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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.

JEL classification: C13, C14.
Keywords : Semiparametrics, influence function, locally robust, efficiency.

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 ǫ “ p1 ´ ǫqP ` ǫQ “ P ` ǫpQ ´ P q, where ǫ

is an arbitrarily small number and Q 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 ?, 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 PpT |Xq 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
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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 Gâteaux 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 pΩ,F , µq where µ is a σ-finite measure. Denote by Mµ the

collection of all probability measures P on pΩ,Fq dominated by µ. We refer to a subset

P Ď Mµ as the model.

The random variable associated with P will be denoted by Z, which defines a function

from Ω to some measurable space Z. Emphasizing how expectation is derived from the

probability measure, we use the notation P rhs –
ş

hdP instead of Erhs 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 L2pµq or L2pP q to denote the space of square integrable functions with respect to
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µ or P , respectively. Furthermore, we denote by L0

2
pP q the subspace of L2pP q 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 x¨, ¨y be the covariance inner

product on L2pP q.

We use the symbol ⊺ 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) θ, we use the representation Bh{Bθ ” Bvecphq{Bvecpθq⊺ 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 β depends on some nuisance parameter γ. We are

interested in determining whether it is possible to construct an estimator of β that is both

efficient and locally robust to the estimation of γ. 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 β. Hence, we start with the

identification condition of β 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 9νpP ;Q ´ P q of ν at P

along the direction Q´ P is defined as

9νpP ;Q´ P q –
B

Bǫ
ν
`

P ` ǫpQ´ P q
˘ˇ

ˇ

ǫ“0
. (2.1)

Let S be the collection of directions Q ´ P such that the above derivative exists. Then

different types of functional derivatives (Gâteaux, Hadamard, or Fréchet) correspond to

different structures of the set S (refer to Appendix A.1 for more details).
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To gain more mathematical tractability, it is often assumed that the derivative 9νpP ;Q´

P q is continuous linear in the argument Q ´ P . Under Gâteaux differentiability, Huber

(1984) gives a simple proof of the following integral representation (Chapter 2.5 therein):

9νpP ;Q´ P q “

ż

9νpP qdpQ ´ P q “

ż

9νpP qdQ,

where 9νpP q P L0
2
pP q. Without the zero mean condition P r 9νs “ 0, we would not have the

second equality and there would be infinitely many functions (e.g., 9ν`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 9νpP q. To put it differently,

the Riesz representation in the current context serves as a projection from the space L2pP q

onto L0
2
pP q.

Remark 2.2. The relationship between 9νpP ;Q ´ P q and 9νpP q mimics the relationship

between directional derivative ∇vfpxq “ ∇fpxq ¨ v (with respect to a vector v) and gradient

∇fpxq. In fact, consider those measures Q dominated by P . There exists a unique scalar-

valued function g “ dpQ ´ P q{dP up to a P -null set. Then we have 9νpP ;Q ´ P q “
ş

9νgdP “ x 9ν, gy in the form of an inner product similar to ∇vfpxq “ ∇fpxq ¨ v along a

finite-dimensional direction v. In contrast, the unique function 9νpP q gives a direction in the

functional space, just as the gradient ∇fpxq in the vector space.

This unique function 9ν “ 9νpP q is the influence function, or influence curve as introduced

by Hampel (1968, 1974). Note that the function 9ν 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 Pn or some transformation

of Pn (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 νpP q, which defines a functional ν :

P Ñ B, where B is a Banach space, is regular at P P P if the following conditions hold:

(i) Functional differentiability. The functional derivative 9νpP ;Q ´ P q defined as in

Definition 2.1 exists for all Q´ P P S, where S is a sufficiently rich set.

(ii) Linearity. The derivative 9νpP ;Q´P q is continuous linear in Q´P . Consequently,

there exists a unique 9νpP q P L0

2
pP q satisfying (2.1).

(iii) Square-integrability and variance invertibility. The influence function 9νpP q is square

integrable with respect to P , and the variance-covariance matrix x 9ν, 9ν⊺y is invertible.

If ν is regular at all P P P and the derivative 9νpP ;Q´P q is also continuous in P , then

we simply call ν a regular parameter (with respect to model P). If all the conditions are
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satisfied except that x 9ν, 9ν⊺y is invertible, we say ν is a pseudo-regular parameter and treat

the Moore-Penrose inverse x 9ν, 9ν⊺y` as its pseudo variance-covariance matrix.

Intuitively, the differentiability condition ensures that the parameter ν 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 β be a regular parameter that depends on another regular parameter γ. Suppose that β

can be identified by the moment condition P rmβpβ, γpP qqs “ 0. We say β (or the moment

function mβ) is locally robust to the first-step parameter γ if

lim
ǫÑ0

1

ǫ
P
“

mβ

`

β, γpP ` ǫpQ´ P qq
˘

´mβ

`

β, γpP q
˘‰

“ 0 (2.2)

for all Q´ P P S. For simplicity, we may say that β is locally robust. Accordingly, we will

call mβ a locally robust moment condition.

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

that define β and γ, respectively.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose that the moment function mβ is differentiable with respect to γ, which

is also a regular parameter. Thus, any element of 9γpP q is different from zero. Suppose
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that expectation and differentiation can be switched. Assume also that we can change the

integration order of Bmβ{Bγ and 9γ. Then β defined by P rmβpβ, γpP qqs “ 0 is locally robust

to the first-step parameter γ if and only if

P
”Bmβ

Bγ
9γpP ;Q ´ P q

ı

“ 0 @Q´ P P S ðñ P
”Bmβ

Bγ

ı

9γpP q “ 0 ðñ P
”Bmβ

Bγ

ı

“ 0,

where 0 could be a zero vector or zero matrix.

The first equivalence is established by the requirement that

P
”Bmβ

Bγ
9γpP ;Q ´ P q

ı

“

ż

Bmβ

Bγ

´

ż

9γpP qdpQ ´ P q
¯

dP “

ż

P
”Bmβ

Bγ

ı

9γpP qdpQ ´ P q “ 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 ν that can be indirectly identified

by the following moment condition:

P rmpZ, νqs “ 0, (3.1)

where the dimension of m is no less than the dimension of ν, that is, dm ě dν . If ν can

be directly identified by ν “ P rhs, we can always define mpνq “ h ´ ν as the moment

function. Assume that we can change the order of integration and differentiation. Define

Bνm :“ P rBm{Bνs and assume that it has full column rank so that ν 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 P Mµ 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 ν as a function of P ,

which requires taking derivatives with respect to P .1 Thus, we need to ensure that Bνm is
1Two perspectives are available for employing the implicit function theorem, which distinguishes our
approach from that of Newey (1994). One views ν as a function of P and the other views P as a function
of ν. The first perspective is what we adopt here and it directly leads to 9νpP ;Q´P q as shown below. The
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invertible. If dm ą dν , Bm{Bγ is not even a square matrix. For any dν-by-dm matrix A with

full row rank, there exists some dm-by-dm symmetric matrix Ξ such that A “ Bνm
⊺Ξ and

that ABνm is invertible. We thus have

P rBνm
⊺Ξmpνqs “ 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
ν
P rmpνq⊺sΞP rmpνqs.

In general, this weighting matrix Ξ 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 pν,Ξ, P q – P rBνm
⊺Ξmpνqs. It is easy to see that under the moment restriction

(3.2), we have

BF

Bν
“ Bνm

⊺Ξ Bνm and
BF

BΞ
“ P

”

mpνq⊺ b Bνm
⊺

ı

“ 0.

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

P ,

BF

Bν
9νpP ;Q´ P q ` pQ´ P qrBνm

⊺Ξms “ 0 ðñ

ż

”BF

Bν
9νpP q ` Bνm

⊺Ξm
ı

dpQ ´ P q “ 0.

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

Proposition 3.1. Assume that the parameter ν in the moment condition (3.1) is regular

with dm ě dν . Moreover, the matrix Bνm “ P rBm{Bνs has a full column rank. The matrix

Bνm
⊺Ξ Bνm is invertible. The rank of Vνν :“ xm,m⊺y is no less than dν . Suppose that we

can interchange the order of integration and differentiation. Then the influence function of

ν is given by

9νpP q “ ´
 

Bνm
⊺Ξ Bνm

(´1
Bνm

⊺Ξm.

The optimal choice of Ξ is given by Ξ˚ “ V `
νν and the corresponding efficient variance is

 

Bνm
⊺V `

ννBνm
(´1

“: Σ´1
νν . Regardless of the choice of Ξ, we always have P rB 9ν{Bνs “ ´I.

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).
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Remark 3.2 (Over-identification). In the literature, it is often assumed that the matrix Vνν

is invertible. In this context, the meaning of over-identification (Anderson and Rubin, 1949;

Sargan, 1958; Hansen, 1982) is unambiguous: dm ą dν . 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 variance-covariance matrix of the moment conditions (i.e., Vνν in the current

context) is full rank. Here, rankpVννq ě dν is sufficient for identification and its Moore-

Penrose inverse is used instead because it may not be a full-rank matrix. This gives rise

to the case where dm ą dν but rankpVννq “ dv. To facilitate the analysis in Section 4

below, we need to distinguish this case from rankpVννq ą dv (which implies dm ą dν). 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:

ν “

˜

β

γ

¸

, m “

˜

mβ

mγ

¸

, Bνm “

˜

Bβmβ Bγmβ

Bβmγ Bγmγ

¸

, Vνν “

˜

Vββ Vβγ

Vγβ Vγγ

¸

, (3.3)

where the ranks of Vββ :“ xmβ,m
⊺

βy and Vγγ :“ xmγ ,m
⊺

γy are no less than dβ and dγ ,

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

corresponding part of m. Furthermore, we need

Bβmγ “ 0 (3.4)

to obtain a two-step procedure first identifying γ from mγ and then plugging it into mβ.

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

influence functions of γ and β in a two-step procedure are given by

9γpP q “ ´
 

Bγmγ
⊺Ξγγ Bγmγ

(´1
Bγmγ

⊺Ξγγmγ ,

9βpP q “ ´
 

Bβmβ
⊺Ξββ Bβmβ

(´1
Bβmβ

⊺Ξββ

`

mβ ` Bγmβ 9γ
˘

.
(3.5)

Define mLR
β

:“ mβ ` Bγmβ 9γ. Since P rB 9γ{Bγs “ ´I, we have Bγm
LR
β “ 0.

Moreover, if both Bβmβ and Bγmγ are invertible, then the choices of Ξββ and Ξγγ no

longer matter. Accordingly, the above influence functions reduce to

9γpP q “ ´Bγmγ
´1mγ and 9βpP q “ ´Bβmβ

´1
`

mβ ´ BγmβBγmγ
´1mγ

˘

.
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Furthermore, if both γ and β can be directly identified, that is, mγ “ hγ´γ and mβ “ hβ´β,

we have hLRβ :“ hβ ` Bγhβ 9γ and

9γpP q “ hγ ´ γ “ hγ ´ P rhγs and 9βpP q “ hβ ´ P rhβs ` Bγhβphγ ´ P rhγsq “ hLRβ ´ P rhβs.

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

derived from the above.

According to the principle outlined in Chernozhukov et al. (2022), one should use mLR

β

instead of mβ to identify β in such a two-step procedure for local robustness. It is easy to

see the benefit when both β and γ can be directly identified. Suppose the first-step suffers

from a small perturbation so that we have γǫ “ P ǫrhγs. The raw and adjusted identification

strategies would respectively yield

βrawpǫq “ P rhβpγǫqs and βLRpǫq “ P rhLRβ pγǫqs “ P
!

hβpγǫq ` P
”Bhβ

Bγ
pγǫq

ı

phγ ´ γǫq
)

.

It can be verified that βrawp0q “ βLRp0q and

βrawpǫq ´ βrawp0q “ P
”Bhβ

Bγ

ı

ˆ pQ ´ P qrhγs ˆ ǫ` opǫq.

βLRpǫq ´ βLRp0q “ ´
1

2
P
”B2hβ

Bγ2

ı´

pQ´ P qrhγ s
¯

2

ˆ ǫ2 ` opǫ2q.

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 β and γ can be exact/just-identified (i.e., rankpVββq “ dβ and rankpVγγq “

dγ), 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 xm,m⊺y 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
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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 “ pZp1q⊺, . . . , Zplq⊺q⊺, where each Zpjq is dj-dimensional and d1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` dl “ d. Intuitively,

one can always choose to keep Z as a whole (l “ 1) or decompose it as much as possible

(l “ 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 Zp1q “ X and Zp2q “ Y . In IV estimation with instruments W ,

we would write Zp1q “ W and Zp2q “ pX,Y q, rather than having Zp2q “ X and Zp3q “

Y . Treatment effect estimation has Zp1q “ X, Zp2q “ T (binary treatment assignment),

and Zp3q “ 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 Zpj:iq “ pZpiq⊺, . . . , Zpjq⊺q⊺ when i ď j and Zpj:iq be the empty set if

i ą j. Let Pp1q be the marginal probability measure of Zp1q. For j “ 1, . . . , l, let Ppj|j´1:1q

be the conditional distribution of Zpjq given Zpj´1:1q. We denote Ppj|j´1:1q by Ppj|:q for

simplicity. Additionally, denote by Ppl:j|:q the joint probability measure of Zpl:jq conditional

on Zpj´1:1q.

Under each conditional probability measure Ppj|:q, one can potentially identify a vector-

valued function γj. In contrast, the parameter of interest β is often identified under the

unconditional probability measure P . It is thus quite likely that the identification of γj does

not involve β, making multi-step plug-in estimation a natural approach. To make the key

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

Theorem 3.4. Suppose a regular finite-dimensional parameter β can be identified by

βpP q “ P
“

hβ
`

γ1pPp1qq, γ2pPp2|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq
˘‰

, (3.6)

where hβ is a known function of all the γj ’s and each γj depends on Z only through Zpj:1q.

For j1 ă j, the function γj could be an input to γj1.

Assume that hβ is continuously differentiable with respect to γ1, . . . , γl. Then the

influence function is given by

9β “
l
ÿ

j“1

9βj “
l
ÿ

j“1

!

`

Ppl:j`1|:q ´ Ppl:j|:q

˘

rhβs ` Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

ı

ˆ 9γj

)

, (3.7)

where Ppl:l`1|:qrhβs “ hβ and Ppl:1|:q “ P .

If each γj can be directly identified as γjpPpj|:qq “ Ppj|:qrhγj s with some function hγj , for
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j “ 1, . . . , l, where hγj depends on z only through zpj:1q. Then the influence function of β is

given by

9β “
l
ÿ

j“1

9βj “
l
ÿ

j“1

!

`

Ppl:j`1|:q ´ Ppl:j|:q

˘

rhβs ` Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

ı

ˆ
`

hγj ´ Ppj|:qrhγj s
˘

)

. (3.8)

For j “ 1, . . . , l, let hβ,j :“ Ppl:j`1|:qrhβs so that it only depends on Zpj:1q. Then we

can introduce an auxiliary parameter βj :“ Ppj|:qrhβ,js. It is clear that the parameter

νj “ pβ⊺j , γ
⊺

j q⊺ can be jointly identified under the conditional measure Ppj|:q. Hence, we can

see that 9βj has the same structure as Corollary 3.3, with P replaced by Ppj|:q, hβ by hβ,j ,

and hγ by hγj . This implies that the joint-versus-sequential problem remains implicit under

every conditional measure Ppj|:q.

The influence function can be rewritten as 9β “ hLRβ ´ β, where

hLRβ “ hβ `
l
ÿ

j“1

Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

ı

ˆ 9γj. (3.9)

It can be shown that P rBγjh
LR

β s “ 0 for each j. Consequently, after obtaining the influence

function, one can employ hLRβ in place of hβ to identify β, 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),

i.e., the difference hLRβ ´ hβ. To see this, let Z “ pX,Y q with l “ 2, γ1 ” 0, and γ2 ”

PpY |XqrY s “ EpY |Xq so that 9γ2 “ Y ´EpY |Xq. However, the multiplier of 9γ2 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 complexity 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):

β̂ “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

`

γ̂1pψpxi, α̂qq ´ γ̂2pψpxi, α̂qq
˘

,

where ψ is the propensity score (we will use π 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 ψ, let us denote it by γ3 instead. Denote

by Pn the empirical measure such that PnrfpZqs “ 1{n
řn

i“1
fpZiq for any fp¨q. Then the

above estimator and the true parameter are

β̂ “ Pn

“

γ̂1pγ̂3q ´ γ̂2pγ̂3q
‰

and β “ P rγ1pγ3q ´ γ2pγ3qs.

This is a special case of (3.6) with hβpγ1, γ2, γ3q “ γ1pγ3q ´ γ2pγ3q (subject to re-labeling

these γ’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 γjpPpj|:qq. See Examples 1 to 3 below. Moreover, refer to Section

5.2 to see how one can construct an estimator from knowing the form of γjpPpj|:qq. 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

τIPW “ P
´ TY

πpXq
´

p1 ´ T qY

1 ´ πpXq

¯

“: P rhIPWpZ,PpT |XqrT sqs, (3.10)

where πpXq “ ErT |Xs “ PpT |XqrT s is the propensity score function. This is a relatively

simple case since the identification function hIPW only depends on one nuisance parameter

πp¨q. Let h1Y “ TY {πpXq and h0Y “ p1 ´ T qY {p1 ´ πpXqq. We have

PpY,T |Xq

”Bh1Y
Bπ

ı

“ PpY,T |Xq

´

´
TY

πpXq2

¯

“ ´
τ1pXq

πpXq
and PpY,T |Xq

”Bh0Y
Bπ

ı

“
τ0pXq

1 ´ πpXq
,

where τipXq “ PpY |T“i,XqrY piqs, for i “ 1, 2. It is easy to see that PpY,T |XqrBhIPW{Bπs ‰ 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 ´ PpT |XqrT s “ T ´ πpXq.

The influence function of the IPW estimand thus readily follows from (3.8):

9τIPW “hAIPW ´ τ “
TY

πpXq
´

p1 ´ T qY

1 ´ πpXq
´
´τ1pXq

πpXq
`

τ0pXq

1 ´ πpXq

¯

pT ´ πpXqq ´ τ

“
T

πpXq
pY ´ τ1pXqq ´

1 ´ T

1 ´ πpXq
pY ´ τ0pXqq ` τ1pXq ´ τ0pXq ´ τ,

which is the identification function of the augmented IPW estimand minus τ ; 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:

τnIPW “
P rTY {πpXqs

P rT {πpXqs
´
P rp1 ´ T qY {p1 ´ πpXqqs

P rp1 ´ T q{p1 ´ πpXqqs
“:

P rh1Y s

P rh1T s
´
P rh0Y s

P rh0T s
,

where h1T “ T {πpXq and h0T “ p1 ´ T q{p1 ´ πpXqq. We have analyzed the influence

functions of P rh1Y s and P rh0Y s in Example 1. Similar analyses can be made for P rh1T s

and P rh0T s, which are special cases of the former with Y ” 1. The influence function 9τnIPW

writes as

1

P rh1T s

´

h1Y ` PpY,T |Xq

”Bh1Y
Bπ

ı

pT ´ πq
¯

´
P rh1Y s

P rh1T s2

´

h1T ` PpY,T |Xq

”Bh1T
Bπ

ı

pT ´ πq
¯

´
1

P rh0T s

´

h0Y ` PpY,T |Xq

”Bh0Y
Bπ

ı

pT ´ πq
¯

`
P rh0Y s

P rh0T s2

´

h0T ` PpY,T |Xq

”Bh0T
Bπ

ı

pT ´ πq
¯
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“
T

πpXq
pY ´ τ1pXqq ´

1 ´ T

1 ´ πpXq
pY ´ τ0pXqq ` τ1pXq ´ τ0pXq ´ P rτ1s ` P rτ0s “ 9τIPW.

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 τ can be identified by

τReg “P rτ1pXq ´ τ0pXqs “ P
”PpY,T |XqrTY s

PpT |XqrT s
´
PpY,T |Xqrp1 ´ T qY s

1 ´ PpT |XqrT s

ı

“: P rhRegs.

Since the identification function hReg only directly depends on x, but not on y and t, we

can also write P rhRegs as PpXqrhRegs.

Note that we can write hReg “ γ1T {γT ´ γ0T {p1 ´ γT q, where

γY “ PpY |T,XqrY s, γT “ PpT |XqrT s, γ1T “ PpT |Xq

“

TγY
‰

, γ0T “ PpT |Xq

“

p1 ´ T qγY
‰

.

This is an illustrative example in that hReg depends on γY only indirectly through γ1T and

γ0T . Moreover, the former nuisance parameter γY is identified under the measure PpY |T,Xq,

while the latter two are identified under a different measure PpT |Xq. 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 Fβ therein is obtained.

The intuition is that, when evaluating PpY |T,XqrBhReg{BγY s (a concrete example of

Ppl:j|:qrBhβ{Bγjs in Theorem 3.4), one can integrate out the part that is related to Y , but

should keep T and X intact:

PpY |T,Xq

”BhReg

BγY

ı

ˆ pY ´ PpY |T,XqrY sq “
T pY ´ τ1pXqq

πpXq
´

p1 ´ T qpY ´ τ0pXqq

1 ´ πpXq
(3.11)

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

Next, there are three terms that involve PpT |Xq, but with different g functions:

g1T “ TPpY |T,XqrY s, g0T “ p1 ´ T qPpY |T,XqrY s, gT “ T.

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

under PpT |Xq. The sum of the three adjustment terms is given by

PpT |Xq

”BhReg

BγT

ı

pT ´ PpT |XqrT sq ` PpT |Xq

”BhReg

Bγ1T

ı´

TPpY |T,XqrY s ´ PpT |Xq

“

TPpY |T,XqrY s
‰

¯
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` PpT |Xq

”BhReg

Bγ0T

ı´

p1 ´ T qPpY |T,XqrY s ´ PpT |Xq

“

p1 ´ T qPpY |T,XqrY s
‰

¯

“ ´
´τ1pXq

πpXq
`

τ0pXq

1 ´ πpXq

¯

`

T ´ πpXq
˘

`
T ´ πpXq

πpXq
τ1pXq `

T ´ πpXq

1 ´ πpXq
τ0pXq ” 0.

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

9τReg “ hReg ´ P rhRegs ` PpY |T,Xq

”BhReg

BγY

ı

ˆ pY ´ PpY |T,XqrY sq “ hAIPW ´ τ,

which is the same as in the IPW case.

When β can only be indirectly identified from some moment functions, we will have

a more complicated expression for 9β. We state the results with unconditional moment

restrictions for the parameter of interest β here. The influence function for β with conditional

moment restrictions is given in Section 5.3 below.

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

moment conditions:

P
“

mβ

`

β, γ1pPp1qq, γ2pPp2|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq
˘‰

“ 0,

where mβ is a known vector-valued function and each γj is a regular parameter that depends

on z only through zpj:1q.

Suppose that each γj has its own source of identification, from which we can derive its

influence function. For example, if γj can be directly identified as γjpPpj|:qq “ Ppj|:qrhγj s for

some function hγj , then we have 9γj “ hγj ´Ppj|:qrhγj s. Let Ξββ be a conformable symmetric

and positive semi-definite matrix. Then the influence function of 9β is given by

9β “
 

Bβmβ
⊺Ξββ Bβmβ

(´1
Bβmβ

⊺Ξββ

´

mβ `
l
ÿ

j“1

Ppl:j|:q

”Bmβ

Bγj

ı

9γj

¯

. (3.12)

The locally robust version of the moment function is

mLR
β “

l
ÿ

j“1

!

`

Ppl:j`1|:q ´ Ppl:j|:q

˘

rmβs ` Ppl:j|:q

”Bmβ

Bγj

ı

ˆ 9γj

)

. (3.13)

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 mLR

β onto

each subspace L0

2
pPpj|:qq. For illustration purposes, let βj be the projection of β onto

L2pPpj|:qq. Then under any conditional measure Ppj|:q, it remains a problem to estimate

βj and γj 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 Vνν , in particular, its component

Vγγ , 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 Σ´1
νν “

 

Bνm
⊺V `

ννBνm
(´1 as a block diagonal matrix where the diagonal elements reflect the

asymptotic variances of β and γ, respectively. To do so, it is essential to find good

partitions/representations of Vνν and V `
νν first.

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

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

Vνν “

˜

Vββ Vβγ

Vγβ Vγγ

¸

“

˜

I VβγV
`
γγ

0 I

¸˜

Sββ 0

0 Vγγ

¸˜

I 0

V `
γγVγβ I

¸

,

where Sββ :“ Vββ ´ VβγV
`
γγVγβ is known as the Schur complement of Vγγ in Vνν in the

literature on generalized inverse. To proceed, we need the following property.

17



Definition 4.1 (Pavlíková and Ševčovič (2023)). Let Vββ and Vγγ be two symmetric square

matrices. A matrix Vβγ is pVββ , Vγγq-compatible if the following two conditions are satisfied:

VβγpI ´ V `
γγVγγq “ 0 and pI ´ SββS

`
ββqVβγ “ 0,

where Sββ :“ Vββ ´ VβγV
`
γγVγβ . Similarly, one can also define pVγγ , Vββq-compatiblity.

When both Vγγ and Sββ 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 Vνν , Vββ, and Vγγ 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 L0
2
, which will be very useful

in subsequent discussion. For any f, g P L0
2
, define

Πpf |gq “ xf, g⊺yxg, g⊺y`g and ΠKpf |gq “ f ´ Πpf |gq.

It is easy to see that the variances of pf⊺, g⊺q⊺ and g are both positive semi-definite. Then

Theorem 16.1 of Gallier (2011) implies that xΠKpf |gq,Πpf |gq⊺y “ 0.

When Vβγ is pVββ , Vγγq-compatible, the Moore-Penrose inverse of Vνν is:

V `
νν “

˜

I 0

´V `
γγVγβ I

¸˜

S`
ββ 0

0 V `
γγ

¸˜

I ´VβγV
`
γγ

0 I

¸

.

Then the optimal joint variance matrix becomes:

Σ´1

νν “

#

M⊺

˜

S`
ββ 0

0 V `
γγ

¸

M

+´1

, where M “

˜

I ´VβγV
`
γγ

0 I

¸˜

Bβmβ Bγmβ

Bβmγ Bγmγ

¸

.

In addition, if Bβmγ “ 0, M becomes an upper triangle matrix:

M “

˜

Bβmβ Bγmβ ´ VβγV
`
γγBγmγ

0 Bγmγ

¸

“

˜

Bβm
eff

β Bγm
eff

β

0 Bγmγ

¸

“
B

Bν

˜

meff

β

mγ

¸

,

where

meff

β :“ mβ ´ VβγV
`
γγmγ “ mβ ´ Πpmβ |mγq “ Πpmβ|mγqK (4.1)

18



It is easy to see that meff

β is uncorrelated with mγ and that Sββ “ xmeff

β , pmeff

β q⊺y. Define

Σββ “ pBβm
eff

β q⊺S`
ββpBβm

eff

β q, Σβγ “ pBβm
eff

β q⊺S`
ββpBγm

eff

β q, Σγγ “ pBγmγq⊺V `
γγpBγmγq.

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

Σ´1

νν “

˜

pΣββ ´ ΣβγΣ
´1
γγΣ

⊺

βγq´1 ´pΣββ ´ ΣβγΣ
´1
γγΣ

⊺

βγq´1ΣβγΣ
´1
γγ

´Σ
⊺

βγΣ
´1

ββ pΣγγ ´ Σ
⊺

βγΣ
´1

ββΣβγq´1 pΣγγ ´ Σ
⊺

βγΣ
´1

ββΣβγq´1

¸

(4.2)

provided that ν is regular. When the moment function meff

β is not locally robust, that is,

Bγm
eff

β ‰ 0, the off-diagonal elements are generally non-zero and more importantly

pΣββ ´ ΣβγΣ
´1

γγΣ
⊺

βγq´1 ´ Σ´1

ββ ľ 0 and pΣγγ ´ Σ
⊺

βγΣ
´1

ββΣβγq´1 ´ Σ´1

γγ ľ 0,

where A ľ 0 means A is positive semi-definite. When meff

β is locally robust, the estimation

of both β and γ can achieve smaller variances, as summarized in the following theorem.

We will wait until Section 4.2 to show that xmLR

β , pm
LR

β q⊺y ľ xmeff

β , pmeff

β q⊺y, where we also

discuss efficiency bound.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition 3.1 and the decomposition (3.3)

hold. Assume Bβmγ “ 0 so that it is possible to turn the one-step estimation into a two-step

one.

(i) Assume that Vβγ is pVββ, Vγγq-compatible. If m
eff

β is locally robust in the sense that

Bγm
eff

β “ Bγmβ ´ VβγV
`
γγBγmγ “ 0, (4.3)

then the joint influence function is:

˜

9β˚

9γ˚

¸

“

˜

`

pBβm
eff

β q⊺S`
ββpBβm

eff

β q
˘´1

pBβm
eff

β q⊺S`
ββm

eff

β
`

Bγmγ
⊺V `

γγBγmγ

˘´1
Bγmγ

⊺V `
γγ mγ

¸

. (4.4)

The optimal variances of the estimation of β and γ are given by Σ´1

ββ and Σ´1
γγ , respectively.

(ii) If the following condition holds for some symmetric matrix Ξγγ ľ 0:

Ψβγmγ ” 0, where Ψβγ “ VβγV
`
γγ ´ BγmβpBγmγ

⊺ΞγγBγmγq´1Bγmγ
⊺Ξγγ , (4.5)

then we have mLR
β ” m

eff

β , upon noticing mLR
β “ m

eff

β ` Ψβγmγ. Consequently, the matrix

S`
ββ is the optimal second-step weighting matrix and produces the same influence function

for β as given in (4.4). Hence, the moment function mLR
β is also efficient under condition

(4.5).
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In addition, if condition (4.5) holds with Ξγγ “ V `
γγ , then the influence function for γ

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

function in joint estimation.

If the nuisance parameter γ and the parameter of interest β can be estimated jointly,

we can check condition (4.3) to see whether the efficient moment condition for β is

also locally robust. Nevertheless, as stated in Section 3.2, the parameters γ and β 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 Ξγγ 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.

(i) If γ is regular and can be directly identified, that is, mγ “ hγ ´γ (hence V `
γγ “ V ´1

γγ ),

then (4.3) readily implies

Ψβγ “ VβγV
´1

γγ ´ BγmβBγmγ
´1 “ 0.

(ii) When dmγ
ě dγ , let Ξγγ “ V `

γγ “ FγγF
⊺

γγ be a full-rank factorization of V `
γγ (see

pp. 26 of Ben-Israel and Greville (2003)). That is, the matrix Fγγ has full column rank. If

Bγmγ
⊺Fγγ is an invertible matrix, it is easy to verify that condition (4.5) is satisfied. This

is the case where γ could be row-overidentified but not rank-overidentified.

(iii) More generally, it is also possible that γ is rank over-identified. Note that all terms

in Ψβγ are observable/estimable except the unknown weight Ξγγ . One can check if (4.5)

holds by plugging Ξγγ “ V `
γγ into Ψβγ.

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 π, τ0 and τ1 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 γ to be identified

from a moment function mγ with a dimension greater than dγ . The conditions required

in part (ii) imply rankpVγγq “ dγ , which means that γ is not rank-overidentified. However,

whenever rankpVγγq “ dγ it is desirable to find the dγ 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 rankpVγγq ą dγ (i.e., the nuisance parameter

γ 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 rankpVββq ą dβ, which is in line with over-identification of

the parameter of interest β in many models. Nevertheless, it is rare to find models with

rankpVγγq ą dγ . Take instrumental variable regression as an example. The parameter of

interest β is over-identified if the number of effective instruments is larger than dβ . 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 Θ be a subset of a finite-

dimensional vector space. For any θ P Θ, there is an associated probability measure Qθ P

Mµ. The model Qθ “ tQθ : θ P Θu is a parametric submodel of P if Qθ Ă P. It is

a parametric submodel through P if Qθ Ă P and P P Qθ. If, in addition, the auxiliary

parameter θ is (pseudo-)regular within Qθ, we call it a (pseudo-)regular 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 Qθ

at P P P. The key point is that it is possible to construct a regular parametric submodel

Qθ from any vector-valued function g P L0

2
pP q so that the score function of Qθ at Q0 “ P

is exactly g.

More specifically, consider the following parametric submodel through P :

Qθpgq “

$

’

&

’

%

tQθ : dQθ :“ p1 ` g⊺θqdP, |g⊺θ| ă 1u for bounded g P L
0

2pP q,

tQθ : dQθ :“
κpg⊺θq

P rκpg⊺θqs
dP, θ P R

dgu for unbounded g P L
0

2pP q,

where κ is a bounded and continuous differentiable function with bounded derivative κ1 such

that κp0q “ κ1p0q “ 1 and κ1{κ bounded. For example, one can set κpxq “ 2p1 ` e´2xq´1.

The score function 9ℓpθq of the auxiliary parameter θ is defined as

9ℓpθq “
9qpθq

qpθq
1tqpθqą0u, where qpθq “

dQθ

dµ
“
dQθ

dP

dP

dµ
and 9qpθq “ Bθqpθq

We can verify that 9ℓ0 “ Blθ{Bθ|θ“0 “ g⊺. In other words, any g P L0
2
pP q can be a score

function of θ. Correspondingly, the Fisher information matrix for the auxiliary parameter

θ is given by Ipθq “ x 9ℓ
⊺

0
, 9ℓ0y “ xg, g⊺y. Hence, the above submodel is regular if xg, g⊺y is

invertible. Otherwise, it is a pseudo-regular submodel.

The generic regular parameter ν can be identified as a function of θ as νpθq ” νpQθq.

The derivative of ν with respect to θ is the functional derivative of νpQθq along the direction

g:

9νpθq “
BνpQθq

Bθ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

θ“0

“ x 9ν, 9ℓ0y “ x 9ν, g⊺y “
BνpP ;Qθ ´ P q

Bθ

ˇ

ˇ

θ“0
.

Hence, the parameter ν can be identified within this submodel if the rank of x 9ν, g⊺y is no

less than dν . Then we can use the Delta method to calculate the variance of νpθq in this

submodel as:

Σpν|Qθpgqq´1 “ x 9ν, g⊺yxg, g⊺y`xg, 9ν⊺y “ xΠp 9ν|gq,Πp 9ν|gq⊺y.

If we interpret the influence function as the one whose variance is the variance of the

parameter within a given model, then Πp 9ν|gq gives the influence function of ν within the

submodel Qθpgq. Recall the toy example and its influence function given in Proposition 3.1.
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We have

Σpν|Qθpgqq´1 “
 

Bνm
⊺Ξ Bνm

(´1
Bνm

⊺Ξ xΠpm|gq,Πpm|gq⊺yΞBνm
 

Bνm
⊺Ξ Bνm

(´1
.

The optimal choice of Ξ is thus xΠpm|gq,Πpm|gq⊺y`, which yields the following variance

Σ˚pν|m,Qθpgqq´1 “
 

Bνm
⊺xΠpm|gq,Πpm|gq⊺y`Bνm

(´1
.

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 ν be a regular parameter satisfying the moment

condition (3.1). The m-efficiency bound for ν within the model P is

Σ˚pν|m,Pq´1 :“ suptΣ˚pν|m,Qθpgqq´1 : rankpxm, g⊺yq ě dν ,@g P L
0

2pP qu.

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 β. 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 ν (not the

above one for θ), denoted by 9ℓν , is used as the moment function, the methods of moment can

attain the Cramér-Rao lower bound, denoted by Ipν|P q´1 :“ x 9ℓ
⊺

ν , 9ℓνy´1. 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 xm,m⊺y may not be invertible. Since xm,m⊺y ´

xΠpm|gq,Πpm|gq⊺y is always positive semi-definite, we immediately have

Σ˚pν|m,Qθpgqq´1
ĺ
 

Bνm
⊺xm,m⊺y`Bνm

(´1
“ Σ˚pν|m,Qθpmqq´1, @g P L0

2
pP q.

The inequality holds in the matrix sense: A ĺ B iff B ´ A is positive semi-definite. The

moment condition (3.1) indicates that m P L0
2
pP q 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 ν. Alternatively, we can also use the same trick to solve the probability measure

P , more precisely, its density p :“ dP {dµ, as a function of ν. The first step is to take

derivatives with respect to ν on the moment condition P rmpνqs “
ş

mpνqpdµ “ 0 while

treating p as a function of ν. Then a simple change of measure from µ back to P yields the

following lemma.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose the model P is regular. Let 9ℓν be the true score function of the regular

parameter ν, which can be identified from the moment condition (3.1). We have the following

equality:

P rBνms ` P rm 9ℓνs “ 0 ðñ Bνm “ ´P rm 9ℓνs “ ´xm, 9ℓνy. (4.6)

Under the partition of ν given in (3.3), the above equality is equivalent to

˜

Bβmβ Bγmβ

Bβmγ Bγmγ

¸

“ ´

˜

xmβ, 9ℓβy xmβ, 9ℓγy

xmγ , 9ℓβy xmγ , 9ℓγy

¸

,

where 9ℓν is partitioned as p 9ℓβ, 9ℓγq.

When m “ 9ℓ
⊺

ν , (4.6) reduces to the well-known equality P r:ℓννs “ ´P r 9ℓ
⊺

ν
9ℓνs in the MLE

literature. Thus, we come to the following theorem.2

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

ν by the condition (3.1), we have

Σ˚pν|m,Pq´1 “
 

Bνm
⊺xm,m⊺y`Bνm

(´1
“

 

x 9ℓ⊺ν ,m
⊺yxm,m⊺y`xm, 9ℓνy

(´1

“
 

xΠp 9ℓ⊺ν |mq,Πp 9ℓ⊺ν |mq⊺y
(´1

ľ x 9ℓ⊺ν ,
9ℓνy´1 “ Ipν|P q´1.

The equality holds iff Πp 9ℓ
⊺

ν |mq “ 9ℓ
⊺

ν , or equivalently, m “ A 9ℓ
⊺

ν , where A is a dm-by-dν full

column rank matrix.

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 9ℓν 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, πpXq “ PpT |XqrT s.

It is easy to see that mπpXq “ πpXq ´ T and 9ℓπ “ pD ´ πq{rπp1 ´ πqs. Accordingly, we

have x 9ℓπ,myX “ PpT |Xqr 9ℓπ,ms “ ´1 and xm,myX “ PpT |Xqrm
2s “ πp1´πq. It thus readily

follows that ΠXp 9ℓπ|mπq “ x 9ℓπ,myXxm,my´1

X mπ “ 9ℓπ, where ΠX is the projection under

PpT |Xq. However, this is a quite special case where the conditional likelihood is simply a

function of π and T , that is, ℓπ “ πT p1 ´ πq1´T .

In general, it would be more challenging to show Πp 9ℓ
⊺

ν |mq “ 9ℓ
⊺

ν . It 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 Πp 9ℓ
⊺

ν |mq should be

relatively closer to 9ℓ
⊺

ν , 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 meff

β .

Proposition 4.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.2, if m
eff

β is also locally robust, that

is, condition (4.3) holds, we have

xmLR
β , pm

LR
β q⊺y ľ xm

eff

β , pm
eff

β q⊺y,

where Ξγγ “ V `
γγ in mLR

β . Hence, when V `
γγ is the optimal first-step weighting matrix for the

estimation of β, 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 β̂n 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 β̂n is an adaptive m-estimate of β

in the presence of γ if β is regular at P and β̂n can reach the m-efficiency bound for β.

Corollary 4.10. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition 3.1 and the partition given

in (3.3) hold. The necessary conditions for an adaptive m-estimate of β in the presence of

γ (alt. an adaptive m-estimate of γ in the presence of β) are

Bβmγ “ 0 and Bγmβ ´ VβγV
`
γγBγmγ “ 0 palt. Bγmβ “ 0 and Bβmγ ´ VγβV

`
ββBβmβ “ 0q.

This corollary follows directly from the calculations preceding Theorem 4.2. If γ were

known, the most efficient way to estimate β would be to substitute the true value for γ in

meff

β . This not only ensures optimality, but also justifies the naming of meff

β , provided that

no superior moment function is available. The corresponding asymptotic variance in this

case is Σ´1

ββ .

When γ is unknown and neither of the two conditions is satisfied, it is not possible to

achieve the simplified asymptotic variance Σ´1
νν as described in Theorem 4.2. Furthermore,

the asymptotic variance for the estimation of β without knowledge of γ will necessarily

exceed Σ´1

ββ (cf. (4.2)), highlighting the need for the two conditions.

In the MLE context, mβ and mγ are the true score functions for β and γ, respectively.

Hence, adaptive estimation only requires Bβmγ “ 0 (alt. Bγmβ “ 0), 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 rBνms which is obtained after

interchanging the expectation and differential operators. This causes no problem when m

is differentiable with respect to ν. 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 βq the q-th quantile of random variable Z, for some real

number q P r0, 1s. It is defined by the moment condition P r1tZďβqu ´ qs “ 0.

In this example, we have mpz, νq “ mpz, βqq “ 1tzďβqu ´ q, which is not differentiable

with respect to β in the classical sense. On the one hand, we have P rms “
şβq

´8 ppzqdz ´ q,

resulting in Bβq
P rms “ ppβqq. On the other hand, consider the Heaviside function Hpxq “

1txě0u and its generalized derivative the Dirac delta “function” δpxq “ dHpxq{dx. Then we

have mpz, βqq “ Hpβq ´ zq ´ q and P rBβq
ms “ P rδpβq ´ Zqs “ ppβqq. That is, we have

Bβq
P rms “ P rBβq

ms in this case. Provided that ppβqq is non-zero, the influence function of

the q-th quantile at z is given by

9βqpz, P q “ ´
´

P
” Bm

Bβq

ı

pβqq
¯´1

mpz, βqq “
q ´ 1tzďβqu

ppβqq
.

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-

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 γ 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 β is usually defined by

βpP q “ P rps, where the nuisance parameter is γ ” p. What makes it tricky is that the

functional relation between p and P involves a generalized function:

βpP q “ P rPδp¨ ´ ¨qs “

ż ż

δpz2 ´ z1qdP pz2qdP pz1q,

where δp¨q is the Dirac delta function as introduced in the previous example, which is

concentrated at 0.
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We can also write δpz2 ´ z1q as δz1pz2q, where δz1p¨q is concentrated at z1. Moreover,

since δp¨q is symmetric around zero, we also have δz1pz2q “ δz2pz1q. Then for any admissible

Q, it can be shown that

9βpP ;Q ´ P q “

ż ż

δpz2 ´ z1q
“

dP pz2qdpQpz1q ´ P pz1qq ` dpQpz2q ´ P pz2qqdP pz1q
‰

“

ż

ppz1qdpQpz1q ´ P pz1qq `

ż ż

δpz2 ´ z1qdP pz1qdpQpz2q ´ P pz2qq

“ 2pQ ´ P qrps.

Thus, direct calculation yields 9βpP q “ 2pp ´ P rpsq as the influence function of the average

density parameter, the same as documented in the literature.

In this example, we can write β “ P rhβppqs, where hβppq ” p. Then Corollary 3.3

implies that the locally robust identification function is hLRβ ppq “ p ` rp ´ P rpss. Note that

the influence of estimating γ on β is summarized by p´P rps, which is the adjustment term

in hLRβ . Refer to Section 5.2 below if one is interested in the nonparametric influence function

of γ.

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 Pn “ n´1
řn

i“1
δZi

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 Pn 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 kbp¨q “ Kp¨{bq{bdz be the scaled kernel, where b

is the bandwidth. We have

γpzq “ ppzq “ P rδzs “ P rδpz ´ Zqs and p̂pzq “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

kbpz ´ Ziq “ Pnrkbpz ´ Zqs.

We can identify the density function by P and δ. Moving to estimation, replace P with

the empirical measure Pn and approximate the infeasible Dirac delta function δ by a scaled

kernel function kb: from ppzq “ ppP, δzq to p̂pzq “ ppP, kb,zq, where kb,zp¨q “ kbpz ´ ¨q.

It is a bit tricky to see what the influence function of p is in this nonparametric setting.

If δ were a regular function, our previous result would suggest 9pp¨q “ δpz ´ ¨q ´ P rδpz ´ ¨qs,

which does not make much sense from a practical point of view. Nevertheless, based on the

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

9pp¨q “ kbpz ´ ¨q ´ P rkbpz ´ ¨qs.

This informal approach is equivalent to first taking the functional derivative as usual and

then replacing δ by kb.

A more formal derivation is as follows. In an asymptotic analysis, we would have

p̂pzq ´ ppzq “ pPn ´ P qrkbpz ´ Zqs ` P rkbpz ´ Zq ´ δpz ´ Zqs.

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 Pn in the first

term with P ǫ and calculate the functional derivative of γbpzq :“ P rkbpz ´ Zqs. It is easy

to see that 9γbpzq “ kbpz ´ ¨q ´ P rkbpz ´ ¨qs, 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 γbpzq ´ γpzq 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

kb only serves as an adequate approximation for δ when b is sufficiently small. This adds

another layer of complexity because P rk2b pz´Ziqs “ b´dz
ş

K2puqdup1`op1qq will diverge to

infinity as b Ñ 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 pnbdzq1{2. Despite this discrepancy, the asymptotic variance of
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the estimator is determined by the probability limit of bdzx 9γb, p 9γbq⊺y.

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 9γb 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 β “ P rps “ P rP rδss. 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 rP rδss to P rps). As a result, we have 9β “ 2pp´P rpsq without any infeasible

function. With some abuse of notation, the locally robust identification and estimation of

the average density can be symbolically written as

βLR “ P
“

P rδs ` pP rδs ´ P rP rδssq
‰

and β̂LRn “ Pn

“

Pnrkbs ` pPnrkbs ´ PnrPnrkbssq
‰

.

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 “ γpXq ` ǫ, Erǫ|Xs “ PpY |XqrY ´ γpXqs “ 0.

It is intuitive to identify the unknown function as γpxq “ ErY |X “ xs. To draw more

similarities to the nonparametric estimator, e.g., the Nadaraya-Watson (NW) estimator, we

identify and estimate γ respectively as

γpxq “
P
“

PpY |XqrY δxpXqs
‰

P rδxpXqs
“
P rY δpx ´Xqs

P rδpx ´Xqs
and γ̂NWpxq “

Pn

“

Y kbpx ´Xq
‰

Pnrkbpx´Xqs
.

Again, we obtain an estimator by replacing P with Pn and δ by kb. This can be summarized

as a mapping from γpP, δxq to γ̂ “ γpPn, kb,xq.

Once again, we use the following decomposition in asymptotic analysis

γ̂NWpxq ´ γpxq “ γ̂NWpxq ´ P rγ̂NWpxqs ` P rγ̂NWpxqs ´ γpxq,
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To get the nonparametric influence function, first note that

P rγ̂NWpxqs ´ γbpxq “ O
´ 1

nhdx´1

¯

, where γbpxq “
P
“

Y kbpx´Xq
‰

P rkbpx ´Xqs
.

This difference is rather small compared with γ̂NWpxq´γbpxq. Hence, we can replace P rγ̂NWpxqs

by γbpxq in the above decomposition of the estimation error and treat γ̂NWpxq ´ γbpxq as the

term that determines the asymptotic variance. Accordingly, the nonparametric influence

function can be calculated as the functional derivative of γb with respect to P :

9γb “
Y kb

P rkbs
´

kbγ
b

P rkbs
“

kb

P rkbs
pY ´ γbq and bdxx 9γb, p 9γbq⊺y ÝÑ

σ2pxq

ppxq

ż

K2puqdu,

where σ2pxq “ VarpY |X “ xq. 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 Pn ´ P , the

above result is in line with the fact that the convergence rate is pnbdxq1{2 in this case.

Alternatively, one can first take the functional derivative of γ as if δ is a regular function

and then replace δ with kb (the informal approach). The result will be the same.

Notably, the local polynomial estimator replaces δ 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 β can be directly

identified as a function of zp1q P R
d1

βpzp1qq “ P
“

hβ
`

γ1pPp1qq, γ2pPp2|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq
˘

|Zp1q “ zp1qs “
P rhβ δzp1q s

P rδzp1q s
,

where hβ satisfies the same set of conditions as in Theorem 3.4.

Moreover, suppose that one can estimate this function by replacing P and δ in the

above identification equation with Pn and some scaled kernel function kb, respectively. Let

βbpzp1qq :“ P rhβkbs{P rkbs and β̄ :“ P rhβs be the associated infinite- and finite-dimensional

parameters, respectively.

Then the leading term in the asymptotic bias of estimating β at zp1q is βbpzp1qq ´βpzp1qq.
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The (nonparametric) influence function of β is the same as that of βb at any point

9β ” 9βb ”
kb

P rkbs

`

hLRβ ´ βb
˘

pcf. 9̄β “ hLRβ ´ β̄q,

where hLRβ is the locally robust version of hβ as given in Theorem 3.4.

In the above corollary, we omit the inputs of most functions for notation simplicity. One

should treat hLRβ 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 hβpZq, which remains

(asymptotically) the same when we replace hβ with hLRβ . Hence, it is a straightforward

extension of mean estimation. The variance of the random vector hLRβ pZq determines the

asymptotic variance of the parameter of interest. In the semiparametric case, the influence

from any possible deviation hLRβ pZq ´ β̄ is treated the same. In the nonparametric case,

however, one needs to re-weight the deviation hLRβ pZq´βb according to kb: those realizations

closer to the point of interest zp1q 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

rankpVγγq ą dγ 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 β

than γ. That is, many classic over-identified models are about β and we can still have

rankpVγγq “ dγ . 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 νj satisfying

Pp:|jqrmpZ, νjqs “ 0, where Pp:|jq :“ Ppl:j`1|j:1q.

Typically, one would expect the solution νjpPp:|jqq to be a function of Zpj:1q. However, in

many applications, νj reduces to a function of Zpj1
:1q, where 0 ď j1 ă j. When j1 “ 0, the

term Zp0:1q is understood as a constant and therefore νj is just a vector. Otherwise, the

parameter νj 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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Zpj:1q, there exists a symmetric and positive semi-definite matrix function Ξ of Zpj:1q such

that A “ Pp:|jqrBνms⊺Ξ. The law of iterated expectation implies that

Pp:|j1q

“

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞmpZ, νjq
‰

“ Pp:|j1q

“

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞPp:|jqrmpZ, νjqs
‰

“ 0.

Whenever such degeneracy occurs, the dimension of the vector-valued function m is no

longer that important. Even when the matrix function Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞPp:|jqrBνms is singular

at any single point zpj:1q, it is still possible that the integral Pp:|j1q

“

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞPp:|jqrBνms
‰

is invertible. In principle, there are unaccountably many choices for this Ξ function. We

can employ the implicit function theorem to solve ν as a function of Pp:|j1q as we did before.

The influence function in this case becomes

9νj “ ´
”

Pp:|j1q

`

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞPp:|jqrBνms
˘

ı´1

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺Ξm.

Let Σνν,j “ Pp:|jqrmm
⊺s. The conditional variance Pp:|j1q

“

9νj 9ν
⊺

j

‰

is given by

”

Pp:|j1q

`

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞPp:|jqrBνms
˘

ı´1
”

Pp:|j1q

`

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞΣνν,jΞ
⊺Pp:|jqrBνms

˘

ı

”

Pp:|j1q

`

Pp:|jqrBνms⊺ΞPp:|jqrBνms
˘

ı´1

.

The above expression resembles the classic sandwich form under conditional probability. It is

not hard to see that different choices of Ξ 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 rankpVγγq ą dγ . 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 rankpVγγq “ dγ in over-identified models that researchers

encounter in practice.

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

#

Y1 “ Y2β ` u

Y2 “ W ⊺γ ` e2
ùñ

#

Y1 “ W ⊺γβ ` e1

Y2 “ W ⊺γ ` e2
, where e1 “ u` e2β.

Without much loss of generality, we set Y1 and Y2 to be both one-dimensional, while the

dimension of the instrument W is higher. The random vector Z can be decomposed as

Zp1q “ W and Zp2q “ pY1, Y2q⊺. Additional exogenous regressors are omitted for simplicity.

Let m “ pmβ,mγq⊺, where mβ “ Y1 ´W ⊺γβ “ e1 and mγ “ Y2 ´W ⊺γ “ e2. It is easy to
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see that mγ is scalar-valued, while γ is a vector.

One can adopt a sequential estimation procedure: first obtain γ̂, which yields a generated

regressor Ŷ2, and then plug it into the first equation to get β̂. Alternatively, one can estimate

γ and β jointly by GMM.

If we use unconditional moment condition, for example, P rW bms “ 0, where b stands

for Kronecker product, the nuisance parameter γ 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 Pp:|1qrms “

Erm|W s “ 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 γ. This is equivalent to using the following unconditional moment

function for γ:

mu
γ “ WV ´1

22
pY2 ´W ⊺γq, where V22 “ Pp:|1qrm

2

γs.

It is easy to see that rankpVγγq “ rankpxmu
γ , pm

u
γq⊺yq “ dγ . In other words, the parameter

γ 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 γ (locally optimal)

is also the optimal weight function for β (globally optimal). As argued and demonstrated

above, it is still quite likely that we will have rankpVγγq “ dγ 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 ÞÑ W be a function from a normed vector

space to another. Let S be a collection of subsets of V. For any f, g P V, define

RempT, f, gq – T pf ` gq ´ T pfq ´ 9T pf ; gq.

Then T is S-differentiable at f with derivative 9T pf ; gq along the direction g if for all S P S,

lim
ǫÑ0

1

ǫ
RempT, f, ǫgq “ 0 uniformly in g P S,

where ǫ 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 Gâteaux differentiability, respectively. In particular, when V is a Banach space,

continuous Gâteaux 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 Mµ only forms a convex cone rather than a vector space. Let

VpPq be the collection of finite signed measures generated by linear combinations of the

probability measures P P. Ideally, it would be more convenient if we could generalize

the definition of the parameter ν from P to VpPq. However, this may not be necessary.

Ultimately, the object of analysis is the difference νpP ǫq´νpP q, where P ǫ “ p1´ǫqP `ǫQ “

P ` ǫpQ ´ P q with some positive but small number ǫ. For any Q P Mµ, one can always

find a ǫ ą 0 such that P ǫ P Mµ for any ǫ P r0, ǫq. In light of this, unless the model P is

not “good” enough, one does not have to worry that νpP ǫq might not be well-defined for

sufficiently small ǫ. Besides, the direction of perturbation Q ´ P always belongs to VpPq.

Hence, the above definition of differentiability is applicable.
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A.2 Technical Details on the Conditional Probability Case

In the conditional case, for any i and j, let Zpj:iq “ pZpiq⊺, . . . , Zpjq⊺q⊺ when i ď j and

Zpj:iq be the empty set if i ą j. Let Pp1q be the marginal probability measure of Zp1q. For

j “ 1, . . . , l, let Ppj|j´1:1q be the mapping from BpRdjq ˆ Σ Ñ r0, 1s such that

Ppj|j´1:1qpB,ωq “ P
`

rZpjqs´1pBq|σpZpj´1:1qq
˘

pωq

for each B P BpRdjq and ω P Σ. Then Ppj|1:j´1q is a probability measure on BpRdj q for

almost all ω P Σ. We denote Ppj|j´1:1q by Ppj|:q to simplify the notation. Moreover, denote

by Ppl:j|:q the joint probability measure of Zpl:jq given Zpj´1:1q.

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

dP ǫ
pj:1q “ dPpj:1q ` ǫpdQpj:1q ´ dPpj:1qq “ dPpj:1q ` ǫpdQpj|:qdQpj´1:1q ´ dPpj|:qPpj´1:1qq

“ dPpj:1q ` ǫpdQpj|:qdQpj´1:1q ´ dPpj|:qdQpj´1:1q ` dPpj|:qdQpj´1:1q ´ dPpj|:qdPpj´1:1qq

“ dPpj|:qdPpj´1:1q ` ǫdPpj|:qpdQpj´1:1q ´ dPpj´1:1qq ` ǫpdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qqdQpj´1:1q

“ dPpj|:qdP
ǫ
pj´1:1q ` ǫpdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qqdQpj´1:1q,

for all j “ 1, . . . , l. Restricted to the set tdP ǫ
pj´1:1q ‰ 0u, we obtain

dP ǫ
pj|:q “

dP ǫ
pj:1q

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

“
dPpj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q ` ǫpdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qqdQpj´1:1q

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

“ dPpj|:q ` ǫpdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qq
dQpj´1:1q

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

(A.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 ǫ
pj|:q will be further evaluated under the joint measure dPpj´1:1q. Then with the

change of measure in the second term above, the perturbation effect due to ǫpdQpj|:q ´

dPpj|:qq will eventually be evaluated under the measure dQpj´1:1q. Refer to Example 3 for

an illustration.

Putting this into perspective, consider Zp1q “ X and Zp2q “ Y . (A.1) implies that

dP ǫ
pY |Xq “ dPpY |Xq ` ǫpdQpY |Xq ´ dPpY |Xqq

dQpXq

dP ǫ
pXq

,
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or equivalently, using densities

p
ǫ
pY |Xq

py|xq “ p
pY |Xq

py|xq ` ǫrqpY |Xqpy|xq ´ p
pY |Xq

py|xqs
qpXqpxq

pǫpXqpxq
.

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

To illustrate how we get (3.11), consider the impact of a perturbation of PpY |T,Xq on γ1T .

We evaluate the expectation with respect to Z̃, 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):

PpT̃ |X̃q

“

T̃ P ǫ
pỸ |T̃,X̃q

rỸ s
‰

´ PpT̃ |X̃q

“

T̃ PpỸ |T̃,X̃qrỸ s
‰

“

ż ż

t̃ỹ drP ǫ
pỸ |T̃,X̃q

´ PpỸ |T̃,X̃qspỹ|t̃, x̃q dPpT̃ |X̃qpt̃|x̃q

“ ǫ

ż ż

t̃ỹ drQpỸ |T̃,X̃q ´ PpỸ |T̃,X̃qspỹ|t̃, x̃q
dQpT̃ |X̃q

dPpT̃ |X̃q

pt̃|x̃q dPpT̃ |X̃qpt̃|x̃q ` oppǫq

“ ǫ

ż ż

t̃ỹ drQpỸ |T̃,X̃q ´ PpỸ |T̃,X̃qspỹ|t̃, x̃q dQpT̃ |X̃qpt̃|x̃q ` oppǫq

“ ǫ

ż

t̃
´

ż

ỹ dQpỸ |T̃,X̃q ´ τ1px̃q
¯

dQpT̃ |X̃qpt̃|x̃q ` oppǫq

To get the influence function, consider the distribution Q 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 PpY |T,Xq should be evaluated at the point pT,Xq, as if both T and X are

known.

The change of measure part dQ{dP in (A.1) effectively replaces the joint probability

measure PpT,Xq (or more specifically, P ǫ
pT,Xq) with the Dirac delta measure Q that puts all

probability mass on pT,Xq. 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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dm “ dν and Bνm, Bβmβ, and Bγmγ are all invertible. Define

Mβ “ Bβmβ ´ BγmβBγmγ
´1Bβmγ and Mγ “ Bγmγ ´ BβmγBβmβ

´1Bγmβ.

Then the one-step estimation yields

˜

9β

9γ

¸

“ ´

˜

M´1

β 0

0 M´1
γ

¸˜

mβ ´ BγmβBγmγ
´1mγ

mγ ´ BβmγBβmβ
´1mβ

¸

.

Moreover, if Bβmγ “ 0 we have

˜

9β

9γ

¸

“ ´

˜

Bβmβ
´1
`

mβ ´ BγmβBγmγ
´1mγ

˘

Bγmγ
´1mγ

¸

,

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 Gâteaux derivative is, after all, nothing but the ordinary

derivative of the real function νpP ǫq function with respect to the real parameter ǫ (we change

the notation to what we use here).” Besides, when ν is a regular parameter, the influence

function 9νpP q is continuous in P . Accordingly, we can get the following approximation (with

some abuse of notation)

νpP ǫq ´ νpP q “

ż ǫ

0

ż

9νpP ηqdpP η ´ P qdη “

ż

9νpP qdpP ǫ ´ P qp1 ` opp1qq.

A more rigorous representation would necessitate a more precise definition of opp1q. 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 9νpP ηq would be

a consistent estimator of 9ν.

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

P with respect to conditional ones, such as P ǫ
pj|:q and Ppj|:q, respectively. The only difference
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lies in

dP ǫ ´ dP “ ǫdpQ´ P q and dP ǫ
pj|:q ´ dPpj|:q “ ǫpdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qq

dQpj´1:1q

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

.

For j “ 1, . . . , l ´ 1, define

Hǫ
j ” hβ

`

γ1pP ǫ
1

q, . . . , γjpP ǫ
pj|:qq, γj`1pPpj`1|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq

˘

.

If we interpret j as the number of perturbed probability measures in each term, j can include

both 0 and l:

Hǫ
0 ” hβ

`

γ1pP1q, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq
˘

and Hǫ
l ” hβ

`

γ1pP ǫ
p1:1qq, . . . , γlpP

ǫ
pl|:qq

˘

.

With abuse of notation, let P ǫ
p0q “ Pp1q and Ppl:l`1|:q be the measure such that

Ppl:l`1qrf s “ f for any function f . We can write the perturbation effect as

βpP ǫq ´ βpP q “ P ǫrHǫ
l s ´ P rHǫ

0
s “

ż ż

Hǫ
l dP

ǫ
pl|:qdP

ǫ
pl´1:1q ´

ż ż

Hǫ
0
dPpl:2|:qdPp1q

“
l
ÿ

j“1

´

ż ż ż

Hǫ
jdPpl:j`1|:qdP

ǫ
pj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q ´

ż ż ż

Hǫ
j´1

dPpl:j`1|:qdPpj|:qdP
ǫ
pj´1:1q

¯

“
l
ÿ

j“1

´

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j sdP ǫ

pj|:qdP
ǫ
pj´1:1q ´

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j´1

sdPpj|:qdP
ǫ
pj´1:1q

¯

“
l
ÿ

j“1

´

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j sdP ǫ

pj|:qdP
ǫ
pj´1:1q ´

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j sdPpj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q

`

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j sdPpj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q ´

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j´1sdPpj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q

¯

.

The first difference can be re-written as
ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j sdP ǫ

pj|:qdP
ǫ
pj´1:1q ´

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j sdPpj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q

“ ǫ

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j spdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qq

dQpj´1:1q

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

“ ǫ

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j spdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qqdQpj´1:1q

“ ǫ

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrhβspdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qqdQpj´1:1qp1 ` opp1qq,

where the last equality follows from the assumption that Ppl:j`1|:qrhβs is continuous in the

relevant γj’s.
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Continuous differentiability of Ppl:j|:qrhβs implies

Ppl:j|:qrH
ǫ
j ´Hǫ

j´1
s

“Ppl:j|:q

”

hβ
`

γ1pP ǫ
1 q, . . . , γjpP ǫ

pj´1|:qq, γjpP ǫ
pj|:qq, γj`1pPpj`1|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq

˘

´ hβ
`

γ1pP ǫ
1 q, . . . , γjpP ǫ

pj´1|:qq, γjpPpj|:qq, γj`1pPpj`1|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq
˘

ı

“Ppl:j|:q

”

hβ
`

γ1pP1q, . . . , γjpPpj´1|:qq, γjpP ǫ
pj|:qq, γj`1pPpj`1|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq

˘

´ hβ
`

γ1pP1q, . . . , γjpPpj´1|:qq, γjpPpj|:qq, γj`1pPpj`1|:qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qq
˘

ı

p1 ` opp1qq

“Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

´

γjpP
ǫ
pj|:qq ´ γjpPpj|:qq

¯ı

p1 ` opp1qq,

where the partial derivative is evaluated at pγ1pPp1qq, . . . , γlpPpl|:qqq. Following the same

argument as in Lemma 2.5 and discarding the opp1q term,

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j sdPpj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q ´

ż ż

Ppl:j`1|:qrH
ǫ
j´1sdPpj|:qdP

ǫ
pj´1:1q

“

ż

Ppl:j|:qrH
ǫ
j ´Hǫ

j´1
sdP ǫ

pj´1:1q “

ż

Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

´

γjpP ǫ
pj|:qq ´ γjpPpj|:qq

¯ı

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

“

ż

Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

´

ż

9γjpPpj|:qqpdP ǫ
pj|:q ´ dPpj|:qq

¯ı

dP ǫ
pj´1:1qp1 ` oppǫqq pThen use (A.1)q

“ ǫ

ż ż

Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

9γjpPpj|:qqpdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qq
dQpj´1:1q

dP ǫ
pj´1:1q

ı

dP ǫ
pj´1:1qp1 ` oppǫqq

“ ǫ

ż ż

Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

ı

9γjpPpj|:qqpdQpj|:q ´ dPpj|:qqdQpj´1:1qp1 ` oppǫqq.

With Q as the measure that puts point mass on z, we get the influence function

9βpP q “
l
ÿ

j“1

´

pPpl:j`1|:q ´ Ppj|:qqrhβ s ` Ppl:j|:q

”Bhβ
Bγj

ı

9γj

¯

.

B.2 More details on Proposition 4.8

When Ξγγ “ V̄ `
γγ , Lemma 4.6 yileds

mLR

β “ mβ ´ Bγmβ

`

Bγmγ
⊺V̄ `

γγBγmγ

˘´1
Bγmγ

⊺V̄ `
γγmγ

“ mβ ´ Bγmβ

`

x 9ℓ⊺γ ,m
⊺

γyxmγ ,m
⊺

γy`xmγ , 9ℓγy
˘´1

x 9ℓ⊺γ ,m
⊺

γyxmγ ,m
⊺

γy`mγ

“ mβ ´ Bγmβ xΠp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq,Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq⊺y´1Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq.
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Together with condition (4.3), we obtain

mLR

β “ mβ ´ xmβ,m
⊺

γyxmγ ,mγy`xmγ , 9ℓγyxΠp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq,Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq⊺y´1Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq

“ mβ ´ xΠpmβ |mγq, 9ℓγyxΠp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq,Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq⊺y´1Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq

“ mβ ´ xΠpmβ |mγq,Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq⊺yxΠp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq,Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq⊺y´1Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq

“ mβ ´ Πpmβ |mγq ` Πpmβ|mγq ´ Π
`

Πpmβ |mγq |Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq
˘

“ Πpmβ |mγqK `
´

Πpmβ|mγq ´ Π
`

Πpmβ |mγq |Πp 9ℓ⊺γ |mγq
˘

¯

,

where these two components are orthogonal to each other since the first is orthogonal to the

linear space spanned by mγ , whereas the second lies on this space. Furthermore, we have

the third equality because 9ℓ
⊺

γ can be decomposed as 9ℓ
⊺

γ “ Πp 9ℓ
⊺

γ |mγq ` Πp 9ℓ
⊺

γ |mγqK, where

Πp 9ℓ
⊺

γ |mγqK is orthogonal to Πpmβ |mγq.

On the other hand, we have

meff

β “ mβ ´ V̄βγ V̄
`
γγmγ “ mβ ´ Πpmβ|mγq “ Πpmβ |mγqK.

The above statement implies the desired result.
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