arXiv:2402.14264v2 [stat.ML] 2 Mar 2024

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY OF DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING FOR TREATMENT EFFECT ESTIMATION

BY JIKAI JIN^{1,a} AND VASILIS SYRGKANIS^{2,b}

1Institute for Computational and Mathematical Engineering, Stanford University, ajkjin@stanford.edu

2Department of Management Science and Engineering, Stanford University, bvsyrgk@stanford.edu

Average treatment effect estimation is the most central problem in causal inference with application to numerous disciplines. While many estimation strategies have been proposed in the literature, the statistical optimality of these methods has still remained an open area of investigation, especially in regimes where these methods do not achieve parametric rates. In this paper, we adopt the recently introduced structure-agnostic framework of statistical lower bounds, which poses no structural properties on the nuisance functions other than access to black-box estimators that achieve some statistical estimation rate. This framework is particularly appealing when one is only willing to consider estimation strategies that use non-parametric regression and classification oracles as black-box sub-processes. Within this framework, we prove the statistical optimality of the celebrated and widely used doubly robust estimators for both the Average Treatment Effect (ATE) and the Average Treatment Effect on the Treated (ATT), as well as weighted variants of the former, which arise in policy evaluation.

1. Introduction. Estimating the average treatment effect is one of the central problems in causal inference and has found important applications in numerous disciplines such as economics [36, 38], education [48], epidemiology [44, 76] and political science [46]. In view of its practical importance, a large body of work is devoted to developing statistically efficient estimators for the average treatment effect based on regression [37, 54, 55], matching [1, 35, 57] and propensity scores [36, 58] as well as their combinations.

Given a binary treatment D P t0, 1u and an outcome of interest Y P R, we let Y p1q, Y p0q denote the random potential outcomes that we would have observed from each unit, had we treated them with each possible treatment d P t0, 1u. Two central problems of causal analysis are the estimation of the average treatment effect (ATE) and the average treatment effect on the treated (ATT) [35], defined correspondingly as the causal estimands:

θ^{ATE} :“ E rY p1q ´ Y p0qs , θ^{ATT} :“ E rY p1q ´ Y p0q | D “ 1s (1) We consider the case when all potential confounders X P X Ď R^K of the treatment and the outcome are observed; a setting that has received substantial attention in the causal inference literature. In particular, we will make the widely used assumption of conditional ignorability:

Y p1q, Y p0q KK D | X (2) We assume that we are given data that consist of samples of the tuple of random variables pX, D, Y q, that satisfy the basic consistency property Y “ Y pDq (3) MSC2020 subject classifications: Primary 62D20, 62P20; secondary 62G05. Keywords and phrases: Causal inference, machine learning, semiparametric estimation.

1

Without loss of generality, the data generating process obeys the regression equations: (4) Y “ g_0pD, Xq ` U, E rU | D, Xs “ 0

D “ m_0pXq ` V, E rV | Xs “ 0

where U, V are noise variables. The outcome regression function g_0pd, xq and the propensity score m_0pxq are commonly referred to as nuisance functions. Note that when the outcome Y is also binary, then the non-parametric functions g_0 and m_0, fully determine the likelihood of the observed data.

Under conditional ignorability, consistency and the overlap assumption that both treatment values are probable conditional on X, i.e., m_0pXq P rc, 1 ´ cs almost surely, for some c ą 0, it is well known that the ATE and ATT are identified by the statistical estimands:

θ^{ATE} “ E rg_0 p1, Xq ´ g_0p0, Xqs, θ^{ATT} “ E rY ´ g_0p0, Xq | D “ 1s (5) Our goal is to derive the statistically optimal estimation rates for the ATE and the ATT. We will also be interested in a weighted variant of the average treatment effect (WATE):

E rwpXq pY p1q ´ Y p0qqs (6) where wpxq is a given weight function defined on X , which we allow to take negative values. Such weighted average effects typically arise in the evaluation of personalized policies, where w : X Ñ t0, 1u corresponds to a personalized treatment policy [36, 64]. Note that the ATE is a special case of the WATE with wpXq “ 1. Similar to the ATE, the WATE is identified by the statistical estimand:

(7) θ^{WATE} “ E rwpXq pg_0p1, Xq ´ g_0p0, Xqqs

Since the nuisance functions g_0 and m_0 in Equation (4) are unknown and may have complex structures, and since the dimension K of the covariates X can be large relative to the number of data n in many applications, it is extremely suitable to apply modern machine learning (ML) methods for the non-parametric, flexible and adaptive estimation of these nuisance functions, including penalized linear regression methods [11, 24, 66, 79], random forest methods [12, 18, 34, 63, 72], gradient boosted forests [19, 32, 78] and neural networks [29, 61], as well as ensemble and model selection approaches that combine all the above using out-of-sample cross-validation metrics [4, 26, 28, 31, 62, 67, 74, 75, 77].

Motivated by the wide adoption and use of black-box adaptive estimation methods [40, 43, 49, 73] for these non-parametric components of the data generating process, as well as their superior empirical performance [6], even in the context of treatment effect estimation, we will examine the problem of statistical optimality within the structure agnostic minimax framework that was recently introduced in [41]. In particular, the only assumption that we will be making about our data generating process is that we have access to estimates ĝ and m̂ that achieve some statistical error rate, as measured by the mean-squared error, i.e.

}ĝp0, Xq ´ g_0p0, Xq}_{PX ,2} ď e_n, }ĝp1, Xq ´ g_0p1, Xq}_{PX ,2} ď e^1_n, (8) }m̂pXq ´ mpXq}_{PX ,2} ď f_n (9) where for any function v : X Ñ R, we denote }vpXq}_{PX ,2} :“ a ErvpXq^2 s. Having access to such estimates for these two non-parametric components and imposing the aforementioned estimation error constraints on the data generating process, we resolve the optimal statistical rate achievable by any estimation algorithm for the parameters of interest.

The structure agnostic framework is particularly appealing as it essentially restricts any estimation approach to only use non-parametric regression estimates as a black-box and not

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 3

tailor the estimation strategy to particular structural assumptions about the regression function or the propensity. These further structural assumptions can many times be brittle and violated in practice, rendering the tailored estimation strategy invalid or low-performing. Hence, the structure agnostic statistical lower bound framework has the benefit that it yields lower bounds that can be matched by estimation procedures that are easy to deploy and robust in their details.

We show that up to constant factors no estimation algorithm for the WATE and ATT can achieve squared error rates for the parameter of interest that are better than: Ω ^ maxte_n, e^1_nu ¨ f_n ¨ }w}^2_{PX ,8}` 1 n }w}^2_{PX ,2} ˙ and Ω ^ e_n ¨ f_n` 1 n ˙ (10)

respectively. These lower bounds apply even if we impose rate restrictions on stronger nuisance error metrics, e.g. }vpXq}_{PX ,8} “ sup_{xPX} vpxq. Furthermore, our lower bound constructions apply even when the outcome Y is binary and, in the case of the WATE, they apply even when we know one of the two outcome response functions, i.e. g_0p0, ¨q or g_0p1, ¨q. Importantly, these lower bounds are achievable by the well-established and widely used doubly robust estimators that we describe below, making our characterization tight (up to constants).

If we have access to estimates ĝ and m̂, a straightforward approach to estimating our target quantities is to directly plug these estimators in the formulas that describe our statistical estimands, i.e.,

θ̂^{WATE}

plugin “ 1 n nÿ i“1 wpX_iq pĝp1, X_iq ´ ĝp0, X_iqq ,

(11)

θ̂^{ATT}_{plugin} “

~_n ÿ i“1 D_i ¸_{´1 n} ÿ i“1 D_i pY_i ´ ĝp0, X_iqq .

(12)

This approach renders the estimation accuracy of the target parameter very susceptible to estimation errors of the outcome regression nuisance function, which could be large due to high-dimensionality, regularization and model selection. Moreover, the function spaces over which these estimators operate might not be simple and do not necessarily satisfy a widely invoked Donsker condition [27].

To mitigate this heavy dependence on the outcome regression model and to lift any restrictions on the form of the nuisance estimation algorithm, other than mean-squared-error accuracy, a line of recent works [21–23, 25, 30, 59] proposes the use of sample splitting, together with first-order debiasing correction approaches that lead to estimating equations that satisfy the property of Neyman orthogonality. Several ideas in this line of work have also been explored in the strongly related variant of targeted learning [68, 69] and derive inspiration from the earlier classical work of [2, 13, 14, 33, 42, 47, 56, 60] in the field of semiparametric inference. These semi-parametric estimators attain root-n rates for the parameter of interest assuming that the non-parametric nuisance estimates attain mean-squared-error rates that decay faster than n^{1{4} and impose no further restrictions on the function spaces used in estimation or any other properties that the nuisance estimators need to satisfy.

In the case of average treatment effect estimation this approach leads to a sample-splitting variant of the well-known doubly robust estimators [53, 55] of the WATE and the ATT, i.e.:

θ̂^{WATE} “ 1 n nÿ i“1 wpX_iq „ ĝp1, X_iq ´ ĝp0, X_iq`

D_i ´ m̂pX_iq m̂pX_iq p1 ´ m̂pX_iqq pY_i ´ ĝpD_i, X_iqq ȷ (13)

θ̂^{ATT} “

~_n ÿ i“1 D_i ¸_{´1 n} ÿ i“1 „ D_i pY_i ´ ĝp0, X_iqq´ m̂pX_iq 1 ´ m̂pX_iq p1 ´ D_iqpY_i ´ ĝp0, X_iqq ȷ (14)

Even though the n^{1{4} rate requirement can be achieved by a broad range of machine learning methods [5, 9, 10, 16, 20, 71] (under assumptions), it can many times be violated in practice. Even in the case when this requirement is violated a small modification of the arguments employed in [22, 30] can be invoked to show that the estimation error of the doubly robust estimates will satisfy that with high probability: ˇ ˇθ̂^{WATE} ´ θ^{WATE} ˇ ˇ^2 “ O ^ maxte_n, e^1_nu ¨ f_n ¨ }w}^2_{PX ,8}` 1 n }w}^2_{PX ,2} ˙ (15) ˇ ˇθ̂_{ATT} ´ θ_{ATT} ˇ ˇ^2 “ O ^ e_n ¨ f_n` 1 n ˙ (16)

matching the upper bounds in Equation (10) and proving the structure-agnostic statistical optimality of these estimators (up to constant factors). For completeness, we provide these high-probability bounds in Section 3 and defer their proofs to the online appendix.

For general non-parametric functional estimation, it has been shown decades ago that if the function possesses certain smoothness properties, then higher-order debiasing schemes can be designed that lead to improved error rates [15, 17]. Specifically, first-order debiasing methods are suboptimal even when the nuisance function estimators are minimax optimal. Estimators based on higher-order debiasing have also been proposed and analyzed for functionals that arise in causal inference problems [41, 45, 50, 52, 70]. However, the fast rates of these methods crucially rely on the structure of the underlying function classes. Unlike first-order debiasing methods, higher-order methods are not structure-agnostic, in the sense that their error rates no longer apply to black-box estimators of the nuisance functions and the corresponding estimators are many times cumbersome to deploy in practice.

Our results show that first-order debiased machine learning methods are structure-agnostic optimal for estimating both WATE and ATT. Our results extend the recent work of [41], which proposed the structure agnostic minimax optimality framework and proved the statistical optimality of doubly robust estimators of the expected conditional co-variance functional, defined as θ^{COV} “ E rpD ´ E rD | XsqpY ´ ErY | Xsqs. However, the results in [41] do not apply to the average treatment effect functionals that we study here and which arguably possess a more central role in the causal inference literature.

Our proof of the lower bounds uses the method of fuzzy hypotheses that reduces our estimation problem to the problem of testing a pair of mixtures of hypotheses. Such methods are widely adopted in establishing lower bounds for non-parametric functional estimation problems [7, 41, 51, 65]. Our main technical contribution is a collection of carefully-designed constructions of the hypotheses that are built on asymmetric perturbations in the space of nuisance functions. We note that due to the more complicated relationships between the estimand and the data distribution, existing constructions of composite hypotheses [41, 51] do not apply to our setting, as we expand next.

In [7], the authors investigate the estimation problem of three functionals: quadratic functionals in Gaussian sequence models, quadratic integral functionals and the expected conditional covariance. They establish their lower bound by reducing it to lower-bounding the error of a related hypothesis testing problem. The error is then lower-bounded by constructing priors (mixtures) of the composite null and alternate distribution. The priors they construct are based on adding or subtracting "bumps" on top of a fixed hypothesis in a symmetric manner, which is a standard proof strategy for functional estimation problems [3, 8, 39, 51]. The reason why the proof strategy of [7] fails for WATE and ATT is that the functional relationships between the nuisance parameters and these target parameters take significantly different forms. Specifically, the target parameters that [7] investigates are all in the form of

(17) T pf, gq “ xf, gy_H ,

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 5

where f, g are unknown nuisance parameters that lie in some Hilbert space H. To be concrete, consider the example of the expected conditional covariance θ^{COV}. Let μ_0pxq “ E rY | X “ xs, then we have that

θ^{COV} “ E rDY s´ ż m_0pxqμ_0pxqdp_X pxq

where p_X is the marginal density of X. The first term, E rDY s, can be estimated with a standard Opn^{´ 1}2 q rate, so what remains to be estimated is the second term which is exactly in the form of Equation (17). However, the ATE and ATT functionals do not take this inner produce form. Instead they are, respectively, of the form:

T_1pm_0, g_0q :“ E_X rg_0p1, Xq ´ g_0p0, Xqs “ E_{D,X} „ D ´ m_0pXq m_0pXqp1 ´ m_0pXqq g_0pD, Xq ȷ

T_2pm_0, g_0q :“

E_X rpg_0p1, Xq ´ g_0p0, Xqq m_0pXqs E_X rm_0pXqs . Stepping outside of the realm of inner product functionals is the major challenge in extending existing approaches of establishing lower bounds to the problem of estimating WATE and ATT, and is our main technical innovation.

1.1. Notation. We use P_X to denote the marginal distribution of the confounding factors X in the model (4). For any function f : R^n ÞÑ R^k and distribution P over R^n , we define its L^r-norm as }f}_{P,r} “ ^ż }f}^r dP

˙ 1_r , r P p0, `8q and }f}_{P,8} “ ess sup tfpXq : X „ P u .

We also slightly abuse notation and use }f}_r instead, when the distribution is clear from context. For two sequences pa_nq_{ně1} and pb_nq_{ně1}, we write a_n “ Opb_nq if there exists a constant C ą 0 such that |a_n| ď C|b_n|, @n ě 1, and we write a_n “ Ωpb_nq if there exists a constant c ą 0 such that |a_n| ě c|b_n|, @n ě 1.

2. Structure-agnostic estimation of average treatment effect. To analyze the statistical limit of estimating treatment effect without making assumptions on regularity properties of nuisance functions, we adopt the structure-agnostic framework introduced by [7]. Specifically, we assume the existence of black-box estimates m̂pxq and ĝpd, xq of mpxq and gpd, xq that are accurate in the sense of L^2 distance:

(18)

}g_0p0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq}^2_{PX ,2} ď e_n, }g_0p1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq}^2_{PX ,2} ď e^1_n,

}m_0pXq ´ m̂pXq}^2_{PX ,2} ď f_n,

where e_n, e^1_n and f_n are arbitrary positive numbers that depend on the sample size n used to estimate the nuisance functions. Note that here we assume that the estimators m̂, ĝ are already known to the statistician rather than a part of the estimation process. The reason for considering this setup is that we do not want to open the black box of how these estimators are obtained. In practice, these estimators can be obtained by leveraging estimation methods such as Lasso [16], random forest [63], deep neural networks [20, 29, 61] among others. Ideally, we would like have a guarantee on the final estimation error that only depends on the nuisance estimation error (18) but not on algorithmic-dependent properties.

Apart from the nuisance estimators, we also assume access to i.i.d. data tpX_i, D_i, Y_iqu^n_{i“1} that are also independent of the data used to obtain the nuisance estimators. In this way, we fully disentangle the complete estimation procedure into a learning phase where any estimation method can be used to obtain nuisance estimators from a portion of the data, and an second phase that leads to the final parameter estimate. While estimation of WATE/ATT does not necessarily need to follow this procedure, this is a typical pipeline implemented in practice. We are interested in answering the following question: what is the optimal error rate that we can achieve for estimating WATE and ATT, given known estimators of nuisance functions and i.i.d. data tpX_i, D_i, Y_iqu^n_{i“1}?

3. Structure-agnostic high-probability upper bounds. We first introduce achievable structure-agnostic upper bounds that are quite well-understood in the existing literature. In particular, revisiting the asymptotic normality and root-n consistency results in [21, 22, 30], we argue that the sample-splitting variants of the doubly robust estimators presented in Equation (13) and Equation (14), achieve high-probability error bounds, even in the regime where the parameter error rate is not root-n. These high probability squared-error bounds depend on the product of the errors in the relevant outcome regressions and the propensity (i.e. e_n ¨ f_n), plus the typical parametric rate of 1{n. When the product of nuisance errors decays faster then 1{n, then the nuisance estimation error can be asymptotically ignored and the estimate can also be shown to be asymptotically normally distributed. However, the estimation error bounds are valid even when the product of the errors does not lie in this “fast” parametric regime. This result follows from standard arguments and is deferred to the online appendix.

THEOREM 3.1. Suppose that there exists a constant c P p0, 1q such that c ď m̂pxq ď 1 ´ c, @x P supppXq and |Y | ď G a.s., for some constant G. Then for any δ ą 0, there exists a constant C_δ such that the doubly robust estimator of the WATE (defined in Equation (13)) achieves estimation error ˇ ˇθ̂_{WATE} ´ θ_{WATE} ˇ ˇ^2 ď C_δ ^ maxte_n, e^1_nu ¨ f_n ¨ }w}^2_{PX ,8}` 1 n }w}^2_{PX ,2} ˙ . with probability ě 1 ´ δ. Moreover, the doubly robust estimator of the ATT (defined in Equation (14)) achieves estimation error

(19) ˇ ˇθ̂_{ATT} ´ θ_{ATT} ˇ ˇ^2 ď C_δ ^ e_n ¨ f_n` 1 n ˙

with probability ě 1 ´ δ.

Theorem 3.1 implies that with high probability, the estimation error of the debiased estimator (13) is upper-bounded by the sum of the oracle error which equals^1_n multiplied by the L^2 norm of weight function w, and the product of the error in estimating nuisance functions m_0 and g_0, multiplied by the L^8 norm of w. Similarly, for estimating the ATT, Theorem 3.1 implies that with high probability, the estimation error of the doubly robust estimator (14) is upper-bounded by the sum of the oracle error^1_n and the product of the error in estimating nuisance functions m_0 and g_0p0, ¨q.

Given the high-probability upper bounds in Theorem 3.1 and 3.1, it is natural to ask whether these structure-agnostic guarantees achieved by the doubly robust estimators can be further improved. Our results in the next section provide a negative answer (up to constants).

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 7

4. Main results. In this section, we present our main results that lower-bound the estimation errors in the structural-agnostic setting. Our lower bounds match the upper bounds derived in the previous section, implying that double/debiased ML estimators are structureagnostic optimal in estimating WATE and ATT.

We restrict ourselves to the case of binary outcomes:

ASSUMPTION 4.1. The outcome variable Y is binary, i.e., Y P t0, 1u.

Given that the black-box nuisance function estimators satisfy Equation (18), we define the following constraint set

(20) F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} “ ! pm, gq | supppXq “ r0, 1s^K , P_X “ Uniform ` r0, 1s^K ˘ , }gp0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq}^2_{PX ,2} ď e_n, }gp1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq}^2_{PX ,2} ď e^1_n,

}mpXq ´ m̂pXq}^2_{PX ,2} ď f_n, 0 ď mpxq, gpd, xq ď 1, @x P r0, 1s^K ) where

e_n, e^1_n, f_n “ op1q pn Ñ `8q.

Note that introducing Assumption 4.2 and constraints on P_X in Equation (20) only strengthens the lower bound that we are going to prove, since they provide additional information on the ground-truth model. Moreover, the constraints 0 ď mpxq, gpd, xq ď 1 naturally holds due to the fact that both the treatment and outcome variables are binary. We then define the minimax p1 ´ γq-quantile risk of estimating θ^{WATE} over a function space F as

(21) M^{WATE}_{n,γ} pFq “ inf_{θ̂:pX ^D^YqnÞÑR} sup_{pm˚ ,g˚qPF} Q_{Pm˚ ,g˚ ,1´γ} ^ˇ ˇ ˇθ̂ ´ θ^{WATE} ˇ ˇ^2 ˙ , where Q_{P,γ} pXq “ inf tx P R : P rX ď xs ě γu denotes the quantile function of a random variable X, and P_m˚_{,g}˚ is the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q which is uniquely determined by the functions m^˚ and g^˚. Specifically, let μ be the uniform distribution on X ^ D ^ Y “ r0, 1s^K ^ t0, 1u ^ t0, 1u, then the density p_m˚_{,g}˚ “^{dPm˚,g˚}_{dμ} can be expressed as

p_m˚_{,g}˚ px, d, yq “ m^˚pxq^dp1 ´ m^˚pxqq^{1´d}g^˚pd, xq^yp1 ´ g^˚pd, xqq^{1´y}.

According to Equation (21), M^{WATE}_{n,γ} pFq ě ρ would imply that for any estimator θ̂ of WATE, there must exist some pm^˚, g^˚q P F, such that under the induced data distribution, the probability of θ̂ having estimation error ě ρ is at least 1´γ. This provides a stronger form of lower bound compared with the minimax expected risk defined in [7], in the sense that the lower bound M^{WATE}_{n,γ} pFq ě ρ implies a lower bound p1 ´ γqρ of the minimax expected risk, but the converse does not necessarily hold.

Similarly, one can define the minimax quantile risk for estimating ATT as (22)

M^{ATT}_{n,γ} pFq “ inf θ̂:pX ^D^Yq^nÞÑR sup pm^˚ ,g^˚qPF Q_{Pm˚,g˚ ,1´γ} ^ˇ ˇ ˇθ̂ ptpXi, Di, Yiqu^n_{i“1}q ´ θ^{ATT} ˇ ˇ^2 ˙ . The main objective of this section is to derive lower bounds for M^{WATE}_{n,γ} ` F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} ˘ and M^{ATT}_{n,γ} ` F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} ˘ in terms of e_n, e^1_n, f_n and n.

To derive our lower bound, we also need to assume that the estimators m̂pxq : r0, 1s^K ÞÑ r0, 1s and ĝpd, xq : t0, 1u ^ r0, 1s^K ÞÑ r0, 1s are bounded away from 0 and 1.

ASSUMPTION 4.2. There exists a constant c such that c ď m̂pxq, ĝpd, xq ď 1 ´ c for all d P t0, 1u and x P r0, 1s^K .

The assumption that c ď m̂pxq ď 1 ´ c is common in deriving upper bounds for the error induced by debiased estimators. On the other hand, the assumption that c ď ĝpd, xq ď 1 ´ c is typically not needed for deriving upper bounds, but it is also made in prior works for proving lower bounds of estimating the expected conditional covariance E rCovpD, Y q | Xs [7, 51].

Now we are ready to state our main results.

THEOREM 4.3. For any constant γ P

`_1 2 , 1 ˘ and estimators m̂pxq and ĝpd, xq that satisfy Assumption 4.2, for any given weight function w, the minimax risk of estimating the WATE is M^{WATE}_{n,γ} ` F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} ˘ “ Ω ^ maxte_n, e^1_nuf_n ¨ }w}^2_{PX ,8}` 1 n }w}^2_{PX ,2} ˙

REMARK. If we only assume that c ď m̂pxq, ĝp1, xq ď 1 ´ c in Assumption 4.2, then we would have the lower bound

M^{WATE}_{n,γ} ` F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} ˘ “ Ω ^ e^1_nf_n ¨ }w}^2_{PX ,8}` 1 n }w}^2_{PX ,2} ˙ . Furthermore, this lower bound still holds in the case where we know the baseline response, i.e., ĝp0, xq “ g_0p0, xq “ 0.

THEOREM 4.4. For any constant γ P

`_1 2 , 1 ˘ and estimators m̂pxq and ĝpd, xq that satisfy Assumption 4.2, the minimax risk of estimating the ATT is given by

M^{ATT}_{n,γ} ` F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} ˘ “ Ω ^ e_n ¨ f_n` 1 n ˙

REMARK. As discussed in Section 5.1, generic machine learning estimators are typically guaranteed to have small L^2 errors. However, the lower bounds presented in Theorem 4.3 and 4.4 still hold even if we replace the L^2 norm constraints in Equation (20) are replaced with stronger L^rp2 ď r ď `8q constraints.

Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 provide lower bounds of the minimax estimation errors for the WATE and ATT, in terms of the sample size and the estimation error of the black-box nuisance function estimators. Our lower bounds exactly matches the upper bounds in Theorems 3.1 and 3.1 attained by the sample splitting variants of the doubly robust estimators, indicating that such estimators are minimax optimal in the structural-agnostic setup.

5. Proof of Theorem 4.3. In this section, we give the detailed proof of our main result, Theorem 4.3, for the lower bound of estimating WATE. We first introduce some preliminary results that our proof will rely on.

5.1. Preliminaries. In this subsection, we introduce some known results that build the relationship between functional estimation and hypothesis testing, and then prove some preparatory results for the construction of hypotheses in subsequent sections. Let H be the Hellinger distance defined as HpP, Qq “ 1 2 ż `a P pdxq´ a Qpdxq ˘_2

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 9

for any distributions P, Q. The first result that we will introduce is due to [51] and upperbounds the Hellinger distance between two mixtures of product measures.

Formally, let X “ Y^m_{j“1}X_j be a measurable partition of the sample space. Given a vector λ “ pλ_1, . . . , λ_mq in some product measurable space Λ “ Λ_1 ^ ¨ ¨ ¨ ^ Λ_m, let P and Q_λ be probability measures on X such that the following statements hold: • P pX_j q “ Q_λ pX_jq “ p_j for every λ P Λ, and • The probability measures P and Q_λ restricted to X_j depend on the j-th coordinate λ_j of λ only.

Let p and q_λ be the densities of the measures P and Q_λ that are jointly measurable in the parameter λ and the observation x, and π be a probability measure on Λ. Define

b “ m max_j sup_λ ż X_j pq_λ ´ pq^2 p dμ, and the mixed density q “ ş q_λdπpλq, then we have the following result.

THEOREM 5.1. ([51], Theorem 2.1, simplified version) Suppose that the mixed densities are equal, i.e. that q “ p, and that n maxt1, bu max_j p_j ď A for all j for some positive constant A, then there exists a constant C that depends only on A such that, for any product probability measure π “ π_1 b ¨ ¨ ¨ b π_m, H ^ P^{bn}, ż Q^{bn}_λ dπpλq ˙ ď max_j p_j ¨ Cn^2b^2.

REMARK. Theorem 5.1 considers a special case of [51], Theorem 2.1. The original variant of the theorem considers a more general setting where the measures p are also indexed by λ, i.e. p_λ, P_λ and where p is the mixture density. Here, we only need the special cases where all P_λ’s are equal to P . The original version of the theorem also required that all p_λ satisfy that B ď p ď B̄ for some constants B, B̄. In our special case, we no longer need to assume that. The only step in the proof of [51] that makes use of this assumption is that

max_j sup_λ ż X_j p^2 p_λ dμ p_j ď B̄ B (see the arguments following their proof of Lemma 5.2). However, in our setting this term is simply

max_j sup_λ ż X_j p^2 p_λ dμ p_j “ max_j p^{´1}_j ż X_j pdμ “ max_j p^{´1}_j P pX_j q “ 1.

THEOREM 5.2. ([65], Theorem 2.15) Let π be a probability distribution on a set (measure space) of distributions P with common support X , which induce the distribution

Q_1pAq “ ż Q^{bn}pAqdπpQq, @A Ă P. Suppose that there exists P P P and a functional T : P ÞÑ R which satisfies (23) T pP q ď c, πptQ : T pQq ě c ` 2suq “ 1 for some s ą 0. If H^2 pP^{bn}, Q_1q ď δ ă 2, then: inf T̂ :X nÞÑR sup_{P PP} P ”ˇ ˇT̂ ´ T pP q ˇ ˇ ě s ı ě 1´ a δp1 ´ δ{4q 2 .

10 Equivalently, let γ “^{1`}

?_{δp1´δ{4q} 2 , then inf T̂ :X nÞÑR sup_{P PP} Q_{P,1´γ} ^ˇ ˇ ˇT̂ ´ T pP q ˇ ˇ^2 ˙ ě s^2.

5.2. Partitioning the covariate space. The following lemma states that for an arbitrary weight function wpxq, one can always partition the domain into two subsets that have the same amount of weights.

DEFINITION 5.3. We say that a set S Ď R^K is a hyperrectangle collection if it can be partitioned into a finite number of disjoint hyperrectangles in R^K .

LEMMA 5.4. Let S Ď R^K be a hyperrectangle collection and wpxq : r0, 1s^K ÞÑ R be a non-negative Lebesgue-integrable function such that ż r0,1s^K

wpxqdμ_Lpxq ą 0,

then S can be partitioned into two hyperrectangle collections S_1, S_2 such that μ_LpS_1q “ 1 2 μ_LpSq and ż S_1

wpxqdμ_Lpxq “ 1 2 ż S wpxqdμ_Lpxq, where μ_L is the Lebesgue measure on R^K .

PROOF. Suppose that S “ Y^n_{i“1}C_i, where C_i “

Ś_K

j“1ra_{ij} , b_{ij} s are disjoint hyperrectangles. Let

T_α “ nď i“1 ~_{K´1} ą j“1 ra_{ij} , b_{ij}s^ „´ 1´ α 2 ¯ a_{iK}` α 2 b_{iK} , 1 ´ α 2 a_{iK}` 1 ` α 2 b_{iK} ȷ¸ , α P r0, 1s,

then it is easy to see that μ_LpT_αq “^1_2 μ_LpSq and that both T_α and SzT_α are hyperrectangle collections.^1

For α_0 P p0, 1q, dominated convergence theorem implies that lim_{αÑα0} ş T_α wpxqdμLpxq “ lim_{αÑα0} ş S 1tx P T_αuwpxqdμ_Lpxq “ ş S 1tx P T_{α0} uwpxqdμ_Lpxq “ ş T_{α0} wpxqdμLpxq, so the

mapping

ψ : r0, 1s ÞÑ R, α ÞÑ ż T_α wpxqdμ_Lpxq is continuous and satisfies

ψp0q ` ψp1q “ ż S wpxqdμ_Lpxq because T_0 Y T_1 “ S and μ_LpT_0 X T_1q “ 0, so there must exists some α such that: ψpαq “ ψp0q ` ψp1q 2 “ 1 2 ż S wpxqdμ_Lpxq. Hence we can choose S_1 “ T_α and S_2 “ SzT_α, concluding the proof.

1Intuitively, Tα splits S along the K-th dimension into two sets: one set that contains an interval of length 1 2 pbiK ´aiK q that lies strictly inside the interval raiK , biK s and one set that contains two disconnected intervals, one to the left of the aforementioned middle interval and of length α2 pbiK ´ aiK q and one to the right of the aforementioned interval of length ´ 1 2´ α 2 ¯ pbiK ´ aiK q.

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 11

Let P_X be the uniform distribution on supppXq “ r0, 1s^K and p_X be its density. It is easy to see that P_X “ |wpXq| ą^1_2 }w}_{PX ,8} ‰ ą 0. Assuming without loss of generality that P_X “ wpXq ą^1_2 }w}_{PX ,8} ‰ ą 0 (otherwise we consider ´w instead of w), we can define the "truncated" weight function ŵpxq “ wpxq1 � wpxq ą^1_2 }w}_{PX ,8} ( . Applying Lemma 5.4 to ŵ ¨ w, recursively, for m times, with m P Z_`, we can partition r0, 1s^K into M “ 2^m hyperrectangle collections B_1, B_2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , B_M , such that μ_LpB_j q “^1_M and ż B_j wpxqŵpxqdx “ 1 M ż r0,1s^K wpxqŵpxqdx, j “ 1, 2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , M. Since P_X is the uniform distribution on r0, 1s^K , the above implies that

E_X rwpXqŵpXq1tX P B_jus “ 1 M ż r0,1s^K wpxqŵpxqdx, j “ 1, 2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , M. Let λ_i, i “ 1, 2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , M be i.i.d. Rademacher random variables taking values `1 and ´1 both with probability 0.5. We define

(24) Δpλ, xq “

M{2ÿ j“1 λ_j p1 tx P B_{2j} u ´ 1 tx P B_{2j´1}uq .

The following properties of Δpλ, xq are straightforward.

PROPOSITION 5.5. We have

E_λ Δpλ, xq “

M{2ÿ j“1 E λ_j p1 tx P B_{2j} u ´ 1 tx P B_{2j´1}uq “ 0, @x P r0, 1s^K

(25a)

E_X wpXqŵpXqΔpλ, Xq “ 0, @λ P t0, 1u^{M{2}

(25b)

Δpλ, xq^2 “

M{2ÿ j“1 p1 tx P B_{2j}u ´ 1 tx P B_{2j´1}uq^2 “ 1, @x P r0, 1s^K , λ P t0, 1u^{M{2}.

(25c)

REMARK. The construction of "bump" functions Δpλ, xq in the form of Equation (24) has also been used in a line of prior works for proving minimax lower bounds [7]. However, here we need to carefully construct the partition B_j of the whole domain to handle nonuniform weights. We note that if we only wanted to deal with an Average Treatment Effect and not a Weighted Average Treatment Effect, then we would have simply chosen B_j to be an equi-partition of the r0, 1s^K space and the above constructions of the regions B_j , related to balancing the given weights, would not be needed.

5.3. Core part of lower bound construction. Having completed all preparation steps, we are now ready to present our proof for Theorem 4.3. The remaining part of Section 5 is organized as follows. In Section 5.4 and 5.5, we first establish our lower bound Ω ´ e^1_nf_n}w}^2_{PX ,8} ¯ under the following weaker version of Assumption 4.2, as previously mentioned in Remark 4: ASSUMPTION 5.6. There exists a constant c ą 0 such that c ď m̂pxq, ĝp1, xq ď 1 ´ c for all x P r0, 1s^K .

We separately present our proof of this lower bound for the two cases e^1_n ě f_n and e^1_n ă f_n. Interestingly, these two cases need to be handled separately using different constructions of the composite hypotheses. In Section 5.6, we show how the lower bound Ω ´ e_nf_n}w}^2_{PX ,8} ¯ can be derived in a similar fashion. To conclude our proof, it remains to prove the lower bound O ´ n^{´1}}w}^2_{PX ,2} ¯ , which is the standard oracle error and can be found in the supplementary material.

5.4. Case 1: e_n ě f_n. In this case, we define

(26) g_λp0, xq “ ĝp0, xq

m_λpxq “ m̂pxq „ 1´ β ĝp1, xq ŵpxqΔpλ, xq ȷ

g_λp1, xq “ m̂pxq m_λpxq rĝp1, xq ` αŵpxqΔpλ, xqs , where α, β ą 0 are constants that will be specified later in Lemma 5.11, where we will verify that pm_λ, g_λq belongs to the constrained set F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} and thus are valid probabilities in particular. Compared with standard approaches for constructing the composite hypotheses [3, 8, 39, 51], we employ an asymmetric construction which means that the nuisance functions are non-linear in the Rademacher variables λ (in particular the function g_λ depends non-linearly in λ due to the dependence on m_λ in the denominator). As discussed in Section 1, such type of non-standard constructions are necessary since the functional that we need to estimate has a different structure than those handled in previous works.

We first prove some basic properties of our construction.

PROPOSITION 5.7. For all x P r0, 1s^K , we have

E_λ m_λpxq “ m̂pxq ´ m̂pxq β ĝp1, xq ŵpxqE_λ Δpλ, xq “ m̂pxq (27a)

E_λ rg_λp1, xqm_λpxqs “ m̂pxq pĝp1, xq ` αŵpxqE_λ Δpλ, xqq “ ĝp1, xqm̂pxq.

(27b)

We start by bounding the L^2 distance from g_λ, m_λ to ĝ, m̂.

LEMMA 5.8. Assuming that β ď^1_2 c }w}^{´1}_{PX ,8} where c is the constant introduced in Assumption 4.2, then the following holds for all 0 ă r ď `8: }g_λp1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq}_{PX ,r} ď 2pα ` c^{´1}βq}ŵpXq}_{PX ,r}, }m_λpXq ´ m̂pXq}_{PX ,r} ď c^{´1}β}ŵpXq}_{PX ,r}. PROOF. We have }m_λpXq ´ m̂pXq}_{PX ,r} “ β › › › ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ĝp1, Xq › › ›_{PX ,r} ď c^{´1}β}ŵpXq}^PX^{,r} and }g_λp1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq}_{PX ,r} ď › ›m̂pXq ´ m^λpXq m_λpXq ĝp1, Xq › › P_X ,r ` α › › m̂pXq m_λpXq ŵpXq › › P_X ,r ď 2pc^{´1}β ` αq}ŵpXq}_{PX ,r}.

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 13

Let Q_λ be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by g_λ and m_λ and μ be the uniform distribution on r0, 1s^K ^ t0, 1u ^ t0, 1u. Define q_λ “^{dQλ}_{dμ} . Similarly, let P̂ be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by ĝ and m̂, and p̂ “^{dP̂}_{dμ} . The next lemma states that the mixture of Q_λ with prior πpλq is exactly equal to P̂ .

LEMMA 5.9. Let Q “ ş Q_λdπpλq and q “^{dQ}_{dμ} “ ş q_λdπpλq, then p̂ “ q.

PROOF. By definition, we have

q_λpx, d, yq “ m_λpxq^dp1 ´ m_λpxqq^{1´d}g_λpd, xq^yp1 ´ g_λpd, xqq^{1´y} and p̂px, d, yq “ m̂pxq^dp1 ´ m̂pxqq^{1´d}ĝpd, xq^yp1 ´ ĝpd, xqq^{1´y} .

The "mixed" joint density q is then given by qpx, d, yq “ ż q_λpx, d, yqdπpλq “ ż m_λpxq^dp1 ´ m_λpxqq^{1´d}g_λpd, xq^yp1 ´ g_λpd, xqq^{1´y}dπpλq

When d “ 1, we have

qpx, 1, yq “ $ ’& ’% ż m_λpxqg_λp1, xqdπpλq if y “ 1 ż m_λpxq p1 ´ g_λp1, xqq dπpλq if y “ 0.

By Equation (27), we know that ż m_λpxqg_λp1, xqdπpλq “ m̂pxqĝp1, xq “ p̂px, 1, 1q and ż m_λpxq p1 ´ g_λp1, xqq dπpλq “ m̂pxq ´ m̂pxqĝp1, xq “ p̂px, 1, 0q,

thus qpx, 1, yq “ p̂px, 1, yq, y P t0, 1u.

When d “ 0, recall that ĝp0, xq “ g_λp0, xq by our construction, so we have qpx, 0, yq “ ż p1 ´ m_λpxqqĝp0, xq^y p1 ´ ĝp0, xqq^{1´y} dπpλq

“ p1 ´ m̂pxqqĝp0, xq^yp1 ´ ĝp0, xqq^{1´y} “ p̂px, 0, yq.

where we again use Equation (27a) in the second equation. Hence p̂ “ q as desired.

The following lemma implies that the Hellinger distance between the empirical distribution under P̂ and Q_λ with prior πpλq can be made arbitrarily small, as long as the domain supppXq is partitioned into sufficiently many pieces.

LEMMA 5.10. For any δ ą 0, as long as M ě maxtn,^{32C}_{c4δ} n^2u where c is the constant introduced in Assumption 5.6 and C is the constant implied by Theorem 5.1 for A “ 4c^{´2}, we have

H^2 ^ P̂^{bn}, ż Q^{bn}_λ dπpλq ˙ ď δ.

PROOF. We prove this lemma by applying Theorem 5.1 to the partition X_j “ pB_{2j´1} Y B_{2j} q ^ t0, 1u ^ t0, 1u, j “ 1, 2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , M{2 of r0, 1s^K ^ t0, 1u ^ t0, 1u, p “ p̂ and q_λ as constructed above, and μ being the uniform distribution over r0, 1s^K ^ t0, 1u ^ t0, 1u. Recall that B_j ’s are chosen to satisfy μ_LpB_jq “^1_M where μ_L is the Lebesgue measure, so that

(28) p_j :“ P̂ pX_j q “ Q_λpX_j q “ μ_LpB_{2j´1}q ` μ_LpB_{2j} q “ 2 M since their marginal distribution P_X is the uniform distribution. Also, since for any x P X_j we have Δpλ, xq “ λ_jp1tx P B_{2j´1}u ´ 1tx P B_{2j} uq, the distribution Q_λ restricted to X_j only depends on λ_j . It follows from Equation (28) that b “ M 2 max_j sup_λ ż X_j pq_λ ´ p̂q^2 p̂ dμ

ď max_j M 2 p_j ¨ sup px,d,yqPX_j pp̂px, d, yq ´ q_λpx, d, yqq^2 p̂px, d, yq ď 4 c^2 , where the last step holds since

p̂px, 1, yq ě p_X pxq ¨ min tm̂pxq, 1 ´ m̂pxqu ¨ min tĝp1, xq, 1 ´ ĝp1, xqu ě c^2 by Assumption 5.6, which implies that pp̂px, 1, yq ´ q_λpx, 1, yqq^2 p̂px, 1, yq ď 4 c^2 , and for all px, 0, yq P supppP̂ q, pp̂px, 0, yq ´ q_λpx, 0, yqq^2 p̂px, 0, yq ď pm_λpxq ´ m̂pxqq^2ĝp0, xq^{2y} p1 ´ ĝp0, xqq^{2p1´yq} p1 ´ m̂pxqqĝp0, xq^y p1 ´ ĝp0, xqq^{1´y} ď 4 c . Hence we have Cn^2 ^ max_j p_j ˙ b^2 ď

32Cn^2 c^4M ď δ Finally, we have n maxt1, bu max_j p_j ď 4nc^{´2}M^{´1} ď 4c^{´2} “ A by our choice of M , so all conditions of Theorem 5.1 hold. By Theorem 5.1, we can conclude that H^2pP̂ , Qq ď δ.

As the final building block for establishing our lower bound, we prove the following lemma, which implies that with proper choices of α and β, m_λ, g_λ are close (in the sense of L^2-distance) to m̂ and ĝ respectively, and that the separation condition (23) holds with distance s “ Ω ´? e_nf_n }w}_{PX ,8} ¯ . LEMMA 5.11. Let α “ a e^1_n 4}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} , β “ c ? f_n 4}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} ,

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 15

then for sufficiently large n, we have pm_λ, g_λq P F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} and

(29) E_X rwpXqg_λp1, Xqs ě E rwpXqĝp1, Xqs` 1 2 αβE „ wpXqŵpXq^2 ĝp1, Xq ȷ , @λ P t0, 1u^{M{2}.

PROOF. Our assumption that e^1_n ě f_n implies that α ě β. Since e^1_n, f_n “ op1qpn Ñ `8q, for sufficiently large n we must have

(30) maxtα, βu ď 1 4 c^2 ` 1 ` }wpXq}_{PX ,8}

˘_{´4} min " 1, E „ wpXqŵpXq^2 ĝp1, Xq ȷ* , where c is the constant introduced in Assumption 5.6. In the remaining part of the proof we will assume that Equation (30) holds.

First, by Lemma 5.8 and our choice of α and β it is easy to see that

}m̂pXq ´ m_λpXq}_{PX ,2} ď c^{´1}β}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} ď a f_n }ĝp1, Xq ´ g_λp1, Xq}_{PX ,2} ď pα ` c^{´1}βq}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} ď a e^1_n.

Note that the second inequality above makes use of our assumption that e^1_n ě f_n. Again applying Lemma 5.8 with r “ 8, we have

}ĝp1, Xq ´ g_λp1, Xq}_{PX ,8} ď pα ` c^{´1}βq}ŵpXq}_{PX ,8} ď 1 2 c, which implies that 0 ď g_λ ď 1. Similarly we have 0 ď m_λ ď 1, so pm_λ, g_λq P F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} .

It remains to show that Equation (29) holds. To see this, note that for fixed λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} we have E rwpXqg_λp1, Xqs (31a) “ E « wpXq ĝp1, Xq ` αŵpXqΔpλ, Xq 1 ´^β_{ĝp1,Xq} ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ff (31b)

“ E « wpXq pĝp1, Xq ` αŵpXqΔpλ, Xqq `8ÿ k“0 ^ β ĝp1, Xq ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ˙_kff (31c)

“ E „ wpXq ^ ĝp1, Xq ` pα ` βqŵpXqΔpλ, Xq` αβ ` β^2 ĝp1, Xq ŵpXq^2 ˙ȷ

` E „ αβ^2 ĝp1, Xq^2 wpXqŵpXq^3Δpλ, Xq ȷ (31d)

` E « wpXq pĝp1, Xq ` αŵpXqΔpλ, Xqq `8ÿ k“3 ^ β ĝp1, Xq ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ˙_kff (31e)

ě E rwpXqĝp1, Xqs ` αβE „ wpXqŵpXq^2 ĝp1, Xq ȷ

´ c^{´2}αβ^2}w}^4_{PX ,8} ´ 2c}w}_{PX ,8} `8ÿ k“3 ` c^{´1}β}w}_{PX ,8} ˘_k (31f)

ě E rwpXqĝp1, Xqs ` αβE „ wpXqŵpXq^2 ĝp1, Xq ȷ ´ C_0pαβ^2 ` β^3q,

(31g) where Equation (31b) follows from our construction in Equation (26), Equation (31c) uses a Taylor expansion which is valid since Equation (30) implies that ˇ ˇ β_{ĝp1,Xq} ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ˇ ˇ ď c^{´1}}w}_{PX ,8}β ď^1_2 , Equation (31e) follows from a direct expansion of Equation (31c) up to the second-order term, Equation (31f) is deduced by noticing that E_X rwpXqŵpXqΔpλ, Xqs “ 0 (by Proposition 5.5) and^{wpXqŵpXq2}_{ĝp1,Xq} ě 0 and ĝp1, Xq ě c and using the upper bound on α by Equation (30). Finally, Equation (31g) holds for C_0 “ 4c^{´2}}w}^4_{PX ,8}, invoking also the identity ř_8 k“3 t^k “ t^3{p1 ´ tq for t “ c^{´1}β}w}_{PX ,8} ď 1{2. Here, it is important to note that our construction in Equation (26) exactly ensures that the first-order terms (in α and β) cancel out. Finally, Equation (30) and α ě β together imply that C_0pαβ^2 ` β^3q ď 2C_0αβ^2 ď 1 2 E ”_{wpXqŵpXq2} ĝp1,Xq ı αβ, so Equation (29) immediately follows from Equation (31), concluding the proof.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.3 in the case when e^1_n ě f_n. For any γ ą^1_2 ,

there exists some δ P p0, 2q such that^{1`}

?_{δp1´δ{4q}

2 “ γ. We choose M ě maxtn,^{32C}_{c4δ} n^2u and P “ tP̂ u Y � Q_λ : λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} ( , P “ P̂ , π be the discrete uniform distribution on � Q_λ : λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} ( , s “^1_4 αβE

“_{wpXqŵpXq}2 ĝp1,Xq ‰ in the context of Theorem 5.2. Then Lemma 5.10 and 5.11 imply that all the listed conditions are satisfied for the WATE functional

T pP q “ θ^{WATE}pP q “ E_P rwpXq pgp1, Xq ´ gp0, Xqqs .

Therefore, by Theorem 5.2, we have

inf_{θ̂} sup_{P PP} Q_{P,1´γ} ^ˇ ˇ ˇθ̂ ` tpX_i, D_i, Y_iqu^N_{i“1} ˘ ´ θ^{WATE} ˇ ˇ^2 ˙

“ Ω ^ αβE „ wpXqŵpXq^2 ĝp1, Xq ȷ˙

“ Ω ~ a e^1_nf_n }ŵpXq}^2_{PX ,2} ¨ E „ wpXqŵpXq^2 ĝp1, Xq ȷ¸

“ Ω ~ a e^1_nf_n¨ E “ wpXqŵpXq^2 ‰ }ŵpXq}^2_{PX ,2} ¸

“ Ω ~ a e^1_nf_n¨ E “ wpXq^31 � wpXq ą^1_2 }w}_{PX ,8} (‰ E “ wpXq^21 � wpXq ą^1_2 }w}_{PX ,8} (‰ ¸

“ Ω ´ }w}_{PX ,8} a e^1_nf_n ¯ . 5.5. Case 2: f_n ą e^1_n. In this case, we consider a different construction as follows:

(32) g_λp0, xq “ ĝp0, xq

g_λp1, xq “ ĝp1, xq 1 `^β_{ĝp1,xq} ŵpxqΔpλ, xq ´ αβŵpxq^2

m_λpxq “ ĝp1, xq g_λp1, xq pm̂pxq ` αm̂pxqĝp1, xqŵpxqΔpλ, xqq where Δpλ, xq is defined in Equation (24) and α, β ą 0 are constants that will be specified later. Parallel to Proposition 5.7 and Lemma 5.8, we first prove some basic properties of our construction.

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 17

PROPOSITION 5.12. We have E_λ rm_λpxqg_λp1, xqs “ m̂pxqĝp1, xq and E_λ rm_λpxqs “ m̂pxq

PROOF. By Proposition 5.5, we have E_λ rm_λpxqg_λp1, xqs “ m̂pxqĝp1, xq ` αm̂pxqĝp1, xq^2ŵpxqE_λ Δpλ, xq “ m̂pxqĝp1, xq

E_λ rm_λpxqs “ E_λ ” pm̂pxq ` αm̂pxqĝp1, xqŵpxqΔpλ, xqq¨ ´ 1` β ĝp1, xq ŵpxqΔpλ, xq ´ αβŵpxq^2 ¯ı

“ m̂pxq` „ αp1 ´ αβŵpxq^2qm̂pxqĝp1, xqŵpxq ` β m̂pxq ĝp1, xq ŵpxq ȷ E_λ Δpλ, xq ´ αβm̂pxq ` 1 ´ E_λ Δpλ, xq^2 ˘ ŵpxq^2 “ m̂pxq.

LEMMA 5.13. Assuming that α ď maxt1, }w}_{PX ,8}u^{´1} and β ď^1_4 c¨maxt1, }w}_{PX ,8}u^{´2} where c is a constant introduced in Assumption 4.2, then the following holds for all 0 ă r ď `8: }g_λp1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq}_{PX ,r} ď 2β}ŵpXq}_{PX ,r} }m_λpXq ´ m̂pXq}_{PX ,r} ď 2pα ` c^{´1}βq}ŵpXq}_{PX ,r}.

PROOF. From our assumptions on α and β, one can see that

ˇ_β ĝp1,xq ŵpxqΔpλ, xq´ αβŵpxq^2 ˇ ď c^{´1}β}w}_{PX ,8} ` β}w}^2_{PX ,8} ď^1_2 . Thus it follows that

}g_λp1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq}_{PX ,r} ď 2 › › ›ĝp1, Xq ^ β ĝp1, Xq ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ´ αβŵpXq^2 ˙› › ›_{PX ,r} ď pβ ` αβ}w}_{PX ,8}q}wpXq}_{PX ,r} ď 2}wpXq}_{PX ,r} and }m_λpXq ´ m̂pXq}_{PX ,r} ď 2c^{´1}β}w}_{PX ,8} ` α}w}_{PX ,8} ` 2c^{´1}αβ}w}^2_{PX ,8}

ď 2pα ` c^{´1}βq}ŵpXq}_{PX ,r}.

Note that a key difference between Lemma 5.13 and Lemma 5.8 is that in the former lemma, the deviations of g_λ and m_λ are Opβq and Opα ` βq respectively, while the converse is true in the latter one. This difference is intentional, since here we assume that f_n ą e^1_n.

Let Q_λ be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by g_λ and m_λ and μ be the uniform distribution on r0, 1s^K ^ t0, 1u ^ t0, 1u. Define q_λ “^{dQλ}_{dμ} . Similarly, let P̂ be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by ĝ and m̂, and p̂ “^{dP̂}_{dμ} . Using exactly the same arguments as we did in Lemma 5.9 and 5.10, one can prove the following lemmas.

LEMMA 5.14. Let Q “ ş Q_λdπpλq and q “^{dQ}_{dμ} “ ş q_λdπpλq, then p̂ “ q.

LEMMA 5.15. For any δ ą 0, as long as M ě maxtn,^{32C}_{c4δ} n^2u where c is the constant introduced in Assumption 5.6 and C is the constant implied by Theorem 5.1 for A “ 4c^{´2}, we have

H^2 ^ P̂^{bn}, ż Q^{bn}_λ dπpλq ˙ ď δ. Finally, we prove the analogue of Lemma 5.11 for the different construction that we are now considering.

LEMMA 5.16. Let α “ ? f_n 4}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} , β “ c a e^1_n 4}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} , then for sufficiently large n, we have pm_λ, g_λq P F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} , and @λ P t0, 1u^{M{2}:

(33) E_X rwpXqg_λp1, Xqs ě E rwpXqĝp1, Xqs` 1 2 αβE_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰

PROOF. Since e^1_n, f_n “ op1qpn Ñ `8q, for sufficiently large n we must have

(34) maxtα, βu ă 1 4 c^2p1 ` }w}_{PX ,8}q^{´4} min � 1, E_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰( , where c is the constant introduced in Assumption 5.6. First, by Lemma 5.13 our choice of α and β it is easy to see that

}m̂pXq ´ m_λpXq}_{PX ,2} ď 2pα ` c^{´1}βq}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} ď a f_n }ĝp1, Xq ´ g_λp1, Xq}_{PX ,2} ď 2β}ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} ď a e^1_n.

Note that the first inequality above makes use of our assumption that f_n ą e^1_n. Applying Lemma 5.13 with r “ 8, Equation (34) implies that 0 ď m_λ, g_λ ď 1. Hence pm_λ, g_λq P F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} . It remains to show that Equation (33) holds. Note that for fixed λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} we have E_X rwpXqg_λp1, Xqs

“ E_X « wpXq ĝp1, Xq 1 `^β_{ĝp1,Xq} ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ´ αβŵpXq^2 ff

“ E_X « wpXqĝp1, Xq ~ 1` `8ÿ k“1 β^k ^ αŵpXq^2´ 1 ĝp1, Xq ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ˙_k¸ff (35a) “ E_X wpXqĝp1, Xq ` αβE_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰ ´ βE_X rwpXqŵpXqΔpλ, Xqs ` E_X « wpXqĝp1, Xq `8ÿ k“2 β^k ^ αŵpXq^2´ 1 ĝp1, Xq ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ˙_kff (35b) ě E_X rwpXqĝp1, Xqs ` αβE_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰ ´ C_0β^3,

(35c) where Equation (35a) uses Taylor expansion which holds since ˇ ˇβŵpXq ´ αŵpXq´ 1 ĝp1, Xq Δpλ, Xq ¯ˇ ˇ ď 1 4 c¨ ^ 1` 1 c ˙ ď 1 2

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 19

by Equation (34), Equation (35b) follows from directly expanding Equation (35a), and Equation (35c) holds with C_0 “ 2c^{´2}}w}^4_{PX ,8} where we use the fact that E_X rwpXqŵpXqΔpλ, Xqs “ 0 (by Proposition 5.5) and that for any |t| ď 1{2, ř_8

k“2 t^k ě ř_8 k“3 t^k “ t^3{p1 ´ tq

(applied for t :“ β ´ αŵpXq^2 ´^1_{ĝp1,Xq} ŵpXqΔpλ, Xq ¯ , which also satisfies that t^3 ě

´β^3}w}^3_{PX ,8}{ĝp1, Xq^3). Moreover, Equation (34) and f_n ą e^1_n together imply that C_0β^3 ď C_0β^2cα ď^1_2 cαβE_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰ , so Equation (33) immediately follows from Equation (35), concluding the proof.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.3 in the case when f_n ą e_n. We choose M ě maxtn,^{32C}_{c4δ} n^2u and P “ tP̂ u Y � Q_λ : λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} ( , P “ P̂ , π be the discrete uniform distribution on � Q_λ : λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} ( , s “^1_4 αβE_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰ in the context of Theorem 5.2. Then all the listed conditions are satisfied for the WATE functional

T pP q “ θ^{WATE}pP q “ E_P rwpxq pgp1, Xq ´ gp0, Xqqs .

Therefore, by Theorem 5.2, we obtain a lower bound

inf_{θ̂} sup_{P PP} Q_{P,1´γ} ^ˇ ˇ ˇθ̂ ` tpX_i, D_i, Y_iqu^N_{i“1} ˘ ´ θ^{WATE} ˇ ˇ ˇ^2 ˙

“ Ω ` αβE_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰˘

“ Ω ~ a e^1_nf_n¨ E_X “ ĝp1, XqwpXqŵpXq^2 ‰ }ŵpxq}^2_{P,2} ¸

“ Ω ~ a e^1_nf_n¨ E_X “ wpXq^31 ` wpXq ě^1_2 }w}_{PX ,8} ˘‰ E_X “ wpXq^21 ` wpXq ě^1_2 }w}_{PX ,8} ˘‰ ¸

“ Ω ´ }w}_{PX ,8}¨ a e^1_nf_n ¯ . 5.6. Proof of the lower bound e_nf_n}w}^2_{PX ,8}. Combining the derivations in Section 5.4 and 5.5, we have shown that

M^{WATE}_n ` F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} ˘ “ Ω ` e^1_n ¨ f_n ¨ }w}^2_{PX ,8} ˘ . In this section, we illustrate how the lower bound Ω ´ e_nf_n}w}^2_{PX ,8} ¯ can be derived in a completely symmetric fashion. Parallel to the proofs in Section 5.4 and 5.5, we also consider two cases: e_n ě f_n and e_n ă f_n.

In the first case, we define

(36) g_λp0, xq “

1 ´ m̂pxq 1 ´ m_λpxq rĝp0, xq ´ αŵpxqΔpλ, xqs m_λpxq “ m̂pxq ` p1 ´ m̂pxqq β ĝp0, xq ŵpxqΔpλ, xq g_λp1, xq “ ĝp1, xq.

In the second case, we define

(37) g_λp0, xq “ ĝp0, xq 1 `^β_{ĝp0,xq} ŵpxqΔpλ, xq ´ αβŵpxq^2

g_λp1, xq “ ĝp1, xq

m_λpxq “ 1´ ĝp0, xq g_λp0, xq p1 ´ m̂pxqq p1 ´ αĝp0, xqŵpxqΔpλ, xqq

Then we have the following result.

LEMMA 5.17. Let Q_λ be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by g_λ and m_λ and μ be the uniform distribution on r0, 1s^K ^t0, 1u^t0, 1u. Define q_λ “^{dQλ}_{dμ} . Then ş q_λdπpλq “ p̂.

Moreover, there exists constants c_α, c_β ą 0, such that by choosing

pα, βq “ $ ’ & ’ ’%

^ c_α ? e_n }ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} , c_β ? f_n }ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} ˙ for the first case; ^ c_α ? f_n }ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} , c_β ? e_n }ŵpXq}_{PX ,2} ˙ for the second case,

the following inequalities hold for sufficiently large n:

}m̂pXq ´ m_λpXq}^2_{PX ,2} ď f_n,

(38a)

}ĝp0, Xq ´ g_λp0, Xq}^2_{PX ,2} ď e_n,

(38b)

E_X rwpXqg_λp0, Xqs ď E rwpXqĝp0, Xqs ´ Ω ´a e_nf_n}w}_{PX ,8} ¯ . (38c)

The proof of Lemma 5.17 follows the exactly same route as the proofs in Section 5.4 and 5.5, so we do not repeat it here. Finally, we can directly apply Theorem 5.2 to obtain the lower bound Ω ´ e_nf_n}w}^2_{PX ,8} ¯ . 6. Proof of Theorem 4.4. In this section, we give the detailed proof of our main result, Theorem 4.4, for the lower bound of estimating ATT. The idea of the proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.3, but additional effort needs to be made to guarantee that the separation condition (23) holds.

Let P_X be the uniform distribution on supppXq “ r0, 1s^K , and r0, 1s^K be partitioned into M cubes B_1, B_2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , B_M , each with volume^1_M . Let λ_i, i “ 1, 2, ¨ ¨ ¨ ,^M_2 be i.i.d. variables taking values `1 and ´1 both with probability 0.5.

Define

θ^{ATT}_{ML} “ pE_X rm̂pXqsq^{´1} E_X rm̂pXq pĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqqs .

We first prove the following lemma:

LEMMA 6.1. There exist constants C_u, c_u ą 0 that only depend on m̂ and ĝ, such that for all sufficiently large integer M , there exists a function u : r0, 1s^K Ñ R_{ě0} satisfying }u}_8 ď C_u and a partition r0, 1s^K “ Y^M_{j“1}B_j into Lebesgue-measurable sets B_j each with measure 1 M , such that

(39) E_X “ upXq ` ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ˘ Δpλ, Xq ‰ “ 0, @λ P t´1, `1u^{M{2}

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 21 and (40) E_X „ upXq m̂pXq p1 ´ m̂pXqq ȷ ě c_u, where we recall that

Δpλ, xq :“

M{2ÿ j“1 λ_j p1 tx P B_{2j´1}u ´ 1 tx P B_{2j} uq .

PROOF. Let α “ P “ ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} “ 0 ‰ . If α “ 1, then we can simply choose u “ 1 and c_u “ 1. Thus we can assume that α ă 1. In this case either P “ ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ą 0 ‰ ě 1 ´ α 2 or P “ ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ă 0 ‰ ě 1 ´ α 2 . We proceed by assuming that the former holds; the case when the latter holds can be handled in exactly the same way.

Define the event E_δ “ � ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ą δ ( , then

lim_{δÑ0} P rE_δs ě

1 ´ α 2 , so there exists δ_0 ą 0 such that

P rE_{δ0} s ě

1 ´ α 3 . Let M_α “ 2t^{1´α}_6 Mu and let B_j, 1 ď j ď M be chosen in a way such that B_j , 1 ď j ď M_α are (disjoint) measurable subsets of E_{δ0} with measure^1_M ; the remaining B_j ’s can be chosen arbitrarily. Then we define

upxq “

$ ’ ’& ’ ’%

1 x P B_{2j´1}, 1 ď j ď M_α{2 E_X “` ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ˘ 1 tX P B_{2j´1}u ‰ E_X rpĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} q 1 tX P B_{2j} us x P B_{2j} , 1 ď j ď M_α{2

0 otherwise.

Specifically, upxq is constant in each B_j . Moreover, note that the denominator in the second case is bounded away from zero, since these regions are subsets of E_{δ0} . First, it is easy to see that this choice of u guarantees that E_X “ upXq ` ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ˘ p1 tX P B_{2j´1}u ´ 1 tX P B_{2j} uq ‰ “ 0 for all j, so that Equation (39) holds.

Second, let

C_u “ δ^{´1}_0 ` 2` ˇ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ˇ˘ . Our choice of B_j implies that for 1 ď j ď M_α{2, we have E_X “` ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ˘ 1 tX P B_{2j}u ‰ ě δ_0 ¨ P rX P B_{2j} s “ δ_0 M and E_X “` ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ˘ 1 tX P B_{2j´1}u ‰ ď ` 2 sup_{d,x} ĝpd, xq` ˇ θ^{ATT}_{ML} ˇ˘ P rX P B_{2j´1}s ď ` 2` ˇ ˇθ^{ATT}_{ML} ˇ ˇ ˘ 1 M . As a consequence, we have upxq ď C_u, @x P r0, 1s^K .

Finally, since P rupXq “ 1s “^{Mα}_{2M} and upxq ě 0 for all x, we can deduce that E_X „ upXq m̂pXq p1 ´ m̂pXqq ȷ ě M_α 2M ě 0.1p1 ´ αq.

Hence, the upxq that we choose satisfies all the required conditions, concluding the proof.

Returning to our proof of Theorem 4.4, let upxq and Δpλ, xq be the function chosen in Lemma 6.1 and let (41) vpxq “

1 ´ m̂pxq m̂pxq . We define

(42) g_λp0, xq “ ĝp0, xq ` α vpxq 1 ´ m_λpxq Δpλ, xq g_λp1, xq “ ĝp1, xq m_λpxq “ m̂pxq ´ βupxqΔpλ, xq. where α, β are constants that will be specified later. Then one can easily derive the following results:

PROPOSITION 6.2. We have E_λ rm_λpxqs “ m̂pxq E_λ rp1 ´ m_λpxqq g_λp0, xqs “ ĝp0, xq p1 ´ m̂pxqq ,

PROOF. By Proposition 5.5, we have E_λ rm_λpxqs “ m̂pxq ´ βupxqE_λ rΔpλ, xqs “ m̂pxq E_λ rp1 ´ m_λpxqq g_λp0, xqs “ ĝp0, xqE_λ r1 ´ m_λpXqs ` αvpxqE_λ rΔpλ, xqs “ ĝp0, xq p1 ´ m̂pxqq .

As in Section 5, we can bound the L^2 distance between g_λ, m_λ and ĝ, m̂ respectively.

LEMMA 6.3. Suppose that α ď 1, β ď^1_4 C^{´1}_u (where C_u is defined in Lemma 6.1), then the following holds for all 0 ă r ď `8:

}g_λp0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq}_{PX ,r} ď 2c^{´1}α, }m_λpXq ´ m̂pXq}_{PX ,r} ď c^{´1}β.

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 23

REMARK. Due to the difference in construction, the bounds in the lemma above are in the forms of Opαq and Opβq rather than Opα ` βq and Opβq that we encountered in the case of the WATE. This is the reason why we don’t need to consider the two cases e_n ě f_n and e_n ă f_n separately for ATT.

Let Q_λ be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by g_λ and m_λ and μ be the uniform distribution on r0, 1s^K ^ t0, 1u ^ t0, 1u. Define q_λ “^{dQλ}_{dμ} . Similarly, let P̂ be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by ĝ and m̂, and p̂ “^{dP̂}_{dμ} . Using exactly the same arguments as we did in Lemma 5.9 and 5.10, one can prove the following lemmas.

LEMMA 6.4. Let Q “ ş Q_λdπpλq and q “^{dQ}_{dμ} “ ş q_λdπpλq, then p̂ “ q.

LEMMA 6.5. For any δ ą 0, as long as M ě maxtn,^{32C}_{c4δ} n^2u where c is the constant introduced in Assumption 5.6 and C is the constant implied by Theorem 5.1 for A “ 4c^{´2}, we have

H^2 ^ P̂^{bn}, ż Q^{bn}_λ dπpλq ˙ ď δ. LEMMA 6.6. Let α “ c 4 ? e_n, β “ 1 4 mintc, c_uu a f_n, then for sufficiently large n, we have pm_λ, g_λq P F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} and

(44) θ^{ATT}_λ ď θ^{ATT}_{ML}´ 1 2 c_uαβ, @λ P t0, 1u^{M{2},

where θ^{ATT}_λ :“ E_X rg_λp1, Xq ´ g_λp0, Xq | D “ 1s .

PROOF. Since e_n, f_n “ op1qpn Ñ `8q, we have α ď^1_4 c and β ď^1_4 c_uc^3C^{´2}_u for sufficiently large n. In the remaining part of the proof, we assume that this inequality holds.

First, by Lemma 6.3 it is easy to see that

}m̂pXq ´ m_λpXq}_{PX ,2} ď 2c^{´1}β ď a f_n }ĝp1, Xq ´ g_λp1, Xq}_{PX ,2} ď 2c^{´1}α ď ? e_n and 0 ď m_λ, g_λ ď 1, so that pm_λ, g_λq P F_{en,e}1_{n,fn} .

It remains to prove Equation (44). For fixed λ, we have

(45) θ^{ATT}_λ “ E_X rg_λp1, Xq ´ g_λp0, Xq | D “ 1s

“ E_X „ pg_λp1, Xq ´ g_λp0, Xqq m_λpXq P_λrD “ 1s ȷ

“ E_X ” pĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq m_λpXq ´^{αvpxqmλ pXq}_{1´mλpxq} Δpλ, xq ı E_X rm_λpXqs “ E_X ” pĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq pm̂pXq ´ βupXqΔpλ, Xqq ´^{αvpxqmλ pXq}_{1´mλ pxq} Δpλ, xq ı E_X rm_λpXqs “ E_X rpĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq m̂pXqs ´ βE_X rupXq pĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq Δpλ, Xqs E_X rm̂pXqs ´ βE_X rupXqΔpλ, Xqs

´ pE_X rm_λpXqsq^{´1} αE_X „^ 1` m_λpXq ´ m̂pXq m̂pXq p1 ´ m_λpXqq ˙ Δpλ, Xq ȷ

“: A ´ B

where the third line follows from the fact that g_λp0, xq ´ ĝp0, xq “^{αvpxq}_{1´mλpxq} Δpλ, xq and the fourth line from the fact that m̂pXq ´ βupXqΔpλ, Xq “ m_λpxq, according to Equation (42).

Recall that θ^{ATT}_{ML} “^{EX rpĝp1,Xq´ĝp0,Xqqm̂pXqs}

E_X rm̂pXqs and

E_X rupXq pĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq Δpλ, Xqs ´ θ^{ATT}_{ML} E_X rupXqΔpλ, Xqs “ 0 by our choice of u in Lemma 6.1, so the first term A in Equation (45) equals θ^{ATT}_{ML} , since: A “ θ^{ATT}_{ML} E_X rm̂pXqs ´ βE_X rupXq pĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq Δpλ, Xqs E_X rm̂pXqs ´ βE_X rupXqΔpλ, Xqs “ θ^{ATT}_{ML} E_X rm̂pXqs ´ βθ^{ATT}_{ML} E_X rupXqΔpλ, Xqs

E_X rm̂pXqs ´ βE_X rupXqΔpλ, Xqs

“ θ^{ATT}_{ML}

The second term can be further simplified as follows:

B “ pE_X rm_λpXqsq^{´1} αE_X „ m_λpXq ´ m̂pXq m̂pXq p1 ´ m_λpXqq Δpλ, Xq ȷ

“ ´αβ pE_X rm_λpXqsq^{´1} E_X „ upXq m̂pXq p1 ´ m_λpXqq

Δpλ, Xq^2 ȷ

ď ´αβE_X „ upXq m̂pXqp1 ´ m_λpXqq ȷ (46a) “ ´αβE_X „ upXq m̂pXqp1 ´ m̂pXqq ȷ ´ αβE_X „ upXqpm_λpXq ´ m̂pXqq m̂pXqp1 ´ m̂pXqqp1 ´ m_λpXqq ȷ

“ ´αβE_X „ upXq m̂pXqp1 ´ m̂pXqq ȷ ` αβ^2E_X „ upXq^2Δpλ, Xq m̂pXqp1 ´ m̂pXqqp1 ´ m_λpXqq ȷ

ď ´c_uαβ ` 2c^{´3}C^2_uαβ^2 ď´ 1 2 c_uαβ (46b)

where Equation (46a) follows from 0 ă m_λpXq ă 1 and upXq ě 0, and Equation (46b) follows from |m_λpxq ´ m̂pxq| ď βC_u ď 1 2 c ñ 1 1 ´ m_λpxq ď 2c^{´1}

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 25

and β ď^1_4 c_uc^3C^{´2}_u . Hence, for all λ P t´1, `1u^{M{2} we have

θ^{ATT}_λ ď θ^{ATT}_{ML}´ 1 2 c_uαβ.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.4. We choose M sufficiently large according to Lemma 6.5, P “ tP̂ u Y � Q_λ : λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} ( , P “ P̂ , π be the discrete uniform distribution on � Q_λ : λ P t0, 1u^{M{2} ( , s “^1_2 c_uαβ “ Ωp ? e_nf_nq in the context of Theorem 5.2. Then all the listed conditions are satisfied for the ATE functional

T pP q “ ´θ^{ATT}pP q “ ´E_P rgp1, Xq ´ gp0, Xq | D “ 1s .

Therefore, by Theorem 5.2, we obtain a lower bound

inf_{θ̂} sup_{P PP} Q_{P,1´γ} ^ˇ ˇ ˇθ̂ ` tpX_i, D_i, Y_iqu^N_{i“1} ˘ ´ θ^{ATT} ˇ ˇ^2 ˙ “ Ωpα^2β^2q “ Ω pe_nf_nq .

7. Conclusion. We investigated the statistical limit of treatment effect estimation in the structural-agnostic regime, which is an appropriate lower bound technique when one wants to only consider estimation strategies that use generic black-box estimators for the various nuisance functions involved in the estimation of treatment effects. We establish the minimax optimality of the celebrated and widely used in practice doubly robust learning strategies via reducing the estimation problem to a hypothesis testing problem, and lower bound the error of any estimation algorithm via non-standard constructions of the fuzzy hypotheses. Our results show that these estimators are optimal, in the structure agnostic sense, even in the slow rate regimes, where the implied rate for the functional of interest is slower than root-n. Hence, any improvements upon these estimation strategies need to incorporate elements of the structure of the nuisance functions and cannot simply invoke generic adaptive regression approaches as black-box sub-processes. While the focus of this paper is on treatment effect estimation, we believe that our techniques can be extended to address structure agnostic minimax lower bounds of more general functional estimation problems.

REFERENCES

[1] ABADIE, A. and IMBENS, G. W. (2006). Large sample properties of matching estimators for average treatment effects. econometrica 74 235–267.

[2] AI, C. and CHEN, X. (2003). Efficient estimation of models with conditional moment restrictions containing unknown functions. Econometrica 71 1795–1843.

[3] ARIAS-CASTRO, E., PELLETIER, B. and SALIGRAMA, V. (2018). Remember the curse of dimensionality:

The case of goodness-of-fit testing in arbitrary dimension. Journal of Nonparametric Statistics 30 448–471.

[4] ARLOT, S. and CELISSE, A. (2010). A survey of cross-validation procedures for model selection. Statistics Surveys 4 40 – 79. https://doi.org/10.1214/09-SS054 [5] ATHEY, S., TIBSHIRANI, J. and WAGER, S. (2019). Generalized random forests. The Annals of Statistics 47 1148.

[6] BACH, P., SCHACHT, O., CHERNOZHUKOV, V., KLAASSEN, S. and SPINDLER, M. (2024). Hyperparameter Tuning for Causal Inference with Double Machine Learning: A Simulation Study. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.04674.

[7] BALAKRISHNAN, S., KENNEDY, E. H. and WASSERMAN, L. (2023). The Fundamental Limits of Structure-Agnostic Functional Estimation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.04116.

[8] BALAKRISHNAN, S. and WASSERMAN, L. (2019). Hypothesis testing for densities and high-dimensional multinomials: Sharp local minimax rates. Annals of Statistics 47 1893–1927.

[9] BELLONI, A. and CHERNOZHUKOV, V. (2011). l1-penalized quantile regression in high-dimensional sparse models. The Annals of Statistics 39 82.

[10] BELLONI, A. and CHERNOZHUKOV, V. (2013). Least squares after model selection in high-dimensional sparse models. Bernoulli 19 521–547.

[11] BELLONI, A., CHERNOZHUKOV, V. and WANG, L. (2014). Pivotal estimation via square-root Lasso in nonparametric regression. The Annals of Statistics 42 757.

[12] BIAU, G., DEVROYE, L. and LUGOSI, G. (2008). Consistency of random forests and other averaging classifiers. Journal of Machine Learning Research 9.

[13] BICKEL, P. (1982). On Adaptive Estimation. The Annals of Statistics 10 647.

[14] BICKEL, P. J., KLAASSEN, C. A., BICKEL, P. J., RITOV, Y., KLAASSEN, J., WELLNER, J. A. and RI- TOV, Y. (1993). Efficient and adaptive estimation for semiparametric models 4. Springer.

[15] BICKEL, P. J. and RITOV, Y. (1988). Estimating integrated squared density derivatives: sharp best order of convergence estimates. Sankhyā: The Indian Journal of Statistics, Series A 381–393.

[16] BICKEL, P. J., RITOV, Y. and TSYBAKOV, A. B. (2009). Simultaneous Analysis of Lasso and Dantzig Selector. The Annals of Statistics 1705–1732.

[17] BIRGÉ, L. and MASSART, P. (1995). Estimation of integral functionals of a density. The Annals of Statistics 23 11–29.

[18] BREIMAN, L. (2001). Random forests. Machine learning 45 5–32.

[19] BÜHLMANN, P. and YU, B. (2003). Boosting with the L 2 loss: regression and classification. Journal of the American Statistical Association 98 324–339.

[20] CHEN, X. and WHITE, H. (1999). Improved rates and asymptotic normality for nonparametric neural network estimators. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 45 682–691.

[21] CHERNOZHUKOV, V., CHETVERIKOV, D., DEMIRER, M., DUFLO, E., HANSEN, C. and NEWEY, W.

(2017). Double/debiased/neyman machine learning of treatment effects. American Economic Review 107 261–265.

[22] CHERNOZHUKOV, V., CHETVERIKOV, D., DEMIRER, M., DUFLO, E., HANSEN, C., NEWEY, W. and ROBINS, J. (2018). Double/debiased machine learning for treatment and structural parameters: Double/debiased machine learning. The Econometrics Journal 21.

[23] CHERNOZHUKOV, V., ESCANCIANO, J. C., ICHIMURA, H., NEWEY, W. K. and ROBINS, J. M. (2022).

Locally robust semiparametric estimation. Econometrica 90 1501–1535.

[24] CHERNOZHUKOV, V., NEWEY, W. K. and SINGH, R. (2022). Automatic debiased machine learning of causal and structural effects. Econometrica 90 967–1027.

[25] CHERNOZHUKOV, V., NEWEY, W. K. and SINGH, R. (2023). A simple and general debiased machine learning theorem with finite-sample guarantees. Biometrika 110 257–264.

[26] CHETVERIKOV, D., LIAO, Z. and CHERNOZHUKOV, V. (2021). On cross-validated lasso in high dimensions. The Annals of Statistics 49 1300–1317.

[27] DUDLEY, R. M. (2014). Uniform central limit theorems 142. Cambridge university press. [28] DŽEROSKI, S. and ŽENKO, B. (2004). Is combining classifiers with stacking better than selecting the best one? Machine learning 54 255–273.

[29] FARRELL, M. H., LIANG, T. and MISRA, S. (2021). Deep neural networks for estimation and inference.

Econometrica 89 181–213.

[30] FOSTER, D. J. and SYRGKANIS, V. (2023). Orthogonal statistical learning. The Annals of Statistics 51 879–908.

[31] FREUND, Y. and SCHAPIRE, R. E. (1997). A decision-theoretic generalization of on-line learning and an application to boosting. Journal of computer and system sciences 55 119–139.

[32] FRIEDMAN, J. H. (2001). Greedy function approximation: a gradient boosting machine. Annals of statistics 1189–1232.

[33] GOLDSTEIN, L. and MESSER, K. (1992). Optimal plug-in estimators for nonparametric functional estimation. The annals of statistics 1306–1328.

[34] HASTIE, T., TIBSHIRANI, R., FRIEDMAN, J., HASTIE, T., TIBSHIRANI, R. and FRIEDMAN, J. (2009).

Random forests. The elements of statistical learning: Data mining, inference, and prediction 587–604. [35] HECKMAN, J. J., ICHIMURA, H. and TODD, P. (1998). Matching as an econometric evaluation estimator.

The review of economic studies 65 261–294.

[36] HIRANO, K., IMBENS, G. W. and RIDDER, G. (2003). Efficient estimation of average treatment effects using the estimated propensity score. Econometrica 71 1161–1189.

[37] IMBENS, G., NEWEY, W. and RIDDER, G. (2003). Mean-squared-error calculations for average treatment effects. Department of Economics, UC Berkeley.

[38] IMBENS, G. W. (2004). Nonparametric estimation of average treatment effects under exogeneity: A review.

Review of Economics and statistics 86 4–29.

[39] INGSTER, Y. I. (1994). Minimax detection of a signal in ℓp metrics. Journal of Mathematical Sciences 68 503–515.

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 27

[40] KARMAKER, S. K., HASSAN, M. M., SMITH, M. J., XU, L., ZHAI, C. and VEERAMACHANENI, K.

(2021). Automl to date and beyond: Challenges and opportunities. ACM Computing Surveys (CSUR) 54 1–36.

[41] KENNEDY, E. H., BALAKRISHNAN, S., ROBINS, J. M. and WASSERMAN, L. (2022). Minimax rates for heterogeneous causal effect estimation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.00837.

[42] KLAASSEN, C. A. (1987). Consistent estimation of the influence function of locally asymptotically linear estimators. The Annals of Statistics 15 1548–1562.

[43] LEDELL, E. and POIRIER, S. (2020). H2o automl: Scalable automatic machine learning. In Proceedings of the AutoML Workshop at ICML 2020. ICML.

[44] LITTLE, R. J. and RUBIN, D. B. (2000). Causal effects in clinical and epidemiological studies via potential outcomes: concepts and analytical approaches. Annual review of public health 21 121–145.

[45] LIU, L., MUKHERJEE, R., NEWEY, W. K. and ROBINS, J. M. (2017). Semiparametric efficient empirical higher order influence function estimators. arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.07577.

[46] MAYER, A. K. (2011). Does education increase political participation? The Journal of Politics 73 633–645. [47] NEWEY, W. K. (1994). The asymptotic variance of semiparametric estimators. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society 1349–1382.

[48] OREOPOULOS, P. (2006). Estimating average and local average treatment effects of education when compulsory schooling laws really matter. American Economic Review 96 152–175.

[49] POLLEY, E., LEDELL, E., KENNEDY, C., LENDLE, S. and VAN DER LAAN, M. (2019). Package ‘Super- Learner’. CRAN.

[50] ROBINS, J., LI, L., TCHETGEN, E., VAN DER VAART, A. et al. (2008). Higher order influence functions and minimax estimation of nonlinear functionals. In Probability and statistics: essays in honor of David A. Freedman, 2 335–422. Institute of Mathematical Statistics.

[51] ROBINS, J., TCHETGEN, E. T., LI, L. and VAN DER VAART, A. (2009). Semiparametric minimax rates.

Electronic journal of statistics 3 1305.

[52] ROBINS, J. M., LI, L. and MUKHERJEE, R. (2017). Minimax estimation of a functional on a structured high-dimensional model. The Annals of Statistics 45 1951–1987.

[53] ROBINS, J. M. and ROTNITZKY, A. (1995). Semiparametric efficiency in multivariate regression models with missing data. Journal of the American Statistical Association 90 122–129.

[54] ROBINS, J. M., ROTNITZKY, A. and ZHAO, L. P. (1994). Estimation of regression coefficients when some regressors are not always observed. Journal of the American statistical Association 89 846–866.

[55] ROBINS, J. M., ROTNITZKY, A. and ZHAO, L. P. (1995). Analysis of semiparametric regression models for repeated outcomes in the presence of missing data. Journal of the american statistical association 90 106–121.

[56] ROBINSON, P. M. (1988). Root-N-consistent semiparametric regression. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society 931–954.

[57] ROSENBAUM, P. R. (1989). Optimal matching for observational studies. Journal of the American Statistical Association 84 1024–1032.

[58] ROSENBAUM, P. R. and RUBIN, D. B. (1983). The central role of the propensity score in observational studies for causal effects. Biometrika 70 41–55.

[59] ROTNITZKY, A., SMUCLER, E. and ROBINS, J. M. (2021). Characterization of parameters with a mixed bias property. Biometrika 108 231–238.

[60] SCHICK, A. (1986). On Asymptotically Efficient Estimation in Semiparametric Models. The Annals of Statistics 14 1139–1151.

[61] SCHMIDT-HIEBER, A. J. (2020). Nonparametric regression using deep neural networks with ReLU activation function. Annals of statistics 48 1875–1897.

[62] SILL, J., TAKÁCS, G., MACKEY, L. and LIN, D. (2009). Feature-weighted linear stacking. arXiv preprint arXiv:0911.0460.

[63] SYRGKANIS, V. and ZAMPETAKIS, M. (2020). Estimation and inference with trees and forests in high dimensions. In Conference on learning theory 3453–3454. PMLR.

[64] TAO, Y. and FU, H. (2019). Doubly robust estimation of the weighted average treatment effect for a target population. Statistics in medicine 38 315–325.

[65] TSYBAKOV, A. B. (2008). Introduction to nonparametric estimation. Springer Science & Business Media. [66] VAN DE GEER, S., BÜHLMANN, P., RITOV, Y. and DEZEURE, R. (2014). On asymptotically optimal confidence regions and tests for high-dimensional models. The Annals of Statistics 42.

[67] VAN DER LAAN, M. J., POLLEY, E. C. and HUBBARD, A. E. (2007). Super learner. Statistical applications in genetics and molecular biology 6.

[68] VAN DER LAAN, M. J., ROSE, S., ZHENG, W. and VAN DER LAAN, M. J. (2011). Cross-validated targeted minimum-loss-based estimation. Targeted learning: causal inference for observational and experimental data 459–474.

[69] VAN DER LAAN, M. J. and RUBIN, D. (2006). Targeted maximum likelihood learning. The international journal of biostatistics 2.

[70] VAN DER VAART, A. (2014). Higher order tangent spaces and influence functions. Statistical science 29 679–686.

[71] WAGER, S. and ATHEY, S. (2018). Estimation and inference of heterogeneous treatment effects using random forests. Journal of the American Statistical Association 113 1228–1242.

[72] WAGER, S. and WALTHER, G. (2015). Adaptive concentration of regression trees, with application to random forests. arXiv preprint arXiv:1503.06388.

[73] WANG, C., WU, Q., WEIMER, M. and ZHU, E. (2021). Flaml: A fast and lightweight automl library.

Proceedings of Machine Learning and Systems 3 434–447.

[74] WEGKAMP, M. (2003). Model selection in nonparametric regression. The Annals of Statistics 31 252–273. [75] WOLPERT, D. H. (1992). Stacked generalization. Neural networks 5 241–259.

[76] WOOD, L., EGGER, M., GLUUD, L. L., SCHULZ, K. F., JÜNI, P., ALTMAN, D. G., GLUUD, C., MAR- TIN, R. M., WOOD, A. J. and STERNE, J. A. (2008). Empirical evidence of bias in treatment effect estimates in controlled trials with different interventions and outcomes: meta-epidemiological study. bmj 336 601–605.

[77] ZHANG, P. (1993). Model selection via multifold cross validation. The annals of statistics 299–313. [78] ZHANG, T. and YU, B. (2005). Boosting with early stopping: Convergence and consistency. Annals of statistics 33 1538–1579.

[79] ZOU, H. and HASTIE, T. (2005). Regularization and variable selection via the elastic net. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology 67 301–320.

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 29

In the appendix we provide the proofs of Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.1 and the O p1{nq lower bound in Theorem 4.3 and Theorem 4.4. The proofs of these results are all relatively standard and are implicit in prior works.

APPENDIX A: PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1

We define θ̄^{W AT E} “ E wpXq „ ĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq` ^ D m̂pXq ´ 1 ´ D 1 ´ m̂pXq ˙ pY ´ ĝpD, Xqq ȷ , then E θ̂^{W AT E} “ θ̄^{W AT E}, which implies that E ´ θ̂^{W AT E} ´ θ̄^{W AT E} ¯_2 ď 1 n Var ´ θ̂^{W AT E} ¯ À 1 n }w}^2_{PX ,2}.

On the other hand, ˇ ˇ ˇθ̂^{W AT E} ´ θ̄^{W AT E} ˇ ˇ ˇ ď E wpXq ˇ ˇ ˇ1´ m_0pXq m̂pXq ˇ ˇ ˇ |g^0p1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq| ` E wpXq ˇ ˇ ˇ1´ 1 ´ m_0pXq 1 ´ m̂pXq ˇ ˇ ˇ |g^0p0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq|

ď }w}_8¨ ^ E ˇ ˇ ˇ1 ´ m^0pXq m̂pXq ˇ ˇ ˇ |g_0p1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq| ` E ˇ ˇ ˇ1 ´ 1 ´ m^0pXq

1 ´ m̂pXq ˇ ˇ ˇ |g_0p0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq| ˙

ď c^{´1}}w}_8}m_0pXq ´ m̂pXq}_{PX ,2}¨ ´ }g_0p0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq}_{PX ,2} ` }g_0p1, Xq ´ ĝp1, Xq}_{PX ,2} ¯

“ O ´ }w}_8 a maxtr_n, r^1_nus_n ¯ . Combining the above inequalities, we have E ´ θ̂^{W AT E} ´ θ^{W AT E} ¯_2 “ O ^ maxtr_n, r^1_nu ¨ s_n ¨ }w}^2_8` 1 n ˙

and the desired high-probability bound follows directly from Markov’s inequality.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1

Since E rDs “ E_X rm_0pXqs and D_i, i “ 1, 2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , n are i.i.d. Bernoulli variables, by central limit theorem there exists constant C̃_{δ,1} ą 0 such that

(47) ˇ ˇ ˇ 1 n nÿ i“1 D_i ´ E rD_1 s ˇ ˇ ˇ ď Cδ,1 c VarpD_1q n with probability ě 1´ 1 2 δ.

Hence with probability ě 1 ´ δ, we have ˇ ˇθ̂_{AT T E} ´ θ_{AT T E} ˇ ˇ

À 1 ? n ` pE rm_0 pXqsq^{´1} ˇ ˇ ˇpE^n ´ E q ^ D pY ´ ĝp0, Xqq´ m̂pXq 1 ´ m̂pXq p1 ´ DqpY ´ ĝp0, Xqq ˙ˇ ˇ ˇ ` E ˇ ˇ ˇm0pXq pg0p1, Xq ´ g0p0, Xqq ´ m0pXq pg0p1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq ´ m̂pXq 1 ´ m_0pXq 1 ´ m̂pXq pg_0p0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq ˇ ˇ

À 1 ? n ` E ˇ ˇ pm0pXq ´ m̂pXqqpg0p0, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqq 1 ´ m̂pXq ˇ ˇ

À 1 ? n ` ? r_ns_n, where E_n denotes the empirical average in the second term of the second line, and this term is bounded by O

´_{1?} n ¯ with high probability. This concludes the proof.

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF THE Ωpn^{´1}q LOWER BOUND IN THEOREM 4.3

We define

(48) gp0, xq “ ĝp0, xq gp1, xq “ ĝp1, xq ` ξwpxq mpxq “ m̂pxq where ξ is a constant that will be specified later.

Let Q be the joint distribution of pX, D, Y q induced by g and m defined above, then its density (w.r.t uniform measure) can be written as

qpx, d, yq “ mpxq^dp1 ´ mpxqq^{1´d}gpd, xq^y p1 ´ gpd, xqq^{1´y} .

From Equation (48) one can deduce that

E_X rwpxq pgp1, xq ´ gp0, xqqs “ E_X rwpxq pĝp1, xq ´ ĝp0, xqqs ` ξ}w}^2_{PX ,2} and |qpx, d, yq ´ p̂px, d, yq| ď ξ|wpxq|. Moreover, by assumption we know that p̂px, d, yq ě c^2, so we have that

H^2pP̂ , Qq À ξ^2}w}^2_{PX ,2}.

By choosing ξ À^{1?}_{n}w}PX ,2} , one can guarantee that

H^2pP̂^{bn}, Q^{bn}q ď nH^2pP̂ , Qq ď α,

so that the lower bound immediately follows from Theorem 5.2.

STRUCTURE-AGNOSTIC OPTIMALITY DOUBLY ROBUST LEARNING 31

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF THE Ωpn^{´1}q LOWER BOUND IN THEOREM 4.4 We consider the construction in Equation (48). For the ATTE, one can check that E_X rpgp1, Xq ´ gp0, XqqmpXqs E_X rmpXqs “ E_X rpĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xq ` ξqm̂pXqs E_X rm̂pXqs “ E_X rpĝp1, Xq ´ ĝp0, Xqqm̂pXqs E_X rm̂pXqs ` ξ. The lower bound then directly follows from repeating the remaining steps in Section C.