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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce a unified estimator to analyze various treatment effects in causal
inference, including but not limited to the average treatment effect (ATE) and the quantile
treatment effect (QTE). The proposed estimator is developed under the statistical functional
and cumulative distribution function structure, which leads to a flexible and robust estima-
tor and covers some frequent treatment effects. In addition, our approach also takes variable
selection into account, so that informative and network structure in confounders can be iden-
tified and be implemented in our estimation procedure. The theoretical properties, including
variable selection consistency and asymptotic normality of the statistical functional estima-
tor, are established. Various treatment effects estimations are also conducted in numerical
studies, and the results reveal that the proposed estimator generally outperforms the existing

methods and is more efficient than its competitors.
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1 Introduction

Causal inference aims to explore the causality of two variables, and it attract people’s at-
tention in various fields recently, such as social science or biological studies. One of the
important questions in causal inference us the estimations of treatment effects, which reflect
how different treatments affect the outcomes. In the literature, some typical causal effects
include but are not limited to the average treatment effect (ATE, Chen, 2020; Yi and Chen,
2023) and the quantile treatment effect (QTE, Firpo 2007; Donald and Hsu, 2014; Hsu et
al., 2022). To estimate treatment effects, the inverse probability weight (IPW) method (e.g.,
Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983) is one of the popular approaches, whose key idea is to model
the propensity score and treat it as the weight to recover the ”missingness” in the outcome.
This approach has also been widely used to the estimation procedure, such as ATE (e.g.,
Chen, 2020; Yi and Chen, 2023), QTE (e.g., Firpo 2007; Donald and Hsu, 2014; Hsu et al.,
2022) and treatment effect for survival data (e.g., Chapfuwa et al., 2021).

In applications, one may encounter a scenario that the dataset contains multivariate or
high-dimensional confounders. Among those confounders, few of them are informative to
the outcome, so it is crucial to do variable selection. There are some methods available
to address this challenge. To name a few, Ertefaie et al. (2018) proposed the weighted
LASSO penalization with simultaneous consideration on outcome and treatment models. Yi
and Chen (2023) proposed the penalized likelihood function with error-prone confounders.
Following the spirit of adaptive LASSO from Zou (2006), the outcome-adaptive LASSO
proposed by Shortreed and Ertefaie (2017) focused on the estimation of propensity score
with the logit model adopted. Moreover, Bayesian approaches were also employed to causal
inference, including Koch et al. (2020) who implemented variable selection under the similar
framework of estimating causal effect with spike and slab priors applied.

In addition to selecting informative covariates, the other challenging feature in multivari-
ate or high-dimensional variables is the complex network structure. To offer an intelligible
interpretation of the dependencies among high-dimensional confounders, graphical model is
a powerful tool and has been adopted for numerous applications in regression models or

supervised learning; see details in Chen (2024, Section 4). However, the impact of network



structure in confounders and the resulting estimation for treatment effects have not been
fully explored.

To address the challenges in the multivariate or high-dimensional settings and unify vari-
ous treatment effect estimation into a general estimator, we proposed the IPW method under
the cumulative distribution function (CDF) and statistical functional form. The proposed
estimator is robust in dealing with outlier and is reduced to some well known treatment ef-
fects if the statistical functional is properly specified. Moreover, we also implement variable
selection technique to detect informative confounders and network structure when estimat-
ing the propensity score. Theoretically, we establish the variable selection consistency and
asymptotic properties for the proposed estimator.

The remainder is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the fundamentals of
causal inference including necessary assumptions and estimands of interest, along with the
model formulation of network structure. Subsequently, we introduce the proposed approach
and the theoretical results in Section 3. To verify the effectiveness of our method, we conduct
the simulation studies and real data analysis in Sections 4 and 5, respectively. Finally, the

highlights of this article are discussed and summarized in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries and Model Setup

2.1 Causal Effects and Propensity Score

Let X = (Xq,--- ,Xp)T denote the p-dimensional vector of covariates, or confounders with
little case letter @ being a realized value, and let A € {0,1} denote the binary treatment
that indicates treatment (A = 1) or control (A = 0). Given the treatment effect A = a, let
Y@ denote the potential outcome. Specifically, when a = 1, Y stands for the potential
outcome if a subject is assigned to the treatment; when a = 0, then Y© is the potential
outcome if a subject is assigned to the control. Moreover, let F(®)(y) denote the CDF of Y@
fora=0,1.

Let T(F) denote the statistical functional, which is a function of the CDF F(y). Hence,



we consider a general class of the treatment effect
T(FY) —T(FO). (1)

Then (1) can be reduced to some commonly used treatment effects in causal inference. For
example, when T'(F) = [ ydF(y), then (1) is reduced to the average treatment effect (ATE),

which is given by

T2 [ ydFY(y) — [ ydFO(y)
J J 2)
E (y(l)

) —E(Y©).

When T(FM) and T(F©) are specified as the gth quantiles of Y™ and Y i.e.,
) 2t {y € RIFV0) > of and €9 2int {y R FOG) 20} ()
for ¢ € (0,1), respectively, the (1) becomes the qth quantile treatment effect (QTE):
Z(q) £ €V(g) = €9(a). (4)

If T(F) is the probability functional, say T'(F) = [*__ dF () for a fixed y, then (1) gives the
distributional treatment effect (DTE), which is defined as

Ay) £ FV(y) — FO(y) (5)

for a given y € R.

To estimate (2), (4) and (5), a crucial issue is the estimation of F(@(y). In this study,
we employ the inverse probability weight (IPW) method. Specifically, the propensity score
(PS) is defined as the conditional probability of treatment, given confounders, which is given

by
m(x) = P(A=1X==x). (6)

To further discuss the estimation as well as the relevant development, we impose the following
conditions that are also commonly assumed in the framework of causal inference (e.g. Yi

and Chen 2023):



(C1) Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA):

Response of a subject is not affected by responses of other subjects (noninterference).
The treatment A could be assigned by different ways, but they all lead to the same

outcome (consistency). In this assumption, we have Y = AYM 4 (1 — A) Y ©),

(C2) Strong Ignorable Treatment Assumption (SITA):

The treatment assignment A is independent of potential outcomes (Y, V@) given

the covariates X.
(C3) 0 <7 (x) < 1.
(C4) (A,X) is independent and identically distributed.
(C5) X is bounded.

Conditions (C1)-(C5) allow us to characterize the distribution function F® by the variables
Y,A and X for a € {0,1}. Specifically, let I(-) denote the indicator function. Then for



a = 1, we have that

Ay <y | ] 1
(M} ol sl <)

E{1x I(Y <) |XA_1} (A lX)]

:E_ (X
E{Ox](Yéy)IX,A:()}P(A:0|X)
p e ]

(7)

rEST(AYW + (1 - A)YO <) | X, A = 1}W(X)
m(X) ]

=K |E

K
—E E{I <y\XA_1}]
o <o 1x)
ZE{ Sy)}

=FW(y),

where the first equality is established from the law of iterated expectations, the second
equality comes from partitioning the conditional expectation F {AI Y <y | X} with the
event A =1 and A = 0, the third equality is a direct result of (C2) and P(A =1 | X) = 7(X),
the fourth equality is obtained with basic operation, the fifth step utilizes (C2) again, and
the sixth equality is derived from the law of iterated expectations with the inverse direction.
The identification procedure of F(®(y) can be obtained by (7) with A and 7(X) replaced
by 1 — A and 1 — m(X), respectively. Consequently, under the independent and identically
distributed (IID) samples with size n, denoted as O = {{Yi,Ai,Xi} ci=1,... ,n}, with
7(X) being estimated consistently, the estimators of F((y) and F(©(y) are respectively
given by

9

) SOA T ALY <
) = (Z =3 Z %(<Xi> : ®)
and

Fou = (X a) [isy) )

=1
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The first notable remark for (8) and (9) is that we implement <; = (Xz)> and <z:21 m)
to replace n when estimating the expectation (7) empirically because (8) and (9) form the
estimated CDF; detailed justification can be found in Appendix C of the supporting infor-
mation. While Donald and Hsu (2014) also adopted the similar rationales in (8) and (9),
the difference is that our approach is for the estimation of CDF.
The other notable remark is that we focus on a scenario that Y@ is continuous for
a € {0,1} in the current study since our development is based on CDF. When Y@ is

discrete, the estimation problem naturally reduces to finding the location of largest jump in

counterfactual CDFs.

2.2 Network Structure in Covariates

According to the structure in Figure 1, the covariates X are possibly formulated by the
network structure. To characterize the dependence structure for X, we use an undirected
graph, denoted G2 (17, E’), where V = {1,---,p} records the indexes of all components of
X, and E C V x V contains dependent pairs of covariates. Following Chen and Yi (2021),

we consider the exponential family graphical model that is formulated as follows:

P(X;8,0) =exp{ > BB(X,)+ Y 0.,B(X)B(X,)+ Y C(X,)—¢(8.0)p, (10)
rev (s,v)eE rev

where 8 = (5, -, BP)T is a p-dimensional parameter vector, @ = [fy,] is a p X p symmetric

matrix, and B(-) and C(-) are given functions. The function ¢(3,®) is the normalizing

constant that makes (10) be integrated as 1. For r € V, the parameter f, reflects the main

effect associated with the covariate X,; for (s,v) € E, the parameter 6, facilitates the

association of X and X, in the sense that 0,, # 0 shows the conditional dependence of X,

and X, given other covariates.



3 Methodology

3.1 Variable Selection and Network Construction for Outcome

Responses

Since the dataset contains multivariate confounders and some of them are not necessarily
informative to estimate 7(-) in (8) and (9) and the treatment effects in (1), it is crucial to de-
termine the important variables and detect the network structures that are dependent on the
outcome response Y (e.g., Shortreed and Ertefaie 2017). Let V = {r: 5, #0,r=1,--- ,p}
denote the indices set containing informative covariates, and let F = {(s,v) : 05, # 0} be
the set containing the pairwise dependence, so that G = (V, E). For the convenience of the
presentation, we define X as the n x p matrix of confounders with X; being the jth column
vector in X for j = 1,...,p, and let X°? £ [X; Xy X; #X3... X, 1 *X,], where * is the entry-
wise product of two column vectors. In addition, define two vectors Y = (Y1 Y5...Y,)" and
e=(c169...6,)" with g; ~ N(0,0?), and denote vec(©) as the column vectorization of ©.

Then the matrix form can be expressed as
Y = X3 + X%vec(O) + . (11)

To select informative confounders and detect the corresponding network structure, we adopt

the penalized likelihood method, and the estimators of 3 and © are determined by

(8,©) = argmin {HY — X8 — X?vec(©)3 + A ||8]]: + )\2\|Vec(®)||1}, (12)
where || - ||2 is the Lo-norm and A; and Ay are the tuning parameters associated with of
the penalty terms || - ||; in the L;-norm. Moreover, when B and © are obtained, we define

V= {7" : Br #+ O} and £ = {(3,1/) : (/9\51, #+ 0} as the corresponding estimated sets of V'
and F, respectively, which reflect informative main effects and pairwise interaction with
respect to Y. Accordingly, the estimated undirected graph is defined as G = (YA/, E) Since
1Y — X8 — X°%vec(©)||2 and two penalty terms ||3]|; and ||vec(®)||; are convex, then
the objective function in (12) is convex as well, ensuring the existence of the minimizer. To

compute (12), we adopt the coordinate-descent method to iteratively calculate the numerical

values (e.g., Chen and Yi 2021).



3.2 Estimation of Propensity Scores

In this section, we estimate the propensity score with selected confounders and the network
structure taken into account.
To model the propensity score w(x) in (6), we consider the following network-based logistic

regression model:
IOglt {7'('(33)} =T + Z Ny Ty + Z NsvTsTy, (13)
reV (S,II)EE

where 7 is an intercept, »_ 7.z, reflects the informative confounders that are highly cor-
reV
related with outcomes, and > ngxsz, reflects the dependence structures among con-
(S,I/)EE

A\T AT
founders. Let n £ (ng,ng,ng)T, where 1, £ (nr r € V> and n, £ (178,, :(s,v) € E)
are two vectors of parameters. Based on the sample O, we apply the maximum likelihood

method based on logistic regression model to estimate n, and the estimator is given by

n= argnmax [H {m(x;)} {1 — W(wi)}l—ai] . (14)

=1

Therefore, the proposed estimator of the propensity score is given by

€exp (7/7\0 + Z ﬁrxr + Z ﬁsuxsxu>

jev (s,v)EE

7(x) = (15)

1 + €xXp (7/7\0 + Z ﬁrxr + Z ﬁsuxsl'u>

reV (sp)eE

(15) is an extended formulation from the conventional logistic regression models by in-
corporating network structures. This expression is also similar to Chen et al. (2019), which
is numerically justified that incorporating network structures would improve the accuracy of

the classification.

3.3 Estimation of IPW-CDF's

When propensity scores 7(-) are estimated by (15), F(@ is estimated by (8) and (9) for
a € {0,1}. Consequently, the estimator of (1) is given by

T(FY) — T(FO), (16)
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which reduces to the estimators of various treatment effects in Section 2.1. For example, the

ATE (2) is estimated by

7= /R ydF D () — /R ydF O (y). (17)

The estimators of the gth quantiles in (3) are given by

0(g) = in {y eR|FO(y) > q} and £9)(g) = inf {y eR|FO) > q}, 18)

yielding the estimator of (4)

(11

(@) = £W(q) — €9(q) (19)

for some ¢ € (0,1). Finally, the estimator of DTE (5) is given by the difference of (8) and
(9), i.e,

Aly) = FV(y) - FOy) (20)
for a given y € R.
Here we comment the proposed estimator (16). The first advantage of (16) is ro-

bustness. Specifically, as pointed out by Khan and Ugander (2023), (Z X )) and
i=1 T\ A4
noo1—A; . . : .
(Z 1A—(X)) in the denominator of the estimators (8) and (9) are positively correlated
i=1 4 — Ay
with the numerators, the effect of the extreme values can be mitigated by such correlation.

In addition, (16) is formulated by the CDF that lie in an interval [0, 1], which can also avoid
potential impact of outliers in the outcome Y. The second advantage of the proposed esti-
mator (16) is to provide a general formulation that unifies a class of various causal effects
and incorporates variable selection to avoid unnecessary bias indcued by redundant covari-
ates and pairwise dependence structure. When variable selection is not taken into account,
(17) reduces to the estimator described in Lunceford and Davidan (2004). Furthermore, if
the treatment model is assigned as series logit model (Hirano, Imbens and Ridder, 2003)
with variable selection ignored, (19) reduces to the estimator proposed by Donald and Hsu
(2014). Finally, the estimator (20) can be referred to the generalization of caused effects of

survivor functions.



3.4 Theoretical Results

To establish the asymptotic properties, we first present the consistency of variable selection
in the following theorem, which ensures that the truly informative confounders and the

network structure can be identified.

Theorem 3.1 Under reqularity conditions stated in the Supporting Information, the follow-
ing property holds:
P(G=G)—1asn— co.

Theorem 3.1 states that there is a high probability that our estimation procedure can success-
fully capture the underlying true confounders and dependence structure among covariates for
the potential outcome. Consequently, our estimators are free of the potential bias incurred
by non-informative confounders.

Before introducing the asymptotic properties for the proposed estimators, we first define
some notations. We define the density functions of Y™ and Y@ as f and £, respectively.
With Theorem 3.1, we are capable of using the selected covariates. Let X and Xz be two
matrices with dimensions n x k and n X m consisting of the chosen main and interaction
effects, respectively. Consequently, we define X* = [1 Xy X E] where 1 is the column vector
with all components being 1.

To derive the theoretical properties, we further impose some assumptions to the statistical
functional. Suppose that T': F — R satisfies Hadamard differentiability at F' € F, where
F is a normed space consisting of probability distribution functions, i.e., there exists a

continuous linear function 77, such that, as n — oo,

T(F + t,hy) — T(F)
tn

— Ty(h)

for all sequences {t,} C R and {h,} C F satistying ¢, — 0, h, = h € F and F + t,h, €
F. In addition, when the statistical functional 7" is Hadamard differentiable, the Gateaux
derivative, which is also called the von Mises derivative, of T exists and the values of these
two types of derivative are the same (van der Vaart, 2000). Furthermore, the influence curve,

or the influence function, of a statistical functional T is defined as

sy 2 lim L= OF +8,) — T(F)

t—0 t ’

(21)
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where ¢, is the distribution function with point mass 1 on y (Fernholz, 1983). In particular,
if a statistical functional can be written as the form [ ¢(y)dF(y) for some function ¢(y),
it is called a linear functional and its influence curve is ¢p(z) = p(x) — T'(F') (Wasserman,
2006).

We now present the asymptotic properties of the proposed estimator.

Theorem 3.2 Under reqularity conditions stated in the Supporting Information, the follow-

ing properties hold as n — oo:
. . d _
(i) Vn(® —n) — N0, A7);

(ii) v/n

<T(ﬁ(1)) _ T(ﬁ(O))) _ (T(F<1)) _ T(F(O))>

LN N(O, _BA'BT + c),

where
A= E{F(X* |'n) (1 — (X" | n))X*TX*},
_ {0 ) bpe(Y®) 10 .
BB\ e ) X '")]
and

(YD) gy (Y)
C=E{ L £ .
{W(X*M) T (X )

Theorem 3.2 (i) shows the asymptotic normality of the logistic estimates derived in Section
3.2, which ensures the validity of the treatment model throughout the estimation procedure.
Theorem 3.2 (ii) states that, when n — oo, the estimated treatment effect under a given
statistical functional T' follows a normal distribution with sandwich type variance. With
the propensity score being estimated, the estimated treatment effct T(ﬁ oy - (F\ ©)) is
more efficient than that under the given propensity score, which is due to the additional
term —BA'BT from the result (i). The novel contribution in Theorem 3.2 (ii) is that the
treatment effect holds for any statistical functional 7'(-). To see the generality of Theorem
3.2, we revisit (17), (19) and (20), and connect these theoretical results with Theorem 3.2

in the following discussion.

11



Example 1 (Average Treatment Effect) Let T(F) = [xzdF(z) with ¢(y) = vy, then
(16) reduces to (17). Thus, the influence curve is ¢pp(y) =y — T(F). By Theorem 3.2 (ii),

we have that, as n — oo,

\/ﬁ(? - T) % N(O, _BATEAi:lB—ArTE + CATE) 5
where the components of the asymptotic variance are given by

YW - py®)y yO _ pyO) iw i}
VS T X "’”]

Batg = E

and

YW By M YO - py©))2
CATE‘E[ T(X* | ) 1 — (X" [n) ]

This the same as that in Lunceford and Davidian (2004).

Example 2 (Quantile Treatment Effect) Let T(F) = inf{y : F(y) > q} £ &(q) for

some 0 < q < 1, then (16) reduces to the estimator (19). By Wasserman (2006, p.21), the
¢~ Licoean(y)

f(&(q))

influence curve is given by ¢p(y) = , where f is the density function of F'.

Theorem 3.2 (ii) is reduced to

~

= - d _
\/ﬁ(:(Q) - :(Q)) — N(Oa —BqreA 13(5TE + CQTE>
as n — 0o, where the components of the asymptotic variance are given by

4 ](—0075“’(11)](1/(1)) 4= L(—oo,c0)(q)] (Y(0) P .
e Taec Ty PO a0 T fon™ X 1

Bore = F

and

_ 1 (@ = I oo ngy(YM))? 1 (@ = LoV ))?
CQTE‘f<1><5<1><q>>2E[ (X" | ) }Jrf(O)(f(O)(q))?E{ T— (X |n) ]

Note that

p[U ooV p T8 o (V)
o f(l)(Q)) W(X* | 'r’) FO(EO) (g))? 1— W(X* | 'r’)
coincide with the similar form of the semiparametric efficiency bound derived by Firpo (2007).

The difference in the forms of asymptotic variance results from the different approaches to the
estimation of propensity score. To model the relationship between treatment and confounders,
we employ logistic regression whereas Firpo (2007) adopt the logit series approximation from

Hirano, Imbens and Ridder (2003).
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Example 3 (Distributional Treatment Effect) Let T(F) = [ [(_coy(2)dF(z) = F(y)
with (x) = I(—eoy)(x), then (16) reduces to (20). The resulting influence curve is ¢pp(x) =
I—oy(x) = T(F). According to Theorem 3.2 (i), we have that, as n — 0o,

~

d _
\/ﬁ(A(w - A(Z/)) — N<O, —Bpre A Bl + CDTE)a
where the components of the asymptotic variance are given by

{hoo,y}(Y(”) —FO@) | Ty ()~ FOy)

o .
Bore =& * (X" ) T o ””]

and

{(—ooyy (YD) = FO ()} {I(_oo (YD) — FO (y)}zl .

come = | H e ==X )

4 Numerical Studies

In this section, we design a series of synthetic data to assess the performance of the proposed
method. To show the advantage of the proposed method, we also examine several existing

methods.

4.1 Simulation Design

Let the dimension of covariates be p = 12 and let & denote the p-dimensional confounders.
We consider four different sample sizes n = 500, 1000,2000 or 10000. In the numerical
studies, we design two different scenarios to generate the covariates. In Scenario 1, we
consider the independent covariates and independently generate & by the multivariate normal
distribution with mean zero and identity covariance matrix, which implies that there is no
network structure among confounders.

In Scenario 2, we consider the dependent covariates, which are generated by the multi-
variate normal distribution with mean zero and the covariance matrix reflecting two network
structures in Figure 2.

When X is generated, we respectively generate A and Y by the following two models

logit {P(A=1X)} =1+ X, + Xz + >  XgX, (22)

(s,v)EE

13



and

Y =qA+1+X1+ X5+ > XX, +e, (23)
(s,v)EE

where € ~ N(0,1), 79 = 1 and F is the set that is either empty under Scenario 1 or contains
pairs in Scenario 2. From (22) and (23), variables X; and X3 and pairs in E are confounders.
Consequently, we obtain the IID sample O = {{Yi, A;, X i =1,...,n} with size n.

In this study, we primarily examine the estimators (17), (19) with ¢ € {0.2,0.25,0.5,0.75, 0.8},
and (20) with y € {—3,0,3}. We compare the proposed method with existing approaches.
For the estimation of the ATE, we primarily examine the inverse probability weighted esti-

mator under the outcome Y;
1/ AY, 1/ (1-A)Y;
_ = _ = RSl 24
e n(ZﬂX)) n<;1—%<Xz>) 2y

and the modified version proposed by Lunceford and Davidian (2004)

i=1 i=1

where (24) and (25) do not take variable selection into account.

For the estimation of the QTE, we examine the approach proposed in Firpo (2007), which

is given by
Zrirpo (@) = Efnpo(9) — Efipo(@); (26)
where
= Y; d = pls~ A Y:
£F1rpo( argmln Z 1 — 7T ( T ) an §F1rpo( arg‘gnlnﬁ ; m ) pq( (A q)

with p, being the check function stated in Koenker (2005). Noting that the estimators (19)
and (26) form a group of comparison, where the former incorporates variable selection in the
estimation procedure while the latter does not.

To assess the performance of variable selection, we compute the specificity (SPE) and
sensitivity (SEN), which are respectively given by

#{j,(s,u):@s,,:(),aw:o,ﬁj :ngj :0}
SEN =

#{j7 (5:v) 105 = 0,5 = 0}

14



and

#{j,(S,V) : Hsu#oaé\su?éo,ﬁj %O,Bj #O}
SPE =

#{]a (S,V) : 081’ 7é 0,/8]‘ 7£ O}
In addition, to examine the performance of the estimators derived by the proposed or existing

methods, we compute the biases (BIAS), standard errors (S.E.), mean squared errors (MSE)

and coverage rate (CR). For each setting, we repeat the simulation 1000 times.

4.2 Simulation Results

The simulation results of ATE, QTE and DTE under Scenario 1 are summarized in Tables
1, 2 and 3, respectively; the results under Scenario 2 are recorded in Tables 4, 5 and 6,
respectively. For variable selection, we find that both sensitivity and specificity are close or
equal to one regardless of network structures, which indicate that the estimated graphical
structure and selected informative confounders can be recovered to the true ones and are
consistent with the finding in Theorem 3.1.

From the estimation of various treatments, our CDF approach generally outperforms the
existing methods and is more efficient with smaller MSE. The CR. of the proposed method
is also close to 95%. To see the performance of each treatment effects, we first observe
from ATE that our method shows numerical equivalence to the method from Lunceford
and Davidian (2004), which matches the finding in Example 1 in Section 3.4. In addition,
the proposed and Lunceford and Davidian’s methods are more efficient than the traditional
IPW method with smaller S.E. and MSE. When we look at the QTE, we find that our
method outperforms Firpo’s (2007) method with smaller bias and MSE even in Scenario 1.
It indicates that the proposed CDF approach is robust. Finally, the performance for DTE
shows that our method is capable of offering precise estimates due to the lower bias, S.E.

and MSE and approximate 95% CR.
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5 Analysis of NHEFS data

In this section, we implement the proposed method in Section 3 to analyze the data arising
from NHANES I Epidemiologic Follow-up Study (NHEFS), which is a national longitudinal
study collaboratively launched by the National Center for Health Statistics and the National
Institute on Aging. The NHEFS aimed to analyze the links between clinical, nutritional,
and behavioral variables. For the detailed description, one can refer to https://wwwn.cdc.
gov/nchs/nhanes/nhefs/default.aspx for the official information.

The full data set, which is available at https://miguelhernan.org/whatifbook, con-
tains 1430 subjects and several variables including weight measured in kilograms (wt), the
status of smoking behavior (gsmk), systolic blood pressure (sbp, in millimeter of mercury
(mmHg)), serum cholesterol (cholesterol, in mg/100), number of cigarettes smoked per
day in 1971 (smokeintensity), diastolic blood pressure (dbp, in mmHg), height in centime-
ters (ht), average tobacco price in the state of residence in 1982 (price82, in US dollars),
years of smoking (smokeyrs), age in 1971 (age, in years), and total family income in 1971
(income). We aim to explore the causal effects of smoking habits on the change of weight. In
this study, we aim to explore various types of causal effects of weights from different status of
smoking behavior. Following the notation from Section 2, we take Y and A as wt and gsmk,
respectively. Moreover, we let the remaining nine variables be confounders. Since those nine
confounders may form pairwise dependence structure and part of them is informative to Y,
it is crucial to implement variable selection technique in Section 3 and then estimate the
treatment effects. In addition, to see the impact of variable selection, we apply the existing
methods in Section 4 for the comparisons.

The proposed method suggests that the selected confounders are ht and age, and the
network structure of nine confounders is displayed in Figure 3. The revealed dependence
structure is centered around race and sex while age does not contribute to the dependence
structure with other variables. This indicates that when it comes to smoking behavior
and weight gain, race and sex are two critical variables that possess further underlying
connections with other covariates and should be taken into account while analyzing causality

in the data.
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Our interest lies in estimating (2), (4) with ¢ = 0.2,0.25,0.5,0.75 and 0.8, and (5)
evaluated at y = Y, the sample average of the outcome. The estimation results of the
proposed and existing methods are recorded in Table 7, where EST represents the estimator,
S.E. is the standard error obtained by the bootstrap method with 10000 repetitions, and
p-value is used to examine two-tailed hypotheses Hy : 7 =0, Hy: Z(¢) =0 or Hy: A(y) =0
for some pre-specified ¢ and y. We find all estimates are greater than 2 except for DTE.
Consistent with the finding in simulation, the proposed CDF method is more efficient with
smaller S.E. Under level of significance 0.05, all estimates are significant except for =(0.75),
which indicate that smoking generally causes an increase in weight. Regarding the results
of 2(0.75), we comment that Firpo’s method might falsely reject the null hypothesis, i.e.
Hy : =(0.75) = 0, as the simulation results suggested that Firpo’s method rarely captures

the true parameter from the perspective of CR.

6 Summary

Treatment effect estimations have been an important issue in causal inference, which include
but not are not limited to ATE, QTE and DTE. The other challenge for the estimation is
the multivariate/high-dimensional data with potential network structure. To tackle these
problems, we propose a flexible and unified methodology that is based on statistical func-
tional structure and accommodates the estimation of various causal effects, including ATE,
QTE, DTE. Our apporach is under the CDF approach and takes the detection of network
structure among covariates into account. Theoretically, the variable selection consistency
and asymptotic normality properties of the statisitcal functional estimator are rigorously es-
tablished, which ensure the validity of the proposed estimator. Numerical studies show that
the finite sample performance of the proposed method is satisfactory and even outperform
other existing methods.

The findings illustrate the framework’s flexibility in estimating causal effects. The pro-
posed method offers a versatile and effective solution for exploring diverse causal measures
in complex datasets. This unified approach represents a significant advance in the field

of causal inference, providing researchers with a powerful tool for uncovering insights in
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high-dimensional data.
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Table 1: Simulation results for ATE under Scenario 1

n Method SEN SPE BIAS S.E. MSE CR
500 IPW - - 0.010 0.344 0.118 0.970
LD - - 0.026 0.251 0.063 0.959
CDF 0.998 1.000 0.026 0.251 0.063 0.959
1000 IPW - - 0.006 0.261 0.068 0.962
LD - - 0.017 0.195 0.038 0.957
CDF 0.999 1.000 0.017 0.195 0.038 0.957
2000 IPW - - 0.002 0.175 0.030 0.963
LD - - 0.007 0.138 0.019 0.961
CDF 0.999 1.000 0.007 0.138 0.019 0.961
10000 IPW - - -0.000 0.088 0.007 0.969
LD - - 0.000 0.070 0.005 0.968
CDF 1.000 1.000 0.000 0.070 0.005 0.968
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Table 2: Simulation results for QTE under Scenario 1

n Estimand Method SEN SPE BIAS S.E. MSE CR

500 Z=(0.2) Firpo - - 1.457 0.209 2.124 0.000
CDF 0.998 1.000 0.004 0.222 0.000 0.953

=(0.25) Firpo - - 1.454 0.198 2.115 0.000

CDF 0.998 1.000 0.007 0.204 0.000 0.958

=(0.5) Firpo - - 1.475 0.179 2.177 0.000

CDF 0.998 1.000 -0.008 0.282 0.000 0.981

=(0.75) Firpo - - 1.509 0.196 2.279 0.000

CDF 0.998 1.000 -0.023 0.484 0.000 0.967

=(0.8) Firpo - - 1.525 0.213 2.325 0.000

CDF 0.998 1.000 -0.017 0.533 0.000 0.959

1000  =(0.2) Firpo - - 1.447 0.153 2.096 0.000
CDF 0.948 1.000 0.005 0.150 0.000 0.946

=(0.25) Firpo - - 1.443 0.144 2.082 0.000

CDF 0.999 1.000 0.001 0.140 0.000 0.950

=(0.5) Firpo - - 1.466 0.133 2.151 0.000

CDF 0.999 1.000 -0.003 0.163 0.000 0.953

=(0.75) Firpo - - 1.495 0.145 2.236 0.000

CDF 0.999 1.000 -0.007 0.298 0.000 0.955

=(0.8) Firpo - - 1.502 0.147 2.257 0.000

CDF 0.999 1.000 -0.007 0.350 0.000 0.956
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2000 =(0.2)  Firpo - - 1445 0.107 2.090 0.000
CDF 0999 1.000 -0.006 0.108 0.006 0.951

2(0.25)  Firpo - - 1448 0.103 2.097 0.000
CDF 0999 1.000 -0.006 0.100 0.003 0.944

=(0.5)  Firpo - - 1467 0.090 2.153 0.000

CDF 0999 1.000 -0.007 0.125 0.004 0.954

=(0.75)  Firpo - - 1502 0.099 2.258 0.000
CDF 0999 1.000 -0.010 0.237 0.037 0.967

2(0.8)  Firpo - - 1514 0.106 2295 0.000

CDF 0999 1.000 -0.017 0.291 0.100 0.962

10000 =(0.2)  Firpo - - 1443 0.047 2.084 0.000
CDF 0971 1.000 -0.002 0.047 0.000 0.949

=(0.25)  Firpo - - 1445 0.045 2.089 0.000
CDF 0971 1.000 -0.001 0.044 0.000 0.948

2(0.5)  Firpo - - 1465 0.042 2.147 0.000
CDF 0971 1.000 -0.001 0.050 0.001 0.956

2(0.75)  Firpo - - 1499 0.045 2.247 0.000
CDF 0971 1.000 -0.001 0.087 0.000 0.950

2(0.8)  Firpo - - 1509 0.047 2.279 0.000
CDF 0971 1.000 -0.000 0.103 0.000 0.947
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Table 3: Simulation results for DTE under Scenario 1

n Estimand SEN SPE BIAS SE. MSE CR
500 A(0) 0.998 1.000 -0.000 0.037 0.000 0.954
A(3) 0.998 1.000 -0.004 0.070 0.000 0.962

A(=3) 0998 1.000 0.149 0.008 0.022 0.961
1000 A(0) 0.999 1.000 -0.000 0.028 0.000 0.958
A(3) 0.999 1.000 0.000 0.054 0.000 0.959
A(=3) 0999 1.000 0.148 0.006 0.022 0.957
2000 A(0) 0.999 1.000 -0.000 0.019 0.000 0.948
A(3) 0.999 1.000 -0.000 0.037 0.000 0.959

A(=3) 0999 1.000 0.149 0.005 0.022 0.955

10000 A(0) 1.000 1.000 -0.000 0.008 0.000 0.952
A(3) 1.000 1.000 -0.000 0.016 0.000 0.953
A(—=3) 1.000 1.000 0.149 0.002 0.022 0.959
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Table 4: Simulation results for ATE under Scenario 2

Hub

Lattice

n  Method SEN SPE BIAS

S.E. MSE CR SEN SPE BIAS

S.E. MSE CR

500 IPW - - 0.446 3.181 10.312 0.981 - - 0.227 3.206 10.320 0.992
LD - - 0929 1.047 1.960 0.924 - - 0.530 0.869 1.036 0.969
CDF  0.911 1.000 0.929 1.047 1.960 0.924 0.961 1.000 0.530 0.869 1.036 0.969

1000 IPW - - -0.018 6.771 45.808 0.992 - - -0.045 5.035 25.332 0.990
LD - - 0.678 1.130 1.736 0.969 - - 0.391 0.899 0.961 0.971
CDF  0.945 1.000 0.678 1.130 1.736 0.969 0.982 1.000 0.391 0.899 0.961 0.971

2000 IPW - - 0.130 5.539 30.668 0.992 - - 0175 1.719 2.983 0.983
LD - - 0.576 1.030 1.392 0.980 - - 0321 0.714 0.612 0.970
CDF  0.970 1.000 0.576 1.030 1.392 0.980 0.992 1.000 0.321 0.714 0.612 0.970

10000 IPW - - 0.147 2.212 4913 0987 - - 0.019 2.834 8.026 0.993
LD - - 0.335 0.855 0.843 0.965 - - 0.181 0.697 0.518 0.972
CDF  0.996 1.000 0.335 0.855 0.843 0.965 0.999 1.000 0.181 0.697 0.518 0.972
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Table 5: Simulation results for QTE under Scenario 2

Hub Lattice
n Estimand Method SEN SPE BIAS SE. MSE CR SEN SPE BIAS S.E. MSE CR
500 Z=(0.2) Firpo - - 4.121 0.375 16.987 0.000 - - 2813 0.285 7913 0.000
CDF 0.970 1.000 0.353 1.271 0.124 0.959 0.961 1.000 0.0563 1.090 0.002 0.964
=(0.25) Firpo - - 3.934 0.338 15.482 0.000 - - 2751 0.261 7.572 0.000
CDF 0.970 1.000 0.263 1.276 0.069 0.961 0.961 1.000 0.035 1.040 0.001 0.966
=(0.5) Firpo - - 3.602 0.288 12.979 0.000 - - 2.749 0.241 7.558 0.000
CDF 0.970 1.000 0.156 1.284 0.024 0.951 0.961 1.000 0.009 1.066 0.000 0.959
=(0.75) Firpo - - 3.973 0.321 15.786 0.000 - - 3.277  0.295 10.742 0.000
CDF 0.970 1.000 0.460 1.343 0.211 0.951 0.961 1.000 0.215 1.275 0.046 0.947
=(0.8) Firpo - - 4.189 0.347 17.554 0.000 - - 3.513 0.325 12.343 0.000
CDF 0.970 1.000 0.693 1.337 0.480 0.954 0.961 1.000 0.387 1.305 0.150 0.953
1000  Z=(0.2) Firpo - - 4.107 0.276 16.870 0.000 - - 2.810 0.198 7.901  0.000
CDF 0.948 1.000 0.243 1.177 0.059 0.957 0.992 1.000 -0.036 0.993 0.001 0.962
=(0.25) Firpo - - 3.918 0.246 15.356 0.000 - - 2.751 0.189 7.568 0.000
CDF 0.948 1.000 0.197 1.114 0.039 0.961 0.992 1.000 -0.040 0.971 0.001 0.967
=(0.5) Firpo - - 3.612 0.195 13.046 0.000 - - 2751  0.174 7.568 0.000
CDF 0.948 1.000 0.178 1.060 0.032 0971 0.992 1.000 -0.005 1.002 0.000 0.967
=(0.75) Firpo - - 4.001 0.232 16.008 0.000 - - 3.279 0.210 10.751 0.000
CDF 0.948 1.000 1.397 1.237 0.158 0.956 0.992 1.000 0.154 1.176 0.023 0.945
=(0.8) Firpo - - 4.214 0.255 17.759 0.000 - - 3.512  0.228 12.335 0.000
CDF 0.948 1.000 0.541 1.289 0.293 0.967 0.992 1.000 0.292 1.184 0.085 0.951
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2000 Z=(0.2) Firpo - - 4113 0.186 16.924 0.000 - - 2.823 0.140 7971 0.000
CDF 0.971 1.000 0.082 1.362 0.006 0.959 0.981 1.000 0.013 0.769 0.000 0.980

=(0.25) Firpo - - 3.928 0.170 15.431 0.000 - - 2762 0.134 7.628 0.000

CDF 0.971 1.000 0.056 1.312 0.003 0.965 0.981 1.000 0.021 0.971 0.000 0.983

=(0.5) Firpo - - 3.607 0.135 13.016 0.000 - - 2.760 0.115 7.621 0.000

CDF 0.971 1.000 0.063 1.130 0.004 0.967 0.981 1.000 0.047 1.002 0.002 0.982

=(0.75) Firpo - - 3.997 0.155 15.981 0.000 - - 3.277 0.140 10.742 0.000

CDF 0971 1.000 0.193 1.265 0.037 0.945 0.981 1.000 0.085 1.176 0.007 0.953

=(0.8) Firpo - - 4.219 0.178 17.806 0.000 - - 3.509 0.156 12.314 0.000

CDF 0971 1.000 0.317 1.292 0.100 0.946 0.981 1.000 0.160 1.184 0.025 0.943

10000 Z=(0.2) Firpo - - 4.110 0.085 16.893 0.000 - - 2.817 0.065 7.935 0.000
CDF 0971 1.000 -0.015 1.013 0.000 0.972 0.981 1.000 0.010 0.484 0.000 0.985

=(0.25) Firpo - - 3.921 0.076 15.377 0.000 - - 2.755 0.060 7.593 0.000

CDF 0.971 1.000 0.003 0.896 0.000 0.977 0.981 1.000 0.056 1.312 0.000 0.985

=(0.5) Firpo - - 3.604 0.062 12.990 0.000 - - 2.757 0.055 7.604 0.000

CDF 0971 1.000 0.044 0.719 0.001 0.979 0.981 1.000 0.063 1.130 0.000 0.991

=(0.75) Firpo - - 3.989 0.071 15.919 0.000 - - 3.276  0.064 10.736 0.000

CDF 0.971 1.000 0.020 1.205 0.000 0.961 0.981 1.000 0.193 1.265 0.000 0.967

=(0.8) Firpo - - 4.210 0.079 17.729 0.000 - - 3.509 0.070 12.316 0.000

CDF 0.971 1.000 0.056 1.318 0.000 0.953 0.981 1.000 0.317 1.292 0.000 0.958
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Table 6: Simulation results for DTE under Scenario 2

Hub Lattice

n Estimand SEN SPE BIAS S.E. MSE CR SEN SPE BIAS SE. MSE CR
500 A(0) 0.913 1.000 -0.066 0.103 0.004 0.928 0.961 1.000 -0.039 0.079 0.001 0.939
A(3) 0.913 1.000 -0.088 0.150 0.007 0.957 0.961 1.000 -0.058 0.134 0.003 0.962

A(=3) 0913 1.000 -0.044 0.084 0.002 0.975 0.961 1.000 -0.007 0.056 0.000 0.971

1000 A(0) 0.945 1.000 -0.045 0.091 0.002 0.964 0.982 1.000 -0.024 0.071 0.000 0.959
A(3) 0.945 1.000 -0.052 0.137 0.002 0.960 0.982 1.000 -0.041 0.117 0.001 0.963

A(=3) 0945 1.000 -0.026 0.096 0.000 0.959 0.982 1.000 0.001 0.050 0.000 0.950

2000 A(0) 0.970 1.000 -0.031 0.079 0.000 0.966 0.992 1.000 -0.016 0.058 0.000 0.956
A(3) 0.970 1.000 -0.044 0.109 0.001 0.964 0.992 1.000 -0.029 0.103 0.000 0.961

A(=3) 0970 1.000 -0.022 0.078 0.000 0.967 0.992 1.000 0.004 0.041 0.000 0.961

10000 A(0) 0.996 1.000 -0.014 0.074 0.000 0.964 0.999 1.000 -0.008 0.036 0.000 0.963
A(3) 0.996 1.000 -0.023 0.074 0.000 0.973 0.999 1.000 -0.010 0.071 0.000 0.962

A(=3) 0996 1.000 -0.009 0.061 0.000 0.972 0.999 1.000 0.009 0.028 0.000 0.946




Table 7: Real data analysis: estimation of various treat-

ment effcts by the proposed and existing methods.

Estimand Method EST S.E. p-value
ATE IPW 3.841 1.128 0.000
LD 3.568 0.894 0.000
CDF 3.568 0.894 0.000
=(0.2) Firpo 3.430 1.107 0.000
CDF 2.686 0.864 0.000
(0.25)  Firpo  3.933 1.344 0.001
CDF 2.803 1.302 0.015
Firpo 4.618 1.500 0.001
CDF 3.284 1.342 0.007
(0.75) Firpo 3.263 1.521 0.015
CDF 2.403 1.514 0.056
=(0.8) Firpo 3.270 1.409 0.010
CDF 2.476 1.259 0.024
A(Y) CDF -0.072  0.027 0.004

[1]

ol
o
Z

[1]

Figure 1: Diagram of causal inference with network covariates
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Network structure-Lattice Network structure-Hub

Figure 2: Covariate network structures for simulation studies. The left panel displays the
lattice structure, where X7, X5 and X3 form a triangle, X4, X5 and X4 form the other, and
X7 to Xip are not connected; the right panel displays the hub structure, which X; to X

and X7 to X, are interwoven, respectively.

29



0€

/ a
rac dbp

hbpmed cholestera

nerves price82

sex ht

age

Figure 3: Real data analysis result: estimated network structure for nine confounders in NHEFS data.
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A Regularity Conditions

We list the following conditions that are imposed to the derivation:
(A1) The matrices X{, Xy and (X$%?)"X$% are nonsingular, where Xy, and X$? are the ma-
trices consisting of only the variables whose indices are recorded by sets V and FE,

respectively. That is, the matrices (X{,Xy)~! and [(X$%) X521 exist.
(A2) There exist two constants v, and v2 € (0, 1), such that
max]|(Xy Xy) "Xy Xil[; < 1=y and max][(XF)"(XE)] " (XE) XP[h < 1- 7,
where X; is the 7th column of matrix X and X§? is the ith column of matrix X°2.
(A3) There exist four positive constants aq, as, by and by, such that
E(X,) < ay, BE(X!X,) < ay, E(X??) < b; and E{(X°2)T(X°2)} < by
where X, is the rth column of matrix X.

(A4) There exist four positive constants ¢y, ¢o, d; and ds, such that
Amin(X> > Cq, AmaX(X) < Cg, Amin(XO2) > d1 and AmaX(XO2) < dg.

where Apin(A) and A (A) represent the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of the

matrix A, respectively.
(A5) There exists a positive constant Ky, such that

[1X]2
X = fam

(A6) The true CDFs of Y and Y® are continuous. Moreover, the derivatives of F(!) and
FO) exist, and the corresponding density functions are denoted by f()(y) and f© (y)
of YU and Y respectively.

Assumptions (A1)-(A5) state the conditions on the behavior of design matrices X, X°? X
and X°?, ensuring the sparsity recovery for main and interaction effects holds. Specifically,

(A1) is necessary for computing the regression coefficients using Xy and X%. (A2) is often

1



called mutual incoherence, which restricts the dependence of variables between in V' (or
E) and V¢ (or E). (A3) is used to guarantee the existence of variance of confounders.
The eigenvalues in (A4) are required to ensure that the covariates are not excessively linear
dependent (e.g., Yang et al., 2015). In addition, (A5) states that the columns of the design
matrix are normalized. Following the last remark of Section 2.1, (A6) concentrates our

discussion on the continuous outcome.

B Some Lemmas

In this section, we introduce some useful lemmas for the derivations of the main theorems.

Lemma B.1 (Gaussian Tail Bound.) Let X ~ N(u,0?). The Gaussian tail bound is, for

any € > 0,

P(IX| > €) < 2exp <(E 2_02‘)2)

We demonstrate the derivation of Lemma B.1 by using the Chernoft’s bound, which states

that, for any € > 0,
€

P(X — > €) < exp (—2) (B.1)

202

Let €* = € — p. Directly applying (B.1) yields that

PX>e)=P(X—p>e—p)

=P(X —pu>c¢€)

6*2
<
= P (202)
2
€— U
()

Due to the symmetry of normally distributed random variables and the union bound, the

Gaussian tail bound is obtained.

Lemma B.2 (Expansion of Statistical Functionals.) Assume that F, an estimated CDF
deriwed by the IID sample, converges to F' in probability uniformly over y € R, where F is

a CDF of a random variable Y. Consider a statistical functional T with influence curve ¢p



defined in Section 3.4. Therefore, the asymptotic variance of ﬁ(T(ﬁ) - T(F)) is deter-

1 n
mined only by the dominant term — > ¢p(Y;).
ni=1
Proof:
Let DI0, 1] be the space of right-continuous real-valued functions on [0, 1] with left-hand limits.
That is, for any R € D|0, 1], we have that
lim R(t) = R(t)

t—tt

for any t € [0,1) and
lim R(t)

t—=t—
exists for any t € (0,1]. We define p : D[0,1] — R, the functional induced by a statistical
functional T, as

p(R) = T(Ro F)

Let U denote the distribution function from the uniform distribution in an interval [0, 1], say

;

0 ift<0;
Ult)=49t ifo<t<l; (B.2)
1 ift>1.

\

We have that U = FoF~Y and U 2 FoF~, where F~\ is the inverse distribution function of
F. By Lemma 4.4.1 of Fernholz (1983), if the induced functional p is Hadamard differentiable
at the uniform distribution on [0, 1], that is, there exists a continuous linear function p}; such

that
tn

for all sequences {t,} C R and {h,} € D[0,1] satisfying t,, — 0, h, — h € D[0,1] and

— py(h) as n — oo,

U +t,h, € D[0,1], then combining with (21) gives that

or(y) = piy((0, = U)o F7). (B.3)



An application of Hadamard derivative yields that

Vi(T(E) = 7(8)) = Vi (@ = 0)) + Vikem(D - 0)

ol ((ﬁ — F)o F‘l) + v/nRem(U — U)

n

(% Z(CSYL- —F)o F—l)

=1

(B.4)

/

+ vnRem(U — U)

(V) + VnRem(U — U),

where the first equality is shown in Fernholz (1983, p.40), last equality is obtained with (B.3)

and Rem(+) is the remainder term defined in Fernholz (1983). By Proposition 4.3.3 and

Theorem 4.4.2 in Fernholz (1983), we have that Rem(U — U) % 0 as n — oo. Therefore,

the claim s justified.

C Justification of CDF of (8) and (9)

To verify that (8) and (9) form CDF, it suffices to check the properties of CDF. Specifically,

n n

A

Jim FO(y) = (; ﬂxi))_l Jim 3 %
-(Sa) (Bax) e
=1
" o PO = (30755 ) 3 AR
-(Srm) (Sisw) 2



Similarly, taking the limit y — —oo to (8) and (9) gives that

n

- A\ “LAI(Y; <)
; (1) — ¢ li i S
N Fw) (Zﬂxi)) Am 2 T2 %

=1 i=1

(Z %&)) . o

=1

=0
and .
o "4\ "L (1= A)I(Y; < )
(0) ! 1
Jm F (1_1 - %(Xz) yimoo; - 7(X,)
No1-4 0\ (C.4)
- (Cig) <
i=1
= 0.

Finally, we check the non-decreasing property of (8) and (9). We denote the ordered sample
of {Y1,Y5,..., Y, as {Y), Y(o), ..., Y } with Yy <Y, foranyi < j. Fori=1,2,...,n—1,
define interval I; £ (Y{;), Y(i41)] with Iy £ (—o0, Y(y)] and I,, £ (Y, 00). For any a < b, let

sup{m:aGUIi} andb*—sup{m beUI}
m i=0

*
[>

3

As {m rae Y IZ-} - {m be Y Ii}, we have a* < b*. Therefore,

i=0 - i=0

W (S~ A\ T = Ad(Y < b)
) (;ﬂxi)) 2 TEX)
(= A TR AIY <b)
_(1:1 %<Xz~>) ; m(X;)
(= A\ &S AT(Y <)
_<;%<Xa) ; T(X) (C.5)
A\ T s A (Y < )
Z(;ﬂxn) 2K
(= AR AV < a)
- (Z %(X») T(X)

(S8



and

R =
(i) LU
-(Gsw) B,
- (S itahg) R
(Titng) pUgese

@
Il
-

I
)
c
—
S
N~—

where the third step in (C.5) and (C.6) is due to that I(Y(;) < b) = 0fori = b*+1,0*+2,...,n
and the fifth step in (C.5) and (C.6) is due to that I(Y;) < a) = I(Yy <b) =1fori =
1,2,...,a*. Then, (C.5) and (C.6) imply that the CDFs are non-decreasing. Consequently,
by (C.1) to (C.6), we verify that the proposed estimators (8) and (9) are proper CDFs.

D Proof of Theorem 3.1

We prove the variable selection consistency here. As Theorem 3.1 is a statement with
respect to both V and E, we tackle the sparsity recoveries of V and E separately and
eventually integrate the results to arrive at the desired theorem.

Part 1: Inference for 1%

We aim to show

P(V=V)—1asn— . (D.1)

T
Let the true coefficient be 8 = ,B‘T/,ﬂ‘T/c where By, is the vector comprising coeffi-
cients of informative confounders with cardinality |3y/| = k and (3. contains coefficients

-
~ ~T ~T
of non-informative confounders and hence is 0(,_x). Moreover, 3 = (ﬁv, ﬁvc) is the cor-

-
responding estimated version of 3. Let z = (E‘T,,E‘T/c> be the dual vector of 3, where

the sub-vectors z{, and E‘T/C are the dual vectors of BV and Bvc, respectively, and the jth

component is z; = sign(gj) if 3] # 0 and |z;| < 1 otherwise. Also, any pair of (,@,’z\) satisfies

6



the zero sub-gradient condition:
1 T o ~
——X'(Y-XB)+Mz=0. (D.2)
n

According to Hastie et al. (2015), condition (A1) together with primal dual witness (PDW)
procedure can be used to examine the sparsity of B . The PDW procedure is stated as follows:

]_. Set Bvc’ - O
2. Determine zyc according to (D.2).

3. Verify whether or not
l|Zyelleo < 1. (D.3)

As discussed in Lemma 11.2. of Hastie et al. (2015, p.307), if (D.3) is true, then the
vector (BV, 0) is the unique optimal solution to the lasso program, which guarantees (D.1).

Therefore, the main focus of remaining proof is to show (D.3). Following the relationship in

(D.2) with © fixed, we have that

1 ~
7=—X(Y-X
7= ——X(Y - Xp)
1
_?7/)\1

1

= n—/\l{XT(X,B + X%vec(@) + €) — XTX,B} (D.4)

(XTY - XTX3)

- %(XTXﬁ + X X%vec(®) + X 'e — XTXB)
1

= %{(XTX)(,B — B) + X X %vec(©) + XTs}.
1

Since zyc is the sub-vector of z, we write (D.4) in the block matrix form, so that zy and

Zyo can be expressed as

Zv |1 { XIXy  X{Xye | |8y - By .\ X! X 2vec(O) .\ X/e }
n)\1 )

/Z\VC chx_{/ chX‘/C O(p,k) X—‘SCXOQVGC(@) X—‘;C€

It also implies that

_ 1 5
v = — (X\T/Xv(ﬁv — By) + Xy Xvec(©) + X%) (D5)

n)\1



and

~ 1 -
Zyc = Y (XXT/'CX\/(/BV - By) + X;’CxOQVGC(@) + XXT/C'S)- (D.6)
1

By (D.5) and Condition (A1), the difference 3, — BV can be expressed as
By — By = nhi (X Xy) sign(By) — (XyXy) Xy X 2vec(0) — (X Xy) ' XJe. (D7)
Replacing the (8, — Bv) in (D.6) by (D.7) yields that

Zye = X0 Xy (X Xy) 'sign(8y) — XyeXy(XyXy) Xy XTvec(O) + XyoXvee()
= Ay

’TL)\l ’I'L/\1
B X‘T/CXV(X‘T/XV)’lX‘T/s n X—‘Ecg
n/\1 7’L/\1
' X°Zvec(©
— X7 Xy (XD Xy ) Usign(By) + Xie|I — Xy (XIXy) Xy (TU)
g
# XTell = Xe (X7 X0) X7 ()
, X°%yvec(®) + €
= X[ o Xy (X Xy) tsign(By) + X{ e[l — XV(X‘T/XV)1XV]< v n; ) )
1
2p+ W,
By triangle inequality,
1Zvelloo < (el + [[¥]|co- (D.8)

With regularity condition (A2), ||pt]|cc < 1—71. Hence, we only have to show that || ¥ < 7
with high probability. Let IT,. (X) £ I—Xy (X Xy/) "' Xy be an n x n orthogonal projection

matrix, then one can show that for r € V¢,

02
¥, = XTI, (X) (X vec (@) + t-:)7

7’L>\1

which is the rth component in W, is a Gaussian random variable with mean & £ X°2vec (©)

2 2
and variance at most )\‘;lm. Without loss of generality, let W, be a normal random
n
! 2 KZ
variable with mean X°%*vec (@) and possibly maximal variance /\Czlm. That is, for any
nAy

re{l,...,p}, Var(¥pay) > Var(¥,). Applying Lemma B.1 gives that

(”Yl - 5)271)‘%
202 K2 '

clm

P<|\I’max| 2 71) S QGXP( - (Dg)



The upper bound in (D.9) approaches to 0 as n — oo, which implies

P(\\Ilmax| < fyl> >1asn— oo.

Introducing the union bound further yields that

(71 5)271)\%
P(H\an > %) <2(p - k>exp< _ W> (D.10)

ensuring that | ¥/, <7 as n — oo. Combining ||pt||cc < 1 — 7, from regularity condition
(A2) and ||¥||o with (D.8) gives (D.3), ensuring that the sparsity recovery is guaranteed for

V.
Part 2: Inference for E

In this part, our goal is to show

~

P(E=F)—1lasn— .

The procedure in Part 1 is repeated with the target of inference changed to ®. Let the
T

vector of true coefficients be vec (@) = (VGC(@E)T,VGC<@E(J)T where vec(®f) is a m-

dimensional nonzero vector that contains the coefficients of informative interaction terms

and vec(®gc) consists of those of non-informative interaction terms and is equal to O(p>7m.
2

.
Moreover, vec(®) = (vec(@ r) |, vec(© Ec)T> is the corresponding estimated version of

vec(®). Let 2/ = (/Z\’E,/Z\CEC> be the dual vector of vec(®), where the sub-vectors z, and

z,c are the dual vectors of Vec((:) £) and vec((:) gc ), respectively, and the jth component is

~

Z, = sign(@\j) if @\] # 0 and [2}| < 1 otherwise. The zero sub-gradient condition with respect
to vec (©) is

1 ~ ~
—— (X)) T(Y — X°%vec(@®)) + Moz = 0.

n

Similar to the procedure in Part 1, the condition
25 lloo < (D.11)

is sufficient to attain the sparsity for E and therefore is of primary attention in this part.

With the similar procedure shown in Part 1, we express the dual vector as

~ . X
Zhe = X5 X2 (X2 TX) sign(vec(®F)) + X5 [T — X?(X?Txg)—lxz?]( B+ 6).

TL)\Q

9



In a similar manner with Part 1, we can apply the triangle inequality to this vector. Then,
by utilizing Condition (A2) and Lemma B.1, one can show that (D.11) holds with high
probability with n — oo. Therefore, the sparsity consistency for E is assured as n — oo.
Part 3: Inference for G

As G = (V, E), the statement G = G can be viewed as VV = V and E = E. On one hand,

By Bonferroni’s inequality, we have

~ ~ ~

PG=G)=PV=V,E=E)>PV =V)+P(E=E)-1. (D.12)
On the other hand, the inclusion relationship between events implies that
P(G = G) < min {P(V = V),P(E = E)}. (D.13)
Combining (D.12) and (D.13) yields that (e.g. Chen and Yi, 2021)
PV =V)+P(E=E)—1<P(@G=G)<min {P(ff —V),P(E = E)}. (D.14)

By the squeeze theorem, we have P(a = () as n — o0o. Consequently, the sparsity for G is

verified. ]

E Proof of Theorem 3.2

In this section, we consider the limiting distribution where the underlying network structure
G is correctly specified by previous variable selection procedure. A new design matrix of size
n x (1 +k+m) is defined as X* = {1 Xy XE} and the submatrices Xy and X5 consist
of the chosen main and interaction effects, respectively. To derive the asymptotic results for
our estimator, we first expand our estimator in terms of Hadamard derivative to determine
the dominant term. Secondly, as the dominant term consists of a sequence of estimation in
different parameters, we adopt M-estimation (Stefanski and Boos, 2002) to investigate the
asymptotic result of the dominant term.

Part 1: Fxpansion and Determining the Dominant Term

Let U@ = F(@) o (F@)~1 which follows the uniform distribution function as defined in

10



(B.2), and U@ = F@o (F{@)~! for ¢ = 0,1. By the similar derivation of (B.4) in Lemma
B.2, we have that

\/E{T(ﬁ(”> _ T(F@)}
= Vpy(UW —UD) + /nRem(TUW — UW)

=n péj <<ﬁ(1) _ F(I)) o {F(l)}1> + \/ﬁRem(U(l) _ U(l))

) S

1=

+ v/nRem(UM — UM)

B \/_< ( 1¢F(1) ()Y)> + ARem(DW — 7).
(E.1)
Similar derivation for ﬁ{T(ﬁ(°>) ~T(F (0))} gives that
\/E{T(ﬁ(ﬂ)) _ T(F(O))} =\/ﬁ( 2:; ﬁ;—&)) ; <2:; ! S /_h)ﬁ;;(ii)) (£2)

+ VnRem(U©® — U©),

Combining (E.1) and (E.2) leads to that

vn <T(ﬁ(”) —T(ﬁ“’))) — (T(F“)) _ T(F(O))>

) ”(Z w(fé*))_l (Z Aﬁ&()m)

i=1 i (E.3)

(S (B

1=

i ﬁ<Rem<ﬁ W — M) — Rem (U — U<°>>).

Since Rem((? (@) (@) in (E.3) converges to 0 in probability as n — oo for a = 0,1 (Fernholz,
1983), it suffices to analyze

n ” A Oy M_ - 1— A e (1_Ai)¢F(0)(Y;)
IKZ%@)) 2R (;1—%@@-)) A |

=1 =1 i=

(E4)

We employ M-estimation to further investigate the asymptotic variance of (E.4).

Part 2: Estimating Equations Construction

11



First, (14) indicates that 7 must satisfy the following equation

n

Zwm,xm)éz[/x (x*\m] L (E5)

i=1

Next, we consider the estimating equation for IPW-CDF under a € {0, 1}, where are given

by

(6rn) - )
Ui (Y, X7, Ai |, k) X ) (E.6)

and

(1—4) (CbF(o)(Yi) - HO)
1—7(X;[n) ’

where k; and kg are two parameters and are used to ensure that E[¢(Y, X*, A | n,k1)] =0

and Eyo(Y,X*, A | m, k)] = 0. Moreover, the solution to > 1 (Y;, X}, A; | m, k1) = 0 and
i=1

w()(}/;aX;kvA'L | n, K’O) é (E?)

> o(Yi, X3, A; | m, ko) = 0 are denoted as & and o, respectively. One may check that
i=1

i=1

e (Sre) (B0

=1 =1

and

Part 3: M-Estimation

Following the procedure in Stefanski and Boos (2002) with the estimating equations (E.5)-
(E.7) in Part 2, we define 9 = (', k1, k)" and

e X7 ]
VYn(Ai, X7 [ M) A; <¢F(1>(Yi) — /ﬁ)
(Y, X7 A | 9) & |y (Y, X5 A [ k1) | = X m) : (E.8)
VoY, X5, Ai [ 1. ko) (1—-4) <¢F<o> (Y3) - “0)
1—7(X; |n) |

Since ¥ £ (m",R1,Ro)T is the solution of 327 4 (V;, X%, A; | 9) = 03 41m, then under
suitable conditions (Stefanski and Boos, 2002), we have that

Vn(® —9) =5 N(0, V(9)) as n — oo, (E.9)

12



where V(9) = A~1(9)B(9){A"1(9¥)} " with the matrices

.
B(9) - B| (. X: A 9){w(ri X040}
%%r ¢n¢1 ¢n¢)0
=LE | gy | i ity (E.10)
| Yoty | Yotn Yot |
A bll b2Tl
ba; b
and
A9 =-F i't,ZJ(Y X* A1)
- 819 ) 9
-9 -
%wn(x X A | "7) O11k4m O14ktm
0 0
=—-FK _wl(}/a X*aA ’ n, ’%1) _wl(Y7 X*vA | "7,51) 0
3877 8#;1 9
_%%(Ya X*, A m, ko) 0 8_/<LO%<Y’ X* Aln, Ho)_
fX ) (17X ) )XTX Otk Orer
1—7(X*|n)
=—-F —_— 1 i) — * —
7T(X* | ’I’]) A ng( )(Y) K1 X 1 0
m(X* | n)
G Sl L VAN S A * _
| 1o W(X* | ’I’I)( A) ¢F(O)(}/;) Ko | X 0 1 |
2 a1 O(1+k+m)x2
agy I,
(E.11)
with the inverse matrix
1 0 m)x
Ay = | o Tk (E.12)
—aI11321 12
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and I, being a 2 x 2 identity matrix. It suggests that V(1) can be expressed as

V() = AT (9)BO{AT(9)}]

—1 T —1 T -1
. ayy O+ktmyx2 | |a11 by Ay a4y
—1
—ayg A I, ba1  boy 02><(1+k+m) I,

—1 “1.T -1
a1 —aj; ay — ay; by ]

1 1T —13.T
(—ag +bar)ay; (a1 — bar)aj;ay —anaj; by + boy

Now we thoroughly investigate the components of the matrices (E.10) and (E.11). Firstly,

by Lemma 7.3.11 of Casella and Berger (2002), we have that a;; = by; = Eq7(X* |

n) <1 — (X" | n))X*TX*}. Secondly,

- T
ot [l #(i)

RPN EEe STE) YPRRNR B e I RPN |
= E{ (X" | ) A(ppa (Y) 1)X} E{l—w(X*|n)<1 A)(Ppo) (Y) — ko)X }]

_ E{ <1 (X | n))X*(¢F<1>(Y(1)) _ ,@1)} — E{?T(X* | )X (Gpo (V) — “0)}] T

For the component by £ E(zbﬂ,bg) E(T/)O@Z);)

(A(Gro (V) = k) [
| A A e }]

A(ppo) (V) — k1) X*
m(X* | n)

-
in B(¥), we observe that

E(ihrby)

— A(bpny (V) — m)x*}

1
W(X* | 77) - 1) } (ElS)
1—7m(X"| n))
m(X* | n)

s n>)}

b
—
-
5l
=
|
X
A
S~—
>
*
VR

/_\/—\
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and

0
E(oh,) = —FE (%%)

derived by the similar step in (E.13). It suggests that by; = ay;. Moreover,

by, — E Vi1 Y1
1?01/11 wowo

' Alpon (V) — k)2 AL~ A)(bpn(Y) — 1) (oY) — ko)

) (M) R
AL~ A)(pn(Y) — 1) (o (V) — 1) (1= A)(BY) — ry)?

E{ (X | (L — =X | 1)) } E[ T n(X [0))? ]

[ Gro (YD) — ry)?
_ E{ m(X* | n) } (s (YO(O)) NE

F(0) — Ko
_ 0 E{ - (X" [n) }

where the non-diagonal terms are 0 since A(1 — A) = 0.

By the property of the multivariate normal distribution, we immediately have that
Vi@ —m) =% N(0, A7)
as n — oo, where A = a;;. This gives the result (i). On the other hand, by (E.9), we have

that, as n — oo,

\/ﬁ{ N } 4 N(0s, vas), (E.14)
Ro Ko
where
Vo 2 (ag; — byy)ajay, — aga;'by; + by

= agjaj ay — baag'ay —anagp by, + ba

= a2la1_1132T1 - b2lal_1132Tl - a21a1_11b2Tl + b21al_11b1TQ - b21a1_11b;1 + bao

= (ag; — b21)31_11(821 - b21)T - b21al_11b2Tl + bao

= —bya;'b), + by,
Applying delta method to (E.14) with A £ (1,—1)T, we have that, as n — oo,

(E.15)

V| (R — Ro) — (k1 — ﬁo)} LN N<o,c - BA—lBT),

15



where C £ ATbyA and B £ A'b,;.
Recall that 1 and kg are used to E[i1(Y, X*, A | m, k)] = 0and E[¢ (Y, X*, A | 1, k)] =

0, respectively. Solving the first equation leads to

-5

E{ﬁE(AqSF(l)(Y) | X*) }

1 X ¢poy (YD) | X*, A= 1) P(A=1|X*)
E{

7(X*)

(0><¢Fm< 0) | X", A o)P<A—0|X*>
(X*) }

_ E{E(%“)(Y(l))ﬂ(z;A = 1)7r(X*)}
= E{E(¢F(1)(Y(1)) XA = 1)}

- E{E(¢F(1)(y(l)) | X)}

_ E{¢F<1>(y(l))}

~0,

where the last equality utilizes the property of influence curves (Hampel, 1974). Similar

r{ 22

derivations yield that

=0.

Consequently, combining (E.3) with (E.15) gives that, as n — oo,

NG (T(ﬂ”) - T(F<O>)> - <T(F<1>) - T(F(O))) N (o, —BA'BT + c) :

which gives the result (ii).

16



References

Casella, G. and Berger, R. L. (2002). Statistical Inference, Second Edition. Duxbury Pacific
Grove, CA.

Chen, L.-P. and Yi, G. Y. (2021). Analysis of noisy survival data with graphical proportional

hazards measurement error model. Biometrics, 77, 956-96.

Fernholz, L. T. (1983). Von Mises Calculus for Statistical Functionals. Springer Science &

Business Media.

Hampel, F. R. (1974). The influence curve and its role in robust estimation. Journal of the

American Statistical Association, 69(346), 383-393.

Stefanski, L. A. and Boos, D. D. (2002). The calculus of M-estimation. The American
Statistician, 56, 29-38.

Serfling, R.J. (1980). Approzimation Theorems of Mathematical Statistics. John Wiley &
Sons, New York.

Hastie, T., Tibshirani, R. and Wainwright, M. (2015). Statistical Learning with Sparsity:

The Lasso and Generalizations. CRC press.

Lunceford, J. K. and Davidian, M. (2004). Stratification and weighting via the propen-
sity score in estimation of causal treatment effects: a comparative study. Statistics in

Medicine, 23, 2937-2960

van der Vaart, A.W. and Wellner, J.A. (1996). Weak Convergence and Empirical Processes:
With Application to Statistics. Springer-Verlag, New York.

Yang, E., Ravikumar, P., Allen, G. I. and Liu, Z. (2015). Graphical models via univariate
exponential family distributions. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 16, 3813-
3847.

17



	Introduction
	Preliminaries and Model Setup
	Causal Effects and Propensity Score
	Network Structure in Covariates

	Methodology
	Variable Selection and Network Construction for Outcome Responses
	Estimation of Propensity Scores
	Estimation of IPW-CDFs
	Theoretical Results 

	Numerical Studies
	Simulation Design
	Simulation Results

	Analysis of NHEFS data
	Summary
	Regularity Conditions
	Some Lemmas
	Justification of CDF of (8) and (9)
	Proof of Theorem 3.1
	Proof of Theorem 3.2

