)(x))), Fd@‘(@(z)—k))] s
while, by Assumption A,
To(a!) — To(a)] < (sup \%(z”)\) Bo(a’) — Bo(a)].

z"el
Now, using o @~ 0 d =P,
[o(27(P(2))) — Po(x)| = |[Po(27(P(2))) — P(P™(P(2))) + () — Po(z)]

< 2sup (') — Bo(a')].
z'el

Also,
[©o(P7(D(2)+)) — Po(a) <2 sup |®(2) — Po(2')]
T’
because, for every n > 0,

0 < Q(2 (2(2)+)) — Po(z) < Po(P™ (P(2) + 1)) — Po(z)
< ® < <<I>0 )+ suel;\@( 2') — ®o(z’)| + 7])) — ®p(x)
oo

< 2sup |®(z") — o(a”)| +n,
z'el

Do (z) + 2sup |®(z') — o(x/)\—i-n)) — ®p(x)

z'el

where the last inequality uses continuity of ®. O

A simple “global” bound on the error of the approximation LSCq(f) ~ f is available also
in the important special case where f is proportional to ®.

LEMMA SA-3.  Suppose Assumption A holds and suppose ® is non-decreasing and right-
continuous on I. Then, for every x € I and every 6 € R,

LSCa(60)(a) ~ 09 (z)| < 0] sup [0 (a') — B(a’—).

PROOF. First, if 8 > 0, then the result follows from the fact that, by (SA.5),
LSCs(0P)(x) = 0D (D™ (P(x))—) < HD(D™ (P(2))) = 0P (z),

where

O(z) = ©(27(2(2))) < (2™ (®(x))—) +sup [(z) — ©(a'—)].

z'el
Next, if € < 0, then the result follows from the fact that, by (SA.5),

LSCap(00) () = 6B(®~ (B()+)) < 6(S~ (D (x))) = 0D (x),



where
(0™ (P(2)+)) < li%nf@(@‘@(w) +n)-)+ sup |@(2") — (2~
< ®(x) + sup [@(2') — @(2'—)|.

0

Next, we give a “local” approximation to @~ o ¢. That approximation will later be used in
combination with (SA.5) to obtain “local” approximations to LSCq (f), but the approxima-
tion is also useful in its own right and we therefore state it as a separate lemma.

LEMMA SA-4. Suppose Assumption A holds and suppose ® is non-decreasing and right-
continuous on 1. Also, suppose

25up,, ot | () — Po(a’)]
inf_,_ s+e 0Dg (")
for some 6,¢ > 0 with Iff*’e C I. Then, for every x € If,
|27 (®(x)) —z|<e  and |7 (®(z)+) —z| <e.

<e€

PROOEF. First, suppose |®~(®(x)) — x| > e. Then @~ (P(x)) < x — €, implying in partic-
ular that ®(z — ¢) = ®(x) and therefore also
[@(x —€) = Do(z — €)] — [(z) — Po(z)] = Po(z) — Po(x —€).
Now, if 2 € I?, then [z — €, 2] C I’T¢, so
Oo(z) — Po(x —€) >€ inf 9Pg(z') >2 sup |®(z) — Po(a')],

zellte wre bt
whereas
[2(z —€) = Po(z — €)] = [®(2) — Po(2)]] <2 sup [@(z) — Po(')]-

x/61;5+6

In other words, = & I?.
Next, suppose |®~(®(x)+) — x| > €. Then, for every n,n' >0, @~ (®(x) +n) >x +e€
and therefore

Cz+e—1)— sup |®(a') = Do(a')] —n < P(z) — sup [®(z') — Do(a')],

x el te ' ellte
where, for x € If,
D(z) — sup [®(z') — Po(z)] < Po(a),

x/el>§+é
whereas
liminf |®(zx +e—7n)— sup |®(2') — @g(2)] — 7
n,n’0 Z'IEI>§+€

> lim inf
740

Po(z+€—17') —2 sup |<I>(33,)—<I>0(!El)|]

z'ellte
2sup, ¢ po+e [ P(2) — Po(2')]

—n'| > ®o(z).
infxlelf‘Fé 8(1)033/) g 0(3})

> dp(x) + ( inf 8@0(3:')> lim inf [e -
xrelte 7’40

In other words, = & I?. U
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Next, we obtain two “local” approximations to LSCq( f). The first of these is a generic ap-
proximation obtained by simply combining (SA.5) and Lemma SA-4, but for later reference
we state the result as a separate lemma.

LEMMA SA-5. Suppose the assumptions of Lemma SA-4 hold. Then, for every x € If
and every f : I — R,

inf f(2') <LSCo(f)(x) < sup f(a))

|z —z|<e |z’ —z|<e
and

ILSCo(f)(@) — f(@)| < sup |f(a’) — f()].

|z’ —x|<e

The final lemma is concerned with the special case where f is proportional to ®. In
that case, the following “local” analog of Lemma SA-3 shows that the bound(s) obtained
in Lemma SA-5 can be improved under mild conditions on .

LEMMA SA-6. Suppose the assumptions of Lemma SA-4 hold. Then, for every x € If

and every 0 € R,
ILSCo(0P)(x) — 6P (x)| < |6 sup |®(z) — ®(2'-)).
arellte
PROOF. First, if § > 0, then the result follows from the fact that, by (SA.5),
LSCoq(0P)(x) = 0P(P™ (P(x))—) < OP(P (P(x))) = 6P (x),
where, if z € I2, then &~ (®(x)) € I3 by Lemma SA-4, and therefore
O(z) = (2™ (2(2))) < (7 (P(x))—) + sup |@(2)) — D(a')].

Z‘IEI>§+E
Next, if 6 < 0, then the result follows from the fact that, by (SA.5),
LSCo (60)(z) =02 (2 (R(2)+)) < 62(2™ (D (2))) = 0P(2),
where, if z € I2, then &~ (®(x)+) € I3T¢ by Lemma SA-4, and therefore
<

O(O~((x)+)) hmmffb( “(P(x)+n)—) + /Sl;%)ﬁ |®(2') — ®(2'—)|

<D(e)+ sup |D()) — (/).

I/Elj+€

SA.1.4. Proof of Theorem 1.
Proof of (2). Lett <R be given. By Lemma A.1 and change of variables,

P [rn@(x) —ho(x)) > t}

=P |max argmax {[0o(x) + tr; |®,(z) — LSCs (f )(:E)} < o Cfn(x)]
z€®y ([0,4,])

=P maxargmmH S(vst) < Z9

X,n |7
’Ue‘/;n




where

Ve, = {an(ac X):ze @;([o,an])} ,

3, (058) = LSCqy (Gl + M, +Tabo(x) L, ) (0) = [rafo(x) + 1L, (v),
and
73, =an [cﬁ; o Bp(x) — x} ,

with

G ,,(v) = vty |Talx +vaz") = Ta(x) = Tolx +va; ") + To(x)|

— 0o(x)/nan [@n(x Foazl) — By(x) — Bo(x +vaTl) + <1>0(x)] ,
My, (v) = v/nan [To(x+vay ') = To(x)] — 0o ()y/nan [o(x+vay ') — Lo(x)] ,
L3,(0) = an | Bulx+vaz") = $a(x)]

By (B4) and Lemma SA-4, Zﬁ'n = op(1). Suppose also that

(SA.6) max argmin ﬁjn(v; t) ~» argmin HJ (v;t),
UE‘Z?TL ’ vER

where Hy (v;t) = Gy (v) + M3 (v) — tdPo(x)v. Then

P |rn (0 (x) — 6p(x)) > t] =P |maxargmin ﬁgn(v; t) < Zﬁ'n

'Ue‘/;<,qn

—P [argmin Hl(v;t) < 0}
veER

1
=P 0_GCM J(0) >t
where the second line uses Lemma A.2 and where the last equality uses Lemma SA-1. The
proof of (2) can therefore be completed by showing (SA.6).

We shall do so by means of the argmax continuous mapping theorem of Cox (2022). To
be specific, using that theorem it can be shown that (SA.6) holds if

(SA.7) Up(t) = max argmin ﬁgn(v; t)=0p(1)
vG\Z?n

and if

(SA.8) HY,, (1) ~ H(5t).

We begin by showing (SA.8). First, by (B1), @;’n ~ Gy. Also, by (A2) and (A3),as u — 0,
PO(X + u) — Qo(x)@o(x + u) — PO(X) + Qo(x)@o(x) s lim [90(X + u) — 90(X)] 8(130(X + u)
uatl u—0 (q+1)us
_ 09p(x)0Po(x)
(g1 7
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where the first equality uses L’Hopital’s rule and
0 [PO(X + u) — Qo(x)@o(x + u) — PO(X) + 90(x)<I>0(x)] = [HO(X + u) — Qo(x)] 8(130(X + u)

As a consequence, My, ~ M. Moreover, Eﬂn — L3, ~~> 0by (B4) and Ly ,, ~ L, by (A3),
where L ,,(v) = ap, [®o(x +va, ') — ®o(x)]. In particular, Ly , ~ L, and therefore

(G M, L3,) ~ (G M3, L.
Because @;’n + M;',n is asymptotically equicontinuous,
LSCry, (Gt M) = (G + M, ) ~ 0
by (B4) and Lemma SA-5. Also, by (B7) and Lemma SA-6,
LSCE;{n (rnﬂo(x)ﬂﬂm) — (Tneo(x)iin) ~ 0.
The result (SA.8) follows from the three preceding displays and the fact that, on ‘7;%,

02 LSCqy (Gl + M+ rabo (0L, ) = (Gl + M, + by (L, )

>15Cs, (Gl + M3, ) = (G + M) +15Css (rabo(LL,) = (rbo()L,)
Next, to show (SA.7), we first define 0,,(x; ) = 0p(x) + tr;;! and note that

z€d;, ([0,3.])

Un(t) =an [max argmax {Hn(x;t)CT)n(x) —LSCs (fn> (ac)} — x] .
Now, if |0,,(t)| > and > 0, then

sup

sup {06080 (@) — L5Cq (Tn) ()} 2 0a(xi)Bn(x) — LS5, (T) (),

where |0,,(x;t) — 0p(x)| = O(r; 1) = o(1), and, by (B4),
sup

B, (z) — @0(95)‘ — op(1).
zel
Also, using (B3), (B4), and Lemma SA-2,

sup |LSCg (fn) () — Fo(ac)‘

zel

zel

<sup|LSC4 (fn) (z) — LSC4 (L) (m)‘ +5up [LSC (To) () ~ To()

<sup
zel

xel
As a consequence, v, (t) = op(ay): For any 6 > 0,

P [[on ()] > and]

F(0) - Toa)| +2 (sup o)) sup B 0) ~ Ba(o)] = o).

<P

P {00(x)Po(z) —To(2)} = Oo(x)Po(x) — To(x) + OP(l)] =o(1),

where the equality uses the fact, noted by Westling and Carone (2020, Supplement, proof of
Lemma 3), that the function v — 0y(x)®Po(v) — I'g(v) is unimodal and maximized at v = x.
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Next, defining V¥, (j) = {v € Vi, : 27 < |v| < 2971} and using B,,(t) = op (an), we have,
for any K, any positive &, and any sequence of events { A}, } with lim,,_, ., P[A}] =1,

limsup P ([0, (t)] > 2K] < lim sup g P [2j < [0, ()| < 271 NA
n—oo n—oo . .
j>K:2i<a,d’

inf 3, (03) < 3, (0:0) N A, |

< limsup Z P e )

N0 S Ki2i<and

The proof of (SA.7) can therefore be completed by showing that the majorant side in the
display can be made arbitrarily small by choice of K, ¢’, and {A/,}.
To do so, we begin by analyzing each term in the basic bound

Y, (05) = H3,(0:8) 21SCg (G2,) () +LSCqy (M) (v) — 1L, (v)
+LSC (rnﬁo (x)igm) () — rabo(x)LL, (v) — ., (051).
Because ﬁ;‘,n(o; t) ~ Hx(0;t) = 0 and because, by (B7) and Lemma SA-6, there is a positive
¢’ such that

sup ‘LSCmn (o)LL) (v) - rneo(x)fin(v)‘ = op(1),

[v|<ano’

we may assume that, on {.A] } and for some Cj,

sup (LSCzq <rn90(x)z>q(7n) (v) — rnHO(x)Eﬂ’n(?}) - ﬁf’n(o;t)‘ < Cy.

[v|<and’
Also, because, by (B4) and (A3), there is a positive ¢’ such that

L], (v)

Ly(v)

LI (v) — Lﬂ’n(v)‘ =op(1) and sup

X,M
1<|v|<and’

sup
[v|<and’

< 00,

we may assume that, on {.A}, } and for some C,

sup
1<v|<and’

Next, by (B4) and Lemma SA-5, with probability approaching one,

LSCsa, (M) (v) = |v|/2§i\%’f|§2|v| M, () for every |v| > 2,

while, by (A2) and (A3), there is a positive ¢’ such that

in > 0.
1<|v|<na, ¢’ M>q< (U)

We may therefore assume that, on {.4/,} and for some positive C/,

LSCAq (M)?n) (U)
inf Lon ¥ 7 > Oy
2§|$P§an5/ patl 2 Cu

Finally, by (B4) and Lemma SA-5, with probability approaching one,
Lscpy, (Go) )< s ]G3,

T ul/2< v <2y

for every |v| > 2,
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and we may therefore assume that, on {A/ },
sup ‘LSC (@ﬂn> (v)‘ < sup ‘@ﬂn(v)‘ for every j > 2 with 2/ < a,,¢',
UEqun ) veVa ()

where Vi (j) = {v € R ~19) < [o] < 21},
As a consequence, by the Markov inequality,

P | inf H,(v0st) < HY,(0:6) NA),
veVih (4)
<P | sup ‘G ‘ > inf [C’Mvc'Jrl — Crlv| = Col N A,
veVa () veVA(j)

E |:SupveV2(j) ‘@Q,n(v)‘ lA;]

- infvevl(j) [CMUq+1 — CL|U| — Co]

for every j > 2 with 2 < and’,

where, by (B2), we may assume that, for some Cg,

sup ‘G ‘]lA/]_ Z E

veVa(j J—1<5'<j+1

E

s‘l/l? ‘G ‘ﬂA'] < CG297,
veVi(5')

and where, for all sufficiently large j,

inf [Chro™! — Cplo| — Co] > 2O+,
veVi(j) 2

In other words, for large K,

lim sup Z P

N0 S Ki2i<and

inf  HJ, (v;t) <HZ,(0;t)NAL| <
veV (5)

G Z 9J[B—(a+1)]

3>K

which can be made arbitrarily small by choice of K.

Proof of (7). We proceed as in the proof of (2). Let t € R be given. By Lemma A.1 and
change of variables,

P* [rn(é;;(x) —0,(x) > t}

—=P* |max argmax {[én(x) +tr 8% () — LSCs, (’f;;)(x)} <®* o @;;(x)]
we®; ((0,a;]) !

=P} |maxargmin ];AIQ;: (v3t) < Zﬁ';
vG\Z?ﬁ*

)

Vi ={an(@ =)z e & (0,1}

5 (vt) =LSCqy.. (G M3, + rBa (L8 ) (v) = [ () + 1L (v)
and

Zi=an |87 0 Bh(x) x|,
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with
Gn(v) = vy | T (xtvay ) =500 = D(xt-va ) + T ()

o~

= O () | B+ va ) = B x) — B lx+va ') + Ba(x)]
M, (v) = Vaaahhn(vayh),  LEaw) = an |5+ va; ") = B3]
By (B4) and Lemma SA-4, Z?;: = op(1). Suppose also that

(SA.9) max argmin fl)ﬁ'; (v;t) ~p argmin HJ (v;t).

veVS" veR

Then, as in the proof of (2),

P* rn@;(x)_én(x))>t] —p P [ma_ccm(gﬁw(opt .

The proof of (7) can therefore be completed by showing (SA.9).
We shall do so by showing that

(SA.10) 05 (t) = maxargmin 7 (v;t) = Op(1)
UE‘Z?TL*

and

(SA.11) HE (1) ~p HI(51).

We begin by showing (SA.11). First, by (B1), G& ~p Gy. Also, by Assumption C,
My ~p M3, Moreover, LI — LY, ~p 0 by (B4), where, as shown in the proof of (SA.6),

(G0 M2, L35) = (G, M3, L),
Because ég;;; + an is asymptotically equicontinuous,
LSCry,: (G DS, ) = (Gl + D, )~ 0
by (B4) and Lemma SA-5. Also, by (B7) and Lemma SA-6,

LSCz.- (rnén(x)ig;;) - (rné\n(x)ig;;;) o 0.

+LSCjy. (rnén(x)fg;;:) - (rnén(x)fg;;:) .
Next, to show (SA.10), we first define 6, (x; t) = 6,,(x) -+ tr;7! and note that

~

Un(t) = an

maxxezggﬁsgz}) {Hn(x; )0 (z) — LSC@Z (f;) (3:)} - ] .



BOOTSTRAP-ASSISTED INFERENCE FOR MONOTONE ESTIMATORS 13
Now, if [0} (t)| > a,0 > 0, then

sup {0, () () ~ LSCg, (T7) (2) } 2 8 )@,00 —~ LSC5, (T (0.

x&I?
where |0, (x; 1) — 6o(x)| = Op(r;!) = op (1), and, by (B4),

sup | () — Po(a)| = 0w (1).

Therefore, defining X, = ®*~(®% (x)) = x + op(1) and using (SA.5),

w0a )30 ~LSCq, (T) ()

> 0 (1)@ (%) — T(%5)

O (x: 1) D}, (x) — O ()P (R5) — T3(R5) + T (R5) — M2, (Z357) [/t = 0p (1),

where the last equality uses (B3), Z. qn = op(1), and Assumption C. Also, using (B3), (B4),
and Assumption C, we have, uniformly in x ¢ Iff and for some ¢ > 0,

T5(2) = 0 ()®;(2) = Ts(2) = D) = 0a(x) (@(2) = Bu(@)) + Mz =)

> 05q+1 + O]P(l)v

)

and therefore, by Lemma SA-3,

sup 4 0, (x; 1)®% (2) — LSC. (T%) () b < =89 + op(1).
sup {6, (3% (2) - LSC (T1) (2} (1)
As a consequence, U (t) = op(ay,): For any § > 0,

P (155 (t)] > and] <P [~c67! > 0p(1)] = o(1).

Next, defining 17)(‘1,1*(]) ={ve TA/an* : 20 < |v| < 27F1Y and using U (t) = op(ay,), we
have, for any K, any positive ¢’, and any sequence of events { A} } with lim,,_,, P[A.] =1,

limsup P [[7(¢)] > 25] < limsup E P [27 < [ur(t)| <27 N AL
J2K:21<and’

< limsup Z P
O j>Ki2i<a,é

inf  Hx(vit) < HI(0:6)NA |
veVh () ’
The proof of (SA.10) can therefore be completed by showing that the majorant side in the

display can be made arbitrarily small by choice of K, ¢’, and {.A/,}.
To do so, we begin by analyzing each term in the basic bound

A3 (v;t) — HE5(0:1) > LSC . (ég;;;) (v) + LSCyy.. ( L

~ ~

+LSCjy - (rnén(x)Lg;;) (0) — TBin(x )E *(v) — B3 (051).

Because I?TXC',’;Z(O; t) ~p Hx(0;t) = 0 and because, by (B7) and Lemma SA-6, there is a pos-
itive &’ such that

sup ‘LSCZ% (Tné\n(x)fﬂ;> (v) — Tné\n(x)fﬂ;(v) =op(1),

[v|<and’
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we may assume that, on {.A] } and for some Cj,

o~ ~

LSCga,: (r"@‘(x)[jg:z) (v) = m@n(x)fx’ (v) — Hq (05 t)‘ < Co.

sup
[v|<a,d’

Also, because, by (B4) and (A3), there is a positive ¢’ such that

L], (v)

Ly(v)

L9%(v) — L3 (v)( —op(1)  and sup
1<|v[<a, 6

Y

we may assume that, on {.A} } and for some C,

LI (v
sup xn(v) <Cf.
1<v[<and’ v

Next, by (B4) and Lemma SA-5, with probability approaching one,

LSC+q.. <an> v) > inf M (v for every |v] > 2,
£ \Min ) (0) ol /2< o' [<2l0] ) [l

while, by Assumption C, there is a positive ¢ such that, with probability approaching one,

Mn(v)
lo[>1 v9FL

We may therefore assume that, on {.A], } and for some positive C,

. LSCz.- (Nqn) (v)

>Chy.
2<|v|<and’ patl -

Finally, by (B4) and Lemma SA-5, with probability approaching one,

‘LSCZS,;;‘ (ég:z) (U)‘ <  sup

|v]/2<[v"|<2]v]

for every |v| > 2,

G (o))

and we may therefore assume that, on {A/ },
sup ‘LSCLq . (@j;) (v)‘ < sup ‘@j;(v)‘ for every j > 2 with 27 < a,,d".
veV5* (5) veVa(J)

As a consequence, by the Markov inequality,

P | inf HY (vit) < HI*(0: 1) N .A;L]
UE‘/X n ( ) '
<P| sup ‘G ‘ > inf [Cyo?tt = COplv| — Co] N A,
veVL (4 veVi(4)

E [Supve\é(j) ‘@ﬂ,’;(v)‘ lA;l]

. for every j > 2 with 2/ < a,,¢,
- lnfUEVl(j) [C’qu-i-l — Crlv| — Cy] Y= -

where, by (B4), we may assume that, for some Cg,

sup ‘G ‘]lA/]_ Z E

veVa(j J—1<5'<j+1

E

s‘l/l? ‘G ‘]1/1'] < CG297,
veVi(5')
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and where, for all sufficiently large j,

inf [Cqu+1 — Crlv] = Co] > ECMQJ'(CH—I).
veV1(y) 2

In other words, for large K,
, o S /| - 2Cc 18— (a+1)]
lim sup Z P | inf Hlp(vt) <HZ(0) NAL | < —=— Z WPl
" rk<a,y VEVETE) O 5%

which can be made arbitrarily small by choice of K.

Proof of (8). The bootstrap consistency result (8) follows from (2), (7), Polya’s theorem,
and the fact that, by Lemma A.2, the limiting distribution in (2) and (7) has a continuous
cdf. O

SA.1.5. Proof of Lemma I. For the monomial approximation estimator, we have
Difh, () = e T [Lo(x + en) = To(x) — Bo(x){@o(x + €x) = D0 (x)}]

— €7 1[0n(x) — B0 (x)] Rxn (15 €5
— e, [0, (x) — o (x)][Po (x + €n) — Po ()]

— AT 1 0(1) 4 Op(nek20) /2 4 (nek20) /01420
~00p(x)0Pq(x)
= W + O]P(l),

where the second equality uses ¢, — 0 and the last equality uses ne:*29 — co.
Similarly, for the forward difference estimator, we have

q+1
_ B +1
B0 = 040 Y -1+ (T D) (e ) = To(o)
k=1

q+1 +1\ ~
+ e;(q+1/2)n_l/2 ;(_1)k+q+1 <q i >Gx,n(k:; €n)

q+1
— 6, [0n(x) — Bo(x)] Y _(~1)FFat? <q Z 1) Ry (ks en)

k=1
q+1
— 00 0000) -1 (V) ol ken) = o)
k=1
- SIORE 1 o(1) + Ol 20) /2 + (e 20) /0420
_ 99y(x)0%0(x)

(q+1)! +OIP(1)- O
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SA.1.6. Proof of Lemma 2. Proceeding as in the proof of Lemma 1, we have

s+1
D (x)=¢, ’HZ/\BR [To(x+ cren) — To(x)]

s+1
+ 6;(]'4-1/2)”—1/2 Z )\?R(k‘)éxm(ck; €n)
k=1
R s+1
IO (x Z NS (k) Ry (s €n)
s5+1
— e, U0, (x) — B0 (x)] D AR () [@g (x + cen) — o(x)]
k=1
8j+1TO(X) min{s,s+1}—j —(j+1/2),,-1/2 ~Jq-
:WJFO(% ST+ 0p(e, VT T+ 6 a, )

:D-(x)+O(emin{5’§+1}_j)+aj_qO]p[(a ) U2 4+ (ane,) ],

where the second equality uses ¢, — 0 and the defining property of {)\BR( ):k=1,.
The second part of the lemma follows from the fact that if

ne(H2min(ss—D/@=1) 0 and nelt? - oo,
then

—7 min{s,s+1}—7j
a8 emin{sst =7 .0 and e, — oo.

8}

O

SA.1.7. Higher-order expansion of the bias-reduced estimator . In addition to the as-
sumptions of Lemma 2, suppose that ﬁxm(l; M) = O]p(afllp) for a;;'n, ! = O(1) and that,
for some § > 0, 0 is (s + 1)-times continuously differentiable and @ is (s + 2)-times con-
tinuously differentiable on I2. Then, the first term in the stochastic expansion of 5?2(@

satisfies
s+1 j
s X a]+1T0(X)
e T NP (B) [ Yo (x + cren) — To(x)] — NCESR
k=1 I
5+1
s +1- ]a Yo Z/\BR +o(estl=T) = stl- JBBR( )+ o(e2 7).
“n (s +2)! !
Also, the approximate variance of
s+1
e T2 =12 " NP (k) Gl (i €n)
k=1

is
s+1s5+1 1
1_1_2) Z Z /\BR /\BR (Ck, Cl) = WV?R(X)

Nen " p—11=1
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Finally, the third term in the stochastic expansion of 5?};(@ is asymptotically negligible

under the condition that Ry ,,(1;7,,) = Op (an /) for a;'n;t = O(1), while the fourth term
exhibits only a higher-order dependence on ¢, (relative to the dependence exhibited by the
first two terms).

SA.1.8. Proof of Lemma 3. We verify that Assumptions A and E imply Assumptions
(B1)-(B4). Define

T (x ZW”L’VO:EZ) and  &f(x ZqubowZ)
i=1
Verifying Assumption (BI).
Non-bootstrap weak convergence. We first prove CA}'f'(n ~+ Gy. By Assumption (E3)-(E4),

m‘s‘g n(x+va;t) — fn(x)—fn(x+va;1)+fn(x)(:o]P(1),

~

Vi, sup | O, (x +va; ') — p(x) — By (x +va, ) + i)n(x)‘ =op(1),

[v|<K
for each K > 0, and thus, defining ¥, (v; Z;) = \/anix(va, ; Z;),
~ 1 & _
sup |GJ,(v) — — Ve (V5 Z;) — E[ibx,n@; Z)|;| =op(1).
<K | v ; { }

Next, we prove weak convergence of the empirical process indexed by {tx , (v;+) : [v| < K}
by verifying finite-dimensional weak convergence and stochastic equicontinuity.
Letting 1, = Ka,, ",
nt Sup E[[¢xn(v; Z)"] < (1 + |60(x) ) n ™ an E[DY" (2)* + D" (Z)"] = o(1).
v|<K
Also, convergence of the covariance kernel is imposed in Assumption (ES). Thus, the Lya-
punov central limit theorem implies finite-dimensional weak convergence.

For stochastic equicontinuity, proceeding as in Kim and Pollard (1990, Lemma 4.6) and
using a, E[D}"(Z)? + DZ" (Z)? = O(1), it suffices to show that

sup ijxn wxn( v i)‘zZOP(l)

|v_UI|S€n
[o[V[v'|[<K

for any ¢, = o(1). For any M >0, using [{xn(v;2)| < /@, (1 + 6o(x))(D7" (z) + D" (2))

n

1 _ _
sup  — D [then (v Zs) — P (v Z0)
[v—v'|<en n i—1
[v|VIv'|<K

<401+ 10000222 S 1D (Z) + D (Z)P LD (Z:)+ D (2) > M)

=1
+M\/@ | Sl/l‘p< E U&x,n(v;zi) _szx,n(vl;zi)’]
o[ Vv [<K
+M\/@ | _Sl/l‘p< Z{W}xn wxn( v z)‘ -E U&x,n(wzi) _&x,n(v/;zi)”}

v V]v'|<K
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where M = 2M (1 + |6y(x)|), the expectation of the first term after the inequality can be
made arbitrarily small by making M large using a,E[DJ"(Z)* + DZ” (Z)*] = O(1), the

second term is o(1) by Assumption (ES), and the third term is Op(4/a,,/n) by Theorem 4.2
of Pollard (1989).

Bootstrap weak convergence. We next prove Gf(',n ~~+p Gyx. As shown below, we have

Vg sup [T (x+vay ") = T (x) = T (x+ va, ') + T3 ()] = op (1),
lv|<K

(SA.12) Vnan sup |®F(x + va;t) — F (x) — OF (x + va; t) + DX (x)| = op(1),
lv| <K

for each K > 0. Therefore, using 6, (x) —p Oo(x) and the fact that, uniformly over |v| < K,

\/Ezwm{qso (xe vy Z0)— dul Z0)— S el v ) o 23]} = O (1),
i=1

j 1

we obtain

sup
|v|<K

where ¢y , (V3 Z) = Py p(v; Z) — n-t Z?zl ¢X7n(v; Zj).

To prove finite-dimensional weak convergence, we apply Lemma 3.6.15 of van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996). Assumption (E2) implies thatn =+ >""_ (W, ,,—1)? —p land n ™! maxi<i<p an =
op(1). Since

X,M ZWZ rﬂ/}xn z) - (1)7

_wanvz wxnuz wan wxn(uz)

- % Z Tz;x,n(v; Zz)% Z T;Z_)x,n('m Zz)
=1 =1
and sup;,|<;, W&(U; Z)| < DY(Z) +|60(x)|D}(Z), for any v,u € R,

Also,n= 13" ¢3,n(”§ Z;) = Op(1), verifying the hypothesis of the lemma.
For stochastic equicontinuity, let €, = o(1) and ,, = Ka_,!. Lemma 3.6.7 of van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996) implies that for any ng € {1,...,n}, there is a fixed constant C' > 0 such that

1 & ~ ~
E sup — Wi,n wx,n(v; Zz) - wx,n(vl; Zz) {Zz}?:
[v—v'|<en \/ﬁ ; [ } !
[v|V[v'|<K
Qnp,
< 77n . M . — -
o Z[D + DY (24)] (no 1>ﬁE1rg,a<xn\Wm\

+C max E sup
no<k<n lov—v'|<en

v Vv | <K

k
% Z [{p\x,n(U; ZRi) - {p\x,n(’l},; ZRl)] ‘ {Zi}?zl

1=No
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where (Ry,...,R,) is uniformly distributed on the set of all permutations of {1,...,n},
independent of {Z;}_,. Choose ng such that n'/2~1/% /ng — oo and ng/a, — oo (which is
possible by t > (49 + 2)/(2q — 1)), and the first term after the inequality in the above display
is op(1). For the second term, following the argument of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996,
Theorem 3.6.13), it suffices to bound

k

max E* | sup Z[wxn T/an(v Z; )] ,
no<k<n lo—v'|<en —
[v|V|v'|<K N

where {Z:}%_, denotes a random sample from the empirical cdf and [}, is the expecta-
tion under this empirical bootstrap law. Following the argument of Kim and Pollard (1990,
Lemma 4.6), it suffices to show that

k
N 2
max E; sup Z Q/JX” v Z7) Q,Z)X,n(v';Z;‘) =op(1).
no<k<n [v—v'|<e, —
Vv |[<K

For k € {ng,...,n} and M >0,

1 2
sup -

o—v'|<e, K
[v|V|v'|<K

E;,

U (03 Z5) — P (V'3 Z)

‘Mw

Il
—

2

k
* 1 7. * 7. x| 2
S| sup 2 [Gn(v5Z]) = (V5 2|
[v—v'|<€n
[v|V|v'|<K

2

+2 sup Z 1/& n\U; Z TZJXJL(U/; ZZ)

[v—2v'|<€n
[v|VIv'|<K

where the second term after the inequality is shown to be op(1) in the non-bootstrap case
above. For the first term after the inequality,

E; | sup kzwxnvz — (V3 27)|

[v—v' <€,
[v|V|v'|<K

A0+ 18000222 S [P (20) + D (2)] 1D (Z) + DY (Z0) > M)
=1

Filan sp =S (Vi Zi) — (V'3 Z)|

[o—2v'|<en, T i—1
v Vv <K
[ .
+M\/anE;kl | Su|p EZ‘wX,n(U;Z;‘k wxn ¥/ ‘ _E* wan *) _wx,n(U,§Z*)‘]
v—0" <€, -
plvivi<K

where M = 2M (1 + |6y(x)]). The first term after the inequality does not depend on k and
its expectation can be made arbitrarily small by taking M sufficiently large. The second term
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is independent of k£ and we can handle this term by adding and subtracting the expectation
inside the summation. For the third term, applying Theorem 4.2 of Pollard (1989) again, it is
bounded by a constant multiple of

n

Tl 2 | DY () + D (202 = Op (Vau/k)

i=1
which is op (1) by the choice of ny.

Verifying (SA.12). We focus on the first display. By adding and subtracting the bootstrap
means,

TE(x+va; D) = TE(x) — T% (x4 va; b + T (x)

:—ZWmfyn + [Tn(x+vayt) = Tn(x) — Tn(x +va, ') + Tn(x)]
where
(V3 Z) = n (X + vay 15 Z) = A (% Za) — Yo(x + vay 5 Zi) +70(% Zi)
—Thx4va; ) +Th(x) = Tp(x+va, ) + Th(x).
By Assumption (E3),
\/Wlslli%ﬁ‘n(x—i—va;l) —T,(x) = Ty (x+va, ) + Ty (x)| = op(1).

Identical to above, Lemma 3.6.7 and the argument in Theorem 3.6.13 of van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996) imply that for some fixed C' > 0,

vna, & ZWZ nIn(V; Z;)

sup
lo|<K | T

{Zi}?:1]

C\/_Z sup |¥n (v; Z)\

+C'\/a max EY | sup
= ik f Trosksn " i<k |VE S

By Assumption (E3),

Z sup |¥n (v; Z;)]

i—1 [v| <K

n
Va
<Y Z sup ]’yn(x—i-fuanl,z ) = An(x;Z;) — ’yo(x—l—vagl;zi) + 70 (x; Z;)|

n i—1 [VISK
+Va, sup |Tn(x+va,') —Tn(x) = Tp(x+vay ) + Tn(x)| = op(1).
[v|[<K

Also, Corollary 4.3 of Pollard (1989) implies that for some fixed C' > 0,
] 2
1 ~ 1 ~
SC— > sup [t vay s Zi) = Fn (6 Za) =00+ vay ' Za) +0(x Zi)
i—1 IVISK

which is op (a;; ') by Assumption (E3).
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Verifying Assumption (B2). Defining
G, (v) = nay [Tn(x+va, ') = Tn(x) — Do(x +va, ') + To(x)]
— Oo(x)y/nan [@n(x +va, ') — @, (x) — Po(x +va, ') + @o(x)]
we have

G, (v) = G, (v) = Vi [Talx -+ va; ") = Tu(x) = Tulx + vay ) + Ta(x)|

— 0o(x)\/nay [ffn(x tva;l) = Dp(x) — Bp(x+va; ') + i)n(x)] :
Assumptions (E3) and (E4) imply that for V € [1, a,,¢],
na, sup  |Tp(x+va;l) = Tp(x) = Tu(x +va, ') + Ta(x)| < 2V)Pa.?B, + A,
|v|€[V,2V]

and

nan  sup | Bn(x+va; ) — Bp(x) — Op(x+va; ) + Op(x)] < (2V)Pa; P B, + A,
jo]€[V,2V]

where 5=,V B4, Ap = Ayn V Ay, =o0p(l), and B, = B, V By, = o]p(ag). As a
consequence, there exists 17/, = o(1) such that

im P | () sup  |G9,(v) — G, (0)| < VP + 1], b | =13
n—00 Velland] [vle[V,2V]

we take the event in the display to be A,,. Also,

limisbup]E[DZ(Zf/n] + E[Dg(Z)z/n] <00
0

and, using Corollary 4.3 of Pollard (1989),

E | sup \C_;f'(n(v)]] <CVV forV € (0,a,9].
[v|<V
Therefore,
E| sup |G2,(0)La, | <CVV+[VE 411,
lvleVi2v]

implying in particular that

Vo sup (63,014,
lv|€[V,2V]

sup E =0(1).

Ve(land]

For the bootstrap counterpart, defining
Gj:;(v) =./na, [f;(x + va;l) —T%(x) = Tp(x+ va;l) + f‘n(x)]
— Bo(x)v/nay, [ (x+ va; ) — % (x) — O (x 4+ va, ) + P, (x)]
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we have
(SA.13)  G¥5(v) — GIr(v)

s [B o) — B0 — By x-+ vy ) + B0

— B () /T | B (x + vap ) — B3 (x) — BF (x + vag ) + B (%)

+ /nay [fn(x—l— va; ') = Tp(x) — Dp(x +va; ') + fn(x)]

~

— 0,(x)/rian :(i)n(x Foast) — By (x) — Bp(x +vast) + ZI\Dn(x):

A+ \/@n [0 (x) — B ()7 [BF (x + vayt) — &%(x) — B (x +vayt) + &, (x)]

where bounds for the third and fourth terms were derived in the non-bootstrap case and
where the last term is op (1) uniformly over [v| < a,d as \/ay[0(x) — 0o(x)] = op(1) and
Vsupy <5 |95, (x+v) — @y (x+v)| = Op (1). For the first term after the equality in (SA.13),

i, [f;;(x Foarl) = T (x) — TF (x +va; ') + T (%)

1O . . _
=7 Z Winn(vay ' Z;) + v/na [Cn(x +vay ') = Ty (x) = Tn(x +vay ') 4+ T (x)]
i=1

where, by Assumption (E3),

/na, sup |f‘n(x—|—va;1) — f‘n(x) —Th(x+ va;l) + T (X)) =[1+ Vﬁ]o]p(l)
[v|<V

uniformly over V' € [1, a,, ] and where, applying Lemma 3.6.7 of van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996), we have, for any ng € {1,...,n},

E | sup

lv]<é

1 < . n
% ZWi,n'yn(U;Zi) {Zi}i:1]
=1

sup

1 n
< C’—Z sup WMU;ZMEE [max |Wm|] +C max E;
" [o|<s

k
1 Z 9 (03 Z3)
— <o Jno [1<i<n no<k<n NG — RASU IR

where C' > 0 is a fixed constant. Letting ng be a diverging sequence (dependent on n) such
that non*y/a, /n = o(1), the first term on the majorant side is bounded by

n

1 - . _
C’—Z sup  |[Yn(z;Zi) — vo(z;Z;)| + C sup [T (x+v) = Tp(x+v)| = op (1),
D le—x|<8 [v|<8

and, by Corollary 4.3 of Pollard (1989), the second term is bounded (up to a constant) by
1/2

1< .
Van |~ sup [Fn(w; Zi) = 0(w; Z0)

i—1 zel?

which is op(1) by Assumption (E3). As a consequence, there exists a sequence of random
variables A/, = op(1) such that for V € [1, a,,d],

na, sup
[v|<[V,2V]

T*(x+va; ') = T%(x) = T% (x + va; 1) + f;(x)‘ <[VA4+1]4.
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By identical arguments, an analogous bound holds for the second term after the inequality in
(SA.13). Therefore, there exists 1), = o(1) and events A,, such that lim,,_, ., P[A,] = 1 and

E| sup |GIi(v) - Gn(v)| 14

lv[e[V,2V]

< [VF+ 1],

for any V' € [1,a,0]. Finally, proceeding as in the proof of stochastic equicontinuity, we
obtain the bound E[supy,|c(v.217 |Gin (v)]] < CVV.

Verifying Assumptions (B3)-(B4). We have
D) = To(w)| < sup [F(@) = Tu(w)| + sup|Tu(e) ~ To(w)]

zel
where the first term after the inequality is assumed to be op(1) and the second term is op (1)
by standard arguments. Similarly, sup,c;|®y(z) — ®o(x)| = op(1). Also,

By, () — Do(x) By () — By (x) — By () + én(x)(

zel zel

sup
xel?

< sup
xel?

+ sup |y () — Po(z)| + ‘&Dn(x) — (i)n(x)‘

zel?

where the last two terms are op(a,, ) and where Assumption (E4) implies

sup a\>n($)_a\>n(x)_q) ( )+q> ( )‘ (na ) 1/2[A¢,n+5 ¢B¢,n]:0]P(a7_Ll)v

xel?

the last equality using By, , = o]p(an ) and ﬁ¢ <q.
Now we look at the bootstrap objects. For I‘;,

B () = Tu(a)| <sup
zel

T () ~ T5()] + sup [T ) -

zel

where the last term is assumed to be op (1) and where

sup
zel

T Hx 1 g ~
T5(w) = Ta@)| < o Do Wl sup [ 22) — 70 2)
i=1 r

1 — 1 — R
<\ 2o W2 3 sup A3 22) = 0l Zo)] = ow (1),
i=1 i=1 %€

For 1_“; —T',,, using Lemma 3.6.7 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) and the same argument
as for verifying Assumption (B1), it suffices to show that

“1/2 pax B

n V(23 Z7)
|| <k<n xf Z

as can be done us1ng Corollary 4.3 of Pollard (1989)
For <I> » SUDgey |<I>*( ) — @, (x)| = op (1) follows from the same argument as for I‘* For

Qn SUPgers ‘(I)n( ) - (/I\)n( )’ = OIP(l)’

n sup

zel

] =op(1),

sup | % (z) —<T>n(:c)‘ < sup | &% (2) — B (x )‘ + sup |®%(x) — D (2)]
zel? xel? xel?
+sup‘<I> |+Sup D, (z )—<I>0(3:)‘

xel? xel?
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where the last term is op(a, ') as shown above and the second and third terms after the
inequality are Op (n_l/ 2) by standard arguments. For the remaining term,

sup | ®;(x) — @4 (2)| < sup

+ ‘i)n(x) - (I)n(x)|
z€el? z€el?

n

=1

=+ sup ‘(i)n(x) - (I)n(x) - (I)n(w) + (Pn(x)‘
xel?
where ¢y (2;Z) = dn(2;Z) — do(a;Z) — [, (x) — By (2)]. The last two terms are op (a;; 1)
by Assumption (E4). Using Lemma 3.6.7 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) and the argu-
ment similar to above, the remaining term is op(a;;!).

SA.1.9. Proof of Theorem A.1. The proof is by contradiction and follows Kosorok
(2008). We omit some details in cases where the arguments are almost identical to those
for Theorem 1 and Lemma 3.

Suppose that the bootstrap approximation is consistent; that is, suppose

~ ~ 1
* — N q =
- <9n(x) Hn(x)) P 500 0~ CMr{Ge+ MIHO) =Y.
Then, by Theorem 2.2 of Kosorok (2008), we have
(SA.14) - (@\,’;(x) - 00(x)> Yy 4 Ya =g V2Y

where =, denotes the distributional equality, Y7 and Y5 are independent copies of Y, and
where the convergence in distribution is unconditional.

~

Using the switching lemma, P {rn (QZ(X) — 6o (x)) > t] equals

P

max  argmax {[eo(x) o )@ () — LSC. (fn) (3:)} <3 o @;;(x)] .
ze®; ([0,a%)) "

By the arguments used in the proof of Theorem 1, to characterize the limiting distribution of
rn (67 (x) — Op(x)), it suffices to look at

—GIn(v) = M, (v) + LI (v)

Ci() = Vi |5 (xvag ) = T = Palxvag ) + T )

— Bo(X) v/ | B (x + vy ) = B} (x) — B (x + vag ) + B ()]

and

MY, (v) = /nay [Tn(x+vay ) = Tn(x) — Oo(x){Pn (x +va, ') — Pp(x)}] .
It can be shown that G’y ~p Gx, Ef(',’;i ~~ Ly, and that My, ~ G, + M. Thus,
P {rn (§Z(X) - Ho(x)> > t] —P [argmin {Gx1(v) + G 2(v) + M (v) — t0Pp(x)v} < 0} ,

vER

where G, 1 and G, o are independent copies of G,. Noting that Gy(av) =4 \/|a|Gx(v) and
using the change of variable v = u2ﬁ, the limit distribution equals

P [22;+1 argmin {gx(u) + M (u) — 2_#t8®0(x)u} < 0}
ueR

=P [2ﬁ(3q>0(x))—1a_GCMR{gx + MIH0) > t} .
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As a consequence,
ru (B7(9) = B0(x) ) ~ 255 (900 (x)) 10— GCMe G + MIH0),

contradicting (SA.14) because PR £1/2.
In other words, the bootstrap estimator 6 (x) fails to approximate the limit distribution. (]

SA.1.10. Remarks on verifying conditions in applications. Below we verify the hypoth-
esis of Theorem 1 for various examples. For this purpose, it suffices to verify Assumptions
A, (B5)-(B7), and E since Assumption E implies (B1)-(B4) by Lemma 3.

When ~q is known, it is natural to take fn =T, =T, in which case (E3) reduces to the
requirement that, for some p., € (0,2),

(SA.15)
log IV, _ EID(Z)2 + D(Z)*
limsup()g[i—w<oo7 E[F.Y(Z)2] <00, limsup [ ’Y( ) + ’y( ) ] < 0.
&40 e 70 n

An identical remark applies to ¢ and (E4).

SA.1.11. Proofof Corollary 1. Assumption A and (E1)-(E2) follow from the hypothesis.
(E3): In this example, yo(z;Z) = 1(X < x) is known, so it suffices to verify (SA.15). The
uniform covering number of {1(- < x) : z € R} grows linearly, and an envelope function can
be taken to be 1. For an envelope function of {1(- <z) — 1(- <x) : |z — x| < n}, we can take
1(—n+x < - <x+n) and the moment bound is satisfied as E[1(—n+x < X <x+7)] < Cn.

(E4) trivially holds as ®,,(z) = &% (z) = .
(ES): Here i (v;Z) = 1(X <x+wv) — 1(X <x) — ®g(x)v. Then,

E[[¢x(v; Z) — Y« (v'; Z)]] < El(x+vAv <X <x+v V)]

+ fo(x) < C.

v =] v —/|
Also, Uy, (M3 Z) = L(xp A (X + 515) < X <X V (X + 1)) — fo(x)sny, and
U (81003 L), (t103 Z) = L(xn < X <X+ (s A1) L(s > 0, > 0)
+ L(xp + (s VE) < X <x,)1(s<0,t<0)
— 1(xp A (X + 810) < X <X V (X, + 810)) fo (X)) t0n
— L(xp A (X +t00) < X <xp V (X, + t00)) fo(Xn) ST
+ folxn) sty

Then, for any s, ¢ € R and x,, — x, using continuity of fy at x,

1 "B, (8703 Z)tx, (1103 Z))]

(
(

Xn 41 (SAL)
:77;1/ fo(u)dul(s >0,t>0)

n

+7751/ n fo(u)dul(s <0,t<0)+o(1)
Xn+1n (sVE)

=fo(X)[(sAt)1(s>0,t>0)— (sVt)L1(s<0,t <0)] +o(1)
= fo(x)(Is| A [t])L(sign(s) =sign(t)) 4 o(1).

(B5) holds since u,, = u, converges in probability to ug, the supremum of the support of X
by i.i.d. assumption.
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(B6) and (B7) hold trivially since &)n and &)Z are the identity map.

Assumption D follows from (E3) and empirical process theory arguments.

SA.1.12. Proofof Corollary 2.  Assumption A and (E1)-(E2) follow from the hypothesis.
(E3): We have I'), =1 — §5,, with S,, the Kaplan-Meier estimator. By Theorem 1 of
sup

Lo and Singh (1986),
=~ logn |3/4
To(z) — — ‘ ( .
zel ZE:/VO ‘ ( n )

Since \/na, < n?3 for q > 1, sup,¢; T (%) — To(z)| = op(1) and V/Nasupj,|<s T (x +
) = Tp(x) = Dp(x +v) 4 Ly (x)| = op (1) hold.

S (x XNz G ()G (u) — S (1) G (u)
! )/0 So(u)Go (w) Sy (u) G (u

)
By So(ug)Go(up) > 0, we have \/ﬁsupmel\ n(x
Go(w)| = Op (1), and y/nsup,r [A, (2) — Ag(z)

—Zsuphnznz —y0(z;Z; ‘ =op(1
) zel

- Xnz (R, = Ao)(
Ratan) o) [ S
) = So(x)| = Op(1), Vnsup,es |Gn(z) -
|

|
= Op (1), which in turn implies

sup |Fu (23 Z5) —v0(2: Z:)|* = op (1).
xel?

3D|1>~

i=1
Let § = min{x, (uo — x)}/4, Rin(v) = |Fp(x + v) — Fjy(x) — Fo(x +v) + Fy(x)|, Ran =
(

rm> wmwwMum?n — [So(2)Go(2)] 7!, and Ry (w1,22) =

2 Ao(du
[ [ | For o <

‘Fn(x—l—v) —Th(X) = Th(x+v) + I‘n(x)‘

< Rin(v) + R [Sn(x = 0)Gn(x— )] =Y 1(1X; — x| <v)

+R2n/xx+v%+supfo(a:)]v[[Rgn—i—%ZRam(O,Xi/\(x—l—v))}

—v Sp(u)Gp(u)  zels

1 1< . ;
_ x|l < _ . . )
+Rgnn;1(\x, xy_v)+n;R4n(X,Ax,X,A(x+v))
As noted above, sup,|<5 Rin (v v) = op((nay)~'?), Ry, = Op(n _1/2) and Ry, = Op(n~1/2)
by So(uo)Go(up) > 0. Also, uniformly over V' € (0, 2], sup|v|<V] Yo (L(X; <x4v)—
1(X; <x))| <CV +Op(n~"/?). 1f

(SA.16) sup — ZR4n (0, X; A (x+v)) = Op(n~?)
|v]<d i—1
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and

1« . .
(SA.17) =37 Ran (X A X A (x4 0)) < [0]Op (n™/%) + op ((nan)_1/2)
n
i=1
uniformly over |v| < 24, then there exist random variables A,, = op(1) and B, = Op(\/an)
independent of v such that for V' € (0, 24],
Vna, sup [Dp(x+v) = Ty (x) = Tp(x+0) + Trp(x)| < Ay + VBy;
[v| <V
that is, 8, = 1 in the notation of (E3). To show (SA.16) and (SA.17), for z1,x2 € I,

[ R, — Ao)(de)|

Ryn(x1,29) < R3n|Kn($2) - Kn($1)‘ + So(u)Go(u)

Let Jo(u) =1/[So(u)Go(u)] and integration by parts implies

/M [An = AoJ(du) _ A(wa) = Ao(w)  An(w1) — Aol
o So(u)Go(u) So(w2)Go(w2) So(w1)Go(21)

Lo [ Rat) — Aol ()

—~ 1 1
= [An(z2) — Ao(z2)] |:SO($2)GO(332) - 50(331)G0(331)]

An(@) = Ao(x2) = Ap(z1) + Ao (1) T2
" So(21)Go (1) - / - [An(w) = Ao} Jo(du)

The first term after the second equality is bounded by Op(n~'/2)|zy — 2|. For the sec-
ond term, Theorem 1 of Burke, Csorgd and Horvath (1988) implies that on a suitable
probability space there exists a sequence of standard Brownian motion W, such that

VnSUP |y, g, <y I\/_[ n(21) = Ao(2) = An(21) + Ao(22)] = Wa(d(21)) + Wi (d(z2))| =
op(1), where d(z) = [ 5 Fozcg‘o(u By Theorem 3.2 of Pollard (1989), there is some
fixed constant C > 0 such that E[sup,, x2‘<v]W (d(x1)) — Wp(d(x2))|] < Cv. Fi-
nally, | [ [An(u) = Ao(w)]Jo(du)| < SUp,eps, o) [An(@’) = Ao(a')|[Jo(w2) — Jo(x1)] <
Op(n=?)|zy — 1|. Thus, (SA.16) and (SA.17) hold.

For the function class §,, we can take F,(Z) = 1 + [So(ug)Go(uo)] "1 + Ag(uo)] as
a constant envelope. For the function class {So(z) : € I}, given m € N, there exists
{z1,...,Zmy1} C I such that sup,c;min—y 41 |So(2;) — So(z)| < 1/m, which implies
the uniform covering number is bounded by a linear function. The covering numbers of
{1(- < s):s eI} and {[;"*[So(u)Go(u)] ' Ag(du) : s € I} are also bounded by a linear
function. By Lemma 5.1 of van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006), there exists p € (0,2)
such that lim sup,,|; log Nu (1, )1 < oo holds.

Now consider the uniform covering number of @7. Given a realization of (§n,@n),
the mappmg T fms S (u)Gp (1)) Ay (du) is a composition of 2 — 2 A s and z —
INE G (u)]~ A n(du). The latter mapping is monotone, and the first mapping is
a VC subgraph class, and Lemma 2.6.18 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) implies
{fOAS[§n(u) Gn(uw)] A, (du) s € I} is a VC-subgraph class. Note that since Sy, Gy are
bounded away from zero, Sn, G are bounded away from zero with probability approaching

one. Thus, for some p € (0,2), limsup,),log Ny (1, 37)7#’ Op (1) holds.
Fors<tel,

X At u
20(52)~0(t:2)] < CIFa(e) ~ Fa(®+ CILK <5) - 1K <0)la+ [ %



28

and we can take D7(Z) to be a constant multiple of supy <, |Fo(x+s) — Fo(x)| + AL(|X —
x| <n)+ f“n Ao(du)/So(u)Go(u). For n > 0 small enough, there is some fixed C' > 0 with

E[DY(Z)* + D(2)"] < Cfolx+ n)n.

(E4) trivially holds as ®,,(z) = &% (z) = .
(E5): We have

(1(X <x+v) - 1(X <x)A

x(v;2) = So(x) - : +O(Jv])
S0(X)Go(X)
where O(|v|) is uniformly over small enough |v|. Since
x+ovVo'
BIJL(X <x+0) 1% <x+)jAl= [ Golifa(wdu < Clo =],
+vAv’

the first display in (ES) is satisfied. For the covariance kernel,

Evx,, (81003 Z)Yx,, (t1n; Z)]

_ Xk fo (u)
= So(xn)2</x mdu]l(s >0,t>0)

n

Xn fO(u) > )
+ ——————dul(s<0,t<0) ) +O0(n;,
/xn+nn(th) So(u)2Go(u) ( ) ()

xnngo(x) (s N t)n,1(s>0,t>0)

_ So(
~ S(x)2Go(x)

So(xn)? fo(x)

50092000 (s Vt)n,1(s<0,t<0)4+ o(n,)

Xn +77n [ f() (u)

where the last equality uses continuity of (So,Go, fo) at x ie., [ o002 Gat)

Wb&(x)]du =o(1)ny,.

(B5), (B6), and (B7) hold since in this example, u,, = u), = ug and EISn, 5: are the identity
map.

Assumption D.  As noted when verifying (E3), G,,(1;7,,) = op(1) for any 7,, = o(1) with
a,'nt=0(1). ®, = @ is the identity map and the desired result holds.

SA.1.13. Proofof Corollary 3. Assumption A and (E1)-(E2) follow from the hypothesis.
(E3): In this example, yo(z; Z) = Y 1(X < z) is known, so it suffices to verify (SA.15). The
uniform covering number bound is straightforward as {1(- < x): z € R} is a VC-subgraph

class. An envelope function is |Y'|, whose second moment is finite. For xz € I}, |yo(z;Z) —
Y0 (x;Z)| <|Y|1(x — n < X < x+n), which we can take as D?(Z). Then, for j = 2,4,

_ . . x+n . :
EIDN(2Y) <27 [ (Juo(@)l + B X =al) fo(e)ds < Co
x=17
and the desired bound holds.
(E4): ¢o(x;Z) = 1(X < x) is known, so it suffices to verify the analogue of (SA.15). The
argument is the same as for checking (E3) in monotone density estimation with no censoring.
(E5): We have

Un(05Z) = £(L(X €x+0) = 1(X £)) + (0(X) = o (x)) (L(X < x+1v) — L(X <x)).
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Then,

x+vVo'

E[[4(0: Z) — (0 Z)] < / [00(@) + 10(z) — po) ] fole)de < Clo — v

X+vAv’

and the first display holds. For the covariance kernel, note |(po(X) — p0(xn))(L(X < x,, +
v) = L(X <x,)| < |v|sup|y—yj<ap [Op0(z)]| for |z, — x| V |v] < n for > 0 small enough.
Then,

E[vx, (8003 Z)Yx,, (t1n; Z)]
= E[e*(1(X <xp + 870) = 1(X <)) (L(X < x + t1) — L(X <)) +O(177)

Xn 41 (SAL)
:/ o2 (x) fo(x)dzl(s >0,t > 0)

n

+ / 02(2) fol)dz1(s < 0,t < 0) + O(2)
Xn+1n (sVE)
and
n;lE[wxn (Snm Z)wxn (tnm Z)]
o3 (x) fo(x)[(s At)L(s > 0,¢>0) — (s VE)1(s <0,t <0)]
= 5 (x) fo(x)(|s| A [t])L(sign(s) = sign(t)),
as desired.

(B5) trivially holds since w,, = u;, = 1 in this example.
(B6): Cfn,@* are (empirical) cdfs, so they are non-negative, non-decreasing, and right-
continuous. {0, %, } C ® n() and {0,773} C &% (I) hold as U, = = 1, O, (min; X;—) =
0 = @ (min; X;—), and O, (max; X;) = 1 = ®* (max; X;). The sets O,,(I), & (I) are finite
and thus closed.
(B7): With probability one, all X;’s are distinct. If z is one of X;’s, ¥ (z) — % (z—) =
n~1W;,, for some j, and ®* () — ®* (x—) = 0 otherwise.

Given E|[W7 ,|* < 00, n~  maxy<;<,, [Wi.| = op(n~%°), which implies

Vit sup|®; (v) = &, (v-)| = oz (1)

zel
The argument for EI;n is similar.
Assumption D follows from (E3)-(E4) and empirical process theory arguments.

SA.1.14. Proofof Corollary 4. Assumption A and (E1)-(E2) follow from the hypothesis.
(E3): In this example, r,= F

9n(X,A) 7" = go(X, A)‘l( 4 (X A) — (X, A

(2 Z) — 0l Z)| < 1(X < 2) [rs\

1 n
— in (X, A (X,A;) X, Aj) X!
L LX) ~ I+ Zuo ()|

The last sum is bounded by sup,¢ | > i—1 to(z, Aj) —0o(x)], and this object is Op (n=1/2):
to see this claim, first note that Assumption MRC (iv) and Theorem 2.7.11 of van der Vaart and Wellner
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(1996) imply lim sup, olog Ny (€, {u(x,-) : @ € I})e¥ < oo for some V € (0,2) and The-

orem 4.2 of Pollard (1989) implies sup,cy |+ > 7_; po(z, A;) — fo(x)| = Op(n~'/?). To-

gether with Assumption MRC (iii), an2 Y% | sup,e; [Fn (25 Z) —v0(2; Z)|? = op (1) holds.
By Assumption MRC (iii), uniformly over V' € (0, 20]

MF&% |fn(x—|—v) —Tn(x) = Tp(x+0) +fn(x)| <op(1l) + Op(va,)V

and the desired inequality holds.

The uniform covering numbers of 5’w§’m are the same order as for {1(- <z):xz € [}.
For x € I}, |yo(7;Z) — 70(Z) < 1(x —n < X <x+n)(lele + Op(x + 71)). Then,
limsup, o E[DY(Z)/]n~" < oo holds for j = 2,4.

(E4): ¢o(x;Z) = 1(X < z) is known and the same as in the classical case, so the same
argument applies.
(E5): We have

€

Uu(v;Z) = (1(X <x+v) — 1(X <x)) WX A)

+00(X) — Op(x)|-

Then, for v,v" € [—n,n| with sufficiently small 5 > 0,

(V3 Z) — (Vs Z)| < [L(X <x+0) = L(X <x+0")| (¢ e + | X — x| sup |06 (2)])
zely
and SUPy_yc[—p, n.] BllUx(v; Z) — e (v'; Z)|]/|v —v'| = O(1) holds.
For sny, small enough, ¥« (s1,; Z) = (L(X < x+snp) — ]l(X <x))ego(X, A)_l +0(nn)
and
E[¢x(3nn;z)¢x(tnn;z)]
_ 03(X7A) B _ 2
_E[igo(X, A)2(]l(X <x+sm,) — L(X <x))(L(X <x+tn,) — L(X §x))} +0(n;)
and
|:O'8(X,A)

m(ﬂ(X <x At s1n) = L(X <x))(L(X <x+ ) — L(X gx))]

X415 (SAL) 0-2(33 A)
=E o xAdx}]ls>0,t>O
[ B sl 1 )

’ op(x, A)
o [/XJrnn(svt) mfxm(azm)dx} I(s <0,t<0)
[M
go(x, A)?

Ixia(z|A)  fo(x)
go‘(%A)g = oAy Ve have

fXA(x]A)] (nn(s At)L(s>0,t>0) —n,(sVH)1(s<0,t < O)) + o(ny).

Since

o3 (x,A)
gO(X7 A)

M B[t (51703 Z) (10 Z)] — fo(x)E[ } ((sAt)1(s,t>0) = (sV)1(s,t <0)),
as desired.

(B5) (B6) (B7): Veritying these conditions is the same as in the classical monotone regression
case.
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SA.2. Primitive sufficient conditions for Assumption MRC (iii). Here we provide
primitive sufficient conditions for Assumption MRC (iii) by focusing on specific estimators
Iy, and g,. As discussed by Westling, Gilbert and Carone (2020), cross-fitting avoids restric-
tions on uniform entropy, allowing for a large class of flexible preliminary estimators. Here
we use sample splitting to simplify exposition, but the proposed procedure can be straight-
forwardly modified for cross-fitting.

Suppose there is a separate random sample Z1,...,Z, drawn from the distribution
of Z, which is independent of Zi,...,Z,. Preliminary estimators fi,, and g, are con-
structed from Zq,...,Z,. For concreteness, we consider a partitioning-based least squares
estimator [i,, (Cattaneo, Farrell and Feng, 2020) and local polynomial kernel-based esti-
mators fX|A7n($|a) and f,(z) of Ix|a(z]a) and fo(z) (Cattaneo, Jansson and Ma, 2020;
Cattaneo et al., 2024), from which we construct g, (z,a) = fX‘A7n(x|a)/ﬁL(aj).

Let d = dim(A). For simplicity, suppose the support of (X, A’)’ equals [0,1]'*%. Let
p(z,a) be a k,-dimensional vector of bounded basis functions of order m on S which are
locally supported e.g., splines (see Cattaneo, Farrell and Feng, 2020, for details and examples
of basis functions). We consider the estimator

n 1 n

(o) = (o) (L p(KADR(TLAY ) S plT AT
i=1 i

For the estimator of fx|a (7]a), letting F\X|A,n(' |a) be an estimator of P[X < -|A = a] spec-

ified below, fX| A.n(z|a) is obtained by local polynomial regression:

- 2 .

Frian(@la) = ar%ggnz (Fxan(Xila) = ar(X; —2)'un) Ki(; - 2)
ucRp1+1

where p; > 1 is the order of the polynomial basis q; (x) = (1,2/1!,22/2!,...,2" /p1!), e

is the conformable unit vector whose [th element is unity, and K}, (z) = K (z/h)/h for some

kernel function K and some positive bandwidth /. The estimator Fx A n(z|a) is constructed

via local polynomial regression of order ps = p; — 1:

FX‘An(ac\a) =¢} argmmz (L(X; <2) — a2(A; —a) ) Ly(A; —a)

veRFP2 i=1
where, using standard multi-index notation, q2(a) denotes the k,,-dimensional vector col-
lecting the polynomials a™/m! for 0 < |m| < py with a™ = af"ay”...a}, |m| =
S0 my. and ky, = {5220 41 and Ly (a) = L(a/h)/h¢ for L(a) = [[1_, K(q)) ie.
product kernel. The estimator f,,(x) is constructed in a similar manner. First, the empirical
cdf F}, of {X;} is constructed and then f,(z) is formed via local polynomial regression:

Fu(z) = €, argmin Z(ﬁn(&)—ql(}h z) ) Ky(X; — )

where b > 0 is some bandwidth.
Now we state sufficient conditions for Assumption MRC (ii) based on the partitioning-
based series estimator /i,, and the kernel-based estimator g,, .

Primitive Conditions MRC
@) Zl, ,Z are independent of Zy, ..., Z,.
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(ii) The supportof (X, A’)" is [0,1]1*¢, and the distribution of (X, A’)’ is absolutely contin-
uous. The Lebesgue density of (X, A’)" and the conditional variance of Y given (X, A’)’
are bounded away from zero and continuous on [0, 1]'+¢. 1 is (m 4 1)-times continuously
differentiable on [0, 1]+,

(iii) The vector of basis functions p satisfies Assumptions 2, 3, and 4 of Cattaneo, Farrell and Feng
(2020).

(iv) fxja(z|a) and fo(z) are p;i-times continuously differentiable in =z, and fx|a (z[a) is
p1-times continuously differentiable in a.

(v) K is a symmetric, Lipschitz continuous probability density function supported on
[—1,1].

As verified by Cattaneo, Farrell and Feng (2020), (iii) holds for widely used local basis func-
tions such as splines and wavelets.

LEMMA SA-7. Suppose Z,...,Z, is a random sample drawn from the distribution of
Z and Primitive Conditions MRC hold. In addition, with T,, = n"'logn, k, = O(m ~Trar ),

d+1
h— O( 2P1+d+1) b= O( 2P1+1 )’ 2m+d+1 + 2P1+d+1

Then, [i,, and g, described above and F based on the [iy,, gy, satisfy Assumption MRC

>

3» and min{ 2m+d+1’ 2p1+d+1} >

2q+1
(iii) with § = min{x, 1 — x} /4. In particular,

(SA.18)  /n sup !fn(x—i- v) = Tp(x) = Dp(x+0) + T,(x)| <VOp(1) +op(a,")

lv|<V

uniformly over V € (0, 20].

PROOF. By Theorem 4.3 of Cattaneo, Farrell and Feng (2020),

. [kyplogn -
sup \,un(ac,a)—uo(w,a)\:O]p< g + ky, T )
(z,2)€[0,1]1+4 n

and by Theorem 1 of Cattaneo et al. (2024),

f. logn
sSup ’fX|A,n(w‘a) —fX|A(ac\a)] :O]P< g _i_hPl)'
(z,a)€[0,1]1+¢

Also, one can show

sup \ﬁz(w)—fo(x)\=0n>< log"+bm).

z€(0,1] nb
Then, with the specified rate of k,,, h, b,
sup |l (x,a) — po(z,a)| = O]p( 27”*‘”1),
(z,a)€[0,1]*+¢

P1

sup [Ga(z. ) — gole,a)] = Op (7).
(z,a)€[0,1]1+4

Since mln{2m+d+1, 2p12j:2l+1} > 2q1+1, it follows a, L S | |70, (X, Ay) — po(X;, Ay)[2 =
op(1), annz Py 12] 1‘:“n(XZ=A) NO(XHA P =op(1), andann > i €710 (Xi, Ag) —

90(Xi, Aq)|* = op(1). Also, by St d T T 2p1+d+1 >3,
(SA.19)

sup [in(w,2) — o)l sup [Gu(a,a) - golw, &) = Op (n12),
(z,a)€[0,1]t+d (z,a)€[0,1]1+4
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Decompose 7, into 71 5, and 73, where

Y _:an(X7A)

Yl Z)=1(X < —
M, (33‘, ) ( —:E) gn(X,A)

- 1 _
) ’72n($z)—]1X<ZEEZ:,u XA

and let fkn(x) = %zyzﬁlm(a;;z,-) for k = 1,2. Define vy,0, [k k= 1,2 in the same
manner. B B
Letting 3,, be the o-field generated by Zy, ..., Z,,

V|P1(x 4 0) = Tin(6) = Duax+0) + T1a(x)

5]
Y — ﬁn(X, A) _ Y — NO(Xv A)>2
In(X,A) 90(X, A)

< n 'E

(1(X <x+v) - n(ng))2<

:

< n_lCEH]l(X <x+0v) - 1(X < x)|52] sup  sup [gn(x,a) — go(z,a)|?
|z—x|<|v| a€l0,1]¢

+ n_lC'lEH]l(X <x+0) - L(X <x)|] sup sup [|fin(z,a)— po(z,a)|?
|z—x|<|v|a€[0,1]¢

= o]p((nan)_l)

where the inequalities hold with probability one.
Note 'y, (z) = =& D 1<izj<n L(Xi S @)1in (X, Aj) + Op(n~"), and

V1 > (1 <x4v) = X %) (An(Xi, Aj) — po(Xi, Aj)) | 30

nn—1) | e

<n~'Clo| sup sup |fn(z,a) - po(z,a)l’
|z—x|<|v|a€(0,1]¢

+ Cn_2]1)] sup  sup |fn(z,a)— ,uo(a:,a)\2 = o]p((nan)_l)
lz—x|<|v| a€[0,1]¢

where we use Hoeffding decomposition and the inequality holds with probability one.
To complete the proof, it suffices to show that there is a sequence of random variables
Al = Op(1) such that for V € (0, a,,d],

\/E‘S‘li% ]E[fn(x—i—v) - fn(x) —Th(x+v)+ f‘n(X)‘Sn}

<AV

With fa(a) denoting the Lebesgue density of A,
E [T, (x +v) — Tn(x)|35]

— // (L(u<x+v) - L(u<x)) ;SLEZZ:; [0 (u, @) — [in(u,a)] fo(u)dufa (a)da

+/(]l(u§x+v)—]l(uSX))/ﬁn(u,a)fA(a)dadu
BT (x+v) = Tn(x)|3n]

:/(l(u§x+v)—]l(ugx))/uo(u,a)fA(a)dafo(u)du
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Then, for v > 0,
E[T,(x+v) = To(x) = Do(x +0) 4+ Tn(x)| 3n]

n go(u,a)
:KQKHUWM%a%#MW&ﬂP—gZ’ o fa@)d(ua).

A similar expression holds for v < 0. Then, for some fixed C' > 0,

‘E n(x 4 0) = Tp(x) = To(x 4 0) + Tn(x)[3]

<Cl| sup  sup |in(r,a) — po(x,a)| sup  sup [Ga(z,a) — gol,a)|
|z —x|<|v[ a€[0,1]¢ |z —x|<|v] a€[0,1]¢

and the desired result follows from (SA.19). ]

Remark. Using (SA.18), one can verify the first part of Assumption D i.e., @Xm(l; M) =
Op(1). The second part is easy to verify using standard empirical process theory arguments.

SA.3. Additional example: monotone density function with conditionally indepen-
dent right-censoring. We consider the problem of estimating the density of a non-negative,
continuously distributed random variable with censoring. We use the same notation as in Sec-
tion 5.1 of the main paper. Relative to Section 5.1, we consider the additional complication
of censoring being informative about the “survival time” X i.e., X L C. With covariates
A, we consider the setting of censoring at random: X L C|A. See van der Laan and Robins
(2003); Zeng (2004) and references therein for existing analysis of this problem. We have

AL(X < z) XAz Ao (dulA)
So(X|A)Go(X|A) _/o So(ulA)Go(ulA)
where Fy(z|A) =1 — Sp(z]A), So(z]A) = P[X > z|A], Go(c|]A) = P[C > ¢|A], and
Ao(z|A) = [ ﬁﬁ((ﬁ'\i)) du with fy being the Lebesgue density of X. Denote by Sy (-|-),
Gn(-|-), An(+]-) preliminary estimates of Sy, Go, Ao, respectively.

Yo(w;Z) = Fo(x|A) + So(z|A)

Assumption SA.3. Let &, &,, £, be sequences of function classes that contain Sy(-|-),
Go(:|-), Ag(+]-), respectively.

(i) xis in the interior of I = [0, ug], X L C|A, and 6y = fy satisfies Assumption (A2).
(i) There exist ¢, c1,c2 >0, py € (0,2)such that forn > 1, forany S € &,,, G € &,,, and
A € £, the following hold: log Ny (¢, {S(z|-) :x € I}) < ce™ P fore € (0,1), where Ny
is as defined in Section 4.2 of the main paper, and ¢; < S(z]|A) < g, 1 < G(z|A) < ¢y
for z € I, and A(up|A) < co with probability one.

(iii) There exist 6 > 0, 3, € [1/2,2) such that for V' € (0,26], \/na, supj, <y [T'n(x +
0) = [p(x) = Tp(x +v) + Tp(x)] < op (1) + VAop(a 6”) where op terms do not depend
onV.

(iv) With probability approaching one, S, € &,,, G,, € &,,, A,, € £,,. For (h,,hg) €
{(Sn7 50)7 (GTH GO) (ATH AO)}

Zsup’h (x|As) — ho(2|Aq)|* = op(1).

i—1 zel
(v) The conditional distribution of X given A has bounded Lebesgue density fx|a,
[%TT%‘S)] > 0, and there are real-valued functions B,w such that E[B(A)] < oo,
lim,, o w(n) = 0, and for |z — x| sufficiently small, |S0(£"‘1§gléc)|A) - So(‘i)I(AA)(GX(‘)ﬁ)IAﬂ <

w(|z —x)B(A).
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The condition (iii) is high-level, and there are a few different approaches to verify them. See
Westling and Carone (2020) for details.

COROLLARY SA-1. Under Assumption SA.3, Assumptions A and B hold with

- 1. ~, 1 — R
Ly(z) = n Z%L(:U? Z;), I (z)= n ZWi,n'Vn(33§ Z;)
=1

i=1

= ~ % T XAz An w
%(UU;Z)ZFn(w\A)—FSn(w\A)[ ALX < z) )_/0 _ (A (dulA)

Sn(X|A)G(X|A ulA)Gy(ulA) ]
where ﬁn =1- §n

O, () =D (z) =2, Up=1u,=uo,

Ixia(x[A)

IxjaIA) _ 99fo(x)
Go(x|A)

(q+ 1)

Culs,t) = B [ (sl A 1t 1 (sign(s) = sign(t),  Dy(x)

SA.3.1. Proof of Corollary SA-1. 1In this example, ZI\Dn(ac) = &)Z
sumptions A and (E1)-(E2) follow from the hypothesis.

(E3): In this example, I,=T,. Forzel,
Y (2:Z) — v0(2;Z) = Fy(z|A) — Fo(z|A)

AL(X < z) _/)W A, (du|A) }
Su(X|A)Gn(X|A)  Jo Su(ulA)G,(ulA)

() = x = Po(x). As-

T [Bu(x]A) - So(x|A)] [

+ So(a| A)AL(X < )| (Sa(X|A)C(X]A)) ™" = (S0(X]A)Go(X]A)) |

o X e A (dulA) B Xha Ao(dulA)
Sol |A)[/O S, (ulA)G,(u|A) /0 So(u\A)GO(U\A)]

/)W An(dula) /’W Ao(du|A)

0 S,(ulA)Gn(ulA) Jo  So(ulA)Go(ulA)

< 3}161} (S'\n(ac’\A)an(x/\A))_l — (So(ac’\A)Go(x’]A))_l
Ap(X Az|A) = Ag(X Az|A)

SO(X /\x’A)Go(X /\x]A)

and

An(ug|A)

_l’_

An(0]A) — Ap(0]A)
So(0[A)Go(0]A)

X/\x/\
+ / [An(U’A)—Ao(u’A)]Jo(dU\A)‘
0

using integration by parts, where Jo(u|a) = [So(u|a)Go(u|a)] L. Thus, there is a fixed C > 0
such that

Fin(:2) =202 2)| < O sup|S0(al A) ~ (x| A)] +sup |G (x]A) ~ Gio(x|A)|
xre xre

+sup|An(2]A) — Ao(zlA)]].
xel
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From the hypothesis,
2
—Zsup]’yan) Yo(x;Z:)|? = op(1 Zsup [V (5 Zs) — v0(2;Z3)|” = op (1)
1= 1x€] 1= 1:56[5
follow.

For uniform covering numbers, it suffices to show that each of {S(z|-): z € I}, {1(- <
x):x €1}, and { fd/\x % :x € I} has an appropriate bound on the uniform cov-
ering number by Lemma 5.1 of van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006) (see examples after
the lemma). For {fo M cx e I} with (S,G,A) € G, x &, x £, the mapping

S(u[)G(ul)
x fo % is monotone (by the non-decreasing property of A and S,G > ¢; > 0)

and Lemma 2.6.18 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) implies the desired result.
There is a fixed C' > 0 such that for x € I/,

70(2:2) = 20(x Z)| < C|[|S0(]A) — So(x|A)] + CAL(X <) — 1X <x)|
and using 1 — Sp (x| fo fx|a(ul-)du with fx|a being bounded, we can take
D)(Z)=CAL(x—n <X <x+n)+Cn,
which satisfies the desired bound condition.
(E4) trivially holds since ®,,(z) = @} (z) = z.
(E5): We have
(L(X <x+0) — L(X <x)A
So(X|A)Go(X|A)
and the first display follows as in the independent censoring case. For the covariance kernel,
Ix|a(ulA)
So(u|A)2Go(u|A)

Ux(v;Z) = So(x|A) +O(|v])

Xn 41n (SAL)
Bl (57103 ), (t10: Z)] =E[so<xn|A>2 /

n

dul(s,t> 0)}

Xn fx|a(ulA)
+E |:SO Xn A 2/

Ol [ o) SoulA2Go(ulA)
and 17, B[, (5703 Z)tx, (00 Z)] converges to B[ LIAERY (5[ A [t])1(sign(s) = sign(t)).
(B5), (B6), and (B7) hold since in this example, u,, = u), = ug and (I)n, (I)* are the identity
map.

dul(s,t < 0)] +0(n?)

SA.4. Additional example: monotone hazard function. Let X be a non-negative ran-
dom variable, fj be its Lebesgue density, and Sy(z) = P[X > z] be its survival function.
We consider the parameter of estimating the hazard function of X, 6y(x) = fo(x)/So(x),
with possible right-censoring as in the monotone density function example. Observations
Zi,...,Z, come from a random sample of Z = (X,A)’ where X = min{X,C} and
A =1(X <), C being a random censoring time. As pointed out by Westling and Carone
(2020), with strictly increasing @ with ®4(0) = 0, the function Ty takes the form T'g(x) =

0 fngj)) ®(du), and by taking Po(z) = [ So(u)du, To(z) = Fy(x) = P[X < z]. Since I

is identical to the monotone dens1ty case with the choice ®g = fow So(u)du, we can lever-
age the analysis for the monotone density. The interval I equals [0, uf"] where uf is ug

in the monotone density example. The u( for the monotone hazard function estimation is
— & (D
Uuop o(uo )
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Consider the case of completely random censoring i.e., X L C. As in the setup for
Corollary 2, let Sp () be the Kaplan-Meier estimator for So(z) =1 — Fy(z) = P[X > z],
F,=1-5,, and G,, be the Kaplan-Meier estimator for Gy(z) = P[C > x]. Also,

AL(X <z) XAz Ao(du)
>‘/0 So

Yo(w; Z) = Fo(x) + So(x) So(X)Go(X So(u)Go(u)

and ¢o(2;Z) = x — [ ~o(u; Z)du.

COROLLARY SA-2. Suppose that the hypothesis of Corollary 2 and Assumption BW
hold. Then, Assumptions A and B hold with

Th(z)=1-8,(z), T%(x ZWm%L (x;Z;),
=1

)

‘B o o = [T (wldu= LS W3 (7
n(x):/o F(u)du, (I)n(x)—/o [1—T7,(u)]d n;WZ,n(bn( 1Zi),

On(x;Z) =2 — / n(u; Z)du, @, =1, = @n(ugD),
0

fo(x)

So(x)9% fo(x)
Go(x) '

Cxls,t) = (q+ 1)

(Isl A fE])1(sign(s) =sign(t)), Dq(x) =

SA.4.1. Proof of Corollary SA-2. 'We use the same 7,, function and assumptions as in
the monotone density setting. Also, the covariance kernels are the same as in the monotone
density case. We focus on (E4)-(E5) and (B5)-(B7).

(E4): Since
6,(w:2) = 0(w:2) = = [ B Z) = so(us2)J .
—ZSlép’% —¢o(a;Z;)]* = op(1), a :LZsu})‘(En(w;Zi)_¢O(w§zi)’2:OIP(1)
-z i—1 %€ 9

follow from a,1 lsupxej\fyn(x Z;) — ~yo(z;Z;)|?, which was verified in Section

SA.1.12. To check Supxel B, () — Bo()] = op (1), sup,er |2 S0 do(x;Zi) — Bo(z)| =
op (1) follows from Glivenko-Cantelli, and

sup| 23" (Bl — on(a )] < - Zsupm:cm 20(w:25)| = 0w (1),

n
zel i—1 1 zel

where the last equality follows from % S supger (w5 Zi) — vo(2;Zi)|* = op(1). Now
SUD,er |®,,(x) — Po(x)| = op (1) follows by the triangle inequality.



38

For [v| <V

B, (x +0) =B (x) — B (x +0) + Bp(x)| = [fn(u)—f‘n(u)]du

<oV sup [Talx+v)- fn<x> = D+ 0) + Ta(0)] + [T(x) = Tu(x)])
[v|<[V]

Using the argument in Section SA.1.12, we can bound supj, <y T (x+0) — L (x) = T (x+
v) + [ (x)|. Then, v/n|Ty(x) — Tn(x)| = Op (1) implies

m‘s‘ug‘)/ B, (x +0) = Bp(x) — B (x +0) + B (x)| < 0p(1) + VOp (Vay)

v

uniformly over V' € (0, 25]. Theorem 1 of Lo and Singh (1986) implies \/nay, sup,c; |y (z) —
Dp(x) — Pp(z) + P (x)| = 0op(1).

The conditions on the uniform covering number hold because 7, and 7,, are bounded (for
An» With probability approaching one) and thus |¢pg(z1;Z) — ¢o(x2;Z)| < C|x; — 22| and
](En(xl; Z)— (;n(wg; Z)| < Clxy — 22| with probability approaching one. By this Lipschitz
property, the condition on DZ(Z) also holds.

(E5): Let P (v; Z) = yo(x + v; Z) — y0(x; Z) — 0p(x)v be the 1)y function for the monotone
density. Then, for « sufficiently close to x and |v| small enough,

Ve (v;2) =vo(x 4+ v;2) —Y0(2;2) — Op(x) [P0 (z + v;2) — do(x;2)]
x+v
D0 2)+ o) [ ol Z)du = 022(652) + O(Jo).

xT

Then, the same argument as in the monotone density case implies the desired result.

(BS) follows from consistency of <T> and <T>*

(B6): d,( = [y Fn(u)du, o* (z = [y1- I'* (u)du are non-negative since £, > 0 and
1-— I‘* > 0 w1th probability approaching one. This property also implies the non-decreasing
property as <I>n, <I>* are 1ntegrals The continuity property also follows from the 1ntegral rep-
resentation. By definition, ®,,(0) = 0 = ®*(0) and ®,(u?) = @, = = &*(uP) with
I = [0,uP]. The closedness of the range follows from continuity and I being a compact
interval.

(B7) follows from continuity of &)n and &)’:L.

SA.5. Additional example: distribution function estimation with current status data.
We consider the problem of estimating the cdf of X at x, 6y(x) = Fy(x). Observations
Zy,...,Z, come from a random sample of Z = (A,C,A’) where A = 1(X <), C'is
a random censoring time, and A is a vector of covariates. In this example, we do not observe
X = X AC. Instead, we observe the censoring time and whether the observation was cen-
sored. This setup is often referred to as current status data. Let Hy(z) = P[C < z] be the
cdf of C. We can use I'g(z) = [ Fo(u)Ho(du) and ®q(x) = Hy(z). The interval I is the
support of X and ug = 1. We also assume H( admits a Lebesgue density hq. The structure
of the estimation problem turns out to be identical to the one for the monotone regression
example, and we can leverage the common structure.
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SA.5.1. Independent right-censoring. First we consider the case of completely at ran-
dom censoring X 1 C. See Groeneboom and Wellner (1992) for existing analysis. In this
exaple, we do not use covariates A. We set yo(x;Z) = AL(C < z) and ¢p(z;Z) = 1(C <
x). Note that if the notation is mapped by (A, C) <> (Y, X), then these functions are identi-
cal to those of the classical monotone regression problem (Corollary 3). Thus, the following
result is identical to Corollary 3, up to notation and some changes due to boundedness of A.

COROLLARY SA-3. Lete =A — E[A|C] and x be an interior point of 1. Suppose that
Assumption BW holds, 0y = Fy satisfies Assumption (A2), the cdf ®q = Hy satisfies Assump-
tion (A3), and o} (z) = E[e?|C = z] is continuous and positive at x. Then Assumptions A and
B hold with

~ 1
Fn(:n):EZA]l(Cgm), T (z ZWMAJL(C’<:E)
i=1 =1
1 n
nZ]lC x) ZWM]IC x), Up=u,=1,
=1 =1
ho(x)OqFo(x)

Cu(5,) = ho(x)aa (x)(|s| A |t]) 1 (sign(s) = sign(t)), Dq(x) = CESN

SA.5.2. Conditionally independent right-censoring. We consider the case where right-
censoring is conditionally independent i.e., X I C|A. van der Vaart and van der Laan
(2006) analyzed this example as well as settings with time-varying covariates. We are focus-

ing on time-invariant covariates. Define F{(C, A) = E[A|C, A] and go(C,A) = %
where hg|4 is a conditional Lebesgue density of C' given A and hy is a Lebesgue density of

C. Let ﬁn(c, a) and g, (c, a) be preliminary estimators for Fy(c, a) and go(c, a), respectively.

Identical to the censoring completely at random case, with appropriate changes in the
notation (i.e., (A,C) <> (Y, X)), the setup is equivalent to that of the monotone regression
with covariates.

Assumption SA.5.2. Lete = A — E[A|C, A], 03(C, A) = E[e?|C, A], and § > 0 be some
fixed number.

(i) E[;o(;gg] > 0.

(ii) hcya is bounded and gg is bounded away from zero.

iii ere exist random variables A,, = op(1) and B,, = Op(a;y *) such that
(iii) Th ist rand iables A 1) and B, = Op(a/?) such th

Viay sup |Dp(x4v) — Tn(x) = To(x 4 v) + To(x)| < Ay + B,V V € (0,20].

lv|<V

In addition,

Up e ~
; Z |Fn(ClvA2) - FO(CZ7AZ)|2 = OP(1)7
i=1

an n n .
2 > |Fu(Ci, Aj) — Fo(Ci, Ay) P = op(1),
i=1 j=1
and

an - ~
n D [Ga(Cis Ai) = go(Ci, AP = op(1).
i=1
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(iv) E[F(A)?] < oo, where
- Fo(c,A) — Fy(d, A
F(A): sup | O(Cv ) /0(67 )|
lc—c'|<8 |C_C|

(v) E[6(A)?] < oo, where, for some function w with lim,, o w(n) = 0,

03w, A)ho(z)  o(x, A)ho(x)
g()(l', A) gO(X7A)

<w(|jz —x|)a(A), rell.

Note that |¢| < 1.

COROLLARY SA-4. Suppose that x is in the interior of I, 0y satisfies (A2), ®g satisfies
(A3), and Assumption BW holds. If Assumption Assumption SA.5.2 holds, Assumptions A and
B hold with

1~ ~ 1 ¢ _
= Z’Yn(w; Z;), I'}(z)= - ZWi,n’Yn(x; Z;),
i=1

i=1
%(x;Z)zl(CSx)[AA](:— ZF C,A,; }
z%zn:l(@éx), o (x ZWMJLC’<3:) Up =1, =1,
i =1
o2 (x X X
Cx(s,t) = ho(x)E [%} (Is| A |t])1(sign(s) =sign(t)), Dy(x) = %

SA.5.3. Proof of Corollaries SA-3 and SA-4. As noted above, by mapping the notation
(A,C) + (Y, X), the arguments in Sections SA.1.13 and SA.1.14 directly apply to the cur-
rent status estimators.

SA.6. Rule-of-thumb step size selection. Here we develop a rule-of-thumb procedure
to choose a step size for the bias-reduced numerical derivative estimator in the context of
isotonic regression without covariates. Specifically, we consider the numerical derivative es-
timator

s+1
DBR e, Ut Z/\BR )Y (x + cpen) — T (x)]

withs =3,¢c1 =1,c0 =—1,c3 =2,¢c4 = —2. Then,

NR(1) =2 = AT(2), AF) = - 214 AR(),
Agf*(l):—ézx?‘@), NF(3) = 5 = N,

We use the (asymptotic) MSE-optimal step size discussed in the main paper. See also SA.1.7.
Yet, with the choice of ¢;’s, part of the bias constant ZT% /\]BR(k:)ciJr2 equals zero, and we

need to turn to the next leading term of the bias, which is

s+1

053y ( )
St2- gio ABR (L) (ST3
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Then, letting B5*(x) = asqg‘!’(x) S, AZ(k ), the MSE-optimal step size is

BR _ (27 + DVIF(x) v ~1/11
<2<5—j>B§R<x>2> S

€jn =

The bias and variance constants depend on unknown features of the data generating process.
Specifically, B‘;—R(x) depends on the regression function 6, the Lebesgue density of X, and
their derivatives at X = x while V?R(x) is determined by the density of X and the conditional
variance of the regression error ¢ =Y — 6p(X) at X = x. To implement the construction of
the step size, we posit a simple parametric model:

5
EY|X] =%+ Z’yk(X —x0)¥, X ~ Normal(y,c?)
k=1

where {70,71,72, V4, 74,75, i, 0 } are parameters to be estimated. Once we estimate the pa-
rameters of this reference model, we can construct a rule-of-thumb step size e?‘% by replacing

B2 (x) and VE*(x) with their estimates. Note that although the bias and variance constant esti-

mators may not be consistent for the true B2*(x) and V2% (x), the rate of €} is MSE-optimal,
and the numerical derivative estimator converges to D;(x) sufficiently fast to satisfy Equation
(11) in the main paper.
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