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Abstract

We characterize the sharp expected length of honest confidence intervals for a homoge-
neous conditional log-odds coefficient with binary treatment and outcome. The experiment
has a known uniform scalar covariate design, an effect bounded in absolute value by 1/2,
and propensity and control-risk logits with supremum norms at most 1 and Holder semi-
norms at most 2. For public propensity and prognosis smoothness exponents «, 8 satisfying
0< B8 <1/4and B < a <1, coverage is required uniformly over this ambient model, while
expected length is evaluated on laws with effect magnitude at most r, the evaluation radius.
For every sample size n > 1 and r € [0,1/2], the minimax expected length is, up to absolute

constants,
p~ min{1/2,2(a+p)/(2a+26+1)} 4 . —4B/(46+1)

One radius-independent interval attains this profile simultaneously across all radii with finite-
sample 90% coverage. Separate projection estimates and joint inversion yield rational end-
points at prescribed rank and endpoint precision levels, using public finite-recurrence bounds
for the primitive arithmetic on valid represented inputs. Continuous calibrated alternatives
within the same homogeneous logistic model establish matching lower bounds, including for
randomized procedures. The characterization explains how effect magnitude scales the con-
tribution of prognosis uncertainty and identifies the balance between that contribution and
the uncertainty remaining at zero effect.

1 Introduction

This paper establishes the sharp expected-length profile for honest inference on a homogeneous
conditional log-odds coefficient in a prescribed binary treatment and outcome experiment. The
covariate is scalar and uniformly distributed on the unit interval, and the propensity and control-
risk logits satisfy fixed envelope and Holder restrictions. Their smoothness exponents are public
inputs. Within this model, we construct one interval sequence with finite-sample 90% coverage
and characterize its optimal expected length simultaneously across effect-radius subclasses. The
characterization includes evaluation at zero effect, arbitrary shrinking-radius sequences, and
fixed positive effect radii.

The target is #(P), the common conditional log-odds coefficient under an observed law P.
It is the treated-arm log odds minus the control-arm log odds at every covariate value. Under
consistency and conditional exchangeability, this coefficient is also the homogeneous conditional
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causal log-odds contrast; Lemma 1 records the corresponding full-data interpretation. Con-
ditional odds contrasts have a longstanding role in stratified association analysis [Mantel and
Haenszel, 1959], and potential-outcome identification supplies their causal interpretation [Rubin,
1974, Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983]. Their conditional meaning is particularly relevant because
confounding and odds-ratio collapsibility are distinct issues [Greenland et al., 1999].

Our precision criterion separates the coverage obligation from the laws at which interval
length is evaluated. The ambient model in Definition 5 imposes a known uniform design, a
homogeneous effect with absolute value at most 1/2, nuisance-logit supremum norms at most 1,
and Holder seminorms at most 2. Let « denote the public propensity-logit exponent and g the
public control-risk-logit exponent. We study

0<p<1/4, B<a<l.

Every admissible procedure must cover the coefficient with probability at least 90% throughout
this ambient model. For r € [0,1/2], the effect evaluation radius, its worst-case expected length
is assessed over the subclass with |¢(P)| < r. This ambient-coverage and subclass-length dis-
tinction follows the honest-confidence-interval perspective of Low [1997] and Cai and Low [2004,
Section 2, Theorem 1].

Write J,(«, 5;r) for the minimax expected interval length under this criterion, with n the
sample size. Our main result, Theorem 1, establishes

Jule, Bir) = =28 4 o),
where a and b, the numerator and denominator rate exponents, are

1 2(a+p) } 45

T 4811

b(13)

2l 8) :min{2’2a+2ﬁ+1

The positive comparison constants are absolute and apply simultaneously to every admissible
exponent pair, every integer n > 1, and every evaluation radius. A single procedure, tuned by
the sample size and public exponents, attains the upper comparison across all radii. The lower
comparison applies to the entire ambiently honest class, including procedures with independent
randomization.

The two terms have an observable-coordinate interpretation. The odds identity in Lemma 1
expresses the coefficient through a numerator and a uniformly positive denominator. Numerator
uncertainty contributes directly to interval length, whereas denominator uncertainty is scaled
by effect magnitude. Separate projection resolutions and joint inversion turn this identity into
the attaining interval of Algorithm 2. At zero radius, the sharp length is n=2(®#)  attaining
the parametric order precisely when a + § > 1/2. Throughout the stated exponent domain,
a > b, so the denominator contribution eventually dominates at each fixed positive radius. For
shrinking radii, the two contributions balance at

r = n_{a(a7ﬁ)_b(6)}'

These comparisons describe effect-dependent precision while retaining the same ambient coverage
requirement.

The construction also specifies a finite rational realization. An explicit interval-arithmetic
engine and a dyadic naming policy select a concrete interval with ordered rational endpoints
in the effect envelope on every sample. Under the quantitative primitive and representation



contracts in Definitions 12 and 13, every admissible engine and Borel naming policy satisfies
the same coverage and expected-length comparisons. Public exponent representations are fixed
before sampling. Prescribed rank and endpoint precision budgets establish termination on valid
represented inputs; the resulting intervals may vary across admissible implementations.

The result connects estimand-specific logistic inference to projection-based functional esti-
mation and honest interval optimality. Tan [2019, Propositions 1-3] develops robust logistic
coefficient scores and effect-dependent efficiency comparisons near zero. Liu et al. [2021b, arXiv
version 1, Assumptions REG and ML1, Theorem 2| establishes regular asymptotic inference
under its nuisance-estimation and regularity conditions. Binary DINA likewise targets condi-
tional log-odds contrasts [Gao and Hastie, 2025, Section 2.1.1, equation (5)]. Projection-based
conditional covariance estimation provides a closely related numerator construction [McGrath
and Mukherjee, 2026, version 5, Theorem 1 and Corollary 1]. Here, the contribution is the
simultaneous sharp expected-length characterization under ambient honesty in the specified ho-
mogeneous logistic model. Its converse uses calibrated continuous alternatives whose every draw
satisfies that model’s homogeneity, envelope, and native-logit smoothness restrictions.

The results supporting Theorem 1 hold under their stated assumptions.

The paper first reviews related work, then specifies the model and honest interval criterion in
Definitions 5 and 8. It next presents the sharp comparison in Theorem 1, develops the interval
construction in Algorithm 2, and discusses interpretation and limitations. The appendices supply
identification, projection bounds, rational realization, calibrated alternatives, original-record
lower comparisons, the verification note, and proofs.

2 Related work

The target of this paper is the homogeneous conditional log-odds coefficient #(P) in Definition 4.
The statistical experiment combines this pointwise homogeneity restriction with a uniform co-
variate design and prescribed bounds on the nuisance logits and their Holder seminorms, as
specified in Definition 5. Precision is measured by expected interval length on effect-radius sub-
classes, while coverage is required over the ambient model; Definitions 6 to 8 formalize these
distinct roles. These choices connect the analysis to logistic coefficient estimation, estimation of
nonlinear functionals under low smoothness, and honest confidence intervals.

The closest logistic coefficient results develop robustness and efficiency within partially lin-
ear logistic models. Tan [2019, Propositions 1-3] characterizes nuisance-orthogonal estimat-
ing functions and obtains unbiasedness when either the baseline-logit model or the conditional
exposure-mean model given covariates and a fixed outcome value is correct. The latter nuisance
is an outcome-conditioned exposure mean. When both nuisance models are correct, the effi-
ciency comparison identifies an optimal weight within the proposed estimating-function class.
The accompanying near-null comparison explains why a simpler weight approaches that optimal
choice as the coefficient approaches zero. This supplies a useful precedent for effect-dependent
precision: proximity to the null changes the efficiency comparison within a regular coefficient-
estimation problem. Here, proximity to the null indexes subclasses on which the length of an
ambiently honest interval is evaluated.

Direct odds-ratio antecedents make the nuisance comparison especially clear. Tchetgen Tch-
etgen et al. [2010] constructs doubly robust estimators in a semiparametric odds-ratio model
by pairing alternative baseline conditional-density specifications. For binary exposure, Tchet-
gen Tchetgen [2013] gives a closed-form adjusted odds-ratio estimator with the corresponding



double-robustness interpretation. Those papers provide estimation and large-sample inference
for an odds-ratio parameter under their nuisance specifications. The present result instead fixes
a homogeneous scalar conditional log odds, requires coverage over the full prescribed Holder
model, evaluates length over every effect-radius subclass, and proves same-model converses as
well as attainment.

Regular asymptotic inference for the logistic coefficient is developed by Liu et al. [2021b,
arXiv version 1, Assumptions REG and ML1, Theorem 2]. Their regularity conditions impose
compact parameter and exposure domains together with nondegenerate score sensitivity and
variance. For sample size n, Assumption ML1 requires uniform consistency of the baseline-logit
and outcome-conditioned exposure-mean estimators, with both L? errors of order op(n~1/4).
Under these conditions, the coefficient estimator admits an asymptotically linear representation
and a normal limit at the parametric rate. The present expected-length criterion evaluates
precision over the prescribed Holder classes, including their low-smoothness regimes, subject to
the coverage requirement in Assumption 9.

The causal interpretation of the estimand also aligns with DINA, the difference in natural pa-
rameters. For binary responses, Gao and Hastie [2025, Section 2.1.1, equation (5)] defines DINA
as the conditional log-odds contrast between potential outcomes. A constant treatment-effect
basis specializes this formulation to a homogeneous effect. Their finite-dimensional coefficient
analysis assumes a correctly represented treatment-effect function, bounded covariates and nui-
sance functions, and a score derivative bounded away from singularity. Under those conditions,
nuisance estimation errors enter the coefficient bound quadratically, alongside a parametric sam-
pling term [Gao and Hastie, 2025, Section 3.3, Proposition 1]. This comparison separates the
shared conditional log-odds target from the precision criterion: their coefficient bound controls
estimation error, while the present objective optimizes expected interval length under ambient
coverage.

The observable numerator in Lemma 1 connects the construction to expected conditional
covariance estimation. In the known-design setting, McGrath and Mukherjee [2026, version 5,
Theorem 1 and Corollary 1] gives projection bias of order k=5/% and variance bounded by a
constant times n~! + k/n?, with s the sum of nuisance smoothness exponents and d the co-
variate dimension; the resulting resolution choices attain the covariance minimax rate. Related
results extend to local averaging methods: McClean et al. [2026, arXiv version 3, Assumption
4 and Theorem 2] obtains expected absolute error n=2%/(25+4) when s < d/2 and root-n infer-
ence when s > d/2, using independent nuisance-training samples, a known smooth covariate
density bounded away from zero, and suitable undersmoothing. Below the regular threshold,
additional undersmoothing yields a slower normal limit under boundedness and continuity of
conditional variances [McClean et al., 2026, arXiv version 3, Theorem 3|. These results distin-
guish rate-optimal estimation from normal inference with negligible bias. The present construc-
tion combines those projection ingredients for two observable coordinates with ambient honesty,
all-radius length evaluation, and a homogeneous-logistic converse, as specified in Definition 14
and Algorithm 2.

Higher-order inference for implicitly defined parameters provides a further comparison.
Zhang et al. [2026, Section 3.3, Assumptions 1 and 3-9, Theorems 1-4] analyzes solutions to
corrected moment equations under identification, a nonsingular moment derivative, bounded-
ness and overlap, complexity and continuity conditions on the moment class, and localized,
nondegenerate sieve bases. Their oracle error bound combines a stochastic term with the
product of two residual projection errors. Feasible estimation adds a product involving nuisance



errors, the initial parameter estimate, and the error in estimating the projection Gram matrix.
Normal inference requires the locally uniform projection bias to vanish after normalization, an
additional continuity-rate condition, and, for the feasible estimator, the stated Gram-matrix
error condition. The normalization accommodates sieve dimensions both below and above
sample size, with dimension growing more slowly than n?. This decomposition clarifies the
shared role of projection in reducing nuisance bias. In the prescribed logistic experiment, the
coordinate identity permits an explicit interval construction whose bias and variance bounds
enter the finite-sample coverage argument in Theorem 2.

Converse results must be compared at the level of both estimand and statistical class. Jin
et al. [2025, Appendix B| studies structure-agnostic bounds for binary treatment in a partially
linear mean model, making explicit the roles of overlap and feasible nuisance perturbations. For
average conditional log-odds differences, Jin and Syrgkanis [2026, version 2, Theorem 7.7] obtains
an absolute-error lower bound containing a squared regression-error term, a mixed nuisance-error
term, and the parametric sampling term. That result uses unrestricted log-odds contrasts in
nuisance-error neighborhoods, under its density, overlap, nondegeneracy, and nonzero-curvature
conditions. Applying a converse to the present coefficient requires alternatives that satisfy the
homogeneous logistic relation throughout the covariate domain, together with the prescribed
envelopes and smoothness restrictions. The calibrated families and original-record mixture com-
parisons in Definition 18 and Lemmas 7 and 8 supply that comparison within the stated model.

Finally, the distinction between the coverage class and the length-evaluation class belongs to
the honest-interval literature. Low [1997] relates expected length at a distribution to coverage
over a family of distributions. In Gaussian experiments for linear functionals, Cai and Low
[2004, Section 2, Theorem 1] expresses a corresponding subclass expected-length lower bound
through a between-class modulus of continuity. The present criterion adopts this separation for
a homogeneous logistic experiment: the public smoothness exponents specify the ambient class,
and effect radii specify nested subclasses for evaluating length. The contribution of Theorem 1
is the joint all-radius characterization under its stated conditions, combining an attaining ambi-
ently honest procedure with matching expected-length lower comparisons, including evaluation
at the null.

The research provenance also includes two internal supporting problems: the known-
fair-radius development stat_dina logodds_honest_radius and the fixed-exponent (0.3,0.1)
development stat_logodds_anisotropic_radius_frontier. They supplied antecedent cal-
ibration and lower-bound architectures; in particular, the parametric null-floor reduction
is credited to the known-fair development. The present theorem establishes the com-
plete public-exponent domain and all-radius profile.  The neighboring internal problem
stat_logodds_roughdesign radius _frontier studies a different experiment with fixed ex-
ponents and an unknown bounded design density, whereas the current design is known and
uniform.

3 Model and honest interval criterion
One observed record is O = (X, A4,Y) in
Q=1[0,1] x {0,1} x {0,1},

equipped with its product Borel structure. The data O = (Oq,...,0O,,) are independent draws
from an observed law P; sample sizes are positive integers, and A,Y € {0,1}. Write pay (P, x) =



P(A=a,Y =y | X = z). The observed-law carrier used below consists of normalized condi-
tional four-cell tables whose entries are continuous and strictly positive on [0, 1], with a covari-
ate marginal of full support. Thus all conditional quantities have pointwise continuous versions
throughout the covariate interval.

Define the arm risks and treatment probability by

pal(Pa 1')

’ € P,$ = Pal‘ + P,l’ s
Pa0 (P, ) + pa1 (P, x) (P, ) = pro(P, z) + pra (P, )

:ua(Pa l‘) =

and define the native logits
g9(P,z) =logit{e(P,x)},  v(P,x) = logit{uo(P,x)}.
For 0 < v <1, our Holder convention is

1, — sup LB =SR]

otz T — 2|7

The public exponent domain is D = {(a, ) : 0 < 8 < 1/4, 8 < a < 1}. Generic positive
constants may change from line to line; || - || denotes the supremum norm, < hides a positive
constant independent of sample size and evaluation radius, and =< denotes two such bounds.
The comparison output space C consists of every nonempty connected Borel subset of
[—1/2,1/2]. Encode an element by its lower and upper endpoints together with two endpoint-
inclusion indicators, excluding the empty encoding; equip this space with the induced product
Borel structure. The attaining construction below returns the closed member [I,u] with ratio-
nal endpoints. Randomized procedures also receive an independent seed U ~ Unif[0, 1]. This
specifies the record, sampling, and output spaces before the model and honesty conditions.
The design law is known and fixed as follows.

Assumption 1. [ass:uniform-design| (Uniform covariate design) The covariate X has the
uniform probability law A on the unit interval under the observed law P:

PoX 1=\

The known uniform design is a fixed-density specialization of the known-density setting
[McClean et al., 2026]. It fixes the covariate integration measure across observed laws, allowing
the model restrictions to focus on treatment assignment and conditional outcome risks.

We express those risks on the log-odds scale. The log-odds map logit is defined first, followed
by the native control-risk logit.

Definition 1. [synth_2] (Log-odds map definition) The log-odds map logit: R — R is defined
by

t
logit(t) = log<1_t> , teR.

Here division by zero has value zero, and the real logarithm is extended by log0 = 0 and logt =
log |t| fort < 0. For 0 <t <1, this is the usual log-odds transformation.

The conditional risks in Definition 5 lie in (0,1), where this transformation has its usual
statistical meaning. The native prognosis logit v(P,x) applies it to the control-arm risk.



Definition 2. [synth_4]| (Native prognosis logit) The native prognosis logit v(P,x) is the log
odds of the conditional outcome risk under control, for x € [0,1] and an observed probability law
P with binary treatment and outcome whose conditional four-cell table satisfies:

e (Conditional probabilities.) At each covariate value, the four cells sum to one and give
a conditional representation of P given the covariate.

e (Continuity and interiority.) Fach cell probability is continuous in the covariate and
lies strictly between zero and one at every covariate value.

o (Full support.) The covariate marginal assigns positive probability to every nonempty
relatively open subset of [0, 1].

Its defining formula is

Prp(treatment = 0, outcome =1 | X = ) > 1
, 0

P, x) := logit
v(P,z) := logi (Prp(treatment =0, outcome = 0 | X = ) + Prp(treatment = 0, outcome =1 | X = x)

Consequently, v(P, x) = logit{uo(P, z)}. The logistic map ¢ converts a real argument ¢ back
to a probability.

Definition 3. [synth_1] (The logistic map) The logistic map ¢ : R — R is defined by

1

- teR
1 + exp(—t)

((t)

On interior probabilities, the logistic and log-odds maps are inverses. We can therefore
describe treatment assignment through its native logit and fix the scalar outcome contrast before
imposing homogeneity.

The public smoothness exponents govern regularity of these native logits. We fix their
notation and the seminorm convention before stating the bounds.

The model combines a homogeneous conditional effect with fixed scalar and nuisance-function
envelopes. Its structural restriction is the following logistic relation.

Assumption 2. [ass:homogeneous-logit] (Homogeneous conditional log-odds relation) The
treated-arm conditional outcome risk pui (P, x) satisfies

w1 (Pyx) = {v(P,z)+0(P)} (x €]0,1]),

where € is the logistic map, v(P,x) is the native prognosis logit, and 0(P) is the homogeneous
conditional log-odds coefficient.

The logistic partially linear coefficient with binary exposure is a standard specification [Tan,
2019]. Here it makes the conditional log-odds contrast constant across covariate values:

logit {11 (P, 2)} — logit{uo(P,x)} = 6(P).

Equivalently, the treated-to-control conditional odds ratio is exp{f(P)}. Thus the coefficient
describes a common conditional odds contrast while allowing the baseline risk to vary with the
covariate.

Under consistency and conditional independence of treatment and potential outcomes given
the covariate, this contrast has the corresponding causal interpretation [Rubin, 1974, Rosenbaum



and Rubin, 1983]. The full-data representation associated with the observed law is specified in
Definition 15; Lemma 1 supplies the identification result and its causal interpretation in the
appendix.

We maintain a compact range for the common coefficient.

Assumption 3. [ass:effect-envelope| (Compact scalar effect envelope) For an observed law
P, the log-odds contrast at covariate zero,

0(P) = logit(u1(P,0)) — v(P,0),

satisfies
0(P)| <

N

A compact coefficient region is standard in logistic coefficient analysis [Liu et al., 2021b].
The numerical bound 1/2 is maintained here as part of the model and gives a common effect
range for the interval comparison.

The treatment mechanism is controlled by a separate logit envelope.

Assumption 4. [ass:propensity-envelope| (Propensity logit envelope) The native
propensity-logit function g(P,-) satisfies

The bounded propensity logit is a quantitative bounded-overlap specialization, with the
constant 1 maintained here [Robins et al., 2009]. Since e(P,z) = ¢{g(P,x)}, it places treatment
probabilities between ¢(—1) and ¢(1) uniformly over covariate values.

A corresponding envelope controls the baseline outcome risk.

Assumption 5. [ass:prognosis-envelope| (Prognosis logit envelope) The native prognosis-
logit function v(P,-) satisfies
[V (P, )]loo < 1.

The bounded prognostic logit belongs to the bounded logistic framework, with this numerical
envelope maintained for the present analysis [Liu et al., 2021b]. Together with Assumption 3,
it keeps both arm-specific outcome risks uniformly in the interior of the probability interval.

The remaining nuisance restrictions describe variation across covariate values, beginning
with treatment assignment.

Assumption 6. [ass:propensity-holder| (Propensity Holder seminorm bound) The Hélder
seminorm of the native propensity-logit function g(P,-) at the public smoothness exponent o
satisfies

[9(P,)]a < 2.

A Holder ball provides the standard smoothness restriction on the treatment mechanism
[Robins et al., 2009]. Here the ball is imposed on the native propensity logit, with prescribed
radius 2; its exponent controls how rapidly treatment assignment can vary over nearby covariate
values.

Baseline prognosis has its own public exponent.



Assumption 7. [ass:prognosis-holder| (Prognosis Holder bound) The native prognosis-logit
function v(P,-) satisfies the Holder seminorm bound

[V(P7 )]/3 <2

The prognostic Holder ball is likewise a standard regularity condition, imposed here on
the control-risk logit with prescribed radius 2 [Liu et al., 2021a]. Distinct exponents permit
treatment assignment and baseline prognosis to have different degrees of smoothness.

We collect the structural relation and the quantitative restrictions into two classes. The
homogeneous logistic class £ records the common conditional effect relation.

Definition 4. [def:logistic-class] (Homogeneous logistic class £)
L={P:pu(P,x)={v(Px)+0(P)} for every x € [0,1]} .

Here 1 (P, x) is the treated-arm conditional outcome risk, € is the logistic map, v(P,x) is the
native prognosis logit, and 6(P) is the homogeneous conditional log-odds coefficient. The defining
relation is that of Assumption 2.

For a fixed public exponent pair, the ambient model M(c, 5) adds the known design law
and the prescribed envelopes and seminorm bounds.

Definition 5. [def :model] (Ambient model M(a, 8)) M(a, 5) is the class of observed laws
P satisfying the following conditions, for each («a,3) € D, the prescribed domain of public
smoothness exponents:

e (Uniform design.) With \ denoting the uniform probability law on the unit interval,
PoX 1=\

See Assumption 1.

(Homogeneous logit.) The treated-arm conditional outcome risk pi(P,x), logistic map
¢, native prognosis logit v(P,z), and homogeneous conditional log-odds coefficient 0(P)
satisfy

w1 (P,z) = {v(P,x) + 0(P)} (x €[0,1]).

See Assumption 2.

(Effect envelope.)
6(P)] <

N

See Assumption 3.

(Propensity envelope.) The native propensity-logit function g(P,-) satisfies

See Assumption 4.

(Propensity smoothness.)

See Assumption 6.



e (Prognosis envelope.)
(P, oo < 1.

See Assumption 5.

e (Prognosis smoothness.)
(P, )]p < 2.

See Assumption 7.
The bracket notation denotes the Hélder seminorm at the indicated public exponent.

This ambient class determines the coverage requirement. To evaluate precision near different
effect magnitudes, we introduce an evaluation radius r in [0, 1/2].

Assumption 8. [ass:evaluation-radius] (Effect evaluation radius) The homogeneous con-
ditional log-odds coefficient O(P) satisfies
0(P)| <.

The nested evaluation subregion follows the ambient-coverage and subclass-length criterion
of the honest-interval literature [Cai and Low, 2004]. The radius indexes the laws over which
expected length is assessed, while the ambient class remains the coverage domain.

The effect-radius slice M,.(a, ) makes this evaluation class explicit.

Definition 6. [def:radius-model] (Effect-radius slice M, («a, 3))

My(a,B) ={P € M(e,8) : [0(P)| <7} ((a.B) €D, 7 €[0,1/2]).
Here D is the prescribed domain of public smoothness exponents and 0(P) is the homogeneous
conditional log-odds coefficient. This defines the slice of the ambient model in Definition 5
satisfying Assumption 8.

These slices are nested in the radius. At » = 0, they contain the ambient laws with zero
conditional log-odds contrast; at r = 1/2, the slice equals the ambient model. The nuisance
restrictions remain fixed throughout this comparison.

Before stating honesty, we specify the sample, interval outputs, and independent random-
ization used by the comparison class.

Including an independent seed permits randomized procedures in the comparison class. A
deterministic procedure is represented by a map that is constant in its seed argument. Coverage
probabilities and expected lengths average over both the original records and this independent
randomization.

We require coverage uniformly over the ambient model.

Assumption 9. [ass:global-coverage]| (Global interval coverage) The interval procedure
I1(O,U), evaluated on the tuple of observed records O and an independent uniform randomization
seed U, satisfies
inf (P2 @ \{0(P) € I(O,U)} > 0.90,
p B (PP N{0(P) € 1(O.U)} >
where M(a, B) is the ambient observed-law model, X is the uniform probability law on the unit
interval, and O(P) is the homogeneous conditional log-odds coefficient.

10



Global honesty with subclass expected-length evaluation is the standard comparison crite-
rion, specialized here to the binary treatment and outcome experiment [Cai and Low, 2004]. It
is a procedure-admissibility requirement: for each public exponent pair and sample size, an ad-
missible interval covers the coefficient with probability at least 90% at every law in the ambient
model.

The honest procedure class A, («, 3) collects the maps satisfying this requirement.

Definition 7. [def:honest-procedures| (Honest interval procedures A, («a, 3)) For every n >
1 and (a, B) € D, define

A (o, B) = {I Q" x[0,1] =C: inf (P®"®MN{0(P) e I(O,U)} > 0.90},
PeM(a,B)

where the maps I are Borel and have measurable coverage events and interval length, as required
by Assumption 9. Here Q) is the measurable space of one observed record, O is the tuple of
original observed records, C is the space of admissible nonempty connected Borel effect intervals,
and X is the uniform probability law on [0,1]. The variable U is an independent randomization
seed, D is the prescribed domain of public smoothness exponents, and 0(P) is the homogeneous
conditional log-odds coefficient.

For a fixed sample size and public exponent pair, this same admissible class is used at every
evaluation radius. Precision is measured by the minimax expected length J, (v, 3;7) over the
corresponding slice.

Definition 8. [def:length-objective| (Minimax expected length J,(«, 8;7)) The minimax
expected interval length on the effect-radius slice, subject to honesty over the ambient model, is

Jola, B;r) = inf Epengy|1(0,U)].
(i) = il o s Broar[1(O.U)]

Here A, (a, ) is the class of Borel interval procedures with global 90% coverage, M, (a, 3) is
the effect-radius slice, O 1is the tuple of original observed records, and U is an independent seed
with uniform law A on [0,1]. The quantity |I(O,U)| is the length of the returned interval.

The objective combines ambient coverage with local evaluation of expected length. In par-
ticular, evaluation at the null retains coverage over all effects in the ambient envelope. Varying
the radius therefore measures how much precision an ambiently honest procedure can attain
across nested effect regions.

4 Sharp expected length across effect radii

The expected-length objective in Definition 8 admits a sharp comparison with two contributions:
uncertainty in an observable numerator and effect-scaled uncertainty in an observable denom-
inator. Their rates depend on the public propensity smoothness exponent o and prognosis
smoothness exponent 5. A single concrete interval sequence, I}, attains the comparison simul-
taneously across evaluation radii while maintaining coverage over the ambient model. We first
define the diagnostic rate and then state the complete comparison. The statistical construction
and numerical realization follow in the next section and appendices.

The diagnostic envelope d,(«, 5;7) separates the numerator contribution from the radius-
scaled denominator contribution.

11



Definition 9. [def:diagnostic-envelope| (Diagnostic envelope d,(«, ;7)) The diagnostic

envelope is
e, Bir) = n=2@8) 4 o),

where the numerator and denominator rate exponents are, respectively,

B 1 (a+B) 43
ale. ) = mm{z 2a+25+1} Bl

b(8) =

Main statistical result. For every public pair 0 < f < 1/4, f < a < 1, every n > 1,
and every r € [0,1/2], the minimax expected length over procedures with 90% coverage on the
ambient model satisfies

Jn(a, B;r) =< n~ min{1/2,2(a+6)/(2a+26+1)} 4 ., —46/(46+1)
The comparison constants are absolute. One procedure, using the sample size and public ex-
ponents and independent of r, attains the upper bound for every radius simultaneously; the
converse covers every globally honest Borel procedure, including randomized procedures. The

exact finite-sample statement, including the rational implementation guarantee, is Theorem 1
below. The observable identity

C(P) = {exp(8(P)) — 1}S(P),  S(P) > 1/512,

explains the two terms: numerator uncertainty remains at the null, while denominator uncer-
tainty is multiplied by the effect radius.

Definition 10. [synth_3] (Cosine projection and its kernel) Let A be the uniform probability
measure on [0,1]. The orthonormal cosine basis of L*(\) is

eo(x) =1, @;(r) = V2cos(mjx) (5> 1).
For each integer k > 1, define the rank-k orthogonal projection onto span{po,...,or—1} by

k—1
Mef =Y (fei e, el
=0
where (f, h) 20\ = fo z)d\(z). Its projection kernel is
k—1
Z oi(z =1+ 2Zcos mjz) cos(mjz), xz,z €[0,1].
j=1

Thus the continuous representative of Il f satisfies

(g f)(x / Hy(z,2)f(z)dA\(2), x € [0,1].

Definition 11. [def :projection-statistic] (Projection statistic U, (W, V) Formn > 2, the
ordered-pair projection statistic for two bounded record marks W and V is
1

Un (W, V) = =1

Z Hy (X3, X;)W(0;)V(O;).
1<i,j<n

i#]
Here O; is the ith observed record, X; is its covariate, and Hy is the kernel of the projection at
rank k.
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Definition 12. [def :dyadic-name-convention| (Dyadic naming policies N,Ng) A dyadic name
for a real number v is a sequence of nested closed intervals with dyadic rational endpoints that
contain v and have width at most 27 at each integer precision q > 0. The product coding of
these sequences uses the discrete measurable structure on rational responses.

An admissible naming policy N is a sequence of policies, one for each sample size n, satisfying
the following conditions.

e (Public exponents.) Valid names for a, 3 are selected by Borel functions of the public
pair (a, B) alone, before sampling.

e (Observed covariates.) Valid names for the n observed covariates are selected by Borel
functions of («, B8, 0), where O is the tuple of original observed records.

e (Separate arithmetic input.) The arithmetic engine is independently fixed, and name
selection supplies the real-input representations used with that engine.

The interval procedure receives these selected names and the exact binary labels. Name selection
18 an input convention.
The dyadic-floor policy Ng assigns every real input v the intervals

No(v)g = [279[290], 279(|2%] + 1)], q>0.

This is a valid name also at dyadic inputs and selects one concrete member of the policy-indexed
interval family.
At the rank step, the queried exponent intervals are intersected with the known compact boxes

acl0,1], Bel0,1/4].

A syntactically malformed queried prefix or an empty intersection may yield the full effect inter-
val. At the endpoint precision, the supplied exponent and observed-covariate intervals are passed
raw to the endpoint expression tree, and the integer ranks selected at the rank step are retained.
Outputs may vary across valid names.

Definition 13. [def:arithmetic-engine] (Arithmetic engine E) An arithmetic engine E is a
deterministic collection of maps on closed rational intervals, with integer precision input ¢ > 0
and tolerance

g =21

It supplies rational enclosures of w, the exponential and cosine on every bounded rational interval,
the logarithm on rational intervals [a,b] with 0 < a < b, the square root on rational intervals
[a,b] with 0 < a < b, and the power b’ for a positive integer base b and a rational exponent
interval contained in [—3,3]. The symbols a,b,v,q are bound primitive arguments; in the power
primitive, b denotes the integer base, supplied separately from the interval endpoints.

The engine also supplies exact rational range operations for addition, subtraction, multipli-
cation, division on denominator intervals avoiding zero, minimum, maximum, intersection, and
clipping. In particular, the minimum of two intervals has range

min([a7 b}v [C, d}) = [min(aﬂ C), min(ba d)]a
and multiplication has range

[a,b] [¢, d] = [min{ac, ad, be, bd}, max{ac, ad, be, bd}].
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Division uses the reciprocal range followed by multiplication, and clipping uses the exact mini-
mum and maximum operations.
Admissibility requires the following primitive contracts.

(Enclosure.) Every returned interval contains the real image of its input interval.

(Momnotone primitives.) For exponential, logarithm, square root, and positive-integer-
base power, each returned endpoint differs outward from the corresponding exact range
endpoint by at most €.

(Constant enclosure.) The returned enclosure of w lies in [3,4], with outward excess at
each endpoint at most €.

(Cosine.) At the rational midpoint of the input interval, the engine encloses the cosine
value with outward endpoint excess at most 4. It enlarges this enclosure by half the input
width on each side and intersects the result with [—1,1]. The returned width is at most the
input width plus 2¢,.

(Primitive domains and signs.) FExponential and power outputs have positive lower
endpoints, and square-root outputs have monnegative lower endpoints. Logarithm is eval-
uated on intervals with positive rational lower endpoints, and division is evaluated on
denominator intervals avoiding zero.

(Finite rational computation.) Every map is defined by a finite rational recurrence
whose iteration count is bounded by a specified public integer function of the rational range
bounds, the integer base when present, and q. The recurrence may use rational comparisons
and integer arithmetic; its access to a real input is exclusively through the supplied rational
interval.

(Independent choice.) The engine is fized independently of all public exponents, sample
sizes, observed records, laws, naming policies, evaluation radii, and unknown nuisance
quantities.

Distinct admissible engines may return distinct rational enclosures. Admissibility is specified
entirely by these primitive contracts, with rank conclusions, final-endpoint conclusions, final
precision budgets, and statistical properties outside its defining requirements.

Algorithm 1 (Public projection rank selection)

The projection ranks are the nonnegative integer ceilings of the upper endpoints produced by
the following construction. For n > 2 and real public exponents «, 3, define the public precision
budget and target resolutions by

Qrank(n) = 7+ 3[logy n], Ro = n?/(Gat26+1) Rg = n2/(45+1).

For a positive integer base b, the logarithmic ceiling is defined by integer comparisons:

[logy b] = min{q € Z>( : 27 > b}.
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Fix a rational interval-arithmetic engine E and a naming policy N. Query the public exponent
names at precision grank(n) and intersect them with [0, 1] and [0, 1/4], respectively. Using these
intersections, form the ranges of

2 2
200+ 2B+ 1’ 46+ 1

by exact rational interval operations, then apply the power map of E with integer base n at the
same precision. If these operations succeed, denote the resulting boxes by [ac, bc| and [ag, bs],
and define

kC(”: «, Ba E7 N) = maX{ ’Vbc-‘ ) 0}7

ks(n,B; E,N) = max{[bs],0}.

Here bc,bs denote resolution-box upper endpoints. If either an intersection or an interval
division fails, define both ranks to be 1. Both ranks use the public inputs (n, «, 8) through N,
including in the abbreviated notation for kg, and are fixed before sampling.

For the admissible construction, take:

e (Engine.) E satisfying Definition 13.
e (Names.) N satisfying Definition 12, with public exponent names depending on n, a, 3.
¢ (Exponent domain.) 0 < < 1/4and f < a <1.

For every n > 2, the construction succeeds and its boxes satisfy
R¢ € lac, bel, Rs € [as, bs), bc —ac <1, bs —as < 1.
Consequently, the selected ranks satisfy

Rc < kc(n,a, B5E,N) < 3Rc,
Rs < ks(n,B;E,N) < 3Rs.

Definition 14. [def:coordinate-estimates] (Coordinate estimates C, and S,) The ezact
real sample coordinates are

~ 1 & ~
Cn == Y AY; Ui (AY),  Sp=U,ks (A1 -Y), (1 - A)Y),
=1

where, for n > 2, the retained ranks are
kC:kC(naaaﬁ;EaN)v kS:kS(naaaﬁ;EaN)'

Both ranks are selected by the fixed-budget resolution construction with the same admissible
engine E and the public exponent approximations supplied by N. The upper construction uses
this same engine and the supplied covariate approrimations to enclose the finite sums at these
retained ranks. The statistics én, §n estimate the observable numerator and denominator coor-
dinates C(P), S(P), respectively.
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Definition 15. [def:causal-extension] (Full-data law ]SPI) The full-data law IBP’F is defined
by the successive draws

X ~ A, YOvrY | X =2 ~T(Pz), A (X,Y% Y1) ~ Bernoulli{e(P, X)},
and the observed outcome
Y =(1-A)Y"+ AYh

Here X is the uniform probability law on [0,1], Y° and Y are the control and treated potential
outcomes, I'(P,x) is an admissible conditional coupling of these outcomes, and e(P,X) is the
treatment probability conditional on the covariate under the observed law P.

Definition 16. [synth_5] (Frontier comparison constants and sample-size threshold) Fiz posi-
tive finite absolute constants ¢, C' satisfying the simultaneous comparisons in Theorem 3. Define
the selected lower and upper comparison functions and sample-size threshold on D by

C*(O[7/3) =G C*(auﬁ) = Ca no(aaﬁ) =1

Thus, for every admissible arithmetic engine E, admissible Borel naming policy N, («, 8) € D,
integer n > no(e, ), and r € [0,1/2],

c*(oa,ﬁ)pn(a,ﬁ;r) < Jn(a,ﬂ;r) < sSup EP®”‘I;,E,N(O‘76)| < C*(oa,ﬂ)pn(a,ﬁ;r).
PeM,(a,B)

The constants c, C are selected once, independently of the exponents, sample size, radius, engine,
and naming policy.

Definition 17. [def:calibration-maps| (Calibration maps ¢,B,q,T,$,p) The covariance
adjustment and its effect-normalized counterpart are

(t,6,0) = 200, B(1,¢,0) = 2D

L.+ /L2 — 4d?v,’ L, + /L2 — 4d%v,’

where £, v are scalar margins near 1/2, and

d= exp(t) -1, Vs = 5(1 - 5)“(1 - U)a

1
L.=1+4+d{¢(1 —v)+ (1 =&}, D(t) = /0 exp(st) ds.

Here s is an integration variable. These formulas apply on the domain where the displayed square
root and denominator are positive.
For two independent uniform signs €g, €1, define

Zy, = €gcos(mu/2) + € sin(mu/2).

Ezxpectations below are over these signs. Let enix > 0 be the radius of the fized signed open
amplitude square on which the mixzed calibration branch exists uniquely. On

|77| < Emix» |<| < Emix; (RS [Oa ]-]7
define the mized calibration root by

q(n, ¢, u) = the unique q € (3/4,5/4) satisfying 16E€B(32n(, 1/2 —nqZ,,1/2 + CZu) —q=0.
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The smaller closed amplitude squares used for support and mizxture bounds are contained in this
domain.
For the separate fair-prior maps, define the baseline risk and local variance by

ps = 2/5, Ve = ps(1 — py) = 6/25.
Here v, denotes the fair-branch Bernoulli variance. Define

exp(t)¢
1+ {exp(t) — 1}¢

{exp(t) — 1}62 {exp(t) — 1}42
_ —pp*B* > — log (1 =+ —(lp_ ) Bs ) .

On the fair core 0 <t < 1/4, for té # 0, the normalized fair-matching residual is

G(t, &) = B =1+ {exp(t) — 1}p-,

T(t,0) =t + log <1

EG(tvf + 5Zu) B G(T(t75)a§)
52

f)(ta 67 57 ’LL) = :

The symbol $ also denotes its removable smooth extension to the fized open calibration neighbor-
hood, including acrosst =0, § = 0, and the spatial endpoints. The displayed quotient identity
applies on the fair core.

Let ety > 0 be the signed fair-amplitude radius, and let b € (0,1/10) be the fixed sufficiently
small bracket half-width about p.. Here b denotes a bracket half-width. The fair parameter
domain contains

0<t<1/4, 18] < Efair, u € [0,1],

together with the fized open neighborhood of these parameters, including signed parameters across
t = 0 and the spatial endpoints. The denominators and logarithm arguments in the fair formulas
are positive on this neighborhood. At t = 0 or § = 0, $ is interpreted through its removable
smooth extension.

On this netghborhood, define the fair calibration root by

p(t,6,u) = the unique £ € (px — b, p« + b) satisfying H(t,0,&,u) = 0.

Selection in the larger bracket (3/10,1/2) gives this same root on the stated neighborhood. The
smaller closed amplitude neighborhood used for support and mixture bounds is contained in this
fair domain, uniformly over t € [0,1/4] and u € [0,1]. The local branches are defined on the
stated domains, where their existence, uniqueness, reqularity, and matching properties hold.

Definition 18. [def:continuous-calibrated-priors| (Continuous calibrated priors
Py o, Pro,Qp, Q) The continuous sign field on an equal partition is
x—jA 1

Zy o(x) = 0jcos(mu/2) + o1 sin(mu/2), U= A=—,

oy

for an integer k > 1, independent uniform signs o = (0g,...,0k), and JA < x < (j + 1)A,
0 < j < k. Fither adjoining cell gives the value at a shared endpoint.
For signed amplitudes n, (, define

o) = 5 + 1900w Zko(@),  ea(a) = 3 — a0, G u) 2o (2),
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Mol@) = 5 + o), o) =0, @) = (320G, e1(2), mo(0)).

For the family index b € {0,1}, the law Py, has uniform covariate law X on the unit interval
and conditional cell probabilities

P11 = €My + Cp, P10 = ep(1 —my) — cp,
po1 = (1 —ep)me — ¢y, poo = (1 —ep)(1 — mg) + cp.

Here ey, my, ¢y are evaluated at the current covariate; pi1, pio, Poi, Poo correspond to treated suc-
cess, treated failure, control success, and control failure.

For 0 < t < 1/4, the separate fair-treatment laws Py and Pi;s have covariate law A,
treatment probability 1/2, and control and treated outcome risks

| fo() pa(z)
Py | p(t,6,u) 4+ 0Zko(z) G(t,p(t,6,u) + 6Z) ()
P*,t,é p(tv(S? u) G(T(t’ 5)ap(t757 ’LL))

These formulas define probability laws on the calibration neighborhood where the conditional cells
are positive.
The sample miztures are

Qp = 27(k+1) Z P{;Xm) Q; = 27(k+1) Z ‘Pt®0'n'

oe{—1,1}k+1 oe{—1,1}k+1

The signs are drawn once for the entire sample, and each mizrture consists of exactly n original
observed records.

The first term depends on the sum of the two public smoothness exponents and reaches the
parametric rate when that sum is at least 1/2. The second depends on prognosis smoothness
and is multiplied by the evaluation radius. This decomposition will describe both the attainable
expected length and the lower bound for every globally honest procedure.

We now collect the rate profile p,(«, 3;r) and the attaining procedure. The interval I ;Ll’pE’N
is the statistical output of the joint inversion in Algorithm 2; fixing the explicit engine and
dyadic-floor policy selects the concrete sequence.

Definition 19. [def:frontier-handle| (Rate profile p and attaining interval family I*) The
rate profile and its attaining interval family are defined, for every admissible engine E and
admissible naming policy N, by

pn(o%ﬁ;r) = dn(a,ﬁ;r), IZ,E,N = Irltl,pE,N'

Here d,(«, B;1) is the diagnostic expected-length envelope from Definition 9, and IEPN s the
procedure sequence from Algorithm 2 for the fired engine and policy. The frontier pair consists
of this rate profile and procedure sequence:

up
(p: IE,N)'
The concrete attaining sequence is
=1
n = “n,Eo,No’
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where Eg is the explicitly constructed rational interval-arithmetic engine supplied by Lemma 3,
and Ng is the dyadic-floor policy for selecting numerical representations in Definition 12.

Each interval is the literal output of the same fixed-budget expression tree, evaluated by its
supplied fized engine on its supplied valid numerical representations. Each choice of engine and
representations determines its own rational output, subject to the endpoint enclosure bounds
i Lemma 4. The construction uses the observable numerator and denominator coordinates
C(P),S(P) from Lemma 1, separate projection resolutions from Algorithm 1, and joint inversion
from Algorithm 2.

The represented inputs are (n,«,3,0), with numerical representations selected by N and
an independently fized engine E as in Definition 13. The radius r indexes evaluation of the
expected-length profile.

The converse uses the continuous calibrated priors in Definition 18, with admissible native
propensity and prognosis perturbations, one common scalar effect per draw, analytic singleton
matching, and factorization across disjoint latent-sign components conditional on the original
covariates. It applies independently of the engine and naming policy.

The model and honesty conditions are specified in Definitions 1, 3 to 8 and 10 and Assump-
tions 1 to 9. The associated constructions are given in Definitions 11, 14, 15 and 17. Their
bounds, calibrations, and sharp comparisons are stated in Lemmas 2 and 5 to 9 and Theorems 1
to 4.

The evaluation radius indexes the expected-length criterion, while the procedure uses the ob-
served sample and public exponents. Thus the same interval sequence can attain the comparison
over all radius slices. The following result combines concrete attainment, the lower bound over
the entire honest class, and the supporting guarantee for every admissible engine and naming
policy.

Theorem 1. [thm:full-honest-frontier-answer| (The full honest frontier) There exist con-
stants ¢,C € R, with ¢ > 0 and C > 0, satisfying the following guarantees simultaneously. The
public exponent domain and the sharp expected-length profile are

D={(a,8) eR?:0<B<1/4, B<a<l},
pula, Bi7) = dn(a, B;7) = n~ min{1/2,2(a+8)/(2a+26+1)} | .y —46/(48+1)

e (Concrete attainment.) For every (o, 3) € D and every integer n > 1, the concrete
interval

I;(a, B) = Iylll,pEO,NO (v, 8),

constructed with the explicit rational arithmetic engine Eq and the dyadic-floor naming
policy No, belongs to the globally honest class A,(c, B) of Definition 7. For every sample
and randomization seed, its output is a closed interval [l,u] with

lLbu€eQ, —-1/2<i<u<1/2.
For every r € [0,1/2], the minimax expected length J,,(«, 5;7r) of Definition 8 satisfies

cpn(a, B;r) < Jn(a,B;7) < sup  Epengy|Ii(a, 8)(0,U)| < C pule, Bi7),
PeM,(a,B)

where M, («, ) is the prescribed radius slice and X is the uniform law of the independent
randomization seed.
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e (Universal construction.) For every admissible rational interval-arithmetic engine E,
every admissible Borel naming policy N, both satisfying the quantitative contracts of Def-
initions 12 and 13, every (o, ) € D, and every integer n > 1, the fixed-budget out-
put I;l’pE’N(oz,B) is Borel, globally 90%-honest, and radius independent. On every wvalid
named input, the construction terminates within its prescribed fized budgets and returns a
nonempty closed interval with ordered rational endpoints in [—1/2,1/2], using the observed
data and public inputs. For every r € [0,1/2],

Con( i) < Julon Bir) € sup Eponaa| I (0, 8)(O,U)] < C pula, B57).
PeM,(a,B)

The same constants ¢, C apply to all these engines, policies, exponents, sample sizes, and
radii.

e (Compact uniformity.) Taking the comparison constants ¢, = ¢, C, = C, and the
sample-size threshold ng = 1, every nonempty compact set K C D satisfies

0 < inf e, sup Cy < oo, sup ng = 1.
(af)eK (e.B)EK (a,B)EK

e (Elbow identities.) Define the numerator and denominator exponents by

a(a, ) = min{1/2, 2(a + §)/(2a + 26+ 1)}, b(B) = ﬁ -
For every (o, B) € D,
a(a, B) — b(B) > 0,
and 2(a — ) i B<1)2
a(a, §) —b() = § G F T DU+
a+pB>1/2.

2(48+ 1)
At a+ = 1/2, the two displayed expressions are equal.

e (Universal converse.) For every (o, ) € D, every r € [0,1/2], every integer n > 1,
and every procedure I € A, («, B), including procedures using independent randomization,

cpn(a,B;7r) < sup EP®n®)\‘I(O,U)’.
PeM;(a,B)

The coordinate identity behind the comparison is
C(P) =A{exp(0(P)) — 1}S(P),  6(P) =log{l+C(P)/S(P)},  S(P)=1/512,

as proved in Lemma 1. Numerator uncertainty therefore contributes directly to interval length,
while denominator uncertainty is scaled by the effect radius. Separate projection resolutions
accommodate these distinct sources of uncertainty. The matching lower comparison establishes
that their sum describes the best possible worst-case expected length under ambient honesty,
including for randomized procedures.

The converse has one experiment for each term. In the mixed family, propensity and prog-
nosis amplitudes 7, ( produce an effect separation at their product scale; singleton matching
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removes first-order marginal evidence, and the original-record Hellinger bound determines the
admissible projection resolution. This yields the numerator contribution. In the fair-treatment
family, a prognosis amplitude § changes a comparator effect by order t§2 at center ¢, while its
Hellinger distance is controlled at fourth order in J; taking ¢ at the evaluation-radius scale yields
the radius-weighted denominator contribution. The continuous sign field shares endpoint signs
across neighboring cells. After conditioning on the observed covariates, the sign-incidence graph
is therefore factored into connected components and controlled by a spanning-tree bound. The
exact matching, same-model support, and resulting mixture bounds are stated in Lemmas 6
to 8; Lemma 9 and Theorem 3 complete the two-term comparison.
At the null radius, Theorem 1 gives

en~2@h) < Jn(a, B;0) < Cn2@h),

Coverage remains imposed over the ambient model through Definition 7, even though expected
length is evaluated at zero effect. The null comparison therefore measures the precision attain-
able at zero by a procedure that also covers every effect in the prescribed ambient envelope. Its
rate is governed by the numerator contribution.

For any sequence r, € [0,1/2], including an arbitrary shrinking-radius sequence, the simul-
taneous comparison gives

c {n_a(a’ﬂ) + rnn_b(ﬁ)} < Jp(o, By1y) < C {n_a(“’ﬁ) + Tnn_b(ﬁ)} .

The same concrete interval sequence attains these bounds across the sequence. Equating the
two contributions yields the radius balance

For fixed public exponents, radii smaller than this scale make the numerator contribution dom-
inant; radii larger than this scale make the denominator contribution dominant. At the balance
scale, both contributions have the same order.

The numerator transition occurs at o + f = 1/2. Below this boundary, its exponent is
2(a+ B)/(2a 4+ 28 + 1), and the radius-balance exponent depends on the difference o — 8. At
and above the boundary, the numerator exponent equals 1/2, and the balance exponent depends
on [ alone. The two formulas agree at the shared boundary, so the radius balance is continuous
across the numerator transition.

The propensity endpoint o = 1 belongs to the public exponent domain in Theorem 1. At this
endpoint, every admissible prognosis exponent places the numerator in the parametric regime,
with balance exponent

a(1.8) = b(8) = 55 1

Along the prognosis boundary approached from § < 1/4, this expression tends to zero, while
the denominator exponent tends to 1/2. Within the stated domain, the positive exponent gap
ensures that for every fixed r € (0,1/2], the radius-scaled denominator contribution eventually
dominates. Consequently, the sharp expected length at a fixed positive radius has order rn=°().

Concrete attainment is a guarantee for a statistical interval procedure with rational endpoints
on every sample. The engine and naming-policy clause attaches the same coverage and expected-
length comparison to every admissible numerical realization, with common constants. The
following construction specifies the interval itself in Algorithm 2 and Theorem 2, and Lemmas 3
and 4 supplies its arithmetic realization.
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5 Constructing an honest interval

The statistical ingredients used by the interval are defined first. The primitive arithmetic con-
tracts and their finite rational realization appear in Section B. In reader-facing prose, d,, is the
rate and I"P is the interval; the formal layer also uses the aliases p, = d,, and I* = ["P. It reuses
bo, bs locally for resolution-box upper endpoints and, later, for coordinate error radii; we refer
to these quantities by role outside the formal environments.

The attaining procedure combines separate estimates of two observable coordinates with a
joint inversion of their confidence bounds. Write an observed record as O, with covariate X,
binary treatment A, and binary outcome Y. Under an observed law P in Definition 5, the
numerator and denominator coordinates of Lemma 1 have the representations

C(P) = Ep|AY] - /01 Ep[A| X = 2]Ep[Y | X = 2] du,

1
S(P) = /0 Ep[A1-Y) | X = 2]Ep[(1 - A)Y | X = z]dz.

That result supplies the identity

C(P) = (exp{0(P)} —1)S(P),  0(P)= log<1 * gg;) 7

together with the uniform denominator lower bound sp = 1/512. These coordinates therefore
reduce effect estimation to estimating products of conditional means.

The projection family in Definition 10 approximates those conditional means under the
uniform covariate design. At integer rank k > 1, its cosine projection and associated kernel
satisfy

k—1 k-1
O, f = Z(f, ©5) 123 L Hi(z,2) =1+ QZCOS(ﬂ'jl‘) cos(mjz).
j=0 J=1

With this family fixed, the ordered-pair statistic of Definition 11 estimates a projected product
using distinct records:

1

Up (W, V) = nn—1)

> Hi(Xi, X)W (0:)V(0;).
1<i,j<n

i#]
The coordinate estimates in Definition 14 apply this statistic to the marks A, Y for the numerator
and A(1-Y),(1 — A)Y for the denominator.

Separate resolutions accommodate the different projection errors in Lemma 2. The numera-
tor bias is controlled at order k(@5 whereas the denominator bias is controlled at order &k 25.
Balancing each against the rank-dependent stochastic term gives the two target resolutions in
Algorithm 1. Their numerical selection uses the admissible arithmetic and naming conventions
of Definitions 12 and 13; Lemma 3 supplies an explicit admissible engine.

Rank selection. For n > 2, the numbered implementation of Algorithm 1 is as follows.

1. Set the public rank precision ¢ank(n) and the two target resolutions:

Grank(n) = 7+ 3[logy n], Ro = n?/(Gat26+1) Rg = n2/(45+1).
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2. Query the public exponent names at this precision, intersect their responses with the
prescribed exponent boxes, and use the fixed engine to enclose the two target resolutions.

3. Retain the nonnegative integer ceilings of the enclosure upper endpoints as ko and kg.
For valid inputs in the stated exponent domain, Algorithm 1 gives

Ro < ke < 3Rc, Rs < ks < 3Rs.

These ranks are fixed before sampling and retained throughout endpoint evaluation.

Interval construction. The observed sample O determines the two coordinate estimates.
Bias allowances and variance bounds give a confidence rectangle for their population targets.
Clipping its denominator endpoints to the known positive range makes the logarithmic inversion
well defined. For each positive denominator, the inversion is increasing in the numerator; for each
fixed numerator, its extrema over a denominator interval occur at the endpoints. Evaluating
the appropriate corners therefore produces the ideal effect interval.

The upper interval I :Ll’pE’N(a, ) is the rational output of the following construction. Its exact-
real expressions specify the quantities to be enclosed, while the endpoint precision geng(n, ko, ks)
governs their finite rational evaluation.

Algorithm 2 (Upper interval I'; \ (e, 3))

The inputs are the sample size n > 1, public smoothness exponents «, 3, and observed
sample O; the tuning choices are an independently fixed admissible rational interval-arithmetic
engine E and a Borel policy N selecting valid numerical representations of the exponents and
observed covariates.

1. For n =1, return
Hen(aB) = [-1/2,1/2].

For n > 2, proceed through the remaining steps.

2. Select the numerator and denominator projection ranks using E, the public exponent
representations selected by N, and the fixed public precision budget g¢ank(n):

kC:kC(n,Q,ﬁ;E,N), kS:ks(nvcE?ﬁ;EaN)'

Use these retained integers in the coordinate estimates én, the numerator estimate, and

~

Sn, the denominator estimate, from Definition 14, with ranks defined in Algorithm 1.

3. Define the smoothness sum, variance envelope, and coordinate error radii by
10 4k

n  nn-—1)

bo = 8ka® + 20V, (ko),  bs = 25kg>" + \/20V,(ks).

Here bc and bg denote error radii, distinct from the resolution-enclosure endpoints in
Algorithm 1.

s=a+B,  Valk) =

23



4. Define scalar clipping, the fixed denominator lower bound from Lemma 1, and the
confidence-rectangle endpoints by

1

clipp ) (v) = max{l, min{u, v}}, 50 = 130
ct =Cptbo, sy =clipy1)(Sa+bs).

Define the clipped logarithmic inversion and its ideal interval endpoints by

F(c,d) = log (Clip[exp(q/m,exp(1/2)](1 + C/d)) :

L =min{F(c_,s_),F(c_,s4+)}, R = max{F(c4+,s-), F(ct,s4)}

Here R denotes the ideal upper endpoint, distinct from the generic rank target in Algo-
rithm 1. These exact-real expressions specify the quantities enclosed in the next step.

5. Define the largest retained rank and the endpoint precision budget by
K = maX{kCa kS}’ QGnd(n7 ke, kS) =44+ DOgQ (7’L + 1)—| + 4ﬂOg2(K + 1)—| :

At this single precision, query the supplied numerical representations of both exponents
and all observed covariates. Evaluate the displayed finite expressions with the same engine
E, its primitive maps at precision genq, and exact rational range operations in the displayed
expression tree, retaining k¢, kg from the rank step. Obtain rational endpoint enclosures
satisfying

L_<L<Ly, R_<R<R;.

For every valid input with 0 < 8 < 1/4, 8 < a <1, and n > 2, Lemma 4 gives

1
Ly-L_<-  Ry—-R_<
n

S|

6. Output the closed rational interval
I'rlzl})E’N(av /8) = [max{—1/2, L—}7 mln{l/za R-‘r}] :

For every valid input with 0 < 8 < 1/4, f < a < 1, and n > 2, the output is nonempty,
contains the ideal interval, and satisfies

[L? R} g IZ})E,N (Oé, 6)7

0 < min{1/2, Ry} — max{—1/2,L_} — (R— L) < %

The computation terminates after the fixed rank and endpoint precision budgets.

For fixed E,N, this construction defines a sample map with inputs (n,«a, 8, 0). Its rational
endpoints may depend on the admissible engine and valid numerical representations supplied.

The model and honesty conditions are specified in Definitions 1, 3 to 8 and 10 and Assump-
tions 1 to 9. The associated constructions are given in Definitions 9, 11 to 13, 15 and 17 to 19.
Their bounds and realization properties are stated in Lemmas 2, 3 and 5 to 9 and Theorems 1
to 4.
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The exact endpoints L, R describe the interval used in the statistical analysis. On valid
named inputs, the delivered endpoints are rational outward enclosures, clipped to the effect
range, with total additional length at most 2/n. The realization guarantee in Lemma 4 applies
at the single prescribed endpoint precision. Different admissible engines or names may produce
different rational endpoints within these guarantees.

Every tuning choice uses the sample size and public exponents, so the same procedure serves
all evaluation radii. Clipping uses the known denominator and effect ranges from Lemma 1
and Assumption 3. At sample size one, the full effect interval supplies the specified output.
The following result establishes global honesty and the effect-sensitive expected-length bound
for this finite-sample procedure.

Theorem 2. [thm:finite-honest-upper| (Uniform honesty and length bound) There exists
an absolute constant Ko > 0 such that the following guarantees hold for every choice satisfying:

e (Arithmetic engine.) E is an admissible, independently fized deterministic rational
interval-arithmetic engine satisfying the quantitative contracts of Definition 13.

e (Naming policy.) N is an admissible Borel policy satisfying Definition 12, selecting valid
names for the public exponents and observed covariates, with public exponent names fixed
independently of the sample.

e (Public exponents.) The real exponents a, B satisfy
1
0<fB< T B<a<l.

e (Sample size.) The integer sample size n satisfies n > 1.

Let ISPE n(a, B) denote the measurable interval procedure given by the literal rational out-
put of the upper construction, whose inputs are the engine, naming policy, sample size, public
exponents, and observed records. This procedure satisfies

Lien(@ B) € An(a, B),

where Ay, (e, B) is the class of globally honest procedures in Definition 7.
For every r € [0,1/2] and every observed law P € M,(a,f3), the effect-radius model of
Definition 6,

1% (@, B)(0,U)|| < Kodal, Bim).

Here O is the sample of original observed records, U is the independent randomization seed with
uniform law X on the unit interval, and d,(c, 5;r) is the diagnostic envelope of Definition 9.
The same constant Kg applies to all the engines, naming policies, exponents, sample sizes, radi,
and laws quantified above.

For every sample and seed, there exist rational endpoints [, u such that the output is the
closed interval [l,u] and

Epong [

<l<u<

N | —
N | —

When n = 1, every sample and seed yields the full interval [—1/2,1/2].
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The length bound reflects the structure of the odds identity. Numerator uncertainty con-
tributes even at a zero effect, while denominator uncertainty enters the inversion through a
numerator proportional to exp{f(P)} — 1. This explains the numerator term and the radius-
scaled denominator term in Definition 9. Separate ranks accommodate their distinct smoothness
requirements, and outward numerical enclosure preserves the ideal interval. Consequently, the
literal rational output has global 90% coverage over the ambient model and the stated uncon-
ditional expected-length bound on every radius slice, with one common constant across the
admissible arithmetic engines and naming policies.

6 Interpretation and limitations

The sharp expected-length characterization in Theorem 1 separates two sources of uncertainty
in the homogeneous causal log odds. The numerator contribution depends on the combined
smoothness of the propensity and prognosis logits, whereas the denominator contribution de-
pends on prognosis smoothness and is multiplied by the evaluation radius. Through Definition 9,
these contributions give

dn(a, Bi7) = n~ min{1/2,2(a+5)/(2a+26+1)} | .y —468/(48+1)

The sharp comparison gives this decomposition an optimality interpretation under its stated
conditions: it describes the smallest worst-case expected length on each radius slice among
procedures satisfying ambient honesty. The construction in Theorem 2 attains the corresponding
upper bound with a single procedure whose tuning uses the sample size and public smoothness
exponents.

The distinction between coverage and length evaluation is essential to this interpretation. In
Definition 8, the evaluation radius restricts the laws over which expected length is assessed, while
admissibility continues to require global 90% coverage over the ambient model in Definition 7.
Thus, as the evaluation radius approaches zero, the procedure remains accountable for coverage
throughout that model. At radius zero, the denominator contribution vanishes and the numer-
ator contribution remains. The sharp comparison therefore quantifies the precision available at
a zero effect while retaining the same coverage obligation for nearby and larger effects.

This behavior follows the structure of the observable odds identity in Lemma 1. The numer-
ator is proportional to the denominator times the exponential effect increment. Consequently,
denominator uncertainty has less influence on the recovered log odds when the effect is small,
while numerator uncertainty continues to enter the inversion. The separate coordinate estimates
and ranks in Definition 14 and Algorithm 1 accommodate these different roles. Joint inversion
then converts the coordinate bounds into an interval whose expected length responds to effect
magnitude.

The balance can be expressed using the numerator exponent a(«, 5) and the denominator
exponent b(f) introduced in Definition 9. The two contributions are comparable when

r = ni{a(a7ﬁ)7b(6)}.

When b(3) < a(a, ), this scale decreases with sample size. Above it, the effect-scaled denomi-
nator contribution is larger; below it, the numerator contribution is larger. Rough prognosis can
therefore govern expected length at appreciable effect magnitudes even when combined propen-
sity and prognosis smoothness gives a faster numerator rate. Concentrating evaluation near zero
progressively reduces that contribution.

26



The known uniform covariate design and public exponents make this experiment precise. The
design in Assumption 1 supplies the integration measure for the projection construction, fixing
the geometry used to control approximation error. The public exponents specify the smoothness
restrictions in Definition 5 and determine the two resolutions before sampling. Together with
the prescribed envelopes, these features support the finite-sample coverage guarantee and the
comparison of expected lengths across effect radii. The rational realization in Lemma 4 also
gives a concrete numerical meaning to the construction: prescribed precision budgets produce
outward endpoint enclosures with the stated additional-length guarantee.

6.1 Limitations and future work

The precision characterization concerns a known uniform design, public smoothness exponents, a
scalar covariate, and a homogeneous conditional log-odds coefficient. Unknown design would re-
quire accounting for the covariate distribution in the projection construction. Unknown smooth-
ness raises a separate adaptation problem, including the coverage requirements appropriate to a
collection of smoothness classes. Higher-dimensional covariates would change the approximation
problem and its balance with sampling uncertainty.

Heterogeneous effects would require specifying a new target, such as an average contrast
or an effect function, together with an appropriate coverage criterion. The scalar inversion
and radius-based length objective studied here provide a starting point for formulating such
questions; their extensions require separate precision characterizations.

Practical calibration and computational optimization also merit further study. The proved
construction supplies coverage and expected-length guarantees with prescribed arithmetic preci-
sion. Empirical assessment could examine interval lengths at realistic sample sizes, sensitivity to
conservative constants, and numerical performance across admissible implementations. Software
development could optimize evaluation of the projection statistics and endpoint enclosures while
preserving the stated guarantees. These prospective assessments concern practical performance
beyond the proved precision characterization.

Appendices

A Identification and projection bounds

The causal full-data extension used for interpretation is the following.

The statistical construction uses observable product coordinates to recover the homogeneous
conditional log-odds coefficient. Its causal interpretation follows from the potential-outcome
coupling in Definition 15. An admissible coupling for an observed law P is a Markov kernel T’
from [0, 1] to {0,1}? whose first and second margins, at every covariate value, are the observed
control-arm and treated-arm Bernoulli outcome laws. This specifies the conditional joint dis-
tribution of the two potential outcomes. The full-data construction then draws the covariate
from the uniform law A, draws the potential-outcome pair from this coupling, and draws treat-
ment using the observed conditional treatment probability. The following statement gives the
observable coordinate identity and the properties of this construction.

Lemma 1. [lem:observable-odds| (Observable odds and causal interpretation) Let 0 < 8 <
1/4 and 8 < a < 1, and let P € M(a«, 3), the model class in Definition 5. Write A for the
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uniform probability law on [0,1], and define the observable coordinates

C(P):Ep[AY]—/[Ol]e(P,x)Ep[Y]X:x])\(dx), S(P):/[Ol]P(A:1,Y:O|X:x)P(A:0,Y:1|

where e(P, x) is the conditional treatment probability. With

1

0(P) = logit p1 (P,0) — v(P,0), S0 = 15"

where py1(P,0) is the treated-arm risk at zero and v(P,0) is the control-arm prognosis logit at
zero, one has

C(P) = {exp(8(P) —~ 1}S(P),  S(P)>s0,  0(P) = log{1+C(P)/S(P)}.

For every Markov kernel T' from [0,1] to {0,1}? whose first and second margins at every x
are Bernoulli laws with means

PY=1|A=0,X=2) and PY=1|A=1,X =uz),
respectively, the full-data law f)pi‘ of Definition 15 has the following properties:
e (Observed law and consistency.) The image of ﬁp’p under
(. (¥* ") @) ¥ (2,0, (1 — )y’ + ay')
is P. For every full-data record,

Y =(1-AY"+AYh

e (Construction and conditional exchangeability.) The law ﬁp,r s the successive
kernel composition obtained by drawing X from X, drawing (Y°, Y1) from T'(P,X), and
drawing A from the observed-law treatment kernel with Bernoulli mean e(P, X). Under its
full conditional law at every x € [0,1], the pair (Y°,Y!) and A are independent.

e (Conditional causal log-odds.) For every x € [0, 1],

logit / y' T(P,z)(d(y% y")) | — logit / yOT(P,x)(d(y’, y")) | = 0(P).
{0,1}2 {0,1}2

e (Full conditional disintegration.) Composing A with the full conditional laws of
(YO, Y1), A) at x, then taking the image under the canonical reassociation

(z, (8", "), 0)) = ((z, (4", y")), @),

gives exactly ]prp .

Proof of Lemma 1. Fix P € M(a, ).
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1. Define, for a,y € {0,1} and = € [0, 1],

pal(P,l')
paO(P’ 33) +pa1(P) IL')’

Pay(P,x) =P(A=a,Y =y | X =z), o (P, ) =

and
Mmobs(P,z) = EplY | X = x].

The strictly positive, normalized conditional cells give

0<e(Px)<l, 0 < pe(P,x) <1,

and
e(P,x) = p1o(P,x) + p11(P, ),
Mobs (P, ) = po1 (P, ) + pu1 (P, x),
pu(P,z) = e(P,x)pu (P, z), pro(P,z) = e(P,z){1 — (P, z)},
po1(Px) = {1 —e(P2)}po(P x), poo(P ) ={1—e(P z)H{l— po(P,z)}

Indeed, each arm risk is the positive success cell divided by its arm total; normalization
identifies the control-arm total with 1 —e(P, x). Substitution gives the four factorizations.

Normalization also gives

poo(P,x) =1 —p11(P,x) — pio(P, ) — por (P, x).

Expanding the product of the two margins therefore yields
p11(Pyz) — e(P,z)mops(P, x) = p11(P, 2)poo (P, z) — p1o(P; z)po1 (P, z).

For the logistic map, write

Its odds and log-odds satisfy

% —exp(0),  logit £(9) = ¥.

Since v(P, x) = logit pio(P, x), the homogeneous relation supplied by Assumption 2 gives
logit p1 (P, x) — logit uo(P, x) = 6(P).
Exponentiating this identity at the interior arm risks gives

~ m(Pox) /{1 — pi(P,x)}
PP = Py = o Bro))

Using the four cell factorizations and clearing the positive denominators,

p11(P, 2)poo (P, z) = exp{0(P)} p1o(P; x)po1 (P, ).
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The cell disintegration and the uniform design in Assumption 1 imply

EP[AY] :/ pn(P,.iL‘) A(d(L‘)
[0,1]

Here the binary product AY selects exactly the cell A = Y = 1. Continuity on the

compact covariate interval ensures integrability of the cell functions and their products.

Consequently,

C(P) = o 1]{p11(P, x) — e(P, z)meps(P, )} A(dx)

= o 1]{}711(P, x)poo (P, ) — p1o(P, x)po1 (P, z) } A(dz)

= {exp(0(P)) — 1} - p10(P, 7)po1 (P, z) A(dx)

= {exp((P)) — 1}5(P).

. We next establish the numerical denominator floor. The numerical exponential bound
gives

2719 11
1 2. 71828182860 < —— < —.
exp(1) < <1000 = 4
Moreover,
2719\% 81
9)2 — 13 ‘
exp(3/2) exp(1)’ < <1000> < vy

Positivity of the exponential implies exp(3/2) < 9/2. Hence

1 4 1 2
o(~1) .

T opd) = 15 0=3/2) = 1+exp(3/2) ~ 11

Y

The bounds in Assumptions 3 to 5 supply, at every =z,

Sisg(Pa) <1, S1SHPa) <1, -3 S0P <5
Inverting the native logits at the interior probabilities gives

e(P.x) = g(P.a)y,  mol(P,a) = L{v(P,a)}.
The logistic map is increasing and satisfies

1— W) =6(—9) (JER).

Together with the homogeneous relation, these facts yield

s
- e(Pa) 2 ((-1) > -
L2
wo(P,x) > 4(—1) > I > 11
= (P,x) = t{—v(P,z) — 0(P)} > ((—3/2) > %
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Multiplying these nonnegative lower bounds,

pio(P,2)poi (P, x) = e(P, x){1 — pu (P, ) {1 — e(P, z) }puo (P, )
_4242 6 1

= 15111511 27225 ~ 512 O

Since A is a probability law, integration gives
S(P) > / so A(dz) = sp.
[0,1]

. In particular, S(P) > so > 0, so the coordinate identity permits division:

1+ S((]f;)) =1+4exp{0(P)} —1=exp{O(P)} > 0.

Applying the logarithm proves
O(P)=log{l+C(P)/S(P)}.
. Fix an admissible kernel I'. Define its full conditional law by
Kpr(z) =T'(P,z) ® Bernoulli{e(P, z)}, x € [0,1],
and define the reassociation map by

Fassoc = [0,1] x ({0,1}* x {0,1}) — ([0,1] x {0,1}*) x {0, 1},
rassoc(JU, ((Z/Oa yl),a)) = ((957 (yo’yl))’ a).
For fixed z, the treatment kernel assigns Bernoulli{e(P,z)} to every potential-outcome

pair. Its composition with I'(P,z) is therefore precisely Kpr(z). This also makes x
Kpr(z) a measurable probability kernel.

Associativity of successive kernel composition, applied to the construction in Definition 15,
now gives

ﬁP,F = (raSSOC)#{)‘(dw) ’CP,F($)(d((yOa y1)7 a))}.

Here the measure inside braces is the joint law obtained by drawing x from A and then
(1°,y%),a) from Kpr(z), and the subscript # denotes pushforward. This proves the
asserted full conditional disintegration.

. Define the observation map by
Oobs * ([07 1] X {Oa 1}2) X {Oa 1} — [07 1] X {Oa 1}2a
oobs (7, (4, 91)), a) = (z,a,(1 — a)y’ + ay').

Let
¢ :[0,1] x {0,1}*> — [0, 0]
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be any nonnegative measurable test function. At each fixed x, expand the treatment
Bernoulli law into its two atoms. The first margin of I'(P,z) handles a = 0, and the
second handles @ = 1. Thus

/ / 90(:1:, a,(1—a)y® + ayl) Bernoulli{e(P, z)}(da) I'(P, z)(d(y°, y'))
{0,132 J{0,1}

= {1 —e(P,2)} p(x,0,5") T(P,z)(d(y",y"))
{0,132

te(Px) / (e, 1,y ) D(P ) (. )
{0,1}2
= {1 - €(P, x)} [{1 - ,U()(P, 95)}90(% 0, 0) + MO(P’ x)(p(m, 0, 1)]
+e(P.a)[{1 — pua (Pa) ol 1,0) + pn (P,a)p(, 1,1)]

1 1
= Z Zpay(P’ $>90($a a, y)

a=0 y=0

Integrating over A, successive kernel integration and the observed-law cell disintegration

give
1 1
[ o0msdPrr - /[ D03 (Pl ) M) = [ear.
0,1

a=0 y=0

Equality for all such tests proves
(0obs)# Ppr = P.

. For a full-data record, the two treatment cases give

YO A=0
Y = ’ ’ and hence Y = (1—A)Y"+ AYL
Y, A=1,

The successive-draw construction is exactly that of Definition 15. At every =z, its full
conditional law is the product probability measure

Kpr(z) =T(P,z) ® Bernoulli{e(P, z)}.
The coordinate projections of a product probability measure are independent, so

YOvYH) L A|X=z (ze]0,1]).
. Finally, pushing the coordinate integrals through the prescribed Bernoulli margins yields

/{0 132 Y’ T(P,2)(d(y°,y")) = 0{1 — uo(P,z)} + Luo(P, x) = po(P, z),

/{0 I yt (P, x)(d(y07y1)> =0{1 — 1 (P,x)} + 1u1 (P, x) = p1 (P, z).

Both means are interior. Substitution into the homogeneous log-odds identity established
above gives, at every x € [0, 1],

logit / Y T(P,2)(d(y ")) | — logit / L T(P,2)d ") | = 6(P).
{0,1}2 {0,1}2
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O]

The coordinate identity in Lemma 1 identifies the effect through an observable ratio, with a
denominator bounded uniformly away from zero over the model. Its causal clauses establish that
every admissible coupling produces the observed law and the same conditional causal log-odds
coefficient. Conditional exchangeability is a property of the specified full-data construction,
while the marginal restrictions ensure that its potential-outcome risks equal the observed arm
risks.

To control the coordinate estimates in Definition 14, retain the rank-k cosine projection
II;, and ordered-pair statistic from Definition 11. The approximation bound below concerns a
continuous function f at Holder exponent v, with Holder seminorm [f],,. For two bounded record
marks, let w and v denote their conditional means. The next statement connects approximation
of these means to the bias and variance of the product statistic.

Lemma 2. [lem:projection-control] (Projection approximation and moments) Let P be
an observed law with continuous, strictly interior conditional four-cell probabilities, satisfying
Assumption 1. Let k > 1 be an integer, and let Il denote the rank-k cosine projection used in
Definition 11.

For every 0 < v <1 and every continuous function f :[0,1] — R,

. o M@ 1)
17 =TSl < 507 1), = M

Here X is the uniform probability law on [0, 1], and the norm and Hélder seminorm are interpreted
in the extended nonnegative reals, allowing [f]y = +oo.

For every pair of measurable record marks W,V taking values in [0,1], and every integer
n > 2, define their conditional means using the four-cell conditional law under P:

w(z) = Ep[W | X = 1], v(z) = EplV | X = z].

For the ordered-pair statistic U, (W, V) of Definition 11, evaluated on n independent original
records with law P,

EpUnyk(W, V) = (ka, Hk’U>L2()\),
(w,v)r2(x) — EpUpn (W, V) = (w — Hgpw, v — Tgv) 2y,

and

4 2k
Varp{Un,k(VV, V)} < a

+n(n—1)'

Proof of Lemma 2. Write || - ||2 and {-,-) for the norm and inner product in L?()\). We use the
cosine basis and projection kernel of Definition 10.

1. Fix 0 < v < 1, a continuous function f : [0,1] — R, and an integer £ > 1. If [f], = 400,
then
5[flyk™7 = +o0,
because k=7 > 0, and the extended-real approximation inequality follows. Otherwise
define
Ly =[f], €[0,00).
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The definition of the seminorm gives

[f(2) = f()| < Lyple = 2[7 (2,2 €[0,1]).

For z # z, this follows by multiplying the defining quotient bound by the positive denom-
inator; for x = z, both sides vanish.

. Define the folding map and the even extension by

arccos(cos ) -

X(0) = ——  f0)=rx(¥), Jek

s

The map x takes values in [0, 1], is continuous, even, and 27-periodic, and satisfies
x(mz) ==z (x €0,1]).

We also have
9 — |

IX(¥) = x(¥)] < (9,9 €R).
To see this, choose an integer fpe; such that
V' = 2mlper € [—7, ).
The elementary identities and bounds
arccos(cos?) = 9| if [9| <, arccos(cos?) < || for every ¥ € R

give, by periodicity and the triangle inequality,

arccos(cos ) < | — 27mlper|
< | = 2mlper| + |9 — |
= arccos(cos ') + |9 — ¢'|.

Interchanging the two angles proves the asserted Lipschitz bound. Consequently,

29I\
0 - sy <y (222

s

The extension f is continuous, even, and 2mw-periodic.

. For an integer mj > 1, introduce the continuous sine quotient

sin(mjv¥/2) ,
SMmY/2) 9/2) # 0,

Sy(0) = { sin(0/2) sin(9/2) # JeR
mJ(—l)(mJ_l)LPef, U = 2Tlper, lper € Z,

and its mass and normalized fourth-power kernel

Sm, (¥)"

Zoy = [ Su )0, T (0) = T2
—T mj

The removable values in the definition are the corresponding limits.
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The finite cosine identity is

my—1

Smy(0)2 =my+2 ) (my — j) cos(jv).
j=1

For completeness, the Chebyshev polynomials of the second kind, defined by
Uo(z) = 1, Ul(z) = 22, Uj+1(2) = QZUJ'(Z) - Ujfl(z) (] > 1),

satisfy
Smy () = Uy —1(cos(d/2)).

We first derive the polynomial identity
Uj(2)* = Uj1(2)® = Ugs(2) (5 2 D).

Regard these real-coeflicient polynomials also as polynomials on C. Surjectivity of the
complex cosine allows us, for each complex argument, to choose a complex angle satisfying

zo = cos Vg, zc,¥¢c € C.
If sin¥c = 0, then cosYc = 1 or —1. Induction in the defining recurrence gives
U =5+1  U(-D)=(-1Y(G+1) (=0,
Thus, at either argument,
Uj(#D)? = U (#F)? = G+ 1) =2 =2 + 1= Uy(£1) (52> 1).
If sin¥¢ # 0, induction in the same recurrence, using the sine addition formula, gives

Uj(cosdc) = w (> 0).

Expanding the sine and cosine addition formulas and using cos? 9¢ + sin? ¥¢ = 1 yields
sin((j + 1)9¢)? — sin(jic)? = sin((24 + 1)d¢) sindc.
Dividing by sin? 9¢ proves

sin((25 + 1)0¢)
sin Y¢
= Ug;(cosVc).

U;(cos¥c)? — Uj_1(cosdc)? =

The two cases establish the polynomial identity at every complex argument, hence also
over the reals.

For the even-index cosine expansion, introduce the first-kind Chebyshev polynomials by
T6"(zen) =1, T9™(zcn) = zch,  2cn € R,
Tit(zen) = 22T  (zon) = T (zen) (5 2 1).
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The cosine addition formula and induction give

T?h(cos(ﬁ/Q)) = cos(j/2) (>0, 9eR).
The defining recurrences also imply

Ujra(zcn) — Uj(zen) = 2T$Py(2ch) (5 > 0).
Indeed, both sides satisfy the same second-order recurrence as sequences in j, and their
first two values agree:

Uz(zcn) — Uo(zcn) = 428, — 2 = 2T5" (zcn);

Us(zcn) — Ut(zcn) = 828y, — 62cn = 2T (2cn).-
Consequently,

Usya(cos(9/2)) = Usy(cos(9/2)) + 2cos((j +1)9) (= 0).
The base case is Uy = 1. If the expansion holds at j, the last identity gives
J
Ugjta(cos(¥/2)) =1+ 2 Z coS(Leos?) + 2 cos((j + 1)9)

Leos=1
7+1
=142 Z coS(Leos?).

Leos=1

Thus induction proves

J
Ugj(cos(¥/2)) =142 Z co8(Leos?) (j >0),

Lteos=1
with an empty sum at j = 0. Starting with U% = 1 and summing these differences yields
the displayed cosine identity.
Integrating that identity, and then its square, gives

S, ()2 d¥ = 2mmy,

—T

and
my—1

Zyy = 2mm3 + 4n Z (my — 5)?
j=1

4
= 2rm? + %(mJ —1)mz(2my—1)

2 4
= ng@mg +1) > %mﬁ > 0.

Here nonconstant cosines integrate to zero, distinct cosine modes are orthogonal, and each
positive-frequency squared cosine has integral «. In particular,

Tmy(9) =0, Ty () d) = 1.

—Tr

These formulas include mj = 1, when the sums are empty.
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4. For |9] < m, the sine chord bound gives
|9 < 7| sin(¥/2)].
Together with
S, (9) sin(9/2) = sin(m;9/2),
this implies
928y, (9)? < w2 sin(my9/2)? < 72

The identity also holds at the removable points. Multiplying by S,,,(9)? and integrating

yields
/ 928, (9) d9 < 7 / S, (9)? d9 = 2n°my.

—T

Using the mass lower bound from the preceding step, we obtain

s 9 3
/ 92 Ty (9) A < =
. Zm;

213 my 2\ ?
<———< | — | .
= (4r/3)m3 — \my
The kernel therefore defines a probability measure
dVJ (19) = 1[,71.7”] (ﬁ)jmJ (19) ddv.

Jensen’s inequality for the concave function z — 27/2 on [0, 00) gives

™ /2
19| v 92\
/ﬂ- (ﬂ' jm.] (19) dvy = /R p dVJ(lg)
192 v/2
< </]R 3 dVJw))
2 Y
g <> '
mj
This argument applies throughout 0 < v < 1.

5. Define the Jackson approximant on the unit interval by
pi(@)= [ flnz —9)Tm,(0)dd,  x€[0,1].
Normalization of the kernel and the increment bound for f imply

@) = = | [ (@) flma =~ 0}, 0) a0

s v
2 Y
1)
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The approximant is continuous.

It also lies in the cosine span through frequency 2mj — 2. Indeed, Ufnrl is an even
polynomial of degree 4mj — 4; hence there is a polynomial Q,,; such that

Umy—1(2)" = Qmy (%), deg Qp, < 2my —2.
Since cos(19/2)? = (1 + cos)/2,

o) = Sl

Thus the kernel is an even trigonometric polynomial. Averaging its trigonometric expan-
sion at ¥ and —v removes the sine terms, giving real coefficients a,,; j, 0 < j < 2mjy — 2,
with

2mJ—2

Tm, (V) = Z Oy, COS(J00).
§=0
Reversing the convolution over one period and using the cosine subtraction formula gives

py(x) = i F) T,y (mz — ) dV

2my—2

-y {amJ,j _7; f(ﬁ)cos(jﬁ)dz?}cos(ﬁja:).

=0

The sine integrals vanish because f is even. The reversal follows by a change of variable
and periodicity. Since ¢o = 1 and ¢;(z) = V2cos(mjz) for j > 1, this is the required
cosine-span representation.

. Now take

V:JrlJ
my = T .

For every k > 1,
my > 1, 2my — 2 < k, k < 2mj.

Consequently py belongs to the range of I, and

¥ ¥
<2> < <4> — R < Bk
mj k

where 47 < 4 < 5. Hence
|f(x) —py(@)| <5LETT (x €0,1]).
Orthogonality of the projection gives
1f = p3ll3 = 1 = Tef 13 + 1k f — pall,
so, because A has total mass one,
1f =g flla < [|f —psll2 <B5LgE.

For k =1, the chosen order is mj = 1 and the approximant is constant, so the same argu-
ment applies. In the finite-seminorm case these ordinary norms equal the extended norms
in the statement; together with the infinite-seminorm case, this proves the approximation
assertion.
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7. Fix measurable marks W,V valued in [0,1] and n > 2. Let O, O’ be independent records
and let Oy, ..., O, be the original independent sample:

(0,0')~P®P, (O1,...,0,) ~ P®",
Writing pgy(z) = P(A = a,Y =y | X = x) for the specified four-cell probabilities, the
conditional means are
w@)= Y py@W(r,ay), o@)= Y py@V(zay).
a,y€{0,1} a,y€{0,1}
Their measurability and the normalization of the cells give
0 <w(x),v(x) <1, z € [0,1],

so both belong to L?()\). Disintegration and Assumption 1 give, for every integrable
measurable b : [0,1] — R,

PAW(ORX)] = [ w@h@) de).  ErlVOMD) = [ o@h(z)da).

Define the symmetric record kernel
Hy(x,2")
2
Swapping the two indices in the complete ordered-pair sum shows that

1
Upx(W, V) = nn—1) Z%(Ou 0;).
i#j
The finite kernel expansion and the preceding conditional-mean identities yield
M) (X I X
/Qk(O, 0/) dP(O/) _ W(O)( k’U)( (0)) + V(O)( kw)( (0))

qr(0,0) = {W()V(d)+V(e)W(d)}, r=X(0), 2'=X(d).

Indeed,

and the corresponding identity holds with W, w.

8. Each distinct pair of sample coordinates has law P® P, and there are n(n—1) such ordered
pairs. Therefore
EpUnx(W,V) = Epgi(0,0).

Integrating the kernel section from the preceding step gives

Epgy(0,0) = 3 {{w, The) + (v, M)}

E
—

= : <wv SDj><U7 @j>

<
Il
o

= <ka, Hm)).

Here the last equality uses the orthonormality supplied by Definition 10. All sums are
finite; bounded marks and the continuous finite kernel ensure integrability.
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10.

11.

. The same finite expansion gives

(w, gv) = (v, Mpw) = (Hpw, Hiv).
Expanding the product of the residuals thus yields

(w —Mw,v — Mxv) = (w,v) — (w, Mv) — (v, Mw) + (Mw, V)
= (w,v) — (Ixw, ;o)
= <w, 1)> — EpUnjk(W, V)

This proves the bias identity.
For the variance argument define, for all records o, o',
T = (Hpw, o),
0(0) = [ anlod) aP(o),
Ri(0,0") = qi(0,0') — ¥(0) — ¥i(d) + 7.
Also define the two finite-sample terms
Apy = 2 zn:{lbk(az) — 7k} Bugp= - > Ri(04,0;).
n < n(n —1) oy

These quantities are square integrable: the finite cosine kernel is bounded on the compact
covariate square, the marks are bounded, and all sums are finite.

The kernel mean identity gives Eptx(O) = 7. Hence
[ Ruto.) dP(&) = ta0) = o) = i+ 7 =0
Symmetry of g gives symmetry of Ry, so
/Rk(o, o) dP(o) = 0, EpRi(0,0") = 0.

For 14 75] and 1 S Lsamp]e S n,

Ep[{tr(Ormne) — 6} Ri(04,05)] = 0.

If tsample = %, integrate first over Oj; if tgample = J, integrate first over O;. In each case
the corresponding residual section integrates to zero. If tgumple differs from both indices,
independence factors the expectation, and the residual mean is zero. Expanding the finite
product of sums therefore gives

EpA, 1B, ;] = 0.

The explicit formula for the first projection implies

(M) (X (0))* + (Mgw) (X (0))*

Yr(0)? < 5
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12.

Indeed,
{W(0)(Tx0)(X (0)) + V (0) (Mw)(X (0))}*
< 2{W (0)*(Ixv)(X (0))* + V (0)*(Ixw) (X (0))*},

by the elementary square inequality, and the squared marks are at most one.

the residual identity with the same conditional mean in both positions gives
Mwll3 = flw]3 — llw = Mpw]3 < [lwll3 <1,
and likewise ||IIzv||3 < 1. Uniform design consequently yields

HHkUHz';HHkU}”z <1.

Expanding the centered square and using Ept(O) = 7, we obtain

Ep{i3(0) — 74}* = Eppy(0)* — 17 < 1.

Epyy(0)* <

Applying

Independence makes the cross products between distinct centered sample terms vanish.

Thus
EPATL k= 2 nEP{¢k(O) - Tk}Q

4 4

= EEP{%(O) —7}? < .

The mark restrictions give the pointwise inequality
qr(0,0)? < Hp(X(0), X (0'))2.

By the finite cosine expansion and orthonormality,

/HW dA(z) = Z J(@),

and hence
k—1
Epai(0,0')? // Hy(, )2 dAz) dA(@) = 3 o5l = k.
7=0

To obtain the residual energy, note that integration of a kernel section gives
Eplgr(0,0")¢x(0)] = Ep[qr(0, 0" )1 (0")] = Epth(0)?.
Independence also gives
Ep[n(O)yn(ON] =73, Epgi(0,0') = 7.
Expanding the defining square of Ry and substituting these identities yields
EpRy(0,0")? = Epgi(0,0")? — 2Epi)y,(0)* + 7.
Using the centered-energy identity from the preceding step, this becomes

EpRi(0,0')? = Epgi(0,0")? — Eppy(0)? — Ep{1%(0) — 7.}
< Epqp(0,0)? < k.

41



13.

14.

For two ordered distinct pairs (i,5) and (¢, j'), residual degeneracy gives

EPRk(Ov 01)27 {Zh?} - {ilvj/}7
0, {i,5 #{d'. '}
For equal index sets, the pairs are identical or reversed, and symmetry gives the first value.

For unequal index sets, one record appears in just one factor; integrating over that record
first gives zero. This covers both disjoint pairs and pairs sharing one record.

Ep[Ri(0;,05)Ri(Oy,05)] = {

Each of the n(n — 1) ordered pairs has exactly two ordered pairs with the same index set.
Expanding the square of the sum therefore gives
2
Ep | Ri(0:,05) = 2n(n — 1)EpRi(0, 0")2.
i#]
Equivalently,
2
nEpB2 , = —— EpRi (O, 02
; n—
Since n > 2, division by n and the residual energy bound yield
2EpR;(0,0')? 2k
EPBEL = P k( ) ) < )
’ n(n—1) n(n—1)

The counting includes n = 2, when the two ordered pairs are reversals of one another.

Finally, summing the defining residual identity over ordered distinct pairs gives

n

ZR’C(O“ O]) = Z qk(Oi, OJ) — 2(n — 1) Z¢k(oz) + n(n — 1)'779'
i#] i#] i=1

Fach first-coordinate term and each second-coordinate term occurs n — 1 times. Dividing

by n(n — 1) proves the pointwise decomposition

Un,k(VVv V) — Tk = An,k + Bn,k-

Since EpU, (W,V) = 7, expansion of the square, the zero cross moment, and the two
established bounds give

Varp{Up, (W, V)} = Ep(Ap s, + By p.)?
= EPA?’L,]C + EP]B?L,}C + 2EP[An,an,k]
4, %W
~—n n(n-1)
Together with the approximation, mean, and bias identities, this proves the result.

O]

The product-bias identity in Lemma 2 expresses the approximation error as the inner product
of two projection residuals. It therefore connects the smoothness of both conditional means to
the bias of their estimated product. The approximation inequality covers the Lipschitz endpoint
with the same constant, and the variance bound separates a term proportional to n~! from a term
proportional to the projection rank divided by the number of ordered pairs. Under the known
uniform design, these bounds apply directly in L?()\). Together with the denominator floor and
inversion in Lemma 1, they supply the statistical bounds used to calibrate the coordinate error
radii in Algorithm 2 and establish the interval guarantee in Theorem 2.
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B Rational realization and the upper bound

We begin with the representation and primitive arithmetic contracts used by the finite rational
construction.

The projection bounds in Lemma 2 supply the statistical ingredients for the coordinate error
radii. This appendix establishes their finite rational realization: an explicit admissible arithmetic
engine, uniform guarantees at the two prescribed precisions, and a measurable interval output.
These conclusions connect the exact coordinate expressions in Definition 14 to the literal interval
procedure in Algorithm 2.

The two precision levels control rank selection and final endpoint enclosure. Each primitive
is evaluated by a finite rational recurrence with a public iteration bound on valid represented
inputs. The guarantees establish termination and endpoint enclosure under the stated rational
computation model, with public bounds on primitive iteration counts.

B.1 Naming conventions and primitive admissibility

Under Definition 12, a real input is represented by nested closed dyadic intervals containing
it, with width at most 27¢ at integer precision ¢ > 0. An admissible Borel naming policy N
selects public exponent names before sampling and covariate names as Borel functions of the
public exponents and original records. The dyadic-floor policy Ng provides the concrete selection
specified there.

The independently fixed engine E satisfies the primitive contracts of Definition 13. Its tran-
scendental routines enclose the images of rational input intervals, with outward endpoint excess
controlled by the dyadic tolerance ¢, = 279. The cosine routine uses a midpoint enclosure en-
larged by half the input width and clipped to [—1,1]. Exact rational range operations handle
arithmetic, extrema, intersections, and clipping. Domain and sign conditions ensure positive
logarithm arguments, nonzero division denominators, positive exponential and power lower end-
points, and nonnegative square-root lower endpoints. Each primitive uses a finite rational re-
currence with a prescribed public bound on its iteration count. In the power routine, the bound
argument b denotes a positive integer base.

These requirements specify local arithmetic guarantees. The following statement supplies an
explicit engine satisfying them.

Lemma 3. [lem:concrete-arithmetic-engine] (Admissibility of the concrete engine) The
explicit rational arithmetic engine Eg, consisting of the Machin enclosure for mw, the cosine in-
terval routine, and the endpoint extensions of the scalar exponential, logarithm, square-root, and
integer-base power routines, satisfies all primitive admissibility contracts of Definition 13.

Proof of Lemma 3. We verify the finite-computation certificate first, followed by the constant,
exponential, logarithm, square-root, power, and cosine contracts. Rational quantities in real
inequalities are identified with their real values.

1. Finite rational computation. For q € Ny, define
€ = 27(1, Psc(Q) =q+ 3, eSC(Q) = 2*psc(q)'

For rational £.,4 and nonnegative integer niy, put

LgratJJr = max{O, LgratJ}v [grat—‘Jr = HlaX{O, lrgrat—| }a ’f(nint) = Hlin{j € NO * Ning S 2]}'
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Thus £(0) = 0. In the rational computation model, division by zero is assigned the value
zero. This convention specifies the routines on their full input domains; the analytic
contracts use the domains in Definition 13.

For rational endpoints define

box(&lo, &ni) = [Min{&io, ni b max{&io, Eni}l-

For any rational interval 7, write

j:M7 ]7 Wld(j)zj_l
Here are the scalar routines implemented by the programs. For z € QQ, define

Bger(2) = max{1, [|z[]+}, Mser(q, 2) = maX{QBser(z)Qa q + 6},

2mser(‘]7z) -1

Sep(:2) = D

J=0

Mser (‘Lz)_l

) (-1
ZCOS(Q7Z) = JZ:; (2])! )

Z]
ﬁu

and
Bexp(Qa Z) = box <maX{3_Bser(z)’ Eexp(Qv Z) - 650(Q)}7 Eexp(Qa Z) + esc(Q)) s

BCOS(Q7 Z) = box(max{—l, 2(:OS(Q7 Z) - esc(Q)}v min{l, Ecos(% Z) + BSC(Q)}) .
For the logarithm, define on all rational inputs

z—1

BlOg(Z) = max{Q, [21+7 [1/2“-%}’ Q910@;(2) - my

Clog(Q7 Z) =q+3+ H(8Blog(z)) + 2, nlog(Qa Z) = Blog(z)clog(% Z)a

nlog(q’z)_l 2941
ﬂlog(z) a bOX(Elog((b z) — esc(q), Zlog(qv z) +esc(q)), z>0,
Pioe(q,2) =2 E _— Bios(q, 2) =
1 g(q ) pa 2+ 1 1 g(q ) [070]7 2 <0.

For the square-root routine, set
2 sC
n(a,2) = 2270z
For any nint € Ny, start a binary recurrence with
lp =0, ug = Nint + 1.

At each iteration retain the endpoints when u, — [, = 1. Otherwise, with
L, +u
h, = J J
=[5

(h]7u3>7 h? < Nint,
(ljv h])7 h? > Nint-

set

(ZJJrlv “JH) = {
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The invariant and width implication are
2 2
lj < Ning, < U3, [, < wuy,

u; — 1, <25t =y — Ly <25 s € No.

Indeed, in a nonterminal iteration the midpoint lies strictly between the endpoints, and
the comparison selects the endpoint preserving the squared bracket. Each possible new
width is at most the old width divided by two and rounded upward. A terminal width of
one also satisfies the displayed implication. Since

Mgt + 1 < 2¥(ne DL

induction on the remaining iterations shows that after x(niy+1)+1 iterations the endpoints
are consecutive. Define iy (ning) to be the resulting lower endpoint. Then

aint(nint)2 < Ny < (aint(nint) + 1)2~

These inequalities uniquely characterize the integer square root. When ni,; = 0, the initial
bracket is already [0, 1] and remains fixed. Define

aint(n(q,2)) aint(n (q,2)) +1
B\/(q, z) = box( 9psc(q) ’ 9psc(q) ’

In particular, this formula returns [0, 27P=<(®] when z < 0.

For natan € Ng and z € Q, put

Natan—1 (—1)‘722‘7+1

Aatan(natana Z) = 2] +1

9

J=0

Yr(q) = 16 Agtan (¢+7,1/5)—4 Aptan(q+7,1/239), B:(q) = box(max{3,3:(q) — esc(q)}, min{4, 3 (q) +

For the power routine, b € Ny denotes the primitive integer base and vpow € Q the scalar
exponent. Define

Bpow(b) = max{2, b}7 ppow(q’ b) =q+ 12 + 3“(Bpow(b))a Tpow(Qv b) = 2—ppow(q,b)’

Lpow (q,b) + Lpow(q,b)
‘Cpow(q, b) - BlOS(pPOW(qa b)? b)a )\pow(q7 b) = — 2 : 3

Cpow(qa b, Upow) = Upow)\pow(qa b)7 jpow (q, b, Upow) = Bexp (ppow(qa b)7 Cpow(Qy b, Upow))a
5p0W(Q7 b) = 96-Bpow(b)37—pow(Q7 b)

The scalar output is

[17 1]7

Bpow(% b, Upow) = {
The rational-division convention makes this formula total at b = 0.
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For a rational input interval
Iarg = [aim bin]a Qin < bim

the engine uses

ES(Q) = Bﬂ'(q)v Eg(Qa Iarg) — bOX<BF(Q7 a’in)a BF(Qa bin)) ) F S {eXp7 10g7 \[}7

ESOW(‘L b7 Iarg) = bOX (BpOW(Q7 b7 ain): BpOW(Q: b7 bin)) .
For cosine, define the rational midpoint and half-width

_ Qin + bin _ bin — Qin
Zmid = ) Warg = 9 )

2

and use

ESOS(Q7 Iarg) = box <max{—1, Bcos(% Zmid) - warg}: min{l, BCOS(Q; Zmid) + warg}) .

To certify finite computation, use a finite instruction list acting on rational registers,
together with a program counter and a halt flag. Instructions load or copy a rational
value, perform rational arithmetic, minimum or maximum, perform integer floor, ceiling,
factorial, integer square root, k, or nonnegative integer power, compare registers and
branch, jump, or halt. Each instruction has unit cost in this model. Integer arguments
are obtained by the nonnegative floor convention above. Input coordinates initialize the
registers, missing coordinates are zero, and a halted state remains fixed.

The term recurrences explain both the returned sums and the loop counts. Their current
terms are

P —1) 227
texp,y(2) = ﬁv teosy(2) = ((27)!7
tatan,y(2) = (_1)322#1’ tiog,y(2) = Q910g(27)2j+l,
with updates
z —2'2
texp,]—‘rl = teXp,]m7 tcos,]—i—l = tcos,j (2j T 1)(2] n 2)7
tatan,]+1 = _Zztatan,]y tlog,j+1 = 19log‘(z)2tlog,]-

Starting the exponential and cosine terms at one, and the arctangent and logarithm terms
at z and Yig(2), respectively, induction shows that the accumulated registers contain
precisely the displayed partial sums.

For example, one joint Machin iteration uses one branch, two divisions by the current
odd integer, two additions to the partial sums, two term multiplications, one odd-index
increment, one counter decrement, and one jump: ten instructions. Its initialization uses
fourteen instructions, and its exit uses seventeen. Thus its public bound is

14 +10(q +7) + 17
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The corresponding accounting for the other endpoint programs is

Primitive | Public instruction bound
T 14+10(g+7)+ 17
exp 23 + (14mger(q, ain) + 15) 4+ (3 + 20) + (14mger(q, bin) + 15) + 2
cos 26 + 9Mmser (¢, Zmid) + 20
log 28 + (Tniog (¢, ain) + 14) 4+ (3 + 25) + (Tniog(q, bin) + 14) + 2

V2 14.

The exponential and logarithm iterations each use seven instructions; the cosine iteration
uses nine. Their fixed blocks initialize the terms, preserve the left endpoint while evalu-
ating the right endpoint, form and sort the scalar endpoints, and halt. Induction on the
remaining loop count, using the term identities, proves the endpoint-output identities at
these bounds. The logarithm exit returns zero on nonpositive scalar inputs.

The square-root program increments the precision and forms its dyadic scale in four in-
structions, forms the scaled square and lower endpoint in four, forms the upper endpoint in
five, and halts in one. Its integer-square-root instruction agrees with the binary recurrence
by the uniqueness established above. Consequently its output registers contain

aint(n\[(% ain)) Qint (n\[(q, bin)) +1
2psc(Q) ’ 2psc(Q) ’

For power, the public bound must be computable from the original inputs. Define, for all
;b € Ny,
npow,log(Qa b) = nlog(ppow(Q7 b)’ b)

The symmetric logarithm bracket gives the exact midpoint identity

E0 ow ,b7b, b>07
Apow(q,b)z{ log (Ppow (¢, b), )

0, b=0.
Since b > 0,
b—1 (b—1)/(b+1))2*! 1
b+1 L 2741 -
The triangle inequality for the finite sum therefore gives
‘Elog(ppow(% b>7 b)’ < 2npow,log<Q7 b), ’Cpow(% b7 Upow)| < 2npow,10g(q; b) ’UpOW"

Define
Bpow,budget (Q7 b, Upow) = max{l, |72npow,log(Qu b) ’Upow H —i—}-

Monotonicity of ceiling yields
Bser(Cpow(Qa b, Upow)) < Bpow,budget (Q7 b, Upow)-

The fused scalar program computes the logarithm midpoint, evaluates the exponential
at the perturbed argument, and performs the displayed clipping. The logarithm stage is
bounded by 45 + Tnpow,log (¢, b) instructions. Connecting to the exponential stage uses one
instruction; preparing and evaluating the exponential at a repeated scalar argument uses
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6 + 78 + 28Mger(Ppows Cpow); the clipping continuation is bounded by thirty-one further
instructions. Hence a public scalar bound is

fpow,sc((L b, Upow) =161 + 7np0w,10g(qa b)
+ 28 maX{2Bpow,budget(Qa b, Upow)Q,ppow (q, b) + 6}'

This bounds the actual fused run because
45+1+6+78+31 =161

and the displayed bound on Bser(Cpow) bounds the exponential loop count.

For an exponent interval, put

Mpow,arg = maX{’ain|7 ’bin‘}a fpow(Q> b, Iarg) =90+ 2fpow,sc<Q> b, Mpow,arg)-

The scalar bound is monotone in the absolute exponent, so it bounds both endpoint
calls. When b = 1, the endpoint program returns [1, 1] and halts after nine instructions.
Otherwise its prelude uses at most forty-six instructions; it runs the two scalar calls, uses
forty-one connecting instructions, restores the selected endpoints in two, and halts in one.
Thus its count is at most

46 + fpow,sc((b b, ain) +41+ fpow,sc(Qa b, bin) +2+1
<90+ 2fp0w,sc(Qa b, Mpow,arg)-

The case b = 0 uses the forty-six-instruction prelude and the totalized scalar formulas. The
returned endpoints are the lower endpoint of the left scalar call and the upper endpoint
of the right scalar call; normalization therefore gives exactly ES”(q, b, Iarg). Running to
the public bound preserves this output because the halted state is fixed.

Every displayed bound is itself computable by a fixed finite register program from the
precision, rational input endpoints, and base when present. On arbitrary rational input
lists, precision and base are interpreted by nonnegative floor and missing coordinates
by zero. Thus the bounds and output identities hold on the full register-input domain.
The six programs together supply finite rational recurrences for all six primitive maps.
Their definitions use precisely these primitive arguments, so the choice of Eq is fixed
independently of the statistical and naming inputs in Definition 13.

. The constant enclosure. For z > 0, the finite geometric identity

Natan—1

(Iady) Y (~1Vadly =1 (~1nadye
1=0

follows by induction on natan, starting with the empty sum. Dividing by 1 + xirg and
integrating gives

— )natan :L»Qnatan

7 (-1 arg
arctan z — Aatan(natana Z) =
0

1+ 22 Aarg.

arg

On 0 < za¢ < 2, the integrand has absolute value at most z2Matan - Consequently

| arctan z — Aagan (Nagan, 2)| < 220ttt
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Machin’s identity,
7w = 16 arctan(1/5) — 4 arctan(1/239),

and the triangle inequality now imply
Im — 2x(q)] < 16(1/5)2@H D+ 1 4(1/239)2a+D+1 < 90(1/5) 2@+ D+,
The remaining calibration is
20(1/5)2(q+7)+1 < 9-(a+3) = esc(q)-

For ¢ = 0, this is 20571 < 273, Increasing ¢ by one multiplies its left side by 1/25 and
its right side by 1/2, proving it for every ¢ € Ny.

Together with 3 < m < 4, the approximation bound gives

max{3, Xx(q) — esc(q)} <7 < min{4, Xr(q) + esc(q)}-

Thus these endpoints are already ordered, their interval lies in [3,4], and

0<m— BW(Q) < 2esc(Q) < €g, 0< BW(Q) — 7 < 2e5c(q) < €q-

This proves the constant contract.
. The exponential contract. For z € QQ, the definitions give
2] € Bser(2),  Bser(2) 21, mser(q,2) 2 2Bser(2)”
The factorial inequality
Miser (4, 2)! Mser (, 2) ™02 < (2mger (g, 2))!

follows by bounding each of the last mge(q, 2) factorial factors from below by msger(q, 2).
Since the first factorial factor on the left is at least one,

2mser(q,2 2 mscr(qzz)
|Z| (q ) S < Bser(’z) > S 2—mser(q,z) .
(2mser(Q7 Z))' mser(Q7 Z)

Also,
|| 1

= <
2mser(Qa Z)+1 2

The exponential-series remainder estimate states that, for (x € C and ncyt € No,

cu _1
‘CCX‘ - 1 nzt (J:x - 2‘<Cx|ncut.

S = ex - s
Newt +1 7 2 p(CCX) =0 ]! o Neut!

Applying it to the real argument z and using mger(q,2) > g+ 6 > g+ 4 gives

| exp 2 — Bexp(g, 2)] < 22702 < 227(0H) = ¢ (q).

The positive floor lies below the exact value: since —Bser(2) < z and exp(1l) < 3,

3 Beer(2) < (exp 1)_Bser(z) = exp(—Bser(2)) < exp z.
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It follows that the two raw scalar endpoints are ordered and that
0 < Bexp(q,2) < expz < Bexp(q, 2),
0 < expz — Bexp(q, 2) < 2esc(q) < €, 0< m —expz < 2e5(q) < €.
For the endpoint extension, exponential monotonicity gives the ordering
Bexp (¢ @in) < €xp ain < expbin < Bexp (g, bin)-
For every @arg € larg,
Bexp(q, ain) < exp ain < €xp Targ < xP bin < Bexp(, bin)-

The lower and upper endpoint excesses are therefore the scalar excesses at ai, and by,
respectively, and each is at most €;. The returned lower endpoint is positive by the scalar
sign bound. This proves the exponential contract.

. The logarithm contract. Let z > 0 be rational. The ceiling bounds imply
Blog('z) > 27 z < Blog(z)a 1/Z < Blog(z)-
Using 1 < Biog(2)z and clearing the positive denominators in Yo (2) yields

|1910g(z)| <

Squaring this inequality gives

2
Blog(z)1> -

_ 2>1-—
1 79log(z) = <Blog(z) +1 Blog(z)7

where the last inequality follows by clearing denominators and using Biog(2) > 2.

To bound the numerator of the remainder, observe that

’ﬁlog(z” <1l-

1
< Bron(?) < exp(—1/Biog(2)).

Since
B 2Biog(2)clog(q,2) + 1

Blog(z)

S _Clog(Q7 Z)u

and exp(1) > 2, we obtain

2B 1
wlog(z)|2mog(q,z)+l < exp <_ IOg(Z)Clog(q, Z) + >

Biog (2)
< exp(—ciog (4, )) = exp(—1)e0?) < gcws(0:2),

The logarithm-series remainder estimate, applied using

1+ ﬁ]og(z) _ .
1 — D10g(2) ’
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now gives
210 (2) s (@41
1 — hog(2)?
< 2Blog(z) 2_Clog(Q7z) < esc(Q)-

|log z — Ziog(g, 2)| <

For the last inequality, 8 Bjog(2) < 2¢(8Brs(2)) 50

2Biog(2)

_ “Plog\e) —(g+3)
12 GBS 2

2 Biog () 9—Clog(2:2) — 9—(q+3)
Thus the symmetric scalar bracket satisfies
Biog (9, 2) < 10g 2 < Biog(g, 2),
0 <logz — Biog(q, 2) < 2esc(q) < €, 0< m —logz < 2e4c(q) < €.

Now suppose 0 < ai, < bi,. Both endpoint evaluations lie in the positive logarithm domain,

and monotonicity gives
Biog(q, ain) < log ain < log bin < Biog(, bin)-
Every Zarg € ILarg is positive and satisfies
Biog(q, ain) < log ain <1og zarg < logbin < Blog(q, bin)-

The endpoint extension therefore contains the whole image and has outward endpoint
excess at most €.

. The square-root contract. For rational z > 0, the floor and integer-square-root brackets
give

aint(”f(Qaz))Q < nf(Qa Z) < 22pSC(q)Z < nf(Q? Z) +1 < (ail’lt(n\[(Q7 Z)) + 1)2
Division by 22P=(@) | followed by taking nonnegative square roots, yields
ains (1, ~(¢, 7))
— < <
- Isc(q) S
The endpoints are ordered and their difference is exactly

wid(B (g,2)) = 2770 = ege(q) < €.

aint(n (¢, 2)) +1
IPsc(q) ’

Containment consequently gives both scalar excess bounds:

OS\/E_B\[(C];Z) Sesc(Q)v OSB\[(%Z)_\/ESQSC(Q)-

Suppose 0 < ai, < biy. The endpoint evaluations satisfy
B (¢, ain) < vam < V/bin < B (g, bin)-
For zag € Iarg, square-root monotonicity gives
B (¢, ain) < \/Targ < B (4, bin).

The two endpoint excesses are bounded by the corresponding scalar widths, hence by
€, and the returned lower endpoint is nonnegative. The argument includes a;, = 0 and
degenerate intervals.
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6. The power contract. Let b > 1 and —3 < vpow < 3. If b = 1, the scalar interval [1, 1] has
exact containment, zero excess, and positive lower endpoint.

For b # 1, use the quantities defining the scalar routine above. The precision calibration

1S
1
193Bpon (D) Toow (4:0) < €, Toow(4:D) < 55

Indeed,
Bpow(b) < 28Beov®) — By (b)? < 250 Brow(®)

and therefore

193
193By0w (b)? b) < ——271<¢,.
93 pow( ) Tpow(Qv ) = 4096 > €q

The second bound follows from ¢, £(Bpow(b)) > 0.

Exponent monotonicity for b > 1 gives the exact clip range

1 -3 Vpow 3
b—gzb < bUrow < b7

The scalar logarithm contract, applied at precision ppow (g, b), implies

’)\pow(qa b) - log b‘ < Tpow(Qa b)a

because each endpoint of Lpow(g,b) is within that tolerance of logb.

Define the exact argument and the argument perturbation by

npow(ba Upow) = Upow log b, tpow(Qa b, Upow) = Cpow (Q> b, Upow) — Tlpow (b7 Upow)-

Then
[tpow (5 b Vpow)| < 3Tpow (g, b) < 1.

The local exponential inequality
lexpt—1 <2l (te[-1,1])
and the identities
exp(npowa), Upow)) = bvpowv
exp(Cpow) — €XP(Mpow) = eXp(nPOW)(eXp(tPOW) - 1)
yield
| exp(Cpow) — 0P| < BpOW(b)3 2tpowl
< GBpow(b)ngow(Qa b)
< 963pow(b)3Tpow(Q7 b) = 5pow(Q7 b)

Here the bound on exp(npow) follows from bUew < b3 < Bow (b)3.

The exponential bracket Jpow contains eXp(Cpow), with each endpoint excess at most Toy-
Hence
jpow - 5p0w S bUpow S jpow + (5pow-
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Combining this with the exact clip range proves that the raw endpoints of Bp.w are ordered
and contain b¥pov. Its lower endpoint is at least 1/ > 0. Since clipping increases the
lower endpoint and decreases the upper endpoint, both outward excesses are at most

Toow + 20pow = (14 192Bpow (0)*)Tpow < 193Bpow (b)>Tpow < €4,

where Bpow(b)3 > 1. Thus

0 < BPOW(qa bv vpow) S bvpow S Bpow(q7 b7 Upow)v

with the required scalar endpoint excesses.

Now let
=3 <ajp < by <3.

Both endpoint exponents satisfy the scalar hypotheses. Because vpow — b”P°% is monotone,
Bpow(q: b, ain) < b < 6" < Bpow(q, b, bin).

For every Targ € Larg,
Bpow(Qa b, ain) < prere < Bpow(Q» b, bin)-

The endpoint extension inherits the two scalar excess bounds and the positive lower end-
point. This includes b = 1, the exponent endpoints —3, 3, and degenerate intervals.

. The cosine contract. Let i € C be defined by
Rei =0, Imi=1.
Pairing the even and odd terms gives
2mser(g,2)—1 (2i)7

Re Z = Yeos(q, 2).

[
7=0 4

To verify this identity, start with the empty sum and append successive pairs. In each
pair,
(21)% = (=1)72%, Re(21)¥! =0,

so the real part increases by exactly the next cosine term.

Since |zi| = |z| and Reexp(zi) = cos z, the complex exponential remainder estimate and
the bounds on its first omitted term give

2mser(q72)_1 .

) (z1)?
| cos 2 — Xeos(g, 2)| < |exp(zi) — i
=0 >

|Z|2mser(Q7Z)

< 2—(2mser(q’ Z))' < esc(‘])-

Together with —1 < cosz < 1, this implies that the clipped scalar endpoints are ordered
and satisfy
-1< Bcos(Qaz) <cosz < BCOS(Q? Z) <1,
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0 < cosz — Beos(q, 2) < 2e5c(q) < €, 0 < Beos(q, z) — cos z < 2e4c(q) < €.
For the interval routine, define its midpoint enclosure endpoints
cos,mid = Beos (€5 Zmid ) beos,mid = Beos (@, Zmid)-
They obey
Acos,mid < COS Zmid < Dcos,mids COS Zmid — Ucos,mid < €q; beos,mid — COS Zmid < €q,

-1 < Gcos,mid < bcos,mid < 1.

Because warg > 0, these inequalities also give
max{—l, Gcos,mid — warg} < min{l, bcos,mid + warg}~
Thus the interval routine has exactly the prescribed endpoints

EBOS (Q7 Iarg) = max{—l, Gcos,mid — warg}» EBOS(% Iarg) = min{l, bcos,mid + warg}~

For every warg € Lo,
‘xarg - Zmid| < Warg -

The cosine Lipschitz inequality therefore yields
| cOS Targ — €OS Zmid| < |Targ — Zmid| < Warg-
Combining this with the midpoint enclosure and the global cosine range proves
max{—1, deos mid — Warg } < €OS Targ < Min{1, beos mid + Warg }-
Finally, the endpoint formulas imply

Wid(ESOS(Qa Iarg)) < bcos,mid — Gcos,mid T+ 2warg
< 2€q + 2warg = (bin - ain) + 2€q-

This establishes the midpoint excess, enlargement, clipping, image enclosure, and width
requirements, including zero-width input intervals.

The finite rational recurrences and the six primitive contracts establish admissibility under
Definition 13. 0

The witness in Lemma 3 establishes existence at the primitive level. Its finite rational
routines provide one concrete choice for the interval construction. The precision guarantees
below apply uniformly to every admissible engine, including this witness.
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B.2 Uniform realization at fixed precision

Rank selection follows Algorithm 1: the public exponent intervals are intersected with the
prescribed exponent boxes, and the ceilings of the upper target-enclosure endpoints determine
the two integer ranks. These ranks are fixed before sampling. Endpoint evaluation then uses
precisely those retained integers in the coordinate estimates, variance envelope, error radii, and
precision budget of Algorithm 2. At that step, the queried exponent and covariate intervals
enter the endpoint expression tree in their supplied form.

The next statement establishes admissibility of the concrete naming policy and derives the
rank, endpoint, and measurability guarantees from the primitive contracts.

Lemma 4. [lem:fixed-budget-realization] (Fixed-budget realization and measurability)
The dyadic-floor naming policy Ng is admissible in the sense of Definition 12. Moreover, suppose
that:

e (Engine and names.) E is an admissible rational interval-arithmetic engine in the sense
of Definition 13, and N is an admissible Borel naming policy in the sense of Definition 12.

e (Sample size.) n is an integer with n > 2.

e (Public exponents.) The real smoothness exponents satisfy
1
0<fB< T B<a<l.

For every record tuple O € ([0,1] x {0,1} x {0,1})", let ko, ks be the ranks selected according
to Algorithm 1, with target resolutions

RC — n2/(20¢+25+1)’ RS — n2/(45+1)'

The prescribed public budgets are
Grank(n) = T+3[logy n], Gend(n, koy ks) = 44+[logy (n+1)]+4[logy (K+1)1, K = max{kc, kgs}.

At the rank budget, both rational target enclosures [ac, bo] and |ag, bs] are successfully returned
and satisfy
bc —ac <1, bs —as <1,

Reo <kc < Ro+2<3R¢, Rg <ks < Rs+2<3Rgs.

Here bo, bg denote the upper endpoints of the resolution enclosures.
For the endpoint construction, use b, bg instead to denote the coordinate error radii

bo =8k 4\ 20V, (ke), b = 25k 2 + \/20V, (ks),

where V,, (k) is the public variance envelope at rank k. Let 6n, §n be the numerator and denom-
inator coordinate estimates, and set

cr = Ch + b, Sy = clip[soJ](gn + bg),

where sg is the denominator floor. With F(c,d) denoting the clipped logarithmic inversion of
the coordinate ratio, the ideal lower and upper endpoints are

L =min{F(c_,s_),F(c_,s4+)}, R = max{F(ct,s-), F(ct,s4)}
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At the endpoint budget, rational enclosures [L_, L1] and [R_, R+] are successfully returned with

Le[LvaJr]v RE[RvaJr]v L+7L7 < -, R+7R*§

S|
S|

The literal output satisfies

n

L] € I (@, 8)(0),  length (I (0, 5)(0)) < R~ L+ 2.

It is a nonempty closed connected interval with rational endpoints in [—1/2,1/2], and its output
map, as a function of the record tuple, is Borel measurable.

Proof of Lemma 4. 1. Admissibility of the dyadic-floor policy. For a real input vpame €
R and an integer precision g > 0, define

mgy (Uname) my (Uname) +1
24 ’ 24

mq(vname) = |_2qvnameJ7 jq("Uname) =

The floor inequalities give
mq(vnamc) < 2q’UnaLrnc < mq(vnamc) + 17

and therefore
Uname € jq(vname)a Wid(jq(vname)) = 2—q7

where throughout the proof
wid([ulo, uni]) = uni — wio-
Moreover, multiplying the floor inequalities by two yields
2mg(tname) < Mgt1(Vname) < 2(Mg(Vname) + 1)
Since the middle term is an integer, these inequalities imply
Jg+1(Vname) € Tg(Vname)-

The conclusions include dyadic inputs, which may equal the lower endpoint of a queried
interval. At each fixed precision, both rational endpoints are Borel functions of the real
input because the floor function is Borel. Composing these functions with the public
exponent coordinates and the observed covariate coordinates gives precisely the validity
and Borel requirements in Definition 12. Thus Ny is admissible.

2. Resolution enclosures at the rank budget. Fix an admissible engine E, an admissible
policy N, n > 2, exponents in the stated domain, and a record tuple O. Set

Gr = Qrank(n)a e =2""

Let the exponent-name intervals after the intersections prescribed in Algorithm 1 be

ja,r = [ar,—7 al‘,-‘r]v jﬁ,r = [Br,—v Br,—l—]-
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Validity of the names and the exponent domain ensure that both intersections succeed and

that
aeja,rg [071]) 5€jﬂ,rg [051/4]5

Wid(ja,r) <&, Wld(jﬁ,r) <.

Define the rational denominator and power-exponent boxes by exact interval operations:

DC,r = 2u7047r + 2jﬁ,r + [17 1]3 DS,r = 4jﬁ,r + [17 1]5
PC,r = [27 2]/DC,r7 PS,r = [27 2]/D5,r-

Both denominator boxes have lower endpoints at least one and widths at most 4¢,. For
any denominator box Dayx = [d)o, dp;] with 1 < dj, < dy,;, exact division gives

[2v 2]/Daux = [Q/dhia 2/d10],

and

2(dni — dio) )
—————— < 2wid(Daux)-
diodni wid( )

Consequently, both power-exponent boxes lie in [0, 2], contain their respective exact expo-
nents, and have width at most 8e;.

Wid([27 2]/Daux) =

For a power exponent 7 € [0, 2],

d T

3
—n
dr

=n"logn < n’n =n?,

using n > 1 and logn < n. The mean-value bound and the outward endpoint errors
required by Definition 13 therefore show that the returned target boxes satisfy

Re € [ac,bc],  Rs € las, bg],
bo —ac, bg —ag < 8n3e, + 2.
To pay for this width, the integer logarithmic ceiling in Algorithm 1 gives

n3

[log, m] 3 _
n < 21708271 128n°¢, = 723{1%2 a7 S

T — r = 128 — .

All rank-step intersections and divisions have thus succeeded, the power inputs satisfy
the primitive domain requirements, and both returned boxes have the required unit-width
bound.

. Bounds for the selected ranks. The exponent domain makes both target exponents
positive. Hence
Rc > 1, Rg > 1.

In particular bo,bg > 1, so the nonnegative ceilings in Algorithm 1 are their ordinary
integer ceilings. Containment and the unit-width bounds give

Ro<bc<ac+1< Rc+1, Rs<bsg<ag+1< Rg—+1.
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Using the strict upper bound for an integer ceiling,

Ro <kc=1Tbc] <bc+1<Rc+2<3Rc,
Rs < kg =[bs] <bs+1< Rg+2<3Rg.

The last inequalities follow from R, Rg > 1. These ranks depend on the public exponent
names and are fixed before sampling. In particular,

ko > 1, ks > 1.
From this point onward, bc, bg denote the coordinate error radii in Algorithm 2.
. Coordinate enclosures at the endpoint budget. Retain the selected ranks and set
K = max{kc, ks}, de = Gend(n, ko, ks), €o =2 %,
At this precision, write the raw name responses as

By = [aname,—yaname,-&—]v B,B = [Bname,—a Bname,—i-];
BXi = [Xi,name,—;Xi,name,+]7 I1<i<n.

These boxes contain their named inputs and have widths at most €.. Since g. > 2, one has

€e <

=

Containment and the width bound place each raw covariate box in
BXZ' - [_667 1+ ee]-

Indeed, each endpoint is within one box width of the contained covariate.

For any displayed scalar expression GG, denote its computed enclosure in the prescribed
tree at precision ¢e by

B[G] = [Gbox,fv Gbox,Jr]-
This notation refers to the supplied raw responses, the fixed engine, and the exact rational
range operations.

We use two elementary properties of these operations. For closed rational boxes Ji1, Jo,
define
Mg

L

= max{|u| : u € J,}, v € {1,2}.

Inserting a cross product when subtracting two products, and then taking the extrema
among endpoint products, gives

Wid(jljg) < MJ2 Wid(jl) + MJl Wid(jg).

Widths add under addition and subtraction. The endpoint formulas for minimum and
maximum also give

wid(min(J1, J2)) < max{wid(J1), wid(J2)},
wid(max(71, J2)) < max{wid(J1), wid(J2)}.
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For example, each upper endpoint is at most its corresponding lower endpoint plus the
larger width; taking minima or maxima preserves that inequality.

We now evaluate the basis and kernel from Definition 10. Define the primitive constant
boxes

B. =Blr], B=DBV2].

Their contracts give
Br C [3,4], wid(Br) < 2e,

B 5 C[0,2], wid(B, 5) < 2¢e.

For the second inclusion, v/2 < 3/2 follows by squaring, and the upper endpoint error is
at most €, < 1/4.

For a basis index j > 1, the intermediate argument boxes are
Bﬂj = B?T[j? ]]7 Bﬂ'in = Bﬂ'jBXi-
They satisfy

)
wid(Brj) < 2jee, Mg, <4y, MBXi < T

Thus the product-width inequality yields

5 . . 13
wid(Brjx;) < 7 (2j€e) +4jec = -

5 J€e.

The cosine contract returns a box in [—1, 1] whose width is at most
. . 13 .
wid (Blcos(mj X;)]) < 5J 2 ) €e.
Multiplication by the square-root box therefore gives
Migp,x) < 2,

1
wid (Blgp;(X;)]) < 2€c + 2 (23] + 2) e = (135 +6)ee < 20(j + 1)ec.

For j = 0, the basis expression is the exact constant one, so these magnitude and width
bounds also hold.

Each computed basis-product term consequently has width at most 80(j + 1)€.. Summing
the terms in the kernel, for either retained rank k € {k¢, ks}, gives

k—1
wid (B[Hy(Xi, Xir)]) < > 80(j + 1)ee
7=0
k—1
<) 80ke, = 80k%e. < 160k>c,.
j=0

At k = 1, the sole basis-product term is exact.



The binary marks used in Definition 14 are exact rational numbers in [0, 1]. Multiplication
by their products preserves the displayed kernel-width bound. There are exactly

#{(6,):1<i i <n, i £ =n(n—1)

ordered pairs. Hence the positive rational normalization in Definition 11 cancels this factor

in the sum of widths:

n(n — 1) 160k2e,
n(n —1)

wid (B[U, x(W, V)]) < = 160k>¢,

for the marks used here. The empirical mean in 6n is exact. Soundness of the operations
therefore supplies successful coordinate boxes with

Co€BICy], S €BIS,],
wid(B[C,]) < 160k2e.,  wid(B[S,]) < 160k2e..

. Error-radius enclosures. The endpoint budget gives
K < 2loalHDT g > 44 [logy(K +1)],

and therefore

1
Ke. < —.
16

Validity of the raw exponent responses gives
B, C [—€e, 1+ €l Bg C [—€e,1/4 + €.
Define their bias-exponent boxes by
Bc pow = [0,0] — (Ba + Bg), Bs pow = [—2, —2]B3.
They contain —(« + 3) and —20, respectively, and satisfy

BC’,pow - [_5/4 — 266, 266} [
Bspow C [—1/2 — 2€¢, 2¢0] C |
Wid(BC»POW)a Wid(BS,pow) < 263-

I
]7

Cc[-3,3

c[-3,3

For either retained rank k, the elementary inequality logu < u — 1 for u > 0 gives
logk =log(k/2) +1log2 < (k/2—1)4+1=Ek/2.

Applying the same inequality at u = 1/2 gives log2 > 1/2. Thus, for every exponent 7 in
the corresponding raw power-exponent box,

1
Tlogk < 2¢.logk < kee < 6 < log2.
It follows that p
kT <2, —k"| =kTlogk < k.
dr
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These inequalities include k = 1, for which the derivative is zero. The mean-value bound
and the primitive endpoint errors now imply

wid(B[kT]) < kwid(Bpow) + 2€c < (2k + 2)ec,

with Bpow the corresponding bias-exponent box.

The variance quantity

10 4k
Vn(k) =—+

n  n(n—1)

is an exactly evaluated positive rational number. Its square-root enclosure therefore satis-
fies
wid (B[v/20V,,(k)]) < 2e.

Using the constants in the radius expressions, we obtain successful enclosures containing
bc, bs, with
wid(B[bc])
wid(Blbs))

(8(2kc +2) + 2)€e = (16kc + 18)e. < 34Ke,

<
< (25(2ks + 2) + 2)€ee = (50kg + 52)ec < 102K €.
The last inequalities use k¢, ks < K and K > 1.

. Denominator-corner enclosures. Define the computed denominator boxes by the pre-
scribed exact clipping tree:

1

Bls.] = max ([so,so],min ([1, 1], B[S,] + B[bg})) L s0= g

Here the minus sign denotes interval subtraction. Soundness supplies containment of sy,
and the endpoint formulas give

Blss] C [1/512,1].
Before clipping, the widths are bounded by
160k%e. + 102K e, < 262K 2%¢, < 300K ?e.,

because ks < K and K < K?2. Clipping by point intervals preserves this bound by the
minimum and maximum width inequalities. Consequently,

s+ € Blsy],  wid(B[s+]) < 300K %e,.
In particular, every subsequent denominator interval has a positive rational lower endpoint.

. Numerator-corner widths and magnitudes. Define
Blex] = B[C,] + Blbe).
These boxes contain c4, and

wid(Ble+]) < 160kZe. + 34K e, < 194K %€, < 300K %¢..
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We also require bounds on their endpoints. The exact basis satisfies
(@) <V2 (120, z€[0,1]),

including j = 0. Therefore

T
L

Hi(a,2)| < 3 les(@)pi(2)] < 2k,

.
Il
=)

The ordered-pair normalization and marks of absolute value at most one give
|Up (W, V)| < 2E.
The empirical treated-outcome mean has absolute value at most one, so
ICp| <1+ 2ke.

Since n > 2,
Vi(k) <542k, 20V, (k) < 100 + 40k < (10 + 7k)>.

Taking square roots yields
20V, (k) <10 + 7k.

Moreover, ko > 1 and .+ 8 > 0 give
—(a+p)
ke <1, 0<bo <8410+ Tkeo < 25kc.

Thus R
lex| <|Cpl+bc <14 27ke <1+ 27K.

To control the computed endpoint overhang, the two logarithmic ceilings in the endpoint
budget give
n+ 1 < 2Meg(n+)] K +1 < 2floga(K+DT

hence
2% (n + 1) (K + 1)%e < 1.

Comparing coefficients with this product shows

1
€< 16 300K2¢, < 1, PT(K +1)3e <

S |-

For the last two comparisons, use
K2<(K+1% 300K <2%(n+1)(K + 1)4,
2Tn(K +1)2 <2M(n+ 1) (K + 1)L

A box containing ¢4+ and having width at most one has every point within distance one of
c+. It follows that
Mpje,) <14+ 27K +1 < 100(K +1).

This supplies both the width and magnitude bounds at the actual numerator inputs to
inversion.
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8. Enclosures of the four inversion corners. For signs o.,05 € {—, 4}, define

BQUOt70'c0's = B[Cdc]/B[Sﬁs]’ Bodds,acas = [17 1] + Bquot,acas-
For a denominator box Jgen = [dio, dni] with dj, > 1/512, its reciprocal range satisfies

Tigen = [1/dni,1/dio), My <512,

en

dpi — dio 9 .
i 7 WMo 5192 wid(Tien)-
dodyn; #1d(Jaen)

Exact division is multiplication by this reciprocal range. The product-width bound there-
fore gives containment of the true ratio and

Wid(jd_erll) =

wid(Bguot.oeo,) < 512 wid(Bles,])
+ 100(K + 1)512% wid(B][s,.]).

Define the exponential boundary boxes and the clipped odds boxes by
Bexp,— = Blexp(—1/2)],  Bexp,+ = Blexp(1/2)],

Bclip,acas = max (Bexp,fa min (Bexp,+7 Bodds,acas )) .

The exponential series, bounded termwise by the geometric series, gives

exp(1/4) < 3 (1/4)7 = 5,
j=0
and consequently
5 16 9
exp(1/2) = exp(1/4)° < 9 exp(—1/2) > 6

The primitive endpoint errors and €, < 1/16 imply

9 1 16
inf Bexp,— > 76 — €e = 5’ sup Bexp,—i— < g + € < 2,

Wid(Bexp,—), Wid(Bexp,+) < 2€e.

Thus every clipped odds box has lower endpoint at least 1/2, contains the exact clipped
odds, and satisfies
Wid(Bclip,ocas) < Wid(Bquot,accrs) + 2¢e.

Here the added exact constant one preserves width, and the minimum and maximum width
inequalities bound both clipping operations.

Define the inversion-corner boxes by

BFyo'cUs - B[F(Cac7 SU.S)]'
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10.

The logarithm derivative is at most two on every argument interval with lower endpoint
at least 1/2. Its primitive contract therefore supplies successful boxes containing the four
exact corner values, with

Wid(Bro,0,) < 2 (512 wid(Ble,,]) + 100(K + 1)5122 wid(B[s,,])) + 6ee
< (307200K2 + 15728640000(K + 1)K? + 6)ee

1
<K +1)3% < —.
n
For the coefficient comparison, K > 0 implies
K?<(K+1)?*  (K+1DK*<(K+1)?*  1<(K+1)>»

and
307200 + 15728640000 + 6 < 237.

This establishes the required precision for each of the four corner evaluations.

. The two endpoint boxes. The literal minimum and maximum operations return

BL = min(BE__, BF7_+> = [L_, L+],

BR = maX(BF,+_,BF,++) = [R_, R+].

Monotonicity of minimum and maximum in their arguments preserves containment, giving
Le[L_,Ly], Re[R_,Ry].

Their widths satisfy

Ly — L_ <max{wid(Bp__),wid(Br )} <

)

1
n
1
R, — R_ < max{wid(Bp4-), wid(Br4++)} < -

All raw input queries and all intervening evaluations have succeeded. Every power input
lies in its required domain, every square-root input is nonnegative, every division has a
positive denominator interval, and every logarithm input has a positive lower endpoint.
The finite sums at the retained finite ranks and the primitive termination contracts in
Definition 13 therefore give successful return of both boxes at the single endpoint precision.

Outward enclosure and rational interval shape. The exact clipped logarithmic map
in Algorithm 2 satisfies

1
—5 SF(ed) <

N | =

at the endpoint inputs: its logarithm argument lies between exp(—1/2) and exp(1/2).
For each positive denominator, division, clipping, and logarithm are nondecreasing in the
numerator. Since bo > 0 and s_ > sg > 0,

L<F(c_,s_)<Fl(ey,s_)<R.
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11.

Consequently,
—% <SL<R<

N

Define the literal rational output endpoints by
louwt = max{—1/2,L_}, Uont = min{1/2, R, }.
Containment of the exact endpoints and their effect bounds give
lowt < L < R < uouyt-

Thus the intersection in the output construction succeeds and the literal output is

I;,I)E,N(aa 5)(0) = [louta uout]a [L7 R] g [louta uout]-
The endpoint-width bounds give

1
OSL_loutSL_L—SLJ,-_L S*

n

1
OSuout—RSR+—RSR+—R < —.

n

Adding these inequalities yields
2
Uout — lout SR_L"’E
Finally,
1 1
lout, Uout € Q, _5 <lout < Uout < 5

The output is therefore a nonempty closed connected interval with the asserted rational
endpoint shape.

Borel measurability. Keep the engine, policy, sample size, and public exponents fixed.
The ranks and endpoint precision are then fixed integers. Define the finite response code
and its countable range by

5(0) = ((Alv Y;), (Xi,name,fyXi,nameﬂr))?:l ) zZ= ({07 1}2 X QQ)n

The binary coordinates and the fixed-precision name responses are Borel, so 3 is Borel
into the discrete countable space Z. The public exponent responses are fixed, and the
remaining computation uses this code through finite rational operations. Hence

3(0)=3(0") = IE}UEN(OGB)(O) = I;Ll,pE,N(aaﬁ)(O/)'
For any set T of output intervals, define
Zr = {z € £:30, 5(0) = z, I'% \(, 8)(0) € T} .
The preceding implication gives the fiber decomposition
{0 '™ (e, B)(O) } U s '¢=D.
2EZT

This is a countable union of Borel sets. In particular, inverse images of Borel sets of
intervals are Borel, establishing the claimed measurability of the output map.
O
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The rank precision grank(n) gives an additive rank excess below two for each coordinate. The
endpoint precision genq(n, ko, ks) depends on the sample size and the larger retained rank. The
same selected integers therefore govern both the exact statistics and their rational evaluation.
Together with the finite recurrence contracts, successful evaluation at these prescribed precisions
establishes termination of the construction in Algorithm 2.

In the inversion, R denotes the ideal upper effect endpoint. The rational output uses the
outward endpoints L_, R, followed by clipping to the effect envelope. Its samplewise contain-
ment of the ideal interval and additional length bound of 2/n hold for every record tuple. The
Borel conclusion concerns the resulting map from the original observed records, under each fixed
admissible naming policy.

B.3 Connection to honesty and expected length

The rational interval I)'t \ (e, 8) in Algorithm 2 combines these realization guarantees with the
statistical bounds. The bias and variance bounds in Lemma 2 calibrate its coordinate error
radii; the denominator floor and odds identity in Lemma 1 supply the joint inversion. Lemma 4
establishes measurable outward enclosure of the resulting ideal interval with a controlled length
increment.

Under the engine, naming-policy, and exponent conditions of Theorem 2, the literal procedure
has global 90% coverage over the ambient model for every integer sample size n > 1. On every
effect-radius slice, that result bounds its unconditional expected length by an absolute constant
times the diagnostic envelope in Definition 9. Numerator uncertainty contributes directly to this
envelope, while denominator uncertainty contributes at the scale of the effect radius. At n =1,
the specified full effect interval completes the procedure.

Different admissible engines and valid naming policies may select different ranks and return
different rational endpoints. For each choice, the realization bounds apply to its own retained
ranks and ideal endpoints. The coverage and expected-length guarantees in Theorem 2 share
one absolute constant across all such choices. In particular, Lemmas 3 and 4 supplies the explicit
engine and dyadic-floor policy for the concrete attaining sequence defined in Definition 19.

C Exact calibration and same-model alternatives

The calibrated alternatives are specified by the following maps and continuous sign families.

The lower-bound constructions use exact calibration to combine a homogeneous conditional
log-odds coefficient with continuous nuisance functions. We first describe the local equations
and their smooth neighborhoods, then state the support guarantees for the finite sign families
in Definition 18. The calibration maps are defined in Definition 17.

The covariance adjustment ¢(¢, &, v) prescribes the odds ratio of a binary table with treat-
ment margin £ and outcome margin v. Its normalized extension B(¢,&,v) extends the effect-
normalized adjustment smoothly through zero effect. The mixed equation uses the signed
propensity amplitude 7 and signed outcome amplitude (; the fair equation uses the signed
control-risk amplitude §. In the latter equation, the residual $(¢,d, &, u) smoothly extends the
matching discrepancy normalized by the effect and squared amplitude. The within-cell coordi-
nate u ranges over [0,1].

The scalar implicit-function theorem supplies the local graph representation needed for these
calibration equations. Its conditions concern an open parameter domain, differentiability, and a
nonzero derivative with respect to the scalar being calibrated.
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Lemma 5. [lem:scalar-implicit-function] (Scalar implicit function theorem) Let d be a
nonnegative integer, let F : R4 xR — R, and let D C R xR. Fiz by € R% and xo € R. Suppose
that:

e (Open domain.) D is open and (bg, xo) € D.
e (Smoothness.) F is continuously differentiable on D.
o (Zero.) F(bo,xo) =0.
e (Nonzero partial derivative.) 0, F (bg, xo) # 0.
Then there exist open sets U C R? and V C R, and a function q : R — R, such that
by € U, xXo €V, UxV CD.

The function q is continuously differentiable on U, satisfies q(bg) = xo, and has q(b) € V' for
every b € U. Moreover, for every b € U and every x € V,

F(b,x)=0 <= x=q(b).

Proof of Lemma 5. 1. Since D is open and contains (bg, o), the smoothness hypothesis gives
continuous differentiability at this point. Define the continuous linear map

L,:R—R, Ly (t) = DF(bo, x0)[(0,t)].
The chain rule for the map y — (bg, x) gives
L) = Ly(1) #0.
dx X=X0
By linearity,

Define
t

Ly (1)

This map is continuous and linear, and the preceding identity gives

J i R=R,  J(t) =

L(L®) =t L(L()=t (teR).
Thus L, is invertible.

2. The general C'! implicit-function theorem for Banach-space products, applied with scalar-
coordinate derivative L,, supplies a function

q:Rd—>R

such that
q(bo) = xo, q is continuously differentiable at by.

Its local graph identity, together with F'(bg, xo) = 0, gives
F(b,x)=0 <= q(b)=x

throughout a neighborhood of (bg, x0)-
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3. Intersect this neighborhood with D. The product topology supplies neighborhoods U; C
R? of by and Vi C R of g satisfying

Ur x Vi € DN {(b,x): F(b,x) =0<+= q(b) = x}.
Choose open neighborhoods Us C R% and V C R with
by € Uy C Uy, Xo €V C V.
Continuous differentiability of ¢ at by also supplies a neighborhood S C R? such that

by € int(9), q is continuously differentiable on S.

4. Continuity of g at by, the identity ¢(bg) = X0, and openness of V imply
by €int(qg H(V)), ¢ '(V)={beR%:q(b)eV}.
Hence we may choose an open set U C R? satisfying
by cU CUsNSNg H(V).
The inclusions established above yield
UxV CU xV1 CD,
while restriction to U C S gives continuous differentiability of ¢ on U, and
q(b) eV (beU).
Finally, for every b € U and x € V, the graph identity on U; x V; gives
Fb,x)=0 <<= gqb)=x < x=q(b)

These are the required properties.
O

The open-domain condition makes the calibrated scalar a differentiable function of the re-
maining parameters, including at parameter values that will lie on the boundary of the even-
tual support region. The local uniqueness conclusion identifies the zero set with that function
throughout the product neighborhood. For the two calibration equations, Lemma 6 supplies
fixed brackets and common open neighborhoods for the resulting branches.

Specifically, the mixed neighborhood U contains a closed region with signed amplitude radius
Emix, and the fair neighborhood V' contains a closed region with signed amplitude radius &g,
and effect coordinate in [0,1/4]. Both amplitude radii exceed the calibration radius ¢ used for
support. A further neighborhood W allows the fair margin to vary freely within a centered
bracket of half-width b; here b denotes a root-bracket width. The next statement establishes
these neighborhoods together with the exact matching identities and derivative bounds.
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Lemma 6. [lem:exact-calibrations| (Exact smooth calibration branches) There exist con-
stants € > 0 and M > 0 with the following properties. Expectations below are over two indepen-
dent fair signs, and

1
Zy, = sy cos(mu/2) + sgsin(mu/2), EF(s1,s2) = 1 Z F(s1,82).
s1,s2€{—1,1}

The covariance adjustment ¢ and its normalized extension B are given by
d=c' =1,  v.=¢0-Ou-v),  L.=1+d{e1—v)+(1 -},

D(t) = /1 e dr,
0
C(t €, 0) = ——e B(t,€,v) = —D-

L.+ /12— 4dv,’ L.+ 12— 4d?v,

The mized root q(n,(,u) is selected from the roots in (3/4,5/4) of

16EB (320¢, 5 — 142w, 5 + (Zu) — q =0,

with value 1 when that bracket contains no root. The fair root p(t,d,u) is selected from the roots
in (3/10,1/2) of $H(t,d,p,u) = 0, with value 2/5 when that bracket contains no root. Here $) is
the smoothly extended normalized fair-matching residual, whose defining identity away from the
azxes is displayed below.

e (Positive odds tables.) For every t,&,v € R satisfying
tl<e lE-3l<e Ju-jl<e
put ¢ = ¢(t,&,v). The four cells
pun =§&v+g, pro=§(1—v) —¢,
p1=(1-&v—c, poo=1-&(1—-v)+c
are strictly positive and satisfy

P11Poo — el
P1opo1

p11 + p1o = &, P11 + Po1 = v, P11 + p1o + po1 + poo = 1,

Moreover,
1,60 = UE 20, B0.60) =€ - o)

e (Signed mixed calibration.) For every|n| <e,|(| <e, andu € [0,1], put ¢ = q(n, {, u).
Then

3 5
159<7 16EB(32n¢, 3 — 19 Zu, 5 + (Zy) —q =0,

and

qa(n,¢,0) =a(n, ¢, 1),
Ec(320¢, 3 —nqZy, 3 + CZu) = 21¢q,
q(=n, ¢ u) = q, q(n, —C,u) = q,
q(0,¢,u) =1-4¢% q(n,0,u) +47°q(n,0,u)’ = 1.
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o (Fair calibration and separation.) For everyt € [0,1/4], |0| < e, and u € [0, 1], put
p=p(t,0,u). Then

p(£,6,0) = p(t,6,1) = % ot 0, 1) = p(0,6,1) = %

p(ta _57 u) =D ﬁ(ta 57p7u) = 07
EG(t,p + 5Zu) = G(T(ta 5)7]7)'

For td # 0, the residual at the selected root agrees with the unnormalized fair-matching
numerator divided by t6%. Furthermore,

Ip— 2|+ [0up(t, 6,u)| < M2,

and
t

3t62 <t —T(t,6) < 6t62, 5 < T(t,0) <t

e (Smooth neighborhoods and derivative bounds.) Both roots and every fully substi-
tuted local four-cell formula of the mixzed and fair families are C* on their respective closed
parameter regions

Il <e, [Cl<e wel01],
tel0,1/4], |9 <e, wue€l0,1].
For every integer m > 0, there is a constant B > 0 such that the norm of the mth
total derivative of each root and each fully substituted local four-cell formula is at most
B throughout its respective closed parameter region, uniformly over all family indices,
auziliary signs, and binary cell indices.

There also exist signed amplitude radii emix > € and ey > €, a fized fair-root bracket
half-width 0 < b < 1/10, and open sets U,V C R3 containing, respectively,

{(U,Cau) : |77| < Emix; ’C‘ < Emix;, U € [07 1]}a

{(t,0,u) : t €[0,1/4], |9| < €tair, u € [0,1]}.
Throughout U, the selected mized branch is the unique zero in its fized bracket (3/4,5/4);
throughout V, the selected fair branch is the unique zero in the fixed centered bracket

(2/5—0,2/5+0b). Both roots and every fully substituted local four-cell formula are C>° on
the corresponding open set.

Finally, there is an open set W C R* containing
{(#,6,&,u) : t €[0,1/4], 18] < egair, € € (2/5—0,2/5+b), ue[0,1]}

on which $ is C*°. Throughout this displayed core, for every margin £ in the centered
bracket and whenever td # 0,

EG(t,§ +02,) — G(T(t,9),§)

f)(tu(ig?u) = t52

Proof of Lemma 6. We use the maps in Definition 17, with the root-selection and fallback con-
ventions in the statement. For ram, > 0, write

Pmix(ramp) = [_Tamp7ramp]2 X [Oa 1]7
7Dfailr(ramp) = [07 1/4] X [*Tampyramp] X [07 1]
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These parameter regions are compact. We write D f for the mth total derivative of a parameter
function f, with Df = f.

1. Uniform existence and uniqueness of the mized root. Define the mixed residual, wherever
its branch denominators are positive, by

Famix(n, ¢ u, x) = 16EB(320C, 5 — nxZu, 5 + (Zu) — X.
The integral defining D is smooth, and the fundamental theorem of calculus gives
tD(t) = e’ — 1, D(0) = 1.

At zero amplitudes the branch radicand is 1, its denominator is 2, and

Consequently, for every u,y € R,
FmiX(07O7u7X> =1 - X5 8x»7:mix(0707U7X) =-L
The radicands and denominators remain positive near these points, so the residual is

smooth there.

Compactness of [0,1] x [7/8,9/8], continuity, and the finite number of sign pairs give a
positive signed amplitude radius on which all branch denominators are positive and

P, G0 = (1= 0] < 76 (w € [0,1], x € [1/8,9/8])

In particular,

1 1
fmiX(Thguua 7/8) > E7 FmiX(n7<7u7 9/8) < _T6

The intermediate value theorem supplies a zero in [7/8,9/8], hence in (3/4,5/4).

Separately, continuity of the root partial derivative and compactness of [0, 1] x [3/4,5/4]
give another positive signed amplitude radius on which

1
8xfmix(777Cau?X) < _5 (’LLE [07 1]7 XG [3/475/4])
Taking the minimum of these two radii gives e;00t > 0 such that

Y(n, ¢, u) € Prix(Eroot), Alx € (3/4,5/4) : Fuix(n, ¢ u, x) = 0.

Indeed, the derivative inequality makes the residual strictly decreasing throughout the
selection bracket.

2. Smoothness and derivative bounds for the mixed root and cells. At each (0,0, u), the root
is 1 and its root partial derivative is —1. Apply Lemma 5 on an open neighborhood where
the residual is smooth. The resulting local graph stays in (3/4,5/4) after shrinking its
parameter neighborhood. The negative root derivative persists throughout that bracket
nearby, so the selected root agrees with this graph.

71



The same graph is smooth to every finite order. To see the regularity upgrade explicitly,
implicit differentiation gives

(an}—mim 8Cfmixa au]:'rnix)
ax]:mix

DCI(% C’ u) = -

XZCI(W,C#)

On a smaller neighborhood the denominator remains nonzero. If the graph is C*, this
formula makes its first derivative C*, and therefore makes the graph C**1. Starting from
the C! graph supplied by the cited result proves smoothness to every finite order. Com-
pactness of the spatial interval then gives ¢4 > 0 such that q is smooth on a neighborhood
of every point of Ppix(gq).

For clarity, define the fully substituted mixed cells. For a family index ¢ € {0, 1}, a sign
pair s = (s1,82) € {—1,1}2, and a,y € {0, 1}, put

elc(n, ¢, u, 8) = ; + (1 = 20)na(n, ¢, u)Zy

1
I
m(C,u, 8) = 5 + (Zu,
2
loc 0, Lt =0,
/r’? C? ’ oc lOC
3277Ca , M )7 L= 1a
mix mix mix mix loc loc loc loc loc loc loc loc loc
( t,8,1,10»"™,8,1,00 "~e,8,0,1 LSOO) m +c €, (1_m >_CL ’(1_€L )m -G 7(1

All arguments on the last line are the displayed parameters and sign pair. At zero am-
plitudes, the covariance formula is evaluated at (0,1/2,1/2), where its radicand and de-
nominator are positive. The chain rule therefore makes every displayed cell smooth near
each (0,0,u). Compactness in v and finiteness of the indices give e > 0 on whose closed
mixed region all these cells are smooth on pointwise neighborhoods.

For each fixed m > 0, continuity of the total derivatives on the corresponding compact
regions gives positive constants satisfying

ID™qll < Bgym  on Pumix(eq), D™ < Cfind on Puix(Ecen)-
Here the finite index set is
Loux = {0’ 1} X {_1’ 1}2 X {07 1}2a J= (La Svavy)'
Thus the positive constant
Cellm = Z C]n;i(
]eIduX
bounds the mth derivative of every mixed cell uniformly over its indices.

. The smooth fair residual. In the fair calculations use the baseline risk and its normalization
2
5 b

and define the unnormalized residual by

Py = B, =1+ dpx, d=e" —1,

7?/fair(ta 67 ga U) = EG(tvé. + 6Zu) - G(T(t’ 6)7 5)
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We first check the domains needed for its derivatives.

For 0 <t < 1/4, the elementary exponential bounds

1+t<et<i
- T 1—t

give

~
IA
o
IA

Wl
\.@F
o
IA
o
IA

SIS

W=

If |§] < 1/100, then
~ 10000’ ~ 30000’
so both logarithm arguments in T are strictly positive.

The following calculation also supplies the comparator bounds used to justify smooth

composition. Define
ds?
Agap - B* .

The preceding inequalities imply

1 3 4
0 < Agap < 7555 11&52 < Agap < §t52.

The comparator formula becomes

) 5
t—T(t,0)=— log(l - 2Agap) + log<1 + 3Agap> .

For 0 < miog, Y1og < 1/100, the inequalities logz < z — 1 and 1 — 271 < log z, valid for
z >0, yield

100 100
Tlog + ﬁylog < - 10g(1 - xlog) + log(l + ylog) < Exlog + Ylog-

Indeed,

Tlog 100
Tlog < —log(l — mlog) < 1_ Tlog < @xloy

and

ﬁylog - 1 + ylog

< log(1 + Yiog) < Yiog-

Apply these inequalities with 1,5 = %Agap and Yiog = %Agap. Since
(3 n) g (W25
4\2 1013 3\.992 3

we obtain, including t = 0 and § = 0,

3t62 <t —T(t,0) < 6t62, <T(t,6) <t

t
2
The last pair follows from 662 < 1/2.
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For every real u, the two sign terms give |Z,| < 2. Thus, for £ € [3/10,1/2] and |6| < 1/100,

1 3 1
oz, < — 0z, > — — —>0.
| u|_507 §+ “= 70 50>

Together with ¢ > 0 and T(¢,d) > 0, this makes the risk-shift denominators positive. All
these strict positivity conditions persist on ambient neighborhoods. Hence Ry.,;, is jointly
smooth near every point of the indicated parameter range.

Sign symmetry and the dependence of T on 62 give

Rfair(ta _57 57 u) = Rfair (ta 57 fa u)7
Rfair(t>07£>u) = 07 aﬁnfair(taoagvu) = 07 Rfair(oadagvu) =0.

The last equality uses T(0,6) =0, G(0,¢) =&, and EZ, = 0.

The normalized extension is the double Taylor integral

1,1
H(t,0,&u) = / / (1-w) atﬁngair(Tt, wd, &, u) dw dr.
0 0

Here 7,w € [0,1] are integration variables. Their compact range permits one ambient
neighborhood on which the integrand is smooth for all integration points. Differentiation
under the two integrals then proves joint smoothness of $ on that neighborhood, at every
finite order.

The fundamental theorem of calculus, using 8§Rfair(o, 0,&,u) =0, gives
1
t / O O3 Rpair (T, w8, &, 1) dT = OF Rpair (t, w6, &, ).
0
The second-order integral Taylor formula gives

1
52/ (1 — W) 02 Ripaie (t, w8, &, u) dw = Reair (L, 6, &, u).
0
Interchanging the two integrals therefore proves the undivided identity

t525’J (t7 57 57 ’LL) = Rfair(tv 57 57 U)

throughout ¢ € [0,1/4], 0| < 1/100, ¢ € [3/10,1/2], and u € [0,1]. For t§ # 0, division
gives the quotient in the statement.

. Fair endpoint factorization and the removable axes. At either spatial endpoint the law of
Z,, is one fair sign. Exponentiating the comparator formula gives

T(t0) _ 1 - d52/(P*B*)
1+do?/((1 = p«)Bs)’

3 3 3
T(t,0) °RB 2) _ t °B. — = 2 )

e

or, equivalently,
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Clearing the positive risk denominators using this identity proves

G(t,ps« +9) + G(t,ps — 0)
2

= G(T(t7 5),])*).

It follows first for ¢§ # 0 that H(¢, 0, p«,u) = 0 at u = 0, 1. For each nonzero §, continuity
in t extends this equality to t = 0; continuity in ¢ then extends it to § = 0. Thus

To identify every endpoint zero, define

Sena(d, 6,€) = —25d6% + 25de? — 15d€ — 6d 4 25¢ — 15,

Tend(t,8,6) = (1 +d(E+6)) (1 +d(€ —8)) (1 + (7" —1)¢) <§B* + d52> .

The second expression is positive on the fair range ¢ € [0,1/4], |§] < 1/100, £ € [3/10,1/2].

Directly clearing the same denominators and substituting the corrected exponential iden-

tity above gives

ds?e!
50

For § # 0, the undivided Taylor identity cancels the amplitude square:

Rfair (t7 67 €7 O)\jend (t7 57 é.) = - (56 - 2>‘Send(d7 57 g)

t

E9(t,6,€,0)Tena (£,6,€) = = =5 (56 — 2)Sena(d 6,).

Continuity in § extends this identity to zero amplitude, where it reads

t
9(1,0,6,0)(1 +d€)*2 B = — 5o (5 — 2)Sna(d,0,€).

For d > 0 and & € [3/10,1/2], the inequality £2 < £/2 gives
o 5
Sena(d; 8,6) < =2 d§ — 6d + 256 — 15 < —~ < 0.

Thus, when ¢ > 0, the zero-amplitude endpoint residual has the sign of 5§ — 2. At either
endpoint, when also § # 0, the factored unnormalized identity shows that every matching
root in the selection bracket equals p,.

We also need position independence at zero amplitude. The sign moments are
EZ,=0,  EZ?=cos*(ru/2)+sin(ru/2) = 1.
Differentiating the averaged risk twice in amplitude gives

2¢td

The comparator term has no spatial argument, so

8§Rfair(ta 0, 57 U) = a(%,R/fair (t7 07 ga 0)
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Their effect derivatives agree as well, including at the endpoints of the effect interval by
smoothness and the one-sided derivative there. Substitution in the double integral proves

ﬁ(ta Ovéuu) = f)(t?O’é’O)'

For zero effect, differentiation of the explicit comparator gives

52

8tT(O, (S) - 1 - 6/757

9;6(0,€) = £(1 = &).

Using the two sign moments,

Differentiate the undivided Taylor identity at ¢t = 0. For § # 0, cancellation of §2 gives the
first identity below; continuity in ¢ supplies the same identity at 6 = 0:

§1-¢)

5(076767/”) =-1 + 6/7257

Within (3/10,1/2), the zero is therefore p,. Combining these facts yields
H(,0,pe,u) =0, H(t,0,6,u) =0, §€(3/10,1/2) = &= p..

Here t = 0 uses the explicit quadratic formula, and ¢ > 0 uses the negative residual factor.

. Uniform fair-root existence. The preceding factorization shows opposite bracket signs at
zero amplitude when ¢ > 0. At ¢t = 0, the explicit extension gives

50,0,3/10,w) =2, 50,0,1/2.u) = 5

Hence throughout the compact effect and spatial ranges,
$H(t,0,3/10,u) < 0, H(t,0,1/2,u) > 0.

Joint continuity and compactness preserve these strict inequalities for |§] < eexist, for some

1
0< Eexist < ﬁ
Continuity in the margin and the intermediate value theorem then give
V(t,0,u) € Prair (Eexist) 3¢ € (3/10,1/2) : H(t,0,&,u) = 0.
The strict endpoint signs put the zero in the open bracket.

. Smoothness of the selected fair root. Differentiate the zero-amplitude factorization at
& = p,, where the residual itself vanishes. This gives

t
(061,091 B2 B, = T,
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For t > 0, all factors except the derivative on the left are positive, and the right side is
positive. At zero effect, the explicit extension gives

5
0:9(0,0, py, u) = 6
Therefore the center slope is positive throughout the full effect and spatial ranges.
Continuity of this partial derivative and compactness give a radius reenter Satisfying
1
0 < Teenter < ma 8&6“7 5757“) >0
whenever

te [O> 1/4]’ ‘5| < Tcenters ‘6 _p*| < Teenter, U E [07 1]'

The zero-amplitude uniqueness from the preceding steps also confines all nearby roots.
Indeed, the set

{(tauaf) 1te [07 1/4]7 u € [Oa 1]7 §€ [3/1071/2]a |£ _p*’ > Tcenter}

is compact, and $(¢,0, &, u) is nonzero on it. Continuity therefore gives 0 < econs < 1/100
such that

(t,6,&u) =0, £€[3/10,1/2], |0] <eccont = | —p«| < reenter-

If the displayed compact set is empty, the implication follows directly from its defining
condition.

Take the minimum of 7center, Econf, and €exist- Every selected root on the resulting closed fair
region is a genuine bracket zero, lies in the center neighborhood, and has nonzero margin
derivative. Moreover, these controls give uniqueness on ambient parameter neighborhoods:
positivity persists on the compact center bracket, and nonvanishing persists on the compact
portion of the larger bracket outside it. Any two nearby bracket zeros must therefore lie
in the center bracket, where the residual is strictly increasing.

Apply Lemma 5 at each selected zero. Nearby bracket uniqueness identifies the selected
root with the local graph. The first-derivative identity is

(atﬁv 85~67 8u~6)

E=p(t,6,u)
The regularity upgrade used for the mixed graph applies again. Thus there is

1
0< Esmooth < m

such that p is smooth on a neighborhood of every point of Prair(€smooth)-
. A preliminary common radius and the quadratic fair bound. Define

Epre = MIN{Esmooth, Eq, Ecell}; €0 = Min{Epre, Eexist |-
Then

1
0<eg < 100’ g0 < &g, €0 < Ecell,
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and p is smooth on pointwise neighborhoods of its closed region.

The endpoint and axis computations identify the selected roots there:

p(ta(S, O) = Dx, p(taoau) = Dx, p(0?6’ ’LL) = Px-

For the first equality, split first on ¢t = 0, then on § = 0; the zero-effect and zero-amplitude
uniqueness computations settle these cases. When both are nonzero, endpoint matching
and the negative residual factor force the selected bracket root to be pi.

The numerator is even in §. Its second amplitude derivative is consequently even, so its
effect derivative and the double integral satisfy

YJ(@ _57€7u) = f)(t’év& u)

The selectors for these identical equations have the same value, including their common
fallback convention. Hence

p(t,—d,u) = p(t,d,u).

Smoothness and compactness give positive bounds for the two partial derivatives needed
below. More explicitly, define

Css = max _|03p],
fair (€0

Cssu = max |020,p),

fair (€0)

Bquad = max{l, 0567 C65u}7 M = 2Bquad > 0.
Both maxima exist because the indicated partial derivatives are continuous on the compact
region.

For a smooth even function ¢, its derivative at zero vanishes, and the integral Taylor
formula gives

1
00— 9(0) =3 [ (1-w)e/ () do
0
If |¢"| < Bquaa on the segment joining 0 to J, then

0(8) — ¢(0)| < Byuaad”-

Every amplitude on that segment has absolute value at most || < &o.

Apply this first to ¢(¢') = p(t,d’,u), and then to p(§') = Iyp(t,0',u), with ¢, u fixed in
their prescribed ranges. Both functions are smooth and even. Their zero-amplitude values
are respectively p, and 0. For the latter value, constancy of p(¢,0,u) = p. on [0, 1] forces
the spatial derivative to vanish also at u = 0, 1: the available two-sided derivative equals
the zero one-sided derivative from the interval. Therefore

|p(ta 67 ’LL) - p*| S Bquad527 |8up(t7 57 ’U,)| S Bquadéz)

and hence
‘p<t767 u) - p*‘ + ‘aup(ta 57 ’LL)| < M(SQ on Pfair(go)-

78



8. Fair-cell reqularity and common derivative bounds. For the same auxiliary indices as before,

define
NIOC — p(ta 57 U), L= 07
0 p(tv(S?u) +5Zua =1,
loc _ T(tv 5)7 t=0,
‘ t, t=1,
= G, ),
. . A . 1
(Kl 1 I 0 K K0 0) = (11— 1 = )
These are functions of (¢, 4, u), with the signs evaluated in Z,,.

On every input the fair selector belongs to (3/10,1/2): it either selects a root there or
takes the fallback value p., which is also in that bracket. Consequently, when || < 1/100,
1
1= IU’OC?LC =5

Indeed, [6Z,| < 1/50, and adding this bound to either side of the selection bracket proves
the displayed bounds. The local effect is nonnegative by the comparator range estimate.
Hence

1+ (etlLoC - l)u%ff > 0.

The chain rule, root smoothness, and positivity of the logarithm arguments now prove
smoothness of every fully substituted fair cell on neighborhoods of the closed fair region.

For each m > 0, compactness gives positive bounds
HDmpH < Bpm, HDmIC;airH < C]ff% on Prair(€0)-

Set
fai
Bfair,m = Bp,m + Z Cj?%,
J€Zaux

Brem,m = maX{Bcell,rru Bfair,m}v
By, = max{Bgym, Bremm} > 0.

Restriction to the smaller mixed region Ppix(€0) preserves its earlier bounds. Thus
HquH < B, HDm’C;mXH < B;, on ,Pmix(?SO)u
ID7p|| < B, [IDRE] < By, on Praie(o)-

All these functions are C'°° on their respective closed regions.

9. Fized open branch neighborhoods. We construct open sets for the actual selectors and cells.
Define

Amix = {(n,(,u) ceR?: q(n, ¢, u) is the pnique zero of Fix(n,C,u,+) in (3/4,5/4),
q and every K;™ are smooth at (7, ¢, u)},
U = int Apix.
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At every (0,0, u), the local implicit graph through 1, its bracket range, and the persistent
negative root derivative give the unique selected zero nearby. The root and all mixed cells
are smooth on those same neighborhoods. Therefore

(0,0,u) €U (u € ]0,1]).
Openness and compactness of this spatial segment give enix > 0 such that
Prnix (Emix) C U.
By the defining conditions, the mixed selector is the unique bracket zero throughout U,

and it and all mixed cells are smooth there.

For the fair branch fix
b= L 0<b< L
20’ 10’
and define
Agair = {(t.0,u) € R® : p(t,6,u) € (px — b, p +b) N (3/10,1/2),
p(t,0,u) is the unique zero of H(t, 9, -, u) in (px — b, px + b),
p and every lC§air are smooth at (¢, 4, u)},
V = int Apy,.

At each (t,0,u) in the full effect and spatial ranges, the local implicit graph starts at p.,
and therefore stays in (p. — b, p« + b) nearby. The ambient uniqueness argument from
the center derivative and compact root exclusion identifies it with the selector from the
larger bracket. Smoothness of the residual holds on an ambient open set; the derivative
upgrade applies to this same graph at every nearby point. The outer cell formulas have
positive denominators and logarithm arguments at zero amplitude, so all fair cells are
smooth nearby as well. Consequently,

(t,0,u) € V (t €10,1/4], u e [0,1]).

Compactness gives a positive amplitude radius for which the corresponding closed fair
region lies in V. Reduce that radius to obtain

0< Efair 7)fa,ir (5fair) cV

1
< TS
— 100
For the residual itself define

W =int {(¢t,6,&u) € R* : § is smooth at (¢, 8,6 u)}.

The compact integration ranges in its Taylor representation give a common neighborhood
of smoothness around every point of

te[0,1/4], 8] <1/100, ¢€[3/10,1/2], wu € 0,1].

Since (ps — b, p« +b) C [3/10,1/2], the required centered fair core with amplitude radius
Egair 1S contained in W. The residual is smooth on W, and its quotient identity on this
core follows from the undivided Taylor identity.
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10.

11.

Finally define
1 .
€branch = 5 mln{emiXagfair} > 0.

Then
€branch < Emix, €branch < Efairs

which supplies the strict separation between the eventual closed-region radius and both
open-neighborhood radii.

The final common radius. Set

1

10075branch} > 0.

€ = min {607 Eroot

In particular,

1
e < €op, € < €root, 6§ﬁ§

)

o =

and
€ < Emix, € < Efair-

The inclusions
Pmix(g) C Pmix(go)a Pfair(e) - Pfair(so)
preserve smoothness, every derivative bound B,,, and the quadratic estimate with the
same positive M. The open sets and the larger signed radii remain as constructed.
Positive odds tables. Suppose
1 1
’t’g&, ‘§_§|§€7 ’U_ilég'

Since € < 1/8, the standard estimate |e! — 1| < 2|¢| for || < 1 gives

1 3 5
dl < — — < 1-&61—v<—.
| ‘ —_ 47 8 —_ €7U7 5? U — 8
Write the branch radicand as
Acov = L2 — 4d?0,.

The elementary variance and margin-product bounds give
1
OSU*SE, 0<é{l—-v)+(1-&v <1,

and therefore

d2<i

3 3
17 = 167 Acov Z 07 L* + ACov Z R

L, >
- 4

The covariance formula consequently satisfies

2dv.  _ 201/4(1/16) _ 1

:L*+VACOV N 3/4 24

Every unadjusted cell product is at least 9/64. Thus each adjusted cell is at least
9 1

64 24 > 0.

[e(2,€,v)]
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12.

Direct addition gives both prescribed margins and total mass one.

Put ¢ = ¢(t,£,v). Squaring the square root and clearing its positive branch denominator
gives
dc® — L.c+ dv, = 0.

Expanding the four cells now yields
p11P00 — €'propor = —(dc® — Lyc + dv,) = 0.
Since p1gpo1 > 0, division proves the stated odds ratio.
Finally, d = tD(t) in the branch formulas gives
c(t,&,v) =tB(t, &, v).
Thus B = ¢/t when ¢ # 0. At ¢ = 0, the branch denominator is 2 and D(0) = 1, so
B(0,§,v) = £(1 =&l —v).

The signed mized identities. For (n,(,u) € Pmix(€), the established bracket-root existence
makes the selector a genuine root:

3 )
Z < q(na<7u) < Zv ‘Fmix(n’ Cvuvq(na Cvu)) = 0

The two endpoint sign laws give identical residual functions and therefore identical selected
values:

q(n,¢,0) =q(n, ¢, 1).

Using ¢ = #B, multiplication of the normalized root equation gives
= 320C EB (320, 5 —na(n, (1) Zu, 5 + CZu) = 20¢a(n, ¢, w).
This multiplication also covers either zero-amplitude axis.

The separate sign symmetries follow algebraically from the normalized branch. First,

for ¢ # 0 this follows from ¢D(t) = €' — 1, and at ¢ = 0 it follows from D(0) = 1. Under
(t,&,v) — (—t,1 — &, v), the branch coefficients transform as

L,

d
d»—)——t, Vg > Uy, L*»—>—t.
e e

The square root and the whole denominator are consequently divided by the positive
number e’, just as the normalized numerator is. This proves

%(_t7 11— 57 U) = %(tv ga U)‘
Exchanging the two margins gives

%(_t7£7 1- U) = %(taga U)‘
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13.

Substitution in the mixed residual gives, with the root argument fixed,

]:miX(_na C? U, X) = FmiX(n: C? u? X) = FmiX(n: _C7 ’LL, X)

Identical residuals give identical selectors, so the two asserted root symmetries follow.

On the axes, the zero-effect normalized formula and EZ2 = 1 reduce the residuals to
fmiX(O? ¢, u, X) =1- 4C2 - X fmix(n?07u>X) =1- 4772X2 - X

When |¢| < 1/8, the candidate 1 — 4¢? lies strictly in (3/4,5/4); the affine equation forces
every selected zero to equal it. Hence

CI(O, C,U) =1- 4C2

For the other axis, n% < 1/64 gives
1—4772(7/8)2—% >0, 1—4n* —1<0.

The intermediate value theorem supplies a zero in [7/8,1], hence in the selection bracket.
Substitution of the selected zero into the reduced equation proves

q(1,0,w) + 4n*q(n, 0,u)* = 1.
These arguments include n = 0 and ¢ = 0.
The fair identities and separation. Fix
t €[0,1/4], 0] < e, u € [0,1],

and put p = p(¢,0,u). The comparator calculation already gives

3t6% <t —T(t,6) < 6182, % <T(t0) <t

The preliminary radius construction supplies a bracket root and the identities

P(t:(S, O) = Dx, p(taovu) = Dx, p(0767 U‘) = Dx-

The endpoint sign laws give identical fair residuals at v = 0, 1, hence

Evenness supplies p(t, —d,u) = p, and the previously obtained quadratic bound gives

lp — pu| + |0up(t, 6, u)| < M&2.

To verify the normalized equation on the entire range, first consider 6 = 0. The zero-
amplitude center is a genuine bracket zero. If 6 # 0 and u € {0, 1}, the endpoint center is
a genuine bracket zero by the continuity argument through both axes. In the remaining
case, uniform bracket-root existence and the selector definition give the root equation
directly. Thus in all cases

H(t,0,p,u) = 0.
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The selector lies in (3/10,1/2), so the fair Taylor identity applies at this margin. For
té # 0, it gives

Reair(t, 0
fj(t,(;,p, u) — fall”(t(;Q?p? U’)

For all ¢, 9, including the axes, its undivided form gives
Riair(t, 6,p,u) = t6°$(t, 6, p,u) = 0.
By the definition of the numerator, this is exactly
EG(t,p+0Z,) = G(T(t,0),p).

Together with the closed-region regularity, derivative bounds, and open neighborhoods
already constructed, these are all the asserted properties of the positive constants € and
M.

O]

The mixed calibration fixes the mean covariance adjustment exactly while allowing both
margins to vary with the signs. The fair calibration instead matches the mean shifted risk,
expressed through the logistic risk shift G(¢, &) from Definition 17, to a deterministic comparator.
Its effect separation is between 3t and 6t6%, while the comparator effect remains between
t/2 and t. These identities specify the separation and matching simultaneously on the stated
parameter regions.

The smoothness conclusion concerns the fully substituted cell probabilities as well as the
calibration roots. Thus the derivative bounds incorporate the dependence of each cell on its
calibrated margin. The open neighborhoods also include zero amplitudes and zero effect, where
the normalized equations have their smooth extensions. In the fair family, both the displacement
of the calibrated margin from 2/5 and its within-cell derivative are bounded by a constant times
the squared amplitude.

We now apply these local maps to the shared-endpoint construction in Definition 18. A finite
endpoint sign vector o determines the trigonometric field on the equal partition, with adjacent
cells sharing the sign at their common endpoint. The endpoint identities in Lemma 6 make
the calibrated margins compatible with this continuous field. The following statement certifies
model membership for every sign realization, together with the exact singleton matching and
uniform amplitude derivatives needed for the sample mixtures.

Lemma 7. [lem:calibrated-support] (Uniform calibrated support and smoothness) There
exist jointly chosen absolute constants €, the calibration radius, and M, the derivative bound,
satisfying

0<e M>1,

< 100’
— 100
with the following properties for the calibrated families of Definition 18. Throughout, k > 1 is
an integer and o € {—1,1}**1 is a sign vector.

e (Mired membership and effects.) For every (a, ) € D, the prescribed domain of
public smoothness exponents, set

n=¢ek™®, ¢ =ck™P.
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The calibrated mized laws Py, and P, at these amplitudes belong to M(a, ) as defined
in Definition 5, and their homogeneous conditional log-odds coefficients satisfy

G(P(),U) = 0, H(Pl,o) = 32’!’]C

For each treatment label, outcome label, and covariate x, the sums over all sign vectors of
the corresponding conditional cell probabilities under the two mized laws are equal.

(Fair membership and effects.) For every (a, ) € D, set
§=ek P,

For every t € [0,1/4], the fair random law P, , and the deterministic fair comparator Py 4 s
belong to M(a, B), and

Q(Pt,a) =1, H(P*,t,ﬁ) = T(tv 6)7

where T(t,d) is the calibrated comparator effect defined in Definition 17. For each treatment
label, outcome label, and covariate x, the uniform average over the 25t sign vectors of the
conditional cell probability under P; , equals the corresponding comparator cell probability.

(Signed validity and derivative bounds.) For all signed amplitudes satisfying
nf<e,  K<e, ol <e,

the conditional four-cell tables of both mized branches are valid probability tables, as are
those of both fair branches for every t € [0,1/4]. For every sign vector, branch, treatment
label, outcome label, and covariate x, their one-record densities relative to uniform four-
label measure lie in [1/2,2]. The mized densities, viewed as functions of (n,(), and the
fair densities, viewed as functions of § with t fixed, are twice continuously differentiable at
every point of the corresponding closed amplitude box. The norms of their first and second
total amplitude derivatives are at most M, uniformly over all these indices and ampli-
tudes. These bounds include the mized second derivative in n and ¢ and the deterministic
comparator’s derivatives in §.

(Common smooth neighborhoods.) There exists an open subset of R? containing

{(n,Q) s Inl <&, [¢] < e}

on which every mized density is infinitely continuously differentiable in its amplitude ar-
guments. There also exists an open subset of R containing

[_57 5]

on which every fair density is infinitely continuously differentiable in §. Each neighborhood
is common to every integer k > 1, sign vector, branch, treatment label, outcome label, and
covariate x; the fair neighborhood is also common to every t € [0,1/4].

(Signed singleton matching.) For every |n| < ¢ and |(| < e, and each treatment
label, outcome label, and covariate x, the sums over all sign vectors of the corresponding
conditional cell probabilities under the two mized laws are equal. For every |§| < e andt €
[0,1/4], the uniform average over all 2k+1 sign vectors of each conditional cell probability
under the fair random law equals the corresponding cell probability under the deterministic
fair comparator.

85



Proof of Lemma 7. We use the calibration maps and families of Definitions 17 and 18. All
finite coordinate spaces below carry the maximum norm, and total derivatives carry the induced
multilinear operator norm.

1. Local formulas and smoothness radii. By Lemma 6, choose a calibration radius ¢y > 0
on which the stated smoothness, endpoint, and matching identities hold.

For a local sign pair s = (s1,s2) € {—1,1}2, write
Zyu(s) = s1 cos(mu/2) + sgsin(mu/2).
For a,y € {0,1}, define the local mixed cells by

e Gu) = 5+ (1= 20)na(n, ) Zuls), b e (0,1,
mlo*(Cu) = 3 + (),

cs(n,Cu) =0,  n,u) = C(32né, ers(n, C,u),mls"c(c,u)) :

and i 1 1 1 i 1 1 1
mix __ _loc, loc oc mix _ _loc oc oc
7Tb,s,ll - 6b,s7ns + Cb7sv 71-b,s,10 - eb,s(l — Mg ) - Cb,S’

mix __ loc loc loc mix __ loc loc loc
Th,s,01 — (1 - eb,s)TnS - Cb,s7 Th,s,00 = (1 - eb,s)(l — Mg ) + Cb,s'
The arguments of these cells are (1, (, u).

Use r and ¢ for the random and comparator fair branches, respectively. Their local risks
and cells are

piss (8, 6,u,8) = p(t, 6,u) + 6 Zu(s), s = G(t, ugy),
M%)?g(tv 0, u, S) - p(t7 0, u)a /‘11[32 = G(T(tv 5)7 M%)O,:::)a
i 1 loc t757 ’ ) = 17
Wf?sl,ray(t’ 57 u) =5 Iua,b( loc " S) 4 L€ {I‘, C}.
2 1 _Ma7L(t>5a U,S), Y= 07

The comparator expressions are independent of s.

The smooth-neighborhood conclusion of Lemma 6 supplies positive radii rmix,co and fair 00
on whose closed parameter regions all these local formulas are smooth at every point. Set

1 .
p = — mln{rmixyooy 7/.fE-LiI‘,OO} > 0

2
Thus, whenever 0 < € < p, the local mixed formulas are smooth at every

ml<2e,  Icl<2, uwelo,1],
and the local fair formulas are smooth at every
t e [0,1/4], 0] < 2e, u € [0,1].

For preliminary estimates, interpret a supplied spatial cell profile w = (way>a,y€{0,1}
through the convention

; @ay(z), if all cells are continuous, 0 < way(z) <1, >°,  @ay(z) =1 for every z,
@y () = : ’

1/4, otherwise.

In either case the covariate law is A. We will establish the first case throughout the required
neighborhoods.
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2. A uniform bound for amplitude derivatives. The local derivative bounds supplied
by Lemma 6 give positive constants Buyix,1, Bmix,2, Bfair,1, Brair,2 and positive radii
Tmix,Ds Tfair,p Such that, for m = 1,2,

HDmﬂlI;?sif(ay(n7C7u)H < Bmix,m7 ’77’7 ‘C‘ < Tmix,D, U € [07 1]7

| Dt (46,0 < Buiem, ¢ € [0,1/4], 1] < rraep, w e [0,1]

LYS7ay

These are total derivatives in the three displayed arguments, uniformly over the finite
indices. Define

rp = min{Tnix, D, Ttair,D }» M = 4(Bmix1 + Bmix,2 + Bair,1 + Brair2) + 1.

In particular, rp > 0 and M > 1.

The amplitude slices have linear parts

Linix(n,¢) = (1,6,0),  Lgair(6) = (0,6,0), || Lmix|| = [| Ltair|| = 1.

For a smooth function, the mth derivative of its composition with an affine map is its mth
derivative evaluated on the linear part in each argument. Consequently, fixing u, or fixing

t,u, gives
HDZ;,() [47rlr)l,lslf(ay(777 C: u)} H < 4Bmix,m < M:

HDgn [47rfair (t,6,u)] H < 4Btaiy.;m < M, m=1,2.

L,8,ay =

The factor four comes from density relative to the uniform measure on the four labels.
These bounds involve the fully substituted formulas, including the comparator effect.

3. Fair prognosis estimates. By Lemma 6, choose e > 0 and B}, > 0 such that
2 2
p(t,0,u) — £ + [0up(t, 6, u)| < Bpd

for t € [0,1/4], |9] < ¢, and w € [0,1]. Put

1 1

rp = ro = min {Ef, m, 100(Bp+1)} > rp = min{TEanair,oo}-

All three radii are positive, and

Hence, for 0| < rp,

2 1
p(t,0,u) — 5‘ < Bpd? < Byrd, < 00"

Since |Z,(s)| < 2, both fair control risks lie in [1/3,2/3]: the random risk differs from 2/5
by at most 1/100 + 2/100, and the comparator risk by at most 1/100.

We record the logit estimates used here and below. For &;,&s € [1/3,2/3], the mean value
theorem applied separately to the logarithms of the risks and their complements gives

|log & — log &f < 3|&1 — &, |log(1 —&1) —log(1 — &)| < 3|1 — &2
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Thus
| logit(&1) — logit(&2)] < 6[§1 — &2

Also, with

&

1-— {7

we have we € [1/2,2]. The elementary inequalities

£e1/3,2/3],

Wwe =

1—w€_1§logw§§w§—1

therefore imply
| logit(£)| < 1.
This proves the fair prognosis envelope on |§] < rpg.

For a valid fair profile, comparison with the fixed risk 2/5 yields

2
v(P,z) — logit <5> ‘ < 6(Bpd? + 2/8)).

The triangle inequality consequently gives
lv(P,z) — v(P,2)| < 12B,6% + 24/4).

For an invalid preliminary profile, its replacement has prognosis logit zero, so the same
oscillation inequality holds.

For any auxiliary radius 0 < eamp < 70, any 8 > 0, and any k > 1, set
damp = Eampk
Because 0 < k=7 < 1,
0 < Gamp < Camp <705 Oamnp < 7'0|Gampl-

It follows that )
1280, + 24|0amp| < (12Bpro + 24)|damp|

amp
< 26| Famp| < 2677,
where the last inequality uses 26eamp < 2.

For the linear estimate, define the within-cell coordinate by
Jr(z) = min{| kx|, k — 1}, ug(z) = kx — jp(z), x € [0,1].

Here 0 < ji(x) < k and ug(z) € [0,1]: below the last cell this follows from the floor
inequalities, and in the last cell it follows from & — 1 < kx < k. In particular this
convention includes x = 1 and k = 1.

Within a cell, the elementary sine and cosine difference bounds give
| Zu(s) — Zy(s)| < wlu —v| < 4ju —v|, u,v € [0,1].

Adjacent profiles agree at the shared sign. Subdividing a segment at its cell boundaries
therefore gives
2,0 (%) = Zk,o(2)| < 4k|z — 2.
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Similarly, smoothness of the fair root, its derivative bound, and p(¢,6,0) = p(¢,d,1) =2/5
give
Ip(t, 6, ur(z)) — p(t, 6, un(2))| < Bpd®klz — 2|.
Thus each fair control risk satisfies
|o(2) = po(2)| < (Bpd? + 4]0))k|z — z|.
Applying the logit difference bound, or using the zero logit in the replacement case, proves
(P, z) — v(P, 2)| < 6(Bpd° + 4/0|)k|x — z|.
For 0 < eamp < 7,

6(Bpd2n + 40ampl) < 25[0ampl,  25amp < 1

amp <1
Since k'8 = k=Pk, we obtain

|V(P,x) — v(P,2)| < k' Pz — 2.
These estimates apply to both fair branches uniformly over ¢t € [0,1/4].

. Mized propensity and alternative-prognosis estimates. The mixed-root smoothness and
derivative bounds in Lemma 6 supply a positive radius rq and a constant B, > 0 such that

10uq(n, ¢, u)] < By

for |n|,|¢] < rq, u € [0,1]. Indeed, the spatial derivative is the total first derivative
evaluated on the unit vector in the spatial coordinate.

The endpoint identity for q, followed by the mean value theorem within each cell and
subdivision across cells, gives

la(n, ¢, uk(x)) — a(n, ¢, ur(2))| < Baklz — 2.

Together with |q| < 5/4, |Z+| < 2, and the field estimate above, the product decomposi-
tion gives

(0, €, uk(2)) 2o () = a1, €, ur(2)) Zk.o (2)]

5
< 71Zko(®) = Zio(2)| + 2la(n, ¢, ur(z)) — a(n, ¢, ur(2))]
< (54 2Bg)k|z — z|.
For |n|, |¢] < 1/100, the mixed margins satisfy

5 1 1
_ < = < — — < < —.
leo(@) = 1/2/ < Sl < 50 Ima(@) = 1/2/ < 20¢] < o5

Their propensity margins consequently belong to [1/3,2/3]. For a valid profile, summing
the treated cells identifies its propensity with ep, and hence

19(Phos ) = 9(Fbo,2)| < 6[n|(5 + 2Bq)k|x — 2.
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The replacement profile has propensity logit zero, giving the same bound. Define

1 1
— mi S S )
P = {Tq’ 100° 6(5 + 2Bq)} -

For
—a _
Tlamp = 5ampk ) Camp = Eampk Ba

with 0 < eamp < 7p and «, B > 0, we therefore have

’g(Pb,cnx) - g(Pb,a'7z)| < klia|$ - Z“

For the alternative prognosis, consider the control-logit map

Fetn1 (U, €, v) = logit (U _ C(?f,_'é,;)) .

It is smooth near (0,1/2,1/2): the covariance branch is smooth there, the denominator
equals 1/2 at the center, and the argument of the logit equals 1/2. A C* function is locally
Lipschitz. Choose a neighborhood U1, a Lipschitz constant K. > 0, and hegp > 0 such
that

{(9,€,0) : max{19], € = 1/2], [0 = 1/2]} < e} € U

Set
Tetrl = hctrl/2’ Cctrl = Ketn + 1.

Comparing points with the same first coordinate gives

| Fetr1 (9, &1, 01) — Fen1 (9, £2,02)|
< Cctrl(‘gl - 52’ + ”Ul - UQD

whenever
[9], 161 —1/2], €2 —1/2], |v1 = 1/2], |va — 1/2] < rega-

rNy =min<r i Fetl 1 >0
91007 3 7 Cen(9 + 2By) '

For (o, 5) € D, we have 0 < f < o < 1. At the rate-scaled amplitudes with 0 < eamp < 7N,

Define

0< Tlamp < gamp <rn.

Moreover,

32 5
32|77ampgamp| < mTN < Tetrl, §|77amp| < Tetrls 2|Camp| < Tetrl-

The control-logit comparison therefore applies to the alternative margins. The two margin
differences obey
le1(2z) — e1(2)] < [namp|(5 + 2Bg)klz — 2|,
Ime(2) — me(2)| < 4]Camplklz — 2|.
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For a valid table, its control risk is

_ __al@)
MO(:E)_mU(x) 1—61(1‘)‘
Using Namp < Camp gives
’V<P1,av x) - V(Pl,aa Z)’ < Cctrl<9 + 2Bq)<ampk’$ - Z‘
<K' Pz — 2|

The replacement case again has zero prognosis logit.

. One radius and the remaining mized spatial bounds. Choose

. 1 1
Rsupport = min {Ecab PT"DsTE,TO,TL, TP, TN, 100 [’ €= §Rsupport-

Every entry in the minimum is positive. Therefore

0<e 2e < €cal, 2 €< P, TD,TE,TOSTL, TP, TN-

1 1
< — e< —,
— 100 100

We supply the remaining mixed estimates at
n=ceck™®  (=ck P
For every nonnegative exponent -,
0< k™7 <1, lek™ 7| =ek™ <e.

Thus |, [¢] < 1/100.

For the null branch the control risk equals m, whenever the profile is valid. The logit and
field bounds give

[V(Pors @) = U(Po, 2)| < 24[CIkla — 2] < k' — 2],
because 24¢ < 1. In the replacement case the left side is zero.
For oscillation, comparison of the propensity margin with 1/2 gives

|g(Pb,va)| < 6|€b(l’) - 1/2| < 15|77|7

and hence
9B, ) = 9(Bog, 2) < 30| < 2k
We also need a covariance estimate for the mixed prognosis. For

1

define
dy =e” —1, vew = E(1 = &v(l —v),
Lygw=1+de{&(1 —v)+ (1—Ev},

So.e0 = \/ L3¢, —Adjven,  Dygo=Logo+ Sogo
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The elementary exponential bound and the margin bounds give

1 1
|do| < 219] < 7, 0<vew < 76 0<él-v)+(1-ov<L

Consequently,

3 3
Lﬁ,g,v > 1 L?g’g’v — 4d§’u§,v >0, Dg@,v > T

The rationalized covariance formula now yields

|c(0,&,0)| Dy g0 = 2|dy|ve o,

S0
1
(@, &)l = 5, e, & 0)f < [
The first inequality uses |dy| < 1/4; the second uses |dy| < 2|¥|.
For the mixed alternative,

1
9] = I32nc) < &
and its margins lie within 1/40 of 1/2. Thus, for either branch,

1
| < —.
24

Summing the control cells gives 1 — ey, so their risk satisfies

leo(@)] < 32[nlC], les()

_ __alz)
to(z) = my(x) = e@)
The bounds
19 < < 21 ’ | < 1
40 =M =5 1=9
imply

1 2
5(1 —ep) < (L —ep)mg —cp < 3(1 —ep),

by multiplication and the displayed rational bounds. Hence po(z) € [1/3,2/3]. Since
1— e >19/40 > 1/3,

ko () = 1/2] < [mo(x) = 1/2] 4 3[ep(x)] < 2[¢] + 96[n]|C]-
Applying the logit comparison with 1/2, and using |n| < 1/100, gives
[v(Pog, )| < 6(2[C| +96[n][¢]) < 18[¢].

Therefore
V(Pygs ) = v(Pog, 2)| <36[¢| < 2677,
All these bounds also hold for the zero logits of a replacement profile.

Combining these estimates with the preceding linear estimates proves, for both mixed
branches,

|g(Pb,07x) - g(Pb,O'7 Z)| < klia‘x - Z’v ‘g(Pb,Uu x) - g(Pb,aa Z)‘ < 2]{:7017
W(Pyoyz) — v(Pyy,2)| < k7 Plx — 2|, |[V(Pyg,x) — v(Pogy,2)| < 2k7°.
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6. Continuity and validity on the doubled boxes. Fix k > 1 and o. On cell j, use the local
pair (oj,0;41) and coordinate u = kx — j. For

), ¢l <2,  te[0,1/4], [d] < 2,

the local cell formulas are continuous in u, by Lemma 6 and 2¢ < e¢,.

At a shared endpoint, the two sign fields take the same value:
21(04,0541) = 0j+1 = Z0(0j41,05+42).-

The endpoint identities

2

am,¢,1) = a(n,¢,0), p(t,5,1) = p(t,6,0) = -

therefore make every mixed and fair cell agree across adjoining cells. Gluing the finitely
many continuous cell profiles proves continuity on [0, 1], including its endpoints. When
k =1, there is one continuous profile and no interior boundary to glue.

Because 2e < 1/100, the raw mixed cells satisfy

19 21 1
7< 0'71_ 71_ Usia Si
40 =@M 2T Me =7 ool < 5

Each product entering a mixed cell lies in [361/1600,441/1600]. Accordingly,

361 1 . 411
420 ) g <y
(1600 24) = “Thsay = (1600 * ) ’

which implies

For the fair cells, the selected root belongs to (3/10,1/2); this includes its default value
2/5. Since

1
Zy <
67u(5)| < =

both fair control risks belong to [1/4,3/5]. For t € [0,1/4], the elementary exponential
estimate gives

.
—_

0<el—1<-t<=.
<e <3

The comparator effect lies between ¢/2 and ¢, by Lemma 6. Thus the effect used in either
fair branch lies in [0,1/4]. For ¢ € [0,1/4] and & € [1/4,3/5],

OJ

eV¢

1
SWO=Tra e 1S

G(¥,§) <

»Jk\w

To check the last bounds, the denominator is positive; multiplication by it reduces the
lower bound to

(1+e? — 1) 2 {1+ ("~ e,
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using € > 1/4, and the upper bound follows from ¢ < 3/5 and e’ —1 < 1/3. Consequently
both fair arm risks and their complements are at least 1/4, and

< qpfair <9

L,8,ay —

N =

Finally, direct addition of either four-cell formula gives

mix __ fair __
7Tb7s7ay - 17 Z 7rL7S7ay - 1.
a?y

a?y

Every cell lies in [1/8,1/2], so the cells are strictly interior. Together with continuity,
this proves validity throughout both doubled closed boxes. The constructed laws therefore
retain their supplied cells there.

. Transfer to actual densities and common open neighborhoods. Let T be the uniform prob-
ability measure on the four treatment—outcome labels:

1
T({((l,y)}) = Za a,y € {0’ 1}
Define the actual one-record densities, relative to A ® 7, by
;)I,lliﬂ),(a,a,y,x(na C) = 4Pb,U(A =a,Y = Yy | X=z
dfair (0)=4Ps(A=aY =y | X =z

r.k,ot,a,y,®

dfair (0) =4P.i5(A=0a,Y =y | X = x).

C7k707t7a7y7m

)7
);

The amplitudes of the laws on the right are those on the left.

Fix x, and define its local sign pair by

Sk7g($) == (Ujk(m)yo-jk(ir)-i-l)

Validity on the doubled boxes identifies the actual densities there with the local slices:

gvll?,(cr,a,y,x (777 C) = 47Tlr7ilsi;(,o(r),ay (777 Ca U (x))7
gfair (5) = Jpfair (x)ﬂy(t,ci ug(x)).

L7k707t7a»y7x L,8k,o

For the comparator the chosen pair is immaterial.

At a point of the smaller closed box, continuity of absolute value supplies a neighborhood
lying inside the doubled box. Thus these identities hold on a neighborhood of every such
point, and differentiation transfers the local bounds to the actual densities. Since € < rp,

1™ A e (0Ol < M, Il [¢] < e,

HDmdfair (5)” <M, |0 <e, tel0,1/4],

L7k703t7avy7x

m=1,2.

Moreover, set

Umix = {(777<) € RZ : |77| < 267 ‘C‘ < 26}7 Ufair = (_25725)-

94



These sets are open and contain the required closed boxes. At every point of them, nearby
validity identifies the actual density with a smooth local slice. Because ¢ < p, every mixed
density is C*° on Upix, and every fair density is C°° on Uk, uniformly over the indicated
indices and over ¢ € [0,1/4]. In particular, they are C? at every point of the smaller closed
boxes.

For clarity, with
€y = (1?0)’ € = (0’ 1)a

the total second-derivative bound includes
|000cd™™(n, Q)| = [ D*d™™(n, ¢)ley, ec]| < M.
It also applies to both first and second §-derivatives of the deterministic comparator.
. Mized model membership and effects. Fix (o, 8) € D, k > 1, and the rate-scaled amplitudes
n=ceck™®  (=ek P

They lie in the valid smaller box. The constructed covariate marginal is uniform: for every
Borel set Bx C [0, 1],

P(X €Bx)= [ > pay(x)d\(z) = A(Bx).

Bx ay

We identify the homogeneous effects from the positive cell odds. For the covariance formula
introduced above, the identity

2 2 2
Sﬁ,g,u = Lﬁ,{,v — ddyve,p

and y
C(Q?, 57 U) = ﬂ

give, by multiplication by the positive denominato;:
dyc(9, &, v)2 — Ly ¢ c(0,§,v) + dyve,, = 0.
For a table with margins &, v and covariance ¢(1J, £, v), expansion of its four cells then gives
P11p00 — €”p1opor = —dye(V,€,v)? + Ly ¢ e (9, €,v) — dyvg,, = 0.

This computation includes ¥ = 0. The null table, with covariance zero, directly satisfies
p11poo = p1opoi- Therefore the mixed branches satisfy

pupoo _ J 1L, b=0,
P10Po1 e3¢ b=1.

All four cells are positive. Dividing by the positive treatment margins gives

__ po 1y = P11 pi/(1— py) _ Pu1poo
Poo + po1’ p1o +pi1’ po/(1— o) propoi

Ho
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Taking logarithms, and evaluating at covariate zero to identify the scalar effect, proves
Q(PO,O') = 07 Q(PLO') = 327]4_7 :u’l(Pb,a'a 'CC) = E{V(Pb,aa .’IZ’) + Q(Pb,o)}‘

The effect envelope follows from
1
32n¢| < 322 < 3

The propensity margin and the control risk lie in [1/3,2/3], as established above, so
19(Poos)loo <1, [¥(Poos)lloo < 1.

To convert the spatial bounds into the required Hélder bounds, let f:[0,1] - R, 0 <~ <
1, satisfy
f(2) = R <K e -z, [f(z) = f(2)] <2k

Set
de, = |z — 2| > 0.

If kd;, <1, then
[f(x) = f(2)] < k77 (kdyz) < k77 (kdyz)” = d7...

If kd;, > 1, then
[f(z) = f(2)| <2677 < 2677 (kdy2)” = 2d3..

The first case includes = = z, and both cases include v = 1. Thus

<2

Apply this argument to g with v = « and to v with v = 3. Together with uniform design,
homogeneity, and the three envelopes, these are precisely the conditions of Definition 5.
Hence both mixed laws belong to M(a, ).

. Fair model membership and effects. Set
s=ck™P  teo,1/4].

Both fair branches are valid. Their treatment probability is exactly 1/2, because the two
cells in either treatment arm sum to 1/2. Therefore

9(Proyz) = g(Pirs,2) = 0.

This supplies the propensity envelope and both propensity spatial bounds.

The choices € < rg,r0, 7 and the fair estimates above give, for both branches,
V(P )|loo <1, [v(P,z) — v(P,2)| < k' Plz — 2|, [v(P,z) — v(P,2)| < 2k7°.
The two-scale calculation in the preceding step gives

(P, )]s < 2.
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10.

For any interior risk £ € (0,1), the positive denominator in the shift formula yields

G(0,€)(1 - €) = e’{1 — G(¥, )}

Applying this identity to the control risks of the two fair branches gives their positive cell
cross-odds relations, and hence

G(Pt,a) =t, G(P*,t,ﬁ) = T(t76)a Ml(P’ I‘) = E{V(P’ ‘7:) + G(P)}

By Lemma 6,

0<-<T(t,0) <t<

t
2
Thus both effects satisfy the envelope |#(P)| < 1/2. Uniform design follows by the same
cell-normalization integral as above. All conditions of Definition 5 now hold for every
random fair law and for its deterministic comparator.

Singleton identities at the rate-scaled amplitudes. Fix x € [0,1], and put

The indices j and j + 1 are distinct members of {0, ..., k}, including when k = 1. For any
function ® of their two signs, counting the 2¥~! extensions of each pair gives

1
27(k+1) Z (I)(Uj,aj+1) = 1 Z @(81,82).

oe{—1,1}k+1 s1,s2€{—1,1}

Consequently the full sign average of each cell is its local two-sign average.

Write Ejg for this uniform two-sign average:

Esé(s):i S as).

se{-1,1}2
Symmetry and the trigonometric identity give
EsZ, =0,  EZ>=cos®*(ru/2) + sin®(ru/2) = 1.
The mixed calibration identity in Lemma 6 supplies
ESC<3277C, % —na(n, ¢, u) Zu, % + CZu) = 2n¢q(n, ¢, u).

Expanding the four local cells, using these moments and this identity, yields

mix mix 1
Esﬂ—O,s,ll = Esﬂl,s,ll =+ "7(‘1(77, Cv U),

4
Esmiooo = Esmiiag0 = i +n¢a(n, ¢, u),
Es”(r)il;ﬁo = Esﬂr,léﬁo = % —n¢q(n, ¢, u),
Es”él,lé),((n = Esﬂ??é’fm = % = n¢a(n, ¢, u).
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The cells of the actual laws equal these supplied cells by validity. Multiplying the equal
full sign averages by 28! proves the asserted mixed sum identities.

For the fair family, Lemma 6 gives
ESG(t7 p(t7 57 u) + 5ZU) = G(T(ta 5)7 p(ta 67 u)) :

The control-risk average is p(t, d, u), by EsZ, = 0. Since treatment is fair, the four averaged
cells are therefore

air 1 nir 1
Esﬂf’&(n - 5]3(75, 5’ ’LL), EST[—E,S,OO = 5{1 - p(ta 57 U)},
. 1 . 1
Esmign = 5 G(T(t,0),p(t, 0,u)),  Esmigho = 5 {1 = G(T(£,0), p(t, 0, u))}

These are exactly the comparator cells. Counting sign extensions and using validity proves
the required full uniform-average identity. The calibration identities invoked here apply
also at ¢t = 0, at zero amplitudes, and at v = 0, 1.

11. Signed matching and completion. Now allow arbitrary signed amplitudes satisfying
Inl<e, [¢|<e, || <e.

They lie in the calibration region because € < e.,1, and their tables are valid by the doubled-
box argument. The preceding local moment calculation and the matching identities of
Lemma 6 apply on this whole signed region. Thus, for every a,y, z,

ZPOJ(A:a,Y:y]X:x):ZPLG(A:a,Y:y]X:x),

and, for every ¢ € [0,1/4],

9~ (k1) ZPMT(A =a,Y=y|X=2)=P,;A=0aY=y| X =2x).

Finally, the raw cell bounds established on the doubled boxes transfer directly to the actual
densities on the smaller boxes:

1 . 1
5 < dg,lllﬁ},(a,a,y,x(n7 <) < 27 5 < dL?lga,t,a,y,x((s) <2

Together with the first- and second-derivative bounds, the common smooth open neighbor-
hoods, and the rate-scaled membership and effect calculations, these prove every assertion.
The radius € and bound M were selected from absolute local calibration constants; their
choices are independent of k, the public exponents, the sign vector, the labels, the covari-
ate, and the fair effect ¢.

O]

Membership in Definition 5 certifies the prescribed envelopes and Hélder restrictions for the
native propensity logit g(P, -) and prognosis logit v(P, -), together with the homogeneous logistic
relation. This certification applies to every sign realization at the stated amplitude scales and
throughout the prescribed domain of public exponents. Continuity across partition endpoints

98



and the homogeneous scalar coefficient therefore hold for each law entering the finite priors in
Definition 18.

Exact singleton matching concerns every conditional cell probability at every covariate value.
For the mixed families, the two uniform sign averages agree despite their distinct homogeneous
coefficients. For the fair family, the uniform sign average agrees with the deterministic com-
parator at its calibrated coefficient. The matching identities continue to hold throughout the
signed amplitude boxes, providing exact cancellations alongside the first and second amplitude
derivative bounds.

Finally, the density bounds and common smooth neighborhoods in Lemma 7 are uniform in
the partition size, sign vector, labels, and covariate. They furnish a joint regularity certificate
for the actual one-record densities, including the mixed cross derivative and the comparator’s
amplitude derivatives. Together with the effect identities, these properties provide same-model
alternatives with controlled separation for the original-record lower-bound argument.

D Original-record lower bounds and sharp comparison

The calibrated families in Definition 18 and their joint support certificate in Lemma 7 provide
the alternatives for the expected-length lower bounds. The comparisons concern sample laws on
the original record space 2, including the observed covariates. We first fix the normalization of
the distance used to compare these laws.

Definition 20. [synth_6] (Squared Hellinger distance for original-record sample laws) For
probability laws Q,Q" on the original-record sample space ", define their unhalved squared

Hellinger distance by
2
dqQ daq)
2 A habi 2
H (Q,Q)—/Qn (VdR \/dR> dR,

where R is any common dominating measure. The value is independent of the choice of R and
lies in [0,2]. For the continuous calibrated mixtures, take R to be the original-record sample
reference measure. This normalization assigns coefficient one to the displayed integral.

The normalization in Definition 20 fixes the numerical constants in the mixture compar-
isons. Both comparisons use the radius and envelope constant from the same joint certificate in
Lemma 7. The following bounds apply when the average number of observations per partition
cell satisfies the stipulated occupancy threshold.

Lemma 8. [lem:original-record-mixtures| (Original-record mixture bounds) Lete and M
be the radius and envelope constant selected from the fized joint calibrated-support certificate,
with 0 < & <1/100 and M > 1. Define the positive constants

1

= Chrix = 96 2) 82 M4,
K 96€Xp(1)’ mi eXp( )

For sample laws Q,Q’, use the unhalved squared Hellinger distance

wQa)= [ (@ @)2 IR,

where R is the original-record sample reference measure.
For every choice satisfying
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e (Sample and partition sizes.) n,k are integers with n > 1 and k > 1.
e (Occupancy.) n/k < k.
o (Signed amplitudes.) n,(,d € R satisfy

nl<e, KKl <e, [0 <e,

let Qp, for b € {0,1}, and Q; be the uniform finite miztures of the calibrated mized and fair
original-record sample laws, respectively:

Q=E,[P|, Q=[P

where the expectation averages uniformly over the finite sign vectors. Let Py ;s be the deter-
ministic fair comparator obtained from the fair construction at partition size k, center t, and
amplitude §, using the constant numerical sign vector with every entry equal to —1. Then

2
n
H?(Qo, Q1) < Cmix?n2g2v
and, for every t € [0,1/4],
H2(Q P®n> <O njé4
b4 t,6 ) = “mix Lo

Proof of Lemma 8. 1. Fix the joint certificate (e, M) from Lemma 7, and fix admissible sam-
ple sizes and amplitudes. Since exp(1),exp(2) > 0 and M > 1,

Kk >0, Chix > 0.
Write 1
T, ={1,...,n}, < =1{0,1}?, T = Jcounty.

Under the identification of an ordered record sample with its covariate and label vectors,
the reference measure is
R = \*" %",

For a law P in the calibrated families, define its conditional label density by
fp(z,l) =4P{(A,Y) =1| X =z}, x€l0,1], leZ.

The support certificate supplies

1

1
QSfP(x’l)SQa Epr(ﬂZ,l):l

e’
throughout the prescribed signed amplitude domains.

2. We first bound the covariate-dependent component weight. For x = (z;),ez, € [0,1],
define

Je(z) = min{k — 1, | kz]}, Gx: G~ i = i#4d and |jp(x;) — jr(xy)| < 1



Thus the cells are half-open, with x = 1 assigned to the last cell. Let
V% = {vertex sets of connected components of ¥, x }, PBx = Vx U{2}.
For every V € %y, put

my 8™, my > 2,

my = |V, wy =
v =1V v {0’ < 1.

and define
WOCC(X) = Z Wy, Wocc = /Wocc(x) ngm(X)-

VeBx

Counting components by their vertex sets gives the identity

n+1
— E 4 m, 2 :
WOCC (X) - mOCC 8 e 1{Irec€4//x}'
Mocc=2 Irec gIn

|Irec|:mocc

The term of size n + 1 is zero.

Here is the component probability estimate used to integrate this identity. Fix a nonempty
set Zrec € Z,, and a root iyo0t € Zrec. Define the set of parent arrays by

Prec = {mpar * Lrec \ {iroot} — Lrec} -
An array is valid when there exists a height function satisfying
hpar : Zree = No,  hpar(iroot) =0, hpar(mpar (i) < hpar(é) (i # droot)-
For a valid array, define its edge event by
G = {x ge(x) — jk(ac,rpar(i)ﬂ < 1 for every i # z'root} .

If Z,ec is a component, choose each nonroot vertex’s parent one step closer to the root in the
induced graph. Graph distance then supplies the required height function. Consequently,

II'CC -
1{Ircc€’yx} S Z 1'd7fpar (X)7 “@rec‘ = ‘Irec|| I 1'

Tpar € Prec
Tpar valid

For any fixed parent covariate zp,, € [0, 1],

jk:(xpar) -1 jk:(xpar) +2
k ’ k

{Zchita : |7k (@ echila) — Jr(@par)| < 1} C [ N[0, 1].

Indeed, a point in cell ji(zenig) lies between that cell’s two endpoints, and the two cell
numbers differ by at most one. The displayed interval has length at most 3/k; hence

3

M@enid = [Jk(Tenita) — Jk(Tpar)| < 1} < T
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In a valid array, a nonroot vertex of maximal height has no children. Integrating its
covariate first removes one edge and costs at most 3/k. Repeating this operation leaves
the unrestricted root, whose mass is one. Thus

3 |Irec‘_1
>\®n(dﬂ'par) S (k) ’

including the one-vertex case, where the edge product is empty. Summing over parent
arrays yields

7 1 3 |Ircc‘71
[ 1o e < w1 (7).

Therefore
n+1 n 3 Mocc—1
Woee < E : 8m°°°< )mmoccl () .
— occ ocCcC
Moce k

To evaluate this finite envelope, use the nonnegative exponential series: for every integer
Moce = 1,

Mocc

occ occ

mmo ce—1 exp 1 Moce
< eXp(mocc) = exp(l)mocca | < ( ) .
Moce: Mocc- Mocc

( n > nmocc
< ;
Mocc Moce!
because each factor in the falling factorial is at most n, with the binomial coefficient equal
to zero when meee > n. Set

Also,

n
Goce = 24 exp(l)E.

The occupancy hypothesis gives 0 < goec < 1/4, and the preceding two estimates imply,

term by term,
Mocc—1
4 Mocc n Mocc—1 3
Moee 8 < ) Moec <
Moce k

< 8exp(1)nmd  qhec!

For completeness, the finite cubic sum has the required numerical bound by an elementary
induction. Define

Agait(h) = 2k 4 12h% + 30h + 32, h € Np.
For h, Ntan € No,

Niai—1
> (Bt houm + 2)%ql5e™ < Aar(h).
hsum:0

The empty sum satisfies this inequality. For the induction step, split off the first term and
apply the induction hypothesis at h 4 1; the resulting bound follows from

1
(h + 2)3 + QOccAtail(h + 1) < (h + 2)3 + ZAtaﬂ(h + 1),

1 1 3
Aait(R) — <(h +2)3 + JPuain(h + 1)> = §h3 + 5}12 +3h+5>0.
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At h = 0, multiplication by gocc gives

n—1

S (heum + 2)°qlem ! < 324oce.
hsumZO

Combining the estimates,

2
Woce < 8exp(1)132¢ocec = 96 exp(2) 82%.
In particular, for every wamp € R,

2

4.2 W noo
M wampWOCC S C’miX?wamp'

The weights are integrable finite sums of measurable component indicators.

3. We now prove the mixed inequality, first treating its degenerate cases. If n = 1, signed
singleton matching in Lemma 7 gives

EUfPO,o (1‘, l) = EO'fPLo (IB, l)? HZ(Q07 Ql) =0.

If n = 0, the two four-cell tables in Definition 18 agree for each sign vector: the propensity is
1/2, the effect is zero, and the covariance adjustment at zero effect is zero. Thus Qp = Q.
If { = 0, reversing all signs gives instead the draw-wise identity

Po,a(% 0) = PL—U(T]? O)

Here the outcome margin is 1/2, the covariance adjustment is zero, and sign reversal
exchanges the two propensity margins. Since o — —o permutes the uniform finite prior,
again Qg = Q1. In both amplitude cases the Hellinger distance and its claimed upper
bound are zero. Henceforth, for the mixed comparison, take n > 2, n # 0, and ¢ # 0.

4. Fix the full covariate vector x. We describe the conditional component decomposition
explicitly. For each nonempty V € %y, and for the empty block, define

= JU(@)dn(@) +1}, o =1{0,....k}\ |J A
iV Ve

Distinct nonempty components have disjoint endpoint-sign sets: sharing an endpoint would
make the corresponding cell numbers equal or adjacent. These sets therefore partition the
k + 1 endpoint signs. For an assignment oy € {—1, 1}‘7 v, use the extension

~ oy(s), s€ A,
O

Every record in V depends only on the assigned signs. Each assignment has exactly

2k+1=17v| completions to a full sign vector, so restricting the uniform prior preserves each
block average.
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For b € {0,1}, define the full and component conditional densities by
LGix(xa la m, C) = Eo’ H be!a (xiy ll)a
€Ly,
mlx(ly, n, C EGV H be,av (:Ei, li), ly € .iﬂv.
%
The covariates remain fixed in the component notation. The empty component density is
one. Independence of the disjoint sign groups and finite distributivity give

L (x, L, ¢) = [T L @hvin, ©).
VEBx

To make the Hellinger tensor bound transparent, define component label masses and affini-
ties by

pi () = 47U (vin, ©), e = Y \/pgnﬁ‘(ly)pinﬁ‘(lv).
lvEgV

Normalization of each conditional four-cell table yields

1
i) <8 I {§ 3 ey ot =1

i€V L,eEZL
> (Vi - Vi) =20 - ),

All masses are nonnegative. The last equality, together with nonnegativity of the squared
sum, shows 0 < aji"™ < 1. Regrouping labels by their component restrictions factors the
full affinity into the product of these affinities. The elementary inequality

1_Hamlx<z le

follows by induction from 1 —aa’ = (1 —a) +a(l—d’) < (1 —a)+ (1 —d’) for a,d’ € [0,1].
Define the conditional discrepancy by

himise (%) = /;ﬂn (\/LB“X(XJ;W,C) - e i, <)>2 dre(1).

Since each label vector has reference mass 4", scaling the densities by 47" turns this
integral exactly into the squared root discrepancy of the corresponding label masses. The
affinity calculation therefore proves

hmix (%) < Z 4-mv Z (\/@—\/@>2

VeBx lyezv

Finally, the common uniform covariate marginal and the displayed product densities give,
by integration over covariates and labels,

H*(Qo, Q1) = / himix (%) AA®™ ().
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5. We bound each mixed component’s pointwise square-root discrepancy. If my = 0, both
densities are one. If my = 1, restriction of the uniform prior and signed singleton matching
in Lemma 7 give equality of the two densities. Thus, for my <1,

(55 — ) = 0= M

Suppose my > 2, and fix its labels. Define, throughout the signed amplitude square,

D™ (10, Co) = L§Y By 1o, Co) — LTS By mo, o), Inol, [Col < e.

For a fixed sign assignment, put

(1m0, Co) = fp, 5 (i, 1), 5 (0, o) = [ 0570, Go), T C V.
€J

Here each law on the right is evaluated at (m,(p). The derivative and common-
neighborhood assertions of Lemma 7 imply

BT <2 10 f™ ] 10co T3], 106y Ono Fi | < M.
The partial derivative bounds follow by evaluating the total derivatives on unit coordinate
vectors.
Product differentiation gives, with m s = |7/,
“:miX| < 2mj
|0no F3 5, 10 FF | < Mim 7279,
|0¢, Ono lex| <M 2m 2T,

These estimates can be proved together by induction on [J. For the empty product its
value is one and all its derivatives vanish. On adjoining ipew, the first derivative bound is

controlled by
M2™MT 4+ 2Mm 72™7 < M(mg +1)2m7

The mixed product rule has four terms:

ey O (i For7) = (0o Ono e )b +(8770fm'ix )(9¢ m"‘)

bﬂncw b 74ncw bﬂncw

Their absolute sum is at most
(M +2M*myg + 2M*m?%) 2™ < M?(mg +1)?2"7 1,

using M > 1. Differentiation commutes with the finite sign averages, so subtraction of the
two averages yields .
|00 0o D™ (0, Co)| < 2M?mi2™ .

The one-record density floor also gives

LEy, LIy > 27,
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The same table identities used in the amplitude cases, now applied to a block average,
imply

DyY™(0, ¢o) =0, DY¥™(n0,0) =0, 9y,D¥™*(10,0) = 0.
For the second identity, reverse the component signs, a permutation of their uniform prior.

The two closed segments joining zero to 1 and ( lie inside the certificate’s signed square.
The mean value bound along the (p-segment therefore gives

0o DY (10, €)| < 2M*m32™ (|

for every 7y between zero and 7. Applying the mean value bound along that 7g-segment
next gives
DB (1, )| < 2M*m2™[11¢.

Both estimates apply to either orientation of the segments.

The positive density floors justify the square-root identity and bound

< i — me) (Dy™(n,€)*
Ly
(Voo + i)
AM iy 4™ (n€)*
- 42-my
= M*(n¢)*wy.
This proves the pointwise component bound for every block, including the unused-sign
block.

. Averaging the pointwise bound over a component’s labels preserves it, since there are 4™V

label vectors: )
ST - ) < 0w
\Z

Summing over components and integrating over the original covariates now yields

H2Q0. Q1) < [ MACP a3 A" ()
= M4(77C)2WOCC
<C n’ 2 -2
=~ mix?n C .

The conditional discrepancy is nonnegative, and the integrable component weight supplies
the integrable upper bound.

. Fix t € [0,1/4] for the fair comparison. If n = 1, signed singleton matching in Lemma 7
gives
EUfPt,o(x7l) = fP*,t,é(xvl)7 (Qt7 *t§) 0

If 6 = 0, the formulas in Definitions 17 and 18 give T(¢,0) = ¢; the random and comparator
tables then agree for every sign draw. Thus

Qt = PS;?O’ (Qt7 * tO) 0.
These cases satisfy the desired inequality. Take henceforth n > 2 and § # 0.
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8. First establish a reduction for any auxiliary amplitude d,ux € [0,€]. With the covariates
fixed, define

Lgair(x7 l; 5aux) =E, H fpw (xi, li)v

€Ly
fai
L*alr(xv la 5aux) = H fP*qt7§a,uX (xia Z’L)7
€Ly
f
alr(lVa 5aux EUV H fPt,av (xh lz)a
ey
f;
L o lV; aux HfP* £, aux 357,7 z)
1S4

The random laws in these displays are evaluated at d,,x. Averaging a sign-independent
product is exactly that product:

E H fP*téaux x“ Z H fP*téaux Ly, 'L)

ZGIn ZEZn

Restriction of the random prior to each component and finite factorization consequently

give
falr _ H Lga)ljr, Lialr _ H Lfalr
VeBx VeBx
For each of the two component densities, summing its scaled label mass gives

4=V Z Lfalr 4=V Z Lia}g -1

ly ly
For the random density this follows by commuting the finite sign average with the label
sum; in both cases the label sum factors into normalized one-record sums.

Define the component affinities and conditional discrepancy by

tair (%; Gaux) = / (ﬁ - \/LT> dr®".

Expanding the squared difference and using normalization gives 0 < a{i}ir <1 and

hiair (X; Saux) = 2 (1 _ H a%ir)

v

<2 (1)
%

ly

VeBx

Here the affinity factors by finite distributivity, and the inequality is the finite-product
inequality for numbers in [0, 1]. The common covariate marginal also gives

HA(Qu, PO, ) = / ot (3 D) A (),

where ; in this display is evaluated at the auxiliary amplitude.
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9. For my < 1, the two fair component densities agree: the empty products are one, and the
singleton identity follows from signed singleton matching in Lemma 7 and restriction of
the uniform sign prior. Hence their square-root discrepancy is zero.

For my, > 2, fix the component labels and define, on the whole signed interval,
D™ (80) = L} (bvs 6o) — Li%B(lvido), o] <e.
For the derivative calculation, define the one-record factors and their partial products by
37 (00) = fp, 5 (wisli), 27 (60) = fr. 4, (@i 1i),

Fit(do) = [T 57 (00), FP%(00) = [] fr(60), T CV.
ieJ €T

The random law on the right is evaluated at dg. By Lemma 7, both kinds of factors are
twice continuously differentiable and satisfy

e R (G NI IR E SN GE E Ta
For either kind of partial product, the product rule and induction give
Fl<2™7,  |F| < Mmg2™7,  |F"| < M*m%2™7.
To see the second-derivative induction explicitly, adjoining a factor gives
(fF) =fF" + 2f'F' + f"F,
whose absolute value is at most
(2M*m?% + 2M*myg + M) 2™ < M?*(mg + 1)?2m7 1,

Here f denotes the adjoined one-record factor and F the product over J, of either kind.
The first-derivative induction uses

M2™7 + 2Mm 72™7 < M(mzg +1)2m7 L,

The empty product again has value one and zero derivatives. Finite averaging and sub-
traction therefore imply, for 0 < §p < Jaux,

(D) (80)] < 2M*mi2™ .

The density floors give
Ly, Ly > 27,

At zero amplitude the random and comparator tables coincide, so
D" (0) = 0.

The fair root is even in its amplitude by Lemma 6; the comparator effect in Definition 17
depends on the amplitude through its square. Reversing the component signs consequently

proves . '
D3 (—do) = D™ (do)-
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10.

11.

Differentiating this equality at zero, using the supplied smoothness, gives
(D™)'(0) = —(DE")'(0) = 0.
If daux = 0, the difference is already zero. If §,ux > 0, Taylor’s theorem with Lagrange
remainder provides dpiq € (0, daux) such that
fai Ja fai
D (Bae) = 225 (D7) (G
Thus in either case,

DB (§ux)| < M2m32™V 62 < 2M*m}2mv 52

aux — aux*

Using this last bound and the two positive floors,

fai
( /Lfair _ \/@)2 _ (D\?Ir(éaux))Q
t,V *7V - - 2
( Lfa1r+ Lfalr)
- 4AMAmA™ 51
- 42—my
_ M454

aux

Together with the small-component cases, this estimate holds for every V € %x.

Summing the fair pointwise bound over component labels with their reference masses, then
summing over components, gives

hfair(x; 5aux) < M4(5§ux)2wocc(x)-

Integration over the original covariates therefore establishes the nonnegative-amplitude
reduction

H2(Qy, PO, ) < M*(52

*,t,0aux aux

)2Wocc, 0 S 6aux S g.
As before, the conditional discrepancy is nonnegative and the component weight is inte-

grable.

Finally, restore the signed amplitude. The fair-root evenness and the square dependence
of the comparator effect give, throughout the signed certificate interval,

Pio(—0) = P, (6), Pt _s=Pits.

The notation in the first identity displays the amplitude argument of the random fair law.
Reindexing the finite sign average by ¢ — —o shows that the fair sample mixture is even
as well. Thus, if § > 0 use [0| = J, and if § < 0 use |[0] = —J, to obtain

HQ(QnP?tng)_ 2(Qu, P *té )

aux 6aux:|6‘

The mixture on the right is evaluated at |0]. Since 0 < |§| < €, the nonnegative-amplitude
reduction applies, and |§|> = 62 gives
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Every estimate used the same fixed certificate and was uniform over ¢ € [0,1/4], proving
both asserted bounds.
O

The two bounds in Lemma 8 quantify the statistical proximity of the same-model alternatives
certified by Lemma 7. The mixed comparison depends on the squared product of the propensity
and outcome amplitudes; the fair comparison depends on the fourth power of its outcome am-
plitude and is uniform over the stated centers. Both retain the factor n?/k and use a common
constant determined by the joint density envelope. Exact singleton matching and the signed
derivative bounds in Lemma 7 supply the calibration properties underlying these comparisons.

Expected length is evaluated on the radius slice in Definition 6, while coverage is required
throughout the ambient model by Definition 7. Consequently, alternatives in the ambient model
constrain interval length at laws in an evaluation slice. The parametric comparison records this
implication uniformly over all radii, including zero.

Lemma 9. [lem:parametric-null-floor]| (Parametric lower bound on length) Let o, 5,7 € R
and n € N satisfy:

e (Exzponent domain.) («, ) € D, the public exponent domain given by

D={(a,8)eR*:0< B <1/4, f<a<1}

e (Sample size.) n > 1.
e (Radius.) 0 <r <1/2.

Then the minimaz expected interval length Jy, (o, B;7) defined in Definition 8 satisfies

In(a, B;1r) > i71_1/2.

— 16
Proof of Lemma 9. 1. Fix the parameters in the statement. For every 7 € R, define the
observed law Ppar r by
1/4, a=0, ye{0,1},
Pyarr(dz, {(a,y)}) = A(dz) § 5{1 —€(1)}, a=1, y=0, z €[0,1], a,y€{0,1},
%6(7), a=1,y=1,
where £ is the logistic map,
()= s
T) = .
1+ exp(—7)

The four conditional cell probabilities are constant in x, strictly positive, and sum to one.
Thus this construction has continuous interior cells and uniform covariate marginal A,
which has full support.

Summing the treated cells gives treatment probability 1/2; dividing each success cell by
its arm probability gives control risk 1/2 and treated risk ¢(7). Moreover,

{(r)

1—4(r) exp(r),  logit{f(r)} =7,  logit(1/2) = 0.
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2
g(Ppar’r;x) :07 V(Ppar,ﬂx) :O>
T, M1 (Ppar,ﬂ l‘) = E{V(Ppar,ﬁ 1‘) + G(Ppar,'r)}-

The nuisance envelopes and seminorms therefore satisfy

19(Ppar,rs oo = [V (Ppar,rs )0 = [9(Ppar,rs )Mo = [V(Poar,r,)]g = 0.
Together with the uniform design and homogeneous relation, these identities verify every
condition of Definition 5 whenever |7| < 1/2.

Define the comparison amplitude and laws by

1 =P
—-1/2
Tn = 2, Puni=Poaros  Paniti = Poarry-

Since n > 1,

0<nt?2<1, 0<7,<-<

=
|

Hence, using Definition 6,
Poa € M, (o, B), Pty € M(a, B), O(Pount) = 0, O(Panite) = -
Indeed, the radius condition at the null is 0 < r, including when r = 0.

. All four null cells have probability 1/4. The likelihood ratio of Py, relative to Py is
therefore

1, a=0,
dPpar +
A (z,a,y) = d]g —(z,a,y) =1 2{1 —4(1)}, a=1, y=0, T e R.
null
20(7), a=1,y=1,

This bounded density establishes absolute continuity and integrability of its squared devi-
ation. Define its one-record chi-square divergence by

XE = / (A — 1)2dPnu11.
Q
Summing over the four null cells gives
1
X2 = 7 [{260r) — 1) + {20 () — 1)

=2{0(1) — 1/2}2.

For every real 7, differentiation yields
1 1
0<0(r) = Un){1— £} = 7~ {tr) — 12 < 7.

The mean-value bound, together with ¢(0) = 1/2, consequently gives

|T| 2 |T‘ 2 7—2
o) —1/2] < <o) =
() /|_4, Xr<2( 7 3
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3. The amplitude has the exact information budget
nt2 1 2 1
_—— n —.
8 128 X =128
Since the exponential lies above its tangent at zero,

(1+x7,)" < {exp(x3,)}" = exp(nx?,) < exp(1/128).

Comparison of the exponential and geometric series gives the required numerical bound:

o0 o0

= (1/128) 128
exp(1/128) = ;o e < ;)(1/128)3 = o

For the record tuple
0= (Ol,...,On) GQn,

define the product likelihood ratio and its chi-square divergence by

n

AT,n(O) = H AT(Oj)7 X72-,n = / (ATJL - 1)2 dPr(igl?lll’ TE R.
7j=1

The product likelihood ratio is bounded and is the density of PZ"_ relative to P%",

par,T null”
Because each likelihood ratio integrates to one, independence implies

1+x3, = /Q A2, P

= < / AidPnuu> = (1+x)"™
Q

Applying this identity at 7 = 7,, to the preceding exponential bound yields
128 1
W< ——=—1=—.
127 127
4. Total variation is the supremum of the absolute differences of measurable-event probabili-

ties. For probability laws with a density, it equals half the integral of the absolute density
difference. Cauchy—Schwarz therefore gives

2
X,

1
V(PR P = 5 | A= 11aP5;

1 1 1 1
< sV S5\ 195 = 5
2 " 2V 127 = 20
where the last inequality follows from 1/127 < 1/100.

Define the full sample-and-seed experiment laws by

Poati = P ® A, Panite = Pijig, ® A

S

Their likelihood ratio is still A;, ,(O). Integrating over the common independent seed,
whose law has mass one, gives

1
TV (Pyun; Psnie) = TV (P, Piit,) < 20"
The comparison effects are ordered:

O(Pounn) = 0 < 7, = O(Prpit)-
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5. To bound the infimum in Definition 8, first observe that the honest-procedure class is
nonempty. Define

Ifull(oa U) = [_1/27 1/2]7 (Ov U) € 0" x [07 1]
By Assumption 3, for every P € M(«, ),
(P®™ @ M{0(P) € Itq(O,U)} = 1.

The constant procedure is measurable and hence belongs to the class in Definition 7.

Now fix any

Ie Ao, p).
For w = (0,U) € Q" x [0,1], define the measurable coverage events

Ekuu = {(C),lf): 0e I(C),[])},
Eanite == {(O,U) : 7, € I(O,U)}.

Both comparison laws belong to the ambient model, so Assumption 9 gives

9
Pshite (Eshis) >

]pnull (gnull) E .

>
— 10
6. The total variation bound transfers the second coverage event to the null experiment:

Prunt (Esnie) > Pshie (Eshite) — TV (Prut, Pnifs)
9 1

> .
— 10 20

Using the union—intersection identity and the fact that the union has probability at most
one,

Pt (Enutt N Eshiet) = Prunt (Enutt) + Poutt (Esnite) — Prutt (Enun U Esnift)

>9 .09 1,3
10 10 20 4

Write [(w) = I(O,U). On the intersection event, membership of both effects implies
inf I(w) <0< 7, <supl(w), |[I(w)| =supI(w) —inf I(w) > 7.

These weak endpoint inequalities apply to every choice of endpoint inclusion. Off the
intersection event, interval length is nonnegative. Thus

|I(w)\ > Tn, WE gnull N gshift»
0, w¢ Eun N Enit-

Admissible intervals lie in the scalar effect region, so
0<|I(w)] <1.

Their measurable lengths are therefore integrable. Integrating the pointwise bound yields

3
]EIP’HHH |I(07 U)| > T ]P)null(gnull N gshift) > ZTn-

113



7. Since Py € M, (a, ), its expected length is bounded above by the supremum over that
slice: ;
sup  Epengy|[I(O,U)| > Ep, ,|1(O,U)| > 1
PEMT(a7ﬁ)
This supremum is finite because every expected length is at most one. The bound holds for
every honest procedure, and that class is nonempty. Taking its infimum as in Definition 8
gives
Jn(aa ﬁ; T) > *{H(Pshift) - H(Pnull)} = —<Tpn = 77N .
4 4 16
O

At zero radius, Lemma 9 gives a positive uncertainty floor for expected length under the
null slice. The coverage requirement still ranges over the ambient model, so uncertainty about
neighboring effects enters the criterion even when length is evaluated at zero effect. The state-
ment also covers procedures using the independent randomization seed U, since these procedures
belong to the class defining the minimax objective in Definition 8.

Combining this parametric floor with the mixed and fair comparisons gives the lower side
of the sharp expected-length profile. The upper side is attained by the literal interval output
1 sz (o, B) defined in Algorithm 2, with its coverage and length guarantees from Theorem 2. The
reétﬂting comparison holds throughout the public exponent domain D and for every admissible
engine and naming policy.

Theorem 3. [thm:sharp-honest-frontier| (Sharp honest interval frontier) There exist pos-
itive finite absolute constants ¢, C' with the following guarantees. Write

D={(a,8) eR?:0<B<1/4, B<a<l},
and define the numerator and demominator exponents and the expected-length profile by

1 2a+p) } b(B) = 4B

pn(Oé, B; ’r‘) = n—a(a,ﬁ) + ’I“n_b('B).

a(o"ﬁ):mm{2’2a+25+1 T4+

For every admissible rational interval-arithmetic engine E and every admissible Borel policy
N satisfying the quantitative contracts of Definitions 12 and 13 and selecting valid names for the
public exponents and observed covariates, consider parameters satisfying:

o (Exponent domain.) (o, ) € D.
e (Sample size.) n € N and n > 1.
e (Radius.) 0 <r <1/2.

Let I ¢ (o, B) = I\ (o, B) denote the interval returned by the fized-budget upper construction.
With A, («, B) as in Definition 7, define the minimaz expected length by

Jn , B = inf E pon I O,U s
(o i) Ie,zt?(a,ﬁ) Pefillil()a,ﬁ) e ®A‘ ( ){

where M, («, 8) is the prescribed effect-radius slice, O is the sample of original records, and U
1s an independent seed with uniform law \ on the unit interval. Then

conla, B;1) < Jn(e, Bir) < sup  Epen|ly e n(a, B)] < Cpnla, B;r).
PeM,(a,B)
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The same constants apply to every admissible engine and naming policy.

For every such engine and policy, every (a,B) € D, and every n > 1, the actual name-
dependent output is a deterministic, radius-independent Borel interval with global 90% coverage
over M(a, 8), the prescribed ambient model. It is a nonempty closed connected interval contained
in [—1/2,1/2], with rational endpoints, returned after the two prescribed finite precision budgets
and finite rational arithmetic. Its inputs consist of the fized engine, the public exponents and
their valid public names, and the n original records and their valid covariate names. Fizing
the explicit admissible engine Eg and dyadic-floor naming policy Ng gives the concrete attaining

mterval
* up
In= n,Eo,No’

Cx = C, C,=C, ng =1,

where ¢, Cy are the comparison constants and ng is the sample-size threshold.
Moreover, for every (a,8) € D, every 0 < r < 1/2, every n > 1, and every I € A,(«a, ),
including procedures using independent randomization,

cpn(a, B;7) < sup  Epengy|1(O,U)].
PeM,(a,p)

For every (a, B) € D, the exponent difference is positive and satisfies

2(a — )
a(o, B) — b(B) > 0, a(a, B) — b(B) = (2104_—1—4/2854_ D43+ 1) a+pB<1/2,
2048+ 1) a+p>1/2

At o+ =1/2, the two displayed expressions agree.
Finally, for every nonempty compact set K C D, the same constants and threshold satisfy
the compact-uniform conditions

0< inf g, sup C < oo, sup 1=1.
(@.B)eK (a.B)eK (@,B)€K

The two terms in Theorem 3 distinguish uncertainty in the numerator coordinate from effect-
scaled uncertainty in the denominator coordinate. The mixed alternatives supply the radius-
independent lower contribution, together with the parametric floor when the numerator exponent
reaches 1/2; the fair alternatives supply the contribution proportional to the evaluation radius.
Thus the null slice retains the numerator rate, whereas every fixed positive radius eventually
makes the slower denominator rate dominant. The positive exponent difference stated in the
theorem establishes this ordering throughout the prescribed domain. A single globally honest
interval attains the comparison simultaneously across radii.

The following synthesis collects the statistical comparison, the finite-budget realization from
Lemma 4, and the concrete engine supplied by Lemma 3. It identifies the attaining procedure
with the actual output for each admissible engine and naming policy.

For the concrete sequence below, the inputs are the sample size, public exponent repre-
sentations, and represented original records, together with the independently fixed arithmetic
engine and naming policy. The same radius-independent sequence is evaluated over each radius
subclass.
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Theorem 4. [thm:full-honest-frontier-solution| (Full honest frontier solution) There
exist absolute constants ¢,C € R, with 0 < ¢ and 0 < C, for which the following assertions hold.
Write

1 2(a+p)

D={(a,8) eR*:0<B<1/4, B <a <1}, a(a,B):min{z,M%H}, b(3) =

and define the expected-length profile by
o, B;7) = dn(a, B;7) = n 20 4 pp=bB)

For every admissible rational interval-arithmetic engine E, every admissible Borel naming
policy N, both satisfying the quantitative contracts of Definitions 12 and 13, every («,3) € D,
and every integer n > 1, take

I;,E,N(a7ﬂ) = IE,FI’E,N (aa B)a

the literal output of the fized-budget represented upper construction. This procedure belongs to the
globally 90%-honest Borel class Ay (a, B) of Definition 7. It receives neither the radius nor un-
known nuisance functions and terminates on every valid named input within the prescribed rank
and endpoint budgets of Algorithms 1 and 2 and Lemma 4. For every sample and randomization
seed its oulput is a closed interval [l,u] with

l? u & Q7 -
For every r € [0,1/2], the same constants satisfy

Cpn(Oé,ﬁ;’l") < Jn(OJ,B;T) < sSup EPHI;,E,N(avﬁ)(O7 U)H < Cpn(OQB;r)'
PeM;(a,8)

Here J,(a, ;1) is the minimazx expected length of Definition 8, and the expectation uses n
original records drawn independently from P, together with the independent randomization seed
U.

In particular, the explicit concrete engine Eg and the dyadic-floor naming policy Ng give the
sequence

IZ(&, /8) - I':,pEO,NO (Oé, 5)

For every (a, B) € D and n > 1, this sequence is globally honest, has the rational closed ordered
output described above at every input, and satisfies the same displayed comparison for every
r€[0,1/2].

Moreover, for every (a,) € D, every r € [0,1/2], every integer n > 1, and every I €
A (a, B), including procedures using independent randomization,

cpn(a, Bir) < sup  Ep[[I(O,U)]].
PeM,(a,B)

The exponent difference is positive throughout D and obeys

2(a—p)
a(a, §) —b(g) = ¢ P H A H DA+

a+p3<1/2,

m, a+p>1/2.
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At o+ B =1/2, the two displayed expressions agree.
Finally, select the lower and upper comparison constants and sample-size threshold as

C*(O[7/8) = C, O*(auﬁ) - Ca no(auﬁ) - ]-
For every nonempty compact KC C D, these choices satisfy

0< inf coa,p), sup Cil(a, 8) < 0, sup ng(a, B) = 1.
(a.B)eK (o,B)eK (,B)ek

The statistical and computational guarantees in Theorem 4 concern the same interval: its
rational endpoint construction preserves global coverage and the sharp expected-length com-
parison at every sample size. The original-record lower bound covers the entire honest class,
including randomized procedures, while each admissible implementation attains the comparison
with the same absolute constants. Selecting these constants and the threshold ng = 1 also gives
uniform comparisons on every nonempty compact subset I of the public exponent domain.

E Verification note

The supplied theorem and lemma statements and their proofs are machine-checked in Lean 4
under their stated assumptions. The frozen formal layer covers identification and projection
control in Lemmas 1 and 2; rational arithmetic and finite-budget realization in Lemmas 3 and 4;
local implicit-function arguments, exact calibration, and model support in Lemmas 5 to 7; and
original-record mixture bounds and the parametric floor in Lemmas 8 and 9. The resulting cov-
erage, expected-length comparison, and attaining construction are consolidated in Theorems 1
to 4.

The model restrictions defining Definition 5 and the primitive contracts stated in the cor-
responding results are hypotheses of these implications. The global coverage criterion defining
Definition 7 specifies the admissible statistical procedures. Admissibility of the concrete arith-
metic engine, finite termination and endpoint enclosure for the represented construction, global
coverage, and the sharp comparison for the length objective in Definition 8 are established
conclusions. The recorded external-dependency sets for these declarations are empty.

For the represented construction, valid names satisfying Definition 12 supply enclosing dyadic
intervals for the public exponents and observed covariates. Together with the rational primitive
contracts in Definition 13, they support the rank selection and endpoint realization in Lemma 4.
The explicit arithmetic witness in Lemma 3 supplies an admissible engine, and its combination
with the dyadic-floor naming policy yields the concrete attaining interval identified in Theorem 4.

The formal source tree is CausalSmith/CausalSmith/Stat/STAT LogoddsLowsmoothFrontier Research/,
with its aggregate module at the corresponding .lean path. The declaration-to-paper mapping is
CausalSmith/doc/presentation/stat_logodds_lowsmooth _frontier vl/presentation_crosswalk. json;
it records repository source revision lefc342d4a68f9860ec0aa7692071d90a9230018. In a
checkout of that revision, run

cd CausalSmith
lake build CausalSmith.Stat.STAT_LogoddsLowsmoothFrontier_Research

The Lean toolchain is pinned in CausalSmith/lean-toolchain, and package dependen-
cies are pinned in CausalSmith/lake-manifest.json under the project configuration
CausalSmith/lakefile.toml. The same presentation directory contains lean_snippets. json,
references.bib, paper macros.tex, and the crosswalk needed to reproduce the manuscript
links and inspect the exact declarations rendered in each numbered environment.
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F Proofs of the main results
Proof of Theorem 1. 1. Choose the constants ¢, C supplied by Theorem 4, with
0<ec 0<C.

Its universal construction guarantee applies simultaneously to every admissible engine
and naming policy, every («a, ) € D, every integer n > 1, and every r € [0,1/2], with
these same constants. Its compact-uniform guarantee, elbow identities, and converse for
every globally honest procedure, including independently randomized procedures, give the
corresponding assertions of the present theorem. In particular, its choices

Cx = G, Cy,=0C, ng =1
give, for every nonempty compact K C D,

0< inf e, sup Cy < o0, sup ng = 1.
(a.B)EK (a.B)EK (a.B)EK

2. Fix (o, 8) € D and an integer n > 1. The concrete sequence in Theorem 4 is exactly

Ih(a, B) = Iylzl,pEO,NO (v, B),

as specified in Definition 19. That guarantee yields

IM(a, B) € Ap(a, B).
For every sample and seed, it also gives rational endpoints [, u such that

1

I;(O‘w@xovU) - [l7u]7 _5 <l<u<

N

3. Fix r € [0,1/2]. Expanding the diagnostic envelope of Definition 9 and its identification
with the rate profile in Definition 19 gives

pulc, Bi7) = du(a, B;7) = ™ min{1/2,2(a+5)/(20+26+1)} | . )y —468/(468+1)

Thus the concrete comparison supplied by Theorem 4, expressed with this explicit profile,
is

cpnla, Bir) < Jn(a,Bir) < sup  Epsngy|Li(a, 8)(O,U)| < C pple, B;7).
PeM,(a,B)

Together with the assertions retained in the first step, this establishes all the stated guar-
antees with the same constants.
O

Proof of Theorem 2. We first establish the bounds for n > 2. Fix an admissible arithmetic
engine E, an admissible naming policy N, and public exponents satisfying 0 < 8 < 1/4 and
B<a<l.
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1. Define the retained ranks, smoothness sum, and rate exponents by
kC:kC(naaaﬂ;EaN)v kS:kS(naﬁ;E7N)7 S:Oé—FB,

. 1 2s B 45
a(a7/8)_mln{2725_+_1}7 b(ﬁ)_llﬁ—f—].

These are the ranks and exponents of Algorithm 1 and Definition 9. For k£ > 1, put

10 Ak _
Vo(k) = — + —— bo = 8k;® + 20V, (ko),  bs = 25kg” + \/20V,,(ks).

n  nn-1)
Here b, bg are the coordinate error radii, as in Algorithm 2.
By Lemma 4, with target resolutions
Re = n2/(@st1) Rg = n2/(4B+1),
the ranks satisfy
1 < Rc < ke <3Rc, 1< Rs <ks <3Rs.
In particular, both ranks are positive and are fixed before sampling.

For either pair
(’Vbala kbal) € {(87 kC)v (257 kS)}7
the lower rank bound and v, > 0 give

kl:'{bal < n*27bal/(27bal+l)
o < .

Also n(n — 1) > n?/2 > 0, so the upper rank bound yields

0 2/ (2 +D)

2 2
20V, (kpat) < 200 + 480 . _ 200(71_1/2)2 1 480 (n—Z'Vbal/(Q’vba1+1))
n n

Both powers are nonnegative. The last expression is bounded by
[40 (n—l/2 + n_Q’Ybal/(Q'YbaH‘l))] 2 ’

because expansion of this square gives coefficients 1600 on both squared terms and a
nonnegative cross term. Taking square roots therefore gives

20Vy, (kpar) < 40 <n_1/2 + n—27ba1/(27ba1+1)> .

Each power on the right is at most the power with exponent — min{1/2, 2vpa1/(2ypa1 + 1)}
Since 0 < < 1/4,
48 1
< —.
B+1°2

Consequently,
bo < 88n2(@h) < 198 p—2a(@h),

bg < 1050720 < 128 n~2A),
The exponents are positive, and a(«, §) < 1/2 < 1. Thus
1

n—2@h) <1 nP0B < 1q ~ < pa@p)
f— M [— n —

)
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2. With the denominator floor and sensitivity coefficients defined by

1 2exp(1/2) H 2exp(1/2)
S = —_— = ————-- = ————aa---:
0 512 ’ sens 50 ) sens 8(2) )

choose
Ko = 128Lgens + 32768Hgens + 128Hgens exp(1/2) + 2.

All its summands are nonnegative, so Ko > 1 > 0. For every r € [0,1/2], the preceding
bounds imply

Luensbe + Hnsbs fexp(1/2)r + 20} + 2
< 128Lgensn (@) 4 128Hensn P {exp(1/2)r + 25602} 4 2p7a(@h)
< (128Lgens + 32768Hgens 4+ 2)n 25 4+ 128Hens exp(1/2) rn %)
< Ky {n’a(a’ﬁ) + m*b(ﬁ)} = Kodn(a, B;7).

The second inequality uses n=?(F)p=2(@f) < p=al@f)  The last inequality follows by adding
the nonnegative terms that complete the common coefficient Ky. This choice depends
solely on the fixed denominator floor.

3. Fix P € M(a, 3). Write

IP)P,n = P®n & )\7 EP,TLH = /() d]P)P,’m

where A is the uniform law of the independent seed. Variances below are under this same
probability law.

We first control the unconditional absolute mean of the numerator estimate. Define, for
x € 10,1],

e(P,x) = t{g(P,x)},
po(P,z) = v(P,z)},  m(Px) =H{v(P,z)+0(P)},
m(P,z)=EplY | X =z = (1 —e(P,z))uo(P,z) + e(P,x)u1 (P, x).

The homogeneous relation and native-logit bounds are those of Definition 5. The logistic
derivative satisfies

0< () =t~ )} < 7 (i ER)
The derivative bound on the interval between any two real arguments gives
() ~ €6)| < glte—#) (b0, €R).
Hence, for z,z € [0, 1],
le(P,z) —e(P,2)] < =z — z]* <
|to(P, ) — po(P, 2)| < S|z — 217,
1 (P,z) — (P 2)| < Slx — 217,
11(P,2) — piol(P,2)] <
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The comparison of the two covariate powers uses |z — z| < 1 and S < «; it also holds at
x = z, since both exponents are positive.

The marginal mean has the decomposition
m(P,x) —m(P,z) = (1 - e(P,2)){uo(P,7) — pno(P. 2)}
+ B(P, JI){/Ll(P,LU) - ,ul(P7 Z)}
+ {e(va) - 6(P, Z)}{Nl(Pvz) - :U’U(Pﬂ Z)}

Since 0 < e(P,x) < 1, the preceding moduli imply

1 1 1 1
|m(P,xz) —m(P,z)| < {1 —e(P, x)}ilaz — z|’3 +6(P,a:)§]a; — z|’3 + 5\3: — z]ﬁg
9
— Ty _ B
16\1: z|”.
Thus
P Na<s, P < —
) a = 27 ) B = 16

These functions are continuous: the propensity and marginal mean are sums of continuous
conditional cells.

Define the empirical treated-outcome mean by
1 n
AV, =~ Z} AY;.
iz

The coordinate definition in Definition 14 gives
Cpn=AY, —U,.(AY),  Ep,AY, = Ep[AY].
Using the projection expectation and residual identities from Lemma 2, we obtain
EpnCr— C(P) = (e(P,) = Wy e(P, ), m(P,) = Meem(P,)) 12 -
Cauchy—Schwarz and the approximation bound in the same cited statement yield

[EpuCr — C(P)| < [le(P,-) = Tyge(P, )|z m(P, ) = Tygm(P, )5

1 9 —(a+B) _ 225, s
= 5<2) <16> kC 32 kC —8kC

Here 0 <a<1,0 < B <1, and ko > 1, so the approximation bound applies throughout
the stated range.

Independence of the records and 0 < AY <1 give

S AY 1
Varpn (AY ) = Varp(AY) <=
n n
Also, Lemma 2 supplies
4 2ke

A< —+ —F—.
VarPﬂ’L{Un,kC( ) )} - n + n(n o 1)
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The variance identities for a sum and a difference give

Varp,(Cp) = 2 Varp,(AY ,,) + 2 Varp {U, 4. (4,Y)}
— Varpm{ﬁn +Up k. (A4, Y)}
2 4 2k
< E +2{ + C} = Vn(kc),

n  nn-—1)
where the inequality uses nonnegativity of the last variance. The finite-rank statistics are
square integrable, so all these identities and subsequent expectations are well defined.
Cauchy—Schwarz on the probability space gives

< \/Varpm(an).

~ ~

Cn - EP,n Cn

IEP,n

Consequently,

]EP,n‘an| < |EP,n6n| + \/ VaI‘P,n(an)

< |C(P)| + 8kz* + /Va(kc) < |C(P)| + be.

For the last step, Vi,(kc) > 0 and /V,,(kc) < 1/20V,(kc).

By Lemma 1,
C(P) = {exp(0(P)) —1}5(P),  S(P) = so.

The product defining S(P) is at most one pointwise, so

S(P) = /plo(P,x)pm(P, x) A(dx) < 1,
where the two conditional off-diagonal probabilities are
po(P,z)=P(A=1Y =0| X =ux), po1(P,z)=P(A=0,Y =1| X =ux).

Since |#(P)| < 1/2, the exponential derivative is bounded by exp(1/2) on the segment
between 0 and 6(P). Therefore

lexp(6(P)) — 1| < exp(1/2)[0(P)[,  [C(P)| < exp(1/2)|6(P)].
In particular, for P € M, (a, 3),

Epp|Chl < exp(1/2)r + be.

. We next bound the interval length on every sample. Use the confidence endpoints and
clipped inversion of Algorithm 2:

ct =Cntbo, s = clipp,(Sn £ bs),

: Cr
F(Crect; Srect) = log (Chp[exp(_1/2),exp(l/g)} (1 + 8“:)) (crect € R, Srect > 0),
rec

L =min{F(c_,s_),F(c_,s4+)}, R = max{F(c4+,s-), F(ct,s4)}
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Clipping is a composition of minimum and maximum with fixed constants, each of which
contracts absolute differences. Thus

s0<s_,54,  |s— — syl <|(Sn—bs) — (S + bg)| = 2bs.

For real numbers satisfying exp(—1/2) < vipg < Wiog, the inequality logt <t —1 for t > 0
gives

wy, Wloe — V]
log wiog — 10g viog = log vlog < Ogvl 2 < exp(1/2)(wWiog — Viog)-
og og

Interchanging the two arguments handles the reverse order. Applying this bound to the
clipped arguments, and using contraction of the exponential-range clipping, gives

/
Crect  Crect

’F(Crechsrect) - F(Ci‘ectﬂsi‘ect)} < exp(1/2)

/
Srect  Srect
for all real numerators and positive denominators.
For the rectangle points with
/ /
Crects Crect € [C,, C+]v Srect Srect € {S*’ S+}a
we have
/ / ~ /
|Crect - Crect| < 2bc, |Crect| < ’Cn| +be, ’*Srect - Srect| < 2bg.

Inserting the cross quotient with numerator ¢}, and denominator syect yields

Crect Crect < |Crect — Crect| + |Crect|[Srect = Stect]
Srect Si“ect - Srect Srectsgect
< 2o, (Gl ),
S0 S0

It follows that every pairing of an upper-numerator corner and a lower-numerator corner
satisfies the same difference bound. Choosing the corners attaining the maximum R and
minimum L, including either choice in a tie, gives

R - L S Lsensbc + HsensbS(|an| + bc)

By Lemma 4, the literal rational output has additional length at most 2/n. Hence, point-
wise,

u ~ 2
In’pE,N(Ol,ﬁ)(O, U)‘ < Lsenst + HsensbS(|Cn‘ + bC) + E

. For P € M, («a,f3), integrate the pointwise bound. The ranks and radii are fixed before
sampling, and the numerator estimate is integrable. Therefore

1% (e, 8)(0,U)]

S Lsenst + HsensbS{EP,n

]EP,n

~ 2
Cn’-l-bc}-i-*
n

2
< Lsensbo + Hsensbs{exp(1/2)r 4+ 2bc} + -
< KOdn(aa 5? T’).

The last inequality is the deterministic calibration established above.
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6. To establish honesty, take any P € M(«, ). The numerator bias and variance bounds
have already been established. For the denominator, the conditional probabilities defined
above satisfy

pio(P,x) = e(P,x){1 — w1 (P, x)}, po1(P,x) = {1 —e(P,z) }uo(P, x).

All their factors lie in [0,1]. Adding and subtracting the product with the first factor
evaluated at x and the second at z gives

[p10(P,2) = pro(P, 2)| < [e(P,x) = e(P, 2)| + |pa (P, ) — m (P, 2))|

S ’JZ‘ _Z|187
’p()l(P,.’L') _pOI(Pa Z)‘ < IB(P,.%) - e(P7 z)‘ —+ ‘:U’O(Pv x) - :U'O(Pv Z)|
< |z —z|P.

Thus both continuous functions have Holder seminorm at exponent S bounded by one.

The denominator marks A(1 —Y) and (1 — A)Y have conditional means pio(P,-) and
po1(P, ). The expectation and residual identities in Lemma 2 therefore give

EpnSn — S(P) = — (p1o(P,-) — Tigpro(P,-), por (P, -) — Mggpor (P, N2y -
Cauchy—Schwarz and the cited approximation bound imply
[EpySn = S(P)| < [Ip1o(P, ) — Tigp1o(P, )2 llpor (P, ) — Migpor (P, )2
< 25kg*".
The variance bound in the same cited statement applies to these bounded marks:
4 2k
n

o) < Valks):

VarP,n(gn) <
Together, the four coordinate moment bounds are
[EpnCn — C(P)| < 8kc®,  [EpnSn — S(P)| < 25kg™,

~ ~

Varp,n(Cn) < Vn(kc), Varp,n(Sn) < Vn(k:s).
7. Define the coordinate failure events by
Be = {(0,U) : |G, — C(P)| > b},
Bg = {(O,U) :|S, — S(P)| > bs}.
The triangle inequality and the bias bounds imply
BC C {‘an - EP,nan‘ > V 20Vn(k0)} )
Bs C {180 — EpnSul = v/20V,(ks) }

Both variance radii are strictly positive. Integrating each squared centered coordinate over
its displayed event gives

20V, (k) Ppo {|@n —EpnCp > 20Vn(kc)} < Varpa(Cp),

20V,,(ks) Pp.. {\@n — EpnS,| > 20Vn(ks)} < Varpn(S,).
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Consequently,

Pp,(Bc) < Ppn(Bs) < Pp,,(BcUBg) <

sl

€ €
20’ 20’

Outside their union,
C(P) € le_,ci],  Sn—bg < S(P) <8, +bg.

We have already shown sy < S(P) < 1. Clipping is nondecreasing and fixes every point of
[s0, 1], so
s— < S(P) < sq.

For a fixed positive denominator, F' is nondecreasing in its numerator. For a fixed real
numerator cpect, its behavior as the positive denominator varies follows from

Crect Crect Crect
s < 3 < PR Crect = 0,
+ rect —
Crect < Crect < Crect c <0 Srect € [8*’ SJF]'
>~ ~ ) rect )
S Srect S4

The clipping and logarithm preserve these inequalities. Applying them first to c_, then to
¢4, and using numerator monotonicity yields

L < Fle_,S(P)) < F(C(P),S(P))
< F(cy,S(P)) <R.
By Lemma 1 and the effect envelope,
1+ 282’5 — exp(8(P)) € [exp(~1/2),exp(1/2)],  F(C(P),S(P)) = 6(P).

Thus 6(P) € [L, R] outside Bo U Bs. The containment supplied by Lemma 4 gives
(L, B] € Ig (e, B)(O,U)
on every sample. Hence
1< Pry {0(P) € I} (0, B)(O,U) } + Ppu(Be U Bs)
< Ppn {e(P) € 1" (. B)(O, U)} +

The coverage probability is therefore at least 9/10. The Borel output property from the
same cited statement gives measurable coverage events and interval length. Since P was
arbitrary in the ambient model, this proves

I;,pE,N(OQ 5) € An(a7 5)
8. Now let n > 1. If n = 1, the first branch of Algorithm 2 returns

Ilu,IE,N(O‘>B)(O7 U) = [_1/2, 1/2]
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at every input. The effect envelope gives coverage one, and its length is one. For every
r€0,1/2],

dl(O&,B;T) =1 +T, ]EP,I Ff’%’N(a?B)(O?U) =1 S KO(I +7“)

If n # 1, the integer assumption n > 1 implies n > 2, and the honesty and expected-length
bounds established above apply. Thus the same positive constant K gives both assertions
for every admissible engine, policy, exponent pair, sample size, radius, and law in the
theorem.

9. Finally, every branch of the literal output construction either takes a nonempty intersection
of a rational endpoint box with the full effect box or returns the full effect box. Each
resulting box has ordered rational endpoints and is contained in [—1/2,1/2]; the output
includes both endpoints. Consequently, for every sample and seed there exist [, u € QQ such

that 1 1

Lign(@, 8)(O,U) = L], -5 <l<u<g.
For n = 1, the full-box branch gives the asserted equality with [—1/2,1/2] at every sample
and seed.

O]

Proof of Theorem 3. 1. Fix the joint calibration constants €, M supplied by Lemma 7, and
use the corresponding positive constants k, Cpix from Lemma 8. Define

Lix = (max{l, ’i_ly 10001111}{54}] ) deeil = (Lmix + 1)_1/2-
These are finite absolute constants, and the ceiling gives

o4
1 Cmix€ < 1

Lomix > 1, —
i Lmix Lmix — 100

dceil > 0.

For the argument below, write the worst expected length of an admissible procedure as

Wn(a)ﬁ;ra I) = sup EP‘X’”@)\‘I(O’U)"
PGMT(Q,B)

We work throughout with (a, ) € D, n > 1, r € [0,1/2], and I € A,(«, ), unless a
narrower range is specified.

2. We first establish the rank estimates used in both mixture constructions. For every real
Yrank € (07 1/2}, define

klOW(’Yrank,n) = |7Lmixn2/(2"/rank+1)-‘ )

Since n?/ (wankt1) > 1 the ceiling inequalities yield
1< klow(%ranka n), Lmixn2/(2%ank+1) < klow(’)/ranka n) < (Lmix + 1)712/(2%&“1{4_1)-
The exponent 2/(29ank + 1) is at least one, so
n 1
<

Lixn < Lmian/(z%ank—i_l) < klow(’)/rankan)a K (7 . n) =7
ow \ Yrank; mix
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Moreover, Lfr?i;?“kﬂ > Lnix- Raising the lower rank bound to the positive power 2v,ank + 1

therefore gives
2Vrank+1 2Yrank+1, 2 2
klow(’}/rankv n) Trankt > L rank Ty > Lnixn s

mix

and hence

_ 1
nzklow(’)’rankyn) (Zranict1) S L. .

Finally, raising the upper rank bound to the negative power —yyank, and using Yrank < 1/2,
gives
klow(’)/ranka n)ffyrank 2 (Lmix + 1)77rankn72')/rank/(2’7rank+1)

2 dceil n_27rank/(2'7rank+1) .
All these estimates include n = 1.
. Suppose first that o + 3 < 1/2. Define the mixed rank and amplitudes by
kmixed = klow(a + /87 n)7 n= €k;1§(ed, C = gkr:lﬁced'

The domain conditions imply 0 < a+ 5 < 1/2 and «, 5 > 0. Since kmixed > 1,

0<n<e, 0<(<e, nC:52k_(a+B).

mixed

The rank estimates and the calibration of Ly give

" <
<k
kmixed
and, by the laws of real powers,
2
n —(2042B8+1
CmixkiﬁzCZ = Cmix54n2k;mi(x§d+ oy
mixed
< Cmixe’ _ 1
~ Lpix — 100

Thus Lemma 8, applied to the mixed priors of Definition 18, supplies

We give the testing-to-length argument needed here and for the fair priors. Let Qeval
and @, be uniform finite mixtures of original-record sample laws. More precisely, for
tprior € {eval,alt}, take an integer k > 0, define

lprior —

ko 41 1
2Lprior = {_17 1} prior ? QLprior = Z PL%:;W,O‘?

‘ Lprio |
prior | ;e
tprior

and suppose that their constituents have common effects

H(Peval,a) = teval: G(Palt,o) = talt-

Assume that every evaluation constituent belongs to M, («a, ), every alternative con-
stituent belongs to M(«, ), and all constituents have uniform covariate law.
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Let 7ap be the uniform probability law on the four binary label pairs, and define the
original-record reference and mixture densities by

dQLprior

1
Tlab = — § 5(a1ab7ylab)7 Rsample = ()\ & 7-lab)®na Qiprior = .
4 dRsample

(alab,Y1ab)€{0,1}2

These densities are nonnegative and integrate to one. With total variation defined by

1
TV(Qevab Qalt) = ) / |Qeval - Qalt‘ dRsamplea

the squared Hellinger distance satisfies

7-[Q(Cgevala Qalt) = /(\/ Geval — v/ Qalt)2 dRsample =2-2 / V QevalQalt dRsample-

Cauchy—Schwarz gives

/ V QevalQalt dRsample < 17 / (\/ Qeval + vV Qalt)2 dRsample <4

Factoring the density difference and applying Cauchy—Schwarz again yields
1/2

TV(Qevalv Qalt) < % /HZ(Qeval’ Qalt) |:/(\/ Qeval t+ \/QaTt)2 dRsample < V H2(Qeva17 Qalt)~

The product densities with respect to Rsample ® A are the same densities, independent of
the seed. Integrating over that seed proves

TV(Qeval by >\a Qalt X )\) = TV(Qevala Qalt)'

Consequently, a squared Hellinger bound of 1/100 gives total variation at most 1/10 for
the sample-and-seed experiments.

Define the measurable coverage events
Eeoval = {(O,U) : teya € I(O,U)}, Eat = {(O,U) ity € I(O,U)}.

Global honesty and finite averaging imply

9

>
(Qeval ® A) (geval) = 107

(Qalt & A) (galt) > E

Transferring the second event by total variation, then using that a union has probability
at most one, gives

9 9 1 7
(Qeval o2y A)(geval ﬁgalt) > E + < - > —1= .

Connectedness of the returned interval gives the pointwise inequality

‘1(07 U)’ 2 |talt - teval| lgevalmgalt (O’ U)
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Integration and finite averaging therefore show

7
E|talt - teval| < Echal®)\’I(O7 U)|

> Epon o, [1(0,0)]

eval,o
€T eval

< Wn(a76;7'a I)'

eval ’

The procedure’s measurability and bounded interval length justify these integrals. This
argument includes independently randomized procedures.

For the mixed priors, Lemma 7 supplies model membership and the effects
0(Pos) =0, O(P1,s) = 321C.

The null constituents belong to every evaluation slice because » > 0. Applying the pre-
ceding reduction with Q) as evaluation prior gives

Wala, Bir,I) > Z—32n§ >-i§5325 Aoy~ 2+P)/ (2a426+1)
Since the denominator is positive,
atp) 1
200+ 28 +1 — 2

N | =

— a+f8<

Thus, defining
7
Cmix = TO 3252dceil >0,
we have proved

cmixn 2@ <W (o, B, ) (a+ B < 1/2).

. For the radius-dependent lower bound, suppose r» > 0 and define

r

5

Here 0 < 25 < 1/2,0 <0 <e<1/100, and tgi € (0,1/4]. The rank estimates imply

Ktaie = kiow (28,1), 6 =ekpl, g =

2
1
<k, CmixL54 = Chix€ nzk (46+1) < —

kfair kfair fair -1 00

By Lemma 8,
1

2 &
H (Qtfair7p*,t?airz6) S ﬁ

The fair support assertion in Lemma 7 supplies model membership and

H(Ptfair,o) = tfairy H(P*,tfair,5) = T(tfairv 5)

The random constituents belong to the evaluation slice because 0 < tp; < r. The com-
parator can be regarded as a constant finite prior: averaging identical copies leaves its
sample law unchanged. By Lemma 6,

tfair
2

S T<tfair, 5) S tfairy tfair - T(tfaim 5) Z 3tfair52-
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Using the random fair prior as evaluation prior in the testing reduction, and then the rank
separation estimate at vpank = 20, we obtain

7
Wn(a7 5; Ty I) > E [tfair - T(tfaira 5)]

T3 2,28
> E 57"6 kfair
7
10

g€2dceﬂ pp 4B/ (46+1)

Define

73
Cradius = TO §€2dceﬂ > 0.

We have therefore proved

Cradius'rn_b(ﬁ) < Wn(avﬁ; T, I) (0 <r< 1/2)'

. Choose the positive finite absolute upper constant supplied by Theorem 2, and set
C = Kjy.
For every admissible engine and naming policy, that result supplies

IE,pE,N (Oé, 6) € An(OZ, 6)7

together with

Epengy [[en (@ 8)(O, V)| < Cpnla, Bir) (P € My(a, 8)).

n

Here the identification of the diagnostic envelope with p, is Definition 19. Taking the
supremum over the slice and using the infimum definition in Definition 8 gives

Jn(avﬁ;r) S Wn (avﬁ;rv IyuL})E’N(Oé?ﬁ)) S Cpn(aaﬁ;r)'

The slice is nonempty: the law

Poat = A @ Tiap
has
1
5

e(Poutt; ) = po(Pount, ) = 11 (Pouil, ) = 9(Pount, ) = v(Pyunt, ) = 0(Pount) = 0,

and hence satisfies the model conditions and belongs to every slice with r» > 0.

The upper result also supplies Borel measurability, global 90% coverage, and the ordered
rational closed output in the effect envelope. The construction in Algorithm 2 depends on
the fixed engine, public inputs, selected names, and original records, and therefore satisfies

IR N (0, B)(0,U) = I (@, B)(0).

Its input list makes it radius independent. For n > 2, Lemma 4 supplies successful ter-
mination within the two prescribed budgets and finite rational evaluation. For n = 1, the
construction returns [—1/2,1/2] directly.
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6. Define the common lower constants by

Coumerator = MiN{Cmix, 3/16},  ¢= %min{cnumeratorv Cradius }-
Both constants are strictly positive. If « + 5 < 1/2, the mixed bound gives
Crumeratorn 2 *7) < emixn @) < W, (o, By, 1).
If a+ 8 > 1/2, positivity of 2a + 25 + 1 gives

2(a+p) 1

ar2pr1  A@fl=g

<
B 2

1
2
By Lemma 9 and the infimum definition of J,,
3
Cnumeratorn_a(a’ﬁ) < Tﬁn_l/2 < Jn(a’ B; T) < Wn(Oé, B, I)

This proves the numerator bound throughout D, with equality o + 5 = 1/2 included in
the first case.

For the radius bound, r» > 0 is covered above. At r = 0, nonnegativity of interval length
gives
Cradius 0 n_b(ﬂ) =0 < Wn(Oé, /8; 07 I)
Thus
Cradiusrn_b(ﬁ) < Wn(aaﬁ§ T I) (0 <r< 1/2)

Each summand of p, is nonnegative. Reducing both coefficients to their minimum and
adding the two lower inequalities yields

Cpn(a, 5; 7,) — mln{cnumer;tora CraLdiuS} n_a(aﬁ) + Tn_b(ﬁ)]
1
< B Wh(a, Bsr, I) +Wy(a, 87, 1)]
= W”l(aa /Ba T, I)

This is the asserted converse for every honest procedure, including independently random-
ized procedures.

7. The honest class is nonempty: the constant procedure returning [—1/2,1/2] is Borel and
covers every ambient-model effect by Assumption 3. Its length is one, while all procedure
objectives are nonnegative. Taking the infimum of the preceding all-procedure lower bound
is therefore legitimate and gives

cpnla, Bir) < Jn(a, Bsr).

Combining this with the upper comparison proves

cpn(, B7) < Juler Bi) < Wi (@, B, I (@, B)) < Cpaler, Bi 7).
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For the upper procedure, seed independence implies, for every law P,

Irl;pEN(av /8)(0) 9

which gives the displayed comparison in the statement. The constants were chosen inde-
pendently of the engine and naming policy.

n

Epengy [ n (e 8)(O,U)| = Epon

By Lemma 3, Eq is admissible, and Lemma 4 supplies admissibility of Ng. Specializing the
universal comparison and operational properties to this pair gives

* u
Ik = In,pEo,Nov Cx = C, C,=C, ng = 1.

. Let £ € D be nonempty and compact. The constant functions with values ¢ and 1 have
singleton images on K, so

inf c=¢>0, sup 1=1.
(a,)eK (.B)eK

The constant upper bound gives

sup C < (C < .
(a,B)EK

These are the required compact-uniform conditions for the same constants and threshold.
. It remains to establish the exponent identities. The domain conditions give

a >0, 20+ 26+ 1> 0, 43 +1>0.
As already verified by comparison of the two entries of the minimum,

. 2(a+p)
B =5 a1

In the first range, subtraction over the positive common denominator gives
20+ B)4B+1) —482a+ 258+ 1)
2a+26+1)(48+1)
2(a — )
(2a+28+1)(4B8+1)

1 1 1

a(avﬁ) - b(ﬁ) =

In the second range,

1 4 1-48
a(a’ﬁ)_b(ﬁ)_§_4ﬁ+1_2(4ﬁ+1)'

If a+ 5 < 1/2, positivity follows from a > [ and the positive denominators. If a4 > 1/2,
it follows from 8 < 1/4 and the positive denominator. Thus

a(a,ﬁ)_b(ﬁ) >0 ((a718) GD)
At a+ B = 1/2, both branch identities apply to the same difference, and consequently

2(a—B) _ _1-4p
(2a +28+1)(48 + 1) = a(a. ) —b(B) = 2148 +1)°

This establishes agreement at the boundary and completes the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 4. 1. Choose the absolute constants ¢, C' supplied by Theorem 3, so that
¢ > 0 and C' > 0. For every admissible engine E, admissible naming policy N, exponent
pair (o, 5) € D, and integer n > 1, that result applies to the literal construction

men(@ B) = L't y(a, ).

It supplies membership in A, («a, 8), Borel measurability, and termination on every valid
named input within the prescribed budgets. The inputs are the fixed engine, the public
exponents and their selected names, and the original observed records and their selected
covariate names, as specified in Algorithms 1 and 2. For every sample and seed, the
returned interval has the form

7, ul, lbueQ, —

For every r € [0,1/2], the same result gives

cpn(o, B;1) < Jpla, B51) < sup  Epengy [

L@ 8)(O.0)[] < Conta 5im)
PeM;(a,B)

where A is the uniform law of the independent seed U. The construction uses the same
inputs for every evaluation radius.

Retain the choices

C*(Ck,ﬂ) =6 C*(OCMB> = 07 no(a7ﬁ) =1

The compact-uniform conclusion of Theorem 3 states that, for every nonempty compact
K cCD,

0< inf c(a,B), sup Cy(a, B) < oo, sup no(a, §) = 1.
(,B)eK (a,B)eK (a,B)EX

Its exponent conclusions give, throughout D,
a(aaﬁ) - b(ﬁ) > 07
2(a — B)

, a+pB<1/2,
a(a, §) —b(g) = { P DAY
2045+ 1)’ a+pB>1/2
and, when o + 8 = 1/2,
2(a — B) 148

Qa+28+1)(48+1) 20@B+1)

Finally, its procedure-wise converse supplies, for every («, 3) € D, r € [0,1/2], n > 1, and
IeAy(a,p),

Cpn(OhB?"’) < sup EP®”®/\UI(O7U)|]7
PeMr(a,B)

including procedures using independent randomization.
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2. By Lemma 3, the concrete engine Eg is admissible. By the first assertion of Lemma 4, the
dyadic-floor naming policy Ng is admissible. Specialize the universal conclusion above to
this pair. The resulting procedure is exactly

Ih(a, B) = Iylzl,pEO,NO (v, B),

as defined in Definition 19. Hence, for every (o, 3) € D and n > 1,

I (a, B) € An(a, B),

and every sample and seed produces a closed interval with ordered rational endpoints in
[—1/2,1/2]. For every r € [0,1/2],

cpn(avlg;r) S JTI(O"B;T) S sup EP®"®)\ UI;;(O(,,B)(O,U)H S Cpn(a7ﬁ7r)
PeM,(a,B)

This specialization preserves the constants chosen above and completes the concrete at-

tainment assertion together with the universal assertions.
O
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