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Abstract

In many observational studies, researchers are often interested in studying the effects of

multiple exposures on a single outcome. Standard approaches for high-dimensional data such

as the lasso assume the associations between the exposures and the outcome are sparse. These

methods, however, do not estimate the causal effects in the presence of unmeasured confound-

ing. In this paper, we consider an alternative approach that assumes the causal effects in view

are sparse. We show that with sparse causation, the causal effects are identifiable even with

unmeasured confounding. At the core of our proposal is a novel device, called the synthetic

instrument, that in contrast to standard instrumental variables, can be constructed using the ob-

served exposures directly. We show that under linear structural equation models, the problem

of causal effect estimation can be formulated as an `0-penalization problem, and hence can

be solved efficiently using off-the-shelf software. Simulations show that our approach outper-

forms state-of-art methods in both low-dimensional and high-dimensional settings. We further

illustrate our method using a mouse obesity dataset.

Keywords: Causal inference; Multivariate analysis; Unmeasured confounding.
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1 Introduction

Sparsity is a common assumption in modern statistical learning literature, as it allows one to perform

variable selection in an underlying model, and enhances interpretability in the parameter estimates.

For example, the lasso method (Tibshirani, 1996) assumes that the underlying associations between

a single outcome and potentially high-dimensional predictors are sparse. In other words, only

a small number of predictors have non-zero associations with the outcome. Hastie et al. (2009)

summarize the philosophy behind these methods as the “bet on sparsity” principle: Use a procedure

that does well in sparse problems since no procedure does well in dense problems. Methods like

the lasso perform well if the associations between the outcome and predictors are sparse, and have

gained huge popularity in the last few decades.

The “bet on sparsity” principle does not restrict the type of “sparse problems” that can be con-

sidered. Instead of pivoting towards the sparse association, recently there is a growing literature

that focuses on the case of sparse causation, where only a fraction of the exposures have non-zero

causal effects on the outcomes (e.g. Spirtes and Glymour, 1991; Claassen et al., 2013; Wang et al.,

2017; Zhou et al., 2020; Miao et al., 2022). The latter assumption is arguably more interpretable

and plausible in many data applications. For example, suppose one is interested in the relationships

between expressions of multiple genes and a phenotype of interest, say lung cancer. Current bio-

logical knowledge suggests that not all the genes in the human genome may affect lung cancer (e.g.

Kanwal et al., 2017). This, however, does not imply the assumption of the sparse association since

often in practice, there is unmeasured confounding that leads to spurious correlations between the

exposures and outcome.

Specifically, consider a linear structural model (Pearl, 2013) with a p-dimensional exposure
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X = (X1, . . . , Xp)
T, an outcome Y , and a q-dimensional latent variable U :

X = ΛU + εx, (1)

Y = XTβ + UTγ + εy, (2)

where Λ ∈ Rp×q, β ∈ Rp, and γ ∈ Rq are coefficients, εx = (ε1, . . . , εp)
T, εy and U are uncorre-

lated with each other. Under this model, the spurious correlations due to unmeasured confounding

characterized by Cov(X)−1Λγ are typically dense. As a result, the association between X and Y

is not sparse even if the causal effect β is sparse.

Identification and estimation of the causal parameter β are non-trivial due to the presence of

unmeasured confounding by U. Our contributions in this paper are two-fold. First, under an addi-

tional plurality condition, we establish that the parameter β in model (2) is identifiable if and only if

||β||0 < p−q. Our assumption on the sparsity level is both necessary and sufficient, and represents

a significant improvement over assumptions previously entailed in the literature; see Section 1.1 for

details. Second, we develop a synthetic two-stage regularized regression approach for estimating β,

with a first-stage ordinary least squares and a second-stage `0-penalized regression. Our procedure

comes with lasso-type theoretical guarantees in both the low- and high-dimensional settings.

Causal inference is often criticized as it relies on non-testable assumptions. A distinct feature

of our framework is that under the structural equation models (1), (2) and the plurality assumption,

it is possible to test the identifiability of β based on the estimated sparsity level for β. In particular,

we conclude that the causal parameter β is identifiable if and only if the sparsity level from the

second-stage `0 regression is smaller than p− q.

The key technique behind our results is a novel device, which we call the synthetic instrument.

Unlike standard instrumental variables, the synthetic instrument is constructed from a subset of

exposures, so that one can identify the causal effects without resorting to exogenous variables.

The key property of the synthetic instrument is its uniqueness: although the synthetic instruments
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constructed from different subsets of exposures are different, each of them spans the same linear

space; see Sections 3.3 and 3.4 for details.

1.1 Related works

Our proposal is related to recent work dealing with multivariate hidden confounding. Ćevid et al.

(2020) and Guo et al. (2022) propose a spectral deconfounding method for estimating β under a

high-dimensional model. Their method assumes a dense confounding model that is only possible

under a high-dimensional regime where p tends to infinity with the sample size and the magnitude

of spurious associations tends to zero. Bing et al. (2022) consider a more general setup than us in

which they also allow the outcome to be multivariate. However, they aim to identify the projection

of β onto a related space, rather than the causal parameter β itself. Chandrasekaran et al. (2010)

study a related problem under the assumption that (X,Y ) are all normally distributed. Under this

assumption, they not only identify the effect of X on Y but also recover the covariance among

components of X conditional on U .

The estimation problem of β can be cast within the framework of causal inference with unmea-

sured confounding. Currently, the most popular approach in practice is the instrumental variable

(IV) framework, which uses information from an exogenous variable known as an IV to identify

the causal effects (e.g. Angrist et al., 1996; Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018). Another ap-

proach that gains attention recently is the proximal causal inference framework (Tchetgen et al.,

2020), which uses information from ancillary variables known as negative control exposures and

outcomes to remove bias due to unmeasured confounding. Compared with these frameworks, our

approach does not rely on the collection of additional ancillary variables, which can be challenging

in many practical settings. Instead, we rely on the availability of multiple exposures and the sparsity

assumption for identification and estimation.

Recently there has been a strand of literature that tries to identify the causal effects of multiple
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exposures. Wang and Blei (2019) popularize this setting by proposing a so-called deconfounder

method that first obtains an estimate Û for the unmeasured confounder and then adjusts for Û

through standard adjustment methods. It has, however, been pointed out that under this setting,

without further assumptions, the causal effect β is not identifiable (D’Amour, 2019; Ogburn et al.,

2020). Kong et al. (2022) show that under model (1) and a binary choice model for the outcome

with a non-probit link, the causal effects are identifiable. Their identification results only apply

to binary outcomes and do not lead to simple estimation procedures. Miao et al. (2022) consider

a similar setting to (1) and (2), and show that the causal effect is identifiable if ‖β‖0 ≤ (p −

q)/2. Their sparsity constraint is significantly stronger than ours, especially in the case where the

number of exposures is large relative to the number of latent confounders. Miao et al. (2022) also

develop a robust linear regression-based estimator for estimating β. In contrast to our estimator,

their estimator is only consistent in the low-dimensional regime where p is fixed and ‖β‖0 ≤

p/2 − q + 1 . Furthermore, their estimator for β is not sparse, and hence cannot be used for the

selection of treatments with non-zero effects.

Our results also connect to recent literature on multiply robust causal identification (e.g. Sun

et al., 2023), in that we show identification in the union of many causal models. This is in contrast

to the rich literature on multiply robust estimators under the same causal model (e.g. Wang and Tch-

etgen Tchetgen, 2018), and improved doubly robust estimators that are consistent under multiple

working models for two components of the likelihood (e.g. Han and Wang, 2013).

1.2 Outline of this paper

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the setup and background.

In Section 3, we introduce our identification strategy using the synthetic instrument method. In

Section 4, we introduce our estimation procedure and provide theoretical justifications. Simulation

studies in Section 5 compare our proposal with several state-of-art methods in their finite-sample
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performance. In Section 6, we apply our method to a mouse obesity data. We end with a brief

discussion in Section 7.

We make our R package available at https://github.com/dingketang/syntheticIV.

2 Framework, notation, and identifiability

2.1 The model

We assume that we observe n independent samples from the joint distribution of (X,Y ). Consider

a linear structural model as in (1) and (2). We consider both the low- and high-dimensional settings

where p may be smaller or larger than the sample size n. Without loss of generality, we assume all

the variables in (1) and (2) are centered, and Cov(U) = Iq. Our goal is to identify and estimate the

p-dimensional parameter β, which encodes the causal effect of X on Y under models (1) and (2).

We maintain the following conditions throughout the article.

A1 (Invertibility) Any q × q submatrix of Cov(X)−1Λ ∈ Rp×q is invertible.

A2 Λ is identifiable up to a rotation.

Condition A1 is a regularity condition that is often assumed in the literature (e.g. Miao et al.,

2022, Theorem 3). Condition A2 has been discussed extensively in the factor model literature.

Proposition 1 summarizes these results. It is a direct corollary of Anderson and Rubin (1956,

Theorem 5.1).

Proposition 1. Under models (1), (2), and Condition A1, if p ≥ 2q + 1 and D = Cov(εX) is a

diagonal matrix, then Λ is identifiable up to a rotation.

Proposition 1 assumes that D is a diagonal matrix. If this assumption fails, then one can instead

identify Λ∗ ∈ Rp×q whose column vectors correspond to the top q eigenvalues of Cov(X). Under
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additional boundedness assumptions on the correlation matrix D and the coefficient matrix Λ, one

can show that there exists an orthogonal matrix O ∈ Rq×q such that certain distances between

ΛO and Λ∗ goes to zero as p goes to infinity. We refer interested readers to Fan et al. (2013,

Proposition 2.2, Theorem 3.3), Bai (2003, Theorem 2), and Shen et al. (2016, Theorem 1) for

detailed discussions.

2.2 Identifiability of the causal effect β

In this part, we discuss the identifiability of the causal parameter β in (2). We shall illustrate the

key ideas in the specific example that p = 3 and q = 1 in models (1) and (2). Figure 1 provides the

graphical illustrations.

First, note that without additional assumptions, β is in general not identifiable due to the un-

measured confounding by U . To see this, note that under models (1) and (2), we have

Cov(X(j), Y ) = β1Cov(X(j), X(1))+β2Cov(X(j), X(2))+β3Cov(X(j), X(3)+γΛj , j = 1, 2, 3,

(3)

where Λj is the jth element of Λ ∈ Rp×1. As there are three equations in (3) but four unknown

parameters β1, β2, β3, γ, the causal parameters β are not identifiable from these equations.

One possible approach to identify β is to assume prior information on certain elements of β.

Figure 1b provides an example where it is assumed that β2 = 0. In other words, X(2) has no causal

effect on the outcome Y . In this case, it is not hard to see from (3) that under Conditions A1 and

A2, β1, β3 (and |γ|) are identifiable.

In practice, however, it is often difficult to know which exposures have zero causal effects a

priori. An alternative assumption that allows for the identification of β is the following sparsity

assumption (Miao et al., 2022); see Figure 1c for an illustration.

A3 (Sparsity) ‖β̇‖0 ≤ (p− q)/2, where β̇ refers to the true value of β.
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U

X(2)X(1) X(3)

Y

α1 α2

α3

β1 β2
β3

γ

(a) No additional assumptions.

U

X(2)X(1)ε1 X(3)

Y

α1 α2

α3

β1
β3

γ

(b) Assume β2 = 0.

U

X(2)X(1) X(3)

Y

α1 α2

α3

β1 β2
β3

γ

(c) Assume ||β||0 ≤ 1.

Figure 1: Causal diagrams corresponding to models (1) and (2): p = 3, q = 1.

2.3 Instrumental variable

The method of instrumental variables (IV) is a popular method to estimate causal relationships

when there exist unmeasured confounders between the exposure X and the outcome Y . Suppose

we collect an exogenous variable Z so that the following structure equation model holds:

Y = βX + γU + πZ + εy;

X = αzZ + ΛU + εx.

ForZ to be a valid instrumental variable, the following assumptions are commonly made (e.g. Wang

and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018): π = 0 (exclusion restriction), αz 6= 0 (instrumental relevance), and

Cov(U,Z) = 0 (unconfoundedness). Under these assumptions, one can consistently estimate β via

a classic two-stage least squares estimator: first, obtain Ê(X | Z) by fitting a linear regression of

X on Z, and then regress Y on Ê(X | Z) to obtain an estimate of β.
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3 Identifying causal effects via the synthetic instrument

3.1 A new identification approach via voting

To lay the ground, we first introduce a new identification strategy for β under the sparsity condition.

Consider the case shown in Figure 1c such that β̇1 = β̇2 = 0 but β̇3 6= 0. This information, however,

is not available to the analyst. Instead, the analyst assumes Condition A3 that ‖β‖0 ≤ 1. To explain

the identification strategy, it is helpful to consider a voting analogy; see also Zhou et al. (2009) and

Guo et al. (2018) for similar approaches in different contexts. Suppose the analyst consults three

experts, and expert j makes the hypothesis that βj = 0. Based on this hypothesis, one can identify

the other elements in β using the approach described in Section 2.2. Specifically, let β̃(j) (and |γ̃(j)|)

solve (3) assuming βj = 0. Table 1 summarizes these solutions. Note that the hypotheses by experts

1 and 2 are both correct, so we have β̃(1) = β̃(2) = β under Conditions A1–A2. On the other hand,

the hypothesis postulated by expert 3 is incorrect. So in general, β̃(3) 6= β. To decide among these

three experts, we compare the solutions β̃(j) and find their mode βmode = arg max
β∈R3

|{j : β̃(j) = β}|;

here |S| denote the cardinality of a set S . One can easily see from Table 1 that βmode = β̇.

Table 1: A voting analogy of our identification approach for β. Note β̃(j) =
(
β̃

(j)
1 , β̃

(j)
2 , β̃

(j)
3

)
denotes the solution to equation (3) under the hypothesis that βj = 0

Expert index j Expert hypothesis Solution to the identification equation (3)

β̃
(j)
1 β̃

(j)
2 β̃

(j)
3

j = 1 β1 = 0 0 0 β̇3

j = 2 β2 = 0 0 0 β̇3

j = 3 β3 = 0 non-zero non-zero 0

In the general case where q > 1, each expert would hypothesize that exactly q elements of β
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are zero. Let s = ‖β̇‖0. In total, there are Cqp different hypotheses, among which Cqp−s are correct.

We hence arrive at our first identification result for β.

Proposition 2. Under assumptions A1–A2, if Cqp−s/C
q
p > 1/2, then given q, β is identifiable.

Remark 1. The condition Cqp−s/C
q
p > 1/2 corresponds to the majority rule in the invalid IV lit-

erature (e.g. Kang et al., 2016), assuming that more than half of the experts provide correct infor-

mation. This condition can be relaxed to Miao et al. (2022)’s condition that s ≤ (p − q)/2; see

Theorem 1 for details. It can be further relaxed to the condition that s < p− q under an additional

plurality condition. The plurality condition holds if the incorrect hypotheses lead to different β̃; see

Theorem 2 for details.

3.2 The synthetic instrument

On the surface, one may follow the identification strategy described in Section 3.1 to estimate β.

Several challenges arise when the data is moderate to high-dimensional so that p and q are not small.

(i) In general, there are Cqp different hypotheses. As a result, one needs to solve the empirical

version of equation (3) Cqp times. This could be computationally expensive.

(ii) Finding the mode of Cqp p−dimensional estimates is a non-trivial statistical problem.

To overcome these challenges, we introduce a new device, called the synthetic instrumental

variable (SIV) method. As we shall see later, the SIV method has significant advantages in terms

of both computational efficiency and identifiability for β.

Remark 2. Other approaches that use the voting analogy for identification (e.g. Zhou et al., 2009;

Guo et al., 2018) share the same challenges we present here. It is only because of the special

structure of our problem we are able to develop a method that bypasses the model selection step

and addresses these challenges. See Sun et al. (2023) for another example in a different context.
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In the following, we first introduce the SIV in the context of Figure 1b, where it is assumed that

β2 = 0. Note from Figure 1b that the error term ε1 serves as an instrumental variable for estimating

the effect parameter β1. However, ε1 is not observable. Instead, note that (1) implies

X(1) = Λ1U + ε1;

X(2) = Λ2U + ε2,
(4)

where Λ1 and Λ2 are identified up to the same sign flip so that Λ1/Λ2 is identifiable. Eliminating

U from (4), we get X1 − Λ1
Λ2
X2 = ε1 − Λ1

Λ2
ε2 only depends on the error terms ε1 and ε2. Since

ε2 is also uncorrelated with U , it is not difficult to see from Figure 1b that SIV (2)
1 = X1 − Λ1

Λ2
X2

satisfies the conditions for an instrumental variable described in Section 2.3, and hence the name

synthetic instrumental variable. Note that in contrast to a standard instrumental variable, the syn-

thetic instrumental variable is directly constructed as linear combinations of the exposures, so that

there is no need to measure additional exogenous variables.

To identify β1 and β3 simultaneously, we construct SIV (2) =
(
SIV

(2)
1 , SIV

(2)
3

)
, where

SIV
(2)

3 is defined in a similar way to SIV (2)
1 . One can then identify (β1, β3) using the so-called

synthetic two-stage least squares:

1. Fit a linear regression ofX = (X(1), X(2), X(3)) on SIV (2) = (SIV
(2)

1 , SIV
(2)

3 ) and obtain

X̃(2) = E[X | SIV (2)];

2. Fit a linear regression of Y on X̃(2) fixing β2 = 0, and obtain the coefficients β̃1 and β̃3.

3.3 Voting with the synthetic instrument

Now consider applying the synthetic instrument to the case in Figure 1c, where the analyst does not

have prior information on which exposure has zero effect on the outcome. Instead, we assume the

sparsity condition that ‖β‖0 ≤ 1.
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Combining the voting procedure in Section 3.1 and the synthetic two-stage least squares in

Section 3.2, we arrive at the following estimation procedure for estimating β.

Algorithm 1 A naive voting procedure with the synthetic two-stage least squares

1. For j = 1, 2, 3, fit a linear regression of X on SIV (j) and obtain X̃(j) = E
[
X | SIV (j)

]
;

here SIV (j) = X−j − Λ−jXj/Λj , and X−j denotes the sub-vector of X removing the j-th

component.

2. Fit a linear regression of Y on X̃(j) fixing βj = 0, and obtain the coefficients β̃(j).

3. Find the mode among β̃(j), j = 1, 2, 3.

On the surface, similar to the problems described at the beginning of Section 3.2, voting with

the synthetic instrument still involves fitting three different regressions and comparing three vectors

β̃(j). We now make two key observations based on the properties of the synthetic instrument, so

that Algorithm 1 can be simplified to a two-stage regression procedure.

Observation 1. For j = 1, 2, 3, SIV (j) ∈ R2 span the same linear space, so that X̃(j) does not
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depend on the choice of j. To see this, note that

SIV (1) =

−Λ2
Λ1

1 0

−Λ3
Λ1

0 1



X1

X2

X3

 = {P (1)}TX,

SIV (2) =

1 −Λ1
Λ2

0

0 −Λ3
Λ2

1



X1

X2

X3

 = {P (2)}TX,

SIV (3) =

1 0 −Λ1
Λ3

0 1 −Λ2
Λ3



X1

X2

X3

 = {P (3)}TX.

Note that all the rows in {P (j)}T are orthogonal to Λ = (Λ1,Λ2,Λ3), so that the column space of

P (j) is the orthogonal complement of Λ. It follows that for j = 1, 2, 3, SIV (j) ∈ R2 span the same

linear space {λTX : λ ∈ Λ⊥}. Consequently, one only needs to run Step 1 of Algorithm 1 once

with, for example, j = 1.

Observation 2. From Table 1 we observe that ||β̃(1)||0 = ||β̃(2)||0 = 1 but ||β̃(3)||0 = 2. Recall

that the true value β̇ = β̃(1) = β̃(2). Instead of calculating β̃(j), j = 1, 2, 3 separately for each j,

Steps 2 and 3 in Algorithm 1 may be replaced with the following penalized regression:

βSIV = arg min
β∈R3

||Y − X̃Tβ||22 subject to ||β||0 ≤ 1,

where due to Observation 1, X̃(1) = X̃(2) = X̃(3) ≡ X̃.

With these observations, Algorithm 1 simplifies to a two-step regularized regression.

3.4 Synthetic two-stage regularized regression

We now formally introduce the synthetic two-stage regularized regression for the general case.
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Definition 1 (Synthetic Instrument). Let C be a subset of {1, 2, . . . , p} with cardinality q. The

synthetic instrument is defined as

SIV (C) = X−C − Λ−C,·Λ
−1
C,·XC ∈ Rp−q,

where Λ−C,· denotes the sub-matrix of Λ whose row indexes are not in C.

In Definition 1, similar to the voting analogy in Section 3.1, each C corresponds to an expert

that hypothesizes βj = 0, j ∈ C.

In parallel to Observation 1, we have the following proposition showing that the first-stage

regression does not depend on the specific choice of C for the synthetic instrument.

Proposition 3. We have

E(X | SIV (C)) = E(X | BT

Λ⊥X) = FX,

where BΛ⊥ ∈ Rp×(p−q) is any semi-orthogonal matrix whose column space is orthogonal to the

column space of Λ, ΣX = Cov(X), and F ∈ Rp×p is independent of the choice of C:

F = ΣXBΛ⊥(BT

Λ⊥ΣXBΛ⊥)−1BT
Λ⊥ . (5)

Remark 3. (The geometry behind F ) If we define inner product on Rp via the positive definite

matrix ΣX : < x, y >ΣX= xTΣXy, and let || · ||ΣX be the norm on Rp introduced by <,>ΣX .

Then F projects a vector from Rp to the column space of BΛ⊥ , denoted as span{BΛ⊥}: Fx =

arg min
y∈span{B

Λ⊥}
||x− y||2ΣX .

In parallel to Observation 2, we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 1. Under models (1), (2) and conditions A1–A3, we have that β is identifiable via the

following two-step regularized regression:

X̃ = E(X | SIV (1,...,q));

β̇ = arg min
β∈Rp

E(Y − X̃Tβ)2 subject to ||β||0 ≤ (p− q)/2. (6)

Since rank(X̃) = p−q, the least-squares solutions arg min
β∈Rp

E(Y −X̃Tβ)2 form a q-dimensional

space Sβ . Theorem 1 implies that the solution to the optimization problem (6) is unique. In other

words, except for β̇, all the other least-squares solutions in Sβ have an `0-norm that is greater than

(p− q)/2.

The sparsity condition A3 can be further relaxed to Condition A3’ under an additional plurality

condition A4.

A3’ (Sparsity) ‖β̇‖0 < p− q.

A4 (Plurality rule) Let C∗ be a subset of {1, 2, . . . , p} with cardinality q and β̇C∗ 6= 0, and the

synthetic two-stage least squares coefficient obtained by assuming βC∗ = 0 be

β̃C
∗

= arg min
β∈Rp:βC∗=0

E{Y − X̃Tβ}2.

The plurality rule assumes that max
β∈Rp

|{C∗ : β̃C
∗

= β}| ≤ q.

Condition A3’ is potentially much weaker than A3. For example, A3 requires that no more than

half of the exposures have non-zero effects on the outcome. In contrast, A3’ allows most of the

exposures to have non-zero effects on the outcome if q is small relative to p.

In Condition A4, each C∗ corresponds to an expert that makes an incorrect hypothesis that

βC∗ = 0. Note that in general, there are Cqp−s experts making correct hypotheses. If ‖β̇‖0 = s <

p−q, then there are at least q+1 experts making correct hypotheses. The plurality rule assumes that
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no more than q incorrect hypotheses lead to the same synthetic two-stage least squares coefficient.

This assumption is similar in spirit to the plurality assumption used in the invalid IV literature (e.g.

Guo et al., 2018).

Theorem 2. (Synthetic two-stage regularized regression) Suppose that models (1), (2) and condi-

tions A1,A2, A4 hold.

1. If A3’ holds, then β is identifiable via β̇ = arg min
β∈Rp

E(Y − X̃Tβ)2, subject to ||β||0 < p− q.

2. if A3’ fails, then β is not identifiable and for all β̃ ∈ arg min
β∈Rp

E(Y − X̃Tβ)2, we have

||β̃||0 ≥ p− q.

An important feature of Theorem 2 is that given q, it is possible to test the sparsity condition

A3’ from the observed data. In particular, it shows that under the plurality rule A4, the following

three statements are equivalent:

1. β is identifiable;

2. Condition A3’ holds;

3. The most sparse least-squares solution to the second-stage regression has an `0 norm smaller

than p− q, i.e.,

min
β̃∈arg min

β∈Rp
E(Y−X̃Tβ)2

‖β̃‖0 < p− q. (7)

Note that (7) can be tested from the observed data distribution.

Remark 4. In contrast to Theorem 2, in Theorem 1, it is not possible to test the sparsity condition

A3 from the observed data. In the Supplementary Material E, we provide a counterexample showing

that without the plurality condition A4, it is possible that the minimal `0-norm as defined in (7) is

smaller than (p− q)/2, but Condition A3 fails and β is not identifiable.
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4 Estimation via the synthetic two-stage regularized regression

4.1 Estimation

Let X ∈ Rn×p be the design matrix and Y ∈ Rn×1 denote the observed outcome. Theorem 2

suggests the following synthetic two-stage regularized regression for estimating β:

X̂ = Ê(X | ŜIV
C0

),

β̂ = arg min
β∈Rp

||Y − X̂β||22 subject to ||β||0 ≤ k,
(8)

where k is a tuning parameter, C0 = {1, . . . , q̂}, Λ̂ is an estimator of the loading matrix, and

ŜIV
C0

= X·,−C0 −X·,C0(Λ̂−C0,·Λ̂
−1
C0,·)

T;

here X·,−C0 denotes the submatrix of X whose column indexes are not in C0. There has been a

number of different estimators for the number of latent factors in a factor model. In our simulations

and data analysis, we shall use the test developed by Onatski (2009) to obtain q̂, as it is applicable in

both low- and high-dimensional settings. Similarly, there have been many estimators developed for

the loading matrix Λ. For low-dimensional settings where p is fixed, we suggest using the maximum

likelihood estimator for Λ by optimizing the log-likelihood assuming multivariate normality. For

high-dimensional settings, we suggest estimating Λ via the principal component analysis (PCA)

method (Bai, 2003), which provides a consistent estimator for the loading matrix without assuming

the covariance matrix Cov(εX) to be diagonal. Finally, we use cross-validation to select the tuning

parameter k. Algorithm 2 summarizes our estimating procedure.

4.2 Theoretical properties

In this part, we study the theoretical properties of the estimator β̂ in Algorithm 2 under two

paradigms: (1) low-dimensional settings where the dimension of exposure, p, is fixed; (2) high-
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Algorithm 2 The synthetic two-stage regularized regression
Input: X ∈ Rn×p(centered), Y ∈ Rn×1

1: Obtain q̂ from X via the Onatski’s test.

2: if n > p then

obtain Λ̂ ∈ Rp×q via maximum likelihood estimation assuming multivariate normality;

3: else

let λ̂1 ≥ λ̂2 ≥ . . . ≥ λ̂p be the eigenvalues of XTX/(n − 1), and ξ̂1, ξ̂2, . . . , ξ̂p be the

corresponding eigenvectors. Let Λ̂ = (
√
λ̂1ξ̂1 . . .

√
λ̂q ξ̂q).

4: Obtain ŜIV
C0

= X·,−C0 −X·,C0(Λ̂−C0,·Λ̂
−1
C0,·)

T.

5: Obtain X̂ = Ê(X | ŜIV
C0

) via ordinary least squares.

6: Obtain β̂ via (8), where the tuning parameter k is selected via 10-fold cross-validation.

7: if q̂ + k̂ < p then

output β̂;

8: else

β is not identifiable.

dimensional settings where p grows with the sample size n. For the former, we show that under

mild regularity conditions, β̂ is
√
n-consistent. For the latter, we show that under mild regularity

conditions, β̂ achieves a lasso-type error bound. We also show variable selection consistency in

both scenarios.

We first introduce assumptions for the low-dimensional case.

Assumption 1. (Assumptions for fixed p)

B1 All coefficients Λ, β, γ are fixed and do not change as n goes to∞.

B2 Ui, εx,i, εy,i are independent random draws from the joint distribution of (U, εx, εy) such
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that E(εx) = 0, E(U) = 0, Cov(εx) = D, Cov(U) = Iq, and (U, εx, εy) are mutually

independent. Furthermore, εy, Xj are sub-Gaussian random variables such that Var(εy) =

σ2, max1≤j≤p Var(Xj) = σ2
x; these parameters are fixed and do not change as n goes to∞.

B3 For the maximum likelihood estimator Λ̂, there exists an orthogonal matrix O ∈ Rq×q such

that ||Λ̂− ΛO||2 = Op(1/
√
n).

B4

min
θ∈Rp,0<||θ||0≤2s

θTFΣXF
Tθ

||θ||22
> c

for some positive constant c.

Conditions B1–B2 are standard assumptions for the low-dimensional setting. Given condition

A2, Condition B3 assumes that the estimator for factor loading is root−n consistent. Condition B4

is the population version of the sparse eigenvalue condition (Raskutti et al., 2011, Assumption 3

(b)).

The following theorem shows that β̂ is root-n consistent and achieves variable selection consis-

tency.

Theorem 3. Under Conditions B1–B4, with the tuning parameter satisfying k̂ = s, we have

1. (`1-error rate) ||β̂ − β||1 = Op(n
−1/2).

2. (variable selection consistency) Let A = {j : β̇j = 0} and Â = {j : β̂j = 0}. Then

P(Â = A)→ 1 as n→∞.

In Theorem 3, it is assumed that k̂ = s. This is a standard condition in the `0-optimization

literature (e.g. Raskutti et al., 2011; Shen et al., 2013).

Next, we turn to the high-dimensional case and show that our estimator enjoys similar properties

to standard regularized estimators in the high-dimensional statistics literature, such as lasso-type

error bound and variable selection consistency. We make the following regularity conditions.
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Assumption 2. (Assumptions for diverging p)

C1 q + log(p) .
√
n, sq2 log(p) log(n)/n→ 0, and n = O(p).

C2 The eigenvalues of matrices ΛTΛ/p and D are bounded away from 0 and infinity, and ||γ||2

is bounded away from infinity. Mathematically, there exist positive constants C1, C2, and C3

such that 0 < C1 ≤ min{λmin(D), λmin(ΛTΛ/p)} ≤ max{λmax(D), λmax(ΛTΛ/p)} ≤

C2 <∞, ||γ||2 ≤ C3.

C3 Assume random variable in models (1) and (2) satisfyE(X) = 0,E(U) = 0, and Cov(U) =

Iq. We also assume εy is independent of (X,U) and εx is independent of U . Further-

more, assume εy, Xj are sub-Gaussian random variables such that Var(εy) = σ2 and

max1≤j≤p Var(Xj) = σ2
x. The parameters satisfy σ2 ≤ C4 , C5 ≤ σ2

x ≤ C6 for some

constants C4, C5, C6 > 0.

C4 There exist positive constants C7 and C8 such that min
i∈A
|βi| ≥ nC7−1/2, s2 log p ≤ n2C7−C8 .

Condition C1 allows the number of exposures p to grow exponentially with the sample size,

and the number of latent confounders q to grow at a slower polynomial rate. Condition C2 is a

standard assumption in high-dimensional factor analysis (Fan et al., 2013; Shen et al., 2016) for

loading identification. Condition C3 assumes that the exposuresX ′js are subgaussian, and the noise

level is bounded. Condition C4 is a standard assumption on minimum signal strength.

Theorem 4. Assume that Conditions C1–C3 hold, and the tuning parameter k̂ = s. We have:

1. (`1-error rate) ||β̂ − β||1 = Op

(
s

√
log(p)
n

)
.

2. (variable selection consistency) Under Condition C4, P(Â = A)→ 1 as n→∞.
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5 Simulation studies

5.1 Simulation for estimation and variable selection

In our simulations, we let q = 2, s = 5 , and β = (1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0, . . . , 0)T ∈ Rp. Each element

in Λj,k and γk is generated i.i.d. from Uniform(−1, 1) for j = 1, . . . , p, and k = 1, . . . , q. The

hidden variables Ui,j follow i.i.d standard normal distributions for i = 1, . . . , n and j = 1, . . . , p.

The random errors are generated by εx ∼ N (0, σ2
xIp) and εy ∼ N (0, σ2), where σx = 2, σ = 1.

We evaluate the performance of our method under the following two settings: (i) Low-dimensional

cases: p = 100 and n ∈ {200, 600, 1000, . . . , 5000}; (ii) High-dimensional cases: n = 500 and

p ∈ {500, 750, 1000, . . . , 3000}. All simulation results are based on 1000 Monte-Carlo runs.

We compare the following four methods.

1. (SIV) We implement Algorithm 2, in which the `0-optimization problem (8) is solved using

the adaptive best subset selection method implemented in the abess function in R. The code

is also available as an R package that can be downloaded from https://github.com/

dingketang/syntheticIV.

2. (Lasso, Tibshirani, 1996): We implement the lasso using the glmnet function in R, with the

tuning parameter selected via 10-fold cross-validation.

3. (Trim, Ćevid et al., 2020): We implement Ćevid et al. (2020)’s method using the code avail-

able from https://github.com/zijguo/Doubly-Debiased-Lasso.

4. (Null, Miao et al., 2022): For the low-dimensional settings, we implement Miao et al. (2022)’s

method using the code available from https://www.math.pku.edu.cn/teachers/

mwfy/. For the high-dimensional settings, their method cannot be applied directly because

ξ in their method cannot be solved by ordinary least squares. Therefore, we replace ordi-
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nary least squares with the lasso, where the tuning parameter is selected by 10-fold cross-

validation.

(a) p = 100, and n varies from 200 to 5000. (b) n = 500, and p varies from 500 to 3000.

Figure 2: Estimation errors ||β̂ − β||1 for SIV (blue), Lasso (red), Trim (purple), and Null (green)

based on 1000 Monte Carlo runs.

We present the `1-estimation errors of the four methods in Figures 2a and 2b. For low-dimensional

cases, from Figure 2a, one can see that the Lasso and Trim methods have similar performance in

that the bias stabilizes when the sample size is sufficiently large. Both our method and the Null

method appear consistent, but the Null method has a much larger bias compared to ours.

For simulation results in the high-dimensional settings, we can see from Figure 2b that our

SIV method still consistently outperforms the comparison methods. As discussed in Section 1,

the true correlations between X and Y are non-sparse. This explains the large estimation errors

of the Lasso method. The Null method has even larger biases than the Lasso method. The Trim

method was designed specifically for high-dimensional settings, so it is not surprising to see that

it outperforms both the Lasso and the Null methods. However, our estimator still enjoys a much

smaller bias compared to the Trim estimator.
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(a) p = 100, and n varies from

200 to 5000.

(b) n = 500, and p varies from

500 to 3000.

Figure 3: False discovery rate for SIV (blue), Lasso (red), Trim (purple), and Null (green) based on

1000 Monte Carlo runs.

Since the underlying β is sparse, we also report the performance of variable selection for all the

methods in Figures 3a and 3b. All these methods classify the true causes of the outcome as active

exposures, that is, Â ⊇ A. Thus we only report the average of the false discovery rates, denoted as

#{Â \ A}/#Â, among 1000 Monte Carlo runs. It is easy to see that our proposal has the lowest

false discovery rate among all the methods in both the low- and high-dimensional settings.

5.2 Simulation for testing identifiability

Algorithm 2 can also be used to test the identifiability of β. To evaluate its performance, we consider

the following simulation setting. We let p = 8, q = 2, and n = 5000. The Λj,k, γk, Ui,k, εx, and εy

are generated in the same way as in the previous subsection. We consider s = 1, 2, . . . , 8. We set

β1 = β2 = . . . βs = 1 and βs+1 = . . . = βp = 0. In these settings, based on the results in Theorem
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2, β is identifiable when s ≤ 5 and not identifiable when s ≥ 6.

In Figure 4, we report the frequency that the SIV procedure specified in Algorithm 2 outputs

that β is not identifiable. When s ≤ 5, our procedure agrees in most cases that the parameter

is identifiable. When s increases to 6, our proposal can indicate the parameters are no longer

identifiable with a high probability. This simulation result suggests our procedure can help to test

the identifiability of the parameters.

Figure 4: Frequency that the SIV method outputs that the parameter β is not-identifiable. In this

simulation setting, p = 8, q = 2, and n = 5000, under which β is identifiable for s = 1, . . . , 5, and

not identifiable for s = 6, 7, 8.

6 Real data application

To further illustrate the proposed synthetic instrumental variable method, we reanalyzed a mouse

obesity dataset described by Wang et al. (2006). The study includes a cross of 334 mice between

C3H and the susceptible strain C57BL/6J (B6) on an ApoE–null background, which were fed a
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Western diet for 16 weeks. Data collected on these mice include genotype data on 1327 SNPs, gene

expressions of the liver tissues for 23,388 genes, and clinical information such as body weights.

Lin et al. (2015) previously analyzed this dataset using regularized methods for high-dimensional

instrumental variables regression. Specifically, they treat the SNPs as potential instruments, the

gene expressions as treatments, and select 17 genes that are likely to affect the outcome, which is

mouse body weight; see also Gleason et al. (2021) for controversies on using SNPs as instruments

for estimating the effects of gene expression. Miao et al. (2022) applied their method to estimate the

causal effects associated with these 17 genes. Note their method cannot be applied to estimate the

effects associated with the 23,388 genes in the original dataset, as their framework only accommo-

dates low-dimensional exposures. In our data analysis, we shall use the same dataset to identify the

genes that affect mouse body weight and estimate the sizes of these effects. Note our method does

not rely on the collection of the genotype data or other instrumental variables and can accommodate

high-dimensional exposures.

We followed the procedure described in Lin et al. (2015) to pre-process the dataset. Genes with

a missing rate greater than 0.1 were removed, and the remaining missing gene expression data were

imputed using the nearest neighbor averaging (Troyanskaya et al., 2001). We also removed genes

that cannot be mapped into Mouse Genome Database (MGD) and have a standard deviation of gene

expression levels less than 0.1. We fitted a marginal linear regression model between mice’s body

weight and sex to subtract the estimated sex effect from the body weight to adjust for the effect of

sex. We used the fitted residual as outcome Y and centered and standardized gene expression levels

as multiple treatments. After data cleaning and merging gene expression and clinical data, a dataset

with p = 2819 genes on n = 306 mice (154 female and 152 male) is produced.

The statistical test proposed by Onatski (2009) suggests that there are three unobserved latent

factors, so we applied our method with q̂ = 3. Five genes were found to affect the mouse body

weight. Under the plurality rule A4, we conclude that the causal effects are identifiable as q̂ + ŝ =
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8� p = 2819. Specifically, our analysis results suggest that increasing the gene expression levels

of Igfbp2, Rab27a, Dct, Ankhd1, and Gck by one standard deviation leads to a change of−1.98,

1.88, 1.43, −1.33, and 1.17 grams in mouse body weight, respectively.

We compare our approach with three methods: (i) the Lasso method; (ii) the two-stage reg-

ularization (2SR) method (Lin et al., 2015), where they leverage the SNPs as high-dimensional

instrumental variables to estimate the causal effect; (iii) the auxiliary variable method (Miao et al.,

2022), where they focus on the 17 genes deemed by Lin et al. (2015) to have non-zero effects and

use the five SNPs selected by Lin et al. (2015) as auxiliary variables; (iv) the null variable method

(Miao et al., 2022), where they assume more than half of the 17 genes have zero effects on mouse

body weight; (v) the Trim method (Ćevid et al., 2020). The detailed results of these comparison

methods are included in the supplementary material Section F. The number of active genes found

by these methods, defined as genes that have non-zero effects on mouse body weight, is 87, 17, 4, 2,

and 4, respectively. Similar to the simulation results, the Lasso method identifies much more active

exposures than ours, and their selected set of active genes includes those selected by our method.

Compared to the other methods, both the 2SR and auxiliary variable methods rely on additional

SNP information. All the methods, except for the null variable method, identify the expression

of the Igfbp2 (insulin-like growth factor binding protein 2) gene as a cause of obesity, which is

known to prevent the development of obesity and protect against insulin resistance (Wheatcroft

et al., 2007). In addition to Igfbp2, we also identify four other genes as potential contributors to

obesity. The Rab27a (Ras-related protein Rab-27A) gene functions in docking insulin granules to

the pancreatic β cell plasma membrane. Scientists have observed that Rab27a-mutated mice exhibit

glucose intolerance after a glucose load (Kasai et al., 2005), which might explain its positive effect

on body weight. The gene Dct (Dopachrome Tautomerase) has been reported to affect obesity and

glucose intolerance (Kim et al., 2015), and it has been detected that Dct overexpresses in visceral

adipose tissue of morbidly obese patients (Randhawa et al., 2009). TheGck (Glucokinase) is a gene
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that plays an important role in recognizing the blood glucose level in the body. It has been reported

that overexpression of Gck leads to insulin resistance (Randhawa et al., 2009), which explains its

positive effect on body weight.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we study how to identify and estimate the causal effects with a multi-dimensional

treatment in the presence of unmeasured confounding. Our key assumption is a sparse causation

assumption, which in many contexts, serves as an appealing alternative to the widely-adopted sparse

association assumption. We develop a synthetic instrument approach to identify and estimate the

causal effects, without the need for collecting additional exogenous information such as the instru-

mental variables. Under the linear structural equation models, our estimation procedure can be

formulated as an `0-optimization problem and hence can be solved efficiently using off-the-shelf

packages.

We have focused our discussions under the framework of linear structural equation models,

as it provides a “useful microscope” for causal analysis (Pearl, 2013). Our approach may be ex-

tended beyond linear models. Our identification approach leading to Theorem 2 still applies in

the non-linear case, as both the voting analogy presented in Table 1 and the plurality condition A4

are independent of the linearity assumption. The extension of our estimation procedure is more

involved. In cases where the relationship between the latent confounder U and the treatment X

is non-linear, one may need to perform a non-linear factor analysis instead (Yalcin and Amemiya,

2001). When the outcome model is non-linear, the standard two-stage least squares estimator may

be biased (e.g. Wan et al., 2018), so one has to rely on alternative methods for estimating the causal

effects with instrumental variables (e.g. Wang et al., 2022). These extensions are beyond the scope

of our current paper and will be left for future research.
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We have also focused on the identification and estimation problems in this paper. Assuming

that the `0-penalization procedure (8) accurately selects the true non-zero causal effects, standard

M-estimation theory can be used to construct point-wise confidence intervals. On the other hand,

it remains a challenge to construct uniformly valid confidence intervals for the causal parameters,

as statistical inference after model selection is typically not uniform (Leeb and Pötscher, 2005).

One promising approach is to build on a uniformly valid inference method for the standard `0-

penalization procedure, which to the best of our knowledge, remains an open problem in the statis-

tical literature.
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