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Abstract

We provide novel insight into causal inference when both treatment spillover and
outcome spillover occur in connected populations, by taking advantage of recent ad-
vances in statistical network analysis. Scenarios with treatment spillover and outcome
spillover are challenging, because both forms of spillover affect outcomes and therefore
treatment spillover and outcome spillover are intertwined, and outcomes are depen-
dent conditional on treatments by virtue of outcome spillover. As a result, the direct
and indirect causal effects arising from spillover have remained black boxes: While
the direct and indirect causal effects can be identified, it is unknown how these causal
effects explicitly depend on the effects of treatment, treatment spillover, and outcome
spillover. We make three contributions, facilitated by low-rank random interference
graphs. First, we provide novel insight into direct and indirect causal effects by dis-
entangling the contributions of treatment, treatment spillover, and outcome spillover.
Second, we provide scalable estimators of direct and indirect causal effects. Third,
we establish rates of convergence for estimators of direct and indirect causal effects.
These are the first convergence rates in scenarios in which treatment spillover and
outcome spillover are intertwined and outcomes are dependent conditional on treat-
ments, and the interference graph is sparse or dense.
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1 Introduction

At the heart of science is the question of cause and effect (Pearl, 2009; Imbens and Rubi

Y

2015; Ding and Li, 2018). Statistical approaches to learning cause and effect have wit-

nessed a surge of interest, driven by applications in science and technology (e.g., artifi-
cial intelligence). The study of cause and effect involving economic, social, and health-
related phenomena is intricate, because the units of interest may be connected, and treat-

ing a subset of units can affect the outcomes of both treated and untreated units due to

spillover among connected units (e.g.. Hudgens and Halloran, 2008; [Toulis and Kaa, 2013;

van der Laan, [2014; |Aronow and Samii, 2017; |Choi, 2017; Ogburn et al., 2020; |Savije et all,

2021;Tchetgen Tchetgen et all,2021; Forastiere et all,2022; i and Wager,2022;/Ogburn et al

2024). Understanding spillover is imperative in real-world applications, as demonstrated

by the following illustrative examples:

e Example 1: If advertisers target teenagers on social media with advertisements
featuring designer clothes (treatments), then some of the targeted teenagers may
purchase the advertised designer clothes (outcomes). In addition, friends of targeted
teenagers may observe them purchasing and wearing designer clothes, and may there-

fore decide to purchase designer clothes themselves (spillover).

e Example 2: To study whether financial incentives encourage couples to have more
children, a government conducts a pilot study by sampling couples and providing
them with financial incentives to have more children (treatments). Some of the sam-
pled couples may decide to have more children (outcomes). Spillover occurs when
unsampled couples observe the benefits that sampled couples with newborn children

derive from parenthood and decide to have children themselves.
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In both examples, the treatment of a unit can have a direct causal effect on its own
outcome, in addition to an indirect causal effect on the outcomes of other units due to
spillover. To estimate the total causal effect of treatments, one needs to quantify the direct
causal effect of treatments on outcomes along with the indirect causal effect of treatments
on outcomes due to spillover. Two forms of spillover can be distinguished: treatment
spillover and outcome spillover.

Treatment spillover. The bulk of research on causal inference under interference
assumes that the outcome Y; of unit ¢ is affected by its own treatment W, and the treatments
W, of other units j (e.g., |Aronow and Samii, 2017; [Jagadeesan et all, 2020; [Sévje et all,
2021; ILi and Wager, 2022; [Yu et al., [2022). In such scenarios, the outcome Y; of unit i is
not affected by the outcomes Y; of other units j, so the outcomes Y7,..., Yy of N > 2 units
are independent conditional on the treatment assignments Wiy, ..., Wy.

Outcome spillover. Outcome spillover occurs when the outcome Y; of unit i is affected
by the outcomes Y; of other units j (e.g., [Ogburn et all, [2020; [T'chetgen T'chetgen et all,
2021; |Clark and Handcock, 2024; [Bhattacharya and Senl, 2024; |(Ogburn et al., 2024). Out-
come spillover implies that the outcome Y; of unit ¢ depends on the outcomes Y; of other
units 7, so the outcomes Y7, ..., Yy are not independent conditional on the treatment as-
signments W7y, ..., Wy.

Importance of outcome spillover. While the conditional independence of outcomes
Yy, ..., YN given treatment assignments Wi, ..., Wy under treatment spillover is conve-
nient, the ignorance-of-outcomes assumption underlying treatment spillover may be vio-
lated in the study of economic, social, and health-related phenomena: e.g., why would
rational human beings make choices without taking into account the outcomes of other

human beings who made the same choices?



Capturing treatment and outcome spillover. A reasonable model should accom-
modate both treatment spillover and outcome spillover, and should provide insight into
how treatment spillover and outcome spillover affect the causal effect of treatment assign-
ments on outcomes. A simple but non-trivial starting point is to assume that the outcomes
Y1, ..., Yy conditional on the treatment assignments W7, ..., Wy are generated by Markov
random fields, which can be viewed as generalizations of linear and generalized linear mod-
els (GLMs) for dependent outcomes. Linear and generalized linear models and Markov
random fields are widely used tools in data science and have been used to capture outcome
spillover in the recent works of [Tchetgen Tchetgen et al| (2021), Bhattacharya and Sen
(2024), |[Clark and Handcock (2024), and |Ogburn et al. (2020). For example, if the out-
comes Yi,..., Yy are real-valued, treatment spillover and outcome spillover can be cap-
tured by Gaussian Markov random fields, which imply that the conditional distributions

of outcomes Y; can be represented by linear models of the form

N
E[}/Z | (Y—iv W7 Z) = (y—i7 w, Z)] = 5’11]@ + ryCN,i,l(z) Zw] Zi,j
j=1
N 1)
+ 50N,i,2(z)zyj Zi g5
j=1

where N > 2 is the number of units, ¥ € RY is the N-vector of outcomes,
Y. ; € RV¥"!is the (N — 1)-vector of outcomes excluding the outcome Y; € R of unit
i, W € {0,1}" is the N-vector of treatment assignments, and Z € {0, 1}(1;) isa N x N
matrix of connection indicators. The quantities cy;1(2) and ¢y, 2(2) are scaling constants

that may depend on the number of units N, unit ¢, and connections z (see Section [2]),

while 3, v, and 0 are parameters free from N:

e [ € R captures the effect of the treatment assignment w; of unit ¢ on its outcome Y;;



e 7 € R quantifies the effect of the treatment assignments w; of other units j connected

to i (z;; = 1) on the outcome Y; of unit ¢ (treatment spillover);

e § € R quantifies the effect of the outcomes y; of other units j connected to i (z; ; = 1)

on the outcome Y; of unit i (outcome spillover).

Gaussian Markov random fields capture the causal effect of the treatment assignments W;
on the outcomes Y; of units ¢ and the outcomes Y; of other units j who are either directly or
indirectly connected to 4, in addition to correlations (not causation) among the outcomes
Y1, ..., Yy arising from outcome spillover (§ # 0).

Insight into causal effects. In scenarios in which there is either treatment spillover

or outcome spillover or both, two related questions arise:

1. While the direct and indirect causal effect arising from treatment spillover and out-
come spillover can be identified (i.e., can be expressed as functions of the data-
generating probability model), it is natural to ask: How do these causal effects de-
pend on the direct effect of treatment [, the indirect effect of treatment via treatment

spillover v, and the effect of outcome spillover §7

2. How can the effects of treatment, treatment spillover, and outcome spillover be dis-

entangled, and what is the added value of outcome spillover?

Despite the apparent simplicity of models of the form (II), answers to the two questions
posed above are lacking. In the absence of outcome spillover (6 = 0), Hu et all (2022)
characterized the direct and indirect causal effects as explicit mathematical functions of
f and ~y. In the presence of outcome spillover (§ # 0), such characterizations are un-
available and more challenging, because treatment spillover and outcome spillover both

affect outcomes and are therefore intertwined. In addition, the outcomes Y7,...,Yy are



dependent conditional on the treatment assignments W7, ..., Wy when there is outcome

spillover. While outcome spillover has been studied by [Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2021),

Clark and Handcock (2024), Bhattacharya and Sen (2024), and |(Ogburn et al! (2020), these

works do not characterize the direct and indirect causal effects and do not disentangle the
contributions of treatment, treatment spillover, and outcome spillover.

Contributions. We provide insight into causal effects by leveraging recent advances in

statistical network analysis (Kolaczyk, 2017). First, we characterize the direct and indirect

causal effects as explicit mathematical functions of the direct effect of treatment [, the
indirect effect of treatment via treatment spillover v, and the effect of outcome spillover
0 with a view to answering the two questions posed above. Second, we take advantage
of the characterization of the direct and indirect causal effects to construct scalable plug-
in estimators of these causal effects based on low-rank interference graphs. Third, we
provide rates of convergence for estimators of the direct and indirect causal effects. To
the best of our knowledge, these are the first convergence rates for estimators of direct

and indirect causal effects under outcome spillover: While some works offer consistency

results and convergence rates for estimators of parameters (e.g., [Tchetgen Tchetgen et all,

2021; Bhattacharya and Sen, 2024) and consistency results for estimators of causal effects

(e.g., Bhattacharya and Sen, 2024), none of them provides convergence rates for estimators

of causal effects under outcome spillover. For example, [Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2021))
report consistency results and convergence rates for estimators of parameters under sparse

interference graphs (see regularity conditions 1 and 2 and Theorem 2 in the supplement of

Tchetgen Tchetgen et all, [2021), but do not provide theoretical guarantees for estimators of

direct and indirect causal effects. Bhattacharya and Sen (2024) report consistency results

for estimators of direct and indirect causal effects, without offering convergence rates for



estimators of direct and indirect causal effects. Other works focus on treatment spillover
without considering outcome spillover (e.g., [Li and Wager, 2022).

Structure. The statistical and causal framework are described in Sections 2] and [3],
respectively. We characterize the direct and indirect causal effects as explicit mathematical
functions of #, v, and 0 in Section M provide estimators of causal effects along with
rates of convergence in Section [0, introduce scalable plug-in estimators based on low-rank
interference graphs in Section [6] and present simulation results in Section [7]

Notation. We denote the £;-, 5-, and {,.-norm of vectors a € R% (d > 1) by |a|1, |al-,
and |a |, respectively, and the matrix norms of matrices A € R%*42 (d;, dy > 1) induced
by the {i-, f5-, and {,-norm by [|A|l;, [|Afl2, and ||A|l«, respectively. The Frobenius
norm of matrices A € R“*% is denoted by ||A||r. The eigenvalues of symmetric matrices
A € R¥4 are denoted by A\(A) > ... > \g(A). The vector 1, € R? is the d-vector of 1’s
and I; € R4 is the identity matrix of order d. The function I(.) is an indicator function,
which is 1 if its argument is true and is 0 otherwise. The matrix diag (ry,...,rq) € R4
is the d x d diagonal matrix with diagonal elements rq,...,ry € R. For two symmetric
matrices A and B, A > B indicates that A — B is positive semi-definite. For two
sequences of numbers {ay} and {by}, ay = O(by) implies that there exists a constant
C' > 0 such that ay < Cby for all large N, whereas ay = o(by) implies that ay /by — 0
as N — oo. Probability measures and expectations are denoted by P and [E, respectively.

All theoretical results are proved in the supplement.

2 Statistical framework

We consider a connected population with N > 2 units. Each unit ¢

e is either assigned to a control group (W; = 0) or a treatment group (W; = 1);
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e has an outcome Y; € R;

e has undirected connections Z;; € {0,1} to other units j, where Z;; = 1 indicates

that 7 and j are connected and Z; ; = 0 otherwise.

The undirected connections Z; ; between units ¢ and j are symmetric in the sense that
Zi; = Zj;, and represent the channels that allow spillover from 4 to j or from j to 7.
Self-connections are not of interest for the purpose of studying spillover, and are excluded
by defining Z;; := 0. The collections of treatment assignments W;, outcomes Y;, and
connections Z; ; are denoted by W, Y, and Z, respectively, and Y_; € R¥~! is identical
to Y € RY excluding ¥; € R.

To characterize the direct and indirect causal effects, we make assumptions about the
probability laws of W, Z and Y | (W, Z) = (w, 2).

Population Probability Model for W. We assume that the treatment assignments
W; of units i are independent Bernoulli(7) random variables, where m € (0, 1) is the proba-
bility that unit ¢ is assigned to the treatment group. Bernoulli models are standard models
for treatment assignments (e.g., [Savje et al), 2021)). The treatment assignment probability
7 may be known or unknown. For the purpose of characterizing and estimating causal
effects in Sections 4] [, and [0}, it is immaterial whether 7 is known or unknown.

Population Probability Model for Z. We assume that the connections Z are
generated by a random dot product graph model (Tang et al., 2013; [Athreya et al., [2021)).
In other words, the connections Z; ; are independent Bernoulli(P; ;) random variables with
connection probabilities P;; = py ] a;, where py € [0,1] is a sparsity parameter and
a=(ay,...,ay)" € RV*K is a matrix satisfying o] a; € [0, 1] for all i < j. The sparsity
parameter py may depend on N. The vectors a; € R and a; € R¥ capture unobserved

heterogeneity in the propensities of units ¢ and j to be connected. The dimension K of



the vectors a; is assumed to be a constant, independent of N, which imposes a low-rank
structure on the interference graph. To address the identifiability issue arising from the
fact that py can be multiplied by a constant C' # 0 and « can be divided by v/C without

changing P := pyaa’

, we impose the constraint maxj<;<n,1<j<x @;; = 1. Random dot
product graphs include stochastic block models, degree-corrected block models, and mixed
membership models as special cases (Athreya et al!, 2021). Such models are popular and
facilitate the characterization of direct and indirect causal effects.

Population Probability Model for Y | (W, Z) = (w, z). In line with Tchetgen Tchetgen et al.
(2021), /Clark and Handcock (2024), Bhattacharya and Sen (2024), and |Ogburn et all (2020),
we assume that Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is generated by a Markov random field. To facilitate
theoretical insight in scenarios in which treatment spillover and outcome spillover are in-
tertwined and outcomes Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) are dependent due to outcome spillover, we
assume that Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is generated by a Gaussian Markov random field. In gen-
eral, Markov random fields can be specified by either specifying the joint probability law of
Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) or the conditional probability law of Y; | (Y_;, W, Z) = (y_;, w, 2),
as is well-known in the literature in spatial statistics (Besag, [1974) and graphical models
(Lauritzen, [1996; Rue and Held, 2005). We specify a Gaussian Markov random field by
specifying the conditional probability law of outcomes Y; | (Y_;, W, Z) = (y_;,w, z) as

Gaussian, with conditional means

N
E[Yi | (Y—i>WaZ) = (y—i,’wjz)] = Bw; + VCN,i,l(Z)ij Zij
7=1
i 2)
+ 1) CN@Q(Z) Z Yj Zij
j=1

and conditional variances 2, where 3, ~, d, and x? are parameters free from N, whereas



cnia(2) and cy;2(2) are scaling constants. A conventional choice of the scaling constants
is enia(z) = 1/ 300 2z (e.g., [Tchetgen Tchetgen et all, [2021), while the scaling con-
stants ¢y ;2(z) are chosen so that the conditional distribution of Y | (W, Z) = (w, 2z) is
multivariate Gaussian: see Lemma [l below.

Three remarks are in place. First, the intercept is set to 0, because the propor-
tion yeyi1(2) Zjvzl wjzi; =" Zjvzl wj 25/ SN, 2y tends to the constant v provided
Zf\il zip — 00 as N — o0o. Such identifiability issues are common in linear-in-means
models (see, e.g., Hayes and Levin, [2024). That said, for the purpose of studying causal
effects, the intercept can be assumed to be 0 without loss of generality, because the causal
effects of interest are sums of differences between potential outcomes (see Section Bl), and
the intercept does not contribute to the causal effects when the potential outcomes are
generated by linear models of the form (2). Second, if there is outcome spillover (§ # 0),
the outcomes Y; of units ¢ depend on the outcomes y; of other units j connected to ¢, so that
outcomes Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) are dependent conditional on treatment assignments and

connections. Third, Gaussian Markov random fields help study the causal effect of treat-

ments Wy, ..., Wy on outcomes Y7, ..., Yy, in addition to capturing correlations among
outcomes Y71, ..., Yy due to outcome spillover (6 # 0); note that the correlations among
outcomes Y7,..., Yy do not admit causal interpretations, which would require additional

data (e.g., temporal observations of outcomes: van der Laan, 2014; [Eckles et al., [2017).
The Gaussian distributions of Y; | (Y_;, W, Z) = (y_;,w, z) imply that the joint

distribution of Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is multivariate Gaussian.

Lemma 1. Assume that the conditional distributions of Y; | (Y_;, W, Z) = (y_;, w, z) are
Gaussian with means E[Y; | (Y_;, W, Z) = (y_;, w, z)| defined in @) and variances * €

(0, 00), with scaling constants cy;1(2) = 1/ S, 2y and cni2(z) = en(z) (i=1,...,N).
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If (In —dcn(2) 2) is positive definite, then' Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is multivariate Gaussian
o with mean vector p(w,z) = (Iy —dcy(2)2) 1 G(w, z) 9,
e and precision matriz Q(w, z) = (1/k%) (Iny — d cn(2) 2),

where 9 = (8, 7)" € R? and G(w, z) is a N x 2 matriz with i-th row

N
Wi 245
(G(w, 2));,. = [ w, % , 1=1,...,N.
Zj:l “ij

If16] <1 and cn(Z) <1/ || Z||, almost surely, then the multivariate Gaussian distribution

of Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is non-singular.

We henceforth assume that the conditions of Lemma [Il hold, so that the distribution of
Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is multivariate Gaussian and its conditional independence structure
can be represented by a Gaussian Markov random field.

Remarks: scaling constants cy;1(z) and cy;2(2). The choice of the scaling con-
stants cyi1(z) = 1/ 3.1, 2, is conventional (e.g., [Tchetgen Tchetgen et all, 2021). To
facilitate the characterization of direct and indirect causal effects, we choose the scaling
constants ¢y ;2(z) so that the conditional distribution of Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is multi-
variate Gaussian. By Lemma [Il cy;2(2) < 1/]|2], ensures that Y | (W, Z) = (w, 2)

is multivariate Gaussian. Since z is symmetric and [|z[l, < /|z]l, 1zl = Iz, the

condition cy,a(z) < 1/ |2, is satisfied when ¢y, 2(2) = 1/ max;<j<ny Sy 21y, in which

. N
case both ¢y ;1(2) and ¢y, 2(2) are functions of degrees » ;_; 2.
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3 Causal framework

In line with Rubin’s causal framework (Imbens and Rubin, 2015), we posit the existence
of potential outcomes Y;(w) for each possible treatment combination w € {0, 1} of the
N units and assume that, conditional on the treatment assignments W = w, we observe
outcomes Y;(w) (i =1,...,N).

Ignorability. We assume that the treatment assignments W are independent of the
set of all potential outcomes Y;(w), ..., Yy(w) under all possible treatment assignments

w € {0, 1}V and connections Z among units:

W 1L {Vi(w), ..., Yyw): we{0, 1}V}, Z. (3)

The so-called ignorability assumption (3] is a standard assumption in causal inference,
which facilitates the identification of causal effects and can be enforced in experiments
(Rosenbaum and Rubin, [1983). In non-experimental settings, the ignorability assumption
([B) may not be satisfied, but a form of conditional ignorability (conditional on covariates)
may be satisfied (Rosenbaum and Rubin, [1983).

Definition of causal effects. In line with [Li and Wager (2022), we define the total
causal effect as 70 := 7p + 77, where 7p is the direct causal effect and 7; is the indirect

causal effect of treatments on outcomes:

N
1
™ o= Jim ; E[Y;(W; = 1, W_;) = Yi(W; = 0, W_,)]
N N
, 1
mo= lim ; j_%;, E[Y;(W; =1, W_;) = Y;(W; = 0, W_;)]
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The expectation E is with respect to the joint probability distribution of (Y, W, Z). The
direct causal effect captures the average effect of the treatment assigned to a unit on its
own outcome, whereas the indirect causal effect captures the average effect of the treatment

assigned to a unit on the outcomes of other units.

4 Characterizing causal effects

We provide insight into causal inference under interference by characterizing the direct and
indirect causal effects 7p and 77 as explicit mathematical functions of the direct effect of
treatment 3, the indirect effect of treatment via treatment spillover ~, and the effect of out-
come spillover . These characterizations help disentangle treatment spillover and outcome
spillover, in addition to quantifying the added value of outcome spillover. Throughout,
0 = (B3,7,6)" is the parameter vector of primary interest, and @ = R? x (—1,+1) is its
parameter space.

We begin with a general characterization of causal effects, without making assumptions

about the model generating the interference graph Z.

Proposition 1. Assume that dependent outcomesY | (W, Z) = (w, z) are generated
by a Gaussian Markov random field with parameter vector @ € ©. Define M (5, Z) =
(Iy —dcn(Z) Z)™t. Then, without assumptions about the model generating Z, the direct

and total causal effects can be characterized as follows:

(a) The direct causal effect is

™ = [ lim %E[trace(M((S, z))]

N—oo

N N
toydm SED D N, ’

i=1 j=1
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where Nj = Zl]il Z;,1, provided these limits exist.

(b) The total causal effect is

1
o=t = (A+7) lim 15 EM(, Z)] Ly, (5)

provided this limit exists.

To characterize the limits in () and (&) in Proposition [ as explicit mathematical
functions of 3, v, and 9§, we make standard sparsity assumptions about the random dot

product graph model generating the interference graph Z.
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Condition C.1. There exist constants D > 1, ppmm > 0, and oy > 0, which do not
depend on N, such that py > D (log N)/N, mini<i<y 3> 1.2 Py > Puin Npw, and

Me(ala) > a?

> a2, N, where A\g(a' ) is the smallest eigenvalue of o' cx.

The condition py > D (log N)/N controls the global sparsity of the interference graph in
terms of the expected number of connections, whereas the condition
ming <;<n Z;V:l: i P, ; > pmin Npny controls the local sparsity of the interference graph
in terms of the expected degrees of units. Taken together, these two conditions require the
expected degrees of units to grow at least at rate log N, which is a mild sparsity assumption.
Sparsity assumptions are common in the literature on network models (Lei and Rinaldo,
2015), and ensure that the network is not too sparse and the information in the data about
the estimands of interest is not too low.

Under Condition [C.1] the direct and indirect causal effects 7 and 7; can be character-

ized as explicit mathematical functions of 3, ~, and 9.

Theorem 1. Assume that dependent outcomes Y | (W, Z) = (w,z) are generated

by a Gaussian Markov random field with parameter vector @ € © and scaling constant

CN(Z) :

(1/1Z],) I(|Z|l, > 0), and the random dot product graph model generating the

interference graph Z satisfies Condition[C 1. Then:
(a) The direct causal effect is Tp = 3.

(b) The indirect causal effect is 71 = v+ (8 + ) a(d), where

. 1 -1
a9) = 6 lim + (15 a) (lall} Ix ~0 aTa) ' (aT1y),
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provided this limit exists. If K =1, then

(1y o)’

)
O = 75 O N e

(¢c) The total causal effect is 70 = S+ v+ (8 + ) a(d).

Theorem [ characterizes the direct, indirect, and total causal effects 7p, 77, and 7r
as explicit mathematical functions of (3, 7, J, and a(d). We can characterize a(J) as an
explicit mathematical function of ¢ in special cases of random dot product graph models:
e.g., rank-one models (Corollary [I) and degree-corrected block models (Corollary ). To

stress that 7p, 77, and 7 are functions of 8, we henceforth write 7 (@), 7;(0), and 71(8).

Corollary 1. Assume that the conditions of Theorem [1 are satisfied and
Z;; ~ Bernoulli(P;;) with P; = pyosa; (px € [0,1], o € [0,1], a; € [0,1]).
If aq,...,ay are independent and identically distributed random variables with first and
second moment v, == E(ay) and vy := E(a?), the indirect causal effect is

2
Yi

7(0) = v+ (B+7) 106 0

The result in Corollary [[l extends to degree-corrected block models (Karrer and Newman,

2011). Degree-corrected block models are popular models for detecting communities in
networks. Assume that a population of N units is partitioned into K > 2 communities
and Z;; ~ Bernoulli(P,;), where P;; == pn ;1 Be,c;» pn € [0, 1], m; € [0, 1], m; € [0, 1],
B = (By)1<k1<k € [0, 1]5*K is positive definite, and ¢; is the community of unit i. For

ease of presentation, assume that all K communities have the same size n and K is fixed.

16



Corollary 2. Assume that the conditions of Theorem [1 are satisfied and
Z; ~ Bernoulli( P, ;) with Pi; = pn1inj Be,c;, where n1,...,mx are independent and
identically distributed random variables with first and second moment vy = E(m) and
vy = E(n?). If B is of the form B := (p—q) Ix +qlg 1} and 0 < q < p < 1, the indirect

causal effect is

2
vy

)
71(0) = v+ (B+7) 106 0

We interpret the results in Theorem [Il and Corollaries Il and 2] in Section Il We then

compare these results to the literature in Section and describe the computational and

statistical advantages of characterizing causal effects.

4.1 Disentangling contributions to causal effects

Theorem [I] and Corollaries [l and 2 provide insight into the direct, indirect, and total
causal effects 7(0), 7/(0), and 77(0) by disentangling the direct effect of treatment /3, the
indirect effect of treatment via treatment spillover ~, and the effect of outcome spillover ¢,
in addition to characterizing the added value of outcome spillover. To demonstrate, note
that the direct causal effect 7,(6) = /3 aligns with expectation, whereas the indirect causal
effect 7/(0) = v+ (B + ) a(d) and the total causal effect 71(0) = S+ v+ (8 + 7v) a(d)
require a more careful interpretation.

Vanishing total causal effect. The total causal effect 70(0) can vanish even when
the direct causal effect 75(0) does not vanish: If 75(0) = 5 # 0 and v = —f3, the indirect
effect of treatment spillover v cancels the direct effect of treatment 3, so that 7(8) = 0.

Vanishing indirect causal effect. The indirect causal effect 7;(0) vanishes either

when there is no spillover (v = 0 and § = 0) or when the indirect effect of treatment

17



spillover v cancels the direct effect of treatment £, in the sense that

a(0)

1+ a(5)’ (6)

v = —B

note that the proof of Theorem [I] establishes that a(d) # —1. A special case of (@) is 5 =0
(which implies v = 0), in which case 7/(0) = 0 regardless of whether 6 = 0 or 6 # 0. In
other words, if the direct effect of treatment and the indirect effect of treatment spillover
vanish (7p(0) = 5 = 0 and v = 0), the indirect and total causal effects 7;(0) and 71(8)
vanish, even when there is outcome spillover (§ # 0). The reason is that 7;(0) and 7r(0)
capture the indirect and total causal effects of treatments on outcomes, and (2)) reveals that
the treatment does not have any effect on outcomes when there is neither a direct effect of
treatment (f = 0) nor an indirect effect of treatment via treatment spillover (y = 0).

Indirect causal effect, without direct causal effect. An indirect causal effect
71(0) # 0 can arise when there is no direct causal effect: If 7p(0) = 8 = 0, there is no
direct causal effect, but there is an indirect causal effect 7,(8) = v (1 + a(d)) # 0 as long
as there is treatment spillover (y # 0); recall that a(0) # —1.

Treatment spillover, without outcome spillover. If there is treatment spillover
(7 # 0) without outcome spillover (6 = 0), the indirect causal effect is 7;(6) = ~.

Added value of outcome spillover. If there is outcome spillover (§ # 0) in addition
to treatment spillover (v # 0), the indirect causal effect is 77(0) = v+ (8 +) a(d) and the
total causal effect is 77(0) = 5+ v+ (8 + 7) a(d). In such scenarios, (8 + v) a(d) can be
interpreted as the value added by outcome spillover to 7;(0) and 77(0), because 7;(6) = ~y
and 7p(0) = 8+~ when § = 0.

Treatment and outcome spillover are intertwined. The added value of outcome

spillover (547) a(d) reveals that the greater the direct effect of treatment g and the indirect
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effect of treatment via treatment spillover ~ are, the greater is the effect of outcome spillover
d on the indirect and total causal effects 7;(0) and 71(0). The fact that 5+~ magnifies the
effect of 6 underscores that the effects of treatment [, treatment spillover ~, and outcome
spillover 0 are intertwined, and that characterizing causal effects is critical to disentangling

the effects of treatment, treatment spillover, and outcome spillover.

4.2 Advantages of characterizing causal effects

The literature on causal inference under interference has not characterized the direct, indi-
rect, and total causal effects 7 (8), 77(0), and 77(0) when there is both treatment spillover
and outcome spillover (y # 0 and § # 0). While Hu et all (2022) characterized causal
effects in the absence of outcome spillover (§ = 0), characterizing them in the presence of
outcome spillover (6 # 0) is more challenging, because treatment spillover and outcome
spillover both affect outcomes and are therefore intertwined, and outcomes are dependent
conditional on treatments. The characterization of 7(8), 7/(0), and 77(€) in Theorem [II

and Corollaries [Il and 2] comes with at least three benefits, in addition to providing insight:

1. Estimating sources of causal effects: Without characterizing the direct, indirect,
and total causal effects 7(0), 7,(0), and 77(0) and disentangling the contributions
of treatment [, treatment spillover v, and outcome spillover ¢, it is challenging to
estimate the contributions of these effects to 7p(8), 7/(0), and 77(0). For example,
while one can approximate the indirect and total causal effects 77(0) and 7(0) by
Markov chain Monte Carlo simulations along the lines of [T'chetgen Tchetgen et al.
(2021), it is not evident how one can estimate the value added by outcome spillover
to 77(0) and 77 (0). As a result, the literature on causal inference under interference

has not been able to estimate the added value of outcome spillover. By contrast, by

19



characterizing 7;(0) and 77(0) as explicit mathematical functions of @ and revealing
that the added value of outcome spillover is (8 + ) a(d), one can estimate the added

value of outcome spillover (5 + ) a(d) by estimating 3, v, 0, and a(9).

. Transportability: Characterizing the direct, indirect, and total causal effects 7(0),
71(0), and 77(0) as explicit mathematical functions of 8 helps generalize causal con-
clusions from one population to other populations (Pearl and Bareinboim, 2014). For
example, suppose that an experiment is conducted in Los Angeles to assess the total
causal effect 7£4(0) of economic, financial, or political interventions in Los Angeles,
and suppose that New York City is interested in estimating the total causal effect
7Y (0) of these interventions in New York City, without conducting a time-consuming
and expensive experiment. If there is reason to believe that Los Angeles and New
York City share the same treatment, treatment spillover, and outcome spillover ef-

fects 3, v, and 0 while the interference graph that enables spillover in New York City

differs from the one in Los Angeles, then researchers could

(a) collect network data in New York City, without conducting an experiment

in New York City;

(b) estimate the function a(d) based on the network data collected in New York

City, using the spectral estimator a(d) described in Section [5G}
(¢) report T:,]yy(é\) = B+ 7+ (B+7)d(8) as an educated guess of the total
causal effect in New York City, where 0 = (B\ 7, S)T is the maximum likelihood

estimator of @ := (3,v,0)" based on the Los Angeles experiment, whereas 6(3)

~

is the spectral estimator of a(d) based on the New York City network data.

In other words, transportability helps estimate the total causal effect 72 () of inter-
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ventions in New York City, without conducting an experiment in New York City. The
characterization of the total causal effect 77(€) as an explicit mathematical function

of 0 facilitates transportability.

3. Theoretical guarantees: In addition to constructing estimators of direct and
indirect causal effects 7p(0) and 7;(0) and the added value of outcome spillover

(B+7) a(9), characterizing causal effects facilitates theoretical guarantees for estima-

tors of 75(0), 77(0), and (8 + ) a(d).

We introduce estimators of causal effects along with rates of convergence in Section [Bl, and

propose scalable plug-in estimators based on low-rank interference graphs in Section

5 Estimators of causal effects and rates of convergence

The characterization of the direct and indirect causal effects 7 (6*) and 7;(0*) as explicit
mathematical functions of the data-generating parameter vector 8* and the function a(0*)
paves the way for plug-in estimators of 7(6*) and 7;(6*) using estimators of 8* and a(0*).

We estimate 8* by maximizing the likelihood, which is based on the multivariate Gaus-
sian distribution of Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) by Lemmalll The function a(6*) can be estimated
by spectral methods, and 6* can be replaced by its maximum likelihood estimator 5. Let
U be a N x K matrix containing the K leading eigenvectors of Z, let Xl > ... 2> XK be
the corresponding leading eigenvalues, and define T' := ,/py . By the definition of the

function a(d*) and the matrix T', the function a(6*) can be expressed in terms of T' as

. 1 -1
a(0) = 0 Jim (AL T) (ITI I = 3 T'T) (T 1),
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Since T' can be estimated (up to an orthogonal transformation) by

T = ﬁdiag(ﬁ,...,\/@), (7)

we can estimate a(d6*) by the plug-in estimator
o L
AL T) (ITBIc -3 TTT)  (F71y). ®)

Upon estimating 8* = (8*, v*, 6*)T by the maximum likelihood estimator 0 = (B\, 7, S)T

and estimating a(d) by the spectral estimator a(d), we can estimate the direct and indirect

causal effects 7 (0*) and 7;(6*) by

TD(§) = B

~ ~

(8) = F+ (B+7)al).

~

To obtain rates of convergence for TD(§) and 77(0), we need three additional conditions.

Condition C.2. The data-generating parameter vector 0* satisfies f* + v* # 0 and

0* € (=1, +1), and the scaling constant cn(Z) is cn(Z) = (1/ || Z||,) I(]| Z]|, > 0).

Condition C.3. There ezists a constant p* € (0, 1), which does not depend on N, such

that (15, w)?/N < p* for all unit vectors w in the column space of P.

Condition C.4. There ezists a constant C(6*) > 0, which depends on 60* € (—1,41) but

does not depend on N, such that |an(0*) — a(6*)] < C(6*)\/(log N)/(Npn) for all large

enough N, where an(56*) is the finite-population approzimation of a(6*) defined by

o* —1
an(5?) = S ART) (ITIE L — 5 T7T) " (TT1y).
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Condition rules out the special case f* + +* = 0, in which case the total causal

effect 77(0*) vanishes by Theorem [I and ensures that the conditional distribution of
Y | (W,Z) = (w,z) is multivariate Gaussian by Lemma [I Condition implies
that the constant vector is not too close to the column space of P. If the rank of P
is K = 1, Condition [(3 is satisfied if (1} a)?/(N |e|3) converges to a real number less
than 1. Corollary [Il shows that when aq,...,ay are independent and identically dis-
tributed random variables, then (1} )?/(N ||2) converges to v /vy = [E(a)]?/E(a?)
almost surely. The limit v7 /v, is less than 1 provided that the a;’s are not constant, that
is, as long as the interference graph Z exhibits degree heterogeneity. Degree heterogeneity
is a reasonable requirement, because many real-world networks exhibit degree heterogene-

~

ity. Condition [C.4] helps bound a(d) — a(d*), which can be decomposed into three parts:
a(d) — an(8), an(8) — ax(6*), and ay(6*) — a(6*). Condition controls the third part,

an(6*) — a(0*). We can verify Condition in special cases, such as rank-one models of

the interference graph Z, as demonstrated by Proposition 2k

Proposition 2. Assume that Z, ; ~ Bernoulli( P, j) and P, ; = pn o, o; (py € [0, 1],

a; € [0, 1], ay € [0, 1]) satisfies Condition[C' 1. Let ay,...,ay be independent and identi-

cally distributed random variables with first and second moment vy := E(ay) and vy = E(a?)
and Subgaussian tails: that is, for any t > 0,
t2

P(la; — 1| >t) < 2exp<—ﬁ>, 02€(0,0), i=1,...,N.
o

Then Condition C.J is satisfied with high probability, in the sense that

log N
N

lan(07) = a(d™)] < C(07)
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holds with probability at least 1 — 4/N?, provided N is large enough.

Under Conditions [CIHCA] we obtain convergence rates for the estimators 75(8) and
71(8) of the direct and indirect causal effects 7p(6*) and 7;(6%). These are the first
convergence rates for estimators of direct and indirect causal effects under both treat-

ment spillover and outcome spillover based on a single observation of dependent outcomes

Y | (W,Z)=(w,z), as discussed in Section [Il

Theorem 2. Assume that dependent outcomes Y | (W, Z) = (w,z) are generated
by a Gaussian Markov random field with parameters 8* € © and x** € (0, 00), and
that Conditions [CIHC ] are satisfied. Then there exist constants Cp(6*, k*?) > 0 and
C1(0*, k*%) > 0, which depend on 0* and k** but do not depend on N, and a constant

C > 0, independent of N, such that

~ log N
7p(8) = 7o(6")] < Cp(67, 1% || ==
~ log N
o * < * *2
710) =m0 < Cil0n )y [

with probability at least 1 — C/N?, provided N is large enough.

~

Theorem 2 shows that the convergence rate of the estimator 7p(0) of the direct causal
effect 7p(6*) depends on N, whereas the convergence rate of the estimator 7;(8) of the
indirect causal effect 7;(6*) depends on both N and py. The sparsity parameter py controls
the expected number of channels available for treatment and outcome spillover: The higher
pn is, the higher is expected number of channels available for spillover, which helps estimate
the indirect causal effect 7/(0*) arising from treatment and outcome spillover. As discussed
above, the convergence rates in Theorem [2] are the first convergence rates for estimators of

direct and indirect causal effects in scenarios with both treatment and outcome spillover.
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6 Scalable estimators of causal effects

~ -~

The plug-in estimators 7p(80) and 7;(0) of the direct and indirect causal effects 7 (6*) and
77(0*) introduced in Section [§ are based on the maximum likelihood estimator 6 of 6*. We
introduce here more scalable plug-in estimators by approximating the maximum likelihood
estimator 8. The approximate maximum likelihood estimator is based on approximations
of the likelihood leveraging low-rank interference graphs. As a case in point, we consider
rank-one approximations of the likelihood, which assume that the rank of E(Z) = P is
K = 1. Higher-rank approximations of the likelihood are possible, but come at a computa-
tional cost. The simulation results in Section [l demonstrate that rank-one approximations
perform well, which suggests that the added value of higher-rank approximations is limited.

The computational bottleneck of likelihood inference is the precision matrix
Qw,z) = (1/k*)(Iy — dcn(2)2) of the multivariate Gaussian distribution of
Y| (W,Z)=(w,z). If N is large, computing the determinant and inverse of the N x N
matrix Iy — d cy(2) z is inconvenient. We propose low-rank approximations of the likeli-
hood to avoid the need to compute the determinant and inverse of Iy — d cy(2) 2z, taking
advantage of low-rank interference graphs Z. To introduce low-rank approximations of the
likelihood, let T' := /py o and cn(Z) = (1/||Z|,) I(||Z]], > 0). Since the probability
mass of smooth functions of Z concentrates around the expectations of those functions

(Vershynin, 2018), the Sherman-Morrison formula suggests the approximations

. L STTT
(IN—5CN(Z)Z) N(IN—5CN(P)P) —IN—i-m (9)

STT'
det(IN—écN(Z)Z)zdet(IN—écN(P)P):det IN— TTT =1-0. (10)

The matrix T' can be estimated by the spectral estimator stated in Equation (). If T is
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replaced by T' in Equations @) and (I0), it is straightforward to compute the inner and
outer product of T and update the inverse of Iy — 6 ¢y (P) P whenever 6 is updated. The

resulting approximation of the loglikelihood is

- N 1 1 1
00, w) = — log(w’) + 5 log(1 = 09) = 55 9T G(w.2) G(w,2) 0 ~ 5y Ty
1 (0T G(w,2)"T)? cn(z)d - 97 -
S22 (1-9T'T 2m ¥ FYT g Glwz) .

where ¥ := (3, 7)T. We maximize ¢(0, ) by iterating three steps:

e Step 1: Given 9 and K%t), update § subject to the constraint that 6 € (—1, +1):

1 (792;) G(w,z)TT)2

2 K2 T'T
_ 1 _ ()

5(t+1) =1 - T 5 )
1 en(z) Wy Glw,2) ' T) 1
— 4+ Toy— =
17wl T'T Yy 2¥—y

provided y zy > 0.
e Step 2: Given 01, update 9 by
oy TTT

V1) = (G(’wvz)T (IN+ ) G(w,z)) _1G(w>z)T y.

(1 =044n) TTT

e Step 3: Given Y1) and d41), update x? by

1

Ot+1) (Fer) G(w, 2)TT)?
Kin) = (Hy— G(w,2z) Ouin|3 + (t+1)

(1 =0¢41)TTT

N

— on(2) 0y 2 y) .
In Step 1, the denominator of the ratio on the right-hand side can vanish when y'zy is
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too small, in which case a solution for 6 may not exist. It can be shown that the event
that Y'ZY is too small is a rare event (i.e., it occurs with a low probability). In the
rare event that Y ZY is too small, one can use maximum likelihood estimators instead

of approximate maximum likelihood estimators.

7 Simulation results

~ ~

We shed light onto the finite-sample behavior of the plug-in estimators 7p(0) and 7;(0) in-
troduced in Section [0l using simulations. Throughout, 6 is the approximate maximum likeli-
hood estimator of the data-generating parameter vector 8* introduced in Section [6] based on

~ ~

rank-one approximations of the likelihood, and 71(0) and 7;(0) are the corresponding plug-

~ ~

in estimators of 7p(6*) and 7;(6*). We compare 7p(0) and 7;(0) to the Hajek-estimator
7HAJ of the direct causal effect and the PC-balancing estimator 70 of the indirect causal
effect introduced and defined in [Li and Wager (2022). While [Li and Wagern (2022) focus
on scenarios with treatment spillover but without outcome spillover (6 = 0), the estima-
tors of [Li and Wagen (2022) provide the best benchmark, because Li and Wagen (2022)
consider real-valued outcomes Y; € R and a random interference graph Z, which dove-
tails with our assumptions; note that direct comparisons with other works are problematic,
because all of them make assumptions that are incompatible with our assumptions: e.g.,
Tchetgen Tchetgen et all (2021)) assume that the conditional densities of Y; are bounded
away from 0 by a constant C' > 0, which rules out real-valued outcomes Y; € R with Gaus-
sian distributions (see regularity condition 3 in the supplement of T'chetgen Tchetgen et all,
2021); Bhattacharya and Sen (2024) assume that Y; € [—1,+1]; and |Clark and Handcock

(2024) assume that Y; € {0,1}.

We generate data from the joint probability model proposed in Section 2] as follows.
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First, we generate treatment assignments W; ~ Bernoulli(r) using # = 2/5, and then
generate the interference graph Z from a rank-one random dot product graph model with
E(Zi;) = Pij = pya;a; and o; ~ Beta(1, 3) (i = 1,...,N), which induces long-tailed
distributions that emulate the degree distributions of many real-world networks and implies
that v? /v, = 0.625. The sparsity parameter is pyy = 1 in the dense-graph scenario and py =
N~2/%in the sparse-graph scenario. Conditional on (W, Z) = (w, 2z), the outcomes Y are
generated by a Gaussian Markov random field with mean vector p(w, z) and precision

matrix Q(w, z) defined in Section 2l We consider three scenarios:

e Scenario A: treatment spillover, without outcome spillover: 7p(0*) = 5* = 1,

=1, =0, and 74(6*) = 1.

e Scenario B: outcome spillover, without treatment spillover: 7,(0*) = p* = 1,

v =0, 6* =1/2, and 7;(6*) = 0.625.

e Scenario C: both treatment spillover and outcome spillover: 7p(0*) = p* = 1,

v =1, 6*=1/2, and 7,(0*) = 2.25.

The conditional variance is *? = 1 in all scenarios. We generate 500 replications in each
scenario. To compare the performance of estimators, we report the mean and standard
deviation (S.D.) of the estimators. The simulation results are presented in Tables [IHZl
The proposed estimator of the direct causal effect TD(é\) and the Hajek estimator 7HA7 of
Li and Wager (2022) can recover the true direct causal effect in all scenarios, and the stan-
dard deviations of both estimators are similar. By contrast, the proposed estimator of the
indirect causal effect 7‘1(5) outperforms the PC-balancing estimator 7+ of [Li and Wager
(2022) in all scenarios, both in terms of mean and variance. We compare the estimators

71(0) and 7FPC in scenarios A, B, and C in more detail below.
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Table 1: Simulation results in scenario A: treatment spillover, without outcome spillover.

~ ~

N PN TD(O*) TD(e):l: SD ?EAJZE SD 7'1(9*) 7'1(0):t SD ?Ipcﬂ: SD

500 1 1 0.99 £ 0.09 0.99 + 0.10 1 1.00 £0.14 0.71 £ 0.64
1000 1 1 1.00 = 0.06  1.00 £ 0.06 1 0.99 £ 0.10 0.69 £ 0.65
2000 1 1 1.00 £ 0.04 1.00 £ 0.04 1 1.00 £ 0.07 0.74 4= 0.66
500 N3 1 0.95+0.08 0.99 &+ 0.10 1 1.10 £ 0.12 0.77 £ 0.23
1000 N-3 1 0.97 £0.06 1.00 £ 0.07 1 1.06 = 0.08 0.84 4+ 0.19
2000 N3 1 0.98 £0.04 1.00 £ 0.05 1 1.05 £ 0.06 0.89 4 0.16

Scenario A: treatment spillover, without outcome spillover. According to Table
@ the performance of the estimator 7-C is better when the interference graph is sparse
(py = N735) than dense (py = 1), which aligns with the theoretical results of Li and Wager
(2022, Theorem 6): For 7FC to be consistent, [Li and Wager (2022) require py = o(1).

~

By comparison, 77(8) is consistent in both sparse- and dense-graph settings according to
Theorem 2l According to Table [T, 71(5) outperforms 77 in terms of mean and variance for
small and large N, although it performs better in dense- than sparse-graph settings, which

dovetails with Theorem 2t The less sparse the interference graph is, the more channels are

available for spillover, which helps estimate the indirect causal effect 7;(6*).

Table 2: Simulation results in scenario B: outcome spillover, without treatment spillover.

—~ ~

N PN TD(O*) TD(O):t S.D. ’?EIAJZE S.D. ’7'](0*) T](e)i S.D. ’?}DC:’: S.D.

500 1 1 0.99 £0.09 1.004£0.10 0.625 0.63 £ 0.16 0.09 &= 0.62
1000 1 1 1.00 £ 0.06 1.00£0.06 0.625 0.62 £ 0.11 0.07 £ 0.62
2000 1 1 1.00 £ 0.04 1.00 £0.05 0.625 0.63 £0.08 0.11 + 0.64
500 N5 1 0.97 £0.08 1.02 £ 0.10 0.625 0.57 £0.14 0.24 £ 0.22
1000 N~3 1 098 £0.06 1.02=£0.06 0.625 0.59 £ 0.10 0.26 &£ 0.18
2000 N~3 1 098 +£0.04 1.01 £0.05 0.625 0.62 £ 0.07 0.28 4+ 0.16

Scenario B: outcome spillover, without treatment spillover. According to Table
2 the estimator 71¢ exhibits a strong bias when there is outcome spillover (§* # 0).

Worse, 71¢ suggests that there is no indirect causal effect at all, because the estimates
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of 77(0*) = v* + (B + ") a(d*) = 0.625 cluster around 0 (though the variance is large).
The bias of 71 ¢ stems from misspecification: It estimates the effect of treatment spillover
v* = 0, while omitting the value (8* +~*) a(0*) = 0.625 added by outcome spillover to the

indirect causal effect 7;(6*). By contrast, the estimator 7;(0) is close to the true value of

71(0*) = 0.625, and its variance is small.

Table 3: Simulation results in scenario C: both treatment spillover and outcome spillover.

—~ ~

N PN TD(O*) TD(e):l: SD ?EAJZE SD 7'1(9*) T[(O):l: SD ?Ipcﬂ: SD
500 1 1 1.00 £ 0.09 1.00£0.10 225 2234+0.16 0.95+£ 0.64
1000 1 1 1.00 £ 0.06 1.00 £0.07 225 224 +£0.11 0.94 £ 0.65
2000 1 1 1.00 £ 0.04 1.00 £0.06 225 2.26 £ 0.08 0.99 £ 0.66
500 N—3 1 1.02 £0.08 1.08£0.11 225 2.02£0.15 1.06+£ 0.28
1000 N—3 1 1.02 £0.06 1.07£0.07 225 2.08=*0.10 1.15+£ 0.22
2000 N~3 1 1.01 £0.04 1.04=£005 225 216=%0.07 1.21 £0.18

Scenario C: both treatment spillover and outcome spillover. If there is both
treatment spillover and outcome spillover, it is natural to ask whether we can separate the
effect of treatment spillover captured by v* from the effect of outcome spillover captured
by ¢*, and whether we can estimate the added value of outcome spillover (5* 4+ 7*) a(5*).
According to Tables [3l and [4], the answer is affirmative: The means of the estimators of the
effect of treatment spillover v* and the effect of outcome spillover ¢* are close to the truth,
and the variances of the estimators decrease as N increases. In addition, the value added
by outcome spillover (5*+~*) a(d*) to the indirect causal effect 7;(0*) = v*+ (5*+~*) a(0*)
and the total causal effect 70(0*) = 5* +v* + (8" +7*) a(6*) is likewise estimated well.

Variance of estimators. In all scenarios, the variance of 7'1(5) is much lower than the
variance of 71 ¢ for any given N. The superior performance of 7‘1(5) compared with 77¢
in terms of variance stems from the fact that 70'C is a nonparametric estimator and may

~

require more data than the parametric estimator 7;(@), which exploits additional knowledge
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Table 4: Simulation results in scenario C: both treatment spillover and outcome spillover.
N pNy Y" A+ S.D. 0* 0+ S.D. (B*+")a(6*) (B+7)a(0)£ S.D.

500 1 1 1.02+£0.18 0.5 0.50 % 0.05 1.25 1.22 £ 0.16
1000 1 1 1.01+£012 0.5 0.50 £ 0.03 1.25 1.22 £ 0.11
2000 1 1 1.00£0.10 0.5 0.50 = 0.02 1.25 1.25 £ 0.08
500 N5 1 1.0640.12 05 0.53 =+ 0.04 1.25 0.95 £ 0.12
1000 N=5 1 1.03+0.09 0.5 0.52+ 0.03 1.25 1.06 £ 0.09
2000 N5 1 1.0240.18 0.5 0.50 % 0.05 1.25 1.14 + 0.06

about the structure of the data-generating model compared with 77,

8 Conclusion

We provide insight into the direct and indirect causal effects arising from treatment and
outcome spillover, by characterizing the direct and indirect causal effects as explicit math-
ematical functions of the direct effect of treatment, the indirect effect of treatment via
treatment spillover, and the effect of outcome spillover. Characterizing the direct and indi-
rect causal effects helps disentangle and estimate the contributions of treatment, treatment
spillover, and outcome spillover, in addition to facilitating transportability across popu-
lations, as discussed in Sections .I] and 1.2l To characterize direct and indirect causal
effects, we have used a simple but non-trivial starting point: Gaussian Markov random
fields, which can be viewed as generalizations of linear models for dependent outcomes.
Two interesting directions for future research are non-Gaussian Markov random fields and

semiparametric extensions.
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9 Characterizing direct and indirect causal effects

9.1 Proof of Proposition (1l

We start with characterizing the direct causal effect 7p:

(9.1)

noting that the probability law of the potential outcomes {Y (w) : w € {0,1}"} is specified
by the probability law of (Y, W, Z) under the ignorability assumption (3]).

According to Lemma [Il we can express the mean vector as

pww,z) = (Iy —dcen(2)2) ' G(w,2)9 = M(6, z) G(w, 2) 9,

where M (8, z) == (Iy — den(z) ). Plugging the value of u(w, z) into ([@.1]), we obtain

Elui(1; Wi, Z) — pi(0; Wi, Z)] = (M(6, Z));, E(G(L; W, Z) — G(0; W_;, Z)) 9)].

For any fixed ¢, the j-th element of (G(1;W_;, Z) — G(0; W_;, Z)) ¥V is

N N
_ Wi Z; " W 2.
5Wj+72k_]b ;ak> _ <5Wj+72k_1%/ ;yk>
Zk:l J:k W,;=1 Zk:l J:k W,;=0
.
6] iti=j

Zii ., .
1 A

\ J



so that

N

M, (6, Z) Z; ;

Elpi(1; Wi, Z) — pi(0; Wi, Z)] = BE[M,(5, Z)] +~E L 2 g N, e

j=1: j#i J
Therefore, the direct causal effect is
N N
= 1 ! i 1 Mi,j(éa Z) Zi,j
™D = 5]\}1_{120 (N E[trace(M (6, Z))]) + 7]\}1_%01}3 ~ ; ; ¥ ’

provided these limits exist.
We obtain the indirect causal effect 77 from the total causal effect 7 .= 7p+77. [Hu et al.

(2022) showed that the total causal effect is

T = hm E[TT’N],
N—oo
where
N
d 1
TN = dr <N ;EPWJ/[Y;]) 3 )

where Py - is the probability law of independent and identically distributed random vari-
ables Wy, ..., Wy following Bernoulli(7") with 7" € (0,1). The expression for 7 5 is ob-
tained conditional on potential outcomes Y (.) :== {Yi(w),...,Yn(w) : w € {0,1}} and
connections Z, and hence does not depend on distributional assumptions regarding Y(.)
and Z. Among other things, it does not require conditional independence of potential
outcomes Yi(w),...,Yy(w) | (W, Z) = (w, z).

Therefore, the total causal effect is

. . d (1
s N = i B (N 2 e M)

™ ™



d (1<
- J\}I—Igo d (N;EPJJ(J,Z EPW«'[YZO /
d (1
. T
= Jlim — (N;EPZEPW el M (9, Z)G(W,Z)ﬁ]) )
. d 1 T
= ]\}1_{13)0 T NEPZEPW ,[1 M(5 Z)G(W Z)’l?] o
: d 1 T / /
= ]\}1_{1(1)0 T NEPZ[]'NM((S’ Z) (571' 1N—|—’77T 1N)] L
= d i(ﬁﬂ'/—‘—')/ﬂ',)E]p [1T M(5 Z) ]—N]
N—oo dﬂ'/ N ZIEN ’ =

) 1
= (54 Jim (e [1E MG, 2)14]).
provided this limit exists.

9.2 Proof of Theorem [

Define M (6, Z) == (I — dcn(Z) Z)™! and M(5, P) == (Ixn — den(P) P)™t, where
en(Z) = (1/1Z])LZ]l, > 0) and ex (P) =1/ | P,

By Proposition [Il the direct effect and total causal effects are

N

iZiM,ja Z) Z;;
N

i=1 j=1

70 = (3 lim <% E[trace(M (4, Z))]) + 7 hm E

N—oo

= (B+7) ngnoo (% 1 E[M(6, Z)] 1N)-

We first show that the second term in the above expansion of 7 vanishes:

1NNM,5Z, 1 &L 1 &
L R
1 XL

NXQEZHM

j: :




N; Z ;(9, Z)? by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

<.
Il
-

VAN
==

[ =
==
_

I
=] =
WE

j =1

IN

N\/I'Illl'l1<]<N N] Z \lzz:

IN

N
max < 1, M, (6, Z)?
ey D { 1 30 27

since < max{1, z*} for all x > 0

1 M(s, Z)|;
| a1 1MO 2
A/ M <j<N Nj N

1

\/ minlSjSN Nj

IA

IA

max {1, [|M(5. 2)I3}.

Since [8] < 1 and ex(Z) [|Z]], < 1, we have | M (5, Z)|, < 1/(1 — |8]). Thus,

1 1

< .
- /minicien N; (1 —10])?

NNMZcSZ
ZZJ

i=1 j=1

1
N

By convention, Z; j/N; := 0 when N; = 0. Leveraging part (a) of Lemma [3] we have

* (3

where d; == pmin(1 — /6 /pmin D). Combining ([0.2)) and (9.3), we obtain

N

N
M”(S Z)Z;;
BPIEELE

i=1 j=1

1
< AT ) SR el

(9.3)



as N — 0o, since Npy — oo by Condition Part (b) of Lemma [3 implies that

N—oo N—oo

lim (% E[trace(M (6, Z))]) = lim (% trace(M (6, P)))

. 1 , 1
lim (N 1 E[M(6, Z)] 1N) = lim_ (N 1, M5, P) 1N).

N—o0

Therefore,

N—oo

p = ( lim <% trace(M (4, P))) and 7p = (6 +7) A}l_lgo <% 1, M(5, P) lN) :

We show that the first limit is 1. So the direct causal effect is

N—o0

= B lim (% trace(M (5, P))) — B lim (% ZAZ-(M(& P)))

The limit in the last step is 0 because |6 ey (P) N(P) /(1 —den(P) M(P))| < 0] /(1 —1d])
and K is finite. To compute the second limit, we use the Sherman—Morrison formula to

obtain

M5, P) = (Iy — §cy(P)pyaa’) " = Iy +da(lal} Iy - daa)  a,



noting that cx(P) py = 1/ |le]5. The total causal effect is

. 1
T = (B+7) A}l_I)IlOO (N 1]TV Mo, P) ].N)

. 1 -1
— (54 Jim (1% (v -+ (ol T~ 5aTa) ' aT) 1y)

= () Jim (14 g @F ) (ol T~ daTa) (@1
— B+ (1+a0)).
where
a(0) = A}l_:fgo % (15 @) (H\amg I — 5aTa)_1 (a’1y),

provided this limit exists. As a consequence, the indirect causal effect is

7 =171~ = 7+ (B+7)ald).

9.3 Proof of Corollaries [1] and 2

Corollary [l is a special case of Corollary 2l We therefore prove Corollary
Let E € {0, 1} be the membership matrix corresponding to the DCBM, that is, for

1<i<N,1<k<K,

1 if the i-th unit belongs to the k-th community

0 otherwise.

Then the edge probability matrix is given by

P = pydiag(n) EBET diag(n). (9.4)



By definition,

1 -
a(@) = ¢ lim — (17 a) (lal Ix - § a"a) "aT1y).

Let P =U AU be the eigen decomposition of P, where A = diag (A, (P), \o(P), ..., A\ (P)),

is the diagonal matrix consisting of the non-zero eigenvalues of P. We can write
P =pyaa', where \/py o = UA:.

Plugging in a« = (1 //pn) U Az, and using the fact that UTU = Iy, we simplify a(0) as

N—oo

1 1 1
a(6) = & lim SIZUAS (W Ix—3A) AU 1y
(9.5)

_ : 1 T ATTT
= 5]&%0N1NUAU 1y,

where A is the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements Aj,(P) /(A1(P) =8 \y(P)), 1 < k <
K.

Now, using the structure of the probability matrix for the DCBM in (0.4)), it is possible
to characterize U and A following [Lei and Rinaldo (2015). Let 7y be the subvector of n

containing only units in the k-th community, for all 1 < k£ < K. Define

S = ||77(k)||2> s = (sla82>"'asK)~

Then U can expressed as

U = diag(n) 2diag(s)™" O, (9.6)



where O is a K x K orthogonal matrix such that
B = pydiag(s) Bdiag(s) = OAO".

We calculate that

1! 1! 1!
1} diag (n) Ediag(s)™" = ( = 77(1)7 n @) e, mK)) = v (9.7)
Inwlz" Il Inaol:

Plugging (0.6) and ([@.7)) into (@.5)), we obtain

. 1 + =~ - i 1 v\~ + (v
— il — — = — . 9.8
a(d) 0 lim v OAO ' v 5]\}1_{1(1)0[( (ﬁ) OAO Tn (9.8)

N—oo

Since 7y, ...,ny are independent and identically distributed, the strong law of large

numbers implies that

1T o i
n T(k) Zl-cz—kn a8y it forall1 <k <K,

Velnwl s VP

and hence
v a.s. 141 (9 9)

Next, observe that since A :== A2 (\ Ix — 0 A) " A2 and B:= OAOT, we have
OAO" = B:(|B|.Ix—6B)™' B:.

By strong law




Noting that O A O does not change if B is scaled by a constant, we have

OAO" *% B3 (|B|.Ix—dB)™' B3. (9.10)

From (@.8), (0.9) and ([@.I0), we conclude that a(d) exists almost surely, and is given by

2
v 1

a(6) = 6> — 1 B:(|Bl:Ix —6B)™ B2 1.
1/2K

We consider the case where B = (p — q) Ix + qlg 1), 0 < ¢ < p < 1. Then, some

elementary matrix calculations yield that the eigenvalues of B:

Moreover, 1k is an eigenvector of B corresponding to the eigenvalue A\;(B), which is unique.
Next, we note that B and B (|Bll2 Ix—¢ B)™* B> have the same set of eigenvectors, and
if \ is eigenvalue of B, then A/(|| B2 —d A) is the corresponding eigenvalue of B2 (|| B, —
§ B)™! B2. Hence, 1 is an eigenvector of B2 (|| Bl — § B)™* Bz, and the corresponding
eigenvalue is

A (B) 1

IBll: =M (B) — 1-0

since || B|l2 = A1(B) by definition. Therefore,

2
1
a(6) = 6L — 1% B (|B|,Ix —6 B~ B 1,
I/QK
b il
= —— 4151
1—-96 1/2K KK
%
N 1—-6 120}

10



10 Estimating direct and indirect causal effects

The specification of the Gaussian Markov random field in Section 2] implies that the re-
sulting probability density function belongs to a regular exponential family of probability
densities in the sense of Brown (1986, p. 2). Plugging the values of pu(w, z) and Q(w, z)
into the probability density function of the multivariate Gaussian, the conditional proba-

bility density of Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) can be written as

fEIW,Z(y | w,z) 21/1(97 ’%2) b(y) GXP(—W(9> I{2)Tt(y))v (10'1)

where 1(0, k?) = (B/k?, v/Kk? §/k* 1/k*)T and

00, 1) = \/det(IN —den(2z) 2)

(27 R2)N

< exp (—2—22 9T G(w, 2)T(Iy — d ex(2) 2)~! Glw, 2) 0)

) = (yTG(w,z>, NE) ey, —%)

b(y) = 1.

We will use the exponential family form above in the proof of Lemma 2l and Proposition [4l

10.1 Estimating parameters
10.1.1 Estimating 6 and x?

We state theoretical guarantees for maximum likelihood estimators 6 and 72 of @ and K2,

which pave the way for proving Theorem

11



The loglikelihood of @ and k? is

N 1 1
00, k*) = ) log(k?) + 5 log(det(Iny — den(z) 2)) — 5.2 y'y
Lo T -1
- 53 V' Gw,z) (Iy —den(z) 2) P G(w, z) 9 (10.2)
5CN(Z) ’l9T
+ 5 2 sz+?G(w,z)T'g.

The set of maximum likelihood estimators can be expressed as

(0, 72) = {(6, K2) € © x (0, 0) : |Vone £(6, )], = 0}.

To establish convergence rates for 8 along with 7,(8) and 7;(8), we first derive convergence
rates for the natural parameter vector (0, x%) of the multivariate Gaussian, which is

defined by

n(0, x?) = (B/r? /K% d/k* 1/K*)T.

We then obtain convergence rates for 0 based on 77((/9\, %2). To obtain convergence rates
for 8 and 7(6, #2), note that consistency is possible on a subset of well-behaved (w, z) €
{0, 1}V x {0, 1}(];), but it is not possible for all (w, z) € {0, 1}V x {0, 1}(1;): e.g., when
none of the units receives treatment and hence w is an N-dimensional vector of 0’s, the
model parameters 8 and v do not show up in £(0, x2).

To introduce a subset of well-behaved (w, z), let H (w, z) be the projection matrix onto

the column space of G(w, z). Define the following subsets of (w, z) € {0, 1}V x {0, 1}(15):

Ay = {('w,z) : sz > dy Npy for all i, ||z — PJ|, < l\/NpN}

J
N - N

for all i,

Wi %4, 3 log N
‘A27N Z:{('LU,Z) . ZJ 7 —W‘ < 08

Zj Zij Zj Zij

12



1— (1 +p")/2
2

Asn = {('w,z) : |(In — H(w, z)) Po|, > |Pv|, forall v € RN}

a

Ay n = {('w,z) |z G(w, 2) 1

> |a + b| T Prin \/NNpN},
b

2

where di = puin (1 — /6 /pmin D), p* € (0, 1), 1 >0, and a, b € R are constants.
Proposition B] proves that the event (W,Z) € Ay = ﬂi:w‘lk,N occurs with high

probability provided N is large enough.

Proposition 3. Let W; ~ Bernoulli(r) with 7 € (0, 1) and Z;; ~ Bernoulli(P; ;) with
P;; = pn o] a; satisfy Condition If there exists a constant p* € (0, 1) such that

(15 u)? /N < p* for all unit vectors w in the column space of P and the constant D in

Condition satisfies D > 96 (1 +2v/2)? /(pmin (1 — /(1 + p*)/2)? 73 (1 — 7)), then

C
]P)((W, Z) eﬂl,N N ‘A2,N N .A37N) > 11— Fi

provided N is large enough, where Cs > 0 is a constant independent of N. If, in addition,

a+b#0and D> 96 (|a] +2/(a2 + b2) /pmin)? / ((a + b)? 7? p2,,), then

P(W,Z) e Ay) > 1— —=2.

Proposition [is proved in Supplement [[0.3] We establish convergence rates for 77(5, R?)
in the event (W, Z) € Ay, which occurs with high probability according to Proposition Bl

The following lemma bounds the spectral norm of the inverse Fisher information matrix,

13



defined by

I(n(0, k%)) = —Eg [v 0.0 L0, ) | (W, Z) = (w, z)] .

Lemma 2. Assume that Y | (W, Z) is generated by a Gaussian Markov random field
with parameters @ € © and &% € (0, 00), W; ~ Bernoulli(r) with = € (0, 1), and
Z;.; ~ Bernoulli( P, ;) with P,; :== py o a; subject to Condition If (W,Z) € Ay,
the constant D in Condition [CIlsatisfies D > 1536 (1+27)%/(pmin 7° (1 —7)?), and B+ #
0, then Z(n(0, %)) is invertible at n(@, x?), and there exists a constant L(8, k?) > 0, which

depends on @ and % but does not depend on N, such that

2\\—1 2 1
}HI(n(O,m)) H}2 < L(H’H)CN(ZPN(NpN)?’
where (6. 72)
L(G,KJ?) = 7@2(021%2)
2 . 2v2 |9, K 3
ae) = | <f+ . ) e
Qulb,w) = T DU (1 T

Lemma 2] is proved in Supplement [1.2] Lemma 2] helps establish convergence rates. To
state them, let 8* := (8*, v*, 6*) and k*? be the data-generating parameters, and assume

that 5* +~v* # 0 and |0*| < 1. It can be shown that, for all

1 1—|o*
e € (O, mm{w* 7, 19 |}) , (10.3)
K+ 3

14




we have L(8, k?) < oo for all @ € © and all k? € (0, oo) for which n(8, x?) € B(n(0*, k*?), €*),
and the Fisher information matrix Z(n(0, x?)) is invertible at 17(0, x?). The following result

establishes convergence rates for 77(5, %2) by bounding

An(0%, &%) = sup IZ(n(6, )", -

n € B(n(0*,5*2),er)

We then obtain the convergence rates for 6 based on 77(5, R2).

Proposition 4. Let the assumptions of Lemma 2] be satisfied and consider the event
(W,Z) € An. It exy(Z)*(Npn)*> /N /logN — oo as N — oo, there exist constants
C1(0*, k*%) > 0 and Cy(6*, k*?) > 0, which depend on 8* and x** but do not depend on

N, such that

~ 1 [log N
0 2\ 0 *2 < 0 *2
H"?( » K ) 77( K )H2 = Cl( » K ) CN(Z)2 (NPN)2 N

~ 1 log N
0 — 0", < Cy(6*, 2 \/
” ”2 = 2( ) CN(Z)2 (NPN)2 N

with probability at least 1 — 8/N?, provided N is large enough.

Proposition ] is proved in Supplement [10.4l

10.1.2 Estimating a(J)

We state theoretical guarantees for the estimator a(d) of a(d) to pave the way for proving

Theorem 2l For any § such that |§| < 1, define

o

an(®) = & AL D) (ITI I =5 T7T) " (T 1y),

so that a(0) = limy_,o an(d). We have the following result.

15



Proposition 5. Assume that Condition holds and that |0| < 1. Then there exists
a constant C,(6) > 0, which is a non-decreasing function of |0| that does not depend on

N, such that

[a(d) —an(0)] < Cu(6)9(2),

and there exists a constant 5’1 > 0 such that

[Tog N Cy
< > 11— —
IP’(g(Z) - NPN) = 1o

N N
2 2

where g : {0, 1}( ) (0, 00) is a function of interference graph Z € {0, 1}( ).

Proposition [l is proved in Supplement [10.5]

10.2 Proof of Proposition

Based on Corollary [Il we know that for the rank-one case,

* N 2 * 2
5 (Zi:l Oé,) and a(d*) _ 5 Vl

5*) = - A
aN( ) 1_5*N22]i1a22 1—5*V2

Since [6*] < 1,

Y #
an(6*) —a(0*)| = L
‘ N( ) ( )‘ |1_5*| Nzlj\il a% Vs
1 Y S, 2

< +
1 — [6] NYY a2 V2NN e V2 (10.4)

< 2 Zf\il (07 141
BRI NI IR

noting that 3", a;/1/N SN, a? and v, /,/7; are bounded above by 1.

16



< 3
N 25\11 of 22121 af Ve
(10.5)
[ 2 (@ =) Ny =35, o
— ~ + 1%
N i o sz\il i\ (VNV?_I—\/Zi]il %2)
D OARYCYRZ) /NI v | Yoy (@f —va) /N
V Zla2/N 210%‘2/]\[\/’72 <V2+\/Zi]\;1az‘2/N>
Since the random variables oy, . .., ay are Subgaussian with parameter o2, we have
N
1 N ¢
IP’(N; a; — 1 >t> < 2exp <_ﬁ)' (10.6)
The assumption that the random variables aq,...,ay are Subgaussian implies that the
random variables o2, ..., a3, are Subexponential with parameters a? and A (depending on

0?), so that

1 ot
P(|a? — ] >t) < 2exp<—§min{g,x}), i=1,...,N.

This in turn implies that

2
> t) < 2exp (—g min{t—z, ;}) : (10.7)
«

2 : 2
Q. — Vg
i=1

N
1
Pl|=
<N =

17



From (I0.6) and (I0.7), we conclude that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

~ [log N
< C
— N Y

Y

1 & 1.,
N;O@-l/l N;ai—yg

with probability at least 1 — 4 /N?. Incorporating this result into (I0.5]), we obtain

Z?Ll o

N Zz]il of v

C \/log N /N N v C\/log N /N
Vo= CVIgN /N \Juy — C \/log N /N 1"

(10.8)

with probability at least 1 — 4 /N2
Combining (I0.4) and (I0.8), we conclude that there exists a constant C'(6*) > 0 such

that for all sufficiently large N,

log N

lan(8%) —a(d)] = CO") 4/~

with probability at least 1 — 4 /N2

10.3 Proof of Proposition [3

Bounding P((W, Z) € A, n). Lemma B implies that min;<;<y Z;VZI Z;; > dy Npn with
probability at least 1 — 1 /N2. Also, we showed in the proof of Lemma B (see Equation
(ITA7)) that under Condition [CI] there exists a constant [ > 0 such that ||Z — PJ|, <
[/Npy with probability at least 1 — 1 /N2.
Therefore,
2

P(W,Z) € Ain) 21— 57
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Bounding P((W, Z) € Ay ). We invoke the Hoeffding’s inequality to obtain

N
Y W.Z. . 2
Py ('%_W‘ < %) > 1—2exp <_Nt7> ‘
Ej:l Zi,j 2]:1 Zi,j Zj=1 Zi,j

Choosing t = \/3 log N Zjvzl Z; ;, and taking a union bound over all i € {1,..., N}, we

N N
Y W7,
p<m{ M—W'S M}) 1o 2
iz || 21 Zi >im1Zi N

Hoeffding’s inequality also implies that

obtain

N2

Z;\[ﬂ”j 2log N 2
== Ll < > 01— —
P(‘ N = N L

Combining these two results gives

4
P(W.,Z)e Ayn) > 1 — Nz

Bounding P((W,Z) € Az ). The matrix H(W,Z) is defined as the projection
matrix onto the column space of G(W, Z), where the i-th row of G(W, Z) is given by
(W3, Z;VZI W; Z; ; /Z;vzl Z; ). Let us define a new matrix G(W) such that its i-th row is

(Wi, m). Then

N N 2
1 Wi Zi log N

lew,z)-aw)|% =S S 7 T

1=1

provided (W, Z) € A x N Agn. Let H(W) be the projection matrix onto the column
space of G(W). To bound the probability of event Aj y, we first show that if (W, Z) €

Ain N Asy, the projection matrices H(W,Z) and H(W) are close in terms of the
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spectral norm.

Bounding ||H(W, Z) — H(W)m2 The Davis-Kahan theorem (Theorem 1, Yu et al.

(2015)) gives

W, z)- "W, < IV 2DEW.2) —GWMEW)T: 1)
N GOW)T GOV

The numerator on the right-hand side above,

IGW.2)GW,Z2)" —GW)GW)T|,

< lew.z)-Gw)|[,. +2lew)], lcw. 2) -Gw)],
< 310gN+2m 310gN7
dy pN d1 pN

leveraging (I0.9) and noting that H‘G(W)‘HF < V2 N. Since Npy > D log N by Condition

[Cl we obtain
T GwW)GW)T kN ER
IGW.2)GW,Z2)" —GW)GW)T||,, < N<d1D+2\/§ dlD).

Recall that d; = puin(l — 1/6 /Pmin D). The condition D > 96 (1 + 2v/2)? /pin ((1 —

(1+p*)/2)?73 (1 — 7)) implies that D > 24 /puiy, so that we have d; > puin /2. Hence,

|IGW,z)GW.2)T —-GW)GW)T||,,
- (10.11)

Pmin D ‘

6
Pmin D

< N(psz+2\/§ ) < N(1+2V2)
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To bound the denominator on the right-hand side of (I0.I0]), note that

Zﬁ\il W, m Ei\il Wi

SN W, Nr?

which implies,

Main GOW)TGW)) > \/det(G(W)TG(W))

If (W,Z) € Ay, then we have

)\min (é(W)T E(W))

> \/ﬂ(N_m) (N(1—7)— 2N TogN)

2 log N 2 log N (10.12)
= Jﬂ'zNz(ﬂ' N )((1—7?)— N )

(1l —m)
4

> N

for all N > Nj, choosing N; so that /2 log N/N < min{mr, 1 — 7} /2 for all N > Nj.

Combining (I0.I0), (I0IT) and (I0.I2), we obtain that if (W, Z) € Ay N Agy, then

W, 2) - HW)l, < N(i+2v3) \/pmm e

2(1+2v2)
7T\/7T 1—7'(' pmln

(10.13)
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Now, we proceed to establish a lower bound on |(In — H(W, Z)) Pv|,:

|(In — H(W, Z)) P,
> ||(Iy —H(W))Pv|, - |(HW,Z)-H(W))Puv|, (10.14)
> |Pv|,— |[HW)Pv|,— |(HW,Z)—- HW))Puv|,.
Bounding |H(W) P’UH2. H (W) is the projection matrix onto the column space of
G(W), that is, the space spanned by the vectors 1 and W. Using Gram-Schmidt orthog-

onalization, we obtain that the column space of G(W) is also spanned by the orthogonal

vectors 1y and U, where

1y 1}
U = (IN— NNN>W.

So, we can write the projection matrix H (W) as the sum of rank-one projection matrices

corresponding to 1y and U,

— Iy1y, UUT
H .
(W) N TU
Then ) )
— 1y 1} vu’
|[HW)Pv|, = ' P +HUTUP'U
2 2 (10.15)
_ ((P'U)Tlfv)zjL((P'v)TU)2
B N u'u

By assumption, there exists a constant p* € (0,1) such that the first term on the

right-hand side of above,

(Pv)'1y)?

* 2
UL (10,16
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For the second term, note that the denominator,

T N . _\W . —
UTU =W IN - 1N 1N W = Zi:l WZ(N Zi:l WZ) > Nﬂ-(l 7T) (1017)
N N 4
for all N > Ny, provided that (W, Z) € A, n, as shown in (I0.I2). Also, the numerator
(Pv)TU is linear in W, with coefficients (Iy — (1y 1Y) /N)Pv = Pv — Pv 1y, where
P v is the mean of (P wv),’s. The coefficients are bounded above in magnitude by |(P v); —

P v|. We compute

E[(Pv) U] = (Pv)T (IN - 1NNIJTV) E[W] = (Pv)' (IN - 1NN11TV) Ty = 0.

So, by applying Hoeffding’s inequality, we obtain

P||(Pv)'U|< JQ (i((Pv)i—mf) logN | > 1- 2 (10.18)

i=1

Combining (I0.15), (I0IG), (I0I7) and (I0I8), we obtain that with probability at least

1 —6/N? (recall that we also required (W, Z) € As y),

[EW) P> < p |\Pv\|§+M(Z<<Pv>i—ﬂ>2)

N7(l—m) \
. 8 log N
< pr|Pol;+ Na(l—7) [Pl (10.19)

< (p+(1—-p)/2) | P

1+ p*

2
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for all N > N,, where N, ensures that

8 log N 1—0p
<
Nrn(l—-m) — 2

for all N > N;.
Bounding |(H(W,Z)—- H(W))Pv|,. We showed in (I0.13) that if (W,Z) €

-AI,N N ‘AQ’N, then

2(1+2V2)
w2 B, < 2R L0

This implies,

. z) - W) pol, < 2UEREL LR e,

Therefore, for any €, > 0, if D > 24 (1 + 2v/2)? /(€2 pmin 7° (1 — 7)), then

P(|(H(W,Z) - H(W)) Po|,<e|Pof,) > 1- % (10.20)

Combining (I0.14), (I0.19) and (I0.20), we obtain that with probability at least 1 —

12 /N?,
Iy~ HW.2) Pul, > (1 /I7 /2 a) [P, o
10.21
e e
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choosing €; := (1 — /(1 + p*)/2)/2. Therefore,

12
]P)((Wa Z) 6‘A?:,N) 2 1-— m

a
Bounding P((W,Z) € Ay ). Define c:=a+b# 0 and q =
b
1ZG(W, Z)ql,
> |ZGW)4|,-|Z(GW,Z)-GW)) 4|,
— a —
= [Z2G(W) -|z(GwW,2)-GW))4|,
c—a
2
_ 0 _ a o
= lej7 |ZG(W) —|1ZG(W) —|Z(GW.,2Z2)-G(W))q|,.
1 —a
2 2
Recalling that the second column of G(W) is 1y, we have
_ 1
1ZG(W.Z)ql, = ldn[Z1x];,—lal |Z2G(W)
-1 (10.22)

2

- |lz(Gw,z)-GW))4q|,.

We show that the first term on the right-hand side of (I0.22) dominates the second and

the third term.
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Concerning the first term, note that (W, Z) € A, x implies that

N N 2
1 J=1

1=

The second term is bounded above by

_ 1 = - 3 2
Z2EW) _ (ijzw wZZ”)
1 \ =1 \j=1 =
2

— (10.24)

< \BIOgN >z,
i=1 j=1

< /3N logN | Z],,

where the first inequality holds if (W, Z) € A, n.

The third term is bounded above by

1Z(GW.Z2)-GW))dq|, = lal,1Z],]|GW.ZzZ)-GW)]|,
— (10.25)
0g
< 2O N w7y
< lalo /=5 e 1Z]l,
incorporating (I0.9), which holds if (W, Z) € Ay x N Az n.
Now, if (W, Z) € Ay,

1Zll, < IPll, + 112 = Pll, < Nox +1vNpy < 2Npy, (10-26)

for all sufficiently large N since Npy — oo by Condition [C 1l

Collecting (10.23), (10.24]), (I0.25) and (I0.26]), we have that with probability at least
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1-6 /N2

lc|m | Z 1n|, > lc| 7dy V'N Npy,

- 1
ZG(W) < V6N2pylogN < ,/%WN;)N, (10.27)

-1
2

— 3 pn log N 3
|2(GW.2) - GW))al, < 2lal, \[2ZTE=N < 20al, (/775 VN Now,

applying the inequality Npy > Dlog N from Condition [C.Tl
Finally, recall that d; > puin /2 because D > 24 /pyin. Thus, combining (I0.22]) and

(I0.27), we obtain that with probability at least 1 — 6 /N2,

C| T Pmin 6 6
1ZGW.z)dl, > ("T-W/E-zuqnm/p . D) VF Npy

C| T Pmin
> HTP\/NN/)N,

provided that D > 96 (|a| + 2 |qly /v/Pmm)? /(2 72 P2i)-
Therefore,
6

P(W.,Z)e Ayn) > 1— Nz

10.4 Proof of Proposition 4

The parameter vector of primary interest is 8 := (3, v, §)". To establish convergence rates
for the maximum likelihood estimator @ of the data-generating parameter vector 8*, we take
advantage of recent advances in statistical exponential-family theory (Stewart and Schweinberger,
2024). Since multivariate Gaussians are statistical exponential families, there are two pa-

rameterizations that are more convenient to work with than the @-parameterization: the
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natural and mean-value parameterization. The natural parameter vector of the multivariate

Gaussian is defined by

n(0, x?) = (B/k* 7/K* 6/k* 1/%)T.

We henceforth suppress the notational dependence of n(0, k?) on (0, x?) and write n
instead of n(8, x2), and define 7 := n(6, #2) and p* == n(8*, *?). In accordance, we write
An(1*) == Ax(6*, k*?). The mean-value parameter vector of the multivariate Gaussian is

defined by

where ¢(Y) is the vector of sufficient statistics defined at the beginning of Supplement
M0 Let N be the natural parameter space and M := u(N) be the mean-value parameter
space of the statistical exponential family; note that the symbol N should not be confused
with the set of natural numbers. The map p : N +— M is a homeomorphism (Brown, 1986,
Theorem 3.6, p. 74), so the inverse map ' : M +— N exists and g and p~! are continuous,

one-to-one, and onto. Throughout,

Ble,p) = {veR': Jv—clp < p}

denotes a fy-ball in R* with center ¢ € R* and radius p € (0, 00). We first establish
convergence rates for 7 and then establish convergence rates for 6. The convergence rates
for i are based on the proof of Theorem 1 of [Stewart and Schweinbergen (2024), but we
consider real-valued outcomes Y; € R rather than binary connections Z;; € {0,1}, and
we extend the proof of Theorem 1 of [Stewart and Schweinberger (2024) from natural pa-

rameters to continuous functions of natural parameters using ideas from Section 3.1 of
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Schweinberger and Stewart (2020).

Idea of proof. Let

1 1—[o*
€ = ?min{|ﬁ*+'y*|, 3| |} (10.28)
K

and consider any ¢ € (0, ¢*). We will show at the end of the proof that the restriction
to the subset B(n*, ¢*) C N is legitimate, because i falls into B(n*, ¢*) C N with high
probability, provided that NN is large enough.

Define

ple) = sup{p € (0, 00): B(u(n*), v) C w(B(n* €)}. (10.29)

By the definition of ¢(€), B(u(n*), ¢(€)) is the largest ball contained in the image pu(B(n*, €))

of B(n*, €), which implies that

p(e) = sup{p € (0,00): p~ (B(n(n*), ¥)) € B(n*, o)}
The definition of ¢(€) implies the following fact:

If p € (0, 00) guarantees that p~' (B(p(n*), ) € B(n™, €),
(10.30)

then ¢ < ¢(e).

The key of the proof of Proposition [ is to determine which real numbers ¢ € (0, 00)

guarantee that all elements p' € B(u(n*), ¢) map to elements ' € B(n*, ). We will
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prove the following result:

€

All p <
SUDy e (e, ey 1IZ(1) 71l

ensure that pu= (B(u(n*), ¢)) C B(n*, ),

which implies that

—1 * € *
p | B pn), - C B(n" o). (10.31)
( ( Sy cay ey 1Z) 1|||2)>
In light of Equation (I0.30), Equation (I0.3T]) implies that

€
< @e).
SUD,, ¢ 5, ) I1Z(1) 71,

(10.32)

To prove Equation (I0.3T]), note that B(n*, €) C N implies that u(B(n*, €)) C M, and the
maximum likelihood estimator 1 exists, is unique, and solves u(n) = t(Y) in the event
t(Y) € pu(B(n*, ¢)) C M (Brown, 1986, Theorem 5.5, p. 148). Thus, there exist constants

Bi(n*) > 0 and B2(n*) > 0 such that the probability of event n € B(n*, €) is bounded

below by
Pyjw.z(0 € B(n*, €))
= Pywz(t(Y) € n(B(n*, €)))
(10.33)
> Pypoz(t(Y) € B(n(n*), ¢(€)))
> 1= s o (i { AT ) g0 ),
where

e the second line follows from the fact that g : n — M is a homeomorphism (Brown,
1986, Theorem 3.6, p. 74) and 7 exists, is unique, and solves pu(7n) = t(Y) in the

event t(Y') € pu(B(n*, €)) C M (Brown, 1986, Theorem 5.5, p. 148);

30



e the third line follows from the fact that B(u(n*), v(€)) € u(B(n*, €)), which holds

by definition of ¢(¢€) in Equation (I0.29);

e the fourth line follows from wp(n) = ¢(Y) in the event ¢(Y) € u(B(n*, ¢)) C M

(Brown, 11986, Theorem 5.5, p. 148) along with Lemma [Bl in Supplement [[T.5

We bound the right-hand side of Equation (I0.33]) by bounding ¢(e).

Bounding the right-hand side of Equation ([0.33]). Consider an arbitrary ¢ €
(0, 00) and an arbitrary p’ € B(u(n*), ), and let 5’ :== p~'(p’) be the parameter vector
corresponding to p'; note that there is one and only one 1’ corresponding to p', because
p and p~! are one-to-one. We will determine which real numbers ¢ € (0, co) satisfy
¢ < p(€) by using the multivariate mean-value theorem. The multivariate mean-value

theorem implies that there exists a real number A € (0, 1) and a parameter vector

n' = A+ (1-Nn" € B(n* )

such that

pm) —pmn®) = IM") (' —n"). (10.34)

By Lemma [2] and its discussion, Z(n) is invertible for all n € B(n*, "), including n” €

B(m*, €"). Since Z(n") is invertible, Equation (I0.34]) implies that

n—n = (") (un) - pn), (10.35)

which in turn implies that

I —nly < K20 lan’) — n(n). (10.36)

31



To obtain an upper bound on the right-hand side of Equation (I0.36]), observe that

[n" ="l < 1Z0") 2 le@) — w0 )l < 1Z0") 72 (10.37)

because p(n') = p' and p' € B(pu(n*), ¢) implies that |p' — p(n*)|, < ¢. To establish
Equation (I0.31]), we want to bound the right-hand side of Equation (I0.37) from above

by €, that is, we want to determine which real numbers ¢ € (0, co0) ensure that

I ="l < NZ") 2 le(n) —p@)l: < IZ0") e < e (10.38)

It is evident that the inequality in Equation (I0.38) holds as long as

€
SUDPy € B(n*, e*) IZ(m)=4)2

(10.39)

Since p’ was arbitrary, Equations (I0.38) and (I0.39) prove that each element

€
poe Bl pumn, —
( SUDy e B+, ey 1IZ(1) 7|2

pulls back to an element
n' € B o),

which establishes

e (B (M(ﬂ*), SUDy € B(n, ¢) |||I(77)_1|||2>> € B0 o). (10-40)

To relate € to ¢(€), recall that the definition of ¢(€) in Equation ([I0.29]) implies the following
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fact:
If ¢ € (0, 00) guarantees that p (B(u(n*), ¢)) € B(n*, €),

(10.41)
then ¢ < @(e).
Combining Equations (I0.40) and (T0.41)) hence establishes
‘ 0 (10.42)
SUPy enmpe ey 127l ' '
Armed with Equation (I0.42), we revisit Equation (I0.33) to obtain
R ) B * € 2
B € B ) > 1- 8 exp (—min { 2OVAE ey )
[ Bi(n*) € Bx(n) 6})
> 1—8exp|—min ) )
- ! ( {AN<n*>2 N Ax(m)
where
Av(m) = sup |Z(n)"].
neB(n*, )
Choose
2 5y (10.43)
€ = , :
Bitg)
where
On(m*) = An(n*) VN logN,

and note that € € (0, €*) for all large enough N by Equation (I0.Z5). Then there exists an

integer N; > 1 such that, for all N > Ny,

P <ﬁ cB (n*, 2 %(n*))) .S (10.44)
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because

[ Bi(m*)e®  By(nY)e }
min , = 2logN forall N>N
{AN(n*)2N An(n) & :

by the choice of € in Equation (10.43]).

Showing that the restriction to the subset B(n*, ¢*) C N is legitimate. To
complete the proof, we show that the focus on the subset B(n*, €*) C N is legitimate.
First, by Lemma [2 if (W, Z) € Ay, then there exists a constant L(n*) < oo, which

depends on n* but does not depend on N, such that

1
An(m) < Lin*
vor) = K N
Therefore,
1 log N
Oy(n*) < Ln) B 4 0 as N - oo, (10.45)

en(Z)? (Npn)? V. N

because we have assumed that cx(Z)? (Npn)? /N /log N — 0o as N — oco. The above re-

sult  implies that there exists an integer Ns > 1 such that

€ = +/2/Bi(n*) ®n(n*) < € for all N > Nj.

Second, the fact that \/2/Bi(n*) ®n(n*) < € for all N > N, implies that

B(n*, \/2/Bi(n*) ®x(n*)) C B(n*, €). (10.46)

Combining (I0.44)) and (I0.46]) shows that, for all N > max{N;, No},

P € By, ¢)) > P (ﬁ e (u*, Cr) — g | )) 12
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where C1(n*) = \/2/B1(n*) L(n*).

Convergence rates for 8 based on 77. We obtain convergence rates for the maximum

~

likelihood estimator @ of 8* based on the convergence rates for the estimator 1 := (0, &%)

of m* := n(0*, k**) by noting that

n * LA 1 * ~2
”0—0”2 = ﬁe—ﬁe 2/4,
I 1 * 1 * 1 * ~2
= (ﬁo—ﬂ*20)+(ﬁ*20—§0)2/€
< |[n@ 5 — o) +| g - | 1071, R
— 9 ) 9 K,*Z //%2 2

R 1 log N
< * 1) R
< Gl A0 B oy \/7

with probability at least 1 — 8 /N2, provided that N > max{N;, Ny}. To deal with the

random term #2 in the upper bound on |8 — 6*|, note that

1
-~2
S | 1 1
BT
< ! < 2k*?

1 . 1 [log N
w2~ ) en(Z)?(Npn)2 VN

with probability at least 1 —8 /N2, provided that N > max{N;, N,}. Combining the above

results proves that, for all N > max{N;, N2}, the maximum likelihood estimator 0 of 6*

~ 1 log N
66, < ) (1+67],) =2
|| la < Ci(n*) (1 +]60%],) ® en(Z2)2 (Npy)2 \/7

. 1 log N
) o VN

satisfies

IN
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with probability at least 1 — 8 /N2, where
Co(n*) = 2C1(n") (1+]67],) v+

10.5 Proof of Proposition

According to Corollary 4.1 of Xid (2024), we have that under Condition [C.] there exists

constants Cp > 0, C; > 0, and an orthogonal matrix O € R¥*X guch that

P ( IT — T O < Cr \/log N) >1- 5 (10.47)

As a result, we show that T /[T, is also close to T O /||T O||, with high probability,

which will be useful to derive the convergence rate of a(d).

T TO T T . T _TO
I7),  ITOlL||, IT], ITOl |, " ||ITOl, ITOl.||,
s | L 1 IT — T O,
= ITl: | = - 175 5
ITl. ITOl, T ol
Tl —ITOl,| [T -TOls,
T ol T o],
. LT -TO|,
[T o],

Moreover, by Condition we have that |[T O||, = ||T|, = ow llally = min vV Npn.

(

Now, we derive the convergence rate of a(d). Note that in the expression of ay(d), we

Therefore,

T T O
IT|. ITOl,

(10.48)

2Cr [log N S 1 51
~ Qmin NpN - N2‘

2
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can replace T by T O for any orthogonal matrix O € R¥*X. So, we have

)

(0) — an(9)

Ay T)(|TY3 I — 6 TTT) (T 1)

2l =2l

(1xTO) (ITO|? Ix — 5 (TO) (T 0)) ™ (TO)"1y)

) ~ ~
NITI3

J

- (1T O)J; (T O) 1y)
N|ToOol; " ’

where Jy = Ix — 6 T'T /| T|2, J, = Ix — 6 (TO)" (T O)/|T O

) ~ ~ ) ~ ~
- — (INT) (J7' = TN (TT1y) + — (A1 T)J; N (T 1y)
N||T|3 N|T|3
5
- Al TO)J'(TO) 1y).
NmTomg(N )y ((T'O) 1y)

Bounding [a(d) — an(6)|. Using sub-multiplicativity of the operator norm, we obtain

[a(6) — an(0)|

~ ~ 10.49
L 1B @) agTo)gt o)y | 1

< |Jr = J; |||2‘|‘N ES B 2

I3 IT Oll;

We establish bounds on the two terms on the right-hand side above.

Bounding ||J; " — J; 2. Since |§| < 1, J; and Js are positive definite, and

72 < 1/ =10]), 5 2 < 1/(1 = o). (10.50)

Hence,

7% =I5 2 = NI (T2 = 1) Iy
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1

< I 2 12 = Jally 195 e < WIHJQ—LIHQ
B 1 T'T (TO)'(TO)
@ =1D> || 113 ITol; ||,
~ 2 ~
1 T 71O | | T TO
—@=pD* ATy, T Ol |, IT). 1T O], ]
1 |y T) I, (T'1 1, TO)J;' (TO)"1
Bounding (1y )Jiz( v)  (AyTO)J, ((2 0) 1x) |
N 113 IT Ol
1T (TTy) (15T O0)Jy ' (TO) 1y)
N 1713 IT ol
1 .~ 2 1 2
L[ Ty || (TO) 1y
N Tl |, I Oll,
1 ([T J; 3 (TO) 1y
N IT). ||, ITol, |,
1~ _1
L2 TT | (TO) 1y
ITI. |, ITol, |,
1 T 7o \'
< < @15 2 VN) |5 ® | = — 1y
N I >\, ITOl, )
T TO
< 20T e || -=——
’ T, 1T Oll, |,
2 T TO
- L=l Ty, IT Ol f,
incorporating (I0.50) in the final step above.

Conclusion. Combining terms, we obtain that for any ¢ such that |§| < 1,

[a(8) — an(6)] < Cu(0) Cog(2), (10.51)
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where

~ 1
Cl) = T
~ 2 ~
(Z) 1 T TO T T O
g = —||l-= - g ,
o\ |17, o), " |17, TolL||,

and Cy > 0 is a proportionality constant chosen appropriately. Leveraging (I0.48), we

obtain that with probability at least 1 — C, /N?,

(2) < 1 4C’%logN+8C’T log N
g — Co\o2, Npnv  min V Non J°

Noting that y/log N /(Npy) is the dominating term above due to Condition we can

choose C such that

10gN 6’1
< > 1 L 10.52
IP’(g(Z) < NpN) > 1- (10.52)

10.6 Proof of Theorem [2

Throughout, we suppress the notational dependence of 1(@, xk?) on (0, k?) and write n
instead of (0, x?), and define 7 = n(é, #?) and n* = n(0*, xk*?). Conditional on the

event (W, Z) € Ay defined in Supplement T0.T.T]

a e . log N 1 8
e (H9_0”2 = GO cN<Z>2<NpN>2> =

by Proposition @ The event (W, Z) € Ay occurs with probability at least

C
P(W.Z) € Ax) 21—+
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by Proposition [3l Taken together, Propositions [3] and 4 imply that

~ [log N 1
P 0 — 6 < 9* *2
(H la < Ca(60%, k) N cy(2)2 (NPN)2>
8 Cs 8+ Cs
= <1‘m) (“m) 2 ==

Since en(Z) = (1/(|1Z]l,) I([|Z]|, > 0), TT.26) implies that

NpN 1
> =
Iz, 1cllZ1, > 0) 2

CN(Z) NpN

in the event (W, Z) € A y. Therefore,

(10.53)

P <||¢§—¢9*||2 < 40y(0%, K2 1OgN> 5810

N N2
Armed with these results, we establish convergence rates for the direct and indirect causal
effects.

Bounding |7'D(§) — 7p(6%)|. Bounding the statistical error of the direct causal effect

is straightforward, because

0 * ) * 0 * * * ]'ON
70(6) — (6" = B -5 < 186" < Co(8", w?) /=

with probability at least 1 — (8 4+ Cy) /N2, where Cpp(6*, £*2) == 4 C5(0*, k*2) > 0.
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~

Bounding |7;(0) — 77(6%)|. Write

71(8) — 1(67))]

— G+ @O - a(6) B+7) + a@) (B +7) - (5 + 7))

(10.54)
< W—V*|+|5(§)—a(é*)||(3+§)_(ﬁ*+7*)|
+ [@6) = ald) 18" + 7|+ a8 (B +7) = (8 + 7).
We bound the terms on the right-hand side of Equation (I0.54)) one by one.
Bounding [7 — ~v*|.
7= < 10— 6. (10.55)
Bounding |(3-|_ ) — (B + 7).
|(§+§) — (B 4+ < \/§||§—0*||2, (10.56)

~ ~

Bounding [a(d) — a(6*)|. We next establish bounds for |a(d) — a(d*)| by breaking up

6(3) — a(6*) into three parts:

~

o 4(8) — an(d)
o an(6) — an(5*)
o ayn(0*) —a(d).

~ ~

Bounding [a(d) — an(6)|. By Proposition [, for any ¢ satisfying 6| < 1,

a(d) —an(0)] < Cu(d)9(Z2), (10.57)
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where ¢g(Z) is a function of Z such that

log N Ch
P Z) < > 1——= 10.58
(o)< J3E5) = 1- 4 (1058)

and C,(6) > 0 is a non-decreasing function of || that does not depend on N. We next

show that || < (2 + |*])/3 < 1 with high probability. First, observe that

-~ 8\ 5* |5*|
~2
|5| < K (ﬁ_,‘{*z +I€*2>
‘8\/22 — //{*2 + |5*| /K*Z
2 *2 *2
LR =Lt L n (10.59)
‘5/22 _5*/1{*2 + |5*|/l€*2
<
1/ —|1/R?2 -1 /K"
il + 107/
1/ — |1 —n*|2
According to Proposition 4], we know that
N 8+ C
P(jf—mlo <er) > 1- 222 (10.60)

N2
Since e < (1 —|6*]) /3 x*2,

[ = n*lo+10*] /6 (A= 106°]) /32 4 |67 /m 142167 _ 24|07
V2 =In—mle = 1/ = (1—16"]) /35" 2+ &3

We obtain

~ 8+C
P(o] < (2+107)/3) > 1-—~. (10.61)
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By combining (I0.57), (I0.58), and (I0.6I]), we obtain

v (\a(g) —an(0)| < Ca (“T“”) \/%)

P ~ 2+ |0%| log N ~ 24|07
_ < <2 P10

v

P

Vv
|

Npn
log N ~ 246
eN 5 < +3\ \)

v
=

Q

N
AN

(
(|a(§) —an@®) < @ /22N 4 5 < 2+3|5*|) (10.62)
(

Y
I

The second inequality uses the fact that C,(J) is a non-decreasing function of |§| and
0] < (24 16*|)/3 with probability at least 1 — (8 + C5)/N? by (I0:61). The third inequality

uses (L0.57) and (I0.58)).

~

Bounding |ay(0) — ayn(0*)|. By the mean-value theorem, there exists a real number

dm € (6%, g) such that

~

an(8) —an(6*) = ay(6m) (0 — &%), (10.63)
where @'y (6,,) is the derivative of ax(6) evaluated at § = 6,,:

an(0m)

) —1
N AXT) (ITN; Ix =0 TTT) (T 1y)
5=bm

S

1 —1
XD (ITN; I = 6, T'T)  T'T (IT; Ix — 6, T'T)  (T"1y)

-1
AN T) (IT); Ix =6, TTT) (T 1x).

=zl =z

If |0,,] < (2+ [6*])/3, then—by applying the operator norm on the right-hand side—we
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obtain

1 1 18

|aly(0m)] < (1= (2+16%])/3)? + 1—

@ S A- R

Since 8, € (6%, 8) and P(|3| < (2+ [6*])/3) > 1 — (8 + Cs) /N? by (I0:61]), we obtain

8+ O,
N2

P(om| < (2+10%)/3) = 1-

and hence

18 8 + s
/ < _

By combining (10.63), (10.64), and (I0.53]), we obtain

~ 72 Co(0*, %) [log N 16 +2C,
— | < > e ——
F <|aN(5) WIS " VN ) 2w

Bounding |ay(6*) — a(6*)|. By Condition [C.4]

lan(0%) —a(d*)] < C(5%)

where C'(6*) > 0 depends on ¢* but does not depend on N.

Conclusion: [@(3) — a(6*)|. Combining ([0:62), (I065), and (I066) gives

() aty < (0 () PEORD | i) | [RET

3 (1 —10%])?
- 24 +3C, +C,

N2
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Bounding |a(6*)|. We know that a(6*) = limy_,o an(6*), hence

0* ~1 1
lan (0%)| = N AXT) (ITI; Ix — 0* T'T)  (TT1y)| < T
where the inequality is obtained by applying the operator norm, and using the fact that

|0*] < 1 by assumption. We conclude that

1
< .
— 1—|o*]

la(6%)] (10.68)

Conclusion: |7/(8) — 7;(8%)|. By combining (I054), (I055), (I056), (I067), (I0G8),

and (I0.53), we conclude that there exists a constant Cr(6*, x*) > 0, which depends on

0* and x*? but does not depend on N, such that

logN) . 1_32+452+51.

P (1@ ~ (6] < Ciler %) 22 v

11 Auxiliary results

11.1 Lemma I

Proof of Lemma [Il By assumption,

> W5 %

EY: | (Y- W,2) = (y-ww2)] = Buity=——
J I

N
+6CN(Z)Zyj L (1]_]_)
j=1

Let p;(w,z) =E[Y; | (W,Z) = (w,z)]. Upon taking expectations on both sides above,

we obtain
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> W) % =
,ui('w,z) = ﬁwl—i-”yii ; '] +5CN(Z)Z,MJ'('LU,Z)ZZ‘J. (112)
) j=1

Subtracting (I1.2]) from (II.1), we obtain
N
EY; | (Yo, W.,Z) = (y_s,w,2)] = pi(w,z)+dcn(z Z — pj(w, 2)) 2. (11.3)
We have also assumed that
VarlV; | (Yo, W, Z) = (y_i,w,z)] = k% (11.4)

Upon invoking Theorem 2.6 of (Rue and Held, 2005), we can conclude from (I1.3) and
(IT4) that if (Iy —0 cy(2) z) is positive definite, then Y | (W, Z) = (w, z) is multivariate

Gaussian with mean vector p(w, z) and precision matrix
Q SN N (11.5)
(0.2) = 5 (Ix—denlz)2) -
To obtain the expression for pu(w, z), note that (IT.2)) can be written in matrix form as
I‘l’(waz) = G(waz) 19+5CN(Z)Z[,L(’IU,Z), (116>

where 9 = (8, 7) € R? and G(w, z) is a N x 2 matrix with i-th row

- W; 245
(G(wwz))i,, = ('UJZ', %), Zzl,,N
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If |6] <1 and en(2) ||2||, < 1, then (Iy — 0 cn(2) 2) is positive definite, and we have

pww, z) = (Iy—6cn(2)2) ' G(w, 2) 9. (11.7)

11.2 Lemma

Proof of Lemma [2l Recall that the natural parameter vector is defined as

§ 1\
n(0> K'z) = (5 g ) = (771> M2, N3, 774)Ta say. (118)

o9 T 99 o939 o
K2 K2 K2 K?

Also, define ¢ := (1, 72)". We suppress the notational dependence of n(8, x2) on (0, x?)
and write i instead of n(0, x2).
The loglikelihood function in (I0.2) can be expressed in terms of the natural parameters

as

1
() = Slogldet(n Iy —mex(2) 2) - LYY

— 56T GW.2) (I — myex(2) 2)7 GW, 2) & (1L.9)

Z
+ %() YTZY +¢ GW,2Z)TY.

From Theorems 1 and 2 of Magnus and Neudecker (1988, Chapter 8), we obtain

d
W det(m IN — 13 CN(Z) Z) = - CN(Z) det(774 IN — s CN(Z) Z)
3
x trace((ny Iy —n3en(Z) Z)* Z),

d
—ndet(mIN—nch(Z) Z) = det(ny Iy —nsen(Z2) Z)

x trace((m Iy —m3en(Z) Z)7h),

Iy —m3en(Z2)Z)™" = en(Z) Iy —n3en(Z) Z) " Z (I —nsen(Z) Z) 7

- |
= | &

3
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d _ _
dm (mIn —nsen(Z2)Z)™ = — (uIy —m3en(2) Z)72
4
Applying the above equations to the loglikelihood function (I1.9]), we obtain

~Valn) = GW,Z) (mIy—nsen(2) Z) ' G(W, Z)
~Vi, ln) = en(Z) u(W,2) Z(m Iy —nsen(Z2) Z)" Z p(W, Z)

NV acel( Iy — s ex(2) 2)) 2)?)

Vi lm) = pW,Z) Iy —n3en(Z) Z2) " p(W, 2)

1 _
+ 3 trace((ny In — 3 en(Z) Z)72)

—Vo Vi, () = cn(Z2)G(W, Z)T(TM Iy —nsen(Z) Z)_l Zuw,2z)

VeV lm) = —GW,Z) (i Iy —nsen(Z2) Z)™ p(W, Z).
Vi Vi bn) = —en(Z)u(W,2)" Z (i Iy —n3en(2) Z)' u(W, Z)
- CN;Z ) trace((ns I — ns ex(Z) Z)~2 Z (3 I — 1 ex(2) Z)°1).

Observe that (ny In —n3cy(Z) Z)7! is the covariance matrix (W, Z) = Q(W, Z)~!
of the multivariate Gaussian distribution of Y | (W, Z). To simplify notation, we write

henceforth G, p and X instead of G(W, Z), u(W, Z) and X (W, Z), respectively. Then,
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we have the information matrix as,

.
G
Im) = |en(Z)Zp E(G en(Z)Zp —u)
—H
02x2 0251 0251 (11.10)
+ % 0152 cn(Z)? trace((X Z)?) —cn(Z) trace(X Z )
0152 —cn(Z) trace(Z ZX) trace(3?)

= Li(n) + La(n),

where 04, x4, stands for the d; x dy matrix of 0’s.

Define

Since ¢y (Z) || Z]|, < 1, the smallest eigenvalue of ¥ is at least x? /(1 + |d]), which

implies,
K2~
T - T
and hence,
2
K ~ ~
s > T T = 7 )
(n) = T+ 70] 1(n) + Za(n) (n), say
Then
1 1
1Z(n)~ M, = < . (11.11)

Awin(Z(0) ™ Ain(Z(m))

To derive a lower bound on )\min(f (m)), we first prove an upper and lower bound on the

49



determinant det(Z(n)), and use the fact that det(Z(n)) is the product of its eigenvalues.

Upper bound on det(Z(n)).

4

det(Z(m) = JIN@m) < IZm)I3 Auin(Z(0)), (11.12)

i=1

since A (Z(n)) = |Z(n)|l> and A\y(Z(n)) is the smallest eigenvalue of Z(n).

2

7z 7 + |z
IZ(n)ll2 < 70 IZ:(m)ll2 + 1 Z2(n)]»
K2 2
< 5 (6 @ zu )| + 1o
1+ 4] 5
(11.13)
2
K
< G Z)\|Z 2
S Top G2 + ex(2) | Zpl2 + |el2)
+ max{cy(Z)? [trace((Z Z)?)|, cn(Z) | trace(X Z X)|, trace(X?)}.
Note that, ||G|l2 < V2 N, since all the elements of G lie within 0 and 1. Also,
cn(Z) | Zplz < en(2) [|Z])2 |l < [pe]2; and,
(11.14)
_ V2N |9
Il < IIn —den(Z) Z2)7 2, IGI, 191, < TWQ

since cn(Z) || Z|]2 < 1 and |§] < 1. So, the first term on the right-hand side of (m is

2 v
bounded above by K;(0, k?) N, where K,(0, x?) = 1+‘ | (\/_—i- 1\/:‘=5|H2> For the

50



second term, compute

en(Z) [trace((2 Z)°)| < Nen(Z)? I Zl; < New(2) 1215 1213

I<L4

(1 —1o])?

IA

N

ex(Z)|trace(SZ )| < New(2) [SZ2], < New(2) |20, ISIE (11.15)

I€4

(1 —1o[)?

IA

N

4

K
N=l; < N

trace(X?) = Na Ty

IN

using the fact that |||, < x*/(1 — |d]) because cy(Z) [|Z]]2 < 1 and |§] < 1. So, the
4

second term on the right-hand side of (IT.I3)) is bounded above by (l—ﬂw

N. Therefore,

det(Z(n)) < <K1(9> “2) + m) N* )\min(i(n)) (11.16)

= Ky(0, &%) N* \uin(Z(n)).

Lower bound on det(Z(n)).

Z(n)
G'G en(Z)GTZp -G
2
K
= Tip| | @K' ZG (2P0 2 —en(Z)n'Zp
—u'G  —en(Z)p" Zp p'p
0252 0251 0241
1
T 5 | Oix2 on(Z)? trace((22)?) —cn(Z) trace(X Z %)

0152 —cn(Z) trace(X Z X)) trace(X?)

o1



G'G en(Z)G Zp -G

= CN(Z) [,LTZG CN(Z)2[LTZ2[J,—|—U11 —CN(Z) [LTZM+U12 )

1414
—[,LTG —CN(Z) [,LTZ[JI + Uio [JIT[JI + Uy
where,
_ (1+]0]) en(2)? 2 _(d+]0)en(2)
U = 5 2 trace((X Z)7), Uyp = — 5 2 trace(X Z %),
bl
Uy = 52 trace(X°).

By the formula of the determinant of partitioned matrices (see 1.3, Chapter 3 of Bapat

(2012)),
8
~ K
det(Z(n)) = T det(GTG) det(Q), (11.17)
where
Q . CN(Z)2[,LTZ2M/—|—U11 —CN(Z) [LTZM+U12
—en(Z)p" Zp + Uy, p'p 4 Up
T
en(Z) ' ZG

- e GG (cN(Z) G Zp —GTM)

CN(Z)2 [,LTZ(IN - H)Z[,l, + Ull —CN(Z) [,LT(IN — H)Z[,L+ U12

—CN(Z)MT(IN—H)ZM+U12 IJ/T(IN_H)IJ/_'_UQQ
and H .= G(G'G)"'G".

Lower bound on det(G'G). Let N; = Zjvzl Z;; and F; = Zjvzl W; Z, j /N; for all
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t=1,...,N. Then,
o [ Shwe SLowr
N N 7
D Wil L FY

and,
N

det(G'G) = > Wi» F}— (ZW@) : (11.18)

i=1
We show that det(G ' G) is of order N2. First, using the fact that (W, Z) € A x N Agy

and Npy > D log N, we obtain that |F; — 7| < /3 /dy D for all i. So,

N

ZFQ = Z ;— ) —|—27TZ i—m 4+ N7 = Nn2+ Ry,

=1

where |Ry| < (3/dy D) N +2m+/3/dy D N. In addition,

N N
D Wil = Y Willi—m)+m) Wi = 7y Wi+Re,
i ] 1=1

i=1

where |Rs| < /3 /dy D N.
Therefore,
N N N 2
> Wiy FP - <Z WF)
i:lN i=1 i )
= (ZW) N2+ Ry) — (wZW +R2>
i=1

i=1

(11.19)
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where

3 3
< 2(1+2m)N? :
|Rs| < 2(1+42m) max{dlD, dlD}

We showed in (I0.12) that if (W, Z) € Asp,

ZW,-(N—ZW,-) > W (11.20)

i=1

for all sufficiently large N.

Combining (I1.18), (IT19) and (I120), we obtain

det(G'G) >

N273 (1 —m) 3 3
— > —2(1+427) N? — .
1 (1+2m) max{dlD, dlD}

Recall that d; == ppin (1—+/6 /Pmin D). Applying the condition D > 1536 (142 7)? /pmin 7° (1—

7)2, we obtain

2. 301 _
Wet(GTG) > W_ (11.21)

Lower bound on det(Q). Define

Vii == en(Z) ' Z(Iy—H)Zp, Vip = —en(Z)p'(Iy— H) Z s,

Voo = p' (Iy — H) .

Then, we can write the matrix @ as

Vit +Unn Vig+ Ui
Q = , (11.22)
Vit + Uiz Vag 4 Use
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and,

det(Q) = (Viy +Uny) (Vag + Uzg) — (Vig + Upa)?
(11.23)

= (Viy Voo — V122) + Vi1 Usg + Uy (Vag + Use) —2Vip Uy — U122-

We first show that Vj; Vay — Vi3 = 0. From definition,

Vi Vay — Vi

= w(Z)PWZ(In-H)Zpp' (In—H)p— (p"(In — H) Z p)?).

Now,

Z[,l, = Z(IN—(SCN(Z)Z)_lG’IS

= Z (5CN(Z)Z—IN+IN)(IN—5CN(Z)Z)_1GQ9
(11.24)

1 1
= 7v5 (Iv—0en(2) Z2)™ — In) GI

= (n—G9).

which implies,

1
Vit Voo = Vi = ﬁ(“T(IN_H)N'“T(IN_H)F"_(F"T(IN_H)F")2) = 0.
(11.25)

Note that, in the above derivation, we assumed § # 0. If § = 0, then (Iy — H)p =
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(Iy — H) G9 = 0, which implies V}; Vas — Vi3 = 0. So, from (I1.23)), we obtain

det(Q) = Vi1 Usy + Upy (Voo + Unz) — 2 Vi Upp — U, (11.26)

Upper bounds on |V}], |Vi2] and |Vay|. Based on our previous calculations, we argue

that |Vi1|, |Vizo| and |Vas| are O(N). First, noting that ||[Iy — H|, < 1, we obtain

Vil < en(27 1" 2%, [Vial < ex(2) 1" Zpl, [Vio| < 1" p.

Observe that the upper bounds on |Vi1], |Via| and |Vae| are elements (in absolute value) of
Zy(n). We showed in (ILI4) that ||Z; ()]s is O(N), which implies, the elements of Z;(n)

in absolute value has to be O(N). Therefore, |Vi1], |Via| and |Vas| are also O(N).

Upper bounds on |Uyy], |Ui2| and |Uss|. We show that

Ul = o(en(Z)* N (Npy)?), [Usz| = o(en(Z) N (Npy)),

(11.27)
U] = O(N).

on = ENEE 2 277

_ 4+ “;‘LZN(ZV | trace((2 (Z — P) + £ P)?)|

_ (4 |52|)K§N(Z)2 trace(( (Z — P)2 425 (Z — P)S P+ (2 P

< WDAEE (v s 1z - P+ 2N ISINZ - Pl 1P,

+ trace(X P)?)

N EL T

2 K2
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_ a4 |g\i2cN(Z) |trace(2(Z — P)X + S PY)|
(1+19]) en(2)
2 K2
(1+19])

2 K2

IN

(NIZI*1Z — Pl + trace(E P %))

|Uss| | trace(X?)|.

Observe that

| trace((S P P))| < |S[l; IPll trace(P) < K [Z], 1P,
| trace(S P X)| < [|B]; trace(P) < K |, 1P,

| trace(2?)] < N |IZ;.

The inequalities above are obtained using the result that for matrices A and B where B
is positive definite, trace(A B) < ||A|, trace(B). In our case, P is positive definite and
has rank K.

Now, [|Z = P, < Iv/Npy since (W, Z) € Av, [Py < [Pl < Npy, and ||[Z]], <

k% /(1 —18]). We leverage these results to obtain

|Un| < (1+‘62|),:2N(Z) ((1—K‘(;DQ(FN(NPN)+21N(NPN)3+K(NPN)2))
(1+18]) en(2Z) K

ol < WEEDE (R /W K (Vo))
(1+18]) en(2Z) K

e T (1

So, we conclude that (IT.27) holds since Npy — oo due to Condition [C.Il This result,
together with the fact that |Vis| and |Vas| are O(N), gives that in (I1.26]), the terms
|U11 (Vag + Uss)| and U3, are o(cn(Z)* N? (Npy)?). We would like to show that the term

|Vi2 Uss| also has the same order of magnitude, but for that, we need to prove a finer bound
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on |Vi5| instead of O(N).

Upper bound on |Vi; Ups|.

AN

Vie| < en(Z)1Zll;y |ul; < en(Z) (1Z = Pll, + 1 Pl,) |65

= O(cn(Z) N (Npw)),

since |Z — P|, < {v/Npn, || P, < Npn, and ||u||§ = O(N) from (III4). This proves

that Vi, Ups is also o(cn(Z)? N? (Npn)?).

So, from (II1.26]), we obtain

det(Q) = ViU —o(en(Z)* N? (Npw)?).

(11.28)

Lower bounds on Vi; and U,,. We show that both V;; and U, has a lower bound

of order N.

Vi = en(Z2Pp'Z(In—H)Zp = oy(2)? |(Ix— H) Z pl;.

We derive a lower bound on |(In — H) Z pl,.

Iy —H) Z pl, = [(In—H)Ppl,—[(Z—-P)pl,,

58
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using the fact that | Iy — H|, < 1. Now, since (W, Z) € A3y,

Iy~ H)Zp), > YT

v

[P pll, = 1(Z = P)

2
1—+/(14+p*)/2 3—/(1+p")/2
> 5 |1Z pl, - 5 I(Z — P) pl,
1—+/(1+p*)/2 3
> 5 1Z pl; = 5 12 = Pl [l -
Also, since (W, Z) € Ay n, we have
Iy~ H) Z ul, > RRILYY PN TR -

Hence, we can obtain a lower bound on |(Ix — H) Z |, by deriving a lower bound on

|Z p|, and an upper bound on ||,.

1Zulp = 9" G T (In—0cn(2)2) ' 2% (Iy —6en(Z) Z) ' G
= G Z(INn-6cen(Z2)Z2)2ZGY,

since (Iy —den(Z) Z)™! and Z are commutative (11.31)

1
> - 9TGTZ2G09
— (1+19))?

(B+7)? 7 poin N (Npn)?
- 16 (1 + |0])? ’

The first inequality holds because cy(Z) || Z], < 1 almost surely, and the second inequality

holds because (W, Z) € Ay . We also showed in (I1.14]) that

V2N 9],

11.32
”N”2 - 1— ‘5| ( )
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Combining (I1.30), (IT31]) and (I1.32)), we obtain

|(Iy — H)Z ]

1 - V (1 +p*)/2 |B + 7| T Pmin \/NN/) 31 H19H2 \/NTPN

B 2 4(1+d]) YvR -]

1— /(1 +p*)/2 |8+ 7 Ppmin
= 2 8(1+19]) VN Nox.

for all sufficiently large N, because Npy — oo by Condition[CIl Leveraging this in (IT.29),

we obtain

(ﬁ + 7)2 7T2 pr2nin
256 (1 + |9])?

Vii > (1—+/(1+p)/2)? cn(Z)2 N (Npy)2.

Since the eigenvalues of ¥ are at least 2 /(1 + |]), we have

1+ 19|
2 K2

1 ) 4 2
trace(X?) > al |N n = i N.

U
22 2k2 1 (1+d])? 2(1+0))

Combining (I1.28)), (I1.33) and (I1.34), we obtain

ﬁ + 7)2 7T2 p12min Hz

732
det(@Q) = (1= v+ e e 21 0]

en(Z)? N* (Npy)?

— o(en(Z)? N* (Npy)?)

> Kg(e, 1{2) CN(Z)2 N2 (NpN)z,

where K3(0, %) > 0 is a constant that depends on 6 and x2.
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Combining (IT.17), (IT.21)) and (I1.33)) yields

~ K N? (1—m) 2 2 772 2
det(Z(n)) > T K5(0, k%) en(Z)* N* (Npn)
(1+10]) 8 (11.36)

= Ky(0, 5%) en(Z)? N* (Npy)?.

Lower bound on Ay, (Z(n)). From the lower and upper bound on det(Z(n)) derived

in (ITI6) and (I1.36) respectively, we obtain

~ K4(0 I‘€2)
in(Z > 1 Z)?2 N (Npn)2 11.37
)\mln( (77)) putly K2(0’ l‘€2) CN( ) ( pN) ( )
Leveraging (ITI]), we conclude
KQ(G, /€2) 1

IZ(m)~"l, <

where

2y 2oL\, w Y

o o= s, (B P K
K8, 7) = A+ 0D)* 8 (1= V(1+p)/2) 256 (1+0))2 4(1L+3])

2

11.3 Lemma

Lemma 3. Assume that Condition holds. Then:

(a) If the constant D in Condition satisfies D > 6 / pmin, then

6 1
E _ > 1
<1r<ril<nN Zz J = Pmin <1 Dunin D) NPN> > 1 N2
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(b) The limits of the following terms vanish:

lim %EH trace((Iy —dcen(Z) Z) ™' — (Iy —Sen(P)P) Y| = 0, (11.38)

N—oo

Jim B[ (I~ 6ex(2) 2)™ — (Iy —Sex(P)P) ) 1y = 0, (1139

assuming that cy(Z) == (1/ [ Z],) I(1Z]l, > 0), en(P) =1/ P]l,, and 6] < 1.

Proof of Lemma Bl Z;; ~ Bernoulli(P,;) implies that N; := Zj.v:l:#i Z;; is a sum
of N — 1 independent Bernoulli variables with expectation Z;.V:l: i+ Pij- By a Chernoft

bound, for any ¢ € (0, 1),

N 5N
2yN  p
P(Niz(l—t) E Pm’) > 1—exp (— Z]_IQ'#Z ’]>.

J=1:j#i

From Condition [C.I], we have Z;.V:L#i P, ; > pmin Npn, so that

P(N; > (1 —1) pmin Npn) > 1 —exp <—

6 log N
t =4 ——
Pmin NPN

and using the fact that N py > D log N, we obtain

t2 Pmin NPN

Choosing

1
]P)(Ni>pmin(1_ \/6/pminD>NpN> Z 1__

N3

Taking a union bound over all i € {1,..., N} establishes (a).
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We proceed with (b). In Equation (I1.38)),

% | trace(Iy — §en(Z) Z)~' — (Iy — S ex(P) P)Y)|
(11.40)

< Uy = den(2)Z)" = (In = den(P) P) 7',

since for any symmetric matrix A € RVN, trace(A) = SV, Ai(A) and |\ (A)] < | A,

In Equation (TT.39),

11 (U~ den(2) 2)7 — (I~ den(P) P) ) 1]
(11.41)

< Ny —den(2)Z2)™ = (In = S en(P) P)7,,
which follows from the definition of the ||.||, - norm. Therefore, we focus on the term
|(In—6en(2)Z2) = (In — den(P)P)7Y|,

I(Iy = den(Z) Z2)™" = (In = den(P) P) 7',
= In—den(P)P)™(0cn(Z) Z — den(P) P) (Iy — en(2Z) Z)7',

since Al —B'=B!{(B-A)A™!

< |NIn=den(P)P) M, 10 en(Z) Z — 6 en(P) Plly[(In —den(Z) Z)7H, -
(11.42)
We bound each of three terms from above.
Since |0] < 1 and en(Z) || Z], < 1,
_1 1 1
Iy —den(Z) Z)7 |, = max < (11.43)

1<isN 1 —den(Z)N(Z) — 1—18|
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Along the same lines, we can show that

1 1
Iy ~bex(P)P) M, < gpgr (11.44)

To bound ||0 cx(Z) Z — § en(P) P, from above, first note that

[6ex(2) Z ~ 5en(P) Pl, < [8]ex(2) |21, + | en(P) |P], < 2. (1149)

Next, we obtain an upper bound on ||§cy(Z) Z — 0 cn(P) P||, that holds with high prob-

ability:

l6¢n(Z) Z = 6en(P) Plly, = [[(6en(Z) —den(P)) Z +den(P)(Z - P),

< [den(Z) =den(P)] |2l + 10 en(P)] 1 Z - P,

0111121l — 1Pl | 9]
< I1Z1l, I(lZ]l, > 0) + |1z — P
1Z1l, 121l ? ? 171, ’
2 ||z - P,
- P,
In the denominator, we have
IPl, = pn e, = on llell; > (amin)? Now, (11.46)

applying Condition [C.Il In the numerator, using the fact that Z is generated by an
undirected Bernoulli random graph, we invoke Theorem 5.2 of [Lei and Rinaldd (2015) to

bound [|Z — P||, from above. Since N maxi<;<j<n P;; < Npy and N py > Dlog N, there
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exists a constant [ > 0 such that

P(1Z — E(Z)l, < (1/2) V) 2 1—

N?Z
Now, we note that P = E[Z] + diag (P). So

12 = Pll, < |Z—-E[Z]|, + |diag (P)[l, < |2 - E[Z]], + 1.

Since Npy > 1 by Condition [C.I] we conclude that

1
P(|Z - P|, < IvVNpy) = 1 55 (11.47)
Thus,
21 ! 11.48
P |H5CN(Z)Z—5CN(P)PH|2§m =z l- (11.48)
Combining (IT42), (IT43), (IL44), (IL4H), and (IT48), we obtain
2
‘H(IN —den(Z) Z)_l — Iy —den(P) P)_lH‘Q < m
P(||In—=0cn(Z)2)™" — (In—Sen(P)P) 7|, < 21 > 1L
2= a2 VNox (1 J0)2) = N
Therefore,
E[|Iy—0en(2) Z)™" — (In — den(P) P)7H|,]
21 1 2 1
< 1—— = 0as N
= 02 Vo (1 [3])2 ( N2) T T

because Npy — oo by Condition The above result, along with (I1.40) and (I1.41]),
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completes the proof of (b).

11.4 Lemma (4

Lemma 4. (Theorem 5.2.15 of Vershynin (2018, p. 109)) Suppose that X is a
N-dimensional random vector with a density (dominated by the Lebesgue measure on the

Borel sets of RY ) of the form

fx(w) = exp(=U(z)),

where U : RY — R is a twice differentiable function with respect to x for all x € RY.
Assume that there exists X\ > 0 such that the smallest eigenvalue of V2 U(x) is bounded

below by X\ for all € € RY. Then, for any Lipschitz function g : RN + R and any t > 0,

Pr(lg(X) - E[g(X)][ > 1) < 2exp (—%) ,

where |g|,,, is the Lipschitz constant of g and vy > 0 is a constant, independent of N.

11.5 Lemma

Lemma 5. Suppose that the conditional distribution of Y | (W, Z) is generated by a
Gaussian Markov random field with parameters 8* = (8*,7*,6*) € © and x** € (0,00).

Then, for all t > 0,

Pypoz (1Y) = Br [H(Y)] |2 > 1)

B (0* *2\ 42
8 exp <— min{—l( K1 , By(6%, H*2)t}) ,

IA

N
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where B (0%, *?), By(8*, k*?) > 0 are constants that depend on (6*, k*?).

Proof of Lemma [Bl Recall that

tY)=Y'GW,Z), cn(Z)Y'ZY /2, =YY /2)". (11.49)

The first two elements of (YY), G(W, Z)"Y, are linear in Y. Therefore, G(W,Z)"Y is

elementwise Lipschitz as a function of Y, with Lipschitz coefficients bounded above by

max |G, (W, Z)|, < VN,

1<k<L2

because all elements of G(W, Z) are between 0 and 1. We invoke Lemma @l to show
that G (W, Z)TY concentrates around its expectation. Recall from (IQ.]) that the joint
density of Y | (W, Z) is

1

2 Ii*2

S G )
21%*2 y Z’y—|— H*2 (’LU,Z) y

fowz(y | w, z) = (0) exp (— y'y+

If we write fywz(y | w, 2) = exp(—U(y, w, 2z)), then
ViU _ ! Iy — 0"
Yy (y,'w,z)—p( N — CN(Z)Z)'

Since cn(Z) || Z]|, < 1 and |6*| < 1, the smallest eigenvalue of V2 U(y, w, z) is at least

(1 —1[6*])/k*2. So, for any t > 0,

]P)WW,Z( |G,k(W’ Z)TY - Epy\w,z[G-,k(W’ Z)TY] | > t)

vy (1 — |6%]) 2
N/{*2 ’

(11.50)
< 2exp (—
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where k = 1,2, and v; > 0 is a constant, independent of V.

The third and fourth elements of +(Y), cxy(Z) Y "ZY /2 and =Y 'Y /2, are quadratic
in Y, and are not Lipschitz-continuous. Let p*(W, Z) and ¥*(W, Z) be the conditional
mean and the conditional covariance matrix of Y | (W, Z) respectively. We can express
en(Z)YTZY /2 and =Y 'Y /2 as a function of independent normal variables by consid-

ering the following transformation:

R = RW) = S(W,Z) 2 (Y(W) — u*(W, Z)).

Conditional on (W, Z), R follows multivariate Gaussian with mean 0 and covariance

matrix Iy. Also note that, Q*(W, Z)z = *(W, Z)~2. We derive

Yy gy = YDy e w.oz)y 2y -ww.2)
+en@uw.z)zy - M2 yw gy 20w z)
- CN;Z> R Q' (W,Z) 2 ZQ*(W,Z) R
t @ w.2)y -2 w2y g w2,

1 * * *
1 * *
1
= -3 R "QOW,Z)'R—pw(W,2)'Y

1 * *

The first term in both the expansions above are quadratic in R. Note that R := (R, ..., Ry)
is a random vector of independent components R; such that Ep, . [R; | W, Z] = 0 and its

Subgaussian norm is 1. Hence, we can apply the Hanson-Wright inequality (Rudelson and Vershynin,
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2013, Theorem 1.1) to obtain that, for any matrix A and any scalar t > 0,

t
P%\W,Z (‘ RTAR - EPH\W,Z[RTAR] ‘ > 5)

< 2 i t !
< exp | —vo, min , ,
41A)%" 211Al,

where vy > 0 is a constant, independent of N.

(11.51)

To derive concentration bound for exy(Z)Y T ZY /2, choose

=

Q(W,Z) 2 ZQ (W, Z) 2,

which results in

en(Z)VN 1 . _1
141, < VN4, = DGV vo w2 zarw z) b

2
en(Z)VIN g VN k*2
NAF VT * SN2 < Yt
5 Il Z]l, |2~ (W, Z)~2; < A=)

IN

using the fact that [|Q*(W, Z)7s < ** /(1 —|6*]) because cy(Z) || Z]|, < 1 and |6*] < 1.

Then, (IT5I) implies that

t
Pyw,2 <| RTAR -, . [RTAR]| > 5)

(11.52)
(1—Jo)2e (11— |5*|)t}) '

< 2exp <—1)2 min { Nl s

The second term in the expansion of cx(Z)Y T ZY /2 is linear in Y, and its Lipschitz
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coefficient is bounded above by

en(2) |lwW.2)" Z|],

= N (Z)||9TGW,Z) Iy - 6" cn(Z) 2)7' Z||,
(11.53)
< on(Z) [, NGW, Z)|, (I — en(Z) 0+ Z) 7|, | Z]],
V2N |97,
— 1 _ |5*| )

since ||(In — en(Z)6* Z) 7|, < 1/(1—|6*]) and |G(W, Z)|, < V2 N. We apply Lemma

M to obtain

t
Pu (0v(2) |1 (W. 2) ZY ~ B, 1w (W, 2 2 Y] > )
—I5*]1)\3 42
BN e Ty
SN0

Finally, the third term in the expansion of cx(Z)Y " Z Y /2 is constant with respect

(11.54)

to Y. Therefore, collecting terms

en(Z
Pyjw 2 ( N; ) Y'ZY —Eg,,, .Y ZY]| > t)

< 2exp (—vg min{(l_m)zt2 <1_‘5*Dt}) (11.55)

N/{*4 ) /{*2
1 — |§* 3t2
+ 2exp —Ul( |2|) .
8N |03 w**

1
We take a similar approach to derive concentration bound for —3 Y 'Y . Choosing
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results in

VN . _
Al < VN]A], = I w,2)~, <

vN VN k*2
2

2(1—10]7)

Plugging this into (IT.51]), we obtain

2
(1 —lo[)* ¢ (1—I5\*)t})‘

N Ii*4 ’ Ii*2

t
Pg‘w’z (‘ RTAR — Epww’z[RTAR] ‘ > —)
(11.56)

< 2exp (—1)2 min{

The second term in the expansion of —Y "Y /2 is likewise linear in Y, and its Lipschitz

coefficient is bounded above by

* : V2N 9%,
wW. D'l < ey

following the steps as in (I1.53]). Again, applying Lemma [l we obtain
t
Paw (|0 OW, 2)7Y = Be,, (W 2)7Y] > 1)
_ *\3 42
< 2exp _vl(l |5\2) t .
BN [0+ r*?

The third term in the expansion of —Y TY /2 is constant with respect to Y. Therefore,

(11.57)

collecting terms

1
Pg‘w’z (5 | Y'Y — E]P’WW’Z[YTY] | > t)

< 2exp (—1)2 min{(l_ Ll W)t}) (11.58)

Nli*4 ’ Ii*2
1 —|8]* 3t2
+ 2exp —Ul( Hz) .
8N |9, r**
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From (IL50), (IT55) and (I1.58), we conclude that

Py (1Y) = Beyp (Y )] |2 > )
* *2Y\ 42
< 8exp (— min{w, By (67, m*z)t}) ,

where B;(6*, £*?), By (0*, k*?) are constants that depend on (6*, £*?).
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