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Abstract

I propose a practical procedure based on bias correction and sample splitting to
calculate confidence intervals for functionals of generic kernel methods, i.e. non-
parametric estimators learned in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). For
example, an analyst may desire confidence intervals for functionals of kernel ridge
regression. I propose a bias correction that mirrors kernel ridge regression. The
framework encompasses (i) evaluations over discrete domains, (ii) derivatives over
continuous domains, (iii) treatment effects of discrete treatments, and (iv) incre-
mental treatment effects of continuous treatments. For the target quantity, whether
it is (i)-(iv), I prove y/n consistency, Gaussian approximation, and semiparamet-
ric efficiency by finite sample arguments. I show that the classic assumptions of
RKHS learning theory also imply inference.

1 Introduction

The reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) is a popular nonparametric setting in machine learn-
ing. For example, kernel ridge regression is a classic algorithm for prediction, with impressive
attributes. Computationally, it has a closed form solution; empirically, it adapts well to local nonlin-
earity while preserving smoothness; statistically, it is minimax optimal with respect to mean square
error [16].

A recent literature proposes kernel methods for causal learning problems, such as nonparametric
instrumental variable regression [/9] and nonparametric treatment effects [81, [78]], that share the
impressive attributes of kernel ridge regression. The motivation for these causal kernel methods is
policy evaluation in social science and epidemiology. In social science and epidemiology, however,
confidence intervals are essential.

The goal of this project is to provide practical confidence intervals for functionals of kernel ridge re-
gression under the classic assumptions of RKHS learning theory. 1 provide conceptual, algorithmic,
and statistical contributions to RKHS theory.

Conceptual. The generality of the framework is threefold. First, I unify (i) evaluations over discrete
domains, (ii) derivatives over continuous domains, (iii) treatment effects of discrete treatments, and
(iv) incremental treatment effects of continuous treatments into one general inference problem. Sec-
ond, I allow for any nonparametric kernel method with a known learning rate. Third, I allow for the
covariates to be discrete or continuous, and low, high, or infinite dimensional. As such, the main
results apply to kernel methods trained on texts, graphs, or images.

Algorithmic. I provide a general purpose procedure to automatically debias (i)-(iv) for semipara-
metric inference. The debiasing is novel, and I show that is has a one line, closed form solution.
Its only hyperparameters are kernel hyperparameters and ridge regression penalties, just like kernel
ridge regression. The former have well known heuristics, and the latter are easily tuned by cross
validation.

Statistical. For the target quantity, whether it is (i)-(iv), I prove pointwise /n consistency, Gaussian
approximation, and semiparametric efficiency by finite sample arguments. The analysis explicitly
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accounts for each source of error in any finite sample size. Formally, I show that the classic assump-
tions of RKHS learning theory also imply inference.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section describes related work. Section 2] articulates
the general inference problem. Section [3] proposes the general purpose debiasing procedure and
furnishes confidence intervals. SectionsH]and[Blpresent the main theoretical contributions. Section[6]
concludes.

1.1 Related work

Functionals. By focusing on functionals, i.e. scalar summaries, of nonparametric quantities, this
paper continues the tradition of classic semiparametric statistical theory [50} 33|36 163} 48l 169, 95|
131153L167,196L 14} 1551111156412, 190,149, 13]]. Whereas classic semiparametric theory studies functionals
of densities or regressions over low dimensional domains, I study functionals of generic kernel
methods over domains that may include discrete or continuous treatments and low, high, or infinite
dimensional covariates. In classic semiparametric theory, an object called the Riesz representer of
the functional appears in asymptotic variance calculations [53|[37]]. For exactly the same reasons, it
appears in the practical procedure for confidence intervals that I propose.

Debiasing. In asymptotic inference, the Riesz representer is inevitable. Motivated by this insight,
a growing literature directly incorporates the Riesz representer into estimation, which amounts to
debiasing known estimators (33| [14} 197, [7], 18, 9} [10} 142} 43| 144}, 91} 162} [21 |58, 164, 39, 40, 41}
150199, [100]. Doubly robust estimating equations serve this purpose [68l 167, 94, |93, 51} [89]. A
geometric perspective on debiasing emphasizes Neyman orthogonality: by debiasing, the learning
problem for the functional of interest becomes orthogonal to the learning problem for the underlying
nonparametric object [59,160, |96, 65, 198,19, [10} 20, 16} [19,131]]. In this work, I debias kernel methods
using doubly robust estimating equations. The learning problem for (i)-(iv) becomes orthogonal to
the learning problem for the underlying kernel method.

Sample splitting. With debiasing alone, a key challenge remains: for inference, the function class
in which the nonparametric quantity is learned must be Donsker. However, popular nonparametric
settings in machine learning such as the RKHS are not Donsker. A solution to this challenging
issue is to combine debiasing with sample splitting [12, [75| 48, 96| 65]. The debiased machine
learning (DML) and targeted maximum likelihood literatures are responsible for this insight [[74,
72, 73,194,198, 193] 27, 92| 20| |46, [19] |[45]. In particular, DML delivers simple sufficient conditions
for inference on functionals in terms of learning rates of the underlying regression and the Riesz
representer [20, [19]. The analysis of Section [l is written at this level of generality. Whereas the
existing DML theory is usually asymptotic, I provide the first finite sample analysis with black box
machine learning.

Automatic debiasing. Since standard statistical learning theory provides rates for nonparametric
regression, what remains is estimation and analysis that provides sufficiently fast rates for the Riesz
representer. However, the Riesz representer may be a complex object. Even for simple functionals
such as policy effects, its closed form involves ratios of densities, which would imply slow rates.
A crucial insight is that the Riesz representer is directly identified from data; with some creativity,
it can be estimated and analyzed directly, without estimating or analyzing its components [66) |57,
41, 221 24, 1341 135, 180, [71} 23]. For the RKHS context, I propose a novel estimator of the Riesz
representer that generalizes kernel ridge regression. I derive its fast rate in Section

Companion work on adversarial debiasing. In companion work [23]], we develop an automatic
debiasing procedure that generalizes adversarial estimation. At a high level, both projects are con-
cerned with inference for functionals over machine learning function spaces that are not Donsker.
An advantage of the analysis in [23] is that its critical radius arguments apply to a broader class of
function spaces: not only the RKHS, but also sparse linear and neural network spaces. The goal of
this project is to guarantee inference under the RKHS learning theory assumptions that appear in
[L6, 79181, [78]. Computationally, the kernel ridge Riesz representer involves much simpler opera-
tions of kernel matrices than the adversarial Riesz representer.

Kernel methods. Recent developments in the kernel methods literature motivate this project. In
particular, a new toolkit addresses causal learning problems such as instrumental variable regression
[[79, [52, 28]], treatment effects under selection on observables [61, [81]], and treatment effects with
negative controls [[78]. Confidence intervals are essential for practical use in policy evaluation. As



explained above, a key contribution is fast rate analysis for a new Riesz representer estimator. My
analysis directly builds on the seminal work of [16], which provides minimax optimal rates for
kernel ridge regression. As such, classic learning theory assumptions imply the learning rate for the
Riesz representer and hence inference for the functional.

2  Framework

2.1 General inference problem

The general inference problem is to find a confidence interval for 8y € R where
bo = E[m(W,%)], 70 € L2

m : W X Ly — R is an abstract formula. W € W is a concatenation of random variables in the
model excluding the outcome Y € Y C R. Ly is the space of functions of the form v : W — R that
are square integrable with respect to measure P.

I consider functionals of nonparametric regression. These statistical quantities have causal interpre-
tation under the assumption of unconfoundedness, also called selection on observables. The simplest
example is evaluation over a discrete domain.

Example 2.1 (Evaluation of nonparametric regression). W are covariates, and vo(w) = E[Y |W =
w]. Then evaluation at location w is 8y = ~yo(w). I require that W are discrete.

As we will see, a virtue of working in the RKHS is the ability to handle functionals that involve
differentiation.

Example 2.2 (Average partial derivative of nonparametric regression). W are covariates, and
vo(w) = E[Y|W = w]. Then average partial derivative with respect to W; is 8y = E[V jy0(W)]
where V; = aiwj' I require that W is continuous.

Next, I turn to classic treatment effects in causal inference: average treatment effect (ATE), average
treatment on the treated (ATT), and conditional average treatment effect (CATE). I generalize each
of these classic effects to have discrete treatment values rather than binary treatment values. The
expressions follow from [70, |81].

Example 2.3 (Discrete treatment effects). W = (D, X) are treatment and covariates, and
Yo(d,x) = E[Y|D = d,X = z|. For heterogeneous effects, I replace X with (V, X) where V
is the low dimensional subcovariate of interest. I require that (D, V') are discrete.

1. ATE. The mean potential outcome of treatment value d is given by 6y = E[vy(d, X)].

2. ATT. The mean potential outcome of treatment value d’ for the subpopulation who received
treatment value d is given by 3y = % where 0y = Elvyo(d', X)1p—q].

3. CATE. The mean potential outcome of treatment value d for the subpopulation with subco-
variate value v is given by 3y = % where 0y = E[vo(d, v, X)1y—,].

In a couple instances, the quantity of interest is 8y € R, which is a ratio of 6y € R and a marginal
probability. By standard arguments, inference for 6y implies inference for 3y by delta method.

In the examples so far, I have restricted treatment to be discrete. I now allow treatment to be continu-
ous and consider incremental average treatment effect (ATE-V) and incremental conditional average
treatment effect (CATE-V).

These effects can be viewed as relaxations of average derivatives of potential outcomes. For example,
ATE-V is a relaxation of E[VY (9] where V = %. Specifically, ATE-V is E[VY (P)], sometimes
called the joint average treatment effect. The expressions follow from [38, [81].

Example 2.4 (Incremental treatment effects). W = (D, X) are treatment and covariates, and
Yo(d,x) =E[Y|D = d, X = x]. I now allow D to be continuous but maintain that V is discrete.

1. ATE-N. The mean incremental treatment effect is given by E[V~o (D, X)].



2. CATE-N. The mean incremental treatment effect for the subpopulation with subcovariate
value v is given by By = % where 6y = E[V~(D,V, X)1y—,]

Note that this relaxation is not possible for ATT, because I require the conditioning variable that
defines the subpopulation to be discrete.

2.2 Structure on the functional

To prove validity of the confidence interval, I require that the formula m is mean square continuous.

Assumption 2.1 (Mean square continuity). There exists L™ < oo s.t.

E[m(W,7)]* < L™ -E[y(W)]?

This condition will be key in Section 4] where I reduce the problem of inference for fy into the
problem of learning (7o, af"™™), where o™ is introduced below. It is a powerful condition, yet it is
easily satisfied in all of the discrete examples above.

Proposition 2.1 (Verifying continuity for discrete examples). For Examples 2.1 and 2.3 Assump-
tion2 11 holds for all v € Lo if the corresponding propensity scores are bounded away from zero.

For the continuous examples, which involve derivatives, some additional care is needed. It turns out
that Assumption 2.1] can be verified for all v € H§ C Lo, which I now define. As far as I know,
the insight that derivative functionals may be mean square continuous is original. This possibility is
assumed away in [54, Assumption 6] and [[18, Assumption 3.9].

Definition 2.1 (Sobolev space). For simplicity, let W C RY. H3 C Ly is a Sobolev space if
it consists of functions of the form v : W — R such that their s-order derivatives are square
integrable.

Proposition 2.2 (Verifying continuity for continuous examples). For Examples22land2.4 Assump-
tion[2Z 1 holds for all v € HS if s > % + 1.

The restrictiction that g € I" C Lo, where I' is some convex function space, is called a restricted
model in semiparametric statistical theory. In RKHS learning theory, mean square rates are adaptive
to the smoothness of o, encoded by o € T'[[

Proposition 2.3 (Riesz representation; Lemma S3.1 of [22])). Suppose Assumption[2. 1 holds. Fur-
ther suppose g € I'. Then there exists a Riesz representer cg € Lo s.1.

E[m(W,7)] = Elao(W)y(W)], vy el
Moreover, there exists a unique minimal Riesz representer o™ € closure(span(T)) that satisfies
this equation.

Riesz representation delivers a doubly robust formulation of the target 6y € R. I view (g, o) as
nuisance parameters that I must learn in order to learn and infer 6.

0=E[o(W)], o(w) =v(w,b,%,05™), $(w,0,7,a)=m(w,7) +aw)y —v(w)] -0

The term a(w)[y — v(w)] is the product of the Riesz representer and the regression residual. It
serves as a bias correction for the term m(w, -y). This formulation is doubly robust in the sense that
the moment function for 6y remains valid if either ~y or «y is correct, i.e.

0= E[‘/’(W 907'-)/07 O[)] Va € ]L27 0= E[?/)(W, 90777 Oéo)] v,-)/ € LQ

While any Riesz representer g will suffice for valid learning and inference, the minimal Riesz
representer oij*'" confers semiparametric efficiency [22, Theorem 4.2].

'As a preview, I will take T' = H° which is a smoother RKHS than . Conveniently,
closure(span(H°)) = H¢, and H' = H. For the continuous examples, I will choose H = H3 and hence
I = [H3]°.



2.3 Reproducing kernel Hilbert space

Kernel ridge regression is an algorithm that conducts estimation of -y in a reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS) H C LL,. H consists of functions of the form v : YW — R. I denote its kernel by
kE: W xW — R, and its feature map ¢ : W — H, w — k(w, ).

To gain familiarity with H, I present its series interpretation. This exposition sets up notation that
I will use in Sections Bl and Bl In preparation, define the convolution operator Ly : Lo — Lo,
[ = [k(,w)f(w)dP(w). Ly is a self adjoint, positive, compact operator, so by the spectral
theorem we can denote its countable eigenvalues and eigenfunctions by {\; } and {¢; }, respectively:
Lif = Zj:l Aj(ejs f2 - vj.

With this notation, I express Lo and the RKHS 7 in terms of the series {¢;}. If f € Lo, then f
can be uniquely expressed as f = Z‘;’;l ajp; and the partial sums Z;Il ajp; converge to f in Lo.
Indeed,

Lo = f = Zajcpj : Zaf <00, <f, g>2 = Zajbj
Jj=1 Jj=1 J=1

for f = 3772, ajp; and g = 327, bjp;. By [26. Theorem 4], the RKHS H corresponding to the
kernel k can be explicitly represented as

S o 9 o ;b

H= fZZGj%‘?Z)\—'_<OO ; <f,g>H=Z .

=1 j=1"" =1 "7

j=1

Let us interpret this result, known as Picard’s criterion [5]. Recall that {);} is a weakly decreasing
sequence. The RKHS # is the subset of Ly for which higher order terms in the series {(;} have a
smaller contribution. Finally, I express the feature map, kernel, and evaluation in terms of the series
{¢;} appealing to Mercer’s theorem.

$(w) = {VAjpj(w)}i2y, k(w,w') = (@(w), p(w ), y(w) = (7, $(w))n

With this series notation, we are now prepared to express a critical insight that first appears in [23|
Section 5.3]: causal inference introduces counterfactual features, which must appear in learning and
inference. Since each ¢; € Lo, m(w, ¢;) is well defined. I therefore write the counterfactual feature
map, kernel, and evaluation as

¢ (w) = {VAm(w, ¢)}51, K™ (w,w') = (¢ (w), $" (W), m(w,y) = (7,6 (w))x
In the simple example of ATE at d = 1, the formula is m(w,y) = (1, z). Then
¢ (Wi) = {V i (1, X0)} 52y = o(1, X))

We see that the counterfactual feature map applied to observation W; replaces the observed treatment
value D; with the counterfactual value d = 1.

3 Algorithm

3.1 Confidence interval

The goal of this paper is general purpose learning and inference for 6y, where 8y € R may be an
(i) evaluation over discrete domain, (ii) average partial derivative over a continuous domain, (iii)
treatment effect of discrete treatment, or (iv) incremental treatment effect of continuous treatment.
In Section 2] T demonstrated that any such 6 is a mean square continuous functional of v € T" and

min

hence has a unique minimal representer o™ € I'. In this section, I describe a meta algorithm to

turn kernel estimators 4 of o and & for o' into an estimator 6 of 6y such that 6 has a valid and
practical confidence interval. This meta algorithm is precisely debiased machine learning (DML)
[20, [19].

Recall that 4 may be any one of a number of different kernel methods such as kernel ridge regression.
To preserve this generality, I do not instantiate a choice of 4; I treat it as a black box. In subsequent



analysis, I will only require that 4 converges to o in mean square error. This mean square rate is
guaranteed by existing learning theory. As such, the inferential theory builds directly on the learning
theory.

The target estimator 6 as well as its confidence interval will depend on nuisance estimators % and &.
For now, I refrain from instantiating the estimator & for of*'*. As we will see in subsequent analysis,

the general theory only requires that & converges to o' in mean square error. This property can
be verified by extending classic learning theory arguments, which I reserve for Section

Algorithm 3.1 (Target and confidence interval; eq. 2.2 and 2.3 of [20]]). Partition the sample into
folds {Is}¢—1.1. Denote by I} observations not in fold I,

1. For each fold ¢, estimate %y, and & from observations in Ij

2. Estimate 0 as

¢=11i€el,

3. Estimate its (1 — a) - 100% confidence interval as

~ L
dkele, o= S Wi, Ae) + n(WH)IY; — Ae(W)] - 6
{=1iel,

where c, is the 1 — 5 quantile of the standard Gaussian.

3.2 Bias correction

Algorithm 3.1]is a meta algorithm that takes as inputs the sample, the algorithm 4 for 7, and the
algorithm & for oI, A broad literature already proposes and analyzes estimators 4. I now propose
an estimator & that extends kernel ridge regression. As such, existing learning guarantees for kernel
ridge regression will extend to &.

I motivate the new estimator by the following property.

Proposition 3.1 (Riesz representer loss). Suppose the kernels k and k™) are bounded. Then

o™ € argmin L(a),  £(a) = =2,y ™) + (e Ta)u

where T = E[p(W) @ ¢(W)] is the uncentered covariance operator and (™ = E[¢(™) (W)] is

the counterfactual kernel mean embedding.

The quantities (11, T') generalize the sufficient statistics (M, G in automatic debiased machine learn-
ing (Auto-DML) [22| 24]. In Auto-DML, which uses p explicit basis functions, M € RP is the
moment vector and G € RP*? is the covariance matrix. In my approach, which uses the countable
spectrum of the kernel k as implicit basis functions, ;™) € H is the counterfactual kernel mean
embedding [83]] and T" : ‘H — H is the covariance operator [32].

Next, I define the regularized Riesz representer in this context. The regularization is a ridge penalty
with regularization parameter .

Definition 3.1 (Kernel ridge Riesz representer: Population).

ay = argmin Ly (a), Lx(a) = L(a) + \|al|Z,
acH

I define the estimator as the empirical analogue. To lighten notation, I abstract from sample splitting
and consider the setting where n observations are used.

Definition 3.2 (Kernel ridge Riesz representer: Sample).

& = argmin L3 (), L) = —2(a, 1™y + (a, Ta)y + M|l
aEH

where T = 13770 [6(W;) @ ¢(W;)] and f(™) = L3770 6™ (W;).

T n



The generalized kernel ridge loss in Definition 3.2] is original. It differs from Dantzig [22], Lasso
[25]], and adversarial [23] losses previously considered.

As a kernel estimator, & can be implemented by simple matrix operations. Kernel methods typ-
ically involve matrix operations of the matrix K'(") € R"*" with (4, j)-th entry k(W;, W;); the
kernel matrix collects inner product of features {¢(W;)}. The proposed kernel method involves an
extended kernel matrix K € R?"*2" which includes inner products with counterfactual features

{ot™ (W)}

Wherever possible, I preserve the notation of companion work on adversarial estimation [23]. Define
the operator ® : H — R" with i-th row (¢(W;), )3 and likewise the operator (™) : H — R™
with i-th row (¢("™) (W;),-)3,. Finally define the concatenated operator ¥ : H — R2" that is

constructed by concatenating ® and ®(™) . By construction, K = WUW¥*. For intuition, it is helpful
to conceptualize these operators as matrices. Informally,

v | ® KD K@ [ 00" (pm))*

— {em) | KB K@ P(m) p* @(m)(cp(m))*
Note that {K W}, € R™™ and hence K € R*"*2" can be computed from data, though they
depend on the choice of formula m.
Proposition 3.2 (Extended kernel matrix: Computation; Proposition 9 of [23]). In the case of ATE
with m(W, ) = 7(d, X),

KD = k(D D)K(Xi, X;), K2 =K = KDy, (X, X;), K = k(d, d)k(X;, X;)

Ji (]
With this additional notation, I prove that & has a closed form solution and derive that solution. My
argument is an extension of the classic representer theorem for kernel methods [47, [76].
Proposition 3.3 (Generalized representer theorem). There exists some p € R?" s.t. & = U*p.
I use this generalized representation theorem to derive the closed form of & in terms of matrix
operations.

Algorithm 3.2 (Kernel ridge Riesz representer: Computation). Given observations {W;}, formula
m, and evaluation location w

1. Calculate KU € R™*" as defined above

2. Calculate 2*"*2" and u,v € R*" by

C[KOK® KOEG _[K® L  [EWi,w)  ifie{l,..,n}
T EKOKDO KOG VT k@] S T w) ifi € {n+ 1, ..., 20)

where 1, € R™ is a vector of ones, k(w,w') = (p(w), p(w'))%, and k(w,w') =

(@) (w), p(w'))
3. Seta(w) = v (Q+nAK) tu

I give a theoretical rate of regularization ) that balances bias and variance in Theorem[3.2] below. 1
give a practical procedure based on leave-one-out cross validation to empirically balance bias and
variance in Appendix[El Conveniently, the cross validation procedure has a closed form solution.

For comparison, if 4 is kernel ridge regression, then 4 (w) = v " (K" 4+n\I)~'u where v; = Y; and
u; = k(W;,w). Algorithm[3.2involves only one inversion of one matrix in R?"*2", Its simplicity
confers numerical stability and robustness to tuning. By contrast, [23| Corollary 14] involves several
inversions (and inversions of products of inversions) of matrices in R?"*2",

4 Validity of confidence interval

I write this section at a high level of generality so that it can be used in future work. In particular,
I abstract from the RKHS framework. I assume high level conditions and consider black box esti-

mators (9, &). I prove by finite sample arguments that 6 defined by Algorithm[3.I]is consistent, and



its confidence interval is valid and semiparametrically efficient. In Section[3] T will verify the high
level conditions in the RKHS framework.

Towards this end, define 0 = E[yo(W))?, n® = E|wo(W)[3, and ¢* = Efyg(W)]%. Write the
Berry Esseen constant as ¢?¥ = 0.4748 [77]. The result will be in terms of abstract mean square
rates on the nuisances.

Definition 4.1 (Mean square error). Write the conditional mean square error of (44, &) trained on
I; as

R(%¢) = E[{3e(W) = 50 (W)}*|I7],  R(ée) = E[{an(W) — ao(W)}?|If]
We are now ready to state the first main result, which is a finite sample Gaussian approximation.
Theorem 4.1 (Gaussian approximation). Suppose

E[Y =W <5% EmW.y)* < L™ER(W)?,  Jaolle < a

Then w.p. 1 — ¢,
Vs ) BE (M\° _1 A
sup P —(0—0p) <z|—-®(2)| <c (—) n 2+ -—-++c¢
supl (220~ a0 ) L —

where ®(z) is the standard Gaussian c.d.f. and
3L

A= (VIO 4 6)VRGA +0v/R@:) + ViR VR(Ge) |

€-0

Theorem[4.T]is a finite sample Gaussian approximation for DML with black box machine learning.
It is a finite sample refinement of the asymptotic black box result in [20, Lemma 15]. It is a black
box generalization of the main result in [22, Theorem 4.1], which provides a finite sample analysis
specific to the Dantzig selector. By Theorem the neighborhood of Gaussian approximation
scales as % It is therefore helpful to bound the magnitude of the asymptotic variance o.

Proposition 4.1 (Variance bound). Suppose the conditions of Theoremd. 1l hold. Then
o® <3(L™ME[yo (W) + a°6” + 63)

Observe that finite sample Gaussian approximation is in terms of the true asymptotic variance o2. |
now provide a guarantee for its estimator 52,

Theorem 4.2 (Variance estimation). Suppose
E[Y —n(W)]? <5% EmW.y)* < L™ERW)P, e < &
Thenw.p. 1 — €,
|62 — 0| < A" + 2V A/ (VA" 4+ 0) + A"
where

2L

A= {0~ 60 + L0 + (@')°IR(30) + 0°R(a0)}, A" = \/ggzn;

Theorem [4.2]is a both a black box generalization and a finite sample refinement of the asymptotic
theorem in [24]] specific to the Lasso. Theorems[d.Jland 4.2]immediately imply sufficient conditions
for validity of the proposed confidence interval.

Corollary 4.1 (Confidence interval). Suppose the assumptions of TheoremsHd_ Ilandd. 2 hold as well
as the regularity condition on moments { (3)3 + CQ} n=% — 0. Assume

(VL™ +a+a')/RGE) 20, av/R(Ge) 20, VnvVR(H)VRE) S0

Then the estimator 0 given in Algorithm [31] is consistent, i.e. 6 5 6o, and the confidence
interval given in Algorithm includes 6y with probability approaching the nominal level, i.e.

lim, oo P (90 S [é:l: ca%D =1-a.

Corollary 4.1l summarizes simple sufficient conditions for inference in terms of learning rates. Veri-
fying these conditions is the goal of the next section.



5 Validity of bias correction

5.1 Goals

To employ Corollary 4.1} T must verify several conditions. In terms of the general inference problem,
I must show

ElY —y(W)]* <a®,  Em(W,7)]* < LWERW)P,  flaole <@ [larllo < &

Proposition 2.1] already previewed some of the relevant analysis. In what follows, I articulate the
mild requirements for these conditions to hold. The same mild requirements will also furnish learn-
ing rates to satisfy

(VL™ +a+a)/RGE) 20, av/R(Ge) 20, vVnvVRE)VRE) S0

Note that the product condition v/n\/R(5¢)/R(5¢) = 0 allows a tradeoff: one of the learning
rates may be slow, as long as the other is sufficiently fast to compensate. While proving these
results, I will abstract from sample splitting in order to improve readability. In other words, I will
prove results for (%, &) trained on the full sample rather than ;.

5.2 Assumptions

I place standard, weak assumptions on the supports of (Y, W).
Assumption 5.1 (Original spaces). Assume

1. W € W is a Polish space, i.e. separable and completely metrizable topological spaces
22Ye)YCR

A Polish space may be low, high, or infinite dimensional. Random variables with support in a Polish
space may be discrete or continuous. Next, I place standard, weak assumptions on the RKHS .

Assumption 5.2 (RKHS regularity). Assume

1. k and k™) are bounded. Formally, sup,cy [[o(w)|lx < Vk and
supy e |0 (W)l < Vil

2. ¢(w) and '™ (w) are measurable

3. kU is characteristic in its components that vary

Commonly used kernels are bounded. Boundedness implies Bochner integrability, which permits
the exchange of expectation and inner product. Measurability is a similarly weak condition. The
characteristic property ensures injectivity of the counterfactual kernel mean embedding ;™) with
respect to its random components, and hence uniqueness of the RKHS representation 85, (86 [84]].

Proposition 1] verifies E[m/(W, v)]> < LU™E[y(W)]? for a broad class of important examples. T
now verify E[Y — ~o(W)]? < 32, ||ag|loo < @&, and ||&|| s < @' under Assumptions[5.1]and [5.21

Proposition 5.1 (Bounded noise and bounded Riesz representer). Suppose vo € H and Assump-
tionsD.land[3. 21 hold. Then

2 2 EY2 2 — min —/ K’Haglin”H
=2E[Y +&lwlz), a=Velag™u, & =———

VA

The next two assumptions are the crux of the RKHS learning paradigm [16} [82]. The former is
an assumption about the smoothness of g, parametrized by a scalar ¢ € [1,2]. The latter is an
assumption about the effective dimension of the RKHS, parametrized by a scalar b € (1, 0o].

Qi

Recall the spectral decomposition in Section[2] 1 define

) ) 2
a/.

HE = fzg a;p;: E /\—fz<oo CH, cell,?2]
j=1 j=1"1J

which is interpretable as an even smoother RKHS. We are now ready to state the smoothness as-
sumption.



Assumption 5.3 (Smoothness). Assume o € HC for some c € [1,2].

In other words, g is a particularly smooth element of H;; it is well approximated by the leading terms
in the series {(; }. This condition appears under the name of the source condition in both statistical
learning [82,|16] and econometrics [17]. An abstract, equivalent version of this assumption is helpful
for analysis.

Proposition 5.2 (Consequences of smoothness). The following statements are equivalent: (i) o €
HE; (ii) there exists some witness function f € H s.t. 79 = T f (iii) there exists some witness
function f € Ly s.t. o = L}? f. Moreover, vy € HC implies ain € He,

The effective dimension condition is also in terms of the spectrum.

Assumption 5.4 (Effective dimension). If the RKHS is finite dimensional, write J < < oo and
b = oo. If the RKHS is infinite dimensional, the eigenvalues {\;} decay at a polynomial rate:

ngb-)\jSﬁforjz1,whereL,B>0andb€(1,oo).

Note that {\;} are also the eigenvalues of the covariance operator 7T'.

Proposition 5.3 (Consequences of effective dimension). If Assumption[S.4holds then \; = ©(j°).
Moreover, Li(-) = Zj’;l Ni{@j, )2 - @j ifand only if T(-) = 2?0:1 Ajlej, )2 - ej where e; =
V2.

The spectrum of a random vector’s covariance characterizes its dimension. In this sense, the assump-
tion on spectral decay quantifies effective dimension. Following [16], I denote by P (b, ¢) the class
of distributions that satisfy Assumptions[3.3]and [5.4]

Next I relate these assumptions to the Sobolev space introduced in Definition 2.1

Proposition 5.4 (Sobolev space as RKHS [29,[11130]). A Sobolev space H3 with s > % is an RKHS.
Suppose H = H3 is chosen as the RKHS for estimation. If vo € H5° then ¢ = 2. Moreover, b = %5.

An RKHS is a generalization of a Sobolev space, and its assumptions generalize those typically
made for Sobolev spaces.

In the RKHS setting, the approximation properties of 7 immediately imply approximation proper-
ties of a*™. The fact that o € H¢ implies o™ € H¢ follows from Proposition[2.3] Likewise the

min

fact that o and of"'" are governed by the same covariance operator and hence share the same ef-
fective dimension follows from Proposition[2.3] This symmetry does not hold for Dantzig or Lasso
approaches to debiasing, where the analyst must place separate approximation assumptions for vy
and o', The favorable geometry of the RKHS sets it apart from other approaches, and it allows
us to use only learning theory assumptions to prove inference.

5.3 Guarantees

Assumptions[3.1] 3.2} [3.3] and[5.4are classic assumptions in RKHS learning theory. I quote a classic
result on the mean square rate for kernel ridge regression. This result also requires a weak condition
on the noise.

Assumption 5.5 (Noise). Y = o (W) + € where ¢ is bounded, Gaussian, or subGaussian.

Theorem 5.1 (Kernel ridge regression: MSE; Theorems 1 and 2 of [16]). Suppose Assump-
tions[3.1] and[3A hold. Calibrate the ridge regularization sequence s.t.

n-z if b=o0
A= e if be(l,0), ce(1,2]
lnb%(n)-n_ﬁbl if be(l,0), c=1
Then kernel ridge regression ¥ trained on {W};cn] satisfies
lim lim  sup Ppy,opn(R(F) >7-10) =0

T MN=00 e P(b,c)
where R(9) = E[{§(W) — 30 (W)}?[{Wi}ic(n)] and
n-! if b=oo
o if be(l,00), ce(1,2]
In®+1 (n)n_b%1 if be(l,0),c=1
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Moreover, the rate is optimal when b € (1,00) and ¢ € (1,2]. It is optimal up to a logarithmic factor
whenb € (1,00) and ¢ = 1.

Recall that b = oo is the finite dimensional regime; b € (1,00), ¢ € (1, 2] is the infinite dimensional
regime with polynomial spectral decay and additional smoothness; b € (1,00), ¢ = 1 is the infinite
dimensional regime with polynomial spectral decay and no additional smoothness.

Remarkably, an almost identical result is possible for the kernel ridge Riesz representer. This is
the second main result of the paper. The result is almost for free in the sense that it only requires
replacing Assumption [5.3] with Assumptions2.1} Indeed, the core techniques are the same.

Theorem 5.2 (Kernel ridge Riesz representer: MSE). Suppose Assumption as well Assump-
tions 5.1 B.21 B3] and[5.4 hold. Calibrate the ridge regularization sequence X as in Theorem[3.1]

Then the kernel ridge Riesz representer ¢ trained on { Wi} e[ satisfies

lim lim  sup Pry,jpn(R(&) >7-7,) =0

T—>00 N—00 pEP(b,c)
where R(&) = E[{&(W) — o™ (W) }2{W;}ic[n)] and ry, is as in Theorem[5.1]

Theorem [5.2] demonstrates that an extremely simple kernel ridge Riesz representer attains the opti-
mal rate in many cases. The ridge regularization sequence for & is the same sequence that balances
bias and variance for 4 in Theorem[5.Il Therefore the same tuning procedure for 4 also applies to
&. This symmetry does not hold for Dantzig and Lasso approaches to debiasing, where the analyst
must tune 4 and & separately. Again, the favorable geometry of the RKHS sets it apart from other
approaches.

This fast rate aligns with the fast rate of [23, Corollary 7] for an adversarial estimator of the Riesz
representer. The rate in [23| Corollary 7] is in terms of a critical radius that adapts to the empirical
eigenvalues of the kernel matrix, while the rate in Theorem adapts to the smoothness ¢ and
effective dimension b defined above. Both the empirical eigenvalues and the effective dimension
reflect the kernel’s spectral characteristics; both Theorem[5.2] and [23], Corollary 7] are adaptive to
the same underlying phenomena.

Corollary 5.1 (Confidence interval). Suppose the assumptions of Theorems and 5.2 hold as
well as the regularity condition on moments {(2)3 + <2} n=2 — 0. Then forany c € (1,2] and

b € (1,00], the estimator 0 is consistent, i.e. [N 0o, and the confidence interval includes 6y with

probability approaching the nominal level, i.e. lim,,_,oc P (90 € [é + ca%} ) =1-a.

Recall that in Assumption[3.3] ¢ = 1 means vy is correctly specified as an element in A, while ¢ > 1
means 7y is in the interior of H. As long as g is in the interior of the RKHS, rather than at the
boundary, we can construct valid confidence intervals by kernel matrix operations. Meanwhile, the
RKHS may be finite or infinite dimensional, as long as the spectrum decays at some polynomial rate
A =037 withb > 1.

54 Trimming

Examining the proof of Corollary 5.1l the only condition that fails to hold when ¢ = 1 is
!/

& \/R(#) & 0. Specifically, the bound on @ given in Proposition diverges too quickly. A
solution is to trim the kernel ridge Riesz representer using a known bound on the minimal Riesz
representer o '". In particular, consider the following estimator.

Algorithm 5.1 (Kernel ridge Riesz representer: Trimming). Given & calculated from Algorithm[3.2]
set

—a if aw) < —a
a(w) = < éa(w) if a(w)e[-a,al
a if alw)>a

Denote by (,52) the estimators for (6, o2) calculated from Algorithm B ]using (¥, &) rather than
(¥, 4).

11



Corollary 5.2 (Confidence interval with trimming). Suppose the assumptions of Theorems [3.1]
and [3.2 hold as well as the regularity condition on moments {(3)3 + QQ} n=% — 0. Then for

any ¢ € [1,2] and b € (1, 00], the estimator 0 is consistent, i.e. 0 2> 0y, and the confidence interval
includes 6y with probability approaching the nominal level, i.e. lim,,_,o, P (90 € [é + ca%}) =

1—a.

Now the case ¢ = 1 is allowed. Since ¢ = 1 simply means 7y € H, the inference result allows us
to actually relax Assumption[5.3l In other words, smoothness beyond correct specification hastens
learning but is irrelevant to inference. Meanwhile, the RKHS may be finite or infinite dimensional,
as long as the spectrum decays at some polynomial rate A; = ©(j %) with b > 1.

6 Conclusion

For any kernel method with a mean square learning rate, I propose a practical procedure based
on bias correction and sample splitting to calculate confidence intervals for its functionals. The
inferential results are almost free in the sense that classic learning theory assumptions, together with
a mean square continuity condition, are enough to justify the procedure. By providing relatively
simple confidence intervals for functionals of kernel ridge regression, I facilitate their use in social
science and epidemiology.
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A Framework
Proof of Proposition I consider each functional of kernel ridge regression.

1. Evaluation.

Byl = () = {1 [on =] (BN ER(n)F

ie. L™ = P(w) =2
2. Treatment effects. For ATE,

ie. L™ = {inf, P(d|x)}~'. ATT and CATE are similar.

O

Proof of Proposition2.21 1 prove the result for Example The argument for Example is

similar. I proceed in steps

1. Sobolev and RKHS preliminaries.

By [L1, Theorem 132], H3 is an RKHS iff s > 4 By [L1, Theorem 133], the r-order

2
derivative operator is continuous and linear iff s > % + 7.

In an RKHS, vy(w) = (v, ¢(w))y where ¢ : w — k(w,-). Moreover, if the deriva-

tive V,, V. k(w,w’) exists and is continuous then by [87, Lemma 4.34] V~(w)

Let H = M and set » = 1. H is an RKHS and the derivative operator is bounded if
5 > % + 1. I wish to verify mean square continuity of the derivative functional for this

particular function space.
2. Main argument. To begin, write
Efy(W)I? = E(y, o(W))3 = E(v. [6(W) © 6(W)]7)2 = (7. T
where T := E[¢(W) ® ¢(W)].

Since V is a continuous linear operator over 7, its adjoint V* exists and both are bounded

with the same operator norm. Write

Vy(w) = (7, Vo(w))n = (V, ¢(w))n

Hence

E[Vy(W)]? = E(V*y, ¢(W))3;, = E(V*, [6(W) @ ¢(W)]V v = (V*y, TV )

Next observe
(VY TV ) = (7, VIV ) = Tr(VTV* [y @ 7]) < [|[V]opTr(TV* [y @9])
Moreover

Tr(TV [y ©q]) =Tr(V Iy @T) < [IVllopTr(ly @ YT) = [[Vlop(r, T7)n

In summary
E[Vy(W)]? < V12,00 T)w = IVIGER(W))?

ie. L™ =||V|2,.
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Proof of Proposition[2.3] First, I show that the functional v — E[m(W, )] is bounded as a func-
tional over L. Write

{|E[m((W,y)][}* < {Elm(W,7)|}* < E[m(W,7)]* < LER(W)]?
Therefore

Lm)

Emn(W Il VL™l

vl = vl
Hence Riesz representation theorem w.r.t Ly implies existence of the RR oy € Lo. [22, Lemma
S3.1] guarantees existence of the unique minimal Riesz representer o' € closure(span(T)). O

B Algorithm

Proof of Proposition[3]] Recall that vo € T implies that the minimal representer o™ € T' C H
by Proposition[2.3] Trivially,

agit € aigergl{ln R(a), R(a)=E[ag™(W) - a(W)]?

Note that
R(e) = Elag™ (W) — a(W)]?
= Efag™ (W)]* — 2E[ao(W)a(W)] + E[a(W)]?
= C — 2E[m(W, a)] + E[a(W)]?
Boundedness of the kernel implies Bochner integrability of ¢(-) and ¢(")(-), which then allows us

to exchange expectation and inner product. By the RKHS representation property, linearity of m,
and Bochner integrability of ¢(-) and ¢(") (-)

E[m(W, )] = E[{a, 6™ (w))2] = {0, ™)z, ™ =E[6™ (W)

and
Ela(W)]? = El(a, (W)3,] = (o, Ta)y, T =E[p(W)® (W)
O
Proof of Proposition Write
K = (0(W2), o(W)))a = (¢(Di) @ $(X,), ¢(D;) ® $(X;)) = k(Ds, Dj)k(Xi, X;)
Kff’ (G(W), 6" (W) = (8(Dy) @ $(X,), $(d) © $( X)) = k(Dy, d)k(Xi, X;)
= (@™ (W), o™ (W) = ((d) @ $(X3), (d) ® (X)) = k(d, d)k(Xi, X;)
O

Proof of Proposition Note that

~lm 1 - m
A = =% ot (W)
i=1

and
Ta = =3[0V @ o(Wola = = 3o, 6(V)eo (W)
i=1 =1
Write the objective as
1 n
£3(0) = =~ {=2(a, 6" (Wi + (0 oW, | + Mol
i=1

Recall that for an RKHS, evaluation is a continuous functional represented as the inner product with
the feature map. Due to the ridge penalty, the stated objective is coercive and strongly convex w.r.t
«. Hence it has a unique minimizer & that obtains the minimum.
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Write & = &, + ;- where &, € row(¥) and &;- € null(¥). Substituting this decomposition of &
into the objective, we see that
L5(&) = LR (én) + Al |13,
Therefore
L3(a) = L ()
Since & is the unique minimizer, & = &,,. O

Derivation of Algorithm[3.2] By Proposition[3.3] & = U*p. Substituting this expression into L% (cv)
gives LY (p).

1< R
LY(p) = —=2p W= ¢™(Wy) + p WTTp+ Ap  TT*p
i
2 1o 1
==Zp" ) WM(Wy) + —p T BT OU*p + Np T WTp
n P n
_ 27 17 T
= pv+—p Qp+Arp Kp
n n
where .
Q=TS PU*, v=> V(™ (W)
i=1
Differentiating, the FOC gives
2 2
0=—"v+-"Qp+2\Kp <= p=(Q+n)\K) v
n n

To evaluate the estimator at a test location w involves computing

a(w) = (@, p(w))y = p' Vo(w) = v’ (2 +nAK) ™ Vo (w)

C Validity of confidence interval

C.1 Gateaux differentiation

For readability, I introduce the following notation for Gateaux differentiation.

Definition C.1 (Gateaux derivative). Let u(w), v(w) be functions and let T,( € R be scalars. The
Gateaux derivative of 1 (w, 0,7, ) with respect to its argument vy in the direction u is

0
[871/1(10, 97 v a)](u) = Ew(wv 97 v + TUu, a)

7=0
The cross derivative of ¥ (w, 8,~y, a) with respect to its argument (v, @) in the directions (u,v) is

2

02 (1,670, ) = 5,0,y + T+ Go)

7=0,(=0
Proposition C.1 (Calculation of derivatives).
[0, (w, 8,7, @)](u) = m(w,u) — a(w)u(w)
[Oath(w, 0,7, a)](v) = v(w)ly —v(w)]
[8'2y,aw(wa 0,7, a)](ua 1)) = _v(w)u(w)

Proof. For the first result, write
Y(w, 0,7+ Tu, ) = m(w,v) + Tm(w, u) + a(w)ly — v(w) — Tu(w)] — 0
For the second result, write

P(w, 0,7, 0+ (v) = m(w,7) + a(w)ly = y(w)] + Co(w)[y —v(w)] -0
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For the final result, write
Y(w, 0,7 + Tu, a + (v)
=m(w,7y) + Tm(w,u) + a(w)ly — y(w) — Tu(w)] + Cv(w)ly — v(w) — Tu(w)] — 0

Finally, take scalar derivatives with respect to (7, (). O

By using the doubly robust moment function, we have the following helpful property.

Proposition C.2 (Mean zero derivatives). For any (u,v),

E[0;0(W)l(u) =0, E[datho(W)](v) =0

Proof. For the first result, write
E[0y1ho(W)](u) = E[m(W,u) — ao(W)u(W)]
Then appeal to the definition of the Riesz representer. For the second result, write
E[0atpo(W)](v) = E[o(W)[y —20(W)]]

In the case of nonparametric regression, vo(w) = E[Y|W = w] and we appeal to law of iterated
expectations. O

C.2 Taylor expansion

Train (4¢, éi¢) on observations in I§. Let m = |Iy| = % be the number of observations in I,. Denote
by E¢[-] the average over observations in Iy.

Definition C.2 (Foldwise target and oracle).

00 = Eo[m(W,4e) + ao(W){Y — 3(W)}]

0p = Ee[m(W,v0) + ao(W){Y — v (W)}]

Proposition C.3 (Taylor expansion). Let u = 4 — vo and v = &y — ag. Then /m(6; — 0;) =
Z?:l A jp where

Are = VmEd[m(W,u) — ao(W)u(W)]

Agp = V/mBE[v(W){Y = 70(W)}]

Aze = VmEe[—u(W)v(W)]

Proof. An exact Taylor expansion gives
Y(w, b0, e, Ge) — o(w) = [0y30(w)](w) + [Datbo(w)](v) + [0 atbo(w)] (u, v)
Averaging over observations in
00 — 00 = Eo[th(W, 00, 4, e)] — Eg[tho (W)]
= B[ 10(W)] (1) + E¢[datho(W)](v) + E[03 420 (W)](u, v)
Finally appeal to Proposition[C.T} O

C.3 Residuals

Definition C.3 (Mean square error). Write the conditional mean square error of (44, &) trained on
I as

R(%e) = E[{Ae(W) — 70 (W)}?| I{]
E[{ae(W) — ao(W)}?| 1]

By
o
~
Il
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Proposition C.4 (Residuals). Suppose

ElY — (W) <% EmW,)]* < LERW)P,  [laole < @
Thenw.p. 1 — £,

6L /= _
|Ay| <t = ’/T\/L(m) + a2\/R(He)
3L _
|A26| S t2 = TUV R(O&g)
3vVL _ -
|Aze| < t3 = T\/ﬁ\/ R(Je) v/ R(éwe)

Proof. 1 proceed in steps

1. Markov inequality

E[A2
P(|Au| > tl) < [t21€]
1
E[A2
P(|A2[| > t2) S [t226]
2
E|A
P(|Ase| > ts) < %
3
2. Law of iterated expectations
E[A},] = E[E[AT|If]
E[A3] = E[E[A3|If]
E|Ase| = E[E[| Aze|[1]]

3. Bounding conditional moments

Conditional on I7, (u,v) are nonrandom. Moreover, observations within fold I, are inde-
pendent. Hence

E[A%|I7] = E[{m(W, u) — ao(W)u(W)}?|I7]
< 2E[m(W, u)?|I7] + 2E[{ ao (W)u(W) }? | I7]
< 2L + a*)R(A)

Similarly
E[A3|I5] = E[{v(W)[Y — 20 (W)]}*|I{]
=E[p(W)’E{Y — 7o(W)}*|W, I{]| I}]
< *R(dy)
Finally

E[|Ase||I7] = vmE[| — w(W)o(W)||I{]
< VmE[w(W)? | IFE[u(W)?|I]
= Vmy/R(%e)V R(é)
4. Collecting results

2(L + a*)R(A
P( Al > 1) < 2 JRG) _ <

13 3L
527?,(@@) €
<
]P(|A2@| > tg) < t% 3L
m~/R(Y R(& €
P(| A > ta) < Y fﬁ” @) _ <
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Therefore w.p. 1 — £, the following inequalities hold

6L /= —
A <ty = T vV Lm) + a2/ R (%)
3L —
|A2é| <ty = T&\/R(ag)

|Aze| <tz = ?\/ﬁ R(Fe) v/ R(éw)

Finally recall m = 7

C.4 Main argument

Definition C.4 (Overall target and oracle).
1K 1k
T ; ‘, I ; !

Proposition C.5 (Oracle approximation). Suppose the conditions of Proposition|C-4hold. Then w.p.
1—e€

VR g < a = 2 L (VI0 1 6)VRGH + o/ + ViV RGOVRG)

g €0

Proof. 1proceed in steps

1. Decomposition
Write

2. Union bound
Define the events
Eo={vje 3], [Agl <t3}, E=nNi&, E°=UL &
Hence by the union bound and Proposition[C.4]

L
(€)<Y P(E) <Ly =e

=1
3. Collecting results
Therefore w.p. 1 — ¢,
o 1 L3
Vvl — 6] < \/ZEZZ 1A
£=1 j=1
1 L3
< \/fZ N7
£=1j=1
3
- \/Eztj
j=1



Finally I simplify {t }. Fora,b>0,va+b<.a+ Vb. Moreover, 3 > /6, /3. Finally,
fore <1, -t \/_ . In summary

t1<£< ™ + &) y/RED

O
Proof of Theoremd.1l By Berry Esssen theorem, as in [22, Proof of Theorem 4.1, Step 3]
vn Be (M\* 1 A
P(Y20-06,)<z)—d(2) < (_) A
(Lh0-0m)<2) o) <o (1) i+ e
and s A
P <@(é—90) < z> — ®(2) > BE (ﬁ) n"r - —— _¢
o o V2T
where ®(z) is the standard Gaussian c.d.f. and A is defined in Proposition[C3] (]
C.5 Variance estimation
Proof of Proposition Write
o® = E[m(W,70) + ag™ (W){Y = 70(W)} — bo]®
< 3 (E[m(W,70)]* + Elag™ (W){Y — 70(W)}* + 67)
Then note ~
E[m(W,70)]> < LI Efyo (W)]?
and
Elag™(W){Y = (W)}* < a®E[Y — (W) < 6%
O

Definition C.5 (Shorter notation). For i € I;, define

Y = Y(Wi, 00,70, ao)
Q/Aji = w(Wh éaﬁfa df)

Proposition C.6 (Foldwise second moment).

where

6
Eofthi — > <44 [0 = 60)> + ) Aje

j=4

Ayp = Eg[m(W, u)]?
Asp = Eelae(W)u(W)]?
Agr = Ee[o(WNH{Y —~0(W)}?

Proof. Write
¥ — Uy = m(Wi, 4e) + Ge(W)[Yi — 3e(W5)] — 0 — {m(Wi, v0) + o (W) [Y; — 70(W3)] — 6o}

+ &Y — v (Wi)]
= [0 — 0] + m(Wi,u) — &p(Wi)u(W;) + v(Wi)[Y — 70(W;)]

Hence
i~ 2 < 4 {180 — 812+ m(Wi, ) + (@ (Wu(Wo)l? + [o(WO Y~ 20(Wi)}2}
Finally take E,[-] of both sides. O
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Proposition C.7 (Residuals). Suppose
E[Y —n(W)? <a%  EmW,7)* < LERW)?, e < &
Thenw.p. 1 — %,

6L - R
Ay <ty = 7L(m)R(W)

6L .
Asp < ts = —(&@')°R(%e)

6/

6L .
Agp < tg = 75273(04)

Proof. 1proceed in steps analogous to Proposition [C.4l

1. Markov inequality

=
>

[

a¢]

P(|A4z| > t4) <
ty

E[As/]
ts
E[Ag/]
te

P(|A5g| > t5) <

P(|A6[| > tg) <

2. Law of iterated expectations

E[Ay] = E[E[Ag|I7]]
E[As¢] = E[E[As|17]]
E[Aqc] = E[E[Age|17]]

3. Bounding conditional moments

Conditional on I, (u, v) are nonrandom. Moreover, observations within fold I, are inde-
pendent. Hence

E[Aye|If] = E[{m(W,u)}?|I] < L™ R (%)

Similarly
E[Ase| 1] = E[{ae(W)u(W)}?|If] < (@')*R ()
Finally
E[Age| If] = E{v(W)[Y — 70 (W)]}*|I{]
= E[p(W)’E[{Y —10(W)}*|W, I7]|f]
< 5°R(ay)

4. Collecting results

LMR(A €
P(|A4£| > t4) < ﬂ -

ta 6L
P(|Ase| > t5) < %7:(% _ 65_1’;
P(|Age| > tg) < 0273755@ _ 66_’L
Therefore w.p. 1 = %’ the following inequalities hold
[Age] <ty = i—{;i(m)R(%)
|Ase| < ts5 = i_,L(@I)QR(%)

6L .
|Age| < te = 77273(04)
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O

Proposition C.8 (Oracle approximation). Suppose the conditions of Proposition[C A hold. Then w.p.
1- ¢
2

Baldi — vil? < A = 40~ 60} + ZEL + (@ VIR(Ge) + *R(a0)

Proof. 1proceed in steps analogous to Proposition[C.3]

1. Decomposition

By Proposition[C.6]

2. Union bound
Define the events
Er=1{vj €{4,5,6}, |Ap| <t;}, & =i, (€)= Ui, (E)°
Hence by the union bound and Proposition[C.7]

L / /
. . € €
P(E)) < DREN) < Lyr =5
(=1
3. Collecting results
Therefore w.p. 1 — %,
X PRI
En[d}z - 1/)1]2 < 4[9 - 90]2 + Z Z Z |AJ5|
=1 j=4
PR
<4[9—9O]Q+ZZ t;
=1 j=4
6
=4[0— 00> +4) t;
j=4

Proposition C.9 (Markov inequality). Suppose E[to(W)]* < oc. Thenw.p. 1 — &

|En[i)* — 0| < A" = \/gw

Proof. Let ~
Zi =47, Z=RE,[Z], E[Z]=c?
By Markov inequality -
— ViZz] €
_ < _
P(|Z —E[Z]| > t) < 2 >
Note that

V[Z] = V(Z) _ Elo(W)?)?  Efpo(W)]*

n n n
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Solving,

BV _ ¢ ,_ (2 VER(NP
nt? 2 € vn
O
Proof of Theorem[d.2] 1 proceed in steps.
1. Decomposition of variance estimator
Write
6% = En[ti]* = En[{th — i} + ] = En[ths — ¥]* + 2B [{th — vi 1] + En [t0i]?
Hence

6 — En[ti]® = En[i — il + 2Ea[{i — v}
2. Decomposition of difference

Next write
6% — 0% = {6% — En[]} + {En[t]* — 0%}
Focusing on the former term
6% — B[] = En[thi — 10i)% + 2B, [{4h; — i }),]
Moreover
En[{t; — ¥i}0i] < \/Enl[ths — ¢3]2V/En [W]?
VEn[thi — ¢i2V/[En [¥i]? — 02[ + 02

Enlts — 62 (VIEa[G = o2 + o)

IN

IN

3. High probability events

From the previous step, we see that to control |62 — o2|, it is sufficient to control two
expressions: E,[1); — 1;]? and |E,[1);]> — o2|. These are controlled in Propositions [C.8]
and[C9Ol respectively. Therefore w.p. 1 — €/,

162 — 0| < {A’ NN N 0)} N

C.6 Corollary

Proof of Corollaryd]) Tmmediately from A in TheoremB1] 6 2 6, and

. N o
nILI&P<90€ {Hi%}) =1—-a

For the desired result, it is sufficient that 52 = 2, which follows from A’ and A" in Theorem 4.2l
O

D Validity of bias correction

D.1 Preliminaries
Proposition D.1 (First order conditions). The first order conditions give

Taglin = /L(m)v ay) = (T+ )\)*1#(771)7 a = (T+ A)*ll’l(m)
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Proof. Take derivatives of £, £y, and LY O

Proposition D.2 (Relation of norms).
min 1 min
R(a) = E[a(W) — ag™(W)]* = [|T% (o — ag™) I3,

Proof. [16, Proposition 1.iii], using the fact that mean square error equals excess risk. O

Proposition D.3 (Concentration; Proposition 2 of [16]). Ler (2, F, p) be a probability space. Let &
be a random variable on ) taking value in a real separable Hilbert space K. Assume there exists
(a,b) > 0s.t.

a
gl < 5. Elgllk <b?
Then for alln € Nandn € (0,1),
1 n
]P){wi}wp" E Zg(wz) - E[f]
i=1

a
n

< 21n(2/1) [ +—]> >

K

D.2 Learning theory quantities
Proof of Proposition[3.1] Write
E[Y —~o(W)]?* < 2E[Y]? + 2E[yo(W)]?
Since v € H,
o (w)| = [(v0, d(w))n| < V[0l
v € H implies o™ € H, so
|ag™ (w)] = [{ag™, ¢(w))n| < V/hllag™ ||
and likewise
|&(w)| = (& d(w))n| < V| aln

Finally, I bound ||&||%. By identical arguments to Proposition 311

& = argmin R} (), Ri(a) = Eq[ag™ (W) — a(W)]* + A|alf3,

acH
Hence _ )
Nal3, < R (@) < R(0) = Ealof™ ()] < a3
e VRl o™
. K Oégnn u . K Oégnn u
olly < —m=, |a(w)| < ———
Jalle < Y < B

O

Proof of Proposition[3.2] For the first result, write f = >~ arpx and appeal to [16, Remark 2].
The second result follows from Proposition 2.3 O

Proof of Proposition The first result is immediate. The second result follows from [16, Remark

2]. O
Definition D.1 (Learning theory quantities). Define
A(X) = R(ax)
B(\) = flax — ag™ 1%
NQ) =Tr((T+X)~'T)
N ) =Tr((T +X)~tT™)

where T .= E[¢p(™) @ ¢("™)] is the counterfactual covariance operator. A(\), B(\), and N'(\)
are standard in the kernel methods literature; N'™) () is new.
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Proposition D.4 (Bounds on standard learning theory quantities). Under Assumption[5.3]
AN S AR, BO) AR, R=|T"% 3
Under Assumption
1 /b —1 .
N = Tr(T + 2Ty < 8P amtem A ifb <0
J ifb= o0
Proof. See [[16] Proposition 3] for A(X) and B(\). See [88] Section 1] for N'(\). O

Proposition D.5 (Bound on new learning theory quantity). Suppose the kernels k and k"™ are
bounded. Under Assumption2.]]

N(m)(/\) < LM NN

Proof. Mean square continuity implies that there exists L(™) < oo s.t. Vy € H
E[m(W,7)]* < LUWER(W)]?
Focusing on the LHS, boundedness of the kernel implies Bochner integrability hence
Elm(W, )] = E [(, 6 (W))3] = E [(v, [0 (W) @ 6 (W)y)ae] = (3, T )
Likewise for the RHS

Ely(W))? = E [(v,6(W))3,] = E (7, [6(W) @ ¢(W)ly)a] = (v, T7)n

In summary, Vv € H -
(7, T )gy < L™ (7, Ty)p

ie. LT — (M) > 0 in the sense of Loewner ordering. Therefore
LN = N™(N) = LTr(T + N 71T) — Tr((T 4+ A) 7))

= Tr((T + )" HLM™T — 7™
>0

D.3 High probability events

In preparation for the main argument, I prove high probability events by concentration, appealing to

Proposition[D.3
Definition D.2 (High probability events). Define
KN(N)
+ An ] }
2,.;\/5 \/ HA(/\)] }

)

T =201+ Vallag™(ln), ¥2=2(L") +kllag™(3,), & =max{x, ™}
I design Es to resemble [16] eq. 48].

Proposition D.6 (High probability events). Suppose Assumptions 1] as well Assumptions [5.1]
and32 hold. Then

:{|(T+)\) T = T)l o0 < 2I(6/n) | S

= {|<T—T>< ax — ™) < 21n(6/n)

{|<T+A>%< ™ Taiin)|ly < 21n(6/1n)

where

P(E) < 3. J€ {123}
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Proof. The argument for £; immediately precedes [16, eq. 41]. The argument for &, is identical to
(16} eq. 43]. 1 verify £3 appealing to Proposition[D.3 Define

§ = (T +X) {8 (wi) ~ [6(wi) © $(wi)]af™}
Note that 1 .
Elg] = (T + N~ {u™ — Tagin} = 0
Towards concentration, I analyze ||¢||y and E||£]|3,
1. Bound on ||&]|%
Write
€l < II(T + )72 ol 0™ (w;) — [B(w:) @ dwi)] o™ |2

< 7 (VR0 + g™ 1)
a
T2
2. Bound on E||¢]|3,
Write
G=A-B, A=(T+N 776" (w), B=(T+N 2af™(w)o(w,)
Hence

€115 = 1A — B3, < 2[|All3, + 2/ BI1%
Focusing on the former term
1A, = (T + 07" (ws), 9™ (wi))
= Tr((T + ) ¢ (wi) @ 6 (wy)])
Therefore by Proposition[D.3]
E|| A3, = N (A) < LN
Focusing on the latter term
IBI13, = (T + X~ ag™ (wi) ¢(w:), ag™ (wi)p(w:))
< wllag ™ |15 Tr((T + X o(wi) @ ¢lwi)])
Therefore
E||Blf3; < sllag™ 3N (V)
In summary
E[€l3, < 2(L™ + kllag™[13,) - N(A) =07
3. Concentration

I have shown

= %(M +allag® ), b= /2L + w]agZ) /AT
Therefore w.p. 1 — /3

|+ 2 H @ — Tag

H
< 21n(6/n) <%+ )
o ( 2 (VT ol VI + sl B) RN

=2In(6

< 21In(6/n) < \/F2 DN )

NG
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D.4 Main argument

Proposition D.7 (Abstract rate). Suppose Assumptions2_1las well Assumptions[3 1l and[3.2hold. If

> 2C,K'N'(\)

C, = 961n%(6/7), 0 ATl

thenw.p. 1 —n

R(&) < Cy (A(/\) + “nlz(AA) n H«S(AA) N lj;l; L J\T{()\))

Proof. 1proceed in steps, following the proof structure of [16, Theorem 4].
1. Decomposition
By [16, eq. 36],
R(a) < 3{AN) + Si(A {wi}) + Sa(A {wi})}
where

s —1/a(m 7 min 2
S0 {wi) = |[THE+ N7 @~ Tag™)||

SO ) = [THE + )7 = e = ™)

2. Bound on Sy(\, {w;})

Write
2 . 2

Sa(A{wi}) < HT%(T—i— At (T — T)(a — o) y

op

(a) Bound on HT% (T+ )"
By [16l eq. 39], under &;

op

1
< —

HT%(TJrAr1
op A

(b) Bound on H(T — T)(a,\ _ aglin) y

Under &
2/1\/3(/\) KA(N)
H§2ln(6/n)< - +\/ )

|@ = T)(an - a™)

n

In summary, under £; and &,

e = yan - o

So(A, {wi}) < HT%(T‘F)‘)_I "

op

2 2
< L) ({L fw} +{ ﬂ} )

n

B 4k2B(\) kAN
_81n2(6/77)( oY + N )

3. Bound on S; (A, {w;})

Write

2

Si(A{wi}) < ”T%(T+ AN HT +2)® ’(T+ A7 (A — Paminy 1

op
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(a) Bound on HT%(T + AT+ )z

op
By [16l eq. 47], under &;
[T+ n@end| <o
op
(b) Bound on H(T + )\)—% (ﬂ(M) _ Taglin) )
Under &3
7 [ 1 ' D2N(A
| +2)7% (A = Tag™™)|lp < 2In(6/7) l# Rt V - )]

Therefore by [16, eq. 49], under &; and &3

n

S\ {wi}) < 321%(6/n) (’;21 + M)

O

Proof of Theorem[5.2] Finally, I combine the abstract rate in Proposition [D.7] with the bounds
of Proposition [D.4, following [88, Section 2]. The absolute constant depends only on
(R, 1, k(™) T, %, B,b, c). Note that (T', ¥ introduce dependence on (||a™(| 2, L(™). O

Proof of Corollary[51l 1 verify the conditions of Corollary d.1] appealing to Theorems[5.1] and
In particular, by the symmetry of Theorems[5.1land 3.2} I must show
(VL™ +a+a +06)y/rn, =0, Vn-r,—0

By Proposition 2.1} vV L(™) < oo is a constant. By Proposition[5.1} @ < oo and & < oo are also
constants. However, @’ scales as A~ 2. Therefore the remaining conditions to verify are

A2 =0, VRory —0
I consider each case
1. b = oo.
(a) nt-n~% =0
b) vn-nt =0
2. be(1l,00), ce(1,2].

be

(a) nATRT TR 50 = > 1
(b) Vi n T 0 < be>1

3.be(1,00), c=1.

b b b

(a) lnf%m(n)n% b 5T (n)n
b

(b) vn-In®™*1(n) -n" "1 -0 < b>

1. b
20+1 = ]

1
2

)

-In
b

—_

O

Proof of Corollary[5.2) Since ||a"||o, < @&, the trimming can only possibly improve mean square
error, and the rates in Theorem continue to hold for the trimmed estimator & defined in Algo-

rithm[3.1]
As in Corollary 3.1} I must show

(VL™ +a+a +06)y/rn, =0, Vn-r,—0

By Proposition 2.1} vV L(™) < oo is a constant. By Proposition[5.1} @ < oo and & < oo are also
constants. Moreover, trimming implies that @ = @ < 0 is a constant. Therefore the remaining
condition to verify is

Vnor, =0

In the proof of Corollary 5.1 1 verify this condition for across regimes. o
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E Tuning

E.1 Ridge penalty

I present two tuning procedures based on cross validation for the ridge penalty A of the kernel ridge
Riesz representer estimated in Algorithm[3.2] Each procedure finds a cross validated value A* € A,
where A C R is a grid of possible values.

The first approach exploits the sample splitting in Algorithm[3.1l Recall that ¢y is the kernel ridge
Riesz representer estimated using observations in I7. By construction, &, depends on A via Algo-
rithm[3.2] The cross validation loss arises from the definition of the empirical loss £ («), dropping
the ridge term and setting o = &, for each observation 7 € I.

Algorithm E.1 (Foldwise cross validation). Partition the sample into folds {I;}¢—1.1.. Denote by I
observations not in fold I,.

1. For each possible value A\ € A and for each fold {, estimate &y from observations in I
according to Algorithm[3.2]

2. Set \* as

L
1
A € argmin £()\), L(\) = — —2m(W;, &) + ue(W;)?
g (A, L(A) nZ {—2m( o)+ ac(W;)?}

The second approach exploits the theoretical symmetry between 4 and &. Theorems [5.1] and [5.2]
demonstrate that they require the same regularization sequence that balances bias and variance. The
leave-one-out cross validation procedure for 4 has a closed form solution derived in [81, Appendix
G]. The tuned A* for 4 can then be used with 6.

Algorithm E.2 (Leave-one-out cross validation). Construct the matrices
H) ::I—wa(wa+n/\)71 GRnxn, f{)\ = diag(HA) € Rmx™

where Hy, has the same diagonal entries as Hy and off diagonal entries of 0. Then set

1 =~
M\ = argmin — | H, 'H,\Y|]3, ACR
AeA T

E.2 Kernel

In principle, I could instead use cross validation to tune kernel hyperparameters in the same way
that I use cross validation to tune ridge penalties. However, given the choice of product kernel,
this approach becomes impractical in high dimensions. Therefore I rely on heuristics to set kernel
hyperparameters.
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