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Abstract

In randomized clinical trials, adjusting for baseline covariates can improve credibility and
efficiency for demonstrating and quantifying treatment effects. This article studies the aug-
mented inverse propensity weighted (AIPW) estimator, which is a general form of covariate
adjustment that uses linear, generalized linear, and non-parametric or machine learning models
for the conditional mean of the response given covariates. Under covariate-adaptive randomiza-
tion, we establish general theorems that show a complete picture of the asymptotic normality,
efficiency gain, and applicability of AIPW estimators. In particular, we provide for the first
time a rigorous theoretical justification of using machine learning methods with cross-fitting
for dependent data under covariate-adaptive randomization. Based on the general theorems,
we offer insights on the conditions for guaranteed efficiency gain and universal applicability
under different randomization schemes, which also motivate a joint calibration strategy using
some constructed covariates after applying AIPW. Our methods are implemented in the R

package RobinCar.

Keywords: Augmentation; Covariate-adaptive randomization; G-computation; Model-assisted;

Multiple treatment arms; Nonlinear adjustment

1 Introduction

In randomized clinical trials, the credibility and precision of estimated treatment effects are of
utmost importance. Prognostic baseline factors can be utilized at the analysis stage of a clinical
trial — often called covariate adjustment — to decrease the variance of estimated treatment effects
and increase power of hypothesis tests (ICH E9|1998; [EM A/ 2015; FDA/ 2023)). Based on extensive
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research and discussion in recent decades, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) recently
released guidance for sponsors and trial practitioners on best practices for covariate adjustment
2023). Among them is the importance of model-assisted analyses. In other words, although a
working model between the responses and covariates may be used to assist estimating the treatment
effect, the resulting estimator must be valid even if the working model is misspecified and “under
approximately the same minimal statistical assumptions that would be needed for unadjusted
estimation” 2023).

Adjusting for covariates at the analysis stage using a linear model has a long practical history
and strong theoretical justification (Yang and Tsiatis, 2001}; Tsiatis et al., 2008; 2013; [Wang|
let all 2019 [Liu and Yang, [2020; [Li and Ding}, 2020; Ye et all) [2022] 2023, among others). In

contemporary perspectives, the classical ANCOVA is regarded as a model-assisted approach that

uses the prognostic variables in a linear regression to decrease the variances of treatment effect
estimators (Yang and Tsiatis| [2001} | Tsiatis et al. 2008). ANHECOVA, or ANCOVA2, also uses a
linear model but adds treatment-by-covariate interactions to guarantee efficiency gain even if the
model is misspecified (Tsiatis et al.l 2008} [2013; [Ye et al.,|2023)). Generalized linear models are
commonly used for trials with binary or count outcomes to improve the fit to the data
[2008} Moore and van der Laan, 2009} [Rosenblum and van der Laan| 2010; [Steingrimsson et all]
[2017; [Wang et al., 2023} |Guo and Basse, [2021; (Cohen and Fogarty, 2023)).

Many proposals for model-assisted covariate adjustment, including those listed above, fall under
the umbrella of the augmented inverse propensity weighted (AIPW) method (Robins et al.| [1994;
[Glynn and Quinnl 2010} |Guo and Bassel [2021)) or g-computation 2008). Both methods

adjust for baseline covariates by estimating the conditional mean response given covariates under

either a parametric or nonparametric working model such as a flexible machine learning model.
The ATPW and g-computation approaches yield identical estimators when the selected working
model meets the prediction unbiasedness condition (see in Section 2). If this condition is
not met, estimators from g-computation may have large bias but the AIPW estimators are always

asymptotically unbiased. In fact, the AIPW estimator can be viewed as a de-biased g-computation

estimator (Firth and Bennett, [1998)) and is a general form of covariate adjustment in the sense

that any regular consistent and asymptotically normal estimator for the unconditional treatment

effect is exactly equal to or asymptotically equivalent to an AIPW estimator (Tsiatis et al.| [2008)).
Therefore, we focus on the AIPW method for the rest of the article.
A complementary approach to covariate adjustment at the analysis stage is to account for prog-

nostic factors at the design stage of a trial using covariate-adaptive randomization (CAR), such
as stratified permuted block randomization and Pocock and Simon’s minimization
(Taves| |1974; [Pocock and Simon, [1975). CAR is widely used because it balances important prog-
nostic factors across treatment groups, which enhances the credibility of the trial results
. Like model-assisted covariate adjustment, CAR can also decrease the variance of the es-

timated treatment effect. This last point is nuanced because unlike simple randomization, CAR

generates a dependent sequence of treatment assignments. For instance, in stratified permuted

block randomization, patients within each stratum are randomized in “blocks” with a predeter-



mined block size to achieve the desired allocation ratio by the end of each block. This leads to a
dependency in treatment assignments at the stratum level. As emphasized by [FDA| (2023]), to fully
realize the power of CAR, variance estimators should account for this dependence. Importantly,
covariate-adjusted estimators as described above can be used in conjunction with CAR.

To facilitate its practical uses, there is a need for a comprehensive theory of AIPW estimators
with arbitrary — and potentially nonparametric — working models under CAR. In contrast to previ-
ous theoretical contributions that have focused on specific forms of estimators (e.g., M-estimators
under parametric models and CAR in|Wang et al.[(2023))), we establish a suite of theoretical results
that show a complete picture of the asymptotic properties of AIPW estimators of the vector of
population mean responses under different treatments, in the context of CAR. Our theory covers
the use of machine learning working models and cross-fitting, which is the first rigorous theoretical
justification of these methods under CAR that produces dependent data. Beyond asymptotic nor-
mality, we provide high-level conditions and results for universal applicability (i.e., the asymptotic
distribution of ATPW estimator is invariant to CAR), and guaranteed efficiency gain (i.e., the
ATPW estimator is asymptotically at least as efficient as the unadjusted estimator, even in cases
of working model misspecification).

Furthermore, we provide insights into the conditions for guaranteed efficiency gain and universal
applicability. Our theoretical results motivate our proposal of a joint calibration estimator that
achieves both guaranteed efficiency gain and universal applicability regardless of the initial working
model. For assessment of accuracy and inference, we derive estimators of asymptotic covariance
matrices that are both robust to model misspecification and correct under CAR, bridging the gap
between the practical guidelines in [FDA| (2023) and the theoretical underpinnings in statistical
literature. All estimators for our simulation study and data application are computed using our
RobinCar R package, available at https://github.com/mbannick/RobinCar.

2 Setup, Estimators, and Assumptions

Consider a trial with k treatments, where treatment a = 1,...,k has a pre-specified assignment
proportion 7, > 0 and 25:1 m, = 1. Let y, be the potential response of a patient under treatment
a,and Y = (y1,...,yr)T, where ¢! denotes the transpose of ¢ = (c1, ..., cx). We consider estimation
and inference on a given function of the target parameter vector § = (6y,...,0;)", where 0, =
E(y,), the population mean of y, under treatment a. Let X denote the vector of baseline covariates
used for adjustment at the analysis stage, and let Z be a discrete baseline covariate vector used
in CAR, where Z has a fixed number L < co of distinct joint levels zy, ..., z;, with P(Z = z;) > 0
for all . X and Z may share some components. Importantly, we assume that the distribution of
baseline or pre-randomization covariates X and Z is not affected by treatment. This is true for
clinical trials and is the reason why we can robustly improve efficiency by adjusting for baseline
covariates.

A random sample of n patients is obtained. For the i¢th patient, let Y;, X;, and Z; be realizations
of Y, X, and Z, respectively, ¢ = 1,...,n. Throughout, we assume that Y;, X;, Z;, i = 1,...,n, are

independent and identically distributed with finite second order moments.



Each patient is assigned to a single treatment based on a randomization scheme. The assigned
treatment for patient i is denoted by A; taking values a = 1, ..., k. Simple randomization assigns
treatments randomly without using any covariates, resulting in A;’s being independent and identi-
cally distributed with P(4; = a) = 7., independent of both the potential responses and covariates.
Under CAR other than simple randomization, the assigned treatment for patient i depends on the
treatment assignments and covariates for all previous patients. Thus, the sequence of treatment
assignments Aq, ..., A, are interrelated and depend on Z;’s used in randomization. All commonly
used CAR schemes, including those introduced in Section 1 and simple randomization treated as a
special case of CAR, satisfy the following mild assumption (Baldi Antognini and Zagoraiou, [2015}
Hu et al.l |[2022).

Assumption 1 (Treatment Assignments). (i) Given covariate vector (Z1, ..., Zy), the assignment
vector (Ay, ..., Ay) is conditionally independent of {Y;, X;, i = 1,...,n}; (i) For each a, P(A; =
a| Zy, ., Zy) = ma; (15) For every level z of Z, the sequence /n{n.(z)/n(z) — ma} is bounded in
probability as n — oo, where n(z) is the number of patients with Z = z and ng(z) is the number

of patients with Z = z and assigned to treatment a.

Assumption [Ii) means that the treatment assignment vector (A, ..., A,) depends solely on
the covariate vector (71, ..., Z,). Assumption (ii) ensures that the allocation ratio is preserved
at 7, for every step; although this implies that A; is independent of (71, ..., Z,,), the whole vec-
tor (Ay,...,A,) is not independent of (Z1,...,Z,) under CAR other than simple randomization.
Assumption [If(iii) requires a rate at which n,(z)/n(z) converges to 7, and is satisfied by most
commonly used CAR schemes. For example, for simple randomization, /n{n.(z)/n(z) — ma}
converges in distribution to a normal distribution; for stratified permuted block randomization,
n{ng(z)/n(z) — m,} is bounded in probability, as |n.(z) — n(z)m,| is bounded by the block size;
for Pocock and Simon’s minimization, Assumption iii) holds as shown in Hu et al.| (2022).

For patient i receiving A; = a, the only observed potential response is the one under treatment
a and is denoted as y, ;. Thus, the observed data are ya,, Xi, Z;, @ = 1,...,n. Without covariate
adjustment, the unadjusted estimator of 6 is the sample mean vector Y = (%1, ..., %x)" , where each
Jq is the sample mean of y, ;’s for those assigned to treatment a. Throughout, Y is considered as
the benchmark for comparison with covariate-adjusted estimators.

We consider a model-assisted approach to adjust for covariate X using a working model for
the conditional response mean E(y, | X = z). Working models can be arbitrary and include
parametric or nonparametric machine learning methods such as random forest. Let fi,(z) be the
estimated value of E(y, | X = x) obtained by fitting a working model under treatment a. To
estimate the population response mean vector €, we utilize the well-known augmented inverse
propensity weighting (AIPW) estimator (Robins et al., [1994; Tsiatis et al., [2008), given by

. - 1 R 1 n R T
Oarow = (ya T Z fla(Xi) + n ZMa(Xi)a a=1, ak> ) (1)
i=1

a 1:A;=a
where n, is the number of patients in treatment arm a. The AIPW estimator in (|1f) is a general form

of covariate adjustment (Tsiatis et al., 2008)) and is robust against working model misspecification,



because 7, is asymptotically correct for estimating 6, and n ! D iiA,—a a(Xi) — nT S fa(X0)
has asymptotic mean zero, as the distribution of X is not affected by treatments in randomized

Chnical ‘ I"ials. If
ya E ﬂAa ‘<’i ahnOSt Su1617 ) 2

a .
itA;=a

which is referred to as prediction unbiasedness (Guo and Bassel 2021)), then 0 is the same as

AIPW
the g-computation estimator (n’l S fe(Xi),a =1, ...,k)T (Freedman, 2008)), also known as
the generalized Oaxaca-Blinder estimator (Oaxaca, 1973; Blinder, (1973)). However, without pre-
diction unbiasedness property , the g-computation estimator may have a large bias. The AIPW
estimator in corrects the bias of g-computation estimator and is always asymptotically unbi-
ased. To demonstrate this, we give a simple simulation example that compares the g-computation
and AIPW approaches in Section 6.

To estimate f(6), such as a linear contrast of 6 or risk ratio, we use the AIPW estimator
f (9 pw ). This estimator can be seen as taking an “augment-then-contrast” approach because it
first augments the response means and then contrasts the augmented response mean estimators.

In addition to Assumption 1 for CAR, our asymptotic results presented in Sections 3-4 require
the following two assumptions that are standard for establishing the asymptotic properties of
ATPW estimators.

Assumption 2 (Stability). For every a, there exists a function u, of X with finite E{u2(X)}
such that, as n — 00, ||fia — tallL, — 0 in probability with respect to the randomness of fi, as a
function of observed data, where ||h||, = [E{h*(X)}]'/? denotes the Ly norm of a function h of
X with finite E{h*(X)} and E is the expectation with respect to the distribution of X .

Assumption 3 (Donsker condition). For every a, there exists a class F, of functions of X such

that (i) pe € Fa, where pg is the function in Assumption 2; (i) P(fi, € Fo) = 1 as n —

oo; (i) fol supg \/log N(Fa, |- I5(q)»8) ds < oo, where Q is any finitely supported probability
distribution on the range of X, N(Fa,| - |1,(q), ) is the s-covering number of the metric space
(Far || - lac)), defined as the size of the smallest collection Ga,s C Fo such that every f € F,
satisfies || f — gll1,(@) < s for some g € Gas, and || - || 1, (@) is the Ly norm with respect to Q.

The function p, in Assumption 2 can be viewed as a limit of fi,, and it is not equal to the
conditional mean E(y, | X = x) when the working model is misspecified. Under Assumption
f1q and p, fall in a function class F, with small complexity. Examples of models that meet this
assumption include smooth parametric models of fixed dimension and nonparametric regression
models with sufficiently many bounded derivatives (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996; Kosorok,
2008). If fi, is obtained from complex machine learning methods, Assumption |3| may not hold
(Chernozhukov et al.l |2017). In Section 3.2, we relax Assumption [3| using cross-fitting.



3 Asymptotic Results

3.1 Asymptotic Linearity and Normality

We present a suite of theoretical results that characterize the asymptotic behavior of AIPW esti-
mators under CAR.

Theorem 1 (Asymptotic linearity and normality of 6 under CAR). Suppose that Assumptions

AIPW
hold.
(i) éAIPW has the following asymptotically linear form, regardless of the CAR scheme used:
. 1 < T ~1/2
GAIPW 79: E; (¢a(Aiaya,iinyea,’/Taaﬂa); a = 1>7k) +0p(n ) (3)

where o,(n"1/2) denotes a term with n*/?0,(n"/?) — 0 in probability as n — oo,
I Az =a
¢a(Ai7ya,ia X’ia eaaﬂ-m Ma) = g [ya,i - /’La(Xz> - 90, + E{/Ja(X)}]

+ Ma(Xi) - E{Ma(X)}

is the ath component of influence function, and I(A; = a) is the indicator function of A; = a.

(i) Assume further that, almost surely,

nq(21) T
vn — g, a=1,..,k, I1=1,...,L

d
T 70 & N (0, V), B
’I’L(Zl) 1 ( Q) ( )

d o . .
where — denotes convergence in distribution as n — 0o, ny(2) and n(z) are defined in Assumption

1, Vo = diag[P?Z(Zil), = 1,...,L}, Q(z) is a k X k covariance matriz depending on the CAR

scheme, and diag [Cj, j=1,.. J] denotes the block diagonal matriz whose jth block is the matriz
Cj,7=1,...,J. Then,

Vil —6) % NO,V), (4)
where
V = diag[r, 'Var {y, — pa(X)},a=1,...,k] + Cov{¥Y — pu(X), u(X)}
+ Cov{u(X), Y} —E [{Ry(2) - Rx(2)} {Qsr — 2(2)} {Ry(2) - Rx(2)}],
w(X) = (1 (X), ..., ,uk(X))T is the vector of pq(X)’s from Assumption@ Qsgr = diag[r?] — 77T,
7l = (w1, ..., ™), Ry (Z) = diag[n, ' E(Ya—04 | Z), a =1,...,k], and Rx (Z) = diag[m; ' E[pua(X)—
E{u.(X)}| 2], a = 1,...,k:].
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result for asymptotic linearity and normality
of AIPW estimator 6 AP

CAR. The proof of all theorems are in the Supplemental Material. A novel technique in proving
in Theorem [1| shows that, under CAR, for a given a,

S 1A = ) [{3(X0) — 1a (X0} = B () = pa(X)}] = 0p(n ),

allowing for nonparametric estimates of the conditional means, under



using a modification to the standard empirical process result to account for the fact that A;’s are
dependent.

Besides Assumptions 1-3, the asymptotic normality of 0 under CAR requires condition (B)

AIPW
on the limiting distribution of the allocation fractions by stratum and treatment group in ran-
domization. Condition (B) is satisfied under simple randomization with Q(z) = Qggr and stratified
permuted block randomization with Q(z) = 0 for all z. It is also satisfied under most commonly
used CAR schemes that are implemented separately for each stratum. Pocock and Simon’s mini-
mization is a notable exception under which condition (B) is not satisfied — it assigns patients by
minimizing a balance measure across the marginal levels of covariates, thereby generating corre-
lations across different strata. Later in Section 3.3, we will provide a strategy for valid inference
under Pocock and Simon’s minimization.

The sample mean Y can be treated as a special case of AIPW with ji, = u, = 0 for all a.

Thus, Theorem |1] tells us that, under Assumption 1 and ( . holds for Y with

V = diag[r; 'Var(ya),a = 1,....k] — E {Ry (2) {Qsr — QUZ)} Ry (2) } .
The matrix Qsgr — Q(Z) is typically positive definite for CAR other than simple randomization.
As a result, using CAR reduces the asymptotic variance of Y compared to simple randomization.

This also highlights the important point that using conventional formulas for inference based on

Y under simple randomization can be conservative.

3.2 Machine Learning and Cross-Fitting

If one constructs [i,(X) using machine learning methods such as random forest, then fi, and
its limit may be too complicated to satisfy Assumption 3 (Donsker condition). Cross-fitting —
separating the data used for fitting the machine learning models and the data used for making
predictions — is a technique that allows us to relax Assumption 3 (Chernozhukov et al., 2017)).

Specifically, let Zy,...,Z; be a random partition of {1,...,n} with a fixed integer J. Define
n) = n/J as the size of Zj, and let Z{ be the set containing indices in {1,...,n} but not in 7,
Jj=1,...,J. For each partition j, we use data with indices in Z{ to obtain fis,; (X) as an estimate
of E(y, | X), j=1,...,J. The cross-fitted estimator of # is defined as

= (3 Znu Z[ = s = s (XD} + s (X0 a—1,‘..7k)T, 5)

i€Z;

where 7, ; = n(])/n 7 and nm counts indices in Z; with 4; = a.

Assumption 2% For every a, there exists a function u, of X with finite Lo norm such that
P(||fta,; — pallz, < 0n) = 1 as n — oo, where fiq ; is given in for a fixed j and {6,} is a

sequence of positive numbers converging to 0.

With cross-fitting, we use Assumption 2* to replace Assumptions 2-3. Assumption 2* is slightly
stronger than Assumption 2, since it requires ||fiq,; — ftal/z, — O at a rate at least ¢, though d,
can be any sequence tending to 0. Assumption 2* is achievable by many machine learning methods
(Chernozhukov et al., [2017)).



We have the following result for 6, in under CAR.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic linearity and normality of 6., under CAR). Suppose that Assumptions

CF

1 and 2% hold. Then all results in Theorem 1 hold with éAIPW replaced by éCF defined in .

Under simple randomization, (A;,ya, i, X;)’s are independent and |Chernozhukov et al.| (2017)
showed that 6, is asymptotically linear. Under CAR other than simple randomization, how-
ever, (A;,ya,,,X;)’s are dependent. To handle the dependency arising from CAR, we need to
define a new empirical process term, which not only involves conditioning on the auxiliary samples
in Z{ (used to estimate nuisance parameters) to render the cross-fitted nuisance parameter esti-
mators non-stochastic, but also requires conditioning on all the treatment and strata indicators
(A1,...,An,Z1 ..., Zy) to make the samples conditionally independent, though not identically
distributed. Hence, a set of empirical process results needs to be extended to cases when data are

not identically distributed. We provide details in the Supplementary Material.

3.3 Guaranteed Efficiency Gain and Universal Applicability

Our next result establishes a high-level condition for § upw 10 have guaranteed efficiency gain over

the sample mean Y under CAR schemes that satisfy (B).

Theorem 3 (Guaranteed efficiency gain under CAR). Assume Assumptions 1-3 for 6 or

AIPW

Assumptions 1 and 2% for éCF. For all CAR schemes satisfying (B), a sufficient condition for

0 or éCF having guaranteed efficiency gain over the sample mean Y under CAR is

diag[ﬂa_lcov{ya — pa(X), pa(X)}a=1, ..., k] = Cov{Y — pu(X), u(X)}
= E [{Ry(Z) - Rx(Z)}{OQsr — QUZ)}Rx (Z)] -

Condition (G1) is a novel condition for guaranteed efficiency gain under CAR. It can be sim-

ATPW

(G1)

plified when Q(Z) = Qgr under simple randomization. See also the result in Theorem 4.

Condition (B) is required for Theorems and it requires knowing the form of €(z) for
a particular CAR scheme. Importantly, condition (B) is not satisfied for Pocock and Simon’s
minimization. To bypass condition (B), we establish the following theorem for 0 apw and éCF under
a different condition (U) for universal applicability. The result also strengthens the asymptotic
normality in Theorems i.e., the asymptotic distribution of @ or 6, is invariant across
CAR schemes.

AIPW

Theorem 4 (Universal applicability). Assume Assumptions 1-3 for 6
2% for 0. If

w07 Assumptions 1 and

E{Y —pu(X)| Z} =0 —- E{u(X)} almost surely, (U)
then results and hold for éAIPw or éCF with
V =diag [ng\/ar {va — pa(X)},a=1,.., k} +Cov{Y — p(X), u(X)}+Cov{p(X),Y},

i.e., the asymptotic distribution of 0.y, or 0., is invariant to CAR schemes. Furthermore, (G1)

in Theorem 3 reduces to the following condition for éAIPW or éCF having guaranteed efficiency gain



over Y,
Cor{Y — p(X), u(X)} = 0. (G2)

The universal applicability in Theorem 4 provides valid inference under Pocock-Simon’s min-
imization without condition (B) or knowledge of Q(z). Additionally, it also facilitates inference
about functions of # using a single and universally valid inference procedure applicable to all CAR
schemes satisfying Assumption 1. In terms of conditions for asymptotic normality, Theorem []
complements Theorems 1-3 in the sense that condition (U) in Theorem 4 is a restriction on the
limit function p(X), whereas condition (B) in Theorems 1-3 is on the CAR schemes and the in-
formation about ©(z). In terms of sufficient conditions on guaranteed efficiency gain, (U)+(G2)
in Theorem 4 implies (G1), but (G1) has to be applied with condition (B).

A situation under which (U), (G1), and (G2) are all satisfied is when the working model is
correctly specified, i.e., u(X) = E(Y | X), and fi, is correctly constructed with X including Z. In
fact, in this situation, the AIPW estimator also achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound (see,
e.g. [Tsiatis et al.| (2008])).

Note that (U) may not hold even if a nonparametric method such as the machine learning
is applied, when the working model is misspecified. To restore universal applicability if the ini-
tial fi, does not satisfy condition (U), which is particularly important for Pocock and Simon’s
minimization, a simple approach is to replace fi,(X;) with

N N 1 N
PO = X s Y (e AalX)
NV jiAj=a,Z;=Z;

for every a. Since the limiting value of " (X) 18 po(X)+E{ys — pta(X) | Z} for every a, condition
(U) is satisfied with z(X) replaced by (1 (X HE{Y1—pu1(X)|Z}, ..., (X HE{Yi — pi(X) | Z})T.
This can be viewed as a “stratum-specific internal bias calibration” and is called Z-calibration for
simplicity.

When the initial ji, does not satisfy (G1) or (G2), under simple randomization, |Cohen and
Fogarty| (2023) proposed a linear calibration strategy that replaces fi,(X) with 41 i(X), where
(X)) = (1 (X), ..., ir,(X))T and 7, is the coefficient vector of (X ) from a linear regression of y,
on “covariate” [i(X) plus an intercept with data under treatment a. However, this strategy only

works under simple randomization.

4 Joint Calibration for Guaranteed Efficiency Gain
and Universal Applicability

We aim to derive an estimator of € that has both universal applicability and guaranteed efficiency
gain. In Section [3]3 we have introduced two calibration techniques, the Z-calibration for universal
applicability and linear calibration for guaranteed efficiency gain under simple randomization. It
seems to suggest that we can first achieve universal applicability through Z-calibration to obtain
ApO(X) = <[L§U)(X), . ,ﬂ,gU)(X)>T, and then, to obtain guaranteed efficiency gain, we apply
a second calibration, the linear calibration proposed by |Cohen and Fogarty| (2023)) with f(X)



replaced by [L(U)(X ). However, this second calibration step may lose universal applicability and
thus does not necessarily lead to guaranteed efficiency gain under CAR.

To simultaneously achieve both universal applicability and guaranteed efficiency gain, we pro-
pose the following joint calibration with regressor W = (ZT,,&(X )T)T under each treatment
a=1,....,k. We assume that the regressors have been appropriately adjusted to avoid collinearity
such that Sy, = Var(W) is positive definite, where W = (Z7, ,u(X)T)T. Define

(W) =40Wi,  a=1,...k,
where WZ is the value of W from patient ¢ and 4, is the coefficient vector of W from a linear
regression of y, on covariate W plus an intercept with data under treatment a. The joint calibration
estimator 0, is defined as the AIPW estimator in or the cross-fitted estimator in (5) with
fia(X;) replaced by i (W) for a = 1, ..., k.

Theorem |5 summarizes the asymptotic properties of 0 showing that joint calibration can

Jc?

simultaneously achieve universal applicability and guaranteed efficiency gain.

Theorem 5 (Asymptotic Properties of 6, under CAR). Assume Assumptions 1-3 for 0., or
Assumptions 1 and 2% for éCF.
(i) Regardless of which CAR scheme is used,

A d
\/E(GJC - 9) - N(Oa V]C)’
where V,, = diag[w;l\/ar(ya — W), a = 1,...,k] +ITEwT, v, = EI}}COV(VV, Ya), and ' =
(V155 W)
(ii) For all randomization schemes satisfying (B), 0,. has guaranteed efficiency gain over the

sample mean Y .

An application of joint calibration and Theorem [5]is illustrated in the following example where

a generalized linear model (GLM) is used as a working model.

Example 1. Consider a GLM with a canonical link as a working model for E(y, | X), a=1,..., k.
In this case, fio(X) = g~ (aa+ BT X), where &, and B, are fitted values using the GLM and g~ (-)
is a known differentiable and invertible function whose inverse g is the canonical link function. The
specific form of g depends on the problem being considered. For example, if responses are binary,
then g~ (t) = expit(t) = exp(t)/{1+exp(t)} (logistic working model); if responses are non-negative
integer valued, then g~'(t) = exp(t) (Poisson working model); if responses are continuous, then
g 1 (t) = t (linear working model). Since the working model for each a is a finite-dimensional
parametric model, Assumptions @-@ are satisfied. The limit of f1,(X) is o (X) = g~ (e + LX),
where o, and B, are the limits of &, and Ba, respectively, satisfying

E {{ya_g—l(aﬁﬁg)()}(;)} =0, a=1,..,k (6)
The first line of (@) implies that E{u(X)} = 0. The sample analog of (6) implies that fi,(X)
satisfies the prediction unbiasedness property in (@ If all joint levels of the discrete strata variable
Z are included in X, then the second line of (6]) implies that E[{y, — p1a(X)}Z] = 0 and thus
E{y, — pa(X) | Z} = 0 for every a. Consequently, condition (U) in Theorem 3 is satisfied. When

1

the working model is misspecified and g~ is nonlinear, however, neither (G1) nor (G2) is satisfied.

10



Thus, the AIPW estimator émpw that uses the GLM conditional mean estimate fi,(X) may not
have guaranteed efficiency gain over the benchmark sample mean vector Y (Guo and Basse, |2021);
Cohen and Fogarty), |2023).

To achieve both guaranteed efficiency gain and universal applicability, we can apply the joint
calibration and use 0,.,. With fio(X) replaced by jit(X) = 4TW; defined in joint calibration, both
(U) and (G2) in Theorem 4 hold and, hence, 0, achieves both guaranteed efficiency gain over ¥

and universal applicability.

5 Robust Variance Estimation

The results in Theorems 1-5 allow us to make asymptotically valid inference about 6 such as
constructing confidence intervals for functions of 6, provided that we can derive an estimator of V'
in that is consistent and robust against misspecification of working models.

Let s2 be the sample variance of y, ; for patients in treatment arm a, Q be the k x k matrix
whose (a,b)th component is the sample covariance of y,; and 1,(X;) for patients in arm q, 3 be
the sample covariance matrix of (fi1(X;), ..., ix(X;))T based on the entire sample, Qua and Soa
be respectively the (a,a)th component of Q and 3, Ry (z) = diag (77 H{Fa(z) — O} a=1,..., k],
Rx(z) = diag (7Y fia(2) — fia},a = 1,... k], Ja(2) be the sample mean of y,,; for patients in
treatment arm @ and stratum z, 6, be the ath component in 8,,,,, or 0., jia(z) be the sample
mean of [i,(X;)’s for patients in stratum z, and fi, be the sample mean of [i,(X;)’s for all patients.
Then, V in can be consistently estimated by

V = diag [wa_l(sz —2Qua+Saa), a =1, k| +Q+ QT - %
-3 "y () - (o)} - 2 H B () - Rx(2)),

when the randomization scheme satisfies condition (B), regardless of whether the working model
is misspecified or not. This estimator requires knowing €(z). When condition (U) is satisfied, V
can be simplified by dropping the last term, without requiring condition (B) and knowing Q(z).

V

¢ in Theorem 5 can be consistently estimated using

For the joint calibration estimator éJC,
the formula of V, but with the last term dropped, fi, replaced by [}, and 0, replaced by the ath
component of 0.

For estimation and inference about a differentiable function of 8, a robust standard error can

be obtained based on V and the delta method.

6 Simulations

First, in a small simulation we show that the g-computation estimator may be biased when predic-
tion unbiasedness property does not hold, while the AIPW estimator is approximately unbiased.
Figure [T] shows the density plot of point estimates for 1,000 simulated trials using g-computation
and AIPW estimators with a negative binomial working model, which is commonly used to model

count responses. We can see that the g-computation estimator has a positive bias in estimating
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the treatment effect 85 — 0, = 3.25, but the AIPW estimator corrects for this bias.

SV Truth=3.25
z 24 |
2 | = G-Computation ;
A AIPW ;
ﬁ: ] |
o l
o _ _ | B
e T T T | T T T

Treatment Effect Estimate

Figure 1: Treatment effect estimates for 1000 simulated two-arm trials with n = 500 based on
a Poisson data generating process, under simple randomization with 73 = 1/3. The response
means conditional on X = (X, X;)T are E(y1]X) = log(1 + X, + 6X2 + X;) and E(y2]|X) =
X. + 10X?2 + X3, where X, is uniformly distributed on the interval (—5,5), Xj is binary with
P(X, =1) = 0.5, and X, and X, are independent. The working model is negative binomial in
covariate X including treatment-by-covariate interactions, with an unknown dispersion parameter.

Next, we perform a simulation study to assess and compare the finite-sample performance of
all aforementioned estimators, in a two-arm trial (k = 2) with binary responses. We consider the

following two cases.

Case I. X = (X, Xp)T, where X, is uniformly distributed on the interval (—5,5), Xj is binary
with P(X, = 1) = 0.5, and X, and X}, are independent. Given X, the true models for potential

binary responses y; and yo are
E(y; | X) = expit{0.5 + 0.5X, + 0.5X, — 0.2X?}
E(ys | X) = expit{0.2 4+ 0.5X. + 0.5X; }.

We consider m; = w3 = 0.5 under three randomization methods: simple randomization, stratified
permuted block randomization with a block size 6, and Pocock and Simon’s minimization. The Z

used in CAR has joint levels of X, and X, dichotomized at its median.

Case II. X = (X1, Xeo, Xe3, Xp)T, where X1, Xco, and X 3 are uniformly distributed on (-5, 5),
Xy is binary with P(X, = 1) = 0.5, and X 1, X2, X3, and X, are independent. Given X, the
true models for potential binary responses y; and yo are
E(y1 | X) = expit{0.2 — 0.5X.1 + 0.5X 2 + X3 + 0.2X}
+ Xe1(Xeo + Xe3) — 0.2X2 X3, — 0.02X2 (1 — X3)},
E(y2 | X) =1-0.02X? —0.02X3,.
We consider 7 = 2/3 and 7 = 1/3, under three randomization methods given in Case I. The Z

used in CAR has joint levels of X.1, X2, and X3 dichotomized at their medians.
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The estimand of interest for both cases is the average treatment effect 62 —6;, where 6, = E(y,).
The following estimators of #3 — 6; are considered: First, the sample mean Y. Second, the AIPW,
linear calibration (LC), and joint calibration (JC) estimators, using the logistic model described in
Example 1 of Section 4 as a working model for each treatment arm, i.e., fio(X) = expit(dq + 57 X)
for each a. In Case I, this logistic working model is correct for treatment arm 2 but incorrect for
arm 1; in Case II, the working models are incorrect for both arms, with deviations more substantial
than those in Case 1. Third, the AIPW and JC estimators, implemented using the random forest
method by the SuperLearner R package separately for each arm, with 5-fold cross-fitting. Lastly, the
ATPW estimator based on the true response model, which is an oracle estimator since it cannot be
computed in practice when the true response model is unknown, and is considered for benchmark
purposes.

The simulation results with n = 1,000 based on 5,000 simulations are reported in Table
The results contain the simulation average of bias, simulation standard deviation (SD), simulation
averages of the robust estimated standard error (SE) developed in Section 5 and the naive SE
obtained by treating CAR as simple randomization, and simulation coverage probability (CP) of
the 95% confidence intervals based on asymptotic normality and the two SEs.

The following is a summary for the results in Table [T}

1. All estimators have negligible biases compared to their SDs. Our proposed robust SEs are
very accurate in all cases. As a result, the CPs of confidence intervals using correct SEs are
all close to the nominal level 95%. All these results support our asymptotic theory developed

in Sections 3-4.

2. In terms of SD, the performance of an estimator is primarily influenced by the proximity
of its working model to the true model regarding the conditional mean of the response
given the covariates. The oracle estimator performs the best since it uses the true model.
In Case II, where the working logistic model significantly deviates from the true model,
estimators employing random forest clearly outperform the AIPW estimators that rely on
the logistic working model. The estimators using the logistic working model and random
forest are comparable in Case I, where the logistic working model is either identical to or not
significantly different from the true model. Although the sample mean consistently performs
the worst, it can sometimes be comparable to the ATPW estimators under poor working

models.

3. The use of CAR improves SD, but the effect is not as large as modeling since CAR uses
dichotomized covariates. Under CAR, if universal applicability does not hold, the naive SE
is not the same as the correct SE and tends to overestimate, leading to an inflated CP.
Thus, it is important to use the correct SE that accounts for CAR. Additionally, if universal
applicability does not hold, there is no theoretically valid SE and confidence interval under

Pocock and Simon’s minimization.

4. The JC estimator performs almost identically under simple randomization, stratified per-

muted block, and Pocock and Simon’s minimization, which confirms our asymptotic theory
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on its universal applicability. Although applying JC usually reduces SD, the magnitude of
the reduction is not substantial when Z is already used either in AIPW or in CAR, indicating

that modeling and CAR are more useful than JC in efficiency gain.

7 Application to Clinical Trial Data

We analyze data from a phase 3 randomized clinical trial comparing a new basal insulin (insulin
peglispro) to insulin glargine as the control in insulin-naive patients with type-2 diabetes (Davies
et al., |2016). A total of 1516 patients were randomized in a 2:1 ratio to insulin peglispro or
insulin glargine using permuted block randomization (with a block size of 6), stratified according
to country (23 levels), baseline hemoglobin A1C (HbA1C) (< 8.5 and > 8.5 %), low-density
lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL; <100 and >100 mg/dL), baseline sulfonylurea or meglitinide use.
The endpoint we consider is an indicator of having an average of more than two hypoglycemic
events per 30 days, during weeks 52-78 of follow-up. The estimand that we are interested in is the
linear contrast of treatment group means.

We report the unadjusted analysis based on sample means. In addition, we consider two
methods to adjust for the following covariates: age, sex, body mass index (BMI), country, baseline
HbAlc, baseline LDL, baseline sulfonylurea or meglitinide use, and baseline hypoglycemic events
count. As we did in the simulation section, the first method uses the logistic model described
in Example 1 of Section 4 as a working model for each treatment arm. The second method fits
a separate ensemble of random forests for each arm using the SuperLearner R package. We also
perform linear and joint calibration on the logistic working model, and we perform joint calibration
on the random forest.

Our results in Table [2] show that patients receiving insulin peglispro were significantly less
likely on average to experience more than two hypoglycemic events per 30 days within the 52-78
week follow-up period. All the point estimators are close to each other (with negligible differences
compared to the standard errors). Covariate adjustment using the logistic working model has a
5.6% variance reduction compared to the unadjusted sample mean, which roughly corresponds to
saving 5.6% sample size. This saving is amplified to 23% if the naive variance estimator is used
for unadjusted sample mean, showing the importance of using correct variance estimators. The
random forest method does not yield any efficiency gain over the use of logistic working model,
which may be because the logistic model is not far away from the true model.

The joint calibration enjoys universality, and it is the only method for which the naive standard
errors developed under simple randomization are correct. For all other methods, the naive standard
errors are too conservative because stratified permuted block randomization was applied. Note
that the unadjusted sample mean is actually based on stratified permuted block randomization
and is much better than the one under simple randomization, which explains why it cannot be

substantially further improved by covariate adjustment in the analysis stage.
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8 Conclusion and Recommendation

From our theoretical and empirical findings, we draw the following conclusions and recommenda-
tions. When adjusting for baseline covariates, while AIPW with any misspecified working model
can still lead to valid inference of the treatment effect, using a working model that closely mirrors
the true model can significantly improve efficiency compared to methods that do not adjust for
covariates. Machine learning methods, compared to parametric approaches, stand out for their
flexibility and capability to closely approximate the true model. Joint calibration provides a simple
strategy that ensures universal applicability (allowing for the use of a universal inference proce-
dure) and provides a guaranteed efficiency gain over the unadjusted method. In all cases, it is
critical to use variance estimators which are robust to model misspecification, and which take the

covariate-adaptive randomization scheme into account.
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Table 1: Simulation results for estimating 65 — 6; = 0.167 under case I and 6, — #; = 0.164
under case II, based on n = 1000 and 5000 simulation replicates. Entries have all been multiplied
by 100. The naive SE and CP use the method ignoring CAR, with empty entries under simple
randomization, oracle, or JC. Under minimization, some entries are marked with “~” because the
correct SE and CP are not available.

Correct Naive

CAR Working model Method Bias  SD SE Cp SE CP
Case | Simple Sample mean 0.09 3.13 3.12 94.86
Oracle ATPW 0.07 2.66 2.67 95.00
Logistic ATPW 0.05 274 276 95.14
LC 0.06 270 271 95.12
JC 0.06 2.67 2.67 95.04
Random forest CF 0.08 283 284 95.00
JC 0.07 268 2.69 95.04

Permuted block Sample mean  0.07 2.80 2.81 95.00 3.12 97.36
Oracle ATPW 0.07 265 266 95.16

Logistic AIPW 0.06 2.75 2.75 95.06 2.76 95.08

LC 0.06 2.69 269 95.04 271 95.18
JC 0.06 2.67 2.67 94.90

Random forest CF 0.07 271 273 9514 2.84 96.18
JC 0.07 267 2.69 95.00

Minimization Sample mean  0.09  2.83 - - 3.12  96.56
Oracle ATPW 0.10 2.68 2.66 94.58

Logistic ATPW 0.08 2.76 - - 2.76  94.68

LC 0.08 2.71 - - 2.71  94.66
JC 0.09 269 2.67 94.58

Random forest CF 0.09 2.74 - - 2.84  95.60
JC 0.09 270 269 94.82
Case 11 Simple Sample mean -0.91 3.32 3.29 94.92
Oracle ATPW -1.03  2.59 2.55 94.36
Logistic ATPW -0.69 3.29 3.25 94.68
LC -0.68 3.29 3.25 94.64
JC -1.08 3.02 296 94.44
Random forest CF -1.11 2,79 280 95.06
JC -1.15 2.75  2.74 94.64

Permuted block Sample mean  0.05 2.96 2.97 94.74 3.29 96.68
Oracle ATPW -0.15  2.59 2.54 94.68

Logistic ATPW 0.12 296 296 94.74 3.25 96.36

LC 0.13 296 296 94.68 3.25 96.34
JC 0.10 296 295 94.62

Random forest CF -0.01 274 275 9512 280 95.26
JC -0.05 2.74 2.74 95.12

Minimization Sample mean -0.59 3.01 - - 3.28 96.76
Oracle ATPW -0.49 2.62 2.54 94.38

Logistic AIPW -0.53 3.01 - — 3.24  96.48

LC -0.53 3.01 - - 3.24 96.48
JC -0.58 3.00 295 94.68

Random forest CF -0.52  2.78 - - 2.80 95.10
JC -0.48 2.77 2.74 94.68
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Table 2: Analysis results in the real data example. Entries (except for the p-values) have all
been multiplied by 100. Permuted block randomization is applied, stratified according to country,
baseline HbA1C, LDL, and sulfonylurea or meglitinide use. The endpoint is an indicator of having
an average of more than two hypoglycemia events in 30 days. Adjusted covariates in the analysis
stage are age, sex, BMI, country, baseline HbA1C, LDL cholesterol, sulphonylurea or meglitinide
use, and baseline hypoglycemic event count. The naive SE and p-value use the method under
simple randomization. The entry under naive SE or p-value is empty when naive = correct (i.e.,
when JC is applied).

Correct Naive
Working model Method Estimate SE  p-value SE  p-value
Sample mean -8.58 2.46 <0.001 2.73  0.002
Logistic ATPW -8.75 2.39 <0.001 2.50 <0.001
LC -8.73 2.39 <0.001 2.50 <0.001
JC -8.94 2.39 <0.001
Random forest CF -8.51 2.45  0.001 2.70  0.002
JC -8.26 2.42  0.001
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A Asymptotic Linearity and Normality of AIPW Estimator under CAR

A.1 Helper Lemmas for AIPW Under CAR

We first prove several lemmas that we use throughout the proof of Theorem [1} especially part (i).
Throughout, we use the following notation: pp :=||-[|;2(py, and 1, : A = 1(A = a). Furthermore,

we define the following function classes, for F, defined as in Assumption

Hao :={(d, ) = 1a(a")pa(X) : pa € Fa}
6= (= [ ma(X)P(X|2) s € 7o)
Dr:={fi— f2: f1,fo € F} where F is any function class

Dr(0):={fi— fa: f1,f2 € F,pp,(f1 — fo) <} where F is any function class.

Lemma A.1. For any f, [1(A; = a)f(X;)dP(4A;, X;) = 74 [ f(X)dP(X).

Proof. Note that Assumption [I| (i) and (ii) imply that A, is independent of {(Y;, X, Z;),i =

1,...,n}, and thus A; L X;. This directly implies the result. O
Lemma A.2. The function class G, is Py-Donsker.

Proof. First, let S := {z — sg(2) = ZzL:l 0o1(z = 0) : 0 € © C R}, Second, for every strata
z, we know that [ p,(X)dPy(X|Z) < oo since we have assumed that [ ,(X)dPy(X) < oo for
all u, € F,, and each strata z has positive probability. Therefore, G, C S. Therefore, it suffices
to show that S is Py-Donsker. This follows by [van der Vaart| (1998) Example 19.7, because each

function sg(z) € S is Lipschitz in its L-dimensional indexing parameter 6, i.e.,
|50, (2) — 80, ()] < sup 01,0 = 02,0 < |01 — b2, .

O

Lemma A.3. Define the functions g, : 2 = [ fio(X)dPo(X|Z), and gq : 2 = [ pa(X)dPo(X|Z).

Then PO(ga - ga)2 < PO(ﬂa - ,Ufa>2-
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Proof. Using only properties of iterated expectation and the law of total variance:

2

L2(Po)

2
where the inequality is from [Po(,ua(X) - MQ(X)’Z)} <P {(Ma(X) - ufl(X))z‘Z} due to a con-

ditional version of Jensen’s inequality. O

A.1.1 Translating Between Covering Numbers

Lemma A.4. The covering number for the function class H, with respect to pp, is no more than

that of the function class F, with respect to pp,.
N(evapPo) < N(€7‘Fa7ppo)'

Proof. By definition, all functions h, € H, can be written as 1,u, for some u, € F,. Let T, be a
minimal e-cover of F,. Take any h, = 1,1,. We know that for all p,, there exists a p, € T, such

that pp, (e — 1) < €. taking hl, = 1,u,, we have that

pry (ha — )" = /la(ua — pg)?dPy < /(ua — ul)2dPo = pp, (o — )" < €

= pp, (ha — h}) <e

Thus, the covering number for H, is no more than the covering number for F,. O

Lemma A.5. With 6 >0, and 0’ = 6/\/Ta,

N(ea DHa (6)7 an) < N(€7 D]'_a (6/)’ an)'
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Proof. This is very similar to Lemma but requires more care because the size of the function
class is dependent on 4, so it is not guaranteed that an h € Dy, (0) can be written as 1, f for some
f €Dz, (6). We need to modify ¢ for the D, class.

Let T, be a minimal e-cover for Dx, (6"). ThenVf € Dx, (6"), 3f" € T such that ||f - JNHL2

(Pa) <

€. Take an arbitrary h € Dy, (d). Then we can write h as 1,f for some f € Dz, (d'), because

(recalling Lemma [A.1)):

p,(h) = ph (Laf) = Polof? = maPof? = maph, () < ma(8')? = 62

= pp,(h) <.

Furthermore, we have that, using h' = 1, f’ for the f’ that covers f,

1 n
Pp,(h=1") = pp, (La(f = 1) = — > _La(A)(f(Xi) - f'(X,))?
i=1
1 n
< I - PP < b (F - 1) < &
i=1
Since pp, (h — h') < €, the covering number for Dy, (0) is no more than that of Dx, (4"). O

A.1.2 Studying a non-standard Empirical Process

In this subsection, we prove lemmas that allow us to study the empirical process /n(P, — P}'),

where PJ(-) = 237" | Py(-|An, Zn).

Lemma A.6. The following bound holds, for any subset S C Dy, such that S is a symmetric

function class, i..e, S =S U -8
E(| P = Pl s Z0) < 2E( 1Rl [ Ans Z2)
where R, is the Rademacher process with €; as Rademacher random variables, i.e.,
R, (s) = lzn:s-s(A- Xi)
n — n — 1 (3 1)

Proof. This result is due to the symmetrization argument in [van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996)

Lemma 2.3.1. In typical symmetrization proofs, we have a P and an unconditional expectation.
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However, since the external and internal expectations are both conditional on (A,, Z,), and be-
cause X, | A, Z, are mutually independent (but not necessarily identically distributed), the result
still holds, as we show. Let X/ be drawn from the same distribution as X;, for ¢ = 1,...,n. Thus,
E(s(A;, X;)|An, Zn) = E(s(A;, X)| Ay, Z,,). For fixed values X,..., X,:

n

1
ES

i=1
n
—supf Zs (A, X;) — s(Ai, X)) | An, 25,
ses i—1
1 n
<E |[sup|= Y s(4;, X;) = s(Ay, X])||An, 2
ses | n i—1
Let ¢, 1,...,n be independent Rademacher random variables. Let E* be the outer expectation over

both Xi,...,X,, and X{,..., X/ . Then taking the same conditional expectation over Xi,..., X,

as well,

E(||PH_P6LH5|AnaZn) < E* | sup An, 2,

- Zei [5(Ai, Xi) — s(As, X7)] ’

because ¢; just keeps a function s(A;, X;) the same or flips it to its negative value —s(4;, X;).
Since X; and X/ have the same distribution, this does not change the supremum over S. By the

triangle inequality,

1 n n
E* | sup |— € |s(Ai, X;) A XD ARy 20 | <2E* [ su €is(Ai, Xi) || An, Zn
seg n; ~ sl )}|| Seg n; :
This completes the proof. O

Lemma A.7. For any S as defined in Lemma[A4.6,

E(|Rulls %0, An, Z0) g32n*1/2/ 1oz N(e, S, pp. )de.
0

Proof. This is a direct application of Dudley’s entropy integral bound. We first note that with

the definition of the Rademacher process in Lemma R, (s) can be equivalently expressed as
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nRk,(s) = Z?Zl 0;e;, where 0; = s(4;, X;), and § € T,, CR"™, where T,, = {(s(A1, X1), ..., s(An, X)) :
s € §}. The Rademacher process is a sub-Gaussian process with respect to the Euclidean metric
Ill, and its indexing parameter § € R™ (see Lemma 2.2.7 and discussion in [van der Vaart and
Wellner| (1996)). Therefore, we can apply Theorem 5.22 from [Wainwright| (2019)) to upper bound
the expected supremum (where the expectation is taken over the Rademacher random variables,

with the data (X, A,, Z,) fixed) of the Rademacher process by

E(n]| Rulls | X, Ans Zn) < 32/ log N (tt, T, |||l
0

1/2

Finally, we note that a minimal e-cover for T,, with respect to |-||, is an en™'/*-cover for S with

respect to the pseudometric L?(P,) = pp,. This is because for any two 0,6’ € T, such that

||9 —0'||, < e, we have \/ﬁHs — = H9 — 9'”2 < ¢, where 5,5’ € S are the corresponding

HQ 8/HL2(Pn)

functions to the indexing parameters 6, 6’. Therefore,

E(n||Ry| g |Xn, An, Z5) < 32/ \/logN(unfl/Q,S,ppn)du
0

< 32\/75/ V1og N(e, S, pp, )de.
0

Dividing by n on both sides completes the proof. O

Lemma A.8. Define P(-) = 137 | Py(:|An, Z,), and the empirical process G, (-) = /n(P, —

P)(-). Then G, is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous on the class H, with respect to the

pseudometric pp, .

Proof. To show that G/, is asymptotically uniform equicontinuous, we must show that, for any
deterministic sequence 6,, — 0, H(G’anH ) = op(1). By Markov’s inequality, it suffices to show

that ]E(||G;l||D%(5n)) =o(1).
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By Lemmas and we have that, for any deterministic 6,, — 0,

||G/ ||D’H (62) |-Anazn) = \/ﬁ ’ ]E(”Pn - P(;I”DHa(an) |-Anazn)
<2y/n- E(Rnllp,,, (5,) Ans Zn) (Lemma [A..6])
< 64E (/ /log N(E,Dyu<(5n),ppn)d6‘./4n, Zn> (Lemma [A.7)
0

< 64E ( / Viog N(e, D, (3),), pp, )de
0

Ap, Zn> (Lemma [A.5)).

Let €, = Supgep, (s1) PP, (d). Then we only need to integrate to €, the diameter of Dz, (dy,),
because beyond that the covering number is 1. Let @ be any finitely supported probability distri-

bution. Then,

B0l 5, Mo Z0) < VIO N e D7 500, pr i A 2,

AZ)

sup log N (e, ]—"a,pQ)d )

€n/2
sup log N (e, Fg, pQ)de

| /\

c\c\

€n/2

E([Culip,, s.) <

(),
o
o

S—

where we have used the fact that N (e, Dz, (6},), pq) < N(€/2, Fu, pg)?. Thus, by an application of
the dominated convergence theorem and using Assumption to show that E(|G/, HDH % )) = o(1),

it suffices to show that e, = op(1), or equivalently that €2 = op(1).

N

e = sup P,d?
dE'D}'a((S;L)

= sup {(P,— P)d®+ Pyd*}

dE'D}'a (5;1)

< sup (P, —Py)d*+ sup Pod?
deDx, (51,) d€Dr, (4},)

< sup (P, — PRy)d+(8))%

aeDy, (5,)

Since 0, — 0, which implies 0/, — 0, it suffices to show that supdepzfa((;;)(Pn — Py)d — 0 in
probability. To show this, we cite results from Chapter 2.10 Permanence of the Donsker Property
in [van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996). Since F, is Pp-Donsker, this implies that Dz, = F, — Fq
is also Po-Donsker (Theorem 2.10.6), and D% is Py-Glivenko Cantelli (Lemma 2.10.14). Since,
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D% (8;,) € D%, this completes the proof. O

A.1.3 Asymptotic Negligibility of Two Empirical Process Terms

We now prove Lemma that allows us to use the results of previous lemmas to show that the
empirical process terms (P, — Py)(Ja — 9o) (Lemma and (P, — P)(1afta — late) (Lemma
are both asymptotically negligible. Lemma is a version of [van der Vaart| (1998) Lemma
19.24 where the estimated function falls into F with probability tending to 1 rather than deter-
ministically. Note that this automatically holds for (P, — Py)(fia — ta) since fi, and p, satisfies

the Donsker condition of Assumption

Lemma A.9. Let (F,p) be totally bounded for some pseudometric p such that p(f)? < pp,(f)?.
Let X, be some empirical process that is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous on F with respect

to p. Then, sz(f €F)—1lasn— oo and Po(f—f)2 — 0 in probability, then Xn(f—f) =op(l).

Proof. First, note that for any sequence A,, = op(1), we can always find a deterministic sequence
8, — 0 such that P(A,, > 8,) — 0 as n — oo. In this case, let A, = 2Py(f — f)2, and notice that

p(f — f)? < A, by assumption. Define the following events:

Ay ={IXa(f = )l > &}
Bu = {1%ullpy 5,y > €}

D, ={feF}
Then we can construct the following inequality:

P(A,)) < P(A,NnD,NCy)+ P(C:)+ P(D5)

< P(Bn) + P(C}) + P(Dy).
P(B,) — 0 by the asymptotic uniformly equicontinuous property of X,, on F, and P(C%) and
P(DS) both — 0 as n — oo by assumption. Thus, X,,(f — f) = op(1). O

Remark A.1. Note that Lemma holds if F is a Donsker class with X, = G,, = \/n(P, — P),

the standard empirical process, by definition of a Donsker class. This is a version of|lvan der Vaart
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(1998), Lemma 19.24, where the only difference is that f falls into F with probability tending to

1, rather than deterministically.

Lemma A.10. Define the new random variables §o(Z;) = [ fi(X)dPy(X|Z;), and go(Z;) =
[ 1a(X)dPy(X|Z;). Under the conditions in Assumption@ (Pn, — Po)(Ga — ga) = 0p(1/y/n).

Proof. Note that Z; are i.i.d. random variables, and that G, is Py-Donsker by Lemma[A.2] Further-
more, Py(Ga € Ga) > Po(fia € Fu) — 1, by Assumption and Py(Ja — 9a)? < Po(fia — pta)? — 0,
combining Lemma with Assumption |3} Since G, is Py-Donsker, we know that X,, := /n(P,, —
Py) is as asymptotically uniform equicontinuous on G, using the standard deviation pseudometric,

which is guaranteed to exist: p(f) := V/Po(f — Pof)? < pp,(f). Then using Remark with
F := G,, we conclude that X, (§o — ga) = op (1), which implies (P, — Py)(§a — 9a) = op(1/+/n). O

Lemma A.11. Under the conditions in Assumptz'on@ (P, — PP (1afra — lapa) = op(1/4/n).

Proof. By Assumption 3| F, is Py-Donsker with respect to pp,, which tells us that (Fq,pp,) is
totally bounded. Applying Lemma we have that (H,,pp,) is also totally bounded. From
Lemma, we know that the empirical process G}, := /n(P, — PJ) is asymptotically uniformly
equicontinuous on H,.

Let hg = 1qpq, and hy = 1g4ftq. Then, Po(ﬁa € Hy) > Poljia € Fy) = 1 by Assumption and
as in Lemma Po(ila — ha)? < Po(fiq — p1a)? — 0 in probability also by Assumption |3, Then,
applying Lemmausing X =G, F :=Ha, and p := pp,, we have G}, (14fiq — lapia) = op(1),
which implies that (P, — P}')(1afia — latta) = op(1/4/n). O
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A.2 AIPW Influence Function: Proof of Theorem [1f (i)

Proof of Theorem (1| (i). Here we find the influence function of the AIPW estimator under Assump-
tions [I1H3

. 1< 1 .
OATPW 2 = - Z.ua(Xi) + - Z (Ya,i — fa(X5))-
i—1

a .
1:A;=a

Our goal is to show that a1 PW,q is asymptotically linear for , with influence function given by
Ga(As, X3, Y;) 1= HAZD Ly o 10(X0) = (Ba — Popa(Xi))} + 11a(Xs) — Poa(X:). Then we have

the following expression:

Oarpw,a — 0

S X0+ S (i = (X)) —

a .
i:A;=a

(i = FaX0) = 0o = D a(X0)+ = 3 pra(X0)

2 A;=a

1 — 1
= (o (X =
n;u( )+

- %Zua(Xi) — Popa (X)) + Popra (X)) — 04 + % Z {ﬂa(XZ-) — Na(Xi)} + ni Z (Yari — fra(X:)) .

i=1 @i A =a

()
Focusing on (x), we have that, by adding and subtracting -= 7., _, pta(X;) (just rearranging

going from the first to second lines below),

(%) = Popa(X;) — 0 + % Zﬂa(Xi) — %ZNa(Xi) + 1 Z {ya,z‘ - ﬂa(Xi)}
i=1 i=1

Ng .

‘f'ni Z {Ma(Xi)—Ha(Xi)}

a 1:A;=a
1
= — 3 {s = HalX0) — (B — Popra(X0)) }
@ 1:A;=a
(x*)
1< 1 X 1
+TL7 Z /‘a(Xz)_ﬁ /‘a(Xz)_i Z :U/a(Xz)“FEZ,ua(Xz)
@y A;=a i=1 @ i:A;=a i=1
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For (%*), we would like to show that it is:

%Z {yaz ta(Xi) — (0a _POHa(Xz))}—FOP(l/\/ﬁ).

For this to hold, by an application of Slutsky’s theorem, since 7, — 7, in probability, it suffices
to show that 237" | I(A; = a) {ya,i — ta(Xi) — (00 — Popta(Xi))} = Op(1/y/n). In Section
we break up the influence function that we derive in this section into five parts. Parts 1, 2, and
3 can be added together (gL + ¢2 + ¢3) to obtain (xx). Using the results of Section about
the convergence in distribution of E,(¢l) and E,(¢3), together with Remark that shows
convergence in distribution of E,,(¢2), we see that (xx) is Op(1//n).

For (% x ), we would like to show that it is asymptotically negligible, i.e., op(1/4/n). With
these two results, we have the desired influence function.

Asymptotic Negligibility for (x x %)

By noting that Y. 4 _, a(Xi) = 227 ) 1(A; = a)ue(X;) (and the same for fiq), we have

rn =1y {104 = @)pa(X) - 7" = pal X0} - %Z{ @)fia(Xi) - 7, = fia(Xi) }

> 14 = ) 1a(X) = Pojta} - 72"+ (Po = Po)ita
= ﬁcjl% Z I(Ai = a){ﬂa(Xi) — Popg — .aa(Xi) + POﬂa} + (Pn - PO)(ﬂa - ,Ufa)

Z 1(A; = a){ua(xi) — Popta — f1a(X;) + Poﬂa} +op(1v/n)

M

where (P, — Py)(fia — o) 18 0p(1/y/n) by Remark combined with Assumption (iii). Since
T, — T, in probability, by an application of the continuous mapping theorem and Slutsky’s
theorem, it suffices to show that M = op(1/y/n).

M can be broken into three parts. We represent a sequence of random variables T1,..,T,
with the notation T7*. Throughout, we use the fact that for any function f, Pyf(X;)|An, Zn =

Pof(X;)|Z;, and that (X, Z;),i =1,...,n are i.i.d. random variables. We use the notation PJ'(+)
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to represent the expectation conditional on A,, Z,.

M= %Z 1(4; = a){ua(Xi) — Popta — fla(Xi) + Poﬂa}

+ 100 = @) = ) (Popa (X012 — Poft(X0)12)
- % Z[l(Ai = a) — 7o) (Potta(X:)| Z; — Pofta(X:)|Z;)
i=1

+ 7q (P(),&a - POMAG/) — Ta (P()ﬂa - PO,U/a)

1« R A
= o 1(Ai = a) (Ma(Xi) - Poﬂa(Xi)|Zi - Ma(Xz‘) + PO,ua(Xi)|Zi)
i=1
M
1 ¢ X X
+ > [1(Ai = a) — 7ol (Popta(X:)| Zi — Pojia(Xi)| Zi — Potta + Pofia)
i=1
Mo
1 N
EZ: (Popta(Xi)|Zi = Pofia(Xi)|Zi + Pofia — Pojta) -
M3
For term M, note that for a generic f(X;),

= fZPO X)) An, 2.

We write the short-hand notation for this empirical measure as Py(-) = =30 | Po(-|An, Z5).
Furthermore, ;- 377" Po(f(Xy)[An, Z0) = 5 220, Po(f(X:)[Zy).
My == "1(A; = a) (1a(Xi) = Popa(Xi)|Zi — f1a(X:) + Pofia(X;)| Z:)
i=1

_(Pn - P(’)n)(la/la - 1aﬂa)'

By Lemma we know that this term is op(1/y/n).

For the second term My, we will exploit the fact that we have assumed that there are finitely
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many strata levels [ € {1,...,L}, L < co. We have:

1o X X

= D (1A = @) = 7o) (Popta(X:)| Zs — Pojia(Xi)| Zi — Popta + Pofta)
1=1

1 L

==> = a) — ma) (Popta(Xi)| Zi = 1) — (Pojia(X:)|Zi = 1) — Potia + Pojia)-
1=114:7Z;=1

Note that because we have broken this up by strata level [, we no longer have dependence of

Popio(X;)|Z; and Pojig(X;)|Z; on the index i. Therefore, it can be written as:

L
Ma= (3 X 2004 = 0) = ) (Pulia = ) = Polfa(X0) = ol XD12Z: = ).

1=14:2;=l

By assumption, we have Py(jiq — jtq)?> — 0 in probability. Applying L(P) norm inequalities,
Py(fra — pa) < |lfta — :“aHLl(PO) < |fta — ,uaHLQ(PO) — 0 in probability. We have a similar term

conditional on Z; = [. Here, we note that using iterated expectation, we have
Po(fta = ta)” =Y P(Zi = D)(Poljia — 11a)*|Z: = 1)

Since the LHS is op(1), and since P(Z; = 1) > 0 for all I, and (Py(fiq — f1a)?|Z; = 1) is a non-
negative term, we know that within each strata level I, that Py(jia — pe)?|Z; = | must also be

op(1). Otherwise we would contradict the LHS begin op(1). Therefore, we have

Mo = op(1 (Z S Litai=o-n)

= 11Z—l

L
= o (1) Sl - m(m/nn). ()

=1

For each strata level [, we have assumed that nq(l)/n; — mq = O,(1/y/n). Since there are finitely
many L, we have My = op(1)LO,(1/y/n) = op(1/y/n).

For M3, we have

1 & X N
Mz = Ma Z {PO,Ua(Xi)Zi - PO,Ua(Xi)|Zi} + TaPo(fta — ta)-

=1

Note that in the sum above, we have only i.i.d. terms, because (X;, Z;) are i.i.d. random variables.
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Define the new random variable §o(Z;) = [ fia(X;)dPo(X;|Z;), and go(Z;) = [ pa(X;)dPo(X;|Z;),
as in Lemma Using iterated expectation, we have that Pyg, = FPofia, and Pyge, = Folia-
Then M3 can be written as m, (P, — Py)(Ja — 9ga), which is op(1/4/n) by Lemma

Putting terms M7, M5 and M3 together we see that M = op(1/y/n), which means (x x x) =

op(1/vn). O
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A.3 Asymptotic Variance Decomposition

To show asymptotic normality of (possibly cross-fitted) AIPW estimator, we use the influence func-
tion from Theorem (1| (i) and compute its asymptotic variance under condition (B). The derivations
in this section will be used not only for understanding the asymptotic behavior under (B), but also
under (U), and deriving conditions for guaranteed efficiency gain. When p,(X) is linear in z, the
variance agrees with [Ye et al.[ (2023))’s Theorem 3.

First, we rewrite ¢, as the sum of five components. Recall that our expression for ¢, was

¢a(AiaYi;Xi) = 7{ya,i - ﬂa(Xi)} + [Lu(Xz) — 0.

Uy

la(Ai)

where [i,(X;) = pa(X;) + 00 — Popta(X;). We can split up this influence function into five parts

that will make it easier to derive the asymptotic distribution of 0 Atpw. Let

1a(A;)

0h ¢ (A X0, Y, 23) —» -2 [y — fia(X:) — E {ya — ﬁa(xz->|zi}}

— (la(A;_ﬂE {yaz - ﬂa(Xi)}Zi}

¢+ (X0, Y5, 20) > E{yas — il X0)| 22

¢2 : (AiaXh}/ia Z’L)

b+ (Xiy Zi) = [ia(X3) — B {fia(X3)| Zi }

(b5 : (Xz;Zz) — E{ﬂa(Xz)‘Zl} — tga.

a

Then by construction, ¢, = ¢L + -+ + ¢2. Let E,{M} = (1/n)> 7, M;, and let ¢/ =
( {, ...,(bi)T be the vector of the jth component of ¢, across all treatment groups a = 1,..., k.
Similarly, let Y = (Y1,...,Yx)T, and a(X) = (f1(X), ..., ix(X))T. Conditional on (A, Z,), we

have that E(¢! + ¢*|An, Z,) = 0. Using the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem (see Lemma

[A.13),
VIR, (¢ + )| An, Z, B N (0,V<1,4>)

where V(14 is a matrix such that Var(¢' + ¢*|A,, Z,) — V(4 in probability. The variance of
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two random vectors (since ¢! and ¢* are conditionally mean zero), is given by

Var(@! + ¢ A, Z,) = E{(¢" + ¢*)(0" + ¢")" | An, 20 |
—E{6'(6")" | An, 20} + E{@'(6")" | An, 20}
+E {¢4(¢1)T\An, Zn} +E {¢4(¢>4)T|An, zn}
= Var(¢'|An, Z,) + Var(¢*| Ay, Z,)+

Cov(e1, P4l Ay, Z,) + Cov(da, P1| Ay, Z,).

Since conditional on (A, Z,), the product of 1;(A;) and 1;(4;) is zero for j # k, then Var(¢p'|A,,, Z,,)

is a diagonal matrix with (a,a)th entry given by
7r6:21a(Ai)Var(ya,i - ,aa(Xz)‘Zl) - ngE(Var(ya - ﬂa(X)‘Z))

Similarly, Var(¢?*|A,, Z,) — E(Var(i(X)|Z2)), Cov(e!, ¢*|An, Z,) — E(Cov(Y —i(X), i(X)|2)).

Therefore,

VO = diag{m, 'E(Var(ya — f1a(X)|2))} + E(Var(i(X)|2))

+E(Cov(Y - 4(X), fi(X)|2)) + E(Cov(i(X), Y — 4(X)|2)).
Furthermore, we have that, since Z; are i.i.d. random variables, we have

VIEL(¢° + ¢%) 4 N (0,V D)
where, similarly to the steps for V(14 (though there is no need to condition on (A, Z,)),

V) = Var(¢®) + Var(¢°) + Cov(¢®, ¢°) + Cov(¢®, ¢°)
=EE(Y — AlZ)E(Y — 4lZ)") + Var(E(4]Z))
+ Cov(E(Y — | 2), E(f1]Z)) + Cov(E(a|2), E(Y — il Z))
= E(R(Z)nn" R(Z)) + Var(E(i|Z))

+ Cov(E(Y — 1| 2), E(12] 2)) + Cov(E(i| 2), E(Y — ] Z))
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where R(Z) = diag{n, 'E(y, — jia(X)|Z2);a = 1,...,k}.
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A.4 Helper Lemmas for Asymptotic Normality

We will use the following lemma that uses asymptotic independence of the various components of
the influence function that we have defined in order to claim asymptotic normality under condition

(B) (or (U) later on).

Lemma A.12 (Asymptotic Independence). Let Q,, R,, and S, be random variables such that
QulAn, 2, L N(0,I), Ry|Z, & N(0,I), and S, % N(0,I). Then jointly, (Qn, Rn,Sn)
(Q,R,S), where Q, R, and S are independent, standard multivariate normal random variables.

(Also see|Ye et al| (2025) Proof of Theorem 3).

Proof. Applying iterated expectation, and the dominated convergence theorem to switch limit and

expectation, we have

n—00 n—oo

ﬁm}%Qn<QJ%<<&Sn<50=lmlE{E{E{MQn<QﬂU%<lﬂM&r<SW&u&&P%}}

n—oo

— lim E {E{E{l(@n < Q)|An,2n} 1(Rn < R)|Zn} 1(S, < S)}

n—oo n—oo

IE{IE{ lim E{I(Qn < Q)|An,Zn} lim 1(R, < R) |Zn} lim 1(S, < S)}

n—roo n— oo

:cp(Q)lE{ {hm 1(R, < R)|Z, } lim 1(S, < s) }
— ®(Q)E {nlgr;o]E{l(Rn < R)]Zn}nlgrgol (S, < s) }
B(Qa(RE{ Jin 1(5, <)}

= ®(Q)P(R)®(S)

=P(Q<QR<R.S<S)

Therefore (Qy, Ry, Sn) 4, (Q,R,S), where Q, R, and S are independent, standard multivariate

normal random variables. O

Lemma A.13 (Verification of Lindeberg-Feller Condition). Define ¢ and ¢4 as in Section
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that us ¢1 = ((i’%v 7¢]1g)7 and ¢4 = (Qﬁv ) ,Qbi) with

la Az ~ ~
bo: (Aiy Xi,Yi, Z;) — La(4:) |:ya,i — fia(X;) — E {ya,i - ,Ua(Xi)|Zi}:|

a

b3+ (X, Zi) = fia(Xi) — E{f1a(X3)] Z:} -

Then /nE,(¢' + ¢*)| A, Z,, 4 N (0, V(174)) where V4 s a matriz such that Var(¢' +

oA, 2,) — VY in probability.

Proof. We aim to verify the Lindeberg condition for any linear combination of the 2k vector
E, (41, ..., 5, 01, ..., b1 )c with ¢ € R?*, conditional on (A, Z,). By the Cramer-Wold device, and
the Continuous Mapping Theorem, this will complete the proof. For simplicity of notation, let

Wi = (AiaXiayl,iy ---7yk,i7Zi)~ Let

K=~ (61(W), . 5LW), 61 (W2), 6L (W) )

n

We are interested in > ;| K;. We know that E(K;|A,, Z,) = 0, since each component ¢} (W;)

and ¢} (W;) have conditional expectation zero. Furthermore,
1
Var(Ki‘Anﬂ Z’ﬂ) = ECTVQI (d)%(WZ)? sy ¢Ilc(vvl)a ¢411(W2)7 ey ¢%(W2)|An7 Zﬂ) Cc.

Lindeberg’s condition for the random variables K;|(A,,, Z,) holds if, for all ¢ > 0, (following exactly

the steps in [Ye et al.| (2023)) proof of their Theorem 2)

n K2 K2
E M I A >ellA,, 2. =0 8
; Var(Xr, Ki| Ay, 20) \ Var(So, Ki|An, 2,) ~ ®
as n — oco. Let 7, = Var\(lg(é(;l;?"‘f")z) By (conditional) independence, Y ., 7;,, = 1, since
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the sum of the variances is the variance of the sums. Then we can rewrite as:

K? K?
Z’I’l I naZn
B - Z i) | G A 20 (Var(ZZ KAy, Z,) 6) A

I 2 2
< maxE Ki I( K, ] > e) An, Z,

Var(K;|A,, Z,)" \ Var(3l | Ki| Ay, 2,

K? K? €
= ]E L I t > — A’n7 Zn
T Var (K, A, 2,) <Var(Ki.An, Z,) n)
Note that W; := ———Ec— is a random variable which, conditional on A,,, Z,, has mean zero

\/ Var(K;|A,,Z5)

and has unit variance. It is important to recall that we have finite strata levels {1, ..., L}. Therefore,
quantities conditional on strata levels and treatment indicators have maximums that are achieved.
For any 4, we have that E(W2I(W? > emax;(7;, ) |An, Z,) — 0 by the dominated convergence
theorem. This is because point-wise, the function w?I(w? > emax;(7;, 1)) = 0as n — oo. Also,
w2l (w? > emax; (7, )) < w? and E(w?|A,, Z,) =1 < oo is bounded, so we can switch limit and
expectation. Thelrefore7 limy oo B(W2ZI(W?2 > emax;(7,,)))[An, Zn) = E(limp_oe WEI(WZ >
emax;(7;,,)) | An, Zn) =

The covariance elements of Var (¢}(W;), ..., oL(W;), 61(W5), ..., 64 (W;)|An, Z,,) are given by:

COV(szlz(Wi)a ¢i(WZ)|Am Z,) = 7rz;21a(Ai)Var(Ya,i — [1a(Xi)|Z:)
Cov(da (W), oy (Wi)| A, Z,) = 0
Cov(¢a (W), ¢y (Wi)| An, Zn) = Cov(jia(X5), fin(Xs)| Zi)

Cov(@L(W2), 64 (Wil Au, Z0) = —1a(A:)Cov(Ya — fa(Xo), fn(X0)|Z)

a

The elements are all functions of (A;, Z;) which have finite levels. Therefore, the quadratic form of
the covariance matrix, ¢’ Var (¢}(W;), ..., op(W;), 91(W5), ..., 62 (W;)|An, Z,) € < Cg, a,, which
is positive semi-definite by nature of being a covariance matrix, can be bounded above and below by

positive constants. Thus, max; Var(K;|A,, Z,) = n~2 max., . je(1,...,0},ae{1,....k} (Cz,a). Proceeding

38



in a similar fashion,

Var | Y K| A, 2, 2n_QZcTVar((ﬁ%(Wi),...,(b,lC(Wi),qb‘ll(Wi),...,¢i(Wi)|An,ZH>
i=1 =1

>p ! (Csa)-

min
zi;1€{1,...,L},ae{1,...,k}

Putting these pieces together,

Tin < MaxX T, < nt ( max (C.a)/ min (Czl’a)) =o(1).
zisl€{l,...,.L},a€{l,....k} zisl€{l,...,L},a€{l,....k}
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A.5 Asymptotic Normality and Variance under Condition (B): Proof of Theorem (1] (ii)

We now apply the results of the previous sections to derive asymptotic normality and variance

under condition (B). Under (B), we have that

o (PeG) g a=lek r
n n(zy) Ta, l=1,...,.L

We first note that, with p,, = n(z)/n,

n

L
2 Ll B~ BaX012) = Y- " )

where R,(Z) = 7, E(Ya.i — fia(X;)|Z). Therefore, we can find the distribution of ¢|Z, by per-

forming a linear transformation on the normal distribution in (9). Define R(Z) = diag{R1(Z2), ..., Rx(Z)}.

T
Then, letting L, = (%G — m,, 4=0-%) " we have that

n(z)
En(¢2) = [Pz, R(21), ..., Pz R(2L)] Lin.

Remark A.2. We need (B) to show asymptotic normality and derive its limiting variance, but
we do not need (B) to show that By, (¢2)|Z, = Op(1/y/n). This is apparent only from Assumption

1 (i), which states that each element of the vector /nL, = Op(1), so the linear transformation
of L,, above is Op(1/+/n).

Therefore, \/RE, (¢2)|Z, % N(0, V®) where V@ is the limit in probability of the variance-

covariance matrix of the linear transformation conditioning on Z,:

Vi = [po R(z1), oo Dy ()}m%{mlﬁ()l:L“L}@ﬁR@ﬁrwﬁnR@mfj
L

= Z (P=)°p= R(2)(z1) R(21)

P R(2)Q2)R(z) + op(1) B E(R(Z2)QUZ)R(Z)) = VP,

I
Mh D

Il
_

Define the following scaled random variables that are the empirical averages of the influence
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-1 -1

function components: My = [V(l"l)} VIE, (¢t + @), M = [V(Z)} VnE,(¢?), and
-1

M3 = [V(S’E’)] VnE,(¢3+¢°). Then by the continuous mapping theorem, M£1’4)|An,Zn 4,

N(0, I), M£2)|Zn 4 N(0,I), and MP 4 N(0,Ij). Furthermore, these three normal dis-

tributions are asymptotically independent. Applying Lemma (M,(Ll’4),M,(L2),M,(L3’5)) 4,

(MO M M®), where MY, M@ and M©®®) are independent multivariate normal ran-
dom variables. Therefore, by the continuous mapping theorem, we can scale each of them by their
respective variance-covariance matrices, and add the three random variables together to get that

under (B),
Vi(Oarpw — 0) = ViEa (¢ + ¢* + ¢° + ¢* + ¢°) + 0p(1) 5 N(0,5(p))
where 3 (p) is given by

B =V L vE@ L yE5)
= diag{m, 'E(Var(y, — fa(X)|2))} + E(Var(a(X)|2))
+ E(Cov(Y — a(X), 1(X)|2)) + E(Cov(a(X),Y — a(X)|2))
+E(R(Z)QZ)R(Z)) + E(R(Z)rn T R(Z)) + Var(E(j1|Z))
+ Cov(E(Y — a(X)|2), E(a(X)|Z)) + Cov(E(a(X)|Z), E(Y — 4(X)|Z))
= diag{m, 'E(Var(y, — f1a(X)|2))} + E(R(2)QZ)R(Z)) + E(R(Z)n7" R(Z))
+ Var(iu(X)) + Cov(Y — (X)), 1(X)) + Cov(a(X),Y — (X))

— diag{r, "E(Var(y, — f1a(X)|2))} +E(R(Z)QZ)R(Z)) + E(R(Z)nx" R(Z))
(I
— Var(i(X)) + Cov(Y, i(X)) + Cov(ji(X), )

where we have simplified the expressions using the law of total variance and law of total covariance.
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Under simple randomization Qsg = diag{m,;a = 1,...,k} — mxT. Then,

(I) = diag{m, 'Var(ya — fia(X))} — diag{r, 'Var(E(y, — i1a(X)|2))}
= diag{m, 'Var(y, — fio(X))} — diag{m, ' Var(R.(Z))}

= diag{m, ' Var(y, — fia(X))} — E(R(Z)diag{m.} R(Z))
where the last equality is because E(R(Z)) = 0. Putting these together, we have

() = diag{m, ' Var(y, — fia(X))}
— E(R(Z)diag{ma} R(Z)) + E(R(Z)QZ)R(Z)) + E(R(Z)rn" R(Z))
— Var(i(X)) + Cov(Y, (X)) + Cov(i(X),Y)
= diag{m, ' Var(y, — fia(X))} — E(R(Z){Qsr — Q}R(Z))

— Var(ji(X)) + Cov(Y, (X)) + Cov(iz(X),Y).

Note that fi, can be replaced with p, in the above expression because Var(Pouq(X) — 60,) is a

constant.

42



B Asymptotic Linearity and Normality of Cross-Fitted Estimator under CAR

In this section, we show that all of our theoretical results also apply to AIPW estimators that
use cross-fitting. Assumption 2% states that given a random subset Iy, for every a, the nuisance
parameter estimator ji,; using the I sample satisfies the following condition: there exists a
function 1, with finite second order moment such that with probability 1—A,, ||fa,r —tall22(py) <
On, where A, = o(1) and 6, = o(1). We implicitly assume that there exists an ¢ > 0 such that
€< Mg <1—¢€ and € < Ty < 1— € almost surely. This is a very mild assumption: true and

estimated treatment probabilities need to be bounded away from 0 and 1).

B.1 Helper Lemmas for Cross-Fitting

Lemma B.1. Let p*(X) = po(X) — Poppa(X) + 0,. Let
Fon= {z = w(X)—Pop~+04:pp € Fonl}

Then sup,,er, , E([u(X) — pa(X)]?) = op(1) implies SUp,-eFs E([u*(X) — pi(X)]?) = op(1).

Proof. Let P, o() = = > iiA,—a("). We can write, for any pu* € F

Ng a,n’

E(["(X) = ua(X)]?) = E([(X) = pa(X) + Popta — 1)]*)
< € {B(p(X) ~ #a(X)1?) + E([Popt — Popal?) }
= O {B([(X) — pa(X)) + [Polp = )]}
<20 {E(u(X) — na(X)]) |
for some ;1 € F, ,, and some constant C', where the last step is due to Jensen’s Inequality. Taking
a supremum over u* € F;, on the LHS is equivalent to taking a supremum over u € F,, on

the RHS. Thus, to show that sup,.cz. E([u*(X) — pi(X))?) = op(1), it suffices to show that

sup,cr, , over the RHS is op(1), which is true by assumption. O

Lemma B.2. The condition that sup.cr. E([u*(X) — wi(X)]?) = op(1) implies that for each
strata Z, Sup-cz- E([u*(X) — pi(X))2|Z) = op(1).

Proof. We use proof by contradiction. Assume that sup,,-c 7. E([p*(X) — pi(X)]?) = op(1), and
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that there exists a § > 0 and a strata Z’ such that for all € > 0,

nTee \WreF:,

lim P ( sup E([u*(X) — pui(X))?Z)) > e) > 4.

Furthermore, by iterated expectation, E([u*(X) — i (X)]?) = Yo, B([p*(X) — i (X)) Z = 1) >
E([p*(X) — pX(X)]?|Z")P(Z"). Since each strata has positive probability, there exists a p > 0 such
that E([u*(X) — pi(X)]?) > E([u*(X) — p5(X)]?|Z")p. Therefore, for all € > 0 (where we can
re-parameterize € = € - p),

P ( sup  E([u*(X) — g (X)) > 6’) > P ( sup  E([p"(X) — pa(X)P?|2") > 6) :

HEFI 0 HrEFS

Taking the limit of both sides as n — oo, we have that the RHS is > § by assumption, for all € > 0.
Therefore, the limit of the LHS is also > ¢, meaning that sup.c 7. E([n"(X) — pg (X)]?) is not
op(1). This implies that if SUD,c x| E([u*(X) — pi(X)]?) = op(1), then each strata Z must also
have sup -c 7. E([u*(X) — pi(X))2|Z) = op(1). O

Lemma B.3. Let fi 1 be a function such that, with probability 1 — A,,, ||ﬂa’k — ,uaHLQ(PO) < On,
where §, = o(1) and A,, = o(1). Then with probability 1 — Ay, figr € Fan, and

N 2 _ ~ 2\ _
ugl}_gnHua,k = ttal| 2 pyy = Sup E([fta,k(X) = pa(X) p2(p,) ) = 0(1)

where Fon = {p:|lp — Ma||L2(PO) < 0n}.

Proof. First, by definition, note that since with probability 1 — A,

ﬂa,k - uaHLQ(PO) S 5n7
with probability 1 — A, flax € Fan since it satisfies the condition of F,,. Furthermore,

for any p in F,,, we know that |W*Ha||L2(p0) < d,. Therefore, the supremum over p €

Fan also satisfies sup,cz,  [lit— prall L2(py) S On (because it is a compact set). Finally, since

supuefaﬁnnﬂa,k — "LGHL?(PO) <d,, supuefaﬁnHua,k — ,uaHiQ(PO) < 62. Since 8, = o(1), 65 = o(1) as

well. This completes the proof. O

Ta

Lemma B.4. Defining »(W;;04,1.) = Lo(4i) {yayi,u:(Xi)}JruZ(Xi)@a, we have the following:

Ik-'

= \/:%k Z {¢(m;0aaﬁa,k> - ¢("V¢;9aﬂ7a)} = OP(l)'

i€ly,
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Proof. Here we show asymptotic negligibility for the difference in Averages of Estimating Function
Evaluated at 7,5 versus 7n,. This roughly follows the proof in |Chernozhukov et al.| (2017) for
Step 3 of Theorem 3.1, but we define a different empirical process notation that allows us to have
conditional independence in the setting of covariate adaptive randomization. Finally, in what
follows, we are considering the following probabilities on the event that fiq r € Fqn, where F, p
is defined in Lemma [B.3] Recall that by Assumption ?? combined with Lemma [B:3] this occurs
with probability 1 — A,,, with A,, — 0. Therefore, asymptotically, the following results hold.

We define the following empirical process term:

LRl = —— 37 (9(Wis0,0) ~ E{0(Wis0,0)| (Wihiers, A Z}) (10)

n
k i€l

The second term is similar to how Pj is defined in the proof of Theorem [I| (i), but where we
restrict the sum to the kth partition, and condition on the auxiliary sample (W;);cr¢, as well as

all of the treatment indicators and strata (A,, Z,). We aim to show that, for any k,

1
Ik'

= ka Z {,(/}(M;eaaﬁaJﬂ) - T/)(VVi;9a,Tla)} = OP(l).

i€l

Term (I) can be broken up into two parts, using the notation in . Define:

I3,k = GZ,kW(W, eaa ﬁa,k)] - GZ,kW(W, Hay na)]

1 A .
Tyg = \ka g (E{iﬁ(m;@a,na,k) - w(Wiv0aaﬂa)|(Wi)ielg7~AnaZn}>
1 N .
= 7 ; (E{zﬁ(Wi;emna,k)!(wmef;,Amzn} - E{wWi,ea,na)}An,zn}) :

Then it suffices to show that Z3 ;, = op(1) and Zy , = op(1) because |Zy| < |Z3 x| + |Z4,k|. Starting
with Zs i, define ¢(w) := Y(w;0q,7q k) — Y(w;604,n,). Then, defining the short-hand notation
E*() = E('|(Wi)ielk7-’4n7 Zn)a we have

E{Z3,} = EX{IG,,[0(W)]]*}

_ Lpe (Z (6(W;) — E*(¢(W3))) )2

Ny
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Notice that if we expand the square, the cross-terms cancel out through conditioning on (A,, Z,,) in
E* so that elements (W;, W;) are independent. The cross-terms are [E*(¢(W;) — E*(¢(W;))] [E*(¢(W;) — E*(¢(W;))]

which are zero. Therefore, we can continue the above as:

BT = B T (6W) — B (0(W))’
icly
< L SR (pwWh)?)
"k T,
< 1211713 E(6(W;)2lAn, Z,).

We would like to show that the summation above is op(1). We do this by breaking up ¢(W;)2.

Note first that

(W 0a,m) = (W 0a,m0)]* < [La(A)yalr™" — mg 1 + [1"(X) — g (X))?

v(1,1a) v1(n,Ma) v2(n,Ma)
+ [La(A) [ (X) 7 = (X)), )2

v3(N,Ma)

We will bound each of the v terms separately. Using Assumption ?? (b), we know that |p*(X)m~!—

()T < €2 (Xm0 — ()] = € 2| (u*(X) — (X)) + 2 — m,)|. By the generalized

mean inequality, 3C' > 0 such that

(€2 ma(ps* (X) = 1 (X)) + pralm = m) )2 < 40 (m2(0 (X) = s (X))? + 12 (X) (7 — ma)?)

< 40 (1 (X) = (X)) 4 p2(X)(7 = 70)?) -

Turning to each of the v terms, and recalling that we use #, (in the whole sample) as our estimator

for m, (and that it can be brought out of the conditional expectation because it is deterministic
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conditional on the whole set of indicators (A,)), we have:

1 1
1) — sup E(v An,anfr;l—wa_l2 — E([Ya,:]?|Z:i
W 5 3 s B4 20 < roh = | 0 3D Elle12)

() =3 sup Busldn Z2) < 3 sup E([u"(Xs) - s (X0)|2)

U i€} n€Tn Nk icly HWreFs
1 1

(3) — > sup E(us|4n, 2,) < — > sup € ‘CE[u"(X;) — (X)) Zi)
"k et n€Tn kier, W €Fam

+ (og = 1) Y € CELE(X)|21]
"k e

For (1) to be op(1), it suffices that 7?(:,16 — T, in probability (Assumption 7 and for all strata
Z, E([ya)?|Z) < oo. This must hold since we assume that Y has a finite second-order moment,
unconditionally. For (2) to be op(1), it suffices that for each strata Z, SUDc x| E([p*(X;) —
wi(X)2|Z;) = op(1). This holds by Assumption 4 (a) combined with Lemmas and
For (3) to be op(1) the preceding two conditions must hold, with the additional condition that
E(p(X)?|Z) < oo for each strata Z (Assumption ?? specifies this unconditionally for p,, which
implies that E(u?(X)?|Z) < oo as well; it must also hold conditionally by strata, since each strata
has positive probability). Therefore, ]E*{Ig)k} = op(1). By Lemma 6.1 in |Chernozhukov et al.
(2017), this implies that Zs j, = op(1).

For Z, 1, we define the function for r € [0, 1]:
fi,k(r) = (E{¢(Wza o, Na + T(ﬁa,k - 77a))|(Wi)i€I,§7-An7 Zn} - E{¢(W15 Oa, 7]a)|An7 Zn})

and define Zy (1) = ﬁkziak fri(r). Then I, = Zyx(1). We take a Taylor expansion of
Zy (1) around r = 0 by first expanding fi ;(r) as follows, where we note that we can remove
that conditioning on (W), Ig whenever we do not have a 7, since the observations (W;);cy, are

independent through conditioning on (A, Z,):

fk,i(o) = E{'I/J(Wza eavna)}(vvi)iGIgaAn»Zn} - E{w(Wu aaa 77a)|~'4n7 Zn} =0

/ d R
fk,i(o) = J]E{'(Q(VVM Oa,Na + r(na,k - 77a))|(Wi)iEI,§aAna Zn}

r=0

_ d? .
k(7)) = WE{Q/’(Wi;Qm% + 7(ak — 1a))|(Wi)iere, An, Zn }

r=r
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We have that

la(Ai)

o + (g — Tq

+ 10 (X)) + 7 (i, 1 (Xi) — 10, (X3)) — a.

7//(Wz'§ OasNa + T(ﬁa,k - na)) =

){ym = 1o (Xi) = 7 (i 1 (Xi) — pa(Xa))}

Taking the expectation, then two derivatives with respect to r, we have

Lo (A)E™ (A7 1 (Xi) — p5 (X3))
Mg+ 7T (Wa,k - 7Ta)

d .
JE*{w(W“ ea, Na + T(na,k - na))} = -

La(A)E" [Ya,i — pa(Xi) — (05 5 (Xi) — 53 (X)][Fak — 7l

[7a +7'(7Ara,k - a)]2
+ E* (fig 1 (Xi) — 1o, (X))
d? (Fak — Ta) Lo (AD)E* (1 1, (Xi) — p(Xi))

3B {0 (Wit oo+ 7 (s — 1))} =2 o + (7 — )2

La(A)E" [ya,i — pa(Xa) = r(ig 1 (Xi) — pg(Xi)|[Fak — 7

o)?

[To +7(Ta ke — Ta)]?

Evaluating f’ at r = 0, we have

F14(0) = E* (25 1 (X0) — s (X,) <1 _ 1a<Ai>> LA

. 71_2 [ﬁa,k - ﬂ'a]E(ya,i - .u:(Xv)|Zz)

We know that ﬁk > icr, fri(r) = op(1), using both Assumption (Iand ??. Then,

*c F*

L
Z Fi(0) = man/mr Y %(l)ﬁk,l ( sup B (" (Xi) — po(X4)|Z; = l)) D (o — 1a(A)))

k ier, =1 a,n i€ly
1., *
+ ?[Wa,k - Z 1 ya i ,Ua(Xi)|Zz')
a Zelk
1
=7a ) Vbra| sup E(p"(Xi) — po(Xi)|Zi =1) (Ta — 14(43))
Z (M RIS VIl iézl:k,z
+op(1)

where pr; = ni(l)/nk, i.e., the fraction within strata | out of the sample k, and Zj; are the
indexes within Z; such that they are also in strata {. Within each strata [, by Assumption [1| (see

equation (7)), we have that ﬁ Ziefk,l(ﬂa —1,(4;)) = Op(1). Furthermore, by Assumption
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2% (sup“*e;; CE(p(Xi) = pa(X9)|Zi = l)) = op(1). Therefore, since we have a finite number
of strata, \%inelk fx.i(0) = 0p(1)Op(1) = 0p(1). For the second derivative, we have (again
k

applying the prediction unbiasedness, and recalling that 7 < 1):

Z f (ﬁ-“vk o Wa)\f%k Zielk Supu*e]—';m ]E(ﬂ* (XZ) - /LZ(XZ'”Zi)

[Ta + 7(7 — m4)]?

’LEIk

) \%Lk Dicn, SUPuers B (Xs) — pg(Xi)|Z:)

+ [ﬂ'a,k - 77(1] [7Ta I f(ﬁa,k _ ﬂ_a)]?,

L 7 Lier, Ya(A)EWai — 115(X0)|Z;)

[Ta + F(Tak — Ta)]?

+ [ﬁa,k - 77(1]

To show that ﬁk >ier, [ri(7) = op(1), we first show that 7, + 7(fa,x — 74) is bounded below by
a constant. Notice that m, +7(7qr — ma) = (1 —F)me + (F) ek is & weighed average of m, and 7, .
Since both 7, and 7, ; must be larger than e, their average must also be larger than e. Therefore,

recalling that g — mq = Op(1/4/n) we have

|\fk fii(F)| <20p(1/Vn)e? sz sup ]E( “(Xi) = pa(Xi)lZi)

i€l i€l nEFs
1
+0p(1/n)e’ | —= sup  E(p"(X5) — pa(Xi)|Z:)
\/ﬁk iezl:k“*e}-;m
+O0p(1/n)é’ Z 1o (A)EWYa,i — 1 (Xi)| Z:)
ZGI}C

< 20p(1/v/n)e? sz Sup ]E( (X0) = 1a(X)|Zi) | + Op(1/n)eOp(1/v/mk)

icly p*eF, o

where the last term comes from either (B) or (U) holding, as before. Furthermore, recalling
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Assumption 2* as we did for f’, we have:

L
1 1

— sup  E(u"(X;) — pa(Xi)|Zi) = —— sup  E(u"(Xi) — pqa(Xe)|Z:)

Vi, il W EFin Ty, ;ggl HrEF:

Therefore, ﬁkzie,k 1 ()| = Op(1//n)op(\/Mr1) + op(1) = op(1). O

B.2 Proof of Theorem

We now show that the influence function of the cross-fitted estimator under Assumptions [I] and
2* is the same as equation . As a result, all of our other theoretical results hold.
Let W = (A, X,y,). Our estimating function is v:

1a(Ai)

Ta

(Wi O, 7a) = {y —uz<xi>} (X))~ b (11)

where the nuisance parameter 1, = (74, pt), and p’(X) = pa(X) — Poptg + 64. So there is an
implicit dependence between the nuisance parameter p, and 6,. The result of the Theorem 3.1
in (Chernozhukov et al.[ (2017) is that /n(fcra — 0a) = ﬁ S W(Wis04,1m4) + op(1), which is
the same influence function as in Theorem [1| (i). We now follow the proof outline of Theorem 3.1
in [Chernozhukov et al (2017), built off of our Lemma [B.4] that has modifications to the Step 3 of
their theorem that are needed to allow for covariate-adaptive randomization.

First, we have that E(¢(W;6,,1,)) = 0. Next, note that the score ¢ is linear in the sense that
it can be written as ¥(W;60,n) = ¥*(W;n)0 + *(W;n), where ¢%(W;n) = —1, and ¢*(W;n) =
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[ya — u* (X)] + p*(X) with n = (7, u*). Therefore, we can write, for any partition k,

v (éa,k - 9a) = ng (En,k[¢b(W; flak)] — 9a)
= \ﬁ( RO (W00, 7a,k])

= Z V(Wi 0a,1a) + I,
VI ST

where 7, is from Lemma [B:4 Now we can take the average across all k = 1,..., K partitions to

get the cross-fitted estimator on the LHS, and the desired influence function on the RHS:

K 1 K
:ZZT (VVz,Ga,ﬁa \/?Z

k=11€l; k=1

Z w(Wu 9(17 na) + OP(l)

since each Z = op(1) (Lemma [B.4]), their sum (over a finite number of partitions) is also op(1).
Remark B.1. Theorem holds replacing T, 1 with T, in éCF’a m . That is,

K

1 1
?an

Py {ya - ﬂa,k(Xi)} + flak(Xi) (12)

i€l

has the same influence function given in . This is because in each step of the proof of Theorem
[3 we could have equivalently used 7, without changing the result, asymptotically. Specifically, since
we condition on the full (A, Z,) in the proof, we could have just as easily removed 7, from the
conditional expectation as we did 7ty . Also, Op(n,, 1/2) = 0,(n™1/?), since ny,/n is constant as n

grows.

Lemma B.5 (Equivalence of Cross-Fitted AIPW Estimators in Simulation). Let jio(X;) = S w1 1{i €
I} a1 (X;) be the estimated g (X;) from AIPW using cross-fitting with K partitions. Then if the
partitions are equally sized, i.e., n, =n; for allk =1,..., K, then the AIPW estimator in 18
equivalent to the cross-fitted AIPW estimator in .

o1



Proof. The AIPW estimator using fi,(X;) = Zk 1 I{i € I} ek (X5) is

% Z |:1f172—‘:17) {ya,i - ,aa(Xz)} + ,[ta(Xz):| .

i=1

With the additional assumption that n; = n; for all k =1, ..., K, we have

k=1

Z la(A){ ZI{ZEIk},Uak }—FZI{ZEIk}Nak( )

k=1 k=1

K
*1LZZ la(A){ ZI{ZEIk}Hak }—FZI{ZGIk},Uak( )

-3 [1“(/‘” (Yot — frap(X0)} + ﬂa,k<xi>] - @
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C Guaranteed Efficiency Gain Under (B) + (G1): Proof of Theorem

We will show that under condition (B) we have a guaranteed efficiency gain if the following con-

dition (G1) holds:

diag {W(;lcov{ya — pa(X), pa(X)}a =1, ..., k} — Cov{Y — pu(X), u(X)}
= E [{Ry(Z) = Rx(2)H{Qsr — UZ)}Rx(2)] -

where Ry (Z) = diag{; "E(ya — 0a/2)} and Rx (2) = diag{r; 'E(1a(X) — E(ta(X))|2)}, so that
R(Z) = Ry(Z) — Rx(Z). In order to achieve a guaranteed efficiency gain over ANOVA, a simple
sample mean, we would need the difference between the covariance matrix of ANOVA and 0 AIPW
to be positive definite. In what follows, we show that a sufficient condition for this difference being
positive definite is that (G1) holds. Let 2?713) be the variance-covariance matrix for the sample

mean Y under (B), given by the result in Theorem [1| with ji = 0 and R(Z) = Ry (Z2):

gy = diag{m, ' Var(ya)} — E(Ry (2){Qsr — Q} Ry (Z)).
Then,

E%?B) - X = diag{m, *Var(y,)} — diag{n, “Var{y, — pe(X)}
I
—Cov{Y, u(X)} — Cov{u(X),Y} + Var{u(X)}
(an
—E(Ry (Z2){Qsr — UZ)}Ry (Z)) + E [{Ry(Z) — Rx(Z)}{Qsr — Q(Z)H{Ry (Z) — Rx(Z)}] .

(ITI)

— diag{m, "Var(s1a(X))} + 2diag{m; “Cov{pa(X), yo — 1a(X)}

= Cov{Y — u(X), u(X)} = Cov{p(X),Y — u(X)} — Var{u(X)}

—E(Ry (2){Qsr — Q Ry (Z)) + E [{Ry (Z) — Rx(Z)H{Qsr — UZ)H{Ry(Z) — Rx(2Z)}]
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We can rewrite each of the above terms. Using the variance of a difference and the law of total

variance:

(1) = diag{r, " Var(u,(X))} + 2diag{r, *Cov{s1a(X), ya — p1a(X)}}
— diag{m, "E(Var(u(X)|2))} + diag{m, ' Var(E(ua(X)|2))}

+ 2diag{m; '"E(Cov{ua(X), ya — 1a(X)|Z})} + 2diag{m; ' Cov{E(1ta(X)|Z), E(ya — pa(X)|Z2)}}.

For (IT), we expand terms and then add and subtract the quadratic form of Rx:

(II) = —E(Rx(Z){Qsr — QU2Z)}Ry (Z)) — E(Ry (2){Qsr — UZ)}Rx(Z)) + E(Rx(Z2){Qsr — QUZ)}Rx(Z))
= -E(Rx(2){Qsr — UZ)H{Ry(Z) — Rx(Z)}) — E{Ry(Z2) — Rx(Z2)H{Qsr — QUZ)}Rx(Z))

—E(Rx(Z2){Qsr — UZ)}Rx(Z)).

For (IIT), we use law of total covariance and variance, and then use the definition of Rx and Ry.

As an example, we have

Var(u(X)) = E(Var(u(X)|2)) + Var(E(u(X)| 2))
— E(Var(u(X)|2)) + E(E(u(X)| Z)E(u(X)|2)") — E(u(X)E(u(X))"

— E(Var(u(X)|2)) + E(Rx (2)77" Rx (2)).

The same steps hold for the covariance terms. Therefore,

(ITT) = ~E(Cov{Y - u(X), u(X)|Z}) — E({Ry (2) - Rx(2)}rn" Rx(2)|2)
— E(Cov{i(X),Y — u(X)|Z}) — E(Rx (Z)mn" {Ry (2) — Rx(2)}|2)

— E(Var(u(X)|2)) - E(Rx (Z)rr" Rx (Z)).
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We now can combine terms across (I)+ (II)+ (III). For example, considering the variance terms

T

for p, and recalling that Qgp = diag(w) — ', we have:

diag{my 'E(Var(ua(X)|2))} + diag{m; " Var(E(1a(X)]2))}
— E(Rx(Z){Qsr — AZ)}Rx(2)) — E(Var(u(X)|2)) - E(Rx (Z)n7" Rx (Z))
= diag{r, 'E(Var(1q(X)|2))} — E(Var(u(X)|2)) + E(Rx (2)UZ2)Rx(Z))
+E(Rx(Z)diag(n)Rx (Z)) — E(Rx (Z)nn" Rx(Z)) — E(Rx(2)QsrRx(Z))

— diag{m, "E(Var(ua(X)|2))} — E(Var(u(X)|2)) + E(Rx (2)Q(Z) Rx (2)).

We have a similar result for each of the covariance terms. Using the law of total covariance, and

T

the fact that again Qgp = diag(r) — 77", we have:

diag(m; "E(Cov(y, — ta(X), 1a(X)|2))} ~ E(Cov(Y — u(X), u(X)|2))

= diag(m, ' Cov(ya — pa(X), 1a(X))} = Cov(Y — p(X), u(X)) — E{Ry (2) — Rx(Z)}QsrRx(Z)).

Therefore,

diag(m; 'E(Cov(ya — pta(X), 1a(X)|Z))} — E(Cov(Y — p(X), u(X)|Z))
+E{Ry(Z) - Rx(Z2)}UZ)Rx(Z))

= diag(m, *Cov(ya — a(X), wa(X))} = Cov(Y — u(X), (X)) — E({Ry (2) — Rx(Z)}{Qsr — Z)} Rx (Z)).

This also holds for the transpose matrix, i.e., dealing with terms like Cov(u(X),Y —u(X)). Putting

all of these parts together, we have the following result:

(1) + (IT) + (I11) = ding{m; "E(Var(1a(X)|2))} — E(Var(u(X)|2)) + E(Rx (2)2(Z)Rx (Z))
+ 2diag(my E(Cov(j1a(X), ya — a(X)]2))
— Cov(Y — u(X), u(X)) — Cov(Y — u(X), p(X))"
~E({Ry(Z) - Rx(2)}{Qsr ~ A2)}Rx(2))

—E({Ry(2Z) — Rx(Z2)H{Qsr — UZ)}Rx(Z))".
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With the condition given in 1 (d), all terms cancel out besides the first line. In other words, under

1 (d),
Sp) — Bp) = diag{m, "E(Var(ua(X)|2))} — E(Var(u(X)|2)) + E(Rx (2)Z)Rx (2)).

Note that Q(Z) is positive semidefinite. Furthermore, Lemma 1 from Ye et al.| (2023)) states that if
M is a matrix with columns my, ..., my and 71, ..., 7 are nonnegative constants that sum to one,
then diag(m; *m} m;)—M7 M is positive semidefinite. This means that diag{n; "E(Var(uq(X)|Z))}—
E(Var(1(X)|Z)) is positive semidefinite, as is its expectation. Therefore, E?B) — X(p) is positive

semidefinite and we have guaranteed efficiency gain.
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D Universal Applicability: Proof of Theorem [4]

Under (U), we have that E{Y — u(X) | Z} = 0 — E{u(X)} almost surely. Since we defined
i = p(X) — E(u(X)) — 6, this means that under (U), E{Y — @(X) | Z} = 0. As a result,
¢? = ¢ = 0 almost surely. Therefore, V®) := V(35 = Var(E(f1|2)).

Define M"Y = [V(L“)yl VB, (¢! + ¢*) and M) = [V<3v5>}71 VAE,(¢°). Then by
the continuous mapping theorem, M£1’4)|An,2n 4, N(0,I;) and M 4, N(0,I). Further-
more, these two normal distributions are asymptotically independent. Applying Lemma [A:12]
(MY, vy 4, (M M®), where M4 and M®) are independent multivariate normal
random variables. Therefore, by the continuous mapping theorem, we can both scale them by
their respective variance-covariance matrices, and add the two random variables together to get

that under (B),
Vi@arpw —8) = ViEa (¢ + &' + %) +op(1) L N(0,Z)

where ¥y = v4) 4 v Note that 3y has no dependence on the covariate-adaptive ran-
domization scheme, so the asymptotic distribution (including the asymptotic variance) of 041 PW
is universal under (U).

It is now straightforward to show guaranteed efficiency gain under (U) + (G2). Under (U),
R(Z) = 0. Therefore, the RHS of (G1) is 0. If (G2) holds, then both covariance terms on the LHS
of (G1) are also 0. Since both sides of (G1) are 0, (G1) is satisfied.
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E Joint Calibration

E.1 Joint Calibration Satisfies Assumptions 2 and 3

Here we show that Assumptions 2 and 3 are satisfied for the jointly calibrated i (X;) and a limiting

function p’(X;). Recall that for joint calibration, we have defined

fx (X)) = a2 Z; + BT i(X,),

~ 2
(6o Ba) =argmin > {Vaoi—alzi - BLa(X)}

a; Ba itAi=a

Define p(X;) = o Z; + BT 1(X;), where pu(X;) = (u1(X;), -, i (X;))7 is the vector of all p
functions. Define the true regression parameters as the solution to the corresponding population

problem, where [i has been replaced with u:

(@3, 8 = argmin 2 { (s — a2 - 1" (3)) . (19

a, Ba

By assumption, Assumptions 2 and 3 are satisfied for fi,(X) using some p,(X) for each a. Our
goal is to show that, given Assumptions 2 and 3 for each fi,(X), Assumptions 2 and 3 are satisfied

for /1% (X) using the above p(X).

E.1.1 Consistency of Regression Coefficients

We first establish that &, — « and ﬁa — (3% in probability. If i were not random this would be
trivial as they are just coeflicients from OLS. Will figure out what o and 8 are, and show that
the corresponding &, and ﬁa converge in probability. Will likely need to use Assumptions 2 and
3 for each fi,.
Following the same logic as in Section 3.1 of [Ye et al.[(2023)), we have that
T

~ n
Qg n Z; Z;

AP 2

,Ba Ma =1 ﬂ(X,L) /:L(XZ) itA;=a ﬂ(XZ)Y;

Z;Y;

A T
Therefore, to prove that &, — o, and B, — 3%, it suffices to show that % S (ﬂ(z)éi)) (MZ)&)) —

T
E { (o)) (o)) } in probability, and that - 53,4 _, (3. ) = E { (2 )} in prob-
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ability. For each of the matrix/vector components, we can show this. The components with-
out fi are straightforward. Specifically, %Z?zl Z;ZF — E(ZZT) by the law of large numbers
since Z; are iid. We cite [Ye et al.| (2023)’s work in Lemma 3 of their supplemental materials to
claim that % Y iiA—a ZiYa,i — E(Zy,) in probability. Turning to terms with fi, we start with

TTla Zi:AYv:a ya,iﬂ(Xi):

S psi(X) EYiu(X0) = - S i u(X0) — Blyain(X0)

a . a .
1:A;=a 1:A;=a

@
Foe 3 w0 = o 3 (X0
Na i~A‘faya’ZM l nai‘A'faya’ZM Z

(2)

Term (1) is op(1) by the same logic of [Ye et al. (2023)) Lemma 3. For term (2), we have similar
types of empirical process terms as we dealt with in the proof of Theorem 1, when finding the
influence function. However, the difference here is that we do not need a specific rate; we just need

it to be op(1). We have:

1 . 1
(2) = ni Z ya,iM(Xl) - Ya z/i(Xl)
@ i:Ai=a @ i:A;=a
1 . 1l
=7 [Wa,i1(X) = Po(ya il X)) = 73" = >~ 1a(Ai) Y it(X:) = Pt ipt( X))
i:A;=a =1

Since 7, ! — 7, in probability, by Slutsky’s Lemma, to show that (2) is op(1), it suffices to show

that

(1) Po(yafi(X) — yapt(X)) = op(1). By the Cauchy-Schwartz Inequality, we have

| Po(yaf(X) = Ya,itt(X))| < llyallp, || 2(X) — n(X]]

= op(1)
by assumption since || w(X;) — ,u(XZ)H 1, — 0 in probability, and since y, has a finite second
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moment. Note that this also holds replacing Py (yq[@#(X)—pu(X)]) with Po(|ya||a(X) —w(X)]),
therefore Py(|ya|l(X) — u(X)]) is also op(1).

() 5 oy 1a(Ad) {Ya,ii(Xi) = Poya,if(Xi) = Ya,itt(Xi) + Poya,ip(Xi)} = op(1). This term is
exactly the same as term M in the proof of Theorem 1(a), but instead of fi,(X;) and
Ha(Xi), we have y, i(X;) and y,,1(X;) respectively. However, we do not want to follow
the techniques of M in the proof of Theorem 1(a) because it requires too strict of new
assumptions. We only need the term to be op(1) rather than op(1/4/n). So in this case, we
can use some more basic techniques. Term (II) can be broken up into two terms, each of

which is op(1) by applications of Assumption [2| Cauchy-Schwartz, and Markov’s Inequality:

(i) 230 14(A:) {Wai[a(X;) — n(X;)]}. Here we can apply the finite version of Cauchy-

n

Schwartz:

S a4 (sl — (X0}

IN

IA
L«
S
>
Il
IS
=
£
o
SN
é’;
Il
&
E:
s
|
=
ks
S

We know that /23" [y,]? — ||ya,z‘HL2 = op(1) by the law of large numbers and
continuous mapping theorem. We also know that \/% S X)) — p(X3))? = op(1)

by Assumption:

1 n 1 n
lim P | =) [a(X;) — pa(X0)]? = lim E| P =) [a(X;) — u(X:))? 7
lim n;[u( )~ Ha(Xo)]? > € | = lim n;[u( ) = (X)) > e|ju
1 n
(DCT) =E| lim P |~ [A(Xi) — p(X3))* > €| o
=1
(Markov’s Inequality) < E T}LIEOP % [1(X5) — w(X)]? | /e
=1

(Assumption =E(0)/e =0.

Therefore, by applying Slutsky’s Theorem, we can see that the whole term is op(1).
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(i) L3 10(A:)Po {yai[0(X;) — u(X;)]}. To see that this term is op(1), note that the

i=1ta

P, term is not dependent on i, therefore, it becomes 74Py {ya[2(X) — p(X)]}. Further-

more,

FaPo {yaili(X) = n(XON}| < FaPo |yala(X) = p(X)]]

A0 — ()|, el

< Tq

where we have used Cauchy-Schwartz, the fact that ||i(X) — [L(X)HL2 = op(1) by As-

sumption [2] and that y, has a bounded second moment.

Next, we can see that + 3" | Z;4(X;) — E(Zu(X)) by using the following expansion:

D Ziil(Xi) = E(Zp(X)) = (P = Po) Zup(Xs) + Po(Zi[(X;) — (X)) + (P — Po)(Zift — Zipy)
i=1

1
n
The first term is op(1) by the law of large numbers. The second term is op(1) for the same reason
as (I) above replacing y,; with Z;, noting that Z; is just an indicator function. The last term is
op(1) because the functions (Z;, X;) — Z;u(X;) and (Z;, X;) — Z;u(X;) satisfy Assumption
the Donsker condition, assuming that it is already satisfied for i(X;) and p(X;).

Finally, we turn to f(X;)a(X;)T. We would like to show that

LS KA - BuXOu(X)T) (15)
=1

in probability. We focus on each of the components of the matrix E(u(X;)u(X;)7T), i.e., we would

like to show that =3 7" | fia(X;)in(X;) — E(ua(Xi)us(X;)) in probability, where a = 1,...,k,
b=1,....,k. We cannot simply use the law of large numbers because of the estimated i. However, we
can decompose this problem into several parts. Let §qop = f1a(X:) i (X;) and gap = pa (Xi) o (X5).

Then,

n

D a(Xi)iin(Xi) = E(pa(X) (X)) = (P = Po)gap + Palfab — gap)-

i=1

1
n
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(P, — Po)gap = op(1) by the law of large numbers. Therefore, for to hold, we need Py, (gq,» —

ga.b) = op(1). We can expand this term as:

%Z [fa(X3) = pa (X)) [0 (Xs) — 16 (X)) ] + 1 (Xi) [f1a(Xi) = pa(Xo)] + pa(X5) [ (X3) — pn(X5)]
=t (1) (1) V)

We will use Cauchy-Schwartz Inequality on each of these terms. In (II) (i) from before, we showed

that \/% St [(X;) — p(X;)])? = op(1), so this holds for the p, and p, components of the p

vector. Therefore, we have

=S 1al(X) ~ i)

i=1 i=1

1 .
fZ( (Xi) = 1a)? el p)

n

Term (V) is identical to term (IV) with u, and u, switched. Therefore, P, (Ja,p — gap) = op(1).

E.1.2 Assumption [2] for Joint Calibration: Stability

Assume that for every a, there exists a function p, € La(P) on 2 such that, as n — oo (Assump-

tion , [fta — pallz, — O in probability. First note that u; € La(P) as well, because:

Izl <™ Hall, < oo

k
T
‘2 + Z ‘/8:;@’
a’'=1

Then:

k
lfe — NZHLZ <|é&a - O‘ZHLZ + Ba,a flar — ﬁ;,a/ﬂ:'
L
a’=1 2

k
<& —aglly + Z 1Ba,ar — Ba,a"llﬂa’HLz + 1Ba,o || tar — NZ'HL2

a=1

k
<llda = ally + Y 1Ba = Bawl (10, +iiw =t ) + B llitar = 11, -

a’'=1
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This entire expression on the RHS is op(1) because of the consistency of the regression coefficients
that we proved in Section and because of Assumption [2] on ji,. Therefore, Assumption

holds for i and p.

E.1.3 Assumption [3]for Joint Calibration: Donsker Condition

Assume that Assumption [3| (i-iii) holds for u,(X;) and fi,(X;), a = 1, ..., k. Define
Fro=1{aTZi+ BT u(X;) : ptg € Fuy|og — | < 1,|Ba — B2 < 1,a=1,...,k}.

Then,
(i) p} € Fr. By assumption, each p, € F,, therefore, for pk € Fr.

(ii) P(pr € Fr) — 1 as n — oco. We can write

k
g Fa) < Z{ (1ar ¢ For) + PllGaar = @por 2 1) + P(Baw = Bl 2 1)} =0

by Assumption [3]on fi,» and by definition of convergence in probability.

(iii) fol supg \/log N(F;, - [ 2.(q),s) ds < co. Let T/ be a minimal e-cover for F,, T be a
minimal e-cover for the unit ball in 1-dimension of oy — o (letting g, = (a1, ...,r,) and
ignoring the a subscript on «, for simplicity), and similarly Tf be a minimal e-cover for the
unit ball in 1-dimension of 3, — 8% (letting B, = (51, ..., Bx) and ignoring the a subscript on
B, for simplicity).

Take any function f € F*. Select the elements of T#, T*,1 = 1,...,L, and T?,a = 1,....,k
such that they cover the a;’s, 8,’s and p,’s of the chosen f, and denote them as o, 8, and

uh, respectively. All of these functions are contained within the class

T:= {(Oé]_, '~-7aL)TZi + (ﬁl» - 76/@) (Ml( )7 ,uk(Xl)) Lo — O‘ZK S T‘la75a - ﬂ: S TaB?ua S Tét}-

We define the function f'(Z;, X;) := (o, .., &) Zi + (BL, ooy B1) T (15 (X5), ooy ) (X)) as the
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covering function for f. Then:

L k
1F=F N, <Dl =il + > 1Ba = Bulltall, + 1Bl e — ]|,
=1

a=1

< Le + 2kCe

where C' > max,{[1+ B;1,l|ptall L, ;@ = 1,..., k}, which we know is < oo because 3; < oo and
functions in F, are square integrable. Therefore, we can find a constant 1 < C’ < oo such

that || f — ||, < C'e.

Now that we have shown that T is a C’e cover for Ff, we will show that the uniform entropy

integral also holds. We know that N (F;, |-, ,C"¢) < lel [T Ha:l |TA||TH|. Therefore,

k k L
log N(F.lIll, . C'e) < Z log N (Fo [l €) + D (M[e) + Y _(M]e)
a=1 a=1 =1

for some constant M < oo, where the covering numbers for the unit ball in 1-dimension is
given by Example 5.8 in Wainwright (2019). Taking the square root, the supremum, then

the integral, we have:

1 k 1 1
/0 Slclgp \/logN(fék,H'HLz(Q) ,C'e)de < Z/o sgp \/logN(.Fa,||-||L2 se)de + (k + L)M/0 vV (1/€)de.
a=1

fol \/(1/€)de is finite, and fol Supg \/log N(Fa,|l-ll, » €)de for all a is finite by Assumption
Therefore, the RHS of the above is finite. Finally, for the LHS, let ¢/ = C’e. Then, LHS is

equivalent to

C/
(C')71/0 Sgp \/logN(f;,||'||L2(Q),6’)de/

Since 1 < €' < oo, we can see that fol supg \/log N(Fz M-l 1) - €)de < 0.
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E.2 Proof of Theorem

We have already shown that Assumptions 2 and 3 hold for i1} with respect to the function p’(X;) =
T Z; + BT u(X;). Let W = (Z7, (X)), W = (Z7,u(X)), and Sy = Var(W). Let v, =
(T, 3T and 4, = (&T,B7)T. With this simplified notation, (X)) = 47W, and p*(X) =
vIW. Based on the fact that we have shown that our OLS regression coefficients are consistent
for their population minimizers based on , we know that 4, — 7, = Var(W)~1Cov(W, y,).
To claim universality with (U), it suffices to show that for every a, E{yq, — pis(X) + Popl — 6, |
Z} = 0. This is satisfied by the population score equations based on how we have defined o
and 3%, because for each | = 1,...,L, we have E[1(Z; = ){ys — p(X)}] = 0. Therefore, we
can directly apply Theorem |§| to obtain the variance of ). Furthermore, now that we have
established universality, we only need the following to hold in order to claim guaranteed efficiency
gain Cov{y, —p(X), (X))} =0, foralla =1, ..., k, b =1, ..., k. By the definition of covariance, it
suffices to show that both E((y, — ek (X)) (X)) = 0 and E(y, —pfs (X)) = 0. The latter is satisfied
by population score equations for group a since we have a Z-specific intercept, and because we can

take expectation over Z. For E((y, — p’(X))ui (X)), we have

E((ya — 11 (X))5 (X)) = E((ya — o (X)){eg" Z + 857 (X)})

= oy E(Z(ya — p15(X))) + By E(u(X) (ya — p3(X))).

Both of the terms above are also zero by the population score equations for group a. Using the
above result, we can use our results from Theorem [4| applied under (G2) that the asymptotic

variance of i} is

V = diag [ﬂ'a_lVar{ya —m(X)ha=1,..., k} + Cov{p*(X),Y}

= diag [my Var{ya — 2T W},a =1, k] + Cov(u(X), o i ()T (1, o)),
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The (a,b)th entry of Cov((}(X), ..., i (X)T, (Y1, ., y)T) is given by

Cov (13 (X), ya) = Cov(ya W, us)
= 74 Cov(W, yp)
= Cov(W, ya)" Var(W) =" Cov(W, y)
— Cov(W, o)™ Vax(W)~ Var (W) Var(W) ! Cov (W, 1)

= 74 Var(W)v,

Therefore, the whole matrix Cov((u}(X), ..., i (XNT, (Y1, ..., yx)T) can be written as TSy T

where I' = (71, ...,7%). Thus,
V = diag [W;1Var{ya — (X)) ha=1,... k| +TTSyT.

Based on the fact that we have shown that (U) and (G2) are satisfied, this means that 6 has

guaranteed efficiency gain over the sample mean Y, as that is the direct result of Theorem

E.3 Joint Calibration with Cross-Fitting

Corollary 1. The estimator Ojc, that uses the cross-fit fia(X;) = Zszl I{i € I} n(X;) as

defined in Lemma rather than the standard [i,(X;), has influence function given by

A X ¥ = Ay (30 — (0~ P (K0} (X0 — Boia(X) (16)

where p%(X;) = 01 1(Zi = 21)aa + B u(X;)

Let ji = (fu1, .., fir), Recall that with % (X;) = Y0, I(Z; = 2)dm + BLa(X5),

j LS [LalA) ey x|
QJC,a - oa - n Z |: ~ {ya,l ,u'a(Xl)} + Ma(Xl) aa'

s
i=1 @
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Then, assuming that &, ; and S, are consistent for o, ; and 3, respectively, we have

éJc,a — 0, = TILZ

=1

14(A:)

T

{ya,i - ZL:I(Zi = 2)0al — ﬁfﬂ(Xi)}

=1

L
+ ZI(ZZ = Zl)dal + Bgﬂ(XZ)‘| - Ha

=1

n L
= %Z 1(172-141) {ya,’i - ZI(ZZ = Zl)aal — ﬂgﬂ(Xz)}
i=1 @ =1
L
+ Z I(Z; = z))aa + ﬁ:{ﬂ(Xi)‘| — 0
=1
- a Az L " ~ .
B %Z : 7(T ) ZI(Zi = 2)(Qar — @at) + (Ba — Ba) T 1(X5)
i=1 @ =1
L .
1 [ & .
+ = D 1(Zi = 2) (b — aa) + (Ba — Ba)(Xi)
i=1 [ I=1

First, it suffices to show that Ry — Ry is op(1/4/n). Starting with the (&q — ) terms, we have

L L

%Z [la(fi> - 1} D 1(Zi = 2)(Ga — aa) | =

T .
=1 =1 11 4=z

S

a

> [M;TAO - 1} (Gar — aar).

Therefore, we aim to show that in each level of [, we have
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Since (&g — aqr) = op(1), it suffices to show that %Zi:Zi:zl {M - 1} = Op(1/y/n):

Ta

Ly [ ol 3 - )
2=z @ 2=z
=<ﬁa><n<w/n>ﬁ S (La(Ai) — 74)

=z

= (Fa)(n(1)/n) (na(D)/n(1) — #2)

= () ((D)/n) ([na(1)/n(1) — 7] + [0 — 7a])
= () (n(1) /) Op(1/v/n)

= 7. P(Z; = )Op(1/V) + op(1/y/)

— Op(1/VA).

For the (Ba — Ba)T term, we will use the results of previous lemmas and theorems. We have that

the following vector can be re-written by adding and subtracting the scalar (Y, — 6,):

506 - )| =~ 3 [P (s 00 + ()~ 6] + (7 = 00,

The above term is a vector, i.e., with (Y, — 6,) = (Yo — 0,)1) and ya,; = Yo ;1lx. From Theorem
we know that (Y, —6,) = Op(1/y/n). Using the equivalence result in Lemma and Remark
-y {%ﬁf‘)(ya’i — (X)) + f(X;) — 0, is also Op(1/4/n) by Theorem Although the
vector fi is (fi1, ..., fir) which may not be prediction unbiased for j = 1,...,k, j # a, we still have
the desired influence function because we are using the AIPW estimator, so we have prediction

unbiasedness guaranteed. Therefore, we have

(/éa - /Ba)T

[“EA”;L(XZ-) CAXD)| = (Ba— B)TORL/VR) + (Ba — B)TOR(1/ V)

T

S|

=1

= op(L/v/n).
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Finally, we have

n

hrca="1>

i=1

L
1(17(;41){%1 - ZI(Zi = 2|)0q; — 55/1()(1')}

@ =1

L

+ Z 1(Z; = z)aa + BL(X;)
=1

+ Op(l/\/ﬁ).

We will show that i (X;) := Zle I(Z; = z) o + BT 1(X;) satisfies Assumption 2* as long as fi, k
satisfies Assumption 2*, making the above equivalent to using a different cross-fitting estimator.
Specifically, we know that with probability 1 — Ap, |ftar — tallz2(py) < 0n for all a treatment

groups. Then also with probability 1 — A,,,

FaX0) = 13l < BT = il < BT 15

Since 6,, = o(1), BT16,, = o(1), so Assumption 2* is satisfied and éJC’a has the desired influence

function.
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