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Abstract

We introduce the ‘cram’ method, a general and efficient approach to simultaneous learning
and evaluation using a generic machine learning (ML) algorithm. In a single pass of batched
data, the proposed method repeatedly trains an ML algorithm and tests its empirical perfor-
mance. Because it utilizes the entire sample for both learning and evaluation, cramming is
significantly more data-efficient than sample-splitting. The cram method also naturally ac-
commodates online learning algorithms, making its implementation computationally efficient.
To demonstrate the power of the cram method, we consider the standard policy learning set-
ting where cramming is applied to the same data to both develop an individualized treatment
rule (ITR) and estimate the average outcome that would result if the learned ITR were to be
deployed. We show that under a minimal set of assumptions, the resulting crammed evalua-
tion estimator is consistent and asymptotically normal. While our asymptotic results require a
relatively weak stabilization condition of ML algorithm, we develop a simple, generic method
that can be used with any policy learning algorithm to satisfy this condition. Our extensive
simulation studies show that, when compared to sample-splitting, cramming reduces the evalu-
ation standard error by more than 40% while improving the performance of learned policy. We
also apply the cram method to a randomized clinical trial to demonstrate its applicability to
real-world problems. Finally, we briefly discuss future extensions of the cram method to other
learning and evaluation settings.

Key Words: causal inference, policy learning, policy evaluation, machine learning, sample
splitting

∗The proposed methodology will be implemented through an open-source Python package, CRAM.
†PhD Student, Department of Statistics, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, 02138. Email:

zeyangjia@g.harvard.edu
‡Professor, Department of Government and Department of Statistics, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 02138.

Phone: 617–384–6778, Email: Imai@Harvard.Edu, URL: https://imai.fas.harvard.edu
§Assistant Professor, Technology and Operations Management, Harvard Business School, Boston, MA 02163.

Email: mili@hbs.edu, URL: https://www.michaellz.com

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

07
03

1v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

1 
M

ar
 2

02
4

mailto:zeyangjia@g.harvard.edu
mailto:Imai@Harvard.Edu
https://imai.fas.harvard.edu
mailto:mili@hbs.edu
https://www.michaellz.com


1 Introduction

In recent years, with the growing availability of granular data, there has been an explosion of inter-

est in developing and utilizing data-driven algorithms. Applications range from the use of classical

machine learning (ML) algorithms for prediction and decision-making to the deployment of gener-

ative artificial intelligence (AI) tools for creation of high-quality text and image outputs. Although

much of scholarly efforts have focused upon the development of such data-driven algorithms, it is

essential to empirically evaluate the performance of learned prediction and decision rules before

implementing them in the real world.

This paper presents the ‘cram’ method, a general and efficient approach that enables analysts

to simultaneously learn a prediction or decision rule and assess its effectiveness. The name cram

is inspired by an intensive learning approach often used by cram schools, where students iterate

a process of learning new materials and taking practice tests to prepare for a final exam. The

proposed method uses the same idea by repeatedly training an ML algorithm and testing its

performance in a single pass of batched data. Because cramming uses the entire sample, it leads

to more data-efficient learning and evaluation than traditional sample-splitting methods.

The sequential nature of cramming naturally accommodates an online learning setting, as algo-

rithms are trained by using an additional batch of data at each step. This feature also enables the

use of online algorithms in offline settings, leading to a substantial gain in computational efficiency.

Importantly, the cram method evaluates the performance of a specific rule learned during a train-

ing process while taking into account statistical uncertainty due to both training and evaluation.

This contrasts with cross-validation and other resampling techniques that are used to evaluate the

average performance of an ML algorithm across training data sets rather than that of a learned

rule based on the single training data set at hand.

Figure 1 presents a schematic illustration of the cram method while we provide its formal

definition in Section 2. A cramming process begins by randomly dividing a dataset into a total

of T batches, and defining a baseline rule, which is denoted by Rule 0 in the figure. We first

train an ML algorithm using the first batch of data, yielding an updated rule Rule 1. We then

evaluate the performance difference between these two rules, i.e., ∆(Rule 1,Rule 0), using the

remaining T − 1 batches. We repeat this train-and-test process at each iteration t; using the first

t batches to generate Rule t, and evaluating the performance improvement over Rule t − 1, i.e.,

∆(Rule t,Rule t− 1), based on the remaining T − t batches. Repeating this process T − 1 times
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Figure 1: A schematic Illustration of the cram method. We begin a cramming process by randomly
dividing a dataset into T batches, and defining a baseline rule, Rule 0. The method then learns
an updated rule, Rule 1, using the first batch of data, Batch 1, and evaluates the difference in
performance between these two consecutive rules, ∆(Rule 1, Rule 0), using the remaining T −
1 batches. Repeating this train-and-test process leads to the final learned rule, Rule T , and
the evaluation of performance improvement ∆(Rule T , Rule T − 1). Finally, aggregating these
performance differences yields the evaluation of the final rule.

yields the final learned rule, Rule T . Finally, we assess the performance of Rule T by simply

summing all the performance improvements, i.e.,
∑T−1

t=1 ∆(Rule t,Rule t− 1), with the exception

of the last improvement ∆(Rule T ,Rule T − 1), which has no available samples for evaluation.

Cramming has clear advantages over sample-splitting. First, the cram method utilizes the

entire sample for learning while sample-splitting must set aside a test set of sufficiently large size

for evaluation, which cannot be used for learning. Second, cramming method also uses the entire

sample for evaluation. In particular, a greater subset of data is used for performance evaluation

at early stages of learning when learned rules are likely to be substantially changing. Cramming,

therefore, is much more data-efficient than sample-splitting. Finally, as mentioned earlier, the

cram method can accommodate online learning algorithms, which are available for many popular

ML methods. This means that in many cases, cramming does not lead to a substantial increase

in computational cost relative to relative to sample-splitting even though it repeatedly trains ML

algorithms.

We demonstrate the power of cramming by applying it to the standard offline policy learning

setting where researchers use an ML algorithm to learn an individualized treatment rule (ITR)

and evaluate its empirical performance by estimating the average outcome that would result if the

learned ITR were to be deployed. In Section 3, we show that our crammed evaluation estimator is

L1 consistent and asymptotically normal under a minimal set of assumptions. While our asymptotic

results require learned ITRs to stabilize at a relatively slow rate as more batches of data are used,

2



we also provide a simple and general method, which can be used with any ML algorithm to ensure

that this stabilization condition is satisfied.

In Section 4, we conduct extensive simulations by utilizing a wide array of 77 different data

generating processes taken from the 2016 Atlantic Causal Inference Conference (ACIC) data chal-

lenge (Dorie et al., 2019). We find that, in comparison to sample-splitting, cramming leads to

the improved performance of learned ITRs across these diverse settings. Importantly, cramming

reduces the evaluation standard error by more than 40% across all data generating processes and

a broad spectrum of policy learning algorithms — regression, tree-based methods, and neural net-

works. The magnitude of this precision improvement is similar to the one obtained by tripling the

test size under sample-splitting. Finally, we find that the bias of the cram method is negligible

and its confidence intervals have a good empirical coverage even when the sample size is relatively

small.

In Section 5, we demonstrate the applicability of the cram method using a well-known random-

ized clinical trial described by Byar and Green (1980). This trial examines the effect of administer-

ing diethylstilbestrol, a type of synthetic estrogen, to prolong total survival in late-stage prostate

cancer patients. We compare the learning and evaluation results from cramming with those based

on sample-splitting. We find that the cram method produces a performance estimate similar to

sample-splitting, but with a much smaller estimated standard error.

In this paper, we focus on the application of cramming to offline and off-policy learning and

evaluation, where data acquisition is not affected by changing learned policies. The cram method

can also be applied to online and on-policy learning and evaluation, where data are adaptively

collected according to learned policies. In Section 6, we briefly discuss this and other potential

extensions of the cram method.

Related literature. The existing evaluation methods can largely be categorized into two groups:

sample-splitting and resampling methods (see e.g., Raschka, 2018, for a detailed review). Sample-

splitting involves training an ML algorithm on a randomly selected subset of dataset to learn a

prediction or decision rule while evaluating the performance of this learned rule on the remaining

held-out data. This strategy, while intuitive and easy to implement, does not utilize data efficiently.

The proposed cram method overcomes this limitation.

In contrast, resampling methods, which include bootstrap (e.g., Efron, 1992; Efron and Tib-

shirani, 1997) and cross-validation (e.g., Stone, 1974; Blum et al., 1999), make more efficient use

of data. These methods, however, estimate the average algorithmic performance over multiple
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training data sets, thus assessing the efficacy of an ML algorithm rather than that of a specific

learned rule (e.g., Zhang, 1993; Austern and Zhou, 2020; Bayle et al., 2020; Imai and Li, 2023a;

Bates et al., 2023). In contrast, the cram method is designed to yield a single learned rule and eval-

uate its empirical performance using the same data set. Moreover, these resampling methods may

not be applicable to computationally intensive learning algorithms, such as large-scale neural net-

works, because it requires repeated model fitting. The cram method addresses this computational

challenge by admitting online learning algorithms.

There exists a growing body of work that estimates a fixed population-level parameter based

on sequentially collected data. This includes the use of reinforcement learning to estimate model

parameters (e.g., Hadad et al., 2021; Dimakopoulou et al., 2021; Zhan et al., 2021; Zhang et al.,

2021; Chen et al., 2021) and the analysis of online experimentation to ascertain average treatment

effects over time (e.g., Johari et al., 2015; Howard et al., 2021; Ham et al., 2023). Our problem is

fundamentally different from the one studied in this literature. Using sequentially ordered data,

the cram method simultaneously learns a prediction or decision rule and evaluates the performance

of a learned rule itself rather than estimating a fixed parameter of interest. Because the learned

rule and hence its performance change as a function of data in a cramming process, our theoretical

results require different technical tools than those used in this literature.

In this paper, we consider a specific application of the cram method, the use of cramming for

simultaneous policy learning and evaluation. In the relevant literature, a number of scholars have

proposed evaluation estimators that are consistent for the value of a fixed policy (e.g., Dud́ık et al.,

2011; Jiang and Li, 2016; Kallus, 2018; Yadlowsky et al., 2021; Li and Imai, 2023). Most of these

methods assume that a policy to be evaluated is given, and does not allow for it to be learned using

the same data. One exception is Imai and Li (2023a) who use cross-validation to simultaneously

learn multiple ITRs and evaluate their performance (see also Chernozhukov et al., 2019; Imai and

Li, 2023b, for a similar approach to the evaluation of estimated heterogeneous effects). As discussed

above, however, their method assesses the average performance of learning algorithm over multiple

training data sets rather than that of one specific rule learned from the entire data.

2 Cramming for simultaneous policy learning and evaluation

In this section, we formally introduce the cram method in the specific context of simultaneous

policy learning and evaluation. We begin by describing the goal of cramming and then provide a

formal definition of the cram method.
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2.1 Setup

Our goal is to efficiently learn a data-driven policy and evaluate the performance of learned policy

at the same time. Suppose we have a dataset of n independent and identically distributed samples,

denoted by Dn = {(Xi, Di, Yi)}ni=1 where for each observation i, Xi ∈ X represent a vector of p pre-

treatment covariates whose support is X ⊂ Rp, and Di ∈ {0, 1} is the observed binary treatment,

and Yi ∈ Y is the observed outcome where Y ⊂ R is the support of the outcome variable. We

use Yi(d) ∈ Y to denote a potential outcome under the treatment condition d ∈ {0, 1} where the

observed outcome is given by Yi = Yi(Di).

The above potential outcome notation implicitly assumes no interference between units and

consistency (Rubin, 1990). In addition, we assume that the treatment assignment is unconfounded

and satisfies the overlap condition. We formally state this strong ignorability assumption (Rosen-

baum and Rubin, 1983).

Assumption 1 (Strong ignorability of treatment assignment) The treatment assignment
mechanism satisfies the following conditions:

1. (Unconfoundedness) The treatment assignment is conditionally independent of potential out-
comes given the observed pre-treatment covariates:

{Y (0), Y (1)}⊥⊥D | X

2. (Overlap) The propensity score e(x) := P (D = 1 | X = x) is bounded away from 0 and 1.
That is, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

c ≤ e(x) ≤ 1− c,

holds for all x ∈ X .

We define a policy or an individualized treatment rule (ITR) as a function that maps an

individual’s covariates x ∈ X to the probability of receiving the treatment: π : X → [0, 1]. That

is, under this policy, we have,

π(x) = P (D = 1 | X = x) .

Thus, the cram method allows for both deterministic and stochastic treatment policies.

In the standard policy learning settings, the most commonly used evaluation metric is the value

of policy π defined as the expected outcome that would be realized if the treatment is assigned

according to the policy (e.g., Kitagawa and Tetenov, 2018; Athey and Wager, 2021):

V (π) := ED∼π [Y (D)] = E [Y (1)π(X) + Y (0)(1− π(X))] . (1)
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For notational simplicity, we will instead consider the value difference between a specific policy of

interest π and a baseline policy π0, which can be any fixed and known policy:

∆(π;π0) := V (π)− V (π0) = E [(Y (1)− Y (0))(π(X)− π0(X))] .

We emphasize that we use this alternative evaluation metric solely for the purpose of simplifying our

exposition. In Appendix S1, we explain why it is sufficient to consider this policy value difference

even when the evaluation metric of interest is the value of a learned policy defined in Equation (1).

We also note that in some cases, the policy value difference with respect to some baseline policy

(e.g., a status-quo policy) is of interest in itself (e.g., Ben-Michael et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2022;

Kallus, 2022; Jia et al., 2023).

Given the above setup, we consider the problem of how to simultaneously learn a policy and

evaluate the performance of a final learned policy. Our goal is two-fold. First, we wish to use the

observed data to learn a desirable policy, according to some criteria, that maps an individual’s

covariates to treatment probability. To ensure that the cram method is widely applicable, we

remain agnostic about a specific criteria and ML algorithm used to obtain a learned policy. For

example, we neither require the use of any specific ML algorithms, nor assume that a learned policy

is optimal according to some criteria (even theoretically). We also accommodate any policy class,

to which learned policies belong, thereby allowing for a wide range of stochastic and deterministic

policies.

Our second goal is to estimate the value of a learned policy based on the same observed data

used for policy learning. Specifically, we wish to obtain a valid point estimate and confidence

interval for the value difference between a final learned policy and a baseline policy (or the value

of the learned policy itself). The cram method achieves these two goals in a data-efficient manner,

utilizing the entire data to learn a policy and evaluate its performance at the same time. We now

formally introduce this proposed methodology.

2.2 The cram method

Algorithm 1 outlines a cramming process for simultaneous policy learning and evaluation while

Figure 2 provides its schematic illustration. Cramming begins by randomly splitting the data into

T batches and defining a baseline policy π0. Although, for notational simplicity, we consider batches

of equal size, cramming works with unequally sized batches as well. The key idea of cramming in

this offline policy learning setting is to create a sequential structure to the i.i.d. dataset so that

one can repeat train-and-test steps.
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Algorithm 1: Cramming for simultaneous policy learning and evaluation

Data: Dn = {Xi, Di, Yi}ni=1

Input: policy learning algorithm A, baseline policy π0, number of batches T
Output: estimated value difference between the learned and baseline policies ∆̂(A(D);π0)

1 Randomly partition the dataset Dn into T batches B1,B2, ...,BT ;
2 Set π̂0 = π0;
3 for t = 1 to T − 1 do

1. Learn a policy using the first t batches π̂t := A(
⋃t

j=1 Bj);

2. Evaluate the policy value difference between π̂t and π̂t−1 using the remaining batches⋃T
j=t+1 Bj and store the resulting estimate as ∆̂(π̂t; π̂t−1);

4 Evaluate the value difference between the final learned policy π̂T := A(Dn) and the
baseline policy π0 as:

∆̂(π̂T ;π0) :=
T−1∑
t=1

∆̂(π̂t; π̂t−1).

Specifically, for each iteration t = 1, 2, . . . , T − 1, we apply a policy learning algorithm, A :

D → Π (a function that maps the space of a training data set D to any deterministic or stochastic

policy class Π), to the first t batches to learn a policy π̂t := A(
⋃t

j=1 Bj). We use the “hat” notation

to emphasize that π̂t is a function of the observed data and hence is a random variable. We then

evaluate the performance of the learned policy using the remaining T − t batches and estimate the

policy value difference between the updated policy and the previously learned policy ∆̂(π̂t; π̂t−1)

where π̂0 = π0.

After T − 1 iterations, we estimate the policy value difference between the final learned policy

π̂T := A(Dn) and the baseline policy π0 using the following decomposition:

∆(π̂T ;π0) =

T∑
t=1

∆(π̂t; π̂t−1) ≈
T−1∑
t=1

∆(π̂t; π̂t−1), (2)

where we omit the final policy difference, i.e., ∆(π̂t; π̂t−1) as there are no available samples to

estimate the final policy change. In the next section, we impose a relatively weak stability condition

on the learning algorithm so that this final difference term is indeed theoretically negligible. In

Section 3, we provide a a simple and general algorithm that can be combined with any learning

algorithm to provably satisfy this weak stability condition in practice. Finally, in Section 4, we

demonstrate that many common learning algorithms empirically satisfy the stability condition

without modification.
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Figure 2: A schematic illustration of cramming for simultaneous policy learning and evaluation as
defined in Algorithm 1. At the t-th iteration, we use the first t batches (blue boxes) to learn a
policy π̂t and use the remaining T − t batches (red boxes) to estimate the policy value difference
between π̂t and π̂t−1, i.e., ∆̂(π̂t, π̂0). After repeating this train-and-test process T − 1 times, the
estimated policy value differences from all iterations are summed together to obtain an estimate of
the value difference between the final learned policy and the baseline policy, i.e., ∆̂(π̂T ;π0).

In practical implementation, we recommend requiring the first and last batches of the data,

i.e., B1 and BT , which we refer to as ‘burn-in’ and ‘burn-out’ sets, respectively, to be not too

small (≳ 10). The goal of the burn-in set is to properly train policy learning algorithms without

numerical issues. The burn-out set is used to ensure that we have enough treated and control

samples for stable evaluation.

We emphasize that sample-splitting is a special case of cramming with only two batches and

hence has no iterative train-and-test process. Intuitively, cramming can significantly improve

sample-splitting if a learning algorithm A stabilizes earlier in the process. The reason is that

the cram method uses more data for evaluation at an earlier stage when learned policies are chang-

ing substantially and the policy value difference is relatively large. Cramming allocates less data

to evaluation at a later stage when the learning algorithm is more stable and the policy value

difference is smaller. This adaptive sample allocation leads to efficiency gain in policy evaluation.

Finally, although cramming requires learning of T policies, its sequential nature enables the

use of efficient online learning algorithms so that additional computational costs are minimized.

For example, we can use popular online algorithms such as (kernel) recursive least squares (Engel

et al., 2004) and stochastic gradient descent (Amari, 1993). These online algorithms are widely used
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to train a variety of ML algorithms including neural networks and gradient boosted trees. This

represents a major advantage over resampling methods such as bootstrap and cross-validation

where it may be difficult to apply such online learning algorithms.

3 Statistical inference after cramming

In this section, we show how to conduct statistical inference after cramming. Specifically, we

formally introduce the policy value difference estimator ∆̂(π̂T ;π0) under cramming and derive its

asymptotic properties. We show that under a minimal set of regularity conditions, the proposed

estimator is L1 consistent and asymptotically normal so long as the policy learning algorithm

A satisfies a stabilization condition. While our stabilization condition is relatively weak, it may

be difficult to verify that any given learning algorithm satisfies this condition. To address this

practical challenge, we also propose a simple, generic algorithm that can ensure any learning

algorithm satisfies the required stabilization condition.

3.1 A crammed policy evaluation estimator

We now introduce a crammed policy evaluation estimator where, for simplicity, we assume the

propensity score e(x) is known. An extension to observational studies, where the propensity score

is unknown and estimated, is also possible but is not considered in this paper.

The proposed estimator applies the inverse probability weighting (IPW) estimator Γ̂tj to each

batch Bj , yielding a batch-specific estimate of the policy value difference between two consecutive

policies, i.e., ∆(π̂t, π̂t−1). The formal definition of this estimator is given here.

Definition 1 (The crammed IPW policy evaluation estimator) The crammed policy eval-
uation estimator of ∆(π̂T ;π0) is given by,

∆̂(π̂T ;π0) :=

T−1∑
t=1

∆̂(π̂t; π̂t−1)

where π̂0 = π0,

∆̂(π̂t; π̂t−1) :=
1

T − t

T∑
j=t+1

Γ̂tj , and Γ̂tj :=
1

B

∑
i∈Bj

{
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

}
(π̂t(Xi)− π̂t−1(Xi)),

for t = 1, 2, . . . , T − 1 and j = t+ 1, t+ 2, . . . , T .

We emphasize that all of our results in this paper hold if this IPW estimator is replaced with another

unbiased estimator such as a doubly robust estimator. The proposed crammed IPW estimator,

however, is attractive due to its simplicity and computational efficiency.
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Definition 1 formalizes an intuitive interpretation of the cram method given earlier. That is,

at each iteration t of a cramming process, we learn policy π̂t using the first t batches. We then

estimate the policy value difference between π̂t and π̂t−1 in each of the remaining T − t batches by

averaging this IPW estimator, Γ̂tj , over the remaining batches
⋃

BT
j=t+1. We add these estimated

policy value differences to arrive at the final crammed estimator, ∆̂(π̂T ;π0).

Despite its interpretability, Definition 1 does not directly exploit the sequential structure of

cramming. This makes it difficult to analyze the asymptotic behavior of the proposed crammed

policy evaluation estimator. Thus, we consider the following alternative but equivalent formulation

of the estimator:

∆̂(π̂T ;π0) =

T∑
j=2

Γ̂j(T ) where Γ̂j(T ) :=

j−1∑
t=1

1

T − t
Γ̂tj .

This expression show that, for each batch j, we estimate all the policy value differences based on

the policies learned up to the previous batch, i.e., ∆(π̂1;π0),∆(π̂2; π̂1), . . . ,∆(π̂j−1; π̂j−2), and sum

these estimates, i.e., Γ̂1j , Γ̂2j , . . . , Γ̂j−1,j , up while giving greater weights to those obtained earlier in

the cramming process. Since the remaining batches are not used at each step, this representation

of the crammed policy evaluation estimator preserves the sequential nature of cramming. We will

use this alternative expression in proving our theoretical results.

3.2 Assumptions on policy learning algorithm

To derive the asymptotic properties of the crammed policy evaluation estimator introduced in Def-

inition 1, we impose two assumptions on policy learning algorithm. The first is the key assumption

of the cram method that requires a policy learning algorithm to stabilize at a certain rate as more

data are used for learning.

Assumption 2 (Stabilization condition) Define the L1 distance between two consecutive learned
policies at iteration t of a cramming process as follows:

Qt := EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|] =
∫
x∈X

|π̂t(x)− π̂t−1(x)|dFX(x)

where t = 1, 2, . . . , T , π̂0 = π0, and FX denotes the cumulative distribution function of the pre-
treatment covariates X. The learning algorithm must satisfy the following stabilization rate con-
dition; ∃δ > 0, R1 > 0,K0 > 0, such that for all t ≥ R1,

t1+δQt ≤ K0 holds almost surely.

We emphasize that Qt defined above is a random variable because the learned policies, π̂t and π̂t−1,

depend on the data and the expectation is taken only with respect to the distribution of X (i.e.,

a new sample of X rather than the sample used for learning and evaluation).
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This t1+δ stabilization condition arises naturally from the fact that for every iteration in the

cram method, we are losing B evaluation samples, and thus the policy differences must decrease

faster than linearly to allow the estimator to converge asymptotically. In particular, if a learning

algorithm satisfies the stabilization condition given in Assumption 2, it yields a learned policy

sequence {π̂t}∞t=1 that has a limit in the L1 metric almost surely. We call this a limit policy of the

learned policy sequence and denote it by π̂∞. The next proposition establishes the existence and

uniqueness of limit policy.

Proposition 1 (Limit policy) Under Assumption 2, for any learned policy sequence {π̂t}∞t=1,
there exists a unique limit policy π̂∞ : X → [0, 1] such that with probability 1 the following equality
holds,

lim
t→∞

EX [|π̂∞(X)− π̂t(X)|] = 0.

Proof of the proposition is given in Appendix S4. Proposition 1 shows that Assumption 2 is the

weakest possible in the sense that if δ = 0, the learned policy sequence {π̂t}∞t=1 may not have

a limit in the L1 metric, making meaningful asymptotic analysis difficult. We stress that π̂∞ is

almost surely defined for every realization of learned policy sequence {π̂t}∞t=1, which depends on the

data and is not a population-level fixed quantity. Furthermore, we do not assume that the learned

policy sequence {π̂t}∞t=1 converges to an optimal oracle policy or any policy that is constant across

data sets.

Finally, we require that the limit policy differs from the baseline policy. In other words, if a

learning algorithm cannot learn anything, then cramming will not be helpful.

Assumption 3 (Limit policy differs from the baseline policy) The limit policy π̂∞ of a
learned policy sequence {π̂t}∞t=1 differs from the baseline policy π0 in the L1 distance almost surely.
That is, there exists M1 > 0 such that,

EX [|π0(X)− π̂∞(X)|] > M1 almost surely.

This assumption is necessary to avoid the degenerate case where there is no policy value difference

to evaluate at the end of cramming process.

3.3 Guaranteed stable cramming with a generic policy learning algorithm

Given the trivial nature of Assumption 3, the only substantial restriction the cram method imposes

on learning algorithms is the stability condition given in Assumption 2. Although many learning

algorithms appear to satisfy this condition in practice (see Section 4), in general it is difficult to

theoretically verify this stabilization condition for a given learning algorithm.
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Algorithm 2: Stable cramming with a generic policy learning algorithm

Data: a sequence of batches from cramming, B1,B2, . . . ,Bt, . . .
Input: a policy learning algorithm A, a baseline policy π0, constants δ > 0 and C > 0
Result: a sequence of learned policies π̂1, π̂2, . . . satisfying the stabilization condition of

Assumption 2.
1 Set π̂0 = π0;
2 for t ≥ 1 do

3 Obtain a candidate policy π̃t := A(
⋃t

j=1 Bj) by applying the algorithm A to the first
t batches

4 Compute the acceptance probability pt := min{Ct−1−δ, 1}
5 Generate a learned policy as π̂t(x) := ptπ̃t(x) + (1− pt)π̂t−1(x)

We develop a simple, generic algorithm (Algorithm 2) that converts any policy learning algo-

rithm to the one which satisfies Assumption 2. The key idea is to control the stability of learned

policies over iterations in a cramming process by using an accept-and-reject algorithm where the

acceptance probability matches the required stabilization rate. In particular, so long as one choose

a sufficiently large value of C and a sufficiently small value of δ, the algorithm will be able to learn

well at an early stage of cramming process.

Algorithm 2 is conservative in a sense that it can make any policy learning algorithm satisfy

Assumption 2. This means that there are likely to exist a better algorithm applicable to specific

cases. In practice, most commonly used policy learning algorithms are already quite stable. There-

fore, for practitioners, we recommend choosing a C and δ such that the policy learning algorithm

can learn, without modification, for at least 80% of the data.

The following proposition formally establishes that this approach yields a sequence of learned

policies that satisfy the stabilization condition.

Proposition 2 (Stabilization guarantee) The output sequence of learned policies {π̂t}∞t=1

from Algorithm 2 satisfies the stabilization condition of Assumption 2.

This result immediately follows from the definition of Algorithm 2:

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|] = ptEX [|π̃t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|] ≤ pt ≤ Ct−1−δ.

3.4 Consistency and asymptotic normality

We now establish the L1 consistency and asymptotic normality of the crammed policy evaluation

estimator introduced in Definition 1. We require the following two mild regularity conditions about

potential outcomes.
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Assumption 4 (Bounded conditional expectation and conditional variance) Both the
conditional expectation and conditional variance of the potential outcome, i.e., µd(x) := E[Y (d) |
X = x] and σ2

d(x) := V(Y (d) | X = x) for d = 0, 1, respectively, are uniformly bounded on the
covariate space X :

sup
x∈X

µd(x) < ∞, 0 < inf
x∈X

σ2
d(x) ≤ sup

x∈X
σ2
d(x) < ∞, for d = 0, 1.

Assumption 5 (Moment condition) The potential outcomes have finite fourth moments:

∃K4 > 0, s.t. E[Y (d)4] ≤ K4, for d = 0, 1.

We emphasize that these regularity conditions are quite weak and are expected to be satisfied in

most settings.

We now present the theorems that establish our asymptotic results as the sample size n goes

to infinity or equivalently the number of batches T tends to infinity with a fixed batch size of B.

First, we show that the proposed crammed estimator is consistent.

Theorem 1 (L1 consistency) Suppose that a sequence of learned policies {π̂t}Tt=1 satisfies As-
sumption 2. Then, under Assumptions 1, 4, and 5, we have,

E
[∣∣∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

∣∣]→ 0 as T → ∞.

Proof is given in Appendix S2. The theorem implies that the bias of our estimator goes to 0

as T → ∞, despite the fact that we are not able to estimate the final policy value difference

∆̂(π̂T , π̂T−1). This is because Assumption 2 guarantees that ∆̂(π̂T , π̂T−1) is negligible as T → ∞.

The next theorem further establishes the asymptotic normality.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic normality) Suppose that a sequence of learned policies {π̂t}Tt=1 sat-
isfies Assumptions 2 and 3 . Then, under Assumptions 1, 4, and 5, we have,

√
T · ∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

vT

d−→ N(0, 1).

The asymptotic variance is given by,

v2T := T
T∑

j=2

V(Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1),

where Hj :=
⋃j

t=1 Bt.

Proof is given in Appendix S3. Unlike the standard central limit theorem, both the estimand

∆(π̂T ;π0) and the asymptotic variance vT are random variables that are functions of the observed

data. Since a primary goal of cramming is to evaluate a specific learned policy obtained from the
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data, the difficulty of evaluation, which is represented by the asymptotic variance, also depends on

this learned policy. Proving Theorem 2, therefore, requires a careful control of all data generating

sequences.

We further note that we are able to prove asymptotic normality with only an L1 assumption

on the stability of policy learning algorithm. This is surprising because the asymptotic variance v2T

naturally contains L2 expressions of the policy differences. This is mainly due to the cancellation

of the policy differences that occur in cramming as we sum over the T − 1 iterations to arrive at

the final crammed evaluation estimator.

Next, we introduce the crammed variance estimator, which is consistent for the asymptotic

variance v2T of the crammed policy evaluation estimator. We begin by defining the following IPW

estimator for the jth batch:

ĝTj(Z) :=

{
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

} j−1∑
t=1

π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)

T − t
,

where Z = {X, D, Y }. Using this estimator, we can construct the crammed variance estimator.

Definition 2 (The crammed variance estimator) The crammed variance estimator is de-
fined as:

v̂2T :=
T

B

T∑
j=2

V̂(ĝTj),

where B is the batch size and

V̂(ĝTj) :=
1

B(T − j + 1)− 1

T∑
k=j

∑
i∈Bk

(ĝTj(Zi)− ḡTj)
2 , ḡTj :=

1

B(T − j + 1)

T∑
k=j

∑
i∈Bk

ĝTj(Zi).

If B = 1 and j = T , we define V̂(ĝTT ) = 0.

Note that if the batch size is one, then we cannot compute the variance for the evaluation of the

final policy value difference. In that case, we set the variance to zero.

Finally, the next theorem shows that this crammed variance estimator is consistent.

Theorem 3 (Consistency of the crammed variance estimator.) Suppose that the condi-
tions of Theorem 2 hold. Then, as T → ∞, we have:

|v̂2T − v2T |
p−→ 0.

Proof is given in Appendix S5. Theorem 3 permits the construction of an asymptotically valid

confidence interval. This result is stated as the following corollary.
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Corollary 1 (Asymptotic confidence intervals) Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2
hold. Then, as T → ∞, we have:

√
T · ∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

v̂T

d−→ N (0, 1) .

Proof is given in Appendix S6.

4 Simulation studies

In this section, we illustrate the power of cramming through an extensive set of simulations. We

find that across a total of 77 settings, the cram method outperforms sample-splitting for both

policy learning and evaluation.

4.1 Setup

We utilize the ACIC 2016 dataset (Dorie et al., 2019) that consists of 77 different data generating

processes (DGPs) for the conditional average treatment effect (CATE) estimation. These DGPs

include a wide range of simulation scenarios in terms of functional form and signal-noise ratio. In

all the setups, there are 58 numerical and categorical covariates, one binary treatment, and one

continuous outcome (Dorie et al., 2019).

Under each simulation setup, we synthetically create randomized experiments by randomly

assigning each observation to the treatment condition with probability 1/2. We then compute the

potential outcomes based on a known data generating process and generate the observed outcome

according to the realized treatment variable. Appendix S8.1 provides additional details of the

simulation setups.

We consider several policy learning algorithms, which first estimate the CATE and assign the

treatment if the estimated CATE is positive. The following policy learning algorithms differ in the

ways in which they estimate the CATE.

• S-learner (Lipkovich et al., 2011; Qian and Murphy, 2011) estimates the CATE by model-

ing the conditional expectation of the outcome given the treatment, covariates, and their

interactions.

• M-learner (Tian et al., 2014; Athey and Imbens, 2016; Powers et al., 2018) estimates the

CATE by directly modeling the following transformed outcome whose conditional expectation

equals the CATE: Y ∗ := Y D/e(X)− Y (1−D)/(1− e(X)).
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• Causal Forest (Wager and Athey, 2018; Athey and Wager, 2019) uses a random-forest type

algorithm to estimate the CATE.

For S-learner and M-learner, we employ Linear Regression (LR) with a ridge penalty and Feedfor-

ward Neural Networks (FNN). This yields a total of five policy learning algorithms. Appendix S8.1

provides the implementation details of these algorithms.

For cramming, we use the policy evaluation estimator given in Definition 1 and the asymptotic

confidence interval presented in Corollary 1. For sample-splitting, we consider two scenarios. The

first scenario uses 80% of the data to learn a policy and the remaining 20% to evaluate the learned

policy. These results are shown in Section 4.2 below. The second scenario uses 60% of the data to

learn a policy and the remaining 40% to evaluate the learned policy. The results of this 60-40%

case are presented in Appendix S8.3.

We assess the performance of cramming and sample-splitting in terms of both policy learning

and evaluation. When evaluating learned policies, we directly compare the value of a learned

policy. When assessing the performance of policy evaluation, we estimate the policy value difference

∆(π̂T ;π0) and compute the bias, standard error, and empirical coverage of confidence intervals.

Finally, under each simulation setting, we generate a dataset of sample size varying from 300

to 1500. We fix the batch-size of cramming to 5% of the sample size, resulting in 20 batches. We

repeat the data generation 3,000 times to summarize the average value of the learned policy, and

the bias, standard error, and empirical coverage of the confidence intervals.

4.2 Results

We first summarize the results of all the 77 simulation settings based on the S-learner with a ridge

regression and sample size of 1,000, and then present the specific results of particular settings using

all five learning algorithms.

Figures 3a and 3b demonstrate that when compared to the 80–20 sample-splitting, cramming

improves policy learning by increasing the value of learned policies. The cram method also yields

more accurate policy evaluation by lowering the standard error of estimated policy values. Like

sample-splitting, the bias of cramming is small and the empirical coverage of confidence intervals

is accurate (see Figures 3c and 3d).

In these cases, cramming does have a small negative bias (see Figure 3c). As briefly mentioned

in Section 2.2, this is because there is no samples to be used for evaluating the value difference

between π̂T and π̂T−1. In many of these simulation settings with the moderate sample size of 1000,
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Figure 3: Summary Results for Evaluation on 77 DGPs, where the CATE is estimated with an
S-learner using ridge regression.

the learned policy is still changing slightly at the final step. Appendix S8.2 shows that this bias

is eliminated once we use π̂T−1 (rather than π̂T ) as the final learned policy. Then, we can use the

final batch to evaluate the policy value difference between π̂T−1 and π̂T−2.

To further understand the performance difference between CRAM and sample-splitting, we

focus on one DGP (DGP#4 of the ACIC 2016 dataset) as an example. Specifically, this DGP

utilizes a polynomial CATE function with strong treatment effect heterogeneity. We compare the

performance of the cram method with that of the sample-splitting method under different sample

sizes.

Figure 4 demonstrates the performance improvement of cramming relative to 80–20% sample-

splitting. Appendix S8.3 presents the results compared to 60–40% sample-splitting. We find that

cramming is able to consistently achieve a higher policy value and yield substantially smaller

standard error than sample-splitting, across sample sizes and different policy learning methods.
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(a) Percentage improvement in policy value (b) Percent improvement in standard error

Figure 4: Percent improvement of cramming over sample-splitting in terms of policy value and
standard error under DGP#4 across varying sample sizes. The batch size is set to 5% of the
sample size, which ranges from 300 to 1500 with an increment of 100. The plots show the percent
improvement of cramming over sample-splitting in terms of policy value (left) and standard error
(right). “LR” stands for linear regression with a ridge penalty while “NN” represents neural
networks.

When compared to linear regression (LR), the relative advantage of cramming over sample-splitting

is reduced for neural networks (NN) and Causal Forest. This is because it is easier to learn with

more expressive ML models. While not shown here, we find that the bias and coverage of confidence

intervals are comparable between cramming and sample-splitting across methods and sample sizes.

Finally, these findings are not sensitive to the choice of batch size.

5 Empirical application

We now apply the cram method to an empirical example to illustrate the use of cramming in a

real-world application setting.

5.1 Setup

We analyze the data from a randomized clinical trial that examines the treatment effect of di-

ethylstibestrol (a type of estrogen) on the survival of cancer patients (Byar and Green, 1980). The

original dataset contains 502 patients who have a stage 3 or 4 prostate cancer. These patients

are randomized into four different treatment conditions: placebo and three estrogen dose levels

(0.2 mg, 1 mg, and 5 mg). For each patient, the trial recorded their baseline health characteris-

tics, common laboratory measurements, prior disease history, and detailed information about the

current prostate cancer. The primary outcome Y is the number of months of survival at the end

of follow-up, which may have occurred at either death or the trial completion.
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cramming sample-splitting

Estimated proportion treated 57.76% 56.94%
Estimated value 7.77 3.90
Estimated standard error 4.42 6.65
90% confidence interval [0.50, 15.04] [−7.03, 14.84]

Table 1: Policy evaluation under cramming and sample-splitting based on the estrogen randomized
controlled trial data. The estimated policy value under cramming is greater than that under sample-
splitting. In addition, cramming yields a much smaller standard error than sample-splitting.

In our analysis, given a limited sample size of this study, we will combine the three treatment

groups together and compare them with the placebo group. Therefore, the binary treatment

variableD ∈ {0, 1} indicates whether or not a patient receives any amount of estrogen (375 patients)

or a placebo (127 patients). The average treatment effect is estimated to be 1.1 months, but this

estimate was not statistically significant. That is, on average, the estrogen treatment may not

improve the survival outcome.

The goal of our analysis is, therefore, to learn a policy that identifies a subgroup of patients

who significantly benefit from the treatment despite the statistically insignificant average treatment

effect. We utilize a total of 13 pre-treatment covariates X, including age, weight, blood pressure,

tumor size and stage, ECG diagnosis, and blood measurements.

We apply the cram method as well as sample-splitting. For cramming, we use a batch size

equal to 5% of the sample size. For sample-splitting, we use 80% of the sample for policy learning,

and the remaining 20% for policy evaluation.

To estimate CATE, we fit a ridge regression using the 13 pre-treatment covariates and their

interactions with the binary treatment. A learned policy is obtained by giving the treatment to

those whose CATE is estimated to be positive. For policy evaluation, we use the standard IPW

estimator introduced in this paper, and compare the value of the learned policy with the baseline

policy of always giving the placebo.

5.2 Results

Table 1 presents the policy evaluation results for cramming and sample-splitting. Although they

treat a similar proportion of patients, the estimated value is greater for the crammed policy.

Consistent with our simulation results, the cram method also has a smaller estimated standard

error and therefore a shorter confidence interval. With the 90% confidence level, the crammed

policy has a significant positive policy value while the sample-splitting policy does not.
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Figure 5: Covariate distributions of individuals for whom the learned policies under cramming
and sample-splitting disagree. The left plot shows the distributions of standardized continuous
covariates while the right plot represents those of binary covariates. The blue boxplots / bars
indicate the covariate distributs for those who would receive the treatment under the crammed
policy but not under the sample-split policy. The red boxplots / bars represent the opposite
disagreement cases.

Figure 5 shows the difference in the covariate distribution of patients for whom the crammed

and sample-split policies give the opposite treatment. The blue boxplots and bars represent the

covariate distributions for those whom the crammed policy gives the treatment but the sample-split

policy gives the placebo. The red boxes and bars represent the opposite disagreement cases where

the sample-split policy gives the treatment but the crammed policy does not.

We use boxplots to show the distributions of eight continuous pre-treatment covariates after

standardization (Figure 5a): Systolic blood pressure, age, weight, diastolic blood pressure, Serum

Hemoglobin, size of the primary tumor, index of stage and history grade, and Serum Prostatic Acid

Phosphatase. For the five binary variables (a patient has stage 4 cancer, has cardiovascular disease

history, has bone metastases, is in bed, and has normal electrocardiogram), we use the barplot to

show their distributions (Figure 5b).

Compared to the sample-split policy, the crammed policy tends to give more treatments to

individuals who have the stage four cancer and a normal electrocardiogram and give more placebos

to those with a cardiovascular disease history and relatively high diastolic blood pressure. Taken

together, the significant treatment effect under the crammed policy suggests that ethylstibestrol

might be more effective for patients with severe conditions.

6 Future extensions

The use of algorithmic decisions and recommendations is rapidly becoming ubiquitous in today’s

society. Safe deployment of such algorithms, however, requires rigorous statistical evaluation of
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their empirical performance by properly incorporating statistical uncertainty that arises from both

learning and evaluation. In this paper, we introduced the cram method, a general and efficient

approach to simultaneous learning and evaluation. The proposed methodology enables analysts

to use the same data for learning data-driven prediction or decision rules and for evaluating the

performance of learned rules. We illustrated the potential power of cramming by applying it to the

standard offline policy learning and evaluation settings.

Given that the cram method provides a general framework for simultaneous learning and evalu-

ation, a number of future extensions are possible. Although we have studied off-policy learning and

evaluation in this paper, the sequential nature of cramming is well suited for online and on-policy

learning and evaluation of bandit and other related algorithms. Furthermore, it is of interest to

extend cramming to active learning where data-efficient algorithms play an important role. Fi-

nally, we also plan to investigate the application of cramming to general prediction and regression

problems.
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Supplementary Appendix

S1 Estimating the policy value under cramming

In the main text, we focus on estimating the policy value difference between a learned policy and
a baseline policy, ∆(π̂T ;π0) := V (π̂T ) − V (π0). Here, we show that it is also possible to estimate
the value of a learned policy, V (π̂T ). To do this, for a given baseline policy, define the following
IPW estimator of its policy value using batch j:

η̂j :=
1

B

∑
i∈Bj

{
YiDi

e(Xi)
π0(Xi) +

Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)
(1− π0(Xi))

}
.

Next, define the sample average of η̂j over all batches:

η̂(T ) =
1

T

T∑
j=1

η̂j .

It is easy to see that this converges to the value of the baseline policy V (π0) as T → ∞, i.e.,

E [|η̂(T )− V (π0)|] → 0.

Thus, we can adjust the crammed policy evaluation estimator introduced in Definition 1 as follows:

Ψ̂(T ) :=
t∑

j=1

Ψ̂j(T ) where Ψ̂j(T ) :=

{
Γ̂j(T ) +

1
T η̂j , j ≥ 2

1
T η̂j , j = 1

To establish the consistency of this crammed policy evaluation estimator, we apply the triangle
inequality and Theorem 1:

lim
T→∞

E
[∣∣Ψ̂(T )− V (π̂T )

∣∣] ≤ lim
T→∞

(
E
[∣∣∣∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

∣∣∣]+ E
[∣∣∣Ψ̂(T )− V (π0)

∣∣∣]) = 0.

To prove the asymptotic normality, notice that for j ≥ 2, we have:

V(Ψ̂j(T ) | Hj−1) = V(Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1) +
1

T 2
V(η̂j | Hj−1) +

2

T
Cov(Γ̂j(T ), η̂j | Hj−1).

It is easy to see that the conditional variance of η̂j does not depend on the data:

V(η̂j | Hj−1) =
1

B
E
[
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
· π0(X)2 +

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
· (1− π0(X))2

]
− 1

B
E [µ0(X) + π0(X)τ(X)]2

= V(η̂).

For the covariance term, notice:

Cov(Γ̂j(T ), η̂j | Hj−1)

=
1

B
EX

[(
j−1∑
t=1

π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)

T − t

){
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
· π0(X) +

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
· (1− π0(X))

}]

− 1

B
EX

[
τ(X)

j−1∑
t=1

π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)

T − t

]
E [µ0(X) + π0(X)τ(X)]

=

j−1∑
t=1

Ct

T − t
− V (π0)

j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t
,
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where the definition of Bt is given in Lemma 5 of Appendix S7.5 and Ct is defined:

Ct :=
1

B
EX

[
(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

{
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
· π0(X) +

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
· (1− π0(X))

}]
.

Thus, the variance of the crammed policy evaluation estimator for the policy value can be written
as:

V(Ψ̂j(T ) | Hj−1)

= V(Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1) +
V(η̂)
T 2

+
2

T

j−1∑
t=1

Ct

T − t
− V (π0)

T

j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t

=
1

B

j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

1

(T − t1)(T − t2)
At1t2 −

1

B

(
j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t

)2

+
V(η̂)
T 2

+
2

T

j−1∑
t=1

Ct

T − t
− V (π0)

T

j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t
,

where the second equality follows from Lemma 5 where At1t2 is also defined.
Finally, define the following quantity:

w2
T := T ·

T∑
j=1

V(Ψ̂j(T ) | Hj−1) = v2T + V(η̂) + 2
T∑

j=2

j−1∑
t=1

Ct

T − t
.

Then, following the proof of Theorem 2, we can show:

√
T
Ψ̂(T )− V (π)

wT

d−→ N (0, 1).

S2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof First, the triangle inequality and the Jensen’s inequality imply:

E
[∣∣∣∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

∣∣∣] ≤ E
[∣∣∣∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)

∣∣∣]+ E
[∣∣∣∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T−1;π0)

∣∣∣]
≤ E

[∣∣∣∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)
∣∣∣]+√E

[(
∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T−1;π0)

)2]

Therefore, to prove limB→∞ E
[∣∣∣∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

∣∣∣] = 0, it is suffice to show:

lim
T→∞

E
[∣∣∣∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)

∣∣∣] = 0, and lim
T→∞

E
[(

∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T−1;π0)
)2]

= 0.

We will show a stronger result:

lim
T→∞

T 1+δ/2E
[∣∣∣∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)

∣∣∣] = 0.

By the definition of the policy value difference, we have: ∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1) = EX [(π̂T (X)− π̂T−1(X))τ(X)].
Because of the bounded conditional expectation (Assumption 4), the CATE is also bounded, i.e.,

sup
x∈X

|τ(x)| = sup
x∈X

|µ1(x)− µ0(x)| ≤ sup
x∈X

µ1(x) + sup
x∈X

µ0(x) < ∞.
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Therefore, ∣∣EX [(π̂T (X)− π̂T−1(X))τ(X)]
∣∣ ≤ sup

x∈X
|τ(x)| · EX [|π̂T (X)− π̂T−1(X)|] .

Applying Lemma 1, we obtain:

0 ≤ lim
T→∞

T 1+δ/2E
[∣∣∣∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)

∣∣∣] ≤ sup
x∈X

|τ(x)| · lim
T→∞

E
[
T 1+δ/2EX [|π̂T (X)− π̂T−1(X)|]

]
= 0,

implying the desired result, i.e., limT→∞ T 1+δ/2E
[∣∣∣∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)

∣∣∣] = 0.

Next, we use Lemma 5 to show:

T∑
j=2

E
[
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

]
=

T∑
j=2

j−1∑
t=1

∆(π̂t; π̂t−1)

T − t
= ∆(π̂T−1;π0).

Therefore,

E
[(

∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T−1;π0)
)2]

= E

 T∑
j=2

{
Γ̂j(T )− E

[
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

]}2
=

T∑
j=2

E
[(

Γ̂j(T )− E
[
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

])2]

=
T∑

j=2

E
[
E
[(

Γ̂j(T )− E
[
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

])2 ∣∣∣ Hj−1

]]

=
T∑

j=2

E
[
V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)]
.

Again, Lemma 5 implies:

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
=

1

B

j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

At1t2

(T − t1)(T − t2)
− 1

B

(
j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t

)2

=
1

B

j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

(T − t1)(T − t2)

Therefore,

T∑
j=2

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
=

1

B

T∑
j=2

j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

(T − t1)(T − t2)

=
1

B

T∑
j=2

j−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

(T − t)2
+

2

B

T∑
j=2

∑
1≤t1<t2≤j−1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

(T − t1)(T − t2)

=
1

B

T−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

2

B

∑
1≤t1<t2≤T−1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

T − t1

=
1

B

T−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

2

B

∑
1≤t1≤T−2

1

T − t1

T−1∑
t2=t1+1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2 .
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We will use the following two inequalities:

|Att −B2
t | ≤ |Att|+ |Bt|2,∣∣∣∣∣

T−1∑
t2=t1+1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
t1<T

∣∣∣∣∣
T−1∑

t2=t1+1

At1t2

∣∣∣∣∣+ |Bt1 |
T−1∑

t2=t1+1

|Bt2 |.

Applying Lemma 6, we have, almost surely:

|Att|+ |Bt|2 ≤ KAt
−1−δ +K2

Bt
−2−2δ ≤ (KA +K2

B)t
−1−δ

sup
t1<T

∣∣∣∣∣
T−1∑

t2=t1+1

At1t2

∣∣∣∣∣+ |Bt1 |
T−1∑

t2=t1+1

|Bt2 | ≤ KAt
−1−δ
1 +K2

Bt
−1−δ
1

T−1∑
t2=t1+1

t−1−δ
2

≤

(
KA +K2

B

∞∑
k=0

k−1−δ

)
t−1−δ
1

Therefore,

T∑
j=2

E
[
V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)]

=
1

B

T−1∑
t=1

E
[
t1+δ

(
Att −B2

t

)]
(T − t)t1+δ

+
2

B

∑
1≤t1≤T−2

1

(T − t1)t
1+δ
1

E

[
t1+δ
1

T−1∑
t2=t1+1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

]

≤ Constant ·
T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)t1+δ
+Constant ·

∑
1≤t1≤T−2

1

(T − t1)t
1+δ
1

almost surely

≤ Constant ·
T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)t1+δ
almost surely, (S1)

where the constant does not involve T . Because of Lemma 3,

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)t1+δ
= 0

implying, limT→∞
∑T

j=2 E
[
V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)]
= 0. Finally, combining the above results, we have

shown the desired L1 convergence. 2

S3 Proof of Theorem 2

In this section, we prove the asymptotic normality of the crammed policy evaluation estimator
introduced in Definition 1. We first explain our overall proof strategy and then formalize the
argument.

To prove this theorem, we consider the conditional distribution of ∆̂(π̂T ;π0) given the first
f(T ) observations. Here, we choose f(T ) := ⌊T 1/5⌋, which is equal to the greatest integer that is
no greater than T 1/5. The choice of this specific rate is not important so long as ⌊T 1/5⌋ goes to
infinity (as T → ∞) at a slower rate than T . We will bound the distance between this conditional
distribution and the normal distribution, and then show that the marginal distribution of ∆̂(π̂T ;π0)
converge to normal after appropriate scaling.
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Policy difference 1 2 3 · · · f(T ) f(T ) + 1 f(T ) + 2 · · · T − 1 T

π̂1 − π0 ✓ Γ̂1,2

T−1
Γ̂1,3

T−1 · · · Γ̂1,f(T )

T−1

Γ̂1,f(T )+1

T−1

Γ̂1,f(T )+2

T−1 · · · Γ̂1,T−1

T−1
Γ̂1,T

T−1

π̂2 − π̂1 ✓ ✓ Γ̂2,3

T−2 · · · Γ̂2,f(T )

T−2

Γ̂2,f(T )+1

T−2

Γ̂2,f(T )+2

T−2 · · · Γ̂2,T−1

T−2
Γ̂2,T

T−2

π̂3 − π̂2 ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · Γ̂3,f(T )

T−3

Γ̂3,f(T )+1

T−3

Γ̂3,f(T )+2

T−3 · · · Γ̂3,T−1

T−3
Γ̂3,T

T−3
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

π̂f(T ) − π̂f(T )−1 ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · ✓
Γ̂f(T ),f(T )+1

T−f(T )

Γ̂f(T ),f(T )+2

T−f(T ) · · · Γ̂f(T ),T−1

T−f(T )

Γ̂f(T ),T

T−f(T )

π̂f(T )+1 − π̂f(T ) ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · ✓ ✓
Γ̂f(T )+1,f(T )+2

T−f(T )−1 · · · Γ̂f(T )+1,T−1

T−f(T )−1

Γ̂f(T )+1,T

T−f(T )−1

π̂f(T )+2 − π̂f(T )+1 ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · Γ̂f(T )+2,T−1

T−f(T )−2

Γ̂f(T )+2,T

T−f(T )−2
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

π̂T−1 − π̂T−2 ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · ✓ Γ̂T−1,T

T−T+1

π̂T − π̂T−1 ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · ✓ ✓ ✓ · · · ✓ ✓

Table S1: Illustration of the proof strategy for Theorem 2. The (t, j)-th cell of this matrix represents
the estimator of the policy value difference between π̂t and π̂t−1 using the jth batch for j > t.
Summing these cells leads to the crammed policy evaluation estimator. The cells with ✓ are used
to denote the fact that these batches (i.e., t ≥ j) are not used to evaluate the policy value difference
between π̂t and π̂t−1. Our proof strategy is to show that the upper-left and lower-right blocks are
small, while the upper-right block is asymptotically normal.

We begin by decomposing the crammed policy evaluation estimator as follows:

∆̂(π̂T ;π0) =

T−1∑
t=1

T∑
j=t+1

1

T − t
Γ̂t,j

=

f(T )∑
t=1

f(T )∑
j=t+1

1

T − t
Γ̂t,j︸ ︷︷ ︸

=ζ
(1)
T

+
T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

1

T − t
Γ̂t,j︸ ︷︷ ︸

=ζ
(2)
T

+

f(T )∑
t=1

T∑
j=f(T )+1

1

T − t
Γ̂t,j︸ ︷︷ ︸

=ζ
(3)
T

. (S2)

Table S1 illustrates this decomposition where ζ
(1)
T , ζ

(1)
T , and ζ

(1)
T correspond to the upper-left

block, lower-right block, and upper-right block, respectively. Our proof strategy is to show that

ζ
(1)
T and ζ

(2)
T are negligible while ζ

(3)
T is asymptotically normal after proper centering and scaling.

In particular, we first define the following conditional standard deviation:

ξ(T ) :=

√√√√√V

f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂t,f(T )+1

∣∣∣ Hf(T )

.

We then prove a total of five conditions, which together establish the asymptotic normality result.
We state these conditions here:

1. ξ(T ) is lower bounded by a constant as T → ∞. That is, there exists a constant c0, and
R3 > 0, such that ∀T > R3 the following inequality holds almost surely:

ξ(T ) ≥ c0 (C1)
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2. ξ(T ) converges to vT with probability 1:

ξ(T )

vT

p−→ 1. (C2)

3. ζ
(1)
T is negligibly small: √

T · ζ(1)T

p−→ 0. (C3)

4. ζ
(2)
T is negligibly small: √

T
(
ζ
(2)
T −∆(π̂T ; π̂f(T ))

)
p−→ 0. (C4)

5. Appropriately normalized ζ
(3)
T converges to the standard normal distribution:

√
T ·

ζ
(3)
T −∆(π̂f(T );π0)

ξ(T )

d−→ N(0, 1). (C5)

Under these conditions, we can prove the following proposition:

Proposition 3 Assume that Conditions (C1))–(C5) are satisfied. Then:

√
T · ∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

vT

d−→ N(0, 1)

Proof

√
T · ∆̂(π̂T ;π0)−∆(π̂T ;π0)

vT

=
√
T ·

ζ
(1)
T +

(
ζ
(2)
T −∆(π̂T ; π̂f(T ))

)
+
(
ζ
(3)
T −∆(π̂f(T );π0)

)
vT

=
√
T ·

ζ
(1)
T

vT
+
√
T ·

ζ
(2)
T −∆(π̂T ; π̂f(T ))

vT
+
√
T ·

ζ
(3)
T −∆(π̂f(T );π0)

vT

=
ξ(T )

vT︸ ︷︷ ︸
p−→1, (C2)


√
Tζ

(1)
T

ξ(T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
p−→0, (C3) & (C1)

+

√
T
(
ζ
(2)
T −∆(π̂T ; π̂f(T ))

)
ξ(T )︸ ︷︷ ︸

p−→0, (C4) & (C1)

+

√
T
(
ζ
(3)
T −∆(π̂f(T );π0)

)
ξ(T )︸ ︷︷ ︸

d−→N(0,1), (C5)


d−→ N(0, 1).

2

We now present a formal proof of Theorem 2. Figure S1 presents the proof structure as a
directed acyclic graph. Given this structure, we prove the five conditions in the order of their
numbering (i.e., from C1 to C5).
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Theorem 2

C3C2C1 C4 C5

Lemma 2 Lemma 3 Lemma 4 Lemma 5 Lemma 6

Figure S1: A directed acyclic graph of the proof structure for Theorem 2.

S3.1 Proof of Condition C1

Proof We can further rewrite ξ(T ) using the definition of Γ̂tj as follows:

ξ(T )2 =V

f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂t,f(T )+1

∣∣∣∣∣ Hf(T )


=

1

B
VZ

({
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

}(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

))
=

1

B
VX

(
τ(X)

(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

))
+

1

B
EX

[(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
− τ(X)2

)(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)2]
≥ 1

B
EX

[(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
− τ(X)2

)(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)2]
,

where Z = {X, D, Y }. We next bound τ(X)2 = (µ1(X)− µ0(X))2.

τ(X)2 ≤ (|µ1(X)|+ |µ0(X)|)2

=

(
|µ1(X)|√

e(X)
·
√
e(X) +

|µ0(X)|√
1− e(X)

·
√
1− e(X)

)2

≤
(
µ1(X)2

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2

1− e(X)

)
(e(X) + 1− e(X))

≤ µ1(X)2

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2

1− e(X)
,
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where the second inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality. Putting these results
together, we have:

ξ(T )2 ≥ 1

B
EX

[(
σ2
1(X)

e(X)
+

σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)

)(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)2]
.

Assumption 4 implies the existence of a uniform lower bound σ2
L such that infx∈X σ2

d(x) ≥ σ2
L for

d = 0, 1. Combining this fact with the overlap assumption (Assumption 1), we apply Jensen’s
inequality and obtain:

ξ(T )2 ≥
2σ2

L

Bc
EX

[(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)2]
≥

2σ2
L

Bc
EX

[
|π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)|

]2
.

Because of Lemma 2, there exists a constant R2 > 0 such that for all t ≥ R2,

EX [|π̂t(X)− π0(X)|] ≥ M1

2
almost surely.

Therefore, let R3 = (R2 + 1)5, then T > R3 implies f(T ) = ⌊T 1/5⌋ ≥ R2. For any T > R3,

ξ(T )2 ≥
2σ2

L

Bc
EX

[
|π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)|

]2 ≥ σ2
LM

2
1

2Bc
almost surely.

2

S3.2 Proof of Condition C2

Proof To prove this condition, it suffices to show:

ξ(T )2

v2T

p−→ 1,

because both ξ(T ) and vT are non-negative. First, we show that v2T and ξ(T )2 have a vanishing
difference as T → ∞. By definition of v2T given in Theorem 2 and utilizing Lemma 5, we have:

v2T = T

T∑
j=2

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)

=
T

B

T∑
j=2

 j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

At1t2

(T − t1)(T − t2)
−

(
j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t

)2


=
T

B

T∑
j=2

j−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

(T − t)2
+

∑
1≤t1<t2≤j−1

2At1t2 − 2Bt1Bt2

(T − t1)(T − t2)


=

T

B

T−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

2T

B

∑
1≤t1<t2≤T−1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

T − t1

=
T

B

T−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

2T

B

∑
1≤t1≤T−2

1

T − t1

T−1∑
t2=t1+1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2) ,

where At1,t2 and Bt are defined in Lemma 5.
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Similarly, we obtain:

ξ(T )2 = V

f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂t,f(T )+1

∣∣∣ Hf(T )


=

1

B
VZ

((
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

))
=

1

B
VX

(
τ(X)(π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)
+

1

B
EX

[(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
− τ(X)2

)(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)2]
=

1

B
EX

[(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)

)(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)2]
− 1

B
EX

[
τ(X)(π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X))

]2
=

1

B

f(T )∑
t1=1

f(T )∑
t2=1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

=
1

B

f(T )∑
t=1

(
Att −B2

t

)
+

2

B

∑
1≤t1<t2≤f(T )

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2) .

Therefore, we have:

v2T − ξ(T )2 =
T

B

T−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

2T

B

T−2∑
t1=1

1

T − t1

T−1∑
t2=t1+1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

− 1

B

f(T )∑
t=1

(
Att −B2

t

)
− 2

B

∑
1≤t1<t2≤f(T )

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

=
1

B

f(T )∑
t=1

t(Att −B2
t )

T − t
+

T

B

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

Att −B2
t

T − t

+
2

B

∑
1≤t1≤f(T )−1

t1
T − t1

f(T )∑
t2=t1+1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

+
2T

B

T−2∑
t1=1

1

T − t1

T−1∑
t2=max{f(T ),t1}+1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2) . (S3)

Now, we analyze each term of the above expression of v2T − ξ(T )2 and show that it goes to zero
in probability as T → ∞. We begin with the first term, which can be bounded as follows:

1

B

∣∣∣∣∣∣
f(T )∑
t=1

t(Att −B2
t )

T − t

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ f(T )

B(T − f(T ))

f(T )∑
t=1

|Att −B2
t | ≤

f(T )2

T − f(T )
·
KA +K2

B

B
,

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 6 and KA and KB are the constants defined in
the same lemma as well. Since f(T ) = ⌊T 1/5⌋ and limT→∞ f(T )2/(T − f(T )) = 0, the first term
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of Equation (S3) goes to zero as T → ∞, i.e.,

1

B

∣∣∣∣∣∣
f(T )∑
t=1

t(Att −B2
t )

T − t

∣∣∣∣∣∣ p−→ 0.

For the second term of Equation (S3), Lemma 6 implies, |Att − B2
t | ≤ |Att| + |Bt|2 ≤ (KA +

K2
B)t

−1−δ almost surely. Therefore, we have:∣∣∣∣∣∣TB
T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

Att −B2
t

T − t

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ KA +K2
B

B

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

T

(T − t)t1+δ
almost surely.

By Lemma 3,

0 ≤ lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

T

(T − t)t1+δ
= lim

T→∞

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

1

tδ(T − t)
+

1

t1+δ
≤ lim

T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tδ(T − t)
+

1

t1+δ
= 0.

Thus, ∣∣∣∣∣∣TB
T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

Att −B2
t

T − t

∣∣∣∣∣∣→ 0 almost surely.

To show that the third term of Equation (S3) goes to zero, we take a similar strategy and show:∣∣∣∣∣∣ 2B
∑

1≤t1≤f(T )−1

t1
T − t1

f(T )∑
t2=t1+1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2(KA +K2
B)

B

∑
1≤t1≤f(T )−1

t1(f(T )− t1)

T − t1

≤
2(KA +K2

B)

B
· f(T )3

T − f(T )
almost surely.

Because limT→∞ f(T )3/(T − f(T )) = 0 when f(T ) = ⌊T 1/5⌋, the third term of Equation (S3) also
goes to zero almost surely.

Finally, we consider the fourth term of of Equation (S3), which can be rewritten as:

2T

B

T−2∑
t1=1

1

T − t1

T−1∑
t2=max{f(T ),t1}+1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2) =
2T

B

T−1∑
t2=f(T )+1

t2−1∑
t1=1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

T − t1
.

To bound this quantity, we can show:

t2−1∑
t1=1

At1t2

T − t1

= EX

[(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t2(X)− π̂t2−1(X))

t2−1∑
t1=1

π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)

T − t1

]

≤

∣∣∣∣∣
t2−1∑
t1=1

π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣ · EX

[(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)

)
|π̂t2(X)− π̂t2−1(X)|

]

≤

∣∣∣∣∣
t2−1∑
t1=1

π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣ · supx∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
· EX [|π̂t2(X)− π̂t2−1(X)|] .
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Lemma 4 implies: ∣∣∣∣∣
t2−1∑
t1=1

π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

T − t2 + 1
.

In addition, Assumptions 1 and 4 imply:

sup
x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
≤ KA < ∞,

where KA is a constant defined in Lemma 5. Furthermore, Assumption 2 implies that there exist
K0, R1, δ > 0 such that for all t2 > R1,∣∣∣∣∣

t2−1∑
t1=1

At1t2

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ KAK0

T − t2 + 1
t−1−δ
2 .

Similarly, it is also straightforward to show:∣∣∣∣∣
t2−1∑
t1=1

Bt1

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
x∈X

|τ(x)| · 1

T − t2 + 1
.

By Lemma 6, we have:

|Bt2 |
t2−1∑
t1=1

|Bt1 |
T − t1

≤ sup
x∈X

|τ(x)| · 1

T − t2 + 1
|Bt1 | ≤

KB supx∈X |τ(x)|
(T − t2 + 1)t1+δ

2

almost surely.

Therefore, for t2 > R1,∣∣∣∣∣
t2−1∑
t1=1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ KB supx∈X |τ(x)|+KAK0

(T − t2 + 1)t1+δ
2

almost surely, (S4)

and∣∣∣∣∣∣2TB
T−1∑

t2=f(T )+1

t2−1∑
t1=1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2T

B

T−1∑
t2=f(T )+1

KB supx∈X |τ(x)|+KAK0

(T − t2 + 1)t1+δ
2

almost surely.

Utilizing Lemma 3, we can show:

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t2=f(T )+1

T

(T − t2 + 1)t1+δ
2

= 0.

We therefore have the fourth term of Equation (S3) converges to zero almost surely as T goes to
infinity.

2T

B

T−2∑
t1=1

1

T − t1

T−1∑
t2=max{f(T ),t1}+1

(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2) → 0 almost surely.

Combining the above results yields:

|v2T − ξ(T )2| p−→ 0.
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Using Condition C1, we can show:

lim
T→∞

P
(
v2T <

c0
2

)
≤ lim

T→∞
P
(
|ξ(T )2 − v2T | >

c0
2

)
+ P

(
ξ(T )2 < c0

)
= 0 (S5)

So for all ϵ > 0, we have:

lim
T→∞

P
(∣∣∣∣ξ(T )2v2T

− 1

∣∣∣∣ > ϵ

)
≤ lim

T→∞
P
(
v2T <

c0
2

)
+ P

(∣∣∣∣ξ(T )2v2T
− 1

∣∣∣∣ > ϵ, v2T ≥ c0
2

)
≤ lim

T→∞
P
(
v2T <

c0
2

)
+ P

(
|ξ(T )2 − v2T | >

c0ϵ

2

)
= 0

2

S3.3 Proof of Condition C3

Proof For the first term ζ
(1)
T of Equation (S2), recall:

j−1∑
t=1

1

T − t
Γ̂t,j =

 1

B

∑
i∈Bj

YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

 ·
j−1∑
t=1

π̂t(Xi)− π̂t−1(Xi)

T − t
.

Applying Lemma 4 to the second term in this equation yields:∣∣∣∣∣
j−1∑
t=1

1

T − t
Γ̂t,j

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1B

∑
i∈Bj

YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ · 1

T − j + 1
.

Therefore,

|ζ(1)T | =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
f(T )∑
j=2

j−1∑
t=1

1

T − t
Γ̂t,j

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

f(T )∑
j=2

1

T − j + 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1B
∑
i∈Bj

YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

T − f(T )

f(T )∑
j=2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1B
∑
i∈Bj

YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
By the positivity assumption (Assumption 1), c ≤ e(x) ≤ 1− c for any x ∈ X . Therefore,

∣∣∣√Tζ
(1)
T

∣∣∣ ≤ √
T

T − f(T )

f(T )∑
j=2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1B
∑
i∈Bj

YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

√
T

(T − f(T ))B

f(T )∑
j=2

∑
i∈Bj

2

c

∣∣Yi∣∣.
By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

P
(∣∣∣√Tζ

(1)
T

∣∣∣ > ϵ
)
≤ 1

ϵ
E
[∣∣∣√Tζ

(1)
T

∣∣∣] ≤ 2
√
T

ϵBc(T − f(T ))
E

f(T )∑
j=2

∑
i∈Bj

∣∣Yi∣∣
 ≤ 2

√
Tf(T )

ϵc(T − f(T ))
E [|Y |] .
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Assumption 5 and Jensen’s inequality imply, E [|Y |] ≤
(
E
[
|Y |4

])1/4 ≤ K
1/4
4 . Therefore, ∀ϵ > 0,

0 ≤ lim
T→∞

P
(∣∣∣√Tζ

(1)
T

∣∣∣ > ϵ
)
≤ lim

T→∞

2
√
Tf(T )K

1
4
4

ϵc(T − f(T ))
= lim

T→∞

2T 7/10K
1/4
4

ϵc(T − T 1/5)
= 0.

Then, as T → ∞, we have
√
Tζ

(1)
T

p−→ 0 as desired. 2

S3.4 Proof of Condition C4

Proof To show that ζ
(2)
T of Equation (S2) is negligibly small, notice

ζ
(2)
T −∆(π̂T ; π̂f(T )) =

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

(
1

T − t
Γ̂tj −∆(π̂t; π̂t−1)

)
−∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)

=
T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

 T∑
j=t+1

1

T − t

(
Γ̂tj − E

[
Γ̂tj | Ht

])−∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1) (S6)

where the second equality follows from Lemma 5. In the first step of the proof of Theorem 1, we have
shown limT→∞ T 1+δ/2E [|∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)|] = 0. This directly implies as T → ∞,

√
T∆(π̂T ; π̂T−1)

p−→ 0.
Therefore, we only need to deal with the first term of Equation (S6). Applying Chebyshev’s

inequality yields:

P

√
T

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

 T∑
j=t+1

1

T − t

(
Γ̂tj − E

[
Γ̂tj | Ht

])∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵ


≤ T

ϵ2
E


T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

 T∑
j=t+1

1

T − t

(
Γ̂tj − E

[
Γ̂tj | Ht

])
2 , (S7)

for any ϵ > 0. We can rewrite the expectation of Equation (S7) as:

E


T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

Mtj(T )


2 where Mtj(T ) =

1

T − t

(
Γ̂tj − E

[
Γ̂tj | Ht

])
.

Arrange these terms first by t and then by j, (e.g., Mf(T )+1,f(T )+2(T ),Mf(T )+1,f(T )+3(T ),
· · · ,Mf(T )+1,T (T ),Mf(T )+2,f(T )+3(T ), · · · ,Mf(T )+2,T (T ), · · · ,MT−1,T (T )), where the filtration of
Mtj(T ) is Ht. By construction, we obtain a martingale difference sequence:

E


T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

Mtj(T )


2 = E

 T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

E
[
Mtj(T )

2 | Ht

]
= E

 T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

V(Γ̂tj | Ht)

(T − t)2

 .

The application of Lemma 5 yields:

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

E
[
Mtj(T )

2 | Ht

]
=

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

Att −B2
t

B(T − t)
.
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Using Lemma 6, we can obtain a upper bound:∣∣∣∣∣∣E


T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

Mtj(T )


2∣∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

E
[
Att −B2

t

]
B(T − t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

E
[
|Att|+ |Bt|2

]
B(T − t)

≤
T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

KA +K2
B

B(T − t)t1+δ
almost surely.

Therefore, ∀ϵ > 0,

lim
T→∞

T

ϵ2
E


T−1∑

t=f(T )+1

T∑
j=t+1

Mt,j(T )


2

≤ lim
T→∞

T

ϵ2
·
KA +K2

B

B
· 1
T

 T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

1

t1+δ
+

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

1

tδ(T − t)


≤

KA +K2
B

ϵ2B
lim
T→∞

 T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

1

t1+δ
+

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

1

tδ(T − t)

 . (S8)

Since f(T ) = ⌊T 1/5⌋, we have limT→∞
∑T−1

t=f(T )+1 t
−1−δ = 0. Applying Lemma 3, we have

0 ≤ lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=f(T )+1

1

tδ(T − t)
≤ lim

T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tδ(T − t)
= 0.

Therefore, as T → ∞, the right-hand-side of Equation (S8) goes to 0. Proof is complete. 2

S3.5 Proof of Condition C5

Proof We will show that the final term ζ
(3)
T of Equation (S2) is asymptotically normal. We first

decompose the error of this term into two parts:

ζ
(3)
T −∆(π̂f(T );π0)

=

f(T )∑
t=1

T∑
j=f(T )+1

Γ̂tj

T − t

−∆(π̂f(T );π0)

=
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂tj

T − t

−∆(π̂f(T );π0)

=
1

T − f(T )

T∑
j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂tj

−∆(π̂f(T );π0)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

major part

+
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
1

T − t
− 1

T − f(T )

)
Γ̂tj︸ ︷︷ ︸

minor part

(S9)
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We will show that the major part in Equation (S9) is asymptotically normal while the minor part
is negligible after proper scaling. More concretely, we will show:

√
T ·

1
T−f(T )

∑T
j=f(T )+1

[∑f(T )
t=1 Γ̂tj −∆(π̂f(T );π0)

]
ξ(T )

d−→ N(0, 1). (S10)

√
T ·

∑T
j=f(T )+1

∑f(T )
t=1

(
1

T−t −
1

T−f(T )

)
Γ̂tj

ξ(T )

p−→ 0 (S11)

Proof of Equation (S10). Notice that
{∑f(T )

t=1 Γ̂tj

}T

j=f(T )+1
are i.i.d. random variables, condi-

tional on Hf(T ). We derive the mean and variance of this conditional distribution:

µ(T ) := E

f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂tj | Hf(T )


= E

 1

B

∑
i∈Bj

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)(
π̂f(T )(Xi)− π0(Xi)

) ∣∣∣∣ Hf(T )


= EX

[
τ(X)(π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X))

]
= ∆(π̂f(T );π0),

V

f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣ Hf(T )

 = ξ(T )2.

Furthermore, we define ρ(T ) as:

ρ(T ) := E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
f(T )∑
t=1

Γ̂tj − µ(T )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
3 ∣∣∣∣ Hf(T )

 ,

For any T , we can uniformly bound ρ(T ) as follows:

ρ(T ) = E

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1B
∑
i∈Bj

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)(
π̂f(T )(Xi)− π0(Xi)

)
− µ(T )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
3 ∣∣∣∣ Hf(T )


≤ 8E

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1B
∑
i∈Bj

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)(
π̂f(T )(Xi)− π0(Xi)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
3 ∣∣∣∣ Hf(T )

 (S12)

≤ 8EZ

[∣∣∣∣( Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)(
π̂f(T )(X)− π0(X)

)∣∣∣∣3
]

≤ 8EZ

[∣∣∣∣ Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

∣∣∣∣3
]

≤ 8E

[∣∣∣∣1c{|Y (0)′|+ |Y (1)′|}
∣∣∣∣3
]

(S13)

≤ 64

c3

(
E
[
|Y (0)′|4

]3/4
+ E

[
|Y (1)′|4

]3/4)
< ∞. (S14)
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where Equation (S12) follows from the fact that for any random variable X, we have:

E[|X − E[X]|3] = E[(|X|+ |E[X]|)3] ≤ E[(2|X|)3] = E[8|X|3]

Equation (S13) follows from the overlap assumption (Assumption 1), and Equation (S14) utilizes
the Norm inequality and the moment condition (Assumption 5).

We characterize the behavior of the sample mean of
{∑f(T )

t=1 Γ̂tj

}T

j=f(T )+1
, conditional on the

first f(T ) observations, i.e., Hf(T ). Specifically, denote FT,Hf(T )
as the conditional CDF of the

following random variable:

√
T − f(T ) ·

1
T−f(T )

∑T
j=f(T )+1

(∑f(T )
t=1 Γ̂tj − µ(T )

)
ξ(T )

, (S15)

given Hf(T ). Then, by the Berry-Esseen Theorem, there exists a positive constant C such that the
following inequality holds:

sup
w

∣∣∣FT,Hf(T )
(w)− Φ(w)

∣∣∣ ≤ C · ρ(T )
ξ(T )3 ·

√
T − f(T )

.

where Φ(·) is the CDF of the standard normal random variable. Since by Condition C1, there
exists R3 > 0 such that for any T ≥ R3, ξ(T )

2 ≥ c20 almost surely. Also as ρ(T ) is uniformly
bounded, we have ∀T ≥ R3, there exists a positive constant c1 such that

sup
w

∣∣∣FT,Hf(T )
(w)− Φ(w)

∣∣∣ ≤ C · ρ(T )
ξ(T )3 ·

√
T − f(T )

≤ c1√
T − f(T )

almost surely.

Denote FT as the (unconditional) CDF of the random variable given in Equation (S15). Then,
when T ≥ R3, we have:

sup
w

|FT (w)− Φ(q)| = sup
w

∣∣∣∣∫ FT,Hf(T )
(w)dP(Hf(T ))− Φ(w)

∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

w

∫ ∣∣∣FT,Hf(T )
(w)− Φ(w)

∣∣∣ dP(Hf(T ))

≤ c1√
T − f(T )

almost surely.

Since f(T ) = ⌊T 1/5⌋ implies limT→∞ T−f(T ) = ∞, we have, limT→∞ supw |FT (w)−Φ(w)| = 0.
Therefore, √

T − f(T ) ·
1

T−f(T )

∑T
j=f(T )+1

(∑f(T )
t=1 Γ̂tj − µ(T )

)
ξ(T )

d−→ N(0, 1).

Since

lim
T→∞

√
T√

T − f(T )
= lim

T→∞

√
T

T − ⌊T 1/5⌋
= 1,

we have proven Equation (S10).
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Proof of Equation (S11). By Condition C1, ξ(T ) is bounded from below. Therefore, it suffices
to show as T → ∞,

√
T

T∑
j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
1

T − t
− 1

T − f(T )

)
Γ̂tj

p−→ 0. (S16)

To show this, notice∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
1

T − t
− 1

T − f(T )

)
Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
t− f(T )

{T − f(T )}(T − t)

)
Γ̂t,j

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

T∑
j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣ t− f(T )

{T − f(T )}(T − t)

∣∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣Γ̂tj

∣∣∣
≤ f(T )

{T − f(T )}2
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣.
By the definition of Γ̂t,j and the overlap assumption (Assumption 1), we have:∣∣∣∣Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣ = 1

B

∣∣∣∣ ∑
i∈Bj

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)
(π̂t(Xi)− π̂t−1(Xi))

∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

B

∣∣∣∣ ∑
i∈Bj

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)∣∣∣∣
≤ 2

Bc

∑
i∈Bj

|Yi|,

where c is defined in Assumption 1. Putting all together:∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
1

T − t
− 1

T − f(T )

)
Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2

Bc
· f(T )

{T − f(T )}2
· f(T )

T∑
j=f(T )+1

∑
i∈Bj

|Yi|.

By Chebyshev’s inequality, for any ϵ > 0,

P

√
T

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
1

T − t
− 1

T − f(T )

)
Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ > ϵ


≤
√
T

ϵ
E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
1

T − t
− 1

T − f(T )

)
Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣∣∣


≤ 2

Bcϵ
·

√
Tf(T )2

{T − f(T )}2
E

 T∑
j=f(T )+1

∑
i∈Bj

|Yi|


≤ 2

cϵ
·
√
Tf(T )2

T − f(T )
E [|Y |] .
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Assumption 5 and Jensen’s inequality imply that there existsK4 > 0 such that E [|Y |] ≤ 4
√
E [|Y |4] ≤

K
1/4
4 < ∞. Therefore, utilizing f(T ) = ⌊T 1/5⌋, we have:

lim
T→∞

P

√
T

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

j=f(T )+1

f(T )∑
t=1

(
1

T − t
− 1

T − f(T )

)
Γ̂tj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ > ϵ

 ≤ 2B

cϵ
· lim
T→∞

T 9/10

T − ⌊T 1/5⌋
= 0.

This completes proof.
2

S4 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof Under Assumption 2, ∀t ≥ R1, j > 0, we have:

EX [|π̂t+j(X)− π̂t(X)|] ≤
j∑

k=1

EX [|π̂t+k(X)− π̂t+k−1(X)|] ≤
j∑

k=1

K0

(t+ k)1+δ
almost surely.

Since
j∑

k=1

K0

(t+ k)1+δ
≤

∞∑
k=1

K0

(t+ k)1+δ
, and lim

t→∞

∞∑
k=1

K0

(t+ k)1+δ
= 0,

we have

lim
t→∞

sup
j>0

EX [|π̂t+j(X)− π̂t(X)|] = 0 almost surely.

Therefore, with probability 1, the policy sequence {π̂t}∞t=1 is a Cauchy sequence in L1 and has an
L1 limit. 2

S5 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof We first consider the case for any 0 < h < 1,∣∣∣∣∣∣TB
T∑

j=2

V̂(ĝTj)− v2T

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣TB
T∑

j=2

V̂(ĝTj)−
T

B

T∑
j=2

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣TB
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

V̂(ĝTj)−
T

B

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ T

B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

VZ(ĝTj(Z)) +
T

B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

V̂(ĝTj).

Applying Lemma 7, we have:

1

B

∣∣∣∣∣∣T
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

V̂(ĝTj)− T

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ p−→ 0.

Moreover, Lemma 8 implies:

T

B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

VZ(ĝTj(Z))
p−→ 0, and

T

B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

V̂(ĝTj)
p−→ 0.
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Therefore, as T → ∞, we have: ∣∣∣∣∣∣TB
T∑

j=2

V̂(ĝTj)− v2T

∣∣∣∣∣∣ p−→ 0

This completes proof. 2

S6 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof Given Theorem 2, it suffices to show:∣∣∣∣vTv̂T − 1

∣∣∣∣ p−→ 0.

We begin by noting that ∀ϵ > 0,

P
(∣∣∣∣vTv̂T − 1

∣∣∣∣ > ϵ

)
= P (|vT − v̂T | > ϵv̂T ) .

Equation (S5) of the proof of Theorem 2 implies that there exists a constant c0 > 0 such that

limT→∞ P
(
v2T < c0/2

)
= 0. Therefore, we have: limT→∞ P

(
|vT | <

√
c0/2

)
= 0. Theorem 3,

together with the Continuous Mapping Theorem, yields |v̂T − vT |
p−→ 0. Therefore,

lim
T→∞

P
(
|v̂T | <

1

2

√
c0
2

)
≤ lim

T→∞
P
(
|v̂T − vT | >

1

2

√
c0
2

)
+ lim

T→∞
P
(
|vT | <

√
c0
2

)
= 0.

Finally, for all ϵ > 0,

P
(∣∣∣vT − v̂T

∣∣∣ > ϵv̂T

)
≤ P

(
|v̂T | ≥

1

2

√
c0
2
,
∣∣∣vT − v̂T

∣∣∣ > ϵ

2

√
c0
2

)
+ P

(
|vT | <

1

2

√
c0
2

)
≤ P

(∣∣∣vT − v̂T

∣∣∣ > ϵ

2

√
c0
2

)
+ P

(
|vT | <

1

2

√
c0
2

)
,

and the right-hand-side goes to 0 as T → ∞. Therefore,∣∣∣vT
v̂T

− 1
∣∣∣ p−→ 0.

2

S7 Lemmas

S7.1 Lemma 1

Lemma 1 Under Assumption 2, as t → ∞, we have, almost surely:

lim
t→∞

t1+δ/2EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|] = 0,

lim
t→∞

E
[
t1+δ/2EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|]

]
= 0,

where δ is the same constant as the one given in Assumption 2.

Proof Assumption 2 implies that ∀t ≥ R1, 0 ≤ t1+δ/2Qt ≤ K0t
−δ/2 almost surely where Qt =

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|]. Therefore, limt→∞ t1+δ/2Qt = 0 almost surely. Furthermore, ∀t > R1,
t1+δ/2Qt ≤ K0t

−δ/2 ≤ K0 almost surely. Finally, the application of the dominated convergence
theorem implies limt→∞ E

[
t1+δ/2Qt

]
= 0 almost surely.

2

44



S7.2 Lemma 2

Lemma 2 Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Then, there exists a constant R2 such that ∀t ≥ R2,

EX [|π̂t(X)− π0(X)|] ≥ M1

2
almost surely,

where M1 is defined in Assumption 3.

Proof For any t > 0, by the triangle inequality, we have:

EX [|π̂t(X)− π0(X)|] ≥ EX [|π0(X)− π̂∞(X)|]− EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂∞(X)|] .

Then, Assumption 3 implies:

EX [|π̂t(X)− π0(X)|] ≥ M1 − EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂∞(X)|] almost surely.

Since π̂∞ is defined as the L1 limit of {π̂t}∞t=1,

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂∞(X)|] = lim
j→∞

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂j(X)|] .

Now, ∀j ≥ t, we have:

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂j(X)|] ≤
∞∑

j=t+1

EX [|π̂j(X)− πj−1(X)|] ,

which implies:

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂∞(X)|] ≤
∞∑

j=t+1

EX [|π̂j(X)− πj−1(X)|] .

Therefore, for t ≥ R1, utilizing Assumption 2,

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂∞(X)|] ≤
∞∑

j=t+1

K0

j1+δ
almost surely.

Since the right-hand-side above monotonically goes to 0 as t → ∞, there must exist a constant R2

such that R2 > R1 and when t > R2,

∞∑
j=t+1

K0

j1+δ
<

M1

2
.

Therefore, when t > R2,

EX [|π̂t(X)− π0(X)|] ≥ M1 − EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂∞(X)|] almost surely

≥ M1 −
M1

2
=

M1

2
almost surely

2
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S7.3 Lemma 3

Lemma 3 Suppose that α is a positive constant. Then, we have:

lim
T→∞

T
T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
=

{∑∞
t=1 t

−α, α > 1

∞, 0 < α ≤ 1.

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
= 0, ∀α > 0

Proof We consider three different scenarios; α = 1, 0 < α < 1, and 1 < α.

Case 1: When α = 1, we have:

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
=

T−1∑
t=1

1

t(T − t)
=

1

T

(
T−1∑
t=1

1

t
+

T−1∑
t=1

1

T − t

)
=

1

T

T−1∑
t=1

2

t
.

This implies:

lim
T→∞

T
T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
= lim

T→∞
2
T−1∑
t=1

1

t
= ∞,

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
= lim

T→∞

2

T

T−1∑
t=1

1

t
= 0.

Case 2: When 0 < α < 1, we have:

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
≥

T−1∑
t=1

1

t(T − t)
.

This implies:

lim
T→∞

T

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
≥ lim

T→∞
T

T−1∑
t=1

1

t(T − t)
= ∞.

Next, using Hölder’s inequality, we obtain:

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
=

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)α
· 1

(T − t)1−α

≤

[
T−1∑
t=1

{
t−α(T − t)−α

}1/α]α [T−1∑
t=1

(
(T − t)−1+α

)1/(1−α)

]1−α

≤

(
T−1∑
t=1

1

t(T − t)

)α(T−1∑
t=1

1

T − t

)1−α

≤

(
1

T

T−1∑
t=1

2

t

)α(T−1∑
t=1

1

t

)1−α

=
2α

Tα

T−1∑
t=1

1

t
.

Therefore,

0 ≤ lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα(T − t)
≤ lim

T→∞

2α

Tα

T−1∑
t=1

1

t
= 0.
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Case 3: When α > 1, we have:

1

(T − t)tα
=

1

Ttα
+

1

T 2tα−1
+ · · ·+ 1

T ⌊α⌋t1+α−⌊α⌋ +
1

(T − t)T ⌊α⌋tα−⌊α⌋ ,

where ⌊x⌋ denotes the greatest integer that is no greater than x. Therefore,

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα
=

1

T

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα
+

⌊α⌋−1∑
k=1

T−1∑
t=1

1

T k+1tα−k
+

1

T ⌊α⌋

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα−⌊α⌋ .

This implies:

T

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα
=

T−1∑
t=1

t−α +

[α]−1∑
k=1

T−1∑
t=1

t−α+k

T k
+

1

T [α]−1

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα−[α]
.

For the first term, since α > 0, we have:

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα
=

∞∑
t=1

1

tα
.

For the second term, 1 ≤ k ≤ [α]− 1 implies 0 ≤ t−α+k ≤ t−α+[α]−1 ≤ t−1. Using this inequality,
we obtain:

0 ≤ t−α+k

T k
≤ 1

tT k
≤ 1

tT
.

Therefore,

0 ≤
[α]−1∑
k=1

T−1∑
t=1

t−α+k

T k
≤ ([α]− 1)

T−1∑
t=1

1

tT
,

which implies:

0 ≤ lim
T→∞

[α]−1∑
k=1

T−1∑
t=1

t−α+k

T k
≤ ([α]− 1) lim

T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tT
= 0.

For the last term, if α is an integer, we must have α ≥ 2 because α > 1. Therefore,

lim
T→∞

1

T [α]−1

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα−[α]
= lim

T→∞

1

Tα−1

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)
= 0.

If α is not an integer, then 0 < α− [α] < 1. Applying the result from Case 2 above, we have:

0 ≤ lim
T→∞

1

T [α]−1

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα−[α]
≤ lim

T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα−[α]
= 0.

Putting all together, when α > 1, we have:

lim
T→∞

T
T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα
= lim

T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

tα
+

[α]−1∑
k=1

T−1∑
t=1

t−α+k

T k
+

1

T [α]−1

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα−[α]


=

∞∑
t=1

1

tα
+ 0 + 0

=

∞∑
t=1

1

tα
< ∞
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This directly implies:

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=1

1

(T − t)tα
= 0.

2

S7.4 Lemma 4

Lemma 4 Suppose a0, a1, ..., aT is a sequence of real numbers in [0, 1], then ∀1 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ T − 1,

− 1

T − t2
≤

t2∑
t=t1

at − at−1

T − t
≤ 1

T − t2
.

As a special case, if we have a sequence of policies π0, π̂1, ..., π̂T , then ∀1 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ T −1, ∀x ∈ X ,

− 1

T − t2
≤

t2∑
t=t1

π̂t(x)− π̂t−1(x)

T − t
≤ 1

T − t2
.

Proof We begin by noting:

t2∑
t=t1

at − at−1

T − t
=

t2∑
t=t1

at
T − t

−
t2∑

t=t1

at−1

T − t

=

t2∑
t=t1

at
T − t

−
t2−1∑

t=t1−1

at
T − t− 1

=
at2

T − t2
+

t2−1∑
t=t1

(
at

T − t
− at

T − t− 1

)
− at1−1

T − t1

=
at2

T − t2
−

t2−1∑
t=t1

at
(T − t)(T − t− 1)

− at1−1

T − t1
.

Since at ∈ [0, 1] for all t ≥ 0, and all the denominators in the above expression are positive,

at2
T − t2

−
t2−1∑
t=t1

at
(T − t)(T − t− 1)

− at1−1

T − t1
≤ 1

T − t2
,

where the equality holds when at2 = 1 and all others are 0. Similarly,

at2
T − t2

−
t2−1∑
t=t1

at
(T − t)(T − t− 1)

− at1−1

T − t1
≥ −

t2−1∑
t=t1

1

(T − t)(T − t− 1)
− 1

T − t1
≥ − 1

T − t2
,

where the equality holds when at1−1 = 0 and all others are 1. Therefore, we obtain the desired
result.

2
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S7.5 Lemma 5

Lemma 5 Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, 4 and 5 hold. Define:

At1t2 := EX

[(
µ2
1(X) + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ2
0(X) + σ2

0(X)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)) (π̂t2(X)− π̂t2−1(X))

]
,

Bt := EX [τ(X) (π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))] = ∆(π̂t; π̂t−1).

Recall µ1(x) and µ0(x) are the conditional means of Y (1) and Y (0) given X = x; σ2
1(x) and σ2

0(x)
are the conditional variances of Y (1) and Y (0) given X = x. Then, we have:

1. For any 1 ≤ t1 < t2 ≤ T ,

E
[
Γ̂t1t2 | Ht1

]
= Bt1 , (S17)

V
(
Γ̂t1t2 | Ht1

)
=

1

B

(
At1t1 −B2

t1

)
. (S18)

2. For any 2 ≤ j ≤ T ,

E
[
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

]
=

j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t
, (S19)

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
=

1

B

j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

At1t2

(T − t1)(T − t2)
− 1

B

(
j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t

)2

. (S20)

Proof We first prove Equations (S17) and (S18). Since π̂t1 and π̂t1−1 are known functions con-
ditional on Ht1 , and {(Xi, Di, Yi)}i∈Bt2

are i.i.d random variables, we can use the unbiasedness of
the IPW estimator and show:

E
[
Γ̂t1t2 | Ht1

]
= E

 1

B

∑
i∈Bt2

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)
(π̂t1(Xi)− π̂t1−1(Xi))

∣∣∣∣∣ Ht1


= EZ

[(
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X))

]
= EX [τ(X)(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)]

= Bt1 , (S21)

where Z = {X, D, Y }. This proves Equation (S17). Similarly, for the variance, we have:

V
(
Γ̂t1t2 | Ht1

)
= V

 1

B

∑
i∈Bt2

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)
(π̂t1(Xi)− π̂t1−1(Xi))

∣∣∣∣ Ht1


=

1

B
VZ

((
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X))

)
=

1

B
EZ

[(
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)2

(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X))2
]

− 1

B

{
EZ

[(
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X))

]}2

.
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Again, a similar calculation yields the following:

EZ

[(
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)2

(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X))2
]

=EZ

[{(
Y D

e(X)

)2

+

(
Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)2
}
(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X))2

]

=EX

[(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X))2

]
=At1t1 .

Together with Equation (S21), we have the desired result given in Equation (S18).
Next, we prove Equations (S19) and (S20). Using the same analytical strategy as above, we

obtain:

E
[
Γ̂tj | Hj−1

]
= E

 1

B

∑
i∈Bj

(
YiDi

e(Xi)
− Yi(1−Di)

1− e(Xi)

)
(π̂t(Xi)− π̂t−1(Xi))

∣∣∣∣∣ Hj−1


= EZ

[(
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

]
= Bt.

Together with the definition of Γ̂j(T ), this proves Equation (S19).
Finally, we have:

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
= V

(
j−1∑
t=1

1

T − t
Γ̂tj

∣∣∣ Hj−1

)

=
1

B
VZ

(
j−1∑
t=1

{
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

}
(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

T − t

)

=
1

B
EX

[
VD,Y

(
j−1∑
t=1

{
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

}
(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

T − t

∣∣∣ X)]

+
1

B
VX

(
ED,Y

[
j−1∑
t=1

{
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

}
(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

T − t

∣∣∣ X]) .

(S22)

The standard calculation of the expectation and variance of an IPW estimator shows:

ED,Y

[
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

∣∣∣∣ X] = τ(X)

VD,Y

(
Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

∣∣∣∣X) =
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
− τ(X)2.
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Plugging in these two equations into Equation (S22) yields the desired variance expression:

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
=

1

B
EX

(j−1∑
t=1

(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

T − t

)2(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)
− τ(X)2

)
+

1

B
VX

(
τ(X)

j−1∑
t=1

(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

T − t

)

=
1

B
EX

(j−1∑
t=1

(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

T − t

)2(
µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)

)
− 1

B
EX

[
τ(X)

j−1∑
t=1

(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))

T − t

]2

=
1

B

j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

1

(T − t1)(T − t2)
At1t2 −

1

B

(
j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t

)2

.

This completes proof. 2

S7.6 Lemma 6

Lemma 6 Suppose that Assumption 1, 2, 4 and 5 hold. Then, there exist constants KA and KB

such that for any t ≥ 0, the following inequalities hold almost surely:

t1+δ|Att| ≤ KA, (S23)

t1+δ|Bt| ≤ KB, (S24)

t1+δ
1 sup

t2>t1

∣∣∣ t2∑
j=t1+1

At1j

∣∣∣ ≤ KA, (S25)

where δ is as defined in Assumption 2 and At1t2 and Bt are defined in Lemma 5.

Corollary 2 As a direct result of Lemma 6 and the dominated convergence theorem, the following
equality hold almost surely:

lim
t→∞

|Bt|t1+δ/2 = 0,

lim
t→∞

|Att|t1+δ/2 = 0,

lim
t1→∞

sup
t2>t1

∣∣∣ t2∑
j=t1+1

At1j

∣∣∣t1+δ/2
1 = 0.

Moreover, the following results follow:

lim
t→∞

E
[
|Bt|t1+δ/2

]
= 0,

lim
t→∞

E
[
|Att|t1+δ/2

]
= 0,

lim
t1→∞

E

 sup
t2>t1

∣∣∣ t2∑
j=t1+1

At1j

∣∣∣t1+δ/2
1

 = 0.
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Proof of Corollary 2 is nearly identical to that of Lemma 1, and hence is omitted. Now, we present
a proof of Lemma 6.

Proof We first prove Equations (S23) and (S24). Using the definitions of Att and Bt in Lemma 5,
we obtain:

|Att| ≤ sup
x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
· EX

[
(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))2

]
,

|Bt| ≤ sup
x∈X

|τ(x)| · EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|] .

For any x ∈ X and t, we have π̂t(x) − π̂t−1(x) ∈ [−1, 1], implying EX

[
(π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X))2

]
≤

EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|]. Then,

|Att| ≤ sup
x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
· EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|] .

Assumption 1 and 4 imply:

sup
x∈X

|τ(x′)| < ∞, sup
x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
< ∞.

By Assumption 2, there exists a constantR1,K0, δ such that for any t > R1, EX [|π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)|] t1+δ ≤
K0 holds almost surely. Therefore, let

KA := sup
x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
·max

(
K0, R

1+δ
1

)
KB := sup

x∈X
|τ(x′)| ·max

(
K0, R

1+δ
1

)
,

then for any t, we have t1+δ|Att| ≤ KA and t1+δ|Bt| ≤ KB almost surely, proving the desired
results.

To prove Equation (S25), notice ∀t2 ≥ t1 + 1,∣∣∣∣∣∣
t2∑

j=t1+1

At1j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣E [(µ1(X)2 + σ2

1(X)

e(X)
+

µ0(X)2 + σ2
0(X)

1− e(X)

)
(π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)) (π̂t2(X)− π̂t1(X))

]∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
EX [|π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)| · |π̂t2(X)− π̂t1(X)|]

≤ sup
x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
EX [|π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)|] . (S26)

Since Equation (S26) does not involve t2, we have

sup
t2>t1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
t2∑

j=t1+1

At1j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
x∈X

(
µ1(x)

2 + σ2
1(x)

e(x)
+

µ0(x)
2 + σ2

0(x)

1− e(x)

)
· EX [|π̂t1(X)− π̂t1−1(X)|] .

Therefore, t1+δ
1 supt2>t1

∣∣∣∑t2
j=t1+1At1j

∣∣∣ ≤ KA holds almost surely. 2
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S7.7 Lemma 7

Lemma 7 Under Assumptions 1–5, we have, for any 0 < h < 1,

1

B

∣∣∣∣∣∣T
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

V̂(ĝTj)− T

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ p−→ 0.

Proof We will show the following stronger result:

T · E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

V̂(ĝTj)−
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 −→ 0 as T −→ ∞,

where the expectation is taken over all the observationsHT . By the triangle inequality and Jensen’s
inequality, we have:

T · E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

V̂(ĝTj)−
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 ≤ T

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=1

E
[∣∣∣V̂(ĝTj)− VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣]

≤ T

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=1

√
E
[(

V̂(ĝTj)− VZ(ĝTj(Z))
)2]

By the law of iterated expectation, we have:

E
[(

V̂(ĝTj)− VZ(ĝTj(Z))
)2]

= E
[
E
[(

V̂(ĝTj)− VZ(ĝTj(Z))
)2

| Hj−1

]]
.

Conditioning on Hj−1, V̂(ĝTj) is just the sample variance of B(T − j + 1) i.i.d observations, i.e.,

V̂(ĝTj) :=
1

B(T − j + 1)− 1

T∑
k=j

∑
i∈Bk

(ĝTj(Zi)− ḡTj)
2 .

Thus,

E
[(

V̂(ĝTj)− VZ(ĝTj(Z))
)2 ∣∣∣∣ Hj−1

]
= V

(
V̂(ĝTj)

∣∣∣∣ Hj−1

)
.

The standard calculation for the variance of a sample variance yields:

V

(
V̂(ĝTj)

∣∣∣∣∣ Hj−1

)

=
1

B(T − j + 1)
EZ

[
(ĝTj(Z)− EZ [ĝTj(Z)])4

]
− B(T − j + 1)− 3

B(T − j + 1){B(T − j + 1)− 1}
VZ(ĝTj(Z))2

≤ 16

B(T − j + 1)
EZ

[
ĝTj(Z)4

]
+

2|B(T − j + 1)− 3|
B(T − j + 1){B(T − j + 1)− 1}

EZ

[
ĝTj(Z)4

]
.

≤ 16

B(T − j + 1)
EZ

[
ĝTj(Z)4

]
+

2

B(T − j + 1)
EZ

[
ĝTj(Z)4

]
=

18

B(T − j + 1)
EZ

[
ĝTj(Z)4

]
.
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The inequality for the first term follows from the fact that for any random variable X, we have:

E[|X − E[X]|4] = E[(|X|+ |E[X]|)4] ≤ E[(2|X|)4] = E[16|X|4].

Similarly, the second term follows from the following general inequality for random variable X:

V(X)2 = (E[X2]− E[X]2)2 ≤ E[X2]2 + E[X]4 ≤ 2E[X4]

Since j ≤ ⌊hT ⌋ ≤ hT , we have T − j + 1 ≥ (1− h)T . This implies:

V(V̂(ĝTj)) ≤
18

(1− h)BT
EZ [ĝTj(Z)4].

Applying Lemma 4 and the overlap assumption (Assumption 1), we have:

|ĝTj(Z)| =
∣∣∣∣ Y D

e(X)
− Y (1−D)

1− e(X)

∣∣∣∣ ·
∣∣∣∣∣
j−1∑
t=1

π̂t(X)− π̂t−1(X)

T − t

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣Yc +

Y

c

∣∣∣∣ · 1

T − j + 1

≤ 2

c

|Y |
(1− h)T

where the last inequality is because of j ≤ ⌊hT ⌋. Therefore,

EZ

[
ĝTj(Z)4

]
≤ E

[
|Y |4

(
2

c

)4( 1

(1− h)T

)4
]
≤ 16K4

c4(1− h)4T 4

where the second inequality utilizes the moment condition about the outcome (Assumption 5).
Therefore, we can bound the conditional variance as follows:

V(V̂(ĝTj) | Hj−1) ≤
288K4

c4(1− h)5BT 5
.

This implies:

T

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=1

√
E
[(

V̂(ĝTj)− VZ(ĝTj(Z))
)2]

≤ T 2

√
288K4

c4(1− h)5BT 5
=

√
288K4/B

c2(1− h)5/2T 1/2
−→ 0.

Therefore, as T → ∞,

0 ≤ T · E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=1

V̂(ĝTj)−
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=1

V (ĝTj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 ≤ T

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=1

√
E
[(

V̂(ĝT,j)− VZ(ĝTj(Z))
)2]

−→ 0.

As L1 convergence implies convergence in probability, we have:

1

B

∣∣∣∣∣∣T ·
⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

V̂(ĝTj)− T

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ p−→ 0.

2
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S7.8 Lemma 8

Lemma 8 Under Assumptions 1–5, we have:

T

B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

VZ(ĝTj(Z))
p−→ 0,

T

B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

V̂(ĝTj)
p−→ 0.

Proof By the law of iterated expectation, we have:

0 ≤ E

 T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

V̂(ĝTj)

 = E

 T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

E
[
V̂(ĝTj) | Hj−1

] ≤ E

 T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

VZ(ĝTj(Z))


where the last inequality follows from the fact that V̂(ĝT,j) is the sample variance of B(T − j + 1)
i.i.d observations from the j, j + 1, . . . , T -th batches. For j < T or j = T and B > 1, the sample
variance is unbiased for the true variance as B(T−j+1) > 1. For j = T and B = 1, the expectation
of sample variance is less than the true variance:

E[V̂ (ĝTT ) | HT−1] = 0 ≤ VZ(ĝTT (Z)).

To prove these two statements, we will show the following stronger result:

E

T
B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

VZ(ĝTj(Z))

→ 0 as T → ∞. (S27)

This L1 convergence result implies the convergence in probability results of this lemma.
We begin by noting the following equality:

T

B

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

VZ(ĝTj(Z)) = T
T∑

j=⌊hT ⌋+1

V(Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1).

By Lemma 5, we have:

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
=

1

B

j−1∑
t1=1

j−1∑
t2=1

At1t2

(T − t1)(T − t2)
− 1

B

(
j−1∑
t=1

Bt

T − t

)2

=
1

B

j−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

(T − t)2
+

1

B

∑
1≤t1<t2≤j−1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

(T − t1)(T − t2)
.

Thus,
T∑

j=2

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
=

T−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

∑
1≤t1<t2≤T−1

2(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

T − t1

⌊hT ⌋∑
j=2

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
=

⌊hT ⌋−1∑
t=1

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

∑
1≤t1<t2≤⌊hT ⌋−1

2(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

T − t1
.

Therefore,

T

T∑
j=⌊hT ⌋+1

V
(
Γ̂j(T ) | Hj−1

)
= T


T−1∑

t=⌊hT ⌋

Att −B2
t

T − t
+

T−1∑
t2=⌊hT ⌋

t2−1∑
t1=1

2(At1t2 −Bt1Bt2)

T − t1

 . (S28)
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Lemma 6 implies |Att − B2
t | ≤ (KA + K2

B)t
−1−δ almost surely. Therefore, the first term of

Equation (S28) can be shown to converge to zero almost surely:

T
T−1∑

t=⌊hT ⌋

∣∣∣∣Att −B2
t

T − t

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (KA +K2
B)

T−1∑
t=⌊hT ⌋

T

(T − t)t1+δ

≤ (KA +K2
B)

 T−1∑
t=⌊hT ⌋

1

t1+δ
+

T−1∑
t=⌊hT ⌋

1

(T − t)tδ

 −→ 0 almost surely,

where the convergence result follows because each summation term in the parenthese converges to
zero by Lemma 3.

We similarly analyze the second term of Equation (S28). Equation (S4) in the proof of Condi-
tion C2 shows that for t2 > R1,∣∣∣∣∣

t2−1∑
t1=1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ KB supx∈X |τ(x)|+KAK0

(T − t2 + 1)t1+δ
2

almost surely.

Thus, when ⌊hT ⌋ > R1, using Lemma 3, we can show:

T

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T−1∑

t2=⌊hT ⌋

t2−1∑
t1=1

At1t2 −Bt1Bt2

T − t1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

T−1∑
t=⌊hT ⌋

(KB supx∈X |τ(x)|+KAK0)T

(T − t+ 1)t1+δ

≤
(
KB sup

x∈X
|τ(x)|+KAK0

) T−1∑
t=⌊hT ⌋

1

t1+δ
+

T−1∑
t=⌊hT ⌋

1

(T − t)tδ

 −→ 0 almost surely.

Hence, the proof is complete. 2

S8 Additional details and results of the simulation studies

S8.1 Implementation details

Simulation environment. We conducted simulations on a machine with Intel i7-12700K CPU
and Ubuntu 22.10 operating system. All the simulations were done with Python 3.9.13. For the
results based on ridge regressions and neural networks, we used an Nvidia RTX 3090 GPU for
computational efficiency.

Data generating processes. We use the ACIC 2016 data challenge datasets (Dorie et al., 2019)
to generate simulated data. Under each of the 77 simulation setups, we first sample the individual
covariates from the empirical distribution of the covariates that are part of the corresponding
ACIC 2016 challenge dataset. We then randomly assign each observation to either the treatment
or control condition using Bernoulli distribution with the success probability of 0.5. We then use
the package created by Dorie et al. (2019) to generate the potential outcomes for each observation.
Finally, the observed outcome is obtained based on the treatment status and the outcome model. In
the original ACIC 2016 datasets, different covariates variables have varying scales. For simplicity,
we standardize each covariate so that it has zero mean and unit variance. We generate a total of
3,000 Monte Carlo replicates for each simulation setting.
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Policy Learning Method Evaluation Method Value Absolute Bias S.E. Coverage

S-Learner(LR) Cram 3.888 0.015 0.725 0.948
Sample Split 3.859 0.011 1.268 0.948

S-Learner(NN) Cram 3.925 0.011 0.764 0.948
Sample Split 3.902 0.013 1.261 0.949

M-learner(LR) Cram 3.547 0.028 0.817 0.947
Sample Split 3.485 0.008 1.160 0.948

M-learner(NN) Cram 3.544 0.018 0.984 0.941
Sample Split 3.514 0.012 1.176 0.949

CausalForest Cram 4.032 0.023 0.709 0.949
Sample Split 4.019 0.041 1.337 0.946

Table S2: Average performance of cramming and sample-splitting (80–20% split) across all 77
DGPs.

Implementation of policy learning algorithms. Causal forest is implemented using the
python package econml. We use the default hyperparameters in the package and set the number
of trees as 100, the maximum depth of each tree as 3. The ridge regression and neural networks
are implemented using Pytorch, For ridge regression, we set the hyperparameter of ridge penalty
to 0.1.

For neural networks, we use a 3-layer fully connected neural network. Assuming the input
feature dimension is p, we set the number of neurons in the first hidden layer as p/4 and the
number of neurons in the second hidden layer as p/16. We set the non-linear activation function as
the sigmoid function. In the training, we use a stochastic gradient descent (SGD) optimizer with
L2 loss for 3000 epochs where a learning rate starts with 0.01 and decays exponentially in each
epoch with a decay rate of 0.999.

For S-learners, we regress the outcome on all the covariates (including a constant for an in-
tercept) and all two-way interactions between the covariates and the treatment variable. For
M-learners, we first transform the outcome using the known propensity score, and then regress this
transformed outcome on all covariates.

Average performance. Table S2 presents the average performance of cramming and sample-
splitting across 77 data generating processes.

S8.2 Adjustment for the finite sample bias

As discussed in the Section 3, the cram method evaluates the policy learned in the first T − 1
batches rather than T batches. Though theoretically the difference is negligible when T → ∞, it
may affect the finite sample performance. In Figure 3 of Section 4, we find that the cram method
has a slightly negative bias.

We can eliminate this bias by simply letting π̂T−1 be the final policy (rather than π̂T ) and use
the last batch only for evaluation not learning. Figure S2 presents the results based on the same
simulation setups as those used for Figure 3. We find that the cram method no longer suffers from
a small bias.

S8.3 Comparison with 60–40% sample-splitting

In Section 4, we used 80–20% split for sample-splitting. Here, we repeat the same simulation study
using 60-40% split for comparison. All other aspects of the simulation setup remain identical.
Figure S3 show that when compared with 60–40% sample-splitting, the cram method improves the
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Figure S2: Simulation Results Analogous to Figure 3. The only difference is that for this simulation
study, the final learned policy does not use the last batch.

value of the learned policy even more than 80–20% sample-splitting. This make sense because the
60–40% split uses less training data. On the other hand, the improvement in the standard error
is less substantial and there are few setups where cram method has a larger standard error in the
train-test splitting. These results illustrate the trade-off of sample splitting. The cram method
does not suffer from this tradeoff.
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Figure S3: Summary Results Analogous to Figure 3. The only difference is that the comparison is
against the 60–40% sample-splitting rather than the 80–20% sample-splitting.
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