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Abstract

The bootstrap is a popular method of constructing confidence intervals due to its ease of use and
broad applicability. Theoretical properties of bootstrap procedures have been established in a variety
of settings. However, there is limited theoretical research on the use of the bootstrap in the context of
estimation of a differentiable functional in a nonparametric or semiparametric model when nuisance
functions are estimated using machine learning. In this article, we provide general conditions for
consistency of the bootstrap in such scenarios. Our results cover a range of estimator constructions,
nuisance estimation methods, bootstrap sampling distributions, and bootstrap confidence interval
types. We provide refined results for the empirical bootstrap and smoothed bootstraps, and for
one-step estimators, plug-in estimators, empirical mean plug-in estimators, and estimating equations-
based estimators. We illustrate the use of our general results by demonstrating the asymptotic validity
of bootstrap confidence intervals for the average density value and G-computed conditional mean
parameters, and compare their performance in finite samples using numerical studies. Throughout,
we emphasize whether and how the bootstrap can produce asymptotically valid confidence intervals
when standard methods fail to do so.



Contents

6

7

Introduction

Estimation and bootstrap framework

2.1 Statistical setup . . . . . . ..o
2.2 Asymptotically linear estimator framework . . . ... ... ...
2.3 Bootstrap framework . . . . ... .o oo
2.4 Additional bootstrap notation . . . . . . ... ... L.

General results

3.1 Asymptotic linearity of the estimator . . . . . . . ... ... ...
3.2 Conditional asymptotic linearity of the bootstrap estimator . . .

3.3 Conditional weak convergence of the bootstrap empirical process

3.4 Consistency of bootstrap confidence intervals . . . . .. ... ..
3.4.1 Percentile and percentile -methods . . . . . . . ... ...
3.4.2 Efron’s percentile method . . . . . . ... ... ... ...
3.4.3 Bootstrap Wald method . . . . . . ... ... .......

Remainder calculations for specific estimator constructions

4.1 One-step estimator . . . . . . .. .. ... L oL
4.2 Plug-in estimator . . . . . . ... Lo oo
4.3 Empirical mean of a nuisance-dependent function . . . . . . . ..
4.4 Estimating equations-based estimator . . . . ... ... ... ..

Applications of the general theory

5.1 Average density value . . . ... ... ... ... .. ...
5.2  G-computed conditional mean . . . . .. .. ...

Numerical study

Conclusion

Supplement A Proof of results in Section 2

Supplement B Proof of results in Section 3

Supplement C Proof of results in Section 4

Supplement D Proof of results in Section 5

Supplement E Lemmas supporting the proof of Proposition 5.3

Supplement F Lemmas supporting the proof of Proposition 5.5

24
24
26
28
29

33
33
38

41

54

61

62

79

86

100

119



1 Introduction

In many problems in statistics, interest focuses on a parameter that depends on one or more unknown
infinite-dimensional nuisance functions. For example, treatment effects in causal inference often depend
on conditional mean functions (Robins, 1986; Holland, 1986; Gill & Robins, 2001), average derivative
parameters depend on derivatives of conditional mean functions (Powell et al., 1989), and survival
functions with informative censoring depend on conditional distribution functions (Dabrowska, 1989).
Estimating such a parameter typically involves estimating one or more infinite-dimensional nuisance
parameters. In order to reduce potential bias due to model misspecification, researchers may choose to
use a data-adaptive estimator for the nuisance, such as a tree-based estimator, a neural network, splines,
or an ensemble of many such estimators. However, directly plugging a data-adaptive nuisance estimator
into the parameter mapping often results in asymptotic bias that hinders valid statistical inference
for the parameter of interest. If the parameter is a smooth function of the underlying data-generating
distribution, it is possible to mitigate this bias enough for the estimator to be asymptotically linear under
a sufficient rate of convergence of the nuisance estimator (Pfanzagl, 1982; van der Vaart, 1991). There
are several general approaches for constructing asymptotically linear estimators in the presence of data-
adaptive nuisance estimators, including the one-step construction (Bickel, 1982; Pfanzagl, 1982), sieve
and series approximations (Geman & Hwang, 1982), under-smoothing (Newey et al., 1998), estimating
equations (Liang & Zeger, 1986; Hardin & Hilbe, 2002), and targeted minimum loss-based estimators
(van der Laan & Rubin, 2006; van der Laan & Rose, 2011).

If an asymptotically linear estimator can be constructed, it can often be used to conduct asymp-
totically valid inference. The most popular method of constructing confidence intervals based on an
asymptotically linear estimator is the Wald interval using a normal approximation to the sampling
distribution and the so-called influence function-based variance estimator. The bootstrap (Efron, 1982;
Efron & Tibshirani, 1994) is an alternative method of constructing confidence intervals that has several
potential advantages over Wald intervals. First, the bootstrap has been shown in some settings to
have higher-order accuracy, and hence better finite-sample coverage, than Wald intervals (Hall, 1988,
1992; Diciccio & Romano, 1988). Second, bootstrap confidence intervals can sometimes automatically
correct bias, and can thus be asymptotically valid under weaker conditions (Cattaneo & Jansson, 2018,
2022). Third, in some cases, an estimator of the asymptotic variance is not readily available because,

for instance, the influence function of the estimator does not have a closed form (e.g., Geskus & Groene-



boom, 1999; Quale et al., 2006). Finally, Wald intervals are not guaranteed to respect constraints on
the parameter space, whereas some types of bootstrap intervals are.

The theoretical properties of the bootstrap have been studied for many problems. For example, Hall
(1988, 1992) established higher-order properties of bootstrap confidence intervals; Giné & Zinn (1990)
and van der Vaart & Wellner (1996) established uniform bootstrap central limit theorems; Chernozhukov
et al. (2017, 2022) established properties of the bootstrap for high-dimensional data; and Han et al.
(2018), Austern & Syrgkanis (2020), and Cattaneo et al. (2020) studied properties of the bootstrap for
non-Gaussian limits. Several authors have studied bootstrap methods for problems involving nuisance
parameters. Kosorok et al. (2004) and Dixon et al. (2005) proved consistency of bootstrap procedures in
semiparametric models when the nuisance parameter can be estimated at the n=/2 rate. Ma & Kosorok
(2005) and Cheng & Huang (2010) demonstrated consistency of the weighted empirical bootstrap for
M-estimators in semiparametric models, permitting the nuisance to converge at a rate slower than
n~Y2. Coyle & van der Laan (2018) proposed methods of bootstrapping targeted minimum loss-based
estimators. Cai & van der Laan (2020) used the nonparametric bootstrap to achieve better finite sample
coverage using the highly adaptive lasso targeted minimum loss-based estimator. However, to the best
of our knowledge, a comprehensive study of bootstrap procedures for asymptotically linear estimators
with data-adaptive nuisance estimators does not yet exist.

In this article, we provide results for consistency of bootstrap methods for asymptotically linear
estimators involving data-adaptive nuisance estimation. Several notable contributions of our work
include: (1) we propose a general framework that allows us to study a variety of asymptotically linear
estimator constructions, and we study several specific constructions in depth; (2) we provide conditions
under which the bootstrap estimator is conditionally asymptotically linear; (3) we use our framework to
provide conditions for consistency of bootstrap confidence intervals, highlighting in particular settings in
which automatic bias correction is and is not possible; and (4) we cover a variety of bootstrap sampling
distributions, including both the empirical bootstrap and smooth bootstraps, and a variety of methods
of bootstrap nuisance estimation.

This last contribution is especially important in the context of data-adaptive nuisance estimators.
As noted in Bickel et al. (1997) and Coyle & van der Laan (2018), the empirical bootstrap can fail if the
estimator is sensitive to ties in the data. For example, a nuisance estimator that uses cross-validation
to select tuning parameters or as part of an ensemble learning strategy may not behave as expected

when applied to an empirical bootstrap sample because duplicate observations can appear in both



the training and testing folds. Smooth bootstraps—i.e., bootstrap distributions that are dominated by
Lebesgue measure—can resolve this issue by producing bootstrap samples without duplicates. Although
smooth bootstraps have received considerably less theoretical attention than the empirical bootstrap,
asymptotic properties of the smooth bootstrap have been established in, e.g., Hall et al. (1989), Cuevas
& Romo (1997), and Gaenssler & Rost (2003). Our results for smooth bootstraps in Section 2.4 build
on these works. Another way to avoid issues with duplicate observations is to alter the way that the
nuisance is estimated for the bootstrap sample. For example, rather than using the bootstrap sample
to choose tuning parameters, some authors have proposed fixing tuning parameters such as bandwidths
at the values selected by the original data when constructing the bootstrap nuisance estimator (Hall &
Kang, 2001). Alternatively, the entire bootstrap nuisance estimator could be fixed at the value estimated
by the original data. Our framework permits these types of approaches.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the statistical setting
we work in and outline our estimation and bootstrap frameworks. In Section 3, we provide general
theoretical results, including conditional asymptotic linearity and weak convergence of the bootstrap
estimator and consistency of bootstrap confidence intervals. In Section 4, we provide refined conditions
implying a key condition of our main results for four estimator constructions. In Section 5, we illustrate
the use of our theoretical results by studying various candidate bootstrap procedures for two parameters,
deriving new results for both parameters.. In Section 6, we present a simulation study for the methods
studied in Section 5. Section 7 presents a brief discussion. Proofs of all theorems and additional technical

details are provided in Supplementary Material.

2 Estimation and bootstrap framework

2.1 Statistical setup

We suppose that Xi,...,X, € R? is an IID sample from a probability measure Py on a measurable
space (X, B). We assume that Py is known to lie in a statistical model M, which is a nonparametric
or semiparametric model in our motivating applications. We will use subscript 0 to indicate that an
object depends on Py. We let P, be the empirical distribution of Xi,...,X,. For any measure P
and P-integrable function f, we define Pf := [ fdP. We define the empirical process evaluated at a
Py-integrable function f as G, f := n'/2(P, — Py)f.

For a set of functions F, we define ¢>°(F) as the Banach space of real-valued bounded functions



z: F = R equipped with the supremum norm ||z||4 := sup ey |2(f)|. To characterize weak convergence
in the space ¢*°(¥F), we utilize the bounded dual Lipschitz distance based on outer expectations. For
an arbitrary metric space (D,d) (frequently, D = £°°(F) and d(21, 22) = supseg|21(f) — 22(f)]), we
denote Cy(D) as the set of bounded and continuous functions from D to R, and we denote BL;(D) as
h : D+ [~1,1] such that h is 1-Lipschitz; i.e., sup,, . ep » £z, [R(21) — h(22)| /d(21,22) < 1. We then
say that a possibly non-measurable sequence of stochastic processes G, on D converges weakly to a
Borel measurable limit G in D, denoted as G, ~ G, if Ejh(Gp) = Eoh(G) for every h € Cy(D). Here
Ej is the outer expectation, which is used to accommodate non-measurable G,,. If G is a separable
process (i.e., there exists S C D such that P(G € S) = 1 and S has a countable dense subset), then
Gn, ~ G if and only if suppepr, () |EGM(Gr) — Eoh(G)| — 0. We refer the reader to van der Vaart &
Wellner (1996) for a review of outer expectation and weak convergence.

A class F of measurable functions f : X — R is called Py-Donsker if the sequence of empirical
processes {G, f : f € F} converges weakly in £°°(F) to a tight, Borel measurable limit process Gy, or
SUPpeBL, (e (7)) [ EoM(Gn) — Eoh(Go)| — 0 (van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996, Chapter 1.12). The limit
process G is necessarily a Gaussian process with zero mean and covariance function Cov(Gyf, Gog) =
Py(fg) — PofPog for f,g € F, which is known as Py-Brownian bridge process. Implicitly, the Donsker
property requires that the sample paths f — G, f are almost surely uniformly bounded for every n, so
that G,, may be regarded as a map from the underlying product measurable space (X°°, B>) to £>°(F).

This is the case if sup g [f(z) — Pof| < oo for all z € X.

2.2 Asymptotically linear estimator framework

We are interested in inference for a real-valued target parameter 1) : M — R. All the results in this
article extend to Euclidean parameters v : M — RP for p < oo fixed, but we assume p = 1 for
simplicity of exposition. We assume that v is a smooth enough mapping on the model M to permit
construction of an asymptotically linear estimator v, with influence function ¢g := ¢p,, meaning that
U = o + Ppoo + 0p3(n*1/2), where g := ¥(Fp). For any P € M, ¢p : X — R is a function satisfying
P¢p =0 and P¢2P < 00. Conditions under which this is possible and derivation of influence functions
is not our main focus here, but we refer the interested reader to Pfanzagl (1982), Klaassen (1987),
Pfanzagl (1990), and van der Vaart (1991). Here, we will not require that ¢¢ is the efficient influence
function, but rather allow it to be any influence function. In addition, we do not explicitly require that

1y, is a regular estimator.



The premise of this article is that the parameter ) depends on P through an infinite-dimensional
nuisance parameter 7 : M — H. For instance, n may be a (conditional) density function, a (conditional)
cumulative distribution function, a regression function, or some combination of these. A nuisance
estimator 7, may then be used in the construction of an estimator v, of ¥y, However, if n,, is constructed
without consideration of 1 or its influence function, then the resulting v,, may have excess bias inherited
from 7, that precludes asymptotic linearity. There are several existing remedies. One approach is to
construct the nuisance estimator to reduce the bias of the plug-in estimator. Undersmoothing (Newey
et al., 1998), twicing kernels (Newey et al., 2004), sieves (Geman & Hwang, 1982; Shen, 1997), and
TMLE (van der Laan & Rubin, 2006; van der Laan & Rose, 2011) are examples of this approach.
Another approach is to abandon plug-in estimation and instead use the influence function to target the
parameter of interest. One-step estimators (Bickel, 1982; Pfanzagl, 1982) and estimating equations-
based estimators (Liang & Zeger, 1986) are examples of this approach.

We now introduce a general framework that encompasses many approaches to constructing an
asymptotically linear estimator. This will allow us to study these approaches in a unified man-
ner. We assume there exists a function 7' : H x MT, where MT is the union of M and the set
of finite discrete probability measures on (X, B), such that ¢g = T(ng, Po) and ¢, = T(n,,P,)
for a nuisance estimator 7, € H. We note that for a given estimator ,, there may be multi-
ple representations of v, in terms of different functions 7' because 7, also typically depends on P,.
To illustrate this general framework, we provide two brief examples of estimator constructions 7.
These examples and others will be discussed further in Section 4. The one-step construction is de-
fined as T'(n,P) = v(n) + P¢,, where it is assumed that the parameter ¢(P) and its influence
function ¢p depend on P only through np. The mean-zero property of influence functions implies
that T'(no, Po) = 0. A one-step estimator is then given by T'(n,,Pn) = ¥(n,) + Pnoy,. Alterna-
tively, the empirical mean plug-in construction is defined as T'(n, P) := [ g(z,n) dP(z) for a function

g : X x H — R, which can be used when ¢(P) = [ g(z,np) dP(x). The resulting estimator is then given

by T(1n, Pp) = fg(%nn) dP,(z) = %anl 9(Xi,0n)-

2.3 Bootstrap framework

We now introduce the class of bootstrap schemes that we will consider. At a high level, the bootstrap
schemes we will consider involve three steps. First, bootstrap samples X7,..., X} are generated in

some manner based on the data Xi,...,X,. Second, a version of the estimation procedure is applied



to the bootstrap data to produce a bootstrap estimate 1. Third, this process is repeated B times to
approximate the sampling distribution of 1y, — 1, given the data. Throughout, we will ignore the effect
of approximating the distribution of ¢}, — 1,, using a finite number of repetitions. The distribution of
¥y — 1y, given the data is used to approximate the sampling distribution of ¢, — ¥y, and ultimately
to construct confidence intervals for 1y. There are many specific approaches to each of these three
steps, and as discussed in the introduction, our goal is to provide results that cover a broad set of
these approaches. In this section, we precisely define the approaches to the first two steps that we will
consider; procedures for constructing confidence intervals are discussed in Section 3.4.

We assume that, given the data X;,..., X, the bootstrap sample X7, ..., X} is drawn IID from an
estimate ]3” of Py based on X1,...,X,. We refer to ]3“ as the bootstrap sampling distribution. Taking
b, =P, corresponds to the empirical bootstrap, in which case the bootstrap sample consists of n
samples drawn IID (i.e., with replacement) from Xi,...,X,. Another common approach to defining
B, is through smoothing methods such as kernel density estimation. This will be discussed at more
length in Section 2.4. Notably, since we assume that n samples are drawn independently from ISn,
we exclude the exchangeable, weighted, and m-out-of-n bootstraps. Our results could be generalized
to the weighted bootstrap if the nuisance estimator utilizes sample weights, and to the exchangeable
bootstrap if the nuisance estimator does not depend on the independence of the data. We define the
bootstrap empirical distribution P}, as the empirical distribution of the bootstrap data X7,..., X, and
the bootstrap empirical process G¥ as G* := n'/2(P* — B,).

Once the process for generating bootstrap data has been defined, the next step is to define the
process for constructing the estimator using the bootstrap data. Since our definition of the original
estimator is v, = T'(n,,Py), we will define ¢} := T'(n},P¥) as the estimator using the bootstrap data,
where 7 is an estimator of the nuisance parameter 79 based on the bootstrap data and original data,
and P} is the bootstrap empirical distribution as previously defined. The spirit of bootstrap estimation
would suggest that 1) be constructed using the bootstrap data in the exact same manner as 7, was
constructed using the original data. However, we will not require this — instead, we will be agnostic
about the way 7 is constructed. There are several reasons motivating this increase in generality.
First, in many of our intended applications, 7, is estimated using machine learning, which may be
very computationally intensive. Repeating a computationally intensive procedure for every bootstrap
sample may be infeasible since the number of bootstrap samples B is typically in the hundreds or

thousands. Second, as discussed in the introduction, there are certain cases where it is not advisable



to exactly mirror the estimation of 7, when constructing n;. For instance, many machine learning
algorithms involve cross-validation. However, if the bootstrap sampling process produces replicates in
the bootstrap data, which is the case for the empirical bootstrap, cross-validation may not perform as
expected (see, e.g., Silverman, 1986, Page 51 and Coyle & van der Laan, 2018, Chapter 28). In this case,
modifications of the estimation procedure of 7}, have been proposed to avoid these issues. In addition,
some authors have proposed fixing tuning parameters such as bandwidths at the values selected by the
original data when constructing 7, using the bootstrap data (Hall & Kang, 2001).

Our asymptotic results presented in Section 3 will require high-level conditions about 7;;: consistency,
a Donsker condition, and negligibility of a remainder term. This mirrors the high-level conditions
required of 7, for asymptotic linearity of 1,. Our conditions can be satisfied if the construction of n}
mirrors that of 7, completely or partially. In some cases, our conditions will also permit n} = n,. That
is, we will permit that the nuisance is not re-estimated at all using the bootstrap data, but rather the
estimator computed on the original data is used when constructing the bootstrap estimator. This is

discussed more in Section 4.

2.4 Additional bootstrap notation

Crucial to bootstrap theory is taking conditional expectations of the bootstrap data given the original
data. To do so precisely, we make the following definitions, which are common in the bootstrap literature
(see, e.g., van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996; van der Vaart, 2000; Kosorok, 2008). We suppose that
Wy = (Whi, ..., Wyy) is an IID sample independent of X, ..., X,,, where each W,,; is a random vector
with distribution @), on a measurable space (W, ;). We then assume that for each ¢ € {1,...,n}, X =
(X1, .oy Xy Whi), where 7, is a fixed measurable function. Hence, W,,; represents the additional
source of randomness used in generating the bootstrap observation X . Since Wy, ..., Wy, are assumed
to be IID and independent of X1,...,X,, X{,..., X, are IID conditional on Xi,...,X,. With this
setup, P, is defined as the conditional distribution of X7 given Xy,...,X,. The bootstrap sample
X7,..., X} lies in the product probability space (X, B, Py)"™ x (Wy, Cpn, Qn)".

We provide two concrete examples to illustrate the above definitions. For the empirical bootstrap,
we can let W,,; have a categorical distribution @, on {1,...,n} with event probabilities (1/n,...,1/n),
and set X = v,(X1,..., Xn, Wyi) = Xw,,. For one-dimensional observations X; and any bootstrap, we

can let Wy; be IID Uniform(0,1), and set X := F,, }(W,;) for F,; ! the quantile function corresponding

to P,. Here, F; ! is assumed to be a measurable function of Xi,..., X,,.



We now define conditional expectations given the data Xi,...,X,. Since we will be dealing with
processes that may not be conditionally measurable, we will use outer expectations. For any real-valued
function h : X® x W? — R, we define the conditional outer expectation of h given Xi,..., X, with

respect to @, as

U

(Bywh)(X1,...,X,) = inf{/ U(Xl,...,Xn,wl,...,wn)dQZ(wl,...,wn)},
W

n
n

where the infimum is taken over all functions U such that wi,...,w, — U(X1,..., X, wi,...,wy)
is measurable, U > h almost surely, and [ U dQ? exists. Since each X} is a measurable function of
X1,...,X, and W,,;, this can also be used to define conditional expectations of functions of X1,..., X,
and X7{,..., X,. We then define the conditional outer probability given X1,..., X, as Py, (A) :== Ejj, 14
for any A € B™ x CJ.

We say that a (possibly non-measurable) sequence of random elements G,, : X" x W' — D for a metric
space D conditionally weakly converges to a tight, Borel measurable limit G in D given Xy,..., X}, in
outer probability if supp,cgr, ) [ Ejy M(Gn) — Eoh(G)] 1, 0, and we denote this as G, gvi G. In addition,
we say F is Py-Donsker in probability if it holds that suppcgy, (s (5)) |EfyM(G},) — Eoh(G)| = opg (1)
(Giné & Zinn, 1990, Section 3). We say a sequence of random variables Y;, : X x W! — R conditionally
converge to 0 in probability if for any e > 0, Py, (|Y,] > ¢€) 7, 0, and we denote this as Y, = opz (1).
We say Y, is conditionally stochastically bounded if for any € > 0, there exist M € (0,00) such that
Py (P ([Ya| = M) > €) — 0, and we denote this as Y, = Op: (1).

3 General results

3.1 Asymptotic linearity of the estimator

Before moving to our general bootstrap consistency results, we provide general conditions under which
T(nn,Py,) is an asymptotically linear estimator of 1y with influence function ¢g. While the result is
simple and based on well-known ideas, it is important background because our theoretical study of
the bootstrap will focus on consistency of the sampling distribution of the bootstrap estimator, which
requires knowing the distribution it should be consistent for — i.e., the asymptotic distribution of the
original estimator. In addition, the conditions for conditional asymptotic linearity of the bootstrap

estimator will mirror the conditions for asymptotic linearity of T'(n,,P,). Hence, these conditions will
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shed more light on the bootstrap conditions presented below.

For each n, we define ¢,, : X — R as an estimator of the influence function ¢g. For the one-step and
estimating equations-based estimators, ¢, will be the influence function with the estimated nuisance
parameter 7,. For estimators such as the plug-in estimator where the influence function is not explicitly
estimated as part of the estimation procedure, the role of ¢, will be discussed more below. We also

define R, :=T'(nn, Ppn) — T(no, Po) — (P, — Py)drn. We then introduce the following conditions.
(A1) There exists a class F of measurable functions from (X, B) to R such that:

(a) ¢o € Fand Pj(¢pn € F) — 1, and

(b) Gy, ~ Gg in £°(F), where Gy is the Py-Brownian bridge process.
(A2) It holds that |[¢n — dollL,(py) = o (1)
(A3) The remainder satisfies R, = opy (n=12).
Under these conditions, we have the following result regarding asymptotic linearity of T'(1n,, Py,).
Theorem 3.1. If conditions (A1)-(A83) hold, then T(ny,,Py) is asymptotically linear in the sense that
T(nn, Pr) =T (no, Po) + Ppoo + OPg(n_l/Q), which implies that n*/? [T(n,,P,) — T(no, Py)] ~ Goeo.

Theorem 3.1 provides conditions under which ¢, = T'(n,, P,;,) is an asymptotically linear estimator of
Yo = T(n0, Py). This implies convergence in distribution of n'/2 [T'(n,,®,) — T'(no, Po)] to Gopo, which
follows a normal distribution with mean zero and variance Py¢3. In particular, this gives a method for
constructing asymptotically valid confidence intervals. If ,, is a consistent estimator of (Pogb%)l/ 2 then

the two-sided Wald confidence interval
[T<77m Pn) + ZﬁUn/nl/Qa T(77m Pn) + zl—aan/n1/2] (1)

has asymptotic level 1 — a — 8 by Slutsky’s lemma. The simplest variance estimator is the influence
function-based variance given by o2 := P,¢2. The next proposition provides general conditions under
which this variance estimator is consistent and demonstrates that conditions (A1)-(A2) in particular

imply that it is consistent.

Proposition 3.2. If (i) P{(¢2 € ) — 1 for a Py-Glivenko Cantelli class of measurable functions G,
Py Py
and (ii) Po(¢p — ¢5) — 0, then Pn¢2 —= o3. Furthermore, if supscq |Pof| < oo, condition (A1)

implies (i) and condition (A2) implies (ii).

11



Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.2 yield the following result for consistency of the Wald-type confi-

dence interval with influence function-based variance estimator.

Corollary 3.3. If supscq|Pof| < oo, conditions (A1)-(A3) hold, and of > 0, then the Wald-type

confidence interval defined in (1) with o2 = P,¢2 has asymptotic confidence level 1 — o — 3.

We now discuss conditions (A1)—(A3). Theorem 3.1 is based on the first-order expansion
T(Nn, Pr) = T'(n0, Po) + Pngo + Ry + Sh,

where S, := n~Y2G,,(¢, — bo) is an empirical process term. Conditions (A1) and (A2) together imply
that S, = opy (n='/2). Condition (A1) requires that the estimated influence function ¢, falls in a Pp-
Donsker class with probability tending to one. Satisfying this condition typically requires restricting
the complexity of the function class that the nuisance estimator 7,, and hence ¢,,, falls in. A main way
this is accomplished is by using bracketing entropy or uniform entropy (Chapters 2.6 and 2.7 of van der
Vaart & Wellner, 1996). Condition (A2) requires that ¢, is a consistent estimator of ¢g in the Lo(Fp)
norm. When ¢, and ¢¢ depend on n and Fy through 7, and 7g, respectively, this is typically implied
by consistency of 7, for 79 in an appropriate sense coupled with continuity of ¢ as a function of 7.
Condition (A3) controls the remainder term R,, in the above expansion. Other authors have used
analogous conditions in related work (see, e.g., the smoothness property discussed in Section 4.1 of Shen,
1997 and the quadratic functional in Section 3.2 of Cattaneo & Jansson, 2018). This remainder term can
typically be decomposed into further remainders, including the so-called second-order remainder and the
bias term —P,¢,. The exact way that this remainder decomposes depends on the form of T'. Estimators
such as one-step and estimating equations-based estimators that explicitly use the influence function as
part of the construction control the asymptotic bias as part of the estimation procedure. On the other
hand, plug-in estimators typically control the bias term —P,¢, through construction of the nuisance
estimator 7,. Several approaches to constructing nuisance estimators that yield —Pp¢n = op; (n_l/ 2)
are sieve estimators (Shen, 1997), under-smoothing (Newey et al., 1998), twicing kernels (Newey et al.,
2004), and TMLE. Simpler sufficient conditions for (A3) for several different estimator constructions

will be discussed at more length in Section 4.
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3.2 Conditional asymptotic linearity of the bootstrap estimator

We now present our general result regarding conditional asymptotic linearity of the bootstrap procedure
defined in Section 2.3. As mentioned above, ¢} is a bootstrap influence function estimator. We begin

by introducing conditions we will rely upon. We define R* := T(n*,P*) — T(1n, By) — (P% — B¢ .
(B1) There exists a class F of measurable functions from (X, B) to R such that

(a) ¢o € F and Py, (g5 € F) 1, 1, and

P*
(b) G} «V/Vg Go in £2°(F), where Gy is the Py-Brownian bridge process.

(B2) It holds that ||¢} — ¢>0HL2(P0) = OP;V(l)-

(B3) The remainder term satisfies R} = OPV*V(n_l/ 2.

Under these conditions, we have the following result.

Theorem 3.4. If conditions (B1)-(B3) hold, then T (n},P}) is conditionally asymptotically linear in

the sense that T(n%,P%) = T(nn, P,) + (PX — Py) o + ops, (n=Y2), which implies that
* T D Py
n!/2 |1 (1, ) = T, Pa) | 22 Goleo).

Theorem 3.4 establishes general conditions under which the bootstrap estimator 7'(n}:, P}) is condi-
tionally asymptotically linear. Theorem 3.4 is notable for its generality: conditions (B1)—(B3) cover a
variety of estimator constructions 7', bootstrap nuisance estimators n;, and bootstrap sampling distri-
butions P,. We expect this generality to increase the range of potential applications of the result.

The most important implication of conditional asymptotic linearity is that the bootstrap provides a
consistent approximation to the sampling distribution of nl/? (vn—10). Here, consistency means that the
conditional distribution of the centered and scaled bootstrap estimator n'/2[T (n*,P*) —T(n,, P,,)] con-
verges weakly in outer probability to the same limit as n'/2(1,, —1)g). In Section 3.4, we will discuss how
this can be used to demonstrate asymptotic validity of bootstrap confidence intervals. However, as with
asymptotic linearity, conditional asymptotic linearity offers additional utility beyond conditional weak
convergence. In particular, conditional asymptotic linearity of multiple bootstrap estimators implies

joint conditional asymptotic normality of the estimators, which is useful for constructing simultaneous
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confidence regions and confidence regions for functions of two or more parameters. In contrast, such
joint asymptotic behavior cannot be determined by marginal weak convergence results.

Theorem 3.4 centers the bootstrap estimator T'(n}, ) around T'(7y, Pn) rather than T (n,,P,) =
1. There is no difference between these two possibilities when using the empirical bootstrap, so that
b, =P,. However, when b, # Py, such as when utilizing a smooth bootstrap procedure, the two are
not necessarily the same. Intuitively, we center around T'(n,, Pn) because Pn is the distribution used
to generate the bootstrap data upon which the bootstrap empirical distribution P} is based. Hence,
b, plays the role of Py in the bootstrap. The potential consequences of this for the construction of
confidence intervals will be further explored in Section 3.4.

Conditions (B1)-(B3) mirror conditions (A1)-(A3) used to demonstrate asymptotic linearity of the
estimator T'(n,,P,) in Theorem 3.1. However, since (B1)—(B3) concern the bootstrap estimator, they
require convergence conditional on the original observations. In some cases, conditional asymptotic lin-
earity of the bootstrap estimator is actually implied by the conditions of Theorem 3.1. We will discuss
this more in Section 4. This is related to Beran (1997), who showed that for locally asymptotically nor-
mal parametric models, conditional weak convergence of the parametric and nonparametric bootstraps
is equivalent to regularity of the estimator. For pathwise differentiable parameters, an asymptotically
linear estimator is regular if and only if its influence function is a gradient of i relative to M at Py
(Pfanzagl, 1982, 1990; van der Vaart, 1991). We typically construct the estimator so that ¢g is indeed
a gradient. Furthermore, negligibility of the second-order remainder term for condition (A3) is often
established using conditions that also imply that ¢q is a gradient, as we will discuss in Section 4. Hence,
while we do not explicitly require regularity, the estimator is regular in most of our intended applica-
tions. However, it is not entirely clear if regularity of the estimator plays as strong a role in our setting

as it does in that of Beran (1997) for parametric models.

Theorem 3.4 is based on the bootstrap first-order expansion

T(n:, L) = T(nn, P) + (P — Bo)oo + R + 57,

where Si = n~12G% (4% — ¢o) is a bootstrap empirical process remainder term. Conditions (B1)-(B2)
are used to control S¥. This is analogous to how conditions (A1)—(A2) were used to control the ordinary
empirical process remainder S,. In particular, condition (B1)(b) requires conditional weak convergence

in outer probability of the bootstrap empirical process G* = n!'/2(P* — P,) in the space £>°(F) to a
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Py-Brownian bridge process. For the empirical bootstrap where P, = P,,, this holds as long as JF is
Py-Donsker (Giné & Zinn, 1990). However, for other types of bootstraps, this condition is more difficult
to verify. This will be discussed in depth and further sufficient conditions for smooth bootstrap sampling
distributions will be provided in Section 3.3.

Condition (B2) requires conditional weak consistency of the bootstrap nuisance estimator 7. to the
true nuisance 7. If 7 is constructed in an exactly analogous manner using the bootstrap data as n, is
constructed using the original data, the bootstrap data has replicated observations, and the method of
constructing 7, is sensitive to ties in the data, (B2) may not be satisfied. As discussed in Section 2.3,
for this reason and others we do not require that 7 be constructed in an exactly analogous manner
to 7y, so these issues can be avoided. In particular, the simplest approach for constructing 7 is to
define i} = n,. This approach is appealing in its computational simplicity because it does not require
re-fitting the nuisance estimator using the bootstrap data, which can be computationally intensive when
machine learning estimators are used to construct 7,. Furthermore, when 0} = 7, and ¢p only depends
on P through np, condition (B2) reduces to the requirement that ||¢, — ¢ollr,(p)) i 0, which was
already required for asymptotic linearity of v, in Theorem 3.1. Intuitively, the precise behavior of the
nuisance estimator 7, does not play a role in the first-order asymptotic behavior of ¢, as long as the
high-level conditions (A1)—(A3) hold, and similarly the precise behavior of 7} does not play a role in
the first-order asymptotic behavior of the bootstrap estimator as long as the high-level conditions (B1)—
(B3) hold. However, setting 1 = 1, may yield worse finite-sample coverage, and does not yield valid
bootstrap confidence intervals when conditions (A3) and/or (B3) do not hold, as we will discuss in
Section 3.4.

Our proof technique for Theorem 3.4 could be adapted to other tight and Borel-measurable limit
processes in condition (B1)(b). This is not relevant to demonstrating consistency of the bootstrap
when the estimator is asymptotically Gaussian, as is the case here, but it may be of interest in other
situations where the limit distribution is not Gaussian. However, if Gy were a non-Gaussian process in
condition (B1)(b) and the sample paths of G were not almost surely uniformly continuous in the Lo (F)
metric, it would be necessary to replace condition (B2) with the requirement that p(¢r,, ¢o) = ops, (1)
for a semimetric p on £°°(F) such that the sample paths of Gq are almost surely uniformly p-continuous.

Condition (B3) requires that the bootstrap analogue of the remainder term in (A3) be sufficiently
negligible. As discussed after Theorem 3.1, this remainder term is again a combination of two remain-

ders: the bootstrap bias term —P;, ¢} and the bootstrap second-order remainder term. Further sufficient
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conditions for (B3) for specific estimators 7" will be provided in Section 4.
Theorem 3.4 also relies on the following bootstrap version of Lemma 19.24 of van der Vaart (2000),

which is useful in its own right.

P*
Lemma 3.5. Suppose that I is a class of measurable functions such that G}, «V/Vg Go in €2°(F). Let ¢}, be
P*
a sequence of random functions possibly depending on the bootstrap sample such that Py, (¢, € F) 1.
If p(by,, boc) = 0pz, (1) for some oo € F and a semimetric p on F for which the sample paths of G are

almost surely uniformly p-continuous, then GJ,(¢;, — ¢oo) = opz (1).

3.3 Conditional weak convergence of the bootstrap empirical process

We now provide further sufficient conditions for conditional weak convergence of the bootstrap empirical
process G}, required by condition (B1)(b). We first discuss the case of the empirical bootstrap, where
P, = P,. The properties of the empirical bootstrap have been extensively studied by Efron (1982),
Giné & Zinn (1990, 1991), Praestgaard & Wellner (1993) and van der Vaart & Wellner (1996), among
others. In particular, Theorem 3.1 of Giné & Zinn (1990) and Theorem 3.6.1 of van der Vaart & Wellner
(1996) provided the following necessary and sufficient condition for (B1)(b) in the case of the empirical

bootstrap.

Lemma 3.6 (Theorem 3.6.1 of van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996). If P, = P, and F is a class of
measurable function with finite envelope function, then F is Py-Donsker if and only if condition (B1)(b)

holds and G, is asymptotically measurable.

We now turn to the case where P, is not the empirical distribution. We first provide a general set
of sufficient conditions for (B1)(b) based on the notion of uniform Donsker classes. For a probability
measure P on (X, B), we denote G, p := n'/?(P, — P) as the empirical process centered at P and Gp
as the P-Brownian bridge process. Following Giné & Zinn (1991) and Sheehy & Wellner (1992), for a

set P of probability measures on (X, B), we then say F is Donsker uniformly in P € P if

sup  sup  |E*h(Gyp) — ER(Gp)| = 0,
PEP heBL1 (0 (%))

and Gp satisfies suppey £ ||Gpll4 < 0o and

limsup £ sup |Gp(f)—Gp(g)| =0,
=0 PeP  pp(f,g)<d
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where pp : (f,g) € FxTF — [P(f—g)?]"/? is the P-standard deviation semi-metric on Fx F. Theorem 4.5
of Sheehy & Wellner (1992) provides general sufficient conditions for an almost sure convergence version

of (B1)(b). Below, we restate their result relaxed to convergence in outer probability.

Lemma 3.7 (Theorem 4.5 of Sheehy & Wellner, 1992). If F is a class of measurable functions with
envelope function F such that: (i) F is square integrable uniformly in P € P in the sense that
limps o0 SUPppep PF21{F > M} = 0; (i) F is Donkser uniformly in P € P where P is such that
Pi(P, € P) — 1; and (iii) the semi-metric Lo(P,) converges uniformly to Lo(Py) in the sense that

*

P
sup Hf—QHLQ(ﬁn) - ||f_g”L2(PO) 0, (2)
f,9€F

then G IEV% Go in £°(F).

Lemma 3.7 is a bootstrap version of Lemma 2.8.7 of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996). Theorems 2.8.9
and 2.8.10 of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996) provide sufficient conditions for a class F to be uniform
Donkser using uniform entropy and bracketing entropy conditions, respectively. We also note that if F’
is constant, then uniform square integrability holds, and, by Theorem 2.8.3 of van der Vaart & Wellner
(1996), if some measurability conditions are satisfied, then F is Donsker uniformly in P € P provided

the uniform entropy integral is finite:

00 1/2
/O sgp{logN(e[FHL?(Q),5",L2(Q))} de < oo, (3)

where the supremum is taken over all finitely discrete probability measures @ on X with [ F 2dQ > 0.
Finally, we note that
1/2

< swp {|(a = ro)s 0} <2 s |2 - )70}

ff;lepg‘\f ~ dllacny = 15 = 9l iy
SO SUDPf geF ’(Pn — Po)(fg)‘ N implies (2). Hence, as noted in Coyle & van der Laan (2018), in many
cases it is not necessary for the bootstrap sampling distribution P, to be globally consistent for Fy;
rather, it is sufficient that means of products or squared differences of influence functions under B, be
consistent for means of the same under Py uniformly over the class & induced by the nuisance estimators
Ny and 1.

We now use Lemma 3.7 to show that bootstrap distributions obtained via smoothing through con-
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volution satisfy (B1)(b). Specifically, for a sequence of probability measures L,,, which we will require
converges weakly to 0, we say P, is obtained by convolution of P,, with L,,, and we write P, =P, * Ly,

if for any B € B,

//1B:c+ydP( ) Ly ( Z/lBXerdL() ZLn(B—XZ-). (4)

The most well-known example of smoothing through convolution is the kernel density estimator. Let
K : X — R be a fixed kernel function and h,, > 0 a possibly random sequence of bandwidths. If
Ln(B) = [ hy K (hy'z) do for any B € B, then P, := P, % L,, defines a kernel density estimator
with kernel K and bandwidth A,,.

Properties of smoothing through convolution estimators, including weak convergence of n'/ z(pn —
Py), were studied in Yukich (1992), van der Vaart (1994), Rost (2000), Radulovi¢ & Wegkamp (2000);
Gaenssler & Rost (2003), and Beutner & Zihle (2023), among others. In their Theorem 2.1, Gaenssler &
Rost (2003) demonstrated that the bootstrap empirical process n'/2(P* — P,) converges weakly to Gg in
02°(F) if F is equicontinuous and other conditions hold. However, equicontinuity is a strong assumption,
and may not hold in some of our applications of interest. For instance, in some cases, the influence
function involves indicator functions, which are not continuous. Equicontinuity is used in their result
to show that supcq ‘(Po * L) f2— Py f2‘ — 0. Weak convergence of L, does not generally imply this
result, as shown in Example 2.3 of Gaenssler & Rost (2000). However, if Py is absolutely continuous
with respect to Lebesgue measure A and the corresponding density function is Lipschitz continuous,
then weak convergence of L, does imply that sup ey ‘(Po * L) f2— Py fQ‘ — 0. While the condition
that Py is dominated by Lebesgue measure is strong, it is typically assumed when using kernel density
estimation. Proposition 3.8 below formalizes this to provide general conditions under which smoothing

through convolution estimators P, satisfy condition (B1)(b) without assuming equicontinuity of F.

Proposition 3.8. Suppose F is a class of Borel measurable functions with uniformly bounded envelope
function F' and finite uniform entropy integral as in (3) such that Fsp ={f—g: f,9 € F, | f — gll1,(p) <
§} and T2 = {(f — 9)* : f,g € T} are P-measurable for every § > 0 and P € M. If Py is absolutely
continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure \ with uniformly bounded and Lipschitz continuous density
function py, and B, =P,«L, for a sequence of random measures Ly, converging weakly to Dirac measure

P*
at 0, then the conditions of Proposition 3.7 hold, so that G}, ;Vg Go in £2°(F).

As discussed in Sheehy & Wellner (1992), if L,(B) = [5 h K (h 1 ) dx is a kernel density esti-
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mator with bandwidth h,, satisfying h,, — 0, nh¢/log(n) — oo and ||dP,/d\ — dPy/ d\|s 28t 0,
then L, converges weakly to Dirac measure at 0. Furthermore, ||dP,/d\ — dPy/ d\||s 25700 follows
if dPy/d) is uniformly continuous, nhd/log(h, ') — oo, |loghy,|/loglog(n) — oo, and hd < chd, for

some constant ¢ > 0 by Theorem 2.3 of Giné & Guillou (2002).

3.4 Consistency of bootstrap confidence intervals

We now discuss general conditions for asymptotic validity of bootstrap confidence intervals. Conditional
asymptotic linearity of the bootstrap is sufficient for asymptotic validity of many bootstrap confidence
intervals. Hence, the conditions of Theorem 3.4 in many cases imply that associated bootstrap confi-
dence intervals are asymptotically valid. However, conditional asymptotic linearity or conditional weak
convergence of the bootstrap estimator are not necessary for asymptotic validity of bootstrap confidence
intervals. In some cases, bootstrap confidence intervals are asymptotically valid even when Theorem 3.4

fails. We illustrate this phenomenon in detail for several types of bootstrap confidence intervals.

3.4.1 Percentile and percentile t-methods

We first consider the percentile and percentile t-methods. We note that we are using the terminology of
van der Vaart (2000), but that in other literature, what we are calling the percentile method is called the
“basic” or “reverse percentile” method. We suppose that 02 is an estimator of 08 based on the bootstrap
data. We then define £, , as the pth quantile of the conditional distribution of [T'(n;;, Py,) =T (1, P,)/o*

given the data, i.e.,

*
Un

. mf{§ cR: Py (T(UZ,IF’Z) —TOm. Pa) _ §> Zp}.

We emphasize that [T'(n, P*) — T(n,, P,)] /o is centered around T'(n,,, P,,) rather than T'(n,,P,) = ¢,
for reasons discussed following Theorem 3.4. A two-sided (1 — « — f3)-level bootstrap percentile t-method
confidence interval is then given by

T(T’n: Pn) - w

{oigy e Tt =l el A [P €1an TP =] . (9

This interval is based on the t-statistic n'/2[T (1., Pn) — T(n0, Po)]/0n. Typically, o and S are chosen

to be equal, resulting in an equi-tailed confidence interval. Setting o, = o) = 1 yields the bootstrap
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percentile method confidence interval

[T (1, Pr) = &5 1—ar T, Pn) = &5 5] - (6)

The percentile t-method has been shown to be more accurate than the percentile method in many
cases because the studentized statistic is asymptotically pivotal (Hall, 1992). The next result provides

conditions under which the bootstrap percentile and percentile ¢-intervals are asymptotically valid.

Theorem 3.9. Suppose that P,¢3 1, Pyd? and (P, — Po)[¢31{|¢o| > M}] RN for every M > 0. If

Sy — Sn = opz, (n=1?) and R, — R, = op:, (n=1/2), then

*

- P,
sup | Py (7075, %) = Ty Pa) < £) = i (T, Pa) = T, Po) < )] <50,
teR

and the bootstrap percentile confidence interval defined in (6) has asymptotic confidence level 1 — o — 3.
. o Px P* _
If in addition 02 —> o3, 072 W% op and (Sp + Ry) (05, — on) = ops (n 1/2) | then

®

sup | By (17005, %5) = Tm, Pa)) /o, < 1) = B (T, Ba) = T, Fo)l /7 < 6] =55 0,

and the percentile t-confidence interval defined in (5) has asymptotic confidence level 1 — o — 3.

Conditions (A1)—~(A3) imply that S, and R,, are op; (n=1/2), and conditions (B1)~(B3) imply that

ops, (n~'/2). This yields the following Corollary.

Corollary 3.10. If conditions (A1)-(A3) and (B1)-(B3) hold, then the bootstrap percentile confidence
Py Py
interval has asymptotic confidence level 1 — o — 3. If in addition 02 — 03 and o W% o2, then the

percentile t-confidence interval defined in (5) has asymptotic confidence level 1 — a — f3.

Corollary 3.10 demonstrates that if the conditions of Theorems 3.1 and 3.4 hold, so that the esti-
mator is asymptotically linear and the bootstrap estimator is conditionally asymptotically linear, then
bootstrap confidence intervals using the percentile and percentile t-methods are asymptotically valid.
However, Theorem 3.9 demonstrates that the percentile and percentile t-methods can yield valid confi-
dence intervals even if (A1)-(A3) and (B1)-(B3) do not hold. Specifically, even if S,, and R,, are not
op; (n='/?), and S* and R are not ops, (n=1/2), as long as S; and R* are sufficiently good approxi-
mations of S, and R,, respectively, the percentile methods can yield asymptotically valid confidence

intervals. This phenomenon was studied in Cattaneo & Jansson (2018, 2022) for kernel-based nuisance
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estimators. In particular, R}, — R, can be op; (n~1/2) under slower rates of convergence of nuisance
estimators than those used to demonstrate that (A3) and (B3) hold, or if the estimator is not targeted
toward 1. Similarly, S;; — S, can be o p‘;/(nfl/ 2) under weaker entropy conditions than those used to
demonstrate that (Al) and (B1) hold. Hence, in some cases bootstrap confidence intervals are asymp-
totically valid even when the estimator is not asymptotically linear because bootstrap intervals can
automatically correct excess bias in the estimator. We will discuss this in more depth in Sections 4
and 5.

Theorem 3.9 also requires consistency of certain moments of the bootstrap sampling distribu-
tion, which is used to establish that G} ¢q %*} Go¢g. For the empirical bootstrap, these conditions
are implied by the law of large numbers. For smooth bootstraps, these conditions are satisfied if
H AP,/ d\ — dPy/ d)\Hoo asty g,

Theorem 3.9 and Corollary 3.10 both require that o is a conditionally consistent estimator of og
for validity of the percentile t-method. A bootstrap analogue of the influence function-based variance
estimator defined in Section 3.1 is 072 := P ¢*2. In the following lemma, we show that for the empirical
bootstrap, conditions (B1) and (B2) imply that the bootstrap influence function-based variance esti-

2 is conditionally consistent. The situation is not quite as straightforward for other types of

mator o}
bootstraps, but it is still the case that conditions (B1)(a), (B2), and the sufficient conditions for (B1)(b)

established in Proposition 3.7 together imply conditional consistency of o2,

Lemma 3.11. If there exists a class of measurable functions G such that (i) Py, (¢ € 9) i 1, (ii)
supgeg |(Bn — Po)g| = op; (1), (iii) supyeq (B, — Pu)gl = op;, (1), and (iv) Po(¢32 — ¢3) = opy, (1), then
Pror2 — o} = ops. (1). Furthermore, condition (B2) implies (iv). For the empirical bootstrap where
P, = P, condition (B1) implies condition (i)-(iii). For any bootstrap P,, condition (B1)(a) and the

conditions of Proposition 3.7 imply conditions (i) (iii).

Lastly, Theorem 3.9 requires that (S, + R,)(0y, — 0s) = op;, (n=1/2) for validity of the percentile
t-method. This is satisfied if conditions (A1)-(A3) hold and o}, P—Mi> oo and oy 1, 0o. However, if
condition (A1) or (A3) do not hold, then a faster rate of convergence of ¢ — o, may be required. For
example, Coyle & van der Laan (2018) suggested using targeted estimators for o} and o,,, which can yield
0n—00 = Ops, (n=Y/2) and 0, — 0 = Op; (n~1/2) under suitable conditions, so that (S, +R,) (0 —0c,) =

op, (n=1/2) as long as S, and R,, are opz(1).
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3.4.2 Efron’s percentile method

A third method of constructing bootstrap confidence intervals is Efron’s percentile method, which is
sometimes called the percentile method. In this case, the confidence interval is given by [CZ e Q*L,lfa] for

.p €qual to the lower pth quantile of the distribution of T'(n;,, IP},) given the data; i.e., ¢; , :=inf{( € R:
Py, (T(ny,Pr) < ¢) > p}. The next result provides conditions under which Efron’s percentile method

yields an asymptotically valid confidence interval.

~ P* ~ P*
Theorem 3.12. Suppose that P,¢3 — Pyg? and (P, — Py)[#31{|¢o| > M} — 0 for every M > 0.

If [Rn + Sn] + [R + Si] + [T (s Pr) = T(0n, Pr)] = ops (n™1/2), then

k * k * Fy
sup [ By (T, Pr) = T, Po) < 8) = Fg (= [T (1, Pa) = T, Po)] < 1) —0,
te

and Efron’s percentile confidence interval [quﬂ, C,’.;l_a] has asymptotic confidence level 1 — a — 5.

As with the percentile and percentile t-intervals, conditions (A1)—(A3) and (B1)-(B3) imply that

Spy Rn, Sy, and Ry, are all ops (n~'/2). This yields the following Corollary.

Corollary 3.13. If (A1)-(A8) and (B1)-(B3) hold, and T(n,,P,) — T(nn,P,) = OPS(n_l/z), then

Efron’s percentile confidence interval [C:;ﬁ, (;71_(1] has asymptotic confidence level 1 — a — .

Corollary 3.13 demonstrates that as with the percentile and percentile t-methods, if the conditions
of Theorems 3.1 and 3.4 hold, then Efron’s percentile intervals are asymptotically valid. However, the
conditions of Theorem 3.12 differ substantially from those of Theorem 3.9. First, the sums S; + .S,
and R) + R,, appear in the condition for Efron’s percentile method, in contrast with the the differences
Sy —Sy and R} — R, in the condition for the other percentile methods. Typically, Sy + S, + R} + R, =
ops, (n~'/2) will be established by showing that each summand is ops, (n~='/2). Hence, Efron’s percentile
method generally does not have the potential for automatic bias correction. This was also noted in
Cattaneo & Jansson (2022). Furthermore, even if Efron’s percentile method is asymptotically valid,
the appearance of the sums rather than differences means that it can have worse finite sample behavior
than the percentile and percentile t-methods. This will be investigated further in Sections 4 and 6.
Second, the term T'(7,, Pn) — T'(nn, P,) appears in the conditions for Efron’s percentile method, but

not for the other percentile methods. This is because Efron’s percentile method uses the bootstrap

distribution of T'(n},P¥) directly without centering. The distribution of T'(n},P}) is asymptotically
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symmetric around T'(ny, P,), which does not equal the original estimator ,, = T'(n,,P,) for non-
empirical bootstraps. If the term T'(nn, P) —T (1, ) is not op; (n=1/2) then Efron’s percentile method
may not have asymptotically valid coverage. This may be the case, for instance, if B, is a distribution

based on a kernel density estimator that is not targeted toward the parameter of interest.

3.4.3 Bootstrap Wald method

The final method of constructing bootstrap confidence intervals that we will discuss is the bootstrap Wald
method, which is based on a normal approximation. We define 52 := Ei {n'/2[T (%, P%) — T(1n, Py)]}?
as the variance of the centered and scaled bootstrap estimator distribution given the data (not to be

confused with o7?). The two-sided (1 —a — 3)-level bootstrap Wald confidence interval is then given by
[T(nn, P,) + z56nn_1/2, T, Py) + zl_a(?nn_l/?] , (7)

where z, is the lower-p quantile of the standard normal distribution. In practice, the bootstrap quan-
tiles &, , and ¢, , and the bootstrap variance 72 are approximated using empirical analogues based on
a large number of bootstrap samples. As mentioned in Section 2.3, we ignore the effect of this approxi-

mation. The final result of this section provides conditions under which the bootstrap Wald interval is

asymptotically valid.
Theorem 3.14. Denote T := n'/2[T(n%,P*) — T(n,, P,)]. If conditions (A1)-(A3) and (B1)-(B3)
hold and T is asymptotically uniformly square-integrable in the sense that
. . * Tk *2 *2 > —
n}gnm hrrlri)solép ESEy [T {T? > m}] =0,

P*
then &, —= 09, so the bootstrap Wald confidence interval defined in (7) has asymptotic confidence level

1—a-—p.

Since the bootstrap Wald method is based on a normal approximation, its asymptotic validity re-
quires conditional weak convergence of the bootstrap to the same normal limit as the original estimator.
Hence, this method does not have the same possibility of automatic bias correction as the percentile and
percentile ¢ methods. Furthermore, since weak convergence does not imply convergence of moments,
Theorem 3.14 also requires asymptotically uniform integrability of the centered and scaled bootstrap

estimator.
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4 Remainder calculations for specific estimator constructions

4.1 One-step estimator

In this section, we explain how (A3), (B3), and R}, — R, = op;, (n=1/2) can be verified for several

specific estimator constructions 1. Throughout this section, if P, is in the domain of 7, then we denote

N

fin = n(Fn).

We first consider the one-step construction. Suppose that the parameter of interest ¢(P) and its
influence function ¢p depend on P only through 7np, so that with some abuse of notation we can write
Y(P) =1(np) and ¢p = ¢y,. A one-step estimator of 1)y based on nuisance estimator 7, is then defined
as ¥y, = ¥ (ny) + Pny,, which can be represented as 1, = T(ny,Py) for T'(n, P) := 1(n) + P¢,. The
mean-zero property of influence functions implies that T'(ng, Py) = to.

For the one-step estimator, R,, = ¥(n,) — ¥(no) + Po¢y,, which is known as the second-order re-
mainder. For so-called strongly differentiable parameters, the second-order remainder term is ops (n‘l/ 2
under conditions on the rate of convergence of 1, — 1y (see, e.g., Chapter 4 of Pfanzagl, 1982). Hence,
a benefit of the one-step construction is that 7, does not typically need to be tailored to 3 for the
one-step estimator to be asymptotically linear, though 7, does usually need to satisfy rate and entropy
requirements.

We define the bootstrap one-step estimator based on bootstrap nuisance estimator 7} as i) =
T, PE) = (ns) + Pigy:. We then have R: = (1) — ¥(nn) + Po(dyz — én,). To demonstrate

that (B3) holds, we can decompose R} in two ways:

Ry = [0(n;) — ¥(no) + Podz | — [¥0(mn) — ¥(no) + Pody, | + (Pn — Po) (b — 60,

= [001) = (i) + Pads] = [(1n) = (i) + Pusby, |-

(8)

For the first decomposition, we note that ¢ (n,) — ¥(no) + FPo¢y, is the second-order remainder term
defined above, and v (n;,) =1 (10) + Po¢y;: is a second-order remainder term with 7;; playing the role of 7,.
Hence, this term will typically be opy, (n=1/2) under conditions on the conditional rate of convergence
of ¥ — np. Similarly, the terms ¥(n}) — ¥(7,) + anﬁn;; and ¥ (n,) — ¥(0,) + Pn¢,7n in the second
decomposition are second-order remainder terms that will typically be op: (n_l/ 2) under conditional
rates of convergence of n;; — 7, and 7,, — 7, respectively.

To demonstrate that bootstrap percentile intervals are asymptotically valid, we can decompose
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R} — R, in two analogous ways:

Ry — Ry = [0(n) — ¥(no) + Podns | — 2[¢(n) — 1(n0) + Podn, | + (P — Po) (s — b1.)

= [@W?Z) - w(ﬁn) + Pngi)ﬁﬁ] B [1/}(7771) - ¢(770) + POann] - [1/}(7’71) - w(ﬁn) + Pn(bnn] .

9)

As discussed in Section 3.4, these two expressions can be ops (n'/2) even if R, and/or R’ are not.
For instance, in the first decomposition, ¥ (n;;) — ¥ (n0) + Po¢y; may be within opy (n=1/2) of 2[4 (nn) —
Y(no) + Pogn,] even if each of these terms individually is not op: (n=Y/2). Similarly, in the second
decomposition, ¥ (1) — (i) + Poy: may be within opy, (n=2) of ¥ (nn) — ¥ (no) + Pogy, even if each
of these terms individually is not op: (n=1/2).

The bootstrap sampling distribution is a primary consideration when determining which of the two
decompositions in (8) and (9) should be used. The first decomposition is more suitable for the empirical
bootstrap P, = P,. This is because for most of our applications of interest, empirical distributions
are not in the domain of the nuisance parameter 7, so that 7, := n(IP,) does not exist. For example,
this is the case if n(P) is the Lebesgue density of P. Hence, for the empirical bootstrap, the first set
of conditions, which do not involve 7}, should typically be used. In this case, nl/ 2(]3n — Po)(gbnn —
bn.) = Gu(dy: — b)) = OPJV(I) under (A1), (A2), (B1)(a), and (B2). Hence, the empirical bootstrap
one-step estimator is conditionally asymptotically linear if (A1)—-(A3), (Bl)(a), and (B2) hold and
(k) — v(no) + Pygy: = op:, (n—1/2). Alternatively, bootstrap percentile confidence intervals based
on the empirical bootstrap one-step estimator are consistent if (A1)-(A2), (B1)(a), and (B2) hold and
2[4 () — ¥ (n0) + Pody,] — [ () — v (n0) + Pody;] = opy, (n™172).

For non-empirical bootstraps where 7, is well-defined, we expect the second decomposition in (8)
and (9) to be easier to verify. This is because in many cases when P, # P,, it may be difficult to
show that (P, — Po)(pnz, — &) = opy, (n1/2). For the special case of P, equal to the distribution
corresponding to a kernel density estimator, Section 3.2 of Giné & Nickl (2008) and Theorem 10 of
Radulovié¢ & Wegkamp (2009) establish asymptotic uniform equicontinuity of {n'/2(P, — Py)f : f € F}
under conditions on the bandwidth and smoothness of functions f € F. This implies (P, — Po)(dy: —
b)) = opz, (n~1/2) under conditions (A1), (A2), (B1)(a), and (B2). In cases where asymptotic uniform
equicontinuity of {n'/2(P, — Py)f : f € F} is hard to establish, but P, and Py are dominated by a
fixed measure A, a simple but crude approach to showing (B2) is to use the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality:

|(15n — Po)(bnx — &n)| < || dp, — dPOHLQ(/\)”ﬁbn; — ¢7,n||L2(A). Alternatively, a more direct calculation
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may be employed.

An important special case is n(Pn) = 7)p; i.e., the bootstrap sampling distribution is based on the
original nuisance estimator. For instance, if 7, is a Lebesgue density estimator, this would correspond to
drawing bootstrap samples from the distribution corresponding to n,,. If n(Pn) = n, then 1, = n,, and
hence the second decomposition in (8) reduces to ¥ (1) — (M) + Pngbn;, and the second decomposition
in (9) reduces to [th(n) — B(10) + Pody,] — [0075) — (i) + Pusiys].

If we use the original nuisance estimator for the bootstrap estimator, i.e. 1}, = 7,, then R; = 0.

This leads to the following corollary to Theorem 3.4.

Corollary 4.1. For the bootstrap one-step estimator with 1), = n,, if conditions (A1)(a), (B1)(b) and
(A2) hold, then T(n,,P%) = T(n,, P,) + (PX — B,)¢o + ops, (n=Y2). In particular, for the empirical

bootstrap P, = P,, conditions (A1) and (A2) imply the result.

Corollary 4.1 indicates that a subset of the conditions for asymptotic linearity implies consistency
of the empirical bootstrap for the one-step estimator with the original nuisance estimator. This is
convenient as it means that in this case, no additional work needs to be done to establish asymptotic
validity of bootstrap confidence intervals beyond that for establishing asymptotic linearity of the esti-
mator. However, it also means that consistency of the percentile and percentile t-intervals requires that

R, = opy (n~1/2), so automatic bias correction of bootstrap confidence intervals does not occur.

4.2 Plug-in estimator

Our next example of an estimator construction is the plug-in estimator. Suppose that the parameter
of interest ¥ (P) depends on P only through n(P), so that, with some abuse of notation, we can
write ¥(P) = ¥(np). A plug-in estimator is then given by v, = ¥ (n,), which can be represented as
Up = T(nn,}P’n) for T'(n, P) = v¢(n). In this case, T is a function of 7 alone, but for consistency of
notation, we will continue to write it as a function of P as well.

For the plug-in estimator, R,, = [¢)(nn) —%(10) + Po¢n] —Prnépn. If the influence function ¢p = ¢yp xp
depends on np and an additional nuisance parameter mp and we set ¢, = ¢, r, for m, an estimator of
mp, then ¥(n,) — ¥ (no) + Pody, x, is a second-order remainder term that will typically be op; (n=1/2)
under sufficient rates of convergence of 7, to g and m, to my in appropriate semi-metrics, as discussed
in Section 4.1. Plug-in estimators also require that P, ¢, = op; (nil/ 2), which typically requires careful

construction of 7, as discussed in Section 3.1.
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We let 7 be a bootstrap nuisance estimator, and we define ¢} = T'(n}, P} ) = ¢ (n};) as the bootstrap
plug-in estimator. We then have R% = [0)(n%) — 1 (n,) + Po¢] — P ¢*. To demonstrate that (B3) holds,

we can decompose R in two ways:

R = [(n) — v(no) + Podyy] — [¥(n) — ¥(10) + Podn] + (P — Po) (6} — &n) + [Pudbn — Pho]

= [W(m;) — (i) + Pudl] — [0(0) — ¥(n) + Putn] + [Pudbn — Pjo]

(10)

If ¢n = ¢y, .z, and ¢, = @yx o+, then the first three terms in square braces of the first decomposition
and the first two terms in square braces of the second decomposition are second-order remainder terms.
Negligibility of these terms was discussed following (8). Compared with (8), both decompositions in
(10) additionally involve the term Poon —P},¢r,. Ensuring that this term is opy, (n~'/2) typically requires
careful construction of 1) and 7, as discussed in Section 3.1. If B, = P, is the empirical bootstrap,
then anﬁn = opy (nil/ 2) is typically required for (A3) to hold, as discussed above. If this holds,
then it is sufficient that P}¢; = opy (n~'/2), which is the bootstrap analogue of P, ¢, = Op; (n=1/2).
Alternatively, if ¢, = ¢y, r, and P, is based on (N, 7)), then pngzbn = 0, so it is again sufficient that
Py;, = op;, (n71/?).

To demonstrate that bootstrap percentile intervals are asymptotically valid, we can decompose

R} — R, in two analogous ways:

Ry, — Ry = [0(n;) — (o) + Podi] — 2[4 () — 1(no) + Pocn] + (P — Po)(6}, — )
+ [Butn + Puy — P67
= [W(m) — Y(in) + Pud}] — [(nn) — ¥ (n0) + Podn] — [0(nn) — ¥ (i) + Puda

+ [Pn(z)n + IP)n§b71 - P:LQZ)Z]

(11)

As mentioned in Section 3.4 and Section 4.1, these two expressions can be op: (n=/2) even if R,, and/or
R} are not. The first three terms in square braces of both decompositions were discussed in Section 4.1.
The bootstrap sampling distribution is a primary consideration when determining which of the two
decompositions in (10) and (11) should be used. We refer readers to Section 4.1 for further discussion.

To show that R}, — R, = op: (n~1/2) using either decomposition in (11), it may be necessary to
additionally show that pngbn +Pno, —Pror = OP‘X/(nfl/ 2). For the empirical bootstrap b, = P, this
is the case if P}, ¢}, is within ops (n=1/2) of 2P, ¢y,. If instead P, is based on (1, m,), then it is sufficient

that P}, ¢}, is within op: (n_l/ 2) of P,¢,. In both cases, the conditions can be met even if P, ¢, and/or
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P, ¢;, are not ops (n='/2) and ops, (n~1/2), respectively. Hence, bootstrap percentile confidence intervals
based on a plug-in estimator can be asymptotically valid even when the estimator is not targeted toward
the functional of interest.

Lastly, we note that neither (B3) nor R}, — R, = opz, (n~/2) hold for the bootstrap plug-in estimator
if we set 1 = 1, because this would result in ¥y, = () = ¢ (n,) = ¥, with Py, probability 1; i.e., a

bootstrap distribution equal to a point mass at the original estimator.

4.3 Empirical mean of a nuisance-dependent function

Our next example of an estimator construction is the empirical mean of a nuisance-dependent function,
or empirical mean plug-in estimator for brevity. Suppose that the parameter of interest can be written
as (P) := Phy, for some known function h, : X — R depending on n € H. A simple estimator is
then given by 1, = Pyph,,, which can be represented as 1), = T (nn,}P’n) for T'(n, P) = Ph,,. In some
cases, this estimator and the plug-in estimator considered in Section 4.2 are the same. However, the
representations of the two estimators in terms of 1" are different, which leads to different conditions for
asymptotic linearity and especially for consistency of the bootstrap.

We can write the influence function as ¢p(x) = hyp (z) +vp(x) —¢(P) for yp(z) := ¢p(x) —hyp () +
¥ (P), and we note that Pyp = 0. Heuristically, yp can be viewed as the contribution to the influence
function of fluctuating np within the model. We write ¢, as ¢,(z) = hy, (z) + yn(x) — ¢, for some
estimator +,, of v9. We then have R,, = Py(hy,, —hno +Vn) —Prnyn, which leads to the following conditions
under which (A3) holds. If n and ~y are compatible in the sense that there exists P’ € M such that np =7
and ypr = 7, then ¢(P") —¢(P)+ P¢pr = P(hy—hy, +7) is the second-order remainder term discussed
in Section 4.1. Hence, if there exists P, such that np, = 1, and yp, = vn, then Py(hy, — hyy + 7n)
is a second-order remainder and can be expected to be ops (n=Y2) if (1, vn) converges to (1o, 7o) at a
sufficient rate in an appropriate semi-metric. The condition that Py, = ops (n~1/2) typically requires
careful construction of 7,, as discussed in Section 3.1.

As usual, we let ¢} = T'(n},P*) be the bootstrap empirical mean plug-in estimator for a bootstrap
nuisance estimator 7. We also define the bootstrap influence function estimator as ¢}, (x) = hy () +

v (x) — 1, where « is the bootstrap estimator of 7. We then have R} = Jf’n(h% — hn,, +75) — Prvis.

n
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To demonstrate that (B3) holds, we can decompose R}, in two ways:

R = Py(hys — by +775) — Po(huy, — g + )

+ (Pn - PO)(hn,’; - hnn + ’7;;, - ’Yn) + (Pn')/n - PZ’V:L) (12)

If n; and ~;, are compatible and 7,, and v, are compatible, then the first two terms of both decomposi-
tions are second-order remainders. We discussed negligibility of these terms and of the third term in the

first decomposition in Section 4.1. Both decompositions in (12) also have the term Py, — P*

Vs and
negligibility of this term typically requires careful construction of 7;; and 7, as discussed in Section 4.2.

We can decompose R; — R,, in two analogous ways:

Ry, — Ry, = PO(hn;; — huyg + ) — 2P0(h77n = hyo +70) + (Pn - PO)(hﬂ:i — hy, + Yo — Tn)

+ (Pn’Yn + Pn’)/n - P:L’Y:L) (13)

= n(hnfl - hﬁn +7;) - PO(hnn = hpo + Yn) — pn(hnn - hﬁn + Yn)

+ (pn'yn + Pryn — P;kz%t)-
As with the one-step and plug-in estimators, these two expressions can be op: (n~1/2) even if R, and/or
R} are not; we refer readers to the discussions following (9) and (11).
Lastly, we note that whether condition (B3) holds if we set 7} = 7, depends on the particular
problem. If vp is a function of P through np, then condition (B3) usually will not hold for either the
empirical or non-empirical bootstraps. This is because in this case, 7;, = n, implies that v, = v,

*

so that even if Py, = 0pa«(n_1/2), it does not typically follow that Py = Pryn = opy, (n=1/2).
Similarly, Pn'yn + Poyn — Prvylt = Poyn — n_1/2G;*L’yn will not be typically be op: (n_1/2), so that
R, —Rn = opy, (n~1/2) may not hold. However, if vp involves additional summaries of P beyond 7p, then

it may be possible to construct 7, in such a way that both Py, = ops (n~=1/2) and P~* = ops, (n=1/2),

or such that R}, — R, = op:, (n=1/2).

4.4 Estimating equations-based estimator

We next consider estimating equations-based estimators. Suppose that the influence function ¢p de-

pends on P through #(P) and np, so that we can write ¢p = ¢y(p),,- For each P € M and
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n € H, we define the estimating function Gp, : ¥ — P¢y,, and we assume for simplicity that for
each (P,n) € M x 3, there is a unique ¢ € R such that Gp,(¢) = 0. For each n € H, we define
the true population estimating function as Gy, := Gp, , and we define the sample estimating function
as Gny, = Gp, ., Where 1, is a nuisance estimator. If ¢y is the unique solution to Go,(0) = 0,
then an estimating equation-based estimator 1), of 1y is defined as the solution to Gy, (¥n) = 0.
We can then write ¢, = T'(n,Py) for T'(n, P) defined as the solution to Gp, = 0. We then have
Ry, = vy — o + Pody,, .- We also note that 1, does not need to solve the equation exactly; it suffices
that Gy, (¢¥n) = ops (n~1/2). The derivations for estimating equations-based estimators are more com-
plicated than those for other estimator constructions we have considered, so here we provide theorems
for clarity.

Estimating equations-based estimators have been studied in a variety of contexts. Estimating equa-
tions often arise in semiparametric models indexed by the pair (¢,7) € R x H. We do not explicitly re-
quire this, but our results can be applied in this setting. It is sometimes assumed that 1), approximately
solves a “profile” estimating equation ¢ — Proy, , (p) = 0, where (1) is a solution to n — Ppoy,
(see, e.g., Murphy & van der Vaart, 2000 and Chapter 21 of Kosorok, 2008). This is the case when
(¥n,mn) are defined as the joint optimizers of a criterion function such as a likelihood. In contrast, our
goal is to permit 7, to be an arbitrary nuisance estimator satisfying certain rate and entropy conditions,
and to use the estimating equation provided by the influence function to mitigate the asymptotic bias,
as the one-step estimator does. This approach is more in line with van der Laan & Robins (2003) and
Chapter 5 of van der Vaart (2000), among others. In particular, Theorem 5.31 of van der Vaart (2000)
provides conditions for asymptotic linearity of an estimating equations-based estimator v, as we have
defined it above. We now provide a slightly reformulated version of this result under which (A3) holds
for an estimating equations-based estimator. Following van der Vaart (2000) and others, we say that v
is a well-separated solution of the population estimating equation if Pygy, 5, = 0 < infjy_ygss [PoPymol

for every § > 0.

Lemma 4.2. If condition (A1) holds for ¢pn := ¢y, ., Yo 5 a well-separated solution of the population
estimating equation, n = Op: (1), there exists a map G{)m : R — R depending on n € H such that Iy, :
Y = Goy(¥) — Goy(to) — Go, (Vo) (¥ — tho) satisfies supjy <ar Lo, (V) — Lo ()| = op; (1) for every
M > 0 and sup,.jy—nollsc<s [Ton(@)l = o (| —o|) for some 6 > 0, Gy, satisfies limy—n, G (o) =

0.10(%0) = =1, [[nn — nollasc = opz (1), and Pody, .y, = op; (n=Y/2), then (A3) holds for the estimating
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equations-based estimator.

As in Theorem 5.31 of van der Vaart (2000), the assumption that 1 is a well-separated solution
of ¥ +— Pydy.y, is used to establish consistency of v, and the differentiability assumption is used to
ensure that n'/2(¢, — 1) can be linearized. The requirement that G6,no (1) = —1 is not present in
Theorem 5.31 of van der Vaart (2000); this is because we are assuming the estimating function is the
influence function, which requires proper scaling. Theorem 5.31 also permits that the “drift term”
Pody,,n, contributes to the asymptotic distribution of nt/ 2(4, — 100), while we assume it is negligible
since our goal is to establish asymptotic linearity of 1,, with influence function ¢y. Negligibility of this
term is implied by a sufficient rate of convergence of 1, to ng if n — Py, , is differentiable near 7y
in an appropriate sense with derivative map equal to zero (Chernozhukov et al., 2018). However, this
is not always the case, and when it fails, the requirement that Py¢y, .y, = ops (n~1/2) requires under-
smoothing or otherwise targeting 7,. Hence, estimating equations do not always sufficiently control the
asymptotic bias, unlike the one-step estimator. We will see an example of this in Section 5.

We define the bootstrap estimating equations-based estimator as ¢ = T'(n},Pr); i.e., ¢ is the
solution to G}, . (¢) := PLoy,x = 0. As above, it is sufficient that G}, . (¥75) = opy, (n=1/2). We

provide separate sufficient conditions for (B3) for the empirical and smooth bootstraps. First, for the

empirical bootstrap B, = P, we have Ry, = 1), — ¥ + Prdys 4, and we have the following result.

Lemma 4.3. Let P, = P, be the empirical bootstrap. Suppose the conditions of Lemma 4.2 hold,
condition (B1) holds for ¢y, = ¢ys yx, ¥y, = Opp, (1), supjyj<ar (Lo (¥) — Lome (Y0)| = opg, (1) for every
M >0, [[n,—nollsc = opy, (1), and Pody, sz = ops, (1). If Podyg s = OP‘jV(n_l/Q), then (B3) holds for the
estimating equations-based estimator. If Pody, s —2P0byg 1, = 0Ps, (n~1/2), then R: —R,, = op:, (n=12)

holds for the estimating equations-based estimator.

As discussed above, Py, nx = opy, (n_l/ 2) is sometimes implied by a sufficient rate of convergence
of ny, to no. In particular, if n;, = n,, then this condition is implied by Pogy, 5, = opy (n_l/z). Hence,
similar to Corollary 4.1 for the bootstrap one-step estimator with fixed nuisance estimator, the empirical
bootstrap estimating equations-based estimator with fixed nuisance parameter is consistent under the
same conditions used for asymptotic linearity of the estimating equations-based estimator. Lemma 4.3
also shows that R}, — R, = op;, (n~1/2) can hold even when Pygy, ,, is not op; (n=Y2) or Py is

not opy. (n=1/2), as long as Py s 1s within op. (n=Y/2) of 2Py, .- This is analogous to discussions

about validity of bootstrap percentile intervals above.
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Consistency of the empirical bootstrap for estimating equations-based estimators was also studied in
Wellner & Zhan (1996) and Cheng & Huang (2010). Wellner & Zhan (1996) generalized Theorem 3.3.1
of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996) to weighted bootstraps. Cheng & Huang (2010) focused on the case
of a semiparametric model where v solves a profile bootstrap estimating equation. As discussed above,
our results can be used in this context, but also permit 7; to be constructed in a different manner
than 7, and can be applied in nonparametric models as well. In addition, Lemma 4.3 also addresses
consistency of certain bootstrap confidence intervals without conditional weak convergence, which was
not studied in these earlier papers.

The next result provides sufficient conditions for (B3) for the bootstrap estimating equations-based
estimator that is applicable to non-empirical bootstrap distributions. We denote 1[171 =T (M, Pn) By
definition, we have R} = ¢} — ¢y + Pngﬁmm;;, where 1% := T(n,, P,). Below, we define C;’nm(w) =

pn(zsw,n'

Lemma 4.4. Let P, be the smooth bootstrap. Suppose the conditions of Lemma 4.2 hold, condition (B1)
holds for ¢}, = ¢yz e, ¥ = Opg, (1), [In; — mollsc = opy, (1), supjyj<ar Lo, (V) — Tome (V)| = opz (1) for
every M > 0, there exists a map é;m] R — R such that Ty, : 1 v Gy (¥0) — Gy () — G’nm(ﬁn)(d) -
V) satisfies SUD| < M \f‘nm; () — f‘n,f]n ()| = ops (1) for every M > 0 and sup,. s, (<5 |f‘nn(1/))] =
ops (¢ — Un) for some § > 0, G‘;m satisfies G/nm:i () +1= opz (1), there exists a Py-Glivenko Cantelli
class F such that g%mﬁn is contained in F with probability tending to one, ¢ys ,x is contained in F with
conditional probability tending to one, and ||P, — Pplly = ops (1), Up = Op: (1), Podygi, = opg (1),
192 = mollsc = 0p; (1), and ¥5, = = opy (n=Y2). If Pady . = opy, (n~1/2), then (B3) holds for the
estimating equations-based estimator. If Pngbq/;mn; —Podyon, = 0P, (n~1/2), then R —R,, = op:, (n=1/2)

holds for the estimating equations-based estimator.

Lemma 4.4 requires P, s = OPiy (n~1/2) for (B3), which as discussed above is sometimes implied
by sufficient rates of convergence of 1y, —7,. However, as in previous results, R; — R,, = opy, (n=1/2) can
hold even if R}, is not op: (n='/2) and/or R, is not op; (n=/2). The conditions ||P, — Py|s = ops (1)
and Pj(¢ doin € F) — 1 are used to guarantee conditional consistency of (i,7"). As discussed in
Section 3.3, if P, is a smoothing through convolution estimator, then || B, — Pylly = opz (1) is implied
by the conditions of Proposition 3.8. Lastly, Lemma 4.4 requires 1, — U = op; (n=1/2). If P, is based
on the original nuisance estimator 7, so that 7, = n,, then ¢, = 1/},1 Otherwise, 1, — @n =op; (n_l/ 2)

follows if Py (dyg m, € F) = 1, [|dwg 5, — Duono | Lo (Py) = 0pz (1), and n'/2(P, — Py) converges weakly to a
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tight measurable limit in £>°(F). For the special case of P, equal to the distribution corresponding to a
kernel density estimator, Section 3.2 of Giné & Nickl (2008) and Theorem 10 of Radulovié¢ & Wegkamp
(2009) establish weak convergence of n'/?(P, — Py) under conditions on the bandwidth and smoothness

of functions f € F.

5 Applications of the general theory

5.1 Average density value

We now illustrate the use of our general results for two bootstrap strategies and three estimators
of the average density value parameter. This example has been used extensively as a test case for
semiparametric theory and methods (see, e.g., Carone et al., 2019; Cai & van der Laan, 2020, and
Cattaneo & Jansson, 2022, among others). We suppose that X € R? and we let M be the set of
probability measures on X dominated by Lebesgue measure \. For P € M we let np := dP/d\ be
the Lebesgue density function of P. We then define the average density value parameter as ¢ (P) :=
Jmp(x)? dz. In this example, the nuisance parameter is the density function np € 3 := {h € L1(}) :
h >0, [ h(z)dz = 1}. The nonparametric efficient influence function of ¢ is ¢p(x) := 2np(x) — 2¢(P).
For any o := (v1, . .., oq) € N* and z € RY, we define |o| := 3% ai, o =[], ai, and 2 := [[L, z)
For any suitable function f : R? — R, we denote D*f := %. For deterministic sequences ry,
and s,, we say 1y, < S, if 7,/s, = 0(1).

We consider three approaches to constructing an asymptotically linear estimator of ¢¥g. We let n,
be an estimator of the density 79. First, we consider the one-step estimator discussed in Section 4.1. In
this case, T1(n, P) = ¢(n) + P¢, = 2Pn — [n?, so that the one-step estimator is ¢, 1 := T1 (9, Pp) =
2Py — [ n2. Second, we consider the plug-in estimator discussed in Section 4.2. In this case, T5(n, P) =
[ n(x)?dz, so that the plug-in estimator is given by ¥, 2 := To(1, Py) = [ 1, (2)? dz. Third, we consider
the mean of a nuisance-dependent function discussed in Section 4.3. In this case, g,(z) := n(x) and
T3(n, P) = Pn, so that the the estimator is given by vy, 3 := T3(ny, Py) = Ppn,. We note that 1, 3 can
also be viewed as an estimating equations-based estimator (discussed in Section 4.4) because it solves
Y= Prdy g, = 2Ppn, — 29 = 0.

The next result uses Theorem 3.1 and the derivations in Section 4 to provide conditions on 7, under

which these three estimators are asymptotically linear.
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Proposition 5.1. Suppose that n, falls in a Py-Donsker class with probability tending to one, there
exists M € (0,00) such that |nollec < M and ||nn]lec < M with probability tending to one, and
17 — UOHLQ(A) = op; (n=Y%).  Then 11 is asymptotically linear with influence function ¢o. If in

addition f7772L —Ppnn = opy (n_1/2), then 1, 2 and 1, 3 are asymptotically linear as well.

We now discuss the conditions of Proposition 5.1 for the specific case where 7, is a kernel density
estimator (KDE) with bandwidth » € R (depending on n) and kernel function K : R? — R. For KDEs,
the Donsker condition is satisfied if 7, falls in a class of functions with uniformly bounded partial
derivatives up to order ¢ > d/2 and Py satisfies a tail bound (van der Vaart, 2000, Example 19.9). If
no is m > d/2 times differentiable, [[D%ny(x)]?dx < oo for all @ € N¢ with |a| = m and mth order
kernels are used, then |, —mollz,n) = Opo*({nhd}_l/2 + h™). Hence, if n=1/C4) < p < p= /M)
then |7, —noll,n) = or; (n=1/%). These conditions are satisfied if h is selected at the optimal rate
h oc n~ Y/ @m4d) which yields |7, — ol L, n) = Ors (n—m/@md))

Proposition 5.1 requires the extra condition that [ n2: —Pun, = opy (nil/ 2) for asymptotic linearity
of the plug-in and empirical mean plug-in estimators. This illustrates the excess bias sometimes incurred
by these methods. For n, a KDE, if 9 is m times differentiable and mth order kernels are used, then
[0 —Pun, = Opo*({nhd}*l + h™). Hence, the condition is satisfied if m > d and n~1/9) < b <
n~1/(2m)  This requires that h go to zero faster than the optimal rate h n~/@mtd) which is why
this method is known as under-smoothing. It also requires more smoothness of 1. If 1y is only assumed
to be m € (0,d] times differentiable, then there is no choice of h that makes [ 77 — P, = ops (n=1/2),
so in this case it may not be possible to make the bias term for v, 2 or 1, 3 asymptotically negligible
using a standard KDE.

We now turn to methods of bootstrapping ¢y, 1, ¥y 2, and 1, 3. We let 1), be a bootstrap estimator
of 79, and we consider the bootstrap estimators ¢, | = T1(n;,, P;,) = 2Py, — [ 02 =To(nt,Pr) =
[n:2(z) dz, and 9, 3 = T3(n;,,P;) = Ppny,. The next result uses Theorem 3.4 and the derivations in

Section 4 to provide conditions for conditional asymptotic linearity of these three estimators.

Proposition 5.2. Suppose P, = P, is the empirical bootstrap and the assumptions of Proposition 5.1
. ey * Py *

hold. For F and M defined in Proposition 5.1, suppose P}, (n € F) == 1, Py (|[nillcc > M) = ops (1),

and [0}, = Ml 00 = OPJV(n_l/‘l). Then ¢y, 1 = Yn1 + (P, — Pu)do + ops, (n=Y2). If in addition

S m2 =Py = ops (n7Y3), then ¥ 5 = Yna + (B — Pu)oo + opr (n™1/2) and ¢} 5 = tps + (P}, —

IP’n)qﬁo—i—oP‘;/ (n*1/2). If nyn, and n;, are KDEs with the same kernel and bandwidth h such that n~1/2d) < p,
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then [|nf, = nall 1,0y = o, (07 14).

Proposition 5.2 requires that 1) converge fast enough to 7, conditional on the data. If n} = n,,
then this condition holds automatically. Hence, the empirical bootstrap for the one-step estimator with
fixed nuisance is consistent if the conditions of Proposition 5.1 hold, as guaranteed by Corollary 4.1. If
7y, is estimated using the bootstrap sample, some care must be taken to ensure that [|n}; —mn|l 1, ) =
op;, (n=1/%). If the bootstrap nuisance estimator is sensitive to ties in the data, this condition might
not hold. However, Proposition 5.2 demonstrates that for KDEs, fixing the bandwidth at the value
selected by the original data, as suggested by Hall & Kang (2001), Cattaneo & Jansson (2022), and
others, yields [|n}, — nnl| ) = OP‘X/(nfl/‘l).

Proposition 5.2 requires the extra condition [ 7% — P

M = ops, (n=1/2) for conditional asymp-
totic linearity of the empirical bootstrap plug-in and empirical mean estimators, which is analogous
to the condition required by Proposition 5.1 for asymptotic linearity of these estimators. If ) = ny,
then this condition reduces to [ 72 — Pin, = op;, (n~'/2), which does not hold because we can write
nl/? (f T~ PZUn) = nl/? (f n? — Pnnn) — G}y, and G} ny, converges weakly to a non-degenerate limit
conditional on the data. Hence, fixing the bootstrap nuisance does not yield a conditionally asymptoti-
cally linear plug-in or empirical mean plug-in estimator for the empirical bootstrap for this parameter.
If 7o is m > d/2 times differentiable with [[D%ny(x)]? dz < oo for all |a| = m, P§(n, € F) — 1, and 7},
is a KDE based on the bootstrap data with deterministic bandwidth A and mth order kernel functions,
then [ 72 —P5n5 = Ops ({nh®} ' +h™). Hence, [ n;2 =Py = ops (n~/2) if n= /@) < p < n=1/Cm),
This again requires m > d and under-smoothing the bootstrap nuisance estimator.

The next result provides conditions under which the empirical bootstrap percentile method is asymp-

totically valid.

Proposition 5.3. Suppose B, = P, is the empirical bootstrap, ng is uniformly bounded and m-times
continuously differentiable with [[D%no(z)]>dx < oo for all |a] = m, both m,, and n}, are KDEs with
common symmetric mth order kernel function and common bandwidth h such that n=Y¢ < h. If
h < n~ /™) then bootstrap percentile intervals based on Yy,1 are asymptotically valid. If h < n—1/@m)

then bootstrap percentile intervals based on 1/);;72 and w;lg are asymptotically valid.

The results of Proposition 5.3 agree with those of Cattaneo & Jansson (2022), though they consider
a different one-step estimator than ours. The conditions for the one-step estimator in Proposition 5.3

can be satisfied if m > d/4, and the conditions for the plug-in and empirical mean plug-in estimators
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can be satisfied if m > d/2. Both of these conditions are weaker than the conditions for (conditional)
asymptotic linearity from Proposition 5.2, and the conditions for the one-step estimator are again weaker
than the plug-in estimators. The conditions for the plug-in and empirical mean plug-in estimators still
require undersmoothing. For the one-step estimator, if m € (d/4,d/2], then satisfying h < n~1/(*m)
also requires under-smoothing.

In the common case that 7y is assumed to be m = 2 times differentiable and a second-order kernel
is used, the (empirical bootstrap) one-step estimator is (conditionally) asymptotically linear for d < 3
if n=1/24) < h < =18 so that the optimal bandwidth may be used. However, bootstrap percentile
intervals based on the one-step estimator are asymptotically valid for d < 7 aslong as n= Y4 < h < n=1/8,
which requires under-smoothing for 4 < d < 7, but not for d < 3. The (empirical bootstrap) plug-in and
empirical mean plug-in estimators are (conditionally) asymptotically linear only for d = 1 if n~ 12 < h<
n~1/4, which requires under-smoothing. Empirical bootstrap percentile intervals based on the plug-in
and empirical mean plug-in estimators are asymptotically valid for d < 3 if n=1/4 < h < n=1/4, which
again requires under-smoothing.

The next result provides conditions for conditional asymptotic linearity of the three bootstrap esti-

mators when P, is a smooth bootstrap distribution.

Proposition 5.4. Suppose P, possesses Lebesque density function 1, and the assumptions of Propo-
sition 3.7 and Proposition 5.1 hold. For & and M defined in Proposition 5.1, assume that F is a M-
uniform Donsker class such that Py, (n);, € F) 55, 1 and Py ([[inlloe = M) = ops (1). If [Iny, — finll 1,0 =
opy, (n‘1/4) and ||, — 77n”L2()\) = op; (n_1/4), then ¢y, | = 1/1n71+(IPfL—]5n)¢o+0pg (n_1/2). If in addition
Sz =Pum; = ops (nY?) and [ 12 — Punn = op: (n™Y2), then ¥ 5 = thna+ (P — Po)do +op; (n™1/2)

and Py, 5 = tn3 + ' (B, — Py)go + opg (n71/2).

Proposition 5.4 requires that 7)), converge fast enough given the data to the density 7, used for
generating the bootstrap data. If i} is an estimator based on the bootstrap sample, then this can again
be achieved by many nonparametric estimators under mild smoothness conditions. For example, if ng
is m > d/2 times differentiable with [[D%(z)]>dz < oo for all |a| = m, P(H, € F) — 1, and n}, is
a kernel density estimator with bandwidth h* and mth order kernel functions, then |1} — 7,|| La(\) =
Op‘;«v({nh*d}_l/2 + h*™). Hence, if n*/d) < p* < n=1/ @) then ||nf — Ml = oP‘;«V(n_l/‘l). Propo-
sition 5.4 also requires that n}; falls in a P-uniform Donsker class. Furthermore, Proposition 5.4 requires

that the conditions of Proposition 3.7 hold. If 7, is a kernel density estimator, then Proposition 3.8 can
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be used to establish the conditions of Proposition 3.7 and the uniform Donsker condition.

Proposition 5.4 requires the extra conditions [n;? — Pint = OP‘;V(n_l/Q) and [n2 — Pl =
op; (nfl/ 2) for conmsistency of the smooth bootstrap plug-in and empirical mean plug-in estimators.
If no is m > 2 times differentiable, 0} and 7,, are KDEs with bandwidths A* and iL, respectively, an mth
order kernel function is used for %, n=1/() < p* < p=1/#m) h < n1/@m) and Py(nn € F) — 1, then
[n2 =P = opz, (n=Y2) and [n2 — Pun, = OPO*(n*l/Q). Hence, consistency of the smooth bootstrap
for the plug-in or empirical mean plug-in estimators with an under-smoothed nuisance estimator also
requires under-smoothing the bootstrap sampling distribution.

The next result provides conditions under which the bootstrap percentile method is asymptotically

valid when P, is the distribution corresponding to the kernel density estimator 7,.

Proposition 5.5. Suppose that ng is uniformly bounded and m-times continuously differentiable, and
for all |a| = m, D%y is uniformly bounded and [[D%ny(x)]*dz < oc. If both n, and n}; are kernel
density estimators with common uniformly bounded symmetric mth order kernel function K and common
bandwidth h, P, is the distribution corresponding to n,, and n~H @) < po< pm /M) then bootstrap

percentile intervals based on vy, 1, ¥y, 5, and ¢y, 5 are asymptotically valid.

To the best of our knowledge, Proposition 5.5 is the first result establishing automatic bias correction
of bootstrap confidence intervals using the smooth bootstrap. The bandwidth condition n=1/24) < p <
n~1/(4m) in Proposition 5.5 can be satisfied if m > d/2. However, the condition is different from the
bandwidth condition of Proposition 5.3 for the empirical bootstrap in several interesting ways. For
the one-step estimator, the conditions of Proposition 5.5 are the same as those used for (conditional)
asymptotic linearity of the one-step estimator. Hence, unlike the empirical bootstrap, it does not
appear that the smooth bootstrap produces valid confidence intervals based on the one-step estimator
under weaker smoothness or dimension requirements than non-bootstrap Wald intervals. However,
for the plug-in and empirical mean plug-in estimators, the requirements of Proposition 5.5 are weaker
than those required for (conditional) asymptotic linearity of the estimators because they require that
h < n~ /™) rather than h < n~Y/(3™) Hence, both empirical and smooth bootstrap percentile
confidence intervals based on the plug-in estimators can be valid if m > d/2. However, the conditions
for the plug-in estimators based on the smooth bootstrap are satisfied if the optimal bandwidth is
used, while the conditions for the empirical bootstrap require under-smoothing. Thus, in this case, the

empirical bootstrap is preferable for the one-step estimator, while the smooth bootstrap is preferable for
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the plug-in and empirical mean plug-in estimators. We emphasize that it is not presently clear whether
these conclusions would remain true with other nuisance estimators or smooth bootstrap sampling

distributions, or for other parameter mappings.

5.2 G-computed conditional mean

The second parameter we will use to illustrate the use of our general results is the G-computed con-
ditional mean. Suppose that X = R x {0,1} x R and X = (Y, A, Z), where Y € R is an outcome
of interest, A € {0,1} is a binary treatment or exposure, and Z € R? is a vector of adjustment co-
variates. We then define the G-computed conditional mean as ¢(P) = Ep[up(Z) | A = 1], where
up(z) := Ep(Y | A=0,Z = z). Under the no unobserved confounding causal model, ¢y corresponds
to the mean outcome among treated units (i.e., those with A = 1) had they been assigned to receive
control A = 0 (Robins, 1986; Gill & Robins, 2001). We use this parameter as an example rather than the
simpler G-computed mean, Ep[up(Z)] because the one-step and estimating equations-based estimators
are different for the conditional mean, which gives us the chance to illustrate the use of our results for
estimating equations-based estimators.

The efficient influence function of ¢ at P relative to a nonparametric model is given by

I(a = 0)gp(2)

I(a=1) [
mp [1—gp(2)]

¢p(y,a,2) = [y — np(2)] + pp(z) —¢pl,

where gp(z) :== P(A =1| Z = z) is the propensity score function and 7p := P(A = 1). In this example,
the nuisance parameter is np = (up, gp, @p), where Qp is the marginal distribution of Z under P, and
p and wp are defined through np as ¢p = f,up(z)gp(z)W;l dQp(z) and 7p = [ gpdQp.

We consider two approaches to constructing an asymptotically linear estimator of ¢g. We let n, =
(tin, gn, @n) be an estimator of the nuisance 79, where @,, is the marginal empirical distribution of Z.

First, we consider the one-step estimator discussed in Section 4.1, which is given by

LS~ [ 1(As = 0)ga(Z)) | L(Ai =1)
n,l — — Y; — MUn Zz 2—— n Zz )
Y n;{m[l—gn(&)][ (2] + 2= 22| TE= 0,0 2
where 7, = [¢,dQ, and 7, = %Z?:l A;. Second, we consider the estimating equations-based

estimator discussed in Section 4.4. We define the estimating function Gp,(¢) := P¢y 5, and we note
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that with = (u,¢,Q) and 7 := [ ¢dQ,

— — 7r
GO,U(¢) _ 7T_1P0 (g gO)(,U’ ,UO) + 70(1#0 N w)
1—-9g s
In particular, Go(¢) = 19 — 1, so 1y is the unique solution to the population estimating equation, and
Ggm(w) = —mp/m, which approaches —1 as n — ny. We then define the estimating equations-based
estimator 9,2 = To(1n,Pn) as the solution to the sample estimating function G, (V) = Ppdyy,,

which it is easy to see equals

- v, 1(Ai=1)
ol = n(Z1)] Y; — pn(Zi)] + B

1 = (I(4; = 0)gn(Zi
Z{( )g()[

wn,Q - -
n

Mn(Zi)}~

i=1

We note that if 7, = 7, then 1,1 = 15, 2. The next result provides conditions under which these two

estimators are asymptotically linear using Theorem 3.1.

Proposition 5.6. If ., gn, and (y,a,z) — (1 — a)ygn(2)/[1 — gn(z)] fall in Py-Donsker classes with
probability tending to 1, Eo(Y?) < oo, there exists constants 0 < a < b < 1 such that Py(go(Z) € (a,b)) =
L, Po(gn(Z) € (a,b)) =1, and Po(|un(Z)| <b) =1, [lgn = gollo(ry) = 0rg (1), [l1tn = kol o (ry) = 0pg (1),
and Py{(gn — 90)(pn — p10)/(1 — gn)} = op; (n=1/2), then w5 is asymptotically linear with influence
function ¢o. If in addition (mn, — m0)(Yn — o) = opg (n=/2), then 11 is asymptotically linear with
influence function ¢q.

*
n

We now turn to methods of bootstrapping 1,1 and 1, 2. We define ) = (u}, g5, @;,) as a boot-
strap estimator of 1y based on n bootstrap observations, where ()}, is the empirical distribution of the
bootstrap covariates. We then consider ¢y, | = T1(n;;,P;,) and ¢y 5 = Ta(n;,, P},). The next result pro-

vides conditions under which these estimators are conditionally asymptotically linear for the empirical

bootstrap.

Proposition 5.7. Suppose B, =P, is the empirical bootstrap and the conditions of Proposition 5.6 hold.
If i, g, and (y,a,z) = (1—a)yg:(2)/[1 —g:(2)] fall in Py-Donsker classes with conditional probability
tending to 1, there exist constants 0 < a < b < 1 such that Py, (g5(Z) € (a,b)) =1, and Py, (|u,(2)] <
b) =1, llgy — gollope) = 0pz, (1), [l — prollLo(py) = opz, (1), and Po{(g;, — g0) (1, — p0)/(1 — g3)} =
op;, (n=1/2), then Yp.2 18 conditionally asymptotically linear with influence function ¢o. If in addition
(75 —m0) (¥, —%0) = opz, (n=1/2), then ¥y, 1 is conditionally asymptotically linear with influence function

®o.
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Proposition 5.7 requires that ) and g;; converge fast enough to o and gg, respectively, conditional
on the data. We also note that, as above, percentile confidence intervals based on the empirical bootstrap
might be consistent under weaker conditions than Proposition 5.7.

The next result addresses the case where P, is a non-empirical bootstrap sampling distribution. We
let Q,, be the marginal distribution of Z under P,, jn(z) := Po(A = 1|1Z = 2), jin(2) := Ep (YA =
0,Z = z), and 62(2) := Varp (Y | A=0,Z = z), all of which we assume are well-defined. We note that
Qn need not be a smooth distribution. We also define o3(z) := Varg(Y | A =0, Z = z). We then have
the following result regarding conditional asymptotic linearity of the bootstrap one-step and estimating

equations-based estimators when sampling from b,.

Proposition 5.8. Suppose Pi(P, € P) — 1, where P is such that limp; o0 suppey Ep[Y2I(Y? >
M) =0, i, € F, and g, € F, with probability tending to one, where F,, is uniformly bounded, F,
is uniformly bounded away from zero, and F,, and Fy possess finite uniform entropy integrals, ||gn —

9ol Loy Nim — 1ol Lopyys 1165 — 031l Lo(my) are each ops (1), and each of the following is ops (1):

A 99(1 — gn) 52 4 ;2 su S 991 —gn)
w0 - 00 [P g5 ]| s [0 - o [ | "
sup Q= Qo) ] s (@1 = @0) ] sup (@0 — o) [ 2520 | (@0~ ol
2 s g 9

where the suprema over p and i are taken over ¥, and the suprema over g and g are taken over
Fy, and Qn {(Gn — gn) (fin — pn) /(1 — gn)} = OPS(n_l/z). Suppose also that ), € F, and g;, € F,
with conditional probability tending to one, |\gy — goll,py) = ory (1), 15 — woll 1, py) = opg, (1), and
On (95— Gu) (1 — fin) /(1 — g2)} = s, (0 2). I (mh — 7a)(65 — thn) = opy, (n/2) and. (m —
7o) (Y, — @n) = opy (n=1/2), then Yy, 1 is conditionally asymptotically linear with influence function ¢q.
If the conditions of Proposition 5.6 hold and 7}, —7), = OP;V(l), then 1y, o is conditionmally asymptotically

linear with influence function ¢q.

Proposition 5.8 illustrates that the bootstrap sampling distribution P, can produce valid bootstrap
confidence intervals even if it is not globally consistent. In this case, it is sufficient that the propensity
score, conditional mean, and conditional variance functions induced by B, be consistent, and that
certain means of the marginal distribution of the covariates Q,, be consistent. If Q,, = Q, is the
empirical distribution of the observed covariates, then the conditions in (14) hold by the assumption

that J, and F, possess finite uniform entropy integrals. However, it may be of interest to use something
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other than the empirical distribution for Q.. in order to, for instance, produce unique bootstrap covariate
values. We also note that it is possible that stronger notions of consistency of P, have implications for
higher-order properties of bootstrap confidence intervals. Finally, we note that some of the conditions

of Proposition 5.8 hold automatically if fi, = pp or gn = gn.

6 Numerical study

We conducted a simulation study to assess the finite-sample performance of the methods of inference
for the average density value parameter studied in Section 5.1. We set Py as the standard normal
distribution. For each sample size n € {50,100, 200, 300,400, 500, 1000, 2000, 3000, 4000, 5000}, we sim-
ulated 1000 datasets of n independent and identically distributed observations from Fy. For each
dataset, we considered the three estimator constructions defined in Section 5: the one-step estimator
tYn1 = T1(nn,Pr), the plug-in estimator ¢, 2 = T5(ny,,Py), and the empirical mean plug-in estimator
tn3 = T3(nn,Pp). For each estimator, we used three different nuisance estimators 7,: (1) a KDE
with Gaussian kernel and bandwidth h selected at the optimal rate h o« n=1/5 for twice-differentiable
densities using the method of Sheather & Jones (1991); (2) a KDE with under-smoothed bandwidth
h/n*/10; and (3) TMLE using (1) as the initial estimator. Hence, we constructed a total of nine distinct
estimators for each dataset.

We considered four bootstrap sampling distributions: the empirical distribution, and three smooth
distributions corresponding to the three density estimators defined above. For each dataset, we gener-
ated B = 1000 bootstrap datasets using these four bootstrap distributions. For each bootstrap dataset,
we then considered the same three estimator constructions using the bootstrap data: iy, ; = Ti(nt, PY),

no = Ta(n,, P), and ¥y, 5 = T3(n;,, P;,). We considered two bootstrap nuisance estimators n;: the
same nuisance estimation procedure used for the original data applied to the bootstrap sample, with
bandwidth fixed at the value selected using the original data, and using the fixed nuisance estima-
tor obtained from the original data, i.e. ), = 7n,. Finally, we used all four methods of constructing
bootstrap confidence intervals defined in Section 3.4 to construct two-sided, equi-tailed 95% confidence
intervals for 1y based on each bootstrap sample. For the percentile t-method, we used the influence
function-based variance estimator. For comparison, we also constructed ordinary Wald-style confidence
intervals using the influence function-based variance estimator. We evaluated the performance of these

confidence intervals by computing their empirical coverage and average width over the 1000 simulations.
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Figure 1: Empirical coverage of 95% confidence intervals based on the bootstrap one-step estimator when
re-estimating the nuisance using the bootstrap sample. “KDE” stands for kernel density estimator; “US”
stands for under-smoothed; TMLE stands for targeted maximum likelihood estimator.
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Figure 2: Scaled average width of 95% confidence intervals based on the bootstrap one-step estimator
when re-estimating the nuisance using the bootstrap sample. Abbreviations as in Figure 1.
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We now turn to the results of the simulation study. Figures 1, 3, and 4 display empirical coverage and
Figures 2, 5 and 6 display the average width of 95% confidence intervals based on the one-step, plug-in,
and empirical mean plug-in estimators, respectively, when the bootstrap nuisance was re-estimated using
the bootstrap sample. Figures 7 and 8 display empirical coverage and Figures 9 and 10 display average
width based on the one-step and empirical mean plug-in constructions, respectively, when the bootstrap
nuisance was fixed. The results for the plug-in construction with the nuisance fixed are not displayed
because the coverage in this case was always zero, as discussed in Section 4.2. In each figure, the rows
represent the bootstrap sampling distribution and the columns represent the method of construction of
the nuisance estimator. For example, the top left panel of Figure 1 shows the empirical coverage rate
of confidence intervals based on the one-step estimator where the bootstrap sampling distribution was
the empirical distribution P, and the nuisance estimator was the KDE with optimal bandwidth.

We first discuss the results displayed in Figure 1 for the one-step estimator with re-estimated nui-
sance. Efron’s percentile method did not yield valid confidence intervals at large sample sizes when the
bootstrap sampling distribution was based on a KDE with optimal bandwidth (second row from the top).
This was expected based on the results of Section 3.4. The bias T4 (1, Pn) — T1(0n, Pn) = (P — o),
in this case is not opr (n~1/2) because P, was not under-smoothed. The coverage of all other confidence
intervals for the bootstrap one-step estimator approached 95% as the sample size increased, which is in
line with Propositions 5.2 and 5.4. Efron’s percentile confidence intervals had poor coverage for small
and moderate sample sizes in some cases, which we hypothesize is due to excess bias in this method, as
discussed in Section 3.4. The coverage of (non-bootstrap) Wald-type confidence intervals approached
95% in all cases, as expected, though its performance for smaller sample sizes was not always good. An
exception was when the nuisance estimator was TMLE (third column from the left), in which case the
coverage of the Wald-type estimator was excellent at all sample sizes considered. Otherwise, there was
no clear and consistent best nuisance estimator or bootstrap sampling distribution. The average widths

1/2 displayed in Figure 2 all converge to the same value.

scaled by n

We next discuss the results displayed in Figures 3 and 4 for the plug-in and empirical mean plug-in
estimators with re-estimated nuisance. Using the KDE with optimal bandwidth as nuisance estima-
tor did not generally yield valid Wald or bootstrap confidence intervals because neither estimator is
asymptotically linear in this case (first column from the left). However, the percentile and percentile-¢

confidence intervals had close to nominal coverage in large samples for both estimators when both the

nuisance estimator and bootstrap sampling distribution were the KDE with optimal bandwidth (second
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Figure 3: Empirical coverage of 95% confidence intervals based on the bootstrap plug-in estimator when
re-estimating the nuisance using the bootstrap sample. Abbreviations as in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.
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row from the top and first column from the left). This was expected based on Proposition 5.5. Besides
the bootstrap Wald method, using the KDE with optimal bandwidth as the bootstrap sampling distri-
bution did not yield valid bootstrap confidence intervals in large samples for other nuisance estimators
(second row from the top and second and third columns from the left). All other confidence intervals
based on the plug-in and empirical mean plug-in estimators with re-estimated nuisance had close to
95% coverage for large sample sizes, which aligns with Propositions 5.1, 5.2, and 5.4. Among the meth-
ods with good large-sample coverage, using TMLE as the nuisance estimator and bootstrap sampling
distribution along with the Wald, bootstrap Wald, percentile, or percentile ¢-confidence interval yielded
the best coverage for small and moderate sample sizes. In many cases, Efron’s method again had poor

coverage in small and moderate samples. The average widths scaled by n'/2

displayed in Figures 5
and 6 appear to again converge to roughly the same value.

We now turn to the results displayed in Figure 7 for the one-step estimator with fixed bootstrap nui-
sance. Efron’s percentile method again did not yield valid coverage in large samples when the bootstrap
sampling distribution was based on a KDE with optimal bandwidth (second row from the top). As
discussed following Figure 1, this was expected based on the results of Section 3.4. All other confidence
intervals for the bootstrap one-step estimator with fixed bootstrap nuisance estimator had good cover-
age in large samples, as expected based on Corollary 4.1. Compared to the results in Figure 1 for the
bootstrap one-step estimator with re-estimated nuisance, the coverage of bootstrap Wald, percentile,
and percentile ¢-confidence intervals were mostly worse when fixing the bootstrap nuisance than when
re-estimating it. However, interestingly, the coverage of Efron’s percentile intervals was often better.
For the empirical bootstrap, percentile t-confidence intervals had slightly better coverage in small sam-
ples than other bootstrap intervals, but in many other cases the various bootstrap methods had very
similar coverage when the nuisance was fixed. For many of the cases considered, bootstrap intervals
had better coverage in small and moderate samples than Wald-type intervals, indicating there may still
be a benefit of the bootstrap even when fixing the bootstrap nuisance. There was not a substantial
difference between the bootstrap sampling distributions, but the KDE with optimal bandwidth had the
best overall performance in small and moderate samples. As with the bootstrap one-step estimator with
the nuisance re-estimated, TMLE had the best performance among the nuisance estimators considered,
with excellent coverage even for small sample sizes. The average widths scaled by n!/? displayed in
Figures 9 appear to again converge to roughly the same value.

Finally, from Figures 8 and 10, all of the bootstrap confidence intervals for the bootstrap empirical
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Figure 7: Empirical coverage of 95% confidence intervals based on the bootstrap one-step estimator
when the nuisance was not re-estimated using the bootstrap sample. Abbreviations as in Figure 1.
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Figure 8: Empirical coverage of 95% confidence intervals based on the bootstrap empirical mean plug-
in estimator when the nuisance was not re-estimated using the bootstrap sample. Abbreviations as in
Figure 1.
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Figure 9: Scaled average width of 95% confidence intervals based on the bootstrap one-step when the
nuisance was not re-estimated using the bootstrap sample. Abbreviations as in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.
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mean plug-in estimator with fixed bootstrap nuisance had poor coverage at all sample sizes because

they were on average too narrow. This is in line with the results and discussion of Section 4.3.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we studied the problem of bootstrapping asymptotically estimators that rely on a data-
adaptive nuisance estimator. We proposed a framework that encompasses many approaches to construct-
ing asymptotically linear estimators and bootstrapping them, and we provided high-level conditions for
consistency of the bootstrap in this framework. We also provided more detailed conditions for several
bootstrap distributions and estimator constructions. We used our general results to demonstrate that a
wide variety of bootstrap confidence intervals are asymptotically valid in this setting, and our simulation
study confirmed this. It is our hope that the generality of our framework and theory ensures that there
are many potential future applications of our results.

An important area of future research is establishing rates of convergence for the bootstrap methods
considered here. We focused on consistency of the bootstrap because it is an important first step,
and because we expect that rates of convergence will require stronger assumptions than we used here.
However, understanding how the different components of the original estimator and the bootstrap
sampling scheme contribute to the accuracy of bootstrap confidence intervals is crucial for deciding which
method to use in practice. For instance, while we showed that the precise behavior of the bootstrap
nuisance estimator does not play a role in the first-order asymptotic behavior of the bootstrap estimator
as long as our high-level conditions hold, we expect that it plays an important role in the finite-sample
accuracy of the bootstrap. This was sometimes, but not always, the case in our numerical studies.
Similarly, while we showed that both the empirical and smooth bootstraps can yield asymptotically
valid bootstrap confidence intervals, our results did not reveal which approach will yield better finite-

sample coverage.
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Supplementary Material

Supplement A Proof of results in Section 2

Theorem 3.1. If conditions (A1)-(A3) hold, then T'(n,,Py) is asymptotically linear in the sense that

T(nn, Pr) = T(no, Po) + Ppoo + oPo*(n_l/Q), which implies that n*/? [T (n,,P,) — T(no, Py)] ~ Goeo.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Consider the decomposition

T(77n7 Pn) - T(UOa PO) = IP)nﬁbO + (Pn - PO)(¢n - QbO) + [T(Tlmpn) - T(7707 PU) - (Pn - P0)¢n]‘

By conditions (A1)-(A2) and Lemma 19.24 of van der Vaart (2000), (P, — Po)(én — ¢0) = op; (n=1/2).
By condition (A3), the remainder term is opy (n=Y 2). The second statement follows by the central limit

theorem since Py¢pg = 0 and Poq% < oo by assumption. |

Proposition 3.2. If (i) P{(¢2 € ) — 1 for a Py-Glivenko Cantelli class of measurable functions G,
Py P
and (ii) Po(¢: — ¢3) — 0, then Pp¢2 —= o3. Furthermore, if supscq |Pof| < oo, condition (A1)

implies (i) and condition (A2) implies (ii).

Proof of Proposition 3.2. By adding and subtracting terms, we have
P}, — 0t = (Bn — Po)}, + Po(¢y, — 67).
The second term is 0p6«(1) by assumption. For the first term, for any € > 0, we have
Py (|(By = Po)or| > €) = Py (|(Pr — Po)o| > ¢, ¢ € G) + 5 (|(Pn — Po)gp| > &, 67 ¢ 9)

g€e§

<K (Sup |(Pr, — Po)g| > 6) +F; (62 ¢9).

Since G is a Py-Glivenko Cantelli class, the first term is o(1), and since ¢2 € G with probability tending
to one the second term is o(1). Hence, (P, — Py)¢2 = opz (1), which completes the proof of the first
statement.

By Theorem 2.10.14 of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996), since sup ey |Pof| < oo, condition (A1)

implies that 32 = {f? : f € F} is Po-Glivenko-Cantelli in probability, and since P (¢2 € F2) — 1, this
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implies (i). By Cauchy-Schwarz and Minkowski’s inequalities, we also have

|Po(67 — 65)| < ol — &
= PO |<¢n - ¢0)(¢n + ¢0)|
< [l¢n — ¢OHL2(PO) [én + ¢0HL2(P0)

< Nén = doll Ly (o) HlDn = Soll Lypy) + 21901l Ly () )

which is opx(1) by (A2). [ ]

Supplement B Proof of results in Section 3

P*
Lemma 3.5. Suppose that I is a class of measurable functions such that G}, ;Vg Go in £>°(F). Let ¢} be

P*
a sequence of random functions possibly depending on the bootstrap sample such that Py, (¢, € F) 25 1.
If p(@f, o) = Op‘jv(l) for some ¢oo € F and a semimetric p on F for which the sample paths of Gg are

almost surely uniformly p-continuous, then Gy, (¢;, — o) = opz (1).

Proof of Lemma 3.5. A standard way to prove results of this type outside the setting of the bootstrap
is the continuous mapping theorem (see, e.g., van der Vaart, 2000, Theorem 19.24). However, the
continuous mapping theorem might not be applicable in the bootstrap setting as the map (w1, ..., wy) —
hG}(x1,...,zp,w1,...,w,)) might not be measurable given almost z1,...,z, for all h € Cp(£>°(F)).

For any 7 > 0, we define F, = {f — foo : f € F, p(f, foo) < 7}. We then have

{1Gn (7 = foo)l Z €} SHIGL (S — foo)l Z &, p(fns foo) <7 fr € F}
U{p(fr: foo) 2 7 or fr & T}

C{lIGulls, = et U{p(fn, foo) = THU{ Sy ¢ F}
for any €, 7 > 0. Thus,
Py (IGL(fa — foo)l =2 ) < Py ([GLll5, =€) + Py (p(fns foo) 2 7) + Py (fr ¢ F).

The second and third terms on the right-hand side conditionally converge to zero in outer probability

for any 7 > 0 by assumption. Hence, the proof is complete if we can show that for all €,4,v > 0 there
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exists 7 > 0 such that Py (P, (||G}|ls, > €) > ) <« for all n large enough.

For each e, 7 > 0 there exists a sequence of functions h,, : £°°(F) — R such that h,, is m-Lipschitz
for all m, 1{||z|l5, > €} < hm(2) <1 for all z € £>°(F) and m, and h,,(z) monotonically decreases to
1{||z]|5, > €} as m — oo for each z € £>°(F). For instance, hy, : z = min{max(m/[||z|s, — €]+ 1,0),1}

satisfies these criteria. For any e,7 > 0 and m € {1,2,...}, we can now write

Py ([Gyllg, =€) = [Ewl{l|G, |5, = e} — Eyhmn(Gy)] + [Eyhim(Gy,) — Eohm(Go)]
+ [Eohim(Go) — Eol {||Goll5, > e} + P (||G0||§T > ¢)
< [Ewhm(Gy,) — Eohm(Go)] + [Eohm(Go) — Eol {[|Golls, > €}]

+ Py (IGoll, > ¢),

where the second inequality follows because Ey, 1{|G} |5, > e} < Ejjyhm (G}) for all e,7 > 0 and
m € {1,2,...} by assumption. For the final term on the right-hand side, since almost all sample paths
of Gg are uniformly continuous in £>°(F) with respect to p, for any €,5 > 0, we can choose 7 > 0 such
that Py (|Goll, >¢€) < 4. For the second term on the right-hand side, by the monotone convergence
theorem, lim;,—so0 Eohm(Go) = Eol{||Go|l5, > €}. Hence, for any €,4,7 > 0, we can choose m such
that Eohm(Go) — Eol {||Goll5, > e} < ¢. Finally, for the first term on the right-hand side, since h,, is
bounded and m-Lipschitz, h,,/m € BL;(£>°(F)) for each m. Therefore, by the assumed conditional weak
convergence of G}, to Gg in £%°(F), Ej; Lhy, (G}) 1, EoLhy,(Go) for each m, so that Ejj b, (G) R
Eohm(Go) as well. Hence, for any €,d,v,7 > 0and m € {1,2,...}, P (Ejy,hm (G},) — Eohim(Go) > 9) <
~ for all n large enough. This completes the proof.

|

Theorem 3.4. If conditions (B1)-(B3) hold, then T (n},P}) is conditionally asymptotically linear in

the sense that T(n%,P*) = T(n,, P,) + (PX — P,)do + opz, (n=1/2), which implies that
1/2 * Tk > Py

Proof of Theorem 3.4. We let h be an arbitrary element of BL;(R). By adding and subtracting
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terms and the triangle inequality, we have

‘Et*vh <n1/2 [ (1 P) — (Unapn)D - th(Gofﬁo)’

(15)
< Biy |1 (02 [T, B,) = T, Po)]) = 1 (G| + | Bih (G;.60) — Eoh (Gogo)

For the first term on the right-hand side of (15), we note that for any z1,z2 € R, |h(x1) — h(z2)| <

2 A |x1 — x2|, and for any € > 0, 2 A |x; — x2| < e+ 2I(|x; — x2| > €), which implies that for any € > 0,

Eyy

h (02 [T, B) = T(1as Po)]) = b (G60)

(16)
<<+ 2B (|02 [0, B2) = T, Pu)| = G| 2 ).

We now write

w2 [T, L) = T, Po)| = Gido = Gl (@5 — do) + 0/ [T(n, Bi) = T, Br) = (B, — )]

= G5 (¢F — do) + /2R,

Note that GJ,(¢;, — ¢o) = op;, (1) by conditions (B1)-(B2) and Lemma 3.5, and n'/2R¥ = opz, (1) by
condition (B3). This implies the first term on the right-hand side of (15) is op:(1). For the second
term on the right hand side of (15), we define the function g : £>°(F) — R as g(z) := h(z(¢p)). For any

21, 29 € £°(F) with [|z1 — 22|l5 > 0, we have

l9(21) = g(z2)| _ [h(z1(¢0)) = h(z2(d0))| _ |21(¢0) — 22(0)]|

— < <1
|21 — 22|7 21 — 22||5 21 — 227

because h € BLi(R) and ¢9 € F. Hence, g € BL;(¢*°(F)). Therefore,

|Evyh (G,00) — Eoh (Gogo)| < sup |Ey g (Gy,) — Eog (Go) N
gEBL1 (£%°(T))

by condition (B1). This implies conditional asymptotic linearity of 7'(n},P¥). Conditional weak con-
vergence of n/2 |T [ (n*,P%) — T(nn, P,)| is then implied by (16). [ |

Lemma 3.7 (Theorem 4.5 of Sheehy & Wellner, 1992). If F is a class of measurable functions with
envelope function F such that: (i) F is square integrable uniformly in P € P in the sense that

limps o0 SUPppep PF?1{F > M} = 0; (i) F is Donkser uniformly in P € P where P is such that
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Pi(P, € P) — 1; and (iii) the semi-metric Ly(Py,) converges uniformly to La(Py) in the sense that

P*
sup Hf*g||L2(15n) == 9llpym) — 0, (2)
I.9€¥

« Iy L poo
then G, o Go in £2°(F).

Proof of Lemma 3.7. We argue along subsequences using a standard argument structure. By Lemma 1.9.2
of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996), every subsequence {n; : k = 1,2,...} has a further subsequence
{ng, :1=1,2,...} such

a.s.*
sup — 0.

f,9€F

1F = 8y, y = I1F = liam

By Theorem 4.5 of Sheehy & Wellner (1992), we then have ni{Z(Pflkl - Pnkl) a%* Go. Hence, every {ny}

has a further subsequence {ny, } such that

sup | Ejph(Gr, ) — Eoh(Go)| 225 0,
heBL1 (£°(F)) ¢

which by Lemma 1.9.2 of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996) again implies that

sup  |Eiyh(G) — Eoh(Go)] 25 0,
heBLy (£2° (7))
. Py
ie., G ~ Go.
w

Proposition 3.8. Suppose F is a class of Borel measurable functions with uniformly bounded envelope
function F' and finite uniform entropy integral as in (3) such that Fsp = {f—g: f,g € T, | f — g||L2(P) <
§} and F2 = {(f — 9)* : f,g € T} are P-measurable for every 6 > 0 and P € M. If Py is absolutely
continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure A with uniformly bounded and Lipschitz continuous density
function py, and B, =P,«L, for a sequence of random measures Ly, converging weakly to Dirac measure

P*
at 0, then the conditions of Proposition 3.7 hold, so that G}, «V;/O» Go in £°(F).

Proof of Proposition 3.8. Since F has uniformly bounded envelope function and finite uniform en-
tropy integral, by Theorem 2.8.3 of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996), conditions (i)—(ii) of Lemma 3.7

are satisfied. We next show the uniform convergence of semi-metric. For simplicity, we denote Fo, :=
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{f—9g:f.geF}tand F2 :={(f—9)*: f,g € F}. Since |/z—/y| < /|z — y| for all z,y € R, we have

1/2
< sup
f,9€F

/ (f — 9)*d(B, — Py)

sup 1f =9l = IF = 9llLymy)

Hence, condition (iii) of Lemma 3.7 is satisfied if || P, — Pollgz, = opz(1).

We show that Py (|| P, — Pollg2. > 0) — 0 for all § > 0 using Theorem 2.2 of Gaenssler & Rost
(2000). To do so, we verify their conditions (2.2)—(2.5) with p, = L, and v, = P,. Since F%
is uniformly bounded by the uniform boundedness of F, conditions (2.2) and (2.3) are satisfied, as
discussed following Theorem 2.2 of Gaenssler & Rost (2000). To show condition (2.4), we firstly note

that following inequality holds for all € > 0 and measures @ on (X, B),
N(4e, 5%, Li(Q)) < N(4e, 5%, Lr(Q)) < N(26, Fos, L2(Q)) < N(e, T, Lo(Q))*.

The first inequality is because [|- |1, o) < || [l1,(g) by Holder’s inequality. The second inequality is
because for any foo,goo € Foo, we have Q(fgo - 920)2 = Q(foo — goo)z(foo + 900)2 < 4Q(foo — 900)2

by uniform boundedness of F. The third inequality is because for any fi,g91, f2,92 € F, we have

QUfi—91)—(fa—92))* < Q(fr—f2)*+Q(91—92)*+2[| f1— f2ll 1,0 l91 — 921l L, (@)~ Since F has uniformly

integrable Lo entropy, we have fooo supg {log N (e, J, L2(Q))}1/2

de < 0o, where the supremum is taken
over all finitely discrete probability measures ) on (X,B). By exercise 1 in Chapter 2.5 of van der
Vaart & Wellner (1996), the supremum over finitely discrete @) can be replaced by the supremum over

all probability measures @ such that 0 < QF? < oo without changing the assumption of uniformly

integrable Lo entropy of F. So, we have
/ sup {log N(z, 52, L1 (Q)) }/* de < o0, (17)
0o Q

where the supremum is taken over all probability measures @ on (X, B). Since N(e,F2,,Li(P,)) <
supg N (g, 3%, L1(Q)) almost surely, and the latter is finite for ¢ > 0 by (17), N(e, 52, Li(P,)) is
stochastically bounded for all ¢ > 0. Furthermore, since || - || e < - Li(By) for d(ﬁi) defined in
Gaenssler & Rost (2000), this further implies that condition (2.4) c:Lf Theorem 2.2 of Gaenssler & Rost

(2000) holds.
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Lastly, to show condition (2.5) in Theorem 2.2 of Gaenssler & Rost (2000) holds, we show that

lim  sup |Py* Ln(f%) — Po(f2)|

N0 foo€F oo

= lim sup
n—oo fooerfoo

/ foolz +4)? dPy(z) ALy (y / frolz + 4)? dPy(z) dbo(y)| = 0.

The function y — [ f2(z 4+ y) dPy(x) is uniformly bounded by 1 since F2, is uniformly bounded by 1.

Furthermore, for any y1,y2 € X and fo € Foo, using the assumption that pg is Lipschitz, we have

'/foo33+y1) dPy(z /fooﬂH-yz) dPy(x)

'/foo r+ ool AE) = [ Fol ) mle) A(o)

- ‘/ foo(2)?[po(z — y1) — po(z — y2)] dA(2)

<7ln —y2|/f§od>\
<4y —yzl/FQdX
for some v > 0. Since [ F2d\ < oo by assumption, this implies y — [ f2 (z + y) dPy(x) is uniformly

bounded by 1 and +/-Lipschitz for 7/ := 4 [ F2dA for all fo € Fs. Thus, the function min(y/~1, 1) x
[ f2(x ++)dPy(z) € BL1(R), which implies that

S / foo(@ +y)? dPy(x) dLn(y / foolz +y)* dPy(x) ddo(y )‘
1
< D, | [0 )~ [ 1) i),

which goes to 0 as n — oo because L,, converges weakly to dp by assumption. We have now checked all
the conditions of Theorem 2.2 of Gaenssler & Rost, 2000, so we conclude that E||P, — Py, — 0 for
all p > 1. This demonstrates that condition (iii) of Lemma 3.7 holds, so the result follows.

P*
Lemma 3.11. If there exists a class of measurable functions G such that (i) P (qb;';? €9) —>1, (i)

SUP,eg |(15n — Ry)g| = 0p5(1), (1) supeg |(Px — Pn)g\ = op, (1), and (iv) Py(¢i2 — ¢3) = opz, (1), then
Pror? — o} = ops, (1). Furthermore, condition (B2) implies (iv). For the empirical bootstrap where

P, = P, condition (B1) implies condition (i)-(iii). For any bootstrap P,, condition (B1)(a) and the
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conditions of Proposition 3.7 imply conditions (i)-(iii).

Proof of Lemma 3.11. By adding and subtracting terms,

oy — o = (B, — Pa)oy? + (P — Po)gy? + Po()% — 60).

n

For the first term on the right-hand side of (18), for any ¢ > 0, we have

Py (|8 = Py

> <) = By (|(B - Pu)oi?

+ By (|(®5 — Py

> e, ¢y € 9)
> 67 ¢ 9)

< Py (Sug ‘(PZ - f’n)g‘ > 8) + Py (632 ¢ 9)
ge

=opz(1).
For the second term on the right-hand side of (18), for any £ > 0, we have

Py (|(Pn = )i

> <) = Py (|(Pu — Po)a?

>e, ¢ € 9)

+ Py (\(Pn — P)¢i2| > e, ¢33 ¢ 9)

< Py <sug (B~ Ro)g| > ) + Py (632 ¢9)
g€

= opg (1).

(18)

Therefore, P ¢% — 08 = OP‘;V(I) by assumption. Furthermore, Py(¢:? — ¢2) = Op‘;fv(l) is implied by

condition (B2). This is because by Cauchy-Schwarz and Minkowski’s inequalities,

|Po(657 — 63)| < Poldy” — i
= Py (¢ — ¢0)(é7, + ¢0)]
< lon = ol 1, py) 16m + Goll 1oy
< lon = 2ol L, my) Pn — Poll Ly (py) + 21120l 1, ()]

= op; (1).

Specifically, for the empirical bootstrap P, = P, condition (B1)(b) implies F is Pyp-Donsker by The-
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orem 3.6.1 of van der Vaart & Wellner (1996). Hence, § = {f? : f € F} is Py-Glivenko-Cantelli in
probability by Lemma 2.10.14 of van der Vaart (1991), which implies (ii) and (iii) by Theorem 2.6 of

Giné & Zinn (1990). Meanwhile, (i) is implied by condition (B1)(a), where G = {f?: f € F}. [ |

Lemma B.1 (Bootstrap Slutsky’s Theorem). Let X and Y," be two sequences of real-valued random
P*
variables defined on the product probability space (X, B, Py)"™ X (Why, Cpn, Qn)". Assume that X ;Vg X
P
and Y, WO) c in R, where X is a tight, Borel measurable limit and c is a constant. We then have (i)

Py P P
Y X ;Vg cX inR, (i) (V)X ;Vg c X in R provided ¢ # 0, and (iii) X} + Y, ;Vg X+Y inR

Proof of Lemma B.1. We only show (i); a similar argument can be applied to yield (ii) and (iii).
As in the proof of Lemma 3.5, a standard way to prove results of this type outside the setting of
the bootstrap is the continuous mapping theorem (e.g., Lemma 2.8 of van der Vaart, 2000). How-
ever, the continuous mapping theorem might not be applicable in the bootstrap setting as the map
(wi,...,wy) = h(G}(z1,...,2n,w1,...,wy)) might not be measurable given almost every zi,...,x,
for all h € Cy(£>°(F)).

We let h be an arbitrary element of BL;(R). By adding and subtracting terms and the triangle

inequality, for any € > 0,

[Ewh(X,Yy,) — Eoh(Xe)| < |Eywh(X,Y,)) — By h(Xpe)| + | By h(X5c) — Eoh(Xc)

<e+ 2Py (XY, — X,c| > ¢) + |Ejyh(X,c) — Eoh(Xc)], (19)

where the second inequality is because |h(z1) — h(z2)| < 2 A |21 — 22| < e+ 2I(Jx1 — z2| > €) for any
x1,x2 € R. By defining g : R — R as g(z) = cx, we note that min(|c|—1,1) x (hog) € BL;1(R) because

for any z1,22 € R and 1 # 2,

| min(|c| ", 1) x (h o g)(z1) — min(|e|™", 1) x (ko g)(22)|

|21 — 22|
_ min(lef-1, 1)/ (12 9@1) = (ho g) @)l lg(an) — g(a)
7 l9(z1) — g(z2)] |z — 22

[(hog)(x1) = (hog)(es)

< min(]c|, 1) lg(x1) — g(x2)]

<1

because h € BL;(R). Since in addition |min(|c|=%,1) x (hog)| < 1, min(|c|~1,1) x (h o g) € BLy(R).
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Hence, for the third term on the right-hand side of (19), we have

|Eyyh(X;¢) — Eoh(Xc)| = 1) | Ejy (min(le[~, 1) x (h o g))(X;) — Eo(min(|e| ™!, 1) x (h o g))(X))]

min(|e[~1, 1

1
< —— sup |Eyph(X]) — Eoh(X)|,
([ 5, 1) e g, W En) — Eoh(X)]

P*
which converges to 0 in outer probability since X ;Vg) X by assumption. For the second term on the

right-hand side of (19), for any M > 0,

Py (|X5Y,) — Xocl > €) = Py (|X5Y, — Xel > 6, | X < M)
+ Py (1X,Y, — Xpel > &, [Xg] > M)

< Py (Y, — el =2 /M) + Py (|X5] = M).

By assumption, Y’ P—V§> c so that Py, (|Y,y —¢| > &/M) = ops(1). Hence, the proof is complete if we can
show that given any e, > 0, there exists M > 0 such that Py (P}, (|X;;| > M) > ¢) < for all n large
enough.

For each e, > 0 there exists a sequence of functions h,, : R — R such that h,, is m-Lipschitz for all
m, {|z| > M} < hp(z) <1 for all z € R and m, and h,,(z) monotonically decreases to 1{|x| > M} as
m — oo for each x € R. For instance, hy, : © — min{max(m[|z| — M] + 1,0), 1} satisfies these criteria.

For any ¢ > 0 and m € {1,2,...}, we can now write

By (1X,] = M) = [Ew 1 {|X;| = M} — Ejyh (Xp)] + [Ejyhan (X5) = Eohan (X))
+ [Eohm(X) — Eol{|X| > M}] + P (| X]| > M)
< [Eywhm (X;,) — Eohm(X)] + [Eohm(X) — Eol {|X| > M}]

where the second inequality follows because Ej,1{|X;| > M} < Ejj hy, (X)) for all e > 0 and m €

{1,2,...} by assumption. We therefore have

By (P (| Xl = M) > ¢)

< Py ([Efyhm (X35) = Eohy(X)] > €/3) + P ([Eohm(X) — Eol{|X| > M}] > ¢/3)
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+ By (B (1X] = M) > ¢/3)
= Py ((Bwhm (X5,) — Eohm(X)] = €/3) + 1{[Eohm(X) — Eol{|X| = M}] > £/3}

+ H{R (|X] = M) > ¢/3}. (20)

First, since X is tight by assumption, we can choose M suh that the third term on the right-hand side
of (20) is 0. Next, for this choice of M, by the monotone convergence theorem we can choose m large
enough so that the second term on the right-hand side of (20) is 0. Finally, for these choices of m and
M, for the first term on the right-hand side of (20), we have min(m~!,1) x h,, € BL;(R) because h,y, is
bounded and m-Lipschitz. Therefore, by the assumed conditional weak convergence of X to X in R,
Efy[min(m™, 1) x by, (X7)] 15, Ep[min(m ™", 1) x hy, (X)] for each m, so that Ejy b, (X7) 1, Eohpm(X)
as well. Hence, the first term on the right-hand side of (20) converges to 0 for fixed m and ¢, so we can
make it as small as we like for n large enough. Hence, for any e, there exist M > 0 and m € {1,2,...}

such that Py, (|X;| > M) = opz(1) for n large enough. [ ]

We next have a result that generalizes Theorem 23.4 of van der Vaart (2000) to include smooth

bootstraps.

Lemma B.2 (Conditional CLT). Let ¢ : R? s R satisfy Py = 0 and Pyp3 < oo. Let X1, Xa,... be
. P .
IID random vectors with mean u and covariance matriz ¥. If Pogt — Podd and (P, — Po)[¢31{|¢o| >

P*
M} == 0 for any M > 0, then conditionally on every sequence X1, Xo, ..., in outer probabiliy,
172 (mx _ p Fy 2
n T Pn = o) do s N(0, Pogpy)-

Proof of Lemma B.2. We use the Lindeberg-Feller CLT for triangular arrays (e.g., Proposition 2.27
of van der Vaart, 2000). Since the bootstrap sample X7, ..., X}* is drawn IID from P, given X1,..., Xy,

the conditional mean and variance of ¢o(X}) are given by

Ewon(X) = [ éo(a) dPule) = P, and

Ewloo(X}) — Bwoo(X])]2 = Bwod(X]) — [Bwo(X)]2 = Pug? — (Pag)? —> Py,

We next verify the Lindeberg condition. For any e,y > 0, there exists M > 0 such that [ ¢o(z)?1{|¢o(z)| >
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M} dPy(z) < /2 and for all n large enough, M < ~+/n. Therefore,

Py (Bwloo(X7)?1{|60(X])| > vv/n}] > €)
Py (Paléd1{lol > 7w/} > )

IN

Py (Ba[621{ |6 > M}] > 5)

IN
fa

I
s

(P = P)[@31{J0| > MY]| > £/2) + 1 {R[6g1{I0| > M}] > £/2}

(
(.
(120 = P63 1{I00] > MY]| = 2/2) + Py (Rl 1{Ig0l > M}] = £/2)
(
Pg(

(P = P0) 631160l > MY]| = ¢/2)

|

P
Thus, Ew[po(X})?1{|¢o(X})| > ey/n}] — 0. Therefore, the conditions of the Lindeberg-Feller

CLT holds conditionally on every sequence Xi, Xo, ..., in outer probability, which yields the result. B

~ P* ~ P*
Theorem 3.9. Suppose that P,¢3 — Pyg2 and (P, — Po)[¢31{|po| > M}] = 0 for every M > 0. If
Sy — Sn = opz, (n=1/?) and R, — R, = ops, (n=1/2), then

n

*

- P,
sup | Py (7005, B3) = T Bu) < ) = B (T Ba) — Tm. ) < 6] 0.
te

and the bootstrap percentile confidence interval defined in (6) has asymptotic confidence level 1 —a — 3.
) L P P* _
If in addition 02 — 03, o2 W% op and (Sp + Ry) (05, — on) = opz (n 1/2) | then

®

ilelﬂg Py ([T(??Z’PZ) - T(Umpn)]/ff; < t) — 5 ([T (0, Pn) — T'(no, Po)l/on < 1) P—O> 0,

and the percentile t-confidence interval defined in (5) has asymptotic confidence level 1 —a — 3.

Proof of Theorem 3.9. We prove the result for the percentile t-method; the result for the percentile
method follows the same argument setting o,, = 0 = 09 = 1 (so that the additional conditions for the
percentile t-method hold automatically).

We first show that o ~1(Sk + R:) — 0, (Sn + Ry) = opz, (n~='/2). By adding and subtracting terms,
we note that

Sp+ Ry SatRn  on(S;+ Ry — on(Sn+ Ry) + 0n(Sn + Bp) — 07,(Sn + Rn)

*
n

O—*

* On Ono
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= b SN : (21)

*

P,
Since o, ?0> oo > 0, we can show that o7 = O Py, (1) using the same logic as the unconditional result.
Hence, the above equals op: (n_l/Z)Op‘;V(l) + opy, (n‘1/2)0p‘;«v(1) by assumption.

For any t € R, by definition of S,, and R,,, we have

On

T (N, Pp) — T(no, P,
P < (1, Pn) (10, Po) < t> - p (ngGnqb(] —|—n1/2a;1 [Sn + Ry] < n1/2t>

= ‘D0>i< (o-glGnﬁbO < Tn) )

where T}, := n'/?t — n'/20;1 [S,, + R,]. Thus, by definition of S and R,

P{/k[/ (T(nnvpn) — T(T]n,Pn) < t) _ P{/k[/ (U:_lGZ(bO 4 nl/Qa;_l [S:; + R:] < n1/2t>

*
Un

=Py (o,’;’lG;d)o +n! 2 [SE + Ry < Ty 4+ 020, S, + Rn])

=Py (007 'Ghgo + AL < T,)

where A% = nl/2 {0371 S} + R] — 0,1 [Sy + Ry} Thus,

sup
teR

" pS
o} On

Pﬁ/ <T(77n7]Pn) _T(nnapn) < t> —PJ (T(ﬁn,Pn) _T(n07P0) < t)

= iug |Piy (007 Gro + A}, < t) — Py (07, Grgpo < t)]
€

< sup |Pjy (0371 Gro + AL < t) — Py (05 'Gogo < t)| + S 1P (0, Gnoo <t) — P (05 ' Gogo < t)].
te S

P;k P* P*
By Lemma B.2, we have G} ¢g «V/Vg Gogo. Since o2 W()) o3, or71Gr o «‘;Vg ao_lGod)o by Lemma B.1. Since
P*
A, = op: (1), it follows that ol G + AL ;Vg 05 'Gogo. Hence, by the Portmanteau theorem (e.g.,
Lemma 1.3.4 of van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996),

sup [ By (077 G0 + A5, < 1) = P (o Godo < 1) L
te
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Similarly, o, 1G,¢g ~ UalGO¢07 S0

sup ’PO (

07 Gnoo < &) — Py (0" Gogo < t)| — 0.
teR

The first statement follows.

By definition of & ,,, Sy, and R}, we have

. {&R PW<T(77WP*) (1), P><§> }

O-*

—int {¢ € R: By (n/2077 G0+ 037 S5+ Ri) <€) 2 p)
Since 0,1 [S,, + R,] is a function of the original data, we have

nl/? (5;;;0_0_;1 [Sn+Rn])
:inf{feR:P{fV< 265 1G g + 0[S  + RE < n Y2+ 071 (S, + Ry, ]) }

=inf{£ € R: Py (0 'Ghopo + AL < &) > p}.
By the above derivations and van der Vaart, 2000, Lemma 21.2, for any p € (0, 1), we then have
W2 (€5, — 0t [Sn + Ral) -5 @7 (p),
Therefore,

Py (T (10, Pr) = & 1—a0n < T(no, Bo) < T (0, Pr) — & 5on)
= Py (n'/%¢5 5 < 0! (T (00, Pr) = Tno, Po)l /o < 02651,
= Fi (02 g5 = 0 (S + Ba)] < 07" Gudo <02 [€11_o — 07 (S + Fn)])
— Py (271(8) < 05 'Gogo < 271 (1 - )

=1—a-p.

Corollary 3.10. If conditions (A1)-(A3) and (B1)-(B3) hold, then the bootstrap percentile confidence
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Py Py
interval has asymptotic confidence level 1 — o — B. If in addition o2 0'(2) and o? WO) 08, then the

percentile t-confidence interval defined in (5) has asymptotic confidence level 1 —a — (.

~ P*
Proof of Corollary 3.10. We note that in the proof of Theorem 3.9, the conditions P,¢3 — Py¢g

~ P* P
and (P, — Po)[¢31{|po| > M}] — 0 were only used to establish that G},¢g «ﬁ% Gogo using Lemma B.2.

However, condition (B1) directly implies G} ¢ gg Goeo, so it suffices to check the remainder of the con-
ditions of Theorem 3.9. By conditions (A1)-(A3), we have S, = op; (n=1/2) and R, = op; (n=Y2). By
conditions (B1)—~(B3), we have S; = op: (n='/?) and R} = opz, (n~'/2). Hence, S — S,, = ops, (n=1/2)
and R}, — R, = opy, (n_l/ 2), which implies the consistency of the bootstrap percentile confidence inter-
val by Theorem 3.9. For the percentile ¢ interval, o}, P—Vi> oo and oy, i 0o by assumption, which also

implies (S, + Ry,)(0} — o) = op;, <n71/2)0P‘;,(1) _ OP‘X/(TFIQ). -

Theorem 3.12. Suppose that P,¢? 1, Pod? and (P, — Po)[631{|¢0] > M}] LN for every M > 0.
If [Rn + Sn] + [R: + S:L] + [T(nnypn) - T(nmpn)] = opy, (n71/2); then
P*
sup | Py (T'(n],, 7)) = T, Pn) < t) = 5 (= [T(0n, Pr) = T(no, Po)] < t)] = 0,

teR

and Efron’s percentile confidence interval K:Lﬂv C:L,l—a] has asymptotic confidence level 1 — o — 3.

Proof of Theorem 3.12. For any t € R, by definition of S,, and R,,, we have
P(Sk (_ [T(nmpn) - T(7707 PO)] < t) = P(T (_Gnd)O - n1/2 [Sn + Rn] < n1/2t) = P(Sk (_Gn¢0 < Tn) 5
where T}, := n'/?t + n'/2[S, + R,]. Thus, by definition of S* and R,

Piy (T(13, ;) = T, Pa) < t) = Py (G + 0[S+ By, + T, Bu) = T, Ba) | < n'/2t)

where B :=n!/?|S* + S, + R: + Ry, + T(0n, P) — T, ]P’n)] Thus,

sup | Py (T'(1, P) = Ty Pr) < 8) = By (= [T(1hn, Pr) = T'(0, Po)] < 1)

teR
= sup [Py (Gpéo + By < 1) =y (~Gno < 1)|
te
< sup [Py (G0 + By, < 1) = Py (Gogo < )| + sup [Py (=Gngo < t) — Fy (Godo < 1)].
te te
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By Lemma B.2 and since B;; = op: (1) by assumption, we have GJ,¢o + B;, -> G0¢0 Hence, by the

Portmanteau theorem (e.g., Lemma 1.3.4 of van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996),

* * * * P
SUEE\PW (Grdo + By, <t) — F; (Gogo < t)| — 0.
te

Similarly, G,¢g ~~ Gopg, and since Ggepg follows a mean-zero normal distribution, G, ¢g ~» —Ggpg as
well. Therefore,

S“IE | Py (Groo <t)— Py (—Gopo < t)| — 0.
te

The first statement follows.

By definition of ¢, ,,, S, and R;, we have

Gup =f{C € R: Py (T(ny,, Pr) < ¢) = p}

—inf {¢ € R: By (n7/2G}00 + (i + Ri) + Ty Pu) <€) = p}
Since [Sy, + Ry, — T'(nn, Py)] is a function of the original data, we have

1/2 {Cnp S +R _T(nnv]P)n)]}
— inf {< ER: P, (n*l/QGj;qso + (S5 +RL) + T, Py) <n Y2¢—[S, + Ry, — T(nn,]P’n)]) > p}

=inf{C € R: B, (Gl¢o+ B: <) > p},

As argued above, G ¢g + B} w Go(bo, so by Lemma 21.2 of van der Vaart (2000), for any p € (0,1), we
then have

W2 G 4 [Sn+ R — T(0ny Ba)]} 2 00@~ (p).

Therefore,

Py (Graea < T(no, Po) < G )
= F; (—nm[c:; = T, Ba)) < [T (00, Ba) = T, Po)] < =n'/2[G3 1o = T, o))
= P5 (=n"%[G1 = T, Ba)] < Gudo +n'/2(S + ) < =n2[Gh o = T Pa))

= B (=nV2(Gip + S+ B — T (0, )] < Gho < —12[Gh 1+ S+ B — T, Pr)))
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— Py (=271(B) < 05 'Gop < —271(1 — a))

:].—Oé—ﬁ7

where the last equality is due to the symmetry of the standard normal distribution. This shows the

consistency of Efron’s percentile method.

Corollary 3.13. If (A1)-(A3) and (B1)-(B3) hold, and T(n,, P,) — T(n,,B,) = OPJ(n*1/2), then

Efron’s percentile confidence interval [C:fbﬁ, C;;lfa] has asymptotic confidence level 1 — o — 3.

Proof of Corollary 3.13. Asin the proof of Corollary 3.10, we note that in the proof of Theorem 3.12,
the conditions P,¢3 R Pod? and (P, — Py)[¢31{|do| > M}] 15, 0 were only used to establish that
G, %0 fvg Go¢o using Lemma B.2. However, condition (B1) directly implies G} ¢q ]«;Vi Goog, so it suffices
to check the remainder of the conditions of Theorem 3.12.

By conditions (A1)-(A3), we have S, = ops (n='/2) and R, = op; (n=1/2). By conditions (B1)-
(B3), we have S} = OP‘;«V(n_l/Q) and R} = 0p¢v(n_1/2). Since T'(1n, P) — T(nn, Pp) = op; (n=Y2) by
assumption, we then have S + S, + R% 4 Ry, + T(1h, By) — T(0n, Pp) = opz, (n~'/2). Hence, the result
follows by Theorem 3.12.

|

Theorem 3.14. Denote T := n'/2[T(n*,P%) — T(nn, P,)]. If conditions (A1)-(A3) and (B1)-(B3)

hold and T is asymptotically uniformly square-integrable in the sense that

lim limsup EjEy, [T;%{T;:Z > m}] =0,

m—=00 n—oo

P*
then &, —= 0q, so the bootstrap Wald confidence interval defined in (7) has asymptotic confidence level

1—a-—p.

Proof of Theorem 3.14. Let h(x) := x?. There exists a sequence of functions h,, : R — R, m =

1,2,... such that h,, € BL;(R) for all m and mh,, monotonically increases to h as m — oo. For

Y Y

instance, hy,(7) := min{z?/(m V 4),1} satisfies these criteria. We then write

Eywh(T,) — Eoh(Gogo) = [Ewh (T7) — mEyyhim (T3)] + [mEiy hm (T) — mEohm (Gogo)]
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+ [mEohm (Gogo) — Eoh(Gogo)].

Hence, for any ¢ > 0, we have

Py (|Ewh (T;) — Eoh(Godo)| > ¢)
< By (|1Ewh (1) — mEyhy, (T;)| > €/3) + 5 (|Ewhm (T,) — Eohm (Godo)| > €/(3m))

+ P (jmEohm (Gogo) — Eoh(Gogo)| > /3)

< By (|Ewh (Ty) — mEwhy (I7)| = €/3) + Py < sup( )\Ewg (1) — Eog (Gogo)| > E/(3m)>
geBL1 (R

+ 1{Eo [mhy (Gogo) — M(Godo)| > /3} .

*

P P
By conditions (B1)-(B3), we have Ej, T «VA& Gogo, i-e., supyepr, (r) B9 (1) — Eog(Gogo)| 25 0.
Therefore, for each fixed m, the second term on the right-hand side of previous display converges to
0. By the monotone convergence theorem, the third term on the right-hand side of previous display

converges to 0 as m — oo. For the first term on the right hand side of previous display, we note that

Py (1B h (Ty;) = mBjyhe (T)] 2 /3) = Py (| By T, — Eyy min{T,%, m}| > ¢/3)
= P (| By (T — m)I{T* > m}| > ¢/3)
< Py (|EwW T T = m}| > ¢/3)

< By ERTR2UT > mY/(e/3),
and lim,, ,~ limsup,,_, ., of this latter expression is 0 by assumption. Therefore, we have

limsup Py (|Eywh () — Eoh(Gogo)| > €) = lim limsup Py (|Eywh (1)) — Eoh(Gogo)| >€) =0

n—00 m—o0 noo

for every e > 0. Hence, 62 = Ej,T;? 1, Eo(Gogo)? = of. By conditions (A1)-(A3), we have
nt/2 [T(UmPn) = T(no, PO)] ~> Gogo. By Slutsky’s theorem, we have n'/?6. [T(ﬁm]?n) - T(7707P0)] ~
oy 1G0¢0. We then have

Py (T(T/na Pn) + Zﬂa'nnil/2 < T(nOa PO) < T(’I’]n, Pn) + Zl—aa'nnil/2>

= Ry (—21-0 < 02T (10, Pr) = T(o, Po)l/on < —25)
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— Py (—z1—a < Gopo/og < —23)

:].—Oé—ﬁ,

and the result follows.

Supplement C Proof of results in Section 4

We first introduce a Lemma providing conditions under which the (bootstrap) estimating equations-

based estimator is (conditionally) consistent, which may be useful in its own right.

Lemma C.1. If ¢y is a well-separated solution of 1 +— Go o (¥), Py, 5, = 0pg (1), by, ., s contained
in a Py-Glivenko Cantelli class with probability tending to one, supy<as |[Po(Pyn, — Gymo)|l = opz(1)
for all M > 0, and vn, = Ops(1), then ¥ — o = op:(1). If Yo is a well-separated solution of
Y= Gope (), Ptz = 0pz (1), Gy s contained in a Po-Glivenko Cantelli class I with conditional
probability tending to one, supjy|<ns |Po(bpmz — )| = opx, (1) for all M > 0, ¢, = Op; (1), and

|1Pn — Polls = opz (1), then 4 — 4o = opy, (1).

Proof of Lemma C.1. By the well-separated assumption, for every € > 0 there exists § > 0 such that
| Podypn,| > 0 for every 1 € R such that [¢p —1pg| > . Therefore, the event {|1), —1)g| > €} is contained

in the event {|Pydy,, n,| > d}. We then write

Potpn o = —(Prn — Po) by mn + Prdyp, i — P (B — o) -

By the assumption that ¢y, . is contained in a Py-Glivenko Cantelli class with probability tending to
one, (Pn, — Po)¢y, n, = op; (1), and Py, »,, = ops (1) by assumption. Since ¢, = Opz (1), for all v >0

there exists M such that Pj(|in| > M) < v for all n large enough. Thus,

By (1P (¢¢nﬂ7n - ¢¢n,no)’ >0)< P <|7/?|1i£1)\/[ | Po (¢w,nn - ¢w,no)| > 5) + Po(|tn| > M),

which is less than 27 for all n large enough since supjy<as [Po(by, — Gymo)l = op; (1) by assumption.
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Therefore, for any € > 0,
By (In = vo| =€) < Py (|Pody,,nol = 0) — 0.

P*
We show that ) WO} 1o using a similar method. By the well-separated condition, the event

{|¥5 —1bo| > €} is contained in the event {|Py¢yz ,o| > d}. We then write

Podysmo = —(Ph — Po)bys s — (P — Po)bys iz + Pty me — Po (b mz — Guszmo) -

By the assumption that ¢y« ,« is contained in a Py-Glivenko Cantelli class & with conditional probability

tending to one, (IP’Z—PHMM% = opz, (1) and ’(15” — Po)pys i

< HPTL_POHS" = OP(/‘V(l)v and ]P);;(Z)w;g,nn =
opz, (1) by assumption. Since ¢;, = Op: (1), for all v > 0 there exists M such that Fj (P, (|vy| > M) >
v/2) = o(1). Thus,

R i 0~ )| 29)22) < 15 (i (s 170 o = 00| 25) = 212)

+ By (B ([gn] > M) >~/2),

and both terms are o(1). The result follows. [

Lemma 4.2. If condition (A1) holds for ¢, := ¢y, ., o is a well-separated solution of the population
estimating equation, n = Ops (1), there exists a map G{)’n :R — R depending on n € H such that Iy, :
Y= Gog(¥) — Goy(to) — Gy, (Vo) (¥ — o) satisfies supjy<ar [Tom, (¥) = Lome ()] = opg (1) for every
M > 0 and sup,.,—no|lsc<s Lon(¥)| = o (| — vol) for some & > 0, Gy, satisfies limy .y, G, (o) =
G0 (0) = =1, |Inn — mollsc = ops (1), and Pody,n, = orp; (n=1/2), then (A8) holds for the estimating

equations-based estimator.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. We first show that the assumptions imply that v, E) 1g. By assumption, g
is a well-separated solution of ¢ — Gy, (¢) and Pr¢y,, , = ops(1). By condition (A1), ¢p := ¢y, 5, s
contained in a Pyp-Donsker class with probability tending to one, which implies that it is contained in a
Py-Glivenko Cantelli class with probability tending to one. By adding and subtracting terms, we can

write

P ((Wmn - (W,no) - FO,nn (w) - I‘0,770 (w) + PO‘Wo,nn + [G{),nn (wo) + 1} (1/’ - wo)
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By assumption, supjy<r [Tom, (¥) = Lo (V)] = 0pg (1), Podygm, = opy (1), and

sup |[Gh,, (Yo) + 1] (¥ — vo)| = ops (1)
lyp|<M

P*
for every M > 0 since 1, — n9. Finally, 1, = Op; (1) by assumption. Thus, the conditions of
P
Lemma C.1 are satisfied, so 1, —= 1.

We next show that v, — 1o = Op; (n~'/2) under the assumptions of the lemma. We have

nl/Z(,(an - 1?[}0) = Gn¢¢nﬂ7n - n1/2pn¢¢nmn + n1/2P0¢w0777n + n1/2 [PO(¢¢nv7in - ¢¢0777n) + (d)n - ¢0)] .

Now, Gn¢y, n, = Op; (1) by (A1), and nl/QPn¢wn7nn and nl/QP()qﬁ%mn are both ops (1) by assumption.

Since |1, — 1o0ll3¢ = opz (1) by assumption, with probability tending to one it holds that

| Po (P — Puonn) T (Wn — Y0)| = [Gom, (¥n) — Gop, (Y0) + (¥n — o)
L0, (Yn)] + |Gy, (t00) + 1] [t0n — o

< sup [Toq(n)l + |Gy (W0) + 1| 100 — 0l -
n:[ln—mnollx<d

IN

Now since |1, —m0ll3c = opz (1) and Go 5 (¥o) is continuous in n at no with Go () = —1, ‘va% (o) + 1| =
wn - ¢0|)

. Fy .
ops(1). Since th, —= 1y as established above, we then have SUDln—nolsc< L0 (¥n)] = 0ps (

by the assumed differentiability. Hence, we have

n 2|ty — 10| = Opy (1) +n*?op;

wn_¢0|)7

which implies that ¢, — ¢o = Opy (n=1/2).

Now since Gf ,, (¥o) +1 = op:(1), Podygn, = op; (n=1/2), and ¥, — 1y = Opy (n=1/2), we have

Un = %0 + Pody . = [Po(Dnmn — Do) = Go (¥00) (¥ — 20)]
+ [Gh, (W0) + 1] (W — Y0) + Podsgm,

=To, (Vn) + ops (n1/2).

The first term is opy (n~'/2) by the differentiability assumption since ||1, —no||sc = o pr (1) and ¢, — 9o =

Opy (n=Y2) as discussed above. The result follows. [
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Lemma 4.3. Let P, = P, be the empirical bootstrap. Suppose the conditions of Lemma 4.2 hold,
condition (B1) holds for ¢, = ¢ys ps, ¥ = Opz (1), suppyi<ar [Tops (V) — Lo (Y0)| = opz, (1) for every
M >0, [|n;—nollsc = opz, (1), and Pogyg nx = ops, (1). If Poduyg ns = OP;V(nfl/Q), then (B3) holds for the
estimating equations-based estimator. If Pody, .z —2PoPygm, = 0P, (n=1/2), then R:—R,, = ops, (n=1/2)

holds for the estimating equations-based estimator.

P*
Proof of Lemma 4.3. We first show that the assumptions imply that ¢} W% 1g. By assumption, g
is a well-separated solution of ¢ = Gy, (1) and Pjdys = = ops(1). By condition (A1), ¢, := ¢ys »s
is contained in a FPyp-Donsker class with probability tending to one, which implies that it is contained

in a Py-Glivenko Cantelli class with probability tending to one. Adding and subtracting terms, we can

write

Py (¢w,77;§ - ¢w,no) = Loz (V) — Loe (V) + Pody .z + [GE)J;;; (vo) + 1| (v — %)
By assumption, SUP|ys < M ‘Fo,n;; (¢) = Ton, (1/10)| = Op‘jv(l), Podyomz = 0p5(1), and

sup |G () + 1] (0 = v0)| = 0z (1)
ly|<M
for every M > 0 since 7}, VO no- Finally, ¢, = Opz (1) and [|P, — Poll5 = opy, (1) by condition (Al).
P*
Thus, the conditions of Lemma C.1 are satisfied, so ¢ WO} Up.
We next show that |Po(dyz nx — Gyonz) + (U5, — o) = opz (|1, — 1ol) under the assumptions of the

lemma. Since |7, —nol|sc = opy, (1) by assumption, with conditional probability tending to one it holds

that
| Po(bys s — buomz) + (W — 1h0)| = |Gogs (05) — Go gz (o) + (¥ — o)
< [Pou; (W3] + |Gy (60) +1 s = wol
< sup Tog ()l +|Ghys (ko) + 1] [0 — ol
n:lln—noll5c <o
Now since |7, —ol|s¢ = opy, (1) and Go,»(to) is continuous in 5 at 19 with Gon, (Y0) = —1, |Gg . (Y0) + 1| =

3 * P* * *
opz, (1). Since 1y, W% 1o as shown above, we also have sup,,.,—n (<5 Lo (¥n)| = opz (|15, —o|). The

result follows.
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We now show that ¢ — o = Opy, (n~'/2) under the assumptions of the lemma. We have

n 2 (% — o) = Gy ms + Gy iz — 1Py ne + 1> Podyg s

n

+ 012 [Po(dyy me — buwoms) + (W05 — o)) -

Now, Gjys ne = Opz (1) by (B1), Gpoys = = Opz (1) by (A1), and nY2Pr pys pe and nt/2Pygy, e

are both op (1) by assumption. We therefore have

2 — | = Op;, (1) + % | Po($ys me — byoms) + (05 — o)

= Opy, (1) +n'2ops (105 — tbol),

which implies that ¢} — ¢ = OP"R/ (n—l/z).

‘We now show the first statement of Lemma 4.3. We write

1/’;; - ¢n - (PZ - Pn)ﬁi)w;,nn = [¢:L - 7!)0 + POQSzp;,n;j] - w)n - ¢0 + P0¢¢na77n]

+ (]P)n - PO)(¢¢Z’775§ - ¢'¢nﬂ7n) + Pngﬁd}nﬂ?n - P:L(ﬁ’l/);;,'f?:;

(22)

By Lemma 4.2, we have ¢, — 1o + Pogy, 1, = opy (nfl/z). By the definitions of v,, and 1, we have
Prdy, m, = ops, (n='/2) and Py dys e = ops, (n~1/2). By conditions (A1) and (A2) and Lemma 19.24 of
van der Vaart (2000), we have (P, — Po) (¢, 5, — Pyomo) = 0p; (n~1/2). Similarly, by (A1)(b), (B1)(a),
(B2) and a minor modification of Lemma 19.24 van der Vaart (2000), we have (P, —FPo)(dyz nx —Duo.ne) =
op:, (n=1/2). Hence, (Py, — Po)(dps.nz — uonmn) = opz, (n=1/2). Finally, since Gop: (o) +1 = opy (1),

Popyomz, = opy, (n=Y/?), and Yp — Yo = Opy, (n=1/2), we have

|95, = 0 + Podys | < |Po(bygms — Pwomz) + (U — ¢0)| + [ Podygs

= opz (|5 = ol) + ops, (n™1/?)

—1/2)‘

= OPJV (n

The result follows.

We next show the second statement in Lemma 4.3. Since R, = ¢, — o — (P — Po)¢y, n, and
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Ry =y — ¥y — (P}, — Py)@ys 4=, by adding and subtracting terms, we have

Ry, — Rp = (5, — tho + Podys .z — Poduoms) — 2 (¥n — 1o + Pody, , — Poduom,)

+ (Podyoms — 2Pobyonn) + (P — Po) (Sumz — Poninn) + (2Pudymn — Prdus ) -

As we showed above, ¥y — g + Podyx nx — Podygm: = ops, (n_1/2) and (P, — Po)(dyz .z — Pnnn) =
opz, (n=1/2). By assumption, Podyonz — 2P0byom, = 0Pz, (n='/2). By the definitions of ¥ and 1y,

2Pn ¢y, n, and Py dys o are both op: (n='/2). Therefore,

R}y — Ry = =2 (¥ — Y0 + Pody, . — Podyom,) + ops (n ")

= 200, (tn) = 2 [Gop, (Y0) + 1] (¥ — w0) + 0y, (n™'12).

The first two terms are op; (n=Y2) as discussed above. The result follows.

Lemma 4.4. Let P, be the smooth bootstrap. Suppose the conditions of Lemma 4.2 hold, condition (B1)
holds for ¢, = ¢y s ¥y, = Opz. (1), I, —nollsc = opz, (1), supjyj<as To,s, () — Lo (¥)| = 0pz (1) for
every M > 0, there exists a map é;wz R — R such that Ty = 1+ Gp(e) — @nn(zﬁn) — C?;Ln(d;n)(zp —
V) satisfies SUD| < M |]f‘n,m*1 (v) — f‘n,ﬁn ()| = ops (1) for every M >0 and sup,. s, (<5 |fn,n(¢)| =
ops (Y — Un) for some § > 0, é;m satisfies C?'nm () +1= opz, (1), there exists a Py-Glivenko Cantelli
class F such that ¢ o im is contained in F with probability tending to one, ys ,x s contained in F with
conditional probability tending to one, and ||P, — Pyl = ops (1), U = Op; (1), Popyoi, = ops (1),
90 = mollsc = op; (1), and ¥, — b = opz (n=112). If Pogy; ne = opy, (n71/2), then (B3) holds for the
estimating equations-based estimator. If ]—é’nqﬁ%’n; —Podyon, = 0P, (n=1/?), then R%, —R,, = ops, (n=1/2)

holds for the estimating equations-based estimator.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. By the same argument as used in Lemma 4.3, and since ||Pn - P

|5 = op; (1)
P*
by assumption, we can show that the conditions of Lemma C.1 are satisfied, so that v}, ?% Up.
We recall that v, := T (M, Pn) By the same argument as used in Lemma 4.3, P0¢zﬁn o = ops (1)

implies that 1, — 1 = ops (1). We write
POQb"Z’n"’]O - pngb"f:’n:ﬁn a <Pn o PO) (gb"/;n:ﬁn) o PO (qb"zjn’ﬁn o gb”‘/:'nfqo) ’
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By the definition of 1), we have P”¢zﬁn,ﬁn = 0. Under the assumptions || P, — Py||5 = ops (1) and D i
is contained in F with probability tending to one, we have (P, — Py)¢ i = opz(1). Finally, since
Up = Op; (1) and supjyi<as [To,, (V) = Tome (¥)| = ops (1) for every M > 0, Pygpyyn, = op; (1), and
[ — mollac = opz(1), by the same argument as in Lemma 4.2, Fy (qﬁq;n’ﬁn - ¢)'€Z}n77]0> = op;(1). Thus,
Po(qu)mm = op; (1), so that Un ﬁ) 1. Hence, we also have ¢ — - (W — o) — (1/371 — ) P—Vi> 0.
We now show that P, (‘W;‘Lm,’i — ¢1ﬁn7%> + (¢ —ihy) = opz, (Yy, — ) under the assumptions of the

lemma. With conditional probability tending to one, it holds that

pn (@bwi‘“n; - QZ)J,”M;) + (U):; - @Z;n)
= Gn,n;ﬁ (ﬂln) G (Qz)n) + (w;; - @Z}n)
GAn,T)ib W ) G

IA

s () = G e () (07 wnMG (%)

Ly (t

IA

sup
n:{|n—7n || 4 <6

)|+ |G (D)

Since by assumption G/nm;i (¢¥n)+1 = op: (1), the second term on the right hand side of previous display
is ops (7, — ). The result follows.

We next show that ¢ — @n =0 p‘;/(nfl/ 2) under the assumptions of the lemma. We have
n'2 (= tn) = Ghyg my — 0P Prbys e + 02 Pagy .+ 0! | P [ (éwnmn %m%) + 4 — wn} :

Now, G}, ¢y n: = Opz, (1) because (B1) holds for ¢;, = ¢y »« by assumption, and nl/ 2P ys e and
n2p,¢ G BT€ both opz (1) by assumption. As discussed above, b, (qfw;m —¢ Jmm:i) + oy — U =
opz, (Y, — ). Hence, we have

n! 2|k — | = Opy, (1) +n'Pops (|45 — nl),

which implies that ¥} — ¢, = Ops (n~1/2).

We can now show the first statement of Lemma 4.4. We recall that 1y := T'(n,, Pn) We can write

=y — ¥ — (B — Pa)bys s
= <¢;§ - &n + Pnﬂsw;‘”n;; - pn¢7/jn7n;) - (lﬁz - &n) + pn(lsq/}mn; - ]P’Z%;;,n;;;
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We have ¢y — 1/A1n = opy (n_1/2) and anb% o = O3, (n_1/2) by assumption, P} ¢y nx = ops, (n_l/Q) by

definition of ¢y, and
Un = Dnt Padi s = Pady, e = o, (5= ) = ory (n717)

by the derivations above. Hence, R}, = opy, (n=1/2).
Lastly, we show the second statement in Lemma 4.4. Recall that R, = 1, — ¥ — (Pn, — Fo) by, nn

and R = ¢} — ¢y — (P — pn)¢¢;,n;;- By adding and subtracting terms, we can write

Ry, = Ro = (5 = G+ Padysy = Pady, ) = (6 = o + Podun, — Podion,)

+ (p"(%mn:; N PO(MO’W) + (Pt n, — Prdyrns) + (@n - wZ) )

We have 1) — U + anﬁwm;; — Png%nm = opy, (n='/2) by the derivations above, 1, — 1 + Podp, mn —
PU¢¢0,77n = op; (n_1/2) by Lemma 4.2, T,ZA)n — ﬂ)?z = OP‘*;V(n_l/z) and pnd)?j)nmfl - Pogbwomn = Op‘jv(n_l/g)

by assumption, and Ppy, 5, — Phodys 5z = ops, (n='/2) by the definitions of 1, and . [ |

n

Supplement D Proof of results in Section 5

Proposition 5.1. Suppose that n, falls in a Py-Donsker class with probability tending to one, there
exists M € (0,00) such that ||nollecc < M and ||nn]lec < M with probability tending to one, and
17 — 770HL2(>\) = ops (n=Y%). Then Y1 is asymptotically linear with influence function ¢g. If in

addition fn% — P = OPJ(nfl/Z), then vy 2 and 1y 3 are asymptotically linear as well.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. We use Theorem 3.1. Condition (A1) holds because 7, falls in a Py-
Donsker class by assumption. For any € > 0, by the triangle and Cauchy—Schwarz inequalities, we

have

P5 (I6n = dollymy > <)
< B (200 = oy = 2/2) + B (2| [ 2= [nd] = 212
= o = TollLy(py) = € 0 " Mo| = ¢
<K 2M||77n_770HL2)\ >¢e/2)+Fg 2||77n_770HL2(>\) H"7n+770”L2()\)26/2
M)

Fo (2M |lnn =m0l 0y 2 €/2) + By (AM 1m0 = 0l 1,00y 2 €/2) + Fg (Il L, 2 M) -
ey ey

IN
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Each term on the right-hand side converges to 0, which implies condition (A2).

For condition (A3) for vy, 1, we have

Tl(nnapn) - T1(7707P0) - (]P)n - PO)d)n = <2Pn77n - /77721> - /778 - 2(Pn - P0)77n

— [~ m)?

2
= = [lmm =m0l 00

which is ops (n'/?) by assumption. For tn2 and 1y, 3, we have

Ty (1, P) — Ta(110, Po) — (P %—/% /% Fo)in

BT,

TS(nnaIPn> - T3(7707 PO) - (Pn - P0)¢n = Pnnn - POTIO - Q(Pn - P0)77n

:—/(nn—no)2+ [/nﬁ—Pnnn],

which are both ops (n=Y/2) when [n2 — P, = op; (n='/2) and |1, — UOH%Q(A) = opy (n=1/%). [

Proposition 5.2. Suppose P, =P, is the empirical bootstrap and the assumptions of Proposition 5.1
. g * * Py * *

hold. For F and M defined in Proposition 5.1, suppose P}, (nk € F) == 1, Pi(|nf]lec = M) = ops (1),
and [0y, = mnll 00 = OPV*V(n_l/‘l). Then 1 = Yna1 + (P;, — Pn)go + OP;V(n_lm). If in addition
I =Py = opy, (n7V2), then 45, 5 = Yo + (B, — By)o + opy, (n™1/2) and ¢y, 5 = ¢z + (B, —
IP’n)gbo—i—on*V (n=Y2). Ifn, and n; are KDEs with the same kernel and bandwidth h such that n~ 1@ < p,
then [|nf, = nall 0y = oy, (07 14).

Proof of Proposition 5.2. We use Theorem 3.4. Condition (B1) holds by Lemma 3.6 because 7}, is
contained in a Py-Donsker class with Py, probability tending to one. For any € > 0, by the triangle and

Cauchy—Schwarz inequalities, we have

B (1165 = 60l oy = )

< By (20 = moll ey = /2) + Piv (2 ‘/77;2 B /n%

< Py (20 |l = moll iy = /2) + B (21 =m0l oy I+ 70l 0 = 2/2)

< Py (20 |l = moll oy = /2) + B (401 = moll ) = /2) + B (il gy = M)

25/2)
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Each term on the right-hand side is ops (1), which implies condition (B2).

For condition (B3) for vy ;, we write

T3 (11, P) = Ta (0, Pr) — (P, — P )y |

= ( P, — / ni‘f) — <2Pnnn — / 772) — (B}, — Pn)2n;;

= |- / (1 — ) — 2 / (7 — 1) + 2(Bn — Po) (0, — 1) + 2Po 1 — 1)

=—/<n:—nn>2—2/<nn—no><n )+ 2P — Po) (1 — 1)

<l = mal oy + 2117 = n0ll oy 17 = 1l oy + 2072 |G (i, — 1) -

The first two terms are opy (n='/2) by assumption. In addition, G,(n: — n9) = ops, (1) because
75 = 0l £ Py = ops (1) and n;, is contained in a Py-Donsker class with Pjj-probability tending to
one. Hence, condition (B3) holds for 4, ;, and the conditional asymptotic linearity result for 1y, ;
follows.

For condition (B3) for ¢y 5 and v, 3, we have

To(nt, P) — T (i, o) — (P, / / 02— 2B — B

= /mn %V+2(/ 1%%)—2</mmﬁ%%%)

T3<77:u P;) - T3(77n7 Pn) - (]P):L - Pn)‘b: = PZW; - Pnnn - Q(P: - Pn)”jl

=iﬂ%—%f+</ PWO (/%_M%>
_9 <J/nnn2-Pnﬁi>-

Now, [ (1 —nn)* and [ 72 —Prny are both ope (n~'/2) by assumption, and [ 92 — Pnny = ops (n1/?)

by assumption. In addition,

‘/%%M%

Z'/(nnno)(ni‘i m) = (B = PO)Gis — ) + [ 7~ P

)

< Nl = n0ll o) 1 = 1l 0 +n”W3W/%Hw/%—M%

which is opy, (n~1/2). Therefore, condition (B3) holds for Yy, 0 and Py, 5.

We now turn to the setting where n,, and 7,, are kernel density estimators using the same bandwidth
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h. We note that for any x, since P, is the empirical bootstrap,

Ejy [ (z)] = Ejy [P*h K <X*h )] =P,h K (Xh_:”> = ().

We therefore have

Biv I~ mall sy = [ Bivlai(o) —m(@)Pds = [ Ve o)) d

:/%wd< ?Fr

1 N -
SWME[<h>M
1 i—x
:nh2d/Pn[ ( N )] dx
1
n

Hence, by Chebyshev’s inequality, for any € > 0, we have

* * * * 2
Py <n1/4 I = Ml Ly 2 5) <n'Ejy |l — Iz, 00 /€

< (nth)_l/ ? g2 / K2(t)dt

which goes to zero since nh? —s oco. Therefore |0} — Ml L, = o, (n=1/%). [ |
The proof of Proposition 5.3 relies on technical lemmas that are stated and proved in Appendix E.

Proposition 5.3. Suppose B, = P, is the empirical bootstrap, ng is uniformly bounded and m-times
continuously differentiable with [[D%no(z)]>dx < oo for all |a] = m, both m,, and n}; are KDEs with
common symmetric mth order kernel function and common bandwidth h such that n=Y/%¢ < h. If
1/(2m)

h < n~ /4™ " then bootstrap percentile intervals based on Yy,1 are asymptotically valid. If h < n~ /

then bootstrap percentile intervals based on ¢;,2 and w:;g are asymptotically valid.

Proof of Proposition 5.3. Since ¢p = 2(np —¢p), we then have S} = (P} —P,) (o) — o) = 2(P) —
Py)(n5, —mo) and Sy, = 2(Pr, — Fy)(mn — o). By Lemma E.7, we have S} — S, = opz, (n='/2) under the
stated assumptions.

We have R} =) — i, — (P} — Pp) ) = ¢ — 1, — 2(P} — P,,)n. For the one-step estimator

n,1»
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we have R = — [(n} 24+ [(nn + (Pn, — Py)(¢ — ¢n) and Ry, = — [ (s — mo)?. Hence

sznz/bmmf+2/mnmﬁ+@a%xﬁ¢m.

If nh*™ — 0 and nh? — oo hold, then [(n}: —n0)% =2 [(nn —m0)? = = op, (n=1/2) by Lemma E.8, and
(Pr, — o) (¢, — ¢n) = opy, (n='/2) by Lemma E.7. This implies bootstrap percentile confidence intervals
based on ¢y, ; are asymptotically valid by Theorem 3.9.

g0 we have RY = — (5 — 10)% + [ (o — 10)? — P + Puchn + (P —
Py) (¢} — ¢n) and Ry, = — [(nn, — 10)? — Prby,. Hence,

For the plug-in estimator ¥

R;_Rn = _/(77;;_770)2+2/(77n_770)2_P:L¢;+2Pn¢n+(lpn_PD)(QS;;_QZ)n)-

Since nh?™ — 0 and nh? — oo hold, we have [ (17 —10)2=2 [ (1, —mn0)? = = opy, (n~Y?) by Lemma E.8,
P55 — 2Pnon = opy, (n~1/%) by Lemma E.9 and (P, — Py)(¢}, — ¢n) = op (n~'/?) by Lemma E.7. This
implies bootstrap percentile confidence intervals based on vy, 5 are asymptotically valid by Theorem 3.9.

For the empirical mean plug-in estimator v

* 5, we have Ry = — [(; —10)* + [ (nn —m0)* =P o5, /2 +
Ppdn/2 4+ (Pn — Po)(¢f — ¢n) and Ry, = — [(nn — n0)? — Pn¢n /2. Hence,

R;_Rn:_/(77;;_n0)2+2/(nn_770)2_PZ¢;/2+Pn¢n+(Pn_PO)((ZS:L_(Z)H)'

Since nh?™ — 0 and nh? — oo hold, we have St —n0)* =2 [(nn—m0)? +opy, (n ~1/2) by Lemma E.8,
P55 = 2Pnépn +opy, (n~1/%) by Lemma E.9 and (P, — Py)(¢}, — ¢n) = opy (n™'/?) by Lemma E.7. This
implies bootstrap percentile confidence intervals based on 1, 5 are asymptotically valid by Theorem 3.9.

Proposition 5.4. Suppose P, possesses Lebesque density function 1, and the assumptions of Propo-
sition 3.7 and Proposition 5.1 hold. For & and M defined in Proposition 5.1, assume that F is a M-
uniform Donsker class such that Py, (1), € F) 1 and Py ([[inlloe = M) = ops (1). If lIny, — fnll 1,00 =
opz, (n=Y%) and ||, — MllL,n) = or; (n=Y%), then Yhy = wnJ—i-(IP’fL—IE’n)d)o#—oPg (n=Y/2). Ifin addition
Sz =Pum = ops (n™Y?) and [ 12 — Punn = op: (n™Y2), then ¥ 5 = thna+ (P — Po)do +op; (n™1/2)
and V5 = o3+ n'/2(P), — By)do + opg (n™1/2).

*

P,
Proof of Proposition 5.4. We use Theorem 3.4. Condition (B1) holds because Py (nf € F) — 1
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and the conditions of Lemma 3.7 hold by assumption. For any € > 0, by the triangle and Cauchy—Schwarz

inequalities, we have

Py, <||<Z>Z = 0l y(py) 2 5)

< Py (215 = moll ey > </2) + P (2 ‘ [ [

> 5/2)
< Py (2M I = noll L, = 5/2) + Py (2 7 = m0ll Loy ay 17 4 10l 00y 2 5/2)

< Py (2M In, = moll yny = €/2) + Py (40 s = moll 0y = €/2) + Bir (Imill oy = M)
Since ||, = moll L,y < 15 = Anll Ly + 17in = 10ll £y 0y @0d 19311, 0y < 177 ]lo» €ach term on the right-
hand side of the previous display is ops (1), which implies condition (B2).

For condition (B3), we have

Ty, B5) = TaCos ) = (B = )6 = [0 =+ [ o =)
which is op: (n~='/2) by assumption. Hence, condition (B3) holds for ¥, 1. We next have

To(7 B2) = To (s Br) — (P — Bo)ot = / - / 02— 2P — P
= =+ [ = +2 [/n:;?—P:;n;z}
—2 [/ni—f%nn},

~ A~

T3(13s Pr) = T3(nn, Po) — (B, = Po) gy, = Py — Bana — 2(P}, — Pa)m,
—— [ =i+ [ | =P
— [/nﬁ— Annn},
both of which are op: (n~/2) by assumption. Hence, condition (B3) holds for ¥y, and Py, 5.
|
The proof of Proposition 5.5 relies on technical lemmas that are stated and proved in Appendix F.

Proposition 5.5. Suppose that ng is uniformly bounded and m-times continuously differentiable, and
for all |a| = m, D%y is uniformly bounded and [[D%no(x)]*dz < oco. If both n, and n}; are kernel

density estimators with common uniformly bounded symmetric mth order kernel function K and common
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bandwidth h, P, is the distribution corresponding to n,, and n~VCD < b < n=VEM) then bootstrap

percentile intervals based on vy, 1, V0, o, and ¥y, 5 are asymptotically valid.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Since ¢p = 2(np —1p), we then have SF = (P* — P,)(¢% — ¢o) = 2(P* —
Pn)(n;'; — o) and S, = 2(P,, — Py)(mn — 1m0). By Lemma F.8, we have S} — S, = ops, (n=Y2) under the
stated assumptions.

We have R = ¢ — T(n,, P,) — (P — P,)¢% = ¢ — T'(n,, P,) — 2(P% — P,)n’. For the one-step

estimator ¢, |, we have R}, = — [ —nn)? and R, = — [(n, —no)?. Hence

Ry~ o= = [ =)+ [ = m)?

If nh*™ — 0 and nh** — oo hold, then [(n —nn)? = [ (1, —m0)* = op;, (n='/2) by Lemma F.9. This
implies bootstrap percentile confidence intervals based on 1, ; are asymptotically valid by Theorem 3.9.
For the plug-in estimator ; 5, we have Ry, = — [ (0}, —1)* —Pi¢s and Ry, = — [(1n —10)* — Pnohy.

Hence,

R, — R, = — /(n?i - 7771)2 + /(7771 - 770)2 - P;;ﬁb;kz + Ppop.

Since nh*™ — 0 and nh?? — oo hold, we have [ (7} —n,)%— [ (nn—mn0)? = ops, (n~Y?) by Lemma F.9,
P ¢y —Pnon = op:, (n~/?) by Lemma F.10. This implies bootstrap percentile confidence intervals based
on v, 5 are asymptotically valid by Theorem 3.9.

For the empirical mean plug-in estimator ¢, 5, we have Ry, = — [(n}, — nn)? — P;¢5/2 and R, =

— [ (nn — m0)* — Ppopn/2. Hence,
Ry — Ry = — /(n:; — 1)’ + /(nn —10)? — PEgE /2 4 Prgn /2.

Since nh*™ — 0 and nh?* — oo hold, we have [ (1, —m1n)— [ (1, —m0)* = op;, (n='/?) by Lemma F.9,
Py oy —Ppnon =0 Py, (n_l/ 2) by Lemma F.10. This implies bootstrap percentile confidence intervals based

on ¥y, 5 are asymptotically valid by Theorem 3.9. |

Proposition 5.6. If (i, gn, and (y,a,2) — (1 — a)ygn(2)/[1 — gn(2)] fall in Py-Donsker classes with

probability tending to 1, Eo(Y?) < oo, there exists constants 0 < a < b < 1 such that Py(go(Z) € (a,b)) =

1, Po(gn(Z) € (a,0)) = 1, and Po(|un(Z2)| <b) =1, llgn = gollo(ry) = 05 (1), it = proll Lopy) = 03 (1),

and Po {(gn — go)(n — p0)/(1 — gn)} = op; (n=1/2), then b, is asymptotically linear with influence
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function ¢o. If in addition (mn — m0)(Yn — to) = op; (n=1/2), then Y1 is asymptotically linear with

influence function ¢q.

Proof of Proposition 5.6. Condition (Al) holds by the Donsker assumptions, the boundedness as-
sumptions on g, and g,, and E(Y?) < co together with preservation of the Donsker condition under
Lipschitz transformations (e.g., Theorem 2.10.6 of van der Vaart & Wellner, 1996).

We next address condition (A2). By adding and subtracting terms, we have

0030, = 90(3:0,9) = (1= ) [y = ()] 1 21 g = o]+ a o) — vl —— [~ ]
-l )
o [1_gn( )] [1_90(2)] { ( )_90(2)]

! [ a _1]W[un@)—uo(zﬂ—;wn—wa]-

+ -
In(2) 1 — gn(2)
Therefore, by the assumed bounds and the triangle inequality, ||¢, — ¢ol| Ls(Py) is bounded up to a

constant by

0 — 0l + lgn — 90l py) + it — sl ygayy + hiom — .

We note that consistency of p, and g, implies consistency of 7, and v,. Therefore, condition (A2)
holds.

For condition (A3) for the one-step estimator ¢, 1 = T1(nn, Py), we have T1 (1, Py) — T1(no, Po) —
(P, — Py)pp, = ¥, — Yo + Popp,. Using the law of total expectation, a straightforward calculation shows

that

Popy.n = Fo -

(90 — 9) (1 — pio) o
{ m(1—g) } o o)

Therefore,

Y — Vo + Podn = Py { (90 — g”)(’“;_)“‘))} + I 0 (g, — 4hy).

(1l — T

These terms are both ops (n~'/2) by the assumed rates and boundedness conditions. The result for the
one-step estimator follows.

For the estimating equations-based estimator, we use Lemma 4.2. We have already established that
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condition (A1) holds for ¢, = ¢y, ,- We have that the population estimating equation is Gg,(¢) =
Y — v, 80 Gone (o) = 0 and infjy_yo1>5 [Gone ()| = 6, and hence 1y is a well-separated solution of
the population estimating equation. Furthermore, it is straightforward to see that the boundedness
conditions and the assumption that Eo(Y?) < oo imply that ¢, 2 = Op; (1). Next, defining Gj , (o) =

—mom !, we then have G0 (o) = =1 and limy, G, (10) = limy)—p, —mor~ ! = —1. In addition,

Loy(1) = Goyn(¥) — Gon(tho) — Go ,y(¥0) (¥ — 1)

= P,y — Pobny + %(@ZJ — o)

:po{gO(Z)_g(Z)

M08 (@) - (2] + 0 - )

90(Z) — g(Z) T
- P {7?_[1_9(2)] 1(Z) - MO(Z)]} - ?DWO — o)
+ %(wo — 1)

=0.
Therefore, both conditions about I'g,; hold. Finally,

Pobyon, = Fo {go—gn] [t — Mo]} - %wo —1p)

7T’n[l_gn

9o — gn
)

Wn[l_gn][ ]

which is op; (n~'/2) by assumption. Hence, condition (A3) holds for the estimating equations-based

estimator. [ |

Proposition 5.7. Suppose P, =P, is the empirical bootstrap and the conditions of Proposition 5.6 hold.
If i, gt and (y,a,z) — (L—a)yg:(2)/[1 — g} (2)] fall in Py-Donsker classes with conditional probability
tending to 1, there exist constants 0 < a < b < 1 such that Py, (g95(Z) € (a,b)) =1, and Py, (|u,(Z)] <
b) =1, llgn — gollope) = ors (1) |15 — pollLo(py) = opg, (1), and Po{(g;, — g0) (15, — po)/ (1 — g5)} =
opy, (n_1/2), then 1y, o ts conditionally asymptotically linear with influence function ¢o. If in addition
(75 —m0) (¥r, —%0) = opz, (n=Y2), then Yy, 1 is conditionally asymptotically linear with influence function

®o-

Proof of Proposition 5.7. By Lemma 3.6, condition (B1) holds by the Donsker assumptions, the

boundedness assumptions on p and g, and E(Y?) < co together with preservation of the Donsker
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condition under Lipschitz transformations.
As in the proof of Proposition 5.6, we can show that [|¢}, — dol|.,(p,) is bounded up to a constant
by

75 = 7ol + 190 = 9oll Ly (py) + lem = 101l Ly ) + [0 = Vol -

Therefore, condition (B2) holds under the conditional weak Lo(Fy) conditional consistency of g and
iy, which also implies weak conditional consistency of ¢, and ;.

For condition (B3) for the one-step estimator vy, ; = T1(n;;, P},), as in equation (8), we have
Ry = [y, — Yo + Pogp] — [¥n — o + Podn] + (P — Po)(¢r, — dn)
By the proof of Proposition 5.6, ¥, — o + FPo¢n = opy (n='/2), and
!By — Po)(9], = 6n) = Gn (6, — 60) = G (90 — d0).

which is o Py, (nil/ 2) by Proposition 5.6 and the above. By the derivations in Proposition 5.6, we also

have

ﬂ-:z (1 - g;kz) T

This is op:, (n~1/2) by assumption.

For condition (B3) for the estimating equations-based estimator 1, 5, we use Lemma 4.3. We note
that the conditions of Lemma 4.2 hold by Proposition 5.6 and condition (B1) holds by the above. We
have 1}, 5 = Op;, (1) by the boundedness conditions and because Eo(Y?) < 0o. As in the proof of Propo-
sition 5.6, we have I'g; (1)) = 0 for all n € 3 and ) € R, so that supjy|<p |To,z () = Lo (1h0)| = 0 for

every M > 0. Finally,

Fub = {0~

which is ops, (n~1/2) by assumption. [ |

Proposition 5.8. Suppose Pi(P, € P) — 1, where P is such that limp; o0 suppey Ep[Y2I(Y? >

M) =0, i, € T, and g, € F, with probability tending to one, where F,, is uniformly bounded, F,
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is uniformly bounded away from zero, and F,, and F, possess finite uniform entropy integrals, ||gn —

9ollLo(po)s 1in — 10l Lo(Py) s 62 — agHLZ(po) are each Opg(l), and each of the following is OPS«(l):

)

5 99(1 — gn) 52 402

sup |(Qn — Qo) [gn]
[y

3 3 gg(l_gn) ~
i |(@n = Qo) [(1 “o0 - 9) ““]

(0u-a [0

SUP
9 (14)
sup |(Qn — Qo) [ugu]  (Qn ~ Q0)jn:

0

, Sup
I’L7g

where the suprema over p and i are taken over ¥, and the suprema over g and g are taken over
Fy, and Qn {(Gn — gn)(fin — i) /(1 — gn)} = 0pg(n_1/2). Suppose also that ), € F, and g, € Fy
with conditional probability tending to one, |lgy, — goll,py) = ory (1), 15 — woll 1, py) = opy, (1), and
Qn {95 = dn) (1, — in) /(1= g2)} = opy, (n™Y2). If () — #0) (¥ — ¥n) = opy, (n™%) and (7w, —
7 ) (U, — 12},1) = op; (n=1/2), then Y, 1 is conditionally asymptotically linear with influence function ¢o.
If the conditions of Proposition 5.6 hold and 7t} — ), = oP‘;V(l), then vy, 5 is conditionmally asymptotically

linear with influence function ¢q.

Proof of Proposition 5.8. We use Lemma 3.7 to show condition (B1) holds. By the assumed classes
of p! and g, with conditional probability tending to 1, ¢ falls in a class F with envelope F'(y, a, z) :=
clY| + d for some fixed ¢,d € (0,00). Thus, condition (i) of Lemma 3.7 holds by the assumption that
limps—s00 SUppep Ep[Y2I(Y2 > M)] = 0. Next, by preservation of the finite uniform entropy integral
condition under Lipschitz transformations, (see, e.g., Lemma 9.17 of Kosorok, 2008), F posesses finite
uniform entropy integral. Hence, condition (ii) of Lemma 3.7 is satisfied by Theorem 2.8.3 of van der
Vaart & Wellner (1996). Next, as noted following Lemma 3.7, sup; e (P, — Py)(fg)| = op; (1) implies
(2). Let p,ji € F, and g,§ € Fy, and let m, 7 be implied by ¢,g and 9,9 be implied by u,g and [, g.

Using the fact that a(1 — a) = 0 and the tower property, we then have

(pn - PO) (‘bu,g(ﬁﬁ,é)

N / [W(gl—_ga

A

(= = 1)+ - ) D) A, - )

= G+ | a2, - )

") U—90-9 {(1 —Gn) (624 f2) — (1 + R)fin + pi] dQy

— (1= go0) [(08 + 1p) — (n+ ) po + pfa] on}
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+ %/(u—w)m—@ [QndQ" _gOdQO]

- % (1_;?1_9) {(1=gn) [(67 + A7) = (u+ ) fin + p1fa]

~(1=90) [(06 + 16) = (1 + B + pt] } dQo
+;/m (6% + i12) = (n+ 1) fn + ] d(Qn — Qo)
b [l )= 960 - 90)dQ0 + = [ (=0~ 5)gn d(Qu — Qo).

By adding and subtracting terms and using the assumed bounds, we have

sup ’(Pn - ) (¢u,g¢ﬁ,§)‘ S Ndn — 90ll£5(o) + i — 10l La(Q0) + 1162 — 06 12(00)

Hsft,9,9
T / sz + i22) d(Qn — Qo)
e sup | [ SHIC I, 00— )
v s | [0 - Qo)

+ sup
1,70

[ 1@~ Q)

-+ sup /Mﬂgn d(@n - QO)
1

Since fi, € F, with probability tending to one, by assumption, each of these terms is ops (1), which
implies (2). Hence, the conditions of Lemma 3.7 hold, which implies condition (B1).
We next show condition (B2) holds. As in the proof of Proposition 5.6, we can show that |9}, — ¢l 1, (p,)

is bounded up to a constant by

[T = mol + lgn — 9oll £, (py) + 115 = Boll Ly (ry) + [P0 — ol -

Each of these terms is op: (1).

Finally, we turn to condition (B3). By the tower property, we can show that

_ (gp —9)(p—pp)| | 7P B
Py = Qo | L2 DU TP 1)y

for 7 := [ ¢dQ. Thus,

$(0) = 6(P) + Poy = Qp | IR | TP 1y ().
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Hence, for the one-step estimator 1, ; = T1(n;,, P},), as in equation (8), we have

Ry, = [0(n5) = (i) + Pudt] = [£0) = ¥ (i) + Pusin
[

fo ) me-a]

Each term is op: (n='/2) by assumption. The result for the one-step estimator follows.

For condition (B3) for the estimating equations-based estimator w;;,Qa we use Lemma 4.4. Since the

conditions of Proposition 5.6 hold, the conditions of Lemma 4.2 hold as well. We have ¢, , = Opz (1)
by the boundedness conditions on ), gr, and g,, and the moment condition for P,. A similar argument

shows that 1), = Op;(1). As in the proof of Proposition 5.6, we have I'g,(¢)) = 0 for any n € I and

¥ € R, so that the condition supjyj<as [To4, (%) — Lo, (¥)] = 0pg (1) holds. Next, defining G%n(zﬁn) =
—#,m~ 1, we then have G;}nﬁ(qfin) +1=1-my/m, = ops (1) because 7, — T, = ops (1) and g;; is

bounded away from zero. In addition,

Lon(¥) = Grp(1h) = Grn(thn) — Gl (Vo) (90 — )
= Pudys — Pudyy, + 2 = dh)

B { ol b+ T 0 = ) - P { B - - T )

+ I (4, — )

s

=0.

Hence, the conditions about |fn77n () — fn,ﬁn (1)| and \fnn(¢)| hold. Next, ¢; . and ¢y 5 fall in a
Py-Glivenko Cantelli class with probability to tending one by the finite entropy integral and boundedness

assumptions. Next, we verify that || P, — Py = opz (1) holds under the stated assumptions.

[ dustmawatt =y = [|SZ80 -0+ 2= w)] atp, - )

m(1—g)
_ i/ @ fg) {(1 = Gn) (fin — 11) dQp — (1 = go) (10 — 1) on}
o [u= ) [3:4Q0 - 040
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1 g A N/ A A
+ ﬂ/ gy (1 30 = 1)@~ Qo)
o [a= ) o= 0 dQu+ 1 [ (0= )30 d(Qn - Qo).

Therefore, adding and subtracting terms and using assumed bounds,

sup /%,g Ad(Py = Po)| S ldn — 90llo(Q) + 1ftn — 10l Lo (o)
g N R A
tsup | [0 ) — ) (@0~ Q)
g (1 - 9)

+ sup
o

/ (4 — ) A(Qn — Qo)

Each of these terms is ops(1) by assumption. Thus, |5, — Polls = ops (1).

Next, we have

(90 - gn) (/:Ln - MO)
Py 5, = Fo { - - .
(;51/10771 Fn (1= Gn)
which is ops (1) by the assumed boundedness of g, away from zero and the consistency of fi, and §,.

Next, we show that 1, — Un = op; (n=1/2). Use the definition of the estimating equations-based

estimator construction 75, we can see that

o 5 A gn(l_gn A Jn
T Py = _ In
= T ) = Qu { 200 G )+ 20}
1[}71 ::TQ(ﬁnap)—QAn{?nﬂn}y
Tn
o 1 A g g ~
wn_@bn_ ﬁ_nQn{ {z_gnn( n Mn)}a

which is ops (n=1/2) by assumption. Finally,

Pn(ﬁl[,mn;i = Qn {:kgn_gn] [M; - ﬂn]} - %(1[171 — Q;n)

Wn[l—g;z n
A gn_g; * o~
- Qn{ﬂ; [1 _g;] [Mn ﬂn]}:

which is op: (n~1/2) by assumption as discussed above. Hence, condition (B3) holds for the estimating

equations-based estimator.
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Supplement E Lemmas supporting the proof of Proposition 5.3

We first present several simple algebraic identities that we will use repeatedly.

Lemma E.1. For any {Z;; € R:4,j = 1,2,...,n} such that Z;j = Zj; and Zy = 14 for all i,j, we

have

Y|t ¥ ameXac Y amee
i#j i#£],j#k,k#i 1#£] 1], ik, il
JF#k,jALEAL
ZZijZik = QTfZZij +ZZi2j +TLTJ% + Z ZijZik- (24)
1,5,k i#£]j i#£]j i#£ji#k,j#k

Proof of Lemma E.1. We have

2

2%y =

i

Z Zii Lk

i, k#l

N ZuZu+ Y ZiiZu+ > ZiZu+ Y. ZijZu
£,k i,k i k#l i,k

ik, j A i1k i#j=k ik il

4

+ Z Zii L + Z 2l + Z Zij 2y

i#£7,k#l i#j,k#l i#j,ik,i#l
i=k,j=l i=lj=k J#k,GALEF-L
Z szsz‘i‘QZZZQ] + Z ZijZkl;
i#£],j#k k#i i#] i ik i
J#k,j#LEAL

which proves (23). We also have

ZZijZik = Z Zij Zik + Z Zij Zik + Z ZijZik + Z ZijZik, + Z Zij Zik

ik i=j#k

i=k#£j i#j=k i=j=k i#j itk j#k

= 27’f Z Zij + Z Zizj + m—% + Z ZijZik,

i#]

which proves (24).

i#] #3517k, j#k

We next present several non-asymptotic bounds for empirical and bootstrap empirical V-processes

for a generic function f : R x RY — R satisfying f(z,y) = f(y,x) and f(z,z) = 74 € R for all z,y € R%

Here, f may depend on n, but is assumed to be deterministic. We use the symbol < to mean “less than

or equal up to a constant not depending on n.”
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Lemma E.2. If f : R x R? = R satisfies f(x,y) = f(y,z) and f(z,z) = 7t €R forall x,y € R?, then

Eo { [ e, - Ry x @, - 2] - nf} st | [ [ ey dPo<x>} CARW) 12 Iy

Proof of Lemma E.2. For simplicity, we denote Vo(z,y) := [ fd[(6; — Py) x (6, — Fp)] for any

z,y € R% By the law of total expectation, for any i # j, we note that

BolVo(X:, X;) | X;] = Eo[f(XuX /f i y) dPy(y /fo ) dPy(z /fdPoxPoHX]

/fa:X ) dPy(z /fdPoxPo /fo dPy(z /fdPoxPo)

=0

Hence, Ey[Vo(Xi, X;)] = 0 for i # j and Eo[Vo(X;, X;)Vo(Xi, Xy)] = 0 for i # j # k.

By definition, we have
2
E {/ fd[(P, — Py) x (P, — Py)] — nlrf}

2
1 -1
= {2Z%X1,X EZ%(X@XJ')—” Tf} (25)

=7 i#j

2 2
1 _ 1
SEO{nQZVo(Xi,Xj)n le} +Eo{nQZV0(Xi,Xj)} :

i#]

2
2
Eg{leZVg(Xi,Xj)Z} :Eo{—z/fd(PoxIP’ /fd POXPO)}

=5 { 2 [[[ s an] awa-rw - L [ ramm)}

sEo{n [ ][ seane)] aw-mw} + 518 e

= —Var <[/f x, X1)dPy(x )]) + % HfH%l(PoxPO)

1 2 1
< 3 [/f(x,y)dPo(m)] dPO(y)—’_ﬁHfH%l(PoxPo)'

3\1\?
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For the second term on the right-hand side of (25), by Lemma E.1 and properties of Vj,

2

1
0|3 > Vo(Xi, X;)
i#]

4
= Fy [714 >, Vol X)) Vo(Xi, Xp) + Zvo (X, X;)?
1#£],7#k,k#i i#£]

1
7 > V(X Xj)Vo( X, X1)

i ] ik, il
Ak ALK

2
=Ey | 5> Vo(Xi, X;)?
0 |:’I’l4 ‘/0( ) ])

i#]

< 2 Eo [Vo(X1, X2)’]
r 2
= EEO f(Xl,XQ /f Xl, )dPO /f x, XQ dPo( ) /fd(Po X P()):|
2
= ﬁEo f(Xl,Xg /f (X1,y)dPy(y /f x, Xo)dPy(x ] — % {/fd(Po X Po)]

2
< %E@ f(Xl,XQ /f Xl, )dPo /f x, X2 dPo( ):| .

For the right hand side of previous display, we note that

Ey |:f(X1,X2 /f X1,y)dPy(y /f x, Xo)dPy(x ]2
2
—Eo[f(Xl,Xg) |+ Eo [/f X1,y)dPy(y ] + Ejy [ f(z, X2)dPy(x }
—2Ey [/f(Xlay)dPO( )} - 2E) [/fl‘ Xo)dPy(x )}
+2E [/f (X1,y)dPo(y } [/fx Xo) dPy(x )]
= Eolf (X1, X2)*] — Eo U F(X1,y) dPo(y)r — Eo { / / <ﬂca—><-'z>dpo<w>}2 +2[(Po x Py) f]”
< Eolf (X1, X2)7),

where the last inequality is because [(Py x Py)f]* < Eo[[ f(X1,v) dPo(y)]2 and [(Py x Py)f]? <
2

Ey U f(z, X7) dPo(x)]2 by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. This implies Fj [n_Q Zi# W(Xi, X;)| S

|

- 2
n? ||f”L2(POxPo)'
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Lemma E.3. If f: R x R? — R satisfies f(x,y) = f(y,z) and f(z,z) = Tr for all z,y € R?, then for
the empirical bootstrap P, = Py, EoEw [ fa[(P, — Py) x (P}, — ]P’n)]]2 < n_gTJ?—I—n_‘ng 1Ny (poxcro) T

— 2
n 2 HfHLQ(PQXPo)'

Proof of Lemma E.3. For simplicity, we denote g,(y) := [ f(z,y) d(P, — Py)(x). We then have

[ U0 = ) x (B~ Ba)] = (B~ Py =

: * * 1id * . .
Since X17' . X 1'1\’ Py, EW[gn(X ) Pngn][gn(Xj) - Pngn] =0 for any 1 7& J, SO

= EW 77,2 Z gn ngn] [gn(X ) Pngn]

= FEw TL2 Z gn ngn] [gn(X ) Pngn]

1 .
= EEW [gn(Xz ) - Pngn]

= l [Png,% - (Pngn)Q]

— 3

< ZPng.

3

We then have

P.g = 3ZfX@,X (X, Xi) — QZfX@,X [/fxx dPy(x )]
.5,k

D [ #6030 am@)]

By Lemma E.1, the expectation of the first term on the right-hand side of (26) is

1,7,k
2
= Bo | IS R0 X)) AKX+ S (X X)) (X Xe)
i#j i#£j i#£j,i#k,j#k
T2 n — n —
= 2(717121)ch0 (X1, Xa)] + = - 1Eo [f(X1,X2)%] + n% + (17)l(22)E0[f(X1,X2)f(X1,X3)]-
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The expectation of the second term on the right-hand side of (26) is

Ey {732 Zf(XivXj) [/ f(anj)dPO(ﬂﬂ)] }
= Fy {;Zf(xi7Xj) [/f(%,Xj)dPO(w):| } + Eo {;Zf(Xz‘an) [/ f(957Xj)dP0(x)] }

i#]
2(n—1)

_ Q%EO [F(X1, X2)] + Eo [f(X1, X2) f(X1, X3)] .

The expectation of the third term on the right-hand side of (26) is

1 2
Ey nz_:l [/f(anj)dPO(x)] = Eo [f(X1,X2) (X1, X3)].

Combining these calculations, we get

n—2

-2
27y n;} 1E0 [f(X1,X2)%] + n*]; —— 3 Lo (X, X2) F(X0, X))

—— g B [f(X1, X)) +

1
‘nEo (P,.g2)

2
2T 1 T 1
“Bolf (X1, X2)| + 5 Bo [f(X1, X2)*] + 5 4 5 Fol £ (X1, Xa) f (X1, Xs)|

IN

2T 2 T2
T;Eo‘f(leXQ)‘ + EEO [f(X1,X2)%] + 77];,

IN

where the last inequality is due to

Eolf (X1, X2) f(X1, X3)| = Eo { Eol| f (X1, X2)| | X1]Eo[|f (X1, X3)| | Xu]}
= Bo { (BollF(X1, X2)| | X))*}
< Eo{Eo [f(X1,X2)* | X1]}
= Eo [f(X1,X2)?].
The result follows. |
Lemma E.4. If f : R x R? = R satisfies f(x,y) = f(y,z) and f(z,x) = 7t €R forall x,y € R?, then
for the empirical bootstrap B, = P,

EyEw {/fd[(PZ —Pn) x (B, = Pp)] — n_le}z
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2
S A0 | il pospyy + 1 HfH%Q(POXPO) + ”_3/ [/ f(z,y) dPo(UC)] Po(y).

Proof of Lemma E.4. We define

Va(z,y) = /fd [(62 = Pn) X (6y — Pn)]
= fay) -3 [F X0+ F X+ D 5K X0),

By the law of total expectation, for any i # j,

n

1
Ew [Vo(X{, X5) | X7] = Ew !f(X;7X;)n {f(XF, X)) + F(X, X Z (Xk, Xp) | X5
k=1 =1
1 — 1 —
foX“X — =5 > f(Xi Xp) - 52 Xk>+ﬁ2f(xk,xl)

ik=1 = k=1

=0.

Hence, Ew [V, (X[, X;)] = 0 for i # j and Ew Vo (X, X7)Va (X[, X)) = 0 for i # j # k.

By definition, we have

Tf 2
EoEw {/fd[(PZ —P,) x (P} —P,)] — }
2
EOEW{ QZV 22V Z} (27)
2 2
1 1
S EoEw {nQ > Val X XT) = Z} + EoEw {nQ Zvn(X;,X;)}
i=j

For the first term on the right-hand side of (27),

nQZV X5) 7{
HQZ/fd (5x; o) x (b3~ Pa)] ~ 2

:—/fd]P’ x PT) /deP’ x Pp)
__n/fd[ﬂ»nx(P:;-Pn)]—n/fda@nxpn)
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— =2 [ £d®a - P x @~ Ba)] - - [ £alPx B~ Ba)) - . [ £ x ).

Hence,

1 . s T
EoEw EE Vn(Xi,Xj)—;f
=7

SEOEW{:L/NKP”—PO) x (PZ—Pn)]}2+EoEW{i/fd[PO x (P;—Pn)]}Q (28)

2
+E0{71L/fd(]P’n><}P’n)} .
—5_2

By Lemma E.3, the first term on the right-hand side of (28) is bounded up to a constant by n TF +

n=oTs Iy poxcry) n~—* ||f||%2(P0XpO). For the second term on the right-hand side of (28),

IN

1 1
il oA el
n3 0| n

sosiw {2 [ gatryx @ -pal} = Lo [vorw ([ 160 1) am@))|
n 2
> ([ sexoanm) ]

=1

IN

1 2

=5 f(z,y)dPo(z) ) dPy(y).
n

For the last term on the right-hand side of (28), we have

S
n2

Z f(XZ’ Xj)
i#£]

2
1 Ty 1
= TL2EO{TL+RQZf(Xi7Xj)}

i#]

2
Eo{i/fd(anPn)} :%Eo %Zf(X“XJ‘)JF
i=j

2
1 )77 2 1
=5zt B ) f(Xi X))+ —Ey |y f(Xi.X;)
i#j i#j
2

A

T2 2r 1
L+ L Bof (X1, Xo) + 5 Bo | Y (X0, X))
i#]

2

Eo | Y (X, X;)
i#]

S
n6

2
T 27

f f
nt + n3 Hf”Ll(PoxPo) +

IN
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By Lemma E.1, we note that

2

Eo |> f(Xi,X))| =Eo|4 Y (X, X)) (X Xk) +2) ) F(Xi, X;)?
i#j i#£5,57k ki i#j

+ Y X XG) (X, X))
i itk i
J#k,j#LRAL

SnPEof (X1, Xo) (X1, X3) + n?Eo f(X1, X2)? + n*[Eo f (X1, X2)]?

2
< 713/ (/ f(z,y) dPo(x)> dPy(y) + n? Hf“ig(PoXPO) +n' HfH%l(PoXPO) :

Combining these calculations, we get

1 2Ty 1 . 1 .
o {n/fd(Pn X Pn)} S it s lflnmxr) + s 1L poxr) + o2 I Laroxr)
1 2
=3 [ ([ 1enan@) ano).
Therefore,
2
1 * * T — — —
EyEw n2 Zvn(Xi , X7) — ;f S 7'?” iy 1Ay pyxpy) + 12 2 ||f”%1(PO><P0)
i=

2
e iy 17 [ < [ 1w dPo<x>) aR(y).

For the second term on the right-hand side of (27), by Lemma E.1 and the properties of V,, derived

above,
2
1 * *
Bw | =) Va(X{, X))
i#]
4 * * * * 2 * *\ 2
= Ew v Z Vn(Xz‘>Xj)Vn(Xian)+ﬁzvn(Xij)
i#],j#k kA i#j

]‘ * * * *
+H Z Vn(Xi7Xj)Vn(Xk=Xl)

i£] ik, il
J#kJALE#L
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o Vel LX)

i#j

2
< 5B [ValX7, X3)?

2
:%EW f(X1aX2 /f XT,y)dPn(y /f:v X3)dPy,(x) + (]P’nx}P’n)f]
2 22
= 5 Ew _f(Xl,XQ /f X5, y) dP,(y /f;r X3)dP, (x )] —ﬁ[(anPn)ff
[ 2

Note that

Ew [f(XlaXQ /f X1,y) dPn(y /fx X3) dPp(x )r

:EW{ (X7, X5)? [/le, ) Py ( } [/fozdP()]2

~2£7. %) | [ 1000 @8] - 2637, 59) | [ 160X aPato)

+2[/fX1, ) dP,,( H/fch2dP()]}
:EW{ (X7, X3)? [/le, } —[/f(a:,Xi‘)dPn(x)r+2[/fd(lP’anP’n)r}
g/f2d(]P’n><IP’n),

2
where the last inequality is because [n*Q D f(Xi,Xj)} <nt > n=ty, f(Xi,Xj)]2 by Jensen’s

inequality. Hence,

1

* * 2
EoBw | 55 Y VaX X)) | < B [ @ x B
i#£]
n2 2ZfXZ,X QZf Xi, X;)?
i#]
= n*J;Jr ng/de(PO x Py),
and the result follows. [

In the next few results, we assume that K : R? — R is a kernel function satisfying K (—z) = K (z)
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for all z € RY, [ K(z)dz = 1, and [ K(z)?dz < oo. Notably, K need not be non-negative or have
compact support. We also let h = h,, > 0 be a sequence of bandwidths. For simplicity, we assume the
bandwidth matrix is hl;, though the results can be extended to more general bandwidth matrices. For
some results, we require that K is an mth order kernel function, by which we mean that [ z*K(z)dz = 0
for all a such that 1 <|a| <m —1 and [|2*K(z)|dz < oo for all a such that |a| =

As in the main text, we define Kj(z,y) :== h=?K (h™!(z — y)) for z,y € R%. We define the functions
f1 and fy from R? to R, each depending on K and h, as fi : (z,y) — Kp(z,y) and fo : (z,y) —

[ Kp(z,2)Kp(y, z) dz.

Corollary E.5. If Py possesses uniformly bounded Lebesgue density function ng, then [ fd[(P, — Pp) x
(Pr —P,)] = OPJV(n_l/z) for each f € {f1, fo}. If in addition nh? — oo, then [ fd[(P, — Py) x (P, —
Py)] =n"trp+ op; (n='/2) and [ 1Py —Py) x (Pr —Py)] =n"trp + ops, (n=1/2).

Proof of Corollary E.5. We first show that ||f|;, pxp,) = O(), [{J f(z,y) dPo(x)}2 dPy(y) =
O(1), and [[fll,(pyxpy) = O(h=9%?) for each f € {f1, fa}. Note that

iliagmen = [ 7 (55

_/ K ()| mo(sh + ) ds dPo(y)

)‘ dPy(z) dPy(y)

< / K (s)] ds < [[K ||, < o0, and

1 xr—z y—=
!f2||L1(p0xp0)://hzd /K( h >K<h> @

/ |K (s {/770(2+h3)770(z+ht) dz] dedt
S U!K(s)\ dsr < K2, < 0.

Next,

/[/fl(:v,y) dPo(:c)}2 dPy(y) 2/ [hld/K (x;y) dpo(x)r dPy(y)
z/ [/K(s) no(sh +y) dsr dPy(y)

<HK||L2 < o0, and
/[/fz(a:,y)dPo(x)rdPo /[th // (‘E_Z) <y;«z> dzdPo(x)rdPo(y)
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/[//K ) no(y — ht + hs) dsdt 2 dPy(y)

Similarly,
~nd // K? (s) mo(sh +y) ds dPo(y)
1
S EHKH%Q(A)
and

2
) dPy(z) dPy(y)

it~ 1515
h4d//// (x_z> < )K - ) < . >dzdde0( ) dPy(y)
th////K < - >K()K(t+h> ds dt dPy(z) dPo(y)

= hd////K(S)K(T)K@)K(t"‘r_3>770(y—h(r—s))dsdtdrdPo(y)
th// | K (s K(t)K(t4+r—s)| dsdtdr

Shd/ K (s) K ()| [/K%) dt]1/2[ K (t+7r—s) dtrﬂ dsdr

:% [/\K(s)\ dsr UK%) dt]

1
< 1K L0

which implies that [|f[|,,p xp) = O(h=%2) for each f € {f1, fo} as claimed.
We note that f(z,y) = f(y,x) for each f € {fi, fa} because K(—u) = K(u) by assumption, and
75, = h 9K (0) and 74, = h™¢ [ K?(u)du for all z € R?, which are both O(h~%). Hence, using the

results above, by Lemma E.3, for each f € {f1, f2},

2
EoEw { / FA[(B, — Py) x (P}, — Pnﬂ} Sh7 2 b T fll iy myxry T 7 I o)

< h24p=3 4 p=dp =3 4 p2p 4
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St k) 407 () 7,

which is o(n™1t) if nh¢ — oco. This implies that [ f d[(P, —Py) x (P5, —P,)] = opz, (n~=1/2) if nh® — cc.
Since [ [[ f(z,y) dPo(x)]2 dPy(y) = O(1), by Lemma E.2, we have
2 2

Ey {/fd[(Pn — Py) x (P, — Py)] — anf} N n3/ [/f(%y) dPo(JU)} dPo(y) +n 21 F T oy )

<n 73+ nH(nhd) 7L
which is o(n~!) if nh? — co. This implies that [ fd[(P, — Py) x (P, — Po)] = n 75 + ops (n~V/?) if
nh® — oco. Since [ [[ f(z,y) dPo(:n)]2 dPy(y) = O(1), by Lemma E.4, we have

2
EoEw {/ fd[(Pr —Py,) x (P, —P,)] — n_le}

2
S n_STJg + n_3Tf HfHL1(P0><P0) + n? Hf”%z(PoXPo) + n_3/ |:/f(xay) dpo(.%'):| dPO(y)

5 n—3h—2d + n_3h_d + n_2h_d + 7’1,_3,

which is o(n™!) if nh? — oco. This implies that [ fd[(P;, — Pp) x (P} —Pn)] = n~'7p + ops (n™1/2) if

n

nh® — . [ |

Lemma E.6. Suppose that the density function ng of Py is m-times continuously differentiable with

[1(D%no)(z)]?dz < oo for all o such that |a| = m, and K is an mth order kernel. Then for each
fedh, f2}

/ [/ f(x,y)dPy(y) — no(x) i dz = O(h?™).

If in addition sup,cga |Dno(z)| < 0o, then sup,cga | [ f(z,y) dPo(y) — no(z)| = O(K™).
Proof of Lemma E.6. Since 79 is m-times continuously differentiable, for all u, a Taylor expansion

with the Laplacian representation of the remainder gives

no(z 4+ u) — no(x)

m 1
- Y @+ ¥ e [ otk o,

1<|a|<m—1 la|=m

(29)

111



Hence, for f = f; and any z € R?, we have

/fl z,y)dPo(y /hd ( >770(1/)dy770($)

. %hla\ / K (s) ds(D%no) (x)
1<|a|<m—-1
T // 8)(1 — )™ 1 (Do) (x + rhs) dr ds.

laf=m

Since K is an mth order kernel function, the first term on the right hand size is zero. Defining

H(z,s,a):= fo )™ 1(DYg)(z + rhs) dr, we then have

/ [ [ Az ane) - m(scﬂ ar
:/ {Z Zh@'/saK(s)H(x,s,a) dsr dz

laj=m

= Z (Zf;h'ahm ///so‘tﬂK(s)K(t)H(J:,s,a)H(:c,tj,B) dsdtdx

o, Bl=m
Whgm// sUPK (s )’[/H(m,s,a ]1/2 [/Hwtﬁ dx]l/z dsdt.

By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

IIIBI

/H(a:, s,a)?ds = / [/01(1 — )" YD) (z + 7hs) dr} 2 dz

</[/1(1 7)20m=1) dr] [/Ol(Dano)(a:—i-rhs)Zdr} da
// 0)(z + rhs)? dr dz

- / (Do) ()] da,

which is finite by assumption. Hence,

1/ ﬁ(axy)d%(y)—m(xﬂ |

lal,|B|=m

SUPK (s)K(t)] dsdt
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2

= O(h?™).

th{Z /\saK )| ds

la

If D%ng is uniformly bounded, then

‘ / fi(z,y) dPy(y) — no(z)

hla‘ // )1 — 7)™ YD) (z 4 rhs) drds

\al

mh™
< Dm0l / K (s) [ / - ldr] s

Ial

1Dl 3 / 2 F(s)] ds,

laj=m

which is independent of x and order of A"™.

For f = fo, we have

/ fol,y) dPo(y) — mo(x)

() (5 o
/ K (s K( . )dsdPo() o)
//K no( + h(t — 5)) ds dt — o ()

://K Hino(@ + bt — 5)) — mo(x)] ds dt

_ —‘h|a‘ // (t — 5)°K () K () ds dt(D%no) (x)

1<\a|<m 1

+ ) 7h\al /// (t — $)*K(s)K(#)(1 — r)™ YD) (x + rh(t — s)) dr ds dt,

jaj=m

where the first term on the right hand size is zero because K is an mth order kernel function. Hence,

we have

/ [ [ e an) - no(x)r da
/{ ST e // K(O)H(z,s —t,a)dsdt| de

laf=m
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_— OZL;!hlahﬂl ////(t—s)a(t'—s')ﬂK(s)K(s’)K(t)K(t’)

|al,|Bl=m
X [/ H(x,s —t,a)H(xz,s —t' ) dx] dsdtds’ dt’

s > wn [[[[|e-orw - rERORORE)

lad,| Bl=m
1/2 1/2
X [/ H(z,s —t,a)? dx] [/ H(z,s' —t' B)? dx] dsdtds’ dt’

< p2m Z//H—SO‘K (t)dsdtr

< h2m Z //f[(zt’f i ) (s)K (1

< h2m Z // > PSK(s)K(t)] dsdt

<wm| 3 // tﬁsw ‘dsdt

0<|8|<m
0<M<m

=nm |y /tﬁK r,

| 0<|BI<m

which is O(h?™) because > 18l=m J|tPK(t)| dt < oo by assumption, and for any 0 < 8 < m there exists

a with |a| = m such that
tﬁK(t)‘ dt+/

/‘tﬁK(t)’ dt:/
[—1,1]‘1 Rd\[—l,l]d
< /|K(t)\ dt+/\t“‘K(t)| dt,

tBK(t)‘ dt

which is finite by assumption.

If D%nyg is uniformly bounded, then

‘ [ ey an) = mia)

<Ipmle 3 Tl [f 1 - k(o) dsae [ @ Lt
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= [[D*Mol| o Z Zj//l(t—s)QK(s)K(tﬂ dsdt.

laj=m

We showed the integral in the final expression is finite above, so the expression is independent of x and

order of h™. [

We now consider kernel density estimators 7,, and 7;, with common bandwidth i and kernel K, i.e.

(7)) = 0"t 300 K@, X;) and oy () = n™ 350 Ki(z, XT).

Lemma E.7. Suppose that the density function ng of Py is uniformly bounded and m-times continuously
differentiable with [[(D%no)(z)]*dx < oo for all a such that |o] = m and K is an m-th order kernel
function. Then (P, — Po)(n;, — 1) = opy, (n=Y/2). If in addition nh® — oo holds, then (PX —P,)(nt —

10) — (P — Po)(nn — 10) = opz, (n™/2).

Proof of Lemma E.7. To show the first statement, we note that

(B — Po)(1f. — 1) = / K, [P, — By) x (B — Py)l,

which is ops. (n=Y2) by Corollary E.5 with f = fi.
To show the second statement, by adding and subtracting terms and defining ng »,(x) = [ Kp(z,y) dPy(y),

we have

(P75, = Pr)(ny —m0) — (Pn — Po) (1 — 10)
= (P}, = Pn)(y, — 1) + (P, = Po) (0 — no.n) + (B, — Pr) (o, — m0) — (P — Fo) (0 — 170,1)
— (Py, — Po)(mo,n — m0)

— [ Kndl(®;, ~ P x (B~ Pa)] + [ Kndi(Pu — Po) x (2}~ Po)]
+ [1ae.9) = (@) AP~ P)@) dPs(w)] — [ Kndl(Ba = P) x (B = Po)

- / (K (2, ) — mo(2)] d(Bn — Po)(z) dPo(y)].

By Corollary E.5 with f = fi,

/ K d[(Pn — B) x (P4 — )] = ops, (n~1/2),
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and if nh¢ — 0, then

/Kh d[(Py, = Pp) x (P, — Pp)] — /Kh d[(Py — Po) % (B — By)] = opy (n~/2).

Finally, we write

/[Kh(xa y) — no(x)] d(Py, — Fo)(z) dPo(y)] = (Pn. — Po)gn, and

/[Kh(ffa y) —no(@)] d(Py, — Pp)(z) dPo(y)] = (P, — Pn)gn
for gp(x) := [[Kn(z,y) — no(z)] dPy(y). As in the proofs of Lemma E.3 and Lemma E.4, we have

Eo (P — Po)gnl* < n” Y|gnll7,py), and

EoEw (P}, — Po)gnl” < n ™ Eollgnl 7@, = " NgnllZ,m)-

Since [ gn(z)? dz = O(h*™) by Lemma E.6, we have |]th%2(PO) — 0 as long as h — 0 and P possesses
uniformly bounded density. This implies that [[Kp(z,y) — mo(z)] d(Pn — Po)(x) dPo(y)] = op; (n=12)

and [[Ky(xz,y) — no(z)] d(B}, — P,)(z) dPo(y)] = opz, (n/?). =

Lemma E.8. Suppose that the density function ng of Py is uniformly bounded and m-times continuously
differentiable with [[(D“no)(z)]*>dx < oo for all a such that |o] = m and K is an m-th order kernel
function. If nh® — oo and nh*™ — 0, then 2 [, () —no(z)]* dz— [[n};(x) —no(x)]* dz = op;, (n=1/2)

holds for the empirical bootstrap.

Proof of Lemma E.8. Recall that fi(z,y) := Kj (z,y) and fo(z,y) := [ Kp(z, 2)Kp(y, z) dz. We

denote 1o () := [ Kj, (z,y) dPy(y) for simplicity. We then note that

[ri= [ naeaxe, [uz= [ fa@ <. [, [ R xr)

[rim= [ r2a@x o), [uimn= [ 2@ x<r). [nma= [ g, <r),

Hence, by adding and subtracting term, we have
/(n;i — )% — 2/(% —10)?
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= /(7722 ~ T+ T = oy + Mo — 10)” — 2 /(nn — 1o+ Mon — 10)°

= / (7 = mn)* = / (10 = m0n)” = / (0,1 —10)* + 2/ (1, = 1) (10 = M0,0)
+2 / (7 = 1n) (0.1, = m0) — 2/ (1 = 10.) (1101 = 110)

= /f2 d[(y, = Pp) x (P, — Pp)] — /f2 d[(Pn — Fo) x (Pn — Fo)] — / (10, = m0)°
+2 / fad[(Py, = Pp) x (Pn, — Fo)] + 2 /[fz(ﬂ«“a y) — no,n(x)] d(P, — Pp)(z) dFo(y)

=2 [Ufae9) = mor(a)) AP ~ P (@) dPo(o).

By Corollary E.5, 2 [ fod[(P}, — Py) x (Pn, — Po)] = op;, (n=1/2), and if nh® — 0, then

/f2 d[(P, — P,) x (Ph —P,)] — /fg d[(Py — Py) x (P, — Ry)] = ops, (n71/?).

By Lemma E.6, the third term on the right is O(h®™), which is o(n~/?) if nh*™ — 0. Finally, we

write

/[fz(x,y) —no(x)] d(Pp — Py)(z) dPo(y) = (Pn, — Po)gn, and

[ 1a(w.9) = @) AP} ~ B @) dPo(y) = (B~ Pl

for gn(x) == [[fo(z,y) — non(x)| dPo(y) = [[fo(z,y) — fi(z,y)]dPo(y). As in the proofs of Lemma E.3

and Lemma E.4, we have

Eo[(Pn = Po)gn)* < 07 lgnl7,(m)> and

EoEw [(P} — Po)gn]” < n_lEOHQhH%Q(Pn) = ”_1||th%2(130)-

By Lemma E.6, we have

/{/[b(m,y) — f1($,y)]dpo(y)}2 da

<2 { [ e an —770(95)}2 do+2 { [ hieanw —?70(37)}2 de = O(h?™).

h4m

This implies || th%Z( P = O(h*™) = o(n=1/?) since n — 0 and P, possesses uniformly bounded

density. Hence, [[fa(z,y) —non(x)] d(Pn — Po)(z) dPo(y) = op; (n=3/*) and [[fa(,y) — non(x)] d(B;, —
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P,)(x) dPy(y) = op;, (n=3/4). u

Lemma E.9. Suppose that the density function ng of Py is uniformly bounded and m-times continuously
differentiable with [[(D%no)(z)]*>dz < oo for all a such that |a| = m and K is an m-th order kernel
function. If nh® — oo and nh*™ — 0, then 2P,¢, — PXo¥ = op,, (n=Y2) holds for the empirical

bootstrap.

Proof of Lemma E.9. Recall that fi(z,y) := Kj (z,y) and fo(z,y) := [ Kp(z, 2)Kp(y, z) dz. We
define f3:= f1 — fo. We then have

Prgy = 2 / f3d(Po x Py), and  PLgh =2 / f3d(P% x P%).

Hence, by adding and subtracting terms,

(PZQS;; - 2Pn¢n) /2

= /fgd[(IP’:—IP’n+IP>n—P0+PO) x (P; — P, +P, — Py + Fy)]
— 2/f3 d[(P, — Py + Ry) x (P, — Py + Ry)]

— [ 22dl® -2y x B~ )l = [ P = Po) x (o= P) -~ [ fad(Py x )
+ 2/f3 d[(P}, — P,) x (P, — Po)] + 2/f3 d[(P}, — P,,) x Py

— 2/f3 d[(Pn — PQ) X P[)].

By Corollary E.5,

[ Bl < Ba =) = [ 12l B x (Ba = Fo))~ [ F2dl(8~Ba) X Ba— Po)) = oy (07

and if nh¢ — 0, then

/ f3A[(F% — Py x (B — P,)] — / f3d[(Pa — Py) x (P — Py)]
_ { [ R =B x €5 -2 = [ e - R x (B - Po>1}
A i@ ) < @ =P - [ Facl(®a - 2 x (B - P}
71/2)‘

= OPV*V(n
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Finally, we define gy (z) := [ f3(z,y) dPy(y). As in the proofs of Lemma E.3 and Lemma E.4, we have

Ey (P — Po)gn]” <17 |lgnll7,(py) » and

* 2 — -
EoEw [(By, — Pn)gn)” <n ' Eollgnl7,e,) =1 9nll7,p,)-

By Lemma E.6, we have

[anwrac= [{ [tnten - f2<m,y>]dp0(y)}2 i
<2 [{ [ nenanw) —770(90)}2 aws2 [{ [ epan) —770(1?)}2 d,

which is O(h?™). This implies that (P,,— Py)gp, and (P% —P,)gy, are op;(n~') and op: (n~1), respectively,

(30)

since nh?™ — 0 and Py possesses uniformly bounded density. Finally, (30) also implies that J f3d(Pyx
Py) = O(h™) = o(n~'/?) since nh?>™ — 0. [

Supplement F Lemmas supporting the proof of Proposition 5.5

For any f:R? x R? — R, we define

flasy) = / / F(s, ) Kn(s, 2) Kt y) ds dt / / @ + b,y + ho) K (u) K (v) du do.

If f is symmetric, which is the case for f € {f1, fo}, then G[f] is symmetric as well. If f(z+c,y+c¢) =

f(z,y) holds for any ¢ € RY, which is also the case for f € {f1, fo}, then
fl(z,z) = / f(x 4+ hu,z + hv)K(u)K (v) dudv = / f(hu, hv) K (u) K (v) du dv,

which does not depend on z. For simplicity, we denote gy = G[f](x, ) for any x € R,

Lemma F.1. Suppose that Py possesses uniformly bounded density. If f : R x R? i R satisfies f(z +
¢,y+c)= f(z,y) €R for all z,y,c € RY, and JIK ?dz < oo, then ||G[f ”|L1 (PoxPp) 5 Hf”Ll()\xPo)’

||G[f]”L2 (Pox Py) ~ ”fHL2 Ax Po)? and [ UG (z,y) dPo(z )] dP(y) < J U’f z,Y |d$] dPy(y), where
the constants depend on K and Py. For f € {f1, f2}, HfHLl()\XpO) =0(1), HfHLQ(AXU) = O(v(RY)h™9),

and [ U |f(x,y)| daz]2 dv(y) < v(R?) for a constant only depending on K and any finite measure v.

Proof of Lemma F.1. By the property of f, the boundedness of the density of Py, and the assumption

119



that [ K? < oo,

G ey = [
-/
</
-/
</

GLf](z,y)] dPo(x) dPo(y)

‘/ flz+sh,y+th)K(s)K(t)dsdt| dPy(z)dPo(y)

//\f (2 + shyy + th)| dPy )dPo(y)} K (s)K ()] ds dt

/ |f(x + sh —th,y)| dPy(x )dPo(y)} |K(s)K(t)| dsdt

//|f y\ddeoy} (s)K(t)| dsdt

1l | [ 15 \ds]

<y [ P ds

S oxry) -

Similarly,

G ey = [ 16100 dPv(@) dPw)

)/ ——
/]
-

<

" dRe) aPy)

J[ e+ shy+ imEK P an) an)| dsd
[ 76+ st are) am)| (K KO dsat
/\f y)|* da’ dPo(y } (5)K (£)]? ds dt

~ 11 v | [ G }st}

2
S, oxr) -

Finally,

/[/G (z,y) dPy(x ] dPy(y

/U/ f@t shyy +thK >d8dtho<w>r dPy(y)

//{/[/fﬂ?Jr sh,y +th) dPy(x )]QdPO(y)}[K(S)K(t)}2 dsdt
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I £2lla ey //hd

Both of thes ¢ finite

/[/\fl

[l #te

2
[ / f(x + sh —th,y) dPo(x)] dPg(y)} [K(s)K ()] dsdt

2
[/\f (x 4+ sh —th y)|da:] dPy(y )} [K(s)K ()] dsdt

o] (e

s
el

onstants depending only on K. Next,

o )
[/ iw@re] aw
Ywensom
:/ hid/K (‘T;Z> K <y;z) dz‘ dxj dv(y)
) ]
//\K ()l aa'a| avty)
[wenadoes
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Similarly,

151 = 727 /[ [K(”” y)rdxdmw
L e avan

= WHK”LQ(/\)V(Rd)v

and

12l = [ [ljd/x(;)fc@—) dz] d dv(y)
—hid////f{c_ > ( >K( ) (y;fU) dz dw dz dv(y)
= ////K < yhx>K < +y;x> d2 dw' dz dv(y)
hd////K K (w) K (o + ' — ') d' dw' do’ du(y)

7y (R / / / K (z K (W) K (v +2' —2) d dw' do’
Jav® [[ 15 () K @) [ [x @)y dw’} v [ [ @ e =) aw Y

-t [ [ 1 (- !dz} [ oy ]

< WV(RCI) ||KHL2()\)

| A

which yields the result. |

Corollary F.2. If B, is the distribution corresponding to a kernel density estimator with bandwidth
h and kernel K satisfying fK2 < 00, Py possesses uniformly bounded density, and f : R% x R% — R

satisfies f(z,y) = f(y,z), f(z,2) =77 €R and f(z +c,y +c) = f(z,y) €R for all x,y,c € RY, then

Bo{ [ ral(Bu— R < u~ Poa)] g} 507 [ [ [useones] an

S22
+n s 0xm)

for a constant depending on K and Py.

Proof of Corollary F.2. Recall that G[f](x,y) = [ f(s,t)Kp(s,2)Kp(t,y)dsdt. Under the as-
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sumptions on f, we have G|f|(z,y) = G[f|(y,z) and G[f](z,x) = 7¢y for all 2,y € R, Since
(P —mop) () = [ Ki(s,z) d(P, — P)(s), we can write

/ £A[(Ba = Pos) x (Pa = Poa)] = [ GLA1aIBs = Po) x (B = PO)L

By Lemma E.2, we then have

Eo {/fd [(Pn — Pyp) x (P, — Poﬁh)} — anGm}z — B {/ Gl d[(Pr — Bo) x (P — Ry)] — anGm}Q
st | [ [ 6l dP) " ar)

n 2N GUN T o (pox o) -

The result follows by Lemma F'.1. |

Lemma F.3. If Py possesses uniformly bounded and m-times continuously differentiable density ng
with [[(D%no)(x)]? dz < oo for all a such that || = m, P, is the distribution corresponding to a kernel
density estimator with bandwidth h and kernel K satisfying sz < 00, and f: R? x R? — R satisfies

f(z,y) = fly.x) and f(z,z) =74 for all z,y € RY, then

2
EoEw {/fd [(Po,h — Py) x (P, — Pn)}} SnT R Hf”%g()\xPO,h) :

Proof of Lemma F.3. We denote f°(y) := [ f(z,y) d(Po, — Po)(z). We then have
* D _ * l S
[l - R x 8 - Bl = ;- 22 [

Since X7,..., X} ifi\(zipn, Ew [fo(XZ*) - Pnfo} [fO(XJ*) - Pnfo} =0 for any i # j, so

3\’—‘

{ _ [Fo(x o}} Ew{nl X7~ P [f°<X;>PnfO}}

1



By Lemma E.6, we have

E [n_an(fo)Q] =" Py (f°)?
—nt [ [ [ 1) mata) - (o) dx] P
< nl/ U |f(z, )| mo.n(x) = no(x)] dﬂﬁr dPou(y)
<ot [[ 1@ Pz aPunt) [Toste) - mi@) da

—132 2
SRR P T

Lemma F.4. If B, is the distribution corresponding to a kernel density estimator with bandwidth h and

uniformly bounded kernel K, Py possesses uniformly bounded density, then for any fized f : RExR? — R,

Buiw { [ al(B, = Pos) x (7 - £,) } St oty + ] [ ] [ 15 mlas] " dPoaly)

where the constant in the bound depends on Py and K.

Proof of Lemma F'.j. We note that

s { [ raice,~ roay x B~ Bt} = 5w { [ [ [ 56021008 - @] aes - 2|
- W ([ 1. 21008, - P @)
< L[ [ 1020~ o]

_ % / [ / Fz,2)d(By — po,h)(x)r P, (2)

_ % / [ / o, 2) d(By — Po,h><:c>]2 dPou(2)

+ % / [ / fla,2)d(P, — Po,h><sc>] 2 (P — Pon)(2)-
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We bound the two terms in the final expression separately. We can write

Ey {/ [/ f(@,2)d(P, — Po,h)(fﬁ)]2 dPo,h(Z)}
=& { [[] 162502 a0~ P @) AP, - i) a2}
= 5 { [[[ 1621002100~ m) @) 5~ )0y P (o)

< [[[ w2102 {Eslu@) - ma@ P} {Eoa(w) ~ mos )P} deayaron)

Since 7 is uniformly bounded and [ K 2 < o0,

2
Eo [pn(z) — no.u(x)]* = Eo [/ Kn(s,z)d(Py, — Po)(s)]

_ %Varo (K (X, 7))
<o {5 (559}
= [ {1 (557} mio

_ #/{K(u)}%(ﬁhu) du

< L

~ nhd

for each « € R%. Thus,

Eo { [ [ s~ moara)| dPo,h<z>} S [[[ 1@ arw ) as ayar
= [ na] amace

Next, we note that for each z,vy, z € R, since X7, ..., X, are IID,

Eo {[Pn() = 10,1(@)] [P (y) = 10,0(9)] [P (2) = 10,n(2)]}
= Ep [ / Kp(s,2) d(Py — Po)(s) / Kp(t,y) d(Bn — Po)(t) / Kp(u,z) d(P, — Po)(u)]

i7j7k

= Eo {nlg D Ew(Xi,x) = nop(@)] [Kn(X5,9) = 0.4 (y)] K (X, 2) — no,h(z)]}

125



{13 D En(Xi, ) = non(@)] [Kn(Xi, y) =m0 )] [Kn(Xi, 2) — 770,h<2)]}

= EEO {[Kr (X, 2) = non(2)] [Kn(X,y) — 1m0, (y)] [Kn(X, 2) — non(2)]}-

Hence,

Eo{/ {/f(x,z)d(lf’n—Poﬁh)(x)r d(pn—Po,h)(Z)}

= o { [[[ 560 20£0.2) ) = ] )~ i) (2) — (2] ey}
= 2B [ [ [ £2)7(0.2) (0(X.2) = 0 @) KX 0) = mon0)] (X, ) = (2] oy

= leEo/{/f(%Z) [Kn(X, ) — non(z)] dx}2 [Kn(X, 2) —non(2)] dz.

Since K is uniformly bounded, we have |Kp(z,y) — non(x)| S h~? for any x,y € R%. Therefore,

;Eo/ {/f(x, 2) [Kn(X, z) — no ()] dac}2 [Kn(X, 2) = no,n(2)] dz

< ;EO/ {/f(:c,z) [Kn(X, @) = nop(2)] d$}2Kh(Xa z)dz

n %EO / { / f (@, 2) (X, 2) — o ()] dx}Qno,h<z> dz

22% Eo/{/!fx 2 |dx}2Kh(X 2)de| + /{/Ifx . ‘dm} non(2) dz
n2h2d/{/|fﬂfz |d$} APy pn(2)-

Putting the pieces together completes the result. |

2h2d

Lemma F.5. If B, is the distribution corresponding to a kernel density estimator with bandwidth h and
uniformly bounded kernel K, Py possesses a Lebesque density function, and f : R4 x R% — R satisfies

f(z,y) = fly,x) for all z,y € RY then

2
L 1 1
B { [ 1B = P x B = 2L} % 3 WV iy + a1 acnern-

where the constant in the bound depends on K only.
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Proof of Lemma F.5. As in the proof of Lemma F.4, we have

s { [ raie,—ryx @ B} <2 [[ [ w0, ] 4
L[] i - row)] ae - nne),

We first bound the first term. We have

{/[/f:cz (B, — Po)( ]dPOh } /Eo[/f:cz (B, — Po)( )] dPyp(2)

= [ Var(F(x.2) dPoa(2)
< / Bo [f(X, 2)]2 dPy(2)

= HfHLQ(PoxPo,h) )

Next, we note that

Eo { / [ [ fazae, - Po><x>] Cae, - Po,h><z>}
~ B { [ [ r@2dw. - R [ 16.24@ - P [ Kalw2)d@, - R (w) dz}

-/ Eo{ngZ F(Xi2) = Pof (- 2] [F(X; >Pof<-,z>HKh<Xk,z>no,h<z>]}dz

1,7,k

- [& { SZ — Rof(,2)? [Kh<xi,z>—n0,h<z>]}dz

= nQ/EO F(X,2) = Pof(, 2))° [Kn(X, 2) — no,h(z)]} dz.

Since K is uniformly bounded, we have |Kp(z,2) — no.n(2)] < h7¢ for all 2,z € RY. Thus,

Ey {/ [/f(w,Z) d(P, — Po)(flf)]2 d(P, — Po,h)(Z)}'

S g [ BlI(X2) = Pof( )

< [ Bol7(X,2)? ds

1
= 2hd HfHLg(/\xPo) :
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Putting the two bounds together yields the result. |

Lemma F.6. If B, is the distribution corresponding to a kernel density estimator with bandwidth h
and uniformly bounded kernel K satisfying fK2 < 00, Py possesses uniformly bounded density, and
f R x RY — R satisfies f(x,y) = fly,z), flz,z) = 7 € Roand f(x + ¢,y +¢) = f(x,y) for all

z,y,c € R, then

EoEw {/fd[(IP’;i — By) x (P, — P,)] — anf}z

2
< fal | TGl

e 1 1 2
A T PO ey + 5 W snmn + 35 [ | [ Vil aa] - amat

+% [1+(nhd) + (nh?)=2 /(/If T,y Id:v> dPo,n(y)

Proof of Lemma F.6. We define V,,(z,y) := [ fd { (05 — B ) X (0y — Pn)} We then have

~

Eo { [t - 2y < @ - Bl - ”}2

1 * * 1 * * T
= BoBw { —5 > V(X[ X0) + 5 > Va(X7, X)) — ;f

i=1 i#j
§2E0EW{TLQZVn(Xi,Xi)—J} + 2EyEw $2Vn(xi,xj) . (31)
i=1 i£j

For the first term on the right-hand side of (31), by definition of 7¢, symmetry of f, and adding and

subtracting terms,

7 2Vl X0 -
nQZ/fd (6x: — Ba) x (x: — B)] = 2

:_/fdP x P%) /fdP x P,)
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Hence,

2
X Tf
EgE Vi
OW{ Ly }
R R 2 1 R 2
< BB {n / Fa(B, - Pon) % B =PI} + Eobw {1 [ ralm < @ -2l @2
1 ) N2
—|—E0{n/fd(Pn x Pn)} .
By Lemma F.4, the first term on the right-hand side of (32) is bounded up to a constant by
e anty o+ 2] [ [ [ 156y |dx] APy ().

For the second term on the right-hand side of (32),

EoEw {;/fd[Po,h x (P, — pn)]}g = %Eo [Varw </f(~’faXf) dPo,h(iU))]

Eo /(/f(x,y) dPo,h($)>2 dPu(y)

_ ni / < / flz,y) dP07h(z)>2 dPyp(y)
13/ </|f(a:,y)]dx)2 dPy s (y),

where the last inequality is because K is uniformly bounded. For the last term on the right-hand side

<1

of (32), we have

2
2
B [ rae,x ) Eo{T;ZG[f](Xan)}
0,

2
1 1 <
_ EO{RQ;lG[ (X4, Xi) 2§ GIfI(X;, X; }

1#]

2
1
nQE{ ; QZG (Xi, X }
i#]

R 2TG[f 1
:ﬁ { ZE Xi7Xj)]+ﬁE0
i#]

2
ZG[f](Xi,Xj)} }

i#]
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2

2
TGl | TGl 1
N it ?Eo [G[f1(X1, X2)] + ﬁEo

i7#]

By Lemma F.1, we have |Ep [G[f](X1, X2)]| S fll,(axpy)- By Lemma E.1 and Lemma F.1, we note

that

Ey = Ej

ZG (Xi, X;)

i#£]

4> GUIX, X)GI(X, X)) + 2> [GI(XG, X))
i#],j 7k ki i#j

£ GG X)GI(Xe X))
ig,i7ki]
JFk,G#LEF
< 0By [Glf)(X1, X2)G[f1(X1, X3)] + n* Eo [G[f)(X1, X2)] + n [EoG[f](X1, X2)]?
2
< n3/( Glf](@,y) dPo(:z)> dPy(y) + n? HG[f]”iz(POXPO) +n4||G[f]||%1(Po><PO)

2
sn3/ (/ If(x,y>|dx> APo(y) + 1 | FlL 00 my) + 1" I ) -

Combining these calculations, we get

1 B o F Gm Tc[f L2 L2
Ey {n/fd(Pn X Pn)} S i s Wl osery T o 11z, om0 11 zo00m)

+7ﬁ/</|f(w,y)|dx>2dpo(y)'

Therefore,

2
1 « vey TS G[f] TG(f) 1
EoEw{nQZVn(Xi,Xj)} S +7”fHL1 OxPo) T 2IIfIILl(AXp@ g\lfllig(xxpo)

+os [ ( / |f<x,y>|dx>2 dPy(y)
+% [1+(nhd) + (nh?)=2 /(/!f T,y |d$> dPo.n(y)-

For the second term on the right-hand side of (31), we note that for any i # j,

Ew [Va(X], X5) | X5]

N

:EW{ X)) = [ 06.) dPuly) = [ £ X)) dPu(o) + (B x S| X
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= /f(x,X;)dPn(x) — (P, x P f — /f(x,X;)dPn(x) +(PuxP)f=0

Hence, by the law of total expectation, Ew [V, (X, X7)] = 0 for all i # j, and by symmetry of f, which
implies symmetry of Vi, Ew[Vo (X7, X7)Va (X7, Xj)] = 0 for all i # j # k. Thus, by Lemma E.1,

2

W [T; > V(X

i#]

4 * * * * 2 * %\ 2
=B | Y Vel XVa(XE XD + o S {Va(XE X))
i#],j#k ki i#j
1
+t1 Do ValX{ XVal(XE XT)
E Y REIRED)
§#k AL kAL
2 % oy 2
= Ew HZ{VH(X“X]-)}
i#j

1
2

S —5Bw Va(X7, X5)P

~ LB [f(Xl,XQ - [ 1) AP~ [ o X5 AP (0) + <an13n>f}2
—VarW [f(Xl,XQ /f X2, y) dBaly /fw X5)dPy(a )]
< LB [ 106G - [ 100 a0 — [ e, X5) P, >r
_;Ew{f(xl,xz [/le, ) APy ] foXQ dP()r
~26(x1.%3) | [ (xi.0) dﬁn@)} ~27(x5,%9) | [ 0 X5 4P o)

B [
:nleW{f(Xl,XQ - [/qu ) dPu(y ] +2[/fd(]3”xp")]}
i fraens

where the last inequality is because [ [ f d(P, x P,)]* < [[[ f dP,]?dP, by Jensen’s inequality. Hence,
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by the assumption that f(x + ¢,y + ¢) = f(z,y),

2

1 Z ok 1 -
i#]
1 2 S — Xz t— X]’

1
= EEO ﬁ Z //f(Xi +hs', X+ bt K(s)K(t')ds’ dt']

= —3Eo nZZ//{fXJrthJrht}K dsdt]

77 22//{fX+th+ht}K "Yds' dt’

7]

= % / / {f(hs',ht" Y’ K (s K (t')ds' dt’

n—1

4 / Eo [f(Xi + hs' — ht', X;)] K(s')K () ds' df
1
< / [0 h ) PREKE) A 8+ 11y
= TG[f2] + n2 HfHL2 (AxPp) »
where the last equality is because f(z 4 ¢,y +¢) = f(z,y) for all z,y,c € R? and the definition of TGl

The result follows. |

Corollary F.7. If B, is the distribution corresponding to a kernel density estimator with bandwidth
h and uniformly bounded kernel K satisfying fK2 < 00, Py possesses uniformly bounded density,
and nh?® — oo, then for each f € {f1, fa}, we have ffd[(]f’n — Pyy) x (P5 — P,)] = OP‘;V(n_I/Q),
[ fdl(P,—Py) x (P, —Py)] = n_le+OP0* (n=1/2), ), and [ fd[(P P)x(Px—P,)] = n_17f+0p;v(n_1/2).

Proof of Corollary F.7. We note that [ { [ \f(x,y)]dx}Q dPyp(y) = O(1) for each f € {f1, fo} by

Lemma F.1 since POJL(]Rd) = 1. Hence, by Lemma F.4, we then have

sosiw { [ raithy— poa) x @ = Bt} 5o [0ty o] [ [ [t ae] ama

<n! [(nhd)_1 + (nhd)_ﬂ )

which is o(n™!) if nh? — co. This shows the first statement.
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Next, we note that f{f|f(x,y)\dx}2 dPy(y) = O(1) and || f|l,oxpy = O(h=%?) for each f €
{f1, f2} by Lemma F.1. Hence, since Py possesses uniformly bounded Lebesgue density function, by

Lemma E.2, we have

2 2
o { [ 7a®a = Po) x o - Po) - nf} s [ [ [ 1w dPo<x>} ABs(w) + 12 112, ey
2
<ns | [ / \f(w)rdx} dPo() + 12 1712, o0
< n3 + nil(nhd)fl,
which is o(n~!) if nh? — co. This implies that [ f d[(P, — Py) x (P, — Po)] = n~'7p + ops (n~V/2) if

nh® — oo.

Finally, since for each f € {fi, fo}, we have f(z,y) = f(y, ), f(x,x) = 7 and f(x+c,y+c) = f(z,y)

for all z,y,c € R%, under the stated conditions, by Lemma F.6,

EoEw {/fd[(PZ — Fa) x (B}, — Po)] — n_le}Q

2 2
Talr) - TGl TGlf 1 1
S 28+ 2 S ey + 5 W laomy + 25 | | [ 1@ w)lde| dPo(y)

ws [ty 2] ([ 1rten dx)2 APon(y).

. 2
By Lemma F.1, we have || £, 6 py) = O(1), If |y py) = O(h™42), and [ {[ (2, y)| dz}” dPo(y) =
O(1) for each f € {f1, f2}. We also note that ¢ := [ f(hu, v)K(u)K(v) dudv S h™% and 7g(p) :=
[[{f(hu, o) Y2 K (u) K (v) dudv < h=2? for each f € {f1, f2}, where the constants only depend on K.

Thus,

FoFw { [ 1l = P x @ = B} -0ty

which is again o(n™!) if nh? — oo.

Lemma F.8. If Py possesses uniformly bounded and continuously differentiable density function ng
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with [[(D%no)(x))? dz < oo for all o such that |o| = 1, P, is a kernel density estimator with uniformly
bounded kernel function K satisfying fK2 < 0o and bandwidth h satisfying nh® — oo and h —» 0,
Nn 1S the density corresponding to P,, and ny is a kernel density estimator based on the bootstrap data

with the same kernel and bandwidth, then (PX — P,)(n — np) — (Pn — BPo) (g — n0) = op;, (n=1/2).

Proof of Lemma F.8. Asabove, we define i 1,(x) := [ Kp,(,y) dPo(y) and n, (x) := [ Kp(z,y) dPy(y).

By adding and subtracting terms, we then have

~

(Ph = Po)(nn, —m0) — (Pn — Po)(n — o)

N ~

— (P = Pa) 0 — ) + (P — Bt — 10,) + (B — Po) (70 — 0)
(Pr. — Po)(mn — mo,n) — (P — Po) (0,0 — m0)
/ Kndl(®;— B x (= P+ [ Knd(B = Po) x (P = Po)
" / [Knle.9) ~ (@) d(B;, ~ Po)(a) dPo(w)] — [ Knd{(Ba = ) x (B, ~ )

- [ [ EnGa) ~ mia@)) .~ Po)() aPs(w)
By Corollary F.7, if nh® — oo, then
/ K, [P — Po) % (By — Poy)] = ops, (n~Y/2)
and

/Kh d[(P: — B, x (P — P)] — /Khd[(]P’n _Py) % (P — Ry)]

= [”_1% + opy, (n—1/2)] - [n_l’i'fl +op: (n_1/2)]

= opy, (n71/2).

Finally, we write

/ (K (2, 9) — m0(2)] (P, — By)(@) dPo(y)] = (B — Po)gn, and

/ [Kn(z,y) — no(z)] d(Pn — Po)(x) dPo(y)] = (Pn — Po)gn
for gn(z) = [[Kn(z,y) — no(z)]dPy(y). As in the proofs of Lemma F.3 and Lemma F.6, we have
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Eo (P, — Po)gn]? < n_1||gh|]%2(PO). By Lemma E.6, [ gn(z)?dz = O(h?), so th||%2(Po) = 0(1) as long
as h — 0 since P has uniformly bounded density. This implies that [[[Kp(z,y) — no(z)] d(P, —
Py)(x) dPo(y) = opy (n=1/2). Furthermore,

BB [~ Pan| < n” Bollanll?, 5,
—n" /MM)JM%M)
// gn(x))? Kn(z, y)no(y) dy dz

// gn(x w)no(x + hu) dudz

By Lemma E.6, fgh(:n)z dz = O(h?) = o(1). Thus, J1En(z,y) — no(z)] d(Pf — Pn)(x) dPy(y)] =
OPJV(nflﬂ). |

Lemma F.9. If Py possesses uniformly bounded and m-times continuously differentiable density ng
with [[(D%o)(x)]>dz < oo for all a such that |a| = m, P, is a kernel density estimator with uniformly
bounded mth order kernel function K satisfying fK2 < 0o and bandwidth h satisfying nh** — co and
nh*™ — 0, n, is the density corresponding to Pm and n;, is a kernel density estimator based on the
bootstrap data with the same kernel and bandwidth, then [[n,(x) —no(z)]*dz — [[nf(x) — nu(z))? dz =

opg, (n=1/2).

Proof of Lemma F.9. Recall that fi(z,y) = Kj (z,y) and fo(z,y) = [ Kp(z,2)Kp(y,z)dz. As
above, we denote 19 5 (z) := [ Kp, (z,y) dPy(y) and n,4(z) = [ Kp(z,y) dP,(y). We then note that

[ - /h ®a x ), [0 = [ faace xmx/%ﬁ:/ﬁa%x%>
[rim= [ f2a@x o). [umn= [ 2@ < r0. [nmn= [ 2, <r
/nnh = /f2 d(P, x B,) /ninn,h Z/fz d(P;, x Pp), /nnnn,h = /fz d(Pn x Pp).

Hence, by adding and subtracting term, we have

J = = [ -y

= /(77?2 = T+ Mk — ) — /(ﬁn — Mo + Mop — o)
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= / (1 = Nn)® + / (Mnn — 1) + 2/ (M = Mn,n) (Mo — )

/(77 — o)’ — / (Mo.n — m0)” — 2 / (1n = m0,) (M0,r. = M0)
~{ [ @ -2 x @ - ) - [ R 1) < @0 - R}

+/(77n,h—7ln) —/(770,h—770)2

+2/f2d[(P7*1 —B,) x (P, —P,)] — 2/(f2 — f1)d[(P, — Py) x Py].

By Corollary F.7, we have
[ it = Py x @ = Bl = [ fadi®a = P x (B = Pl = o (072).

By Lemma E.6, [ (10, —n0)> = O(h®™), which is o(n~'/?) since nh*™ — 0. Next, we note that

() = nal@ /Kha:z)dP /Kh:vy)dIP’()
_/th; nn(2) dz—/Khm y) B (y)
/[/Khmz)Kh(y, )dz} P, ( /Kh:cy)dJP’()
~ [ o) - frlaw)] dPu(w)

= /f3(m, y) dPy(y)

where f3 = fo — f1. Therefore,

Eo/(nn,h — )’ = Eo/ U f3(z,y) dIP’n(y)]2 dz

5 [ {;ngw,x@-)fs(ac,xi)} do+Eo [ {;Zfs,(m,xafg(:c,Xj)} dr
=1

i#i
(z, X))y da

> [ B[ )]

1 —1
= Ml + o [ (Bl X)) da
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By Lemma F.1, we have || f3][1, ) < 1f1lloooxm) T 120l noxm) = O(h~%?). By Lemma E.6, we

have

[ B st X0 do <2 [ (B i X)) = (@)} do 2 [ (B [ X)) = ()} do = O(h2™).

Hence, [(nn—nn)? = Opé«({nhd}*1 + h?™), which is ops (n~'/2) under the conditions nh*”™ — 0 and
nh?? — cc.

Next, we have

/ o d[(B — By) x (B — By)]
- / (B — Bo) x (B — Pog)] + / 2 d[(B — Bo) % (Poj — Po)]
- / fdl(B, — Po) x (P — o).

By Lemma F.4, we have

ot { [ 5saltBa— Poay @ 2t} 5o [y 4 )] [ [ [ 1elae] apia

which is o(n~1) under the condition nh — oo by Lemma F.1. By Lemma F.3, we have

2
EoEw [/ fad[(Pon — Po) x (P}, — Pn)]} ST R fall T, kg )

which is O(n~'h?™~?) by Lemma F.1, which is o(n™!) by assumption. By Lemma F.1 and Lemma F.5,

we have

2
. 1 1
EoEw {/fQ d[(Pn - PU) X (Pn - Pn)]} S ﬁ Hf2H%2(P0><P0,h) + n3hd HfQH%Q()\xPO)

1
2
~ 2 Hf2||L2(PO><PO,h) + n3h2d

1 1
~ n2hd + n3h2d’

where the last inequality is because

/ F2(x, 2) dPy(x) dPy (2 // [/Kh x,5)Kp(2,5)ds dPo(a:) APy (2)

137



_ / / [ / K, 8)Kn (2, 8) Kn(2, ) K (2, 1) dsdt] dPy(x) APy p(2)

hw//// ()= (55°) = (5)
< - )dsdtho( )dPy(2)
| [ e (o557 @
K <t’ + Z; ) ds’ dt’ dPy(z) APy 1 (2)
VK (1)

xK (t' +2' =) no(z — (2 — &' )h) ds’ dt' dz’ d Py p(2)|

wi [ 1K G B @ K@) K (@ o= )] s at do’ dPy(z)

h2d

< % [/KQ(x)dxr

.32
This implies that EoEw {f fod[(P, — Py) x (P — Pn)]} = o(n~') under the assumption nh? — ooc.

Hence, [ f>d[(P} — By)

X (Py —Pn)] = opz, (n1/2) if nh? — occ.

Finally, by Lemma E.6, we have

Ey [/(f2 = f1)d[(Pn — Fp) x Poﬂ 2

IN

IN

which is o(n™1).

1

2
2 E,
n

O(n—thm)7

[/ {f1(X,y) —no(X)} dPo(y)r + %Eo [/ {f2(X,y) —mo(X)} dPo(y)

EEO [/ {f2(X,y) = filX,y)} O'IPO(Z/)}2

2

Lemma F.10. If Py possesses uniformly bounded and m-times continuously differentiable density ng

with [[(D%no)(x)]?dz < oo for all a such that |a| = m, P, is a kernel density estimator with uniformly

bounded mth order kernel function K satisfying fK2 < 0o and bandwidth h satisfying nh** — co and

nh*™ — 0, n, is the density corresponding to 15”, and n;, is a kernel density estimator based on the

bootstrap data with the same kernel and bandwidth, then Pp¢, — P ¢y = op,, (n*1/2).

Proof of Lemma F.10. Recall that fi(z,y) := K (z,y) and fa(z,y) := [ Kp(z,2)Kp(y, z) dz. We
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define f3 := fi — fo. We then have Pn¢,, = 2 [ f3d(P, x Py,) and Pi¢% =2 [ f3 d(P;; x P}). Hence, by

adding and subtracting terms and the symmetry of fs,
(P:#Z)Z - Pn¢n) /2
= /fs (B}, = Po+ By — Poyy+ Pop) x (B, — P+ By — Pojy + Pop)]

— /f3 d[(Pn — Py + P()) X (]Pn — Py + P())]

= {/f3 d[(Pr — B,) x (P, — B,)] — /fg d[(P, — Po) x (P — Po)]}

+ /f3 A[(B, — Poy) x (Py — Pop)] + {/f3 d[Poy x Pop) — /f3 d[Py x Po]}
+2/f3 x (B — Pop)] +2/f3 — Py) x (Pop — Py)]

4 2/f3d[(zp;; CB) x Py + 2/f3d[(Pn — Po) x Pos] — Z/fgd[(]P’n _ P x Ry,

We show each term on the right hand side of previous display is opy, (n_l/ 2). First, we can use the same

logic as in the proof of Lemma F.9 to show that

/fs d[(P — B,) x (P, — Py)] — /f3 d[(Pn — o) x (Bn — By)] = opy, (n™1/?2),
/fS (P By h)] = opy, (n_1/2)’
/f3d P* P (POh—Po)] ZOP;V(nfl/z), and

/fg d[(]P’n — P()) X P()] = Opaf (n_l/Q).

By Lemma F.1 and Corollary F.2, we have

R R 2
Ey {/ fA[(Pn— Pop) X (P — Pop)l — ”_1TG[f]}

2
s [ [ Jie dx} APo(y) + 12 | 1, e )

=0(n3)+0mn 29
for f € {f1, fo}, which is o(n~') because nh? — co. Hence,

/ f3d[(By — Pop) % (Bo — Pog)]
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z/ﬁwﬂ—&wME—%M—/&ME—&MME—%M

=" (1615,] + Tat) +opg (n73),

Furthermore, we have 74 = O(h=9%) for f € {f1, fo} as shown above. Since nh?* — oo, we then have
nUrgy) + 7o10) = Ok} ) = O(n~ V2 (b2} 1/2) = o(n112),

Next, we note that

/f3 (Po,n X Pon) — /f3dP0><P0)
= // U f3(s, ) Kp(x,8)Kp(y,t) dsdt] dPy(z) dPy(y /f3 (Po x Py)

- // [//f3x+sh y+th)K ()dsdt] dPy(z) dPy(y /fgd Py x Ry)

:/// fa(z,y +t'h — s'h)K(s")K(t') dPy(x) dPy(y) ds’ dt’ — /f3 (Po x Fy)

:////f3xy YdPy(2)mo(y + 'k — 'h) dy' ds' At — /f3 (Po % Po)
—/UmWw)HNWWthmmwummﬂ@

{/[/fs T,y dPo(x)] dy} {/[//{?70 y + sh —th) —no(y)} K(s)K(t) dsdtrdPg(y)}l/z,

We can write

/[/f:afﬁy dPy(y )]26195
<;/Uﬁ y) dPo(y m}imw/vﬁmwwmrmmzm

which is O(h?™) by Lemma E.6. Since 79 is m-times continuously differentiable, for all u, a Taylor

IN

expansion with the Laplacian representation of the remainder gives

//{770 y+sh—th) —no(y)} K(s)K(t)dsdt

.z
// { e / (1= )ml(Danﬂ)(y+7"h[5t])dT}K(S)K(t)dsdt

sh th)*(D* no)(y)}K(s)K(t)dsdt
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= Y 0w / / (sh — th)* K (s) K (£) ds dt

1<|a|<m—1

(07

mh™ 1
+ hv //(S—t)“/o (1 =)™ Y (D%0)(y + rhls — t]) drK (s) K (t) ds dt.

laf=m

Since K is an mth order kernel function, [[(sh —th)*K(s)K (t)dsdt = 0 for all a such that 1 < |a| <
m — 1. Defining H(y,u, ) := fol(l — )™= Y( D) (y + rhu) dr, we then have

{no(y + sh —th) —no(y)} K(s)K(t)dsdt ; dPy(y)
v |
= / |: Z m(iz!m //(s —t)*H(y,s —t,a)K(s)K(t)dsdt
al=m
= [ > - e aws - namw, s ~29)
/ alp!

o), Bl=m

x K(s)K(t)K(s")K(t')dsdtds’ dt’ dPy(y).

2

dPo(y)

The same method as in the proof of Lemma E.6 can be used to show that this is O(h?*™). Hence,
[ f3d(Pop x Pop) — [ f3d(Py x Py) = O(h*™), which is o(n~%/2) if nh*™ — 0.

We next consider the term [ f3 d[(P% — P,) x Py]. As in the proofs of Lemma E.3 and Lemma E.4,

st { [ | [ #enanin] ae; - Pn><x>}2

< By {i [|[ s anw] dﬁn<x>}

= 711/ [/ f3(z,y) dPo(y)]2 dPo,n(x)

SR dPo<y>]2 d,

where the last inequality is because Iy possesses uniformly bounded density. The last expression
is O(n~'h?m) by Lemma E.6 as shown above. Hence, [ f5d[(P} — P,) x By = Op;, (n=12pm) =
opy, (n’l/ 2).

Finally, we consider the term [ f3d[(P, — Pos) X Pos]. We note that

/fg d[(.lf’n —Pyp) x Pyl = //// fa(s,t)Kp(x, s)Kp(y,t) dsdt dPy(y) d(P,, — Po)(x).
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Hence,

{/fs d[(Pn — POh)xPOh]}2
/U/ Fs(s, ) En(w, s)Knly, t) ds dt dPo(y )]2dPo(a:)
/[///f?’“ hyy + K (s) K (¢ )d/dtldpo(y)rdPo(g;)
/// [/f”* h—t'h,y) dPo( )} K(s)K(t') ds'dt’ dPy(x)
/[/fsa:y dPo(y )} az.

As above, the last expression is O(n™1h?™), so that [ f3 d[(P, — Pop) x Pop] = Opg (n=1/2pm) =

op; (n=1/2).
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