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Abstract

Series regression is a popular non-parametric regression technique obtained by
regressing a response on features generated by evaluating basis functions at observed
covariate values. The most routinely used series estimator is based on ordinary least
squares fitting, which is known to be minimax rate optimal in various settings, albeit
under fairly stringent restrictions on the basis functions. Inspired by the recently
developed Forster–Warmuth (FW) learner (Forster and Warmuth, 2002), we propose
a new series regression estimator that can attain the minimax estimation rate under
weaker conditions than existing series estimators in the literature. Moreover, we
generalize the FW-learner to a large class of so-called counterfactual nonparametric
regression problems, in which the response variable of interest may not be directly
observed on all sampled units. Although counterfactual regression is not a new area
of inquiry, we propose a comprehensive solution to this challenging problem from a
unified pseudo-outcome perspective, in the form of a generic constructive approach
for generating a pseudo-outcome which has small bias, namely bias of second order,
and attains minimax rate optimality under certain high level conditions. Several
applications in missing data and causal inference are used to illustrate the resulting
FW-learner.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Nonparametric regression

Nonparametric estimation plays a central role in many statistical contexts where one wishes

to learn conditional distributions by means of say, a conditional mean function ErY |X “ xs

without a priori restriction on the model. Several other functionals of the conditional dis-

tribution can likewise be written based on conditional means, which makes the conditional

mean an important problem to study. For example, the conditional cumulative distribution

function of a univariate response Y given X “ x can be written as Er1tY ď tu|X “ xs.

This, in turn, leads to conditional quantiles. In general, any conditional function defined

via θ‹pxq “ argminθPR ErρppX, Y q; θq|X “ xs for any loss function ρp¨; ¨q can be learned

using conditional means.

Series, or more broadly, sieve estimation provides a solution by approximating an

unknown function based on k basis functions, where k may grow with the sample size

n, ideally at a rate carefully tuned in order to balance bias and variance. The most

straightforward approach to construct a series estimator is by the method of least squares,

large sample properties of which have been studied extensively both in statistical and

econometrics literature in nonparametric settings. To briefly describe the standard least

squares series estimator, let m‹pxq :“ ErY |X “ xs denote the true conditional expec-

tation where m‹p¨q is an unrestricted unknown function of x. Also consider a vector

of approximating basis functions sϕkpxq “ pϕ1pxq, . . . , ϕkpxqqJ, which has the property

that any square integrable m‹p¨q can be approximated arbitrarily well, with sufficiently

large k, by some linear combination of sϕkp¨q; this idea will be formalized later. Let

pXi, Yiq, i “ 1, . . . , n denote an observed sample of data. The least squares series esti-

mator of m‹pxq is defined as pmpxq “ ϕ̄J
k pxqpβ, where pβ “ pΦJ

kΦkq´1ΦJ
kY, and Φk is the

n ˆ k matrix rsϕkpX1q, . . . , sϕkpXnqsJ with Y “ pY1, . . . , YnqJ. Several works in the lit-

erature have provided conditions for consistency, corresponding convergence rates, and

asymptotic normality of least-squares series estimators, along with settings in which spe-

cific basis functions satisfy these conditions, e.g. polynomial series and regression splines;

see, for example, Chen (2007), Newey (1997), Györfi et al. (2002). Under these conditions,
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the optimal rate of convergence are established for certain basis functions, such as the local

polynomial kernel estimator (Chapter 1.6 of Tsybakov (2009)) and the local polynomial

partition series (Cattaneo and Farrell, 2013). Recently, Belloni et al. (2015) relaxed certain

key assumptions needed for least-squares series estimators to be rate optimal (in probabil-

ity) for both squared and uniform error norms. For instance, they relaxed the requirement

in Newey (1997) that the number k of approximating functions must satisfy k2{n Ñ 0 to

k{n Ñ 0 for bounded (for example Fourier series) or local bases (such as splines, wavelets

or local polynomial partition series) to be rate optimal in probability with respect to the

squared error norm, a result which was previously established only for splines (Huang, 2003)

and local polynomial partitioning estimators (Cattaneo and Farrell, 2013). An important

limitation of the least squares series estimator is that its rate of convergence heavily de-

pends on stringent assumptions imposed on the basis functions. To be specific, a quantity

that plays a crucial role in these works, is given by the following quantity which essentially

captures the “size” of basis functions: ξk :“ supxPX }ϕkpxq}, where X is the support of the

covariates X and } ¨ } denote the l2 norm of a vector. Mainly, they require ξ2k log k{n Ñ 0,

so that for basis functions such as Fourier, splines, wavelets, and local polynomial partition

series, ξk ď
?
k, yielding k log k{n Ñ 0. For other basis functions such as polynomial series,

ξk À k corresponds to k2 log k{n Ñ 0, which clearly is more restrictive.

A main contribution of this paper is to develop a new type of series regression estimator

that in principle can attain well-established minimax nonparametric rates of estimation

(in mean squared error) in settings where covariates and outcomes are fully observed,

under weaker conditions compared to existing literature (e.g. Belloni et al. (2015)) on

the distribution of covariates and basis functions. The approach builds on an estimator

we refer to as Forster–Warmuth Learner (FW-Learner) originating in the online learning

literature, which is obtained via a careful modification of the renowned non-linear Vovk–

Azoury–Warmuth forecaster (Vovk, 2001; Forster and Warmuth, 2002). In particular, our

method is optimal in that its mean squared error matches the well-established minimax

rate of estimation for a large class of smooth nonparametric regression functions, provided

that ErY 2|Xs is bounded almost surely, regardless of the basis functions used, as long as the

approximation error/bias with k bases decays optimally; see Theorem 1 for more details.

This result is more general than the current literature on nonparametric least-squares
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regression whose rate of convergence depends on the specific “size” of the basis function

being used. For example, Belloni et al. (2015) established that using the polynomials basis

can lead to a least-squares series estimator slower convergence rate compared to using a

wavelet basis, although both have the same approximation error decay rate for the common

Hölder/Sobolev spaces. Theorem 1 provides the expected L2-error of our FW-Learner

under the full data setting, which is a non-trivial extension of the vanilla Forster–Warmuth

estimator and is agnostic to the underlying choice of basis functions. The sharp upper

bound on the error rate matches the minimax lower bound of this problem, demonstrating

the optimality of the FW-Learner.

1.2 Counterfactual regression

Moving beyond the traditional conditional mean estimation problem, an important con-

tribution of this paper is to develop a unified approach to study a more challenging class

of problems we name nonparametric counterfactual regression, where the goal is still to

estimate m‹pxq “ ErY |X “ xs but now the response Y may not be fully/directly observed.

Prominent examples include nonparameric regression of an outcome prone to missing-

ness, a canonical problem in missing data literature, as well as nonparametric estimation

of the so-called Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE) central to causal inference

literature. Thus, the key contribution of this work, is to deliver a unified treatment of such

counterfactual regression problems with a generic estimation approach which essentially

consists of two steps: (i) generate for all units a carefully constructed pseudo-outcome of

the counterfactual outcome of interest; (ii) apply the FW-Learner directly to the counter-

factual pseudo-outcome, in order to obtain an estimator of the counterfactual regression

in view. The counterfactual pseudo-outcome in step (i) is motivated by modern semipara-

metric efficiency theory and may be viewed as an element of the orthogonal complement of

the nuisance tangent space for the statistical model of the given counterfactual regression

problem, see, e.g., Bickel et al. (1993), van der Vaart (1991), Newey (1990), Tsiatis (2006)

for some references. As such, the pseudo-outcome endows the FW-Learner with a bias that

is at most of second order, which in key settings might be sufficiently small, occasionally it

might even be exactly zero, so that it can altogether be ignored without an additional con-
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dition. This is in fact the case if the outcome were a priori known to be missing completely

at random, such as in some two-stage sampling problems where missingness is by design,

e.g. (Breslow and Cain, 1988); or if estimating the CATE in a randomized experiment

where the treatment mechanism is known by design. More generally, the pseudo-outcome

often requires estimating certain nuisance functions nonparametrically, however, for a large

class of such problems considered in this paper, the bias incurred from such estimation is

of product form, also known as mixed bias (Rotnitzky et al., 2021). In this context, a key

advantage of the mixed bias is that one’s ability to estimate one of the nuisance functions

well, i.e. with relatively fast rates, can potentially make up for slower rates in estimating

another, so that, estimation bias of the pseudo-outcome can potentially be negligible rel-

ative to the estimation risk of an oracle with ex ante knowledge of nuisance functions. In

such cases, the FW-Learner is said to be oracle optimal in the sense that its risk matches

that of the oracle (up to a multiplicative constant).

Our main theoretical contribution is a unified analysis of the FW-Learner described

above, hereby establishing that it attains the oracle optimality property, under appropriate

regularity conditions, in several important counterfactual regression problems, including

(1) nonparametric regression under outcome missing at random, (2) nonparametric CATE

estimation under unconfoundedness, (3) nonparametric regression under outcome missing

not at random leveraging a so-called shadow variable (Li et al., 2021; Miao et al., 2023), (4)

nonparametric CATE estimation in the presence of residual confounding leveraging proxies

using the proximal causal inference framework (Miao et al., 2018; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al.,

2020). The proposed approach recovers well-established pseudo-outcomes in the literature

for certain canonical cases such as the CATE under unconfoundedness; in many other cases,

our results appear to be completely new to the literature.

1.3 Organization and notation

Organization. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 1.4 introduces

the notation that is going to be used throughout the paper. Section 2 formally defines our

estimation problem and the Forster–Warmuth estimator, where Section 2.2 builds upon

Section 2.1 going beyond the full data problem to counterfactual settings where the out-
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come of interest may not be fully observed. Section 3 applies the proposed methods to

the canonical nonparametric regression problem subject to missing outcome data, where in

Section 3.1 the outcome is assumed to be Missing At Random (MAR) given fully observed

covariates (Robins et al., 1994); while in Section S.2.1 the outcome may be Missing Not At

Random (MNAR) and identification hinges upon having access to a fully observed shadow

variable (Miao et al., 2023; Li et al., 2021). Both of these examples may be viewed as

nonparametric counterfactual regression models, whereby one seeks to estimate the non-

parametric regression function under a hypothetical intervention that would in principle

prevent missing data. Section 4 presents another application of the proposed methods to

a causal inference setting, where the nonparametric counterfactual regression parameter

of interest is the Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE); Section S.2.2 assumes

so-called ignorability or unconfoundedness given fully observed covariates, while Section

4.1 accommodates unmeasured confounding under the recently proposed proximal causal

inference framework (Miao et al., 2018; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2020). Section 5 reports

results from a simulation study comparing our proposed FW-Learner to a selective set of

existing methods under a range of conditions, while Section 6 illustrates FW-Learner for

the CATE in an analysis of the SUPPORT observational study (Conners et al., 1996) to

estimate the causal effect of Right Heart Catheterization (RHC) on 30-day survival, as a

function of a continuous baseline covariate which measures a patient’s potential survival

probability at hospital admission, both under standard unconfoundedness conditions as-

sumed in prior causal inference papers, including Tan (2006), Vermeulen and Vansteelandt

(2015) and Cui and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2019), and proximal causal inference conditions

recently considered in Cui et al. (2023) in the context of estimating marginal treatment

effects.

1.4 Notation

We define some notation we use throughout the paper: a À b means a ď Cb for a universal

constant C, and a „ b means a À b and b À a. For any integer k ě 2, let }fp¨q}k denote

the function Lk norm such that }fpOq}k :“ pEOr|fpOq|ksq1{k, where O is any data that is

the input of f .
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2 The Forster–Warmuth Nonparametric Counterfac-

tual Regression Estimator

In Section 2.1, we introduce and study the properties of FW-Learner in the standard

nonparametric regression setting where data are fully observed, before considering the

counterfactual setting of primary interest in Section 2.2 where the responses may only be

partially observed.

2.1 Full data nonparametric regression

Suppose that one observes independent and identically distributed random vectors pXi, Yiq , 1 ď

i ď n on X ˆ R. Let µ be the Lebesgue measure on the covariate space X . In fact, it

can be any general measure on X . The most common nonparametric regression problem

aims to infer the conditional mean function m‹pxq :“ E rYi | Xi “ xs as a function of x.

Let Ψ :“ tϕ1p¨q ” 1, ϕ2p¨q, ϕ3p¨q, . . .u be a fundamental sequence of functions in L2pµq i.e.,

linear combinations of these functions are dense in L2pµq (Lorentz, 1966; Yang and Barron,

1999).

For any f P L2pµq and any J ě 1, let EΨ
J pfq :“ mina1,a2,...,aJ

›

›f ´
řJ
k“1 akϕk

›

›

L2pµq

denote the J-th degree approximation error of the function f by the first J functions in Ψ.

By definition of the fundamental sequence, EΨ
J pfq Ñ 0 as J Ñ 0 for any function f P L2pµq.

This fact is the motivation of the traditional series estimators of m‹ which estimate the

minimizing coefficients a1, . . . , aJ using ordinary least squares linear regression. Motivated

by an estimator in the linear regression setting studied in Forster and Warmuth (2002), we

define the FW-Learner of m‹p¨q, which we denote pmJp¨q, trained on data tpXi, Yiq , 1 ď i ď

nu, using the first J elements of the fundamental sequence ϕ̄Jpxq “
`

ϕ1pxq, . . . , ϕJpxq
˘J

:

pmJpxq :“
`

1 ´ hnpxq
˘

ϕ̄J
J pxq

´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¯´1 n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi, (1)

where

hnpxq :“ ϕ̄J
J pxq

´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¯´1

ϕ̄Jpxq P r0, 1s. (2)
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The following result provides a finite-sample result on the estimation error of pmJ as a

function of J .

Theorem 1. Suppose E
“

Y 2|X
‰

ď σ2 almost surely X and suppose X has a density with

respect to µ that is upper bounded by κ. Then the FW-Learner satisfies

›

›

pmJ ´ m‹
›

›

2

2
“ E

”

`

pmJpXq ´ m‹
pXq

˘2
ı

ď
2σ2J

n
` κpEΨ

J pm˚
qq

2.

Moreover, if Γ “ tγ1, γ2, . . .u is a non-increasing sequence and if m‹ P FpΨ,Γq “ tf P

L2pµq : EΨ
k pfq ď γk, @ k ě 1u, then for Jn :“ mintk ě 1 : γ2k ď σ2k{nu, we obtain

}pmJn ´ m‹}22 ď p2 ` κqσ
2Jn
n
.

See Section S.3 of the supplement for proof of this result. Note that Belloni et al. (2015,

Theorem 4.1) established a similar result for the least squares series estimator, implying

that it yields a related oracle risk under more stringent conditions imposed on the basis

functions as discussed in the introduction. Furthermore, their result is in probability and

therefore is implied by but does not imply ours. The sets of functions FpΨ,Γq are called

full approximation sets in Lorentz (1966) and Yang and Barron (1999, Section 4). If the

sequence Γ also satisfies the condition 0 ă c1 ď γ2k{γk ď c ď 1 for all k ě 1, then Theorem

7 of Yang and Barron (1999) proves that the minimax rate of estimation of functions in

FpΨ,Γq is given by kn{n, where kn is chosen so that γ2k — k{n. The upper bound in

Theorem 1 matches this rate under the assumption c1 ď γ2k{γk ď c. This can be proved

as follows: by definition of Jn, γ
2
Jn´1 ě σ2pJn ´ 1q{n. Then using Jn ´ 1 ě Jn{2 and

γJn´1 ď γJn{2 ď γJn{c1, we get γ2Jn ě pc1q2σ2Jn{p2nq. Hence, γJn — σ2Jn{n. Therefore,

Theorem 1 proves that the FW-Learner with a properly chosen J is minimax optimal for

approximation sets.

A remark is warranted to build intuition about the specific form of the FW-learner.

First, note that ignoring the factor 1´hnpxq, the FW-learner can be interpreted as a least-

squares estimator fitted to the observed sample with the additional artificial observation

pXn`1 “ x, Yn`1 “ 0q. Further, note that the term 0 ď hnpxq ď 1 defines the leverage score

at a hypothetical observation at x and therefore reflects how far this value lies away from

the sample tXi : 1 ď i ď nu. Therefore, for x close to observed values, the factor 1´ hnpxq

should be close to 1 and the corresponding fitted value should be largely determined by the
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observed sample. In contrast, for x far from observed values, the least-squares estimator

will tend to extrapolate, however 1 ´ hnpxq controls the degree of extrapolation for such

values outside the empirical support of the covariates by shrinking corresponding fitted

values towards zero; this is because 1 ´ hnpxq for such x would be close to zero. While

this may lead to some bias at such value of x, the event is sufficiently rare such that it is

negligible over the support of X with respect to mean squared error. Theorem 1 formalizes

this intuition.

Note that Theorem 1 does not require the fundamental sequence of functions Ψ to

form an orthonormal bases. This is a useful feature when considering sieve-based estima-

tors (Shen and Wong, 1994, Example 3), partition-based estimators (Cattaneo and Farrell,

2013), random kitchen sinks (Rahimi and Recht, 2008) or neural networks (Klusowski and

Barron, 2018), just to name a few.

As a special case of Theorem 1 that is of particular interest for αm-Hölder or αm-

Sobolev spaces (See Section S.1 for definitions), suppose γJ ď CmJ
´2αm{d for some constant

Cm, αm ą 0, and d is the intrinsic dimension1 of the covariates X, then choosing J “

rpnαmκCm{pdσ2qq
d{p2αm`dq

s gives

}pmJ ´ m‹
}
2
2 ď C

ˆ

σ2

n

˙2αm{p2αm`dq

, (3)

where C is a constant; see Section S.3 for a proof. The decay condition γJ ď CmJ
´2αm{d

is satisfied by functions in Hölder class Σdpαm, Cmq and Sobolev spaces of order αm for

the classical polynomial, Fourier/trigonometric bases (DeVore and Lorentz, 1993; Belloni

et al., 2015)

From the discussion above, it is clear that the choice of the number of functions J

used is crucial for attaining the minimax rate. In practice, we propose the use of split-

sample cross-validation to determine J (Györfi et al., 2002, Section 7.1). Our simulations

presented in Section 5 shows good performance of such an approach. We refer interested

readers to Györfi et al. (2002, Chapter 7) and van der Vaart et al. (2006) for the theoretical

properties of the split-sample cross-validation, which requires the estimators to be bounded,

1We say intrinsic dimension rather than the true dimension of covariates because some bases can take
into account of potential manifold structure of the covariates to yield better decay depending on the
manifold (or intrinsic) dimension.
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see, e.g. Corollary 4.2 of van der Vaart et al. (2006). Interestingly, the next proposition

shows that the FW-Learner automatically satisfies this assumption, the proof of which is

deferred to Section S.6.

Proposition 1. The FW-Learner defined in (1) satisfies that

ˇ

ˇ

pmJpxq
ˇ

ˇ ď hnpxq p1 ´ hnpxqq

´ 1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Y 2
i

¯1{2

ď 1{4
´ 1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Y 2
i

¯1{2

, for all J ě 1. (4)

Moreover, E
“

supJě1 }pmJ}8

‰

ď 1
4

`

ErY 2s
˘1{2

.

This boundedness property is not satisfied by the ordinary least squares series regression

estimator, for arbitrary basis functions.

2.2 Forster–Warmuth Counterfactual Regression: The Pseudo-

Outcome Approach

In many practical applications in health and social sciences it is not unusual for an outcome

to be missing on some subjects, either by design, say in two-stage sampling studies where

the outcome can safely be assumed to be Missing At Random with known non-response

mechanism, or by happenstance, in which case the outcome might be missing not at random.

Beyond missing data, counterfactual regression also arises in causal inference where one

might be interested in the CATE, the average causal effect experienced by a subset of the

population defined in terms of observed covariates. Missing data, in this case, arises as the

causal effect defined at the individual level as a difference between two potential outcomes

– one for each treatment value – can never be observed.

A major contribution of this paper is to propose a generic construction of a so-called

pseudo-outcome which, as its name suggests, replaces the unobserved outcome with a care-

fully constructed response variable that (i) only depends on the observed data, possibly

involving high dimensional nuisance functions (e.g. propensity score) that can nonetheless

be identified from the observed data, and therefore can be evaluated for all subjects in

the sample and; (ii) has conditional expectation given covariates that matches the coun-

terfactual regression of interest if as for an oracle, nuisance functions were known. The

proposed pseudo-outcome approach applies to a large class of counterfactual regression
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problems including the missing data and causal inference problems described above. The

proposed approach recovers in specific cases such as the CATE under unconfoundedness,

previously proposed forms of pseudo-outcomes (Kennedy, 2023, Section 4.2), while offering

new pseudo-outcome constructions in other examples (e.g., Proximal CATE estimation in

Section 4.1). See Section 2.3 for details on constructing pseudo-outcomes.

Before describing the construction of the pseudo-outcomes in detail, we first give a key

high-level preliminary corollary (assuming that a pseudo-outcome is given) which is the

theoretical backbone of our approach. Suppose rOi, 1 ď i ď n represent independent and

identically distributed random vectors of underlying data of primary interest that include

fully observed covariatesXi, 1 ď i ď n as subvectors. LetOi, 1 ď i ď n be the observed data

which are obtained from rOi, 1 ď i ď n through some coarsening operation. For concrete

examples of rOi and Oi in missing data and causal inference, see Table 1; more examples can

be found in Sections 3 and 4. The quantity of interest is m‹pxq “ Er rfp rOiq|Xi “ xs for some

known function rfp¨q operating on (unobserved) rOi. For example, in the context of missing

outcome data where rOi “ pYi, Xi, Ziq and Oi “ rOi if Yi is observed and Oi “ pXi, Ziq if

Yi is missing, so that in a slight abuse of notation, we write Oi “ pRi, RiYi, Xi, Ziq where

Ri “ 1 if Yi is observed and Ri “ 0 otherwise. One could be interested in ErYi|Xis so that

rfp rOiq “ fpXi, Zi, Yiq “ Yi. Because rOi, 1 ď i ď n are unobserved, rfp rOiq may not be fully

observed. The pseudo-outcome approach that we propose involves two steps:

(Step A) Given a set of identifying conditions such that the quantity of interest m‹pxq “

Er rfp rOiq|Xi “ xs can be rewritten as m‹pxq “ ErfpOiq|Xi “ xs for some (es-

timable) unknown function fp¨q applied to the observations Oi. There may be

several such f under the identifying assumptions and the choice of f plays a

crucial role in the rate of convergence of the estimator proposed; see Section 2.3

for more details on finding a “good” f .

(Step B) Split t1, 2, . . . , nu into two (non-overlapping) parts I1, I2. From Oi, i P I1, ob-

tain an estimator pfp¨q of fp¨q. Now, with the fundamental sequence of functions

11



Ψ, create the data psϕJpXiq, pfpOiqq, i P I2 and obtain the FW-Learner:

pmJpxq :“ p1´hI2pxqqϕ̄J
J pxq

˜

ÿ

iPI2

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¸´1
ÿ

iPI2

ϕ̄JpXiq
pfpOiq,

with hI2pxq “ sϕJ
J pxq

`
ř

iPI2
sϕJpXiq

sϕJ
J pXiq ` sϕJpxqsϕJ

J pxq
˘´1

sϕJpxq, defined, sim-

ilarly, as in (2).

rOi Oi

Missing data

pXi, Zi, Yiq

Yi is the response of interest,

Zi is an additional covariate

vector of no scientific interest.

pXi, Zi, Ri, YiRiq

Ri “ 1 if Yi is observed,

and Ri “ 0 if Yi is unobserved.

Causal inference

pXi, Ai, Y
1
i , Y

0
i q

Ai is the treatment assignment,

Y 1
i is the counterfactual response

if subject is in treatment group, and

Y 0
i is the counterfactual response

if subject is in control group.

pXi, Ai, Yiq

Yi “ AiY
1
i ` p1 ´ AiqY

0
i

is the observed response

given the observed treatment Ai.

Table 1: Examples of unobserved full data and observed data.

The following lemma (proved in Section S.3) states the error bound of the FW-Learner pmJ

that holds for any pseudo-outcome pf .

Corollary 1. Let σ2 be an upper bound on Er pf 2pOq|X, pf s almost surely X, and suppose

X has a density with respect to µ that is bounded by κ. Define Hf pxq “ Er pfpOq|X “ x, pf s.

Then the FW-Learner pmJ satisfies

´

ErppmJpXq ´ m‹
pXqq

2
ˇ

ˇ pf s

¯1{2

ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2κEΨ

J pm‹
q`

?
6
´

ErpHf pXq ´ m‹
pXqq

2
ˇ

ˇ pf s

¯1{2

.

(5)

The first two terms of (5) are an upper bound on the error of oracle FW-Learner

with access to pXi, fpOiqq, i P I2. The last term of (5), Hf ´ m‹, is the bias incurred
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from estimating the oracle pseudo-outcome f with the empirical pseudo-outcome pf . Here

the choice of estimator of the oracle pseudo-outcome is key to rendering this bias term

potentially negligible relative to the leading two terms of equation (5). We return to this

below.

If |I1| “ |I2| “ n{2, m‹ P FpΨ,Γq, the full approximation set discussed in Theorem 1,

and we set J “ Jn “ mintk ě 1 : γ2k ď σ2k{nu, then Corollary 1 implies that }pmJ ´m‹}2 ď

2p1 `
?
κq
a

σ2Jn{n `
?
6}Hf ´ m‹}2. Because

a

Jn{n is the minimax rate in L2-norm for

functions in FpΨ,Γq, we get the FW-Learner with pseudo-outcome pfpOq is minimax rate

optimal as long as }Hf ´m‹}2 “ Op
a

Jn{nq. In such a case, we call pmJ oracle minimax in

that it matches the minimax rate achieved by the FW-Learner that has access to fp¨q.

Remark 2.1 Section 3 of Kennedy (2023) provides a result similar to Corollary 1 but

with a more general regression procedure pEnp¨q in the form of a weighted linear estimator,

but the assumptions that the weights of the estimator must satisfy require a case by case

analysis, which may not be straightforward; whereas our result is tailored to the Forster–

Warmuth estimator which applies more broadly under minimal conditions. ˛

Remark 2.2 It is worth noting that cross-fitting rather than simple sample splitting can

be used to improve efficiency. Specifically, by swapping the roles of I1 and I2 in (Step B),

we can obtain two pseudo-outcomes pf1p¨q, pf2p¨q, and also two FW-Learners pm
p1q

J p¨q, pm
p2q

J p¨q.

Instead of using only one of pm
pjq

J , j “ 1, 2, one can consider pmJpxq “ 2´1
ř2
j“1 pm

pjq

J and by

Jensen’s inequality, we obtain

}pmJ ´ m‹
}2 ď

c

2σ2J

n
`

?
2κEΨ

J pm‹
q `

c

3

2

´

}Hf1 ´ m‹
}2 ` }Hf2 ´ m‹

}2

¯

,

where Hfjpxq “ Er pfjpOq|X “ x, pfjs, j “ 1, 2. A similar guarantee also holds for the average

estimator obtained by repeating the sample splitting procedure. ˛

2.3 Construction of Pseudo-outcome (Step A)

For a given counterfactual regression problem, we construct the counterfactual pseudo-

outcome using an influence function (more precisely, the non-centered gradient) of the

functional formally defined as the “marginal” instance of the non-parametric counterfac-
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tual regression model in view, under given identifying assumptions, which formally define

a semiparametric model M. For instance, in the missing data regression problem, our

quantity of interest is m‹pxq “ ErY |X “ xs and so, the marginal functional is simply

ψ “ ErY s, the mean outcome in the underlying target population; both conditional and

marginal parameters are identified from the observed data under MAR or the shadow vari-

able model assumptions. Likewise, in the case of the CATE, our quantity of interest is

m‹pxq “ ErY 1 ´ Y 0|X “ xs and so, the marginal functional is simply ψ “ ErY 1 ´ Y 0s, the

population average treatment effect, both of which are identified under unconfoundedness,

or the proximal causal inference assumptions. Importantly, although the nonparametric re-

gression of interest m‹pxq might not generally be pathwise-differentiable (see the definition

in Section S.6 of the supplement), and therefore might not admit an influence function,

under our identifying conditions and additional regularity conditions, the corresponding

marginal functional ψ is a well-defined pathwise-differentiable functional that admits an

influence function. Note that a nonparametric regression function that is absolutely con-

tinuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure may not be pathwise-differentiable without

an additional modeling restriction (Bickel et al., 1993, Chapter 3).

Influence functions for marginal functionals ψ are in fact well-established in several

semiparametric models. Furthermore, unless the model is fully nonparametric, there are

infinitely many such influence functions and there is one efficient influence function that has

minimum variance. For example, in the setting of missing data with O “ pX,Z,R, Y Rq,

under the MAR assumption (i.e., Ri K Yi|pXi, Ziq), the model is well-known to be fully

nonparametric in the sense that the assumption does not restrict the observed data tangent

space, formally the closed linear span of the observed data scores of the model. The efficient

influence function derived by Robins et al. (1994) is given by

IFpO;ψq :“
R

π‹pX,Zq
Y ´

ˆ

R

π‹pX,Zq
´ 1

˙

µ‹
pX,Zq ´ ψ, (6)

where π‹pX,Zq :“ PpR “ 1|X,Zq and µ‹pX,Zq :“ ErY |X,Z,R “ 1s. An estimator of ψ

can be obtained by solving the empirical version of the estimating equation ErIFpO;ψqs “ 0.

Interestingly, this influence function also satisfies m‹pxq “ ErpIFpO;ψq ` ψq|X “ xs. Be-

cause IFpO;ψq ` ψ is only a function of O, it can be used as fpOq for counterfactual
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regression. In this setting, one can easily construct other pseudo-outcomes. Namely,

f1pOq :“ RY {π‹pX,Zq and f2pOq :“ µ‹pX,Zq, both satisfy ErfjpOq|X “ xs “ m‹pxq.

Of these options, the oracle pseudo-outcome pIFpO;ψq ` ψq is the only one with mixed

bias, i.e. that is doubly robust. This is our general strategy for constructing a pseudo-

outcome with second order bias Hf ´ m‹. An outline of the steps for finding a “good”

pseudo-outcome for estimating m‹pxq “ Er rfp rOq|X “ xs is as follows:

1. Derive an influence function IFpO; η‹, ψq for the marginal functional ψ “ Er rfp rOqs

under a given semiparametric model for which identification of the regression curve

is established. Here η‹ represents a nuisance component under the model . Note that

by definition of an influence function ErIFpO; η‹, ψqs “ 0.

2. Because IFpO; η‹, ψq`ψ is only a function of O and η‹, we set fpOq “ IFpO; η‹, ψq`ψ.

Clearly, ErfpOqs “ ψ. By construction, it also follows that ErfpOq|X “ xs “ m‹pxq.

See Theorem 2 below.

3. Construct pfpOq “ pIFpO; pη, ψq ` ψ, an estimate of the uncentered influence function

based on the first split of the data.

The influence functions for both the marginal outcome mean and average treatment ef-

fect under MAR and unconfoundedness conditions, respectively, are well-known, the former

is given above and studied in Section 3; while the latter is given and studied in Section S.2.2

of the supplement along with their analogs under MNAR with a shadow variable and un-

measured confounding using proxies. See Section S.2.1 of the supplement and Section 4.1

respectively for details. A more general result which formalizes the approach for deriving

a pseudo-outcome in a given counterfactual regression problem is as follows.

Theorem 2. Suppose that the counterfactual regression function of interest m˚pxq “

Er rfp rOq |X “ xs is identified in terms of the observed data O (distributed as F ˚ P M)

by n˚ px; ηq “ Eη rr pO; ηq |X “ xs2 for a known function r p¨; ηq in L2 indexed by an un-

known, possibly infinite dimensional, nuisance parameter η P B (for a normed metric space

2To avoid confusion between the counterfactual regression of interest m˚, here we introduce n˚ as
the corresponding identifying observed data regression; for instance, for m˚ defined as the CATE, n˚

is a different observed data regression under unconfoundedness vs proximal causal inference identifying
conditions, involving a different pair of nuisance functions.
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B with norm } ¨ }). Furthermore, suppose that there exists a function Rp¨; η, n˚ pηqq : O ÞÑ

RpO; η, n˚ pηqq in L2 such that for any regular parametric submodel Ft P M with parameter

t P p´ε, εq satisfying F0 “ F ˚ and corresponding likelihood score Sp¨q, the following holds:

BEη rr pO; ηtq |X “ xs

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“0

“ Eη rRpO; η, n˚
pηqqS pOq |X “ xs , 3,4

with Eη rRpO; η, n˚ pηqq|Xs “ 0, then: }Eη rRpO; η1, n˚ pη1qq ` r pO; η1q |Xs ´ n˚ pX; ηq}2 “

O
`

}η1 ´ η}
2
2

˘

for any η1 P B, and RpO; η, n˚ pηqq ` r pO; ηq ´ ψ pηq is an influence function

of the functional ψ pηq “ E rr pO; ηqs under M.

The proof is given in Section S.4 of the supplement. Theorem 2 formally establishes

that a pseudo-outcome for a given counterfactual regression Eη rr pO; ηq |X “ xs, can be

obtained by effectively deriving an influence function of the corresponding marginal func-

tional ψ “ EXtEη rr pO; ηq |X su under a given semiparametric model M. The resulting

influence function is given by RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq ´ ψ and the oracle pseudo-outcome may

appropriately be defined as fpOq “ RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq. Theorem 2 is quite general as it ap-

plies to the most comprehensive class of non-parametric counterfactual regressions studied

to date. The result thus provides a unified solution to the problem of counterfactual regres-

sion, recovering several existing methods, and more importantly, providing a number of new

results. Namely, the theorem provides a formal framework for deriving a pseudo-outcome

which by construction is guaranteed to satisfy the so-called “Neyman Orthogonality” prop-

erty, i.e., that the bias incurred by estimating nuisance functions is at most of second order

(Semenova, 2018). In the following sections, we apply Theorem 2 to key problems in miss-

ing data and causal inference for which we give a precise characterization of the resulting

second-order bias. The use-cases we discuss in detail below share a common structure in

that the influence function of the corresponding marginal functional is linear in the regres-

sion function of interest, and falls within a broad class of so-called mixed-bias functionals

introduced by Ghassami et al. (2022).

We should note that Theorem 1 of Kennedy et al. (2017) established an analogous

construction of pseudo-outcome for estimating a counterfactual dose-response curve for

3We also assume that this derivative is continuous in t.
4Luedtke et al. (2019) makes an analogous assumption in their condition S.3 in the context of testing

the null hypothesis of equality of two distributions.
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a continuous treatment under unconfoundedness, which can be viewed as a special case

of the result above; specifically, they note that under unconfoundedness, a functional de-

fined upon marginalizing the dose-response curve with respect to the treatment is pathwise

differentiable in a nonparametric model for the observed data, and therefore admits an

influence function which in this case yields a doubly robust pseudo-outcome. Relatedly,

Rubin and van der Laan (2007) proposed a doubly robust transformation in a survival

analysis context subject to censoring at random which can likewise be recovered as a spe-

cial case of our result. Going beyond these special cases, our theorem gives a generic

high level condition for the existence of, and an explicit construction for a pseudo-outcome

with second order bias even in settings where the model may not be locally nonparamet-

ric, or a doubly robust estimator may not exist. Key examples of settings where prior

approaches to counterfactual prediction problems do not appear to apply directly include

proximal causal inference for the counterfactual dose-response curve in presence of hidden

confounders for which proxies are available, and the CATE under similar conditions. A

treatment of the latter problem is provided in Section 4.1, while the former problem is

considered in an application of the theorem to several novel problems of counterfactual

prediction in Section S.1.6 of the supplement. Indeed, to further demonstrate broader ap-

plicability of Theorem 2, we consider settings where the counterfactual regression curve

of interest operates on a “non-linear” scale in Section S.2 of the supplement, in the sense

that the influence function for the corresponding marginal functional depends on the coun-

terfactual regression of interest on a nonlinear scale, and as a result, might not strictly

belong to the mixed-bias class, nor be doubly robust. Nonetheless, as guaranteed by our

theorem, the bias of the resulting pseudo-outcome is indeed of second order albeit not nec-

essarily of mixed-bias form. These additional applications include the conditional quantile

causal effect under unconfoundedness conditions, the CATE for generalized nonparametric

regressions incorporating a possibly nonlinear link function such as the log or logit links, to

appropriately account for the restricted support of count and binary outcomes respectively;

The CATE for the treated, the compliers, and for the overall population each of which can

be identified uniquely in the presence of unmeasured confounding under certain conditions

by the so-called conditional Wald estimand, by carefully leveraging a binary instrumental

variable (Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018); and the nonparametric counterfactual out-
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come mean for a continuous treatment both under unconfoundedness and proximal causal

identification conditions, respectively.

An important class of influence functions for pathwise differentiable functionals ψ that

have second order bias of the mixed-bias form was introduced and studied in Ghassami

et al. (2022) are of the form:

IFψpOq “ q‹
pOqqh

‹
pOhqg1pOq ` q‹

pOqqg2pOq ` h‹
pOhqg3pOq ` g4pOq ´ ψ, (7)

where Oq and Oh are (not necessarily disjoint) subsets of the observed data vector O and

g1, g2, g3, and g4 are known functions and η‹ “ ph‹, q‹q represents nuisance functions that

need to be estimated. Then, a natural choice of oracle pseudo-outcome function is given by

fpOq “ q‹pOqqh
‹pOhqg1pOq ` q‹pOqqg2pOq ` h‹pOhqg3pOq ` g4pOq, and empirical pseudo-

outcome pfpOq “ pqpOqq
phpOhqg1pOq ` pqpOqqg2pOq ` phpOhqg3pOq ` g4pOq, where ph, pq are

estimators of corresponding nuisance functions h‹ and q‹ using nonparametric method; see

Section S.5 of the supplement for some nonparametric estimators that can adapt to the low-

dimensional structure of η‹ “ ph‹, q‹q, when the latter are defined in terms of conditional

expectations. Using an analogous proof to that of Theorem 2 of Ghassami et al. (2022),

it can be shown that conditioning on the training sample used to estimate the nuisance

functions h‹ and q‹ with ph and pq, the bias term Hf ´ m‹ above is equal to

E
␣

g1pOqpq‹
´ pqqpOqqph‹

´ phqpOhq|X, pq,ph
(

, (8)

and confirming that the bias term is of second order with product form. A detailed proof

largely based on Ghassami et al. (2022) is given for completeness in Section S.6 of the

supplement. The following sections illustrate these results by considering two specific ap-

plications within the mixed-bias class.

3 FW-Learner for Missing Outcome

In this section, we suppose that a typical observation is given by O “ pY R,R,X,Zq,

where R is a nonresponse indicator with R “ 1 if Y is observed, otherwise R “ 0. Here

Z are fully observed covariates not directly of scientific interest, but may be helpful to
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account for selection bias induced by the missingness mechanism. Specifically, Section 3.1

considers the MAR setting where the missingness mechanism is assumed to be completely

accounted for by conditioning on the observed covariates pX,Zq5, while Section S.2.1 in the

supplement relaxes this assumption, allowing for outcome data Missing Not At Random

(MNAR) leveraging a shadow variable for identification.

3.1 FW-Learner under MAR

Here, we make the MAR assumption that Y and R are conditionally independent given

pX,Zq, and we aim to estimate the conditional mean of Y given X, which we denote

m‹pxq :“ ErY | X “ xs.

(MAR) Oi “ pXi, Zi, Ri, YiRiq, 1 ď i ď n are independent and identically distributed

random vectors satisfying Ri K Yi | pXi, Ziq.

Under the (MAR) assumption, the efficient influence function for the marginal function

ψ “ ErY s given by (6) was derived by Robins et al. (1994). Following (Step B), we now

define empirical pseudo-outcome as follows. Split t1, 2, . . . , nu into two parts: I1 and I2.

Use the first split to estimate the nuisance functions based on data tpYiRi, Ri, Xi, Ziq, i P

I1u, denoted as pπ and pµ; recall π‹pX,Zq “ PpR “ 1|X,Zq and µ‹pX,Zq “ ErY |X,Zs. Use

the second split and define the empirical pseudo-outcome

pfpOq “ pfpY R,R,X,Zq :“
R

pπpX,Zq
pY Rq ´

ˆ

R

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

˙

pµpX,Zq,

“
R

pπpX,Zq
Y ´

ˆ

R

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

˙

pµpX,Zq,

(9)

Note that this corresponds to a member of the DR class of influence function (7) with

h0pOhq “ 1{π‹pX,Zq, q0pOqq “ µ‹pX,Zq, g1 “ ´R, g2 “ 1, g3 “ RY and g4 “ 0.

Let pmJp¨q represent the FW-Learner computed from the dataset tpsϕJpXiq, pfpOiqq, i P

5In the special case where MAR holds upon conditioning on X only, complete-case estimation of m‹ is
known to be minimax rate optimal (Efromovich, 2011, 2014; Müller and Schick, 2017).
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I2u, as in (Step B) and Corollary 1 guarantees the following result

pErppmJpXq ´ m‹
pXqq

2
| pf sq

1{2
ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2κEΨ

J pm‹
q `

?
6pErpHf pXq ´ m‹

pXqq
2
| pf sq

1{2,

(10)

where σ2 is an upper bound on E
“

pf 2pOq | X, pf
‰

and Hf pxq :“ Er pfpOq|X “ x, pf s. The

following lemma states the mixed bias structure of Hf ´ m‹.

Lemma 1. With (9) as the empirical pseudo-outcome, under (MAR), we have

Hf pxq ´ m‹
pxq “ E

"

R

ˆ

1

pπpX,Zq
´

1

π‹pX,Zq

˙

´

µ‹
pX,Zq ´ pµpX,Zq

¯

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X “ x, pπ, pm

*

.

This result directly follows from the mixed bias form (8) (also see Rotnitzky et al.

(2021) and Robins et al. (2008)); for completeness, we provide a proof in Section S.7.2

of the supplement. Lemma 1 combined with (10) gives the following error bound for the

FW-Learner computed with pseudo-outcome (9).

Theorem 3. Let σ2 denote an almost sure upper bound on Er pf 2pOq|X, pπ, pµs. Then, un-

der (MAR), the FW-Learner pmJpxq satisfies

pErppmJpXq ´ m‹
pXqq

2
| pf sq

1{2 (11)

ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2κEΨ

J pm‹
q `

?
6E1{4

«

ˆ

π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

˙4
ˇ

ˇ

pπ

ff

E1{4
rpµ‹

pX,Zq ´ pµpX,Zqq
4
ˇ

ˇ

pµs.

The proof of this result is in Section S.7.2 of the supplement. Note that, because pfpOq

involves pπ in the denominator, the condition that σ2 is finite requires pµ and 1{pπ to be

bounded.

Corollary 2. Let d denote the intrinsic dimension of pX,Zq, if

1. The propensity score π‹px, zq and regression function µ‹px, zq are estimated at n´2απ{p2απ`dq

and n´2αµ{p2αµ`dq rate respectively in the L4-norm and
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2. The conditional mean function m‹p¨q with respect to the fundamental sequence Ψ

satisfies EΨ
J pm‹q ď CJ´αm{d for some constant C,

then

´

ErppmJpXq ´ m‹
pXqq

2
|pπ, pµs

¯1{2

À

c

σ2J

n
` J´αm{d

` n
´

απ
2απ`d

´
αµ

2αµ`d . (12)

When the last term of (12) is smaller than the oracle rate n´
αm

2αm`d , the oracle minimax

rate can be attained by balancing the first two terms. Therefore, the FW-Learner is oracle

efficient if αµαπ ě d2{4 ´ pαπ ` d
2
qpαµ ` d

2
q{p1 ` 2αm

d
q. In the special case when αµ and

απ are equal, if we let s “ αµ{d “ απ{d and γ “ αm{d denote the effective smoothness,

and when s ě
αm{2
αm`d

“
γ{2
γ`1

, the last term in (11) is the bias term that comes from pseudo-

outcome, which is smaller than that of the oracle minimax rate of estimation of n´αm{p2αm`dq

and the FW-Learner is oracle efficient.

4 FW-Learner of the CATE

Estimating the Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE) plays an important role in

health and social sciences where one might be interested in tailoring treatment decisions

based on the person’s characteristics, a task that requires learning whether and the extent

to which the person may benefit from treatment, e.g., personalized treatment in precision

medicine (Ashley, 2016).

Suppose that we have observed i.i.d data Oi “ pXi, Ai, Yiq, 1 ď i ď n with Ai represent-

ing the binary treatment assignment, Yi being the observed response, and covariates Xi.

The CATE is formally defined as m‹pxq “ E pY 1 ´ Y 0|X “ xq, where Y a is the potential

outcome or counterfactual outcome, had possibly contrary to fact, the person taken treat-

ment a. The well-known challenge of causal inference is that one can at most observe the

potential outcome for the treatment the person took and therefore, the counterfactual re-

gression defining the CATE is in general not identified outside of a randomized experiment

with perfect compliance, without additional assumptions. Section S.2.2 of the supplemen-

tary material describes the identification and FW-Learner of the CATE under standard

unconfoundedness conditions, while the following Section 4.1 presents analogous results for
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the proximal causal inference setting which does not make the unconfoundedness assump-

tion. Throughout, we assume consistency, that Y “ AY 1 ` p1´AqY 0, and positivity, that

PpA “ a|X,Uq ą ϵ ą 0 almost surely for all a, where U denotes unmeasured confounders,

and therefore is empty under unconfoundedness.

4.1 FW-Learner for CATE under proximal causal inference

Proximal causal inference provides an alternative approach for identifying the CATE in the

presence of unobserved confounding, provided that valid proxies of the latter are available

(Miao et al., 2018; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2020). Throughout, recall that U encodes

a (possibly multivariate) unmeasured confounder. The framework requires that observed

proxy variables Z and W satisfy the following conditions.

Assumption 1: The proxy variables W and Z satisfy the following conditional inde-

pendence condition: pY a,W q K pA,Zq | pU,Xq, for a P t0, 1u.

Assumption 1 formalizes key conditional independencies the treatment, the potential

outcomes and the proxies must satisfy given the unmeasured confounder U . It encodes a

standard no unmeasured confounding assumption for the causal effect of A on Y had one

observed and conditioned on both X and U . In addition, the treatment confounding proxy

Z should be associated with Y only to the extent that it is associated with U given pA,Xq,

while the outcome confounding proxy W should be associated with A or Z only to the

extent that it is associated with U conditional on X. Therefore, given U , proxies should

become irrelevant for confounding adjustment as they should then provide no additional

information for that purpose conditional on U . The assumption is illustrated with the

causal diagram in Figure 1 which describes a possible setting where these assumptions are

satisfied (the gray variable U is unobserved).

Figure 1: A proximal DAG with exposure A, outcome Y , observed covariates X, unmea-
sured confounders U , treatment and outcome proxies Z and W .
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A key identification condition of proximal causal inference is there exists an outcome

confounding bridge function h‹pw, a, xq that solves the following integral equation (Miao

et al., 2018; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2020)

ErY | Z,A,Xs “ E rh‹
pW,A,Xq | Z,A,Xs , almost surely. (13)

Miao et al. (2023) then established sufficient conditions under which such as h‹ exists

and the CATE is nonparametrically identified by EphpW, 1, Xq ´ hpW, 0, Xq|Xq. A crucial

assumption is that pW,Zq are U -relevant, and therefore sufficiently associated with U , in

the sense that any variation in U induces some variation in pW,Zq. We refer the reader to

Miao et al. (2018); Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020); Cui et al. (2023) for further details.

Cui et al. (2023) considered an alternative identification strategy based on the following

condition. There exists a treatment confounding bridge function q‹pz, a, xq that solves the

following integral equation

E rq‹
pZ, a,Xq | W,A “ a,Xs “

1

PpA “ a | W,Xq
, almost surely. (14)

Also, see Deaner (2018) for a related condition. Cui et al. (2023) provide sufficient condi-

tions under which such a function q‹ exists, and the CATE is nonparametrically identified

as EpY p´1q1´AqpZ,A,Xq|Xq. Let O “ pX,Z,W,A, Y q, Cui et al. (2023) derived the lo-

cally semiparametric efficient influence function for the marginal ATE (i.e. ErY p1q ´ Y p0qs)

in a nonparametric model where one only assumes an outcome confounding bridge func-

tion exists, at the submodel M where both outcome and treatment confounding bridge

functions exist and are uniquely identified, but otherwise unrestricted:

IFψ0pO;h‹, q‹
q “ ´1tA “ auq‹

pZ,A,Xqh‹
pW,A,Xq ` 1tA “ auY q‹

pZ,A,Xq ` h‹
pW,a,Xq ´ ψ0,

which falls in the mixed-bias class of influence functions (7) with h0pOhq “ h‹pW,A,Xq, q0pOqq “

q‹pZ,A,Xq, g1pOq “ ´1tA “ au, g2pOq “ 1tA “ auY, g3pOq “ 1, g4pOq “ 0, and motivates

the following FW-Learner of the CATE.
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At the submodel M, we have two identifiable representations of the CATE.

m‹
pXq ” τ ‹

pXq :“ EphpW, 1, Xq ´ hpW, 0, Xq|Xq “ EpY p´1q
1´AqpZ,A,Xq|Xq.

Proximal CATE FW-Learner estimator: Split the training data into two parts and train

the nuisance functions pq,ph on the first split and define pτJpxq to be the Forster–Warmuth

estimator computed based on the data
␣

psϕJpXiq, pIpOiqq, i P I2

(

, where the pseudo-outcome

pI is

pIpO;ph, pqq :“
␣

ApqpZ, 1, Xq ´ p1 ´ AqpqpZ, 0, Xq
(

tY ´ phpW,A,Xqu ` phpW, 1, Xq ´ phpW, 0, Xq,

(15)

for any estimators ph, pq of the nuisance functions h‹ and q‹. WriteHIpXq “ ErpIpO;ph, pqq|X,ph, pqs.

We have the following result.

Lemma 2. The pseudo-outcome (15) has conditional bias:

HIpxq ´ τ ‹
pxq “ E

„

Aph‹
´ phqpW, 1, xq

`

pqpZ, 1, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 1, xq

˘

´ p1 ´ Aqph‹
´ phqpW, 0, xq

`

pqpZ, 0, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 1, xq

˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X “ x

ȷ

.

This result directly follows from the mixed bias form (8) in the general class studied by

Ghassami et al. (2022); its proof is deferred to Section S.8.3 of the supplement. Together

with Corollary 1, Lemma 2 yields a bound for the error of the FW-Learner pτJ .

Theorem 4. Let σ2 be an upper bound on ErpI2pX,Z,W,A, Y q | Xs, the FW-Learner pτJpxq

satisfies:

›

›

pτJpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

›

›

2
ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2
›

›

›

8
ÿ

j“J`1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

›

›

›

2
` 2p1 `

?
2qmin

!

Rh, Rq

)

,
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where

Rh :“
›

›

›
ppq ´ q‹

qpZ, 1, Xq

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
E
“

pph ´ h‹
qpW, 1, Xq|Z,X

‰

›

›

›

4

`

›

›

›
ppq ´ q‹

qpZ, 0, Xq

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
E
“

pph ´ h‹
qpW, 0, Xq|Z,X

‰

›

›

›

4
,

Rq :“
›

›

›
E
“

ppq ´ q‹
qpZ, 1, Xq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
pph ´ h‹

qpW, 1, Xq

›

›

›

4

`

›

›

›
E
“

ppq ´ q‹
qpZ, 0, Xq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
pph ´ h‹

qpW, 0, Xq

›

›

›

4
.

We note that the term min
␣

Rh, Rq

(

in the bound given above reflects a potential im-

provement in the convergence rate for the bias term, due to smoothing over Z or W , as the

projected bias of, say }Erppq´ q‹qpZ, 1, Xq|W,Xs}4 will generally be of order no larger than

that of }ppq ´ q‹qpZ, 1, Xq}4, and may potentially be of lower order. The proof is given in

Section S.8.3 of the supplement. Note that the condition that σ2 is bounded requires that

ph0, ph1, pq0 and pq1 are bounded. The rest of this section is concerned with estimation of the

bridge functions h‹ and q‹.

Estimation of bridge functions h‹ and q‹: Focusing primarily on h‹, we note that

integral equation (13) is a so-called Fredholm integral equation of the first kind, which are

well known to be ill-posed (Kress et al., 1989). Informally, ill-posedness essentially measures

the extent to which the conditional expectation defining the kernel of the integral equation

Q ÞÑ EQrhpWi, Ai, Xiq | Zi “ z, Ai “ a,Xi “ xs smooths out h. Let L2pXq denote the class

of functions tf : EXrf 2pXqs ď 8u, and define the operator T : L2pW,A,Xq Ñ L2pZ,A,Xq

as the conditional expectation operator given by

rThspz, a, xq “ ErhpWi, Ai, Xiq | Zi “ z, Ai “ a,Xi “ xs.

Let ΨJ :“ clsp tψJ1, . . . , ψJJu Ă L2pW,A,Xq denote a sieve spanning the space of functions

of variables W,A,X. The Sieve L2 measure of ill-posedness coefficient following Blundell

et al. (2007) is defined as τh :“ suphPΨJ :η‰0 }h}L2pW,A,Xq{}Th}L2pZ,A,Xq.

Thus, minimax estimation of h‹ with respect to the sup norm follows from Chen and

Christensen (2018) and Chen et al. (2021), attaining the optimal rate pn{ log nq´αh{p2pαh`ςhq`dx`dwq

assuming T is mildly ill-posed with exponent ςh (the definition is given in Definition 1 of
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the supplement); a corresponding adaptive minimax estimator that attains this rate is

also given by the authors which does not require prior knowledge about αh and ςh. See

details given in Lemma 6 in the supplement. Analogous results also hold for q‹ which

can be estimated at the minimax rate of pn{ log nq´αq{p2pαq`ςqq`dx`dzq in the mildly ill-

posed case, as established in Lemma 7 of the supplement, where αq and ςq are similarly

defined and T 1 is the adjoint operator of T . Without loss of generality, suppose that

Rh “ mintRh, Rqu. Further, suppose that µ‹pX,Zq :“ E
“

h‹pW, 0, Xq|Z,X
‰

is αµ-smooth,

and
›

›

›
E
“

pph ´ h‹qpW, 0, Xq|Z,X
‰

›

›

›

4
matches the minimax rate of estimation for µ‹pX,Zq

with respect to the L4-norm given by n´αµ{p2αµ`dx`dzq. Accordingly, Theorem 4, together

with Lemmas 6 and 7 whose details are deferred to Section S.9.2 of the supplement, leads

to the following corollary.

Corollary 3. Under the above conditions, and assuming that the integral equation with

respect to the operator T 1 is mildly ill-posed with τq “ O
`

J ςq{pdx`dwq
˘

for some ςh ą 0, we

have that:

›

›

pτJpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

›

›

2
À

c

σ2J

n
` J´ατ {dx`pn{ log nq

´αq{p2pαq`ςqq`dx`dzqn´αµ{p2αµ`dx`dzq.(16)

Remark 4.1 A few remarks on Corollary 3: (1) If the mixed bias term incurred for esti-

mating nuisance functions is negligible relative to the first two terms in (16), then the order

of the error of the FW-Learner matches that of the oracle with ex ante knowledge of fpOq;

(2) In settings where operator T 1 is severely ill-posed, i.e. where τq “ O
`

exp
`

1
2
J ςq{pdx`dwq

˘˘

for some ςq ą 0, Theorem 3.2 of Chen and Christensen (2018) established that the optimal

rate of estimating q‹ with respect to the sup norm is of the order plog nq´αq{ςq which would

likely dominate the error }pτJ ´ τ ‹
›

›

2
. In this case, the FW-Learner may not be able to

attain the oracle rate. In this case, whether the oracle rate is at all attainable remains an

open problem in the literature. ˛

The result thus establishes conditions under which a proximal FW-Learner can estimate

the CATE at the same rate as an oracle. It is worth mentioning that recent concurrent

work Sverdrup and Cui (2023) also estimates CATE under the proximal causal inference

context with what they call a P-Learner using a two-stage loss function approach inspired

by the R-Learner proposed in Nie and Wager (2021), which, in order to be oracle optimal,
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requires that the nuisance functions are estimated at rates faster than n´1{4, a requirement

we do not impose.

5 Simulations

In this section, we study the finite sample performance of the proposed methods focus-

ing primarily on the estimation of the CATE via simulations, assuming no unmeasured

confounding, i.e. pY 0, Y 1q K A|X. Under this condition, the CATE is nonparametrically

identified by τ ‹pxq “ µ‹
1pxq ´ µ‹

0pxq, where for a P t0, 1u, µ‹
apxq :“ ErY |X “ x,A “ as. Let

π‹pxq :“ PpA “ 1|X “ xq. Using Theorem 2 yields the following pseudo-outcome

pI1pXi, Ai, Yiq “
Ai ´ pπpXiq

pπpXiqp1 ´ pπpXiqq
pYi ´ pµAi

pXiqq ` pµ1pXiq ´ pµ0pXiq;

we refer interested readers to Section S.2.4 for a detailed derivation. Notably, this pseudo-

outcome matches that of the DR-Learner in Kennedy (2023) which uses a local polynomial

smoother to estimate the CATE; in contrast, the corresponding FW-Learner is a new

estimator of the CATE which allows the user to specify a basis function of choice to

estimate the CATE. Furthermore, while (Kennedy et al., 2022; Kennedy, 2023) studied the

problem of estimating CATE under ignorability quite extensively obtaining both minimax

lower and upper bound rates of estimation for the local polynomial CATE estimator over a

broad range of smoothness regimes, our proposed estimator is minimax rate optimal over a

more limited range of regimes (see Theorem 6 and Corollary 5 of the supplement) however,

for a broader class of basis functions.

We consider a relatively simple data-generating mechanism considered in Section 2.2 of

Kennedy (2023). It includes a covariate X uniformly distributed on r´1, 1s, a Bernoulli

distributed treatment with conditional mean equal to π‹pxq “ 0.1 ` 0.8 ˆ signpxq and

µ1pxq “ µ0pxq are equal to the piece-wise polynomial function defined on page 10 of Györfi

et al. (2002). Therefore we are simulating under the null CATE model. Multiple methods

are compared in the simulation study. Specifically, the simulation includes all four methods

described in Section 4 of Kennedy (2023): (1) a plug-in estimator that estimates the re-

gression functions µ‹
0 and µ

‹
1 and takes the difference (called the T-Learner by Künzel et al.
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(2019), abbreviated as plugin below), (2) the X-Learner from Künzel et al. (2019) (xl), (3)

the DR-Learner using smoothing splines from Kennedy (2023) (drl), and (4) an oracle DR

Learner that uses the oracle (true) pseudo-outcome in the second-stage regression (ora-

cle.drl), we compare these previous methods to (5) the FW-Learner with basic spline basis

(FW bs), and (6) the least squares series estimator with basic spline basis (ls bs), where

cross-validation is used to determine the number of basis functions to use for (5) and (6).

Throughout, the nuisance functions µ‹
0 and µ‹

1 are estimated using smoothing splines, and

the propensity score π‹ is estimated using logistic regression and the propensity score es-

timator is constructed as pπ “ expit tlogitpπq ` ϵnu, where ϵn „ N pn´α, n´2αq with varying

convergence rate controlled by the parameter α, so that RMSEppπq „ n´α.

The top part of Figure 2a gives the mean squared error (MSE) for the six CATE

estimators at training sample size n “ 2000, based on 500 simulations with MSE averaged

over 500 independent test samples. The bottom part of Figure 2a gives the ratio of MSE

of each of the competing estimators compared to the FW-Learner (the baseline method

is FW bs) across a range of convergence rates for the propensity score estimator pπ. The

results demonstrate that, at least in the simulated setting, our FW-Learner attains the

smallest mean squared error among all methods, approaching that of the oracle as the

propensity score estimation error decreases (i.e., as the convergence rate increases). The

performance of the FW-Learner and the least squares series estimator is visually challenging

to distinguish in the figure; however closer numerical inspection confirms that the FW-

Learner outperforms the least squares estimator.

To further illustrate the comparison between the proposed FW-Learner and the least

squares estimator, we performed an additional simulation study focusing on these two es-

timators using two different sets of basis functions, in a simulation setting similar to the

previous one, with the covariate instead generated from a heavy-tailed distribution that

is an equal probability mixture of a uniform distribution on r´1, 1s and a standard Gaus-

sian distribution. The results are reported in Figure 2b, for both FW-Learner (FW) and

Least Squares (LS) estimators with basic splines (bs), natural splines (ns) and polyno-

mial basis (poly). We report the ratio of MSE of all estimators against the FW-Learner

with basic splines (FW bs). The sample size is n “ 2000 for the left-hand plot, and

n “ 400 for the right-hand plot. The FW-Learner consistently dominates the least squares
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Figure 2: Comparison between different estimators

estimator for any given choice of basis function in this more challenging setting. This

additional simulation experiment demonstrates the robustness of the FW-Learner against

possible heavy-tailed distribution when compared to least-squares Learner. Data and R

code to reproduce the experiments in this section are provided at https://github.com/Elsa-

Yang98/Forster Warmuth counterfactual regression.

6 Data Application: CATE of Right Heart Catheriza-

tion

We illustrate the proposed FW-Learner with an application of CATE estimation with and

without assuming unconfoundedness, where in the latter we make use of proximal causal

inference. Specifically, we reanalyze the Study to Understand Prognoses and Preferences

for Outcomes and Risks of Treatments (SUPPORT) to evaluate the causal effect of Right

Heart Catheterization (RHC) during the initial care of critically ill patients in the intensive

care unit (ICU) on survival time up to 30 days (Connors et al., 1996). Tchetgen Tchetgen

et al. (2020) and Cui et al. (2023) analyzed this dataset to estimate the marginal average

treatment effect of RHC, using the proximal causal inference framework, with an imple-

mentation of a locally efficient doubly robust estimator, using parametric estimators of the
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bridge functions. Data are available on 5735 individuals, 2184 treated, and 3551 controls.

Before the study, a panel of specialists specified the variables related significantly to the

decision to whether or not to use a right heart catheter, which were included in a multivari-

able logistic regression for RHC in the initial 24 hours to determine the propensity score

for each patient in the dataset, see Conners et al. (1996) for details. In total, 3817 patients

survived and 1918 died within 30 days. The outcome Y is the number of days between

admission and death or censoring at day 30. We include all 71 baseline covariates to adjust

for potential confounding. To implement the FW-Learner under unconfoundedness, the

nuisance functions π‹, µ‹
0 and µ‹

1 are estimated using SuperLearner6 that includes both

RandomForest and Generalized Linear Model (GLM).

Variance of the FW-Learner: In addition to producing an estimate of the CATE,

one may wish to quantify uncertainty based on this estimate. We describe a simple

approach for computing standard error for the CATE at a fixed value of x and corre-

sponding pointwise confidence intervals. The asymptotic guarantee of the confidence in-

tervals for the least squares estimator is established in Newey (1997) and Belloni et al.

(2015) under some conditions. Because the FW-Learner is asymptotically equivalent to

the Least-squares estimator, the same variance estimator as that of the least-squares series

estimator may be used to quantify uncertainty about the FW-Learner. Recall that the

least-squares estimator is given by sϕpxqJ
“
ř

i
sϕpXiq

sϕpXiq
J
‰´1␣ř

i
sϕpXiqpIi

(

, the latter has

variance sϕpxqJ
“
ř

i
sϕpXiq

sϕpXiq
J
‰´1

sϕpxq ˆ σ2ppIq, where σ2ppIq is the variance of the pseudo-

outcome pI; where we have implicitly assumed homoscedasticity, i.e. that the conditional

variance of ppIq is independent of X. Hence,

varppτpxqq « sϕpxq
J
“

ÿ

i

sϕpXiq
sϕpXiq

J
‰´1

sϕpxq ˆ σ2
ppIq.

Similar to Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020) and Cui et al. (2023), our implementation

of the Proximal FW-Learner specified baseline covariates page, sex, cat1 coma, cat2 coma,

6SuperLearner is a stacking ensemble machine learning approach that uses cross-validation to estimate
the performance of multiple machine learners and then creates an optimal weighted average of those models
using test data. This approach has been formally established to be asymptotically as accurate as the best
possible prediction algorithm that is tested. For details, please refer to Polley and van der Laan (2010).
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dnr1, surv2md1, aps1)7 for confounding adjustment; as well as treatment and outcome con-

founding proxies Z “ ppafi1, paco21q andW “ pph1, hema1q. Confounding bridge functions

were estimated nonparametrically using the adversarial Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Spaces

(RKHS) learning approach of Ghassami et al. (2022). The estimated CATE and corre-

sponding pointwise 95 percent confidence intervals are reported in Figure 3 as a function of

the single variable measuring the 2-month model survival prediction at data 1 (surv2md1),

for both approaches, each using both splines and polynomials. Cross-validation was used

throughout to select the number of knots for splines and the degree of the polynomial bases,

respectively. The results are somewhat consistent for both basis functions, and suggest at

least under unconfoundedness conditions that high risk patients likely benefited most from

RHC, while low risk patients may have been adversely impacted by RHC. In contrast, the

Proximal FW-Learner produced a more attenuated CATE estimate, which however found

that RHC was likely harmful for low risk patients. Interestingly, these analyses provide

important nuances to results reported in the original analysis of Connors et al. (1996) and

the more recent analysis of Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020) which concluded that RHC

was harmful on average on the basis of the ATE.

Unconfoundedness Proximal
0.25 0.50 0.75 0.25 0.50 0.75

−3

0

3

surv2md1

C
AT

E

Basis polynomials splines

Figure 3: CATE estimation with 95% confidence interval produced by the FW-Learner
using polynomial and spline basis. Left: under unconfoundedness; Right: in proximal
causal inference setting.

7Variable description can be found at https://hbiostat.org/data/repo/rhc.
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7 Discussion

This paper has proposed a novel nonparametric series estimator of regression functions

that requires minimal assumptions on covariates and basis functions. Our method builds

on the Forster–Warmuth estimator, which incorporates weights based on the leverage score

hnpxq “ xJp
řn
i“1XiX

J
i ` xxJq´1x, to obtain predictions that can be significantly more

robust relative to standard least-squares, particularly in small to moderate samples. Im-

portantly, the FW-Learner is shown to satisfy an oracle inequality with its excess risk bound

having the same order as Jσ2{n, requiring only the relatively mild assumption of bounded

outcome second moment (ErY 2 | Xs ď σ2). Recent works (Mourtada, 2019; Vaškevičius

and Zhivotovskiy, 2023) investigate the potential for the risk of standard least-squares to

become unbounded when leverage scores are uneven and correlated with the residual noise

of the model. By adjusting the predictions at high-leverage points, which are most likely to

lead to an unstable estimator, the Forster–Warmuth estimator mitigates the shortcomings

of the least squares estimator and achieves oracle bounds even for unfavorable distribu-

tions when least squares estimation fails. The Forster–Warmuth algorithm leads to the

only known exact oracle inequality without imposing any assumptions on the covariates.

Another major contribution we make is to propose a general method for counterfactual

nonparametric regression via series estimation in settings where the outcome may be miss-

ing. Specifically, we generalize the FW-Learner using a generic pseudo-outcome that serves

as substitution for the missing response and we characterize the extent to which accuracy

of the pseudo-outcome can potentially impact the estimator’s ability to match the oracle

minimax rate of estimation on the MSE scale. We then provide a generic approach for

constructing a pseudo-outcome with “small bias” property for a large class of counterfac-

tual regression problems, based on a doubly robust influence functions of the functional

obtained via marginalizing the counterfactual regression in view. This insight provides a

constructive solution to the counterfactual regression problem and offers a unified solution

to several open nonparametric regression problems in both missing data and causal infer-

ence literatures. The versatility of the approach is demonstrated by considering estimation

of nonparametric regression when the outcome may be MAR; or when the outcome may

be Missing Not At Random by leveraging a shadow variable. As well as by considering
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estimation of the CATE under standard unconfoundedness conditions; and when hidden

confounding bias cannot be ruled out on the basis of measured covariates, however proxies

of unmeasured factors are available that can be leveraged using proximal causal inference

framework. While some of these settings such as CATE under unconfoundedness have been

studied extensively, others such as the CATE under proximal causal inference have only

recently developed.

Overall, this paper brings together aspects of traditional linear models, nonparamet-

ric models, and modern literature on semiparametric theory, with applications in different

contexts. This marriage of classical and modern techniques is in similar spirit as recent

frameworks such as orthogonal learning (Foster and Syrgkanis, 2023), however, our as-

sumptions and approach appear to be fundamentally different in that, at least for specific

examples considered herein, our assumptions are somewhat weaker yet lead to a form of

oracle optimality. We nevertheless believe that both frameworks open the door to many

future exciting directions to explore. A future line of investigation might be to extend the

estimator using more accurate pseudo-outcomes of the unobserved response using recent

theory on higher order influence functions (Robins et al., 2008, 2017), along the lines of

Kennedy et al. (2022) who constructs minimax estimators of the CATE under unconfound-

ness conditions and weaker smoothness conditions on the outcome and propensity score

models, however requiring considerable restrictions on the covariate distribution. Another

interesting direction is the potential application of our methods to more general missing

data settings, such as monotone or nonmonotone coarsening at random settings (Robins

et al., 1994; van der Laan and Robins, 2003; Tsiatis, 2006), and corresponding coarsening

not at random settings, e.g. Robins et al. (2000), Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2018), Malinsky

et al. (2022). We hope the current manuscript provides an initial step towards solving this

more challenging class of problems and generates both interest and further developments

in these fundamental directions.
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Supplement to “Forster–Warmuth Counterfactual

Regression: A Unified Approach”

Abstract

This supplement contains the proofs of all the main results in the paper and some

supporting lemmas.

S.1 Some definitions

We call a function α-smooth if it belongs to the class of Hölder smoothness order α.

Formally, let k “ pk1, k2, . . . , kdq be a d-dimensional index set where each ki is a non-

negative integer and |k| “
řd
i“1 ki. For each f : Ω ÞÑ R where x “ px1, x2, . . . , xdq P Ω Ď Rd,

differentiable up to the order k ě 1, we define the differential operator Dk as

Dkf “
B|k|fpxq

Bk1x1 . . . Bkdxd
and D0f “ f.

For α,L ą 0, the Hölder class Σdpα,Lq on Ω consists of functions that satisfy the following

condition:

Σdpα,Lq :“

$

&

%

f : Ω ÞÑ R
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

0ď|m|ďtαu

}Dmf}8 `
ÿ

|k|“tαu

sup
x‰y, x,yPΩ

|Dkfpyq ´ Dkfpxq|

}x ´ y}α´|k|
ď L

,

.

-

.

Following Giné and Nickl (2021), for 1 ď p ă 8, the Lp-Sobolev space of order m P N is

defined as

Wdpp,mq “

!

f P Lp : Djf P Lpp¨q @j “ 1, . . . ,m : }f}p ` }Dmf}p ă 8

)

.

S.2 More Examples of Pseudo-outcome

S.2.1 FW-Learner under MNAR: shadow variables

In the Section S.7.2, we constructed an FW-Learner for a nonparametric mean regression

function under MAR. The MAR assumption may be violated in practice, for instance if

1



there are unmeasured factors that are both predictive of the outcome and nonresponse,

in which case outcome data are said to be missing not at random and the regression may

generally not be identified from the observed data only. In this section, we continue to

consider the goal of estimating a nonparametric regression function, however allowing for

outcome data to be missing not at random, by leveraging a so-called shadow variable for

identification (Miao et al., 2023). In contrast to the MAR setting, the observed data we

consider here is Oi “ pXi,Wi, Ri, YiRiq, 1 ď i ď n, whereWi is the shadow variable allowing

identification of the conditional mean. Specifically, a shadow variable is a fully observed

variable, that is (i) associated with the outcome given fully observed covariates and (ii)

is independent of the missingness process conditional on fully observed covariates and the

possibly unobserved outcome variable. Formally, a shadow variable W has to satisfy the

following assumption.

(SV) W K R
ˇ

ˇ pX, Y q and W M Y
ˇ

ˇ X.

This assumption formalizes the idea that the missingness process may depend on pX, Y q,

but not on the shadow variable W after conditioning on pX, Y q and therefore, allows for

missingness not at random.8 Under this condition, it holds (from Bayes’ rule) that

E
! 1

PpR “ 1|X, Y q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
R “ 1, X,W

)

“
1

PpR “ 1|X,W q
. (E.1)

Let e‹pX, Y q :“ PrR “ 1|X, Y s denote the extended propensity score, which consistent with

MNAR, will generally depend on Y . Likewise, let π‹pX,W q :“ PrR “ 1|X,W s. Clearly

e‹pX, Y q cannot be estimated via standard regression of R on X, Y given that Y is not

directly observed for units with R “ 0. Identification of the extended propensity score

follows from the following completeness condition (Miao et al., 2023; Tchetgen Tchetgen

et al., 2023): define the map D : L2 Ñ L2 by rDgspx,wq “ E
␣

gpX, Y q|R “ 1, X “ x,W “

w
(

.

(CC) rDgspX,W q “ 0 almost surely if and only if gpX, Y q “ 0 almost surely.

8The assumption can be generalized somewhat, by further conditioning on fully observed covariates
Z in addition to X and Y in the shadow variable conditional independence statement, as well as in the
following identifying assumptions.
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Given a valid shadow variable, suppose also that there exist a so-called outcome con-

founding bridge function that satisfies the following condition (Li et al., 2021; Tchetgen Tch-

etgen et al., 2023).

(BF) There exists a function η‹px,wq that satisfies the integral equation

y “ Etη‹
pX,W q|Y “ y,X “ x,R “ 1u. (E.2)

The assumption may be viewed as a nonparametric measurement error model, whereby

the shadow variable W can be viewed as an error-prone proxy or surrogate measurement

of Y , in the sense that there exists a transformation (possibly nonlinear) of W which

is conditionally unbiased for Y . In fact, the classical measurement model which posits

W “ Y ` ϵ where ϵ is a mean zero independent error clearly satisfies the assumption with

η‹ given by the identity map. Li et al. (2021) formally established that existence of a bridge

function satisfying the above condition is a necessary condition for pathwise differentiation

of the marginal mean EpY q under the shadow variable model, and therefore, a necessary

condition for the existence of a root-n estimator for the marginal mean functional in the

shadow variable model. From our viewpoint, the assumption is sufficient for existence of a

pseudo-outcome with second order bias.

Let pep¨q denote a consistent estimator of e‹p¨q that solves an empirical version of its

identifying equation (E.1). Similarly, let pηp¨q be an estimator for η‹p¨q that solves an em-

pirical version of the integral equation (E.2); see e.g. Ghassami et al. (2022), Li et al.

(2021) and Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2023). Following the pseudo-outcome construction

of Section 2.2, the proposed shadow variable oracle pseudo-outcome follows from the (un-

centered) locally efficient influence function of the marginal outcome mean EpY q under

the shadow variable model, given by fpOq “ RY {e‹pX, Y q ´
`

R{e‹pX, Y q ´ 1
˘

η‹pX,W q;

see Li et al. (2021), Ghassami et al. (2022), and Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2023). It is

easily verified that ErfpOq|X “ xs “ m‹pxq under (SV), (CC), and (BF). Note that

this pseudo-outcome is a member of the mixed-bias class of influence functions (7) with

h‹ “ 1{e‹, q‹ “ η‹, g1 “ ´R, g2 “ 1, g3 “ RY and g4 “ 0. The corresponding empirical

3



pseudo-outcome is given by

pfpOq “
R

pepX, Y q
Y ´

ˆ

R

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙

pηpX,W q, (E.3)

with pep¨, ¨q and pηp¨, ¨q obtained from the first split of the data.

Following (Step B), we obtain the FW-Learner pmJpXq. In practice, similar to Algo-

rithm 1, cross-validation may be used to tune the truncation parameter J . Set Hf pxq “

Er pfpOq|X “ x, pf s. The following lemma gives the form of the mixed-bias for pfp¨q.

Lemma 3. Under (SV), (CC), (BF), the pseudo-outcome (E.3) satisfies

Hf pxq ´ m‹
pxq “ E

"

R

ˆ

1

pepX, Y q
´

1

e‹pX, Y q

˙

pη‹
´ pηqpX,W q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X “ x, pe, pη

*

.

This result directly follows from the mixed bias form (8) in the general class studied

by Ghassami et al. (2022) in the shadow variable nonparametric regression setting. The

proof is given in Section S.7.3 of the supplement. Plugging this into Corollary 1 leads to

the error rate of the FW-Learner pmJpxq.

Theorem 5. Under the same notation as Theorem 3, and under (SV), (CC), (BF), the

FW-Learner pmJpxq satisfies

pErppmJpXq ´ m‹
pXqq

2
| pf sq

1{2
ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2κEΨ

J pm‹
q (E.4)

`
?
6min

!
›

›

›

1

pepX, Y q
´

1

e‹pX, Y q

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
E
“`

η‹
´ pη

˘

pX,W q
ˇ

ˇ X, Y
‰

›

›

›

4
,

›

›

›
E
“ 1

pepX, Y q
´

1

e‹pX, Y q

ˇ

ˇ X,W
‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›

`

η‹
´ pη

˘

pX,W q

›

›

›

4

)

The proof of this result is in Section S.7.3 of the supplement. Note that σ2 is finite when

pη and 1{pe are bounded. Theorem 5 demonstrates that the FW-Learner performs nearly as

well as the Oracle learner with a slack of the order of the mixed bias of estimated nuisance

functions for constructing the pseudo-outcome. Unlike the MAR case, the nuisance func-

tions under the shadow variable assumption are not just regression functions and hence,

the rate of estimation of these nuisance components is not obvious. In what follows, we pro-

vide a brief discussion of estimating these nuisance components. Focusing on the outcome

4



confounding bridge function which solves equation (E.2), this equation is a so-called Fred-

holm integral equation of the first kind, which are well known to be ill-posed (Kress et al.,

1989). Informally, ill-posedness essentially measures the extent to which the conditional ex-

pectation defining the kernel of the integral equation Q ÞÑ EQ rη pXi,Wiq | Xi “ x, Yi “ ys

smooths out η. Let L2pXq denote the class of functions tf : EXrf 2pXqs ď 8u, and define

the operator T : L2pX,W q Ñ L2pX, Y q as the conditional expectation operator given by

rTηspx, yq :“ E rη pXi,Wiq | Xi “ x, Yi “ ys .

Let ΨJ :“ clsp tψJ1, . . . , ψJJu Ă L2pX,W q denote a sieve spanning the space of functions

of variables X,W . One may then define a corresponding sieve L2 measure of ill-posedness

coefficient as in Blundell et al. (2007) as τη :“ supηPΨJ :η‰0 }η}L2pX,W q{}Tη}L2pX,Y q.

Definition 1 (Measure of ill-posedness). Following Blundell et al. (2007), the integral

equation (13) with pWi, Xiq of dimension pdx ` dwq is said to be

1. mildly ill-posed if τh “ O
`

J ςh{pdx`dwq
˘

for some ςh ą 0;

2. severely ill-posed if τh “ O
`

exp
`

1
2
J ςh{pdw`dxq

˘˘

for some ςh ą 0.

Under the condition that integral equation (E.2) is mildly ill-posed and that η‹ is

αη-Hölder smooth, Chen and Christensen (2018) established that the optimal rate for

estimating η‹ under the sup norm is pn{ log nq´αh{p2pαη`ςηq`dx`dwq; see Lemma 5 in the

supplement for details. Likewise, the integral equation (E.1) is also a Fredholm integral

equation of the first kind with its kernel given by the conditional expectation operator

rT 1espx,wq :“ E repXi, Yiq | Xi “ x,Wi “ ws for any function u P L2pX, Y q, and T 1 is the

adjoint operator of T . Let Ψ1
J :“ clsp tψ1

J1, . . . , ψ
1
JJu Ă L2pX, Y q denote a (different) sieve

spanning the space of functions of variables X, Y . Its corresponding sieve L2 measure of

ill-posedness may be defined as τe “ supoPΨJ :o‰0 }o}L2pX,Y q{}To}L2pX,W q. Thus in the mildly

ill-posed case τe “ O
`

J ςe{pdx`1q
˘

for some ςe ą 0, the optimal rate with respect to the sup

norm for estimating e‹ is pn{ log nq´αe{p2pαe`ςeq`dx`1q when e‹ is αe-smooth and bounded.

Together with (E.4), this leads to the following characterization of the error of the

5



FW-Learner pmJpXq if EΨ
J pm‹q À J´αm{dx . Without loss of generality, suppose that

min
!
›

›

›

1

pepX, Y q
´

1

e‹pX, Y q

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
E
“`

η‹
´ pη

˘

pX,W q
ˇ

ˇ X, Y
‰

›

›

›

4
, (E.5)

›

›

›
E
“ 1

pepX, Y q
´

1

e‹pX, Y q

ˇ

ˇ X,W
‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›

`

η‹
´ pη

˘

pX,W q

›

›

›

4

)

“

›

›

›
E
“ 1

pepX, Y q
´

1

e‹pX, Y q

ˇ

ˇ X,W
‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›

`

η‹
´ pη

˘

pX,W q

›

›

›

4
,

and suppose that π‹ is απ-Hölder smooth, such that

›

›

›
E
“ 1

pepX, Y q
´

1

e‹pX, Y q

ˇ

ˇ X,W
‰

›

›

›

4

“

›

›

›
E
“ 1

pepX, Y q

ˇ

ˇ X,W
‰

´
1

π‹pX,W q

›

›

›

4

is of the order of n´απ{p2απ`dx`dwq the minimax rate of estimation of the regression function

π‹.

Corollary 4. Under the conditions in Lemma 5 in the supplement and assuming that

the linear operator T is mildly ill-posed with exponent ςη; then if m‹ satisfies EΨ
J pm‹q À

J´αm{dx, π‹ is απ-Hölder smooth and η‹ is αη-Hölder smooth, and equation (E.5) holds,

then the FW-Learner’s estimation error satisfies

›

›

pmJpXq ´ m‹
pXq

›

›

2
À

c

σ2J

n
` J´αm{dx ` pn{ log nq

´αη{p2pαη`ςηq`dx`dwqn´απ{p2απ`dx`dwq.(E.6)

A remark analogous to Remark 4.1 equally applies to Corollary 4.

Remark S.2.1 A few remarks on Corollary 4: (1) If the mixed bias term incurred

for estimating nuisance functions is negligible relative to the first two terms in (E.6),

then the order of the error of the FW-Learner matches that of the oracle with access

to missing data; (2) In settings where operators T, T 1 are severely ill-posed, i.e. where

τη “ O
`

exp
`

1
2
J ςη{pdx`dwq

˘˘

for some ςη ą 0, Theorem 3.2 of Chen and Christensen (2018)

established that the optimal rate of estimating η‹ with respect to the sup norm is of the

order plog nq´αη{ςη which would likely dominate the error }pmJ ´ m‹
›

›

2
. In this case, the

FW-Learner may not be able to attain the oracle rate. In this case, whether the oracle rate

is at all attainable remains an open problem in the literature. ˛
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S.2.2 FW-Learner for CATE under Ignorability

In this section, we make the additional assumption of unconfoundedness, so that the treat-

ment mechanism is ignorable.

No unmeasured confounding Assumption: pY 0, Y 1q K A|X. Under this condition,

the CATE is nonparametrically identified by τ ‹pxq “ µ1pxq ´ µ0pxq, where for a P t0, 1u,

µ‹
apxq :“ ErY |X “ x,A “ as;

Let π‹pxq :“ PpA “ 1|X “ xq. We will now define the Forster–Warmuth estimator for

CATE. Split t1, 2, . . . , nu into two parts I1 and I2. Based on pXi, Ai, Yiq, i P I1, estimate

π‹, µ‹
0, µ

‹
1 with pπ, pµ0, pµ1, respectively. For i P I2, define the pseudo-outcome

pI1pXi, Ai, Yiq “
Ai ´ pπpXiq

pπpXiqp1 ´ pπpXiqq
pYi ´ pµAi

pXiqq ` pµ1pXiq ´ pµ0pXiq,

which is an estimator of well-known (uncentered) efficient influence function of the marginal

average treatment effect EpY 1 ´ Y 0q, evaluated at preliminary estimates of nuisance func-

tions, and is in our general mixed-bias class of influence functions given by (7) with

h0pOhq “ µ‹
W pXq, q0pOqq “ 1{π‹pXq, g1pOq “ ´1tA “ au, g2pOq “ 1tA “ auY, g3pOq “ 1

and g4pOq “ 0. Write

HI1pxq “ E
”

pI1pX,A, Y q|X “ x
ı

.

We first provide a characterization of the conditional bias of the pseudo-outcome in the

following lemma.

Lemma 4. The conditional bias of the pseudo outcome pI1pXi, Ai, Yiq

HI1pxq ´ τ ‹
pxq “ π‹

pxq

´ 1

pπpxq
´

1

π‹pxq

¯

`

pµ1pxq ´ µ‹
1pxq

˘

´ p1 ´ π‹
pxqq

´ 1

1 ´ pπpxq
´

1

1 ´ π‹pxq

¯

`

pµ0pxq ´ µ‹
0pxq

˘

.

This result directly follows from the mixed bias form (8) which recovers a well-know

result in the literature, originally due to Robins and colleagues; also see Kennedy (2023).

For convenience, the proof is reproduced in Section S.8.2 of the supplement. Let pτJpxq be

7



the Forster–Warmuth estimator computed from tpsϕJpXiq, pI1pXi, Ai, Yiqq, i P I2u.

We establish our first oracle result of the FW-Learner of the CATE.

Theorem 6. Under the assumptions given above, including unconfoundedness, suppose

that σ2 is an upper bound for ErpI21 pX,A, Y q | Xs, then FW-Learner pτJpxq satisfies the

error bound

›

›

pτJpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

›

›

2
ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2
›

›

›

8
ÿ

j“J`1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

›

›

›

2

` p1 `
?
2q

ˆ

›

›

›

π‹pXq

pπpXq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
pµ1pXq ´ µ‹

1pXq

›

›

›

4
`

›

›

›

1 ´ π‹pXq

1 ´ pπpXq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
pµ0pXq ´ µ‹

0pXq

›

›

›

4

˙

.

See Section S.8.2 in the supplement for a formal proof of this result. Note that the

condition that σ2 is bounded requires pµ0, pµ1, 1{pπ and 1{p1 ´ pπq to be bounded.

Corollary 5. Let d denote the intrinsic dimension of X. If

1. The propensity score π‹px, zq is estimated at an n´2απ{p2απ`dq rate in the L4-norm;

2. The regression functions µ‹
0 and µ‹

1 are estimated at the rate of n´2αµ{p2αµ`dq in the

L4-norm.

3. The CATE τ ‹ with respect to the fundamental sequence Ψ satisfies EΨ
J pτ ‹q ď CJ´ατ {d

for some constant C,

Then, pτJpxq satisfies

´

ErppτJpXq ´ τ ‹
pXqq

2
|pπ, pµs

¯1{2

À

c

σ2J

n
` J´ατ {d

` n
´

απ
2απ`d

´
αµ

2αµ`d . (E.7)

When the last term of (E.7) is smaller than the oracle rate n´
ατ

2ατ `d , the oracle minimax

rate can be attained by balancing the first two terms. Therefore, the FW-Learner is oracle

efficient if αµαπ ě d2{4 ´ pαπ ` d
2
qpαµ ` d

2
q{p1 ` 2ατ

d
q. In the special case when αµ and

απ are equal, if we let s “ αµ{d “ απ{d and γ “ ατ{d denote the effective smoothness,

and when s ě
ατ {2
ατ`d

“
γ{2
γ`1

, the last term in (11) is the bias term that comes from the

8



pseudo-outcome, which is smaller than that of the oracle minimax rate of estimation of

n´ατ {p2ατ`dq, in which case, the FW-Learner is oracle efficient.

This method using split data has valid theoretical properties under minimal conditions

and is similar to Algorithm 1 for missing outcome described in Section S.7 of the supple-

ment, and cross-fitting can be applied as discussed before in Section 2.2. We also provide

an alternative methodology that builds upon the split data method. It uses the full data

for both training and estimation, which is potentially more efficient by avoiding sample

splitting. The procedure is similar to what we described in Algorithm 1 and is deferred to

Algorithm 2 in the supplementary material.

Kennedy (2023) and Kennedy et al. (2022) studied the problem of estimating CATE

under ignorability quite extensively–the latter paper derived the minimax rate for CATE

estimation where distributional components are Hölder-smooth, along with a new local

polynomial estimator that is minimax optimal under some conditions. In comparison, our

procedure is not necessarily minimax optimal in some regimes considered there, with the

advantage that it is more general with minimum constraints on the basis functions.

Remark S.2.2 Note that although Theorem 6 and Corollary 5 continue to hold for

modified CATE which marginalizes over some confounders, and therefore conditions on a

subset of measured confounders, say E pY 1 ´ Y 0 | V “ vq where V is a subset of covariates

in X, with the error bound of Corollary modified so that the second term of the bound

(E.7) is replaced with J´ατv {dv , where ατv{dv is the effective smoothness of the modified

CATE. The application given in Section 5 illustrates our methods for such marginalized

CATE function which is particularly well-motivated from a scientific perspective. ˛

S.2.3 Conditional Quantile Causal Effect

Suppose F pY |X,Aq is differentiable on the support of Y ; we consider construction of the

pseudo-outcome for the conditional quantile causal effect under unconfoundedness

β pX; ηq “ F´1
Y |A,X pq|A “ 1, Xq ´ F´1

Y |A,X pq|A “ 0, Xq

In which case

ψ “ EX
!

F´1
Y |A,X pq|A “ 1, Xq ´ F´1

Y |A,X pq|A “ 0, Xq

)

9



and the EIF of the latter is given by

∇tψt “ ∇tEX,t
!

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq ´ F´1

Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 0, Xq

)

This requires finding RpO; ηq such that

EO|X

!

∇tF
´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq ´ F´1

Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 0, Xq |X; η
)

“ E tRpO; ηqSpOq|X; ηu

note that for θt pXq “ F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq ,

∇tq “ ∇t

ż θtpXq

0

ft py|A “ 1, Xq

“ ∇tθt pXq ft pθt pXq |A “ 1, Xq ` E tI pY ă θt pXq ´ qqS pY |A “ 1, Xqu

∇tF
´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq

“
∇tFY |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq

f
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq |A “ 1, X

¯

“ ´

E
!´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq

¯

´ q
¯

SpY |A “ 1, Xq|X; η
)

f
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 1, Xq |A “ 1, X

¯

“ ´E

$

&

%

IpA “ 1q

´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq

¯

´ q
¯

fpA|Xqf
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq |A,X

¯ SpY |A,Xq|X; η

,

.

-

“ ´E

$

&

%

IpA “ 1q

´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq

¯

´ q
¯

fpA|Xqf
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq |A,X

¯ SpOq|X; η

,

.

-

10



Likewise

∇tF
´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 0, Xq

“
∇tFY |A,X,t pq|A “ 0, Xq

f
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 0, Xq |A “ 0, X

¯

“

E
!´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 0, Xq

¯

´ q
¯

SpY |A “ 0, Xq|X; η
)

f
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A “ 0, Xq |A “ 0, X

¯

“ E

$

&

%

IpA “ 0q

´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq

¯

´ q
¯

fpA|Xqf
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq |A,X

¯ SpY |A,Xq|X; η

,

.

-

“ E

$

&

%

IpA “ 0q

´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq

¯

´ q
¯

fpA|Xqf
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq |A,X

¯ SpOq|X; η

,

.

-

Therefore

∇tψt “ E

»

—

—

—

–

$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

´
IpA“1qpIpY ďF´1

Y |A,X,t
pq|A,Xqq´qq

fpA|XqfpF´1
Y |A,X,t

pq|A,Xq|A,Xq

`
IpA“0qpIpY ďF´1

Y |A,X,t
pq|A,Xqq´qq

fpA|XqfpF´1
Y |A,X,t

pq|A,Xq|A,Xq

,

/

/

/

.

/

/

/

-

S pOq

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

and the pseudo-outcome is given by

I “ RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq

“

IpA “ 1q

´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq

¯

´ q
¯

fpA|Xqf
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq |A,X

¯

´

IpA “ 0q

´

I
´

Y ď F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq

¯

´ q
¯

fpA|Xqf
´

F´1
Y |A,X,t pq|A,Xq |A,X

¯

`F´1
Y |A,X pq|A “ 1, Xq ´ F´1

Y |A,X pq|A “ 0, Xq

S.2.4 CATE in Generalized Linear Model

Consider the CATE in a GLM of the form

β pX; ηq “ g´1
tE pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ g´1

tE pY |A “ 0, Xqu

11



for known link function g. In which case

ψ “ EX
␣

g´1
tE pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ g´1

tE pY |A “ 0, Xqu
(

,

and the EIF of the latter is given by

∇tψt “ ∇tEX,t
␣

g´1
tEt pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ g´1

tEt pY |A “ 0, Xqu
(

.

This requires finding RpO; ηq such that

EO|X

␣

∇tg
´1

tEt pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ g´1
tEt pY |A “ 0, Xqu |X; η

(

“ E tRpO; ηqSpO|Xq|X; ηu .

We have that

EO|X

␣

∇tg
´1

tEt pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ g´1
tEt pY |A “ 0, Xqu |X; η

(

“ EO|X

"

∇t tEt pY |A “ 1, Xqu

g1 tg´1 tEt pY |A “ 1, Xquu
´

∇t tEt pY |A “ 0, Xqu

g1 tg´1 tEt pY |A “ 0, Xquu
|X; η

*

“ EO|X

"„

I pA “ 1q tY ´ E pY |A,Xqu

f pA|Xq g1 tg´1 tE pY |A,Xquu
´

I pA “ 0q tY ´ E pY |A,Xqu

f pA|Xq g1 tg´1 tE pY |A,Xquu

ȷ

SpO|Xq|X; η

*

.

Therefore,

I “ RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq

“
p´1q

1´A
tY ´ E pY |A,Xqu

f pA|Xq g1 tg´1 tE pY |A,Xquu
` g´1

tE pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ g´1
tE pY |A “ 0, Xqu ,

which in the case of identity link recovers the CATE pseudo-outcome. In the case of log

link g1 p¨q “ g p¨q “ exp p¨q, therefore

I “
p´1q

1´A
tY ´ E pY |A,Xqu

f pA|XqE pY |A,Xq
` log tE pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ log tE pY |A “ 0, Xqu .

Likewise, consider the GLM with the logit link for binary Y

ψ “ EX rlogitE pY |A “ 1, Xq ´ logitE pY |A “ 0, Xqs ,

12



and the EIF of the latter is given by

∇tψt “ ∇tEX,t

$

’

&

’

%

logit tEt pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ logit tEt pY |A “ 0, Xqu
loooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

βpX;ηq

,

/

.

/

-

.

Note that gpbq “ exp pbq { p1 ` exppbqq and g1pbq “ exp pbq { p1 ` exppbqq
2, g´1 ppq “ logpp{p1 ´ pqq.

Therefore

I “ RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq

“
p´1q

1´A
tY ´ E pY |A,Xqu

f pA|Xq g1 tg´1 tE pY |A,Xquu
` g´1

tE pY |A “ 1, Xqu ´ g´1
tE pY |A “ 0, Xqu

“
p´1q

1´A
tY ´ E pY |A,Xqu

f pA|XqP pY “ 1|A,Xq p1 ´ P pY “ 1|A,Xqq
` log

"

P pY “ 1|A “ 1, Xq

P pY “ 0|A “ 1, Xq

*

´ log

"

P pY “ 1|A “ 0, Xq

P pY “ 0|A “ 0, Xq

*

“
p´1q

A`Y

fpY,A|Xq
` log

"

P pY “ 1|A “ 1, Xq

P pY “ 0|A “ 1, Xq

*

´ log

"

P pY “ 1|A “ 0, Xq

P pY “ 0|A “ 0, Xq

*

.

The leading term above was obtained Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2010) as an influence

function in a semiparametric odds ratio model.

S.2.5 Dose Response with Continuous Treatment (No unmea-

sured confounding)

Consider the case of continuous treatment A where we aim to estimate the dose response

curve E pYaq under unconfoundedness of A given L

β paq “ E pYaq “ EL tE pY |A “ a, Lqu .

As the outer-expectation can be estimated nonparametrically at rate root-n, its uncer-

tainty is negligible relative to that of E pY |A “ a, Lq and therefore we may consider the

semiparametric model where fpLq is known, in which case under an arbitrary corresponding

13



submodel :

∇tEt trpO; ηtq|A “ au “ ∇trpO; ηtq “ ∇t

ÿ

l

Et pY |A “ a, lq f plq

“
ÿ

l

∇tEt pY |A “ a, lq f plq

“
ÿ

l

E ptY ´ E pY |A “ a, lquS pY |A, lq |A “ a, lq f plq

“
ÿ

l

E
ˆ

tY ´ E pY |A “ a, lqu
f plq

f pl|A “ aq
S pY |A, lq |A “ a, l

˙

f pl|A “ aq

“ E
„

tY ´ E pY |A,Lqu
f pAq

f pA|Lq
S pOq |A “ a

ȷ

.

Therefore,

I “ RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq

“ tY ´ E pY |A,Lqu
f pAq

f pA|Lq
`
ÿ

l

E pY |A, lq f plq ,

recovering the pseudo-outcome of Kennedy et al. (2017).

S.2.6 Dose Response for Continuous Treatment (unmeasured Con-

founding)

Consider the case of continuous treatment A where we aim to estimate the dose response

curve E pYaq under endogeneity, given treatment and outcome proxies Z,W and covariates

L, using the proximal causal inference framework of Miao et al. (2018) and Tchetgen Tch-

etgen et al. (2020),

β paq “ E pYaq “ EL th pW,a, Lqu .

As the outer-expectation can be estimated nonparametrically at rate root-n, its uncertainty

is negligible relative to that of h pW,a, Lq, and therefore we may consider the semiparametric

model where fpw,Lq is known. Thus, taking

rpO; ηq “
ÿ

w,l

h pw, a, lq f pw, lq ,
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in which case under an arbitrary corresponding submodel:

∇tEt trpO; ηtq|A “ au “ ∇trpO; ηtq “ ∇t

ÿ

w,l

h pw, a, lq f pw, lq

“
ÿ

l,w

∇tht pw, a, lq f pl, wq

“
ÿ

l,w

∇tht pw, a, lq
f pl, wq

f pl, w|aq
f pl, w|aq

“
ÿ

l,w

∇tht pw, a, lq
f paq

f pa|l, wq
f pl, w|aq

“
ÿ

l,w

∇tht pw, a, lqE rq pa, Z, lq |l, w, as f pl, w|aq

“
ÿ

l,w,z

∇tht pw, a, lq q pa, z, lq f pz, l, w|aq

“
ÿ

l,z

E r∇tht pW,a, lq |a, z, ls q pa, z, lq f pz, l|aq

“
ÿ

l,z

E rtY ´ h pW,a, lquS pY,W |a, z, lq |a, z, ls q pa, z, lq f pz, l|aq

“ E rtY ´ h pW,A,Lqu q pA,Z, LqS pY,W |A,Z, Lq |A “ as

“ E rtY ´ h pW,A,Lqu q pA,Z, LqS pOq |A “ as .

Therefore,

I “ RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq

“ tY ´ h pW,A,Lqu q pA,Z, Lq `
ÿ

w,l

h pw,A, lq f pw, lq ,

generalizing the pseudo-outcome approach of Kennedy et al. (2017) to the Proximal infer-

ence framework with continuous treatment.

S.2.7 CATE under IV Identification

In this example, we consider the CATE under IV identification. In this vein, let A denote

a binary treatment, Z denote a binary instrumental variable, L measured covariates, Y the

outcome variable. Under identification conditions given in Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen
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(2018), we have that

β pX; ηq “ E tYa“1 ´ Ya“0|Lu “
E pY |Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pY |Z “ 0, Lq

E pA|Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pA|Z “ 0, Lq
.

Let

δA pLq ” E pA|Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pA|Z “ 0, Lq ;

rpO; ηq “
E pY |Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pY |Z “ 0, Lq

E pA|Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pA|Z “ 0, Lq
.

Then following Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2018), one has that

∇tEt trpO; ηtq|X “ xu “ ∇trpO; ηtq

“ E tRpO; η, β pηqqS pOq |X “ xu ,

where

RpO; η, β pηq “
2Z ´ 1

f pZ|Xq

tY ´ Aβ pX; ηq ´ E pY |Z “ 0, Lq ` E pA|Z “ 0, Lq β pX; ηqu

δA pLq
.

Therefore,

I “ RpO; ηq ` rpO; ηq

“
2Z ´ 1

f pZ|Xq

tY ´ Aβ pX; ηq ´ E pY |Z “ 0, Lq ` E pA|Z “ 0, Lq β pX; ηqu

δA pLq
` β pX; ηq .

S.2.8 CATE under IV Identification 2

We next consider the CATE for the Complier under IV identification. In this vein, under

identification conditions given in Angrist et al. (1996), we have that

β pX; ηq “ E tYa“1 ´ Ya“0|A1 ą A0, Lu “
E pY |Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pY |Z “ 0, Lq

E pA|Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pA|Z “ 0, Lq
.
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in which case the above results continue to hold. Likewise, under identification conditions

given by Robins et al. (1994), the CATE for the treated is given by the same formula

β pX; ηq “ E tYa“1 ´ Ya“0|A “ 1, Lu “
E pY |Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pY |Z “ 0, Lq

E pA|Z “ 1, Lq ´ E pA|Z “ 0, Lq
.

S.3 Proof of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Theorem 6.29 of Forster and Warmuth (2002) implies that

E
”

`

Y ´ pmJpXq
˘2
ı

ď inf
β1,...,βJ

E
”

`

Y ´

J
ÿ

j“1

βjϕjpXq
˘2
ı

`
2σ2J

n

“ ErpY ´ m‹
pXqq

2
s ` inf

β1,...,βJ
E
”

`

m‹
pXq ´

J
ÿ

j“1

βjϕjpXq
˘2
ı

`
2σ2J

n
,

where σ2 is an upper bound on E
“

Y 2|X
‰

. To control the second term above, observe that

if fXp¨q is the density of X with respect to µ, then for any pβ1, . . . , βJq,

E
”

`

m‹
pXq´

J
ÿ

j“1

βjϕjpXq
˘2
ı

“

ż

`

m‹
pxq´

J
ÿ

j“1

βjϕjpxq
˘2
fXpxqdµpxq ď κ

›

›

›

›

›

m‹
´

J
ÿ

j“1

βjϕj

›

›

›

›

›

2

L2pµq

.

Hence, the infimum of the left-hand side over all β1, . . . , βJ is bounded by κpEΨ
J pm‹qq2.

Finally, note thatm‹p¨q being the conditional mean of Y givenX implies E
“

pY ´ pmJpXqq2
‰

´

E
“

pY ´ m‹pXqq2
‰

“ E
“

ppmJpXq ´ m‹pXqq2
‰

. Therefore,

E
”

`

pmJpXq ´ m‹
pXq

˘2
ı

ď
2σ2J

n
` κpEΨ

J pm‹
qq

2.

To prove the second part of Theorem 1, note that m‹ P FpΨ,Γq implies that EΨ
J pm‹q ď

γJ and by definition of Jn, γ
2
Jn

ď σ2Jn{n. These inequalities imply that

}pmJn ´ m‹
}
2
2 ď

2σ2Jn
n

` κγJn ď
2σ2Jn
n

` κ
σ2Jn
n

“ p2 ` κq
σ2Jn
n

.

9See also Appendix E of Vaškevičius and Zhivotovskiy (2023) for a proof of that theorem.
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Proof of Corollary 1. Applying the result for Forster–Warmuth estimator (from Theorem

6.2 Forster and Warmuth (2002)), this gives

E
”

`

pfpOq ´ pmJpXq
˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

ď inf
θPRJ

E
”

`

pfpOq ´ θJϕ̄JpXq

¯2
ˇ

ˇ pf
ı

`
2σ2J

|I2|
, (E.8)

where σ2 “ supx Er pf 2pOq|X “ x, pf s. Now write m‹pxq “
ř8

j“1 θ
‹
jϕjpxq, and taking

pθ‹
1, . . . , θ

‹
Jq for the infimum, we conclude

inf
θPRJ

E
”

`

pfpOq ´ θJϕ̄JpXq
˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

ď E
”

`

pfpOq ´

J
ÿ

j“1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

“ E
”

`

pfpOq ´ Hf pXq
˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

` E
”

`

Hf pXq ´

J
ÿ

j“1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

ď E
”

`

pfpOq ´ Hf pXq
˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

` 2E
”

`

Hf pXq ´ m‹
pXq

˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

` 2E
”

`

m‹
pXq ´

J
ÿ

j“1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

˘2
ı

.

Substituting this inequality in (E.8) yields

E
”

`

pfpOq ´ pmJpXq
˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

ď E
”

`

pfpOq ´ Hf pXq
˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

` 2E
”

`

Hf pXq ´ m‹
pXq

˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

` 2E
”

`

m‹
pXq ´

J
ÿ

j“1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

˘2
ı

`
2σ2J

|I2|
.

Because Hf pxq “ Er pfpOq|X “ x, pf s and the density of X with respect to µ is bounded by

κ, this yields

E
”

`

pmJpXq ´ Hf pXq
˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

ď 2E
”

`

Hf pXq ´ m‹
pXq

˘2ˇ
ˇ pf
ı

` 2κpEΨ
J pm‹

qq
2

`
2σ2J

|I2|
.
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Therefore,

}pmJ ´ m‹
}2| pf ď }pmJ ´ Hf}2| pf ` }Hf ´ m‹

}2| pf

ď }Hf ´ m‹
}2| pf `

?
2}Hf ´ m‹

}2| pf `
?
2κEΨ

J pm‹
q `

d

2σ2J

|I2|

“

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2κEΨ

J pm‹
q ` p1 `

?
2q}Hf ´ m‹

}2| pf .

Here, for any function h, we use the notation }h}2| pf “ pErh2pXq| pf sq1{2. Because 1 `
?
2 ď

?
6, the result is proved.

Proof of (3). For notational convenience, set fpxq “ ax`bx´c. For our case, a “ 2σ2{n, b “

Cmκ, and c “ 2αm{d. (x is a proxy for J , but note J is an integer.) The minimizer of

f is pcb{aq1{pc`1q, which may or may not be an integer and we choose J “ rx˚s, where

x˚ “ pcb{aq1{pc`1q. Clearly, x˚{2 ď J ď 2x˚. Therefore,

fpJq ď 2ax˚
` bpx˚

{2q
´c

“ 2apcb{aq
1{pc`1q

`
b

2cpcb{aqc{pc`1q

“ 2ac{pc`1qb1{pc`1qc1{pc`1q

„

1 `
1

2c`1c

ȷ

ď 3ac{pc`1qb1{pc`1q

„

1 `
1

2c

ȷ

,

because x1{px`1q ď 1.5 for all x ą 0. Now substituting a, b, c and simplifying the bound

gives us

›

›

›
pmJpXq ´ m‹

pXq

›

›

›

2

2
“ fpJq ď 3p

2σ2

n
q

2αm
2αm`d pCmκq

d
2αm`d r1 `

d

4αm
s

ď C

ˆ

σ2

n

˙2αm{p2αm`dq

,

where C “ 6pCmκ{2qd{p2αm`dqp1 ` d{p4αmqq.
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S.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. To prove the first result, note that for all submodels ηt in M,

Eηt tRpO; ηt, n
˚

pηtqq ` r pO; ηtq ´ n˚
px; ηtq |X “ xu “ 0

for all η and x. Therefore

B

Bt
Eηt tRpO; ηt, n

˚
pηtqq ` r pO; ηtq ´ n˚

px; ηtq |X “ xu “ 0,

which implies that

E tRpO; η, n˚
qS pO|Xq |X “ xu ` E trpO; ηqS pO|Xq |X “ xu

`
B

Bt
E tRpO; ηt, n

˚
pηtqq ` r pO; ηtq |X “ xu ´

Bn˚ px; ηtq

Bt
“ 0.

(E.9)

Further note that by assumption:

Bn˚ px; ηtq

Bt
“ E trpO; ηqS pO|Xq |X “ xu ` E

„

Br pO; ηtq

Bt
|X “ x

ȷ

“ E trpO; ηqS pO|Xq |X “ xu ` E rRpO; η, n˚
pηqqS pO|Xq |X “ xs .

This combined with (E.9), we get

B

Bt
E tRpO; ηt, n

˚
pηtqq ` r pO; ηtq |X “ xu “ 0,

from which we may conclude via a Taylor expansion at η, that

}E rRpO; η1, n˚
pη1

qq ` r pO; η1
q |Xs ´ n˚

pX; ηq}2 “ O
´

}η1
´ η}

2
¯

,

as E rRpO; η1, n˚ pη1qq ` r pO; η1q |Xs ´n˚ pX; ηq “ 0 at η1 “ η. This proving the first result.

To prove the second result, consider the functional

ψ “ E trpO; ηqu “ EX
“

EO|X trpO; ηq|X; ηu
‰

“ EX rβ pX; ηqs ,
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under a semiparametric model M, where η is an infinite dimensional parameter indexing

the law of O conditional on X. Then if ψ is pathwise differentiable on M, an influence

function of ψ can be obtained by pathwise differentiation as follows

Bψ pηtq

Bt
“

BEt rrpO; ηtqs

Bt

“ E rrpO; ηqS pOqs ` E
"

BrpO; ηtq

Bt

*

“ E rrpO; ηqS pOqs ` E
"

E
„

BrpO; ηtq

Bt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ*

“ E rrpO; ηqS pOqs ` E tE rRpO; η, n˚
pηqqS pO|Xq |Xsu

“ E rrrpO; ηq ´ ψ pηqsS pOqs ` E tE rRpO; η, n˚
pηqqS pOqsu .

This completes the proof of the second result.

S.5 Examples of Nonparametric Estimators

A common approach in nonparametric regression literature is to suppose that the regres-

sion function is β-smooth. The minimax estimation rate on the mean-squared error scale

is then as indicated above, of the order of n´2β{p2β`dq (Stone, 1982). which may be ex-

cessively large due to the curse of dimensionality in practical settings where d is itself

large. This can have a detrimental impact both on one’s ability to estimate the nuisance

functions sufficiently well for the oracle rate to apply. To address this concern alterna-

tive smoothness function classes may also be considered particularly in settings where d is

large. For instance, Schmidt-Hieber (2020) considers functions that can be parametrized

using large neural networks with a number of potential network parameters exceeding

the sample size and shows that estimators based on fine-tuned sparsely connected deep

neural network achieve the minimax rates of convergence under a general composition

framework on the regression function. The multilayer neural networks can adapt to spe-

cific structures in the signal and achieves faster rates under a hierarchical composition

assumption including (generalized) additive models. Specifically, let f0 denote the regres-

sion function of interest and assume that it is a composition of several (denoted as q)

functions, that is f0 “ gq ˝ gq´1 ˝ . . . ˝ g1 ˝ g0, where gi : Rdi Ñ Rdi`1 with d0 “ d and
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dq`1 “ 1. Note here that non-identifiability of the single components g0, . . . , gq is not

necessarily a problem because out of all possible representations, one would in practice

select a representation that leads to the fastest possible estimation rate for f0. Assum-

ing that each of the functions gij has Hölder smoothness βi, the convergence rate of the

network estimator pfn is Rp pfn, f0q :“ Erp pfn ´ f0q
2s — ϕn log

3 n under certain conditions

for the composite regression function class, where ϕn :“ maxi“0,...,q n
´2β˚

i {p2β˚
i `tiq, the effec-

tive smoothness index β˚
i :“ βi

śq
ℓ“i`1pβℓ ^ 1q and ti is the maximal number of variables

on which each component of gi depends on, which, under specific constraints such as ad-

ditive models, will be much smaller than di. Alternatively, Haris et al. (2019) tackles

high dimensional non-parametric regression by using a penalized estimation framework

that is well-suited for high-dimensional sparse additive models. Specifically, they pro-

posed a penalized estimation method motivated by the projection estimator that may

be used to fit additive models of specific form f0 “
řd
j“1 fjpxjq. It attains the mini-

max optimal rates Opn´
2αm

2αm`d q under standard smoothness assumptions in the univari-

ate case and in the sparse additive case where s is the sparsity (the number of non-zero

fj), it attains the rate O
␣

max
`

sn´
2αm

2αm`d , s log d
n

˘(

under a suitable compatibility condition.

Even without the compatibility condition, it may still be consistent with convergence rate

O
␣

max
`

sn´
αm

2αm`d , s
b

log d
n

˘(

. Kohler and Langer (2021) provides analogous results on the

approximation of smooth functions and models with hierarchical composition structures by

fully connected deep neural networks.
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S.6 Other Proofs and Results

Proof of Proposition 1. By the definition of pmJpxq in (1), it holds that

ˇ

ˇ

pmJpxq
ˇ

ˇ “
`

1 ´ hnpxq
˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ϕ̄J
J pxq

´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¯´1{2

¨

´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¯´1{2 n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
`

1 ´ hnpxq
˘

ˆ

ϕ̄J
J pxq

´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¯´1

ϕ̄Jpxq

˙1{2

¨

ˆ

`

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi
˘J
´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¯´1 n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi

˙1{2

“
`

1 ´ hnpxq
˘

hnpxq

ˆ

`

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi
˘J
´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq ` ϕ̄Jpxqϕ̄J

J pxq

¯´1 n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi

˙1{2

ď
`

1 ´ hnpxq
˘

hnpxq

ˆ

`

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi
˘J
´

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄
J
J pXiq

¯´1 n
ÿ

i“1

ϕ̄JpXiqYi

˙1{2

“
`

1 ´ hnpxq
˘

hnpxq
›

›pΣ
1{2
J

pβ
›

›

2
, (E.10)

where pΣJ and pβ denote
řn
i“1 ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄

J
J pXiq{n and pΣ´1

J

řn
i“1 ϕ̄JpXiqYi{n respectively. Lastly,

because

›

›pΣ
1{2
J

pβ
›

›

2
“
›

›

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

pΣ
´1{2
J ϕ̄JpXiqYi

›

›

2

“ sup
aPSd´1

ˇ

ˇ

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

aJ
pΣ

´1{2
J ϕ̄JpXiqYi

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
aPSd´1

ˆ

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

`

aJ
pΣ

´1{2
J ϕ̄JpXiq

˘2

˙1{2
´ 1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Y 2
i

¯1{2

“ sup
aPSd´1

ˆ

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

`

aJ
pΣ

´1{2
J ϕ̄JpXiqϕ̄

J
J pXiqpΣ

´1{2
J a

˙1{2
´ 1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Y 2
i

¯1{2

“

´ 1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Y 2
i

¯1{2

, (E.11)

combining (E.10) and (E.11) yields the desired result in (4).
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Proof of (8). Proposition 1 of Ghassami et al. (2022) gives that ErIFψpO; q‹, h‹qs “ ErIFψpO; q‹,phs.

Therefore, this and the construction of the pseudo-outcome gives

Hf pXq ´ m‹
pxq (E.12)

“ E
”

IFψpO; pq,phq ´ IFψpO; q‹, h‹
q|X, pq,ph

ı

“ E
”

IFψpO; pq,phq ´ IFψpO; q‹,phq|X, pq,ph
ı

“ E
”

`

phpOhqg1pOq ` g2pOq
˘

ppq ´ q‹
qpOqq|X, pq,ph

ı

“ E
”

E
“`

phpOhqg1pOq ` g2pOq
˘

|Oq

‰

ppq ´ q‹
qpOqq|X, pq,ph

ı

.

It can be shown in the same way as in the proof of Proposition 1 of Ghassami et al.

(2022) that Erh‹pOhqg1pOq ` g2pOq | Oqs “ 0; see the discussion following Eq. (13) there.

Therefore, for all functions h, it holds that

E
“

hpOhqg1pOq ` g2pOq|Oq

‰

“ E
“

g1pOqph ´ h‹
qpOhq|Oq

‰

.

Applying this equality to (E.12) yields

E
”

IFψpO; q‹, h‹
q ´ IFψpO; pq,phq|X, pq,ph

ı

“ E
”

E
“`

g1pOqph‹
´ phqpOhq

˘

|Oq

‰

ppq ´ q‹
qpOqq|X, pq,ph

ı

“ E
”

g1pOqph‹
´ phqpOhqppq ´ q‹

qpOqq|X, pq,ph
ı

.

Definition 2. Given a semiparametric model F , a law F ˚ in F , and a class A of regular

parametric submodels of F , a real valued functional

θ : F Ñ R

is said to be a pathwise differentiable or regular parameter at F* wrt A in model F iff

there exists ψF˚pxq in L2p 9F ˚q such that for each submodel in A, say indexed by t and with
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F ˚ “ Ft˚, and score, say St pt˚q “ st pX; t˚q at t˚, it holds that

B

Bt
θ pFtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t“t˚
“ EF˚ rψF˚pXqSt pt˚qs

ψF˚p.q is called a gradient of θ at F ˚ (wrt Aq. If, in addition, ψF˚pXq has mean zero

under F˚, ψF˚pXq is most commonly referred to as an influence function of the functional

θ at F ˚.

S.7 Some Results for Missing Outcome

S.7.1 FW-Learner Algorithm for Missing Outcome

The procedure for the FW-Learner in the case of missing outcome under MAR using split

data and cross-validation is described in 1.

Algorithm 1: The FW-Learner for missing outcome under MAR with CV using
split data

Input: Training data Dtr “ pXi, Zi, Ri, YiRiq, i “ 1, . . . , N ; basis function ϕp¨q,
estimators pπ, pµ and the point for estimation x, a grid of tuning parameters
for number of basis Jgrid and a hyper-parameter K (for Cross validation
purpose).

Output: An estimator for m‹pxq “ ErY |X “ xs, denoted as pmpxq.
1 Split training data Dtr randomly into D1 and D2, where D1 “ tZi P Dtr, i P I1u

and D2 “ tZi P Dtr, i P I2u.
2 Fit estimators pπ, pµ on D1 and for each i P I2, define pseudo-outcomes

pIi “
YiRi

pπpXi,Ziq
´
`

Ri

pπpXi,Ziq
´ 1

˘

pµpXi, Ziq.

3 For each k “ 1, . . . , K, further split I2 into two parts, I21 and I22, and for each
J P Jgrid, fit the Forster–Warmuth estimator according to (1) on
␣`

ϕ̄JpXiq, pIi
˘

, i P I21

(

, where ϕ̄Jpxq “
`

ϕ1pxq, . . . , ϕJpxq
˘J

. This is denoted by

pm
pkq

J . Use the rest of the data to choose a parameter pJk to minimize the test error
such that

pJk :“ argmin
JPJgrid

1

|I22|

ÿ

iPI22

ˇ

ˇ

pmJpXiq ´ Yi
ˇ

ˇ

2
.

4 Repeat the above step K times and obtain pmpxq :“ 1
K

řK
k“1 pm

pkq

pJk
pxq.

5 return the estimation result pmpxq.

25



S.7.2 Proof of Lemma 1 and Theorem 3

Proof of Lemma 1. Because

pfpOq “
R

pπpX,Zq
pY Rq ´

ˆ

R

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

˙

pµpX,Zq,

“
R

pπpX,Zq
Y ´

ˆ

R

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

˙

pµpX,Zq,

(E.13)

taking the expectation on both sides of (E.13) conditional on X,Z yields that

E
␣

Er pfpOq|X,Zs
ˇ

ˇ X
(

“
π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
µ‹

pX,Zq ´

ˆ

π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

˙

pµpX,Zq.

Furthermore, because Erµ‹pX,Zq|Xs “ m‹pXq, this gives

Er pfpOq|X “ xs ´ m‹
pxq “ E

!

ErpI1pY R,R,X,Zq|X,Zs ´ µ‹
pX,Zq

ˇ

ˇ X “ x
)

“ E
!

ˆ

π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

˙

`

µ‹
pX,Zq ´ pµpX,Zq

˘
ˇ

ˇ X “ x
)

.(E.14)

Proof of Theorem 3. Taking the square on both sides of (E.14) gives

”

HI1pXq ´ m‹
pXq

ı2

“

”

E
!´π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

¯

`

µ‹
pX,Zq ´ pµpX,Zq

˘ ˇ

ˇ X
)ı2

ď E
!´π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

¯2
ˇ

ˇ X
)

E
!

`

µ‹
pX,Zq ´ pµpX,Zq

˘2 ˇ
ˇ X

)

.

Taking the expectation on both sides and applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality yields,

›

›

›
HI1pXq ´ m‹

pXq

›

›

›

2
ď

›

›

›

π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
µ‹

pX,Zq ´ pµpX,Zq

›

›

›

4
.
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Substituting this into the last term of (10) gives that

›

›

›
pmJpXq ´ m‹

pXq

›

›

›

2
ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2
›

›

›

8
ÿ

j“J`1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

›

›

›

2

` p1 `
?
2q

›

›

›

π‹pX,Zq

pπpX,Zq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
µ‹

pX,Zq ´ pµpX,Zq

›

›

›

4

À

c

σ2J

n
` J´αm ` n

´
απ

2απ`d
´

αµ
2αµ`d .

And this concludes our proof.

S.7.3 Proof of Lemma 3 and Theorem 5

Proof of Lemma 3. Because

pfpOq “
R

pepX, Y q
Y ´

ˆ

R

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙

pηpX,W q.

Because R K W |pX, Y q, taking the expectation of the above display conditional on X, Y

yields that

Er pfpOq|X, Y s “
e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
Y ´

ˆ

e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙

E
“

pηpX,W q|X, Y
‰

.

Therefore,

Er pfpOq|X, Y s ´ Y “

ˆ

e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙

´

Y ´ E
“

pηpX,W q|X, Y
‰

¯

“

ˆ

e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙

E
”

pη‹
´ pηqpX,W q|X, Y

ı

. (E.15)

Taking the expectation on both sides of (E.15) conditional onX gives the desired result.

Proof of Theorem 5. Because (E.15) gives

E
”

Hf pXq ´ m‹
pXq

ı

“ E
"ˆ

e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙

E
”

pη‹
´ pηqpX,W q|X, Y

ı
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

*

“ E
"

pη‹
´ pηqpX,W qE

”

ˆ

e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙

|X,W
ı
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

*

. (E.16)
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Therefore,

E
”

Hf pXq ´ m‹
pXq

ı2

“ EX
”

E
`

t pfpOq ´ Y u|X
˘

ı2

ď EX,Y
”

E
`

t pfpOq ´ Y u|X, Y
˘

ı2

“ E
”

E
␣

pfpOq|X, Y
(

´ Y
ı2

“ E

#

ˆ

e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
´ 1

˙2

E
”

pη‹
´ pηqpX,W q|X, Y

ı2

+

from (E.15)

ď

"
›

›

›

›

e‹pX, Y q

pepX, Y q
´ 1

›

›

›

›

4

›

›

›

›

E
”

pη‹
´ pηqpX,W q|X, Y

ı

›

›

›

›

4

*2

,

where the last inequality is from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Similarly, the second

inequality can be replaced so that the outer expectation is taken w.r.t pX,W q, i.e.

E
”

Hf pXq ´ m‹
pXq

ı2

“ EX
”

E
`

t pfpOq ´ Y u|X
˘

ı2

ď EX,Y
”

E
`

t pfpOq ´ Y u|X,W
˘

ı2

.

Using (E.16) and then plug the minimum of these two outcomes into (10) gives the desired

result.
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Algorithm 2: Full FW-Learner for the CATE under strong ignorability

Input: Training data Dtr “ pXi, Ai, Yiq, i “ 1, . . . , N ; a basis function ϕp¨q and
number of basis to use J , estimators pπ, pµ0, pµ1 and the point for estimation
x.

Output: An estimator for the CATE τ ‹.
1 Fit estimators pπ, pm on Dtr and for each i “ 1, . . . , N , define pseudo-outcomes

pIi “
Ai´pπpXiq

pπpXiqp1´pπpXiqq
pYi ´ pµAi

pXiqq ` pµ1pXiq ´ pµ0pXiq.

2 Fit the Forster–Warmuth regression at estimation point x according to (1) on
´

ϕ̄J pXiq , pIi

¯

, i “ 1, . . . , N where ϕ̄Jpxq “
`

ϕ1pxq, . . . , ϕJpxq
˘J

.

3 return the estimation result pτJpxq.

S.8 Some Results for Estimating the CATE

S.8.1 FW-Learner Algorithm for estimating the CATE without

data splitting

S.8.2 Proof under ignorability–Lemma 4 and Theorem 6

Proof of Lemma 4.

HI1pXq ´ τ ‹
pXq “ E

"

A ´ pπpXq

pπpXqp1 ´ pπpXqq

`

Y ´ pµApXq
˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

*

` pτpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

“ E
"

A ´ pπpXq

pπpXqp1 ´ pπpXqq

`

EpY |A,Xq ´ pµ0pXq ´ ApτpXq
˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

*

` pτpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

“ E
"

A ´ pπpXq

pπpXqp1 ´ pπpXqq

`

EpY |A “ 0, Xq ` Aτ ‹
´ pµ0pXq ´ ApτpXq

˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

*

` pτpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

“
π‹pXq ´ pπpXq

pπpXqp1 ´ pπpXqq

`

µ‹
0pXq ´ pµ0pXq

˘

`

ˆ

1 ´
π‹pXq

pπpXq

˙

`

pτpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

˘

.

Re-parameterizing with τ ‹ “ µ‹
1 ´ µ‹

0 yields

HI1pXq ´ τ ‹
pXq “

´π‹pXq

pπpXq
´ 1

¯´

µ‹
1pXq ´ pµ1pXq

¯

´

´1 ´ π‹pXq

1 ´ pπpXq
´ 1

¯

`

µ‹
0pXq ´ pµ0pXq

˘

.

Proof of Theorem 6. In the following, all expectations and conditional expectations are
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conditional on the first split of the data. Corollary 1 implies that

›

›

›
pτJpXq ´ τ ‹

pXq}2 ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2
›

›

›

8
ÿ

j“J`1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

›

›

›

2
` p1 `

?
2q

›

›

›
HI1pXq ´ τ ‹

pXq

›

›

›

2
.(E.17)

Lemma 4 and the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality gives us

›

›HI1pXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

›

›

2
ď

›

›

›

π‹pXq

pπpXq
´1

›

›

›

4

›

›

pµ1pXq ´µ‹
1pXq

›

›

4
`

›

›

›

1 ´ π‹pXq

1 ´ pπpXq
´1

›

›

›

4

›

›

pµ0pXq ´µ‹
0pXq

›

›

4
.

Plugging this into the oracle inequality (E.17) yields

›

›

pτJpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

›

›

2
ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2
›

›

›

8
ÿ

j“J`1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

›

›

›

2

` 2
›

›

›

π‹pXq

pπpXq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
pµ1pXq ´ µ‹

1pXq

›

›

›

4
`

›

›

›

1 ´ π‹pXq

1 ´ pπpXq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

pµ0pXq ´ µ‹
0pXq

›

›

4
.

S.8.3 Proof of Lemma 2 and Theorem 4

Proof of Lemma 2.

HIpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq “ E

”

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tY ´ phpW,A,Xqu ` ph1 ´ ph0
ˇ

ˇ X
ı

´ τ ‹

“ E
”

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tY ´ phpW,A,Xqu
ˇ

ˇ X
ı

` E
”

ph1 ´ ph0 ´ τ ‹
ˇ

ˇ X
ı

.(E.18)
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The first term of (E.18) amounts to

E
„

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tY ´ phpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

“E
„

E
!

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tY ´ phpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Z,A,X

)

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

(13)
“ E

„

E
!

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tph‹
´ phqpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Z,A,X

)

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

“E
„

E
!

E
”

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tph‹
´ phqpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

ı ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Z,A,X

)

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

“E
„

E
!

E
”

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tph‹
´ phqpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

ı
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X
)

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

“E
„

E
”

␣

Apq1 ´ p1 ´ Aqpq0
(

tph ´ phqpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

ı

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

“E
„

E
”

ApqpZ, 1, Xqtph‹
´ phqpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

ı

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

´ E
„

E
”

␣

p1 ´ AqpqpZ, 0, Xq
(

tph‹
´ phqpW,A,Xqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

ı

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

X

ȷ

.

Therefore,

HIpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq “ E

„

“

Aph‹
´ phqpW, 1, XqErpqpZ, 1, Xq

ˇ

ˇ W, 1, Xs

´ p1 ´ Aqph‹
´ phqpW, 0, XqErpqpZ, 0, Xq|W, 0, Xs ` ph1 ´ ph0

‰

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

´ τ ‹

“ E
„

“

Aph‹
´ phqpW, 1, Xq

␣

ErpqpZ, 1, Xq|W, 1, Xs ´ Erq‹
pZ, 1, Xq|W, 1, Xs

(

´ p1 ´ Aqph‹
´ phqpW, 0, Xq

␣

ErpqpZ, 0, Xq|W, 0, Xs ´ Erq‹
pZ, 0, Xq|W, 0, Xs

(

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

“ E
„

!

Aph‹
´ phqpW, 1, xq

`

pqpZ, 1, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 1, xq

˘

´ p1 ´ Aqph‹
´ phqpW, 0, xq

`

pqpZ, 0, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 0, xq

˘

)
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

, (E.19)

where in the second equality we used ErY paq|Xs “ ErhpW,a,Xq|Xs, so that τ ‹pxq “

Erh‹pW, 1, Xq ´ h‹pW, 0, Xq|X “ xs.
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Proof of Theorem 4. In this proof, all expectations and conditional expectations are con-

ditional on the first split of the data. Corollary 1 implies that

›

›

›
pτJpXq ´ τ ‹

pXq}2 ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2
›

›

›

8
ÿ

j“J`1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

›

›

›

2
` p1 `

?
2q

›

›

›
HIpXq ´ τpXq

›

›

›

2
.(E.20)

Because (E.19) gives that

HIpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq “ E

„

”

Aph‹
´ phqpW, 1, xqE

!

pqpZ, 1, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 1, xq|W,X

)

´ p1 ´ Aqph‹
´ phqpW, 0, xqE

!

pqpZ, 0, xqq‹
pZ, 0, xq|W,X

)ı
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

“ E
„

”

␣h‹

ph
pW, 1, xq ´ 1

(

E
!

pqpZ, 1, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 1, xq|W,X

)

´
␣h‹

ph
pW, 0, xq ´ 1

(

E
!

pqpZ, 0, xqq‹
pZ, 0, xq|W,X

)ı
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

. (E.21)

Similarly,

“ E
„

”

A
␣

pqpZ, 1, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 1, xq

(

E
!

ph‹
´ phqpW, 1, xq|Z,X

)

´ p1 ´ Aq
␣

pqpZ, 0, xq ´ q‹
pZ, 0, xq

(

E
!

ph‹
´ phqpW, 0, xq|Z,X

)ı ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

“ E
„

”

␣

pqpZ, 1, xq

q‹pZ, 1, xq
´ 1

(

E
!

ph‹
´ phqpW, 1, xq|Z,X

)

´
␣

pqpZ, 0, xq

q‹pZ, 0, xq
´ 1

(

E
!

ph‹
´ phqpW, 0, xq|Z,X

)ı
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

. (E.22)
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Lemma 2 gives us

}HIpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq}

2
2 “ EX

#

E2

„

“

ph‹
´ phqpW, 1, xq

`

pqpZ, 1, xq

q‹pZ, 1, xq
´ 1

˘

´ ph‹
´ phqpW, 0, xq

`

pqpZ, 0, xq

q‹pZ, 0, xq
´ 1

˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

+

ď 2EX

#

E2

„

“

ph‹
´ phqpW, 1, Xq

`

pqpZ, 1, Xq

q‹pZ, 1, Xq
´ 1

˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

+

` 2EX

#

E2
ph‹

´ phqpW, 0, Xq
`

pqpZ, 0, Xq

q‹pZ, 0, xq
´ 1

˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
X

ȷ

+

ď 2EW,X

#

E2

„

“

ph‹
´ phqpW, 1, Xq

`

pqpZ, 1, Xq

q‹pZ, 1, Xq
´ 1

˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

ȷ

+

` 2EW,X

#

E2
ph‹

´ phqpW, 0, Xq
`

pqpZ, 0, Xq

q‹pZ, 0, xq
´ 1

˘

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

ȷ

+

ď 2

"

›

›

›
E
“

pqpZ, 1, Xq

q‹pZ, 1, Xq
´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
ph‹

´ phqpW, 1, Xq

›

›

›

4

` 2
›

›

›
E
“

pqpZ, 0, Xq

q‹pZ, 0, Xq
´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
ph‹

´ phqpW, 0, Xq

›

›

›

4

*2

,

where the last inequality is from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Similarly, the third in-

equality can be written so that the outer layer of expectation is taken w.r.t pZ,W q. Lever-

aging (E.21) and (E.22) and plugging the minimum of the two outcomes into the oracle

inequality (E.20) yields

›

›

pτJpXq ´ τ ‹
pXq

›

›

2
ď

d

2σ2J

|I2|
`

?
2
›

›

›

8
ÿ

j“J`1

θ‹
jϕjpXq

›

›

›

2

`min
!

2p1 `
?
2q

›

›

›

pqpZ, 1, Xq

q‹pZ, 1, Xq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
E
“

pph ´ h‹
qpW, 1, Xq|Z,X

‰

›

›

›

4

` 2p1 `
?
2q

›

›

›

pqpZ, 0, Xq

q‹pZ, 0, Xq
´ 1

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
E
“

pph ´ h‹
qpW, 0, Xq|Z,X

‰

›

›

›

4
,

2p1 `
?
2q

›

›

›
E
“

pqpZ, 1, Xq

q‹pZ, 1, Xq
´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
pph ´ h‹

qpW, 1, Xq

›

›

›

4

` 2p1 `
?
2q

›

›

›
E
“

pqpZ, 0, Xq

q‹pZ, 0, Xq
´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
W,X

‰

›

›

›

4

›

›

›
pph ´ h‹

qpW, 0, Xq

›

›

›

4

)

.
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S.9 Additional results for estimating bridge functions

S.9.1 Missing data under MNAR

We state the following minimax lower bound convergence result for the estimation of η‹,

which is a direct application of Theorem 3.2 of Chen and Christensen (2018).

The following are some working conditions of Chen and Christensen (2018), where they

gave the minimax lower bound for this estimation problem along with a method that has

a matching upper bound.

Assumptions for bridge function estimation (bridge): (i) Variables Xi,Wi have

compact rectangular support X ,W Ă Rdx ,Rdw with nonempty interiors and the densities of

Xi,Wi are uniformly bounded away from 0 and 8 on X ,W ; (ii) Yi has compact rectangular

support Y Ă R1 and the density of Yi is uniformly bounded away from 0 and 8 on Y ; (iii)

T : L2pX,W q Ñ L2pX, Y q is injective; (iv)There is a positive decreasing function ν such

that }Tη}2L2pX,Y q
À

ř

j,G,k rη p2jqs
2

xµ, ψ̃j,k,Gy2X,W holds for all η P B8pαη, Lq.

Lemma 5. Assume the 4 conditions above hold for the kernel T of the integral equation

(E.2) with a random sample tpXi, Yi,Wiqu
n
i“1, the following result holds for the optimal rate

for estimating

lim inf
nÑ8

inf
xηn

sup
ηPB8pαη ,Lq

Pη p}pηn ´ η}
8

ě crnq ě c1
ą 0,

where

rn “

»

—

—

—

–

pn{ log nq´αη{p2pαη`ςηq`dx`dwq in the mildly ill-posed case,

plog nq´αη{ςη in the severely ill-posed case.

inf
xηn denotes the infimum over all estimators of η (based on the sample of size n), supηPB8pαη ,Lq Pη

denotes the sup over η P B8pαη, Lq, and distributions of pXi, Yi,Wi, uiq that satisfy Condi-

tion LB with fixed ν, and the finite positive constants c and c1 do not depend on n.

Note that we only focus on the mildly ill-posed case. Chen and Christensen (2018)

established that under some conditions this lower bound is tight under the supremum

norm where they also provided methods that would attain these rates. In addition, a

new paper Chen et al. (2021) proposed a method that would attain this rate while being
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adaptive to the unknown parameters of the function.

S.9.2 CATE under proximal causal inference

The following two lemmas on bridge function estimation for h‹ and q‹ are direct applications

of Theorem 3.2 of Chen and Christensen (2018).

Lemma 6. Assuming the conditions similar to Lemma 5 hold for the kernel T to the integral

equation (13) with a random sample tpXi, Yi,Wi, Ziqu
n
i“1 and that T is mildly ill-posed with

τh “ O
`

J ςh{pdx`dwq
˘

for some ςh ą 0. Then

lim inf
nÑ8

inf
phn

sup
hPB8pαh,Lq

Ph
´

›

›phn ´ h‹
›

›

8
ě cpn{ log nq

´αh{p2pαh`ςhq`dx`dw`1q
¯

ě c1
ą 0,

where inf
phn

denotes the infimum over all estimators of h‹ based on the sample of size n,

suphPB8pαh,Lq Ph denotes the sup over h P B8pαh, Lq.

The next result gives the convergence rate for the estimation of q‹.

Lemma 7. Assume similar conditions for Lemma 5 hold for the kernel T 1 of the integral

equation (14) with a random sample tpXi, Yi,Wi, Ziqu
n
i“1, and that T 1 is mildly ill-posed

with τq “ O
`

J ςq{pdx`dwq
˘

for some ςq ą 0. Then

lim inf
nÑ8

inf
pqn

sup
qPB8pαq ,Lq

Pq
´

›

›

pqn ´ q‹
›

›

8
ě cpn{ log nq

´αq{p2pαq`ςqq`dx`dzq
¯

ě c1
ą 0,

where inf
pqn denotes the infimum over all estimators of q‹ based on the sample of size n,

supqPB8pαq ,Lq Pq denotes the sup over q P B8pαq, Lq.
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