
Higher Order Targeted Maximum Likelihood
Estimation

Mark van der Laan, Zeyi Wang, and Lars van der Laan

University of California, Berkeley

November 25, 2021

Abstract

Asymptotic efficiency of targeted maximum likelihood estimators
(TMLE) of target features of the data distribution relies on a second
order remainder being asymptotically negligible (van der Laan and Ru-
bin, 2006). In previous work we proposed a nonparametric MLE termed
Highly Adaptive Lasso (HAL) which parametrizes the relevant func-
tional of the data distribution in terms of a multivariate real valued
cadlag function that is assumed to have finite variation norm (Benkeser
and van der Laan, 2016; van der Laan, 2015, 2017). We showed that
the HAL-MLE converges in Kullback-Leibler dissimilarity at a rate n-
1/3 up till log-n factors (Bibaut and van der Laan, 2019). Therefore,
by using HAL as initial density estimator in the TMLE, the resulting
HAL-TMLE is an asymptotically efficient estimator for realistic statis-
tical models only assuming that the relevant nuisance functions of the
data density are cadlag and have finite variation norm (van der Laan,
2017). However, in finite samples, the second order remainder can dom-
inate the sampling distribution so that inference based on asymptotic
normality would be anti-conservative.

In this article we propose a new higher order (say k-th order) TMLE,
generalizing the regular (first order) TMLE, which is like a regular
TMLE targeting sequentially defined data-adaptive higher order HAL-
regularized TMLE-fluctuations of the target parameter. We prove that
it satisfies an exact linear expansion, in terms of the efficient influence
functions of the sequentially defined higher order fluctuations of the tar-
get parameter, with a remainder that is a k+1-th order remainder, and a
HAL-regularization-bias term that is controlled by setting the L1-norm
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in the HAL-MLE. We show that this HAL-regularization-bias term is,
even without undersmoothing, guaranteed to be of small enough order.
As a consequence, this k-th order TMLE allows statistical inference only
relying on the k + 1-th order remainder being negligible.

We also provide a finite sample rational for the higher order TMLE
that demonstrates that it will be superior to the first order TMLE
by (iteratively) locally (around the initial estimator) minimizing (in
the choice of initial estimator) the exact finite sample remainder of
the first order TMLE. The second order TMLE is demonstrated for
nonparametric estimation of the integrated squared density and for the
treatment specific mean outcome. We also provide an initial simulation
study for the second order TMLE in these two examples confirming the
theoretical analysis.

Keywords: Asymptotic linear estimator, canonical gradient, targeted
minimum loss estimation (TMLE), Donsker class, efficient influence curve, ef-
ficient estimator, empirical process, entropy, higher order TMLE, higher order
inference, highly adaptive lasso.

1 Introduction

Consider the problem of statistical estimation of a real valued target feature
Ψ(P0) of the probability distribution P0 based on observing n independent
and identically distributed copies O1, . . . , On from P0, and knowing that P0

is an element of a specified set M of possible probability distributions. This
set M of possible distributions of O is called the statistical model for the
data distribution P0. This article generalizes immediately to Euclidean valued
target parameters.

We consider the case that the target feature is a pathwise differentiable
mapping Ψ : M → IR from the set M of possible data distributions to the
real line. That is, for a collection of paths {Pδ,h : δ} ⊂ M through P with score

h ∈ H at δ = δ0 ≡ 0, we have d
dδ0

Ψ(Pδ0,h) = PD
(1)
P h, where D

(1)
P is an element

of the tangent space TP (M) at P . Here we use the notation Pf ≡
∫
f(o)dP (o)

for the expectation of f(O) under P . The tangent space TP (M) is defined as
the closure of the linear span of all the scores h ∈ H in the Hilbert space
L2

0(P ), consisting of all functions of O with mean zero and finite variance,

endowed with inner product 〈h1, h2〉P = Ph1h2. The unique element D
(1)
P is

called the canonical gradient of the pathwise derivative of Ψ at P . Let Pn
be the empirical probability measure of O1, . . . , On, and we use the notation
Pf ≡

∫
f(o)dP (o).
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Efficiency theory for this statistical estimation problem teaches us that an
estimator Ψ̂(Pn) is asymptotically efficient at P0 if and only if it is asymp-

totically linear with influence curve equal to the canonical gradient D
(1)
P0

of

the pathwise derivative of the target parameter (Bickel et al., 1997): Ψ̂(Pn)−
Ψ(P0) = PnD

(1)
P0

+ oP (n−1/2). A TMLE is a two stage substitution estima-
tor Ψ(P ∗n) that first obtains an initial estimator P 0

n ∈ M of the data dis-
tribution P0 and subsequently computes the MLE along a parametric path
{P̃ (1)(P 0

n , ε) : ε} ⊂ M through the initial estimator P 0
n at ε = 0, chosen so

that the linear span of the scores of ε at ε = 0 spans the canonical gradient D
(1)
P0

(van der Laan and Rubin, 2006; van der Laan, 2008; van der Laan and Rose,
2011, 2018). Such a path is often called a least favorable parametric submodel.

One then defines P ∗n = P̃
(1)
n (P 0

n) = P̃ (1)(P 0
n , ε

(1)
n ) as this TMLE-update of P 0

n ,

where ε
(1)
n = arg minε PnL(P̃ (1)(P 0

n , ε)) and L(P ) = − log p is the log-likelihood
loss.

We defined a universal least favorable path P̃
(1)
n (P, ε) for a one dimensional

target estimand as a one-dimensional path through P so that the score at
any ε, not just at ε = 0, equals the canonical gradient D

(1)

P̃ (1)(P 0
n ,ε)

of Ψ at

P̃ (1)(P 0
n , ε) (van der Laan and Gruber, 2015; van der Laan and Rose, 2018;

Cai and van der Laan, 2019). We also defined a universal least favorable path
for a multidimensional target estimand as a one dimensional (data dependent)
path for which the derivative at ε of the log-likelihood equals the Euclidean
norm of the empirical mean of vector efficient influence curve at P̃ (1)(P 0

n , ε)
(van der Laan and Gruber, 2015). Both paths are constructed by locally
tracking the one dimensional and multidimensional local least favorable path,
respectively. A one-step TMLE using a universal least favorable path solves
the canonical gradient equation PnD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P 0
n ,ε

(1)
n )

= 0 exactly. A TMLE update

defined by the MLE for a local least favorable path will only solve this equation
up till a second order term, so that, in that case, iteration of the TMLE update
procedure might need to be employed for a few times till the equation is solved
at a desired level. Thus, using a universal least favorable path in the TMLE
makes the TMLE a one-step TMLE, thereby making the TMLE more robust
in finite samples than an iterative TMLE.

Let R(1)(P, P0) ≡ Ψ(P ) − Ψ(P0) − (P − P0)D
(1)
P , where (P − P0)D

(1)
P =

−P0D
(1)
P , be the so called exact second order remainder for target parameter

Ψ. By definition of R(1)(P, P0), a TMLE P ∗n solving PnD
(1)
P ∗n

= 0 allows an
exact expansion of the form:

Ψ(P ∗n)−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D
(1)
P ∗n

+R(1)(P ∗n , P0).
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This remainder R(1)(P, P0) is generally a second order difference in p and p0,
and by computing it in a particular estimation problem, one can confirm the
precise structure of this exact remainder.

In previous work we proposed a general MLE of P0 or relevant functionals
thereof, which we named the Highly Adaptive Lasso (HAL), or HAL-MLE
(van der Laan, 2015; Benkeser and van der Laan, 2016; van der Laan, 2017).
The HAL-MLE of the data density p0 involves first parametrizing p = pθ
by a multivariate real valued cadlag function θ(p) : [0, τ ] ⊂ IRd → IR, and
computing θCn = arg minθ,‖θ‖v≤C PnL(Pθ) the MLE over all cadlag functions
in the parameter space with (sectional) variation norm ‖ θ ‖v≤ C bounded
by a constant C. Due to our general representation of a multivariate real
valued cadlag function θ =

∫
[0,τ ]

φx(u)dθ(u) as an infinite linear combination

of tensor products of zero order spline basis functions φx(u) = I(x ≥ u) at
knot-points u ∈ [0, τ ], and defining the variation norm ‖ θ ‖v≡

∫
[0,τ ]
| dθ(u) |

(Gill et al., 1995; van der Laan, 2015, 2017), it follows that one can compute
this HAL-MLE by maximizing over a linear combination of a large set of spline
basis functions φx(uj) indexed by knot points uj under the constraint that the
L1-norm of the coefficient vector is bounded by C. As a consequence, HAL-
MLEs can generally be implemented with available Lasso implementations
such as glmnet() in R. HAL-MLE can also be separately computed for different
functionals of P0 such as univariate conditional densities, as long as these
functional parameters can be identified as the minimizer of a risk function.

We have shown that the HAL-MLE converges in loss based dissimilarity
d0(P̃n, P0) ≡ P0L(P̃n)−P0L(P0) at minimal at a rate n−2/3(log n)d, even when
the parameter space only assumes cadlag and finite variation norm (Bibaut
and van der Laan, 2019). By using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the exact
remainder R(1)(P, P0) can generally be bounded in terms of d0(P, P0), assum-
ing that p0 is uniformly bounded away from zero on the relevant support
for Ψ (i.e., the so called positivity assumption). This implies that a TMLE
using HAL-MLE P̃n as initial estimator P 0

n will be asymptotically efficient:
R(1)(P̃ (1)(P̃n, εn), P0) = OP (n−2/3(log n)d). The only other condition that is

needed for asymptotic efficiency is that {D(1)
P : P ∈M} is a P0-Donsker class,

and that is generally implied by these HAL-models making the cadlag and
bounded variation assumption: the class of multivariate real valued cadlag
functions with a universal bound on their variation norm is a uniform Donsker
class with a nice entropy (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996; Bibaut and van der
Laan, 2019). One can optimally select the variation norm for the HAL-MLE
with cross-validation, and, by including various HAL-MLEs (indexed by tun-
ing parameters such as the maximal level of interaction of basis functions, or
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prescreening) in the library of a super-learner, the super-learner will achieve
at minimal the same rate of convergence as the best choice among these HAL-
MLEs (van der Laan and Dudoit, 2003; van der Vaart et al., 2006; van der
Laan et al., 2006),

Therefore, in great generality, such an HAL-MLE-based TMLE is asymp-
totically efficient estimator of pathwise differentiable target parameters for
realistic statistical models (van der Laan, 2017). Wald type confidence inter-
vals are computed as Ψ(P ∗n) ± 1.96σn/n

1/2, where σ2
n is an estimator of the

asymptotic variance σ2
0 = P0{D(1)

P0
}2. providing asymptotically valid confi-

dence intervals.
However, the performance of the estimator and corresponding confidence

intervals heavily rely on R(1)(P ∗n , P0) being small, at least w.r.t. the leading

term (Pn − P0)D
(1)
P ∗n

. Therefore, the curse of dimensionality still plays a fun-
damental role in finite sample inference, even though the HAL-TMLE was
able to deal with the asymptotic curse of dimensionality by having a rate of
convergence that is hardly affected by the dimension d.

The literature on higher order efficient estimation aims to address this by
aiming to construct estimators that allow for inference that only assumes that
a higher order remainder (higher than second order) is negligible (Levit, 1975;
Ibragimov and Khasminskii, 1981; Pfanzagl, 1982, 1985; Bickel, 1982; Robins
et al., 2008, 2009; Li et al., 2011; van der Vaart, 2014). The above references
aim to achieve this with an higher order extension of the one-step estimator,
and have focussed on the second order extension, which involves adding a
second order U-statistic of an approximate second order efficient influence
function to an initial estimator of the target estimand. An excellent review
of this general higher-order extension of the one-step estimator is provided in
van der Vaart (2014). We developed an analogue second order TMLE (Dı́az
et al., 2016; Carone et al., 2014, 2017; van der Laan and Rose, 2018), which
uses the same approximate higher order influence functions to propose extra
fluctuation parameters for the regular TMLE-update based on the local least
favorable path. Pfanzagl (1982) highlighted the appeal of devising an higher
order efficient estimator through updating in the model space, even decades
before the actual development of TMLE, realizing that such an approach would
be significantly more robust.

The current second order efficiency theory and its construction of corre-
sponding second order estimators relies on the target parameter being second
order pathwise differentiable with a second order canonical gradient, and, in
general, higher order efficiency relies on higher order pathwise differentiability
with corresponding higher order canonical gradients. Unfortunately, almost
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all first order pathwise differentiable target parameters of interest in realis-
tic statistical models are not second order pathwise differentiable, let alone,
higher order pathwise differentiable (e.g, (Robins et al., 2008)). Efforts to
still utilize this theory to construct second order one-step estimator or second
order TMLE are therefore only resulting in limited practical and theoretical
improvements.

These methods essentially assume a sieve (e.g., family of parametric mod-
els) and for each sieve employ the second order efficient estimators based on
the sieve-specific second order efficient influence function, even though this
second order efficient influence function does not exist in the limit (i.e., are
infinite). By necessity, these methods have to trade off the increasing (as com-
plexity of sieve grows) variance of the second order sieve based estimators as
estimators of sieve projected target parameters with the bias due to the gap
between the sieve and true statistical model. Even though these approaches
based on the higher order efficiency theory can result in finite sample gains,
they generally do not result in meaningful gains in rate of convergence for the
exact remainder. In addition, they can easily become unstable. For example,
for the nonparametric estimation of the treatment specific mean, the second
order canonical gradient relies on inverse weighting by a marginal density of
the baseline covariate vector.

In this article, we follow a different approach within the TMLE framework
and establish a new higher order TMLE for (first order) pathwise differentiable
target parameters that essentially achieves the goals of the traditional higher
order efficiency theory, but without any need to assume the too stringent
forms of higher order pathwise differentiability. Contrary to the traditional
higher order efficiency theory, the expansion is not higher order in terms of
U-statistics (which thereby jump from a remainder that is OP (n−1/2) in one
step to a remainder that is OP (n−1) etc), but is higher order in terms of differ-
ences of the (initial) density estimator and true density. Our new k-th order
TMLE can be straightforwardly defined, relying on pathwise differentiability
of a sequentially and recursively defined set of higher order fluctuations of the
target parameter, always fluctuating in direction of the canonical gradient.of
the previously defined fluctuation of the target parameter.

The key idea is to replace the initial estimator P 0
n in the first order TMLE

Ψ(P̃ (1)(P 0
n , εn)) by a TMLE P ∗n of Ψ

(1)
n (P0) ≡ Ψ(P̃ (1)(P0, εn(P0)), i.e. of the

target parameter of P0 defined as the one obtained by replacing the initial by
its oracle choice P0, where, for now we act as if Ψ

(1)
n is pathwise differentiable,

and we discuss this subtlety in the next paragraph. In this manner, a second
order TMLE of Ψ(P0) is just a first order TMLE that uses as initial estimator
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a TMLE P ∗n = P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n) of Ψ
(1)
n (P0) that is fully tailored to its purpose/role in

estimation of Ψ(P0). Since P ∗n = P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n) is its own TMLE update of an initial
estimator P 0

n , we could now also define that initial estimator P 0
n as a TMLE

P ∗n of Ψ
(2)
n (P0) ≡ Ψ

(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P0)) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0)), thereby tailor it for its

purpose in the final TMLE Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ∗n)) of Ψ(P0). Iterating this strategy

results in the definition of a k-th order TMLE for general integer k = 1, . . .,
up till the modification discussed in next paragraph.

The second order TMLE relies on pathwise differentiability of Ψ
(1)
n :M→

IR at P that can occur as an update of the initial estimator P 0
n , and thereby

the existence of its (first order) canonical gradient, which we term second order
canonical gradient (even though it is not the canonical gradient of a second or-
der pathwise derivative as in current higher order efficiency theory). It happens

to be the case this parameter Ψ
(1)
n (P ) is smooth in P up till the dependence of

the MLE ε
(1)
n (P ) on P . That is, P → ε

(1)
n (P ) = arg maxε Pn log p̃

(1)
n (p, ε) is not

pathwise differentiable at a P = P1 due to Pn not being absolutely continuous
w.r.t. P1: dPn/dP1 does not exist for most P1. Therefore, we replace the em-
pirical mean in the log-likelihood by the expectation w.r.t. an HAL-MLE P̃n.
The fact that dP̃n/dP exists for all P that can occur as an initial or a higher

order TMLE-update of the initial estimator guarantees that Ψ
(1)
n is pathwise

differentiable at P and thus has a canonical gradient D
(2)
n,P . In our treatment

specific mean example, we can set the marginal distribution of the covariates
under P̃n equal to the empirical distribution, since the initial estimator P 0

n

uses as marginal covariate distribution the empirical and its TMLE-updates
are not affecting this marginal empirical distribution (since it is an NPMLE
itself). Therefore, contrary to the second order estimators referenced above,
our second order TMLE completely avoids estimation of a marginal density of
a high dimensional covariate vector in this example.

By undersmoothing this HAL-MLE P̃n, this HAL-regularized MLE ε
(1)

P̃n
(P )

(i.e., a plug-in estimator plugging in P̃n) will still behave as the efficient regular

MLE ε
(1)
Pn

(P ) (van der Laan et al., 2019b,a). (Our results show that this is only

needed at P = P0. ) From an intuitive point of view, this is due to P̃n being a
nonparametric MLE itself, thereby allowing the MLE to increase the likelihood
in the direction of the empirical measure as far as needed to make sure that
the score P̃nD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P,ε
(1)
n (P ))

of ε
(1)
n (P ) approximates the score PnD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P,ε
(1)
Pn

(P ))

of the regular ε
(1)
Pn

(P ). Formally, as shown in (van der Laan et al., 2019b,a),
this is true since an HAL-MLE solves uniformly a large class of empirical score
equations, so that it solves also the linear span of these score equations that
best approximates a desired score, and this approximation is tuned by the
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increasing the L1-norm of the HAL-MLE.
The basic formal idea behind our analysis of this higher order HAL-regularized

TMLE is the following. A TMLE P ∗n of a target parameter such as Ψ
(1)
n (P0)

solving P̃nD
(2)
n,P ∗n

= 0, using the above mentioned HAL-MLE-regularization in

the MLE-update, sets the directional derivative of P → Ψ
(1)
n (P ) at P ∗n in the

direction P ∗n − P0, equal to (P ∗n − P0)D
(2)
P ∗n

= (P̃n − P0)D
(2)
P ∗n

, which thus equals

oP (n−1/2) noise. In addition, since

Ψ(1)
n (P )−Ψ(1)

n (P0) = P̃nD
(1)
P0

+ (P̃n−P0){D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

−D(1)
P0
}+R(1)(P̃ (1)

n (P ), P0),

the directional derivative of Ψ
(1)
n (P ) at P ∗n equals the directional derivative

at P ∗n of the exact total remainder P → R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0) for that target

parameter defined by

R̄(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P ), P0) = (P̃n − P0){D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

−D(1)
P0
}+R(1)(P̃ (1)

n (P ), P0).

Therefore, by using a TMLE P ∗n of Ψ
(1)
n (P0) we are locally optimizing the

exact total remainder R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0) in P up till noise, which we formally

show to actually be true, and enforce that the relevant derivative at P ∗n in the
direction of (P ∗n−P0) is oP (n−1/2). (By replacing P0 by P̃n in this argument, the
directional derivative is exactly equal to zero, allowing us to obtain particularly
nice exact expansions for the higher order TMLE, as we will show. ) The
latter will form the fundamental ingredient to show that the targeted exact
remainder R(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P0) behaves as an empirical mean of the second order

efficient influence function D
(2)
P0

) and a third order difference. By iteration, this
will allow us to establish that k-th order HAL-regularized TMLE behaves as
a sum of empirical means of mean zero higher order canonical gradients and
a k + 1-th order difference.

Our exact expansion for this k-th order HAL-regularized TMLE also in-
cludes a HAL-regularization bias term including as leading term (P̃n−Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

,

which is fully controlled by undersmoothing HAL. However, we will show that
by using empirical TMLE-updates in the k-th order TMLE, still using the
same least favorable paths with canonical gradients of the HAL-regularized
fluctuations of the target parameter, thereby depending on the HAL-MLE P̃n,
this bias term reduces to a negligible term theoretically. Indeed our practi-
cal studies confirm that undersmoothing is not even needed anymore for this
empirical k-th order TMLE. So our final recommendation is to use the k-th
order empirical TMLE. Nonetheless, the theoretical understanding (including
our exact expansion) of the latter k-th order empirical TMLE requires first
understanding the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE.
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1.1 Organization of article

In Section 2 we define the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE, and some im-
portant versions of its implementations that guarantee that it solves the HAL-
regularized higher order efficient influence equations P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 at user

supplied precision. In Section 3 we show that the second order TMLE step
P ∗n = P̃

(2)
n (P ) minimizes the total remainder P → R̄(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ), P0) for the first

order TMLE under the constraint that one improves log-likelihood, thereby
providing the finite sample rational of the second order TMLE. Since the same
applies to the higher order TMLE-updates, but now w.r.t. the total remainder
of the parameter it is targeting, this provides the general finite sample rational
for the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE (and thereby also for the empirical
k-th order TMLE. In Section 4 we provide exact k+ 1-th order expansions for
the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE in terms of empirical means of higher
order canonical gradients, an HAL-regularization bias term, and a final exact
remainder R

(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0), which is further expressed in terms of the exact

remainder R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) at the HAL-MLE P̃n. It is shown that the latter

equals an iteratively targeted R
(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n), where each P̃

(j)
n (P ) ac-

tually targets this remainder, setting the stage for establishing it is a k+ 1-th
order difference. In Section 5 we provide the resulting exact expansion for the
empirical k-th order TMLE and demonstrate that it essentially removes the
HAL-regularization bias term for the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE, while
still obtaining the same k-th order exact expansion. The next two Sections 6
and 7 focus on establishing that the k-th order remainder at P̃n is indeed a
k + 1-th order difference. Firstly, in Section 6 we formally define generalized
higher order differences Rn(P, P0) and provide the fundamental understanding
of how using a TMLE P ∗n of P → Rn(P, P̃n) increases the order of difference of
Rn(P ∗n , P̃n) by setting its directional derivative at P ∗n in the direction P ∗n − P̃n
equal to zero. Sequential application of this result allows us in Section 7 to
establish that this exact remainder R

(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) is a generalized k + 1-th

order difference of P and P̃n, up till the precision at which the sequentially de-
fined TMLE solves the higher order HAL-regularized canonical gradient score
equations.

In Section 8 we demonstrate how our exact expansion can be used to ob-
tain k-th order confidence intervals based on the k-th order TMLE, which take
into account the exact expansion for the k-th order TMLE up till the k + 1-
th order remainder. In Section 9 we provide formal algebra for sequentially
analytically computing the higher order canonical gradients. In Section 10 we
study the second order TMLE for nonparametric estimation of the integral of
the square of the density. In Section 11 we study the second order TMLE for
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nonparametric estimation of the treatment specific mean (i.e., average causal
effect of treatment on binary outcome). In Section 12 we provide simulation
results for the second order TMLE for nonparametric estimation of the inte-
grated square density. In Section 13 we show simulation results for the second
order TMLE for nonparametric estimation of the treatment specific mean. We
conclude with a discussion in Section 14.

1.2 Appendix

Various proofs of lemmas and theorems in the main article are deferred to
the Appendix. In addition, we present a number of basic investigations and
extensions in the Appendix. Specifically, in Appendix C we show that by tar-
geted undersmoothing the HAL-MLE P̃n in the HAL-regularized k-th order
TMLE we will not only have that the HAL-MLE regularized score equations
P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 are solved, but that also the empirical mean PnD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

≈ 0

up till the desired precision. In Appendix L we demonstrate how one can
compute a canonical gradient of a pathwise differentiable target parameter in
terms of a linear combination of HAL-basis functions of the tangent space, de-
fined by applying the inverse of the symmetric covariance matrix of the vector
of basis functions to a numerical pathwise derivative along the path with score
the basis function or covariance of the basis function with an initial gradient.
The inverse can be determined with the Choleski decomposition, or one can
approximate it with L1-penalized linear least squares regression. This insight
allows one to compute canonical gradients without relying on analytics and
Hilbert space theory, and without relying on having a closed form representa-
tion of the canonical gradient. In Appendix M we apply this result to compute
the higher order canonical gradients as well (which are just canonical gradients

of Ψ
(k)
n (P )). Computing the numerical pathwise derivative now involves com-

puting the score of the least favorable path under a fluctuation of the initial
along a path with score the basis function, across all basis function. We then
show how to recursively program the K-th order TMLE, by describing how to
compute the k + 1-th order TMLE at initial P in terms of applying the k-th
order TMLE and some extra calculations.

In Appendix N we make the observation that our analysis of the HAL-
regularized higher order TMLE applies to any P̃n and P 0

n , thereby allowing us
to target these estimators towards the goals of making the HAL-regularized
higher order TMLE behave exactly as using a regular TMLE update for each
P̃

(j)
n (P ) (i.e. maximizing empirical likelihood instead of HAL-regularized like-

lihood). We present an iterative HAL-regularized higher order TMLE that
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also targets the HAL-MLE and explain how it is motivated by making the
HAL-MLE regularized ε

(j)

P̃n
(P0) behave as the regular empirical MLE ε

(j)
Pn

(P0).

In Appendix O we propose a variation of the iterative higher order TMLE by
targeting the HAL-MLE trained on training sample based on validation sam-
ple, thereby obtaining a cross-validated/cross-fitted (iterative) higher order
TMLE. We show that such a cross-fitted higher order TMLE allows for asymp-
totic normality under significantly weaker conditions than a regular higher or-
der TMLE, analogue to the CV-TMLE being more robust than the regular
TMLE.

2 Definition of the HAL-regularized k-th or-

der TMLE

2.1 The HAL-MLE

Let P̃n ∈M be an HAL-MLE of P0, where we are reminded that an HAL-MLE
is an MLE over the parameter space implied by the model under the restriction
that the variation norm is bounded by a constant, which itself will be data
adaptively selected. To emphasize its dependence on a variation norm bound
C, we will also use the notation P̃C

n to denote the C-specific HAL-MLE. Let
Cn,cv denote the cross-validation selector, while Cn denotes the selector used
for P̃n = P̃Cn

n . P̃n will replace Pn in the MLE-update steps along least favorable
paths. Pn is known to be an NPMLE of P0, so an HAL-MLE P̃n is a natural
smooth model-based analogue of Pn, especially, considering that an HAL-MLE,
even without undersmoothing, uniformly solves the scores of all its non-zero
coefficients at rate OP (n−2/3) (van der Laan et al., 2019b,a). Implementations
are available for HAL-MLE of conditional probabilities (logistic regression),
conditional densities or hazards, and conditional means, among others (e.g.,
HAL9001 in R, based on glmnet). Our results for the HAL-regularized higher
order TMLE shows that P̃n only needs to imitate the NPMLE Pn in the sense
that ε

(j)

P̃n
(P0) ≈ ε

(j)
Pn

(P0), specifically for j = 1.

11



2.2 Sequential definition of k target parameters: Defin-
ing a next target parameter of data distribution
as the previous target parameter applied to the
TMLE-update of the data distribution

Defining first order TMLE targeting Ψ(P ): Let {P̃ (1)(P, ε) : ε} ⊂ M be a
local least favorable parametric submodel through P with the property that the
one-step TMLE update P̃

(1)
n (P ) = P̃ (1)(P, ε

(1)
n (P )) using as initial ”estimator”

or off-set P satisfies P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

= oP (n−1/2) at user supplied precision so that

its value is negligible for inference. This should hold at P = P0, and, at
TMLE updates P = P̃

(2)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n) of P 0
n as defined below. At minimal,

this requirement relies on the submodel P̃ (1)(P, ε) having a score at ε = 0 that

spans the canonical gradient D
(1)
P . If the submodel is a universal least favorable

submodel, then one can define ε
(1)
n (P ) = arg minε P̃nL(P̃ (1)(P, ε)) as the MLE

of the smoothed log-likelihood, which would imply P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

= 0 exactly. If

the submodel is only a local least favorable path, then defining ε
(1)
n (P ) as the

MLE as above still suffices at P = P0, but to have the desired behavior at P
that can occur as P 0

n or its TMLE-update, one might have to make P 0
n itself

a targeted estimator (as in our iterative HAL-regularized higher order TMLE
defined below).

An important option is to simply define ε
(1)
n (P ) as the solution of P̃nDP̃ (1)(P,ε) =

0, in which case we still guarantee zero contributions from these TMLE-score
values, while it still closely resembles the MLE update.

We recommend to use a local least favorable submodel with a univariate ε,
either using the MLE ε

(1)
n (P ) or defining it as solution of P̃nD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P,ε)

= 0. This

simplifies the calculations of the subsequent higher order canonical gradients
D

(j)
n,P below. We will use the notation P̃

(1)
n (P ) for this general possible choice

satisfying P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

= oP (n−1/2).

Defining the first order fluctuation of target parameter, Ψ
(1)
n (P ):

We now define a new target parameter Ψ
(1)
n :M→ IR by Ψ

(1)
n (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P )).

Due to the regularization of ε
(1)
n (P ) with P̃n this target parameter will be

pathwise differentiable as well. We note that P → Ψ(P̃ (1)(P, ε)) is generally
already pathwise differentiable at P for any ε, so that the only reason for
P → Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P, ε

(1)
Pn

(P )) not being pathwise differentiable is due to εPn(P ) not

being pathwise differentiable in P due to using Pn. However, ε
(1)
n (P ) = ε

(1)

P̃n
(P )

will be pathwise differentiable at P as long as dP̃n/dP exists: see Appendix
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A.
The parameter Ψ

(1)
n (P ) is a data dependent parameter due to its depen-

dence on ε
(1)
n (P ), but, beyond this random coefficient, it is a fixed target param-

eter of P . In fact, suppose we replace ε
(1)
n (P ) by ε

(1)
0 (P ) = arg minε P0L(P̃ (1)(P, ε)).

Then the analogue target parameter Ψ
(1)
0 (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
0 (P )) with P̃

(1)
0 (P ) =

P̃ (1)(P, ε
(1)
0 (P )) is now a fixed parameter and is pathwise differentiable. Note

that we could also use the notation Ψ
(1)

P̃n
(P ) to emphasize that its dependence

on data is through P̃n.
Defining the second order fluctuation of target parameter, Ψ

(2)
n (P ):

Let D
(2)
n,P be the canonical gradient of the pathwise derivative of Ψ

(1)
n at P and

let R
(2)
n (P, P0) ≡ Ψ

(1)
n (P ) − Ψ

(1)
n (P0) + P0D

(2)
n,P be the exact remainder. We

note that D
(2)
n,P is a random canonical gradient through P̃n, and it represents a

plug-in estimator of the ”oracle” canonical gradient D
(2)
0,P of Ψ

(1)
0 obtained by

replacing ε
(1)
0 (P ) by ε

(1)
n (P ). Let {P̃ (2)

n (P, ε) : ε} be a least favorable submodel

through off-set P targeting Ψ
(1)
n (P0), and let P̃

(2)
n (P ) = P̃

(2)
n (P, ε

(2)
n (P )) be the

TMLE update using again the regularized ε
(2)
n (P ) = arg minε P̃nL(P̃

(2)
n (P, ε))

or solution of P̃nD
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P,ε)

= 0. The local least favorable submodel is now data

dependent due to D
(2)
n,P being data dependent. We can now define Ψ

(2)
n :M→

IR as Ψ
(2)
n (P ) = Ψ

(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P )) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P )).

Iterating this process up till the k-th order fluctuation of target
parameter, Ψ

(k−1)
n (P ): In general, sequentially, for j = 1, . . . , k − 1, given

Ψ
(j−1)
n and its TMLE update P̃

(j)
n (P ), we 1) define Ψ

(j)
n :M→ IR by Ψ

(j)
n (P ) =

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P )); 2) determine its canonical gradient D

(j+1)
n,P at P ; 3) the TMLE

update P̃
(j+1)
n (P ) using a regularized ε

(j)
n (P ) tailored to solve P̃nD

(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

≈

0, and its exact remainder R
(j+1)
n (P, P0) = Ψ

(j)
n (P )−Ψ

(j)
n (P0) + P0D

(j+1)
n,P .

To summarize, for the k = 1-th order TMLE, we just define Ψ; D
(1)
P ;

P̃
(1)
n (P ); R(1)(P, P0). For the k = 2-th order TMLE, we also define Ψ

(1)
n ; D

(2)
n,P ;

P̃
(2)
n (P ); R

(2)
n (P, P0). And so on. We also note that Ψ

(j)
n , D

(j)
n,P and R

(j)
n (P, P0)

are random through P̃n, and specifically, through its dependence on ε
(1)
n ,. . . ,ε

(j)
n

in the definition of the TMLE updates.
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2.3 Sequentially defining the HAL-regularized TMLE-
updates, using the previous TMLE as initial for the
next TMLE, starting at the k-th TMLE.

We are now ready to define the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE. Let P 0
n be

an initial estimator of P0. One option is to select P 0
n = P̃

Cn,cv
n as the HAL-MLE

with the variation norm selected with the cross-validation selector (while P̃n
might use an undersmoothed Cn). Alternatively, P 0

n is a super-learner based

on a library including P̃
Cn,cv
n as a candidate algorithm. Let P

k,(k),∗
n = P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n)

be the HAL-regularized TMLE targeting Ψ
(k−1)
n (P0) using as initial estimator

P 0
n . We then define P

k,(k−1),∗
n = P̃

(k−1)
n (P

k,(k),∗
n ) as the regularized-TMLE

targeting Ψ
(k−2)
n (P0) using as initial estimator the previous TMLE P

k,(k),∗
n .

Sequentially, we define P
k,(j),∗
n = P̃

(j)
n (P

k,(j+1),∗
n ), j = k− 1, . . . , 1, till the final

P
k,(1),∗
n = P̃

(1)
n (P

k,(2),∗
n ). This final TMLE P

k,(1),∗
n is the k-th order TMLE of P0

targeting Ψ(P0), and Ψ(P
k,(1),∗
n ) is the resulting HAL-regularized k-th order

plug-in TMLE of Ψ(P0).

2.4 j + 1-th order TMLE is obtained by replacing the
initial estimator in the j-th order TMLE by the
TMLE of Ψ

(j)
n (P0).

Note that with P ∗n = P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n), we have that the HAL-regularized second order

TMLE is given by Ψ
(1)
n (P ∗n) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n)) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)). In general, the

HAL-regularized j + 1-th order TMLE is given by the TMLE Ψ
(j)
n (P ∗n) =

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(j+1)
n (P 0

n)) of Ψ
(j)
n (P0) using P ∗n = P̃

(j+1)
n (P 0

n). So, one can obtain
the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE by sequentially determining the HAL-
regularized j-th order TMLE, j = 1, . . . , k, each time replacing the initial
estimator P 0

n in the j-th order TMLE by the TMLE of Ψ
(j)
n (P0): 1) First order

TMLE is the TMLE Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P 0

n)) of Ψ(P0); 2) Second order TMLE replaces

P 0
n by P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n) and therefore is the TMLE Ψ
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)) of Ψ
(1)
n (P0); and

so on. One can iterate this till one ends up at the desired order k of the
HAL-regularized TMLE.
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2.5 Using multivariate least favorable path separately
targeting different components of P

Suppose that P = (Qm(P ) : m = 1, . . . ,M) for variation independent parame-
ters Qm(P ). For example, Qm(P ) could be a conditional density of Xm, given

X1, . . . , Xm−1, while O = (X1, . . . , XM). Then, D
(j)
n,P =

∑
mD

(j)
n,P,m has a cor-

responding sum decomposition so that D
(j)
n,P,m equals the canonical gradient of

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P ) when only viewed as function of Qm(P ) while fixing Ql(P ) for l 6= m.

In the TMLE-updates P̃
(j)
n (P ) one can target each equation P̃nD

(j)
n,P,m ≈ 0 so

that all of them are approximately equal to 0, which requires using a multidi-
mensional ε in the local least favorable submodel or the corresponding universal
path that tracks this multivariate local least favorable submodel locally and
iteratively. In our treatment specific mean example the definition of P̃

(2)
n (P )

involves separately targeting the treatment mechanism and outcome regres-
sion based on local or universal least favorable paths through these nuisance
parameters.

2.6 Iterative k-th order TMLE based on local least fa-
vorable paths to guarantee that all regularized higher
order efficient score equations are solved exactly.

Consider the case that one uses MLE-updates with local least favorable paths
so that P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

will not be exactly solved at the relevant P , j = k, . . . , 1.

Let P
k,(1),∗
n (P ) be the k-th order TMLE that uses as initial estimator P . Let P 0

n

be the initial estimator we start out with. Let P
k,(1),1
n = P

k,(1),∗
n (P 0

n) be the first

k-th order TMLE. We then compute the second k-th order TMLE P
k,(1),2
n =

P
k,(1),∗
n (P

k,(1),1
n ) that uses the previous k-th order TMLE P

k,(1),1
n as initial es-

timator. We can iterate this as P
k,(1),l
n = P

k,(1),∗
n (P

k,(1),l−1
n ), l = 1, 2, . . .. Note

that the HAL-regularized log-likelihood P̃nL(P
k,(1),l
n ) is increasing in l, due to

each TMLE update P̃
(j)
n (P ) increasing the regularized log-likelihood relative

to its initial P , j = k, . . . , 1. Therefore, this k-th order iterative TMLE P
k,(1),l
n

will converge as l increases at which point the log-likelihood plateaus. The
user can iterate this till step l at which P̃nD

(j)

P
k,(j),∗
n

≈ 0 is solved at the desired

precision for all j, where P
k,(j),∗
n = P̃

(j)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P

k,(1),l
n ) is the final j-th order

TMLE-update at that l-th step. This algorithm is just the analogue of the
iterative first order TMLE, but now applied to the k-th order TMLE.

In Appendix N we augment this iterative HAL-regularized higher order
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TMLE with simultaneous iterative targeting of the HAL-MLE P̃n, so that in
the limit it is also guaranteed that PnD

(j)

P
k,(j),∗
n

= 0 for all j = 1, . . . , k.

2.7 A k-th order TMLE that sequentially optimizes along
the universal least favorable paths till log-likelihood
is maximized

We can also carry out a universal least favorable path analogue of the first order
TMLE. Namely, replace in the definition of the k-th order TMLE P̃

(j)
n (P, ε

(j)
n (P ))

by P̃
(j)
n (P, δ) for a small δ chosen in the direction in which the log-likelihood

P̃nL(P̃
(j)
n (P, ε)) increases, j = k, . . . , 1. This results in a δ-restricted k-th or-

der TMLE P k,1,δ
n (P 0

n), in which each TMLE-update only moved by an amount
δ. We can then make P k,1,δ

n (P 0
n) be the new initial estimator, and thereby

define P k,1,2δ
n (P 0

n) as the δ-restricted k-th order TMLE that uses P k,1,δ
n (P 0

n) as
initial estimator and only uses small δ-updates in all TMLE update steps. As
before, the P̃n-log-likelihood increases at each step so that we can iterate this
till P̃nL(P k,1,lδ

n ) is maximized. If at a particular step l, one of the P̃
(j)
n updates

are not able to increase its log-likelihood anymore along a small δ-step, then
one just sets δ = 0 for that particular update (but it might kick back in at
the next step l+ 1). Again, as mentioned above, this can be further extended
with a universal path for P̃n so that in the end P̃n is targeted towards solving
the empirical higher order efficient score equations as well (Section N).

We conclude that, we can use a local least favorable path P̃
(j)
n (P, ε) for all

j, thereby simplifying the calculation of the higher order canonical gradients
D

(j)
n,P , and still achieve P̃nD

(j)

P
k,(j),∗
n

= 0 exactly or up till user supplied precision.

Of course, neither one of these two iterative HAL-regularized k-th order
TMLEs described above are needed if we define P̃

(j)
n (P ) = P̃

(j)
n (P, ε

(j)
n (P ))

with ε
(j)
n (P ) be the solution of the score equation P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0. In fact,

the latter definition of P̃
(j)
n (P ) has advantages by guaranteeing an exact k-th

order remainder.

16



3 The HAL-regularized second order TMLE

minimizes the total remainder w.r.t. choice

of initial for first order TMLE under con-

straint that one improves log-likelihood

This section focusses on the second order TMLE, but it generalizes to the state-
ment that the j-th order TMLE P̃

(j)
n (P ) minimizes the exact total remainder

P → R̄
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P ), P0) for the TMLE expansion

Ψ(j−2)
n (P̃ (j−1)

n (P ))−Ψ(j−2)
n (P̃ (j−1)

n (P0)) = P̃nD
(j−1)
n,P0

+ R̄(j−1)
n (P̃ (j−1)

n (P ), P0),

under the constraint that one improves the log-likelihood, j = 2, 3, . . .. Since
the exact decomposition of the k-th order TMLE presented in the next section
is decomposed into a sum of Ψ

(j−2)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P )) − Ψ

(j−2)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P0)) at P =

P̃
(j)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), this would then show that our k-th order TMLE uses a P

in this contribution Ψ
(j−2)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P ))−Ψ

(j−2)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P0)) that optimizes this

difference, for each j.
In particular, this provides the rational of using a TMLE P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n) of

Ψ
(1)
n (P0) as initial estimator in the first order TMLE, resulting in the defi-

nition of the second order TMLE.
Consider the first order TMLE Ψ(P 1,∗

n ) with P 1,∗
n = P̃

(1)
n (P 0) for an initial

estimator P 0, satisfying P̃nD
(1)

P 1,∗
n

= 0. This TMLE satisfies

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P 0))−Ψ(P0) = P̃nD

(1)
P0

+ R̄(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P 0), P0),

where

R̄(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P 0), P0) = (P̃n − P0){D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P 0)

−D(1)
P0
}+R(1)(P̃ (1)

n (P 0), P0). (1)

Our goal is to select P 0 so that it makes this exact total remainder R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P 0), P0)

as small as possible. For that purpose we view P → R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0) as a

function in the choice of initial P . We can view computing the TMLE P 2,∗
n

of Ψ
(1)
n (P0) as running a steepest descent algorithm for minimizing the exact

total remainder R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0) in P , with the only twist that it stops the

moment that it cannot move in the direction of P0 anymore, as measured by
not being able to increase the likelihood anymore. We will show that now.
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3.1 The TMLE P
(2),∗
n follows the same path as the ora-

cle steepest descent algorithm minimizing the exact
total remainder.

Suppose our goal is to minimize P → {R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0)}2. That is, by (1),

we want to minimize

P → fn,0(P ) ≡
{

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P ))−Ψ(P0)− P̃nD(1)

P0

}2

.

Let’s imagine that fn,0(P ) is a known mapping in P . To minimize this function,
one starts with an initial P 0

n , construct a path P̃ (2)(P 0
n , δ) with score at δ = 0

the canonical gradient of fn,0(P ) at P = P 0
n , and use this local path iteratively

by always moving with small amounts δ and in the direction of the canonical
gradient at the current P . Such an algorithm can be called a steepest gradient
descent algorithm. One would run this steepest gradient descent algorithm till
the canonical gradient of this criterion fn,0(P ) is small enough.

So we would compute the canonical gradient of the pathwise derivative of
fn,0 at P . The pathwise derivative d

dδ0
fn,0(Pδ0,h) is given by

2
(

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P ))−Ψ(P0)− P̃nD(1)

P0

) d

dδ0

Ψ(1)
n (P̃ (1)

n (Pδ0,h)).

Recall thatD
(2)
n,P is the canonical gradient of the pathwise derivative of Ψ

(2)
n (P ) =

Ψ
(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n (P )) at P . This proves the following lemma.

Lemma 1 The canonical gradient of criterion P → fn,0(P ) ≡ {R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0)}2

at P is given by

Dfn,0,P =
{

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P ))−Ψ(P0)− P̃nD(1)

P0

}
D

(2)
n,P ,

where D
(2)
n,P is the canonical gradient of Ψ

(1)
n at P .

Thus, this canonical gradient is just a constant times D
(2)
n,P . Therefore a locally

steepest descent path such as pε = (1 + εDfn,0,P )p through a density p for

the purpose of minimizing fn,0(P ) would be identical to pε = (1 + εD
(2)
n,P )p.

Therefore, a local steepest descent path for minimizing fn,0(P ) in P is identical

to the least favorable path used by the TMLE of Ψ
(1)
n (P0). In particular, the

universal steepest path defined by locally tracking the local steepest path
for minimizing fn,0(P ) is identical to the universal least favorable path for

the TMLE of Ψ
(1)
n (P0). A steepest descent algorithm for minimizing fn,0(P )
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would stop at P = P ∗n when D
(2)
n,P ∗n

= 0 at which point it has reached a local

minimum in neighborhood of P 0
n . However, the TMLE P

(2),∗
n of Ψ

(1)
n (P0) would

stop before that, namely it would stop when the log-likelihood along this path
is not increasing anymore. At that point, P̃nD

(2)

n,P 2,∗
n

= 0.

Thus the only difference between the TMLE of Ψ
(2)
n (P0) and the oracle

steepest descent algorithm for minimizing the exact total remainder fn,0(P ) =

(R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0)2 is that the TMLE stops earlier, while the oracle algorithm

would proceed along the same path in a direction that is not informed by data
anymore. So the TMLE stops earlier due to not being able to increase the
likelihood anymore, at which point there is no further guidance on how to
minimize the exact remainder.

3.2 The TMLE also moves in the same direction as the
steepest descent algorithm for minimizing the exact
total remainder.

The canonical gradients of fn,0(P ) and Ψ
(1)
n (P ) differ by a scalar Cn. Therefore,

if Cn > 0, then the steepest descent algorithm for fn,0(P ) would choose small
steps ε < 0, while if Cn < 0, it would choose small steps ε > 0. The TMLE
chooses small steps ε whose sign is driven by the requirement to increase the
log-likelihood. Therefore, we want to know if the path in the direction of
increasing the log-likelihood agrees with the direction needed for minimizing
the exact remainder fn,0(P ). This scalar Cn is given by:

Cn = Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P ))−Ψ(P0)− P̃nD(1)

P0

= {Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P ))−Ψ(2)

n (P0)}+ Ψ(2)
n (P0)−Ψ(P0)− P̃nD(1)

P0

≈ Ψ(2)
n (P )−Ψ(2)

n (P0)− P̃nD(1)
P0

+OP (n−1),

where we use that

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P0))−Ψ(P0) = (P̃n − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P0), P0);

the exact remainder R(1) on right-hand side is OP (n−1) due to P̃
(1)
n (P0) being a

TMLE using as initial the true P0 and P̃n being appropriately undersmoothed
(Section C and Lemma 4); (P̃n−P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

= P̃nD
(1)
P0

+OP (n−1), because of

the same reason.
So we conclude that the scalar Cn equals Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P )) − Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P0) plus a

random error termOP (n−1/2) that is approximately n−1/2N(0, σ2
0 = P0{D(1)

P0
}2).
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The steepest descent algorithm for minimizing fn,0(P ) would move in the di-
rection of the negative of its canonical gradient, −Dfn0,P , since the goal is to
minimize fn,0(P ), and the gradient provides the direction of steepest increase.

Suppose Ψ
(2)
n (P ) − Ψ

(2)
n (P0) > 0. Then, Dfn,0,P = CnD

(2)
n,P with Cn > 0.

So the steepest descent applied to fn0 would move in direction −D(2)
n,P , and

thus chooses ε < 0. Due to the least favorable path be the path of maxi-
mal square change in target estimand, our TMLE algorithm wants to move
Ψ

(2)
n (P ) downwards towards the truth Ψ

(2)
n (P0), so it would use ε < 0 in the

local least favorable path. So in this case both the TMLE and the steepest
descent algorithm for fn,0 move in the same direction ε < 0. Suppose now that

Ψ
(2)
n (P ) − Ψ

(2)
n (P0) < 0. Increasing the likelihood along the least favorable

path corresponds to moving Ψ
(2)
n (P ) upwards, which corresponds with setting

ε > 0. The steepest descent applied to fn0 would now have a canonical gra-
dient that is −CnD(2)

n,P with Cn > 0. However, it wants to minimize R̄2n,0,
so it would select ε > 0. So again, the TMLE follows the steepest descent
algorithm applied to fn,0(P ), not only by using the same path but also by
moving in the same direction along the path (the direction that decreases the
exact remainder fn,0(P ).

3.3 Demonstration of targeting the total remainder

To demonstrate the direction of steepest descent searches and the effect of sec-
ond order updates P = P

(2),∗
n in minimizing the total remainder R̄(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ), P0),

we simulate discrete univariate data and estimate the integrated square of den-
sity according to Section 12 with K = 4, n = 500, and the initial p0

n is biased
by adding a same mass of 0.06 to all the supports of the empirical pmf pn
and scaling to sum 1. The first order update is iterated following the locally
least favorable path with |ε(1)

n | < 0.1 at each iteration till |P̃nD(1)

P 1,∗
n
| < 1/n.

The second order updates then follow with a fixed step size of dε(2) = 0.01
along the universal least favorable path till |P̃nD(2)

n,P
(2),∗
n

| < 1/n. Figure 1 il-

lustrates the process where the exact total remainder, R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0), left

by the first order TMLE at P = P 0
n , is minimized due to the second order

updates P 0
n 7→ P 2,∗

n .

3.4 Summary

We conclude that the second order TMLE P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n) represents a steepest de-
scent algorithm that uses the same path as the oracle steepest descent al-
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Figure 1: The impact of second order TMLE steps. The exact total remainder
R̄(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ), P0) of first order TMLE is controlled due to the second order

updates P 0
n 7→ P 2,∗

n .

gorithm for minimizing the square of the exact (unknown) total remainder

P → R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0), starting at P 0

n . However, the TMLE stops the mo-
ment the log-likelihood is not improving anymore. Interestingly, that moment
corresponds exactly with the moment the TMLE would not be able to know
the signal of the scalar Cn anymore in the canonical gradient of the square
fn,0(P ) of the exact total remainder, and thus not know anymore in what
direction a steepest descent algorithm for fn,0(P ) would move.

If the steepest descent algorithm for minimizing fn,0 goes beyond this point,
it will be moving in random directions that switch from negative to positive.
However, if one truly has available fn,0 one would still know how to proceed,
potentially finding a minimum of fn,0(P ) at a P that is far from P0. Therefore,
the TMLE stops at the right moment for the purpose of minimizing fn,0(P )
when one also cares about fitting P0, and thereby finding a local minimum in
close neighborhood of the desired minimum P0.

Since the total remainder achieves its desired global minimum at P0, this
restriction that it should stop once the likelihood cannot be improved anymore
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is completely sensible: without the log-likelihood, there is no criterion anymore
to decide in what direction to move along the least favorable path. That is,
the TMLE P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n) is doing the optimal possible job in locally minimizing the
square of the exact total remainder at initial P 0

n .

4 Exact k+1-th order expansions for the HAL-

regularized k-th order TMLE

4.1 Exact expansion for HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE
in terms of R

(k)
n at P0.

The following theorem provides an exact k + 1-th order expansion for the
HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE.

Theorem 1

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) = Ψ(P̃ (1)

n ◦ . . . ◦ P̃ (k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0)

=
k−2∑
j=0

(Pn − P0)D
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P0)

+R(j+1)
n (P̃ (j+1)

n (P0), P0)

+(Pn − P0)D
(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P 0

n)
+R(k)

n (P̃ (k)
n (P 0

n), P0)

−
k−2∑
j=0

PnD
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1
n (P0)

− PnD(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P 0

n)
.

Note that one can replace any PnD
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P0)

by P̃nD
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P0)

, j = 1, . . . , k−
1.

Suppose we use a k-th order TMLE that satisfies En ≡ −
∑k

j=1 P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

=

0 exactly (which can be arranged by defining ε
(j)
n (P ) as a solution of the cor-

responding efficient score equation P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0).

Then, we can also represent this as:

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P0), P0)

+
k−2∑
j=1

(P̃n − P0)D
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P0)

+R(j+1)
n (P̃ (j+1)

n (P0), P0)

+(P̃n − P0)D
(k)

n,P
(k)
n (P 0

n)
+R(k)

n (P (k)
n (P 0

n), P0)

+(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

.
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This result follows from the following expansion of the k-th order TMLE:

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) = Ψ(P̃ (1)

n . . . P̃ (k−1)
n P (k)

n P 0
n)−Ψ(P0)

=
k−2∑
j=0

Ψ(j)
n (P̃ (j+1)

n (P0))−Ψ(j)
n (P0)

+Ψ(k−1)
n (P (k)

n (P 0
n))−Ψ(k−1)

n (P0),

and using the exact expansion for each of these TMLE differences:

Ψ(j)
n (P̃ (j+1)

n (P0))−Ψ(j)
n (P0) = −P0D

(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P0)

+R(j+1)
n (P̃ (j+1)

n (P0), P0),

for j = 0, . . . , k − 2, and

Ψ(k−1)
n (P (k)

n (P 0
n))−Ψ(k−1)

n (P0) = −P0D
(k)

n,P
(k)
n (P 0

n)
+R

(k)
20 (P (k)

n (P 0
n), P0).

Further details are presented in Appendix B. This exact expansion of the k-th
order TMLE can also be understood as implied by

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) = Ψ(k−1)

n (P0)−Ψ(P0) + Ψ(k−1)
n (P̃ (k)

n (P 0
n))−Ψ(k−1)

n (P0),

where the second difference can be replaced by the exact expansion for the
TMLE of Ψ

(k−1)
n (P0), and the first term equals a plug-in parametric (sequential

and HAL-MLE regularized) MLE minus truth according a correctly specified

parametric model (with parameters ε
(j)
n , j = k, . . . , 1).

4.2 Relating exact remainder R
(k)
n (P, P0) at true data

distribution to exact remainder R
(k)
n (P, P̃n) at HAL-

MLE.

It appears that the most natural results are obtained by studying the re-
mainder R

(k)
n (P, P̃n) at P̃n (instead of P0), due to the HAL-regularized TMLE

procedure being aimed at maximizing the likelihood at P̃n. The key property
of P̃n that makes the results nice is that P̃

(j)
n (P̃n) = P̃n for all j = 1, . . . , k− 1,

and possibly for j = k (if it uses P̃n). The following lemma relates R
(j)
n (P, P̃n)

to R
(j)
n (P, P0).

Lemma 2 We have for j = 2, . . . , k

R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P0) = R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P̃n)−R(j)

n (P̃
(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0) + (P̃n − P0){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

}.
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Proof: Let P j,∗
n = P̃

(j)
n (P ). We have

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P j,∗

n )−Ψ
(j−1)
n (P0) = Ψ

(j−1)
n (P j,∗

n )−Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃n)

−
(

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P0)−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃n)

)
= R

(j)
n (P j,∗

n , P̃n)− P̃nD(j)

P j,∗n
− (Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0)−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃n)),

where we used that Ψ
(j−1)
n (P )−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃n) = −P̃nD(j)

P +R
(j)
n (P, P̃n). Now, we

note that

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P0)−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃n) = (Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0)−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0))

+Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0))−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃n)

= (Ψ
(j−1)
n (P0)−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0)) +R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

.

We have

Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0))−Ψ(j−1)
n (P0) = −P0D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P0).

Thus, combining the above expressions yields

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P j,∗

n )−Ψ
(j−1)
n (P0) = R

(j)
n (P j,∗

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

−P̃nD(j)

P j,∗n
+ P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)− P0D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

.

However, we also know that

Ψ(j−1)
n (P j,∗

n )−Ψ(j−1)
n (P0) = −P0D

(j)

P j,∗n
+R(j)

n (P j,∗
n , P0).

Setting the two expressions equal to each other gives

R
(j)
n (P j,∗

n , P0) = R
(j)
n (P j,∗

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)− P̃nD(j)

P j,∗n
+ P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)− P0D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+ P0D
(j)

P j,∗n

= R
(j)
n (P j,∗

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n) +R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)

+P0{D(j)

P j,∗n
−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

} − P̃n{D(j)

P j,∗n
−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

}

= R
(j)
n (P j,∗

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n) +R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)

+(P0 − P̃n){D(j)

P j,∗n
−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

}.

Finally, we write the last term as (P̃n − P0){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P j,∗n
}. 2
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4.3 Representing k-th exact remainder R
(k)
n (P, P̃n) at HAL-

MLE as a sequentially targeted exact remainder R
(1)
n

of target estimand.

The following lemma establishes thatR
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n),

under the assumption that P̃nD
(1)

n,P̃
(1)
n (P )

= 0 and P̃nD
(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P )

= 0.

Lemma 3 For j = 1, . . . , k, we have

R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃ (1)
n . . . P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n ...P̃

(j)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

.

As a consequence, for j = 0, . . . , k − 1, we have

R
(j+1)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) = R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P )), P̃n)− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

.

We also note

Ψ(j)
n (P )−Ψ(j)

n (P̃n) = Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ))−Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃n)

= −P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n)

≈ R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n),

where latter is an exact equality if P̃
(j)
n (P ) solves P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 exactly.

Thus, a TMLE P̃
(j+1)
n (P 0

n) targeting Ψ
(j)
n (P0) is equivalent with a TMLE tar-

geting R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n).

Proof of Lemma 3: By definition of the exact remainder R(1)(P, P1) for
general (P, P1) ∈M2, we have

R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P ), P̃n) = Ψ(P̃ (1)

n (P ))−Ψ(P̃n) + P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

.

In other words, for any P

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (P ))−Ψ(P̃n) = R(1)(P̃ (1)

n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

. (2)

By definition of R(2)(P̃
(2)
n (P ), P̃n), we also have

R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ))−Ψ(P̃n) + P̃nD

(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P )

.
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Applying the expression for (2) with P = P̃
(2)
n (P ) gives

R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n P

.

Similarly, we have

R
(3)
n (P̃

(3)
n (P ), P̃n) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P ))−Ψ(P̃n) + P̃nD

(3)

n,P̃
(3)
n (P )

= Ψ
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P ))−Ψ

(1)
n (P̃n) + P̃nD

(3)

n,P̃
(3)
n (P )

= −P̃nD(2)

P̃
(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P )

+R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P ), P̃n) + P̃nD

(3)

n,P̃
(3)
n (P )

= −P̃nD(2)

P̃
(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P )

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P )

+P̃nD
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(3)

n,P̃
(3)
n (P )

= R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(3)

P̃
(3)
n (P )

.

So in general

R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃ (1)
n . . . P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n ...P̃

(j)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

.

This proves the first statement. As a consequence, this implies

R
(j+1)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n ...P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

+P̃nD
(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

= R(1)(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P )), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n ...P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

= R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P )), P̃n) + P̃nD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n ...P̃

(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

−P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n ...P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

= R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P )), P̃n)− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

.

This proves the second statement and thereby the lemma. 2

4.4 Exact expansion for the k-th order TMLE in terms
of exact k+ 1-th order remainder at the HAL-MLE

The last Lemma 2 gives us an expression for R
(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0). Substituting
this into our exact expansion for the k-th order TMLE of Theorem 1 provides
the following exact expansion for the k-th order TMLE.
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Theorem 2 We have

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) = Ψ(P̃ (1)

n ◦ . . . ◦ P̃ (k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0)

=
k∑
j=1

{
(P̃n − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P0)
}

+R(k)
n (P̃ (k)

n (P 0
n), P̃n)−R(k)

n (P̃ (k)
n (P0), P̃n)

−
k∑
j=1

P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j
n (P0)

.

For example, if we use a k-th order TMLE that satisfies P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= 0

exactly for j = 1, . . . , k, then

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P0), P0)

+
k∑
j=2

{
(P̃n − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P0)
}

+R(k)
n (P (k)

n (P 0
n), P̃n)−R(k)

n (P (k)
n (P0), P̃n)

+(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

,

and, by above lemma,

R(k)
n (P (k)

n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃ (1)
n . . . P (k)

n (P ), P̃n).

The proof of this theorem is an immediate corollary of Theorem 1, Lemma 2
and Lemma 3. In the next section we prove that R(1)(P̃

(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) is

a k + 1-th order difference. The next subsection bounds the undersmoothing
term (P̃n−Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

showing that it is bounded in terms of (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)
P0

.

4.5 Exact bound for the HAL-regularization bias term.

The exact expansion has a bias term due to using ε
(1)
n (P0) = ε

(1)

P̃n
(P0) instead

of the standard MLE ε
(1)
Pn

(P0) (where the latter is trivially OP (n−1/2) and
asymptotically linear) in the definition of the k-th order TMLE, given by

(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

, and the smaller order analogues (P̃n − Pn)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

, j =

2, . . . , k.
Consider the case that P̃nD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

= 0. The following lemma provides

a finite sample bound on ε
(1)
n (P0) and thereby for the term PnD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

=
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−(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

in the exact expansion. It shows that it is bounded by

(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

, so that it is all about a plug-in HAL-MLE P̃nf of a mean P0f
being asymptotically equivalent with the sample mean Pnf for a fixed function
f = D

(1)
P0

. This is verifiable based on data Pn at any given f , so that one can

tune L1-norm C in P̃n accordingly, and, we also have the option to target P̃n
towards this mean P0D

(1)
P0

as in Section N.

Lemma 4 Let Iξn,P0 ≡ − d
dξn
P̃nD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ξn)
for ξn sandwiched by 0 and ε

(1)

P̃n
(P0),

and notice that Iξn,P0 →p IP0 = P0{D(1)
P0
}2. We have

ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0) = I−1

ξn,P0
(P̃n − P0)D

(1)
P0

for some ξ1n sandwiched by 0 and ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0). In particular,

ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0) = I−1

ξn,P0
(P̃n − Pn)D

(1)
P0

+ I−1
ξn,P0

(Pn − P0)D
(1)
P0
.

Under the assumption that PnD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε)
is differentiable in ε, and using that

PnD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,εPn (P0)
= 0 and P̃nD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,εn(P0)
= 0, this bound also implies that

PnD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε
(1))
n (P0))

= Pn
d

dξn
D

(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ξ1n)
(ε

(1)

P̃n
(P0)− ε(1)

Pn
(P0))

for some ξ1n sandwiched by 0 and ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0). Here the left-hand side equals

(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε
(1)
n (P0)

.

Under weak regularity conditions, we also have

ε
(1)
Pn

(P0) = I−1
n,P0

(Pn − P0)D(1))P0 ,

where In,P0 ≡ − d
dξ1n

PnD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ξ1n)
for a ξ1n sandwiched by 0 and ε

(1)
Pn

(P0).

Thus, then

ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0)− ε(1)

Pn
(P0) = I−1

ξn,P0
(P̃n − Pn)D

(1)
P0

+ (I−1
ξn,P0
− I−1

n,P0
)(Pn − P0)D

(1)
P0
.

Thus, the lemma above proves then that

PnD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε
(1)
n (P0))

= OP ((P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

) +OP ((I−1
ξn,P0
− I−1

n,P0
)(Pn − P0)D

(1)
P0

),
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with well understood constants. The last term is typically OP (n−1), so that

the key in bounding PnD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε
(1))
n (P0)

is to make (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

small, which

is controlled by undersmoothing the HAL-MLE.
Proof: For notational convenience, let εn = ε

(1)

P̃n
(P0). Let U(εn, P̃n) =

P̃nD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,εn)
and note that U(P̃n, εn) = 0 and U(P0, ε0 = 0) = 0. We have

U(εn, P̃n)− U(ε0, P̃n) = −U(ε0, P̃n − P0) = −(P̃n − P0)D
(1)
P0
.

Using an exact tailor expansion gives that the left-hand side equals d
dξn
U(ξn, P0)εn

for some ξn ∈ [0, εn] or ξn ∈ [εn, 0]. Let Iξn,P0 = − d
dξn
U(ξn, P0). Thus, we have

εn = I−1
ξn,P0

(P̃n − P0)D
(1)
P0

2.

4.6 Discussion of expansion of HAL-regularized k-th or-
der TMLE of Theorem 2

Exact remainders R(j)(P̃
(j)
n (P0), P0) = OP (n−1): The HAL-MLE P̃n gener-

ally satisfies that (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

= OP (n−2/3) (Appendix C). Then, it follows

that R
(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n (P0), P0) is OP (n−1), due to P̃

(1)
n (P0) being an MLE for a one-

dimensional correctly specified one dimensional parametric model and thereby
that d0(P̃

(1)
n (P0), P0) = OP ({ε(1)

n (P0)}2) = OP (n−1) (by Lemma 4). Similarly,

this applies to R(j)(P̃
(j)
n (P0), P0) for j = 2, . . . , k. It is not just that these

terms are small in rate, these terms also have a constant in front of this rate
that is unaffected by the curse of dimensionality.

Canonical gradients D
(j)

n,P̃
(j
n )(P0)

are almost fixed mean zero indepen-

dent random variables: Note also that each of these empirical process terms
have little bias since the random function D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

is only random through

TMLE-updates P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(j)
n (P0) that start with an initial being the true P0.

Thus, the data dependence is only through a finite dimensional vector of well
behaved MLE coefficients ε

(j)
n at previous TMLE updates of P0. In addition,

P0D
(j)
n,P0

= 0 while p̃
(j)
n (P0)−p0 = OP (n−1/2) under (P̃n−Pn)D

(1)
P0

= OP (n−1/2)
as studied in previous subsection.

Empirical means of higher order efficient scores are solved by
some undersmoothing of HAL-MLE: Suppose that P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 for

all P , including P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , k. The HAL-regularization

bias terms (P̃n − Pn)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

are dominated by (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

, so that some

undersmoothing P̃n suffices.
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Empirical process terms (P̃n−P0)D
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

are j+1-th order differ-

ences: We will show in Section 7 that (P̃n−P0)D
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

represents a j+1-th

order difference of P̃n and P̃
(j)
n (P0). So it appears that these higher order em-

pirical mean terms resemble the performance of higher order U -statistics, by
1) being linear in (P̃n − P0) ≈ (Pn − P0) and 2) representing a j + 1-th or-
der difference. Moreover, by undersmoothing P̃n they behave as empirical
means of independent mean zero random variables, not affected by the curse
of dimensionality.

k-th exact remainder R
(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) is a k+1-th order difference:

We prove in Sections 6 and 7 thatR
(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n)

is a k + 1-th order difference of P and P̃n, assuming P̃nD
(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 for all j.

This remainder is the only term in the exact expansion for the k-th order
TMLE that is affected by the curse of dimensionality: for example, suppose
we use P 0

n = P̃
Cn,cv
n , if the dimension of O is large, then the loss based dis-

similarity d0(P̃
Cn,cv
n , P0) = OP (n−2/3(log n)d) will suffer from a large constant

in front of the rate. In these cases, having a remainder that is a k + 1-th
order difference will make a big difference in finite sample performance. This
gain is also reflected by the fact, generally, R

(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0) = oP (n−1/2) if
‖ p0

n − p0 ‖∞= oP (n−1/(2(k+1))).

5 The higher order TMLE that uses empirical

TMLE-updates

Consider the case that P̃
(j)
n (P ) = P̃ (P, ε̃

(j)
n (P )), where ε̃

(j)
n (P ) is the solution of

P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, j = 1, . . . , k. Let P
(j)
n (P ) = P̃ (P, ε

(j)
n (P )), where ε

(j)
n (P ) is

the solution of PnD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, j = 1, . . . , k. In other words, P
(j)
n (P ) repre-

sents the regular empirical TMLE-updates, still using the canonical gradients
D

(j)
n,P that depend on the HAL-MLE P̃n.

In this section we consider the empirical k-th order TMLE defined by
Ψ(P

(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n)), and contrast it to the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n)). Specifically, we will show that it reduces the HAL-regularization
bias term by an order of difference, thereby further minimizing the need for
undersmoothing the HAL-MLE.

One way to understand this bias reduction is the following. If we start
the regularized higher order TMLE with initial P 0

n = P̃n, then it returns P̃n
itself. This shows that the the HAL-MLE P̃n is itself a regularized k-th order
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TMLE satisfying this exact expansion with the only bias term
∑k

j=1(P̃n −
Pn)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

, whose dominating term is given by (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

. On the

other hand, if we plug P̃n as initial in the empirical higher order TMLE then
it will sequentially target P̃n (and thus removes bias at each step) towards the

target parameters Ψ
(k−1)
n (P0), . . ., Ψ(P0), respectively. This must thus mean

that it is removing bias from
∑

j(P̃n − Pn)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

.

In the appendix, using the above logic to understand the bias reduction
due to using empirical TMLE updates at each step j, we establish an exact
expansion for the empirical k-th order TMLE presented in the next theorem.

Theorem 3 Let P
(j)
n (P ) = P̃ (P, ε

(j)
n (P )), where ε

(j)
n (P ) is the solution of

PnD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, j = 1, . . . , k. In other words, P
(j)
n (P ) represents the regular

empirical TMLE-updates, still using the canonical gradients D
(j)
n,P that depend

on the HAL-MLE P̃n.
The empirical k-th order TMLE satisfies the following exact expansion:

Ψ(P
(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0)

=
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0)

}
+R

(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P0), P̃n)

+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

n,P
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k−1

j=1

{
R

(j)
n (P

(j)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

}
−
∑k−1

j=1

{
R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

}
Comparison with exact expansion of HAL-regularized k-th order
TMLE: Consider the case that P̃

(j)
n (P ) = P̃ (P, ε̃

(j)
n (P )), where ε̃

(j)
n (P ) is the

solution of P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, j = 1, . . . , k. Comparing this exact expansion

with the exact expansion for the regularized k-th order TMLE, it follows that
the first two lines represent the same leading expansion but with P̃

(j)
n replaced

by the empirical TMLE updates P
(j)
n . This represents an improvement since

the exact remainders R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0) are now OP (n−1) without need for

undersmoothing: i.e., P
(j)
n (P0) is a simple parametric standard/empirical MLE

according to a correctly specified one-dimensional model.
The last three rows in the exact expansion for the empirical k-th order

TMLE need to be compared with the HAL-regularization bias term of the
regularized k-th order TMLE given by

∑k
j=1(P̃n − Pn)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

. The first
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row of the last three rows is directly an improvement of the latter term, by
subtracting from D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

its estimate.

In addition,

k−1∑
j=1

{
R(j)
n (P (j)

n . . . P (k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n P (j+1)
n . . . P (k)

n P 0
n , P̃n)−

}
is at minimal a third order difference. The worst case contribution from the
latter sum would come from the first term R(1)(P

(1)
n P, P0) − R(1)(P̃

(1)
n P, P0),

for P = P
(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), which equals

R(1)(P̃ (P, ε
(1)
n (P 0

n)), P0)−R(1)(P̃ (P, ε̃
(1)
n (P )), P0)

= d
dξ
R(1)(P̃ (P, ξ), P0)(ε

(1)
n (P )− ε̃(1)

n (P )

at some intermediate point ξ between ε
(1)
n (P ) and ε̃

(1)
n (P ). This behaves as

d0(P̃ 1
n(P ), P0)1/2(P̃n−Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

, which shows that also this HAL-regularlization

bias term represents a third order difference instead of second order difference
as with the regularized k-th order TMLE. This does not take into account
that R

(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n (P ), P0) at P = P

(2)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n) should be a better behaved
remainder than at (e.g.) P = P 0

n , due to the sequential targeting targeting
this remainder. Therefore, in practice we expect an additional reduction due
to using a k-th order TMLE with k ≥ 2 with increasing benefit as k increases.

The last two rows in the exact expansion actually represent this third order
term minus ∑

j

{R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P̃n)−R(j)
n (P (j)

n (P0), P̃n)},

suggesting that it represents an even smaller term. Therefore, we conclude that
the exact expansion for the empirical k-th order TMLE is superior to the exact
expansion for the regularized k-th order TMLE. Based on these theoretical
considerations, and our practical experience in simulations, contrary to the
HAL-regularized k-th order TLME, we conclude that the empirical k-th order
TMLE does not require any undersmoothing for P̃n anymore.

ZEYI: Can you add here your graph showing that empirical sec-
ond order TMLE is as good as undersmoothed HAL regularized
second order TMLE, making the point I make above.
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5.1 Understanding that HAL-regularization bias term
is a third order difference.

The leading term in the undersmoothing term of the exact expansion for the k-
th order TMLE is given by (P̃n−Pn){D(1)

n,P
(1)
n (P0)

−D(1)

n,P
(1)
n P

(2)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}, which is

of the form (P̃n−Pn)fn, where ‖ fn ‖P0= OP (d
1/2
0 (P 0

n , P0)). In this subsection
we demonstrate that this is a third order difference. Let f̃n = fn/ ‖ fn ‖P0

which is a function with a bounded ‖ · ‖P0-norm. Then,

(P̃n − Pn)fn =‖ fn ‖P0 (P̃n − Pn)SP̃n,f̃n ,

where SP̃n,f̃n = f̃n − P̃nf̃n is a score at P̃n. Since P̃n is an MLE it solves a set
of score equations PnSP̃n,j = 0 for j = 1, . . . , J , where this set increases as the
L1-norm of the HAL-MLE increases. Let

∑
j βn(j)SP̃n,j be the projection of

SP̃n,f̃n onto the linear span of these scores in L2(P0). We have

(P̃n − Pn)fn =‖ fn ‖P0 (P̃n − Pn)

{
SP̃n,f̃n −

∑
j

βn(j)SP̃n,j

}
.

One can further write (P̃n − Pn) = (P̃n − P0) − (Pn − P0). The contribution
from (P̃n − P0) is a third order difference involving the L2(P0) rate of fn; the
rate d0(P̃n, P0)1/2 and the rate of the oracle approximation of SP̃n,f̃n by the

linear combination of scores solved by P̃n. If we set P 0
n equal to an HAL-

MLE, then this will be OP (n−2/3(log n)k1) times the L2(P0)-norm of the oracle
approximation of SP̃n,f̃n . Thus this term can be expected to converge to zero
almost as fast as n−1. In fact, it is better than this third order difference since
(P̃n − Pn) will behave as a nicer less biased term than d

1/2
0 (P̃n, P0).

6 Definition of higher order differences, and

fundamental understanding of how a TMLE

targeting a remainder increases its order of

difference

In this section we will show that a j-th order remainder Rn(P, P0) can be
represented as a j + 1-th order remainder R+

n (P, P0) plus a scaled derivative
1/j d

dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0). In the next section we will apply this result at

P = P ∗n and P0 = P̃n, where P ∗n is the TMLE of the target the parameter

33



P → Rn(P, P̃n) at P = P0, so that this scaled directional derivative term will
be equal to 0.

6.1 Defining a k-th order polynomial difference, and
generalized k-th order difference

Definition 1 Consider a remainder term Rn :M2 → IR that, when evaluated
at (P, P0), is a k-th order polynomial in differences of the form H1,n,P0,j(P )−
H1,n,P0,j(P0) and H2,n,P0,j(P ) − H2,n,P0,j(P0) of P and P0 defined as follows:
for a (P, P0) ∈M2

Rn(P, P0) =
∫ ∏k

j=1(H1,n,P0,j(P )−H1,n,P0,j(P0))dµ1,n,P0

+
∫ ∏k

j=1(H2,n,P0,j(P )−H2,n,P0,j(P0))dµ2,n,P0 ,

where µ1,n,P0 and µ2,n,P0 are measures, possibly dependent on P0 and the data
Pn. We will refer to such a term Rn(P, P0) as a k-th order polynomial differ-
ence in P and P0.

If either µ1,n,P,P0 or µ2,n,P,P0 (or both) also depend on P , then we refer to
Rn(P, P0) as a k-th order difference in P and P0. This definition of k-th or-
der polynomial difference and k-th order differences generalizes immediately to
sums of more than 2 integrals, each integral representing a k-th order difference
or polynomial difference.

Finally, we define a generalized k-th order difference as a sum of l-th order
differences for l = k, . . . ,m for some m > k.

Thus, for a k-th order polynomial difference we assume that the two mea-
sures do not depend on P itself, but it can depend on the data Pn and P0.
We also allow that the functional mapping P1 → H1,n,P0,j(P1) can depend on
the data Pn and on P0, but, again, it can not be indexed by P itself. For
notational convenience, we might now and then suppress the dependence of
H1,n,P0,j and H2,n,P0,j on the data and P0 and simply denote them with H1,j

and H2,j. By having H1,j = H1j′ for j 6= j′ the definition of a k-th order
difference includes differences to a power higher than 1. For example, the
definition of a third order polynomial difference may include terms such as∫

(H1(P ) −H1(P0))2(H2(P ) −H2(P0))dµ1,n,P0 +
∫

(H2(P ) −H2(P0))3dµ2,n,P0 .
However, note that the definitions of a k-th order polynomial difference and
k-th order difference assume that the first term is of same order as the second
term. A generalized k-th order difference is a sum of a k-th order difference,
plus additional l-th order differences with l > k.
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6.2 A k-th order difference is sum of k-th and k + 1-th
order polynomial difference

The following lemma shows that a k-th order difference is a sum of a k-th and
k + 1-th order polynomial difference.

Lemma 5 Consider a k-th order difference Rn :M2 → IR and assume that its
integration measures are dominated by a measure not depending on P . That is,
in Definition 1 of a k-th order polynomial difference involving a sum of 2 terms
we assume that µ1,n,P,P0 and µ2,n,P,P0 are dominated w.r.t. a measure µ̃1,n,P0

and µ̃2,n,P0 not depending on P . Then, Rn :M2 → IR can be decomposed into
a sum of a k-th order polynomial difference and a k + 1-th order polynomial
difference.

Proof: For simplicity, suppose that

Rn(P, P0) =

∫ k∏
j=1

(H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0))dµ1,n,P,P0 .

Assume dµ1,n,P,P0 = H̃1,n,P,P0dµ̃1,n,P0 . Then,

Rn(P, P0) =
∫ ∏k

j=1(H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0))H̃1,n,P,P0dµ̃1,n,P0

=
∫ ∏k

j=1(H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0))
(
H̃1,n,P,P0 − H̃1,n,P0,P0

)
dµ̃1,n,P0

+
∫ ∏k

j=1(H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0))H̃1,n,P0,P0dµ̃1,n,P0 .

The first term is a k + 1-th order polynomial difference, which follows by
definingH1,k+1(P ) = H̃1,n,P,P0 , and defining its measure as dµ̃1,n,P0 . The second
term is a k-th order polynomial difference w.r.t. measure dµ̃1,n,P0 . 2

6.3 A TMLE of target estimand sets its directional deriva-
tive at the TMLE in direction of the true data dis-
tribution equal to mean zero noise

The k-th order TMLE involves targeting the remainder terms by computing a
TMLE of the remainder term itself. In the next subsection we determine what
happens to a k-th order difference Rn(P, P0) when its directional derivative at
P in direction P −P0 equals zero. Here we first make the observation that the
TMLE indeed controls this directional derivative.

The next lemma provides this particular perspective on the TMLE, i.e.,
that it optimizes its target under the constraint that it needs to move in the
direction of the true P0.
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Lemma 6 Let P ∗n ∈M be a TMLE of a pathwise differentiable target param-
eter R :M→ IR with canonical gradient D∗P and exact remainder R2(P, P0) ≡
R(P )−R(P0) + P0D

∗
P , so that PnD

∗
P ∗n

= 0.
Suppose that R() and R2() can be extended so that R2(P, P + δ(P − P0)),

R(P+δ(P−P0)) are well defined for small δ around 0, and so that the extension
still satisfies R2(P, P + δ(P − P0)) = R(P )−R(P + δ(P − P0)) + (P + δ(P −
P0))D∗P , and d

dδ0
R2(P, P + δ0(P − P0)) = 0.

Then,
d

dP ∗n
R(P ∗n)(P ∗n − P0) = (Pn − P0)D∗P ∗n .

That is, the directional derivative of R at P ∗n in direction of (P ∗n −P0) is given
by (Pn − P0)D∗P ∗n , and thus, behaves as an empirical mean PnD

∗
P0

+ oP (n−1/2)
of mean zero independent identically distributed random variables, under weak
regularity conditions.

Similarly, if P ∗n is a regularized TMLE in which the empirical log-likelihood
PnL(P ) is replaced by an HAL-regularized P̃nL(P ) for an HAL-MLE P̃n so
that P̃nD

∗
P ∗n

= 0, then,

d

dP ∗n
R(P ∗n)(P ∗n − P0) = (P̃n − P0)D∗P ∗n .

Proof: Firstly, we consider the case that the model M is convex, in which
case the continuous extension condition is not needed. For a path Pδ,h =
P + δ

∫
· hdP + o(δ) with score h, we have d

dδ0
R(Pδ0,h) = PD∗Ph at δ0 = 0.

This proves that the directional derivative of R at P in direction H is given
by
∫
D∗PdH. Consider now a path pδ,h = (1 + δh)p with h = (p − p0)/p,

which corresponds with p + δ(p − p0), and due to convexity of the model,
this is a valid path. Thus, the directional derivative of R at P ∗n in direction
H =

∫
·(p
∗
n − p0)/pdP = (P ∗n − P0)(·) is given by

P ∗nD
∗
P ∗n

(p∗n − p0)/p∗n = (P ∗n − P0)D∗P ∗n = −P0D
∗
P ∗n
.

Due to PnD
∗
P ∗n

= 0, we have −P0D
∗
P ∗n

= (Pn − P0)D∗P ∗n , thereby establishing

the desired result. Similarly, this applies to the regularized TMLE using P̃n
instead of Pn.

Let’s now consider the more general case that the model is not necessarily
convex. We have for any pair (P ∗n , P0) that R(P ∗n) − R(P0) = −P0D

∗
P ∗n

+
R2(P ∗n , P0), for the exact remainder R2(). Set P0 = P ∗n + δ(P ∗n −P0), assuming
that R2(P, P0) and R(P0) can be extended to such elements. Then, applying
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the identity gives

Ψ(P ∗n)−Ψ(P ∗n + δ(P ∗n − P0)) = −(P ∗n + δ(P ∗n − P0))D∗P ∗n
+R(P ∗n , P

∗
n + δ(P ∗n − P0))

= −δ(P ∗n − P0)D∗P ∗n +R(P ∗n , P
∗
n + δ(P ∗n − P0))

= δP0D
∗
P ∗n

+R(P ∗n , P
∗
n + δ(P ∗n − P0)).

Thus,

− d
dδ0

Ψ(P ∗n + δ0(P ∗n − P0)) = P0D
∗
P ∗n

+ limδ→0 δ
−1R(P ∗n , P

∗
n + δ(P ∗n − P0))

= P0D
∗
P ∗n

= −(Pn − P0)D∗P ∗n .

This proves the result. 2

6.4 Representation of a k-th order polynomial differ-
ence as a sum of a k + 1-th order difference and its
scaled directional derivative.

We have the following lemma providing a representation of a k-th order poly-
nomial difference Rn(P, P0) as a sum of the directional derivative at P in
direction P − P0 and a k+ 1-th order difference. At a P = P ∗n being a TMLE
at which the directional derivative is approximately equal to an empirical mean
of mean zero independent random variables, this then shows that a k-th or-
der difference Rn(P ∗n , P0) at this TMLE P ∗n will behave as a k + 1-th order
difference plus a well understood empirical mean.

Lemma 7 Suppose that Rn :M2 → IR is a k-th order polynomial difference,
and for simplicity, consider the case that it has a single term Rn(P, P0) =∫ ∏k

j=1(H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0))dµ1,n,P0. Then, at any P ∗n ∈M, we have

Rn(P ∗n , P0) =
1

k

k∑
j=1

∫ ∏
i 6=j

(H1,i(P
∗
n)−H1,i(P0))R2,P ∗n ,H1,j()(P

∗
n , P0)dµ1,n,P0

+k−1 d

dP ∗n
Rn(P ∗n , P0)(P ∗n − P0)

≡ R+
n (P ∗n , P0) + k−1 d

dP ∗n
Rn(P ∗n , P0)(P ∗n − P0),

where

R2,P,H1,j()(P, P0) = H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0)− d

dP
H1,j(P )(P − P0).
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More generally, if Rn(P ∗n , P0) is a k-th order polynomial difference, then
Rn(P ∗n , P0) = R+

n (P ∗n , P0) + k−1 d
dP ∗n

Rn(P ∗n , P0)(P ∗n − P0), where R+
n (P ∗n , P0) is

defined as above. Under weak regularity conditions specified in Lemma 8 we
have that R+

n (P ∗n , P0) is a generalized k+1-th order difference, and, specifically,
a sum of a k + 1-th and k + 2-th order polynomial difference.

Note that R2,P,H1,j()(P, P0) is the second order remainder for a first order Tailor
expansion at P of H1,j(P0)−H1,j(P ):

−R2,P,H1,j()(P, P0) = H1,j(P0)−H1,j(P )− d

dP
H1,j(P )(P0 − P ).

Proof of Lemma 7: Firstly, we note that by the product rule of differ-
entiation:

d
dP ∗n

Rn(P ∗n , P0)(P ∗n − P0)

=
∑k

j=1

∫ ∏
i 6=j(H1,i(P

∗
n)−H1,i(P0)) d

dP ∗
H1,j(P

∗
n)(P ∗n − P0)dµ1,n,P0 .

Now note that

Rn(P, P0) = 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫ ∏
i 6=j(H1,i(P )−H1,i(P0))(H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0))dµ1,n,P0

= 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫ ∏
i 6=j(H1,i(P )−H1,i(P0))R2,P,H1,j()(P, P0)dµ1,n,P0

+ 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫ ∏
i 6=j(H1,i(P )−H1,i(P0)) d

dP
H1,j(P )(P − P0)dµ1,n,P0

= R+
n (P, P0) + 1

k
d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0).

The following Lemma 8 shows that R+
n (P, P0) is indeed a generalized k-th order

difference, and, specifically, a sum of a k + 1 and k + 2-th order polynomial
difference. This completes the proof. 2

Lemma 8 Under weak regularity conditions, if Rn(P ∗n , P0) is a k-th order
polynomial difference, then we have that R+

n (P ∗n , P0) is a sum of a k+1-th and
k+2-th order polynomial difference. In particular, this holds if R2,P,H1,j

(P, P0)
can be represented as

R2,P,H1,j()(P, P0)(x) =

∫ 2∏
l=1

(H1,l,j(P )−H1,l,j(P0))(x, y)H̄1,j,P,P0(x, y)dµj,P0,x(y)

for a measure dµj,P0,x(y) = I(x = y)C1,j,P0(x) + dµcj,P0
(y), some function

C1,j,P0(x), and a continuous measure dµcj,P0
. In that case,

R2,P,H1,j()(P, P0) = C1,j,P0(x)
∏2

l=1(H1,l,j(P )−H1,l,j(P0))(x, x)H̄1,j,P,P0(x, x)

+
∫ ∏2

l=1(H1,l,j(P )−H1,l,j(P0))(x, y)H̄1,j,P,P0(x, y)dµcj,P0
(y).

The proof of Lemma 8 is presented in the Appendix.
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6.5 Representing a generalized k-th order difference Rn()
as a sum of a unique generalized k + 1-th order dif-
ference R+

n and the scaled directional derivative.

A typical remainderR
(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n (P ), P0) is a second order generalized difference in

P and P0, and can be represented as a second order polynomial difference plus a
generalized third order difference: say R

(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n (P ), P0) = Rp

n,2(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0) +

Rn,3(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P0). Let P ∗n be a TMLE so that d/dP ∗nR

(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P0)(P ∗n−P0)

reduces to a nice empirical mean term, say en. This implies that the directional
derivative of Rp

n,2 at P ∗n equals en minus the directional derivative of Rn,3.
Applying Lemma 7 to Rp

n,2 yields

Rp
n,2 = Rp,+

n,2 + 1/2en − 1/2
d

dP ∗n
Rn,3(P̃ (1)

n (P ∗n), P0)(P ∗n − P0),

and thereby

Rn = Rp,+
n,2 +Rn,3 − 1/2

d

dP ∗n
Rn,3(P̃ (1)

n (P ∗n), P0)(P ∗n − P0) + 1/2en.

So Rn is represented by a third order difference Rp,+
n,2 , a generalized third order

difference Rn,3, and a scaled directional derivative of the latter, plus the en-
noise term controlled by the TMLE P ∗n . The lemma below states that the
directional derivative of a generalized third order difference is a generalized
third order difference itself. Thus, we have succeeded in representing Rn as
a generalized third order difference R+

n plus an empirical mean en-noise term
controlled by the TMLE.

For the k-th order TMLE we want to be able to iterate this process by
expressing P ∗n = P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), replacing P 0
n by P so that we obtain a new repre-

sentation of the left-over remainder R+
n in P and P0, and using a next TMLE

P ∗n that targets this representation R+
n as a parameter in P . So as in previous

step, we want to show that this generalized third order difference in P and
P0 equals a generalized fourth order difference in P and P0 plus the scaled
directional derivative of this generalized third order difference at P = P ∗n in
direction P − P0.

Therefore, it is crucial that we can generalize the above Lemma 7 (pro-
viding a representation for a k-th order polynomial difference as a sum of a
generalized k + 1-th order difference and the scaled directional derivative) to
a representation of a generalized k-th order difference as a sum of a general-
ized k + 1-th order difference plus its scaled directional derivative, where the
latter would be controlled by the TMLE. The following lemma establishes the
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desired result, and provides the building blocks and reasoning towards that
result.

Lemma 9 We have the following facts:

• By Lemma 5 a k-th order difference Rn : M2 → IR can be decomposed
into a sum of a k-th order polynomial difference and a k + 1-th order
polynomial difference.

• As a consequence, a generalized k-th order difference can be decomposed
as a sum of a k-th order polynomial difference and l-th order polynomial
differences, l = k+1, . . . ,m for some m > k. The k-th order polynomial
difference component is the natural target for the R+

n -operation in the
previous lemma.

• Under a weak regularity condition, we have the following: If Rn :M2 →
IR is a k-th order polynomial difference, then Ṙn : M2 → IR defined by
Ṙn(P, P0) ≡ d

dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0) is a sum of a k-th and k + 1-th order

polynomial difference.

In particular, given Rn(P, P0) is defined in terms of H1,j and H2,j as in
our definition of a k-th order polynomial difference, it suffices to assume
that d

dP
H1,j(P )(P −P0)(x) = K1,j,P,P0(x)(p−p0)(x) +

∫
K1,j,P,P0,x(o)(p−

p0)(o)dµ(o) for certain functions K1,j,P,P0(x) and kernel (x, o)→ K1,j,P,P0(x, o),
and similarly for H2,j.

• As a consequence, if Rn :M2 → IR is a generalized k-th order difference,
then Ṙn : M2 → IR is a generalized k-th order difference: that is, in
particular, it can be written as sum of l-th order polynomial differences,
l = k, . . . ,m for some m > k.

• Lemma 7 established: If Rn(P ∗n , P0) is a k-th order polynomial difference,
then Rn(P ∗n , P0) = R+

n (P ∗n , P0) + k−1 d
dP ∗n

Rn(P ∗n , P0)(P ∗n − P0), where R+
n

is the uniquely defined derivative reduction of Rn, and R+
n is a sum of a

k + 1-th and k + 2-th order polynomial difference.

• Suppose now that Rn : M2 → IR (is a generalized k-th order difference
and thus) equals a sum of a k-th order polynomial difference Rp

n,k :M2 →
IR and a generalized k + 1-th order difference Rn,k+1 : M2 → IR. Let
Rp,+
n,k :M2 → IR be the derivative reduction of Rp

n,k defined by Lemma 7.
Then, it follows that

Rn(P ∗n , P0) = Rp,+
n,k (P ∗n , P0) +Rn,k+1(P ∗n , P0) + k−1 d

dP ∗n
Rn(P ∗n , P0)(P ∗n − P0)

−k−1 d
dP ∗n

Rn,k+1(P ∗n , P0)(P ∗n − P0).
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By the above stated facts, Rp,+
n,k (P, P0) is a sum of a k + 1 and k + 2-th

order polynomial difference; k−1d/dPRn,k+1(P, P0)(P − P0) is a sum of
a k + 1 and k + 2-th order polynomial difference. Therefore, it follows
that

Rn = R+
n +

1

k
Ṙn,

where R+
n :M2 → IR is a generalized k + 1-th order difference.

Proof of Lemma 9: The third statement is shown by Lemma 18 in the
Appendix. The last statement is shown by Lemma 19 in the Appendix, but is
also straightforwardly implied by previous facts. 2

6.6 Defining the generalized k+1-th order difference R+
n

of a generalized k-th order difference Rn.

The previous lemma allows us now to generalize the definition of R+
n .

Definition 2 The previous lemma, defines, for a given generalized k-th order
difference Rn :M2 → IR, a unique generalized k + 1-th order difference R+

n :
M2 → IR such that Rn = R+

n + 1
k
Ṙn, and Ṙn :M2 → IR was previously defined

by Ṙn(P, P0) = d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0).

7 Establishing that the k-th exact remainder

R
(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) at HAL-MLE is a general-

ized k + 1-th order difference

The advantage of applying the Rn = R+
n + Ṙn decomposition, presented in the

previous Lemma 9, to P → R
(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n), instead of P → R

(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P0),

is that the directional derivative d
dP ∗n

R
(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n)(P ∗n − P̃n) at P ∗n =

P̃
(j)
n (P ) is exactly equal to P̃nD

(j+1)
n,P ∗n

= 0. This was our motivation to present-

ing the exact remainder R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P0) in terms of R

(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (·), P̃n) (Lemma

2).
Since the R+

n -transformation of a generalized j-th order difference Rn is
itself a member of the family of generalized j+1-th order differences, at a next
step, one can apply this same operation to R+

n (to obtain R+,+
n ), and, thereby

generate a generalized higher and higher order difference, up till the scaled
directional derivative terms controlled by the sequentially defined TMLEs.
Specifically, given R

(j)
n (P, P̃n) is a generalized j + 1-th order difference, we
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define R
(j+1)
n (P, P̃n) = R

(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) and recognize that this is now a

j + 1-th order difference in P and P̃n, using that P̃
(j+1)
n (P̃n) = P̃n. Suppose

now that we define a TMLE P ∗n that targets P → R
(j+1)
n (P, P̃n) so that the

directional derivative at P = P ∗n in direction P ∗n − P̃n equals zero. Then,

R
(j+1)
n (P ∗n , P̃n) = R

(j+1),+
n (P ∗n , P̃n) is a generalized j + 2-th order difference in

P ∗n and P̃n. These steps can then be iterated till the desired R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n).

7.1 R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P̃n) is a generalized j+ 1-th order differ-

ence

The above arguments are formalized by the following lemma.

Lemma 10 Suppose for a given j, we have R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P̃n) is a generalized

j + 1-th order difference. Let P ∗n = P̃
(j+1)
n (P ) be a TMLE of Ψ

(j)
n (P0) =

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0)) so that P̃nD

(j+1)
P ∗n

≈ 0. Then, we have

d

dP ∗n
Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ∗n))(P ∗n − P̃n) = P̃nD
(j+1)
n,P ∗n

≈ 0,

and
d

dP ∗n
R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ∗n), P̃n)(P ∗n − P̃n) = P̃nD
(j+1)
n,P ∗n

≈ 0.

By Lemma 9, this gives

R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R(j),+
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ∗n), P̃n) +
1

j + 1
P̃nD

(j+1)
n,P ∗n

,

where R
(j),+
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) is generalized j + 2-th order difference. By Lemma

3

R
(j+1)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) = R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P )), P̃n)− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

+P̃nD
(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

.

so that

R
(j+1)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) + P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

− P̃nD(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

= R
(j),+
n (P̃

(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) + 1

j+1
P̃nD

(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

,

and thus

R
(j+1)
n (P ∗n , P̃n) = R

(j),+
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ∗n), P̃n)− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P̃

(j+1)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(j+1)

P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

+ 1
j+1

P̃nD
(j+1)

n,P̃
(j+1)
n (P )

.
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Thus, if the HAL-regularized TMLE scores are equal to zero, and P ∗n = P̃
(j+1)
n (P ),

then

R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R

(j+1)
n (P ∗n , P̃n) = R

(j),+
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ∗n), P̃n)

is a generalized j + 2-th order difference. By Lemma 3 this then also shows
that R(1)(P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) is a j + 2-th order difference. It follows that

R
(j+1)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) is also a j + 2-th order difference in P and P̃n.

Therefore, by induction, if the HAL-regularized TMLE score equations
P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 are solved exactly, this proves that if R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n) is

a generalized second order difference of P and P̃n, then

R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P̃ (j+1)
n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃ (1)

n . . . P̃ (j)
n (P̃ (j+1)

n (P )), P̃n)

is a generalized j + 2-th order difference of P and P̃n, for j = 2, . . . , k. In
particular, R

(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) is a generalized k+1-th order difference of P and

P̃n.

The statements in the lemma also represent the proof of these statements. In
the Appendix we show that the propagation of the HAL-regularized TMLE
score values, in case they are not exactly equal to zero, during the subsequent
TMLE derivative reductions (i.e., Rn = R+

n + Ṙn-operation) is controlled and
generally bounded by the original TMLE score values.

7.2 HAL-MLE empirical process terms of j-th order ef-
ficient influence function represents a generalized
j-th order difference.

A remaining question is the order of difference of the HAL-empirical process
terms (P̃n − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

of P̃n and P0, even though we will show that it

approaches OP (n−1) under an undersmoothing condition on P̃n. One would
conjecture that it is a j-th order difference. This would then teach us that even
when using a non-undersmoothed HAL-MLE this term will become negligible
for small j. The next lemma establishes this.

Lemma 11 For j = 2, . . . , k, we have

(P̃n − P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)−R(j−1)

n (P̃
(j−1)
n (P0), P̃n)

−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0) + P̃nD

(j−1)

n,P̃
(j−1)
n (P0)

.
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In particular, for j = 2, . . . , k,

(P̃n − P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0) = P̃nD

(j−1)

n,P̃
(j−1)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)−R(j−1)

n (P̃
(j−1)
n (P0), P̃n).

Thus, if the TMLE P̃
(j−1)
n (P0) solves it target equation P̃nD

(j−1)

n,P̃
(j−1)
n (P0)

= 0,

then the HAL-empirical process term behaves as difference of j+ 1-th and j-th
order remainder of P0 and P̃n, up till a perfect remainder R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0):

(P̃n − P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)−R(j−1)

n (P̃
(j−1)
n (P0), P̃n)

−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0).

Proof: We have

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0))−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0) = Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0))−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃n)

−(Ψ
(j−1)
n (P0)−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃n))

= −P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)− (Ψ

(j−2)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P0))−Ψ

(j−2)
n (P̃n))

= −P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n) + P̃nD

(j−1)

n,P̃
(j−1)
n (P0)

−R(j−1)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P0), P̃n).

Thus, for j = 2, . . . , k

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0))−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0) = R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)−R(j−1)

n (P̃
(j−1)
n (P0), P̃n)

+P̃nD
(j−1)

n,P̃
(j−1)
n (P0)

− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

.

We also have

Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0))−Ψ(j−1)
n (P0) = −P0D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P0).

Setting the expressions equal and solving for −P0D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

yields

−P0D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= −R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0) +R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

−R(j−1)
n (P̃

(j−1)
n (P0), P̃n) + P̃nD

(j−1

n,P̃
(j−1)
n (P0)

− P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

.

Thus,

(P̃n − P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)−R(j−1)

n (P̃
(j−1)
n (P0), P̃n)

−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0) + P̃nD

(j−1)

n,P̃
(j−1)
n (P0)

.

This proves the lemma. 2
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8 Higher order inference for k-th order TMLE

The following also applies to the empirical k-th order TMLE, with the ad-
vantage that the HAL-regularization bias term En is of smaller order than for
the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE. Let En ≡ −

∑k
j=1(P̃n − Pn)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

be the HAL-regularization bias term due to not exactly solving the empirical
efficient influence curve equations for the k TMLEs P̃

(j)
n (P0) using as initial

P0 of Ψ
(j)
n (P0), j = 1, . . . , k. As discussed earlier, under some undersmooth-

ing this term is negligible. We also showed that under some undersmoothing∑k−1
j=1 R

(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0) = OP (n−1) is negligible. Even when not controlled at

this rate n−1), but at a lower rate, it concerns a one-dimensional approxima-
tion, so that this term is not affected by curse of dimensionality.

In addition, Lemma 10 showed that R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) is a k + 1-th or-

der difference under the assumption that P̃nD
(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= 0 for j = 1, . . . , k

(and small otherwise). Therefore, the exact expansion of Theorem 2 for the

HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE P
k,(1),∗
n provides the following higher order

approximation:

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) =

k∑
j=1

(Pn − P0)D
(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

+ rk(n),

where rk(n) represents a term only affected by the curse of dimensionality

through a k + 1-th order difference R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P0), P̃n) (in

addition to some small terms close to OP (n−1)-terms). Let

D̄k
n ≡

k∑
j=1

D
(j)

n,P
k,(j),∗
n

.

This represents the estimate of the influence curve D̄k
n,P0
≡
∑k

j=1D
(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

.

The leading term in this estimated influence curve is D
(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

, since the the

other ones are higher order differences themselves, so that D̄k
n will converge to

the efficient influence curve D
(1)
P0

.
Let

σ2
n ≡

1

n

n∑
i=1

{D̄k
n(Oi)}2

be the sample variance of this estimated influence curve D̄k
n(Oi), i = 1, . . . , n.

This estimate of the variance takes into account the higher order expansion.
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A corresponding 0.95-confidence interval is then given by

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )± 1.96σn/n

1/2.

It is clear that this is a confidence interval that takes into account the exact
expansion up till its k + 1-th order remainder.

Remark: Robust estimation of variance of higher order TMLE For
the sake of the variance estimation σn we recommend using a P 0

n different

from the HAL-MLE P̃
Cn,v
n so that the empirical variances of D

(j)
n are not

underestimated due to the TMLE updates being close to P̃n. In this manner,
we do a better job estimating the desired efficient influence curve D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

(which has a difference P̃n − P̃
(j)
n (P0), while P̃n − P̃

(j)
n (P

(j−1),∗
n ) will be non

reflective of this difference when P 0
n = P̃

Cn,cv
n ). Alternatively, and generally

preferable, one computes a V -fold cross-validated variance σ2
n,cv obtained by

computing the sample variance over the validation sample of an estimator of
D̄k
n,P0

based on plugging in estimators of P0 based on the training sample,
averaged across the V sample splits.

9 Algebra for sequential computation of higher

order canonical gradients

9.1 Sequential computation of the canonical gradients
in terms of adjoint of score operator

Suppose we already computed the canonical gradient D
(1)
P of Ψ. That is, we

have for all paths Pδ0,h with score h

d

dδ0

Ψ(Pδ0,h) = PD
(1)
P h.

Consider now the next parameter Ψ
(1)
n (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P )). We have

d

dδ0

Ψ(1)
n (Pδ0,h) =

d

dδ0

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (Pδ0,h)).

Consider the score operator A
(1)
n,P : TP ⊂ L2

0(P ) → T
P̃

(1)
n (P )

⊂ L2
0(P̃

(1)
n (P ))

defined by A
(1)
n,P (h) = d

dδ0
log p̃

(1)
n (pδ0,h) mapping the score of the original path

pδ,h into the score A
(1)
n,P (h) of the path p̃

(1)
n (pδ,h) through p̃

(1)
n (p). Here, for
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any P ∈ M, TP ⊂ L2
0(P ) is the tangent space of our model M at P . Since

p̃
(1)
n (pδ,h) is a path through p̃

(1)
n (p) with score A

(1)
n,P (h), by definition of the

pathwise derivative of Ψ at P̃
(1)
n (P ), we have

d

dδ0

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (Pδ0,h)) = 〈D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P ))

, A
(1)
n,P (h)〉

P̃
(1)
n (P )

.

Let A
(1),>
n,P : T

P̃
(1)
n (P )

→ TP ⊂ L2
0(P ) be the adjoint of An,P defined by, for any

h ∈ TP and V ∈ T
P̃

(1)
n (P ))

,

〈A(1)
n,P (h), V 〉

P̃
(1)
n (P )

= 〈h,A(1),>
n,P (V )〉P .

Then,
d

dδ0

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n (Pδ0,h) = 〈A(1),>

n,P D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P ))

, h〉P .

This proves that the canonical gradient of Ψ
(1)
n at P is given by

D
(2)
n,P = A

(1),>
n,P D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

∈ TP ⊂ L2
0(P ).

That is, we expressed the next canonical gradient in terms of previous canonical
gradient and the adjoint of the score operator A

(1)
n,P .

Consider now the target parameter Ψ
(2)
n : M → IR defined by Ψ

(2)
n (P ) =

Ψ
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P )). Let A

(2)
n,P : TP ⊂ L2

0(P )→ T
P̃

(2)
n (P )

⊂ L2
0(P̃

(2)
n (P )) be defined by

A
(2)
n,P (h) = d

dδ0
log p̃

(2)
n (pδ0,h). Since P̃

(2)
n (Pδ,h) is a path through P̃

(2)
n (P ) with

score A
(2)
n,P (h), we have, by definition of pathwise differentiability of Ψ

(1)
n at

P̃
(2)
n (P ),

d

dδ0

Ψ(1)
n (P̃ (2)

n (Pδ0,h)) = 〈D(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P )

, A
(2)
n,P (h)〉

P̃
(2)
n (P )

.

Let A
(2),>
n,P : T

P̃
(2)
n (P )

→ TP be the adjoint of A
(2)
n,P . Then, it follows that the

canonical gradient of Ψ
(2)
n at P is given by

D
(3)
n,P = A

(2),>
n,P D

(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P )

∈ TP ⊂ L2
0(P ).

In general, supposes that we computed the canonical gradient D
(j)
n,P ∈ TP

for target parameter Ψ
(j−1)
n :M→ IR and determined a corresponding P̃

(j)
n (P )

TMLE mapping targeting Ψ
(j−1)
n (P0). Our goal is to determine the canonical

gradient of Ψ
(j)
n (P ) = Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P )) at P . Let A

(j)
n,P : TP → T

P̃
(j)
n (P )

be
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defined by A
(j)
n,P (h) = d

dδ0
log p̃

(j)
n (pδ0,h). Let A

(j),>
n,P : T

P̃
(j)
n (P )

→ TP be its adjoint

defined by 〈A(j)
n,P (h), v〉

P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 〈h,A(j),>
n,P (v)〉P . By pathwise differentiability

of Ψ
(j−1)
n at P̃

(j)
n (P ), we have

d

dδ0

Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃ (j)

n (Pδ0,h)) = 〈D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

, A
(j)
n,P (h)〉

P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 〈A(j),>
n,P D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

, h〉P .

Thus, the canonical gradient of Ψ
(j)
n at P is given by

D
(j+1)
n,P = A

(j),>
n,P D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

∈ TP .

So we conclude that one can compute the canonical gradients sequentially,
starting with D

(1)
P and P̃

(1)
n (P ). Given, one has computed D

(j)
n,P and P̃

(j)
n (P ),

one computes 1) the score operator A
(j)
n,P (h) = d

dδ0
log p̃

(j)
n (pδ0,h); 2) its adjoint

A
(j),>
n,P : T

P̃
(j)
n (P )

→ TP ; and one computes 3) D
(j+1)
n,P = A

(j),>
n,P D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

∈ TP ,

and 4) one determines P̃
(j+1)
n (P ) based on a local least favorable path through

P with score D
(j+1)
n,P . The first step is the hard work. The second step is a

matter of Fubini’s theorem, changing order of integration, and is generally not
hard. The third step is just a matter of plugging in, and reorganizing the
terms so it has a convenient form. The fourth step is generally trivial since
one has already determined the type of paths one uses.

9.2 Computation of the adjoint of score operator

So the most important task is to determine the score operator A
(j)
n,P : TP →

T
P̃

(j)
n (P )

and its adjoint A
(j),>
n,P : T

P̃
(j)
n (P )

→ TP . Therefore, in this subsection

we study this task. We focus on nonparametric models M and thereby non-
parametric tangent space TP (M) = L2

0(P ) for all P . For models that have a
non-saturated tangent space, we can first consider the case that the model is
nonparametric, and compute the resulting canonical gradients D

(j)
n,P,nonp. Sub-

sequently, one projects the canonical gradient D
(j)
n,P,nonp for the nonparametric

model onto the tangent space TP (M) to obtain the desired canonical gradient

D
(j)
n,P . Therefore, the task addressed in this subsection for the nonparametric

model is equally relevant for any non-saturated model.

Lemma 12
Setting: Suppose that the modelM is nonparametric; Ψ :M→ IR has canon-
ical gradient D

(1)
P at P ; p̃

(1)
n (p, ε) = (1 + εD

(1)
P )p; p̃

(1)
n (p) = (1 + ε

(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )p,
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where ε
(1)
n (P ) = arg minε P̃nL(p̃

(1)
n (p, ε)), and L(P ) = − log p. Let j ∈ {1, . . . , k−

1} be given and suppose that we already determined p̃
(j)
n (p) = (1+ε

(j)
n (P )D

(j)
n,P )p,

where D
(j)
n,P is the canonical gradient of Ψ

(j−1)
n : M → IR at P defined by

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(j−1)
n (P )); ε

(j)
n (P ) = arg minε P̃nL(p̃

(j)
n (p, ε)); p̃

(j)
n (p, ε) =

(1 + εD
(j)
n,P )p. We want to compute the canonical gradient D

(j+1)
n,P of Ψ

(j)
n at P .

Definitions: Accordingly, the class of paths through p is given by pδ,h =
(1 + δh)p, with h ∈ L2

0(P ). Let A
ε
(j)
n ,P

: L2
0(P )→ IR be defined by A

ε
(j)
n ,P

(h) =
d
dδ0
ε

(j)
n (pδ0,h) as the pathwise derivative of ε

(j)
n : M → IR at P . Let D

ε
(j)
n ,P
∈

L2
0(P ) be the canonical gradient of ε

(j)
n at P so that A

ε
(j)
n ,P

(h) = 〈D
ε
(j)
n ,P

, h〉P .

In addition, let A
D

(j)
n ,P

: L2
0(P )→ L2(P ) be defined by A

D
(j)
n ,P

(h) = d
dδ0
D

(j)
n,Pδ0,h

,

i.e., the pathwise derivative at P of P → D
(j)
n,P considered as mapping fromM

to L2(P ). Let D
(j)
n,p = D

(j)
n,P , but viewed as a functional of the density p instead

of measure P . Let cj,−1
n,P ≡

{
P̃n

D
(j),2
n,P

(1+ε
(j)
n (P )D

(j)
n,P )2

}−1

.

Score operator A
(j)
n,P : We have

A
(j)
n,P (h) ≡ d

dδ0

p̃(j)
n (pδ0,h)/p̃

(j)
n (p)

= h+
A
ε
(j)
n ,P

(h)D
(j)
n,Pp

p̃
(j)
n (p)

+ ε(j)n (P )A
D

(j)
n ,P

(h)
p

p̃
(j)
n (p)

,

where

A
ε
(j)
n ,P

(h) = cj,−1
n,P P

(
pn
p
A
D

(j)
n ,P

(h)
1

(1 + ε
(j)
n (P )D

(j)
n,P )2

)

Let A>
D

(j)
n ,P

: L2(P ) → L2
0(P ) be the adjoint of A

D
(j)
n ,P

: L2
0(P ) → L2(P ) so

that
〈A

D
(j)
n ,P

(h), v〉P = 〈h,A>
D

(j)
n ,P
〉P .

If P 6= P̃n, the canonical gradient D
ε
(j)
n ,P

of A
ε
(j)
n ,P

: L2
0(P ) → IR is given

by:

D
ε
(j)
n ,P

= cj,−1
n,P A

>
D

(j)
n ,P

(
dP̃n
dP

1

(1 + ε
(j)
n (P )D

(j)
n,P )2

)
.

If P = P̃n, then A
ε
(j)
n ,P

(h) = cj,−1
n,P PAD(j)

n ,P
(h) = cj,−1

n,P P
d
dδ0
D

(j)
n,Pδ0,h

= −cj,−1
n,P PDn,Ph

so that D
ε
(j)
n ,P

= −{P̃nD(j),2

n,P̃n
}−1D

(j)

n,P̃n
.
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Adjoint A
(j),>
n,p of score operator: Let A

(j),>
n,P : L2

0(P̃
(j)
n (P )) → L2

0(P ) be

the adjoint of A
(j)
n,P : L2

0(P )→ L2
0(P̃

(j)
n (P )). Then,

A
(j),>
n,P (V ) = V (1 + ε

(j)
n (P )D

(j)
n,P ) +D

ε
(j)
n ,P

EP{V D(j)
n,P}+ ε

(j)
n (P )A>

D
(j)
n ,P

(V ) .

Next canonical gradient D
(j+1)
n,P : The next canonical gradient is thus

given by:

D
(j+1)
n,P = A

(j),>
n,P

(
D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

)
= D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

(1 + ε
(j)
n (P )D

(j)
n,P ) +D

ε
(j)
n ,P

EP{D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

D
(j)
n,P}

+ε
(j)
n (P )A>

D
(j)
n ,P

(
D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

)
.

Finally, for a model in which the tangent space TP is not saturated, one can
still first compute these canonical gradients D

(j)
n,P,nonp for the nonparametric

model with the above formulas, and subsequently project them onto TP . That
is,

D
(j)
n,P = Π(D

(j)
n,P,nonp | TP ).

Notice that indeed A
(j),>
n,P (V ) ∈ L2

0(P ) for a V ∈ L2
0(P̃

(j)
n (P )). In addition,

we can now explicitly verify that D
(j)

n,P̃n
= 0 as predicted by our theory. That

is, if P = P̃n, we have A
(j),>
n,P (V ) = V − {P̃nD(j)2

n,P̃n
}−1D

(j)

n,P̃n
EP̃nV D

(j)

n,P̃n
. If we

apply this to V = D
(j)

n,P̃n
as in the formula for D

(j+1)

P̃n
we obtain

D
(j+1)

n,P̃n
= D

(j)

n,P̃n
− {P̃nD(j)2

n,P̃n
}−1D

(j)

n,P̃n
EP̃n{D

(j)

n,P̃n
}2 = 0.

Roadmap for computing next canonical gradient: Thus, computing
the next canonical gradient is reduced to computing the adjoint A>

D
(j)
n ,P

:

L2(P )→ L2
0(P ) of A

D
(j)
n ,P

: L2
0(P )→ L2(P ) defined by the directional deriva-

tive A
D

(j)
n

(h) = d
dp
D

(j)
n,p(hp) of D

(j)
n at P . Given this adjoint A>

D
(j)
n

the canonical

gradient D
ε
(j)
n ,P

follows and thereby also D
(j+1)
n,P , by the above displayed for-

mulas for D
ε
(j)
n ,P

and D
(j+1)
n,P . From this it also follows that the sequential

computation of D
(j)
n,P mostly requires computing A

D
(j)
n ,P

for the sequentially

defined D
(j)
n,P .
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Analogue formula when ε
(j)
n (P ) is defined as solution of TMLE score

equation. If we define ε
(j)
n (P ) as the solution of P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0 instead of

defining it as an MLE as in the lemma above, then we have that the pathwise
derivative d

dδ0
ε

(j)
n (Pδ0,h) is given by

A
ε
(j)
n ,P

(h) = d
(j),−1
P P̃n

(
d

dp̃
(j)
n (p)

D
(j)

n,p̃
(j)
n (p)

(
p̃(j)
n (p)h

))

+d
(j),−1
P ε(j)n (P )P̃n

(
d

dp̃
(j)
n (p)

D
(j)

n,p̃
(j)
n (p)

(
p
d

dp
D(j)
n,p(hp)

))
,

where

d
(j)
P ≡ −

{
d

dε
(j)
n (P )

P̃nD
(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P,ε

(j)
n (P ))

}
.

Let D
ε
(j)
n ,P

be the canonical gradient again of A
ε
(j)
n ,P

as can be determined

from this expression, so that A
ε
(j)
n ,P

(h) = 〈D
ε
(j)
n ,P

, h〉P . With this modification

of the definition of D
ε
(j)
n ,P

, we now still have that the next canonical gradient

D
(j+1)
n,P is given by the above general formula:

D
(j+1)
n,P = A

(j),>
n,P (D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

)

= D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

(1 + ε
(j)
n (P )D

(j)
n,P ) +D

ε
(j)
n ,P

EP{D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

D
(j)
n,P}

+ε
(j)
n (P )A>

D
(j)
n ,P

(
D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

)
.

The proof of the lemma is presented in the Appendix G.

10 Example I: Nonparametric estimation of

Integrated square of density

Defining the statistical estimation problem: Suppose we observe n i.i.d.
copies of O ∼ P0 and let the statistical model M be locally saturated. Sup-
pose that M is dominated by a measure µ, and let p = dP/dµ for P ∈ M.
Typically, µ is the Lebesgue measure. Let Ψ : M → IR be defined by
Ψ(P ) =

∫
p2(o)dµ(o). Consider the collection of paths {pδ,h = (1 + δh)p : δ}

through p with score h ∈ L2
0(P ) at δ = 0. Ψ is pathwise differentiable at P

along this class of paths with canonical gradient D
(1)
P = 2p(O) − 2Ψ(P ). We

have R(1)(P, P0) ≡ Ψ(P ) − Ψ(P0) + P0D
(1)
P = −

∫
(p − p0)2dµ. This statisti-

cal estimation problem has been viewed as s challenging theoretical estimation
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problem (for example, (Bickel and Ritov, 1988; Gine and Nickl, 2008)). In par-
ticular, the second order remainder is non-forgiving by causing a negative bias
that is immensely affected by the curse of dimensionality, making it particular
suitable for our second order TMLE.

HAL-MLE: Let p̃n be an HAL-MLE of the true density p0. For example,
if O is one-dimensional on interval [0, τ ] one could model the hazard λ(o) =
p(o)/

∫ τ
o
p(x)dx = exp(

∫
[0,τ ]

φu(o)dF (u)) with the exponential link applied to

a linear combination of the HAL-spline basis functions φu(o) = I(o ≥ u) with
knot-point u, where F represents any cadlag function with bounded variation
norm

∫
[0,τ ]
| dF (u) | (with its measure extended to be defined on the edges, so

that it corresponds with the sectional variation norm in (van der Laan, 2015)).
Given a finite set of knot points this model is approximated by exp(

∑
j βjφuj).

The HAL-MLE is then obtained by maximizing the likelihood under the con-
straint that

∑
j | βj |≤ C, where C is the variation norm bound. If O is

multidimensional then one can factorize the density in conditional univariate
densities and apply this same modeling strategy to each conditional density
separately, where one uses either a separate C for each conditional density or
one can define a single C as the L1-norm of the stacked vector of coefficients
across the different conditional densities. The variation norm C ≥ Cn,cv repre-
sents a tuning parameter for the k-th order TMLE that measures the degree of
undersmoothing used in the HAL-MLE P̃n. For an implementation of such an
HAL-MLE in this particular estimation problem, we refer to (Cai and van der
Laan, 2020).

Local least favorable path for first order TMLE-update: Let p̃
(1)
n (p) =

(1 + ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )p be the HAL-regularized TMLE update of p using the local

least favorable path p̃
(1)
n (p, ε) = (1+εD

(1)
P )p and MLE ε

(1)
n (P ) = arg maxε P̃n log p̃

(1)
n (p, ε)

of its unknown coefficient ε, where we assume that the P is chosen close enough
to P0 or P̃n so that ε

(1)
n (p) is small enough so that p̃

(1)
n (p, ε

(1)
n (p)) is a density.

This defines the second order target estimand Ψ
(1)
n : M → IR defined by

Ψ
(1)
n (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P )).

To define the second order TMLE, we need to compute the canonical gra-
dient D

(2)
n,P of Ψ

(1)
n (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P )), which we obtain by applying Lemma

12.

Lemma 13 Define the scalars

c
(1)
n,P = P̃n

D
(1),2
P

(1 + ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

dP ≡ EP{D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

D
(1)
P }c

(1),−1
n,P .
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The second order canonical gradient D
(2)
n,P is given by

D
(2)
n,P = A

(1),>
n,P (D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)

= D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

(1 + ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )

+2dP

{
p̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2
− 2pP̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

}
−2dPP

{
p̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

}
+4dPΨ(P )P̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

+2ε
(1)
n (P )p

(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

− 2EPD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)
−2ε

(1)
n (P )P

{
p
(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

− 2EPD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)}
.

Note that at P = P̃n we have dP = 1, and

D
(2)

n,P̃n
= D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

− 2p̃n − 2Ψ(P̃n) + 4Ψ(P̃n)

= 2p̃n − 2Ψ(P̃n)− 2p̃n + 2Ψ(P̃n) = 0,

as predicted by theory.

10.1 The second order TMLE.

Let p̃
(2)
n (p, ε) = (1+εD

(2)
n,p)p, and let P̃

(2)
n (P ) be a P̃n-based TMLE update based

on the universal least favorable path implied by this local least favorable path
so that P̃nD

(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P )

= 0 exactly.

Let P 0
n be an initial estimator such as HAL-MLE P̃

Cn,cv
n in which the L1-

norm is selected with cross-validation. We then compute p̃
(2)
n (p0

n), which is the

TMLE of Ψ
(1)
n (P0). Subsequently, we compute the TMLE p̃

(1)
n p̃

(2)
n (p0

n) targeting

Ψ(P0) that uses p̃
(2)
n (p0

n) as initial estimator. If the first order TMLE-update

ε
(1)
n (p̃

(2)
n (p0

n)) is too large to preserve the density condition, then we make a

smaller step ε, and update p0
n with p1

n = p̃
(1)
n (p̃

(2)
n (p0

n)), redo p̃
(2)
n (p1

n) with this

initial estimator p1
n, compute p̃

(1)
n (p1

n) (possibly with small fixed ε-step again),

and and iterate this a few times till the full MLE ε
(1)
n works. Asymptotically,

with probability tending to 1, p̃
(1)
n p̃

(2)
n (p0

n) is already well defined at the first
time.

The second order TMLE of Ψ(P0) is given by Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)). We can

iterate this by replacing the initial estimator P 0
n by P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), and thereby
use the iterative second order TMLE. In the sequel let P 0

n either be the original
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initial estimator or a few times updated second order TMLE. We always have
P̃nD

(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
= 0, and, by using a few times iterated second order TMLE we

also have that P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)
≈ 0 at user supplied precision.

10.2 Exact expansion of the second order TMLE

By our general exact expansion for the second order TMLE we have

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P0), P0)

+(Pn − P0)D
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

+R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P0), P0)

+R
(2)
n (P

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(2)
n (P

(2)
n (P0), P̃n)

−PnD(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

− PnD(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

.

We have R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P0), P0) = −

∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p0)−p0)2dx. By Lemma 3, we also have

that

R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)
+ P̃nD

(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
.

Due to using a TMLE P̃ 2
n(P 0

n) that solves its target score equation P̃nD
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
=

0, and by using an iterative second order TMLE, we also have that P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)
≈

0. So we have that

R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n).

Again, by Lemma 3,

R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P0), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0)

+ P̃nD
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

.

By definition of P̃
(2)
n (P ) as a TMLE exactly solving its target score equation,

we also have P̃nD
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

= 0.

So we obtain

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P0), P0)

+(Pn − P0)D
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

+R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P0), P0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0), P̃n)

+P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0)

− PnD(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

− PnD(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

.
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Lemma 4 shows that the empirical mean of the efficient scores at P0 (i.e. of

one-dimensional correct parametric models) are bounded by (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)
P0

and

OP (n−1), so that by some undersmoothing of P̃n these are nicely controlled.

Since R(1)(P, P0) and R
(2)
n (P, P0) are quadratic differences in p − p0, and

P̃
(1)
n (P0) and P̃

(2)
n (P0) are standard MLEs in simple correct parametric models,

we have

R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P0), P0) = OP ({ε(1)

n (P0)}2) = OP (P̃n − Pn)2D
(1)
P0

)) +OP (n−1),

and R
(2)
n (P

(2)
n (P0), P0) = OP ((P̃n − Pn)2D

(2)
n,P0

) + OP (n−1), as well. So, under

undersmoothing of the HAL-MLE so that (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

= oP (n−1/2) this
will be OP (n−1) (Lemma 4. So we conclude that the only real remainder in

this exact expansion is given by R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0), P̃n),

whose third order structure is shown next.

10.3 Second order inference based on second order TMLE

Let Dn = D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)
+ D

(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
and σ2

n = PnD
2
n be the sample variance of

this estimated influence curve Dn. Then, Ψ(P
2,(1),∗
n )± 1.96σn/n

1/2 is an 0.95-
confidence interval that takes into account the second order expansion and
thereby only ignores a third order contribution.

10.4 The exact third order remainder in the expansion
of the second order TMLE

We will now derive a representation of the third order remainderR
(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n P

(2)
n (P ), P̃n).

Let P ∗n = P̃
(2)
n (P ). Recall R(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = −

∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p∗n) − p̃n)2dx. Since

R
(1)
n (P, P̃n) is a second order polynomial difference in P and P̃n, Lemma 7

shows that

R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R(1),+(P̃ (1)

n (P ∗n), P̃n) + 1/2P̃nD
(2)
n,P ∗n

,

so that, by our definition of P̃
(2)
n (P ) with P̃nD

(2)
n,P ∗n

= 0, we have

R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R(1),+(P̃ (1)

n (P ∗n), P̃n).

The representation ofR(1),+(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) is derived by assuming d

dp∗n

∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p∗n)−

p̃
(1)
n (p̃n))2dx(p∗n − p̃n) = 0. That is, one assumes for the sake of derivation of
R(1),+

2

∫
(p̃(1)
n (p∗n)− p̃(1)

n (p̃n))
d

dp∗n
p̃(1)
n (p∗n)(p∗n − p̃n)dx = 0.
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As in Lemma 7, we have∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n)2dµ

=
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n)
(
p̃

(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n)− d
dp∗n
p̃

(1)
n (p∗n)(p̃n − p∗n)

)
dx

+
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n)) d
dp∗n
p̃

(1)
n (p∗n)(p̃n − p∗n)dx

≡
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))R
2,p∗n,p̃

(1)
n ()

(p̃n, p
∗
n)dx.

Thus, we have

R(1),+(P̃ (1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = −

∫
(p̃(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))R
2,p∗n,p̃

(1)
n ()

(p̃n, p
∗
n)dx,

which already shows the third order difference of this term. More concretely,
we can determine the type of third order terms included in this expression, as
presented in the next lemma.

Lemma 14 For a P ∗n = P̃
(2)
n (P ), we have

R(1)(P̃ (1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = −

∫
(p̃(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))R
2,p∗n,p̃

(1)
n ()

(p̃n, p
∗
n)dx.

Let

R2,p,ε()(p̃n, p) = ε(1)
n (p̃n)− ε(1)

n (p)− d

dp
ε(1)
n (p)(p̃n − p).

More concretely,

−R(1)(p̃
(1)
n (p∗n), p̃n) =

∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))2dx

=
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))R
2,p∗n,p̃

(1)
n ()

(p̃n, p
∗
n)dx

=
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))(ε
(1)
n (p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n
− ε(1)

n (p)D
(1)
p )(p̃n − p)dx

+
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))D
(1)
p pR

2,ε
(1)
n ,p

(p̃n, p)dx

−2ε
(1)
n (p)

∫
(p̃n − p)2dx

∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))pdx

The first two terms are third order differences and the last term is a fourth
order difference.

We can also work out the second order difference R2,p,ε()(p̃n, p), but the above
terms are completely representative of the extra terms generated by this term.
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10.5 Concluding remark

We conclude that the square remainder for the first order TMLE of
∫
p2dµ

has been replaced by a sum of third order differences that also involve a lot of
cancelation due to integration of products of differences. That is, we did not
only improve the order of difference from second to third order, but we also
made the terms smaller due to involving cancelations. In fact, neither term is a
square as R(1)(P̃

(1)(P )
n , P0), and thereby has a predictable sign. Therefore, the

second order TMLE can be expected to have significantly better finite sample
performance, and allows for much better inference than the first order TMLE
whose inference suffers from a pure negative bias term R(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P 0

n), P0) that
would be ignored by a Wald-type confidence interval.

11 Example II: Nonparametric estimation of

the treatment specific mean

11.1 Formulation of estimation problem.

Let O = (W,A, Y ) ∼ P0 and let the statistical model M be nonparametric.
Suppose that A and Y are binary. Let Ψ(P ) = EPEP (Y | W,A = 1) be the
target parameter. Let qW , q and g be the marginal density of W , conditional
density of Y , given W,A, and conditional density of A, given W , respectively.
Let q̄(W,A) = EP (Y | W,A) and ḡ(W ) = g(1 | W ). Let q̄1(W ) = EP (Y |
W,A = 1). Let qW,n be the empirical distribution of W1, . . . ,Wn, and the
marginal distribution q̃W,n of P̃n is also set equal to this empirical distribution
qW,n. Since the marginal distribution of W under P 0

n and P̃n are equal, any
higher order TMLE updates would not result in an update of qW,n. We can
decompose

Ψ(qWn , q̄)−Ψ(qW,0, q̄0) = Ψ(qW,0, q̄)−Ψ(qW,0, q̄0) + (Pn − P0)q̄1.

Therefore, for the sake of computing the necessary canonical gradients and
exact remainders for the second order TMLE, we can focus on the target
parameter Ψ(q̄) = EP0 q̄(W, 1) treating the expectation over W as given. The

resulting second order TMLE q̄
2,(1),∗
n of q̄0 combined with the empirical qW,n

provides then the desired second order TMLE Ψ(qW,n, q̄
(2,(1),∗
n ) of Ψ(P0) =

Ψ(qW,0, q̄0).

The canonical gradient of Ψ(q̄) = EP0 q̄(1,W ) at P is given by D
(1)
P (O) =

A/ḡ(W )(Y − q̄(W,A)). The exact remainder for Ψ is given by R(1)(P, P0) ≡
Ψ0(P )−Ψ0(P0) + P0D

(1)
P = P0(q̄1 − q̄10) ḡ−ḡ0

ḡ
.
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Class of paths: As paths through the conditional density q(Y | W,A), we
consider Logitqδ,C1(1 | W,A) = Logitq(1 | W,A)+δC1(W,A) for a function C1.
This path has a score h1(W,A, Y ) = d

dδ0
log qδ0,C1 = C1(W,A)(Y −q(1 | W,A)).

Similarly, we define paths through g by Logitgδ,C2(1 | W ) = Logitg(1 | W ) +
δC2 for a function C2(W ). This path has score h2(W,A) = d

dδ0
log gδ0,C2 =

C2(W )(A − g(1 | W )). Let h = (h1, h2). These two paths imply a path
through the data density p given by pδ,h = qW,0gδ,h1qδ,h2 . The score of this
path through P is given by Sh1,h2 = h1 + h2:

Sh1,h2 = C1(W,A)(Y − q(1 | W,A)) + C2(W )(A− g(1 | W )).

11.2 HAL-MLE

Let p̃n = (q̃W,n, q̃n, g̃n) be an HAL-MLE of p0 = (qW,0, q̄0, ḡ0). The HAL-MLE
q̃Cn is computed with linear logistic regression of Y on the zero order splines
I((W,A) > uj) indexed by knot-points uj and constraining the L1-norm of the
coefficient vector by C. Similarly, g̃Cn is computed with logistic linear regression
of A on zero order splines I(W > uj), and constraining the L1-norm of the
coefficient vector by C. The L1-norm bounds (Cy, Ca) for these two HAL-
MLEs can be data adaptively selected, but are chosen to be larger than their
respective cross-validation selectors Cy,n,cv and Ca,n,cv. Both HAL-MLEs can
be computed with the R-function HAL9001 based on glmnet.

11.3 First order TMLE-update

We will interchange p = (q, g). Let p̃(1)(p, ε) = qWgq̃
(1)(p, ε), where

Logitq̃(1)(q, g, ε)(1 | W,A) = Logitq(1 | W,A) + εCg(W,A)

and Cg ≡ A/ḡ(W ). Let ε
(1)
n (p) = arg maxε P̃n log q̃(1)(q, g, ε) be the MLE of ε

under the HAL-MLE P̃n. This defines the first order TMLE-update q̃
(1)
n (p) =

q̃(1)(p, ε
(1)
n (p)) of q. The corresponding first order TMLE-update of p is given

by p̃
(1)
n (p) = p̃(1)(p, ε

(1)
n (p)) = qWgq̃

(1)
n (p). Notice that only q is updated, while

g is not. Let q̄
(1)
n (p) = q̃

(1)
n (p)(1 | W,A) be the corresponding first order

TMLE-update of q̄. We use notation q̄
(1)
n (p)(1) for q̄

(1)
n (p)(W, 1). Notice that

P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

= 0 exactly.

This now defines the first order target parameter Ψ
(1)
n (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P ))

defined by
Ψ(1)
n (P ) = Ψ(q̃(1)

n (P )) = EP0 q̄
(1)
n (p).
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11.4 Second order canonical gradient.

We need to compute the score operatorA
(1)
n,P (h) = d

δ0
log p̃

(1)
n (pδ0,h) = d

dδ0
p̃

(1)
n (pδ0,h)/p̃

(1)
n (p).

The numerator equals d
dp
p̃

(1)
n (p)( d

dδ0
pδ0,h) = d

dp
p̃

(1)
n (p)(ph̄), where h̄ = h1 + h2.

This shows that the score operator is linear mapping in h̄ = h1 + h2 ∈
L2

0(P ). Due to factorization of p̃
(1)
n (p) = qWgq̃

(1)
n (q, g) it follows that A

(1)
n,P (h̄) =

A
(1)
n,p,1(h1) + A

(1)
n,p,2(h2), where A

(1)
n,p,1 : L2

0(q)→ L2
0(P̃

(1)
n (p)) is defined by

A
(1)
n,p,1(h1) =

d
δ0
q̃

(1)
n (qδ0,h1 , g)

q̃
(1)
n (q, g)

,

and An,p,2 : L2
0(g)→ L2

0(P̃
(1)
n (P )) is given by

A
(1)
n,p,2(h2) = h2 +

d
dδ0
q̃

(1)
n (q, gδ0,h2)

q̃
(1)
n (q, g)

.

The following lemma establishes the precise forms of these two score operators.

Lemma 15 Define

c
(1)
P = P̃nC

2
g q̄

(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p)) = P g̃n
ḡ2 q̄

(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(1).

We have

An,p,1(h1) = d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (qδ0,h1 , g)

= C1(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g)(W,A))

−c(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgC1q̄

(1)
n (q, g)(1− q̄(1)

n (q, g))
}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)),

and

An,p,2(h2) = h2 + d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (q, gδ0)

= h2 − ε(1)
n (q, g)A

ḡ
h2(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

−c(1),−1
P

{
P̃n

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)

(
Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)
)}

Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

+c
(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgε

(1)
n (q, g)A

ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)q̄

(1)
n (q, q)(1− q̄(1)

n (q, g))
}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)).

Subsequently, as shown in Appendix, we determine the adjoints of these
two score operators and apply them to D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

to obtain the desired second

order canonical gradient, and, specifically, its two components corresponding
with the dependence on P through q(P ) and g(P ), respectively.
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Lemma 16 Define

c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
= c

(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
ḡ

=
{
P g̃n
ḡ2 q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
}−1

P q̄
(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
ḡ

.

We have
D

(2)
n,P,1 = A>n,p,1(D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

)

= A
ḡ
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(Y − q̄).

This represents the canonical gradient of q → Ψ
(1)
n (q, g). The second order

canonical gradient D
(2)
n,P is given by D

(2)
n,P = D

(2)
n,P,1 +D

(2)
n,P,2, where D

(2)
n,P,2 is the

canonical gradient of g → Ψ
(1)
n (q, g):

D
(2)
n,P,2 = A>n,p,2(D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

)

= −ε(1)
n (p) q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)
ḡ2

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(A− ḡ)

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(A− ḡ).

Thus, we have

D
(2)
n,P = A

ḡ
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(Y − q̄)

−ε(1)
n (p) q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)
ḡ2

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(A− ḡ)

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(A− ḡ).

We note that at P = P̃n we have q̄
(1)
n (p) = q̄; g̃n = ḡ; ε

(1)
n (p) = 0; C

(1)

P̃n
=

P q̄(1−q̄)/ḡ, where the latter cancels with P{1
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)}, and thereby

D
(2)

n,P̃n,1
=
A

ḡ
(Y − q̄)− Cg(Y − q̄) = 0.

Note also that D
(2)

n,P̃n,2
= 0. Thus, we indeed have that D

(2)

n,P̃n
= 0.

11.5 The second order TMLE update of initial estima-
tor

Define

Cy
n,P ≡ A

ḡ
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
Ca
n,P ≡ −ε

(1)
n (p) q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
ḡ2

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1)).
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Notice that

D
(2)
n,P = Cy

n,P (W,A)(Y − q̄(W,A)) + Ca
n,P (A− ḡ(W )).

We define a least favorable path {P̃ (2)
n (P, ε) : ε = (ε1, ε2)} through q and g

targeting Ψ
(1)
n (P0):

Logitq̄
(2)
n (p, ε) = Logitq̄ + ε1C

y
n,P

Logitḡ
(2)
n (p, ε) = Logitḡ + ε2C

a
n,P .

Note that the resulting density

p̃(2)
n (p, ε)(W,A, Y ) = qW,ng̃

(2)
n (p, ε2)(A | W )q̃(2)

n (p, ε1)(Y | W,A)

is a submodel through p at ε = 0 with scores Cy
n,P (W,A)(Y − q̄(1,W )) and

Ca
n,P (A− ḡ(W )), which thus spans D

(2)
n,P .

11.6 The second order TMLE for the treatment specific
mean

Initial estimator: Let p0
n = (qW,n, ḡ

0
n, q̄

0
n) be an initial density estimator with

qW,n being the empirical probability density with mass 1/n on each Wi,
i = 1, . . . , n. ḡ0

n and q̄0
n are initial estimators of P (A = 1 | W ) and

P (Y = 1 | W,A), respectively, such as a logistic regression based HAL-
MLE using cross-validation to select the L1-norm of its coefficient vector
or a super learner including such HAL-MLEs.

HAL-MLE: Recall the HAL-MLE P̃C
n = (qW,n, g̃

Ca
n , q̃

Cy
n ) indexed by L1-norm

bounds on the coefficient vectors. Let P̃n be the HAL-MLE correspond-
ing with a data adaptive selector Cn.

Computing clever covariates for second order TMLE update: The es-
timators P̃n and P 0

n map into Cy
n,P 0

n
and Ca

n,P 0
n
. Specifically, the evaluation

of these clever covariates relies on ḡ0
n; g̃n; q̄0

n; and the first order TMLE

update q̄
(1)
n (ḡ0

n, q̄
0
n), which involves computing the HAL-regularized MLE

ε
(1)
n (P 0

n) = arg minε P̃nL(q̃
(1)
n (p0

n, ε)).

Computing the first order MLE: Notice that ε
(1)
n (P 0

n) solves

0 = P̃nCg0
n
(Y − q̄(1)

n (q0
n, g

0
n, ε))

= Pn
g̃n
ḡ0
n

(
q̃n(1)− 1

1+exp
(
− log q̄0

n/(1−q̄0
n)−εC

g0n

)
)
.
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This could be computed with a grid search. One might also compute
ε

(1)
n (P 0

n) with univariate logistic regression using as outcome (proportion-

valued) q̃
(1)
n (Wi, 1) = P̃n(Y = 1 | W = Wi, A = 1), off-set log q̄0

n/(1 −
q̄0
n)(Wi, 1), and single covariate Cg0

n
(Wi, 1) = 1/ḡ0

n(Wi), using weights

g̃n/ḡ
0
n(Wi) = P̃n(A = 1 | W = Wi)/P

0
n(A = 1 | W = Wi) (our experience

is that logistic regression can be unstable when using it in this manner,
so that a grid search is preferable).

Computing the second order TMLE update: We can now compute P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n , ε
(2)
n (P 0

n))
as

Logitq̄
(2)
n (p0

n, ε
(2)
1n ) = Logitq̄ + ε

(2)
1nC

y
n,P 0

n

Logitḡ
(2)
n (p0

n, ε
(2)
2n ) = Logitḡ + ε

(2)
2nC

a
n,P 0

n
,

where ε
(2)
1n = arg maxε P̃n log q̃

(2)
n (p0

n, ε) and ε
(2)
2n = arg maxε P̃n log g̃

(2)
n (p0

n), ε).

If we use the empirical TMLE update, then the coefficient ε
(2)
1n is fitted

with standard univariate logistic regression of Yi on (Wi, Ai) using as
off-set log q̄0

n/(1 − q̄0
n)(Wi, Ai), and univariate covariate Cy

n,P 0
n
(Wi, Ai).

Similarly, in that case the coefficient ε
(2)
2n is fitted with standard univari-

ate logistic regression of Ai on Wi using as off-set log ḡ0
n/(1 − ḡ0

n)(Wi),
and univariate covariate Ca

n,P 0
n
(Wi). Similarly, the regularized TMLE up-

dates can be obtained by solving the score equations, as discussed above.
This provides us with q̃

(2)
n (p0

n) and g̃
(2)
n (p0

n) while the empirical measure
qW,n for W remains unchanged.

We could also use a iterative TMLE or universal least favorable path
TMLE, which then exactly solves P̃nD

(2)

P
(2)
n (P 0

n)
= 0. The latter was carried

out in our simulation study.

Computing the first order TMLE update: We now compute the first or-
der TMLE P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n) targeting Ψ(P0) using P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n) as initial esti-

mator and using P̃n to compute the MLE update. Let ḡ
(2),∗
n = ḡ

(2)
n (P 0

n)

and q̄
(2),∗
n = q̄

(2)
n (P 0

n). This first order TMLE does not update ḡ
(2)
n (P 0

n)

and just computes q̄
(1)
n (ḡ

(2)
n (P 0

n), q̄
(2)
n (P 0

n)) obtained by maximizing the
P̃n-logistic regression log-likelihood with outcome Y , using as off-set
log(q̄

(2),∗
n /(1 − q̄

(2),∗
n )(W,A), and single covariate C

ḡ
(2),∗
n

= A/ḡ
(2),∗
n (W ).

Let’s denote this update with q̄
(1)
n (p

(2),∗
n ). One can compute ε

(1)
n (q̄

(2),∗
n , ḡ

(2),∗
n )
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by solving

0 = P̃nCḡ(2),∗
n

(Y − q̄(1)
n (q̄

(2),∗
n , ḡ

(2),∗
n , ε))

= Pn
g̃n

ḡ
(2),∗
n

(
q̃n(1)− 1

1+exp

(
− log q̄

(2),∗
n /(1−q̄(2),∗

n )−εC
ḡ
(2),∗
n

)
)
.

Final second order TMLE of target estimand: Let P
2,(1),∗
n = P̃

(1)
n (P

(2),∗
n )

be this second order TMLE of P0. Our second order TMLE of Ψ(P0) is

given by Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P

(2),∗
n ) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 q̄

(1)
n (p

(2),∗
n )(Wi, 1).

Note that we always have P̃nD
(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0 and P̃nD
(2)

n,P
(2),∗
n

= 0. We want

these equations also solved under Pn at oP (n−1/2), such as making its
absolute value smaller than σ1n/(n

1/2 log n). Some undersmoothing of
P̃n might be needed to achieve this threshold.

Iterative second order TMLE: If we use a single step so that P̃nD
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)

will not be zero exactly, then we can iterate the second order TMLE a
few times (i.e. replace P 0

n by P
2,(1),∗
n and iterate) so that we will still

have P̃nD
(2)

n,P
(2),∗
n

≈ 0 at user supplied precision, beyond the guaranteed

P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P

(2),∗
n

= 0.

11.7 Targeted selection of amount of undersmoothing
for HAL-MLEs

Recall that the second order TMLE P
2,(1),∗
n is indexed by the L1-norm bound C

in the HAL-MLE P̃n. Thus, we can denote it with P
2,(1),∗
n,C , where C = (C1, C2)

is the L1-norm bound for the HAL-MLEs q̃n and g̃n of q̄0 = E0(Y | A = 1,W )

and ḡ0 = E0(A | W ), respectively. Let ψn(C) ≡ Ψ(P
2,(1),∗
n,C ) be the resulting

plug-in second order TMLE of Ψ(P0). For each choice of C we can also estimate

the variance of Dn = D
(1)
n + D

(2)
n , the natural plug-in estimate of the sum

of the first and second order efficient influence curve D
(1)
P0

and D
(2)
n,P0

. Let’s
denote this variance with σ2

n(C), which will generally be increasing in C. Let
ψn(C) ± 1.96σn(C)/n1/2 be a C-specific confidence interval. We now search
among C > Cn,cv for a local optimum of either the lower or the upper bound
of this confidence band: if ψn(C) is increasing, then we maximize the lower
bounds and if ψn(C) is decreasing, then we minimize the upper bounds. This
corresponds with solving d

dC
ψn(C)±1.96 d

dC
σn(C)/n1/2 ≈ 0. This is essentially

Lepski’s method trading off bias and variance for ψn(C). One can think of
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this as a method that keeps increasing C > Cn,cv till ψn(C) reaches a plateau,
so that its changes are washed out by the noise.

11.8 Exact expansion for the second order TMLE and
second order inference

We have R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P0), P0) = 0 since g0 is not updated by P̃

(1)
n (P0) and

R(1)(P, P0) = 0 if g(P ) = g(P0). Since P̃
(2)
n (P0) is a standard MLE in a

2-dimensional correctly specified parametric model, and we undersmooth so
that (P̃n−Pn)D

(2)
n,P0

= oP (n−1/2), by the analogue of Lemma 4 for ε
(2)
n (P0), we

have R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P0), P0) = OP (n−1).

By our general exact expansion for the second order TMLE of Theorem 2
we have

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P0), P0)

+(Pn − P0)D
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

+R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P0), P0)

+R
(2)
n (P

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(2)
n (P

(2)
n (P0), P̃n)

+(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

− PnD(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P0)

= (Pn − P0)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+ (Pn − P0)D
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

+R
(2)
n (P

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(2)
n (P

(2)
n (P0), P̃n)

+(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+ (P̃n − Pn)D
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P0)

+OP (n−1).

Due toD(2) already being a first order difference, we will have (P̃n−Pn)D
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P0)

≈

OP (n−1) under undersmoothing of P̃n, so that we can declare this term as neg-

ligible. Assuming we used a TMLE update so that P̃nD
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P )

= 0, by Lemma

3, we also have that

R
(2)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n) = R(1)(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n)− P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P )

+ P̃nD
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P )

= R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n).

So in the case that P̃nD
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P )

= 0, we have

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+ (Pn − P0)D
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(1)(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0), P̃n)

+(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+OP (n−1).
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The term (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

is bounded by (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)
P0

and is well behaved

and OP (n−2/3) under our level of undersmoothing of P̃n (Lemma 4).
So we conclude that the remainder is driven by the R(1)-difference, which

will be a third order term by our general theory, and as shown below for this
example.

11.9 Second order inference based on the second order
TMLE

Let Dn = D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)
+D

(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
and σ2

n = PnD
2
n be the sample variance of

this estimated influence curve Dn. Then, Ψ(P
2,(1),∗
n )± 1.96σn/n

1/2 is an 0.95-
confidence interval that takes into account the second order expansion and
thereby only ignores a third order contribution coming from the difference of
the R(1)(·, P̃n)-remainder. Notice

Dn = Cy

n,P
(2),∗
n

(Y − q̄(2),∗
n ) + Ca

n,P
(2),∗
n

(A− ḡ(2),∗
n ) + C

ḡ
(2),∗
n

(Y − q̄(1)
n (p(2),∗

n )),

where P
(2),∗
n is the TMLE P

(2)
n (P 0

n) targeting Ψ
(1)
n (P0) and q̃

(1)
n (p

(2),∗
n ) is the

TMLE of q̄0 targeting Ψ(P0) using as initial estimator this P
(2),∗
n .

11.10 Determining the third order remainder for the
second order TMLE.

By Lemma 3, given that R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n) is a second order difference, it al-

lows a representation R(1),+(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n) + 1/2 d

dP
R(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ), P̃n)(P − P̃n),

which will be applied to P = P̃
(2)
n (P ), so that the directional derivative equals

−P̃nD(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P )

. The term R(1),+ is then a generalized third order difference.

Depending on the definition of P̃
(2)
n (P ), we either have P̃nD

(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P )

= 0 or it

equals (Pn − P̃n)D
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P )

. Our third order remainder in the exact expansion

equals the difference of this representation at P = P 0
n and P = P0. So our job

is to determine the form of this R(1),+(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n) in this example. The

following lemma provides this result.
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Lemma 17 Let P ∗n = P̃
(2)
n (P ) for some P ∈M. Let

R
2,q̃

(1)
n ,p∗n

(p∗n, p̃n) ≡ q̃
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃(1)

n (p̃n)− d
dq∗n
q̃

(1)
n (q∗n, g

∗
n)(q∗n − q̃n)

− d
dg∗n
q̃

(1)
n (q∗n, g

∗
n)(g∗n − g̃n)

R(1),p,+,a(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n)) = 1/2P̃nR2,q̃

(1)
n ,p∗n

(p∗n, p̃n) ḡ
∗
n−g̃n
g̃n

R(1),+,b(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = 1/2P̃n

d
dp∗n
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)(p∗n − p̃n) (ḡ∗n−g̃n)2

ḡ∗ng̃n

−P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n) 1

g̃n(ḡ∗n)2 (ḡ∗n − g̃n)3.

Then,

R(1),+(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R(1),p,+,a(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃

(1)
n (P̃n)) +R(1),+,b(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n),

and
R(1)(P̃ (1)

n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R(1),+(P̃ (1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n)− 1/2P̃nD

(2)
n,P ∗n

.

The proof of this lemma is presented in the Appendix I. Thus, R(1),+(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ), P̃n)

is a sum of three third and fourth order differences. This sum could be written
itself as a third order difference, by combining the last two terms in R(1),+,b in
a single third order difference. Alternatively, it can be represented as a sum
of a third order polynomial difference and fourth order difference.

11.11 The trade-off in selecting the variation norm for
the HAL-MLE

The HAL-regularized second order TMLE is indexed by the L1-norm C used
in P̃n, possibly, a separate C1 for the HAL-MLE g̃n of ḡ0 and C2 for q̃n of q̄0.
There is a minor trade-off when selecting C ≥ Cn,cv: one wants P̃n to be a

good estimator of P0 under the restriction that (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

≈ 0.

Specifically, this is seen as follows. Firstly, D
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P0)

involves ratios g̃n/ḡ
(2)
n (p0)

and q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p̃

(2)
n (p0)), so that one wants g̃n and q̃n to be good estimators of

g̃
(2)
n (p0) ≈ ḡ0 and q̃

(1)
n (p̃

(2)
n (p0)) ≈ q̄0. One also wants that if ḡ0 ≈ 0, then g̃n ≈ 0

so that the ratio g̃n/g̃
(2)
n (p0) is well behaved. Similarly, R(1)(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0), P̃n)

will be rewarded by p̃n being a good estimator of p0. The termR(1),+(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)
is rewarded by P 0

n not being different from P̃n. So all these terms are only
concerned with P̃n being a good estimator of P0, suggesting C ≈ Cn,cv. The
only term that suggests some undersmoothing of P̃n might be needed is that
(P̃n − Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

has to be small (and this will generally also take care that
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(P̃n − Pn)D
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P0)

is small as well). This is generally a small well behaved

term, but to make it oP (n−1/2) a weak amount of undersmoothing might be
needed.

In this subsection we provide more details of how undersmoothing the
HAL-MLE reduces this term. By Lemma 4, we have (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

is

bounded by (P̃n − Pn)A/ḡ0(Y − q̄0).
Contribution of HAL-MLE q̃n: An HAL-MLE q̃n approximately solves

Pnφj(Y − q̃n) ≈ 0 for the basis functions φj that have non-zero coefficients in
the HAL-MLE fit q̃n: it solves all scores along paths that keep the L1-norm
identical, so there is only a single constraint obstructing the HAL-MLE to
solve these score equations exactly. Let φj(W, 1) be the spline basis functions
evaluated at A = 1. However, Pnφj(W, 1)q̃n(W, 1) = P̃nφjY , using that the
distribution of W under P̃n equals the empirical measure. Therefore Pnφj(Y −
q̃n) = PnφjY − P̃nφjY = (Pn− P̃n)φjY . Thus an HAL-MLE q̃n approximately
solves (Pn − P̃n)φjY = 0 across all its selected basis functions, and therefore
(Pn − P̃n)φn(W,A)Y ≈ 0 for any function φn in the linear span of these basis
functions φj. We need to solve (Pn − P̃n)A/ḡ0(W )(Y − q̄0). Thus, the score
equations solved by the HAL-MLE q̃n take care that we approximately solve
(Pn − P̃n)A/ḡ0Y .

Contribution of HAL-MLE g̃n: We also need to solve (Pn−P̃n)(A/ḡ0)q̄0 =
(Pn − P̃n) q̄0

ḡ0
A. Now we can use that g̃n is an HAL-MLE that approximately

solves Pnφj(A − g̃n) = 0 where φj are the basis functions with non-zero
coefficients in g̃n. As above it follows that (Pn − P̃n)φjA ≈ 0 and thus
(Pn − P̃n)φnA ≈ 0 for φn in the linear span of these basis functions φj. This

linear span approximates q̄0(W,1)
ḡ0(W )

, showing that also (Pn − P̃n) q̄0
ḡ0
A ≈ 0.

Therefore, we conclude that the combined set of score equations solved by
the two HAL-MLEs g̃n and q̃n together approximately span (Pn−P̃n)A/ḡ0(Y −
q̄0). This proves that indeed the bound C = (C1, C2) can be tuned to make

this term (Pn − P̃n)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

≈ 0 and negligible relative to the third order

contributions.

11.12 Second order TMLE for continuous outcome.

In the Appendix K we derive the second order canonical gradient for the case
that Y is a continuous outcome; we use a linear regression least favorable
path q̄(1)(p, ε) = q̄ + εA/ḡ; least squares regression ε

(1)
n (p) = arg minεEP̃n(Y −

q̄
(1)
n (p, ε))2 as MLE-step, and q̄

(1)
n (p) = q̄

(1)
n (p, ε

(1)
n (p)). Here one can decide to

move 1/ḡ in the weight of the squared error loss and use q̄
(1)
n (p) = q̄ + εA
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instead. Lemma 22 in Appendix K shows that the canonical gradient D
(2)
n,P =

D
(2)
n,P,1 +D

(2)
n,P,2 for Ψ

(1)
n (P ) = E0q̄

(1)
n (P ) is now given by

D
(2)
n,P = Cg

ḡ−g̃n
ḡ

(Y − q̄)
+ε

(1)
n (p) g̃n−ḡ

ḡ3 (A− ḡ)

− g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))(A− ḡ),

and the first term represent D
(2)
n,P,1. Notice that this formula corresponds with

the formula for the binary outcome by setting c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
and (q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n (p))/(q̄(1−
q̄)) equal to 1. The second order TMLE is now defined completely analogue
to above.

12 Simulations for the HAL-regularized sec-

ond order TMLE of integrated square of

density

In this section, we focus on the integrated square of density for univariate dis-
crete variables. Consider observed n i.i.d. copies of O ∼ P0 ∈ M. The p.m.f.
function is p = dP/dµ with support points {xi : i ∈ I}, where µ is the counting
measure. In this case, the integrated square of density, or the average density
value, Ψ : M → IR, is a summation over the supports, Ψ(P ) =

∑
i∈I p(xi)

2.

The negative bias, R(1)(P, P0) = Ψ(P ) − Ψ(P0) + P0D
(1)
P = −

∑
i∈I(p(xi) −

p0(xi))
2, now takes the form of a negative sum of squares, and larger biases

can be created by setting P to be more distant from P0.
In the simulation, we define P0 (Figure 2) by discretizing Gaussian mixtures

that have densities f(x) = 1
K

∑K
k=1 gk(x), gk(x) = 1√

2πσK
exp[−1

2
(x−µk)2/σ2

K ].

For a given K, µks are evenly placed across the interval [−4, 4]. σK =
10/K/6. As for discretization, the support points x1, . . . , xI are chosen to
be evenly placed across the interval [−5, 5] with I = 21, and p0(xi) is defined
as
∫ xi
xi−1

f(u)du except for that p0(x1) =
∫ x1

−∞ f(u)du and p0(xI) =
∫∞
xI−1

f(u)du.

The potentially biased initial estimator, p0
n, is created by adding a same

mass to all the support points of the empirical pmf pn and scaling to sum 1.

12.1 Performance of P̃n-based second order TMLE

Suppose that p̃n is a discrete HAL-MLE whose knot points equal the pmf
supports, x1, . . . , xI . The first order HAL-regularized TMLE is implemented
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Figure 2: The discretized p0 from the Gaussian mixture density f(x) =∑4
k=1 gk(x). gk is the density of N(µk, σK). µks are evenly placed across

the interval [−4, 4]. σK = 10/K/6. K = 4. Discrete supports: -5, -4.5, . . . , 5.

with a locally least favorable path p̃
(1)
n (p) = p̃(1)(p, ε

(1)
n (P )) where p̃(1)(p, ε) =

(1 + εD
(1)
P )p and ε

(1)
n (P ) = argmax

ε
P̃n log p̃(1)(p, ε). The maximum first order

step size is restricted to ensured that all the updates remain as valid pmf
functions. The second order target is Ψ

(1)
n : M→ IR, Ψ

(1)
n (P ) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P )),

where the canonical gradient D
(2)
n,P is calculated as Lemma 13. Let p̃

(2)
n (p, ε) =

(1 + εD
(2)
n,P )p follow a similar locally least favorable path.

In the simulation, we restrict both ε
(1)
n and ε

(2)
n with maximum step size

0.1, and iterate by letting P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n) be the new initial P 0
n . Second order

updates are skipped, i.e. ε
(2)
n (P 0

n) = 0, if |P̃nD(2)

n,P 0
n
| < 1/n at any iteration,

and similarly for first order steps ε
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)) = 0 if |P̃nD(1)

P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
| < 1/n.

The algorithm stops when both |P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ∗n)

| < 1/n and |P̃nD(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P ∗n)

| <
1/n are reached at the final update P ∗n . The iterative second order TMLE

of Ψ(P0) is given by Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ∗n)). Results show that the second order

TMLE provides additional bias control over the first order TMLE, and remains
consistent even with the increasing bias of the initial P 0

n and the squared
remainders (Figure 3; Table 1).
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12.2 Effect of undersmoothing HAL

Undersmoothing of the HAL-MLE is conducted by selecting a larger variation
norm than the cross validation selector Cn,cv. In the simulation, we use glmnet
for the HAL fits, so that undersmoothing is equivalently achieved by select-
ing a smaller glmnet lambda value than the cv.glmnet selector. Specifically,
we calculate iterative second order TMLE updates P ∗n(lambda) as a func-
tion of 10 positive and equidistant lambda candidates that are smaller than or
equal to the cross validation selector. The largest candidate lambdan such that
|PnD(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ∗n(lambdan))

| < 1/n and |(Pn−P̃n)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ∗n(lambdan))

| < 1/n is used

to calculated the undersmoothed second order TMLE, Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ∗n(lambdan))).

Undersmoothing ensures that both P̃n and Pn-based estimating equations are
solved to the desired precision, and provides finite sample advantage in bias
control (Figure 3; Table 1).

12.3 Effect of empirical TMLE-updates

Replace HAL-regularized TMLE-updates P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n) with empirical TMLE-

updates P
(1)
n P

(2)
n (P 0

n), where p
(1)
n (p) = p̃(1)(p, ε

(1)
Pn

(P )), ε
(1)
Pn

(P ) = argmax
ε

Pn log p̃(1)(p, ε),

and p
(2)
n (p) = p̃

(2)
n (p, ε

(2)
Pn

(P )), ε
(2)
Pn

(P ) = argmax
ε

Pn log p̃
(2)
n (p, ε), following the

same paths p̃(1)(p, ε) and p̃
(2)
n (p, ε) as above. Figure 3 demonstrates that empiri-

cal updates achieve the similar level of bias reduction without undersmoothing.

13 Simulations for the iterative HAL-regularized

second order TMLE of the treatment spe-

cific mean outcome

Recall our observed data structure is (W,A, Y ) where W is a vector of baseline
covariates, A is a binary treatment, and Y is a binary outcome, the model is
nonparametric and the target parameter is EY1 = EPEP (Y | A = 1,W ). We
implemented the iterative second order TMLE algorithm that also iteratively
targets the HAL-MLE as presented in previous section. That is, given P 0

n =
(QW,n, ḡ

0
n, Q̄

0
n), we replace an initial HAL-MLE P̃n = (QW,n, g̃n, Q̃n) by its

TMLE (P̃ ∗n = (QW,n, g̃
∗
n, Q̃

∗
n), using as initial estimator P̃n, and targeted so

that (Pn − P̃ ∗n)D
(1)

P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
≈ 0 and (Pn − P̃ ∗n)D

(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
≈ 0, and we iterate this

process by replacing the initial estimator by the previous second order TMLE
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Figure 3: Bias, Bias/SD ratio, and MSE performance of HAL-regularized first
and second order TMLE (Reg. 1st, Reg. 2nd), compared with empirical second
order TMLE (Emp. 2nd), in the integrated square of density simulation, with
or without undersmoothing (Un.). n=500. Biased initial estimators P 0

n are
created by adding a point mass to randomly selected five of the support points
of the empirical Pn. Second order TMLEs provide additional total remainder
control over first order TMLEs following likelihood guidance in all scenarios.
Empirical updates for second order TMLE provide the similar level of bias
reduction with or without undersmoothing.

full update P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n). The algorithm stops when (Pn− P̃ ∗n)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n)
≈ 0

and (Pn − P̃ ∗n)D
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n)
≈ 0. In our simulations, it converged in one step so

that the HAL-MLE was only targeted once: this might be partly due to the
fact that we used a somewhat undersmoothed HAL-MLE P̃n. Recall also that
in this algorithm we use the regular TMLE updates P̃

(1)
n (P ) and P̃

(2)
n (P ) based

on Pn, while the targeting of the HAL-MLE arranged that this regular TMLE
update behaves the same as if we would have used the targeted HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n
in our TMLE-updates. Given the relevant initial P , the TMLE P̃

(2)
n (P ) was

implemented with a universal least favorable path, while P̃
(1)
n (P ) is the simple

closed form logistic regression update. In our simulations we report the bias
and standard error scaled by n1/2 and the MSE scaled by n. The goal of the
simulations is to evaluate if indeed the second order TMLE is able to achieve a
strong bias reduction relative to the first order TMLE in the case that the first
order TMLE has a non-negligible bias, while also making sure that it behaves
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Table 1: HAL-regularized (Reg.) first and second order TMLE, and empirical
(Emp.) second order TMLE, in the integrated square of density simulation,
with or without undersmoothing. Initial P 0

n is adding a bias mass to randomly
selected five of the supports of the empirical Pn, and then scaling to sum
1. Second order TMLE controls the exact total remainder from first order
TMLE. Undersmoothing controls (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P ∗n)

at the final update

P ∗n . Empirical updates achieve bias control without undersmoothing.
n=500

Bias mass: 0.02 Bias SD MSE
Reg. 1st order -1.498E-03 3.176E-03 1.232E-05

Undersmoothed Reg. 1st order -1.245E-03 3.188E-03 1.170E-05
Emp. 1st order -7.776E-04 3.136E-03 1.043E-05
Reg. 2nd order -1.237E-03 3.122E-03 1.127E-05

Undersmoothed Reg. 2nd order -8.904E-04 3.168E-03 1.082E-05
Emp. 2nd order -4.829E-04 3.088E-03 9.759E-06

Undersmoothed Emp. 2nd order -4.832E-04 3.088E-03 9.758E-06
Bias mass: 0.04 Bias SD MSE
Reg. 1st order -3.991E-03 3.431E-03 2.769E-05

Undersmoothed Reg. 1st order -3.785E-03 3.382E-03 2.576E-05
Emp. 1st order -3.346E-03 3.443E-03 2.304E-05
Reg. 2nd order -1.223E-03 3.074E-03 1.094E-05

Undersmoothed Reg. 2nd order -7.972E-04 3.081E-03 1.012E-05
Emp. 2nd order -4.150E-04 3.042E-03 9.414E-06

Undersmoothed Emp. 2nd order -4.166E-04 3.041E-03 9.411E-06
Bias mass: 0.06 Bias SD MSE
Reg. 1st order -6.887E-03 3.512E-03 5.976E-05

Undersmoothed Reg. 1st order -6.722E-03 3.513E-03 5.752E-05
Emp. 1st order -6.231E-03 3.610E-03 5.185E-05
Reg. 2nd order -1.251E-03 3.104E-03 1.119E-05

Undersmoothed Reg. 2nd order -9.129E-04 3.128E-03 1.061E-05
Emp. 2nd order -4.139E-04 3.097E-03 9.752E-06

Undersmoothed Emp. 2nd order -4.157E-04 3.095E-03 9.743E-06

as the first order TMLE otherwise.
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n bias 1-st bias 2-nd se 1-st se 2-nd mse 1-st mse 2-nd
400 -0.720 0.078 0.815 1.175 1.087 1.178
750 -0.996 0.029 0.800 1.102 1.278 1.102

1000 -1.258 -0.062 0.786 1.066 1.483 1.068
1200 -1.345 0.022 0.809 1.028 1.570 1.028
1600 -1.549 -0.019 0.818 1.055 1.752 1.055
2500 -2.066 -0.094 0.819 0.999 2.222 1.003

Table 2: Simulation I: g0
n is n−1/4-consistent, while Q0

n is inconsistent. The
HAL-MLE P̃n is targeted and undersmoothed. The first order TMLE should
have n1/2-scaled bias that increases with n while the second order TMLE has
a n1/2-bias that should be constant in n. We observe that the second order
TMLE has a negligible bias and thereby still provides valid inference.

13.1 Simulation 1: n−1/4-consistent g0
n; inconsistent Q0

n,
targeted undersmoothed HAL-MLE

The data is generated as follows: W uniform [−1, 1] distributed; A, given W ,
is Bernoulli with probability ḡ(W ) = Expit(2W − W 2); and Y is Bernoulli
with probability Q(W,A) = Expit(W +A/2). The initial estimates ḡ0

n and Q0
n

inconsistent by adding n−1/4 bias to a misspecified version of the true ḡ0 and
Q0. Specifically, we define

ḡ0
n(W ) = Expit(2W −W 2) +

0.1 + 2|W |
2n0.25

Q0
n(A,W ) = Expit(2W + 2A+ AW/2) +

|0.1 + 2|W | − A|
3n0.25

.

The initial HAL-MLEs g̃n and Q̃n are given by undersmoothed Highly Adap-
tive Lasso logistic regressions, where the lasso tuning parameter lambda is
chosen to be 10 lambdas above the cross-validation selected lambda with re-
spect to glmnet’s default grid of 100 lambdas.

13.2 Simulation 2: n−1/4-non-random consistent g0
n and

Q0
n, targeted undersmoothed HAL-MLE

As a second simulation, g0
n and Q0

n are obtained by adding a fixed n−1/4 bias
to the true functions g0 and Q0. The initial estimators g0

n and Q0
n are given
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n bias 1-st bias 2-nd se 1-st se 2-nd mse 1-st mse 2-nd
500 -0.193 0.079 0.858 1.062 0.879 1.065

1000 -0.226 0.041 0.942 1.126 0.968 1.126
1500 -0.273 -0.022 0.887 1.000 0.928 1.000
2500 -0.244 0.027 0.888 0.955 0.920 0.955
4000 -0.256 0.077 0.892 0.940 0.928 0.943

Table 3: Simulation II: g0
n and Q0

n are both n−1/4-consistent. The HAL-MLE
is targeted and undersmoothed. The first order TMLE should have n1/2-scaled
bias that does not converge to zero (but is constant in n), while the second
order TMLE should have a n−1/2-scaled bias that converges to zero at rate
n−1/4. We indeed observe that the second order TMLE has a negligible bias
(bias/SE < 10), and thereby still provides valid inference.

by

g0
n(W ) = Expit(2W −W 2) +

0.1 + 2|W |
2n0.25

Q0
n(A,W ) = Expit(W + A/2) +

|0.1 + 2|W |+ A/2|
3n0.25

.

P̃ ∗n is given by the same targeted undersmoothed Highly Adaptive lasso esti-
mator as in the previous simulation.

13.3 Simulation 3: n−1/4-consistent g0
n and Q0

n, targeted
HAL-MLE

The third simulation is identical to the previous simulation except that the P̃ ∗n
uses as initial estimator the HAL-MLEs of g0 and Q0 at the cross-validation
selected lambda. In this way, we aimed to evaluate if the extra undersmoothing
of P̃ ∗n changes the finite sample performance of the second order TMLE.

13.4 Simulation 4: using HAL-MLE for initial estima-
tors, targeted undersmoothed HAL-MLE

For simulation 4, the same simulation design is used. However, g0
n and Q0

n

are estimated nonparametrically with Highly adaptive lasso. P̃ ∗n is a targeted
HAL-MLE that uses as initial g̃n and Q̃n obtained with an undersmoothed
Highly Adaptive Lasso, where the lasso tuning parameter lambda is chosen
to be 5 lambdas above the cross-validation selected lambda with respect to
glmnet’s default grid of 100 lambdas.
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n bias 1-st bias 2-nd se 1-st se 2-nd mse 1-st mse 2-nd
500 -0.138 0.045 0.881 1.056 0.891 1.057

1000 -0.197 0.037 0.875 1.005 0.897 1.006
1500 -0.260 -0.017 0.885 0.969 0.923 0.969
2500 -0.278 0.013 0.895 0.991 0.937 0.991
4000 -0.268 0.084 0.867 0.934 0.908 0.938

Table 4: Simulation III: g0
n and Q0

n are both n−1/4-consistent. The HAL-MLE
is targeted but not undersmoothed. The first order TMLE should have n1/2-
scaled bias that does not converge to zero (but is constant in n), while the
second order TMLE should have a n−1/2-scaled bias that converges to zero at
rate n−1/4. We indeed observe that the second order TMLE has a negligible
bias (bias/SE < 10), and thereby still provides valid inference.

n bias 1-st bias 2-nd se 1-st se 2-nd mse 1-st mse 2-nd
1000 -0.032 -0.037 0.952 0.997 0.953 0.997
1500 0.013 0.004 0.947 0.977 0.947 0.977
2500 -0.003 0.007 0.938 0.954 0.938 0.954
4000 -0.009 0.002 0.991 1.005 0.991 1.005

Table 5: Simulation IV: g0
n and Q0

n are HAL-MLE using a cross-validation
selector for λ (converging at rate n−1/3). The HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n is targeted and
undersmoothed. Both TMLEs should have n1/2-scaled bias converging to zero.
We indeed observe that both TMLEs have negligible bias (bias/SE < 10), and
thereby provide valid inference.
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14 Discussion

The HAL-regularized higher order TMLE P
k,(1),∗
n = P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n) of P 0
n ,

with P̃
(j)
n (P ) solving P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0, satisfies an exact expansion

Ψ(P k,(1),∗
n )−Ψ(P0) =

k∑
j=1

{
(P̃n − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P0)
}

+ R̃k
n

where R̃
(k)
n ≡ R

(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P0), P̃n). In addition, R

(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n)

is a generalized k + 1-th order difference of P and P̃n, thereby only relying
on ‖ p̃n − p0 ‖k+1 and ‖ p0

n − p0 ‖k+1 to be small. The leading sum is con-

trolled by the HAL-regularized parametric MLE p̃
(j)
n (p0) being a good estima-

tor of p0 and (P̃n − Pn)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

to be small (i.e. we should also solve the

empirical score equation for this MLE). This is where some undersmoothing
of the HAL-MLE P̃n or targeting might be needed to make the regularized
HAL-MLE p̃

(j)
n (p0, ε

(j)
n (p0)) for a correctly specified one-dimensional paramet-

ric model P̃
(j)
n (P0, ε) behave as the standard MLE p̃

(j)
n (p0, εPn(p0)). As we

showed, this comes down to controlling (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

. On the other hand,
if we use the empirical higher order TMLE then we showed that the regu-
larization bias is essentially negligible allowing one to use the cross-validated
HAL-MLE. The empirical higher order TMLE is our recommended choice
even though the slightly undersmoothed HAL-regularized higher order TMLE
is completely competitive (but more sensitive to choice of undersmoothing).

Therefore, this exact expansion essentially achieves a level of inference as
one would have with a correctly specified parametric model, up till the size
of R̃

(k)
n . We expect that the typical first order pathwise differentiable target

parameters will have that Ψ
(j)
n (P ) is pathwise differentiable up till arbitrarily

large k. Therefore, we will, in principle, be able to compute k-th order TMLE
for large k. This should then provide a highly effective tool to fight the finite
sample curse of dimensionality. As k increases, it might be the case that R

(k)
n

becomes a sum of many terms or that the terms become less stable due to
inverse weighting by higher powers of a nuisance parameter estimator that
might be close to zero. Therefore, for a fixed sample size, at some k, there will
be no further benefit to increase k further. On the other hand, R̃

(k)
n involves a

lot of cancelation due to being a difference of the same sum of terms, and that
it consist of terms that themselves involve cancelation of positive and negative
contributions to the integrals that make up these terms. Either way, within
the TMLE framework, we can also make k itself a tuning parameter, just as
the variation norm bound C in the HAL-MLE P̃n, and thereby select a correct
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k. Our sense is that w.r.t. finite sample bias a second order TMLE is already
a large advance relative to the first order TMLE

Another important implication of our exact expansion is that it allows us
to base inference on (Pn−P0)

∑
j D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

, which will still behave as a normal

distribution, thereby incorporating the higher order behavior of the k-th order
TMLE. Therefore, we expect that, relative to the first order TMLE, the higher
order TMLE will not only improve the bias and MSE of the estimator of the
target estimand, but will also drastically improve coverage of the confidence
intervals. There is also the potential that our exact expansion for the higher
order TMLE allows one to analyze problems where the first order canonical
gradient equals zero at the true P0, using our second order expansion that in-
cludes an empirical mean of the second order efficient influence curve to obtain
a limit distribution. Section O on cross-validated higher order TMLE shows
progress on this front by being able to establish a normal limit distribution for
the CV-HOTMLE under a condition allowing the first order influence function
at the true P0 being equal to zero.

The (automated) computation of the first and higher order canonical gra-
dients represents an important area of research. Fortunately, it is able to fol-
low a constructive sequential approach. The computation of our higher order
canonical gradients D

(k+1)
n,P corresponds with computing pathwise derivatives of

a sequential composition of functions. The representation of the next canon-
ical gradient presented in Lemma 12 relies on computing the adjoint of the
score operator A

(j)
n,P and applying it to previous canonical gradient D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

.

Appendices L and M provide the basis of doing these computations with least
squares regression or symmetric matrix inversion, thereby opening up the com-
putation of higher order TMLEs with standard machinery, avoiding delicate
analytics needed to determine closed forms.
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Appendix

Appendix A establishes that the existence of dP̃n/dP implies that Ψ
(j)
n is path-

wise differentiable at P . Appendix B proves the exact expansion Theorem 1.
In the second subsection of Appendix B we show what happens to the remain-
der as one increases the order of the TMLE. In Appendix C we study till what
degree the HAL-regularized higher order TMLE solves the empirical higher or-
der efficient influence curve equations. In Appendix D we establish the exact
expansion for the empirical k-th order TMLE, and specifically demonstrates
its reduction of the HAL-regularization bias term. Appendix E establishes the
proofs of the Lemmas 7 and 9 concerning the Rn = R+

n + Ṙn decomposition.
In Appendix F we show that higher order canonical gradients are themselves
higher order differences. Appendix G proves the representation of the j+ 1-th
order canonical gradient in terms of the j-th canonical gradient, as presented
in Lemma 12. Appendix H provides the proof of the key lemmas for the second
order TMLE of the integrated square density. Appendix I provide the proofs
of the Lemmas for the second order TMLE of the treatment specific mean
outcome. Appendix J shows how we can target the HAL-MLE in the second
order TMLE for the treatment specific mean example to make it behave as
the empirical distribution for the desired first and second order efficient score
equations (as in Section N). Appendix K derives the second order TMLE for
the treatment specific mean outcome when the outcome is continuous instead
of binary. Appendix L shows how one can approximate a canonical gradient
as a linear combination of (HAL)-basis functions spanning the tangent space.
Appendix M generalizes this to sequential computation of higher order canon-
ical gradients in terms of linear combination of basis functions spanning the
tangent space. Appendix N presents an iterative HAL-regularized higher order
TMLE involving iteratively targeting the HAL-MLE, thereby making it equiv-
alent with an empirical higher order TMLE. Finally, Appendix O presents a
cross-validated higher order TMLE.

A ε
(j)
n (P ) is pathwise differentiable due to us-

ing HAL-MLE instead of empirical measure

Consider j = 1 first. Due to using P̃n, one can show that ε
(1)
n (P ) = arg minε P̃nL(P̃ (1)(P, ε))

is generally a pathwise differentiable target parameter in P under a weak con-
dition that dP̃n/dP exists for P ∈M. Here P̃

(1)
n (P, ε) is a local least favorable

path through P with canonical gradient D
(1)
P at ε = 0. For example, p̃n might
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be a Lebesgue density that is bounded away from 0 on the support of O, so
that this holds. Since ε

(1)
n (P ) is the only data dependent part of Ψ

(1)
n (P ) =

Ψ(P̃ (1)(P, ε
(1)
n (P )), and the remaining part Ψ

(1)
0 (P ) = Ψ(P̃ (1)(P, ε

(1)
P0

(P )) (i.e.,

P̃n is replaced by P0) is generally pathwise differentiable, this will then make

Ψ
(1)
n (P ) pathwise differentiable as well. The pathwise differentiability of ε

(1)
n (P )

is understood as follows.
The parameter ε

(1)
n (P ) can be represented as a solution of the score equation

P̃nD
(1)

P,ε
(1)
n (P )

= 0, where D
(1)
P,ε = d

dε
L(P̃ (1)(P, ε)) is the score for ε for this least

favorable path. Consider a path {Pδ,h : δ} ⊂ M through P with score h at
δ = 0. Let δ0 = 0. By the implicit function theorem we have

d

dδ0

ε(1)
n (Pδ0,h) = −

{
d

dε
(1)
n (P )

P̃nD
(1)

P,ε
(1)
n (P )

}−1
d

dδ0

P̃nD
(1)

Pδ0,h,ε
(1)
n (P )

.

In the next formula let ε
(1)
n = ε

(1)
n (p) and we view D

(1)
P,ε as a function of the

density p when taking the derivative. The latter factor equals

P̃n
d

dp
D

(1)

p,ε
(1)
n

(
d

dδ0

pδ0,h

)
= P̃n

d

dp
D

(1)

n,p,ε
(1)
n

(ph)

= P
dP̃n
dP

d

dp
D

(1)

n,p,ε
(1)
n

(ph).

The operator h→ An,p(h) ≡ d
dp
D

(1)

p,ε
(1)
n

(ph) is an operator on the tangent space

TP (M): An,p : TP (M) → L2(P ). Let A>n,p : L2(P ) → TP (M) be the adjoint
of An,p, so that the last expression equals

PA>n,p

(
dP̃n
dP

)
h,

which then proves that ε
(1)
n (P ) is pathwise differentiable at P w.r.t tangent

space TP (M) with canonical gradient

−

{
d

dε
(1)
n (P )

P̃nD
(1)

P,ε
(1)
n (P )

}−1

A>n,p

(
dP̃n
dP

)

)
.

The key that makes it work is that dP̃n/dP exists as an element in L2(P ): i.e.,

we need that
∫

(p̃n/p)
2dP <∞. Note that if P̃n is replaced by Pn, then ε

(1)
n (p)

would not be pathwise differentiable.
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Consider now a general j ∈ {1, 2, . . .} and assume that we already es-

tablished that Ψ
(j−1)
n (P ) is pathwise differentiable at P . We have Ψ

(j)
n (P ) =

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P, ε

(j)
n (P ))). Since Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P, ε)) at a fixed ε is pathwise differ-

entiable due to pathwise differentiability of Ψ
(j−1)
n (P ) and of the smoothness

of P → P̃
(j)
n (P, ε), it follows that it suffices to show that ε

(j)
n (P ) is pathwise

differentiable at P . This is proved by copying the proof above replacing (1) by
(j) throughout.

B Proof of Theorem 1 and understanding of

the exact expansion.

Regarding the claimed expansion, consider first the case k = 2. We have

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) = {Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P0))−Ψ(P0)}

+{Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P0))}

= Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P0))−Ψ(P0) + Ψ

(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(1)
n (P0)

.

For k = 3, we have

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) = Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P0)−Ψ(P0)

+Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0))−Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P0)) + Ψ(P̃

(1)
n P̃

(2)
n P̃

(3)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P0))

= Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P0))−Ψ(P0) + Ψ

(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P0))−Ψ

(1)
n (P0) + Ψ

(2)
n (P̃

(3)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(2)
n (P0).

For general k we have

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(k−1)
n P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) =
∑k−1

j=1 Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0))−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0)

+Ψ
(k−1)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(k−1)
n (P0).

Thus, this decomposition decomposes the k-th order TMLE as a sum of k− 1
plug-in TMLEs Ψ

(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0)) of Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0) using initial estimator P̃

(j)
n (P0)

in the TMLE update P̃
(j)
n (P ), j = 1, . . . , k − 1, and a standard (i.e., no

HAL-MLE smoothing) k-th plug-in TMLE Ψ
(k−1)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n)) of Ψ
(k−1
n )(P0) us-

ing as initial estimator P 0
n in the TMLE update P

(k)
n (P ). For any TMLE

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0)) of Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0) we have the exact expansion implied by the

definition of R
(j)
n : for j = 1, . . . , k − 1

Ψ
(j−1)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0))−Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0) = (Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)

−PnD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)
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Similarly for Ψ
(k−1)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(k−1)
n (P0) we have

Ψ
(k−1)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(k−1)
n (P0) = (Pn − P0)D

(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P 0

n)

+R
(k)
n (P̃

(k−1)
n (P 0

n), P0)− PnD(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P 0

n)
.

Plugging this in the above expansion yields the result as stated in the theorem.
2

B.1 Understanding that the j + 1-th order TMLE re-
duces the remainder relative to the j-th order TMLE

Suppose that P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P 0)

= 0. Then,

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (P 0))−Ψ(P0) = (P̃n − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P 0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P 0), P0)

≡ P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+ R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P 0), P0),

where we defined the total remainder

R̄(1)(P̃ (1)
n P 0, P0) = (P̃n − P0){D(1)

P̃
(1)
n P 0

−D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

}+R(1)(P̃ (1)
n P 0, P0).

We have

Ψ(1)
n (P̃ (2)

n (P 0))−Ψ(1)
n (P0) = R̄(1)(P̃ (1)

n (P 2,∗
n ), P0)− R̄(1)(P̃ (1)

n (P0), P0),

where P 2,∗
n = P̃

(2)
n (P 0). Assume again that P̃nD

(2)

n,P 2,∗
n

= 0. That is, Ψ
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0))

acts as the TMLE of R̄(1)(P̃ 1
n(P ), P0) at P = P0. So, for the second order

TMLE we have

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n P 2,∗

n )−Ψ(P0)

= P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+ Ψ
(1)
n (P

(2,∗
n )−Ψ

(1)
n (P0) + R̄(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P0), P0)

= P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

+ (P̃n − P0)D
(2)

n,P 2,∗
n

+ R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P0), P0) +R

(2)
n (P 2,∗

n , P0).

So by replacing P 0 in the first order TMLE by the TMLE P 2,∗
n we reduced the

exact total remainder R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P 0), P0) to (P̃n − P0)D

(2)

n,P 2,∗
n

+ R
(2)
n (P 2,∗

n , P0),

plus a perfect remainder R̄(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P0), P0). In general, by replacing P 0 in

P̃
(j)
n (P 0) targeting Ψ

(j−1)
n (P0) by the TMLE P j+1,∗

n targeting Ψ
(j)
n (P0) we re-

duced the exact total remainder term R̄
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P 0), P0) by (P̃n−P0)D

(j+1)

n,P j+1,∗
n

+
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R
(j+1)
n (P j+1,∗

n , P0), plus a perfect remainder R̄
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0). Clearly, each

step replacing P 0 by the corresponding TMLE represents an advance in reduc-
ing the remainder R̄(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P 0), P0), given that we showed thatR

(j+1)
n (P j+1,∗

n , P0)

is a higher order difference than R
(j)
n (P j,∗

n , P0) (Lemmas 2, 3 and 10).

The reduction is due to R̄
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P j+1,∗

n ), P0) being a TMLE of R̄n(P̃
(j)
n (P0), P0)

instead of using the non-targeted R̄
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P 0), P0). By P j+1,∗

n being a TMLE,

the directional derivative of R̄
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P0) at P = P j+1,∗

n in the direction of
P j+1,∗
n − P0 becomes oP (n−1/2)-noise, which implies it becomes a higher order

difference as shown in Lemma 10. Moreover, in essence, as we showcase in
detail in a Section 3, the TMLE minimizes the exact total remainder under
the constraint that it can move in direction of P0 (i.e., it is better than solving
the derivative equation, which is just an implication of being an optimizer).

C Solving the empirical higher order efficient

score equations for the HAL-regularized k-

th order TMLE.

Assume that the k-th order TMLE is defined to satisfy P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 ex-

actly, for all j = 1, . . . , k. (The more general case is discussed in the last
subsection of this section) By using local least favorable paths and defining

ε
(j)
n (P ) as the solution of P̃nD

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, we have that these P̃n-equations

are exactly solved. Then, we have the corresponding exact expansion as pre-
sented in Theorem 2 involving 1) perfect remainders R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0); 2) nice

HAL-empirical means (P̃n−P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

; as well as a difference of the k+1-th

order remainder R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P ), P̃n) at P = P0 and P = P 0

n . For the sake of

statistical inference, we will need that (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

= oP (n−1/2). For

the sake of bringing the HAL-empirical means of the higher order efficient in-
fluence curves into the statistical inference (see next section), one also wants

(P̃n−Pn)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

= oP (n−1/2) for j = 2, . . . , k. Since D
(j)
P for j ≥ 2 involves

a j − 1-th order difference of P and P̃n, in practice it mostly comes down to
having to solve PnD

(1)

n,P̃
(1)
n (P0)

≈ 0, since the higher order TMLE score values

will typically even be smaller. By Lemma 4 we know that the latter comes
down to controlling (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)
P0

.
Tuning the TMLE score values by the L1-norm in the HAL-MLE:

To start with we point out that a sensible method for undersmoothing the

85



HAL-MLE would be to increase the variation norm of the HAL-MLE (i.e, the
L1-norm of the coefficient vector) till

maxj∈{1,...,k−1} ‖ PnD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n ...P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n)
‖

σjn
= r(n)

for a user supplied number r(n) such as n−1/2(log n)−1, where σ2
jn is a standard

estimator of the variance P0{D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

}2. One would only consider L1-norms

larger than the cross-validation selector. The cut-off is chosen so that the
size is negligible for purpose of estimation and inference. As one increases the
variation norm, the span of the scores solved by the HAL-MLE grows till all
scores, so that at some large enough value the desired cut-off is achieved. This
would be conservative (therefore undersmooth more than actually required)

in the sense that we are only requiring that PnD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

≈ 0 at the initial

(and thus fixed) P0. The latter is easier since it concerns the TMLE for a
correctly specified one dimensional least favorable model using as initial/off-
set P0 itself. Therefore, a better method for selecting the L1-norm C of the
HAL-MLE might be to increase the L1 norm, starting at its cross-validation
selector Cn,cv, till the k-th order plug-in TMLE Ψ(P

k,(1),∗
n,C ) reaches a plateau,

as a function of the L1-norm C of the HAL-MLE P̃n,C used in each of the

TMLEs P̃
(j)
n . Formal results for such a plateau selector can be obtained (see

e.g., (Cai and van der Laan, 2020))

C.1 Targeting the HAL-MLE to assist in solving the
desired score equations

We wish to arrange that (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

is small. This can be arranged by

undersmoothing P̃n. We could also target P̃n to solve (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P 0 = 0 for

a particular estimator P 0 (e.g. P̃
(1)
n (P 0

n)). This also assist in making (P̃n −
Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

small, even without undersmoothing P̃n. We can still index this

targeted version of P̃n with its L1-norm and tune it as above with the plateau
selector. Since (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)

P 0 = Pn{D(1)

P 0 − P̃nD(1)

P 0} is just a score equation at

P̃n, this just requires targeting P̃n so that it solves this score equation (e.g.,
with an TMLE-update or targeted HAL-MLE). This targeting of the HAL-
MLE is presented in Section N and we demonstrate such an iterative higher
order TMLE, involving iteratively targeting the HAL-MLE, in the treatment
specific mean example (see Appendix K).
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C.2 Theoretical understanding why the empirical means
of efficient scores are negligible, when undersmooth-
ing the HAL-MLE.

After having pointed out that this TMLE score values are easily controlled
by the user, we now proceed with analyzing conditions under which these
score equations are solved at the desired precision (i.e., negligible for practical
performance of the k-th order TMLE). We focus on the dominating j = 1-term,
as explained above. The asymptotic efficiency of undersmoothed plug-in HAL-
MLE of target features of the data distribution, analogue to our presentation
above, is presented in detail in (van der Laan et al., 2019b,a). This is directly

relevant since we want to achieve that ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0) is an asymptotically efficient

estimator of ε
(1)
P0

(P0), so that it is asymptotically equivalent with ε
(1)
Pn

(P0). This
viewpoint is discussed in detail in Section N, where it provides the rational and
motivation for targeting the HAL-MLE P̃n in the higher order TMLE method.

(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

is a second order difference in discrepancy of HAL-

MLE and empirical measure: An HAL-MLE P̃C
n = PθCn solves a class of

scores PnSh,P̃Cn = 0, where Sh,P̃Cn = d
dδ0
L(PθCn,δ0,h

), along all paths {Pθδ,h : δ} ⊂
M that preserve the variation norm C (which represents a single constraint).
Given the HAL-MLE fit θn =

∑
j βn(j)φuj , this includes the scores Sh,P̃Cn

generated by paths (1+εh(j))βn(j) for any vector h with
∑

j h(j) | βn(j) |= 0.
These scores approximate the unconstraint score equations of the non-zero
coefficients βn. The linear span of all these scores Sh,P̃Cn approximate the

whole tangent space at P̃n as n increases, or, more generally, as the number of
non-zero coefficients grows to infinity. One could define D̃

(1)
n as the minimizer

of Pn{D(1)
P0
− Sh,P̃Cn }

2 over all the scores Sh,P̃Cn . Since PnD̃
(1)
n = P̃C

n D̃
(1)
n = 0,

we have
(P̃C

n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

= (P̃C
n − Pn){D(1)

P0
− D̃(1)

n }. (3)

As C increases, both (P̃C
n − Pn) decreases as well as the oracle approximation

D̃
(1)
n of D

(1)
P0

improves quickly due to the dimension of the linear span of scores
growing towards n. Importantly, both approximations are not driven by how
well p̃n estimates p0 (i.e., the Kullback-Leibler divergence d0(P̃n, P0)) but about
resembling the empirical measure. In addition, the number of basis functions
with non-zero coefficients in an HAL-MLE fit will be a proportion of n (and
maximal n − 1) even as the L1-norm remains bounded, so there is no need
to let the L1-norm go to infinity to obtain the full benefit of undersmoothing.
Therefore, this error PnD

(1)
P0

appears to be only weakly affected by the curse of
dimensionality. Finally, as pointed out above, we can verify on data how far
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to undersmooth to achieve the goal of being similar to the simple well behaved
ε

(1)
Pn

(P0).

Even without undersmoothing, it will be OP (n−2/3): Even without
undersmoothing this term (3) will generally be OP (n−2/3(log n)d), but this
bound is not taking advantage of the above bound that it is not about esti-
mating p0, allowing us to control the size by undersmoothing P̃n, as argued
above. This is seen by noting that (suppressing C)

(P̃n − Pn)(D
(1)
P0
− D̃(1)

n ) = (P̃n − P0)(D
(1)
P0
− D̃(1)

n )− (Pn − P0)(D
(1)
P0
− D̃(1)

n ).

The first term can be bounded by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality by ‖ p̃n−p0 ‖µ‖
fn ‖µ, where fn ≡ (D

(1)
P0
− D̃

(1)
n ). Due to the rate of convergence of HAL-

MLE we have ‖ p̃n − p0 ‖µ= OP (n−1/3)(log n)d/2), under the assumption that
p0 > δ > 0 for some δ > 0. The second term is OP (n−2/3(log n)d) if the L2(P0)-

norm of fn ≡ (D
(1)
P0
− D̃

(1)
n ) is OP (n−1/3(log n)d/2) and fn is a multivariate

cadlag function with a universal bound on its variation norm, and, either way,
even when we only have ‖ fn ‖P0→p 0, it is oP (n−1/2). Due to being able to

optimize the choice D̃
(1)
n (i.e., select Sh,P̃n closest to D

(1)
P0

), one expects that
‖ fn ‖P0 converges faster to zero than p̃n−p̃0 since the linear span of the scores,
which are a linear transformation of the spline-basis functions with non-zero
coefficient in the HAL-MLE fit, will generally approximate this function D

(1)
P0

faster than the HAL-MLE p̃n approximates p0 (HAL involves estimation, while

fn is defined by an oracle fit). However, if somehow o → D
(1)
P0

(o) is a more
complex function than θ0 (e.g., dθ0(u) = 0 for a set of knot points u while

these are required to approximate D
(1)
P0

), then some undersmoothing may be
needed.

So we conclude that without undersmoothing one can already bound the
desired (P̃n−Pn){D(1)

P0
−D̃(1)

n )} byOP (‖ p̃n−p0 ‖µ‖ fn ‖µ) = OP (n−1/3(log n)d/2 ‖
fn ‖µ), plus a term that is guaranteed oP (n−1/2) (and generally even smaller).
In addition, ‖ fn ‖µ will generally have at minimal the same rate of con-
vergence as the HAL-MLE, possibly relying on some undersmoothing of the
HAL-MLE. Moreover, the norm ‖ fn ‖µ is decreasing in choice of L1-norm C
and can thereby be controlled to be finite sample small.

Targeting the HAL-MLE to further reduce it to a third order
difference: In Appendix N we present an iterative algorithm for a higher
order TMLE that also involves targeting of the HAL-MLE P̃n so that it be-
comes a TMLE itself tailored so that PnD

(1)

P
(k),(1),∗
n

= 0, while we already have

P̃ ∗nD
(1)

P
(k),(1),∗
n

= 0. We also point out that one might use a simple external tar-

geting of P̃n so that PnD
(1)

P̃ ∗n
= 0, while we also have P̃ ∗nD

(1)

P̃ ∗n
= 0. Let’s consider

88



the latter case for simplicity, but the same argument applies to the iterative
targeting of HAL-MLE. We now have

(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

= (P̃n − Pn){D(1)
P0
−D(1)

P̃ ∗n
}.

If the targeting P̃ ∗n is done to not affect the score equations solved by the HAL-
MLE P̃n (by doing a constrained HAL-MLE, so that P̃ ∗n is still an MLE), we
can then still subtract fn defined as a best approximation in the linear span
of scores solved by P̃ ∗n of D

(1)
P0
−D(1)

P̃ ∗n
, so that we obtain

(P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

= (P̃n − Pn){D(1)
P0
−D(1)

P̃ ∗n
− fn}.

This is now a third order difference still of the nice type that for two of the
differences it is about P̃n approximating Pn and only the difference P̃ ∗n versus
P0 concerns d0(P̃ ∗n , P0).

C.3 Behavior of the empirical mean of the higher order
efficient influence curve when using a single step
local least favorable TMLE update

Even when we use a k-th order TMLE based on single step MLE-updates
according to local least favorable paths, thereby not guaranteeing that the P̃n
score equations are solved, it is easy to show that P̃nD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

≈ OP (ε
(1),2
n (P0)),

so that Lemma 4 show that this will still be bounded by the maximum of
(P̃n − Pn)2D

(1)
P0

and an OP (n−1)-term. Our analysis above shows then again

PnD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

is bounded by (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

.

D Establishing exact expansion for the higher

order TMLE that uses empirical TMLE-

updates

Consider the case that P̃
(j)
n (P ) = P̃ (P, ε̃

(j)
n (P )), where ε̃

(j)
n (P ) is the solution of

P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, j = 1, . . . , k. Let P
(j)
n (P ) = P̃ (P, ε

(j)
n (P )), where ε

(j)
n (P ) is

the solution of PnD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, j = 1, . . . , k. In other words, P
(j)
n (P ) repre-

sents the regular empirical TMLE-updates, still using the canonical gradients
D

(j)
n,P that depend on the HAL-MLE P̃n.

89



In this section we consider the empirical k-th order TMLE defined by
Ψ(P

(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n)), and contrast it to the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n)). Specifically, we will show that it improves the under-
smoothing term by an order of difference, thereby further minimizing the need
for undersmoothing the HAL-MLE.In particular, we present the proof of The-
orem 3 that provides the exact expansion for the empirical k-th order TMLE.

D.1 Exact expansion for the empirical higher order TMLE

Note that P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n) is a function of P 0
n , a vector of MLE-fits of the

fluctuation parameters along least favorable paths, where the least favorable
paths depend on P̃n (due to their scores depending on P̃n). Therefore we
can represent this HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE as a function Ψn(ε̃n)

of a vector ε̃n = (ε̃
(1)
n , . . . , ε̃

(k)
n ), where Ψn is indexed by (P 0

n , P̃n). Then, the
empirical k-th order TMLE is given by Ψn(εn): that is, it only differs from the
HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE by its values of the fluctuation parameters,
since it uses the same least favorable paths and same initial estimator P 0

n . We
already provided an exact expansion for Ψn(ε̃n) and we now want to obtain
an exact expansion for Ψn(εn). We have

Ψn(εn)−Ψ(P0) = Ψn(ε̃n)−Ψ(P0) + Ψn(εn)−Ψn(ε̃n)

=
k∑
j=1

(P̃n − P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P0)

+R(k)
n (P̃ (k)

n (P 0
n), P̃n)−R(k)

n (P̃ (k)
n (P0), P̃n)

+Ψn(εn)−Ψn(ε̃n)

=
k∑
j=1

(Pn − P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P0)

+R(k)
n (P̃ (k)

n (P 0
n), P̃n)−R(k)

n (P̃ (k)
n (P0), P̃n)

+Ψn(εn)−Ψn(ε̃n)−
k∑
j=1

(Pn − P̃n)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

.

So we obtain the same exact empirical process expansion with a k + 1-th
order difference as with the HAL-regularized k-th order TMLE but a HAL-
regularization bias term that is the difference of Ψn(εn) − Ψn(ε̃n) and the

HAL-regularization term
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

from the HAL-regularized

k-th order TMLE.
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However, this additional Ψn(εn) − Ψn(ε̃n) actually counteracts the other
bias term. In fact, one can view the resulting HAL-regularization bias term
as Ψn(εn) − Ψn(ε̃n) minus its first order Tailor approximation, thereby mak-
ing it essentially a second order difference in εn − ε̃n. Thus the extra term
Ψn(εn) − Ψn(ε̃n) can be viewed as a bias reduction of the regularized higher
order TMLE. One way to understand this bias reduction is the following.
If we start the regularized higher order TMLE with initial P 0

n = P̃n, then
it returns P̃n itself. This shows that the the HAL-MLE P̃n is itself a reg-
ularized k-th order TMLE satisfying this exact expansion with the HAL-
regularization bias term

∑k
j=1(P̃n − Pn)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

, whose dominating term

is given by (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

. On the other hand, if we plug P̃n as initial

in the empirical higher order TMLE then it will sequentially target P̃n (and

thus removes bias at each step) towards the target parameters Ψ
(k−1)
n (P0),

. . ., Ψ(P0), respectively. This must thus mean that it is removing bias from∑
j(P̃n − Pn)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

.

The above explanation of sequential bias reduction of the empirical higher
order TMLE versus regularized higher order TMLE corresponds precisely with
the following decomposition of this bias reduction, where each term represents
the bias reduction due to replacing the j-th regularized MLE by the j-th
empirical MLE:

Ψ(P
(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n))

=
∑k−1

j=0 Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃ j+1

n P
(j+2)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))

=
∑k−1

j=0 Ψ
(j)
n (P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n P

(j+2)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))

=
∑k−1

j=0{Ψ
(j)
n (P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(j)
n (P0)}

−
∑k−1

j=0{Ψ
(j)
n (P̃

(j+1)
n P

(j+2)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ
(j)
n (P0)}

=
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P
(j)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
+R

(j)
n (P

(j)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0)
}

−
∑k

j=1

{
(P̃n − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}+R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0)
}
.

Adding the last expression to the exact expansion for the regularized higher
order TMLE yields the following exact expansion for the empirical k-th order
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TMLE:

Ψ(P
(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0)

=
∑k

j=1(P̃n − P0)D
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)

+R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P0), P̃n)

+
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P
(j)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
+R

(j)
n (P

(j)
n . . . P

(k)
n P0)

}
−
∑k

j=1

{
(P̃n − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}+R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0)
}

=
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)

}
+R

(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P0), P̃n)

+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1(Pn − P0){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1

{
R

(j)
n (P

(j)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P0)
}
.

Let’s discuss the last three terms that need to be compared with the HAL-
regularization bias term

∑k
j=1(P̃n−Pn)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

for the k-th order regularized

TMLE. The leading term of the form (P̃n−Pn)· is dominated by its first j = 1-
term and that one is already a third order difference, while for the regularized
k-th order TMLE this first term is a second order difference. The second
term in this sum of three terms is of the form (Pn − P0) and is a very nice
generally negligible empirical process term that has nothing to do with HAL-
regularization bias. The final term does represents a HAL-regularization bias
term concerning a difference of P̃n and Pn. The worst case contribution from
the latter sum would come from the first term R(1)(P

(1)
n P, P0)−R(1)(P̃

(1)
n P, P0),

for P = P
(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), which equals

R(1)(P̃ (P, ε
(1)
n (P 0

n)), P0)−R(1)(P̃ (P, ε̃
(1)
n (P )), P0)

= d
dξ
R(1)(P̃ (P, ξ), P0)(ε

(1)
n (P )− ε̃(1)

n (P )

at some intermediate point ξ between ε
(1)
n (P ) and ε̃

(1)
n (P ). This behaves as

d0(P̃ 1
n(P ), P0)1/2(P̃n−Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

, which shows that also this undersmoothing

term represents a third order difference instead of second order difference as
with the regularized k-th order TMLE. This does not take into account that
R

(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n (P ), P0) at P = P

(2)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n) should be a better behaved remain-
der than at (e.g.) P = P 0

n , due to the sequential targeting targeting this
remainder. Therefore, in practice we expect an additional reduction due to
using a k-th order TMLE with k ≥ 2 with increasing benefit as k increases.
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D.2 Improved representation of exact expansion for em-
pirical k-th order TMLE

In the above exact expansion for the empirical k-th order TMLE the canonical
gradients and remainders R

(j)
n , including the final k + 1-th order remainders

R
(k)
n , are evaluated at the regularized P̃

(j)
n . In this subsection we succeed in

rewriting the above expression so that it evaluates these leading terms at the
empirical TMLE update P

(j)
n instead.

Recall that for j = 1, . . . , k, we have

R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P0) = R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P̃n)−R(j)

n (P̃
(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0) + (P̃n − P0){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P )

}.

This expression applies to P̃
(j)
n (P ) replaced by P

(j)
n (P ). Thus,∑k

j=1R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P ), P0)−R(j)

n (P̃
(j)
n (P ), P0)

=
∑k

j=1{R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P ), P̃n)−R(j)

n (P
(j)
n (P0), P̃n)}

−
∑k

j=1{R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P̃n)−R(j)

n (P̃
(j)
n (P0), P̃n)}

+
∑k

j=1{R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0)−−R(j)

n (P̃
(j)
n (P0), P0)}

+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − P0){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P
(j)
n (P )

} − (P̃n − P0){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P )

}.

Substituting this in the above expression for the empirical k-th order TMLE
results in various replacements/swaps of P̃

(j)
n with P

(j)
n . The following steps
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result in our desired final expression:

Ψ(P
(1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) =
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P(j)

n (P0), P0)
}

+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1(Pn − P0){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1

{
R

(j)
n (P

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

}
−
∑k

j=1

{
R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

}
+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn + (Pn − P0)){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

−
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn + (Pn − P0)){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P0), P̃n)

=
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0)

}
+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

n,P
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1(Pn − P0){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1{R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)}

−
∑k

j=1{R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)}

+
∑k

j=1(Pn − P0){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P
(j)
n ...P

(k)
n P 0

n

}

−
∑k

j=1(Pn − P0){D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n P 0

n

}

+R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P0), P̃n)

=
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0)

}
+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

n,P
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1(Pn − P0){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
−D(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k

j=1{R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)}

−
∑k

j=1{R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)}

+
∑k

j=1(Pn −P0){D(j)

P̃
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P0

n)
−D

(j)

P
(j)
n P

(j+1
n ...P

(k)
n P0

n

}

+R
(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P̃

(k)
n (P0), P̃n)
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=
∑k

j=1

{
(Pn − P0)D

(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0)

}
+R

(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−R(k)
n (P

(k)
n (P0), P̃n)

+
∑k

j=1(P̃n − Pn){D(j)

n,P
(j)
n (P0)

−D(j)

n,P
(j)
n P

(j+1)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}

+
∑k−1

j=1

{
R

(j)
n (P

(j)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

}
−
∑k−1

j=1

{
R

(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n P

(j+1)
n . . . P

(k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P̃n)

}
.

Comparison with the previous expansion above for this empirical k-th order
TMLE shows that is has been improved by replacing in first, second and last
formulas the regularized TMLEs by the empirical TMLEs. In addition, it
replaced the R

(j)
n -single difference by a second order difference which should

therefore result in additional cancelation. The final three terms represent the
HAL-regularization bias term concerning a difference of P̃n and Pn, and as
discussed above it represents a higher order difference relative to the HAL-
regularization bias term of the regularized k-th order TMLE.

This exact expansion for the empirical k-th order TMLE might be viewed
as the most natural expansion and is the expression presented in Theorem 3.

Comparison with exact expansion of HAL-regularized k-th order
TMLE: Comparing this exact expansion with the exact expansion for the reg-
ularized k-th order TMLE, it follows that the first two lines represent the same
leading expansion but with P̃

(j)
n replaced by the empirical TMLE updates P

(j)
n .

This represents an improvement since the exact remainders R
(j)
n (P

(j)
n (P0), P0)

are now OP (n−1) without need for undersmoothing: i.e., P
(j)
n (P0) is a simple

parametric standard/empirical MLE according to a correctly specified one-
dimensional model.

The last three rows in the exact expansion for the empirical k-th order
TMLE need to be compared with the undersmoothing term of the regularized
k-th order TMLE given by

∑k
j=1(P̃n−Pn)D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

. The first row of the last

three rows is directly an improvement of the latter term, by subtracting from
D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

its estimate. We already argued in previous subsection that

k−1∑
j=1

{
R(j)
n (P (j)

n . . . P (k)
n P 0

n , P̃n)−R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n P (j+1)
n . . . P (k)

n P 0
n , P̃n)−

}
is at minimal a third order difference. The last two rows represent this term
minus ∑

j

{R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P0), P̃n)−R(j)
n (P (j)

n (P0), P̃n)},
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suggesting that it represents an even smaller term. Therefore, we conclude that
the exact expansion for the empirical k-th order TMLE is superior to the exact
expansion for the regularized k-th order TMLE. Based on these theoretical
considerations, and our practical experience in simulations, contrary to the
HAL-regularized k-th order TLME, we conclude that the empirical k-th order
TMLE does not require any undersmoothing for P̃n anymore.

D.3 Understanding that HAL-regularization bias term
for is third order difference.

The leading term in the undersmoothing term of the exact expansion for the k-
th order TMLE is given by (P̃n−Pn){D(1)

n,P
(1)
n (P0)

−D(1)

n,P
(1)
n P

(2)
n ...P

(k)
n (P 0

n)
}, which is

of the form (P̃n−Pn)fn, where ‖ fn ‖P0= OP (d
1/2
0 (P 0

n , P0)). In this subsection
we demonstrate that this is a third order difference. Let f̃n = fn/ ‖ fn ‖P0

which is a function with a bounded ‖ · ‖P0-norm. Then,

(P̃n − Pn)fn =‖ fn ‖P0 (P̃n − Pn)SP̃n,f̃n ,

where SP̃n,f̃n = f̃n − P̃nf̃n is a score at P̃n. Since P̃n is an MLE it solves a set
of score equations PnSP̃n,j = 0 for j = 1, . . . , J , where this set increases as the
L1-norm of the HAL-MLE increases. Let

∑
j βn(j)SP̃n,j be the projection of

SP̃n,f̃n onto the linear span of these scores in L2(P0). We have

(P̃n − Pn)fn =‖ fn ‖P0 (P̃n − Pn)

{
SP̃n,f̃n −

∑
j

βn(j)SP̃n,j

}
.

One can further write (P̃n − Pn) = (P̃n − P0) − (Pn − P0). The contribution
from (P̃n − P0) is a third order difference involving the L2(P0) rate of fn; the
rate d0(P̃n, P0)1/2 and the rate of the oracle approximation of SP̃n,f̃n by the

linear combination of scores solved by P̃n. If we set P 0
n equal to an HAL-

MLE, then this will be OP (n−2/3(log n)k1) times the L2(P0)-norm of the oracle
approximation of SP̃n,f̃n . Thus this term can be expected to converge to zero
almost as fast as n−1. In fact, it is better than this third order difference since
(P̃n − Pn) will behave as a nicer less biased term than d

1/2
0 (P̃n, P0).
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E Proof of Lemmas 8 and 9

E.1 Proof of Lemma 8

See the definition of R+
n (P, P0) in Lemma 7 and consider the assumptions of

Lemma 8. Let fj,k+1(x, y) ≡
∏

i 6=j(H1,i(P ) − H1,i(P0))(x)
∏2

l=1(H1,l,j(P ) −
H1,l,j(P0))(x, y). We have

R+
n (P, P0) = 1

k

∑k
j=1

∫ ∏
i 6=j(H1,i(P )−H1,i(P0))R2,P,H1,j()(P, P0)(x)dµ1,n,P0(x)

= 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫
fj,k+1(x, x)C1,j,P0(x)H̄1,j,P,P0(x, x)dµ1,n,P0(x)

+ 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫ ∫
fj,k+1(x, y)H̄1,j,P,P0(x, y)dµcj,P0

(y)dµ1,n,P0(x)

= 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫
fj,k+1(x, x)H̄1,j,P0,P0(x, x)C1,j,P0(x)dµ1,n,P0(x)

+ 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫
fj,k+1(x, x)(H̄1,j,P,P0 − H̄1,j,P0,P0)(x, x)C1,j,P0(x)dµ1,n,P0(x)

+ 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫ ∫
fj,k+1(x, y)H̄1,j,P0,P0(x, y)dµcj,P0

(y)dµ1,n,P0(x)

+ 1
k

∑k
j=1

∫ ∫
fj,k+1(x, y)(H̄1j,P,P0 − H̄1j,P0,P0)(x, y)dµcj,P0

(y)dµ1,n,P0(x).

Define Ha
1,j,i(P ) = H1,i(P ) if i 6= j; Ha

1,j,j(P ) = H1,1,j(P ); H1,j,k+1(P ) =
H1,2,j(P ) and dµa1,j,n,P0

= C1,j,P0(x)H1,j,P0,P0(x, x)dµ1,n,P0(x). Then, the first
term equals

R+,a
n (P, P0) =

1

k

k∑
j=1

∫ k+1∏
i=1

(Ha
1,j,i(P )−Ha

1,j,i(P0))(x)dµa1,j,n,P0
(x).

This is a k+1-th order polynomial difference. DefineHb
1,j,i(P )(x, y) = H1,i(P )(x)

if i 6= j; Hb
1,j,j(x, y) = H1,1,j(P )(x, y); Hb

1,j,k+1(P )(x, y) = H1,2,j(P )(x, y) and

dµb1,j,n,P0
= H1,j,P0,P0(x, y)dµcj,P0

(y)dµ1,n,P0(x). Then, the third term equals

R+,b
n (P, P0) =

1

k

k∑
j=1

∫
x

∫
y

k+1∏
i=1

(Hb
1,j,i(P )−Hb

1,j,i(P0))(x, y)dµn1,j,n,P0
(x, y).

This is a k+ 1-th order polynomial difference. Define Hc
1,j,i(P ) = H1,i(P )(x) if

i 6= j; Hc
1,j,j(P ) = H1,1,j(P )(x, x); H1,j,k+1(P ) = H1,2,j(P )(x, x); Hc

1,j,k+2(P ) =
H1,j,P,P0(x, x) and dµc1,j,n,P0

= C1,j,P0(x)dµ1,n,P0(x). Then, the second term
equals

R+,c
n (P, P0) =

1

k

k∑
j=1

∫
x

k+1∏
i=1

(Hc
1,j,i(P )−Hc

1,j,i(P0)(x)dµc1,j,n,P0
(x).

This is a k+2-th order polynomial difference. DefineHd
1,j,i(P )(x, y) = H1,i(P )(x)

if i 6= j; Hd
1,j,j(P )(x, y) = H1,1,j(P )(x, y); Hd

1,j,k+1(P )(x, y) = H1,2,j(P )(x, y);
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Hd
1,j,k+2(P ) = H1,j,P,P0(x, y), and dµd1,j,n,P0

= dµcj,P0
(y)dµ1,n,P0(x). Then, the

fourth term equals

R+,d
n (P, P0) =

1

k

k∑
j=1

∫
x

∫
y

k+2∏
i=1

(Hd
1,j,i(P )−Hd

1,j,i(P0))(x, y)dµd1,j,n,P0
(x, y).

This is a k + 2-th order polynomial difference. So this shows that

R̃+
n (P, P0) = R+,a

n (P, P0) +R+,b
n (P, P0) +R+,c

n (P, P0) +R+,d
n (P, P0)

is a sum of a k + 1-th order and k + 2-th order polynomial difference. This
completes the proof. 2

E.2 The directional derivative of a k-th order polyno-
mial difference in direction P − P0 is a sum of k-th
and k + 1-th order polynomial difference.

One statement in Lemma 9 is given by the following lemma proven here.

Lemma 18 Suppose that Rn : M2 → IR is a k-th order polynomial dif-
ference. Then, under weak regularity conditions, the directional derivative
d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0) of P → Rn(P, P0) at P in the direction P − P0 is a sum

of a k-th order and k + 1-th order polynomial difference in P and P0.
In particular, given Rn(P, P0) is defined in terms of H1,j and H2,j as in

our definition of a k-th order polynomial difference, it suffices to assume that
d
dP
H1,j(P )(P−P0)(x) = K1,j,P,P0(x)(p−p0)(x)+

∫
K1,j,P,P0,x(o)(p−p0)(o)dµ(o)

for certain functions K1,j,P,P0(x) and kernel (x, o)→ K1,j,P,P0(x, o), and simi-
larly for H2,j.

Proof: To demonstrate this lemma, suppose that

Rn(P, P0) =

∫ k∏
j=1

(H1,j(P )−H1,j(P0))dµ1,n,P0 .

Then, by the product rule of differentiation

d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0) =

∑k
j=1

∫ ∏k
l 6=j(H1,l(P )−H1,l(P0)) d

dP
H1,j(P )(P − P0)dµ1,n,P0 .

If we replace d/dPH1,j(P ) by d/dP0H1,j(P0), then it is a k-th order polyno-
mial difference. Suppose d

dP
H1,j(P )(P − P0)(x) = K1,j,P,P0(x)(p − p0)(x) +
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∫
K1,j,P,P0,x(o)(p − p0)(o)dµ(o) for certain functions K1,j,P,P0(x) and kernel

(x, o)→ K1,j,P,P0(x, o). Then,

d
dP
H1,j(P )(P − P0) = K1,j,P,P0(x)(p− p0)(x) +

∫
K1,j,P,P0(x, o)(p− p0)(o)dµ(o)

= K1,j,P0,P0(x)(p− p0)(x) +
∫
K1,j,P0,P0(x, o)(p− p0)(o)dµ(o)

+(K1,j,P,P0 −K1,j,P0,P0)(x)(p− p0)(x) +
∫

(K1,j,P,P0 −K1,j,P0,P0)(x, o)(p− p0)(o)dµ(o).

Let dµ̄(o, x) ≡ dµ(o)dµ1,n,P0(x). Thus,

d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0) =

∑k
j=1

∫ ∏k
l 6=j(H1,l(P )−H1,l(P0))(p− p0)K1,j,P0,P0dµ1,n,P0

+
∑k

j=1

∫ ∏k
l 6=j(H1,l(P )−H1,l(P0))

∫
K1,j,P0,P0)(x, o)(p− p0)(o)dµ(o)dµ1,n,P0(x)

+
∑k

j=1

∫ ∏k
l 6=j(H1,l(P )−H1,l(P0))(K1,j,P,P0 −K1,j,P0,P0)(p− p0)dµ1,n,P0

+
∑k

j=1

∫ ∏k
l 6=j(H1,l(P )−H1,l(P0))

∫
(K1,j,P,P0 −K1,j,P0,P0)(x, o)(p− p0)(o)dµ̄(o, x).

Define Ha
1,j,l(P ) = H1,l(P ) if j 6= l; Ha

1,j,j(P ) = p, and let dµ1,j,n,P0 =
K1,j,P0,P0dµ1,n,P0 . Then, the first term equals

Ra
n(P, P0) =

k∑
j=1

∫ k∏
l=1

(Ha
1,j,l(P )−Ha

1,j,l(P0))dµ1,j,n,P0 .

This is a k-th order polynomial difference. The second term can be written
as:

k∑
j=1

∫
x

∫
o

k∏
l 6=j

(H1,l(P )−H1,l(P0))(p− p0)K1,j,P0,P0)(x, o)(dµ(o)dµ1,n,P0(x).

Define Hb
1,j,l(P ) = H1,l(P ) for l 6= j; Hb

1,j,j(P ) = p, and

dµb1,j,n,P0
= K1,j,P0,P0(x, o)(dµ(o)dµ1,n,P0(x). Then, the second term equals

Rb
n(P, P0) =

k∑
j=1

∫ ∫ k∏
l=1

(Hb
1,j,l(P )−Hb

1,j,l(P0))dµb1,j,n,P0
.

This is a k-th order polynomial difference. Define Hc
1,j,l(P ) = H1,l(P ) for l 6= j;

Hc
1,j,j(P ) = K1,j,P,P0 , and Hc

1,j,k+1(P ) = p. Then, the third term equals

Rc
n(P, P0) =

k∑
j=1

∫ k+1∏
l=1

(Hc
1,j,l(P )−Hc

1,j,l(P0))dµ1,n,P0 .

This is a k + 1-th order polynomial difference. Define Hd
1,j,l(P ) = H1,l(P ) if

l 6= j; Hd
1,j,j(P ) = K1,j,P,P0 ; Hd

1,j,k+1(P ) = p, and dµd1,n,P0
= dµ(o)dµ1,n,P0 .
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Then, the fourth term equals

Rd
n(P, P0) =

k∑
j=1

∫ ∫ k+1∏
l=1

(Hd
1,j,l(P )−Hd

1,j,l(P0))(x)dµc1,n,P0
(x, o).

This is a k + 1-th order polynomial difference. So we have shown that

d

dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0) = Ra

n(P, P0) +Rb
n(P, P0) +Rc

n(P, P0) +Rd
n(P, P0),

where Ra
n, R

b
n are k-th order polynomial differences, and Rc

n, R
c
n are k + 1-th

order polynomial differences. This completes the proof. 2

E.3 A generalized k-th order difference Rn equals a gen-
eralized k + 1-th order difference R+

n plus its scaled
directional derivative

The remaining statements in Lemma 9 follow from the next lemma proven
here.

Lemma 19 Let Rn(P, P0) = Rn,k(P, P0) +Rn,k+1(P, P0) be a sum of a k and
k + 1-th order polynomial difference. Then,

Rn(P, P0) = R+
n,k(P, P0) +Rn,k+1(P, P0)

+k−1 d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0)
−k−1 d

dP
Rn,k+1(P, P0)(P − P0).

By Lemma 8, under specified regularity conditions, R+
n,k(P, P0) is (globally)

a sum of a k+1 and k+2-th order polynomial difference. Also, by Lemma 18,
under specified regularity conditions, k−1d/dPRn,k+1(P, P0)(P − P0) is (glob-
ally) a sum of a k+1 and k+2-th order polynomial difference. Thus, Rn(P, P0)
is (globally) a generalized k+1-th order difference plus k−1 d

dP
Rn(P, P0)(P−P0).

If d
dP̃n(P )

Rn(P̃n(P ), P0)(P̃n(P )− P0) = 0, this globally k-th order difference

Rn : M2 → IR, satisfies that Rn(P̃n(P ), P0) is a generalized k + 1-th order
difference in P and P0.

In general, if Rn(P, P0) is a generalized k-th order difference, then Rn(P, P0)
is a sum of a generalized k+1-th order difference R+

n (P, P0) and k−1 d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P−

P0).
That is, given a k-th order generalized difference Rn : M2 → IR, we can

define a k + 1-th order generalized difference R+
n : M2 → IR, and derivative
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operator Ṙn : M → IR defined by Ṙn(P, P0) = d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0), so that

Rn = R+
n + Ṙn. By applying this global representation of Rn to a particular

(P̃n(P ), P0) at which Ṙn(P̃n(P ), P0) = 0, we obtain that Rn(P̃n(P ), P0) equals
R+
n (P̃n(P ), P0).

Proof: We have

d

dP
Rn,k(P, P0)(P − P0) =

d

dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0)− d

dP
Rn,k+1(P, P0)(P − P0).

We showed that d
dP
Rn,k+1(P, P0)(P − P0) can be decomposed into a sum

dR1
n,k+1(P, P0) + dR2

n,k+2(P, P0) of a k + 1-th and k + 2-th order polynomial
difference:

d

dP
Rn,k+1(P, P0)(P − P0) = dR1

n,k+1(P, P0) + dR2
n,k+2(P, P0).

Thus,

d
dP
Rn,k(P, P0)(P − P0) = d

dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0)− dR1

n,k+1(P, P0)
−dR2

n,k+2(P, P0).

By Lemma 7, we have

Rn,k(P, P0) = R+
n,k(P, P0) + k−1 d

dP
Rn,k(P, P0)(P − P0).

Thus,

Rn,k(P, P0) = R+
n,k(P, P0) + k−1 d

dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0)− k−1dR1

n,k+1(P, P0)

−k−1dR2
n,k+2(P, P0).

By Lemma 8, R+
n,k(P, P0) can be decomposed into a k + 1 and k + 2-th order

polynomial difference:

R+
n,k(P, P0) = R+,a

n,k (P, P0) +R+,b
n,k(P, P0).

So we obtained:

Rn,k(P, P0) = R+,a
n,k (P, P0) +R+,b

n,k(P, P0)

+k−1 d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0)− k−1dR1

n,k+1(P, P0)− k−1dR2
n,k+2(P, P0).

We have Rn(P, P0) = Rn,k(P, P0) +Rn,k+1(P, P0) so that we obtained

Rn(P, P0) = R+,a
n,k (P, P0) +R+,b

n,k(P, P0) +Rn,k+1(P, P0)

+k−1 d
dP
Rn(P, P0)(P − P0)− k−1dR1

n,k+1(P, P0)− k−1dR2
n,k+2(P, P0)

Combine all the terms beyond k−1d/dPRn(P, P0)(P − P0) and note that they
represent a generalized k+ 1-th order difference R+

n (P, P0). At P = P̃n(P ) for
which d/dPRn(P, P0)(P −P0) = 0, this yields R+

n (P̃n(P ), P0). This proves the
lemma. 2
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F Understanding the order of difference of higher

order canonical gradients

Recall

Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ))−Ψ(j−1)
n (P̃n) = −P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n).

The left-hand side also equals Ψ
(j)
n (P )−Ψ

(j)
n (P̃n). So

Ψ(j)
n (P )−Ψ(j)

n (P̃n) = −P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P ), P̃n).

Let {Pδ,h : δ} ⊂ M be a path through P with score at δ = 0 equal to a
h ∈ TP (M). We consider paths P̃n,δ,h through P̃n. We have

Ψ(j)
n (P̃n,δ,h)−Ψ(j)

n (P̃n) = −P̃nD(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P̃n,δ,h)

+R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P̃n,δ,h), P̃n).

As a consequence, we have

d

dδ0

Ψ(j)
n (P̃n,δ,h) =

d

dδ0

R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P̃n,δ,h), P̃n)− d

dδ0

P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P̃n,δ,h)

.

For example, if we use a local least favorable path and ε
(j)
n (P ) is defined as

solution of P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P,ε)

= 0, then we have

d

dδ0

Ψ(j)
n (P̃n,δ,h) =

d

dδ0

R(j)
n (P̃ (j)

n (P̃n,δ,h), P̃n),

and R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P ), P̃n) = R

(1)
n (P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(j)
n (P ), P̃n) would be exactly a j + 1-

th order difference of P and P̃n. The key for this result is that P̃
(j)
n (P ) is

defined to solve P̃nD
(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 in all P ∈ M. So in that case, the pathwise

derivative would be exactly equal to zero for all paths, and thereby D
(j)

n,P̃n
= 0

for all j = 2, . . . , k. In our examples, we observe that even when using a local
least favorable path with MLE we still have that D

(2)

n,P̃n
= 0 exactly. Moreover,

higher order pathwise derivatives up till order j would all be equal to zero
as well. This demonstrates that in that case D

(j)
n,P involves a difference itself

between P and P̃n of order j − 1.
By solving the TMLE score equations up till finite sample negligible pre-

cision these statements will hold for finite sample purposes. Either way, our
results and exact expansions are all presented in terms of the exact TMLE
score values so that the impact of not solving the scores is directly expressed.
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G Proof of Lemma 12.

In this proof we suppress the dependence on (j).
Pathwise derivative of εn: We have εn(P ) = arg minε P̃n log(1+εDn,P )p.

So εn(P ) solves P̃n
Dn,P

1+εn(P )Dn,P
= 0. Let U(ε, p) = P̃n

Dn,p
(1+εDn,p)

, and note that

U(εn(p), p) = 0 and U(εn(pδ,h), pδ,h) = 0. By the implicit function theorem we
have

Aεn,P (h) = d
dδ0
εn(Pδ0,h)

=
{
P̃n

D2
n,P

(1+εn(P )Dn,P )2

}−1
d
dδ0
U(εn(P ), pδ0,h).

We have
d
dδ0
U(εn(P ), pδ0,h) = P̃n

d
dδ0

Dn,Pδ0,h
(1+εn(P )Dn,P )

− Dn,P
(1+εn(P )Dn,P )2 εn(P ) d

dδ0
Dn,pδ0,h

.

Let ADn,P (h) = d
dδ0
Dn,pδ0,h

. Then,

Aεn,P (h) = d
dδ0
εn(Pδ0,h)

= c−1
n,P P̃n

{
ADn,P (h)

(1+εn(P )Dn,P )
− Dn,P

(1+εn(P )Dn,P )2 εn(P )ADn,P (h)
}

= c−1
n,P P̃n

ADn,P (h)

(1+εn(P )Dn,P )2

= c−1
n,PP

dP̃n
dP

ADn,P (h)

(1+εn(P )Dn,P )2

= c−1
n,PPA

>
Dn,P

(
dP̃n
dP

1
(1+εn(P )Dn,P )2

)
h

= 〈Dεn,P , h〉P ,

where we used the definition of the adjoint A>Dn,P of ADn,P , and defined

Dεn,P = c−1
n,PA

>
Dn,P

(
dP̃n
dP

1

(1 + εn(P )Dn,P )2

)
∈ L2

0(P ).

Score operator An,P (h): By the product rule, we have

An,P (h) = d
dδ0
p̃n(pδ0,h)/p̃n(p)

= d
dδ0

(1 + εn(pδ0,h)Dn,pδ0,h
)pδ0,h/p̃n(p)

= {p̃n(p)}−1 {hp+ Aεn,P (h)Dn,Pp+ εn(P )ADn,P (h)p+ εn(P )Dn,Php}
= {p̃n(p)}−1 {(1 + εn(P )Dn,P )hp+ Aεn,P (h)Dn,Pp+ εn(P )ADn,P (h)p}
= h+ Aεn,P (h)Dn,P

p
p̃n(p)

+ εn(P )ADn,P (h) p
p̃n(p)

.
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Let’s first confirm that this is indeed an element of L2
0(P̃n(P ))? We have

P̃n(P )An,P (h) =
∫
{(1 + εn(P )Dn,P )hp+ Aεn,P (h)Dn,Pp+ εn(P )ADn,P (h)p} dµ

=
∫

(1 + εn(P )Dn,P )hpdµ+
∫
εn(P )ADn,P (h)pdµ

= εn(p)
∫
Dn,Phpdµ+ εn(P )

∫
ADn,P (h)pdµ

= εn(P ){
∫
Dn,Phpdµ+

∫
d
dδ0
Dn,Pδ0,h

pdµ}
= 0,

where we use that d
dδ0
EPDn,pδ0,h

= −EPDn,ph. So indeed the expectation

equals zero, proving An,P (h) ∈ L2
0(P̃n(P )).

Deriving the next canonical gradient: We will now determine the
next canonical gradient. We have

d
dδ0

Ψn(P̃n(Pδ0,h)) = 〈DP̃n(P )), An,P (h)〉P̃n(P )

= 〈Dn,P̃n(P ), (1 + εn(P )Dn,P )hp+ Aεn,P (h)Dn,Pp+ εn(P )ADn,P (h)p〉µ
= EP{Dn,P̃n(P )(1 + εn(P )Dn,P )h}+ EP{Dn,P̃n(P )Aεn,P (h)Dn,P}

+EP{Dn,P̃n(P )εn(P )ADn,P (h)}
= EPh{Dn,P̃n(P )(1 + εn(P )Dn,P )}+ 〈Dεn,P , h〉PEP{Dn,P̃n(P )Dn,P}

+EPhεn(P )A>Dn,P

(
D
n,P̃

(1)
n (P )

)
= 〈A>n,P (D

n,P̃
(1)
n (P )

), h〉P
= 〈D+

n,P , h〉P ,

where the next canonical gradient D+
n,P is thus given by

D+
n,P = A>n,P (Dn,P̃n(P )) = Dn,P̃n(P )(1 + εn(P )Dn,P ) +Dεn,PEP{Dn,P̃n(P )Dn,P}

+εn(P )A>Dn,P

(
Dn,P̃n(P )

)
.

This completes the proof. 2

H Lemmas for Example I: Second order TMLE

of integrated square of density

H.1 Proof of Lemma 13.

By Lemma 12 we have

D
(2)
n,P = A

(1),>
n,P (D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)

= D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

(1 + ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P ) +D

ε
(1)
n ,P

EP{D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

D
(1)
P }

+ε
(1)
n (P )A>

D(1),P

(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)
.
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We have AD(1),P : L2
0(P )→ L2(P ) is given by

AD(1),P (h) =
d

dδ0

D(1)
pδ0,h

= 2hp− 4

∫
hp2dµ.

Let’s compute its adjoint A>
D(1),P

: L2(P ) → L2
0(P ). For a h ∈ L2

0(P ) and

V ∈ L2(P ) we have

EPAD(1),P (h)V = EP2phV − 4

∫
hpdPEPV

= 〈h, 2p(V − 2EPV )〉P .

We still need to center it to have mean zero under P . Thus, A>
D(1),P

: L2(P )→
L2

0(P ) is given by

A>D(1),P (V ) = 2p(V − 2EPV )−
∫

2p(V − 2EPV )dP.

Let c
(1)
n,P = P̃n

D
(1),2
P

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

. We now determine D
ε
(1)
n ,P

= c−1
n,PA

>
D(1),P

(V ) with

V = (p̃n/p)1/(1 + ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2. We have

cn,PDε
(1)
n ,P

= 2p(V − 2EPV )−
∫

2p(V − 2EPV )dP

= 2p

{
(p̃n/p)

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2
− 2P̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

}
−2Pp

{
(p̃n/p)

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2
− 2P̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

}
= 2P̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2
− 4pP̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

−2P p̃n
1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

+ 4Ψ(P )P̃n
1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

.

In particular, at P = P̃n this expression reduces toD
ε
(1)
n ,P

= −
{
P̃nD

(1),2

P̃n

}−1

D
(1)

P̃n
.

We also need to determine A>
D(1),P

(V ) with V = D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

. We have

A>
D(1),P

(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)
= 2p(V − 2EPV )−

∫
2p(V − 2EPV )dP

= 2p
(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

− 2EPD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)
− 2Pp

(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

− 2EPD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)
.

Define the scalar
dP ≡ EP{D(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

D
(1)
P }c

−1
n,P .
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Thus,

D
(2)
n,P = A

(1),>
n,P (D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)

= D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

(1 + ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )

+2dP

{
p̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2
− 2pP̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

}
−2dPP

{
p̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

}
+4dPΨ(P )P̃n

1

(1+ε
(1)
n (P )D

(1)
P )2

+2ε
(1)
n (P )p

(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

− 2EPD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)
−2ε

(1)
n (P )P

{
p
(
D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

− 2EPD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)}
.

This completes the proof. 2

H.2 Proof of Lemma 14.

We will now work out the different contributions so that we can showcase the
type of third order differences in the expression for R(1),+.

We note that d
dp∗n
p̃

(1)
n (p∗n)(p̃n− p∗n) = A

(1)
p∗n

((p̃n− p∗n)/p∗n) can be expressed in

terms of the score operator A
(1)
p (h) = d

dδ0
p̃

(1)
n (pδ0,h) we derived in the Appendix

as part of proof of representation D
(2)
n,P . Analogue to the calculations of the

score operator A
(1)
p , we have

p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p) = (1 + ε
(1)
n (p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n

)p̃n − (1 + ε
(1)
n (p)D

(1)
p )p

= (p̃n − p) + (ε
(1)
n (p̃n)− ε(1)

n (p))D
(1)
p p+ ε

(1)
n (p̃n){D(1)

p̃n
−D(1)

p }p
+ε1n(p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n

(p̃n − p)
= (1 + ε

(1)
n (p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n

)(p̃n − p) + (ε
(1)
n (p̃n)− ε(1)

n (p))D
(1)
p p

+ε
(1)
n (p̃n){2(p̃n − p)− 2(Ψ(p̃n)−Ψ(p))}p

= (1 + ε
(1)
n (p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n

)(p̃n − p) +D
(1)
p p

{
d
dp
ε

(1)
n (p)(p̃n − p) +R

2,ε
(1)
n ,p

(p̃n, p)
}

+ε
(1)
n (p̃n){2(p̃n − p)− 2(Ψ(p̃n)−Ψ(p))}p

= (p̃n − p) + (ε
(1)
n (p)D

(1)
p )(p̃n − p) +D

(1)
p p d

dp
ε

(1)
n (p)(p̃n − p)

+ε
(1)
n (p)p d

dp
D

(1)
p (p̃n − p)

+(ε
(1)
n (p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n
− ε(1)

n (p)D
(1)
p )(p̃n − p)

+D
(1)
p pR

2,ε
(1)
n ,p

(p̃n, p)

−2ε
(1)
n (p)p

∫
(p̃n − p)2dx

≡ d
dp
p̃

(1)
n (p)(p̃n − p) +R

2,p,p̃
(1)
n

(p̃n, p),
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where we defined R2,p,ε()(p̃n, p) = ε
(1)
n (p̃n) − ε(1)

n (p) − d
dp
ε

(1)
n (p)(p̃n − p) and we

used that

D
(1)
p̃n
−D(1)

p = 2(p̃n − p)− 2
∫
p̃2
n + 2

∫
p2

= 2(p̃n − p)− 2
∫

(p̃n − p)p̃n − 2
∫
p(p̃n − p) = 2(p̃n − p)− 2

∫
(p̃n + p)(p̃n − p)

= 2(p̃n − p)− 2
∫

(2p+ p̃n − p)(p̃n − p)
= 2(p̃n − p)− 2

∫
2p(p̃n − p)− 2

∫
(p̃n − p)2

≡ d
dp
D

(1)
p (p̃n − p)− 2

∫
(p̃n − p)2.

Thus, d
dp
D

(1)
p (p̃n−p) = 2(p̃n−p)−4

∫
p(p̃n−p)dx. We also concluded that the

exact second order remainder in first order Tailor expansion of p̃
(1)
n (p)−p̃(1)

n (p∗n)
is given by

R
2,p,p̃

(1)
n

(p̃n, p) = (ε
(1)
n (p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n
− ε(1)

n (p)D
(1)
p )(p̃n − p)

+D
(1)
p pR

2,ε
(1)
n ,p

(p̃n, p)− 2ε
(1)
n (p)p

∫
(p̃n − p)2dx

≡ d
dp
p̃

(1)
n (p)(p̃n − p) +R

2,p,p̃
(1)
n

(p̃n, p).

Thus, we conclude that

−R(1),+(p̃
(1)
n (p∗n), p̃n) =

∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))2dx

=
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))R
2,p∗n,p̃

(1)
n ()

(p̃n, p
∗
n)dx

=
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))(ε
(1)
n (p̃n)D

(1)
p̃n
− ε(1)

n (p)D
(1)
p )(p̃n − p)dx

+
∫

(p̃
(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))D
(1)
p pR

2,ε
(1)
n ,p

(p̃n, p)dx

−2ε
(1)
n (p)

∫
(p̃n − p)2dx

∫
(p̃

(1)
n (p̃n)− p̃(1)

n (p∗n))pdx

I Proof of Lemmas for treatment specific mean

example

I.1 Proof of Lemma 15.

Note that q̃
(1)
n (qδ,h1 , g) is a logistic regression model with δC1 + εn(qδ,h, g)Cg in

its linear form. Therefore, we know

An,p,1(h1) = d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (qδ0 , g)

= C1(W,A)(Y − q̃(1)
n (q, g)(1 | W,A))

+ d
dδ0
εn(qδ0 , g)Cg(Y − q̃(1)

n (q, g)(1 | W,A)).

Since C1(W,A) = h1(W,A, Y )/(Y − q̄) this is indeed a linear mapping in h1.
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Score operator mapping score of path through initial g into score
of TMLE update: Note that q̃

(1)
n (q, gδ,h2) is a logistic regression model with

εn(q, gδ)Cgδ in its linear form. Also note that d
dδ
ḡδ = C2ḡ(1− ḡ). We have

d
dδ0
Cgδ0 = − A

ḡ2
d
dδ0
ḡδ0 = − A

ḡ2C2ḡ(1− ḡ) = −A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ).

Thus,

An,p,2(h2) = h2 + d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (q, gδ0)

= h2 + d
dδ0
εn(q, gδ0)Cg(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

+εn(q, g) d
dδ
Cgδ0 (Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

= h2 + d
dδ0
εn(q, gδ0)Cg(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

−εn(q, g)A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

= h2 + d
dδ0
εn(q, gδ0)Cg(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

−εn(q, g)A
ḡ
h2g(W,A)(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A)).

Here we used that C2(1− ḡ) = h2(1,W ) so that we have succeeded to express
the score operator as a linear mapping in h2g.

Let An,p,1 : H1(P ) → L2
0(P̃

(1)
n (P )), where H1(P ) = {h1 ∈ L2

0(P ) : E(h1 |
W,A) = 0}. We have H1(P ) = {C1(Y − q̄(W,A)) : C1}. Let An,p,2 : H2(P )→
L2

0(P̃
(1)
n (P )), where H2(P ) = {h2(W,A) : E(h2 | W ) = 0}. We have H2(P ) =

{C2(A − ḡ(W )) : C2}. Note that H1(P ) ⊥ H2(P ) are orthogonal spaces in
L2

0(P ). Above we derived the form of these score operators An,p,1 and An,p,2
up till the pathwise derivative of ε

(1)
n (q, g):

An,p,1(h1) = C1(W,A)(Y − q̃(1)
n (q, g)(1 | W,A))

+
d

dδ0

εn(qδ0 , g)Cg(Y − q̃(1)
n (q, g)(1 | W,A))

An,p,2(h2) = h2 +
d

dδ0

εn(q, gδ0)Cg(Y − q̃(1)
n (1 | W,A))

−εn(q, g)
A

ḡ
h2g(W,A)(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A)).

Representing second order canonical gradient and understand-
ing its two components: Let A>n,p,1 : L2

0(P̃
(1)
n (P )) → H1(P ) and A>n,p,2 :

L2
0(P̃

(1)
n (P )) → H2(P )) be the adjoints of An,p,1 and An,p,2, respectively. It
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follows that

d
dδ0

Ψ
(1)
n (pδ0,h) = P̃

(1)
n (p)D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)
{An,p,1(h1) + An,p,2(h2)}

= PA>n,p,1(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

)h1 + PA>n,p,2(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

)h2

= PA>n,p,1(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

)(h1 + h2) + PA>n,p,2(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

)(h1 + h2)

= P (h1 + h2)
{
A>n,p,1(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) + A>n,p,2(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

)
}
.

This shows that the second order canonical gradient can be represented as

D
(2)
n,P = A>n,p,1(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) + A>n,p,2(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

).

This corresponds with our lemma in previous section: D
(j+1)
n,P = A>n,p(D

(j)

n,P̃
(j)
n (P )

).

Separate second order canonical gradient components for tar-
geting qY and g: We should also note that A>n,p,1(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) is the canonical

gradient of q → Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (q, g)) and A>n,p,2(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) is the canonical gradient

of g → Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (q, g)). We will have computed both components D

(2)
n,P,1 =

A>n,p,1(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) and D
(2)
n,P,2 = A>n,p,2(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) of D
(2)
n,P = D

(2)
n,P,1 +D

(2)
n,P,2. One can

be used to target q and the other can be used to target g. Targeting these two
components of the initial estimator in the first order TMLE separately will
provide additional representations of the third order remainder of the second
order TMLE, which can thereby be beneficial relative to only aiming for D

(2)
n,P .

Determining the pathwise derivative of ε
(1)
n (p): We have that ε

(1)
n (p)

solves
0 = P̃nCg(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)(q, g, ε)(W,A)).

Let’s denote this equation with U(ε(p), p = (q, g)). We have U(ε(pδ), pδ) = 0.

So, at ε = ε
(1)
n (p), we have

d

dδ0

ε(1)
n (pδ0) = −

{
d

dε
U(ε, p)

}−1
d

dδ0

U(ε, pδ0).

We have

c
(1)
P ≡ −

d

dε
U(ε, p) = P̃nCg

d

dε
q̄(1)(q, g, ε)(W,A).

Note that
d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (qδ0 , g) = c

(1),−1
P

d
dδ0
U(ε

(1)
n (p), qδ0 , g)

d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (q, gδ0) = c

(1),−1
P

d
dδ0
U(ε

(1)
n (p), q, gδ0).
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We know that

d

dε
q̄(p, ε) = q̄(1)(p, ε)(1− q̄(1)(p, ε))Cg.

So we obtain

c
(1)
P = − d

dε
U(ε, p) = P̃nC

2
g q̄

(1)(p, ε)(1− q̄(1)(p, ε))

= P g̃n
ḡ2 q̄

(1)(p, ε)(1− q̄(1)(p, ε)).

We have

d
dδ
U(ε, qδ,h1 , g) = d

dδ
P̃nCg

(
Y − 1

1+exp(− log(q̄δ/(1−q̄δ))−εCg)

)
= − d

dδ
P̃nCg

1
1+exp(−{log(q̄/(1−q̄))+deltaC1+εCg})

= −P̃nCgC1q̄
(1)(q, g, ε)(1− q̄(1)(q, g, ε)).

We have

d
dδ
U(ε, q, gδ,h2) = d

dδ
P̃nCgδ

(
Y − 1

1+exp(−{log(q̄/(1−q̄))+εCgδ})

)
= P̃n

d
dδ
Cgδ

(
Y − 1

1+exp(−{log(q̄/(1−q̄))+εCg})

)
−P̃nCgε ddδCgδ q̄

(1)(q, g, ε)(1− q̄(1)(q, g, ε))

= −P̃n Aḡ2C2ḡ(1− ḡ)
(
Y − 1

1+exp(−{log(q̄/(1−q̄))+εCg})

)
+P̃nCgε

A
ḡ2C2ḡ(1− ḡ)q̄(1)(q, g, ε)(1− q̄(1)(q, g, ε))

= −P̃nAḡC2(1− ḡ)
(
Y − q̄(1)(q, g, ε)

)
+P̃nCgε

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)q̄(1)(q, g, ε)(1− q̄(1)(q, g, ε)).

So we have shown

d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (qδ0,h1 , g) = −c(1),−1

P P̃nCgC1q̄
(1)(q, g, ε

(1)
n (p))(1− q̄(1)(q, g, ε

(1)
n (p)))

d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (q, gδ0,h2) = −c(1),−1

P P̃n
A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)

(
Y − q̄(1)(q, g, ε

(1)
n (p))(1)

)
+c

(1),−1
P P̃nCgε

(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)q̄(1)(q, g, ε)(1− q̄(1)(q, g, ε))

Final forms of score operators An,p,1 and An,p,2: Thus,

An,p,1(h1) = d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (qδ0 , g)

= C1(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g)(W,A))

+ d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (qδ0 , g)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)(W,A))

= C1(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g)(W,A))

−c(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgC1q̄

(1)(q, g, ε)(1− q̄(1)
n (q, g))

}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)).
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An,p,2(h2) = h2 + d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (q, gδ0)

= h2 − ε(1)
n (q, g)A

ḡ
h2g(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

+ d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (q, gδ0)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

= h2 − ε(1)
n (q, g)A

ḡ
h2g(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

−c(1),−1
P

{
P̃n

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)

(
Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)
)}

Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

+c
(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgε

(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)q̄

(1)
n (q, q)(1− q̄(1)

n (q, g))
}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)).

This proves Lemma 15.

I.2 Proof of Lemma 16.

Determining the adjoint of An,p,1: We have

P̃
(1)
n (p)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

An,p,1(h1) = P̃
(1)
n (p)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

C1(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))

−P̃ (1)
n (p)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))c

(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgC1q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
}

= P̃
(1)
n (p)(CgC1(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))2)

−P̃ (1)
n (p)C2

g (Y − q̄(1)
n )2c

(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgC1q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
}

= P̃
(1)
n (p){CgC1q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)}
−P̃ (1)

n (p){C2
g (q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)}c(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgC1q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
}

= P{A
ḡ
C1q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)}
−P{ A

ḡ2 (q̄
(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)}c(1),−1
P

{
PCg

g̃n
ḡ
C1q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
}

= P{A
ḡ

1
Y−q̄C1(Y − q̄)q̄(1)

n (1− q̄(1)
n )(p)}

−P{1
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)}c(1),−1
P

{
PCg

g̃n
ḡ

1
Y−q̄C1(Y − q̄)q̄(1)

n (1− q̄(1)
n )(p)

}
= PC1(Y − q̄)A

ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
{

1
Y−q̄ − q̄/(1− q̄) + (1− q̄)/q̄

}
−P{1

ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)}c(1),−1
P{

PCgC1(Y − q̄) g̃n
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
{

1
Y−q̄ −

q̄
1−q̄ + (1−q̄)

q̄

}}
= Ph1,q

A
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
{

1
1−q̄ + 1

q̄

}
(Y − q̄)

−P{1
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)}c(1),−1
P

{
PCgh1,q

g̃n
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)
{

1
1−q̄ + 1

q̄

}
(Y − q̄)

}
= Ph1,q

A
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p) 1
q̄(1−q̄)(Y − q̄)

−P{1
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)}c(1),−1
P

{
PCgh1,q

g̃n
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p) 1
q̄(1−q̄)(Y − q̄)

}
.
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Thus, this shows that

D
(2)
n,P,1 = A>n,p,1(D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

)

= A
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p) 1
q̄(1−q̄)(Y − q̄)

−c(1),−1
P P{1

ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)}Cg g̃nḡ
q̄
(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)
q̄(1−q̄) (Y − q̄).

We note that at P = P̃n we have q̄
(1)
n (p) = q̄, g̃n = ḡ, C

(1)

P̃n
= P q̄(1 − q̄)/ḡ, so

that it cancels with P{1
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)}, and thereby

D
(2)

n,P̃n,1
=
A

ḡ
(Y − q̄)− Cg(Y − q̄) = 0.

Determining the adjoint of An,2,p: Recall that An,2,p(h2) is a sum of
four terms. We will determine the adjoint for each term separately.
Term 1:

P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

h2 = P̃
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))h2 = 0.

Therefore, the adjoint obtains no contribution from this term.
Term 2: We need minus contribution from following:

P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

ε
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
h2(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))

= P̃
(1)
n (P )A

ḡ
(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))ε
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
h2(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))

= ε
(1)
n (p)P̃

(1)
n (p) A

ḡ2 (Y − q̄(1)
n )2h2

= ε
(1)
n (p)P A

ḡ2 q̄
(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )h2

= ε
(1)
n (p)P A−ḡ

ḡ2 q̄
(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(1)h2.

Thus, the contribution is

−ε(1)
n (p)

A− ḡ
ḡ2

q̄(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(1,W ).

Term 3: We need minus sign from following:
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P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

c
(1),−1
P

{
P̃n

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)

(
Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)
)}

Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

= P̃
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))c

(1),−1
P P̃n

A
ḡ

(1− ḡ)C2(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))

= PA/ḡ2q̄
(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )c
(1),−1
P P̃nA/ḡ(1− ḡ)C2(q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))

= c
(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n (1)
ḡ

PA ḡn
ḡ2 (1− ḡ)C2(q̃n − q̃(1)

n (p))

= c
(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n (1)
ḡ

P g̃n
ḡ2 (1− ḡ)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n
A
A−ḡC2(A− ḡ))

= c
(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n (1)
ḡ

Ph2
g̃n
ḡ2 (1− ḡ)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n

{
A
A−ḡ − ḡ/(1− ḡ)

}
= c

(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n (1)
ḡ

Ph2
g̃n
ḡ2 (1− ḡ)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n
1

(1−ḡ)(A− ḡ)

= Ph2

{{
c

(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n (1)
ḡ

}
g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (A− ḡ)
}

So contribution is given by

−

{
c

(1),−1
P P

q̄
(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n (1)

ḡ

}
g̃n
ḡ2

(q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p))(A− ḡ.

Term 4:

P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

c
(1),−1
P

{
P̃nCgε

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)q̄

(1)
n (q, q)(1− q̄(1)

n (q, g))
}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

= P̃
(1)
n

A
ḡ

(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))c
(1),−1
P P̃nCg

A
ḡ

(1− ḡ)ε
(1)
n (p)C2q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)

= c
(1),−1
P P A

ḡ2 q̄
(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)P̃nA
1−ḡ
ḡ2 ε

(1)
n (p)q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )C2

≡ dnP
g̃n
ḡ
A1−ḡ

ḡ2 ε
(1)
n (p)q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )C2

= dnP
g̃n
ḡ3 (1− ḡ)ε

(1)
n (p)q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n ) A
A−ḡh2

= dnP
g̃n
ḡ3 (1− ḡ)ε

(1)
n (p)q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(1) 1
1−ḡ (A− ḡ)h2

= Ph2

{
dn

g̃n
ḡ3 ε

(1)
n (p)q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(1)(A− ḡ)
}
.

Thus, the contribution is given by:

dn
g̃n
ḡ3
ε(1)
n (p)q̄(1)

n (1− q̄(1)
n )(1)(A− ḡ),

where dn = c
(1),−1
P P 1

ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p).
Summing up the contributions yields:

D
(2)
n,P,2 = A>n,P,2(D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

= −ε(1)
n (p) q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(1)
ḡ2 (A− ḡ)

−
{
c

(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n (1)
ḡ

}
g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))(A− ḡ)

+c
(1),−1
P

{
P 1
ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
}

g̃n
ḡ3 ε

(1)
n (p)q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(1)(A− ḡ).
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Note that D
(2)

n,P̃n,2
= 0. Define

c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
= c

(1),−1
P P q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)
ḡ

=
{
P g̃n
ḡ2 q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
}−1

P q̄
(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
ḡ

.

Thus, we have derived D
(2)
n,P = D

(2)
n,P,1 +D

(2)
n,P,2.

D
(2)
n,P = A

ḡ
q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1) 1
q̄(1−q̄)(Y − q̄)

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P
Cg

g̃n
ḡ
q̄
(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)
q̄(1−q̄) (Y − q̄)

−ε(1)
n (p) q̄

(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)
ḡ2 (A− ḡ)

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))(1)(A− ḡ)

+c̃
(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ3 ε

(1)
n (p)q̄

(1)
n (1− q̄(1)

n )(p)(1)(A− ḡ).

The first two terms represent D
(2)
n,P,1.

This proves Lemma 16.

I.3 Proof of Lemma 17.

For notational convenience, let p∗n = P̃
(2)
n (P ). As in our general section, we

first obtain a decomposition in a pure second order polynomial difference and
a third order difference:

R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = P̃n(q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) ḡ

∗
n−g̃n
ḡ∗n

= P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) ḡ

∗
n−g̃n
g̃n
− P̃n(q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) (ḡ∗n−g̃n)2

ḡ∗ng̃n

= R(1),p(P̃
(1)
n (p∗n), P̃n)− P̃n(q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) (ḡ∗n−g̃n)2

ḡ∗ng̃n
.

Note that we can represent p̃n = p̃
(1)
n (p̃n). Let’s denote the second third

order term with R
(1)
3 (P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n). We have d

dP ∗n
R(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n)(P ∗n−P̃n) =

−P̃nD(2)
P ∗n

. Thus,

d

dP ∗n
R(1),p(P̃ (1)

n (P ∗n), P̃n)(P ∗n−P̃n) = −P̃nD(2)
P ∗n

+
d

dP ∗n
R

(1)
3 (P̃ (1)

n (P ∗n), P̃n)(P ∗n−P̃n).

The latter term remains a third order term, and we will denote it withR(1),+,b(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n).

Using that p = (q̄, ḡ) and d
dp
f(p)(p− p̃n) = d

dq̄
f(q̄, ḡ)(q̄− q̃n)+ d

dḡ
f(q̄, ḡ)(ḡ− g̃n),

it follows that

R(1),+,b(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = P̃n

d
dp∗n
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)(1)(p∗n − p̃n) (ḡ∗n−g̃n)2

ḡ∗ng̃n

+P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) 2

ḡ∗ng̃n
(ḡ∗n − g̃n)2 − P̃n(q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) 1

g̃n(ḡ∗n)2 (ḡ∗n − g̃n)3.
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By our derivative reduction representation for a second order polynomial
difference we have

R(1),p(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R(1),p,+,a(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) + 1/2 d

dP ∗n
R(1),p(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n)(P ∗n − P̃n),

where R(1),p,+,a is a third order difference we can compute as follows. We have

R(1),p(P̃
(1)
n (p∗n), P̃

(1)
n (p̃n))

= 1/2P̃n

{
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)− q̄(1)

n (p̃n)− d
dp∗n
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)(p∗n − p̃n)

}
ḡ∗n−g̃n
g̃n

+1/2P̃n
d
dp∗n
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)(1)(p∗n − p̃n) ḡ

∗
n−g̃n
g̃n

+1/2P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̄(1)

n (p̃n))
ḡ∗n−g̃n− d

dp∗n
ḡ(p∗n)(p∗n−p̃n)

g̃n

+1/2P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̄(1)

n (p̃n))(1)
d
dp∗n

ḡ(p∗n)(p∗n−p̃n)

g̃n

= 1/2P̃n

{
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)− q̄(1)

n (p̃n)− d
dp∗n
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)(p∗n − p̃n)

}
(1) ḡ

∗
n−g̃n
g̃n

+1/2P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̄(1)

n (p̃n))
ḡ∗n−g̃n− d

dp∗n
ḡ(p∗n)(p∗n−p̃n)

g̃n

+1/2 d
dP ∗n

R(1),p(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃

(1)
n (P̃n))(P ∗n − P̃n)

= R(1),p,+,a(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃

(1)
n (P̃n)) + 1/2 d

dP ∗n
R(1),p(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃

(1)
n (P̃n))(P ∗n − P̃n).

R(1),p,+,a is a third order difference. Define

R
2,q̄

(1)
n ,p∗n

(p∗n, p̃n) ≡ q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̄(1)

n (p̃n)− d
dq∗n
q̄

(1)
n (q∗n, g

∗
n)(q∗n − q̃n)

− d
dg∗n
q̄

(1)
n (q∗n, g

∗
n)(g∗n − g̃n).

Since p = (q, g), and d
dp
ḡ(p)(p− p̃n) = (ḡ − ḡ(p̃n)),

R(1),p,+,a(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃

(1)
n (P̃n)) = 1/2P̃nR2,q̄

(1)
n ,p∗n

(p∗n, p̃n) ḡ
∗
n−g̃n
g̃n

.

We conclude that

R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) = R(1),p,+,a(P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃

(1)
n (P̃n))

−R(1)
3 (P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n) + 1/2 d

dP ∗n
R

(1)
3 (P̃

(1)
n (P ∗n), P̃n)(P ∗n − P̃n)

−1/2P̃nD
(2)
P ∗n

= R(1),p,+,a − 1/2P̃nD
(2) + 1/2P̃n

d
dp∗n
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)(1)(p∗n − p̃n) (ḡ∗n−g̃n)2

ḡ∗ng̃n

+1/2P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) 2

ḡ∗ng̃n
(ḡ∗n − g̃n)2 − P̃n(q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) 1

g̃n(ḡ∗n)2 (ḡ∗n − g̃n)3

−P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) (ḡ∗n−g̃n)2

ḡ∗ng̃n

= R(1),p,+,a − 1/2P̃nD
(2) + 1/2P̃n

d
dp∗n
q̄

(1)
n (p∗n)(1)(p∗n − p̃n) (ḡ∗n−g̃n)2

ḡ∗ng̃n

−P̃n(q̄
(1)
n (p∗n)− q̃n)(1) 1

g̃n(ḡ∗n)2 (ḡ∗n − g̃n)3.

This completes the proof of the lemma.
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I.4 Verification that the directional derivative of Ψ
(1)
n

agrees with the second order canonical gradient.

Suppose that P̃nD
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (P )

= 0 and P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

= 0 for all P . We have P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

=

0 for our TMLE-update. By using P̃
(2)
n (P ) as a universal least favorable path

update, iterative TMLE update or a one-step local least favorable path with
ε

(2)
n (P ) defined by exactly solving the equation P̃nD

(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P,ε)

= 0. For our

formula for D
(2)
n,P we have

P̃nD
(2)
n,P = Pn

g̃n
ḡ
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(q̃n − q̄)

−ε(1)
n (p)Pn

q̄
(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)
ḡ2

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(g̃n − ḡ)

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P
Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(g̃n − ḡ).

We also have

Ψ
(1)
n (P )−Ψ

(1)
n (P̃n) = Ψ(P̃

(1)
n (P ))−Ψ(P̃n) = −P̃nD(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n)

= R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n)

= Pn(q̄
(1)
n (p)− q̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ
.

We want to prove that indeed with our choice D
(2)
n,P it follows that(P −

P̃n)D
(2)
n,P = d

dP
Ψ

(1)
n (P )(P − P̃n) + Rn,3(P, P̃n), where Rn,3(P, P̃n) is a third

order difference. For that we need to show

(P−P̃n)D
(2)
n,P = Pn

d

dp
q̄(1)
n (p)(p−p̃n)

ḡ − g̃n
ḡ

+Pn(q̄(1)
n (p)−q̃n)

ḡ − g̃n
ḡ

+Rn,3(P, P̃n).

Lemma 20 We have
d
dp
q̄

(1)
n (p)(p− p̃n)

= q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)

+q̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n)

−q̄(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)

Plugging this term into Pnd/dpq̄
(1)
n (p− p̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ yields

d
dP

Ψ
(1)
n (P )(P − P̃n) =

Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ

−Pnq̄(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)2/ḡ

+Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n).
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We have
Pnq̄

(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

= −(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n),

up till third order.
So we obtain

d
dP

Ψ
(1)
n (P )(P − P̃n) =

Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ

−Pnq̄(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)2/ḡ

−(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n),

up till third order term.

Proof: So let’s compute

d

dp
q̄(1)
n (p)(p− p̃n) =

d

dq̄
q̄(1)
n (p)(q̄ − q̃n) +

d

dḡ
q̄(1)
n (p)(ḡ − g̃n).

We have (at A = 1)

q̄(1)
n (p) =

1

1 + exp
(
− log(q̄/(1− q̄)− ε(1)

n (p)1/ḡ
) .

So

d
dp
q̄

(1)
n (p)(p− p̃n) = −{q̄(1)

n (p)}2 d
dp

{
1−q̄
q̄

exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)
}

(p− p̃n)

= −{q̄(1)
n (p)}2 exp(−εn(p)/ḡ) d

dq̄
(1− q̄)/q̄)(q̄ − q̃n)

+{q̄(1)
n (p)}2(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ) d

dp
{εn(p)/ḡ}(p− p̃n)

= −{q̄(1)
n (p)}2 exp(−εn(p)/ḡ) {−1/q̄(q̄ − q̃n)− (1− q̄)/q̄2(q̄ − q̃n)}

+{q̄(1)
n (p)}2(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)(ḡ)−1 d

dp
{εn(p)(p− p̃n)

−{q̄(1)
n (p)}2(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)

= +{q̄(1)
n (p)}2 exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)(1/q̄)(q̄ − q̃n)

+{q̄(1)
n (p)}2 exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)(1− q̄)/q̄2(q̄ − q̃n)

+{q̄(1)
n (p)}2(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)(ḡ)−1 d

dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n)

−{q̄(1)
n (p)}2(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n).

Notice that

(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ) =
1− q̄(1)

n (p)

q̄
(1)
n (p)

.
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Substitution gives:

d
dp
q̄

(1)
n (p)(p− p̃n) = {q̄(1)

n (p)}2(1− q̄)−1 {exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)((1− q̄)/q̄)} (q̄ − q̃n)

+{q̄(1)
n (p)}2(q̄)−1 {exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)(1− q̄)/q̄} (q̄ − q̃n)

+{q̄(1)
n (p)}2 {(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)} (ḡ)−1 d

dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n)

−{q̄(1)
n (p)}2 {(1− q̄)/q̄ exp(−εn(p)/ḡ)} εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)

= q̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(1− q̄)−1(q̄ − q̃n)

+q̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(q̄)−1(q̄ − q̃n)

+q̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n)

−q̄(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)

= q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)

+q̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n)

−q̄(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)

This completes the proof of the first statement.
So it remains to derive

+Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))1
ḡ
d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

Note
Pnq̄

(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))1
ḡ
d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

=
{
Pnq̄

(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p)) ḡ−g̃n
ḡ2

}
d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n)

=
{
Pnq̄

(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p)) ḡ−g̃n
ḡ2

}
c

(1),−1
P

d
dp
U(εn, p)(p− p̃n).

Notice that numerator of factor in front of d/dpU equals Pnq̄
(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )/ḡ−c(1)
P ,

so that factor becomes
(c̃

(1)

P̃n,P
− 1).

Thus, we have

Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))1
ḡ
d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

= (c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1) d

dp
U(εn, p)(p− p̃n).

Below we show that

d
dp
U(εn, p)(p− p̃n)

= −Pn g̃nḡ2 (ḡ − g̃n)(q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p))− P̃nCg ddp q̄

(1)(p, εn)(p− p̃n).
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Thus,

Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))1
ḡ
d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

= −(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (ḡ − g̃n)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))

−(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)P̃nCg

d
dp
q̄

(1)
n (p)(p− p̃n)

= −(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (ḡ − g̃n)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))

−(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Png̃n/ḡ

d
dp
q̄(1)(p, εn)(p− p̃n).

The first term is a third order term already. So we can focus on second term.
The second term we can write ḡn/ḡ − 1 + 1 giving another third order term
and then

−(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

d

dp
q̄(1)(p, εn)(p− p̃n).

We now need an expression for d
dp
q̄(1)(p, ε)(p− p̃n). This was shown above:

d
dp
q̄(1)(p, εn)(p− p̃n)

= q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)

−q̄(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n).

The second term of this expression is already second order so gives a third
order. So we are left with

Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))1
ḡ
d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

= −(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n),

up till third order term. This proves the second statement. The final statement
follows from substitution. This completes the proof of the lemma. 2

This allows us to prove the desired result.

Lemma 21 We have that

−P̃nD(2)
n,P = Pn

d
dp
q̄

(1)
n (p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ
+R(1)(P̃

(1)
n (P ), P̃n)

+Rn,3(P, P̃n),

where Rn,3(P, P̃n) is a third order difference. This also proves that

−P̃nD(2)
n,P =

d

dP
Ψ(1)
n (P )(P − P̃n)

up till a third order remainder.
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Proof: Plugging in in Pnd/dpq̄
(1)
n (p− p̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ gives

Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ

−Pnq̄(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))εn(p)/ḡ2(ḡ − g̃n)2/ḡ

+Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ
.

Compare with first and second term of P̃nD
(2)
n,P :

Pn
g̃n
ḡ
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(q̃n − q̄)

−ε(1)
n (p)Pn

q̄
(1)
n (1−q̄(1)

n )(p)
ḡ2

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(g̃n − ḡ).

Let’s ignore both second terms since they are third order. Adding up the two
respective terms yields

Pn
g̃n
ḡ
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(q̃n − q̄)

+Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ

= Pn

(
g̃n
ḡ
− 1
)
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(q̃n − q̄)

+Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

}
(q̃n − q̄)

+Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ.

Ignore first term since third order.

+Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

g̃n
ḡ

(1− c(1)

P̃n,P
)(q̃n − q̄)

+Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

ḡ−g̃n
ḡ

(q̃n − q̄)

+Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ

= Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

g̃n
ḡ

(1− c(1)

P̃n,P
)(q̃n − q̄).

So
(P̃n − P )D

(2)
n,P + Pnd/dpq̄

(1)
n (p− p̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ

= Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

g̃n
ḡ

(1− c(1)

P̃n,P
)(q̃n − q̄)

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P
Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(g̃n − ḡ)

+Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ
,

We already obtained

Pnq̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))(ḡ)−1 d
dp
εn(p)(p− p̃n) ḡ−g̃n

ḡ

= −(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n),
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up till third order. So we have shown

(P̃n − P )D
(2)
n,P + Pnd/dpq̄

(1)
n (p− p̃n)(ḡ − g̃n)/ḡ

= Pn
q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄)

g̃n
ḡ

(1− c(1)

P̃n,P
)(q̃n − q̄)

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P
Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(g̃n − ḡ)

−(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

q̄
(1)
n (p)(1−q̄(1)

n (p))
q̄(1−q̄) (q̄ − q̃n)

= −c̃(1)

P̃n,P
Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(g̃n − ḡ)

up till third order term. Finally, for this last term we have:

−c̃(1)

P̃n,P
Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(g̃n − ḡ)

= −(c̃
(1)

P̃n,P
− 1)Pn

g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))(g̃n − ḡ)

−Pn g̃nḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p)(1))(g̃n − ḡ)

≈ −Pn g̃nḡ (q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p)(1)) g̃n−ḡ

ḡ

= −Pn
(
g̃n
ḡ
− 1
)

(q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p)(1)) g̃n−ḡ

ḡ

−Pn(q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p)(1)) g̃n−ḡ

ḡ

≈ −Pn(q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p)(1)) g̃n−ḡ

ḡ

= −R(1)(P̃
(1)
n (P ), P̃n).

This proves our desired result. 2

J Targeting the HAL-MLE in the HAL-regularized

second order TMLE of the treatment spe-

cific mean, in order to guarantee solving the

desired empirical efficient score equations.

Suppose we want to target P̃n to solve (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)
n,P = 0 and (P̃n−Pn)D

(2)
n,P = 0

at a given initial estimator P = P 0. By doing this, the second order TMLE
that arranges that PnD

(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P 0)

= 0 and P̃nD
(1)

n,P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0)

= 0, will then require

less undersmoothing of the HAL-MLE to arrange that also P̃nD
(2)

n,P̃
(2)
n (P 0)

≈ 0

and PnD
(1)

n,P̃
(1)
n P̃

(2)
n (P 0)

≈ 0 at a desired precision. One could also iterate this

targeting of the HAL-MLE as in the iterative second order TMLE, and thereby
obtain a second order TMLE P ∗n that solves all the desired equations PnD

(1)
P ∗n

=

P̃nD
(1)
P ∗n

= PnD
(2)
n,P ∗n

= P̃nD
(2)
n,P ∗n

= 0.
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Targeting P̃n to solve (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)
n,P = 0 at a given P = P 0: Let (ḡ, q̄)

represent the initial P 0. We want that P̃n
A
ḡ

(Y − q̄) = Pn
A
ḡ

(Y − q̄). This can
be written as:

Pn
A
ḡ

(Y − q̄)− P̃nAḡ (Y − q̄)
= Pn

A
ḡ

(Y − q̄)− Pn g̃nḡ (q̃n − q̄)
= Pn(−A/ḡq̄ + g̃n

ḡ
q̄) + Pn(A/ḡY − g̃n/ḡq̃n)

= −Pn q̄ḡ (A− g̃n) + PnA/ḡ(Y − q̃n) + Pnq̃n/ḡ(A− g̃n).

So we want
Pn

q̃n−q̄
ḡ

(A− g̃n) = 0

Pn
A
ḡ

(Y − q̃n) = 0.

So we could update q̃n with standard univariate logistic regression with off-set
log q̃n/(1− q̃n) and εA/ḡ clever covariate. In addition, given this updated q̃∗n,
we could then update g̃n with a standard univariate logistic regression using
off-set log g̃n/(1− g̃n) and ε(q̃∗n − q̄)/ḡ. This results in an updated P̃ ∗n defined
by qW,n, g̃

∗
n, q̃
∗
n so that PnA/ḡ(Y − q̃∗n) = 0 and Pn(q̃∗n − q̄)/ḡ(A− g̃∗n) = 0. By

above derivation, this implies then Pn
A
ḡ

(Y − q̄)− P̃ ∗n Aḡ (Y − q̄) = 0.

Targeting P̃n to solve (P̃n − Pn)D
(2)
n,P = 0 at a given P = P 0 and P̃n:

Recall D
(2)
n,P = Ca

n,P (A− ḡ) + Cu
n,P (Y − q̄). We have

P̃nC
a
n,P (A− ḡ)− PnCa

n,P (A− ḡ) = PnC
a
n,P (g̃n − ḡ)− PnCa

n,P (A− ḡ)
= −PnCa

n,P (A− g̃n).

So for this we want to update g̃n with a standard univariate logistic regression
using off-set log g̃n/(1−g̃n) and clever covariate εCa

n,P , where we use the current

P̃n in the expression for Ca
n,P .

Define

C̃y
n,P ≡

1

ḡ

q̄
(1)
n (p)(1− q̄(1)

n (p))

q̄(1− q̄)

{
1− c̃(1)

P̃n,P

g̃n
ḡ

)
.

Notice that Cy
n,P = AC̃y

n,P , and

P̃nC
y
n,P (Y − q̄) = PnC̃

y
n,P g̃n(q̃n − q̄).

Thus,

(P̃n − Pn)Cy
n,P (Y − q̄) = Pn(q̃n − q̄)C̃y

n,P g̃n − Pn(Y − q̄)C̃y
n,PA

= Pn(q̃n − Y )C̃y
n,PA+ Pn(q̃n − q̄)C̃y

n,P (g̃n − A)

= −PnCy
n,P (Y − q̃n)− Pn(q̃n − q̄)C̃y

n,P (A− g̃n).
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So for this we want to target q̃n with covariate Cy
n,P , and given the resulting

update q̃∗n, we want to target g̃n with covariate (q̃∗n− q̄)C̃
y
n,P . Notice that Cy

n,P

and Ca
n,P depend themselves on P̃n so that we would use the current P̃n for

these covariates.
Joint targeting of (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)
P = (P̃n − Pn)D

(2)
n,P = 0 at a given

P = P 0 and current P̃n: To conclude, we want to target P̃n so that

PnC
y

P̃n,P
(Y − q̃n) = 0

Pn
A

ḡ
(Y − q̃n) = 0

Pn(q̃n − q̄)C̃y

P̃n,P
(A− g̃n) = 0

PnC
a
P̃n,P

(A− g̃n) = 0

Pn
q̃n − q̄
ḡ

(A− g̃n) = 0.

The targeting of q̃n is achieved by including two covariates A/ḡ and Cy
n,P Given

the resulting q̃∗n, we target g̃n by including three covariates Ca
P̃n,P

, (q̃∗n − q̄)/ḡ
and (q̃∗n − q̄)C̃y

P̃n,P
. The targeting can be carried out with TMLE as men-

tioned above, but, one could also add these extra covariates to the spline basis
functions of the lasso estimators g̃n and q̃n, not penalizing the corresponding
coefficients. One could also use a universal least favorable path TMLE of P̃n
by tracking these local least favorable paths with small update steps. In that
case, for a given P , we end up with a P̃ ∗n (indexed by P ) that solves all of the
above equations with P̃n replaced by P̃ ∗n .

In order to emphasize that this TMLE P̃ ∗n is indexed by the choice P , we
might denote it with P̃ ∗n(P ).

J.1 Iterative targeting of the HAL-MLE in the second
order TMLE

• Let P̃ (1)(P, P̃n) be the first order TMLE-update of initial P using P̃n
as HAL-MLE and solving PnD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P,P̃n)
= 0. Here we decided to use a

regular TMLE under Pn as well, so that we have a single empirical log-
likelihood criterion that will increase at each step, thereby providing us
with a guarantee that this iterative second order TMLE algorithm will
indeed converge.

• Let P̃ (2)(P, P̃n) be the second order TMLE update which uses as initial

P and P̃n as HAL-MLE, and is targeted to solve PnD
(2)

P̃n,P̃
(2)
n (P,P̃n)

= 0.
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• We start with q̄0
n and ḡ0

n, while we use qW,n as estimator of marginal
distribution of W . This represents the initial estimator P 0

n .

• We target P̃n w.r.t. q̄0
n, ḡ

0
n so that it solves (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)

P 0
n

= 0 and

(P̃n − Pn)D
(2)

P̃n,P 0
n
. Let’s denote this targeted HAL-MLE with P̃ ∗,0n ≡

P̃n(P 0
n).

• Given this P 0
n and P̃ ∗,0n , we now compute the second order TMLE. Thus,

firstly, we compute the second TMLE-update P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n ) at the cur-

rent T-HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n(P 0
n) and initial estimator P 0

n , so that we solve

PnD
(2)

P̃ ∗,0n ,P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n ,P̃
∗,0
n )

= 0. Then, we compute P̃
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n ), P̃ ∗,0n ) so

that we solve
PnD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n),P̃ ∗,0n )
= 0.

• So we have now computed one round of second order TMLE starting
with initial P 0

n and using P̃ ∗,0n as HAL-MLE, and we have increased the
empirical log-likelihood at both the second and first order TMLE update.
Let P

2,(1),∗
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n ) be the resulting second order TMLE of P0. This

represents our current estimator of ḡ0 and q̄0, while using qW,n for the
marginal distribution of W .

• If (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)

P̃ (1)(P̃ (2)(P 0
n ,P̃
∗,0
n ))

or (P̃n−Pn)D
(2)

P̃ ∗,0n ,P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n ,P̃
∗,0
n )

is not smaller

than σ1n/(n
1/2 log n), then we proceed with next steps, otherwise, we are

done.

• Let P 1
n = P

2,(1),∗
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n ) the new initial estimator for the second round

of second order TMLE. Let P̃ ∗,1n = P̃ ∗n(P
2,(1),∗
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n )). Thus, we retar-

get the HAL-MLE but now w.r..t its current targeted estimators and its
current targeted HAL-MLE. We now compute the second round second
order TMLE P 2,(1),∗(P 1

n , P̃
∗,1
n ).

• We iterate this process of computing the second order TMLE: Starting
at m = 1, compute Pm+1

n = P 2,(1),∗(Pm
n , P̃

∗,m
n ) and P̃ ∗,m+1

n = P̃ ∗n(Pm+1
n );

m = m + 1, till we achieve (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n (Pmn ,P̃ ∗,mn )

≈ 0 and (P̃n −

Pn)D
(2)

P̃
(2)
n (Pmn ,P̃ ∗,mn )

≈ 0.

• At the final step, the resulting second order TMLE P
2,(1),∗
n and its tar-

geted P̃ ∗n = P̃ ∗n have solved PnD
(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0, P̃ ∗nD
(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0, PnD
(2)

P̃ ∗n ,P
2,(1),∗
n

=

0, and P̃nD
(2)

P̃ ∗n ,P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0, either all exactly or up till desired precision.
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Notice that for this iterative second order TMLE that also targets the HAL-
MLE there is no need to undersmooth the HAL-MLE beyond the targeting.

J.2 Analyzing the iterative HAL-regularized second or-
der TMLE that also targets the HAL-MLE.

We have Ψ
(1)

P̃n
(P ) = Ψ(P̃ (1)(P, P̃n)), where P̃ (1)(P, P̃n) solves P̃nD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P,P̃n)
= 0.

Let D
(2)

P̃n,P
be the canonical gradient of Ψ

(1)

P̃n
(P ) at P . We have P̃ (2)(P, P̃n) solv-

ing P̃nD
(2)

P̃n,P̃ (2)(P,P̃n)
= 0. This defines the estimator Ψ(P̃ (1)(P̃ (2)(P, P̃n), P̃n)),

which is the second order TMLE using P̃n in its TMLE-updates. We have an
exact expansion for this second order TMLE at any (P, P̃n). Thus,

Ψ(P̃
(1)

P̃n
P̃

(2)

P̃n
(P ))−Ψ(P0) = Ψ(P̃

(1)

P̃n
(P0))−Ψ(P0)

+Ψ(P̃
(1)

P̃n
P̃

(2)

P̃n
(P ))−Ψ(P̃

(1)

P̃n
(P0))

= (P̃n − P0)D
(1)

P̃
(1)

P̃n
(P0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)

P̃n
(P0), P0)

+(P̃n − P0)D
(2)

P̃n,P̃
(2)

P̃n
(P0)

+R
(2)

P̃n
(P̃

(2)
n (P0), P0)

+R(1)(P̃
(1)

P̃n
P̃

(2)

P̃n
(P ), P̃n)−R(1)(P̃

(1)

P̃n
P̃

(2)

P̃n
(P0), P̃n).

Importantly, the final line represents a difference of two third order differences,
due to the TMLE-updates exactly solving the P̃n-efficient score equations.

In this exact expansion we still have room to select P̃n and the initial
estimator P , as long as dP̃n/dP exists so that we preserve the pathwise dif-

ferentiability of Ψ
(1)
n (P ). We can target P̃ ∗n and accordingly update P so that

it solves the equations (P̃n − Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)

P̃n
(P )

= 0 and (P̃n − Pn)D
(2)

P̃n,P̃
(2)

P̃n
(P )

= 0.

This will also help with solving PnD
(1)

P̃
(1)

P̃n
(P0)
≈ 0. See also our discussion of this

algorithm in Section N formally showing that due to this extra targeting of
the HAL-MLE PnD

(1)

P̃
(1)

P̃n
(P0)

is reduced to a third order term.

In addition, we could also replace the initial P by this second order TMLE
and again target P̃n w.r.t. this new initial estimator. More generally, we
can iterate this process, which defines our iterative second order TMLE tar-
geting P̃n. At any number of iterations, we can still apply the above exact
expansion for the corresponding second order TMLE with this new targeted
P̃ ∗n and updated initial P . Consider now a final iteration resulting in a tar-
geted HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n and final second order TMLE P ∗n , which now also solves

(Pn − P̃ ∗n)D
(1)
P ∗n

= (Pn − P̃ ∗n)D
(2)

P̃ ∗n ,P
∗
n

= 0. We can still apply the above exact
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expansion to this particular pair of initial and targeted HAL-MLE. The gain
we have achieved is that the size of PnD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

and PnD
(2)

P̃ ∗n ,P̃
(2)
n (P0)

will be neg-

ligible, due to these TMLE-updates using a targeted P̃ ∗n that behaves as an
empirical Pn-TMLE. In particular, the need for undersmoothing P̃n is min-
imized, thereby controlling the finite sample robustness of the second order
TMLE. An additional practical benefit of this procedure is that the discrep-
ancy between ε

(j)
Pn

(P ) and ε
(j)

P̃n
(P ) in the procedure at the relevant P is arbitrar-

ily small so that the user can as well implement the empirical TMLE-updates
ε

(j)
Pn

(P ), j = 1, 2, even though in our analysis we act as if we used ε
(1)

P̃n
(P ) at the

final choice of initial and targeted HAL-MLE. Since the empirical likelihood
increases under such empirical TMLE-updates at each step, this provides a
guarantee that the iterative second order TMLE will converge.

K Second order TMLE for treatment specific

mean example with continuous outcome

Let q̃
(1)
n (qδ,h1 , g) be a linear regression model with δC1 + εn(qδ,h, g)Cg in its

linear form and normal independent error with variance σ2(q)(W,A), so that
the log-likelihood loss for q̄0 equals the inverse weighted squared error loss.
This results in a different definition of P̃

(1)
n (P ), and thereby Ψ

(1)
n (P ) and its

canonical gradient D
(2)
n,P . In this section we will compute the latter canonical

gradient which then results in a new second order TMLE for the treatment
specific mean for a continuous outcome. We have

An,p,1(h1) = d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (qδ0 , g)

= σ−2(q)C1(W,A)(Y − q̃(1)
n (q, g)(1 | W,A))

+σ−2(q) d
dδ0
εn(qδ0 , g)Cg(Y − q̃(1)

n (q, g)(1 | W,A)).

Score operator mapping score of path through initial g into score
of TMLE update: Note that q̃

(1)
n (q, gδ,h2) is a linear regression model with

εn(q, gδ)Cgδ in its linear form. Also note that d
dδ
ḡδ = C2ḡ(1− ḡ). We have

d
dδ0
Cgδ0 = − A

ḡ2
d
dδ0
ḡδ0 = − A

ḡ2C2ḡ(1− ḡ) = −A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ).
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Thus,

An,p,2(h2) = h2 + d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (q, gδ0)

= h2 + d
dδ0
εn(q, gδ0σ

−2(q)Cg(Y − q̃(1)
n (1 | W,A))

+εn(q, g) d
dδ
Cgδ0σ

−2(q)(Y − q̃(1)
n (1 | W,A))

= h2 + d
dδ0
εn(q, gδ0)σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

−εn(q, g)A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)σ−2(q)(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

= h2 + d
dδ0
εn(q, gδ0)σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A))

−σ−2(q)εn(q, g)A
ḡ
h2(W,A)(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A)).

Here we used that C2(1− ḡ) = h2(1,W ) so that we have succeeded to express
the score operator as a linear mapping in h2.

Let An,p,1 : H1(P ) → L2
0(P̃

(1)
n (P )), where H1(P ) = {h1 ∈ L2

0(P ) : E(h1 |
W,A) = 0}. We have H1(P ) = {C1(Y − q̄(W,A)) : C1}. Let An,p,2 : H2(P )→
L2

0(P̃
(1)
n (P )), where H2(P ) = {h2(W,A) : E(h2 | W ) = 0}. We have H2(P ) =

{C2(A − ḡ(W )) : C2}. Note that H1(P ) ⊥ H2(P ) are orthogonal spaces in
L2

0(P ). In Appendix I we derived the form of these score operators An,p,1 and

An,p,2 up till the pathwise derivative of ε
(1)
n (q, g):

An,p,1(h1) = σ−2(q)C1(W,A)(Y − q̃(1)
n (q, g)(1 | W,A))

+
d

dδ0

εn(qδ0 , g)σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̃(1)
n (q, g)(1 | W,A))

An,p,2(h2) = h2 + σ−2(q)
d

dδ0

εn(q, gδ0)Cg(Y − q̃(1)
n (1 | W,A))

−εn(q, g)
A

ḡ
h2(W,A)σ−2(q)(Y − q̃(1)

n (1 | W,A)).

Representing second order canonical gradient and understand-
ing its two components: Let A>n,p,1 : L2

0(P̃
(1)
n (P )) → H1(P ) and A>n,p,2 :

L2
0(P̃

(1)
n (P )) → H2(P )) be the adjoints of An,p,1 and An,p,2, respectively. The

second order canonical gradient can be represented as

D
(2)
n,P = A>n,p,1(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) + A>n,p,2(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

).

We should also note that A>n,p,1(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) is the canonical gradient of q →

Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (q, g)) and A>n,p,2(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) is the canonical gradient of g → Ψ(P̃
(1)
n (q, g)).

We will compute both components D
(2)
n,P,1 = A>n,p,1(D

(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) and D
(2)
n,P,2 =

A>n,p,2(D
(1)

p̃
(1)
n (p)

) of D
(2)
n,P = D

(2)
n,P,1 + D

(2)
n,P,2. One can be used to target q and

the other can be used to target g.
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Determining the pathwise derivative of ε
(1)
n (p): We have that ε

(1)
n (p)

solves
0 = P̃nCg(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)(q, g, ε)(W,A))

= P̃nCg(W,A) (Y − q̄ − εCg(W,A)) .

Let’s denote this equation with U(ε(p), p = (q, g)). We have U(ε(pδ), pδ) = 0.

So, at ε = ε
(1)
n (p), we have

d

dδ0

ε(1)
n (pδ0) = −

{
d

dε
U(ε, p)

}−1
d

dδ0

U(ε, pδ0).

We have

c
(1)
P ≡ −

d

dε
U(ε, p) = P̃nC

2
g .

Note also d
dδ
q̄δ = C1 and recall d

dδ0
Cgδ0 = −A/ḡC2(1− ḡ). Note that

d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (qδ0 , g) = c

(1),−1
P

d
dδ0
U(ε

(1)
n (p), qδ0 , g)

= −c(1),−1
P P̃nCgC1

d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (q, gδ0) = c

(1),−1
P

d
dδ0
U(ε

(1)
n (p), q, gδ0)

= c
(1),−1
P P̃n

d
dδ0
Cgδ0 (Y − q̄ − ε(1)

n (p)Cg)

−c(1),−1
P P̃nε

(1)
n (p)Cg

d
dδ0
Cg

= −c(1),−1
P P̃n

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)(Y − q̄ − ε(1)

n (p)Cg)

+c
(1),−1
P P̃nε

(1)
n (p)Cg

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ).

Final forms of score operators An,p,1 and An,p,2: Thus,

An,p,1(h1) = d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (qδ0 , g)

= σ−2(q)C1(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g)(W,A))

+σ−2(q) d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (qδ0 , g)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)(W,A))

= σ−2(q)C1(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

−c(1),−1
P {P̃nCgC1(Y − q̄)(Y − q̄)σ−2(q)}σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)(W,A))

= σ−2(q)C1(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

−c(1),−1
P {P̃nCgh1(Y − q̄)σ−2(q)}σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)(W,A))
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and

An,p,2(h2) = h2 + d
dδ0

log q̃
(1)
n (q, gδ0)

= h2 − ε(1)
n (q, g)A

ḡ
h2g(W,A)σ−2(q)(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

+ d
dδ0
ε

(1)
n (q, gδ0)σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

= h2 − σ−2(q)ε
(1)
n (q, g)A

ḡ
h2g(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

−σ−2(q)c
(1),−1
P {P̃nAḡC2(1− ḡ)(Y − q̄ − εCg)}Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))

+σ−2(q)c
(1),−1
P

{
P̃nεCg

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)

}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))

= h2 − σ−2(q)ε
(1)
n (q, g)A

ḡ
h2g(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

−σ−2(q)c
(1),−1
P {P̃nAḡ h2(Y − q̄ − εCg)}Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))

+σ−2(q)c
(1),−1
P

{
P̃nεCg

A
ḡ
h2

}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))

This establishes the representations of the score operators.

K.1 Determining the adjoints of score operators

Determining the adjoint of An,p,1: We have

P̃
(1)
n (p)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

An,p,1(h1) = P̃
(1)
n (p)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

σ−2(q)C1(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

−P̃ (1)
n (p)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

c
(1),−1
P {P̃nCgC1}σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)(W,A))

= P̃
(1)
n (p)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))σ−2(q)C1(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

−P̃ (1)
n (p)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))c
(1),−1
P {P̃nCgC1}σ−2(q)Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)(W,A))

= P̃
(1)
n (p)CgC1σ

−2(q)(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))2

−P̃ (1)
n (p)C2

gσ
−2(q)(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))2c
(1),−1
P {P̃nCgC1}

= P̃
(1)
n (p)CgC1

−P̃ (1)
n (p)C2

g c
(1),−1
P {P̃nCgC1}

= PCgC1

−PC2
g c

(1),−1
P {P g̃n

ḡ
CgC1}

= PCgC1(Y − q̄)(Y − q̄)σ−2(q)

−PC2
g c

(1),−1
P {P g̃n

ḡ
CgC1(Y − q̄)(Y − q̄)σ−2(q)}

= PCgh1(Y − q̄)
−PC2

g c
(1),−1
P {P g̃n

ḡ
Cgh1(Y − q̄)}

= Ph1 {Cg(Y − q̄))}
−PC2

g c
(1),−1
P Ph1

{
g̃n
ḡ
Cg(Y − q̄)

}
.
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We have c
(1)
P = Pn1/ḡ. Note also that PC2

g = Pn1/ḡ. So PC2
g c

(1),−1
P = 1. Thus,

D
(2)
n,P,1 ≡ A>n,p,1(D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (p)

) = {Cg(Y − q̄)}

−
{
g̃n
ḡ
Cg(Y − q̄)

}
.

So we obtain

D
(2)
n,P,1 = Cy

P (Y − q̄),
where

Cy
P = Cg

{
1− g̃n

ḡ

}
.

We note that at P = P̃n we have D
(2)

n,P̃n,1
= 0.

Determining the adjoint of An,2,p: Recall that An,2,p(h2) is a sum of
four terms. We will determine the adjoint for each term separately.
Term 1:

P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

h2 = P̃
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))h2 = 0.

Therefore, the adjoint obtains no contribution from this term.
Term 2: We need minus contribution from following:

P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

σ−2(q)ε
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
h2(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (p)(1))

= P̃
(1)
n (P )A

ḡ
(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))σ−2(q)ε
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
h2(W,A)(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))

= ε
(1)
n (p)P̃

(1)
n (p) A

ḡ2σ
−2(q)(Y − q̄(1)

n )2h2

= ε
(1)
n (p)P A

ḡ2h2

= ε
(1)
n (p)P A−ḡ

ḡ2 h2.

Thus, the contribution is

−ε(1)
n (p)

A− ḡ
ḡ2

.

Term 3: We need minus sign from following:
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P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

σ−2(q)c
(1),−1
P

{
P̃n

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)

(
Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g)
)}

Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (q, g))

= P̃
(1)
n (p)A

ḡ
σ−2(q)(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))c

(1),−1
P P̃n

A
ḡ

(1− ḡ)C2(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))

= PA/ḡ2c
(1),−1
P P̃nA/ḡ(1− ḡ)C2(q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))

= c
(1),−1
P P 1

ḡ
PA ḡn

ḡ2 (1− ḡ)C2(q̃n − q̃(1)
n (p))

= c
(1),−1
P P q

ḡ
P g̃n
ḡ2 (1− ḡ)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n
A
A−ḡC2(A− ḡ))

= c
(1),−1
P P 1

ḡ
Ph2

g̃n
ḡ2 (1− ḡ)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n

{
A
A−ḡ − ḡ/(1− ḡ)

}
= c

(1),−1
P P 1

ḡ
Ph2

g̃n
ḡ2 (1− ḡ)(q̃n − q̄(1)

n
1

(1−ḡ)(A− ḡ)

= Ph2

{{
c

(1),−1
P P 1

ḡ

}
g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (A− ḡ)
}

Note c
(1),−1
P P1/ḡ = 1. So contribution is given by

− g̃n
ḡ2

(q̃n − q̄(1)
n (p))(A− ḡ.

Term 4:

P̃
(1)
n (P )D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

c
(1),−1
P σ−2(q)

{
P̃nCgε

A
ḡ
C2(1− ḡ)

}
Cg(Y − q̄(1)

n (q, g))

= P̃
(1)
n

A
ḡ
σ−2(q)(Y − q̄(1)

n (p))Cg(Y − q̄(1)
n (p))c

(1),−1
P P̃nCg

A
ḡ

(1− ḡ)ε
(1)
n (p)C2

= c
(1),−1
P P A

ḡ2 P̃nA
1−ḡ
ḡ2 ε

(1)
n (p)C2

≡ P g̃n
ḡ
A1−ḡ

ḡ2 ε
(1)
n (p)C2

= P g̃n
ḡ3 (1− ḡ)ε

(1)
n (p) A

A−ḡh2

= P g̃n
ḡ3 (1− ḡ)ε

(1)
n (p) 1

1−ḡ (A− ḡ)h2

= Ph2

{
g̃n
ḡ3 ε

(1)
n (p)(A− ḡ)

}
.

Thus, the contribution is given by:

g̃n
ḡ3
ε(1)
n (p)(A− ḡ).

Summing up the contributions yields:

D
(2)
n,P,2 = A>n,P,2(D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

)

= −ε(1)
n (p)A−ḡ

ḡ2 − g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))(A− ḡ + g̃n
ḡ3 ε

(1)
n (p)(A− ḡ).

Notice that the first and third term can be combined into a single term
ε

(1)
n (p) g̃n−ḡ

ḡ3 (A− ḡ). Note that D
(2)

n,P̃n,2
= 0.

This proves the desired result.
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Lemma 22 Thus, we have derived D
(2)
n,P = D

(2)
n,P,1 +D

(2)
n,P,2.

D
(2)
n,P = Cg

ḡ−g̃n
ḡ

(Y − q̄) + ε
(1)
n (p) g̃n−ḡ

ḡ3 (A− ḡ)− g̃n
ḡ2 (q̃n − q̄(1)

n (p))(A− ḡ).

The first term represent D
(2)
n,P,1.

The second order TMLE for the treatment specific mean of a continuous out-
comecan now be defined analogue to the second order TMLE for binary out-
come.

L Computing a canonical gradient as linear

combination of (HAL)-basis functions span-

ning tangent space

L.1 Characterization of tangent space for nonparamet-
ric conditional independence model as linear combi-
nation of mean zero centered HAL-basis functions

The tangent space at P of a nonparametric conditional density of a univariate
Y , given vector X, is given by TY,P ≡ {h(Y | X) : EP (h(Y | X) | X) = 0}.
Let {φj(X, Y ) = I(X > cj,x, Y > cj,y) : j} be an HAL-basis of all functions
of X, Y , where the knot-points cj = (cj,y, cj,x), could be selected based on
a large sample (Xi, Yi) from P , as in the typical HAL-MLE. We have that
φyj (X, Y ) = φyj,1(X)φyj,2(Y ), where φyj,2(Y ) = I(Y > cj,y) and φxj,1(X) = I(X >
cj,x). Therefore, we can approximate the tangent space at P with the finite
dimensional linear span of {φyj,P ≡ φyj,1(X)(φyj,2(Y )− F̄Y (cj,y | X)) : j}, where

F̄Y (c | X) = P (Y > c | X) is the survivor function of Y , given X. Thus,
we have TY,P ≈ {

∑
j β(j)φyj,P : β}, where the user controls the approximation

error by selecting enough knot-points.
This provides the building block for the tangent space of a nonparametric

model defined in terms of conditional independence assumptions. Suppose
that O = (Y1, . . . , Yτ ) is a τ -dimensional vector and that we factorize the
density as

∏τ
k=1 pYk(yk | Pa(yk)), where each conditional density of Yk, given

its parent nodes (subset of Y1, . . . , Yk−1) is unspecified beyond the specification
of the parent nodes. Then the tangent space TP (M) at P in this type of
nonparametric statistical model M is approximated by the orthogonal sum
of the k-specific tangent spaces TYk,P = {

∑
j β(j)φykj,P : β} as defined above,

k = 1, . . . , τ . Then, TP (M) ≈ {
∑

j,k β(j, k)φykj,P : β} is well approximated
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by the linear span of {φykj,P : j, k}. Let Jk be the number of basis functions
in TYk,P , and let J =

∑τ
k=1Nk be the total number of basis functions for

TP (M). An element of the tangent space TP (M) is now identified by a vector
(β(j, k) : j, k) ∈ IRJ of coefficients.

Consider now as target parameter Ψ(P ) = EP ∗(P )Yτ , the mean of the final
outcome Yτ under density p∗(p) =

∏τ
k=1 p

∗
Yk

, where p∗Yk equals a user supplied
conditional density for k ∈ I while p∗Yk = pYk for a subset Ic. We refer to
the nodes in I as the intervention nodes, and p∗Yk the stochastic interventions,
k ∈ I. This parameter Ψ(P ) represents the stochastic intervention specific
mean outcome under a causal inference model and therefore covers a very
large class of interesting causal quantities. Therefore, in this section we want
to demonstrate how one can compute the first order canonical gradient of this
target parameter with matrix inversion.

For notational convenience, let φk,j,P = φykj,P . Let {Pδ,φk0,j0,P
: δ} ⊂ M be

a path through P defined by pδ,φk0,j0,P
(Yk | Pa(Yk)) = pYk if k 6= k0, and it

equals (1 + δφk0,j0,P )pYk when k = k0. In other words, it is the path that only
fluctuates the conditional density of pYk0

with a score equal to basis function
φk0,j0,P . We note that, for each δ > 0,

Ψ(Pδ,φk0,j0,P
)−Ψ(P )

δ
= EPYτφk0,j0,P .

The left-hand side represents the pathwise derivative of Ψ along this path. Let
ψ̇P ≡ (EPYτφk0,j0,P : k0, j0) be the M -dimensional vector, where M =

∑τ
k=1 Jk

and Jk is number of basis functions {φk,j,P : j} for the tangent space TYk,P .
Let O∗1, . . . , O

∗
N be a large sample of N i.i.d. observations from P ∗. Then, we

can compute ψ̇P in one round as

ψ̇P ≈

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

Y ∗τ,iφk0,j0,P (O∗i ) : k0, j0

)
.

By definition of the canonical gradient D∗P , this pathwise derivative ψ̇P (k0, j0)
equals EPD

∗
Pφk0,j0,P . We represent D∗P =

∑
k,j βP (k, j)φk,j,P . Thus, we have

ψ̇P =

(∑
k,j

βP (k, j)Pφk,j,Pφk0,j0,P : k0, j0

)
.

Let ΣP be the M ×M symmetric matrix defined by

ΣP (k, j, k0, j0) = Pφk,j,Pφk0,j0,P .
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Then,
βP = Σ−1

P (ψ̇P ),

and
D∗P =

∑
k,j

βP (k, j)φk,j,P .

Instead of computing D∗P directly, one can also compute each component
D∗P,k = Π(D∗P | TP,Yk) separately, the component of D∗P in the tangent space of

the conditional distribution of Yk, given Pa(Yk). Let ψ̇P,k0 ≡ (EPYτφk0,j0,P :
j0) be Jk0-dimensional vector. Let O∗1, . . . , O

∗
N be a large sample of N i.i.d.

observations from P ∗. Then, we can compute ψ̇P,k0 as

ψ̇P,k0 ≈

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

Y ∗τ,iφk0,j0,P (O∗i ) : j0

)
.

This pathwise derivative ψ̇P (k0, j0) equals EPD
∗
Pφk0,j0,P . We represent D∗P =∑

k,j βP (k, j)φk,j,P , so that D∗P,k0
=
∑

j βP (k0, j)φk0,j,P . The tangent spaces
TYk,P are orthogonal across k. Therefore,

ψ̇P,k0,j0 = EPD
∗
P,k0

φk0,j0,P =
∑
j

βP (k0, j)Pφk0,j,Pφk0,j0,P .

Let ΣP,k0 be the Jk0 × Jk0 symmetric matrix defined by

ΣP,k0(j, j0) = Pφk0,j,Pφk0,j0,P .

Then,
βP,k0 = Σ−1

P,k0
(ψ̇P,k0),

and
D∗P,k0

=
∑
j

βP,k0(j)φk0,j,P .

L.2 Form of matrix ΣP,k.

Consider the above definition of ΣP,k for the basis functions spanning the tan-
gent space of a nonparametric conditional density of Yk, given Xk ≡ Pa(Yk).
This matrix has the following form: given the knot points c1 = (x1, y1) and
c2 = (x2, y2) of the two centered-spline basis functions φP,(x1,y1) = I(X >
x1)(I(Y > y1)− F̄k(y1 | x)) and φP,(x2,y2) = I(X > x2)(I(Y > y2)− F̄k(y2 | x)),
we have

ΣP,k(c1, c2) =

∫
max(x1,x2)

(
F̄k(max(y1, y2) | x)− F̄k(y1 | x)F̄k(y2 | x)

)
dPX(x),
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where F̄k(y | x) = P (Yk > x | Xk = x) and max(x1, x2)(j) = max(x1(j), x2(j))
is component wise defined.

L.3 Explicit representation of canonical gradient in terms
of pathwise derivative along HAL-basis functions of
tangent space

Consider conditional density of Y given X and that the statistical model does
not restrict this conditional density. Let (X, Y ) be a d-dimensional vector
and, for simplicity, suppose (X, Y ) ∈ [0, 1]d.The tangent space TY (P ) of this
conditional density is spanned by the basis functions φP,(y,x)(Y,X) = (I(Y >
y) − F̄ (y | X))I(X > x) across all (x, y) ∈ [0, 1]d. Let Ψ : M → IR be a

given pathwise differentiable target parameter with canonical gradient D
(1)
P .

We want to determine the component D
(1)
P,Y ≡ Π(D∗P | TY (P )) of the canonical

gradient in the sub-tangent space TY (P ). Let ψ̇P,(x,y) = d
dδ0

Ψ(Pδ0,φP,(x,y)
) be

the pathwise derivative along the fluctuation (1 + δφP,(x,y))pY |X . We can show
that

D
(1)
P,Y (x, y) =

1

p(x, y)

d

dx

d

dy
ψ̇P,(x,y) −

1

pX(x)

∫
v

d

dx

d

dv
ψ̇P,(x,v)dv.

The second term is simply subtracting the conditional mean of the first term,
given X. This is shown as follows.

ψ̇P,(x0,y0) = PD
(1)
P,Y φP,(x0,y0)

=
∫
D

(1)
P,Y (x, y){I(y > y0)− (F̄ (y0 | x)}I(x > x0)dP (x, y)

=
∫
D

(1)
P,Y (x, y)I(y > y0)I(x > x0)dP (x, y)

=
∫
x0

∫
y0
D

(1)
P,Y (x, y)dP (x, y),

where we used that D
(1)
P,Y has conditional mean zero, given X. Let ψ̇P (x0, y0) =

ψ̇P,(x0,y0) so that we view it as a function in (x0, y0). Clearly, this is a d-variate
cadlag function, so that it generates a measure on IRd. The above relation
teaches us that

ψ̇P (dx, dy) = D
(1)
P,Y (x, y)dP (x, y).

Thus, this proves that

D
(1)
P,Y (x, y) =

dψ̇P
dP

(x, y)
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is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the measure dψ̇P w.r.t. dP . Since this
solution has conditional mean zero, given X, we can represent it as

D
(1)
P,Y (x, y) =

dψ̇P
dP

(x, y)−
∫
v

dψ̇P
dP

(x, v)dP (v | x) =
dψ̇P
dP

(x, y)−
∫
v

ψ̇P (dx, v)

dPX(x)
dµ(v).

L.4 First order canonical gradient in terms of initial
gradient

The above formulas apply to general basis functions {φj,P : j} spanning TP ,
and general target parameters Ψ, where ψ̇P (j) represents the pathwise deriva-
tive of Ψ along a path {Pδ,j : δ} ⊂ M with score at δ = 0 equal to the basis
function φj,P . That is, we have βP = Σ−1

P (ψ̇P ), and D∗P ≈
∑

j βP (j)φj,P . If we

have an initial gradient DP , then ψ̇P = (EPDPφj,P : j), so that we can avoid
having to compute pathwise derivatives, but instead just evaluate empirical
means.

Another way to understand this formula is as follows. We have D∗P =
Π(DP | TP ), and TP is approximated by the linear span of φj,P , j = 1, . . . , J .
Ignoring the approximation error due to choosing a finite set of basis functions,
we have D∗P =

∑
j βP (j)φj,P , where

β(P ) = arg min
β
P

{
DP −

∑
j

β(j)φj,P

}2

.

Let ΣP be the J ×J-covariance matrix defined by ΣP (j1, j2) = Pφj1,Pφj2,P , as
above. Then, by the general least squares formula β = (X>X)−1X>Y with
X the design matrix with j-th column X(b, j) = φj,P (Ob) and Y (b) = DP (Ob)
across large sample Ob ∼ P , b = 1, . . . , B, it follows that

β(P ) = Σ−1
P (EP (φj,PDP ) : j = 1, . . . , J).

If the tangent space is an orthogonal sum of tangent spaces spanned by disjoint
complementary subsets of these basis functions, as in the model above defined
by conditional independencies, then one can separately determine this β(P )
for each sub-tangent space.

As mentioned earlier, if the number of basis functions is too large for ΣP to
be put in memory, then one could decide to approximate β(P ) with a highly
adaptive lasso least squares regression estimator instead.
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L.5 Using the linear combination of basis functions rep-
resentation of the canonical gradient in a TMLE-
update

We note that this algorithm does not require any analytic computations, while
we still generate algebraic expressions D

(1)
P ≈

∑
j β

(1)
P (j)φj,P . These calcula-

tions defining D
(1)
P need to be repeated for each P at which this object is

needed. If the TMLE involves MLE-updates along a local least favorable path
based on D

(1)
P , then one only needs these objects at a single initial P . Even,

when it involves solving P̃nD
(1)

P̃
(k)
n (P,ε)

= 0, a simple steepest descent algorithm

would only require knowing D
(1)
P at each step of the algorithm till the equation

is solved at the desired level.
Nonetheless, the following remark is of interest, demonstrating that the

linear combination representation of a canonical gradient is quite convenient
in achieving any type of corresponding TMLE-update. As an example, sup-
pose that we are interested in computing a universal least favorable path
TMLE-update based on a local least favorable path P̃

(1)
n (P, ε) where D

(1)
n,P =∑

j βP (j)φj,P . Let P 0
n be the initial estimator. We can now apply the univer-

sal least favorable path TMLE-update based on the local least favorable path
that uses P →

∑
j β

(k)

P 0
n

(j)φj,P as gradient. That is, we fix the coefficients at

what they are at the initial estimator P 0
n . In this manner, we can compute

a fast universal LFM-TMLE-update P 1
n that solves Pn

∑
j β

(1)

P 0
n

(j)φj,P 1
n

= 0.

Now, we compute β
(1)

P 1
n

and thereby obtain
∑

j β
(1)

P 1
n

(j)φj,P 1
n
. Similarly, fixing

β
(1)

P 1
n

in P →
∑

j β
(1)

P 1
n

(j)φj,P , we now use the above universal LFM-TMLE up-

date to compute a P 2
n that solves Pn

∑
j β

(1)

P 1
n

(j)φj,P 2
n

= 0. We iterate this m

times times till Pn
∑

j β
(1)
Pmn

(j)φj,Pmn ≈ 0 at the desired level. We suggest that
convergence will occur in few steps, and we also know that the log-likelihood
increases at each step so that convergence is guaranteed. Note that in this
algorithm, we only need to evaluate the coefficients β

(1)
P at m + 1 choices

P ∈ {P 0
n , . . . , P

m
n }. The same idea can be applied to determine ε

(1)
n (P 0

n) that

solves PnD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P 0

n ,ε)
= 0.
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L.6 Note regarding impact of using finite dimensional
approximation of tangent space for the TMLE-update

Let D
(1)
P be the canonical gradient at P , while D̃

(1)
P ≡

∑
j β

(1)
P (j)φj,P with

β
(1)
P = arg min

β
P

(
D

(1)
P −

∑
j

β(j)φj,P

)2

is the main term linear least squares approximation. Suppose that we compute
this least squares regression on a large sample of N observations from P with
the lasso. This would then result in a fit with at most N − 1 non-zero coeffi-
cients. We will use the linear span of these basis functions as approximation
of the tangent space in the calculation of TMLE-updates.

Let r(N) ≡‖ D(1)
P −D̃

(1)
P ‖P be the approximation error due to using a finite

dimensional lasso fit based on N observations from P . By the known rate of
convergence of HAL-MLE we have r(N) = OP (N−1/3(logN)d/2). Consider

now a TMLE-update P ∗n based on using this D̃
(1)
P approximation, so that it

solves PnD̃
(1)
P ∗n

) = 0. We have

P0D̃
(1)
P ∗n

= (P0 − P ∗n)(D̃
(1)
P ∗n
−D(1)

P ∗n
) + P0D

(1)
P ∗n

= (P0 − P ∗n)(D̃
(1)
P ∗n
−D(1)

P ∗n
) + Ψ(P0)−Ψ(P ∗n) +R(1)(P ∗n , P0).

Thus,

Ψ(P ∗n)−Ψ(P0) = −P0D̃
(1)
P ∗n

+R(1)(P ∗n , P0)− (P ∗n − P0)(D̃
(1)
P ∗n
−D(1)

P ∗n
).

Combining with PnD̃
(1)
P ∗n

= 0 yields

Ψ(P ∗n)−Ψ(P0) = (Pn − P0)D̃
(1)
P ∗n

+R(1)(P ∗n , P0)− (P ∗n − P0)(D̃
(1)
P ∗n
−D(1)

P ∗n
).

Therefore, we conclude that the analysis of a first order TMLE based on using
D̃

(1)
P instead of D

(1)
P generates an extra term given by the last term. This term

can be bounded with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality by ‖ p∗n−p0 ‖µ‖ D̃(1)
P ∗n
−D(1)

P ∗n
‖µ.

Assuming p∗n is a TMLE using as initial estimator an HAL-MLE or a super-
learner including an HAL-MLE, and the above bound, implies that this term
is generally OP (n−1/3(log n)d/2)N−1/3(logN)d/2). Therefore, theoretically it is
fine to select N = n, but in practice one might want to select N larger than n
to control possible large constants.
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M Sequential computation of higher order canon-

ical gradients in terms of linear combina-

tion of basis functions spanning tangent

space

M.1 Sequential computation of the higher order canon-
ical gradients

In the previous section we showed the following lemma.

Lemma 23 For a given target parameter Ψ :M→ IR with canonical gradient
D∗P ; tangent space TP that is approximated by the linear span of basis functions
{φj,P : j}; ΣP = (Pφk,Pφl,P : k, l); paths {Pδ,φj,P : δ} ⊂ M with score φj,P at
δ0 = 0; we have

βP = Σ−1
P (ψ̇P )

D∗P ≈
∑
j

βP (j)φj,P

ψ̇P (j) =
d

dδ0

Ψ(Pδ0,φj,P )

ψ̇P (j) = EPDPφj,P if DP is gradient at P .

In the previous section we used this result to compute D
(1)
P . However, we

can also apply it to sequentially compute D
(k+1)
n,P of target parameter Ψ

(k)
n :

M→ IR, k = 0, . . . , K − 1. Suppose we already computed D
(k)
n,P ; P̃

(k)
n (P ); and

D
(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P )

for k = 1. We want to compute D
(k+1)
n,P . Application of the above

lemma to Ψ
(k)
n shows that D

(k+1)
n,P ≈

∑
j β

(k+1)
P (j)φj,P with β

(k+1)
P = Σ−1

P (ψ̇
(k+1)
P )

and, for a small δ ≈ 0,

ψ̇
(k+1)
P (j0) =

d

dδ0

Ψ(k)
n (Pδ0,j)

=
d

dδ0

Ψ(k−1)
n (P̃ (k)

n (Pδ0,j0))

= P̃ (k)
n D

(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P )

p̃
(k)
n (pδ,j0)− p̃(k)

n (p)

δp̃
(k)
n (p)

.

Consider the case that p̃
(k)
n (p) = (1 + ε

(k)
n (p)D

(k)
n,P )p, so that p̃

(k)
n (pδ,j0) requires

knowing D
(k)
n,Pδ,j0 ). This would then require computing D

(k)
n,Pδ,j0

for each j0, and
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thus require inverting ΣPδ,j0 ) across all j. We want to avoid such massive com-

putations. We have D
(k)
n,P =

∑
j β

(k)
P (j)φj,P . Instead of using D

(k)
n,Pδ,j0

we can use

D̃
(k)
n,Pδ,j0

=
∑

j β
(k)
P (j)φj,Pδ0,j0 in the definition of the TMLE-update p̃

(k)
n (pδ,j0).

That is, we use the same β
(k)
P in D

(k)
n,P , but we do update the basis functions. It

is straightforward to show that these TMLE-updates using D̃
(k)
n,Pδ,j0

minus the

correct TMLE updates using D
(k)
n,Pδ,j0

results in a second order approximation

error for the resulting TMLE-path, assuming that ε
(k)
n (P ) ≈ 0, as it would

be if P represents a consistent estimator of P0. In addition, for an iterative
TMLE in which P is iteratively replaced by the previous TMLE, there is no-
approximation error. In this manner, the computation of all the j0-specific
TMLE-updates p̃

(k)
n (pδ,j0) is very doable, and thereby computation of ψ̇(k) is

computationally feasible as well.
To summarize: having computed D

(k)
n,P and D

(k)

p̃
(k)
n (P )

, the computation of

D
(k+1)
n,P requires

• calculation of D̃
(k)
n,Pδ,j0

=
∑

j=1 β
(k)
P (j)φj,Pδ,j0 across all j0, beyond D

(k)
n,P =∑

j β
(k)
P (j)φj,P .

• calculation of corresponding TMLE updates p̃
(k)
n (pδ,j0) using D̃

(k)
n,Pδ,j0

as

score instead of D
(k)
n,Pδ,j0

, beyond p̃
(k)
n (p) based on D

(k)
n,P .

• Calculation of D
(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P )

.

• Taking large sample from P̃
(k)
n (P ) and compute

ψ̇(k)(j0) = P̃
(k)
n (P )D

(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P )

(p̃
(k)
n (pδ,j0)− p̃(k)

n (p))/p̃
(k)
n (p).

• Computing β
(k+1)
P = Σ−1

P (ψ̇(k)) and then D
(k+1)
n,P ≈

∑
j β

(k+1)
P (j)φj,P .

After having computed D
(k+1)
n,P , one can determine P̃

(k+1)
n (P ). We now redo the

above computation at P̃
(k+1)
n (P ) instead of P and obtain D

(k+1)

n,P̃
(k+1)
n (P )

. At this

point we went through one full cycle. We now set k = k+1 and redo the above
to compute D

(k+2)
n,P ; P̃

(k+2)
n (P ); and D

(k+2)

n,P̃
(k+2)
n (P )

. Iterating this results in the se-

quential computation of (D
(1)
P , P̃

(1)
n (P ), D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

), . . ., (D
(K)
n,P , P̃

(K)
n (P ), D

(K)

n,P̃
(K)
n (P )

).
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M.2 Recursive programming to compute the K-th or-
der TMLE

Suppose we have a function P → HOTMLEk(P ) that maps P into P̃
(k)
n (P );

P̃
(k−1)
n P̃

(k)
n (P ); . . .; P̃

(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P ), and, accordingly, the scores defining these

TMLE-updates given by D
(k)
n,P ; D

(k−1)

P̃
(k)
n (P )

; . . .; D
(1)

P̃
(2)
n ...P̃

(k)
n (P )

, respectively.

We now want to compute the function P → HOTMLEk+1(HOTMLEk(), P )

that utilizes the previous functionHOTMLEk(). We know thatHOTMLEk(P̃
(k+1)
n (P ))

gives the k+ 1-th order TMLE but we do not know yet P̃
(k+1)
n (P ) which relies

on D
(k+1)
n,P . So we need to first utilize HOTMLEk() to compute D

(k+1)
n,P ; then

compute P̃
(k+1)
n (P ), and finally run HOTMLEk(P̃

(k+1)
n (P )).

Indeed, we can program HOTMLEk+1(HOTMLEk(), P ) as follows:

• We first need to calculate ψ̇
(k+1)
P .

– Run HOTMLEk(P ).

– This yields D
(k)
n,P . From this we can obtain D̃

(k)
n,Pδ,j0

, and correspond-

ing TMLE-updates p̃
(k)
n (pδ,j0) and thereby its score A

(k)
n,P (φj0,P ) at

δ = 0, for all j0.

– HOTMLEk(P ) also yields P̃
(k)
n (P ).

– We now run HOTMLEk(P̃
(k)
n (P )) giving D

(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P )

.

– Take a large sample from P̃
(k)
n (P ) and compute, for each j0, ψ̇

(k+1)
P (j0) =

P̃
(k)
n (P )D

(k)

n,P̃
(k)
n (P )

A
(k)
n,P (φj0,P ).

• Compute β
(k+1)
P = Σ−1

P (ψ̇
(k+1)
P ).

• This yields D
(k+1)
n,P =

∑
j β

(k+1)
P (j)φj,P and allows us to determine the

TMLE P̃
(k+1)
n (P ) based on D

(k+1)
n,P .

• Run HOTMLEk(P̃
(k+1)
n (P )) giving the k + 1-th order TMLE, which is

nothing else than k-th order TMLE at P̃
(k+1)
n (P ). Specifically, the output

ofHOTMLEk(P̃
(k+1)
n (P ) yields P̃

(k)
n P̃

(k+1)
n (P ); P̃

(k−1)
n P̃

(k)
n P̃

(k+1)
n (P ); . . .;

P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n P̃

(k+1)
n (P ), and, accordingly, D

(k)

n,P̃
(k+1)
n (P )

; D
(k−1)

P̃
(k)
n P̃

(k+1)
n (P )

; . . .;

D
(1)

P̃
(2)
n ...P̃

(k)
n P̃

(k+1)
n (P )

. Adding to this output P̃
(k+1)
n (P ) and D

(k+1)
n,P yields

now the complete output as desired for HOTMLEk+1(P ), analogue to
output of HOTMLEk(P ).
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The above writes the function HOTMLEk+1(HOTMLEk(), P ), and we
already have HOTMLE1(P ). Thus, provides the program for computing
the K-th order TMLE HOTMLEK(P ): HOTMLE1(P ); HOTMLE2(P ) =
HOTMLE2(HOTMLE1(), P ); HOTMLE3(P ) = HOTMLE3(HOTMLE2(), P );
. . .; and finally HOTMLEK(P ) = HOTMLEK(HOTMLEK−1(), P ).

N Iterative HAL-regularized higher order TMLE,

iteratively targeting the HAL-MLE

Let’s first present the proposed iterative higher order TMLE algorithm that
also iteratively targets P̃n. Subsequently, we show that our exact expansions
for the higher order TMLE also applies to this estimator, and we motivate the
targeting step of the algorithm.

For simplicity, we provide the algorithm for the second order TMLE.

• Let P̃
(1)
n (P ) be the first order TMLE-update of initial P solving PnD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P )

=

0. Here we decided to use a regular TMLE under Pn. Due to the iterative
targeting of the HAL-MLE, our final estimator will be indistinguishable
from a second order TMLE using P̃

(1)
n (P ) and P̃

(2)
n (P ) based on the tar-

geted P̃n. The advantage of this is that we now have a single empirical
log-likelihood criterion that will increase at each step, thereby providing
us with a guarantee that this iterative second order TMLE algorithm
will indeed converge.

• Let P̃
(2)
n (P, P̃n) be the second order TMLE update which uses as initial P ;

it uses P̃n as HAL-MLE; and it is targeted to solve PnD
(2)

P̃n,P̃
(2)
n (P,P̃n)

= 0.

• We start with the initial estimator P 0
n .

• We target P̃n w.r.t. P 0
n so that it solves (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)

P 0
n

= 0 and (P̃n −
Pn)D

(2)

P̃n,P 0
n

= 0. Let’s denote this targeted HAL-MLE with P̃ ∗,0n ≡
P̃n(P 0

n).

• Given this P 0
n and P̃ ∗,0n , we now compute the second order TMLE. Thus,

firstly, we compute the second TMLE-update P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n ) at the cur-

rent T-HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n(P 0
n) and initial estimator P 0

n , so that we solve

PnD
(2)

P̃ ∗,0n ,P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n ,P̃
∗,0
n )

= 0. Then, we compute P̃
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n )) so that

we solve
PnD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n ,P̃
∗,0
n ))

= 0.
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• So we have now computed one round of second order TMLE starting
with initial P 0

n and using P̃ ∗,0n as HAL-MLE, and we have increased the
empirical log-likelihood at both the second and first order TMLE update.
Let P

2,(1),∗
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n ) be the resulting second order TMLE of P0.

• If (P̃n−Pn)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P̃

(2)
n (P 0

n ,P̃
∗,0
n ))

or (P̃n−Pn)D
(2)

P̃ ∗,0n ,P̃
(2)
n (P 0

n ,P̃
∗,0
n )

is not smaller

than σ1n/(n
1/2 log n), then we proceed with next steps, otherwise, we are

done.

• Let P 1
n = P

2,(1),∗
n (P 0

n , P̃
∗,0
n ) be the new initial estimator for the second

round of second order TMLE. Let P̃ ∗,1n = P̃ ∗n(P 1
n) be the new targeted

HAL-MLE using as off-set the P̃ ∗,0n and now targeted to solve the score

equations (P̃ ∗,1n −Pn)D
(1)

P 1
n

= 0 and (P̃ ∗,1n −Pn)D
(2)

P̃ ∗,0n ,P 0
n

= 0, at the current

”initial” estimator P 1
n . We now compute the second round second order

TMLE P 2,(1),∗(P 1
n , P̃

∗,1
n ) with this initial estimator P 1

n and targeted HAL-
MLE P̃ ∗,1n .

• We iterate this process of computing the second order TMLE given a
current initial estimator and current targeted HAL-MLE: Starting at
m = 1, compute Pm+1

n = P
2,(1),∗
n (Pm

n , P̃
∗,m
n ) and P̃ ∗,m+1

n = P̃ ∗n(Pm+1
n );

m = m + 1, and repeat this till integer value m∗ at which (P̃ ∗,m
∗

n −
Pn)D

(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n (Pm∗n ,P̃ ∗,m

∗
n )

≈ 0 and (P̃ ∗,m∗n − Pn)D
(2)

P̃m∗n ,P̃
(2)
n (Pm∗n ,P̃ ∗,m

∗
n )

≈ 0.

• At the final step, the resulting second order TMLE P
2,(1),∗
n and its tar-

geted P̃ ∗n = P̃ ∗,m∗n have solved PnD
(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0, P̃ ∗nD
(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0, PnD
(2)

P̃ ∗n ,P
2,(1),∗
n

=

0, and P̃nD
(2)

P̃ ∗n ,P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0, either all exactly or up till desired precision.

Even though we use Pn in the definition of P̃
(1)
n (P ) and P̃

(2)
n (P, P̃n), in the

end, this iterative second order TMLE can be represented as a second or-
der TMLE that uses P̃ ∗n as HAL-MLE in these two TMLE-updates, initial

estimator P
2,(1),∗
n , and solves the HAL-MLE score equations P̃ ∗nD

(1)

P
2,(1),∗
n

=

P̃ ∗nD
(2)

P̃ ∗n ,P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0, as if P̃
(1)
n (P ) and P̃

(2)
n (P ) were using P̃ ∗n instead of Pn in its

definition of the TMLE-update ε
(j)
n (P ), j = 1, 2. Therefore this estimator can

be analyzed accordingly: see Appendix I.
Therefore our exact expansion of Theorem 2 applies stating that Ψ(P

2,(1),∗)
n )−

Ψ(P0) equals
∑2

j=1

{
(P̃ ∗n − P0)D

(j)

P̃ ∗n ,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)

P̃ ∗n
(P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0)

}
plus the dif-

ference of third order remainders R
(2)

P̃ ∗n
(P

2,(1),∗
n , P̃ ∗n) and R

(2)

P̃ ∗n
(P̃

(2)
n (P0), P̃ ∗n). In
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addition, the algorithm guaranteed that PnD
(j)

P̃ ∗n ,P
2,(1),∗
n

= 0 for j = 1, 2, thereby

making the term (P̃ ∗n − Pn)D
(j)

P̃ ∗n ,P̃
(j)
n (P0)

, as needed for inference based on the

leading empirical means, will be reduced, as was discussed in Section C, and,
in more detail below.

Universal least favorable path analogue: We can define an analogue
algorithm based on tracking the local least favorable paths locally instead
with small steps, thereby making this algorithm use minimal fitting to achieve
solving these score equations while increasing the log-likelihood at each step:
i..e, replace each full MLE update step ε

(j)
n () in the above algorithm by a small

move δ along the local least favorable path through the current estimate in
the direction of increasing the log-likelihood or solving the equation (i.e., in

direction of ε
(j)
n at that initial).

N.1 Understanding role of P̃n in the HAL-regularized
higher order TMLE

Consider a k-th order TMLE which solves P̃nD
(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P )

= 0 for all j = 1, . . . , k.

This k-th order TMLE satisfies that Ψ(P̃
(1)
n . . . P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n))−Ψ(P0) equals
∑k

j=1(P̃n−
P0)D

(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P0)

+R
(j)
n (P̃

(j)
n (P0), P0) plus a final k+1-th order remainderR(k)(P̃

(k)
n (P 0

n), P̃n)−

R(k)(P̃
(k)
n (P0), P̃n). Let’s consider the case that we define ε

(j)

P̃n
(P ) as the solu-

tion of P̃nD
(j)

P̃ (j)(P,ε)
= 0. The remaining challenge for the choice of HAL-MLE

P̃n is to enforce that (P̃n−Pn)D
(j)

P̃
(j)
n (P0)

is negligible, so that statistical inference

is based on mean zero empirical means. Since the j = 1-term generally domi-
nates the other terms, let’s focus only on the leading term (P̃n − Pn)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

.

In this article we have mentioned undersmoothing P̃n as a possible strategy
to control these terms for the HAL-regularized higher order TMLE. Here we
argue for additional (or only) targeting of P̃n and thereby also motivate the
above iterative HAL-regularized higher order TMLE algorithm.

We consider the case that we define ε
(1)

P̃n
(P ) as the solution of P̃nD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P,ε)
=

0. The goal of the HAL-MLE P̃n is to make ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0) a good plug-in estimator

of ε
(1)
P0

(P0). The parameter ε
(1)
P0

(P ) of P0 for a given P is an easy to estimate

parameter in the sense that ε
(1)
Pn

(P ) is a simple MLE or score-equation solu-
tion for a one-dimensional parametric model (correctly specified if P = P0

and otherwise a slightly misspecified parametric model), so that it is a nice
asymptotically linear estimator with good robust finite sample performance
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(not affected by curse of dimensionality). However, the challenge is that we

can only estimate it with a substitution estimator ε
(1)

P̃n
(P ) with P̃n ∈ M. We

favor using an HAL-MLE since it is an MLE itself and can be tuned to solve
any score equation and thereby makes it easier to make it asymptotically equiv-
alent with ε

(1)
Pn

(P ). On the other hand, we still have the option to make P̃n
itself a TMLE that uses as initial estimator P̃C

n for some C (e.g, C = Cn,cv).

Optimizing performance of ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0) so that PnD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

≈ 0: We know

that ε
(1)
Pn

(P0) is an estimator for which PnD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

= 0. Therefore, the task

at hand is that we want ε
(1)

P̃n
(P0) to be an excellent substitution estimator

of ε0(P ) ≡ ε
(1)
P (P0) at P = P0, preferably asymptotically equivalent with

ε0(Pn) = ε
(1)
Pn

(P0). This strongly suggest that we should make P̃n a TMLE
targeting this target parameter ε0(P0). So let’s proceed with computing its
canonical gradient and corresponding TMLE.

The pathwise derivative d
dδ0
ε0(Pδ0,h) at P is given by:{

− d

dε0(P )
PD

(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε0(P ))

}−1

PhD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε0(P ))
.

Let I0(P ) = − d
dε0(P )

PD
(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε0(P ))
.

In particular, the canonical gradient at P = P0 of ε0(P ) is given by:

D∗ε0,P0
= {P0{D(1)

P0
}2}−1D

(1)
P0
.

Even at a P ≈ P0, the canonical gradient of ε0(P ) at P is well approximated

by D
(1)
P . In a nonparametric model, we would have that

D∗ε0,P = I0(P )−1
{
D

(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε0(P ))
− PD(1)

P̃ (1)(P0,ε0(P ))

}
.

Thus we want ε0(P̃n) to be an asymptotically linear estimator with influ-

ence curve a constant times D
(1)
P0

. Thus, we could select P̃n as a first order

TMLE targeting Ψ(P0), based on initial estimator P̃C
n , where C could still be

a tuning parameter. Thus, we could define P̃ ∗n = P̃ (1)(P̃C
n , ε

(1)
Pn

(P̃n)) at, for

example, C = Cn,cv. Then, ε0(P̃ ∗n)− ε0(P0) = (Pn−P0)D
(1)

P̃ ∗n
+Rn for a second

order remainder Rn = OP (n−2/3(log n)d), so that it would be asymptotically
efficient and equivalent with ε0(Pn). However, instead of targeting it so that

PnD
(1)

P̃ ∗n
= 0, one might as well target P̃n so that PnD

(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

= 0 for the second

order TMLE P k,(1),∗ using P̃n in its TMLE-update steps, which is higher order
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efficient for Ψ(P0). This provides the direct motivation for the iterative higher

order TMLE that targets P̃n to indeed solve PnD
(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

= 0 (and for the higher

order equations as well).

N.2 Targeting makes (P̃ ∗n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

a third order dif-
ference (just as with the empirical higher order
TMLE).

We now want to more formally explain how the targeting of P̃n assists in
reducing (P̃ ∗n − Pn)D

(1)
P0

. Firstly, due to P̃nD
(1)

P
(k),(1),∗
n

= PnD
(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

= 0 we have

(P̃ ∗n −Pn)D
(1)
P0

= (P̃ ∗n −Pn){D(1)
P0
−D(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

}. Suppose that the targeting P̃ ∗n is

carried out by a constraint HAL-MLE with the additional constraint (beyond
L1-norm) that it solves the desired efficient scores. Such a targeted HAL-MLE
is an HAL-MLE itself so that it still solves a large class of score equations:
we proposed and analyzed this estimator in a technical report (van der Laan,

2020). Let fn be a best approximation of D
(1)
P0
− D

(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

among the linear

span of scores {Sj,P̃ ∗n : j ∈ J } solved by the HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n in the sense that

PnSj,P̃ ∗n = 0, j ∈ J . Then, we have Pnfn = 0 and also P̃ ∗nfn = 0. Thus, we
have

(P̃ ∗n − Pn)D
(1)
P0

= (P̃ ∗n − Pn){D(1)
P0
−D(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

− fn}.

The functionD
(1)
P0
−D(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

represents a first order difference, while subtracting

its best linear approximation makes it a second order difference. Therefore, this
term is now a third order difference. This representation also makes clear the
two different properties of P̃ ∗n that controls this term: 1) being an HAL-MLE
allowing to use this best linear approximation fn; 2) being targeted allowing

us to subtract D
(1)

P
k,(1),∗
n

. In addition, it is a nice third order difference that can

be further controlled by undersmoothing P̃ ∗n . Therefore, we can conclude that
the bias due to using a smooth P̃ ∗n instead of Pn in the computation of TMLE-
updates is controlled at a level that makes it small relative to the gained third
order term in the exact expansion for the higher order TMLE.

O Cross-validated higher order TMLE

For simplicity, let’s focus on the second order TMLE: the generalization to
higher order TMLE is immediate. Consider V -fold sample splitting and let
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P 1
n,v and Pn,v be the empirical measure of the validation sample and training

sample, respectively, for the v-th sample split, v = 1, . . . , V . Typically, V is
quite large such as V = 10, so that the training sample is much larger than
the validation sample. As some background, the regular CV-TMLE involves
computing the initial estimator on the training sample Pn,v; doing the TMLE
step on the validation sample P 1

n,v, or in a pooled manner, resulting in a
targeted P ∗n,v; and defining the CV-TMLE as the average across v of the v-
specific plug-in TMLE Ψ(P ∗n,v). The important motivation for CV-TMLE is
that it robustifies the targeting step by protecting agains overfitting the initial
estimator, and, as a theoretical analogue, it completely avoids reliance on
the Donsker class condition in its asymptotic analysis. The straightforward
generalization of CV-TMLE to the higher order TMLE is problematic since it
would involve a regularized TMLE-update step of an initial estimator on the
training sample w.r.t. the HAL-MLE only fitted on the validation sample (e.g.
1/10-th of the total sample size), pooled across the V splits. Using an HAL-
MLE on a much smaller sample size will hurt the finite sample performance.
Our solution below circumvents this problem by cross-validated targeting the
HAL-MLE instead, while keeping the regularized TMLE-update steps w.r.t.
(targeted) HAL-MLE on the full training sample.

Let P̃n,v be an HAL-MLE and P 0
n,v be an initial estimator, both based

on the training sample P 0
n,v. Let P̃

(1)
n,v(P ) and P̃

(2)
n,v(P ) be the two TMLE-

updates solving P̃n,vD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n,v(P )

= P̃n,vD
(2)

P̃n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
= 0, v = 1, . . . , V . Then,

P̃
(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v) is the regular second order TMLE, but applied to the training
sample Pn,v. Therefore, we can apply our exact expansion for the second order
TMLE:

Ψ(P̃ (1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v))−Ψ(P0) = (P̃n,v − P0)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n,v(P0)

+R(1)(P̃ (1)
n,v(P0), P0)

+(P̃n,v − P0)D
(2)

P̃n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P0)

+R(2)(P̃ (2)
n,v(P 0

n,v), P0)

+R(2)(P̃ (2)
n,v(P 0

n,v), P̃n,v)−R(2)(P̃ (2)
n,v(P0), P̃n,v), (4)

where we also know that the last line represents a third order difference.
Earlier we presented an iterative second order TMLE that involves target-

ing of the HAL-MLE P̃n,v w.r.t. a given P , so that its targeted version P̃ ∗n,v
satisfies (P̃ ∗n,v − Pn,v)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP

= (P̃ ∗n,v − Pn,v)D
(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P
= 0. We first target P̃n,v

w.r.t. P = P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v) resulting in a first targeted version P̃ 1
n,v; then at the next

iteration, after having computed the second order TMLE P 0,1
n,v = P̃

(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)

under this P̃ ∗,1n,v , we target P̃ 1
n,v w.r.t. P = P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,1

n,v) (updated initial estimator,
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and using P̃ 1
n,v in TMLE update step), and we iterate this process of targeting

P̃n,v w.r.t. current initial estimator and computing the corresponding second
order TMLE (next initial estimator) till convergence. At the final step, we
have a final initial estimator P 0,∗

n,v and final targeted HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n,v so that

0 = (P̃ ∗n,v − Pn,v)D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,vP

0,∗
n,v

= −Pn,vD(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,vP

0,∗
n,v

,

where, at second equality, we use that the second order TMLE-update solves
the P̃ ∗n,v score equations. Similarly, it follows that Pn,vD

(2)

P̃
(2)
n,vP

0,∗
n,v

= 0. So,

this iterative second order TMLE algorithm ends up with a choice of initial
estimator P 0,∗

n,v and targeted HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n,v solving the empirical score equa-

tions Pn,vD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
= 0 and Pn,vD

(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
= 0, beyond solving these

equations w.r.t. P̃ ∗n,v. This enhanced our finite sample expansion for the sec-

ond order TMLE due to now making the terms PnD
(1)

P̃
(1)
n (P0)

and PnD
(2)

P̃n,P̃
(2)
n (P0)

small, without much need of undersmoothing the HAL-MLE.
Here we propose minor variation of this iterative second order TMLE.

Instead of applying the targeting of the HAL-MLE to the same sample Pn,v
as the initial HAL-MLE P̃n,v was based upon, we apply the same targeting
of P̃n,v to the corresponding validation sample P 1

n,v instead. ( As with the

CV-TMLE, instead of applying the targeting of P̃n,v to the validation sample
P 1
n,v, for each v separately, one can carry out the same targeting with a single

pooled criterion such as the cross-validated log-likelihood.)
As a consequence, with this variation, the same iterative second order

TMLE ends up with a targeted HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n,v and ”initial” estimator P 0,∗
n,v

satisfying

1

V

V∑
v=1

P 1
n,vD

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
= 0

1

V

V∑
v=1

P 1
n,vD

(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
= 0, (5)

where the TMLE-update steps are based on this targeted HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n,v.
One does not need to solve these equations exactly but just till the desired
precision. Our proposed CV-second order TMLE of Ψ(P0) is given by ψ∗n =

1/V
∑

v Ψ(P̃
(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)) corresponding with this final choice of initial estima-

tor P 0,∗
n,v and HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n,v. Notice that the TMLE-update steps themselves

depend on P̃ ∗n,v.
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We now want to analyze this CV-second order TMLE. For that purpose we
assume that it suffices to iterate a fixed number of steps, which is reasonable
based on our experience. For simplicity, let’s consider the case that the algo-
rithm is iterated twice: our analysis only relies on the number of steps being
bounded by a finite K with probability 1.

Let’s represent the first fluctuation of P̃n,v in its targeting step with a
functional P̃n,v,δ1 = P̃ 1(P̃n,v, P

0
n,v, δ1) to indicate that it represents a fluctuation

of initial P̃n,v; that it relies on current initial estimator P 0
n,v and a fluctuation

parameter δ1 chosen so that

1

V

V∑
v=1

(P̃n,v,δ1 − P 1
n,v)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
= 0

1

V

V∑
v=1

(P̃n,v,δ1 − P 1
n,v)D

(2)

P̃n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
= 0. (6)

Let δ1n be the solution and let P̃ 1
n,v = P̃ 1(P̃n,v, P

0
n,v, δ1n) be the targeted update

of P̃n,v. Let P 0,1
n,v = P̃

(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v) (i.e. the second order TMLE using P̃ 1
n,v as

HAL-MLE) be the new initial estimator. Let’s represent the second fluctuation
of P̃ 1

n,v, based on new initial estimator P 0,1
n,v , with the functional P̃ 1

n,v,δ2
=

P̃ 2(P̃ 1
n,v, P

0,1
n,v , δ2), where δ2 is chosen so that

1

V

V∑
v=1

(P̃ 1
n,v,δ2

− P 1
n,v)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,1

n,v)
= 0

1

V

V∑
v=1

(P̃ 1
n,v,δ2

− P 1
n,v)D

(2)

P̃ 1
n,v ,P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,1

n,v)
= 0, (7)

and the TMLE-update steps are using P̃ 1
n,v as HAL-MLE. Let δ2n be the so-

lution and P̃ ∗n,v = P̃ 2(P̃ 1
n,v, P

0,1
n,v , δ2n) be the second targeted version of P̃n,v.

For simplicity, we assume that at this step we already achieved the desired
equations (5). Note,

P̃ ∗n,v = P̃ 2(P̃ 1(P̃n,v, P
0
n,v, δ1n), P 0,1

n,v,δ1n
, δ2n),

where we emphasized that the update P 0,1
n,v of initial estimator P 0

n,v is itself a

second order TMLE based on HAL-MLE P̃ 1
n,v and does thus depend on δ1n

as well. Therefore, this final targeted update P̃ ∗n,v of the HAL-MLE can be
represented as a functional

P̃ ∗n,v = P̃ (P̃n,v, Pn,v, δ1n, δ2n),

149



involving 2 (sequentially computed) δ1n and δ2n. In addition, we have that
P̃ (P̃n,v, Pn,v, 0, 0) = P̃n,v, so that it returns the initial HAL-MLE P̃n,v at δ1 =
δ2 = 0.

After one round the initial estimator P 0
n,v gets updated to the second or-

der TMLE P̃ 0,∗
n,v = P̃

(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v), where the TMLE-updates are under P̃ 1
n,v.

Therefore, the final updated initial estimator can be represented as a func-
tional P̃ 0,∗

n,v = P̃ 0(P 0
n,v, Pn,v, δ1n), an update of P 0

n,v only depending on the
training sample Pn,v, beyond δ1n. Moreover, when we evaluate this functional

at δ1 = 0, then P̃ 0(P 0
n,v, Pn,v, δ1 = 0) = P̃

(2)
n,v P̃

(1)
n,v(P 0

n,v), where the TMLE-

updates are under P̃n,v, thereby making it a function of the training sample
Pn,v only.

In short notation, we write P̃ ∗n,v = P̃ ∗n,v(Pn,v, δn) and P 0,∗
n,v = P 0,∗

n,v(Pn,v, δn)
to emphasize that they only depend on the validation sample through δn, and
we know that at δ = 0 they reduce to initial HAL-MLE P̃n,v and the regular

second order TMLE (without targeting of the HAL-MLE) P̃
(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v).
We are now ready to provide an analysis of the asymptotics of this CV

higher order TMLE, showing that it provides us with an asymptotic distribu-
tion under weaker conditions than needed for the regular higher order TMLE.
We can apply the exact expansion (4) above to this choice of HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n,v
and initial estimator P 0,∗

n,v , and take the average over v = 1, . . . , V on both

sides. This resulting exact expansion has the term 1
V

∑
v(P̃

∗
n,v − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,v(P0)

.

We can write this term as:

1
V

∑
v(P̃

∗
n,v − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,v(P0)

= 1
V

∑
v(P̃

∗
n,v − P0){D(1)

P̃
(1)
n,v(P0)

−D(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
}

+ 1
V

∑
v(P̃

∗
n,v − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
.

The last term equals− 1
V

∑
v P0D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
. Using equation (5), this becomes

1

V

∑
v

(P 1
n,v − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
.

Similarly, we can apply this approach to the term 1
V

∑
v(P̃

∗
n,v − P0)D

(2)

P̃
(2)
n,v(P0)

in the exact expansion. So this yields the following exact expansion for the
CV-second order TMLE ψ∗n characterized by the HAL-MLE P̃ ∗n,v and initial
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estimator P 0,∗
n,v :

1
V

∑
v Ψ(P̃

(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)−Ψ(P0) = 1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)

+ 1
V

∑
v R

(1)(P̃
(1)
n,v(P0), P0)

+ 1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
+ 1

V

∑
v R

(2)(P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v), P0)

+ 1
V

∑
v(P̃

∗
n,v − P0){D(1)

P̃
(1)
n,v(P0)

−D(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
}

+ 1
V

∑
v(P̃

∗
n,v − P0){D(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P0)

−D(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
}

+ 1
V

∑
v

{
R(2)(P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v), P̃ ∗n,v)−R(2)(P̃
(2)
n,v(P0), P̃ ∗n,v)

}
,

It is reasonable to assume that the dominating terms in this expansion for the
CV-second order TMLE ψ∗n are the cross-validated empirical process terms:

1
V

∑
v Ψ(P̃

(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)−Ψ(P0) = 1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)

+ 1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
+ oP (| ψ∗n − ψ0 |)

By our representation of P̃ ∗n,v and P 0,∗
n,v as functions of Pn,v and δn, we can

represent D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
as a function of the training sample Pn,v and of a

multi-dimensional δn that is based on the whole sample. Therefore, let’s write
it as D

(1)
Pn,v ,δn

. In addition, we know that D
(1)
Pn,v ,δ=0 = D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
equals

D(1) at the regular second order TMLE only based on Pn,v. Similarly, we can

represent D
(2)

P̃ ∗n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0,∗

n,v)
as D

(2)
Pn,v ,δn

, and D
(2)
Pn,v ,δ=0 = D

(2)

P̃n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
. Suppose

that δ → D
(1)
Pn,v ,δ

is differentiable in δ at δ0 = 0. It is then reasonable to assume

1

V

∑
v

(P 1
n,v−P0){D(1)

Pn,v ,δn
−D(1)

Pn,v ,0
} = OP (‖ δn ‖) ‖

1

V

∑
v

(P 1
n,v−P0)

d

dδ0

D
(1)
Pn,v ,δ0

‖ .

Therefore, we will assume that, for j = 1, 2,

1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(j)
Pn,v ,δn

= 1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(j)
Pn,v ,δ0

+ oP (| ψ∗n − ψ0 |)
= 1

V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(j)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
+ oP (| ψ∗n − ψ0 |).

Under these assumptions we have

1
V

∑
v Ψ(P̃

(1)
n,v P̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)−Ψ(P0) = 1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)

+ 1
V

∑
v(P

1
n,v − P0)D

(2)

P̃n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
+ oP (ψn − ψ0).

151



Let D̄n,v = D
(1)

P̃
(1)
n,vP̃

(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
+ D

(2)

P̃n,v ,P̃
(2)
n,v(P 0

n,v)
. Then, ψ∗n − ψ0 = 1/V

∑
v(P

1
n,v −

P0)D̄n,v + oP (| ψn − ψ0 |). For each v, conditional on training sample Pn,v,
the standardized sample mean w.r.t. P 1

n,v converges to a standard normal
distribution. However, the V normals are correlated, not guaranteeing that
the average over v of these v-specific terms (which marginally converge to a
standard normal) converges to a specified limit distribution.

Therefore, we also assume that there is a fixed sequence D̃n,v (i.e., non ran-
dom) representing an approximation of D̄n,v so that P0{D̄n,v−D̃n,v}2/P0{D̃n,,v}2 →p

0. In the case that D
(1)
P0
6= 0, we can simply select D̃n,v = D

(1)
P0

. However, we
also want to handle the case that at the true P0 the first order efficient influence
function equals zero, so that this expansion still allows us to obtain inference
under such a challenging situation. In this more general case, one might de-
fine D̃n,v(o) = ED̄n,v(o), i.e. the expectation of D̄n,v. We then want that the
L2(P0)-norm of D̄n,v dominates the approximation error ‖ D̄n,v−D̃n,v ‖P0 . For
example, if P 0

n,v is an estimator of P0 for which the bias dominates the stan-
dard error, then one expects this to hold: this might naturally hold, but could
also be achieved by slightly oversmoothing a carefully tuned initial estimator
such as an HAL-MLE.

Then,

1

V

V∑
v=1

(P 1
n,v−P0)D̄n,v =

1

V

V∑
v=1

(P 1
n,v−P0)D̃n,v +

1

V

∑
v

(P 1
n,v−P0)(D̄n,v− D̃n,v),

where, by our assumption on D̃n,v above, the second term is of smaller order
than the first term. The leading term is now an average of V sample means
of mean zero independent random variables, and, moreover, due to D̃n,v being
a fixed function, the V sample means are independent. Let σ2

n,v = P0{D̃n,v}2.

Define σ2
n = 1

V

∑V
v=1 σ

2
n,v.

Then,

n1/2/σn
1
V

∑V
v=1(P 1

n,v − P0)D̃n,v

= σ−1
n

1
V

∑V
v=1 σn,vV

1/2(n/V )1/2(P 1
n,v − P0)D̃n,v/σn,v ⇒d N(0, 1).

This proves that n1/2σ−1
n (ψ∗n − ψ0) ⇒d N(0, 1). This implies that ψ∗n ±

1.96n−1/2σn is an asymptotic 0.95-confidence interval for ψ0. Moreover, the
variance estimator σ2

n also takes into account the second order influence func-
tion, thereby picking up second order behavior of the sampling distribution of
ψ∗n. In addition, this allows that σn →p 0.
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