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Abstract

In this work, we develop a framework for partial identification of causal effects in settings
with multiple treatments and multiple outcomes. We highlight several advantages of jointly an-
alyzing causal effects across multiple estimands under a “factor confounding assumption” where
residual dependence amongst treatments and outcomes is assumed to be driven by unmeasured
confounding. In this setting, we show that joint partial identification regions for multiple esti-
mands can be more informative than considering partial identification for individual estimands
one at a time. We additionally show how assumptions related to the strength of confounding
or the magnitude of plausible effect sizes for any one estimand can reduce the partial identi-
fication regions for other estimands. As a special case of this result, we explore how negative
control assumptions reduce partial identification regions and discuss conditions under which
point identification can be obtained. We develop novel computational approaches to finding
partial identification regions under a variety of these assumptions. Lastly, we demonstrate our
approach in an analysis of the causal effects of multiple air pollutants on several health outcomes
in the United States using claims data from Medicare, where we find that some exposures have
effects that are robust to the presence of unmeasured confounding.

Keywords: Causal inference, Partial identification, Sensitivity analysis, Multiple treatments, Mul-
tiple Outcomes, Air pollution, Environmental mixtures.

1 Introduction

Causal inference in observational studies is a crucially important methodological framework to
help provide policy-relevant evidence in situations where experimentation or randomization is not
possible. In these situations, untestable assumptions must be made, and researchers should, to
the best of their ability, evaluate how robust their conclusions are to violations of those assump-
tions. While there are many different assumptions that can be made in order to obtain causal
identification in different scenarios, one of the most commonly employed is that of no unmeasured
confounding, which states that the observed covariates contain all common causes of the treatment
and outcome. In the presence of unmeasured confounding, causal effects are not identifiable, and
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consistent estimation of them is not possible without additional information or assumptions. In this
work, we focus on approaches to partial identification of causal effects when there is unmeasured
confounding, with a particular focus on settings with multiple treatments and multiple outcomes,
which we show has many benefits for partial identification.

The most common approach for assessing the unmeasured confounding assumption is sensitivity
analysis, which dates back at least as far as Cornfield et al. (1959) who argued that there is a
causal relationship between smoking and lung cancer. A central goal of sensitivity analysis is to
provide bounds on causal estimands that account for potential biases stemming from unmeasured
confounding. In simple cases such as with bounded outcomes, general bounds for causal effects
can be estimated (Manski 1990), though typically bounds are estimated based on sensitivity pa-
rameters governing the strength of association between the unmeasured confounders and either
the treatment or outcome. One approach is to posit a sensitivity parameter for the relationship
between the unmeasured variable and treatment, while assuming the worst-case scenario that the
unmeasured confounder and outcome are nearly co-linear (Rosenbaum 1987, 1988, 1991, 2002b,a).
Other approaches have two sensitivity parameters that govern the strength of association between
the unmeasured variable and both the treatment and outcome. These parameters are intended to
be interpretable so that one can reason potential values for them. This can be done by letting them
be parameters of a regression model (Rosenbaum & Rubin 1983, McCandless et al. 2007), parame-
ters dictating relative risks (VanderWeele & Ding 2017, Ding & VanderWeele 2016), or partial R2

values between the unmeasured variable and the treatment or outcome (Imbens 2003, Small 2007,
Veitch & Zaveri 2020, Cinelli & Hazlett 2020, Freidling & Zhao 2022, Chernozhukov et al. 2022).

While much of the existing work focuses on a single treatment variable, recent work has examined
settings with multiple treatments (Miao et al. 2022, Kong et al. 2022, Zheng et al. 2021, 2022).
Under certain assumptions about the nature of confounding, partial R2 values between the unmea-
sured confounders and treatment can be identified from the observed data. In some cases, such as
sparsity in the effects of the treatment on the outcome, the causal effects are even identifiable in this
setting (Miao et al. 2022). Another example is Kong et al. (2022), which shows identifiability with
multiple treatments and a binary outcome under the assumption the treatments are independent
given a common unmeasured confounder. Similar results have been shown in the multi-outcome
setting (Zhou et al. 2020, Zheng et al. 2023). Recent work in Wu et al. (2023) has extended
these ideas in a number of directions, in particular to the multiple treatment and multiple out-
come setting, where causal identification can be obtained under certain conditional independence
assumptions related to those seen in the proximal causal inference literature (Tchetgen Tchetgen
et al. 2024). In general, the presence of multiple treatments or outcomes can provide substantial
benefits. As mentioned above, one can obtain identification in these settings even with unmeasured
confounding, albeit under fairly strong, restrictive assumptions. Under weaker assumptions, one
can potentially obtain partial identification of treatment effects, where only a set of values of the
causal effect is identified, which is the focus of this work.

In this paper, we develop a general partial identification framework for scenarios with multiple
treatments and multiple outcomes. Under a factor confounding assumption, we are able to identify
worst-case bounds for causal effects without any additional sensitivity parameters. Further, we
show that additional assumptions about the bias, effect size or strength of confounding on any
set of estimands can decrease the worst-case bounds for other causal estimands, highlighting the
benefit of joint inference over one-at-a-time analysis. Specifically, we illustrate two different classes
of assumptions which we can be used reduce the joint partial identification region for all causal
estimands: 1) assumptions about the magnitude of effect sizes (or bias), or 2) assumptions about the
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strength of confounding, e.g., by bounding the fraction of outcome variance and treatment variance
explained by unmeasured confounders (given measured confounders). We provide theoretical results
for these strategies and develop novel computational tools for characterizing partial identification
regions. Our work is motivated by an application exploring the health effects of multivariate air
pollution exposures in a nationwide study in the United States using Medicare claims data. We
utilize the aforementioned approaches to study whether the adverse health effects of air pollution
are robust to unmeasured confounding, and how the partial identification regions for causal effects
of interest vary across different assumptions about the strength of confounding.

2 Notation and estimands

Throughout, we observe (Yi, Ti, Xi) for i = 1, . . . , n. Here, T = (T1, · · · , Tk)
⊤ denotes a vector of k

treatments, Y = (Y1, · · · , Yq)⊤ denotes a vector of q outcomes, and X = (X1, · · · , Xl)
⊤ denotes a

vector of l pre-treatment covariates, respectively. Under the potential outcome framework (Rubin
1974, Splawa-Neyman et al. 1990), we let Y (t) denote the potential outcome that would have been
observed had the treatment T been set to t. Our goal throughout will be to utilize the observed data
to estimate the population average treatment effect (PATE), for a linear combination of outcomes
a⊤Y , defined as

PATEa,t1,t2 := E[a⊤Y (t1)− a⊤Y (t2)]

for some t1, t2. If unmeasured confounders U were observed along with X, we could identify the
causal effect from the observed data under the following assumptions:

Assumption 1 (SUTVA; Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption). There is no interference
between units and there is only a single version of each assigned treatment.

Assumption 2 (Latent ignorability). Y (t) ⊥⊥ T | (U,X) for all t.

Assumption 3 (Latent positivity). f(t | U = u,X = x) > 0 for all possible values of t, x, and u.
Here, f(·) represents the conditional density function of T given (X,U).

Assumption 1 ensures that Y (t) is well-defined and that Y = Y (t) if T = t, which links the
observed data to potential outcomes. Assumption 2 states that X and U contain all common
causes of T and Y . Under this assumption, we can identify the causal effect of interest using
E[Y (t)] = EX,U [E(Y |T = t,X, U)]. Assumption 3, also referred to as overlap, assures that there is
a positive probability that each unit receives any treatment value t given both X and U .

Note that our identification assumptions include unmeasured confounders U , which are not ob-
served, and therefore the causal effect is not identifiable without further assumptions, as the effect
of T on Y may be confounded by U even after conditioning on X. Our goal in this manuscript
is to derive partial identification regions for the causal effect that account for the potential pres-
ence of unmeasured confounders when we have both multiple treatments and multiple outcomes
under varying assumptions about the unmeasured variables. For now, we assume the number of
unmeasured confounders m is known and fixed. We discuss estimation of m in Appendix C.

3 Partial Identification and Factor Confounding

In this section, we first show that the causal effect of interest is not point-identified in our setting,
but the range of possible values for the causal effect can be characterized by quantities that, under a
factor confounding assumption, can be identified in the multi-treatment and multi-outcome setting.
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3.1 Factor models with multivariate treatments and outcomes

For ease of exposition, we do not include observed covariates X in this section, though all results
hold analogously when conditioning on X. Throughout, we consider the following latent variable
models for the observed and unobserved data:

U = ϵU , (1)

T = BU + ϵT , (2)

Y = g(T ) + ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t U + ϵY , (3)

where B ∈ Rk×m, Γ ∈ Rq×m, and Σu|t := Cov(U |T = t). We let ϵU ∼ Nm(0, Im), ϵT ∼ Nk(0,Σt|u),
and ϵY ∼ Nq(0,Σy|t,u). We assume that ϵY ⊥⊥ T,U . From (1)–(2), the conditional confounder
distribution can be derived as

f(u|T = t) ∼ Nm(µu|t,Σu|t) (4)

where

µu|t = B⊤(BB⊤ +Σt|u)
−1t,

Σu|t = Im −B⊤(BB⊤ +Σt|u)
−1B.

Our interest is to estimate E[Y (t)] = g(t), which we want to recover from the observed data. The
observed outcome distribution, however, has mean and variance given by

E(Y |T = t) = ǧ(t) = g(t) + ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|t,

Var(Y |T = t) = Σy|t = ΓΓ⊤ +Σy|t,u. (5)

This shows that our estimand of interest and its corresponding bias when ignoring U can be
expressed as

PATEa,t1,t2 := E[a⊤Y (t1)− a⊤Y (t2)] (6)

= a⊤g(t1)− a⊤g(t2) (7)

and

Biasa,t1,t2 = [a⊤ǧ(t1)− a⊤ǧ(t2)]− PATEa,t1,t2

= a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t, (8)

where µu|∆t = µu|t1 − µu|t2 .

3.2 Bounding the confounding bias

While the bias term in equation (8) is not identifiable in the absence of data on U , we can derive
upper bounds for this bias that are themselves identifiable under certain assumptions about the
unmeasured confounders.

Theorem 1. Assuming models (1)–(3), the confounding bias of PATEa,t1,t2 can be bounded as

Bias2a,t1,t2 ≤ ∥a
⊤Γ∥22∥Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22,

where the right-hand side is the worst-case bias of the naive estimator and is achieved when a⊤Γ

is colinear with Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t.
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The proof of the theorem is given in Appendix A.1. a⊤Γ can be viewed as the strength of association

between the unmeasured variables U and the outcome, while Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t is the scaled difference in

unmeasured confounder means when treatment is shifted from t1 to t2 and represents the strength
of association between the unmeasured confounders and treatment. This result implies that the
true treatment effect lies in the interval

a⊤[ǧ(t1)− ǧ(t2)]± ∥a⊤Γ∥2∥Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2, (9)

which is a partial identification region for the PATE and is centered at the näıvely estimated PATE.
While the confounding bias itself is not identifiable, it can be shown that this bound is identified
under an assumption on the unmeasured confounders, which we detail in the following assumption.

Assumption 4 (Factor confounding assumption). The data is generated by (1)–(3) and U rep-
resents potential confounders in the sense that they are possible causes of T and Y and are not
themselves caused by T or Y . Additionally, we assume the following conditions are satisfied.

(C1) If any row of Γ is deleted, there remain two disjoint submatrices of rank m, where m = rank(Γ)

(C2) If any row of B is deleted, there remain two disjoint submatrices of rank m, where m =
rank(B).

This assumption implies that the factor loadings Γ and B are identifiable up to rotation. In order
for Γ to be identified up to rotation, it must be true that each confounder is correlated with at
least three outcomes, and that (q −m)2 − q −m ≥ 0, where q is the number of outcomes in the
data and m is the number of unobserved confounders. Likewise, the assumption implies that for
B to be identified up to rotation, we require that each confounder is correlated with at least three
treatments, and that (k−m)2−k−m ≥ 0, where k is the number of treatments. Factor confounding
leads to the following result.

Theorem 2. Given Assumptions 1-4, both ∥a⊤Γ∥22 and ∥Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22 are identifiable and thus

the bound on Biasa,t1,t2, ∥a⊤Γ∥22∥Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22, is also identifiable. Further, for any orthogonal

matrix Γ̃ satisfying Γ̃Γ̃⊤ = ΓΓ⊤ and B̃, satisfying B̃B̃⊤ = BB⊤ there exists an m×m orthonormal

matrix, R, such that Biasa,t1,t2 = a⊤Γ̃RΣ̃
−1/2
u|t µ̃u|∆t, where µ̃u|∆t and Σ̃

−1/2
u|t are the matrices implied

by the particular value of B̃. The equivalence class of matrices Γ̃ and B̃ are identifiable, so the only
unidentified component of the bias is R.

One consequence of this result is that without loss of generality, we can let B̃ = B so that we

can simply write Σ̃
−1/2
u|t = Σ

−1/2
u|t , and µ̃u|∆t = µu|∆t. For the purposes of exposition, we then let

Γ = Γ̃R.

Note that Assumption 4 states that U are in fact confounders. The factor models are capturing
correlation in the residuals of the treatment and outcome and while we are assuming this comes
from confounders, it could also come from predictors of either treatment or outcome, as well as
mediators that occur post-treatment. The bias bound in Theorem 1 is still valid in such settings,
but is likely to be conservative as we will over-estimate the extent to which unmeasured confounding
could bias our estimates.
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4 Partial identification with additional constraints

Theorem 2 highlights that with a factor confounding assumption, we can bound the causal effects
for all estimands in (9) in settings with multiple treatments and multiple outcomes. However, in
some contexts, these bounds are too wide to be practically useful without additional assumptions.
Fortunately, there are additional benefits to joint inference on the partial identification region
for multiple estimands. By way of example, suppose that we are interested in two estimands,
PATEa1,t1,t2 and PATEa2,t1,t2 , which correspond to disctinct outcomes, a1 and a2 but the same
treatment contrast (t2 vs t1). Then, reasoning about the joint partial identification, as opposed to
the marginal regions in (9), can be advantageous because additional assumptions about the bias
for one estimand can provide information about the bias for the other.

In this bivariate example, the degree to which assumptions on one estimand inform the other is
driven by the inner product of a⊤1 Γ and a⊤2 Γ. If these two vectors are orthogonal, then knowledge
of the bias for one estimand provides very little information on the bias for the other (Figure 1,
left). However, if these vectors are nearly collinear, then knowledge of one is very informative on
the value of the other, which can lead to much smaller joint partial identification regions (Figure 1,
right). Note also that while we have focused on the confounding for the outcomes, given by a⊤1 Γ and
a⊤2 Γ, similar intuition holds for treatments. If the two estimands have different treatment contrasts,

given by (t
(1)
1 , t

(1)
2 ) and (t

(2)
1 , t

(2)
2 ), then an equally important quantity is the inner product of the

two vectors (t
(1)
1 − t

(1)
2 )⊤B and (t

(2)
1 − t

(2)
2 )⊤B. If these two vectors have a large inner product, then

knowledge of the bias for one estimand is very informative for the bias of the other.

To take full advantage of the benefits of characterizing the joint partial identification region, we can
make additional useful assumptions that can be used to reduce the partial identification regions for
all estimands. In the following, we discuss several different kinds of such assumptions.

Orthogonal confounding Negative inner product

−0.1 0.0 0.1 −0.1 0.0 0.1

−0.2

0.0

0.2

−0.2

0.0

0.2

Estimand 1

E
st
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d 
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Figure 1: Comparison of bivariate partial identification regions for the bias when either
⟨a⊤1 Γ, a⊤2 Γ⟩ = 0 or ⟨a⊤1 Γ, a⊤2 Γ⟩ < 0.
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4.1 Sensitivity Bounds on treatment effects

In many applications, prior knowledge on a reasonable range of effect sizes is known and can be
incorporated into the partial identification regions. For instance, in the application to air pollution
(Section 6), we know that it is biologically implausible for pollution to have strong protective effects
on health outcomes. In other cases, we may have strong prior knowledge about the largest plausible
harmful effect. In our notation, a direct assumption about the magnitude of the causal effect on a
single estimand takes the form

zl ≤ E[a⊤Y (t1)− a⊤Y (t2)] ≤ zu,

for a given choice of upper and lower bounds on the treatment effect, zl and zu. These bounds
provide information on the rotation matrix, R, via the following inequality:

zl ≤ [a⊤ǧ(t1)− a⊤ǧ(t2)]− a⊤Γ̃RΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ≤ zu. (10)

If we make these assumptions for a number of estimands, we gain more information about R,
and hence the bias for all other estimands. Analytic characterizations of the partial identification
region under these constraints is a non-trivial problem and as such, we find approximate solutions
using a rejection sampling algorithm to explore the range of possible causal effects satisfying (10).
Specifically, we draw orthogonal matrices R(h) for h = 1, . . . ,H uniformly on the Stiefel manifold
of m ×m orthogonal matrices, for large values of H. For each orthogonal matrix, R(h), we check
whether the constraints in (10) are satisfied. Each matrix R(h) that satisfies the aforementioned
criteria determines the bias for each estimand of interest, and we can explore the set of these
matrices to determine plausible biases, and therefore partial identification regions.

4.2 Sensitivity Bounds on Partial R-squared Values

As an alternative to specifying sensitivity bounds directly on the treatment effects, we can instead
specify bounds on the partial variance explained by confounders. In a single-treatment single-
outcome analysis, Cinelli & Hazlett (2020) propose specifying upper bounds on both the partial
fraction of outcome variance explained by confounders (R2

Y∼U |T ) and the fraction of treatment

variance explained by confounders (R2
T∼U ). Here, we show how their approach can be incorporated

into our multi-treatment multi-outcome setting. Throughout this section, we let d = (t1 − t2)
correspond to the treatment contrast of interest.

For a given treatment-outcome pair, a⊤Y and d⊤T , let Ua,d represent a scalar projection of U
which captures all confounding for that treatment-outcome pair. We call Ua,d a “minimal decon-
founder” for treatment-outcome pair a⊤Y and d⊤T since it is the lowest dimensional function of
U that is sufficient to address confounding (D’Amour & Franks 2021). There is no unique minimal

deconfounder: for example, both d⊤BU and a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t U are different scalar summaries of U that

are sufficient to remove all confounding bias. Despite this, we can still reason about the partial
variances explained by such a minimal deconfounder. Here, we consider the fraction of outcome
variance explained by the minimal deconfounder given the treatment, R2

a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T
, and the fraction

of treatment variance explained by the minimal deconfounder, R2
d⊤T∼Ua,d

. These are the sensitivity

parameters one would specify in a “one-at-a-time” sensitivity analysis, e.g., using the R-squared
style sensitivity analysis proposed by Cinelli & Hazlett (2020). Here, we can rewrite the bias for a
given estimand in terms of the partial R-squared values on a minimal sufficient confounder as
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Bias2a,t1,t2 = R2
a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T

R2
d⊤T∼Ua,d

1−R2
d⊤T∼Ua,d

a⊤Σy|ta

d⊤Σtd
.

Thus, bounds on R2
a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T

and R2
d⊤T∼Ua,d

imply bounds on the omitted variable bias. Addi-

tionally, the factor confounding assumption implies bounds on these partial R2 values:

R2
a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T ≤

a⊤ΓΓ⊤a

a⊤Σy|ta
, R2

d⊤T∼Ua,d
≤ d⊤BB⊤d

d⊤Σtd
. (11)

These upper bounds, when they are achieved, correspond to the worst-case bias bound in Theorem
1. One advantage of the multi-treatment, multi-outcome with factor confounding is that these
upper bounds are identifiable from the observed data. Other approaches, such as the extreme
robustness value approach proposed by Cinelli & Hazlett (2020), consider the implications for
inference when the partial correlation between the unmeasured confounder and outcome is one
(e.g., R2

a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T
= 1). In our setting, when we infer a⊤ΓΓ⊤a

a⊤Σy|ta
≪ 1, we produce a much less

conservative characterization of the range of plausible casual effects.

In practice, it may be reasonable to assume that the minimal sufficient confounder explains an even
smaller fraction of the variability in the treatment and outcome than those in (11). Commonly, cal-
ibration for these R-squared variables is done by leveraging observed covariates to compute similar
benchmark R-squared values. With benchmark values in hand, one could provide bounds on the
bias of the causal effect, since the bias of our estimand can be written in terms of these parameters.
Finally, as with bounding the treatment effects directly, joint R-squared style sensitivity analysis
for multiple estimands can have large benefits relative to a one-at-a-time sensitivity analysis. The
partial R-squared values for each estimand are not variationally independent, as they depend on
the common parameter R, and thus if we require marginal bounds to be satisfied concurrently for
all estimands, then the implied joint bounds for individual estimands can be much tighter. To find
the partial identification regions, we can use the same sampling algorithm discussed in Section 4.1,
where we retain rotation matrices that satisfy all of the partial R-squared constraints.

4.3 Negative controls

Negative controls have been widely used in observational studies to detect or mitigate bias in the
causal effect of the treatment on the outcome. In the multi-treatment, multi-outcome setting, we
refer to a negative control pair as any treatment and outcome pair among our k treatments and
q outcomes for which we assume a priori that the PATE for that treatment-outcome pair is zero.
Such negative control assumptions can be viewed as a special case of a sensitivity bound on the
treatment effects described in Section 4.1, where the constraints in (10) are set so that zl = zu = 0.
Given the importance of null controls in the literature, we elaborate on this special case below.

Suppose throughout that we have J outcomes with at least one treatment known to not causally
affect that outcome, and that the jth outcome has cj ≤ m such negative control pairs. The jth
outcome is denoted by b⊤j Y , and the treatment contrasts for outcome j are given by{(

t
(j,1)
1 , t

(j,1)
2

)
, · · · ,

(
t
(j,cj)
1 , t

(j,cj)
2

)}
.

We further define the difference in the ǧ(·) function at these contrasts as

Ǧj =
[
ǧ
(
t
(j,1)
1

)
− ǧ

(
t
(j,1)
2

)
, · · · , ǧ

(
t
(j,cj)
1

)
− ǧ

(
t
(j,cj)
2

)]
. (12)
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Negative controls provide information on the rotation matrix R through the following equation:

b⊤j Γ̃RMj = b⊤j Ǧj , (13)

where

Mj = Σ
−1/2
u|t

[
µ
u|t(j,1)1

− µ
u|t(j,1)2

, · · · , µ
u|t

(j,cj)

1

− µ
u|t

(j,cj)

2

]
. (14)

The left side of (13) is the functional form for the bias of negative control estimands, while the
right side corresponds to the estimated causal effects under “no unobserved confounding”. For null
controls, these are equal by definition since the true causal estimand is assumed to be zero a priori.
This equation restricts the space of possible R matrices, and therefore can reduce the size of the
partial identification region for all estimands of interest.

The partial identification regions with null control constraints can be complex, even consisting of
either disjoint intervals or isolated points. Below, we introduce a constrained optimization problem
for deriving these partial identification regions under arbitrary negative control constraints, and
derive analytic partial identification regions that are conservative, but provide intuition about the
benefits of negative controls.

4.3.1 Approaches to finding negative control partial identification region

For any feasible omitted variable bias, β, with |β| ≤ ∥a⊤Γ∥2∥Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2, to be consistent with the

negative control assumption in (13), there must be an orthogonal matrix R such that the following
conditions are satisfied:

1. a⊤Γ̃RΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t = β.

2. b⊤j Γ̃RMj = b⊤j Ǧj for all j = 1, . . . , J negative control contrasts.

The first condition establishes that for rotation matrix R the omitted variable bias for outcome
a⊤Y is indeed β. The other conditions ensure that the orthogonal matrix R also implies the correct
omitted variable biases for the negative controls. For certain values of β, there may not exist a
matrix R that satisfies the null control conditions. We can express the partial identification region
for Biasa,t1,t2 as the set Ba,t1,t2 = {β : νβ = 0} where

νβ := min
R̃∈Vm,m

(a⊤Γ̃R̃Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t − β)2 +

J∑
j=1

∥b⊤j Γ̃R̃Mj − b⊤j Ǧj∥22

 , (15)

and Vm,m is the Stiefel manifold of all m × m orthogonal matrices. If the bias value β is in the
partial identification region established by the negative control constraints, then νβ = 0. Therefore,
for any β, we minimize equation (15) over the Stiefel manifold using the optimization algorithm
implemented in the rstiefel package (Hoff & Franks 2019). To find the partial identification
region, we minimize (15) over a grid of all possible values of β and keep track of those that minimize
this objective function at zero. In practice, the numerical solutions νβ are never exactly zero, and

thus we simply check that both (a⊤1 Γ̃R̃Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t − β)2 ≤ δ1 and

∑J
j=1 ∥b⊤j Γ̃R̃Mj − b⊤j Ǧj∥22 ≤ δ2

for sufficiently small constants δ1, δ2 > 0. A full description of the algorithm for identifying feasible
biases can be found in Appendix B.

In addition to finding the bounds computationally, we are able to derive partial identification regions
analytically. While these regions are conservative, the analytic results provide insight into the types
of negative controls that lead to the largest reduction in the size of the partial identification region.
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Theorem 3. Assume models (1)–(3) and Assumption 4, and suppose we only have J = 1 negative
control outcome with c1 ≤ m negative control contrasts. Let kaa = a⊤ΓΓ⊤a, kab = a⊤ΓΓ⊤b1, and
kbb = b⊤1 ΓΓ

⊤b1, which are all identifiable scalars from our factor model assumptions. Lastly, let

M †
1 be a generalized inverse of M1. Then, Biasa,t1,t2 is in the following interval

kab
kbb

b⊤1 Ǧ1M
†
1Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ±(∣∣∣kab

kbb

∣∣∣√kbb − ∥b⊤1 Ǧ1M
†
1∥22∥(I −M1M

†
1)Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2 +

√
kaa −

k2ab
kbb
∥Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t∥2

)
, (16)

The proof of Theorem 3 can be seen in Appendix A.3. This result shows that negative controls
provide the largest benefit when (i) a⊤ΓΓ⊤b1 is large in magnitude, (ii) the confounding bias

of the negative control given by b⊤1 Ǧj is large, and (iii) when M †
1 is colinear with Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t.

The first condition occurs when the negative control outcome and the outcome of interest have
similar confounding mechanisms, meaning that the same linear combinations of the unmeasured
confounders affect their outcomes. The second condition simply implies that the negative control
estimand also suffers from bias due to the unmeasured confounders. The third condition occurs
when the linear combinations of the unmeasured confounders that affect both the negative control
treatment and the treatment of interest are similar. Therefore, ideal negative control pairs are those
with large confounding biases and similar confounding mechanisms as the estimand of interest.
While we focused on J = 1 in Theorem 3 to build intuition, we extend this result to settings with
J > 1 in Appendix A.4.

4.3.2 Identification conditions with negative controls

While the focus of our paper is generally on partial identification, we show here that under certain
scenarios, negative controls can point identify the causal effect of interest. This further shows the
potential benefit of negative controls and provides connections between our work and identification
scenarios in the literature on double negative controls (Miao et al. 2018, Shi, Miao, Nelson &
Tchetgen Tchetgen 2020, Shi, Miao & Tchetgen Tchetgen 2020, Hu et al. 2023).

Theorem 4. Suppose we have J negative control outcomes and define b = [b1, b2, . . . , bJ ] to be a
q × J matrix that has each individual bj as its columns. Let b∗ be a q × J∗ matrix comprising of a
subset of the columns in b where 1 ≤ J∗ ≤ J , and define J ∗ to be the set of indices for the columns
of b that make up b∗. Additionally, let C(A) represent the column space of a matrix A. Under the
assumptions and conditions of Theorem 3, the causal effect is identifiable under any of the following
scenarios.

1. a⊤Γ ∈ C(Γ⊤b∗) and b⊤j Γ ∈ C(Mj) for all j ∈ J ∗

2. There exists a j such that a⊤Γ is colinear with b⊤j Γ and Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ∈ C(Mj).

3. Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ∈ C(Γ⊤b∗) and b⊤j Γ ∈ C(Mj) for all j ∈ J ∗

A proof of this result can be found in Appendix A.5. While these conditions may seem abstract,
they do hold in some plausible scenarios. For example, scenario 1 holds automatically when we
have m negative control exposures, i.e. negative control pairs with the same outcome as the esti-
mand of interest, but different exposure contrasts. Identification can also be obtained if additional
assumptions are made, such as the existence of a so-called confounding bridge function (Miao et al.
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2018), though we point readers to the literature on double negative controls for a discussion of such
assumptions. Lastly, it is important to emphasize that within our framework, negative controls
are still useful even if these conditions do not hold, as they can reduce the widths of the partial
identification region substantially compared with the widths without negative controls.

5 Simulation study

Here, we present a brief simulation study to highlight the benefits of characterizing the joint partial
identification region for multiple estimands. For simplicity, we focus on a single data set with
sample size n = 106 to effectively eliminate sampling variability and focus on the uncertainty
caused by the potential presence of unmeasured confounders. For brevity, we leave explicit details
of the data generation process to Appendix D. To summarize, we consider a problem with k = 10
exposures and q = 6 outcomes, with m = 3 unmeasured confounders. The true effect sizes for all
estimands are between -1 and 1, and there are a number of treatments with no effect on specific
outcomes, leading to multiple potential negative controls. We use linear models throughout, which
contains the true data generating mechanism. Our inferential goal is to estimate the effect of a
particular exposure on a single outcome. We scaled the confounding and effect sizes so that the
estimate obtained assuming no unmeasured confounding is 0, while the true value of the estimand
is 1. To illustrate the different assumptions or constraints that one can place, we derive the partial
identification region for this estimand under a variety of different assumptions, summarized below.

1. Bounds in equation (9) that rely only on the factor confounding structure (Factor confound-
ing)

2. Incorporating a single negative control outcome (Negative control outcome)

3. Incorporating a negative control for which the treatment and outcome for the negative control
are both different from the estimand of interest (Negative control pair)

4. Incorporating two negative control outcomes simultaneously (Two negative control outcomes)

5. Effect size constraints as in Section 4.1 with zl = −1.2 and zu = 1.2. Constraints are
simultaneously placed on the effect of the exposure of interest on the five outcomes that are
not of interest. (Effect size < 1.2)

6. The same effect size constraints, but with zl = −2 and zu = 2 (Effect size < 2)

7. Partial R-squared constraints as in Section 4.2 placed on the same estimands as for the effect
size constraints with R2

d⊤T∼Ua,d
≤ 0.35 and R2

a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T
≤ 0.15. (R-squared < 0.15)

8. The same partial R-squared constraints, but with R2
a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T

≤ 0.25 (R-squared < 0.25)

The results can be found in Figure 2, where we see that all partial identification regions contain the
true value of the estimand, though different constraints lead to very different partial identification
regions. In terms of negative controls, we see in this case that the negative control pair, which
looks at a completely distinct treatment and outcome from the estimand of interest, is still very
informative for the estimand of interest, as they have similar confounding mechanisms. Having
two negative control exposures is also very informative, and in this case leads to disjoint regions.
The effect size constraints are extremely powerful in this case, even for the more relaxed constraint
using 2 as a cutoff value, as the region is very small and contains the true value. Interestingly, for
small enough partial R-squared constraints we can obtain disjoint intervals as seen by the interval
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using a cutoff of 0.15. This is because it is not possible for all partial R-squared values to be zero
as they all depend on the shared R matrix. As these constraints are weakened to a cutoff of 0.25,
this disappears and we obtain a single, wider interval.

Overall, these results show that different constraints or assumptions can be more or less informa-
tive about the estimand of interest depending on the situation. Further, it shows that using no
constraints (factor confounding only) can lead to very wide, uninformative intervals, but reasonable
additional constraints result in far more informative intervals, which in this case are correctly able
to rule out a causal effect of zero, despite zero being the estimate obtained assuming no unmeasured
confounding. This highlights that the approaches developed here need not be centered around the
estimate obtained with no unmeasured confounding, and that the partial identification regions are
able to provide tight bounds around the true value, even under a large amount of confounding bias.
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Figure 2: Partial identification regions under different constraints in simulated data set. The true
value is represented by the dotted line at 1, while the estimate obtained assuming no unmeasured
confounding (NUC) is represented by the dotted line at 0.

6 Estimating the health effects of components of PM2.5

Understanding the health effects of air pollution is a critically important problem in public health
research. There is a vast literature showing detrimental impacts of air pollution on a variety of
health outcomes (Cohen et al. 2017, Burnett et al. 2018, Manisalidis et al. 2020). Nearly all of
the research establishing causal effects of air pollution on public health is observational, however,
and relies on certain untestable assumptions. In some settings, a natural experiment is available
that helps to alleviate issues stemming from unmeasured confounding (Rich 2017), but in many
cases it is assumed that the observed covariates contain all confounders of the exposure-outcome
relationship. Due to the importance of this public health problem, and the impact these studies
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have on environmental regulatory policy, it is important to assess whether these findings are robust
to unmeasured confounding bias. Here, we used the proposed methodology to estimate the causal
effect of ozone and specific components of PM2.5 on a variety of health outcomes, while accounting
for the possibility that these are subject to unmeasured confounding bias.

We use claims data from Medicare Fee-for-Service enrollees over the age of 65 that were enrolled
in the years 2000 to 2016 obtained from the Centers of Medicare and Medicaid Services. For
each enrollee we have information on their age, sex, race, and whether they are Medicaid eligible,
which functions as a proxy for low socioeconomic status, as well as their residential zip code. In
addition to these individual level characteristics, we have a number of area level characteristics
that are available through the United States Census Bureau and the Center for Disease Control’s
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System. These include covariates such as average body mass
index, education level, population density, smoking rates, median household income and house
value, and the percentage of owner occupied housing. We also adjust for meteorological variables,
such as temperature and precipitation rates from the National Climatic Data Center.

In our analysis, we obtain k = 6 different air pollution exposures from two distinct publicly available
sources: we obtain estimates of ammonium (NH4), nitrates (NO3), and sulfate (SO4) levels on a
(0.01◦×0.01◦) grid from the Atmospheric Composition Analysis Group (Van Donkelaar et al. 2019)
and we obtain estimates of elemental carbon (EC), organic carbon (OC), and ozone (O3) on a 1km
by 1km daily grid from the Socioeconomic Data and Applications Center (Di et al. 2021, Requia
et al. 2021). These exposures are aggregated to the zip code level so that they can be linked to the
residential zip code obtained from Medicare, and are additionally aggregated to the yearly level as
we are examining long term exposure to pollution. We have q = 6 outcomes that consist of zip code
level hospitalization rates for anemia, COPD, lung cancer, stroke, and asthma which are obtained
based on ICD9/10 diagnosis codes. Additionally, we have access to a negative control outcome,
which is COPD rates in the year prior to exposure. Our unit of analysis is a United States zip code,
and all covariates are aggregated up to the zip code level by taking their averages or proportions
within each zip code. We standardize all exposures and outcomes to have mean zero and standard
deviation one prior to running the analysis so that the effect estimates are all on the same scale
across outcomes and exposure combinations. For example, an estimate of 0.1 for a particular
shift in exposures would be interpreted as being expected to change the outcome by 0.1 outcome
standard deviations. The estimands we look at are the effects of shifting one exposure from their
1st to 3rd quartile, while holding the remaining exposures fixed at their mean value. We estimate
the effects of the exposures (and confounders) on the outcome using a linear regression model,
and use the aforementioned approaches to assess the robustness of these estimates to unmeasured
confounding bias. For more details on the estimation of all model parameters, including factor
model parameters, see Appendix C.

We also note that the shared confounding assumption (Assumption 4) is plausible in this applica-
tion. All outcomes correspond to hospitalization rates for different diseases, and it is reasonable
that certain characteristics, which are not measured in our observed covariates, are broadly as-
sociated with poor health outcomes. For instance, these unmeasured characteristics likely reflect
features like health-seeking behavior or proximity to and/or quality of health care access. Similarly,
exposures tend to be elevated in areas with various pollutant emitting sources such as roadways,
power plants, and factories. Certain communities are more likely to be near these sources of pollu-
tion due to underlying structural inequalities, which again points to the plausibility of the shared
confounding mechanism.
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6.1 Factor loadings and implications for unmeasured confounding

Estimates of the factor model parameters are shown in Figure 3. The maximum number of factors
that can be identified in factor analysis with 6 exposures and 6 outcomes (including the negative
control outcome) is m = 3 for both treatment and outcome models. We proceed with m = 3 for
this reason, as it will provide the most conservative inferences about causal effects of interest. We
see that there are large factor loadings, particularly in the B matrix due to high correlation among
the exposures. We find that ozone has very small factor loadings, indicating little dependence with
the other exposures. The first column of Γ largely reflects correlation among pulmonary outcomes:
COPD, lung cancer and prior COPD. As such, prior COPD will be an especially useful null control
outcome for COPD and lung cancer. The factor loadings also provide us with information about
R2

a⊤Y∼U |T,X and R2
d⊤T∼U |X for each outcome, a, and exposure, d (see Table 1). Larger values of

these R-squared values will generally lead to wider partial identification regions for those exposures
or outcomes due to the increased potential for unmeasured confounding bias.

Anemia COPD Stroke Lung cancer Asthma Prior COPD

R2
a⊤Y∼U |T,X 0.247 0.976 0.048 0.076 0.138 0.268

Ammonium Ozone Elemental carbon Nitrates Organic carbon Sulfates

R2
d⊤T∼U |X 0.985 0.023 0.99 0.788 0.434 0.824

Table 1: Partial R-squared values between unmeasured variables and each of the exposures and
outcomes
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6.2 Causal effect of organic carbon and nitrates

By way of illustration, we explore the partial identification regions for the effect of both organic
carbon and nitrates on the outcomes of interest. The results for other exposures are included in
Appendix E. The partial identification regions for the other exposures generally contain zero and
are wide for elemental carbon, sulfates, and ammonium due to the large partial R-squared values
seen in Table 1. We incorporate two different constraints when calculating the partial identification
regions for each exposure of interest: 1) using prior COPD as a negative control outcome, and 2)
using prior COPD as a negative control outcome and placing an effect size constraint on the effect
of that exposure on asthma hospitalizations with zl = −0.05 and zu = 0.2. The lower bound stems
from prior research and biologic implausibility of pollution having a protective effect on health,
while the upper bound is based on prior literature looking at larger shifts in particulate matter
than those considered here, which have estimated smaller effects than this upper bound (Di et al.
2017). Complex public health outcomes such as hospitalization rates are driven by a host of factors
(smoking and obesity, among others), and particulate matter only explains a small part of the
variability in these outcomes. Given that our outcomes are standardized, it is therefore implausible
to have an effect size of 0.25 or 0.5 as this would imply that pollution explains a large portion of
the variability in hospitalization rates. To ensure that any results we see are not strictly due to
the asymmetric nature of our bound, we apply symmetric bounds in Appendix E and find similar
conclusions.

The results for both exposures can be found in Figure 4. The partial identification regions for
the effect of organic carbon on both COPD and stroke lie entirely above zero showing robust
evidence of a detrimental causal effect of organic carbon on these two outcomes. The intervals
are generally wider and less informative for nitrates, likely due to the larger value of R2

d⊤T∼U
for

this exposure. Another interesting finding here is that the point estimates under no unmeasured
confounding for organic carbon are sometimes not contained in the partial identification region,
and can even be of the opposite sign as the partial identification region, particularly for the effect
of organic carbon on COPD. This shows the importance of accounting for the potential presence
of unmeasured confounding in this context, as different conclusions are obtained once we account
for the possibility of unmeasured confounding.

More refined information about the plausible values of these causal effects can be seen by examining
bivariate partial identification regions. For example, in the left panel of Figure 5, we see that the
lower bound for the effect of organic carbon on COPD rates can be sharpened depending on one’s
belief of the effect of organic carbon on anemia. If one assumes there is no effect of organic carbon
on anemia, then the effect on COPD is nearly 0.1, larger than the lower bound seen in the univariate
region for the effect of organic carbon on COPD rates. The minimum value of the effect of organic
carbon on COPD is only obtained if there is a large effect of organic carbon on anemia as well.
This suggests that there is either a very large effect of organic carbon on COPD rates, or there is
a moderate effect of organic carbon on both COPD and anemia rates. The right panel provides
interesting information about the effect of organic carbon on anemia. While the univariate bound
in Figure 4 contained zero for the effect of organic carbon on anemia, the bivariate plot shows
that this effect can only be zero if there is a large, protective effect of organic carbon on asthma.
Given that it is unexpected for organic carbon to reduce asthma rates, this suggests a likely effect
of organic carbon on anemia as well. Similar to the univariate setting, we see that the estimates
obtained under no unmeasured confounding are not contained in the partial identification region,
and would lead to drastically different conclusions. Overall, this analysis provides strong, robust
evidence of a causal effect of organic carbon on public health outcomes.
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both a negative control and effect size constraint. The triangles represent the estimates obtained
assuming no unmeasured confounding.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we develop a framework for identifying partial identification regions in the presence
of unmeasured confounding when the data contain multiple treatments and multiple outcomes. We
illustrate how a factor confounding assumption can be leveraged to learn more about the range
of plausible causal effects across multiple estimands. For one, we obtain bounds on causal effects
that are identifiable from the observed data alone. These partial identification regions can be
reduced in size significantly under reasonable constraints that are known a priori given subject-
matter expertise. One of the constraints we consider are negative control assumptions, for which we
develop theory and algorithms to produce refined partial identification regions. Alternatively, prior
knowledge on plausible effect sizes or constraints on partial R2 values obtained through calibration
to observed covariates, can be used to provide more informative partial identification regions.
Overall, our theoretical and empirical studies suggest that the proposed framework yields new
insights about causal effects even in the presence of unmeasured confounding variables. This was
evident in a nationwide analysis of the effects of particulate matter components on cause specific
hospitalizations using Medicare claims data, which showed a strong, harmful effect of organic carbon
on public health outcomes.

There are a number of potentially interesting future research directions that could expand upon this
work and make partial identification in multi-treatment and multi-outcome settings more widely
applicable. For one, we have focused on continuous treatments here, which facilitates the use of the
factor models used throughout, but extending these ideas to categorical treatments and generalized

16



−0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

−0.03 0.00 0.03 0.06

Effect of OC on anemia

E
ffe

ct
 o

f O
C

 o
n 

C
O

P
D

−0.06

−0.04

−0.02

0.00

−0.03 0.00 0.03 0.06

Effect of OC on anemia

E
ffe

ct
 o

f O
C

 o
n 

as
th

m
a

Figure 5: Bivariate partial identification regions after both negative control and effect size con-
straints have been incorporated. The left panel shows the effect of organic carbon on both anemia
and COPD rates. The right panel shows the effect of organic carbon on both anemia and asthma
rates. The triangles represent the point estimates under no unmeasured confounding.

linear models would be an important extension of this work. Related, our current framework relies
on the factor confounding assumption, and it would be useful to study the robustness of our findings
to violations of this assumption. Lastly, we studied the refinement of the partial identification region
in the presence of negative controls or prior constraints on effect sizes and R2 values, but other a
priori assumptions, such as sparsity of treatment effects, could be incorporated as well. Extending
our work to these other situations would be a natural extension that could broaden the scope of
this work.
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A Technical Details

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. The omitted confounding bias is bounded as follows:

Bias2a,t1,t2 =
(
a⊤ΓΣ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

)2
= ∥a⊤Γ∥22∥Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22 cos2(θa,t1,t2)

≤ ∥a⊤Γ∥22∥Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22,

where θa,t1,t2 represents the angle between the vectors a⊤Γ and Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t. This completes the

proof, and the bound can be reached when a⊤Γ is colinear with Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. We first show the identification of ∥a⊤Γ∥2. Under the condition (C1) of Assumption 4, ΓΓ⊤

and Σy|t,u is uniquely determined from

Cov[Y − g(T )|T = t] = ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t Cov(U |T = t)(ΓΣ

−1/2
u|t )⊤ +Cov(ϵY )

= ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t Σu|tΣ

−1/2
u|t Γ⊤ +Σy|t,u

= ΓΓ⊤ +Σy|t,u,

by applying Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 5.1 of Anderson & Rubin (1956) to the factor model (3), Γ is
identified up to rotations from the right under the factor confounding assumption. In other words,
Γ is identified up to multiplication on the right by an orthogonal matrix, and thus any admissible
value for Γ can be written as Γ̃ = ΓR with an arbitrary m×m orthogonal matrix R. Then ∥a⊤Γ∥2,
which is rotation-invariant, is identified as follows.

∥a⊤Γ̃∥22 = ∥a⊤ΓR∥22
= a⊤ΓR(ΓR)⊤a

= a⊤ΓΓ⊤a

= ∥a⊤Γ∥22,

since RR⊤ = I.

Next, we show the identification of ∥Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2, by applying the same idea to the factor model

(2). Under condition (C2) of Assumption 4, BB⊤ and Σt|u are uniquely determined from Cov(T ) =

BB⊤ + Cov(ϵt) = BB⊤ + Σt|u, and any admissible value for B can be written as B̃ = BR where
R is again an arbitrary m×m orthogonal matrix. Then, the conditional distribution of U given T
with B̃ is

f
B̃
(u|T = t) ∼ Nm(µ̃u|t, Σ̃u|t),
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with

µ̃u|t = B̃⊤(B̃B̃⊤ +Σt|u)
−1t

= R⊤B⊤(BB⊤ +Σt|u)
−1t

= R⊤µu|t,

Σ̃u|t = Im − B̃⊤(B̃B̃⊤ +Σt|u)
−1B̃

= Im −R⊤B⊤(BB⊤ +Σt|u)
−1BR

= R⊤Σu|tR,

where µu|t and Σu|t are from (4). Then, we can show that

∥Σ̃−1/2
u|t µ̃u|∆t∥22 = ∥(R⊤Σu|tR)−1/2(R⊤µu|∆t)∥22

= tr
{
(R⊤µu|∆t)

⊤(R⊤Σu|tR)−1(R⊤µu|∆t)
}

= tr
(
µ⊤
u|∆tΣ

−1
u|tµu|∆t

)
= ∥Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t∥22,

where RR⊤ = I, which implies that ∥Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2 is identified. Combining the identification

results, the bias bound is identifiable under the conditions (C1) and (C2).

Lastly, we show that even though both B and Γ are only identifiable up to rotation, an equivalent
representation of the bias allows us to treat B̃ as the true value B and only focus on identifying
the rotation matrix associated with Γ. Before doing this, let us first define the eigendecomposition

Σu|t = QAQ−1, which implies that Σ
−1/2
u|t = QA−1/2Q−1. We also define two separate rotation

matrices for this calculation. We let R1 be the rotation for Γ such that Γ̃ = ΓR1, and define

R2 so that B̃ = BR2. Using the relationships described above, it is easy to show that Σ̃
−1/2
u|t =

R⊤
2 QA−1/2Q−1R2 = R⊤

2 Σ
−1/2
u|t R2. Putting this all together, we can write the bias as

a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|t = a⊤Γ̃R1Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|t

= a⊤Γ̃R1R2Σ̃
−1/2
u|t R⊤

2 µu|t

= a⊤Γ̃R1R2Σ̃
−1/2
u|t R⊤

2 R2µ̃u|t

= a⊤Γ̃R1R2Σ̃
−1/2
u|t µ̃u|t

= a⊤Γ̃R∗Σ̃
−1/2
u|t µ̃u|t

where R∗ = R1R2 is an orthogonal matrix, since the product of orthogonal matrices is also orthog-

onal. This shows that we can treat the B̃, Σ̃
−1/2
u|t , and µ̃u|t parameters as the true values, and the

only parameter off by rotation is Γ̃.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. We assume that we only have a single negative control contrast. This provides us information
about the plausible values of b⊤j Γ. To ensure that the negative control assumptions are compatible,
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the solution for (13) exists as

b⊤j Γ = b⊤j ǦjM
†
j + wb,j(I −MjM

†
j ), (17)

for some arbitrary m-dimensional row vector wb,j , if and only if

b⊤j ǦjM
†
jMj = b⊤j Ǧj

holds (Penrose 1955), where M †
j denotes a generalized inverse of Mj , MjM

†
j is the projection matrix

onto the column space of Mj , and M †
jMj is the projection matrix onto the row space of Mj . Note

here that if cj = m, we have that M †
j is a standard inverse instead of a generalized inverse, and we

are able to identify b⊤j Γ.

We also have a different piece of information about the relationship between a⊤Γ and b⊤j Γ, which
we have from our factor model assumptions. This is given by

b⊤j ΓΓ
⊤a = a⊤ΓΓ⊤bj = kab (18)

for some constant kab that is identified from our factor model assumptions. We can combine these
two pieces of information to see that

a⊤Γ = kab(D
⊤)† + wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}, (19)

where
D := b⊤j Γ = b⊤j ǦjM

†
j + wb,j(I −MjM

†
j )

is an m-dimensional row vector. Since D is a vector, we here use the fact that

D† =
D⊤

∥D∥22
=

D⊤

∥b⊤j Γ∥22
=

D⊤

kbb
and thus (D†)⊤ = (D⊤)† =

D

kbb
,

where kbb := b⊤j ΓΓ
⊤bj is an identifiable constant.

Combining these ideas together, for treatment contrast ∆t = t1 − t2, we can see that the omitted
variable bias of PATEa,t1,t2 is

Biasa,t1,t2 = a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

= kab(D
⊤)†Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t + wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t

=
kab
kbb

b⊤j ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t + wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t

=
kab
kbb

b⊤j ǦjM
†
jΣ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I) bias correction

+
kab
kbb

wb,j(I −MjM
†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸

(II)

+ wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸

(III)

The first term (I) is identifiable and is the bias correction term for the center of our new interval.
Now all that is left to do is to bound (II) and (III), which include the free vectors wa and wb,j

and are therefore unidentifiable.
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We can first bound (II). We can see that the l2 norm of this vector is given by∥∥∥∥kabkbb
wb,j(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

∥∥∥∥2
2

=

∥∥∥∥kabkbb
wb,j(I −MjM

†
j )

2Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

∥∥∥∥2
2

≤
∥∥∥∥kabkbb

wb,j(I −MjM
†
j )

∥∥∥∥2
2

∥∥∥(I −MjM
†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

∥∥∥2
2
,

where the first equality holds because (I −MjM
†
j ) is an idempotent matrix. Taking the l2 norm of

both sides of (17) and re-arranging terms gives us that

∥wb,j(I −MjM
†
j )∥

2
2 = ∥b⊤j Γ∥22 − ∥b⊤j ǦjM

†
j ∥

2
2.

Hence,

|(II)| ≤
∥∥∥∥kabkbb

wb,j(I −MjM
†
j )

∥∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥(I −MjM
†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

∥∥∥
2

=
∣∣∣kab
kbb

∣∣∣√kbb − ∥b⊤j ǦjM
†
j ∥22

∥∥∥(I −MjM
†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

∥∥∥
2
,

where we use the notation kbb = ∥b⊤j Γ∥22.

In a similar way, we can get an upper bound of (III). We here use the fact that

∥wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22

= ∥wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}2Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22

≤ ∥wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}∥22∥{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22

and, from (19),

∥wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}∥22 = ∥a⊤Γ∥22 − ∥kab(D⊤)†∥22
= kaa − ∥kab(D⊤)†∥22,

where kaa := ∥a⊤Γ∥22. To simplify this further, we use that

∥(D⊤)†∥22 =
∥∥∥∥ D

kbb

∥∥∥∥2
2

=
1

k2bb
∥D∥22 =

kbb
k2bb

=
1

kbb
.

Combining all of this gives us our final bound on (III), which is given by

|(III)| ≤ ∥wa{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}∥2∥{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

≤

√
kaa −

k2ab
kbb
∥{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t∥2

≤

√
kaa −

k2ab
kbb
∥Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t∥2.
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The final step is done because the ∥{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†}Σ−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2 term is unidentifiable, which

means that different rotations of either the Γ or B matrices can lead to different values of this
quantity. Putting all of these thoughts together gives us the following interval for the confounding
bias of a⊤Y in the presence of the negative controls:

kab
kbb

b⊤j ǦjM
†
jΣ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ±(∣∣∣kab

kbb

∣∣∣√kbb − ∥b⊤j ǦjM
†
j ∥22∥(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

+

√
kaa −

k2ab
kbb
∥Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t∥2

)
.

Note that we obtain point identification of the treatment effect if (i) we have m negative control
contrasts (cj = m), and (ii) either our negative control outcome is the same as the outcome of
interest (a = bj) or a

⊤Γ is colinear with b⊤j Γ.

A.4 Extension to multiple negative controls

The previous results on negative controls only hold when there exists a single negative control pair,
i.e., J = 1. We used this example as a starting point to provide intuition for the benefits that
negative control pairs can provide, but having more negative control pairs can reduce the width
of the partial identification region even further. We extend these results to settings with J ≥ 1 in
Theorem 5.

Theorem 5. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, suppose that we have J negative control out-
comes where 1 ≤ J ≤ m, and cj ≤ m negative control contrasts for each outcome. We define
b = [b1, b2, . . . , bJ ], to be a q×J matrix that has each individual bj as its columns. Let Kab = a⊤ΓΓ⊤b
be a J-dimensional row vector, and Kbb = b⊤ΓΓ⊤b be a J × J matrix, both of which are identified
from our factor model assumptions. Then the confounding bias, Biasa,t1,t2, is in the interval

K∗D∗Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ±(

J∑
j=1

|(K∗)j |
√
(Kbb)j,j − ∥(D∗)j·∥22∥(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

+
√
Kaa − ∥K∗b⊤Γ∥22∥Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

)
, (20)

where (K∗)j is the jth element of K∗ := KabK
−1
bb , (Kbb)j,j is the (j, j)th entry of Kbb, and (D∗)j·

is the jth row of a J ×m matrix D∗, each row of which contains b⊤j ǦjM
†
j .

The intuition for the partial identification region in Theorem 5 is analogous to the case with a single
negative control condition. Ideal negative control pairs are those with large confounding biases and
whose treatment and outcome are affected by similar linear combinations of the unmeasured con-
founders as the treatment and outcome of interest, i.e., they have similar confounding mechanisms.
We now give a proof of this result.
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Proof. Suppose that there are J outcomes with at least one negative control treatment. Letting
Q ⊂ {1, · · · , q} denote a set of the indices of such outcomes and card(·) denote the cardinality of
a set, we have that J = card(Q). The negative control contrast provides us information about the
plausible values of b⊤j Γ for j ∈ Q. In particular, we can see the following. By Theorem 2 of Penrose
(1955), a necessary and sufficient condition for (13) to have a solution is

b⊤j ǦjM
†
jMj = b⊤j Ǧj ,

in which case the general solution exists as

b⊤j Γ = b⊤j ǦjM
†
j + wb,j(I −MjM

†
j ) (21)

for some arbitrary m-dimensional row vector wb,j , where M †
j denotes a generalized inverse of Mj ,

MjM
†
j is the projection matrix onto the column space of Mj , and M †

jMj is the projection matrix
onto the row space of Mj . Notice that (21) satisfies

∥wb,j(I −MjM
†
j )∥

2
2 = ∥b⊤j Γ∥22 − ∥b⊤j ǦjM

†
j ∥

2
2. (22)

For notational convenience, we denote the decomposition of (21) by b⊤j Γ := Dj = D
(1)
j +D

(2)
j where

D
(1)
j := b⊤j ǦjM

†
j and D

(2)
j := wb,j(I −MjM

†
j ). It will also be useful later to break this matrix into

two components since D(1) contains the estimable components and D(2) refers to the unidentified
portion. We refer to the stacked version of Dj ’s as D = [D⊤

1 , . . . , D
⊤
J ]

⊤, which is a J ×m matrix.
We can also define b = [b1, b2, . . . , bJ ], which is a q × J matrix that has each individual bj as its
columns. In other words, in the matrix form, we have that b⊤1 Γ

...
b⊤J Γ

 =

 b⊤1 Ǧ1M
†
1 + wb,1(I −M1M

†
1)

...

b⊤J ǦJM
†
J + wb,J(I −MJM

†
J)

 =

 D
(1)
1 +D

(2)
1

...

D
(1)
J +D

(2)
J

 =

 D1
...

DJ

 ,

i.e., b⊤Γ = D(1) +D(2) = D.

Under our factor modeling assumptions, we are able to identify

a⊤ΓΓ⊤b := Kab (23)

where Kab is a J-dimensional row vector. Using the fact that b⊤Γ = D, we know that a⊤ΓD⊤ :=
Kab, and thus all solutions to a⊤Γ can be written as

a⊤Γ = Kab(D
⊤)† + wa

{
I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†

}
(24)

for some arbitrary m-dimensional row vector wa. This follows∥∥∥wa

{
I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†

}∥∥∥2
2
= ∥a⊤Γ∥22 − ∥Kab(D

⊤)†∥22. (25)

Given that the rank of D is J , we can re-write D† as

D† = D⊤(DD⊤)−1
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and (D⊤)† = (D†)⊤ = (DD⊤)−1D, which implies that

a⊤Γ = Kab(DD⊤)−1D + wa

{
I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†

}
= Kab(DD⊤)−1D(1) +Kab(DD⊤)−1D(2) + wa

{
I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†

}
.

The bias for the estimand of interest is given by

a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

= Kab(DD⊤)−1D(1)Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t +Kab(DD⊤)−1D(2)Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t + wa

{
I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†

}
Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

= KabK
−1
bb D(1)Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I) bias correction

+Kab(DD⊤)−1D(2)Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸

(II)

+wa

{
I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†

}
Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸

(III)

,

where Kbb := DD⊤, and thus the first term (I) is identifiable as our bias correction. The remaining
two terms, (II) and (III), are not identifiable and therefore we will bound them to create regions
for the confounding bias that are compatible with the negative control conditions. Before bounding
these terms, it is helpful to write (II) as

(II) =
J∑

j=1

αjwb,j(I −MjM
†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t,

where αj is the jth element of the J-dimensional row vector Kab(DD⊤)−1 = KabK
−1
bb . We know

that, for j = 1, · · · , J , {
αjwb,j(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

}2

=
{
αjwb,j(I −MjM

†
j )

2Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

}2

= ∥αjwb,j(I −MjM
†
j )

2Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22

≤ α2
j∥wb,j(I −MjM

†
j )∥

2
2∥(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥22.

The first equality holds because (I −MjM
†
j ) is an idempotent matrix. Combining this with (22),

|(II)| ≤
J∑

j=1

|αj |∥wb,j(I −MjM
†
j )∥2∥(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

=
J∑

j=1

|αj |
√
∥b⊤j Γ∥22 − ∥b⊤j ǦjM

†
j ∥22∥(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2,

where ∥b⊤j Γ∥22 = (Kbb)j,j is the (j, j)th entry of Kbb, which is identifiable.

Now we need to provide a bound for the final term (III) in the expression for the bias of interest.
In a similar way, this can be done with (25) as,

|(III)| ≤
∥∥∥wa

{
I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†

}∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†
}
Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

∥∥∥
2

=
√

Kaa − ∥KabK
−1
bb b⊤Γ∥22

∥∥∥{I − (D⊤)(D⊤)†
}
Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

∥∥∥
2

≤
√
Kaa − ∥KabK

−1
bb b⊤Γ∥22∥Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2,
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where Kaa := a⊤ΓΓ⊤a is identifiable and Kab(D
⊤)† = KabK

−1
bb b⊤Γ. Putting all of this together,

we can see that the confounding bias is in the region given by

KabK
−1
bb D(1)Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ±(

J∑
j=1

|αj |
√
∥b⊤j Γ∥22 − ∥b⊤j ǦjM

†
j ∥22∥(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

+
√
Kaa − ∥KabK

−1
bb b⊤Γ∥22∥Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

)
,

which is equivalent to

K∗D∗Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ±(

J∑
j=1

|(K∗)j |
√
(Kbb)j,j − ∥(D∗)j·∥22∥(I −MjM

†
j )Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

+

√
Kaa − ∥K∗b⊤Γ∥22∥Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t∥2

)
,

where K∗ := KabK
−1
bb and D∗ := D(1).

A.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Here we prove the results of Section 4.3.2 and show that under the conditions of Theorem 4, we
can write the bias as a known function of identifiable quantities. As a reminder, the two pieces of
information we have in order to identify the bias are

a⊤ΓΓ⊤b = Kab (26)

b⊤j ΓMj = b⊤j Ǧj for j = 1, . . . , J. (27)

We prove the results separately by scenario, beginning with scenario 1:

Scenario 1: a⊤Γ ∈ C(Γ⊤b∗) and b⊤j Γ ∈ C(Mj) for all j ∈ J ∗.

First, we need to verify that these two conditions are themselves verifiable despite only knowing
Γ up to rotation. The first condition holds because a⊤Γ ∈ C(Γ⊤b∗) holds if and only if a⊤ΓR ∈
C(R⊤Γ⊤b∗) for orthogonal matrices R. The second condition holds because we know the inner
product between b⊤j Γ and every column of Mj . This implies that we can check the inner product

of b⊤j Γ and any linear combination of the columns in Mj and therefore we can check if b⊤j Γ lies in
the span of Mj . The first condition implies that we can write

a⊤Γ =
∑
j

wjb
⊤
j Γ

for some constants wj for j = 1, . . . J∗ that are identifiable since we know the inner product of a⊤Γ
with b⊤j Γ for all j. Letting Mjk be the kth column of Mj , the second condition implies that we can
write

b⊤j Γ =
∑
k

djkM
⊤
jk
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for some constants djk for k = 1, . . . , cj that are identifiable because we know the inner product
between b⊤j Γ and each of Mjk. Putting this together, we can see that the bias is written as

a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t =

(∑
j

wjb
⊤
j Γ

)
Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t

=
∑
j

∑
k

wjdjkM
⊤
jkΣ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t,

which is a fully identifiable quantity. This shows that the bias is a known function of identifiable
quantities in this scenario.

Scenario 2: There exists a j such that a⊤Γ is colinear with b⊤j Γ and Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ∈ C(Mj).

Clearly we can check if a⊤Γ is colinear with b⊤j Γ as this is invariant to rotation. Additionally, the

second condition is straightforward to check as both Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t and Mj are identifiable quantities

and therefore we can check if Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t lies in the span of the columns of Mj . Because of these

two conditions, we can write

a⊤Γ = wb⊤j Γ

Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t =

∑
k

djkMjk

for identifiable constants w and djk for k = 1, . . . cj . This implies that the bias is identified as

a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t = w

∑
k

djkb
⊤
j ΓMjk,

which is a fully identifiable quantity because we observe b⊤j ΓMjk through the negative control
assumption.

Scenario 3: Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ∈ C(Γ⊤b∗) and b⊤j Γ ∈ C(Mj) for all j ∈ J ∗.

Normally, it would not be possible to verify if Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ∈ C(Γ⊤b∗) because Γ is only known up

to rotation, which can affect its corresponding column space. However, the second condition is
verifiable since we know the inner product between b⊤j Γ and each column of Mj from the negative

control assumption, which allows us to check the inner product of b⊤j Γ with any linear combination
of the columns of Mj . Given this second condition, we can write

b⊤j Γ =
∑
k

djkM
⊤
jk,

for constants djk for k = 1, . . . , cj that are identifiable. Because we can write b⊤j Γ in terms of

identifiable quantities for all j ∈ J ∗, we can check the first condition to see whether Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t ∈

C(Γ⊤b∗). If true, then we can write

Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t =

∑
j

wjb
⊤
j Γ
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for identifiable constants wj for j ∈ J ∗. This leads to writing the bias as

a⊤ΓΣ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t = a⊤Γ

∑
j

wjb
⊤
j Γ

=
∑
j

wjKabj ,

which is identifiable from our factor confounding assumptions.

B Algorithm for numerical approach in Section 4.3.1

We here outline the algorithm used to numerically determine the negative control partial identifi-
cation regions. Note that we aim to minimize

F(R̃) = (a⊤Γ̃R̃Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t − β)2 +

J∑
j=1

∥b⊤j Γ̃R̃Mj − b⊤j Ǧj∥22,

with

∇
R̃
F(R̃) = 2

{
Γ̃⊤aa⊤Γ̃R̃(Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t)(Σ

−1/2
u|t µu|∆t)

⊤ − βΓ̃⊤a(Σ
−1/2
u|t µu|∆t)

}
+

2
J∑

j=1

(Γ̃⊤bjb
⊤
j Γ̃RMjM

⊤
j − Γ̃⊤bjb

⊤
j ǦjM⊤

j ),

where R̃ ∈ Vm,m, the Stiefel manifold of all m × m orthogonal matrices. In order to run the
algorithm, we first need to (i) specify t1, t2, and a for the estimand of interest, and b = (b1, · · · , bJ)
for the negative control contrasts, (ii) obtain Γ̂, Σ̂u|t, µ̂u|∆t, ǧ(·), Mj , and b⊤j Ǧj for j = 1, · · · , J using
the estimation method described in Appendix C, (iii) define Θ = {θa,t1,t2 : −1 ≤ cos(θa,t1,t2) ≤ 1},
a set of all candidate values of θa,t1,t2 , and (iv) specify a threshold value, δ, as a selection criterion
for θa,t1,t2 . Note that under the notation introduced in Section 4.3.1, δ = δ1 = δ2/J . Then the
algorithm can be summarized in Algorithm 1. The idea is to find θa,t1,t2 values that align with the
conditions mentioned in Section 4.3.1. Once Algorithm 1 is implemented, we obtain ΘNC and then
construct the negative control partial identification region for bias as follows:

Biasa,t1,t2 ∈
{
∥a⊤Γ∥2∥Σ−1/2

u|t µu|∆t∥2 cos(θa,t1,t2) : θa,t1,t2 ∈ ΘNC

}
.
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Algorithm 1: Algorithm for finding negative control partial identification region

Input: t1, t2, a (estimand of interest), Γ̂, Σ̂u|t, µ̂u|∆t (estimates), b, Mj , b
⊤
j Ǧj , j = 1, · · · , J

(negative controls), Θ (a set of candidate values of θa,t1,t2), δ (threshold value).
Output: ΘNC , a set of all selected values of θa,t1,t2 .

Initialize R̃0, by generating a random orthogonal matrix from the uniform distribution on the
Stiefel manifold using the rustiefel function of the rstiefel package.

Initialize ΘNC ← ∅ (an empty set).
for each θa,t1,t2 ∈ Θ do

Compute β ← ∥a⊤Γ̂∥2∥Σ̂−1/2
u|t µ̂u|∆t∥2 cos(θa,t1,t2).

Update R̃∗ ← argmin
R̃∈Vm,m

F(R̃) using the optStiefel function of the rstiefel

package, with R̃0 as the initial value and all unknown parameters replaced with their
estimates.

if (a⊤Γ̂R̃∗Σ̂
−1/2
u|t µ̂u|∆t − β)2 ≤ δ and 1

J

∑J
j=1 ∥b⊤j Γ̂R̃∗Mj − b⊤j Ǧj∥22 ≤ δ then

Add θa,t1,t2 to the set ΘNC .
end

Set R̃0 ← R̃∗.
end

C Estimation and inference on bounds

In this section, we describe our estimation procedure for the models (1)–(3), as well as an inferential
procedure that accounts for sampling uncertainty when working with partial identification regions
or bounds. For now, we assume Σu = Im, Σt|u = σ2

t|uIk, and Σy|t,u = σ2
y|t,uIq, though it is relatively

straightforward to adapt these strategies to non-equal variances.

C.1 Estimation of factor model parameters

The parameters corresponding to the treatment model, µu|t and Σu|t, can be estimated using factor
analysis on the observed treatment matrix. From (2), we have that

Cov(T ) = BB⊤ +Σt|u,

where we want to estimate B and Σt|u. With a pre-specified number of factors, factor analysis can
be applied to the covariance matrix of a standardized version of T , or the correlation matrix of T ,
which gives B∗ and Σ∗

t|u, from

Cor(T ) = B∗B∗⊤ +Σ∗
t|u.

Here, B∗ is a matrix consisting of the factor loadings and Σ∗
t|u = diag(λ∗

t,1. · · · , λ∗
t,k) is a diagonal

matrix whose entries are the uniquenesses of each standardized treatment, which can be obtained
from standard statistical software such as the factanal function in R. Letting σ2

t,j indicate the

variance of the jth treatment, and setting W = diag(σ2
t,1, · · · , σ2

t,k), we have that

Cov(T ) = W 1/2Cor(T )W 1/2

= W 1/2B∗B∗⊤W 1/2 +W 1/2Σ∗
t|uW

1/2

= (W 1/2B∗)(W 1/2B∗)⊤ +W 1/2Σ∗
t|uW

1/2.
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Hence, we can obtain estimates of B and Σt|u as follows:

B̂ = Ŵ 1/2B̂∗,

Σ̂t|u = σ̂2
t|uIk =

1

k

k∑
j=1

λ̂∗
t,j σ̂

2
t,jIk.

Note that it is straightforward to extend the estimate of Σt|u to allow for unequal variances by

using Σ̂t|u = W 1/2Σ∗
t|uW

1/2, which we do in the analysis of PM2.5 components. This provides the
parameter estimates of the latent confounder model for a given t:

µ̂u|t = B̂⊤(B̂B̂⊤ + Σ̂t|u)
−1t,

Σ̂u|t = Im − B̂⊤(B̂B̂⊤ + Σ̂t|u)
−1B̂.

The outcome model follows in a very similar way, though it requires an additional step where we
first remove the effect of the treatment on the outcome. Specifically, we first estimate ǧ(·) using a
regression of Y on T , and compute Y − ǧ(T ). We then perform the same factor analysis steps as
for the treatment model, but on the correlation matrix of Y − ǧ(T ), which will provide an estimate
Γ̂ of the unknown factor loadings. Once we have obtained estimates B̂ and Γ̂, we immediately
obtain estimates of any identified quantity such as the partial R2 values between the unmeasured
confounders and treatment or outcome, as well as the bias bounds derived in (9).

One key component of factor analysis is determining how many factors to retain, as it is generally
unknown in real applications. This is a well studied problem in the factor analysis literature, and
there are a number of existing methods for determining the number of factors. Possibilities include
the very simple structure criterion with complexity 1 and 2 (Revelle & Rocklin 1979), the minimum
average partial criterion (Velicer 1976), BIC, adjusted BIC, including the number of factors with
eigenvalues greater than those of random data (parallel analysis), or the number of eigenvalues
greater than 1. We leave discussion to the merits of each of these approaches to the existing
literature on factor analysis, though empirically we have found both BIC and factor analysis to
work reasonably well in the simulations explored in our work. We recommend favoring too many
factors instead of too few factors as this will generally lead to more conservative inferences. In the
analysis of PM2.5 components, we used the largest number of factors allowable with 6 exposures
and 6 outcomes, which is m = 3.

C.2 Statistical inference on bounds

Throughout the manuscript we have focused on population level quantities while ignoring the
presence of sampling variability stemming from the estimation of unknown parameters. Standard
inferential procedures used for point estimation do not immediately apply in this setting where we
instead are targeting bounds for treatment effects. In this section, we describe a procedure based on
the standard bootstrap in order to obtain upper and lower intervals for estimands of interest that
have similar operating characteristics as standard confidence intervals in that they contain the true
parameter (1−α)100% of the time across repeated samples of the data. Suppose that we estimate
all parameters of interest across H bootstrap samples, where H is large. This provides us with

bootstrap samples of all unknown parameters denoted by ̂̌g(h)(·), Γ̂(h), and B̂(h) for h = 1, . . . H.
From these values of the model parameters, we can use the aforementioned procedures to obtain

bounds for our estimand of interest, which we denote by (Î
(h)
l , Î

(h)
u ) for h = 1, . . . H. Given these
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bounds for each bootstrap sample, we can obtain the final bound (Îl, Îu) to be the smallest bound

such that (1 − α)100% of the individual bootstrap bounds, (Î
(h)
l , Î

(h)
u ) are fully contained within

the interval.

Note that an analogous procedure could be done if the model parameters were all estimated within
the Bayesian paradigm. For each posterior sample of the model parameters, we could calculate
bounds, and then our final posterior bounds would be the smallest bounds that contain the desired
proportion of the individual posterior sample bounds.

D Details of simulation study

Here we provide more explicit details on the data generation mechanism used in the simulation
study of Section 5. As mentioned in the manuscript, we use a single data set of size n = 106 to
effectively eliminate sampling variability and focus on uncertainty due to unmeasured confounding,
and examine how partial identification regions change under varying assumptions. We set m = 3,
q = 6, and k = 10. The relevant covariance matrices have values Σu = Im, Σt|u = 2Ik, and
Σy|t,u = 270Iq. The true values of the coefficients relating the unmeasured variables U to both
treatments and outcomes can be found in Figure 6, where we standardize each row by dividing by
the residual standard deviation for that treatment or outcome to ensure each row is on the same
scale. We generate the outcome to be a linear function of the treatments, and the values of these
coefficients can be found in Figure 7. We also utilize a linear model for estimating the coefficients
of the ǧ(·) function, though the coefficients will be biased due to the presence of unmeasured
confounding. The estimand of interest throughout is the effect of a one unit change for the 2nd
treatment on the 2nd outcome. The first negative control outcome we use is the effect of the 2nd
exposure on the first outcome, the negative control pair we use is the effect of the 3rd exposure on
the 3rd outcome, and the double negative control outcome case uses the effect of the 2nd exposure
on both the 1st and 6th outcomes as negative controls.

A number of useful insights about the simulation design can be seen from these figures. For one,
we can see why the negative control pair (3rd exposure on the 3rd outcome) is a better negative
control than the first negative control outcome (2nd exposure on the 1st outcome) when aiming to
estimate the effect of the 2nd exposure on the 2nd outcome. The 1st and 2nd rows of the Γ matrix
are nearly orthogonal, leading to a negative control that provides less information on the estimand
of interest, while the 2nd and 3rd rows of Γ have a large, negative inner product, leading to a
larger reduction in the size of the partial identification region. The values of B and Γ also provide
insight into the degree of unmeasured confounding bias. The partial R-squared values between
each treatment and the unmeasured confounders range from 0.7 to 0.8, while the analogous partial
R-squared values for the outcome range from 0.15 to 0.73. This shows that the simulation captures
a situation with a large degree of potential confounding bias, which highlights the utility of the
different assumptions (negative controls, effect size constraints, and partial R-squared constraints)
that are able to reduce the size of the partial identification region considerably despite the magnitude
of the B and Γ coefficients.

E Additional results in Medicare analysis

Here we present additional results on the effects of air pollutants on public health outcomes in
the Medicare cohort. First, we show results for elemental carbon, ammonium, ozone, and sulfates,
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Figure 6: True values for the B and Γ matrices in the simulation study.

which were excluded from the main manuscript. We then show results with a less restrictive,
symmetric effect size constraint for the effects of organic carbon.

E.1 Effects on other exposures

In this section, we show results under the same constraints as in the manuscript, but for the
remaining exposures that consist of elemental carbon, ammonium, ozone, and sulfates. The results
can be found in Figure 8. We see very wide partial identification regions for elemental carbon
and ammonium, which is expected given the exceedingly large values of R2

d⊤T∼U |X for these two

exposures, which were 0.985 and 0.99, respectively. Similar results were found for sulfates, though
the partial identification regions for this exposure are smaller in width. These findings show that it
is unlikely within this framework to see informative partial identification regions under the shared
confounding assumption when there is very strong dependence across exposures or outcomes. Nearly
all of the unexplained variation in elemental carbon and ammonium are attributed to confounding
in this situation, making it difficult to rule out large values of confounding bias. As a reminder,
the confounding bias for the minimal sufficient confounder in Section 4.2 is given by

Bias2a,t1,t2 = R2
a⊤Y∼Ua,d|T

R2
d⊤T∼Ua,d

1−R2
d⊤T∼Ua,d

a⊤Σy|ta

d⊤Σtd
.

Given that 1−R2
d⊤T∼Ua,d

is in the denominator of this expression, it is clear that large amounts of

confounding bias are difficult to rule out with such large partial R-squared values for the exposures.
Ozone presents the opposite situation, as it has a very small value of R2

d⊤T∼U |X , and subsequently

has very small partial identification regions. This points to the fact that the shared confounding
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Figure 7: True values for the effect of each exposure on each outcome in the simulation study.

assumption may be less plausible for ozone compared with the other exposures that have stronger
dependence.

E.2 Other effect size constraints

We now explore whether results are sensitive to the choice of effect size constraints. For this section,
we focus on the results for organic carbon as this was the exposure for which we identified a harmful
effect of pollution, even after accounting for the potential presence of unmeasured confounding. The
partial identification regions for the other exposures were fairly wide and contained zero, and this
remains true even when we change the upper and lower bounds of the effect size constraint. In the
manuscript, we set zl = −0.05 and zu = 0.2, but we now explore a symmetric constraint where we
set zl = −0.2 and zu = 0.2. The results for the causal effect of organic carbon under this constraint
can be found in Figure 9. We see that results are insensitive to this choice and the significant effects
of organic carbon on both COPD and stroke remain regardless of the constraint. We see that the
more relaxed, symmetric constraint provides no additional information beyond what is provided by
the negative control on prior COPD, leading to identical intervals for the two sets of constraints
considered.
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control and effect size constraints used in the manuscript. The triangles represent the estimates
obtained assuming no unmeasured confounding.
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