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Abstract

Statistical methods for causal inference with continuous treatments mainly focus on esti-
mating the mean potential outcome function, commonly known as the dose-response curve.
However, it is often not the dose-response curve but its derivative function that signals the
treatment effect. In this paper, we investigate nonparametric inference on the derivative of the
dose-response curve with and without the positivity condition. Under the positivity and other
regularity conditions, we propose a doubly robust (DR) inference method for estimating the
derivative of the dose-response curve using kernel smoothing. When the positivity condition is
violated, we demonstrate the inconsistency of conventional inverse probability weighting (IPW)
and DR estimators, and introduce novel bias-corrected IPW and DR estimators. In all settings,
our DR estimator achieves asymptotic normality at the standard nonparametric rate of conver-
gence. Additionally, our approach reveals an interesting connection to nonparametric support
and level set estimation problems. Finally, we demonstrate the applicability of our proposed

estimators through simulations and a case study of evaluating a job training program.

Keywords: Causal inference; dose-response curve; derivative estimation; positivity; kernel

smoothing.

1 Introduction

This paper investigates the construction of a doubly robust estimator for the derivative of the
continuous treatment effect using kernel smoothing. The analysis considers scenarios both with
and without the positivity condition. Specifically, positivity (Assumption A2) requires that every
individual has a nonzero probability of being exposed to any treatment level T = t across all
possible values of the covariate vector § € S C R%. Let Y (¢) be the potential outcome (Rubin,
1974) that would have been observed under treatment level T' = t. The focus of this work is the
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(causal) derivative effect curve ¢t — 6(t) := %E [Y(t)], where t — m(t) := E[Y(t)] represents the
(causal) dose-response curve.

Valid inference on 6(t) is essential for understanding how the outcome of interest Y € ) changes
with treatment ¢, offering insights beyond the expected value E[Y(¢)] = m(t) of the potential
outcome across the population. In some sense, the derivative effect curve 6(¢) can be viewed as
continuous-treatment counterpart to the average treatment effect E[Y (1)] — E[Y(0)]. Despite the
importance of estimating 6(t), the current research for continuous treatments has largely focused
on inferring m(t) (Diaz and van der Laan, 2013; Kennedy et al., 2017; Bonvini and Kennedy, 2022;
Takatsu and Westling, 2024), with few effectors directed at 6(t). The only exceptions are Colangelo
and Lee (2020) and Bong and Lee (2023), who approximated 6(¢) by the finite difference of the
estimated dose-response curve or a closely related matching method.

To achieve precise inference on 6(¢) without numerical approximation, a straightforward ap-
proach is to impose structural assumptions on the conditional mean outcome function E (Y |T' = ¢, S = s)
or directly on the dose-response curve m(t), known as the marginal structural modeling (Robins
et al., 2000; Neugebauer and van der Laan, 2007). Although this approach can easily construct an
estimator of A(t) via a standard differentiation on the estimated dose-response curve, those struc-
tural assumptions are difficult to verify in practice. Alternatively, existing methods for derivative
estimation (Gasser and Miiller, 1984; Mack and Miiller, 1989; Zhou and Wolfe, 2000), combined
with the inverse probability weighting (IPW) technique (Hirano and Imbens, 2004; Imai and van
Dyk, 2004), can define an estimator of 0(t); see, e.g., our proposed IPW estimator in Section 3.
Yet, this approach requires correct specification of the conditional density model of T given S.
The sensitivity of these approaches to model misspecification motivates us to propose a doubly
robust (DR) inference procedures for 0(t), accommodating misspecification in either the outcome
regression or the conditional density models (Robins, 1986; van der Laan and Robins, 2003; Bang
and Robins, 2005).

The existing inference methods for m(¢) and the above discussion on 6(t) relies on the posi-
tivity condition (Assumption A2), which may be violated in observational studies with continuous
treatments (Cole and Hernan, 2008; Westreich and Cole, 2010). When positivity fails, the identifi-
cations of both m(t) and 0(t) become infeasible without structural assumptions; see Section 4 for
details. Zhang et al. (2024) address this problem without positivity by imposing an assumption on
the potential outcome model that can be satisfied by additive confounding models and proposing a
regression adjustment (RA) estimator of 0(¢). We extend their identification and estimation strate-
gies to propose IPW and DR estimators of §(¢) under additive confounding models. This extension
not only advances the field but also reveals novel connections between the derivative effect curve

inference and classical support estimation problems (Cuevas and Fraiman, 1997; Cuevas, 2009).

1.1 Contributions and Outline of the Paper

1. Identification and Estimation: Under the positivity and other regularity conditions that

are stated in Section 2, we propose our IPW and DR estimators of 6(t) using kernel smoothing in



Section 3. In particular, we demonstrate that naively combining the RA estimator with the IPW one
only leads to a singly robust estimator. Our proposal leverages a local polynomial approximation
to the outcome variable and is robust to the misspecification of either the outcome regression or
the conditional density models.

2. Challenges and Remedies Under Violations of Positivity: When the positivity
condition is violated, we demonstrate that the conventional approaches exhibit two types of bias
due to lack of identification and support discrepancy in Section 4. To resolve these issues, we
adopt the additive structural assumption to maintain identification and utilize nonparametric set
estimation techniques to develop our bias-corrected IPW and DR estimators of #(¢) in Section 5.1.

3. Asymptotic Theory: We establish the consistency and asymptotic properties of RA,
IPW, and DR estimators of #(t) when the nuisance functions are nonparametrically estimated
under cross-fitting; see Section 3.1 with positivity and Section 5.2 without positivity. Specifically,
our proposed DR estimators are asymptotically normal and can be used to conduct valid inference
on 0(t).

4. Numerical Experiments: We showcase the finite-sample performances of our proposed
estimators of 6(t) with and without the positivity condition through simulations and a case study
of the Job Corps program in the United States in Section 6 and Section B. All the codes for our
experiments are available at https://github.com/zhangyk8/npDRDeriv, and we provide some

practical considerations for implementing our proposed estimators in Section A.

1.2 Other Related Works

The dose-response curve m(t) and its derivative §(¢) are non-regular target parameters, as they lack
unique Gateaux derivatives and Riesz representers, depending on how the treatment distribution
is localized at t (van der Vaart, 1991; Carone et al., 2019; Ichimura and Newey, 2022). As one of
the key ingredients in this paper, kernel-based localization is a common approach in the literature,
which has been used to construct IPW or DR estimators of m(t) (Kallus and Zhou, 2018; Su
et al., 2019; Huber et al., 2020; Colangelo and Lee, 2020; Klosin, 2021). An alternative localization
method is through the basis approach or series estimator (Chen et al., 2014; Chen and Liao, 2014;
Luedtke and Chung, 2024). Additionally, a general form of the IPW estimator of m(t) was studied
by Galvao and Wang (2015). Under the positivity condition, the RA or G-computation (Robins,
1986) estimators of #(¢) have been explored by Gill and Robins (2001); Flores (2007); Lee (2018).

Although inference methods for 0(t) are less developed, related works exist for the estimation
of average derivative effects E[0(T)] = E [%E (Y|T, S)] under some regularity conditions (Hérdle
and Stoker, 1989; Powell et al., 1989; Newey and Stoker, 1993; Cattaneo et al., 2010; Hirshberg and
Wager, 2020; Hines et al., 2023). These average derivative effects are also connected to incremental
treatment effects (Kennedy, 2019), linking them to our estimand 6(¢) of interest (Rothenh&usler
and Yu, 2019).

Growing interest in relaxing the positivity condition has led to new developments in causal

inference. For continuous treatments, Branson et al. (2023) studied a smoothed causal effect with


https://github.com/zhangyk8/npDRDeriv

trimmed conditional densities, while Schindl et al. (2024) examined stochastic interventions via
exponentially tilted treatment distributions. Notably, dynamic stochastic interventions with con-
tinuous treatments can be robust to the violation of positivity (Diaz and Hejazi, 2020; Bonvini et al.,
2023; McClean et al., 2024). To our knowledge, no existing works directly consider nonparametric

inference on 6(t) without positivity, and our work takes an initial step to fill in this gap.

1.3 Notations

Throughout this paper, we consider an outcome variable Y € ) C R, univariate continuous treat-
ment 7 € 7 C R, and a vector of confounding variables or covariates S = (S, ...,S4) € S € R?
with a fixed dimension d. We write Y 1. X when the random variables Y, X are independent.
The common distribution and expectation of U = (Y, T, S) are denoted by P and E respectively,
whose Lebesgue density is p(y,t,s) = py|r,s(ylt,s) - pris(t[s) - ps(s). Here, pr(t) and ps(s) are
the marginal densities of 7" and S, respectively, and ppis(t|s) = atP (T <t|S =s) is the con-
ditional density of T' given covariates S = s. We also denote the joint density of (7,S) by
p(t,s) = pris(tls) - ps(s) = psir(slt) - pr(t) and the support of pgir(slt) by S(t) for t € T.
For any real-valued P-integrable function f we write Pf = [ f(u)dP(u) and denote the L,(P)-
norm of f by [|fl[, = (| f(u)[PdP( ))5 If f is estimated on an independent data sample,

1
= ( J ‘ flu ‘ dP( u)) . Additionally, we let IP,, denote the empirical measure so that

=1 ZZ S0 = [ fu u) and G, (f) = /n (P, — P) f. Finally, we use 14 to denote the
mdlcator function of a set A. The blg—O notation h, = O(g,) means that |h,| is upper bounded

then ‘ ‘

by a positive constant multiple of g, > 0 when n is sufficiently large. In contrast, h, = o(gy)
when lim,, Vgl—:‘ = 0. For random variables, op(1) is short for a sequence of random variables

converging to zero in probability, while Op(1) denotes the sequence that is bounded in probability.

2 Basic Framework

Suppose that the data sample consists of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) observa-

tions {(Y;,T;,S;)};_, generated from the following structural equation model
Y = u(T, S) + e, (1)

where € € R is an exogenous noise variable with ¢1LS and E(¢) = 0, Var(e) = o2 > 0,E|e2T¢| <
oo for some absolute constant ¢; > 1. Under model (1), the potential outcome model becomes
Y (t) = wu(t,S) + € for any hypothetical treatment value ¢. Since the main estimands of interest
0(t) = LE[Y(¢)] and m(t) = E[Y(t)] are defined by potential outcomes that are not directly
observable, we introduce some basic identification conditions for identifying m(t) and 6(t) with

observed data.

Assumption A1l (Basic identification conditions).



(a) (Consistency) T =t implies that Y(t) =Y for anyt e T.
(b) (Ignorability or unconfoundedness) Y (t)ILT | S for allt € T.

(¢) (Treatment variation) The conditional variance of T given S = s is strictly positive for all
se S, ie, Var(T|S = s) > 0.

(d) (Interchangeability) The equality %E [u(t,S) =E [%u(t, S)] holds true under model (1).

Assumption Al(a,b) are standard identification conditions for causal dose-response curves (Gill
and Robins, 2001; Kennedy et al., 2017), while Example 1 in Zhang et al. (2024) demonstrates the
necessity of imposing Assumption A1(c) for identifiability. In particular, Assumption Al(c) ensures
that the distribution of (7, .S) has a nontrivial support in 7 x S. Finally, Assumption A1(d) only
requires the interchangeability of the expectation and (partial) differentiation under model (1). It
is a mild condition and can be satisfied when !% u(t, S )‘ is upper bounded by an integrable function
with respect to the distribution of S; see Theorem 1.1 and Example 1.8 in Shao (2003).

We emphasize that Assumption Al(d) is imposed under model (1), because the conditional
mean outcome (or regression) function u(t,s) = E(Y|T = t,8 = s) is not well-defined outside
the support of the joint density p(¢,s). To resolve this definition issue, the following positivity

condition is often imposed.

Assumption A2 (Positivity). The conditional density prs(t|s) is bounded away from 0 for all
(t,s) € T xS, i.e., there exist pymin > 0 such that pT|5(t\s) > Pmin-

Under Assumptions Al and A2, the dose-response curve m(t) and its derivative 6(t) are iden-
tifiable as:

m(®) =EQt.S)] and 00 =F | St 5)]

respectively. In Section 2.1 and Section 3, we first study nonparametric inference on m(t) and 6(¢)

this positivity condition. Later in Section 4 and Section 3, we examine inference without positivity.

2.1 Nonparametric Estimation on m(t) With Positivity

Before discussing our estimation strategy on the derivative effect curve 6(t), we first review the
existing approaches for estimating the dose-response curve m(t) under the positivity condition.
Specifically, under Assumptions Al and A2, there are three major estimation strategies for ¢ —
m(t) = E[Y(¢)] with observed data {(Y;,T;,S;)};_, listed as follows.

¢ Regression Adjustment (RA) Estimator: Since m(¢) coincides with the form E [u(¢, S)]

under Assumptions Al and A2, it leads to a plug-in estimator as:
1 n
mRA(t) =~ Zl ai(t, Sy), (2)
1=

where [i(t, s) is a (consistent) estimator of the conditional mean outcome function pu(t, s).



e Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW) Estimator: The IPW estimator follows from the

rationale that m(t) = E [m] under Assumptions Al and A2. In the context of continuous

pr|s(t|S)
treatment 7' € T, we smooth the indicator function by a kernel function K : R — [0, 00) and obtain
that
« ()
mipw — e Yis 3
" nthmmw ?)

where h > 0 is a smoothing bandwidth and prg(t[s) is a (consistent) estimator of the conditional
density pr| s(t|s). In practice, without loss of its consistency, one can implement a self-normalized
IPW estimator (29) of m(t) as shown in Section A.1 to reduce the variance of (3).

e Doubly Robust (DR) Estimator: The above RA estimator (2) can be combined with the
IPW estimator (3) to obtain the following DR estimator as:

n T,—t
mpr(t) = L M [Y: = 1(t, Si)] + ho- (t, Si) (4)
nh < | pris(Ti|Si) ’ ’ ’

where fi(t,s) and pr|s(t,s) are (consistent) estimators of u(t,s) and prg(t, s) respectively. For

completeness, we state and prove the asymptotic properties of the above estimators in Section E.

Remark 1. There exists a slightly different formulation of the IPW estimator of m(t) in the
literature (Colangelo and Lee, 2020; Klosin, 2021) as:

e K (5)

MIpw 2 - Y, 5
0 ="n « pris(t1Si) (%)
in which the (estimated) inverse probability weight w is evaluated at query point t condition-

ing on each S;. We demonstrate in Section D.1 that the asymptotic difference between the oracle
versions of (3) and (5) will be of order O(h?)+Op <\/E> under some regularity conditions, which

thus shrinks to 0 as h — 0 and n — oco. In practice, we recommend using the form (3) for the
IPW estimator of m(t), because the estimated conditional density prg is more likely to be positive

at sample points (T;,S;),i = 1,...,n than at the (query) points (t,S;),i = 1,...,n.

3 Nonparametric Inference on 0(t) With Positivity

In this section, analogous to the estimation of m(t) in Section 2.1, we study three different meth-
ods for estimating the derivative effect curve t — 6(t) = ZE [V ()] with kernel smoothing under
Assumptions Al and A2. Notably, both the IPW and DR estimators of §(¢) are novel contribution
to the existing literature and exhibit distinct insights.

e Regression Adjustment (RA) Estimator: Assumption Al(d), together with other con-
ditions in A1 and A2, guarantees the identification of 6(t) as E [%u(t, S)] and provides a natural



RA estimator as:

Bra(t) %Z (6)

where 3(t, s) is a (consistent) estimator of 5(t,s) = at“(t s).
e Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW) Estimator: Inspired by the nonparametric deriva-
tive estimator in Mack and Miiller (1989), we propose the following IPW estimator of 6(t) as

Orpw (t h2 Z <T t) " <%> , (7)

K2 - PT\S (T3]S:)

where K : R — [0, 00) is a kernel function with k2 = [w?K(u)du, h > 0 is a smoothing bandwidth,
and pr|g(t|s) is a (consistent) estimator of the conditional density py|g(f|s). One can implement
the self-normalized IPW estimator (30) of (¢) in Section A.1 to reduce the variance of (7).

Remark 2. One might define the IPW estimator by evaluating the estimated inverse probability
weights at points (t,S;),i =1,...,n as:

Ly v () K () N

o,
ew.2(f — k2 pris(t]Si)

However, different from (7) in Remark 1, this IPW estimator (/9\1pw72(t) of O(t) is (asymptotically)
biased even when h — 0 and n — oo; see Section D.2 for details. Hence, our proposed IPW form
(7) is preferable not only due to the practical reason as stated in Remark 1 but also because of its

statistical consistency as justified in Theorem 1 below.

e Doubly Robust (DR) Estimator: Naively, one may combine the RA estimator (6) with
the IPW estimator (7) to derive an augmented IPW (AIPW) estimator of #(¢) with the following

(or other similar) form as:

n T—t
Tuar(t) = 5 M[Y (%7 -Beso| +n-desag. o
>\ (TS,

However, this naive AIPW estimator is not doubly robust—it is only robust to the misspecification
of the limiting quantity of B (t,s). In other words, §A1pw (t) will be asymptotically unbiased only
when the estimated conditional density pr|g converges to the true conditional density pr|g in a
certain rate; see Proposition F.1 in Section F.4 for details.

To achieve the doubly robust property like mpg(t) in (4) (see also Section E), we propose the
following DR estimator of 6(t) as

() < ()

o (1) nhz h - k2 - pris(TilS;)

Yo = ilt, S) = (T =) - B, S)| +h-B(t. S p, - (10)



~

where [i(t, s), B(t, 8), pr|s(t, s) are (consistent) estimators of (¢, s), B(t, s), pr|s(t, ), respectively.
We discuss how these nuisance functions can be estimated in Section A.3. The key insight of
why aDR(t) in (10) embraces the doubly robust property is that we leverage a local polynomial
approximation (Fan and Gijbels, 1996) to push the residual of the IPW component in (10) to at
least second order before combining with the RA component. In other words, it can be shown that
the Neyman orthogonality holds as h — 0 (Neyman, 1959, 1979; Chernozhukov et al., 2018). As
pointed out in Remark 2, we need to compute the inverse probability weights at the sample points

S WlTi\Si)’i = 1,...,n for the above DR estimator (10). If we otherwise compute the inverse
probability weights at the (query) points as m for i = 1,...,n, then the resulting é\DR(t) will
be asymptotically biased even when both of the conditional density model ppjs and the outcome
model pu, 3 are correctly specified. Finally, we also outline a self-normalized version of (10) in

Section A.1 for stabilizing its variance.

3.1 Asymptotic Theory

We introduce some regularity conditions under model (1) for our subsequent theoretical analysis.
Let J C T x S be the support of the joint density p(t,s), J° be the interior of 7, and 0J be the
boundary of 7.

Assumption A3 (Differentiability of the conditional mean outcome function). For any (t,s) €
T x S, it holds under model (1) that

(a) p(t,s) is at least four times continuously differentiable with respect to t.
(b) u(t,s) and all of its partial derivatives are uniformly bounded on T x S.
Assumption A4 (Differentiability of the density functions). For any (t,s) € J, it holds that

(a) The joint density p(t,s) and the conditional density pr\s(t|s) are at least three times contin-

uwously differentiable with respect to t.

(b) p(t,s), pris(tls), psir(s[t), as well as all of the partial derivatives of p(t,s) and pr|s(t|s) are

bounded and continuous up to the boundary 0.7 .

(¢) The support T of the marginal density pr(t) is compact and pr(t) is uniformly bounded away
from 0 within T .

Assumption A5 (Regular kernel conditions). A kernel function K : R — [0,00) is bounded and
compactly supported on [—1,1] with [ K(t)dt =1 and K(t) = K(—t). In addition, it holds that

(a) kji= [ K(u)du < 0o and vj == [ v/ K?(u)du < oo for all j = 1,2, ....

(b) K is a second-order kernel, i.e., k1 =0 and k2 > 0.

/ k ’
(c) K= {t’ > (%) 'K (t—;t) :teT,h>0,k =0, 1} 1s a bounded VC-type class of measur-

able functions on R.



Assumptions A3 and A4 are common smoothness conditions for derivative estimation with
kernel smoothing methods (Gasser and Miiller, 1984; Mack and Miiller, 1989; Wand and Jones,
1994; Wasserman, 2006). These assumptions can be relaxed by the Holder continuity condition.
The uniform lower bound on pp(t) within its support 7 in Assumption A4(c) is only needed when
we establish the uniform consistency of our proposed estimators and identify the derivative effect
curve 6(t) when the positivity condition is violated. Assumption A5(a,b) are more like properties
than regularity conditions on those commonly used kernel functions, such as the triangular kernel
K(u) = (1 - |ul) I{jyj<1) and Epanechnikov kernel K (u) = 3(1—|ul) Iju<1}- Finally, the VC-type
condition in Assumption A5(c) is only required when we are interested in the uniform consistency
of our proposed estimators over 7.

The following theorem summarizes the consistency and asymptotic results of all the estimators
of 6(t), whose proof is in Section F. Notice that our results in Theorem 1 hold true with a non-
separable noise in the potential outcome model as Y (t) = f(¢t, S, €) for some deterministic function
f, under which p(t, s) stands for E (Y|T =t, S = s) exclusively.

Theorem 1 (Consistency of estimating 6(¢) under positivity). Suppose that Assumptions A1, A3,
A4, A5, and A2 hold under the general model (1) and [, B, ﬁT‘S are constructed on a data sample
independent of {(Yi, T;, Si)}i—,. For any fived t € T, we let ju(t,s), B(t,s), and prg(t|s) be fived
bounded functions to which [i(t,s), B(t,s) and pr|s(t|s) converge under the rates of convergence

as:

=0p (T3n),

Lo

(¢, ) = ¢, 8)lly, = Op (T1a), ||B(t. S) - Bt, S)|

and | Slﬁthﬂs ulS) = pris(ulS)||,, = Op (T2n),

where Y1, Y3n, Yo, =0 as n — oco. Then, as h — 0 and nh3 — oo, we have that

Ora(t) — 0(t) = Op <T3n+HB ﬂ(t,S)HL2+\/1%)7
aIPW(If) —0(t) = O(h?) + Op ( —= + Tay +| Sltllp HpT|S ulS) — pT|5(u|S)HL2) .

If, in addition, we assume that
(a) pris satisfies Assumptions A4 and A2;

(b) either (i) “ji=p and B = B” with only h- Y3, — 0 or (ii) “Pris = pr1s”;

(¢) Yl s |[Pris(ulS) ~ pris(ulS)]l, [ma, 8) = ult, S)ll, + 1|3t $) - Bt.8)]|,

then

n

Vnh3 [gDR(t) - G(t)} =/ Z {¢h,t (Yi, T3, Si; i, B, bris) + Vi3 [B(t, S;) — E[B(t, S)H} +op(1)
i=1



when nh” — c3 for some finite number c3 > 0, where

ont (Y. T, 01, B, pris) = \/E( @) pT(S( ,) )-[Y f(t,S) — (T —t)-B(t,S)].

Furthermore,

Vi [Bpr(t) - 0(t) — h2By()] % N (0, V(1))

with Vy(t) = E [ﬁt (Y, T, S; i, B,ﬁns)} and

2 3 2
KR {351pTs(t|S)-§t2u<t,S)+pT|s<t|S)[gtg,w,S)—sgilogpms(tIS)-;QMuS)] } when fi= p and B = B,

B@(t) — 6k ﬁT\S(t‘S)

3 _
e .Es [%M(t, S)} when pris = pr|s-

As established by Theorem 1, the proposed estimator é\DR(t) achieves doubly robust consistency
for 6(t), provided that either the conditional density model ppg or the outcome model f, B is
correctly specified. Unlike the DR estimator mpgr(t) of the dose-response curve m(t), which only
requires the specification of (¢, s) in the outcome model, the DR estimator §DR(t) of the derivative
effect 0(t) necessitates specifying both p(t,s) and its partial derivative 5(t,s) = %u(t, 8) in the
outcome model. This added complexity is essential for accurately estimating derivatives.

We require in Theorem 1 and other subsequent results that i, B\ , ﬁT| g are obtained from a data
sample independent of {(Y;,T;,S;)};_ ;. This requirement avoids the need for uniform entropy
conditions on [, pr|s imposed by Kennedy et al. (2017). When no additional data sample is
available, these nuisance function estimators [i, B, pris can still be estimated using cross-fitting
techniques, allowing for valid construction of the associated estimators of §(¢); see Section A.2 for
the detailed procedures. Importantly, the established rates of convergence in Theorem 1 remain

unchanged for the cross-fitted estimators.

3.2 Statistical Inference on 6(t)

To leverage the asymptotic normality of §DR(t) for pointwise inference or hypothesis testing on
6(t) in practice, we need to address two additional challenges: (i) estimate the asymptotic variance
Vp(t); and (ii) select a proper bandwidth parameter h > 0.
For challenge (i), we estimate V() in Theorem 1 by the sample variance of the influence function
¢nt or the asymptotic linear form as:
~ 1< ~ ~ ~ 2
Vo(t) = = >~ {éne (Yo 10, S 1. B, s ) + V¥ | Bt 1) — Bor(8)] | (1)

i=1

The cross-fitted version of Vj(t) can be found in (37) of Section A.2. Notice that the second part
Vh3 B(t, S;) — 5DR(t)} in (11) is asymptotically negligible. We keep this part mainly for a more

10



conservative estimate of the asymptotic variance Vjy(t) to guarantee a better empirical coverage of
the resulting pointwise confidence interval.

For challenge (ii), the optimal bandwidth that minimizes the asymptotic mean squared error
of é\DR(t) is of order O (n‘#) However, to construct a valid Wald-type confidence interval, an
undersmoothing bandwidth h is typically required for the first-order bias of §DR(t) to be asymp-
totically negligible, i.e., h2v/nh3 = o(1) (Wasserman, 2006, Section 5.7). Therefore, we recommend
choosing the bandwidth h to be of order O (nfé) , aligning with the outputs of standard bandwidth

selection methods for nonparametric regression (Wand and Jones, 1994; Li and Racine, 2004).

Finally, the (1 — 7)-level confidence interval for 6(t) is thus given by {@\DR( )t aq-z V"}Eg,)],
where q-z is the (1 — %) quantile of the standard normal distribution N (0, 1).

Remark 3 (Uniform inference via multiplier bootstrap). It is also statistically valid to conduct
uniform inference on 6(t) over t € T wvia multiplier bootstrap under our regularity conditions in
Theorem 1. Specifically, let {Z;}} | be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables independent of the
observed data {(Y;,T;, S;)}i—y withE(Z;) = Var(Z;) = 1 and sub-exponential tails. Then, we sample
B different i.i.d. datasets {Z(b)} ,b=1,..., B and compute the bootstrap DR estimators of 0(t)

i=1"
as:
Ti—t Ti—t
K )
30 N G L G I
oo ( nhZ b e B (TS LY~ A S) — (1=0)- 5. 8)] + h- Bt 5)
5 B
forb=1,...,B. If Q(1—7) is the (1—7) quantile of the sequence {SUPteT\/ DRV(];R()} ;
0 b=1

nh3
asymptotic validity of this confidence band under cross-fitting follows from Theorem 4.2 in Fan
et al. (2022); see also Section S4 in Colangelo and Lee (2020).

then the (1 — 1) uniform confidence band of 6(t) is given by [gDR(t) i@(l —7) Yot )} The

4 Identification and Inconsistency Issues Without Positivity

This section discusses the general identification issue on the dose-response curve t — m(t) = E[Y (¢)]
and its derivative effect curve t — 0(t) = %E [Y(t)] when the positivity condition (Assumption A2)
is violated. We propose an additive structural assumption on the outcome model in (13) to address
the identification issue. However, even under this additive confounding model (13), the IPW and
DR estimators of m(t) and 0(¢) remain inconsistent without the positivity condition due to the
support discrepancy. To resolve this inconsistency, we leverage techniques from nonparametric set

estimation to propose our bias-corrected IPW and DR estimators.
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4.1 Identification Issue Under the General Model (1)

When the positivity condition (Assumption A2) fails to hold, the conditional mean outcome (or
regression) function p(t,s) = E(Y|T = ¢, S = s) under model (1) is not well-defined in those regions
of T x S that lie outside the support J of the joint density p(¢,s). Hence, the G-computation
formulae E [u(t, S)] and E [%u(t, S)] are ill-defined and cannot be used to identify m(t) and 6(t),
respectively.

Similarly, identifying m(t) and 6(t) through the IPW formulae requires the positivity condition

as well, because we demonstrate in the proofs of Theorem 1 and Proposition E.1 that

vk (5
h-prs(T|S)

Y (5 K ()

roh? - ppis(T|S)

—E [&u(t, 5)} . (12)

lim E =E[u(t,S)] and lmE

Therefore, it is impossible in general to identify the causal dose-response curve t — m(t) =
E[Y(¢)] and its derivative effect curve t — 6(t) = SE[Y(t)] without further identification or

structural assumptions when the positivity condition is violated.

4.1.1 Remedy: Identification Under an Additive Structural Model

While the identifications of m(¢) and 6(¢) are infeasible under the general confounding model (1),
they are indeed identifiable under an additive structural assumption on the potential outcome
model as Y (t) = m(t) + n(S) + € for any ¢t € T (Zhang et al., 2024), which, under the consistency

condition (Assumption Al(a)), is equivalent to the following additive confounding model
Y =m(T)+n(S)+e, (13)

where the constraint on € remains the same as in model (1). Such an additive model is a common
working model in the context of spatial statistics (Paciorek, 2010; Schnell and Papadogeorgou,
2020), where the covariates S € S C R? consist of spatial locations or other spatially correlated
confounding variables. More broadly, it also appears in the literature of nonparametric (Stone,
1985) and high-dimensional statistics (Meier et al., 2009; Guo et al., 2019).

Under model (13), the dose-response curve m(t) and its derivative 0(¢) become
m(t) =E[Y(t)]=m(t) +E[n(S) and 6(t) =m/(t) =m'(t). (14)

They are identifiable from the observable data through the formulas

0

ot
m(t):E[Y+/Tt0(ﬂdt~] :E{Y+/TtE[§tu(T,S)(T=’£] d’{}.

For completeness, we also summarize this identification theory as Proposition C.1 in Section C. As

o(t) = ' (t) = E [ (T, S)‘T - t} :

(15)

12



a result, the RA estimator of #(¢) under model (13) without assuming the positivity condition is

given by
Boralt) = / B(t,s) dFsyr(slt). (16)

where B\(t, s) and ﬁS‘T(s|t) are (consistent) estimators of of 3(t, s) = %,u(t, S) and the conditional
cumulative distribution function (CDF) Pgr(s|t) := Fgp(s[t), respectively. By (15), the integral

RA estimator of m(t) under model (13) can be written as:

n

N 1
meRra(t) = o >

i=1

t=t

Y; Jr/~ fcra(t) dt] : (17)
t=T;

Both estimators (16) and (17) are consistent even when the positivity condition is violated (Zhang

et al., 2024); see also Theorem 5 and Section I. In the sequel, we will discuss both the challenges

and solutions for extending these RA estimators to IPW and DR estimators of 6(¢) and m(t) under
model (13).

4.2 Estimation Issues of IPW Estimators Under the Additive Confounding
Model (13)

Although the causal quantities m(t) and 6(t) are identifiable under the additive confounding model
(13), the IPW formulae (12) are indeed biased without positivity due to the support discrepancy
between the conditional density pgr(s[t) for t € T and the marginal density ps(s). To examine
these biases, we can equivalently analyze the following oracle IPW estimators of m(¢) and 6(t)
defined as:

YK (5
nhz; pT|S(T|S)

mlpw( and QIPW (18)

gl

K2+ pT|S(T |S:) ’
where the estimated conditional density pr|g(t|s) is replaced by the true one ppis(t|s).

Proposition 2 (Inconsistency of IPW estimators). Suppose that Assumptions Al(a-c), A3, A4(c),
and A5(a-b) hold under the additive confounding model (13). Assume also that when the bandwidth

h is small, the Lebesgue measure of the symmetric difference set satisfies
|S(t + uh)AS(t)| = |[S(t+ uh) \ S(H)]U[S(t) \ S(t + uh)]| = o(1)
for anyt € T and u € R. Then, when h is small, the expectation of mipw (t) in (18) is given by
E [mpw (t)] = m(t) - p(t) + w(t) + o(1),

where p(t) = P(S € 8(t)) and w(t) = E [n(S)liseswy]- If, in addition, there exists a constant

13



Ap > 0 depending on h such that
/RE {[m(t) + n(9)] [Lisesrunns®)} — Lises@nstun)}] } v+ K(u) du = O(Ap) (19)

for anyt € T and u € R when h is small, then the expectation of glpw(t) in (12) is given by

B [fuw (0] =m0 o0+ 0 ().

The proof of Proposition 2 is in Section G.1. We emphasize that the IPW estimators in (18)

have two layers of bias. First, if ‘L};L — 0 as h — 0 (see also Remark 4 below), then the results in

Proposition 2 will imply that

YK (%)
h'pT|S(T|S)
Y (%) K ()
h? - k2 - pris(T|S)

= m(t) - p(t) +w(t) # m(t),

Jim B [mapw ()] = lim B

— /(1) - p(t) # 0(0),

fim® [fv(0)] = Jimg B

where we recall that m(t) = m(t) + E[n(S)] and 0(t) = m/(¢) from (14). Second, if % does not
converge to 0, then the bias of %pw(t) will be larger or even diverging to infinity as h — 0. In
reality, the estimation biases or inconsistencies of IPW estimators in (18) are due to the discrepancy
between the conditional support S(t) of pg|r(s|t) and the marginal support S of ps(s). To correct
for the bias of IPW estimators, it is necessary to address the geometric discrepancy, a solution to
which will be elaborated upon in Section 5.

Finally, since both RA and IPW estimators cannot be used to identify and estimate m(t) and
6(t) due to identification and inconsistency issues, the previously studied DR estimators (4) and

(10) will be pointless without the positivity condition.

Remark 4. The regularity condition (19) is indeed not an assumption but rather a natural property.
This is because as h — 0, the differences between two sets S(t + uh) \ S(t) and S(t) \ S(t + uh)
shrink to 0 for any t € T and u € R. Additionally, when the expectation in (19) is independent
of u, one can deduce by the second-order kernel property of K that the left-hand side of (19) is 0.
Hence, as h — 0, the left-hand side of (19) should converge to 0 in a certain rate depending on h.

5 Nonparametric Inference on 6(t) Without Positivity

In this section, we present our solution for addressing the estimation biases of IPW estimators for
the dose-response curve m(t) and its derivative 6(¢), as described in Section 4.2, when the positivity
condition (Assumption A2) is violated. Specifically, our proposed IPW and DR estimators for 6(t)
under the additive confounding model (13) rely on a consistent estimation of the interior region of

the support of the conditional density pS‘T(s|t). Our approach establishes a connection between
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the classical support estimation problem and a contemporary causal inference challenge, namely

the dose-response curve estimation problem.

5.1 Bias-Corrected IPW and DR Estimators of 0(t)

Recall from (18) and Proposition 2 that the oracle IPW estimator of 0(t) is the sample average
ity = _ Y(EDE(H)
of the IPW quantlty u_.t(}/, T, S) = W’

interest 6(t) = m/(t) even under model (13). In particular, E [Z:(Y, T, S)] converges to m’(t) - p(t)

and it is biased for estimating the quantity of

as h — 0 under some mild regularity conditions, where p(t) = P (S € S(¢)) for any ¢ € T. The first
step toward removing the bias of E [E,(Y, T, S)] is to decouple the quantity of interest 6(t) = m/(t)
from the nuisance function p(t). To this end, we consider a modified IPW quantity defined as:
psir(SIt) Y (L) K (52) psir(S|t)
h h_) PS|IT

E/(Y,T,8) = (Y, T, S) - - , 20
ol )= =l ) ps(S) h? - ko - p(T, S) (20)

in which we multiply the original IPW quantity Z,(Y,T,S) by a density ratio pSIJST((s)‘t). The

following proposition demonstrates that the remaining bias in E [Et(Y, T, S)} can be disentangled

from the quantity of interest 8(¢t) = m/(¢) in an additive form.

Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumptions Al(a-c), A3, A4(c), and A5(a-b) hold under the addi-
tive confounding model (13). Then, when the bandwidth h is small, the expectation of the modified
IPW quantity (20) is given by

EFJKﬂSﬂ:ﬁﬂﬂ+OW%
+ /RE {[m(t + uh) +1(S)] [Iisest+unn\sw) — Lisest)\St-+un)}] ‘T = t} u - K(u) du.

Remark 5. Different from Remarks 1 and 2, the conditional density pgr should be evaluated
at the (query) point (t,S) instead of the sample point (T, S) in the modified IPW quantity (20).
Otherwise, the expectation of (20) will have an asymptotically non-vanishing additive bias; see the

proof of Proposition 3 in Section G.2 for details.

Proposition 3 reveals that the estimation bias of the modified IPW quantity (20) results from
the support discrepancy between S(t) and the integration range S(t + uh) for a given integration
variable u € R; see Figure 1 for an illustration. As shown in Proposition 2, this additive bias may
not always shrink at the rate O(h?) as h — 0. To further reduce the bias of the modified IPW
quantity (20) to O(h?) without assuming positivity, we address the support discrepancy of (20) by
restricting the conditional density pgjr(s|t) to its interior region, defining it as p¢(s|t), and refining
(20) as:

Y (57) K (5) pe(Sl)
h? - kq-p(T,S) ’

2 (Y, T, 8) = (21)

Essentially, the only requirement for defining the (-interior conditional density p¢(s|t) is that its
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Support shrinking approach Level set approach
S(t +0) S S(t+0) S

L ao161(t)

= {s: ps|7(s[t) > Aold|}

1 1
1 1
\ \

»

SH)AS(t +5). v

S(H)AS(t +0)_ -

Figure 1: Graphical illustrations of the support discrepancy between S(t) and S(t + d) for t € T
as well as Assumption A6, where d can take its value as uh € R.

support satisfies the following condition:
{s € S(t) :pc(slt) >0} CS(t+9) forany &€ [—h,h]. (22)

Here, we propose two approaches for defining p¢(s|t) and leave other options to interested reader.
1. Support Shrinking Approach: Let S(t)o¢ = {s € S(t) : infyeast) ||s — ||, > ¢} denote
the set of interior points of S(t) that are at least a distance ¢ away from the boundary S(¢). Then,

we define the (-interior conditional density with ¢ > 0 being a tuning parameter as:

_ Psr(8t) - Lseswec)
fs(t)ec pS‘T(Sl |t) dSl

pe(slt) o psir(8lt) - Liseswact- (23)
This interior density is indeed the conditional density pg|r(s|t) restricted to the interior of its sup-
port S(t). Its estimator p¢(s|t) can be constructed using a support estimator S (t) and constraining
the conditional density estimator pgr(s[t) within the region NOELS

2. Level Set Approach: Let L¢(t) = {s € S(t) : pgir(s|t) > ¢} be the (-upper level set of
the conditional density pgr(s[t). Then, we define the (-interior conditional density as:

- pSlT(3|t) : ﬂ{sgﬁg(t)}
fgg(t)pS\T(slﬁ) dsy

pe(slt) o pg|r(slt) - Lseco) (24)
The level set approach restricts the conditional density pg|r(s|t) to the high-density region, which
is generally located away from the support boundary. We may construct the estimator pe(s|t) using
a level set estimator Zc(t) = {s € S(t) : pgr(s|t) > ¢} and constraining pgr(slt) to Zg(t).

We further specialize condition (22) for the above two approaches by introducing the following

smoothness condition on the conditional support S(t).

Assumption A6 (Smoothness condition on S(t)). For any § € R and t € T, there exists an
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absolute constant Ag > 0 such that either (i) “S(t) © (Ag|d|) C S(t+ )7 for the support shrinking
approach or (ii) “Lay5/(t) C S(t +8)” for the level set approach.

To some extent, Assumption A6 can be viewed as a Lipschitz condition of the conditional
support S(t). It can be satisfied when the Euclidean norm of the gradient HVSpS|T(s\t)H2 is
bounded away from 0 at the boundary of S(¢) (Cadre, 2006). This assumption allows us to ignore
the boundary discrepancy as long as we do not evaluate our IPW quantity (21) near the boundary;

see Figure 1 for a graphical illustration.

Proposition 4. Suppose that Assumptions Al(a-c), A3, Aj(c), A5(a-b), and A6 hold under the
additive confounding model (13). Then, when the bandwidth h > 0 is small, the expectation of the
modified IPW quantity (21) is given by

h2ky

6!62

E [ét,g(y, T, S)} — /() + @ (1) + O (h).

The proof of Proposition 4 is in Section G.3. This result demonstrates that the expectation
of our newly modified IPW quantity ém(Y, T,S) in (21) converges to the quantity of interest
0(t) = m'(t) in the standard order O(h?) as h — 0 under the additive confounding model (13).
Notice that the tuning parameter ¢ = ¢, > 0 in (23) is allowed to converge to 0 as n — oo, as long
as the condition h = h, < ET% holds under Assumption AG6.

Given this newly modified IPW quantity (21), we propose the bias-corrected IPW estimator of
0(t) without the positivity condition as:

Z v (5t) K (Tt) pe(sile)
h2

ko - (T, Ss) ’

Oc1pw (t (25)
where p(t, s) is a consistent estimator of the joint density p(t, s) and p¢(s|t) is an estimated (-interior
conditional density.

Finally, we combine the modified RA estimator (16) with our bias-corrected IPW estimator

(25) to propose our bias-corrected DR estimator of 0(¢) as
2 < _>K<T t>p<(s|t)y Aa(t,Si) — (T; —t)- B(t, S B(t,s)-pe(slt) d
cor(t hQZ ko - (T3, S;i) [’_'U’(’ i) = (Ti —t)- B(t, z)]-f—/ﬁ(,s)'pg(SU S.

(26)
Notice that for the RA component of §C7DR(t), we replace the original conditional CDF estimator

F 57 in (16) with the estimated (-interior conditional density p¢. This modification is necessary
because the IPW component of @\CDR(t) is defined through p¢. Both the RA and IPW components

need to match up with each other in the definition of §C,DR(t) for its consistency.

Remark 6. While both the support shrinking and level set approaches are valid, we recommend
the level set approach in practice, because support estimation is a notoriously challenging problem

in nonparametric statistics (Devroye and Wise, 1980). Additionally, selecting an appropriate ¢
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for the support shrinking method is nontrivial. In contrast, level set estimation has been studied
over decades (Cuevas and Fraiman, 1997; Cadre, 2006), and the threshold can be set as { = 0.5 -
max {ﬁS‘T(Si\t) 1i=1, ,n} Notice that users may adjust the multiplier 0.5 in this rule, where
a smaller value generally increases the effective sample size but also raises the risk of violating
condition (22).

5.2 Asymptotic Theory

The following theorem summarizes the consistency and asymptotic results of our RA (16), IPW
(25), and DR (26) estimators of §(¢) under the additive confounding model (13) without assuming

the positivity condition.

Theorem 5 (Consistency of estimating 0(t) without positivity). Suppose that Assumptions A1 (a-
c), A3, Aj, A5, and AG hold under the additive confounding model (13), and the support S C RY

of the marginal density ps is compact. In addition, [, B, Pc, D are constructed on a data sample

independent of {(Y;,T;,Ss)}iq. For any fized t € T, we let fi(t,s), B(t,s), pc(s[t), and p(t,s)

~

be fized bounded functions to which Ji(t,s), B(t,s), pc(s|t), and p(t,s) converge under the rates of

convergence as:

|3t.9) - Bt.9)||,

P (S]t) = pe(SID)ll,, = Op (T50),  and | SlﬁihHﬁ(u, S) = p(u, S)l[, = Op (Ton) »

= Op(T34), sup ﬁS|T(S|t) — Fgir(s[t)| = Op (T4n)
sE

where Y35, Yan, Y5, Y6n — 0 asn — oo. Then, as h — 0 and nh® — 0o, we have that
Gora(t) = 0(t) = Op (Top+ Yup + ||3(t,8) - (5, 5)]],)

~ 1
Ocpw(t) — 0(t) = O(h?) + Op <\ / e + Y5, +Y6n+ sup [|p(u,S)—pu, S)HL2> )

lu—t|<h
If, in addition, we assume that
(a) p,p¢ satisfy Assumptions A4 and A6 as well as Vnh3 - Y5, = o(1);

(b) either (Z) “,a:,u andB:ﬁ” or (”) ::ﬁ:pv;

(¢) Vi |[Be(S10) = pe(SI0ll, + sup [1(0:8) = p(us S, 132.8) .S, + ][, 8) - 5.9) |, | =
OP(1>7 B
then

Vnh? [§C,DR(t) - 9(75)}
_ \}ﬁz {«ﬁc,h,t (Vi T, S5 i o5 i) + VB [ [ Bt aelsiey ds - 0@)] } op(D)
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when nh” — c3 for some finite number c3 > 0, where

(1) K (57) - pe(ST)
\/E ) -ﬁ(T, S)

¢C,h,t (Y:Tasvﬁagvﬁvﬁﬁ) = ’ [Y - /._L(t,S) - (T_t) ’ B(ta S)] .

Furthermore,

Neysd [éc,DR(t) — o) — hQBC,g(t)] AN (0, Vea(t))

with Voyg(t) =E {¢%’,h,t (Y, Ta S; laa Baﬁ? ﬁ()} and

e 32 p(t,5)-m" (t)+p(t,s)[m®3 (£)—32 log p(t,s)-m" (t _ _ -
Beolt) = ﬁ { e 8) O )[ﬁ(t,s)( A CLO) }pg(s!t) ds when = p and =7,
LI m®(¢) when p = p.

The proof of Theorem 5 is in Section H. Similar to our discussion after Theorem 1 in Section 3.2,

we can estimate the asymptotic variance Vi g(t) in Theorem 5 by

n 2
Veo(t) =+ Y- {dons (VT 857 B.5u5c) + VAT | [ Blto) - itol) ds - Beont)] |

i=1

and choose the bandwidth h to be of order O (n‘é) to ensure valid inference. As a corollary,
we can plug either IPW (25) or DR (26) estimators into our integral formula (17) to obtain the
integral IPW or DR estimators of the dose-response curve m(t) under model (13). We establish

the asymptotic theory for these integral estimators in Corollary I.1 of Section I.

Remark 7. Under usual reqularity conditions and the setting of nonparametric estimation (Wasser-

man, 2006), the rates of convergence Y1, Yo, Yen for it,pris,p in Theorem 1 and Theorem &
2

would be of order O (n_m) up to some possiblelogn factors, while the rate of convergence Y3, for

B is of order O (n_ﬁ%«i). As shown by Farrell et al. (2021); Colangelo and Lee (2020), these rates

are attainable by neural network models. Additionally, the rate of convergence Y4, for ﬁS|T can

2
be dimensionally independent and of order O ((loi"> 5) (Einmahl and Mason, 2005), while Y5,

2
for p¢ is typically of order O (n_m> (Cuevas and Fraiman, 1997; Tsybakov, 1997). Faster rates
of convergence are possible if we assume higher-order smoothness conditions and use higher-order

kernel functions.

6 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the finite-sample performances of our proposed estimators of 6(t) =
4R [Y(t)] in Section 3 and compare them with the finite-difference approach in Colangelo and Lee
(2020) under the positivity condition through simulation studies and an analysis of the Job Corps

program in the United States. Furthermore, we compare the bias-corrected estimators of #(t) in
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Section 5.1 with their counterparts via simulation studies when the positivity condition is violated.

6.1 Simulation Studies With Positivity

We generate i.i.d. observations {(Y;,T;,S;)}7, from the following data-generating model as in
Colangelo and Lee (2020); Klosin (2021):

Y = 12T + T2+ TS, +1.267S + ¢ \/0.5 + Fyon(S1), e~N(0,1), o
T = Froq) (3¢7S) =05+ 0.75E, S =(51,...8)" ~Ny(0,%), E~N(0,1),

where Fjr(1) is the CDF of N (0,1), & = (&1, ., éa)T € RY has its entry &; = %2 for j =1,...,d as
well as 3y = 1, ¥;; = 0.5 when |i — j| = 1, and ¥;; = 0 when |i — j| > 1 for 4,5 = 1,...,d. Here,
d = 20 unless stated otherwise. The dose-response curve is thus given by m(t) = 1.2t + ¢2, and our
parameter of interest is the derivative effect curve 6(t) = 1.2 + 2t.

We evaluate our proposed estimators of §(¢) in Section 3 alongside the finite-difference estima-
tor by Colangelo and Lee (2020) with 5-fold cross-fitting. In particular, we replicate their finite-
difference estimators using their neural network (NN) and kernel neural network (KNN) models for
estimating the nuisance functions u(t, s) and pr|g(t[s), which yield their best performances. Addi-
tionally, similar to the setups in Colangelo and Lee (2020); Klosin (2021), we use the Epanechnikov
kernel K(u) = 2(1 — |u]) Iyjy)<1y under a bandwidth choice h = 1.2507 - n~s, where &y is the
sample standard deviation of {717, ..., T, }. Furthermore, for our proposed estimators, the nuisance
functions pu(t,s) and j(t,s) are estimated by neural network models as well, while pp g(t[s) is
estimated by either the method of kernel density estimation (KDE) on residuals or the approach
of regressing kernel-smoothed outcomes (RKS); see Section A.3 for details. To prevent division by
zero, all estimated conditional density values prg(7i]S;),i = 1,...,n smaller than 0.001 are set to
this value. For comparison, we also implement our proposed DR estimator of #(¢) under the true
conditional density (“True”). All our DR estimators are self-normalized as described in Section A.1
to reduce their variances. The nominal levels of all the yielded pointwise confidence intervals are
set to 95%.

The simulation results are shown in Figure 2 for various sample sizes, where the estimation bi-
ases, root mean square errors (RMSEs), and coverage rates of confidence intervals are calculated by
averaging over 1000 Monte Carlo replications. Additional results when the bandwidth parameter
varies or cross-fitting is not employed are in Section B.1 and Section B.2. Unlike prior studies in
Colangelo and Lee (2020); Klosin (2021), which focus solely on ¢ = 0, our comparative simulations
evaluate 81 treatment values across t € [—2,2]. Overall, our proposed DR estimators, using ei-
ther true or KDE-estimated conditional density values, outperform the finite-difference methods of
Colangelo and Lee (2020) in terms of estimation bias while maintaining comparable RMSE. When
it comes to statistical inference, the confidence intervals from our DR estimators consistently show
better empirical coverages than those from Colangelo and Lee (2020). These performance advan-

tages of our DR estimators arise from directly estimating and inferring 6(¢) without requiring a

20



n=500 n=1000 n=2000 n=:6000

Bias for 6(t)
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Figure 2: Comparisons between our proposed estimators and the finite-difference approaches by
Colangelo and Lee (2020) (“CL20”) under positivity and with 5-fold cross-fitting across various
sample sizes. Rows present estimation bias, RMSE, and coverage probability for each estimator of
6(t), while columns correspond to different values for n.

step-size parameter for finite-difference approximations.

6.2 Simulation Studies Without Positivity

We now assess the finite-sample performances of our bias-corrected IPW and DR estimators of 6(¢)
in Section 5.1 and compare them with those counterparts in Section 3 when the positivity condition
is violated. To this end, we generate i.i.d. data {(Y;, T}, S;)}’", from the following data-generating
model

Y =T3+T?4+10S+¢, T =sin(nS)+E, S~ Uniform[—1,1] CR, (28)

where E ~ Uniform[—0.3,0.3] is an independent treatment variation and e ~ N(0,1) is an inde-
pendent noise variable. The marginal supports of T and S are 7 = [-1.3,1.3] and § = [-1,1]
respectively, while the joint support of (T, S) only covers a thin band region of the product space
T x S; see Figure 1 in Zhang et al. (2024) for illustration. The true derivative effect curve is thus
given by 6(t) = 3t> + 2t.

We evaluate our bias-corrected estimators of §(¢) in Section 5.1 on the simulated dataset, along-

side those estimators from Section 3 that assumes the positivity condition. All these estimators are
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Figure 3: Comparisons between our bias-corrected estimators (NP) in Section 5.1 and their counter-
parts (P) in Section 3 under the violation of positivity and with 5-fold cross-fitting across different
sample sizes. Rows present estimation bias, RMSE, and coverage probability for each estimator of
6(t), while columns correspond to different values for n.

assessed with 5-fold cross-fitting. Again, we use the Epanechnikov kernel K (u) = %(1 = [ul]) Lgju<1y
under a bandwidth choice h = 207 - n~%. For those estimators assuming positivity, we estimate
the nuisance functions p(t, s) and S(t, s) by neural network models in Section A.3 and utilize the
true conditional density function prg evaluated at the observations {(7;,S;)}i_,. For the bias-
corrected estimators, we estimate the joint density p(Z,s) and conditional density pgr(s|t) using
kernel density estimation with a Gaussian kernel K (u) = \/% exp (—“72) The estimated interior
densities p¢(S;|t),7 = 1,...,n are computed via the trimming method outlined in Remark 6. All
the estimators are self-normalized as described in Section A.1 to reduce their variances, and the
nominal levels of all the yielded pointwise confidence intervals are set to 95%.

The simulation results for different sample sizes are presented in Figure 3, where the estimation
biases, root mean square errors (RMSEs), and coverage rates of confidence intervals are calculated
by averaging over 1000 Monte Carlo replications. Additional results when the bandwidth parameter
varies or cross-fitting is not employed are in Section B.3 and Section B.4. The bias-corrected IPW
estimator (25) effectively reduces the estimation biases of the standard IPW estimator (7) of 6(¢)
across when the positivity condition is violated. Furthermore, the bias-corrected DR estimator
(26) achieves comparable biases and RMSEs to its standard counterpart (10), even when (10) uses

the oracle conditional density pr|g. Notably, the confidence intervals yielded by the bias-corrected
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Figure 4: Estimated derivative effect curves with 95% confidence intervals using our proposed
estimators and the finite-difference approaches by Colangelo and Lee (2020) (“CL20”) under 5-fold
cross-fitting. The vertical red dotted lines mark the original treatment range [320, 1840] analyzed
in Colangelo and Lee (2020).

DR estimator (26) exhibit better coverage probabilities compared to its counterpart (10). These
findings support the theoretical properties of our proposed bias-corrected IPW and DR estimators
in Section 5.1. Nonetheless, the bias-corrected RA estimator (16) remains the preferred choice when

it comes to estimation accuracy due to its simplicity under violations of the positivity condition.

6.3 Case Study: An Analysis of the Job Corps Program

We demonstrate the applicability of our proposed DR estimators for 6(t) by extending the analysis
of Colangelo and Lee (2020) on the Job Corps program in the United States (U.S.). This program
aims at providing academic and vocational training to U.S. legal residents aged 16-24 who come
from low-income households (Schochet et al., 2001). The data used in our analysis originated
from the National Job Corps Study, which conducted some randomized experiments on first-time
applicants in the 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia between November 1994 and
February 1996 (Schochet et al., 2008).

Numerous studies have examined the causal effects of the Job Corps program from various
angles (Flores and Flores-Lagunes, 2009; Flores et al., 2012; Huber, 2014; Lee, 2018; Huber et al.,
2020; Lee and Liu, 2024). Following Colangelo and Lee (2020), we analyze the relationship between
employment outcomes and the duration of academic and vocational training, focusing on the deriva-
tive effect curve 6(t) = £E [V (¢)]. The data sample includes 4,024 individuals who received at least
40 hours of training. The outcome variable Y represents the proportions of weeks employed in the
second year following the program assignment, and the treatment variable 7" is the total hours of
academic and vocational training received. The covariate vector S, comprising 49 socioeconomic
characteristics, ensures the validity of the ignorability assumption (Flores et al., 2012); see Table 4
in Huber et al. (2020) for detailed descriptions of the covariates. Before applying derivative effect
estimation methods, categorical covariates were converted to dummy variables, and all variables

were standardized to have mean 0 and variance 1.
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We apply our proposed DR estimator (10) with the same setup as in Section 6.1 to the stan-
dardized data, extending the range of queried treatment values from [320, 1840] to [40,4000]. For
consistency, we use the same bandwidth parameter h = 223 and apply the neural network model
for conditional density estimation as in Colangelo and Lee (2020). The estimated derivative effect
curves with 95% confidence intervals under 5-fold cross-fitting are shown in Figure 4. Overall, our
DR estimator produces similar patterns to the finite-difference estimates from Colangelo and Lee
(2020). However, our confidence intervals are more conservative and include 0 for nearly all treat-
ment values, suggesting insufficient evidence to confirm the program’s effectiveness. Additional

results when cross-fitting is not employed are shown in Section B.5.

7 Discussion

In summary, this paper studies nonparametric DR inference methods for the derivative function
of the dose-response curve with and without the positivity condition. We establish the asymptotic
properties of our proposed estimators under mild conditions, permitting the use of machine learning
methods for nuisance function estimation with cross-fitting. Furthermore, our identification theory
and refinements of IPW and DR estimators without positivity open up a novel link between the
dose-response curve inference challenge and the nonparametric set estimation problem. Simulation
studies and empirical applications demonstrate the advantages of our DR estimator over the existing
finite-difference method for derivative effect inference. This work also highlights several avenues
for future research.

1. Efficiency theory for DR estimators: As discussed in Section 1.2, the derivative effect
curve 6(t) is not pathwise differentiable relative to a nonparametric model (Bickel, 1982; Bickel
et al., 1998). A promising direction for future work is to define a sequence of smoothed parameters
approximating #(t) through kernel smoothing, each pathwise differentiable (van der Laan et al.,
2018), and derive their efficient influence functions. Investigating the alignment of these kernel-
smoothed efficient influence functions with the asymptotic linear forms derived in Theorem 1 and
Theorem 5 would provide deeper theoretical insights.

2. Bias correction for DR estimators: As shown in Theorem 1 and Theorem 5, our DR
estimators of A(¢) contain bias terms of order O(h?). These biases become asymptotically negligible
when the bandwidth is chosen as h =< n~5 that matches up the standard rate of convergence for
nonparametric regression. To guarantee valid inference, an alternative approach is to explicitly
estimate and correct these bias terms, as demonstrated by Calonico et al. (2018); Cheng and Chen
(2019); Takatsu and Westling (2024). A rigorous investigation of this bias-corrected approach for
our DR estimators would be a valuable direction for future research.

3. Derivative estimation in other causal contexts: Our proposed DR inference methods
for 6(t) can be naturally extended to conduct inference on other causal estimands of interest, such
as the instantaneous causal effect %E [Y(t)|S = s] (Stolzenberg, 1980; Ratkovic and Tingley, 2017)

or the marginal direct and indirect effects in causal mediation analysis (Huber et al., 2020).
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A Practical Considerations

In this section, we outline some practical aspects involved in implementing our proposed estimators

of dose-response and derivative effect curves.

A.1 Self-Normalized IPW Estimators

The classical IPW estimators of m(t) and 6(¢) suffer from the variance blowup when some estimated
conditional densities ppg(7;|S;),i = 1,...,n are close to 0. While truncating these estimates in a
threshold value can reduce the instability of IPW estimators (Branson et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2024),
determining the appropriate threshold value in practice is not straightforward. Alternatively, one
can reduce the variances of IPW estimators and maintain its consistency by implementing the self-
normalized version of IPW estimators (Swaminathan and Joachims, 2015; Kallus and Zhou, 2018).
This idea was originally from the importance sampling literature (Trotter and Tukey, 1956) and
also known as Héjek estimator (Godambe and Joshi, 1965).

e Estimators Under Positivity: For the IPW estimator (3) of m(t), its self-normalized

version takes the form

n Y;'K<Tih_t>
fnomm (1) — mipw (t) _ Zi:l pr|s(Ti]Si) (29)
o KO0) g KO

R 2j=1 Fris (TS 2ai=l Fris(T5IS,)

The self-normalized IPW estimator (29) maintains the consistency of the original IPW estimator
(3), because py|g is a consistent estimator of prg and the (oracle) denominator of (29) has its

expectation as:

1]22“; ( ) _1/7— m.p(tbsl)dsldtl

h Jrxs pris(tils1)

= K(u)-ps(s1)dsidu =1
RxS



under Assumption A5.

Similarly, for the IPW estimator (7) of 6(t), its self-normalized version can be written as:

s B R(5)

horm é\IPW(t) i=1 pris(Ti|Ss)
HIPVV( ) = K(Tj—t = Tli{ R (30)
Lo R Koh 3" A<7h>
nh £=j=1 pps(T5]S;)) 2 J=1 p75(T51S;)

This self-normalized technique can also be applied to the IPW component of the DR estimators (4)

and (10) to stabilize their variances, leading to self-normalized DR estimators of m(t) and 6(t) as

s i—actSolK (5) .
~norm i=1 pr|s(T:|Si) 1 ~
mpg (t) = Ll +- E fi(t, S;) (31)

o x0T

=1 pp|5(Ty1S5)

and N - T
- [Yimfi(t,80)—(1-0)-B(e,89)] (5 ) < (L) .
Anorm i=1 prs(TilS:) 1 )
o) = £ B s, (32)
n h =1
K2h 3 i1 BTy T8)

respectively. Compared to (11), the estimated asymptotic variance of the self-normalized DR

estimator (32) thus becomes

2
. 1 n nh'¢h,t K,E?Shﬁ?B?ﬁT|S -~ norm
Vot =3 ( (O ) oV B s) B o 69
i= n h
! 225=1 Frs TS

e Estimators Without Positivity: For the bias-corrected IPW estimator (25) of 0(t), we

also adopt the self-normalized technique to deduce that

Bisgiy () = ——Coiewlt) ____ e R en
K(B) esil K (S5 ) Pe(S; 1)
nh EJ 1 p(T;,5;) 2hzi 1 p(T5,5;)

The self-normalized IPW estimator (34) again maintains the consistency of the original IPW esti-
mator (25), because p, p¢ are consistent estimators of p, pc respectively and the (oracle) denominator

of (34) has its expectation as:

1 t—t
— = — K D t)dsydt
B g |k () e



under Assumption A5.

Analogously, the self-normalized bias-corrected DR estimator of 6(t) is given by

) [Yi—ﬁ(t,si)—(Ti_t)'a(t7Si)](Tih7t>K(Tih7t) (Silt)

2ie TS
fen(t) = == 1G] / B(t,s)-De(slt)ds,  (35)
n o K(F5)Besin
K?Qh Zj:l W

whose estimated asymptotic variance becomes

2
1 n Nh'¢0,h,t (K?Tmsﬂﬁaﬁaﬁvﬁz)

Veo(t) = —
C,O() P . K(Tjh7t>'ﬁg(sj‘|t)
i TS

Vi [ [ Bit.s) -ttty ds = Bemt)

A.2 Implementation of Proposed Estimators in Section 3 with Cross-Fitting

We explain the implementation details for our proposed estimators of 6(¢) in Section 3 with cross-
fitting (Schick, 1986; Newey and Robins, 2018; Chernozhukov et al., 2018) as follows. The same
procedures can be applied to the estimators of m(t) in Section 2.1 as well.

1. Partitioning the Data: The observed data {(Y;,T;, S;)};", are partitioned into L distinct
subsets of approximately equal size. Commonly, the 5-fold (L = 5) or 10-fold (L = 10) cross-fitting
is applied in practice, and no cross-fitting is used when L = 1 by convention. Let I,,/ =1, ..., L be
the index sets of such a partition so that UL I, = {1,...,n}.

2. Estimating the Nuisance Functions: For each index set I;, we estimate the nuisance
functions p, B, pr|s using the observations that are not in Ij; see Section A.3 for details. The
estimated nuisance functions are denoted by ZZ(Z), B\(f),ﬁ(ﬁs, respectively, for £ = 1,..., L. Recall
that p(t, s) is the conditional mean outcome function, (¢, s) is the partial derivative of p(t, s) with
respect to t, and pr|g(t|s) is the conditional density function of 7" given S = s.

3. Constructing the Final Estimators: The RA, IPW, and DR estimators of §(¢) under

cross-fitting are given by

Ora(t) ZZB“ (t, S;)

Z 1 lelg

Ti—t) ¢ (L=t
HIPW nhQZZ <A(2) (h),

¢=1iel, K2~ pT\S(Ti|Si)

Opr(t) = 1ZL:Z <%) Ij (%> [Yz A, 8;) — (T —t) - B, 8;)| + h- B¢, Sy)
(=i, | B2 'ﬁ(TRs(ﬂwi)

S
>

)



where the bandwidth parameter h > 0 is chosen beforehand. The estimated asymptotic variance

of §DR(t) under cross-fitting is given by

= LSS Lo (30 To 8070, B0 5805 + VAR [0, 80 )] . (3)

E 1 ZEIg

The self-normalized technique in Section A.1 can be applied to these cross-fitted estimators accord-

ingly.

A.3 Nuisance Function Estimation

The implementation of the DR estimator (10) of (¢) in Section 3 requires the estimation of three
nuisance functions: (i) the conditional mean outcome function u(t,s) =E (Y |T' =1t,S = s); (ii) the
partial derivative function §(¢, s) = at“(t s); and (iii) the conditional density pr|g(t|s). Below, we
discuss how these nuisance functions are estimated in our numerical experiments of Section 6.

e Estimations of yu(¢,s) and §(t,s): We apply a fully connected neural network model with
two hidden layers of size 100 x 50 and use the sigmoid linear unit function u H% as the
activation function to ensure the smoothness of resulting estimators ji(¢,s) and 5(t,s). Other
choices of the neural network architectures and activation functions also works for our proposed
DR estimator (10). Theoretically, Theorem 1 in Farrell et al. (2021) and Section 3.1 in Colangelo
and Lee (2020) discuss some regularity conditions under which our requirements on the rates of
convergence are satisfied by neural network models. Practically, our neural network model is
implemented via PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019), and we use its automatic differentiation engine
(Paszke et al., 2017) to compute the estimated partial derivative 3 (t,s) from the fitted conditional
mean outcome function (¢, s). In contrast to numerical differentiation, automatic differentiation
offers the key advantage of being hyperparameter-free and inherently accurate to working precision
(Baydin et al., 2018; Blondel and Roulet, 2024). Recently, it has been employed to compute
the semi-parametric or non-parametric efficient influence function for any statistical functional
(Luedtke, 2024).

e Estimation of prg(t[s): Given the data-generating model (27), we consider two different

methods for estimating the conditional density pp s(t|s) with kernel smoothing techniques.

1. Method 1 (Kernel density estimation (KDE) on residuals): Notice that the relationship be-
tween the covariate vector S and the treatment variation variable E is additive in model (27),
i.e.,

3¢TSs 2
T =gs(S)+ge(E) with gs(S)= \/%/ exp (_u2> du—0.5 and ¢gg(F)=0.75E.

In addition, the regression function of T against S is given by E (T|S =s) = gs(s). To
estimate the regression function gg, we can apply any machine learning method to the data

{(T3, Si) }, using cross-fitting. In the actual implementation, we use a neural network model



with one hidden layer of size 20 and rectified linear unit function v +— max{0,u} as the

activation function. Based on the fitted regression function gg, we construct an estimator of

pris(t|s) as

zn:K [t—gs s) — (T; — gs(Si))

(t
pT|S ‘ h he Y

where the kernel function K, and bandwidth k. > 0 may differ from those in our DR estimator
(10). It is worth noting that the observations {17 — gs(S1), .. —9s(Sp)} are not i.i.d.,
necessitating additional analysis for asymptotic theory and bandw1dth selection (Hart and
Vieu, 1990; Meloche, 1990). For simplicity, we use the Epanechnikov kernel K. (u )

e
lul) L{jy <1y and choose the bandwidth via Silverman’s rule of thumb as he = (%) nfé,

where o, is the sample standard deviation of {17 — gs(S1), -. —gs(Sp)}

2. Method 2 (Regression on kernel-smoothed outcomes (RKS)) The validity of Method 1 re-
lies on the additive relation between S and FE in the model for T. Since this additive
structure may not hold in general, we consider another kernel smoothing method for esti-
mating pr|g(t|s). Specifically, we estimate a kernel-smoothed regression function g(t,s) =
E [KT (T t> ‘S = s] by regressing kernel-smoothed outcomes {KT <Th:t> }n . against the
covariate vectors {S;};" ; via any machine learning method. The fitted kernel-smoothed re-

gression function g(t, s) is a consistent estimator of Pr|S (t|s) when the regression method is

accurate, because

se=s [ (1) o=
N / Ky <tlh_t> pris(tils) dty

/K pT|St+’LLh‘ )

2h2

/K [pT|s t|s) + uhy - pipg(tls) + —= - pyg(tls) +o (h7) | du

= pris(tls) + O (h?)
— prs(t]s)

as h, — 0 under Assumptions A4 and A5(a-b). In the actual implementation, we again use
a neural network model with one hidden layer of size 20 and rectified linear unit function
u — max{0,u} as the activation function. Here, the kernel function K, and bandwidth
hy > 0 can be different from those in our DR estimator (10). To ensure a relatively large

effective sample size for fitting g, we use the Gaussian kernel K, (u) = \/% exp (—”—22) and

~ 1
choose the bandwidth by Silverman’s rule of thumb as h, = (%) 5 aTnfé, where o is the
sample standard deviation of {77, ..., T, }.

Besides that, Klosin (2021) proposed another method with kernel smoothing that directly esti-



mates the reciprocal m of the conditional density using a minimum distance Lasso approach
(Chernozhukov et al., 2022). This method employs polynomial basis functions of the covariate
vector S and a kernel-smoothed Lo loss function. We briefly experimented with this approach and
found that its performance and computational efficiency are inferior to the two methods above. In
addition, this approach is very sensitive to the choice of its tuning parameter as shown in Section

6 of Klosin (2021). Thus, we choose not to report its results.

B Additional Simulation Results

This section provides supplementary simulation results assessing the impact of varying the band-
width parameter on the performance of our proposed estimators of 6(¢) and the finite-difference
method by Colangelo and Lee (2020). Furthermore, we evaluate the finite-sample performances of
our proposed estimators without cross-fitting in both simulation studies and the empirical analysis
of the U.S. Job Corps Program dataset.

B.1 Simulation Studies With Positivity Across Different Bandwidth Choices

We follow the same data-generating process and experimental setup in Section 6.1 to evaluate
the performances of different estimators of #(t) under the positivity condition, varying the band-
width parameter h. In line with the bandwidth choices in Colangelo and Lee (2020); Klosin
(2021), we examine four scaling factors for the bandwidth parameter as h = C}, - o - n~5 with
Cr €{0.75,1,1.25,1.5}, where o7 is the sample standard deviation of {71, ..., T}, }. For supplemen-
tary purposes, we only present the simulation results with 5-fold cross-fitting when the sample size
is n = 4000 in Figure 5. The results are mostly consistent with our findings in Section 6.1. Our pro-
posed DR estimators, leveraging either true or KDE-estimated conditional densities, demonstrate
lower estimation biases and superior empirical coverage probabilities for their confidence intervals
compared to the finite-difference method of Colangelo and Lee (2020). At the same time, they
maintain RMSEs that are comparable to the finite-difference method. This additional results fur-
ther demonstrate the robustness of our proposed DR estimator (10) to variations in its bandwidth

parameter.

B.2 Simulation Studies With Positivity and No Cross-Fitting

For exploratory purposes, we conduct additional simulations to compare the performances of our
proposed estimators of 6(t) in Section 3 with the finite-difference method by Colangelo and Lee
(2020) when cross-fitting is not employed.

We replicate the experimental setup in Section 6.1 to generate the simulation results shown
in Figure 6 across various sample sizes without using any cross-fitting. When the sample size is
small, our proposed DR estimators without cross-fitting exhibit lower RMSEs but higher estimation
biases than the finite-difference method by Colangelo and Lee (2020), resulting in inferior empirical

coverage probabilities for the associated confidence intervals. However, as the sample size increases,
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Figure 5: Comparisons between our proposed estimators and the finite-difference approaches by
Colangelo and Lee (2020) (“CL20”) under positivity and with 5-fold cross-fitting across different
bandwidth values (h). Rows present estimation bias, RMSE, and coverage probability for each
estimator of 6(t), while columns correspond to different scaling factors for h.

the estimation biases of our DR estimators diminish, and the empirical coverage probabilities of
their confidence intervals improve, ultimately surpassing the finite-sample performance of the finite-
difference method by Colangelo and Lee (2020).

These results without cross-fitting again highlight the practical utility of our proposed estimators
in Section 3 under the positivity condition. However, developing rigorous theoretical guarantees
for these estimators without cross-fitting is beyond the scope of this paper and will be addressed

in future work.

B.3 Simulation Studies Without Positivity Across Different Bandwidth Choices

We adopt the same data-generating process and experimental setup in Section 6.2 to evaluate the
performances of different estimators of §(t) under various choices of the bandwidth parameter with-
out assuming the positivity condition. Specifically, we test four scaling factors for the bandwidth
parameter as h = Cy, - o - n~% with Cr €{0.75,1,1.5,2}, where o7 is the sample standard devia-
tion of {11, ..., T, }. For supplementary purposes, we only present the simulation results with 5-fold
cross-fitting when the sample size is n = 2000 in Figure 7. Again, our proposed bias-corrected

estimators of 6(t) demonstrate significant improvements by reducing bias and enhancing the em-
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Figure 6: Comparisons between our proposed estimators and the finite-difference approaches by
Colangelo and Lee (2020) (“CL20”) under positivity and without cross-fitting across various sample
sizes. Rows present estimation bias, RMSE, and coverage probability for each estimator of 6(t),
while columns correspond to different values for n. This figure follows an identical simulation setup
as Figure 2 but without using any cross-fitting.

pirical coverage probabilities of the resulting confidence intervals compared to their counterparts

in Section 3 across various bandwidth parameter choices.

B.4 Simulation Studies Without Positivity and No Cross-Fitting

For exploratory purposes, we conduct additional simulations for our bias-corrected estimators of
0(t) in Section 5.1 when the positivity condition is violated and cross-fitting is not employed.
Using the same experimental setup described in Section 6.2, we generate simulation results,
shown in Figure 8, across various sample sizes without using any cross-fitting. As expected, the
estimation biases and RMSEs of our bias-corrected estimators improve as the sample size increases,
consistently outperforming their standard counterparts. However, in comparison to the results
obtained with 5-fold cross-fitting in Figure 3, the performance of our bias-corrected estimators
without cross-fitting deteriorates, particularly in terms of the empirical coverage probabilities of
the resulting confidence intervals. These results consolidate the need of cross-fitting for constructing

our bias-corrected estimators as Theorem 5 suggests.
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Figure 7: Comparisons between our bias-corrected estimators (NP) in Section 5.1 and their coun-
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bandwidth values (h). Rows present estimation bias, RMSE, and coverage probability for each
estimator of 6(t), while columns correspond to different scaling factors for h.

B.5 Analysis of the Job Corps Program With No Cross-fitted Estimators

Finally, we explore the behaviors of our proposed DR estimator (10) and the finite-difference method
by Colangelo and Lee (2020) when cross-fitting is not employed. Following the same analysis
pipeline described in Section 6.3, but without employing cross-fitting, we produce the results shown
in Figure 9. Interestingly, our DR estimator without cross-fitting reveals some distinct trends
compared to its counterpart with 5-fold cross-fitting. Specifically, it suggests a positive impact on
employment during the first 20 weeks (~ 800 hours), diminishing benefits after 23 weeks (~ 920
hours), and statistically significant negative effects beyond 43 weeks (~ 1720 hours). These trends
align with prior research (e.g., Figure 2 of Lee 2009), which documented short-term negative impacts
of the program on employment propensities (104 weeks after the program assignment). However,
it is worth mentioning that the analysis in Lee (2009) was based on a binary treatment variable
of being in the program or not. Since we do not establish any theoretical guarantees for our DR
estimator of A(t) when cross-fitting is not applied in this paper, more thorough investigations are

necessary in the future to substantiate these short-term negative impacts of the Job Corps program.
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Figure 8: Comparisons between our bias-corrected estimators (NP) in Section 5.1 and their coun-
terparts (P) in Section 3 under the violation of positivity and without cross-fitting across different
sample sizes. Rows present estimation bias, RMSE, and coverage probability for each estimator of
0(t), while columns correspond to different values for n. This figure follows an identical simulation
setup as in Figure 3 but without using any cross-fitting.

C Identification of m(t) and 6(¢t) Under the Additive Confounding
Model (13)

Proposition C.1 (Identifications of m(t) and 6(t)). Suppose that Assumptions Al(a-c) and A4(c)
holds under model (13). Then, for anyt € T with psr(s[t) > 0 for some s € S, we have that

o(t) = m'(t) = E [;u(T, S)’T - t] ,

where u(t,s) = E(Y|T =t,8 = s). If, in addition, the marginal support T of pr(t) is connected,

fher m(t):IE[YJr/TtH(?)df] :E{Y—F/TtIE[;M(T,S)‘T:;] d?}'

Proof of Proposition C.1. We first study the identification of 6(¢). By (14), 6(¢t) = m/(t), and
the conditional mean outcome function pu(t,s) = E (Y|T =t,8 = s) = m(t) + n(s) is well-defined
within the support J of the joint density p(t,s). In particular, for any ¢t € T with pgp(s[t) > 0
for some s € S, we know that p(¢,s) > 0 so that %u(t,g) = m/(t) is also well-defined for these

11
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Figure 9: Estimated derivative effect curves with 95% confidence intervals using our proposed
estimators and the finite-difference approaches by Colangelo and Lee (2020) (“CL20”) without
cross-fitting. The vertical red dotted lines mark the original treatment range [320, 1840] analyzed
in Colangelo and Lee (2020). This figure follows an identical analysis pipeline as in Figure 4 but
without using any cross-fitting.

s € S(t). Furthermore, under Assumption A4(c), the support S(t) of the conditional distribution

ps|r(8[t) is non-degenerate (i.e., has nonzero Lebesgue measure). Thus,

o(t) = m'(t) = E [;M(T, 5)(T - t]

is valid.

As for the identification of m(t), we apply the fundamental theorem of calculus and argue that

m(t) = m(T) —I-/T 6(t) dt.

Taking the expectation over T yields that

m(t):E[m(TH/te(?)d?] :E{YJr/tIE[gt,u(T,S))T:?] d?},

T T

where the second equality follows from the fact that E[m(T)] = E[m(T)] + E[n(S)] = E(Y) by
(14). Here, the connectedness of 7 ensures that the integration of #(t) is only over the region where
it is identifiable. When 7 has multiple connected components, the integral formula (15) as well

as the observations should be restricted to the connected component in which the point of interest
t €T lies. O

D Asymptotic Differences Between Two Variants of IPW Estima-

tors

In this section, we study the asymptotic differences between the IPW estimators when the inverse

probability weights are evaluated at the sample points (7}, S;),i = 1,...,n or at the (query) points

12



(t,8;),i = 1,...,n. Specifically, for estimating the dose-response curve m(t), we have two variants
of the IPW estimators as (3) and (5). Similarly, for estimating the derivative effect 6(t) = m/(t),
we also consider two different versions of the IPW estimators as (7) and (8). For the sake of
illustrations, we assume that the conditional density pr|s is known and only consider the oracle
IPW estimators.

D.1 Asymptotic Difference Between IPW Estimators (3) and (5) of m(t)

We define the difference between two oracle IPW estimators of m(t) as:

~ _ 1 1 T, —t
Brewm(t) = Mrewa(t) = Faew () nhz[pmurs*) pﬂs(msz-)]“'K( ) @

Proposition D.1. Suppose that Assumptions A3, A4, A5, and A2 hold under the general model

(1). Then, for any fized t € T, we have that
o) o) 9?2
t|.S) - t, S t,S) - t|.S
50118 (t1S) - 51t S)  u(t,S) - 5zrms(t]S) oM + Op (\/E)

pris(t]S) 2p7s(t]S)

= O(hz) + Op (\/E)

as h — 0 and n — 0.

Arpwm(t) = h2ky - E [

Proof of Proposition D.1. By Chebyshev’s inequality, we know that

Arpwm(t) =E [ﬁle,m(t)} + ﬁlpwm(t) —E [AIPW,m(t)}

= E[Apwm(t)] +0p <\/ Var [&Pw,m(t)D .

On one hand, we calculate that

E [&Pw,m(t)}

B E{ ; [stlms> st<1T|s>] vk <Th t>}

tq

[nttn8) & (1) pms(als) dn

=E

{ |:pTS #S)  pris(talS)
{ {st (t+uhlS) 1} u(t +uh, S) - K (u) du}
el

1=

E
pris(t]S)

2
uh - Bpris(tlS) + S Zopris(t]S)
pris(t|S)

=

E

+ O(h?)

u?h? o2

X [,u(t, S) + uh - g,u(t, S) + T@u(t, S) + O(h3)] K(u) du}

ot
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+ O(h?)

2
o [Bens(1S) - Gu(t.8) | p(t.9) - Fapris(tlS)
e /{2 . E +
prs(tS) 2prs(t]S)
while (ii) applies Taylor’s expansions on ppjs and p

t1—t
h

where (i) uses a change of variable u =
under Assumptions A3 and A4. On the other hand, we also compute that

Var [AIPW,m(t)}
1 1 1 T—1
= — . Var — Y. K
nh? {[pT|S(t|S) pT|s(T|SJ ( h >}
(m) 1 1 1 r I (T—t) <h4>
= : VK2 ()b +0(—
{ prs(t]S) pT\S(T‘S) h n
1 2
t+uh, 8)* + 0% K*(u) - t+ uh
{ s~ st aEy] )+ ) i+ )
u?h? 52 3]
w 1 - Gpnis(t1S) + 2 Foprs(t1S) + O]
= — Nt + uh, 8)% + 02 K2(u) du
wh 72,5 (1S) - pris(t + uhlS) it ;e 1)
| t|S t, S 2 2
b [ [ orprs@S)* [u(t. S + ) co()
n pr1s(t]S) n
where (iii) leverages our above calculation on E [Klpwym(t)} = O(h?), (iv) applies a change of
variable under model (1), and (v) utilizes Taylor’s expansion on py|g under Assumption A4
In total, we conclude that
Arpwm(t) =E [AIPW,m(t)} +Op <\/Var [&PW,m(U])
0 92
£ t|S) - S u(t, S t,S) &% t|.S
oy [ HtS): 0 8) p8)- arrsttS)] oo,
pris(t|S) 2p7s(t]S) n
= O(h?) + Op (W)
n
as h — 0 and n — oco. The result follows O
D.2 Asymptotic Difference Between IPW Estimators (7) and (8) of 0(t)
t) as:
i —t K T,—t

We define the difference between two oracle IPW estimators of 6(t)

1
pris(Ti|Si)

Arpw o(t) = Oipw a(t) — Opw (t) ~ nh Z [pﬂs(t\s)

~ ot
Proposition D.2. Suppose that Assumptions A3, A4, A5, and A2 hold under the general model
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(1). Then, for any fized t € T, we have that

Ruewa(t) = E [u(t,8)- 5 logpris(lS)]

h2 K4
2/€2

+ O(hs) +Op (\/E)
E [mt, s). gtlogpmw] O+ 0p (ﬁ)

as h — 0 and nh — oo.

52 P 2t 8) - aing‘S(ﬂS) u(t, S) - isz|S(t’S)
E t, S lo tS) + & = o
521t S) - 5 logpris(tlS) pris(t]S) 3pris(tS)

Proof of Proposition D.2. By Chebyshev’s inequality, we know that
Arpwo(t) =E [&Pw,e(t)] + Appwo(t) — E [AIPW,O(t)}

_E [&Pw,g(t)] +O0p <\/Var [&Pw,g(t)}) .

On one hand, we calculate that

E [AIPW,G(t)}

(U G 2V L
pT|s(t|S) pris(T|S) h - ko

(t1]S) t1,S) (B5) K (Lt
_E pT|S 1|5) 1#(17 )(h?) (h)dtl
pT|S (t]S) h - ko

(—E{ [pTS (t +uh|S) B 1] p(t+uh,S) - u- K(u) du}

pT\S (t|S) h - k2
) g { - Gipris(t1S) + 5= Zapris(tS) + 4= Sapris(tS) + O(h*)

pris(tlS)
u?h? 92

u(t, S) +

X [,u(t,S)—i—uh-a

2 (t,S) + O(h3)] u- K(u) du}

2 @M h'lﬁg

=E {M(t,s) : g long|s(t|5)]

h2ky

52 P %M(ta S) - %pﬂs(ﬂs) u(t, S) - %;pT|s(t\5)
2K9

+ t. S lo t|.S) +
a2t S) - 5 logpris(tlS) prs(t1S) 3prs(tlS)

-E

+O(h%),

where (i) uses a change of variable u = % while (ii) applies Taylor’s expansions on pr|g and p

15



under Assumptions A3 and A4. On the other hand, we also compute that

Var [AIPW 0 )

pT|s t\S ~ pris(T1S)

t
{LT i et} o (i)

1 r [T, 8) +0%] ()" K2 (T3) } o (;)

W E { [pT|S(t|S) prs(T'|S)

(v) 1 /[ 1 1 r [u(t + uh, 8)? + 0%] u? K (u) (1)
= o B - : t+uh|S)duy +0 (=
nh? { r [p1s(tlS)  pris(t+ uhl|S) 2 pris( S) -

2
W 1 ]E{/ [Uh 2 pris(tS) + 72 tsz|s(t|5) wh %PT|s(t|S)+O(7’L4)}
R pT‘s(ﬂS) -pris(t + uhlS)

y [t + uh, 8)? + o] W K2(u) du} e (1)

(iif)

2
Ka

_n .E{ [ ogpris (1)) [n(t S + o] } +0 <i’,> ,

nh - k3 pris(tlS)

where (iii) leverages our above calculation on E [zlpwyg (t)} = O(1), (iv) applies a change of variable
under model (1), and (v) utilizes Taylor’s expansion on pp|g under Assumption A4.

In total, we conclude that

Arpwo(t) =E [AIPW,G(t)} +Op <\/Var [&PW,@U)D

=E [u(t, S) - gt 10ng|S(tS)]

52 9 %M(ta S) - %pT‘S(t]S) u(t, S) - %pT|S(t’S)

h2ky
E | ut,8) Lo #S) +
gt 5) - 5y loepris({]S) prs(15) 3pr5(115)

2/4,2

+O(h*) + Op ( nlh>

~E [u(t, S) - aIOgPT|S(tS)] +O(h%) + Op ( nlh>

ot

as h — 0 and nh — oco. The result follows. O

Remark D.1. Given our convergence analysis for é\lpw(t) i Theorem 1, one can easily calculate
that the non-vanishing bias term E [u(t, S) - % log prs(t|S)] for Arpw o(t) in Proposition D.2 re-
sults from the IPW estimator %pw,z(t) in (8). Therefore, unless u(t,s) =0 or 5 long|5(t]8) =0,
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the IPW estimator (8) of 0(t) is asymptotically biased and inconsistent.

E Consistency of Estimating m(¢) Under Positivity

In this section, we review and prove the consistency results of mga (t), mpw (t), and mpgr(t) in (2),

(3), (4) for estimating the dose-response curve t — m(t) = E[Y (¢)] under the positivity condition.

Proposition E.1 (Consistency of Estimating m(t) Under Positivity). Suppose that Assumptions A1,
A3, A4, Ab, and A2 hold under the general model (1) and i, pr|g are constructed on a data sample
independent of {(Y;, T;, Si)}i—y. For any fired t € T, we let i(t,s) and prs(t|s) be fived bounded

functions to which Ji(t, s) and pr|s(t|s) converge under the rates of convergence as:

[t 8) = it Sz, = Op (T1a)  and  swp |[Pris(ulS) = pris(ulS)||,, = Or (Tan).

|lu—t]

where Y1, Y2, — 0 as n — co. Then, as h — 0 and nh — oo, we have that

ira(t) — m(t) = Op (TM +||at, S) — p(t, S)|,, + \}ﬁ) ,

N 1 _
mpw (t) —m(t) = O(h?) + Op (\/ —+ Ty, + SUthpﬂs(U\S) —pT|s(U!S)HL2> :

lu—t|<
If, in addition, we assume that
(a) pris satisfies Assumptions A4 and A2;
(b) either (i) “ji=p” or “prig = pris” almost surely;
(c) Vh|[ilt, ) — u(t, S)l, 5uppu_si<i | [Prys(ulS) — pris(lS)]],, = or(1),

then
Vnh [iipg(t) — m(t)] = \}ﬁ > {m,t (Y3, To, Si; 11, prys) + VR [a(t, Si) — E [u(t, S)H} +op(1)
=1

)

when nh® — ¢y for some finite number cy > 0, where ¢, (Y, T, S; ﬂ,ﬁT‘S) = Vhors@15) Y — n(t, S)]
and
Vi [pr (t) = m(t) = BB (t)] 5 N (0, V(1))

with Vi (t) = E [@bi,t (v,T,S; /_%15T|S)} and

2 _
52 g {2§t#(t,s)'§tpzrs(tIS)-i-pTs(t|S_)[§t2/*(tvs)_2aat long\S(“S)'%“(t’S)] } when i = p,
5 B 5 pr|s(t|S)
m(t) -
5 _
%2 . Eg [%u(t, S)} when pris = prs-

17



Remark E.1 (Uniform asymptotic theory for estimating m(t)). If we assume that

supser |[1(t, S) — i(t, S)|lp, = Op(T1n),
supyer | |Pris(tS) —ﬁT\S(ﬂS)HL2 =O0p(T2n),
Vnhsup,er |[1i(t, S) — u(t, S|, ||Pris(t]S) —PT|s(t\S)HL2 = op(1),

then the pointwise convergence results in Proposition E.1 can be strengthened to the uniform ones;

see our side notes in the proof below.

Proof of Proposition E.1. We derive the rates of convergence of mga (t) given by (2) and mpw(t)
given by (3) in Section E.1 and Section E.2, respectively. We also prove the asymptotic linearity,

double robustness, and asymptotic normality of mpg(t) given by (4) in Section E.3.

E.1 Rate of Convergence of mga(t)

Firstly, we derive the rate of convergence for mpa(t) in (2). Notice that

Ara(t) = () = 3" 7(t, ) ~ B [ult, S1)
i=1

n n

= % > [t Si) = i, 1)) + % > [alt. 85) = pt, S+ % > {u(t, Si) —E[u(t, S}

i=1 i=1

Term I Term II Term IIT
e Term I: By Markov’s inequality (and Hélder’s inequality), we know that

1n
Term I <~ [a(t, S;) — f(t, S;
erm Sl \u(t, S;) — i(t, S;)|

= OP (E ’//Z(t7 Sl) - ﬂ(t Sl)|) = OP (||ﬁ(t7 S) - la(t7 S)||L2) = OP (Tl,n) .

e Term II: We similarly derive that
1, _
Term T1< 3" [5(t, 51) — u(t, 8)| = Op (I(t, 8) ~ (¢, S)]|1,) -
=1

e Term III: By the central limit theorem and the boundedness of p(t,s) on 7 x S under
Assumption A3, we know that

1 & 1
Term III = — E {p(t,S;) —Eu(t,S)]}=0p | —|.
n £ H H P(\/ﬁ>

As a side note, under Assumption A3, we know that |u(t1,s) — u(te,s)| < Ailt; — to| for some
absolute constant A; > 0. Together with the compactness of T and Example 19.7 in van der Vaart
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(1998), we also deduce that

sup |—
teT

Z{u (t.5) <t,si>1}' —0r ().

In summary, we conclude that

fia (1) = m(t) = O (To + 1a(t, ) = e, S)lg, + )

E.2 Rate of Convergence of mpw(?)

Secondly, we derive the rate of convergence for mipw(t) in (3). Note that

7/‘r\llpw (t) — m(t)

= mipw (t) — m(t) + mpw (t) — mipw(t)

K (") k(%) 1o K (%)
_nthﬂS(T\S) Yi —Elu(t, S1) nthT‘ST\S) m_%izlpﬂs(msi)%’

Term IV Term V

T;—t
where mipw (t) = = >0, pTi(J,“LS)YZ is the oracle IPW estimator of m(t) defined in (18). We
shall handle Term IV and Term V in Section E.2.1 and Section E.2.2, respectively.

E.2.1 Rate of Convergence of Term IV for mpw/(t)

Under model (1) as well as Assumptions A3 and A5, we calculate the bias of mpw(t) as:

E [mipw (t)] — m(2)

1 K (%)
hprs(@S)

—E [M(tv Sl)]

1 K (“%5)
= / —— = pltn, 1) - p(ta, s1) dtadsy — E [u(t, S1)]
sxT pris(tils1)

//K p(t + uh, s1) - ps(s1) duds; — E [u(t, S1)]
ii d 2h? 92
(i )//K [ (t,s1) + uh - Pl u(t,s1) + u2 GtQ’u (t, s1 ] (s1) dudsy — E [u(t, S1)]
(iii) h? 02
= /M(t,sl)-ps(sl)dsl wu(t, S1)] //K 2 8752/uc(t s1) - ps(s1) dudsy
S
= O(h?),
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where (i) uses a change of variable u = %, (ii) applies Taylor’s expansion with some ¢ that

lies between ¢ and ¢ 4+ wh, and (iii) utilizes the properties of the second-order kernel function K.

Similarly, we compute the variance of mpw(t) as

Var [ﬁllpw (t)]

« ()
1
= — - Var Ay

nh? prs(TilSi) "
2
T;— T,—
1 K? (Tt> 1 K (Tt>
=5 E| s VP - o (E | Y
nh [pr5(Ti|Si)] nh pris(Ti|Si)
1 K2 bt E th 2 h2
= F #)2 . [M(tl,SI)Q + 0’2] .p(th 31) dt1ds; — M +0 <>
= JsxT [pT|s(t1|31)} n n

1
- - [u(t +uh, 81)* + 0*] ps(s1) duds +O<>
//PT|S t+uh\sl) [t +uh, 81)* + 0°] ps(s1) duds, -

ii) KZ(U) |: 2 0
= — t,81)° +2uh - p(t”, s1) - —pu(t’, s1) + 2} s1) duds
nh/S/Rpﬂs(tSl)JFUh'gtst(t/SQ p(t, s1) uh - 1) 8t'u( 1) + 07| ps(s1) duds;

1
+0<>
n
i) 1 K?(u)
nh Js Jr pris(t[s1)

vy (1
Yo (i)

where (i) uses a change of variable u = 2~ and the boundedness of x(t, s), (ii) applies the Taylor’s

expansion under Assumptions A3 and A4 with ¢',#” being two points between ¢t and ¢ + wh, (iii)

. [lu(t, 81)2 + 0’2] ps(Sl) dudsi + O (711)

absorbs the higher order terms to O (%), and (iv) utilizes the properties of K under Assumption A5
and the positivity condition (Assumption A2). Now, by Chebyshev’s inequality and our above
calculations, we obtain that

mipw (t) —m(t) = mipw(t) — E [mupw ()] + E [mipw (t)] — m(t)
= OP ( Var [T%Ipw(t)]) + O(h2)

= Op (ﬁ) +O(h?)

as h — 0 and nh — oco. As a side note, under the VC-type condition on K (Assumption A5(c)),
we can apply Theorem 2 in Einmahl and Mason (2005) to strengthen the above pointwise rate of

convergence to the uniform one as:

sup ey (1) — m(1)] = O (M>+0<h2>.

teT nh
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E.2.2 Rate of Convergence of Term V for mipw(t)

By direct calculations, we have that

Term V

n Ti—t .
- K ‘[pﬂs(msi)—pﬂs(mso}
nh <~ ppis(T;|S:) pris(TilSi)

n Ti—t _ _ ~
_ 1 K( h ) ‘ pris(TilSi) — pris(Ti|Si) + pris(TilSi) — pris(Til Si)
‘ pT|S(

nh 2~ pris(TiIS;) T1S) — [pr1s(TiS:) — pris(T1S)] — (s (1i1S0) — bris (Tl Sy)]

o {E [u(t, S)] + O(h?) + Op (\/E) }

OP( sup ||pris(ulS) — ﬁT|s(u!5)HL2+ sup HPT|S(U|S)—PT|S(UIS)HL2>
lu—t|<h lu—t|<h

=

X

inf(; s)e7xs Pris(tls) — Op (I Su‘p |15 (ulS) = Brys(ulS)||, +| SU‘IihHﬁT\s(U\S) —PT|5(U|S)HL2>
—t|< u—t|<

O(1+h?) +Op <\/E>]

fu—t|<h

=Op <T27n + sup ||pris(ulS) _pT|S(u|S)HL2)

=0p <T2n + sup ||pps(ulS) — pT|S(u|S)HL2>
lu—t|<h

as h — 0 and nh — oo, where (i) utilizes our results for Term IV and Markov’s inequality.

Combining our results for Term IV and Term V in Section E.2.1 and Section E.2.2, we

conclude that

I 1
mipw (t) —m(t) = O(h?) + Op (\/ — + Ton+ sup ||pris(ulS) - PT|s(u!5)HL2> :

lu—t|<h

E.3 Asymptotic Properties and Double Robustness of mpg(t)

Finally, we establish the double robustness and asymptotic properties of mpg(¢) in (4). Some parts
of the following proof are inspired by the proof of Theorem 3.1 in Colangelo and Lee (2020). Notice
that under Assumption Al,

mpr(t) — m(t)

T;—t
”hz st<T|S>> [Yi = 7t 8:)) + b o8, i) ¢ — B, S)

=PV (Y, T, S; i, pris) — Elu(t, 8)] + Pp [One (Y, T, S; 10, 011s) — Yy (Y. T, S; i rys) |

21



= IP)n\llh,t (Y, Ta Sa ﬂapT|5) —-E [M(ta S)]

Term VI
_ o EGED -
TGP Sl SR P){ P )~ e ““’S”}
Term VIII
Tt
+(Pn_P){h_ljﬁ(s?T?S)[ﬁ(tvs>_ﬁ(tvs)]}
Term IX
EEG) 11 .
“P"{ h [ﬁﬂsm& sty ) ““’S”}
Ter;;X
K e KEHT 1
*P{ Vi s@sy | ““’S”}”{ i e~ et ““’S”}’

Term XI

T—t

where Wy (Y, T, 8; 1, pris) = % Y — u(t,S)] + p(t,S). It remains to show that the
dominating Term VT is of order O(h?) +Op (\ / m) in Section E.3.1 and the remainder terms are

of order op <, / ﬁ) for any ¢t € T in Section E.3.2, Section E.3.3, Section E.3.4, and Section E.3.5.
We shall also derive the asymptotic normality of mpg () in Section E.3.6.

E.3.1 Analysis of Term VI for mpg(t)

We analyze the variance and bias of Term VI separately as follows. Notice that

Var [Term VI|

= Var [anz_h,t (Y,T,S; i, prs) ]

_ #w _Im Y — (t, )] + k- lt, S)

< L var m Y~ (1, 8)]| + - Var[a(t, S)]
@) L.E m-[y—ﬁ(t S)J? +o<i)

t
1
T 2 2 1
=3 //Tp:ms t1 M(t1,s1) it s1)]" +o }p(tl,sl)dt1d31+0<n>
= // {[M(t+uh s1) — it 81)}2+02}p(t+uh s1) dudsy + O 1
nh pT|S t+Uh|Sl) ’ ’ 5 ”

= ~ nh / / R P1is t|31 + O(h2) {[M(t’ s1) — fi(t, s1)]” + O(h?) + 02} [p(t, 81) + O(h)] dudsy + O (i)
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-of)

where (i) uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the covariance, (ii) uses the boundedness of i under

Assumption A3 to derive the term O (1), (iii) leverages a change of variable u = 2=t and (iv)
applies the Taylor’s expansion under Assumptions A3 and A4. In the above calculations, we also
note from the line (i) that the second part zi(t, S) of ¥, , (Y, T, S; fi, pT‘S) is of smaller order than the

T—
first term % [Y — i(t, S)]. Thus, we can only keep the first term in the final asymptotically
linear form of mpgr(t). Now, by Chebyshev’s inequality, we conclude that

(Pp — P) Wpy (Y, T, S; i, pris) = Op (\/Var [PV (Y, T, S; u,st)})

= Op <\/Var [\}E Prtbny (Y, T, S;n,ﬁm)]) =Op <\/g> ;

K(*F)

where ¢y (Y, T, S; i, bris) = Vipns19)
Taylor’s expansions, we derive that

[Y — (¢, S)]. In addition, by direct calculations and

Bias [Term VI]
=P [\Ijh,t (Y7 Ta Sa /jvﬁT\S)] —-E [/J,(t, Sl)]

=E K Y — a(t, S)]| + E[a(t, S1) — u(t, S1)]
h - pris(T|S) ’ ’ 7

= [ L)oo ittt o0 s + [0, 1) - i, 0)
_ K (u) _ _
- / /]RPTS t—i—uh!sl) [(t + uh, s1) — [(t, s1)] p(t + uh, s1) dudsy + E [a(t, S1) — wu(t, S1)]

// plt, 31) = it s1) + ub Gt s1) + 52 (e, 51) + O(h%)]

pT|s (t|s1) + uh g pris(t|s1) + 22 - 2 pps(t]s1) + O(h3)
2h2 2

0
X [p(t, s1) + uh—p(t,s1) +

5 (t,s1) +O(h3)] dudsy + R [f(t, S1) — u(t, S1)]

2 o2t

0 uh? 92 X
= [ G0 [ute.on) = o)+ un e sn) + 5 St sn) + 008)|
_ _ _ 2
y 1 uhfprs(tls)  wh? Sopris(tls) | w?h? [Sprs(tsi)] O
pristlsy)  piyg(tlsy) 2p75(tls1) P s(tlsy)
B, uh? 92 5
X |p(t,s1) + uhap(t, s1) + Twp(t, s1) + O(h”)| dudsi + E [f(t, S1) — p(t, S1)]

:/ [:u(t?sl)_ﬂ(tasl)].
S

15T|s(t|81) p(t,s1)ds; + /S [i(t, s1) — u(t, s1)] ps(s1) dsy
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_l’_

h2ko / {gfé“(t’sl) p(t, s1) + 2 [%ﬁﬂs(t!&)]? /pris(tls1) — 5972213T|S(HS1) At 81) — u(t. 51)] p(t. 81)

2 pris(tls1) Prys(tls1)

[a(t, s1) — p(t,s1)] 02 2 [%M(t,sl)] [%ﬁﬂs(ﬂsl)] ' 2 [%,u(t,sl)] [%p(t,sl)]
- pris(t]s1) 3t2p(t s1) - ﬁ%‘s(ﬂ&) Pt o) + pris(tls1)
_ 2Lt o] [Gpnstiso] it on) =t sl |y oo
pT\s(ﬂsl)
[t 1) — Aty s1)] [pris(tls) — prys(tls1)] Colt. 50 ds 5 ol 12
- pristilen) - pristiian) s o 1B ()0l
o [/‘(u S) _ﬂ(t’ S)] [pT|S(t’S) _ﬁT\S(t’S)] 2 o 2
= Es{ Pris(tlS) + h” B (t) + o(h7),
where the complicated bias term B,,(t) is given by
K — 25 S)- 2logp S)— 25 S 2
B (t) = ?2 'ES{ [H(t,ﬁi)s(tﬁs(’g,S)] 25:0715(t1S) - 5 ﬁgTZ;T(jg; ) = 52Pris(t]S) - pris(t|S) + %pﬂs(ﬂs)
2 [5prs(t1S)] [&prs(t]S)]
pris(tlS)
. s (tS) - Zon(t, S) — 2[Zu(t, S)] [55nis(tS)]]
+ ?2 ‘Eg { ﬁ%\s(ﬂs) pris(t|S)
0 0
. 5t S) - 5;p71s(t]S)
o Es pris(t|S)

and p(t, s) = pr|s(t|s) - ps(s). Under the condition that either ji = ju or prg = pr|g, we have that

E [u(t, S) — i(t, 8)] [pris(tlS) — prs(t]S)]
s - —0
pris(t]S)
and
'@ [pr15(t18): 25 1(4,8) 2 & 1(t,)] [ &5 (119)]] (1]5) + 2t Gomss) |y
Bn(t) =4 ° 75(tS) Pris br15(1]S) WHOIL L= Hy
7 Es [%22 t,S } when pris = pr|s,
v 221(t,8) Grpris (1) +pr15(1S) | 23 (t,8) 2.5 log pr) s (118) G (1,9 _
_ 3 7115 (05) when fi= p,
5 Es 3t2H (t S)} when pris = pr|s-

As a result, as h — 0 and nh — oo, we have that

Term VI = ]P)TL\I/h,t (Y7 T7 S7 /7/7]3T|S) —-E [M(t7 S)]
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= 12Bp(t) + o(h?) + Op ( n1h>

— 0(h?) + Op ( nlh> .

As a side note, under some VC-type condition on the kernel function K (Einmahl and Mason,

2005), we can strengthen the above pointwise rate of convergence to the following uniform one as:

1
sup |Term VI| = O(h?) + Op < |0gh|) :
teT nh

see Theorem 4 in Einmahl and Mason (2005) for details.

E.3.2 Analysis of Term VII for mpg(t)

By Markov’s inequality, we know that

Vnh - Term VII = Vi -G, [fi(t,S) — i(t, S)]
—Op (\/E- TM) = op(1)

because E{h (A, S) — Alt, s>]2} — h-||A(t, 8) — Alt, S)|12, = Op (h-T2,) and T1, — 0 as
n — 00. As a side note, under Assumption A3 on z and iz, we know that the function s —
u(t, s) — f(t, s) is Lipschitz continuous with respect to ¢ € T. Together with the compactness of T
and Example 19.7 in van der Vaart (1998), we can also deduce that

sup [Vh - G, [fi(t, S) — flt, S)]’ =0Op <\/E'SUP |[E(t, S) — n(t, S)HLQ) ;
teT teT

which will be op(1) as well if sup,c [[1i(t, S) — i(t, S)||;, = op(1).

E.3.3 Analyses of Term VIII and Term IX for mpg(t)

The argument for showing Term VIII and Term IX to be op ( #) will be similar to the one

for Term VII above. By Markov’s inequality, we know that

Term B K (1) 1 B 1 e
Vnh - Term VIII = G, Th [ﬁﬂs(TIS) pTIS(T|S)} [Y — n(t, S)]
= Op (Ton) =op(1)
because
K2 (L4 [pris(TIS) = pns(M19)° o
IE{ - 7, 5(T18)  72,5(T15) Y — f(t, S)]
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~
V)
—
S

B ) | [prs(T1S) —pris(TIS)]” a8 4o
; prig(t + uhlS) — prig(t + uh|S)]? t + uh|S
0 { [ k). [Pris(t +uh) ﬁ)%:();lss()-ﬁ%s'( T>|]S)pT|s< 5) it + ) — it S))2+02]}

< sup HI/?\T\S(U‘S)_ﬁT|S(u‘S)Hiz

where (i) uses the change of variable u = % in the integration, (ii) leverages the boundedness

of i, i under Assumption A3 and the positivity condition (Assumption A2) on prig, as well as

(i) applies sup ||ppis(ulS) —ﬁT|S(u\S)HL2 = Op (Ya,) with Yo, — 0 as n — co. As a side
lu—t|<h

note again, under the VC-type condition on the kernel function K (Einmahl and Mason, 2005) and
sup;e ||Pris(tlS) —ﬁT|5(t\S)HL2 = Op(Y2,) = op(1l), we can strengthen the above pointwise
rate of convergence to the following uniform result as:

T—t
K (3 1

) B
Sl v {ﬁﬂs@w) pris(T1S

sup
teT

)} Y - t, S)]

‘ =op(1).

Similarly, by Markov’s inequality, we have that

K (75)

vnh-Term IX =G, § ———————
\/E'pT|S(T|S)

[, S) — u(t, 5)]} = Op (Y1) = op(1)

because
K2 (B) - R B K2 (t1—t) 'pT|S(t1|S) ) -
E{}Z,p%sfﬂs)[u(t, S) —u(tvs)]z} —E{/T h_"p%s(tls) [a(t, S) — f(t, )| dty

K?(u) - pris(t + uh|S)
g {/R P75t + uhlS)

—~
=

1

[ﬂ(tv S) - ﬁ(t, S)]2 du}
(i) ) )

S ||/’L(t7 S) - M(u S)||L2

=0p (T%,n) =op(1),

where (i) uses the change of variable u = %=t and (ii) leverages the boundedness of pr|s under
Assumption A3, the positivity condition (Assumption A2) on Pr|s, the boundedness condition on
K under Assumption A5, as well as [|zi(t, S) — pu(t, S)|[, = Op (Y1) with T1, — 0 as n — oo.
In addition, if sup,e7 ||7i(t, S) — i(t, S)||, = op(1), then the above pointwise rate of convergence
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can be strengthened to the uniform one as:

sup
teT

KD e _
Gn {w [a(t, S) — A, s>1}| = op(1).

E.3.4 Analysis of Term X for mpg(t)

We first calculate that

E‘M~Term X‘
n Tt '[ﬁT|S(T’S)_ﬁT\S(T‘S)]
h K( N ) P115(T1S) - prys(T1S)

) K (57) [pris(T|S) — pris(TS)]” K (=) _
N IE{ o L G ) - e s

E

’ [ﬂ(t, S) - ﬁ(tv S)]

>

=Vnh- E{/ K (u) [pris(t + uh|S) — Prys(t + uh|S)]”
R

= — -p t 4+ uhlS) du
P2g(t + uh|S) - p (¢ + uh|S) 7is( 5)

x \/E { |5 1at.5) - 70,5 s + unls) du |

S nh‘ sup, |71 (ulS) = pris(ulS)||, At S) — u(t, )|,
u—t|<

(;) op(1),

where (i) uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (ii) leverages our assumption (c) on the doubly robust
rate of convergence in the proposition statement. As a result, by Markov’s inequality, we obtain
that

Vnh - Term X = \/Z-Pn {K (T; t) [ﬁTS(lT‘S) - ﬁT|s(1TIS) [(t, S) — n(t, 5)}} = op(1).

E.3.5 Analysis of Term XI for mpg(t)

By direct calculations under model (1) with some change of variable, we have that

Term XI

RS B PR (G i B o K5 1 1 -
‘E{ Y s (Tls) | PO ”“’S”}”E{ v rstrs) ~ s ¥ S
_E {E (e, $) - it sn}

1-— [((T/:t)‘s
N E{K (7) [pris(T|S) — Pris(T|S)]

h - pris(T|S)
-pris(T|S) - prs(T|S) (T, S) — n(t, S)]}
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_ B K (u) - ppris(t + uh|S) i .
_E{[l /]R pr|s(t + uh|S) du | [i(t, S) u(t,S)]}

Term Xla

K (u) [pr)s(t + uh|S) — pris(t + uh|S)]
+E{/R pris(t +uh|S) - pris(t + uh|S)

[u(t + uh, S) — lt, S)] pris(t + uh|S) du} .

Term XIb

On one hand, when pr|s = pr|s, we know from Assumption A5 that Term XTa = 0 and

Term XIb =FE {/ K(u) [pTIS(t +uh|S) — pris(t + uh|S)]
R

pris(t + uh|S) [u(t +uh, S) — p(t, S)] du}

S sup HﬁT\S(MS)—pT|S(U|S)HL2
fut|<h

by the boundedness of u, i under Assumption A3, the positivity condition (Assumption A2),
and our assumption (c¢) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the proposition statement.
Specifically, since [|fi(t, S) — u(t, S)||;, = Op(1) when i # p, our assumption (c) entails that
SUP|y—t|<h HﬁT\S(u’S) —pT|S(U\S)HL2 =op ( nflh)

On the other hand, when i = p, we know from Assumption A2 on pr|s and the boundedness
of prg by Assumption A4 that

AT K s huns) T
Term XIa = E { [1 /R T } it S) — alt, S)]}
S H//L\(t,S) - M(tﬂs)HLg

_ L
- or nh |’

where we again argue from our assumption (c) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the
proposition statement that ||zi(t, S) — u(t, S)|[;, = op (, / n—lh) if pris # prs and

sup ||pris(ulS) *PT\S(U\S)HLQ = Op(1).
fut|<h

In addition, we have that

Term XTb = E {/ K (u) [pris(t + uh|S) — pris(t + uh|S)]
R

Pris(t +uhlS) - Prs(t + uh|S) [u(t +uh, 8) — u(t, 8)] prs(t + uhlS) du}

< \/IE {/RK(u) [pris(t +uhlS) — Pris(t +uhlS)]* pris(t +uh|S) du}
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K (u) [u(t + uh, S) — u(t, S))?
) J ’ { ® Prys(t + uhlS) - P75 (t +uh|S) pris(t+uhlS) dU}
© Op <| S,u|thpT|S ulS) — pT|s(u|S)HL2>

« E{ / K(u) [uh . %/,L(t, S) + O(hZ)]Q [pT\S(ﬂS) +uh- %pﬂs(t‘S) + O(hQ)]
R [ﬁ%S(t\S) +2uh - pris(t|S) - §7 s (t1S) + O(hz)} 2 [1 +0p (T%,nﬂ

=Op <h2- sup HﬁT|s(U|S)—PTs(“’S)HL2>

lu—t|<

=Op (h* - Ya)

@ 1
P nh )

where (i) applies Taylor’s expansion and uses the fact that the difference between pris and pr|g
is small when supy,_4 <, HﬁT‘S u|S) — pris(ulS) HL = Op (Ty,) as well as (i) leverages the argu-
ments that v/nh - h* = Vnh® — \/¢3 € [0,00) and Yo, — 0 as n — oo.

E.3.6 Asymptotic Normality of mpg(¢)

For the asymptotic normality of mpg(t), it follows from the Lyapunov central limit theorem.

Specifically, we already show in Section E.3.1 and subsequent subsections that
_ 1 ¢ o i
vVnh[mpr(t) —m(t)] = 7 > {%,t (Yi, T, Si; 11, prys) + VR [a(t, Si) — E[u(t, S)H} +op(1)
i=1
1 o
= ﬁ ;wh,t (Yi, T, Si;M>pT|S) +op(1)
K(T t)

with ¢y (Y, T, S; i, pris) = Viprs@IS) Y — (t,S)] and Vi, (t) = E {¢}%,t (Y, T, S; ﬂ,ﬁT\s)} =
O(1) by our calculation in Term VI. Then, Y " | Var [% “Uht (Yi,Ti, Si; ﬂ,ﬁﬂs)] =0(1) and

n 1 2+cy
ZE‘\/» l/Jht(YZyiTHSZnu pT|S)
=1
K2ta (Tt ]2+Cl
- ]E cg h )c

K2 (u) - [[n(t + uh, §) — (e, S)PT + Elef2+]
/R pris(t + uh|S) du

(nh) - 2 (t + uhlS)
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1
:O< (nh)cl)zo(l)

by the boundedness of y, fi, pr|s, the positivity condition on prs, the assumption that Ele|>Te <
oo, and the requirement that nh — oo as n — oco. Hence, the Lyapunov condition holds, and we
have that

Vb [mpr(t) — m(t) — h2Bp(t)] % N (0, V(1))

after subtracting the dominating bias term h%B,,(t) of Yt (Y, T,S;n, ;5T|5) that we have computed
in Term VI. The proof is thus completed. O

F Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1 (Consistency of estimating 6(¢) under positivity). Suppose that Assumptions A1, A3,
A4, A5, and A2 hold under the general model (1) and [, 3, Pr|s are constructed on a data sample

independent of {(Y;,Ti, Si)}i—y. For any fived t € T, we let u(t, s), B(t,s), and pris(t|s) be fired

bounded functions to which [i(t,s), B(t,s) and prs(t|s) converge under the rates of convergence

as:

t, S) = it S|, = Or (Y1), ||B(t ) - B2, S)|

=0p (T3,),

Lo
ond - sup |75 (ulS) = pris(ulS)[|,, = Op (T2u),
u—t|<

where Y1, Y3n, Yo, =0 asn — oco. Then, as h — 0 and nh® — oo, we have that

Ora(t) — 6(t) = Op (Tg,n +|[B(t,8) = B(t, S)||, + \/15> :

Oipw (t) — 0(t) = O(h?) + Op (\/ # +Yon+ sup ||prs(ulS) —pT|s(U’S)HL2> :

lu—t|<h
If, in addition, we assume that
(a) pris satisfies Assumptions A4 and A2;

(b) either (i) “fi=p and B = B with only h- Y3, — 0 or (ii) “Pris = pris”;

() ik sup ||pris(elS) — pris(eiS)]l,, [iﬁ(t, 8) = u(t, S)ll, + |3t $) - B(t.9)||,

then

n

b [Bon () = 00)] = 7= S {ons (Ve T2 S22 Borys) + VIS [3(e. ) ~ E[B(e. )] | + op()
=1

1=

3
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when nh” — c3 for some finite number c3 > 0, where

ont (Y. T, 01, B, pris) = \/E( 52) pT(S( ,) )-[Y f(t,S) — (T —t)-B(t,S)].

Furthermore,

Vi [Bpr(t) - 0(t) — h2By()] % N (0, V(1))

with Vy(t) = E [¢27t (Y, T, S; i, B,ﬁns)} and

when fi = p and B = f3,

2 3 2
T 3%I)T\S(t|s)'gﬁﬂ(tvs)+pT|S(t|S)L??M(tvs)_?’%10gﬁT|S(t|S)‘§?N(tvs)]
6ry S pris(t]S)

By(t) =
(t) B N i
o Es [w,u(t, S)} when pris = pr|s-

Remark F.1 (Uniform asymptotic theory for estimating 6(t)). If we assume that
( —~ —
supser |[1(t, S) — p(t, S)HLQ = Op(T1n),

supyer | |Pris(t1S) — ﬁT\s(ﬂs)HLQ = O0p(T2n),
supier ||B(t.9) = B(.S)|| | = Op(Ya),

Valsuier |[pris(ul$) - prs(uiS)|, |17 8) = . )y, + ][, $) - 5. 5)

LQ] = op(1),

then the pointwise convergence results in Theorem 1 can be strengthened to the uniform ones; see

our side notes in the proof below.

Proof of Theorem 1. We derive the rates of convergence of gRA(t) given by (6) and é\lpw(t) given
by (7) in Section F.1 and Section F.2, respectively. We also prove the asymptotic linearity, double
robustness, and asymptotic normality of fpg (¢) given by (10) in Section F.3.

F.1 Rate of Convergence of 5RA(25)

Firstly, we derive the rate of convergence for §RA(t) in (6). Under Assumption Al(d), we have that

Ora(t ZB t,8i) — —E[u(t, S1)]

n n

. Z (B, 50— B(80] + - 3 [3(4,80) — (1, S)] + - > {81, 8) —~E[5(t, S}

1=1 i=1

Term I Term II Term III

e Term I: By Markov’s inequality (and Holder’s inequality), we know that

1|~
Term I < - ; ‘ﬁ(t, S;) — B(t, S;)

31



—0p (5[5t 50) - Ate.50|) = 00 |[fe.5) - 6. 5)

L2> = Op (Tsn).

e Term II: Analogously, we derive that

Term 11 < -3 °[3(,5) — 5(t, 8| = O (|[5(t,5) ~ 51, 9)],) -

=1

e Term III: By the central limit theorem and the boundedness of 5(¢,s) on 7 x S under
Assumption A3, we know that

1 1
T II1 = — t,S;) —E[B(t,S;)]} =0p | — ) .
erm T = 03,5 ~ E(510.501) = 0r (1)
As a side note, under Assumption A3, we know that |5(t1,8) — B(t2, s)| < Aslt; — ta] for some
absolute constant As > 0. Together with the compactness of 7 and Example 19.7 in van der Vaart
(1998), we also deduce that

sup | —
teT

Z{B t.S) ~E[(t, sm}‘ —0p (%) |

In summary, we conclude that

Ora(t) — 0(t) = Op <T3,n +|[B(t,8) = B(t, 9)||,, + ;ﬁ) -

F.2 Rate of Convergence of é}pw(t)

Secondly, we derive the rate of convergence for Gipy (t) in (7). Note that
Orew (t) — 0(t)

= Biew () — (1) + Brew (1) — frew (1)

nhz <T t>K<Tih_t) ~Y;-—E[B(t,S)]—|-i 3 <T;L;t/\>K<7H> Yi nhz <T t>K(Tih_t) Y

k2 - prs(Til Si) w2 - pris(TilSi) "

Term IV Term V

_ Tyt g ( Lzt
where Opw (t) = 230, (Hsz)w(g’IS)) -Y; is the oracle IPW estimator of §(¢) defined in (18) and
B(t,s) = %,u(t, s). We shall handle Term IV and Term V in Section F.2.1 and Section F.2.2,

respectively.
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F.2.1 Rate of Convergence of Term IV for é\lpw(t)

Under model (1) as well as Assumptions A3 and A5, we calculate the bias of frpw () as:
E [Gew(t)] - 6(t)

. {1 () < (5)

B or prs@Sy | T EPES)

_1 (%) K (*5)
h S><T Ko - pris(ti]s1)

//uK u(t + uh, 51) - ps(sy) dudsy — B [B(t, S)]

. [L(tl, 51) . p(tl, 81) dt1d31 —E [B(f, S)]

hHQ

o u2 2 92 u3h3 3
h @//uK [ (t 31)+Uh'au(t,sl)+?@M(t731)+T@M(t781) ps(s1) dudsy

E[at (t, S)]

D [ 2t o) pstonyas ~E [ Dt +//K<>“3h283<? ) ps(s1) dud
- Sat:u , 81 pPsis1 S1 atﬂ ) s Jr u 6/4/2 at3lu’ ,81) - DPs(S1 uasi

= O(h?),

where (i) uses a change of variable u = tlh_ t (ii) applies Taylor’s expansion with some t that lies

between t and ¢+ uh, and (iii) utilizes the properties of the second-order symmetric kernel function

K. Similarly, we compute the variance of Oipyw (¢) as:

Var |:§IPW (t)]

1
nh? K,%

() ()

h
pr1s(TilSi)

(e ) e
= E | VP - E };TIS(Ti|Si) i

- Var

Y;

2

nh?r3 [pris(T3]S:)]” nh?r;

- / (454’ K2(“ht) [ultr, 81)% + 0?] p(t1781)dt1dsl—w+o<h2>
SxT

“h4“% [PT|s(t1|31)] n n

U // w K (u [t + uh, 1) + 0%] ps(s1) duds; + O (
_nh3/<:2 R PT|S t+uh|31) HAY U, S1 7 1 PsisL) auasy n

u? K (u) { ) 9
o t,s1)" +2uh - p(t’, s t’,s1) + ] s1) duds
”h3“2//RPT|s (W) +uh- Zpmg (e |08 2l o) gyt s1) + 07 ps(sn) duds,

+0<>

u? K2 (u 9 1
(i) t dudsy + O | =
nh3f<&2 / /]RPTS (t|s1) [t 1) + %] ps (1) duds + <”>
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W oL
“o ()

where (i) uses a change of variable u = 2=t and the boundedness of 3(t, s), (ii) applies the Taylor’s
expansion under Assumptions A3 and A4 with ¢';¢” being two points between ¢ and ¢ + uh, (iii)
absorbs the higher order terms to O (%), and (iv) utilizes the properties of K under Assumption A5
and the positivity condition (Assumption A2). Now, by Chebyshev’s inequality and our above

calculations, we obtain that
ew () = 0(t) = Brew (1) — B [dew (9)] + E [fiew (1)] - 000

=Op ( Var [@PW@D +0(h?)

_ 0p (,/nlh?)> +O(h?)

as h — 0 and nh® — 0o. As a side note, under the VC-type condition on K (Assumption A5(c)),
we can apply Theorem 2 in Einmahl and Mason (2005) to strengthen the above pointwise rate of

convergence to the uniform one as:

. log
sup |Grpw (1) —9(15)’ :op< | log ') +O(h?).
teT nh3

F.2.2 Rate of Convergence of Term V for HAIpw(t)

By direct calculations, we have that

Term V
T,—t R
_ Z ( )K< h ) v [pT|S(Ti|Si) — pris(TilSi)
" nh ko - pris(TilSi) " prs(TilS:)
n Ti—t Ti—t _ _ ~
)R () pris(T1S:) = Pris(LIS:) + pris(T11S:) — prys(Ti1S))
nh~ k2 pris(T;1S) " | pris(TilSi) — [pris(TilSi) — pris(Til Si)] — [pris(Til Si) — prys(Til )]

=

o {E [8(t,S)] + O(h?) + Op < nlhg> }

Op <| Slt1|p P75 (ulS) — 15T|S(U|S)HL2 +| Slt1|P<hH]5T|s(U|S) —pT|s(U!5)HL2>

X

inf(; g)e7xs Pris(tls) — Op ( Su‘p ||y (ulS) = prys(ulS)||, +| Sli\thﬁT‘S(u‘S) —PT|S(U|S)HL2>

[u—t|<
1
=Op <T2n+ sup ||pris(ulS) — pT|S(U|S)HL2) O(1+h2)+0P< nhg>]

lu—t|<h
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=Op <T27n + | Slz‘IithT|S(u|S) _pT|5(u|S)HL2>

as h — 0 and nh® — oo, where (i) utilizes our results for Term IV and Markov’s inequality.

Combining our results for Term IV and Term V, we conclude that

fipw (t) — 0(t) = O(h?) + Op (w/ —5 + Ton+ sup ||pris(ulS) - pT|s<u|S>HL2> :

lu—t|<h

F.3 Asymptotic Properties of gDR(t)

Finally, using the similar arguments to Section E.3, we establish the asymptotic properties of aDR(t)
n (10). Under Assumption Al, we have that

Opr(t) — 0(t)
T,—t T,—t
- nhZ {h( :2 >pf|s<(Th!S> [Y At 8i) = (Ti =) - B(t, )] +h'§(t75z‘)} ~E [gtu(t, S)]

_ 0 o~ o
= I[an)h,t (}/7 T,S;ﬂ, vaTLS') —-E |:at:u'(t7 S):| +P, |:¢h,t (K Tas;,u757pT|S) - (I)h,t (}/ﬂ Tas;uvﬁapTW)]

:an)h,t (Y,T,S;ﬂ,B,pﬂs) _E[ﬁ(tﬂs)}—i_(PN_P) [B\(t,S) —B(t,S)}

Term VI Term VII
Tty g (T=t 1 _
+ (Pn—P) { & )hQI@( = [ﬁTs(T\S) - ]3T|S(T|S)] ¥~ (5, 8) = (T =1)- Al S)]}
Term VIII

Tt Tt - R
+ (P, —P) { hﬁﬁ’; -)pi S((;:| S)) [i(t, S) = 7it, §) + (T = ) [B(t, 8) - Bt. )] }

Term IX

CRKEH[ 1

+Pn{ 2k [ﬁTS(T]S) pris(T[S) | [Mtﬂg) p(t, S) + (T = 1) [ﬁ(t,S) B(t,S)”
Term X
(Th—t)2K(T t) R B ) (%)K(%) ) o
+P{ e Prs(1S) [B(t S) - B(t,8)| p+P W pris(T1S) [a(t, S) — f(t, S)]
Term XIa Term XIb

EHEGED 1 1 e

+P{ hs L?TS(T\S) PTIS(T’S)} Y- alt,S) — (T =085 (.

Term XlIc
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where @, (Y,T,8; 1, 3,pr1)5) = % Y —u(t,S) — (T —t)-B(t,S)|+5(t,S). It remains

to show that the dominating Term VT is of order O(h?) + Op (,/ ) in Section F.3.1 and the

nh3
remainder terms are of order op (1/#) for any fixed t € T in Section F.3.2, Section F.3.3,
and Section F.3.4, and Section F.3.5. We shall also derive the asymptotic normality of gDR(t) in

Section F.3.6.
F.3.1 Analysis of Term VI for §DR(t)

We analyze the variance and bias of Term VI separately as follows. By direct calculations, we
have that

Var [Term VI]
= Var [P,®p (Y, T, S; 1, B, pris)]

_ 1 GEOEG) v ey T 3 v
= — - Var {h'@.pTS(T‘S) Y —f(t,8) — (T —t)-B(t, S)] + h-B(t,S)

91 GEOECE) v gy 7 1 i3
< — - Var {h'ﬁz~st(T|S) Y — a(t,S) — (T —t)- B(t,9)] + -~ Var [B(t, S)]

.. T—t T—t
@ 1 .E{( ) (H[ u(t,S)—(T—t).ﬁ<t,5)]2}+o<i)

_ ()" K2 (B ] 2
- LS 5 o) 17 (0000 = 6.0) = (=) Bttt o) dna

+o(3)

nh3// K3 - pjﬁiu)hysl)'{“2+[u<t+uh,sl)—u(t,sl)—hu-ﬁ(t,sl)f}p(wuh,sl)dudsl
+o< )

nh3// K2 - pm t|31 (i)ouﬂ) '{UQHM(@SQ—ﬂ(t781>12+0(h2)}[p(t,sl)+0(h)] duds,
()

() (1
“0 (i)

where (i) uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the covariance, (ii) leverages the boundedness of /3

under Assumption A3 to derive the term O (%), (iii) applies a change of variable u = tlh—_t, as

well as (iv) utilizes the boundedness of p, 3 under Assumption A3 and the positivity condition

(Assumption A2) on prig. In the above calculation, we also note from the line (i) that the sec-
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_ _ . T—t)p(T=t
ond part ((t,S) of (IJh,ti(Y, T, S;ﬂ,ﬁ,ﬁT‘S) is of smaller order than the first term Wéd}‘% .
Y — f(t,8) — (T —t)- B(t, S)]. Thus, we can only keep the first term in the final asymptotically

linear form of §DR(t). Now, by Chebyshev’s inequality, we conclude that

(]Pn - P) <I>h,t (}/’ Ta S;ﬂ?B?ﬁTls) = OP <\/Var []P)TL@h,t (}/a T7 S,/_/ﬂvaTLS')])

=0p <\/Var [\/1}73 Prng (Y, T, S;/jvﬁaﬁTS):|>

1
—0P< nh3>
T—t

5 K(LTH _ = -
where ¢, ¢ (Y, T, S;M,57PT|S) = #\(s(hﬂ;) . [Y — a(t, S)— (T —1t)- p(t, S’)] In addition, by

direct calculations and Taylor’s expansions, we derive that

Bias [Term VI|
=P [(ph,t (K T7 Sv H, B?ﬁT|S)] —E [6(t7 S)]

el GEE() Y — 4(t,S) — (T —t)- B(t,8)] b +E [3(t, S) - B(z, 9)]
h2kg - pris(T|S) ’ ’ ’ |

|
=

(25 K (%) i . _
{ /T = g t’;‘ 5 [1(t1,8) — ialt, S) — (t1 — 1) - B(¢, )] pris(t1]S) dtl} +E[5(t,S) — B(t, S)]

/R h - ko Q;Tlf(iu_i)_ uh|S) [p(t + uh, S) — a(t, S) — hu - B(t, S)] prys(t +uh|S) du}

{ w- K (u) [pris(tlS) + uh - Gomis(tS) + 545 SoprstlS) + S - Ziprs(tlS) + O(hY)]
B Rk [Pris(HS) + ub - Gpms(tS) + S - Zaprs(S) + L - Zpris(t]S) + O(h)|

u2 2 2 u3 3 3
X [(,u(t, S) — a(t, S)) + hu (B(t,8) — B(t, S)) + Th : thu(t, S) + Th : gtgu(t, S) + O(h4)] du}

u- K (u) 0 2p? 92 udhd 93
= E{  Thom [st(ﬂS) +uh - &pT\S(ﬂS) +— @pﬂs(t\s) t @pﬂs(ﬂs) + O(h4)]
y 1 wuh Soris(tlS) _u?h? Debris(tlS)  u?h? [%ﬁﬂs(ﬂs)f _uw’h? bbris(tlS)
pris(t|S) P75(t1S) 2p75(t1S) Pris(tlS) 6p75(t1S)
B [GorstI9)] [GapnstS)]
+ — + O(h*)
pT‘s(ﬂS)
_ 2h2 82 3h3 83
(00 8) = (e, 8)) + hu (500 8) = 5t ) + 5 - San(t.8)+ 5 Jante.$) + Ok du}
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E [B(t,S) - B(tv S)]

+
—Eg %pﬂS(t’S) B pT|S(t’S) : %ﬁﬂs(t‘S)
pris(t[S) 735(t1S)

[N(t’ S) - /j(tv S)]}

_ t|.S
+Es { [8(t.S) - B(t, S)] [pT'S(’) - 1] } + h?By(t) + O(h?),
pris(t]S)
where (i) uses a change of variable u = % and (ii) applies Taylor’s expansion. Here, the compli-

cated bias term By(t) is given by

i [ a(S)  a(t,9)
Bo(t) = 2K2 ES{ pris(t[S)

1 o2 9. ) 9. 2
X3 %Pﬂs(ﬂs) - @Pﬂs(ﬂs) T log prys(tS) + 2&?T|S(t|5) : alogpﬂs(ﬂs)

}

65 log prys(t[S) - g*;ﬁﬂs(ﬂs) - gfgﬁﬂs(ﬂs) — 39 pris(t|S) - %ﬁT\S(ﬂ&
3pris(tlS)

K , _7 2
+4-Es{[5<t;;(fs<) °) [thPTs(tIS) 20 pris(t1S) - 5 log pris (1lS)

2:"422

pris(tS) - Bxpris(tlS)

o 2
+2oris(lS) - | 3 toupris(i)] -

prs(tS)
L g [pnsS) Gt S)  pristlS) - GpnstlS) - Fpult,S) | prs(tlS) - Galt S)
2r2 pris(tS) Pris(tlS) 3p71s(tS)

Under the condition that either i = y and 3 = 3 or Pr|s = pr|s, we have that

Eq {pns(t!S) (2, S) — i(t, S)] 9 g {pTS(’Sq }+Es{[ﬁ(t, S) - B(t, 9)] {st(tI5> B 1]} 0

prs(t]S) ot pris(tS) pr)s(t]S)
and
_ 2 3
o[ [ o bt g ) a1
o Es [% } when pris = prs,
s { atpTs(tls).g;u(t,s)wms(tISP)T[StéuS(; 8)-32 1ogpr|s(11S) 2z u(t,S)| } when = 1 and B = 8,
o Eg [%M(t S)} when pr|s = prys-

As a result, as h — 0 and nh? — oo, we know that

Term VI =P, &, (Y, T, S; i, 3,pr)s) — E[B(t, S)]
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— 2By(t) + o(h?) + Op ( n;)

— 0(h?) + Op ( nlhg> .

As a side note, under the VC-type condition on the kernel function K (Einmahl and Mason, 2005)
(Assumption A5(c)), we can strengthen the above pointwise rate of convergence to the following

uniform one as:

log h
sup |Term VI| = O(h?) + Op ( | 0g3 |> ;
teT nh

see Theorem 4 in Einmahl and Mason (2005) for details.

F.3.2 Analysis of Term VII for Opg(t)

By Markov’s inequality, we know that

Vnh? - Term VII = Vi3 - G, [B(t, S) — A, S)}
— 0p (\/iTB rg,n) — op(1)

because E {h3 : [B(t, S) — B(t, S)r} — B3 Hﬁ(t, S) — B(t, S)Hi — Op (W3- 3,,) and h- T3, — 0

as n — 00. As a side note, under Assumption A3 on 3 and B, we know that the function s —

o~

B(t,s) — B(t, s) is Lipschitz continuous with respect to t € 7. Together with the compactness of T

L2> ’

and Example 19.7 in van der Vaart (1998), we can also deduce that

sup ’\/}73 Gy, [E(t, S) — B, S)] ( — Op <\/i73 . sup Hﬁ(t, S) — B(t, S)’

teT teT

=or(h)

which will be op(1) as well if sup,c ‘ ‘B(t, S) — B(t, S)‘

F.3.3 Analyses of Term VIII and Term IX for gDR(t)

The argument for showing Term VIII and Term IX to be op ( #) will be similar to the one
for Term VII above. By Markov’s inequality, we know that

Tty (1=t _
Vb Term VHI:G"{( ’V)ﬁ.;h | T R [Y‘W’S)‘(T‘“'ﬁ“’sﬂ}

= OP (Tgm) = Op(l)
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because

. { (5" K2 (57)  [Pris(T1S) — pris(T1S))°
h 3 Ph15(T1S) - 9 5(T1S)

[V - Bt 8) — (T -1) 5“’5)}2}

{ (59)* K2 (52)  [Pris(TIS) — pris(T1S)]”
h’ﬁ% ﬁ%ﬂ|5(T|S)'p§ﬂ|s(T|S)

) [(N(T7 S) _ﬂ(t’ S) - (T_t) '/B(tas))2 +02}}

/ w2 K2(u) [pris(t + uh|S) — pris(t + uh|S)] prs(t + uh|S)
R /i% 'ﬁ%s(T’S) 'ﬁ%ﬂs(T’S)

{( (t +uh, S) — ji(t, S) — hu - B(t, S))2+02} }

(ii)
S o IPrs(us) - pris(ul9)][7

(111) Op (T ) _ p(l),

where (i) uses the change of variable u = % in the integration, (ii) leverages the boundedness

of u,fi, 3 under Assumption A3 and the positivity condition (Assumption A2) on pr|s, as well
as (iii) applies sup HpT|S ulS) — ﬁT‘S(u|S)HL2 = Op(T2y) with Yo, — 0 as n — oo. As
|<h

lu—t
a side note again, under the VC-type condition on the kernel function K (Einmahl and Mason,

2005) and sup;c7 ‘ }ﬁﬂs(t]S) — ﬁT|5(t|S)HL2 = op(1), we can strengthen the above pointwise rate

of convergence to the following uniform result as:

sup
teT

COKEH 1 T |
G { Vi [ﬁT|s<T|s> (T3 [ 008~ @ 0 B8] | =ort)
Similarly, by Markov’s inequality, we have that
_ () K1) - ; 5
Vah? - Term IX = G, { T pms(T1S) [,u(t, S) —7i(t, S) + (T —t) (5(75, S) — B(, 5))}
= OP (max{Tl’n, h- Tgm}) = Op(l)

because
T—t T—t _ ~
E{zg @) 7 s(( 7] )) 1. 8) ~ (t.8) + (T 1) (B(t,S)—B(t,S))]z}
T
2

- {/T (bt )hi%(p ) t]f’TgS)’(tﬂS) {ﬂ(t,S) — A(t, 8) + (t1 — ) (B(t,S)—B(t, S))rdtl}
TS

/ w?K*(u) - pris(t + uh|S)
R K3 ~15%|S(t+uh\5)

—
=

1

E

(1. 8) — i(t. 8) + hu (3(1.8) ~ 5(1. )] du}
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(i) ~ 5 o (|5 _ 2
S Nt $) = at, S)II7, + 2|3t $) - B(t. S)

Lo

=O0p (Y3, +1°Y3,) =op(1),

% and (ii) leverages the boundedness of pr|g under

where (i) uses the change of variable u =
Assumption A3, the positivity condition (Assumption A2) on Pr|s, the boundedness condition on K
under Assumption A5, as well as |[u(t, S) — fi(t, S)||;, = Op (Y1) and h Hg(t, S) — B(t, S’)HL2 =
Op (h-Y3,) with Y1, h- T3, — 0asn — oo. In addition, if sup,e 7 ||7i(t, S) — a(t, )|, = op(1)
and supteTHB(t, S) — B(t, S)

strengthened to the uniform one as:

(FH KD 1. ~ 5 =
Gn{ i pnaTIS )[u<t,s>—u<t,s>+<T—t> (ﬁ(uS)—ﬂ(uS))}H:0p<1>.

‘ = op ( ) then the above pointwise rate of convergence can be

sup
teT

F.3.4 Analysis of Term X for taDR(t)

We first calculate that

E )\/nh?’ - Term X‘

%) . [p15(T|S) — pris(T|S)] [
pris(T|S) - pris(T|S)

o (Z) [prys(T1S) — Pris(TS)]?
< Vah- $ { pT|S(T|S) pT|S(T|S) }

sy

jlt, §) = it S) + (T — ) (

(t,8) - B(t,S))] ‘

J ) = HQ(Th ). (L, S) = 7ilt, §) + (T ~ 1) (5(t,5)—§(t,5))]2}
_

/ K (u) [prs(t +uh|S) — pris(t + uhlS))
R P7s(t + uhlS) - p7y5(t + uh|S)

-pris(t + uhlS) du}

X \/E {/R ung(u) : [ﬂ(t, S) —fi(t, S) + hu (B(t, S) - B, S))]QPT\s(t + uhlS) du}

K3

< Vah sup ||Bris(ulS) — prys(ulS)]|,, [Hﬁ(uS)—u(t,s>\|L2+h)1§<t,s>—5<tvs>\

fu—t|<h

1

where (i) uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (ii) leverages our assumption (c) on the doubly robust

o op(1),

rate of convergence in the theorem statement. As a result, by Markov’s inequality, we obtain that

vVnh3 - Term X
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p (EY K (L) [pris(T1S) — pris(T19)]
" K2 pris(T|S) - pris(T'|S)

, .[ﬂ(t, S) —(t,S) + (T —t) (B(t, S) - B(t, S>)}}

F.3.5 Analysis of Term XI for §DR(t)

By direct calculations under model (1) with some change of variable, we have that

] (K (S o
[ﬁ(t,S)— (tvs)}}+E{h2.22_st(lr}v‘S) [ﬂ(tv‘s)_U(tvS)]}

) 1 e
h? - ko [ﬁﬂs(T]S) PT|S(T\S)] Y —a(t,8) — (T ) 5(&5’)]}

1_/ u? - K (u) - pp|g(t + uh|S)
R K2 Dris(t +uhlS)

du

[Bit.5) - Bt. 9)| }

Term Xla
u- K (u) - prs(t + uhl|S) R }
+E - i(t,S) — u(t,S)] du
{ r DKo ppis(t + uhlS) lt, 8) = (e, 5)
Term XIb
L E /U‘K(U) [prys(t +uh|S) — Pris(t +uh|S)]
R 1K pris(t+uh|S) - pris(t + uh|S)

(1(t +uh, S) — ji(t, S) — hu - B(t, S)] prs(t + uh|S) du} ‘

Term Xlc

On one hand, when pr|g = pr|g, we know from Assumption A5 that Term XIa = Term XIb = 0

and

_ u- K(u) [pris(t +uh|S) — pris(t + uh|S)] e oz
Term Xlc _E{/R b2 Brys(l £ uhlS) [u(t +uh,S) — [(t,S) — hu- B(t, S)] du}

1
< . - —
S5 ‘us;ltllpSthﬂs(UlS) pris(ulS)|[,,

()

by the boundedness of y, i under Assumption A3, the positivity condition (Assumption A2), and

our assumption (c¢) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the theorem statement. Specifi-

cally, since |[t. 8) ~ f(t, S)l, + h|[3(¢,5) — 5(t.8)| | = Op(1) when i # p and § # 5, our

assumption (c) ensures that supj,_s<p ||Prs(ulS) — pT‘S(u]S)HM =op <\ / %)
On the other hand, when fi = p and 3 = /3, we know from Assumption A2 on Pris and the
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boundedness of pyg by Assumption A4 that

2. K(u)- t +uh|S
Term XIa=FE 1_/u (u} pTIS( + uhl )du
R H2‘pT|s(t+uh\S)

B(t.8) - B(t.9)] }

<||pes) -se s,

1
=or |\ Vs )

where we argue from our assumption (c) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the theorem

Iy T\ oo -
Bt.8) ~ 8(t.9)||, =or (\/aks) tPris # pris and supyn ||Pris(ulS) — pris(ulS)]|,, =
Op(1). In addition, we also have that

statement that ‘

B u- K (u) - pris(t +uh|S) P "
Term XIb_E{/R b prys(t + ahlS) [f(t, S) u(t,s)]d}

S 7 11Et, 8) — u(t, S|,
1
(%)

where we again argue from our assumption (c) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the theo-

rem statement that ||7i(t, S) — u(t, S)||,, = op (, /%) if prys # prjs and supy, < ||Pris(ulS) — pris(ulS)]],
Op(1). Finally, we also derive that

SRS

Term Xlc
& {/ u- K(u) [pris(t + uh|S) — pris(t + uh|S)]
R

h- k2 - pris(t + uh|S) - pris(t + uh|S) [u(t + uh, S) — p(t, 8) — hu- B(t, S)| pris(t + uh|S) du}

i

—
=

E{ sup |prs(ulS) — pris(ulS)|
fut|<h

/ wK (u) |82 2ot §) + O(0)] [pris(t1S) + uh - Gpris(tS) + O(h?)] }
X U
% D ky [92(H1S) + 2l - Bris(t]S) - §9%5(11S) + O(h)| [1+ Op (T1,0)]

=0Op <h2 sup HZ/?\T|S(U|S) _pTS(US)HL2>
lu—t|<h

= Op (h* - Tan)

@, (T
P nh3 )

where (i) applies Taylor’s expansion and mean-value theorem for integrals as well as uses the fact
that the difference between prs and pr|s is small when supj,_y<p, HﬁT|S(u|S) —ﬁT|S(u|S)HL2 =
Op (Y2,,), while (ii) leverages the arguments that vVnh3-h? = vnh" — \/c3 € [0,00) and Yo, — 0
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as n — 0.

F.3.6 Asymptotic Normality of @\DR(t)

For the asymptotic normality of aDR(t), it follows from the Lyapunov central limit theorem. Specif-

ically, we already show in Section F.3.1 and subsequent subsections that
~ 1 & o _
Vi [Bon(t) = 00)] = =3~ {6 (Vi T i1 B, pris) + VA3 306, 80) ~ E[5(t, S)]] | + 0p (1)
i=1

1 « _
= /n Z¢h,t (Yi, Ty, Si; In, B, bris) + op(1)
=1

with

one (Y, T, S i, B, pris) = \/é @) pTTS( ’) Y —a(t,8) — (T —t)- B(t,S)]

and Vy(t) = [gbht (Y,T,S; i, B, pT‘S)} = O(1) by our calculation in Term VI. Then,
Zva‘r |: ¢ht(§fl)1—;7sﬂu ﬁ’pT‘S) :O(l)

and

2+c1

n
1
;E‘f (Z)ht (}/;7117»51?:“’ ﬁ pT‘S)
T—t
h

)2+c1 K2+e ( - ) [Y ,u(t S) ( t) . B(t, S)] 2+cy
ZTNE 3 e rs)

u%qxﬁﬂ@o-Umt+uhsy-xtS)—huwﬂusﬁ”“+ﬁkﬁﬂq
<E / . t 4+ uh|S)d
: Nl A pris(t + uh|S) du

1

by the boundedness of y, i, pr|s, the positivity condition on prs, the assumption that Ele|?>ter <

00, and the requirement that nh® — oo as n — co. Hence, the Lyapunov condition holds, and we
have that

_g|d

%ﬁ@ﬁw—wym%mﬂiwa@)

after subtracting the dominating bias term h?By(t) of ¢y, (Y, T,8S; ﬂ,B,ﬁT‘S) that we have com-
puted in Term VI. The proof of Theorem 1 is thus completed. ]
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F.4 Asymptotic Bias of é\Alpw(t) in (9)

Analogous to our calculations in Section F.3, we can decompose §A1pw(t) — 0(t) under Assump-
tion A1l as:

Oarpw (t) — 0(t)
Lo [ KR mvmeny o 5
- hz{p@m 5 (5) B+ nefes) b -] e s)
=By (Y. T.8:5.01ys) - [gt (t, S)] + Py, [@h,t (Y, T,S; gﬁﬂs) — @y (Y, T, S;B,ﬁT\s)}
(Pn,

~P) |B(t.8) - B(t,S)]

= Pn&)hﬂf (K T7 S7 BvﬁT\S) [B(t S)]

Dominating Term

+(Bn —F) {K (ffht) [ﬁﬂs(lT’S) - pT|s(1T|S)] [:2 <Th_2t> ~ At S)]}

T—t
+ (Pn - P) % [B(tv S) _//B\(ta S)}}

- B(t,
515109 + S5 [y~ st [ <Th;t)‘5“’s)}}’

where <I>ht (Y T,S;8, pT‘S) % [ﬂ% (%) — B(t, S)} +5(t, S). Thus, in order to study the

asymptotically dominating bias of HAIPW(t) in (9), it suffices to compute E [E’h,t (Y, T,S; 8, ﬁT‘S) — B(t, S)}

as in Proposition F.1 below.

Proposition F.1 (Asymptotically dominating bias of §A1pw(t)). Suppose that Assumptions Al,
A3, A4, A5, and A2 hold under the general model (1) and B, Pr|s are constructed on a data sample
independent of {(Y;,T;, Si)}i_,. For any fized t € T, we let ji(t,s), B(t,s), and pris(t|s) be fired
bounded functions to which u(t,s), ﬁ(t,s) and pr|s(t|s) converge. Assume also that pr|s satisfies
Assumptions A4 and A2. Then, the asymptotically dominating bias of Oarpw(t) is given by

E @1 (YT, 858, 5rjs) - B, )]

B p(t, S) -pris(tlS) 8 pris(tlS) oz pris(t[S) 5
= s { prs(t]S) atl [ﬁT|s(t|S)} } hs { [t, 5) - B, 5) [ﬁTS(ﬂS) 1] } O

when h — 0 and n — oo.

Proof of Proposition F.1. By direct calculations under model (1) and Assumption Al, we derive
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that

[@ht (YT, 8: 3, pris) — B(t. 9)|

_E (%) [“(“’S) <t1 _t> ~ B S)] (t1S) dt1 b +E [B(t,S) — B(t, S)]
h pT|S tl‘s) Ko h2 5 pT|S 1 1 5 5
() w-pu(t+uh,S) S ] } _
YR — B(t, S t +uh|S)d E[B(t,S) — B(t, S
{/ M‘S Hums) | 5,8) pris(e + ulS) du + B [3(0,5) - (. 8)]
@ { / w) [pris(tlS) + uh - Gpris(U1S) + 42 - Zrpris(tlS) + S - Sipmis(S) + O]
R pﬂs (t18) +uh - Zpris(t|S) + 5= - Zapris(tlS) + “W’- Ssprs(tlS) + O(h?)
u- 2ﬂ(t S) udh 02 uth? 93 3
x [ S o — B(t, S) o S, S)+672 5h(t.8) +0(h )] du
+E [B(t,8) — B(t,9)]
111 8 U2h2 82 U3h3 83
= E / pT|s (t[S) +uh - atpﬂs(ﬂS)JrT 8t2PT\s(t|5) o at3PT|s(t\S)+O(h4)]
y uh - 3pr5(t|S) B u?h? - g*;ﬁﬂs(ﬂs) N u?h? [%ﬁﬂs(ﬂs)] B u?h? - %ﬁﬂs(ﬂs)
T|S(t’S) ﬁ%‘s(ﬂs) 2ﬁ%‘s(t|5> ﬁ%s(t‘s) Gﬁ%s(t‘s)
W0 [GomsS)] | GepmsS)]
— + O(h7)
pT‘s(ﬂS)
u - u(t ) u?B(t, S) u’h u'h? 3
X [ . s — B(t,S) + 5o 8752”( S) + Ora atg,u(t, S)+O(h?)| du

E[3(t S)—B(t,S)]
(

S) - Gipris(tlS)  u(t,S) - pris(tlS) - Gpris(tlS)
pris(tlS) P75(tlS)

+ 1 By(t) + O(h%),

t
:E'u

+E { 8(t,8) - B(t, )] [m - 1} }

where (i) uses a change of variable u = Y~ while (ii) andN(iii) apply Taylor’s expansions under
Assumptions A4 and A3. Here, the complicated bias term By(t) is given by

~ k4 (t S)
Be(t) o Es{pﬂs(t\S)

1 o 0? Q.
3 atng|S( 1S) — 8t2pT|s(ﬂS) : alOgPT\s(ﬂS)

o 0. 2
+250115(tS) | 57 log prs (1] S)

n G%bgﬁﬂs(ﬂs) : é%ﬁﬂs(ﬂs) - %ﬁﬂs(ﬂs) - 3%pT|5(t’S) : g*;ﬁﬂs(ﬂs)
3pris(tlS)

}

s [z—g-m S) - Bt
| { |

(t.9) , o
(| [8t2pT|S(t|S) 2§pT\S(t|S)'alngﬂs(ﬂS)
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2 _
pris(tS) - 25pris(t]S)

8 2
+2oris(1S) - | 7 toupris(iS)] -

}

pris(tlS)
Lk g [GensS) - GantS)  pristlS) - tpT\s<t|s> st S) | pris(tlS) - San(t, S)
2k pris(t|S) P75(t1S) 3p7is(t]S)

When pris = pr|s, we have that

p(t, S) - pris(t[S) 8 pr|s(t]S) oz pris(t[S) _
ES{ prsS) ot [m(ﬂS)”*ES{Ws) B, 9) [pﬂs( 75) 1}}‘0

and By(t) = -Eg [ tgu(t S)} In this case, the dominating bias term is h2By(t), which tends
toOash—)Oandn—)oo.

However, when 3 = 8 (and ji = ), the dominating bias is equal to

p(t, S) -pris(tlS) o pris(tlS) )~
Bt i ) | PO

which is not necessarily 0.
This also shows that the naive AIPW estimator (9) is not doubly robust. O
G Proofs of Propositions 2, 3, and 4

G.1 Proof of Proposition 2

Proposition 3 (Inconsistency of IPW estimators). Suppose that Assumptions Al(a-c), A3, A4(c),
and A5(a-b) hold under the additive confounding model (13). Assume also that when the bandwidth

h is small, the Lebesgue measure of the symmetric difference set satisfies
|S(t + uh)AS(t)| = |[S(t+ uh) \ SH)]U[S(t) \ S(t + uh)]| = o(1)
for anyt € T and u € R. Then, when h is small, the expectation of mipw (t) in (18) is given by
E [mpw (t)] = m(t) - p(t) + w(t) + o(1),

where p(t) = P(S € 8(t)) and w(t) = E [n(S)liseswy]- If; in addition, there exists a constant
Ap > 0 depending on h such that

/RE{ )+ 0(9)] [Lgsesrunnsi)r — Lises@nstuny] } - K(u) du = O(Ap)
for anyt € T and u € R when h is small, then the expectation of §1pw(t) in (12) is given by
Ap

E ()] = ') ) +0 (52
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Proof of Proposition 2. Notice that the conditional density support S(¢) depends on ¢ when the

positivity condition is violated. Under the additive confounding model (13), we have that

1 K (%)
hWAE&V”]

E{lk(%f)

E [mipw (t)] =

hm [m(T3) + U(Sz’)]}

% e _ _
// hpT|S [m(t)+77(3)]17(t,8)dsdt

://lhK<;;>W@+M@MN$@£

(1

//S(t+uh [m(t + uh) + n(s)] ps(s) dsdu
(if U m s uh - ™ 2 o) dsdu
_/R/SHM K (u) [t) + n(s) +uh - (£) + O(h2)] ps(s) dsd

N /R S(t) K (u) [m(t) +n(s) + uh - (t) + O(h*)] ps(s) dsdu
+/ / S K (u) [m(t) +n(s) + uh - m' (t) + O(h?)] ps(s) dsdu
// K (u) [m(t) +n(s) +uh -/ (t) + O(h?)] ps(s) dsdu
(t)\S(t+uh)

W[ () + n(s)] - ps(s)ds + O(h2) + o(1)

5(t)
=m(t) - P(S € S(t)) + E [1(S) - Lisesqyy] +o(1)
=m(t) - p(t) +w(t) + o(1),

where (i) follows from a change of variable u = {%7 (ii) is due to Taylor’s expansion under As-

sumption A3, and (iii) relies on our assumption on the Lebesgue measure |S(t + uh)AS(t)| = o(1)
for any t € 7 and u € R.

Similarly, we can also derive that

E[@Pw(t)]
i ) (252 ()
h? - ko - pris(TilSi)
//S(tl m(ti) + n( hz} (t1 t) (tlh—t) -

K2

(i) / /Mh m(t -+ uh) +n(s1)]u- K (u)

hK,Q

=K

-ps(s1)dsidu
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/ /S(t et uh) ts)lu KO () dydu

+/
R

n(t +uh) + - K
/ -/ ] bt ) + o) KW () gy
S(t+uh)\S(t) S)\S(t+uh) )

m s uh - m/ D u- K(u
@// [m(t) +n(s1) + hh.ﬁ(j)w(h Jou K@) o) dsrdu
B [m(t)—i—n(sl)—i-uh-m’(t)—i—O(hQ)]u-K(u). o) e da
+/R /S(t—l-uh)\S() /5( )\S(t—i—uh)] h - ko Ps(s1) dsid

« / () - ps(s1) ds1 + O(h)
S(t)

1

+h-n2/ E{[m(t) + n(8)] [Lises@+unnswy — Lsesensrun] - K (u) du
1

ey E {m/(t) [Lisesurumn\soy — Lisese\s+uny] } v’ K (u) du

Dt o0+0 ().

where (iv) follows from a change of variable u = ?—;t, (v) is due to Taylor’s expansion under

Assumption A3, (vi) leverages the property of the second-order kernel K, and (vii) relies on our
assumptions on the Lebesgue measure |S(t + uh)AS(t)| = o(1) and (19) for any t € T and u € R.
The results follow. O

G.2 Proof of Proposition 3

Proposition 4. Suppose that Assumptions Al(a-c), A3, A4(c), and A5(a-b) hold under the addi-
tive confounding model (13). Then, when the bandwidth h is small, the expectation of the modified
IPW quantity (20) is given by

E [ét(y, T, S)} — m/(t) + O(h?)

+ /RE {[m(t + uh) +1(S)] [Iisest+unn\sw — Lisest)\st+un)}] ‘T = t} u - K(u) du.

Proof of Proposition 3. Recall that the conditional density support S(t) depends on ¢ when the
positivity condition fails to hold. Under the additive confounding model (13), we have that
E [Et(y T, S)}

// m(t1) +n(s1)] (B ) (%) pgir(silt)

h?2
/ / m(t1) 4+ n(s1)] ( ;2 >,.f( i:t)pS|T(Sl‘t) dsidty

dsldtl
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m(t1) +n(s1)] ( R t) K (tlh_t) pS\T(31|t)
{ / / S(E\S () / /S(t N\S(t1) ] h2 - ko d81dt1}

()// m(t +uh) +n(s1)]u- K(u) - psir(si]t)

Hg‘h

dsidu

[m(t +uh) +n(s1)]u- K(u)psr(si]t)
+ - dsldu
R S(t+uh)\8() S(H\S(t+uh) h - ko
@ £) + ns1) + wh (1) + 5 (1) + O (h%) | w- K (u) - plsi[t)
// dsldu
Hg'h
[ 1 1m(t + uh ‘K ¢
g / - [t +ub) + (s u Kpsir(aal)
R | JS@t+uh)\S(t)  JS(0)\S(t+uh) | h - ko
G +0(h2)
| [t +uh) +n(s1)]u - K (w)psyr(silt)
— dsidu
S(+uh\S(t)  JS@\S(t+uh) h - ko
+O(h2)

+ /RE {[m(t + uh) +0(S)] [Lisesrun\s®)) — Lises@n\s(t+un) ’T = t} u - K(u) du,

where (i) follows from a change of variable v = Y-t (ii) is due to Taylor’s expansion, and (iii) uti-

lizes the fact that K is a second-order kernel function by Assumption A5(b). The result thus follows.

As stated in Remark 5, we should evaluate the conditional density pgir at the (query) point
(t,S) instead of the sample point (7, S) in the modified IPW quantity (20). To see this, we consider
the alternative modified IPW quantity

Y (57 K (54) psyr(SIT)
h? - ke -p(T,S)

(Y, T,8) =
and compute its expectation as:

E[E.0T, S)}

m(t1) +n(s1)] (51) K (B t
// (t1) +n(s1)] ( h2) (51) - psir(si] 1)d31dt1
S(tl h ‘KQ
(iv) m(t +uh) +n(s1)]u- K (u) - psr(si|t + uh)
ds1du
S(t+uh) h'KJZ
© t) +n(s1) +uh-m/(8) + S @ (1) + O(h®) | u- K (u) - pgir(si|t + uh)
// dsidu
S(t+uh) h - ko

vi K t+ h
(:) 7/(t) + O(h2) + // n(s1)-u- K (u)-psir(silt +u )dsldu
S(t-+uh) h - ko
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(574) K (5
= m/(t) + O(h?) +/ b h 2 En(S)|T = t1] dti,
T h K9
where (i) follows from a change of variable u = Y-, (ii) is due to Taylor’s expansion, and (iii)
utilizes the fact that K is a second-order kernel function by Assumption A5(b). Hence, it is

=t 1=t
unclear how we can eliminate the additional bias term [ % -E[n(S)|T = t1] dt1 from

E {§t72(Y, T, S)} unless E [(S)|T = t] = 0, which is not true in general. O

G.3 Proof of Proposition 4

Proposition 5. Suppose that Assumptions Al(a-c), A3, Aj(c), A5(a-b), and A6 hold under the
additive confounding model (13). Then, when the bandwidth h > 0 is small, the expectation of the
modified IPW quantity (21) is given by

h2 KR4

6/‘62

E |2 (Y,T,8)| =m'(t) + B () + 0 (h?) .

Proof of Proposition 4. Since the kernel function K has a compact support under Assumption A5,
we can assume, without loss of generality, that it is supported on [—1,1]. Then, when h < A% (or,

equivalently Ag|uh| < ¢ for any u € [—1,1]), we have that
S(t)o ¢ C S(t) e (Aoluh|) C S(t+uh) and  Le(t) C Lay5(t) C S(t+0)

by Assumption A6. Then, under model (13) and the support shrinking approach for p¢(s|t), the
expectation of ét,C(Y, T, S) is given by

E [EtC(Y,T S)}
/ / 1) +n(s)] ( ht)K(tlh_t) -pe(s1)t) dsidu
S(t1)

K9 - h
/ / m(t + uh) +n(s1)] - u- K(u) - pe(silt) dsidu
t+uh) ko - h
// t+uh)+n(s;i] -s-K(“)'pC(S”) dsdu
)+ n(s1) +uh ' (8) + (1) + SO (1) + O (h) | u- K(u) - pelslt)
// k2 - h
(id) +77(31)] ( ) b¢ Sl‘t / K( ) pC(sllt)
// o h ds du+/ /S(t . dsidu
=0
m" (t) - w’K (u) - pe(s1]t) h? - (t) - ut K (u) - pe(salt)
//S(t Sres dsmlu+/}R/S(t)eC 6 dsidu

~~

=0

51

d81

du



+ 0 (h?)

=m/(t) + LTy m3(t) + 0 (h?)
6%2

=K g,u(t S)}T =t| + W m3 () + 0 (h?)
ot ’ 6/€2 ’
where (i) uses the definition of the (-interior conditional density (23) and (ii) follows from the fact

that K is a second-order kernel function under Assumption A5(b). The result under the level set

approach for p¢(s|t) follows from almost identical arguments. O

H Proof of Theorem 5

Theorem 6 (Consistency of estimating 6(¢) without positivity). Suppose that Assumptions A1(a-
¢), A3, A4, A5, and A6 hold under the additive confounding model (13), and the support S C R?

of the marginal density ps is compact. In addition, [, B\, pc, D are constructed on a data sample

independent of {(Y;,T;,S:)}iy. For any fized t € T, we let fi(t,s), B(t,s), pc(s[t), and p(t,s)

be fized bounded functions to which [i(t,s), B(t,s), Dc(s|t), and p(t,s) converge under the rates of
convergence as:

|Bct,s) - B, 5)]

= Op (Ts,), sup|Esp(slt) — Fsp(st)| = Op (Tan),
Lo seS

Pe(S1t) = pe(S[Hll,, = Op (Tsn),  and | Sltllrihl\ﬁ(u, §) —p(u, S)ll, = Op (Te.n) ,

where Y34, Y4 pn, Y50, Y — 0 as n — oco. Then, as h — 0 and nh® — oo, we have that
é\C,RA(t) —0(t) =Op <T3,n + Yy +||B(t, S) — B2, S)HL2> ,

~ 1
Ocpw(t) — 0(t) = O(h?) + Op (\/ ot Y50+ Yen+ sup |p(u,S)— p(u, S)||L2> :

lu—t|<h
If, in addition, we assume that
(a) D, D¢ satisfy Assumptions A4 and A6 as well as Vnh3 - Y5, =o0(1);
(b) either (i) “i=p and B = B7 or (i) “p=1p”;

(c) mllﬁc(slt)—pc(St)lleﬂL sup [[p(u, S) — p(u, S)ll,

u—t<h
OP(1)7

then

Vi |c.or(t) - (1)

52

10.8) .S, + ][, 5) - 5. 5)|

.



- \}HZ {ocni 0078505, + Vi | [ 6. pelaloyas 600 | + on(1)
=1

when nh’ — ¢3 for some finite number c¢3 > 0, where

(559 K (5) - pe(S1H)

T gy 68 = (=0 5(6.8)].

¢C,h,t (Y7 Tv Svﬂ)/vavﬁC) =

Furthermore,

Vil [Bo.pr(t) — 0(t) — hBep(t)] S N (0, Ves(t))

with Vo(t) =E [ﬁb%‘,h,t (Y’ T,S;p 8.1, P )} and

2 m’’ m 0 5 ! B
- e {gatp(t,@ )+, 3)[5@,5)() 3.2 10g p(t,)m" ()] } pe(slt)ds  when i = i and f = B,
C,0 =
Bios m3)(t) when p = p.

Proof of Theorem 5. We derive the rates of convergence of gc,RA (t) given by (16) and é\Ipw(t) given
by (25) in Section H.1 and Section H.2, respectively. We also prove the asymptotic linearity, double
robustness, and asymptotic normality of @\c,DR(t) given by (26) in Section H.3.

H.1 Rate of Convergence of é\C,RA(t)

Firstly, we derive the rate of convergence for 5c,RA (t) in (16). By Proposition C.1, we know that
0(t) = m'(t) = E [Zu(T, 8)|T = t]| = E [B(T, $)|T = ] and

Ocra(t) — 0(t)
/ﬂts dFS|T /,Bts dFS\T( |t)
= / [ﬁ(t, s) — B(t, 3)} dFS|T(3’t)+//B(t75)d [ﬁsw(sﬁ) _FS|T(S‘t)} +/ [B(t,s) — B(t,s)] dFgr(slt).

Term I Term II Ten\rrl II1

e Term I: By Markov’s inequality (and Holder’s inequality), we know that

Bt 81) = Bt, $1)| = 0p (E |B(t, 81) - B(t, 51)|) = Op <1 B(t,8) - B(t.9)

L2> =0p (T3,)

for any random vector S; supported on S C R?. Thus,

Term T < / ’B(t,s) — A, s)‘ dFgyr(slt) = Op (HE@, S) — B(t, S)‘ L2> = Op (T3.).

e Term II: By the compactness of S and the fact that S(t) C S, we know that the Lebesgue
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measure |S(t)| satisfies |S(t)| < |S| < oo for any t € T and thus,

Term II < sup }ﬁ(t, s)‘ . Hﬁs‘T(-!t) - F5|T('|t)H

ses vV
< sup|B(t, 5)| - sup | Fsir(slt) — Fspr(slt)] - 15|
ses seS
=O0p(Typn)
under Assumption A3 and the condition that sup‘ﬁS‘T(sﬁ) —FS|T(s|t)‘ = Op(Y4y), where
ses

HI? sir([t) — F S‘T(.|t)HTV is the total variation distance between the probability measures asso-

ciated with ﬁS|T(-|t) and Fgr(-[t). Notice that ﬁS‘T(-]t) can be constructed on the same data
sample {(Y;, T3, Si)}i .

e Term III: Similar to the argument for Term I, we have that
Term III < / }B(ta S) - B(ta S)| dﬁS\T(S“) = OP (HB(t’ S) - ﬁ(tv S)HLQ) .
In summary, we conclude that

é\C,RA(t) - H(t) - OP (TS,n + T4,n + HB(ta S) - B(t’ S)HL2> :

H.2 Rate of Convergence of é\cjlpwof)

Secondly, we derive the rate of convergence for gc7lpw(t) in (25). Recall from (21) that

Boapw (1) = 0(t) = Pu [E0c (V. T, )| = 0() + Boapw (1) — Pu [20c(V T, S)]

e (1) (s
ST Vet o men b CUR LEY
Ter; v
+1z":Yi (%) K(Tih—t> |:]/?\<(Si|t) B 154(5¢|t)}
nh — h - Ko p(T:, Si)  p(Ti,Si) ]

Term V

We shall handle Term IV and Term V in Section H.2.1 and Section H.2.2, respectively.

H.2.1 Rate of Convergence of Term IV for é\c,lpw(t)

We already computed in Proposition 4 that

h2 KR4

E 2.V, T,8)] - 0(t) = " - m®(8) + 0 ()

6/%2

o4



under model (13). In particular, the above equality holds true even when we replace the true
¢-interior conditional density p, with the limiting (-interior conditional density p; because p; also
satisfies Assumptions A4 and A6. Additionally, we calculate the variance of P, [ém Y, 1,8 )} under

D¢ as:

Var {Pn |:§t7C(Y7 T, S)} }

1 [ R () adsio
~oande o(T;, S5
2 2
) e ) s o f (R K () sy
 nhtk3 p*(T;, S;) nhir3 (T3, S;)
(5] 2 (t1—t —2 2
M 1 ()" K2 (U5 - pesalt) . {E[B(T,S)|T = 1]}
= —73 -t dtids; —
0 o e 1,51 + o) dd 2
h2
+0< )
VK2
(11 K=( pc (s1]t) 9 5 l
// t+uh 31) [u(t+uh,31) +o ] dudsy + O -
W2K?
(111) K p((81|t) 2 " 0 " 2:|
t,81)° +2uh - u(t",s1) - —p(t",s1) + duds
nh3/<cg// (t,s1) + uh - atp(t’,sl) plt s1) a ) 6tﬂ( )to !

+o<>

2 2 2
(1V) K (u D¢ 81|t) ) ) 1
nh352 // [u(t, s1)* 4 07| duds; + O -

p(t, s1)
o()

with p(t,s) = m(t) + n(s) under model (13), where (i) utilizes our result in Proposition 4 for

E [Em Y, 17,8 )} , (ii) uses a change of variable u = .-t and the boundedness of (¢, s), (iii) applies
the Taylor’s expansion under Assumptions A3 and A4 with ¢/,¢” being two points between ¢ and

t + uh, (iv) absorbs the higher order terms to O (1), and (iv) utilizes the properties of K under

Assumption A5 and the positivity of ‘(( ‘)) within the support J of p(t,s). Now, by Chebyshev’s

inequality and our above calculations, we obtain that

Py [E0c(V.T,8)| = 0(t) = Pu [20c(V.T.)| —E [Ec(V. T, 8)| +E[E0c (v, T, 9)] - 6(t)
—0p <\/Var {IP’n [Et,C(Y, T, S)} }) +O(h?)

_0p ( nlh3> L o?)
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as h — 0 and nh® — 0o. As a side note, under the VC-type condition on K (Assumption A5(c)),
we can apply Theorem 2 in Einmahl and Mason (2005) to strengthen the above pointwise rate of

convergence to the uniform one as:

P, [ét,g(y, T, S)} - Q(t)‘ — Op ( “;’if') +O(h?).

sup
teT

H.2.2 Rate of Convergence of Term V for é\cylpw(t)

By direct calculations, we have that

Term V

1Y) K () el {@(Sirt) (T3, 8) — e(Silt) - (T, 1)

nh h- ko - p(T;, S:) p(T3, i) - pe(Silt)

=1
T;

_ 1 Zn: Y; < h_t> K <Tz‘h_t> - ¢ (Si[t) { e (Silt) — pe(Silt)] p(Ti, Si) — pe(Silt) [P(T3, Si) — p(Ty, Si)) }
T nh i1 h- ke - p(T;, S;) BT, S) - pe(Sift)

) {IE [B(T, 8)|T =t] + O(h*) + Op (w / nlha) }
) [ O (13:(S1t) — P (ST,

inf  p(t,s) — O plu, S) — plu, S 5(u, S) — p(u, S
Lt p(ts) P(f‘;‘ih“‘p(u ) = b, S)ll, + IIp(u $) = plu m})

Op( sup [[[p(u, §) — p(u, S)ll., + I1p(u, S) —p(u,S)llLJ)

u—t|<h
+

inf t,s) — O p(u, S) — p(u, S p(u, S) — S ]
(t,s)lgTXSp(7S) P<uSli|p<h[‘p(uj ) p(“’v )"Lg—i_"p(u: ) p(u7 )HLQ])

O(1+h?)+ Op (\/ nlh?))

= OP <T5,n + TG,n + sup Hﬁ(u7 S) _p(ua S)HL2>

'OP <T5,R+T6,n+ sup Hﬁ(u,S)—p(u,S)HLQ>

lu—t|<h

lu—t|<h

as h — 0 and nh® — oo, where (i) utilizes our results for Term IV and Markov’s inequality.

Combining our results for Term IV and Term V., we conclude that

~ 1
Ocipw (t) — 0(t) = O(h®) + Op (\/ s T Y55+ Ton + | Su‘p \ |[p(w, 8) — p(u, S)HL2> :
u—t|<
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H.3 Asymptotic Properties of §C7DR(t)

Finally, using some similar arguments to Section F.3, we shall establish the asymptotic properties

of §C7DR(t) in (26). By Proposition C.1, we have that

o(t) = E [gtu(T, S)\T:t} — [ B(t.9)dFsir(slt) = [ 8(t.5) - pe(sltyds = [ 5(t.9)- pelsle)ds
where u(t, s) = m(t) + n(s). Therefore,

fcpr(t) — 6(t)
n (L=t T;—t
> & ,lig p(% | §ij " Yot S) — (1= 1) - Bt S)] + / Bt 8) - Pe(slt) ds

i1
—/B(t,s)-ﬁc(s\t)ds
1 _
:Pn[\/h—‘ﬁf)Cht(YTS'ﬁaﬁaﬁpC] /ﬁts - pe(slt) dS—/Bts “pe(slt)d
/Bts “pe(s |tds—/6ts -pe(slt)ds

+ Py

1 P 1 _ o=
|:\/h73 : ¢C,h,t <Y7 Ta S,H,ﬁ,p,p() - \/? : ¢C,h,t (Y7 T:‘Svuaﬁvpvpﬁ):|
1 _ _
:Pn |:\/h73‘¢07h’t (KTHS»:aaﬂapaﬁC)] —|—/,8(t,$)'ﬁg($|t)d8—/ﬁ(t,s)-]7((8|t)d8

Term VI

4 / Bit, s) [pe(slt) — pe(s]t)] ds
Term VII

T—t Tty ro 5 _
o { R R R s )

Term VIII

it §) = ilt, S) + (T — 1) |B(t. S) - 3<t75>ﬂ}

Term IX

+IP,n{(Tht)K(Tht) [zjc(su) _Pc(St)} [(t.8) ~ (1. 8) + (T 1) [B(t.9) - Bt S)H}

h? ki p(T,S) p(T,S)
Term X
(%) K (554) - pe(SI) 1 ~ . . i
*P{ e S [3(0.8) = B8]+ [ [t = Ble.)] ol ds

Terr;lr XIa

57



T—t T=ty . 5
AR s

Term XIb

() K (51 [Be(S1) _ pelSID] 1y 0 ]
+P{ hr, [ﬁ(T,S) p(T,S)] Y = At 8) — (T =) 5t )]

Term Xlc

- It (L=t).p(S = .
where ¢c j, 4 (Y, T,S;pu, B3,p, ]5() = (= \}E'ISQ%(T)’Z()( iy [Y —a(t,S)— (T —1t)- p(t, S)] It remains

to show that the dominating Term VI is of order O(h?) + Op (1 / %) in Section H.3.1 and the
remainder terms are of order op (1 / nh3> for any fixed t € T in Section H.3.2, Section H.3.3, and

Section H.3.4, and Section H.3.5. We shall also derive the asymptotic normality of QC,DR( ) in
Section H.3.6.

H.3.1 Analysis of Term VI for é\C,DR(t)

We analyze the variance and bias of Term VI separately as follows. By direct calculations, we

have that

1

N pone (Y, T S;u,ﬁ,p,pg)”

Var [Term VI| = Var {]P’ [

Y At 8) — (T =) Bt S)]}

= - Var . -ﬁ(T, S)
1 (5" K2 (L) - pR(S|t) ) )
-t { TR AT Y - (. 8) — (T = 1) - A(t. )]

Y = A, 8) = (T — ) 3(t, S)]

}2

(i) 2K2 P¢(31|t) p(t + uh, s1)
s nh3 / /S(tJruh KQ P (t+Uh751)
X {[,u(t + uh, 81) — ji(t,s1) — hu - B(t, 81)]2 + 02} dsidu
u?K? (u) - p2(s1]t) - [p(t, 1) + O(h)]
”h //S(t-i-uh) K5 - [P (t,51) + O(h?)]
{[,u(t s1)+O(h) — p(t,s1) — hu - B(t,sl)]Q +02}dsldu

o (1
Yo )

where (i) uses a change of variable and only keeps the dominating first term, (ii) leverages Taylor’s

expansions, and (iii) utilizes the upper boundedness of u, i, B,;ﬁc under Assumption A3 as well

as the fact that p is lower bounded away from 0 around the support J. Now, by Chebyshev’s
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inequality, we conclude that

(B = P) | s - bcne (VT Sim 5. | = O (\/Vaf{]P’n i fen TS MPC)H)

1
:OP< nh3>

In addition, we calculate the bias term as:

Bias [Term VI]

T—t T—t -
o R e - )

/ﬂts - pe(s ds—/ﬁts  pe(s[t) ds
/ / [ 1 ) pC(81|t) [M(t s1) — i(t,s1) — (t1 —t) 'B(t7 81)] p(t1, s1) dsidty

hQHz p (t1,s1)

/ﬂts -pe(s |tds—/ﬂts -pe(slt)d

) - Pe(s1]t) . Lz
//Hu}l I pt+uh 51 [,u(t—l—uh,sl) i(t,s1) — hu 6(t,31)]p(t+uh,31)dsldu

+/ﬁ t,s) - pe(s|t) ds—/ﬁ t,s)-pc(s|t)ds

@ / / p< (s110) [p(t, 31) + uh - Gplt, 1) + 0% Sop(t,s1) + S - Zop(t, s1) + O(hY)]
h- ko p(t, s1) +uh- Zp(t, s1) + "22h2 ' C%Qzﬁ(t, s1) + "3h3 t3p(t 1) + O(h4)]
B 2h2 82 u3h3 83 4
X [(M(t, s1) — fi(t, s1)) + hu (B(t, 81) — B(t, s1)) + — @M(t, s1) + 5 @M(ta s1) +O(h )} dsidu

+/Bts - pe(slt) ds—/ﬂt,s) pe(s|t)ds

u - K pC 51|7f) 0 u2h2 82 u3h3 83 )
/ GC/ h K2 p(t, s1) +uh- a p(t; 1) + 2 8t2p(t s1) + 6 @p(t,sl) + O(h")

y Cuh- gp(ts)  uth? Bp(ts)  uPh? [Gp(ts)]”  wthP - St s1)

p(t,sl) PA(t, s1) 2p2(t, s1) p(t, 1) 6p2(t, s1)

udhd Qﬁ(tasl) 872]3(75731)
e G s ) [rte] "
p3(t, s1)
_ 2h2 82 u3h3 83

[ (t,81) — A(t, 81)) + hu (B(t, 1) — B(t, 1)) + — @M(tsl) t— @M(tsl) +O(h*)| dsidu

+ [ Bt.s) - pelsl ds—/m 8) - (slt) ds
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Gp(t,s)  p(t,s) - §p(t,s) i 7
N / lap(t, S) N p2(ta’ S) ] [:U’(tﬂ 8) - M(t, S)} . pc(s’t) ds

5 p(t, s) _
+ / [ﬁ(t, s) — B(t, s)] [ﬁ(@ 5) — 1} pe(slt) ds + h2. Beo(t) + O(h3)’

where (i) uses a change of variable u = tlh_ ! and (i) applies Taylor’s expansions. Here, the

complicated bias term Bcg(t) is given by

BC,G(t) kg / [/J’(tv 8) - ﬂ(tv S)]

2k p(t,s)

§ 2 0. 0 . 2
|5 gran(tss) = gaplt.) - 5 toup(ts) + 20(t0) - | 5 o)

_ 2 _ 3 _ 2 _
653 108 (1, 8) - 5Pt 8) = sp(t, 8) = 35p(t 8) - gb(tis) |
+ 3}3@ S) pC(s|t) S

0 0 _
(t’ 'S) - 2&])@7 S) : & Ing(t, 'S)

R4 [6(t7 S) - B(ta S)] 82
T p(t, s) lat?p

? S .8722— , S
+ 2p(t, s) - {810gp(t,s)] _ ot s) - 5pp(t s)

ot (. 9) ]pg(s\t) ds

2 _ 2 3
+m/[§tp(t,8)'§ﬁu(tvs) p(t,s)- Sp(t,s) - 2ut,s)  p(t,s) Zzult,s)

2K2 p(t, s) B 2(t, 5) + 35(t, ) ] De(s|t) ds.

Under the condition that either i = p and 8 = 8 or p = p, we have that

P o ~
Pt s)  p(t,s)- 5b(t, s) -~ ~
- - — t,s) — iu(t,s)| - pc(s|t)ds
/ o(t, s) P(t, s) [u(t,s) — i(t, s)] - pe(slt)
+ [ [8t9) - 5te.s)) [ 2650 1] ol ds
) ) ﬁ(t’ S)
=0
and
. 2 0t,8)- 22 u(tys)  p(t,s) 2 p(ts) Louts)  plt,s) Leults)] B _
) 2 [mp ﬁ(t?sf;“ - at;(t,s)mw g 3,3‘22?;; pe(slt)ds when = p and = f3,
Bep(t) = \
& [ [ Zut,s)] pe(sltyds  when p=p,
K 32 p(t,s)-m" (t)+p(t,s)[m®) (£)—32 log p(t,s)-m" (t)] | — ~ _
BE { 2 p(t,) " (1) S)[p(t,s)() 2 log p(t.5) ()]}pc(shf) ds when fi— pand F = B,
6% m® (t) when p = p.
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As a result, as h — 0 and nh? — oo, we know that
1 _ _
Term VI =P, [ﬁ deny (V.T, 8: i, o, } + [ Bte.s) petsltyds — [ 5it.s) - pelslt s

P¢
= h2BC79(t) + O(hg) + Op < )

:O(h2)+0P < n1h3> .

As a side note, under some VC-type condition on the kernel function K (Einmahl and Mason,

2005), we can strengthen the above pointwise rate of convergence to the following uniform one as:

log h
sup |Term VI| = O(h?) + Op ( | 0g3 |> ;
teT nh

see Theorem 4 in Einmahl and Mason (2005) for details.

H.3.2 Analysis of Term VII for gchR(t)

Notice that
Term VII = /B(t,s) [Be(st) — pe(s|t)] ds
< [|3tt5)+ Bt 5) = (e, )| lc(olt) ~ sl ds
< [ [13.9)] + |3 5) ~ 3t )] Betolt) ~ pelolps(s) ds
2 op (1pc(S10) - pe(SI0)l )
= Op (Ys,).

where (i) uses the fact that the marginal density pg is lower bounded away from 0 within the union
set (S(t)o ) U ( (t)o C) and (ii) leverages the boundedness of 3 under Assumption A3 as well

as Hﬁ(t, S) — B(t, S)HL = Op (T3,) with T3, — 0 as n — oco. Hence, vnh3 - Term VII = op(1)
2

when vnh3 - Y5, = o(1).

H.3.3 Analyses of Term VIII and Term IX for §C,DR(t)

By Markov’s inequality, we know that

\/ﬁ- K9 ﬁ(Tv S) ﬁ(Ta S)
=O0p (YTsn+ Y6n) =o0p(1)

Vnh? - Term VIII = G, { wiie) [@(sw _ (Sl [Y — f(t, S) — (T —t)- B(t, )] }
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because

_ 2
5528 sy

{ (T=t)? K2 (Tt)  [Be(S[) — pe(SIH* pA(T, S) + [B(T, S) — p(T, S)] p2(S|t)

—~
—-
=

K3 P2(t + uh, 81) - p2(t + uh, s1)

/ / w?K2(u)  [Pe(s1lt) — pe(s10)]° p2(¢ + wh, 1) + [P(t + uh, s1) — p(t + uh, 51)] PE(s1]1)
R JS(t+uh)

X [(,u(t +uh, 8) — ji(t,S) — hu - B(t, ,S’))2 + 02} p(t + uh,s1)dsidu

(i)
S 1Pc(S[t) = pe(SINII, +| Slt1|p<h||p(u’s) - p(u, S)|[7,

=0Op (T%n + T%}n) =op(1),

where (i) uses the change of variable u = % in the integration as well as (ii) leverages the upper

boundedness of yu, fi, 3 under Assumption A3 and the lower boundedness on %,ﬁ away from 0

around the support J by definition. As a side note, under the VC-type condition on the kernel
function K (Einmahl and Mason, 2005) and

e (St) = pe(SIE)ll, + e [p(u, S) = p(u, S)llL,

= op(1),

sup
teT

we can strengthen the above pointwise rate of convergence to the following uniform result as:

sup
teT

T—t\ )¢ (T=t\ 15 5 _
o (RS - S b -0 s <o)

Similarly, by Markov’s inequality, we have that

Tt T-t\ . 5 .
Vnh? - Term IX = G, { ( h};ijp)@p;()s‘t) [ﬁ(t, S) —fit,8) + (T —t) (B(t, S) — Bt S))} }

= OP (max {len, h- T3,n}) = Op(l)
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W K2 (u) - ﬁg(slyt)- p(t + uh, s1) ~ . ~ 5
//Hm 2+ b [M(t,sl)—,u(t,sl)—khu-<B(t,sl)—ﬁ(t,sl))} ds,du

) _ 2
< |1t $) = att S)II7, + 1 ||Bt. $) - B¢, 9)

=Op (Y3, +1°Y3,) = op(1),

2

where (i) uses the change of variable u = Y-t and (ii) leverages the boundedness of p,p¢ under

Assumption A3, the lower bound on % away from 0 around the support J by definition, the
boundedness condition on K under Assumption A5, as well as [|z(t, S) — fu(t, S)|[, = Op (T1,n)

and hHE(t, S) —B(t,S)‘ L= Op(h-Y3,) with T1,,h- Y3, — 0 as n — oo. In addition, if

2
supeer |[7ilt, S) — lt, S)||,, = op(1) and supteTHB(t,S) — B, S)HL2 = op (1), then the above

pointwise rate of convergence can be strengthened to the uniform one as:

(5H) K (F54) -pe(SI) 1 e N 2 _
Gn{ v 18] [it, 8) = 7it, §) + (T = 1) (B(t, 8) = B(t, 9))] t| = or ().

sup
teT

H.3.4 Analysis of Term X for é\c,DR(t)

We first calculate that

E .\/nh3 - Term X‘

n () K () [pe(St)  pe(SIHT 7 - 2 5
el L s ) ["“’S>_”(t’s)+(T_t)(ﬂ(t’s)_ﬁ(t’s))}‘
(M) K (Z24) [[pe(STt) — pe(S|t)? . [B(T, S) = p(T, S)I” p2(S|t)
<M-\IE{ = T ,S) + 2(T.5) : }

L

{ . ,QQ ) [At.8) ~ e, 8) + (7 - ) (ﬂ(t,S)—E(aS))r}

_Ji \l// [ﬁ((sﬂt)—f)\c(sﬂt)f+[ﬁ(t+Uh731)_ﬁ(t+Uh,31)]2pg(31|t)
S(t-‘ruh

P2t + uh, s1) P2(t + uh, 51)
\/{ K [t 5) - (t,S)+hu(ﬁ(t,S)—B\(t,S))rst(t+uh|S)du}

p(t + uh, s1) ds1du

S Vb | |[pe(S[t) = (S0, + sup [[p(u, S) = p(u, S)|L,

lu—t|<h

[||ﬁ(t, S) — ilt, S)||,,, + b HB(t, S) — B, S)‘

.

(;) op(1),

where (i) uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (ii) leverages our assumption (c) on the doubly

robust rate of convergence in the theorem statement. As a result, by Markov’s inequality, we
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obtain that

Vnh3 - Term X

_ oo JER) KR [(S1H)  pe(SI0] 7 _ _ ~

= h-Pn{ )P [BAE0 2 | [a5) - e s) + (0= 0 (Be.s) - . )
:Op(l).

H.3.5 Analysis of Term XI for é\c,DR(t)

By direct calculations under model (1) with some change of variable, we have that

Term XI
T—t)2 T—t\ . > B N ~ _
o SRR )] i -]
+E { G ECE ) 20 f1,) - sn}

() K (57) [e(S1) — pe(SIT 1y 3
HE{ e prs) gy I 08 - @ =055

//smuh) e Hzpi?tlﬁ)uh(zj) o {B(t’sl)fﬁ(t’ 81)] dsld“+/ {B( s) — B(t, 8)} pe(slt) ds

Term Xla
) - pe(salt) - plt + uhs1) .
t,s1) — 1i(t, s1)] ds1du
//S(t+uh h ko - p(t + uh, s1) lt 81) = it )] doa
Term XIb
p(t + uh, 31){ Pe(s1]t) pe(s1]t) } . 3
_ _ t +uh, — f(t, — hu - B(t, dsidu .
//S(t+uh) h Ko p(t +uh,s1)  p(t+uh,sy) [1(t + wh, 81) = it 81) = hu - B(t, 81)] ds1du
Term Xlc

On one hand, when p(t, s) = p(t, s), we know that Term XIb = 0, and under Assumption A6
and model (13),

Term XIa = / / s ) Pe(nlf) [5(@31) *B(t,sﬁ} dsldu+/ {B(t,s) — B(t,s)| pe(slt) ds

K2
= [ welsil) [3(em) = Blesn)] dsa -+ [ [Bit.s) = Ae.s)] (i) ds
swac
= 0.
In addition, we also have that

Term Xlc

// [p(t + uh, s1) — p(t + uh, 81)] - pc(s1]t)
S(t+uh) h - k2 - p(t + uh, s1)

[u(t +uh, s1) — fi(t, s1) — hu - B(t, s1)] ds1du
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ul (u) - [pe(s1]t) = pe(s1]t)] - p(t + uh, 51)
" /R/S(tJruh)

t+uh,s1) — fi(t, s1) — hu- B(t dsid
h- ks - Pt + uh,s1) [1(t +uh, 81) — filt, s1) — hu - B(t, 81)] ds1du

14, .. _
S 5 [1c(S18) = v (Sl + sup |[[p(u, §) = p(u, S)I,

lu—t|<h
1
=or |\ s

by the upper boundedness of u, & under Assumption A3, the lower boundedness of p away from 0

around the support J, and our assumption (c¢) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the the-

‘B(t, S) — j(t, S)HL — Op(1) when

_ 2

i # pand § # 8, our assumption (c) ensures that [[c(S1t) — pe(S16) ||, +supp,_y<p |5, ) — plu, S)]I, =

or(2).

On the other hand, when i = pu and § = 3, we know from Assumptions A4 and A6 on p, D¢

orem statement. Specifically, since |[fi(t, S) — (t, S)|;, + h

that %C is bounded away from 0 within the support and thus,

Term Xla

_ / / WK (u) - pe(s1]t) - p(t + uh, s1)
R JS(t)oc Ko - p(t + uh, s1)

8(t. 1) — Bt s1)] dsldu—l—/ [Bit.5) — B(t. )] pe(slt) ds
< ||3e.s) - pie. )|

@ [ 1
P nh3 )

where (i) uses the facts that p¢ is upper bounded while the marginal density pg is lower bounded

Lo

away from 0 within the (-interior conditional support S(t)©¢ and (ii) utilizes our assumption (c) on

the doubly robust rate of convergence in the theorem statement to argue that ‘ ‘B(t, S) — B(t, S) ‘ ‘L =
2

or (/s ) 15 # p.5c # pe and [ (SIE) = pe(SIDI| ., +5uPpusjen [1(u, S) = p(u, S|, = Op(1).

In addition, we also have that

K ) t)-p(t h
Torm xtp= [ [ VB PSS ) )] den
R JS(t4uh) h - kg - p(t + uh, s1)

L.
5 7 ||M(t7 S) _M(t7 S)||L2

1
=or |\ Vs )

where we again argue from our assumption (c¢) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the theo-

rem statement that ||zi(t, S) — u(t, S)||,, = op (w / %) ifp # p,pe # pc and |[pe(S[t) — pe (S|, +
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supjy—¢<p [1P(w, S) — p(u, S)[|, = Op(1). Finally, we also derive that

Term Xlc
) p(t+uh,s1) [ pe(silt)  pe(sift) B B
/ / HUh) I B+ uhos)  plt+ uhsy) ((t 4+ uh, s1) — p(t, s1) — hu - 5(t, s1)] dsidu
Pt +uh, s1) [pe(s1]t) — pe(s1lt)]
/ / seran B B+ il 51) ((t + uh, s1) — p(t, s1) — hu - B(t, s1)] dsi1du
/ / -p(t + uh, s1) - pe(s1|t) [p(t + uh, s1) — p(t + uh, s1)]
S(tyec h - ko - p(t+ uh, s1) - p(t + uh, s1)

X [M(t + U‘h7 31) - /J’(ta 31) — hu - B(t 31)] dsidu

ukK (u) [pc(s1]t) — pe(s1]t)] [# - 2nlt,s1) + O(hg)] [p(t, 1) + 2uh - §p(t, s1) + O(h?)]
/ / S(t+uh) h- ko [p(t, s1) + 2uh - 5 p(t, s1) + O(h?)] [L + Op (Ye.n)]

dsldu

/ sup |p(u, s1) — p(u, s1)|
5S¢ fu—t|<h

</ K () Fellt) [ Grnlts ) + O] ot o0) + 2k - ioan) +002)] |
R

By [P2(t,51) + 2uh - p(t, 1) - §p(t,51) + O(h2)] [1+0p (73,,)]

= 0p (W2 11Pc(S11) — pe(SII, ) + O (h? sup |rp<u,s>—ﬁ<u,5>!|L2>

fu—t|<h

= Op (P* [Ts5.n + T6.n])

@ 1
P nh3 )

where (i) applies Taylor’s expansion and mean-value theorem for integrals as well as uses the fact
that the difference between p and p is small when supj,_y < |[P(u, S) — p(u, S)|;, = Op (Ten),
while (ii) leverages the arguments that vnh3 - h* = Vnh? — \/c3 € [0,00) and Y5, Yo, — O as
n — 00.

H.3.6 Asymptotic Normality of ac,DR(t)

For the asymptotic normality of §C,DR(t), it follows from the Lyapunov central limit theorem.

Specifically, we already show in Section H.3.1 and subsequent subsections that
Vnh3 [§C,DR(t) - 9(75)}
= \}ﬁ zZ: {¢C,h,t (Y, T3, Si; i, B, b, pc) + VA3 [/B(t, s) - p¢(s|t) ds — 9(75)] } +op(1)
- z”: ocnt (Yis Tiy Sis 1, B, 9, b¢) + op(1)

\/ﬁ i=1
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with

It Tt
¢C’h»t (Y7T787ﬂ78757ﬁ4) = ( h )K( h ) (S‘t)

Y~ lt, ) — (T — ) B¢, )]

and Vog(t) =E [Q%,h,t (Y, T,8;[,[,p, ﬁg)} = O(1) by our calculation in Term VI. Then,

Zvar |: ¢Cht(}/;7ﬂ7slauaﬁ7p7p<) O(]')

and

n 1 3 2+c1
ZE ' . ¢C,h,t (Yi,Tia Si;[%ﬁaﬁaﬁ()
=1

B

(Tt)™r e K2 (Tet) g2 (S - [Y — at, 8) — (T — 1) - B(t, 8)] ™

= E c1 1 2
n2 hlt2 . g3to . p2te (T, 8)

_ b K2 () - 520 s 1) [t + b s1) — it s1) — b (e8] + Bl
/ / ¢ (nh)c1p*tei(t + uh, s1)
X p(t + uh, s1) ds1du

1
:O< W)zo(l)

by the upper boundedness of u, fi, p under Assumptions A3 and A4, the lower boundedness of p
away from 0 around the support 7, the assumption that Ele|>**! < oo, and the requirement that

nh? — 0o as n — oo. Hence, the Lyapunov condition holds, and we have that

Vh® [Bopr(t) — 0(t) = B2Beg(t)]| 5 N (0, Ve 1))
after subtracting the dominating bias term h%2Bcg(t) of dcps (Y, T,8;[,0,p, ﬁ() that we have
computed in Term VI. The proof is thus completed. O
I Asymptotic Theory of Estimating m(t) Without Positivity

Under the additive confounding model (13), Proposition C.1 implies that we can define the integral
RA estimator (17) as well as the integral IPW and DR estimators of m(¢) based on (26) and (25)

as:

- 1
mC,IPW - g
=1

3

t=t
Y, + / GC,IPW (t) dt] and ﬁ”quR — Z
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We prove in the following corollary that these integral estimators are consistent to m(t) without

assuming the positivity condition.

Corollary I.1 (Consistency of estimating m(t) without positivity). Suppose that Assumptions A1,
A3, A4, A5, and A6 are valid under the additive confounding model (13). In addition, L, B, peD
are constructed on a data sample independent of {(Y;, T;, S;)}* For any fized t € T, we let

=1

— ~

a(t,s), B(t,s), pc(s|t), and p(t,s) be fizred bounded functions to which ji(t,s), 5(t,s), pc(s|t), and

p(t, s) converge under the rates of convergence as:
sup ||B(t,5) - B, S)|
teT

sup |[pe(S[t) — pc(SIt)l, = Op (Tsn) . and  sup |[[p(u,S) —p(u, S)||;, = Op (Yen),
teT u€T Gh

= 0p (Tan), supsup|Fsir(slt) = Feir(slt)| = Op (Tan),
Lo teT seS

where T & h = {u € R :infier |u—t| < h} and Y3, Tan, Tsn, Ten — 0 as n — co. Then, as
h — 0 and nh® — co, we have that

~ . _ |
sup |mc,ra(t) —m(t)| = Op <T3,n +Yypn+ SugHﬁ(t; S) — B(t, 5)HL2 + > ;
te

teT Vn

~ 2 ’ log h‘ > 5 _
sup [mcpw (t) — m(t)| = O(h*) + Op 5 +Tsn+ Yon+ sup |[|p(u, S) —p(u, S|, |-
teT nh ueTGh

If, in addition, we assume that
(a) p,pe satisfy Assumptions A4 and A6 as well as Vnh3 - Y5, = o(1);

(b) either fi =y and B = 3 or p = p;

(¢) sup |15:(S16) = pe(SIE)lz, + sup 17w S) = plas Sl [m(t, 8) = ult, S)lly, +h||3(t, S) - (¢, S)| ] -
o (24
then

when nh” — ¢ for some finite number c3 > 0, where dC.ht (Y, T,8;a,0,p, ﬁ() is defined in Theo-

rem 5. Furthermore,

e {mC,DR(t) —m(t) — b2 -En, [ / " Bood dZ] } N0, Vom(t))

T

332
with Vo (t) = E [{ETl [f,}l Poni (Y, T,S;1,08,p, ﬁg) dt]} ] with Bog(t) defined in Theorem 5.
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Proof of Corollary I.1. Recall from (17) that our integral estimator of m(t) is defined as:

Yi+/;Tje ()dt]

where gc(t) can be either RA (16), IPW (25), or DR (26) estimators. By (15) in Proposition C.1,

we have that

n

me(t) = % Z

=1

n

mc(t)—m(t):ii}/};—lﬁl Z Ddi —E Ute(’{)df]+i2/t[5c(?)—e(?)}d{

T i=1 /T
(40)

Under Assumption A3 and the condition E|e27¢| < oo for some constant ¢; > 0, it is valid that
Var(Y') < co and Var [ fT dt} < 00. Thus, by Chebyshev’s inequality, we know that

iin—E(Y)zop<\}ﬁ> and Z/ t)di —E [/Tte(f)df]zop<\/lﬁ).

Itf ot )dtN— 2O(t )df‘ < supser 0(t)] - [t1 — t2]. Together
with the compactness of 7 and Example 19.7 in van der Vaart (1998), we also deduce that

5 fooas[fo0]-o (&)

Therefore, plugging the above rates of convergence back into (40), we conclude that

fo(t) —m(t) = Z / (8o~ 60)] di + O (\}ﬁ) | (41)

Furthermore, under Assumption A3,

sup |—
teT

Now, we derive the uniform rates of convergence for mc ra(t) and mc 1pw(t) when fc(t) are given
by §C7RA(t) in (16) and ac,lpw(t) in (25) respectively in Section 1.1 and Section 1.2. We also prove
the asymptotic linearity, double robustness, and asymptotic normality of mc pr(t) when é\c(t) is

given by ac,DR(t) in (26) in Section I.3.

I.1 Uniform Rate of Convergence of mcra(?)

Firstly, we derive the rate of convergence for mc ra(t) when the derivative estimator is given by
é\c,RA(t) in (16). By (41), we have that

n

;Z/Tj[ecm) 6<>}dﬁ+op<1>

=1

sup |mcRra(t) —m(t)| < sup
teT teT

3
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< sup
teT

EENORVOIEED S
=1

o ()

The compactness of 7 by Assumption A3 and Markov’s inequality imply that sup;c+ % Yot —
T;| = Op(1). Therefore, by Theorem 5, we conclude that

~ 1o 1
sup |m t) —m(t)| < sup |l t)—0(t)|-sup | — t—"T| +0O ()
sup 726, 7a (1) — m(t)| < sup |foxa(t) — 0(0) ;;[n@ | +or (o

_ _ _ 1

=0p | T3n+Tan+su t,S)—pB(t, S +>.
 (Tan+ o +sup 18(08) - 5(0.5)]|, + -

I.2 Uniform Rate of Convergence of mc pw(t)

Secondly, we derive the rate of convergence for mc jpw (t) when the derivative estimator is given by
gchw(t) in (25). Similar to our arguments in Section 1.1, we derive from our results in the proof
of Theorem 5 (Section H.2) that

sup |[mc pw(t) — m(t)]

teT
< sup |Oc.ipw (t) Q(t)’ sup | 1 Zn:\t Til| +0 (1 )
= cpwil) — : - — 4 P
teT teT | i Vn
2 | log h
= 0(h?) + Op + T+ Ton+ sup |[p(u, S) —plu, S|, | -
nh3 u€T Dh

1.3 Asymptotic Properties of mc pr(?)

Finally, using the asymptotic properties of é\C,DR(t) in Theorem 5, we shall establish the asymptotic
properties of mc pr(t) when the derivative function is given by §C,DR(t) in (26). Recall from the
proof of Theorem 5 (specifically, Section H.3) that

fcpr(t) — 0(t)

= Pn |:1 . ¢C,h,t (szﬁT‘ia SZvﬂaB:ﬁvﬁC):| + / [5(757 S) - /B(ta 3)] ﬁ{(slt) ds + An,h(t)7

Vi3
o= TtV (T=t).5.(S|t _
where ¢y (Y, T, S5 i, 3, p¢c) = (% }E,SQ;(T)’;( i Y = f(t, 8) — (T —t)- B¢, S)] and A, 4(t) =

op (\ / #) consists of Term VII-XI for é\C,DR(t) in Section H.3. Then, by (41) and model (13),

we know that

mc DR(t) —m(t)

12—? K Tiy—t pe(Si, D B o )
Z / % Z hZ i Hfﬁh(T) Sf) : [Y;2 - /](ta SZQ) - (Ez - t) : B(t SZ2)] dt

111
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// B(t,s)] pe(s|t) dsdt + — Z/ A () dt+op<\/15>
T n? Z Z/ Vi - beni Yias Tias Sin; i1, B, D, Pc) dt+]E{/ / B(7. ) )]ﬁg(sf)dsd’{}

i1=112=1
Term I

L s [f [ ar o

+23 [ [ 186 - ot putsinasai -2 { [ [ [5005) — 50250 D) s
=1 i
Term 11
+1Zn:/tA (#) di +0 <1>
Term III
32
As for Term IT, we know from Assumptions A3 and A4 that E { [fT [ [B(t.s) — B(t, s)] pe(slt) dsdt] } <

oo for any ¢t € T. By the central limit theorem,

Term II = — Z/ / B(t,8)] pe(s|t) dsdt — E {/ / B(t, s)] pe(slt) dsdt}
-0 (7).

Thus, it remains to derive the asymptotic linearity of mc pr(t) —m(t) from Term I in Section 1.3.1
and argue that Term III = op (, / n—#,) in Section 1.3.2.

I.3.1 Analysis of Term I for mc pr(t)

Notice that the first term in Term I takes a form of V-statistics with a symmetric “kernel” defined

as:
AelUa, Uss) = ;/t bt (Vies Ty Sigi i B ) i
7, VR3S O
;/Tt \/1;73'%,h,z(Yz’uﬂl,Sil;ﬂ,B,ﬁ,ﬁg) dt,
]
where U; = (Y;,T;, S;) for i = 1, ...,n. By Pascal’s rule, we know that

Term 1= B+ 5{ [ [ [8(09) — 5(8.0)) (s s

= 2@ Pa (= PP+ 20+ E ] [ [ [5(08) — 50080 (o) s

=Ep, {/Ti (P, —P) {th—gﬁc,h,?(Y’T’S;“ Bﬁﬁ)] }

Term Ia
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en{ff

’ ¢C,h,t~ (Y" T7 S? ﬂ? Baﬁa ﬁ():| df{}

Term Ib

+(IP>n—P)2{

T

t
1 —_ A —_ _
| 5 tenr (T Siii i)

:

Term Ic

A

b0t (V. T, S5 i, B, b, e )] /[6(&8)

— B(t,8)] pe(slt) ds) d’t“},

Term Id

where we use the shorthand notation PA; referring to the function U;, — [ A¢(Us,, wsy) dP(us,)

and P2A; = [ [ A¢(wiy, wiy) dP(us, )dP (s, ).

We shall show that the dominating terms Term Ia and Term Id are of orders Op <\ / #)

and O(h?) respectively, and the remainder terms Term Ib and Term Ic are of order op (\ / n—#,)

as follows.

e Term Ia: By our calculations in Section H.3.1, we know that

Var [Term Ia]

e () () p(sin

= Var | (P, — P){ Ep, /

T hQ'F‘:?'p(TaS)
Ly [ UEVECE) 2D s @
—E ar T1 /7‘1 h2f€2]3(T7S) [ _/’L(7 )_(

_~> - Be

. / (5it) K (Tt - me(S19)
n 8 h? - ko - p(T, S)

1
n

Y - at,8) — (T —1)-B(t,S dt]

01 T K2 (5EE) - p2(sID) VA8 (D). 3
_m Th |_ 1’ T /ﬁ}%ﬁz(T,S) [ _:U’(7 )_< ) (7
w?K? (u) - pZ(s1]t) - p(t + uh, s1)

~ nhd/ //S(tJruh b= ta] - prita)-

X {[u(t +uh, s1) — i(t,s1) — hu - B(t, 81)]°

(iii) L
nh3 )’

f£2 P2(t + uh, s1)
g }dsldudtl

where (i) follows from Jensen’s inequality on the squared function and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

as [t 0@ di]” < [f2, o)

.|t — Ty| for the function g(t) = E [gbCht (Y,T,S; i, B, p, pg)} (ii)

uses a change of variable and only keeps the dominating first term, and (iii) leverages our arguments
in Section H.3.1. Moreover, Var [\/ nh3 - Term Ia] is strictly positive as long as Var(e) = o2 > 0.
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Then, by Chebyshev’s inequality, we obtain that

1
Term Ia = Op ( Var [Term Ia]) =Op — |-
nh?3
e Term Id: By our calculation of the bias term in Section H.3.1, we know that

t
Term Id = h? - Ep, [/ Beg(t) d%v] +O0(h®) = O(h?),

T

where Bcg(t) is defined in Theorem 5 as:

2 m!! m 39 5 ! B
Pt £ {3atp(t78) (t)+p(t, S)[p(t,s)() 32 log p(t,s)-m" (t)] }pg(s|t) ds when i =y and 3 =
colt) =
B m®)(t) when p = p.

e Term Ib: By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have that

t 1 _ ~
Term Ib = (P, — P) {/ E [\/hi‘g . ¢>C’h7;(Y, T,SW,@papg)} dt}

T

_op J Vor {1 E [ihs -0 (V7,81 5.1.) d

n

(0 L 1
_OP< nh2>_0P< nh3>‘

Here, the equality (i) above follows from the calculation that

Var{/TtIE[\/liT qSCht(YTS,uBﬁﬁ)] }
) (1)

/ /tz / /S(tl h2 K2 - P(tl, s1) plt o1) =l o1) = (0 = 1) Bt o) dondtad? o pr(ta) dtz

~ 2
(u) -pe(salt) ¢ = T 37 7
/ {/tg / / S(+uh) b - K - P(t—i-uh s1) Al o0) =l o0) —ub Bl )] dSIdUdt} prita) s

(iii)
#0(5s).

where (ii) utilizes a change of variable and (iii) utilizes the upper boundedness of wu, i, B,ﬁg,pT
under Assumptions A3 and A4 as well as the fact that p is lower bounded away from 0 around the
support J.

. \K
e Term Ic: Recall from Assumption A5(c) that K = {t’ — <t;t> 'K (%) teT,h>0,k =0, 1}
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is a bounded VC-type class of measurable functions on R. Under Assumption A3 and the condition
that E|e2T¢!| < oo, we deduce by Theorem 4 in Einmahl and Mason (2005) that with probability
L,

= sup
teT Vh - 1,8 )
— 0 (V/1og )
when kl);ig‘n — 00. Thus, by Chebyshev’s inequality,

W.Termlc:(]P’n—P){/t

i1

G [Gep7 (YT, 851, 8,5,7¢) | d?}

J,

1
n
i1

B |logh|) 1
_0P< n —or nh3 |~

Here, the last equality follows from the calculation that

2
:OP ‘E Gn [¢C7h7f(KT7S;ﬂaB7paﬁC)] dg]

—
=

E

T, teT

2
¢ _ N i
/ Gn [qbc’h,?(y, T, Sa ﬂ757ﬁ7ﬁ§):| dt] < E

2
[t =T, 12 sup Gn 6,7 (V- T S5 B o) | ]
= O([loghl),
where (i) applies the mean-value theorem for integrals.

As a summary for this subsection, we conclude that

Vnh? - Term I
- zzj {en[[ {0 (TS 5.0) + VI [ [3(2.0) = 0] el ds b |} + on()

1.3.2 Analysis of Term III for mc pr(?)

Recall from those Term VII-XI for §C,DR(t) in Section H.3 that Term III for mc pr(t) here is
given by

Term III
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[
Z/ /Bts — pe(slt;
t) - B(t, }df

Term IIla

A fer { szf” 555
Tormy TII0
" iz /T (B, — P) { <T’1)hK<T;(T); sl (5L, 8) — iE, $) + (T = D) [B(E,8) - B(E, 9)|| } di
Tormy e
' ;Z [ P, { (ﬂhiﬁ ) ggfg - jjgfg [A@.S) - #(E, 8) + (T - D) [6E.5) - 5(F 5] }
Tormy 110
1, dt

n t g E D,
+;Z/T : ( : )h I;(.;(T S};C(S“) {B(t’s>_3(t~’s)] +/ [B(t’s)_ﬁ(t’s)} i
i=1 ¢ 7
Term IIle

- ['p { () K C) 280 o) s } i

1
+n;/ﬂ h? - ke - p(T, S)
Term IIIf
L gt (TTJ) K (Th ) 5e(SH) pe(SID - - )
T ; /T " { h?ky (T, S)  p(T,S) Y —j(t,S) — (T —t)- B(t,S)] ¢ dt.
Term IIIg

We shall argue that all these terms above are of order op (1 / n%) respectively as follows

e Term IIla: By direct calculations, we know that

FTermIIIa—FZ//Bts
(WTE'”')fs&

— Op (x/T T5,n) = op(1),

where in the last equality, we use the compactness of the marginal support 7 C R to argue that
(1) for any t € T and utilize our derivations in Section H.3.2 to obtain that

ﬁc(s]%v)] dsdt

/ B(E5) [Pe(slt) — pe(slD)] ds

%Z?:l |t - T,\ =
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supger || B(E ) [pe(sli) — pe(slD)] ds| = Op (115c(SIt) = 5e(SIDII, ) = Or (Ts.0)

7 (t.5) [P
e Term IIIb: Notice that Term IIIb can be written in a form of V-statistics. Specifically,

Vnh? - Term IIIb
L[ (7) & (%) [acsh pes] - : .
\/ﬁizl/Tl(P”P){ Vi |ps) pws) | T AES @050 S)] o d
ZZ/ (Z.,() ~ E[Z,®)]) di
11=112=1
Co)rC2) [asp 2801 (v — 5.5 — (1~ - 5G], Note that the
N] } dt and f;k {Zg(%v) —E[Z(1)]} dt are dependent and have

with Zl(t) = N
random variables f% {Z;(t)-E[Z
a nonzero covariance when any of 4, j, k, ¢ coincides. Thus, the variance of

>3 [ 120 -Ez. 0]

i1=112=1
) nonzero terms; see, e.g., Section 6.1 in Lehmann (1999) for detailed

involves a sum of O(
explanations. By Chebyshev’s inequality,
n n t
() —E |

Vnh3 - Term IIIb = —3
n2 i1=112=1
- Op (Var Tt {Z:,(t) —E [Zi,(1)] }
. 2
—0p| |E {( {Z;,(t) E[Zz‘g(m}) ]
= op(l)

Here, the last equality follows from the calculations that

{(/ {20 - u()]}ﬂ

LB [(t= T2 |2, () ~E[Zo ()] ]
=supE [(t - Til) ‘Ziz (t/)ﬂ
t'eT
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N 2 /
(ii) Ti—t K2 it ~ 4/ _ gt 2 B
2 e U >h 5 )[“(Sf’” PSION 1y e, ) — (1 - ¢) - B, S0

2
veT "R

(iii)

< sup[|p¢(S|t) — p(SIZ, + sup |[B(u, S) — plu, S)[|7,
teT ueT dh

= OP (Tg,n + T%,n) = OP(1)7

where (i) applies the mean-value theorem for integrals with ¢’ lying between ¢, T;, € T, (ii) uses the

compactness of 7 C R, and (iii) utilizes our derivations in Section H.3.3.

e Term IIIc: Analogous to our arguments for Term IIIb, we write Term IIIc in terms of

V-statistics and deduce that

vVnh3 - Term IIlc

Here, Zi(7) = () K (5 ) recsi [ﬁ({ S:) — At Si) + (T, — 1) [B(Z S - B, S»)” and the last
) 2 \/E-HQ-ﬁ(Ti,SZ') » M )y M1 1 )y M1 y M 9
equality above follows from some similar calculations as:

veT }
1,-1\? 2 (L=1\ . =2
S swpE (s >h 2 _<p2’ETZ>’ Spf S (A8~ .8 + (T~ D) [BE.8) - BE 80|

(iv) -~ _
< sup {Hﬁ(t, 8) — lt, S)II3, + h*||B(t, S) - B(t. 9)

teT
= Op (Y3, +1°Y35,) =op(1),

2
Lo
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where (iv) again leverages our derivations in Section H.3.3.
e Term ITId: Similar to our arguments for Term IIIb, we also write Term ITId in terms of

V-statistics and utilize Markov’s inequality to deduce that
Vnh3 - Term II1d
ey [ K () b (ST
pe(Slt)  pe(SIt) | 1~ S . Iy _
- t,S)—u(t, S T—1t t,S) — S dt
Srs)  prs) | [FES) - AES) + (@ -D[5ES) - BES)|

= Op(l).
(55 & (5 [m(sif) A
p(1:,S:)  p(13i,S;)

=" | [ 50) - A S0y + (7~ 1) [BE 85) - BE S0 ],
and the last equality above follows from the following calculation as:

Here, V;(t) =

[ v
i,
3. s)|

Vi E

(2. 8) ~ @, S) + (T~ 1) |B(E. S) -

(i)
< \/EE Ut_T’i1| : "/lz(t,)u

) T—t T=t) [ = Qi

2 sk (5) & (%) [5us _ (S]H)

~ teT Vh - Ky pT,8)  p(T.5)

(iif)

< nh.sup{ [Dc(S[t) = pc (S, + sup |[[p(u, S) — p(u, S)||,

teT lu—t|<h
)

X [Hﬁ(t, S) — u(t, S)|l,, +h HB@, S) — B(t, s>]

= OP(1)>

(iv)
where applies the mean-value theorem for integrals with ¢’ lying between t,7T;, € T, (ii) uses the
compactness of 7 C R, (iii) utilizes our derivations in Section H.3.4, and (iv) leverages our assump-

tion (c¢) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the corollary statement.

e Term IITe, Term IIIf, and Term IIIg: On one hand, when p(t,s) = p(t,s) for all
(t,s) € T x S, we know from our calculations in Section H.3.5 that Term IIle = Term IIIf = 0
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and

Term Illg

AR

[Y — a(t,8) — (T — 1) - B¢, S)]

2
teT hZkz

Toh

(11
( Z|T ) [SUP||p<(S|f) pe(SIOl,, + sup Hl/)\(u’s)_p(u’S)HLQ]

iii 1 - -
GO (h (Yo + Tﬁ,n)>

1
=or |\ Vo )

where (i) utilizes the mean-value theorem for integrals (ii) follows from our derivations in Sec-
tion H.3.5, and (iii) applies Markov’s inequality to - Zl 1 |Ti — t| as well as leverages our assump-
tion (c¢) on the doubly robust rate of convergence in the corollary statement. Specifically, since
1t S) — (¢, S)|l, + hHﬁ t,8) — B(t, S)‘ — Op(1) for any ¢t € T when i # p and § # 8,
our assumption (c) ensures that sup,cr ||p<(5 1) — pe(SI8)] L, T SWucan [[P(u, S) — p(u, S)|[,, =
(v/7)
op eyl
On the other hand, when i = p and 8 = /3, we again know from our calculations in Section H.3.5
that

Term IIle
< (711 Zn: T — tl)
i=1
-1\ g (T=E) 5, (SIF
<sup P (5 )h K( ;(2, SZ;C(S'” 50.5) - 5@5)| { + [ [3E9) - G| pelolf) ds

=Op (sup HB(t,S) — B(t, S)‘

teT

1
=or |\ |

)

= T-%\ = In

1 <& (T)K(T)'pc(s\) _ ~
Term IITE< | =S |7 —t| | - sup |P S)— .
erm IIIf < (nZI tl) up T (£, S) — f(t, S)]

i=1 €T

1
_ 0y ( sup 71, S) u(t,s>||L2)
teT
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1
=or |\ s |

and
Term IIlg
n L*? K L*%V ~ ~ _ ~
< (;;m—u) sup P s >h2@( ?) PASD 25D [y~ plE.5) — (1) BG.5)]

_op (h? [supuﬁg(su)—p¢<5|t>||L2+ sup |rﬁ<u,s>—p<u,s>|L2D
teT u€eT dh

1
=op|\/—= |-
F nh3
As a summary for this subsection, we conclude that vnh3 - Term IIT = op(1).

1.3.3 Asymptotic Normality of mc pr(t)

For the asymptotic normality of mc pr(t), it follows from the Lyapunov central limit theorem.

Specifically, we already show in Section 1.3.1 and Section 1.3.2 that

Vil [ pr(t) — m(t)]

n

t

- - > {on [ [ {ocnr0itisinsmm) + Vis [ (86,0 - 5G9 tsias) at] } +0rt1)
1 & t _ -

= % ;ETl |:/1;1 ¢C’h7t~ (szﬁT‘ia 527 ﬂvﬁvﬁvﬁ() dt:| + OP(l)

with

(51) K (54) - pe(ST)
\/E o) -ﬁ(T, S)

(bc,h,t (Y,T,S7ﬂ,6,]5,]§<) = ! [Y _/-_L(tv S) - (T_ t) ’ B(t,S)]

_ 342
and Vo (t) = E [{ETl Uﬂt} gbCh;(Y, T,S;,[3,p, ]54) dt}} } = O(1) by our calculation of Term
Ia in Section 1.3.1. Then,

n 1 t B B
Var{ — - E / ¢ s K7nasi;ﬂ7ﬁvﬁvﬁ dt:|}201
S over{ Jn B | [ s )il | o
an

2+cy

d
n 1 t _ ~
ZE ’\/ﬁ Ep, [/Tl bent (V. T, S5, B, D, pe) dt}
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| (T K (T msh o
SE| e B | | e Y A S) (T =) BE S di

Ep, ||t — Ty|*te

1
—F ——
{1/n04h64+2
~\ 24cq ~ ~
(TE) " w2 (T - pEre (s
X sup

teT Ky prres(T, S)

[W(T, 8) + e~ (t, 8) — (T — 1) (T, 8)] d?] }

by the upper boundedness of u, i, p under Assumptions A3 and A4, the upper boundedness of
the kernel function under Assumption A5(c), the lower boundedness of p away from 0 around the
support 7, the assumption that E|e|?t¢ < oo for some constant ¢; > 1, and the requirement that

nh? — 0o as n — oo. Hence, the Lyapunov condition holds, and we have that

t

i {con(t) = m(t) -1 En | [ Boa®ai] b4 N 0.Ven(t)

Ty

after subtracting the dominating bias term h?-Ep, [ f%l Bey (t) dﬂ that we have computed in Term
Id in Section 1.3.1. The proof is thus completed. O
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