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Abstract

We consider the problem of causal inference based on observational data (or the related
missing data problem) with a binary or discrete treatment variable. In that context we study
counterfactual density estimation, which provides more nuanced information than counterfactual
mean estimation (i.e., the average treatment effect). We impose the shape-constraint of log-
concavity (a unimodality constraint) on the counterfactual densities, and then develop doubly
robust estimators of the log-concave counterfactual density (based on an augmented inverse-
probability weighted pseudo-outcome), and show the consistency in various global metrics of that
estimator. Based on that estimator we also develop asymptotically valid pointwise confidence
intervals for the counterfactual density.

1 Introduction

A common approach to comparing two distributions is to compare their means. In the context
of causal inference, this leads to comparing the mean outcome under assignment of all units in a
population to specific treatment levels. For instance, the average treatment effect (ATE) represents
the difference between the mean outcome had all units been assigned to treatment and the mean
outcome had all units been assigned to control.

Since the mean is a coarse summary of a distribution, comparing distributions by comparing
their means can fail to capture important information. For example, a small difference between
means can be due to a small shift of the entire distribution or a larger shift on a small subset of
the domain. Furthermore, two distributions can have the same mean but be qualitatively distinct.
Hence, there is value in going beyond comparing means, and instead comparing entire distributions.

In this paper, we consider estimation and inference for the counterfactual density function, which

is defined as the density of the potential outcome in the Neyman-Rubin causal model. Comparing



the counterfactual densities under treatment and control can provide more nuanced conclusions
than can be achieved by focusing on the counterfactual means. Recently, Kim et al. (2018) and
Kennedy et al. (2023) considered the problem of counterfactual density estimation. Kim et al.
(2018) developed an estimator based on kernel smoothing, and Kennedy et al. (2023) developed
estimators that are projections of the empirical distribution onto a parametric space based on L,
distances and divergences.

Nonparametric estimation and inference for density functions is more challenging than for
means. One issue is that nonparametric density estimation usually involves careful selection of
one or more tuning parameters, which can be difficult. Another issue is that due to the bias of
nonparametric density estimators, forming confidence intervals (Cls) with good coverage can be
challenging (see, e.g., Chapter 5.7 of Wasserman, 2006).

In many problems, imposing a shape constraint, such as monotonicity or convexity, on the
true function yields methods of estimation and inference that can avoid these challenges. Here,
we will focus on the log-concave shape constraint. Log-concavity can serve as a nonparametric
generalization of normality, since normal densities are log-concave. Many other unimodal and light-
tailed parametric classes are also log-concave, and one useful (though not quite accurate) heuristic
for thinking of log-concavity is ‘densities that are unimodal and light-tailed’. Log-concavity allows
for fully automatic estimation without the need to rely on or select tuning parameters (see e.g.,
Pal et al., 2007, Rufibach, 2006, Diimbgen and Rufibach, 2009). Shape constraints can also yield
more efficient estimation if the shape assumption holds (Birgé, 1989). In addition, using the log-
concavity assumption, methods have been developed to form asymptotically valid Cls for densities
without bias correction. Doss and Wellner (2019a,b) and Deng et al. (2022) developed methods
for CIs based on log-concave estimators that do not rely on the selection of tuning parameters or
on estimation of unknown limit distribution parameters, so that both the estimation and inference
procedure are fully automatic. We refer the reader to Samworth (2018) for an in-depth review of
nonparametric inference for log-concave densities and for additional references.

Motivated by these successes, in this paper we consider inference for the counterfactual density

function under a log-concavity constraint. Estimation and inference for the counterfactual density



function is more challenging than that for an ordinary density because in the causal setting, we
need to adjust for potential confounding variables. As we will discuss in greater detail in Section 3,
our approach is built on a locally efficient, doubly robust estimator of the cumulative distribution
function (CDF), which requires estimation of two nuisance functions, the outcome regression and
propensity score functions. To use the log-concave projection operator (defined below) on a CDF,
that CDF must be bona-fide, meaning it must be non-decreasing, which is not necessarily true for
our initial covariate-adjusted CDF estimator. Thus, we isotonize the initial CDF estimator, and
then proceed to define the log-concave density estimator.

To show our asymptotic results for the log-concave density estimator, we need to show that our
covariate-adjusted and isotonized CDF estimator is consistent in Wasserstein distance, which re-
quires showing that nuisance function estimation error and the effect of isotonization are negligible.
The latter is done in two key lemmas, Lemmas 2 and 3 in Section 4, which may be of independent
interest. We further prove that our density estimate has the same pointwise convergence rate as
in the non-causal setting (Balabdaoui et al., 2009), by again showing the asymptotic negligibility
of the isotonization and nuisance function estimation for the local behavior. However, as opposed
to the non-causal limit distributions, we find that the limit distribution in the causal setting has a
scaling factor that depends on the nuisance functions. We provide a doubly robust procedure for
estimating the scaling factor. In addition, we provide asymptotically valid pointwise Cls based on
the ideas in Deng et al. (2022).

There have been several papers discussing uses of log-concavity (or, relatedly, of convexity/concavity)
in a semiparametric setting. Samworth and Yuan (2012) studied the use of log-concavity in inde-
pendent component analysis, Chen (2015) studied the use of log-concavity in time series models,
and Kuchibhotla et al. (2023) studied the use of convexity in the single index regression model.
However, to the best of our knowledge, ours are the first results that either give the limit distri-
bution or form confidence intervals for a log-concave density in a semiparametric setting, as well
as the first doubly-robust asymptotically valid Cls for the counterfactual density function in the
causal setting.

The paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we define notation, our causal parameter of in-



terest, and its identification in the distribution of the observed data. In Section 3.1, we introduce
a doubly robust one-step estimator of the counterfactual CDF. Since this estimator may not be
monotonically increasing, in Section 3.2, we define a monotone correction procedure to ensure that
our counterfactual CDF estimator is a proper CDF. In Section 3.3, we apply the log-concave projec-
tion operator introduced by Diimbgen et al. (2011) to the monotonically corrected CDF estimator
to obtain a log-concave counterfactual density estimator. In Section 4, we provide conditions under
which our estimator is uniformly consistent. In Section 5.1, we provide conditions under which our
estimator converges pointwise in distribution. In Section 5.2, we use these results to develop CI’s
and provide conditions under which they are asymptotically valid. In Section 6, we introduce an
estimator and CIs based on sample splitting, and provide analogous theoretical results for these
methods. In Section 7 we present simulation studies assessing the finite-sample performance our
methods, and in Section 8 we illustrate our method using data on the impact of a job training
program on future earnings. Proofs of all theorems and lemmas, as well as additional simulation

results, can be found in supplementary material.

2 Causal setup

2.1 Notation

We assume that we observe n independent and identically distributed samples (Z1,...,Z,) of the
generic tuple Z = (X, A4,Y) with support Z = X x A x ). Here, X € X C R? denotes a d-
dimensional vector of potential confounders, A € A = {0,1} a binary treatment, and Y € ) C R
the outcome of interest. We let P, denote the true distribution of Z. We let P(C') and E(X) denote
the probability of an event C' and expectation of a random variable X, which are with respect to
P, unless otherwise noted. We then define n.(y|x,a) := %P(Y < y|X = x,A = a) as the true
conditional density of y given X and A, and m.(a|x) = P(A = a|X = x) as the true propensity
score function. We also use the notation 7, .(y|x) := 7. (y|x, a), 74 «(x) := 7. (a|x) for convenience.

For a real-valued function f and any measure Q on Z, welet Q{f(Z)} = Qf(Z) := [; f(2)dQ(z).

We use P, to denote the empirical measure of the data, so that P,{f(Z)} :=n"1 > I | f(Z;). We



let || fll, := {J f(Z)PdP.(z)}'/P denote the L,(P.) norm and ||gllcc = Sup,ep |g(z)| denote the
supremum norm for a generic function g and its domain U. We set ||f|| := ||f]|2. We define the
class multiplication of two classes of functions F and G as F -G := {fg : f € F,g € G}. We let
—p and —4 denote convergence in probability and distribution, respectively, with respect to P,
and we use “a.s.” for almost sure convergence and “a.e.” for almost everywhere with respect to Pi.
For random vectors U, V, W, We let U 1L V|W mean that U and V are conditionally independent
given W. We let I(A) denote a generic indicator function with an arbitrary statement A which

returns 1 if the statement A is true, and returns 0 otherwise, and we let I4(z) := I(x € A).

2.2 Causal parameter and its identification

We let Y be the Neyman-Rubin counterfactual outcome under assignment to treatment level a
(Rubin, 1974). Throughout, we assume the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA);
i.e., there is a unique version of treatment and control, and each unit’s potential outcomes do not
depend on any other units’ treatment assignments. Our causal estimands of interest are the density
functions p, of Y* for a € {0,1}, which are known as the counterfactual density functions. Since
we do not observe both the potential outcomes for each unit in the population, in order to estimate
P using the observed data, we first need to identify p, with a functional of the distribution P, of

the observed data. To do so, we make the following assumptions.
Assumption 1.

(I1) Consistency: A = a implies that Y =Y for a € {0,1}.
(12) No unmeasured confounding: (A 1L Y*)|X.

(13) Positivity: P(A = a|X) > €g almost surely for some ey > 0.

(14) Log-concavity: p, is a log-concave density for a € {0,1}; i.e., there exist ¢, : R — R for

a € {0,1} such that p, = e and ¢, is concave.

Assumptions (I1)—(I3) are causal assumptions which are commonly employed in the causal

inference literature (Robins, 1986). Assumption (I1) links the observed and potential outcomes.



Assumption (12) says that the potential outcome and the assigned treatment level are conditionally
independent within strata of confounders; for this to hold, sufficiently many confounders must
be collected. The positivity assumption ensures that each subject has a chance of having each

treatment level a regardless of confounder values. Under the Assumptions (I1)—(I13), we have

Paly) = /X 7yl a)dPx (x), (1)

for a € {0,1} (see Section 2 in Kennedy et al., 2023). Assumption (I4) imposes the log-concave
constraint on the counterfactual densities. We note that assumption (I14) is not needed for identifi-
cation of the counterfactual density. However, any continuous log-concave density has a uniformly
continuous CDF, since log-concavity guarantees that p, exists and is unimodal. Many commonly
employed univariate densities are log-concave, including uniform, normal, logistic, Weibull with
shape parameter > 1, Beta(a,b) with a,b > 1, Gamma with shape parameter > 1, x? distribution
with degrees of freedom > 2, and Laplace densities. Hence, log-concavity of p, is a nonparametric
generalization of many commonly employed parametric models. As noted in the introduction, log-
concavity is a reasonable assumption when the density of the outcome is expected to be unimodal
and have sub-exponential tails.

We note that we could weaken Assumption (I4) to allow the possibility of model misspecification
by instead defining our causal parameter of interest as the Kullback-Leibler projection of the true
counterfactual density onto the space of log-concave densities (Diimbgen et al., 2011). We expect
that our theoretical results would continue to hold for the log-concave projection in this case, but

for clarity and simplicity we assume the log-concave assumption holds throughout the paper.

3 Estimation

3.1 One-step CDF estimator

In this section, we define our estimator of the log-concave counterfactual density function p,.
First, we introduce a doubly-robust one-step estimator of the counterfactual CDF using its efficient

influence function. This one-step estimator is not guaranteed to be monotonic or contained in [0, 1],



so we next define a correction procedure to enforce these constraints. Finally, we project this CDF
estimator onto the space of log-concave distributions.

We define the counterfactual CDF under treatment level a as Fy(s) := [ pa(y)dy = E[I(Y* <
s)]. The efficient influence function B, g, , of Fy(s) relative to a nonparametric model is given by
Dy, (s) — Fu(s) for

I(A=a)

Dago.(8)(2) = 7 =5

(Y < 8) = 60 (61X)] + G (51X, (2)

where 04 = (Gap, Ta) fr ¢a(s|x) := [°_ nax(yx)dy the conditional distribution function of Y
given X = x and mq «(x) := P(A = a|X = x) the propensity score function (Kennedy et al., 2023).

We use the efficient influence function to construct a one-step estimator of F,(s) for each
s € R (Bickel, 1982; Pfanzagl, 1982). To do so, we let $a and 7, be estimators of of ¢, . and
Ta,x, respectively. We do not specify a particular form or method for estimating these nuisance
parameters, but rather allow the user to choose their preferred method in a given problem setting.
We provide high-level conditions on the complexity and rates of convergence of these nuisance

estimators needed for our theoretical results in later sections. We then define

n

Fun(s) = 23 { PL 100 <) = BufolX0)] + ButolX0) . ®)
=1

as our one-step estimator of F, for each a € {0,1} and s € R.

3.2 Monotone correction of the one-step estimator

The one-step estimator of the counterfactual CDF ﬁa,n(s) given in (3) is not guaranteed to be a
proper distribution function: it may not be contained in [0, 1], it may not be monotone, and it may
not converge to 0 as s -+ —oo and 1 as s — oco. This poses a problem because we ultimately aim to
project the estimator onto the class of log-concave distributions, but to the best of our knowledge,
this projection operation is currently only defined for proper distribution functions. Furthermore,
even if it could be extended to an appropriate domain, properties of the log-concave projection are

currently only known for proper distribution functions. In this section, we remedy this problem by



defining a corrected version of ﬁa,n that is a proper distribution function so that the log-concave
projection can be applied.
Our correction procedure has three steps: projection onto [0, 1], projection onto monotone

functions over a finite grid, and piecewise constant interpolation. For the first step, we define

~

Fe() = Fun($)1 (0 < Fun(s) < 1) +1 (Fan(s) 21, @)

for all x € R as the projection of ﬁa’n onto [0,1]. Next, we define a finite and possibly random
grid S, (a) = {s1(a),...,8m,(a)} C R for a € {0,1}. We let L,(a) = si1(a),Up(a) = $m, (a), and
dn(a) = sjti1(a) — sj(a) for every j € {1,--- ,m, — 1}. We require the following conditions for the
grid S,,(a). We suppress (a) for our Ly, Uy, Sn, 0,(a) and its elements for notational simplicity.

We denote the support of p, as ({4, ug) where —oo < ¢, < u, < 0.
Assumption G. For a € {0,1}, we assume the following.
(G1) : [s2,5m,] C (la,uq) for all n, and L, —p o, Uy, —p uq,
(G2) : 6n = 0p(1).

In practice, we suggest setting 0, = (Ya.n,max — Ya,nmin)/7, Ln = Yamin —n, and Uy, = Yg n.max,
where Yy p min := Minj<i<p, 4;=¢ Yi and Y p max = Maxi<j<n 4,—q¢ Yi. By Assumptions (I1)—(13),

this choice is guaranteed to satisfy (G1). We then define

mp—1
~ ~ il ~ 2
(Fenls2), oo Fnlsm,-1)) = argmingeemn— Y [ve = Fib(s)] (5)
k=2
where C* = {(c1,--- ,cx) € RF : ¢y < --- < ¢} That is, (ﬁ§7n(52), e ,ﬁg}n(smn,l)) is the isotonic
regression of (F, wn(s2),. . ,ﬁ;?n(smn_l)), which can be obtained using the Pool Adjacent Violators

Algorithm (Ayer et al., 1955) using the isoreg function in R (R Core Team, 2022).
We have now defined an estimator on the grid S, that is monotone and contained in [0, 1]. For

the final step in our correction procedure, we extend this estimator to the entirety of R by defining



the piecewise constant interpolation

0 s € (—o0, s2),
Fon(8) = QFS(s) s €[5k s641) b € {2, .. ,mpy — 1} (6)
1 s € [Uy, 00).

Hence, our corrected estimator Ff, is a right-continuous step function with a finite number of
9’

jumps contained in the grid S,,.

3.3 Log-concave counterfactual density estimator

We now use the log-concave projection operator defined in Diimbgen et al. (2011) to project ﬁgn
onto the space of log-concave distributions and thereby obtain our log-concave counterfactual den-
sity estimator. We let P; be the class of probability measures P on R that are not point masses
and that satisfy fR |z|dP(z) < co. We also define F as the class of log-concave probability density

functions on R. For any @ € P, the log-concave projection operator ¢*(Q) is then defined as

P*(Q) = argmaxfe}—/RlogfdQ. (7)

Existence and uniqueness ¢*(Q) follows from Theorem 2.2 of Diimbgen et al. (2011). We slightly
abuse notation by writing ¢*(Fgp) := ¥*(Q), where Fy is the CDF corresponding to Q.

We now define our log-concave counterfactual density estimator as pg ,, = @D*(ﬁ «n) for each a =
0,1. In words, our estimator is the log-concave projection of the corrected one-step counterfactual
CDF estimator. We can compute w*(ﬁ;n) by applying the active set algorithm of Rufibach (2007)
and Duembgen et al. (2007), which is implemented in the activeSetLogCon function in the R
package logcondens (Diimbgen and Rufibach, 2011). The active set algorithm takes as input
weighted data points, so we pass in the points S, with weights ﬁ;n(sk) — F\;,n(sk—l) for each
Sk € Sp.

We summarize the steps to obtain p, , as follows.



(S1) Define a grid S, = {s1,...,sm, } satisfying (G1) and (G2).

~

(S2) Using the estimated nuisance functions (7, ¢,), compute the doubly-robust one step CDF

estimate ﬁa,n(s) on S, using (3).

(S3) Compute ﬁ;on as the projection of ﬁa,n onto [0,1] as in (4).

(S4) Apply the Pool Adjacent Violators Algorithm to (ﬁac?n(SQ), e ﬁacj’n(smn,l)) to obtain (ﬁ;n(sz), .

as in (5). Set ﬁ;n(Ln) =0 and F\;n(Un) =L

(S5) Apply the Active Set Algorithm to the points {sy : 2 < k < m,,} with corresponding weights
{ﬁ;n(sk) — ﬁ;n(sk,l) :2 <k < my} to obtain Dy, = w*(ﬁ;n)

4 Consistency

In this section, we study double robust consistency of the proposed estimator. In Theorem 1, we
prove that the log-concave MLE py, ,, is uniformly consistent for the true counterfactual density p,
with respect to exponentially weighted uniform and L; global metrics on the real line. We begin
by stating conditions we will use regarding the nuisance estimators. We discuss these conditions in

detail following Theorem 1.
Assumption E. There exist functions Tg oo, Pa,00 Such that:

(E1) : For a € {0,1}, the estimated nuisance functions T, gga satisfy

P, [7a(X) — Tay00(X))? = 0,
r [

(E2) : There exists K > 0 such that ||1/7g 00|00 [|1/Tallcc < K a.s.

N 2
Pa(s|X) — %W(st)( ds] —, 0.

(E3) : s — qAﬁa(s]X) and s — ¢q.00(s|X) are a.s. proper conditional CDFs; i.e., for a.e. X, they
are monotonic in s, take values in [0,1], and converge to 0 and 1 as s converges to —oco, and

o0, respectively.

10
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(E4) : There exist subsets S1,Sy of X x A such that P.(S1|JS2) =1, and

o Ty oo(X) = g x(Xx), for all (x,a) € S,

o $u.o0(8X) = Po(s|x), for all (x,a) € Sy and s € R.

(E5) : There exists R € Lo(Py) such that for all s,t € R

|Pa,00(81X) = P00 (t1X)] < |5 — | R(X).

We next make estimator complexity assumptions to control the empirical process terms. A
class of functions R is called Pi-Glivenko-Cantelli if sup e |(Pn — Pi)f| — 0 a.s. More detailed
description and examples about Glivenko-Cantelli classes can be found in Section 2.4 of van der

Vaart and Wellner (1996).

Assumption EC-I. The estimators 7, and an belong to classes of measurable functions Fr and

Fy, respectively, where:
(EC1) : Fr and {x— ¢(s|x) : s € R, ¢ € Fy} are Py-Glivenko-Cantelli.
(EC2) : There exists h € La(Py) such that [ |s|dp(s|x) < h(x) for all ¢ € Fy and Py-a.e. x and

the class of functions

{ ' ¢(s|-)ds,/oo[1 — ¢(s|-)]ds : t1 € (—00,0], t2 € [0,00), ¢ € .7'"¢}

to

1s P.-Glivenko-Cantelli.

We now state the consistency of our log-concave counterfactual density estimator pg , in weighted

L1 and uniform metrics.

Theorem 1. If conditions (11)-(1}), (G1)-(G2), (E1)-(E5), and (EC1)-(EC2) hold, then

/ e Fun(5) — pa(s)| ds —p 0, (8)
R

11



as n — oo for a € {0,1} and for all e € [0,a), where a > 0 is such that pa(s) < e~ *I*8 for all

s € R and some § € R. If in addition p, is continuous on R, then

sup €°*!|Pan (5) — pa(s)| = 0. (9)
seR

We note that by Lemma 1 of Cule and Samworth (2010), (I4) implies that there always exist o > 0
and § € R such that pa(s) < e~ for all s € R.

We now discuss the conditions and result of Theorem 1. We define

0 (F,G) = /R |F(s) — G(s)|ds. (10)

as the Wasserstein distance between two univariate distribution functions F,G. Condition (E1)
requires that the Ly norms of Tq — 74 o0 and dy (g/Z)\a(|X), gba’oo(-|X)) converge in probability to zero.
Condition (E2) requires that 7, and its limit 7, o are uniformly bounded below, and Condition (E3)
requires that g/ga and ¢4 are proper CDFs. Condition (E4) is satisfied if at least one, but not
necessarily both, of the two nuisance estimators is consistent, namely, 7, 00 = Ta . OF @g00 = Pax-
Therefore, Theorem 1 implies that D is doubly-robust consistent. Condition (E5) requires that
®a,00 is Lipschitz in its first argument, where the Lipschitz constant may depend on x but must be a
square-integrable function of x. Conditions (EC1)—(EC2) restrict the complexity of the estimators
to control empirical process terms. If the support of Y is contained in [—M, M| for some M > 0,
the function classes in (EC1)—(EC2) can be constrained to |s| < M.

Many estimators quba and 7,, including nonparametric and machine learning estimators, can
satisfy our conditions. For example, when the density of X is positive and bounded from above and
below by positive constants on a compact support, quantile regression random forests (Meinshausen
and Ridgeway, 2006) satisfy conditions (E1) and (E3) under regularity conditions (Elie-Dit-Cosaque
and Maume-Deschamps, 2022). Monotone local linear estimators (Das and Politis, 2019) also
satisfy condition (E3), and we conjecture that they satisfy condition (E1) as well under regularity
conditions, but we leave this for future research.

We give an additional example of a semiparametric estimator that satisfies conditions (E1) and

12



(E3). We define p1 : X = E(Y | A=a,X) and 02 : X — Var(Y | A = a,X).

Lemma 1. Suppose ¢q(s|x) = H((s — fla(X))/6a(x)) for a fized CDF H with mean 0 and variance
1 and estimators fi, and 64 such that i, € F1 and 6, € Fa, where Fi and Fa are classes of
measurable functions uniformly bounded by K > 0, and Fa is also uniformly bounded away from 0

by 1/K, the function L : R+~ [0,00) defined as

Lo wp | lHG) - HG)
K(s—K)<s1#s2<K(s+K) |52 - 31|

(11)

satisfies [(|s] + 1)L(s)ds < 0o, and ||fia — pra,cc| —p 0 and ||6q — 0acoll —p 0. Then conditions
(E1) and (E3) are satisfied.

Define the class of functions Fg as follows.

1= {B(s1%) = H((5 ~ 1)/ 1a(X)) : fx) € Fi, 6u(x) € Fo}, (12)

where F1 and Fo satisfy the aforementioned conditions. Suppose that q/b\a € Fyg and F1 X Fo is

endowed with Ly(P.) distance, where

Li((f1,91), (f2,92))(Ps) = Pu | fr = fol + 191 — g2l]-

Without loss of generality, assume that the support of Y* (a € {0,1}) is R. If the Ly (Py) bracketing
number satisfies N|) (e, F1 x Fo, L1(P,)) < 0o for every ¢ > 0 and H~' is Lipschitz continuous on
any compact interval contained in (0,1), then condition (EC1) is satisfied. If in addition Ji(t) :=
fjoo H(s)ds and Jo(t) = [°(1 — H(s))ds satisfy that JY and J; b are Lipschitz continuous on
every compact interval [t, Ji1(0)] and [t, J2(0)], respectively, for every 0 < t, then condition (EC2)

is satisfied.

Many conditional distributions can satisfy the conditions of Lemma 1, such as log-concave CDFs.
Moreover, any union of classes of Fp over finitely many H satisfies the conditions (EC1) and (EC2)
as well. The technical detail for this remark is given in Section B.1 of the supplementary material.

A key element in the proof of Theorem 1 is showing that certain properties of the one-step

13



estimator ﬁam carry over to the corrected one-step estimator ﬁ;n While Westling et al. (2020)
provided general results about monotone corrections using isotonic regression, some of their results
assumed compact support, and their results do not address convergence in Wasserstein distance,
which we need. We provide two lemmas extending the results of Westling et al. (2020) to unbounded
domains, and to convergence in Wasserstein distance. Since these results may be of independent
interest, we state them below. Proofs are given in Sections B.3.1 and B.3.2, respectively, of the

supplementary material.

Lemma 2. If F, is uniformly continuous on R, F,(L,) —, 0, Fo(U,) —p 1, 0, —p 0, and

SupxeR@a,n(x) — Fo(x)| = 0, then ﬁacn(w) —p Fo(z) for all z € R.

Lemma 3. If F, is uniformly continuous on R, Fo(Ly,) —p 0, Fo(Uy,) —p 1, 65, —p 0, SupxeR@a,n(m)—
Fo(x)] =5 0, [gs|dFa(s) < oo, and if

O MAXo<k<my, 1 )Z?:2 RNCHED D Fa(Sj)‘ —p 0, then

/ 5| dF () = / 15| dFu(s).
R R

5 Limit distribution and confidence intervals

5.1 Limit distribution

We now derive the limit distribution of p,n(s0) — pa(so), properly rescaled, at a fixed point sg € R.
We define @, = log(Pan) and ¢, = log(p,). We first state the following regularity assumptions

for the true density.
Assumption R.

(R1) : pa(so) > 0, and there exists w > 0 such that p, is twice continuously differentiable in the

neighborhood Iy, ., = [so — w, o + w] of so.

(R2) : If pll(so) # 0, then set k = 2. Otherwise, assume that k < co is the smallest positive even

integer such that o (sg) = 0 for j = 2,...,k — 1, and o3 (sg) < 0. In addition, ¢ is

continuous in a neighborhood of sq.
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Assumption R is analogous to conditions (A3)-(A4) of Balabdaoui et al. (2009). We note that
concavity of ¢, implies that k is an even integer (see page 7 in Balabdaoui et al., 2009). Next,
we state assumptions on the nuisance estimators that we will need. We recall &1, Sa, and Fr, Fy
defined in Assumption (E4), and for a function f and a set S C Z, we define || f||s := || fIs||, where

|| - || is the La(Px) norm. For any S C Z and s,t € R, we also define

G(5,t:Z; 5) := [[(¢a — Pao0) (t]) = (b0 — da,c0) (s]")]]s-
Assumption E (cont.).
(E6) For all s1,s2 € Iy, defined in condition (R1) the following statements hold:

G(s1,52;Z; 81 NS2)||Ta — Ta,00lls1nS, = |52 — 51| M1,

[Fa = Tacollsinss = op(n~ "/ FHD),

G(s1,82;Z;S1 N S3) = [s2 — s1|Ma,
||%a - 7Ta,oo||8fﬂ$2 = Op(l)v

G(s1,52;Z; ST N S2) = |sg — 51| M3,

where My, Ms, and Ms are random variables that do not depend on s1,s2 and such that M

and Mz are o,(n~*/*+D) and My = 0,(1).

(E7) : There exists Ry € La(Py) and o € (1/2,1] such that for every t,s in a neighborhood of so
and f € Fy, [1(11X) — F(s1X)] < Ra (Xt — s

(E8) : There exists Ry such that P.(R2(X) > 0) > 0 and for all t,s, € ({g,uq),
Ry(X)[t — 5] < [da,00(t|X) — Pa,00(s[X)] -

Assumption EC (cont.).
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(EC3) : There exists V € [0,2) such that for all e > 0,

suplogN (e, Fr, L2(Q)) < eV and
Q
suplogN (e, Fy, L2(Q)) S e V.
Q
The limit distribution of p,, involves the invelope process introduced by Groeneboom et al.

(2001a,b), which we define now. We let W denote a standard two-sided Brownian motion starting

at 0. For each t € R, k € N, we defined the integrated Gaussian process with drift Y; as

[y W(s)ds —th+2,if t >0,
Yk(t) = (13)
[P W (s)ds — 542, if t < 0.

The invelope process Hj, of Y} is then the unique process satisfying:

Hk(t) < Yk(t) for all £ € R,
/ [Hi(t) — Ye(t)] dHE) (1) = 0, and (14)
H l£2) is concave.

The following theorem provides the pointwise limit distribution of the estimator

Theorem 2. If (I1)-(1}), (G1), (E1)-(ES), (EC1)~(E6), and (R1)~(R2) hold and 6, = O,(n~(k+1)/2k+1)),

then for a € {0,1},

n/ D o (s0) ~pa(s0)) | [ exlso, ) B (0 a15)
d 9
nB=D/CR (F(50) — pl (s0) di(s0, o) H (0)
and
n® CEAD(B, 1 (50) — @als0)) N Ci (0, a)HY (0) (16)
d bl
n(=D/@HD (B (50) — gl (50)) Di(s0, pa) Hy (0)
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where, %’n,@gm are the left derivatives of Pan,Pan, and Hy is the lower invelope of the process

Y:.. The asymptotic constants cy, dy, Cy, Dy are given by

(k‘) l/(2/€+1)
Pa "\S0)|PalS
Ck(SOa(pa) = (l(kﬁ—(zo))'i(g (—2)) ) (17)

108 (s0) Ppa(so)® |
[(k 1 2)Pxp, D

( "Pék) (50)|pa(s0) =2 > 1/(2k+1)
( :

dk(SO, gpa) =

k + 2)!)(9(17]f

’¢gk)(50)|3pa(80)_2(k_1) 1/(2k+1)
(k +2)!3x, ~*=1

where xg, = E[;rg;((xx)) na,*(SO‘X)} .

The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Section B.4.2 of the supplementary material. To the
best of our knowledge, Theorem 2 is the first convergence in distribution result for a nonparametric
estimator of the counterfactual density function. In addition, we expect that distributional results
for other nonparametric estimators would be asymptotically biased unless undersmoothing or bias
correction were utilized. Furthermore, Theorem 2 is the first distributional result we are aware of
for a log-concave density in the presence of nuisance function estimation, as well as the first doubly
robust limit distribution for a counterfactual density estimator.

We now discuss the additional conditions required by Theorem 2. Assumption R requires that
Pq 18 k times continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of sg, where k is the smallest even integer

such that gogk)(so) < 0 in a neighborhood of sy. It is assumed that k& < oo, so that p, is not affine

—k/(2k+1)

at so. The rate of convergence of p, ,, is n , so that the closer p, is to affine at sg, the closer

the rate of convergence is to the parametric rate n=1/2.

Assumption (E6) requires that the product of the rates of convergence of quSa and 7, to their
true counterparts is faster than the rate of convergence of ﬁa,n(80)7 n~k/@k+1) - In particular,
(E6) permits that one of the nuisance estimators is misspecified, in which case the other nuisance

estimator must converge faster than n~k/(Zk+1) to the truth. For instance, on the set S; N Ss,

where only 7, is consistent, the condition requires that 7, converges faster than n~k/(2k+1)  Hence,

17



Theorem 2 is a doubly-robust convergence in distribution result. Assumption (E6) also requires a
Lipschitz type of assumption on quba — ¢a,00, Which is easily satisfied. For example, when both ngﬁ and
oo are Lipschitz, then the Lipschitz condition directly follows. In addition, the class Fp defined
in (12) can be another example of (E6), as we will discuss below. Assumption (E7) requires that
the functions in Fy are all Holder in their first argument with common exponent greater than 1/2.
Assumption (E8) is an analogue of condition (ii) in Westling et al. (2020) (see Section 4.1 therein),
and is used to control the variation of the one-step counterfactual CDF estimator.

Condition (EC3) requires that 7, and ¢o are contained in function classes with finite uniform
entropy integral, which is used to control certain empirical process terms. For example, parametric
classes and p-dimensional Holder classes with smoothness exponent v satisfying p/v < 2 satisfy this
condition. Section 2.6 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) contains these and further examples.

We next provide a follow-up to Lemma 1 under which (E7) and (EC3) hold for the special case

Pa(s1X) = H((s — j1a(X))/64(X)) € Fi.

Lemma 4. Suppose the setup and conditions of Lemma 1 hold. Define the Lipschitz constant of

H= on[e,1—¢€ as

Hfl _ Hfl
L=  swp [H ™" (s2) (s1)|

(21)
e<s1#s2<1—¢ ‘52 - 31‘

IflogL. < (1/¢)V, max{|H ' (e)|, |[H (1 — &)} < &=V, and log Njj(e, F1 % Fa, L1(Py)) S

~

(1/e)Y0 for 0 < Vo <V < 2, then (E7) and the second statement of (EC3) hold.

The proof of Lemma 4 is given in Section B.2 of the supplementary material. A wide range
of conditional distributions satisfy this condition, such as normals, exponentials, and gammas. In

addition, we note that the convergence rate of G(s,t;Z;S) is controlled by
G(s,1:2;.5) S |t = s| (e = pacoll + 00 — 0a,00ll)

Hence, when ¢, € Fp, (E6) is satisfied under sufficient rates of convergence of |7, — 74,00/ and

170 = pra,ooll + 100 = Ta00]l-
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5.2 Construction of confidence intervals

We now propose a confidence interval for p,(sg) at a fixed point sp. While Theorem 2 could be
used to construct confidence intervals, doing so would require estimating the asymptotic constants
¢, or Cy in addition to xp,. Since ¢, and Cj depend on the kth derivative of ¢,, these constants
are difficult to estimate, and such a plug-in approach may result in substantial under-coverage
in moderate sample sizes. Instead, we adapt the methods proposed in Deng et al. (2022) to our
setting, which removes the need to estimate cj or C}, but not the need to estimate xjg,.

We recall that p,, = zp*(ﬁ;n) Recalling that &,, is the grid used to isotonize the one-step

counterfactual CDF estimator, we define the set of knots of p, , as

Lap = {t €Sp: Fhp(t—) > Flpn(t+)} U {50,050, } 5 (22)

~ ~

where a, := min{k : 1 < k < my, F,,, > 0} and b, := min{k : 1 < k < m,, F,, < 1}. The
set Ea,n is well-defined and has finite cardinality becuase @, is piecewise linear and @, , = —oo
on R\[sq,,, S, ]|, and the knots only appear in the ordered observations, which is a subset of S,, in
our case (see Diimbgen and Rufibach, 2009 for a detailed justification). We then define the two

adjacent knots to sg as
7.5 (50;a) := inf{t € Ea,n it > so}, and 7, (so;a) :=sup{t € Ea,n it <sp}. (23)

We suppress the dependence of 7,7 and 7,; on sy and a for notational simplicity.

As in Theorem 2.4 of Deng et al. (2022), we define

L = (hf,_ + i)' B (0) and (24)
1 * * 3/2 3

where hp. and hj., are the absolute values of the location of the first touch points of the pair
(Hy,Yy) defined prior to Theorem 2 to 0 from the left and right, respectively (see the paragraph

preceding Lemma 13 of the supplement for more details). Quantiles of the distributions of ]Lg))
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and IL,(;) and their absolute values for k = 2 are displayed in Tables 1 and 2 of Deng et al. (2022).
Using the asymptotic result given by Theorem 2 and the method proposed by Deng et al. (2022),

we define symmetric (1 — «)-level CIs for p,(sg) and pl,(so) as follows:

0\ (@3 50) i= [Pan(50) + (%o, /{n(AT) D> ] (26)

(5 50) = [Pln(s0) % (Ro/{n(A7)*}) 2 D] (27)

where ¢/ are the 1—a quantiles of the distribution of ]IL | for j = 0,1, A7, := 7,7 (s0;a)—7,, (s0;a)

is the distance between the nearest knots to sp, and Xp, is an estimator of xg,. We will discuss
estimation of xp, in Section 5.2.1 below.
The following theorem shows that the CIs proposed in (26) and (27) have asymptotically valid

coverage as long as Xp, is consistent.

Theorem 3. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 2,

n(AT,) (Dun(50) — Pals (0)
V(A7) (B (50) — Pals0)) Iy Lkl
(A3 (B, (50) — Pl(50)) Ly

Hence, if Xo, —p X0, then for any a >0, and a € {0,1}.

lim P, (pa(s0) € I (as 50)) = lim Pu(p(s0) € I8 (550) = 1 - v

a,n
n—o0 ’

As noted above, our Cls are preferable to direct plug-in Cls based on Theorem 2 because they
do not require estimation of higher derivatives of p,. The distance between the left and right knots
adjacent to sq is used to standardize the distribution of P, (s0) and py, ,,(s0) instead. However, our

CIs still require fixing k£ and estimating yg,, which is the subject of the next section.
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5.2.1 Doubly robust estimation of yg,

We now provide a doubly-robust estimator of xg,. We define the limiting uncentered influence

function of F,(s) as

D () = 1 VY £5) = un 61X + 60 (5X), )

with 04 00 = (a,005 Ta,00). We also define the estimated influence function as Daﬁa for é\a = ((Ea, Ta),

and we note that ﬁavn(s) =P,D, ;5 (s) by (3). We suggest the following estimator Xy, » of xa,:

P, {D, 5, (s0+ hn) - Daﬁa(so)}? + Py {D, 5, (50 — hn) - Daﬁa(%)}z
2h, ’

XOan = (29)

where h, = n~? for some b > 0 is a tuning parameter. As we will see in our simulations, the CI’s
are quite robust to the choice of this tuning parameter. We recommend setting h,, = n~1/10 for
simplicity.

The following lemma demonstrates that Xg, , is a consistent estimator of xy, under the previ-

ously stated assumptions. The proof is given in Section B.6 of the supplementary material.

Lemma 5. If the assumptions of Theorem 2 hold, P,R} < oo, and h,} = O(n1/2), then Xg,.n —p

X6, -

6 Sample splitting

In Theorems 1, 2, and 3, we required that the nuisance estimators 7, and aa fall into classes
of functions that satisfy complexity conditions in order to control empirical process terms. In
particular, Assumption EC-I used for Theorem 1 required that 7, and certain transformations
of ?ﬁa fall in to P.- Glivenko-Cantelli classes, and Assumption (EC3) used for Theorems 2 and 3
required that 7, and gga fall into classes that satisfy uniform entropy bounds. The sample splitting
(also known as cross-fitting or double machine learning) approach has been shown to avoid such

complexity constraints, which yields improved performance in high-complexity regimes (Belloni
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et al., 2018; Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Kennedy, 2019; van der Laan et al., 2011). In this section,
we propose a counterfactual density estimator based on sample splitting, and we provide analogues
of Theorems 1, 2, and 3 demonstrating that the asymptotic behavior of this estimator does not
rely on complexity constraints on 7, and $a.

We assuming that N := n/Kj is an integer for an integer Ky > 2 for convenience. We randomly
partition the indices {1,...,n} into Vy, 1, ..., V, k where the cardinality of V, , satisfies |V,, x| = N
for each £ = 1,..., Ky. For our proofs of Theorems 4—6 below, we require the number of folds
satisfies Ko = Op(1). For each k € {1,..., Ko}, we denote Ty, := {1,...,n}\ V, 1 as the indices of
the training set for the k-th fold, and we assume that the nuisance estimators 5%, k= {Ta,—k &Ea,,k}
for the k-th fold are functions of the the training set {Z; : i € 7y, 1 }. We then define the cross fitted

one-step estimator F, aK,? as

Koy L 1 I(A; =a) : ~ A ~ ‘
Fi{n (8) = f Z — gk {M [I(Y; < 3) - ¢a,fk(S|Xz):| + (ba,k(S‘Xz)} ) (30)

for each s € R. We then apply Steps (S3)—(S5) with 13,{(79 in place of F\am to arrive at our cross-fitted

log-concave counterfactual density estimator ﬁf%

6.1 Consistency

We now provide an analogue of the consistency result Theorem 1 for the sample splitting estimator.

We begin by stating conditions we will require.
Assumption E'. There exist functions Tg oo, Pa,c0 Such that:
(E0') : The estimators T, _j and $a,_k are obtained from sample splitting for each k € {1,...,Ky}.

(E1') : For a € {0,1}, the estimated nuisance functions T, _p, $a7,k satisfy

" B 2
1%1}%?[((0 Py [Ra,—£(X) — Ta,00(X)]” =5 0,

0o 2
P, (81X = oo (sX ’ .
s | [ [BucaoX) — dunoX0)] d5] 0
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(E2) : There exists K € (0,00) such that ||1/7g 0llcc, |1/Ta,—kllec < K a.s. for allk € {1,..., Ko}.
(E3) : s+~ q§a7,k(s|X) and s — ¢q,00(s|X) are a.s. proper conditional CDF's for allk € {1,...,Kp}.

We have the following consistency result for the sample splitting estimator, which is an analogue

of Theorem 1. Our proof is provided in Appendix B.7 of the supplementary material.

Theorem 4. If conditions (I1)-(14), (G1)-(G2), (E0 )-(ES'), and (E})-(E5) hold, and the support
of pa is [-M, M] for some M > 0, then

/ e BIFEY () — pa(s)] ds —p O, (31)
R

asn — oo for a € {0,1} and for all € € (0,a), where a > 0 is such that pa(s) < e~ 18 for all

s € R and some € R. If in addition p, is continuous on R, then

sup el pRo(s) = pals)| = 0. (32)
seE

Conditions (E1")—(E3’) are analogous to (E1)—(E3), and discussion of the latter can be found
following Theorem 1. Notably, the sample splitting scheme enables us to avoid the Glivenko-Cantelli

conditions (EC1)—-(EC2), so that the nuisance estimators may be arbitrarily complicated.

6.2 Limit distribution

We now demonstrate that the estimator based on sample splitting has the same asymptotic distri-

bution as the original estimator provided in Theorem 2. We first state a condition we will require.

For k € {1,..., Ko}, we define

G k(s,t;Z;5) = ||($a,—k - ¢a700)(t") - (Q/ga,—k - ¢a700)(5|’)HS'

Assumption E’' (cont.).
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(E6') For all s1,s9 € Iy, 4, the following statements hold:
| max G k(51,52 Z; S1 N S2) 0,k — Tacollsins, = [s2 — s1| M,

7 _ —k/(2k+1
1Ko [Far—k — Tayoollsinsg = op(n ™"/ FH),

| ax G_k(s1,52;Z; S1 N SG) = |s2 — 51| My,

152?(0 170~k = Tacollsgns, = 0p(1),

 ax G_r(s1,82;Z; S{ N S2) = |s2 — s1| Mg,

where M{, M, and M} are random variables that do not depend on s1, sy and such that M|

and M} are 0,(n=*/ ¥+ and My = 0,(1).

We now state the analogue of Theorem 2 for the estimator based on sample splitting. The proof is

given in Section B.8 of the supplementary material.

Theorem 5. If (I1)-(I), (G1), (E0')~(E¥), (E4)—(E5), (EG), (ES), and (R1)-(R2) hold, &, =

Op(n_(k+1)/(2k+1)), and the support of pg is [—M, M| for some M > 0, then for a € {0, 1},

/DG s0) ~palso)) | [ ewlsopa) H(0) )
d . .
(b= D/ D (550 (s0) — iy (s0)) i (50, a) H (0)
Condition (E6’) is analogous to (E6), which was discussed following Theorem 2. As above,

sample splitting allows us to avoid the entropy condition (EC3) and the Holder condition (E7) used

to control empirical process terms.

6.3 Confidence intervals

Finally, we demonstrate that confidence intervals based on the sample-splitting estimator con-
structed in the same manner as those defined in Section 5.2 are asymptotically valid. As with the
proof of Theorem 3, the proof of Theorem 6 below is a direct consequence of Theorem 5, so we

omit it.
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Analogously to (22) and (23), we denote the knots of {55% = log(ﬁéf%) as L£X0 and the knots

a,n
] K — K . K,

adjacent to so as 7 °(so;a) and 7, "°(sp;a). We again suppress the dependence of 7, "** and

—; Ko

72 % on sg and a for notational simplicity. We then define A0 = 70 _ =Ko = Aqin (26)

and (27), we define symmetric (1 — a)-level CIs for p,(so) and p,(so) based on the sample splitting

estimator as

T a0 = [ on) £ (R0 ncariy) 9] (34)
T s0) o= | (50 oo) (R martyy) )] (35)

where )?é( 0

a

is an estimator of yg,. We have the following result regarding asymptotic validity of

these Cls.

Theorem 6. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 5,

n(ATEO) (55 (50) — pa(s0)) L
Ko\3/ /Ko \/ / T TV X 1|’
n(ATEO (559 (s0) — pl(s0)) L

Hence, if Sc\gio —p X0, then for any a >0 and a € {0,1},
lim P (pa(so) € T30 (a;50)) = lim Pi(p)(s0) € ZE)50 (a5 50)) = 1 — a.
n—00 n—00

To estimate xyg, using sample splitting, we propose the estimator )?g(o defined as

a,n

1 i 2
e 3 [Pn {Da’é\a’n,_k (s0+hn) = Doz, (so)}
h=1 (36)
2
+]P)1]?L {Da é\a n,— (SO - hn) o Davé\a n,—k (SO)} :| ’
where P¥ is the empirical distribution of the data in the k-th fold Vi k- We again suggest h,, = n~1/10

as a tuning parameter. As in Lemma 5, consistency of )?5(0 holds under the same conditions as

Theorem 5 as long as h,,! = O(y/n). Hence, this estimator does not require conditions controlling

the complexity of the nuisance estimators.
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7 Simulation study

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to assess our proposed estimator’s performance.
For a given sample size n, we simulate data for each ¢ = 1,...,n in the following steps. First, we
generate X; = (Xj1,..., Xi), where Xj1, ..., X;4 are i.i.d. from UJ0, 1], i.e., the continuous uniform
distribution on [0, 1]. Given X; = x;, we sample A; from a Bernoulli distribution with probability
pi = exp (v;)/[1+exp (v;)] for v; = —=1.540.25z;1 +0.52;90+0.752;3 + x;4. Finally, given X; = x; and
A; = a;, we generate Y; from U[(8 — 4a;) + (2a; — 2)s;, (8 — 4a;) + 2a;s;], where s; = Z?Zl xi;. The
closed-form expression of the marginal density p, of Y is given in Section C.1 of the supplementary
material, and py and p; are displayed in Figure 1(f). The means of pg and p; are both equal to 6
and the variances are both equal to 16/9, but the shapes of py and p; are very different.

For each n € {500, 1000, 2500,4000,6000,8000}, we simulate 1000 datasets using the above
method. For each dataset, we estimate the counterfactual densities using our proposed estimator p,
and the basis expansion method of Kennedy et al. (2023). We attempted to compare our estimator
to Kim et al. (2018) as well, but the estimator may be negative and so requires truncation of negative
values to zero and renormalization, and we experienced numerical instability in this computation.
Hence, we omitted this method from our comparisons. In general, we expect that many of the
strengths and weaknesses of kernel and shape-constrained density estimators are likely to carry
over to the causal setting. We also compare to the log-concave MLE without covariate adjustment
using the activeSetLogCon function from the logcondens package in R (Diimbgen and Rufibach,
2011). We call this the “naive log-concave MLE.”

To assess the double-robustness of the estimators, we consider three settings as follows: both 7,
and qASa are well-specified (Case 1); only 7, is well-specified (Case 2); only gga is well-specified (Case
3). To construct a well-specified estimator 7,, we use a correctly specified logistic regression model.
To construct a mis-specified 7,, we omit X;; and X;3 from the regression model. To construct a
well-specified estimator of ¢1, we first estimate a correctly specified linear regressions of Y; on X;
among 7 with A; = 1, and we then set ji;(x) equal to the maximum of the prediction from this
regression at x and 4 for any x. We then set (Zl(]x) as the CDF of U[4,2/11(x) — 4]. Similarly,

we construct a well-specified estimator of ¢g by estimating a linear regression of Y¥; on X; among @
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with A; = 0, setting fip(x) equal to the minimum of the prediction from this regression at x and
8, and setting ggo(-|x) as the CDF of U[2fig(x) — 8,8]. To construct mis-specified gga, we use the
same procedure as above, but omit X;; and X;4 from the linear regression steps. We also include
the sample splitting version of our estimator studied in Section 6 with Ky = 5 folds.

For the basis method of Kennedy et al. (2023), we use their one-step projection estimator with
a cosine basis series. To facilitate a fair comparison, we estimate /i, in Kennedy et al. (2023) with
i b(t)aa(t\x)dt for ¢ defined above for each basis function b. We truncate negative density values
to 0 and normalized the function to integrate to 1 on its support [min;{Y;}, max;{Y;}]. The method
also requires selecting the number of basis functions to use. We select this tuning parameter in an
oracle fashion: we select the number of basis functions as the one among the set {2,3,...,30} that
achieved the lowest average L; distance between the estimated and true counterfactual densities
for each sample size n. Table 1 in Section C.2 of the supplementary material contains the number
of basis functions selected for each case and sample size.

We measure each estimator’s performance using the average L, distance between the estimated
density and the truth over the 1000 replications for each sample size. We experienced some numer-
ical instability when computing the L, distance of the basis expansion method, especially when the
number of basis functions was more than 25. In our reported L averages, we dropped the instances
where we could not compute the L; distance. We also compare the empirical pointwise coverage
of 95% CT’s based on each estimator. We construct Cls for our estimators using the procedures
described in Sections 5.2 and 6.3. We use h,, = n~ /10 for the tuning parameter in the estimator of
X0, We construct 95% ClIs for the naive log-concave estimator using the procedure of Deng et al.
(2022). For the basis expansion method, we construct CIs using the procedure in the npcausal
package (Kennedy, 2023).

Figures 1(a)-1(c) display the average L; distances of the estimators of p; as a function of n
in the three nuisance estimation scenarios. The results for py are very similar, and can be found
in the supplementary material. Our proposed log-concave estimator consistently had the smallest
average L distance of the three methods for all n values. The average L; distance decreased

as a function of n for our estimator and the basis expansion estimator, but not for the naive
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Figure 1: (a)—(c) Average L; distance between estimators and true p;. In Cases 1, 2, and 3, both
nuisance functions, only the propensity score, and only the conditional CDF are well-specified,
respectively. (d) Empirical coverage probabilities of 95% CIs. (e) The corresponding widths for
each CI from (d). The lines for L and L-sp cannot be visually distinguished for (a)—(e). (f) The true
counterfactual density functions used for the simulations. “B”, “L”, “L-sp”, and “NV” stand for the
basis expansion, log-concave, log-concave with sample splitting, and naive log-concave estimators,
respectively. (g) The true density p; and the density estimates for p; by L and B from a single
simulation based on n = 4000 in Case 1.
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log-concave estimator, which was expected because the counterfactual and marginal densities are
different due to confounding. The average L distances for our method with and without sample
splitting were very similar. We expect the difference to be more substantial if more complicated
nuisance estimators were used. The average L; distances were similar across the three nuisance
estimator specifications, validating the double-robustness of the log-concave and basis expansion
methods.

Figures 1(d)—1(e) display the coverage and average width of 95% ClIs for p; for n = 8000 in the
well-specified nuisance scenario (Case 1). Figures 10-15 and 1621 in the supplementary material
display the results for other cases, pg, and other sample sizes. Our Cls exhibited some undercoverage
where the true density is close to zero when the sample size was smaller (i.e., n = 500,1000),
and exhibited overcoverage where the true density is large. Deng et al. (2022) observed similar
phenomena in the non causal setting. Sample splitting did not meaningfully change coverage in
this simulation design. The basis expansion method had substantial fluctuation in the coverage
from point to point, including undercoverage for some points even with n = 8000. This is because
the basis expansion method is centered around an approximation to the density rather than around
the true density, and this bias interferes with constructing CI’s with valid coverage. The average
width of 95% CI’s for our method were also smaller than that of the basis expansion method in
all sample sizes and cases. Figure 1(g) displays a single simulation result in Case 1 for estimating
p1 with n = 4000. The number of basis function was 26, which was selected because it minimized
average L, distance as described above. As opposed to our estimator, the basis expansion method
suffers from boundary issues as well as instability across the domain, which might be exacerbated
by the bounded support. Finally, the naive log-concave did not achieve nominal coverage in any
case because it is inconsistent, demonstrating again that covariate adjustment in the causal setting

is essential for valid estimation and inference.

8 Data analysis

We use our method to analyze the lalonde dataset from the R package cobalt (Greifer, 2023).

The data was used by Dehejia and Wahba (1999) to study the effectiveness of a job training
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Figure 2: Density estimates and corresponding 95% pointwise Cls for the Lalonde data. P1 and
PO stand for the counterfactual density estimates for each treatment and control group, respec-
tively. (a) Our log-concave estimator. (b) Our estimator with five-fold sample splitting. (c) Basis
expansion estimator (Kennedy et al., 2023).

program on earnings (LaLonde, 1986). The treatment A is an indicator of participation in the
National Supported Work Demonstration job training program. The data contains 185 people with
A =1 and a comparison sample of 429 people with A = 0 from the Population Survey of Income
Dynamics. The outcome Y is the real earnings in US dollars measured in 1978, several years after
completion of the program. We scaled the outcome by 10%. The covariates include demographic
variables (age, race, education, and marital status), and two previous earnings levels measured in
1974 and 1975, which we also scaled by 10%.

We estimated the density of real earnings in 1978 for treatment and control using our proposed
method adjusting for the covariates listed above. We estimated the conditional distribution func-
tion using the location-scale estimator with a gamma distribution as in Lemma 1. We estimated
the propensity score and the conditional mean of the outcome using random forests via the R
package ranger (Wright and Ziegler, 2017). For the conditional mean, we included interactions
between the treatment and covariates as additional predictors in the random forest. To estimate
the conditional variance, we used another random forest with these same predictors and outcome
(Y; — f1;)%, where fi; is the fitted value of the conditional mean for the ith observation. We con-
sidered other several other conditional distribution estimators, including location-scale estimators
with exponential and uniform CDFs, as well as quantile regression random forest (Elie-Dit-Cosaque

and Maume-Deschamps, 2022; Meinshausen and Ridgeway, 2006). We did not find significant dif-
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ferences between the results, so we only present the results from the gamma conditional distribution
function. We also computed the log-concave estimator with sample splitting with Ky = 5 folds and
the same nuisance estimators as above (see Section 6). We set the tuning parameter for estimating
Xo, to be n~1/10, For comparison, we estimated the counterfactual density and corresponding 95%
CIs using the basis expansion method (Kennedy et al., 2023) using the cdensity function in the
R package npcausal (Kennedy, 2023). We again used 5 fold sample splitting and random forests
for the nuisance estimators.

Figure 2 displays the estimated densities. The densities under treatment and control are similar
in shape, but perhaps surprisingly there are regions where the CI's in the upper and lower tails
do not overlap. This is particularly apparent in the results for the sample splitting estimator.
This suggests that, if we believe we have accounted for all sources of confounding and that the
true densities are log-concave, we have evidence of an effect of treatment on the distribution of
income. By contrast, a 95% CI for the ATE (using the ate function in the npcausal package with
default settings) was [—0.10,0.56], indicating there was not a statistically significant difference in
the counterfactual means. Our proposed log-concave estimator does not have the same boundary

issue that the kernel density estimator and/or the projection method encounter on this dataset.

A Empirical processes tools

Given classes Fi,...,F) of functions F; : X — R and a function ¢ : R* — R, let ¢(Fi,..., Fr)
be the class of functions x — ¢(fi(x),..., fx(x)), where f; € F;, for i = 1,..., k. The following

proposition is Theorem 3 in van der Vaart and Wellner (2000).

Proposition 1. Suppose that Fi,...,Fr are P-Glivenko-Cantelli classes of functions, and that
¢ : R¥ = R is continuous. Then H = o(F1,...,Fk) is a P-Glivenko-Cantelli class given that it

has an integrable envelope.

The following lemma that controls empirical process terms under sample splitting scheme and

its proof were provided in Lemma C.3 of Kim et al. (2018).
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Lemma 6. (Sample-splitting). Let P, denote the empirical measure over a set D1, = (Z1,--+ , Zp),
which is i.i.d. from P. Let f be a sample operator (e.g., estimator) constructed in a separate,

independent sample set Da ,, with m observations. Then we have
N2 1o,
P((®,—P)f) <_Pf
n

We state the following proposition that controls empirical processes indexed by classes of func-
tions that change with n. It is Theorem 2.11.22 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996). For each
n, suppose that a class of measurable functions F,, = {f,+ : t € T} indexed by a totally bounded
semimetric space (7, p) admits an envelope function (sequence) F,,. And, further suppose that the

classes Fr 5 = {fn,s — fnr : p(s,t) <6} and .7-"72% 5 are measurable under the probability measure P.
Proposition 2. Suppose that the following holds,
PF; = 0(1),

PF2I(F, > nv/n) — 0, for every n > 0, (37)

sup P(fns— fmt)2 — 0, for every 6, | 0,
p(svt)<6"

and,

on
sup/ \/IogN(eHFn]
Q Jo

Then the sequence {/n(Pn, — P)fns : t € T} is asymptotically tight in €>°(T). Moreover, given

0.2, Fn, L2(Q))de — 0, for every 6, | 0. (38)

that the sequence of covariance functions Pf, sfni — P fn,sP fn: converges pointwise onT' x T', the

sequence {/n(P, — P)fnt:t € T} converges in distribution to a Gaussian process.

Here we state the following proposition that gives bounds for each L,-norm of G,, = \/n(P,, — P)

for function classes F that admit a finite uniform entropy integral.

Proposition 3. Let F be a P-measurable class of measurable functions with measurable envelope
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function F'. Then,

NGull7llp, < J(, AN FNp2vp, — 1<p,

where the entropy integral J(1,F) is given by

d
10.7) = sp |1 108 N (W1 Fllga, 7. La(Q)de
0

where the supremum is taken over all discrete probability measures Q with ||[F||g2 > 0.

B Proofs of theorems, lemmas

B.1 Proof of Lemma 1

First, we show (E1), since (E3) is trivial. Under the conditions in Lemma 1, we have

5 — fia(X) _ S — Ma,OO(X) s
P () - ( 7ol )|
s — f1a(X) 57 Ha, 0 (X) s
§P*/RL(S) 5 (X) O’aoo(X) ‘d
8(0a(X) — 04,0(X)) | Ga(X)(Ha,00(X) — ﬂa(X))+ﬂa(X)(5a(X) — 04,0(X)) s
<P [ 10| 0(X) 000 (X) !

IN

(
P, /R L(s) [(B?]s] + E)[60(X) — G0 (X)] + Kjia(X) — fta00 (X)]] ds — 0.

Now, we show (EC1) and (EC2). For each € > 0, there exists 0 < ¢y < 1 which satisfies
H(s) < e when s < K(H '(eg) + K), and 1 — H(s) < € when s > K(H (1 — ¢) — K). Define
L := max,cg L(s) and L, as a Lipschitz constant for H~! on the interval [ep, 1 — ¢p]. We further
let Kp ., as max{|H *(e)|,|[H 1(1 — €)|}. By the bracketing number condition on the class
F1 X Fa, we have finite number of brackets (f14,91.i), (fu,is 9ui) Wwhere Li((fi4,91.4)s (fusis Gui)) (Px) <
¢/(2L(K® + Kp,)) for 1 < i < N where Ne = Nep iy, = Ny(e/QLIK® + Kug,)), Fi %
Fa,L1(P)). Now we construct the brackets for the class Fy at H((s — f)/g) by H((H (¢;) —

fui)/9ui)s H((H Y (€j4i) — f1:)/91:), where (f, g) has lower and upper brackets (f1:,91i), (fu,i» Gu,i)
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and H™1(e;) < s < H (€j4+1), and 0 < (ej41—€;) < €/(2LLe, K) for 1 <i < N/ —1, €1 = €, en7 =
1 — €p. As in Section B.1, assuming that K > 1 without loss of generality, for ¢g < s < 1 — ¢y, we

have

p g <H_1(6j) - fu,i> g (H_l(EjH) - fl,i)'
Gu,i Gii

Gui(fui — f1) + fui(Gui — gu4)
Gu,iGii

gri(H ' (ej) = H Mej41)) + H Mej41)(9ui — Guyi)

Gu,iGii

<i|p

+ P

|

< L(K? + Ku o) L ((friy 914) s (Fusis 9ui)) (Pe) + LLeg K (€44 — €5)

<e.

In addition, since H(s) < e on s € (—oo, K(H'(¢y) + K)], 0 and H(K(H '(eg) + K) can serve as
lower and upper bracket for any H((s — f)/g) € Fu with s € (—oo, K(H (o) + K)]. Analogous
brackets 1 and H(K(H'(1 — ) — K) work for the case s > K(H!(1 — ¢) — K). Thus, we have
Ny(e, Fir, L1(P.)) < NeN! + 2 < oo, and this implies the condition (EC1).

To show (EC2), first we notice that, the primitive fioo H((s— f)/g)ds is gJi((t — f)/g) in
t € (—00,0], similarly one can see the primitive [;°(1— H((s — f)/g))ds is gJo((t — f)/g) in
t € [0,00). Ji and Jy are uniformly bounded on (—o0,0], [0,00) by sufficiently large K; > 0,
respectively, since H has finite first moment, which implies fi)oo H(s)ds + [;° (1 —H(s))ds < co.
Recalling that F3 is uniformly bounded by K, as in the derivation steps to show (EC1), there exists

M, < 0 such that J(s) < e when s < K(J;}(My,) + K), for each ¢ > 0. Now, for general bracket
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pairs, we have,

Py

91i1 <m) — Gu,iJ1 (Jl_l(ﬁjﬂ) ~ fl,i)‘

Gu,i 9ii
-1

(915 — Gu,i) 1 < oo

g [ () ()
o Gu,i Gii

Gui(fui — f1.i) + fu,i(Gui — 91,i)
Gu,iGii

g1 (J7 (€)= Iy (e541)) + J7H(€540) (916 — Gusi)

Gu,iGi,i

+ P

< KjPi|gui — 91i| + Ly, KPs

Y

where L, is a Lipschitz constant of J; ! on [Mj,, J1(0)]. Analogous derivation to steps for proving
(EC1) can be directly applied to control the last term above, since J; has global Lipschitz constant
1 because of condition (E3). In addition, similar reasoning can be applied to J, on t > 0. So we

omit the proof.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 4

We showed that Nyj(e, Fp, L1(Px)) is controlled by NN/ in Section B.1. If H(K(H '(eg)+K)) =,
then one can approximate ¢y with H (H_l(#) Similarly, if 1 — H(s) = H(K(H'(1-¢) — K)),
then one can approximate 1 — ¢y with H (H_l(l#) Since we assumed K >> 1, one can

approxiamtely control H () < (H '(¢) — K)/K and H (1 —¢) > (H (1 —¢) + K)/K. This

Le

implies that one can approximately control [eg,1 — €] by [e,1 — ¢]. Thus, we have N/ < =

approximately. Hence, one could control log N! approximately by log(Lc/e) < (1/€)V — log(e).
Furthermore, Kp ., = max{|H '(eo)|, |H (1 — €)|} can be further approximately bounded by
Kpg e :=max{|H 1(e)|,|H (1 — €)|}. This yields

log N, <

~

log N[](E/K}Le,fl X fg, Ll(P*))

< (Kme/e)™ < (1/)",

since KEOE < (1/€)V=". Thus, log N, +log N! < (1/¢)V —log(e), and this implies condition (ET7).
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B.3 Proof of Theorem 1

We first provide proofs of Lemma 2 and 3.

B.3.1 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. For any z € R, |ﬁ;0n(at) — Fo(z)| < |ﬁan(m) — F,(z)|. Moreover,

|Fg (@) = Fa()| = Iz < Ln) Fa(@) + I(z > Up)[1 = Fo())
FI(Ln < @ < U)| B (0) - Fule)]
S Fo(Lp) +[1 = Fo(Up)] + I(Ln <7 < Un)|ﬁ;,n(3§) — Fo(z)]

= 0p(1) + I(Ln < x < Up)|EE () — Fa(2)].
If L, <z < U,, then there exists k € {1,...,m,, — 1} such that = € [sg, sg+1). Then,

|Fo (@) = Fu(@)| = | (sx) = Fu()]

< |FE . (sk) — Fa(si)| + | Fa(si) — Fa()|,

(39)

and |F,(sk) — Fu(x)| = 0p(1) because Fy, is uniformly continuous and |s; — z| < d,, —, 0. We also

have

e |y, (st) — Fa(se)| < max | S, (sx) = Fa(s)| < max [Fun(si) = Fa(se)| = 0.

where the first inequality is from Theorem 1(i) of Westling et al. (2020).

B.3.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. We can write

. Ly _ U, ~
Jsti{Fa - Fuo)} = [ isla{Frne) - R+ [ {Froo) - o))

—00

+ [ C1a {Frto) - R}
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Since ﬁjn(s) =0 for s < L,, and ﬁ;n(s) =1 for s > U,,

/Ln |s] d{ﬁ,f,n(S) — Fa(S)} = /Ln |s|dF,(s), and

—0o0 —0o0

sl {Br(s) - Fu()y =~ [ IsldEu(s)
1. /

n

Since [p [s|dF,(s) < 00, Fo(Lyp) —p 0, and Fy(Up) —p 1 by assumption, ff; |s|dF,(s) = op(1)
and on: |s|dFa(s) = op(1).
Now, it suffices to study the limiting behavior of fLU: |s| d {ﬁ;n(s) - Fa(s)}. First, we have
UnVO

Up - UnAO N ~
[ sa{Few - R} = [ sa{Fre - R} [ s {F ) - o)

UnVO

UnnO R .
:—/LHAO sd{Fam(s)—Fa(s)}—i—/ano sd{Fe,(s) ~ Fuls)}

Furthermore, we obtain

UnnO ~ R
/L sd{Fg(s) — Fa()} = Un £ 0) { B (U 7 0) = Eu(Un 10))

A

— (Ln A0) { B o (Ln A 0) = Fy(L 7 0) }
UnhO
—/ {an(s) —Fa(s)} ds.
LnAO ’
Since ﬁgn(Un) =1,
(U 7 0) { B (U A 0) = FalUn A0) }| < U1 = Fu(Un),
which is 0p(1) by assumption. Similarly, since ﬁ;’n(Ln) =0,
(L A 0) { e (Lo 70) = Fu(Ln AO) ] < | Ll FulL),

which is 0,(1) by assumption. By a similar derivation for LUn "Vvoosd {ﬁgn(s) - Fa(s)}, we then
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have

Un = UnNO
/Ln |5|d{Fa,n(S) - Fa(s)} = /Ln/\() {Fm(s) —Fa(s)} ds

+ /LUHVO {ﬁjn(s) - Fa(s)} ds + 0p(1).

n VO

Let J :={k:1<k<m,—1,L,V0<s;<U,VO0}. Then,

P (S SRR
= 6 Y {1 Feas0)] — - Fulsw)])

keJq
U,VO0
s, k; 1= Fy(si)] + /ano 1= Fu(s)] ds
keJy
U,VO0
s k; 1= Fy(s)] + /ano 1 — Fy(s)] ds.

We then have

S{Fa R0 = Y {0 -Fa} - Y {Fals) - Fuls)

keJi 1<k, sp <Up VO 1<k, s, <Ln VO
= Y AR -FRe0)- > {Feals) - Falsw) )
2<k, s <Un VO 2<k, sp <LnVO0

Thus,

k
5 (o )| <205~ (P - £t}

keJy

Now, by Marshall’s inequality (see, e.g., Exercise 3.1-c in Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014), we
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have

k k
2., max Z;{Fs,n(sj)Fa(sj)} <25, max X;{FO _ a(sj)} ,
J= J=

which is 0,(1) by assumption. Next, since 1 — F, is non-increasing, we have

U, VO
5. 311 3k+1]</L 1= Fu(s)] ds < 6, 5 [1 = Fu(s

ke, nVO0 ke,

Hence,

Un VO
On L= Fa(si)] - /L [1— F.(s)] ds

n V0

<On | > [ = Falsi)] = D [1 = Fa(si)]

keJi keJy

=y |[1 - Fa(3k2+1)] - [1 - Fa(5k1)]|

where k1 and ko are the minimal and maximal elements of Jy, respectively. Therefore,

UnVO
/L {Fav”(s) - Fa(s)} ds = 0p(1).

nVO

An analogous argument shows that

UnhO
| {Frne) = o)} ds = o),

n/A\O

which completes the proof. O

B.3.3 Proof of the main consistency result

First, we state and prove the following lemma which relates the Levy distance and the Wasserstein

distance.
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Lemma 7. For any CDFs F and G on R, L*(F,G) < di(F,G).

Proof. If L(F,G) = 0 then the result is trivial. If L(F,G) > 0, then for any h € R such that 0 <
h < L(F,G), by definition of the Levy distance, either F'(x —h) —h > G(x) or G(z) > F(z+h)+h
for some x € R. If G(z) > F(x + h) + h, then by monotonicity of F' and G, G(y) > F(y) + h for

all y € (z,z + h). Hence,

x+h
0 (F,G) > / F(y) — Gy)| dy > B2,

x

If F(x — h) —h > G(z), then an identical calculation yields the same result. Hence, di(F,G) > h?

for all 0 < h < L(F,G), and taking the limit as h 1 L(F,G) yields the result. O

Proof of Theorem 1
Now, we give the main proof of Theorem 1.

Proof. We first show that the result follows if dy(Fy,,, Fu) —p 0. If di(Fy,,, Fu) —p 0, then any

~

subsequence {n;} of N has a further subsequence {ny, } for which d; (F, Gk,

F,) —4.5. 0. Proposition

2-(c) of Cule and Samworth (2010), this implies that for any ¢ € (0, a),

/ e€|s||ﬁa,nkl (s) — pa(s)| ds —4.s. 0, (40)
R

since pq(s) < e~@s1*8 by assumption. Hence, for any subsequence {n;} of N, there exists a fur-
ther subsequence {ng,} such that [ 6€|s|’ﬁa,nkl (s) — pa(s)|ds —a.s 0 holds, which implies that
Jz eclsl |Pa,ny, (8) — Pa(s)| ds —p 0. Since this implies the total variation distance converges in prob-
ability to zero, and convergence in total variation implies convergence in distribution, by a similar
subsequence argument and the second statement of Proposition 2-(c) of Cule and Samworth (2010),
continuity of p, further implies that sup,cg €%*!|Pa.n(s) — pa(s)| —p 0. Therefore, the result follows
if dl(ﬁ(in, F,) —p 0. Furthermore, dl(ﬁ(in, F,) —p 0 if and only if F\in(s) —p Fy(s) for all s € R
and [, ]s]dﬁ;n(s) —p Jg |s|dFu(s) (see, e.g., page 407 of Pnanteros et al., 2019), so it suffices to
show these two statements.

We start by showing that ﬁ;n(s) —p Fo(s) for all s € R. If sup,cp |ﬁan(s) — F,(s)| —=p 0, then

40



since the other conditions of Lemma 2 hold by assumption, it follows that ﬁ;n(s) —p Fo(s) for all
s € R. Hence, it is sufficient to show that sup,cp |1/7\an(s) — Fu(s)| =, 0.

For each s € R, by Assumptions (I1), (I2), and the tower property, we have

P.Dug.. () = P. [“A:) (1Y < 5) = Gune(s1X)} + ¢a,oo<s|X>]

— Ta *( ) B ) .
=P, |:7Ta,oo(X) {(Zsa *( ‘X) ¢a,oo( ’X)} +¢a,oo( ’X):| )

Furthermore, by (E4),

P, [ Tar(X) ¢ (51X) — Gne (51X)} + e (51X)

oK)
= P10 € ) 00 100 (61X = (6P} +1(X € S0 (o150
# P10 € 8703 100 (61%) = (610} + 10X € $2)00 (6150
= P[0 € ) P00 (00 61%) = (o0} + 10X € S0 (51X
P10 € 853 10, 61%) = 00,50} +1(X € 82100 (51%)

= P, [I(X € Sl)¢a,*(5|x)] + P* [I(X € SZ)Qba,*(S’X)]

= P [¢a,*(S|X)] = Fa(S).

Hence, P.Dqyyg, .. (5) = Fa(s).
Now, since ﬁaﬂn(s) =PnD, 5 (s) and PiDgy, . (s) = Fa(s), by adding and subtracting terms

we can write

~

Fun(s) = Fa(s) = (Pa = P.)D, 5. () + P [ D, 5. (5) = Dag, . (5)] - (41)

For the first term of (41), we note that by conditions (E2) and (EC1), for all s € R,

I(A=a)

D 5 (s):(V,A,X)— #X)

a,0q

(107 < 8) = Ga(s1X)] + Buls1X)

G.Fa = {g(f177r7f27¢a):f1 E./—"l,ﬂefﬂ—,fQEFQ,(baeF(ﬁ}’
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where g : {0,1} x [1, K] x[0,1] x [0, 1] — R is given by g(a,b, ¢,d) = §(c—d)+d, Fi is the singleton
class containing the function A — I(A = a), and F2 := {Y — I(Y < s) : s € R}. Here, g is a
continuous function, and Fi, Fr, F2, and Fy are P,-Glivenko-Cantelli by (EC1) and Example 2.6.1
of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996). Thus, by Theorem 3 of van der Vaart and Wellner (2000),

F%is Py-Glivenko-Cantelli as well. Hence,

sup’(Pn—P*)Daea( )‘ < sup |(Pn = P)f| a0
seR fer

Using total expectation, we can write the second summand in (41) as

=P, [I(A = a) {J(Y <s)— $a(s!X)} {%a(lx) - wa,:(X)}
e TX;} {6u(61) ~ due 50}

= P |2 s {usX) = 61X } (30 — e (X)) (43)
W—<X> X b (a5 TR (X

+ ﬁa(X)ﬂ'a,oo(X) {¢a,00( |X) ¢a,*( |X)}{ a(X) a,oo(X)} (44)

{25} - i)

Hence, by (E2) and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

up P D, 5, (5) = Do ()] | £ K2 { Pu a(X) - ro (P}

seR

+ K {SUP Py [(Ea(S’X) - ¢a,OO(S|X)}2}1/2 )

up to a constant, since §a, 04,00, 0a « are less than a universal upper bound 1. By (E1), the first term
is op(1). To show that (E1) also implies the second term is op(1), we introduce the Lévy metric,

which is associated with the Wasserstein distance (see Lemma 7). For two cumulative distribution
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functions F,G : R+ [0, 1], the Lévy distance between F' and G is defined as

L(F,G):=inf{e >0: F(x —¢) —e < G(x) < F(x +¢) +¢, Vz € R}

We then define

LX) = L (00 (1X), B 1X))

for all X € X. Then, by the definition of the Lévy metric, for all s € R and X € X we have

Pa00(5 — L(X)|X) — L(X) < da(5/X) < Gaoo(s + L(X)|X) + L(X).

Hence,

’&Ea(8|X) - ¢a,oo(5‘X)|

= max {$a(s|X) — Ga,00(5|1X), da,00(51X) —

GalsX) }

= max { |9 (5X) = Guoc(s + LX)IX)| + [Ga00(s + LXIX) = G000 51X

G50 (51X) = G0 (s — LX) X)

+ [P (s = LX)X) = da(s1X)| }

< max { L(X) + [ (s + LOOIX) = e (s%)]

G0 (51X) = G005 = LX) X)|

—w (s, ﬁ(X)\X) + I(X),

where we define

+ E(X)}

w('s» k|X) = maX{¢a,oo(£ + k|X) - ¢a,oo(5|X)v ¢a,oo(5|X) - d)a,oo(s - k|X)}

for all k,s € R and X € X. Hence,

sup P, { Ga(sX) — qba,oo(s\X)}2 < 2sup Paw(s, L(X)[X)? + 2P.L(X)*.

seR seR
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By Lemma 7 (and Assumption (E3)), we have

PLXP < P [ 13u(61X) ~ dune 50| ds.

so by (E1), we have P,L(X)? = 0,(1). By Jensen’s inequality, the fact that |w(-,|-)| < 1, Assump-

tion (E5), and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

sup Paw(s, L(X)|X)?
seR seR

w(s, L(X)|X)|

< P.sup [u(s, L(X)|X)|
seR

<P {i}(X)R(X)}
< [p-{izeor}] " p gireory .

which is o,(1).
We have now shown that both summands of (41) are 0,(1) uniformly on s € R, so we conclude
that sup,ep |Fan(s) — Fa(s)| = 0p(1), and hence S (s) =, Fa(s) for all s € R.

We now show that [ |s] dﬁgm(s) —p Jr |s| dFa(s). If we can show that

k
e[ - R ()

then the result follows by Lemma 3, since the other conditions of Lemma 3 hold by assumption

44



and by the derivation above. We have

j=2 j=2
k k k

<0, i NS [ Fe(s;) = Fanlsg)] | + |30 Fanls) = 3 Fulsy)

7j=2 7j=2 j=2

k ~ o~
<0y, max ZZ I {Fw(s]) < 0} Fon(s;) (48)

j:
+ 0On, pomax I {Fam(sj) > 1} [1 - Fan(s])} ‘ (49)

+ 6, max
2<k<mpn—1

We show that each of these three summands is 0,(1) in turn. First, we study (48). We define A,
as max{sy : ﬁa,n(sk) < 0,1 <k <m,—1}. We note that only the case where A, > L, matters,

since if A,, = L,, then the expression is zero. We then have

k=1,5,<An
<oy, Z F\a,n(sk))
k=1, <An
= |don Z Favn(sk)’ —/ Fa,n(s)‘ ds +/ Fa,n(s)‘ ds
k:LSkSAn L” Ln
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Funa(s) = ;Z; [I(éz;)ahm < 5) + Ga(s/X:)
Fanals) = 3 ;A(;)“) Ga(5/Xi)

By Assumptions (E2) and (E3), ﬁa,n,l(s) and ﬁa,ng(s) are uniformly bounded monotone functions.

Therefore, there exists a constant C' < oo, independent of n, such that
A7L
J.

which is 0,(1). To show that [ "

ﬁa,n(s)‘ ds — 0, Z ‘F\an(sk)‘ < Cop,

k=1,5p,<An

ﬁa,n(s)‘ ds —p 0, we define €, := sup g |ﬁa,n(s) — F,(s)]. Since
ﬁ(w(An) < 0if A, > L,, we have F,(A,) < ﬁ(w(An) +éen < &n, 50 Ay < Fl(en). If ug > —o0,

then since sp > u, by assumption, we have A, > L, = sy — 6, > ug — 0,. Then, since |Fg | is

uniformly bounded, fLAn" ﬁan(s)‘ ds is bounded up to a constant by A, — L, < F; '(g,) — tgq + 0.
Since &, —p 0, F;Y(en) —p g, so this is oy(1). If u, = —oo, then A, < F,1(g,) —p —c0 by
uniform continuity of Fy,. Hence,

/An
Ly

An =N
Fa,n(s)‘ ds —, 0

ﬁayn(s)‘ ds < /

—0o0
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as long as f?oo

F\am(s)‘ ds < oo, which we now show. By definition and Assumption (E2),

0 0
IE/ Fa,n(s)‘ ds :E/ P,D, é\a(S)‘ ds (51)

—00 —00

+E{i; 1_1(%131'(;)“)} /;@(s\xims }
< kmpyl+ (4 K0B] [ e as) (52)

which is finite by log-concavity of the distriution of Y* and Assumption (EC2). Hence, ffoo

ﬁa’n(s)’ ds <
oo almost surely. Therefore, (48) is 0,(1). Similar reasoning can be applied to show that (49) is
0p(1), so we omit the details.

Finally, we prove that
k R k
On_max > Fan(s;) = Y Fals;)| = 0p(1), (53)

from which it will follow that [ |s| dE, 0 (s) = iz |8/ dFa(s). Then, where F, ,(z) == Fyp()I(z <

~

0) + [Fon(x) — 1]I(z > 0) and Fy(z) := F,(z)I(z < 0) + [Fu(z) — 1]I(z > 0), we have

Jj=2 Jj=2
k _ k _
= 0n ZFa,n(Sj) - ZFG(SJ)
7j=2 7j=2
< /Ln [Fa,n(s) - Fa(s)} ds
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As above, we can write Fy, as the difference of two monotone functions, and F, is monotone by

definition, so that

Furthermore,

Sk _ _

/ Fa,n - Fa}
n o

< |/
L,<t<Upn |JL

t Ln . .
= sup / [Fa,n_Fa] _/ [Fa,n_Fa}
Lp<t<Un,

max
2<k<my,—1

Ln ~ t o ~
< / [ a,n_Fa] + sup / [Fa,n_Fa]
—00 Lp<t<Up |J—00
t
< 2sup / Fon—F,
teR |J—oco - -
t oL - t o ~
< 2sup / Fun — By ||+ 25up / B — F
t<0 |J—o0 * - 0<t |J—o0
t o - 0 t R
< 2sup / Fom —Fol| +2 / [Faﬁn—Fa} + 2sup / [{1—Fa’n} —{1—Fa}H
t<0 |J—oo - - -0 0<t [Jo
t o - t N
§4SUP/ Fa,n_Fa +25up/ |:{1_Fa,n}_{1_Fa}H7
t<0 |J—oo L : o<t |Jo

where the fifth inequality holds due to ffoo = ff’oo + fg We also have

[0

sup
0<t
<owp| [*[{1-Funf - ][ +| [ [1- B} - 01 R
< 25up /too [{1—1?@,”}—{1—&}”
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Thus, (53) follows if

2131%) /_too [ﬁan - Fa} = 0p(1) and
sup /too Hl - ﬁa,n} -{1- Fa}] ' = op(1).

We only check the first statement in the preceding display, since similar reasoning can be applied

to the second statement. We use the decomposition established in (41):

~

Fun(s) = Fa(s) =PuD, 5 (5) = PeDa g, o ()

= (P, — P*)Da,éa(s) + P, Daﬁa(s) —Dap, .. ()| - (54)
For the second term in (54), as in (43)—(45), we can write

/ P, [Da 5 () — Daﬂam(s)} ds = P, [Q1(t,Z) + Qa(t,Z) + Qs3(t, Z)]

Wa
—0oQ

for

RalX) = Tace(X) [* (3

Qu(0.2) = TE=Ze ) [ {5,610 — due (X | . (55)
0 (X) {FalX) ~ (X} [ X e

Qu(1,2) = TRl [ X)X} ds (60
Tac0(X) — o (X) [T [~

Qu(1,2) = 20t [ {Gu(6fX) — Gune(olX) | s (57)

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

t . 2
sup | P.Q1(t,Z)|]* < K2sup P, [/ {Ba(sIX) = dune(s1X) | ds]
<0 <0 —00

X Py [Fa(X) = Ta,00 (X))

sup |P.Qa(t,Z)]* < K*C1 P, [Ra(X) — a0 (X)]?
t<

t . 2
sup | P.Qs(t, Z)|* < K*sup P, [/ {Ba(51X) = bu,00(s1X) } ds]

t<0 t<0 —00
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2 2
where Cy = 2P, U_Ooo ¢a7oo(s|X)d8] +2P, [fi)oo ¢a,*(S|X)ds} . By assumption (E1), Py [Fa(X) — Ta.00(X)]* =

op(1). We also have

sap. | [ {60 - bun(ei0} o <[

2
(5%) — ) s

which is also o,(1) by (E1). This further implies that f?oo Ga,00(8|X) ds € La(Py) by Assumption

(EC2). Additionally, by (I1) and (12), Jensen’s inequality, and the tower property,

P, [ / OOO dun(5%) dsr <P [ I rsrd¢a,*<s|x>r

=E [E()Y*||IX)]?
<EE [(Y*)*[X]

=K [(YG)Q} )

which is finite by (I4) since log-concave distributions have finite moments. Thus, C1 < co. We

conclude that sup,<, |P:Q;(t, X)| = 0p(1) for j € {1,2,3}, which implies that

t
sup / P, [Da§ (s) — Dapg, oo(s)} ds| — 0.
te(—o0,0] |/ —o0 e ’
Finally, we show that the first term in (54) is o,(1). We have
t
/ (Pn — P)D, 5. (s)ds
I(A=a)
=P, — P) | —==3 I(Y <t)( o(s1X) d o(8]X) 58
@ p) | - [ aexaste [ G o9

Hence, similar to (42), we can write

/t (P, — P)D, ;. (s) ds

—0o0

sup

< sup |(P, — P f],
<0

fe mt
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where

]:i%t = {g(flawaf37f4) : fl 6]:1,71- E]:ﬂ'af3 E‘/‘—:?)af4 E]:4}

for g and F defined following (42), F3 :={Y — I(Y <t)(t = Y) : t € (—00,0]}, and Fy := {X — ffoo ba(s|X)ds :
The classes F1 and F are P,-Glivenko Cantelli as noted above. For F3, we note that sup,<( |(P, —
PH)(Y —t)| = |(Pn, — P.)Y| —4s 0 because P,|Y| < oo, so the class {Y — Y — ¢ : ¢t < 0} is Pi-
Glivenko Cantelli. Hence, since {Y — I(Y <) : ¢ < 0} is also P.-Glivenko Cantelli and Y — |Y] is
an envelope for F3, F3 is P,-Glivenko Cantelli by Proposition 1. Finally, F4 is P,-Glivenko-Cantelli

by Assumption (EC2). Also by (EC2), an envelope function for F2, is given by
KI(A=a){lY|+ h(X)} + h(X)

Since E[I(A = a)|Y]] < E|Y? < oo, and h(X) € La(Ps) by assumption (EC2), this envelope
function is integrable. Thus, by Theorem 3 in van der Vaart and Wellner (2000) (see Proposition

1), F2, is Py-Glivenko-Cantelli. This implies (58) is op(1), so that

1

t
sup / [Fam(s) - Fa(s)} ds| = op(1).
t<0 |J—o0

This further yields that (50) is 0,(1), which concludes the proof. O

B.4 Proof of Theorem 2
B.4.1 Lemmas needed for proof Theorem 2

We define three basic processes,

Gon(z) = / ' Pan(t)dt = / xexp(@am)(t)dt,

S1

f[a,n(fﬂ):/ aa,n(t)dta

S1

e (0) = / Fe (1)t
S1

o1



The following lemma is a slight modification of Lemma A.1 in Balabdaoui and Wellner (2007),

which is itself an extension of the pioneering work of Kim and Pollard (1990).

Lemma 8. Let F be a collection of functions defined on [sq — 0, 50 + 0]2 x R™ with small § > 0
and arbitrary positive integer m. Suppose that for a fized s1 € [so — 0,50 + 9] and R > 0, such that

so0—0 <81 <89 <5814+ R<s9g+ 0, the collection
Fso,k = {fs1,50 ¢ for,80(%) = f(51,82,%) € F, 80 — 6 < 51 < 59 < 514+ R < 50+ 0}
admits an envelope Fy, g, such that
EF2 r(X) < KoR*™', R< Ry

for some t > 1/2 and Ky > 0, depending only on sy and §. Moreover, suppose that

1
sup [\ fosN (11 2yl gz, o, La(@))dn < oc.
0

Then, for each € > 0, there exist random variables My, of order Op(1) which does not depend on

s1,82 and Rg > 0, such that
|(Pr, — P) foy 50| < €|s2— 51t + n~ O/ A for |sa — s1] < Ry

for f € Fgo.r and 1 > 0.

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of Lemma A.1 of Balabdaoui and Wellner (2007) where

one can prove the same result for Fy, g in a similar fashion to F, g in their proof. O

The following lemma about analytical properties of p,, ¢, is identical to Lemma 4.2 in Balab-

daoui et al. (2009).

Lemma 9. If (R1) and (R2) hold, then, for a € {0,1}, we have

PP (50) = [pa(s0)lpals0)  for j=1,... . k1 (59)
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and, for j =k,

(k)

M (s0) = (¢ (s0) + [2h(50)]")pals0)- (60)

The following lemma shows that the distance between two adjacent knots around the target
point sy follows the same rate of convergence with the non-causal log-concave MLE (Balabdaoui
et al., 2009). Recall that 7,7, 7, are defined in (23) and §,, denotes the regular grid length for the

isotonic regression grid (see (5) and the preceding texts).

Lemma 10. Assume that (11)~(13), (I4), (G1), (E4)~(E5), (E2)~(E1), and (EC1)~(EC2), (R1)-
(R2), (ES), (EC3)~(E6) hold, and if 6, = Op(n~*+1D/Ck+1)) “then for a € {0,1},

-7 = Op(nfl/(%*l)).

Proof. The proof is aligned with the proof of Theorem 4.3 and Lemma 4.4 from Balabdaoui et al.
(2009). We similarly define

Ryp = /A(y)(ﬁa,n — pa)(y)dy,

Rop = / A)d(FE, — F)(y),
where
_ 1
A) = =7 e W) + (70 =9 () = 3 (00 = 7o) s (),

and T = W Following the same steps in Balabdaoui et al. (2009) for the log-concave MLE

Da,n, one can easily verify that

+ —

T —T

Ry, <2 —" _ Ry, 1
R, < o Ry (61)

Rip = Mypa(s0)@l (s0) (rF — 70)F 2 + 0, (7 — 77 )F 1), (62)
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where M} > 0 depends only on k. Furthermore, since uniform convergence of ﬁam to Fy (see proof

of Theorem 1) holds with Fj(sp) > 0, and consistency from Theorem 1 implies 7,7 —7,, = 0,(1), we

can identify ﬁa,n with F\;On locally for the term Rs,. Thus, we identify ﬁa’n with ﬁgon throughout

the following proof. We further decompose Rs, as follows:

/ AW)d(ES, — Fa)(y) = / A)d(ES,, — Fun)(y) + / AW)d(Fun — F)y).  (63)

We start with analyzing the second term in (63). With integration by parts, one can check

To examine terms (64) and (65), we exploit the decomposition ﬁam(s) — Fy(s) = PpD, 5 (s) —
Py Day, .. (s) = (Pn — P)D, 5 (s) + Pi(D, 5 (s) = Dag, . (s)). Then (65) can be expressed as

For [s1, s2] C [sg — 0,80 + 9],

I(A=a)
7Ta(X)

+ (pa(s52]X) — ¢a(s1]X)) <1 - IE/?(;)“))}

(Po = P.)(D, 5, (s2) = D, 5,(s1)) = (Pn — P.)|

a,0q a,0q

I(Sl <Y§82)

To apply Lemma 8, we line up with the conditions for two terms in (66). Firstly, {(a,b] : a < b}
has VC dimension of 2 (see Example 2.6.1 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996). Thus, since the

function class F1 = {I [51,52] C Ispw,s1 < s2 < 51+ R} allows an envelope function of

s51,82]()

constant 1,



for any probability measure @) and a constant C5 > 0 (see Theorem 2.6.7 in van der Vaart and
Wellner, 1996). Similar reasoning can be applied to the indicator function on a single point. In

addition, with Assumption (E2), (EC3), and Lemma 5.1 in van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006),

Itay(w1)
ma(X2)

a function class Fy := { i mg € Fryx1 € {0,1},x2 € Rd} satisfies, for arbitrary probability

measure @,

SgpN(GK, f27L2(Q)) < SgpN(Q]:WaLQ(Q))

by Assumption (E2) and knowing that the function class F; allows the same envelope as ;. Thus,
the whole function class Fy := Fj - Fo for the first term in (66) has finite uniform entropy integral,

by Assumption (EC3) and Lemma 5.1 from van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006),
suplogN (e, Fi1, La(Q)) S €V —log(e)
Q

up to a constant, with V' € [0,2). Furthermore, the class allows an envelope KI(s) —w <Y <

s0 + w)I(A = a) which satisfies

2
E(K[(so—w<Y§so+w)I(A:a)> = K?P,(sg —w < Y < 59 +w)

S C4wK2

for some constant Cy > 0. Hence, the first term in (66) satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 8 with
t = 1,1 = k, and therefore, there exist a random variable By which has order of O, (n~(k+1)/(2k+1))

and is independent of s1, s3 such that

I(A=
sup ‘(Pn — P,) [&Xa)f(sl <Y < s9)| <elsg— 1|+ By, (67)
[51,82]Clsg,w,51<s2<s1+R ﬂ-a( )

for arbitrary ¢ > 0. Next, we set up a similar reasoning for the second term in (66). With

Assumption (E7) and Lemma 5.1 from van der Vaart and van der Laan (2006), a function class
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F3 1= {da(s2]") — da(s1]") : [51,52] C [s0 — &,50 + d],51 < 52 < 51+ R, py € Fy} satisfies
suplogN (e, Fz, Lz(Q)) < eV
Q

up to a constant with V' € [0,2), and supremum taken over any probability measure (). Thus,
similar to the reasoning above combined with Assumption (E2) and Lemma 5.1 in van der Vaart
and van der Laan (2006), one can easily show that a function class Fy := F3 - (1 — F2) for the

second term satisfies
suplogN (e, F3, L2(Q)) < eV,
Q

This yields the finite uniform entropy integral of this function class. From Assumption (E7), this

class has an envelope (1 + K)R;(X)w®, and, the envelope satisfies
2
E((l + K)Rl(X)R"‘> = 21 + K)2ER(X).

Hence, this further implies that the second term satisfies the conditions in Lemma 8 with some
t > 1 and [ = k. In other words, for each € > 0, there exist a random variable By which has order
of Op(n~k+)/2k+1)) and is independent of sy, s9 such that

I(A=a)

sup ((Za(SQIX) — (ga(sl‘x)) (1 - W

)) <elso—si|Ft £ By, (68)
[51,52]Clsg,w,51<52<51+R

Combining the two empirical process terms (67) and (68), for the empirical process part of (65),

we obtain

(69)

< 2e(rif — 7,

n

)k+2 i (T:{ — )0, (n—(k+1)/(2k+1)>,

for each € > 0. We now check the empirical process term of (64). Since, in (67) and (68), B; and
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Bs do not depend on s1, so, we have

[ B P)D,5.0) - D, 5,27~ )iy

(Po = P)(D, 5,(4) = D, 5, (27— y))|dy (70)

< 2e(ryy = )2+ (17 = )0y (D@D,

due to 2y — 27 < (7,f — 7)) iny € [F,7,]].
On the other hand, for the remainder term analyses for (64) and (65), we exploit a decomposition

as follows

P.|(D, 5, = Dau) (i) = (D5, = Dagor)(7)]

a,0q
— %(I(X) — 7Too(:)() > ~ o
=B { 7a(X) ((% — Pac0) (71 1X) = (da — Pae0) (T, \X)) (71)
e (X) (Fa (X) = Ta.0(X) .
e (00 = 605 1X) = (Go0 — Bu) (7 1K) (72)
Ta,00(X) = a4« (X) =~ -~ _
+ T (G e (7 1X) = (B daoe) (X)) | (73)

Then, the absolute values of three terms in (71), (72), (73) are order of (7,7 — 7, )o,(n~*/(2k+1))
from Assumption (E1), (E8), (E6) and (E2), and since true p, is unimodal and Py [¢q (7, |X) —

Ga (1, 1X)] = Fo(r;7) — Fu(r,,) which is (1,7 — 7.,

n n

)O,(1). Thus, we have the following result for

the remainder term of (65).

(5 =7 )P.((Dy5, ~ Dot )5 ~ (Do~ D )

— (7_+ _ Tn_)20p(n_k/(2k+l)),

(74)

n

up to a constant. Since, similarly to (70), the random variables M;s (i = 1,2,3) in Assumption
(E6) does not depend on s1, s, the following holds for the remainder term of (65).

[ [Pug, = Det ) = (0,5, = Daa )27 =]}

)

(75)

)

= (rt - T_)Qop(n_k/(%"'l))
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up to a constant. Hence, we obtain a result for one step estimator ﬁam as follows.

| [ AW(Ean ~ )] < 46l =7 )72 4 7)0p VD)

+ (1;F = 777)%0,(nH/ (Zk+D)y, (76)

n

Now it remains to study the remaining term from (63),

‘/A@ﬂ@ﬁ—ﬁw@%

Analogously to the former expansion for ﬁam — F,, (see (64) and (65)), we have

[ AwaFz, - R = [ " (B = Pand) — (B — )27 — )y
T T [(Fe = ) () = (P — Fa)(r)]

By a straightforward application of Lemma 11, we have

T =T, e n i o - - -
o =T [(Fe, = Fan)(5) = (B = Fan)(m)] = (5 = 7)Opln= HD/@40) - (77)

Similarly, one can easily check

™o R R R
[ (= Bando) = (B = Fun)(27 = 3))dy] = (5 = )0, 0™ FH0/@H0). - (75)

Hence, combining the above results (76), (77) and (78) with (62), (63), and plugging them

altogether into (61), this yields

Mipa(s0)|5? (s0)| (7 = 7 )¥ 42 + op((73f = 7))

3y — 1)
2n

+ (f = ) Pop(n /@),

+de(rh — )2 4 (o — T;)Op(n_(k+1)/(2k+1))

n
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Similarly to the proof of Lemma 4.4 in Balabdaoui et al. (2009), since € > 0 is arbitrary and uniform

consistency from Theorem 1 with gogk)(so) < 0 implies (7,7 —7,;) = 0,(1), this proves the claim. [

The following lemma is a straightforward extension of Theorem 2 in Westling et al. (2020).

Lemma 11. Under the same assumptions for Lemma 10, if an interval [l,,,u,| that contains sy

satisfies |up, — ly| = 0p(1), we have

sup |Fy () = Fun(s)] = Op(n=(FHD/GEHD)

$€[In,un]
for a € {0,1}.

Proof. The proof follows the steps in Lemma 1, 2, and 3 of Westling et al. (2020). We give a sketch
here. First, Assumption (I3) and (E8) line up with the condition (i) and (ii) in Section 4.1 (see
page 16) of Westling et al. (2020) which correspond to condition (B) and (C) therein (see page 8).

Since &, = Op(n~*F+1/2k+1)) and we verified that

~

|(Fan(t) = Fun(s)) = (Fa(t) = Fu(s))| < elt = s 4 Op(n=FHD/GE4D)

+ |t _ S|Op(n_k/(2k+1)),
for arbitrary small € > 0 in the proof of Lemma 10, this yields

sup wrjl‘(ﬁa-n(t) - ﬁan(s)) — (Fu(t) — Fa(s))| = Op(1),

[t—s|<cwn

which meets the condition (A) in Westling et al. (2020) (see page 8), where w, = n~(*k+1)/(2k+1),
When we define k,, := sup{|t — s| : t,s € [Ly,Uy],s < t, ﬁa’n(t) < ﬁa’n(s)}, then by the same
procedure in Lemma 2 of Westling et al. (2020), we obtain x,, = O(n~*+1/(2k+1))  This yields the

conclusion with Lemma 3 in Westling et al. (2020). O

The following lemma is analogous to Lemma 4.5 in Balabdaoui et al. (2009).
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Lemma 12. For any T > 0, under the same assumptions as in Lemma 10, for a € {0, 1}, we have

sup |8 (50 + vnt) — @ (s0)] = Op(n~F=D/EEFL) (79)

[t|<T

Sup [Pa,n(50 + vnt) = @a(s0) — vntiy(s0)] = Op(nH/ D), (80)

[t|<T

2k+1) 1

where v, = n~/( This implies that for @apn,1(u) == 3 72, i (Pan(u) — pal(s0))’,

@agn1 (1) = op(n~ M EEFY), (81)
uniformly in u € [sog — tn= /D) o 4 tn =1/ D) where |t| < T. Furthermore, if we define, for

any u € R,

k-1 () 1Tk

~ ~ a \S : a S

ea,n(u) = Pan — § b ](' 0) (’LL - 50)] - pa(SO) [SD <]€'0)] (u - SO)ka
= ! !

then

‘Srlp |é\a,n(50 + vpt) — pa(SO)(@a,n(SO + vnt) — pa(s0) — Unt@;(SO)N (82)
t|<T

_ Op<n_k/(2k+l)). (83)

Proof. The proof for (79), (80) is straightforward extension from the proof for Lemma 4.3, and
Lemma 4.4 in Groeneboom et al. (2001b) with (our) Lemma 10. Then, the proof for (81), (82) is

identical to the proof for Lemma 4.5 in Balabdaoui et al. (2009), relying on (79) and (80). O

We construct local processes

_ nlt) R vk 0 () |
Gy =ro [ (Fra) - Fontoo) - [ 302 sopiau)a,

|
S0 S0 =0 J:
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and

loc p‘("])(SO) ] A B
Hpo(t) = ’I“n/ / Pan(u) — 7 (u— so)J)duvarAa’nthBam,
where
Aa rnvn(éa n(SO) - ﬁin(So)),

B\a,n = rn(ﬁa,n(SO) - ﬁg,n(so))7

where 1, = n(F+2)/@k+1) oy — =1/ kD) g (#) = 59+ v,t. We further define modified processes of

each Gf% and H, }ZOfL as follows.

Alocmod n sn(t) e e = pgj) (SO) j
Ga,n (t) = / ( a,n(v) - Fa,n(SO) - / E j' (u - SO)jdu> dv
s0 s :

0 j=0

Pa(s0) o7 )
and
77locmod sn(t) v -~ / A\a,nt + B\a,n
Ha n (t) =Tn (Spa,n(u) - 4,0@(50) — (U — S())QDQ(SQ))dudU 4+ — "
7 50 50 pa(SO)
1 ) sn(t) v N
= Hon(t) =y / / Tam(uw)dudv,
Pa(s0) s s
and
0o k—1
— Lo j PalS0
Fan() =3 L Gun(u) — palso)y = 3B
j=2 7 =
k k—1
~ 1 ' (s
= Wa,n,1 + Z i [Pan(u) — wals0)] lp 2'0)] (u— so)
j=2

We let W denote the two-sided Brownian motion starting at 0. For each t € R, k € N, we defined
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the integrated Gaussian process as

fg W(s)ds —tF+2 if t >0,
Yi(t) = (84)

[P W(s)ds — 542, if t < 0.

We study the asymptotic behavior of localized processes (at the ‘log density level’) in Lemma 13.

Lemma 13. Let T > 0. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 10, the following holds for

a€{0,1}.

(a) G}I‘f,ﬂm(’d converges weakly in C[=T,T| to the driving process G, i o,, Where

t
G o () = g / W(s)ds — out*2, (85)
0

for 0 = b B[ 320 a0 0 = o o0+ 201

(b) The following inequality holds.
Gas"o (1) = Hy™ () 2 0,
for allt € R. And, equality holds for all t such that s,(t) € L.

(c) Both A\a,nyéam are tight.

(d) The vector of processes
(ﬁ(lf;imod, (ﬁ(ll?rclmod)(l), (ﬁ(ll(?rclmod)@), G\}lo’%mod’ (I’_:’é?’rclmod)(?))’ (ég)’%mod)(l))

converges weakly in (C[—T,T))* x (D[-T,T))?, endowed with the product topology induced
by the uniform topology on the spaces C[—T,T] and the M; Skorohod topology on the spaces

D[-T,T], to the process

(Haa,k,aaa (Haa,k,aa)(l)a Héi),k,a'a’ Yaa,k,aaa (Haa,k,aa)(g)a (Yaa,k‘,aa)(l))a
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where Hy, . 5, @ the unique process on R that satisfies

Haa»kyo'a (t) S Ya,l,k,a,l (t) fO?" a/ll t S R,
J (Hay oo (t) = Yoy oon 0)AHE (1) =0, (86)
Hc(i),k, o 18 concave.

To allow multiple jumps to approximate a single jump in (H, é‘:ﬁm"d)(?’) and (@}I‘f%m"d)(l), we use
the M; topology on the space D[—T,T] instead of J; topology (see Chapter 12 of Billingsley, 2013
for the definition of the J; topology) which was used in Theorem 4.6 of Balabdaoui et al. (2009).
The M; topology is defined in Section 12.3 of Whitt (2002), and its separability and completeness

are thoroughly proved in Lemma 8.22 and Proposition 8.23 of Doss and Wellner (2019c).

Proof. For the first part (a), by a straightforward application of the proof of Theorem 4.6 in

Balabdaoui et al. (2009) in combination with the results from Lemma 12, we have

w0 e [palso)l
Tn Dan(u)dudy = T2 A2 46 (1),
/SO /50 (k+2)! b

Then, by Lemma 12, we have

Alocmod T'n sn(®) e e . pl(lj) (SO) j
Gzt = s [ (Faaw) ~ Piatoo) = [ P = sop )
J:
[SOa(SO)] k+2
— 1).
et tol
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In addition, the display above further yields

@23“ﬂ@>::p£§wl[:“”(ﬁyn«»-—ﬁ;nem>—llzj::ng“”@L—SOVdu)dv
bt [ (Fao) — Bl = (a0~ Funloa)
— Wt’“” + 0p(1) (87)
—mZWKWX@wW—@MW**E@‘ﬂ“”V”

(k) k
+ DPa (30) tk—i—? [Spa(s())] tk+2+0p(1),

(% +2)!pa(so) (k+2)!

where the last equality arises from Lemma 15. Moreover, by Lemma 9, we have

P (50) kin _ [pa(s0)l* ko _ 00 (50) o
(k +2)'pa(s0) (k+2)! (k+2)!

With the decomposition ﬁam(s) — Fo(s) =PuD, 5 (s) = PiDqg, . (s), the preceding displays yield

r sn(t) gk) s
= (P, — P*)[ n / (D, 7. (v) Daﬁa(so))dv] + mtkw +0,(1)

+ B |:pa?;0) /S:"(t) ((Daﬁa = Dago )W) = (Do, — Da,ea,w)(So))dv]

In addition, we verified

" [ﬁ /S:"(t) <(Da79a = Dau)(0) = (Dy g, = Da,aa,w)(80)>dv] = 0,(1),

64



in the proof of Lemma 10 (see (74), (75)). Thus, we finally obtain

r sn(t) (k) s
= (P, — P*)[ r / (Daﬁa (v) — Da’g,a(so))dv] + L(O)tk” +0p(1)

Pa(s0) (k+2)!
P [pa?éo) /:n(t) (D45, = Do) ®) = (D5, = Dag)(s0) ) v

(k)

sn(t) s
Pa(50) /80 (Daga,00 (V) — Da,9a7m(30))d’l)i| + Wtk” + 0,(1)

sn(t)
pa(s0) /50 (D, 4, () =D, 5 (50)) = (Da,04,00 (v) = Dag, o (50))dv
(k)(so)

rn Sn(t) D ( ) D ( ))d :| 800,
a,0q,00 v) — a,0q,00 S v| +
Pa(s0) /SO Das., a0 10 (k +2)!

— (P~ P.)| £+ 4 0,(1),

where we used Lemma 16 in the last equality.

Now, we study the convergence of the term

n

sn(t)
®u—p [ | (D (0) = D (s0))0]

by Theorem 2.11.22 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) (see Proposition 2). To line up with the
assumption that Proposition 2 requires, assuming ¢ > 0 without loss of generality, we first define

the function class

Fn = { vt <Da,9a,oo (80 +vnt) = Da g, o (so)> :te[-T, T]}
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Since we have

\on! (Daﬁa,oo(So + vpt) — Da,eam(So)>

 I(A=a)
N Ta,00(X)

+(1-

(I(Y <sg+4wvpt) — I(Y < s9))

I(A=a)

g oo(X) )(¢a,oo($0 + Unt|X) — ¢a,oo(50‘X))7

the class F,, has an envelope which is given by

Fonyn : = \/vi? (KI(A = a)I(so — vaT <Y < 50+ v,T)

+ (K + 1)(¢a,oo(30 + UnT‘X> - ¢a,oo(30 - UnT‘X»)y
and so

IEanv,n = 0(1)7
EE2, oI (Feny > /1) — 0,

env,n

for arbitrary n > 0. In addition, we have

(Do (50 + vt1) = Dag o (50) ) = (Dag e (50 + vt2) = Dag, o (50))

= Da,ea,w (50 + Untl) - Da,anoo (30 + UntQ)
B <1 I(A=a)
Ta,00(X)

ﬂm(X))I(uQ <Y <uw),

)(qsa,m(ul’X) - Qba,oo(u2|X))
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where u; = sg 4+ vyt; for i € {1,2}. Then, for some Cy > 0,

2
P.|(Dage 50+ vat1) = Dag oo (50)) = (Dag (50 + vt2) = Do, . (s0))|

Zop, [I(A (X)) Itus <Y < ul)}
+2P.[(1- M)zwa,m(um "~ busou2]X))?

< C’QKQ'Un(tl — tQ) + (K + 1) (tQ — tl) Un,

where a similar reasoning to the proof of Theorem 1 is applied with Assumption (E7). Thus, we

have

2
o 07 P (Pape (50 + 0at1) = Dag (50)) = (Dag (50 + vat2) = Dag, o (50))]
tz—t1|<5n

— 0,

as 0, — 0. Furthermore, following the steps in the proof of Lemma 10, we have

on
s | oV @l o s La(Q))de = 0
0

for every 6, — 0. The last step to apply Proposition 2 is studying the limiting covariance structure.

Indeed, for ¢1,t5 > sy defined with uq,us as above,

Up ' Pu(Da 6, 0 (u1) = Dag, o (50))(Da,g, o (U2) — Dag, o (50))

oip L <Aoo ;))HSD <Y < i) (88)
N m(l _ m)nso <Y < 1) (Gao(1a]X) — G (50/X)) (89)
N m@ - m)mso <Y < 49)(Gao (11 ]X) — G (50/X)) (90)
+(1- M)M,m(uum — Gu00(501%)) (D00 (121X) — B (s0X))] . (91)

67



where u,, = min{uy, us}. Let t,, = min{t;,t2}. For the first term (88), we have

-1 i(;l :)g))l(so <Y< um)}
= UglE[E(i(;oo_;))I(so <Y < um)’X A)}
= o ' g’:(X)EO(A (50 < Y < 50+ vat)| X, 4)]
A TS

due to the Assumptions (I1), (12), (E2), and the Lebesgue Dominated convergence Theorem. Next,

the second term (89) converges to 0, since

o e[ _— x>) (1- Q(AMTX; J(s0 < Y < 1) (G10(u2lX) — a0 (s01X))|

<o K(K + 1)1@‘1(30 <Y < 50+ Unt1)(Gaoo (u2]X) — ¢>a,oo(soyX))‘

< v 'K (K 4 1)VEI(sg < Y < s + vpt1)y/ER2(X)|unto]

< CoK (K + 1)|ta|\/ERZ(X)\/EI(sg < Y < 50+ vpt1) — 0,

by a similar reasoning as above with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Assumption (E8). Identical
procedure yields that the third term (90) is also vanishing. Finally, again by Assumption (E8), we

have

v E[(1- m)z(%,m(ulm) — a0 (501X)) (P00 (12]X) — a,00(s50/X))

< vp|tite](1 + K)?’ER3(X) — 0,
for the fourth term (91). On the other hand, when t; > sg > to, the first term (88) is now

71P (80 <Y < Ul)I(UQ <Y < 80) =0.

(A
2()
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Obviously, the other terms (89), (90), (91) are still vanishing. Similarly, since
Uy V2P,(Dyp, .. (50 + nt) — Dag, .. (50)) — 0
holds for each t € [T, T], it is straightforward that
Up ' Pi(Dag,. .. (u2) = Dag, .. (50))Pi(Dag,. .. (u1) — Dag, . (s0)) = 0.
Thus, for each T', by Proposition 2,
Tn

sn(t) d ¢ d @gk)(SO) k42
= P [ [ (D 0) = D so)le] s [ W Ele2

. . o+ (X
in C[-T,T] with o = pa(lso) \/E[Wg’;o((x))??a,*(so|X)].

The part (b) can be proved identically to the proof for Lemma 4.6-(ii) in Balabdaoui et al. (2009).
Furthermore, part (c) can easily be check with a slight modification of the proof Lemma 4.6-(iii) in

Balabdaoui et al. (2009). Their ﬁn,lﬁ‘n, xo are identified with our éa,m ﬁg

7n’

S0, respectively. The

terms ﬁnl, A\ng in Balabdaoui et al. (2009) are technically the same, but our A\n3 is

~

Ans =18,

S0 =
|, - R,

But, indeed, the perturbation of A(z) = I, 4)(7) also yields the same result as theirs with a similar
reasoning to Lemma 10 with 8.

Finally, the proof of the last part (d) follows identical steps to that of Theorem 6.2 in Groene-
boom et al. (2001b) regarding the least squares estimator (or Lemma 8.24-Lemma 8.27 of Doss

and Wellner (2019¢)). O

We state and prove the following lemma to confirm that the isotonic correction of the one-step
estimator has a negligible impact on the limit distribution of the log-concave MLE p, ,,. Lemma 14

is used in the proof of Lemma 15, which in turn was used in the proof of Lemma 13 above.
Lemma 14. Let &,y = [so — Tvp, S0 + Tp| C Ly o for sufficiently large n, arbitrary T > 0, and
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vp, = n Y EHY  Then under the same assumptions as in Lemma 10, we have

sup (ﬁc (UQ) - ﬁa,n(UQ)) - (ﬁ;n(vl) — ﬁa,n(vl)) = Op(n_(k+l)/(2k+1)),

a,n
’UI”UZEESO,?‘L

for a € {0,1}.

Proof. Let U,, := [m,o0) and L,, := (—oo,m] for any m € §,. Then, similar to the proof

of Lemma 3 in Westling et al. (2020), we can define Ly, € arg miny, fa,n(Um NnL), U €
arg maxp ey, ?(m(Lm NU), where L, := {(—o0,v] : v > m}, Uy, = {[v,00) : v < m}, and
I_?am(A) = A7 ea ﬁa,n(v) for A C S,,, and |A] is the cardinality of A. Analogous to their

proof, we have, for t,s € S, N I, w,

=

Fon(Li N U) = Fau(Ls O UZ) < Ff o (t) = Fo(s) < Fap(Li N U7) = Fan(L; N Uy),

a,n

where the lengths of the intervals L N U,, L, NU; for v = s,t are bounded above by &, (which
is defined in the proof of Lemma 11 and is the supremum length of an interval on which ﬁa,n
is decreasing rather than increasing). Hence, letting ¢} := argmax,c LmUt*mSnﬁa,n(x) and s) =
argminge r«ny,ns, ﬁam(x) (note that the [finite] endpoints defining U, and L}, are elements of S,
by the definition of ; a,n, SO intersecting with S, in the definitions of ¢;; and s;, does not change

anything), we have

(Fen(®) = Fz(9)) = (Fan(®) = Fans))
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which is bounded above by

Similarly, one can derive the analogous lower bound for the term

=~

(Fan(Zi N0 = Fan(Ls N 02) = (Pan(®) = Fun(s))-

This further yields, when we define W := S, N &, and I} = [v,v + Kky), I, = [v — Kp, ),

(%

Iv = ['U — Rnp, U + K‘n] for any v = ISO’LM

sup |(Fea(t) = Fan(®) = (Fia(s) = Fun(9))]

s,teW

ol
5,t€E5y,n and t'€1y,s'€Ts

" s ey | (PO B0) = (R RO
+ sup ‘(Fa(t') - Fa(t)> - (Fa(s’) - Fa(s)ﬂ (95)

5,t€€s,m and t’GI;L,s’EZ;

Furthermore, since ¢, is at least twice continuously differentiable in Z, ., this implies that Fj
is increasing and at least three times continuously differentiable in Zs ., this yields the terms
(94), (95) above are of Op(n~F+2/Ck+1)) "since [t — t|,|s — 5| < Kk, = Op(n~FHD/CkH1D)) and
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To analyze the term (92)—(93), we exploit the following decomposition again:

Fon(@) = Fu(z) = PuD, 5 (x) — PDag, . (z)

= (Pn = P)D, 5 (2) + Pu(D, 5 () = Da,g, o (%)),

a,

for any = € R. And, we have

2 sup {’ [(ﬁa,n(t,) - Fa(t,)> o (ﬁa’”(t) B Fa(t))} ‘

5,t€Esq,n and t'€Lt,s'€Ls
— [(Fun(s) = Fu(s) = (Funls) = Ful)) ||}
[(Fant) = Falt)) = (Funt) = Fa®)) ]| (96)

Then for the second term (applied to the term (96)), we use the decomposition used in Lemma 10

<4 sup ﬁam (t’)

tegso ,n and t'€Z;

which is given by

p*{ [(Daﬁa — Dag,..)(t') = (D, 5, — Daﬁam)(t)] }

= PP (G, - 6,0 (1) - G ) (1))

. wa,ooo% &ga’*(X) [((Ba = 60s) (F1X) = (B0 — d000)(tX))] }-

Thus, due to x, = O,(n~F*T1/k+1)) and the Assumption (E6), we have

s [P{[(D,5, = Do) (t) = (D, 5, = Dago O] | = 0pn=CF0/E40) - (o7)

t€€sym and t'EL;

On the other hand, Lemma 8 with | = k—1/2,¢ = 1 instead of [ = k yields, from the same reasoning

for (67) in the proof of Lemma 10,

sup
[r1,72]Clsg,w,r1<ra<ri+kn
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where By is Op(n~(*+1/2/k)) which is independent of 1, 79. Considering that #,, = O, (n~(k+1)/2k+1)),

the right hand side of (98) is o,(n~(FT1)/(2k+1))  With (98) and another direct application of (68)

on 71,79 which satisfy [r1,re] C Isyw,m1 < 12 <71 + Ky, implies

sup
[r1,r2]Clsq,w,m1 <re<ri+sn

(]P)n - P*) [IS/T\ILX(;)G)I(Tl <Y < r2)
- " I(A=a) -
+ (¢a(re|X) — ¢a(r1|X))(1 - W)] ) — oy (n~ (/D))

This further yields,

sup
tegso \n and t/ €1

(B~ P){D, 5, () = D, 5. (1) }] = op(n~ (/o).

a,bq

Combining (97) and (99), we obtain

o |(Fen®) = Fun®) = (Fen(s) = Fan(s)) | = opln=+1/C850), (100)

For general points v1, v9 which are off-grid, we exploit

+ ‘(ﬁa,n(vg) - Fa,n(vg)> - (ﬁa,n(vi‘) - ﬁa,n(vl))

: (101)

where v} := max{v : v € Sy, v < v;}, for i = 1,2. Since &, = Op(n~*+D/(k+1)) "and from similar

reasoning to (93)-(95), (97) and (99), one can control (101) by

Uhvs;ellg)som ‘ (ﬁa,n(US) - ﬁa,ﬂ(@)) - (ﬁa,n(vf) - ﬁa,n(vl))‘ = Op(n_(k+1)/(2k+1))- (102)
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In addition, by (100), we have

sup | (Fe(08) = Fan(v3)) = (Fen(oh) = Fanlv]) )| = op(n= G0/ (103)
v1,02€E5¢,n
Combining (102) with (103) completes the proof. O

Lemma 15. Under the assumptions as in Lemma 10, fort € [-K, K| for any K > 0, the following
holds for a € {0,1}.

sn(t) R . =R R
[ ((Fin) = Beas0)) = (Fun(w) = Fun(s0)))do = o452/ 2620

50
where s,(t) = so +n~ 1/ (k¢
Proof. Lemma 14 directly concludes the proof. O

We state another lemma to control the empirical process term involving the integrated difference

in localized terms between D 5 and Dgg,
Lemma 16. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 10, for a € {0,1}, we have

n

sn(t)
/ (Dy,(v) = Dy 5.(50)) = (Dagy o (v) = Da,gy e (50))dv | = 0p(1).

B =P )

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume ¢ > 0. First, from the definition of D g, and Dag,

we have

(D, 4,(0) =D, 5 (50)) = (Da,64.00 (v) = Da g, o (50))

_ Taoo(X) — a(X )I(A:a)I(SO<Y§v)

oo (OFa(X)
+ (1= ) (Butol) = Butol)
~ (1= 225 (GuoelolX) = (0]
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In the proof of Lemma 10 (see (68)), we showed that there exists € > 0 such that

@) s [ (1 L) (Bulon + 00s]) - Baool))

s€[0,t] ™

_ Op(nf(k+1+e)/(2k+1))'
Similarly to this, with Assumption (E2), (E8), one can show that

(P, — P) szlﬁ)ﬂ )(1 - M) (¢a,oo(80 + vn 81 X) — cba,oo(So\X)))

_ Op(n_(k+3/2)/(2k+1)).

The two preceding convergence rates are o, (n~(*+1/(2k+1)) and fsso"(t) 0p(n= D/ @R+ dyy s 0, (1)

Thus, it suffices to show that

Ta.00(X) — Ta(X)
P, — P,) sup . —
( ) sefo] ! Tao0(X)Ta(X)

I(A=a)l(so <Y < sp+vys)
is op(n*(k“)/(%“)). To prove this, define a function class F,, .+ by

Frsort = {(s,fnvsojsm(xl,xz,xg)) :m € Fryx1 € {0,1},x2 € RY 25 €R,s € [O,t]},
where

I, (x
Frsosn(T1, X2, 23) = \/vp ' al 1)—7(50 < x3 < 50+ UyS).
m(x2)

Then we show p-equicontinuity of this class where the semi-metric p is a product metric of Fuclidean
distance in R and Ly norm in F, (eg. p is the sum of two metrics).

We will show the four conditions for concluding p-equicontinuity of Theorem 2.11.22 of van der
Vaart and Wellner (1996) (which we have provided as Proposition 2 in the Appendix for com-
pleteness). First, due to the Assumption (E2), the class F, s, + admits an envelope F), 4, ; :=

Ko 'I(A = a)I(sg <Y < 59+ v,t). And, by the log-concavity of the distribution of Y%, there
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exists a constant C5 > 0 such that

P.F?

n,so,t

= K%;IIP’(SO <Y< sg+unt) < K2Cst.
Furthermore, for any 9 > 0, since |F, 54| S V vp L, it is obvious that

PF2 o d(Fset > 9v/n) — 0.

n

Next, we prove

2
sSup P*(fn,soytl,m - fn,soﬁzﬂm) - Ov
[t1—t2|<Cn,llm1—T2(|<(n

for any ¢, — 0. Indeed, since ¢, — 0,
P*(fn,so,tlﬂrl - fn,so,t277r2)2 < P*(fn,smtlﬂn - fn,807t277r1)2 + P*(fn,so,tmm - fn,so,tzﬂrz)Q

< K205‘t1 — t2| + K4C5tp*||71'1 — 7'('2”2

< K2C5C, + KACst¢2 — 0.

We already showed the bracketing entropy condition of the class F;; in the proof of Lemma 10.

Since, for arbitrary probability measure ) and € > 0,
sgp logN (€, F so.t, L2(Q)) < sgp logN (€, Fr1, Lo(Q)) < eV —log(e),

the function class F,, 5, satisfies the uniform entropy integral condition. Combining the preceding
results with Lo(Py) convergence of 7, to 7, o which is given in (E1) and v,t — 0, we have

(Py, — Py)sup, p)e Fusond = 0p(n~1/2) by p-equicontinuity. This further implies

(P, — P,) sup Ta,00(X) — Ta(X)

— I(A=a)l(so <Y <wv,s)| =0 n—(R1)/(2k+1)y
s€[0,t] 7Ta,oo()()ﬂ'a()() ( ) ( ) p( )

And, again since f;"(t) op(n~F+1/ R+ dy = 0,,(r,), this concludes the lemma. O
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B.4.2 Proof of the main Theorem

In this section we give the proof of Theorem 2 based on the preceding lemmas in Section B.4.1.

Proof. First, we find the two constants v1,y2 which satisfy

NG ag k0. (128) =a Y(t),

where Y}, is the integrated Gaussian process defined in (84). Due to the scaling property of Brownian

motion, we have,

3/2 1 k+2 _ -1
MY =CQq 5, M7V =04,

where «, 0, are defined in Lemma 13-(a). The solution of the above system of equations is

3/(2k+1) (k+2)/(2k+1)
m= (‘ng)(80)1> (pa(é’o)Q)

)

(k+2)! X0
k —2/(2k+1) —1/(2k+1)
()] Pa(50)?
2 (k+2)! Xo, '
Next, since
g Hogmed® o g2 (1), (104)
MR HGS) - 1P (1), (105)
by Lemma 13, the preceding displays imply
P/ (Gan(s0) ~ pals0)) | [ Culso, va)HY (0)
d 5
n=D/CHD (G (s0) — @l (50)) Di(s0, pa) H(0)

where Ck(so, pa) = (71722)_1 and Dy (sg, pa) = (7175’)_1.

Now, plugging in the exact values of 71, y2, we get the exact values of Cy(so, va), and Dy (s, ©a)
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which are given by,

1/(2k+1) —k/(2k+1)
Culso.on) — [ 1£20) Pa(s0)’
e (k’ + 2)' X0a ’
3/(2k+1) —(k—1)/(2k+1)
Ditsnson) — [ 12260l Pals0)?
e (k? + 2)' Xba '
Next, (15) follows directly from the delta method. This completes the proof. O

B.5 Proof of Theorem 3

We give the proof of Theorem 3 as follows.

Proof. For part (a), based on the result from Lemma 13-(d), the entire proof of both Theorem 2.4

and 3.2 in Deng et al. (2022) can be directly applied to the joint process

(Haa,k,oa; (Haa,k,aa)(l); Héi)7k7gaa Yaa,k,oav (Haa,k,aa)(g)v (Yaa,k,aa)(l));

which is given in Lemma 13-(d). Consequently, this yields

(i () = 7 (50:0) Banls0) = also)) | (LY
V(i (505 @) = 7 (505 @) (o (50) — #h(50)) Ly,

where aq = - (180) \/ E [:g; ((XX)) 77a,*(80|X)] is defined in Lemma 13-(a). The distributional result for
Pan and pj, ,, follow directly by the delta method.

Next, the part (b) can be obtained directly from the part (a), similarly to the proof of Theorem
2.6 in Deng et al. (2022) which is directly concluded by Theorem 2.4 therein. O
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B.6 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. Without loss of generality, we show that the following holds for a positive deterministic

sequence h,.

h™'P.{Dag, .. (s0+h) - ]_7,1,9&00(50)}2 — X0, (106)
1 2 2
h™' | P, { Dy, ..(so+h) — Dag, (s0)}" — P. {Daﬁa(so +h)— Daﬁa(sO)} ~0,  (107)
2
WP, — P,) {Da 5.(so+h) =D, ga(so)} —, 0, (108)
since combining (106)—(108) yields the main result. First, the same procedure to check the limiting

behavior of (88)—(91) can be directly applied to show (106). Hence, we omit the proof. Secondly,
for (107), since

2
P, {Dag, (50 + 1) = Dag,(50)}* = P.{D, 5 (s0+ 1) = D, 5 (s0)}

<4(K +1)P. , (109)

(Daﬂa,oo (S() + h) — Da,Ga,oo (80)) — (Da,ga (So + h) — Daﬁa (80))

a similar derivation step to check (97) (see the decomposition in the preceding paragraph therein)
can be applied to (107). In (109), we used the fact that [D_ §a|, Dy, .| < K + 1 by conditions

(E2) and (E3). Lastly, we now check (108). As in (66), we have

(P, — P.){D,j (s2) - Da@l(sl)}2

I(A=a

= (P, - P) [(ﬁg(X))I(Sl <Y < s9)
+2I(s1 <Y < S2)($a(32]X) — $a(81!X))<1 _ I&zj(;{;t)) Igé(;()a)
(B (521X) — a1 X)) (1 - Wﬂ .

By an analogous derivation step used in Lemma 10 to show (67), one can easily verify that

I(A=a)

sup (B~ P 22(X)

I(s1<Y < 32)‘ < elsy — 51|t + B, (110)
[s1,52]Clsg,w,51<52<s1+R
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where a random variable B} has order of O,(n~(*+1/(k+1)) and is independent of sy,s9. And,
following a similar step to prove (68), one can further check that

I(A=a)

2
< — s1|Ftt 4+ B, 111
%\a(X) ) ’—6’82 31| + 29 ( )

sup (da(521X) = da(s1/X))%(1 -

[51,52]Clsg,w,81<52<51+R

knowing that this class of functions allows an envelope (1 + K)2R?(X)w?® where o € (1/2,1] by
condition (E2) and (E7), where a random variable B}, has order of O, (n~(*9/Ck+1)) with some

t > 3/2, and is independent of sj, so. Thus, the following holds

(P, — P,) [;L I(;;&)‘L)I(so <Y <so+ h)H 0,
= 2 [ |0+ = Butsa2(1 - L Y] 0

as long as h~! = O(y/n) regardless of an even integer k. Thus, the proof now reduces to show that

= 2 [ [161 < < s00@utiai) = Buterin (- || e

We follow the same derivation steps used in Lemma 10. Recall that Fy = {I(,, s() @ [51,82] C

Isow, 51 < s2 < s1+ R} satisfied

sgp N(e, F1,L2(Q)) S —log(e),

and Fy := {Ifrz}(i?)) 17 € Fryxp € {0,1},x2 € Rd} satisfied
sup N (¢, Fa, L2(Q)) S eV,
Q

and F3 := {Pa(s2]-) — da(s1]-) : [51,52] C [s0 — 6,50 + 6], 51 < s2 < 51+ R, pq € Fy} satisfied

sup logN (e, F3, L2(Q)) < eV,
Q
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for any probability measure @ with V' € [0,2). Thus, the whole function class Fy := F; - Fa - F3 -
(1 — F2) has finite uniform entropy integral, by Assumptions (EC3) and Lemma 5.1 from van der
Vaart and van der Laan (2006),

sup IOgN(€7F07 LQ(Q)) S Eiv - IOg(G)
Q

up to a constant, with V' € [0, 2). Furthermore, the class allows an envelope w* K (K +1)I(sp —w <

Y <sp+w)l(A=a)Ri(X) which satisfies

2
E(wO‘K(K F1)(s0—w <Y < 80+ w) (A= a)Rl(X))
= WK%(K +1)*P.(so —w < Y < 59 + w)ER?(X)

< Cow?* M K?ER?(X)

for some constant Cy > 0. Hence, by Lemma 8, for each € > 0, there exist a random variable By

which has order of O,(n~(+)/(k+1)) with some t > 3/2 and is independent of s1, sy such that

sup I(s1 < Y < 52)(da(52X) = da(s1%)) (1~

[51,82]Clsg,w,51<52<s1+R

< €|sy — s1)Ft 4+ By.
This implies that (108) when A~ = O(y/n), and it completes the proof. O

B.7 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. We denote the empirical process over the i-th fold (or subgroup) V,,; by Gi, = v/N(Pi, — P,)
where P¥ is the empirical measure on the same subgroup. With the bounded support, the first
absolute moment convergence can be directly obtained from the uniform consistency of ﬁf}{ to Fy
since (50) in the proof of Theorem 1 is obviously negligible. Indeed, one can easily show that

t t
/ ng(s) - / F,(s)ds
Ln n

= 2M sup |EKo(s) — Fuls)] = o,(1),
lsl<m b

sup
Lp<t<U,
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as long as the uniform convergence of ﬁjﬁg to F, on [—M, M] holds. Hence, it suffices to show the

following convergence:

g Ef0(s) = Fu(s)| = 0p(1). (112)

Now, we prove (112). First, by Assumption (E4), we have

1 .
T Ko []P):l {D aﬁa,ﬂ-(s)H — PiDag, o (5)
i=1
1 &
- F |:]P);I’L {Da 5 7(8)}i| B [PnDa,Ga,oo (S) + (]P)n - P*)Dauea,oo (8)7
0 z:l “wa,—1
where ]P’;Dag _is the estimated centered efficient influence function evaluated with validation

sample in which the nuisance estimators are constructed upon only the observations from the

training set 7y, ;. Since ZZK:Ol P;Daﬁa,o@(s) = ZiKzol P,Dqyp, . (s), the preceding display equals

Ko 1 Ko

f;o > |- P){D,5 (5) = Dug.(s)}] + D (P{D,5. (5) = Dagn(s)}]

i=1 =1
+ (P — P*)Daﬁa,oo (s)

=: Rip(s) + Ran(s) + (Pn — Pi) Do, o (5)- (113)

We show the three terms in (113) are negligible. We start with the last summand, (P, —
Py)Dyy, .. (s). First, since ¢q oo is Lipschitz (see Assumption (E5)) and by Theorem 2.7.11 in

van der Vaart and Wellner (1996),

Mo Foun @) 5 (). (114)

€

for any probability measure @, where Fy_ := {X = ¢,00(5|X) : |s| < M}. This implies that Fy_
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is a Donsker class which is further a Glivenko-Cantelli class. Thus, we have

sup (P, — Px)Dqg, .(s)| = 0 a.s.
|s|<M ’

Moreover, a similar procedure used to prove that(43)—(45) are op(1) in the proof of Theorem 1 can

be applied to show that supjs<ps|R2n| is 0p(1), since K = Op(1). Next, it suffices to study the

o)

(5) = Dayg, o (5) : [s] < M} We further note that

term Rj,(s) in (113). By the tower property of expectation,

=EJE
fe

E| sup }Gﬁlf{

fe}—n,fz

oup |G
Fn,—i

where F,, _; = {D

avea,—i

1 1
(A= a) (A =" Wa’m(x)) [I(Y <s) - ¢a7oo(3X)]‘ (115)

7r(><>)) (Go-(51%) — G (51%))

)

+
7N
—_
|
N=

I
S

which is bounded by

Hypi(2) = K [fa,-i(X) = Tao(X)| + (K +1) sup |G, —s(s]%) = Ga.oo(s[x)| (116)

|s|<M

By Theorem 2.14.1 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) (see Proposition 3 in our Appendix), for

sufficiently large n, we have

E[ sup ’G%f’ 7;L,i < C*HHn,iHP*QJ(lafn,—i)7

fe}-n,—i

for a universal constant C > 0, where J(1,F, ;) is the uniform entropy integral of the function
class F,, _; (see Proposition 3). Noting that 6, _; is fixed while evaluating the inner expectation,
we have uniformly bounded J(1, F,, —;) for all n and 4, since {Y — I(Y <) :|s| < M} is VC and

(114), and further since {X — qASay,l-(s\X) . |s| < M} has polynomial covering number by problem

83



2.7.3 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996). Hence, it suffices to show that max;<j<x, E|[Hp ;|| — 0.

Indeed, by Assumption (E1’),

2 ~
122’);{0 HH”JHPMQ S K 122}[({0 ||7Ta,—i(X) - Wa,oo(X)”P*Q

+ (K +1) max

— 0,
1<i<Ko

P2

sup (Ga,-i(51X) = u e (X))

s|l<M

since the convergence of the second term on the right hand side of the preceding display can be

easily obtained by the similar steps used in Theorem 1. ]

B.8 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. The only differences compared with the proof of Theorem 2 arise from Lemma 10, 14 and
the limiting behavior of @gf;mod that is defined in Lemma 13. We start by checking the conclusion

of Lemma 10 still holds, namely,

R = = O D),

where 7,7, 7,7 are estimator knots as in Lemma 10. We first show

=T A ~
L (Bl - R - (I - Rt

<e(rf =) 4 (1 — 1) Op(nT RFD/CGETLY (28 £ 7) 20, (n R/ GRFD)

for sufficiently small € > 0.

Since we verified the following decomposition,

Ef9(s) = Fu(s)

1 Ko i 1 Ko
TR (B, = P){D,5 (5)= Dugls)}] + - ; (P.AD, 5 (5) = Dapo(9)}] (117)

+ (Pn — P*)Daﬁa,oo (s)
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in the proof of Theorem 1, this yields

:I;Kl (@~ P){(D,5. ) = Pagana(D) = (Pug i) = Dapun ) }]
s PP )~ Pan )~ (2o f50) - Pun )]

+ (]P)n - P*) [D(l,aa,oo (Tn+) - Dayea,oo (Tr:)}

=: R5p, + Rep + Ry,

where D, s s defined in the proof of Theorem 4. The terms Rg, and R7, do not involve empirical

processes indexed by the nuisance functions, and so their analysis, which we present briefly next,

is similar to the analogous analysis done previously in the proof of Theorem 2.

By similar reasoning to (P, — P.)D, 5 in (67) and (68) with Assumption (E8), we have

I(A =a)

—— I(r, <Y <7l
ﬂa,oo(X) (Tn —Tn)

I(4 )” (118)

7Ta<>o(

(7 = ) 1ol = (7 = 70) | = P |
+ (B (77 1X) = o7 1X)) (1 -

=a)
)
<e(rf — T,L_)IH_Q + (1 - T;)Op< kH)/(%H))

n n

for sufficiently small € > 0. By relying on similar steps to check terms (71)—(73) in the proof of

Lemma 10, one can easily prove
(T4 = 7)) Ron| < (1] = 7,205 (n ™M/ EH4D),

since Ko = Op(1).
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Now we consider Rs,. By applying the following decomposition,

_ ' _ )I(A =a) <I(31 <Y < 59) = (¢a,00(52|X) — ¢a,00(31|X))> (119)

(1= 22 (s = s 611%) = (Grn(X) — b (1X))),

for sg € [s1,s2], and further by Lemma C.3 in Kim et al. (2018) (see Lemma 6) and Assumption
(I4), (E2), (E0"), (E6") (recall that the La(Ps) norm is denoted by || - ||), we have

VP, |(rf = 7)) 7 R
= VNP, |(r,} —7,) " Rsn]
(=) G ((Dyg, () =Dy, () = (D7) = Do ()|

< max {KQH%LL,@-(X) — Ta00(X)

(2

< max P;
K3

x (= 1) T (Fa(d) = Fa(ry) + [ da,00(7 1X) = a0 (1 X))
+ (K4 D)7 = 70) " (Pai(71X) = Gami(my 1K) = (Gasoo (i [X) — %,oo(Tn_\X))H}

— 0,

by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Assumptions (E5), (R1), (E6'), (7,7 —7,,) = 0p(1) and Ky = Op(1).

This implies that
(T = 7))\ Ronl = (1o = 730 )20p(n™/?),

which is further (7,

+ — 177)20,(n~*/ k1) Furthermore, since the conclusion for the other term

+

[ (- Faw - B8 - Rer - )] ay

< [ | - Faw) - (Bl - Fer )| dy

a,n n

=< |(mf =) (Bl = () = (Bl = Fa)(y) |
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follows by the same reasoning to (70), (75), and the preceding derivation above, thus we have shown
that the conclusion of Lemma 10 still holds (i.e., 7,7 — 7, = O, (n~1/(Zk+1)),

Next, we verify that the conclusion of Lemma 14 holds (in the sample splitting setting). It suf-
fices to check that the term (92)—(93) (for the sample splitting estimator Fy ) is o, (n~(++1)/(2k+1))

(the terms (94)—(95) are unchanged). Indeed, by exploiting the decomposition (117) again, we have

(B ) - Fu!)) = (Fio(0) - Ful)]

_ ;0 > = P) ((D,5, . = Pavec)t) = (D5, = Dagu) (V)]
=1

+ ;0 i P (D5, = Papuc)) = (D5 = Dapu)®)]
=1

+ (P = Po) [Dag, e (') = Da,g, e (1)]

= Rgy + Ry, + Rion-

Handling the terms Ry, and Ry, is done quite similarly as in Lemma 14; Rg, requires some
modifications. To check Rjgy,, following the steps used to prove (99) in the proof of Lemma 14, it

can be easily shown that

sup
tEW and /€70

(]P)n - P*) <Da70a,oo (t,) - Dayea,oo (t)) ’ = Op(n_(k+1)/(2k+1))7

where W := S, N Esgny TEO := [v — kK0 v + kE0] in which £E¢ is defined as

K50 = sup{[t — s| : £, € [Ln, Unl, s < 1, FXO(t) < FEo(s)),

for any v € Iy, w, and Iy, w, Esn are defined in Assumption (R1), Lemma 14, respectively. For

Rg,,, one can check the following,

Ko
1
sw =3[P AD,5 = Das)(t) = Doz = Dapa) )] ‘
teW and tez;0 | 0 251 (120)
— o, (n~(HD/(2k+1)y
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by similar reasoning to (97) in the proof of Lemma 14, since Ky = Op(1).

We now check Rg,,. Indeed, from the proof of Lemma 14 (see (99)) it suffices to show

sup
teW and t’EItKO

— op(n~ (kD @R+,

Multiplying by \/n, this is equivalent to showing (since Ko = O,(1)) that

Ko
1 %
w o= (65 {(D,5. .~ Dusen)(t) (D5~ Dage)®)}] '
teW and t'€Z, i=1

_ Op(n_1/2(2k+1)).

Indeed, by the tower property of expectation,

E| sup [GLf|| =EQE| sup |GLf||Tnil ¢-
feF jeF:

n,—1 n,—1

where

:t € [sg— T, 0+ Toy), |t/ —t] < nn},
which admits an envelope function
H, ;(2) (121)

=2K? sup { [Ta,—i(X) = Ta,00(X)]
(tl,t2)€W1
X I(A=a)|I(t1 <Y < t3) = (Pa,00(t2|X) = Pa,00(t1|X))]

+ ‘<$a,—i(t2|x) - q?a,_i(tﬂX)) — (¢a,00(t1]X) — ¢a,oo(t1’X))‘ }a
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where W' : {(z,y) : |y — so| < Ton, ly — x| < kE0}. By Theorem 2.14.1 in van der Vaart and

Wellner (1996) (see Proposition 3), for sufficiently large n, we have

E n1/2(2k+1) sup |Gz f’ 7;0# < C*n1/2(2k+1)”HijiHP*QJ(]-?FylL,fi)'

Similarly to J(1, F,_;) in the proof of Theorem 4, since here {Y + I(t; <Y < ta): (t1,t2) € W'}

is VC, we have uniformly bounded J(1, .7-",17_1-) for all n and —i. Furthermore, we have

n! 2 maxc | Hy L,
7 )

< max {H%a,_i(X) oo ()2

x nl/22kH1) sup [(¢a,*(t2|x) - Qba,*(tl‘X)) - (¢a,w(t2|x) - ¢a,w(t1|X))}
(tl,tg)ewl

Py ,2

[

since Assumption (E6') holds, and one can check X0 = O,(n=(+1)/CZk+1) following the same

+ nl/2@k+1) sup [((Za,—i(t?‘X) - aa,—i(tﬂx)) - (¢a,00(t1‘x) - ¢a,00(t1‘X))

(t1 ,tg)Ewl

— 0,

reasoning in the proof of Lemma 11. Hence we have shown that the conclusion of Lemma 14
continues to hold in the sample splitting setting.
Lastly, we check that the term @}Z‘f;’lm"d has the same asymptotics as in the non sample splitting

case. Since it was already shown that

Gmed(e) = —*

sn(t) ~ N
Pa(50) / (<Ffr? (v) = Fa2(s0)) = (Fa(v) — Fa(so)))dv
Mtlﬂﬂ

T2

+ 0p(1),
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from (87) and the sentence (and display) that follows, again by the decomposition (117) we have

/Sn(w <(ﬁf£(v) — FEo(s0)) — (Fulv) — Fa(So)))dv

S0

1 & /
Ko = Js
Ko

Sn

! (Bl = P {(D,5, . (0) = Dagunc®)) = (D5, ,(50) = Dagu(50)) }| v

0

+ ;O ; /:(t) [ P { ( D, ()~ Daﬂw@)) _ (Daﬁa’_xso) _ Da,gw(so)) }] v

sn(t)

Tn
v P, — P.) [Dag, _(0) — Dug, . (s0)] dv
s [ B = P Dt ()~ D 0]

= Ri1n + Ri2n + Ri3n.

We already verified the limiting behavior of Ri3, in the proof of Lemma 13. For the term Ry9,, we

can see

sup
vE[so—Tvn+s0+Tvn] K,

2k-+1)

by an identical argument to that leading to (120), since v,, = n~/( . Thus, it suffices to show

that

sup |R11n| _ Op(n_(k+1)/(2k+1)).
vE[so—TVn+s0+Tvn]

The same argument we used above to show Rg,, = op(n~*+1/k+1)) can be applied here to Ry,
except that we use v, instead of xX° for the width of the shrinking interval. This concludes the

proof. O
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C Further results and materials for the simulations

C.1 Explicit forms of counterfactual density p, in Section 7

Here we give the exact density, ir4(-), of the sum of four i.i.d. standard uniform random variables

as follows.

0 <0
3
F(=323+1222 —122+4) 1<a2<?2

iry(zr) = (123)
£ (32% — 2422 + 602 —44) 2<wz <3

(4=a)

5 3<r<4
0 T >4
Then, p; and pg are given by
4 1
nw =law) [ inld (124)
(y—4)/2 2T
4 1
o) =Ton() [ ooin(a)da, (125)
(8—y)/2 22

hence, the support of p; and pg are (4,12) and (0,8), respectively. Furthermore, we have, for a

random variable S which follows the density iry,

E[Y'] =E[S+4] =6,
(126)
E[YY] =E[8— 5] =6.

C.2 Table for projection method in Section 7
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Number of basis functions selected by the projection basis method
Sample size || Case 1; py Case 2; p1 Case 3; p1 Case 1; pg Case 2; pg Case 3; po
n = 500 8 9 8 10 10 10
n = 1000 13 13 13 14 14 14
n = 2500 19 19 19 21 21 21
n = 4000 26 24 23 27 28 28
n = 6000 30 29 30 30 30 30
n = 8000 30 30 30 30 30 30

Table 1: The above table exhibits the selected (oracle) number of basis functions for the projection
basis method by Kennedy et al. (2023) for each setting.
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C.3 Tuning parameter selection in Section 7

For the 95% CI construction, we considered the tuning parameter selection from the set b €
{1/25,1/20,1/15,1/10,1/5} for scalar factor estimation procedure (see Section 5.2.1). When both
nuisance functions are well-specified (Case 1), since the true value of xg, is available through the
true limit nuisance functions, we also compute the oracle 95% confidence intervals with the true
scalar factor.

In Figure 3-8 below, we display the coverage probabilities from our 95% pointwise confidence
intervals constructed from (29), (36) for each original and cross-fitted estimator with aforementioned
five different tuning parameters. In general, within our estimators, coverage probabilities in each
tail for p1, po where each mode locates are relatively high compared with the other points for all
n values. However, as n grows, the high coverage tendency reduces to relatively low levels. The
oracle estimator’s coverage was the highest among all candidates, in general. Among the possible
tuning parameters in the set {1/25,1/20,1/15,1/10,1/5}, b = 1/5 performed relatively worse than
the others at the other side of the tail where each density is close to 0 in low sample sizes such as
n = 500,1000. As discussed in Section 7, conservative coverage of oracle tuned CI attributed to
the discovery in Deng et al. (2022) (see Figure 3, 6). We suggest b = 1/10 for our tuning parameter

selection.
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Figure 3: The above displays are coverage probabilities of our proposed log-concave projection esti-
mator’s 95% CIs (labeled as b = 1/m where each b means that we used h,, = n~" for approximating
X0, (see Section 5.2.1). For the Case 1 where both nuisance functions are well-specified, we also
use true value of xg, to construct the oracle 95% CI which is labeled as oracle in the displays. “sp”
stands for our sample splitting based estimator (see (30)). The coverage probabilities are measured
in 81 equally spaced points in each domain. Each subcaption describes the estimation target (py
or pp), the sample size, and each case of nuisance estimations (Case 1, 2, or 3 abbreviated to C1,
C2, and C3, respectively).

94



Covrage proabity i cass2

Covorago prtasity wih cea2

Covorago prtanity wihcasa2

0o

I

085

o8

00

‘Goverage probabiles ofpr

b=1/25 b=15 b=110(sp)
b=1/20 b=1/25(sp) b=1/5(sp)

— b=1/15 b=1/20(sp)

—— b=1/10 b=1/15(sp)
5 52 545 57 595 62 645 67 655 72 745 17 795 82 445 A7 835

(a) p1; C2; n =500

‘Goverage probables ofpr

b=1/25 b=15 b=110(sp)
b=1/20 b=1/25(sp) b=1/5(sp)
b=1/15 b=1/20(sp)

— b=1/10 b=1/15(sp)

5 52 545 57 595 62 645 67 695 72 745 77 795 82 845 7 B35

(¢) p1; C2; n = 2500

Coverage probabiltes of py

— b=125 b=1/5

125(sp)
120(sp)
15(sp)

b=1/10(sp)
b=1/5(sp)

5 52 545 57 695 62 645 67 695 72 745 77 795 82 845 67 835

Evaaed ponts

(e) p1; C2; n = 6000

95

Covrage proabity i cass2

Coverage prbasity wih caea2

Coverage prtasity wihcasa2

‘Goverage probabes ofps

5
g
b=1/25 b=15 b=110(sp)
b=1/20 b=1/25(sp) b=1/5(sp)
g — b=1/15 b=120(sp)
— b=1/10 b=1/15(sp)
552 545 47 895 62 645 67 698 12 145 17 75 82 845 87 898
[
(b) p1; C2; n = 1000
overage probabilio of .
5
g
b=1/25 b=1/5 b=110(sp)
b=1/20 b=1/25(sp) b=1/5(sp)
H b=1/15 b=1/20(sp)
— b=1/10 b=1/15(sp)

5 52 545 57 595 62 645 67 695 72 745 77 795 82 845 87 B35

(d) p1; C2; n = 4000

Coverage probabiltes of oy

— b=1125

b=1/5

125(sp)
/20(sp)
15(sp)

b=1/10(sp)
b=1/5(sp)

5 52 545 57 595 62 045 67 695 72 745 17 195 62 645 A7 495

Evaaid ponts

(f) p1; C2; n = 8000

Figure 4: Notational details can be found in Figure 3.
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Figure 5: Notational details can be found in Figure 3.
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Figure 6: Notational details can be found in Figure 3.
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Figure 7: Notational details can be found in Figure 3.
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Figure 8: Notational details can be found in Figure 3.
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Figure 9: Average L; distance between the estimators and truth for pg. “B”, “L”, and “NV”
stand for the basis estimator of Kennedy et al. (2023), the log-concave estimator, and the naive
log-concave MLE, respectively. “sp” stands for sample splitting. Case 1 (both nuisance functions

well-specified), Case 2 (only the propensity score is well-specified) and Case 3 (only the conditional
CDF is well-specified), respectively. The lines for L and L-sp cannot be visually distinguished.

C.4 Additional plots for Section 7
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Figure 10: The above displays are coverage probabilities of our proposed log-concave projection
estimator’s 95% CIs with the suggested tuning parameter b = 1/10 which is labeled as LC (see
Section 5.2.1), and the coverage probabilities from 95% CI of projection basis method by Kennedy
et al. (2023) which is denoted by P and B. For the projection basis method, the number of basis
functions is the oracle number of functions which achieved the lowest average L; distance in each
setting. “sp” stands for our sample splitting based estimator (see (30)). And, “NV” denotes the
naive log-concave MLE. The coverage probabilities are measured in 81 equally spaced points in
the domain. Each subcaption describes the estimand (p; or pp), the sample size, and each case of
nuisance estimations (Case 1, 2, or 3 abbreviated to C1, C2, and C3, respectively).
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Figure 12: Notational details can be found in Figure 10.
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Figure 14: Notational details can be found in Figure 10.
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Figure 15: Notational details can be found in Figure 10.
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Widthof i

Width of C estimating

Figure 16: The above displays are widths of our proposed log-concave projection estimator’s 95%
CIs with the suggested tuning parameter b = 1/10 which is labeled as LC (see Section 5.2.1), and
the widths from 95% CI of projection basis method by Kennedy et al. (2023) which is denoted
by P and B. For the projection basis method, the number of basis functions is the oracle number
of functions which achieved the lowest average L; distance in each setting. “sp” stands for our
sample splitting based estimator (see (30)). The widths are measured in 81 equally spaced points
in the domain. Each subcaption describes the estimand (p; or pp), the sample size, and each case
of nuisance estimations (Case 1, 2, or 3 abbreviated to C1, C2, and C3, respectively). Since the
difference between the cross-fitted procedure and the non-sample splitting procedure is insignificant,
it is not visually distinguishable.
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Figure 17: Notational details can be found in Figure 16.
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Figure 18: Notational details can be found in Figure 16.
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Figure 19: Notational details can be found in Figure 16.
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Figure 20: Notational details can be found in Figure 16.
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Figure 21: Notational details can be found in Figure 16.
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