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Assumption-lean falsification tests of rate double-robustness of double-machine-learning
estimators

Lin Liu®, Rajarshi Mukherjee2, AND James M. Robins®

AsstRACT. The class of doubly robust (DR) functionals studied by Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins
(2021) is of central importance in economics and biostatistics. It strictly includes both (i) the class
of mean-square continuous functionals that can be written as an expectation of an affine functional
of a conditional expectation studied by Chernozhukov, Newey, and Singh (2022a) and the class of
functionals studied by Robins et al. (2008). The present state-of-the-art estimators for DR functionals
1) are double machine-learning (DML) estimators (Chernozhukov et al., 2018). A DML estimator o
of ¢ depends on estimates p(x) and b(z) of a pair of nuisance functions p(z) and b(z). The estima-
tor ¢, is said to satisfy rate double-robustness if and only if the Cauchy-Schwarz (CS) upper bound
E[(b(X) — b(X))?]*2E[(P(X) — p(X))?]"/? for the bias of 11 is o(n~"/?). Rate double-robustness im-
plies the absolute bias |E[QZ1 — ]| is o(n~'/?). However the converse is false. In this paper, we exhibit
valid, assumption-lean (i.e. no complexity-reducing assumptions on b or p are imposed), potentially
powerful (i.e, non-trivial power against certain alternatives) tests of the hypothesis Ho: “rate double-
robustness holds”. Were it achievable, the scientific goal of our paper would be to construct valid,
potentially powerful, assumption-lean tests of the validity of a reported nominal (1 — o)) Wald con-
fidence interval (CI) centered at 12)\1. However, this would require a test of the bias to be o(n~'/?),
which can be shown not to exist. We therefore adopt the less ambitious goal of falsifying, when pos-
sible, an analyst’s justification for her claim that the reported (1 — o) Wald interval is valid. In many
instances, an analyst justifies her claim by first imposing complexity-reducing assumptions on b and
p and next proving these assumptions imply rate-double robustness. In that case, if the hypothesis
Ho is rejected by our test (with an extremely small p-value), we will have falsified (i.e. have strong
evidence against) her justification. However no assumption-lean test of Ho, including ours, can be a

consistent test. Thus, the failure of our test to reject is not meaningful evidence in favor of Ho.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Suppose a data analyst has constructed and published a nominal 1 — « large sample Wald confi-
dence interval (CI) for a mean-square continuous linear functional ¢ of a conditional expectation
b(xz) = E[Y|X = z] with the Wald CI centered by a doubly robust Double Machine Learning (DML)
estimator ¢; of 1) (Chernozhukov et al., 2018). The estimator ¢ will depend on estimates 3(37) and
p(z) of two functions of x: b(z) itself and the function p(x) occurring in the Riesz representer of
the linear functional. Were it achievable, our goal would be to construct an assumption-lean (i.e.
essentially assumption-free) empirical test, with non-negligible power against certain alternatives,
of the null hypothesis that the true asymptotic coverage for ¢ of the above nominal 1 — o Wald Cl is
greater than or equal to 1 — o under repeated sampling. By definition, assumption-lean tests make
no complexity-reducing assumptions (such as smoothness or sparsity) on b(z) or p(z). If such a
test rejects (with a very small p-value), we would have falsified (or more precisely, have strong ev-
idence) that the true coverage of the published Wald CI is less than nominal. Henceforth, we will
say a large sample Wald Cl is valid if and only if the above null hypothesis is true. Unfortunately,
our goal is not achievable since, as discussed below in Section 2.3, such an assumption-lean test

can be shown not to exist.

We therefore adopt the following less ambitious, but partially achievable goal: Our (new) goal
is to construct an empirical assumption-lean test that can falsify an analyst’s justification for the
claim that their nominal Wald CI centered at a DML estimator is valid. If falsified, the analyst
should then retract any claim of validity. We refer to our goal as partially achievable because our
test can only falsify certain types of justification. To formally characterize which types, we first

must review the properties of DML estimators.

A necessary and (essentially) sufficient condition for the validity of a Wald CI for ¢ centered at
a DML estimator is that the (asymptotic) bias of the estimator is 0,(n~/?). Chernozhukov et al.
(2018) showed that a sufficient (but not necessary) condition for validity is that the (weighted)
Ly (P) rate of convergence n~"* of btob multiplied by the rate of convergence n~"» of p to p is
op(n~1/2) or, equivalently, x; + k, > 1/2. This property was termed “rate double-robustness” in

Smucler, Rotnitzky, and Robins (2019).

The main technical result of our paper is that we construct an assumption-lean empirical test,
with power against certain alternatives, of the null hypothesis that x; + x, > 1/2, or in words,

“that rate double-robustness is true”. Thus, our test can potentially falsify the justification of any
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analyst who uses, either explicitly or implicitly, “rate double robustness” to justify the validity of
her Wald CI. An example would be an analyst who (i) makes explicit, restrictive assumptions on
both the complexities of the functions b and p (e.g. in terms of smoothness or sparsity) and on the
algorithms used in their fitting followed by (ii) an appeal to theorems that guarantee xy, +, > 1/2
under these restrictions. For instance, when b and p are fit by minimizing a (weighted) penalized
empirical (squared Ls-) loss (see (2.8)) using deep neural networks (Farrell, Liang, and Misra,
2021; Chen et al., 2020; Xu, Liu, and Liu, 2022), Ls(P)-convergence rates satisfying xj + £, > 1/2
can be proved by assuming b and p live in sufficiently smooth Holder spaces (Schmidt-Hieber,
2020)". A second example, especially common in the applied literature, is an analyst who reports a
nominal Wald CI centered on a DML estimator without any explicit discussion of its validity, other
than citing Chernozhukov et al. (2018). We also regard such an analyst’s implicit justification for

her Wald CI as being by appeal to rate double-robustness.

On the other hand, there are “justifications” for Wald CI validity that cannot be falsified by our
assumption-lean tests of k;+ k), > 1/2 rejecting with a very small p-value. Specifically, some recent
papers have proposed novel DML estimators that, under very restrictive assumptions on both b
and p and on the algorithms used in their estimation, have bias 0,(n~'/?) and thus can center valid
Wald CIs, even though «;, + s, < 1/2 (Newey and Robins, 2018; Kennedy, 2020). Therefore an
analyst who justifies the validity of her Wald CIs by appeal to these restrictive assumptions is not
at all surprised to learn that the null hypothesis x;, + k, > 1/2 is false. These novel estimators are

discussed both later in the Introduction and in Section 4.

In the remainder of the paper, we restrict the functional + to the class of Mixed-Bias or Doubly-
Robust (DR) functionals (Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins, 2021). This class strictly includes both
(i) the class of mean-square continuous functionals that can be written as an expectation of an affine
functional of a conditional expectation studied by Chernozhukov, Newey, and Singh (2022a) and
the class of functionals studied by Robins et al. (2008). Many DR functionals are of substantive
scientific and economic interest, see the examples after Definition 2.1. Our unified treatment of
the entire DR functional class requires that we use rather abstract notation. In order to prevent
such abstract notation from making the reader miss the forest for the trees, we shall complete

the introduction by using a familiar functional to motivate both our goals and our methodology.

11 our test rejects the hypothesis that k, + k, > 1/2, it also rejects the hypothesis that any assumed collection of
restrictions on complexity of and fitting algorithms for b and p that imply ks + x, > 1/2 are all true.
2The class of Mixed-Bias or DR functionals considered in this paper is itself contained in the class of functionals
discussed in Sections 5 of Chernozhukov et al. (2022), that constitutes the most general class of functionals for which
there exist first-order DR estimators. We decide to still refer to the class of functionals of Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins
(2021) as DR functionals only because it seems to be a more familiar nomenclature in the current literature.
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Furthermore, detailed regularity conditions will be suppressed in the Introduction to facilitate the
exposition.

The motivation for our paper is best described by the following inferential quandary faced many
(perhaps dozens) of times daily by data analysts employed by large tech companies. The quandary
arises when the analyst needs to estimate a population average effect E[Y (a = 1)] —E[Y (a = 0)] of a
dichotomous treatment A on a response Y from observational data. Here Y (a) is the counterfactual
outcome under treatment level a. Often, data on a very high-dimensional vector X (with dimen-
sion d) of pretreatment covariates are available and deemed sufficient for ignorability Y (a) L A|X
to hold, thereby identifying® ¢ = —E[Y (a)] as —E[b,(X)] with b,(z) = E[Y|X = x, A = a]. Cher-
nozhukov et al. (2018) argued persuasively that in an effort to obtain valid inference (i.e. confi-
dence intervals) for ¢® [and thus for the average treatment effect (ATE) —)*=! + %=9] with very
high dimensional X, one should use so-called Double Machine Learning (DML) estimators 12&71
to center nominal 1 — « large sample Wald CI Agfjl + z, /25’.5.(15&1) where z,/; is the o/2 upper-
quantile of a standard normal random variable and s-e. (@ngl) is the estimator of the standard error
s.e.(zzgm) of Qng,l given in Proposition 2.2 below. As a result, DML estimators rapidly became the

standard in high tech.

For DR functionals, DML estimators combine the benefits of cross-fitting (cf), double robustness,
and machine learning of nuisance parameters (Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Chernozhukov et al.,
2022). Henceforth, for notational convenience, we remove the a index by restricting to the case
a = 1 so, for example, 1»*=! becomes 1) and b, becomes b. Then, to compute a DML estimator,
the data is randomly divided into two (or more) samples — the estimation sample of size n and
the training or nuisance/training sample of size ny, = N —n with 1 — ¢ > n/N > c for some

~

€ (0,1). To simplify the exposition we take ¢ = 0.5. Estimators b(-) and p(-) of b(-) and inverse

propensity score p(-) == 1/E[A|X = -], where p~!

is assumed to be strictly bounded between (0, 1),
are computed from the training sample data using modern black-box highly nonlinear machine
learning algorithms, often deep neural networks. In semiparametric statistics literature, b and p are
referred to as nuisance parameters/functions. Let P,, denote a sample average over the estimation
sample. Then the doubly robust one step estimator o =9+ Pn[IT:w,] = Pn[—E(X ) — Ap(X)(Y —
b(X))] is constructed by adding to an initial plug-in estimator ¢ = Pu[b(X)] the sample average

of an estimate of the first order influence function IF; ;, = —b(X) — Ap(X)(Y — b(X)) — 1 of ¢*.

3The minus sign plays no essential role and is added for notational convenience that will be made clear in Definition
2.1.

4In the econometrics literature, 121\ is referred to as a first stage estimator, @Zl as the second stage estimator, and

P.[—AP(X)(Y —b(X))] is the debiasing term that makes ¢; a doubly robust estimator satisfying Neyman orthogonality
(Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Chernozhukov et al., 2022).
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The cross-fit DML estimator {Z)\cﬂl is the arithmetic average of 1,21 and 1,?1, where 121 is computed
like ¢; but with the roles of training and estimation samples switched. We define a standard DML
estimator to be a DML estimator where b and p are separately estimated, each using data from
the entire training sample; see Section 2.2. This allows us to distinguish standard DML estimators
from, for instance, “DCDR estimators” of Newey and Robins (2018) that estimate b and p from

separate non-overlapping subsamples of the training sample.

The analyst’s inferential quandary is how to justify the claim that ch,l + 2, /25/.6.(7:/}\ny1) is a valid
large sample 1 — o Wald CI. For it to be valid the following are necessary: (i) @Zcﬂl is asymptotically
normal, (ii) s-e. (ﬁcm) /s.e. (ﬁcm) converges to 1 in probability and (iii) the (asymptotic) bias of ch,l
is of smaller order than s.e.(@cﬁl). Since @Zcﬁl is the average of @1 and its “twin” JZ 1, it must be the
case that @El + 2, /25/.5.(121) is also a valid large sample 1 — o Wald ClI for 1), therefore satisfying (i) -
(iii) with 11 substituted for {ZJ\cf,l. Sinces.e. (@1) is order n~1/2, it is necessary that its bias is 0, (n~'/?)
to satisfy (iii) above. As discussed in Newey and Robins (2018), by far the most difficult of the
three assumptions to satisfy and thus to justify is (iii). As mentioned above, for a standard DML
estimator, if x;, + k, > 1/2 holds, then (iii) holds. Specifically, that x; + x, > 1/2 implies the bias
of ¢y is op(n~1/2) is a consequence of applying Cauchy-Schwarz (CS) inequality to upper bound
the bias, as we show next. The exact conditional bias of given the training sample, denoted as
Bias(1), is E[A(B(X) — b(X))(B(X) — p(X))] = [~ (@) (b() — b(x))(Px) — p(x))dF (x), where F
denotes the distribution of X. Here and henceforth, unless stated otherwise, all expectations will
be understood to be conditional on the training sample, although that fact is suppressed in the

notation for brevity. It then follows from the CS inequality that

(1.1) [Bias(41)| < {E[p~" (X)(B(X) — b(X))’I}/*Elp~ (X)(BIX) — p(X))*]}72.

We refer to the RHS of the above display as the (conditional on the training sample) Cauchy
Schwarz bias, denoted as CSBias(¢1), of ¢;. More generally, for any pair of positive functions

w = (wyp, wp) of x strictly bounded from above and below, define
CSBias™ (1) = {Efwy (X) (b(X) — (X))} /2 {Efuwp(X) (BIX) — p(X))*]}/2.

Then applying Holder inequality, as in (2.9) later in our paper, we have that CSBias®(¢;) and

CSBias(1),) are equal up to a multiplicative positive constant, except that when w, = w, = p~},
the equality is exact. Hence CSBias®(¢)1) = o0,(n~1/2), if and only if CSBias(¢)1) = o,(n/2), if

and only if rate double-robustness holds (x; + k, > 1/2, where we refer to n~"* and n™"» as the
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p~t-weighted L,(P) convergence rates of b and p to b and p). Thus CSBias® (1) = o0,(n~'/2) also
implies Bias(¢;) = 0,(n~/2).

Main technical contributions. If we can empirically reject the null hypothesis NH cs : CS Bias(¢)1) =
0,(n~'/?) encoding rate double-robustness, then r;+#, < 1/2, and we falsify the justification of the
validity of a Wald CI centered at the standard DML estimator 121. The main technical contribution

of this paper is to construct a test of NHg cs.

The reader might rightfully complain at this point that finite sample tests of asymptotic hypothe-
ses such as NHg cs that concern rates of convergence cannot be constructed. To overcome this
problem, we pair each asymptotic null hypothesis of interest with a natural non-asymptotic null
hypothesis and then, by convention, formally declare the asymptotic hypothesis (not) rejected if
the paired non-asymptotic null hypothesis is (not) rejected. We say the asymptotic null hypothesis
has been operationalized by its paired non-asymptotic null hypothesis. In particular, we pair the

asymptotic null hypothesis NHy cs with the following non-asymptotic null hypothesis
(1.2) H07cs(5) : CSBiaS(L/ZJ\l) < 55.6.(121\1)

and construct an a-level falsification test of Hy cs(5), where § > 0 is chosen by the analyst. With

such operationalized pairing
(13) NHo,cs : CSBias(t1) = 0p(n /%) ~ Ho cs(8) : CSBias(¢h1) < s.e.(41)d,

we will, by convention, declare NHy cs (not) rejected if Hy cs(d) is (not) rejected. The larger ¢ that
one chooses, the stronger evidence that rejection of Hy cs(d) has against the asymptotic null hy-
pothesis NHy cs, but the less power one has to reject Hy cs(d). Suppose the analyst insists that her
justification is CSBiasw(zzl) = o(nfl/ 2) as defined in (2.11), then, by the aforementioned equiva-
lence between CSBiaS({b\l) and CSBiasw(zzl), we can use the same operationalized pairing (1.3) to

empirically falsify CSBiasy’ (1h1) = o(n1/2).

Since we want our test to be assumption-lean, we make essentially no assumptions on the nui-
sance functions b and p, their estimates band D, or the algorithms used to construct band P from
the training sample. To avoid relying on assumptions on b and p, the falsification test and its
properties are established by conditioning on the training sample, so any randomness from the
training sample is treated as fixed and thus statements such as CSBias(qu) = 0,(n~/?) becomes
CSBias(le) = o(n~'/?). By arguing as in Robins and Ritov (1997) or Ritov et al. (2014), in ab-

sence of complexity reducing assumptions on b and p, there is no uniformly consistent estimator of
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either Bias(@l) or CSBias(%). However, we will exhibit a functional, denoted as Biask(%), that
is uniformly consistently estimable using a third-order U-statistic [derived using the theory of
Higher-Order Influence Functions (HOIFs) (Robins et al., 2008; Liu et al., 2017) ] such that one
can reject the “k-projected” null hypothesis

(1.4) H07k(5) : \Biask(al)] < 55.6.(121\1)

with nontrivial power. Here Biask({p\l) is defined as
Biasy (1) = E[II[p~"/(b — b) p~ 2] (X)TI[p~/*(p — p)lp~ /2] (X)),

where for any h € Ly(Pr), II[h|p~'/2;] denotes the population projection of h onto the linear span
of a (user-selected ) k-dimensional basis functions p—/2z;, = p~%/2(z,- - ,z;) T. We now show that

|Biasi (11)| is a lower bound for CSBias(¢)) as follows:

(15)
|Biasy,(th1)| < {E[M[p~/2(b — b)|p~/?24) (X))} 2{E[M[p /2 (p — H)|p~/*2) (X)*]}/? < CSBias(t)1)

=:CSBiasy, (¢1)

where the first inequality again follows from CS inequality and the second inequality follows from
the fact that projection contracts norms’. Hence if Ho,(6) is false, then Hy cs(0) is false and if
Ho,cs(6) is true, then Hy 1,(9) is true; but the converses of the above two clauses do not necessarily
hold. In fact, no test, ours included, can be a consistent test of Hy cs(d) (that is, no test can have
power against all alternatives to Hy cs(0)) unless one makes further possibly incorrect complexity-
reducing assumptions on the nuisance functions of b and p and their estimates band p. This again
follows from the argument in Robins and Ritov (1997) or Ritov et al. (2014). But we also provide

an intuitive explanation in Section 2.3.

To further illustrate our approach, we can rewrite Biasy,(¢1) as follows (see Appendix A.3):
Biasy (v)1) = E[A(Y — b(X))z(X) |5 "E[z1(X) (AP(X) — 1)
where ¥, = E[Az(X)Zx(X)T]. When X, is known, Biasy,(¢1) can be unbiasedly estimated by the

following second-order U-statistic:

—_~ _ 1 -~ _ _ _ —~
22k k ! = N i1\ Lig — i1))Zk 7 k Zy i9 ioP i2) — .
IF22,,(X) ) = > A (Vi —b(Xi))ze(Xi) TS 20X ) (A P(Xi,) — 1)

n(n N 1) 1<ir#i2<n

5The reason why we do not focus on a different k-projected null hypothesis

(1.6) Ho.k.cs(6) : CSBiask (1h1) < ds.e.(tr).
will be explained in Remark 3.5 of Section 3. In principle, though, one can also consider testing Ho,x,cs ().
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@227,@(2;1) is the second-order influence function of the functional Biask(zzl) ; see Appendix A.6
for a more precise definition. Since X, is generally unknown, we replace X, by an estimate 3J;, from
the training sample. However, ﬁm’k(igl) is no longer unbiased for Biasi(¢1). Asa consequence,
to protect the level of our test, we replace @22, k(f],;l) by a third-order U-statistic to correct for the

additional bias; see Section 3 for more details.

A preliminary version of the above idea has appeared in Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a),
but the results therein are mainly for (1) the case when the distribution of the potentially high-
dimensional covariates X is known, or the so-called semisupervised setting, and (2) one special case
of DR functionals, the expected conditional covariance. In this article, we advance the literature in

the following regards.

o First, we extend the results in Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a) to the more realistic
case where ¥, is unknown. In particular, we construct a test of the null hypothesis of rate
double-robustness based on a third-order U-statistic (which is the estimated third-order
influence function of Biask(il)).

e Second, the results in this paper require much weaker assumptions® on the basis functions
Z;, than those in Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a), allowing the proposed methodology
to be used more broadly in substantive studies.

e Third, we extend the results of Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a) for expected condi-
tional covariance to the entire DR functional class, which requires that we derive the HOIFs
of DR functionals. This could be of independent interest, considering the role of HOIFs in
constructing rate-optimal estimators for smooth/differentiable functionals or their general-
izations (Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2008; Kennedy et al., 2022). In Appendix C, we construct
the HOIFs for the average treatment effect in the presence of unmeasured confounding (or
under endogeneity) in the setting of proximal causal inference (Miao, Geng, and Tchetgen
Tchetgen, 2018; Miao, Shi, and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018). This part is built on Cui et al.
(2023)’s derivation of the first-order influence function under the assumptions underly-
ing proximal causal inference. A more thorough discussion is deferred to Section 6 and

Appendix C.

Literature overview. To the best of our knowledge, the assumption-lean falsification test as con-
structed in this paper is new in the literature. Thus we first mention a subset of the fast-growing

literature in statistics and econometrics on estimating and drawing statistical inference for (certain

®Note that both the assumptions in this paper and in Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a) are easily checkable by
the analysts; see Conditions S and W.
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members of) DR functionals using standard DML estimators; due to space limitation, see Farrell
(2015), Chernozhukov et al. (2018), Smucler, Rotnitzky, and Robins (2019), Bradic, Wager, and
Zhu (2019), and Chernozhukov et al. (2022) and references therein.

Some recent works also consider further refinement of standard DML estimators (Newey and
Robins, 2018; Kline, Saggio, and Selvsten, 2020; Bradic et al., 2019; McGrath and Mukherjee, 2022;
Kennedy, 2020). The main distinction of these nonstandard DML estimators from the standard
ones is to estimate b and p from separate subsamples of the training sample. Earlier in the intro-
duction, we used the word “novel” rather than “nonstandard” in describing these DML estima-
tors. Under very restrictive, specific complexity-reducing assumptions on b and p and on the algo-
rithms used in their estimation, the estimators may have bias o(n~'/2) and rate double-robustness
fails to hold (Newey, 1990; Newey and McFadden, 1994). In the absence of such restrictive, spe-
cific complexity-reducing assumptions and fitting algorithms, it is unclear if these nonstandard
DML estimator still outperform standard DML estimators in either theory or practice. In fact, a
lower bound established recently in Balakrishnan, Kennedy, and Wasserman (2023) shows that
standard DML estimators are minimax optimal under an assumption-lean model that imposes no
complexity-reducing assumptions on the nuisance functions b or p. As a result, this article mainly
focuses upon the standard DML estimators but these nonstandard DML estimators will also be
considered briefly in Section 4. In Remark 2.1, we also discuss several other works related to the

methodology developed in our paper.

Plan. The remainder of the paper is arranged as follows. In Section 2, we describe the mathemat-
ical setup formally and review the definition and properties of DR functionals recently character-
ized in Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021). In Section 2.1, we review the statistical properties of

their standard DML estimators, based upon which we motivate and formally define our approach.

The main result of this paper, Section 3, is to construct a valid af-level falsification test of Ho,cs(6)
based on a third-order U-statistic, denoted as @22_)33&@,;1) (see (3.5)), which is the estimated
third-order influence function of Bias(¢1) but with ¥, replaced by Sk, following the notation

used in Robins et al. (2008); also see Appendix A.6 for derivations.

In Section 4, we study if the proposed falsification test could be also meaningful for nonstandard
DML estimators, whose bias could be o(n~1/2) even when r;, + x, < 1/2. We first argue that the
k-projected null hypothesis Hg x(8) is a natural hypothesis to falsify. Then we construct a valid -
level test of H (d) by modifying the falsification test in Section 3 using higher order U-statistics.
Since higher order U-statistics are computational costly, we also propose an early-stopping strat-

egy that takes the analyst’s computational budget into account. In Section 5 we present results of
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simulation studies to evaluate the finite sample performance of our methods. Section 6 concludes
with a discussion of some open problems. Many of the technical details are deferred to the online

Appendix.

2. FORMAL SETUP AND AN ILLUSTRATION OF OUR APPROACH

The formal setup is as follows. We observe N i.i.d. copies of the data vector O = (W, X') drawn

from some unknown probability distribution Py belonging to a locally nonparametric model
M = {Py;0 = (b,p,0\{b,p}) € © = Bx P x O\ {B,P}}

parameterized by the parameter 6 = (b, p, 6 \ {b,p}) with b,p, 6 \ {b, p} variation independent. To
stress the dependence on ¢, from here on, we will attach § to many symbols that have appeared,
such as 1(6), Eg, Biase(%), CSBiase(ﬂJ\l), Biasejk(ﬁl), etc. X is a d-dimensional random vector with
compact support (with distribution function F') whose density f is bounded away from 0 and
oo on its support, and d is allowed to increase with N. Here the maps b : * — b(z) € B and
p :  — p(x) € P have range contained in R. M is locally nonparametric in the sense that the
tangent space for the model at each 6 € © is equal to L(Py), e.g. when b, p belong to Holder balls

with certain smoothness.

To avoid extraneous technical issues, we assume that observed data O is bounded with prob-
ability 1 (see Remark 3.2 for further discussion). We consider functionals (i.e. parameters) 1 :
0 +— (0) that possess a (first order) influence function” IF ,;(0) = if1 ,,(O;0) (and thus a positive
and finite semiparametric variance bound (Newey, 1990; Ai and Chen, 2012; Ichimura and Newey,
2022)) and are contained in the mixed bias or doubly robust class of functionals of Rotnitzky, Smu-
cler, and Robins (2021) defined as follows. Under the locally nonparametric models defined above,

the influence function IF; ,;(#) is unique.

Definition 2.1 (Definition of a mixed bias or doubly robust functional (DR functional) (Definition
1 of Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021))). v(0) is a doubly robust functional if, for each 6 € © there
existsb : x — b(z) € Bandp : © — p(z) € Psuchthat (i) 0 = (b,p,0\{b,p})and © = BxPxO\{B, P}
and (it) for any 6,6’

(2.1) »(0) —(0') + Eg [IF1,4(8")] = Eg [Spp(b(X) — /(X)) (p(X) — p'(X))]

"The term “influence function” when used without further qualification is to be understood to be the first order
influence function.
10



where Sy, = sp,(0) with 0 — sp,(0) a known function that does not depend on 6 or 0’ satisfying either
Po(Sep = 0) = 1 0r Pg(Spy < 0) = 1. band p are called nuisance functions in the semiparametric statistics

literature, a terminology we also adopt in this paper. Finally, we let
A(x) = EglShy|X = a]

and assume X to be strictly bounded from above and below.

To understand the implication of DR functionals, let P,, be the empirical expectation operator
over the estimation sample and suppose 6’ were an estimate of # from the training sample (regarded
as fixed, i.e. non-random). It then follows that the one step estimator ¢(¢') +P,, [IF1 4 (#")] is doubly
robust (Scharfstein, Rotnitzky, and Robins, 1999; Robins and Rotnitzky, 2001; Bang and Robins,
2005). That is, by (2.1), it is unbiased for 1)(6) under Py if either b = b’ or p = p/. Because of this
fact, we will use the term DR functional in this paper, as is done in much of the current literature,
instead of the “mixed bias” terminology employed in Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021). To
ease notation, we will restrict consideration to DR functionals for which Pg(Sy, > 0) = 1. For a

DR functional ¢(6) of substantive interest for which Py(S, < 0) = 1, we will instead analyze
»(0) = -1 (0).
Let W = (Y, A). Below are some examples of DR functionals that are of substantive interest in

economics and statistics.

(1) The counterfactual mean of Y when {0, 1}-valued A is set to 1 (under strong ignorability),
Eg[Y (a = 1)] is identified from the distribution of W = (A, AY, X) by the DR functional
Y1(0) = Eg[b(X)] with b(z) = Eg[Y|X = 2,4 = 1], p(x) = 1/Eg[A|X = 7], Spp = —A4,
and A\(z) = —p(z)~1. Here p(z) is the inverse of the propensity score 7 (z) = Eg[A| X = z].

Because S5y, = —A, we instead analyze the DR functional
p(0) = =1 (0) = —E[b(X)] = —Eg[Y (a = 1)]

for which Sy, = A. We will use 9(6) = —Eg[b(X)] = —Eg[Y (a = 1)] as a running example
below?®. Average treatment effect, one of the most intensively studied causal parameters, is
thus a difference of two DR functionals.

(2) The expected conditional covariance

() = Eg[(Y — b(X))(A — p(X))]

8Chernozhukov, Newey, and Singh (2022a) used an alternative decomposition under which they included our A4, X
in their X. See Example 1 of Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021).
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with b(z) = Eg[Y|X = z],p(z) = Ep[A|X = z] is a DR functional (equivalently, a MB
functional) with Sy, = A(X) = 1. When Y and b(X) are replaced by A and p(X), ¥(0)
reduces to the expected conditional variance ¢(0) = Eg[(A — p(X))?]. The expected condi-
tional covariance has been popularized recently by Shah and Peters (2020) in the problem
of conditional independence testing, under the name “generalized covariance measure”.
The expected conditional covariance also relates to the regression coefficient 7 in the fol-

lowing semiparametric regression: Y = 74 + b(X) + white noise (Li et al., 2011).

To save space, we refer interested readers to Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021) for further
examples, including Average Treatment Effect on the Treated (ATT) (Example 8 therein), ATE

under sensitivity analysis models (Example 3 therein) and etc.

Before proceeding further, we collect some frequently used notation. We use Ey[-], varg[-] and
etc. to denote the expectation, variance, and etc. with respect to Pg. The data is randomly divided
into an estimation sample and a training (equivalently, nuisance) sample of size n = N/2. To
avoid notational clutter, all expectations, variances, and probabilities are conditional on the train-
ing sample unless otherwise stated. For a (random) vector V, ||V||g = Eg[V®?]Y/2 = Eo[V TV]!/2
denotes its Ly(Py) norm conditioning on the training sample, |V = (V&2)/2 = (VTV)1/2 its
¢3 norm and ||V its Loo(Pg) norm. For any matrix M, ||M|| will be reserved for its operator
norm. Given an integer k, and a random vector z;, = z;(X), IIy[-|zx] denotes the population lin-
ear projection operator onto the linear space spanned by z; conditioning on the training sample,
and IT; [+|Zx] = (1 — Ip) [-|2x] is the projection onto the ortho-complement of z;, in the Hilbert space

Ly(Pr) where P denotes the marginal law of X under 6. That is, for a random variable V,

(22)  Hg[V|zi)(z) = 7 (2){Eo[ze(X)zx(X) ']} Eg[26(X)V], Iy [V]zi) () = V — Tg[V |Z4] ().

The following common asymptotic notations are used throughout the paper: < y (equiva-
lently z = O(y) or y = Q(x)) denotes that there exists some constant C' > O such thatz < Cy,z < y
(equivalently z = ©(y)) means there exist some constants c; > ¢ > 0 such that ca|y| < |z| < ¢y

z=o(y)ory =w(z) ory > zorz K y is equivalent to lim, , .o £ = 0. For a random variable X,

%
with law P possibly depending on the sample size n, X,, = Op(a,,) denotes that X, /a,, is bounded

in P-probability, and X,, = op(a,,) means that lim,,_,. P(|Xy,/an| = €) = 0 for every positive e.

2.1. Influence functions of DR functionals.

In this section, we generalize our discussion in the Introduction on () = —Ep[Y (1)] under

ignorability to the DR functionals and provide a more detailed exposition. We first review the
12



influence functions of DR functionals (see Definition 2.1) established in Rotnitzky, Smucler, and
Robins (2021). Although the definition of DR functional is quite abstract, Rotnitzky, Smucler,
and Robins (2021) derived the (nonparametric) influence functions of DR functionals by directly
leveraging the form of the product bias appeared in Definition 2.1. We summarize their results

below for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 2.1 (A summary of Theorems 1 and 2 of Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021)).
Suppose (1) () for 8 = (b,p, 0\ {b,p}) € © =B x P x ©\ {B,P}isa DR functional (equivalently
MB functional) according to Definition 2.1; (2) the reqularity Condition A.1 in Appendix A.1 (Condition
1 of Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021)) holds; (3) b(X), p(X), A(X)b(X) and X\(X)p(X) belong to
Ly(Pp) forall 6 € O©.

Then there exists a statistic Sy and linear maps h — m1(O, h) for h € B and h — mo(O, h) for h € P
independent of 0 satisfying the following:

o The influence function of 1(0) is given by:

(2.3) IF1.4(0) = #H(b,p) — ¥(0)

where (b, p) := Sppb(X)p(X) + m1 (0, b) +ma(0, p) + So,

o Furthermore, the following first-order doubly robust moment conditions hold:

(2.4) { Eg[Spph(X)p(X) +mi(0,h)] = 0 forall h € B,

Eo[Sipb(X)R(X) + ma(O,h)] =0 forall h € P.

And (0) = Eg[m1(O,b) + So] = Eg[m2(O0, p) + So] = Ep[—Sppb(X)p(X) + Sol.

e Further suppose the maps h — Eg[m1(O, h)] and h — Eg[ma(O, h)] for h € Lo(P ) are continu-
ous and linear with Riesz representers R1(X) = R1(X;0) and Ro(X) = Ro(X;0)” respectively.
Then b(X) = —Ra(X)/ANX) and p(X) = —R1(X)/N(X); moreover, b and p are the (global)

minimizers of the following minimization problems

. h(X)?
b(-) = arg Mingcr, P y)Eo [pr (X) i mg(O,h)] 7
2.5
(29) . h(X)?
p(-) = arg Minger, P,y Eo | Skp 5 +m1(O,h)| .

We first give some examples of the influence functions IF; ,;(f) and Riesz representers of DR

functionals. Similar moment conditions such as (2.4) can be traced back to Newey (1994), Newey

The Riesz representer R(X) of a continuous linear functional h — E[m(O, h)] for h € L2(PF) is, by definition, the
function of X satisfying E[m(O, h)] = E[R(X)h(X)]; see Chernozhukov, Newey, and Singh (2022b), Chernozhukov,
Newey, and Singh (2022a), and Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021).
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(1997), Newey, Hsieh, and Robins (1998), Newey, Hsieh, and Robins (2004), and Chernozhukov,
Newey, and Singh (2022a).

Example 1 (Some examples of Riesz representers for DR functionals).
(1) $(6) = —Eg[b(X)] = —Eg[Y (a = 1)]. Then IFy,,,(6) = H(b,p) — (6) with
H(b,p) = = (=Ab(X)p(X) + b(X) + AYp(X)).

Here Sy, = A and A\(X) = p(X)™!, m1(0,b) = —b(X), m2(O,p) = —AYp(X) and Sy = 0.
Then R1(X) = —1 and R2(X) = —b(X)/p(X) since

(2) ¥(0) = Ep[(Y —b(X))(A—p(X))] — expected conditional covariance between A and Y
given X with b(X) = Ep[Y|X],p(X) = Eg[A|X]: IF1 4(0) = H(b,p) — ¥(0) with H(b,p) =
b(X)p(X) —Ab(X) =Y p(X)+AY, Sy, = Land A(X) =1, m1(0,b) = —Ab(X), m2(0,p) =
—Yp(X),and Sp = AY. Then R;(X) = —p(X) and Ra(X) = —b(X) since

We now briefly comment on the three parts of Proposition 2.1 as they are all important for future
development of the paper. Eq. (2.3) exhibits the general formula of influence functions of DR func-
tionals, which are the basic building blocks for standard DML estimators and most nonstandard
DML estimators. Also, our framework heavily relies on higher order influence functions, which
are derived from the (first-order) influence functions. Eq. (2.4) and (2.5) together suggest natural
loss functions that could be used to fit the nuisance functions b and p from data. To see why, we

first make the following important observation:

Lemma 2.1. The minimization problems given in (2.5), with the function class Lo(P ) replaced by some
F C LQ(P F)
2 ( 2

= . h(X ~ . h(X
(2.6) b(-) = arg miny,crEg pr(Z) +ma(O, h)| ,p(-) = arg miny,cxEg pr2) +m1 (O, h)

are equivalent to:

(2.7)  b(-) = arg miny,. ~Eg [IMX)(B(X) — h(X))?],B(-) = arg min,e 7Eg [AN(X) (p(X) — h(X))?] .
14



The proof of Lemma 2.1 can be found in Appendix A.2. Based on Lemma 2.1, one can often
establish rates of convergence of b,pto b, p in Ly(Py) norm by solving the following minimization
problem from the training sample:

2 2

~ h . , h
(2.8) b=arg minP,, |Sy,— +m2(0,h)|,p=arg minPy,, |Spy,— +mi(O,h)]|.
heF 2 heF 2

where F is the set of functions computable by the machine learning algorithm. This is because
the convergence properties of b and p are often established by excess risk bound that connects the
empirical loss (2.8) to the expected A-weighted Ly (Py)-loss (2.6) under certain complexity reduc-
ing assumptions. In Appendix A.2, we also point out several other possible choices, including
unweighted L2 (Py)-loss, cross-entropy loss, and adversarial loss minimization strategies. Impor-
tantly, given positive weight functions wj, w, over X, that are strictly bounded from above and
below, any wj- (or wy,-) weighted Lo (Pg)-loss and A-weighted L2 (Py)-loss are equivalent up to con-

stants under our assumption on A in Definition 2.1:

(2.9)
inf 20T (O (00 -HC0Y] < B GO -H00P] < sup 2 Eafun 0O 800

and similarly for Eg[A(X){p(X) — p(X)}?]. For DR functionals, CSBiaSQ({ﬁ\l), the Cauchy-Schwarz

bias of 121, is defined as

(210)  CSBiasy(dh) = {EsD\CX)BX) — (X)) B GX) — p(X))

which is an upper bound of Biasg (121) to be defined in (2.12) by CS inequality. Hence we have
(2.11)  CSBiasy(th1) = CSBiasf (v1) = {Eglwp(X){b(X) — b(X)}*|Eglwp(X){B(X) — p(X)}*]}'/2,
that is, they are equivalent up to a multiplicative positive constant.

2.2. Standard DML estimators.

The following algorithm defines the standard DML estimators 121 and TZJ\Cf,l of a general DR func-

tional 1/ () satisfying the regularity conditions given in Proposition 2.1.

(i) The N study subjects are randomly split into two parts: an estimation sample of size n
and a training (nuisance) sample of size n;, = N — n with n/N ~ 1/2. Without loss of
generality we shall assume that i = 1,...,n corresponds to the estimation sample.

(i) Nuisance estimators b and p are separately constructed from the entire training sample
data using machine learning, such as deep neural networks (Farrell, Liang, and Misra,

2021; Chen et al., 2020) and define 8 := (b, 7,6 \ {b, p}).
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(iii) Denote IF; = IF; (6) := L S | IF, ,(0) and IF; = IF;(9) = L 37 | IF; 4(6). Then

n

1 = IF; + 9 (0 Z Hi(b,p) = Z <pr,iB(Xi)ﬁ(Xi) +m1(01,0) +ma(0;, ) + SO,i)
=1
from n subjects in the estimation sample and 'l//;cf,l = % (1/11 + 1/11> where wl is 1/11 but with

the training and estimation samples reversed.

The next proposition provides asymptotic properties of standard DML estimators ¢ (and zchyl)
of DR functionals. Its proof is straightforward and can be found in Chernozhukov et al. (2018),
Smucler, Rotnitzky, and Robins (2019) or Farrell, Liang, and Misra (2021, Theorem 3).

Proposition 2.2. Under the conditions of Proposition 2.1, conditional on the training sample, if a) the bias
of v

~

(212) Biasy (1) = Eg[Shp(b(X) — b(X))(p(X) — B(X))] = Eg[A(X)(b(X) — b(X))(p(X) — H(X))]
is o(n=Y/2) and b) b(z) and p(x) converge to b(x) and p(x) in Ly(Py), then:

(1) i=(8) = n~ 301 Py g s(0)+o(n™/2) and des a1 —p(8) = N~ 3, IF 1 y3(6)+0,(N71/2).
Further n'/ 2(1;1 —1)(0)) converges conditionally and unconditionally to a normal distribution with
mean zero; @ch,l is a reqular, asymptotically linear estimator; i.e., N/ 2(@%,1 —1(0)) converges un-
conditionally to a normal distribution with mean zero and variance equal to the semiparametric
variance bound varg [IFq (6)].

(2) The nominal (1 — o) Wald Cls

(2'13) Cla({/)\l) = {p\l + Za/QS/'E'[Jl]a Cla({#\cf,l) = '(Zcf,l + Za/QS/'E- [ch,l]

are asymptotically valid nominal (1 — o) CI for 1(6). Here $&.[th1] = {var[th1]}}/2 with

n 2
(2.14) Varlin] = — Z (lFlW ) — %Z IFL,N-(§)>
=1

and $€.[es1] = L{Var[] + var[ U1 ]}Y/2. The interval Cly (1), unlike Clo(thes.), is also an
asymptotically valid (1 — alpha) CI conditional on the training sample.

2.3. A prelude to our approach.

As briefly described in Section 1, our main goal is to develop assumption-lean empirical meth-
ods to falsify NHo cs : CSBiasg(¢1) = o(n~'/2) by falsifying its operationalized pair Hg cs(d) :

CSBiasy(11) < s.e.g(t1)0.
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However, as we argued in the Introduction, CSBiasa(zzl) and Biasa(%) are generally not uni-
formly consistently estimable without complexity reducing assumptions on b and p or their esti-
mates b and p. This is evident from the following decomposition of Biase(%) because we do not
have control over TI+[A!/2(b — b)|\1/2z;] and TT} [\Y/2(p — p)|\1/2z;] without restrictive complexity-

reducing assumptions on b and p or on band D

(2.15) Bias(¢1) = Biase,k(%) + TBQ,k(Z/Z)\l)

where TByx(¢1) = Eg[ITH[A/2(b — b)|A/22,](X)TIE [A/2(5 — p)|A1/22,)(X)], which was referred
to as the truncation bias in Robins et al. (2008) and Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a) (also see
Appendix A.6), and
Biasg,.(v1) = EglIlg[A"/?(b — b)IN'/?2] (X)Ty A2 (B — p) A ?24) (X))
(2.16) ~
= Eg[A(X) (b(X) = b(X))2s(X)]" T By 2 (X)AX) (PX) = p(X))]:

Here z;, is a vector of k-dimensional vector of basis functions chosen by the analyst satisfying
mild regularity conditions (see Condition W in Section 3) and ¥, = Eg[A\(X)Z,(X)zx(X) ] =

Eo[Sppzi(X)zr(X) T]" is the population Gram matrix of A\/?Z.

Since in general we do not know the sign of TBgyk(&)\l), there exist no uniformly nominal-level
tests of Hy(6). But fortunately, as can be shown in the same fashion as in (1.1), the quantity
Biaseﬁk(ﬂ;l) is a lower bound of CSBiase(@Zl), making it possible to construct nominal-level test
of Hocs(0). The test statistic of Hy cs(d), later introduced in Section 3, is based on estimators
of Biase,k({b\l), derived using the theory of higher-order influence functions (HOIFs) (which are
higher-order U-statistics) developed in a series of papers by some of the authors (Robins et al.,
2008; Robins et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2017). Due to space limitation, we refer the interested read-
ers to Robins et al. (2008) or van der Vaart (2014) for a more comprehensive review. En route to
constructing these HOIF estimators and associated tests, we require access to only the study data
and the functions b and p obtained by analysts. However, our tests are constructed without: i)
refitting, modifying, or even having knowledge of the machine learning algorithms that have been
employed to compute b, p from the training sample, and ii) requiring any assumptions at all (aside
from a few standard, quite weak assumptions given later) — in particular, without making any as-
sumptions about the smoothness or sparsity of the nuisance functions b or p. The key to achieve i)

is by conditioning on the training sample data. For a related discussion, see Remark 3.4.

1075 relate to the discussion in Section 1, Spp = A for the functional ¢(0) = —E[Y (1)].
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Formally, our proposed approach begins by noticing that Biasg j, (¢1) canbe unbiasedly estimated

by the following infeasible second order U-statistic

m -1y . 1 = LR =
T a0(2; >’_n(n—1)l<,§< Ea@)(O)] T [ (20)(0)],, . where
iy #ia<n

(2.17)

o~

g/l;,mz (Zk)(O) = prb(X)zk (X) + TTLQ(O, 2k), 5]377”1 (Zk)(O) = pr]/)\(X)zk(X) + ma (O, 2k)

N
the second-order influence function of Biasg j, (1) see Appendix A.6 for more details. 1F2; j( E;l)

with standard error of order O (% Y i) (see Theorem 4.1 for more details). In fact, ﬁ%, K(Zp 1) is

is infeasible because in general 3; ! is unknown. The unbiasedness follows directly from equation
(2.4) in Proposition 2.1; the proof of the standard error bound of @22, k (E,;l) is deferred to Appen-
dix A.3, and can also be found in Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a), which mostly focused on
the infeasible case by assuming E,;l to be known. Since E,;l is generally unknown, we propose to
estimate ¥; ' by f],;l from the training sample data, where Spo= P, [Shpzi(X)zx(X) ] is simply
the empirical Gram matrix estimator. In particular, throughout this paper, we choose 1 < k < n.

The reason for this choice is discussed in detail in the following remark.

Remark 2.1 (On the choice of k). We shall always choose k to be much less than the sample sizen = N/2
of the estimation sample, for the standard error of ﬁm’k@;l) of order to be smaller than or equal to the
order n='/2 of the standard error of o1, thereby creating the possibility of detecting, for any given § > 0, that
\Biase,k(zﬁl) ’/5.6.9(171\1) > 0, when the sample size n is sufficiently large.

Moreover, we also need k < ny, = n, the sample size of the training sample, to ensure f],;l to be a operator-
norm consistent estimator of ¥, , without imposing, possibly incorrect, additional smoothness assumption
on the distribution of (Sy, X) or sparsity assumptions on Sy or 5, required for accurate estimation when
k> n.

Finally, we take k >> 1 to ensure the asymptotic normality of the U-statistic ﬁgg k (f),;l) (after appropriate
scaling) (Bhattacharya and Ghosh, 1992) to determine the rejection region of our falsification test to be

studied in the next section.

One might view the choice of k < n a disadvantage. On the surface, it seems to exclude high-dimensional
statistical models. Howeuver, this is not the case: (1) The nuisance functions are allowed to be estimated
by any procedure, be it high-dimensional or not, from the training sample; (2) k < n ensures that our
testing procedure can be a valid test without any complexity-reducing assumptions on the nuisance functions,
including the distribution of X, that is required to evaluate E;l. We cannot let k =< n because, as we will see,

our test needs the bias due to estimating ¥, by S to be sufficiently small and recent developments along this

Hhis is why we adopt the notation I[TFQQ, k(23 1) by following the convention in Robins et al. (2008).
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direction (Cattaneo, Jansson, and Newey, 2018; Kline, Saggio, and Selvsten, 2020; Yadlowsky, 2022; Jiang
et al., 2022; Jochmans, 2022) cannot be used because of the more stringent assumptions on zj, such as sub-
Gaussian tail conditions. The jackknife or bootstrap bias correction methods developed by Cattaneo, Jansson,
and Ma (2019) and Cattaneo and Jansson (2018) could potentially be applied to our problem but since
they only allow k = O(\/n), the chance of rejecting Ho cs(6) could be diminished. It will be an interesting
problem to study if their approach can be extended to allow \/n < k < n, so as to be applied to our problem.

We list this as an open problem in Section 6.

3. MAIN RESULTS: A VALID FALSIFICATION TEST OF NULL HYPOTHESIS Hy cs(0)

Having introduced @gg,k(ilzl) as an estimator of Biasak(@l), we are now prepared to construct

a valid nominal level-a! falsification test of the non-asymptotic null hypothesis paired with NH cs:

CSBiaSQ(Q/ﬂ\l)

HO,CS((S) : seg(zz)
.€. 1

<.

3.1. What constitutes a valid test of Hy c5()?

Before proceeding to the main result, we note that the infeasible falsification test of Hg cs(d)
proposed in Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a) can be generalized to the class of DR functionals

as follows'%:

_ _1 e »
(3.1) (S 8) = 1 { ’HFT@ )| ks.e.[mf},,i(zk ) 5}
s.€.[¢1] s.e. U]

where S/.E.[{b\l] (see (2.14)) and S/.E.[@QQ,]C(ZI;IH (see (A.19) in Appendix A.8) are estimators of
the standard errors s.e.g[t] and s.e.g[@m,k@;l)]. Here one choose the cut-off ¢, = 2, , by nor-
mal approximation. The asymptotic validity of X2 x(Z; ' 24 /2,0) relies on the unbiasedness of

ﬁggjk(Egl), but the unbiasedness can be relaxed as in the proposition below.

Proposition 3.1. Given any estimator Igizsgk(%) of Biase,k(%) that, conditioning on the training sample

):

data, satisfies:

(1) Under Ho,cs(8): Eg[Biasy (1) — Biaso(v1)] = o
(2) s.e.[Biasg 1 (¢1)] = s.e.9[lFa2 (S 1));

(3) Under Ho cs(8): B2eC) Biasonn) 4y 1),

s.e.g[lgia\se),k(lzl)]

Then, again conditioning on the training sample data, the test

=[5

(3.2) Sulor, 6) = 1 { |Biasg i (1)) . s.[Biasg (1h1)] . 5}7

seld] sl

12we also provide relevant results in Appendix A.5.
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where 55.[@97k(ﬂl)] is a consistent estimator of s.e.g[lﬁg,k(%)], rejects Ho cs(6) with probability less
than of as n — oo with ¢, = Zat /2 under Ho cs(9). That is, we say that )?k(zaT/Q, d) is an asymptotically
valid test of Hy cs(6).

The above statement also holds if one replaces Hy cs(9) by the k-projected null hypothesis Hg 1,(9).

We did not give a formal proof as the argument for Proposition 3.1 is quite simple. Sinces.e.g [lg\as(% k(1]
can be as small as of order %, one needs the bias Eg[lga\sak(@l) - Biasa,k(zz;l)] to be dominated by
this order under the null Hy cs(6) or the null Hy (9) to protect the level of the test. The final clause
of Proposition 3.1 will be most relevant to Section 4. We also refer readers to Appendix ?? for more

details.

3.2. Bias-reduced estimator of Biase,k(%).

The most natural estimator of I§ia\59,k($1) is @gg,k(ilgl) and the corresponding test is

o IFa (5! e [[Fan (55!
(3.3) Rok(Er s 2atj2:0) = 1 \23#)\ _Zawse[ AQMA( ) Ssb
s-e.[i1] s.e.[11]

However, we cannot prove that the above test is asymptotically valid for Hy cs(9), because Theorem

3.1 below will show the bias of HIF22 k( ) for estimating Biasg k(wl) is
— S—1 . > \/E
(34) EBo.k,2 == Eg[lF22 1 (3, ") — Biasg x(¢1)] = O Vv logk

under Hy cs(d). This obtained upper bound O ( yHlogh ) of the bias due to estimating ¥, ' exceeds
that which is needed to protect the level of the test ngk(E k3 Zat/2,0), as given in Condition (1) of
Proposition 3.1.

Fortunately, Theorem 3.1 will also show that the following third-order U-statistic estimator of

BiaSak(IZJ\l)

(3.5)
TFas 33 K = TFa; KT+ ﬁ:&s,k(igl)a where
o~ ol n—2)! B T~ _ B = ~_ _
FonS) =" Y [6,,@00)]] 5 s 0m07 - 5] S & @0,
T I<ii#iatiz<n ’ !

can reduce the upper bound of the bias due to estimating =, ! from O ( Vlogh ) in (3.4) to

(3.6) EBok3 = Eg[[Fao 33, (S 1) — Biasg . (¢1)] = (f Hlogh > =0 <ﬁ>

n n n

as long as we choose k such that klogk = o(n).
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Remark 3.1. @22_)33 k(E i 1Y can be viewed as a de-biased version of I[IF22 k(E 1), and the bias is partially
corrected by I[]F33 k( ). As will be shown in Appendix A.6, ]I]FQQ_>33 KX 1) is the third-order influence

function of Blas(;’k(@bl) and ]I]F22_>33,k(2k ) is its estimated version.

To avoid clutter in the remainder of this paper, we introduce the following additional notation

for various L,-type norms of functions or their weighted L1 (Pg)-projections, for ¢ = 2, 4:

Lyas = {EGOGEO — 00021} Ly 5, = {BHIY2E - a2 o))

Lo = (BB ~ ()} Lo = (Bl 26 - X 22011},

Ly oz = [MoN2(0 = 0)N 2] oo, Looo e = [Tg[N2(5 = )N 2l Ly 5 514 = 126 — il

which will also be useful for the later development of this paper. Note that we define CSBiasy j, (1) =

L Lo 2 5, generalizing the definition of CSBiase’k(@El) given in (1.5) to the whole class of DR

0,2,b,k
functionals.

We also need to further impose the following weak regularity conditions (Condition W).

Condition W.

(1) All the eigenvalues of Xy, are bounded away from 0 and oo.

(2) The observed data O = (W, X), the true nuisance functions b(X) and p(X), the estimated nuisance
functions E(X ) and p(X) are bounded with Pg-probability 1, and \(X) are bounded away from 0
and oo with Pg-probability 1.

(3) |12} Zk|lso < Bk for some constant B > 0.

Note that Condition W should also be compared to the following slightly stronger Condition
S in Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a), which is the same as Condition W except (3) shall be
replaced by the following (3"):

Condition S.

(3") 12} 2lloo < Bk for some constant B > 0; in addition, L oot < 00 and Ly o pp < 00.

Remark 3.2. Condition S(3’) is stronger than Condition W(3) and it holds for Cohen-Vial-Daubechies
wavelets, local polynomial partition and B-spline series (Belloni et al., 2015). But it does not hold in general
for Fourier or Legendre polynomial series of X when X is compactly supported (Belloni et al., 2015). We also
refer interested readers to Kennedy, Balakrishnan, and Wasserman (2020, Section 6) and Liu, Mukherjee,

and Robins (20200, Section 2.1) for further motivation on why we decide to relax Condition S by Condition
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W. However, as we will see, when ¥y, is unknown and need to be estimated from the training sample, viola-
tion of Condition S(3") but not Condition W(3), will incur a loss in the power of the test (the magnitude
depending on the particular series used; see Appendix A.7), but the validity of the test (i.e. level) is still
guaranteed. Nevertheless, such loss in power happens (or equivalently, Condition W holds but Condition S
fails to hold), only if the Loo-norms of the projections ITg[A\Y/2(b — b)|AY/2z;] and T AV/2(p — p)|AY/2z)
are not bounded even though those of \/2(b — b) and \Y/2(p — p) are bounded.

Finally, we summarize the statistical properties of ﬁgg,k@;l) and ﬁ22ﬁ33’k(§;1) in Theorem

3.1 below:

Theorem 3.1. Under the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and Condition W, with k,n — oo but klogk = o(n),

conditioning on the training sample, the following hold on the event that S, is invertible:

(1) The bias and variance of IFyy k(Z 1) as an estimator of Biasy k(wl) are of the following order:

klog(k)
EBo2kl S Ly oalo2pilyosin S Loagilozpn\ —

—~ o 1 (k

-1 2 2

varg |:]HF22’]€(2]€ )} < - - { + Le 2Bk + Le,zﬁ,k}
where EBy o 1, is defined in equation (3.4).

(2) The bias and variance Ofﬁ22_>337k(§];1) = @gm(ig )+ ]HF33 k(E 1) are of the following order:

Klog(k)
[EBo.s.kl S Ly o510, 271’7"?L0 25k S Loopalo2ie— —

. ~_ 1 (k
varg [HF22—>33,k(2k 1)} S - { + L; 2k T Ljopk + kLg 2D k]Le 2.5k }

n

where EBy 3 1, is defined in equation (3.4).
If, however, Condition W is strengthened to Condition S

— ~ 1 (k
varg []HF22—>33,k(Zk 1)} S { +12, b T L3 25k }

(3) Under Ho,cs(0):

IFy (35, ") — Eo [HFm,k(igl)} ; TFa2 334(S; ') — Eo [HF22—>33,1€(§;;1)} 4 N(0.1)
an — 5 N(0,1).

s.e.g[TFag 1 (X7 1)) s.e.g[Fag 33 (31 1)]

When we estimate s.e. Q[HFQQ k(Z Yands.e. 9[HF22_>33 k(E h respectively by their consistent boot-

strap estimators s.e. []UFQQ k(Z Y and s%e. [HF22_>33 k,( 1) defined in (A.19) and (A.22), with ¥y,
22



replaced by Sy, in Appendix A.8, we also have

IFy; #(E5h —Eo [HFQQ 0o )} TFa2533.5 (2 ") — Eo [TFa233 (S5 1) d
— and —— = — N(0,1).
S.e.[HFQQ’k(Zk_ )] S.e.DHFQQ_)i;&k(Zk )]

Remark 3.3.

o The bias and variance bounds under Condition S have been proved in Liu et al. (2017). The change
in the proof under Condition W is given in Lemma A.3 in Appendix A.7. The normal approxima-
tion under Ho cs(0) follows from Slutsky theorem and asymptotic normality of U-statistics with
diverging (with n) kernels given in Theorem 1 of Bhattacharya and Ghosh (1992).

o The generic bias bounds in Theorem 3.1 imply those stated in (3.4) and (3.6) under Hy cs(6), as

Ly oprlo2pr < Lypoplons = CSB|a59(¢1) < 12
when Hy cs(6) is true.

3.3. The proposed assumption-lean falsification test of Hy cs(0).

All the previous discussions in this section culminate in (1) the following test of Hy cs(0):

> ¥ o o [TF -1
(3.7) Rk Sk 2at 2, 0) = 1 | 22f3,11( el _Za’r/gse[ QEfgik( e S5 |
s.e.[¢1] s.e.[¢1]

and (2) the following theorem showing its asymptotically validity:

CSBiasg (1)

A <
s.e.9(¥1) 0

~X VY

Theorem 3.2. Assume all the conditions in Theorem 3.1. Under Hy cs(6) :

(3.8) Tlim Py (;237k(§,;1;zw2,5) _ 1) <al.
That is, Qg,k@;l; Zat /2y §) is an asymptotically level-o test of Ho,cs(6).

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.1 and is deferred to Appendix
A.9. Since 5<\3’]€(§31;1; Zat /25 J) is not a consistent test, we say Qg,k(flgl; Zat /2, d) can only falsify the

null hypothesis Hp cs(6).

Remark 3.4. Because our results are conditioning on the training sample, the test )?M(i,;l; Zat /2, 0) only
relies on ‘asymptopia’ to ensure that its rejection probability can be closely approximated by its Gaussian
limiting distribution. If Berry-Esseen bound or tail inequalities with constants estimable from the data were
available for IFg9_33 k(E 1), we could in principle eliminate our dependence on asymptopia. At the sample
size used in our simulation (see Section 5), the normal gqplots of IFas-33 k(E 1) in Figure 2 suggest that

normal approximation looks fine between (—2,2) under Hy cs(9).
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Remark 3.5. Now we return to the issue raised in footnote 5 in the Introduction. Another natural choice

for the k-projected null hypothesis is

~

Ho.r.cs () : CSBiasyx(11)? = Eg |TIg[AY2(b — b)|)\1/22k](X)2} = [HGP\I/Q@—P)\)\l/22k](X)2 < 0%varp(¢1)

because rejection of H 1, cs(9) implies rejection of Hy cs(6). CSBiaSQk({b\l)z can be unbiasedly estimated by

the following infeasible fourth-order U-statistic:

— _ (n—4)! i _ _ _ _ _

TFas.cs k(S ) = - > €5, @) (O 21 (65,1, (26) ()i [Epma (Z8) (O)], 5 [Ep s (2) (O]
’ 1<i FioFizZAis<n

Using @44,@7;{(2,;1) as a starting point, one can indeed follow the previous development in Section 3 to

construct a feasible test of Hy .cs(0). We decide not to further pursue this alternative strategy because it is

much more complex to analyze and we leave it to future investigation.

4. WHAT 1F NONSTANDARD DML ESTIMATORS ARE USED IN PRACTICE?

4.1. Motivation for testing Hy 1.(9).

Several recent works (Newey and Robins, 2018; Bradic et al., 2019; Kline, Saggio, and Selvsten,
2020; Kennedy, 2020; McGrath and Mukherjee, 2022) have exhibited nonstandard DML estimators,
denoted also as ¢y in this section (to avoid introducing new notation at this point), that improve
upon standard DML estimators, with Biasg(¢1) = o(n~'/2), even though CSBiasy(1h1) > n~'/2, ie.
K+ kp < 1/2 [recall that n™"* and n™"» are rates of convergence of band ptoband pin (weighted)
Ly(Pg) norm]. However, to obtain these results, they all (1) use very special nuisance function
estimators with b and p computed from separate non-overlapping subsamples of the training sam-
ple, and (2) assume very specific complexity-reducing assumptions such as Holder smoothness
(Newey and Robins, 2018; McGrath and Mukherjee, 2022) or (approximate) sparsity (Bradic et
al., 2019). The problem for our methodology when applied to such estimators is that, if (1) and
(2) above were true, our test X3 (i;l; Zqt /2, 0) might still reject because rp+ £, < 1/2, even though
Biasg(¢1) = o(n~/2) holds.

In this section, we study one possible approach to extend our methodology to apply to non-
standard DML estimators. We will consider an approach in which we simply wish to test the null
hypothesis Hy ;,(6). This can be viewed as testing if the bias of Py is large along the direction of the
basis/dictionary z;, chosen by the analyst. If the analyst has a good grasp of the direction along
which Biasy (1) may be large, say when b, p belong to Hélder balls with certain smoothness, then
she can test Hy 1,(6) with z, chosen to be wavelet or B-spline series. If otherwise, we then suggest

the analyst tests Hy 5, (&) with a variety of choices of z;, as a form of sensitivity analyses (Robins,
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2003). If Hy;(8) is rejected with some z), (with a very small p-value), then Biasg ,(11) = n~%/2
under the operationalized pairing between H 1 (6) and NHg j, : Bias(;’k(&\l) = o(n~1/?). Recall from

Section 2.3 that Biase(ﬁl) can be decomposed as follows:

Biasy (1) = Biasg,(11) + TBgk(¢1).

Furthermore, TBg’k(lz}\l) cannot be uniformly consistently estimated. Even so, Biase({/;l) will not be
o(n_l/ 2), and therefore its associated Wald CI centered at 121 will not be valid, unless TBg,k(%)
and Bias(;,k(@l) happen to have leading order terms of the same magnitude but opposite sign. As
it seems quite fortuitous for such a cancellation to occur, an analyst might agree to retract her claim
that the Wald Cl is valid. Hence in this section we focus on Hy j,(J) and investigate how to test this

particular null hypothesis.

4.2. Issues with )?3,k(§],;1; Zqt/2,0) as a test of Ho () and a rescue by HOIFs.

In this section, we begin by showing that X\gyk(i;l; Zat /2, 0) is not necessarily an af-level test of
Ho x(0) for nonstandard DML estimators (neither for standard DML estimators, which does not
contradict the claim about the validity of Sg\g,k(flgl; Zat/2,0) in Theorem 3.2 because it is shown to
be valid under Hy cs(6), a different null hypothesis from Hy ;(9)). Recall from Theorem 3.1 that the
bias HF224>33 k( ) for Biasg k(z/zl) was upper bounded by:

klogk
EB3 g4 = Eg[TF22 .33, KN — Biasg k(1)) S Loos kL9,2,p,k7g-
Under Hoyk(e), BiaSQ’k(”lzl) S n_1/2, but because ]LG 23kL9:27ﬁ:k = CSBiase,k({b\l) = BiaSak(”Lfﬁ\l) by CS

inequality, we cannot ensure L Loopr S n~1/2. Hence one cannot guarantee EB3 9, = o (%) ,

0,2,0,k
as required in Proposition 3.1 to ensure the validity of 3 . (f],;l; Zqt/2,0) asatest of H (d), without
making further unverifiable assumptions on b p,/b\ p or z;. A natural solution would be to further
reduce the bias of ]HF22%33 k( ) due to estimating ¥, by S 1 which motivates the following

m-th order U-statistic estimator of Blas&k(zﬂl):

@224)mm7k(il:1) = i@jj,k(ilzl)v where
j=2
By = 1y O g, @000)]] {Hz ([sbpzk X)z(x)"] - ik) } e [ (21)(0)],,

]HFQQ_mm k( S 1) can further reduce the bias [and IF. 22—smm,k(Xg 1) is the m-th order influence func-
tion of Biasg j( 1) (see HOIF-related theory in Appendix A.6) ]. In particular, we have the following

theorem on the statistical properties of I[]Fgg_mm k(E 1) similar to Theorem 3.1. Again, the bias
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and variance bounds under Condition S are proved in Liu et al. (2017). Under Condition W, see
the proof of Lemma A.3 in Appendix A.7. Recall from Section 3 that Condition W is weaker than
Condition S.

Theorem 4.1. Under the conditions as in Theorem 3.1 and klogk \V (km?) = o(n):

1) The bias and variance o @22_>mm & S1Y as an estimator o Biasg k. 121\1 are of the following order:
K\ ; g

~

EBo,m il = Eo [TFao s (55 ) = Biaso,u(d1)]

m—1
<L LT <L <k'°gk) o
n

9,2,3,14]1‘9,24’77 025k ~ 0,2,3,kL9727]37k
varg |IF (= - LT S s X T - T
0 |H22—mm k\ =~ ~ o n 0,2,b,k 0,2,p,k 0,25,k “0:2.5k (

If, however, Condition W is strengthened to Condition S,

1 [k

vary [HFQQ—Hnm,k(i];l)} S ﬁ {n + LQ,Q’Rk + L@lﬁ:k} :

(2) Under Ho (0) and Condition S,

EIFQQ—Hnm,If(i];l) - E@ [ﬁ22—>mm,k(§lzl

. - )} 4 N(0,1).
S.e.p [HFQQAmm,k(E];l)]

When we estimate s.e.g [ﬁgg_)mmk (f],;l) by its consistent bootstrap estimator s.e. [@gg_mm,k (i,;l)

(e.g. by (A.22) in Appendix A.8 with ¥y, replaced by 3y,), we also have

HFZZHmm,k(ilzl) —Ep ﬁﬁﬂﬁ\mm,k(ilzl)
5/-6\- [ﬁ22%mm,k(ilzl)]

Remark 4.1. First, note that under Hy () instead of Hy cs(8) as in the previous section, we only have

4 N(0,1).

asymptotic normality of @ggﬁmmk(i;l) under Condition S. Under Condition W, if we were able to show

= O(1) when Ly 5, Lo 25, L Lo 005 are all O(1), then asymptotic normality would

2 2 R
L9,4,/g7kL0747ﬁ7k 9700717’
also hold. This remains an open question. For more detailed discussion, see Appendix A.7.

Further note the following trade-off between the asymptotic statistical properties and computational cost:

(1) Asm grows, the bias of ﬁ]ﬁmﬁmmk(i;l) decays to 0 at a rate monotonically increasing with m.

(2) But larger m incurs higher computational cost to compute ﬁgg_)mm,k(i;l).

We conjecture that such a trade-off is unavoidable but a rigorous proof is beyond the scope of this paper.
Finally, the extra condition km? = o(n) imposes restrictions on both k and m and is a result of the
variance bound of @mm,k(igl) shown in Lemma A.3. For example, if one chooses k = n/(logn)?, then m

is at most o(logn).
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4.3. The proposed assumption-lean test of H ;(J) and early-stopping.

Based on the above discussion, we propose the following nominal «f-level test of Hg 1 (d): for

any fixed m > 3,

S @ mm i_l /\@ mm i_l
@) sz d) = 1 Eromma @] SE M )]
SN <o 0]

Theorem 4.1 immediately implies the following:

Theorem 4.2. Under the conditions in Theorem 4.1 with Condition S, klog(k) V (km?) = o(n) together

with the additional restriction

m—1
. ~ klog(k)\ 2
(12) Biasy (1) # o (Le,g,g,kme,z,ﬁ,k () )
for any given 6 > 0, suppose that % = y for some (sequence) v = ~y(n) (where v(n) can diverge
e.9[Y1
with n), then the rejection probability of Xm k(X' 24t /2, 0) converges to
(4.3)

2= | z41 /9 — lim (y =) A5~e-9[¢1] = | ®| zatj2 + lim (v +9) /\S'e'e[q’bl] —
e s.€.0[IF 22 mm k(X5 )] nreo s.€.[TF29 s mm.k (X0 1)]

as n — oo. In particular,

(1) under Hy 1 (6) : v < 6, )?mk(f],;l; Zat /2, 0) rejects the null with probability less than or equal to
af, as n — oo;
(2) under the following alternative to Hy (9): v = 0 + ¢, for any diverging sequence ¢ = c(n) — oo,

)?m’k(f,gl; Zat /2, 0) rejects the null with probability converging to 1, as n — oo.

(2') If Ly 5, and Loz 5 converge to 0, under the following alternative to Hox(6): v = 6 + ¢, for any
ixed ¢ > 0 or any diverging sequence ¢ = c(n) — 00, Xm.k i_l; Z,t /9, 0) has rejection probabilit
Y gmg seq k&g 5 Zat /2 ] p Yy

converging to 1, as n — oo.

Remark 4.2. Note that the greater m is, the less restrictive (4.2) becomes. In fact we can let m = m(n) —

00 as n — oo, by which (4.2) converges to a null requirement.

Howewver, as stated in Remark 4.1, although increasing m relaxes the restriction (4.2), it incurs higher
computational cost. In practice, one might want m to be not too large. In view of such computational concern
in practice, we propose the following “early-stopping” test that terminates at the smallest m at which it fails

7

to reject Hy 1 (0) and reports “failure to reject Ho 1,(6)”.

Finally, notice that we only state Theorem 4.2 under the stronger Condition S. If weakened to Condition

W, even under Hy (), kLZ,?ﬁ kILZ’Z@ . may still diverge, and the asymptotic normality of @22_>mm,k(f),;1)
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cannot be justified unless we were able to show ]Lg 43 k]Lg 15,1 to be bounded, as discussed in Remark 4.1 and
Appendix A.7. Thus we need to change the cutoff from z,; ;o in (4.1) to () ~1/2 and justify the level of the

test using Chebyshev inequality instead.

Formally, for a fixed integer M > 0 that is determined by the analyst’s computational budget,
define
(4.4)

5(\61\2&(2];1?2@1”/276) =1 {

—~ ~

’HF22—>mm,k(ilzl)| 2 S/'E'[]HF22—>mm,k(E];1)]
—~ - 2 —~
s.e.[¢1] it s.e.[11]

>(5:Vm:2,...,M}.

If )?ﬁj’k@,;l; Zat /2, 0) fails to reject Ho 1 (6) at some m < M, we stop the test at m and claim that we
fail to reject Ho x(8). This “early stopping” procedure is again an asymptotically valid af-level test,

under slightly stronger assumptions than those in Theorem 4.2:

Proposition 4.1. Assume all the conditions of Theorem 4.2, but with (4.2) replaced by

M-—1
) ~ klog(k)\ 2
Biasg,i(¢1) # o (Lazak]lae,z,ﬁ,k < Tgl( )> ) .

Under Ho 1, (0):
Po (V57 (Cr " 2a1/2:0) = 1) <af

that is, Qﬁj’k(ilzl; Zat /2, 0) is an asymptotically valid level-aT test of Ho (6).

The power of the above “early-stopping” procedure is more challenging to characterize, hence

out of the scope of this paper.

5. MonNTE CARLO EXPERIMENTS

In the Monte Carlo (MC) experiments, we focus on the parameter (up to a minus sign) that
was extensively discussed in the Introduction, 1)(0) = Eg[Y (a = 1)] = E¢[b(X)] under ignorability.
Recall that p(X) = 1/E[A| X] is the inverse propensity score and b(X) = Eg[Y|A = 1, X] is the con-
ditional mean of the outcome in the treatment group. For this parameter, ¥, = Eg[AZ;(X)zx(X) 7]
and 5, = n~! > e Aizi(Xi)Zk(X;) T. We choose 1(6) = 0.

We consider two simulation setups. In simulation setup I, we draw N = 100,000 i.i.d. X for
j =1,...,4 (sod = 4). The marginal density f; of each X; is supported on [0,1] with f; €

Holder (0.1 + ¢) for some small ¢ > 0, as defined in Appendix B. The correlation between each pair
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of X; and X}, with j # k, is introduced based on the algorithm described in Appendix B.1. We

then simulate Y and A according to the following data generating mechanism:

Y ~b(X)+ N(0,1) Zrbjhbxj,o25)+zv(01)
7=1

and

A ~ Bernoulli [ 1/p(X) = expit ZTM (X;;0.25)

where hy(+;0.25) and hy(+; 0.25) have the forms as defined in Appendix B and hence both belong to
Holder(0.25 + ¢) for some very small ¢ > 0. The numerical values for (7 ;, Tm-);%:l are provided in
Table 5. We fix half of the N = 100, 000 samples as the training sample so ny, = n = 50, 000 and only con-
sider the randomness from the estimation sample in the simulation. In simulation setup II, we consider the
same data generating mechanism as in setup I except that we choose b(X) = 2?21 7p,7hp (X33 0.6)
and 1/p(X) = expit {E?:l Tpihp( X3 0.6)} where h(+;0.6) and h,(-; 0.6) have the forms as defined
in Appendix B and hence both belong to Holder (0.6 + ¢) for some very small ¢ > 0.

We choose D12 (or equivalently db6) Daubechies wavelets at resolutions ¢ € (6,7, 8) to form the

basis functions
Z(X) = (2w (X1) T 2 (X2) T 2w (X3) T 2 (X)) T

with the corresponding k' € {26 = 64,27 = 128,2% = 256} and k € {64 -4 = 256,128 - 4 =
512,256 - 4 = 1024}. To compute the oracle statistics and tests, we evaluate ¥ through Monte
Carlo integration by simulating L = 107 independent (4, X) from the true data generating law.
To investigate the finite sample performance of the statistical procedures developed in this article,
all the summary statistics of the Monte Carlo experiments are calculated based on 100 replicates.
We estimate the nuisance functions 1/p(z) and b(x) using generalized additive models (GAMs).
In particular, the smoothing parameters were selected by generalized cross validation, the default
setup in gam function from R package mgcv. We choose db6 father wavelets to construct HOIF

estimators when analyzing the simulated data.

5.1. Finite sample performance of tests for Hj (). In this section, we consider testing the null
hypothesis Hg (9). Henceforth we investigate the finite sample performance of the oracle statis-
tics and tests ﬁggyk( b, wg k(XL 1), and ¥ XQ k(XL 1) where wg k(X D = wl - ]HFQQ k(Z_l), together
with the statistics and tests relying on £ TFa 4(511), TFa3x (S5 1), TFagsa3..(50 1Y), Xan(Srh),
(S 1), Ua(S), and Ra (S5, where v p(S1) = b1 — Fani(5,1) and (51 =t —

]HF22—>33,k (Ek ! )
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[Fos (S5 1) IFoo 1 (Z1 1) IFs3 1 (E5 1)

:
T S lFar () e ) 20

First, we check the asymptotic normalities of

F5 33,5 1)
se.[Faosa3,k(E0 1))
ulation setup II). We observe that the distributions of most of these statistics are close to normal at

different k’s (k = 256: left panels; k = 512: middle panels; £ = 1024: right panels).

through normal qqg-plots displayed in Figures 1 (simulation setup I) and 2 (sim-

In the simulation, we use nonparametric bootstrap to estimate the standard errors of ﬁgg k (E,;l ),
@227,@(2 ) ]HF33 k(E ) and HIF22_>33 k.(E ) as described in Appendix A.8. Hence we study if
the estimated standard errors of HFQQ’k(E K ), ]HFQQJQ(Z ) ]HF33 k(E ) and HF22_>33 k( ) by non-
parametric bootstrap are close to their true standard errors (calibrated by the MC variance from
100 replicates in the simulation). We use B = 100 bootstrap samples to compute the bootstrapped
standard errors as the estimated standard errors for all four statistics. In Tables 1 (simulation setup
I) and 3 (simulation setup II), we display the MC standard deviations (the upper numerical val-
ues in each cell), accompanied with the MC averages of the estimated standard errors (the lower
numerical values outside the parenthesis in each cell) and MC standard deviations of the estimated
standard errors (the lower numerical values inside the parenthesis in each cell) of all three statis-
tics at £ = 256 (left panel), k£ = 512 (middle panel) and k£ = 1024 (right panel). From Table 1 and
Table 3, we observe that the estimated standard errors only slightly differ from the MC standard
deviations.

Then we investigate (1) the finite sample performance of @227 k(X b, ]HE‘QQ k (E 1), and HF22%33 k (E X h
and evaluate how close they are to Biasy (@1), which is evaluated based on the MC bias of 100 repli-
cates, and (2) the rejection rate of the tests )227143(2,;1; 20.10/259), X2,k (f]l;l; 20.10/2,9) and )?37k(2,;1; 20.10/20)
for the null hypothesis Hy (). The numerical results are shown in Tables 2 (simulation setup I

and 4 (simulation setup II).

e In the upper panel of Table 2 (simulation setup I), the first row and the third column,
we display the MC bias of the DML estimator 151 and the MC average of s.e. [1?1], which
are —34.26 x 1072 and 8.77 x 1073, Since the ratio between the bias and standard error is
around 4, we expect the associated 90% Wald CI 121\1 +20.055.€. (121) does not have the nominal
coverage. This is indeed the case by reading from the first row, the second column of the
upper panel of Table 2, showing the MC coverage probability for the 90% Wald CI of by is
0%.

Similarly, in the upper panel of Table 4 (simulation setup II), the first row and the third
column, we display the MC bias of the DML estimator 121 and the MC average of s.e. [121],
which are —8.88 x 1073 and 8.10 x 1073. This is as expected because the true nuisance

functions b and p belong to Holder(0.6 + ¢) for some ¢ > 0 and DML estimator (with b
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and p estimated in optimal rate in Ly norm) is expected to have bias of o(n~'/2) when
the average smoothness between b and p is above 0.5 (Robins et al., 2009). Here the ratio
between the bias and standard error is around 1 and we expect the associated 90% Wald CI
1+ 20,0558 (¢1) is slightly undercovered. This is indeed the case by reading from the first
row, the second column of the upper panel of Table 4, showing the MC coverage probability
for the 90% Wald CI of 151 is 83% (note that JZ,k = 121 when k = 0).

In the second column of the upper panel of Table 2, we display the MC averages of ﬁgz k(301
and the MC averages of its estimated standard errors; in the middle column, we display
those of @227 k (Z 1); and in the lower panel, we display those of HIF'22_>33 k( 1) after third-
order bias correction. In the upper panel, we observe that increasing k from 256 to 512 does
improve the amount of bias recovered by IFys Ky D) (from —18.76 X103 to —25.34x 1073),
but there is no obvious difference in the MC averages of IFs5 £(2; ") between k = 512 and
k = 1024 (—25.34 x 1073 and —25.43 x 1073, about 75% of the total bias). The MC av-
erage of the estimated standard error increases with k, from 2.45 x 1073 at k = 256 to
3.43 x 1073 at k = 1024. This is consistent with the theoretical prediction that the vari-
ability of ﬁzz k(S5 ") should grow linearly with k. In the middle, we observe very similar
numerical results between ﬁn K(X, ) and ]IIF22 k( ) for all the statistics that we are inter-
ested in. Interestingly, we did not see much improvement of using ]UF22_>33, o % ') instead
of HFQQ k(E ) when compared to ]IIF22 k(Z,Zl), at least in this example.

In the second column of the upper panel of Table 4, in the upper panel, we also ob-
serve that increasing £k from 256 to 512 also slightly improve the amount of bias recovered
by [Fgy (X, ") (from —4.54 x 1073 to —4.94 x 10~3). The MC average of the estimated
standard error increases with k, from 1.51 x 1072 at k = 256 to 2.43 x 1073 at k = 1024.
In the middle panel, we observe very similar numerical results between Fss £(21) and
IFyy k( 1) for all the statistics that we are interested in. Interestingly, we again did not
see much improvement of using ]HFQQ_)ggyk(E A 1) instead of ]HFQQJg(Z B 1), when compared to
@227;3(2,;1), at least in this example.

In the third columns of Table 2, we display the MC coverage probabilities of the 90% two-
sided CIs of 1,!)2 (S, 1) (upper panel) and ¢3 k( 1) (lower panel). Comparing the oracle
bias-corrected estimator 11)2 K(Sp1) vs. 1, the coverage probability improves from 0% to
33% (82%) at k = 256 (at k = 1024). Similar observations can be made for @ZJQ k( 1) and

1,!)3 k( 1) as well when ¥, is unknown.
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In the third columns of Table 4, we display the MC coverage probabilities of the 90%
two-sided ClIs of TZu(E;l) (upper panel) and {ﬁ\g,k(igl) (lower panel). Comparing the
oracle bias-corrected estimator 121\2,/!@(2;;1) vs. 1, the coverage probability improves from
83% to 100%) at k = 256 and k = 1024. Similar observations can be made for @M(igl)
and 1237k(§],;1) as well when Y, is unknown.

In the fourth columns of Tables 2 and 4, we display the MC biases of @Zg,k(zgl) (upper
panel) and Jgk(igl) (lower panel), together with their MC standard deviations (in the
parentheses). As expected, the standard deviations of the estimators after bias correction
are very similar to those of 1. This indeed confirms that we are able to correct bias without
drastically inflating the variance.

In the fifth column of Table 2, we display the MC rejection rates of the test statistic: the
upper panel shows the MC rejection rates of the oracle test 5(\27]@(2]:1; 20.10/2,6 = 3/4) and
the lower panel shows the MC rejection rates of the test )?3,/%(53/;1; 20.10/2:0 = 3/4). These
simulation results demonstrate that when a “good” basis (db6 father wavelets) is used, our
proposed test does have power to reject the null hypothesis of actual interest Hy () that the
ratio between the bias of ¢; and its standard error is lower than 4. All the rejection rates in
Table 2 are 100% when 6 = 3/4, regardless of whether we are using the oracle test or not.
When § = 2, we obtained nontrivial rejection rates (data not shown). This is as expected
because the ratio between ﬁﬁgwC and s/.E.({b\l) is around 2 to 3. In the fifth column of Table
4, all the rejection rates are 0% when § = 3/4. This is also as expected because the ratio

between @QM and s&.(¢) is close to 1/2.

Remark 5.1. Here we choose k < n/(logn)?, which is on the order of 1000 when n = 50,000. Larger k

could easily lead to numerical instability due to inverting a large-dimensional sample Gram matrix (also see

Liu, Mukherjee, and Robins (2020a)). In a technical report by one of the authors (Liu and Li, 2023), a new

class of empirical HOIF estimators is proposed that overcomes the above issues by replacing Sk computed

from the training sample by that computed from the estimation sample. The theoretical results are somewhat

more complicated to state than the estimators used in this paper. We will thus only refer interested readers

to Liu and Li (2023). In a separate manuscript (Wanis et al., 2023), we also report the finite-sample and

real-world data performance of these new estimators and the corresponding test statistics, together with a

data-driven method for choosing k in practice.
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k 256 512 1024

Ty (1) 2.437 3.011 3.247
2Rk 2268 (0.218) | 2.716 (0.268) | 2.841 (0.322)

Ty 1 (51) 2.456 3.075 3.546
2k 2271 (0.218) | 2.778 (0.278) | 3.032 (0.378)

Ty 1 (51) 0.495 0.814 1.518
33 Rk 0.603 (0.0598) | 1.126 (0.126) | 1.998 (0.285)

T S 2282 2.745 2.743
227033k, )1 2251 (0.227) | 2.738 (0.290) | 3.009 (0.427)

TasLE 1. For data generating mechanism in simulation setup I: We reported the MC
standard deviations x 1073 (upper values in each cell), the MC averages of the esti-
mated standard errors x 10~3 (lower values in each cell outside the parenthesis) and
the MC standard deviations of the estimated standard errors x10~2 (lower values
in each cell inside the parenthes1s) through _nonparametric bootstrap resampling

for TFas (271, TFao (S 1), TF3,(S7 ") and TFasoya3.1(S5 ).
MC Coverage
k Fy, k(Z1) x 1073 (o, k(X ") 90% Wald CI) Bias(¢», K1) x 1073 | R24(S; ' 20.10/2,6 = 3/4)
0 NA (NA) 0% -34.26 (8 77) NA
256 -18.76 (2.27) 31% -15.50 (8.60) 100%
512 -25.34 (2.72) 83% -8.92 (8.61) 100%
1024 -25.43 (2.84) 82% -8.83 (8.79) 100%
MC Coverage
k| TPy (5 ) X 107 | (s6(5;1) 90% Wald CI) | Bias(is (S5 1)) x 107 | Ry (55" 2010720 = 3/4)
256 -18.54 (2.25) 30% 15.72 (8 60) 100%
512 -24.65 (2.74) 81% -9.61 (8.60) 100%
1024 -23.82 (3.01) 76% -10.44 (8.76) 100%

TabLE 2. For data generating mechanism in simulation setup I: We reported the MC
averages of point estimates and standard errors (the first column in each panel) of

TFas 1 (3 K(XL
¢2 k(g

ws,k( k
o>

1) (upper panel) and 7,/}3 k(
dard dev1at10ns (the third column in each panel) of 1/12 k(X

') (upper panel) and IFa;., 33 *(Ey

1) (lower panel), together with the cov-
erage probab1ht1es of two-sided 90% Wald CIs (the second column in each panel) of

1) (lower panel), the MC biases and MC stan-
1) (upper panel) and
1) (lower panel) and the empirical rejection rates (the fourth column in each

panel) of X3 (3; ' 20.10/2:6 = 3/4) (upper panel) and xéi( St 2010/2:0 = 3/4)
(lower panel). In the upper panel, for & =0, 1/;2 jo = 1.

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we developed a valid assumption-lean third-order U-statistic based test that can

empirically falsify the justification for a Wald CI centered at a standard DML estimator U covering

the underlying DR functional +)(6) at nominal coverage (see Section 3). When nonstandard DML

estimators are used, we also develop a test that is based on higher-order U-statistics, which are in

fact HOIFs of Biase,k(%). We mention a few interesting future directions to end our manuscript.

First, it is important to extend the proposed approach to allow endogeneity (Angrist, Imbens, and
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k 256 512 1024

Tpy (501 1.166 1.367 1.673
2Rk 1.209 (0.156) | 1.408 (0.191) | 1.584 (0.267)

Ty (51) 1.187 1.433 1.828
2Rk 1.219 (0.159) | 1.439 (0.198) | 1.697 (0.285)

Ty x (51 0.251 0.417 0.854
KAk 0.331 (0.0451) | 0.629 (0.0997) | 1.251 (0.247)

T S 1.109 1.256 1.488
227933k k ) 11,186 (0.156) | 1.346 (0.191) | 1.560 (0.383)

TasLE 3. For data generating mechanism in simulation setup II: We reported the
MC standard deviations x 10~ (upper values in each cell), the MC averages of the
estimated standard errors x10~3 (lower values in each cell outside the parenthe-
sis) and the MC standard deviations of the estimated standard errors x10~3 (lower
values in each cell inside the parenthe51s) through nonparametric bootstrap resam-

pling for TFay 1, (37 1), TFag 1 (31 1), TFs5 #(E5Y) and TFgg 334(Z1 ).
MC Coverage
k [Fa0 (S X 1073 | (12,(55 1) 90% Wald CI) | Bias(¢ho (25 1)) x 1073 | %2(S5 L 20,102, 6 = 3/4)
0 NA (NA) 83% -8.88 (8.10) NA
256 -4.54 (1.21) 99% -4.34 (8.13) 0%
512 -4.89 (1.41) 99% -3.99 (8.21) 0%
1024 -4.94 (1.58) 100% -3.94 (8.35) 0%
MC Coverage
k| TRy a5 (5 ") x 1072 | (34(5;") 90% Wald CI) | Bias(vs (X5 ")) x 107 | Rax(Sx"s 20101200 = 3/4)
256 -4.49 (1.19) 99% -439 (8.13) 0%
512 -4.76 (1.35) 99% -4.12 (8.20) 0%
1024 -4.62 (1.56) 100% -4.26 (8.32) 0%

Rubin, 1996; Newey and Powell, 2003; Newey, 2013; Chen and Christensen, 2013; Breunig and
Chen, 2021; Chen and Christensen, 2018; Chen and Qiu, 2016), when some auxiliary variables are

available for point-identifying the causal effects. Machine learning, including deep learning, has

TabLE 4. For data generating mechanism in simulation setup II: We reported the MC
averages of point estimates and standard errors (the first column in each panel) of

H/F227 k(2 ) (upper panel) and ]I}Fggﬁgg k( ) (lower panel), together with the cov-
erage probab1ht1es of two-sided 90% Wald CIs (the second column in each panel) of

@Zg,k(Elzl) (upper panel) and 7:/}\37]6(2];1) (lower panel), Athe MC biases and MC stan-
dard deviations (the third column in each panel) of g (3
D (S
panel) of )?gl,)g( > Loz, 10/2,0 = 3/4) (upper panel) and Xg,)g( X Loz, 10/2,0 = 3/4)
(lower panel). In the upper panel, for & =0, 1/}2 jo = 1.

1) (upper panel) and
+ 1) (lower panel) and the empirical rejection rates (the fourth column in each

also been applied to these problems in recent years (Chen, Chen, and Tamer, 2023; Kompa et al.,

2022). In Appendix C, we document the HOIFs for the running example ()

—Ep[Y(a = 1)]

in Section 1 under the so-call “proximal causal learning” framework (Tchetgen Tchetgen et al.,



2020)". This framework has been shown to be closely related to other approaches dealing with
endogeneity, e.g. synthetic controls (Abadie, Diamond, and Hainmueller, 2010; Shi et al., 2021) or
instrumental variables (Breunig and Chen, 2021). Based on the form of these HOIFs, it is straight-
forward to generalize our method to scenarios under endogeneity. Second, extending our frame-
work to heterogeneous treatment effect (Chernozhukov et al., 2017; Kennedy et al., 2022) could
also be of practical interest, given its significance in personalized decision making. Third, another
interesting direction is to explore if it is possible to use other bias correction strategies to construct
the assumption-lean falsification test, such as the (iterative) bootstrap approach investigated in
Cattaneo and Jansson (2018), Cattaneo, Jansson, and Ma (2019), and Koltchinskii (2022). Finally,
we are also considering to directly learn a data-driven representation z;, via the penultimate layer
(Ansuini et al., 2019) or distillation (Ha et al., 2021) of a deep neural network trained to predict
the residuals of the nuisance function estimators, hoping to increase the chance of rejection when

the bias indeed exceeds /2 in real-world settings.
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APPENDIX A. DERIVATIONS AND PROOFS

A.l. More detailed review of doubly robust functionals (DR functionals). All the theoretical results in this

paper rely on the following regularity condition (Condition 1 in Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021)):

Condition A.1. There exists a dense set Hy, of Lo(Pr) such that F, N B # 0, and for each 0 € © and h € H,;, there
exists €(0,h) > 0 such that b+ th € B if [t| < €(0,h). The same holds replacing b with p and B with P. Furthermore
Eo[|Sppp(X)R(X)|] < oo for any h € Hy, and Ep[|Sppb(X)h(X)|] < oo for any h € H,. Moreover for all § € O,
Eg[|Sppt/ (X)p'(X)|] < oo forany b’ € Band p' € P.

A.2. More details on training strategies for nuisance functions. In this section, we discuss training strategies

for nuisance functions in further details. First, we prove Lemma 2.1.
Proof of Lemma 2.1. The following algebra makes this statement explicit:

SE)(B(X) — h(X)P] = JEalSip(b(X) — h(X))’]

= Ee[prh(;()Q — Sppb(X)R(X)] + %Ee[sbpb(X)Q]

h(X)?

= Bl "5 a0, 1) + SEglSib(X)?

where in the third line we use equation (2.4) and the extra term 1 E,[Sy,b(X)?] is unrelated to minimizing £ E¢[A(X) (b(X)—

h(X))?]. By symmetry,
h(X)?

GBI (P(X) — A(X))?) = EglSiy, 2+ my (0, )] + SEglSiy( X))

For cross-entropy loss commonly employed in machine learning (in particular deep learning) when the re-

sponse is binary, it is also approximately solving an Ly(Py) loss minimization: here we denote 7 = p~! and 7 is

the one being fitted in the minimization problem, by using Taylor expansion
Eg [Alogm(X) + (1 — A)log(1l — m(X))]

= By [m(X)logm(X) + (1 — 7(X))log(1 — 7(X))]

ol ey T () G w2, ey A w0 F(X) - w(x))?
‘Ee[m{"’g 5 (X2 }“1 (X”{"’g“ e e S I =g 2 H

+ remainders

= constant + Eg [(%(X) —7(X))? (w(lX) + 1 —717'(X)>:| .

We also want to point out the connection to recent works on using adversarial loss (Chernozhukov et al., 2020;
Ghassami etal., 2022) to train the nuisance estimators. Adversarial loss is essentially trying to leverage the moment
conditions in equation (2.4). As shown in Theorem 1 of Ghassami et al. (2022), the solution to the population

adversarial loss with Lo-regularization is equivalent to the solution to the loss functions in equation (2.5) and
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they establish the convergence rates exactly in the A-weighted Lo-loss. Therefore, at least in principle, our testing
framework is also applicable when nuisance functions are trained using adversarial loss according to Ghassami

et al. (2022) and Chernozhukov et al. (2020) with an additional Ly-regularization term.

A.3. The infeasible procedure when =, ! == {Eg[\(X)z,(X)z,(X)]}~! is known. It is pedagogically useful to
tirst consider an infeasible procedure that would only be implementable if Elgl were known. We will focus on

such situation in this section.

A.3.1. Truncated parameters and their unbiased estimators. Though there does not exist uniformly (in #) consistent
test of the null hypothesis that the bias Biasg (11 ) of 1, for estimating (0) is smaller than a fraction 6 of its standard
errors.e.g (151 ), this is not the case for the bias of 71 as an estimator of the truncated parameter Vi (0) of 1(0) (Robins
et al. (2008, Section 3.2)), defined next. Recall from Section 1 that the bias of ¢ for sz(Q) is the estimable part of
the bias of 1, for ¥(6).

Definition A.1 (The truncated parameter Jk(e), truncation bias TBy x, and the projected bias BiaSak({b\l)). Given

estimators b € Band p € P of b and p computed from the training sample and some k dimensional basis functions zy(x) in

LQ(PF).'

o Define the (conditional) truncated parameter of a DR functional 1(0) as
k() = Eq [H (Ek,e,ﬁk,e)} ,

where Z,Cﬂ and py, g are defined as follows. Consider the working linear models

Pe(X;5Gor) = D(X) + ¢ 20 (X).

B

Define Zb(ﬁ) and Ep(é) as the solutions to the following system of equations

OH (b (X5 Cor) 0 (X5 Go))
o

OH (b1(X; Coe) p* (X5 Goke))
Ipk

0=Ep

= Eg [Supp} (X (o) Zu(X) + mi (0, zi)]

0=Ey = Ey [prbZ(X; Eb,k)zk(X) + mz(O,Zk)} .

where, for j = 1,2, m;(0,z;) = (m;(0, z1),...,m;(O, z)). Hence

A { Coal6) = =25 'Eo [ (SnB(X)2X) + ma(0,2) .
Cpi(0) = =X " Eo [(Sppp(X)Ze(X) + ma (0, 21))]
where
S = Eg [s,,pzk(X)ik(X)T} = E [)\(X)ik(X)Zk(X)T} .
Now define



e Define the difference between 1y,(0) and 1 (0) as the truncation bias TBy

(A2) TBos = Du(0) = ¥(6) = Ea | Shy (B () = b(X) ) (Bra(X) = p(X))]
e Define the bias of 1y as an estimator of V() as

(A.3) Bias 1.(¢1) = Eg {% - Jk(@} :

By definition, Biase,k(%) = Biase(qzl) — TBy . Combining equation (A.2), we have Vr(0) — () = Biase(ﬂf\l) -
Biasg (1h1). Asdiscussed further below, TBy,i, is not consistently estimable without imposing smoothness/sparsity
assumptions on the nuisance function spaces B and P. But Biasg j, (¢1) can be unbiasedly estimated by the follow-
ing oracle (i.e. ;! known) second-order U-statistic:

— 1 ~

TFoo (S ') = ——— > [Fagpm (5

22,k‘( k ) n(n_l) » 7él . 22,k,22( k )
X1 2

where
-

|AF22,k,52(Z;;1) = & ms (2k)(0)} 2 [Epmy (zk)(o)]’ig :

11

Here & i (h) and &, (h) are linear functionals defined as: given any h € Lo(Pr), b’ € Band p’ € P

(A4) Euma (1)(0) = St/ (X)R(X) + m3(O, h)
and
(A.5) Epmy (R)(0) = Sppp' (X)h(X) + m1(O, h).

When the range of h is multidimensional (e.g. h = Z;), the linear functionals &£ ;y and &,y act on h component-

wise.

For the examples covered in Example 1, & | (2;)(O) and &, (2)(O) are

(1) Example 1(1):

o~

{ & (20) (0) = AB(X)2,(X) — AYZ(X),

b,mao
Epmy (Z1) (0) = AP(X)Zp(X) — Z(X).

pyma
(2) Example 1(2):

b,ma

E; g (21) (0) = B(X)Z4(X) — YZ(X),
gﬁml (Zk) (O) = ﬁ(X)ik(X) — Aik(X)

The following lemma proves that (i) @22’]6(2’;1) is an unbiased estimator of Biasak(&l) and (ii) Bias‘%(@%) is

the expected product of the Lo (Py) projections of the weighted residuals
A5 = AX)V? (E(X) - b(X)) ,
Aap = MX)Y2 (B(X) — p(X))

onto the subspace spanned by the \!/2-weighted basis functions v, := A\!/?Z:
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-
Lemma A.1. Define 3;, = Eg [SA (2@(0)} Z,;l and [ = Eg [Sﬁ,ml(ik)(O)}T E;l. Under the conditions of

b,ma

Proposition 2.1, we have

BiaSe’k(@/b}) = E6' [@22,16(21;1)}

(A.6) =Ep [He {Alglﬁk] (X)10g [As 50y ] (X)] = &szkﬁﬁ,k

(A7) TBoy = tn(0) — () = Biass(thy) — Biasg (1) = Eg [ng [Aﬁm} (X)T1F [Ag5l04] (X)} .

where 1 [-|vy] is the projection operator onto the ortho-complement of the linear span of vy.

Furthermore, define the bias corrected estimator ig,k(Egl) = @1 — ﬁn k(Z,;l). Then
Biasy (Y2.4(S ) = Eo [24(551) — 9(0)] = TBos,

(A8) - _
and thus Eg [wm(E;l)} =P(0) + TBox = ¥r(0).

Remark A.1. The proof of the above lemma is deferred to Appendix A.4.1. By Biasg ;(¢1) = Eg []HFQZ;C(EEI)} = ngE,;lB@k,
we can view IRy (3, 1) as an unbiased estimator of the bilinear functional @J kEgl Bp,1, where 3, and 35, are the popu-

lation coefficients of the following linear regressions:

regress A2 (b —b) against \'/?z,,,

regress \Y/%(p — p) against \'/%z,.

A.4. Projection, truncation bias, and the motivation of higher-order influence functions.

A.4.1. Proof of Lemma A.1.

Proof. First, we show the first part of equation (A.6).

TBK(8) = Eq [ Sty (ro(X) = (X)) (Bro(X) — p(X))]
o {300 - 03 ~ &0 [ (50800200 + ma(0.20)] 5w 00}
x {BX) = p(X) = Eg [(SupB(X)2(X) +m1 (0, 20))] " 35 '20(X) }
— Eo [Sip(B(X) = (X)) (BIX) — p(X)]
— Ep [ (BX) — B(X)2(X)] | B[Sy (FIX) — p(X))28(X)]
— g[Sy (BX) = p(X))26(X)]T 35 g [Sp (B(X) — b(X))24(X)
+ Eg [y (LX) — p(X))20(X)] S5 g [ Sy (B(X) — b(0))24(X)|

— Ep [ Shp(B(X) — (X)) (HX) — p(X))]

/

= Biasp (1)
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—Ep [pr(Z(X) — b(X))ik(X)}T 2 Eg [Sep(P(X) — p(X))zi(X)]
where in the third equality we apply Proposition 2.1(3). It follows that
Biaso(D1) = E [Stp(BX) —b(X))2L(X)] 55 B0 [Sip(FX) — p(X))2(X)].
Again by Proposition 2.1(3),
E0 [, 20)(0)] = Eo [Syb(X)2(X) +ma(0,21)] = By [ Sy (B() = b(X) ) 26(X)]
B [E5,mn () (0)] = Eo [S0,P(X 26(X) +m11(0.,20)] = Eq [Siy (FX) — p(X)) 20(X)]
and thus

oy T -~
Ep [wgz,k(zgl)} —E [5%2(2,{)(0)} S Ep [Epmy (24)(0)] = Biasg ().

In terms of the second part of equation (A.6):

~

Biasy (1) = By [ (BX) — B(X))2(X)] 55 Ep S0, (BX) — p(X))2(X)]
= By OB ~ B0)2(X)] 55 E) IO (BX) — p(X)2(X)]
r ~ T
=By | AMX)*(0(X) ~ b(X))m(X)} 5 Eo [A(X)1/2(ﬁ(X) — p(X))T(X)

r T
= Ey _Al,z@k(X>] %1 Ep [A250(X)]

=Ey _H@ [Al,gwk} (X)Hg [Agﬁ‘@k] (X)} .
where in the last line we use the definition of the projection operator Il [-|vx] (see equation (2.2)).

Then equation (A.7) immediately follows:
TBoi = Biasg (1) — Biase,k(%)
—E [AﬁAm} —E [ng [Aﬁwk} (X) Ty [Ag5]5x] (X)}
—E, [ng {Al’ﬂ@k] (X)}T E, [Hg (Ao /0] (X)} .
Finally, we prove equation (A.8):
Biaso (Y2.0(Z 1)) = Eo [(2(Z7Y) = 0(0)]
= Ey [t — 0(0) — oo (%)
= Biasg(¢1) — Biasgx(¢1) = TBy
where the third line follows from the definition of Bias(;(%) and equation (A.6). [

The statistical properties of the oracle estimator @22, k( E;l) and the oracle biased-corrected estimator @2, k( E;l)

are given by the following proposition.
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Proposition A.1. Under the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and Condition W, with k,n — oo, and k = o(n?), conditional

on the training sample, we have

(1) IFys k(Z; 1) is unbiased for Biasy k(zpl) with variance of order

1 [k
n <n + Le,z,b kT L 2.k )

(0, 1), where 4 stands for convergence in distribution. Further, s.e.g[ﬁm’k@;l)] =

[Fop (S 1)~ Biasg (1) d
(2) see[ﬂFm(Egl)] - N

var(,/ [HFQQ k(3 1)) can be estimated by the bootstrap estimator S’€. []IIFgg K] = \7371/2[@22,1@(2121)] defined in
Appendix A.S.
(3) @227,{(2,;1) £ 24t j25-€. [@227]6(2121)] isa (1 — o) asymptotic two-sided Wald CI for Biasa,k(zzl) with length of

1 ( [k
7n (\/; tLyopst Le,mk) :

Proof. The variance order of @22’]@(2_1) is proved in Appendix A.7. When k = o(n?) and k — oo asn — oo,
a0, (5 ) —Bias,x (¢1)
s.e. Q[H]FQQ k(Z,: )}
the conditional asymptotic normality of the degenerate second-order U-statistic part implied by Bhattacharya and

order

the conditional asymptotic normality of

follows directly from Hoeffding decomposition, with

Ghosh (1992, Corollary 1.2). Appendix A.8 proves that the bootstrap standard error estimators s.e. [@227;6(2;1)]
se.[Fan, i (3, 1)

Satsty e os (5]

—1+0p9(1) [ ]

Remark A.2. When k 2> n?, the Gaussian limit of HFQQ KXy 1) does not hold. Further if k > n?, varg [}HFQQ K(Z, D =
O(£) is of order greater than 1, and therefore IFy, £(E3 1) cannot consistently estimate Biasy k(wl) regardless of its magni-

tude.

A.5. Statistical properties of Y2 k(E,;l; Sk, 0). As mentioned above, based on the statistical properties of 121 and
IFs5 k(2 1) summarized in Propositions 2.2 and A.1, for a DR functional ¢/(6), we study the statistical property of

the oracle two-sided test Y2 x(X; '; 6k, ) as a test of the surrogate null hypothesis Ho x (9).

The following theorem characterizes the asymptotic level and power of X2 (X} '; ok, 8) for Hg 1 (6) and the as-

ymptotic level under Hp cs(9).

Theorem A.1. For a DR functional ¢(6), under the conditions in Proposition 2.1, Proposition A.1 and Condition W, when

k — oo but k = o(n), for any given g, § > 0, suppose that M

e.o[t1]
diverge with n), then the rejection probability of X2 x(S; ' o, 6) converges to

=~y for some (sequence) v = y(n) (where y(n) can

A9 2 (g — lim(y—0 Sf"’[lzl] ) _q>< m (v + & Sf-e[%] )
(A9) (ck A (y )S'e’e[m%(z;l)] Sk + lim (y + )s.e.g[wm o)

as n — oo. In particular,

(1) under Hox(8) : v < 0, Xox(S: Y5 ok, ) rejects the null with probability less than or equal to 2(1 — ®(sx)), as
n — 00;
(2) under the following alternative to Ho .(8): v = & + ¢, for any diverging sequence ¢ = c(n) — 00, Xo.x (X s Sk, 6)

rejects the null with probability converging to 1, as n — oo.
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(2") IfIL, 53, and Lo 2 5,1, converge to 0, under the following alternative to Ho 1.(6): v = d+c, for any fixed ¢ > 0 or

any diverging sequence ¢ = c(n) — 00, X2,(S; ' Sk, 0) has rejection probability converging to 1, as n — oo.

As an immediate consequence, under Ho cs(8), the rejection probability of X x(S, 1 241 /2, 0) is asymptotically no greater

than of.

Remark A.3. In Appendix A.5.1, we prove equation (A.9). We now prove that equation (A.9) implies Theorem A.1(1)-(2)
and (27).

o Regarding (1), under Hy () : v < 9,

~

(y— 5)% > O0and (v + 5)% >0,
S.e.g[]ﬂFQQV}C] 5-e~6[HF22,k]

which implies that the rejection probability is less than or equal to 2 — 2®(sy,). Choose s = 241 /9, 2(1 — ®(cx)) =
2at/2 = ol and conclude that the test is a valid level o test of the null.
o Under the alternative to Hy 1,(6) with v = § + ¢ for some ¢ > 0, it follows from Proposition A.1 and equation (A.9)

that the rejection probability of Xa, k(EEI; . 8), a5 1 > o0, is 1o smaller than
T k -1
2 — q) (C}c - C@(b,p, b7ﬁ7 fa 2k,’) {n + LG,Q,/b\,k: + LOQ,@k} > _ (I)(OO)

where O(b, p,/b\, D f,zx) is some positive constant depending on the true regression functions b and p, the estimated

functions b,p from the training sample, the density f of X and the chosen basis functions z. To have power ap-
proaching 1 to reject Ho (), we need one of the following:

— Ifoneof L

converges to 1 — ®(—oo) = 1. Hence we have Theorem A.1(2).

— If cis fixed, we need both LL

converges to 1 — ®(—oo) = 1. Hence we have Theorem A.1(2).

005 WA Lo 255 is O(1), we need c — oo to guarantee that the rejection probability of Xz 1 (= 5k, 0)

025, 41 Lo 2 5.1, to be o(1) to guarantee that the rejection probability of Xz (= Y56k, 0)

A.5.1. Proof of Theorem A.1.

Proof. The rejection probability of X2 4x(Z; ' ¢, §) is computed as follows:

lim Py

(‘ﬁm(zm G MR (5] 5

e Sk
s.€.[1h1] s@.[1]
Fa2,1 (S ) s.[91]
Po (5 e. [H]F22,k(2k )] > Sk 65 e.[IFo, k(E

= lim P
noo | 9( 22655 ) 56[#’1]

Al )]~ T O Rz ]

— lim Pg (H]FQQ k( ) BI359 k(¢1) . BIaSQk 1) + (5 S/E[{b\l] )])

= 1 >q 1 —~ T -1
n—00 S.e.[HFQQ k(Z0 )] A KL se[lFar (X
TFo 1 (S;1) — B Bi A
4 lim P, ( 2k(35 1) — Iaslek(lh) < —gp— — ESe,k(%_)l _5s¢ [th1] - >
n—0o0 s.e.[]Hngk(Ek )} s.e.[]HFQZk(Ek )] s.e.[]Hngk(Ek )}
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. TFa0 (X7 1)) — Biasg (1) s.e.o[01] )
= lim P = 1+op,(1 —(vy—94 —— 1+op,(1
e 9( s.e.g[[Fa2 (3, )] o) =a=0 )S-e-e[HFzz,k(Ezzl)]( o)
o (TFan(S) — Biaspa(dy) | o s.e.q[¢1] )
* "1”00 7o ( s.e.o[ﬁQZ,k(Egl) 1+ op, (1) <~ = (7 + 5)s.e.9[ﬁ227k(2121)] (1+ Pg(l))>

=1-(qg—(y-16 S;E'G[@l] ) q;(_ s S/-ge[%] >
(gk ¢ )s.e.e[HFzg,k(lel)] " “— )s.e.g[]HFgg,k(E;l)]

o s s/.E.e[?Zl] ) _ P ( 1) S/E.e[iﬂ > .
(% & )s.e.e[H]Fzz,k(Zgl)] O )S'G'G[HF%,k(ZI;l)]

A.6. Derivation of the higher order influence functions of Jk(e) in Theorem A.3. In this section, we give an
almost self-contained derivation of higher order influence functions (HOIFs) of Ur(0), except for Robins et al.
(2008, Theorem 2.3), which provides the “calculus” of deriving m-th order influence functions from (m — 1)-th

order influence functions.

A.6.1. A review of the theory of higher order influence functions. As mentioned above, in this section, we present the
higher order influence functions (HOIFs) for the DR functionals (Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins, 2021) under
a (locally) nonparametric model of every order with the derivation deferred to Appendix A.6. First, we need to
formally define HOIFs of a generic functional ¢(6), not necessarily in the DR functional/DR class. In particular,
we use the characterization of HOIFs under the (locally) nonparametric models given in Theorem 2.3 of Robins
et al. (2008). We note that in the following IF,,(6) is a m-th order U-statistic and IIF,,,,(f) is a degenerate m-th

order U-statistic under Py.

Definition A.2. For a generic functional 1)(0), under a (locally) nonparametric model for which the first order influence
function |F1(0) exists. For m > 2, if the (m — 1)-th order influence function IF,,_1(6) exists, then there exists a m-th order

influence function IIF,,, (0) of 1(8), defined recursively via the following rule:

]HFl (9) = H]FH(O) = %Z |F17i(9),
i=1
IF,, (6) = IF,,—1(6) + IF e (6)

where mIF,,,,(0) is the m-th order degenerate U-statistic component of the Hoeffding decomposition of
(n—m)! ,
T > ity w100 0119 (Oini 0),
1<i1# - F#im<n

if, for each (0, -+ , 0i,,_, ) in the support of (O;,,- -+ ,O;,._,), the first order influence function

IFyif ;0)

mflnnfl(oil 3t 7Oim,1 ;') (Olm )

exists for the functional

ifmfl,mfl(oila 504, 13 9))
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given by the kernel of the (m — 1)-th order U-statistic IF,;, 1 ,—1(0) evaluated at fixed data o;,,--- , 04, _,. Otherwise
IIF,,,(0) does not exist.

The general use of HOIF estimators is to decrease bias as given in the following Theorem 2.2 of Robins et al.

(2008) .

Theorem A.2 (Theorem 2.2 of Robins et al. (2008)). Given an m-th order influence function IF,,(6) for 1(8), if both
Eg []HE‘m(g)] and (6) — (0) = ¢ — (6) have bounded Fréchet derivatives with respect to 0 to order m for anorm || - ||, then
the estimator w(@) + IF,,,(6) has bias of order ||§— || as an estimator of 1 (6) where 0 and IF,,(-) are computed from

independent samples.

A.6.2. Higher order influence functions of the DR functionals. With the above preparation, we are ready to state the
following theorem characterizing the HOIFs of the DR functionals:

Theorem A.3. Under the conditions of Proposition 2.1, in a locally nonparametric model, under Py, the m-th order influence

function of@zk(e) is @myk@;l) = IF, — fﬁggﬁmm’k@;l), where @M%mm’k@;l) =00 @jj,k(ﬁl,;l),

—~ _ 1 ~ _
IFoo k(S 1) = —— Z Fao ki (Ci 1)
n<n N 1) 1<iy #ia<n

and for j > 2,

() o
IF;0 (55 1) = - Yoo P (S0

1<ir#.. £ij<n

Here
N N T
|F22,k,§2(21;1) =1 227{5,9;2(9) = {Elyg(zk)(o)]il I [52,;?(2/’@)(0)]1-2 ;
and
IF i, (S0 = 1Fy 52 (0)
(A.10) = (—1) [5173@)(0)}; {H I ([przk(X)zk(X)TL - 2k> } ! [52,ﬁ(zk)(0)]i2 )
s=3 s

are the kernels of second order influence function ﬁzm@gl) and j-th order influence function ﬁjﬁk@;l) respectively,
where i = {i1,...,ij}.
Furthermore, define

m

ﬁ%amm,k(zlzl) = Z }HFJ'J'JC(EIZI)'
j=2

As a consequence, ﬁggﬁmmyk(Egl) is the m-th order influence function of Biaseyk(qzl) under Pj.
Note that in the main text, we simply call ﬁQQ_yrn/nfhk(Z’;l) the m-th order influence function of Biasa7k($1),
without the qualification of “under the law P;” to simplify our exposition. Similarly, we call @gg_mm’ k(fgl) the

estimated m-th order influence function of Biasy, k(qzl)
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume Py(.Sy, > 0) = 1. First, let’s recall the results from Proposition 2.1 (or

Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021, Theorems 2 (ii))), the influence function of )(#) has the following form
IF1p0) = Sepb(X)p(X) + m1(0,0) +ma(0,p) + So — ¥(0),

where the linear functionals m; (O, h) and m2(O, h) have the Riesz representers R;(X) and R2(X) respectively.

By the definition of Riesz representers, they must obey the following identities:

for any h € La(g).

To derive the HOIFs for ¢ (6), we need its first-order influence function. Recall from Definition A.1 that ¢;(6)

is of the following form:
Ui (6)
=k [7'[ (fgk,e,ﬁkﬁ)}
=Ey [prgk,G(X)ﬁk,B(X) + 11 (0, by.g) + ma(O, Prg) + 50}

i (B0 + G020 ) (500 + Goul@)n00)7)

=B o AT ~T
s m1(0,b + (£ (0)Zk) + m2(0,p + C, . (0)Zx) + So
[ iy (BX) = 59 [Sb(X)20(X) T +ma(0,26(X) ] 24(X)) |
g | (P(X) — S " Ep [Sppp(X)zi(X) T +ma(0,24(X)) "] 2(X))
+m(0,b— 35 Eg [sbPB(X)zk(X)T + ms(0, Zk(X))T] Z)

|+ ma(0,p— 2 Eg [Sepp(X)Zk(X) T + ma(0,2,(X)) 7] 21) + So |
Then
IF) u0)0(0) = H0(X, 0), 5 (X, 0)) — 0 (0)
+ Eo [0 (DX, (0)). P(X. Coi(0))) /0G| IF, 2 (0)
+ Eo [0 (DX, G (0)). PE(X. Coi(0))) /0CT,] IF, - (6)
= H(bk.0, Pr.o) — (0

= Sip.ibro(Xi)Pro(Xi) + m1(O0i, bro) + m2(Os, o) + So.i — i (0).

where the second equality follows from the definitions of Eb’ () and Zp, x(0) in equation (A.1). Then the influence

function of —IF, 70 (0) ;(0), denoted as IFy i, PR (0), can be calculated as follows:
’ s WE P
. Ot (Bro (X ). ro(Xar) ) Oty (Br0(Xin), Pro(Xia) ) ;
Lfifl,zﬂk(e),il’iz( ) - aéll—k 17Eb7k,i2( ) - a_;:k 1,Ep,k7i2( )
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where

OHiy (br,o(Xiy),Pr0(Xi))

o i = Sbp,ir Pr,0(Xi1)Z6(Xiy) +m1 (04, 21),
aml(Zk,e(gfilﬁk,a(xil)) = Sppir bro(Xi))Z1(Xiy ) + ma(Os,, 71)
and by Lemma A.2
F1g, 0®) = —x ! (pr,iggk,G(XiQ)zk(Xi2) + (O, Zk)) 7
P12 il®) = =30 (SopinPro (Xin )2k (Xiy) + m1(04y, 21)) -
Then

IFl’iifl,'sz(Q),il )02 (0)

=[S0 (X)21(X) + m1(0, 7)) ! [sbpzk,g(X)zk(X) +ma(0,7)

22

+ | Stpbro(X)Ze(X) + ma (O, 210} ' S5 [Seppr,o(X)Zk(X) +ma(0,7)]

1 2

Then by Robins et al. (2008, part 5.c of Theorem 2.3),

_ 1
oz k(S5Y) = 5T [Va [IFuie, - (0] 62(6)]

Here U,,,(#) denotes the Hilbert space of all m-th order U-statistics with mean zero and finite variance with inner
product defined by covariances w.r.t. the n-fold product measure Py(-)" and Up™ (0) denotes the orthocom-

plement of U, (0) in Uy, 11(0). The notation V,,[U;, .. ;,.] maps an m-th order U-statistic kernel U;, ;. to an m-th

order U-statistic:

(n —m)!
VoulUis,.im] = o Z Uii,...im-

1<i1 £ Fim<n

For the 2nd order U-statistic kernel IF i (9), we thus have

1,y (0),i1 72

Vs [|F1,7if1,$k(9)7i1,i2(9)]

[StpPre,0(X)ZK(X) +m1 (O, 216)];1 I [prgk,G(X)zk(X) + m2 (O, 2k)}

2

+ [prgk,g(X)fk(X) + mQ(O, 2]{)} ! EI:I [prﬁkvg(X)ik(X) +my (O, 2k>]i2

i1

:VQ

= V2 [2 (S aCOBC0 + (0.2, 35 [Snra(0m00) + ma(0,2)] |

2

where the last equality is due to the symmetrization of V5 [-]. In addition, we have

Iy [Vz {IFl,fifl’qzk(Q)’il,i2(0)1| |U1(9)] =0

since
Eo [Soppr,0(X)21(X) +m1(0,2,)] = 0,
Eo [prgk,e(X)ik(X) + m2(072k)} =0.
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Thus

_ 1
IFo0 1 (X5 = §V2 [IFL_iflﬁk(e),il i (0)
1 D b > - 7 = —
= oD > [Supbro(X)zk(X) +ma(0,2)]] 55 [sb,,bkﬁ(X)zk(X) +ma(O0, zk)} |
1<ii #ia<n 2

Hence formally we have

12

IFas 155 (S5 ") = [SepPro(X)2Ze(X) + m1 (0, 2)]) 5! {prgk,e(X)ik(X) + m2(072k)}
and

Fag 5.5, (S5 1) = [SepP(X)2k(X) +ma (0, 2))] 5! [prg(X)?k(X) +m2(0, 21&}

22

We now complete the proof by induction. We assume that the form for IF ¥, 1) is true and thus by the

gk
induction hypothesis

|Fjj,k,2j (2;21)
‘ J
— (1 a0z + (0,201, [T 57 ([SwanC0m0)], - =)
5=3 s

x ¥t prgk,e(X)Zk(X)+m2(0,2k)}

12
and
IFj56(5; ') = V; ['Fjj,kﬁj(zé 1)] -

Then

Vit ['F(j+1),(j+1),k5j+1 (251)]
1

Li+1, 4]
= m j+1 [HG [lFl,ifjj&;j,iHl(9)’1/{]' " (9)

Then the derivatives w.r.t. 6’s inzb,k (9), Zp,k () and (j—1) terms of Z,;l will be contributing terms to V¢ [I FG41),G41) ki (E;l)] .

But differentiating w.r.t. (j — 2) terms of ¥, will not contribute terms to Vi1 |IF ;1) (41).x7,., (E;l)} as the con-

tribution of these (j — 2) terms to IFy j, () is a function of j units’ data and is thus an element of ¢/;(6).

j,kﬁj ti+1

Then as in the proof of Lemma A.2,

IFyst (0) = =S5 (Supze(X)z0(X) T = Sx) 55!
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and upon permuting the indices, the contribution of each of these (j — 1) terms to IFy ¢, , . i, (0) is
oty

— (= 1)7 [Sppbrp(X)26(X) +m1 (0, 21)],
1

(A1) <S5 (Sun0n0") -5
s=3 s

% St [Stbro(X)2(X) +ms(0, )

2

which is degenerate and thus orthogonal to i/;(0). Notice that equation (A.11) is exactly the kernel of IF (1) (j41)% (25, )-

Then differentiating w.r.t. 6’s in pyy and ’bvk,g, we further obtain terms of the following form contributing to

lFLifjj,k,ij i1 (9)

(DI 2 O [SpzeXzmx)T] |35y {(sbpzk<x>zk<x> ) - zk}
s 1 s—3 1s
x 3! [prgk,G(X)ik(X) + m2(072k)} ,
(A.12) ’2 ;
+ (= 1) [SupBio (X)Ze(X) +m1(0,27,)],) [Z ot {(przk(X)Zk(X)T)i - Ek}
s=3 s

x L [prik(X)zk(X)T] IF

i2 17Cb,k77'j+1

(6)-
Applying Lemma A.2 again and projecting the above display onto Z/{jL 771(6), we obtain that
Iy [equation (A.12)|uf’j+1(«9)} = 2 x equation (A.11).

Recall that there are (j — 1) terms of equation (A.11) in total contributing to IF s, 6), thus eventually there

3k ﬂj+1(

are (j + 1) terms of equation (A.11) in total contributing to V. [Hg [IFI it i i (0) |Z,{jl’j+1(9)ﬂ . Further recall
ot

)

that

Vit [lF(j+1),(j+1),k,ij+1 (Eﬁl)]
= leer3‘+1 [He {IFl,ifjjyk’;j i1 (0) Wf’jﬂ(@)” :
Therefore we have
IF (1), (00 (B ) = Vi ['F(j+1),(j+1),kij+1(zi? 1)}
= jﬁvﬁl [(j + 1) x equation (A.11)]
= V;4+1 [equation (A.11)].

We thus prove the results for general j by induction. [
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Lemma A.2. As defined in equation (A.1), the influence functions of Zb,k(ﬁ) and Ep’k(ﬁ) are

IF z (0)=-%;" (sbpﬁk,g(X)zk(X) n m2(0,2k)> 7
(A.13) 1o,k
IFLEMM) - _lel (SepPr,o(X)Zk(X) +mi (0, z)) .

~ ~

Proof. We only need to show IF ¥ (#) and IF ¥ (#) will follow by symmetry. Recall that
b,k Cp,k

Eb,k(g) = - {Ee [prik(X)?k(X)T} }71 = [prZ(X)zk(X) +m2(0,z)| -
Then

IFlfb,k (9)

= {0 [z 02 0T} R, ¢ 00m (a0 @)

I, e fgm o) (s |Spb(X)24(X) +ma(0, 71|
Sypb(X)Zi(X) + ma(0, zi) — Eg [s,,pa(X)zk(X) +my(O, zkﬂ)
+ 5 (Sypze(X)ze(X) T — zk) 2 'Ey [spr(X)zk(X) +my (O, zk)}

(
(
= = 5 (8B (X2 (X) + ma(0.22) — Sz X) TS Ep [S,B(X)2(X) +ma(0,24)] 26(X)
(
{

Sipb(X)2K(X) + m3(0,26) + Syp2i(X) Gy (0)24(X) )

o~ =

= =57 {8 (B(X) + 20 TC,(0)) 20(X) + ma0.21) }

— = 37 (Sipbro(X)2k(X) +m2(0, 7)) )

where the fourth equality follows from the definition of Zb7 «(0) and the sixth equality follows from the definition
of by, o(X). .

Under conditions in Proposition 2.1, gk 7= band P, = D or equivalently Zb7 k(@) = Epk(é) = 0. This follows

from results in Proposition 2.1 with ¢ evaluated at :

~

Ej | Sepb(X)M(X) + m2(O, h)] = 0forall h € B, Ej[Sppp(X)1(X) +m1(O,h)] =0 forall h € P.

Thus under 5, the HOIFs of zzk(g) are: ﬁmk (E;l) = ﬁl —@gzﬁmmk@;l), where ﬁ]ﬂhmm,k(zgl) = Z;":Z ﬁjjﬁk@;l),

— _ 1 o~ —
(A.14) IFook(S;1) = ——— § IFog 7 (33 1)
n(n—1) 4+
1<i1 #i2<n

and for j > 2,

— _ (n—j)! -~ _
(A.15) IF;; k(20 = = Z IF i, (S0
) 1<ir .. 2i;<n
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Here

(A16) Foriia () = .5, 5,00 = [E5,m, (2 O)] 55 [E5m, (@) O],
and
IFijns, (S =1F; Jkij(A)
(A.17) = (-1 |8, @) ] {Hz ([sbpzk X)zk(X)TLS _ zk>}zk1 [E5.my (1) (0)],, -

are the kernels of second order influence function IF; £(Z; 1) and j-th order influence function H]F] k(S re-

spectively, where & = and &, are defined in equations (A4) and (A5).

As a consequence of Theorem A.3, the m-th order influence function for the truncated parameter ¥r(6) under
P is simply Jm k(Efl) — {/;k 0) = ]HFm K 1) and the m-th order influence function for the bias Biasy, k(wl) is
@gg_mm,k(ilk ), with the b and p in IIF,, 1,(3, Dy and TF99 K h replaced by band p. D.

A.7. General formula of the variance order of @mm,k(igl). In this section we derive the following formula for

the order of varg [@mm,k@;l) for general m. Then we have

Lemma A.3. When m > 3, there exists a constant C' > 0 that depends only on the spectra of ¥ and 5%, such that

(A.18)
vary [@mm,k(glzl)}

m % " il Ck L 2(m—j—2)Vv0 { ]L4 + LQ L2 + IL L2 + L2 LQ }
< l n =2 n 9,2,k 0,2,k 0,2k 6,25k 0,2,0,k™9,2. 5 k 0,4,k 04Dk
~n

2 - 2 2
tm LGQEJ { b,k 9221: +L9 2,p,kL922k T (L0,4,bkL94’P7k /\Lezbkﬂ“%o,pk A]L‘eoob/rcIL‘(??,p,k)}
Condition W mem (CF)" + 2 m? (mi=2)v0 { L4 o L2 L2 . +L12, L2 . +kL2 _ L2 }
< l n 622k 0,2,k 0,2,k 6,25k 0,2,0,k0,2.5 k 0,2,b,k 0,2,p.k
~ n
m2 2(m 3) fr2 2 2 2 2
LGQZk {LezbkLGQEk_%LQZPkL02Zk_%kLa2bkLQZn }
.
-1 _ —1 4 2 2 2 2
Condition S 1 m % " + mzl m2i % ’ L2(m:j—2)v0 H"e,z,z k - ]Le 2., k:ILH 2.5 k + 1L 27@1@[[‘9 2.5k
~ n 9, ,b k 0 oo,p,k 9 o0, b k 9,2,p,k
omr 2(m=3) [y 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
+m L@QZk {L92bkL02Ek_%E@2@7Lazik_%{E@QbkL9@M% Aﬂ%ﬁobkL9Zn }}

Proof. The detailed calculations can be found in the Appendix of Liu et al. (2017). The two different versions
of (A.18) are due to the application of Holder inequality with different Holder conjugate pairs (i.e. (2,2) and
(1,00)). When Condition S does not hold but Condition W holds, we have

2 2 2
]Le 4D, kL9 4.p.k kLe,z,E,kﬂ‘@,?,ﬁ,k’

hence the second line inequality in (A.18) under only Condition W. But this upper bound may not be tight. For

example, when Z;, is Fourier or polynomials series that violates Condition S yet satisfies Condition W (Belloni
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et al., 2015),

2
Lyas k;L9 45k S lngLe 23, kLG 2,5,k

because L, 7,,Lgcopr S logk when L, 5,1y 5 are O(1). But for Legendre polynomial series which also
violates Condition S yet satisfies Condition W (Belloni et al., 2015), we currently can only have the following

bound

2 2
Le Ab, kLG 4pk = kLe 2,b kLH,Zﬁ,k'

A.8. Bootstrapping higher order influence functions. In this section, we will use higher order moments of multi-
nomial distributions frequently. Two good references are Mosimann (1962) and Newcomer, Neerchal, and Morel
(2008). For notational convenience, we suppress the dependence on E,;l or f],;l in ﬁmm’k@gl) and @mmk(igl)
as the proposed bootstrap resampling procedure will not depend on ;' or the training sample. We propose the

following bootstrap estimator of vary [ﬁgz k]: choose some large integer M as the number of bootstrap resamples,

and define
. M 2 2
T —=(m /\(m c
(A.19) var[[Fag 1] = 1 Z (HFm kT Z ¥y k) (H 22, . Z [Fo 1 >
m=1
Ty Ts
where
=—(m) 1 m m) it
Wm,k = n(n— ) Z Wi(l )Wi(g )”:22,1@2
1<ty #ig<n
=(m),c 1 m m =
]HFQQ,k = m Z (Wi(l = 1)(W7,(2 - 1)|F22,k,22
1<it#i2<n
and W) = (Wl(m)7 .. .,Wflm)) i Multinom(n,n~%,...,n"!) for m = 1,..., M are M multinomial weights
—_——
(n—1)’s

independent of the observed data {O;,i =1,...,N}.

Remark A.4. We now explain why @[@227,{] is proposed as an estimator of varg [ﬁgz’k]. Conditional on the observed data
(including both the training and estimation samples), the expectation over the random multinomial weights W of the term

T1 is:

w1 {O:}iL]
2

1 e
=Ew || D WW I P ki | O
n(n—1) 1<i1#ia<n
2
1 P,
“\Ew | D W Wy g in {0}
n(n—1) 1<i1 #ia<n
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1 . N N N
n2(n — 1)2 Z {IFQQ»k’yil,iz|F227k7i17i2 + |F227k7i1,i2|F227k7i2,i1}{EW[sz‘21 WZQQ] - (EW[Wil VVZ2])2}

1<i1 #ig<n

p

Fao i ia 1 F22,ir o {Ew [W2 Wi, Wiy | — Evyr [Wi, Wiy | Evw [Wi, Wi, ]}
. 1 : Z + II:QQ,k,il,z’g |I:22,k,i3,7;1{EW[WZ%WQWig} — Ew Wi, Wi, |JEw [Wi, Wi, |}
w0 =1 Sen | FozminiaFoz sy (Ew (Wi, W2 Wiy ] — Ew [Wi, Wiy Eww [Wi, Wi, ]}
|+ Foo by s IF22.kig. 0 {LEW (Wi, W2Wi,| — Ew [Wi, Wi, |Ew [Wi, Wi, ]}

1

+ T P Z Foo k.ir o IFo2.kig s LEW (Wi, Wiy Wi, Wi, ] — Ew [Wi, Wiy ] Ew [Wi, Wi, 13
1<y #iaFig#ia<n
Plugging in the following higher order moments of Multinom(n,n™', ..., n~ ') (Newcomer, Neerchal, and Morel, 2008):
~—_———
(n—1)’s
n—1 n—1)(n—2 n—1)mn—-2)(n—-3
Ew [W1W2] = , Ew [W1Wo W3] = (7)2(2), Ew [W1iWoWsW,] = ( i 3 i ),
2(n —1)2 2n — 1
ew i) = 2 ey = 2
n—1)n-2)n—-3)+nn—-1)(n—-2
_ (n—=1)(2n* — Tn+6)
= — ,
By IW2IVZ] = (n—1)(n—2)(n—3)+ Qngn —1)(n—-2)+n%(n-1)
n
_ (n—1)(4n* — In +6)
= — ,
we have
Ew [T1[{O:}1]
1 _ _ _ - 11 14 6
(A20) = e > PorkiniaPorkinio + FaopinialFaoioin <3 e n3>
1<i1#i2<n
n 1 |T:22,k,z'1,z'2 |T:22,k,z'1,i3 + |T:22,k,z'1,z'2 |T:22,k,z'3,z'1 <1 7 12 6 )
20 — 1)2 ~ ~ ~ ~ o 2 3
n*(n —1) 1<iiintis<n | T 1F22.ki1,i01F22. k10 .is + 1F22, ki1 00 1F 22,k 500 nonton
1 _ _ 4 10 6
T2 12 ) Fa, ki in 1P 22,8 i3, <— P ng)
1<y #igFiz#ia<n

The term T is the bootstrap variance estimator for second order degenerate U-statistics and it has been proposed previously
in Arcones and Giné (1992) and Huskova and Janssen (1993). Similarly, conditional on the observed data (including both

the training and estimation samples), the expectation over the random multinomial weights W of the term T is:
Ew [T [{O:} ]
= 212 > {Fornir i Foa ki + Faz ki iolFoz i HEW (Wi, — 12 (Wi, — 1) = (Ew (Wi, — 1)(W;

1<y #io<n
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( ~ ~ \
IF22.k iy in IF22. iy i {EW (Wi — 1) (Wi, — 1)(Wiy — 1)] — Ew (Wi, — 1)(Wi, — D]Ew [(Wi, — 1)(Wiy — 1)]}
L2 > + 1Fa2 100100 1F22 0,0 {EW [(Wiy — 1)2(Wiy, — 1D)(Wiy — 1)] = Ew[(Wi, — D)(Wi, — 1)]Ew (Wi, — 1)(Ws, — 1)]}
20 12 N N
W=D S |+ Fan ks io P2 ks iy (EW (Wi, — 1D)(Way = 12 (Wi — 1)] — Ew [(Wi, — 1)(Wi, — DIEw[(Wi, — 1)(Wi, — 1]}
P2 ks o IFo2 kg in (EW (Wi, — 1) (Wiy — 1)2(Wiy — 1)] = Ew[(Wi, — 1) (Wi, — 1D)]Ew[(Wi, — D)(W;, — D]}
2 AN o~
T2 12 > IF22,,i1,i0 IF 22, k,i5,6 {EW [(Wiy = 1) (Wi, = 1)(Wiy — 1) (Wi, — 1)] = Ew[(Wi, — 1)(Wi, — D]Ew [(Wiy — 1) (Wi, — 1)]}
1<iy FioFiz#ia<n
9 N N N N
" n2(n— 1)? Y APk Formie, + FoopiiFozkma HEW[(WE = 2W1 + 1)(W5 — 2Ws + 1)] — (Ew[(W1 — 1)(W2 — 1)))*}
1<y Fio<n
2 Fog iy in F22.k.i1 i3+ F22.k.6100 F22 i i
TR 2 e e R PR {Ew (W — 1)*(Wa = 1)(Ws = 1)] = (Ew (Wi = 1)(Wa — 1))}
nen 1<iiintiz<n | T F22.ki1001F22,k i+ 1F22, k.01 i 1F22 ki3 i
2 AN o~
TR 12 > IFoa kv o P22 i s {EW (W1 = 1) (Wa = 1) (W3 = 1)(Wa = 1)] = (Ew [(W1 = 1)(W2 = 1)])*}
1< #ioFizFia<n
2 ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 7 6 1
= n2n — 12 Z {IF22 ki1 ioIF22 ki1 io + 1F22 ki1 i IF 22,k i i1 } (1 - + R n2>
1<y Fio<n
n 2 Z |T:22,k,i1,z'2 |T:22,k,7;1,z'3 + |T:22,k,il,z'2 |T:22,k,i3,1;1 <_ l n 3 _ E _ 1)
2 12 ~ ~ ~ ~ 2 3 2
n*(n —1) 1<iiintiz<n | T F22.ki1 00 1F22 K inis + 1F22, k.01 i 1F22 k5 o noontonton
2 ~ ~ 3 6 1
+ n2(n — 1)2 Z IF22,k,i1,i2|F22,k,i3,i4 <n2 - ﬁ - 'I’L2> .

1< #igFizAia<n
Hence T serves as a correction term of the inflated factor 3 appeared in equation (A.20).

Combining the above computations, we have

Ew [Var([[Foz 1) [{O:} Y] = Ew T3 [{O:} Y] — Ew[T2[{O: Y]

1 . _ . . 5 2 6
T2 12 Z P22k iaFo2 ki io + P22 is o IFo2 ko } (1=~ + 5 + 5
1<ir#ia<n
N 1 Z IF22 ki1 inlF22 k6165 + IF22 k01 00 1F22 1 is i <1 5 N 6 >
12 ~ - - - ot
n2(n =17 ftien |+ Forkinia Fozgisis + F22is i Fo2kis o non
4 1 3 = = L L5 15
- 22.k.i1,7 22.k.,i3,1 - T T 5 .
n n2(n _ 1)2 11,22 ,R,13,24 n nQ

1<iy #igAiz#Ala<n

Finally, it is not difficult to see that

Eg[Ew [Var[[Faz, ] [{O:}X4]] = varg[[Faz] (1 +O(n ")) .

Proposition A.2. Under Condition W, as n — oo and M — oo,

@[HFQQ,]C] — 1+OP (1)
varg[IFao 1] ’
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Proof. Let the \75}[@227“ be the limit (in Py -probability) of \ﬁa\r[ﬁggvk] as M — oo given all the observed data.

Using the moments of multinomial distributions (Newcomer, Neerchal, and Morel, 2008), together with the ex-

planation in Comment A 4, itis easy to show that Eg [\f“ﬁ}?ﬂ} = 1+0(1) and vary [W] = o(1). Combining
0 22,k 0 22,k
the above two claims, we have “2r=22il 4 4 ,(1). [
varg [H]FQQ,k]

Following computations similar in spirit to but more tedious than the computations above, we propose the

following estimator of vary [ﬁ337k]:

1 S 1w
T —(m -—\m
Vai([Fs3.4] = 57— > <]HF337,€ ~ 7 > ]HF337,§>

m=1 m=1
St
1 & et 1 A et
~ W1 2—21 (HF33,I€7 B i Z_:lwi’»&k’ 7 >
Sa
A21
( ) 1 M —(m),c(b,X) 1 M —(m),c(b,X) 2
~ W1 221 (HF33,1§ Vi 2“3371@7 7 >
S3
M M 2
. 1 Z @(m)vc(p)z) o i A(m)7c(p Z)
M1 ~ 33,k M ~ 33,k
Sy
where
@é?l)c = | Z Wi w |T:33 ki
’ n(n - 1)(” - 2) 1<i1#ia#iz<n " N K o
/\(m),c(b,p) 1 (m) (m) (m) T
IF — (W =)W (W — 1)IFgs 1.5
33,k n(n—1)(n—2) 1@1%;&3@ ' : ° Skita
—(m),c(b,%) 1 (m) (m) (m) 2
= (Wz - 1)(Wz - 1)Wi IF %
33,k n(n —1)(n — 2) Kiﬁ;&ig@ ! ? s Bk
—(m),c(p,%) 1 (m) (pp(m) (m) 1=
IF = W (W = 1) (W — 1)IF33 4.7,
33,k n(n—1)(n—2) Kil%;%@ ! ? ° Skta
We then have:

Proposition A.3. Under Condition W, as n — oo and M — oo,

Var[[Fs3.4]

— =1+op,(1).
varg[IFss k] (1)

Finally, we consider estimating varg [@22_,337k] through nonparametric bootstrap. It is not difficult to see that

the following estimator has the desired property W =1+ op,(1) as M — oc:
0[IF22_.33 &

(A.22) Var[[Fay,33 1) = Var([Fag ] + var[Fs3 1] + 260v[IFas 1, [Faz 4]
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where

M
T = 1 m) )
cov([[Fay k., IF33 ] = U1 > ( Z ]HF221~:> (HF%I: -=> HF33k>

m=1 m’ 1 m’ 1
M-1
2 (m/),c (m),c(b,p) ),c
- X (T - g L E) (B -5 ).
m=1

It is straightforward but tedious to generalize the above arguments to construct bootstrapped estimators of
varg [@mm %] for general m > 2. We plan to report the general construction in a separate paper. But when estimat-

ing vary []HFQQ_,mm,k], it is sufficient to use var[H]F‘22_>337k] as it dominates the variance of higher-order terms.

A.9. Proof of Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 4.2. As discussed in Sections 3 and 4.3, since E,;l is generally un-
known, @22’]@(2;1) needs to be replaced by @ggﬁmm’k(igl). We consider the following statistic used in the

test )A(mk(f],;l; Zat /25 9) after standardization:

(A.23)

s.e. [{/;1] (ﬁQZ%mm,k(ikl) N (5)
5. [TF 22 m k(zfl)] s.e.[v1]

( F22_>mmk ) Biasy k(wl) S/.E.[Q/b\l] ) N s/.E.[YZﬂ <Bi359,k(12;1) _ 5)
se.[¢1] S [TFoo—smm i (55 1)) S [[Farsmmp(S )]\ SE[1]
(Hmemk )~ EolFomma(S;Y)] SB[ ) 4 BBk SEh

se.[1h1] S&.[MFo sk (S5 1))

s.e.[l/)l] Q-[ﬁ22—>mm,k(§];1)]
S e. [¢1] <Bi3597k/(\’l2)\1) _ 5)
FZQ%mm k(zgl)] s.e. WI]

{( F22_>mmk ) EQ[HF22_,mmk(f]k1)]> N (Biasak(ﬂ)\l) +EBomi 5) s.e.q[tn] }(1 +op, (1))
= o 9[/\ 1 0

s.e.g HFzz—mm HE D] s.e.g[1] OTF 22 s k(S0 1))
{( 228 ) = ol (5 1”) + (w EBom —5) _sealy] - }(1+0P9(1))

s.€.9 HFQ?—)mm K] s.e.g[¢1] s.e.9[IF22 s mm k() )]
MFao mm, k ) E@[HFQZ mm, k(zil)] S.€.9 1;1 EB@,m,k
( = __>1 - 5_'7) — [ ] a1 + — a1 (1+0P6(1)>
S.€.9 ]HF22—>mm k(z )] S e-Q[]HF22ﬁmm,k(Zk )] s~e-9[HFQ2%mm,k(Zk )]
A B

The effect of estimating ;! on the asymptotic validity of the test X, 1 (f],;l; Zat /2, 0) of Ho £ (6) thus depends on

the orders of terms A and B. A has variance 1 and mean —(§ — ) = [ﬁs‘e"’[wll SRTE B depends on the estimation
€22 s mm k(&g

bias due to estimating ¥, ! by i,;l. Hence if we have:

F22— mm.k (S, ) —Eo P22 mm.k (S 1]
(1)
R ——— e
s.e.o[th1] s.e.q[1] .
(2) s.e. G[HF22~>mm k( k )]/S €. Q[HF22~>mm k( ]; )] — 1/
(3) B = o(1) under Hy ;(0) or fixed alternatives to Hg 1 (9);
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is asymptotically N (0, 1) conditional on the training sample;




3) B —(6—7 se[t] under diverging alternatives to Hg 1 (8) i.e. § — v = ¢ for some ¢ — oo (at
ging :

s.e.[[Fa2smm k(S5 1))

any rate).
)?m,k@,;l; Zat/2,0) is an asymptotically level ol two-sided test for H . (0) and rejects the null with probability
approaching 1 under diverging alternatives to Hy ().
According to Theorem 4.1, both (1) and (2) hold for H/H?QQ_)mmk(i;l). In terms of (3) and (3’), under the
conditions of Theorem 4.2:
e Under Hy ;(6) or fixed alternatives to Hy (9), EBg,m,k(ilzl) < (klogizn# < %—i—ﬁ and hence B = o(1).
Thus (3) is satisfied.

e Under diverging alternatives to Hy ;,(6) i.e. v — 6 = ¢ — o0, (y — §)s.e.q(thy) = Ly 551 L0.2.5.kr

B< LG,Q,Z,k]L@,Zﬁ,k <k|ogk> (m=1)/2 < Le,Q,E,kLM,@k
" segIFoosmmi(Ep )]\ 7 s.e.9[IF o9 (S5 )]
S.€.9 121\1
-7 il

5.€.0[MFa9smmi(S1 )]

Thus (3") is satisfied.

In summary, X, k(igl; Zat j2, 0) is an asymptotically valid level ol two-sided test for Hy 1 (0) and rejects the null

with probability approaching 1 under diverging alternatives to Hg 5 (9).

APPENDIX B. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION FOR SIMULATION STUDIES

The functions hy, hy and h, appeared in Section 5 are of the following forms:

1 .
(B.1) hy(w;sy) oc 1+ exp 5 Z 2—1(8f+0.5)wj,g(x) )
JET LEL
(B.2) hy(z; 5p) = Z 2_j(8b+0.5)wj7£($)’
JETLEL
(B3) hp(xssp) = =2y 2709w, (x)
JET LEL

where J = {0,3,6,9,10,16} and w; (-) is the D12 (or equivalently db6) father wavelets function dilated at reso-
lution j, shifted by ¢. By the equivalent characterization of Besov-Triebel spaces by the corresponding wavelet co-
efficients in the frequency domain (Giné and Nickl, 2016, page 331), h¢(-;s5) € Holder(sy), hy(-; sp) € Holder(sp)
and hy(-; s,) € Holder(s,). We fix sy = 0.1. In simulation setup I we choose s, = s, = 0.25 whereas in simulation

setup II we choose s, = 5, = 0.6.

Tb,j Tp.j
-0.2819 | 0.09789
0.4876 | 0.08800
-0.1515 | -0.4823
4 |-0.1190 | 0.4588
TasLE 5. Coefficients used in constructing b and 7 in Section 5.

W N P,
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In Table 5, we provide the numerical values for (7, ;, 7, j)§:1 used in generating the simulation experiments in

Section 5.

B.1. Generating correlated multidimensional covariates X with fixed non-smooth marginal densities. In the
simulation study conducted in Section 5, one key step of generating the simulated datasets is to draw correlated
multidimensional covariates X € [0,1]¢ with fixed non-smooth marginal densities. First, we fix the marginal
densities of X in each dimension proportional to i () (equation (B.1)). Then we make 2K independent draws
of )N(m-, i = 1,...,2K, from hy for every j = 1,...,d so X = ()~(1,., . ,)~(2K7.)T € [0,1]25%4, Next, to create
correlations between different dimensions, we follow the strategy proposed in Baker (2008). First we group every
two consecutive draws:

(X1, X2) ", (X3, Xa) ",y (Xog 1., Xoxe )

Then for each pair ()2:27;717., X gi,.)T fori =1,..., K, we form the following d-dimensional random vectors

Uy = (max(Xai—11, X2i1), - - -, max(Xoi 1.4, X2i.a)) |

Vi = (min(Xoi 1.1, X2i1), - min(Xo; 14, Xoi4)) " -

Lastly, we construct K independent d-dimensional vectors X by the following rule: foreachi =1, ..., K, we draw
a Bernoulli random variable B; with probability 1 / 2, and if B; = 0, X; . = U;, otherwise X; . = V;. Following the
above strategy, we preserve the marginal density of X. ; as that of X .; but create dependence between different

dimensions.

AprpPENDIX C. PROXIMAL HIGHER-ORDER INFLUENCE FUNCTIONS

In this section, we further generalize the derivations in Appendix A.6 for /() = —Eg[Y (a)] to the case under the
proximal causal inference framework considered in Miao, Shi, and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2018), Tchetgen Tchetgen
et al. (2020), and Cui et al. (2023). The purpose of this section is to show that our framework can be extended
to the endogeneity settings which economists are extremely interested in; e.g. Newey (1991) and Newey and
Powell (2003). We only consider 1)() = —Ep[Y (a)], since it is yet unclear what is the “right” generalization under
endogeneity for the general DR functionals considered in Rotnitzky, Smucler, and Robins (2021). We leave such

generalization to future work.

We immediately begin with the formal setup, followed with a theorem on the forms of HOIFs of (). Instead
of observing i.i.d. O; = (Xj, A;,Y;)~, under strong ignorability, there might exist latent confounding variable U,
so 1(#) is not point identified in general. But suppose we observe O; = (X;, Z;, A;, W;,Y:)_;, where W and Z
are “proxy variables” of Y and A respectively, satisfying the following proximal causal identification conditions

given in Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020):

Condition C.1.

(1) Consistency: Y = Y, almost surely;
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(2) No direct effect from the treatment A and treatment proxy Z to the outcome proxy W: W, , = W for all a and =

almost surely;
(3) No direct effect from the treatment proxy Z to the outcome Y: Y, ., =Y, for all a and z almost surely;
(4) (Z,A) L(Y,,W)|(U,X) fora =0,1;
(5) 0 < Pr(A =al|U,X) < 1almost surely for a =0, 1;
(6) Forany a,z, if Eglg(U)|W, A = a, X = x| = 0 almost surely, then g(U) = 0 almost surely;
(7) Forany a,z, if Eglg(W)|Z, A = a, X = x] = 0 almost surely, then g(W') = 0 almost surely;

For more details of proximal causal inference and the intuition behind the above regularity conditions, we
refer interested readers to many recent papers on this topic (Miao, Shi, and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018; Tchetgen
Tchetgen et al., 2020; Cui et al., 2023; Kallus, Mao, and Uehara, 2021; Shpitser, Wood-Doughty, and Tchetgen
Tchetgen, 2021).

Then we have

Theorem C.1. Under the above Condition C.1 (Assumptions 1, and 4-9 of Cui et al. (2023)), together with the following
conditions on the so-called confounding bridge functions r and q (Assumption 10 of Cui et al. (2023)): Denote ¥(z,a,z) =

2
Eo[(Y—r(W,A=0a,X))?Z =2,A=0a,X =x]andT'(w,a,r) = Ey [(q(Z,A,X) - m) W=w,A=a,X = x}:

(1) 0 < inf ¥U(z,a,x) < sup ¥(z,a,x) < o0;

2,a,% 2,0,z

(2) 0 < inf T'(w,a,z) < sup I'(w, a,z) < oo;

(3) Let T : Lo(W, A, X) — Lo(Z, A, X) be the conditional expectation operator given by T'(g) = Eg[g(W, A, X)|Z, A, X]
and the adjoint T' : Lo(Z, A, X) — Lo(W, A, X) be T'(g9) = Eg[g(Z, A, X)|W, A, X].
Suppose that the inverse mapping {T'V~ T}~ exists and is uniquely defined and that
T'UE(Y — r(W, A, X)) (r(W, A =a,X) —(0))|Z, A, X]| € Domain({T" U 1T}71)

1{A = a}/f(A|W, X) € Domain({T'w~'T}71).

Then the confounding bridge functions r and q that solve integral equations

Eo[YV|X,A=a,Z] = /r(w,A:a,X)ng(w]X, Z),

(C.1) ,

Prg(A = a|X, W)

= /q(z,A =a, X)dFy(z|X,W, A = a).

are uniquely identified. The nonparametric first order influence function of 1)(0) = —Eg[Y (a)] is given by

(C2) IFiy(0) =1{A=0a}q(Z,A=0a,X)r(W,A=0a,X)-1{A=0a}Yq¢(Z,A=0a,X)—r(W,A=0a,X)—1(0).
In the main text, all the notations related to b and p are extended to h and q. For the truncated nuisance functions ry, g and

k0, we use k-dimensional basis 3, (W, A, X) and z;,(Z, A, X ), respectively.
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Furthermore, the HOIFs of order m of Jk(e) = Eg [H(Tk,0,qrp)] are HFmvk(Egl) = IF, — HFggﬁmmk(E;l), where
IF ooy (S5 1) = S, IF;; x(Z:1), Sk = Eg[1{A = a}35x(W, A = a,X)2(Z, A = a, X) | which is assumed to be
invertible,

1
—1y ._ oyl
(C.3) IFop k(") = nn—1) Z IFog 17, (25 )
1<i1 #ia<n

and for j > 2,

_ n—j)! B
(C4) IF;6 (S ) = - ) > IR (S,
T IKih# L Fi<n
Here
(C.5)

IFo 7, (S ) = 1Fyy 5 7,(0) = [{A = a}(Y = Fip(W, A = a, X))zx(Z, A = a, X)]] S k(W A = a, X)(1{A = a}Gio(Z, A = 0, X) — 1)]

and

IF v (S =IF

33,k NIRRT )

= (~1) [{A = a}(Y ~ Fro(W. A = a, X))2(Z, A = a, X)]] {H ;! ([n{A = )5 (W, A = a, X)Z4(Z, A = a, X)T} = zk> }

1s
s=3

x 3 (W, A = a, X)(1{A = a}Gr0(Z, A = a, X) - 1)]

29 °

are the kernels of second order influence function TFaq (X, 1) and j-th order influence function IF ;; 1 (X, ') respectively,

where i = {i1,... i}

Note that the first order influence function in the above theorem has appeared in Cui et al. (2023). We state it in
the above theorem for the sake of completeness. The forms of HOIFs are new, but are straightforward applications

of the derivation given in Appendix A.6 for DR functionals.
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The figures mentioned in Section 5 are collected here.
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Ficure 1. For data generating mechanism in simulation setup I: normal qqg-plots for
@227]{(2121)/{@.[@22’]6(2];1)] (the first row), ﬁgzk(i;l)/s/.a[@Qg’k(ilzlﬂ (the second row),
MRy (3 1) /5. [[Fs3.4(Z; 1)) (the third row) and TFa; 33 (35 1) /5@ [[Fa2 334(Z; 1)) (the fourth
row) for k = 256 (left panels), kK = 512 (middle panels) and k£ = 1024 (right panels).
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