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Abstract

Adaptive experimental designs have gained increasing attention across a range

of domains. In this paper, we propose a new methodological framework, surrogate-

leveraged online adaptive causal inference (SLOACI), which integrates predictive

surrogate outcomes into adaptive designs to enhance efficiency. For downstream anal-

ysis, we construct the adaptive augmented inverse probability weighting estimator

for the average treatment effect using collected data. Our procedure remains robust

even when surrogates are noisy or weak. We provide a comprehensive theoretical

foundation for SLOACI. Under the asymptotic regime, we show that the proposed

estimator attains the semiparametric efficiency bound. From a non-asymptotic per-

spective, we derive a regret bound to provide practical insights. We also develop

a toolbox of sequential testing procedures that accommodates both asymptotic and

non-asymptotic regimes, allowing experimenters to choose the perspective that best

aligns with their practical needs. Extensive simulations and a synthetic case study

are conducted to showcase the superior finite-sample performance of our method.
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1 Introduction

Adaptive randomized experiments, also known as adaptive designs, have gained increas-

ing attention across a range of domains, including field experiments, online A/B testing,

and clinical trials (Zhao, 2025). In adaptive designs, units arrive over time, and a data-

dependent mechanism governs aspects of the experiment—such as treatment assignment,

enrollment proportions, sampling intensity, or follow-up decisions, with the aim of improv-

ing participant outcomes and collecting information efficiently for downstream inference.

The key advantage of adaptive experiments lies in their ability to dynamically adjust treat-

ment allocations based on data accumulated during the course of the study. In particular,

a popular class of designs that revise treatment probabilities in response to observed out-

comes from earlier participants is known as the response-adaptive randomization (RAR)

designs (Hu and Rosenberger, 2006). This iterative adaptation of RAR designs often favors

treatment arms that demonstrate more informative results, thereby maximizing the infor-

mation gain from each participant and improving the overall efficiency of the experiment,

leading to an effective way to collect data for downstream estimation and inference.

In contemporary applications, in addition to the primary outcomes from the adaptive

experiments, low cost (possibly) noisy side information that is predictive of the primary

outcomes may also be available. Such side information can be used to construct “surro-

gate” outcomes that are predictive of the primary outcomes at low cost but likely of low

quality too. How to fuse such side information into the adaptive design to further improve

its efficiency is the main purpose of our study. We provide two examples to illustrate

when/how surrogate outcomes can be collected/constructed for our purpose.

Example 1. Large language models (LLMs) make it possible to construct informative

surrogates from unstructured text. Consider an online learning platform wanting to eval-

uate the effectiveness of a learning intervention (treatment). After completing a lesson

(either treated or not), each participant submits a short written response Tt describing

their understanding at Stage (time) t. The primary outcome is the quiz score Ytpzq corre-
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sponding to assigned treatment z P t0, 1u, but the free-text response Tt also contains useful

information about knowledge mastery. Together with a low-dimensional covariate vector

Xt P X (e.g., past academic performance, demographics) that contains well-understood

confounders, one may fine-tune or prompt an LLM to extract predictive signals from the

text (Veitch et al., 2020) using external data or data-splitting, yielding the LLM-based

predictive models
`

f0p¨q, f1p¨q
˘

: T ˆ X Ñ R2 that approximate the potential primary out-

comes. At Stage t, upon observing pTt,Xtq, the experimenter generates a pair of surrogates

`

Stp0q, Stp1q
˘

“
`

f0pTt,Xtq, f1pTt,Xtq
˘

. During the causal modeling stage, only confounder

Xt is used in modeling the primary potential outcomes pYtp0q, Ytp1qq, while the surrogates

serve as auxiliary signals containing predictive information about pYtp0q, Ytp1qq beyond what

is explained by Xt.

Example 2. The recent advances in data acquisition allow us to collect a wide array of

inexpensive auxiliary measurements, though some are of lower predictive quality for the out-

come of interest. For example, in the case study in Section 5, nine covariates are recorded,

and the goal is to study whether small class size improves test scores. However, for causal

identification, the structural models typically include only three confounders Xt motivated

by prior literature (Chetty et al., 2011; Athey et al., 2025). One may leverage external

data (or a held-out sample) to construct predictive models
`

f0p¨q, f1p¨q
˘

: rX Ă R9 Ñ R2 to

map the nine auxiliary variables rXt P rX to predictions of the primary outcomes under two

treatments z P t0, 1u. At Stage t, one can generate a pair of surrogates pStp0q, Stp1qq “

pf0prXtq, f1prXtqq. Though the constructed surrogates may be low-quality proxies of primary

potential outcomes pYtp0q, Ytp1qq due to budget concerns, they can still contain predictive

information about pYtp0q, Ytp1qq beyond what is explained by Xt. See Section 5 for detailed

illustration.

In this paper, we propose a novel framework, namely the surrogate-leveraged online

adaptive causal inference (SLOACI), to seamlessly integrate predictive surrogate outcomes

into adaptive experiments to improve the efficiency of adaptive experiments and the down-
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stream causal inference. Unlike existing approaches, our method can accommodate surro-

gate outcomes of varying predictive quality, rather than assuming they are highly infor-

mative of the primary outcomes. This flexibility is critical in real-world settings, where

surrogate quality can be inconsistent or only moderately predictive, as illustrated in the

two examples above. We provide theoretical and empirical characterizations of how the

efficiency gain of adaptive designs depends on surrogate quality, offering practical guidance

on when and how surrogate-based adaptation is beneficial.

Our study also contributes to the theoretical frontier of adaptive designs. Existing

theoretical results are typically in the asymptotic setting (Zhang et al., 2007). However,

in real-world adaptive experiments, sample sizes may be moderate or small due to budget

concerns, where asymptotic analysis only provides limited theoretical insights or practical

guidance. Therefore, studying the non-asymptotic regime is crucial for better finite-sample

guarantees and practical guidance (Howard et al., 2021; Waudby-Smith and Ramdas, 2024).

We provide a comprehensive theoretical framework studying the sampling properties

of SLOACI in both asymptotic and non-asymptotic regimes. On the one hand, our finite-

sample theoretical results offer a refined lens of viewing adaptive experiments that pro-

vide substantial theoretical insights, which are not fully captured in asymptotic analysis.

Concretely, in our regret bound decomposition (see Theorem 2), we provide theoretical

insights on the convergence rate of the initialization phase, as well as the convergence

rates corresponding to the estimated conditional surrogate outcome model, the estimated

conditional primary outcome model, and the adaptive treatment allocation, respectively,

in a finite-sample setting. Such a decomposition also provides a set of practical insights.

On the other hand, we are the first to study the regret bound for adaptive ATE esti-

mation under nonparametric regression and provide the explicit characterization of the

lower-order terms and constant factors. We also incorporate surrogate outcomes explicitly

in our non-asymptotic analysis, addressing an important practical scenario that has not

been systematically studied in previous adaptive experimentation literature. We show that
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incorporating surrogates as “supplement” instead of “covariates” is non-trivial, as simply

treating surrogates as covariates leads to a higher order regret bound (see Section 3.3.1).

Additionally, we develop a comprehensive toolbox of sequential testing procedures

for evaluating the significance of ATE that accommodates both asymptotic and non-

asymptotic regimes. Our framework allows experimenters to choose the perspective, whether

asymptotic or non-asymptotic, that best aligns with their practical needs and their views

on the asymptotic regime. We elaborate on the proposed testing procedures and discuss

the trade-offs between the two regimes in Section 4.4.

1.1 Literature review

Our framework is closely related to frequentist RAR designs, a line of work that has

been developed in Hu and Rosenberger (2006); Tymofyeyev et al. (2007); Hu et al. (2009).

In parallel, covariate-adjusted RAR designs seek to improve covariate balance across treat-

ment arms by allowing future assignments to depend on both past assignments and subject-

specific covariates (Zhang et al., 2007; Hu et al., 2015; Bertsimas et al., 2019; Zhao and

Zhou, 2025). Our work is more closely aligned with the classical RAR literature.

Our work also connects to the adaptive experimentation literature aimed at improving

ATE estimation efficiency. This line of literature includes two-stage designs (Hahn et al.,

2011), fully adaptive AIPW-based procedures attaining semiparametric efficiency (Kato

et al., 2025), and clipped AIPW methods accommodating modern uncertainty quantifi-

cation (Cook et al., 2024). These approaches focus primarily on asymptotic properties.

Recent work has introduced regret-based analyses under design-based and superpopula-

tion settings (Dai et al., 2023; Neopane et al., 2025a,b), but finite-sample regret bounds

for the AIPW estimator under fully adaptive, nonparametric designs remain an open ques-

tion. Beyond estimation, prior studies have developed sequential testing methods, includ-

ing asymptotic confidence sequences based on Lindeberg-type martingales (Waudby-Smith

et al., 2024; Cook et al., 2024; Oprescu et al., 2025), as well as non-asymptotic LIL-based
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and empirical Bernstein confidence sequences grounded in anytime-valid concentration re-

sults (Waudby-Smith and Ramdas, 2024; Cook et al., 2024; Kato et al., 2025).

The existing literature on the use of surrogates in randomized experiments can be

broadly divided into two lines of work. The first line utilizes surrogates from a data fusion

perspective (Athey et al., 2025; Imbens et al., 2025; Chen and Simchi-Levi, 2025; Athey

et al., 2025). The second line treats surrogates as supplements for the primary outcomes

(Chen et al., 2008; Anderer et al., 2022; Kallus and Mao, 2025). We also leverage surrogate

information, but in different ways and under weaker assumptions on the surrogate quality.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the adap-

tive data collection mechanism and presents the SLOACI framework. Section 3 carries

out a non-asymptotic theoretical analysis and derives a regret bound to provide practical

insights under finite samples. Section 4 develops a comprehensive sequential testing frame-

work that complements our proposed design under both asymptotic and non-asymptotic

regimes. Section 5 evaluates the empirical performance of SLOACI via a synthetic case

study. Section 6 discusses future directions. The asymptotic theoretical results and all

technical proofs and simulation studies are relegated to the supplementary material.

2 Methodology

2.1 Formulation of adaptive data collection mechanism

Suppose that experimental units arrive sequentially over t and the experimenter ob-

serves tXt, Zt, Yt,Stu
T
t“1 , across T P N experimental stages, where Xt P X Ă Rd is a

d-dimensional covariate profile collected at Stage t, Zt P t0, 1u denotes the treatment as-

signment, and Yt P R denotes the observed primary outcome of interest. The potential

outcomes under control (Zt “ 0) and treatment (Zt “ 1) are denoted by Ytp0q and Ytp1q,

respectively, following the Neyman-Rubin potential outcome framework (Neyman et al.,

1990; Rubin, 2005). Then Yt “ Ytp1qZt`Ytp0qp1´Ztq. As discussed in the Introduction, we
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consider the scenario where surrogate outcomes, St “ pStp0q, Stp1qqT P S Ă R2 under the

control and the treatment arms, are also available and predictive of the primary outcomes.

We consider an adaptive experimentation setting where the treatment allocation is

adaptively updated at each Stage t based on the experimental data collected up to Stage

t´ 1, while our approach can be easily extended to accommodate batch-wise updates. We

denote the treatment assignment probability (also known as allocation) as

πt “ PpZt “ 1|Ft´1q,

where Ft´1 “ σptXj, Zj, Yj,Sju
t´1
j“1q is the σ-field generated by the history up to t ´ 1.

Our parameter of interest is the average treatment effect (ATE), defined as τ0 :“

EtYtp1qu ´ EtYtp0qu. Alternatively, we can also represent the ATE as

τ0 :“ EpX,SqtτpX,Squ,

where EpX,Sqp¨q denotes the expectation over pX,Sq „ pX ,Sq, an i.i.d. copy of pairs

tpXt,Stqutě1, and τpx, sq :“ µ1px, sq ´ µ0px, sq “ EtYtp1q|Xt “ x,St “ su ´ EtYtp0q|Xt “

x,St “ su denotes the conditional average treatment effect (CATE). The functions µ0pXt,Stq

and µ1pXt,Stq respectively denote the conditional means of Ytp0q and Ytp1q given pXt,Stq.

In our setting, we view the surrogate outcome Stpzq as a supplement to the correspond-

ing primary outcome Ytpzq for z P t0, 1u. We assume ρ20 ` ρ21 ą 0, where

ρ0 :“ corrtYtp0q, Stp0q|Xtu and ρ1 :“ corrtYtp1q, Stp1q|Xtu, (1)

indicating that at least one surrogate is predictive of the primary outcome given the co-

variates Xt. It is important to note that we do not require Stpzq’s are good proxies of

potential outcomes Ytpzq’s; rather, the nonzero conditional correlation is sufficient for our

framework. Note also that we consider a pair of counterfactual surrogate outcomes, where

the surrogates can be either directly observed or synthetically generated, and are therefore

assumed to be always observable regardless of the assigned treatment. In the two examples

discussed in the Introduction, such conditions can be satisfied as long as surrogates are

linearly predictive of primary outcomes after accounting for Xt.
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2.2 The oracle problem

We aim at finding an adaptive treatment allocation strategy πt that leads to an ATE

estimator with optimal variance, achieving the semiparametric efficiency bound. For any

fixed treatment allocation π that does not vary with t, according to Theorem 1 of Hahn

(1998), the asymptotic variance of any regular estimator for the ATE based on the resulting

collected data is lower bounded by

ℓ1pπq :“
vartYtp1q|Xt, Stp1qu

π
`

vartYtp0q|Xt, Stp0qu

1 ´ π
` EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u

2, (2)

which corresponds to the semiparametric efficiency bound. This naturally motivates us to

find π˚ that minimizes the design objective: argminπPp0,1q ℓ1pπq. Intuitively, the objective

function value ℓ1pπ
˚q acts as an optimal benchmark to evaluate the effectiveness of different

treatment allocations. The minimization problem has a closed-form solution:

π˚
“

a

1 ´ ρ21
a

vartYtp1q|Xtu
a

1 ´ ρ21
a

vartYtp1q|Xtu `
a

1 ´ ρ20
a

vartYtp0q|Xtu
, (3)

where ρ1 and ρ0 are defined in (1). The oracle treatment allocation π˚ in (3) is similar

to the classical Neyman allocation in the literature (e.g., Cai and Rafi, 2024; Zhao, 2025);

however, in our setting, it depends on the conditional variances of primary outcomes given

covariate and the effectiveness of surrogates as measured by ρ1 and ρ0.

2.3 A warm-up of our method under a linear model

In this section, we present our framework under the simplified setting of linear models

for clear elucidation. We start by introducing additional necessary notations.

Notation. Rd and Rě0 denote the d-dimensional real space and the set of non-negative

real numbers, respectively. For a vector x “ px1, . . . , xdq, denote its Euclidean norm and

ℓ8-norm by }x} “ p
řd
i“1 x

2
i q

1{2 and }x}8 “ max1ďiďd |xi|, respectively. Ip¨q denotes the

indicator function. For a positive integer n, write rns “ t1, . . . , nu. For x, y P R, we use

x ^ y “ minpx, yq, and x _ y “ maxpx, yq. For two positive sequences tanu and tbnu, we

write: (i) an “ Opbnq or bn “ Ωpanq if there exists a positive constant c such that an{bn ď c;
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(ii) an “ opbnq if an{bn Ñ 0; (iii) an — bn or an “ Θpbnq if and only if an “ Opbnq and

an “ Ωpbnq hold simultaneously; and (iv) an “ rOpbnq if an “ Opbn log
k bnq for some k ě 0.

To start, we assume the following joint linear models:

¨

˚

˝

Ytp0q

Stp0q

˛

‹

‚

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Xt „

¨

˚

˝

αT
Y,0Xt

αT
S,0Xt

˛

‹

‚

`

¨

˚

˝

εY,tp0q

εS,tp0q

˛

‹

‚

,

¨

˚

˝

Ytp1q

Stp1q

˛

‹

‚

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Xt „

¨

˚

˝

αT
Y,1Xt

αT
S,1Xt

˛

‹

‚

`

¨

˚

˝

εY,tp1q

εS,tp1q

˛

‹

‚

, (4)

where αY,z,αS,z P Rd are unknown coefficients. For z P t0, 1u, we assume EtεY,tpzq|Xtu “

EtεS,tpzq|Xtu “ 0, vartεY,tpzq|Xtu “ σ2
Y,z ą 0 and vartεS,tpzq|Xtu “ σ2

S,z ą 0.

To characterize the relationships between the primary outcomes and the surrogates, we

further assume that EtεS,tp0qεS,tp1q|Xtu “ 0 and

εY,tp0q|εS,tp0q „ γ0εS,tp0q ` εtp0q, εY,tp1q|εS,tp1q „ γ1εS,tp1q ` εtp1q, (5)

where γz is the linear coefficient, Etεtpzq|εS,tpzqu “ 0, and vartεtpzq|εS,tpzqu “ σ2
z ą 0 is the

conditional variance for z P t0, 1u. These model assumptions require that, conditional on

the covariate, the unexplained variation in the primary outcomes can be partially captured

by that of the surrogates through a linear dependence structure, with remaining exogenous

noises (Cf., Mikusheva and Sølvsten, 2025).

We note that models similar to (4) have been studied in McCaw et al. (2023, 2024) in

a non-causal offline setting. We provide a comparison in Remark 1 below.

Remark 1. While our use of surrogate in Model (4) is similar to McCaw et al. (2023,

2024), there are three major differences: (i) McCaw et al. (2023) propose a surrogate

phenotype regression in a non-causal offline setting, where the data have already been col-

lected, and then McCaw et al. (2024) apply this framework to a population biobank study.

By contrast, our Model (4) is a counterfactual model under a causal framework, and the

estimation procedure follows an online setting. (ii) McCaw et al. (2023, 2024) assume their

outcome variable is missing at random, whereas in our potential outcome framework, the

missingness of our potential outcomes Ytp0q and Ytp1q depends on the assigned treatment

Zt so may not be random. (iii) McCaw et al. (2023, 2024) assume the joint distribution
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of εtpzq :“ pεY,tpzq, εS,tpzqqT follows a bivariate Gaussian for each z P t0, 1u, whereas our

Model (4) relaxes this assumption.

Based on the model assumptions in (5), Model (4) can be transformed into

Ytp0q|Xt, Stp0q „ pαY,0 ´ γ0αS,0q
TXt ` γ0Stp0q ` εtp0q “: µ0pXt,Stq ` εtp0q,

Ytp1q|Xt, Stp1q „ pαY,1 ´ γ1αS,1q
TXt ` γ1Stp1q ` εtp1q “: µ1pXt,Stq ` εtp1q.

(6)

We will be working with the transformed Model (6) to illustrate our proposed method.

Under this model, for a fixed t with the observed data tpXj, Zj,Sj, Yjqutj“1 , we adopt

the following procedure to estimate Model (6). For each z P t0, 1u, we obtain the least

squares estimates of the parameters in Model (6), denoted as pαY,z,t, pαS,z,t and pγz,t, with

their explicit expressions provided in Section S.3.2 of the supplementary material. Then,

the conditional mean functions and variances can be estimated as:

pµz,tpx, sq “ ppαY,z,t ´ pγz,tpαS,z,tq
Tx ` pγz,tspzq, (7)

pσ2
z,t “

1
řt
j“1 IpZj “ zq

t
ÿ

j“1

tYj ´ pµz,tpXj,Sjqu
2IpZj “ zq. (8)

Our proposed SLOACI algorithm under Model (6) works as follows.

(i) Initialization phase: For t “ 1, . . . , T0, assign the treatment Zt to 0 for odd t

and to 1 for even t. At stage T0, obtain the conditional mean function and variance

estimators pµ0,T0px, sq, pµ1,T0px, sq, pσ2
0,T0

, and pσ2
1,T0

according to (7) and (8).

(ii) Concentration phase: For t “ T0`1, . . . , T, update the adaptive treatment alloca-

tion as πt “ rπt with rπt defined in (9), assign the treatment Zt as 1 with probability πt

and 0 with probability 1´πt, and obtain the conditional mean function and variance

estimators pµ0,tpx, sq, pµ1,tpx, sq, pσ2
0,t, and pσ2

1,t according to (7) and (8).

The initialization phase uses a fixed treatment assignment to accumulate a non-trivial

number of observations under each treatment arm so that a treatment allocation can be

formed at Stage T0`1 to start the concentration phase. Motivated by the oracle treatment
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allocation in (3), this allocation is computed as rπT0`1 with

rπt “ pσ1,t´1{ppσ1,t´1 ` pσ0,t´1q. (9)

Note that in this phase, we only calculate (7)–(9) once at the end.

With the initial treatment allocation rπT0`1 at the beginning of the concentration phase,

we calculate (7)–(9) for each t “ T0`1, . . . , T to update the conditional mean function and

variance estimators, as well as the treatment allocation. Since rπt in (9) can get close to 0

and 1 at early stages in this phase due to small sample size, instead of using rπt directly, we

apply a clipping procedure to rπt in our formal construction of adaptive treatment allocation

πt, as detailed in (20) in Section 2.4. However, we ignore this clipping procedure here to

simplify the presentation.

Although we assume both Stp0q and Stp1q observable at each Stage t, our proposal

remains applicable when only the surrogate associated with the assigned treatment is

observable. In such cases, pαS,z,t is obtained using only the observed surrogate. The corre-

sponding asymptotic theory still holds, with minor differences in finite-sample performance.

Similar arguments apply to the nonlinear setting in Section 2.4. Additionally, our design

can be extended to a multi-stage adaptive setting, where allocations are updated only a

small number of times (e.g. two experimental stages). Further details are provided in

Section S.3.3 of the supplementary material. Under a multi-stage setting, the theoretical

results established in Section 3 can be extended naturally.

After Stage T , our final estimate of the ATE utilizing all the data collected is:

pτT “
1

T

T
ÿ

t“1

ϕt, (10)

where ϕt is the single-stage estimation for the ATE at Stage t and is defined as

ϕt :“pµ1,t´1pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stq ` π´1
t IpZt “ 1qtYt ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu

´ p1 ´ πtq
´1IpZt “ 0qtYt ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu,

(11)

and πt is the adaptive treatment allocation at Stage t. Based on the estimator pτT and its

sampling properties, we can further conduct the statistical inference for ATE; the details

will be made clear in Section 4.
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2.4 SLOACI under nonparametric framework

We now formalize our framework in a general nonlinear setting. Concretely, we gener-

alize Model (4) to the following nonparametric nonlinear model:
¨

˚

˝

Ytp0q

Stp0q

˛

‹

‚

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Xt „

¨

˚

˝

mY,0pXtq

mS,0pXtq

˛

‹

‚

`

¨

˚

˝

εY,tp0q

εS,tp0q

˛

‹

‚

,

¨

˚

˝

Ytp1q

Stp1q

˛

‹

‚

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Xt „

¨

˚

˝

mY,1pXtq

mS,1pXtq

˛

‹

‚

`

¨

˚

˝

εY,tp1q

εS,tp1q

˛

‹

‚

,

(12)

where mY,0p¨q,mS,0p¨q,mY,1p¨q,mS,1p¨q P Rd Ñ R are unknown nonlinear functions, and the

remaining setups are the same as those in Model (4). Similar to Section 2.3, we characterize

the dependence of εY,tp0q on εS,tp0q, and of εY,tp1q on εS,tp1q, by (5). Note that we do not

require independence betweenXt and pεY,tpzq, εS,tpzqq. We also assume that the conditional

variances of εtp0q and εtp1q are constant and independent of
`

Xt, Stp0q
˘

and
`

Xt, Stp1q
˘

,

respectively. This assumption requires that the covariate and surrogates account for all

systematic individual heteroskedasticity, leaving the residual variation constant across in-

dividuals (McCaw et al., 2023, 2024). More generally, one may allow for heteroskedasticity

by modeling the conditional variance functions as vartεtp0q|Xt, Stp0qu “ σ2
0

`

Xt, Stp0q
˘

and

vartεtp1q|Xt, Stp1qu “ σ2
1

`

Xt, Stp1q
˘

. Then, the proposed design can be extended to a

covariate-adjusted surrogate-leveraged RAR design to address the heteroskedasticity. See

Section S.3.5 of the supplementary material for discussion.

Combining (12) and (5), we have

Ytp0q|Xt, Stp0q „ mY,0pXtq ´ γ0mS,0pXtq ` γ0Stp0q ` εtp0q “: µ0pXt,Stq ` εtp0q,

Ytp1q|Xt, Stp1q „ mY,1pXtq ´ γ1mS,1pXtq ` γ1Stp1q ` εtp1q “: µ1pXt,Stq ` εtp1q,

(13)

where µ0pXt,Stq “ mY,0pXtq´γ0mS,0pXtq`γ0Stp0q, and µ1pXt,Stq “ mY,1pXtq´γ1mS,1pXtq`

γ1Stp1q. Let m0pxq :“ mY,0pxq ´ γ0mS,0pxq and m1pxq :“ mY,1pxq ´ γ1mS,1pxq. Model (13)

can be rewritten as:

Ytp0q “ m0pXtq ` γ0Stp0q ` εtp0q, Ytp1q “ m1pXtq ` γ1Stp1q ` εtp1q, (14)

which are two partially linear models with m0pXtq and m1pXtq the nonparametric parts,

γ0Stp0q and γ1Stp1q the linear parts, and εtp0q and εtp1q error terms with conditional vari-
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ances vartεtp0q|Xt, Stp0qu “ σ2
0 and vartεtp1q|Xt, Stp1qu “ σ2

1, in respective models. To esti-

mate the partially linear models, we apply the classical residual-based method proposed by

Robinson (1988). Other estimation approaches in the literature include profile least squares

estimation (Speckman, 1988), series estimation (Newey, 1997), and double/debiased ma-

chine learning (Chernozhukov et al., 2018), among others. See Section S.3.1 of the sup-

plementary material for detailed extensions. In what follows, we summarize our proposed

design under Model (14) in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 SLOACI for nonparametric nonlinear model

1: Input: Clipping rate η, the length of initialization phase T0, the total time horizon T ,

and the kernel function Khp¨q.

2: Set: π0 Ð 1{2, pµ0,0px, sq Ð 0, pµ1,0px, sq Ð 0, pσ2
0,0 Ð 0, and pσ2

1,0 Ð 0.

3: Initialization: For t “ 1, . . . , T0, set πt Ð 1{2, pµ0,tpx, sq Ð 0, and pµ1,tpx, sq Ð 0,

assign the treatment Zt to 0 for odd t and to 1 for even t, observe the covariates Xt,

the surrogates St “ pStp0q, Stp1qqT and the outcome Yt “ Ytp1qZt ` Ytp0qp1 ´ Ztq, and

obtain the conditional mean function and variance estimators pµ0,T0px, sq, pµ1,T0px, sq,

pσ2
0,T0

, and pσ2
1,T0

according to (15)–(19).

4: for t “ T0 ` 1, . . . , T, do

5: Calculate the initial allocation as rπt “ pσ1,t´1{ppσ1,t´1 ` pσ0,t´1q.

6: Set the clipping threshold as ζt “ p1{2q ¨ t´η.

7: Obtain the adaptive treatment allocation by clipping as πt “ CLIPprπt, ζt, 1 ´ ζtq.

8: Assign the treatment Zt as 1 with probability πt and 0 with probability 1 ´ πt.

9: Observe the covariates Xt, the surrogates St “ pStp0q, Stp1qqT, and the outcome

Yt “ Ytp1qZt ` Ytp0qp1 ´ Ztq.

10: Calculate the estimated pmS,0,tp¨q, pmY,0,tp¨q, pγ0,t, pmS,1,tp¨q, pmY,1,tp¨q, and pγ1,t according

to (15)–(17).

11: Obtain the conditional mean function and variance estimators pµ0,tpx, sq, pµ1,tpx, sq,

pσ2
0,t, and pσ2

1,t according to (18) and (19).

12: end for

13: Estimate: Form an estimate of average treatment effect pτT using (10).

14: Output: The adaptive AIPW estimator pτT under the proposed SLOACI design.

Similar to Section 2.3, an initialization phase of length T0 (see lines 2 and 3 of

Algorithm 1; the same applies hereafter) is conducted before the concentration phase.

At each Stage t in the concentration phase, given the observations tpXj, Zj,Sj, Yjqutj“1,

we estimate the conditional mean functions for z P t0, 1u using the Nadaraya-Watson
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estimator with form (line 10):

pmS,z,tpxq “

řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqSjpzq
řt
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq

, x P Rd, (15)

where Khpxq “ Kpx{hq{h is a multivariate kernel function with bandwidth h ą 0, and we

define pmS,z,tpxq “ 0 if
řt
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq “ 0. Similarly, the Nadaraya-Watson estimator of

mY,zp¨q is (line 10):

pmY,z,tpxq “

řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqYjIpZj “ zq
řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqIpZj “ zq

, x P Rd, (16)

where we define pmY,z,tpxq “ 0 if
řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqIpZj “ zq “ 0. Note that the Nadaraya-

Watson method here can be replaced with any nonparametric regression method (e.g.,

spline regression, local linear regression, k-nearest neighbors), or supervised machine learn-

ing methods (e.g., random forests, deep neural networks). In the empirical studies of

the existing literature on adaptive experimental design, Kato et al. (2025) adopted the

Nadaraya-Watson regression, and Cook et al. (2024) employed k-nearest neighbors and

random forests, with the latter also utilized in Oprescu et al. (2025).

The linear coefficient γz can be estimated via least squares as (line 10):

pγz,t “

řt
j“1

␣

Yj ´ pmY,z,tpXjq
(

¨
␣

Sjpzq ´ pmS,z,tpXjq
(

IpZj “ zq
řt
j“1

␣

Sjpzq ´ pmS,z,tpXjq
(2
IpZj “ zq

. (17)

The conditional mean functions and variances can be estimated as (line 11):

pµz,tpx, sq “ pmY,z,tpxq ´ pγz,t pmS,z,tpxq ` spzqpγz,t, (18)

pσ2
z,t “

1
řt
j“1 IpZj “ zq

t
ÿ

j“1

tYj ´ pµz,tpXj,Sjqu
2IpZj “ zq. (19)

The initial allocation at Stage t ` 1 is updated as rπt`1 according to (9) (line 5). The

adaptive treatment allocation is then obtained by clipping, defined in (20) below, as πt`1 “

CLIPprπt`1, ζt`1, 1 ´ ζt`1q. Finally, after Stage T , the proposed adaptive AIPW estimator

based on a cumulative sample size of T is defined as (10) (line 13).

We conclude this section by providing full details on clipping. To prevent rπt getting

arbitrarily close to 0 or 1 at early stages in concentration phase, we apply a clipping
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procedure (Dai et al., 2023; Cook et al., 2024; Neopane et al., 2025a), denoted as CLIP, to

stabilize it. The resulting adaptive treatment allocation is defined as:

πt “ CLIPprπt, ζt, 1 ´ ζtq :“ ζt _ trπt ^ p1 ´ ζtqu, (20)

where ζt “ p1{2q ¨t´η is a clipping threshold with clipping rate η ą 0. It projects rπt onto an

interval that initially collapses to the treatment allocation 1/2 and then grows in width as

t increases, allowing for increased exploitation at later stages. The form of ζt can be chosen

flexibly and does not need to follow the polynomial decay used in (20). For example, one

can adopt the exponential decay as in Cook et al. (2024).

The clipping procedure is necessary for both practical and theoretical considerations.

For practical implementation, at the early concentration stages when the oracle treatment

allocation π˚ cannot be estimated accurately, it is reasonable to assign treatment and con-

trol nearly evenly to ensure sufficient samples in both groups for more accurate statistical

estimations. From a theoretical analysis perspective, controlling the magnitude of π´1
t is

critical because otherwise, only probabilistic bounds on π´1
t can be derived, which are in-

adequate to establish the consistency and asymptotic normality of our proposed estimator.

To this end, an enforced upper bound on π´1
t , such as π´1

t ď 2tη, is needed for our technical

analysis. In summary, along with the existing literature (e.g., Cook et al., 2024; Li et al.,

2024; Oprescu et al., 2025), we employ both CLIP and initialization phase together to

mitigate the efficiency loss caused by severely imbalanced allocations at early stages.

3 Theoretical investigation

We now investigate the efficiency gain and theoretical properties of the proposed design

and ATE estimator, with a particular focus on the non-asymptotic regime of T ă 8 that

characterizes sampling properties under finite budgets.
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3.1 Efficiency gain from the surrogates

To facilitate the analysis in this section, we first introduce an ATE estimator under

the oracle treatment allocation π˚ :“ σ1{pσ0 ` σ1q as defined in (2), and then discuss how

incorporating surrogates contributes to the efficiency gain.

The oracle ATE estimator leverages the true conditional mean functions and the oracle

treatment allocation, and is defined as:

pτ˚
T “

1

T

T
ÿ

t“1

ϕ˚
t , (21)

where ϕ˚
t is defined analogously to ϕt in (11) with sample estimates pµz,t´1pXt,Stq replaced

with their population targets µzpXt,Stq for z P t0, 1u, and the adaptive treatment alloca-

tion πt replaced with the oracle treatment allocation π˚, respectively.

Proposition 1 (Semiparametric efficiency bound with surrogates). Under Condition S.1

of the supplementary material, the oracle estimator pτ˚
T in (21) has a variance V ˚

T satisfying:

T ¨ V ˚
T “ ς2˚ :“ ℓ1pπ

˚
q “ pσ0 ` σ1q

2
` EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u

2, (22)

where σ2
0 “ p1 ´ ρ20qσ

2
Y,0, σ

2
1 “ p1 ´ ρ21qσ

2
Y,1, and ℓ1p¨q is defined in (2).

Proposition 1 implies that the oracle estimator pτ˚
T achieves the semiparametric efficiency

bound defined in Section 2.2 for any finite T . Remark 2 below highlights the efficiency

gain from the use of surrogates.

Remark 2. The semiparametric efficiency bound without surrogates takes the form T ¨rV ˚
T “

pσY,0 ` σY,1q2 ` EXtτpXq ´ τ0u
2, where τpxq :“ EtYtp1q|Xt “ xu ´ EtYtp0q|Xt “ xu, and

EXp¨q denotes the expectation over X „ X . It can be derived that the efficiency gain from

incorporating surrogates is

T ¨ rV ˚
T ´ T ¨ V ˚

T “ 2
´

1 ´

b

1 ´ ρ20

b

1 ´ ρ21

¯

σY,0σY,1 ą 0, (23)

if and only if ρ20`ρ21 ą 0. This suggests that, as long as the surrogate is conditionally corre-

lated with the primary outcome under at least one treatment arm, incorporating surrogates

in estimating ATE yields an efficiency gain.
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The asymptotic properties of the proposed method and the required regularity condi-

tions are provided in Section S.1 of the supplementary material; these results align with

the standard results in the literature. Specifically, Proposition S.1 implies that our treat-

ment allocation converges in probability to the oracle one. Theorem S.2 shows that our

proposed estimator pτT has an asymptotic variance attaining the semiparametric efficiency

bound ς2˚ “ T ¨ V ˚
T , demonstrating its optimality in the asymptotic framework.

We highlight two unique contributions of our asymptotic analysis here. First, we relax

the bounded outcome assumption commonly imposed in prior works (e.g., Kato et al.,

2025; Neopane et al., 2025a; Oprescu et al., 2025). Second, we are the first to establish

a theoretically valid range for the clipping rate η under an asymptotic framework. This

result provides formal guidance on a tuning parameter that has previously been chosen in

an ad hoc or entirely empirical manner.

The asymptotic normality in Theorem S.2 allows for the construction of a fixed-time

confidence interval for τ0 under the asymptotic regime. Let ut :“ ϕt ´ τ0 with ϕt defined in

(11). By Lemmas S.6 and S.7 of the supplementary material, the sequence tututě1 forms

a square integrable martingale difference sequence with respect to (w.r.t.) tFtutě1, whose

conditional variance converges in probability to ς2˚. A plug-in estimator of ς2˚ is given by

pς2T “ T´1
řT
t“1pϕt ´ pτT q2. We establish the CLT-based asymptotic confidence interval for

τ0 in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem S.2 hold. Then, as T Ñ 8,

pLCLT
T , UCLT

T q :“
`

pτT ˘ pςTΦ
´1p1 ´ α{2q{

?
T
˘

forms a p1 ´ αq fixed-time confidence inter-

val for τ0, where Φ´1p¨q is the inverse CDF of the standard Gaussian distribution.

3.2 The regret function

To facilitate the non-asymptotic analysis, we introduce the notion of regret. Formally,

let G “ tµ : X ˆ S Ñ Ru denote the function class containing the conditional mean

functions µ1p¨, ¨q and µ0p¨, ¨q. At Stage t, we define the action for ATE estimation as at “
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pπt, pµ0,t´1, pµ1,t´1q P Ft´1, with action space A Ă p0, 1qˆGˆG. The realized loss at Stage t is

given by the conditional variance of ϕt under at, that is ℓpatq :“ varpϕt|atq “ varpϕt|Ft´1q,

where ℓ : A Ñ Rě0. Based on the definition of at, the conditional variance of ϕt arises from

two distinct sources: the variability induced by the adaptive treatment allocation and the

estimation error of the conditional mean functions.

According to Theorem S.1 of the supplementary material, the normalized variance of pτT

can then be expressed as the expected average loss T ¨VT “ E
!

T´1
řT
t“1 ℓpatq

)

. The realized

loss can also be decomposed as two parts: ℓpatq :“ ℓ1pπtq ` ℓ2patq, where ℓ1pπtq denotes the

loss depending on the adaptive treatment allocation as defined in (2), and ℓ2patq denotes

the estimation loss. As shown in Remark S.1 of the supplementary material, ℓ2patq ě 0,

with equality if pµ0,t´1 “ µ0 and pµ1,t´1 “ µ1 almost surely. Since ℓ1pπtq ě ℓ1pπ
˚q, we further

derive that ℓpatq ě ℓ1pπ
˚q, where recall that ℓ1pπ˚q is the semiparametric efficiency bound.

This motivates us to define the optimal action a˚ as a˚ “ pπ˚, µ0, µ1q, the one that leads

to the oracle estimator pτ˚
T in (21). Formally, we define the regret and its expectation for a

sequence of actions tatutPrT s respectively as

RT :“
T
ÿ

t“1

ℓpatq ´ min
aPA

T
ÿ

t“1

ℓpaq “

T
ÿ

t“1

ℓpatq ´ Tℓpa˚
q,

ERT “T 2
¨ pVT ´ V ˚

T q “ T 2
¨ E

`

pτT ´ τ0
˘2

´ T 2
¨ E

`

pτ˚
T ´ τ0

˘2
.

(24)

The regret RT measures the gap between the cumulative loss incurred by an adopted

action and that of the optimal action with access to the true models. By (24), ERT ě 0,

and its order w.r.t. T characterizes how fast the normalized variance of an estimator

under an adaptive experimental design converges to the semiparametric efficiency bound.

Therefore, deriving the finite-sample bound for the expected regret ERT is of particular

significance, as a smaller regret implies better finite-sample performance of the design.

3.3 Non-asymptotic properties of our proposed estimator

Under the definition of regret in Section 3.2, we now establish a finite-sample bound in

Theorem 2 below for the expected regret of our proposed design.
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Theorem 2. Suppose that Conditions S.1–S.5 of the supplementary material hold, δ “

T´2β{p2β`dq, T0 is given by (25), and there exists some constant ℓmax ě ℓpa˚q such that

maxtPrT s ℓpatq ď ℓmax. Then, it holds that

ERT ď rC1T0
loomoon

(I) initialization phase

` rCδ,T,2π
´2β{p2β`dq´3T d{p2β`dq

loooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooon

(II) cumulative loss from adaptive design

` rCδ,T,3π
´2β{p2β`dq´1T d{p2β`dq

loooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooon

(III) estimation error of γz

` rC4π
´1T d{p2β`dq

loooooooomoooooooon

(IV) estimation error of mS,zp¨q

` rC5π
´2β{p2β`dq´1T d{p2β`dq

loooooooooooooomoooooooooooooon

(V) estimation error of mY,zp¨q

` 2tℓmax ´ ℓpa˚
quT d{p2β`dq

loooooooooooooomoooooooooooooon

(VI) expected regret over the bad event

“ rOpπ´2β{p2β`dq´3T d{p2β`dq
q,

where β measures the smoothness of the conditional mean functions as in Definition S.1 of

the supplementary material, π “ π˚ ^ p1 ´ π˚q, rC1, rC4 and rC5 are positive constants inde-

pendent of δ and T , rCδ,T,2 — plog δ´1T q2, and rCδ,T,3 — log δ´1T , with explicit expressions

provided in Section S.2.6.4 of the supplementary material.

Theorem 2 decomposes the non-asymptotic upper bound on the expected regret into

various components. We discuss intuitions for each of these components below.

Term (I) corresponds to the initialization phase and increases linearly with T0, where

T0 grows polynomially in log T . In practice, T0 should be chosen as small as possible

while satisfying the lower bound specified in (25) below, so as to obtain a reasonably good

allocation πT0`1 at the beginning of the concentration phase. Specifically,

T0 “ 2

"

2Cδ,T,4
σ2
0 ^ σ2

1 ^ p2´β{p2β`dq´2σ0σ1πβ{p2β`dqq

*p2β`dq{β

_
16C2

δ,T,0

π2
_

1

p2πq1{η
, (25)

where Cδ,T,4 — log δ´1T and Cδ,T,0 —
a

log log T ` logp1{δq, with explicit expressions pro-

vided in Section S.2.6.2 of the supplementary material. The impact of choices of T0 on

performance is further examined through simulation studies, as reported in Figure S.5 of

the supplementary material.

Terms (II)–(V) represent the cumulative loss incurred during the adaptive experimen-

tation process and the cumulative estimation errors under the “good” event where various
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model nuisances can be estimated well with probability at least 1´ 2δ; see Section S.2.6.2

of the supplementary for formal definition of such a good event. Term (II) captures the

loss due to the discrepancy between the adaptive treatment allocation πt and its ora-

cle counterpart π˚. Terms (III)–(V) arise from the estimation errors of model nuisances

pγ0, γ1q, pmS,0p¨q,mS,1p¨qq, and pmY,0p¨q,mY,1p¨qq, respectively; all four terms are of the same

polynomial order in T , up to a logarithmic factor. For large T and small π, Term (II) dom-

inates, as πt, being adaptively updated, accumulates bias from the upstream estimators

over time. Furthermore, when π is sufficiently small, Term (V) further dominates Term

(IV). Intuitively, this is because estimating mY,zp¨q relies only on data observed under

the corresponding treatment arm up to the current stage, whereas estimating mS,zp¨q can

leverage data from both treatment and control groups, leading to faster convergence.

Term (VI) accounts for the expected regret incurred on the “bad” event (i.e., comple-

ment of the good event discussed above). The uniform boundedness assumption on the

loss ℓpatq, commonly adopted in existing literature (e.g., Perchet and Rigollet, 2013; Qian

and Yang, 2016), ensures that the cumulative regret RT increases at most linearly with T .

Within our framework, this condition further implies that the conditional variance of ϕt

remains bounded. On the good event with probability at least 1 ´ 2δ, we derive a regret

bound of Cδ,TT
´2β{p2β`dq (Terms (II)–(V)), where Cδ,T depends only logarithmically on δ

and T . Consequently, by setting δ — T´2β{p2β`dq, the regret incurred under the bad event

will not dominate the overall expected regret bound.

To avoid technical difficulty caused by arbitrarily small denominators in (15) and (16),

we replace Condition S.4(ii) of the supplementary material by incorporating a stabiliza-

tion device following the approach in Theorem 2 of Qian and Yang (2016). Specifically, we

replace the kernel function in (15) with a uniform kernel Kpuq “ k ¨ Ip}u}8 ď 1q whenever

řt
j“1KhpXj ´ xq ď k

řt
j“1 Ip}Xj ´ x}8 ď hq{h for some small constant k ą 0. A similar

adjustment applies to the estimator in (16). Since k can be arbitrarily small, this adjust-

ment does not affect the use of Kp¨q in implementation. Alternatively, one may directly
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use the uniform kernel Kpuq “ Ip|u|8 ď 1q, which is also employed in the non-asymptotic

analysis of the Nadaraya-Watson estimator (see Theorem 5.2 of Györfi et al. (2006)). Let

N1,t “
řt
j“1 IpZj “ 1q and N0,t “ t´N1,t for t P rT s. To balance the bias-variance tradeoff,

the kernel bandwidths are selected as follows: hS,z,t “ cht
´1{p2β`dq for estimating pmS,z,tp¨q,

and hY,z,t “ chN
´1{p2β`dq

z,t for estimating pmY,z,tp¨q. Here, ch — 1 is a pre-specified or data-

driven constant. Without loss of generality, we set ch “ 1 at each stage. In practice, we

may regard β as 1, corresponding to the Lipschitz continuity case.

For the linear Model (4), the non-asymptotic analysis can be similarly obtained and

we provide the details in Section S.3.2 of the supplementary material.

3.3.1 The role of surrogates in regret bound

Our non-asymptotic analysis offers a new perspective on the role of surrogates in adap-

tive experimental design. We formalize this connection by relating the expected regret

ERT to a variance-based efficiency metric. Building on the definition of expected regret,

we define the Neyman ratio as υT “ pVT ´V ˚
T q{V ˚

T — T´1ERT , which measures the relative

efficiency loss of the proposed design compared to the oracle benchmark. This definition is

consistent with the one used in Dai et al. (2023). Similar regret-based efficiency analyses

appear in Dai et al. (2023); Neopane et al. (2025a,b); Noarov et al. (2025).

According to Theorem 2, ERT “ rOpπ´2β{p2β`dq´3T d{p2β`dqq “ opT q. Since ERT “ opT q,

the ratio υT converges to zero, implying that our adaptive design asymptotically attains

the same efficiency as the oracle design. Intuitively, the regret bound improves when the

outcome model is smoother (larger β) and the covariate dimension (d) is smaller, but

worsens when treatment probabilities are highly imbalanced (small π).

In the asymptotic regime, incorporating surrogates has been shown to reduce the semi-

parametric efficiency bound. However, one might ask whether similar benefits could be

achieved by simply including the surrogates as part of the covariates. For example, one

could redefine the covariates under control and treatment as pXT

t , Stp0qqT P Rd`1 and
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pXT

t , Stp1qqT P Rd`1, respectively. In this case, the resulting oracle variance still matches

the semiparametric efficiency bound ς2˚ “ T ¨ V ˚
T .

However, the increased covariate dimension from d to d`1 slows down the convergence

rates of nonparametric estimators such as Nadaraya-Watson regression, which in turn

worsens the regret bound. In fact, including surrogates as part of covariates in Nadaraya-

Watson regression yields a slower rate of rOpT pd`1q{p2β`d`1qq (assuming bounded π), in

contrast to the rOpT d{p2β`dqq rate established in Theorem 2.

Therefore, treating Stp0q and Stp1q as surrogates rather than as additional covariates is

not merely a trivial modeling choice. The surrogate-based formulation preserves the semi-

parametric efficiency bound while avoiding unnecessary dimension inflation. This insight

underscores the dual benefits of surrogates: they enhance efficiency in the asymptotic sense

and simultaneously preserve the convergence rate in the non-asymptotic sense.

3.3.2 Comparison with existing results

We compare our regret bound with existing studies that derive the finite-sample regret

bound for the efficient ATE estimation via adaptive experimental designs.

Dai et al. (2023) pioneer this effort by introducing the notion of regret under a design-

based setting and derive a regret bound of order rOp
?
T q based on the IPW estimator.

Noarov et al. (2025) establish a logarithmic regret under a similar setting but impose

stronger assumptions. Neopane et al. (2025a) extend this line of work to the superpopu-

lation setting and also obtain a logarithmic regret. However, the IPW estimator is known

to be suboptimal, and the regrets defined in the above studies are based on the minimum

variance achievable by the IPW estimator. To attain the semiparametric efficiency bound,

Neopane et al. (2025b) generalize the previous work to the AIPW estimator and also obtain

a logarithmic regret. All of the aforementioned studies focus on models without covariates.

To investigate heterogeneous treatment effects, Li et al. (2024) and Kato et al. (2025)

consider nonparametric models that incorporate covariates. Kato et al. (2025) do not
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explicitly establish a regret bound in terms of the order of T , but provide a heuristic result.

Different from the fully adaptive experiments used in other works, Li et al. (2024) adopt a

low-switching adaptive design, where the number of batches (i.e., the number of allocation

updates) is denoted by K. Assuming that the MSE convergence rates of the nonparametric

regressions for the conditional mean and variance functions are α1 and β1, respectively,

they obtain a regret bound of order rOpT 1´α1

`KT 1´β1

q. When K “ Oplog T q, this bound

simplifies to rOpT 1´α1^β1

q, which aligns with the result established in our Theorem 2, since

α1 “ β1 “ 2β{p2β`dq in our framework (see Section S.2.6.2 of the supplementary material).

Furthermore, our proposed adaptive design under the linear Model (4) achieves a regret

bound of rOpplog T q2q. This bound further improves to rOplog T q when both µ0p¨, ¨q and

µ1p¨, ¨q are constant functions, consistent with the setting considered in Neopane et al.

(2025b). Detailed derivations are provided in Section S.3.2 of the supplementary material.

A comprehensive comparison is summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Comparisons between the existing adaptive experimental designs in literature for the

ATE estimation and our proposed method.

Method Setting Covariate Estimator Adaptivity Regret Bound

Dai et al. (2023) design-based not included IPW fully rOp
?
T q

Noarov et al. (2025) design-based not included IPW fully rOplog T q

Neopane et al. (2025a) superpopulation not included IPW fully rOplog T q

Neopane et al. (2025b) superpopulation not included AIPW fully rOplog T q

Li et al. (2024) superpopulation included AIPW low switching rOpT 1´α1
`KT 1´β1

q

Kato et al. (2025) superpopulation included AIPW fully /

SLOACI superpopulation included AIPW fully rOpT d{p2β`dqq

Compared with prior work, our theoretical results address several technical challenges

and offer distinct advantages. First, our regret bound is the first to explicitly incorporate

a concrete nonparametric regression method, the Nadaraya-Watson estimator, into the

theoretical analysis. This allows us to derive not only the asymptotic order but also

the lower-order terms and constant factors, which have not been characterized in the

existing literature. Second, in establishing the regret bound, we develop new exponential-
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tail concentration inequalities for estimating both the linear coefficient and the conditional

variance in a partially linear model via Robinson’s transformation. These results are of

independent theoretical interest and may be useful beyond the present context. Third,

while most existing works focus on parametric models, the only comparable nonparametric

result, due to Li et al. (2024), relies on a low-switching and offline design that updates

the treatment allocation πt only a limited number of times. This restriction stems from

their reliance on polynomial-tail concentration inequalities, which simplify derivations but

constrain adaptivity in practice. In contrast, our method operates in a fully online manner

and updates πt at each stage, enabled by the sharper exponential-tail concentration results

established in this work.

4 Sequential testing

4.1 Sequential testing setup

In this section, we propose a comprehensive sequential testing framework that com-

plements our proposed design under both asymptotic and non-asymptotic regimes. We

consider testing the following hypothesis defined for some τH0 P R:

H0 : τ0 “ τH0 v.s. H1 : τ0 ‰ τH0 .

Note that the confidence interval in Theorem 1 provides valid coverage only for a fixed total

time horizon T . In contrast, in sequential testing (Cf., Siegmund, 2013), the experimenter

continuously monitors the data and may stop the experiment once the test statistic becomes

significant. Such “peeking” can inflate the type-I error rate when the statistic is constructed

using a fixed-time method (Waudby-Smith et al., 2024).

A common remedy is to apply multiple-testing corrections such as the Bonferroni (BF)

or Benjamini-Hochberg procedures. If the total time horizon T is known in advance, the

Bonferroni-corrected confidence intervals

pLBF

t , U
BF

t q :“
`

pτt ˘ pςtΦ
´1

p1 ´ T´1α{2q{
?
t
˘

(26)
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for t P rT s ensure type-I error control by rejecting H0 whenever τH0 R pLBF
t , U

BF
t q for

some t. However, this approach “spends” the type-I error rate evenly across all stages,

resulting in overly conservative tests; large T makes the Bonferroni correction even more

conservative (Kato et al., 2025). Although the experimenter may consider using more

advanced alpha-spending functions (Lan and DeMets, 2009), they still fail to exploit the

martingale structure of tϕtutě1 and are therefore not fully leveraging the data structure.

To improve power while maintaining type-I error control, we leverage the martingale

structure of tϕtutě1 and develop time-uniform confidence sequences that are fully adap-

tive and remain valid at arbitrary stopping times. These sequences enable anytime-valid

inference under both asymptotic and non-asymptotic regimes (see Sections 4.2 and 4.3),

eliminating the need for fixed-horizon adjustments and avoiding penalties for data monitor-

ing. To facilitate the discussion, we start with defining “confidence sequences” in Definition

1 (as introduced in Definition 2.1 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024)).

Definition 1. We say that the intervals pLt, Utqtě1, centered at the estimators tpτtutě1 with

lower and upper bounds Lt, Ut, @t ě 1, form a p1 ´ αq asymptotic confidence sequence for

a sequence of real parameters tτtutě1 if there exists a (typically unknown) p1 ´ αq non-

asymptotic confidence sequence prLt, rUtqtě1 for tτtutě1, that is, satisfying: (i) Pp@t ě 1, τt P

rrLt, rUtsq ě 1 ´ α; (ii) rLt{Lt Ñ 1 a.s. and rUt{Ut Ñ 1 a.s. as t Ñ 8.

4.2 Sequential testing under asymptotic regime

We are now ready to present our sequential testing procedure under the asymptotic

regime, where the asymptotic confidence sequence provides time-uniform coverage. For all

t ě 1, recall that pτt “ t´1
řt
j“1 ϕj, and pς2t “ t´1

řt
j“1pϕj ´ pτtq

2. Theorem 3 below provides

a construction of an asymptotic (ASY) confidence sequence for τ0.

Theorem 3. Under the conditions of Theorem 1, for a pre-specified parameter ϱ ą 0,

pLASY

t , UASY

t q :“

˜

pτt ˘

d

tpς2t ϱ
2 ` 1

t2ϱ2
log

ˆ

tpς2t ϱ
2 ` 1

α2

˙

¸

(27)
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forms a p1 ´ αq asymptotic confidence sequence for τ0.

Given time t and type-I error rate α, one can choose the parameter ϱ to minimize

the interval width in Theorem 3. As discussed in Appendix B.2 of Waudby-Smith et al.

(2024), there exists an exact but implicit solution for the optimal ϱ, and a closed-form

approximation is given by ϱ “
a

t´2 logα ` logp´2 logα ` 1qu{ptpς2t q.

4.3 Sequential testing under non-asymptotic regime

We next present a non-asymptotic confidence sequence (Cf. Definition 1) for the ATE

based on recent advances for inferring the means of bounded random variables, the so-

called rewards, in sequential settings (Waudby-Smith and Ramdas, 2024; Waudby-Smith

et al., 2024). In our framework, the reward at Stage t can be chosen as ϕt. Without loss of

generality, we assume that Ytp0q, Ytp1q P r0, 1s for all t ě 1; otherwise, this can be ensured

by a rescaling technique. Accordingly, we also assume that pµ0,t´1p¨, ¨q, pµ1,t´1p¨, ¨q P r0, 1s.

Let kt “ tπt ^ p1 ´ πtqu´1 ` 1. Since πt P Ft´1, we have that tktutě1 is a nonnegative and

predictable sequence. Define ξt “
ϕt
kt`1

, pξt´1 “

´

1
t´1

řt´1
j“1 ξj

¯

^ 1
kt`1

, sξt “

´

1
t

řt
j“1 ξj

¯

^

1
kt`1

. Then ξt is the reweighted reward, and pξt´1 and sξt are the average reweighted reward

with truncation which serve as estimates of the mean of tξtutě1.

We provide the construction of a non-asymptotic empirical Bernstein (EB) confidence

sequence (Cf. Definition 1) in Theorem 4.

Theorem 4. Suppose that Condition S.1 of the supplementary material holds, and Ytp0q,

Ytp1q, pµ0,t´1p¨, ¨q, pµ1,t´1p¨, ¨q P r0, 1s for all t ě 1. For a given α P p0, 1q, define the sequence

tλα,tutě1 as

λα,t “

d

2 logp1{αq

pν2t´1t logp1 ` tq
^ c, pν2t “

ν20 `
řt
j“1pξj ´ sξjq

2

t ` 1
,

where c P p0, 1q is some truncation parameter, and ν20 is some pre-specified parameter that

can be thought of as a prior guess for the variance of tξtutě1. Then,

pLEB

t , U
EB

t q :“

˜

řt
j“1 λα,jξj

řt
j“1 λα,j{pkj ` 1q

˘
logp1{αq `

řt
j“1pξj ´ pξj´1q

2ψEpλα,jq
řt
j“1 λα,j{pkj ` 1q

¸

(28)
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forms a p1´αq non-asymptotic confidence sequence for τ0, where ψEpλq :“ ´ logp1´λq´λ.

The intuition of Theorem 4 is to construct a predictable empirical Bernstein super-

martingale, as in (S.17) of the supplementary material, based on the reward ϕt at each

stage, and then apply Ville’s inequality to guarantee the coverage of a non-asymptotic

confidence sequence for the mean reward τ0 “ Epϕt|Ft´1q. In Theorem 4, pν2t serves as an

estimate of the variance of tξtutě1. The predictable truncation parameter kt is central to

maintaining the validity of the confidence sequence: it, together with the function ψEp¨q,

guarantees the construction of a valid supermartingale. λα,j is a tuning parameter, and

pξj´pξj´1q
2 captures the fluctuation of the process, thereby enabling the variance adaptivity

of the resulting confidence sequence.

Unlike the approach in Cook et al. (2024), which adopts a diverging truncation sequence

kt “ ζ´1
t Ñ 8, our method determines kt in a fully data-driven manner. By Proposition S.1

of the supplementary material, kt converges in probability to π´1 ` 1 as t Ñ 8, providing

an automatic and stable calibration mechanism. Following Remark 2 of Waudby-Smith

et al. (2024), a larger kt increases variance adaptivity—enhancing robustness to model

misspecification—but also yields wider confidence sequences at early stages. Consequently,

when π is small, the method exhibits reduced power at the early stages, reflecting a trade-

off between early precision and long-run adaptivity. Additionally, since the two proposed

sequential testing procedures are both variance-adaptive, the resulting confidence intervals

are narrower than those of existing methods (e.g., Cook et al., 2024; Kato et al., 2025),

owing to the efficiency gain induced by surrogates.

4.4 Trade-offs and practical guidance

To compare the two sequential testing regimes, we introduce the concept of a stopping

time. Given a confidence sequence pLt, Utqtě1, the experimenter rejects H0 once there

exists a Stage t such that τH0 R pLt, Utq. To mitigate the influence of large estimation

errors at early stages, the experimenter may begin inference only after a pre-specified
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number of stages. Formally, the stopping time (if it exists) is defined as ϑ :“ mintt ě

t0 : τH0 R pLt, Utqu, where t0 denotes the initial peeking time (Waudby-Smith et al., 2024;

Cook et al., 2024). In what follows, we shall discuss the trade-offs of the sequential testing

procedures developed above.

The asymptotic confidence sequence in (27) enables anytime-valid inference under the

same conditions required by the CLT. Its width scales naturally with the data variance,

mirroring the empirical variance in the CLT, thereby exhibiting strong variance adaptivity.

This property further underscores the benefit of our surrogate-leveraged adaptive design

in reducing the semiparametric efficiency bound. However, since it is valid only asymptot-

ically, in practice, to maintain proper type-I error control, the experimenter may need to

select a sufficiently large initial peeking time.

The non-asymptotic confidence sequence in (28) provides anytime-valid coverage guar-

antees that hold uniformly over all stages, ensuring that the type-I error rate is controlled

regardless of the chosen initial peeking time. However, the resulting confidence sequence is

generally more conservative than its asymptotic counterpart, as illustrated by our numeri-

cal experiments. Moreover, its validity relies on the boundedness of the primary outcomes,

which can be restrictive in practice. In addition, when π is very small, the method can

experience reduced power in small samples.

The trade-offs between the two sequential testing regimes offer practical insights for

implementation. On the one hand, when the primary outcomes are heavy-tailed or when

there is a large discrepancy in conditional variances between the treatment and control

groups—corresponding to unbounded outcomes and a small π, respectively—the asymp-

totic confidence sequence is generally preferred. On the other hand, when the number of

experimental stages is too limited, the empirical Bernstein confidence sequence remains

the more reliable choice. We evaluate the empirical performance of the proposed adaptive

designs and sequential testing procedures via a series of simulation studies, with the results

presented in Section S.4 of the supplementary material.
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5 A synthetic case study

We now investigate the performance of SLOACI through a synthetic case study using

data from Project STAR (Student-Teacher Achievement Ratio), which has been extensively

analyzed in prior research (e.g., Chetty et al., 2011; Athey et al., 2025). Project STAR was

a four-year randomized experiment conducted in 79 Tennessee public schools to examine

the effect of class size on test scores. Following Athey et al. (2025), we examine whether

assignment to a small class as opposed to a regular-size class significantly improves the

reading and math scores via a linear model.

5.1 Setup

Let Ytp1q and Ytp0q denote the potential outcomes for third-grade student t, representing

the total standardized test scores in reading and math if assigned to a small class or a

regular-size class, respectively. The observed outcome is standardized to have a mean of

zero and unit variance. The covariates Xt include (i) students’ race and ethnicity, (ii)

gender, and (iii) eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch. After excluding observations

with missing values, the analysis is based on 3523 observations. To provide a self-contained

illustration of how to use synthetic surrogates to improve inference power, we follow McCaw

et al. (2024) by splitting the data into a training dataset D1 and an inference dataset D2

with 1523 and 2000 observations, respectively. For t P D1, we use the observed Ytp0q and

Ytp1q as dependent variables and the nine available independent variables1, denoted by rXt,

to train two separate random forest models pf0p¨q and pf1p¨q. Then, the synthetic surrogates

are constructed as Stp0q “ pf0prXtq and Stp1q “ pf1prXtq for all t P D1 Y D2. We assume that

pXt, Stp0q, Stp1q, Ytp0q, Ytp1qq follows the linear Model (4), where model errors are assumed

to follow the bivariate Gaussian distributions (see Remark 1 for details).

Since our data were collected from a randomized experiment, we need to impute the

1Including school type, highest degree of the teacher, teacher’s career ladder level, years of total teaching

experience, teacher’s ethnicity, school system ID, and the three covariates in Xt.
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counterfactual outcomes to mimic the implementation of an adaptive design and evaluate

the results. To address this issue, we propose the following novel approach, which exploits

the property of the joint regression Model (4) that for z P t0, 1u,

Ytpzq|pXt, Stpzqq „ N
´

αT

Y,zXt ` ρzσY,zσ
´1
S,z

`

Stpzq ´ αT

S,zXt

˘

, p1 ´ ρ2zqσ
2
Y,z

¯

.

(i) Using the training dataset tpXt, Zt, Yt, Stp0q, Stp1qqutPD1 , we fit Model (4) and obtain

the estimators pαY,z, pαS,z, pσ
2
Y,z, pσ

2
S,z and pρz for each z P t0, 1u.

(ii) For each t P D2, if Ytp0q is missing, then it is imputed as Ytp0q “ pαT

Y,0Xt `

pρ1pσY,1pσ
´1
S,1

`

Stp1q´pαT

S,0Xt

˘

`εtp0q, where εtp0q is independently sampled fromN
`

0, p1´

pρ20qpσ2
Y,1

˘

. If Ytp1q is missing, an analogous formulation is applied.

Using the imputed data, we compare our SLOACI with two competing designs: RAR

(Cook et al., 2024; Kato et al., 2025) and complete randomization with a fixed allocation

πt “ 0.5 (denoted as “RCT”). The detailed procedure of RAR is given in Section S.3.4 of

the supplementary material. The sequential testing procedure involves three valid tests:

BF, ASY, and EB. The true value of the ATE is defined as the difference-in-means estimate

based on tpYtp0q, Ytp1qqutPD2 , where counterfactual outcomes are imputed by their condition

means without randomness, leading to τ0 “ 0.229. Since educational interventions have

delayed outcomes, with a one-year delay in our case, a fully adaptive design is infeasible.

Therefore, we adopt a batch-wise adaptive design with batch sizes b “ 400 and b “ 50.

The former mimics a five-year randomized experiment with b “ 400 observations each year

and is consistent with real-world practice, whereas the latter is used to assess the impact

of reducing the batch size. To implement the adaptive design in Section 2.3 and the

sequential testing procedure extended from Section 4 to the linear model, we set η “ 0.25,

T0 “ b, τH0 “ 0, t0 “ 100, c “ 0.5, ν20 “ 1, and pξ0 “ 0. The nominal type-I error rate is

fixed at α “ 0.05. We consider a simulation-based evaluation with 2000 replications.
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5.2 Results

Figure 1 presents the normalized variance and empirical power curves for different

designs and tests, with the corresponding means and standard errors of the stopping times

reported in Table 2. Moreover, a specific replication from the simulations is presented

in Section S.5 of the supplementary material to demonstrate the trajectory of confidence

sequences against the cumulative sample size.
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Figure 1: Comparison of normalized variances of the (adaptive) AIPW estimator and empirical

powers across different designs and tests for the STAR data, with batch size b “ 400 in panels

(A)–(B) and b “ 50 in panels (C)–(D).

Table 2: Means and standard errors (in parentheses) of stopping times for the STAR data.

Test BF ASY EB

Batch size b 400 50 400 50 400 50

RCT 1000.0 (9.4) 960.3 (9.4) 536.2 (7.2) 504.9 (6.9) 872.7 (12.5) 816.5 (12)

RAR 1013.8 (9.3) 975.5 (9.4) 535.7 (7.0) 502.3 (6.9) 874.4 (12.3) 796.6 (11.8)

SLOACI 977.5 (8.8) 901.3 (8.5) 526.6 (6.8) 470.1 (6.2) 860.9 (12.1) 730.7 (10.6)

Several patterns can be observed: First, the proposed SLOACI consistently achieves
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the smallest variance, the highest power, and the shortest average stopping time across

simulations. Among the three tests, ASY attains the highest power relative to BF and

EB. Second, when the batch size decreases from 400 to 50 (with a correspondingly shorter

initialization phase), SLOACI demonstrates improved performance relative to the other

benchmark methods. In particular, when b “ 50, SLOACI significantly reduces the aver-

age stopping time, accounting for the reported standard errors. Third, sequential testing

provides insight into whether the adaptive design and test can effectively shorten the ex-

perimental horizon. For example, in the case of b “ 400, where the pre-specified horizon

corresponds to 5 years, a stopping time not larger than 1200 implies that the treatment

effect can be detected within 3 years. Under the baseline RCT, the proportions of exper-

iments in which the horizon is reduced to 3 years are 68.30%, 96.05%, and 72.65% under

the BF, ASY, and EB tests, respectively; under RAR, the corresponding proportions are

67.50%, 96.50%, and 73.40%. By contrast, the proposed SLOACI further increases these

proportions to 72.15%, 97.20%, and 74.55%. This highlights that incorporating surrogates

may reduce the experimental horizon, thereby yielding economic and social benefits.

6 Discussion

We discuss several important directions for future research. First, SLOACI may be ex-

tended to the heteroskedastic setting, which generalizes the design to a covariate-adjusted

surrogate-leveraged RAR design. Second, we may incorporate the double/debiased ma-

chine learning framework (Chernozhukov et al., 2018), which uses cross-fitting to avoid

overfitting and leverages Neyman orthogonality to mitigate bias inflation. Third, our al-

gorithm involves an exploration phase whose length T0 must be pre-specified. We may

consider replacing CLIP with more advanced techniques, such as the Optimistic Policy

Tracking Algorithm proposed in Neopane et al. (2025b), to allow T0 to be determined

adaptively within the experimentation process. The above topics are beyond the scope of

the current paper and will be pursued elsewhere.
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Data Availability Statement: The data that support the findings of this study are

openly available in R package “AER” at https://rdrr.io/cran/AER/man/STAR.html.
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Supplementary Material to “SLOACI: Surrogate-Leveraged

Online Adaptive Causal Inference”

Yingying Fan, Zihan Wang and Waverly Wei

This supplementary material contains the asymptotic properties of our method and the

regularity conditions in Section S.1, the technical proofs of theoretical results in Section S.2,

several extensions in Section S.3, all simulation results in Section S.4, and additional em-

pirical results in Section S.5. We start by introducing some additional notation. Notation.

For a sub-exponential random variable ε1 and a sub-Gaussian random variable ε2, denote

the corresponding sub-exponential norm by }ε1}ψ1 and the sub-Gaussian norm by }ε2}ψ2 .

For a set A, we use Ac to denote its complement. The symbols ‘Ñp’, ‘Ñd’ and ‘Ña.s.’

mean convergence in probability, in distribution and almost surely, respectively. For ran-

dom variables X and Y, X KK Y denotes that X and Y are independent. For x P R, we

use rxs and txu as the ceiling and floor functions of x, respectively.

S.1 Asymptotic properties of our method

The asymptotic properties of the proposed method in this section highlight two benefits

of our proposal. First, incorporating surrogates yields an efficiency gain compared to the

design without surrogates (see Section 3.1). Second, our proposed estimator requires less

stringent assumptions than those imposed in the existing literature to establish consistency

and asymptotic normality results.

We consider the following regularity conditions commonly imposed in the literature.

Condition S.1. (i) (SUTVA) The Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (Cf. Section

1.6 of Imbens and Rubin, 2015) holds. (ii) (Homogeneity) pXT

t , Stp0q, Stp1q, Ytp0q, Ytp1qq is

independently and identically drawn from the same superpopulation for each Stage t. (iii)

(Unconfoundedness) pStp0q, Stp1q, Ytp0q, Ytp1qq KK Zt|Xt,Ft´1. (iv) (Positivity) 0 ă πt ă 1.
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We next show that our proposed adaptive AIPW estimator pτT in Section 2.4 asymp-

totically attains the semiparametric efficiency bound.

Theorem S.1. Suppose that Condition S.1 holds. Then, the proposed estimator pτT defined

in (10) is unbiased, and has a variance VT satisfying:

T ¨ VT “
1

T

T
ÿ

t“1

E
”σ2

1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
` EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u

2

`
1 ´ πt
πt

EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

`
πt

1 ´ πt
EpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

` 2EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqutµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu|Ft´1

‰

ı

.

Let ut :“ ϕt ´ τ0 with ϕt defined in (11). Leveraging the property that tututě1 forms a

square integrable martingale difference sequence w.r.t. tFtutě1, we derive the theoretical

properties of pτT using the law of large numbers and the central limit theorem for martingale

difference sequences. Furthermore, to characterize the smoothness of the conditional mean

functions, we introduce the class of functions known as the Hölder class, denoted by Σpβ, Lq

and we provide the definition below in Definition S.1 (as given in Definition 1.2 of Tsybakov

(2009)).

Definition S.1. Let β and L be two positive numbers. The Hölder class Σpβ, Lq is defined

as the set of k “ tβu times differentiable functions mp¨q : Rd Ñ R whose derivative mpkqp¨q

satisfies |mpkqpxq ´ mpkqpx1q| ď L}x ´ x1}β´k, @x,x1 P Rd.

We need some additional conditions for the theoretical results.

Condition S.2. The conditional mean functions mY,0p¨q,mY,1p¨q,mS,0p¨q and mS,1p¨q belong

to the function class Σpβ, Lq for some 0 ă β ď 1.

Condition S.3. The covariate domain X is a compact set. The distribution of Xt is

dominated by the Lebesgue measure, with a continuous density ppxq uniformly bounded

above and away from zero on X , i.e., c ď ppxq ď c̄ for some positive constants c ď c̄.

2



Condition S.4. The multivariate kernel function satisfies: (i) Kpxq “ 0 for }x}8 ą 1,

and there exists some constant k̄ ą 0 such that 0 ď Kpxq ă k̄,@x P Rd; (ii) there exists

some constant ǩ ą 0 such that |Kpxq ´ Kpx1q| ď ǩ}x ´ x1}8, @x,x
1 P Rd.

Condition S.5. The model errors tεY,tpzqu and tεS,tpzqu for z P t0, 1u satisfy that: (i)

there exist constants vY,z, vS,z ą 0 such that Etexp
`

λεY,tpzqq|Xtu ď exppv2Y,zλ
2{2

˘

and

Etexp
`

λεS,tpzqq|Xtu ď exppv2S,zλ
2{2

˘

for all t ě 1 and λ P R; (ii) there exist constants

KY , KS ą 0 such that }εY,tpzq}ψ2 ď KY and }εS,tpzq}ψ2 ď KS for all t ě 1.

Condition S.2 is adopted in Tsybakov (2009); Perchet and Rigollet (2013), and corre-

sponds to Lipschitz continuity when β “ 1. This smoothness condition leads to a more

challenging estimation problem and is weaker than the conventional condition in the kernel

regression literature (e.g., Fan and Gijbels, 1996), which typically requires second-order

smoothness. Condition S.3 imposes a natural assumption on the support and density of the

covariates (Yang and Zhu, 2002; Perchet and Rigollet, 2013; Qian and Yang, 2016). This

assumption avoids the use of the trimming technique when estimating linear coefficients γ0

and γ1, as in Robinson (1988), where selecting the trimming parameter is practically chal-

lenging; see also the discussion in Linton (1995). Condition S.4 concerns a kernel function

Kpxq : Rd Ñ R that is nonnegative, bounded, compactly supported, and Lipschitz, which

is commonly used in the literature (e.g., Tsybakov, 2009; Qian and Yang, 2016). Con-

dition S.5 provides sub-Gaussian tail conditions on the model errors that are commonly

assumed in the literature (Cai and Rafi, 2024; Li et al., 2024). This assumption ensures

the uniform consistency of the Nadaraya-Watson regression (Qian and Yang, 2016), and

thereby guarantees the consistency of both the conditional variance estimators and our

adaptive treatment allocation. We remark that for establishing the L2 convergence of the

Nadaraya-Watson regression, a finite second moment condition would already suffice.

For each z P t0, 1u, to implement the Nadaraya-Watson regressions, the bandwidths

are selected as hS,z,t “ cht
´1{κ for estimating pmS,z,tp¨q, and hY,z,t “ chN

´1{κ
z,t for estimating

pmY,z,tp¨q. Here, we assume κ ą 2d to ensure the uniform consistency of the Nadaraya-

3



Watson regressions (Qian and Yang, 2016). To balance the bias-variance tradeoff, we take

κ “ 2β ` d when d ă 2β, and κ “ 2d` ϵ with a sufficiently small positive constant ϵ when

d ě 2β.

Proposition S.1. Under Conditions S.1–S.5, it holds that πt Ñp π
˚ as t Ñ 8.

Leveraging Proposition S.1, we have the following asymptotical normality results for

our proposed estimator in Theorem S.2.

Theorem S.2. Suppose that Conditions S.1–S.5 hold, and there exists some constant

Mγ ą 0 such that maxzPt0,1u |pγz,t| ď Mγ almost surely for t ě 1. Then, it holds that: (i) the

proposed estimator pτT defined in (10) is strongly consistent; (ii) moreover, if the clipping

rate satisfies 0 ă η ă 2β{p2β ` κq, then pτT is asymptotically normal:

?
T ppτT ´ τ0q Ñd N p0, ς2˚q,

as T Ñ 8, where ς2˚ is defined in (22).

Theorem S.2 shows that our proposed estimator pτT has an asymptotic variance attaining

the semiparametric efficiency bound ς2˚ “ T ¨ V ˚
T , demonstrating its optimality in the

asymptotic framework. Our strong consistency result is new to the literature and is crucial

for constructing the asymptotic confidence sequence in Theorem 3.

It is worth noting that some prior works (e.g., Cook et al., 2024; Kato et al., 2025)

assume a convergence rate for πt when establishing the asymptotic normality of the ATE

estimator, while our Proposition S.1 does not provide an explicit rate. While such conver-

gence rate assumption is indeed necessary under heteroskedastic models, it is not required

in our case due to the homoskedasticity assumption. In our non-asymptotic framework,

we derive explicitly that |πt ´ π˚| “ rOppt
´2β{p2β`dqq; See Lemma S.14 below. For in-

finitely differentiable conditional mean functions with β Ñ 8, the convergence rate be-

comes |πt ´ π˚| “ rOppt
´1{2q, which aligns with Lemma 4.2 of Neopane et al. (2025a) who

studied a simplified model without covariates.
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S.2 Proofs of theoretical results

S.2.1 Proof of Theorem S.1

Recall that pτT “ T´1
řT
t“1 ϕt, and ut “ ϕt´ τ0.We first show the conditional mean and

conditional variance of ut given the history Ft´1.

Lemma S.1. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem S.1 hold. Then, we have: (i)

Eput|Ft´1q “ 0; (ii) the conditional variance of ut satisfies that

Epu2t |Ft´1q “
σ2
1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
` EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u

2

`
1 ´ πt
πt

EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

`
πt

1 ´ πt
EpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

` 2EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqutµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu|Ft´1

‰

.

Proof. (i) By the definitions of ϕt in (11) and πt “ PpZt “ 1|Ft´1q, and the iterated

expectation we can show that

Epϕt|Ft´1,Xt,Stq

“
EtIpZt “ 1q|Ft´1uEtYtp1q ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stq|Ft´1,Xt,Stu

πt

´
EtIpZt “ 0q|Ft´1uEtYtp0q ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stq|Ft´1,Xt,Stu

1 ´ πt

` pµ1,t´1pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stq

“
πtEtYtp1q ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stq|Ft´1,Xt,Stu

πt
´

p1 ´ πtqEtYtp0q ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stq|Ft´1,Xt,Stu

1 ´ πt

` pµ1,t´1pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stq

“EtYtp1q ´ Ytp0q|Xt,Stu “ τpXt,Stq,

which implies that

Eput|Ft´1q “ EpXt,StqtEpϕt|Ft´1,Xt,Stqu ´ τ0 “ EpXt,StqtτpXt,Stqu ´ τ0 “ 0.

5



(ii) By the definition of ϕt in Section 2.4, we have

ut “
IpZt “ 1qtYt ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu

πt
´
IpZt “ 0qtYt ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu

1 ´ πt

` pµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ0pXt,Stq ´ τ0

“
IpZt “ 1qtYt ´ µ1pXt,Stqu

πt
`

tIpZt “ 1q ´ πtu ¨ tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu

πt

´
IpZt “ 0qtYt ´ µ0pXt,Stqu

1 ´ πt
´

tIpZt “ 0q ´ 1 ` πtu ¨ tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu

1 ´ πt

` tµ1pXt,Stq ´ µ0pXt,Stq ´ τ0u

“:R1,t ` R2,t ` R3,t ` R4,t ` R5,t.

Then, it can be respectively shown that:

(a) EpR2
1,t|Ft´1q “ π´1

t EpXt,Stq

“

EtpYtp1q ´ µ1pXt,Stqq2|Xt,Stu
‰

“ π´1
t σ2

1.

(b) EpR2
2,t|Ft´1q “ π´2

t pπt ´ π2
t qEpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu2|Ft´1

‰

“ π´1
t p1 ´ πtqEpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu2|Ft´1

‰

.

(c) EpR2
3,t|Ft´1q “ p1 ´ πtq

´1EpXt,Stq

“

EtpYtp0q ´ µ0pXt,Stqq2|Xt,Stu
‰

“ p1 ´ πtq
´1σ2

0.

(d) EpR2
4,t|Ft´1q “ p1 ´ πtq

´2pπt ´ π2
t qEpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu2|Ft´1

‰

“ p1 ´ πtq
´1πtEpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu2|Ft´1

‰

.

(e) EpR2
5,t|Ft´1q “ EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u2.

(f) EpR1,tR2,t|Ft´1q “ 0 and EpR1,tR4,t|Ft´1q “ 0 by EtYtp1q ´ µ1pXt,Stq|Xt,Stu “ 0.

(g) EpR3,tR2,t|Ft´1q “ 0 and EpR3,tR4,t|Ft´1q “ 0 by EtYtp0q ´ µ0pXt,Stq|Xt,Stu “ 0.

(h) EpR1,tR3,t|Ft´1q “ 0 by PtIpZt “ 1qIpZt “ 0q|Ft´1u “ 0.

(l) EpR5,tR1,t|Ft´1q “ 0,EpR5,tR2,t|Ft´1q “ 0,EpR5,tR3,t|Ft´1q “ 0, and EpR5,tR4,t|Ft´1q “

0 by EpXt,Stqtµ1pXt,Stq ´ µ0pXt,Stq ´ τ0u “ 0.

(m) EpR2,tR4,t|Ft´1q “ tπtp1´πtqu´1πtp1´πtqEpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq´pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqutµ0pXt,Stq´

pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu|Ft´1

‰

“ EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq´pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqutµ0pXt,Stq´pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu|Ft´1

‰

.
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Combining above, we have

Epu2t |Ft´1q “
σ2
1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
` EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u

2

`
1 ´ πt
πt

EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

`
πt

1 ´ πt
EpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

` 2EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqutµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu|Ft´1

‰

.

which is the desired result.

Remark S.1. From the proof above, we have

ℓ2patq “ EpR2
2,t|Ft´1q ` EpR2

4,t|Ft´1q ` 2EpR2,tR4,t|Ft´1q “ EtpR2,t ` R4,tq
2
|Ft´1u ě 0,

where ℓ2patq is defined in Section 3.2. If pµ0,t´1 “ µ0 and pµ1,t´1 “ µ1 a.s., then R2,t “

R4,t “ 0 a.s., which further implies that ℓ2patq “ 0.

Now we are ready to show Theorem S.1.

(i) According to Lemma S.1(i), we have

EppτT q “ T´1
T
ÿ

t“1

EtEpϕt|Ft´1qu “ τ0,

which implies that pτT is unbiased.

(ii) For the variance, note that T ¨VT “ T´1E
`
ř

T

t“1 u
2
t `2

ř

T

t“1

řt´1
s“1 utus

˘

. Since us P Ft´1

for s ă t, by iterated expectations, it can be shown that

Eputusq “ EtusEput|Ft´1qu “ 0, @s ă t.

Then, by combining the result in Lemma S.1(ii), the proof is completed.

S.2.2 Proof of Proposition 1

The desired result follows immediately from Theorem S.1 by letting pµ1,t´1p¨, ¨q “

µ1p¨, ¨q, pµ0,t´1p¨, ¨q “ µ0p¨, ¨q, and πt “ π˚ for t P rT s.
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S.2.3 Proof of Proposition S.1

Lemma S.2. Suppose that Conditions S.1–S.4 hold. Recall that N1,t “
řt
j“1 IpZj “ 1q

and N0,t “ t ´ N1,t. Then, we have N1,t “ Ωpt1´ηq a.s., and N0,t “ Ωpt1´ηq a.s.

Proof. Note that N1,t “
řt
j“1 IpZj “ 1q, where PpZt “ 1|Ft´1q “ πt. Define the event Et “

␣

N1,t ď
řt
j“1 πj{2

(

. By using Lemma S.10(i) below, we have PpEtq ď exp
`

´3
řt
j“1 πj{28

˘

.

Since πj ě p1{2q ¨ j´η for each j ě 1 by (20), it can be shown that
řt
j“1 πj “ Θpt1´ηq.

Then, it can be seen that
ř8

t“1 PpEtq ă 8, which implies that N1,t “ Ωpt1´ηq a.s. by

Borel-Cantelli Lemma. By using similar arguments, we can show that N0,t “ Ωpt1´ηq a.s.,

by noticing that πj ď 1 ´ p1{2q ¨ j´η for each j ě 1.

Lemma S.3. Suppose that Conditions S.1–S.4 hold. Then,

EpXt`1,St`1q

“

tµzpXt`1,St`1q ´ pµz,tpXt`1,St`1qu
2
|Ft

‰

“ OppN
´2β{κ
z,t q

for each z P t0, 1u.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we only prove the case z “ 0. By the definition of pµ0,t

in (18), we have pµ0,tpXt`1,St`1q ´µ0pXt`1,St`1q “ pmY,0,tpXt`1q ´mY,0pXt`1q ` tst`1p0q ´

mS,0pXt`1quppγ0,t´γ0q`γ0tmS,0pXt`1q´pmS,0,tpXt`1qu`pγ0´pγ0,tqtpmS,0,tpXt`1q´mS,0pXt`1qu.

This implies that

EpXt`1,St`1q

“

tµ0pXt`1,St`1q ´ pµ0,tpXt`1,St`1qu
2
|Ft

‰

ď4γ20EXt`1

“

tpmS,0,tpXt`1q ´ mS,0pXt`1qu
2
|Ft

‰

` 4ppγ0,t ´ γ0q
2EXt`1

“

tpmS,0,tpXt`1q ´ mS,0pXt`1qu
2
|Ft

‰

` 4EXt`1

“

tpmY,0,tpXt`1q ´ mY,0pXt`1qu
2
|Ft

‰

` 4σ2
S,0ppγ0,t ´ γ0q

2.

(S.1)

By applying Proposition 1.13 of Tsybakov (2009) or Theorem 5.2 of Györfi et al. (2006),

which provide upper bounds on the mean integrated squared error of the Nadaraya-Watson

regression, we can derive that there exists some constant MS, independent of t and hS,0,t,

such that

E
„
ż

X
tpmS,0,tpxq ´ mS,0pxqu

2dx

ȷ

ď MSph2βS,0,t ` t´1h´d
S,0,tq. (S.2)

8



Then, it follows from Condition S.3 and the Markov inequality that EXt`1

“

tpmS,0,tpXt`1q ´

mS,0pXt`1qu2|Ft

‰

“ Opph
2β
S,0,t`t

´1h´d
S,0,tq. Similarly, EXt`1

“

tpmY,0,tpXt`1q´mY,0pXt`1qu2|Ft

‰

“

Opph
2β
Y,0,t ` N´1

0,t h
´d
Y,0,tq. These results further imply that

EXt`1

“

tpmS,0,tpXt`1q ´ mS,0pXt`1qu
2
|Ft

‰

“ Oppt
´2β{κ

q,

EXt`1

“

tpmY,0,tpXt`1q ´ mY,0pXt`1qu
2
|Ft

‰

“ OppN
´2β{κ
0,t q,

since we set hS,0,t — t´1{κ and hY,0,t — N
´1{κ
0,t with κ ą 2d, and in particular, κ “ 2β ` d

when d ă 2β.

For the linear coefficient γ0, for each j P G0,t “ tj P rts : Zj “ 0u, denote rYj “

Yj´pmY,0,tpXjq, rSjp0q “ Sjp0q´pmS,0,tpXjq, ϵY,0pXjq “ pmY,0,tpXjq´mY,0pXjq, and ϵS,0pXjq “

pmS,0,tpXjq ´ mS,0pXjq, where we omit the subscript t for simplicity. By the definition of

pγ0,t in (17), it follows that

pγ0,t ´ γ0 “

ř

jPG0,t
tϵS,0pXjq ` εS,jp0quεjp0q
ř

jPG0,t

rS2
j p0q

´

ř

jPG0,t

rSjp0qtϵY,0pXjq ` ϵS,0pXjqγ0u
ř

jPG0,t

rS2
j p0q

.

Noticing that vartεS,tp0q|Xtu “ σ2
S,0 ą 0, we have N´1

0,t

ř

jPG0,t

rS2
j p0q bounded away from

zero with probability tending to 1 by the Weak Law of Large Numbers. By Condi-

tion S.3 and (S.2), Eϵ2S,0pXjq “ Opt´2β{κq for each j P rts, which, together with the

Markov inequality, implies that N´1
0,t

ř

jPG0,t
ϵS,0pXjqεjp0q “ Oppt

´β{κq. Furthermore, since

EtεS,jp0qεjp0q|Xtu “ 0 and Etε2S,jp0qε2jp0q|Xtu “ σ2
S,0σ

2
0 ă 8, we haveN´1

0,t

ř

jPG0,t
εS,jp0qεjp0q “

OppN
´1{2
0,t q by the Central Limit Theorem. Thus, we have shown that the numerator of the

first term in the decomposition above satisfies that N´1
0,t

ř

jPG0,t
tϵS,0pXjq ` εS,jp0quεjp0q “

OppN
´β{κ
0,t q, where we also used the fact that t ą N0,t and κ ą 2β. Similar arguments can

apply to the second term of the decomposition. Thus, |pγ0,t ´ γ0| “ OppN
´β{κ
0,t q.

Combining above, we have EpXt`1,St`1q

“

tµ0pXt`1,St`1q´pµ0,tpXt`1,St`1qu2|Ft

‰

“ OppN
´2β{κ
0,t q

by (S.1). The proof is completed.

Now we are ready to show Proposition S.1. We first show that pσ2
0,t Ñp σ

2
0 and pσ2

1,t Ñp σ
2
1

9



as t Ñ 8. Recall that G0,t “ tj P rts : Zj “ 0u. By (19), it follows that

pσ2
0,t “

1

N0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYj ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu
2

“
1

N0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYjp0q ´ µ0pXj,Sjqu
2

`
1

N0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tpµ0,tpXj,Sjq ´ µ0pXj,Sjqu
2

`
2

N0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYjp0q ´ µ0pXj,Sjqutµ0pXj,Sjq ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu

“: rR1,t ` rR2,t ` rR3,t.

Note that εjp0q “ Yjp0q ´ µ0pXj,Sjq and vartεjp0q|Xj,Sju “ σ2
0. By Condition S.1

and Lemma S.2, it follows from the SLLN for i.i.d. random variables that rR1,t Ña.s. σ
2
0

as t Ñ 8. For the second term: (i) since th2dS,0,t{ log t Ñ 8 and Conditions S.2–S.5 hold,

Theorem 1 of Qian and Yang (2016) implies that supxPS |pmS,0,tpxq ´mS,0pxq| “ opp1q; (ii)

likewise, combined with Lemma S.2, supxPS |pmY,0,tpxq ´mY,0pxq| “ opp1q; (iii) |pγ0,t ´ γ0| “

OppN
´β{κ
0,t q follows from the proof of Lemma S.3; (iv) maxjPG0,t ε

2
S,jp0q “ OpplogN0,tq by

Condition S.5. Combining above, using the decomposition similar to (S.1), we can show

that rR2,t “ opp1q. The third term can be proved that rR3,t “ opp1q by using the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality. Thus, pσ2
0,t Ñp σ

2
0 as t Ñ 8. The second argument pσ2

1,t Ñp σ
2
1 as

t Ñ 8 can be proved in a similar manner. Moreover, it can be seen that πt Ñp rπt. By the

definitions of the Neyman allocation and the initial allocation, that π˚ “ σ1{pσ1 ` σ0q and

rπt “ pσ1,t´1{ppσ1,t´1 ` pσ0,t´1q, we can immediately obtain that πt Ñp π
˚ as t Ñ 8 by using

the Continuous Mapping Theorem.

S.2.4 Proof of Theorem S.2

The strong consistency of the proposed estimator pτT “ T´1
řT
t“1 ϕt follows from the

Strong Law of Large Numbers (SLLN) for martingale differences.

Lemma S.4. (SLLN for martingale differences, Theorem 2.18 of Hall and Heyde (1980))

Let tXtutě1 be a martingale sequence w.r.t. filtration tFtutě1. For 1 ď p ď 2, n´1
řn
t“1Xt Ñ

0 as n Ñ 8 almost surely on the set
␣
ř8

t“1 t
´pEp|Xt|

p|Ft´1q ă 8
(

.

10



The following Lemma S.5 generalizes the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem for a

martingale difference sequence. The statement and proof of the Martingale Central Limit

Theorem can be found in Chapter 3 of Hall and Heyde (1980).

Lemma S.5. (Martingale Central Limit Theorem) For each n ě 1, let tSn,iu1ďiďkn be

a square integrable martingale sequence w.r.t. filtration tFn,iu1ďiďkn with corresponding

martingale difference Xn,i “ Sn,i ´ Sn,i´1 and conditional variance σ2
n,i “ EpX2

n,i|Fn,i´1q.

Assume that: (i)
řkn
i“1 σ

2
n,i Ñp σ

2 as n Ñ 8 for some σ2 ą 0; and (ii) the conditional

Lindeberg condition holds, that is, @ϵ ą 0,
řkn
i“1 EtX2

n,iIp|Xn,i| ą ϵq|Ft´1u Ñp 0 as n Ñ 8.

Then, Sn,kn Ñd N p0, σ2q as n Ñ 8.

To apply Lemmas S.4 and S.5 to show Theorem S.2, we establish some basic results.

Lemma S.6. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem S.2(i) hold. Then, tututě1 forms a

square integrable martingale difference sequence w.r.t. tFtutě1.

Proof. By Lemma S.1(i), we have Eput|Ft´1q “ 0. It suffices to show that Epu2t q ă 8. Note

that πt ě p1{2q¨t´η, 1´πt ě p1{2q¨t´η by CLIP defined in (20). Combining (S.1) and (S.2),

Condition S.3, and the almost surely boundedness of pγz,t´1 as assumed in Theorem S.2, we

obtain that there exists some constant Mµ ą 0 such that EtµzpXt,Stq ´ pµz,t´1pXt,Stqu2 ď

Mµ for all t ě 1 and each z P t0, 1u. Together with Lemma S.1, these imply that Epu2t q ă 8,

which completes the proof.

Lemma S.7. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem S.2 hold. Then, Epu2t |Ft´1q Ñp ς
2
˚

as t Ñ 8, where ς2˚ is defined in (22).

Proof. By Proposition S.1 and the Continuous Mapping Theorem, we have

σ2
1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
` EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u

2
Ñp

σ2
1

π˚
`

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚
` EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u

2
“ ς2˚

as t Ñ 8. Then, define rR4,t “ Epu2t |Ft´1q ´ π´1
t σ2

1 ´ p1 ´ πtq
´1σ2

0 ´ EpX,SqtτpX,Sq ´ τ0u2,

which corresponds to the sum of the last three terms in the decomposition of Epu2t |Ft´1q

11



as given in Lemma S.1(ii). It follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

rR4,t ď
1

πt
EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

`
1

1 ´ πt
EpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

“Oppt
η

¨ N
´2β{κ
0,t´1 q ` Oppt

η
¨ N

´2β{κ
1,t´1 q

“Oppt
η´2βp1´ηq{κ

q “ opp1q,

where the second line follows from CLIP such that πt ě p1{2q ¨ t´η, 1 ´ πt ě p1{2q ¨ t´η

and Lemma S.3, and the third line follows from Lemma S.2 and the assumption η ă

2β{p2β`κq. Combining above, it follows that Epu2t |Ft´1q Ñp ς
2
˚ as t Ñ 8, which completes

the proof.

Now we are ready to show Theorem S.2.

(i) By Lemma S.6, tututě1 forms a square integrable martingale difference sequence w.r.t.

tFtutě1. By using Lemma S.8(i) below with θ “ 0, there exists some constant Mu ą

0 such that Epu2t |Ft´1q ď Mut
η log t almost surely. Then, since η ă 1, it follows that

ř8

t“1 t
´2Epu2t |Ft´1q ă 8 a.s. By using the SLLN for martingale differences in Lemma S.4,

T´1
řT
t“1 ut Ña.s. 0, which implies that pτT Ña.s. τ0 as T Ñ 8.

(ii) To show pτT ´ τ0 “ T´1
řT
t“1 ut is asymptotically normal, we apply the Martingale

Central Limit Theorem in Lemma S.5. Let VT,t “ varpT´1{2ut|Ft´1q “ T´1Epu2t |Ft´1q.

Following similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2 in Cook et al. (2024), we can

show that Epu2t |Ft´1q is uniformly integrable. Together with the result Epu2t |Ft´1q Ñp ς
2
˚ as

t Ñ 8 from Lemma S.7, this implies that Epu2t |Ft´1q Ñ ς2˚ in L1, i.e., E
ˇ

ˇEpu2t |Ft´1q´ς2˚
ˇ

ˇ Ñ 0

as t Ñ 8. By the Markov inequality and Toeplitz Lemma, for any δ ą 0,

P

˜

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

T
ÿ

t“1

VT,t ´ ς2˚

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ą δ

¸

ď

řT
t“1 E

ˇ

ˇEpu2t |Ft´1q ´ ς2˚
ˇ

ˇ

Tδ
“ op1q,

which leads to the desired results that
řT
t“1 VT,t Ñp ς

2
˚ as T Ñ 8.

Therefore, it suffices to verify the conditional Lindeberg condition, namely, that for

any ϵ ą 0, we have T´1
řT
t“1 Etu2t Ip|ut| ą ϵ

?
T q|Ft´1u Ñp 0 as T Ñ 8. To see this, define

12



bT,t “ u2t Ip|ut| ą ϵ
?
T q. According to the proof of Lemma S.6, we have EtµzpXt,Stq ´

pµz,t´1pXt,Stqu2 “ Op1q for each z P t0, 1u. It follows from the Markov inequality that,

for each t P rT s, Pp|ut| ą ϵ
?
T q ď Epu2t q{pϵ2T q Ñ 0 as T Ñ 8, since π´1

t ď 2tη and

p1´πtq
´1 ď 2tη. This further implies that bT,t “ opp1q for each t P rT s. Since bT,t ď u2t and

Epu2t q ă 8, it follows from the Dominated Convergence Theorem that limTÑ8 EpbT,tq “

EplimTÑ8 bT,tq “ 0. By the Markov inequality and Toeplitz Lemma, for any δ ą 0,

P

#

T´1
T
ÿ

t“1

EpbT,t|Ft´1q ą δ

+

ď

řT
t“1 EpbT,tq

Tδ
“ op1q.

Thus, the conditional Lindeberg condition holds, which further implies that
?
T ppτT´τ0q Ñd

N p0, ς2˚q as T Ñ 8. The proof is completed.

S.2.5 Proof of Theorem 1

Lemma S.8. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 1 hold. Then: (i) for any θ ě 0,

there exists some constant Mu ą 0 such that Ep|ut|
2`θ|Ft´1q ď Mut

ηp1`θqplog tq1`θ{2 a.s.;

(ii) for θ ą 2η{p1 ´ 2ηq, it follows that
ř8

t“1 t
´1´θ{2Ep|ut|

2`θ|Ft´1q ă 8 a.s.

Proof. (i) Since sub-Gaussian random variables have finite moments of all orders, by Con-

dition S.5, there exists some constant Mε ą 0 such that E
␣

|εtpzq|2`θ|Xt, Stpzq
(

ă Mε and

E
␣

|εS,tpzq|2`θ|Xt

(

ă Mε for all t ě 1 and each z P t0, 1u. By the definition of ϕt, we have

ϕt :“

„

IpZt “ 1qtYt ´ µ1pXt,Stqu

πt
´
IpZt “ 0qtYt ´ µ0pXt,Stqu

1 ´ πt

ȷ

`

„

IpZt “ 1qtµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu

πt
´
IpZt “ 0qtµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu

1 ´ πt

ȷ

` rpµ1,t´1pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqs

“: rR5,t ` rR6,t ` rR7,t.

Noticing that |IpZt “ zqtYt ´ µzpXt,Stqu|2`θ “ IpZt “ zq|εtpzq|2`θ, it follows from Condi-

tion S.1(iii) and the fact πt “ PpZt “ 1|Ft´1q that

Ep| rR5,t|
2`θ

|Ft´1q ď
E
␣

|εtp1q|2`θ|Xt, Stp1q
(

π1`θ
t

`
E
␣

|εtp0q|2`θ|Xt, Stp0q
(

p1 ´ πtq1`θ
ď 22`θMεt

ηp1`θq

13



almost surely. For the second term rR6,t, considering that the Nadaraya-Watson estimator

in (15), it follows that, for each z P t0, 1u and any x P X ,

pmS,z,t´1pxq´mS,zpxq “

řt´1
j“1Khpx ´ XjqtmS,zpXjq ´ mS,zpxqu

řt´1
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq

`

řt´1
j“1Khpx ´ XjqεS,jpzq
řt´1
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq

.

If
řt
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq “ 0, then |pmS,z,t´1pxq ´ mS,zpxq| ď supxPX |mS,zpxq| ă 8 by Condi-

tions S.2 and S.3. If
řt
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq ą 0, then by Conditions S.2 and S.4(i), we have

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqtmS,zpXjq ´ mS,zpxqu

řt
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
?
dLhβS,z,t´1.

By the sub-Gaussian tail conditions in Condition S.5, there exists some constant M 1
ε ą 0

such that max1ďjďt´1 |εS,jpzq|2`θ ď M 1
εplog tq

1`θ{2 almost surely. Combining above,

EXt

␣

|pmS,z,t´1pXtq ´ mS,zpXtq|
2`θ

|Ft´1

(

ď sup
xPX

|mS,zpxq|
2`θ

` 21`θ
p
?
dLhβS,z,t´1q

2`θ
` 21`θM 1

εplog tq
1`θ{2

almost surely. Similar arguments apply to EXt

␣

|pmY,z,t´1pXtq ´mY,zpXtq|2`θ|Ft´1

(

. Thus,

using the decomposition in (S.1) together with the almost surely boundedness of pγz,t´1

as assumed in Theorem S.2, we obtain that there exists some constant M 1
µ ą 0 such

that Ep| rR6,t|
2`θ|Ft´1q ď M 1

µt
ηp1`θqplog tq1`θ{2 almost surely. For the third term rR7,t, using

the basic inequality that pa ` bqp ď 2p´1pap ` bpq for a, b ě 0 and p ě 1, we have that

E|µzpXt,Stq|2`θ ď 21`θE|mY,zpXtq|2`θ`21`θ|γz|
2`θE

␣

|εS,tpzq|2`θ|Xt

(

ď 21`θ supxPX |mY,zpxq|2`θ`

21`θ|γz|
2`θMε is uniformly bounded, which further demonstrates that Ep| rR7,t|

2`θ|Ft´1q ď

21`θE
␣

|pµz,t´1pXt,Stq´µzpXt,Stq|2`θ|Ft´1

(

`21`θE|µzpXt,Stq|2`θ ď M2
µplog tq1`θ{2 almost

surely for some M2
µ ą 0. Combining above, there exists some constant Mu ą 0 such that

Ep|ut|
2`θ|Ft´1q ď Mut

ηp1`θqplog tq1`θ{2 almost surely.

(ii) Using the result in part (i), there exists some constant M 1
u ą 0 such that

8
ÿ

t“1

Ep|ut|
2`θ|Ft´1q

t1`θ{2
ď

8
ÿ

t“1

21`θτ 2`θ
0 ` 21`θEp|ϕt|

2`θ|Ft´1q

t1`θ{2

ďM 1
u

8
ÿ

t“1

tηp1`θq´1´θ{2
plog tq1`θ{2

ă 8

almost surely, since η ă θ{p2 ` 2θq. The proof is completed.
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Now we are ready to show Theorem 1. Let vt :“ u2t ´ Epu2t |Ft´1q P Ft. Noticing that

Epvt|Ft´1q “ 0 and E|vt| ď 2Epu2t q ă 8 by Lemma S.6, we have tvtutě1 forms a martingale

difference sequence w.r.t. tFtutě1. By the definition of pς2T , it follows that

pς2T “
1

T

T
ÿ

t“1

pϕt ´ pτT q
2

“
1

T

T
ÿ

t“1

pϕt ´ τ0 ` τ0 ´ pτT q
2

“
1

T

T
ÿ

t“1

u2t ´ ppτT ´ τ0q
2.

By Theorem S.2, we have pτT Ña.s. τ0, and
?
T ppτT ´ τ0q Ñd N p0, ς2˚q. Then, it suffices to

show that T´1
řT
t“1 u

2
t Ñp ς

2
˚ as T Ñ 8. By the proof of Theorem S.2 above, it is seen

that T´1
řT
t“1 Epu2t |Ft´1q Ñp ς

2
˚.

Therefore, it suffices to show that T´1
řT
t“1 v

2
t Ñp 0. To see this, we apply the SLLN

for martingale differences in Lemma S.4 to show a stronger result, that T´1
řT
t“1 v

2
t Ña.s. 0.

By Jensen’s inequality, Ep|vt|
1`θ{2|Ft´1q ď Ep|ut|

2`θ|Ft´1q ` E
␣

|Epu2t |Ft´1q|1`θ{2|Ft´1

(

ď

2Ep|ut|
2`θ|Ft´1q a.s, where θ is specified in Lemma S.8(ii). Then, it follows from Lemma S.8

that
8
ÿ

t“1

Ep|vt|
1`θ{2|Ft´1q

t1`θ{2
ď

8
ÿ

t“1

2Ep|ut|
2`θ|Ft´1q

t1`θ{2
ă 8

almost surely. The proof is completed.

S.2.6 Proof of Theorem 2

This section derives a finite-sample upper bound for the expected regret ERT .

S.2.6.1 Deviation inequalities

In this section, we drive some deviation inequalities for the non-asymptotic analysis.

Before that, we provide some useful technical lemmas. Lemma S.9 is a special case of

Lemma 1 in Qian and Yang (2016), obtained by setting c “ 0 in their formulation. In

Lemma S.10, parts (i) and (ii) correspond to Lemma 2 of Qian and Yang (2016) and

Lemma B.5 of Neopane et al. (2025a), respectively. Thus, their proofs are omitted.

Lemma S.9. Suppose tFjujě1 is an increasing filtration of σ-fields. For each j ě 1, let

εj be an Fj`1-measurable, random variable satisfying Epεj|Fjq “ 0, and let Zj be an Fj-
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measurable random variable with |Zj| ď M almost surely. If there exists constant v ą 0

such that for all j ě 1 and λ P R,Etexppλεjq|Fju ď exppv2λ2{2q, then for every ϵ ą 0,

P

˜

n
ÿ

j“1

Zjεj ě nϵ

¸

ď exp

ˆ

´
nϵ2

2M2v2

˙

.

Lemma S.10. Suppose tFjujě1 is an increasing filtration of σ-fields. For each j ě 1, let

Wj be an Fj-measurable Bernoulli random variable with PpWj “ 1|Fj´1q “ pj for some

0 ď pj ď 1. Then, we have

(i) P
`
řt
j“1Wj ď

řt
j“1 pj{2

˘

ď exp
`

´ 3
řt
j“1 pj{28

˘

;

(ii) with probability at least 1´ δ,
ˇ

ˇ

řt
j“1Wj ´

řt
j“1 pj

ˇ

ˇ ď Cδ,t,0
?
t holds for all t ě 1, where

Cδ,t,0 “ 0.85
a

log log t ` 0.72 logp5.2{δq.

Lemma S.11. (Lemma 2.8.6 of Vershynin (2025)) If X and Y are sub-Gaussian, then

XY is sub-exponential, and }XY }ψ1 “ }X}ψ2}Y }ψ2 .

Lemma S.12. (Proposition 4.2 of Zhang and Chen (2020)) Let tεjujě1 be independent,

mean zero, sub-exponential random variables. If there exists constant K ą 0 such that

}εj}ψ1 ď K for all j ě 1. Then for every ϵ ą 0,

P

˜

n
ÿ

j“1

εj ě nϵ

¸

ď exp

"

´

ˆ

nϵ2

8K2
^

nϵ

4K

˙*

.

We first derive the deviation inequality for the Nadaraya-Watson estimator. Suppose

that Yj “ mpXjq ` εj for j ě 1. Let pmnpxq “
řn
j“1Khpx´XjqYj{

řn
j“1Khpx´Xjq be the

Nadaraya-Watson estimator of mpxq for a given x, where Khpx´Xjq “ Ktpx´Xjq{hu{h.

We impose the following conditions.

(C1): tXju are i.i.d. with support contained in a compact set X Ă Rd. The distribution

of Xj is dominated by the Lebesgue measure, with a continuous density ppxq uniformly

bounded above and away from zero on X , i.e., c ď ppxq ď c̄ for some positive constants

c ď c̄.

(C2): The function mp¨q P Σpβ, Lq for some 0 ă β ď 1 (Cf. Definition S.1).

(C3): The model errors tεju satisfy that Epεj|Xjq “ 0, and there exists constant v ą 0
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such that Etexppλεjq|Xju ď exppv2λ2{2q for all λ P R.

(C4): The multivariate kernel function satisfies Kpxq “ 0 for }x}8 ą 1, and there exists

some constant k̄ ą 0 such that 0 ď Kpxq ă k̄, @x P Rd. Moreover, Kp¨q is replaced with the

uniform kernel Kpuq “ k ¨Ip}u}8 ď 1q whenever
řn
j“1Khpx´Xjq ď k

řn
j“1 Ip}x´Xj}8 ď

hq{h for some small constant k ą 0.

Proposition S.2. Suppose that Conditions (C1)–(C4) hold. For a given x P X and every

small ϵ ą
?
dLhβ, we have

Pp|pmnpxq ´ mpxq| ě ϵq ď 3 exp

˜

´
2dk2cnhdpϵ ´

?
dLhβq2

k̄2v2

¸

.

Proof. Define mnpxq “
řn
j“1Khpx´XjqmpXjq{

řn
j“1Khpx´Xjq, and Bnpxq “ |tj P rns :

}x´Xj}8 ď hu|. Note that for each x P Rd, |pmnpxq ´mpxq| ď |mnpxq ´mpxq| ` |pmnpxq ´

mnpxq|. For the first term, by Condition (C2),

|mnpxq ´ mpxq| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

řn
j“1Khpx ´ XjqtmpXjq ´ mpxqu

řn
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
?
dLhβItBnpxq ě 1u ` |mpxq| ¨ ItBnpxq “ 0u.

(S.3)

For the second term, by Condition (C4),

|pmnpxq ´ mnpxq| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

řn
j“1Khpx ´ XjqpYj ´ mpXjqq

řn
j“1Khpx ´ Xjq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

kBnpxq

n
ÿ

j“1

K
´x ´ Xj

h

¯

εj

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

.

Note that there are Bnpxq nonzero terms in
řn
j“1Ktpx ´ Xjq{huεj. Then, by Lemma S.9

and Conditions (C3)–(C4),

P
`

|pmnpxq ´ mnpxq| ě ϵ ´
?
dLhβ

ˇ

ˇtXjujPrns

˘

ď 2 exp

˜

´
Bnpxqk2pϵ ´

?
dLhβq2

2k̄2v2

¸

, (S.4)

where Pp¨|tXjujPrnsq denotes the conditional probability given tXjujPrns. By Condition (C1),

Pp}x ´ Xj}8 ď hq ě cp2hqd for j P rns, which together with Lemma S.10(i) implies that

P
´

Bnpxq ď
cnp2hqd

2

¯

ď exp

ˆ

´
3cnp2hqd

28

˙

. (S.5)
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Thus, we have

Pp|pmnpxq ´ mpxq| ě ϵq

ďP
´

Bnpxq ď
cnp2hqd

2

¯

` P
´

|pmnpxq ´ mpxq| ě ϵ, Bnpxq ą
cnp2hqd

2

¯

ď exp

ˆ

´
3cnp2hqd

28

˙

` P
´

|pmnpxq ´ mnpxq| ě ϵ ´
?
dLhβ, Bnpxq ą

cnp2hqd

2

¯

ď exp

ˆ

´
3cnp2hqd

28

˙

` 2 exp

˜

´
2dk2cnhdpϵ ´

?
dLhβq2

k̄2v2

¸

ď3 exp

˜

´
2dk2cnhdpϵ ´

?
dLhβq2

k̄2v2

¸

,

where the second inequality follows from (S.3) and (S.4), and the third inequality follows

from (S.5). The proof is completed.

Next, we provide the deviation inequalities for the estimations of γz and the conditional

variance of εtpzq for z P t0, 1u in Model (5). For simplicity, we suppose

Yj “ mY pXjq ´ γmSpXjq ` γSj ` εj “ µpXj, Sjq ` εj, j ě 1,

where Yj “ mY pXjq`εY,j, Sj “ mSpXjq`εS,j, and µpXj, Sjq “ mY pXjq´γmSpXjq`γSj.

Assume that tεY,ju and tεS,ju satisfy Condition (C3) with positive constants vY and vS,

respectively. Additional, we impose the following conditions.

(C5): varpεS,j|Xjq “ σ2
S,Epεj|εS,jq “ 0, varpεj|εS,jq “ σ2, and there exist constants

KY , KS ą 0 such that }εY,j}ψ2 ď KY and }εS,j}ψ2 ď KS for all j ě 1.

(C6): Let pmY,np¨q and pmS,n1p¨q be some estimators of mY p¨q and mSp¨q, with sample sizes

n and n1, respectively. For each given x and every small ϵ1, ϵ2 ą 0, Pp|pmY,npxq ´mY pxq| ě

ϵ1q ď δ1npϵ1q, and Pp|pmS,n1pxq ´ mSpxq| ě ϵ2q ď δ2n1pϵ2q.

Proposition S.3. Suppose that Conditions (C5)–(C6) hold.

(i) Let pγn “
řn
j“1tYj ´ pmY,npXjqutSj ´ pmS,n1pXjqu{

řn
j“1tSj ´ pmS,n1pXjqu2 be the least

square estimate of γ. Then, for every small ϵ3 ą 4´1σ2
St3σϵ2 ` 2σSpϵ1 ` |γ|ϵ2qu,

δ3npϵ3q :“Pp|pγn ´ γ| ě ϵ3q

ďnδ1npϵ1q ` nδ2n1pϵ2q ` 3 exp

ˆ

´
nt4ϵ3{σ

2
S ´ 3σϵ2 ´ 2σSpϵ1 ` |γ|ϵ2qu2

8K2
SpKY ` |γ|KSq2

˙

.
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(ii) Let pµnpx, sq “ pmY,npxq ´ pγn pmS,n1pxq ` pγns be the plug-in estimator of µp¨, ¨q. Then, for

every small ϵ4 ą ϵ1 ` 2|γ|ϵ2, we have

δ4npϵ4q :“P
ˆ

max
jPrns

|pµnpXj, Sjq ´ µpXj, Sjq| ě ϵ4

˙

ďδ3npϵ3q ` 2n exp

ˆ

´
pϵ4 ´ ϵ1 ´ 2|γ|ϵ2q2

2ϵ23v
2
S

˙

.

(iii) Let pσ2
n “ n´1

řn
j“1tYj ´ pµnpXj, Sjqu2 be the estimate of the conditional variance σ2

for εj. Then, for every small ϵ5 ą 3ϵ4, we have

P p|pσn ´ σ| ą ϵ5q ď δ4npϵ4q ` 3 exp

ˆ

´
npσϵ5 ´ 3σϵ4q2

8pKY ` |γ|KSq4

˙

.

Proof. (i) Denote Uj,n “ mY pXjq ´ pmY,npXjq and Vj,n1 “ mSpXjq ´ pmS,n1pXjq for j P rns.

Note that Yj ´ pmY,npXjq “ Uj,n`εY,j, Sj ´ pmS,n1pXjq “ Vj,n1 `εS,j and εj “ εY,j ´γεS,j. By

the triangle inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we respectively have }εj}ψ2 ď

}εY,j}ψ2 ` |γ|}εS,j}ψ2 ď KY ` |γ|KS.Then, we write

pγn ´ γ “
n´1

řn
j“1pUj,n ` εY,jqpVj,n1 ` εS,jq

n´1
řn
j“1pVj,n1 ` εS,jq2

´ γ

“
n´1

řn
j“1pVj,n1 ` εS,jqpUj,n ´ γVj,n1 ` εjq

n´1
řn
j“1pVj,n1 ` εS,jq2

.

Define the event Apϵ1, ϵ2q :“
␣

maxjPrns |Uj,n| ě ϵ1
(
Ť
␣

maxjPrns |Vj,n1 | ě ϵ2
(

. By Condition

(C6), it follows that

P
´

max
jPrns

|Uj,n| ě ϵ1

¯

ď

n
ÿ

j“1

Pp|Uj,n| ě ϵ1q ď nδ1npϵ1q,

and also P
`

maxjPrns |Vj,n1 | ě ϵ2
˘

ď nδ2n1pϵ2q, which together imply that PpApϵ1, ϵ2qq ď

nδ1npϵ1q ` nδ2n1pϵ2q. Under Apϵ1, ϵ2qc,
ˇ

ˇn´1
řn
j“1 Vj,n1pUj,n ´ γVj,n1q

ˇ

ˇ ď ϵ1ϵ2 ` |γ|ϵ22 ă σϵ2,

and n´1
řn
j“1 V

2
j,n1 ď ϵ22 ă σ2

S{8. By Lemma S.11, }ε2j}ψ1 ď }εj}
2
ψ2

and }ε2S,j}ψ1 ď }εS,j}
2
ψ2
.

Then, combining Conditions (C5)–(C6), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma S.12,
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we have

P

˜

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
n´1

n
ÿ

j“1

Vj,n1εj

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ě 2σϵ2, Apϵ1, ϵ2qc

¸

ď P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

ε2j ě 4σ2

¸

(S.6)

“P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pε2j ´ σ2q ě 3σ2

¸

ď exp

"

´

ˆ

9nσ4

8pKY ` |γ|KSq4
^

3nσ2

4pKY ` |γ|KSq2

˙*

,

P

˜

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
n´1

n
ÿ

j“1

pUj,n ´ γVj,n1qεS,j

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ě 2σSpϵ1 ` |γ|ϵ2q, Apϵ1, ϵ2qc

¸

ď P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

ε2S,j ě 4σ2
S

¸

(S.7)

“P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pε2S,j ´ σ2
Sq ě 3σ2

S

¸

ď exp

"

´

ˆ

9nσ4
S

8K4
S

^
3nσ2

S

4K2
S

˙*

,

P

˜

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
n´1

n
ÿ

j“1

Vj,n1εS,j

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ě

σ2
S

16
, Apϵ1, ϵ2qc

¸

ď P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

ε2S,j ě
σ4
S

256ϵ22

¸

ďP

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pε2S,j ´ σ2
Sq ě

σ4
S ´ 256ϵ22σ

2
S

256ϵ22

¸

ď exp

ˆ

´
npσ4

S ´ 256ϵ22σ
2
Sq

1024ϵ22K
2
S

˙

.

By Lemma S.11, }εS,jεj}ψ1 ď }εS,j}ψ2}εj}ψ2 . Then it follows from Lemma S.12 that

P

˜

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
n´1

n
ÿ

j“1

εS,jεj

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ě 4ϵ3{σ2

S ´ 3σϵ2 ´ 2σSpϵ1 ` |γ|ϵ2q

¸

ď2 exp

ˆ

´
nt4ϵ3{σ

2
S ´ 3σϵ2 ´ 2σSpϵ1 ` |γ|ϵ2qu2

8K2
SpKY ` |γ|KSq2

˙

,

P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pε2S,j ´ σ2
Sq ď ´

σ2
S

2

¸

ď exp

"

´

ˆ

nσ4
S

32K4
S

^
nσ2

S

16K2
S

˙*

.

Combining above, we have

Pp|pγn ´ γ| ě ϵ3q

ďPpApϵ1, ϵ2qq ` P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pVj,n1 ` εS,jq
2 ă

σ2
S

4
, Apϵ1, ϵ2qc

¸

` P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pVj,n1 ` εS,jqpUj,n ´ γVj,n1 ` εjq ě 4ϵ3{σ2
S , n

´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pVj,n1 ` εS,jq
2 ě

σ2
S

4
, Apϵ1, ϵ2qc

¸

ďnδ1npϵ1q ` nδ2n1pϵ2q ` 3 exp

ˆ

´
nt4ϵ3{σ2

S ´ 3σϵ2 ´ 2σSpϵ1 ` |γ|ϵ2qu2

8K2
SpKY ` |γ|KSq2

˙

,

which completes the proof.

(ii) Consider the following decomposition:

pµnpXj, Sjq ´ µpXj, Sjq “ tpmY,npXjq ´mY pXjqu ´ pγntpmS,npXjq ´mSpXjqu ` ppγn ´ γqεS,j.

Define the event Apϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3q :“ Apϵ1, ϵ2q
Ť
␣

|pγn ´ γ| ě ϵ3
(

. By the proof of part (i),

PpApϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3qq ď δ3npϵ3q. Under Apϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3qc, we have maxjPrns |pmY,npXjq´mY pXjqq| ď ϵ1,
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and maxjPrns |pγntpmS,n1pXjq ´ mSpXjqu| ď 2|γ|ϵ2. By using the tail probability of the sub-

Gaussian random variable εS,j with proxy variance v2S, it follows that

P
ˆ

max
jPrns

|ppγn ´ γqεS,j| ě ϵ4 ´ ϵ1 ´ 2|γ|ϵ2, Apϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3q
c

˙

ď 2n exp

ˆ

´
pϵ4 ´ ϵ1 ´ 2|γ|ϵ2q

2

2ϵ23v
2
S

˙

,

which implies the desired result.

(iii) Consider the following decomposition:

pσ2
n ´ σ2

“n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pε2j ´ σ2
q ` n´1

n
ÿ

j“1

tµpXj, Sjq ´ pµnpXj, Sjqu
2

` 2n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

tµpXj, Sjq ´ pµnpXj, Sjquεj.

Define the event Apϵ4q :“
␣

maxjPrns |µpXj, Sjq ´ pµnpXj, Sjq| ě ϵ4
(

. By part (ii), we have

PpApϵ4qq ď δ4npϵ4q. Under Apϵ4q
c,
ˇ

ˇn´1
řn
j“1tµpXj, Sjq ´ pµnpXj, Sjqu2

ˇ

ˇ ď ϵ24 ă σϵ4. Then,

Condition (C5), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma S.12, we have

P

˜

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
n´1

n
ÿ

j“1

tµpXj, Sjq ´ pµnpXj, Sjquεj

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ě 2σϵ4, Apϵ4q

c

¸

ď P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

ε2j ě 4σ2

¸

“P

˜

n´1
n
ÿ

j“1

pε2j ´ σ2
q ě 3σ2

¸

ď exp

"

´

ˆ

9nσ4

8pKY ` |γ|KSq4
^

3nσ2

4pKY ` |γ|KSq2

˙*

.

By Lemma S.11, }ε2j}ψ1 ď }εj}
2
ψ2
. Then by Lemma S.12,

P

˜

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
n´1

n
ÿ

j“1

pε2j ´ σ2
q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ě σϵ5 ´ 3σϵ4

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´
npσϵ5 ´ 3σϵ4q2

8pKY ` |γ|KSq4

˙

.

Combining above, we have

P
`

|pσ2
n ´ σ2

| ą σϵ5
˘

ď δ4npϵ4q ` 3 exp

ˆ

´
npσϵ5 ´ 3σϵ4q

2

8pKY ` |γ|KSq4

˙

,

which, together with the fact that |pσn ´ σ| ď |pσ2
n ´ σ2|{σ, implies the desired result.

Remark S.2. Note that Condition (C6) does not require pmY,np¨q and pmS,n1p¨q to be in-

dependent of tpXj, Sj, YjqujPrns. Motivated by the cross-fitting technique of Chernozhukov

et al. (2018), if pmY,np¨q and pmS,n1p¨q are estimated using data independent of the evalua-

tion data tpXj, Sj, YjqujPrns, then the convergence rates established in Proposition S.3 can

be improved. Specifically, under such independence, when deriving the deviation inequali-

ties (S.6) and (S.7), Lemma S.9 can be applied instead of Lemma S.12. Consequently, the
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biases associated with n´1
řn
j“1 Vj,n1εj and n´1

řn
j“1pUj,n ´ γVj,n1qεS,j are both dominated

by that of n´1
řn
j“1 Vj,n1pUj,n ´ γVj,n1q. This implies that the bias term of pγn in Proposi-

tion S.3(i) is asymptotically of the second order, i.e., dominated by quadratic terms of the

first-step nonparametric regression bias, namely ϵ1ϵ2`|γ|ϵ22, in the same spirit as the double

machine learning framework where first-step biases affect the second-step estimator only

through quadratic terms. A similar refinement applies to pσn in Proposition S.3(iii). As a

result, the convergence rates of pγn and pσn established in the following section are improved

from rOppn
´β{p2β`dqq to rOppn

´2β{p2β`dqq`Oppn
´1{2q, attaining the parametric rate Oppn

´1{2q

when d ă 2β, and rOppn
´1{2q when d ď 2β. Nevertheless, in this paper we refrain from

employing cross-fitting, since it does not ultimately improve the asymptotic order of the

expected regret bound w.r.t T . The reason is that, although cross-fitting may sharpen the

finite-sample bound up to a constant factor, the gain from the new rates is dominated by

other terms, yielding the same asymptotic order as in Theorem 2. Moreover, cross-fitting

is not used in the classical Robinson’s method either.

S.2.6.2 Good event

To facilitate an explicit formulation of the regret bound in Theorem 2, we define the

following constants: vmax “ v2Y,0 _ v2Y,1 _ v2S,0 _ v2S,1, γmax “ |γ0| _ |γ1|, σ2
S,max “ σ2

S,1 _ σ2
S,0,

σ2
max “ σ2

1_σ2
0,MY,0 “ supxPX |mY,0pxq|, MY,1 “ supxPX |mY,1pxq|, MS,0 “ supxPX |mS,0pxq|,

MS,1 “ supxPX |mS,1pxq|. Given 0 ă δ ă 1{2 and for t P rT s, we then define the following

22



quantities:

Cδ,t,0 “ 0.85
a

log log t ` 0.72 logp5.2{δq,

C 1
δ,t,1 “

d

k̄2v2max logp30Tt{δq

2dk2c
, Cδ,t,1 “ C 1

δ,t,1 `
?
dL,

C 1
δ,t,2 “

σ2
S,max

4

b

8K2
SpKY ` γmaxKSq2 logp30T {δq,

Cδ,t,2 “ C 1
δ,t,2 `

σ2
S,max

4
t3σmax ` 2σS,maxp1 ` γmaxquCδ,t,1,

C 1
δ,t,3 “

a

2v2max logp20Tt{δq, Cδ,t,3 “ p1 ` 2γmaxqCδ,t,1 ` C 1
δ,t,3Cδ,t,2,

C 1
δ,t,4 “

a

8pKY ` γmaxKSq4 logp30T {δq, Cδ,t,4 “ C 1
δ,t,4 ` 3σmaxCδ,t,3.

It can be shown that Cδ,T,4 — log δ´1T and Cδ,T,0 —
a

log log T ` logp1{δq. Next, we define

the good event by using the deviation inequalities obtained in Section S.2.6.1.

Step 1. By Proposition S.2, with probability at least 1 ´ 2δ{p5T q,

max
jPG1,t

ˇ

ˇ

pmY,1,tpXjq ´ mY,1pXjq
ˇ

ˇ ď

?
dL

N
β{p2β`dq

1,t

`
C 1
δ,t,1

N
β{p2β`dq

1,t

“
Cδ,t,1

N
β{p2β`dq

1,t

“: ΨY,1pt, δq,

max
jPG0,t

ˇ

ˇ

pmY,0,tpXjq ´ mY,0pXjq
ˇ

ˇ ď

?
dL

N
β{p2β`dq

0,t

`
C 1
δ,t,1

N
β{p2β`dq

0,t

“
Cδ,t,1

N
β{p2β`dq

0,t

“: ΨY,0pt, δq,

max
jPrts

ˇ

ˇ

pmS,1,tpXjq ´ mS,1pXjq
ˇ

ˇ ď

?
dL

tβ{p2β`dq
`

C 1
δ,t,1

tβ{p2β`dq
“

Cδ,t,1
tβ{p2β`dq

“: ΨS,1pt, δq,

max
jPrts

ˇ

ˇ

pmS,0,tpXjq ´ mS,0pXjq
ˇ

ˇ ď

?
dL

tβ{p2β`dq
`

C 1
δ,t,1

tβ{p2β`dq
“

Cδ,t,1
tβ{p2β`dq

“: ΨS,0pt, δq.

Step 2. By Proposition S.3(i), with probability at least 1 ´ 3δ{p5T q,

|pγ1,t ´ γ1| ď
σ2
S,1

4

“

3σ1ΨS,1pt, δq ` 2σS,1tΨY,1pt, δq ` |γ1|ΨS,1pt, δqu
‰

`
C 1
δ,t,2

a

N1,t

ď
Cδ,t,2

N
β{p2β`dq

1,t

“: Ψγ,1pt, δq,

|pγ0,t ´ γ0| ď
σ2
S,0

4

“

3σ0ΨS,0pt, δq ` 2σS,0tΨY,0pt, δq ` |γ1|ΨS,0pt, δqu
‰

`
C 1
δ,t,2

a

N0,t

ď
Cδ,t,2

N
β{p2β`dq

0,t

“: Ψγ,0pt, δq.
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Step 3. By Proposition S.3(ii), with probability at least 1 ´ 4δ{p5T q,

max
jPG1,t

ˇ

ˇ

pµ1,tpXj,Sjq ´ µ1pXj,Sjq
ˇ

ˇ

ďΨY,1pt, δq ` 2γmaxΨS,1pt, δq ` C 1
δ,t,3Ψγ,1pt, δq ď

Cδ,t,3

N
β{p2β`dq

1,t

“: Ψµ,1pt, δq,

max
jPG0,t

ˇ

ˇ

pµ0,tpXj,Sjq ´ µ0pXj,Sjq
ˇ

ˇ

ďΨY,0pt, δq ` 2γmaxΨS,0pt, δq ` C 1
δ,t,3Ψγ,0pt, δq ď

Cδ,t,3

N
β{p2β`dq

0,t

“: Ψµ,0pt, δq.

Step 4. By Proposition S.3(iii), with probability at least 1 ´ δ{T,

|pσ1,t ´ σ1| ď3Ψµ,1pt, δq `
C 1
δ,t,4

σ1
a

N1,t

ď
Cδ,t,4

σ1N
β{p2β`dq

1,t

:“ Ψσ,1pt, δq,

|pσ0,t ´ σ0| ď3Ψµ,0pt, δq `
C 1
δ,t,4

σ0
a

N0,t

ď
Cδ,t,4

σ0N
β{p2β`dq

0,t

:“ Ψσ,0pt, δq.

(S.8)

Then, define the following events:

E1pδq “

T
č

t“1

#

N1,t P

«

t
ÿ

j“1

πj ´ Cδ,t,0
?
t,

t
ÿ

j“1

πj ` Cδ,t,0
?
t

ff+

, (S.9)

E2pδq “
č

zPt0,1u

T
č

t“1

"

σz P

„

pσz,t ´
Cδ,t,4

σzNtpzqβ{p2β`dq
, pσz,t `

Cδ,t,4
σzNtpzqβ{p2β`dq

ȷ*

, (S.10)

where Cδ,t,0 is defined in Lemma S.10(ii). The definition of E2pδq in (S.10) is introduced

for notational convenience; in fact, it includes all the relations from Step 1 to Step 4

outlined above. By Lemma S.10(ii) and (S.8), the good event E “ E1pδq
Ş

E2pδq occurs

with probability at least 1 ´ 2δ. Throughout the following Section S.2.6.3, we assume the

good event E always holds.

S.2.6.3 High-probability regret bound

In this section, we first establish a high-probability bound for the regret RT , which

serves as the basis for the expected regret bound derived in Section S.2.6.4. The analysis

in this section proceeds under the good event E defined above.

Lemma S.13. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. For T0 ď t ă T,

π{2 ď πt`1 ď 1 ´ π{2.
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Proof. Under the event E , we have |pσ1,t ´ σ1| ď Ψσ,1pt, δq and |pσ0,t ´ σ0| ě Ψσ,0pt, δq by

(S.10). Then for t ě T0, we have

rπt`1 P

„

σ1 ´ Ψσ,1pt, δq

σ0 ` Ψσ,0pt, δq ` σ1 ´ Ψσ,1pt, δq
,

σ1 ` Ψσ,1pt, δq

σ0 ´ Ψσ,0pt, δq ` σ1 ` Ψσ,1pt, δq

ȷ

. (S.11)

Without loss of generality, we assume π˚ ď 1{2, which also implies that π “ π˚, σ1 ď σ0

and Ψσ,1pt, δq ě Ψσ,0pt, δq. By the definition of T0 in (25), it follows that, for t ě T0,

Ψσ,1pt, δq ď
Cδ,t,4

σ1pT0{2qβ{p2β`dq
ď
σ1
2
, (S.12)

which implies that

σ1 ´ Ψσ,1pt, δq

σ0 ` Ψσ,0pt, δq ` σ1 ´ Ψσ,1pt, δq
ě
σ1 ´ σ1{2

σ0 ` σ1
ě
π˚

2
“
π

2
.

Similar arguments can show that rπt`1 ď 1 ´ π{2. By the definition of CLIP in (20), we

have π{2 ď πt`1 ď 1 ´ π{2 also holds. The proof is completed.

Lemma S.14. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. For T0 ď t ă T,

|πt`1 ´ π˚
| ď

22β{p2β`dq`2

pσ0 ` σ1q2πβ{p2β`dq`1
Cδ,t,4t

´β{p2β`dq
“ Θpπ´β{p2β`dq´1Cδ,t,4t

´β{p2β`dq
q.

Proof. By (S.9) and Lemma S.13, we have N1,t ě
řt
j“1 πj ´Cδ,t,0

?
t ě πt{2 ´Cδ,t,0

?
t and

also N1,t ě πt{2 ´ Cδ,t,0
?
t. Since T0 ą 16C2

δ,T,0{π2, it can be shown that N1,t ě πt{4 and

N0,t ě πt{4. Moreover, the clipping threshold ζt`1 “ p1{2q ¨ pt ` 1q´η ă π for t ě T0 as

T0 ě p2πq´1{η. Combining above, it follows that

π˚
´ πt`1 ďπ˚

´ rπt`1 ď
σ1σ

´1
0 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

0,t ` σ0σ
´1
1 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

1,t

pσ0 ` σ1qpσ0 ` σ´1
0 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

0,t ` σ1 ´ σ´1
1 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

1,t q

ď
p1 ´ πq{π ` π{p1 ´ πq

pσ0 ` σ1qpσ0 ` σ1{2q
Cδ,t,4

ˆ

πt

4

˙´β{p2β`dq

ď
4Cδ,t,4

pσ0 ` σ1q2π

ˆ

πt

4

˙´β{p2β`dq

“
22β{p2β`dq`2

pσ0 ` σ1q2πβ{p2β`dq`1
Cδ,t,4t

´β{p2β`dq
“ Θpπ´β{p2β`dq´1Cδ,t,4t

´β{p2β`dq
q,

where the second inequality follows from the lower bound of πt`1 in (S.11), and the third

inequality follows from (S.12). Similarly, by the upper bound of πt`1 in (S.11), we have

πt`1 ´ π˚
ď

σ1σ
´1
0 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

0,t ` σ0σ
´1
1 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

1,t

pσ0 ` σ1qpσ0 ´ σ´1
0 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

0,t ` σ1 ` σ´1
1 Cδ,t,4N

´β{p2β`dq

1,t q

ď
22β{p2β`dq`2

pσ0 ` σ1q2πβ{p2β`dq`1
Cδ,t,4t

´β{p2β`dq
“ Θpπ´β{p2β`dq´1Cδ,t,4t

´β{p2β`dq
q.

The proof is completed.

25



Lemma S.15. Let ϵ “ |π ´ π˚| for some 0 ď ϵ ď pσ0 _ σ1q{t2pσ0 ` σ1qu. Then,

σ2
1

π
`

σ2
0

1 ´ π
´
σ2
1

π˚
´

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚
ď

2pσ0 ` σ1q
2

πp1 ´ πq
ϵ2 “ Θpπ´1ϵ2q.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that π ď π˚ and thus π “ π˚ ´ ϵ. Then, it

follows that

σ2
1

π
`

σ2
0

1 ´ π
´
σ2
1

π˚
´

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚

“
σ2
1

π˚ ´ ϵ
`

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚ ` ϵ
´
σ2
1

π˚
´

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚
“ ϵ

"

σ2
1

π˚pπ˚ ´ ϵq
´

σ2
0

p1 ´ π˚qp1 ´ π˚ ` ϵq

*

“ϵpσ0 ` σ1q
2

"

σ2
1

σ2
1 ´ σ1pσ0 ` σ1qϵ

´
σ2
0

σ2
0 ` σ0pσ0 ` σ1qϵ

*

“ϵ2pσ0 ` σ1q
3

"

1

σ0 ` pσ0 ` σ1qϵ
`

1

σ1 ´ pσ0 ` σ1qϵ

*

“ϵ2pσ0 ` σ1q
4 1

tσ0 ` pσ0 ` σ1qϵutσ1 ´ pσ0 ` σ1qϵu

ďϵ2pσ0 ` σ1q
22pσ0 ` σ1q

2

σ0σ1
“

2pσ0 ` σ1q2

πp1 ´ πq
ϵ2 “ Θpπϵ2q,

where the last line both follows from the fact πp1 ´ πq “ σ0σ1{pσ0 ` σ1q
2.

Now we are ready to drive a high-probability regret bound. By Theorem S.1, it can be

seen that the regret has the decomposition:

RT “RT0

`

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

σ2
1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
´

σ2
1

π˚
´

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚

`

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

”

2EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqutµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu|Ft´1

‰

`
1 ´ πt
πt

EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu2|Ft´1

‰

`
πt

1 ´ πt
EpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu2|Ft´1

‰

ı

“:RT0 ` R1
T ` R2

T ,

(S.13)

where RT0 “
řT0
t“1 ℓpatq ´

řT0
t“1 ℓpa

˚q,R1
T “

řT
t“T0`1 ℓ1pπtq ´

řT
t“T0`1 ℓ1pπ

˚q, and R2
T “

řT
t“T0`1 ℓ2patq, where at and a

˚ are defined in Section 3.2. We derive the upper bound for

RT in the following three steps.
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(i) First, for the cumulative loss during the initialization phase t P rT0s, we have πt “

1{2, pµ1,t´1p¨, ¨q “ 0, and pµ0,t´1p¨, ¨q “ 0. Then, it follows from π˚ “ σ1{pσ1 ` σ0q that

RT0 ďT0t2σ2
1 ` 2σ2

0 ´ pσ1 ` σ0q
2
u

` 2
T0
ÿ

t“1

ÿ

zPt0,1u

EpXt,Stq

“

tµzpXt,Stq ´ pµz,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

ďT0pσ1 ´ σ0q
2

` 2
T0
ÿ

t“1

ÿ

zPt0,1u

EXt |mY,zpXtq|
2

` γ2zEtε2S,tpzq|Xtu

ďT0pσ1 ´ σ0q
2

` 2T0pγ
2
0σ

2
S,0 ` γ21σ

2
S,1 ` M2

Y,0 ` M2
Y,1q “: rC1T0,

where rC1 “ pσ1 ´ σ0q
2 ` 2pγ20σ

2
S,0 ` γ21σ

2
S,1 ` M2

Y,0 ` M2
Y,1q.

(ii) Second, for the cumulative loss from adaptive treatment allocation during the concen-

tration phase, we notice that pσ0 ` σ1qpσ0 _ σ1qπ “ σ0σ1. Then by Lemma S.14 and the

definition of T0 in (25), for t ě T0, we have

|πt`1 ´ π˚
| ď

22β{p2β`dq`2

pσ0 ` σ1q2πβ{p2β`dq`1
Cδ,t,4t

´β{p2β`dq
ď

σ0 _ σ1
2pσ0 ` σ1q

,

which, together with Lemma S.15, implies that

R1
T “

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

σ2
1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
´
σ2
1

π˚
´

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚
ď

24β{p2β`dq`5

pσ0 ` σ1q2π2β{p2β`dq`3

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

C2
δ,t,4t

´2β{p2β`dq

ď rCδ,T,2π
´2β{p2β`dq´3T d{p2β`dq,

where rCδ,T,2 “ 24β{p2β`dq`5d´1p2β ` dqpσ0 ` σ1q´2C2
δ,T,4.

(iii) Third, for the cumulative estimation loss during the concentration phase, by Lemma S.13,

we have p1´πtq{πt ď 2{π´ 1 and πt{p1´πtq ď 2{π´ 1, which, together with the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, implies

R2
T ď

2

π

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

ÿ

zPt0,1u

EpXt,Stq

“

tµzpXt,Stq ´ pµz,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

. (S.14)

Then, similar to (S.1), it follows that

EpXt,Stq

“

tµ1pXt,Stq ´ pµ1,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

ď4γ21EXt

“

tpmS,1,t´1pXtq ´ mS,1pXtqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

` 4ppγ1,t´1 ´ γ1q
2EXt

“

tpmS,1,t´1pXtq ´ mS,1pXtqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

` 4EXt

“

tpmY,1,t´1pXtq ´ mY,1pXtqu
2
|Ft´1

‰

` 4σ2
S,1ppγ1,t´1 ´ γ1q

2,

(S.15)
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and EpXt,Stq

“

tµ0pXt,Stq´pµ0,t´1pXt,Stqu2|Ft´1

‰

can be decomposed analogously. According

to Lemma S.14, N1,t ě πt{4 and N0,t ě πt{4 under the event E . Then by Step 2 of

Section S.2.6.2, it follows that:

ppγ1,t´1 ´ γ1q
2

ď
C2
δ,t,2

N
2β{p2β`dq

1,t

ď C2
δ,t,2p4{πq

2β{p2β`dqt´2β{p2β`dq,

ppγ0,t´1 ´ γ1q
2

ď
C2
δ,t,2

N
2β{p2β`dq

0,t

ď C2
δ,t,2p4{πq

2β{p2β`dqt´2β{p2β`dq.

By the definitions of T0 and Cδ,t,2, we can also show that ppγz,t´1 ´ γzq
2 ď 2´6σ2

0σ
2
1 for

z P t0, 1u and t ą T0. Denote rℓS,z,t “ EXtrtpmS,z,t´1pXtq ´ mS,zpXtqu2|Ft´1s and rℓY,z,t “

EXtrtpmY,z,t´1pXtq ´ mY,zpXtqu2|Ft´1s for z P t0, 1u and t ą T0. Then, combine the above

results, by basic algebraic calculations, we have

R2
T ď2π´1

¨ 2 ¨ 4σ2
S,maxC

2
δ,T,2p4{πq

2β{p2β`dq

T
ÿ

t“1

t´2β{p2β`dq

` 2π´1
¨ 4pγ21 ` 2´6σ2

0σ
2
1q

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓS,1,t ` 2π´1
¨ 4pγ20 ` 2´6σ2

0σ
2
1q

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓS,0,t

` 2π´1
¨ 4

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓY,1,t ` 2π´1
¨ 4

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓY,0,t

ď rCδ,T,3π
´2β{p2β`dq´1T d{p2β`dq

` 8π´1
pγ2max ` 2´6σ2

0σ
2
1q

ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓS,z,t ` 8π´1
ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓY,z,t.

where rCδ,T,3 “ 24β{p2β`dq`4d´1p2β ` dqσ2
S,maxC

2
δ,T,2.

Combining above, we achieve the final result:

RT ď rC1T0 ` rCδ,T,2π
´2β{p2β`dq´3T d{p2β`dq

` rCδ,T,3π
´2β{p2β`dq´1T d{p2β`dq

` 8π´1
pγ2max ` 2´6σ2

0σ
2
1q

ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓS,z,t ` 8π´1
ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

rℓY,z,t,
(S.16)

which holds with probability at least 1 ´ 2δ.

S.2.6.4 Finite-sample regret bound

The following lemma derives an upper bound for the mean squared error implied by an

exponential-tail concentration inequality.
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Lemma S.16. Suppose that X is a random variable satisfying the tail inequality: Pp|X| ě

ϵq ď 2 expt´Apϵ´Bq2u for every ϵ ą B and for some A,B ą 0. Then, EX2 ď 2B2 ` pπ`

2q{A.

Proof. Note that EX2 “
ş8

0
PpX2 ě uqdu “

ş8

0
Pp|X| ě

?
uqdu “

ş8

0
2ϵPp|X| ě ϵqdϵ “

şB

0
2ϵPp|X| ě ϵqdϵ `

ş8

B
2ϵPp|X| ě ϵqdϵ “: I1 ` I2. For the first term, I1 ď

şB

0
2ϵdϵ “ B2.

For the second term, given the exponential tail inequality, we have

I2 ď

ż 8

B

2ϵ ¨ 2 expt´Apϵ ´ Bq
2
udϵ “ 4

ż 8

0

pv ` Bq expp´Av2qdv

“4B

ż 8

0

expp´Av2qdv ` 4

ż 8

0

v expp´Av2qdv

“4B ¨
1

2

c

π

A
` 4 ¨

1

2A
“ 2B

a

π{A ` 2{A

ďB2
` pπ ` 2q{A,

where the third equality follows from the property of Gaussian integral, and the last in-

equality follows from the AM-GM inequality. Combining above, we have the desired result

EX2 ď 2B2 ` pπ ` 2q{A.

Now we are ready to show Theorem 2. By combining Proposition S.2, Lemma S.16 and

Condition S.3, it follows that

E
`

rℓS,1,t`1|E
˘

“E
“

tpmS,1,tpXt`1q ´ mS,1pXt`1q
(2

|E
‰

ď rC 1
4t

´2β{p2β`dq,

E
`

rℓY,1,t`1|E
˘

“E
“

tpmY,1,tpXt`1q ´ mY,1pXt`1qu2|E
‰

ď rC 1
4N

´2β{p2β`dq

1,t ď rC 1
4p4{πq2β{p2β`dqt´2β{p2β`dq,

E
`

rℓS,0,t`1|E
˘

“E
“

tpmS,0,tpXt`1q ´ mS,0pXt`1qu2|E
‰

ď rC 1
4t

´2β{p2β`dq,

E
`

rℓY,0,t`1|E
˘

“E
“

tpmY,0,tpXt`1q ´ mY,0pXt`1qu2|E
‰

ď rC 1
4N

´2β{p2β`dq

0,t ď rC 1
4p4{πq2β{p2β`dqt´2β{p2β`dq,

almost surely, where rC 1
4 “ 2dL2 ` 3 ¨ 21´dk´2c´1k̄2v2max. Note that RT ď T tℓmax ´ ℓpa˚qu

29



almost surely, and PpEcq ď 2δ “ 2T´2β{p2β`dq. Then, by combining (S.16), we have

ERT ďEpRT |Eq ` EpRT |Ecq

ď rC1T0 ` rCδ,T,2π
´2β{p2β`dq´3T d{p2β`dq

` rCδ,T,3π
´2β{p2β`dq´1T d{p2β`dq

` 16π´1
pγ2max ` 2´6σ2

0σ
2
1q rC 1

4

T
ÿ

t“1

t´2β{p2β`dq
` 16π´1

p4{πq
2β{p2β`dq

rC 1
4

T
ÿ

t“1

t´2β{p2β`dq

` T tℓmax ´ ℓpa˚
qu ¨ 2T´2β{p2β`dq

“ rC1T0 ` rCδ,T,2π
´2β{p2β`dq´3T d{p2β`dq

` rCδ,T,3π
´2β{p2β`dq´1T d{p2β`dq

` rC4π
´1T d{p2β`dq

` rC5π
´2β{p2β`dq´1T d{p2β`dq

` 2tℓmax ´ ℓpa˚
quT d{p2β`dq,

where rC1 “ pσ1 ´ σ0q
2 ` 2pγ20σ

2
S,0 ` γ21σ

2
S,1 ` M2

Y,0 ` M2
Y,1q, rCδ,T,2 “ 24β{p2β`dq`5d´1p2β `

dqpσ0 `σ1q
´2C2

δ,T,4,
rCδ,T,3 “ 24β{p2β`dq`4d´1p2β` dqσ2

S,maxC
2
δ,T,2,

rC4 “ 24d´1p2β` dqpγ2max `

2´6σ2
0σ

2
1qp2dL2`3¨21´dk´2c´1k̄2v2maxq, and rC5 “ 24β{p2β`dq`4d´1p2β`dqp2dL2`3¨21´dk´2c´1k̄2v2maxq.

Hence, rC1, rC4 and rC5 are constants independent of δ and T , rCδ,T,2 — plog δ´1T q2, and

rCδ,T,3 — log δ´1T . The proof is completed.

S.2.7 Proof of Theorem 3

To show Theorem 3, we first introduce the uncertainty quantification tools developed

in Waudby-Smith et al. (2024a). Suppose tRtutě1 is a sequence of random variables

with conditional means and variances given by µt :“ EpRt|Ft´1q and σ2
t :“ varpRt|Ft´1q,

respectively. We require that the following three conditions hold.

(L1): rVt :“
řt
j“1 σ

2
t Ñ 8 a.s. as t Ñ 8.

(L2): The Lindeberg-type uniform integrability holds, which means that there exists some

0 ă ι ă 1 such that
ř8

t“1
rV ´ι
t E

“

pRt ´ µtq
2ItpRt ´ µtq

2 ą rV ι
t u|Ft´1

‰

ă 8 a.s.

(L3): Let pσ2
t be an estimator of rσ2

t :“ t´1
řt
j“1 σ

2
j constructed using R1, . . . , Rt such that

pσ2
t {rσ2

t Ña.s. 1 as t Ñ 8.

Let pµt :“ t´1
řt
j“1Rj be the estimate of the running average conditional mean rµt :“

t´1
řt
j“1 µj. The following lemma provides a Lindeberg-type Gaussian mixture martingale
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asymptotic confidence sequence for rµt.

Lemma S.17. (Proposition 2.5 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024a)) Suppose that conditions

(L1)–(L3) hold. Then, for any pre-specified parameter ϱ ą 0,

˜

pµt ˘

d

tpσ2
t ϱ

2 ` 1

t2ϱ2
log

ˆ

tpσ2
t ϱ

2 ` 1

α2

˙

¸

forms a p1 ´ αq asymptotic confidence sequence for rµt.

Now we are ready to show Theorem 3. Denote rVt “
řt
j“1 Epu2j |Fj´1q and rς2t “ t´1

rVt.

Then we check Conditions (L1)–(L3) above. First, by Theorem S.1 and noting that π˚ “

σ1{pσ1 ` σ0q, we have Epu2j |Fj´1q ě pσ0 ` σ1q2 a.s. for all j ě 1, which implies that

rVt ě tpσ0 ` σ1q
2 Ñ 8 a.s., and thus Condition (L1) is satisfied. Second, by Lemma S.8, it

follows that, for θ ą 2η{p1 ´ 2ηq,

8
ÿ

t“1

Ep|ut|
2`θ|Ft´1q

rV
1`θ{2
t

ď
1

pσ0 ` σ1q2`θ

8
ÿ

t“1

Ep|ut|
2`θ|Ft´1q

t1`θ{2
ă 8

almost surely, which corresponds to the Lyapunov-type condition given in Section 2.4 of

Waudby-Smith et al. (2024a). As shown in Appendix B.5 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024a),

the Lyapunov-type condition implies the Lindeberg-type condition, so Condition (L2) is

satisfied. For Condition (L3), note that

pς2t
rς2t

“

řt
j“1pϕj ´ pτtq

2

řt
j“1 Epu2j |Ft´1q

“
t´1

řt
j“1 u

2
j ` ppτt ´ τ0q

2

t´1
řt
j“1 Epu2j |Ft´1q

.

By the proof of Theorem 1, we have t´1
řt
j“1 u

2
j Ña.s. t

´1
řt
j“1 Epu2j |Ft´1q as t Ñ 8, which,

together with pτt Ña.s. τ0 as t Ñ 8 by Theorem S.2, implies that pς2t {rς2t Ña.s. 1 as t Ñ 8.

Hence, Condition (L3) is satisfied. Combining above, by using Lemma S.17, the proof is

completed.

S.2.8 Proof of Theorem 4

To prove Theorem 4, we first introduce two technical lemmas.
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Lemma S.18. (Lemma 1 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024b)) Let X and pX be F-adapted

processes such that Xt ´ pXt´1 ě ´1 almost surely for all t. Denoting µt :“ EpXt|Ft´1q, we

have that for any p0, 1q-valued predictable process tλtutě1,

Mt :“ exp

#

t
ÿ

j“1

λjpXt ´ µtq ´

t
ÿ

j“1

ψEpλjq
`

Xt ´ pXt´1

˘2

+

,

forms a test supermartingale, where ψEpλq :“ ´ logp1 ´ λq ´ λ.

Lemma S.19. (Ville’s inequality, Exercise 4.8.2 of Durrett (2019)) Let tXnuně1 be a

nonnegative supermartingale. Then, for any ϵ ą 0,P
`

supně1Xn ě ϵ
˘

ď EpX1q{ϵ.

Now we are ready to show Theorem 4. Note that for each z P t0, 1u, Yt, Stpzq,

pmS,z,t´1pXtq, and pµz,t´1pXt,Stq P r0, 1s, which together imply that ϕt ě ´kt a.s. Thus,

ξt ´ pξt´1 ě
ϕt

kt ` 1
´

1

kt ` 1
ě ´1

almost surely. Given the facts that Epξt|Ft´1q “ τ0{pkt ` 1q and tλα,tutě1 is a p0, 1q-valued

predictable sequence, Lemma S.18 implies that

Mt :“ exp

#

t
ÿ

j“1

λα,j

ˆ

ξj ´
τ0

kj ` 1

˙

´

t
ÿ

j“1

`

ξj ´ pξj´1

˘2
ψEpλα,jq

+

(S.17)

forms a test supermartingale. Hence, by Lemma S.19, we have

PpDt ě 1 :Mt ě 1{αq ď α.

By arguments similar to those in the proof of Proposition 2 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024b),

we can show that, with probability at least p1 ´ αq and for all t ě 1,

Mt ă 1{α ðñ τ0 ą

řt
j“1 λα,jξj

řt
j“1 λα,j{pkj ` 1q

´
logp1{αq `

řt
j“1pξj ´ pξj´1q

2ψEpλα,jq
řt
j“1 λα,j{pkj ` 1q

.

Finally, using the mirroring trick as discussed in Remark 3 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024b)

completes the proof.
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S.3 Extensions

S.3.1 Profile least squares estimation

In this section, we provide the profile least squares method to estimate the partially

linear models in Section 2.4. Recall that m0pxq “ mY,0pxq ´ γ0mS,0pxq and m1pxq “

mY,1pxq´γ1mS,1pxq. The main idea is that, for any given values of γ0 and γ1, we treatm0p¨q

and m1p¨q as nuisance functions. We first estimate m0p¨q and m1p¨q using a nonparametric

method, and then plug the estimates into the model to obtain residuals. The coefficients

γ0 and γ1 are then estimated by minimizing the sum of squared residuals. The detailed

procedure is outlined below for each z P t0, 1u.

(i) For a fixed value of γz, a Nadaraya-Watson estimator of mzp¨q is

pmz,γz ,tpxq “

řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqtYj ´ γzSjpzquIpZj “ zq

řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqIpZj “ zq

, x P Rd,

where Khpxq “ Kpx{hq{h is a kernel function with bandwidth h ą 0. In particular,

define pmz,γz ,tpxq “ 0 if
řt
j“1Khpx ´ XjqIpZj “ zq “ 0.

(ii) Calculate the residuals in each Gz,t “ tj P rts : Zj “ zu:

pεj,γz ,t “ Yj ´ γzSjpzq ´ pmz,γz ,tpXjq, j P Gz,t,

and define the profile least squares criterion Lz,tpγzq “
řt
j“1 pε

2
j,γz ,tIpZj “ zq.

(iii) Find the value of γz that minimizes the profile criterion:

pγz,t “ argmin
γz

Lz,tpγzq,

which can be computed using optimization algorithms such as BFGS or L-BFGS.

(iv) The conditional mean functions and variances can then be estimated as:

pµz,tpx, sq “ pmz,pγz,t,tpxq ` pγz,tspzq,

pσ2
z,t “

1
řt
j“1 IpZj “ zq

t
ÿ

j“1

tYj ´ pµz,tpXj,Sjqu
2IpZj “ zq.
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It is worth noting that the computational complexity of the profile least squares method

is substantially higher than that of the residual-based method introduced in Section 2.4,

since the nonparametric component must be re-estimated at each optimization step when

updating γ0 and γ1. Table S.1 provides a side-by-side comparison of the two estimation

methods, and Figure S.7 in Section S.4 presents their numerical performance across differ-

ent nonparametric regression estimators.

Table S.1: Comparisons between the two estimation methods.

residual-based profile least squares

method to estimate pγz,t linear regression profile least squares

need optimization? no yes

computational complexity low high

need to estimate mY,z and mS,z? yes no

directly estimate mz no yes

S.3.2 Regret bound for the linear model

This section first derives the estimators for the parameters in linear Model (6), serving

as a supplement to Section 2.3. Specifically, at each Stage t, denote Gz,t “ tj P rts : Zj “

zu, qXt “ pX1, . . . ,Xtq
T P Rtˆd, qSz,t “

`

S1pzq, . . . , Stpzq
˘T

P Rtˆ1, qXGz,t,t “ pXjq
T
jPGz,t

P

R|Gz,t|ˆd, and qYGz,t “ pYjqjPGz,t P R|Gz,t|ˆ1. The least squares estimators of αS,z,αY,z, and

γz are given by

pαS,z,t “
`

qX
T

t
qXt

˘´1
qX

T

t
qSz,t, pαY,z,t “

`

qX
T

Gz,t,t
qXGz,t,t

˘´1
qX

T

Gz,t,t
qYGz,t ,

pγz,t “
ÿ

jPGz,t

tYjpzq ´ pαT

Y,z,tXjutSjpzq ´ pαT

S,z,tXju{
ÿ

jPGz,t

tSjpzq ´ pαT

S,z,tXju
2.

Then, we establish a finite-sample regret bound for our proposed method under the

linear model. The regret RT is defined similar to that in Section 3.2. The assumption on

the model errors tεY,tpzqu and tεS,tpzqu still follows Condition S.5 for the nonparametric
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nonlinear model. Regarding the covariates Xt, Condition S.3 is replaced by the following

assumption.

Condition S.6. The covariate domain X is a compact set. λ :“ λminpEXtX
T

t q ą 0, where

λminp¨q denotes the smallest eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix.

Similar to Section S.2.6.2, we first define a good event. Note that

pαS,0,t ´ αS,0 “
`

qX
T

t
qXt

˘´1
qX

T

t
qS0,t ´

`

qX
T

t
qXt

˘´1
qX

T

t
qXtαS,0

“
`

qX
T

t
qXt

˘´1
qX

T

t

`

qS0,t ´ qXtαS,0

˘

“
`

qX
T

t
qXt

˘´1
qX

T

t rεS,tp0q,

where rεS,tp0q “
`

εS,1p0q, . . . , εS,tp0q
˘

P Rtˆ1. Since the covariate domain X is compact by

Condition S.6, there exists some constant λ̄ ą 0 such that λmaxpXtXtq ď λ̄ a.s. for each

t P rT s, where λmaxp¨q denotes the largest eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix. Then, by the

matrix Chernoff inequality (Theorem 5.1.1 of Tropp (2015)),

P

#

λmin

´

t´1
t
ÿ

j“1

XjX
T

j

¯

ď λ{2

+

ď d exp

ˆ

´
tλ

8λ̄

˙

.

Thus, by combining Conditions S.5 and S.6, and Lemma S.9, there exists some constant

c1,M1 ą 0 such that, for a given x P X and every small ϵ ą 0, we have Pp|pαT

S,0,tx´αT
S,0x| ě

ϵq ď c1 exp p´tϵ2M1q. Similar arguments apply to pαS,1,t, pαY,0,t, and pαY,1,t. Then, by

applying Proposition S.3 with ϵ1 — N
´1{2
z,t and ϵ2 — t´1{2, we can derive the deviation

inequalities for pγz,t and pσz,t with z P t0, 1u. Combining the above results, we can define

quantities Cδ,t,1, Cδ,t,2, Cδ,t,3, Cδ,t,4 such that with probability at least 1´ δ{T , the following

relations hold:

max
jPGz,t

|pαT

Y,z,tXj ´ αT

Y,zXj| ď Cδ,t,1N
´1{2
z,t , max

jPrts
|pαT

S,z,tXj ´ αT

S,zXj| ď Cδ,t,1t
´1{2,

|pγz,t ´ γz| ď Cδ,t,2N
´1{2
z,t , max

jPGz,t

|pµz,tpXj,Sjq ´ µzpXj,Sjq| ď Cδ,t,3N
´1{2
z,t ,

|pσz,t ´ σz| ď Cδ,t,4σ
´1
z N

´1{2
z,t , z P t0, 1u.

Then, define the following events:

E1pδq “

T
č

t“1

#

N1,t P

«

t
ÿ

j“1

πj ´ Cδ,t,0
?
t,

t
ÿ

j“1

πj ` Cδ,t,0
?
t

ff+

, (S.18)

E2pδq “
č

zPt0,1u

T
č

t“1

#

σz P

«

pσz,t ´
Cδ,t,4

σz
a

Ntpzq
, pσz,t `

Cδ,t,4

σz
a

Ntpzq

ff+

, (S.19)
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where Cδ,t,0 —
a

log log t ` logp1{δq and Cδ,t,4 —
a

log t ` logpT {δq. The good event E “

E1pδq
Ş

E2pδq occurs with probability at least 1 ´ 2δ. The length of initialization phase is

determined by

T0 “
8C2

δ,T,4

σ4
0 ^ σ4

1 ^ p2´5σ2
0σ

2
1πq

_
16C2

δ,T,0

π2
_

1

p2πq1{η
— logpT {δq. (S.20)

Theorem S.3. Suppose that Conditions S.1, S.5 and S.6 hold, δ “ T´1, T0 is given

by (S.20), and there exists some constant ℓmax ě ℓpa˚q such that maxtPrT s ℓpatq ď ℓmax.

Then, for the linear Model (4), it follows that ERT “ rOpplog T q2q.

Proof. The regret can be decomposed into three parts, i.e., RT “ RT0 ` R1
T ` R2

T , with

definitions similar to those in Section S.2.6.3.

(i) According to (S.20), we have T0 — logpT {δq. Then, using similar arguments as in

Section S.2.6.3, it can be shown that ERT0 “ ΘpT0q “ Θplog T q.

(ii) Similar to Lemmas S.14 and S.15, we can show that |πt ´ π˚| “ ΘpCδ,t,4t
´1{2q under

the good event E , and

σ2
1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
´
σ2
1

π˚
´

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚
“ Θp|πt ´ π˚

|
2
q “ ΘpC2

δ,t,4t
´1

q.

Thus, under the good event E ,

R1
T ď

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

σ2
1

πt
`

σ2
0

1 ´ πt
´
σ2
1

π˚
´

σ2
0

1 ´ π˚
“ OpC2

δ,T,4 log T q “ Θpplog T q
2
q,

which further implies that ER1
T “ Opplog T q2q.

(iii) Note that

R1
T ď

2

π

ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

EpX,Sq

“

tµzpXt,Stq ´ pµz,t´1pXt,Stqu
2
ˇ

ˇFt´1s

À
ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

EX

␣

ppαT

S,z,t´1X ´ αT

S,zXq
2
|Ft´1

(

`
ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

ppγz,t´1 ´ γzq
2EX

␣

ppαT

S,z,t´1X ´ αT

S,zXq
2
|Ft´1

(

`
ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

EX

␣

ppαT

Y,z,t´1X ´ αT

Y,zXq
2
|Ft´1

(

`
ÿ

zPt0,1u

T
ÿ

t“T0`1

ppγz,t´1 ´ γzq
2.
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Under the good event E , ppγz,t´1´γzq
2 À C2

δ,t,2t
´1. Combining Lemma S.16 and the deviation

inequalities for |pαT

S,z,tx´αT
S,zx| and |pαT

Y,z,tx´αT
Y,zx|, we have EppαT

S,z,t´1X´αT
S,zXq2|Eq À

t´1 and EppαT

Y,z,t´1X ´ αT
Y,zXq2|Eq À t´1. Thus, we have ER2

T À C2
δ,T,2

řT
t“1 t

´1 “

Θpplog T q2q. Combining above, ERT À ERT0 ` ER1
T ` ER2

T À plog T q2. The proof is

completed.

To ensure RT “ rOplog T q, we need Cδ,t,4 —
a

log log t ` logp1{δq.We consider using the

uniform Bernstein bound proposed in Balsubramani and Ramdas (2016), which provide

the law of the iterated logarithm (LIL)-based concentration inequalities. This uniform

Bernstein bound only applies to bounded martingales. Notice that

pσ2
0,t ´ σ2

0 “N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYj ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu
2

´ σ2
0

“N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYj ´ µ0pXj,Sjq ` µ0pXj,Sjq ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu
2

´ σ2
0

“N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tε2jp0q ´ σ2
0u ` N´1

0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tµ0pXj,Sjq ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu
2

` N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYj ´ µ0pXj,Sjqu ¨ tµ0pXj,Sjq ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu

“:N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

Mj ´ N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tµ0pXj,Sjq ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu
2

` 2N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYj ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu ¨ tµ0pXj,Sjq ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu

ďN´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

Mj ` 2N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

tYj ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu ¨ tµ0pXj,Sjq ´ pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu.

If tMj,Fju forms a bounded martingale sequence, then with probability at least 1 ´ δ,

N´1
0,t

ÿ

jPG0,t

Mj À
a

log log t ` logp1{δq.

However, the second term above cannot be bounded under the law of the iterated logarithm.

In Neopane et al. (2025a,b), the second term is zero. In particular, when both µ0p¨, ¨q

and µ1p¨, ¨q are assumed to be constants functions, we may use the average of outcomes

in each group to estimate them. Specifically, letting pµ0p¨, ¨q ” N´1
0,t

ř

jPG0,t
Yj, we have

ř

jPG0,t
tYj ´pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu ¨tµ0pXj,Sjq´pµ0,tpXj,Sjqu “ 0. Combining above, it follows that
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Cδ,t,4 —
a

log log t ` logp1{δq, and thus ER1
T “ rOplog T q. Similarly, we can also show that

ER2
T “ rOplog T q under this setting, which leads to ERT “ rOplog T q.

S.3.3 Batch-wise adaptive experimental design

In practice, when the covariate dimension d is high or the total time horizon T is large,

implementing the SLOACI algorithm under a fully adaptive design can be computationally

intensive. Furthermore, such designs are often infeasible in real-world applications due to

delayed outcomes, ethical restrictions, and other resource constraints. Therefore, we con-

sider a batch-wise adaptive experimental design and extend Algorithm 1 to a batched

version. The main idea is that, during the concentration phase of the algorithm, the con-

ditional mean functions and variances are not estimated, nor is the allocation updated, at

every stage. Instead, these estimations and updates are performed only at specified stages,

or more specifically, after each batch of size b is observed. The batch-wise adaptive exper-

imental design, summarized in Algorithm S.1, is employed to accelerate the simulations in

Sections 5 and S.4. It is straightforward to show that this batch-wise procedure can still

yield an ATE estimator that attains the semiparametric efficiency bound, as presented in

Theorem S.2, and admits a regret bound similar to that established in Theorem 2.

38



Algorithm S.1 Batch-wise SLOACI for nonparametric nonlinear model

1: Input: Batch size b, clipping rate η, the length of initialization phase T0, the total

time horizon T , and the kernel function Khp¨q.

2: Initialization: For t “ 1, . . . , T0, assign the treatment Zt to 0 for odd t and to 1 for

even t, observe the covariates Xt, the surrogates St “ pStp0q, Stp1qqT and the outcome

Yt “ Ytp1qZt ` Ytp0qp1 ´ Ztq, and obtain the conditional mean function and variance

estimators pµ0,0px, sq, pµ1,0px, sq, pσ2
0,0, and pσ2

1,0 based on observations tpXj, Zj,Sj, Yjqu
T0
j“1

according to (15)–(19).

3: for k “ 1, . . . , rpT ´ T0q{bs, do

4: Define the k-th batch as Bk “ tT0 ` pk ´ 1qb ` 1, . . . , pT0 ` kbq ^ T u.

5: Calculate the initial allocation as rπk “ pσ1,k´1{ppσ1,k´1 ` pσ0,k´1q.

6: Set the clipping threshold as ζk “ p1{2q ¨ tT0 ` pk ´ 1qb ` 1u´η.

7: Obtain the adaptive treatment allocation by clipping as πk “ CLIPprπk, ζk, 1 ´ ζkq.

8: for t P rBks, do

9: Assign the treatment Zt as 1 with probability πk and 0 with 1 ´ πk.

10: Observe the covariates Xt, the surrogates St “ pStp0q, Stp1qqT, and the outcome

Yt “ Ytp1qZt ` Ytp0qp1 ´ Ztq.

11: end for

12: Calculate the estimated pmS,0,kp¨q, pmY,0,kp¨q, pγ0,k, pmS,1,kp¨q, pmY,1,kp¨q, and pγ1,k based on

observations tpXj, Zj,Sj, Yjqu
pT0`kbq^T
j“1 according to (15)–(17).

13: Obtain the conditional mean function and variance estimators pµ0,kpx, sq, pµ1,kpx, sq,

pσ2
0,k, and pσ2

1,k according to (18) and (19).

14: end for
15: Estimate:

pτT “
1

T0

T0
ÿ

t“1

IpZt “ 1qYt

1{2
´

IpZt “ 0qYt

1{2
`

1

T ´ T0

rpT´T0q{bs
ÿ

k“1

ÿ

tPrBks

„

pµ1,k´1pXt,Stq ´ pµ0,k´1pXt,Stq

`
IpZt “ 1qtYt ´ pµ1,k´1pXt,Stqu

πk
´

IpZt “ 0qtYt ´ pµ0,k´1pXt,Stqu

1 ´ πk

ȷ

.

16: Output: The adaptive AIPW estimator pτT under the proposed batch-wise SLOACI

design.

S.3.4 RAR design in empirical studies

The following Algorithm S.2 outlines the RAR design used for comparison with our

proposed SLOACI in Sections 5 and S.4. Notably, unlike the CARA design studied in

Cook et al. (2024) and Kato et al. (2025), which is a special case of RAR, we assume that

the variances of the error terms εY,tp0q and εY,tp1q in Model (12) are independent of the
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covariate Xt, so the allocation does not need to be adjusted based on Xt. For the RARS

design as defined in Section S.4, the new covariates are taken as
`

Xt, Stp0q
˘

for the control

group and
`

Xt, Stp1q
˘

for the treatment group, while the remaining steps are similar to

those of the RAR design. In addition, the batch-wise versions of RAR and RARS can also

be extended in a similar manner to that in Section S.3.3, which we omit here.

Algorithm S.2 RAR for nonparametric nonlinear model

1: Input: Clipping rate η, the length of initialization phase T0, the total time horizon T ,

and the kernel function Khp¨q.

2: Set: π0 Ð 1{2, pmY,0,0pxq Ð 0, pmY,1,0pxq Ð 0, pσ2
Y,0,0 Ð 0, and pσ2

Y,1,0 Ð 0.

3: Initialization: For t “ 1, . . . , T0, set πt Ð 1{2, pmY,0,tpxq Ð 0, and pmY,1,tpxq Ð 0,

assign the treatment Zt to 0 for odd t and to 1 for even t, observe the covariates Xt,

and the outcome Yt “ Ytp1qZt`Ytp0qp1´Ztq, and obtain the conditional mean function

and variance estimators pmY,0,T0pxq, pmY,1,T0pxq, pσ2
Y,0,T0

, and pσ2
Y,1,T0

.

4: for t “ T0 ` 1, . . . , T, do

5: Calculate the initial allocation as rπt “ pσY,1,t´1{ppσY,1,t´1 ` pσY,0,t´1q.

6: Set the clipping threshold as ζt “ p1{2q ¨ t´η.

7: Obtain the adaptive treatment allocation by clipping as πt “ CLIPprπt, ζt, 1 ´ ζtq.

8: Assign the treatment Zt as 1 with probability πt and 0 with probability 1 ´ πt.

9: Observe the covariates Xt, and the outcome Yt “ Ytp1qZt ` Ytp0qp1 ´ Ztq.

10: Calculate the estimated pmY,0,tp¨q and pmY,1,tp¨q according to (16).

11: Obtain the conditional variance estimators by

pσ2
Y,z,t “

1
řt
j“1 IpZj “ zq

t
ÿ

j“1

tYj ´ pmY,z,tpXjqu
2IpZj “ zq, z P t0, 1u.

12: end for

13: Estimate:

pτT “
1

T

T
ÿ

t“1

„

pmY,1,t´1pXtq ´ pmY,0,t´1pXtq

`
IpZt “ 1qtYt ´ pmY,1,t´1pXtqu

πt
´
IpZt “ 0qtYt ´ pmY,0,t´1pXtqu

1 ´ πt

ȷ

.

14: Output: The adaptive AIPW estimator pτT under the RAR design.
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S.3.5 Heteroskedasticity setting

This section considers extending the proposed method in Section 2.4 to the heteroskedas-

tic setting, under which we allow the conditional variances of Ytp0q and Ytp1q to depend on

`

Xt, Stp0q
˘

and
`

Xt, Stp1q
˘

, respectively. Define σ2
zpx, sq :“ vartεtpzq|Xt “ x,St “ su, and

ezpx, sq :“ Etε2t pzq|Xt “ x,St “ su for each z P t0, 1u. The conditional variance estimator

in (19) can be replaced by the following two-step procedure. First, a Nadaraya-Watson

estimator of ezpx, sq at Stage t is

pez,tpx, sq “

řt
j“1

rKhprwz ´ ĂWz,jqY
2
j IpZj “ zq

řt
j“1

rKhprwz ´ ĂWz,jqIpZj “ zq
,

where ĂWz,j “
`

XT

j , Sjpzq
˘T
, rwz “

`

xT, spzq
˘T

P Rd`1, and rKh : Rd`1 Ñ 1 is a multivariate

kernel function with bandwidth h ą 0. In particular, define pez,tpx, sq “ 0 if
řt
j“1

rKhprwz ´

ĂWz,jqIpZj “ zq “ 0. Second, a natural estimator of σ2
zpx, sq is

pσ2
z,tpx, sq “

$

’

’

&

’

’

%

tpez,tpx, sq ´ pµ2
z,tpx, squ, if pez,tpx, sq ą pµ2

z,tpx, sq,

ϵ, if pez,tpx, sq ď pµ2
z,tpx, sq,

where ϵ ą 0 is a small constant to ensure positivity. The allocation at each Stage t P rT s,

defined as πt “ PpZt “ 1|Xt,St,Ft´1q, is then updated (before CLIP) as:

πt “
pσ1,t´1pXt,Stq

pσ1,t´1pXt,Stq ` pσ0,t´1pXt,Stq
.

This extension generalizes the surrogate-leveraged RAR design developed in Section 2.4

to a covariate-adjusted surrogate-leveraged RAR design. Analogous asymptotic and non-

asymptotic theoretical results can be established accordingly.

S.4 Simulation studies

In this section, we conduct a series of simulations to evaluate the empirical performance

of the proposed adaptive designs and sequential testing procedures.
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S.4.1 Setup

Suppose the covariate Xt is independently sampled from Uniformp0, 2q. The mean func-

tions of the primary outcomes and the surrogates are specified as mY,1pxq “ x2 ` 3x `

1,mY,0pxq “ x2 ` x ` 2,mS,1pxq “ sinp2xq, and mS,0pxq “ sinpxq. The model errors in

(12) are assumed to follow bivariate Gaussian distributions:
`

εY,tp0q, εS,tp0q
˘T

„ N p0,Σ0q

and
`

εY,tp1q, εS,tp1q
˘T

„ N p0,Σ1q, where Σ0 “ σ2
Y,0

`

1 ρ0
ρ0 1

˘

and Σ1 “ σ2
Y,1

`

1 ρ1
ρ1 1

˘

, with

σY,0 ` σY,1 “ 1. Under this setup, the ATE is τ0 “ 1, and the semiparametric efficiency

bound without surrogates is T ¨ rV ˚ “ 2.333. We consider the following three scenarios:

(i) Scenario 1: ρ0 “ 0.8, ρ1 “ 0.8, σY,0 “ 0.4, σY,1 “ 0.6;

(ii) Scenario 2: ρ0 “ 0.5, ρ1 “ ´0.5, σY,0 “ 0.4, σY,1 “ 0.6;

(iii) Scenario 3: ρ0 “ 0.8, ρ1 “ 0.8, σY,0 “ 0.2, σY,1 “ 0.8.

In Scenarios 1, 2 and 3, the surrogate-leveraged semiparametric efficiency bounds are

T ¨ V ˚
T “ 2.026, 2.213 and 2.128, respectively, and the optimal allocations are π˚ “ 0.6, 0.6

and 0.8, respectively. Scenario 1 represents a standard setting where the conditional cor-

relations between the primary outcomes and the surrogates are relatively high. Scenario 2

reduces the conditional correlations, while Scenario 3 increases the difference in conditional

variances between the control and treatment groups. By comparing the results of Scenario

1 with those of Scenarios 2 and 3, we can assess the impact of ρz and π on the performance

of our proposed method, respectively.

We compare the proposed SLOACI in Algorithm 1 with three competing designs: the

RAR design, the RAR design incorporating surrogates (denoted as RARS), and the optimal

design (denoted as OPT). RAR relies only on covariate Xt, excluding the surrogates Stp0q

and Stp1q, to estimate conditional mean functions and variances of the primary outcomes,

which are then used to determine the allocation and estimate the ATE. Other components,

including the use of the Nadaraya-Watson regression to estimate mY,0p¨q and mY,1p¨q, as

well as the application of CLIP, remain the same as in SLOACI. The detailed procedure of
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RAR is given in Section S.3.4. RARS follows similar procedures to RAR, but differs in that

the conditional mean function of Ytpzq is estimated using both Stpzq and Xt as covariates

for z P t0, 1u. In other words, it regards the semiparametric partially linear models in

(13) as nonparametric models. OPT corresponds to the oracle estimator given in (21).

For a fair comparison, all the above designs estimate the ATE using the (adaptive) AIPW

estimator. It is noteworthy that numerous prior studies (e.g., Dai et al., 2023; Kato et al.,

2025; Neopane et al., 2025a,b) have shown that RAR outperforms RCT and Explore-then-

Commit (Hahn et al., 2011), and that the AIPW estimator is more efficient than the IPW

and Difference-in-Means estimators. Therefore, we omit comparisons with these baseline

methods in this paper. For sequential testing, we compare the sequence of CLT-based

confidence intervals (denoted as CLT), the sequence of Bonferroni-corrected confidence

intervals (denoted as BF), the asymptotic confidence sequence (denoted as ASY), and the

empirical Bernstein confidence sequence (denoted as EB).

Unless otherwise specified, when implementing the adaptive designs, we set η “ 0.25, T0 “

20, κ “ 2β ` d, β “ 1, and ch “ 2pσpXtq, where pσpXtq denotes the sample standard devia-

tion of Xt, and use the Epanechnikov kernel Kpxq “ p3{4qp1 ´ x2qIp|x| ă 1q in (15) and

(16). For sequential testing, the nominal type-I error rate is fixed at α “ 0.05; the initial

peeking time is selected as t0 “ 50; for the Bonferroni correction in (26), the total time

horizon is set to 2500; for ASY in Theorem 3, the parameter ϱ is chosen as in Section 4.2;

and for EB in Theorem 4, we set c “ 0.5, ν20 “ 1, and pξ0 “ 0. To accelerate computation,

we update the estimators pµz,tp¨, ¨q and pσz,t for z P t0, 1u using a batch-wise adaptive setting

with batch size b “ 50; see Section S.3.3 for detailed discussion. We repeat each simulation

2000 times.

S.4.2 Results

We present two sets of simulation results: the efficiency comparison in Section S.4.2.1,

and the sequential testing procedure comparison in Section S.4.2.2.
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S.4.2.1 Efficiency comparison

Figure S.1 shows the curves of normalized variance T ¨ varppτT q for each design against

the cumulative sample size T . The black dashed line represents the surrogate-leveraged

semiparametric efficiency bound under each scenario. For each fixed T , the vertical distance

between a curve and the black dashed line corresponds to the estimate of the expected

regret of a given design, as defined in (24), scaled by 1{T . From Figure S.1, we observe

several apparent trends.

First, SLOACI converges to the respective surrogate-leveraged semiparametric effi-

ciency bound in all three scenarios, illustrating the semiparametric efficiency of our pro-

posed estimator and validating Theorem S.2. Meanwhile, although the semiparametric

efficiency bound in Scenario 3 is larger than that in Scenario 1, the empirical regret is

larger in Scenario 3. This is expected because a smaller π leads to a larger regret bound,

as demonstrated in Theorem 2. Second, OPT attains the semiparametric efficiency bound

even for small T , as it has has access to the true models. Third, RAR converges only to

the suboptimal semiparametric efficiency bound without surrogates, showing the advan-

tage of leveraging surrogate information, as shown in (23). Moreover, the efficiency gain

in Scenario 1 is larger than in Scenarios 2 and 3, because ρ0, ρ1 and σY,0σY,1 are larger in

Scenario 1 compared to Scenarios 2 and 3, respectively.

Lastly, although RARS leverages surrogate information and thus shares the same the-

oretical semiparametric efficiency bound as SLOACI, its normalized variance converges

significantly more slowly than that of SLOACI. The convergence of RARS is also slower

than that of RAR, while attaining a larger optimal normalized variance, which can be

evidenced by the crossover of the RAR and RARS curves in Scenarios 1 and 3. This is

because the covariate dimension is d “ 1 for SLOACI and RAR, whereas for RARS it is

d “ 2. According to Theorem 2, the order of the regret bound increases with d, indicating

that regarding the surrogates as the covariates can reduce the finite-sample performance

of designs.
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Figure S.1: Comparison of normalized variances of the (adaptive) AIPW estimator across dif-

ferent designs in Scenarios 1, 2 and 3.

We further investigate an extreme Scenario 4 where the primary outcomes and the

surrogates are conditionally uncorrelated, where the surrogate-leveraged semiparametric

efficiency bound is T ¨ V ˚
T “ 2.333, and the optimal allocation is π˚ “ 0.6.
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(iv) Scenario 4: ρ0 “ 0, ρ1 “ 0, σY,0 “ 0.4, σY,1 “ 0.6.

The normalized variance curves are displayed in Figure S.2. It can be seen that SLOACI

and RAR have almost overlapping curves, while the convergence of RARS is slower than

both. This demonstrates the advantage of our proposed method: when it is uncertain

whether the surrogates are conditionally correlated with the primary outcomes, using

SLOACI incurs no adverse effect, whereas regarding them as covariates can slow the con-

vergence rate due to the curse of dimensionality in nonparametric regression. The above

observations offer solid validation of our theoretical results established in Section 3.
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Figure S.2: Comparison of normalized variances of the (adaptive) AIPW estimator across dif-

ferent designs in Scenario 4.

We also conduct additional simulations to investigate the effects of using different non-

parametric regressions and other tuning parameters on the proposed algorithm. As dis-

cussed in Section 2.4, the Nadaraya-Watson regressions in (15) and (16) can be replaced

by any nonparametric regression. Figure S.3 uses Scenario 1 as an example to compare

the performance of the Epanechnikov kernel and the Gaussian kernel regressions with dif-

ferent bandwidth parameters ch, and the natural spline regression with different degrees

of freedom. It can be observed that the convergence trends of the normalized variance of
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the ATE estimators obtained from these regressions are overall consistent, with the spline

regression yielding a regret bound that is smaller in its constant terms. This suggests that

the proposed method has broad applicability and can be combined with more advanced

regression techniques.
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Figure S.3: Comparison of normalized variances of the proposed estimator across different non-

parametric regression estimators and tuning parameters in Scenario 1. The number at the end

of each legend label denotes the tuning parameter for each estimator.

To examine the effects of tuning parameters on the proposed design in Algorithm S.1, we

compare different batch sizes, lengths of initialization phase, and clipping rates in Scenario

1 in Figures S.4, S.5, and S.6, respectively. The results indicate that the batch size b

and clipping rate η have minimal impact on the convergence of the normalized variance,

whereas the length of initialization phase T0 has a more pronounced effect. Specifically, if

T0 is either too small or too large, the regret bound increases, leading to larger normalized

variance, as shown in Theorem 2. Choosing T0 appropriately is therefore crucial in finite

samples for reducing estimation variance and enhancing inference power.
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Figure S.5: Comparison of normalized variances of the proposed estimator across different lengths

of initialization phase in Scenario 1.
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ping rates in Scenario 1.

Figure S.7 compares the normalized variances of the proposed estimator obtained from

Robinson’s (residual-based) method and the profile least squares method proposed in Sec-

tion S.3.1, across different nonparametric regression estimators in Scenario 1. The results

indicate that the difference between the two methods is negligible.
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Figure S.7: Comparison of normalized variances of the proposed estimator between Robinson’s

method and profile least squares method in Scenario 1.

S.4.2.2 Comparison of sequential testing procedures

We consider three null hypotheses: τH0 “ τ0, τH0 “ 0.8τ0, and τH0 “ 0.6τ0, where

the first is used to assess the cumulative coverage rate, and the latter two are used to

evaluate the power. For a given confidence sequence (or a sequence of confidence intervals)

pLt, Utqtě1, following Waudby-Smith et al. (2024a); Cook et al. (2024), the cumulative

miscoverage (error) rate up to Stage T is defined as ErrorpT q “ P
`

Dt P tt0, . . . , T u, τ0 R

rLt, Uts
˘

, and the power is defined as PowerpT q “ P
`

Dt P tt0, . . . , T u, τH0 R rLt, Uts
˘

, which

are estimated from 2000 simulation replications. In addition to these two metrics, we also

compare the stopping times of different testing procedures, as defined in Section 4.4. In

particular, if the null hypothesis cannot eventually be rejected, the stopping time is set

to the total time horizon of 2500. Notably, OPT uses the optimal allocation and true

conditional mean functions to construct the confidence sequence, so its empirical power

and average stopping time reflect the intrinsic difficulty of the sequential testing problem

under the given scenario.

Figures S.8–S.10 present the empirical cumulative miscoverage rates and empirical pow-
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ers for different designs and tests in Scenarios 1–3, with the corresponding means and stan-

dard errors of the stopping times reported in Table S.2. Figure S.11 presents the results

in Scenario 1 when the initial peeking time t0 is set to 30, in comparison with Figure S.8

with t0 “ 50. Several apparent patterns are observable.

First, when τH0 “ τ0, CLT completely fails to control the type-I error rate, ASY attains

the nominal level of 0.05, whereas BF and EB yield empirical cumulative miscoverage rates

below 0.05 but remain relatively conservative. Benefiting from the rescaling technique,

even though Theorem 4 does not provide theoretical guarantees for unbounded primary

outcomes (as in our simulation setup), EB still performs well in practice. Note that the

inference begins at t0 “ 50, which avoids severe miscoverage at early stages. Additional

simulations with t0 “ 30, presented in Figure S.11, suggest that when the initial peeking

time is small, ASY may inflate the miscoverage error, whereas the more conservative BF

and EB still maintain control.
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Figure S.8: Comparison of empirical cumulative miscoverage rates and empirical powers across

different designs and tests in Scenario 1.
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Figure S.9: Comparison of empirical cumulative miscoverage rates and empirical powers across

different designs and tests in Scenario 2.
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Figure S.10: Comparison of empirical cumulative miscoverage rates and empirical powers across

different designs and tests in Scenario 3.
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Figure S.11: Comparison of empirical cumulative miscoverage rates and empirical powers across

different designs and tests in Scenario 1 with initial peeking time t0 “ 30.
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Table S.2: The means and standard errors (in parentheses) of stopping times.

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Test Design τH0 “ 0.8τ0 τH0 “ 0.6τ0 τH0 “ 0.8τ0 τH0 “ 0.6τ0 τH0 “ 0.8τ0 τH0 “ 0.6τ0

CLT RAR 203.7 81.7 196.5 80.3 204.1 82.1

(4.2) (1.0) (4.2) (1.0) (4.3) (1.0)

SLOACI 184.1 77.4 189.4 79.6 193.5 79.2

(3.7) (0.9) (4.0) (1.0) (3.9) (0.9)

OPT 175.0 72.7 185.0 75.8 182.3 74.7

(3.6) (0.8) (3.8) (0.9) (3.7) (0.8)

BF RAR 1011.3 268.5 1010.2 266.9 1018.9 273.1

(11.2) (2.8) (11.0) (2.9) (11.1) (2.8)

SLOACI 885.3 241.9 966.1 257.7 932.9 254.9

(9.6) (2.5) (10.6) (2.7) (10.1) (2.6)

OPT 878.6 230.7 957.9 251.7 918.9 241.6

(9.7) (2.4) (10.3) (2.7) (10.1) (2.6)

ASY RAR 483.6 146.4 476.8 142.5 490.1 147.8

(7.7) (1.9) (7.7) (1.9) (7.7) (1.9)

SLOACI 430.2 133.0 458.0 139.4 453.7 138.0

(6.6) (1.7) (7.1) (1.8) (7.0) (1.7)

OPT 416.9 124.3 461.9 133.5 439.1 130.2

(6.6) (1.6) (7.2) (1.7) (7.0) (1.7)

EB RAR 718.8 180.9 710.6 178.1 720.1 193.0

(12.0) (2.3) (12.0) (2.3) (11.2) (2.3)

SLOACI 615.6 164.0 679.4 174.0 676.1 179.8

(10.0) (1.9) (11.3) (2.2) (10.7) (2.1)

OPT 587.5 154.7 662.6 165.6 581.2 179.6

(9.6) (1.8) (10.8) (2.0) (8.4) (1.6)

Second, when τH0 ‰ τ0, all sequential testing procedures achieve 100% empirical power

when the cumulative sample size is sufficiently large, and for the same method, the cu-

mulative sample size required decreases as the difference between τH0 and τ0 increases.

Among the three valid tests, ASY attains the highest empirical power and thus yields the

narrowest confidence sequences, followed by EB, while BF yields the lowest detection abil-

ity. For different designs under a given test, SLOACI is very close to OPT and achieves

higher power than RAR, which arises from the variance-adaptivity of our constructed tests,

together with the smaller semiparametric efficiency bound of SLOACI compared to RAR.

The improvement diminishes as the conditional correlations between the primary outcomes
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and the surrogates decrease, as shown by the comparison between Figures S.8 and S.9.

Third, the average stopping time results confirm the differences in detection ability

across designs and tests. Accounting for standard errors, the proposed SLOACI signifi-

cantly reduces the average stopping time compared to RAR across all tests, especially in

Scenarios 1 and 3. For example, in Scenario 1 when τH0 “ 0.6τ0, SLOACI reduces the

average stopping time of BF from 268.5 to 241.9, ASY from 146.4 to 133.0, and EB from

180.9 to 164.0, relative to RAR. It is interesting to see that for OPT-EB, when τH0 “ 0.6τ0

(an easier case, reflecting detection ability for small T ), Scenario 1 yields a shorter average

stopping time than Scenario 3, which is characterized by a small π, but the opposite holds

when τH0 “ 0.8τ0 (a more challenging case). This distinction indicates that EB may suffer

from reduced power in small samples, as discussed in Section 4.4. Figures S.12–S.14 be-

low present boxplots of stopping times as a complement. The above observations validate

Theorems 3 and 4, and effectively illustrate the practical trade-offs among three sequential

testing procedures as discussed in Section 4.4.
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Figure S.12: Boxplots of stopping times for different designs and tests in Scenario 1.
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Figure S.13: Boxplots of stopping times for different designs and tests in Scenario 2.
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Figure S.14: Boxplots of stopping times for different designs and tests in Scenario 3.
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S.5 Additional empirical results

This section provides additional results supporting Section 5. We present a specific

replication from the simulations with b “ 400 to illustrate of how to conduct the sequential

testing in a real-world setting. Figure S.15 displays the confidence sequences for different

designs and tests along with their corresponding interval widths, revealing several notable

trends. First, as the cumulative sample size T increases, the interval widths of all designs

and tests gradually decrease, with the proposed ASY under SLOACI achieving the smallest

width. Second, the confidence sequences for the three tests under SLOACI consistently

contain τ0 “ 0.229 at each stage and eventually lie above τH0 “ 0 when T is large. This

result suggests that assignment to a small class significantly improves the third-grade

scores, consistent with evidence from the existing literature (e.g., Athey et al., 2025).

Third, the stopping times of ASY under SLOACI, RAR, and RCT are 934, 1229, and

1708, respectively. Hence, compared with RCT which requires 5 years of randomized

experiment to detect the treatment effect, RAR reduces the required duration to 4 years,

while SLOACI further shortens it to 3 years.
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Figure S.15: Comparison of confidence sequences in panel (A) and their corresponding interval

widths in panel (B) across different designs and tests for the STAR data. The black dashed line

in panel (A) represents τ0 “ 0.229.
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