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This paper provides robust estimators and efficient inference of causal
effects involving multiple interacting mediators. Most existing works either
impose a linear model assumption among the mediators or are restricted to
handle conditionally independent mediators given the exposure. To overcome
these limitations, we define causal and individual mediation effects in a gen-
eral setting, and employ a semiparametric framework to develop quadruply
robust estimators for these causal effects. We further establish the asymptotic
normality of the proposed estimators and prove their local semiparametric
efficiencies. The proposed method is empirically validated via simulated and
real datasets concerning psychiatric disorders in trauma survivors.

1. Introduction. Causal inference plays a crucial role in various fields, such as epi-
demiology (Hernan, 2004), medicine (Hernan et al., 2000), education (Card, 1999), and
economics (Panizza and Presbitero, 2014). Within this spectrum, Pearl’s causal graphical
models (Pearl, 2000; Pearl et al., 2009) have recently emerged as a powerful tool for dis-
entangling causal structures among variables (such as confounders, exposure, mediator(s),
and outcome). Causal mediation analysis, a core method for examining causal graphical
models, aims to reveal the causal mechanisms underlying observed effects from exposure
to outcome through the mediator(s), to evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention, and to
better understand the roles of mediators (see, for example, Pearl, 2012, 2014).

Existing statistical inferential tools for multiple mediators (see e.g., Robins and Green-
land, 1992; Petersen et al., 2006; Imai et al., 2010; VanderWeele, 2015; Chakrabortty et al.,
2018; Cai et al., 2020; Shi and Li, 2021) comprise the following three principal steps. Ini-
tially, causal structure learning methodologies (see e.g., Spirtes et al., 2000; Chickering,
2002; Nandy et al., 2018; Li et al., 2019; Yuan et al., 2019; Li et al., 2023) are applied to
estimate the causal graph, often presented by a directed acyclic graph (DAG), using obser-
vational data. In the absence of additional assumptions (Shimizu et al., 2006; Neal, 2020),
the graph is only identified up to a Markov equivalence class (MEC), and a completed par-
tially directed acyclic graph (CPDAG) in such a class is often used to represent the graph
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structure. The subsequent step is the estimation of the causal effects of mediators based on
the DAG or CPDAG obtained from the initial phase. For this task, a variety of estimation
techniques have been proposed, including the application of ordinary least squares (OLS)
estimators (VanderWeele and Robinson, 2014; Lin and VanderWeele, 2017; Chakrabortty
et al., 2018), parametric models (VanderWeele and Vansteelandt, 2014; VanderWeele et al.,
2016; Chen et al., 2023), and nonparametric methods (An and VanderWeele, 2022; Brand
et al., 2023). The final step is to conduct inferences based on the estimated effects, which
often requires finding the exact (asymptotic) distributions of the estimators. As pointed out
in Chen et al. (2023), such an inference is often regarded a separate task and has received
less attention in recent causal graph literature.

Although most of the existing work on causal mediation inference is limited to scenarios
with a single mediator (Tchetgen and Shpitser, 2012; Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2013; Kennedy
et al., 2017; Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018; Xia and Chan, 2023), there are some
studies that employ the three main standard steps to conduct mediation analysis. However,
all of them fall short of comprehensive. Theoretical challenges in unknown causal struc-
tures have led to current methods for multiple mediators inference being categorized mainly
into three types. One approach assumes that multivariate mediators are conditionally inde-
pendent given the treatment, or a set of transformed, conditionally independent variables,
significantly simplifying the analysis (Preacher and Hayes, 2008; Boca et al., 2014; Zhang
et al., 2016; Huang and Pan, 2016; Guo et al., 2023; Yuan and Qu, 2023). Another cat-
egory, which does not impose this condition, relies on linear structural equation models
(LSEMs) (Maathuis et al., 2009; Nandy et al., 2017, 2018; Chakrabortty et al., 2018; Zhao
et al., 2022; Zhao and Luo, 2022). The last category allows for a general causal structure
and correlated mediators, but uses approximations, such as assuming Gaussian conditional
distributions under exposure (Daniel et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2019; Tai et al., 2022), or fol-
lowing a Probit/logistic model for odds ratios (VanderWeele and Vansteelandt, 2014; Steen
et al., 2017; Park and Kiirtim, 2018). However, these approaches present limitations for
complex applications where the causal structure may not be correctly specified.

To bridge this significant gap in addressing potential model misspecification, we con-
sider developing a semiparametric framework to infer causal effects, adapting the general
causal structure. Extensive research exists on deriving double robust and highly efficient
estimates of the total causal effect of exposure when the model is misspecified (Scharf-
stein et al., 1999; Bickel and Kwon, 2001; Bang and Robins, 2005). Complementary to
this, multiple robust estimators have been developed to quantify direct and indirect ef-
fects (Goetgeluk et al., 2008; Tchetgen and Shpitser, 2012; Chan et al., 2016; Bhattacharya
et al., 2022; Xia and Chan, 2023). A notable benefit of these multiple robust techniques
is their integration of dimension reduction strategies with confounding adjustment, such
that the estimators are consistent and asymptotically normal, provided that at least one
of the strategies is correct (Van Der Laan and Rubin, 2006). These methods also achieve
semiparametric efficiency when all included strategies are correct (Van Der Vaart et al.,
1996; Bickel and Kwon, 2001; Bang and Robins, 2005). Despite considerable progress in
the field, current multiple robust estimators are limited to only a single mediator. Hence, a
new semiparametric inference is on demand for inferring causal effects involving multiple
interacting mediators under (potentially) unknown causal graphs.



Our Contributions. We conclude our contributions with the following three folds.

1. Conceptually, we introduce the causal direct and indirect interventional effects for indi-
vidual mediators (Definition 3.2 and Equation (3.1)). Our definitions expand upon those
existing in various literature, accommodating a more general model setting. Specifically,
it is applicable to both linear and non-linear models, thereby extending beyond exist-
ing literature such as Nandy et al. (2017); Chakrabortty et al. (2018); Cai et al. (2020).
Moreover, our approach allows mediators to take a general value space, making it more
flexible than the discrete settings as in Albert and Nelson (2011); Lin and VanderWeele
(2017). Importantly, our definitions are consistent with the aforementioned literature
when applied to the same settings. We further establish the identifiability results of the
proposed definitions based on the estimated CPDAG from the data.

2. Methodological-wise, based on the proposed definitions, we firstly introduce the semi-
parametric framework concerning potential model misspecification under unknown
graph structure for multiple interacted mediators (Theorem 4.3 and Corollary 4.4). Our
analytical approach stands out for its novel insights into efficiency and robustness in
the context of statistical inference of mediators on causal graphs. Specifically, we inte-
grate four different estimating strategies to introduce new quadruply robust estimators
for the causal effects of mediators. Additionally, we propose two algorithms to calculate
these estimators together with the confidence intervals provided (Algorithm 1, Algo-
rithm 2, and Proposition 6.1) to handle general noises and to increase computational
speed, respectively. Under a semi-linear framework (Assumption 5.1), we derive con-
cise parametric expressions for all proposed causal effects, and propose OLS estimators
that can be computed using standard regressions, allowing for the direct acquisition of
asymptotically valid confidence intervals simultaneously.

3. From a theoretical perspective, we prove the asymptotic properties of both our OLS
estimators and quadruply robust estimators under mild conditions. Specifically: (i) Our
OLS estimators are asymptotical normal with the analytical form of asymptotic variance
provided, even under high-dimensional setting (Theorem 7.3 and Theorem 7.8); (ii) The
introduced quadruply robust estimator is consistent to the true as long as at least some
of the conditional densities or conditional expectations are correctly specified, even un-
der a potently increasing function class. Moreover, if all the conditional densities and
conditional expectations are correctly specified, and if converge at rates that are conser-
vatively permissible by various machine learning approaches, these estimators can as-
suredly achieve n'/2-consistency, asymptotic normality, and semiparametric efficiency
(Theorem 7.11).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents preliminary concepts.
Section 3 formally defines the direct and indirect causal effects of mediators. Section 4
outlines the semiparametric efficient scores for these causal effects. Section 5 explores the
direct strategy for estimating the causal effects defined in Section 3, along with an OLS
estimation procedure for semi-linear structures. Section 6 presents alternative estimation
strategies, including the introduction of novel quadruply robust estimators. This section
also provides both a general algorithm and, under specific conditions, a faster algorithm
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for computing these estimators. Section 7 discusses the asymptotic properties of both the
OLS and quadruply robust estimators. Section 8 presents various simulation results that
validate the theories proposed for the estimators. In Section 9, an application of the pro-
posed estimators is used to analyze real data collected from trauma survivors. The glossary
of notations, all proofs, and additional technical materials are collected in the Appendix.

2. Preliminaries.

2.1. Graph Terminology. Consider a graph G = (X, F) with a set of nodes X and a set
of edges E. There is at most one edge between any pair of nodes. If there is an edge between
X; and X, then X; and X are adjacent. The node X is said to be a parent of .X; if there
is a directed edge from X; to X;. Let the set of all parents of node X; in G be Pa(X j) =
Pag(X;) = Pay,(G), and all adjacent nodes of X; in G by adj(X;) = adjg(X;). A path
from X; to X in G is a sequence of distinct vertices, 7 := {ag, a1,--- ,ar} C V such that
ap = X;, and a;, = X;. A directed path from X; to X is a path between X; and X; where
all edges are directed towards X;. A directed cycle is formed by the directed path from
X; to X together with the directed edge X; to X;. A directed graph that does not contain
directed cycles is called a directed acyclic graph (DAG). A directed graph is acyclic if and
only if it has a topological ordering.

2.2. Causal Graph Structural Assumption. Let A be a binary exposure/treatment in
{0,1}, M := (M, My, - -- ,Mp)T € RP be mediators with dimension p in its support M =
Mix---x M, CRP,andY € R be the outcome of interest. Additionally, we also consider
that there are ¢ — 1 confounders C := (C1,...,Cs_1) " € Rt"!inits support C C R*~!. We
would just let ¢ = 1 here to represent the absence of confounders, that is C' = &. Suppose
that there exists a DAG G = (X, E) that characterizes the causal relationship among X =
(CT,A,MT",Y)T, where the dimension of X is d =t + p + 1. We suppose we observe
i.i.d dataon X = (C’T, AMT, Y)T is collected for n subjects. To characterize our model,
we consider the following assumptions.

ASSUMPTION 2.1. The causal graph G satisfies Causal Markov Condition, Causal
Faithfulness Condition, and Causal Sufficiency (Hasan et al., 2023). The random vector
X satisfies the structure assumption: (i) No potential mediator is a direct cause of con-
founders C; (ii) The outcome Y has no descendant; (iii) The only parents of treatment A
are confounders.

In many instances, the accessible data offers an incomplete view of the inherent causal
structure. To address this gap, Causal Markov Condition, Causal Faithfulness Condition,
and Causal Sufficiency in the above assumption provide a sufficient condition for causal
discovery in i.i.d. data contexts (Lee and Honavar, 2020; Assaad et al., 2022; Hasan et al.,
2023). The rigorous definitions for them and related details can be found in Section 2.4 in
Hasan et al. (2023). Furthermore, our structural assumptions aim at ensuring the identifi-
ability of the causal model, which are similar to Consistency Assumption and Sequential
Ignorability Assumption in Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012), and the structure assumptions in
Section 2.4 of Chakrabortty et al. (2018).
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2.3. Markov Equivalence Class. A general causal DAG, G, may not be identifiable
from the distribution of X . According to Pearl (2000), a DAG only encodes conditional in-
dependence relationships through the concept of d-separation. In general, several DAGs can
encode the same conditional independence relationships, and such DAGs form a Markov
equivalence class. Two DAGs belong to the same Markov equivalence class if and only if
they have the same skeleton and the same v-structures (Kalisch and Biithlmann, 2007). A
Markov equivalence class of DAGs can be uniquely represented by a completed partially
directed acyclic graph (CPDAG) (Spirtes et al., 2000), which is a graph that can contain
both directed and undirected edges. A CPDAG satisfies the following: X; <+ X in the
CPDAG if the Markov equivalence class contains a DAG including X; — X, as well as
another DAG including X; — X;. CPDAGs can be estimated from observational data us-
ing various algorithms, such as the algorithms in Kalisch and Bithlmann (2007), Harris
and Drton (2013), and Zhang and Bareinboim (2018). The Markov equivalence class for a
fixed CPDAG C is denoted by MEC(C), which is a set containing all DAGs G that have the
CPDAG structure C. If we can obtain the true DAG from the data, we can simply treat it as a
special case of the "MEC" containing only this DAG, i.e., MEC(G) = {G}. For simplicity,
we denote the corresponding causal structure for the mediators M as G, which can be
obtained by deleting nodes C, A, Y, and the corresponding edges from G. The CPDAG of
mediators is similarly denoted as Cj. For simplicity and with a minor stretch of notation,
we employ G and Cys to denote the causal DAG and CPDAG of X, respectively, such
that their corresponding mediators’ causal DAG and CPDAG are represented by Gy; and
Cas exactly.

3. Definition of Causal Effects. In this section, we will formally give our refined
definition of the causal effects of mediators. To begin with, we give the total effect T'F, the
natural direct effect that is not mediated by mediators D FE, and the natural indirect effect
that is regulated by mediators I F defined in Pearl et al. (2009).

DEFINITION 3.1 (Pearl et al. (2009)). Natural effects are defined as follows:
TE=E[Y |do(A=1)] —E[Y |do(A=0)],
DE=E|E[Y |do(A=1,M = M")]| ~E[Y | do(4=0)],

IE:E[E[Y | do(A:O,M:M(l))H —E[Y | do(A=0)].

In the above definition, do(A = 0) = dog(A = 0) is a mathematical operator to simulate
physical interventions that hold A constant as 0 while keeping the rest of the model un-
changed, which corresponds to remove edges into A and replace A by the constant 0 in
the original causal graph G. Here, M (%) is the (random) value of M if setting do(A = 0),
and M) is the (random) value of M if setting do(A = 1). One can refer to Pearl et al.
(2009) for more details of ‘do-operator’. The expectation E[-] is an abbreviation of Ep|[:]
with P = Px is the law of X under G. Inspired by the above definition, we can give the
definition of the causal effects for an individual mediator.



DEFINITION 3.2.  Let TM;(Gyr) represent total individual mediation effects via an
individual mediator M; defined as

TM;(Gur) = {E[Y [do(A=1) ] - E[E[Y | dog,, (A= LM]')]] }

—{E[Y | do(A=0)] —E[E[Y | dOgM(A:O,Mj)H }

under any fixed mediators’ causal structure Gyy. Let DM; denote the direct interventional
effect via an individual mediator M; defined as

DM, :=E

| BIYICA =10 = ml s jealmy | C.A=0

x{ farjc,a(myj | C,A=1) = fagc,a(my | C,A=0)} dm] :

where f‘( | -) are the conditional density (or mass) functions. Then the indirect interven-
tional effect for M; under Gy is defined as IM;(Gar) :=TM;(Gn) — DM;.

The Definition 3.2 serves important meanings when we are concerned with different im-
pacts of mediators. Note that T'M;(Gxs) in our definition is an extension for the individual
mediation effect in Chakrabortty et al. (2018) for LSEMs, denoted as
0i(Gar) = ~B[Y | do(A = )] ~ SB[V |dog,, (4=, M; = m))]

which can be interpreted as the change in the total causal effect of the exposure A on the
response Y when the potential mediator M/; is removed from the causal graph G through the
intervention do (M; = m;). But under the non-linearity assumption with binary exposure,
the above 7; will be a function of j-th mediator m; (Remark 2.1 in Chakrabortty et al.
(2018)). Therefore, for solving this problem, we take integral with respect to the density
Ja, (my) for Mj, ie.

/M,- [;CLE[Y | do(A=a)] — %E[Y | dog,,(A=a,M; = m])]} Jar, (mj) dmy

0 0

:%E[Y |do(A=a)] — E %E[Y | dog,, (A= a,Mj)]} .

Then by a € {0,1}, we get the expression of T'M;(Gys) in Definition 3.2. Our defini-
tion of DMj is a straightforward extension of Equation (6) in Vansteelandt and Daniel
(2017) by replacing summation with integral. The introduction of DM and IM;(Gar) =
TM;(Gn) — DM; in the above definition is driven by the need for an orthogonal decom-
position of the total causal effect of mediators, a concept crucial for unraveling the intricate
relationships among variables in mediation analysis, as argued in Cai et al. (2020). Here
D M;; can be interpreted as the causal effect through a particular mediator from the exposure
to the outcome, ie., E[Y | C,A=1,M =m)| {fMj‘C’A(mj | C,A=1) = fur1c,a(my |
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C,A= 0)}, that is not regulated by any other mediators, i.e., fas  jca(m—; | C, A=0),
and thus not regulated by its descendant mediators. Then IM;(Gyr) = TM;(Gyr) — DM,
captures the indirect effect of the particular mediator M/; on the outcome Y regulated by
descendant mediators.

Definition 3.2 is generally defined for any causal graph with binary exposure A. In the
context of particular linear causal structures, these definitions transform into concise para-
metric expressions, providing more intuitive ‘do’ representations and aligning consistently
with existing literature. A comprehensive discussion on this can be found in Section 5.1.

Usually, we do not know the true structure of mediators G; and we can only estimate its
corresponding CPDAG Cj; (Maathuis et al., 2009). If the number of MEC(Cyy) is larger
than one, T'M; and I M; based on elements MEC(Cjps) will be not unique. As a result, we
define an identifiable version of 7'M based on a CPDAG as the average over MEC(Co, ).
Specifically,

_ 1
- Mj - - Z TMj(gM)-
(3.1 #MEC(CM) GmEMEC(Car)

N

The corresponding identifiable indirect interventional effect of mediator M; is TM; :=
TM,; — DM, for j € [p].

4. Semiparametric Efficient Scores. We start with exploring the definition in Sec-
tion 3. Define propensity score ey (xg) := P(A =d' | Xg = xg) for a’ € {0,1}, the
outcome mean yu(zg) := E[Y | Xg = xg], and the conditional density m,(mr) =
Iatpxs(mr | Xs = xg) for any subset T' C [p] and S C [t + p + 1]. Suppose all these
functions belong to ¢2-class. Note that in our notation, x5 and mp can represent vec-
tors. At times, we may abbreviate u((z ,x§ ...,z )") as p(zs, xs,,...,x5,) and
T(al, ,xg2,...,ng)T(mT) as T xs,,..xs, (M1) When zg is the concatenation of these

vectors, i.e., rg = (acgl,xgz, e ,xjg—N)T. Let Pa;(Gar) = Pag,, (M;) C {Mi,...,M;_1,

M1, ..., My} denote the parent mediators of M and pa;(Gar) as its realization. Denote
4.1) k(d,C):=E[Y |C,A=d],
4.2) ¢ld',a,C):= / w(C,a*, m)mc g (mj)me qo(m—j)dm,
M
and
(43) Qj(a,,Mj,C; gM) = /M © ):U’(Cv a,’paijj)WC,a’(paj)dpaja

for a fixed causal graph G,;, where Mpaj (G ) is the support of Pa;(Gar) and a* = 0 is the
reference level of the exposure. It is worth noting that all three quantities above are random
due to the randomness in C' (and M ;). Given that the exposure features two levels, 0 and 1,
for simplicity, we use the notation (-) to signify the difference evaluated at these two levels.
Specifically, let us define

4.4) <g.,u(-,’u)> ::gl,u(lav) _go,u(oav)7
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for any function g.,(+,v), where u and v are arbitrary parameters. Then we can have the
following theorem to characterize the relationship between the interventional effects of
mediators as specified in Definition 3.2 and the quantities defined above.

THEOREM 4.1.  Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds, then for any j € [p),
and for any fixed Gy
TMj(gM) = E[<"£('7 C) - Qj('v Mj’ C; gM)>] :

Consider .#ponpar as the full model where the observed data likelihood is not con-
strained, encompassing all conventional laws Px or, equivalently, distribution Fx of the
observed data X . The aforementioned theorem establishes that the causal effects detailed in
Section 3 can be represented as regular expectations. Consequently, they function as map-
pings from .#yonpar to the real line R. We assume Py satisfies the positivity assumption
given below.

ASSUMPTION 4.2. There exists a £ > 0 such that for any ¢ € C, ' € {0,1}, and m €
M,

e<eg(c)<l—¢ and € < e qrm, (M_j) < 00,

with probability one.

The efficient scores for the functionals DFE and I E have been studied in various liter-
ature (Tchetgen and Shpitser, 2012; Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2013; Shi et al., 2020). The ex-
plicit expressions and detailed analysis can be seen in Theorem 1 of Tchetgen and Shpitser
(2012). For finding the efficient scores for the functionals DM; and I M, we denote

4.5) T.;S(C,a',MT)::/ w(C,a',mg, My)m.(mg)dmg

Ms

for any o’ € {0,1} and T, S C [p]. Then we can derive the efficient score for x(a’,C),
¢j(a',a,C), and gj(a’, M;,C'; Gar) on Myonpar in the following theorem.

THEOREM 4.3. Suppose the Assumption 2.1 and 4.2 hold, we have the efficient scores
for Ex(d,C), E¢j(d’,0,C), and Eg;(a’, M;,C'; Gur) as
1(A=d)

eff,nonpar / _
S (Ex(d’,C)) = (e)

{Y — k(d, C)} +k(d,C) —Ex(d,C),

1(A=1) 71w (M_;)
e1(C) men, (M-

Seﬁ‘;nonpar(ECj(a/,O’ C)) — ) {Y — ILL(C, 1,M)}

1(A=0)
o)
+ Cj(a’,O,C') — ECJ‘(CL’,O,C),

1(A=d
[T (C 1 M) = G(a,0,C) | + ((C)) [7e.0:-3(C,1,My) = G;(d',0,0)|



and
Seﬁ",nonpar(EQj(a/’Mj,C; gM)) = ]l(ezjl(ch;l)ﬂcﬂl (Pa](QM)) |:Y - H(C, a’7M)i|
+ ]1(621/(230) {Tc;j(cv a',Paj(Gn)) — Elo;(a’, M;,C'; Gur) | CH

+Q]((I/,M],C, g]\/[) —E[g](a/,M],C', gM) ’ C] +E|:Q](QI7M]7Ca gM) ’ C] _EQJ(QI7M]707 gM)
under model Myonpar for any j € [p|, ' € {0,1}, and fixed Gyr, where

/ 1(C,d',pa;(Gar), mj)mc.a (paj(Gar))mo(my) dpa; (Gar) dm;.
Mepa; (Gar) UM;

Here, we let ¢ o/ (paj(gM)) =1ifPa;(Gn) = @.

In Theorem 4.3, we retain the final two terms in S0 (Ep;(a’, M;, C,;,Gar)), because
we want to express Seff:nonpar (Egj(a' ,M;,C QM)) is composed of four parts. This re-

sult can be then combined with Theorem 4.1 to obtain the efficient scores for DM; and
IMJ(QM), thus TMJ(QM) = DMJ + IMJ(QM)

COROLLARY 4.4. Suppose the conditions in Theorem 4.3 holds, then we have

Setfnonpar (B — < Sefrnomar (B (., C')) >,

Seﬁ‘,nonpar(DMj) — <Seﬁ‘,nunpur (ECJ (.7 O7 C)) >,
for any j € [p]. Furthermore, for any fixed Gys, we have
Seﬁ‘,nunpar (TM] (gM)) — Seﬁ,nonpar(TE) o <Sejf,n0npar (EQJ (_, ]\4]7 C : gM)) >

and Seﬁ", m)npar(IMj(gM)) — Seﬂ,nonpar(TMj(gM)) _ Seﬂ,nonpar(DMj)for anyj c [p]

In Corollary 4.4, the explicit formulas for Seftmomar(D L), Sefbnompar (T AL (Gyy)), and
Geff;nonpar (I M;(G M)) can be directly derived by substituting the relevant expressions from
Theorem 4.3. Consequently, the semiparametric efficiency bounds for estimating DM,
IM;(Gur), and T'M;(Gar) within the full nonparametric model .#onpar are respectively
E [Sef‘f, nonpar(DMj)] 2’ E [Seff, nonpar(IMj (gM))] 2, and E [Seff, nonpar(TMj (gM))] 2 for any
specified Gy, all with clearly delineated forms. The asymptotic variances of any regular
asymptotic linear estimators in .#jonpar Must be greater than or equal to these bounds.
Given that TM;(Gpyr) = DM + IM;(Gar ), we will only focus on DM and IM;(Gyr) in
the subsequent sections.
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5. Direct Strategy and Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Estimations. An important
implication of Corollary 4.4 is that all regular and asymptotically linear (RAL) estimators
of DM; and IM;(Gps) in the model .#ponpar share the common score Seff-1omPar( DA /;) and
Geff. nonpar (7 M;(Gar)), respectively. For illustrating this and as a motivation for multiply
robust estimation when nonparametric methods are not appropriate, we provide a detailed
study of different estimating strategies in this section and the next section.

Theorem 4.1 gives an explicit expression for DM; and IM ;(Gys), we can corre-
spondingly give their estimators by (i) replacing the unknown quantities x(-,-), ¢;(-,-,),
0;(*,+,+; Gur) with their estimators and then (i) replacing E[] by P,,[] =n"1 >0 [];
directly. To be specific, in the step (i), we construct the following estimators:

Ro (d',c):=1qi(c,a’),

E(d!0,¢) = /M AC, 1, m)Re (mj)Rco(m_;) dm,
and
B/ (i Gar) = [ o (O D0, (Gn) M) e (2, G0) o (G

which are consistent for x(a’,C), ¢;(d’,0,¢) and p;(a’,m;,c) for any c € C, o’ € {0,1},
and m € M. Note that x(a’, C') can be written as

E[Y|C,A—a’]—/ E[Y |C,A=d M =m]fyc,a(m|C,A=d")dm.
M

Therefore, the consistency of &% (d, c), Cj//[o (a’,0,c), and @///0 (a',mj,c; Gar) will use

the correctly specified information as follows:

* _#: the conditional expectation E[Y | C' =+ A=+, M = -] and the conditional density
of the mediator fysc a(m | C = -, A=) are correctly specified.

Then in the step (ii), we can construct the estimators

DAL =B, [(G(-0.0))].

AL (Gar) = Pu [ (R0, C) = 3/, M;, €' Gan) |

— My — M — My . . . =
and IM; (Gn)=TM; (Gn)— DM, . Next, the estimators for the identifiable 7'M ;
and I M ; are

—— avg,. o 1 — M
™" = —— Y TM(Gu),
! #MEC(Cy) R !
GuEMEC(Cnr)
——avg, Mo ——avg o Mo ~ . . .
and IMj—Vg = TM;Vg — DM, where Cyy € {0, 1}P*? is the adjacency matrix of
the estimated CPDAG for the mediators M = (M, ..., M,)" € RP. The consistent causal
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structure Cp; can be obtained by after we obtain the estimated adjacency matrix C for

the whole causal graph, and we then extract a subset C, M= [Ckk] ketrl, tip © arrive at

the causal structure for the mediators. The estimated adjacency matrix C can be achieved
through methods such as the PC algorithm (Spirtes et al., 2000), greedy equivalence search
(GES) (Chickering, 2002), and adaptively restricted greedy equivalence search (ARGES)
(Nandy et al., 2018), among others.

5.1. OLS estimator under semi-linear model. The direct strategy in model .# in-
volves two unknown quantities: E[Y |C' =+, A=+ M =] and fy/ca(m|C=-A=").
Specially, when we have known that the structure follows Y <« hy (C, A, M) + €y and
M < hp(C, A, M) + epr! with given functions hy (+) and hpy(+), and given that the error
terms ey and ep; belong to some classes of distributions, .#; will be correctly recov-
ered. A commonly used approach for this is assuming Linear Structural Equation Models
(LSEMs), i.e., X < B X + ¢ with mean-zero and jointly independent error vector €, where
B = (bij)1<i<d,1<j<d be a d x d matrix, where b;; is the weight of the edge X; — X; € E,
and b;; = 0 otherwise. There are numerous rigorous theoretical findings for LSEMs, as dis-
cussed in (Chakrabortty et al., 2018; Cai et al., 2020; Shi and Li, 2022). However, LSEMs
are not applicable when dealing with binary exposure, given that the element A in X is con-
strained to either O or 1. In lieu of LSEMs, we propose the following semi-linear structure
assumption.

ASSUMPTION 5.1. We assume X is semi-linear when it is generated as follows

A h(C,EA),
(5.1 M « Bj;cC+ BrraA+ By M + e,
Y  ByoC 4 ayad+ By M + ey,

where h: R~ x R — {0,1} is a known link function and €4, €y, €y are mean-zero
error terms independent with each other as well as C'.

Through this paper, «, 8, and B will always represent a scalar, vector, and matrix, re-
spectively. Define 074 := [(I, — B}l 5;) "' Bra] where I, € RPP s the identity matrix,
then under the above semi-linear structural assumptions, we have the following proposi-
tions for the uniqueness of 0374 under MEC, interpretation displays, and neat parametric
expressions for the causal effects defined in Section 3.

PROPOSITION 5.2 (Identification). Under Assumption 5.1, 01 4 is unique in any fixed
MEC(Cys). Hence, DE, IE, and DM are also unique in MEC(Cyy).

I'The symbol <— emphasizes that the expressions should be understood as a generating mechanism rather
than as a mere equation.
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PROPOSITION 5.3 (Interpretation). Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 5.1, for any
fixed Gyr, we have

DM; = B[V |do(A=0,M; =m'¥ +1,M_; =m®)] —E[V |do(A=0)] | x A%,
J J j J j ( J

and

IM;(Gar) = {E[Y | do(A=0,M; =m” +1)]

J
~E[Y | do(A=0,M; =m" +1,M_, :m@;)}} x A,
where A} = (E[M; | do(A=")]).

PROPOSITION 5.4. Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 5.1, we have (i):
DE=ay,, IE=0};.0ma
and hence TE = ay 4 + 9]& ABura for natural effects, and
DM; = Byn,j0ma,-
(ii) For any fixed Gy,

TM; =By pOna— Bya Ou 4,

where Oy 4 = (I — B]—\l—/LjMij)_l,BijA, and hence

IM; = Bypr;(0rsa—5 — O, a).
(ii’) For any fixed Gy, we have the alternative expression for T'M; as
TM; =045 x E[Y | MjUPaj(Gy) UAUC],
hence
IM; = a5 % (E™[Y | M UPa(Ga) UAUC], = By ),

where E™¢[ X} | X; U Xg]1 denotes the true coefficient of X in the linear regression of X},
on the combined set X; U Xg.

Proposition 5.2 gives the fact that only I M; and T'M; require specific DAG structure, while
other quantities do not require any knowledge of the causal structure under semi-linear as-
sumption. Meanwhile, Proposition 5.3 implies that, under the semi-linear assumption, our
definitions for direct/indirect individual mediation effects in Definition 3.2 exactly coin-
cides with the definitions in Cai et al. (2020): the first multiplier is in Proposition 5.3 with
the classical meaning of ‘natural’ in the causal inference literature Pearl (2000). Thus, DM;
can be interpreted as the causal effect through a particular mediator from the treatment on
the outcome that is not regulated by its descendant mediators. Similarly, by the first multi-
plier in the I M, we know that 1M captures the indirect effect of a particular mediator on
the outcome regulated by its descendant mediators.
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More importantly, Proposition 5.2 can imply a simply OLS estimator for the direct strat-
egy together with Proposition 5.4 as long as the sample size n is larger than the dimension
d. Indeed, we can rewrite the part of semi-linear structure (5.1) as follows:

M = (I = Bj) ' Biic C+ (I = Bipy) ' BuaA+ (I = Biy) 'en,
(52) =:Onc Ona =enm
Y = (/B;/FCW aYA) ﬂ;lf—M)(CT7 A7 MT)T + 6Y

Write 6374 as the OLS estimator of unknown parameter 6,74, similarly define the other
corresponding estimated quantities as follows:

@T BYC
[ ~Mc } and ay A
Or1a By m

Then we will have OLS estimators for the direct strategy estimators: For DFE and I F,

ﬁOLS = &YA and fEOLS = @Mé\MA; For DMj and IMj, ETW?LS = BYM,jé\MA,j’
—OLS ~ =~ -~
IMj (QM) = QMAJ{Ereg [Y ’ Mj UPaj(gM) UAU O]l — /BYM,j}’ and
——avg, OLS 1 ——OLS
e ——— S TG,
#MEC(Cy) R
GMEMEC(Car)

where Tree [X% | X; U Xg]1 is the estimated coefficient for X; obtained from the linear
regression of Xj on X; U Xg, as determined from the data. Thus, when the semi-linear
structure is determined, we can simplify direct strategy estimators to OLS estimators. All
the these OLS estimators can be easily obtained by just applying simple regressions with
nice properties, we will discuss their asymptotic properties in Section 7.

6. Multiple Robust Estimators.

6.1. Several Alternative Strategies. For a fixed j € [p], beyond the direct strategy
above, there are alternative identification formulas for Ex(a’,C), E(;(a’,0,C), and
Eoj(a’,M;,C; Gar). Based on these formulations, we can derive the corresponding es-
timators. We will discuss them one by one in the subsequent sections.

6.1.1. Alternative Strategy 1. The first one is using propensity score to construct the
inverse probability weighting estimator. Note that we have?

B[4~y -,

1(A=1) mow(M_j)
e1(C) 7o, (M_;

(6.1) E[ )Y] = E¢;(d,0,0),

2The calculation details are shown in C.3.
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and
62) B Wwaa/ (Paj (Gar))Y | = Boj(a, M;, C; Gar).
Thus, corresponding estimators take the form
70 (d,C) = WK
G a0.0) = T TeC
and
g/ (d'. M;.C; Gar) = wﬁaa' (Pa;(Ga))Y,

respectively. Here, the propensity scores e,/ (+) and conditional densities . (+) appearing in
B (d,0), Cf[l (a’,0,C), and Ej///l (a',M;,C; Gar) should be correctly estimated in the
collection of quantities .#; 1 such that

s . 1: The propensity scores P(A = .| C' =), and the conditional density of the medi-
ator far_1ca(-|C=-A=-)and fo;_ |can,(-|C=- A=1 M;=-) are correctly
specified for any Gy € MEC(Cyy).

Define
(6.3)
1
/\.%] . . . Aﬁl . . .
Pan;lO(M],C,CM)—#MEC(CM)Q €M§EC(C )Pn[@j (- M;,C Gan)).

) o —~
then, we can construct the estimators under .#; 1 is DM j f = P, {<CJ/// (-, 0, C)ﬂ s

— avg, M, 1 — M
TP S s S 57 ST
#MEC(Cy) A

gMEMEC(CM)

=Py [<E///1 (s C)>] - Pn@fi—o(Mj’ C;Cu),

——avg, /1 —— avg, M1 — M ~ . . X . .
and IM ; =TM,; —DM , where Cp is the estimated adjacency matrix consis-
tent with the true Cjy;. Here, the superscript .#; associated with these estimators signifies
that their consistency relies on the correct specification of information in .#; ;. For clarity
and where there is no risk of confusion, we will also employ .# to represent the estimation
methodology behind these estimators. In the subsequent two subsections, the notations .75
and .73 bear analogous meanings.
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6.1.2. Alternative Strategy 2. Similarly, we can verify that

1(A=0 ] )
(6.4) E[(€0<C))/M M(C,1,mj,M_j)7Ta/7c(mj)dm]‘ :Egj(a,O,C)

J

and
1(A=d) / ] /
6.5 E “en(0) » wu(C,a',Paj(Grr), mj)mc(m;)dm;| =Ep;(a’, M;,C; Gur).
Thus, corresponding estimators take the forms
1(A=0) ~ ~
C] *(d',0,0) = 20 1(C,1,mj, M_j)7c,ar (mj) dmy,
and

N 1(A=d N _
Q;//z(a,an7C; gM) = Ee\l(cf))/M M(C7 a/,Paj(gM),mj)WC(mj)dmj

with estimators €.(+), 7i(+), and 7.(+) appear in &7 (a’, C), 6//2 (a’,0,C), and @///2 (d',M;,C
; Gur ). They use the information in .#; > such that

J

. »: The propensity scores P(A = - | C'=.), conditional density of j-th mediator
fuyc,a(-| C =+, A="), and the conditional expectations E[Y |C =+ A=+ M =
Jand E[Y |C =+, A=-,Paj(Gy) =+, M; =] are correctly specified for any Gys €
MEC(Cypy).

Here we notice the fact that 7.(m;) = 7.0(m;) + 7. 1(m;), and thus, 7% (a’, C') will also

be consistent in .#; 2. Then 5]\\4;//2 =P, K@% (-,0, C’)>],

—— avg, ///2 ~ Sl ~
TM, P [(B7 (-, C))] = Puga_o(M;,C; Cur),
——avg, M —— avg, M> — M> . . . .
and I M =TM; — DM  are consistent provided that the estimated adjacency

matrix C M is consistent to Cpy. Eﬁjﬂﬁ_O(M O C ) is similarly defined by substituting
M1 with 5 as detailed in (6.3).

6.1.3. Alternative Strategy 3. The last strategy is based on the third representation of
the functional as follows:

1(A=d
(66) E|:(e,(cc)l>/ ,u(C’,1,Mj,m,j)7rc7o(m,j)dm,j :ECj(a',O,C),

and
6.7) E@@muMﬂngHCH:EQWJ@Lg%n
Similarly, we can consider the estimators

~ 1(A=d . ~
C}'//[S(CLI,QC) = Ee\a/(C))/ w(C, 1, M;,m_j)mco(m—;)dm_j,
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and
g/ (d'\M;,C; Gur) = Eg;(a/, M;,C Gr) | O]

/ 1(C,d' ,pa;(Gar), m;) T (pa; (Gur))To(my) dpa;(Gar) dm.
Mpa; (Gar) UM,

— //3
Thus, our estimators under the third identification formulas can be written as DM i =

—— avg, M ~ s Sl -
TMJ :Pn[<ﬁ//1 ('7C)>} —]P)nQ]j_O(M],C,CM%
——avg, M3 —— avg, M5 —— M5 . . -
and I M ; =TM,; — DM ~, where the estimated adjacency matrix Cpy is con-

sistent to Cjs, and IPTL@]{/‘LO(MJ', C; (?M) is by replacing .# with .#3 in (6.3). The esti-
mators e.(+), 11(+), and 7.(-) use the following information:

* . 3: The propensity scores P(A = - | C' = -), the conditional densities fy; c,a(- |
C=-A=-)and fy;c(-| C =), and the conditional expectation E[Y | C' = -, A =
-, M = -] are correctly specified for any Gy € MEC(Cyy).

Here we note the fact that 71 (a’,C') will be consistent in .#; 3 again.

6.2. Quadruply Robust Estimator. Denote .#; uyion := Mo U M1 U M52 U Mj 3,

then U§:1 M union & Mnonpar, and DM ‘j//!f and TM j///e(
mated distribution Fy to the true DM 5 and IM;(Gp) defined in Definition 3.2 for
£=0,1,2,3 and any fixed G, since all these representations agree on the nonparametric
model .#ponpar- Therefore, we may conclude that both direct strategy and alternative strate-
gies are in fact asymptotically efficient in .#}onpar With common scores Geft, nonpar (DM;)
and Geff: nonpar (I M;(G M)) Furthermore, from this observation, one further concludes that
(asymptotic) inferences obtained using one of the four representations are identical to in-
ferences using either of the other three representations for a fixed G,;. However, to achieve
this, each strategy need exactly correctly specified for the conditional expectation and con-
ditional density, i.e., correctly specified for the corresponding collections .#; ¢ in Section 5,

— M
6.1.1,6.1.2, and 6.1.3, where we denote .#; o = .# for each j € [p]. In general, DM ; ‘

Gy) are all mapping the esti-

M f’e(g M) fail to be consistent outside of the corresponding submodel .#; , for each
te€{0,1,2,3}.

Note that the alternative strategy 1 in Section 6.1.1 in .#} ; induces Inverse Probability
Weighted (IPW) estimator. A commonly-used method is combining the direct strategy esti-
mator in Section 5 correctly specified with the model .#( and IPW estimator in 6.1.1 with
the model .#(, and getting the double robust estimator. But the double robust estimators
only combine two estimation strategies, .# and .#; 1, and ignore use other two alternative
strategies. Hence, the double robust estimator may be inconsistent outside of .#y U .# 1.
To overcome this problem, we propose an approach that produces a quadruply robust esti-
mator by combining the above all four strategies as follows:
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— QR

* DM solves

]P)ngeff, nonpar( @?R) =0;

—QR

* For a fixed DAG Gy, IM ; (Gar) solves

Geff, nonpar (73 7R

P, ¢ nomp (IMj (QM)) =0,

where Seff-nonpar(L) g equal to Sef-nomPar(L) evaluated at the given consistent estimators
€q(+), m.(+), and 7i(-) for all propensity scores, the conditional densities, and the condi-
tional expectations appearing in S "°"ar (L) Denote

7 5(Coal, Mp) = / A(C, d o, Mp)7.(m_z) dm._r,
M_r
as the corresponding estimator for 7., g(C, a’, M) defined in (4.5), then we have the fol-
lowing explicit expressions for the quadruply estimators as
1(A=1) (7¢,.(M—)))
el(C) moam, (M)

/\QR — M —~
DM; :=DM;]" +P, v —ii(C,1,00)]

(6.8) +w<?q.;j(c,1,M_j) _2/0(.,0,0)>
LA=)\_ N MA=) 2y
(@ yea—icran - (G e00) |

—— QR — My

(e =)

1(A=") . .
69— B[ (A Dz (Pay ) [¥ ~ €. PaGan) 1))
1(A=-) /(. =
+ <E€\(C)) <TC;j(C, - Paj(Gur)) —E[oj (-, M;,C: Gur) | C]) > >
——QR —— QR —— QR . . . .
and IM; (Gn) =TM; (Gnm) — DM . Then the quadruply estimator for indirect in-

. .. . . . > . ——avg, QR
terventional mediation effect with a consistent estimated Cy; is defined as 1M j =

—QR
ﬁ()(ﬁ) > 6., emuc@n) IM ? (Gar). Compared to double robust estimators, our novel

quadruply robust estimators can tolerate a higher degree of misspecification outside of
Mo U ;1 and still achieve consistency. We will see this in Section 7.2.

Subject to some mild regularity conditions, delineated in Section 7.2, our quadruply
estimators are asymptotic normal and efficient. Thus, based on the semiparametric efficient
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. . —— QR —77avg,QR
scores, we get the score-based variance estimators for DM ;  and I M ; as

__ ——0QR 1 LN —— QR —QR72
DM = = [Seff’ nonpar( A7) _ DT
var( i) nQZ; ( i) j
and
——avg, QR
ar(1; ™)

2

= i - ; Geff, nonpar (777 R _ ——QR
)Y #MEC(Car) > (5 (IMj (Gur)) = 1M (QM))
=1 GrEMEC(Chr)

correspondingly. However, in practical scenarios, confidence intervals (ClIs) derived us-
ing the Wald-type method, especially when grounded on score-based variance estimators,
tend to be more narrow (Boos and Stefanski, 2013). This can potentially result in anti-
conservatism. To achieve more concise statistical inference for our quadruply estimators,
we consider utilizing the variances derived from the symmetric ¢-bootstrap approach (Hall,
1988) here. A pseudocode summarizing the proposed algorithm for these quadruply esti-
mators and their bootstrap Cls is given in Algorithm 1. The log n truncations in Algorithm 1
aims to achieve the numerical stability, which is a technique widely recognized in statistical
literature (Heckman, 1976; Sun et al., 2020; Chinot et al., 2020).

6.3. Practical fast implement. The formulas for the quadruply robust estimators, as
shown in equations (6.8) and (6.9), require several numerical integrals for each i € [n],
which may be computationally demanding. To address this challenge, we purpose Algo-
rithm 1 in the above section, in which we employ the Monte Carlo method to evaluate
these integrals. However, when the data partly satisfy the semi-linear structure and both
ey and ey adhere to a mean-zero Gaussian distribution, explicit expressions for these
numerical integrals can be derived, facilitating faster computation. Indeed, if we assume
the linear structure in M + C & A & M and denote the density (or mass) function of
ev = (ear1,--- emp) ! as f(z) = f(z1,...,7,), then the conditional density of M given
Cand A=11is f(a; — OpcC — HMA) from (5.2). This allows us to compute
(6.10)

/M w(C, 1, myg, M_j)ﬂ'C,l(mj) dm;

J

= /M [53/00 +aya+ Py mymj + 5;M,_jM—j} f(m; — [@MCCL- —Oarra,j) dm;

=BycC +aya+ ﬁYM,j{ [@MCCL + QMAJ} + ,B;FM7_jM,j.

Similarly, we can derive explicit expressions for some other integrals in equations (6.8) and
(6.9) as long as the linear structure in M < C' @& A & M holds. One step more, when €,
is a mean-zero Gaussian distribution, any integral in (6.8) and (6.9) will have an explicit
expression. This leads to a more efficient implementation of (6.8) and (6.9). The following
Algorithm 2 and Proposition 6.1 elaborates on this.



19

Algorithm 1 General algorithm for quadruply robust estimations

INPUT: The data {X;}_1, the treatment index ¢, and the Monte Carlo sample size N.

1:

Apply any suitable structure learning algorithm to learn the CPDAG of X and obtain the correspond-
ing estimated adjacency matrix C, then set the estimated adjacency matrix of mediators as Cp; =

[CA’“’“] kE(t+1):(t+p)’

: Using any proper estimating procedure to estimate the propensity score e,/ (c) = P(A=d' | C' = ¢) with

/
a €{0,1}.

: Using any proper estimation method to estimate the conditional densities 7. (-) and conditional expectations
p(-)- .

: For estimating the causal effect of j-th mediator, set DM ? TM e @ =0.

5: for i € [n] do

10:

12:

13:

(1) (N) iid ~ DS PN ) -
Sample Mﬁci,l""’Mﬁci,l ~ mo(m) = WC,l(m])”C,l,mj (m_j), and similarly sample
M _(17?) e M _(N) from any other conditional densities displaying in (6.8).
=7QR =7-QR

DMj; «— DM;
fined in (B 1). N
for Gy € MEC(Cjy) do
Obtain M s parent mediators Pa; ((]M) [QM olplp ]
J:

_ _——MC .
+n 1QRDM (Xi)1 (|QRDM (Xi)| <logn), where QRppy; (X;) is de-

Sample M( ) ey M(N) from all conditional densities displaying in (6.9) and in TM%

TM7 (QM) e TNIS (Gag) +n~ QRTMj (X gM)]lUQRTMj (X;)| < logn), where
C/QI\%TMJ, (X;; Gpy) is defined in (B.2).

— QR ——avg,QR 1
DM ; I M IV STARY q
return j and ~ #MEC(Cyr) ZgMeMEC(CJ\/I) -

Symmetric #-bootstrap (Hall, 1988) is applied to construct confidence intervals for \/ﬁ(@ j
and /(1015 & ¥ ~T11;).

QR — QR
M (Gy) - DM

— DM;)

Algorithm 2 Fast implement algorithm for quadruply robust estimations

INPUT: The data {X;};* | and the treatment index ¢.

1:

Apply any suitable structure learning algorithm (such as GES or PC) to learn the CPDAG of X and obtain

5, then obtain the CPDAG of mediators [ék k] .
ke(t+1):(t+p)

: Using any proper estimating procedure to estimate the propensity score ej(c) = P(A=1| C = ¢) with

gl (C) and /6\0(6) =1- é\l (C)

: Regress M on (CT7 A)T obtain OLS estimator (é MC 6 M A)T and the estimated covariance of error

term var(epy).

: Regress Y on (CT,A,MT)T and (CT,A,MT)T, obtain OLS estimators (E}C,ayc,E;M)T and

(77;[/ A WI/C)T correspondingly.

: for j € [p] do

——avg, QR

Se:t[jl\\4;2 —/3YM39MAJandTM =0.

for i € [n] do
DMF «— DMF® + 0~ QR P, (X;). where QR (X;) is defined in (B.3).
for G)s € MEC(CM) do

Obtain M;’s parent mediators Pa;(Gp) = [Q]—l\—/[ o 1p1;} N
J:

Regress Y on (Mj,Paj(G M) VA, C’)—r and get  OLS estimator
= ~T = T T
1y M Vy pa, (gM) Ty ATy ¢)

——f ——f

TS (Gap) — ™t (Aiyar, + QBT (Xi:Gar) ) where QR AL, (X, Gag) is defined

in (B.4).

S~ QR ——avg,QR _ 1 TR _ DR with thei
return DM ;" and IM ; = ZMECE@) EQMEMEC(CM) TM; (Gpr) — DM with their

symmetric #-bootstrap Cls.
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PROPOSITION 6.1. Assume that at least one linear structure in Assumption 5.1 holds,

and that ey and ey are both mean-zero Gaussian distributed, Algorithm 2 produces valid
——avg, OR

. ——— OR ; ,
quadruply robust estimators {DM ;o IM; }§:1 as defined in Section 6.

In practical scenarios where the sample size n is sufficiently large, it becomes rea-
sonable to treat the sample means €7 := %Z?:l en,; and €y 1= %Z?Zl €y, as if they
follow mean-zero Gaussian distributions. This permits the utilization of Proposition 6.1,
particularly when empirical evidence can support the linear structural relationships for
M~ CopAdMorY <~ C® A M.

7. Asymptotic Behavior. In this section, we first give the asymptotic properties of
the OLS estimators when the model satisfies Assumption 5.1. Then we will establish the
asymptotic normality of quadruply robust estimators, allowing the model misspecification.

7.1. Asymptotic Properties of OLS estimators. In section 5.1, we highlighted that given
the causal structure is appropriately specified as semi-linear according to Assumption 5.1,
one can employ OLS estimators by just applying two simple regressions. As we allow the
number of mediators p can grow with sample size n, some assumptions are required. The
following assumptions come from Portnoy (1984) and Portnoy (1985). They control the
behavior of minimum eigenvalue will hold in probability if the observations are a sample
from an appropriate distribution in RP. Denote the error vector as € = (€ y, €1, 6y-) .

ASSUMPTION 7.1. (Assumptions for Error Distributions) € is marginal sub-Gaussian
with finite Orlicz norm (Definition (6.18) in Wainwright (2019)).

ASSUMPTION 7.2. (Restricted Eigenvalue Condition) lim,, . var (Y |C U AU
M) > 0 and lim,, o Evar(M | C U A) = 0.

We use the bold symbol X to represent the data matrix of any i.i.d. random observa-
tions {X;}" ;.i.e. X = [X1,..., X,] . Denote the transformation I , : R"*P1 x R"*Pz —
RP+*™ of two data matrix with sample size n as

Ux 7= [XT(I, — Pz)X] ' X" (I, — Py),

where Pz = Z(Z"Z)"'Z" € R™" is the projection matrix of Z. This transformation
streamlines our representation of the asymptotics for our OLS estimators.

THEOREM 7.3. Suppose the model satisfies Assumptions 2.1, 5.1, 7.1, and 7.2. Let
{€eni}, and {€y;}}, be the residuals from the OLS estimator in regression (5.2). Then
forany a € (0,1), we have

. ——OLS _ ~ ~ "
lim P(\\/E(DE —DE)| <97 (1-a/2) FAv(MvC)Fj{;,(M,C)ZE%/i> =1l-a
i=1

n—oo ’
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Furthermore, denote X3, => " | ele’M , A)F M. (C,A) and S0, = Yoy €M7i€&’iFA7CF£70,
then

lim P(\f (IE

OLS

n—oo

_IE)‘ < q)_l(l_a/2)\/@M§9MABYM "‘%AiﬂYMé\MA) >1-a,

and

lim P <\f (DM~ —DM;)| < &1 —0/2)\/5§M,j§9m,jj + 9]2\/[A,j§,3yzw,jj> >1-a

n—oo
forany j € [p).

The above theorem ensures that under ncl)lngl conditions we can construct valid confidence
intervals for DE , IE ,and DM;  when n is large enough. It is worthy to note

that the probabilities for IE oL and DMJ-OLS is > instead of =. This distinction arises
from the dual nature of the limiting distributions for these two OLS estimators: one is the
standard normal, the other is not. However, as argued in Chakrabortty et al. (2018), the non-
standard asymptotic distributions here are more conservative than A/(0, 1). Thus, we obtain
> instead of =. The details can be found in the proof. Notably, these asymptotic confidence
intervals can be derived concurrently with the regression estimators and residuals. When
applying the regression to procure these estimators, no additional steps are needed to obtain
these confidence inter\El_l\s.o L

For the estimators I M j o additional assumptions are needed due to their reliance on
the unknown DAG structure. This necessitates consistent CPDAG estimation, as well as
more strong sparsity assumptions and restricted eigenvalue conditions, which are common
in high-dimensional settings (Portnoy, 1985; Van de Geer et al., 2014; Zhang and Zhang,
2014; Chakrabortty et al., 2018).

ASSUMPTION 7.4. (Structure learning consistency) Consistency of learning structure:
P(C M 75 C M) — 0.

ASSUMPTION 7.5.  The sparsity of maximum degree in Cps, max;c[y| ¢; = max; ey
|adj(M;)| = O(n'=1) for some 0 < b < 1.

ASSUMPTION 7.6.  lim,, o0 max;jepy) n~1/2{q; +1og (Laistinet.;) } = 0, Where Liisgint j
is the number of distinct elements of the set { X, ..., Xg,, } = {(M;,Pa;(Gum),A,C)"

Oum € MEC(CM)}.

ASSUMPTION 7.7.  limy, ;00 minjepy var(Y | adj(M;) U C U M;) > 0 and lim,, 0
minjep,) Evar(M; | adj(M;) U C) > 0.

THEOREM 7.8. Suppose Assumption 2.1, 5.1, 7.1, 7.2 and Assumption 7.4, 7.5, 7.6,
7.7 hold, then

——OLS
lim P(\/E\IMJ. —IM;| > Gy &7 (1 - a/2)> >1-a

n—oo
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for any a € (0,1). The explicit formula for UW can be found in (C.6) in Appendix C.

We now therefore obtain a valid asymptotic confidence interval for M for any j € [p]
alongside the regression from Theorem 7.8.

7.2. Asymptotic Properties of Quadruply Robust Estimators. 'The quadruply robust es-
timators aim to obtain the robust estimators even when the model is misspeficied. The dou-
ble robust estimators, which combines the direct and IPW strategies, possess commendable
properties and have been the subject of extensive research as evidenced in literature such
as (Laan and Robins, 2003; Tsiatis, 2006; Kang and Schafer, 2007). In this section, we will
show that the proposed novel quadruply robust estimators exhibit more favorable asymp-
totic properties.

To present the results, we assume that the propensity score e, () € £ with some function
classes £. Similarly, for each j € [p], we assume any conditional density employed in (6.8)
and (6.9) is

farixs(mr | 2s) € Fj s,

and any conditional mean used in (6.8) and (6.9) adheres to
E[Y |zg] € Uj s

with some specific function classes F); (g and U; 5. We propose the following assumptions
concerning these function classes and the convergence rates of the estimators within these
classes.

ASSUMPTION 7.9. For any fixed j € [p], any subset S C [t + p+ 1] and T C [p] used
in (6.8) and (6.9), the function classes &, F; 7|5, and Uj s are bounded and belong to VC
type classes (Definition 2.1 in Chernozhukov etal. (2014)) with VC indices upper bounded
by v; = O(n%) for some ¥J; such that 9; € [0,1/2).

ASSUMPTION 7.10.  For any ﬁxedj € [pl, any subset S C [t +p+ 1] and T C [p] used
in (6.8) and (6.9), the estlmators Tzs(mr) and fi(xs) converge with fo-norm to their true
values at the rates of n~%5.= and n~"5.», and the propensity score estlmator e () witha' €
{0,1} converge with £5-norm to their true values at the rates of n~"i.c. Here the positive
numbers 97,97 97 | satisfies: (i) min{z?*e,ﬁ;kﬂ, ]M} > 9;/2; (ii) v} + v > 1/2 for
any {1}1,’[)2}C{19]e, ]71"”9;((“}

Assumption 7.9 is reasonably moderate, as the function classes are user-defined. VC-type
classes encompass a broad spectrum of functional categories, including but not limited
to classic parametric model, neural networks and regression trees. The VC index governs
the complexity of the model, typically escalating with an increase in the number of pa-
rameters within the model. We permit the VC index to diverge alongside the sample size,
which serves to minimize the estimator’s bias arising from model misspecification. On
the other hand, an important feature of Assumption 7.10 is that the required estimators’
convergence rates can only be nonparametric (slower than n~1/2 ) and no metric entropy
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condition (Donsker class for instance) is needed. In particular, 9,95 ., J7 , > 1/4 will
perfectly admit Assumption 7.10. Therefore, the estimators can be computed via standard
nonparametric estimation (Fan and Yao, 2003) and supervised learning algorithms (includ-
ing random forests and deep learning, Wager and Athey, 2018; Schmidt-Hieber, 2020).

The reason both assumptions regarding the sizes of the function classes and the rate of

—— QR —75avg, QR . . . . " .
convergence for DM ; and I M are identical, which are different from conditions in
Theorem 7.3 and Theorem 7.8, stems from the uniform convergence characteristics of our
estimations for any Gy in MEC(Cyy).

THEOREM 7.11. Let the conditions in Theorem 4.3 and Assumption 7.9 hold. Suppose
the estimators €q/(xs), [1(xs), and T, (mvr) in either Mo, M1, M2, or M;3 converges
in lo-norm to their true values for each j € [p]. Then

— OR
« DM jQ is the consistent estimator of DM under the model M union for any j € [p).
— OR

Furthermore, if Assumption 7.10 holds, then \/ﬁ(DMJQ — DM j) is asymptotic nor-

mally distributed under model M yonpar With asymptotic variance E{ [S . nonpar( [) M; )} : }

T I R . . . FTaAr
o If Assumption 7.4 also hold, 1 ME ¢ is the consistent estimator of 1M under

the model M uion for any j € [p|. Furthermore, if Assumption 7.10 holds, then

Vn (I/]\\4 j-vg’ or_ Wj) is asymptotically normally distributed under model M yonpar With

asymptotic variance

g

An important result of Theorem 7.11 is that: for any j € [p], the quadruply robust es-

2
#MEE(CM) >, o se ”Onp“r(IMj(gM))] }

G eMEC(Cur)

. —— QR avg, QR . . . .
timators DM ; and IM; are semiparametric locally efficient in the sense that
they are regular and asymptotically linear under model .#; nion, and achieve the semi-

parametric efficiency bound for DM ; and IM; under model at the intersection sub-
— QR
model .#y N #;1 N ;2 N #;3. Hence, when all models are correct, D]\/.I';-2 and

——avg, QR . . . . . .
IM j are semiparametric efficient in the model .#onpar at the intersection submodel

Mo N My N Mo N M3 by part iv in Bickel and Kwon (2001) for any j € [p].

8. Simulation Studies. In this section, we assess the finite-sample performance of our
proposed quadruply robust estimators across two simulation scenarios. The first scenario
seeks to illustrate the robustness characteristics of our estimator in comparison to other
estimation strategies, particularly when certain model specifications to a specific mediator
are not met. In the second simulation study, we demonstrate that our method can also
be superior to any other estimation strategies in estimating the both direct and indirect
interventional effects across all mediators, on average, within commonly adopted model
configurations.
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8.1. Simulation for a single mediator. We consider the finite-sample performance of
the proposed quadruply robust estimators in comparison to the estimators under direct strat-
egy, and the alternative strategies in Section 5, 6.1.1, 6.1.2, and 6.1.3 for a single mediator.
We describe the detailed setting as follows: we set t = p = 3, and fix the pre-specified j
randomly sampled from U{[p]}. Then we design the following four data generating pro-
cesses (DGPs), here ®(+) and logit(+) are the standard normal distribution function and the
inverse of the standard logistic function, and B;. and B_;. represent the j-th row of the
matrix B and the matrix B with j-th row removed.

e Allcorrect: C + N(0,1;—1), A + 1{U[0,1] < ®(B1C)}, M + B;oC+BraA+
BiyM +N(0,1,),and Y < By-oC + ay aA + By, M + N(0,1);

e . is correct: the exposure A comes from A <+ 1(logit(U[0,1]) < 81,C) instead;

e M 1 is correct: the outcome Y comes from Y < (By-C + ayaA + By, M)?/3 +
N(0,1) instead;

* M is correct: the mediators have the alternative structure M; < Opc;:C +
OnagA+ [(I = Bl) "W, 1)] and My« (OrrapC+0aar A/ + (1 -
j

BA}M)*W(O,IP)} fork # j:

* M 3 is correct: the mediators have the alternative structure M; + © ¢ j.C + 20n74 j+
(1= Bla) W0, 1)] and M + O, 5:C + OaajA + [(I = Bly) ™
j

NO.L)]
—J

Here the true adjacency matrix of mediators is generated from the Erdés-Rényi (ER) model
with an expected degree as |p/2], and the non-zero entries in By € RP*P and all the el-
ements in oy 4, B4, By, By v, By are independently sampled from U(—1,1). In each
estimation method, we consistently treat .# as the underlying true model by default. We
generate n = 1000 simulation samples, each comprising N = 100 independent observa-
tions, and the result for estimating the direct and indirect interventional effect of the pre-
specified mediator M; is shown in Table 1. Here, we use the PC algorithm (Harris and
Drton, 2013) to estimate the adjacency matrix of CPDAGs.

As illustrated in Table 1, the simulation results align with the theoretical predictions made
in previous sections. Specifically, when the entire distribution F'x(+) is correctly speci-
fied, all estimators display consistency. However, in the presence of at least one mis-
specified component, only the quadruply robust estimator retains consistency. In contrast,
one among the other estimators, .#; for { =0, 1,2, 3, becomes inconsistent. Although we
present only the continuous scenario in this part, our simulations under discrete C' or M set-
tings yielded similar outcomes. Importantly, under this simulation scenario, the estimator

—— My Mo Mo . . - C e
TM; =DM; +1IM, corresponds precisely to the estimator utilized for the individ-
ual mediation effect 1); proposed in Chakrabortty et al. (2018). Thus, our quadruply robust
estimators outperform the estimator defined in Chakrabortty et al. (2018).



TABLE 1
The average Bias (Standard Error) under simulation with sample size n = 1000 under N = 100 replications.
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all correct My is correct A is correct A o is correct ./ 3 is correct
direct 0.006 (0.009)  0.004 (0.004) 0.187 (0.069) 0.032 (0.038) 0.014 (0.001)
indirect o 0.033 (0.028)  0.041 (0.033) 1.930 (0.027) 0.028 (0.035) 0.001 (0.002)
direct 0.227 (0.074)  0.064 (0.069) 0.234 (0.485) 0.899 (0.087) 0.383 (0.087)
indirect 4 0.683 (0.344)  0.756 (0.395) 0.418 (0.511) 2.214 (0.131) 1.675 (0.140)
direct 0.007 (0.009)  0.004 (0.004) 0.187 (0.068) 0.032 (0.038) 0.014 (0.001)
indirect 42 0.853 (0.081)  0.914 (0.104) 2.040 (0.134) 0.237 (0.102) 1.292 (0.095)
direct 0.038 (0.039)  0.045(0.057)  0.229 (0.179)  0.033 (0.042)  0.050 (0.062)
indirect s 0.176 (0.128)  0.068 (0.082) 0.127 (0.156) 1.030 (0.079) 0.069 (0.086)
direct 0.031 (0.043)  0.008 (0.012) 0.145 (0.212) 0.054 (0.065) 0.025 (0.031)
indirect R 0.124 (0.118)  0.087 (0.109) 0.281 (0.571) 0.053 (0.064) 0.024 (0.030)

8.2. Simulation for all mediators. Next, we consider the average performance of our
quadruply robust estimators compared with other estimations under a fair model misspec-
ification scenario in both continuous case (Section 1.4 in Kang and Schafer (2007)) and
discrete case (Section 4.1 in Xia and Chan (2023)). The DGPs are defined as follows:

e Continuous M: Z + N(0,1;—1), A + 1{U[0,1] < ®(B1-2)},

2
07

M «— Bj;cZ + BuaA+ Bl M+ N |0, ,

and Y < By Z + (ay aA + By, M)23 + N(0,1);
e Discrete M: C + N(0,I;_1), A + 1{U[0,1] < ®(8}-C)}.
g1
M; + 1{ logit(U[0,1)) < Opre j.C +0prajA+ | (I— B 'N |0,
p J
and Y < By C + ayaA + By M + By AC + By, AM + N(0,1).

Herea%,...,a2

- are independently drawn from the uniform distribution in [0.5, 1], whereas
the other setting is the same as previous. In the continuous setting, instead of observing the
Z;’s, we observe C; as the transformations of Z;. We will always leave out the interaction
and z2/3 when fitting each model, and we also assume the link functions are all Probit.
For computations in the continuous M setting, we implement Algorithm 2. While in the
discrete M context, we employ Algorithm 1, setting the Monte Carlo sample size to L =

100.
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As illustrated in Figure 1, aside from the quadruply estimators (QR), other methods fail
to yield consistent results. Furthermore, in most cases, our quadruply estimators exhibit a
lower standard error compared to other methods. Thus, this also shows the robustness of
our estimators.

Average of direct effects Average of indirect effects

type
MO
M1

- M2
051 o M3 |
QR -1

1.0

o
o

mean value
mean value

-0.5
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bR \

—— M3
QR

250 500 750 1000 250 500 750 1000
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—-— M2
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FI1G 1. Simulation results for both continuous (top row) and discrete (bottom row) scenarios, showcasing the
estimated average causal direct mediation effect (left column) and indirect mediation effect (right column) over
N =100 replications. The dots represent estimated averages, error bars detail the standard error derived from
the replications, and the red line represents the true average value, calculated via numeric integrals according
to Definition 3.2.

9. Empirical Study. In this section, we illustrate our estimator in a real world ap-
plication from AURORA study to explore the causal association of psychiatric disorders
among trauma survivors, which is also studied in Watson et al. (2023). In the study, our
primary response of interest is the post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), which was as-
sessed three months post-trauma Y . The focal event, in this case, is the pre-trauma insomnia
A that trauma survivors often experience: A = 1 represents survivor does have insomnia
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Peritraumatic PTSD
py

Peritraumatic Depression | | Peritraumatic Distress

Peritraumatic ASD |

F1G 2. Estimated DAG of mediators

and A = 0 represents does not. The 4-dimensional potential mediator M including Peri-
traumatic PT (PTSD), stress, acute distress (ASD), and depression, gauged two weeks sub-
sequent to the traumatic incident, are included in our analysis. This study also accounts for
various confounders C' is a 9-dimensional vector such as age, gender, race, education level,
pre-trauma physical and mental health, perceived stress level, neuroticism, and childhood
trauma. The same as Watson et al. (2023), before employing our methodology, categorical
variables underwent one-hot encoding, numerical variables were centralized, and any miss-
ing data was excluded. The total number of observations is n = 1494 with ¢ = 10 and p = 4.
The estimated DAG of the mediators by PC algorithm (Harris and Drton, 2013) is shown
in Figure 2. Results from the quadruply robust estimators, as obtained using Algorithm 1
with Monte Carlo sample size L = 100 and a bootstrap number of B = 500, along with
other estimation methods employing a logn truncation and the same Monte Carlo sample
size and bootstrap number, are presented in Table 2.

TABLE 2
Estimated direct and indirect interventional effects of mediators using Algorithm 1. Values in bold denote
statistical significance at the 95% confidence level.

A M Mo M, QR

) direct  0.012 (0.022) 0.564 (17.827) 0.004 (0.677) 0.555 (144.040)  0.080 (0.055)
distress indirect  0.004 (0.029) -12.970 (146.383) -13.672 (1150.637) -14.021 (246.881) 0.101 (0.089)
direct  0.134(0.112)  -3.284 (33.808) 0.043 (6.680) 0.557 (162.481)  0.166 (0.140)

ASD indirect  0.810 (0.633)  -8.846 (149.805)  -14.406 (2454.382)  -13.265 (264.681)  0.781 (0.278)
direct  0.604 (0.358) 0.120 (22.549) 0.194 (96.854) 0.711 (164.921)  0.737 (0.278)

FIsb indirect  0.004 (0.164) -12.742 (153.783) -14.883 (2367.793) -13.630 (313.450) 0.012 (0.093)
direct  0.104 (0.087)  -3.410 (56.095) 0.034 (5.875) 1.108 (142.886)  0.134 (0.105)

depression

indirect  0.120 (0.280)  -8.307 (148.382)  -13.731(1522.495) -14.517 (247.827)  0.198 (0.108)

As demonstrated in Table 2, for each mediator under consideration, a substantial discrep-
ancy is observed between the estimates of .#;, and those of .#, for /5 # ¢; when employ-
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ing any of the four estimation methods .#; for £ =0, 1,2, 3. Moreover, none of these esti-
mation methods manage to identify significant direct or indirect interventional effects for
any of the mediators. This highlights the pressing need for robust estimation approaches in
this dataset. Notably, with the quadruply robust estimation, we discern that both the indirect
interventional effect of acute distress and the direct interventional effect of peritraumatic
PT are significant at the 95% confidence level, while other effects remain non-significant.
These results also indicate that preventive intervention of 3-month PTSD after trauma ex-
posure that focuses on reducing acute distress and peritraumatic PT is more likely to be
effective for trauma survivors.

10. Discussion. The main contribution of this article is the introduction of direct and
indirect interventional effects of mediators, alongside their semiparametric bounds and
quadruply robust estimators. Our method accommodates continuous, categorical, and mul-
tivariate pre-treatments, mediators, and outcomes. Moreover, extending our methodology
and theory to polytomous exposures is straightforward. However, extending to continu-
ous exposure, even under LSEMs, is non-trivial in theoretical sense. A potential method
is suggested in Cai et al. (2021) to replace the indicator function 1(A = a) with some
kernel function K((A — a)/h) under bandwidth h, but as discussed in Diaz and van der
Laan (2013); Kennedy et al. (2017, 2023), pathwise differentiability will fail in this case,
necessitating alternative estimation procedures and techniques. On the other hand, note
that our framework is dimensional-free, as long as the conditional densities and expecta-
tions meet the mild convergence rate, our quadruply robust estimations will always achieve
semiparametric efficiency. However, in high-dimensional cases, non-parametric estimation
mentioned in this article may not achieve the rate, necessitating additional assumptions
like symmetry and shape constraints, as discussed in Deng et al. (2021); Xu and Samworth
(2021); Rodriguez-Casal and Saavedra-Nieves (2022). Introducing these assumptions still
validates the semiparametric framework in our article under the full nonparametric model
M nonpar>» but our quadruply estimators may not be the most efficient under these added
conditions.
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APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND NOTATIONS

Symbol Definition Symbol Definition
Causal DAG (or cor-
X Observed variables g responding adjacency

matrix) of X
Causal CPDAG (or

C Confounders C corresponding ~ ad-
jacency matrix) of
X
Adjacency matrix in
A 0-1 exposure MEC(C) | the Markov equiva-

lence class of C

Causal DAG (or cor-
M Mediators O responding adjacency
matrix) of M

Causal CPDAG (or

. correspondin ad-
Y Univariate outcome Cym . P g
jacency matrix) of
M

Parents of M; in me-
Paj(gM),paj(QM) diators { M, ..., M,}, eq (x3) P(A=d | Xg=1xg)
its realization
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Conditional ~ expec- Conditional density of
() tation of Y given | w.(mgp) | My given - evaluated
at mp

Efficient score for - on 1
full model P[] n Z?:l ()i

k(d',C) Formula (4.1) ¢j(a',a,C) | Formula (4.2)

Difference in g. ,,(+,v)
evaluated at different
exposure defined in
Equation (4.4)

Seff, nonpar ( )

0j(a’,M;,C; Gyr) | Formula (4.3) {(gou(+v))

7..s(C,d’, Mr) Formula (4.5)

APPENDIX B: EXPLICIT FORMULAS FOR ALGORITHM 1 AND 2

We first give the formulas in Algorithm 1, the formulas in Algorithm 2 will be shown in
the proof of Proposition 6.1 later in this section. For calculating the formulas in Algorithm
1, by Monte Carlo approximation, we have

Ef[" (a',0,C) = //\/t w(C, 1, m)7c o (mj)Too(m—j)dm

— /M A(C,1,m) e lm)TCOM=5) & oy i

7TC,1( )
N ~ @ =~ )
1 - 7 TC.a (M%CO )WCO(MﬁCO,_‘)
%NZ,UJ(CvLMéC).O) J ( ) : !
EZI ' 7rC (Mﬂ’c 1)

where the sampling density 7c1(m) is calculated by To,1(m) = 7,1 (m))Te,1,m, (m—j)
and does not need to estimate additionally. Similarly, we have

N
~ 1 ¢
<TC7'§j(C’17M—j)>%N [ (Calng(rzc M—J> (Calij(ﬂ)-c M—j)
=1
and
N
F00:—5(C, 1, M;) Z (€)1, M; M(;WCO)
Note that we can rewrite 5]\\4j =1y, QRDM]_ (X;) with
1(A=1) (Fc.(M_j)) L(A=0)

QRpy,(X) = [Y —(C, 1, M)] +

e1(C) meoam; (M—j)

+ <]l(1.4:.)>?0,o;—j(0»1»Mj) + {1 B R G 0.0)

n {2]1(’4:0) _ 1] @/”0(0,0,0).
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L — QR p  —MC .
Therefore, we have the approximation as DM ; ~ =3 " | QR ), (X;) with the follow-
ing explicit formula

(B.1)
FRMC L(A=1)[7c,1(M_j) —7co(M_j)
QRDM ( ) AI(C) |: ’/TC,IJM]-(M—]) 2 :|{Y M(C,l M)}

N
1(A=1) 1(A=0)]1 . (0)
TTEO) T O N;N(C’l’MJ’M jFco)
4 1(A=0) ﬂ(A:l)} 1 iA(Cl 0 )%0,1( wgo,J)A ol 7(F£C)0 J)
~ ~ AT M )+ T R
60(0) 61(0) NZ:I (¢} ﬂ—C,l(M;T(‘[C)J)
- N ~ O = (0
1(A=0 1 e Too(Mz ) Fco(Mz), i)
TP )1]Zu(c,1,M§C)O) C.0, O J

7TC1

Similarly, note that the double integral can be rewritten as

Eloj(d',M;,C; Gu) | C] = /M(a/7mjvpaj(gM)>C)Wcﬂ’(paj(gM))ﬂ—C(mj)d(mjapaj(gM))

o D ML P o)

l1=14=1
Thus, given the fact W?R(QM) =iy, @TMJ_ (Xi; Gar) with
WA= o LA _
a0y ¥ RO = =y e (Pas(Ga) (Y_”(C"’Paj(gM)’Mj)>>
1(A=") (. ~
_ < Ee\(c) ){TC;j(C,l,Paj(gM)) —E[gj(-7Mj,C; QM) | C]}>

+<ﬁ(c ) = vy (Ga) (Cr M; )>

QRrar, (X3 Gnr) = <
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_— QR ——MC
we have the approximation DM ? ~13"  QRp m, (Xi), where
(B.2)

——vc 1= _ 1(A=0) _
QRra, (X: Gu) =| =2 oY —Ae | - = {Y—mc,oﬂ}]
1(A=1)_

ch,l(Paj(gM)){Y - ﬁ(C,l,Paj(gM)ij)}

Yac0(Pas(Ga) {¥ ~ A(C,0.Pay(Gar). M)}

(&
1 L& ¢ ¢ ¢
o 0 O [ MR Pay(Gan) — a(Co, M) PalE) )]

JTc e’ Timen,gy

N N
1 m —~
e 303 [A(C.0.02) Py Gan)) (0,0, M5) Palf2) o>”

Mol e’ j’%C, G ’
G=10—1 oM
1 ZN ) ©
+ (G 1) — B(C,0) ~ {Ne - [,u(C, 1’Pajﬁc,1,9‘M’Mj) B M(C’O’Pajﬁc,o,gM’Mj)}

Proof of Proposition 6.1:

PROOF. Denote ¢(-;u,Y) as the density of distribution A/(u, X). Similar to (6.10), we
have

/u(C,l,mj,M—j)Wc,l(mj)dmj
M

J

_/M [5}/00 +aya+ Bynmj+ B;M;jM—j} <Z><mj : [@McC’]j +0naj, [Var(eM)]jj) dm;

J

=BycC +aya+ BYM,j{ [éMC’C]j} + ﬂ;/rMyij_j,
thus

(1¢,.,(C,1,M_j)) = [6YCC +aya+ BYM,j{ [@MCCL- + HMA,j} + BJMW-M—]‘]

— [ﬁyoc +aya+ Py [@MCC]J- + B;M,ij—j] =Bym,j0ma,j-

Similarly, we have

/M u(C, 1, My, m—j)meo(m—j) dm_;

—J

:/ |:,6ch +aya+ BYM,ij + B;M7,jm_j} d)(m_j ; [@Mcc] _j [var(eM)] 7].’7j> dm_j

J

=BycC+ aya+ Bym M+ ﬂ;er,—j [OmcC] W
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and
C] (ala 0’ C)

_ / 1(C, 1, )70 ()0 () d

M
/ [ﬁYCC+aYA+BYM,jmj +/8;M,_jmfj:|¢(mj; [@MCC]j +0rad, [Var(eM)L-’j)
M
d)(m,j; [OncC] L [var(eM)}_j’_» dmj;dm_;

=PycC+aya+ BYM,J'{ [@Mcc]j + HMA,ja/} + By a1,—; [©mcC] e

Therefore, under Assumption 5.1 and Gaussian assumption,
—— QR ——fast —— OLS

where the (estimated) quadruply adjustment terms aﬁ pu;, (X) is defined as
(B.3)

———fast ———fast

QRpn; (X) =QRpy, (C, A M,Y)

:]l(A: 1) V(Mj; [@MCC} it /G\MA,—]" [@'(GM)]_L_]-) — ¢(M_j; [@)Mcc] i, [vax(ear)] _j’_j)]
é\l(c) ¢(M_j |Mj; [éMcc-i-@MA}_jlj,[V/a}(eM)]_jlj)
X {Y— [BYCC"F&YA—FB\;MM]}
1(A=1 1(A=0)] 1~ R R R R
+ |: é\l(c) ) _ Ee\o(c) )] [ﬁYCC-I-OZYA "‘ﬂYM,ij +ﬁ;/rM’,j [@Mcc] —j}
1(A=1) 1~ N . R R R R
- [(?1(6”)) {ﬁ;CCJraYA +6YMJ{ [Oncd]; +9MAJ} + By s, [OncC] ,j}

1(A=0)
eo(C)

Similarly, we can show that
To(Mj) = eo(C)me,o(Mj) + e1(C)me (Mj)

= 60(0)¢(mj; [©rmcC;, [Var(eM)}jJ) +€1(C)¢<m]’; [©OmcCl; +00a, [Var(eM)]j,])v

[B\;CO +aya+ BYM,J‘ [(:)MCC]]- + B;M’_j [(:)MCC] _JH .

TC,a! (Paj (gM)) = (b(Paj (Gm)s [GMCC] k:kepa;(Gar) + GMA,kepaj(gM)a/v [Var(eM)} kk‘:kepaj(gM))’

705 (C,a’, Paj(Gar)) :/ . {"YMjmj 95 Pa (gar) P2 (1) +77YAa/+'Y;CC}

M;

{eo(@)6(my; [OacCl;, [var(enn)] ;) +e1(C)é(mys [OrrcCl +Onra s [var(ear)] ;) }dm;

=Yy Pa (Gar) P23 (G01) + 1y 20’ + 79O + v, [60(0) [O1cC]; +e1(C)([OmcC; + 9MA,j)} ;
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and
E[g;(a’,M;,C; Gur) | C]

/Mpaj R /M 1(C,d pay(Gar), mj)mear (pag (Gar)) me(mj) dm;

J

dpa'(gM)/ {nYM'm'+7T ; Pa‘+77YAa'+7;/—CC}
/Mpaj(gM) J M. i Y Pa;(Gar) ¥

j
X ¢(Pa‘ ; [OmcC] kikepa, (Gu) T 001 A kepa, (Gar)® [Var(eM)]kk:kEpaj (gM))
x {60(0)¢<mj; [©mcC;, [Var(eM)]m) + 61(C)¢(mj s [OmcCl; +0ma,j, [Var(eM)]jJ) } dm;
=nyad +ycC+ ’Y; Pa;(Gar) { [OmcC] k:kepa; (Gar) + eMA,kepaj(gm)a,}
+ 1y {60(0) [©O1cC]; +e1(C)[OmcC]; +e1(C)0nra, }

Note that u(C,a’) = 'y; 4+ n;r/TCC' . Hence, we conclude

———fast

R ——OLS
TM; (Gum) =PuQRy, (X;GM) +TM;

——f:
with the estimated adjustment term QR;LJ_ (X;Gpr) defined as
(B.4)

———fast

1(A=1 R R 1(A=0 "
QR (X5G0M) = g{Y—V;rfA _UI’TCO} - (A ){Y_”;TCC]}

e1(0) eo(C)

1(A=1) N A _
) ¢<Paj(gM); [GMCC]k:kaaj(gM) + 00 A kepa, (Gar): [Var(eM)]kk:kEpaj(gM))

- ~T ~ AT
X {Y =1y M; Mj =y pa, (G P23 (GM) =iy a A — WCC}

1(A=0) o _
— W¢(P&] (gM) ) [@MC’C} k:kEpaj(gM)’ [Var(eM)} kk‘:képaj(gM)>

- ~T AT
X {Y =y M; Mj =Yy pa,(gyy) P (90) — WYCC}

1(A=1)

~T AN ~
o) {’YY Pay;(Gar) [Paj(gM) — [OmcC] kikepa, (Gar) HMA,k:kaaj(gM)} }

o /6\0(0) {7}/ Pa;(Gnm) [PaJ(gM) o [@MCC] k:kepaj(gM)} }]

where @(- | Xs, ; f1s,]5,, 2s,|s,) is the density for the conditional distribution X, | X,
——QR — QR — QR

where (X3 ,X2)T ~ N(,%). Finally, by IM; (Gar) = TM; (Gar) — DM, ", we

conclude the proposition when both linear structures hold in Assumption 5.1. Finally, it

is noteworthy, as seen in Theorem 7.11, that even if only one linear assumption holds in
Assumption 5.1, our estimator remains consistent. 0
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APPENDIX C: TECHNIQUE PROOFS

In the proof, to avoid any misunderstanding, we abbreviate the conditional density
[ 222, (22 | z1) as f(z2 | z1), and omit the interval of the integral, assuming the interval
is the support of the integrand variable.

C.1. The Proofs of Section 4.
Proof of Theorem 4.1:

PROOF. Fixing a DAG G)s, we drop the DAG index in these quantities for simplicity.
Note that the joint intervention density can be written as

y7c7a7 m]7pa‘])

flyldo(A=a, M;=m;)) = / f(f r( c)f(m; [ c,a,pa;)

_ / f(yvc7a7mj>paj) f(cvavpaj)
f(mj,c,a,paj) f(a,c)

ded pa;

f(c)dcdpa,

- / F(y] - a,mypay) f(pay | ¢ 0) f(c) ded pay,

where the first equation is applying Pa(A) = C, and Pa(M;) = (C, A, Pa;) with Theorem
6 in Kuroki and Miyakawa (1999). Thus,

E[Y |do(A=a, M; =m;),C] = /E[Y | A=a,M; =m;j,Pa; :paj,C']f(paj | a,C)dpa;
:Qj(avmjac)7
then
E[Y |do(A=1,M;),C=c| —E[Y |do(A=0,M;),C =c| =p;(1,Mj,c) — 0;(0,Mj,c).
Denote
TMj(c) ={B[Y | A=1,C=c] ~E[Y |A=0,C = ]}
- {E[deo(A:LMj),C:c] —E[Y|do(A:0,Mj),C:c]}.
Since T'M; = ET'M;(C), we have
TA, —E[TM;(0)
- {E[y |A=1,C] —EB[Y | A=0,C] } - {gj(1,Mj,C) - Qj(o,Mj,C)}.
The formula for DM is just by the definition. O

Proof of Theorem 4.3:
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PROOF. Let Fx,; denote a one dimensional regular parametric submodel of .#onpar,
with F'x.o = F'x, and let E; be the expectation with respect to F'x.;. Denote U the score of
Fx. att =0 and V;—q denoting differentiation with respect to ¢ at ¢ = 0. For a fixed DAG
G, we drop Gy in j(a’, M;,C;Gr) as gj(a’, M, C'). Note that we can write

Egj(a,anaC)
= [ fm3,00a0m;.0) [ W(C.al by M) w3y d e
:/E[Y | A=d ,Mj =m;,Pa;j = pa;j, C' = c]f(paj |d’,c) f(m; | c)f(c)dpa; dm;de.
Denote d(c, pa;,m;) = dp, then we can get

0
5Et0j(a/7Mj,C)

t=0

/Vt oE[Y | A=d',Mj =mj,Pa; =pa;,C=c|f(pa;|d,c)f(mj|c)f(c)dudFx
E[Y | A=d',Mj=mj,Pa;j =pa;,C =c|Vi=ofi(pa; | d’,c) f(mj ] ) f(c)dupdFx,

[
+ /E[Y | A=d',Mj =mj,Paj =pa;,C =c|f(paj | a,c)Vi=ofi(m;j | c) f(c) dudFx
/E[Y | A=d',Mj =mj,Pa; =pa;,C=c|f(pa; |d,c)f(m;|c)Vi=ofi(c)dudFx
4

= ZA
k=1

Here A; 1,k =1,2,3,4 can be calculated straightforwardly by the method in Tchetgen and
Shpitser (2012). First,

]1—/vtEt V| A=d,Mj=mj Paj=pa;,C=c|f(paj|d,c)f(m;]|c)f(c)dpa; d(mj,c)dFx

=E|U

/ a—A mj M;,pa; =Paj,c=C)
f(e) (paj [ a’,c) f(m; | paj,a’,c)

X {Y —E[Y |A=d,Mj =m;,Pa, :paj,C:c] }f(paj | a',c)f(mj,c)dpaj d(mj,c)l

=E|U

/]l(a’:A,mj:Mj,pa-:Paj,c:C)f(mj|c)
(@"|¢)f(m; | paj,a’,c)

X {YfE[Y|A:a’,Mj :mj,Paj:paj,C:c]}dpaj d(mj,c)]

—_ ./
—E UIL(A_“)wC,a,(Paj){Y—E[mA:a’,Mj,Paj,C}} :

€q’ (C)
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Similarly, one can easily obtain that

Ajo :/E[Y | A:a’,Mj =mj,Pa; :paj,C:c]tht(paj | a/,c)f(mj,c)dpaj d(mj’c)dFX7t

=E U/E[Y|A:a’,Mj:mj,Paj:paj,C:c]

1(a' =A,c=0)

Tt Ly =Pay) = f(pa; )} m; | €)f () dpa dm, dc]

A=d / /
U]l(eal(c)){/E[Y|C,A=a 7Paj,Mj ij]f(mj | C)dmj —E[gj(a ,Mj,C) | C] }‘|,

Ajz= /E[Y | A=d/,Mj =mj,Paj =pa;,C=c| f(paj | a',c)Vifi(mj|c)f(c)dpaj d(mj,c)dFx

—E U/E[Y|A=a/,Mj =mj,Paj =pa;,C =c|f(pa; | d,c)

{]l(mj = M;) — f(m; | C)} f(c)dm;dpa; dc]

= E[U{gj(a/,M],C) - E[Q](GI,MJ,C) ‘ C:I }:|7
and

Ajy= /E[Y | A=d/,Mj =mj,Paj =pa;,C=c| f(paj | d,c)f(mj| c)Vifi(c)dpa; d(mj,c)dFx

=E

U/E[Y|A:a’,Mj:mj,Pajzpaj,C:c}

x f(paj| ' c)f(mj|e){l(c=C)~ f(c)}dpa; d(mj,C)]

—E[U{E[o;(,M5,C) | C] ~ By(a’, M;, OV} .
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Similarly, we can decompose

9 /
aEtC] (a’ 707 C)

t=0

:/VtZOEt[Y\Azl,M:m,C’:C]f(m_j|A:O,C’:c)f(mj|A:1,C’:c)f(c)dudFX7t
+/Et[Y|A:1,M:m,0:c]vt:0f(m,j|A:O,C:c)f(mj|A:1,C:c)f(c)dudFX7t
+/Et[Y|A:1,M:m,C:c}f(m_j|A:O,C:c)Vt:0f(mj|A:1,C:c)f(c)dudFX7t

+/Et[Y|A:1,M:m,C:c}f(m_j|A:0,C:c)f(mj|A:1,C:c)Vt:0f(c)dﬂdFX7t

4
= Z B j, ks
k=1
and similarly verify that

[ 1(A=1)  f(M;|A=0,C)f(M_;j|A=d,C)

B;1=E|U
» FA=1]C) F(M; [A=1,C,M_))f(M_; [ A=1,C)

)

{y-E[r|a=1m.cT}

1(A=0 /
Bj’Q:E_Uf(Af:mé){/E[YA:l,Mj,C,szmj}f(mj|A=a,C’:c)dmj—Cj(a/,0,C)} ,
[ 1A=d .
ngE_UM{/E[YALMj,C,M_J‘m_j]f(m_jAO,C)dm_]’Cj(a,O,C)} y
and

Bja=E [U(gj(a/,o, C) —E¢(d,0, C))} .

Finally, the efficient score for Ex(a’, C') equal to

1(A=d) {
— Y —k(d,C }—Fl-{ a',0)—Ek(d,C
gt (,C)} +5(d,C) — Bx(d,C)
has been well studied in various literature, see Section 2.2 in Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012)
for example. Thus, we conclude the results in the theorem. O
Proof of Corollary 4.4:

PROOF. The results are directly derived due to the linear property of efficient scores.
O
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C.2. The Proofs of Section 5.

Let E¢[:] represent the expected value computed with respect to the random variable &,
while treating other variables as constants. Employing graphical techniques, we can demon-
strate the lemma as follows.

LEMMA C.1. Suppose the model satisfies Assumption 5.1, then natural effects defined
in Definition 3.1 satisfy
TE =Ec[E{Y |do(A=1),C} —E{Y | do(A=0),C}],

DE =E¢[E{Y |do(A=1,M =m©),C} —E{Y | do(A=0),C}],
and

IE =Ec[E{Y |do(A=0,M =mWY),C} — E{Y |do(A=0),C}].
Proof of Lemma C.1:

PROOF. Introduce AT has the same law as A except that AT 1 C, then by the definition
of do operator,

Ec[E{Y |do(A=a),C}] =EcE{Y | AT =a,C}
=E{Y | AT =a} =E{Y |do(A=0a)}.
for any a € {0, 1} This furthermore implies
TE=E{Y |do(A=1)} —E{Y |do(A=0)}
=Ec[E{Y |do(A=1),C}] — Ec[E{Y | do(A=0),C}].
This proves the result of T'E. We can similarly prove the result for DE and I E. O

Lemma C.1 shows the definition of natural effects defined in Pearl (2000) can actually
be written as the average on confounders. We require some DAG lemmas in order to study
the formula for indirect effects of mediators. To the best of our knowledge, these lemmas
are also novel, and they can be helpful resources for pertinent research.

LEMMA C.2. Suppose B is the weight matrix of a DAG on {Xi,...,X,}. Define
A= [(I;—B") ] = U1 = BIiﬁi)_lu,i, then

(1) (Path Representation)

A= | LB, | dop(Xi = 21)]

0
8.% + ZUI@TME[XJ | dOB,i,,i(Xk — xk)] 7

J#i k#i J#1
where do 4 is the do operator on the DAG weight matrix A.
(2) (Matrix Expression)

A =u [(Iq - BT)_l} —i, + [(Iq - BT)_l] ‘[(Iq - BT)_l] Ui

—1,0 i,—1
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Before proving this lemma, we need the following result for digraph (do not require
acyclic). We denote |w(z)| as the product of the weights of the edges for any path .

LEMMA C.3 (Yu et al. (2019)). If A is an adjacency matrix of a weighted digraph on

m vertices, then
4] = X w@i- Y el

zem; (k) yem,; (k)

where W;;(k‘) is the set of path with positive direction from i to j and m;;(k) is the set of

path with negative direction from i to j with length k.
Proof of Lemma C.2:

PROOF. Denote j as the major index. And for any nonempty set S = {l1,..., [ S‘}, we
denote
-
[“j]s = [“j]jes = (utys- - uyg)
as a vector with dimension |S|. Specially, define [u;] := [u;];c[g- By lemma C.3, for any
u € RY, we have
o
(I-B)lu=u+ Z [BT]mu

m=1

= Uj—l-Zuk Z ’wB(H)

k=1 ElHEﬂ'kj

)

where we drop the superscript in the path 7lej by the fact that there is no negative path in
DAG. Similarly, one can prove

uj+2uk Z ‘wB(H)‘

k=1 EIHGm.,j and 1¢H

(I-B',

—27—i)_1u—i =

J#i
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Therefore,

A_j=[(I-B") "

(I-B, ) lu

p
W—I—Zw Z |wB(H)‘

k=1  3II€my; and i¢1l

—1

uj —i—Zuk Z ’wB(H)‘

L k=1 Jlemy;

J#

Zuk Z ‘wB(H)}

J#i

L k=1 31Iemy,,; and €Il j#i
r q
=|w > fws]+3 w3, |ws(ID)
L 3lem; k#i JIIEmy; and (11 VED
r q
=|w > |Jws@||  + D uw > |wp(D)
L 3Mem;, j#i k#i JIIE€m; and 111 J#i
=: A—i,l + A—i,2~
By the definition of do operator and Proposition 3.1 in the Supplementary of Nandy et al.
(2017), one have
aia= | 3 fant)
HHETHJ‘ m ]752
= U4 Z ‘U)B(H)‘
L 3Tlen, 1
[0
Ox; .
L Jj#i
Similarly,
[ a
NP D ST S
L k#i  3II€my,; and 1¢11 Jj#£i
[ aq
= 2w 2 |ws. ()
L k?él E'HEﬂ'kj(B,L,i) ]751
[ )
= | D uy —E[Xj|dop , (Xp=m)]|
" Oy, .
L ki JF#i

This proves the path representation. For the matrix representation, we use Woodbury matrix

identity

-1

(A) =T -, () A,
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Thus, take A = (I, — BT), we have
-1
<A:§,—i) = (Ig1—Boi) ™!

= [(Iq - BT)_l] —i—i [(Iq - BT)_l] —i,i([(Iq - BT)_l]i,i>_1 [(Iq - BT)_l]i,—i

= [ — BT)_IJ —i—i [(1g - BT)_I} —iyi (1 - BT)_IL,—z"

where we use the fact that [A~1]; ; =1 for i € [p] as BT is acyclic. Then,
(Ig—1 — B_i—i) ' u
=, =B, ju-i—[Ug=B")™]

—t,—t —1i,% [(Iq - BT)_l] i7—iu_i'

On the other hand, note that, for any j # i, (Au); = Zzzl Ajpuy. Thus,

[Au]_; = [Au]#i = | Aju; + ZAijk
e i
=ui[A] i+ A _ju_.
Note that
[(I,—B") 1]

—1

:Ui[(Iq_BT)_l} + [(Iq_BT)_l]

—ii —i,—i

Combine the two results, we obtain that

A—i = [(Iq — BT)flu] . — (Iq—l — Bjiy,i)flu_i

—1

= (u [(L,—=B")™ '], + [, —B")™"] 4,7#—1')

)

- ([(Iq -5 —i—ith=i T [(1,-B")™] —ii [(1g — BT)_I]z‘,ﬂ'“*i)

=u;[(Ig — BT)*lLM +[(1, - BT)*l} (- BT)fl]' s

—1,1 1,—1

This implies the matrix expression. O

An important result from Lemma C.2 is that it guarantees the following two identities.
See the following corollary.

COROLLARY C.4. Suppose the conditions are the same as Lemma C.3, then we have
©h (B | X UPap(X)]i( ¢ Pas(X)] | =[(1 =BT,
J#i '
and

(C2) [E[XZ ’ Xj U PaB(Xj)]lll(i Qé PaB(Xj))}j;éi = [(I — BT)il]i,—i‘
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Proof of Corollary C.4:

PROOF. Compare the two expressions in Lemma C.3, take arbitrary u € R?, we have

_ 0
(1-B") '] _..= 5 B [dop(Xi=)]| .
JF#i
On the other hand, the Pearl’s back-door adjustment implies
0
(%vZ

The two results give (C.1). Similarly, we can get (C.2). ]

E[X; | dop(X; = ;)] = E[X; | X; UPap(Xi)11(j ¢ Pap(X;)).

Proof of Proposition 5.2:

PROOF. Consider the M-estimator defined as

* * T
(C.3) [@ 0 ] € arg o é?el]%prtrE[M —6C - HA] [M —-6C - OA]

Since the distribution of X is non-degenerate,
rE[M —6C —A][M —6C —64]"
—Etr [M —0C —0A][M —0C —0A]

—E[M —6C —04]" [M —6C — 4]

=E[M — ©3cC — OraA+ (Onic — ©)C + (Bara — 0)A]

[M — ©3,0C — OaraA + (Op1c — ©)C + (Oar4 — 0) A]

—E[er + (Oac — ©)C + (Oara — 0)A] ' [ear + (Onrc — ©)C + (Bara — ) A]

—Eejrens + E[(Onc — ©)C + (Oara — 0)A] ' [(Orrc — ©)C + (ar4 — 0)A] -

>0

Therefore, [@ vc Ou A} is a solution of (C.3). It is enough to show that the solution

[@* 9*] is unique over MEC. Indeed, use the fact in Assumption 5.1 that the components
of € are mutually independent,

E[M —0C — 0A][M —6C —A] " = Eeyef,

= - B]—\I—4M) cov(e)(I — Barar)

( [I - Buwml,,.[I - BMM]E) :
0-61 1<ty £2<p

When (1 = £ = £, 21 = Byl [T — Bunlies = 32 o, (Barar);,- Thus, we know
that '

trE[M —0C —0A][M —6C —9A] ' = > %(BMM)k
1<5,k<p 7
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Since any DAG in the same MEC shares the same skeleton, we know that the above opti-
mization problem (C.3) is unique over MEC. The unique solution comes from the theory
of M-estimator, see Van de Geer et al. (2014). ]

Proof of Proposition 5.4:

PROOF. The basic idea is implying Lemma C.1. Denote the conditional version of the
natural direct effect as

DE(c) :=E{Y |do(A=1,M =m©)),C =¢} —E{Y | do(A=0),C = c}.
Note that under Assumption 5.1, we can write
A+ h(C, 6,4),

M (T - BJQM)*1 BirC + (It - B]\}Mf1 Brrad+ (I B}myl e

Thus, we have
E{Y |do(A=1,M =m),C=c} =BE{Y |A=1,M =m® C =¢}
= Bycc+aya+ Byym©,
and
E{Y |do(A=0),C=c} =E{Y | A=0,C = c} = By.C + By ;m .
These equations together with the first display in Lemma C.1 indicate
DE=EcDE(C)

=E¢ [ (5;00 +aya+ /B}TMm(O)) - (6;00 + &IMm(O)) }

=Ecaya =aya.
And similarly,
IE=EcIE(C)

—Ec[E{Y |[A=0,M =m®,C} — E{Y | A:O,C}}
=E¢ -5;cc + By pymt) — (&ICC + 5;Mm(0)) }

—Eo :5;M (m(l) _ m(O)) }

by C' L -1 -1
e Ec[(ltl ~Bimt)  BlicC+ (Tr = Bin)  Bua-1

- <(It—1 - BJ&M)_1 BycC + (It_l B BAEM) " 0> }

— e |0 (1= Bliar) | =88 (1= Bir)  duaa
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This completes part (i).

For proving part (ii), we first note that Theorem F.4 in Cai et al. (2020) implies DM;
defined in Definition 3.2 is equivalent to Definition 3.2 in Cai et al. (2020), which derives
the expression DM; directly from Part (i). On the other hand, recall we have T'M; =
TMj(c)=IE — IEg_, . Hence, TM; also has the exactly same as Definition 3.3 in Cai
et al. (2020) by Corollary F.1 in Cai et al. (2020). Therefore, we denote the total effect’s
condition version as

TE(c)=E{Y |do(A=1),C=c} —E{Y |do(A=0),C =c}.

Then, by Theorem E.2 in Watson et al. (2023), that is 7'M (c) can be interpreted as the
effect of treatment A on the outcome Y~ that is mediated by the mediator M, or inversely
as the change in total treatment effect caused by M; being removed from the causal graph,
ie.

TMj(c)=TE(c) -TEg,_,(c)=1E(c)—1Eg_, (c)=1E—1Eg_,.

Similar to Lemma C.1, one can show T'M; = EcT'M;(C'). Thus,
(C4)
TM; = EcTM;(C)

— cov(E{Y | do(M; =m; +1),0} — E{Y | do(M; =m;),C},A;(C))
=EcTM;(C)=1E —1IEg,_,.
Therefore,

IM; =TM,; — DM; =IE — [Eg_, — DM,;
—1 -1
=Byar(I = Barar) Bua—Byar ,(I=Biy ar ) Bu,a— DM,

T T T
= /BYM,fjeMA,—j - ﬂYM,jeMﬂ-A = BYM,—J‘ (QMA:J' - erjA)'

Finally, for proving (ii’), note that Y is still linear about C, A, and M, given C' = ¢, the
proof argument in proof of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 of Nandy et al. (2017) still holds.
Thus, fixed C' = ¢, Proposition 2.1 in Chakrabortty et al. (2018) guarantees, that is

ni(c) =B[M; | AU {C=c}], xE[Y | Mj,Pa(M;), A, {C = c}],

by (5.2
"2 9rray x B[Y | My, Pa(M;), A, {C = ¢}],

for any fixed C' = ¢, which combined with the expression of DM gives the result for the
alternative expression for /M;. Hence, we complete our proof. 0

C.3. The Proofs of Section 6.

Proof of Alternative Strategies:
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PROOF. Just by the definition, we can prove the equivalence for alternative strategy 1
as follows:

a=a)
B e taY] = [ Fes e e ani(ed
-/ myf(y ) fa=d | )F(e)d(a0)
— [ustw1d.0)f(0)dlac)
=Ex(d,C),

A= /
E[M{/E[Y|A—l M_;,C,M; =mj;] f(m, A:a,C:c)dij
/f —a\C f(c,a,m_j)dcdadm_;

X {/E[Y|A:1,Mj:mj,C:c,Mj:mj}f(mj|A=a',C=c)dmj}
:/mf(c)fm:o‘c)f(m,j\czc,AZO)dcdm,j
X {/E[Y|A:l,M_j:m_j,C:QMj:mﬂf(mj|A:a',C:c)dmj}

:/E[Y|A:1,M:m,0]f(mj|C:c,A=a')f(m_j|C:c,A:O)f(c)dmdc

=E[¢;(d’,0,0)]
and

B At [BIY 164~ o PayGan) 3 = ) £y | )

—d)
/f(A:a’|c)f(C’a’paj)dCdadpaj
X {/E[Y|C—C,A_a',Paj(gM)—paj,Mj—mj]f(mj | C’—c)dmj}
/E Y |C=c,A=d ,Pa;(Gyr) = pa;, M; :mj}f(paj | A:a/,c)f(mj,c)dpaj d(m,c)

Z/Q] a';mj,c; Gar)d(my,c) = E[oj(a’, Mj,C; Gar)].
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Thus, all identities for alternative strategy 1 hold. Similarly, for Strategy 2 and Strategy 3,
we have

1(A=d

E[M{/E[Y|A_1 M;,C,M_;=m_j|f (m_j|A=o,C)dm_jH

/f *a’|C’ f(c,a,mj)dcdadm;
><{/E[Y|A:1,Mj:mj,C:c7M_j:m_j}f(m_j|A:0,C:c)dm_j}

:/E[Y |A=1,C=c,M =m]f(m_j| A=0,c)f(mj | A=d,c)f(c)dm_jdcdm,
=E[(;(a’,0,0)],

[]I(Al) F(M_j|A=d',C)
FA=1[C) f(M_;|A=1,C, M)

/f Cl—l m]|a_1c)f(mj|A:a/7C))yf(c7a7m7y)dM

(a=1]c) f(mjla=1,c)f(m_jla=1c¢cm;

7 fmjla=1¢)f(m_j|A=dc)
/=

f(mla=1,¢)

xyflyla=1,e;m)f(mfa=1,¢)f(a=1]c)f(c)dp

=/yf(y la=1,c,m)f(mja=1c)f(m_;|A=d',c)f(c)du

:/E[Y\A:l,M:m,C:c]f(mj la=1,¢)f(m_j|A=d,c)f(c)du=E[(;j(d’,0,0)],

and
1(A=d)
E[f(A— 710

a = a
/ f pa] | ¢ a= a,)yf(ca a,m, y) d/j/

f(Paj(gM) | C,AZ a’)Y

/f—l) (ba; | ;0 =Yyl (y | 0 = ' mj,pa)) m | 0 = a' ) f(a = | )(c)

:/yf(y | c,a:a’,mj,paj)f(paj | c,aza')f(mj,c)dpaj d(mj,c)

=E[oj(d',M;,C; G,
which complete the calculations. O

C.4. Proof of Section 7.1. Denote a = plim a,, if a,, L a.
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LEMMA C.5. Let X are mean-zero random vector and Y are univariate random vari-
able. Suppose E(e | X) =0 and var(e | X) = o? is free of X in the regression

Y=B"X +e=p X1+ p; Xo+e.

Suppose X € RP, and B is the OLS estimator with sample size p <n,

~ PN ~ 12 1 & & = R
Vn(Bi—p1) = [thfxl,XzF)T(l,X?} %Z&Jr%(l) ~ N <O,phmZe? [FXl,XJ)T(l,XQ]) )
i=1 =1

where {€;}"_, are the residuals and {e;}?_, are the i.i.d. N'(0,0%I) error vector indepen-
dent with X.

PROOF. We first note, we have
~ —1 ~
(C.5) B —Br=[X] (I — Px,)X1] X{ (I — Px,)e =Tx, x,e.
PN -1 1 1 1 11
Ty x.I'L ] —IXTX, - | =XTX,| |=xTx “XIx
[n X1,X21 X1,X, ol 1 [n 1 N2 2 2 2 1]
we have

~ T -1
[an Ly ,XQ]

- [@(Xl) —c/@(xl,xg)@*l(xgc/av(xg,xl)}

1 .
= (nXIX1 - Var(X1)>

n n n

_ ( [1 Xfxg} [1 X;XQ} - {1 XJXJ — Cov(X1, Xo)var  (Xo)cov (X, X1)>
=0,
which gives
nPx, TR, x, = [@00) — @V, Xo) @ (Xa)e07(Xa, X1) -
On the other hand, from (C.5), we get that
Bi— B = fxl,xga

Since /n (3 — B) is asymptotic normal and E(e? | X) = o2, its asymptotic variance is
-1 -1
X1X] X1 X) , [ xx] xix) X1 X[ X1 x)
E T T Ele T T E T T
-1
2 var(X1) cov(Xy,Xo)
cov(Xg,X1) var(Xa)

=0 [<Var(X1) B COV(Xl’XQ)Var_I(XQ)COV(XQ,Xl))il *] :

* *
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Combining the above result, we have

\/ﬁ(El - 51) ~ N <0,02 [Var(Xl) — COV(Xl,XQ)VaI'_l(XQ)COV(XQ,Xl)]_1)
:./\/<0,02plimnthx2f;{hx2>
n -2
=N <O,plimzzi;1€’plimnFX17X2F}1,X2> ,

o P I :
by the fact that %Z?:l 612 — Ee? = 0. The asymptotic linear expression comes from

the above display directly. 0
Proof of Theorem 7.3:

PROOF. From the regression (5.2), we know that
-1

Byc Byc Cc’ cr
aya | = | aya | = AT [CAM} AT | ey.
By m By M M MT

Thus, by (C.5), we have
Gya—aya=Lmoey
and
B\YM —Bym = fM,(O,A)'EY-
where var(ey | C, A, M) = 0% is a constant free of C, A, M. Similarly,
Ona—0ia=Tacen
it is worthy to note that
var(ey | C, A) =var [(I — Bia)em | (I — Bbo)eo, Bac(I — Bbe)ec + €4
=var((I — Bypy)enr) = 02, (I = Bagag) (I — Barar)

is also a constant free of C' and A by ej; UL (C, e4). Therefore, by Lemma C.5, we have

\/ﬁ(ayA - OéYA) ~ N (O,plinggzﬂ- {fA,(M,C)f—/K,(M,C)}> )
i=1

\/ﬁ(BYM —Bym) ~ N (@Plingfﬂ' [fM,(C,A)fL,(aA)D ;

=1
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and

G A — T
v @amova) _ (Laone))

Bym — Bym Larc,a)

. plim 7, &, [T rey Do
~ N 0’ . n -2 i T
plim Zi:l S [FM,(C,A)FA,(M,C)} *

Besides,

\/ﬁ(é\MA — GMA) ~ N (0,plimé\—]\r/[/e\MrAch2C) .

Hence, we have

pE’" _pE 1 Qra—ava
\/’ﬁ —~OLS = T T 6YM - /BYM
IE " —1IE Orva Bym) \ 2 >
Orvia—0ma
plim " g%/,i [FA,(M,C)FAT,(M,C)} plim 3 71" g%/,i [FA(MC)FL,(C,A)} Oria

o N | o, | P T @004 [Paron oo %A[Pﬁmz?:l??y,i Tl en) |faa

By m

+By s [plim@L/e\MF acllc

——OLS —~OLS
by ey 1L eps, which gives the result for DE as well as the result for /F when 674
and By s are not both equal to zero. When 03,4 = By ps = 0, we write

JA(TE™” — IE) VO3 an/nBy ar

\/B\YFMEJQMABYM + %AiﬁYMé\MA \/\/HB\YFM%G'MA \/HB\YM + \/ﬁé\]r\/[Ai\]ﬂYM \/ﬁé\MA

which leads to the result by the continuous mapping theorem. Similar method applies to
—— OLS

the proof of DM ; . Therefore, we have Then

Ja(DE™™ — DE)

— — - N(0,1).
n A~
\/FA,(M,C)PAT,(M,C) dic 6%/,1'
and
ZZ
_ ) MA = PYM — VY,
— A\/ﬁ(fE N:Ez —— 0 \[Z] 2520+ 2] 202

\/BYMEGMAﬁYM +O0a%syaOra N(0,1), otherwise.
where

Zy DIV LA Lo
~N 0, B ) 29MA = phm ZGZWA’ 2BYM = phm EﬁyM :
Zﬁ Eﬁ’yM
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.
Note that the Zy Zs is much more concentrated around zero compared to the
V2§ S5 Z0+2] 50 Zs
standard normal distribution Chakrabortty et al. (2018), we get the ">" instead of "=" for
. —~OLS . . . — OLS
the confidence interval of /£ . Similar result can be applied to DM ; . O
Proof of Theorem 7.8:

PROOF. Let 4 = EX is the mean of X. Denote
§i(Gur) :=E"® [Y | Mj UPa;(Gpr)UAU C} 1

and corresponding quantities

e 1 re;
GmEMEC(Car)
and
s 1 oy e Tre
&(Cn) = ZMEC(Car) Z £Gm),  &(Gm):=E"[Y | M;UPa;(Gy)UAUC],
GmMEMEC(Cur)

From (ii”) in Proposition 5.4, we have
—o0LS —
;" — T,

:é\MAJ’ (@(CAM) - BYM,j) —Oma (gj(CM> - 5YM,j)

=04 ((gj(é\M) —&(Cu)) — (Byarj — ﬁYM,j)) + (Orra; — Oria) (E;-(CM) - ﬂYM,j)

=03 (@) = &(Can)) + B (§(Car) =E5(Can)

- é\MA,j (B\YM,]' — Bymy) + (é\MA,j —Onrra,j) (Ej (Cym) — ﬁYM,j)

:2Dj71 + Dj72 — Dj73 + Dj74

for j € [p]. What we want to do next is finding the asymptotic expression of M ;—IM;.
First, for any non-negative sequence {a, },

p <anmaX‘Dj71‘ > 5) < P(Hj € [p): &(Car) — &(Car) # 0)
J€Elp]
by Assumption (7.4)

<P (€M £ CM) 0.

Thus, we have max;c(, Dj1 = op(a, 1). We first consider the case at least one 074 ; or

Ej (Cym) — By M,; 18 not equal to zero. From the proof of Theorem 7.3 and Lemma C.5, we
know that

Dia=0a1; (6~ @) +0u (1 ).

n
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Y 1
Dj3=0pma; [FM,(C,A) GY} ; + o0, -

Lo =~ 121 & 1
=0na,j [phmFM,(C,A)FL’(C,A)} = ZEY +0p <n> ,

Jjj m =
1=

Dja=(03ra; — 0h1a,) (Zj (Car) = BYM’J')
= [fA,CeM] y (Ej(CM) - BYM,j) +0p (:L)

;(Cnr) — BYM,]') [plim fA,CfLC] 1/2

[y = Blran) ™ S (L~ Baa) ™|

1/21 1
ZéM:JZ—i_Op( >

jj n

uniformly in j € [p|, where e := ZX/}/QEM. We denote Xsg,, ..., Xg,,,,  bedis-
3T » istinct, j
tinct parent sets of Mj; with my1, ..., M L4, times. Let

Sj = {Sjr = (j +t,1,... ,t,XSMw) re {l, .. 7Ldistinct,j}, t §é XSM,J-,T}
U {Sjr ={G+t1,...,t— 1;XSM,]-,T) red{l,.. ~7Ldistinct,j}7 te XSM,J-,,,}GY

with ag;, = (mj,/L;,0,...,0)" €Rand L; = Efff““’j my. Since

Ldis[incl,j M
S o, = 30 i
— J
S;r€S; r=1

for any j € [p], we can apply REMARK 5.2 in Chakrabortty et al. (2018), we have

&(Crr) —€;(Car) = ZW (Cwm) +op(\/15>

where
w @) (Car)

| L
fZ
T =1
L7

"—|

S;el ( ﬂsﬂ)_l (XSM - MS;‘@) (Y —EY —Xps,, (Esjésjé)_l (ije - 'U’Sﬂ’)>

-
L.oc? <(Mj,i —EM;) - /Bt+j|(17-~-¢7SM,j,2) (X(l"“’t’SM""’j)’i B EX(lw.’LSM’[’j)))
It 45|15t m,5,0)

X (Y —EY — X5, (Es.iés.ﬂ)_l (ije - ,US_N) )

1
LJ
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where e; j, the i-th column of the k x % identity matrix and ﬂ;jl(l tSaae) (E)j(1,t.5005.0)
EARREAS ) 5 Js ) " 5

-1 .
(2(1,...,t,SM ) (Lot S M)) . Therefore, we can obtain

V(TS —Thiy)

n . /
_\;HZ;QMA’j{Wi(j)(CM) {phmFM (CA)FT (CA)EfEY’i}

n

# (600 = prag) [pimPacTie] ™ [t = Bl sy = B ] 7 5 S en

+0p(1) ~ N(O,U?Wj)

where

‘ 1/2
o2y =F [QMAJ{W(J)(CM) [phmTM calise, A)]]j EY}

+ (&€ = dvaag) [pimPache] " [, - Bl Suth, ~ Banan ] e )

which implies 02 can be estimated by

M,
(C.6)
L R iy~ 1/2
G?Mj = %Z [QMA,j{Wi(j)(CM) {FM(C A)F (CA)} fY,i}
=1
- N ~ ar 112 P, S~ vz 2
+ <£j(CM) - BYM,j) [TA,CF A,C} [(Ip — Byv) Zm(Ip — Bum) Lj EM,j,z}

where B M can be estimated incidentally by a version of PC algorithm (Harris and Drton,
_ OLS
2013). Finally, when 074 j = fj(CM)—ﬁyMj =0, we will have lim,,_,o, P ( ‘IM
IMj| > 3Wj ®~!(1—a/2)) > 1 — « by using the similar argument in the proof of Theo-
rem 7.3. 0

Proof of Theorem 7.11:

. . —— QR . . .
PROOF We will prove the consistency for DM ; and semiparametric efficiency for

an,

TM; The proof of other parts can be similarly derived. We first prove the consistency.

— QR
Consistency of DM ? :

Note that W?R - DM; = Pn<§eff’ nonpar (F¢5(+,0,C')) ), so it is sufficient to prove
Pné'\eff’“"“f’ar(ECj(a’,(),C)) 25 0 for any o’ € {0,1}. Denote 7 (my) = Tz (MT),
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Then we write
¢(0) (H: 71—(0)0/77((00])) = /M /J'(Cv 1, m)WC,l(mj)ﬂC,O(m—j) dm — ECJ (a/7 0, C)

1(A=0
o o) = O [ €ty M) dins - .00}
1(A=d
= (ea,(C’C)l){ /M M(C, 1,Mj,m_j)7rc’0(m_j) dm_j - Cj(a',O,C’)}

—J

¢§2) (ea'7 22 7T(CT(.]]))
1(A=1) 7mcu(M)
e1(C) mea,m, (M)

then PP, S mompar (E¢; (0, 0,C)) = Yoo, Pn¢§z)(~). We break the proof into four parts,
Part £ gives the consistency under different model ./Z ;.

o0 1o ) = {r-ue1n)

Part 0. When model .#, is correctly specified, i.e., ji, 778 )a,, and %(Cfg ) are consistency.

We have
Pty (7 R ) =P |0 (B 762) — ) (el w4 P (el ).

with ]P’n¢§0) (u, Wg)a, , Wé g)) x, Pq/)§ (u, W(C,)a,, 71(0 Oj)) = 0. For another part, we will use
empirical processes techmque. Indeed, we have

P[0 (3,780, 767) - o e n 2

[Pn/ {ﬁ(C,l,m) - M(C’,1,m)}7rcja(mj)7rc,g(m_j)dm‘
M

_l’_

Bo [ p(C1m){Foatm) ~ mcalm)}rcotm-.) dm\
M

+

Pn/ M(Calvm)ﬂc,a(mj){%c,o(mj)Wc,o(mj)}dm‘~
M

For sufficient small constant ¢ > 0, we define a set of functions ¢/(¢) that contains condi-
tional expectation (. such that

E/ {p(C,1,m) — p(C, 1,m)}2dm <e?
M
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then we consider

sup

P /{Ma C,1,m) — (C,Lm)}ﬂc,a(mj)ﬁc,o(mj)dm‘
uge €

<E sup {Pn/ |us(C,1’m)M(Q1,m)|7fc,a(mj)7fc,o(m—j)dm}
HEGU(E) M

<Py sup B [ [nelCoLm) — (€, 1m)rca(mj o (m—) dm
te EU(e) M

+E sup Pn[/ |1e(C,1,m) — u(C, 1, m)| e o (mj)meo(m—j) dm
te EU(e) M

— E/M |,u5(C’, 1,m) — u(C, 1,m)|7rc7a(mj)ﬂ'c70(m_j)dm}

2

Cauchy Inequality and £2 assumption
< €

+E swp Pn[ [ Je(€ 1) = (€t alms)mcoim5)
te EU(e) M

— E/M ‘ME<C7 Lm) - :LL(C7 L, m)’WC’,a(m]’)ﬂ-Cao(m*j) dm:l

Corollary 5.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014)
< e2+n 12y nVe(log(e) +logn)

~

Let e—0 with Assumption 7.9
—

0.

Therefore, we must have P, [, {a(C,1,m) — u(C,1,m) }wco(m;)meo(m—j)dm =
op(1). Similarly, we have

IPn/ M(C,l,m){%\c,a(mj) —7rc7a(mj)}7rc,0(m_j)dm
M

=Py, /M 1(C,1,m)mea(my){Teo(m—j) — mep(m—;)} dm = opy(1),
which implies
0)
Po [0 (17 760)) = 0 (1.7 153 | = 0p()

This yields P w(o (1, Ag)a,, 7r(cg)) = 0p(1). Note that the expressions of wj(-?’)(-) and As-
sumption 4.2 ensure

SN 1 — R
Pn¢§ (elaﬂ'(cjl),ﬂ‘(cl)jwy ‘S‘nZ{Y;_H(ClvlaMl)}‘:Op(l),
=1
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by ii(-) is correctly estimated, which gives Pn1p§3 (e1, Wg)o,wé j,),w(c)l M 7?§J H ),ﬂ)

op(1). Similarly,

Py (G0, i, 7E0,)

S,Pn|:/ ZZ(C’,1,mj,M_j)§r\c7a/(mj)dmj —Cj(a',O,C)}
M

J

<

]P)n|:/ u(C,l,mj,M_j)Wo,a/(mj)dmj—Cj(a’,O,C)] ’
M

J

_|_

]P)TL/M {ﬁ(c,l,mj,M_j)%Cﬂ/(mj)—M(C,l,mj,M_j)’]TC’a/(mj)}dmj :

J

The first term above is op( ) obviously by the definition of (;(a’,0,C'). By using the same
steps for proving P, [1#]( (u,ﬁg)a,,wco ) ¢(0 (Maﬂc)a’m(cg))] = 0,(1) above, we can
prove the second term is also 0,(1) by both 1z and 7,/ () are correctly estimated. This

yields Pnzbj(- (Eg, 1L, %(c])a ) = 0p(1), and similarly gives ]P’nw](?) (’e\a/, It 7r(c g)) =0,(1). The

proof for Part 0 is thus completed.

Part 1. When the model .7 ; is correctly specified, we have consistency estimator e,
i, and 7r(j) . We first handle wj(p) )+ 1/)](-1) (+). We rewrite

0 ) + 450 o)

A=
=(;(d’,0,C) = EG;(d’,0,C) + ]1(60(0)0){ /.A/l. 1(C,1,mj, M_j)mc o (my) dm; — ¢j(a’,0, C)}
 ¢i(d',0,0) o
=iy (1A =0) = eo(C)]
1(A=0 /
' (eo(C)){ /M]. p(C,1,my, M_j)mc o (mj) dm; — E¢(d',0,C).
Therefore,

P[0 (378,753 + 01 (@0, 1.7

S|P

[f/vt 1(C, 1, m) e q(mj)Teo(m—;) dm
eo(C)

e

J

{MAzm—%wﬂH

+

(C, l,mj,M_j)%C@/ (mj) dmj - ECj(a’, 0, C)] |
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By the bounded assumption in Assumption 7.9, we have

S B(C, 1, m)Tc o (my)Teo(m—;) dm o0 _3z
] e {1(4=0 o<0>}H

= 0) = %(C)}| = 0,(1)

by €o(-) convergences to eo(-) in £2 norm and E{1(A = 0) — eo(C)} = 0. On the other
hand, we have

{ {/ n(C, 1, mi, M_;)Tc o (my) dmj — EC]'(CL/,O,C):|
M;

J

by consistency of €y, fi, and TI'(J) ]1
Pp | ———

(C, 1,mj,M,j)7TC’a/ (mj) dmj — EC]'(CL/,O, C):| + Op(l)

[ /M w(C, 1, mj, M_;)mc g (my)dm; — ECj(a',O,C’)} +0,(1)

"0,0),
which gives P, W( )(ﬁ %(C])a,,ﬂco ) + w (A s I, %(C)a )] = 0p(1). It remains to show
P, [w](z) (ew, 11,7 ) + 1/1 ( 1, Cj,),ﬂ(c f)M ,11)] = 0,(1). Indeed, the consistency of
[i ensures P, [@ZJ@ (@1, %é j,), %é_f )M ,11)] = 0,(1) as stated in Part 0, and

Pulv? (Cor, 7 750))] |

Pt L, A mReotm ) dm

- [ AC meameotn-.) dm}] 1

|

/ a(C,1,mj,m_j)[mc(my) — 7o (my)] dm;
M

J

/M (7 (my) — 7o (my)]” dm;

J

by £2 assumption and Cauchy
< P,

~

:E‘/ [mc,1(my) — 7 ()] dmg |+ 0,(1) = 0,(1),
M;

which completes the proof required for Part 1.
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Part 2. Exactly the same as Part 1, one can prove when model .#; » is correctly speci-
fied, we have

P (07 (1.5 7)) + 9P @767

P, [/ ,L/Z(Ca 1, m)%c,l(mj)%c,()(m*j) dm — EC] (CL,, 0, C)
M

¥ “i“‘(}){ [, FCL My catm ) dm - G(a.0.0}]
+ P, [W/ . ﬁ(c,1,Mj,m_j)7?o,o(m_j)dm_j—Egj(a’,o,C)]‘
<E[1(A=d) -2, (0)]?

— u(C, 1, Mj,m_j)mco(m-j) dm_; — E¢;(a’,0, 0)} +0p(1)
ea/(c ij

YL 0,(1) + 0+ 0y(1) = 0,(1).

Similarly, we can prove

Pt @0, 7 Al
=|Fr [W{/MJ %C’a/(mj)dmj/ » w(C,1,my,m )[”Co( j) —Tco(m )] dm_j]
5IP)”/ _[Wco( J) = Fco(m—g)] 2 dm_;| = 0,(1)

and P, [w( ) (e, %é g,), Wé 7 )M ,11)] = 0,(1), which completes the proof of this part.

Part 3. When the model .#; 3 is correctly specified, we have ey, wé ,), and TI'(C 17 )M are

~(7)

consistent, as well as TClar Pay (Gar) thus 77(0 )a but not j. In this case, we first rewrite

wy(‘O)(Mm(oj)a/ﬂfco)"‘lb (ex Woj')a”él)M’“)

:[]I(Azl) e (M)
e1(C) 7o M, (M-j)

Y —E¢(d’,0,C)

—|—/ ,LL(C,1,m)7TC71(mj)7TC’a/(m,j)dm—
M
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By using the same empirical processes technique in Part 0, we can prove

B [0 (.7 700 + 0 (BLAG S A by, )

P P(Al) Toa (M—j)
" @) 7o, (M)

<

Y ECj(a/,O,C’)} '

+

P, [ /M AC, 1, m)Rc (m;)R . (m_j) dm. —

E[]I(Al) Wca(M )
e1(C) meam; (M—j)

Y —E¢(d’,0, 0)] + op(1)

L(A=1) moa (M- )

+ E{/M w(C, 1, m)me 1 (my)me o (m—j) dm — 1 (0) WC,l,Mj(Mj>ﬁ(C71,M):| +op(1)
by (6.1) ~ m)r Ve (s m_]l(A:l) WC,a’(M—j) =R o
En| [ ROyt (mg)am — ) AT 01,00 | o)
—E[/Mﬁ(C,1,m)7rcjl(mj)7rcya/(m_j)dm—E[]l(e?(;)l) ZC;(;\:I(JYM )) (C71,M)|CH +op(1)

=0+ o0p(1) = 0p(1),
where we use the fact that
E[]l(Azl) oo (M)
e1(C) mea, (M_p)"

(C’,l,M)\C’]

1 _|Ca=d) _
:/M f(azllC)f{;Lmj \]C ailc;gj)“(c’lam)ﬂ(az1)f(a,m\0)dm

= 1 f(m—"caa:a/) ~
_/M fla=1]C) f(m_; ‘]C7a:17mj)u(0,1,m)

x fla=1]10)f(m;|Cia=1)f(m_;|C,a=1m;)dm

:/ a(C,1,m)f(m; | Coa=1)f(m_;|C,a=d)dm= / u(C,1,m)me1(mj)meqe (m—j)dm
M M

We can also prove that

<P,

~

nd}( (é\ﬂa Aa %8)0/)

/ [reo(m—j) — Feo(m—j)]* dm_;
M

-3

= 0p(1)
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and

P (v (s 1, 760))] | SPa

/M (7 (my) — 7o (my)]* dm;

J

~ 2
[76,1.pa, (Gr) (1) = T pa, () (125)] A

Mpaj (g]\/f)
=o0p(1).
— QR
Thus, we finish proof of Part 3. The proof of consistency of DM ? is hence completed.

JQR
Semiparametric Efficiency of 7'M D

. . . = avg7 QR
Next, we want to prove the semiparametric efficiency for 7'M ; . Here we have all

estimators in model .#; 4,/ = 0, 1,2, 3 are correct. We use P to denote these correct esti-
mated functions or estimated distribution, which is a consistent estimator of the true law

of X, P. First note that, for any fixed Gy; € MEC(Cyy) and j € [p], J/’]\\I?R(QM) can be
written as the following one-step estimators

TN (Gar)

Ai)%\C,l(Paj(gM)) {Y — ﬁ(C, 1,Paj(gM),Mj)}

1(A=0)
eo(C)

7eo(Pay(Gan)) {¥ = i(C,0, Pa;(Gar). M) |

1(A=1) . 1(A=0) . ~
+/M <A1(C) (C,l,Paj(gM),mj)—/e\o(c')M(C,O,Paj(gM),mj)>7TC(mj)dmj

1(A=0)

+Tar”
eo(C) J

_ (MA:I)E[Q]G M;,C; Gu) | C]

= Bl25(0.04;,C3 6u1) €] )

= [Pao (X, P Gr) + 031 (P; Gan)| = [Pa@ (X, P; Gar) +0(P; G|

where 1 o with @’ = 0,1 is defined as

Yja: Fx xGy — E [{M(CL’,C) —/

wu(C,ad ,pa;, M; )wo7a/(paj)dpaj }] )
Mpaj (Gnr)
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and @; o is the mapping from the observation and the underlying distribution of X to the
efficient score for \; o/, from Theorem 4.3, we know that

@3 (X, Q; Gur)

,_H(A:a/) / /
'_eQ(C){Y — k% ,C’)} + k9, C) —

a’

1(A=4d)
a’(c

e . (Paj(Gu)) {Y —u?(C.d, M)}]

1(A=4d)
e (C)

{/M MQ(C7Q/7Pa](gM)7m])ﬂ-g(m])dm] - EP [QQ(alijaCa gM) ‘ C]}

+09(d M;,C QM)] — 0 (Q; Gum)

—o' (X, Q5 Gur) — 02 (X, Q3 Gar) —j0(Q; G

for arbitrary distribution @ for X, where ¢%(c) := Q(A = a’ | ¢) and similar definition for

a’

KQ(a,0), 72(mr), nQ(), and p2(a’,mj, c; Gar), where

o) (X,Q; Gur)

_1(A=ad) Q. Q. 1(A=d) 0
'—eg(c){y—” (a',0)} + 59, C) - 2 7@ (Paj (@) {Y = n2(C.a', 20 |
+Q?(GI,M],C,QM),
and
©%)(X,Q; Gur)
1(A=d
::7(Q id / @ (C,d,Pa;(Gar),mj)mi(m;) dm; — Bp[o? (', M;,C; Gar) | C] 5.
ea’(C) M;

We can see that \; 1 — ;o the functional mapping of the underlying distribution of X to
TM;(Gu) for a fixed DAG G),. Therefore, we can decompose

T () — TM;(Gar)
=< (Pr— P) @ (X, P; Gu) + (P — P) [@2N(X, P; Gu) — 0$N(X, P Gar)] + RIN(P, P; gM)>
where

RIN(P,P; Gar) = o (P Gar) — s (P Gar) + / @, (2, P; Gr) dP(x).
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Given Assumption 7.4, by using the argument in Proof of Theorem 7.8, we can prove

(C.7)
ﬁwavg,QR TM]'
1
~#MEC(Car) P = P){@;1 (X, P; G ®x,P;g
#MEC(CM) gMGMZE%(CM)( {(P M) (p],o( M)}
1
T IMEC(C) P, — X,P;g X,P;G
FNEC(Car) GMGMZE:C(CM)< Py [{ofi M) = 93 ( )}
—{@$H (X, P; Gur) — @25 (X, P; gM)}}
1 .
e R} (P,P; Gy) — R (P, P o
T AMEC(Car) QMG%:C(CM){ Gur) — Bjo Gar)} +0p(,)

with any /,, such that lim,,_,, £, = co. The (vector-)function classes for (p?f;, (X,P;Gum)
with a” € {0,1} is ¢ = (qk)kek € Q= Q(7,5} used in (6.8) and (69) for a fixed j € [p € © 7[5 &
Us, which is also VC-class with index the same index ¢J; € [0,1/2) by Lemma 2.6.18 in
Van Der Vaart et al. (1996). On the other hand, note that the consistency in Assumptlon 7.10
ensures there exists sufficient large n such that all denominators in (p ia (X P Gr) will be
larger than 5/2 then by using |a1a2 —b1b2| < |b1 ‘ |CL2 —b2| + |bg||a1 —b1| + |a1 —a2||b1 —b2|
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for any real number a1, as, b1, b2, we can show that
(C.8)

(B — P){ 035X, P; Gar) — 2% (X, P; Gar)}
by £2 assumption

S|P = PY{@(X5ar) - an(X;Gun)}|
ke

~
comes from Lp;l;,(X7P;QM)—(p;’l;,(X,P;gM)

+ (P, — P)/ @) [%C,a’(paj(gM)) - WC,a’(paj(g]\/[))} dpaj(gM)‘

comes from @, (X,P;Gar)— '), (X,P;Gur)

+ (Pn—P)/ o )[ i(C,a,paj, Mj) — (C,a,paj,Mj)] dpa;

comes from (pizi, (X,}”:‘ ; gM)—Kp;ii, (X,P;Gwm)

+ (P, — P)/ [ﬁqa(paj) - 7Tc'7a<paj)} dpa;
;(Gar)

J/

comesfromcp (XP Gm)— cp ,(XP Gum)

+|(P, — P)[fi(/,C) — p(a’,C)] ‘

comes from 1 ,/ (ﬁ;g[v[)*‘l‘l)jya/ (P;Gum)

+ (P — P) / (gM)[ i(C,d',paj, My) — p(C,d, pay, M)}dpaj}

comes from 1\ s (Is;gzu)—ll)j,a/ (P;Gnm)

.- P) / R (pay) — mew (pa) dpa} .
o, (Gar) [ ’ ’ ] ’

/

-~

comes from 1 ,/ (Ig;gM)fIJf)j,a/ (P;Gm)

For any k e KC, @i, converge with #2-norm to g, at a rate of n~%x in class Q with vy, €

{95 ¢,V 2,07 .} - Then by Corollary 5.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014), we have

E‘(Pn — P){qi(X;Gn) — ng(X;QM)}}
=n V2Vt (log n~%u + log n)
= O(n~ /#5120, 1og ) = o(n~1/?)
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by ¥;/2—min{J; ., 9} ,9; ,} < 0in Assumption 7.10, which implies (P, — P) {@e(X;Gm)—
ak(X;Gn) } = 0,(n1/2) for any Gpy € MEC(Cay). Thus,

(B, P)[fi(d.C) — p(a.C)] = oy,
(P, — P) [/ 6 { (C,d ,paj, Mj) — (C,a',paj,Mj)] dpaj] :Op(n—l/z)7

@) | o [Foaon) —mcaony)] dpa, = oy (7).

Similarly, for any Gy € MEC(Cys) we can prove
E|((P, — P)/ . _%c,af(paj(QM)) — WC,a/(paj(gM))} dpaj(QM)| =o(n~1/?),

E((P, —P)/ o | (C a,paj, M;) — (C,a,paj,Mj)} dpa; zo(n_l/z),

= o(n_l/Q).

Bl p) [ [Foatom) —catoe)] dvey

Therefore, we conclude

(C.9
;éél\/IEC(CmgMe\%%(CM)(P ~ P)[{0$8(X, P; Gar) — 03X, P Gan)} | = op(n112),
#MElC(CM) > (Pu—P){eS (X, P Gur) — 936 (X, P Gar)} = 0p(n1/?).

G eMEC(Cur)
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It remains to deal with the reminder R;%l;, (P, P) for a’ € {0,1}. Note that for any distribu-
tion (), we rewrite

R;%l;/ (Qa P gM)

:wj,a’ (Qa gM) - 1J”j,a’ (P; gM) + / (p%l;/ (l‘, Qs gM) dP(.%‘)

—mpj,a«P;gMH/{“(““'){yn%a’,c)}mQ(a’,c)

e (c

} dP(z)

:—/ {m(a’,c)—gj(a/7mj,c§gM)} dP(x)"'/{]laQ

L(a=ad") ﬂ-?(mj) {y — MQ(C a WL)}
e5(c 7% (m;) o
a c,a’;paj(Gar) VI

</,A/l 19(e.d pay(Gar),my)n (my) dm; — Ep [of (o', Mj,e; Gar) | 4)

} dP(z)

by rearranging / {eg(c){n(a’,c) - fiQ(a’,c)} + {HQ(alac) - “(a,’c)}

)

+g§2(a/,mj7c§ Gmr)

Q.
| Ty - pQeatm)}
c,a’,pa; (Gmr) (m])

+ % (© </M | 1@ (c,d ,paj(Gar),mj)r& (m;) dm; — Ep [Q?(a/ij’C? Gn) | C]>

e (c)
} dP(x)

+ Q?(alvmjch Gum) — oj(d’,mj,c; Gar)
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In the equation, we use the identities

ea(c) W?(mj) , .
/ Lg (e) 7réQ,a’,paj(gM)(mj) {M(C’a ) MQ(C’ ¢ ,m)}

+Q§2(a/7mjac; gM) - Qj(al7mj7c; gM):| dP(ZE)

expanding the formula of 0% ; /
dP(x

eQ (C) Wga' ( paj(gM)) {/’L(Cv alv m) - ”Q(Cv CL,, m)}

el (c)

- [ [t sm) = @) Y2, (s 60

(e { e (02, Ga0)) = 7 (b2,Gan)) | (G

e [ap()| % 8 1]{ (evalm) = (.l m) }n, (b, (Gar)) d b (G)

/ c,a’,m) pa QM C?a/(paj(gM))}dpaj(gM)v
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and

/M(c, a’,m){ﬂqa/ (pa;(Gur)) — Wga/ (pa;(Gur)) } dpa;(Gu)

6a'(0) Qca/ a. m~7er~ e — Qa' e . .
expdndlngt}iexpecwﬁon/dP(m)/M(Cv alvm){ﬂ'c,a'(paj(gM)) *Wga’(paj(gM))}dpaj(gM)
ea () ,
- / e (c) 4P() /Mj n (esd;m)me (my) dm,

//\/t . (G {Wc’a/(paj(gM)) - 71'é‘g,a/(paj(gM))}dpaj(gM)

)
eq(€)

e2(c)

(
rearrggmg/dP(:r)/M(c,a’,m){wc,a/(paj(gM)) —Wga,(paj(gM))}dpaj(gM)
_/ dP(x) /M.u(c,a',m)ﬂg(m‘j)dmj
/Mpaj o {7TC,a’ (paj(QM)) - wga/(paj(gM)) } dpa;(Gar)
g . i,

/ TrCa (pa;(Gum)) — wg,a/(paj(gM))}dpaj(gM)
Mopa (gM

rearrangmg /

e
aQ ) u(c,a, m)w?(m]) dm;
el M,-

/ [ (0a;(Gar)) — 72, (pa;(Gar)) } dpay (G
(gM

C)Ter
+ [ g ar@

('b

/M o (Gr) (ﬂc’“'(paj(gM)) - 7Tg,a'(paj(gM))) <M(c, a',m) — u®(c, a’,m)) dpa, (Grr).
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and then the components R%, (+) with £ =1, 2, 3,4 can be rewritten as following

RSG)/(QP) =/ [Zg Ez; {ﬁ(a',c) — nQ(a’,c)} + {/sQ(a',c) - n(a’,c)} dP(x)
:/ (eanl(c) - eaxl(c)> (ﬁ;(a',c) - KQ(CL,,C))SQI(C) dP(x),

R®)(Q.P: Gur)

:/ dP(z) {ea’(c) _ 1] {u(c, a”m) - MQ(C’ a”m)}wga,(paj(gM)) dpaj(gM)

e (c)
:/ <Ql<> - 1()) (1a(ea’m) = (.. m) )ewr ()l (02 (Gar) dpay (Gar) AP(2).
and
REQ.PiGa) = [ed0aP(e) [ ute.d m)n@(m,)am,

RO Pi G = [ D@ (m,)ap(a)

/M (Gwr) (ﬂ-q“, (paj(gM)) - 7Tg,a’(paj(gM))) (M(C, a',m) — ’uQ(C7 a,,m)) dpaj(gM)_

Therefore, by Assumption 7.10, we have for sufficient large n such that

<E|zg, | zs,]

Sf(msz |x51) and ‘E[CL’Sz |$Sl]—E[(L‘52 |‘r51]

|Flas. | @s,)— flas, | os,)

almost surely. Then components REEC)L (+) with £ = 1,2, 3,4 can be furthermore bounded by

/ <€a/1(0) — ea/l(c)> <f€(a’,c) — E(a’,c))ea/(c) dP(z)

Py Asugption 2 % / |ear(¢) —€w ()| |r(d, ) = R(d', )| dP(z)

‘Rj(}a)/(ﬁap)‘ =

by Assumption 7.10  _ g« x _
= n 95 405, :Op(n 1/2)7
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and similarly

R (PP Gan)
= / ,\L b <u(c, a’,m) — fi(c, a’,m))ea/(c)ﬂQ (pa;(Gumr)) dpa;(Gar) dP(z)
ew(c) ew(c) of J J
by Assumption 4.2
S [lew() = @l Jnte. ', m) = e, m)| dP(a)

by Assumption 7.10  _ g« * _
< n ﬂj,e—"_ﬁj,u :()p(n 1/2)’

|RY,(P, P Gr)|

,a
by £2 assmuption and Assumption 4.2

~

/ |ear(c) — u (c)] ‘m@/(paj(gM)) — 7o (pa;(Gu)) ] dP(z)

by Assumption 7.10  _ g« * _
= n ﬂj»e‘*‘ﬁj.w:op(n 1/2)’

and
|RS(P, P; Gur)|

by £2 assmuption and Assumption 4.2

[ |7 (023G30) = R (b25(Gan) e, m) = s’ )| APLa)

~Y
by Assumption 7.10  _ g * _
= n 95 +05 :Op(n 1/2).

Therefore, for the reminder, we have

1 .
STy SN R®(P,P; Gu)
371 ) 9
#MEC(CM) GmEMEC(Car)
C.10 - 1 QR p.
o = e, 2 TP

GuEMEC(Chr)

=0p (n_1/2)
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for our quadruply robust estimators. Plug (C.9) and (C.10) into (C.7), we obtain
V(TS — )

! QR . QR .
- mmecy | Y |EHeN P G — of (X Pi G} +o,1)]
by 0,(1) isunifognonMEC(CM) ; OR . & .
B G"{#MEC(CM) Y. {eM(X,P;Gun) @j,o(X,P,gM)}}
Gu EMEC(Car)
+0p(1)
2
1
~ El———— eff, nonpar (7
N\ OE | S Conn > S (TM;(Gnr))

G EMEC(Co,ar)

which completes the proof of the semiparametric efficiency for T/]\\/[;Vg’ QR. O
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