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1 Introduction

Whenever a treatment has heterogeneous effects it is important to decide carefully
who should be treated. In the simplest case where we care about the average outcome,
no budgetary limits exist and treatment effects are positive for everyone, the best
policy is to treat everyone. However, we might have a limited budget, distributional
concerns or negative treatment effects. Then, it is important to decide whether to
treat or not to treat different individuals. This is the problem of policy learning.

In economics we might want to know whether to provide training to the unem-
ployed or design rules to assign conditional cash transfers. In business, we might want
to know whether to provide a discount to a customer. Judges have to decide whether
to release someone on parole. Schools might want to know whether to provide extra-
curricular lessons to some students. Certain medicines might be beneficial for some
but detrimental for others.

The inherent distributional conscerns in these examples are quite different. Hence,
we need a framework accommodating different SWFs. The framework has to be gen-
eral, but also needs to allow for certain statistical guarantees. I provide a framework
to estimate optimal rules for a rich class of semiparametric SWFs, estimable by U-
statistics. Examples include the average outcome, Inequality aware SWFs, Inequality
of Opportunity (IOp) aware SWFs and Intergenerational Mobility (IGM) SWFs.

To my knowledge, there is no prior work on IOp and IGM SWFs in the policy
learning literature. 1Op is the part of inequality explained by circumstances X outside
the control of the individual, e.g. sex, race or parental income. I0p SWFs do not
penalize all inequality, only inequality explained by circumstances. Based on the
seminal contributions in Van De Gaer (1993), Fleurbaey (1995) and Roemer (1998),
the IOp literature has focused on measuring IOp. A popular measure is the Gini
of the best predictions (in mean squared error sense) of the outcome Y given the
circumstances X, i.e. G(v(X)) where v(X) = E[Y|X] and G(Z) denotes the Gini
index of the random variable Z. To accommodate a possibly high-dimensional set
of circumstances, IOp literature has started using machine learners to predict (e.g
Brunori et al. (2019a), Brunori et al. (2019b), Brunori et al. (2021), Brunori and
Neidhofer (2021), Rodriguez et al. (2021), Carranza (2022) or Hufe et al. (2022)). The
bias-variance trade-off in the prediction allows for bias which can creep into the IOp
estimator. Escanciano and Terschuur (2023) provide locally robust IOp estimators

robust to such biases. I construct Neyman-orthogonal IOp aware SWF's.



Inequality SWFs have been studied in Kasy (2016), Kitagawa and Tetenov (2021)
or Kock et al. (2023). A popular SWF for an outcome Y is W = E[Y](1-G(Y)). This
SWEF values the average outcome but penalizes high inequality. Leqi and Kennedy
(2021) propose to maximize average conditional quantiles. Cui and Han (2024) focus
on a conditional quantile of the treatment effect using partial identification. Wang
et al. (2018) study quantile-optimal policies and adapt their theory to minimize Gini’s
mean difference. They use the U-statistics nature of the Gini mean difference and
obtain asymptotic theory for a particular class of policy rules by using empirical U-
process methods. I avoid U-processes theory by using a representation of U-statistics
as sums-of-i.i.d. blocks introduced in Hoeffding (1963). This representation is key in
proving the main result of the paper.

While inequality aware SWFs look at the distribution of Y, I0p aware SWFs
focus on the distribution of v(X). An IOp aware SWF is W = E[Y](1 — G(v(X))),
which penalizes IOp. This SWF adds an extra nuisance parameter, v(X), on top of
the conditional expectations/propensity scores needed to identify treatment effects.
Policy learning with semiparametric SWF's, which directly depend on additional un-
known functions, has been little explored, with the exception of Leqi and Kennedy
(2021) whose welfare depends on conditional quantiles.

IGM studies the relationship between child and parental outcomes. The Kendall-7
is a popular measure of mobility in the literature (see Chetty et al. (2014) or Kitagawa
et al. (2018)). It looks at whether the parents of individual ¢ are richer than those of j
and ¢ is richer than j. An IGM aware SWF is W = —|7—t| for some target t € [—1, 1].
For instance, we could decide the allocation of higher education scholarships to reduce
dependence between parental and child’s income.

The policy learning literature looks for optimal allocation rules m mapping char-
acteristics to binary treatment decisions. Optimal rules are searched within a class
IT of treatment rules to maximize welfare. Following Manski (2004), I search for
optimal policies in II so as to minimize regret, i.e. the expected difference between
the best possible welfare and the welfare evaluated at the estimated policy. Other
relevant work includes Dehejia (2005), Hirano and Porter (2009), Stoye (2009, 2012),
Chamberlain (2011), Bhattacharya and Dupas (2012), Tetenov (2012), Kasy (2016),
Kitagawa and Tetenov (2018, 2021), Athey and Wager (2021), or Zhou et al. (2023).

Estimation of unknown functions in semiparametric SWFs challenges the sta-
tistical guarantees of estimated policy rules. This is due to slow convergence of

non-parametric estimators, addressed in semiparametric methods through locally ro-



bust/orthogonal moments. These are moment conditions that identify the quantity of
interest and allow for its estimation at y/n (n is the sample size) rate. I expand previ-
ous work by considering any semiparametric SWF| possibly defined as a U-statistic,
which can be estimated by locally robust/orthogonal scores. The main theoretical
result provides an asymptotic upper bound to the regret of the estimated policy rule.

This paper is related to Athey and Wager (2021), Leqi and Kennedy (2021)
and Zhou et al. (2023) in making use of the semiparametric literature on locally
robust /orthogonal scores (e.g. Chernozhukov et al. (2022)) to obtain \/n rates of
convergence even with nonparametric first steps. I build upon Escanciano and Ter-
schuur (2023) to expand policy learning results to SWFs defined by U-statistics.
Athey and Wager (2021) find rates of the regret that optimally depend on the com-
plexity II and the sample size in observational settings where the propensity score is
unknown. They do so for average-treatment-like SWFs. I generalize this setting by
allowing general semiparametric SWFs, possibly defined as U-statistics.

Empirically, treatment allocation with inequality, IOp and IGM SWFs is hard.
We need circumstances and parental income which are usually absent and to identify
treatment effects. I look at the effect of preschool on adult earnings using the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) dataset. This empirical illustration has many
advantages. Any variable that induces preschool attendance can be considered a
circumstance under the (very reasonable) assumption that we cannot hold the kid
responsible for these variables. Also, PSID has rich information on family background
and it allows us to look at long-term outcomes. It also has limitations. Treatment
is not randomly assigned, so I rely on the assumption of selection on observables.
Preschool attendance is not a binary treatment since its quality varies. Furthermore,
I have no information on the cost of treatment and allocating children to preschool
based on their circumstances might not be enforceable or ethical. Observed preschool
choices differ from estimated optimal rules, even when maximizing average outcomes,
suggesting parents prioritize factors beyond future earnings.

The effect of preschool is heterogeneous. On average preschool has a positive
effect on adult earnings but children with highly educated mothers and high parental
income are negatively affected. This aligns with findings in psychology and economics
(see Fort et al. (2020)). These heterogeneous effects have different implications for
different SWFs. I estimate optimal treatment rules based on parental income and
mother’s education. Inequality aware SWFs treat individuals with negative treatment

effects since the decrease in inequality compensated the decrease in average earnings.



The same happens with the IGM welfare which has no average motive at all. The
additive and IOp estimated optimal policy rules coincide. This coincidence is specific
to the heterogeneous treatment effects in the data and not a general result. In this
empirical illustration, maximizing the average already decreases IOp drastically.

I introduce the welfare objects in Section 2. Section 3 elaborates on the general
theory for semiparametric SWF's which are linear on the distribution of the data (i.e.
not U-statistics) and Section 4 generalized to SWF's possibly defined as U-statistics.
Section 5 provides upper bounds on the regret and Section 6 deals with the empirical

illustration. All proofs are in the Appendix.

2 Welfare economics for inequality, IOp and rank

correlations

The policy learning literature is at the intersection of welfare economics and econo-
metrics. Before addressing the econometric problem, I introduce the key welfare
objects of interest. For a continuous random outcome Y; € R™, the additive welfare
is based on the average outcome: W = E[Y;]. Additive welfare does not care about
distributional aspects other than the average. A first approach to include distribu-
tional concerns is to follow Dalton (1920) and Atkinson et al. (1970) and consider
increasing and concave transformations u(-) ': W = E[u(Y;)].

This SWF will rank two outcome distributions equally for all increasing and con-
cave u(+) if the Lorenz curve of one of the distributions is everywhere above the Lorenz
curve of the other distribution and has equal or higher mean; equivalently if one dis-
tribution second-order stochastically dominates the other. If we want to obtain a
complete ordering we need to specify u(-) further. One popular choice is

. . ifhe(0,1)
o log(y) if 6 =1,

where 6 captures the concavity of u(-) and can be interpreted as an inequality aversion
parameter. I also focus on SWFs aware of Inequality of Opportunity (IOp). IOp is the
part of total inequality which can be explained by circumstances, i.e. by variables that

are outside the control of the individual such as parental education or parental income.

'With abuse of notation I call W to all SWFs as they appear.



Let X; € R* be such a random vector of circumstances. Let also v(X;) = E[Y;|X;].
By looking at the distribution of v(X;) we get IOp averse SWFs: W = E[u(v(X;))].

If there is no IOp, circumstances are unable to predict the outcome and we have
v(X;) = E[Y;]. In this case, W = u(E[Y;]) so we only care about the (transformed)
average income. If we have maximum IOp, the outcome is a deterministic function of
the circumstances and (X;) = Y;. Then, W = E[u(Y;)]. Since all inequality is IOp,
we are back to the inequality averse SWF.

Alternatively, let Fy be the distribution of Y and Fy-' be the quantile function,

for weights w(-), we might have

Wzlyymmmh

This welfare has been used in Mehran (1976), Donaldson and Weymark (1980), Wey-
mark (1981), Donaldson and Weymark (1983) or Aaberge et al. (2021). Letting
wi(7) = (k—1)(1—7)¥2 we get the extended Gini family of SWFs. I focus on k = 3,
the standard Gini SWF which can be shown to be

W =E[Y;](1 — G(Y;)) = (1/2)E[Y; + Y; — |Y; — Y;]],

where the second equality follows from writing the Gini of Y; as G(Y;) = E[|Y; —
Y;|]/E[Y; +Y;] where Y; is an independent copy of Y;. The welfare above is additive if
there is no inequality and penalizes positive values of the Gini coefficient. If we only

care about IOp, we can look at the distribution of v(X;). In that case, we have

W =E[(Xy)](1 - G(v(X:)) = (1L/2)E[(Xs) + 7(X) = [7(Xi) = v(X)]]

If G(v(X;)) = 0, we are back to the additive case. If there is full IOp, then G(v(X;)) =
G(Y;) and we are back to the standard Gini SWF. I also consider the problem of
intergenerational mobility. Let Xj3; € R be the parental outcome. A measure of

association between Y; and Xy; is the Kendall-7
7 = E[sgn(Y; — Y;)sgn(X1; — X1;)],

where sgn(a) = 1(a > 0)—1(a < 0). This parameter is popular in the IGM literature
(see Chetty et al. (2014) or Kitagawa et al. (2018)) where X3, is parental income and

Y; is the child’s income. It takes values between 1 and —1. 7 = 1 means that whenever



an individual has a higher income than another, she also has a higher parental income.
7 = —1 is the opposite. For some target Kendall-7 ¢t € [—1,1] an IGM aware SWF is

W = —’E[sgn(Yi —Y;)sgn(Xy; — le)] - t‘.

To my knowledge, this is a novel SWF. Note that it allows us to treat problems
much more general than IGM. Setting ¢ = 0, maximizing this SWF corresponds to

allocating a treatment to minimize the dependence between two variables Y; and Xj;.

3 Policy learning with general orthogonal scores

Let (Y;(1),Y;(0), D;, X;) ~ Fy where (Y;(1),Y;(0)) € Y x Y are real-valued potential
outcomes, i.e. 7’s outcome under treatment and in the absence of treatment respec-
tively. D; is a binary treatment and X; € X is a vector of pre-treatment covariates.
Let v9(X;) = E[Y;(j)|X;] € T for j = 0,1 be potential predictions. We observe an
i.i.d. sample (7, ..., Z,) with Z; = (Y;, D;, X;) € Zand Y; = Y;(1)D;+Y;(0)(1-D;) €
Y. Let m: X — {0, 1} be a binary treatment rule and II be a collection of such treat-

ment rules. We are interested in choosing 7 € Il to maximize
W (r) = Elg(Yi(1), X, /V)m(X) + g(Yi(0), Xio 7Y (1 = 7(X,))]. - (3.1)

For additive welfare, g(Y;(j), X;,7%)) = Yi(4) for j = 0, 1. Importantly, g can depend
on possibly infinite-dimensional nuisance parameters ~. v is a conditional expectation
throughout the paper but this framework can be extended to allow for much more

general first steps such as conditional quantiles (see Ichimura and Newey (2022)).

Example 1 (IOp Atkinson) For an inequality averse SWF we can use W(m) =
Elu(Y:(1))m(X;) + u(Yi(0))(1 — m(X;))] with u(-) a concave function and X; a vector
of circumstances. For an I10p averse SWF we look at the distribution of v(X;):

W (m) = Efu(y" (Xa))w(X) + u(y (X)) (1 = 7(X0)))-

This welfare has not been covered in the policy learning literature before. M

(3.1) is not based on observables. To identify it, we need a sample from an experi-
mental or observational experiment where the policy has already been implemented.
Let e(X;) = P(D; = 1|X;) be the propensity score. I assume that the following holds.

7



Assumption 1 i) (Y;(1),Y:(0)) L D;|X;, ii) e(x) € [k, 1 — K] for some k € (0,1/2].

There are two ways of identifying welfare, the direct method (DM) based on con-
ditional expectations or Inverse Propensity Score Weighting (IPW). I use the DM
approach. All results in the paper for the IPW approach are in Appendix A. Let
V(Di, X;) = E[Y;| Dy, Xi], v;(Xi) = v(j, X;) for j = 0, Land p(D;, X;,v) = E[g(Y:, Xy, 7)[Ds, Xi]-

Proposition 3.1 Under Assumption 1, W (x) is identified as
W (m) = E[p(1, X3, 71)m(X5) + ¢(0, Xi,70) (1 — 7(X5))]-

If g does not depend on potential outcomes directly, i.e. g(u, X;,v9)) = g(t, X;,7Y)) =
(X5, 7)) for all u,t € Y then ¢(D;, X;,7) = g(X;,v). This happens in all IOp
examples. Hence, we can have either v or (7, ) as nuisance parameters. To enjoy

local robustness to first steps, I first need the following assumption

Assumption 2 There exist (a1, ) such that for any 5 with E[Y(X;)?] < oo and
7=0,1
d d

—E ] Xi7 Vo = —Ela; DzaXz Vr DleZ )
e [o(d, Xi, 77)] @ [ ( )7+ ( ) .

where 4, = v + 7y and Ela;(D;, X;)?] < .

This is a common assumption in the semiparametric literature (e.g. (4.1) in Newey
(1994)) and allows for ¢ to depend non-linearly on +, generalizing Assumption 1 in
Athey and Wager (2021).

Proposition 3.2 The orthogonal score is I'y(m) = I'yyw(X;) + Toi(1 — 7(X;)), where

D;

1—-D;

Loi = ¢(0, Xi,v) + T(Xi)(g(

Yi, Xiy o) — (0, Xi,7)) + ao(Dy, Xi) (Y — v(Di, X))
Orthogonal scores are formed by identifying scores and correction terms for nuisance
parameters ¢ and v. Whenever g does not depend on the potential outcomes directly
we have that g(Y;, X;,v;) — ¢(J, Xi,v) = 0 for j =0, 1. To estimate the welfare for a
given m € Il we employ cross-fitting as in Chernozhukov et al. (2022). Let the data



be split in L groups Iy, ..., I;, then

Wn(w) = % Z Z fu,ﬂT(Xi) + fOi,l(l —7(X3)),

=1 icl,
where
- . . D; . . . .
i = @u(1, X5, %) + 210X (Y — &u(1, Xa, 1)) + aau(Dy, Xo) (Y — %u(Di, X5)),
(X
1—- D,

fou = ¢(0, X;, %) + (Y: — @u(0, Xi, 1)) + Gou( Dy, Xo) (Y — %(Di, X5)),

1—é(X;)

and (¢r, €,91,4), 7 = 0,1, are estimators of the nuisance functions which do not

use observations in I;.

Example 1 (IOp Atkinson (cont.)) For 6 € (0,1], let

(@)

) — e if 0 € (0,1)
YO gy o1

In this case, g = U. The orthogonal score for 6 € (0,1] is

ri(r) = U1, )+ L2220, X
+UG0.x0) + L2, X0 - 7)),

i.e. aq(D;, X;) = e(X;) Yy ( Dy, X3) 7Dy and ag(D;, X;) = (1—e(X;)) " 2v( Dy, X;) 70 (1—
D). |

The estimator of the optimal treatment rule among a class of rules I1 is 7 = arg max, < Wn(ﬂ')
4 Policy learning with U-statistics
Let now e (X, X;) = L(n(X;) = a) x L(n(X;) = b) with a,b € {0,1}. Now

W(w)ﬂz{ S g(ila), X0 Y(0), X5 4@ A (X X | (4)
(a,b)€{0,1}2



Now, W (7) depends on pairwise comparisons. Also, we are summing across {0, 1}2.
This is because we have to take into account when both members of the pair are
under treatment, or just one of them or none of them. Finally, we have 7, (X;, X;)
instead of 7(X;) since we need to account for when both members of the pair are

allocated to treatment, just one of them or none of them.

Example 2 (Inequality) We can accommodate the standard Gini SWF with
9(Yi(a), Y;(8)) = (1/2)(Yi(a) + Y;(B) — |Yi(a) = Y;(b)])-

[

Example 3 (Inequality of Opportunity I0p) E[v(X;)](1-G(~(X;))) fits our set-
ting by letting

9(Xi, X7 4") = (1/2) (/O (Xa) + 7O (X) = (X)) = 2P (X))).

Example 4 (Kendal-7) To allocate a treatment targeting a specific Kendall-T, say

t € R, we have to extend our setting to transformations of the right-hand side of 4.1
g(Yi(a), X1, Y;(b), X1;) = sgn(Yi(a) — Y;(b))sgn(X1; — Xuj),

Wi =-[E] T e X, Y0 Xm0 )| |
(a,b)€{0,1}2

For a,b € {0,1} let now ¢(a, X;, b, X;, Ve, 1) = Elg(Vs, X4, Y}, X5, Ve )| Di = a, X, Dy =
b, X;] and eq,(Xi, X;) = eq.(X;)en(X;) where for ¢ € {0, 1}, e.(X;) = P(D; = ¢|X;).

Proposition 4.1 Under Assumption 1, W(x) in (/.1) is identified as

W(W)IE[ Do ela X b X Ve )T (X, X5)- |
(a,)€{0,1}2

Now I apply Proposition 4.1 to identify the welfare in each of our three main examples.

10



Example 2 (Inequality (cont.)) In this example, welfare is identified by

1
W(ﬂ') :E|:§ Z E(Y;—FY; - |Y;—Y;| ‘ DZ :CL,XZ‘,Dj :b,Xj)ﬂ'ab(Xi,Xj)].
(a,b)€{0,1}2

[

Example 3 (IOp (cont.)) In this ezample, welfare is identified by
1

W = 58| 3 (300 +0) = ) = 061 (6 )
(a,b)€{0,1}2
[
Example 4 (IGM (cont.)) In this ezample, welfare is identified by

1
W(?T) = —‘E|i§ Z E(sgn(Xh—XU)sgn(Yl—Yj) ‘ Dz = a,XZ-,Dj = b, Xj)ﬂ-ab(Xi’Xj)] —t‘
(a,b)e{0,1}2

To compute orthogonal scores we need to assume a linearization property as in As-

sumption 2.

Assumption 3 There exist agpp, P < 00, and (cip,c2p) for p = 1,..., P, such that
for all (a,b) € {0,1}? the following linearization holds

P

d _ d _ _

%E[@(CL, Xi> b, Xj, ’}/7-)] = %E |iz aZb,p(Di’ Xi> Dja Xj)(clp’y‘r(Dia Xi)+c2p77'(Dja XJ)) )
p=1

where 7, is defined as in Assumption 2 and E[a;(D;, X;)?] < oo.
Proposition 4.2 The orthogonal score is I'ij(m) = 32, yero1)2 Tma(Xi, X;), with
U = la, Xi, b, Xj, Y, 1) + 05D, Xi, Dy, X, 0,0%) + ¢1,(Dy, Xi, Dy, X, 7, @7),
P
6up(Di, Xi, Dy, Xj,e,07) =~ ad, (Di, Xi, Dy, X5)(e1,Yi + e Y5 — ey (Di, Xi) — eapy(Dy, X)),
p=1
o (Dis Xi, Dy, X, 0,a™) = ag (D, Xi, Dy, X;)(9(Yi, Xi, Y5, X, Yay 1) — 0(Di, Xi, Dy, X, Yas W),
and oy (Dy, X, Dj, X;) = D /ea(X;, X;) and D} = 1(D; = a)1(D; =b).

11



Example 2 (Inequality (cont.)) In this example, we have that

1
Py = SE(Y; +Y; — Y = Yj| | Di = a,X;, D; = b, X))
ab

D4
— (Y + Y, |V, Y| -EY;+Y; - |Y;-Y,| | D; =a,X;,D; =b,X,)).
+2€ab(Xi7Xj)( +Y; —| i —EY;+Y; — | || a,X;, D; )

Example 3 (IOp (cont.)) I give the orthogonal score for I0p as a Proposition.

Proposition 4.3 Assume for all (a,b) € {0,1}? that either (i) P(7.(X;) — w(X;) =
0) = 0 or that (ii) ©; # v; = Ya(X;) — Ww(X;) # 0 and let 6 = sgn(va(X;) —
2(X;)), then

14t = 5 (2060 + 95 =~ (XD = (X,)

ep(X;)

e X))

(1= 6%)(Y; — y(Ds, X)) + (14 62)(v; - v(Dj,Xm).

These assumptions deal with the point of non-differentiability of the absolute value.

For a thorough discussion see Escanciano and Terschuur (2023). R

I use a cross-fitting algorithm used in Escanciano and Terschuur (2023). I split the
pairs {(i,7) € {1,...,n}?>:i < j} in L groups Iy, ..., I;, then

L

W) = (’;) > 3 T (12)

=1 (7'7j EIl

where fij,l is the same as I';; but with all nuisance parameters replaced by estimators

which do not use observations in I;. The estimator of the optimal treatment rule is

= argmax W, ().

For the IGM example, the estimation is slightly different.
Example 4 (IGM (cont.)) The orthogonal score is given by

F?Jb = E(sgn(X1; — X15)sgn(Y; = Y;) | D; = a, X;,D; = b, X)

Db
+ — L ——(sgn(X1; — X1j)sgn(YVi — Y;) — E(sgn(X1i — X15)sgn(Y; = Yj) | Di = a, X;, Dj = b, X;)).
eab(Xi, Xj)

12



The estimator of the welfare for a given m € 11 and target t is

W,(r) = ‘( )_1i Yo D> IPma(Xn X)) —t|. (4.3)

=1 (i,5)€I; (a,b)€{0,1}2

5 Asymptotic statistical guarantees

Now it is useful to make clear the dependence of the scores F?Jb on the data and the

nuisance parameters. Hence, I let now F‘ZJI»’ = Yu(Zi, Zj, 7, p, @), where

wab(Zh Zj7f>/7 ©, Oé) = §0<CL7 Xi7 b7 Xja%u%) + (be(Zh Zj7f>/7 O[Y) + (bfb(Zh ZJ7 ©, Ofp)'

Y

ap is the sum of an identifying function (¢g4) and correction terms ((¢),,

) needed
to achieve orthogonality. For a given treatment rule 7, orthogonal scores are given
by
Ty(m) = > YwlZiZ;7, 0 0)ma(Xi, X;).
(a,b)e{0,1}2

This framework accommodates SWFs in Section 3 if ¢, does not depend on Z; and
only depends on a so that it can be written as ¢,(Z;, v, ¢, «) for a € {0,1}. Hence,
I only state conditions and results for SWFs in this Section. The IGM example does
not fit in the general setting, however, results extend to this example by Corollary
in Section C of the Online Appendix. Next, I give conditions on the convergence of
the nuisance estimators and the complexity of II that allow me to prove asymptotic

statistical guarantees for the estimator of treatment rules.

5.1 Conditions on the nuisance parameter estimators

I give high-level conditions for the estimators of nuisance parameters.

Assumption 4 E[|¢(Z;, Z;, v, ¢, @)!] < 0o, w € {7, ¢} and for (a,b) € {0,1}?

(7') n)"v \/E(|QO(CL, Xi7 b7 X]7 ’AYl) - QO(CE, Xi7 b7 X]? /7)‘2) = 0(1) ;

(7;7;) n)‘eo \/EO@l(av Xi7 b7 Xj?W) - 90(@7 Xiv bv Xj?”V)P) = 0(1) ;

(iti) 7\ Eldy(Zi, Zj, A0, o) — 60y(Zi, Z3, v, a)[?) = o(1);
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(iv) n*\E(105,(Zi, Zj, 1, 0%) — b3 (Zi, Zj, 0, a2)[?) = o(1);

(v) 0 JE(05,(Zi, Z,w,67) — 99, (Zi, Zj,w, ) 2) = o(1),

where 1/4 < Ay, Ay, A

These are mean-square consistency conditions for 4;, ¢; and &;. Assumption 4 often
follows from the L2 convergence rates of the nuisance estimators. The non-parametric
literature gives rates for kernel regression and sieves/series (e.g. Chen (2007)). For L;-
penalty estimators such as Lasso see Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011) and Belloni and
Chernozhukov (2013). For low-level conditions for shrinkage and kernel estimators
see Appendix B in Sasaki and Ura (2021). Rates for Ly-boosting in low dimensions
are in Zhang and Yu (2005), and Kueck et al. (2023) find rates for Ls-boosting
with high dimensional data. For results on versions of random forests see Wager
and Walther (2015) and Athey et al. (2019). For single-layer, sigmoid-based neural
networks see Chen and White (1999) and for a modern setting of deep neural networks
see Farrell et al. (2021). Note that ¢; estimates conditional expectations where both
the dependent variables and the conditioning ones are indexed by both 7 and j. Stute
(1991) calls such objects conditional U-statistics and studies the asymptotic properties
of Nadaraya-Watson nonparametric estimators. I run the machine learning algorithms
on the stacked pairs. Unfortunately, not much is known about rates for such machine
learning regressions which are computationally demanding. Define now the following

interaction terms for w € {v, ¢} and let || - || denote the L2 norm.

gijﬂb,l = @l(a, Xia b> Xja ’3/1) - 90(0'7 Xia b> Xj?&l) - @l(a? Xi> ba Xj>7) + QD(Q, Xi> ba Xj>7)>

fj,ab,l = ¢ab(zi> Zj, a)b d;J) - ¢ab(zi> Zj, W, OA‘;J) - ¢ab(zia Zj, a)la aw) + ¢ab(zia R, W, aw).
Assumption 5 Foreachl=1,....,L

(i) | [ éulzis 25,7, &) F(dz)F(dz) = 0 and [ [ ¢5(Zi, Z;, ¢, &7 ) F(dz) F(dz;) =
0.

(it) E(|[5 = YI*) = o(n™**), E(||¢1 — ¢*) = o(n™*'¢) and

E[((a, Xi,b, X5, 7) + 60 (Zis Z3, 7, &) e (Xi, X)) < ClF = 7]
E[(2(a, Xi, b, X;, ) + 65,(Zi, Zj, 6, o)) man(Xi, X)) < C|0 = o]
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Assumption 5 (i) is usually verified from visual inspection and (ii) requires L2 con-
vergence rates and some smoothness. C' is a constant so the right-hand-sides above

do not depend on 7 € II.
Assumption 6 For eachl=1,...,L: \/HE(éfmb’ﬂrab(Xi,Xj)) =o(1).

These are rate conditions on the remainder terms éf(wi,wj). Often, Assumption 6
follows if v/n||ay — a|||&; —w]|| = o(1). In essence, it is enough for the product of the

nonparametric estimators to go to zero at a y/n rate.

5.2 Conditions on the complexity of the policy class

The complexity of the policy class must also be restricted. If all sorts of subsets of X
are allowed to decide who should be treated then we get overfitted policy rules. As in
Athey and Wager (2021) I measure the policy class complexity with its VC dimension

(see for instance Wainwright (2019)) which is allowed to grow with the sample size.

Assumption 7 There are constants 0 < < 1/2 and n* > 1 such that for all
n>n*, VC(II,) < n”.

Examples of finite VC-dimension classes are linear eligibility scores or generalized
eligibility scores. Policy classes whose VC-dimension can increase with the sample

size are for example decision trees which get deeper with sample size.

5.3 Upper bounds

Let now

W =) Y a2 mal X X)|

(a,b)e{0,1}2

Wo(r) = (Z) R ; Labz Yab(Zi, 25,7, %a)ﬂab(Xij)},

0)€{0,1}
-1 L
nm=(3) X% [z a2 23501 0l X, )|
=1 (i,5)€l; “(a,b)em

W (r) and W, (r) are the welfare and the infeasible estimator of the welfare at policy

rule 7 when all nuisance parameters are known. Wn(w) is the feasible estimator which
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we already introduced in (4.2). Let W, = sup, ., W () be the best possible welfare.
I give upper bounds to the regret: E[Wf;, — W (7)]. I start bounding the regret by

E[W;; — W(#)] < 2E | sup [W,(r) — ’Wn(w)@ + QE[sup (W (r) = W(m)||, (5.1)
welly, well,

The second term above is a standard centered U-process indexed by 7 € II,,. I start

as in Athey and Wager (2021) by showing the rate of convergence of this second term.

I work for some fixed (a,b) € {0,1}? and let Il,p,, = {mwp : ™ € I, }. The first step is

to bound it by the Rademacher complexity which I define as

where F. is the distribution of Rademacher random variables taking value 1 and —1

[n/2]
Ln/QJ_l Z 62'FZbLn/2J+Z’7Tab(Xi7 X|_n/2j+z)

i=1

Rn (Hab,n) = Ee < sup

WEH'!L

with equal probability. (1, ...,€[n/2]) are independent draws from F.. The next result
gives a bound for the Rademacher complexity which relies on a characterization of

U-statistics as dependent sums of independent sums introduced in Hoeffding (1963)

Lemma 1

E| sup [Wo(r) — W(r)|| < E[2Ry(Ius)]

7T€Hn

We want an asymptotic upper bound for E[R,, (I1,;)]. While Kitagawa and Tetenov
(2018) and others provide bounds in terms of the maximum of the (bounded) scores,
Athey and Wager (2021) provide bounds based on the variance. The next result

provides a bound on the Rademacher complexity based on Sy, = E[I'7%].

Lemma 2 Under Assumptions 4 and 6, if F?}’ has bounded support, then

B[R, (Ily.)] = O ( \/Sab . vcmab,@)

[n/2]

Lemma 2 can be generalized to sub-Gaussianity. However, it comes at the cost of
making the (already involved) proofs substantially less tractable. Now I provide
asymptotic upper bounds for the first term in (5.1). Escanciano and Terschuur (2023)
show that for given 7 € I, /n(W,(r) — Wn(ﬁ)) —, 0. The next result makes this

uniform in 7 € I1,,.
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Lemma 3 (Uniform coupling) Under Assumptions j and 6

VnE[sup [W, () = Wa(r)|] = (’)(1 + L VCysn) )

well, ’n,/2J min(Ay, g, \a)
Finally, using Lemmas 2 and 3 the following holds.

Theorem 1 If Assumptions 4, 6 and 7 hold with < min(\,, Ay, A\o). Then

6 Empirical illustration

I study the optimal allocation of children to preschool. 1 make use of the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) database. This survey contains a rich set of
circumstances and long-term outcomes. In 1995, adults between 18-30 years old were
asked about their participation in preschool. The outcome is the average earnings
from 25 to 35 years old. I assume selection on sex, birthyear, average parental income
in the 5 years before birth, mother’s education, father’s education, father’s occupation
and whether the individual is black. In Table 1 we see the results of estimating the
Average Treatment Effect (ATE), Gini, IOp and IGM measured by the Kendall-7.

Outcome ATE se p-value Gini I0p IGM n
Earnings 25-35 4622.063 1083.865 0 0.392 0.172 0.168 2971

Table 1: ATE, Gini, IOp and Kendal-7

To estimate the ATE, I use the doubly robust Augmented Inverse Propensity weight-
ing from Robins et al. (1994) using Conditional Inference Forests (CIF) to estimate
the regression functions and propensity scores. I chose CIF by cross-validation among
a pool of different machine learners. Under the assumption of no selection on observ-
ables, we observe a positive effect of attending preschool of 4,622% of added annual
earnings. Dollars have been adjusted by the CPI to 2010 dollars. The Gini coefficient
is 0.39 and IOp is 0.17, i.e. almost 44% of total inequality can be explained by the
circumstances we observe. The Kendall-7 is around 0.17 which indicates a positive

association between parental and child incomes.
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I compute optimal treatment rules based on parental income and the mother’s
years of education. I set the target in the Kendall-7 welfare to zero, meaning that
the aim is to completely erase intergenerational persistence. As the policy class, I use
2-depth decision trees. The U-statistic nature of the SWF prevents me from using
the computational shortcuts in Athey and Wager (2021) since the sub-trees are not
independent optimization problems. Instead, I use the deciles of parental income as
cutting points instead of all the observed values of parental income.

Optimal treatment allocation is the same for additive and IOp welfare. Although
this seems surprising, it is possible if decreasing inequality of opportunity leads to
sizeable reductions of the average. In fact, as reported in Table 2, the estimated rule
maximizing the average already drastically decreases IOp. I show the optimal rule
under these two welfares in Figure 1. At the terminal nodes, I report the number of
observations, the conditional average treatment effect (CATE) in the node and the
proportion of observations node that are treated in the data (p). For additive/IOp
welfare, the first cutting point is whether parental income is below or above the 40th
percentile (51,515%). If an observation is below this cut-off the tree splits according
to the education of the mother. If parental income is below the 40th percentile and
the mother’s education is less than college (below 13 years) the tree allocates the
observation to treatment. The CATE in this node is positive so, as we would expect,
an additive policy maker treats these observations. If parental income is below the
40th percentile but the mother is highly educated the CATE is negative and hence
the additive policy maker does not allocate the individual to treatment. For high
parental income, we split next on the mother’s education but at a higher level. If
your parental income is higher than the 40th percentile and your mother attended
college or less (16 years of education or less) you are allocated to treatment and in
this node, we have large positive effects. However, we do not allocate kids with high
parental income and high maternal education to preschool since the CATE in this
group is negative.

If we take parental income to be a proxy for the quality of preschool, it is enough
for the mother to have more than 13 years of education for the child to be better off
without preschool. However, for children who attend better preschools (have higher
parental income), the mother has to have more than 16 years of education for the
child to be better off without preschool. This is in line with results in the psychology
and economics literature (see Fort et al. (2020)). To decrease 10p further, we need

to treat advantaged kids who do not benefit from preschool. The penalization of
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Parental income:
< 40th percentile

Mother education:
College or less

Mother education:
Less than college

Treat
n =932
CATE = 5097
p=0.28

Treat
n = 1550
CATE = 6552
p=0.53

Do not treat
n =232
CATFE = —5955
p=0.76

Do not treat
n = 257
CATE = —-5127
p=0.54

Figure 1: Estimated optimal policy rule under additive and IOp welfare.

IOp is not severe enough to do this. The observed treatment allocation deviates
significantly from the optimal rule, this is likely as parents consider more than future
earnings when deciding on preschool.

In figure 2, we see the optimal policy rule for the inequality SWF. The tree is the
same except for the first cutting point on parental income. We first divide individuals
into those with parental income lower and higher than the 20th percentile (37,699%).
Then, the division based on the mother’s education is the same. Hence, compared
to the previous tree, we shift 20% of the population to the right side subtree. For
instance, a kid who has a parental income of 40,0008 and whose mother has 16 years
of education is not treated under the additive/IOp welfare but is treated under the
inequality based optimal rule. Although masked by other observations in the node,
this 20% of the population who is switched to treatment has an estimated negative
CATE. When we penalize all sorts of inequalities, it starts becoming optimal to
decrease the average outcome to decrease inequality.

In Figure 3 we see the results for an IGM aware SWF. Notice that in the IGM
welfare there is no efficiency motive and we target a zero Kendall-7. Hence, the
optimal policy is even more controversial since individuals with positive treatment
effects are not treated and individuals with negative treatment effects are treated.

Finally, in Table 2 we see a summary of the results and compare the estimated opti-
mal treatments with situations in which no one or everyone is treated. For additive,
IOp and inequality welfares, treating no one gives the worst welfare. In the IGM case,
treating no one and treating everyone give basically the same welfare (note that max-

imal welfare in the IGM case is 0). The additive and IOp welfares have an estimated
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Parental income:
< 20th percentile

Mother education:
College or less

Mother education:
Less than college

Treat Do not treat Treat Do not treat

n = 488 n =107 n = 2085 n =291
CATE = 7195 CATE = —484 CATE = 5777 CATE = —6092
p=0.25 p=0.48 p=0.48 p=0.73

Figure 2: Estimated optimal policy rule under inequality welfare.

Mother education:
Less than college

Mother education:
College or less

Parental income:
< 50th percentile

Treat Do not treat Do not treat Treat

n = 1149 n =913 n = 580 n = 329
CATE = 6052 CATE = 5771 CATE = 2891 CATE = —5145
$=0.29 p=0.49 b =0.64 p=0.71

Figure 3: Estimated optimal policy rule under IGM welfare.

optimal policy rule that attains the highest average outcome and the lowest IOp. The
decrease in IOp under this rule is drastic. While in the sample we can explain 44% of
total inequality with circumstances (IOp/Gini), at the optimal additive/IOp rule we
explain 35%. This explains why both rules coincide. In other settings, maximizing
the average might increase IOp. The estimated optimal treatment rule for IGM gives
a similar Gini and IOp as the the estimated optimal policy rule for IOp or inequality
welfare, but at a much larger cost in average outcome. The estimated optimal policy
rule under the inequality welfare gives the lowest Gini compared to additive and IOp
welfares. Interestingly, it gives the highest IOp across all welfares. IGM rule gives
the lowest Kendall-7.

Finally, comparing the results with what we observe with the treatment allocation in
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Welfare Mean Gini IOp IGM Share treated

Additive  Optimal rule 39727 39727 0.392 0.138 0.15 0.84
Treat no one 34169 34169 0.4 0.162 0.148 0
Treat everyone 38778 38778 0.383 0.142 0.15 1
I0p Optimal rule 34231
Treat no one 28640
Treat everyone 33282
Inequality Optimal rule 24165 39383 0.386 0.141 0.153 0.87
Treat no one 20518 34169 0.4 0.162 0.148 0
Treat everyone 23942 38778 0.383 0.142 0.15 1
IGM Optimal rule -0.086 35951 0.383 0.139 0.086 0.5
Treat no one -0.148 34169 0.4 0.162 0.148 0
Treat everyone -0.15 38778 0.383 0.142 0.15 1
Sample . . 36197 0.392 0.172 0.168 0.47

Table 2: Welfare, mean, Gini, IOp, IGM and share treated for different optimal policy rules
compared with policies which treat no one and everyone. I also show the actual values observed in
the sample. The dots in the IOp rows indicate that the optimal policy rule is the same as in the
additive case.

the sample, we achieve a higher mean with all other welfares except with the IGM
welfare. The Gini in the sample is the same as the one under the estimated optimal
additive and IOp rule. The observed IOp in the sample is higher than the one achieved
under the estimated rules of all other welfares. IGM observed in the sample is the
lowest (highest Kendall-7) compared to all welfares. Finally, the share of treated in
the sample is also lower than the one achieved under the estimated optimal rule of
all other welfares. However, this could be explained by not taking into account costs

of treatment.

7 Appendix

A Identification and local robustness

Here I show identification and local robustness results for (DM) and (IPW).

Proposition 7.1 Under Assumption 1, W (x) is identified as

W(m) = Elmi(Zi, 7, v)m(Xe) +mo(Zi, v, v)(1 = 7(X3))],
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with v € {, e} and where my and mqg can be any of the following

(DM) ml(Zif% SO) = (P(l,Xi,’Yl), mO(Zb’% SO) = (P(O,XZ,’}/())

o) Meldere) =T e

(IPW) my(Z;,v,e) =

Now I show the identification result for U-statistics estimable quantities.

Proposition 7.2 Under Assumption 1, W(r) in (4.1) is identified in the following

ways

W(ﬂ') :E|: Z mab(Zthvfy’ V)Trllb(Xi’Xj) ’
(a,b)€{0,1}2

where v € {p, e} and mgy, can be any of the following

(DM) mab(Zthuf% gp) = QO(CL, Xi7b7 Xj;%u%),
g(}/;v Xi7 }/jv X]7 Va, %)ngb
6ab(Xi> X])

(IPW) mab(Zi> Zja 7, 6) =

Next, I introduce the Assumption and proposition to compute locally robust scores.
Assumption 8 3 a;/bm’ P < o0, and (c1p,c2p) forp =1,..., P, s.t. for all (a,b) €
{01}

P

d _ _ _

EE[mab(Zia Zj, 3 v)] = E [Z gy (Diy Xi, Dy, Xj)(c1,7-(Ds, Xi) + 77 (D, X5)) |
p=1

where 7, is defined as in Assumption 2 and Ela, (D;, Xi, Dj, X;)?] < oo.

Proposition 7.3 The orthogonal scores are given by I'y;(7) = >, pero1y2 T (Xi, Xj),
where depending on whether we identify with DM or IPW we have

(DM) ngb = QD(G, Xi> ba Xja Yas Vb) + gbib(DiaXia Dj>Xja @, ae) + QS;{b(Dia Xi> Dja Xj>7> Oﬂ)

g(}/;a Xi7 Y}a va Yas fyb)D['l'b

([PW> F?;) - eab(Xi7Xj) - +¢26(Di7Xi7Dj7vaevae) _'_(bzb(Diinij?Xj’fy’aw)?
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where

P
w(Di, Xi, Dj, Xj,e,a7) = Zazb,p(Di,Xia Dj, Xj,e)(c1pYi + e Y — capy(Di, Xi) — cp7(Dj, X)),

fb(DiuXiijquﬂOvO‘ ) (D X D X)( (Y XwY;vX %u%))_@(Diinijvvafyavfyb))v
ab(Dis X3, Dy, X, e,0%) = 0y (X3) (L(D; = a) — €q(X3)) + gy o (X5) (L(D; = b) — ep(X;)),

Dab 9(Ye, X0, Y5, X, Yar 1) D22
Y(D;, X;,D;, X.)=——2 o (X;)=—-E T~ ’ X
agy(Ds, Xy, Dy, X;) €ab(Xi>X')’ a“bvl( ) { eq(Xi)?%ep(X;) }’

(Y le Y}a X y Yas fyb)D;ljb
ea(XZ)eb(Xj)Z

O‘ibg(Xj) =—-E

x|

B Proofs of main results

Proof of Propositions 3.1, 4.1, 4.2: See Proofs of Propositions 7.1, 7.2, 7.3. =
Proof of Proposition 7.1: I proof only the identification of the first term of the

welfare since the second one follows in the same manner.

E[g(Yi(1), X, 7(1))7T(Xz')]

E[E(g(Y;(1), X3, 71)|Xi)7(X;)]
= E[E(g(Y, Xi, )| Di = 1, Xi)m (X))

_ F((gj‘x“% \X) (X)]
E g(Ys, za'Vl

6

<XZ->] |

the third equality already establishes the identification by the direct method. m

Proof of Proposition 3.2: Let d/dr be the derivative with respect to 7 evaluated
at 7 = 0, let ¢, = ¢ + 7 for some ¢ in the space where ¢ lives and E, be the
expectation with respect to F'+ 7(H — F’) for some alternative distribution H. Then

Rl (1, X0 701, X)m(XD] = Bl (1 X071 X0)w(X0)] + ~CBp(1, X, 7(1, X))r(X,)].
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For the first term note that

Tl (1, Xi (L X)) = | (L X2 (L X)) (X))
E[& o1 XA (L X)) (X))
~ 8 [Pl X (1, X))

D;
— ET Yy, X, v(1, X; 1 X, v(1, X5)))m(Xq) |,
= | 00 X2 (1) = (1 X (LX) (X0
using LIE in the first equality, then the chain rule and that ¢ (1, X;,v(1, X;)) is a
projection of g(V;, X;,v(1, X;)). For the second term

d d

d’T [ (1 Xﬂ’%’(l X)) (Xz)] = d_TE[al(DZaX) (1?XZ)7T(XZ)]

B C;iTET [al(Dz'a Xi)’?’r(L XZ)TF(X’)]

— %ET[al(Di, Xi)vr(1, Xo)m (X))

using Assumption 2 in the first equality, then the chain rule and then the fact that
is a projection. Then, following Chernozhukov et al. (2022) we have that

I'; = <P(17Xi77) +

e(Xii> (9(Yi, Xiym1) — o(1, X4, 7)) + a1 (Dy, Xi) (Y — v(Dy, X3)).

The arguments for I'y; are the analogous. m

24



Proof of Proposition 7.2:
Wm=El > g(i@-(a),Xi,Yj<b>,Xj,w),v(b))m(Xi,Xj)}

> gVila), X, Y5(0), X, 7,4

Xia X]) Wab(Xia X]):|

X, Dy = a,X;,D; = b) Tab(Xi, Xj)]

> gV X0, Y5, X5, 7 A0

X, D = a,X;,Dj = b) Tab(Xi, Xj)]

g(}/zu Xi7 }/jv X]7 7(@)’ fy(b))ngb
eab(Xia X])

(

—E[E( Y a0 X100, %90, 0)
(
(

Xi>Xj)7Tab(Xi,Xj)]

[ g(}/;aXzaYy,X],’y(a)’f}/(b))Dab

=K ij Wab(Xz',X-)],
'(‘%IJ)E%J}2 ean(Xi, Xj) J

where in the second equality I use LIE, in the third I use selection on observables, in
the fourth I use the definition of Y;. The identification by the direct method is in the
fourth equality while the IPW is the last equality. m

Proof of Proposition 7.3: Let us start with the DM identification. As usual, let
d/dt be the derivative at 7 = 0. Let me also make the dependence on ¢ explicit:
map(Zis Zj, v, 0) = @(a, Xi, b, Xj,Ya, W), let also ¢ = ¢ 4+ 7¢ for some @ € Ly. By
the chain rule

d B d B d
%E[mab(Zi, Zj, Ary 07)] = EE[mab(Zia Zj, Ary 0)] + %E[mab(Zi, Z5, 9, pr)]-

By Assumption 8 we have that the first term is

P

d _ _ _

EE[mab(Zzﬁ Zja Y7 QO)] =K |iZ aZb,p(Dia Xi> Dj> Xj)(clp’yT(Dia Xz) + C2p7T(Dja X])) )
p=1

so by Lemma 1 and equation (2.16) in Escanciano and Terschuur (2023) we have that

P
(Di, X3, Dy, Xj,e,07) = > al, (Di, X3, Dy, X;, €)(cayYitcapYy—cipy(Di, Xi)—capv(Dj, X))
p=1
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For the second term notice that

Dab
Yy
eab(Xi, Xj)

1
ean(Xi, Xj)
D?f’ }
ear(Xi, X5) ]

E[(p(a, Xia b> Xj> Ya, ’}/b)] =E go(a, Xz'a b> Xj> Ya, ’}/b)

=E Sp(aaXiab>Xj>’ya>’yb) D?Jbzl]P(Dlza’D]:b)

=EK Qp(DzaXza Djan/}/m’}/b)

So by the same arguments
¢fb(Di7Xi7Dj7Xj7S07am) = afb(Di7Xi7Dj7Xj>( (Y XM}/;vX 7&77b>_§0(Di7Xi7Djanvfyavfyb>>7

with af,(D;, X;, Dj, X;) = D¢f Jeq(Xi, X;). For the IPW identification let me make
the dependence on the propensity score explicit: may(Z;, Z;, v, ¢, e) = 9(Yi, Xi, Y, X5, Vas Vb)Df;’/eab(X,-,
For c € {0,1} let e., = e, + Té. for some é. € Ly and e, = (e, r,€p,). Then

d
_E[mab(Ziu Zjv f_yTv 67—)] =

d d
dT —TE[mab(Zi,Zj,f_yT,e)] + —E[mab(Zi,Zj,% 67—)].

d dr

For the first term, we have the same result by using Assumption 8. The second

d E (Y XZ)YPX 'Vaa’yb)D%b:| - d |: (Y Xla}/}>X va’fyb)Dqub
dr ear(Xi)evr(X;) ea(Xi)%en(X;)
|i g Y XmY;aX ’}/m’}/b)D%b

ea,T(Xi):|

—|— E

T X
i)en(X;)? i ])}
—g( Y XZ,Y],X Ya, Vo) DY ) }

E Y Xz Ca.r Xz
( o LX)

E|iE< gY XZ,Y;,X ’}/m’}/b)qujb
i)en(X;)?

Xj) eb,T(Xj):| .
So by the same arguments as before
ab(Dis X, Dy, X, e, 0) = a1 (Xa)(L(D; = a)—eq(Xi))+ag, »(X;)(L(D; = b)—ey (X)),

where

(Y Xla}/}>X Vaa’yb)qujb
ea(Xi)%en(X;)

(Y Xla YV]> X y Yas Vb)D?]b

WX)aX )

]

Xi]> aZb,z(Xj) =-E

aZb,l(Xi) =-E
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u
Proof of Proposition 3: Let 7., = 7. + 77, for some 7, € Ly. For (a,b) € {0,1}?

T EDr (X0 4 20 ()] = 1B [0 () e e, ) ML)
s e o o
- g, {%(Di,Xi)% +9-(D, Xj)]l(efg%);@]
d 1(D; = a) 1(D; = b)
_EET[V(DHXZ) ea(Xi) +7(D]7X]) 6b(Xj) :|
_dp |[MDi=a) LD =Yy _ . p x,
== T[ e (Y; —v(Dy, Xi)) + el X;) Y; V(DwXJ))}

Also, let Ay = v4(Xi) —1(Xj;), then

© Ellyer(X) = 30 (X5)]] = Bl A+ 7(3a(X) ~ (X))

As shown in Escanciano and Terschuur (2023), the Gateaux derivative of the mapping
A — E(|A|) is some direction v (assuming no point mass at zero, which follows from

the assumptions in the Proposition) is E[sgn(A)v]. Hence, by the chain rule

LB () + 30 (X,)] = ~Bfsgn(3a(X0) ~ (X)) (e (X0) ~ 207(X,))]
—~ %E {sgn(%(Xi) = (X;)) (%,T(Xi)% - %,T(Xj)%);)b))]
= %E {sgn(%(Xi) — (X)) (%(Di, Xi)% — (D, Xj)%);)m)}
- %ET {syn(%(Xi) — 1(X;)) (%(Di, Xi)% =7+ (Dj, Xi)%)]
_ %ET {sgn(%(Xi) — (X)) (W(Dz’v Xi>% —(Ds, Xj)%);)m)]

= 28 [san%) — 00) (M2 v -0 0 - PO - (0,3 )|

So by the results in Escanciano and Terschuur (2023), the locally robust score is given
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by

2T = 7a(Xs) + (X)) — [7a(X3) — (X))

1(D; = a) 1(D; = b)
+ W(YZ —v(Ds, X;)) + TXJ')(Yj —v(Dy, X;))
LD = a) LD; =)

9360 = w06 (FE =201, X) -

= Ya(Xi) + 7(X5) = [7a(Xi) — (X))]

o %—v(Dj,Xj)))

(L= sgm(00(X,) = 5D F Y, 5D X0)
(1 39n(3(X0) = ) F Y = 2D X))

Proof of Lemma 1: Using the definition of W (x) and W, () and the triangle
inequality we know that

B sup 7, () — W (m)]| = E[sup

mell well

v, Y (Fg-’;’mb(Xi,Xj) - E[F%bﬂab(Xiqu)]> H

(a,b)e{0,1}2

Y el

(ab)efo,1}2 L

U, (rgj’%b(){i, X;) — B8 ma( X, Xj)]) H :

By the representation in Section A Online Appendix we can rewrite the above as

[n/2]
1 — a
Z E[SUP nl ZL”/ 2] Z (Fnlfi)n(tn/m+z’)7Tab(Xn(i)=Xn(tn/2J+i))
(abyefo,1y2  LTELITE 0 i—1
ab
— B[Sk (ny2)+4) Tab(Xei) Xn(|_n/2j+i))]) H - (7.1)

Introduce an independent ghost sample (Z7, ..., Z!) which is distributed as (Z1, ..., Z,),
Rademacher random variables ¢;, i = 1, ..., n, such that P(e; = 1) = P(g; = —1) = 1/2
and construct ghost scores I' ;;”b using the ghost sample. Let E; be the expectation
with respect to the distribution of the sample (Zi,...,Z,) and define Ez and E.
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similarly. Define the Rademacher complexity as

Ln/2]

R,(I) = E. (sup n/2|~ Z g} n/zJHmb(XZ,X n/2]+i)

mell

)

We are now ready to use a classical symmetrization argument, (7.1) is equal to

[n/2]
1 —1 ab
- Z [n/2] Z <F/~z(i)n(Ln/2j+i)7rab(Xﬁ(i)7 Xia(In/2)+4))

i=1

> Eg [sup

(a,b)e{0,1}2

'ab
—Ez [Fn(i)n(\_n/2j+i)7rab(Xflf(i)7 X/,i(\_n/2j+z))]) H

[n/2]
] Z Z Ez 2 {SUP

[n/2]~ Z ( H(Z)H(Ln/zjﬂ)%b(Xn(i)a Xe(ln/2)+9)
K (a,b)€{0,1}2

| /\

/ /
— Fn(z)n(Ln/2J+i)7Tflb(Xn(i)7 Xn(|_n/2j+i))) H

[n/2]
= Z EZ AR |:SU.p LH/QJ Z & (F?fin/gj_;_ﬂrab(Xia X[n/2j+z)
(a,)€{0,1}2 e i—1
= T2y man (X7, Ln/2J+z)) H
[n/2]
< Z EZ Z'e [SUP LH/Q Z Ei Fz Ln/2J+z7Tab(X27 XL"/QJ'H)
(a,0)€{0,1}2 mell i=1

[n/2]
’n,/2 Z g;l’ i, n/2J+Z7Tab(quXLn/2J+Z>

= Y E2R,(I)].

(a,b)e{0,1}2

|

The first inequality follows from Jensen’s and triangle inequalities, then we use that
(Zr(iys Zr(|nj2)+i)s Z;(i), Z7,T(|_7l/2j+i)> is identically distributed for i = 1, ..., |[n/2| for all
permutations in x and that Ei(Fgl’Ln/zHﬂrab(X,-, Xinj2)+i) — F;?Ll’n/zHiﬁab(X{, X[n/2j+i))
and P?,ﬁn/zﬁﬂab(Xh Xinjo|4i) — F;f”f’n/2J+i7rab(X X{,/2+:) have the same distribution,
the third inequality uses triangle inequality and the last equality uses Z; ~ Z! and
the definition of the Rademacher complexity. m

Proof of Lemma 2: Note that Lemma 2 Online Appendix gives a sequence of covers
By for k =0,..., K of I1,;, of radius less than 2% for some K. For any j =1,...,J
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with J = [logy(|n/2])(1 — )] and 7 € Ty let b, : [y +— Il be such that b;(r)
is an approximating policy from the cover B; such that D, (7, b;(7)) < 277, such an
approximation exists by the same Lemma Also by the same Lemma, |{b;(7) : 7 €

s} < N, (279, T, (X0 Doy s} 20%). Let 2 = [1/210gy(|n/2))(1 — B)]. By a
telescope sum and approximations by, ..., by, the complexity decomposes as

[n/2]
/2073 &g b X K

=1

R,(II) = E. {Sup

mell

Mlg

( 7Tab()(u)( n/2J+z)) b_] l(ﬂ-ab(XuX n/2J+z)))

]:

+ (b (Tan (X, Xny2)+i)) — bs(Tap(Xis X{nj2j+i)))

(X X jagas) — by (X thmﬂ)))] \}

Since D,, is bounded by 1, by the second property in Lemma 2 Online Appendix we
have that by can be any policy in II,,. Hence, we can set bo(Tab (Xis X(nj2y4i) = 0
for all i = 1,...,|n/2]. We approach each of the terms above in turn. Note that
bo, ..., by is a sequence of increasingly accurate approximations. Notice that the last
term above is negligible, i.e. the term involving the closest approximation vanishes

at a y/n rate. By using Cauchy-Schwarz and multiplying and dividing we get

Ln/2]
|.n/2 Z el n/2J+z(7Tab(XZ>XLn/2J+z) — by (Tan(Xi, X(ny2)+i)))

=1

[n/2]su

ab
Fz

Ln/QJ_i_Z(ﬂ-ab(Xi) Xm/2J+i) — by (map(Xi, XLn/2J+i)))

2

\/Ln/2J Ry
< /|n/2] sup [n/2]
rell \/Ln/2j‘1 Yok Fffﬁ/zﬁz

[n/2]
X n/2 Z P22 [n/2]+

[n/2]

= 4/ Ln/?] sup Dn(ﬂ'abng(Trab n/2 Z Pz [n/2]+i

mell

[n/2]
M
—-J _
[n/2]2 [n/2]~ § , Fz In/2|+i — Ln/2J1/2—ﬁ — 0,
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last inequality uses Lemma 2 Online Appendix and the last equality uses J =
[log,([n/2])(1—/)] and the boundedness assumption. The second to last term of the
Rademacher decomposition is also negligible. Notice that {W?ﬁn /9 i (07 (Tap (X, Xny2)4i)) —
bi(ﬂ-ab(Xi,XLn/2J+Z')))}Z|~'Z{2J are zero mean (conditional on {Xi,Fi,Ln/QJH}ZLZ{QJ) 1.1.d.
random variables. They are also bounded below by a; = — |FZI’W2J+Z.(Z)J(7TQIJ(XZ-, Xinj2j+i))—
by (7ap(Xi, X|nj2j+4)))| and above by b; = —a;. Hence, by Hoeffding’s inequality

22

t2
SQexp(— - ):2exp< . )
ZiL:/l2J (bl - ai)2 D2 (bJ(Wab) bJ(ﬂ-ab)) ZL /2] I‘Qab

i,|n/2]+i

[n/2]
Z eil8 o) 44 (b (Tap (X, X ny2y14)) — b (Wab(XivthﬁJH)))‘ > t)

Hence, for any a > 0 we have that
[n/2]
\% |.n/2J |_n/2 Z Ei Fz Ln/2j+z(bJ(7Tab(X2> XLn/2J+2)) - bJ(Wab(Xm XLn/2J+z)))‘

" ( -

L”/2J 2ab
> a22 \/Z Fz Ln/2J+z)
[n/2]

< 2exp (—Dg(bJ(;jZ, Ii(ﬂab)))

< 2exp( STTD2( 2(ib)l, bj+1(7rab)))

242 J
< 2exp<—

3oy 270D

<2 eXp(—CLz),

7

where we have used triangle inequality in the second inequality and that Zj:_ll 2-0-1) =
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22=4 _ 927 < 22=4 ip the last inequality. This holds for any policy, hence

[n/2]
[n/2]7'? j{: el o)1 (0 (Tap (X, Xmja) i) = b (ap (X, X(nj2)44))

[n/2] ab
Z Fz2 [n/2]+i
[n/2]

< 90 (b (mas). bs ()} exp(—a?)

< 2NDn(2 J, ~ab> {Xi> Fi,Ln/2J+i}ZLZ/12J) eXp(—aQ)
< 2Ny (27 11,) exp(—a?)

= 2exp(log(Ng (272, ﬁab))) exp(—a®)

< 2exp(5VC(I1,) log(2%) — a?)

< 2exp(5VC(TT,y) log(2-20-M oma(ln/2))) _ 42).

P, | sup
mell

where in the first inequality I use the union bound, in the second inequality I use
properties of the approximations (see Zhou et al. (2023)), in the third I use Lemma
Lemma 1 in the Online Appendix and in the fourth inequality I bound the log of the

Hamming covering number by the VC dimension using a result in Haussler (1995).

Let now
J n/2J [2ab
2 so that a2?~ \/Z Z2 In/2]%i _ 4 .

\/log (|n/2])|n/2)- 1 S/ I [n/2] log(|n/2])

Finally,
[n/2]

P, (Sug [n/2] e Z il Ln/2J+z(bJ(7Tab(leX n/2)+i)) = by (Tap (X, X n/2J+2)))'

S

=1

—4 ex I og(|n/2|720-9)y —
> log(Ln/2j))§2 p(svcmab)lg(t /2] -201-5))

[n/2)* )
log([n/2]) i T2 0
1

< 2csp{ -5ln/2) e /21 ) = i oy
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where I have used Assumption 7 and the boundedness assumption.

(sup
mell

since for any sequence of random variables X, and sequence of real numbers a,, if
lim,, . P(X, < an) = 1 and lim,,_, a, = 0, then lim,_, E(X,) = 0 (proof of this
fact uses E(X fo (X, > u)du). Hence, we have proven that

[n/2]
[n/2]7'? Z el a4 (0s (e (X, Xny2)+i)) — bJ(Wab(XiaXLn/2J+i)))D — 0,

E[R,(II)] = E{sup

mell

)

Hence I have left what Zhou et al. (2023) call the effective regime. Let j € {1, ..., J}

and a; be some constant depending on j. As before, conditional on {X;, I'; n/gJ_H}l' n/2

J=1

we can apply Hoeffding inequality and then use the definition of D,, to get

= (|

L”/2J [2ab
> a]22 ]\/Z z[n/2j+z)

n/2)
[n/2)71/* Z& ivt/2)+i (05 (Tab(Xiy Xnjp4i)) = bjo1 (Tan(Xiy Xnjo)44)))

[n/2]
242 i
i (Tab ), 05— 1(%)))

(o
e
2o 45

since D, (b;(7ap), bj_1 (7)) < 2701 by Lemma 2 Online Appendix. Now we let

< 2exp

| /\

2

a3 (k) = 21og<2

Ny (4~ J Hab))
O
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where 0, is some sequence of real numbers indexed by k € N. Define

[n/2]
R; = Sup /272 e )4 (0 (man (X, Xpjaja)) = bjmt (T (X, Xinjayei)|-
& i=1

Then we have that

Ln/2]
PR 2 0927 1n/201 3 T3ty ) < 2100 by () exp(-a2(0)/2)

< 2Np, (279, Wap, { X0, Ty a0 1707 exp(—a2 (k) /2)
< 2Ny (279, 1,) exp(—a?(k)/2)
= 2Ny (477 T,) exp(— log(Ny (477 T1,4)252/64))
I 5k
7

Sum across j and apply this bound with &, = 1/2* to note that

J [n/2] J 5
—j a k
P<Rj > a;(k)2774 | [n/2)7 Z F?,[Z/2J+i) < 72
j=1 i=1 j=1
o'} 5k
<2 2
j=1
1.7
< o

Let Fg, be the cumulative distribution function of R; (conditional on {X;, I'; /2 J+Z-}Z-LZ{2J ).
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We can bound the following object of interest in the following way

[n/2] J
B s Ln/20 3 &2 0 i X)) = By Ko Kiogo) |
& =1 7j=1
< E[Rj] = / > (1=Fr,(r)dr< [ > P(R;>r)dr
=1 0 j=1 0 j=1
o J 17 ' [n/2]
<> > 2—aj(k)2_J n/21=1 > L0 o)
k=0 j=1 i=1
oo J 7 [n/2]
< ZZ—k\/_\/log 2+1 2Ny (477 T1p))277 | /2]~ Z T2 s
k=0 j=1

< 1.7\/5\ [n/2)7 ) rfag/zJHZz ’sz J\/ k+1)log2 + 2log j + log N (479, T1,)

=1

[n/2]

< 1.7\/5\ [n/2] Z r? n/zJHZz kZz 3(\/kr+1+\/210g]+\/5VC ab 1og(4a))

[n/2]

< 1.N§\ [n/2)7 ) rgag/QJHZz <\/k - 150:2—1 - ﬂi?‘j\/logj

i=1

+1/5VC (L) i 2774/log 4]-)

j=1
[n/2] 1S9 00 o
< 1.N§\ 1n/2]- Z L2 <Z 27 Mk + 1+ g D 2F 4 /BVC(Iy)16 ) 2—k)
k=0 k=0 k=0
[n/2]
< 1.N§\ 1n/2]- Z L2 <5 - 3.2\/5v0(ﬁab)).

So taking expectations over {X;, Fi,m/gHi}ﬁ/lzJ, using this bound and the Jensen’s
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inequality we get

[n/2] J
B sup /2077 3 0% 3 X X)) = s X Xt
& i=1 7=1

o
< 1.7V2(5+8/5VC(Iw) |E| 4| [n/2]- r?
i,|n/2]+1

< 1.7@(5 + 8\/5VC(ﬁab)) E rgfgmw}
—17\/_(5+8\/5VC )\/ » < O\ V(1) S,

for some constant C' > 0. Dividing both sides by /|n/2] we get

[n/2] J
B {sup| /20 D2 g 0 0 X)) by (a5 X))
T =1
< 0y | VW) S

and hence E[R 1< C,/VG 7§J Sab 4 < ) — (9( 4‘/065&)5@). -

Proof of Lemma 3: Define the following random variables

Ry = ma(Zis 23 @) — man(Zi, 23,7, 0), Binyy = man(Zi, 23,7, @1) — man( Zi 2,5, 0)
H(3 (4 ~
Rz(j,)ab,l = Zb(Ziv Zjv Vi Oﬂ) - Zb(Ziv Zjv 7 Oﬂ)v ng)abl = (be(Ziv Zj? v O‘?) - Zb(Ziv Zjv 7 Oﬂ)

> ~ 6) A
RS’,)@{;J = gbfb(zia Zjasplaacp) - ¢fb(Zia Zj>sp>a<p)> RZ(] abl T ¢fb(Zia Zj>§0>af) - fb(Zia Zj>sp>a<p)‘

Then,

E| sup 17, (m) - Wa(ml| =2 su
well, well,

)

-1 L 6
n k 2 2 o
<2> Yo > DBt Gt + Gy + € )T (Xi X))
7)E 2 k=1

=1 (i,j)€l (a,b)€{0,1}
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By repeated use of the triangle inequality

0 E|swp ) - W@l <35 3 E(sup

(”) (B + RO (X5, X;)

)

melln I=1 (a,b)€{0,1}2 melln (i,5)€h

L n\ !

+Z Z E(sup (2) Z z+Rm Tap(Xi, X;) )
=1 (a,b)e{0,1}2 melln (i,5)€h
L

Y E(w|(D) X @ x|
=1 (a,b)e{0,1}2 melln (i,5)€h
L

n
+3 E(sw|(3) " X Gt &t Gamatx x)

)

(4,9)el;

Without loss of generality I focus on some fixed (a, b) and [. Let Nf be the observations
not in I;. By adding and subtracting E[(Rfj abl T Rw abl)ﬂ'ab(Xi, X;)|Nf] and triangle
inequality, the summands of the first term are bounded by

-1
n § c
E( Seul}l) (2) (R(ll + Rzyl)ﬂ-ab(Xi’Xj) o E[(RE_] ab,l + Rzy abl)ﬂ-ab(XivXj)‘Nl ])
. (ij)ell

+ E ( sup (n)
mell, 2 (i

By Assumption 5 we know that

)

Z ‘E zy abl +Rzy abl)ﬂ-ab(X“Xj)‘f%”)' (**)

i,5)ELL

|E[R(1abl + RZ] abl|NlC]| = ‘E[mab(ziv Zjvﬁ/lv @) + (be(Ziv Zjvfa/lv Oﬂ)kﬂ]‘ < CH’% - 7||2'

Applying the conditional Jensen’s inequality (on the absolute value) in (%) and noting

that the resulting expression is maximized by treating everybody we get that

(re) < CEl =211 () 1 = o™ = o1/,
————

<1
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where the last equality follows since 2\, > 1/2. For (%), note that

(%) < (Z)_ Ilz|E<7§€tlpn

L7 YT R ma(Xe, X;) — B[R, o (X, X5)| V]

)

ij,ab,l
(4,9)el;
n ~ (3 c
+(5) e s I S Ao X,) - B  m, 1)
melln (3,9)€l;

L7 YT R ma(Xi, X)) — B[R, o (X5, X5)| NF]

(3,9)€l;

(
= (3) e[ )]
o(5) el )|

The inner expectations are the expected supremum of centered U-processes. Using

|Il| ! Z Rzylﬂ-ab(XZ’X) E[szablﬁab(Xi’Xj”Nlc]

(4,5)€n

Lemma 1 I can bound them with Rademacher complexities. However, in the same
way we used the construction in Section A of the Online Appendix in Lemma 1
to be able to bound the U-process with a Rademacher complexity which involves
a sum of independent terms, we need to use such a construction for each fold I;.
Take the cross-fitting technique in Escanciano and Terschuur (2023) where we split
{1,...,n} into sets C = {C}, ..., C } and take the intersection between C* and the set
{(i,j) € {1,...,n}* : i < j}. I, can be either a triangle (I; € T, where T = {[; : i €
Cr,jeCy f<g,li,j) € ;})orasquare (I, € S, where S ={[,:i € Cf,jeCy =
g,(i,7) € I;}) and that in each case we can bound the U-process with the following

Rademacher complexities

o
E.  supen|[Chl ™ SIS iR ) o iTan( Koy, Xiou/44)

) ifl, €8
Rui(My) =
L) E Ol 791~ Sl X X

e | SuPren|LICkl /2] 7 3205 & zUCk|/2J+zl7Tab( i» X{Cyl/2)+i)

) if, eT,

for ¢ = 1,3. Hence, by Lemmas 1 and 2 we have that

(n) |L|E ( sup
2 7T€Hn

07> R ma(Xi, X;) — B[R, man(Xe, X))

)

ij,ab,l
(i,3)el;
\/S(l) VO(I)
_ O( ab,l abn )
|Cx/2] ’
where S = E[R0)"|Ng]. Noting that E[S$)] = E[(mas(Zi, Z, 51, 0)—1mar(Ziy Z3, 71, 0)))
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and using Assumption 4, Jensen’s inequality, the fact that |[}| = |Ck| x |Cy,]| if
I, = I(Cy,Cy,) and || = |Ck| x |Cr — 1]/2 if I = I(Cy, Cy) and that for evenly

sized folds |Ck|/(n — 1) <1 for all k =1,..., K we have that
o\
A(1 A1 c
B(sw|(5) X RDma(XX) B, ma% X))
. (i.d)€l,

=0 <\/v0(nab,n)a((1 ;j;l)”)z).

The same bound applies by using the same arguments when we replace RY

3)
i7,l by Rz(jl

This bound applies to all folds I;, so, summing across all folds gives us the same
asymptotic bound. Hence, we have bounded the first term on the right-hand side in
(t). For the second term, we follow the same steps as with the first term to get the
same bounds with A, replaced by A,. For the third term in (f), by Assumption 5
(i) (global robustness of «), E[RE;LMNZC] = E[R(6abl\]\fl] = 0. Thus, we can apply
Lemmas 1 and 2 directly to get that for ¢ = 4,6

2o |(3) X At x]) = ofyfveumn M)

(3,9)el;
Finally, the bound for the last term in () follows directly from Assumption 6

(s )=o("2—)

-1
n ~ ~ ~
(2) Z (&ija + &5+ 850 man (X3, X;)
(

Zvj)e-[l
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Putting everything together we know that

VAE | sup [Wa(r) an} _ O<\/VC(HW)“((1 - K—l)n)2)

7'('€Hn n2>"‘/

+ 0<\/ V() WK _1)”)2)

n2he

+0 (\/VC(H@,”) (o K_l>”>2)

n2ra

+ O(a(l — K—l)) +0(1)

- VO (g n
:(9(@((1—K1)n)<1+ W))

|
Proof of Theorem 1: Follows from Lemmas 2, 3 and Lemma 3 in the Online

Appendix. m

8 Online Appendix

A Useful U-statistics representation

I introduce a representation of U-statistics which will be very useful for the coming
proofs. For any function f: 2% — R let U, f(X;, X;) = (g)_l ZK]. f(Xi, X;). Let s
be the permutations of {1,...,n}, then, as in Hoeffding (1963), we can rewrite

[n/2]
U Z,,Z ‘ Z n/2 Z f LN/ZJ-H)) (81)

This expresses U, f(Z;, Z;) as a (dependent) sum of averages of i.i.d. random variables
(i-e. f(Ze@) Zi(nj2)+4)) are iid. fori=1,...,|n/2]).

B Auxiliary lemmas

Now some lemmas needed for the main results. For a fixed {X;,I; |n/2 +,~}ZLZ/12J define

ﬁab = {ﬂ-ab(XhX\_n/ZJ—i-l)a "'77Tab<X|_n/2J7XTL> e H}
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For w,n’ € ﬁab define the following distances

Zlf/zJ [2ab (Tab(Xis Xny2) i) = Top(Xiy Xnga)4i))?

i,|n/2]|+1
[n/2] 12ab
Z Fz | n/2]+1

Dy(m, ') =

Y

1 n
H(m, ') = - > U (X, Xinyaiei) # mop(Xi, Xjnja)4i))-

Let Np, (e, Hab, {X6, i ny2) JM}ZL A ) be the number of balls of radius ¢ needed to cover
Hab under distance D,,. Define the same object for the Hamming distance H and let

Ny (e, 1) = sup{ Ny (e, gy, {X;37)) : X1, o, X € Xyom > 1)

Note Ny (e, ﬁab) does not depend on m. It will be useful to bound Np, with Ng.

Lemma 1 For fized {X;, Fi7Ln/2J+i}}Z{2J we have that Np, (e, ﬁab, {X,, FLLn/gJH}ZLZ{zJ) <
NH(E2, Hab)-

Proof: Take an auxiliary sample { X7}, contained in {X;}, such that

mr2ab ]
i,|n/2]+1 < 17

[n)/2 p2ab
Z Pz [n/2]|+i

1] -

where B; = {j € {1,...,m} : X] = X;}. Then, for 7,7’ € Iy

Ln/2] 2ab
1 Pz | n/2]+1
Di(m,n'") = — Z ZL”/gJ anb L(7ab(Xi, Xing2)4i) 7 Top(Xis Xing2)+i))-
i=1 ki[n/2)+k
>(B|-1
So
DEL(WJT/) > m ]l(ﬂab(XuXanﬂ) # T, p(Xis Xiny2144)) — O(1/m)
i=1
Ln/2] IB,|

D U (X X{jajag) # T (X X{ajayas)) — O(1/m)

JEDB;

X
n/2)
%Z Z (Tab (X5 X2 45) 7 Tap (X X{nyap45)) — O(1/m).
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The first equality uses that all summands in the inner sum are the same since for all

j € B; we know that (X;, X|5/2)+i) = (X}, X, 5/, ;). The sum thz/lﬂ Y jep, can sum
pairs more than once (e.g. if (X1, X|n/2)41) = (X2, X|n/2)42) then By = B,). Since

{X}}7, is contained in { X[},

m

1
Di(”vﬂ/) > m Z ]l(ﬁab(X]/'a X{n/2j+j) # W;b(X]/‘a X{n/2j+j)) —O(1/m)
j=1

= H(m,7@") — O(1/m).

So, H(m,7') < D*(m,7’') + O(1/m). Ng does not depend on m, so making m large

we conclude

Np, (e, I, {Xi, Fi,Ln/2J+i}ZLZ/12J) < Ny (&2, IL,).

[ |
Now we prove that the sequence of covers we use in the proof of Lemma 2 in the main

text exists.
Lemma 2 3 {B,}£  with K < 0o of Iy, with By, C Iy, s.t. for k=0,... K

e forallme ﬁab, there exists b € By, such that D, (m,b) < 27F,

o |By| = NDn(2_k7ﬁab7 {Xiari,Ln/2J+i}m12J) < |ﬁab|-

Proof: Note that \ﬁab\ < 2ln/2l < o0 since X;’s are fixed. Since T, is finite and
B, C ﬁab for all k, there is finite K s.t. we can set B = ﬁab. This is because for any
By, which is a strict subset of Il there is 7 € Il s.t for all b € By, D,(b,7) >a >0
and there is K > 0s.t. 275 < a. K is finite since there are only finitely many subsets
of ﬁab. For Bk _1 we look through all possible strict subsets for one which satisfies
our conditions, if there is none we know that Byx_1 = ﬁab does satisfy them. In this

way, we can go backwards and build the sequence of covers. m
Lemma 3 VC(Il,) < 2VC(II) — 1.

Proof: Let m(X;) = 1(n(X;) =t) for t € {0,1}. Define II; = {1(n(X;) =1t) : 7 €
IT}. Note that ITI; = IT and that VC(Ily) = VC(I1;) by Lemma 9.7 in Kosorok (2008).
Now note that for any (a,b) € {0,1}?

ﬁab = {7Ta - Ty (7Ta,7Tb) € Ha X Hb},
so Lemma 9.9 (ii) in Kosorok (2008) yields the desired result. =
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C 1IGM Corollary

Corollary 1 The bound in Theorem 1 applies to the IGM example.

Proof of Corollary: Let F?Jb and f;ljbl be defined as in the IGM example and let

K(W):E{ 3 rgj%ab(xi,xj)], f{n(w)z(g)_IZLabZ T ( X, X5) |

(a,)€{0,1}2 i<j )€{0,1}2
N
)= (5) X X | M2z aoma(X,X).|
I=1 (i,j)el; (ab)em
Note also that W (m) = —|K(m) — t|. Hence, we can write the regret as

B supaen, ~ 16(n) ~ 1)+ 1K() ~ 1] < | sup 1K) - K(3)].

WEH'!L

The result follows from applying Theorem 1 with W replaced by K. =
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