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Abstract

We develop a general framework for conducting inference on the mean of dependent random variables
given constraints on their dependency graph. We establish the consistency of an oracle variance estimator
of the mean when the dependency graph is known, along with an associated central limit theorem. We
derive an integer linear program for finding an upper bound for the estimated variance when the graph
is unknown, but topological and degree-based constraints are available. We develop alternative bounds,
including a closed-form bound, under an additional homoskedasticity assumption. We establish a basis
for Wald-type confidence intervals for the mean that are guaranteed to have asymptotically conservative
coverage. We apply the approach to inference from a social network link-tracing study and provide
statistical software implementing the approach.

Keywords dependency graph, HIV prevalence, oracle estimator, variance estimate

1 Introduction

Researchers often encounter dependent data, where the exact nature of that dependence is unknown, and
they wish to make inferences about outcome means. Current methods typically assume either independence
of unit outcomes, or that the dependency structure is known or directly estimable (Liang and Zeger, 1986;
Conley, 1999; White, 2014; Ogburn and VanderWeele, 2014; Cameron and Miller, 2015; Tabord-Meehan,
2015). In many cases, however, researchers may only have limited information about the nature of depen-
dence between units, or perhaps only the number of other units on which a given unit’s outcome depends.
For example, in studies of units embedded in a network, the degrees to which subjects are connected may
be known, but the identities of the other subjects to whom they are connected may often remain unob-
served (e.g., Crawford, 2016). The underlying relationships may be represented by a dependency graph
(Baldi and Rinott, 1989), where vertices represent individual units and edges represent the possibility of
probabilistic dependence. A dependency graph is not a generative graphical model for outcomes, such as a
Markov random field. Rather, a dependency graph is a description of possible non-independence relation-
ships between units.

In this paper, we develop a framework for constructing confidence intervals for the mean of dependent
random variables, where their dependency graph is unknown or partially known but subject to topological
constraints. Considering the class of Wald-type normal-approximation-based estimators given the sample
mean, we seek an upper bound for the estimated variance of thesample mean using upper bounds for
the degrees of each unit in the dependency graph and a local dependence assumption. We show that this
optimization problem can be expressed as a integer linear program for the elements of the dependency graph
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adjacency matrix. We implement this approach in the new statistical software packagedepinf for R. The
approach may be used even when no edges in the dependency graph are known. We also derive more
computationally simple bounds, including a closed-form bound, when the random variables are assumed
to be homoskedastic. We illustrate the utility of the methodusing data from a social link-tracing study of
individuals at high risk for HIV infection in St. Petersburg, Russia.

2 Setting

Consider a simple undirected graphG = (V, E) with no parallel edges or self-loops. Let|V| = N . Associ-
ated with each vertexi ∈ V is a random variableXi, andG characterizes probabilistic dependencies in the
outcomes (e.g., Baldi and Rinott, 1989).

Definition 1 (Dependency graph). G is a dependency graph if for all disjoint setsV1,V2 ⊂ V with no
edge inE connecting a vertex inV1 to a vertex inV2, the set{Xi : i ∈ V1} is independent from the set
{Xj : j ∈ V2}.

We emphasize that a dependency graph represents a set of possible non-independence relationships
among units, not a graphical model that induces dependencies.

SupposeG is a dependency graph and we observe a subsetVS ⊆ V, where|VS | = n. Label these
observed vertices1, . . . , n, and label the unobserved vertices inV \VS arbitrarily byn+1, . . . , N . For each
i ∈ VS , we observe the outcomesX1, . . . ,Xn and the degreesdi = |{j : {i, j} ∈ E}| for eachi ∈ VS.

Definition 2 (Induced subgraph). For a set of verticesVS ⊆ V, the induced subgraph inG isGS = (VS , ES),
whereES = {{i, j} : i ∈ VS , j ∈ VS, and{i, j} ∈ E}.

Let GS = (VS , ES) be the induced subgraph of the observed verticesVS . It follows thatGS is also a
dependency graph. LetGR = (VS, ER) be a subgraph ofGS , consisting of all the observed vertices inVS,
and a subset of the edges inES.

Assumption 1(Observed data). We observe the outcomesX1, . . . ,Xn, the degreesd1, . . . , dn, andGR.

LetX = (X1, . . . ,Xn), d = (d1, . . . , dn), and denote the observed data asY = (X,d,GR).
We wish to conduct inference on the meanµ = 1

n

∑
i∈VS

E[Xi] givenY. The meanµ is a functional of
the joint distribution of outcomes for the units in the sample, and is accordingly a data-adaptive target pa-
rameter (van der Laan et al, 2013; Balzer et al, 2015) and not necessarily a feature of any broader population
of units. LetX = n−1

∑
i∈VS

Xi. We proceed by constructing conservative estimators of

var(X) =
1

n2

n∑

i∈VS

n∑

j∈VS

cov(Xi,Xj).

We may use the square roots of these estimates as standard error estimators in order to construct Wald-type
confidence intervals about the sample mean that are guaranteed to have asymptotic coverage forµ at greater
than or equal to nominal levels.

3 Variance estimation

The observed subgraphGR may not reveal all the edges inGS that connect observed vertices. We consider
a class of variance estimators that depend on knowledge ofGS , whose structure is represented by ann× n
binary symmetric adjacency matrix in which rows and columnsare ordered by the indices1, . . . , n of the
vertices inVS. We now define some key concepts.
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Definition 3 (Compatibility). Then × n binary symmetric adjacency matrixA is compatible with the
observed dataY if for each{i, j} ∈ ER, Aij = Aji = 1, and for eachi ∈ VS ,

∑
j∈VS

Aij ≤ di.

The last condition in Definition 3 requires that the degree ofi in the subgraphGS not be greater than its
degree in the full graphG. Let AO = {AO

ij} be the truen × n adjacency matrix ofGS , whereAO
ij = 1

if {i, j} ∈ ES for i, j ∈ VS and 0 otherwise. LetA(Y) = {A : A is compatible withY} in the sense of
Definition 3; it is clear thatAO ∈ A(Y).

Definition 4 (Oracle estimator). For a family of variance estimatorŝV (A;Y) defined forA ∈ A(Y), the
oracle estimator iŝV (AO;Y).

For a variance estimator̂V (A;Y), define the setAm = {A ∈ A(Y) : V̂ (A;Y) is maximized}.

Definition 5 (Maximal compatible estimator). Let Am ∈ Am. The maximal compatible estimator is
V̂ (Am;Y).

The maximal compatible estimator provides a sharp upper bound for the oracle estimator because
V̂ (AO;Y) ≤ V̂ (Am;Y). Finally, define the plug-in sample variance,σ̂2 = n−1

∑
i∈VS

(Xi −X)2.
We now describe an asymptotic scaling, along with boundedness conditions for outcome values and unit

degrees. In particular, bounding degrees suffices to ensuresufficient sparsity in the dependency graph to
allow for root-n consistency, a central limit theorem, and convergence of the variance estimator.

Assumption 2(Asymptotic scaling). Consider the sequence(G,Y)n of nested graphsG and observed data
Y = (GR,X,d), whereGR = (VS ,ER), |VR| = n, and |V| = Nn ≥ n. Assume there exist finite, positive
constantsc1, c2 such that for every element(G,Y)n, Pr(|Xi − µ| > c1) = 0,∀i ∈ VS (bounded outcome
values) and

∑
j∈VS

A
O
ij ≤ c2,∀i ∈ VS (bounded degrees in the dependency graph). Further assume there

exists a finite, positive constantc3 such thatlimn→∞ nvar(X) = c3 (nondegenerate limiting variance).

We will proceed by deriving oracle estimators under two setsof nested assumptions. We establish their
asymptotic properties, then derive feasible estimators that dominate the oracle estimators.

3.1 General Case

We first consider the case where we impose no distributional assumptions on the distribution of anyXi

(beyond the boundedness conditions of Assumption 2). Definethe estimator

V̂1(A;Y) =
1

n2


nσ̂2 +

∑

i∈VS

∑

j∈VS

Aij(Xi −X)(Xj −X)


 . (1)

The corresponding oracle estimatorV̂1(A
O;Y) is consistent.

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 2, for anyǫ > 0,

lim
n→∞

Pr(|nV̂1(A
O;Y)− nvar(X)| > ǫ) = 0.

Proof. We follow the general proof strategy of Aronow and Samii (2013). We will establish mean square
convergence ofnV̂1(A

O;Y) to nvar(X), allowing us to invoke Chebyshev’s inequality to prove the propo-
sition. Decomposêσ2 = n−1

∑n
i=1

X2
i −n−2 (

∑n
i=1

Xi)
2. Linearity of expectations impliesE[X] = µ and

E[X2] = n−1
∑n

i=1
E[X2

i ]. Since Assumption 2 guarantees bounded outcomes, and the number of nonzero
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elements in the covariance matrix of outcome values isO(n), var(X) = O(n−1) and var(X2) = O(n−1),
yielding convergence of̂σ2.

Next we address convergence of the second termn−1
∑

i∈VS

∑
j∈VS

A
O
ij(Xi−X)(Xj−X). Asymptotic

unbiasedness follows directly from linearity of expectations and var(X) = O(n−1). To establish mean
square convergence, we consider the variance

var


 1

n

∑

i∈VS

∑

j∈VS

A
O
ij(Xi −X)(Xj −X)




=
1

n2

∑

i,j,k,l∈VS

cov
(
A

O
ij(Xi −X)(Xj −X),AO

kl(Xk −X)(Xl −X)
)

=
1

n2

∑

i,j,k,l∈VS

A
O
ijA

O
klcov

(
(Xi −X)(Xj −X), (Xk −X)(Xl −X)

)

(2)

where the last line follows from bilinearity of covariance.Letting

ξijkl = cov
(
(Xi −X)(Xj −X), (Xk −X)(Xl −X)

)
,

we now examine the conditions under whichξijkl 6= 0. Expanding the covariance,

ξijkl = cov
(
(Xi −X)(Xj −X), (Xk −X)(Xl −X)

)

= E
[
(Xi −X)(Xj −X)(Xk −X)(Xl −X)

]

− E
[
(Xi −X)(Xj −X)

]
E
[
(Xk −X)(Xl −X)

]

= E[XiXjXkXl]− E[XiXjXkX]− E[XiXjXlX ]− E[XiXkXlX]

− E[XjXkXlX] + E[XiXjX
2
] + E[XiXkX

2
] + E[XiXlX

2
]

+ E[XjXkX
2
] + E[XjXlX

2
] + E[XkXlX

2
]

− E[XiX
3
]− E[XjX

3
]− E[XkX

3
]− E[XlX

3
] + E[X

4
]

−
[
E[XiXj ]E[XkXl]− E[XiXj ]E[XkX]− E[XiXj ]E[XlX]

+ E[XiXj ]E[X
2
]− E[XiX ]E[XkXl] + E[XiX]E[XlX]

+ E[XiX ]E[XkX ]− E[XiX]E[X
2
]− E[XjX]E[XkXl]

+ E[XjX]E[XlX] + E[XjX]E[XkX ]− E[XjX ]E[X
2
]

+ E[X
2
]E[XkXl]− E[X

2
]E[XkX ]− E[X

2
]E[XlX] + E[X

2
]E[X

2
]
]

(3)

Then by root-n consistency of means and Slutsky’s Theorem, asn → ∞ expectations involvingX factorize,
yielding, e.g.E(XiX) = E(Xi)µ +O(n−1). We therefore combine terms and rewrite (3) as

ξijkl = cov(XiXj ,XkXl)

− µ
(
cov(XiXj ,Xk) + cov(XiXj ,Xl) + cov(Xi,XkXl) + cov(XjXkXl)

)

+ µ2
(
cov(Xi,Xk) + cov(Xi,Xl) + cov(Xj ,Xk) + cov(Xj ,Xl)

)
+O(n−1)

= ξ′ijkl +O(n−1),

(4)

where the limiting covariance is denotedξ′ijkl. This can only be nonzero if at least one of the covariance
terms in (4) is nonzero. SinceGS is a dependency graph, this condition is only met when there exists at least

4



one edge between a vertex in the set{i, j} and a vertex in the set{k, l}. ThereforeAO
ijA

O
klξ

′
ijkl can only be

nonzero if

{AO
ij = A

O
kl = 1} and

(
{AO

ik = 1} or {AO
il = 1} or {AO

jk = 1} or {AO
jl = 1}

)
.

By Assumption 2, the degree of each vertex inVS is bounded byc2, so the condition is satisfied by at most
4nc32 terms in the summation in (2). In addition, we may compute theremainder term

∑
i,j,k,l∈VS

A
O
ijA

O
kl(ξijkl−

ξ′ijkl) =
∑

i,j,k,l∈VS
A

O
ijA

O
klO(n−1) = O(n), thus both terms areO(n) before dividing byn2. Therefore

var
(
n−1

∑
i∈VS

∑
j∈VS

A
O
ij(Xi −X)(Xj −X)

)
= O(n−1) and the result follows.

Proposition 1 is readily applicable to problems where the dependency graph is known, as it provides a
basis for consistent variance estimation, generalizing results for special cases (Conley, 1999; Aronow et al,
2015). We now address the case where the true subgraphGS is not known, but constraints on the graph are
available.

Let Am
1 = {A ∈ A(Y) : V̂1(A;Y) is maximized} be the set of compatible adjacency matrices that

maximizeV̂1(A;Y). We can find an elementAm of Am
1 by solving the 0-1 integer linear program

maximize
A

(X−X)′A(X−X)

subject to A1 � d,

A � AR,

(5)

whereAR is the adjacency matrix ofGR and� denotes the element-wise “less-than” relation. SinceA is
an adjacency matrix, we can reduce the program and maximize over the decision variables that correspond
to the upper or lower diagonal elements ofA only (for details, see the supplementary materials). The result-
ing program hasn(n − 1)/2 decision variables and in general it is a multidimensional knapsack problem
(Kellerer et al, 2004a). In the abstract, this problem is NP-hard problem, but it admits a polynomial time
approximation scheme (PTAS). Nonetheless, typical PTAS depend heavily on the size of the problem and
their running time is very high (see, e.g., section 9.4.2 of Kellerer et al 2004a). In spite of this, in standard
practice, for example with 1000 observations or less as in our application in Section 5, problem (5) can
be solved in a few seconds with modern optimization solvers such as Gurobi. To obtain a solution within
a provably small optimality gap, these solvers use a varietyof techniques, including: linear programming
and branch-and-bound procedures to reduce the set of feasible solutions; presolve routines applied prior
to the branch-and-bound procedures to reduce the size of theproblem; cutting planes methods to remove
fractional solutions and tighten the formulation; and a collection of heuristics to find good incumbent so-
lutions in the branch-and-bound (Bixby and Rothberg, 2007;Linderoth and Lodi, 2010; Nemhauser, 2013).
All these techniques are used in parallel by exploiting the availability of multiple cores in computers today.
We provide an implementation in the new statistical packagedepinf for R.

While the true adjacency matrixAO is not known, an elementAm ∈ Am
1 produces a variance estimate

V̂1(A
m,Y) that is at least as large as the oracle estimatorV̂1(A

O;Y). As n grows large, the variance
estimateV̂1(A

m,Y) is conservative: the probability thatnV̂1(A
m) underestimatesnvar(X) by more than

ǫ > 0 tends to zero.

Corollary 1. Given Assumption 2, then for anyǫ > 0,

lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂1(A
m;Y) > ǫ) = 0.
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Proof. Across all sample realizations,̂V1(A
m;Y) ≥ V̂1(A

O;Y). Then

lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂1(A
m;Y) > ǫ)

≤ lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂1(A
m;Y) + nV̂1(A

m;Y)− nV̂1(A
O;Y) > ǫ)

= lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂1(A
O;Y) > ǫ)

= 0

(6)

by Proposition 1.

Corollary 1 does not imply consistency of̂V1(A
m;Y) as an estimator ofnvar(X), nor does it imply

that the estimator converges to any particular limiting value. Rather we have established that, for largen, its
distribution will tend to be at least as large as the true variance.

3.2 Alternative bounds under homoskedasticity

When all variances are equal, we can obtain alternative closed-form bounds that are computationally sim-
pler and is less sensitive to between-sample variability inthe empirical variance-covariance matrix. This
estimator essentially only depends on the estimated variance of unit outcomes and the maximum number of
edges in the dependency graph.

Assumption 3(Homoskedasticity). var(Xi) = var(Xj),∀i, j ∈ V.

Under homoskedasticity, the general estimatorV̂1(A
m,Y) developed in Section 3.1 provides conser-

vative variance estimate. A bound that is relatively computationally simple to compute can be derived by
noting that when var(Xi) = σ2, cov(Xi,Xj) ≤ σ2

A
O
ij . To this end, define the estimator

V̂2(A;Y) =
σ̂2

n


1 + 1

n

∑

i∈VS

∑

j∈VS

Aij


 . (7)

The oracle estimator̂V2(A
O,Y) is not generally consistent, though it is asymptotically conservative.

Proposition 2. Given Assumptions 2 and 3, then for anyǫ > 0,

lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂2(A
O;Y) > ǫ) = 0.

Proof. To prove the claim, we first define an alternative oracle estimator which presumes knowledge of the
ρi values,

V̂ ∗
2 (A

O;Y) =
σ̂2

n


1 + 1

n

∑

i∈VS

∑

j∈VS

A
O
ijρi


 .

Multiplying by n, nV̂ ∗
2 (A

O;Y) = σ̂2

[
1 + 1

n

∑
i∈VS

∑
j∈VS

A
O
ijρi

]
. As in the proof of Proposition 1,̂σ2

converges in mean square. By Assumption 2,1 ≤ 1+ 1

n

∑
i∈VS

∑
j∈VS

A
O
ij ≤ 1+ c2, allowing us to invoke

Slutsky’s Theorem and Chebyshev’s Inequality to showlimn→∞Pr(|nV̂ ∗
2 (A

O;Y) − nvar(X)| < ǫ) = 0.

The Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality (i.e., allρi ≤ 1) implies V̂ ∗
2 (A

O;Y) ≤ V̂2(A
O;Y) across all sample

realizations. The result follows directly.
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As before, we can maximize the estimatorV̂2(A;Y) over the family of compatible graphs. Define
Am

2 = {A ∈ A(Y) : V̂2(A;Y) is maximized}, and letAm ∈ Am
2 . To find an element ofAm

2 , we solve
the 0-1 integer linear program

maximize
A

1
′
A1

subject to A1 � d,

A � AR,

(8)

where againA is an arbitrary 0-1 adjacency matrix andAR is the adjacency matrix ofGR. Note that finding
the solution to this problem does not depend on the empiricalvariance-covariance matrix; the variability of
the estimator̂V2(A

m;Y) is purely attributable to estimation error in̂σ2.
SinceV̂2(A;Y) does not rely on any feature ofA other than the number of positive entries, we can

derive a looser closed-form upper bound by considering the maximum number of edges that can be inES.
For i ∈ VS , let d′i = min{di, n− 1} be the degree ofi in G, truncated atn− 1. Let

V̂ ′
2(Y) =

σ̂2

n


1 + 1

n

∑

i∈VS

d′i


 . (9)

The estimator (9) does not depend on any particular member ofthe setA of compatible adjacency matrices.

Lemma 1. We haveV̂2(A
O,Y) ≤ V̂2(A

m;Y) ≤ V̂ ′
2(Y), with V̂2(A

m;Y) = V̂ ′
2(Y) when there exists a

compatible adjacency matrixAm ∈ A such thatd′i =
∑

j∈VS
A

m
ij .

Proof. By definition,V̂2(A;Y) ≤ V̂2(A
m;Y) for everyA ∈ A. SinceAO ∈ A, it follows thatV̂2(A

O,Y) ≤
V̂2(A

m;Y). Now let dmi =
∑

j∈VS
A

m
ij be the degree ofi in the adjacency matrixAm, and note that for

everyi ∈ VS , dmi ≤ d′i. Then

V̂2(A
m;Y) =

σ̂2

n


1 + 1

n

∑

i∈VS

∑

j∈VS

A
m
ij




=
σ̂2

n


1 + 1

n

∑

i∈VS

dmi




≤
σ̂2

n


1 + 1

n

∑

i∈VS

d′i




= V̂ ′
2(Y)

as claimed. Now consider a compatible adjacency matrixA ∈ A with the property thatd′i =
∑

j∈VS
Aij.

From the program (8) we see that1
′
A1 =

∑
i∈VS

d′i is two times the maximal number of edges inGS ,
A1 = d

′ � d by the definition ofd′ = (d′1, . . . , d
′
n), andA � AR sinceA ∈ A. It follows thatA ∈ Am,

so we may callAm = A. ThereforeV̂2(A
m;Y) = V̂ ′

2(Y), as claimed.

Lemma 1 implies a simple, conservative correction to the variance under homoskedasticity; simply
multiply the conventional variance estimateσ̂

2

n by 1 + d′, whered′ is the average truncated degree.
As expected, the upper bound estimators under homoskedasticity are asymptotically conservative.

Corollary 2. Given Assumptions 2 and 3, then for anyǫ > 0,

lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂2(A
m;Y) > ǫ) = 0,

lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂ ′
2(Y) > ǫ) = 0.

7



The proof follows from Lemma 1 and the same reasoning employed in the proof of Corollary 1.

4 Wald-type confidence intervals

We now prove that our variance estimates can be used to form valid Wald-type confidence intervals about the
sample mean. First, we establish a central limit theorem forthe sample mean given our asymptotic scaling.

Lemma 2. Given Assumption 2,

(
X − µ

)/√
var(X) →d N(0, 1)

.

Lemma 2, a standard result in applying Stein’s method to the setting of local dependence, has been
proven by, e.g., Theorem 2.7 of Chen et al (2004). Similarly,we reiterate the well-known basis for Wald-
type confidence intervals.

Lemma 3. Given Assumption 2, if a variance estimatorV̂ (A;Y) satisfies

lim
n→∞

Pr(|nV̂ (A;Y)− nvar(X)| > ǫ) = 0,

then confidence intervals formed asX ± z1−α/2

√
V̂ (A;Y) will have100(1−α)% coverage forµ in large

n.

Lemma 3 follows directly from Lemma 2 and Slutsky’s Theorem.
We now establish the validity of confidence intervals constructed via Lemma 3.

Proposition 3. Given Assumption 2, if a variance estimatorV̂ (A;Y) satisfies

lim
n→∞

Pr(nvar(X)− nV̂ (A;Y) > ǫ) = 0,

then confidence intervals formed asX ± z1−α/2

√
V̂ (A;Y) will have at least100(1−α)% coverage forµ

in largen.

Proof. Define a random variableU such that

U =

{
V̂ (A;Y) if V̂ (A;Y) ≤ var(X)

var(X) otherwise.

Thenlimn→∞Pr(|nU −nvar(X)| > ǫ) = 0, and by Lemma 3 Wald-type confidence intervals formed with
U as a variance estimate will have at least proper coverage. Across every sample realization,V̂ (A;Y) ≥ U ,
and thus the coverage of Wald-type confidence intervals using V̂ (A;Y) will be also be at least proper
levels.

It therefore follows that Wald-type confidence intervals constructed using the conservative variance es-
timators derived in Section 3 yield asymptotic coverage at at least nominal levels.

Corollary 3. Given Assumption 2, then confidence intervals formed asX ± z1−α/2

√
V̂1(Am) have at least

100(1 − α)% coverage forµ in largen.

Corollary 4. Given Assumptions 2 and 3, then confidence intervals formed asX± z1−α/2

√
V̂2(Am;Y) or

X ± z1−α/2

√
V̂ ′
2
(Am;Y) have at least100(1 − α)% coverage forµ in largen.

Proofs for Corollaries 3 and 4 follow directly from Corollaries 1 and 2 and Proposition 4.
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Table 1: Standard error estimates and 95% asymptotic Wald-type confidence intervals for the population
HIV prevalenceµ.

Naı̈ve General Homoskedastic
√

σ̂2/n 0.0147
√

V̂1(Am;Y) 0.0563
√

V̂2(Am;Y) 0.0602
95% CI: (0.299, 0.357) 95% CI: (0.217, 0.438) 95% CI: (0.210,0.446)

√
V̂ ′
2
(Y) 0.0602

95% CI: (0.210, 0.446)

5 Application: HIV prevalence in a network study

The “Sexual Acquisition and Transmission of HIV-Cooperative Agreement Program” (SATH-CAP) sur-
veyedn = 1022 injection drug users, men who have sex with men, and their sexual partners in St. Peters-
burg, Russia from 2005 to 2008 (Iguchi et al, 2009; Niccolai et al, 2010). Subjects were recruited using a
social network link-tracing procedure known as “respondent-driven sampling” (RDS) (Heckathorn, 1997;
Broadhead et al, 1998). Participants in an RDS study recruitother eligible subjects to whom they are con-
nected within the target population social network. To preserve privacy, subjects do not report identifying
information about their network alters; instead they report their degreein the target population network.
Researchers observe the social links along which recruitment takes place, and the degrees of recruited indi-
viduals. Each subject in the SATH-CAP study completed a demographic and behavioral quenstionnaire and
also received a rapid HIV test.

We treat the underlying social network as a dependency graph, denotedG = (V, E) representing possible
probabilistic dependencies between surveyed subjects’ HIV status. Let the subgraph of recruitments be
GR = (VS , ER), a subgraph ofG; since only recruitment links inG were observed, the study design did not
reveal the induced subgraphGS . For each subjecti ∈ VS , we observe their reported total degreedi and their
binary HIV statusXi. Let the vector of subjects’ HIV status beX = (X1, . . . ,Xn), and let the vector of
their degrees bed = (d1, . . . , dn). The study revealsY = (X,d,GR), as described in Assumption 1.

The estimated HIV prevalence in the SATH-CAP study isµ̂ = X = 0.328. Table 1 shows variance esti-
mates and Wald-type 95% asymptotic confidence intervals computed using the variance estimators described
in this paper. The first column shows the naı̈ve standard error estimate with corresponding confidence in-
terval below. The second column gives results for the general case in which no assumptions are made about
the variance of eachXi (Section 3.1). The third column gives results for the homoskedastic case in which
var(Xi) is assumed to be equal to var(Xj) for i 6= j (Section 3.2).

The naı̈ve confidence interval is the narrowest, and is equivalent to the case where the adjacency matrix
A is diagonal. Confidence intervals computed using the naı̈veestimator may dramatically understate the un-
certainty in estimates ofµ, as the estimator ignores the possibility of dependence between units. Confidence
intervals computed using estimatesV̂1 in the general case are narrower than estimatorsV̂2 computed under
the homoskedasticity assumption. The widest intervals areobtained from the bounds given bŷV2(A

m)
and V̂ ′

2(Y). From Lemma 1, we see that̂V2(A
m;Y) = V̂ ′

2(Y) becaused′ = (d′1, . . . , d
′
n) is the degree

sequence of a compatible adjacency matrix inA.

6 Discussion

We have developed conservative estimators for the varianceof the sample mean under partial observation
of a dependency graph and assumptions about the variance of individual outcomes. The variance estimation
setting we address here is quite flexible, and can accommodate a wide variety of dependency and observation
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assumptions. For example, Assumption 1, which states that we observeY = (X,d,GR), can be weakened
whenGR is completely unknown. In this case the constraint in the integer linear programs (5) and (8)
becomesA � 0 where0 is then×n matrix of all zeros; this constraint is met for all adjacencymatricesA,
so it becomes superfluous. Alternatively, we may not have full knowledge of the degreesd = (d1, . . . , dn),
and instead have only an upper boundd∗i for eachdi, or a global upper bounddi ≤ d∗ for all i = 1, . . . , n.
Conservative variance estimation in both of these cases canbe achieved (by susbstitutingd∗i or d∗ for di)
with no change to the programs (5) and (8) or to the asymptoticresults given here. When no information
aboutGR or the degreesd is available, setting everydi = d∗ = n − 1 delivers a maximally conservative
upper bound.

We note here four extensions. (i) Upper bounds for the variance estimates can be obtained by solving
a relaxed form of the programs (5) and (8). By Proposition 3, using such upper bounds as a basis for
conservative inference will also yield valid confidence intervals. In practice, the results obtained by modern
optimization solvers will be tighter with a provably small optimality gap and thus will typically be preferable.
(ii) It is possible to extend our results to obtain confidenceintervals more generally for asymptotically linear
estimators (including regression estimators, e.g., Cameron and Miller, 2015) using an empirical analogue
of the variance of the influence function as the objective function. (iii) Our results facilitate conservative
inference for causal estimands under interference betweenunits (e.g., Tchetgen and VanderWeele, 2010;
Liu and Hudgens, 2014), given interference that can be characterized by a constrained dependency graph.
(iv) Given additional assumptions about the manner in whichthe units in the sample are drawn from a
broader population, our results could be extended to facilitate confidence intervals for the mean of this
broader population.
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Supplementary Material

A Formulation of the integer linear programs

In order to solve the program (5), letv̂ij be theijth element of the sample covariance matrix withi = 1, ..., n
andj = 1, ..., n. Since the sample covariance matrix is symmetric, we can focus on its upper triangular part
and use the decision variableaij = 1 if v̂ij 6= 0, and 0 otherwise, for eachi < j. Based on these decision
variables, the integer linear program (5) can be written as

maximize
a

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=i+1

v̂ijaij

subject to
i−1∑

j=1

aji +

n∑

j=i+1

aij ≤ di, i = 1, ..., n,

aij ∈ {0, 1}, i = 1, ..., n, j = 1, ..., n, i < j,
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wheredi is the degree, and further simplified with the constraintsA � AR that make some of the decisions
variablesaij automatically equal to one. In order to solve the program (8), let v̂ij = 1 for everyi = 1, ..., n
andj = 1, ..., n. These is are examples of the multidimensional knapsack problem studied in operations
research (for a survey of this problem, see chapter 9 of Kellerer et al 2004b).

B Statistical software implementation

We implement this approach in the new statistical software packagedepinf for R. depinf includes
two basic functions:depgraph, for finding the adjacency matrix that maximizes the variance estimate of
the mean given general constraints on the degree of dependence of the observations (these are problems
(5) and (8) above), anddepvar for calculating the variance estimates (1) and (7). In bothdepgraph

anddepinf, we give the option to find an exact solution to (5) and (8) via integer programming, or an
approximate solution to the relaxations of (5) and (8) via linear programming. Naturally, the running time of
the approximate solution is lower, but it provides a more conservative variance estimate. In order to solve (5)
and (8),depgraph can use three different optimization solvers: CPLEX, GLPK and Gurobi. By default,
depgraph uses GLPK, which can be downloaded from theR repository CRAN. To solve large instances
of the problem exactly, we strongly recommend using either CPLEX or Gurobi, which are much faster
but require a license and special installation. Between CPLEX or Gurobi, Gurobi is considerably easier to
install. At the presentdepinf can be downloaded fromhttp://www.columbia.edu/˜jz2313/
and will soon be available through CRAN.

References

Aronow PM, Samii C (2013) Estimating average causal effectsunder interference between units. arXiv
preprint arXiv:13056156

Aronow PM, Samii C, Assenova VA (2015) Cluster-robust variance estimation for dyadic data. Political
Analysis 23(4):564–577

Baldi P, Rinott Y (1989) On normal approximations of distributions in terms of dependency graphs. The
Annals of Probability pp 1646–1650

Balzer LB, Petersen ML, van der Laan MJ (2015) Targeted estimation and inference for the sample average
treatment effect. bepress

Bixby RE, Rothberg E (2007) Progress in computational mixedinteger programming—a look back
from the other side of the tipping point. Annals of Operations Research 149:37–41, URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10479-006-0091-y

Broadhead RS, Heckathorn DD, Weakliem DL, Anthony DL, Madray H, Mills RJ, Hughes J (1998) Har-
nessing peer networks as an instrument for AIDS prevention:results from a peer-driven intervention.
Public Health Reports 113(Suppl 1):42

Cameron AC, Miller DL (2015) A practitioner’s guide to cluster-robust inference. Journal of Human Re-
sources 50(2):317–372

Chen LH, Shao QM, et al (2004) Normal approximation under local dependence. The Annals of Probability
32(3):1985–2028

Conley TG (1999) GMM estimation with cross sectional dependence. Journal of Econometrics 92(1):1–45
Crawford FW (2016) The graphical structure of respondent-driven sampling. Sociological Methodology In

press, URLhttp://arxiv.org/abs/1406.0721
Heckathorn DD (1997) Respondent-driven sampling: a new approach to the study of hidden populations.

Social Problems 44(2):174–199

11

http://www.columbia.edu/~jz2313/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10479-006-0091-y
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.0721


Iguchi MY, Ober AJ, Berry SH, Fain T, Heckathorn DD, Gorbach PM, Heimer R, Kozlov A, Ouellet LJ,
Shoptaw S, Zule WA (2009) Simultaneous recruitment of drug users and men who have sex with men
in the United States and Russia using respondent-driven sampling: sampling methods and implications.
Journal of Urban Health 86(1):5–31

Kellerer H, Pferschy U, Pisinger D (2004a) Introduction to NP-Completeness of knapsack problems.
Springer

Kellerer H, Pferschy U, Pisinger D (2004b) Knapsack problems. Springer
van der Laan MJ, Hubbard AE, Pajouh SK (2013) Statistical inference for data adaptive target parameters.

bepress
Liang KY, Zeger SL (1986) Longitudinal data analysis using generalized linear models. Biometrika pp 13–

22
Linderoth JT, Lodi A (2010) MILP software. In: Cochran JJ, Cox LA, Keskinocak

P, Kharoufeh JP, Smith JC (eds) Wiley Encyclopedia of Operations Research
and Management Science, Wiley, DOI 10.1002/9780470400531.eorms0524, URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470400531.eorms0524

Liu L, Hudgens MG (2014) Large sample randomization inference of causal effects in the presence of
interference. Journal of the American Statistical Association 109(505):288–301

Nemhauser GL (2013) Integer programming: Global impact. EURO INFORMS July 2013
Niccolai LM, Toussova OV, Verevochkin SV, Barbour R, HeimerR, Kozlov AP (2010) High HIV prevalence,

suboptimal HIV testing, and low knowledge of HIV-positive serostatus among injection drug users in St.
Petersburg, Russia. AIDS and Behavior 14:932–941

Ogburn EL, VanderWeele TJ (2014) Vaccines, contagion, and social networks. arXiv preprint
arXiv:14031241

Tabord-Meehan M (2015) Inference with dyadic data: Asymptotic behavior of the dyadic-robust t-statistic.
arXiv preprint arXiv:151007074

Tchetgen EJT, VanderWeele TJ (2010) On causal inference in the presence of interference. Statistical Meth-
ods in Medical Research p 0962280210386779

White H (2014) Asymptotic Theory for Econometricians. Academic press

12

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470400531.eorms0524

	1 Introduction
	2 Setting
	3 Variance estimation
	3.1 General Case
	3.2 Alternative bounds under homoskedasticity

	4 Wald-type confidence intervals
	5 Application: HIV prevalence in a network study
	6 Discussion
	A Formulation of the integer linear programs
	B Statistical software implementation

