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Abstract

We propose a direct approach to calculating influence functions based on the
concept of functional derivatives. The relative simplicity of our direct method is
demonstrated through well-known examples. Using influence functions as a key device,
we examine the connection and difference between local robustness and efficiency in
both joint and sequential identification/estimation procedures. We show that the joint
procedure is associated with efficiency, while the sequential procedure is linked to local
robustness. Furthermore, we provide conditions that are theoretically verifiable and
empirically testable on when efficient and locally robust estimation for the parameter
of interest in a semiparametric model can be achieved simultaneously. In addition, we
present straightforward conditions for an adaptive procedure in the presence of nuisance
parameters.
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1 Introduction

Efficiency and local robustness are fundamental concepts in statistics and econometrics.
While efficiency primarily concerns variance, local robustness examines how estimators
respond to minor perturbations or variations, particularly those caused by small biases
in the nuisance estimator. Ideally, an estimator should exhibit both efficiency and local
robustness, offering precise and stable estimates under diverse conditions and assumptions.
The critical question then arises: How can one determine whether this is attainable? And
if so, how to turn an estimator into a locally robust and efficient one?

The key is to examine the influence function, which is defined as the functional derivative
of a parameter with respect to a small perturbation of the underlying probability measure
(or distribution) P in the form of P = (1 —¢)P + eQ = P + ¢(Q — P), where ¢
is an arbitrarily small number and () is another probability measure. The most well-

known use of influence functions is perhaps validating asymptotic linear expansion and
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deriving the semiparametric efficiency bound (Bickel et al., 1993). Recently, because of the
popularity of machine learning methods, influence functions have also been used to construct
orthogonal moment functions with a nonparametric first step. This leads to locally robust
estimators that remove first-order regularization bias; see Chernozhukov et al. (2018) and
Chernozhukov et al. (2022).

However, there has not been much attempt in the literature at integrating efficiency
and local robustness using influence functions. For example, Chen and Santos (2018)
outline methods to assess efficiency improvements, albeit without discussing local robustness
explicitly. Conversely, the aforementioned papers on local robustness pay little attention to
efficiency. Some exceptions in sequential semiparametric estimation include Newey (1994)
and 7, where nuisance parameters can be concentrated out or a “least favorable curve” can
be found to achieve both local robustness and efficiency.

In this paper, we contribute to the literature by providing a comprehensive analysis
of the connections and differences between these two crucial concepts. We take a more
general approach, considering both joint (one-step) and sequential (multi-step) identification
and estimation procedures of the parameters of interest and nuisance parameters in a
semiparametric model. Joint estimation has been studied in Bickel et al. (1993) to derive
the semiparametric efficiency bound via the likelihood method. On the other hand, many
semiparametric models adopt a sequential (plug-in) approach, estimating parameters in
multiple steps. For example, in the case of the average treatment effect (ATE), the
propensity score is defined under the conditional distribution P(7|x and estimated first, then
plugged into the identification function of the ATE, which is defined under the unconditional
measure. This idea is so natural that most subsequent papers on semiparametric efficiency
and/or local robustness adopt sequential estimation procedures (Andrews, 1994; Newey,
1994; Ai and Chen, 2003).

Based on this, we analyze the influence functions of both procedures with (conditional)
moment restrictions and provide some criteria to assess if a sequential method performs just
as well as joint estimation, thus guiding practitioners on whether joint estimation is worth the
additional complexity caused by different probability measures. We outline key conditions
when the parameter of interest can attain efficiency and local robustness simultaneously in
a semiparametric setting. These conditions are theoretically verifiable, empirically testable,
and satisfied by (nearly) all models.

Despite their importance and utility, deriving influence functions can pose a challenge.
All current methods have certain limitations. Although natural and intuitive, the stochastic
expansion method can be cumbersome. The method presented in Tsiatis (2006) is based on
a detailed tangent space structure that can be abstract. The general approach outlined in

Newey (1990, 1994) and Bickel et al. (1993) may sometimes require an educated guess in



practice; see, for instance, the application in Hahn (1998). Hahn and Ridder (2013) extend
Newey (1994) to a three-step setting but limit their analysis to the case where functions must
be differentiable (in the narrow sense). Ichimura and Newey (2022) take the approach of
general Gateaux derivative but eventually require solving a least squares projection problem.

Consequently, another goal of this paper is to provide a more accessible method to
derive influence functions. We show that applying functional derivatives all at once can
lead to a closed form of the influence function. We consider our approach more explicit and
straightforward, as it only requires taking derivatives (in the general sense) and evaluating
expectations of the identification function.

We start with the identification function of a parameter instead of any possible
estimators. When both the parameter of interest and the nuisance parameter are just-
identified, the joint and sequential procedures yield an identical influence function. However,
when both types of parameter can be over-identified, the influence function of the parameter
of interest may differ. Notably, the joint procedure is directly related to efficiency, whereas
the sequential procedure is automatically locally robust. Regardless of the procedure
adopted, we derive influence functions that are both efficient and locally robust under some
mild conditions. Based on these directly derived influence functions, one can construct
better estimators. Additionally, we provide straightforward conditions for constructing an
adaptive procedure that is efficient without knowing the nuisance parameter.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents key concepts and
definitions. The direct method of calculating influence functions is presented in Section 3
with various examples. Section 4 lays out the conditions for a locally robust and efficient
identification strategy. Generalization and extension of our main results are collected in

Section 5. Section 6 concludes. Technical details are delegated to the appendix.

2 Concepts and Definitions

2.1 Basic Notation

Consider a measure space (€2, F,u) where p is a o-finite measure. Denote by M, the
collection of all probability measures P on (2, F) dominated by pu. We refer to a subset
P < M, as the model.

The random variable associated with P will be denoted by Z, which defines a function
from 2 to some measurable space Z. Emphasizing how expectation is derived from the
probability measure, we use the notation P[h] == {hdP instead of E[h] for any function h
of Z with a finite mean. Whenever possible, we will ignore the random variable Z or its
possible value z in such functions for simplicity.

We use La(p) or Lo(P) to denote the space of square integrable functions with respect to



p or P, respectively. Furthermore, we denote by £3(P) the subspace of £o(P) that consists
of zero-mean and square integrable functions with respect to P. Unless stated otherwise,
all vectors and vector-valued functions are column ones. Let {-,-) be the covariance inner
product on La(P).

We use the symbol T to denote the transpose of a vector or a matrix. When taking the
partial derivative of a (potentially matrix-valued) function h with respect to some vector
(or matrix) €, we use the representation 0h/df = dvec(h)/dvec(f)T among others, which is
the Jacobian matrix and preserves the chain rule (see Kollo and von Rosen (2006)). We use

M™ to denote the Moore-Penrose inverse of any matrix M.

2.2 Differentiability and Regularity

Suppose the parameter of interest 8 depends on some nuisance parameter . We are
interested in determining whether it is possible to construct an estimator of 8 that is both
efficient and locally robust to the estimation of . The key to this question is the influence
function.

There are two general approaches to deriving the influence function: the estimator-based
and the parameter-based (or estimand-based) ones. Either way, it is necessary to assume
certain types of differentiability and then expand the estimator or the parameter, where the
leading term is the influence function. We adopt the second approach as it saves us from
specifying the actual forms of the estimator, which leads to a neat presentation. As a result,
we view efficiency and local robustness as properties of the parameter/estimand, rather
than that of some specific estimator. Ultimately, if the stochastic equicontinuity condition
(Andrews, 1994; Newey, 1994; Newey and McFadden, 1994) holds true, it is possible to
find an asymptotically linear estimator for the parameter 5. Hence, we start with the
identification condition of § directly, a similar approach used by Huber (1984).

Following the literature (Hampel, 1974; Bickel et al., 1993), we define functional

derivatives (or differentials) based on pathwise differentiability.

Definition 2.1 (Functional Derivative). The functional derivative v(P;Q — P) of v at P
along the direction Q — P is defined as

v(P;Q — P) = %V(P+E(Q—P))|€:0. (2.1)

Let § be the collection of directions QQ — P such that the above derivative exists. Then
different types of functional derivatives (Gateauzr, Hadamard, or Fréchet) correspond to
different structures of the set S (refer to Appendiz A.1 for more details).



To gain more mathematical tractability, it is often assumed that the derivative (P;Q —
P) is continuous linear in the argument ) — P. Under Géateaux differentiability, Huber

(1984) gives a simple proof of the following integral representation (Chapter 2.5 therein):
#PiQ-P) = [P - P) - [s(P)ae.

where (P) € £J(P). Without the zero mean condition P[] = 0, we would not have the
second equality and there would be infinitely many functions (e.g.,  +a for any finite vector
a) satisfying the first equality. This is an application of the Riesz representation theorem
(see, e.g., Walter (1987)), which guarantees the uniqueness of v(P). To put it differently,

the Riesz representation in the current context serves as a projection from the space Lo(P)
onto LY(P).

Remark 2.2. The relationship between v(P;Q — P) and v(P) mimics the relationship
between directional derivative V, f(x) = V f(x)-v (with respect to a vector v) and gradient
Vf(z). In fact, consider those measures @ dominated by P. There exists a unique scalar-
valued function g = d(Q — P)/dP wup to a P-null set. Then we have v(P;Q — P) =
SvgdP = (U,g) in the form of an inner product similar to V,f(z) = Vf(z)-v along a
finite-dimensional direction v. In contrast, the unique function v(P) gives a direction in the

functional space, just as the gradient ¥V f(z) in the vector space.

This unique function 7 = (P) is the influence function, or influence curve as introduced
by Hampel (1968, 1974). Note that the function © is defined through an analysis of the
parameter (i.e., the estimand), rather than a feasible estimator. However, one can often get
a feasible estimator by replacing P with the empirical measure P, or some transformation
of P, (refer to Section 5.2 for more discussion). More generally, we focus on the analysis of

regular parameters.

Definition 2.3 (Regular Parameter). A parameter v(P), which defines a functional v :
P — B, where B is a Banach space, is reqular at P € P if the following conditions hold:

(i) Functional differentiability. The functional derivative v(P;Q — P) defined as in
Definition 2.1 exists for all Q — P € S, where S is a sufficiently rich set.

(ii) Linearity. The derivative v(P;Q — P) is continuous linear in Q — P. Consequently,
there exists a unique v(P) € LY(P) satisfying (2.1).

(iii) Square-integrability and variance invertibility. The influence function v(P) is square
integrable with respect to P, and the variance-covariance matriz (v, v7) is invertible.

If v is regular at all P € P and the derivative v(P;Q — P) is also continuous in P, then

we simply call v a regular parameter (with respect to model P). If all the conditions are



satisfied except that (v, vT) is invertible, we say v is a pseudo-regular parameter and treat

the Moore-Penrose inverse {v,vT)" as its pseudo variance-covariance matriz.

Intuitively, the differentiability condition ensures that the parameter v varies “smoothly”
with P in the model P. The linearity condition on its derivative makes it possible to be
realized by an asymptotically linear estimator, under some additional commonly adopted
assumptions on the model (skipped for simplicity). The square integrability condition further
rules out the possibility that the asymptotically linear estimator has an infinite variance with
the root-n rate. For nonparametric estimators, which has slower rates, this condition can be
modified to accommodate such rate differences (refer to Section 5.2 for more details). The
reason we introduce the concept of pseudo-regular parameter is to faciliate the discussion in

Section 4.2.

2.3 Local Robustness

Early robustness literature focused primarily on robustness to outliers (see Tukey (1960)),
primarily in one-step estimation contexts. With the rapid development of two-step
estimation, the focus has been on the robustness to the specification and the estimation
error of the nuisance parameter, for example, the double robustness (Robins and Rotnitzky,
2001) and the local robustness (Chernozhukov et al., 2022). In the former case, a second-
order influence function is involved, while the latter is a property of a first-order influence
function only. This paper focuses on local robustness. The second-order influence function

is left for future research.

Definition 2.4 (Local Robustness to First-Step Parameter (Chernozhukov et al., 2022)).
Let B be a reqular parameter that depends on another reqular parameter . Suppose that (3
can be identified by the moment condition P[mg(5,v(P))] = 0. We say B (or the moment
function mg) is locally robust to the first-step parameter ~y if

tim L P[ms (8, (P + €(Q ~ P))) — ms(8,1(P))] = 0 (2.2)

for all@Q — P e S. For simplicity, we may say that (B s locally robust. Accordingly, we will

call mg a locally robust moment condition.

In the above definition, one can replace P and () with conditional probability measures

that define 8 and -+, respectively.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose that the moment function mg is differentiable with respect to -y, which

is also a reqular parameter. Thus, any element of ¥(P) is different from zero. Suppose



that expectation and differentiation can be switched. Assume also that we can change the
integration order of dmg/0vy and . Then (8 defined by Plmg(3,v(P))] = 0 is locally robust
to the first-step parameter v if and only if

P[a;n—VB&(P;Q—P)]:OVQ—PeS — P[?—j]y(zﬂ)zo — P[aﬂ]zo,

where 0 could be a zero vector or zero matriz.

The first equivalence is established by the requirement that

Pl - )] = [F2( [sa@ - p)ar = [ P[F2]iPa@ - p) =0

for all admissible Q. Then the integrand must be identically zero.

3 Influence Function

3.1 The One-Step Case: A Toy Example

In this subsection, we demonstrate how to derive the influence function as a functional
derivative using a simple model. Consider a parameter v that can be indirectly identified

by the following moment condition:
Plm(Z,)] = 0, (3.1)

where the dimension of m is no less than the dimension of v, that is, d,, = d,. If v can
be directly identified by v = P[h], we can always define m(rv) = h — v as the moment
function. Assume that we can change the order of integration and differentiation. Define
0,m = P[0m/ov] and assume that it has full column rank so that v is identifiable from the
above moment conditions.

We do not view (3.1) as a restriction on the distribution P unless m is completely known.
Since m depends on unknown parameters, it is always possible to let the parameter vary
with P € M, to satisfy the moment condition. Additionally, the subsequent analysis and
results remain valid if the unconditional probability measures are replaced with conditional
ones. This will be clarified in Section 3.2 below.

The idea then is to employ the implicit function theorem to solve v as a function of P,

which requires taking derivatives with respect to P.! Thus, we need to ensure that d,m is

Two perspectives are available for employing the implicit function theorem, which distinguishes our
approach from that of Newey (1994). One views v as a function of P and the other views P as a function
of v. The first perspective is what we adopt here and it directly leads to v(P;Q — P) as shown below. The



invertible. If d,,, > d,,, dm/0v is not even a square matrix. For any d,-by-d,, matrix A with
full row rank, there exists some d,,-by-d,, symmetric matrix = such that A = 9,m™=Z and
that Ad,m is invertible. We thus have

P[o,m"Em(v)] = 0. (3.2)

This can be equivalently formulated as solving the following minimum-distance estima-

tion problem, whose first-order condition is (3.2):
min P[m(v)T]| Z P[m(v)].

In general, this weighting matrix = may depend on some unknown parameter, so it can
be considered another nuisance parameter. For example, in the classic GMM setting, the
optimal weighting matrix depends on unknown variance.

Let F(v,=, P) == P[6,m"=m(v)]. It is easy to see that under the moment restriction
(3.2), we have

OF

" = - Plmey @z -0,

0,m"=0,m and

Then for all admissible @), we have the following result by taking derivatives with respect to
P,

oF . _ oF o _
CHPQ-P)+(Q - PEmEm] =0 = f [Soo(P) + B Em (@ - P) = 0.

Since this equality holds for many @), the term within the bracket must be zero.

Proposition 3.1. Assume that the parameter v in the moment condition (3.1) is regular
with dy, = d,. Moreover, the matriz d,m = P[om/dv] has a full column rank. The matriz
0,mTZ 0, m is invertible. The rank of V,, := (m,mT) is no less than d,. Suppose that we
can interchange the order of integration and differentiation. Then the influence function of

v s given by

v(P) = —{8,,mT§ 6ym}718,,mT§ m.

The optimal choice of Z is given by Z* = V.|, and the corresponding efficient variance is
{8ymTT7VJ{,(9ym}_l =: 2.1 Regardless of the choice of Z, we always have P[ov/ov] = —1.

latter gives rise to the score function, which is only used to derive the efficiency bound in Section 4.2 below.
In our understanding, Newey (1994) combines both perspectives. This explains why both the influence
function and the score function appear in (2.2) of Newey (1994) and (2.2) of Ichimura and Newey (2022).



Remark 3.2 (Over-identification). In the literature, it is often assumed that the matriz V,,
is invertible. In this context, the meaning of over-identification (Anderson and Rubin, 1949;
Sargan, 1958; Hansen, 1982) is unambiguous: d,, > d,. In a recent paper, Chen and Santos
(2018) extend this concept to a general infinite-dimensional model and define local over-
identification by comparing tangent spaces. It is worth noting, however, that their discussion
on just and over-identification in the GMM illustration example is based on the condition

that the wvariance-covariance matriz of the moment conditions (i.e., V,, in the current
context) is full rank. Here, rank(V,,) = d, is sufficient for identification and its Moore-
Penrose inverse is used instead because it may not be a full-rank matriz. This gives rise
to the case where d,, > d, but mnk(Vw) = dy. To facilitate the analysis in Section 4
below, we need to distinguish this case from rank(V,,) > d, (which implies d,, > d,,). We
will refer to the former case as “row over-identification” and the latter one as “rank over-
identification” whenever needed. In case we do not need this distinction, we will only use

“over-identification.”

To connect with a sequential (e.g., two-step) procedure, consider the following partitions:

() e (), T (B ), e (), s
0% My 0gMy Oy Vig Viy

where the ranks of Vg := (mg, mj) and Vyy = (my,ml) are no less than dg and d.,

respectively. Therefore, if either of 5 or v were known, the other could be identified by the

corresponding part of m. Furthermore, we need
Ogm~ =0 (3.4)
to obtain a two-step procedure first identifying v from m, and then plugging it into mg.

Corollary 3.3. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition 3.1 and (3.4) hold. The

influence functions of v and B in a two-step procedure are given by

. = -1 =
Y(P) = —{0ymyTEy; Oymy} 0ymyTEyy my, (3.5)
5 N T/ N _1 N T— N . :
B(P) = —{0smpTEp5 Dgma} OsmpT=ps (ms + Oyma).
Define mg := mg + dymgy. Since P[07/0v] = —I, we have dymgt = 0.
Moreover, if both dgmg and 0ym~ are invertible, then the choices of EBB and EW no

longer matter. Accordingly, the above influence functions reduce to

T a1

J(P) = =0ymy~'my and B(P) = —dsmp " (ms — dymgdymy~'ms).



Furthermore, if both v and 8 can be directly identified, that is, m~ = h,—~v and mg = hg—f3,
we have héﬁ = hg + 0yhgYy and

$(P) = hy = =hy = P[] and H(P) = hg — P[hg] + &T5(hy — Pli]) = B — Plhg).

The results for other cases (only one of B and v can be directly identified) can be easily

derived from the above.

According to the principle outlined in Chernozhukov et al. (2022), one should use mIéR
instead of mg to identify 3 in such a two-step procedure for local robustness. It is easy to
see the benefit when both 8 and ~ can be directly identified. Suppose the first-step suffers
from a small perturbation so that we have 4 = P[h,]. The raw and adjusted identification

strategies would respectively yield

50 = Plhar")] and 590 = PIEGA)] = P{har9) + P[ 5200y =9}

It can be verified that 4*¥(0) = S**(0) and

oh
/Braw<6) _ BraW(O) _ P[a—f

840~ 20) = 3P| T (@~ Po) x4 ok

| % (@ = P)lhy] x e + ().

That is, the adjusted identification strategy can reduce the impact of the possible first-step
local misspecification bias or non-parametric bias from first-order to second-order.

When both 8 and v can be exact/just-identified (i.e., rank(Vs5) = dg and rank(V,,) =
d.), it is not hard to verify that the sequential and joint estimation procedures are equivalent
(see Corollary A.2 in the appendix). The discussion of the general case where (m,mT) can
be singular is deferred to Section 4 below. In such cases, the comparison requires a closed
form expression of the Moore-Penrose inverse of a block matrix.

With over-identification (in the sense of either row or rank), however, it remains unclear
whether the sequential procedure is as efficient as the joint procedure. Intuitively, the
two-step (or multi-step in general) procedure solves the optimization/estimation problem
sequentially, which may or may not yield the same results as the joint procedure. We look

into this issue in Section 4.1 below.

3.2 The Multi-Step Plug-in Estimation

In many econometric problems, parameters are defined /identified under different conditional

probability measures, making joint estimation a challenge. Therefore, the sequential plug-in

10



estimation procedure becomes a natural choice. In this subsection, we show how to derive
influence functions from a multi-step estimation procedure. We argue that one may still
face the joint-versus-sequential problem under any given conditional probability.

Suppose that the d-dimensional random vector Z generated from P can be written as
Z = (zW1, ... ZO1)T where each Z) is d;-dimensional and dy + - - - + d; = d. Intuitively,
one can always choose to keep Z as a whole (I = 1) or decompose it as much as possible
(I = d). Here, we decompose in a way that adequately reflects the “exogeneity” level of
different variables. For example, in a linear regression model without endogenous regressors,
it is appropriate to have Z0) = X and Z® = Y. In IV estimation with instruments W,
we would write Z()' = W and Z® = (X,Y), rather than having Z(®) = X and Z®) =
Y. Treatment effect estimation has Z() = X, Z(®) = T (binary treatment assignment),
and Z®) = Y. Accordingly, many parameters will be identified under some conditional
probability measure, rather than the unconditional one studied in Section 3.1.

For any i and j, let ZU%) = (Z®O1 . ZUNT when i < j and ZU*% be the empty set if
i > j. Let Fy) be the marginal probability measure of ZW . For j=1,...,1, let P11
be the conditional distribution of Z) given ZU=11)  We denote Pii—1:1) by Py
simplicity. Additionally, denote by ..y the joint probability measure of Z (:7) conditional
on ZU—11),

Under each conditional probability measure F

for

jl:)» one can potentially identify a vector-
valued function 7;. In contrast, the parameter of interest 3 is often identified under the
unconditional probability measure P. It is thus quite likely that the identification of v; does
not involve 3, making multi-step plug-in estimation a natural approach. To make the key

results more accessible, we first show the case where 5 can be directly identified.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose a reqular finite-dimensional parameter B8 can be identified by

B(P) = Plhg(v1(Pay),v2(Pap)s - - nlPupy)) ] (3.6)

where hg is a known function of all the ~y;’s and each ~y; depends on Z only through ASDR
For j' < j, the function ~; could be an input to ;.
Assume that hg 1is continuously differentiable with respect to ~v1,...,7. Then the

influence function is given by

. Lo, ! oh ,
B = Z Bj = Z {(P(l:j+1\:) — Pujy) [ha] + P(l:j|:)[a—,yf] X ’Yj}7 (3.7)
izl izl

where P(H+1|:)[hg] = hg and P(l:1|:) = P.
If each v; can be directly identified as vj(P.)) = P(j|:)[hy,] with some function h.,, for

11



J=1,...,1, where h,; depends on z only through 2U) . Then the influence function of B is
given by

! ) l oh
= Zlﬁj = Z {(Pasgey = Pagio) lhal + P(l:ﬂ:)[—Mﬂ x (hyy = Pgylh,)) b (38)
Jj= :

For j = 1,...,1, let hgj = Pgji1):)[hg] so that it only depends on ZUY  Then we
can introduce an auxiliary parameter 3; := P(j|:)[h5,j]. It is clear that the parameter
vi = ( ]T,’yJT)T can be jointly identified under the conditional measure F;.). Hence, we can
see that §; has the same structure as Corollary 3.3, with P replaced by P;.), hg by hg;,
and hy by h,;. This implies that the joint-versus-sequential problem remains implicit under
every conditional measure F;\.).

The influence function can be rewritten as B = hIBR — B, where

ohg
W = hy + Z Py [a_]] X 4. (3.9)
j=1

It can be shown that P[ds, hIBR] = 0 for each j. Consequently, after obtaining the influence
function, one can employ hIBR in place of hg to identify [, thereby achieving local robustness.
Newey (1994) derives the influence function in a semiparametric two-step setting. The
correction term therein corresponds to the second term on the right hand side of (3.9),
e., the difference hIBR — hg. To see this, let Z = (X,Y) with [ = 2, vy =0, and v =
Py x)[Y] = E(Y|X) so that 4o = Y — E(Y'|X). However, the multiplier of 4, given in (4.7)
therein involves a general but complicated partial derivative, whose calculation may not be
that straightforward. Hahn and Ridder (2013) extend Newey (1994) to a three-step setting.
Similarly, the general expressions of the influence function given by Hahn and Ridder (2013)
often involve second-order derivatives (e.g., Theorems 1, 2 and 7 as well as equations (4)
and (7) therein). Nevertheless, the above theorem shows that our approach relies only on
first-order partial derivatives, which are easy to calculate.
Besides, Hahn and Ridder (2013) do not cover the case where the derivative does not
exist (refer to the statement preceding Lemma 1 therein). By employing the idea of a
generalized derivative, we can also deal with non-differentiable identification moments whose

derivatives can be represented by the Dirac delta function.

Remark 3.5 (Generated Regressor(s)). The plug-in estimation approach inherently involves
the use of generated regressor(s), which introduces an additional layer of complezity to

the asymptotic analysis. The example of generated regressors considered in Section 4.1 of

12



Hahn and Ridder (2013) is given by (in the original notation therein):

where 1) is the propensity score (we will use m in our following examples). In Section 4.2
therein, the authors also consider the case where this propensity score is nonparametrically
estimated. Regardless of how one would estimate 1), let us denote it by 3 instead. Denote
by Py, the empirical measure such that P,[f(Z)] = 1/nd." f(Z;) for any f(:). Then the

above estimator and the true parameter are

B=Pu[5(33) —%2033)] and B = Plyn(ys) —2(13)]

This is a special case of (3.6) with hg(v1,72,7v3) = 71(73) — ¥2(73) (subject to re-labeling
these ’s according to which conditional probabilities they depend on). The fact that one is
able to construct these estimators implies that one knows (either explicitly or implicitly) the
functional form of each v;(P.)). See Evamples 1 to 3 below. Moreover, refer to Section
5.2 to see how one can construct an estimator from knowing the form of v;(Py;.y). We also
derive what we called “nonparametric influence function” for kernel-based nonparametric

estimators therein.

Our method also differs from that of Ichimura and Newey (2022). While they consider
a two-step plug-in estimation procedure (see equation (3.2) in their work), which bears
similarities to our setup, a key distinction lies in the derivation of the influence function.
Specifically, their approach requires solving a least squares projection problem (as outlined in
Proposition 1), whereas our method relies solely on taking derivatives of composite functions.

Below, we demonstrate how our method works in practice using different identification
strategies for the ATE, making it easier to compare our method with existing ones. As well-
documented in the literature, the various widely-used strategies lead to the same influence
function for ATE. That is, they are equally efficient. However, not all of them are locally
robust. This partly motivates the exploration of the relationship between local robustness

and efficiency in the next section.

Example 1 (ATE: the inverse probability weighted (IPW) case). We first apply Theorem
3.4 to the IPW estimand (Horvitz and Thompson, 1952) of the ATE, which is also known
as the HIR estimand (Hirano et al., 2003).
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Under the unconfoundedness assumption, the IPW method identifies the ATE as

Y  (1-7)Y
m(X) 1-n(X)

TIPW = P< > =: Plhipw (Z, P x)[T])], (3.10)
where 7(X) = E[T|X] = P x)[T] is the propensity score function. This is a relatively
simple case since the identification function hipw only depends on one nuisance parameter
7(-). Let hiyy =TY /n(X) and hoy = (1 —=T)Y /(1 — n(X)). We have

Ohiy TY ) _ nX)

P(Y,TIX)[F] = P(Y,T|X)< T (X2 e 8hoy] _ 1o(X)

and P(Y’T|X>[ or 1~ 1T—r(X)

where 7;(X) = Py|r=ix)[Y (i)], for i = 1,2. It is easy to see that Py px)[0hpw/07] # 0,
which is in line with the well-known result that the IPW estimator is not locally robust.

The influence function of the propensity score is given by T'— Py x)[T] = T — n(X).
The influence function of the IPW estimand thus readily follows from (3.8):

. TY 1-T)Y X X
TiPw = hatpw — 7 = ( ) —(Tl( ) 7o(X)

) 1-ax)  \xx) T —W(X))(T_”(X)) o

T 1-T

= —(Y — Tl(X)) — T(AX,)(Y — T()(X)) + Tl(X) — TO(X) -7,
which is the identification function of the augmented IPW estimand minus 7; see, for
instance, Robins et al. (1994); Bang and Robins (2005); Cao et al. (2009). Note that this is
a sequential procedure. If one were to consider a joint procedure, one would need to estimate
the conditional ATE with the propensity score jointly. This of course is more burdensome.

We will outline in Section 4 when the sequential procedure is as efficient as the joint one.

Example 2 (ATE: normalized IPW). The normalized IPW is another illustrative yet simple

example, since its identification relies on ratios of unconditional expectations:

PITY/m(X)] _ P[A-T)Y/( -n(X))] _ Plly] _ Plhov]

PV S TP /R(X)] | PlA-1)/(1—n(X))]  Plur] Plhor]’

where hip = T/n(X) and hor = (1 — T)/(1 — w(X)). We have analyzed the influence
functions of P[h1y] and P[hoy] in Example 1. Similar analyses can be made for P[hir]

and P[hgr], which are special cases of the former with Y = 1. The influence function 7,1pw

writes as
iy (v R [ a7 =) = Bt (e + P [ T =)
B % (hov + Povry [ag_;y] (T=m) + 5[%0(;?]2 (hor + Povrixy [ag;T](T -)
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T 1-T

= —(Y—Tl(X)) — T(AX)(Y —To(X)) —l—Tl(X) —To(X) —P[Tl] ~|—P[7'0] = TIpPW.

Therefore, normalization of the IPW estimand does not change the first-order influence

function.

Example 3 (ATE: the regression-based case). Next, we discuss the regression-based
estimand, also known as the Hahn estimand (Oaxaca, 1973; Hahn, 1998; Imbens et al.,
2005). In this case, the parameter 7 can be identified by

Pyrx)TY]  Pyrx)l(1-T)Y]

Thes =Plr1(X) = 7o(X)] = P| T R | = Plines)

Since the identification function hreg only directly depends on z, but not on y and ¢, we
can also write P[hRreg] as P(x)[hReg]-
Note that we can write hreg = y177/77 — Yo1/(1 — 1), Where

W = Pyirx)lY], 70 = PoxlT), mr = Poyx) [Ty ], Yor = Porpx[(1 =Ty ]

This is an illustrative example in that hre; depends on «y only indirectly through ;7 and
Yor. Moreover, the former nuisance parameter 7y is identified under the measure Py r x),
while the latter two are identified under a different measure P(r|x). Hence, our method
requires taking first-order derivatives of such composite functions. As a comparison, Hahn
(1998) starts the derivation from the likelihood function, but does not show explicitly how
the key function Fj therein is obtained.

The intuition is that, when evaluating Py |7 x)[0hRreg/07y] (a concrete example of
P.519[0hg/dv;] in Theorem 3.4), one can integrate out the part that is related to Y, but
should keep T" and X intact:

P(me)[ag};;g] x (Y = Py [Y]) = T<Y7T_( ;;X)) _4- T)EZ&T)O(X)) (3.11)

Refer to the math appendix for a more detailed and rigorous calculation.

Next, there are three terms that involve Pp|x), but with different g functions:

gt = TPyirx)[Y], gor = (1 —=T)Pyirx)[Y], g =T.

In this case, we only need to treat X as given when evaluating conditional expectations

under Pp|x). The sum of the three adjustment terms is given by

OhRe OhRe
P(T|X)[ ajTg](T — Payx)[T]) + Pajx) [ a,;?Tg] (TP(Y|T,X) (Y] = Paryx) [TPiyr x) [Y]]>




+ P(T\X)[ or ] <(1 —T)Piy1,x)[Y] = Peryx)[(1 = T) Py rx) [Y]D

71(X) 70(X) T —7(X)
= - (;<X) * 1—07T<X))(T_”(X)) ) TS

70(X) = 0.

Hence, the influence function of the regression-based estimand is given by

| OhRe
TReg = hReg - P[hReg] + P(Y‘T’X)[ aj’{Yg

] x (Y = Pyrx)[Y]) = harpw — 7,
which is the same as in the IPW case.

When § can only be indirectly identified from some moment functions, we will have
a more complicated expression for ﬁ We state the results with unconditional moment
restrictions for the parameter of interest 5 here. The influence function for 8 with conditional

moment restrictions is given in Section 5.3 below.

Theorem 3.6. Assume that the parameter of interest 3 satisfies the following unconditional

moment conditions:

Plmg (8,71 (Pay) v2(Papy)s - --»(Papy)) | =0,

where mg is a known vector-valued function and each y; is a reqular parameter that depends
on z only through zU).

Suppose that each 7y; has its own source of identification, from which we can derive its
influence function. For example, if v; can be directly identified as v;(P.)) = P(j|,)[hy;] for
some function h.;, then we have y; = h,, — P(j‘;)[h%.]. Let Zgg be a conformable symmetric

and positive semi-definite matriz. Then the influence function ofB s given by

l
. - _ — omga1 .
B = {Gsma"Z0s Jsmp} OamsTE s (mﬁ + 2 Pusjpy [a—?]%’) (3.12)
j=1 Vi

The locally robust version of the moment function is

l
8m5 .
mi = > { (Pagry — Pagi) lmal + P(l:j\z)[—a,y. | <} (3.13)
j=1 J
Both Ai and Chen (2003) and Ichimura and Newey (2022) focus on semiparametric
models with (conditional) moment restrictions. In deriving the influence function, they
require solving a projection (or minimal distance) problem (see Equation (15) in the former

and Proposition 1 in the latter). Our approach avoids this step, making the process less
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complex and potentially easier to implement.
Similarly to the interpretation we gave for Theorem 3.4, one can also project mIBR onto
each subspace Eg(P(j‘:)). For illustration purposes, let 8; be the projection of 3 onto

L2(Pjy). Then under any conditional measure P it remains a problem to estimate

k)
B and +; jointly or sequentially (one-step or multi-step). The following section discusses
the relationship between local robustness and efficiency resulting from sequential or joint
estimation. We focus on the simpler case with unconditional moment restrictions to make

the exposition intuitive.

4 Local Robustness and Efficiency

As evident in the previous section, the influence function from the sequential (or multi-
step) identification/estimation procedure leads to the locally robust identification moment
conditions. As will be shown later, the joint (or one-step) procedure would yield the efficient
identification moments under rather mild conditions. Hence, a key question to be answered
in this section is when these two seemingly different procedures are equivalent. It turns
out that whenever this happens, we will obtain locally robust and efficient identification
moments. These moments can be used in place of the original ones to achieve a better

estimator.

4.1 Identification: Joint versus Sequential

In this subsection, we will examine equivalence between joint and sequential identifica-
tion/estimation procedures in the general case where V,,,, in particular, its component
T_/,W, may not be invertible. In such cases, we will consider the Moore-Penrose inverse,
which is uniquely defined. Therefore, it would be helpful to present some well-established
results relevant here. Ultimately, our goal is to write the optimal joint variance ! =
{c?,,—mTVVJ;c?,,—m}fl as a block diagonal matrix where the diagonal elements reflect the
asymptotic variances of § and ~, respectively. To do so, it is essential to find good
partitions /representations of V,,, and V,} first.

Since V,,,, is positive semi-definite, the well-established results on Moore-Penrose inverse

(see pp. 436 of Gallier (2011)) readily yields

7o (Vee Vey) _ (L Ve Vi) (Ses O \( L 0 |
Vs Vo 0 I 0 V) \Vi¥s T

where ggﬁ = ‘_/55 — VBVVVJ;VVB is known as the Schur complement of ‘7’7’7 in V,,, in the

literature on generalized inverse. To proceed, we need the following property.
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Definition 4.1 (Pavlikova and Sevcovic (2023)). Let Vgg and V., be two symmetric square

matrices. A matrix VB’Y 18 (\755, T_/W)-compatible if the following two conditions are satisfied:
Von(I = V5 7n) = 0 and (I — 53554,)Vsy = 0,
where ggﬁ = ‘_/55 — VBVVWJ;VW' Similarly, one can also define (‘7’7’77 VBB)-compatiblity.

When both ‘_/w and §55 are invertible, their Moore-Penrose inverses become regular
inverses. Hence, both conditions in the above definition are automatically satisfied. This
explains why we do not see these conditions in the invertible case. As a variance-covariance
matrix, all matrices V,,, ‘_/55, and ‘_/w must be positive semi-definite. Accordingly, the first
condition is met by Theorem 16.1 of Gallier (2011). However, it is unclear to us whether
the second one holds under positive semi-definiteness.

The first condition permits an orthogonal projection within £9, which will be very useful

in subsequent discussion. For any f,g € £9, define

(flg) = {f.g"Xg,9")" g and II'(flg) = f —II(flg).

It is easy to see that the variances of (fT,¢T)T and g are both positive semi-definite. Then
Theorem 16.1 of Gallier (2011) implies that (IT+(f|g), TI(f]g)T) = 0.
When Vg,y is (‘755, ‘_/w)—compatible, the Moore-Penrose inverse of V,,, is:

. _
e 1 0\ (S5 0 (I “VsVEY
Yo\ 1)\ 0 VE) O I

Then the optimal joint variance matrix becomes:

— -1 — L
S = {MT (SBB _0 > M} , where M = <I _VBVVVTY> <05_m5 &/_m6> .
0 Vi 0 I 0Mey Oy

In addition, if dgm. = 0, M becomes an upper triangle matrix:
A (Coms Oymg = Ve VEGmy\ _ (Gmg aymEt\ 0 (me ,
0 aﬂym-y 0 &Ym-y
where

m%ff = mg — Vg, V.Em, = mg —I(mg|m,) = II(mg|m.)* (4.1)
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It is easy to see that m%ff is uncorrelated with m. and that Sgs = <meff, (m%ff)T>. Define
g5 = (0smF ) S55(0amE™ ), gy = (G )T 5(0,mE™), Sy = (Fme) TV (Tms).

Using well-established results on the inverse of block matrices, we can obatin

1 < (Bs5 — Tpy X5y 2}57)’ —(Bps — Tpy 255 Em) lzﬁvi&) (4.2)
vv T — .
S5 T35 (B = 25T 5 (T = 25, 555%5,) ™"
provided that v is regular. When the moment function m%ﬁ is not locally robust, that is,

0 m%ff # 0, the off-diagonal elements are generally non-zero and more importantly

(B85 — Dy h,) 7 — T 2 0 and (3yy — B Mgs¥e,) ™ - B >0,

where A > 0 means A is positive semi-definite. When m%ff is locally robust, the estimation

of both 8 and 7 can achieve smaller variances, as summarized in the following theorem.
We will wait until Section 4.2 to show that (mp?, (mp")T) = (m§, (m§*)7), where we also

discuss efficiency bound.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition 3.1 and the decomposition (3.3)
hold. Assume dgm., = 0 so that it is possible to turn the one-step estimation into a two-step
one.

(i) Assume that V., is (Vag, Vyy)-compatible. If m;ff is locally robust in the sense that
oymg = oymy — Vg, V.E dymy = 0, (4.3)
then the joint influence function is:

<5*> i <((0ﬁmeff)T5+ s@mi)  @gm Ty m eff>' (4'4)

A* (&Ym«, 70 m«,) ('J&,mfy Vw

v

The optimal variances of the estimation of B and v are given by EEB and E;ﬁ/, respectively.

(1) If the following condition holds for some symmetric matriz =~ > 0:

U ymy =0, where Vg, = Vg, V.1 — 0ymp(0ymaT2,,0yms)~ Yo m, =, (4.5)

then we have méﬁ = m;ff, upon noticing méﬁ = m;ff + Ugym,. Consequently, the matrix

Egﬁ is the optimal second-step weighting matriz and produces the same influence function

for B as given in (4.4). Hence, the moment function méﬁ 1s also efficient under condition

(4.5).
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In addition, if condition (4.5) holds with 2., = VI,

that optimizes the variance of 8 in sequential estimation is the same as the optimal influence

then the influence function for ~y

function in joint estimation.

If the nuisance parameter v and the parameter of interest § can be estimated jointly,
we can check condition (4.3) to see whether the efficient moment condition for § is
also locally robust. Nevertheless, as stated in Section 3.2, the parameters v and 3 are
often identified under different probability measures. In the example of treatment effect
estimation, the propensity scores and the conditional means of the outcome are identified
using (different) conditional probability measures, but the ATE is identified using an
unconditional probability measure. When this is the case, sequential estimation is more
appealing than joint estimation. In sequential estimation, condition (4.5) becomes the key
to checking whether locally robust moment conditions are also efficient moments.

Solving (4.5) for Ew is highly challenging in general. Instead of reinterpreting condition
(4.5) possibly as a projection (or minimum distance) problem, we discuss two scenarios
where (4.5) is easily satisfied, which we believe cover almost all practical cases. We will
further investigate the third scenario of Lemma 4.3 below in Section 5.3 and argue that it

is highly improbable in practice.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 4.2 are satisfied. If (4.3) also holds,
we have the following results.

(1) If v is reqular and can be directly identified, that is, my = h, —~ (hence ‘_/A{JQ{ = T_/,nyl),
then (4.3) readily implies

(i)) When dp,, = dy, let 2,y = \_/VTY = F,,F], be a full-rank factorization of \_/VTY (see
pp. 26 of Ben-Israel and Greville (2003)). That is, the matriz F., has full column rank. If
WTEN is an invertible matriz, it is easy to verify that condition (4.5) is satisfied. This
is the case where v could be row-overidentified but not rank-overidentified.

(iii) More generally, it is also possible that 7y is rank over-identified. Note that all terms
in g, are observable/estimable except the unknown weight E.. One can check if (4.5)

holds by plugging Z,, = V.1 into U3,

The first scenario in Lemma 4.3 covers all semiparametric models in which the first-
step nuisance parameter is directly identified. For example, the functions 7, 7y and 7 in
the examples of ATE all fall into this category. Consequently, the widely used sequential

estimation of ATE is as efficient as the joint one (which is much more tedious to implement).
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The second scenario covers the first as a special case. It allows 7 to be identified
from a moment function m. with a dimension greater than d,. The conditions required
in part (ii) imply rank(V,,) = d,, which means that + is not rank-overidentified. However,
whenever rank(V,,) = d, it is desirable to find the d, number of linearly independent
moment functions so that potential computation issues with calculating the generalized
inverse can be avoided. With just-identified nuisance parameters, we can pick the optimal
second-step weighting matrix to make semiparametric two-step estimation both locally
robust and efficient. According to Theorem 4.2, sequential estimation is also as efficient
as joint estimation.

Theoretically speaking, it is possible to have rank(\_/w) > d, (i.e., the nuisance parameter
v is rank-overidentified), which goes beyond the first two scenarios and is the most
challenging case. Even so, condition (4.5) can be checked analytically or tested empirically.
It is not uncommon to see rank(Vss) > dg, which is in line with over-identification of
the parameter of interest 5 in many models. Nevertheless, it is rare to find models with
rank(V,,) > d,. Take instrumental variable regression as an example. The parameter of
interest 3 is over-identified if the number of effective instruments is larger than dg. However,
in the first-stage regression of the endogenous explanatory variable(s) on the instruments,
the dimension of the coefficients is the same as the number of instruments (refer to Example
7 for a heuristic discussion). In Section 5.3, we examine a widely adopted specification that
can lead to over-identification of parameters, which hopefully provides further clarification.

Last but not least, if it is difficult to verify condition (4.5), one can always check condition
(4.3). If it holds (or is assumed to be true), one can proceed with adaptive estimation implied

by the one-step result (refer to Section 4.3 for more details).

4.2 Efficiency Bound

We discussed the connection between efficiency and local robustness for both joint and
sequential estimation above. However, we have not explained what we mean by efficiency
in our context yet. In the discussion of efficiency bound, semiparametric literature often
considers a regular parametric submodel, from which the tangent space is defined. Since
the variance of the moment function may not be invertible in an over-identified GMM-type

model, we need to extend this concept accordingly.

Definition 4.4 ((Pseudo-)Regular Parametric Submodel). Let © be a subset of a finite-
dimensional vector space. For any 6 € ©, there is an associated probability measure Qg €
M,,. The model Qp = {Qp : 0 € O} is a parametric submodel of P if Qp < P. It is
a parametric submodel through P if Q9 < P and P € Q. If, in addition, the auziliary

parameter 6 is (pseudo-)reqular within Qp, we call it a (pseudo-)reqular parametric submodel
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through P.

As shown in Example 1 in Section 3.2 of Bickel et al. (1993) and Example 25.16 of
van der Vaart (1998), there are various ways to construct a regular parametric submodel Qy
at P € P. The key point is that it is possible to construct a regular parametric submodel
Qp from any vector-valued function g € ﬁg(P) so that the score function of Qg at Qg = P
is exactly g.

More specifically, consider the following parametric submodel through P:

{Qg : dQp := (1 + gT0)dP, |g70| < 1} for bounded g € LI(P),
Qy(9) = k(gT0)

{Qp : dQg = 7

— =7 P, 0 eR%} for unbounded g € L(P),
[e(76)] } 760

where k is a bounded and continuous differentiable function with bounded derivative &’ such
that x(0) = #’(0) = 1 and x'/k bounded. For example, one can set x(z) = 2(1 + e~ 2%)71L.
The score function ¢ (0) of the auxiliary parameter 6 is defined as

) Q(e) dQG ng dP
(o) = mﬂ{q(9)>0}, where ¢(0) = =P 4

and ¢(0) = daq(0)

We can verify that /o = dly/00lg—o = ¢7. In other words, any g € LY(P) can be a score
function of #. Correspondingly, the Fisher information matrix for the auxiliary parameter
0 is given by I(0) = ({],0y) = {g,g7). Hence, the above submodel is regular if {g,gT) is
invertible. Otherwise, it is a pseudo-regular submodel.

The generic regular parameter v can be identified as a function of 6 as v(0) = v(Qp).
The derivative of v with respect to € is the functional derivative of v(Qy) along the direction
g:

ov(Qo) v(P;Qg— P

v(0) = —, im0 (D boy = (i, gy = TN&:O'

Hence, the parameter v can be identified within this submodel if the rank of (7, g7) is no
less than d,. Then we can use the Delta method to calculate the variance of v(f) in this

submodel as:

S(v|Qp(9)) " =< g™ g, g™y g, 0Ty = 1(Pg), TI(D]g)T).

If we interpret the influence function as the one whose variance is the variance of the
parameter within a given model, then II(¢|g) gives the influence function of v within the

submodel Qy(g). Recall the toy example and its influence function given in Proposition 3.1.
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We have

S(v]Q(9) ! = {Am = q,m} OmE{(mlg), T(m|g)T) E3,m{7,m = 8,m} .
The optimal choice of Z is thus (II(m|g), II(m|g)T)*, which yields the following variance
* -1 _ (7T T\*t72 ., -1
X" (vlm, Qo(9) ™" = {0ymT(1l(mlg), I(m|g)T) " o,m} .

Following the definition of the semiparametric information bound as the supremum of
the information of all regular parametric submodels adopted by Bickel et al. (1993), we

introduce the following definition.

Definition 4.5 (m-efficiency bound). Let v be a reqular parameter satisfying the moment
condition (3.1). The m-efficiency bound for v within the model P is

¥ (v|m, P)~h = sup{E* (vlm, Qp(9)) ™" : rank((m, g)) = dy, Vg € L3(P)}.

Intuitively, m-efficiency bound depends on the moment function m. As demonstrated
in Example 7 in Section 5.3 below, the conditional zero mean assumption induces the
degeneracy of the parameter of interest 8. This enlarges the space for potential moment
functions and eventually leads to an efficiency improvement of generalized least squares over
OLS under heteroskedasticity.

In the GMM literature, a key question is whether GMM can attain the Cramér-Rao
lower bound. Godambe (1960) has shown that when the true score function of v (not the
above one for #), denoted by éy, is used as the moment function, the methods of moment can
attain the Cramér-Rao lower bound, denoted by I(v|P)~! := (f],4,)>'. As demonstrated
by Carrasco and Florens (2014), for the GMM estimator to achieve the same efficiency as
the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE), it is both sufficient and necessary that the true
score is contained within the closure of the linear space spanned by the moments.

The framework we adopt here serves as a concise recap and extends the existing
conclusion to the general case where {m,mT) may not be invertible. Since (m,mT) —

{II(m|g),II(m|g)T) is always positive semi-definite, we immediately have
S* (v]m, Qo(9)) ™ = {ym (m,mTy*Oym} ™" = $*(v|m, Qo(m)) !, Vg e LY(P).

The inequality holds in the matrix sense: A < B iff B — A is positive semi-definite. The
moment condition (3.1) indicates that m € £3(P) can also be used to construct a pseudo-
regular parametric submodel. Therefore, the m-efficiency bound is given by the right-hand-

side term. We extend the exact-identification case in Chamberlain (1987) (the proof of
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which is mainly based on the use of multinomial distributions as approximations) to the
potentially over-identified case allowing for non-invertible variance of the moment function.

Recall that we use the implicit function theorem in Section 3.1 to derive the influence
function for v. Alternatively, we can also use the same trick to solve the probability measure
P, more precisely, its density p := dP/du, as a function of v. The first step is to take
derivatives with respect to v on the moment condition P[m(v)] = {m(v)pdp = 0 while
treating p as a function of v. Then a simple change of measure from u back to P yields the

following lemma.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose the model P is reqular. Let 0, be the true score function of the reqular
parameter v, which can be identified from the moment condition (3.1). We have the following

equality:
Plo,m] + P[m{,] =0 <= J,m=—P[mi,] = —(m,0,). (4.6)
Under the partition of v given in (3.3), the above equality is equivalent to
<0Zm/3 @) _ <<m5,éﬁ> <m67éw>>
Oy Oymy (my, lg) (my, by) ,

where €, is partitioned as (lfg,é,y).

When m = £, (4.6) reduces to the well-known equality P[f,,] = —P[¢}/,] in the MLE

literature. Thus, we come to the following theorem.?

Theorem 4.7. For any moment m function that can be used to identify a reqular parameter

v by the condition (3.1), we have

S (wm, P)~ = {G,m ™ m,mTy T am} ' = {, mTm, mTy (m, 6,5}
= {CO(@Tm), T(E[m) Ty} ™" = (], 6,) " = I(v|P)~".

The equality holds iff TLI((}|m) = £}, or equivalently, m = AfY,, where A is a dp,-by-d, full

column rank matriz.

For simplicity, the analysis so far is based on the unconditional probability measure.

The same argument would also work under the conditional probability, where the inner

2Recall the discussion in Section 3.1 on the difference between our method of calculating the influence
function and the methods of Newey (1994) and Ichimura and Newey (2022). Our method does not involve
the true score function. We only use ¢, in Lemma 4.6 and in the derivation of the efficiency bound.
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product should be evaluated under the same conditional probability. For example, consider
the estimation of the propensity score of a binary treatment, that is, 7(X) = P x)[T].
It is easy to see that my(X) = 7(X) — T and {, = (D — 7)/[x(1 — 7)]. Accordingly, we
have ({;, m)x = Prix) [(x,m] = —1 and (m, m)x = P(T|X)[m2] = (1 —m). It thus readily
follows that HX(éW|mW) = <lf7r,m>X<m,m>)_<1m7r = {,, where Iy is the projection under
Pirx). However, this is a quite special case where the conditional likelihood is simply a
function of 7 and T, that is, £, = 77 (1 — 7))~ T,

In general, it would be more challenging to show H(€l|m) = (. Tt is beyond the scope
of this paper to explore it. We conjecture that if one can find additional moment functions
that are not linear combinations of the existing ones, the projection H(E,T,|m) should be
relatively closer to K,I, hence improving GMM efficiency. However, this often requires extra
knowledge and/or restriction on the model to find such additional moment functions, which
is not always the case.

Another important implication of Lemma 4.6 is the following proposition, which partially

justifies the naming of m%ff.

f

Proposition 4.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem /.2, ifm;f 1s also locally robust, that

is, condition (4.3) holds, we have
(mft, (mE)7T) = (m, (mg7T),

where EW = \_/VTY mn méﬁ, Hence, when \_/VTY is the optimal first-step weighting matrix for the
estimation of B, the sequential procedure will not produce a smaller variance than the joint

procedure. The equality holds when any of the conditions in Lemma /4.3 is satisfied.

4.3 Adaptive Estimation

The seminal work by Sargan (1958) stimulates the study of adaptive estimation. The key
question asked was “When can one estimate the parameter of interest as well asymptotically
not knowing the nuisance parameter as knowing it.” Bickel (1982) provide sufficient and
necessary conditions in the context of MLE. A simple definition of adaptive estimation
is given and the key requirement is that an estimator B, can attain the semiparametric
efficiency bound in the presence of nuisance parameters (cf. pp. 29 therein). Newey (1988)
extends the concept of adaptive estimation to regression models using GMM estimators.
However, the analysis is limited to the independent (the disturbance is independent of the
regressors) and symmetric cases (the disturbance is conditionally symmetrically distributed).
In the following, we introduce the relevant definition in the GMM context without such

restrictions and provide the necessary conditions for the existence of adaptive estimation.
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Definition 4.9 (Adaptive m-estimation). We say that Bn is an adaptive m-estimate of (3
in the presence of v if B is reqular at P and Bn can reach the m-efficiency bound for f.

Corollary 4.10. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition 5.1 and the partition given
in (3.3) hold. The necessary conditions for an adaptive m-estimate of 3 in the presence of

v (alt. an adaptive m-estimate of v in the presence of 5) are

dgmy =0 and dymg — Vﬁ'vafyavmv =0 (alt. 0ymg =0 and Ogm~ — nyﬁVngﬁaﬁ_mﬁ =0).

This corollary follows directly from the calculations preceding Theorem 4.2. If + were
known, the most efficient way to estimate 8 would be to substitute the true value for « in
m%ﬁ. This not only ensures optimality, but also justifies the naming of m%ﬁ, provided that
no superior moment function is available. The corresponding asymptotic variance in this
case is Egﬁl

When + is unknown and neither of the two conditions is satisfied, it is not possible to
achieve the simplified asymptotic variance ¥;! as described in Theorem 4.2. Furthermore,
the asymptotic variance for the estimation of 8 without knowledge of v will necessarily
exceed EEBI (cf. (4.2)), highlighting the need for the two conditions.

In the MLE context, mg and m. are the true score functions for 8 and -, respectively.
Hence, adaptive estimation only requires %_my = 0 (alt. &,_mg = (), since the other
condition always holds according to Lemma 4.6. In addition, Lemma 4.3 implies that
condition (4.5) is also satisfied in this case. As a result, the adaptive MLE estimation
simultaneously achieves efficiency and local robustness, despite not being explicitly discussed
in the literature.

The GMM case is a bit more involved. The two conditions imply that the joint procedure
can be adaptive. Whenever a joint estimator is available, it simultaneously achieves efficiency
and local robustness as in the MLE case. For a sequential procedure, it is still necessary
to verify condition (4.5) for local robustness (which is very likely to be true according to

Section 5.3).

5 Discussions on Some Important Issues

5.1 Interchangeability of Differentiation and Integration

In the previous analysis, we have been using quantities like P[d,m] which is obtained after
interchanging the expectation and differential operators. This causes no problem when m
is differentiable with respect to v. However, even if this is not the case, we can use the

generalized derivative, which was first introduced by Sobolev (see, e.g., a recent translation
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of his work Sobolev (2008)), to interchange differentiation with integration for a broader
family of functions (e.g., functions that are right continuous with left limit). The following
examples demonstrate how we can move the differentiation operator inside the expectation

operator with the help of the Dirac delta function.

Example 4 (Quantile). Denote by 3, the g-th quantile of random variable Z, for some real
number ¢ € [0,1]. It is defined by the moment condition P[1z<s, — ¢q] = 0.

In this example, we have m(z,v) = m(z,5;) = 1{.<g,} — ¢, which is not differentiable
with respect to § in the classical sense. On the one hand, we have P[m] = Sf‘loo p(2)dz —q,
resulting in dg, P[m] = p(,). On the other hand, consider the Heaviside function H(z) =
1{;>0) and its generalized derivative the Dirac delta “function” 6(x) = dH(z)/dz. Then we
have m(z, 8;) = H(Bq — 2) — q and P[0g,m] = P[0(By — Z)] = p(B,). That is, we have
dg,P[m] = P[0g,m] in this case. Provided that p(f,) is non-zero, the influence function of
the ¢-th quantile at z is given by

om

4~ Lcpy
2B, ‘

P(Bq)

Hahn and Ridder (2013) do not address cases where the derivative of m is undefined.

Using generalized derivatives allows us to handle both differentiable and certain non-

Bulz P) = —(P[2](60)) " miz. ) =

differentiable identification moments, extending the applicability of our methods beyond
classical cases. Generalized derivatives can be conceptualized as the inverse of integration.
For instance, while Brownian motion has almost surely continuous but non-differentiable
paths and jump processes exhibit step-function-like behavior, both can still be expressed in
differential form in stochastic calculus.

Moreover, the way we define v may make it appear as a finite-dimensional parameter.
This is not always the case, as shown in the following example. Furthermore, it shows that
the order of integration can be interchanged under quite general conditions (recall Lemma
2.5).

Example 5 (Average Density). The average density parameter [ is usually defined by
B(P) = P[p], where the nuisance parameter is v = p. What makes it tricky is that the

functional relation between p and P involves a generalized function:

B(P) = P[P3(-— )] ”5(2;2 ) dP(z)dP (1),

where §(-) is the Dirac delta function as introduced in the previous example, which is

concentrated at 0.
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We can also write d(z2 — 21) as d,(z2), where d,,(+) is concentrated at z;. Moreover,
since 6(+) is symmetric around zero, we also have J,, (z2) = d,,(z1). Then for any admissible
@, it can be shown that

6(P,Q - P) ffa@—wlwpuga@<>—P<>y+a@<>— P(2))dP(21)]

— [ pe0dQ) = Pe) + [ [[8(e2 — 5)aP1)d(Q(e2) — Pe))
—2Q - P)lpl

Thus, direct calculation yields S(P) = 2(p — Pl[p]) as the influence function of the average

density parameter, the same as documented in the literature.

In this example, we can write 5 = P[hg(p)], where hg(p) = p. Then Corollary 3.3
implies that the locally robust identification function is g (p) = p + [p — P[p]]. Note that
the influence of estimating v on 3 is summarized by p — P[p], which is the adjustment term
in hLR Refer to Section 5.2 below if one is interested in the nonparametric influence function
of .

As shown in Example 5, the Dirac delta function naturally permits an interchange of
integrations. Since it can reduce a double integral to a single one, the order is no longer
important. In Section 5.2, we explore the role the Dirac delta function/measure plays in

nonparametric estimation.

5.2 From Identification to Estimation

So far, our analysis has focused on identification, where only true parameters/functions are
used. In this subsection, we briefly show how to transition from identification to estimation.
Once again, the Dirac delta function plays a crucial role. Such transition in the parametric
case has already been covered by the empirical process theory (van der Vaart and Wellner,
1996). It is well known that the empirical measure P, = n~ 13" 4z is a linear
combination of the Dirac delta measures in all observations. As for infinite-dimensional
parameters, Newey et al. (1998) have shown how the kernel and power series estimators can
be represented by certain smooth transformations of the empirical measure P, and discussed
their distinct properties. The cited work focuses more on correcting nonparametric bias.
We are instead more interested in the part that determines the asymptotic variance. After
sketching a general approach to constructing an estimator from the identification function,
we derive the influence function of a generic kernel-based nonparametric estimator for the
nuisance parameter. It offers a new perspective on the differences as well as similarities

between nonparametric and semiparametric estimators.
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We begin with identification and nonparametric kernel estimation of density as an
example of a nuisance parameter. Let ky(-) = K(-/b)/b% be the scaled kernel, where b
is the bandwidth. We have

n

v(z) = p(2) = P[8,] = P[6(z — Z)] and p(2) = % k(2 = Zi) = Pulke(z — Z)].
i=1

We can identify the density function by P and §. Moving to estimation, replace P with
the empirical measure P, and approximate the infeasible Dirac delta function § by a scaled
kernel function ky: from p(z) = p(P,0.) to p(z) = p(P, k), where ky . (-) = kp(z — -).

It is a bit tricky to see what the influence function of p is in this nonparametric setting.
If 0 were a regular function, our previous result would suggest p(-) = d(z —-) — P[6(z — -)],
which does not make much sense from a practical point of view. Nevertheless, based on the

way we transition from p to p, a reasonable guess would be

p() = kp(2 — ) — Plkp(z — )]

This informal approach is equivalent to first taking the functional derivative as usual and
then replacing § by ky.

A more formal derivation is as follows. In an asymptotic analysis, we would have
p(2) =p(2) = (Pn = P)[ks(z = Z)] + Plho(z — Z) — 0(z = Z)].

The first term determines the asymptotic variance and the convergence rate, while the
second term is an asymptotic bias (aka. the smoothing bias). We can replace P, in the first
term with P¢ and calculate the functional derivative of 7*(z) := P[ky(z — Z)]. It is easy
to see that 4°(z) = ky(z — -) — P[ky(z — -)], which is the same as the above guess. This
calculation makes sense since the influence function must have a zero mean (otherwise, the
integral representation is not unique). As a result, the bias part 4*(z) — v(2) should not be
considered when calculating the influence function.

Compared with the classic empirical process theory, the complication here comes from
the fact that we require b to shrink to zero to achieve consistency, because the kernel function
ky only serves as an adequate approximation for § when b is sufficiently small. This adds
another layer of complexity because P[kZ(z — Z;)] = b~% § K?(u)du(1 +o(1)) will diverge to
infinity as b — 0. This divergence conflicts with the typical requirement that the influence
function is square-integrable.

However, it is important to note that the square-integrability condition is inherently
linked to the classical root-n rate. In contrast, the convergence rate of a kernel-based

nonparametric estimator is (nbdz)l/ 2. Despite this discrepancy, the asymptotic variance of
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the estimator is determined by the probability limit of b% (4P, (52)T).

Thus, if we interpret the influence function as a measure of the impact of a single
observation on the estimator — after appropriate rescaling — then the function 4° provides
the desired characterization. For simplicity, we refer to it as the nonparametric influence
function in this context.

However, the influence of estimating p on some finite-dimensional parameter (that is, in
a semiparametric setting) is different. Recall the average density discussed in Example 5.
The parameter of interest is § = P[p] = P[P[0]]. In the calculation, the double integral is
reduced to a single integral by the Dirac delta function, which itself also disappears in this
reduction (from P[P[6]] to P[p]). As aresult, we have 8= 2(p—P[p]) without any infeasible
function. With some abuse of notation, the locally robust identification and estimation of

the average density can be symbolically written as
BLR = P[P[é] + (P[é] - P[P[é]])] and B’}LR = Pn[Pn[kb] + (Pn[kb] - Pn[Pn[kb]])]

In the identification equation, it may seem that the adjustment term makes no practical
sense because it has a mean of zero. As we shift to estimation, however, it becomes clear
that the adjustment term reduces bias. In fact, Newey et al. (2004) show that the locally
robust kernel-based semiparametric estimator is equivalent to using a twicing kernel, which

has a small bias.

Example 6. To gain more insights into the nonparametric and semiparametric influence

functions, consider a nonparametric regression model:
Y =9(X)+e Ele|X] =Py x)[Y —v(X)] =0.

It is intuitive to identify the unknown function as y(z) = E[Y|X = z]. To draw more
similarities to the nonparametric estimator, e.g., the Nadaraya-Watson (NW) estimator, we

identify and estimate - respectively as

P[P(y|X)[Y5x(X)]] P[Y(s(l‘ — X)] . ]P)n[ka(x - X)]

(A 3] R PP o) MRl X P O I

Again, we obtain an estimator by replacing P with P, and § by k. This can be summarized
as a mapping from y(P,6,) to ¥ = y(Pp, kp z)-

Once again, we use the following decomposition in asymptotic analysis

() = y(@) = 4" (@) — P[3" ()] + P[3™(@)] — (@),
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To get the nonparametric influence function, first note that

1
nhdz—1

P[Yky(z — X)]
Plkp(z — X)]

PI#™(@)] = "(@) = O( == ) where 7"(2) =
This difference is rather small compared with 4™ (x)—~®(x). Hence, we can replace P[¥™(x)]
by v?(x) in the above decomposition of the estimation error and treat 4™ (z) —~%(x) as the
term that determines the asymptotic variance. Accordingly, the nonparametric influence
function can be calculated as the functional derivative of 4 with respect to P:

b ka kb’yb kb

— _ _ _ b an de /b (2b _)@ 2u "
7T Pl] Pl —p[kb](Y ") and b (57, (7)T) e JK (u)du,

where 02(z) = Var(Y|X = z). The limit on the right-hand side is the same as the asymptotic
variance of the NW estimator. Together with the root-n rate associated with P, — P, the
above result is in line with the fact that the convergence rate is (nb%)'/? in this case.
Alternatively, one can first take the functional derivative of « as if § is a regular function

and then replace § with k; (the informal approach). The result will be the same.

Notably, the local polynomial estimator replaces § with a more complicated kernel
function (Fan and Gijbels, 1996). Newey et al. (1998) also provide a representation of the
power series based estimator. The above analysis can, therefore, be extended to these cases,
but will be omitted here to save space. The following corollary summarizes the relationship
between the nonparametric and the corresponding semiparametric influence function in the

direct identification case.

Corollary 5.1. Suppose that a regular infinite-dimensional parameter 8 can be directly
identified as a function of z(1) e R%

Plhgd.a
Bz = Plhg(v1(Pay), v2(Papy)s - - m(Pyy)) |20 = 2] = %7

where hg satisfies the same set of conditions as in Theorem 3./.

Moreover, suppose that one can estimate this function by replacing P and § in the
above identification equation with P, and some scaled kernel function ky, respectively. Let
B8z := P[hgky]/Plks) and B = P[hg] be the associated infinite- and finite-dimensional
parameters, respectively.

Then the leading term in the asymptotic bias of estimating 8 at 2V is °(z(N) — g(z(1).
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The (nonparametric) influence function of B is the same as that of B° at any point

Ky,

L
P=0"= Bl

(gt = 8%)  (cf B=ng—B),
where hé” is the locally robust version of hg as given in Theorem 3./.

In the above corollary, we omit the inputs of most functions for notation simplicity. One
should treat hIBR as a random vector, that is, a function of Z. In the direct identification case,
both associated parameters are defined as a certain type of mean of hg(Z), which remains
(asymptotically) the same when we replace hg with hIBR. Hence, it is a straightforward
extension of mean estimation. The variance of the random vector hIBR(Z ) determines the
asymptotic variance of the parameter of interest. In the semiparametric case, the influence
from any possible deviation hIBR(Z ) — [ is treated the same. In the nonparametric case,
however, one needs to re-weight the deviation hIBR(Z ) — B according to kp: those realizations

closer to the point of interest z(!) receive higher weights.

5.3 Conditional Moment Restrictions and Degeneracy of Parameter

As discussed in Section 4.1, we may not be able to rule out the possibility of having
rank(‘_/w) > d theoretically. However, we are going to examine a widely used trick to
yield over-identification of parameters and demonstrate that it is more often used for [
than ~. That is, many classic over-identified models are about 8 and we can still have
rank(‘_/w) = d,. Correspondingly, these models still fall into the first two scenarios in
Lemma 4.3.

This subsection also serves as a more detailed discussion of conditional moment
restrictions, which covers many models in statistics and econometrics. In our view,
what makes it special is that it provides a simple mechanism for expanding the space of
identification (moment) functions, typically from a Euclidean space to a Banach space. To

see this, consider a regular parameter v; satisfying
Puplm(Z,vj)] =0,  where Py = P10

Typically, one would expect the solution Vj(P(:U)) to be a function of ZU). However, in
many applications, v; reduces to a function of Z (") where 0 < j' < j. When j' = 0, the

term Z(©:1)

is understood as a constant and therefore v; is just a vector. Otherwise, the
parameter v; is a vector-valued function. Such reduction or degeneracy will substantially
enlarge the space for moment functions.

Using a similar argument as in Section 3.1, for any square-integrable function A of
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Z 1) there exists a symmetric and positive semi-definite matrix function = of ZU) such

that A = P;)[0,m]T=. The law of iterated expectation implies that
P [ Py [0eml Em(Z,vj)] = Prjo [Py [0m]TE Py [m(Z,v)]] = 0.

Whenever such degeneracy occurs, the dimension of the vector-valued function m is no
longer that important. Even when the matrix function P|;[d,m]TZ P ;)[0,m] is singular
at any single point 2z it is still possible that the integral Piin [P(;‘j)[é’,,m]TE P(;U)[ﬁ,,m]]
is invertible. In principle, there are unaccountably many choices for this = function. We
can employ the implicit function theorem to solve v as a function of P, ;) as we did before.

The influence function in this case becomes

75 = =| Pz (Pp[0m]TE Puglovm]) | Py [sm)=m.

Let ¥,,,; = P|;[mmT]. The conditional variance P;:) [Djl)}] is given by

-1
| Py (Peap [om]™= By [aim) | | Py (P [0m] =20 2T By [6m]) |

-1
| Pz (Paplom] ™= By lam]) |

The above expression resembles the classic sandwich form under conditional probability. It is
not hard to see that different choices of = could lead to different variances. Chen and Santos
(2018) provide a general characterization of over-identification for regular models. A key
conclusion is that over-identification can lead to efficiency improvement. Based on this
criterion, the above model is clearly over-identified.

In such a setting, it remains to be seen whether rank(V,,) > d,. As it is not easy to
discuss this at a purely abstract level, we demonstrate by using a simple yet classic example

that we can still end up with rank(V,,) = d, in over-identified models that researchers

encounter in practice.

Example 7 (IV regression). Consider a simple IV model as follows:

Yi=Y8+u Yi=WTy38 + e
— , where e; = u + e2f5.

YQZWT’7+€2 YQZWT’Y—FEQ

Without much loss of generality, we set Y7 and Y5 to be both one-dimensional, while the
dimension of the instrument W is higher. The random vector Z can be decomposed as
ZW) =W and Z® = (Y1,Y2)T. Additional exogenous regressors are omitted for simplicity.
Let m = (mg,my)T, where mg =Y, — W78 = e; and m,, = Yo — WTy = ey. It is easy to
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see that m., is scalar-valued, while v is a vector.

One can adopt a sequential estimation procedure: first obtain 4, which yields a generated
regressor Yg, and then plug it into the first equation to get ﬁ . Alternatively, one can estimate
~ and S jointly by GMM.

If we use unconditional moment condition, for example, P[W ® m] = 0, where ® stands
for Kronecker product, the nuisance parameter v is exact/just-identified. Accordingly,
Lemma 4.3 shows that the sequential method can be as efficient as the joint one.

Alternatively, we can also consider the conditional moment condition P(:|1)[m] =
E[m|W] = 0, which is a degeneracy case as illustrated above. The first step in the sequential
procedure is essentially a linear regression model with zero-conditional mean. It is well-
established in the literature that the generalized least squares (GLS) method gives the most
efficient estimator of . This is equivalent to using the following unconditional moment

function for ~:
ml = WV (Ya — WTy), where Vay = Pjpy[m?].

It is easy to see that rank(V,,) = rank((m¥, (m*)7)) = d,. In other words, the parameter
v is not rank over-identified. Accordingly, the sequential method (e.g., using GLS in both

steps) can be made as efficient as the joint one.

In summary, the degeneracy of the parameter substantially enlarges the space for moment
functions. Thus, one may wonder whether the optimal weight function for 7 (locally optimal)
is also the optimal weight function for S (globally optimal). As argued and demonstrated
above, it is still quite likely that we will have rank(‘_/w) = d, in such over-identified cases,

ensuring that the local optimum coincides with the global optimum.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we first propose a more direct method of calculating the influence function,
following its definition as a functional derivative. A key step is the application of the
implicit function theorem to the identification condition. Unlike the existing methods,
our approach circumvents incorporating the true score function into the calculations,
sidestepping potential conceptual or technical difficulties. We further illustrate this direct
approach through various examples, covering joint and sequential estimation procedures, as
well as identification under conditional and unconditional probability measures.

Based on such a direct calculation, we next explore how to find the best identification
strategy that achieves both local robustness and efficiency. This is also when joint and

sequential procedures coincide. By applying the implicit function theorem in a conjugate
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way, we also provide a more concise proof of the relation between the GMM-type efficiency
bound and the MLE efficiency bound. Furthermore, we give easy-to-check conditions for

when adaptive estimation could be implemented.
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A Mathematical Appendix

A.1 Functional Derivative

Below we adopt (with some modification) the definition used in the seminal book by
Bickel et al. (1993) (refer to Section A.5 therein for more details). As in the cited book, the
main focus here is not to provide the most rigorous mathematical formulation. Rather, it is

intended to give a sufficient description for subsequent analysis.

Definition A.1 (S-Differentiability). Let T : V — W be a function from a normed vector
space to another. Let S be a collection of subsets of V. For any f,g €V, define

Rem(T, f.g) = T(f +g) — T(f) — T(f;9).

Then T is S-differentiable at f with derivative T(f, g) along the direction g if for all S € S,

1
liH(l] —Rem(T, f,eg) =0 uniformly in g € S,
€E—> €

where € is a scalar.

As summarized by Bickel et al. (1993), when S is the set of all bounded subsets, compact
subsets, and singletons of P, the above S-differentiability is equivalent to Fréchet, Hadamard,
and Géateaux differentiability, respectively. In particular, when V is a Banach space,
continuous Géateaux differentiability is equivalent to continuous Hadamard differentiability.
Following, we assume whatever type of differentiability that is appropriate for our analysis.

There is a technical issue with applying the differentiability defined above to characterize
parameter regularity: the set M, only forms a convex cone rather than a vector space. Let
V(P) be the collection of finite signed measures generated by linear combinations of the
probability measures € P. Ideally, it would be more convenient if we could generalize
the definition of the parameter v from P to V(P). However, this may not be necessary.
Ultimately, the object of analysis is the difference v(P€) —v(P), where P = (1—¢€)P+€Q =
P + €(Q — P) with some positive but small number e. For any Q € M, one can always
find a € > 0 such that P € M, for any € € [0,€). In light of this, unless the model P is
not “good” enough, one does not have to worry that v(P€) might not be well-defined for
sufficiently small e. Besides, the direction of perturbation Q — P always belongs to V(P).
Hence, the above definition of differentiability is applicable.

39



A.2 Technical Details on the Conditional Probability Case

In the conditional case, for any i and j, let ZU%) = (Zz®O1  ZUTT when i < j and
Z) be the empty set if ¢ > j. Let P1y be the marginal probability measure of Z @), For
J=1,...,1, let P_1.1) be the mapping from BR%) x ¥ — [0,1] such that

Pjj-11)(B,w) = P([ZV]71(B)|o (20~ "1)) (w)

for each B € B(R%) and w € . Then Pjj1:;j—1) is a probability measure on B(R%) for
almost all w € 3. We denote Pj;_1.1) by F;.) to simplify the notation. Moreover, denote
by P.j.) the joint probability measure of ZW3) given ZU—11),

To facilitate the calculation of the influence function in the conditional case, it is helpful
to illustrate how the perturbed conditional distribution is characterized. We start with the
characterization of the perturbed unconditional (or joint) distribution. More specifically, we

have

dF1) = Py + e(dQn) — dPin)) = Py + (dQ(1dQ-11) — APy Fj-1)
= dPja) + €(dQ 1) dQj-1:1) — dF(5)dQ(j-1:1) + AF(jdQj-11) — AP dPj-11))
= APy d P 1) + €dP1y (dQ(i-1:1) — dP(j-11)) + e(dQj) — dP1))dQ(j-1:1)
= APy dPG 1.y + €(dQ) — Pl dQj-1:1),

for all j =1,...,l. Restricted to the set {dP(Ej_lzl) # 0}, we obtain

] dF.yy  dPGdBG 1) + e(dQq) — dF)))dQ-11)
dP(ﬂ:) = dPe = AP
(j—1:1) (G-1:1) (A1)
dQ('*lzl)
= APy + €(dQqp — de:))ﬁ
J—1:

Note that the ratio in the last term serves as a change of measure. This is the key to obtaining
the main results. In fact, as shown in the proof in A.3 below, the conditional expectation
under dP(EjH will be further evaluated under the joint measure dP(;_i.;). Then with the
change of measure in the second term above, the perturbation effect due to e(dQ(ﬂ:) —
dPj|,)) will eventually be evaluated under the measure dQ(;j_;.;). Refer to Example 3 for
an illustration.

Putting this into perspective, consider ZW =X and Z@ =Y. (A.1) implies that

dQ(x)

dP(EX)

dP{y x) = dPy|x) + €(dQy|x) — dPy|x))
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or equivalently, using densities

: q(x)(z)
ylr) = y|lr) + €|q ylxr) — ylr)|— .
}’(y|X)< | ) }’(y\)@( | ) [ (Y\X)( | ) P(y\X)( ‘ )]P(X)<x)

A.3 More Details on the Hahn (regresion-based) estimator

To illustrate how we get (3.11), consider the impact of a perturbation of Py |7 x) on vi7.
We evaluate the expectation with respect to Z, which is an independent copy of Z, and then
consider a perturbation towards Z (the following derivation serves as a proof of (3.7) in this

special case):

Px) [TP(E?\T,X) Y]] = Py [T Py 7.3 Y]]

To get the influence function, consider the distribution ¢ that puts all mass at a point z.
This is effectively the same as removing the integral sign and evaluating the integrand at z.
Here, the point is to demonstrate that the conditional expectation in the adjustment term
associated with Py x) should be evaluated at the point (T, X), as if both T and X are
known.

The change of measure part d@Q/dP in (A.1l) effectively replaces the joint probability
measure P x) (or more specifically, P(ET7 X)) with the Dirac delta measure () that puts all
probability mass on (7', X). This is the key, and the proof of the Theorem 3.4 follows the

same logic.

A.4 Joint vs Sequential: The Invertible Case

When all relevant matrices are invertible, it is straightforward to establish equivalence

between joint and sequential identifications.

Corollary A.2. Suppose that assumptions of Proposition 3.1 hold. In addition, assume that
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dy, = dy and 0,m, dgmg, and dym., are all invertible. Define

Mg = dgmg — (%mﬁaymvflagmw and M, = 0ym~ — 85m785m57167m5.

Then the one-step estimation yields

B\ _ (M 0 (me - G my |
5 0 Myt \m, — G iy tmy

Moreover, if dgm. = 0 we have

(5‘) . (aﬁ—mg-%mﬁ; ay—mﬁay—wlm»)

: -1
0 Oy~

which is the same as the two-step case.

B Proofs

The proofs of many results have already been sketched in the main text. Here, we first
sketch the proof for Theorem 3.4. Theorem 3.6 can be proved in the same way. We then

provide more details on Proposition 4.8.

B.1 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Huber (1984) observe that “the Géateaux derivative is, after all, nothing but the ordinary
derivative of the real function v(P€) function with respect to the real parameter e (we change
the notation to what we use here).” Besides, when v is a regular parameter, the influence
function v(P) is continuous in P. Accordingly, we can get the following approximation (with

some abuse of notation)

v(P¢) —v(P) = Le fz)(P")d(P" — P)dn = fz)(P)al(P6 — P)(1+ 0p(1)).

A more rigorous representation would necessitate a more precise definition of o,(1). However,
to enhance the intuitiveness of our exposition, we choose to forgo some mathematical rigor.
When it comes to a more concrete asymptotic analysis, the counterpart of (P") would be
a consistent estimator of v.

The same conclusion holds if we replace the unconditional probability measures P€ and

P with respect to conditional ones, such as P(Ej‘ ) and F;.), respectively. The only difference
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lies in

€ € dQ('—l:l)
AP —dP = ed(Q—P) and  dPy —dPj)) = e(dQg) — dP(j':))ﬁ'
J

For j=1,...,1 —1, define

Hs =hg(vi(Pf), -9 (PGy)s v+ (PG - n(Pagsy)) -

If we interpret j as the number of perturbed probability measures in each term, j can include
both 0 and {:

Hy = hg(y1(P), o m(Puy)) and Hf = ha(m(P)), - n(P))-

With abuse of notation, let P(EO) = Py and Pygyq:) be the measure such that
P(l:l+1)[f] = f for any function f. We can write the perturbation effect as

B(P°) — B(P) = P[H] — P[H{] = fledPu)dP(z 1:1) ffHodP(m)dP()
I
l

Z ff (15 +1]2) [Hf]de)dP(j 1:1) ffp(l]+1| [ j— 1]dP(]|)dP(j 11))

Il
|| M~ ¥

ff (tg+11) LG 1AEG) AP 1y ffp(lﬁll AP AP 1)

ffp(mu G1AEG 1 AEG 1) ffpmu [ _1]dPj1dEG s, 1>>
The first difference can be re-written as
jJP(l]+1| dP(j‘ )dP(] 1: 1 ijlj+l| [H;]dp(‘”)dp(ejill)
dQi-1:1) , .
ff (:j+11) [H;1(dQ 1 ‘))dP(E] dP(jflzl)
(5—1:1)
= Effpmu i1(dQjp.y = dP1y)dQj—1.1)
= effpazjﬂt)[ha](dQ(j:) — dB1)dQ-11) (1 + 0p(1)),

where the last equality follows from the assumption that P(l:j+1|:)[h5] is continuous in the
relevant ;’s.
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Continuous differentiability of Py.;.)[hg] implies

P(l]‘)[H H 1]
= P 7h/3(71(P1),---,%(P(] 1) % (PG Vi1 (P - - m(Papy)
— (P 5 (P a1)s 13 (Psta)s Y1 (B« 0 (Pa)
= P :hﬁ(’yl(Pl)""’/yj(P(] 19 % (PGy)s Vi1 (P - - m(Papy))
— hg(v1(Pr), ..., v (P—1p)s i (Py )7;+1(P(j+1|:))7---,%(P(u:)))](l+0p(1))

g: ( i(FG1y) — ’Yj(Pm:)))](l +0p(1)),

= Pjls

where the partial derivative is evaluated at (y1(Pp)),...,%(Pqp))). Following the same

argument as in Lemma 2.5 and discarding the op,(1) term,

ffp(mu 1dP Gy dPG .y JJPUH (Hj_1]d P d PG _y.q)

€ € € ahﬁ € €
= jP(l:j|:)[Hj — Hj_,|dP§_1.q) = Jp(l:j:) a—w<7j<P(j:)) - ’Yj(P(j\:))ﬂdP(jqq)

— [ R [ S2( [ 35Pa) @PG = 0P |45 g1+ 0y(e)) - (Then wse (4.1)

ah dQ )
_EJJPUI 7; VJ(P(JI N(dQj1 dP(J|))ﬁ]dP(j—l:l)(l+O;D(€))
ffpm ’Ya(Pm NdQ 1) — dP(j1))dQj—1:1) (1 + 0p(e)).

With @ as the measure that puts point mass on z, we get the influence function
l ohg
Z:: ( Wi+l — Pyi)lhsl + P(l:j|:)[a,Y ]’Y;)

B.2 More details on Proposition 4.8

When EW Vvt

5, Lemma 4.6 yileds

mIER = mg — 0ymg (&me V 8 mw) lavmyTV;;m
. AR
=mg — Oymg (<€I/= ml){my, ml)"(m, ly)) &, mIy(mey,ml ) m,
— iy — G (L ), TS ) T L ).
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Together with condition (4.3), we obtain

mgt = mg — (mg, mI ey, o) (g, €)X ), T fme ) T TL(ET )
= myg — (W(mglms), &)Ly ), TL(ER frmey ) T~ M TL(ET fmey)
= my — (W(mg|m), T fimyTXAL(E iy ), TL(ET ) T~ HIL(€F s )
= mg — Il(mg|m,) + I(mg|m,) — T(I(mg|m,) | TL(€Fm.))
= T(mglm, )" + (T(mglm,) — T(T(mglm,) [T ) ),

where these two components are orthogonal to each other since the first is orthogonal to the
linear space spanned by m., whereas the second lies on this space. Furthermore, we have
the third equality because £1 can be decomposed as £ = TI(£1|m,) + (] |m., )", where
T1(£Tm.,)* is orthogonal to TI(mg|m.,).

On the other hand, we have

_ 1
mgﬁ =mg — Vﬁ’vvvfymv = mg — Il(mg|my) = (mg|m, ).

The above statement implies the desired result.
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