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Abstract

We introduce an algorithm that simplifies the construction of efficient estimators,
making them accessible to a broader audience. ‘Dimple’ takes as input computer
code representing a parameter of interest and outputs an efficient estimator. Unlike
standard approaches, it does not require users to derive a functional derivative known
as the efficient influence function. Dimple avoids this task by applying automatic
differentiation to the statistical functional of interest. Doing so requires expressing this
functional as a composition of primitives satisfying a novel differentiability condition.
Dimple also uses this composition to determine the nuisances it must estimate. In
software, primitives can be implemented independently of one another and reused across
different estimation problems. We provide a proof-of-concept Python implementation
and showcase through examples how it allows users to go from parameter specification

to efficient estimation with just a few lines of code.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

There is a long history of constructing estimators that are asymptotically efficient (‘efficient’
hereafter) in infinite-dimensional models (Levit, 1975; Hasminskii and Ibragimov, 1979; Pfanzag],
1990; Bickel et al., 1993). Several approaches for doing this permit the use of arbitrary methods
for estimating needed nuisance functions. These include one-step estimation (Pfanzagl, 1982),
estimating equations (van der Laan and Robins, 2003), targeted learning (van der Laan and Rubin,
2006), and double machine learning (Chernozhukov et al., 2017). These frameworks construct
efficient estimators using an object known as the efficient influence function (EIF). Though EIFs
have been derived in many examples (Newey, 1990; Bickel et al., 1993; van der Laan and Robins,
2003), computing them in new problems can be challenging, requiring tools from functional analysis
and differential geometry. These calculations can represent a bottleneck in scientific discovery, as
some novel analyses cannot be performed until an expert derives the EIF.

Investigators have sought to use numerical approaches to overcome this bottleneck. Frangakis
et al. (2015) built on the concept of an influence curve from robust statistics (Hampel, 1968) to
propose a method using finite differences to approximate nonparametric EIFs. This method applies
whenever the data are discrete or the parameter is a smooth functional of the distribution function.
Luedtke et al. (2015) provided a modified finite difference approach that correctly approximates the
EIF more generally, even when the data are continuous. Van der Laan et al. (2015) and Carone
et al. (2018) improved upon this proposal by providing numerical strategies for approximating EIFs
in the harder case where the model is semiparametric, rather than nonparametric. In a concurrent
line of work, Ichimura and Newey (2022) developed a numerical approach to evaluate the influence
function of a given estimator, which coincides with the EIF when the estimator is efficient. Though
one pursues numerical approximation of the influence function of an estimator and the other pursues
numerical approximation of the EIF of a statistical functional, the proposals in Luedtke et al. (2015)
and Ichimura and Newey (2022) address challenges related to the possible non-discreteness of the
data in similar ways.

The aforementioned numerical approaches rely on two hyperparameters: a step size € for a



finite difference approximation and a bandwidth X\ for a kernel approximation of a delta function.
While both must be small, € should be an order of magnitude smaller than A\. However, setting €
too small can lead to numerical instability. Carone et al. (2018) provide guidance on the choice
of hyperparameters through a diagnostic they call e—\ plots. Jordan et al. (2022) studied the
conditions that a numerical approximation must meet to guarantee that the resulting one-step
estimator possesses desirable statistical properties. The complexity of these requirements underscores
the need for careful hyperparameter selection in existing numerical approaches, which could limit
their adoption. Researchers in other fields have encountered similar challenges when using numerical
differentiation (Griewank and Walther, 2008).

Automatic differentiation avoids these challenges (Wengert, 1964; Speelpenning, 1980). In this
approach, a function f is written as a composition of differentiable functions with known gradients,
which we refer to as primitives. Then, an algorithm can iteratively apply the chain rule to derive
the gradient of f at a specified point. Unlike numerical differentiation, automatic differentiation is
hyperparameter-free and is always accurate up to working precision. Differentiable programming
extends automatic differentiation by identifying a compositional structure for f directly via computer
code that can be used to evaluate it, simplifying implementation (Baydin et al., 2018; Blondel
and Roulet, 2024). Automatic differentiation and differentiable programming have been used with
success in applications (Bischof, 1995; Homescu, 2011), and have played a crucial role in the rapid
progress made in deep learning (Goodfellow et al., 2016). However, they have yet to be used to
compute a semi- or nonparametric EIF. This may be due to the fact that EIFs correspond to a
gradient of a functional defined on an infinite-dimensional statistical manifold, and so it has been

unclear what primitives can be chained together to automate their computation.

1.2 Contributions
Our first two contributions are as follows:

1. We provide an automatic differentiation algorithm for computing the EIF of any parameter

that can be expressed as a composition of differentiable Hilbert-valued primitives.

2. We establish the differentiability of a variety of primitives. These primitives can be composed



to express many parameters of interest.

We then turn to estimation, building on developments in probabilistic programming (van de Meent
et al., 2018). Probabilistic programming has been employed for Bayesian inference (Ge et al.,
2018; Tran et al., 2018; Stan Development Team, 2023), parametric maximum likelihood estimation
(Fournier et al., 2012; Kristensen et al., 2015), M-estimation (Zivich et al., 2022; Kosmidis and
Lunardon, 2024), and efficient estimation in high-dimensional parametric models (Agrawal et al.,
2024). However, to date there is not a probabilistic programming framework for efficiently estimating
a generic smooth parameter that may rely on nonparametric nuisances like density and regression

functions. Our remaining contributions address this gap.

3. We introduce an algorithm to estimate any parameter that is expressed as a composition of

known primitives and conditions under which this estimator will be efficient.

4. We provide a proof-of-concept Python package implementing our approach, available at

http://github.com/alexluedtkel2/pydimple.

We refer to our framework for constructing efficient estimators using automatic differentiation and
probabilistic programming as ‘dimple’, short for ‘debiased inference made simple’.

The goal of dimple is similar in spirit to that of automatic debiased machine learning methods: to
avoid analytical derivations when constructing efficient estimators (Chernozhukov et al., 2022a,b,c).
Those existing methods apply to regression functionals, whose EIFs depend on the functional’s
form through nuisance functions known as Riesz representers. Automatic debiased machine learning
provides loss functions that can be used to estimate these nuisances without explicitly deriving their
form. Compared to these methods, dimple innovates in several directions. It allows the functional
to depend on the distribution through non-regression summaries, uses automatic differentiation to
compute the EIF, and is integrated into a user-friendly probabilistic programming framework. It
also works in semiparametric as well as nonparametric models and applies to general Hilbert-valued
parameters (Luedtke and Chung, 2023).

Beyond simplifying estimation, our automatic differentiation approach and the chain rule that
underlies it may be of independent interest for their use in deriving semiparametric efficiency bounds,

which are given by the variance of the EIF when it exists (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1989; van der
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Vaart, 1991a). Our theoretical results show this EIF exists for any parameter expressible as a
composition of differentiable primitives, and applying automatic differentiation by hand gives its

analytic form. An example of this is given in Section 2.3.

1.3 Illustrations of proposed approach

Our proof-of-concept Python package, pydimple, uses dimple to construct nonparametric efficient
estimators. We illustrate it with three examples. The following Python code imports the classes

and functions from the package needed to run them:

from pydimple import Distribution, E, Density, Var, RV, estimate

In our first example, the objective is to estimate the expected density (P) := Ep[p(Z)], with p the
probability density function of Z ~ P.
P = Distribution(data=dat)
dens = Density(P, 'Z') #p
expected_density = E(P,dens) # Y(P)
estimate (expected_density)

# Output: {'est': 1.699, 'se': 0.035, 'ci': [1.631, 1.768]}

Example 1: Expected density (Bickel and Ritov, 1988).

The first line of code defines a distribution P and identifies a dataset dat containing iid draws
from it to be used for estimation. The next two lines serve as a blueprint of the statistical
estimation problem, formulating it using primitives from pydimple. The fourth line computes
a 5-fold cross-fitted estimator, Wald-type standard error, and 95% confidence interval of 1 (P).
Internally, pydimple estimates density functions using kernel density estimation and all other
nuisances using lightgbm (Ke et al., 2017), with hyperparameters tuned via Optuna (Akiba et al.,
2019).

In our next example, the objective is to estimate the nonparametric R? criterion, defined as

Y(P):=1- [{y— Ep(Y|X = 2)}?dP(z,y)/Varp(Y), where P is a distribution of (X,Y).

P Distribution(data=dat)

v Var(P,'Y") # Varp(Y)
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mu = E(P,'Y',indep_vars=['X1"','X2"']) # EplY | X =]
R2 = 1-E(P,(RV('Y')-mu)**2) /v # (P)
estimate (R2)

# Output: {'est': 0.4334, 'se': 0.0206, 'ci': [0.3930, 0.4738]1}%}

Example 2: Nonparametric R? criterion (Williamson et al., 2021).

The final example concerns the estimation of the longitudinal G-formula (Robins, 1986; Bang
and Robins, 2005; Luedtke et al., 2017; Rotnitzky et al., 2017; Chernozhukov et al., 2022b). This
parameter is defined in longitudinal settings where covariate-treatment pairs (X, 4;) are collected
at times t = 0,1,...,7 — 1, and then an outcome Y is collected at the end of the study. For
t € {0,1,...,T — 1}, let H; denote the history (Xo, Ao, X1, A1,..., X¢—1, Ar—1, X¢) available just
before treatment A; is administered. Also let Hy = (Hp_1, Ap,Y') denote all of the covariate,
treatment, and outcome data. The parameter ¢)(P) is defined recursively by letting ppr(hr) =y,
ppi(ht) = Eplupiy1(Hep1) |Ae =1, Hy = hy] for t =T — 1,7 —2,...,0, and ¥(P) = Ep[ppo(Ho)].
Under causal conditions, ¢(P) gives the counterfactual mean outcome when everyone receives
treatment 1 at all time points. The recursive definition of this parameter can be easily expressed in

pydimple via a for loop, as illustrated below.

P = Distribution(data=dat)

T =3 # T

mu = 'Y' # upr

for t in reversed(range(T)): #t=T-1,T-2,...,0
H = [£'X{j}' for j in range(t+1)]+[f'A{j}' for j in range(t)] # H,
mu = E(P,dep=mu,indep_vars=H, fixed_vars={f'A{t}==1'3}) # Lpy

mu = E(P,dep=mu) # (P)

estimate (mu)

# Output: {'est': 0.5313, 'se': 0.0304, 'ci': [0.4717, 0.5908]1}%}
Example 3: Longitudinal G-Formula (Robins, 1986).
In Section 4, we evaluate the performance of pydimple in a Monte Carlo study. The results

support that dimple can produce asymptotically efficient estimators and valid confidence intervals.

At sample sizes of n > 1000, the confidence intervals have approximately nominal coverage and nearly



Algorithm 1 To use automatic differentiation, there must exist an algorithm of the following
form that takes as input a generic P € M and returns ¢ (P)

> Color is used to facilitate identification of similar or identical objects across algorithm environments
1: h] = 91(P, hpa(l))
2: })/2 = QQ(P, hpa(Z)) > hsz(j) = (]I/L‘ 11 € pa(j)) VJ

k: llk‘ = Qk(P, hpa(/«?))
return (P) = h,

optimal widths, scaling with the standard deviation of the EIF. These results are not surprising
given that dimple uses a variant of one-step estimation, which has been shown to perform well in a
variety of settings (Pfanzagl, 1982; Bickel et al., 1993). Details on this estimation framework and its

theoretical properties are given in Section 3.1.

2 Automatic differentiation of statistical functionals

2.1 Algorithm and theoretical guarantee

We present an algorithm for automatically differentiating a parameter ¢ that maps from a set of
distributions M into a Hilbert space WW,. This and all Hilbert spaces in this work are real. The set
M, called the model, may be nonparametric or semiparametric.

Using our approach requires that 1 can be expressed as in Algorithm 1, meaning that, for any
P € M, calling that algorithm with input P returns ¢)(P). The j-th line of that algorithm computes
the evaluation h; of a primitive ; : M x U; — V; applied to P and hy,;) = (h; : i € pa(j)).

Here, U; 2 [[;cpa(;) Vi and pa(j) € [j — 1] := {1,2,...,j — 1}, where [0] := (. When pa(j) = 0,

1€Epa
we let U := {0} and hp,(j) := 0. This adheres to the following general convention: for any tuple
(a;:i € [j]) and set S C [j], as := (a; : i € S) when S # () and as := 0 otherwise.

Though Algorithm 1 does not rely on V; having an inner product structure, our automatic
differentiation scheme does. Hence, we suppose we can specify an ambient Hilbert space W; 2 V;
for each j € [k —1]. We also let Wy, := W), and view U; as a subset of the direct sum Hilbert space
@D cpaj) Wi, which we take to be a trivial Hilbert space {0} when pa(j) = 0.

To ensure that a chain rule can be applied to differentiate ¢, each ; must be differentiable



in a sense we now introduce. We do this for a generic primitive 8 : M x U — V with U C T and
Y C W for ambient Hilbert spaces 7 and W. We denote the norms on these spaces by || - ||7
and || - |lw. Given uw € Y and t € T, we let P(u,U,t) be the set of paths {uc : € € [0,1]} C U
that satisfy ||uc —u — et|7 = o(e). For u € U, we call Uy, := {t € T : P(u,U,t) # 0} the tangent
set of U at u and the T-closure of its linear span, U,, the tangent space of I at u. The tangent
space Mp C L*(P) of M at P is similarly defined as the L?(P)-closure of the linear span of
the tangent set Mp := {s € L*(P) : P(P,M,s) # 0}, where P(P, M,s) is the collection of
quadratic mean differentiable univariate submodels {P, : € € [0,1]} € M with score s at € = 0
and P.—g = P. We call 0 totally pathwise differentiable at (P, u) if there exists a continuous linear
operator épm : Mp @ U, — W such that, for all s € Mp, t € U,, {P. : ¢} € P(P,M,s), and
{ue : €} € P(u,U, 1),

HG(PE,UE) —(Pu) — eépm(s,t)HW = o(e). (1)

The differential operator 9p’u is unique. We denote its Hermitian adjoint by G}SU ‘W — Mp B U,.

Though we have not seen this precise notion of differentiability introduced previously, total
pathwise differentiability is closely related to classical notions that apply to functions of a single
argument, u € Y or P € M. In particular, the total pathwise differentiability of 6 at (P, u)
implies §(P, -) is Hadamard differentiable (Averbukh and Smolyanov, 1967) and (-, u) is pathwise
differentiable (van der Vaart, 1991a), and the converse implication holds under additional regularity
conditions — see Lemmas S5 and S6 in the appendix. In the special case where U is the trivial vector
space {0}, 0 is totally pathwise differentiable if and only if v(-) := (-, 0) is pathwise differentiable.
In these cases, 6% (w) = (¥5(w),0). The map &5 : W — Mp is called the efficient influence operator
of v at P; it can be used to draw inferences about v(P) (Luedtke and Chung, 2023). When W = R
and w = 1, }(w) is known as the EIF of v at P.

Like Hadamard and pathwise differentiability (Averbukh and Smolyanov, 1967; van der Vaart,
1991b), total pathwise differentiability satisfies a chain rule — see Lemma S3 in the appendix. The
availability of a chain rule suggests a form of automatic differentiation (Linnainmaa, 1970), which

we present in Algorithm 2. Initially, this algorithm requires the evaluation of the composition that



Algorithm 2 Automatic differentiation to evaluate the efficient influence operator at P

Require: user-specified [, € Wy, and hy, hs, ..., h; as defined in Algorithm 1 with input P

1: initialize /o, /1, /5, ..., as the 0 elements of L*(P), Wy, W,, ..., Wi_1, respectively
2: for j=k,k—1,...,1do

3: augment ( /oy, ) += 9;,1;7,%(‘”( )

4: return f, > Theorem 1 shows [, = @/J}( )

defines 1. Subsequently, information backpropagates through the indices j of the composition to
evaluate the efficient influence operator. This information is derived from the adjoint 9;‘ Phouty of
L pa(y

the differential operator of 0; at (P, hp,(j)), where hy,(;y is as defined as in Algorithm 1 when that

algorithm is called with input P.

Theorem 1 (Automatic differentiation works). Suppose 1) can be expressed as in Algorithm 1 and
0; is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, hya(j)) for all j € [k]. Then, 1 is pathwise differentiable at

P and Algorithm 2 returns the efficient influence operator evaluation w}"a(fk)

To obtain the EIF of a real-valued parameter 1, Algorithm 2 can be run with f; = 1. When
proving Theorem 1, we define maps 7; : M X szl Ve — Wy, such that n;(P, v[j]) is the output of a
modification of Algorithm 1 that replaces each line i < j by the assignment h; = v; and leaves each
line ¢ > j unchanged, so that h; = 0;(P, hp,(;)). The crux of our proof involves showing that, just
before step j of the loop in Algorithm 2, fy = ﬁ;’P’hm (fx)-

We now discuss two strategies to increase the applicability of Algorithm 2. The first uses that
the choice of ambient Hilbert spaces Wi, Wa, ..., Wi_1 can impact whether the primitives used
to express 1 are totally pathwise differentiable. Hence, a good strategy is to choose these Hilbert
spaces in a way that makes the primitives differentiable under mild conditions — see the next
subsection for examples. The second uses that differentiability is a local property, and so Theorem 1
remains true if the representation of 1 in Algorithm 1 is only valid in some Hellinger neighborhood
N C M of P. Concretely, it suffices that calling Algorithm 1 with input P’ returns ¢(P’) for all
P’ € N; no such requirement is needed for P’ ¢ N. This relaxation may help identify compositions
of primitives to automatically differentiate.

There are many forms of automatic differentiation. They differ in how derivative information is

propagated. The two extremes are reverse mode (Linnainmaa, 1970) and forward mode (Wengert,
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1964). As exhibited in Algorithm 2, reverse mode backpropagates information through adjoints.
Forward mode takes the opposite approach, propagating it forward through differential operators as
the function is evaluated. There are also intermediate approaches that propagate information both
forward and backward, each of which may have a different time complexity. Because identifying
the best such traversal is an NP-complete problem (Naumann, 2008), many implementations of
automatic differentiation employ either a simple forward or reverse mode. A general rule of thumb
is that reverse mode will be faster than forward mode when a function’s input dimension exceeds its
output dimension (Chapter 3 of Griewank and Walther, 2008). In our context, the input dimension
is infinite unless M is parametric. Consequently, we pursue reverse mode automatic differentiation

in this work. We leave consideration of alternative traversal strategies to future study.

2.2 Useful primitives

Table 1 provides a selection of useful primitives. In Appendix C, we establish that, under conditions,
each is totally pathwise differentiable when M is a locally nonparametric model of distributions
on Z. Some of these primitives involve a coarsened random variable X = €(Z), where €: Z — X
is a many-to-one map; when Z ~ Q € M, we let @ x denote the marginal distribution of X. The
primitives fall into three distinct categories, which we elaborate on below.

The first consists of maps # that depend on both their distributional input P and Hilbert-valued
input w. A simple example is a conditional mean operator §(P,u)(-) = Eplu(Z) | X = -], with u a
real-valued function. An r-fold conditional mean is a slightly more complex case, corresponding to a
conditional variant of the estimand pursued by U-statistics (Hoeffding, 1948). Here, u is a function
of r > 2 independent observations and 0(P,u)(:) = Epr[u(Z1,Z2,...,Z;) | (X1, Xo,..., X)) =-].
Conditional variances and covariances are other examples, as are the optimal value and solution of
optimization problems whose objective functions depend on the data-generating distribution P and
a Hilbert-valued input u. Kernel embedding operators 6(P,u) = [ K(x, - )u(x) Px (dz) represent
another example, where u is a bounded function and K is a bounded kernel of a reproducing kernel
Hilbert space (RKHS) (Chapter 4.9.1.1 of Berlinet and Thomas-Agnan, 2011). This primitive has
been used to construct tests of equality of distributions (Gretton et al., 2012; Muandet et al., 2021)

and independence (Gretton et al., 2007).
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Table 1: Primitives  with domain M x /. Given the specified ambient Hilbert spaces 7 2 U and
W D Image(), each is totally pathwise differentiable under conditions given in Appendix C.

Notation: Q@ € M; X € X and A € {0,1} are coarsenings or subvectors of Z; Qx, Q4 ,x = marginal
distribution of X, (A, X)) when Z ~ Q; L*(p) = a set of p-a.s. equivalence classes, each satisfying a moment
condition, where p and @ are equivalent measures; L*(px) is defined similarly but with @ replaced by Qx;
Op(u)(2) = u(z) — Ep[u(Z) | X = z]; qx,px (qz|x,Pzx) = marginal (conditional) densities under sampling
from @, P; A\, A1, A\ = o-finite measures.

\ u \ T \ w ‘ (P, u) ‘ 07, (w)

Conditional mean L*(p) L*(Q) | L*(Qx) | Ep[w(Z2)| X =] (Z—);[u — 0(P,u)]w, ‘Z;‘;w)
r-fold conditional mean L*(p") | LAQ") | LX(Q%) | Epr[u(Zy) | X =] see appendix
Conditional variance L*(p) L2(Q) | L*(Qx) | Varpu(Z)| X = -] (Z—i[l’lp(u)2 — 0(P,u)w, 25;‘? Hp(u)w>
Conditional covariance L*(p)? | L2(Q)®? | L2(Qx) | covp[ur(Z),ua(Z) | X = -] see appendix
Kernel embedding L*(px) | L*(@x) | RKHS | [K(z, -)u(z) Px(dz) (wu — [wudPx, %w)
Optimal value u T R minyey Fy (P, u) F:rgmi% Fy(Pa) P
Optimal solution u T R? argmin,,eyy Fi, (P, u) see appendix
Pathwise diff. parameter {0} w v(P) (u},( w),0)
L Root-density {0} L*()) (dP/dN)'/? 2,/ P) —f 2u P dP,0)
L Conditional density {0} L*(Q) py|x, with Z = (X,Y) (Hp Lwpyx), )
L Dose-response function {0} L2(\) JEp[Y|A=-,X = z|Px(dx) see appendix
L Counterfactual density {0} L*(\) y— Ep[py|lA=1,X)] see appendix
Hadamard diff. map u ‘ T w ¢(u) (0, Ci(w w))
L Inner product R®ER R (w1, u2)r, with u = (ug,uz) (0, (wug, wuy))
L Squared norm T R [lull% (0, 2wu)
L Differentiable function R? R ¢(u) (0,wV¢(u))
L Pointwise operations L2(\)®¢ L*(\) z > fpou(z), with a(z) = (uj(r))‘}:1 ( x = w(x)V,fy o u(l))ji:])
L Bounded affine map T w k(u) + ¢, with ¢ € W, bounded linear s (O K*(w))

L Constant map {0} w ¢, with c € W (0,0)

L Coordinate projection R1 4 Re R uy, with u = (uy, ug) (0, (w,0))

L Change of measure L2(\1) L) |u (0, %w}

L Lift to new domain L*(Qx) L2(Q) |z u(x) (0, Eglw(2)|X =-])

L Fix binary argument L3(Qa,x) L*(Qx) | x> u(l,2) (0,(a,z) mw(m))

The second category consists of maps 6 that solely depend on their distribution-valued input,
so that there is some pathwise differentiable parameter v : M — W such that 0(P,u) = v(P) for
all (P,u) € M x U. Since u plays no role in determining the value of 6(P, u), it suffices to assume
that U is a trivial vector space {0}. Examples of v include root density functions, conditional
density functions, dose-response functions (Diaz and van der Laan, 2013), and counterfactual density
functions (Kennedy et al., 2021), as detailed in Luedtke and Chung (2023). That work also shows
that conditional average treatment effect functions (Hill, 2011) are pathwise differentiable.

The third category consists of maps 6 that solely depend on their Hilbert-valued input, so that
there is some Hadamard differentiable map ¢ : &/ — W such that 0(P,u) = ((u) for all (P, u).

Simple examples are inner products, squared norms, and finite-dimensional differentiable functions.
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Pointwise operations provide a richer example — for instance, { may take as input functions u; and
ug and return x — f(u1(z), ue(x)) with f(a,b) := [a + b]cos(a). The pointwise operation may also
depend on x, as would be the case if ((u1,us)(x) = fi(ui(x),uz(x)) with fi(a,b) = (a + z)cos(b).

Bounded affine maps provide further examples of primitives from the third category. Simple
special cases are given by constant maps and coordinate projections. Changes of measure are another
special case, so that for measures Ao < A\; with dA2/d\; essentially bounded, ¢(u) is the isometric
embedding of u € L?(\1) into L?(\3); this map facilitates the chaining of primitives (1 : Uy — L?(\1)
and (o : L?(\2) — W) via (3 0 0 (1. Primitives (1 : Uy — L?(Qx) and (o : L*(Q) — Wy can
similarly be chained together using a lifting map ¢ : L2(Qx) — L?*(Q). Further examples of affine
maps are those that fix a binary argument to unity, so that ((u)(z) = u(1,x). When paired with
a conditional mean operator (P,u) — Ep[u(Z)|(A,X) = -], this makes it possible to express
(P,u) = Ep[u(Z)| A=1,X = -] as a composition of totally pathwise differentiable primitives; such
conditional expectations appear frequently in parameters arising in causal inference (Robins, 1986).
Bounded affine maps ¢ can also be composed with conditional mean primitives to express affine
functionals of regressions commonly studied in the literature (Chernozhukov et al., 2018, 2022c),
namely ¥(P) = Ep[C(Ep[Y | X = -])(2)] with ¢ : Z2(Qx) — L*(Q).

The choice of ambient Hilbert spaces 7 and W can impact a primitive’s total pathwise differen-
tiability. For the first five primitives in Table 1 and the conditional density primitive, this choice
involves selecting a @ € M indexing one or more L? spaces. As detailed in Appendix C, sufficient
conditions for each primitive’s total pathwise differentiability at a given (P, u) require one or more
of the following to be bounded: dP/dQ, dQ/dP, dPx/dQx, or dQx/dPx. If Q = P then these
functions are all equal to unity, and so these boundedness conditions certainly hold. Given this,
when composing these primitives to differentiate 1) at P we generally recommend choosing Q) = P
to index the ambient Hilbert spaces.

In Appendix C.5, we describe how to transform primitives for conditional quantities to those for
marginal quantities. This provides a way to derive a marginal mean primitive, for example. We also

describe how to adapt the primitives from nonparametric to semiparametric models.

12



Figure 1: Computation graph for the nonparametric R? parameter.

constant conditional mean lift to new domain pointwise operation
ha(z,y) =y ha(z) = Ep[ha(X,Y)|X = 2] hs(z,y) = ha(w) he(z,y) = [y — hs(z,y))?
v
marginal mean
h7 = Eplhe(X,Y)]
~

constant variance arithmetic
hi(z,y) =y he = Varp[h1(X,Y)] hg =1 —hy/hy

distribution intermediate operations operation returns R?

2.3 Example: nonparametric R?

We apply Algorithm 2 to compute the EIF of the nonparametric R? parameter at a distribution P
in a nonparametric model M. To avoid notational overload on P, we denote a generic element of
M by P’ when presenting this example.

We express 1(P') := 1 — Ep/[{Y — pup/(X)}?]/Varp(Y) as a composition of eight primitives:
a constant 0;(P',0) = (z — y) € L?(P), variance 0o(P’,hy) = Varp/[h1(Z)] € R, constant
03(P',0) = (z — y) € L*(P), conditional mean 4(P', h3)(:) = Ep/[h3(Z)| X = -] € L*(Px), lifting
05(P', hy) = (2 + hy(x)) € L?(P), pointwise operation 0g(P’, hs) = (z — [y — h5(2)]?) € L?(P),
mean 07(P', hg¢) = Ep[h¢(Z)] € R, and differentiable function 0g(P’, (ha, h7)) = 1 — hy/hy € R.
The redundancy of the constant maps 6; and 03 has no impact on the applicability of Algorithm 2.
For the composition of primitives to express v, it must return (P’) for every P’ € M. This will
hold if each claimed element of L?(P) or L?(Px) is a P-a.s. equivalence class of functions that
satisfies an appropriate second-moment condition. To this end, we suppose all pairs of distributions
in M are mutually absolutely continuous, which makes it so, for each P’ € M, P’-a.s. and P-a.s.
equivalence classes of functions are one and the same. For the moment condition, we suppose there
exists ¢ < oo such that P'(|Y| < ¢) =1 for all P’ € M. To avoid dividing by zero, we also suppose
Varp/(Y) > 0 for all P’

Figure 1 illustrates the computation graph for our representation of ¢ (Linnainmaa, 1970; Bauer,
1974). In it, each primitive is a node. A directed arrow points from node i to node j if i € pa(j), and
from P to node j if 6; depends nontrivially on its distribution-valued argument. Table 2 provides a

step-by-step illustration of how Algorithm 2 computes the EIF at P. As anticipated in Section 1.2,
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Table 2: Step-by-step evaluation of Algorithm 2 for the nonparametric R? parameter when it is
expressed as in Figure 1. Each row j lists the values fo, f1,..., f; take just before executing line 3
of the for loop in Algorithm 2. The value of fj in the bottom row is the efficient influence function.

Notation: up(z) = EplY | X = x|, 0% = Varp(Y), and vp = Ep[Varp(Y | X)].

Step Variables in Algorithm 2
DIkl ALkl s | A BE] B AY fo
8 1 0 0 0 0 — 0 — 0
7 % | 0 0 o | -]z - 0
P P R
6 _é 0 0 — Z—Z — oy — [?/*#P[(rﬂ%)] —-P
5 N 2[3/7;;;3(@] 0 _ fo _ 2 — [yf/tpgrz)]zﬂp
P P P
4 ot| — | 2= | — 2 —lmpp@P e
o 7,
3 A . 2y —lmrp@Pop
or TR
2 Zig _ 2y [y*upt(jzz)] —p
1 i _ 5y Qu=BrlYI}2—ophe P_ ly—pp(@)]?—p
op %
0 O Hy—Ep[Y]}? —0}lvr _ [y—pp(x)]*—vp
o4, =)

§ @5 and 6 are constant maps and so have derivative zero. Hence, backpropagating f3 and f; on steps j = 3
and j = 1 has no impact on earlier nodes (f; : ¢ < j), and so these values need not be stored.

T 05 : L?(Px) — L?(P) is a lifting, so f4 updates as f; += Ep|[f5(Z)| X = -]. This update equals zero.

this manual application of automatic differentiation has yielded an analytical expression for the EIF.
In Appendix D, we apply Algorithm 2 to two other parameters: the expected density ¢ (P) =

Ep[p(Z)] and expected conditional covariance (P) = Ep[covp(A,Y | X)].

3 Probabilistic programming of efficient estimators

3.1 Estimator construction

Suppose now that we observe independent draws Z1, Zo, ..., Z, from an unknown P € M. Our
goal is to infer ¢(P). We do this using a variant of a one-step estimator (Pfanzagl, 1982), which
debiases an initial estimator using the efficient influence operator.

Algorithm 3 presents a method to obtain this initial estimate and the evaluation of the efficient
influence operator at a user-specified fr. The algorithm employs a forward and backward pass.
In the forward pass, it recursively estimates the P-dependent evaluations of the operators 6; that
appear in Algorithm 1, ultimately vielding the initial estimate hy of Y(P). In the backward pass, it

recursively estimates P-dependent adjoint evaluations and backpropagates them as in Algorithm 2,
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Algorithm 3 Obtain initial estimates of )(P) and ¢5(f) using data drawn from P
Require: f; € W, and data Zy := {Z, : i € J C [n]} for nuisance estimation on lines 2 and 5

> forward pass to obtain an initial estimate

1: for j=1,2,...,k do
2: estimate 0;(P, h1,.(;)) with 7, > hpa) i= (hi 11 € pa(j))
> backward pass to estimate efficient influence operator

3: initialize [, : 2 — 0; [, [o, ..., as the 0 elements of Wi, Wh, ..., Wi_1; and [, = f

4: for j=k,k—1,...,1do

5: estimate 9;‘ 5 (/;) with a oJ; whose first entry, 7,0, is compatible with /;, h,.(;)

Pilpas) ' '

> definition of compatibility: 3 7 € M s.t. h; = 0;(F), hpay) and [ 0;0(2) Pi(dz) =0

6: augment (/, ) +=1;

7: return initial estimate Zk and estimated efficient influence operator ]‘A()

yielding an estimate fo of the efficient influence operator evaluation w}é( fx)- Black-box machine
learning tools may be used to estimate all of the needed nuisances. When v is real-valued and
fr =1, ]?0 is an estimate of the EIF. To fix ideas, we focus on this real-valued setting in the
remainder of the main text and refer the reader to Appendix B.3 for a discussion of more general
settings where 1 takes values in a generic separable Hilbert space, such as an L? space.

Inspired by one-step estimation, the outputs of Algorithm 3 can be used to construct
1 n
b= hy+ Z;fo(Zi)
1=

and 95% confidence interval @E +1.960/ n'/2, where 62 is the empirical variance of ]/”E). In fact, @Z is
exactly the traditional one-step estimator ¥ (P) + IS w%(l)(ZZ) under the strong compatibility

condition that there exists a P € M such that 71\]- = 9j(13 h

hpagy)) and 0 = 0% S (f;) for all

3P hpagj)

Jj € [k]. To ease implementation, Algorithm 3 makes a weaker compatibility requirement that allows
each 1/9\]-,0, /ﬁj, and Epa(j) to be compatible with a ]3J that may depend on j. In the next subsection,
we show that this allows each primitive to be paired with a nuisance estimation routine that can be
reused across different parameters .

Because 1; is not generally a traditional one-step estimator, we state sufficient conditions

for its efficiency here. These conditions concern the same objects as for a traditional one-step
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estimator (Bickel et al., 1993), namely a remainder R, := Ty + Il f/i)(z) P(dz) —(P) and drift term

Dy, = f[]?o(z) — fo(2)](Py, — P)(dz), with P, the empirical distribution and fp := ¢/%(1) the EIF.

Theorem 2 (Efficiency of 12) Suppose Y is real-valued, fr, =1, and the conditions of Theorem 1

hold. If D,, and R,, are op(n_l/Q), then 121\ is an efficient estimator of 1(P), in that
~ 1 & B
b—w(P) == folZi) + op(n” ).
i=1

Our Python package implements a cross-fitted counterpart of 12, which we present and study in
Appendix B.1. Like zz;, this estimator is efficient when a remainder and drift term are negligible (see
Theorem S1). The cross-fitted estimator may be preferred over 12 because its drift term is op(n_l/ 2)
even without an empirical process condition (Schick, 1986). This is in contrast to 12, for which such
a condition is often used to ensure negligibility of that term (Lemma 19.24 of van der Vaart, 2000).

The compatibility condition in Algorithm 3 helps make R,, = op(nfl/ 2) plausible. To see this,

we add and subtract terms and use that f 5]-,0 dﬁj =0 and fo = Zk @70 to reexpress R, as

J=1

where ¥ is the first entry of the augmentation term 9;" pn . (f;) from Algorithm 2. If both

pa(j)

terms on the right are op(n_l/ %), then R,, is as well. Moreover, since the above holds for any ]Sj

compatible with the nuisances ﬁj, h ), and @70, it suffices that there exist such ﬁj, Jj € [k], that

pa(j
make each of the two terms on the right op(n_l/ 2). By Cauchy-Schwarz, the magnitude of the
latter term upper bounds by Z?Zl Hdﬁj/dP — U2y H@p — Jj0ll2(p), Which is 0p(n~1/2) under
an n~1/%rate condition akin to those arising in the study of traditional one-step estimators. In
Appendix B.2, we show that the first term on the right is the remainder in a von Mises expansion,
which makes it so it too will be op(nfl/ 2) under appropriate conditions. Similar arguments have
been made previously to motivate one-step estimators when ) is a generic pathwise differentiable
parameter (Robins et al., 2009; Luedtke and Chung, 2023).

For a particular parameter 1, the remainder R,, can also be analyzed explicitly. In Appendix E,

we provide this analysis for the nonparametric R? parameter.
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3.2 Software implementation

To implement Algorithm 3 in software, it is necessary to convert a computer code representation
of the parameter 1) — such as the one given on lines 2-4 of Example 2 — into the compositional
form in Algorithm 1. Any computer program, including those with function calls and control flow
structures like loops and conditionals, can be represented via its computation graph (Linnainmaa,
1970; Bauer, 1974). When the operations in this graph are totally pathwise differentiable primitives,
as they are in Figure 1, this graph yields an expression for ¢ as in Algorithm 1. Representing
programs via their computation graphs enables user-friendly automatic differentiation, as seen in
software like TensorFlow, PyTorch, and JAX (Abadi et al., 2015; Bradbury et al., 2018; Paszke
et al., 2019).

Our proof-of-concept package also adopts computation graphs, using a static graph structure
(Baydin et al., 2018). When defining the parameter, each primitive call takes dimple objects as
inputs and returns another dimple object. At this stage, a dimple object comprises a primitive and
a set of pointers to its inputs, serving the roles of #; and pa(j) in Algorithm 1. The dimple objects
can be used to express ¥ as in Algorithm 1, and also provide the form of the computation graph.
Estimation — as executed, for instance, via ‘estimate (R2)’ in Example 2 — calls Algorithm 3 with
this computation graph to populate each dimple object with initial estimates ﬁj in the forward
pass, with adjoint estimates ]/f; added in the backward pass.

Primitives can be implemented independently of one another and reused across different parame-
ters 9. In this modular approach, each primitive 6; in Algorithm 3 requires two associated nuisance
estimation routines: one for the forward pass and another for the backward pass. Algorithm 4
details the inputs and outputs of these routines for a generic primitive 6 : M x U — W. Like
Algorithm 3, the backward routine makes a compatibility requirement: the estimates of (P, u)
and the first entry of Q}SU(w) must be compatible with a common P € M. There is no need to
explicitly exhibit ]3, which in many cases will make it possible to only estimate certain summaries
of P, such as regression functions or conditional densities. The forward and backward routines may
also take hyperparameters as inputs, such as specifications of statistical learning algorithms to use

to fit nuisances or folds to be used during cross-fitting.
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Algorithm 4 Requirements of nuisance estimation routines for a generic 6 : M x U — W

> forward routine
input data Z; :={Z, :i €I C [n]} and u € U
output an estimate /1 of 0(P, u)

> backward routine
input same Z; and v as forward routine, output h from forward routine, and w e W
output an estimate U of 0P () whose first entry, o, is compatlble with 7, 1

> definition of compatibility: 3/ € M s.t. h = G(P, u) and [ 1)0 2) (dz) =0

Algorithm 3 can be executed using these nuisance estimation routines. At step j of the forward

pass, the forward routine for 6; is called with inputs Z; and h yielding ﬁj. At step j of the

pa(j)
backward pass, the backward routine is called with inputs Zj, ﬁpa(j), ﬁj, and j/“;-, yielding 1/9\j.
Forward and backward routines for the primitives in Table 1 are given in Appendix F. Those
routines allow needed regression, density functions, and density ratios to be estimated using flexible
statistical learning tools, such as gradient-boosted trees (Ke et al., 2017). Riesz losses (Chernozhukov

et al., 2022c) are used when estimating the adjoint of bounded affine maps whose ambient Hilbert

spaces depend on P.

4 Simulation study

A simulation study was conducted to verify whether a handful of lines of pydimple code truly suffice
to construct performant one-step estimators for the examples in Section 1.3. Such a finding would be
important given that existing implementations of one-step estimators in these problems can consist of
hundreds of lines of code (e.g., Luedtke et al., 2017; Williamson et al., 2021). For a given Monte Carlo
replicate of our study, a dataset dat was generated as an iid sample of n € {250, 1000, 4000, 16000}
draws from a distribution P, and then the pydimple code from Section 1.3 was executed to perform
estimation. A total of 1000 Monte Carlo replicates were performed for each scenario. Code for this
study is available at http://github.com/alexluedtkel2/pydimple.

For the expected density parameter, we followed Carone et al. (2018) in letting P = Beta(3,5).
For the nonparametric R? parameter, we followed Williamson et al. (2021) in letting P be the

distribution of (X,Y) with X = (X, Xs) a pair of independent Unif[—1, 1] random variables and
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Table 3: Performance of pydimple package in the examples from Section 1.3. Assessed via
coverage of 95% confidence intervals, relative width = n'/2 x (mean width of CI)/(2 x 1.96 x
standard deviation of EIF), relative variance = n x (variance of estimator)/(variance of EIF), and
squared bias divided by the mean squared error. Asymptotically, an efficient estimator would have
these four quantities equal to the values in the Target Value row.

n Coverage Rel. Width Rel. Variance Bias?/MSE
Target Value >95% < 1.00 <1.00 =0.00
Expected Density 250 91% 0.94 1.13 0.04
1000 92% 0.96 0.95 0.07
4000 93% 0.97 1.06 0.02
16000 95% 0.98 0.98 0.03
Nonparametric R? 250 87% 0.89 1.12 0.10
1000 92% 0.94 1.05 0.05
4000 94% 0.97 1.03 0.00
16000 93% 0.98 1.10 0.01
Longitudinal G-Formula 250 79% 1.09 4.44 0.12
1000 93% 1.28 2.01 0.02
4000 94% 1.25 2.10 0.01
16000 94% 1.06 1.26 0.00

Y | X ~ N(25X%2/9,1). For the longitudinal G-formula example, we used the data-generating process
from Simulation 1 of Luedtke et al. (2017).

Table 3 reports the results. The coverage of 95% confidence intervals returned by pydimple
approximately attains the nominal value for all scenarios with n > 1000. Coverage tends to be
below nominal when n = 250, taking a minimal value of 79%. The widths of the confidence intervals

172 with o the standard deviation of

are close to the asymptotically optimal width of 2 x 1.96 x o/n
the EIF. For each expected density and nonparametric R? scenario, the variance of the estimators
always approximately equals the efficient variance, o2 /n. In the longitudinal G-formula scenario,
this variance is much larger than the efficient variance at smaller sample sizes but the relative
difference diminishes as n grows. The inflated variance appears to be partially driven by outliers
arising from inverse propensity weighting in the EIF. Bias is minimal in all scenarios. Together these

results support our theoretical findings that dimple can produce asymptotically efficient estimators

under reasonable conditions (Theorem 2).
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On the author’s 2021 MacBook Pro, the average time required to evaluate a single Monte Carlo

replicate for Examples 1, 2, and 3 was about 3, 20, and 110 seconds respectively when n = 1000.

5 Discussion

Our results suggest researchers should refocus their efforts when constructing an efficient estimator of
a new parameter. Traditionally, this process involves labor-intensive calculations to derive the EIF.
Our approach avoids this task for parameters expressible as compositions of known primitives. Yet,
we recognize that this method will not apply to all new parameters, particularly those that cannot
be represented in this form. In such cases, we propose a shift in focus: rather than immediately
studying the differentiability of the parameter itself, researchers should aim to express it as a
composition involving both known and novel primitives. By establishing the differentiability of each
new primitive, they can deduce the differentiability of the parameter itself. This modular approach
can both simplify the immediate analysis and the study of other parameters in future research.

As noted in Carone et al. (2018), any automated approach to statistical inference inevitably has
potential for misuse. Per Theorems 1 and 2, the validity of our method depends on differentiability
and nuisance estimation conditions. While an expert can interpret and verify these conditions,
non-specialists may employ a software implementation without doing so. This may lead to an
overconfidence in the inferential conclusions reached, especially in high-dimensional problems or
other settings where these conditions are unlikely to be met. To mitigate this risk, future software
could automatically provide a list of conditions sufficient for ensuring the differentiability of each
primitive and the rates of convergence required on nuisance estimators for efficiency. Though
Appendix C already gives sufficient conditions for the differentiability of the primitives in Table 1,
work is still needed to figure out how to have software return this information in an accessible
manner.

There are also other interesting avenues for future work. First, though our algorithms apply
to arbitrary models, the particular nuisance estimation routines given in Appendix F are designed
for nonparametric settings. Future work should identify semiparametric model restrictions that
allow for modular nuisance estimation. Second, it would be interesting to consider whether it is

possible to automatically modify a representation of a parameter to weaken the conditions required
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of nuisance estimators. For example, suppose ¢(P) = Ep[Z]? is expressed as (z +— z, dP/dA)%Q(A)
using inner product and density primitives. Algorithm 3 would estimate the nuisance dP/dA for this

—1/4 rate condition.

representation and the efficiency of the one-step estimator would rely on an n
Estimation of this nuisance, and the associated rate condition, would be avoided if 1) were instead
expressed using a marginal mean primitive and square function. Automatically finding alternative
representations of a parameter that weaken nuisance estimation requirements is an important area
for future work.

Dimple provides a means to rapidly translate new developments in debiased estimation from
theory to practice. While our proof-of-concept software uses a cross-fitted one-step estimator, future
implementations should incorporate recent proposals like iteratively debiasing nuisance function
estimators for added robustness (Rotnitzky et al., 2017; Luedtke et al., 2017), employing separate
data subsamples to estimate different nuisance functions (Newey and Robins, 2018), and enforcing
known shape constraints on the parameter of interest (Westling and Carone, 2020; Ham et al., 2024).
This mirrors the approach taken by other differentiable and probabilistic programming frameworks,
where new algorithms, architectures, and regularization techniques are routinely integrated into

existing software (Bradbury et al., 2018; Paszke et al., 2019; Stan Development Team, 2023). This

practice ensures that state-of-the-art methods are widely accessible, a model we strive to emulate.
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A Total pathwise differentiability: supplemental theo-

retical results and proofs

A.1 Preliminary lemmas

We begin by defining some notation and conventions used throughout the appendix. If Aq, Ao, ..., A;
are subsets of Hilbert spaces By, B, ..., B;, then ngl A; is treated as a subset of the direct sum
of those Hilbert spaces, EB?ZI B;. For an element (by,bo,...,b;) € @gzl B; and nonempty S C [j],
we let bs := (b; : i € S). We similarly let Bs be the direct sum Hilbert space &,.g B;, and for
HLI A; C @Ll B;, we define As := [[;c5Ai- If S =0, then As = Bs = {0} and bs = 0. We
denote the inner product and norm of a generic Hilbert space B by (-,-)p and || - ||, respectively.
The following lemma shows that there are two equivalent ways of characterizing smooth paths
{v[j),e © €} through some vj;; € Vj;;. The first directly defines these smooth paths as elements of
(vm, Vi) ty) for some t(;. The second defines smooth paths {v;. : €} € P(v;, Vi, t;) through the

coordinate projections v; € V;, @ € [j], and then concatenates them so that V[jl,e = (Vi,e, V2,65 -+ - Vjie)-

Lemma S1 (Defining smooth paths through v; via smooth paths through its coordinate pro-
jections). Fiz j € [k] and vy € V- Let vm,vm denote the tangent set of Vi;) at v and ]}i,vi the
tangent set of V; at vy, i € [j]; let V[ 001 and V; »; denote the corresponding tangent spaces. Both of
the following hold:

(i) for any tj in V[j],v[j] and {vjj),. = (v@e)g:l ce € [0,1]} € Py, V), ty)s it holds that
{vie e €]0,1]} € P(v, Vi, ti) for all i € [j];

(ii) for any ty) € ngl ]}i,vi and {vi : € € [0,1]} € P(v;, Vi, ti), © € [j], it holds that {vj. =
(Ui,e)le €€ [0, 1]} € fP(Um,V[j],t[j]).

Consequently, V[j]ﬂ,[ Hl Vi and V @l Vi,

Proof of Lemma S1. Observe that (i) implies that f}[ﬂ oy Hg L Viv; and (ii) implies that V[J]
Hz L Viu;» and so together (i) and (ii) imply that V[ Jvy) Hl Vi, Tt is straightforward to verlfy
that the 1V;-closure of the linear span of Hi:l Vz,vi is equal to @i:l Vwi, and so the tangent set
relation v[ﬂﬂ’m = Hle f)iyvi implies the tangent space relation V[j]ﬂ)[j] = @5:1 VW Hence, the
proof will be complete if we can establish (i) and (ii).

Before proceeding, it will be useful to note that, for any t; € W;; and (vi7e)z:1 €V, €€ [0, 1],
the definition of the norm on W) := @521 W; makes it so that

I(wie)iy = (wi)y — et I, Z lvie = vi = etill3,. (S1)
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To establish (i), we note that, for any ¢[; € v[j];u[j] C W) and {(Ui,e)zﬂ re € (0,1} € Plugp, Vi) ty)s
the left-hand side above is o(¢?), and so each squared norm on the right-hand side must be o(e?) as
well. Consequently, {v; : € € [0,1]} € P(v;, V;, ;) for each i € [j], and so (i) holds. To establish (ii),
we note that, for any ¢; € V; ,, and {v; . : € € [0,1]} € P(vi, Vi, t:), i € [j], each squared norm on the
right-hand side above is 0(¢?), and so the squared norm on the left-hand side must be o(e?) as well.
Consequently, {(viﬁ)g:l e €[0,1]} € P(vy, Vi), t51), and so (ii) holds. O

In the following lemma and throughout we write proj 4{ - | B} to denote the orthogonal projection

in a Hilbert space A onto a closed subspace B.

Lemma S2 (Total pathwise differentiability of coordinate projections). Fiz j € [k] and let J C [j].
The coordinate projection map Az : M X Vi — Vg7, defined so that Az (P,vy;)) = vy, is totally
pathwise differentiable and, for all wy = (w; : i € J) € Wg and (P,vj;)) € M x V),

. , _ . j
A7 P, (wg)i = <07 (]lj(l) - projyy, {wi | Vz',vi}>l,:1> ;

where 17(7) - projyy, {w; | Viw } is equal to the zero element of W; if i ¢ J and is otherwise equal to
projyy, {wi | Vie,}-

Proof of Lemma S2. We first derive the differential operator A J.Puy;» and then we derive its
adjoint. Fix s € Mp and t[; in the tangent set f/[j]’v[j] of V}j at vy;. Let {P : e} € P(P, M, s) and
{U[j},e : 6} € T(UU], V[j],t[j]). Observe that

[Ag7 (Pesvpjpe) — Ag(Povgg)) — €tJH\2;j = |lvge —vg —etgll}, =Y llvie —vi—etill, -
eJ

By part (i) of Lemma S1, {v; : €} € P(v;, Vi, ;) for each i € [j], and so each term in the sum on the
right-hand side is o(¢?). Recalling the left-hand side above, this shows that A7 is totally pathwise
differentiable at (P, v;)) with (bounded and linear) differential operator Az, Py Mp x vam —
Wy defined so that Az, py (s, t;)) = t7.

We now derive the form of A},P,v[j]' To this end, fix wy = (w; : i € J) € Wyz. For any
(S,tm) S Mp X VU],UU],

<AJ,P,v[j] (37t[j])7wj>wj = (tg, W), = 3 (b Wiy, = <tz‘7pr0jwi{wi | Vz‘,vi}>wi

e eJ
=> <tz', projyy, {wi | vz’,fui}>

1eJ

_ <(s,tm)= (0’ (2 - proj {w: |vi,m})f_1)> |

MPEB(EB3=1VLUZ-)

Vi v,

(3

where the first equality uses the already-derived form of the differential operator, the second and fifth

use the definition of inner products on direct sums of Hilbert spaces, and the third and fourth use
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properties of projections and the fact that ¢; € sz The proof concludes by noting that @Ll le =
V[j]:v[j] ) 5]
takes the form claimed in the lemma statement. O

by Lemma S1, and so the Hermitian adjoint A}PU[ ] of AJ,P,U[J.] : Mp x V[j] — Wyq
Vg

A.2 Chain rule

In this appendix, we let Q, 7, and W be Hilbert spaces. We also let R C Q and U C T.

Lemma S3 (Chain rule for total pathwise differentiability). Lety: MxU — R andn: MxR = W
be totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) and (P,~(P,u)), respectively. Then, 3 : M xU — W,
defined so that B(P',u') = n(P',v(P',u)), is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with Bp(s,t) =
NP(Pu) (8, 7Pu(s, t)) and

Bb () = (1 ()0,0) + T (i (1)

where 1p_ p ) (w)o € Mp and NPy (Pa) (w), € Uy, are defined so that

Proof of Lemma S3. We first show that [ is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with the
specified differential operator. Fix {P. : € € [0,1]} € P(P,M,s) and {u. : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U,1).
Let re := (P, ue) and r := y(P,u). As +y is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, u), {r.: e € [0,1]}
belongs to P(r, R,4pu(s,t)). As n is totally pathwise differentiable, this implies that, as e — 0,

“H(Pere) = n(Por)] = iy (5, 4pu(5,1) = Bra(s,t).

The boundedness and linearity of 7p, and Yp, imply that B P, is bounded and linear, and so 3 is
totally pathwise differentiable at (P, u) with differential operator 3 Pu-
As for the adjoint B};u, observe that, for any w € W and (s,t) € Mp &U,,

<B.p’u(s,t),w>w

I
o~

NP(Pu) (8, YPu(8:t)) ’w>w

(s, ’ypu(s t)) aﬁ;w(PU)(w)>MpeaQ

Q

83 1P (o) (W > ) VP (np’“’(P“) Y 1>>M“’@u

(5,1), (nP»v(P»U)(w)O’()) >Mpeaau + <(8 Db (nP’V(P“)( h >>MP@%

- <(‘97 t), (ﬁ},v(RU)(w)O’ 0) + ’Y;’" (7773’7(13’") (w)1>>

S’UP,'y(Pu > +<7P7 St nP'y Pu 1>

I
P U e N

Mp@au ’
where: the first equality used the already-derived form of 3 pu; the second and fourth used the
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definition of an adjoint; the third and fifth used the definition of inner products in direct sums of
Hilbert spaces; and the final equality used the bilinearity of inner products. The right-hand side

writes as <(s, t), ﬁ}‘gu(w)>M ., with 85, as defined in the lemma statement. Hence, 5}, is the
’ P@Z/[u ’ ’

Hermitian adjoint of BP,u : Mp @ Uu — W. ]

The following consequence of the chain rule will prove useful when studying the backpropagation
algorithm. In this lemma, we let Q: Mp x (T x Q) = Mp xU and A : Mp x (T x Q) = R be
the coordinate projections defined so that Q(s, (u,r)) = (s,u) and A(s, (u,r)) = r.

Lemma S4 (Consequence of the chain rule). Let y: M xU — R andn: M x (U xR) = W be
totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) and (P, (u,y(P,u))), respectively. Then, 5 : M xU — W,
defined so that B(P',u') = n(P', (v ,v(P',u'))), is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with
Bp.0(5,8) = b (P (5 (b Apa(s, 1)) and

ﬁ;’,u(w) =Qo 7;]}';,(u,'y(P,u)) (w) + ’Y;’,u oMo ﬁ;,(u,'y(P,u)) (w)

Proof of Lemma S/j. Let R :=U x R be a subset of Q :=7T & Q. Define yv: M x U — R so that
(P, u') = (v, y(P',)), and note that S(P’,u’) = (P',y(P',u’)). We will use Lemma S3 to study
. Before doing this, we must establish that v is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, w).

For any s € Mp, {P.: e €[0,1]} € P(P,M,s), t € U,, and {u, : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U, 1),

Hl(Pev uE) - l(Pv u) - e(tv;}’P,U(&t))H%'EBQ = Hu€ —u-— ft”’%' + H'Y(Paue) - 'Y(Pa u) - efyP,u(Svt>H2Q'

The first term on the right is o(e?) since {u : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U,t), and the second is o(e?)
by the total pathwise differentiability of . The boundedness and linearity of ¥p, implies that
(5,t) = (t,7¥pu(s,t)) is bounded and linear as well. Hence, v is totally pathwise differentiable at
(P, u) with Yoo (s,t) = (t,YPu(s,t)). By the definition of inner products in direct sum Hilbert
spaces, it also readily follows that the Hermitian adjoint of 4 Pau is the map l*Pu THQ = MpdU,
defined so that j;7u(t, q) = (0,projr{t|Us}) + 45, (q), where O denotes the zero element of Mp.
We are now in a position to apply Lemma S3. That lemma shows that 3 is totally pathwise

differentiable at (P,u) with differential operator Sp,(s,t) = NPA(Pw) (8 ¥ p (8, 1)) and adjoint

Bpu(w) = (77}3,7(13,“) (w)0,0> +9p, (7'7}3,7(13,11) (w)1> :

Since 7, ,Y(Pu))(w) eMpa (U, ® Rv(Ru)) for any w € W, the projection onto U, that appears

in the adjoint lj;u evaluates as the identity operator when l;u is applied to ﬁ;w( P (w)1, and so

5;’,u(w) =Qo 7‘f]k:’,(u,ﬁ{(P,u)) (w) + "Y;’,u oMo f];,(u,'y(P,u)) (w)
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. This proof concerns maps 7; : M x Vj;; — Wy, j € {0} U [k]. These maps are
defined so that, for all (P, v;)) € M x V), n;(P',vp;) is the output of a modification of Algorithm 1
that replaces each line i € [j] by the assignment h; = v; and leaves each line i € {j +1,7+2,...,k}
unchanged, so that h; = 0;(P', hpa;). Concretely, ng(P',vyy) = vy and, for j =k -1,k —2,...,0,

nJ(P/>U[]]) =N+ (P/7 (U[]]a 9j+1(P/7Upa(j+1)))) . (82)

In the remainder of this proof, we leverage the chain rule and the recursive relationship between
n; and nj11 to show g is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,0) with the first entry of 75 po(f)
equal to fy. Because ¢(-) = ng(-,0), Lemma S5 will then yield that w}(fk) = fo.

To proceed, it will be helpful to have notation to denote the values fy, f1,..., f; take before
line 3 of Algorithm 2 is evaluated for a given value of j in the for loop. To this end, we add the

following variable definition between lines 2 and 3 of the algorithm:

2: for j=k,k—-1,...,1do
( éj)’ f[%)) = (fo. fi3)) > value (fo, f];)) takes before executing the line below
3: (an fpa(j)) += 0;,P,h (fJ)

pa(j)

Since, ( éj ), f G )), J € [k], are not used by the algorithm once defined, adding this line of code will

4]
not change the algorithm’s output. We also let f(go) denote the value that fy takes after executing

the entirety of the for loop on lines 2 and 3 of Algorithm 2.

We use induction to establish the following hypothesis holds for all j € {k,k — 1,...,0}.
Throughout our induction argument, we let hj; be the quantity defined in Algorithm 1 when that
algorithm is called with input P.

Inductive hypothesis j, IH(j): 7; is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, hy;) with
(787 oroiwy, {15 [ Vn, }) = g, () (83)

In the case where j = 0, we let f[(jj]‘) denote the zero element in a trivial vector space {0}. Noting
that féo) is the value of fy returned by Algorithm 2, TH(0) will imply that Algorithm 2 returns the
first entry of 7} P’h[j]( fx), which, as noted earlier, is equal to w}"a( fx). Hence, if we can establish

TH(0), as we will now do by induction, then we will have completed our proof.

Base case: j = k. Since 7 is the coordinate projection (P’,v[k]) — v, Lemma S2 shows 7y, is
totally pathwise differentiable at (P, hj)) with ﬁZ,Rh[k] cwg = (0,(0,0,...,0,projy, {w | thk}))
Since fo and fj;_y) are initialized to the be the zero elements in L?(P) and Wii—1), respectively,
fék) and f[(]fkll} are also equal to these zero elements. Also, f,gk) = fi. Hence, Lemma S1 yields that

projw[k]{f[(kk]) | V[k],h[k]} = (0,0,..., O,projwk{f,gk) | thk}) Putting all these facts together shows
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that (S3) holds when j = k, that is, IH(k) holds.

Inductive step: Fix j < k and suppose IH(j + 1) holds. Define the maps ; : Mp & Vi) —
MP@VU] and Ajiq : MPGBVUH] — Vj11 as the coordinate projections €2; : (s, t[;417) = (s,?[;)) and
Aj+1 . (S,t[j+1]) — tj+1. Deﬁning Y41 - M x V[]] — Vj+]_ so that ’Yj+1(P/7U[j]) = U541 (P,, Upa(jJrl))’

(S2) rewrites as

i (P, vg)) = mj1 (P, (v v1 (P o)) - (S4)

We will apply Lemma S4 to the above to show that n; is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, hm),
but to do so we must first show that -,y is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, h[j]). To
see that this is true, note that vy 1(P',vp) = 0j11(P'; Apagj1) (P vp)) for all (P',vy;)), where
Apa(Hl)(P’, V[j]) = Upa(j+1), and so Lemmas S2 and S3 together yield that «;11 is totally pathwise
differentiable at (P, hy;) and

o G+ _ (g* (J+1) A * i (5+1)
’Y]+1’P’h[J] (f]+1 ) - ( j+17P’hPa(j+1) (f]+1 )07 O) + Apa(]+1)7pvh[J] (9j+17pvhpa(j+1) (f]+1 )1>

_ [ n* (J+1) ; )
o (9j+lapvhpa(j+1) (f]il )0’ prOJW[j] {(I ‘ V[j]’h[j] }) ’ (85)

where a € W) satisfies ap,(j+1) = 9.;7+17P7hpa(j+1>(f;ﬂl))1 and a; =0 for all i € pa(j + 1).

We are now in a position to apply Lemma S4 to (S4). Combining that lemma with the fact that
hijs = (h), vi+1(P, hyy))) shows n; is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, hj;)) with

- O ok ' .
"5, Phyj (fr) =80 nj+1,P7(h[j]ﬁj+1(P,h[j]))(fk) T Yj+1,P gy © Ajsro nj+17P7(h[j],’Yj+1(P,h[j]))(fk)

=0 ﬁj+1,P,h[j+1] (fx) + 7}'k+1,P,h[j] oAji1o0 7'7;+1,P,h[j+1] (fr)-

Since TH(j 4 1) holds, 77;+1,P,h[j] (fe) = (f(gj+1),Pr0jW[j+1] {f[(]?:ll}) | V[j+1]7h[j+1] }). Combining this with

the above and the definitions of €2; and A; . yields

f(j+1)

05 e () = (87 prodo, T Vo, D) + 31, gy 0r0iwy o S Vi1, 02 (S6)

The latter term on the right-hand side equals "y;f +1,Phy, (f G +1)). To see this, note that the range of
I

Jj+1
Yj+1,Phyy 18 necessarily a subset of Vj 1 p,,,, and so, for any (s,t) € Mp @ V[j},h[j]v

s, 1),k rOjyy. G+ 1y, . > .
<( ) )7’Yg+1,P,h[j](p JWJ+1{fJ+1 ’ j+1,hj+1}) Mp@V[j],hm

. . j+1 .
= <7j+1,P,hm (37 t)) pI“OJWj+1 {fj(il ) ‘ Vj+1,hj+1 }>W'+1
J

_ /= (J+1) _ : (J+1)
= <'Yj+1,P,hm (S,t),fj_,_l >Wj+1 = <(57t)7’y;+17p,h[j](fj+1 )>Mp69f2[j] . .
v

j+1
£

Replacing the latter term on the right-hand side of (S6) with Vis1 Ph ,]( ), combining that
s BI04
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display with (S5), and then using the linearity of the projection operator yields

. D) 1 . TRINR . -
1,phg () = (f(gfr it 9j+1,P,hpa(j+1)(f](f{ ))07p1‘0JW[j]{f[(j]]+ )| Vijlhyy + + Projw, {a| V[j],h[j]}>

+1 A%k 41 . j+1 g
= (féj Dt 9j+1,P,hpa(j+1)(f(il ))O,PTOJWU]{f{(f] ) tal V[j],h[j]}) :

Recalling the definition of @ and the form of the update that occurs on step j + 1 of the for loop in
Algorithm 2 reveals that

oo e e on
G5 I = (1577 4 0712y U5 o I + ).

Combining the preceding two displays shows that TH(j) holds. O

A.4 Relationship between total pathwise differentiability and other

notions of differentiability

We now establish results relating total pathwise differentiability to Hadamard and pathwise differ-
entiability. When doing so, we leverage the notation introduced in the paragraph surrounding Eq. 1
in the main text.

We begin by reviewing the definitions of Hadamard and pathwise differentiability. A map
¢ :U — W is called Hadamard differentiable at w € U if there exists a continuous linear operator
Cu : Uy — W such that, for all ¢ € U, and {ue : €} € P(u,U, 1),

¢ = ¢w = edut]| | = oto) (S7)

We call ¢, the differential operator of ¢ at u. As noted in Section 20.7 of van der Vaart (2000),
Hadamard differentiability is equivalent to Gateaux differentiability uniformly over compacts. Moving
now to pathwise differentiability (van der Vaart, 1991a; Luedtke and Chung, 2023), v : M — W is
called pathwise differentiable at P € M if there exists a continuous linear operator vp : Mp — W
such that, for all s € Mp and {P. : ¢} € P(P, M, s),

[v(Pe) = v(P) = eip(s)llyy = o). (S8)

The map vp is called the local parameter of v at P.

As we now show, total pathwise differentiability satisfies an analogue of the fact that the total
differentiability of a function f : R? — R implies its partial differentiability. In our context, we
call  : M x U — W partially differentiable in its first argument at (P,u) if 6(-,u) is pathwise
differentiable at P; we denote the local parameter of 6(-,u) at P by vp,, : Mp — W, where the
indexing by u emphasizes that 6( -, u) depends on u. We similarly call 6 partially differentiable in its

second argument at (P, u) if (P, -) is Hadamard differentiable at u, and we denote the differential
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operator by ép}u Uy, — W.

Lemma S5 (Total differentiability implies partial differentiability). If 0 : M x U — W s totally
pathwise differentiable at (P, u), then 6 is partially differentiable in its first and second arguments at
(P,u). Moreover, ép,u(s,t) = Upy(s) + C'Ru(t) and G}U(w) = (Up,(w), C}")u(w))

Proof of Lemma S5. The Hadamard differentiability of (P, -) : Y — W follows by applying (1)
with the constant path {P : € € [0,1]} € P(P, M,0). Indeed, this shows (S7) holds with ((-) equal
to O(P, -) and (p,(-) equal to the continuous linear operator 6p, (0, - ) : Uy, — W.

The pathwise differentiability of 6(-,u) : M — W similarly follows by applying (1) with the
constant path {u: e € [0,1]} € P(u,U,0). Indeed, this shows (S8) holds with v(-) equal to (-, u)
and vp, equal to the continuous linear operator ép,u( +,0): Mp — W.

Because H'Ru is a linear operator, ép,u(s, t) = ép,u(s, 0)+ ép,u(O, t) =vpu(s)+ ép,u(t) for all s, t.
Also, by the definition of inner products in direct sum spaces, G}BH (w) = (Up, (W), C}Su (w)) for all
w. O

A partial converse of Lemma S5 holds when U is a linear space. This partial converse is a
natural analogue of the fact that a function f :R? — R is totally differentiable at (z,y) if, at this
point, it is partially differentiable in its first argument and continuously partially differentiable in its
second (Theorem 12.11 of Apostol, 1974). To define a notion of continuous partial differentiability
of # in its second argument, we define a notion of continuity for the map ¢ : (P',u’) — ¢ Pl
When doing so, we require that 6 is partially differentiable in its second argument at all (P, u')
in a neighborhood N' € M x U of (P,u), where here and throughout M x U is equipped with
the product topology derived from the Hellinger metric on M and the || - ||7-induced metric on
U. We take the domain of £ to be equal to N, where N' C M x U is equipped with the subspace
topology. The image of ¢ is contained in the space B(U, W) of bounded linear operators from
the T-closure U of U to W; this is true because the linearity of ¢ implies that U, = U for all
u' € U, and a differential operator is, by definition, bounded and linear. We equip B(U, W) with the
operator norm || f|lop := sup,zz. 4 -<1 [/ (¢)[w. This results in the following definition: 6 is called
continuously partially differentiable in its second argument at (P, ) if 6 is partially differentiable in
its second argument at all (P’, ') in a neighborhood A of (P,u) and, moreover, & : N'— B(U, W)

is continuous at (P, u).

Lemma S6 (Partial converse of Lemma S5). Suppose U is a linear space. If 0 : M x U — W is
partially differentiable in its first argument at (P,u) and continuously partially differentiable in its

second argument at (P, u), then 6 is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with differential operator
Opu(s,t) = vpu(s) + Cpul(t).

Proof of Lemma S6. We suppose that the neighborhood N on which 6 is partially differentiable in
its second argument takes the form Np x N, C M x U, where N, = {v/ € U : ||[v' — u|l7 < r} for
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some 7 > 0. No generality is lost by doing this since Cartesian products of open sets form a base for
the product topology and open balls form a base for the topology on the normed space (U, || - ||7).

Fix s € Mp, t € Uy, {P.: € €]0,1]} € P(P,M,s), and {u, : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U,t). We will
show that (1) holds with 6p.(s,t) = Upu(s) + (pu(t). We leverage the decomposition

O(Pe, ue) = O(P,u) = [0(Peyw) = O(P,w)] + € () + [0(Peyue) = 0(Pw) — elp ()] . (89)

By the partial differentiability of 6 in its first argument, the first term is equal to e p,(s) + o(e).
By the Hellinger-continuity of P’ — pro, and the fact that the quadratic mean differentiability of
{P. : €} implies that P. — P in a Hellinger sense, the second term is equal to € (p,(t) 4 o(€). In the
remainder of this proof, we show that the third term is o(e). Since the boundedness and linearity of
Up,, and ¢ P imply that (s,t) — 0py(s) + ¢ pu(t) is bounded and linear as well, this will establish
the result.

Our study of the third term in (S9) relies on the fact that, for any € > 0,

[0(Pe, ue) — O(Pe,u) — EéPe,U(t)HW = sup <6’(P€,u5) —0(Pe,u) — eéPe,u(t)vw> . (S10)
weW:||lwl[w=1 w

In what follows we shall obtain a bound on the quantity in the supremum that holds uniformly over

all w € W with ||w||yy = 1. For now, fix such a w. Our first goal will be to show that, for all € less

than some €y > 0 to be defined momentarily, there is an intermediate element u! between . and u

such that

<9(P67u6) - G(Pév u)aw>W = <C.P€,uT (ue - U), w>W’ (Sll)

This result will follow from the mean value theorem, once we show that theorem is applicable. We
take €y to be any positive quantity such that u. € N, and P. € Np for all € < ¢ — such an ¢
necessarily exists since, as € — 0, ue — u and P, — P. We suppose € < ¢y hereafter. Since u. and u
both belong to N, and the linearity of &/ implies that A, is convex, uﬁ“) = aue + (1 —a)u € N,
for all @ € [0,1]. Hence, §(P., -) is Hadamard differentiable at u' for each a € [0, 1]. Using that
w0 = @ 4 d(ue —u) for all @ € [0,1) and § > 0, this implies that, for all a € [0, 1),

(P, ulT) — (P, ul)
it 5 = Cp, o (e = w).

Similarly, for all @ € (0,1], the same display holds but with limsjy replaced by limgp. Since
(-,w)y : W — R is continuous, our expressions for the limits as ¢ | 0 and 6 1 0 show that
a +— <0(P5,u§a) ), whyy is (i) continuous on [0,1] and (ii) differentiable on (0,1) with derivative

a = (Cp @ (ue — u),w)y. Consequently, by the mean value theorem, there exists an a* € (0,1)

such that (S11) holds with uf = ul?), Taking a supremum in (S11) over all possible values a* could
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take yields

(O, 1) = 0(Pey) iy < sup (C o (e = w),w)
a€(0,1) erne w
We let t. := (ue—u)/€, and note that the linearity ofé @ implies that C (@ (Ue—u) = e( <a)( )
Plugging this into the above, dividing both sides by €, and then subtractlng <<p€7 (1), >W ylelds
that

TP = 0P ) = Cra®uw < sup (G ot —Cral®)w),,

a€(0,1

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz and using that ||w|yy = 1 shows the right-hand side above can be upper
bounded by sup,¢ (g 1 HCP u(a>( ¢) — Cp.u(t)|lw- This bound does not depend on w, and so (S10)

implies

0P, 1) = 0(Py) = elra(®lw £ sup 6, () = Crald)

a€(0,1) w

Applying the triangle inequality and leveraging the definition of the operator norm, we see that

HO(Peue) = 0(Pesw) = €lru®lw < sup €y o (t) = Cralt)

a€e(0,1) w
< s [Jd, 0 + érate -0
= ae(opl ¢ il > CPe, ( W CPE,U( € ) w

+ [[te = tll7 [1CPeullop-
ac(0 op

We now explain why the right-hand side goes to zero when ¢ — 0, which will show that the
third term in (S9) is o(€). Since ue — u, SUPge(o1) ||u£a) —ul|7 < ||ue — ul]7 = o(1). Combining
this with the fact that P. — P and the continuity of (P’,u’) + (pr at (P,u) shows that

SUPge(0,1) 'P NOR Cp.u|| = o(1); this continuity also shows that ||Cp, ulop = O(1). Finally, since
€,Ue op

te = t, |ltell7 = O(1) and ||te — t||7 = o(1). Combining all of these observations shows that the

right-hand side above is o(1). O

B Estimation: supplemental theoretical results and
proofs

B.1 Theoretical guarantees

Proof of Theorem 2. By Theorem 1, v is pathwise differentiable at P with EIF fy. Adding and
subtracting terms shows that ¢ — ¢(P) = LS fo(Zi) + Dy + Ry The result follows since D,
and R, are o,(n~'/?) by assumption. O
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For 1 real-valued, define the L-fold cross-fitted estimator

L

~ 1 ~(¢ 1 ¢
o= 20 W+ o D (2]
I Z0)
(=1 1eZ)
where ZM), 7). 7(L) is a partition of [n] into L subsets of approximately equal size — i.e., with

cardinality in n/L + 1 — and, for each ¢ € [L], (ﬁ,(f), /(()g)) are the outputs of Algorithm 3 when
the observations with indices in [n]\Z(®) are used for nuisance estimation. Letting Bgé) denote the
empirical distribution of the observations with indices in Z, we define the following drift and

remainder term for each ¢ € [L]:
D= [[7) ~ GpENPY - P)(az), RO =0+ [ R0 Pe) - w(p).

The following result shows that @Cf is efficient under appropriate conditions.

Theorem S1 (Efficiency of ﬂ)\cf). Suppose ¥ is real-valued, fr, = 1, the conditions of Theorem 1
hold, and L is fized as n — oco. If D,(f) and R%) are op(n_l/z) for all ¢ € [L], then ch is efficient,
in that

—~ 1 <. .

et —(P) = D Up()(Z) + op(n'7?).

i=1

Before proceeding with the proof, we note that the conditions of Theorem S1 are typically weaker
than those of Theorem 2, in that there is no need to require an empirical process condition to ensure
negligibility of the drift term — see Schick (1986) or the proof of Lemma 4 in Luedtke and Chung
(2023) for details.

Proof of Theorem S1. By Theorem 1, v is pathwise differentiable at P with EIF fy. Adding and

subtracting terms shows that

e —0(P) = =5 | 37 45(1)(Z) + DO + RY

R |
T ¢
L = ’I( )| 1€Z(©)

1

Combining this with the fact that Rg) and Dg) are op(n_l/ 2) by assumption gives that
~ 1 1 .
Vet —P(P) = 527) > P (1)(Z).

Since the sizes of the sets ZW, 7). Z() in the partition of [n] differ by at most 1, the sum on
the right is equal to 1 S 4/%(1)(Z;) + 0p(n~'/?), which gives the result. O

n
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B.2 Motivating the plausibility of R, = 0,(n"'/?) using von Mises
calculus

We now study the plausibility of the condition that the remainder term in Theorem 2 is op(n_l/ .
We do this by studying the plausibility of

Ry =T + / Fo(2) P(dz) = $(P) = op(n~1/?) (S12)

when the nuisance estimators Py, P, ..., ]3k in Algorithm 3 are replaced by perturbations P ¢, Po, ..., Py
of P belonging to smooth submodels P(P, M, s1), P(P, M, s2),...,P(P, M, sg), the estimators of

the adjoint evaluations 6* - )(f]) are replaced by ¢; .-perturbations of 0;* Pk (fje), and the

.77P7h‘pa(j g6 tpa(y),e
op(nfl/ 2) term is replaced by o(e). Concretely, we investigate whether, as ¢ — 0, the outputs P e

and fo . from Algorithm S5 yield a von Mises expansion of the form

e + / fou(2) P(dz) — (P) = ofe). (S13)

For any € € [0, 1], we use the shorthand notation ¥; o to denote the first entry of the quantity 9,
defined on line 5 of the algorithm. The function 9. is Pj-mean zero. This follows since it is

defined as the sum of the first entries of 9;‘ (fj,e) and 6;, both of which are P;.-mean zero.

7Pj,€7hpa(j),6

Lemma S7 (Plausibility of condition on R,,). Suppose all distributions in M are equivalent, in
that, for all Pi,Py € M, P < Py and P, < Pi. Fizx P € M and, for j € [k], s; € Mp and
{Pje:e€0,1]} € P(P, M,s;). Suppose each 0; is totally pathwise differentiable at (Pje, hpa(j).e)
for all € € [0,1]. Further suppose, for each j € [k], (i) there exists a constant c¢; < oo such that
Vje0 < cj P-a.s. for all sufficiently small € and (ii) 9j.e0 — 900 in L*(P) as e — 0. Then, (S13)
holds.

The L?(P)-consistency condition (ii) is a stability requirement that ensures the influence operator
output fo. of Algorithm S5 converges to its true value 1&}3(1) as the perturbations vanish. Before
providing a detailed proof, we give a sketch that indicates where (ii) and the compatibility condition
are used. Our proof begins by noting that the output hy . of the forward pass of Algorithm S5 can
be expressed as the evaluation ¢(H§:1 P;j ) of a pathwise differentiable parameter ¢ defined on the
k-fold tensor product of the model M, where H§:1 P; . denotes a product measure. A von Mises

expansion of ¢ then yields

k
hie — ¢(P> = Z/ﬁj’()’O(Z)(Pj’e — P)(dz) + 0(6).
j=1
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Algorithm S5 Modification of Algorithm 3 with nuisance estimates replaced by deterministic
perturbations

Require: e real-valued v expressed as in Algorithm 1 and f, =1
e smooth submodels {P; : € € [0,1]} = P(P, M, s;), j € [k]
e errors 0; € L3(Pj.) @ (@iepa(j)wi) satisfying lim, .06, = 0, j € [k],
where L3(P;.) := {s € L*(P;.) : [ sdP;. = 0} is a Hilbert subspace of L*(P;)
e magnitude of perturbation € € [0, 1]

> forward pass to obtain an initial approximation
1: for j=1,2,...,k do
2: approximate 0;(P, ,.(;).) with hj . = 0(Pj¢, hpagj).c), where hpai) o := (hic)iepag)

> backward pass to enable first-order improvement of initial approximation

3: initialize f(,)_(, e to be the 0 elements of R, Wy, ..., W,_1, and = f
4: for j =k, k — ,1 do
apprOXImate GJP,IN}) (i) with ;=65 p (/1) 4+ 0je

> 1.0 compatible with ., hp.(j) . 3P € M sit. hj.=20; (F hpa(ive)s | Dj.eo dP =0
L in particular, P = P
6: augment ( /o, ) =1,

7: return initial approximation /. and approximate efficient influence operator f; .

Compatibility ensures that each ¥; ¢ is Pje-mean zero, which allows us to add and subtract terms
on the right-hand side above to find that

k
= o) ==Y [i02)Pld) Z/ 1e0(2) — 9300(2)] (P — P)(d2) + o(e).
j=1

hy

The condition that 90 — U0, in LQ(P) as € — 0 can then be used to ensure that the second

term is o(€), which will give the result.

Proof of Lemma S7. Let M®F .= {HleP] : P, Py,...,P, € M} and P* := H;‘f:l P. Define
¢ M® — R so that ¢(H§:1Pj) is the output h; of the modification of Algorithm 1 that
replaces each line j € [k] by h; = 0;(P}, hy,(j)), where Qj(H? 1 Py ba(iy) = 05(Pjs hpagjy)- The
total pathwise differentiability of 6; at (P, h G )) implies the total pathwise differentiability of 6,

s Ipa(j
(P s Ppa( )) with adjoint Qjal_lle Py )(fj) pa(s)

shows that ¢ is pathwise differentiable at P* with EIF 2] Z?Zl Y¥j00(z;). By the definition
of pathwise differentiability and the fact that {H§:1 Pjc 1 e € [0,1]} € P(P*, M®* s) with
S 2 Z?Zl 5;(z;), we see that gb(Hf:l Pjo) — ¢ (PF) = €dpr(s) + o(€), where ¢pi denotes the
local parameter of ¢ at P*. Using that the EIF Zp) Z;?:l ¥j,0,0(25) at P¥ is Pk-a.s. bounded and

1= b (fj)(zj). Consequently, Theorem 1
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that all distributions in M®F are equivalent, we can apply Lemma S5 in Luedtke and Chung (2023)
to show that epi(s) = [ [Zle 95.00(2)] (H§:1 P — Pk)(dz[k]) + o(€). Combining the results

from the preceding two sentences and then rearranging terms,
k k
o (TP — 6 (PF) = / S 050020) | [ [T Pre = P* | (dg) + ()
j=1 j=1
k
=Y [ i002) (P~ PYd2) + o)
j=1
k k
= —Z/ﬂjyeyo(z)P(dz) + Z/ﬂjye,o(z)Pjyg(dz)
J=1 j=1

k
=3 [Wsc0le) = B0 (Pse — PY2) + o).

The second term on the right is 0 since f Yje0dPje = 0 for all j € [k]. Moreover, noting that
qﬁ(]_[?:l Pj¢) = hie, (PF) = (P), and Z;?:l Y0 = fo,e, we can add the first term on the right
to both sides to see that

k
hk.e + / foe(z) P(d2) =(P) == / [Fj.c0(2) = 0500(2))(Pje = P)(d2) +-0(e).  (S14)
j=1

Eq. S13 will follow if we can show that the first term on the right is o(e). To this end, fix j € [k].
Let A be some measure that dominates all measures in M, p;. := %, and p := ‘fl—];. Writing

[ fdQ as shorthand for [ f(z)Q(dz), adding and subtracting terms shows that

J1050(2) = D100 P = P)d2) = € [ W10 = Ds00)550P + [ D0 = D300)(0})7 ~ 9112200
+2 /(193‘,6,0 — 950,0)p"? <p;,/52 —p'/? = esjpl/z/Q) dA.

The first term is o(e) by Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that ¥, .0 — 9,00 in L?(P), the second is O(e?)

since it is upper bounded by 2¢; times the squared Hellinger distance between P;. € P(P, M, s;)

and P, and the third is o(e) by Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that Pj. € P(P, M, s;). Hence, the
first term on the right of (S14) is o(e), yielding (S13). O

B.3 Hilbert-valued parameters

Suppose 1 (P) takes values in a separable, possibly infinite-dimensional Hilbert space W,,. For
example, Wy, may be an L? space. An estimator can be constructed by calling Algorithm 3 multiple
times, each time with the input f; corresponding to a different element of a truncation (bi)pe(ar

of an orthonormal basis of W,,. Denoting the outputs of these M calls by (ﬁmyk, Fmo), m € [M],
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1 (P) can be estimated with

N Mo/
Y = Z <Mhm,k: +

m=1

1 o ~
E ; fm,O(Zi)

S

or a cross-fitted variant of this estimator. In practice, M can be selected via cross-validation
(Luedtke and Chung, 2023). If the nuisances are all compatible and cross-fitting is used, then this
estimator is exactly a regularized one-step estimator as presented in Luedtke and Chung (2023),
and so the Hilbert-norm convergence guarantees from that work can be immediately applied here.
More generally, only minor adaptations of the arguments from that work are required to provide
guarantees for this estimator. The outputs of Algorithm 3 can also be used to construct confidence
sets for a Hilbert-valued ¢ (P) — see Section 5.2 of Luedtke and Chung (2023).

C Total pathwise differentiability of primitives from
Table 1

C.1 Overview

Appendix C.2 presents primitives that depend nontrivially on both of their arguments. Appen-
dices C.3 and C.4 present primitives that depend only on their distribution-valued or Hilbert-valued
argument, respectively. For each primitive, we present the form of the primitive and conditions
under which it is totally pathwise differentiable. When not specified, U is taken to be a generic
subset of a Hilbert space T and W is taken to be a Hilbert space that is a superset of the image of
the map 6 defined on M x U.

For all primitives presented in this appendix, we suppose the model M is locally nonparametric
at the distribution P at which we wish to establish total pathwise differentiability. This means that
the tangent space Mp is equal to the collection of all s € L?(P) satisfying [ sdP =0.

When establishing the differentiability of certain primitives, we suppose that all distributions
in M are equivalent, which means that all pairs of distributions in M are mutually absolutely
continuous. In these cases, we let p denote an arbitrarily selected distribution in M. When X = €(Z)
for a coarsening C : Z — X, we let px be the pushforward measure po C~1. We define L°(p) (resp.,
L>(p)) as the set of all p-a.s. equivalence classes of measurable (resp., bounded) Z — R functions;
LY%(px) and L>®(px) are defined analogously. The measure p is used to emphasize the ambient
nature of the Hilbert spaces 7 and W. For example, if Y C L*>(p), L>°(p) is a codomain for #, and
T =W = L*(Q) for Q € M, then different choices of @ can be considered for the ambient Hilbert
spaces T and W, without impacting the form of the map 6.
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C.2 Maps depend nontrivially on both of their arguments

C.2.1 Conditional mean. This example is a special case of the r-fold conditional mean

studied in Appendix C.2.2 with » = 1. We refer readers there for details.

C.2.2 Multifold conditional mean. Fix r € N and Q € M. Suppose all distributions in
M are equivalent. To denote a generic tuple (ai,aq,...,a,) or random variable (Ay, As, ..., 4;),
we write aj,) or Ay, respectively. For any probability measure A on Z (e.g., A = Q, P), let \
and A denote the r-fold product measures representing the distributions of r independent draws
from A and Ay, respectively. We write A"(-| ;) for the conditional distribution of Zj,; ~ A" given
that Xj,| = z,), where, for j € [r], X; := €(Z;) for a coarsening C : Z — &X. We study the map
0: M xU— L*(Q7) defined so that

9 P, u Ty — / Z[r dZ [r] ‘%[r) (815)
where x,) := (€(2;))j_; and, for some function u* : Z" — (0, 00) satisfying
sup | Epr [w*(Z3)? | Xy = - Ullzoe(py) < 00, (S16)

U is the set of (equivalence classes of) functions dominated by u*, namely {u € L°(p") : [u(z)] <
u*(z,7) Q -a.s.} C L*(Q"). The conditional second-moment condition in (S16) is satisfied if u* is
bounded, but it can also hold for unbounded u*. When C is the zero map, so X; is a.s. constant,
O(P,u) is simply the estimand pursued by a U- or V-statistic with kernel u (Hoeffding, 1948); more

generally, 0(P,u) is a conditional variant of this quantity.

Lemma S8 (Total pathwise differentiability of multifold conditional mean). Fiz (P,u) € M x U
and suppose ||dQx /dPx||r~py) < 00 and ||[dP/dQ| =) < oo. The parameter 0 defined in
(S15) is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with 0p.(s,t) = vpu(s) + Cpu(t) and 9}‘37u(w) =
(Vp (W), C']’S,u(w)), where

Upu(s) () ZEPT {u(Zy)) = 0(P,u) ()} 5(Z) | Xy = 2] (517)

i (w iEp 95 (X [0l - 0P )] Xy | 22 s19)

Cpu(t) (@) = Bpr[t(Z) | Xy = 2], (519)

i) ) = o ) G ot (520)

Proof of Lemma S8. Throughout this proof, any unsubscripted norm || - || denotes the L?(Q%)

norm, and we write m to denote the quantity on the left-hand side of (S16). Fix s € Mp, t € Uy,
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{P.:e€0,1]} € P(P,M,s), and {uc : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U,t). By the triangle inequality,

[00Peu) = 0P, w) = eipu(s) = epult)|

‘H(P, ue) — O(P,u) — eg'p,u(t)H F110(Pey ue) — O(P,ue) — eirpu (5)]] -

< € [[0pa () = Zpals)]] +
Combining this with the inequality (a + b+ ¢)? < 3(a? + b? + ¢?) yields
1 . 2
5 0P = 0(Pw) = eipus) = eeult)| (S21)
. 2
< @ (172, (5) = e ()| + [0(P,ue) = 0(P,w) = )|+ 10(Pe, 1) = O(Pue) = eip ()]

We will denote the three terms on the right by (I), (II), and (III). In what follows we shall show
that each of these terms is o(e?). When combined with the fact that (s,t) — p.(s) + Cpu(t)
is a bounded linear operator, this will establish that 6 is totally pathwise differentiable with
0pu(s,t) = pu(s) + Cpu(t). Once we have established total pathwise differentiability, we shall
conclude this proof by deriving the form of the adjoint Hjé,u

Proof that (I) is o(€®): Let 5(z) := > j—138(2;) and note that, by Cauchy-Schwarz, the fact that
conditional variances are upper bounded by conditional second moments, and a change of measure,
(1) = € [[7pu(s) = opuls)]

= 62/ (Epr [{u(Zy)) — 0(P,w)(xpp)) — ue(Zp) + O(Pue) (20 }5(Z3) | Xy = 2py])? Qx (dag)

EQ/EPT [{u(Zp) = 0(P,u) (@) — we(Zyy) + 0(P,ue) (23) Y| Xpp) = 2]
Epr [5(2)° | Xp) = 2] Qi (dapy)

¢ / Epr [{u(Zy)) = ue(Z) Y[ Xy = 2] Ber [3(20)*| Xy = 210] Qx ()

d
= / Epr [{u(Zy) = ue(Z) | Xp) = 219] Ber [3(20)°| Xp) = 1] dﬁi (2p1) P (dpy))-

(S22)

We will use the dominated convergence theorem to show that the integral on the right goes to
zero as € — 0. Using the inequality (a + b)? < 2(a? + b?), the fact that |u(-)| and |uc(-)| are
upper bounded by u*(-) Q"-a.s. (and, by the equivalence of P" and Q", also P"-a.s.), and the
definition of m, we see that the magnitude of the integrand is a.s. upper bounded pointwise by
F(zp) = éldeQX/dPXHZM(PX)EPT[E(ZM)2 | X,y = xpy]. Moreover, because s € L*(P), F is
Py-integrable with [ F(z) Pk (dzy) = 4m||dQx /dPx |70 py [ 8(27)?P"(dz},9) < co. Hence, the
integrand is dominated by an integrable function. To see that the integrand also converges to zero

in probability as e — 0, we apply Markov’s inequality, the law of total expectation, the fact that
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|dP/dQ|| 1 (q) < 00, and Holder’s inequality with (p,q) = (1, 00) to see that, for any ¢ > 0,

Py {Epr [{u(Zy) — ue(Zp)) Y| Xppy] > 6} < llu—ucl|Zo(pry /9 u—uc|[72qry /5

<,

LOO

The right-hand side goes to zero as € — 0 since {u. : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U,t). As § > 0 was arbitrary,
this shows the integrand on the right-hand side of (S22) converges to zero in probability as € — 0.
As that integrand is also dominated by an integrable function, the dominated convergence theorem
shows that the right-hand side of (S22) is o(¢?), and so (I) = o(€?).

Proof that (II) is o(e?): Observe that

(1) = 6P u) — 0(P,u) - eép,u(wHQ
= / (Bpr [ue(Z) = u(Zp) = et(Zp) | Xy = 2p])” dQx ()
/EPT {we(Zy) = u(Zy) — et(Z) ) ‘Xr] = fﬁr]} dQ'x (z(7)

dPT d
t/Eb’ﬁQT >;i§ [M{uJZmy—MZM)—eﬂZM”QLQHza@JdQ§@m)

aP" . dQy
/ a7 )d}Qar 2pp)) {ue(zp) = ulzp) = et(zp) ) dQ(zp)
dQx ||"

G e - el
L(Q) X

|,

L (Px)

where we used the linearity of conditional expectations, Jensen’s inequality, a change of measure,
the law of total expectation, Holder’s inequality, and finally the fact that Px and ()x are equivalent
measures. The right-hand side is o(e?) since {u. : € € [0,1]} € P(u, U, 1).

Proof that (III) is o(e?): This part of the proof is an adaptation of the one given for Example 5
in Luedtke and Chung (2023), which establishes that a regression function is pathwise differentiable
relative to a locally nonparametric model.

Let pe/? (z)) = 9 (2,9) V2, P:,/)Z((ﬂ?[r]) = dflgf( i)"/%, and p:{§|x(z[r]) = p:/Q(Z[r})/P:,/;(«’U[r])‘
Further define E(zm) = 22:1 s(zj), SX( ) Z] 1 Ep[s(Zj) | X = z;], and EZ‘X(Z[T]) =

5(2y)) — 5x(x})). Observe that, for any e, the following holds for Py-almost all z,:

[0(Pe, ue) — 0(P,ue) — eﬁP,ue(S)](x[r]) (523)
= Epr {UE(Z[T]) {[PZ,/;X(ZM) + 1[5 x (Z) = 1) = €52x (Zy) }’X[r = x[r]:|
= Epr [ue(Zm) {[pl,/zﬂX(Z[r]) +1] [ Lo (Z) =1 - ESZ|X( } HXM = ﬂf[rﬂ

+ gEPT‘ [UE(Z[T])§Z|X(Z[T]) [p:,/ng(z[r HX[T = %J : (524)

For shorthand, we refer to the two terms on the right as Ac(zf,]) and §Bc(z},). Combining the
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: L : 2
above with the basic inequality (a+b)? < 2(a?+b?) shows that (III) < 2HA6||%2(Q;{) + 7”BEH%Q(Q§()’
In what follows we will show that || Acl|z2(qr ) = ol(€) and ||Bel|z2(qr ) = o(1), which will thus imply
that (III) = o(€?).

For A., we apply Cauchy-Schwarz and the inequality (a 4 b)? < 2(a? + b%) to show that, for

P-almost all z,:

[Ac(@p)? < 2 (Bpr [ue(Z)?| Xy = 2] + Epr [ue(Z)? | Xy = 219])

r/2 €_ 2
- Epr {{pE,/ZW(Z[TD —1- §3Z|X(Z[r]>} Xy = m[r]:| :

Using that u? < (u*)? and the definition of m shows that each of the first two conditional expectations
above is upper bounded by m P"-almost surely. Plugging in this bound and integrating both sides

above against Py shows that

r/2 € _ 2
||As\|%2(P;-<) < 4mEpr [{pe,/zx(Zm) -1- §3Z|X(Z[r])} } :

Using that {P. : €} is quadratic mean differentiable and applying calculations akin to those used in
Luedtke and Chung (2023) to establish Lemma S8 in that work shows that

Epr |:{p:,/Z2X(ZM) -1- ;smx(Zm)ﬂ = o(e?), (525)

and so ||A6||L2(P)T() = o(e) as desired.
To study B., we define

Beaay)) = Epr [I{[5x (Zy)u* (Z)] < €2l Z))520x (Z) {0515 (Z1) = 1 }| X0y = a1

and B g := Be — Be,1. By the triangle inequality, to show || Be||z2(g ) = o(1) it suffices to show that
[ Bejll2(y) = o(1) for j € {1,2}. Using that it is Q"-a.s. true that

I{|5 21x (2 (zpp)| < €235 0% (2) e (2

< H{|5z1x (20 (1) | < € 2350 (2 "0 (29)* < €70,

Jensen’s inequality, Holder’s inequality with (p,q) = (1, 00), and (S25), we see that

T

1 ||dQx

r/2
i 1P 75 — 12y = O(e)-

Le=(Px)

\|Be,1\|i2(Q;() <e

By Cauchy-Schwarz, the fact that u2 < (u*)? Q"-a.s. (and therefore also P-a.s. and P/-a.s.), and
the inequality (a — b)? < 2(a? 4 b?), the following holds for Py-almost all Ty

|Bea () < 2 (Bpr [u*(Z3)| Xppy = 2p0y] + Epr [u*(Z)?| Xy = 2]
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- Epr [I{’EZ‘X(Z[T})U*(Z[T]” > 6_1/2}§Z|X(Z[r])2‘X[r] = l’[r]:| .

Using (S16), integrating both sides against @'y, and applying Hélder’s inequality with (p, ¢) = (1, 00)
shows that

dQx ||

2
IBealE gy < tm | 52

Epr [I{[52x(Z)u (Z))| > € V25 x(24)?]
Lee(Px)
By the dominated convergence theorem, the expectation on the right is o(1). Combining our study
of Be1 and Be 2, we have shown that || Bel|r2(gy) = o(1). Returning to our discussion below (S24),
we have shown that (IIT) = o(€?).

Derivation of H}ZU Having established the total pathwise differentiability of 8 at (P, u), we now
establish the claimed form of the adjoint Hj;u It can be verified that, at any u, the tangent space
of U satisfies U, = L*(Q"). Moreover, for any w € L?(Q%), Lemma S5 shows that 9}2 L(w) =
(Vp (), C};u( ), where Up, and CP are the adjoints of 7p,, and {p,. To derive the claimed form
of Vp.,,» observe that, for any s € Mp and w € LQ(QX)

(UPu(s), w) a2 @) <Z Epr [{u(Zy)) — v(P") (X)) } s(Z) | Xy = -] ,w>
L2(QY)

= EPT

=1

-/ (Z Ep [jg; (Xpp) [0(Z39) — 2(P")(X )] w(X}) \ 7 = ]) S(2)P(d2).

The right-hand side equals (/5 (w), 8)12(p), where U takes the form in (S18). As for the claimed
form of (},, note that, for all t € U, and w € L*(Q%),

<éP,u(t)aw> = /EPT [t(Zp) | Xpy = 2] wlzy) Q' (dayy)
L2(Q%)
dPT _ dQ"
= Eqr LZQT(Z[T])CUD;(X[T])W(X[T])t(Z[r]) :
The right-hand side is equal to <C'1*37u(w), t)12(Qr) with (;Su(w) as defined in (520). O

C.2.3 Conditional covariance. Fix () € M and suppose all distributions in M are equivalent.
Define the conditional covariance map 6 : M x U — L*(Qx) as

O(P,u)(z) = covplui(Z),u2(2) | X = x], (S26)

where U := {u := (u1,u2) € L°(p)? : maxjeq1 9y ]l Loy < m} C L2(Q) & L*(Q) for some fixed

m < oQ.
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Lemma S9 (Total pathwise differentiability of conditional covariance). Fiz (P,u) € M x U and
suppose (| dQx /dPx||r~(py) < 00 and [|[dP/dQ|| gy < c0. The parameter 0 defined in (S26) is
totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with 9}‘37,“(10) = (Vp,(w), é}k;,u(w)), where

bl0)(2) = T () H{u] - Eplui(2)| X =al} - 6(Pu)(z)
2
Galw) = (21 G500 >f§j< o) -5 (2) ~ Brlusy ()| X =a})

The form of the differential operator ép’u is given in the proof.

Proof of Lemma S9. For generic (P, (u},u))) € M x U, let vjuy : z — uj(2)uf(z) and, for
u: Z — [-m?,m?], let 0(P',u) := Ep[u(Z)| X = -]. Observe that (P’ ,u') = (P, ujub) —
B(P', 0P ).

Fix s € Mp, t € Uy, {P. : ¢} € P(P,M,s), and {u, = (ue1,uc2) : €} € P(u,U,t). The total
pathwise differentiability of the & — L?(Q) pointwise product (u1,us) — ujus (Appendix C.4.5)
implies that {z — ue1(2)uca(2) : €} € P(uruz, L*(Q), tiug + uits). Moreover, the total pathwise dif-
ferentiability of coordinate projections (Lemma S2) implies that {z — wue ;(2) : €} € P(uj, L2(Q), t;),
j € {1,2}. When combined with the study of the conditional mean operator in Lemma S8, this
shows that

O(Pe, uecue2) () — O(P,uiug)(+)
—€Bp [t1(Z)ua(2) + w1 (2)t2(Z) + {u1(2)ua(Z) — 0(P,uruz)(X)}s(Z) [ X = -] = o(e),
O(Pes uej)(-) — O(P,uj) () — eEp [tj(Z) +{u;(Z) — 0(P,u;)(X)}s(Z) | X = -] = o(e), j € {1,2},

where the o(e) terms converge to zero in L?(Qx) faster than e. Finally, applying the pointwise
operation (a,b,c) — a — bc and leveraging results from Appendix C.4.5 shows that 6(P., u.) —
0(P,u) — €0p.(s,t) = o(e), where

Opu(s,t)() = Ep [t1(Z)uz(2) + w1(Z2)t2(2) + {ur(Z)ua(Z) — O(P,uruz) }s(Z) | X = -]
2
— > Erlus;(2)| X = 1Ep [t;(Z2) + {4;(2) — 8(P,u;)(X)}s(2) | X = -].
j=1
As (s,t) were arbitrary and (9.p7u is bounded and linear, 6 is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, u)
with differential operator 9'p7u.

As for the form of the adjoint, fix (s,t) € Mp @ U, and w € L?*(Qx). The law of total

expectation and definition of the inner product on Mp @ U, can be used to verify that

) _/dQx _ )
<0P,u(5at)7w>L2(QX) - <dP GP“(S t) >L2(PX) B <(S7t)’9P’U(w)>MPEBL'Iu’
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with G}Bu(w) as defined in the lemma statement. O

C.2.4 Conditional variance. Fix @Q € M and suppose all distributions in M are equivalent.

Define the conditional variance map 6 : M x U — L*(Qx) as
O(P,u)(z) = Varp[u(Z) | X = =, (S27)

where U := {u € LO(p) : |lu;|| 1 (q) < m} € L*(Q) for some fixed m < co.

Lemma S10 (Total pathwise differentiability of conditional variance). Fiz (P,u) € M xU and
suppose || dQx /dPx||p(py) < 00 and [|[dP/dQ|| gy < co. The parameter 0 defined in (S27) is
totally pathwise differentiable at (P, u) with Q}kgu(w) = (Up,(w), C';u(w)), where

dQx

p(w)(2) = iy (2)w(@) [{u(=) - Bplu(Z) | X = a]}* = 0(P,u)(a)] (528)
G (0)(2) = 255 () GRS @) {u(z) - Efu(2)] X = ). (529)

The proof of this lemma is nearly identical to that of Lemma S9 and so is omitted.

C.2.5 Kernel embedding. Let K : X x X — R be a bounded, symmetric, positive-definite
kernel on a set X. For example, K may be a Gaussian or Laplace kernel on R¢ (Sriperumbudur
et al., 2011). Let W denote the unique reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) associated with
K, which exists by the Moore-Aronszajn theorem (Berlinet and Thomas-Agnan, 2011, Theorem 3).
For a coarsening € : Z — X and a generic P € M, we let Px denote the marginal distribution of
X :=C(Z) when Z ~ P. We suppose all distributions in M are equivalent.

We study the kernel embedding map 6 : M x U — W that is defined so that

/ K(-,2)u(z) Px(dz), (S30)

where, for some m € (0,00) and Qx € {Px : P € M}, U := {u € L*(px) : |ullpeo(py) < m} C
L*(Qx) (Chapter 4.9.1.1 of Berlinet and Thomas-Agnan, 2011). The integral above is a Bochner
integral; we show this integral is well-defined in Lemma S12. That lemma also shows 0(P,u) is
the unique element of W that satisfies (0(P,u),w)y,, = [ w( x)Px (dx) for all w € W. When
u(z) =1 Px-a.s., §(P,u) is the kernel mean embeddmg of PX (Gretton et al., 2012).

Lemma S11 (Total pathwise differentiability of kernel embeddings). Fiz (P,u) € M xU and suppose
[dPx /dQx||r~(qy) < o0. The parameter 0 defined in (S30) is totally pathwise differentiable at

(P, u) with fp (s, )() Ep [K (-, X){u(X)s(Z) + (X)}] and 0p,,(w) = (75, (w), Cp,, (w)), where

Up,(w)(2) = w(r)u(r) — Eplw(X)u(X)]  with = €(z),
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dPx
dQx

We note that the condition that ”dPX/dQXHLoo(QX) < oo is trivially satisfied if Qx = Px.

Chu(w)(@) = w(x)

(z). (931)

Proof of Lemma S11. Denote the claimed differential operator by © pu so that, for any (s,t) €
Mp ®U,, Opy(s,t)(-) = Ep [K(-, X){u(X)s(Z) 4+ t(X)}]. This proof is broken into the following

parts:
Part 1) For all (s,t) € Mp & U,, @p}u(s, t) € W; consequently, W is a codomain of @p,u.
Part 2) S} Pu - M P @Uu — W is bounded and linear.

Part 3) The Hermitian adjoint of ©p,, is w (Vp (), (.]’ﬁ-,,u(w)), with 7%, and C}'Su as defined in
(S31).

Part 4) The map 6 is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with differential operator © Pu-

Taken together, these four parts of the proof show that @ is indeed totally pathwise differentiable

with the claimed differential operator and adjoint, completing the proof.

Part 1 of proof: We begin by showing that the image of © P is a subset of W. It is straightforward
to verify that Mp = {s € L?(P) : Ep[s(Z)] = 0} and U, = L*(Qx). Hence, fixing (s,t) € Mp DU,
and defining sx (x) := Ep[s(Z)| X = z], (ii) from Lemma S12 shows it suffices to show g € L?(Px),

where
g:x— u(x)sx(z) + t(x). (S32)

Indeed, using that Px < Qx, we see that g is uniquely defined up to Px-null sets; moreover, using
that (a +b)? < 2(a® + b?), the bound on u, Jensen’s inequality, a change of measure, and Holder’s

inequality with exponents (p,q) = (o0, 1),

/ o(2)2Px (dz) < 2 / Lu(@)?Ep[s(Z) | X = of? + t(X)?} Py (dz)

<2 (m?|Isl122(py + 1t 72(g) 14Px /dQx || oo ) ) < 00 (S33)
(P) (@x)

Hence, g € L2(PX), and so W is indeed a codomain of our claimed differential operator S} Pu-

Part 2 of proof: We now show that S} Pu: M Je XS] Z/{u — W is bounded and linear. Linearity is
clear from the form of the operator, so we focus on establishing boundedness. Fix (s,t) € Mp &U,
and note that, by (iv) from Lemma S12 and letting sx(z) := Ep[s(Z) | X = z],

1©pu(s, )3y
2

- / / K (a,2) [T {{ue)sx (we) + t(we)] P (dao)}

(=1
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2
< // H [K(xg, 20) Y2 lu(ag)sx (zg) + t(xg)|PX(dxg)] (Cauchy-Schwarz for the kernel K)
(=1

2
< sup K(a.2) / / g (uae)sx (20) + He)| Px (da)] (Holder)
2
= ilElEK(iL',SU) [/ lu(z)sx (z) + t(x)|PX(dx)]
< sup K(z,z) / [u(z)sx (z) + t(z)]* Px(dz) (Jensen)
zeX
< 221612[((3:,56) [/ u(z)?sx (z)? Py (dz) + /t(:c)QPX(dﬂs)] ([a + b]? < 2[a® + b?])

< 2 sup K (. 2) [mQ / sx ()2 Py (dz) + [Py /dQx | 1~(x) / t(x)QQX(d:c)]

rzeX
(u € U and Holder)

< QSEEK(w,x) max{m?, dPx/dQx || ()} {/ sx (x)? Px (dx) + /t(az)QQX(dx)]

=2 sggK(m, x) max{m?, ldPx /dQx || () tHI(s, t)Hf\'AP@Z}{u‘

The right-hand side writes as a constant that does not depend on (s,t) times ||(s,?)|| and so

2

. MPGBZ/.I'LL’
©p,, is indeed bounded.

Part 3 of proof: We now show that @}‘Du is the map w — (D;‘g’u(w),é}é’u(w)). To this end, fix
(s,t) € U, ® Mp and w € W, and observe that

(Opu(s,t), whw = /w(%’) [u(z)sx (z) + t(x)] Px (dx)
:/ w(x)u(z) — Eplw(X)u(X)]} sx(x)Px(dz) + /t(a:)w(a:) dPx

@(@Qx(dx)

= (5,2 > w(@)u(e) — Bplw(X)u(X)]), + <t APy >u

) w———
dQx
= (5.0, Ghaw). Graw))) o
The first equality above used (iii) from Lemma S12; the second used that Ep[sx(X)] = 0 and a
change of measure; the third used the law of total expectation, the fact that Mp = {s € L*(P) :
[ sdP =0}, and the fact that U, = L*(Qx); and the final equality used the definition of the inner
product in the direct sum space Mp @& U, and the definitions of Vp,, and C}Bu from (S31). Hence,
b () = (7, (), G (w)).
Part 4 of proof: We now establish that 6 is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with
differential operator (;)p’u. To this end, fix s € Mp, t € Uy, {P. : € € [0,1]} € P(P, M, s), and
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{ue 1 € €10,1]} € P(u,U,t). Our goal will be to show that the following is o(e):
r(e) = Heuz,w —9(Pu) — eC;)Ru(s,t)HW

Using that [|@||yw = sup,ep, (w, W)y, where By := {w € W : ||w|y < 1}, leveraging the bilinearity
of inner products and (iii) from Lemma S12, and then applying the triangle inequality, we find that

r(e) = sup <w,9(P€,uE) —0(P,u) — eép,u(s,t)>w

weBy

— sup [ [ @@ Poxtis) = [w@u)P () — ¢ [0 lu(w)sx (@) + (o) PX<dx>}

weBy

<csup | [ ) ule) - u(o)]sx (0)Px(dn)

wEBy

+ sup [ [w@nPetan) - [ wwut Py - [ w<x>t<m>Px<dx>]

wEB

+ sup [ / w(w)uc(@) P (d) — / w(w)ue(z) Py (dx) — ¢ / w(:v)ue(x)sx(:v)PX(dx)] .
weBy

We denote the three terms on the right as (I), (II), and (III) in what follows. We will show that
each of these terms is o(e). When doing so, we will leverage similar arguments to those used to
bound the terms on the right-hand side of (S21) in the proof of Lemma S8. Beginning with (I),
we apply Cauchy-Schwarz in L?(Pyx), a change of measure, Holder’s inequality, and the fact that
Cauchy-Schwarz in WV implies elements in B; are uniformly bounded by || K HééQ i= supger K(z,2)"?
to show that:

(1) < ellue — ull2(py)l5x [l 2gpy) Sup sup ()
weB; xeX

1/2
< ellue — ull g2 IdPx /dQx (112 g o 5 |2y 1K 122

The right-hand side is o(e) since ue — u in L?(Qx) as € — 0. A similar argument shows that
1/2
(1) < | KIS 1dPx /dQx |2 g 1 llue = w = et 12 ) -

The right-hand side is o(¢) since {u, : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U,t). To study (III), we define pi/;() =

[%()]1/ 2 and note that, by the triangle inequality,

110 < sup | [w@uolp )+ 11 [pl3) - 1 Fox(o)] Pe(an)

+ £ sup [ [ won@sx@ip i - 12e@)]

Cauchy-Schwarz, the boundedness of w and u,, the inequality (a + b)? < 2(a? + b?), and Holder’s
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inequality can be used together to show that the first term on the right upper bounds by
2m|| KI5 |pYs — 1~ €sx /2]l 12(py)- This upper bound is ofe) because {F : ¢ € [0, 1]} € P(P, M, s)
and quadratic mean differentiability is preserved under marginalization — see Proposition A.5.5
in Bickel et al. (1993) or Lemma S8 in Luedtke and Chung (2023) for details. The second term
above can be similarly bounded by §m||K||(1>é2HSX||L2(pX)||p;/)? — 1l z2(py), Which is also o(e) by the
quadratic mean differentiability of { P x : € € [0,1]}. As we have shown that (I), (II), and (III) are
all o(€), we have established that r(e) = o(€). The fact that s, t, { P : €}, and {ue : €} were arbitrary

establishes that € is pathwise differentiable at (P, u) with differential operator 0 Pu = 0 Pou- O

The following lemma provides versions of results from Chapter 4.9.1.1 of Berlinet and Thomas-
Agnan (2011) that are convenient for our setting. We include the proof for completeness. In
the lemma and its proof, for r > 1 and P € M, we let L"(Px;W) denote the Bochner space of
Px-a.s. equivalence classes of Bochner measurable maps g : X — W satisfying || g||2r( Pew) =
[ Ng()|l;Px (dz) < oo. The lemma concerns a map ¢, which is an extension of 6 from M x U to
{(P,f): PeM,feL*(Px)}

Lemma S12. For any P € M and f € L*(Px), define (P, f) : x — Ep[K(x,X)f(X)]. The
following holds for all P € M and f € L*(Px):

(i) x+— K(-,z)f(x) belongs to L?>(Px;W);
(i) O(P, f) e W;

(iii) O(P, f) is the unique element wp s of W that satisfies (wp r, whw = [w(zx)f(x)Px(dz) for
all w e W;

() for all P € M and f € L*>(Px),
O(P.).6(P. P)w = / / K (2,7) £ () F(5) Px (da) Py (d7).

Proof of Lemma S12. This proof borrows arguments from the proof of Theorem 105 from Berlinet
and Thomas-Agnan (2011). Throughout it, we fix P € M, P € M, f € L*(Px), f € L*(Px), and
weWw.

Starting with (i), observe that, by the boundedness of K and the fact that f € L?(Px),
r+ K(-,2)f(z) belongs to L?(Px;W). Indeed,

&5 K (- 2) £ ) s oy = / (K (- 2) f (@), K (-, 2) f(2))yy Py (dr) = / K () /() Py (dx)
< [iggK(x,x)] 11 Z2(p) < o0,

where we used that the kernel is bounded. Consequently, = — K (-, z)f(z) belongs to L?(Px; W).
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As for (ii), the fact that Px is a probability measure implies || || 1 Px, y < |- H Lz Px ). Hence,
(i) implies z — K(-,z)f(x) is Bochner integrable, and so (P, f)(-) := fK x)Px (dz) is
well-defined and the resulting function belongs to W.

We now turn to (iii). Since (-,w)w : W — R is a continuous linear operator, it can be

interchanged with Bochner integration. Hence,

(O(P, </K x)Px (dz),w >W :/<K(~,x),w>w Px (dz) = /w(x)f(m)PX(dx).
To show uniqueness, let wp s satisfy (wp s, w),,, = [ w( x)Px (dz) for all w. Then,
lwpy = 0P, Pllyy = sup  [(wpg,w)y, — (O(P,f),w)y] =0.

weW:||wlw<1

Hence, wp ¢ = (P, f), which establishes (iii).
We conclude by showing (iv). For that result, we apply (iii) twice, once for 0(P, f) with
w = O(P, f) and once for §(P, f) with w = K(-,Z), to show

(P, £),0(P. ) = / 0(P, £)(@) f(2) P (d7) = / OP, ), K (-, 8))w f(2) Py (d7)
/ K(z,) f(%)Px (dz)Px (dZ).

O]

C.2.6 Optimal value. For each y in a metric space Y, let F, map from M x U to R. We
study the optimal value map 6 given by

0(P,u) = ;g}F y(P,u). (S34)

If F, is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u), then we write Fy, pu and F* ., to denote its

y,Pu
differential operator and corresponding adjoint. We call {F} : y € Y} uniformly totally pathwise
differentiable at (y(0), P, u) if there exists a neighborhood of y(0) on which F, is totally pathwise

differentiable and, for all s € Mp, t € Uy, {P. : €} € P(P, M, s), and {u, : €} € P(u,U, 1),

lim F,(P.,u.) — Fy(P,u)] /e — F, pu(s,t)) = 0.
(y,6)—(y(0),0) <[ u ) y(P )]/ v, P ))

Lemma S13 (Total pathwise differentiability of optimal value). Fiz (P,u) € M x U. Suppose

(i) Y is a compact metric space;

(ii) there exists a unique y(0) € Y such that 0(P,u) = Fy (P, u);
(iii) {Fy :y € Y} is uniformly totally pathwise differentiable at (y(0), P,u);
(iv) for all s € Mp and t € Uy, y > F, pu(s,t) is continuous at y(0); and
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(v) there exists a neighborhood N of (P,u) such that (y, P’ ,u') — F,(P',u') is continuous on
Y xN.

Then, 6 from (S34) is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with 0p, = Fy(0)7p7u and G}ZU =
F;(O),P,u'

If Y is not compact, the implication of the above theorem can still hold if (i) is replaced by other
conditions. Starting with the simplest, if there is a compact Yp,, C ) such that, for all (P’,u')
in a neighborhood of (P,u), inf,cy, , F(P',u’) = inf,cy F,(P',u’), then the above lemma can be
directly applied to the establish the differentiability of (P, ') := infyey,,, Fy(P',u'); since § and
0 agree in a neighborhood of (P, u), they will have the same differentiability properties at (P, u).
Considerations for other replacements of (i) are grounded in the fact that the compactness condition
is only used twice in the proof: it ensures that, given smooth paths {P : €} and {u. : €}, there
exists a minimizer y(e) € argmin,cy, F (P, ue) for all € small enough, and it aids in showing that
y(e) — y(0) as e — 0. Hence, if the existence and convergence of these minimizers can be established
by other means, then the compactness condition can be dropped. Similar conditions to those used to
establish the consistency of M-estimators can be used to establish these properties. For example, (i)
may be replaced by the requirement that argmin, v, F,(P',u’) # 0 for all (P’,u’) in a neighborhood
of (P,u) and either

(i’) there is a well-separated minimizer y(0) of y = F,(P,u) and sup,¢y, |Fy(P',u") = F,(P,u)| — 0
as (P',u') — (P,u) (see Theorem 5.7 of van der Vaart, 2000); or

(i”) ¥ = R? with d < 0o and y — F,(P’,u’) convex for all (P’,u’) in a neighborhood of (P, u)
(see Theorem 2.7 Newey and McFadden, 1994).

Proof of Lemma S13. This proof is inspired by arguments from Danskin (1967). Fix s € Mp, t € Uy,
{P.: €} € P(P,M,s), and {u. : €} € P(u,U,t). Our goal is to show that g(e¢) := [0(Pe, ue)—0(P, u)]/e
converges to Fy(0)7 pu(s,t) as € [ 0. This will show that 6 is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, u)
with (9‘P7u = Fy(0)7p7u and 9'}3# = F;(O),P,u'

Throughout this proof we take € to be small enough so that (P, u.) € N this is necessarily
possible since (P, uc) — (P,u) as ¢ — 0. For each ¢, let y(e) be a generic element of the set
argmin, ¢y, Fy (P, uc); this set is necessarily nonempty since ) is compact and y +— Fy, (P, u.) is
continuous. Also, as we will now show, lim. o y(e) = y(0). To see why, take a sequence ¢ — 0.
Since ) is compact, there exists a subsequence ¢y — 0 such that y(ex) — §(0) for some g(0).
Moreover, §(0) must equal the unique minimizer y(0) of y — Fy,(P,u) since the continuity of
(y, P',u) = F,(P',u') and the fact that y(ey) € argmingey Fy(P,,, ue,, ) together imply that
Fyo)(Pyu) = limp Fye, ) (Peys tey,) < limyr Fyoy(Pey s tiey, ) = Fyo)(Pyu). As y(ep) — §(0) along
the subsequence (ex/)rr and the original sequence (e); was arbitrary, lim. o y(€) = y(0).

We now show that limsup,_,qg(e) < Fy(o),pm(s,t). Since y(e) minimizes y — Fy (P, uc) and
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Fy(0) is totally pathwise differentiable,
€g(€) = Fy()(Pe,uc) — Fyo) (P, w) < Fyo)(Pe, ue) — Fyo)(P,w) = €Fy ), puls, t) + ole).

Dividing both sides by e and taking a limit superior as ¢ — 0 shows that limsup,_,,g(e) <
Fy(0)7P,u(37 t)'
We now show that liminf.0 g(€) > Fy o) pu(s,t). Using that y(0) minimizes y — F,(P,u) and

adding and subtracting terms,

eg(e) = Fy(e)(PE>ue) - Fy(O)(Pa u) > Fy(e)(PEv Uue) — Fy(e)(P’ u)
= €Fy0),Pu(8:t) + €[Fy(e),pul(s: 1) — Fy0),puls,t)]
+ [Fy(e)(P67 Ue) - Fy(e)(Pa u) - 6Fy(e),P,u(Sa t) :

The second term on the right is o(e) since lim_oy(€) = y(0) and y = F, p.(s,t) is continuous
at y(0). The third is o(e) because {F, : y € Y} is uniformly totally pathwise differentiable at
(y(0), P,u). Dividing both sides by € and taking a limit inferior as ¢ — 0 shows that lim inf._,o g(€) >

Fy(O),P,u('S’t)' [

C.2.7 Optimal solution. For each w € W = R?, let F,, map from M x U to R. We study

the optimal solution map 6 given by

O(P,u) € argmin Fy,(P,u). (S35)

weWw
When this minimization results in multiple solutions,  is required to select one of them in a way that
ensures this map is continuous at the point (P, u) where we wish to differentiate it. For example, 6
may always select the minimum norm solution. The following lemma assumes that this choice is

made in such a way that 6 is continuous. In the lemma, || - ||2 denotes the Euclidean norm on R
Lemma S14 (Total pathwise differentiability of optimal solution). Fiz (P,u) € M x U. Suppose

(i) 0 is continuous at (P,u);
(ii) w — F,(P,u) is twice continuously differentiable at w(0) := 0(P,u) with positive definite
Hessian matriz Hp,,; and
(i1i) there exists a bounded linear operator Gp,, : Mp @ Z/lu — R such that, for all s € Mp,
t €Uy, {P.:e} € P(P,M,s), {uc: e} € Plu,U,t), and function w : [0,1] — R? satisfying
w(e) = w(0),

Ffﬁ(e)(Peaue) - F’E(e)(P’ ’LL) - F’LU(O)(P€7U’6) + Fw(O)(Pv u)
= e[w(e) — w(O)]TGp,u(s,t) + o (max{||w(e) — w(0)]|3, 62}) .
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Under the above conditions, 0 is totally pathwise differentiable at (P, u) with 0p.,(s,t) = HplGpu(s,t)

and 6% (w) = HplG% (), where G% , denotes the Hermitian adjoint of Gp,,.

The above will often be applied when F, is totally pathwise differentiable for all w in a neighborhood
of w(0). Denoting the differential operator of F,, by Fw’p,u, the vector Gp,(s,t) will usually
then correspond to the gradient of w — Fm pu(s,t) at w(0). An example of a situation where
this lemma can be applied occurs when U = L*(px) for px equivalent to Py and F,(P,u) =
[ [w(z) —w'z] Py (dx). In these cases, O(P,u) is the L?(Px) projection of onto linear functions of
the form z — w ' z.

Compared to Appendix C.2.6, which studied an optimal value map, this appendix requires
additional structure on the feasible region of the optimization problem, namely that it be a Euclidean
space. It also requires additional differentiability properties on the objective function, such as the
second-order differentiability conditions (ii) and (iii), though does not necessarily require others, such
as uniform total pathwise differentiability. This mismatch between the conditions for differentiability
of the optimal value and solution maps is not overly surprising given that they capture different

aspects of the optimization problem.

Proof of Lemma S1. This proof is inspired by arguments from the proof of Theorem 3.2.16 of

van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), which establish the asymptotic normality of an M-estimator.
Fix s € Mp, t € Uy, {P. : ¢} € P(P,M,s), {uc : €} € P(u,U,t), and w(e) — w(0). By (ii), a

second-order Taylor expansion holds for w — F,(P,u) at w(0), and, as w(0) is a minimizer, the

first-order term is equal to zero — expressed as an equation,

—_

Fy(o)(P.w) = Fy()(Pyu) = S [(e) — w(0)] " Hpulw(e) — w(0)] + o(|[@(e) — w(0)]3).

\V]

Combining this with (iii), we find that

Fﬁ(e)(Pea Ue) — Fw(O)(Pea Ue) (S36)
= Fy()(P,u) — Fypo)(Pyu) + [Fig(e)(Pe, tie) — Fiy(0)(Pes tte) — Fg(e) (P, w) 4 Fiy(0y (P, w) ]
1.

= S [@(e) = w(0)]" Hpu[i(e) — w(0)] + e[i(e) — w(0)]" Gru(s,t) + o (max{[[w(e) — w(0)[3, €*})

We shall use this result three times with different choices of w in what follows: once to establish
the e-rate convergence of w(e) := 0(P, ue) to w(0) — in that w(e) = w(0) + O(e) — and then
twice more to derive a first-order approximation of 6( P, u.) that will establish the total pathwise
differentiability of 6.

To establish the e-rate convergence result, we take w(e) to be equal to w(e) := 0( P, ue¢). This
choice satisfies the one required property of w(e) — namely, w(e) — w(0) — as follows by (i) and
the fact that {P. : ¢} € P(P, M,s) and {uc : ¢} € P(u,U,t) imply (P, u.) — (P,u). Since w(e) is
a minimizer of w — F,, (P, u¢), the left-hand side of (S36) is nonpositive. Also, by the positive

definiteness of Hp, and Cauchy-Schwarz, the first and second terms on the right-hand side lower
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bound by [Jw(e) — w(0)||3 for ¢; > 0 and —eca|jw(e) — w(0)]||2 for co > 0, respectively. Putting these

observations together and then completing the square shows that

0> c1ffw(e) — w(0)[3 — ecallw(e) — w(0)[|2 + o (max{jw(e) — w(0)[|3, *})
= [er + o()] [Jw(e) — w(0)l2 + O(e)]*.

The above is only possible if ||w(e) — w(0)||2 = O(e), which is what we set out to show.
We now use (S36) twice more to establish the total pathwise differentiability of 6 at (P, u).
In the first application we again take w(e) = w(e), and in the second we take w(e) = w(e) :=
w(0) — EHIS’}LGp,u(s,t), yielding
1
Fw(e)(P57 Ue) — Fw(()) (Pe,ue) = 5[“)(6) - w(O)]THRu[w(e) —w(0)]
+ elw(e) —w(0)] TG pu(s,t) + o(€?),

1
Fw(g)(PE, ue) — Fw(O) (Pe, ue) = —562[]{];,111013#(8, t)]TGRu(S, t) + 0(62).
Subtracting the second display from the first yields

Fw(e)(Pea Ue) — Fw(e) (Pe, ue)

= %[w(e) —w(0) + eHIZ’TILGp’u(s,t)]THpvu[w(e) —w(0) + eHﬁiGRu(s,t)] + o(€%).

The left-hand side is nonpositive since w(e) is a minimizer of w +— F, (P, u¢). Combining this with

the positive definiteness of Hp,, shows there is a ¢; > 0 such that
2
0>c Hw(e) —w(0) + EHEiGP,u(S,t)HQ + o(€?).

This is only possible if the squared norm on the right-hand side is o(e?). Since s € Mp, t el,,
{P. : €} € P(P,M,s), {uc : €} € P(u,U,t) were arbitrary and Gp,, is bounded and linear, this
shows that 6 is pathwise differentiable at (P,u) with differential operator 8p,,(s,t) = HplGpu(s,t).
To see that 9};u(w) = H;luG*P’u(w), observe that, for all s € Mp, t € Uy, and w € W = R%,
(w, Hp G pu(s, ) = w  Hp Gpu(s,t) = [wT H;ﬂ Gpu(s,t)
T
= {Hﬁiw} Gpu(s,t) = <G}§7u (HEiw) ,(s,t)>

= (Hp\Gro (w).(5,1))

MP@uu
MPEBZ/{ ’
U

where above we used the fact that the Hessian inverse H;h is symmetric and G*Pu is linear. 0
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C.3 Maps that only depend on their distribution-valued argument

C.3.1 General case: pathwise differentiable parameter. Suppose that there exists a
pathwise differentiable map v : M — W that is such that 0(P,u) = v(P) for all (P,u) € M x U.
We claim that 6 is totally pathwise differentiable at any (P,u) € M x U with 0p,(s,t) = vp(s) and
éiju(w) = (¢p(w),0). Though the results in Table 1 specify that & = {0} in this case, they actually
hold for any subset U of a Hilbert space 7; however, since (P, u) does not depend on the value u
takes, the case where U is a trivial vector space {0} is sufficiently rich to capture all interesting
aspects of the setting.

Fix Pc M, uclU,s € Mp,t €U, {P.:ec[0,1]} € P(P,M,s), and {uc : € € [0,1]} €
P(u,U,t). For any € € (0, 1], the definition of  and the pathwise differentiability of v imply that

10(Fe, ue) = O(P,u) — evp(s)lly = [[v(Fe) = v(P) — evp(s)lly = ole).

This establishes our claim that 0p,(s,t) = p(s). The map p is bounded and linear, and so fp,, is

bounded and linear as well. As for the adjoint, observe that, for any s € Mp, t €Uy, and w e W,
<éP,u(Sa t)7 w>W = <I)P(S)7 w)W = <t7 V}g(w»/\/lp = <(S> t)v (l/}k:(w), 0)>MP@Z,'{“ :

Hence, 0%, (w) = (75 (w),0).

In the remainder of Appendix C.3, we establish the pathwise differentiability of maps v : M —
W. Applying the general results of this Appendix C.3.1 then shows that the parameter 6 with
0(P,u) = v(P) is totally pathwise differentiable at any (P,u) € M x U with 0p,(s,t) = p(s) and
éﬁ,u(w) = (vp(w),0), which will verify the claimed form of the adjoint of the differential operator

for the pathwise differentiable primitives in Table 1.

C.3.2 Root-density. Suppose there is a o-finite measure A that dominates all P € M, and

let v(P)(z) = %(2)1/2. By Example 4 in Luedtke and Chung (2023), v : M — L?()\) is pathwise

differentiable at each P with local parameter vp(s)(z) = %s(z)v(P)(z) and efficient influence

operator
» o w(z) w(Z)
e = g ~ B |5 oz

C.3.3 Conditional density. Let M be a locally nonparametric model of distributions on
Z =X x Y. Suppose there exists a o-finite measure A on ) such that the conditional distribution
Py|x—, of Y | X = x under every P € M is dominated by A for Px-almost all z. Further suppose

there exists m < oo such that, for all P € M, the conditional density py|x(y|z) := dPYd‘f:'” (y) is

P-a.s. bounded by m. To ease notation, we will write py|x(z) rather than py|x(y|x) hereafter.
Suppose all distributions in M are equivalent. For fixed Q € M, define v : M — L?(Q) so that

v(P)(z) = PY\X(Z)‘
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For any P € M satistying ||dQ/dP|| L py < 00, we claim that v is pathwise differentiable with

vp(s)(z) = lp(s)(2) pyx(2) and rp(w)(z) = HP(Z%TUPHX)(Z)a (S37)

where IIp(f)(z) := f(z) — Ep[f(Z) | X = z]. We establish this by expressing v as a composition
(2 0 (1 ovy, where v; : M — L?(P) is pathwise differentiable and (; : L?*(P) — L?(P) and
(o : L?*(P) — L?*(Q) are both Hadamard differentiable. The chain rule will then establish the
pathwise differentiability of v with the claimed local parameter and efficient influence operator.
The map v; is defined so that v (P) = (ﬁy|X/py‘X)1/2. Lemma S8 in Luedtke and Chung
(2023) shows that vy is pathwise differentiable at P with 1 p(s)(z) = 3IIp(s)(z). The adjoint
of this map is 7} p(w)(2) = 3{w(z) — Ep[w(Z)| X = z]}. The map (; is the pointwise operation
¢1(u)(z) = u?(2)py|x(2). By Appendix C.4.5 and the fact that conditional densities of distributions
in M are uniformly bounded, this map is Hadamard differentiable with él,u(t) = 2tupy|x and
Cfu(w) = 2wupy|x. The map (3 is the change of measure studied in Appendix C.4.9 where, in
the notation of that appendix, Ay = P and A9 = (). By results in that appendix, the fact that
|dQ/dP|| o py < oo implies this map is Hadamard differentiable with Cou(t) =t and Ciu(w) = %w.
Theorem 1 from this work (see also Theorem 3.1 in van der Vaart, 1991a) then shows that
v = (90(1 oy is Hadamard differentiable with 'I)}‘B(w) = szp o Cliyl(P) o (lé“(loyl(P) (w), and properties
of adjoints of compositions show that p(s) = (3.¢;0u, (P) © €1, (P) © ¥1,P(5). Plugging in the provided

forms of the differential operators and their adjoints gives (S37).

C.3.4 Dose-response function. Let Z = (X, A4,Y) € Z = X x [0,1] x R. Here, X is a
covariate, A is a continuous treatment, and Y is an outcome. Let A denote the Lebesgue measure on
[0,1] and 7p( - | z) denote the conditional density of A given X = z under sampling from P. Suppose
there exists § € (0, 00) such that, for all P € M, 7p is P-a.s. bounded below by § and Ep[Y?|A, X]
is P-a.s. bounded above by 6~!. The parameter of interest v : M — L?()) is defined so that
v(P)(a) = [ pp(a,x)Px(dz), where up(a,z) := Ep[Y | A = a, X = z]. Example 2 in Luedtke and
Chung (2023) shows that v is pathwise differentiable with

vp(s)(a) = /Ep {Y = pp(a,2)}syax(Y | a,2)| A= a,X = z] Px(dx)
+/[NP(C% x) — v(P)(a)]sx (x)Px(dz), and

T _7y—up(a,m)wa a,z) — v(P)(d)w(a)\(dd
o (0)a,) = D )+ [ (el ) - Pl

Above sy |4 x(y|a,z) = s(2) — Ep[s(Z)|A=a,X = x| and sx(v) := Ep[s(Z) | X = z].
C.3.5 Counterfactual density. Let a generic observation Z = (X, A,Y) drawn from a

distribution P € M consist of covariates X, a binary treatment A, and an outcome Y with support

on ). Suppose all distributions in M are equivalent and there is a o-finite measure Ay such that,
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for all P € M, there is a regular conditional probability Py-| 4 x such that Py x(-|a,7) < Ay
for P-almost all (a,z) € {0,1} x X. Define the propensity to receive treatment a as mp(a|z) :=
P(A=a|X =) and let py 4 x(-|1,z) denote the conditional density of Y given (A, X) = (1, 7).
Suppose that M is such that

inf essinfrp(1[x) >0 and sup esssup pyjax(y|1,7) < oo,
PeP zeX PEP (z,y)eXxY

where the essential infimum is under the marginal distribution Px of X under sampling from P
and the essential supremum is under Px X Ay.
Define v : M — L%(\y) so that

v(P)(y) = / pyiax(y|1,) Px(dz).

Under causal conditions, this parameter corresponds to the counterfactual density that would be
observed if everyone received treatment A = 1 (Kennedy et al., 2021). Letting sy |4 x and sx be as
defined in Appendix C.3.4, the results in Luedtke and Chung (2023) show v is pathwise differentiable

with local parameter

op(3)(y) = / [sy | ax(]1,2) + sx(2) pyax (|1, 2) Py (dz)

and efficient influence operator
. H{a =1}
vp(w)(y,a,2) = —{w(y) — Eplw(¥Y)|A=a, X =2
) (v.0.7) = 5= ) — Ep fu(Y)| )

+ (EP Ww(Y)|A=1,X =a] — /Ep [w(Y)|A=1,X =2] PX(dx/)>. (S38)

C.4 Maps that only depend on their Hilbert-valued argument

C.4.1 General case: Hadamard differentiable map. Suppose that there exists a
Hadamard differentiable map ¢ : & — W that is such that 0(P,u) = ((u) for all (P,u) € M x U.
We claim that 6 is totally pathwise differentiable at any (P,u) € M x U with 0p,(s,t) = {,(t) and
G 0) = (0,E5(w).

Fix Pe Muel,se Mp,t €Uy, {P.:ec0,1]} € P(P,M,s), and {uc : € € [0,1]} €
P(u,U,t). For any € € (0,1], the definition of § and the Hadamard differentiability of ¢ imply that

[o(Peud) = 0(Pw) = eCut)|| = [|¢tu0) = ) = ut®)]| | = ole).

This establishes our claim of total pathwise differentiability with ép,u(s, t) = Cu (t). The map Cu is

bounded and linear, and so épm is bounded and linear as well. As for the adjoint, observe that, for
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anysGMp7t€Uu,andwEW,

(rats.nyw) = (G = (LGw), = ((0.0.6@)) .
Hence, 9.}3#(10) = (0, (w)).

In the remainder of Appendix C.4, we establish the Hadamard differentiability of maps ¢ : U —
W. Applying the general results of this Appendix C.4.1 then shows that the parameter 6 with
0(P,u) = ((u) is totally pathwise differentiable at any (P,u) € M x U with 0p,(s,t) = (. (t) and
0"]';’u(w) = (0, ¢ (w)), which will verify the claimed form of the adjoint of the differential operator
for the Hadamard differentiable primitives in Table 1.

C.4.2 Inner product. Let R be a Hilbert space and Y = R @& R. Define ¢ : Y — R so
that ((u) = (uy,us)r, where u = (ui,us). For any u € U, t = (t1,t2) € Uy, = R ® R, and
{ue = (U1, u2e) : €} € P(u,U, 1),

C(ue) — C(u) — €[(t1, ug)r + (u1,t2)r] = (u1,e — ur — €ty “2>R + (u1, ug,e — ug — et2>R

+ <U17€ — UL, U2 e — U2 — 6t2>7€ + € <’U,1,E —ui, t2>R .

By Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that {u. : €} € P(u,U,t), each of the four terms on the right-hand
side is o(e). Moreover, C,(t) = (t1,us)r + (u1,t2)R is a bounded linear operator, establishing the
Hadamard differentiability of . The Hermitian adjoint of ¢, is (*(w) = (wug, wuy).

Importantly, the Hilbert space 7 = R @ R is not ambient for this primitive: the evaluation of
this primitive inherently depends on the inner product in R. Hence, when used in Algorithm 1, this
primitive does not allow R to depend on the input to the algorithm, P. For example, consider the
case where R = L?(P). In this case, a P-dependent inner product primitive would take the form
O(P, (u1,u2)) = (u1,uz)2(py, which depends nontrivially on its distribution-valued argument and
therefore should be studied as in Appendix C.2. For the particular case where R = L?(P), the P-
dependent inner product primitive is a special case of the multifold mean studied in Appendix C.2.2,

and so is totally pathwise differentiable under conditions given there.

C.4.3 Squared norm. Let ((u) = |lul|*, where U equals the Hilbert space 7. For any u € U,
tely, =U, and {u. : €} € P(u,U,t), C(uc) — C(u) — 2e(t, u)T = o(€). Moreover, Cy(t) = 2(t, u)T is
a bounded linear operator, establishing the Hadamard differentiability of (. The Hermitian adjoint
of ¢y is ¢ (w) = 2wu.

Like the inner product primitive in Appendix C.4.2, the Hilbert space 7T is not ambient for this
primitive: evaluating || - ||%— inherently depends on 7. Hence, when used in Algorithm 1, this inner

product primitive does not allow 7 to depend on the input to the algorithm P.
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C.4.4 Differentiable functions. Let U be an open subset of 7 = R%. Any differentiable
map ¢ : U — R is Fréchet and, therefore, Hadamard differentiable with (u :t > t"V¢(u). The
adjoint of this map is ¢* : w — w V¢ (u), that is, the scalar multiplication of w with V().

C.4.5 Pointwise operations. Let C'(RY) denote the set of continuously differentiable g :
R? — R and V; g(a) the j-th entry of the gradient Vg(a). Let A be a o-finite measure on X and
note that the tangent space of L?(\)®¢ := EB;-Z:ILQ(/\) at any v is L?(\)®¢ itself. For a generic
u € L2(\)®4, write uj; € L?(\) for the j-th entry of u and @ for x (uj(x))?zl. Let || - ||2 denote

the Euclidean norm.

Theorem S2 (Hadamard differentiability of pointwise operations). Suppose f, € C*(R?) for each
v € X and sup,erd zex |V fz(a)ll2 < co. Define ¢ : L2(\)®1 — L2(\) so that ((u) : x + fy o u(z).
The map ¢ is Hadamard differentiable at each v € L2(N)®% with Cu(t) : @ — t(x) "V f o a(z) and
Gi(w) = (@ = w(@)V,; fo(ul2))) ],

Proof of Theorem S2. Fix u € L*(\)®? and define the map gu : L2(\)®4 — L2()) so that gu(t) :
x> H(x) 'V, ou(z) for all t € L2(A\)®?. This map is linear. It is also bounded since, by
Cauchy-Schwarz, the assumption that m := sup,cgd ey [|Vfz(a)||2 < 0o, and the definition of the
L?(\)®%-norm,

16,2y < |2 8@) T 0 ()]

2 _
oy < [ @RIV 1z @) A(d)

< m? / 7@) 13 A(da) = m? [£]22 00

The Hermitian adjoint of gu is Q’;(w) = (z— w(@)V;fs oa(x))?zl since, for ¢t € L?(\)®¢ and
w € L2(\),

(Gw),, = [He) Vo a@u@) ) = Y [ ) V,h 0 6o (o) Ado)

J=1
d

= <t7 (m — w(a:)vjfx ° ﬁ(x))_j:1>L2()\)€Bd )

Our proof will be complete if we can establish that (S7) holds with ¢, = Qu — we do this in what
follows.

Let u = (u;)9_, and ¢ = (t;)%_, belong to L2(A\)®? and {uc = (uc;)7_; : €} € P(u, L*(X)®%,1).
Define t. := {u, — u}/e and u(®) := u + et. By the inequality (a + b)? < 2(a® + b?),

o =3 [ [From) ~ o) - ATV oaw)] M) (539

L2(\) T2

3 ot = ¢ — ¢, )

< / [fr 0 e(a) — fo 0 1(w)] Mde) + / [fr009(@) — fy0u(a) — ci(a) TV, 0 u(a)] Ada)
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We shall show that each of the two terms on the right-hand side is o(¢?). Beginning with the first,
we use that, for each € X, f, is m-Lipschitz since it belongs to C*(R?%) and has its gradient
bounded by m. Hence,

/[fwoue(x)—fxou“)(x)rx(dx) ng/‘

d
— m? / ) — = ) BA@) = 3 / e (2) — e (x) — et;(2)]2 A(de)
Z

= [Jue —u — €t||i2()\)®d = o(€?),

ae(z) — 7@ () H2 A(dz)

where the final equality holds since {u. : €} € P(u, L>(A\)®,t). Hence, the first term on the
right-hand side of (S39) is o(e?). For the second, the fundamental theorem of calculus, the chain

rule, Jensen’s inequality, and Cauchy-Schwarz together show that
T 2
[ #0096 - £ 0at@) - et(@) V 1z 0 @) M)

[/ L fulala) + @)
2

e[/ )T (v, (a(e) + aci(a)) — V1 o )} da )

da —et(z) "V f, o ﬁ(m)] A(dz)

a'=a

/ / AV L (o) + act(a)) = Va0 a(@)}] dadde) < & [ [H@)]} L) Ado),

where I ( fo IV fo (W(x) + aet(z)) — Vf, o a(x)||5da. We use the dominated convergence
theorem to show that the integral on the right-hand side is o(1), which will imply that the second term
in (S39) is o(e?), completing the proof. To see that ||#(-)||31c(-) has an integrable dominating function,
observe that this function is nonnegative and pointwise upper bounded by g(z) := 2m?||t(z)||3;
furthermore, g is M-integrable since t € L2(\)®?. To see that lim,_,q [|£(2)||21c(x) = 0 for A-almost all
x, observe first that ||£(x)||2 < oo for A\-almost all z by virtue of the fact that ¢ € L2(\)®¢. Combining
this with the continuity of V f; for each  and the bound I¢(z) < supyera|jp—a(a)|s<eli(z)|s |V f2(0) —
V fzou(z)|%, we see that lim._,o I.(x) = 0 for A-almost all z. Hence, by the dominated convergence

theorem, the integral on the right-hand side above goes to zero as € — 0. O

C.4.6 Bounded affine map. Let &/ =T and W be Hilbert spaces and fix a bounded linear
map K : U — W. For ¢ € W, define ¢ : Y — W so that ((u) = k(u) + ¢. We will show that ( is
Hadamard differentiable at any u € . The differential operator and its adjoint are given by Cu =K
and C;j = k¥, where k* is the Hermitian adjoint of .

To see that Hadamard differentiability holds, fix ¢t € 7 and {u. : € € [0,1]} € P(u,U,t). By the
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linearity and boundedness of &,

1€ ue) = C(u) — er(t)llyy = llr(ue —u—et)]lyy <||xllop lue — u — etll = ofe),

where || - |lop denotes the operator norm. Since x is bounded and linear, this shows that ( is
Hadamard differentiable with differential operator ¢, = x. The adjoint of ¢, equals the adjoint of ,

namely x*.

C.4.7 Constant map. Fix c in a Hilbert space W. Let ¢ be the constant map that takes as
input an element u belonging to a subset U of a Hilbert space 7 and, regardless of form u takes,
returns c¢. This map is a special case of the affine maps considered in Appendix C.4.6 with x equal

to a zero operator. Hence, ¢ is Hadamard differentiable with ¢, (t) = 0 and ¢ (w) = 0.

C.4.8 Coordinate projection. Let & = R & R2, where Ry and Ry are Hilbert spaces.
Define ¢ so that ¢(u) = uy, where u = (u1,u2). Note that ¢ is a linear map. It is also bounded since,
for all uw = (ui,u2) €U, ||C(u)|lr, = llu1llr, < ||lullr,er,- Hence, by the results in Appendix C.4.6,
¢ is Hadamard differentiable with ¢, = ¢ and {* = ¢*. To see that ¢*(w) = (w,0), observe that, for

any w € Ry and u € U, (((u), w)r, = (u1,w)r, = (u, (w,0))R,eR,-

C.4.9 Change of measure. Let A\, \; be o-finite measures on a measurable space (X, X)
with Ao < A1 and Aj-essentially bounded Radon Nikodym derivative g—:\\f. In this subappendix
only, we distinguish between functions f : X — R and the corresponding elements of L?(\) spaces,
which we denote by [f], to indicate that these elements are equivalence classes of functions that are
equal to f A-almost everywhere; for j € {1,2}, we write [f]; := [f]), for shorthand. Consider the
embedding map ¢ : L?(\1) — L?()\2), defined so that (([u]1) = [u]s; this map is well-defined since
A2 < A1 implies that, for any ui,us € [u]; € L%(\1), [u1]2 = [us]2 and, moreover, the \j-essential
boundedness of fil—:\\f implies that [u]z € L?(\g).

We establish the Hadamard differentiability of { by showing that it is a special case of the affine
maps considered in Appendix C.4.6. Clearly ( is linear. To see that it is bounded, note that, for all

[ul € L*(M\),

dA2 2
el BN (O e

||C([U]1)H%2(A2) = H[U]2H%2(A2) = /u(x)z)\z(dx) < H e

where the essential supremum norm on the right-hand side is finite by assumption. Hence, by
Appendix C.4.6, ¢ is Hadamard differentiable at any v € U with Cu = ( and (;; = (*.

We now derive a closed-form expression for ¢*. Observe that, for any [u]; € L?()\;) and
[w]2 € L2 (X2),

() [0l 200 = (e [l 20y = [ @) G2 @@ do) = ([, [Bew] )
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Above, we used that the map [w]y — [%w]l is well-defined, in the sense that, for any wi,wy € [w]e,

d\ d\ : d\ 3 . } 3 d\ : }

[d—ﬁwl]l = [ﬁ’wgh since 752 = 0 Xo-almost everywhere; we also used that How is A1-square

integrable since w is Aj-square integrable and a2 g A1-essentially bounded. Hence, (*(Jwls) =
g q g o2 y :

d\

[dew]L

C.4.10 Lifting to new domain. Fix Q € M. For a coarsening € : Z — X, define the
pushforward measure Qx := Qo C~1. Let ¢ : L?(Qx) — L*(Q) be the lifting ((u) := uo € — put
another way, ((u)(z) = u(z) for Q-almost all z, where z = C(z2).

We establish the Hadamard differentiability of ( by showing that it is a special case of the
affine maps considered in Appendix C.4.6. Clearly ( is linear. It is also bounded since, for any
u € L*(Qx), 1¢(w)|lL2(@) = llullr2(@y)- Hence, by Appendix C.4.6, ¢ is Hadamard differentiable at
any u € U with ¢, = ¢ and ¢ = (*.

We now derive a closed-form expression for (*. Observe that, for any v € L?(Qx) and w € L*(Q),

(uoC w2 ) = Eq [w(X)w(Z)] = Eq [u(X)Eqlw(Z) | X]] = (u, Eq[w(Z) | X = - ]) 2(q)-

Hence, (*(w) = Egw(2) | X = -].

C.4.11 Fix binary argument. Let Q4 x be a distribution of (4, X) € {0,1} x X and Qx
be the corresponding marginal distribution of X. Suppose that w(z) = Q4 x(A =1|X = x)
is Qx-a.s. bounded away from zero. Consider the map ¢ : L?(Qa x) — L*(Qx) defined so that
C(w)(z) = u(l, 2).

To show (¢ is Hadamard differentiable at a generic u € L?(Q A,X ), We express it as a composition
(5 0 (1 of Hadamard differentiable maps and then apply the chain rule. The first of these maps is
the change of measure (1 : L2(A1) — L?(\2) studied in Appendix C.4.9, where \; = QA x and Ag =

Qa=1,x with Qa=1, x the distribution on {0, 1} x X with Radon-Nikodym derivative d%‘:})’(x (a,z) =

%. This map is Hadamard differentiable with ¢; ,,(¢)(a, z) = t(a, z) and g"iu(w)(a, x) = %w(a, x).
The second is the map (o : L?*(Qa=1.x) — L?(Qx) defined so that (3(@)(z) = @(1,x). This is
a bounded linear map, so by Appendix C.4.6 it is Hadamard differentiable with Qu = (2 and
C;u = (. Tt is also straightforward to verify that ¢3(w)(a,z) = w(z). Since ¢* is the adjoint of a
composition, we also have that Q (w) = Ci‘u o ¢5,<1 () (w). Plugging in the values for the differential

operators and adjoints of (1, o, this yields that ¢, (¢)(z) = t(1,2) and ¢ (w)(a,z) = %w(:p)

C.5 Primitives for marginal quantities and semiparametric models

Some of the primitives in Table 1 map to L?(Qx), where Qx is a probability distribution on X'
This is the case, for example, for the conditional mean map 0(P,u)(-) = Ep[u(Z)| X = -]. If
X = {x0} is a singleton set, then it may be more natural to think of (P, u) as a real number

than as a function. This can be accomplished by simply replacing a primitive 6 : i/ — L?(Qx) by
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Table S1: Step by-step evaluation of Algorithm 2’s computations of the EIF of the expected density

= [p(z 2)?A(dz), where p = dp/ dA for a o-finite measure A. Under regularity conditions, the
parameter P is expressible as a composition of a root-density 91(15, 0) = /2 e L?()\), pointwise
square fo(P, hy) = h? € L?*()\), change of measure 03(P, hy) = hy € L*(Q), and mean operator
04(P,h3) = Ep[h3(Z)] € R. The value of fy in the bottom row is the efficient influence function of
P at P.

Step Variables in Algorithm 2

G AL B ILEI A ] Jo

4 110 1]0 0 0

3 plg| 0] O p—¥(P)
2 p| 0 p—¥(P)
1 202 | p—(P)
0 2[p — ¥(P)]

6:U — R, with 8(P,u) := 0(P,u)(xp). This new primitive is totally pathwise differentiable with
Q;7u(w) = 9}“3”(:): — w), w € R. For instance, this approach allows us to establish the differentiability
of a real-valued marginal mean map 0(P,u) = Ep[u(Z)].

The primitives in Table 1 can be readily adapted to semiparametric models. This can be done
by using that, for any semiparametric M’ C M, the restriction of a totally pathwise differentiable
primitive 0 : M x U — W to M’ x U is itself totally pathwise differentiable. The adjoint of this
new primitive at (P, u) is the same as that of 6, except its first entry is replaced by its orthogonal
projection onto the tangent space M}D Thus, when ¢ : M’ — R can be expressed as a composition
of restrictions of primitives in Table 1, Algorithm 2 returns its semiparametric EIF relative to M’.
Naturally, the returned form of the EIF will be easiest to work with when the projection onto M};

has a known closed form.

D Step-by-step illustrations of Algorithm 2

Like Table 2 from the main text, Tables S1 and S2 provide step-by-step illustrations of Algorithm 2.
The first studies the expected density parameter, and the second studies an expected conditional
covariance parameter. The primitives used to express these parameters are detailed in the table
captions. The value of fp in the bottom row of each table is the EIF at a distribution P in a
nonparametric model M. In these examples, Q € M is a fixed distribution used to define the
ambient Hilbert spaces of some of the primitives used to represent ». We suppose @ is mutually
absolutely continuous with P and let p = % and p X = %.

Since the EIF is a feature of the map P M —> R, rather than the particular composition of
primitives chosen to represent it, the EIF returned by Algorithm 2 will not depend on the choice of
Q@ provided all of the primitives are totally pathwise differentiable. As noted in Section 2.2, our
sufficient conditions for differentiability tend to be weakest when ) = P, and so we recommend this

choice in practice.
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Table S2: Step-by-step evaluation of Algorithm 2’s computations of the EIF of the expected
conditional covariance 1)(P) = Eg[Covp(A,Y | X)], where Z = (X, A,Y). Let €: 2z — 2. Un-
der regularity conditions, the parameter v is expressible as a composition of conditional means
01(P,0)(") = Ep[Y|X = -] € L*(Qx) and 65(P,0)(") = Ep[A|X = -] € L*(Qx), liftings
03(P,h1) = (2 — hi(z)) € L*(Q) and 04(P, hy) = (z — ho(x)) € L*(Q), a pointwise operation
05(P, (ha, ha)) = (2 = ay — ha(2)ha(2)) € L*(Q), and a mean operator 0g(P, hs) = Ep[hs(Z)] € R.
Below ub(x) := Ep]Y | X = ] and p(z) := Ep[A| X = z]. The value of fp in the bottom row is
the efficient influence function of ¥ at P. Other expressions of this parameter, such as ones using
the conditional covariance primitive studied in Appendix C.2.3, can also be used to compute the
EIF.

Step Variables in Algorithm 2

WISl L] A T Kk 1 k1 ] fo

6 110 0 0 0 0 0

5 p/a 0 0 0 0 2> ay — pp(@)pp(z) — (P)

1 —tp¥oe| —tufoe| 0 0 2 ay — pd@)h (@) - v(P)

3 “Bpoe| -~ 0 2 ay — ()b () — 0(P)

2 —Xpp | —Bpup 2+ ay — pp(@)pp(z) — (P)

I B 2> aly - ub(@)] — V(P)

0 2 [a— pp(@)]ly — ph(@)] — B(P)

Some of the primitives used in these examples do not appear in Table 1. For example,
though the primitive §(P,0) = Ep[Y | X = -] is closely related to the conditional mean primitive
0(P,u) = Ep[u(Z)| X = -] from Table 1, 6 returns the conditional mean of a predetermined
transformation of Z, u(z) = y, and so is not the same map as §. In Figure 1, we avoided this
issue by expressing Ep[Y | X = -] as a composition of primitives from Table 1: the constant map
that returns z — y and conditional mean primitive §(P,u) = Ep[u(Z)|X = -]. A closely related

approach, which is the one we take in this appendix, is to use the following result.

Lemma S15 (Fixing the Hilbert-valued input of a primitive). Let § : M x U — W be totally
pathwise differentiable at (P,u) € M x U. Then, the primitive 0 : M x {0} — W, defined so
that 0(-,0) = 0(-,u), is totally pathwise differentiable at (P,0) with 6'?’;3’0(10) = (;*P&(w)o, 0), where
Q}S@(w)o denotes the first entry of Q}S’g(w).

This lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma S5 and Appendix C.3.1 and so the proof is omitted.

E Study of remainder in von Mises expansion of non-

parametric R’

Table S3 provides a step-by-step illustration of how Algorithm 3 estimates the efficient influence
operator when it is applied to the nonparametric R? parameter as expressed in Figure 1. The value

of fo in the last row is the estimated efficient influence operator returned by the algorithm.
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Table S3: Step-by-step evaluation of Algorithm 3 for the nonparametric R? parameter when it is
expressed as in Figure 1. This table is the estimation counterpart of Table 2 from the main text,
which computes the EIF at a known distribution P.

Step Variables in Algorithm 3
D sl k| E]l K| h | Al R A fo
8 1 0 0 0 0 — 0 — 0
7 ~L 10 0 0 - B - 0
2 2
1 nr _ 7&5(')—%7
6 -1 0 0 - | & Rt
. 2[y—ha()] _ hr _ _he()=hr
5 Z = oo R 0 R 71% - T N
4 2{Bs[Y | X="]-ha()} | hr _ _he()=hz
hs h3 ~ ha
3 _ hr _ 2 _"H(i)’ Z{E [V | X=a]—ha(2) Hy—ha(2)}
] ha T2
hr _ . _hez 2)— hr | 2{Es[Y| X=a]— /u( o) Hy—ha(a)}
2 "3 S T ha N
1 N () by | B[y | X=a] h;u(T)){y ha(a)} | hr{(y— Fz[Y]V ha}
2
he() B 2{BslY | X=a]hae)Hy—ha(@)} | Pr{l- E?Y >~ha}
0 Ende ha + ho + hz

Forward and backward pass nuisances are estimated as described in Appendix F. In the forward
routines, this entails setting iALl Tz, ﬁg = Varp,(Y) with Py the empirical distribution of
Zy:={Z; i€}, hs: 2y, hy:x— E4]Y | X = a] with the conditional mean estimate returned
by a nonparametric regression procedure, ks : z — ha(z), he : z — [y — hs(2)]2, hr = Ep, [he(2)],
and Bg =1- 57 //]{2 In the backward routines, the only nuisances that require estimation are
Ep[Y | X = -] and Ep[Y], which arise when obtaining the estimates 95 and ¥y, respectively. We
denote these estimates by E5[Y | X = -] and E[Y], respectively

We now study the remainder R,, = hg Y(P)+ f fo P(dz) in this example. We let hq, ha, ..., hg
be as defined in Algorithm 1, so that ¥(P) =1— hy/ hg. Adding and subtracting terms then yields

E8_¢(P):_B7—h7+ﬁ7[ﬁ2—hz]+ hr  hy\ ha — hy
77/2 /]{% h2 /}\LQ /}\LQ '

Combining this with the definition of R, plugging in the value of ]/”E) returned by Algorithm 3, and
then simplifying shows that

he —hr  holhe —h he h h—h
Ry = M P | Bl 2]+<7—A7) 2 /fo

h2 h% hg h2
_ _f@@ — hg)(z) P(dz) N ho JHy — E‘Z[y]} — {y— Ep[Y]}?2]P(dz)
/};2 ﬁ%
' <h7 ) ﬁ?> ha—ha | 2J{BSY | X = o] = ha(@)Hha(w) — ha(a)} Px(da)
h2 /];2 /HZ /fzg
__J{hu(@) ~ @) Px(ds) | Te{EalY] - Ep[Y]Y
EQ h2
(B Re ke 2B | X = 2] = ha(@)Hba(e) — ha(2)} Px(d)
h2 /]%2 EZ /52 .
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The right-hand side consists of four terms. When analyzing them, we suppose that ho is strictly
positive and the number of observations ng in Zy diverges with n so that 32 is bounded away from
zero with probability tending to one. In this case, R,, will be op(n_l/ 2) whenever the numerators of
the four terms on the right are all op(n_l/ 2). The first is the mean-squared prediction error of the
estimate of Ep[Y | X = -], which will be op(n_l/ 2) provided appropriate smoothness or sparsity
conditions hold and the estimator ﬁ4 leverages them. The second numerator is ﬁ7 times the squared
error of Ey as an estimate of Ep[Y]. If the empirical mean E p,[Y] is used to estimate this quantity
and Ry is O,(1), then this term will be Op(n; '), and so o,(n~1/2) whenever ny/n'/? diverges with
n. Up to a multiplicative factor of 1 //ﬁg, the third term is a product of the errors for estimating the
real-valued quantities hy/hg and hg, and so should be op(nfl/ 2) under appropriate conditions. The
final term will be exactly zero if a common, deterministic regression scheme is used to construct the
estimates E5[Y | X = -] and hy of Ep[Y | X = -], since then these two quantities would be equal.
Otherwise, Cauchy-Schwarz can be used to bound the magnitude of that quantity, which then shows
that it is a product of L2(Px) norms of E5[Y | X = -] — hy(-) and hy(-) — ha(-). This product will

be op(n_l/ 2/) under appropriate smoothness or sparsity conditions.

F  Nuisance estimation routines for primitives in Table 1

F.1 Overview

We now present forward and backward nuisance routines for some of the primitives appearing in
Table 1. As detailed in Algorithm 4, the forward routine takes as input data Z5 := {Z; : i € I C [n]}
and u € U and returns an estimate h of 0(P,u). The backward routine takes as input Zs, u, ﬁ, and
w € W and returns an estimate 9 of Q}M(w); J must be compatible with the routine’s inputs, in
that there exists P € M with h = 0(]3, u) and [ 1/9\0 dP = 0. For compatibility to be achievable, the
forward routine must ensure that h belongs to the image of (-, u), which we denote by (M, u).

When presenting these routines, we always take v and w to be generic elements of & and W,
respectively. Some of our proposed nuisance estimation routines use sample splitting or cross-fitting,
and so take folds as an input; we denote these folds by I and 7@, where {J(l), 3(2)} is a partition of
7 into subsets of sizes n!) and n?, n ~ n®. For primitives whose domain or codomain depends
on some ) € M, we follow the recommendation given in Section 2.2 and focus on the case where
Q) = P, with P the data-generating distribution.

The nuisance estimation routines presented hereafter are only examples — other formulations are
possible. This may include, for example, using different loss functions, penalty terms, observation

weights, or forms of cross-fitting or sample splitting.
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F.2 Maps depend nontrivially on both of their arguments

F.2.1 Conditional mean. As in Appendix C.2.1, §(P,u)(x) = Ep[u(Z)|X = z| and
é},u(w) = (z = [u(z) = 0(P,u)(z)]w(x),z — w(z)). In the forward routine, #(P,u) can be
estimated by regressing u(Z;) against X;, ¢ € J, with the squared error loss. As long as the
image of the regression estimate h respects known bounds on u and the locally nonparametric
model M is suitably large, this estimate will fall in (M, ). In the backward routine, we take
J(z) == (z = [u(z) — h(z)Jw(x), z — w(z)). Compatibility holds since h € (M, u) implies there
exists P € M such that h = 9(]3, u) and, by the law of total expectation, [ 1/9\0 dP = 0.

F.2.2 Multifold conditional mean. As in Appendix C.2.2, 0(P,u)(:) = Epr[u(Z,)) | X}y =
-] and 0p,, (w) = (5, (w), (5, (w)), where (5, (w)(2,)) = w(z},)) and

U (w ZEPT [{u(Zy)) — 0(Pu)(Xpy)  w(X) | Z; = 2] .

In the forward routine, (P, u) can be estimated by regressing u(Zyy)) against (X;p), with
ilr] :== (i(1),4(2),...,i(r)) varying over the set g of )1/(n™M —r)! choices of ordered tuples of
r unique elements from the first fold JV); to reduce runtime, a random subsample of the indices
in 37(61) may be used while fitting this regression. Just as in Appendix C.2.1, this estimate, E, will
belong to (M, u) as long as it respects any known bounds on v and M is suitably large.

In the backward routine, the estimate 1/9\0 is obtained by running a pooled regression of
{u(Zim) - lAL(Xi[T])} w( X)) against Z;(;), where (i[r],j) € 7@ x [r] with 7% defined analogously
to L(,l), but using the second fold rather than the first; runtime can be reduced by fitting the
regression using only a random subset of the indices in Jg) x [r]. This estimate is compatible with
h provided M is large enough. Because the second entry C}u(w) of G}H(w) does not depend on P,

the second entry of U can be set to its known value, 2y = w(Tp).

F.2.3 Conditional covariance. As in Appendix C.2.3, 8(P,u)(x) = covplui(Z),u2(Z) | X =
x] and iju(w) = (Up,(w), C}7u(w)), where

Upu(w) H{uy — Ep[uj(2) | X = 2]} = 0(P,u)(z) | ,

(pulw) = (2 w(x){u?s—j(z) — Bplus—;(Z)| X = 2]})7_, .

In the forward routine, three regressions are fit. First, u(Z;) is regressed against X;, i € g,
yielding an estimate fi; of Ep[ui(Z)|X = -]. Second, u2(Z;) is regressed against X;, i € yON
yielding an estimate fi2 of Ep[uz(Z)| X = -]. Third, H?:l{uj(zi) — 1;(X;)} is regressed against
X;, i € @, yielding the estimate h of O(P,u).
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In the backward routine, we either reuse the saved estimates j1; and fis fitted in the forward

routine, or refit them if they were not saved. We then let
9. ~ 2
U= |z w H{uy (@)} = h(@) | , (z = w(@){us—;(2) — s ()},

Compatibility between 50 and h holds provided there exists a PeM satisfying the following system

of equations Px-a.s.:

F.2.4 Conditional variance. When 6(P,u)(xz) = Varp[u(Z)| X = z] as in Appendix C.2.4,
the nuisance estimation routines for the conditional covariance can be used with u; = ug = u (see
Appendix F.2.3).

F.2.5 Kernel embedding. As in Appendix C.2.5, 0(P,u)(-) = [ K(- () Px(dx) and
Hj‘gyu(w) = (wu — [wudPx,w). In the forward routine, we can estimate the marglnal dis-
tribution Px of X under sampling from P. We denote this estimate by I3X Then, we let

= [ K(- (z) Px(dz) and, in the backward routine, we let 6* (W) = (wu— [wu dPx,w).
These estimates are compatible provided there exists some PeM Wlth marginal distribution PX
If M is large enough so that there exists a distribution whose marginal distribution of X is equal to

the empirical distribution of {X; : i € J}, then ]3X can be chosen to be this empirical distribution.

F.3 Maps that only depend on their distribution-valued argument

F.3.1 Root-density. Asin Appendix C.3.2, 6(P,u)(z) = 9% (2)"/2 and 0}, (w) = (¥} (w),0)
with 75 (w)(2) = QV?’](D))(Z) Ep [%} In the forward routine, the estimate h of v(P) can be
obtained by taking the square root of a kernel density estimate, if A is a Lebesgue measure, or
the empirical probability mass function, if A is a counting measure. In either case, the backward
routine sets ¥ = ([w/h — i whdA]/2,0). The estimates ¥ and h are plug-in estimators based on
the distribution P satisfying dﬁ/ d\ = 52, and so the compatibility condition will hold if the

nonparametric model M is large enough to contain this distribution.

F.3.2 Conditional density. Asin Appendix C.3.3, (P, u)(2) = py | x(2) and vp(w)(z) =
w(2)py|x(2) — Ep[w(Z)py|x(Z) | X = z]. In the forward routine, the estimate h of py|x can be
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obtained using kernel density estimation, if A is a Lebesgue measure, or nonparametric multinomial
logistic regression, if A is a counting measure. In either case, the backward routine sets 9= (50, 0)
with 50(2) = w(z)ﬁ(z) — [ w(z, gj)ﬁ(m, 7)A(dg). The estimates ¥ and h are plug-in estimators based
on any distribution P whose conditional density of Y| X relative to A is E, and so the compatibility

condition will hold if the nonparametric model M is large enough to contain such a distribution.

F.3.3 Dose-response function. Asin Appendix C.3.4, 0(P,u)(a) = [ pp(a,z)Px(dz) and

Fpalw) = (2 PR Dt 4 [lantea) = v(P) @ lut@)N@),0) . (510
' wp(a | x)

where z = (z,a,y), pp(a,x) := Ep]Y |A =a,X = z] and np(a|z) = P(A=a|X = z). In the
forward routine, up can be estimated using regression, yielding ji, and then (P, u) can be estimated
by ﬁ(a) = ﬁ > icg B(a, X;). In the backward routine, 7p can be estimated using kerAnel density
estimation, yielding 7, and then Gﬁ’u(w) can be estimated using the plug-in estimator 9 that takes
the same form as (S40), but with up, 7p, and v(P) replaced by g, 7, and /f;, respectively. The
compatibility condition holds provided there exists P € M with pp =i, 7p =T, and V(ﬁ) = /f;;
this will typically hold provided the nonparametric model M is large enough.

F.3.4 Counterfactual density. Asin Appendix C.3.5, 0(P,u) = [ py|a,x(y|1,2) Px(dx)
and G}U(w) = (Zp(w),0), where v}, is defined in (S38). To streamline the discussion, we suppose Ay
is a Lebesgue measure. In the forward routine, an estimate (y,z) — pyj1,x (v |z) of py a4 x(y |1, )
can be obtained using kernel density estimation among all ¢ € J with A; = 1. The counterfactual
density 6(P,u) can then be estimated by ?L(y) = ﬁ > icsPyp,x (v ] X;). In the backward routine,
mp can be estimated using regression, yielding 7. Alternatively, 1/7mp can be estimated directly,
yielding 1/7 (Robins et al., 2007; Chernozhukov et al., 2022c). Reusing the nuisance py |, x from the
forward routine, Ep [w(Y) | A =1, X = z] can be estimated using fi,(z) = [ w(y)pyp,x (¥ |z) dy.
The adjoint can then be estimated with the plug-in estimate 9 = (@0, 0), where

H{a =1}

m(a|x)

Io(2) = {wl) = (@)} + | fule) = 77 3 (X0

i:1€J

The compatibility condition will typically hold provided the nonparametric model M is large enough.

F.4 Maps that only depend on their Hilbert-valued argument

F.4.1 Overview. We now consider primitives that only depend on their Hilbert-valued input
in the sense described in Appendix C.4.1, so that there is a Hadamard differentiable map ¢ : Ud — W
such that 8(P',u) = ((u) for all (P',u') € M x U.
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These primitives can be evaluated explicitly in the forward pass, and so we let the forward
nuisance routine return h = ((u). If the ambient Hilbert spaces 7 and W do not depend on P
and the form of ¢ is known, we let the backward nuisance routine return 0= (0, (w)). If one or
both ambient Hilbert spaces depend on P or the form of the adjoint is unknown, then estimating
C;: (w) may be necessary. Denoting this estimate by tA, the backward nuisance routine then returns
9= (O,tA). The compatibility condition in Algorithm 4 is necessarily satisfied since 130 =0.

In the remainder of this appendix, we present backward nuisance routines for cases where either

the ambient Hilbert spaces depend on P or C{j (w) must be estimated.

F.4.2 Pointwise operations. The adjoint ¢} (w) for the pointwise operation primitive from
Appendix C.4.5 is invariant to the choice of A indexing the ambient Hilbert spaces 7 = L?(\)®¢
and W = L?()\). Therefore, if A = P, then the backward nuisance routine can set 9 equal to its
true value, G}U(w) = (0,¢(w)).

F.4.3 Bounded affine map. We present a backward nuisance routine for the bounded affine
maps ((-) = k(+) + ¢ from Appendix C.4.6 in cases where the form of the adjoint £* is unknown.
This routine is based on a Riesz loss (Chernozhukov et al., 2022¢). Recalling that (u = Kk and

¢ = k*, the key observation used is that ¢*(w) = x*(w) is the unique solution to

minimize @y, (t) = ||t]> — 2(k(t), w)w
¢ (S41)
subject to te€ T.

This holds since

K*(w) = argmin ||t — £* (w)[|2 = argmin [||t\|QT — 2, ,@*(w»ﬂ — argmin [||t||?, — 2n(t), w)w] .
teT teT teT

When 7 and W do not depend on the unknown distribution P, the minimization problem in

(S41) can be approximated by approximating 7 with a d-dimensional subspace 7y, yielding an

approximation ¢ of *(w).

We also consider cases where one or both of 7 and W depend on P. When doing this, we
suppose that the P-dependent Hilbert spaces are equal to L?(Px) or L?(P). Then, the squared
norm or inner product in (S41) can be estimated with an empirical mean over the observations in
Zj. Using the case where 7 = L?(P) and W = L?(Px) as an illustration, ®,_,(¢) in (S41) would be
estimated by

1€]

The risk function <T>u7w can be used to obtain an estimate 7 of C{’;(w) using a statistical learning tool

74



such as random forests, gradient boosting, or neural networks (Breiman, 2001; Friedman, 2001;
Rosenblatt, 1958).
Since the primitives in Appendices C.4.7-C.4.11 are all special cases of bounded affine maps, the

backward nuisance routine from this appendix can be used for all of those primitives.
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