
JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 1

Nonparametric Heterogeneous Long-term Causal
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Abstract—Long-term causal inference has drawn increasing
attention in many scientific domains. Existing methods mainly
focus on estimating average long-term causal effects by combining
long-term observational data and short-term experimental data.
However, it is still understudied how to robustly and effectively
estimate heterogeneous long-term causal effects, significantly
limiting practical applications. In this paper, we propose several
two-stage style nonparametric estimators for heterogeneous
long-term causal effect estimation, including propensity-based,
regression-based, and multiple robust estimators. We conduct a
comprehensive theoretical analysis of their asymptotic properties
under mild assumptions, with the ultimate goal of building a better
understanding of the conditions under which some estimators
can be expected to perform better. Extensive experiments
across several semi-synthetic and real-world datasets validate
the theoretical results and demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed estimators.

Index Terms—Long-term causal inference, heterogeneous,
unobserved confounder, data combination.

I. INTRODUCTION

LONG-term causal effect estimation has drawn increasing
attention in many scientific areas, such as medicine [1]

and advertising [2]. However, since conducting long-term
experiments is not feasible due to the high cost, many studies
seek to combine short-term experiential data and long-term
observational data to estimate long-term effects [3]–[7]. The
typical causal graphs are shown in Fig. 1, where the long-term
causal effects are not identifiable only using the experimental
data due to the missingness of long-term outcome Y , as well
as the observational data due to the unobserved confounders U .
Therefore, a natural question is how to combine two different
types of data for long-term causal inference.

Existing methods explore various assumptions to fuse
experimental data and observational data to estimate long-
term causal effects. A widely used assumption is the Latent
Unconfoundedness (LU) [4], [8]. LU assumes that in the
observational data, the short-term outcomes S can totally
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(b) Observational data (G = O)

Fig. 1. Causal graphs of experimental data and observational data with X being
covariates, U being unobserved confounders, A being treatment, S being short-
term outcome, and Y being long-term outcome. Gray nodes denote unobserved
variables and white nodes denote observed variables. Arrows denote causal
relationships. Fig. 1a represents the causal graph of the short-term experimental
data, where treatment A is not affected by unobserved confounders U and
the long-term outcome Y is unobserved. Fig. 1b represents the causal graph
of the long-term observational data, where the unobserved confounders U
affect treatments A and outcome S, Y and the long-term outcome Y can be
observed..

mediate the causal path from treatment A to long-term potential
outcome Y (a), which graphically rules out the causal edge
from U to Y , indicating the unobserved confounder can only
affect treatment A and short-term outcomes S. To allow the
existence of causal edge U → Y , AmirEmad et al. [5] propose
the Conditional Additive Equi-Confounding Bias (CAECB)
assumption, which requires the short-term confounding bias
to be equal to the long-term one. Under CAECB assumption,
AmirEmad et al. [5] further propose an influence function-based
estimator for long-term average causal effects.

Existing methods [4], [5], [8], however, mainly focus on
identifying and estimating average long-term effects, which can
not be directly extended to Heterogeneous Long-term Causal
Effects (HLCE), significantly limiting their practical utility
and broader applicability. In many real-world applications,
understanding HLCE is essential for designing personalized
strategies tailored to individual needs, rather than relying on
average effects that may not account for the diverse hetero-
geneity across different individuals. For example, in medical
treatments, patients often present with varying conditions and
responses (heterogeneity), necessitating personalized treatment
plans to effectively improve their long-term recovery outcomes.
Consequently, the lack of heterogeneity consideration in exist-
ing methods restricts the potential for delivering interventions
specifically designed for individuals.

In this paper, to fill such a research gap, we focus on
designing the HLCE estimators and providing an extensive
theoretical analysis of the asymptotical behaviors of our
proposed estimators. Specifically, we propose several HLCE
estimators under the CAECB assumption within a two-stage
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regression framework, which are model-agnostic algorithms
that decompose the task of estimating HLCE into multiple
sub-problems, each solvable using any supervised learning/re-
gression methods. The most important baseline method that
we propose is a Multiple Robust (MR) estimator, which is
shown to be consistent in the union of four different model
specifications. This is different from existing double/multiple
robust methods for long-term inference [5], [8], which only
show the robust property in terms of average effects. In the
theoretical part of this paper, we analyze the convergence
rates of the proposed methods within a generic nonparametric
regression framework, showing why a baseline estimator may
outperform others and how the MR property is achieved. In our
practical part, we leverage our theoretical results and, on top of
it, build neural network-based HLCE estimators, utilizing the
shared representation technique proposed by Johansson et al.
[9]. Overall, our contribution can be summarized as follows:

• We study the problem of heterogeneous long-term ef-
fect estimation under the Conditional Additive Equi-
Confounding Bias assumption and design several two-
stage baseline methods, which use unbiased pseudo
outcome regression based on outcome regression and
inverse propensity weighting.

• We further propose a multiple robust estimator of heteroge-
neous long-term effects, which shows attractive properties
in terms of model misspecification and convergence rates.

• We provide an extensive theoretical analysis of the
convergence rates of the proposed baseline estimators and
the MR estimator. Extensive experimental studies, con-
ducted on multiple synthetic and semi-synthetic datasets,
demonstrate the correctness and effectiveness of our
proposed method.

II. RELATED WORK

Long-term Causal Inference For decades, many studies
have explored the validity of a surrogate, i.e., what kind of
short-term outcomes can reliably predict long-term causal
effects. Various criteria are proposed for a valid surrogate,
e.g., prentice criteria [10], principal criteria [11], strong
surrogate criteria [12], causal effect predictiveness [13], and
consistent surrogate and its variants [14]–[16]. Recently, many
works have studied estimating long-term causal effects based
on surrogates. One prominent line of research assumes the
unconfoundedness assumption. Under the unconfoundedness
assumption, LTEE [17] and Laser [6] are based on different
designed neural networks for long-term causal inference.
EETE [18] studies the data efficiency from the surrogate
and proposes efficient estimation for treatment effect. ORL
[19] proposes a doubly robust estimator for average treatment
effects with only short-term experiments, additionally assuming
stationarity conditions between short and long-term outcomes.
[20] proposes a policy learning method for balancing short-
term and long-term rewards. Different from these works, we
do not assume the unconfoundedness assumption, and we
use the data combination technique to solve the problem of
unobserved confounders. Another line of research, which also
avoids the unconfoundedness assumption, tackles the issue by

combining experimental and observational data — a setting
known as data combination. This setting is initialized by the
method proposed by Athey et al. [3], which, under surrogacy
assumption, constructs the so-called Surrogate Index as the
substitutions for long-term outcomes in the experimental data
to achieve effect identification. As follow-up work, [4] assumes
latent unconfoundedness assumption, i.e., short-term potential
outcomes can mediate the long-term potential outcomes, to
identify long-term causal effects. Other feasible assumptions
[5] are proposed to replace the latent unconfoundedness
assumption, e.g., the additive equi-confounding bias assumption.
Based on proximal methods, the sequential structure surrogates
are studied [21]. Learn [7] proposes a reweighting schema
to align observational data and experimental data, enabling
effect identification. However, these works mostly focus on the
average treatment effects or do not consider double/multiple
robust estimators for heterogeneous causal effects. Different
from these works above, we address the overlooked problem
by providing several heterogeneous long-term causal effect
estimators, including regression-based, propensity score-based,
and multiple robust estimators, and provide a comprehensive
theoretical analysis of their properties.

Double/Multiple Robustness A double/multiple Robust
estimator is an estimator that remains consistent when part
of nuisance functions are inconsistent. Regarding average
treatment effect estimation, the most well-known estimator is
the augmented inverse propensity weighted (AIPW) estimator
[22] in the traditional scenario. AIPW consists of a regression
model and a propensity model [23], and it is consistent as
long as one of the models is consistent. Similarly, doubly
robust estimators for average causal effects are proposed in
various scenarios. [24] and [25] propose a doubly and multiple
robust estimator, respectively, for average causal effect in the
instrumental variable (IV) setting. [26] proposes a multiple
robust estimator for mediation analysis. For continuous average
effect estimation, [27] proposes a nonparametric estimator
leveraging kernel methods. More related to our work, [5]
proposes a multiple robust estimator for long-term average
effects in the same setting as ours. However, these works
above are not applicable to estimate the heterogeneous effects.
Different from them, our work focuses on designing multiple
robust heterogeneous effect estimator instead of average
effect estimators. Additionally, many works also study the
double/multiple robust estimator for heterogeneous effects. [28]
analyzes the doubly robust estimator in the standard setting
and derives doubly robust convergence rates. [29] extends to
the IV setting and proposes a corresponding multiple robust
estimator. However, the multiple robust estimation for long-
term heterogeneous effects is still an understudied problem. In
this paper, we propose a multiple robust heterogeneous effect
estimator based on neural networks and also provide a detailed
theoretical analysis.

III. PROBLEM DEFINITION, ASSUMPTIONS

Let A ∈ {0, 1} be the treatment variable, X ∈ Rd be the
observed covariates where d is the dimension of X , U ∈ RdU

be the unobserved covariates, S be the short-term outcome
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variable, and Y be the long-term outcome variable. Further,
we denote S(a) ∈ R as the potential short-term outcome
variable and Y (a) ∈ R as the potential long-term outcome
variable. Following [4], [5], [8], [21], we denote G ∈ {E,O}
as the indicator of data source, where G = E indicates the
experimental data and G = O indicates the observational data.
Let lowercase letters (e.g., a, x, u, s, y, s(a), y(a)) denote the
value of the above random variables. Let the index i denote
a specific unit, e.g., xi is the covariate value of unit i. Then,
the experimental data and the observational data are denoted
as De = {ai, xi, si, Gi = E}ne

i=1 and Do = {ai, xi, si, yi, Gi =

O}ne+no

i=ne+1, where ne and no are the size of experimental data
and the observational data respectively.

Task: Given a short-term experimental dataset
{ai, xi, si, Gi = E}ne

i=1 and a long-term observational
dataset {ai, xi, si, yi, Gi = O}ne+no

i=ne+1, the estimand in this
paper is the Heterogeneous Long-term Causal Effects (HLCE):

τ(x) = E[Y (1) − Y (0)∣X = x]. (1)

Here, τ(x) represents the difference between the long-term
outcome Y of the specific unit x when treated and the
same unit when not treated (control). τ(x) provides valuable
insights into how the treatment impacts long-term outcomes,
facilitating the design of personalized strategies in various
applications. However, τ(x) can not be identified without
further assumptions, since the experimental data lacks the long-
term outcome Y and the observational data suffers from the
latent confounding problem. To ensure the identification of long-
term effects, we make the following assumptions throughout
this paper:

Assumption 1 (Consistency). If a unit is assigned treatment,
we observe its associated potential outcome. Formally, if A = a,
then Y = Y (a), S = S(a).

Assumption 2 (Positivity). The treatment assignment is non-
deterministic. Formally, ∀a, x, we have 0 < P (A = a∣X =

x) < 1, 0 < P (G = O∣A = a,X = x) < 1.

Assumption 3 (Weak internal validity of observational data).
Unobserved confounders exist in Observational data. Formally,
∀a ∈ {0, 1}, A ⫫ {Y (a), S(a)}∣X,U,G = O and A /⫫
{Y (a), S(a)}∣X,G = O.

Assumption 4 (Internal validity of experimental data). There
are no unobserved confounders in experimental data. Formally,
∀a ∈ {0, 1}, A ⫫ {Y (a), S(a)}∣X,G = E.

Assumption 5 (External validity of experimental data). The
distribution of the potential outcomes is invariant to whether
the data belongs to the experimental or observational data.
Formally, ∀a ∈ {0, 1}, G ⫫ {Y (a), S(a)}∣X .

Assumption 6 (Conditional Additive Equi-Confounding Bias,
CAECB). The difference of conditional expected value of short-
term potential outcomes across treated and control groups is
the same as that of the long-term potential outcome variable.
Formally, ∀a, we have

E[S(a)∣X,A = 0, G = O] − E[S(a)∣X,A = 1, G = O]
=E[Y (a)∣X,A = 0, G = O] − E[Y (a)∣X,A = 1, G = O].

(2)

The causal graphs of observational data and experimental
data satisfying the above assumptions are shown in Fig. 1.
Assumptions 1 and 2 are standard assumptions in causal
inference [30], [31]. Assumptions 3, 4 and 5 are mild and
widely assumed in data combination settings [3], [4], [21],
[32], [33]. Specifically, Assumption 3 allows the existence of
latent confounders in observational data, thus it is much weaker
than the traditional unconfoundedness assumption. Assumption
4 is reasonable and can be achieved since the treatment
assignment mechanism is under control in the experiments.
Assumption 5 connects the potential outcome distributions
between observational and experimental data. Most importantly,
Assumption 6, proposed by [5], ensures confounding biases
conditional on covariates X are equal between short-term and
long-term outcomes. This assumption offers a route to identify
long-term unobserved confounding and further identify long-
term effects.

Under the assumptions above, the heterogeneous causal
effects can be identified, as stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 hold,
then τ(x) can be identified as follows:

τ(x)
=E[Y (1)∣X = x,G = O] − E[Y (0)∣X = x,G = O]
=E[Y ∣X = x,G = O,A = 1] − E[Y ∣X = x,G = O,A = 0]
+ E[S∣X = x,G = E,A = 1] − E[S∣X = x,G = E,A = 0]
+ E[S∣X = x,G = O,A = 0] − E[S∣X = x,G = O,A = 1].

(3)

Proof can be found in Appendix D. A similar identification
result in terms of average causal effects E[Y (1) − Y (0)]
has been shown in [5]. Different from them, we establish the
identification result in terms of heterogeneous causal effects.
More importantly, we focus on the estimation of τ(x) in this
paper and propose several baseline estimators and a multiple
robust estimator as shown in the following sections.

IV. HETEROGENOEOUS LONG-TERM EFFECT ESTIMATORS

In this section, we focus on the estimation of HLCE τ(x). To
begin with, motivated by the identification results in Theorem
1, we design regression-based and propensity-based estimators
of HLCE τ(x), which is shown to be consistent with correctly
specified nuisance functions. Further, we design a multiple
robust estimator of τ(x) by combining regression-based and
propensity-based estimators. This estimator shows a more
appealing property, which achieves consistency as long as only
one of four sets of nuisance functions is correctly specified.

To be precise and convenient, we denote several nuisance
functions that will be used in this paper as follows:

µ
E
S (A,X) = E[S∣A,X,G = E],

µ
O
S (A,X) = E[S∣A,X,G = O],

µ
O
Y (A,X) = E[Y ∣A,X,G = O],

π
E(X) = E[A = 1∣X,G = E],

π
O(X) = E[A = 1∣X,G = O],

π
G(X) = E[G = E∣X].

(4)
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A. Baselines: Two-stage Regression and Propensity Estimator

Directly following Eq. (3), we can design an one-stage
regression-based naive estimator τ̂naive(x) as τ̂naive(x) =

µ̂
O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x) −

µ̂
O
S (1, x), which is consistent with correctly specified nuisance

functions µ
E
S (a, x), µO

S (a, x), and µ
O
Y (a, x). However, the

propensity score-based estimator can not be directly applied
to estimate heterogeneous causal effects, since it is designed
to estimate average causal effects. To extend the propensity
score-based estimator to estimate HLCE, we propose a two-
stage propensity-based estimator, denoted as τ̂pro(x). To be
consistent, we also consider a similar kind of two-stage
regression for the regression-based estimator, denoted as
τ̂reg(x) and we also provide the similar properties between
one-stage and two-stage regression-based estimators in Section
V.

The two-stage estimators follow a two-step process: (1)
fitting the nuisance functions, and (2) regressing a pseudo
outcome Ŷ (constructed using the nuisance functions) on X to
obtain τ̂(x). For the second-stage τ̂(x) to be unbiased, the de-
signed pseudo outcomes Ŷ should satisfy E[Ŷ ∣X = x] = τ(x).
Therefore, motivated by the outcome regression model and the
inverse propensity weighting model, we design two different
pseudo outcomes Ŷreg and Ŷpro, resulting in two unbiased
estimators τ̂reg(x) and τ̂pro(x) for HLCE, respectively.

Specifically, the regression-based estimator τ̂reg(x) is con-
structed by:
S1. Fitting nuisance functions µ̂

E
S (a, x), µ̂

O
S (a, x), and

µ̂
O
Y (a, x);

S2. Regressing the pseudo outcome Ŷreg on covariates X to
obtain τ̂reg(x), i.e., τ̂reg(x) = Ê[Ŷreg∣X = x], where
the pseudo outcome Ŷreg follows

Ŷreg

=I(G = O) [(−1)1−A (Y − µ̂
O
Y (1 −A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (1 −A,X)) + µ̂

E
S (1, X) − µ̂

E
S (0, X)]

+ I(G = E) [(−1)1−A (S − µ̂
E
S (1 −A,X))

+µ̂
O
Y (1, X) − µ̂

O
Y (0, X) + µ̂

O
S (0, X) − µ̂

O
S (1, X))] .

(5)
Similarly, the propensity-based estimator τ̂pro(x) is constructed
by:
S1. Fitting nuisance functions π̂

E(a, x), π̂
O(a, x), and

π̂
G(a, x);

S2. Regressing the pseudo outcome Ŷpro on covariates X to
obtain τ̂pro(x), i.e., τ̂pro(x) = Ê[Ŷpro∣X = x], where
the pseudo outcome Ŷpro follows

Ŷpro

=
(−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(X)
I(G = E)
p(G = O)(

1

π̂G(X)
− 1)S

+
I(G = O)
p(G = O)

(−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(X)
(Y − S).

(6)
Such two-stage estimators can be implemented by any off-

the-shelf machine learning methods, e.g., kernel regressions

and neural networks. We provide their consistency results in
the following lemma.

Lemma 1 (Baselines Consistency). Suppose Assumptions 1, 2,
3, 4, 5 and 6 hold, then τ̂reg(x) is consistent if the nuisance
functions µ̂

E
S (a, x), µ̂

O
S (a, x), and µ̂

O
Y (a, x) are consistent,

and similarly τ̂pro(x) is consistent if the nuisance functions
π̂
E(x), π̂O(x), and π̂

G(x) are consistent.

Proof can be found in Appendix E. Lemma 1 promises the
correctness of our two baseline estimators τ̂reg(x) and τ̂pro(x).
The consistency of τ̂reg(x) and τ̂pro(x) requires their used
nuisance functions to be consistent respectively, which can
be estimated by any machine learning methods, including
parametric or semi-parametric methods. Also, τ̂reg(x) has
the same consistency result as τ̂naive(x), both requiring the
nuisance functions µ̂

E
S (a, x), µ̂O

S (a, x), and µ̂
O
Y (a, x) to be

consistent. In Section V we show they also share similar
asymptotic properties theoretically. This is reasonable since
the design of the two-stage estimator τ̂reg(x) is motivated
by τ̂naive(x) as well as the identification result in Eq. (3) in
Theorem 1. Additionally, Lemma 1 can be seen as the general-
ization of two-stage estimators in traditional causal inference
[34], which do not consider long-term effect estimation and
also do not consider the data combination scenarios. In our
paper, the considered estimators above are much more different
and complex than the ones in [34] and further, to achieve
consistency, our estimators require more nuisance functions to
be consistent, since in our setting, the causal graphs in Fig. 1,
the defined nuisance functions in Eq. (4), and the identification
result in Eq. (3) are much different.

B. Multiple Robust Estimator

As shown in Lemma 1, the regression-based estimator
τ̂reg(x) and propensity-based estimator τ̂pro(x) are consistent
only if their nuisance functions are consistently estimated.
However, this assumption is easily violated when misspecified
parametric regression methods are used to estimate the required
nuisance functions. In contrast, multiple robust estimators,
which incorporate several nuisance functions, still yield consis-
tent estimates of effects as long as part of the nuisance functions
are consistent. Beyond giving more chances at consistent
estimations of nuisance functions, multiple robust estimators
can also attain faster rates of convergence than their nuisance
functions when all of the nuisances are consistently estimated.
This advantage is particularly significant when employing
flexible machine learning models with universal approximation
properties, such as neural networks.

To this end, we design the multiple robust estimator, denoted
as τ̂mr(x). Specifically, the estimator can be constructed by:

S1. Fitting nuisance functions π̂
E(a, x), π̂O(a, x), π̂G(a, x),

π̂
E(a, x), π̂O(a, x), and π̂

G(a, x);
S2. Regressing the pseudo outcome Ŷmr on covariates X to

obtain τ̂mr(x), i.e., τ̂mr(x) = Ê[Ŷmr∣X = x], where the
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pseudo outcome Ŷmr follows

Ŷmr

=
(−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(X)
I(G = E)
p(G = O)

× (S − µ̂
E
S (A,X))( 1

π̂G(X)
− 1)

+
I(G = O)
p(G = O)

(−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(X)
× (Y − µ̂

O
Y (A,X) − S + µ̂

O
S (A,X))

+ µ̂
O
Y (1, X) − µ̂

O
Y (0, X) + µ̂

E
S (1, X)

− µ̂
E
S (0, X) + µ̂

O
S (0, X) − µ̂

O
S (1, X);

(7)

The above estimator shares a multiple robustness property,
as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 2 (MR Estimator Consistency). Suppose Assumptions
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 hold, then τ̂mr(x) is consistent as long as
one of the following sets of nuisance functions is consistent:

{µ̂O
S (a, x), µ̂E

S (a, x), µ̂O
Y (a, x)};

{π̂E(x), π̂O(x), π̂G(x)};
{µ̂E

S (a, x), π̂O(x)};
{π̂E(x), µ̂O

S (a, x), µ̂O
Y (a, x), π̂G(x)}.

(8)

Proof can be found in Appendix F. Similarly to regression-
based and propensity-based estimators, the nuisance functions
above can be estimated by any machine-learning method,
including parametric or semi-parametric methods. Compared
with the consistency result in Lemma 1, multiple robust
estimator poses much weaker requirements on the consistent
estimation of the nuisance functions. Note that, the first set
of the nuisance functions is exactly the same as that required
by the regression-based estimators τ̂reg(x), and the second
set is exactly the same as that required by the propensity-
based estimator τ̂pro(x). The multiple robust estimator τ̂mr(x)
remains consistent even when both τ̂reg(x) and τ̂pro(x) are
inconsistent, provided that either the third or fourth set is
consistent. In the next section, we provide in-depth theoretical
analyses and show the multiple robust estimator has better
asymptotic properties over regression-based and propensity-
based estimators.

V. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we theoretically analyze the proposed baseline
estimators and the multiple robust estimator. Specifically, we
compare different estimators for the long-term heterogeneous
causal effects in asymptotic and finite sample settings. The
theoretical analysis provides insights and guides principled
choices between different proposed estimators.

Throughout, we denote stochastic boundedness with Op. Let
a ≲ b denote the relation a ≤ Cb for some universal constant
C, and let a ≍ b denote both a/b and b/a are bounded. In
order to compare the performances of different estimators, it
is useful to analyze under what conditions the estimators can
behave like the oracle estimator that can regress (Y (1)−Y (0))
on X directly.

Definition 1 (Oracle rate). Let τ̃(x) = Ên[Y (1)− Y (0)∣X =

x] denote an oracle (infeasible) estimator that directly regresses
the difference (Y (1) − Y (0)) on X , and let R

∗(n) be its
error under some loss, e.g, the oracle mean squared error is
E[(τ̃(x) − τ(x))2]. We refer to R

∗(n) as the oracle rate.

At various points, we refer to s-smooth functions contained
in the Hölder ball Hd(s), associated with the minimax rate
[35] of n

1
2+d/s where d is the dimension of X . Formally, we

give the following definition.

Definition 2 (Hölder ball). The Hölder ball Hd(s) is the set of
s-smooth functions f ∶ Rd

→ R supported on X ⊆ Rd that are
⌊s⌋-times continuously differentiable with their multivariate
partial derivatives up to order ⌊s⌋ bounded, and for which

∣ ∂
m
f

∂m1⋯∂md
(x) − ∂

m
f

∂m1⋯∂md
(x′)∣ ≲ ∥x − x

′∥s−⌊s⌋
2 ,

∀x, x
′ and m = (m1,⋯,md) such that Σd

j=1mj = ⌊s⌋.
To derive the asymptotic bound on the convergence rate

of our estimators, we make the following smoothness and
boundedness assumptions.

Assumption 7 (Smoothness Assumption). We assume that
the HLCE and the nuisance functions satisfy: (1) the HLCE
τ is κ-smooth; (2) π

E , π
O, π

G, µ
E
S , µ

O
S , and µ

O
Y are α-

smooth, β-smooth, γ-smooth, η-smooth, δ-smooth, and ζ-
smooth, respectively.

Assumption 8 (Boundedness Assumption). We assume that the
following nuisance functions and estimates are bounded, i.e., for
some ϵE , ϵ̃E , ϵO, ϵ̃O, ϵG, ϵ̃G > 0, we have ϵE < π

E(x) < 1−ϵE ,
ϵ̃
E
< π̂

E(x) < 1 − ϵ̃
E , ϵO < π

O(x) < 1 − ϵ
O, ϵ̃O < π̂

O(x) <
1 − ϵ̃

O, ϵG < π
G(x) < 1 − ϵ

G, and ϵ̃
G

< π̂
G(x) < 1 − ϵ̃

G.
We also assume that the following nuisance functions are
bounded, i.e., for CE

, C
O
, C

O
Y > 0, we have ∣µE

S (a, x)∣ < C
E ,

∣µO
S (a, x)∣ < C

O, and ∣µO
Y (a, x)∣ < C

O
Y .

The Assumptions 7 and 8 are commonly used and in line
with previous works on theoretical analyses of such two-stage
heterogeneous effect estimators in different settings [28], [34],
[36]. Specifically, Assumption 7 quantifies the difficulty of
nonparametric regression of nuisance functions, allowing us
to systematically compare the performances between different
HLCE estimators. This assumption can also be replaced with
a sparsity assumption on the nuisance functions when data is
high-dimensional (See Appendix A). Assumption 8 is standard,
ensuring that both some of the nuisance functions and their
estimates are bounded. Violations of Assumption 8 may occur
when the covariate distributions between different groups are
extremely imbalanced, e.g., ϵG < π

G(x) < 1 − ϵ
G can be vio-

lated when almost no sample are available in the experimental
data. However, in many real-world applications, experiments
are often artificially designed so that this assumption can hold.

We now state our main theoretical results: the upper bounds
on the oracle rate R

∗(n) of our proposed estimators. To
obtain our bounds, we leverage the same sample splitting
technique from [28], which randomly splits the datasets into
two independent sets and applies them in the regressions of
the first step and second step respectively. Such a technique is
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originally used to analyze the convergence rate of the double
robust conditional average treatment effect estimation in the
traditional setting [28] and later is adapted to several other
methods [29], [34], yet not for the HLCE estimation.

Theorem 2 (Convergence Rate). Suppose the first and second
training steps of τ̂mr(x) are train on two independent datasets
of size n respectively, and suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
6 and 8 hold, then we have

τ̂mr(x) − τ(x) = Op(R∗(n)+
(rπE(n) + rπG(n))rµE

S
(n) + rπO(n)(rµO

Y
(n) + rµO

S
(n))),

(9)
where r◦(n) denotes the risk of nuisance function ◦, e.g.,
rπE(n) correspondingly to π

E(x).

Proof can be found in Appendix G. Again, Theorem 2
shows the multiple robustness of the estimator τ̂mr(x), since
the last two terms are product terms. For a product term to
be consistent, we only require one factor to be consistent,
e.g., (rπE(n) + rπG(n))rµE

S
(n) = o(1) holds as long as

rπE(n) + rπG(n) = o(1) or rµE
S
(n) = o(1) hold. More

attractively, if each term is consistent, the estimator enjoys
a faster convergence rate than non-multiple robust estimators
whose convergence rate generally matches that of the nuisance
function estimate. Moreover, if the experiment design is already
known (i.e., π

E(x) and π
G(x) are known), the estimator

τ̂mr(x) becomes consistent if either π̂
O(x) is consistent or

µ̂
O
Y (x) and µ̂

O
S (x) are consistent. Based on Theorem 2 and

Assumption 7, we further analyze the asymptotic properties of
the baseline estimators and the multiple robust estimator in the
following theorem and corollary, which provides comparisons
between convergence rates of different estimators, thus guiding
principled choices between these estimators.

Theorem 3 (MR Estimator Convergence Rate). Suppose
assumptions in Theorem 2 and Assumption 7 hold, then we
have

τ̂mr(x) − τ(x)
=Op(n− 1

2+d/κ + n
−( 1

2+d/α+ 1
2+d/η )

+ n
−( 1

2+d/γ + 1
2+d/η )

+ n
−( 1

2+d/ζ+
1

2+d/β )
+ n

−( 1
2+d/δ+

1
2+d/β )).

(10)

And the MR estimator is oracle efficient if

1
κ ≥ max{ d

2 − 4αη

4dαη + d2α + d2η
,

d
2 − 4γη

4dγη + d2γ + d2η
,

d
2 − 4ζβ

4dζβ + d2ζ + d2β
,

d
2 − 4δβ

4dδβ + d2δ + d2β
}.

(11)

Corollary 1 (Baseline Estimators Convergence Rate). Suppose
the first and second training steps of τ̂reg(x) and τ̂pro(x) are
train on two independent datasets of size n respectively, and
suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 hold. For the
estimators τ̂naive(x) we have

τ̂naive(x) − τ(x)
=Op(n− 1

2+d/η + n
− 1

2+d/δ + n
− 1

2+d/ζ ).
(12)

For the estimators τ̂reg(x) we have

τ̂reg(x) − τ(x)
=Op(n− 1

2+d/κ + n
− 1

2+d/η + n
− 1

2+d/δ + n
− 1

2+d/ζ ),
(13)

and the estimator τ̂reg(x) is oracle efficient if

κ ≤ min{η, δ, ζ}. (14)

For the estimators τ̂pro(x) we have

τ̂pro(x) − τ(x)
=Op(n− 1

2+d/κ + n
− 1

2+d/α + n
− 1

2+d/β + n
− 1

2+d/γ ),
(15)

and the estimator τ̂pro(x) is oracle efficient if

κ ≤ min{α, β, γ}. (16)

Proof can be found in Appendix H and I. In practice, it
is commonly assumed that the heterogeneous causal effect
τ(x) is smoother than the nuisance functions, i.e., κ >

max{α, γ, η, δ, ζ, β}. In this sense, for the estimators τ̂reg(x)
and τ̂pro(x), they are unlikely to attain the oracle rate. And
asymptotically, τ̂reg(x) and τ̂naive(x) will attain the same
rate, thus we expect τ̂reg(x) and τ̂naive(x) achieve similar
performance. Compared the MR estimator τ̂mr(x) with these
baselines estimators, we prefer τ̂(x) since it achieves a faster
rate than that of these estimators. Moreover, the MR estimator
τ̂mr(x) is easier to attain the oracle rate as its rate contains
several product terms. In the case where the heterogeneous
effect τ(x) is of similar smoothness as the nuisance functions,
these four estimators are then expected to perform similarly.
Instead of assuming the smoothness condition of the nuisance
functions, similar analyses can be performed by relying on
different assumptions on the problem structure. In Appendix
A, we consider the sparsity assumption instead of Assumption
7, leading to analogous conclusions in terms of the relative
performance of the different estimators.

VI. NEURAL NETWORK-BASED ESTIMATOR

In previous sections, we provide a comprehensive theoretical
analysis of the proposed long-term effect estimators in terms
of their asymptotic properties. Note that, all of these estimators
can be implemented by any off-the-shelf regression estimators.
In this section, we provide a practical implementation of the
multiple robust estimator τ̂mr(x) based on a tailored deep
neural network (we also provide the implementations of the
regression-based estimator τ̂reg(x) and the propensity-based
estimator τ̂pro(x) in a similar manner in Appendix B). As
shown in Figure 2, our model consists of two separate Multi-
Layer Perceptron (MLPs)-based estimation stages, which is
consistent with the framework of the two-stage learning process
in Section IV-B and Lemma 2.

In the first stage, inspired by Tarnet [9], [37], we employ
shared representations for estimators of all nuisance functions.
Such a technique is widely applied in conditional causal effect
estimators in different scenarios (e.g., [38], [39]), based on
which, estimators have shown to be more efficient in finite
sample regimes than those estimating nuisance functions using
separate estimators (e.g., T-learner [40]). Hence, we propose
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Second stage

Short-term nuisance function

Long-term nuisance function

Fig. 2. Our neural network-based model architecture of the MR estimator
τ̂mr(x). Pink blocks denote MLPs. White blocks denote inputs or outputs.
Green blocks denote short-term nuisance functions. Blue blocks denote long-
term nuisance functions. White circles denote switches. Both learning stages
are implemented using neural networks. The top figure shows our first-stage
learning, where we learn the shared representations across experimental and
observational data, treated and control groups, as well as short- and long-
term outcome predictions. The bottom left figure illustrates our second-stage
learning, where we regress the pseudo outcome Ŷmr on the covariates X .

to leverage shared representations between different groups.
Unlike existing work that only shares representations between
treated and control groups, we also employ shared repre-
sentations between different data sources, i.e., experimental
data and observational data, and between short and long-
term outcomes. Specifically, as shown in Figure 2, we first
learn a shared representation between different data sources,
which is also used to predict the nuisance function π

G(x).
Then, for experimental data G = E, we learn a shared
representation between treated and control groups, which
is used to output experimental nuisance functions µ

E
S (1, x),

µ
E
S (0, x) and π

E(x). Similarly, for observational data G = O,
we learn a shared representation between treated and control
groups, and we also learn a shared representation between short
and long-term outcomes, which together output observational
nuisance functions µ

O
Y (1, x), µ

O
Y (0, x), µ

O
S (1, x), µ

O
S (0, x)

and π
O(x).

In the second stage, we construct pseudo outcomes based
on the first-stage output and perform the pseudo outcome
regression using a simple MLP to obtain τ̂mr(x).

As for the baseline estimators, we employ similar shared
representations to construct τ̂reg and τ̂pro. We further provide
their model architectures in Appendix B. Additionally, fol-
lowing existing two-stage methods built on neural networks

[29], [34], we use all data for both regression stages, while
our theoretical analyses rely on the sample splitting technique.
Using all data for both stages has shown to perform better
in practice especially when the models are implemented by
neural networks.

VII. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct experiments to verify the effec-
tiveness and correctness of our proposed methods. Specifically,
we answer the following research questions (RQs):

• RQ1 (Multiple Robustness): Can τ̂mr(x) achieve multi-
ple robustness?

• RQ2 (Accuracy): Can τ̂mr(x) and baselines τ̂reg(x) and
τ̂pro(x) achieve accurate long-term effect estimation?

• RQ3 (Sample Sensitivity): Are our proposed methods
sensitive to sample size?

• RQ4 (Comparision Performance): Can τ̂mr(x) out-
perform other methods in terms of long-term effect
estimation?

A. Experimental Set up

1) Datasets: To answer the research questions above, we
conduct extensive experiments on two semi-synthetic datasets
and multiple synthetic datasets. For these datasets, we randomly
split them into train/validation/test splits with ratios 63/27/10.

As for the synthetic datasets, we generate two different
datasets to answer RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3. First of all, to
answer RQ1, our data generation process follows [41], such
that we can obtain specific forms of all nuisance functions,
in order to verify the multiple robustness property. The size
of experimental data ne and observational data no is 10000
and 15000 respectively. This dataset is denoted as Dataset
1. Secondly, to answer RQ2 and RQ3, our data generation
process partly follows [36], where each nuisance function is
simulated from Gaussian processes using the prior induced by
the Matern kernel [42], which can control the smoothness
of nuisance functions. This dataset is denoted as Dataset
2. In this dataset, we vary the sample size to better answer
RQ2 and RQ3, i.e., the size of experimental data ne satisfy-
ing ne ∈ {100, 150, 250, 500,1000, 1500, 3000, 5000, 10000}
and the size of observational data no satisfying no ∈

{400, 600, 800, 1000,2000, 3000, 4000, 5000, 10000} where
bold numbers are the default values. The detailed steps to
generate the datasets 1 and 2 are given in Appendix C.

As for the semi-synthetic datasets, following the existing
work on long-term causal inference [6], [7], [17], experiments
are conducted on two widely used dataset, the Infant Health
and Development Program (IHDP) dataset [43] and the News
dataset [44]. The IHDP dataset is collected from a real-world
randomized controlled experiment, which aims to evaluate
the effect of high-quality child care and home visits on the
children’s cognitive test scores, and the News dataset was
originally introduced by [44] to simulate the opinions of
a media consumer exposed to multiple news items based
on the NY Times corpus [45]. Specifically, we reuse the
covariates in these datasets, divide covariates into observed
X and unobserved Z, and then simulate group indicator G,
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(c) Fix ne = 1000, vary no
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Fig. 3. Results on dataset 2. Fig.3a reports the PEHE of the heterogeneous effect estimation with a fixed size of experimental data and a varying size of
observational data. Fig.3b reports the absolute error of the average effect estimation with a fixed size of experimental data and a varying size of observational
data. Fig.3a reports the PEHE of the heterogeneous effect estimation with a fixed size of observational data and a varying size of experimental data. Fig.3a
reports the absolute error of the average effect estimation with a fixed size of observational data and a varying size of experimental data.

treatment A, short-term outcome S and long-term outcome Y
following the causal graphs in Figure 1 and Assumptions 1, 2,
3, 4, 5 and 6. Complete details are given in Appendix C.

2) Baselines: We compare our designed methods, denoted
as Ours (τpro(x)), Ours (τreg(x)), and Ours (τmr(x))
respectively, with several baselines including a state-of-the-
art neural network-based model and some statistical models.

• LTEE [17]: LTEE proposes an HTCE estimator under
the unconfoundedness assumption, which minimizes the
factual loss in terms of short-term and long-term outcome
plus an extra IPM term that balances the representation
between treated and control groups.

• Athey et al. [4]: Athey et al. propose a method to estimate
long-term average causal effects under the latent uncon-
foundedness assumption, by imputing the missing long-
term outcomes of observational data using a regression
obtained by experimental data.

• Ghassami et al. [5]: Ghassami et al. propose to estimate
long-term average effects under Assumption 6, based
on the efficient influence function for average effects

(Theorem 14 and Section 7.1.1 in [5]).
• Naive (τnaive(x)): Naive is the estimator based on the

identification result in Theorem 1, consisting of four
conditional regression models to estimate HDRC as shown
in Eq. (3).

• Ours (τpro(x), τreg(x), τmr(x)): Our proposed estima-
tors are constructed following the algorithms described in
Sec. IV.

TABLE I
HYPER-PARAMETER SPACE

hyper-parameter space
learning rate {1e − 3, 1e − 4}
weight decay {1e − 2, 1e − 3, 1e − 4}

number of layers {2, 3}
number of hidden units {16, 32, 64, 128}

batch size {32, 64, 128}
dropout rate {0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2}
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TABLE II
ESTIMATION ERRORS REGARDING ATE AND HLCE ON THE NEWS AND IHPD DATASETS. WE REPORT MEAN(±STD) RESULTS. HERE / MEANS THESE

METHODS ARE NOT APPLICABLE SINCE THEY ARE DESIGNED FOR AVERAGE EFFECT ESTIMATION. THE BEST IS BOLDED AND THE FOLLOW-UP IS
UNDERLINED.

News dataset IHDP dataset

Within-Sample Out-of-Sample Within-Sample Out-of-Sample

ϵHLCE ϵATE ϵHLCE ϵATE ϵHLCE ϵATE ϵHLCE ϵATE

LTEE [17]
11.7326 26.2827 11.9263 11.3284 25.733 0.2305 6.7268 0.3065

(±1.8993) (±39.2936) (±2.0928) (±1.9673) (±37.717) (±0.3364) (±2.0879) (±0.4076)

Athey et al. [4]
/ 7.8658 / / / 1.6562 / /

/ (±8.7038) / / / (±1.6107) / /

AmirEmad et al. [5]
/ 3.2637 / / / 1.0054 / /

/ (±2.7627) / / / (±1.1920) / /

Naive (τnaive(x))
8.9774 2.0026 9.8386 2.1214 4.8517 1.2594 4.4144 1.0434

(±1.2604) (±1.5035) (±1.9651) (±1.6396) (±3.4751) (±1.1269) (±2.9621) (±0.8985)

Ours (τpro(x))
13.8816 4.0324 14.2672 4.0175 6.7680 1.9160 6.3748 2.0737

(±6.0930) (±3.2876) (±4.2121) (±3.1447) (±4.7324) (±1.9406) (±4.0530) (±2.1481)

Ours (τreg(x))
8.2511 2.0216 9.1206 2.1823 4.8161 1.1782 4.3639 0.9399

(±1.2011) (±1.5526) (±1.9319) (±1.6068) (±3.4864) (±1.0833) (±2.9616) (±0.8296)

Ours (τmr(x))
7.9275 1.7815 8.1379 1.9073 4.8074 0.9955 4.3552 0.8265

(±0.8634) (±1.3971) (±1.1961) (±1.2284) (±2.7767) (±0.6775) (±2.3752) (±0.4972)

3) Implementation: For a fair comparison, we implement
baselines and our methods using MLPs, with the same hyper-
parameter selection strategy. The hyper-parameter space is
shown in Table I. Specifically, for LTEE, we use the official
code available at https://github.com/GitHubLuCheng/LTEE. For
Athey et al., Ghassami et al., and naive, we use Tarnet-like
model architecture for their nuisance functions, i.e., shared
representation-based neural networks. Except for LTEE, we
implement all methods using the PyTorch library [46]. All
experiments are run on the NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti
and the NVIDIA Tesla K80. Our code will be available upon
acceptance.

4) Metrics: As for HLCE estimation, we report Preci-
sion in the Estimation of Heterogeneous Effect (PEHE)
ϵHLCE =

√
1
n
Σn

i=1(τ(xi) − τ̂(xi))2. As for average long-
term causal effect estimation, we report the absolute error
ϵATE = ∣Σn

i=1τ(xi)−Σ
n
i=1τ̂(xi))∣. For all metrics, we report

the mean values and deviations on the testsets by 10 times
running. Note that, Athey et al. and Ghassami et al. are designed
to estimate the long-term average effects, thus we only report
ϵATE for their methods.

B. Result Analysis

1) RQ1: τ̂mr(x) achieves multiple robustness property: To
verify whether τ̂mr(x) is multiple robust as shown in Lemma
2, we conduct an experiment on dataset 1, by implementing
τ̂mr(x) using the (in)consistent parametric regressions as its
nuisance functions (see Appendix C-B). The results are shown
in Fig. 4. As indicated by Fig. 4, the models with at least one
set of correctly specified nuisance functions can achieve a very

M1,2,3,4 M1,2′,3′,4′ M1′,2,3′,4′ M1′,2′,3,4′ M1′,2′,3′,4 M1′,2′,3′,4′
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

ε H
L
C
E

Fig. 4. Results on dataset 1: Model Misspecification Experiments. The bold
numbers mean the corresponding set of nuisance functions are correctly
specified, and the numbers with ′ mean the corresponding set of nuisance
functions in Lemma 2 are misspecified, e.g., M1,2,3,4 means all sets of
nuisance functions are correctly misspecified, and M1,2′,3′,4′ means the first
set of nuisance functions, i.e. {µ̂O

S (a, x), µ̂E
S (a, x), µ̂O

Y (a, x)}, is correctly
specified and the rest of the sets are misspecified.

low ϵHLCE , while the model with all inconsistent nuisance
functions performs poorly with approximated ϵHLCE ≈ 1.5.
This is reasonable since the multiple robustness property only
requires at least one set of consistent nuisance functions and
if all are misspecified, the result will be incorrect, leading to a
high ϵHLCE . Overall, the result shown in Fig. 4 demonstrates

https://github.com/GitHubLuCheng/LTEE
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the correctness of Lemma 2, i.e., τ̂mr(x) achieves the multiple
robustness property.

2) RQ2: τ̂mr(x), τ̂reg(x), and τ̂pro(x) effectively estimate
heterogeneous long-term effects: As shown in Fig. 3, we
conduct experiments on dataset 2 to test the effectiveness of
neural network-based τ̂mr(x), τ̂reg(x), and τ̂pro(x). Overall,
the three estimators achieve low ϵHLCE and ϵATE , which
indicates the correctness of the proposed estimators. In detail,
regarding ϵATE , the three estimators achieve similar perfor-
mances. Regarding ϵHLCE , when compared with τ̂reg(x) and
τ̂pro(x), τ̂mr(x) achieves slightly better performance with
lower ϵHLCE , especially when the size of data is small. This
is reasonable because τ̂mr(x) shares the multiple robustness
property and thus enjoys a faster convergence rate as shown in
Theorem 3 and Corrollary 1, resulting in the higher efficiency
with a limited data.

3) RQ3: τ̂mr(x), τ̂reg(x), and τ̂pro(x) work well across
different sample sizes.: As shown in Fig. 3, with varying sample
sizes, all estimators, i.e., τ̂mr(x), τ̂reg(x), and τ̂pro(x) perform
stable and well with low ϵHLCE and ϵATE . Specifically, as
shown in Fig. 3a and 3b, with increasing sizes of experimental
data, all estimators achieve better performances with smaller
variances as expected. Note that when the sample size is small,
τ̂mr(x) performs best among them, and when the sample
size is relatively large, τ̂mr(x) performs slightly better and
more stably than τ̂reg(x) and τ̂pro(x). This is reasonable
because the multiple robust estimator is able to reduce biases
by incorporating its multiple nuisance functions. As shown in
Fig. 3c and 3d, with increasing sizes of observational data, all
estimators perform very well and stably, and similarly τ̂mr(x)
consistently performs slightly better. Overall, we conclude that
the proposed estimators τ̂mr(x), τ̂reg(x), and τ̂pro(x) are not
very sensitive to sample size, where τ̂mr(x) is the stablest one
due to its multiple robustness property.

4) RQ4: τ̂mr(x) can outperform all baselines in terms of
effect estimation ϵHLCE and ϵATE: As shown in Tab. II, we
conduct experiments on two real-world datasets, IHDP and
NEWS. Overall, the MR estimator τmr(x) performs the best
as expected across different datasets. In detail, LTEE performs
very unstably with large deviations since it cannot handle
the unobserved confounders problem. Athey et al., based on
LU assumption, can only partially address the unobserved
confounders and thus result in biased estimations. The rest of
the methods are all based on Assumption 6 and can achieve
unbiased estimation, resulting in a low ϵHLCE and ϵATE .
τnaive(x) and τreg(x) achieve very similar performance, which
is consistent with our Corollary 1. τpro(x) exhibits unstable
performance and this phenomenon also exists in the traditional
setting [34] and may be caused by the low signal-to-noise
ratio and high variance in the associated pseudo outcome.
τmr(x), as expected, performs consistently well, especially in
heterogeneous effect estimation ϵHLCE . This is due to its MR
property, verifying Theorem 3 and Corrollary 1 again.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we focus on the heterogeneous long-term causal
effect estimation and propose several two-stage estimators,

including the regression-based estimator, the propensity-based
estimator, and the multiple robust estimator, which can be
implemented using any off-the-shelf regression methods. We
provide extensive theoretical analysis of the provided estimators,
illustrating their asymptotical properties. We demonstrate that
our multiple robust estimator is asymptotically optimal in
theory among these estimators and enjoys an attractive multiple
robustness property, which can effectively avoid the model
misspecification problem in parametric regression and also
lead to a faster convergence rate. Practically, we design neural
network-based architectures for the proposed estimators, which
can learn the shared information between treated and control
groups, as well as between observational and experimental
data. Our extensive experiments across several synthetic and
real-world datasets validate the effectiveness of the proposed
estimators and the correctness of our theory. The interesting
next steps would be to explore different assumptions for effect
identification and estimation and to explore architectures for
more effective estimation, e.g., designing heterogeneous effect
estimators with an additional proxy variable under proximal
assumptions [5].
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APPENDIX A
ADDITIONAL THEORETICAL RESULTS UNDER SPARSITY

ASSUMPTION

In Section V, we theoretically show the rate of our proposed
estimators under the smoothness assumption (Assumption 7).
In this section, instead of using the smoothness assumption,
we make an assumption on the level of the sparsity of the
nuisance functions and HLCE.

The sparsity assumption is often used in a high-dimensional
setting where n < d and X ∈ Rd. This assumption is also in
line with previous work on causal inference [28], [29], [34].
Following [28], [29], [34], we consider a class of functions
with additive sparsity as defined in assumption M3 in [47].
Specifically, a function f satisfies additive sparsity if it depends
on d

′
≍ min{nν

, d} variables for some ν ∈ (0, 1) but admits an
additive structure f = Σ

k
s=1fs where each component function

fs depended on a small ds number of predictors. A special
case (i.e., M2 in [47]) is the standard sparsity assumption that
f depends on a small subset of d′ ≤ min{n, d}. At the opposite
extreme is another case where f admits a completely additive
structure (ds = 1 for all s). To simplify our analysis, we assume
all additive components fs have the same smoothness ps = p,
dimension ds = d

′, and magnitude, and is linear in X , thus
its squared error of estimation, using the lasso estimator, can
attain the minimax rate of d

′
log(d)
n

(see [48] or Corollary 2 in
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[49]). Formally, we make the following sparsity assumption
on our nuisance functions and HLCE.

Assumption 9 (Sparsity Assumption). We assume that all
nuisance functions and HLCE are linear in X and satisfy: (1)
the HLCE τ is dτ -sparse; (2) πE , πO, πG, µE

S , µO
S , and µ

O
Y is

dπE -sparse, dπO -sparse, dπG -sparse, dµE
S

-sparse, dµO
S

-sparse,
and dµO

Y
-sparse, respectively.

Then we immediately conclude with the following theorem:

Theorem 4 (Estimators Convergence Rate). Suppose the first
and second training steps of our two-stage estimators are train
on two independent datasets of size n respectively, and suppose
Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 hold, then we have

τ̂naive(x) − τ(x) = Op(
dµE

S
log(d)
n +

dµO
S
log(d)
n +

dµO
Y
log(d)
n ),

τ̂pro(x) − τ(x) = Op(
dτ log(d)

n +
dπE log(d)

n +
dπO log(d)

n

+
dπG log(d)

n ),

τ̂reg(x) − τ(x) = Op(
dτ log(d)

n +
dµE

S
log(d)
n +

dµO
S
log(d)
n

+
dµO

Y
log(d)
n ),

τ̂mr(x) − τ(x) = Op(
dτ log(d)

n +
(dπE + dµE

S
) log2(d)

n2

+
(dπG + dµE

S
) log2(d)

n2
+

(dπO + dµO
Y
) log2(d)

n2

+
(dπO + dµO

S
) log2(d)

n2
).

(17)
And the propensity-based estimator τ̂pro(x) is oracle efficient
if dτ ≥ max{dπE , dπO , dπG}, the regression-based estimator
τ̂reg(x) is oracle efficient if dτ ≥ max{dµE

S
, dµO

S
, dµO

Y
}, and

the MR estimator τ̂mr(x) is oracle efficient if

dτ ≥ max{
(dπE + dµE

S
) log(d)

n ,
(dπG + dµE

S
) log(d)

n ,

(dπO + dµO
Y
) log(d)

n ,
(dπO + dµO

S
) log(d)

n }.
(18)

Proof can be found in Appendix J. We can draw analogous
conclusions as presented in the main text under Assumption 9.
Generally, the HLCE is assumed to be simpler than its nuisance
functions, i.e., dτ ≤ min{dµE

S
, dµO

S
, dµO

Y
, dπE , dπO , dπG} . In

this sense, τ̂reg(x) and τ̂pro(x) are hard to attain the oracle
rate dτ log(d)

n
. And also, τ̂naive(x) and τ̂reg(x) are expected

to perform similarly. Additionally, since the rate of the MR
estimator contains the product terms, its rate is faster than the
baseline estimators τ̂naive(x), τ̂reg(x), and τ̂pro(x), and it is
also easier to attain the oracle rate. We would thus prefer the
MR estimator τ̂mr(x).

APPENDIX B
BASELINE ESTIMATOR MODEL ARCHITECTURE

The model architectures of baseline estimators τ̂reg(x) and
τ̂pro(x) are shown in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 respectively. They share
similar architecture with the multiple robust estimator τ̂mr(x),
using the same shared representation learning technique.

𝑥

ො𝜇𝑆
𝑂 1, 𝑥

ො𝜇𝑌
𝑂 1, 𝑥

ො𝜇𝑆
𝑂 0, 𝑥

ො𝜇𝑌
𝑂 0, 𝑥

ො𝜇𝑆
𝐸 1, 𝑥

ො𝜇𝑆
𝐸 0, 𝑥

First stage

Input / Output

Switch

MLPs

𝑥 Ƹ𝜏𝑟𝑒𝑔 𝑥

Second stage

Short-term nuisance function

Long-term nuisance function

if 𝑮 = 𝑬

if 𝒂 = 𝟎

if 𝒂 = 𝟏

if 𝑮 = 𝑶

if 𝒂 = 𝟎

if 𝒂 = 𝟏

Fig. 5. Our neural network-based model architecture of τ̂reg(x). Gray blocks
denote MLPs.

𝑥 ො𝜋𝐺(𝑥)

if 𝑮 = 𝑬 ො𝜋𝐸 𝑥

if 𝑮 = 𝑶
ො𝜋𝑂 𝑥

Input / Output

Switch

MLPs

𝑥 Ƹ𝜏𝑝𝑟𝑜 𝑥

First stage

Second stage

Fig. 6. Our neural network-based model architecture of τ̂pro(x). Gray blocks
denote MLPs.

APPENDIX C
EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

A. Data Generation Process

Dataset 1: The data generation process is partly following
[41] such that we can obtain specific forms of all nuisance
functions, in order to verify the MR property. Specifically, We
first generate the treatments as follows: A ∼ Bernoulli(0.5).
Then we generate the observed X and the unobserved U as
follows:

(X,U)∣A,G = E ∼ N ([2A − 1

2
, 0], [1 0

0 1
])

(X,U)∣A,G = O ∼ N ([1 − 2A

2
, 0], [ 1 A − 0.5

A − 0.5 1
]).

(19)
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Finally, based on Assumption 6, the short-term outcome and
the long-term outcome are generated by:

S = 1 +A +X + 2A ×X + 0.5X
2
+A ×X

2
+ U + ϵs,

Y = 2 + 3A +X + 4A ×X +X
2
+ 2A ×X

2
+ 2 × U − S + ϵy,

(20)
where ϵs and ϵy are all Gaussian noises.

As a result, all nuisance functions and HLCE have the
following parametric forms:

µ
E
S (A,X) = 1 +X + 0.5X

2
+A + 2A ×X +A ×X

2
,

µ
O
S (A,X) = 1 + 0.5X + 0.5X

2
+A + 3A ×X +A ×X

2
,

µ
O
Y (A,X) = 1 − 0.5X + 0.5X

2
+ 2A + 2A ×X +A ×X

2
,

π
E(X) = 1

1 + exp(x) ,

π
O(X) = 1

1 + exp(x) ,

π
G(X) = p(G = E),

τ(X) = 2 + 2X +X
2
.

(21)

Dataset 2: Following [29], we simulate some of nuisance
functions from Gaussian processes using the prior induced by
Matern kernel [42] as follows:

Kl,ν(xi, xj) =
1

Γ(ν)2ν−1 (
√
2ν

l
∥xi − xj∥2)

ν

×Kν (
√
2ν

l
∥xi − xj∥2) ,

(22)

where Γ is the Gamma function, Kν is the modified Bessel
function of second kind, l is the length scale of the kernel, and
ν controls the smoothness of the sampled functions. In our
simulation, we set l = 1 and ν = 2 for the nuisance functions.
We denote fi ∼ GP(0,Kl,ν) for i = 0, 1. The generation of
treatments A, observed X , and unobserved U are the same
as dataset 1. Then, we generate the short-term and long-term
outcomes as
S = f0(x) +A + 2A ×X +A ×X

2
+ U + ϵs,

Y = f1(x) + 3A +X + 4A ×X + 2A ×X
2
+ 2 × U − S + ϵy,

(23)
where ϵs and ϵy are all Gaussian noises. This results in that
µ
E
S , µO

S , and µ
Y
S are 2-smooth functions, and the HLCE are

much smoother since τ(X) = 2 + 2X +X
2.

IHDP Datasets: Our data generation process is greatly
inspired by the original one in [43] in the traditional setting.
We reuse the original covariate of 25 dimensions in the IHDP
dataset as {X,U}, and we randomly select its 8 dimensions
as U and the rest as X . Then, we sample binary treatment A
and group indicator G from G ∼ Bernoulli(pg), A∣G = E ∼

Bernoulli(pe), and A∣G = O ∼ Bernoulli(po) where

pg =
1

1 + exp(−XWg + offsetg)
,

pe =
1

1 + exp(−XWe + offsete)
,

po =
1

1 + exp(−XWo,x − 3 × UWo,u + offseto)
,

Wg,We,Wo,x ∼ N (0, Ix), Wo,u ∼ N (0, Iu),

(24)

where offsetg controls the sample proportion between obser-
vational data and experimental data as about 2 ∶ 1, and offsete

and offseto are set to ensure the pe and po are between 0.05
and 0.95. Here Ix and Iu are 17×17 and 8×8 identity matrices
respectively. Then we generate the outcomes as follows:

S = {XWs1,x + 4 + UWu + ϵs if A = 1,

exp((X + 0.5)Ws0,x) + UWu + ϵs if A = 0.
,

Y = {XWy1,x + 8 + 2UWu − S + ϵy if A = 1,

exp((X + 0.5)Wy0,x) + 2UWu − S + ϵy if A = 0.
,

(25)

where ϵy and ϵs are Gaussian noises. Here, Ws1,x, Ws0,x,
Wy1,x, and Wy0,x are of 17×1 dimensions and Wu is of 8×1
dimensions, and their elements are sampled independently from
{0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4} with probabilities {0.6, 0.1, 0.1, 0.1}.

News Dataset: We reuse the original covariates in News
dataset [44] and divide them into observed X of 332 dimensions
and unobserved U of 166 dimensions. Then we generate
treatment T and group indicator G from G ∼ Bernoulli(pg),
A∣G = E ∼ Bernoulli(pe), and A∣G = O ∼ Bernoulli(po)
where

pg =
1

1 + exp(XV1 + offsetg)
,

pe =
1

1 + exp(XV2 + offsete)
,

po =
1

1 + exp(XV3 + UV4 + offseto)
,

(26)

in which for i = 1, 2, 3, 4, Vi = Ṽi/Ṽi where Ṽi ∼ N (1, I)
and Ṽi is the mean of Ṽi. Here, offsetg is set to ensure the
proportion of the experimental data and observational data is
about 1 ∶ 4, and offsete and offseto are set to ensure the
pe and po are between 0.05 and 0.95. Then we generate the
short-term and long-term outcomes as follows:

S = {XV5 +X
2
V5 + UV6 + ϵs if A = 1,

2XV7 + 3X
2
V7 + UV6 + ϵs if A = 0.

,

Y = {XV8 +X
2
V8 + 4 + 2UV6 − S + ϵy if A = 1,

2XV9 + 3X
2
V9 + 2UV6 − S + ϵy if A = 0.

,

(27)

where ϵs and ϵy are Gaussian noises, and for i = 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
Vi ∼ N (1, I).

B. Parametric MR Estimator

In Section VII, to answer RQ1 (can τ̂mr(x) achieve multiple
robustness?), we run our method τ̂mr(x) in dataset 1 as
described in Section C-A. As listed in Eq. (21), the nuisance
functions have their specific parametric forms, thus we can
use correctly or incorrectly specified parametric regression
methods to verify the multiple robustness property. To be clear,
we restate the ground true forms of nuisance functions as
follows:

µ
E
S (A,X) = 1 +X + 0.5X

2
+A + 2A ×X +A ×X

2
,

µ
O
S (A,X) = 1 + 0.5X + 0.5X

2
+A + 3A ×X +A ×X

2
,

µ
O
Y (A,X) = 1 − 0.5X + 0.5X

2
+ 2A + 2A ×X +A ×X

2
,

π
E(X) = 1

1 + exp(x) ,

π
O(X) = 1

1 + exp(x) ,

π
G(X) = p(G = E).

(28)
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In our experiments, for correctly specified models, we
use the polynomial regression method with 2 degree to fit
nuisance functions µE

S (1, X), µE
S (0, X), µO

S (0, X), µO
S (1, X),

µ
O
Y (0, X) , and µ

O
Y (1, X). To fit πE(X) and π

O(X) we use
logistic regression, and for πG(X) we use the sample frequency
of G = E.

For misspecified models, we use the linear regres-
sion method to fit nuisance functions µ

E
S (1, X), µE

S (0, X),
µ
O
S (0, X), µO

S (1, X), µO
Y (0, X) , and µ

O
Y (1, X). We also use

the sample frequency of G = O for πG(X) and a functional
form f(X) = 1

1+exp(αX2) (where α is a fitting parameter) to

model πE(X) and π
O(X).

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof.

τ(X)
=E[Y (1)∣X,G = O] − E[Y (0)∣X,G = O]
=E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 1]p(A = 1∣X,G = O)
+ E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 0]p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
− E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 1]p(A = 1∣X,G = O)
+ E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 0]p(A = 0∣X,G = O)

=E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 1]p(A = 1∣X,G = O)
+ E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 0]p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
− E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 1]p(A = 1∣X,G = O)
+ E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 0]p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
+ E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 1]p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
− E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 1]p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
+ E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 0]p(A = 1∣X,G = O)
− E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 0]p(A = 1∣X,G = O)

=E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 1] − E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 0]
+ {E[Y (1)∣X,G = O,A = 0] − E[Y (1)∣x,G = O,A = 1]}
× p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
+ {E[Y (0)∣X,G = O,A = 0] − E[Y (0)∣x,G = O,A = 1]}
× p(A = 1∣X,G = O)

=E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 1] − E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 0]
+ {E [S(1)∣X,G = O,A = 0] − E [S(1)∣X,G = O,A = 1]}
× p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
+ {E [S(0)∣X,G = O,A = 0] − E [S(0)∣X,G = O,A = 1]}
× p(A = 1∣X,G = O),

(29)
where the first equality is based on Assumption 5 and the last
equality is based on Assumption 6. Similarly, for short-term
conditional causal effects, we have:

E[S(1)∣X,G = O] − E[S(0)∣X,G = O]
=E[S∣X,G = O,A = 1] − E[S∣X,G = O,A = 0]
+ {E[S(1)∣X,G = O,A = 0] − E[S(1)∣x,G = O,A = 1]}
× p(A = 0∣X,G = O)
+ {E[S(0)∣X,G = O,A = 0] − E[S(0)∣x,G = O,A = 1]}
× p(A = 1∣X,G = O)

(30)

Then, combining Eq. (29) and (30), we have

τ(X) =E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 1] − E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 0]
+ E[S(1)∣X,G = O] − E[S(0)∣X,G = O]
− E[S∣X,G = O,A = 1] + E[S∣X,G = O,A = 0]

=E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 1] − E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 0]
+ E[S(1)∣X,G = E] − E[S(0)∣X,G = E]
− E[S∣X,G = O,A = 1] + E[S∣X,G = O,A = 0]

=E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 1] − E[Y ∣X,G = O,A = 0]
+ E[S∣X,G = E,A = 1] − E[S∣X,G = E,A = 0]
− E[S∣X,G = O,A = 1] + E[S∣X,G = O,A = 0],

(31)
where the second equality is based on Assumption 5 and the
last equality is based on Assumption 4.

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Proof. We first prove the consistency of τ̂reg(x):

E [Ŷreg∣X = x]
=E [I(G = O) [(−1)1−A (Y − µ̂

O
Y (1 −A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (1 −A,X)) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)] ∣X = x]

+ E [I(G = E) [(−1)1−A (S − µ̂
E
S (1 −A,X))

+µ̂
O
Y (1,X) − µ̂

O
Y (0,X) + µ̂

O
S (0,X) − µ̂

O
S (1,X))] ∣X = x]

=areg + breg
(32)

where we have

areg

=E [I(G = O) [(−1)1−A (Y − µ̂
O
Y (1 −A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (1 −A,X)) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)] ∣X = x]

=(1 − π
G(x))E [(−1)1−A (Y − µ̂

O
Y (1 −A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (1 −A,X)) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)∣G = O,X = x]

=π
O(x)(1 − π

G(x))E [(−1)1−A (Y − µ̂
O
Y (1 −A,X) − S

+µ̂
O
S (1 −A,X)) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)∣A = 1, G = O,X = x]

+ (1 − π
O(x))(1 − π

G(x))E [(−1)1−A (Y − µ̂
O
Y (1 −A,X) − S

+µ̂
O
S (1 −A,X)) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)∣A = 0, G = O,X = x]

=π
O(x)(1 − π

G(x))E [Y − µ̂
O
Y (0,X) − S

+µ̂
O
S (0,X) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)∣A = 1, G = O,X = x]

+ (1 − π
O(x))(1 − π

G(x))E [µ̂O
Y (1,X) − Y + S

−µ̂
O
S (1,X) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)∣A = 0, G = O,X = x]

=π
O(x)(1 − π

G(x))E [µO
Y (1,X) − µ̂

O
Y (0,X) − µ

O
S (1,X)

+µ̂
O
S (0,X) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)∣A = 1, G = O,X = x]

+ (1 − π
O(x))(1 − π

G(x))E [µ̂O
Y (1,X) − µ

O
Y (0,X) + µ

O
S (0,X)

−µ̂
O
S (1,X) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)∣A = 0, G = O,X = x]

(33)
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and similarly we have

breg

=E [I(G = E) [(−1)1−A (S − µ̂
E
S (1 −A,X))

+µ̂
O
Y (1,X) − µ̂

O
Y (0,X) + µ̂

O
S (0,X) − µ̂

O
S (1,X))] ∣X = x]

=π
E(x)πG(x)E [µE

S (1,X) − µ̂
E
S (0,X) + µ̂

O
Y (1,X)

−µ̂
O
Y (0,X) + µ̂

O
S (0,X) − µ̂

O
S (1,X))∣A = 1,X = x,G = E]

+ (1 − π
E(x))πG(x)E [µ̂E

S (1,X) − µ
E
S (0,X) + µ̂

O
Y (1,X)

−µ̂
O
Y (0,X) + µ̂

O
S (0,X) − µ̂

O
S (1,X))∣A = 0,X = x,G = E] .

(34)
Hence, by substituting the consistency results, i.e., µ̂E

S (a, x) =
µ
E
S (a, x), µ̂O

S (a, x) = µ
O
S (a, x), µ̂O

Y (a, x) = µ
O
Y (a, x) into Eq.

(33), Eq. (34) and Eq. (32), we have:

E [Ŷreg∣X = x]
=µ

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x)

(35)
which is our desired result.

Next, we prove the consistency of τ̂pro(x):

E [Ŷpro∣X = x]

=E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(X)
I(G = E)
p(G = O) (

1

π̂G(X) − 1)S∣X = x]

+ E [ I(G = O)
p(G = O)

(−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(X) (Y − S)∣X = x]

=apro + bpro
(36)

where we have

apro

=E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(X)
I(G = E)
p(G = O) (

1

π̂G(X) − 1)S∣X = x]

=π
G(x)E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(X)
1 − π̂

G(x)
(1 − πG(X))π̂G(X)

×µ
E
S (A,X)∣G = E,X = x]

=π
E(x)πG(x)E [ 1

π̂E(X)
1 − π̂

G(X)
(1 − πG(X))π̂G(X)

×µ
E
S (1,X)∣A = 1, G = E,X = x]

+ (1 − π
E(x))πG(x)E [ −1

1 − π̂E(X)
1 − π̂

G(X)
(1 − πG(X))π̂G(X)

×µ
E
S (0,X)∣A = 0, G = E,X = x]

=
π
E(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))πG(x)
π̂E(x)(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x)µ

E
S (1, x)

−
(1 − π

E(x))(1 − π̂
G(x))πG(x)

(1 − π̂E(x))(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x)µ
E
S (0, x)

(37)
and similarly, we have

bpro

=E [ I(G = O)
p(G = O)

(−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(X) (Y − S)∣X = x]

=
π
O(x)

π̂O(x) (µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x)) −

1 − π
O(x)

1 − π̂O(x) (µ
O
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x)).

(38)

Hence, by substituting the consistency results, i.e., π̂E(a, x) =
π
E(a, x), π̂O(a, x) = π

O(a, x), π̂G(a, x) = π
G(a, x), into

Eq. (37), Eq. (38) and Eq. (36), we have

E [Ŷpro∣X = x]
=µ

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x)

(39)
which is our desired result.

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Proof. Rewrite E[Ŷmr∣X = x]

E[Ŷmr∣X = x]

=E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(X)
I(G = E)
p(G = O) (S − µ̂

E
S (A,X))

× ( 1

π̂G(X) − 1) + I(G = O)
p(G = O) (

(−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(X)
× (Y − µ̂

O
Y (A,X) − S + µ̂

O
S (A,X))

+ µ̂
O
Y (1,X) − µ̂

O
Y (0,X) + µ̂

E
S (1,X) − µ̂

E
S (0,X)

+µ̂
O
S (0,X) − µ̂

O
S (1,X)) ∣X = x]

=E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(x)
I(G = E)
p(G = O) (S − µ̂

E
S (A,X))

×( 1

π̂G(X) − 1)∣X = x]

+ E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(x)
I(G = O)
p(G = O) (Y − µ̂

O
Y (A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (A,X))∣X = x] + µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x)

− µ̂
E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x)

=a + b + c,
(40)

where we let

a =E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(x)
I(G = E)
p(G = O) (S − µ̂

E
S (A,X))

×( 1

π̂G(X) − 1)∣X = x] ;
(41)

b =E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(x)
I(G = O)
p(G = O) (Y − µ̂

O
Y (A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (A,X))∣X = x] ;

(42)

c =µ̂
O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x)

+ µ̂
O
S (0, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x).

(43)
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For the first term a, we have

a =E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂E(x)
I(G = E)
p(G = O) (S − µ̂

E
S (A,X))

×( 1

π̂G(X) − 1)∣X = x]

=E [ A − (1 −A)
Aπ̂E(x) + (1 −A)(1 − π̂E(x)) I(G = E)

×(S − µ̂
E
S (A,X))( 1 − π̂

G(X)
π̂G(X)(1 − πG(X)) )∣X = x]

=π
G(x)E [ A − (1 −A)

Aπ̂E(x) + (1 −A)(1 − π̂E(x)) (S − µ̂
E
S (A,X))

×( 1 − π̂
G(X)

π̂G(X)(1 − πG(X)) )∣X = x,G = E]

=π
E(x)πG(x)E [ 1

π̂E(x) (S − µ̂
E
S (A,X))

×( 1 − π̂
G(X)

π̂G(X)(1 − πG(X)) )∣X = x,G = E,A = 1]

+ (1 − π
E(x))πG(x)E [ −1

1 − π̂E(x) (S − µ̂
E
S (A,X))

×( 1 − π̂
G(X)

π̂G(X)(1 − πG(X)) )∣X = x,G = E,A = 0]

=
π
E(x)πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
π̂E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) (µ

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (1, x))

−
(1 − π

E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂
G(x))

(1 − π̂E(x))π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) (µ
E
S (0, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x))

(44)

For the second term b, we have

b =E [ (−1)1−A

1 −A + (−1)1−Aπ̂O(X)
I(G = O)
p(G = O) (Y − µ̂

O
Y (A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (A,X))∣X = x]

=(1 − π
G(x))E [ A − (1 −A)

Aπ̂O(X) + (1 −A)(1 − π̂O(X))
1

1 − πG(X)
×(Y − µ̂

O
Y (A,X) − S + µ̂

O
S (A,X))∣X = x,G = O]

=π
O(x)(1 − π

G(x))E [ 1

π̂O(X)
1

1 − πG(X) (Y − µ̂
O
Y (A,X)

−S + µ̂
O
S (A,X))∣X = x,G = O,A = 1]

+ (1 − π
O(x))(1 − π

G(x))E [ −1

1 − π̂O(X)
1

1 − πG(X)
×(Y − µ̂

O
Y (A,X) − S + µ̂

O
S (A,X))∣X = x,G = O,A = 0]

=
π
O(x)

π̂O(x) (µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) + µ̂

O
S (1, x))

−
(1 − π

O(x))
1 − π̂O(x) (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x))

(45)

And then, combining terms a, b, and c, we obtain

E[Ŷmr∣X = x]
=a + b + c

=
π
E(x)πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
(π̂E(x))π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) (µ

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (1, x))

−
(1 − π

E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂
G(x))

(1 − π̂E(x))π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) (µ
E
S (0, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x))

+
π
O(x)

π̂O(x) (µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) + µ̂

O
S (1, x))

−
(1 − π

O(x))
1 − π̂O(x) (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x))

+ µ̂
O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x)

− µ̂
O
S (1, x)

(46)

When µ
O
S (A,X), µE

S (A,X), µO
Y (A,X) is consistent, terms

a, b become zero, and then we have

E[Ŷmr∣X = x]
=µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x)

− µ̂
O
S (1, x)

=µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x)

− µ
O
S (1, x),

(47)

which is consistent.

When π
E(x), πO(x), πG(X) is consistent, then we have

E[Ŷmr∣X = x]
=µ

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (1, x) − (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x)) + µ

O
Y (1, x)

− µ̂
O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) + µ̂

O
S (1, x) − (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x)

− µ
O
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x)) + µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x)

− µ̂
E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x)

=µ
E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x)

+ µ
O
S (0, x),

(48)
which is consistent.

When µ
E
S (x,A), πO(x) is consistent, then we have

E[Ŷmr∣X = x]
=µ

O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) + µ̂

O
S (1, x) − (µO

Y (0, x)
− µ̂

O
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x)) + µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x)

+ µ̂
E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x)

=µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x)

− µ̂
E
S (0, x)

=µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) + µ

E
S (1, x)

− µ
E
S (0, x),

(49)
which is consistent.

When π
E(x), µO

S (A,X), µO
Y (A,X), πG(x) is consistent,
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then we have

E[Ŷmr∣X = x]
=µ

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (1, x) − (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x)) + µ̂

O
Y (1, x)

− µ̂
O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x)

=µ
E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x)

− µ̂
O
S (1, x)

=µ
E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x)

− µ
O
S (1, x),

(50)

which is consistent.
Hence, we can conclude that as long as one of the sets above

is consistent, our estimator is consistent.

APPENDIX G
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. We apply Theorem 1 in Kennedy et al. [28], yielding
that

τ̂(x) − τ(x) =(τ̂(x) − τ̃(x)) + (τ̃(x) − τ(x))
=(τ̂(x) − τ̃(x)) +Op(R∗

n(x))
=Ên[r̂(X)∣X = x] + op(R∗

n(x)) +Op(R∗
n(x))

(51)
where R∗

n(x) is the oracle risk of second stage regression. We
analyze the r̂(x):

r̂(x)
=E[Ŷmr∣X = x] − τ(x)

=
π
E(x)

π̂E(x)
π
G(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) (µ

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (1, x))

−
1 − π

E(x)
1 − π̂E(x)

π
G(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) (µ

E
S (0, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x))

+
π
O(x)

π̂O(x) (µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) + µ̂

O
S (1, x))

−
(1 − π

O(x))
1 − π̂O(x) (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x))

+ µ̂
O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x)

+ µ̂
O
S (0, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x) − (µO

Y (1, x) − µ
O
Y (0, x)

+ µ
E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x))

=(π
E(x)πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
π̂E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) − 1)(µE

S (1, x) − µ̂
E
S (1, x))

− ( (1 − π
E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
(1 − π̂E(x))π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) − 1)(µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x))

+
π
O(x) − π̂

O(x)
π̂O(x) (µO

Y (1, x) − µ̂
O
Y (1, x))

−
π̂
O(x) − π

O(x)
1 − π̂O(x) (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x))

−
π
O(x) − π̂

O(x)
π̂O(x) (µO

S (1, x) − µ̂
O
S (1, x))

+
π̂
O(x) − π

O(x)
1 − π̂O(x) (µO

S (0, x) − µ̂
O
S (0, x)).

(52)

Since
π
E(x)πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x)) − π̂
E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − π

G(x))
=π

E(x)πG(x)(1 − π̂
G(x)) − π̂

E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − π̂
G(x))

+ π̂
E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − π̂

G(x)) − π̂
E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − π

G(x))
= (πE(x)πG(x) − π̂

E(x)π̂G(x)) (1 − π̂
G(x))

+ π̂
E(x)π̂G(x)(πG(x) − π̂

G(x))
=(πE(x)πG(x) − π̂

E(x)πG(x) + π̂
E(x)πG(x)

− π̂
E(x)π̂G(x))(1 − π̂

G(x)) + π̂
E(x)π̂G(x)(πG(x) − π̂

G(x))
=(πE(x) − π̂

E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂
G(x))

+ π̂
E(x)(πG(x) − π̂

G(x))(1 − π̂
G(x))

+ π̂
E(x)π̂G(x)(πG(x) − π̂

G(x))
=(πE(x) − π̂

E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂
G(x)) + π̂

E(x)(πG(x) − π̂
G(x)),

(53)
we have
π
E(x)πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
π̂E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) − 1

=
(πE(x) − π̂

E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂
G(x)) + π̂

E(x)(πG(x) − π̂
G(x))

π̂E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) .

(54)
Then, under Assumption 8 and applying inequality (a+ b)2 ≤

2(a2 + b
2), we have

((π
E(x) − π̂

E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂
G(x)) + π̂

E(x)(πG(x) − π̂
G(x))

π̂E(x)π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) )
2

≤
2

(π̂E(x))2(π̂G(x))2(1 − πG(x))2

× ((πE(x) − π̂
E(x))2(πG(x))2(1 − π̂

G(x))2

+ (π̂E(x))2(πG(x) − π̂
G(x))2)

≍(πE(x) − π̂
E(x))2 + (πG(x) − π̂

G(x))2.
(55)

Similarly, we have

(1 − π
E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x)) − (1 − π̂
E(x))π̂G(x)(1 − π

G(x))
=((1 − π

E(x))πG(x) − (1 − π̂
E(x))π̂G(x))(1 − π̂

G(x))
(1 − π̂

E(x))π̂G(x)(πG(x) − π̂
G(x))

=(π̂E(x) − π
E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
+ (1 − π̂

E(x))(πG(x) − π̂
G(x))

(56)
and under Assumption 8 and applying inequality (a + b)2 ≤

2(a2 + b
2), we obtain

((1 − π
E(x))πG(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))
(1 − π̂E(x))π̂G(x)(1 − πG(x)) − 1)

2

≤
2

(1 − π̂E(x))2(π̂G(x))2(1 − πG(x))2

× (π̂E(x) − π
E(x))2(πG(x))2(1 − π̂

G(x))2

+ (1 − π̂
E(x))2(πG(x) − π̂

G(x))2

≍(πE(x) − π̂
E(x))2 + (πG(x) − π̂

G(x))2

(57)

Based on Eq. (52) and inequalities (55) and (57), and due to
the independence (π̂E(x), π̂G(x)) ⫫ µ̂

E
S (a, x) and π̂

O(x) ⫫
(µ̂O

Y (a, x), µ̂O
S (a, x)) from sample splitting, we have
τ̂(x) − τ(x)

=Op(R∗(n)2 + (rπE (n) + rπG(n))rµE
S
(n)

+ rπO(n)(rµO
Y
(n) + rµO

S
(n))),

(58)
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which finishes our proof.

APPENDIX H
POOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof. Under Assumption 7, π
E is α-smooth, and ∥πE −

π∥w,2 = Op(n− 1
2+d/α ), and similarly for π

O
, π

G
, µ

E
S , µ

O
S , µ

O
Y

and τ . Based on Theorem 2, we directly obtain

τ̂(x) − τ(x) = Op(n− 1
2+d/κ + n

−( 1
2+d/α+ 1

2+d/η )

+ n
−( 1

2+d/γ + 1
2+d/η )

+ n
−( 1

2+d/ζ+
1

2+d/β )
+ n

−( 1
2+d/δ+

1
2+d/β )),

(59)
and the estimator is oracle efficient if

max{n−( 1
2+d/α+ 1

2+d/η )
, n

−( 1
2+d/γ + 1

2+d/η )
, n

−( 1
2+d/ζ + 1

2+d/β )
,

n
−( 1

2+d/δ + 1
2+d/β )} ≤ n

− 1
2+d/κ

⟺ min{ 1

2 + d/α +
1

2 + d/η ,
1

2 + d/γ +
1

2 + d/η ,
1

2 + d/ζ +
1

2 + d/β ,
1

2 + d/δ +
1

2 + d/β } ≥ 1

2 + d/κ

⟺
1
κ ≥ max{ d

2 − 4αη

4dαη + d2α + d2η
,

d
2 − 4γη

4dγη + d2γ + d2η
,

d
2 − 4ζβ

4dζβ + d2ζ + d2β
,

d
2 − 4δβ

4dδβ + d2δ + d2β
}

(60)
which finishes the proof.

APPENDIX I
PROOF OF COROLLARY 1

Proof. We first prove the naive estimator:

τ̂naive(x) − τ(x)
=µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x)

+ µ̂
O
S (1, x) − µ̂

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
Y (1, x) + µ

O
Y (0, x)

− µ
E
S (1, x) + µ

E
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) + µ

O
S (0, x),

(61)

and under Assumption 7 that µ
E
S , µ

O
S , µ

O
Y are η-smooth, δ-

smooth, and ζ-smooth, respectively, we can directly obtain
τ̂(x)naive − τ(x) = Op(n− 1

2+d/η + n
− 1

2+d/δ + n
− 1

2+d/ζ ).
Next, we prove the rate of τ̂(x)reg andτ̂(x)pro. Similar to

τ̂(x)mr, we apply Theorem 1 in Kenney et al. [28], thus we
only need to analyze terms r̂reg = E[Ŷreg∣X = x]− τ(x) and
r̂pro = E[Ŷpro∣X = x] − τ(x).

For the term r̂reg, by combining Eq. (33) and Eq. (34)
and substituting τ(x) = µ

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

E
S (1, x) −

µ
E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) into r̂reg, we have

r̂reg

=π
O(x)(1 − π

G(x)) (µO
Y (0, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x)

+µ̂
E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (1, x) + µ

E
S (0, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x))

+ (1 − π
O(x))(1 − π

G(x)) (µ̂O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (1, x) + µ

O
S (1, x)

−µ̂
O
S (1, x) + µ̂

E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (1, x) + µ

E
S (0, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x))

+ π
E(x)πG(x) (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x) + µ̂

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (1, x)

+ µ
O
Y (0, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (1, x))

−µ̂
O
S (1, x)) + (1 − π

E(x))πG(x) (µ̂E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (1, x)

+ µ̂
O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (1, x) + µ

O
Y (0, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x) + µ̂

O
S (0, x)

−µ
O
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (1, x)) − µ̂

O
S (1, x)) − (µO

Y (1, x) − µ
O
Y (0, x)

+µ
E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x))

=(1 − π
O(x))(1 − π

G(x)) (µ̂O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (1, x))

+ π
G(x) (µ̂O

Y (1, x) − µ
O
Y (1, x))

+ π
O(x)(1 − π

G(x)) (µO
Y (0, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x))

+ π
G(x) (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x))

+ (1 − π
G(x)) (µ̂E

S (1, x) − µ
E
S (1, x))

+ (1 − π
E(x))πG(x) (µ̂E

S (1, x) − µ
E
S (1, x))

+ (1 − π
G(x)) (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x))

+ π
E(x)πG(x) (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x))

+ π
O(x)(1 − π

G(x)) (µ̂O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x))

+ π
G(x) (µ̂O

S (0, x) − µ
O
S (0, x))

+ (1 − π
O(x))(1 − π

G(x)) (µO
S (1, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x))

+ π
G(x) (µO

S (1, x) − µ̂
O
S (1, x)) .

(62)
By applying (Σn

i ai)2 ≤ nΣ
n
i a

2
i and under Assumption 8, we

obtain

r̂
2
reg

≤
1

12
[(1 − π

O(x))2(1 − π
G(x))2 (µ̂O

Y (1, x) − µ
O
Y (1, x))2

+ (πG(x))2 (µ̂O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (1, x))2

+ (πO(x))2(1 − π
G(x))2 (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x))2

+ (πG(x))2 (µO
Y (0, x) − µ̂

O
Y (0, x))2

+ (1 − π
G(x))2 (µ̂E

S (1, x) − µ
E
S (1, x))

2

+ (1 − π
E(x))2(πG(x))2 (µ̂E

S (1, x) − µ
E
S (1, x))

2

+ (1 − π
G(x))2 (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x))

2

+ (πE(x))2(πG(x))2 (µE
S (0, x) − µ̂

E
S (0, x))

2

+ (πO(x))2(1 − π
G(x))2 (µ̂O

S (0, x) − µ
O
S (0, x))

2

+ (πG(x))2 (µ̂O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x))

2

+ (1 − π
O(x))2(1 − π

G(x))2 (µO
S (1, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x))

2

+(πG(x))2 (µO
S (1, x) − µ̂

O
S (1, x))

2]

≍(µ̂O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (1, x))2 + (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x))2

+ (µ̂E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (1, x))2 + (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x))2

+ (µ̂O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x))2 + (µO

S (1, x) − µ̂
O
S (1, x))2.

(63)
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Similarly to τ̂mr(x), under Assumption 7, we can obtain

τ̂reg(x) − τ(x) = Op(n− 1
2+d/κ + n

− 1
2+d/η + n

− 1
2+d/δ + n

− 1
2+d/ζ ).

(64)
And τ̂reg(x) attain the oracle rate if

max{n− 1
2+d/η + n

− 1
2+d/δ + n

− 1
2+d/ζ } ≤ n

− 1
2+d/κ

⟺ min{ 1

2 + d/η ,
1

2 + d/δ ,
1

2 + d/ζ } ≥
1

2 + d/κ
⟺ κ ≤ min{η, δ, ζ}

(65)

For the term r̂pro, by combining Eq. (37) and Eq. (38)
and substituting τ(x) = µ

O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
Y (0, x) + µ

E
S (1, x) −

µ
E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x) into r̂pro, we have

r̂pro

=
π
E(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))πG(x)
π̂E(x)(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x)µ

E
S (1, x)

−
(1 − π

E(x))(1 − π̂
G(x))πG(x)

(1 − π̂E(x))(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x)µ
E
S (0, x)

+
π
O(x)

π̂O(x) (µ
O
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x))

−
1 − π

O(x)
1 − π̂O(x) (µ

O
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x)) − (µO

Y (1, x) − µ
O
Y (0, x)

+µ
E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (0, x) + µ

O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (1, x))

=(π
E(x)(1 − π̂

G(x))πG(x)
π̂E(x)(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x) − 1)µE

S (1, x)

+ (1 − (1 − π
E(x))(1 − π̂

G(x))πG(x)
(1 − π̂E(x))(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x))µ

E
S (0, x)

+ (π
O(x)

π̂O(x) − 1) (µO
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x))

+ (1 − 1 − π
O(x)

1 − π̂O(x)) (µ
O
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x)).

(66)
By applying (Σn

i ai)2 ≤ nΣ
n
i a

2
i and under Assumption 8, we

obtain

r̂
2
pro

≤
1

4

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
(π

E(x)(1 − π̂
G(x))πG(x)

π̂E(x)(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x) − 1)
2

(µE
S (1, x))2

+ (1 − (1 − π
E(x))(1 − π̂

G(x))πG(x)
(1 − π̂E(x))(1 − πG(x))π̂G(x))

2

(µE
S (0, x))2

+ (π
O(x)

π̂O(x) − 1)
2

(µO
Y (1, x) − µ

O
S (1, x))2

+(1 − 1 − π
O(x)

1 − π̂O(x))
2

(µO
Y (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x))2

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
≍(πE(x) − π̂

E(x))2 + (πG(x) − π̂
G(x))2(πO(x) − π̂

O(x))2
(67)

Similarly to τ̂mr(x) and τ̂reg(x), under Assumption 7, we can
obtain

τ̂pro(x) − τ(x) = Op(n− 1
2+d/κ + n

− 1
2+d/α + n

− 1
2+d/β + n

− 1
2+d/γ ),

(68)

and τ̂reg(x) attain the oracle rate if

max{n− 1
2+d/α + n

− 1
2+d/β + n

− 1
2+d/γ } ≤ n

− 1
2+d/κ

⟺ min{ 1

2 + d/α,
1

2 + d/β ,
1

2 + d/ζ } ≥
1

2 + d/γ
⟺ κ ≤ min{α, β, γ}

(69)

which finishes our proof.

APPENDIX J
PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Proof. The proof follows immediately from the proofs of The-
orem 2, Theorem 3, and Corollary 1 by applying Assumption
9.

Specifically, from Eq. (61) and Assumption 9, we have

τ̂naive(x) − τ(x) = Op(
d
µE
S

log(d)
n

+
d
µO
S

log(d)
n

+
d
µO
Y

log(d)
n

).
From Eq. (67)

r̂
2
pro ≍(πE(x) − π̂

E(x))2 + (πG(x) − π̂
G(x))2(πO(x) − π̂

O(x))2
(70)

and Assumption 9, we have τ̂pro(x) − τ(x) = Op(dτ log(d)
n

+
dπE log(d)

n
+

dπO log(d)
n

+
dπG log(d)

n
). From Eq. (63)

r̂
2
reg ≍(µ̂O

Y (1, x) − µ
O
Y (1, x))2 + (µO

Y (0, x) − µ̂
O
Y (0, x))2

+ (µ̂E
S (1, x) − µ

E
S (1, x))2 + (µE

S (0, x) − µ̂
E
S (0, x))2

+ (µ̂O
S (0, x) − µ

O
S (0, x))2 + (µO

S (1, x) − µ̂
O
S (1, x))2

(71)

and Assumption 9, we have τ̂reg(x) − τ(x) = Op(dτ log(d)
n

+
d
µE
S

log(d)
n

+
d
µO
S

log(d)
n

+
d
µO
Y

log(d)
n

). From Theorem 2 and
Assumption 9, we have τ̂mr(x) − τ(x) = Op(dτ log(d)

n
+

(dπE+d
µE
S
) log2(d)

n2 +
(dπG+d

µE
S
) log2(d)

n2 +
(dπO+d

µO
Y
) log2(d)

n2 +
(dπO+d

µO
S
) log2(d)

n2 ). Furthermore, the conditions under which
these estimators achieve oracle efficiency can be directly
obtained by comparing the oracle rate and the rest of the
rate, similarly to Theorem 3 and Corollary 1.

REFERENCES

[1] T. R. Fleming, R. L. Prentice, M. S. Pepe, and D. Glidden, “Surrogate
and auxiliary endpoints in clinical trials, with potential applications in
cancer and aids research,” Statistics in medicine, vol. 13, no. 9, pp.
955–968, 1994.

[2] H. Hohnhold, D. O’Brien, and D. Tang, “Focusing on the long-term: It’s
good for users and business,” in Proceedings of the 21th ACM SIGKDD
International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining,
2015, pp. 1849–1858.

[3] S. Athey, R. Chetty, G. W. Imbens, and H. Kang, “The surrogate index:
Combining short-term proxies to estimate long-term treatment effects
more rapidly and precisely,” National Bureau of Economic Research,
Tech. Rep., 2019.

[4] S. Athey, R. Chetty, and G. Imbens, “Combining experimental and
observational data to estimate treatment effects on long term outcomes,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.09676, 2020.

[5] A. Ghassami, A. Yang, D. Richardson, I. Shpitser, and E. T. Tchetgen,
“Combining experimental and observational data for identification and
estimation of long-term causal effects,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.10743,
2022.

[6] R. Cai, W. Chen, Z. Yang, S. Wan, C. Zheng, X. Yang, and J. Guo,
“Long-term causal effects estimation via latent surrogates representation
learning,” Neural Networks, vol. 176, p. 106336, 2024.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 19

[7] Z. Yang, W. Chen, R. Cai, Y. Yan, Z. Hao, Z. Yu, Z. Zou, Z. Peng,
and J. Guo, “Estimating long-term heterogeneous dose-response curve:
Generalization bound leveraging optimal transport weights,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2406.19195, 2024.

[8] J. Chen and D. M. Ritzwoller, “Semiparametric estimation of long-term
treatment effects,” Journal of Econometrics, vol. 237, no. 2, p. 105545,
2023.

[9] F. D. Johansson, U. Shalit, N. Kallus, and D. Sontag, “Generalization
bounds and representation learning for estimation of potential outcomes
and causal effects,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 23, no.
166, pp. 1–50, 2022.

[10] R. L. Prentice, “Surrogate endpoints in clinical trials: definition and
operational criteria,” Statistics in medicine, vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 431–440,
1989.

[11] C. E. Frangakis and D. B. Rubin, “Principal stratification in causal
inference,” Biometrics, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 21–29, 2002.

[12] S. L. Lauritzen, O. O. Aalen, D. B. Rubin, and E. Arjas, “Discussion
on causality [with reply],” Scandinavian Journal of Statistics, vol. 31,
no. 2, pp. 189–201, 2004.

[13] P. B. Gilbert and M. G. Hudgens, “Evaluating candidate principal
surrogate endpoints,” Biometrics, vol. 64, no. 4, pp. 1146–1154, 2008.

[14] H. Chen, Z. Geng, and J. Jia, “Criteria for surrogate end points,” Journal
of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), vol. 69,
no. 5, pp. 919–932, 2007.

[15] C. Ju and Z. Geng, “Criteria for surrogate end points based on causal
distributions,” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical
Methodology), vol. 72, no. 1, pp. 129–142, 2010.

[16] Y. Yin, L. Liu, Z. Geng, and P. Luo, “Novel criteria to exclude the
surrogate paradox and their optimalities,” Scandinavian Journal of
Statistics, vol. 47, no. 1, pp. 84–103, 2020.

[17] L. Cheng, R. Guo, and H. Liu, “Long-term effect estimation with
surrogate representation,” in Proceedings of the 14th ACM International
Conference on Web Search and Data Mining, 2021, pp. 274–282.

[18] N. Kallus and X. Mao, “On the role of surrogates in the efficient
estimation of treatment effects with limited outcome data,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2003.12408, 2020.

[19] A. Tran, A. Bibaut, and N. Kallus, “Inferring the long-term causal effects
of long-term treatments from short-term experiments,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2311.08527, 2023.

[20] P. Wu, Z. Shen, F. Xie, Z. Wang, C. Liu, and Y. Zeng, “Policy
learning for balancing short-term and long-term rewards,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2405.03329, 2024.

[21] G. Imbens, N. Kallus, X. Mao, and Y. Wang, “Long-term causal inference
under persistent confounding via data combination,” Journal of the
Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology, p. qkae095,
10 2024. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1093/jrsssb/qkae095

[22] J. M. Robins, A. Rotnitzky, and L. P. Zhao, “Estimation of regression
coefficients when some regressors are not always observed,” Journal
of the American statistical Association, vol. 89, no. 427, pp. 846–866,
1994.

[23] P. R. Rosenbaum and D. B. Rubin, “The central role of the propensity
score in observational studies for causal effects,” Biometrika, vol. 70,
no. 1, pp. 41–55, 1983.

[24] R. Singh and L. Sun, “Double robustness for complier parameters and
a semi-parametric test for complier characteristics,” The Econometrics
Journal, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 1–20, 2024.

[25] L. Wang and E. Tchetgen Tchetgen, “Bounded, efficient and multiply ro-
bust estimation of average treatment effects using instrumental variables,”
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology,
vol. 80, no. 3, pp. 531–550, 2018.

[26] E. J. T. Tchetgen and I. Shpitser, “Semiparametric theory for causal
mediation analysis: efficiency bounds, multiple robustness, and sensitivity
analysis,” Annals of statistics, vol. 40, no. 3, p. 1816, 2012.

[27] E. H. Kennedy, Z. Ma, M. D. McHugh, and D. S. Small, “Non-parametric
methods for doubly robust estimation of continuous treatment effects,”
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology,
vol. 79, no. 4, pp. 1229–1245, 2017.

[28] E. H. Kennedy, “Towards optimal doubly robust estimation of heteroge-
neous causal effects,” Electronic Journal of Statistics, vol. 17, no. 2, pp.
3008–3049, 2023.

[29] D. Frauen and S. Feuerriegel, “Estimating individual treatment effects
under unobserved confounding using binary instruments,” in The Eleventh
International Conference on Learning Representations.

[30] D. B. Rubin, “Estimating causal effects of treatments in randomized
and nonrandomized studies.” Journal of educational Psychology, vol. 66,
no. 5, p. 688, 1974.

[31] G. W. Imbens, “The role of the propensity score in estimating dose-
response functions,” Biometrika, vol. 87, no. 3, pp. 706–710, 2000.

[32] X. Shi, Z. Pan, and W. Miao, “Data integration in causal inference,”
Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Computational Statistics, vol. 15, no. 1,
p. e1581, 2023.

[33] W. Hu, X. Zhou, and P. Wu, “Identification and estimation of treatment
effects on long-term outcomes in clinical trials with external observational
data,” Statistica Sinica.

[34] A. Curth and M. Van der Schaar, “Nonparametric estimation of
heterogeneous treatment effects: From theory to learning algorithms,” in
International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR,
2021, pp. 1810–1818.

[35] C. J. Stone, “Optimal rates of convergence for nonparametric estimators,”
The annals of Statistics, pp. 1348–1360, 1980.

[36] D. Frauen and S. Feuerriegel, “Estimating individual treatment effects
under unobserved confounding using binary instruments,” in The
Eleventh International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://openreview.net/forum?id=ULsuEVQbV-9

[37] U. Shalit, F. D. Johansson, and D. Sontag, “Estimating individual
treatment effect: generalization bounds and algorithms,” in International
conference on machine learning. PMLR, 2017, pp. 3076–3085.

[38] C. Louizos, U. Shalit, J. M. Mooij, D. Sontag, R. Zemel, and M. Welling,
“Causal effect inference with deep latent-variable models,” Advances in
neural information processing systems, vol. 30, 2017.

[39] W. Chen, R. Cai, Z. Yang, J. Qiao, Y. Yan, Z. Li, and Z. Hao, “Doubly
robust causal effect estimation under networked interference via targeted
learning,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.03342, 2024.

[40] S. R. Künzel, J. S. Sekhon, P. J. Bickel, and B. Yu, “Metalearners
for estimating heterogeneous treatment effects using machine learning,”
Proceedings of the national academy of sciences, vol. 116, no. 10, pp.
4156–4165, 2019.

[41] N. Kallus, A. M. Puli, and U. Shalit, “Removing hidden confounding
by experimental grounding,” Advances in neural information processing
systems, vol. 31, 2018.

[42] C. E. Rasmussen and C. K. I. Williams, Gaussian Processes for
Machine Learning. The MIT Press, 11 2005. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/3206.001.0001

[43] J. L. Hill, “Bayesian nonparametric modeling for causal inference,”
Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, vol. 20, no. 1, pp.
217–240, 2011.

[44] F. Johansson, U. Shalit, and D. Sontag, “Learning representations
for counterfactual inference,” in International conference on machine
learning. PMLR, 2016, pp. 3020–3029.

[45] D. Newman, “Bag of words data set,” UCI Machine Learning Respository,
vol. 289, 2008.

[46] S. Li, Y. Zhao, R. Varma, O. Salpekar, P. Noordhuis, T. Li, A. Paszke, J. M.
Smith, B. Vaughan, P. Damania, and S. Chintala, “Pytorch distributed:
Experiences on accelerating data parallel training.” 2020.

[47] Y. Yang and S. T. Tokdar, “Minimax-optimal nonparametric regression
in high dimensions,” The Annals of Statistics, pp. 652–674, 2015.

[48] P. J. BICKEL, Y. RITOV, and A. B. TSYBAKOV, “Simultaneous analysis
of lasso and dantzig selector,” The Annals of Statistics, vol. 37, no. 4,
pp. 1705–1732, 2009.

[49] G. Raskutti, B. Yu, and M. J. Wainwright, “Lower bounds on minimax
rates for nonparametric regression with additive sparsity and smoothness,”
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 22, 2009.

https://doi.org/10.1093/jrsssb/qkae095
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ULsuEVQbV-9
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/3206.001.0001


JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 20

Weilin Chen received the B.S. degree in software
engineering from Guangdong University of Tech-
nology, Guangzhou, China, in 2020, where he is
currently pursuing the Ph.D. degree with the School
of Computer. His current research interests include
causal inference and machine learning.

Ruichu Cai (M’17) is currently a professor in the
school of computer science and the director of the
data mining and information retrieval laboratory,
Guangdong University of Technology. He received
his B.S. degree in applied mathematics and Ph.D.
degree in computer science from South China Uni-
versity of Technology in 2005 and 2010, respectively.

His research interests cover various topics, includ-
ing causality, deep learning, and their applications.
He was a recipient of the National Science Fund
for Excellent Young Scholars, the Natural Science

Award of Guangdong, and so on awards. He has served as the area chair of
ICML 2022, NeurIPS 2022, and UAI 2022, senior PC for AAAI 2019-2022,
IJCAI 2019-2022, and so on. He is now a senior member of CCF and IEEE.

Junjie Wan received the B.S. degree in computer sci-
ence and technology from South China Agricultural
University, Guangzhou, China, in 2021. Currently,
he is pursuing the Master’s degree at the School of
Computer, Guangdong University of Technology. His
current research interests include causal inference and
machine learning.

Zeqin Yang received his B.S. degree in software en-
gineering from Guangdong University of Technology,
Guangzhou, China, in 2022. He is now a Master’s
student at the School of Computer, Guangdong Uni-
versity of Technology. His current research interests
lie in causal inference and its applications.
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