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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 Ty describing

their understanding at Stage (time) t. The primary outcome is the quiz score Yy(z) corre-
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sponding to assigned treatment z € {0, 1}, but the free-text response Ty also contains useful
information about knowledge mastery. Together with a low-dimensional covariate vector
X; € 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 (fo(), f1(-)) : T x X — R? that approzimate the potential primary out-
comes. At Stage t, upon observing (T, X;), the experimenter generates a pair of surrogates
(5:(0), S¢(1)) = (fo(T3, Xs), f1(T;,Xy)). During the causal modeling stage, only confounder
X, is used in modeling the primary potential outcomes (Y;(0),Y;(1)), while the surrogates
serve as auziliary signals containing predictive information about (Y;(0),Y:(1)) beyond what

15 explained by X;.

Example 2. The recent advances in data acquisition allow us to collect a wide array of
imexpensive auziliary 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 X; 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 (fo(-), f1(-)) : X c R > R2 fo
map the nine auxiliary variables )NQ e X to predictions of the primary outcomes under two
treatments z € {0,1}. At Stage t, one can generate a pair of surrogates (S;(0),S;(1)) =
(fo(f(t), fl(f(t)). Though the constructed surrogates may be low-quality prozies of primary
potential outcomes (Y;(0),Y;(1)) due to budget concerns, they can still contain predictive
information about (Y;(0),Y;(1)) beyond what is explained by X,;. See Section 5 for detailed

tllustration.

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-



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



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



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 ¢ and the experimenter ob-
serves {Xt,Zt,Y},St}tT:l, across T € N experimental stages, where X; € X < R? is a
d-dimensional covariate profile collected at Stage ¢, Z; € {0,1} denotes the treatment as-
signment, and Y; € R denotes the observed primary outcome of interest. The potential
outcomes under control (Z; = 0) and treatment (Z; = 1) are denoted by Y;(0) and Y;(1),
respectively, following the Neyman-Rubin potential outcome framework (Neyman et al.,

1990; Rubin, 2005). Then Y; = Y;(1)Z;+Y;(0)(1—Z;). As discussed in the Introduction, we



consider the scenario where surrogate outcomes, S; = (5;(0), 5;(1))" € § = R? 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
Ty = P(Zt = 1|~7:1t—1)7

where Fi_y = 0({X}, Z;,Y;,S;}_}) is the o-field generated by the history up to ¢ — 1.
Our parameter of interest is the average treatment effect (ATE), defined as 7y :=

E{Y:(1)} — E{Y;(0)}. Alternatively, we can also represent the ATE as
7o := Ex,){7(X,S)},

where Ex g)(-) denotes the expectation over (X,S) ~ (X,S), an iid. copy of pairs
(X080 }or, and 7(x,8) == g (,5) — o, 5) = E{Yi(1)[X, = x,8; = s} — E{Y,(0)[X, -
x, S; = s} denotes the conditional average treatment effect (CATE). The functions po(X¢, S¢)
and (X4, S¢) respectively denote the conditional means of Y;(0) and Y;(1) given (X, Sy).
In our setting, we view the surrogate outcome S;(z) as a supplement to the correspond-

ing primary outcome Y;(z) for z € {0,1}. We assume pZ + p? > 0, where
po := corr{Y;(0), S¢(0)|X¢} and p; := corr{Y;(1), S;(1)|X¢}, (1)

indicating that at least one surrogate is predictive of the primary outcome given the co-
variates X;. It is important to note that we do not require S;(z)’s are good proxies of
potential outcomes Y;(2)’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 X;.

7



2.2 The oracle problem

We aim at finding an adaptive treatment allocation strategy m; that leads to an ATE
estimator with optimal variance, achieving the semiparametric efficiency bound. For any
fixed treatment allocation 7 that does not vary with ¢, 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

var{Vy (D[Xs, Si(1)} | var{¥;(0)| X, 5:(0)}

T 1l—m

ly(m) = +Exs{r(X,8) -7}, (2)

which corresponds to the semiparametric efficiency bound. This naturally motivates us to
find 7* that minimizes the design objective: argmin,c 1) ¢1(7). Intuitively, the objective
function value ¢;(7*) acts as an optimal benchmark to evaluate the effectiveness of different

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

. N AR AOI)
V= A VD) + /1 /v (V01X

where p; and py are defined in (1). The oracle treatment allocation 7* in (3) is similar

™

(3)

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 p; and py.

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. R? and R denote the d-dimensional real space and the set of non-negative

real numbers, respectively. For a vector x = (x1,...,z4), denote its Euclidean norm and
l(-norm by [x| = (2%, 22)Y? and x|, = maxi<i<q|2;|, respectively. I(-) denotes the
indicator function. For a positive integer n, write [n] = {1,...,n}. For z,y € R, we use

x Ay = min(z,y), and z v y = max(z,y). For two positive sequences {a,} and {b,}, we

write: (i) a, = O(b,) or b, = Q(a,,) if there exists a positive constant ¢ such that a, /b, < ¢;
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(ii) an = o(by) if a,/b, — 0; (iil) a, = b, or a, = O(b,) if and only if a, = O(b,) and
a, = Q(b,) hold simultaneously; and (iv) a, = O(by) if a,, = O(b, log* b,) for some k = 0.

To start, we assume the following joint linear models:

Y3(0) oy o Xy ev(0) Yi(1) oy Xy N ev(1)

t ™ t ™

SCY

)

St(O) agoXt 85713(0) St(l) agﬂlXt €S’t(1)

where ay.., ag, € R? are unknown coefficients. For z € {0, 1}, we assume E{ey,(2)|X;} =
E{es(2)|X¢} = 0, var{ey,(2)|X;} = 03, > 0 and var{eg,(2)|X;} = 0%, > 0.
To characterize the relationships between the primary outcomes and the surrogates, we

further assume that E{cg;(0)eg+(1)|X;} = 0 and

ev(0)[est(0) ~ 10es5(0) +€:(0), evie(1)|ess(1) ~ mes (1) + &:(1), (5)

where 7, is the linear coefficient, E{e;(2)|es.(2)} = 0, and var{e,(z)|es:(2)} = o2 > 0 is the
conditional variance for z € {0,1}. 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 Sglvsten, 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 Y;(0) and Y;(1) depends on the assigned treatment

Z; so may not be random. (i1i) McCaw et al. (2023, 2024) assume the joint distribution
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of €(2) 1= (ev(2),e54(2))" follows a bivariate Gaussian for each z € {0,1}, whereas our

Model (4) relazxes this assumption.

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

Y;(0)| X4, Si(0) ~ (ay,0 — Yoes0) " Xe + 705:(0) + €.(0) =: po(Xy, Si) + €4(0), (©)
Y;(l)|Xt, St(l) ~ (OCYJ - ’ylas,l)TXt + 715,5(1) + 8,5(1) = /L1<Xt, St) + Et(l).

We will be working with the transformed Model (6) to illustrate our proposed method.
Under this model, for a fixed ¢ with the observed data {(Xj, Z;,S;,Y;)};_, , we adopt
the following procedure to estimate Model (6). For each z € {0,1}, we obtain the least
squares estimates of the parameters in Model (6), denoted as vy, 4, &g, and 7, ;, 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:

zt(%,8) = (Qyzp — VepQs2p) X +728(2), (7)
1 t

52, = MUY — (X5, 8,) (2, = 2). 8

0,1 Z;=1](Zj —2) j_l{ i M ( j ])} ( J ) (8)

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

(i) Initialization phase: For ¢t = 1,... T}, assign the treatment Z; to 0 for odd ¢
and to 1 for even t. At stage T}, obtain the conditional mean function and variance

estimators flo,z, (X,8), fl1,1,(X,8), G5, and 07 5, according to (7) and (8).

(ii) Concentration phase: Fort = Ty+1,..., T, update the adaptive treatment alloca-
tion as m; = 7y with 7, defined in (9), assign the treatment Z; as 1 with probability m;
and 0 with probability 1 —m;, and obtain the conditional mean function and variance

estimators flo(x,s), fi1¢(X,s), 5, and 67, 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 Tj+ 1 to start the concentration phase. Motivated by the oracle treatment
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allocation in (3), this allocation is computed as 77,41 with
T = 014-1/(014-1 + Oo-1)- (9)

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

With the initial treatment allocation 7r, ;1 at the beginning of the concentration phase,
we calculate (7)—(9) for each t = Ty+1,...,T to update the conditional mean function and
variance estimators, as well as the treatment allocation. Since 7, in (9) can get close to 0
and 1 at early stages in this phase due to small sample size, instead of using 7; directly, we
apply a clipping procedure to 7; in our formal construction of adaptive treatment allocation
7, as detailed in (20) in Section 2.4. However, we ignore this clipping procedure here to
simplify the presentation.

Although we assume both S;(0) and S;(1) observable at each Stage ¢, our proposal
remains applicable when only the surrogate associated with the assigned treatment is
observable. In such cases, ag ., 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:
1
T = T ; bt (10)
where ¢, is the single-stage estimation for the ATE at Stage ¢ and is defined as

¢t 1=ﬁ1,t71(Xt, St) - ﬁo,tfl(Xta St) + 77;1](215 = 1){}/% - ﬁl,tfl(Xta St)} (11)
—(1— Wt)flf(Zt = 0){Y; — [t04—1(X¢, Sy)},

and 7 is the adaptive treatment allocation at Stage ¢. Based on the estimator 7 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:

Yi(0) myo(Xs) N ev.(0) Yi(1) my,(Xe) . eva(1)

t 9 t ™

St(O) m570<Xt) 5S,t(0) St(l) mg’l(Xt) Ss’t(l)
(12)

Y

where myo(-), mso(-), my1(-), mg1(-) € R? — 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 €y4(0) on £5,(0), and of ey,(1) on €g,(1), by (5). Note that we do not
require independence between X; and (ey4(2),£5+(2)). We also assume that the conditional
variances of £,(0) and (1) are constant and independent of (X, S;(0)) and (X, S;(1)),
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 var{e;(0)|X;, S;(0)} = 02(X, S;(0)) and
var{e,(1)|Xy, S¢(1)} = 0%(Xy, S¢(1)). 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

Y1 (0)[ X, S1(0) ~ myo(Xe) = v0ms,0(Xe) +705:(0) + €:(0) =: po(Xe, Se) + £4(0), (19
Yi(D)[Xe, Se(1) ~ mya(Xe) — yimsa (Xe) + 715:(1) + (1) =1 111 (X, Sp) + &(1),
where 11o(X¢, St) = my0(Xs) —70m5,0(Xe) +705:(0), and p1 (Xy, S¢) = my1 (X)) —y1mes, 1 (Xe) +
MS¢(1). Let mo(x) 1= myo(x) = y0ms,p(x) and my(x) := my;(x) = yimg(x). Model (13)

can be rewritten as:
Yi(0) = mo(Xy) +705:(0) + €4(0),  Yi(1) = mq(Xe) + 71Se(1) + (1), (14)

which are two partially linear models with mg(X;) and m;(X;) the nonparametric parts,

705¢(0) and 7;S¢(1) the linear parts, and €,(0) and £,(1) error terms with conditional vari-
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ances var{e;(0)|Xy, S;(0)} = o7 and var{e;(1)|Xy, S;(1)} = 0%, 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 n, the length of initialization phase Tj, the total time horizon T',

and the kernel function Kj(-).
2: Set: my — 1/2, fgo(x,8) < 0, fi1o(x,8) < 0, 55 < 0, and 67y < 0.

3: Initialization: For t = 1,..., T}, set m; «— 1/2, jig4(x,s) < 0, and [i14(x,s) < 0,
assign the treatment Z; to 0 for odd ¢ and to 1 for even ¢, observe the covariates X,
the surrogates S; = (5:(0),S;(1))" and the outcome Y; = Y;(1)Z; + Y:(0)(1 — Z), and
obtain the conditional mean function and variance estimators fip 7 (X, s), fh1, 1, (X, s),
051, and 67 7, according to (15)—(19).
fort=Ty+1,...,T, do
Calculate the initial allocation as T = 014-1/(014-1 + Go4—1)-
Set the clipping threshold as ¢; = (1/2) - t7".
Obtain the adaptive treatment allocation by clipping as m; = CLIP (7, (;, 1 — ;).
Assign the treatment Z; as 1 with probability 7; and 0 with probability 1 — ;.
Observe the covariates Xy, the surrogates S; = (5;(0),S;(1))", and the outcome
Y =Y,(1)Z, + Y;(0)(1 — Z,).
10:  Calculate the estimated mgo+(-), My,04(); Yot Ms1(-), My14(+), and 71+ according
to (15)-(17).
11:  Obtain the conditional mean function and variance estimators fig.(x,s), fi1.:(X,s),
a5, and o7, according to (18) and (19).

12: end for

13: Estimate: Form an estimate of average treatment effect 7r using (10).
14: Output: The adaptive AIPW estimator 7 under the proposed SLOACI design.

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

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

t

At each Stage t in the concentration phase, given the observations {(Xj, Z;,S;,Yj)}i_,

we estimate the conditional mean functions for z € {0,1} using the Nadaraya-Watson
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estimator with form (line 10):

_ Yo Kn(x = X;)8;(2)
2321 Ky(x —X;)

where Kj,(x) = K(x/h)/h is a multivariate kernel function with bandwidth ~» > 0, and we

, xeR% (15)

Mms,z(X)

define mg . +(x) = 0 if Z;:l Kj(x —X,) = 0. Similarly, the Nadaraya-Watson estimator of
my,.(-) is (line 10):

_ Yo Kin(x = X)V;1(Z; = 2)
i Kn(x = X)) I(Z; = 2)

My ».(X) ., xeR? (16)

where we define My, ;(x) = 0 if 22:1 Ky(x — X;)I(Z; = z) = 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 7, can be estimated via least squares as (line 10):

S 1Y) = Pva(X)} - {8,(2) — s oK) (Z = )

:?Z,t = ~ 2 (17)
S {Si(2) — s (X)) Y I(Z; = 2)
The conditional mean functions and variances can be estimated as (line 11):
//fzz,t(xa S) = mY,z,t(X) o aZ,th,z,t(X) + S(’Z)&z,ta (18)
- L t -
7% = o DAY = 00X, 8) Y 1(Z; = 2). (19)

Zj:l 1(Z; = 2) j=1
The initial allocation at Stage t + 1 is updated as 7;.; according to (9) (line 5). The
adaptive treatment allocation is then obtained by clipping, defined in (20) below, as my,1 =
CLIP (711, Gt41, 1 — (i4+1). 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 7; 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:

T = CLIP(?NTt,Ct, 1-— Ct) = Ct Vv {7~Tt VAN (1 — Ct)}, (20)

where (; = (1/2)-t7" is a clipping threshold with clipping rate n > 0. It projects 7; 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 {; 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 7* 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 7, ! is
critical because otherwise, only probabilistic bounds on 7; ! 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 7r; %, such as 7; ' < 2¢", 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' < o 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 7* := 01/(0¢ + 01) 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:

~ 1 ¢ *

EREIN 1)
where ¢; is defined analogously to ¢; in (11) with sample estimates i, ;—1(X¢, S;) replaced

with their population targets yu.(X;,S;) for z € {0, 1}, and the adaptive treatment alloca-

tion 7; replaced with the oracle treatment allocation 7*, respectively.

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

of the supplementary material, the oracle estimator 7 in (21) has a variance Vi satisfying:
T -Vi=c:=4L(r*) = (00 + 1) + Exs){7(X,S) — 70}°, (22)
where 0§ = (1 — pg)oy.g, 07 = (1 — pi)ov., and (1(:) is defined in (2).

Proposition 1 implies that the oracle estimator 77 achieves the semiparametric efficiency
bound defined in Section 2.2 for any finite 7. Remark 2 below highlights the efficiency

gain from the use of surrogates.

Remark 2. The semiparametric efficiency bound without surrogates takes the form TV =
(oyo + oy1)? + Ex{7(X) — 10}?, where 7(x) := E{Y;(1)|X; = x} — E{Y;(0)|X; = x}, and
Ex(-) denotes the expectation over X ~ X. It can be derived that the efficiency gain from

mcorporating surrogates s

TWN/T*—T-VT*=2<1—\/1—p8\/1—p%)0y,00y71>O, (23)

if and only if p2+p3 > 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 ATFE 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 7r has an asymptotic variance attaining the semiparametric efficiency
bound ¢2 = T - V%, 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 n 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 7y under the asymptotic regime. Let u; := ¢, — 79 with ¢; defined in
(11). By Lemmas S.6 and S.7 of the supplementary material, the sequence {u;}¢~1 forms
a square integrable martingale difference sequence with respect to (w.r.t.) {F;}¢>1, whose
conditional variance converges in probability to ¢2. A plug-in estimator of ¢2 is given by
=T ZtT:l(cbt — 7r)%. We establish the CLT-based asymptotic confidence interval for

7o in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem S.2 hold. Then, as T — o0,
(LG™, US) = (Fr £ Gr®@ (1 — /2)/VT) forms a (1 — «) fized-time confidence inter-

val for Ty, where ®71(-) 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 = {pu : X xS — R} denote the function class containing the conditional mean

functions pq (-, ) and po(+, ). At Stage t, we define the action for ATE estimation as a; =
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(7ey Hot—1, fl14—1) € Fi—1, with action space A < (0,1) x G x G. The realized loss at Stage t is
given by the conditional variance of ¢; under a;, that is ¢(a;) := var(¢¢|a;) = var(¢Fi—1),
where ¢ : A — R-(. Based on the definition of a;, the conditional variance of ¢, 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 7
can then be expressed as the expected average loss TV = IE*){T’1 ZtT:1 l (at)}. The realized
loss can also be decomposed as two parts: £(a;) := €1(m:) + l2(at), where ¢1(m;) denotes the
loss depending on the adaptive treatment allocation as defined in (2), and ¢5(a;) denotes
the estimation loss. As shown in Remark S.1 of the supplementary material, f5(a;) = 0,
with equality if fig;—1 = po and fi1 ;-1 = p1 almost surely. Since ¢4 (m;) = (1 (7*), we further
derive that ¢(a;) = ¢1(7*), where recall that ¢;(7*) is the semiparametric efficiency bound.
This motivates us to define the optimal action a* as a* = (7%, g, i11), the one that leads
to the oracle estimator 7 in (21). Formally, we define the regret and its expectation for a

sequence of actions {a;}[r) respectively as

T

R =) (o) —min ) ((a) =} l(ar) — T(a"),

(24)
ERy =T%- (Vo — Vi) = T?-E(7r — 1) = T2 - E(7 — 70)".

The regret R 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), ERy = 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 ER 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, § =
T28/C8+d) Ty is given by (25), and there exists some constant lmay = €(a*) such that

maxyer) £(a:) < lmax- Then, it holds that

ER; < C\ Ty + Cls o~ 28/(26+d)=3d/(28+d)
e o ) [ ~- J
(1) initialization phase  (II) cumulative loss from adaptive design
+ 56TBW_QB/(25+d)_1Td/(2B+d) + 547T—1Td/(2,3+d) 4 5157T—25/(25+d)—1Td/(25+d)
N — _ N 2= g ,

(III) estimation error of v,  (IV) estimation error of ms.(-) (V) estimation error of my,.(-)

+ 2 lmax — L(a™)y TV 5+

>

(VI) expected regre\tr over the bad event
_ 5(E726/(25+d)73Td/(26+d))’
where 8 measures the smoothness of the conditional mean functions as in Definition S.1 of
the supplementary material, T = 7* A (1 — %), 5’1, 5'4 and 5’5 are positive constants inde-
pendent of & and T, Csro = (logd'T)2, and Csrs = log 6T, 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 T, where
Ty grows polynomially in log7. In practice, T should be chosen as small as possible
while satisfying the lower bound specified in (25) below, so as to obtain a reasonably good

allocation 77,41 at the beginning of the concentration phase. Specifically,

(25)

T —9 20574 (28+d)/B y 160§,T70 1
07 T 02 A 02 A (270200 pB/(25+d)) 2 (2m) i/’

where Cs74 = logd™'T and Csro = \/ loglog T' + log(1/6), with explicit expressions pro-
vided in Section S.2.6.2 of the supplementary material. The impact of choices of T 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 — 24; 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 m, and its ora-
cle counterpart 7*. Terms (III)-(V) arise from the estimation errors of model nuisances
(70, 71), (mso(-),ms1(+)), and (my,(-), my1(-)), respectively; all four terms are of the same
polynomial order in 7', up to a logarithmic factor. For large T" and small 7, Term (IT) dom-
inates, as m;, being adaptively updated, accumulates bias from the upstream estimators
over time. Furthermore, when 7 is sufficiently small, Term (V) further dominates Term
(IV). Intuitively, this is because estimating my. .(-) relies only on data observed under
the corresponding treatment arm up to the current stage, whereas estimating mg,(-) 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 /(a;), commonly adopted in existing literature (e.g., Perchet and Rigollet, 2013; Qian
and Yang, 2016), ensures that the cumulative regret Ry increases at most linearly with 7.
Within our framework, this condition further implies that the conditional variance of ¢,
remains bounded. On the good event with probability at least 1 — 26, we derive a regret
bound of CjT~2/2+4) (Terms (I1)-(V)), where Cs7 depends only logarithmically on §
and T. Consequently, by setting § = T2%/(26+4) 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 K (u) = k- I(||juf, < 1) whenever
Z§‘=1 Kp(X; —x) < EZ?ZI I(|X; — x[lso < h)/h for some small constant k& > 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 K(-) in implementation. Alternatively, one may directly
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use the uniform kernel K(u) = I(Ju|, < 1), which is also employed in the non-asymptotic
analysis of the Nadaraya-Watson estimator (see Theorem 5.2 of Gyorfi et al. (2006)). Let
Nyt = Z§=1 I(Z; = 1) and Ny; = t— Ny for t € [T']. To balance the bias-variance tradeoff,

the kernel bandwidths are selected as follows: hg; = ¢t~ (28+d) for estimating ms..t(-),

N;tl/(wﬂl) for estimating my..(-). Here, ¢, = 1 is a pre-specified or data-

and hy.; = ¢
driven constant. Without loss of generality, we set ¢, = 1 at each stage. In practice, we
may regard [ 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
ERr to a variance-based efficiency metric. Building on the definition of expected regret,
we define the Neyman ratio as vy = (Vp—V3#)/V# =< T-'ERy, 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, ERy = O(x—28/28+d)=37d/28+d)) — o(T). Since ERp = o(T),
the ratio vy 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 ) and the covariate dimension (d) is smaller, but
worsens when treatment probabilities are highly imbalanced (small ).

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 (Xj,S;(0))" € R4 and
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(X7, S:(1))" € R respectively. In this case, the resulting oracle variance still matches
the semiparametric efficiency bound ¢2 = T - V.

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 O(T(@+/28+d+1)) (assuming bounded x), in
contrast to the O(T% @3+ rate established in Theorem 2.

Therefore, treating S¢(0) and S;(1) 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 é(ﬁ ) 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 o/ and [, respectively,
they obtain a regret bound of order O(T"~* + KT'#"). When K = O(logT), this bound
simplifies to 5(T1*"‘/A5/), which aligns with the result established in our Theorem 2, since
o = " =28/(2f+d) 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 O((logT)?). This bound further improves to O(logT) when both (-, ) and
u1(+,+) 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 O(VT)
Noarov et al. (2025) design-based not included IPW fully O(log T)
Neopane et al. (2025a) | superpopulation  not included IPW fully O(logT)
Neopane et al. (2025b) | superpopulation  not included AIPW fully O(log T)
Li et al. (2024) superpopulation included ATPW low switching O(Tlf‘j‘/ + KTl’ﬁl)
Kato et al. (2025) superpopulation included AIPW fully /
SLOACI superpopulation included AIPW fully 0 (7d/(26+d))

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 m; 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 7; 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 7y, € R:
Hy:m9=7g, v.s. Hy:79# Th,.

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
(L, UP) o= (R £ G071 (1 =T 'a/2)/vt) (26)
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for t € [T] ensure type-I error control by rejecting Hy whenever 7y, ¢ (L, UP") for
some t. However, this approach “spends” the type-I error rate evenly across all stages,
resulting in overly conservative tests; large 7" 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 {¢,;};~1 and are therefore not fully leveraging the data structure.
To improve power while maintaining type-I error control, we leverage the martingale
structure of {¢;};>1 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 (Ly, Uy)i=1, centered at the estimators {T;}i=1 with
lower and upper bounds Ly, Uy, ¥t = 1, form a (1 — ) asymptotic confidence sequence for
a sequence of real parameters {T};>1 if there exists a (typically unknown) (1 — «) non-
asymptotic confidence sequence (Et, ﬁt)t>1 for {Ti}i=1, that is, satisfying: (i) P(Vt = 1,7, €

[L,,U) =1 —a; (i) L/L —> 1 a.s. and U,/U, > 1 a.s. as t — oo.

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 > 1, recall that 7, = ¢t~* Z;‘:l ¢;, and ¢ =t Z;Zl(qﬁj —7;)2. Theorem 3 below provides

a construction of an asymptotic (ASY) confidence sequence for 7.

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

R tZo% + 1 5o+ 1
(LtASY7 UtASY> — (Tt + \/tt?T log tT (27)
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forms a (1 — a) asymptotic confidence sequence for q.

Given time t and type-I error rate «, one can choose the parameter o 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 g, and a closed-form

approximation is given by o = 1/{—2loga + log(—2log o + 1)}/(¢3?).

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 ¢ can be chosen as ¢;. Without loss of
generality, we assume that Y;(0),Y;(1) € [0,1] for all ¢t > 1; otherwise, this can be ensured
by a rescaling technique. Accordingly, we also assume that fig:—1(-,), ft1+-1(-,-) € [0,1].
Let ky = {m A (1 — )} ™' + 1. Since m; € F;_1, we have that {k;};~; is a nonnegative and

. ~ 1 —
predictable sequence. Define &, = kﬁp £ 1= (ﬁ Z§:1 j> N &= (% Z;zl fj) A

1
ki+1°

Then &; is the reweighted reward, and EH and &, are the average reweighted reward
with truncation which serve as estimates of the mean of {£;}>1.
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 Y;(0),
Yi(1), fto4—1(-,-), fae—1(-,-) € [0,1] for allt = 1. For a given a € (0, 1), define the sequence

{/\a,t}t21 as

W[ 2leg(tja) o, NP
! D2 tlog(1+1t) 7 t+1 ’

where c € (0,1) is some truncation parameter, and v3 is some pre-specified parameter that

can be thought of as a prior guess for the variance of {§;}1=1. Then,

t i1 Aag N log(1/a) + tZﬁ-_l(ﬁj - 51—1)2¢E()\a,j)> (28)
21 Aay/ (ki + 1) 21 Aay/(kj + 1)
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forms a (1—«) non-asymptotic confidence sequence for 1y, where Yp(A) := —log(1—X)—A.

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 ¢; at each
stage, and then apply Ville’s inequality to guarantee the coverage of a non-asymptotic
confidence sequence for the mean reward 79 = E(¢¢|F;_1). In Theorem 4, D? serves as an
estimate of the variance of {{;};>1. The predictable truncation parameter k; is central to
maintaining the validity of the confidence sequence: it, together with the function ¥ g(-),
guarantees the construction of a valid supermartingale. A, ; is a tuning parameter, and
(&; —§j_1)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
k, = ;' — oo, our method determines k, in a fully data-driven manner. By Proposition S.1
of the supplementary material, k; converges in probability to 77! + 1 as t — o0, providing
an automatic and stable calibration mechanism. Following Remark 2 of Waudby-Smith
et al. (2024), a larger k; increases variance adaptivity—enhancing robustness to model
misspecification—but also yields wider confidence sequences at early stages. Consequently,
when 7 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 (L;, U;)i=1, the experimenter rejects H, once there
exists a Stage t such that 7y, ¢ (L U;). 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 ¥ := min{t >
to : T, ¢ (Ly, Up)}, where to 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-1 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 7 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 7, 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 Y;(1) and Y;(0) denote the potential outcomes for third-grade student ¢, 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 X; 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 D; and an inference dataset D
with 1523 and 2000 observations, respectively. For ¢t € Dy, we use the observed Y;(0) and
Y;(1) as dependent variables and the nine available independent variables!, denoted by )Nit,
to train two separate random forest models fo() and fl() Then, the synthetic surrogates
are constructed as S;(0) = J%(Xt) and Si(1) = fl(fit) for all t € Dy U Dy. We assume that
(X4, S:(0), S¢(1),Y:(0), Y(1)) 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

ncluding 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 X;.
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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 € {0, 1},
Yi2)] (Xe, Si(2)) ~ N (03X, + peovaos (S(2) — af.X0), (1 =)o ).

(i) Using the training dataset {(X¢, Z;, Yz, S¢(0), S¢(1)) }iep, , we fit Model (4) and obtain

the estimators Qy,., Qs., 0y, 05, and p, for each z € {0, 1}.

(ii) For each t € Dy, if Y;(0) is missing, then it is imputed as Y;(0) = ay(X; +
,518;/718;71 (Sp(1)—0eg o Xy ) +e:(0), where £4(0) is independently sampled from N (0, (1—

P8)0%1). If Yy(1) 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
m = 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 {(Y;(0), Y;(1))}iep,, where counterfactual outcomes are imputed by their condition
means without randomness, leading to 75 = 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 n = 0.25,
To = b7, = 0,ty = 100,c = 0.5,12 = 1, and Eo = (. The nominal type-I error rate is

fixed at a = 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.

(A) batch size = 400 (B) batch size = 400
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I 1.00
e
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&
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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) 9755 (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 T, 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 Ty 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 €; and a sub-Gaussian random variable €5, denote

the corresponding sub-exponential norm by |1y, and the sub-Gaussian norm by [a]|y,-

) )

For a set A, we use A° to denote its complement. The symbols ‘—,’, ‘=, and ‘—,.
mean convergence in probability, in distribution and almost surely, respectively. For ran-
dom variables X and Y, X 1 Y denotes that X and Y are independent. For z € R, we

use [z] and |z| as the ceiling and floor functions of z, 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) (X;,S¢(0),S:(1), Y:(0), Y¢(1)) is
independently and identically drawn from the same superpopulation for each Stage t. (iii)

(Unconfoundedness) (S¢(0),S¢(1), Y:(0), Yi(1)) 1L Z4| Xy, Fiq. (iv) (Positivity) 0 < mp < 1.



We next show that our proposed adaptive AIPW estimator 7 in Section 2.4 asymp-

totically attains the semiparametric efficiency bound.

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

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

1 G [0 od
TV = D E| 2+ 2 4+ Exg){7(X,S) - n}?

Tt 1 — Tt

1—7Tt

E(xt,st) [{Ml(Xta St) - ﬁl,t—l(Xta St)}2|]:t—1]

t

+

E(xt,st)[{/ﬁo(xm S¢) — ﬁo,t—l(Xt; St)}2|~7:t—1]

1—m

+ 2B, 0 [0 (X0, 80) = fine1 (Ko, 80) Hpto (X1, 82) = fio1 (Ko SO HFia] |
Let u; := ¢y — 1o with ¢, defined in (11). Leveraging the property that {u;};>; forms a
square integrable martingale difference sequence w.r.t. {F;};>1, we derive the theoretical
properties of 7r 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 Holder class, denoted by (5, L)

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

(2009)).

Definition S.1. Let § and L be two positive numbers. The Holder class (3, L) is defined
as the set of k = |B] times differentiable functions m(-) : R — R whose derivative m®(.)

satisfies [m®) (x) — m® (x')| < L|x — x'[|?~* vx,x" e R%.
We need some additional conditions for the theoretical results.

Condition S.2. The conditional mean functions myo(-), my1(-), mso(-) and mg1(-) belong

to the function class X(B, L) for some 0 < 5 < 1.

Condition S.3. The covariate domain X is a compact set. The distribution of X, is
dominated by the Lebesque measure, with a continuous density p(x) uniformly bounded

above and away from zero on X, i.e., ¢ < p(x) < ¢ for some positive constants ¢ < €.



Condition S.4. The multivariate kernel function satisfies: (i) K(x) = 0 for |x]|o > 1,
and there exists some constant k > 0 such that 0 < K(x) < k,Vx € R%; (i) there exists

some constant k > 0 such that | K (x) — K(x')| < k|x — x|, Vx,x € R%

Condition S.5. The model errors {ey(z)} and {es:(2)} for z € {0,1} satisfy that: (i)
there exist constants vy,.,vs. > 0 such that E{exp (Aey,(2))| X} < exp(vi . A?/2) and
Efexp (Aegy(2))| Xe} < exp(vg A?/2) for allt = 1 and X € R; (ii) there exist constants

Ky, Kg > 0 such that |ey(2) |y, < Ky and |egi(2)|y, < Kg for allt > 1.

Condition S.2 is adopted in Tsybakov (2009); Perchet and Rigollet (2013), and corre-
sponds to Lipschitz continuity when § = 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 ~q
and 7y, 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
K(x) : RY — 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 L? convergence of the
Nadaraya-Watson regression, a finite second moment condition would already suffice.

For each z € {0,1}, to implement the Nadaraya-Watson regressions, the bandwidths
are selected as hg., = c;t /% for estimating g, (), and hy., = chN;tl/” for estimating

Mmy,.+(-). Here, we assume x > 2d to ensure the uniform consistency of the Nadaraya-



Watson regressions (Qian and Yang, 2016). To balance the bias-variance tradeoff, we take
k=20+dwhen d < 203, and kK = 2d + € with a sufficiently small positive constant ¢ when

d=>2p3.
Proposition S.1. Under Conditions S.1-S.5, it holds that my —, ©* ast — co.

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
M, > 0 such that max.eqo1y | V24| < M, almost surely fort = 1. Then, it holds that: (i) the
proposed estimator Tr defined in (10) is strongly consistent; (ii) moreover, if the clipping

rate satisfies 0 < n < 28/(20 + k), then Tr is asymptotically normal:
VT (Fr — 1) =a N(0,62),
as T — o0, where ¢2 is defined in (22).

Theorem S.2 shows that our proposed estimator 77 has an asymptotic variance attaining
the semiparametric efficiency bound ¢ = T - V;%, 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 m; 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 |m — 7% = 5p(t*2ﬁ/(2f8+d)); See Lemma S.14 below. For in-
finitely differentiable conditional mean functions with § — oo, the convergence rate be-
comes |m; — | = 61,(25*1/2), which aligns with Lemma 4.2 of Neopane et al. (2025a) who

studied a simplified model without covariates.



S.2 Proofs of theoretical results

S.2.1 Proof of Theorem S.1

Recall that 7p = T—1 Zthl ¢y, and u; = ¢ — 19. We first show the conditional mean and

conditional variance of u; given the history F;_;.

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

E(u| Fi—1) = 0; (i) the conditional variance of u; satisfies that

2 2
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Proof. (i) By the definitions of ¢; in (11) and m = P(Z; = 1|F_1), and the iterated

expectation we can show that
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E(Ut’ft—l) = ]E(xt,st){E(@’E—l,Xt, St)} —To = E(Xt,st){T(Xt, St)} — 70 =0.



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

1(Z = DYy — 1 (Xe, 80} 1(Z = 0){Ys — Fo4-1(Xs, S¢)}

U =
Tt 1 — Tt

+ (X, S¢) — i0(X¢, S¢) — 70
:I(Zt = DYy — (X, 8y)}  {1(Z = 1) —mi} - {pa (X, Sp) — 1101 (Xe, Se) }

Tt + Tt
_ 1(Zy = 0){Y; — po(X+, Se) } . {1(Zi =0) =1+ m}  {po(Xe, St) — fo—1(Xy, Se)}
1-— Tt 1- Tt

+ {11(Xe, Se) — p10(X¢, St) — 7o}

=2R17t + RQ’t + RS,t + R47t + R5’t.
Then, it can be respectively shown that:
(a) B(R} | Fio1) = 1 'Egx, s [E{(Ya(1) — 11 (Xs, S¢))?[Xs, Se}| = 7, Lot
(b) E(R3 | Fi-1) = 7 *(me — 7)) B0 {101 (X, St) — i -1 (X, Si) [ Fi1]
=1, ' (1= m)Ex,.s0[{mm(Xe, 8¢) — fire—1 (X, So) 2| Fia ]
(¢) E(R3 | Fi1) = (1= 7m) "Eex, 80 [E{(Y2(0) — p0(Xy,80))* (X1, Se}] = (1 = m) a5
(d) E(R | Fim1) = (1 — m) 2 (m — 1) Ex,.s0 [ {10(Xe, S¢) — fo—1 (X, Se) 1| Fia |
(

= (1 - 7Tt)71771t1[‘3(xt,st)[{,Uo X, St) ﬁO,t—l(Xb St)}2|-7:t—1]-

(e) E(RZ,|Fi-1) = Ex g){7(X,8) — 7o},

(£) E(R1tRop|Fi-1) = 0 and E(R1 Ry Fim1) = 0 by E{Y;(1) — p1 (X, S¢)[ X4, S¢} = 0.

(8) E(RstRot|Fi—1) = 0 and E(R3 1 Ras|Fi1) = 0 by E{Y;(0) — p10(X¢, S¢)| X4, S} = 0.

(h) E(RyR34|Fi—1) = 0 by P{I(Z, = 1)I(Z; = 0)| F,_1} = 0.

(1) E(R5 Ry 4| Fi-1) = 0, E(R5 1 Rot|Fio1) = 0,E(R5:Rs¢|Fi—1) = 0, and E(R5 Ry | Fi—1) =

0 by E(Xt,sz){ﬂl(Xn S¢) — po(Xy, S¢) — 10} = 0.
(m) E(R2,tR4,t|]:t—1) = {Wt(l—ﬁt)}717Tt(1—7Tt)E(Xt,St) [{M1(Xt7 St)—ﬁl,t—1(Xt, St)}{MO(Xt, St)_

Hot—1 (X, St)}|ft71] = Ex,.s1) [{,Ul (X, Se)—fin,e-1(Xe, Se) Ho(Xe, St) — o, -1 (X, St)}|ft71]-



Combining above, we have

2 2
07 09

+ E(XS){T(X, S) — T0}2

Tt 1 — Tt

E(Xt,St) [{Ml(Xt> St) - ,al,t—l(Xta St)}2|]'_t—1]

1—7Tt

s’

+

Ex, 50 [{#0(Xs, St) — floi—1 (X, S) 1| Fioi |

1-— Tt
+ 2E(X¢,St) [{Ml(Xtu St) - ,al,tfl<Xt7 St)}{u()(Xtu St) - :ao,t71<Xt7 St>}|ft71:|-

which is the desired result. ]

Remark S.1. From the proof above, we have
l(ar) = E(R3,|Fio1) + E(R} | Fi1) + 2B(Roy Ray|Fio1) = E{(Roy + Ruy)*|Fi-1} = 0,

where lo(ar) is defined in Section 3.2. If fiog—1 = pro and fli4—1 = p a.s., then Roy =

Ryy =0 a.s., which further implies that ¢2(a;) = 0.

Now we are ready to show Theorem S.1.

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

E(7r) = T7' Y E{E(¢| Fic1)} = 70,

which implies that 7 is unbiased.

S=

(ii) For the variance, note that T-Vp = T'E(>,_  u? +2 >, P usus). Since uy € Fpy

for s < t, by iterated expectations, it can be shown that
E(uius) = E{usE(w|Fiq)} =0, Vs <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 fiy;—q1(-,-) =

:U’1<’7 ')7ﬁO,t—1<'7 ) = MO(’a ')7 and T = ¥ fOI' te [T]



S.2.3 Proof of Proposition S.1

Lemma S.2. Suppose that Conditions S.1-S.4 hold. Recall that Ny, = 22:1 I(Z; = 1)

and Noy =t — Ny14. Then, we have Ny; = Q(t'7") a.s., and Ny, = Q') a.s.

Proof. Note that Ny = 22':1 I(Z; = 1), where P(Z; = 1|F;—1) = m. Define the event & =
{Nis < Z;:l 7;/2}. By using Lemma S.10(i) below, we have P(€;) < exp (—32;21 7;/28).
Since m; = (1/2) - j~7 for each j > 1 by (20), it can be shown that 2221 ;= Ot ).
Then, it can be seen that Y. P(€;) < oo, which implies that Ny, = Q(t'7") a.s. by
Borel-Cantelli Lemma. By using similar arguments, we can show that Ny, = Q(t'7") a.s.,

by noticing that m; <1 —(1/2)- ;57" for each j > 1. O
Lemma S.3. Suppose that Conditions S.1-S.4 hold. Then,

E(Xt+17st+l)[{u’2(Xt+17 St+1) - ﬁz,t(XHl, St+1)}2|]:t] = Op(Nz_,tZB/H)
for each z € {0, 1}.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we only prove the case z = 0. By the definition of iy,
n (18)> we have ﬁo,t(XtH, St+1) - Mo(Xt+1, St+1) = mY,O,t(Xt-i-l) - mY,o(Xt+1) + {St+1(0) -

ms0(Xe+1) Yo —70) Tr0{ms,0 (X 1) =50, (X 1)} (Yo—To, ) {705,0,6 (K1) —1m5,0 (X 41) -
This implies that
E X, 1,800 [{110(Xet1, St41) — o (Xeg1, See1) }| F]
<AGEx,, [{Ms04(Xi1) — miso(Xiesr) }2 | F] S1)
+4(F0 — 70)°Exs [{s,04(Xis1) — miso(Xes1) V| F]

+4Ex, ., [{T/le,O,t(Xt+1) - my,o(Xt+1)}2|~7:t] + 40%,0(%,t —70)%.
By applying Proposition 1.13 of Tsybakov (2009) or Theorem 5.2 of Gyorfi 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 Mg, independent of ¢ and hgg,

such that

E lj {Ms0.4(x) — mgo(x)}2dx| < MS<h§,ﬁo7t + t’lh;‘é’t). (S.2)
X
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Then, it follows from Condition S.3 and the Markov inequality that Ex, ., [{ﬁlgvo,t(XHl) —
mso(Xer1) 2 F] = Op(hiy +t thgh ). Similarly, Ex,., [{fy0(Xer1)—myo(Xen) 12 F] =

Op(hff 0.+ T No, tlh;7‘é7t). These results further imply that

Ext+1 [{T/ﬁS,O,t(XtJrl) - mgyo(XtJrl)}ﬂf}/] = Op(t*2ﬁ/'f)’

Bx,,, [{fvos(Xes1) = myo(Xeen) I F] = Op(No™),

since we set hgo; = t=1/5 and hyo:+ = N(Itl/ﬁ with x > 2d, and in particular, xk = 26 + d
when d < 20.

For the linear coefficient 7y, for each j € Go; = {j € [t] : Z; = 0}, denote }7] =
Yi—iy04(X;), 85(0) = S5(0) =g 04(X;), evi0(X;) = v 0,0(X;)=mvo(X;), and eg0(X;) =
ms0.(X;) — mgo(X;), where we omit the subscript ¢ for simplicity. By the definition of
Aot in (17), it follows that
Secin, fes0(Xy) +€54(0)}5(0) e, Si(0){evo(X,) + eso(X,)70)

S jecio, S3(0) Yo, S2(0) '

Noticing that var{es,(0)|X,} = 0%, > 0, we have Ny /3. ¢ . gf(O) bounded away from

%,t — 7% =

zero with probability tending to 1 by the Weak Law of Large Numbers. By Condi-
tion S.3 and (S.2), Eego(X;) = O(t™2%/%) for cach j € [t], which, together with the
Markov inequality, implies that Ny, Y. jeGo., €5.0(X;)g;(0) = O,(t=#/%). Furthermore, since
E{es,;(0)g;(0)| X} = 0 and E{e% ;(0)e3(0)[ X} = 0§ 405 < o0, we have No ' 3., €5,1(0)e;(0) =
Op(Ny. tl/ 2) by the Central Limit Theorem. Thus, we have shown that the numerator of the
first term in the decomposition above satisfies that Ny gy A€s0(Xj) + €5,5(0)}g;(0) =
Op(N(;tﬁ/H), where we also used the fact that t > Ny, and x > 2. Similar arguments can
apply to the second term of the decomposition. Thus, [Yo: — Y| = Op(N(;f/”).

Combining above, we have Ex, ., s,.1)[{#t0(Xe41, Sea1) = Fos (Xes1, Sex1) 2 Fe] = Op(N(;f’B/”)

by (S.1). The proof is completed. O

Now we are ready to show Proposition S.1. We first show that 65 , —, 0§ and 67, —, o}



as t — 0. Recall that Go; = {j € [t] : Z; = 0}. By (19), it follows that

UOt: Z {Y; — o (X )}

JGGOt
=~ Z {;(0 }2+— > R0a(X5,85) — 10(X5,85))°
]GGOt OtJGGOt
+ Z {Y;(0) — po(X;, 8;) Ho(X;, S5) — floe (X5, S;)}
JEGOt

ZZRLt + R27t + R37t.

Note that £;(0) = Y;(0) — po(X;,S;) and var{e;(0)|X;,S;} = of. By Condition S.1
and Lemma S.2, it follows from the SLLN for i.i.d. random variables that }N%Lt —as Op
as t — oo. For the second term: (i) since thgf ,/logt — oo and Conditions S.2-S.5 hold,
Theorem 1 of Qian and Yang (2016) implies that supxcg |7s,0+(X) — mso(x)| = 0,(1); (ii)
likewise, combined with Lemma S.2, supxeg [y 04(X) — myo(x)| = 0,(1); (iii) [For — 70| =
Op(N(;f/”) follows from the proof of Lemma S.3; (iv) maxjeg,, €5,(0) = Op(log No;) by
Condition S.5. Combining above, using the decomposition similar to (S.1), we can show
that §27t = 0,(1). The third term can be proved that }Aég,t = 0,(1) by using the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. Thus, 63, —, of as t — oo. The second argument 57, —, o as
t — o can be proved in a similar manner. Moreover, it can be seen that 7, —, 7;. By the
definitions of the Neyman allocation and the initial allocation, that 7* = o1 /(01 + 0¢) and
Tt = 014-1/(014-1 + 004—1), we can immediately obtain that m; —, 7 as ¢ — oo by using

the Continuous Mapping Theorem.

S.2.4 Proof of Theorem S.2

The strong consistency of the proposed estimator 7p = T} ZtT:1 ¢; 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 { X, }i=1 be a martingale sequence w.r.t. filtration {F;};=1. Forl<p<2,n'>' X, —

0 as n — o0 almost surely on the set { 3,2 t PE(|X;[P|Fi1) < o0}
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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 = 1, let {S, ;}1<i<k, be
a square integrable martingale sequence w.r.t. filtration {F, ;}1<i<k, with corresponding
martingale difference X, ; = Sp; — Sni—1 and conditional variance afm = ]E(Xfl’i|.7-"nyi_1).
Assume that: (i) Y or; —p 0° asn — oo for some 0® > 0; and (i) the conditional

Lindeberg condition holds, that is, Ye > 0, 35" E{X2,I(| Xns| > €)|Fi—1} —p 0 as n — 0.

Then, Spr, —a N (0,0%) as n — .
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, {u}i=1 forms a

square integrable martingale difference sequence w.r.t. {Fi}i=1-

Proof. By Lemma S.1(i), we have E(us|F;_;) = 0. It suffices to show that E(u?) < oo. Note
that m, = (1/2)-¢7", 1—m; = (1/2)-¢t7" by CLIP defined in (20). Combining (S.1) and (S.2),
Condition S.3, and the almost surely boundedness of 7, ;1 as assumed in Theorem S.2, we
obtain that there exists some constant M, > 0 such that E{yu,(X;,S;) — fi.,—1(X¢, S¢)}? <
M, for allt > 1 and each z € {0, 1}. Together with Lemma S.1, these imply that E(u}) < oo,

which completes the proof. ]

Lemma S.7. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem S.2 hold. Then, E(u?|F;—1) —, <2

as t — oo, where <2 is defined in (22).

Proof. By Proposition S.1 and the Continuous Mapping Theorem, we have

‘7% ‘7(2) 2 ‘7% 0(2) 2 2
— + + E(X,s){T<X, S) — 7'0} —p — + + E(X’S){T(X, S) — ’7'0} = G,
w1 —m T 1 —*

as t — o0. Then, define Ry, = E(u?|F 1) — m; to? — (1 —m) o2 — Exs){7(X,S) — 102,

which corresponds to the sum of the last three terms in the decomposition of E(u?|F;_;)
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as given in Lemma S.1(ii). It follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that
~ 1 .
Ry, <;E(xt,st)[{M1(Xt, St) — fire—1(Xe, Se) 12| Fiei |
t
1
1— Tt

=0, (1" - Ny 22l) + Oy (8" - Ny 271

_l’_

E(Xt,St) [{MO(X:&, St) - ﬁo,t—1(Xt, St)}z‘]:t—l]

=0, (t"207I%) = 0,(1),

where the second line follows from CLIP such that 7, > (1/2) -¢t™", 1 —m = (1/2) -t
and Lemma S.3, and the third line follows from Lemma S.2 and the assumption n <
283/(23+ k). Combining above, it follows that E(u?|F;_1) —, ¢Z as t — o0, which completes

the proof. O

Now we are ready to show Theorem S.2.

(i) By Lemma S.6, {u;};>1 forms a square integrable martingale difference sequence w.r.t.
{Fi}i=1. By using Lemma S.8(i) below with # = 0, there exists some constant M, >
0 such that E(u?|F;_;) < M,t"logt almost surely. Then, since n < 1, it follows that
Yo t2E(u?|Fi—1) < 0 a.s. By using the SLLN for martingale differences in Lemma S.4,
71 ZtT:1 U —q.s. 0, which implies that 7p —,, 79 as T — 0.

(i) To show 7p — 19 = T ! Zthl uy is asymptotically normal, we apply the Martingale
Central Limit Theorem in Lemma S.5. Let Vi, = var(T~Y2w|F, 1) = T7'E(u2|F_y).
Following similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2 in Cook et al. (2024), we can
show that E(u?|F;_1) is uniformly integrable. Together with the result E(u?|F;_1) —, ¢Z as
t — oo from Lemma S.7, this implies that E(u}|F,—1) — ¢Zin L', i.e., E|E(u}|F—1)—s2| — 0

as t — . By the Markov inequality and Toeplitz Lemma, for any J > 0,
T - ) )
E|E(u3|F,_1) —
P (’ZVTJ - > 5) < D1 ‘ (ug | Fi1) C*‘ B
t=1

TS - O<1)?
which leads to the desired results that ZtT:1 Vig —p 2 as T — .

Therefore, it suffices to verify the conditional Lindeberg condition, namely, that for

any ¢ > 0, we have 7' 3. B{u2I(ju;| > ev/T)|Fi_1} —p 0 as T — co. To see this, define

12



bri: = u2I(|u;| > ev/T). According to the proof of Lemma S.6, we have E{u.(X;,S;) —
foi-1(X,Si)}? = O(1) for each z € {0,1}. It follows from the Markov inequality that,
for each t € [T], P(|u/| > eVT) < E(u?)/(e?T) — 0 as T — oo, since 7;* < 2t and
(1—m)~! < 2t". This further implies that by, = 0,(1) for each ¢ € [T']. Since by; < u? and
E(u?) < 0, it follows from the Dominated Convergence Theorem that limz_,., E(br,) =

E(limy_ br:) = 0. By the Markov inequality and Toeplitz Lemma, for any ¢ > 0,

P {T_l iE(bT,tLFt—l) > 5} Zt 1T(S(th) = 0(1)

Thus, the conditional Lindeberg condition holds, which further implies that v/T'(Tp—7y) —q4

N(0,2) as T — co. 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 6 = 0
there exists some constant M, > 0 such that E(|us**?|Fi_1) < M t"*9 (logt)'+9/2 q.s.;

(i) for 6 > 2n/(1 — 2n), it follows that .;°  t Y 0PE(jus|* 0| Fi1) < o0 a.s.

Proof. (i) Since sub-Gaussian random variables have finite moments of all orders, by Con-
dition S.5, there exists some constant M. > 0 such that E{|e;(2)[**?|X;, S;(z)} < M. and

E{les:(2)]*™|X;} < M. for all ¢ > 1 and each z € {0,1}. By the definition of ¢;, we have

4, im [I(Zt = D{Y; — (X0, 80} I(Z = 0){Y; — po(X4, S0)}

Tt 1—7Tt

N [I(Zt = DX, Sy) — 1 (X, So)}— 1(Z = 0){po(Xs, S1) — Fios—1 (X, St)}]

Uy; 1 — Tt

+ [l1-1(Xe, Sp) = fio,i-1(Xe, S¢)]
zzﬁ&t + fi&t + ]SLH.
Noticing that |[I(Z; = 2){YV; — p.(X¢, Se) 20 = 1(Z; = 2)|e4(2)**?, it follows from Condi-
tion S.1(iii) and the fact 7, = P(Z; = 1|F;_1) that

E{‘é‘t |2+0|Xt,5't } E{|€ |2+0|Xt75t( )}

< 22+0M tn(1+9)
7Tt1+0 (1 _ 7Tt)1+0 €

E(| Rsd**| Fien) <
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almost surely. For the second term }N%&t, considering that the Nadaraya-Watson estimator

in (15), it follows that, for each z € {0,1} and any x € X,

_ 23;11 Kh(X — Xj){mS,z(Xj) - mS,z(X>} n 22;11 Kh(x - Xj)gsyj (Z) ‘

mS,z,t—1<X> _mS,z (X) — —
S Kn(x = X;) S Kn(x — X))
If Z;=1 Kp(x —X;) = 0, then |Mmg,;—1(x) — ms.(X)| < supxer |Mms:(x)] < 0 by Condi-

tions S.2 and S.3. If 22:1 Kj(x — X;) > 0, then by Conditions S.2 and S.4(i), we have

Yoy Kn(x = Xj){ms.(X;) — ms.(x)}
22:1 Kip(x = Xj)

< \/Eth,z,tfl :

By the sub-Gaussian tail conditions in Condition S.5, there exists some constant M > 0

such that max;j<; 1 |5,(2)[*7 < M!(logt)'+%2 almost surely. Combining above,

Ext{‘mS,z,tfl(Xt) - mS,z(Xt)|2+9‘}—t71}

< sup |mS,z(X)|2+6 + 21+0(\/ath,z,tfl)2+9 + 21+9ME/(log t)1+9/2
XeX

almost surely. Similar arguments apply to ]Ext{]ﬁzy%t_l(Xt) — myyz(Xt)P*@\}"t_l}. Thus,
using the decomposition in (S.1) together with the almost surely boundedness of 7,1
as assumed in Theorem S.2, we obtain that there exists some constant ML > (0 such
that E(|}~%67t|2+9|]-}_1) < M0 (log £) 149/ almost surely. For the third term }N%m, using
the basic inequality that (a + b)? < 2P~ 1(a? 4+ 0P) for a,b > 0 and p > 1, we have that
E|p. (X, So) 20 < 21+9E|mY,z(Xt)|2+0+21+0|’72|2+9E{|5S,t(2>‘2+9|Xt} < 219 Supye v |mY,z(X)|2+9+
21+0|,|2+0 M, is uniformly bounded, which further demonstrates that E(| Ry |2 F,_1) <
21+9E{|ﬁz,t—1(xta St) — = (X, St)|2+9|~7:t—1} + 2R | (X, Sp) P < Mj;(log t)1+¢/2 almost
surely for some M} > 0. Combining above, there exists some constant M, > 0 such that
E(|u |70 Fi_1) < M0+ (1og t)'+92 almost surely.

(ii) Using the result in part (i), there exists some constant M, > 0 such that

0 21+€7_02+0 + 21+9E(|¢t|2+0|ﬂ_1)
$1+6/2

i B (Jus| ) Fon

) <
$1+6/2 =
t

t=1 =1

0
<M; Z tn(1+9)—1—9/2(10g t)1+9/2 < o0
t=1

almost surely, since n < /(2 + 26). The proof is completed. O
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Now we are ready to show Theorem 1. Let v; := u? — E(u?|F;_1) € F;. Noticing that
E(vs|F;—1) = 0 and E|v;| < 2E(u?) < o0 by Lemma S.6, we have {v;};>; forms a martingale

difference sequence w.r.t. {F;};>1. By the definition of &, it follows that

4 1
gT:TZ ¢t—TT :T

1=

1y .
(¢t — 7o+ 70— 1) = fzu? — (Fr — 7)™
t=1

By Theorem S.2, we have 7p —,.. 7o, and \/T'(7r — 79) —q N(0,¢2). Then, it suffices to
show that 7' u? —, ¢2 as T — . By the proof of Theorem S.2 above, it is seen
that 77" 3, E(uf|For) —p <.

Therefore, it suffices to show that 7! Zthl v? —, 0. To see this, we apply the SLLN
for martingale differences in Lemma S.4 to show a stronger result, that 7137 v —, . 0.
By Jensen’s inequality, E(|ve|"*2|F,_1) < E(|w|*™?|Fir) + E{|E(u}|Fmn) T2 Fis } <
2E (|ug|?*?| F;_1) a.s, where @ is specified in Lemma S.8(ii). Then, it follows from Lemma S.8

that

i E(lv] "2 ) _ i 2B (0| Fiy)

t1+6/2
t=1 t=1

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 ER .

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 ¢ = 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 {F,};>1 is an increasing filtration of o-fields. For each j = 1, let

g; be an Fji1-measurable, random variable satisfying E(e;|F;) = 0, and let Z; be an F;-
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measurable random variable with |Z;| < M almost surely. If there exists constant v > 0

such that for all j =1 and X € R, E{exp()\e;)|F;} < exp(v?\?/2), then for every e > 0,

P iZ > < _n—€2
P j€5 = NE | & €XpP M2 02 .

Lemma S.10. Suppose {F,};=1 is an increasing filtration of o-fields. For each j > 1, let
W; be an Fj-measurable Bernoulli random variable with P(W; = 1|F;_1) = p; for some
0 <p; <1. Then, we have

(i) P(Z] RS Z _1pi/2) <exp (- 322’:1%’/28)5

(7) with probability at least 1 — 6, ’ 23:1 W; — Z;lej\ < Cs40V/t holds for all t = 1, where

Csi0 = 0.854/loglogt + 0.721log(5.2/0).

Lemma S.11. (Lemma 2.8.6 of Vershynin (2025)) If X and Y are sub-Gaussian, then

XY is sub-exponential, and | XY |y, = [ X |y | Y ] s

Lemma S.12. (Proposition 4.2 of Zhang and Chen (2020)) Let {;};>1 be independent,
mean zero, sub-exponential random wvariables. If there exists constant K > 0 such that
lejllyy < K for all j = 1. Then for every ¢ > 0,

& net  ne
P(;sj >ne> <exp{— (m A E)}

We first derive the deviation inequality for the Nadaraya-Watson estimator. Suppose
that Y; = m(X;) +¢; for j > 1. Let m,(x) = 27, Kn(x—X;)Y;/ 37, Kin(x—X;) be the
Nadaraya-Watson estimator of m(x) for a given x, where Kj(x —X;) = K{(x—X;)/h}/h.
We impose the following conditions.

(C1): {X,} are i.i.d. with support contained in a compact set X = R%. The distribution
of X; is dominated by the Lebesgue measure, with a continuous density p(x) uniformly
bounded above and away from zero on X i.e., ¢ < p(x) < ¢ for some positive constants
c<C.

(C2): The function m(-) € X(3, L) for some 0 < 8 < 1 (Cf. Definition S.1).

(C3): The model errors {e,} satisfy that E(¢;|X;) = 0, and there exists constant v > 0

16



such that E{exp(\e;)|X;} < exp(v?A?/2) for all X € R.

(C4): The multivariate kernel function satisfies K(x) = 0 for |x|, > 1, and there exists
some constant k > 0 such that 0 < K (x) < k, ¥x € R%. Moreover, K(-) is replaced with the
uniform kernel K'(u) = k-I(|uf, < 1) whenever 7| Kp(x—X;) <k [(|[x =X <

h)/h for some small constant k& > 0.

Proposition S.2. Suppose that Conditions (C1)-(C4) hold. For a given x € X and every

small € > v/dLh?, we have

24k2cnhd(e — /dLhP)? )

k20?2

Proof. Define m,,(x) = 77| Kn(x —X;)m(X;)/ 27_ Kn(x—X;), and B, (x) = [{j € [n] :
Ix —X;|oo < h}|. Note that for each z € RY, [m,(x) — m(x)| < [m,(x) — m(x)] + [ (x) —
my,(x)|. For the first term, by Condition (C2),

21 Kn(x — X5){m(X;) — m(x)}
Z?:l Ku(x —X;)

<VALWI{B,(x) = 1} + |m(x)| - I{B,(x) = 0}.

[mn(x) = m(x)] =

(S.3)

For the second term, by Condition (C4),
<

< EBi(X)j;K(X _hXj>€j :

Note that there are B, (x) nonzero terms in 3}7_, K{(x — X;)/h}e;. Then, by Lemma S.9

) )| | S Ko = X = (X))
g S Ex - X))

and Conditions (C3)—(C4),

x) k(e — )2
P (| (x) — my(x)| = € — \/3Lh’3|{Xj}je[n]) < 2exp <—Bn( )k <7 VALIY) ) , (S4)

2k20?
where P(:|{X} je[»]) denotes the conditional probability given {X;} c(»- By Condition (C1),

P(|x — X;|lo < h) = c(2h)? for j € [n], which together with Lemma S.10(i) implies that

P(Bn(x) < 9"(2h)d) < exp (—M) . (S.5)

2 28
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Thus, we have

P(Jn, (x) —m(x)| = €)

cn(2h)? ~ cn(2h)?
<P(Ba(x) < 557 )+ P(Iin(x) = m(x)| > ¢, Bu(x) > 22 )
d d

< exp (—M> + P(\ﬁzn(x) — my(x)| =€ — VdALR? | B, (x) > cn(2h) )

28 2

3cn(2h)4 27k cnh(e — v/dLhP)?

< exp (_2—8> + 2exp (— 122

dp2 . pd(, 82
<Sexp (_QEgnh (_6 VdLhP) )7

k2v?

where the second inequality follows from (S.3) and (S.4), and the third inequality follows

from (S.5). The proof is completed. O

Next, we provide the deviation inequalities for the estimations of v, and the conditional

variance of ;(z) for z € {0,1} in Model (5). For simplicity, we suppose
Yj = my(X;) —yms(X;) + 75 + &5 = w(X;,5) + &5, 7= 1,

where Y; = my (X;) +ey,;, 55 = ms(X;) +eg;, and (X, ;) = my (X;) —yms(X;) +75;.
Assume that {ey;} and {eg;} satisfy Condition (C3) with positive constants vy and vg,
respectively. Additional, we impose the following conditions.

(C5): var(es;|X;) = 0%, E(gjles;) = 0,var(gjles;) = o2, and there exist constants
Ky, Kg > 0 such that [ey |y, < Ky and |egly, < Kg for all j > 1.

(C6): Let my,(-) and Mg, (-) be some estimators of my (-) and mg(-), with sample sizes
n and n', respectively. For each given x and every small €1, €3 > 0, P(|My ,(x) — my (x)| =

€1) < O1p(€1), and P(|mg . (x) — mg(x)| = €2) < dopr(€2).

Proposition S.3. Suppose that Conditions (C5)-(C6) hold.
(i) Let An = 33 {Y5 = My (X HS; — Mg (X5)}/ 205_1{S; — s (X))} be the least

square estimate of y. Then, for every small e3 > 47 0%{30¢ey + 205(e1 + |7]€2)},

dzn(e3) :=P(|7n — 7] = €3)

4 23 -2 2
<7’L§1n(61> + négn/(EQ) + 3exp (—n{ 63/05 g US(61 - h/|€2)} ) .

8K2(Ky + || Kg)?
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(11) Let [in(x,s) = Myn(X) — YnMsw (X) + Ans be the plug-in estimator of u(-,-). Then, for

every small €, > € + 2|y|ea, we have

Oan(€4) :=P (gléax (X, 55) = p(X5, 55)| = 64)

[n]
(€4 — €1 — 2”)’\62)2
2e30% '

<d3n(€3) + 2nexp (—

(iii) Let 67 = n~' 370 {Y; — [in(X;, S;)}? be the estimate of the conditional variance o

for e;. Then, for every small €5 > 3€e4, we have

n(oes — 30¢€q)? )

P (|6, — 0| > €5) < danles) +3 —
(5~ ol > ) < (e + 3exp (- 70— S

Proof. (i) Denote U,,, = my(X;) — my,(X;) and Vv = mg(X;) — mgn(X;) for j € [n].
Note that Y; — My, (X;) = Uj . +ev;, Sj— Mgy (X;) = Viw+es; and € = ey j —yeg,. By
the triangle inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we respectively have |g;y, <
levillws + 1YIlEs il < Ky + |7|Ks. Then, we write

. nt Y (Ujn + evy) (Vi + €55)

Tn — 7 — =
n Y (Vi +€s5)?
n1 Z?:1(Vj7n/ +€5)Ujn —VVjm +€5)
n-t Z;'L:l(‘/},n’ + £5,5)?

Define the event A(ey, €2) := { maxjey) |Ujn| = €1} U { maxjep) |Viw| = €2}. By Condition

(C6), it follows that

P(?;?X|UM| ) Z (|Ujn| = €1) < ndin(er),
and also P(maXjefn) [Vjw| = €) < ndoy(e), which together imply that P(A(e, €2)) <
néln(el) + n52n/(62). Under A<€1,62) s ZJ 1 jn( ’)/‘/Jn) 2 < O€g,

2

and ™'Y V2, < & < 0%/, By Lemma S.11, Ha?le < 12, and [€2; 4, < lesyl,-

_]leL

Then, combining Conditions (C5)—(C6), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma S.12,
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we have

P (‘nl Zn: Vj,n’gj‘ > 20¢€9, A(el, 62 ) ( Zn: ? = > (86)
J=1 Jj=1

= ot 3no? )}
~1 2 2 2
n e —07) 230" | <exp<— A ,
(j ) ) b { <8(KY + 1K)t 4Ky + [v]Ks)?

P (’n_l > Ujn - V‘G,n/)é‘s,j‘ > 205(e1 + \7!62)714(61,62)6) <P (n_l Dies; = 40%) (5.7)

e Inod  3no?
n 1Z(E%J—JS) 305) <exp{—<8K§ A 4K§>}’
1 o} N
‘”_ 2. Vinesy ’ > 16 Al )’ Z > 5562
=1 2

n 4
& s o oh— 256202 _ n(o§ — 256630%)
<P <n Dk, —0d) = o6l ) SO 10246K% )
j:

lysl€j]ws- Then it follows from Lemma S.12 that

By Lemma S.11, |leg jei] gy < |5,

P (’nl 2 gs,j{fj’ > des/og — o€y — 205(e; + h/|62)>
j=1

n{des/o% — o€y — 205(€e1 + \”y|62)}2>
8KE(Ky +[v]Ks)? ’

n 2 4 2
-1 2 2 Og nog nog
¥ (" ;(gs»ﬂ' —05) < _7> < eXp{_ (32K§ " 16Kg>}'

Combining above, we have

<2exp <—

2

<P(A(€1,€2 ( Z V}n +5S] 2 < Of,A(€1762)C>

n n 2
( 2 Jn’ +ESJ _’YVJXH’ +€j> = 463/02'7”_1 Z(-‘/jan, +857j)2 = UZf’A(q?E?)C)
=l j=1

n{463/0§ — 30€ea — 205(e1 + |7|€2)}2>

<ndin(€1) + nday (€2) + 3exp (‘ 8K2(Ky + [7|Ks)?

which completes the proof.

(i) Consider the following decomposition:
fin(X5, 55) = p(X;5,95) = {myn(X;) = my (X))} = n{msn(Xs) — ms(X;)} + (Gn = 7)es;

Define the event A(ey, es,€3) := A(er,e2) J{[% — 7| = e3}. By the proof of part (i),

P(A(€, €2,€3)) < 03,,(€3). Under A(ey, €s, €3)¢, we have MaXje[n] My n(X;) —my (X;))] < e,
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and maxjepn] [Yn{Msn (X;) — ms(X;)}| < 2|v|e;. By using the tail probability of the sub-

Gaussian random variable eg ; with proxy variance v%, it follows that

(64 — €1 — 2|7|€2)2)

2,2
2305

P (fIElED]( |V — 7)es,i| = €a — €1 — 2]7y|ea, Aleq, €2, 63)0) < 2nexp (—
JEIn

which implies the desired result.

(iii) Consider the following decomposition:
T =) 0t Y (X 8) — (X, 8)
j=1 j=1

+2n7 ) {u(X5, 85) — in(X5, 55) e

=1
Define the event A(es) := { maxjep) [(X;, 5;) — (X, S;)| = es}. By part (ii), we have
P(A(er)) < Bunler). Under Afeq)’, [n~ S {105, 5,) — fn(Xs, S5)] < € < e Then,

Condition (C5), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma S.12, we have

> 20¢€y, Aley) ) ( i

Z 2 0% 2307 | < exp{— ( Inot . 3no? )}
a g N 8(Ky + [y|Ks)*  4(Ky +|yKs)?) )

By Lemma S.11, ||&5 ]y, < |¢;7,. Then by Lemma S.12,

= n(oes — 30€q)?
- —30e, | <2exp (- .
(‘ Z & =oh| o0 “4> op ( 8(Ky + [y[Ks)?

Combining above, we have

P (ln_l an{,u(Xj, Sj) — n(Xy, Sj)ej

k)l\)
v

-3 2
P (|02 — 0% > 065) < Oanl€a) + 3exp <— nloe; — 30¢,) )

8(Ky + [7[Ks)*

which, together with the fact that |5, — 0| < |62 — 02|/o, implies the desired result. [

Remark S.2. Note that Condition (C6) does not require My, () and Mgy (-) to be in-
dependent of {(X;,S;,Y})}jen). Motivated by the cross-fitting technique of Chernozhukov
et al. (2018), if My,(-) and Mg,y (-) are estimated using data independent of the evalua-
tion data {(X;,S;,Y})}jcm), 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™! 23‘1:1 Viwe; and n™?! Z?Zl(Ujm —YViw)es,; are both dominated
by that of n~* 22:1 Vin'(Ujn — YV ). This implies that the bias term of 7, in Proposi-
tion S.3(1) is asymptotically of the second order, i.e., dominated by quadratic terms of the
first-step nonparametric regression bias, namely e €s+|7y|€2, 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 &, in Proposition S.3(iii). As a
result, the convergence rates of 4, and &, established in the following section are improved
from Oy(n=PB+D)Y 4o O, (n=28/@B+D)) 1 O, (n~Y2), attaining the parametric rate Op(n~"/?)
when d < 23, and 6p(n_1/2) when d < 28. 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

18 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
: ) _ 2 2 2 2 _ 2 _ 2 2
following constants: vmax = vyg V Uy V V50 V Vg1, Ymax = |0 V [71], 08 max = 051 V 050

2

Orax = 01V 05, Myo = SuPyey [Mmyo(x)|, My,1 = supyey [my(x)], Mgo = supyey [mso(x)],

Mg 1 = supycy |msi(x)]. Given 0 < 0 < 1/2 and for ¢ € [T'], we then define the following
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quantities:

Cs.00 = 0.854/loglogt + 0.721og(5.2/0),

k202 log(30Tt/$
O(IS,tJ _ \/ Umax Og( / )7 C&,t,l _ O(ls,ul + \/&L,

24%c
O’% max
Coez = — \/ 8KZ(Ky + YmaxK5)?10g(30T'/0),
2
Csio = Csn + %{samu + 205 .max (1 + Ymax) } o1,

C:S,t,S = \/2U?nax log(20Tt/5)a 05,15,3 = (1 + 27max>05,t,1 + C(/S,t,306,t,2>

Chra = VB(Ky + YmaxKs)*10g(30T/8),  Cspa = C§y g + 30maxCiys-

It can be shown that Cs74 = log0~'T and Cs7o = 4/loglog T + log(1/5). 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 — 2/(5T),

~ VdL Cian Cs,i.1
max my,17t(X') — my,l (X) < + = = i = \I/yJ(t, 5),
max | j )l NP e e

~ VdL Csi1 Csia
max |fy,,+(X;) — my,o(X;)| < + o = o = Yyolt,9),
JGGOJ j il N(?,{(de) Ng{(zmd) Ng{(zmd)

~ VdL Chin Cs,t.1
max [is,1.(X;) = msa(X9)| < Gragra + s — pesa = Ysa(t9),

. VdL Coa Csi1
max s (X5) = mso(Xo)| < framray  Easra = prasea = Ysolt0).

Step 2. By Proposition S.3(i), with probability at least 1 — 3§/(5T),
2

R o
|’71,t - ’71\ <%[301\PS,1@7 5) + 205,1{‘IJY,1(t7 5) + |’71“I’S,1(ta 5)}‘]

G2 Csit2
b2 2 g (,6),
Niy Nﬁ{(2,8+d) !

2
~ g
Mot — 0l <%[3qu’5,o(t7 8) + 2050{Wyo(t,8) + [11|Vso(t,6)}]

N 1 - Cotz  _
Noi — Ng, @0+

: \11%0(1}, (S)
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Step 3. By Proposition S.3(ii), with probability at least 1 —49/(57),

max |fi1s(X;,S;) — (X5, S;)|

jeG1,t
C
<\IJY,1(t7 6) + 27max\115,1 (tv 5) + C(/S,t,B\I]’Yzl(t7 6) S Nﬁ/?;éid) = ‘I],u,l <t7 5>7
1,t
max |flo+(X;,S;) — po(X;, S;)|
]EGo,t
C
<Uyo(t,6) + 29YmaxPs0(t, 6) + C’é}t’?)\I/%o(t, J) < —Nﬁ/?é%id) =: U, 0(t,9).
0,t

Step 4. By Proposition S.3(iii), with probability at least 1 — /7T,

Chea Cs,t.4
8’17 — 01 <3\Ij 1 t,5 + = x - = \110’1 t,5 s
| t | H ( ) Ulm OlNﬁé(%er) ( ) (S 8)
o Cj C, '
Go.s — 00| <3, 0(t, ) + —L2 o0 U,0(t, 0).

004/ Not b UON&@BM) o

Then, define the following events:

t

51(5) = ﬂ {Nl,t € [Z T — 057,570\/% Z T + Cg7t70\/¥] } , (89)

j=1

T
~ C&,t,4 A~ C&,t,4
£(0) = ﬂ ﬂ {UZ < laz’t N Uth(z)ﬂ/(zwd)"’” + gth(Z),B/@md)] } ’ (8.10)

2€{0,1} t=1

where Cs; ¢ is defined in Lemma S.10(ii). The definition of &(d) 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 & = & () () &2(0) occurs

with probability at least 1 — 24. Throughout the following Section S.2.6.3, we assume the

good event &£ always holds.

S.2.6.3 High-probability regret bound

In this section, we first establish a high-probability bound for the regret R, 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 £ defined above.

Lemma S.13. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. For Ty <t < T,

T/2< M <1—m/2.
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Proof. Under the event &, we have |01, — 01| < ¥, 1(t,9) and |00 — 00| = Y, p(t,d) by
(S.10). Then for t > Tp, we have

g1 — \110-71(75, (S) g1 + ma,l(t’ 5) :|
og + \I/Uyo(t, 5) + 01— \I’ml(t, 5)7 op — \I’mo(t, 5) + 01+ \I/ml(t, (S)

(S.11)

Ti41 € l
Without loss of generality, we assume 7* < 1/2, which also implies that 7 = 7%, 07 < 09

and W, 1(t,d) = U, 0(t,0). By the definition of Ty in (25), it follows that, for ¢ > Tj,

Cst. o1
U, 4(t,0) < o1 (To2)/ @) < 5 (S.12)
which implies that
o1 —VU,4(t,0) _ 01— 01/2 - * _

|
ko |13

oo + \IJUVO(t,(S) + 01 — \11071@,5) - 0o + 01 - 2
Similar arguments can show that 741 < 1 — /2. By the definition of CLIP in (20), we

have w/2 < m,1 < 1 — /2 also holds. The proof is completed. O

Lemma S.14. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. For Ty <t <T,
926/(26+d)+2

(0'0 + 0'1>225/(218+d)+1

Proof. By (S.9) and Lemma S.13, we have Ny, > Z] (T — CsioVt = mt/2 — Cs 400/t and

|1 — ¥ < Cypat V@) — @(g=A/CA+I=1Cy (1= B/RB+d)

also N1y = mt/2 — Csz0V/t. Since Ty > 16C3 1o/x, it can be shown that Ny, > 7t/4 and
Noi = mt/4. Moreover, the clipping threshold (41 = (1/2) - (t 4+ 1)7" <z for t = T} as

Ty = (2r)~Y/7. Combining above, it follows that
0105 Csea N{;f/(2ﬁ+d) + 0007 Craa Nif/(25+d)
(00 + 01)(0¢ + Jalca,t,zd\f&f/(%w) + 01 — afng,t’4N1_f/(26+d))
(1-m)/z+x/(1—mx) at\ @D 4C5ps () P+
< S,t,4 <

= (00 + 01)(00 + 01/2) 4 = (09 + 01)*m 4

92B/(28+d)+2
_ O pat =P80 — Q(g=B/CB+d)=1  4=B/(2B+d),

B (o0 + Ul)QEB/(Qﬁ—&-d)—H

where the second inequality follows from the lower bound of 7, in (S.11), and the third

* * ~
T = M1 ST — Tl S

inequality follows from (S.12). Similarly, by the upper bound of 7, in (S.11), we have
0106105 . 4N*5/(25+d) +o 0_7106 . 4N*3/(25+d)

F
Tl — T <

(00 + 1) (00 — 05 Csy AN, B/@prd) o1+ 0T C5t4N B/( 2B+d))
28/(26+d)+2
< 226/(28+d) _Clypat P/ @ PICAT B/ (2B )
S (o0 + 0 )2abl@ard)+1 004 T bt .
The proof is completed. -
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Lemma S.15. Let € = |17 — 7*| for some 0 < € < (00 v 01)/{2(00 + 01)}. Then,

o? od o? od 2(00 + 01)? , B
7 l—-n 7 1—m x(l—m) .

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that 7 < 7* and thus m = 7* — €. Then, it

follows that

2 2

9% 90 91 %0 g1 90
= —_——— :6 j—
™—€e l-—7m*+e 7w 1-—m* (r*—¢e) (1—m*)(1—7*+¢€)

o? o
=e(op + 01)2 { 5 ! — 0 }

02 —o1(og+01)e 0 + 0o(og + 01)€
=c*(og + 01)? { L + ! }
oo+ (09 +01)e 01— (00 + 01)€
1
{o0 + (00 + 01)e}{o1 — (00 + 01)€}
,2(00 + 01)? B 2(og + 01)262

262(0'0 + 01)4

<€2(0'() + 0'1) = = @(Eez)a
0001 (1 —mx)
where the last line both follows from the fact 7(1 — ) = 0901 /(00 + 01)% O

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:

Rr =R,
T
of o5 of g
Py d
t:To—‘rl Tt Twom 7T

+ 2 | 2B x50 [0 (X 82) = i o 1.(Xa, Si) (X 0) = o1 (Xe, S1)} Fi1]
t=Tp+1

1—7Tt

Ex,s0[{11(Xe,S¢) = fire—1(Xe, S¢) | Fe1]

Tt
1—7Tt

B, s [{10(Xe: 81) = o1 (Xe, S0P Fer

=R, + Rr + Rp,
(S.13)

where R, = Y7, f(ay) = X, (a*), Ry = Y p, bi(m) — S gy (), and Ry, =

ZZ;TO +102(az), where a; and a* are defined in Section 3.2. We derive the upper bound for

R in the following three steps.
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(i) First, for the cumulative loss during the initialization phase t € [Tg], we have m =
1/2, 1 4-1(+, ) = 0, and fig¢—1(-,-) = 0. Then, it follows from 7* = o, /(01 + 0¢) that

R, <T0{20’% + 20(2) — (o1 + 00)2}

To
+ 22 2 E(Xt,St)[{Mz<Xt7 S:) — ,az,t—l(Xt, St)}2|]:t—1]

t=12e{0,1}

To
<To(or —00)* +2)> D Ex,|my.(Xy)]” + 72E{e3,(2)[X,}

t=1ze{0,1}
<Tp(o1 — 00)? + 2Ty (1302 + Vioh, + Mi, + ME,) =: 1T,
where C) = (01 — 09)? + 2(740%0 + V708, + My + My,).
(ii) Second, for the cumulative loss from adaptive treatment allocation during the concen-
tration phase, we notice that (o + 01)(0¢ v 01)m = 0¢o;1. Then by Lemma S.14 and the

definition of Tj in (25), for ¢t = Ty, we have

2B/(28+d)+2
2 /( ) 05t4t_5/(25+d)< Oo V 01

’71',5_;,_1 - W*‘ <

(00 + 01)2xB/(2B+d)+1 2(co + 1)’
which, together with Lemma S.15, implies that
T T
Rp= > i n % %% Uz N g3, e
T t—Toe1 Tt l—m 7w 1—n* = (0g+ 01)*n28/2B+d)+3 = Toa1 oA

<C~'6,T,2E_25/(2B+d) —3rpd/(2f+d) 7

where CN'(;,T,Q = 24f6/(2'3+d)+5d71(25 + d) (oo + 01)72C§,T,4'
(iii) Third, for the cumulative estimation loss during the concentration phase, by Lemma S.13,
we have (1 —m)/m < 2/m—1 and m/(1 — 1) < 2/m — 1, which, together with the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, implies

14 2 d ~
Ry < p Z 2 E(Xt,St)[{Mz(Xta S¢) — Hap—1(Xy, St)}2|-7:t—1]. (S.14)

— t=To+1 ze{0,1}

Then, similar to (S.1), it follows that
E(Xt,st) [{Nl(Xh St) - ﬂl,t—l(Xta St)}2|]:t—1]
<477Ex, [{T?Ls,u—l(Xt) - mS,l(Xt>}2|]:t—1]
(S.15)
+4(F1-1 — ) Ex, [{mS,l,t—l(Xt) — ms,l(Xt)}2|.7:t—1]
+ 4Ex, [{My10-1(Xe) — my1 (Xe) P Fea ] + 40%,1@1,t—1 -m)%
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and Ex, s,) [{,uo(Xt, St)—Ho.—1(Xq, St)}2|]-"t_1] can be decomposed analogously. According
to Lemma S.14, Ny; > wt/4 and Ny, > nt/4 under the event £. Then by Step 2 of

Section S.2.6.2, it follows that:

. Cs
(it = 71)2 <W < Cg,t,z(4/E>Qﬁ/(zmd)fzﬂ/@md)a
1t

0,t

By the definitions of Ty and Cj;, we can also show that (7,; 1 — 7.)* < 275307 for
2 € {0,1} and t > Ty. Denote lg., = Ex,[{fitg.i-1(Xe) — ms. (X))} Fi_1] and ly., =
Ex,[{My..1-1(X:) — my.(Xy)}?|Fi-1] for z € {0,1} and ¢ > Tp. Then, combine the above

results, by basic algebraic calculations, we have

T
ho<2r ! 2402 C§T72(4/Z)26/(2,3+d) Z +—28/(26+4d)

S,max
t=1

T T
+ 21t 4(yi + 27%%07) Z lors+2n - 4(vg + 2 %307) Z lsot
t=Tp+1 t=Tp+1

T T
+ 2171 -4 Z £y71,t + 2ﬂ71 -4 Z éY,O,t

t=Tph+1 t=Tp+1

<Oy g 28/ 2B+d=1pd/(26+d)

T T
+ 81 (Ve +27%0007) D0 D Lewe 87 Y > v

2e{0,1} t=Tp+1 2e{0,1} t=Tp+1
where 56,T,3 = 249/@F+d)+4g-1(23 4 d>0§,maxC§T,2‘

Combining above, we achieve the final result:

R <C~'1T0 + 6«5T27T—26/(25+d)—3Td/(26+d) +5«6T37T—2B/(2,8+d)—1Td/(26+d)

T T
+ 81 (Yo +2700307) D, D) lsea+ 87 D, D by,

26{0,1} t=Tp+1 2€{0,1} t=Tp+1

(S.16)

which holds with probability at least 1 — 2.

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: P(|X| =

€) < 2exp{—A(e — B)?} for every ¢ > B and for some A, B > 0. Then, EX? < 2B+ (7 +

2)/A.

Proof. Note that EX? = [ P(X? > u)du = {; P(|X| > yu)du = §; 2eP(|X| > €)de =
Sf 2¢P(1X| > €)de + {7 2eP(|X| = €)de =: I; + I,. For the first term, I; < Sf 2ede = B

For the second term, given the exponential tail inequality, we have

0

o0
I <J 2¢ - 2exp{—A(e — B)*}de = 4J (v + B) exp(—Av?)dv
B 0

o0

o0
=4B f exp(—Av?)dv + 4f v exp(—Av?)dv
0 0

1 |n
:4B-§ A+4 ——QB\/ﬂ'/ +2/A
<B? + (1 +2)/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

EX? < 2B? + (7 + 2)/A. O

Now we are ready to show Theorem 2. By combining Proposition S.2, Lemma S.16 and

Condition S.3, it follows that

E(ls1,¢411€) =E[{g1,(Xe11) — ms71(Xt+1)}2|5] < Cyt=20/20+d),
E(ZY,17t+1|g) :E[{mY,l,t(Xt-}—l) _ mY,l(Xt+1 }2|5 < 4/1 25/(25+d) < C/ (4/7T)25/(25+d)t 25/(25+d)
E(N ) [ < Clt=28/28+d)

)}€]
ls,0.44+1|8) =E[{Ms0,.t(Xi+1) — mso(Xes1)}?[E]
]

Iy N 22185 o B3 (4200 (26+a) 28/ (25 +a),

(
EY,O,t+1|5 =E[{My,0,(Xis1) — my0(Xe1)}2|E IV,

//\

almost surely, where €} = 2dL? + 3 - 21-9k ¢~ 1|22

max

Note that Ry < T{lmax — £(a*)}
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almost surely, and P(£¢) < 20 = 27~ 2%/(25+4) Then, by combining (S.16), we have
ERr <E(Rr|€) + E(Rr|E°)
<Oy Ty + Chs oo 26/CB+d=3d/26+d) 4 . n=26/(28+d)=1d/(26+d)

T T
+ 161 (2, + 2 %0202) Z £720/@0+d) | 161 (4/7) 2/ RO+ Z t=26/(28+d)
t=1 t=1

o T{lax — L(a*)} - 2T 720/26%d)
=C1 Ty + Cy g om2P/(2F+d)=3d/(25+d)

4 Cypam=28/@B+d)=1pd/(26+d) | & p=17d/(2B+d) | p—28/(28+d)=17d/(2B+d)
+ 2{lax — L(a*)}TY D,

where () = (01 — 00)* + 2(730%}0 + 7120?9’1 + M%O + M}%’l), 5’57@2 = 248/2B+d)+5q-1(23 +
d)(00+01)"2C3 14, Corg = 29/CHIA 28 1+ d)o? . Cory, Cy = 20471 (2B + d) (V20 +

270020%)(2d L2 +3-21 "k 2 kP02

max

), and Cs = 246/C5+D+44=1(98 1 4)(2d L2 +3-2' k2 k%02, ).

Hence, 6’1,5’4 and 6’5 are constants independent of 6 and T, 6’5712 = (logd~*T)?, and

Cs13 = logd~'T. 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 {R;};>1 is a sequence of random variables
with conditional means and variances given by p; := E(Ry|F;_1) and o7 := var(R|Fi_1),
respectively. We require that the following three conditions hold.

(L1): V, := S _10f = was. ast— o0,

(L2): The Lindeberg-type uniform integrability holds, which means that there exists some
0 <t < 1such that 32 Vi E[(Ry — 1) T{(R; — 1)? > V}|Fin] < 0 as.

(L3): Let 62 be an estimator of 57 := ¢! 22:1 o5 constructed using Ry, ..., Ry such that
0257 —4s last — .

Let fiy =t} 22:1 R; be the estimate of the running average conditional mean fi; :=

t1 Z;Zl ;. The following lemma provides a Lindeberg-type Gaussian mixture martingale
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asymptotic confidence sequence for fi;.

Lemma S.17. (Proposition 2.5 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024a)) Suppose that conditions

(L1)-(L3) hold. Then, for any pre-specified parameter o > 0,

w2241, (520241
(“ti\/ 292 log 2

forms a (1 — ) asymptotic confidence sequence for fi;.

Now we are ready to show Theorem 3. Denote V, = S B2 Fm) and & = 1V,
Then we check Conditions (L1)—(L3) above. First, by Theorem S.1 and noting that 7* =
o1/(01 + 00), we have E(u?|F;—1) = (00 + 01)® a.s. for all j > 1, which implies that
V, > t(og + 1) — o a.s., and thus Condition (L1) is satisfied. Second, by Lemma S.8, it

follows that, for 6 > 2n/(1 — 2n),

Z E(|u | Fi-1) _ 1 i E(|u > Fi1) o

S14+6/2 = 2460 1+60/2
P v, / (00 + 01) : ti+0/

=1
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

¢ S-S e+ Gon)
FOSLE@FE ) S EF)

By the proof of Theorem 1, we have ¢! 23:1 US =g U 22:1 E(u?|F;-1) as t — oo, which,
together with 7, —,, 79 as t — o0 by Theorem S.2, implies that ¢ /7 —,s 1 as t — oo.
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 X be F-adapted
processes such that X; — X, 1> —1 almost surely for all t. Denoting p; := E(X¢|Fi—1), w
have that for any (0, 1)-valued predictable process {A}i=1,
t t
M, := exp {Z XXy = ) = D p(A) (X0 — f(tl)z} ’
j=1 j=1

forms a test supermartingale, where ¥p(\) := —log(l — X) — A.

Lemma S.19. (Ville’s inequality, Ezercise 4.8.2 of Durrett (2019)) Let {X,}n>1 be a

nonnegative supermartingale. Then, for any e > 0, P(supn>1 X, = 6) < E(Xy)/e.

Now we are ready to show Theorem 4. Note that for each z € {0,1}, Y;, Si(2),

mes.»—1(X¢), and fi,,1(Xy, S¢) € [0, 1], which together imply that ¢, > —k; a.s. Thus,

Pt 1

&> - > —
G =& ky+1  k+1

almost surely. Given the facts that E(&|F;—1) = 70/(k: + 1) and {Aa¢}1=1 is a (0, 1)-valued

predictable sequence, Lemma S.18 implies that

Mt = exp {Z /\a,j (fj ]{7 i 1> Z fj 1 77DE( )} (817)

=1 =1

forms a test supermartingale. Hence, by Lemma S.19, we have
PEt=>1: M >1/a) <«

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 (1 — «) and for all ¢ > 1

o Aei€ log(1/a) + 301§ = §-1)*Up(Aay)
D1 Aa/ (ki + 1) et A/ (K + 1) '

Finally, using the mirroring trick as discussed in Remark 3 of Waudby-Smith et al. (2024b)

M, <1l/a < 75>

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 mg(x) = myo(x) — yomso(x) and my(x)

my1(x)—y1ms1(x). The main idea is that, for any given values of vy and vy, we treat mq(-)

and my (-) as nuisance functions. We first estimate mg(-) and m(-) using a nonparametric

method, and then plug the estimates into the model to obtain residuals. The coefficients

Yo and 7; are then estimated by minimizing the sum of squared residuals. The detailed

procedure is outlined below for each z € {0, 1}.

(i) For a fixed value of v,, a Nadaraya-Watson estimator of m,(-) is

_ S Kn(x = Xp){Y; — 1.5;(2)}H (Z; = =)
S Kn(x = X)1(Z; = 2)

My . 1 (X) ., xeR?

where Kj(x) = K(x/h)/h is a kernel function with bandwidth A > 0. In particular,

define 1. ., ¢(x) = 0if 3. Ky(x — X;)I(Z; = z) = 0.
(ii) Calculate the residuals in each G,; = {j € [t] : Z; = z}:
gjﬁz,t = Y} - VZSJ(Z) - mzﬁmt(xj)’ JE GZ,t?

and define the profile least squares criterion L, ,(7v,) = 23:1 & Az =2).

(iii) Find the value of v, that minimizes the profile criterion:

Azp = argmin L, 4(7,),
Yz

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:

fop(X,8) = M5, (%) +725(2),
1 t
0., = E Vi — 11,4(X;,S;)} 1(Z; = 2).
2t 22:1 [(Zj — z) j=1{ i M ,t( j J)} ( J )
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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 79 and ;. 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 7, ; linear regression profile least squares
need optimization? no yes
computational complexity low high
need to estimate my, and mg .7 yes no
directly estimate m, 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 G, = {j € [t] : Z; =

2}, Xy = (X, X)T e RS, = (Si(2),...,8(2))" e R, Xg v = (X)), €
RIG=tlxd “and ?Gz’t = (Y))jec., € Rt The least squares estimators of ag ., @y.., and

v, are given by

~ T ~ ~

~ 1T ~ -
Szt = (Xt Xt) XiS.t, Qyap= (Xcz,t,tXGz,t,t) Xcz,t,tYGz,w

e = 2, (Y5(2) = @y X HSi(2) — @5, X5/ D) {Si(2) — @ X

jEGz,t jEGz,t
Then, we establish a finite-sample regret bound for our proposed method under the
linear model. The regret Ry is defined similar to that in Section 3.2. The assumption on

the model errors {ey+(2)} and {eg.(2)} still follows Condition S.5 for the nonparametric
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nonlinear model. Regarding the covariates X;, Condition S.3 is replaced by the following

assumption.

Condition S.6. The covariate domain X is a compact set. A := Apin(EX:X}) > 0, where
Amin(+) denotes the smallest eigenvalue of a symmetric matriz.
Similar to Section S.2.6.2, we first define a good event. Note that

OAls,o,t — &gy Z(X:}v{t)_lijgo,t - (Xj)v(t)_lij}v(tas,o

~ T ~ _1~T ,~ ~ ~ T~ —1To
— (X, X)X, (Sos — Xpasg) = (X, X)X, &g,(0),
where €54(0) = (£51(0),...,£5:(0)) € R™!. Since the covariate domain X is compact by

Condition S.6, there exists some constant A > 0 such that Ap.(X;X;) < A a.s. for each
t € [T], where Apax(-) denotes the largest eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix. Then, by the
matrix Chernoff inequality (Theorem 5.1.1 of Tropp (2015)),

t
P {)\min (t—l Z XjX;-F) < A/Q} < dexp (—%) )

=1

Thus, by combining Conditions S.5 and S.6, and Lemma S.9, there exists some constant
¢y, My > 0 such that, for a given x € X and every small € > 0, we have P(|ag o, x— 0§ oX| >
€) < ciexp(—te*M;). Similar arguments apply to @14, Qyos, and @y, Then, by

12 we can derive the deviation

applying Proposition S.3 with ¢ = N;tl/g and e, = t~
inequalities for 7,; and 7,; with z € {0,1}. Combining the above results, we can define
quantities Cs 1, Cst2, Csr3, Cspa such that with probability at least 1 —9/T", the following

relations hold:

T " —1/2 AT T —1/2
}?Ga}i |aY7Z’th — aY,sz| < CsiaN, "7, rjré%:]x \a5727th — as,sz| < Copat™ %,
Z,

|az,t — "}/Z‘ < C&,t,2N,;t1/27 jeGaXt ‘//)’z,t (Xja SJ) — Mz (Xj7 SJ)‘ < C&,t,3N,;t1/27
|8z,t - UZ| < C5,t,40;1Nz_,t1/27 zZE€ {07 ]-}

Then, define the following events:

&) =) {Nu e [Z

j=1

t
7Tj — 05723’0\/275, Z 7Tj + O(;’t’()\/%] } s (818)
7=1

T
~ Cst.a ~ Csia
= () (oe - Gl s
ze@l}g O-z\/m O'Z\/W
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where Cs,0 = +/loglogt + log(1/8) and Cs4 = 4/logt + log(T/5). The good event & =
E1(0) (N €2(d) occurs with probability at least 1 — 25. The length of initialization phase is

determined by

80§ T4 16C§,T,0 1
1

T =
" oy A of A (27P0foim) ’ T’ (2a)t/m

= log(T/5). (S.20)

Theorem S.3. Suppose that Conditions S.1, S.5 and S.6 hold, 6 = T, Ty is given
by (S.20), and there exists some constant lyax = €(a*) such that maxpr €(ar) < lmax-

Then, for the linear Model (4), it follows that ERy = O((log T')2).

Proof. The regret can be decomposed into three parts, i.e., Ry = Ry, + R} + R, with
definitions similar to those in Section S.2.6.3.

(i) According to (S.20), we have Ty = log(7T'/d). Then, using similar arguments as in
Section S.2.6.3, it can be shown that ERp, = ©(Ty) = ©(log T').

(ii) Similar to Lemmas S.14 and S.15, we can show that |m; — 7*| = ©(Cj,4t~Y2) under
the good event &, and

o2 op o3 op

mn 1—m 7 1—7x*

= O(|m — ") = O(Cuat ™).

Thus, under the good event &,

T 2 2 2

2
Re< Y 24 20 L 20 _ (2, logT) = O((log T)?),

1 _ * 1 _ *
t=Tp+1 Tt Tt e T

which further implies that ER’,. = O((log T')?).

(iii) Note that

|>1I1\3

T
2 Z (X,8) {,Uz Xy, 8¢) — ﬁz,t—l(XhSt)}Q‘E—l]
€{0,1} t=To+

< ) Z Ex{(&5,, X — ab,X)*|Fii}

2€{0,1} t=Tp+1

+ Z Z (;}\/z,t—l - /VZ)QEX{<ag,z,t—1X - ag’,zX)2|]:t—1}

2€{0,1} t=To+1

T T
+ Y Ex{(@y. X -l X Fal+ D) Y (Ber =)

z€{0,1} t=To+1 2€{0,1} t=Tp+1
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Under the good event &, (7,4 1—7.)% < C’g’mt*l. Combining Lemma S.16 and the deviation
inequalities for |ag, x — aj x| and |ay., x — af x|, we have E(ag, , X —a§, X)?|€) <
t™' and E(ay,, X — of X)*|€) < t7'. Thus, we have ER} < Cj;, ST ! =
O((logT)?). Combining above, ERy < ERyp, + ER} + ER} < (logT)? The proof is

completed. O

To ensure Ry = é(log T), we need Cs 4 = \/log logt + log(1/0). 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

a(2),t - 0(2) :No_,tl Z {Y; — 104(X, Sj)}2 - 0(2)

j€Go,t
=Not DoAY — p0(X5,85) + po(X;,8;5) — fon(X;,8))}” — o
j€Go,t
=Not D2 {e3(0) = agh + Ngt Y {10(X;,8)) — floe(X;,8)}
je€Go,t je€Go,t
+ Noit DAY = 10(X5,87)} - {po(X;, 85) — foa(X;,8;)}
Jj€Go,¢
—=:Ng Y M= Not D (X5, 8;) — fio(X;,8;))
j€Go,t Jj€Go,t
+ QN&tl 2 {Y; — ot (X5, 85)} - {10(X;,8;5) — Hou(X;,S;)}
J€Go,¢
NGt Y0 My +2Ng > Y = fion(X5,85)} - {m0(X5,S5) — foa (X5, 85)}-
j€Go,t jeGo,t

If {M;, F;} forms a bounded martingale sequence, then with probability at least 1 — 6,

Noy Z M; < +/loglogt + log(1/6).

J€Go,t
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 po(-,-)
and pu(-,-) are assumed to be constants functions, we may use the average of outcomes
in each group to estimate them. Specifically, letting fio(-,-) = Ny, t jeGo,, Yi» We have

e, Y5 — Hoa(Xj,85) - {po(X;, 85) — Hos(X;,8;)} = 0. Combining above, it follows that
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Csia = +/loglogt +log(1/4), and thus ER). = O(log T). Similarly, we can also show that

~ ~

ERY. = O(log T') under this setting, which leads to ERy = O(log T)).

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.
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Algorithm S.1 Batch-wise SLOACI for nonparametric nonlinear model

1:

10:

11:
12:

13:

14:
15:

16:

Input: Batch size b, clipping rate 7, the length of initialization phase Tj, the total
time horizon 7', and the kernel function Kj(-).

Initialization: For t = 1,... T}, assign the treatment Z; to 0 for odd ¢t and to 1 for
even t, observe the covariates X, the surrogates S; = (5;(0), S;(1))" and the outcome

Y; = Yi(1)Z; + Y:(0)(1 — Z;), and obtain the conditional mean function and variance

To

estimators floo(X,s), fi1,0(X,s), 0 o, and &7 ; based on observations {(X;, Z;, S;,Y;)};2,

according to (15)-(19).
for k=1,...,[(T — Tpy)/b], do
Define the k-th batch as By = {To + (K — 1)b+ 1,...,(Ty + kb) A T'}.
Calculate the initial allocation as Ty = 01 5-1/(G1 k-1 + Ook—1)-
Set the clipping threshold as ¢, = (1/2) - {To + (kK — 1)b + 1}7".
Obtain the adaptive treatment allocation by clipping as 7, = CLIP (7, (x, 1 — (k).
for t € [By], do
Assign the treatment Z; as 1 with probability 7, and 0 with 1 — 7.
Observe the covariates X;, the surrogates S; = (5:(0),S:(1))", and the outcome
Y, = Y;(1)Z, + Y,(0)(1 — Z,).
end for
Calculate the estimated Mgk (-), My,0.(+), Yo Ms1k(-), My1k(-), and 4y x based on
observations {(X;, Z;, Sj,Yj)}g-zOfrkb)AT according to (15)—(17).
Obtain the conditional mean function and variance estimators jip x(x,s), i1 x(X,s),
G5.x> and 07, according to (18) and (19).
end for
Estimate:

To

[(T—Ty)/b]
~ 1 I(Zt = 1)Yt I(Zt = O)Yt 1 ~ ~
[ — 1( X, Sy) — 1(Xe, S
T T Z 1/2 1/2 + T—T, ;1 tE[ZBl] M1k 1( ts t) 1o,k 1( ts t)
= k

n 1(Zy = DYy — 1s—1(Xe, Se)}  1(Ze = 0){Ys — flo,e—1(X+, St)}
Tk 1 — Tk '

t=1

Output: The adaptive AIPW estimator 7 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 ey+(0) and ey;(1) in Model (12) are independent of the
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covariate Xy, so the allocation does not need to be adjusted based on X;. For the RARS
design as defined in Section S.4, the new covariates are taken as (X, Sy(0)) for the control
group and (Xt, St(l)) 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 1, the length of initialization phase T}, the total time horizon T,

and the kernel function Kj(-).

2: Set: o < 1/2, myp,o(x) <« O, 751\7,3/7170()() <« O, 8%/’070 <« O, and 5’12/71’0 — 0.

3: Initialization: For ¢t = 1,...,Tq, set m «— 1/2, my.(x) < 0, and my;1+(x) < 0,
assign the treatment Z; to 0 for odd ¢ and to 1 for even t, observe the covariates Xy,
and the outcome Y; = Y;(1)Z; +Y;(0)(1—Z;), and obtain the conditional mean function
and variance estimators Myo,z, (X), My1,1,(X), 037, and 0%, 7.

4: fort=Ty+1,...,T, do

5. Calculate the initial allocation as 7; = 0y14-1/(Oy.14-1 + Oy0t-1)-

6:  Set the clipping threshold as ¢; = (1/2) - t™"

7:  Obtain the adaptive treatment allocation by clipping as m; = CLIP (7, (;, 1 — ;).

8  Assign the treatment Z; as 1 with probability m; and 0 with probability 1 — ;.

9:  Observe the covariates X;, and the outcome Y; = Y;(1)Z; + Y;(0)(1 — Z,).

10:  Calculate the estimated My (-) and Mmy1.(-) according to (16).

11:  Obtain the conditional variance estimators by

1 t
Oy . (Y; — iy (X)) I(Z, = 2), 2€{0,1}.
Y, t Zzzl _[(Z] _ Z).]Zl J J J

12: end for
13: Estimate:

T
Z[mY,l,t 1 Xt T/T\LY,O,tA(Xt)

= DY = g (X)) 1(Z = 0){Y; - my,o,H(Xt)}l

Tt 1 — T

14: Output: The adaptive AIPW estimator 7r 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 Y;(0) and Y;(1) to depend on
(X, 5:(0)) and (X, Si(1)), respectively. Define o%(x,s) := var{e,(z)|X; = x,S; = s}, and
e.(x,8) := E{e(2)|X; = x,S; = s} for each z € {0,1}. The conditional variance estimator
in (19) can be replaced by the following two-step procedure. First, a Nadaraya-Watson
estimator of e,(x,s) at Stage t is

S KW, — WL ))Y2I(Z; = 2)
iy Kn(W. = W )I(Z; = 2)

e.1(x,8) =

Y

where WZJ- = (X;,Sj(z))T,VNVZ = (XT,s(z))T e R¥! and Kj, : R4 — 1 is a multivariate
kernel function with bandwidth A > 0. In particular, define €, ;(x,s) = 0 if Z§=1 Kn(%, —

~

W. ) I(Z; = z) = 0. Second, a natural estimator of o2(x,s) is

~9 {é\Z,t(XJ S) - ﬂ?t(xﬂ S)}7 if é\Z,t(Xa S) > :ag,t (X7 5)7
Uz,t (X7 S) =

€, if €,4(x,8) < [iZ,(x,s),
where € > 0 is a small constant to ensure positivity. The allocation at each Stage ¢ € [T],

defined as m = P(Z; = 1|X4, S, Fi—1), is then updated (before CLIP) as:

01,0-1(X4¢, S¢)
O14-1(X¢, Sy) + 00,-1(Xy, Sy) .

Ty =

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 X; is independently sampled from Uniform(0, 2). The mean func-
tions of the primary outcomes and the surrogates are specified as my71(:1:) = 2% + 3z +
L,myo(z) = 2° + 4+ 2,mg1(z) = sin(2x), and mgo(xr) = sin(z). The model errors in
(12) are assumed to follow bivariate Gaussian distributions: (ey,(0), 557,5(0))T ~N(0,%))
and (ey;(1),e54(1))" ~ N(0,31), where 2y = o34 (,, %) and By = o3, (, ), with

oy + oy, = 1. Under this setup, the ATE is 7y = 1, and the semiparametric efficiency

bound without surrogates is 7T - V* = 2.333. We consider the following three scenarios:
(i) Scenario 1: py = 0.8, p1 = 0.8, 0y, = 0.4,0y,1 = 0.6;
(ii) Scenario 2: py = 0.5, p1 = —0.5,0y, = 0.4, 0y; = 0.6;
(ili) Scenario 3: pg = 0.8, p1 = 0.8,0y = 0.2,0y; = 0.8.

In Scenarios 1, 2 and 3, the surrogate-leveraged semiparametric efficiency bounds are
T Vi =2.026,2.213 and 2.128, respectively, and the optimal allocations are 7* = 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 p, and & 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 X;, excluding the surrogates S;(0)
and S;(1), 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(-) and my;(-), 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 Y;(z) is estimated using both S;(z) and X, as covariates
for z € {0,1}. 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 n = 0.25, Ty =
20,k =26 +d,B =1, and ¢;, = 26(X;), where (X;) denotes the sample standard devia-
tion of X;, and use the Epanechnikov kernel K (z) = (3/4)(1 — 2*)I(|z] < 1) in (15) and
(16). For sequential testing, the nominal type-I error rate is fixed at o« = 0.05; the initial
peeking time is selected as ¢ty = 50; for the Bonferroni correction in (26), the total time
horizon is set to 2500; for ASY in Theorem 3, the parameter p is chosen as in Section 4.2;
and for EB in Theorem 4, we set ¢ = 0.5,1/2 = 1, and 50 = 0. To accelerate computation,
we update the estimators fi, (-, ) and &, for z € {0, 1} 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 - var(7r) 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 7 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 pg, p1 and oy oy 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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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¥ = 2.333, and the optimal allocation is 7* = 0.6.
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(iv) Scenario 4: py = 0,p1 = 0,0y, = 0.4,0y,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
SLOACIT 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 cj,, 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 n have minimal impact on the convergence of the normalized variance,
whereas the length of initialization phase T has a more pronounced effect. Specifically, if
Ty is either too small or too large, the regret bound increases, leading to larger normalized
variance, as shown in Theorem 2. Choosing Ty appropriately is therefore crucial in finite

samples for reducing estimation variance and enhancing inference power.
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of initialization phase in Scenario 1.
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Figure S.6: Comparison of normalized variances of the proposed estimator across different clip-

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: g, = 79,75, = 0.879, and 74, = 0.679, 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)
(L¢, Up)is1, following Waudby-Smith et al. (2024a); Cook et al. (2024), the cumulative
miscoverage (error) rate up to Stage 7" is defined as Error(T) = P(3t € {ty,..., T}, 7 ¢
[L:, Uy]), and the power is defined as Power(T') = P(3t € {to, ..., T}, Tu, ¢ [L¢, Uz]), 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 ¢, is set to 30, in comparison with Figure S.8
with tg = 50. Several apparent patterns are observable.

First, when 7, = 79, 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 ¢, = 50, which avoids severe miscoverage at early stages. Additional
simulations with ¢, = 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
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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 T, = 0.870 TH, =0.670 TH, =087 7TH, =067 TH, =087 TH, = 0.679
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 4.7
(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 Ty, # 79, 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 75, and 7, 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 7y, = 0.679, 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 74, = 0.67
(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 7, but the opposite holds
when 7, = 0.87 (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 75 = 0.229 at each stage and eventually lie above 75, = 0 when 7T 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 79 = 0.229.
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