arXiv:2004.08950v3 [stat.ME] 25 Nov 2021

Efficient Semiparametric Estimation of Network Treatment Effects

Under Partial Interference

Chan Park and Hyunseung Kang

Department of Statistics, University of Wisconsin-Madison

Abstract

Recently, many estimators for network treatment effects have been proposed. But, their
optimality properties in terms of semiparametric efficiency have yet to be resolved. We present
a simple, yet flexible asymptotic framework to derive the efficient influence function and the
semiparametric efficiency lower bound for a family of network causal effects under partial inter-
ference. An important corollary of our results is that one of the existing estimators by Liu et al.
(2019) is locally efficient. We also present other estimators that are efficient and discuss results
on adaptive estimation. We conclude by using the efficient estimators to study the direct and

spillover effects of conditional cash transfer programs in Colombia.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation: Efficient Estimators Under Partial Interference

Recently, there has been growing interest in studying causal effects under interference (Cox, 1958;
Rubin, 1986) where the potential outcome of a study unit is affected by the treatment assignment
of other study units. The most well-studied type of interference is partial interference (Sobel, 2006)
where study units are partitioned into non-overlapping clusters and interference only arises within
units in the same cluster. Hudgens and Halloran (2008) defined various network causal effects
under partial interference, notably the direct and indirect causal effects, and proposed an experi-
mental design to estimate them. Since then, many works have proposed innovative identification
and estimation strategies for various causal estimands in network settings. However, an unresolved
question in this literature is determining which of the several proposed estimators is optimal in
terms of semiparametric efficiency. For example, several works (Perez-Heydrich et al., 2014; Liu
et al., 2016, 2019; Barkley et al., 2020) have examined the statistical properties of the developed
estimators, but none have shown whether they achieve the semiparametric efficiency bound because

the efficient influence function for the network effects has not been established yet. In contrast,



without interference, it is well-established that the augmented inverse probability-weighted esti-
mator is adaptive, locally efficient, and doubly robust for the average treatment effect; see Robins
et al. (1994), Hahn (1998), Scharfstein et al. (1999a), van der Laan and Robins (2003), Hirano et al.

(2003), and many other works on efficient estimation under no interference.

1.2 Owur Contribution

The goal of the paper is to study optimal, semiparametric estimation of network effects under par-
tial interference. Unfortunately, we cannot directly use traditional semiparametric theory because
it assumes independent and identically distributed data (Bickel et al., 1998), which is not compat-
ible with network data. Instead, our main contribution is to re-purpose what Bickel and Kwon
(2001) calls a “nonparametric model for Markov chains” which embeds non-independent and non-
identically distributed data into locally independent, linear sums so that typical semiparametric
theory can be applied in a local sense; see McNeney and Wellner (2000), Bickel and Kwon (2001),
Sofrygin and van der Laan (2016), and Section A.1 of the supplementary materials for additional
discussions on locally linear, asymptotic embedding.

Formally, if O; represents all observed data from cluster ¢ = 1,..., N, the approach supposes
O; are independent of each other and each O; is generated from one of K < oo densities labeled by
Li=1,....K,ie.

N
P(Oy,Ly,...,0n, Ly) = [ [ P(Os, Li) (1a)
=1

K
P(O;, L;) H VPO | Li = )} =F | dim(0;) <00, K <oo. (1)

In words, model (1) makes the following assumptions: (a) data from each cluster i, O;, are inde-
pendent of each other, (b) each O; follows some, potentially different, nonparametric distribution
labeled by cluster types L;, and (c) the asymptotics increase the number of clusters N while keep-
ing the cluster size dim(O;) bounded. Property (a) is a common assumption in partial interference
(VanderWeele et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2016; Yang, 2018; Liu et al., 2019; Barkley et al., 2020; Smith
et al., 2020; Kilpatrick and Hudgens, 2021). Property (b) is our approach to deal with O;’s having
varying dimensions for each 7 due to differences in cluster size. For example, without any covariates,
if household 7 = 1 has 2 individuals, O is 4-dimensional. But, if household ¢ = 2 has 5 individuals,
O3 is 10 dimensional, and thus the density of O; is different from the density of Os. Critically, it is
likely that the interference pattern in a two-person household is different from that in a five-person
household, and we use L; to allow for different interference patterns; see below. For property (c),
to the best of our knowledge, there is no established semiparametric theory that allows dim(O;)
to grow to infinity while the elements of O; remain dependent arbitrarily and asymptotically, i.e.
the dependence does not vanish to zero as sample size increases. Instead, (c) bounds the cluster

size to allow for arbitrary dependence between units in a cluster, critically between the treatment



of an individual and the outcome of his/her peer in the same cluster, and the effective sample size
increases with the number of clusters V.

As mentioned earlier, the variable L; is a key technical device to deal with a situation where two
clusters 7 and ¢’ have different numbers of units, and under a nonparametric framework, two different
nonparametric densities, labeled by L;, are needed to model O; and O;. An alternative to using L;
would be to assume a fixed, known, dimension-reducing model on O; so that clusters of varying size
and critically, the dependence between units within each cluster are comparable with each other; the
most popular dimension-reducing model is based on a scalar function of peers’ data (van der Laan,
2014; Perez-Heydrich et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2016; Sofrygin and van der Laan, 2016; Ogburn et al.,
2017; Liu et al., 2019; Barkley et al., 2020). Instead, our setup allows a very general, nonparametric
factorization of P(O; | L;), say P(O; | L;) = P(Oi1 | Oia, - - -, Oidgim(0,)s Li) X - X P(Oiaim(0,) | Li)

Also, while (1) resembles a mixture model, the goal of the paper is not to identify or estimate
unknown mixture labels L; typical in mixture modeling. Instead, L; is a tool to embed /approximate
studies under partial interference into (1), and hence L; is known by construction. For example, in
a study on student absenteeism in Philadelphia with households as clusters, Basse and Feller (2018)
proposed stratifying households by their size. Thus, a natural embedding with L; is by household
size where a household of size 2 belongs to one cluster type and a household of size 4 belongs to
another cluster type. Or, in a twins study, L; could be defined by different types or twins such as
identical and fraternal twins. Section 6 contains additional discussions of model (1).

Finally, our setting differs from existing semiparametric settings under independent, but (non-
)identically distributed multivariate data where the dimension of the multivariate data is often
identical (Robins and Rotnitzky, 1995; Rotnitzky et al., 1998; Chen et al., 2006; Vansteelandt
et al., 2007). For example, in existing theoretical work on locally efficient estimators of causal
effects with multivariate or repeated outcomes, it is common to make a simplifying assumption
that everyone’s data have identical dimensions, say dim(O;) = T for all individual i = 1,..., N,
and T is typically defined by the number of repeated response from individual 7. Instead, the
setting in the paper is closer to a conditionally independent and identically distributed setting in
example 1 of Bickel and Kwon (2001) where we embed different parts of the observed data using L;
so that conditional on L;, O; becomes independent and identically distributed, and we can apply
the usual semiparametric theory locally in L,.

Under model (1), we derive the globally and locally efficient influence functions and the semi-
parametric efficiency lower bounds for a family of network causal effects under partial interference.
We remark that the target estimand is still defined as the contrasts of individual ¢j’s potential
outcomes, not contrasts of cluster-level potential outcomes, and our identification, estimation, and
inference strategies use individual-level observed data O;; instead of cluster-level summaries of
individual-level observed data. An important corollary of our results is that the bias-corrected
doubly robust estimator from Liu et al. (2019) is locally efficient for estimating the direct and in-
direct effects in Hudgens and Halloran (2008) and Tchetgen Tchetgen and VanderWeele (2012); in



short, Liu et al. (2019)’s estimator is the partial interference equivalent to the aforementioned aug-
mented inverse probability-weighted estimator of the average treatment effect under no interference.
We also present other estimators that can achieve the efficiency bound, notably a simple variant
of a cross-fitting estimator (Chernozhukov et al., 2018) under partial interference that achieves the
global efficiency bound. Additionally, we briefly discuss adaptive estimation, which mirrors the
adaptation properties of the augmented inverse probability-weighted estimator under no interfer-
ence (Scharfstein et al., 1999b). We conclude by using our efficient estimators to study the direct

and spillover effects of conditional cash transfer programs on student attendance in Colombia.

2 Setup

2.1 Notation

We lay out the notations for the observed data. We denote the cluster type by L; € {1,...,K}
where L; are cluster-level variables and K < oo is the number of cluster types. For mathematical
convenience, we use cluster size to define cluster types L; hereafter, but we emphasize that any L;
satisfying model (1) is valid for the results below. Let N, Ni, and M}, be the number of clusters, the
number of clusters from cluster type k, and the cluster size of type k, respectively. For each cluster
i=1,...,N,let Y;; € R be unit j’s univariate outcome, A;; € {0,1} be unit j’s treatment indicator
where A;; = 1 indicates unit j is assigned to treatment and A;; = 0 indicates unit j is assigned to
control, and Xj; be unit j’s vector of pre-treatment covariates. Let ¥; = (Yi1,...,Yin,)" € RMk,
Ai = (Airy .o Aing)" € A(My), and X; = (XF, ..., Xi)y, )" € X (k) be the vectorized outcome,
treatment assignment, and pre-treatment covariates, respectively, for each cluster ¢ in cluster type
k; here, A(t) is a collection of t-dimensional binary vectors and X' (k) is the finite dimensional
support of X; for cluster type k. Let O; = (Y;, A;, X;) be all the observed data from cluster ¢ and
let L; indicate which type cluster ¢ belongs to.

We use potential outcomes to define causal effects. Let A;_; € A(My — 1) be the vector of
treatment indicators for all units in cluster ¢ except unit j. Let a;j, a;, and a;_j) be the realized
values of A;j, A;, and A;_;), respectively. Let Y;;(a;) be the potential outcome of unit j in cluster i
under treatment vector a; and let Y;(a;) = (Yﬂ(ai), oo Y, (ai))T be the potential outcomes of all
units in cluster i. Following Hudgens and Halloran (2008) and Tchetgen Tchetgen and VanderWeele
(2012), we define the unit average potential outcome for a € {0,1} under a treatment allocation

strategy a € (0,1) as

Yiasa)= ) Yijla)l(ay = a)r(ai—y; a) , wlag—y; @) =[] a® (1 —a)i7o .

a; €A(My) J'#7
In words, ?ij(a ; «) is the average of unit ij’s potential outcomes when the unit’s treatment is fixed
at a and the unit’s peers in a cluster are assigned to treatment independently with probability o €

(0,1). We also define the cluster average potential outcome as Y;(a; o) = M, * ijkl Yii(a; a).



Finally, for a vector Vy, let Viy = Op(1) and Vi = op(1) be the usual big-O and little-O
notations, respectively. Let || - ||2 be the 2-norm of a vector and a matrix. Let V_I W denote

independence between two random variables V' and W.

2.2 Family of Causal Estimands Under Partial Interference

Consider the set of causal estimands in cluster type k, denoted by ©p, and the set of causal

estimands across all clusters, denoted by T:

@k = {Qk € R ‘ Hk = Qk(ak,OA%) = Z E{wg(ai,Xi; ak,az)Yi(ai) | Li = k},
a; €A(My)

O‘kaa% € (0’ 1)’ U)k;(al',l‘i; Oék,Oé;C) € RMkv Hwk(alaxl, O‘kaaz;)HQ < 00 } )
T = {T € R‘T =vT(p)0, v(p) = (vi(p1), ..., vk (PK))", 0 = (01,...,0K)",

vg(+) is continuously differentiable, pyp = pr(L; = k), 0 € @k} :

In words, for each cluster type k, the set ©) consists of parameters 0 (o, o}, ), which are linear,
weighted sums of expectation of potential outcomes in cluster i. The weights wy(a;, X;; o, o)
are determined by the causal estimand of interest and the sum is over all possible values of the
treatment vector a; € A(My). Second, the set T consists of estimands 7, which are weighted sums
of i (ou, o) with weights vy (pg). The weights vy (-) are also determined by the causal estimand of
interest.

At a high level, both sets O and T are abstractions of familiar causal parameters under partial
interference. For example, suppose the target estimand is the direct effect 7P (o) = E{Y;(1; a) —
Y;(0; a)}, which is counterpart of the direct effect defined in Hudgens and Halloran (2008) under

an infinite population framework. If we choose the weights wj and v as

{1(ann =1) - ]l(ai? =0)}m(a—1); @)

wi(a;; o) = — {]l(aij =1)— ]l(al-; = 0)}7r(a,-(_j) ;) s vk(pe) = pe = P(Li = k), (2)

{1 (ain, = 1) - ]l(a’ij\.Jk = 0) }m(ai—ng) 5 @)

this leads 6, = 0P%(a) = E{Y;(1; o) = Y;(0; @) | L; = k} € O, the direct effect in cluster
type k, and 7 = 7P¥(a) = E{Y;(1; @) —Y;(0; o)} € T. Similarly, by taking each entry of
the weights wy as 1(a;; = 0){m(a;_; ; @) — w(ay—j); &)}/ My, we arrive at 6 = 0,7 (a, /) =
E{Y;(0; ) = Y;(0; /) | L; = k} € O, the indirect effect in cluster type k, and 7 = 7'¥(a, /) =
E{Y;(0; @)=Y ;(0; &/)} € T, the indirect effect. Section A.2 of the supplementary material shows

that under certain growth conditions, existing finite sample causal effects in partial interference, say

total effects, overall effects, or spillover effects among subgroups, can be asymptotically embedded
into O and T.



To identify the causal estimands in T, let g(a,z,k) = E(Y; | A; = a,X; = z,L; = k) be the
vector of conditional expected outcomes in cluster i and X(a, z, k) = var(V; | Ai =a, X; =x,L; = k)
be its conditional covariance. The outcome model g(a, z, k) is a generalization of the usual outcome
model to partial interference settings where now, the outcomes in a cluster are jointly modeled.
Also, let e(a | x,k) = pr(4; = a | X; = x,L; = k) be the probability of observing treatment
vector a € A(My) given covariates x in cluster type k. The propensity score model e(a | x,k)
is a generalization of the propensity score (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983) to partial interference
settings where all treatment assignments in a cluster are jointly modeled. Assumption 2.1 lays out

the identifying assumptions for a parameter in T; see Liu et al. (2019) for similar conditions.

Assumption 2.1. For all a € A(My), x € X(k), and k = 1,..., K, we have the following condi-
tions: (Al) Consistency: Y; = Zle L(Li = k) Xog,eam,) L(Ai = ai)Yi(a:); (A2) Conditional Ig-
norability: Yi(a)lL A; | (X; = x, L; = k); (A3) Positivity/Overlap: There exists a positive constant
cso that ¢ < e(a | z,k) < 1—c¢; (A4) Moments: E{g(a, X;,k) | L; = k} and E{%(a, X;,k) | L; = k}

exist and are finite. Also, ¥(a,z, k) is positive definite.

Conditions (A1)—(A3) are natural extensions of consistency, conditional ignorability and overlap
to partial interference settings; see Imbens and Rubin (2015) and Hernan and Robins (2020) for
textbook discussions. Condition (A4) ensures that the expectations and covariances are well-

defined. Under Assumption 2.1, a causal estimand 7 € T can be identified from (O;, L;) as
K
()6 = ka(pk)[ > Bl{wi(ai, X)g(ai, X k) | Li = k}| . (3)
k=1 a; €EA(My)

Here, wy(a;, X;) is shorthand for wy(ai, Xi; o, a},). The rest of the paper will focus on efficient

estimation of the functional based on the observed data in (3) under model (1).

3 Semiparametric Efficiency Under Partial Interference

3.1 Global Efficiency

Let p*, 0%, 7%, e*, ¢*, and X* denote the true values of p, 8, 7, e, g, and X, respectively. Theorem 3.1
presents our first main result where we derive the globally efficient influence function and the semi-

parametric efficiency bound of 7 € T in model Myp = {PO,L = P(O1,Ly,...,On,LnN) ‘ P(-) satisfies (1)}

Theorem 3.1 (Global Efficiency). Let 7* € T be the parameter defined in (3) and suppose As-
sumption 2.1 holds. If pys are unknown, the efficient influence function of T* under model Myp

18

=

2 dvr ()
P(7) = v(ph)en(6F) +Z{ (Li = k) }M%
k=1

k=1



where p(07) = 1(L; = k){¢x(0s, €*, g*) — 60} } /p} with

or(0s,€*,9") = 1(L; = k) + ) wiai, Xi)g (i, Xi k)| . (4)

a; EA(My)
Moreover, the semiparametric efficiency bound of 7" in model Myp is Var{go(f*)}.

See the supplementary materials for the result when p;s are known. We make some remarks
about Theorem 3.1. First, if K = 1 and M = 1, our result would reduce to Theorem 1 in
Hahn (1998). Second, some of the usual components from the efficient influence function of the
average treatment effect without interference are still present in equation (4), most notably the
residual-weighting term by the propensity score, i.e. {Y; — g*(4;, X;,k)}/e*(4; | Xi, k), and the
outcome regression term, i.e. ZaieA(Mk) wi (ai, X;)g9*(ai, Xi, k) — 0;. However, there are new terms
to account for under dependence between units, specifically (i) a weighing term wy that weighs
peers’ influence on one’s own outcome, (ii) a non-diagonal covariance matrix ¥*, (iii) a multivariate
outcome regression, which leads to multivariate residuals, and (iv) a propensity score that depends
on a vector of treatment assignments instead of one’s own treatment assignment. Third, in Section
A.3 of the supplementary materials, we discuss the efficient influence function in (4) can be used
to construct a doubly robust estimator, resolving a conjecture discussed in Section 7 of Liu et al.

(2019) about the property of doubly robust estimators under partial interference.

3.2 Local Efficiency

Often in practice, investigators posit parametric or semiparametric models to estimate the outcome
model g or the propensity score model e (Perez-Heydrich et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2016, 2019;
Barkley et al., 2020). To this end, this section presents our second main result where we derive
locally efficient semiparametric estimators for parameters in T. To begin, we define model spaces
My € Myp and M, C Myp that restrict the outcome and propensity score models to those
specified by the investigator; i.e.

Mgy = {PO,L € Mnp ‘ there is a unique 3 such that g*(a,z,k) = g(a, z, k; B;)} ,

M. ={Po,, € Mnp ‘ there is a unique 3} such that e*(a | z, k) = e(a | z,k; 85)} .

Some commonly used models for M, and M, include generalized mixed effects models, score
equations, quasi-likelihoods, or generalized estimating equations.

The outcome regression model M, can encode information about a known exposure mapping.
For example, consider a two-person household where individual 1’s outcome depends on individual
2’s treatment status, but individual 2’s outcome does not depend on individual 1’s treatment
status. In short, there is asymmetric interference where there is no interference from individual 1
to individual 2, but there is interference from individual 2 to individual 1. Also, practically speaking,

this type of asymmetric interference may be plausible in some vaccine studies where, depending on



the vaccine, vaccinated individuals’ outcomes are unlikely to be affected by their peers’ vaccination
status, i.e. treatment, but the unvaccinated individuals’ outcomes may be affected by their peers’

vaccination status. Then, one way to encode this exposure map is through a simple linear model

for g = (g1,92)", i.e.

Bgro + Bar1Ait + BgraAiz + By13Xi1 + ByraXio

g(Ai, X,k By) =
v g By2o + Bga1Aiz + ByaaXi1 + Baz Xiz

g1(Ai, Xi, k; By) _
92(As, Xi, k; By)

As another example, consider the setting by Sofrygin and van der Laan (2016) and Ogburn et al.
(2017) where the exposure mapping is restricted to a map where (i) the individual-level outcome
regression g;(A;, X, L;) is identical across j, i.e. symmetric interference, and (ii) the depen-

dence on (A;_;), Xj(—j)) occurs only through finite, fixed dimensional summary statistics, say

i)
(Af(_j), X f(_j)). Then, one way to encode this type of exposure map is through a linear model for

g= (glv e 7ng)Ta 1.€.
Lgr | K
g2 Xs :
i(—4)

g1(Ai, Xis k5 Bg)
9(Ai, Xi, k5 By) = : » 9i(Ai, Xi k5 By) = Byo + By
gm, (As, Xiy k5 By)

Let B = (AeT,Eg)T be an estimate of f* = (8", 8;")T in M, and M. For 7* € T, let
7 = v"(p)# be the estimator of 7% where p = (p1,...,px)", P = Nir/N, and 6 is the solution to the
equation 0 = Zf\;1 \119(5,3). Here, \IIQ(H,B) = (\:[1971(91,,/8\),...7\P9,K(0K,§))T and \Ilg,k(Hk,B) =
L(Li = k){&x(Oie(-5 Be),g(-; By)) — O} where ¢y (Oy,e(-; Be), g(-; By)) is obtained by plugging
in parametrically estimated e and ¢ in (4), i.e.

A

&1 (Oire( Be), (- By))
wl (As, X){Vi — g(As, Xi k5 By)}

=1(L; =k —
( ) e(A; | Xi, ks Be)

+ Z wi (a;, X;)g(ai, Xi,k; By)
aiEA(Mk)

Theorem 3.2 presents asymptotic properties of 7 under mild regularity conditions on the estimated
model parameters B\ ; these are typical for semiparametric estimators of the propensity score or the

outcome model (van der Vaart, 1998).

Theorem 3.2 (Local Efficiency). Suppose Assumption 2.1 and conditions (R1)-(R4) in the sup-
plementary material hold. Let BT be the probability limit of E Then, under model M, U Mg, we
have N'1/? (F—1%) = N-1/2 Zfil o(1*, BY) + op(1) where

* a * * * 67%(102)
GN-DESY [Uk(pk)SOk(@kaﬁT) + {]l(Li = k) —pk} o0 9;2] :

k=1

Here, (05, 87) = 1(Li = k) {on(Oi, e(-; BY),9(-; BY)) — 05} /pt where ¢, (04, (-5 BL), g(-5 BY)) is
obtained from equation (4) by plugging in e(-; B;r) € M. and g(-; B;) € M. Also, T is locally



efficient under M, N M,.

Theorem 3.2 states that 7 is a consistent estimator of 7* so long as either the propensity score
or the outcome regression is correctly modeled by the investigator. For example, consider the

following efficient estimators for the direct and indirect effects:

K K
Pa) =030 3 {B(10) - ul0,a)} L PP )= D D {Trl00) — (0,00} ()

k=14i:L;=k k=1i:L;=k

where

M, )
TS 3S I St Sl B
k =1 a;€ A(My) e(ai ’ X17k7 /86)

s.t.a;j=a

+gj(alel7k7 B\g) Tr(al(_])’ O[) :

Here, g; is jth component of g, i.e. the outcome regression of individual j. If the propensity score
e* is known, say because the data was generated from a network randomized experiment (Hud-
gens and Halloran, 2008), the estimators in (5) will be consistent. If, in addition, the outcome
regression g* is correctly specified, the estimators will be locally efficient. Critically, the exist-
ing bias-corrected doubly robust estimator of Liu et al. (2019) for the direct and indirect effects
is asymptotically equivalent to (5) and hence efficient; this resolves a long-standing question on

optimal semiparametric estimation direct and spillover effects under partial interference.

Corollary 3.1 (Efficiency of the Estimator of Liu et al. (2019)). Suppose that (i) estimators of g
and e in Section 3.2 are the same as those used in Liu et al. (2019) and (ii) both the propensity
score and the outcome model are correctly specified, i.e. M,NM,. Then, the bias-corrected doubly
robust estimator of Liu et al. (2019) is locally efficient under M. N M,.

We remark that our results can also be used to derive efficient estimators of overall and total
effects in Liu et al. (2019). Also, Section A.4 of the supplementary material numerically illustrates
Theorem 3.2. Broadly speaking, Theorem 3.2 and the bias-corrected estimator of Liu et al. (2019)
can be seen as the partial interference analog of the well-known result on the efficiency and double-
robustness of the augmented inverse probability-weighted estimator under no interference (Robins
et al., 1994; Scharfstein et al., 1999a).

We end the section by briefly summarizing two properties related to adaptive estimation under
partial interference; see Section A.5 of the supplementary material for details. First, the doubly
robust estimators in Theorem 3.2 can still achieve the best possible variance regardless of the
knowledge of the propensity score. Second, if the investigator uses estimators that account for
interference, but the true data generating model has no interference, the doubly robust estimators
in Theorem 3.2 are consistent, but generally inefficient. In other words, the estimators do not
adapt to the knowledge about exposure mappings. This suggests that potential side-information
about exposure mappings may play a critical role, both in terms of consistency and efficiency of

estimators. Also, these adaptation properties are similar to those without interference where the



augmented inverse probability-weighted estimator adapts to the knowledge of the propensity score,
but does not adapt to the knowledge of the outcome model (Scharfstein et al., 1999b); under partial

interference, the outcome model encodes knowledge about the exposure mapping.

4 Some Examples of Efficient Estimators In Practice

4.1 Parametric Case: Generalized Mixed Effect Models With Linear Summary

of Peers’ Covariates

A popular class of estimators used in studies under partial interference is based on generalized
mixed effect models where the peers’ data are summarized with a linear statistic (Perez-Heydrich
et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2016, 2019; Barkley et al., 2020). Specifically, consider the following models

for g and e to estimate the direct and indirect effects.

logit{pr(As = 1| X; = @4, Li = k, bi; Be) } = {Lfvfj,zwfg] Bes + bi, (6)
l#£]

and

K
Vi =Y 1(Li=k) Y 1(Ai=a) [1,%, Zaﬂ,x;@,zx;@} Bok + &+ e - (7)

k=1 a; €EA(My,) L#£j L#]
where b; | (X;,L; = k) ~ N(O,)\lzl), & | (Ay, Xy, Ly = k) ~ N(0,pg), and €;; | (As, Xy, Ly = k) ~
N(0, nk_l). Here, 8, 1 is the kth block entry of 8, = (B;l, e ;K)T and parametrizes the outcome
regression for cluster type k. Similarly, 3. is the kth block entry of 8, = ( FRTREE ,Bé K)T and
parametrizes the propensity score for cluster type k. The terms & and b; are random effect terms
and introduce dependence between observations within cluster 7. The term ¢;; is the unit-level error
term. & and ¢;; are assumed to be conditionally independent given (A;, X;, L;). Overall, model (6)
and (7) roughly state that the treatment and the outcome of unit j depend on the total number of
peers treated as well as peers’ covariates.

Despite its popularity, to the best of our knowledge, prior works have not formally laid out
the exact conditions demonstrating that they are efficient. In particular, the prior works (Perez-
Heydrich et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2016, 2019; Barkley et al., 2020) have shown that they are asymptot-
ically normal, but they did not show that the asymptotic variance achieves the local semiparametric
efficiency bound. The following theorem rectifies this by show that these estimators can be locally

efficient under mild and interpretable assumptions.

Corollary 4.1 (Local Efficiency of Mixed Effects Models). Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds. Fur-
thermore, for each k, suppose that (a) (Bex, k) is globally identifiable; (b) E{||X;|3 | L; = k} is
finite; (c) the Fisher information of (6) is positive definite and X; is non-degenerate. Then, T is
asymptotically normal so long as e or g, but not necessarily both, is correctly specified. Also, T is

locally efficient if both models are correctly specified.

10



For the interested reader, while the proof generally follows from the theory of maximum like-
lihood, some under-appreciated technical difficulties arise, especially dealing with a non-separable

logistic mixed effects model where the distribution of the unobserved random effect is spherical.

4.2 Nonparametric Case: Cross-Fitting Estimators Under Partial Interference

In this section, we propose an extension of cross-fitting under no interference to partial interference.
Briefly, cross-fitting was originally developed by Chernozhukov et al. (2018) under no interference
as a way to utilize off-the-shelf machine learning methods to estimate treatment effects and avoid
Donsker conditions on nuisance parameters, say the outcome or the propensity score model. In the
exposition below, we discuss a simple extension of cross-fitting for dependent data following model
(1).

A key step in the extension is to let Z; and Z be the disjoint partitions of the sample where
both partitions contain all cluster types and the proportion of each cluster type in both partitions
are nearly identical; see Section A.6 of the supplementary materials for a simple algorithm to
achieve such partitions. For each partition £ = 1,2, let ﬁ(_g) and ~(_4) be the nonparametrically
estimated outcome regression model and the propensity score, respectively, using subsample Zj =
T3 4. We evaluate g(_y) and €y on the samples in Z,. Then, similar to the original cross-fitting
estimator, we change the role of the partitions to fully use the observed data. We plug in the
evaluated outcome and the propensity score into (4) and obtain the estimator of 8} denoted by
0, = Z?:l Ziezg ®x(Oi, €(—p), G(—e)) / Nk We then obtain the corresponding estimator of 7* denoted
by 7 = v"(p)f where § = (01,...,0k)T. Corollary 4.2 and 4.3 describe the properties of 7 under

different assumptions about the propensity score and the outcome model.

Corollary 4.2 (Global Efficiency of Cross-Fitting Estimator 7 Under Partial Interference). Let Py
be the probability law of X; | L; = k and suppose Assumption 1 holds. Additionally, suppose we
have the following conditions for any £ € {1,2}, a € A(My), and k € {1,...,K}:

(a) (Moments and boundedness of nuisance functions): For all xz € X(k), there exist constants
C € (0,00) and € € (0,1) satisfying ||g*(a, 2, k)2 < C, [|§_p(a, 2, k)|2 < C, ||[Z*(a, 2, k)||2 <
C, and e—plalx k) €le,1—¢.

(b) (Convergence rate of estimated nuisance functions): g_g and €_y satisfy
[ 5" @) = G @B dP@) = On(r2 ) Q
1€ @l 2 = &g fa] a0 dPu(a) = Op(02 ) (9)
where rg N = 0(1), ren = 0(1), and rg NTe N = o(N~1/2), respectively, as N — co.

Then, N1/? (7~' — 7'*) weakly converges to N(O,Var{go(T*)}) as N — oo where Var{<p(7*)} is the
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global efficiency bound presented in Theorem 3.1. Moreover, let G2 be

2
Z Z [Z [ (Li = k)vr(pr) {qbk(Oi,g(—e),ﬁ(_g)) — §k} _|_{ (Li = k) — }(%k(pk)@ku

0
61161'4 k=1 Pr Pk

Then, % is consistent for var{cp(T*)}, i.e. G2 converges to Var{go(T*)} in probability as N — oo.

Corollary 4.3 (N'/?-Consistency of 7 Under Randomized Experiments). Furthermore, if €(—p) =
¢* and equation (8) holds with ¢ instead of g* where || (a,z,k)|j2 < C, then N/ (T — 7*) weakly

converges to N(0,02) and o? can be consistently estimated with 2.

In words, Corollary 4.2 means that 7 is asymptotically normal and globally efficient for 7* so
long as the outcome regression model and the propensity score satisfy some regularity conditions.
Specifically, condition (a) in Corollary 4.2 states the true/estimated outcome regressions and the
true conditional variance of the outcome are uniformly bounded and the estimated propensity
score satisfies the positivity/overlap condition. Condition (b) in Corollary 4.2 states that both
the estimated propensity score ¢_;, and the estimate outcome regression g(_s are consistently
estimators where the product of their convergence rates is op (N -1/ 2). In a randomized experiment
such as the cash transfer program study in Section 5, condition (b) is automatically satisfied if the
investigator uses the propensity score from the study design and the estimated outcome regression
model converges to the true outcome model at any rate. In an observational study, condition (b)
is satisfied if both the estimated outcome regression model and the estimated propensity score are
converging to their true counterparts with rates faster than op(N -1/ 4). Corollary 4.3 is a special
case of Corollary 4.2 where 7 is asymptotically normal so long as the propensity score is known,
say in a randomized experiment, and g(_s can be inconsistent, i.e. g’ # g*. In particular, if g is
inconsistent, the standard error of 7 will be larger than the efficiency bound.

We remark that for some estimands, notably the direct and the indirect effects, the variance
DE( ) and 7' (o, o), which have the

and 7'¥(a, /) in equation (5) except 1p in that equation is replaced by

expression simplifies. Specifically, consider the estimators 7

same form as 7P ()

~ 1(A; = ai){Yij — §—o(as, Xi, k) }
Yr(a, @) = + gj,(—o (@i, Xy k) | m(ag—j) 5 @)
M ;ale;m e-nai | X k) D =

s.t.a;j=a

Then, the consistent variance estimator o2 reduces to the usual mean squared deviation, i.e. gP¥? =

ZkK:1 23:1 ZiGIg 1(L; = k){qzk(la a)—Jk(& a)—7"F(a )} /N and &' Zk 1 Zz 1 Zzef[e (L
k) {1k (0, @) = ¥5(0,0) — 7B (a, @) }*/N.

Finally, equations (8) and (9) are often stated in the literature on cross-fitting and impose
properties that a nonparametric estimator must satisfy. While such estimators do exist under no
interference settings, a natural question arises on whether they can be satisfied for dependent data.
Here, we show one way to satisfy the conditions under partial interference settings by modifying

existing nonparametric regression estimators initially designed for independent data. The discus-
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sion focuses on the outcome regression model, but a similar principle could be used to train the
propensity score.

Formally, for models in Myp, suppose the conditional moments of Y;; given (A;, X;, L;) satisfy

E(Yy | Ai, X, Li = k) = pi(Aij, Ai—j)s Xij, Xi(—j))» (10)
var(Yij | As, Xi, Li = k) = o (Aij, Ai—jy Xijs Xi(—j))-

In words, equation (10) states that the mean and variance of each unit’s outcome Y;; depend on her
treatment and covariates (A;;, X;;) as well as her peers’ treatment and covariates (A;_jy, X;—j))-
A notable violation of (10) is when a unit’s conditional mean and variance vary across j, say in
an autoregressive model based on lags of Y;;. But, the assumption still allows for heteroskedastic
variance as defined in (10). Then, for each element of g (a,,k), denoted as g; ) (a,z,k),
consider a smoothed kernel regression (Li and Racine, 2007, Chapter 4.4) under mixed data with

a mixed kernel Ky, p, and bandwidths hc, hq > 0 trained in subsample Z§.

g}\f(\yz) (aija a’i(*j)a xij7 wi(fj)v k)
_ S S YiiKon, ha (i) — Ai—jy mis — Xy i) — Xi—)) 1Ay = agj, Li = k)
S S Kneha(@i—gy = Ai—gys ig — Xigs i~y — Xy 1Ay = aij, Li = k)

At a high level, the bandwidth hg deals with smoothing over the discrete variables, i.e. A;_j

and discrete X;, and the bandwidth h. deals with the continuous variables, i.e. continuous Xj;
see Section B.8 of the supplementary materials for the exact construction of K. Corollary 4.4
shows that under the usual regularity conditions for kernel regression (Stone, 1982; Hall, 1984), the
estimator §F_VZ) satisfies (8).

Corollary 4.4. Suppose equation (10) and regularity assumptions in Section B.8 of the supplemen-
tary materials hold. If he = O(N Y)Y and hy = O(N~2/(44P)) where p is the number of contin-

uous components, the estimator §F_VZ) using 5?’1(\&/@ satisfies equation (8) with rate rg N = N—2/(44p),

Similar to Section 4.1, if the investigator believes that the peers’ treatment vector can be
collapsed into a scalar value, say the sum of the treated number of peers, it may improve the
estimation performance of the kernel estimator for small samples. More generally, if information
about the network structure is available, it can inform the choice of the kernel, say using an ordered
discrete kernel of Aitchison and Aitken (1976) for the peers’ treatment vector; see Li and Racine
(2007) for a textbook discussion on choosing kernels. Finally, using similar proof techniques in
Corollary 4.4, under (10), other nonparametric estimators initially designed for independent and
identically distributed data could be adapted to satisfy (8).
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5 Application: Network Effects of Cash Transfer Programs in

Colombia

We apply our method in Section 4.2 to a randomized experiment to study the effect of conditional
cash transfer program, i.e. treatment, on students’ attendance rate (Barrera-Osorio et al., 2011).
Briefly, the experiment was conducted in two regions of Bogota, Columbia: San Cristobal and
Suba. For each region, investigators recruited households with school children, ranging from 1
to 5 school children, and within each household, school children were randomized to enroll into
the cash transfer program via stratified randomization. Specifically, investigators defined strata
using locality (San Cristobal/Suba), type of school (public/private), gender, and grade level, and
students in each stratum were randomly chosen to be enrolled into the program; see Section A.7 of
the supplementary materials for additional details on the distribution of treatment by household
size. It is possible to have more than one children be treated in a household and within each
stratum, each child was equally likely to be treated. Also, because the treatment assignment is
known and the outcome is bounded in the unit interval, conditions (a) and (b) in Corollaries
4.2 and 4.3 are satisfied and N/2-inference of the proposed estimator remains valid. That is, if
our nonparametrically estimated outcome model is correct, Corollary 4.2 states that our estimate’s
standard error is the smallest possible among all regular estimators, i.e. semiparametrically efficient.
Otherwise, Corollary 4.3 states that the estimate is still asymptotically normal and the Wald test
based on it has the asymptotically correct size.

Barrera-Osorio et al. (2011) was interested in both the direct effect as well as the spillover effect
on the enrolled student’s siblings in the same household. In particular, enrolled students received
cash subsidies if they attended school at least 80% of the time in a month. Additionally, due to
peer pressure to attend school, enrolling one student in the program could increase, or decrease,
the attendance rate of his/her sibling in the same household. Our goal is to use the proposed
estimators to analyze these direct and spillover effects in the two regions of Bogota, Columbia.

Formally, for student j in household ¢, let Y;; € [0,1] be the self-reported attendance rate, A;;
be equal to 1 if student j was enrolled into the program and 0 otherwise, and X;; be the following
pre-treatment covariates: student’s age, student’s grade, student’s gender, household head’s age,
indicator of single parent household, household size, household’s poverty score, household’s income
status, locality, and number of students in household participated in the lottery. We restrict the
sample to households with complete data and to households having more than one child. We define
three cluster types based on the two regions and the size of the households: households in Suba
with two students, households in San Cristobal with two students, and households in San Cristobal
with three or more students. We omit the two three-person households from Suba because there
are only two such households in the dataset. In total, we analyze 1,010 households containing 2,129
students.

We denote the treatment allocation strategy for San Cristobal and Suba by asc and agy,
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respectively, and let o = (agc, agy). We also use the original treatment randomization probability
as the treatment allocation strategy and denote it as o* = (agq, a,) = (0.628,0.449). The target
network estimands are the direct effect 7°F () and the spillover effect 7% (o, a*). Here, the spillover
effect measures the difference between the attendance rate of an untreated student when his/her
sibling is treated under a and that under the original experiment a*.

We estimate the effects using our nonparametric, efficient estimators in Section 4.2 and the
inverse probability-weighted estimators of 7°F(a) and 7'¥(a, a*) by Liu et al. (2016). For our
estimators, we use the study design’s treatment randomization as the propensity score and we
nonparametrically model the outcome regression model by using ensembles of multiple machine
learning methods via the super learner algorithm (van der Laan et al., 2007; Polley and van der
Laan, 2010). As explanatory variables in the outcome regression, we use the student’s treatment
status and covariates, the treated proportion of his/her peers and the average of his peers’ co-
variate, i.e. (Aij,Xij,Zi(,j), Yi(,j)). We remark that given the small range of the cluster size,
the peers’ treated proportion, i.e. Zi(_j), is more close to a discrete random variable rather than
a continuous random variable; in our analysis, the treated proportion A;_;) takes on six val-
ues {0,1/3,1/2,2/3,3/4,1}. To preserve this discrete nature in our analysis, we code the peers’
treated proportion as discrete, dummy variables in the outcome regression model. Specifically,
A;_j) is stratified into four strata of {A;_; = 0}, {0 < 4;_;) < 0.5}, {0.5 < A;_; < 1}, and
{Aj—j = 1}. This stratification pools 2 individuals with A4;_;) = 1/3 and 124 individuals with
Zl-(, j) = 1/2 into the same stratum. It also pools 4 individuals with Zi(,j) = 3/4 and 17 individuals
with Zi(_j) = 2/3 in the same stratum. Because the treatment was randomized, our estimators
and the inverse probability-weighted estimators are consistent for the network treatment effects,
but may have different variances. Section A.7 of the supplementary materials contains additional
discussions on estimating nuisance functions for this data.

Figure 1 shows the relative efficiency of our estimators and the inverse probability-weighted es-
timators. Across all treatment allocation strategies a = (agc, agy), our estimator 7 is more efficient
than the inverse probability-weighted estimator, with our estimator showing 68.46 to 109.26 times
improvements in efficiency. This empirical result corroborates our theoretical result in Corollary
4.2 on the semiparametric efficiency of our estimator. We also notice that for the direct effect,
efficiency gain does not change when ag, varies. In contrast, for the spillover effect, the efficiency
gain does change with both agy and agc.

Figure 2 shows the direct and spillover effect estimates based on the proposed efficient estimator.
In general, the direct effect tends to be positive and significant for large ag,. But, the spillover
effect has a phase-transition behavior along agc where the effect is negative for small agc and
positive for large agc. Practically speaking, the analysis suggests that enrolling more students in
San Cristobal induce a more stronger spillover effect towards their siblings compared to doing it
in Suba. But, enrolling more students in Suba can yield a more positive direct effect compared

to doing it in San Cristobal. Combined, San Cristobal may have stronger sibling spillover effects
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compared to Suba, potentially providing information about structuring conditional cash transfer
programs to take advantage of the differences in how the treatment affects attendance rates in the

two regions.
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Figure 1: Relative efficiency between the proposed efficient estimator and the inverse probability-
weighted estimator in Liu et al. (2016). The colors on the plot show the ratio of the variance of
the efficient estimator to the variance of the inverse probability-weighted estimator, with darker
colors indicating higher values of the ratio, or more improvements in efficiency for the proposed
estimator. The left and right plots show the relative efficiencies for the direct and spillover effects,
respectively. The z-axis varies the treatment allocation strategy agc for San Cristobal and the
y-axis varies the treatment allocation strategy ag, for Suba. The blue cross (x) is the original
treatment probability from the experiment, o = (0.628, 0.449).
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Figure 2: Effect estimates in percentage points using the proposed efficient estimator. The colors
on the left and right plots show the magnitude and sign of the estimated effects, respectively.
The x-axis varies the treatment allocation strategy agc for San Cristobal and the y-axis varies the
treatment allocation strategy ag, for Suba. We also show the regions where the effects are significant

at level 0.05. The blue cross (x) is the original treatment probability from the experiment, o* =
(0.628,0.449).
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6 Discussion

This paper proposes a framework to derive globally and locally efficient influence functions of
network treatment effects in T. Our results complement the rich set of results on efficient estimation
of treatment effects without interference and establish that one of the estimator in Liu et al. (2019)
is locally efficient. We also discuss results on adaptivity, notably that the efficiency is not affected
by the knowledge of the propensity score, but can be affected by the knowledge of the interference
pattern. Finally, we show other parametric and nonparametric estimation methods that, under
some assumptions, can achieve the efficiency bound. Our empirical application corroborates our
theoretical results, showing that our estimators have smaller standard errors than those by Liu
et al. (2016).

We take a moment to discuss the strengths and limitations of our framework using model (1),
notably the restrictions on cluster size. While our framework is useful to characterize optimality
of estimators in small cluster settings, say twins, households, classrooms, small villages or clinics,
or certain settings in neuroimaging (Luo et al., 2012), it is not appropriate in settings where
the cluster size is large compared to the number of individuals per cluster, say states, i.e. 50
states/clusters, with many individuals per cluster, or hospital systems. In fact, if O; grows in
dimension, Liu and Hudgens (2014) showed that the limiting distributions of popular estimators
under partial interference are no longer asymptotically normal. In this setting, we likely need a
dimension-reducing assumption to make the dependence among units theoretically manageable,
say by assuming the dependence is characterized by known summary functions of peers’ data; see
van der Laan (2014), Sofrygin and van der Laan (2016), and Ogburn et al. (2017) for examples. A
limitation of such works is that, as suggested in our result concerning adaptivity with respect to
the interference pattern, efficiency depends on this summarizing function. That is, an estimator
that was efficient under one summarizing function may no longer be efficient, and potentially
inconsistent, under a different summarizing function. Ultimately, these limitations can be thought
of as a cost for obtaining efficient estimators in large networks. In contrast, if the number of study
units in a cluster is not large and thus model (1) is plausible, we do not have to make assumptions
about how peers influence each other in order to construct our estimators.

Overall, no asymptotic framework for networks is uniformly superior and investigators should
use estimators based on the data at hand. In particular, with the current theory, if investigators are
working with large online networks and they know how peers might affect each other, the estimators
by Sofrygin and van der Laan (2016) and Ogburn et al. (2017) show promise. On the other hand, if
investigators are working with studies involving twins, households, small villages, or neuroimaging,
and they have insufficient knowledge about how units affect each other, our framework and the

proposed optimal estimators show promise.
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Supplementary Material

This document contains supplementary materials for “Efficient Semiparametric Estimation of Net-
work Treatment Effects Under Partial Interference.” Section A presents additional results related
to the main paper. Section B proves the theorems stated in the main paper. Section C proves the

theorems and lemmas stated in Section A.

A Additional Results

In this section, we introduce additional results which are related to the main paper.

A.1 Comments about Model (1)

In relation to others works, model (1) is a generalization of Example 1 of Bickel and Kwon (2001)
where P(*) in their notation is equivalent to our P(O; | L; = k) and Example 2 of McNeney
and Wellner (2000) where we allow for different densities. Also, (1) complements Sofrygin and
van der Laan (2016) who worked under general interference and as such, had to assume (a) a
single, known summary function of peers’ data and (b) conditional on the summary function, a
study unit’s data O;; are independent and identically distributed; see their assumptions (A2), (A3),
and (B1). In our setup, we leverage the partial interference structure where we have independence
across clusters and as such, allow for different non-parametric functionals to model dependencies
within a cluster. Additionally, while (1) is a type of mixture model, the goal in our paper is
not to identify or estimate unknown mixture labels L; typical in mixture modeling. Instead, we
use L; as a technical device to embed studies under partial interference into (1) and hence L; is
known by construction; see the next paragraph for some examples. Finally, when K = 1 and
there is only one study unit in a cluster, (1) reduces to the usual independent and identically
distributed setting without interference; in fact, as K > 1 and there are at least two study unit
per cluster, our asymptotic framework has both independent and identically distributed and non-
independent and non-identically distributed components. Specifically, we observe independent and
identically distributed copies of O; within each cluster type, but elements of the vector O; may
exhibit arbitrary dependence structure and each cluster type may have different densities. As we’ll
see below, this blend of independent and identically distributed and non-independent and identically
distributed structure leads to efficient influence functions that look similar, but not identical, to
efficient influence functions under independence.

As mentioned in the main manuscript, many, but not all, studies under partial interference can
be modeled by (1). For example, when the number of study units within each cluster is fixed,
such as studies involving dyads (Rosenbaum, 2007; Elwert and Christakis, 2008; Nickerson, 2008;
Lu and Anderson, 2015; Baird et al., 2018), or when the number of study units is bounded, as

in households surveys or in neuroimaging studies (Cowling et al., 2009; Luo et al., 2012), we can
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define L; by the size of each cluster and model these studies as data generated from (1); see Barkley
et al. (2020) and Basse and Feller (2018) for other examples of organizing clusters by size. More
broadly, so long as clusters are organized by finite number of L;s, studies under partial interference
can be reasonably modeled by (1). However, if the number of study units in a cluster is growing
and there is no restrictions on P(O; | L;), our setting does not apply. In such settings, one likely
requires assumptions on P(O; | L;) to reduce its dimension, say by assuming the aforementioned
summary function to represent peers’ data. If we also make such assumptions, (1) can be used.
In general, in settings where the size of the cluster grows, assumptions are likely necessary to deal
with the curse of dimensionality and, perhaps more importantly, to define a reasonable efficiency

or variance-based criterion.

A.2 Details of Section 2

We show that the direct effect 7°¥(a) = E{Y;(1; o)—Y;(0; )} and the indirect effect 75 (a, /) =
E{Y;(1; a)-Y;(0; )}, which are counterpart of the direct and indirect effects defined in Hudgens
and Halloran (2008) under an infinite population framework, belong to T. If we choose the weights

WE as

{ﬂ(ail = 1) — ]l(al-l = 0)}7[‘(6%‘(_1) 5 Oé)

wy(ai; a) = ]\;k {L(ai; =1) = Layj = 0)}(a—y;0) | (11)

_{ﬂ(aiMk =1) - ﬂ(aiMk = 0)}77(ai(ka) ;)

this leads to the following for 6:

1

Hk:ﬁk

[ > E[{Yil(aﬂ = 1,a;-1)) — Yir(ai1 = 0,a;_1)) }m(a;_1); a) ’ L= k} + -

@i(-1)

+ Z E[{Yij(aij = l,a,-(_j)) — Y;j(aij = O,Qi(_j))}ﬂ(ai(_j) N a) ‘ Li = k:| + -

Fi(—3)

+ Z E[{YiMk(aiMk =1, a;—n)) — Ying (aing, = 0,05 a1) J7(ai— a3 @) ’ L= kH

Ai(—My,)
1 _ _ _ _
=3 [B{Y(;0) + -+ Vi (1;0) | L = k} = E{¥i1(03 @) + -+ + Vang, (03 ) | Ly = K} |
= E{Y;i(1; 0) = Y(0; @) | Li = k}

where the second identity is from the definition of Y;j(a; o) and the last identity is from the
definition of Y;(a; ). Thus, the weight in (11) makes the parameter 6, equal to the direct effect
in cluster type k. If we also take vi(pr) = pr = P(L; = k), then 7 is the same as the direct effect
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E{Yi(1;2) = Y;(0; a)}, ie.

K K
=Y pbh =Y PLi=kE{Yi(1;0)-Yi0;a)| L=k} = E{Y(1; 0) = Yi(0; o)} .
k=1 k=1

If we choose the weights wy as

L(ai = 0){77(%(71) ;a) — W(ai(q) ;al)}
wy(a;; ) = ]\;k L(ai; = 0){m(ai—5; o) = m(ay—z; o)} ) (12)

L(aing, = O{m(ai—ng); @) — m(ai—n); o)}

this leads to the following for 6y:

1
0 = A [ Z E[Yﬂ (a;n = O,ai(,l)){ﬂ(ai(,l) ;a) —m(ai—y; o)} ‘ L; = k] 4.

ai(—1)
+ Z E|:Y;,Mk(asz = 07ai(7Mk)){7T(ai(7Mk) ; a) — ﬂ—(ai(ka) : Ck/)} ’Lz _ k‘:|:|
Ai(—My,)
1 Y % X _
=i [E{Yu(o; a)+ A+ Y (050) | L =k} — B{Yu(0; &)+ + Yiar (0; o) | L; = k}}
=E{Y;(0; a) = Y;(0; &) | L; = k}

Thus, the weight in (12) makes the parameter 6, equal to the indirect effect in cluster type k. If we
also take v (pr) = pr, = P(L; = k), then 7 is the same as the indirect effect E{Y;(0; a)—Y;(0; /) },

K K
T = Zpkak = ZP(LZ = k:)E{?Z(O, a) —?i<0; Oé/) ‘ Li = k} = E{?Z‘(O; a) —?i(o; Ct’)} .
k=1 k=1

Next, we introduce the details of the asymptotic embedding of network treatment effects.

Lemma A.1 (Asymptotic Embedding of Network Treatment Effects). Suppose that the potential
outcome Y;(a;) and the type variable L; of cluster i are a random sample from a super-population
satisfying condition (1) in the main paper where O; is replaced with Y;i(a;). Consider a network
causal estimand TF (o, ') which is a linear combination of individual average potential outcome

Yii(a; ar) defined in Section 2.1 of the main paper, i.e.,

K M, — —
F(a a’):iZZH(Li:k)i CijuY ij(15 ) +52jkyij(0; ) _ )
NHa =1 +C351Y 15(15 o) + CujiYij(0; o)

Here, Cpjps (0 = 1,2,3,4,5 = 1,..., M,k = 1,...,K) are fized constants. If (i) K and M, are
bounded by a constant for all k =1,..., K and (i) the conditional expectation E{Y;(a;) | L; = k}
is finite for all a; € A(My) and k =1,..., K, then there exists T(a, ) € T for all « and o' where
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™ (a,a’) converges to T(a, ') in probability as N — oo.

The proof of Lemma A.1 is in Section C.1. Lemma A.1 generalizes this observation and shows
that under certain growth conditions, finite sample causal estimands in partial interference can be
asymptotically embedded into our framework. We remark that while Lemma A.1 was restricted to
estimands with a-policy weights, we can pick any causal estimand where the weights in T are not
based on a-policies. So long as these weights are pre-specified a-priori and satisfy the constraints
of T, the results below will still hold.

A.3 Details of Section 3.1 in the Main Paper

We introduce Lemma A.2, which is a key step to proving Theorem 3.

Lemma A.2 (Semiparametric Efficiency Bound of 6*). Let 6* = (67,...,0%) where 0} € Oy.
Under the conditions in Assumption 2.1 in the main paper, the efficient influence function of
0% = (07,...,0%)" in model Myp, denoted by o(6%) = (p1(67), ..., 0 (0%))", is

o (0r) = LLi=k) [ > wi(ai, X;) {]l(AZ:az){Yz - 9*(az‘7Xz',k‘)} +g*(ai,Xz‘,/€)] - 92]

* * . .
Pr a; € A(My,) e*(ai | X, k)

and the corresponding semiparametric efficiency bound of 0* in model Myp, denoted by var{<p(9*)},
is var{@(6*)} = diag[SEB1 (05), ..., SEBk (0%)] with

Z wi (a;, X3)X*(ai, X, k)wg(ai, X;)
e*(a; | Xi, k)

SEB;(6}) = 1kE
a; €A(My,)

2
+ { > wik(ai, Xi)g* (ai, Xis k) — 922}

a; €A(My)

L=t

Moreover, ©(0%) is also the efficient influence function of 0* in model Myp e+ = {PO,L € Mnp |

e* is known}.

The proof is presented in Section C.2.
We consider the case of known p;s and derive the efficient influence function and the semipara-
metric efficiency bound for 7* € T, which is the extension of Theorem 3.1 in the main paper. The

result is formally presented in Theorem A.1.

Theorem A.1 (Semiparametric Efficiency Bound of 7% € T under known pj). Let 7* € T be the
parameter defined in (3) in the main paper. Suppose that the conditions in Assumption 2.1 in the
main paper hold. If pys are known, the efficient influence function of T* in model Myp (and in
model MNp e+ ) is

K
o) = or(ph)en(6])
k—

1
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where @y, is defined in Lemma A.2. Moreover, the semiparametric efficiency bound of 7 in model

Mnp s
K
var{p(7*)} = vi(pf)> SEBk(6;)
k=1

where SEBy, is defined in Lemma A.2.

The proof is presented in Section C.3. Compared to the result of Theorem 3.1 in the main paper,
the semiparametric efficiency bound under known pj is smaller than or equal to the semiparametric
efficiency bound under unknown p;. That is, we gain efficiency because of the knowledge of p;.

We show that the equation (4) can be used to construct a doubly robust estimator. Specifically,
for each cluster type k, let §k (¢’,¢') be the solution to an estimating equation constructed from (4)

by using some €’ and ¢, i.e

é\k( — Z Z wy (a;, X

Ly kaZG.A(Mk

1(4; = a;) /
) P ) oo o).

We define an estimator of 7* based on (¢/, ¢) as
(e, g) =0"0(¢ g Zwﬁk (€.q) . O(c.g)=(O(c.g).....0k(.g))"  (13)

where U = (i;\l, . ,6K)T is an unbiased estimator of v(p*) constructed based on the variable L;.
Theorem A.2 shows that 7(e’,¢') is unbiased even if the propensity score or the outcome model,

but not both, is mis-specified.

Theorem A.2 (Double Robustness of 7(¢’,¢’)). Suppose that the conditions in Assumption 2.1
hold and v is an unbiased estimator of v(p*). Then, T is doubly robust in the sense that 7(e',q’) is

an unbiased estimator of T, i.e., E{7T(¢/,¢')} = 7*, if either & = ¢e* or ¢ = g*.

The proof is presented in Section C.4. We believe Theorem A.2 can be used as a basis to
construct robust machine learning and cross-fitting estimators (Chernozhukov et al., 2018) under
partial interference where half of the clusters are used to non-parametrically estimate e and g and
the other half is used to estimate 7; see Section 4.2 in th main paper.

Finally, we conclude the section by briefly discussing estimators of direct and indirect effects
under our framework. Specifically, after some algebra, the efficient influence functions of direct and

indirect effects are

K
p(r7M(e)) = 3 1(Li = k){@bk(l,e*,g*’a) - ﬂsz(O,e*,g*»O‘)} — 7PE(a)
k=1
K
S0( = Z]l {¢k(0 e’ g a)— Q,Z)k(O,e*,g*,o/)} — B, a)
=1
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where

]l(AZ‘ = ai)
Yi(a, e, g, E E W{YU - gj(az‘sz‘y k)} + .gj(aiaXiv k)] W(ai(—j) ).
] 1 aZEA Mk
a;j=a

Here g; is jth component of g, i.e., the outcome regression of individual j. Also, by following (13),

the efficient influence functions above lead to the following doubly robust estimators of 7°F(a) and

' (a, a).

|
M=
)

Bla; ¢ g), T (a,a
k=1 k=1

Mx

A
aeg aseg)

where €' and ¢’ are pre-specified functions of the propensity score and the outcome regression,
/Q\I?E(O[ ) 6/7 g/) = Nk_l Zi:Li:k {¢k(1) 6,, g/7 a) - ¢k (07 6,7 g/7 a)}) and é\][gE(au O/ 5 6,7 g,) =

NS L=k {¢r(0,¢, g ,0) — ¥y(0,€¢, ', &) }. Moreover, €’ and ¢’ can be replaced with estimates
DE( )

respectively,
that satisfy Theorem 3.2 in the main paper. As a consequence, we obtain 7 and 7'¥(a, a') in

(5) in the main paper.

A.4 Details of Section 3.2 in the Main Paper

To prove Theorem 3.2, we present Lemma A.3 and the regularity conditions (R1)—(R4).

Lemma A.3 (M-Estimators of 6*). Suppose Assumption 2.1 and the following reqularity conditions
(R1)-(R4) hold for the estimating equation ¥(0,3) = (Wg(@,ﬁ),@g(ﬂ))T: (R1) (0,0) lies in an
open set g, which is a subset of a compact, finite dimensional Fuclidean space. Also, [, and
By are variationally independent; (R2) V(0,3) is twice continuously differentiable in (0,5); (R3)
There is a unique value (0%, B7) where (i) E{¥(6*,8")} =0, (ii) E{H‘I’ (0%, 81 H2} < 00, and (i)
E{Blll (6%, 87)/0(0, } exists and is non-singular; (R4) Every element of the second order partial
derivatives 02U (0, 3)/{0(0, 8)0(0, B)*} are dominated by a fived integrable function for all (0, B) in
a neighborhood of (6%, 87). Let 3T be the probability limit of B Then, under model M, U M, we

have

N
VN(6-67) = #N > P67, 81) + op(1)
=1

where P (0%, 1) = [pVar (07, 8Y) , ..., o2 (0%, 81)]" and
1 oWy (0%, BT Ua(pH 178
so?”(e;;,ﬁ*)=ﬁ[%,k(az,/@*)—E{W}[E{ ggﬁﬁ}] %(/BT)] -

The proof is presented in Section C.5.
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A.5 Details of Adaptive Estimation in Section 3 in the Main Paper

This section investigates two properties related to adaptive estimation under partial interference,
adaption to the knowledge about the propensity score and adaption to the knowledge about the
inference pattern/covariance structure. We remark that without interference, the aforementioned
works on the augmented inverse probability-weighted estimator for the average treatment effect
showed that the estimator adapts to the knowledge about the propensity score and the variance.
First, suppose the propensity score e* is known as in a two-stage randomized experiment from
Hudgens and Halloran (2008). In adaptive estimation, we want to understand whether having this
knowledge can lead to more efficient estimation of 7*. Unfortunately, but in alignment with the
results without interference, Theorem A.3 shows that the estimator from Theorem 3.2 in the main
paper that does not use this information still achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound of 7*

when the propensity score is known.

Theorem A.3 (Adaptation to Known Propensity Score). Suppose conditions in Theorem 3.2 in
the main paper hold. Let T be the estimator in Theorem 3.2 in the main paper where e and g
are estimated from M. N Mgy. Then, the asymptotic variance of T achieves the semiparametric

efficiency bound of T under Myp ¢+ = {PQL € Mnp | €* known}.

The proof is presented in Section C.6. In words, the efficient estimators in Theorem 3.2 in the
main paper that does not use the knowledge that the propensity score is known can adapt and still
achieve the best possible variance regardless of the knowledge of e*.

Second, without interference, a somewhat under-emphasized fact about the augmented inverse
probability-weighted estimator of the average treatment effect is that the estimator remains effi-
cient irrespective of the investigator’s knowledge about the true variance of the outcome, i.e. the
estimator adapts. We ask a similar type of question under partial interference, specifically whether
having certain a priori knowledge about the interference pattern/exposure mapping (Aronow and
Samii, 2017) would affect efficiencies of the proposed estimators. Unlike the case without inter-
ference, we show that in a setting where the true model has no interference, but the investigator,
out of caution or lack of awareness, uses the estimators in (5) that take interference into account,
the estimators are consistent, but no longer efficient; in short, the estimators do not adapt to the
underlying true interference pattern.

Formally, consider an “interference-free” model space Mnomt € Mnp which is equal to

Muomt = {Po,. € Mxp | Yy | (Ai =a, Xi =z, Li =k) =Yy | (Aij = aij, Xi =, L; = k)
almost surely for all a; € A(My,), v € X(k), k=1,...,K} .

Next, we introduce MVNOIHt, which is defined as

Mot = {Po,, € Mnp | E(Yy; | A, Xi, Li = k) = E(Yi; | A}, X;,Li = k) ,
where A4;, A} € A(M},) such that A;; = A;j ,j=1,..., M,
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XieX(k), k=1,...,K} .

MvNolnt is a collection of models without first-order (i.e., in mean) interference. Trivially, MvNolnt
includes Moint, the collection of “truly” no interference models because of the nested relationship
imposed by the definition of each set.

Lastly, we define the “interference-free” outcome model My Notmt © Mg N Mot Which is equal

to

Mg Notnt = {Po,r. € Mg N Mot | gj(ai 2,k ; Bg) = gj(a, ,k; By) for all j =1,..., My,

a;, a; € A(My) with ag; = aj;, x € X(k), k=1,..., K} .

Under model Mg Nomt and the consistency condition (Al), the outcome regression of unit j in
cluster 7 does not depend on the treatment status of ¢’s peers so that g;f (aj,z, k) is a function
only of unit j’s treatment assignment a;;. Furthermore, we introduce a function g}%l“t(aij,:ri, k)
which is the same as g; (a;, zi, k), but the former emphasizes the lack of dependence on ai(—j)-
Therefore, under model M Notnt, We obtain the following equivalence at the true parameter 3, for
all a;_;) € A(My —1).

Par,Nol
957" (aij, miy k) = g; "0 "aij, zik; B) = g5 (i, 33, k) = gjai, zi, k; B]) - (14)

We study the behavior of the direct effect and the indirect effect across the counterfactual pa-
rameters under model Myomt. Let the average treatment effect 74TE where 7A4TE = Zszl pZ@?TE
and 02T = Mt Zj]\iki E{Yij(a;; = 1) — Yi;(ai; = 0) | Ly = k}. Here Yj;(a;; = a) is the potential
outcome of unit j in cluster ¢ when the unit’s treatment status is a € {0,1}. Lemma A.4 shows

AT

that 7PF(a) and 7'¥(a, o) defined in the main paper are the same as 74T and 0, respectively, in

model MVNolnt.

Lemma A.4. Suppose that the true model belongs to MNoInt- Then, TPE(a) = 74T and 78 (o, o) =
0 for all a,a’ € (0,1).

The proof is presented in Section C.7. Note that the above Lemma also holds after replacing
MvNolnt with Myomt because of the nested relationships. Importantly, this implies that we can use
the proposed locally efficient estimators of the direct and indirect effects in Section 3.2. Theorem
A.4 shows that while these estimators remain consistent, they do not adapt to the no-interference

structure and are no longer efficient.

Theorem A.4 (Non-Adaptation to Exposure Mapping). Suppose conditions in Theorem 3.2 hold.
Let e and g be estimated from M. N M. Then, for all a,a’ € (0,1), TPE(a) and 7 (a, o) are

consistent for 78T and 0, respectively, under M, N Mg Nomt- Also, unless the outcome and the
propensity score models satisfy invariance conditions in Assumption A.1 below, TP¥(a) does not

AT

achieve the semiparametric efficiency bound for 78T under Myomnt -
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The proof is presented in Section C.8. Theorem A.4 shows that if the investigator uses estimators
that account for interference, but the true data has no interference, the estimators are consistent,
but generally inefficient; in short, the investigator pays a price in terms of efficiency.

The additional invariance conditions are given as follows.

Assumption A.1 (Invariance Condition). Suppose the outcome regression and the propensity

score satisfy the following invariance conditions, respectively.

(a) (Propensity Score): For all a € (0,1) and a;_j) € A(My—1), m(a;—j); a)¥7;(a;, z, k)/e*(a; |

z,k) is identical where ¥7,(a;, , k) is the jth diagonal element of X*(a;, z, k).

(b) (Outcome Regression): For all j = 1,..., My, y;—j) € RMe=1" q; € A(My), x; € X(k),
k=1,..., K, the following identities hold under model Myqins.

E(Yij | Yi—j) = vi(—j)» Ai = ai, X; = wi, Li = k)
=E(Yij| A =ai,Xi=w;,Li=k) = E(Y;; | Aij = ai, X; =23, Li = k) .

Note that the second identity is trivial under model Myoint.

Condition (a) of Assumption A.1 states that the propensity score is invariant to « and a;; note
that condition (b) holds under randomized experiment where pr(4;; = 1) = a and X3;(a;, z, k)
does not depend on a;.

Condition (b) of Assumption A.1 roughly states that the peers’ outcomes do not provide any
information about one’s own outcome. The first immediate result under condition (a) is that the
conditional variance matrix ¥*(a;, z;, k) = var(Y; | A; = a4, X; = =z, L; = k) is diagonal. Lemma
A5 formally states this.

Lemma A.5. Let the (i,j)th entry of ¥*(a;, x;, k) be Zz‘j(ai,xi,k). Suppose that condition (a) of
Assumption A.1 holds. Then, ¥*(a;, i, k) is diagonal and X7, (a;, zi, k) does not depend on a;(_j).
That is, ¥*(a;, z;, k) = diag [Z’{l(ail,xi, k),..., M, (@irgy, @i, k)]

The proof is presented in Section C.9.

ATE

Next, we derive the efficient influence function of 7 in model Myoins under Assumption A.1.

Lemma A.6 formally shows the result.

Lemma A.6. Suppose that the conditions in Assumption 2.1 in the main paper and Assumption
A.1 hold. Then, the efficient influence function of TAT® in model Myoms, denoted by p(TATE), is

K My Nolnt
ATE 1 Yij — g5 " (Aij, Xis k)
T =3 100 = )3 {14 = 1 108 = 0} PR

+ {g}\lolnt(l’ X;, ]{2) _ g;-\IOInt(O,Xi, k‘)}:|:| _ 7_ATE )
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where g;\IOInt is defined in (14) and e; is the conditional probability of A;j being assigned to a certain

treatment indicator; i.e.,

ej(a| Xiyk)= Y 1y =a)e"(ai | Xi,k) =pr(Aij =a| Xi, Li = k) .

a¢€A(Mk)
Therefore, the semiparametric efficiency bound of TAT® in model Myomy is
x (1L, X k) ¥5(0, X, k)
E{p(rATE)?2 Pk ’ J 0 ;=
{p(rAT)?} = Z ]Z TG
K My 2
]]_(LZ = k‘) oln oln
|| 0 B S e, - g0, X - ] |
k=1 Jj=1

where X3;(aij, ;, k) is defined in Lemma A.5.

( ATE)

The proof is presented in Section C.10. Note that ¢(7 is an extension of Hahn (1998)

to clustered data. Specifically, if all units are independent and identically distributed, this leads
to K =1, My = 1, and j = 1. Therefore, the efficient influence function of ¢(74T¥) and the

ATE

semiparametric efficiency bound of 7 reduce to

ATE 1 Nolnt 1 NoInt

=—— 71!V 1,X<,1}—7{Y OX,l}

P(r0) et(1 | Xi,l){ —or (L X ) et (0] Xy, 1) (0, X, 1)
4 {gNoInt(l X;,1) — gt (0, X;, 1) _TATE} 7

¥, X1 ¥%(0,X5,1) 2
E ATEN2) _ p| 29\ 20 gg\o i { Nolnt (1 x, 1) — gNolnt(o X, 1) — ATE}
{(p(T ) } eik(l | Xi; 1) + 61‘(0 ’ —Xi7 1) + 9 ( ) ’ ) 5 ( ’ ’ ) T

which are equivalent to the results under no interference originally introduced in Hahn (1998).
Finally, we conduct a small simulation study to visually illustrate Theorem A.4. Suppose we
only have one cluster type (i.e., K = 1) and the cluster size is two (i.e., M7 = 2). We assume the

true model has no interference and has the following form.

(Model of X) X;; "' N(0,1)  (Model of A) Ay "% Ber(py) , p’y € {0.3,0.5,0.7} ,

(Model of Y) Yij = 1434, +2Xij + 0.5X;_j) + € » €5 = N(0,1) .

Briefly, each unit has one pre-treatment covariate, following a standard normal distribution, and
pre-treatment covariates are independent from each other. The treatment is completely randomized
with probability pr(4;; = 1) = p% € {0.3,0.5,0.7}. The outcome variable is generated from a
regression model that has no interference between units, but depends on peers’ covariate X;_j);
our numerical results will be similar if we remove the peer’s covariate in the outcome model. We
generate N = 10,000 samples from the simulation model and compute 7°¥(a) and 7 (o, 0.9)
that allow for interference. We compute these two estimates for a range of policy parameter from
a = 0.01 to a = 0.99. We repeat the simulation 1,000 times.
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Before we discuss our numerical results, we first study what is expected from our theory by

calculating the theoretical variance of 7P () using Theorem 3.2 and the semiparametric efficiency
bound of 7ATE,

} E{(p ATE) } 2*(1*

P (1 —ph) .

af2DE oy _ L[ (1=a)  a?+(1—-a)? o
V. { ( )}_2{(1_]92)2 P (1 —pY) pA

Notice that Var{?DE(a)} is uniquely minimized at o = p?%, which satisfies the invariance condition,
and becomes the semiparametric efficiency bound of 74TE. Specifically, Var{ 7DE (p*A)} is minimized
at p% = 0.5 and maximized at either («,p%) = (0.99,0.3) or («,p%) = (0.01,0.7).

Next, Figure 3 summarizes the numerical results from our simulation. We see that the empirical
biases of 7°F(a) are negligible and centered around zero, agreeing with the theory developed in
Theorem A.4-(i); the empirical biases of 71F(«,0.9), which are not reported, are also negligible.
Also, the empirical variances of 7°F(a) agrees with our theoretical discussion above where the
variances are minimized when o = p% and maximized when « is near the “edges” of the plots. In
short, the estimator is consistent, but is not always efficient when the true data has no interference.
More generally, the results highlight that unlike non-interference settings, knowing the interference
pattern may affect the efficiency of an estimator designed for interference and future work should

be cognizant of this phenomena.

pa*=0.3 pa*=0.5 pa*=0.7
i i i
_8 M AA ‘HA AAAAM l M o o \AAA AlAAthlﬂ IA.AAA AVI\MAHT\MIA /
ML TR
3 4 4
0 0 0
N T T T T T o 7 T T T T T N T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
3 3
87 87
8
§7 1]
° 4 T T T T T ° 4 T T T T T ° 4 T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
o

Figure 3: Graphical illustration of adaption under no interference. Left, middle, and right plots
correspond to treatment assignment probabilities p* = 0.3, 0.5, and 0.7, respectively. Top plots
show the empirical biases of direct effect estimates and bottom plots show the theoretical and
empirical variances of direct effect estimates. The x axis represents the policy parameter o and the
y axis represents either bias or variance. The black solid lines(—) are the theoretical biases and
variances of 7°F(a). The red solid lines(—) are the empirical biases and variances of 7°F(a) from
the simulation. The blue dashed lines(---) are the semiparametric efficiency bounds of 7ATE, The
filled triangle (A) is the policy parameter a that equals pY.
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A.6 Details of Section 4 in the Main Paper

Based on model in Section 4.1, we conduct a small simulation study to illustrate the theoretical
results. Suppose we have two cluster types (i.e., K = 2) and the cluster size of the two types is
three and four (i.e., M1 = 3 and M = 4). We assume that the true data generating model has the

following form.

(Model Of X) Xz‘j = (Cu Wij)T = (Cu Wijl, Wz‘jg)T,
Ci 1’1'\51 N(O, 1), Wz‘jl Zflvd Ber(0.5), Wijg l}\(‘i N(O, 1),
Ci, Wij1, and Wijo are independent

(Model of A) logit{pr(Aij =1 ‘ XZ‘, Li = k, bl)} = |:17 ‘/Vlg, Z W;ﬂ ﬁe,k + bi
(£
Beq = [—1.25,2,0.3,0.2,0.1] ", Bea=[—1,1.25,0.2,0.15,0.1]" ,

b; "= N(0,0.25)

(Model of Y) Yy = [1, Ay S Au 4G, ( 3 Aw> Ci X5 Y W;g] Bo + & + €ij
0#£j t#j t#j
Bga = [2,3,0.8,1,0.5,0.8,~1,0.5, —0.3,0.15] " ,
B2 = [1,2,0.4,0.5,0.3,0.6, —0.8,0.4, —0.2,0.1] ",
& R N(0,0.1) , e K N(0,1)
Each study unit has thee pre-treatment covariates, one binary (W;;1) and two continuous (C; and
Wij2), where W1 and Wjjo are individual-level covariates and C; is a cluster-level covariate and the
three covariates are independent of each other. Treatment is generated from a logistic mixed effects
regression model. The outcome is generated from a linear mixed effect that has interactions between
covariates and treatment indicator. We generate N = 2,000 samples and compute ?DE(OA) and
71£(0.8,0.2). The true values are 7°%(0.4) = 2.75 and 7%(0.8,0.2) = 0.9, respectively.
We consider two following specifications for the outcome regression estimation: (CO) the out-
come regression is correctly specified; (MO) the outcome regression is mis-specified as the model

below:
Yij = [1, A, Y A, 25,y fz} Bok + & + €ij;
2] 2]

Similarly, we consider two following specifications for the propensity score estimation: (CP) the
propensity score is correctly specified; (MP) the propensity score is mis-specified as the model

below:

logit{pr(Aij =1 ‘ X, L; =k, bl)} = [1, ZZT]-, Z Z};] /Be,k + b;;
£y

Finally, we consider three specification for the cluster type: (CT) cluster type is correctly specified
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based on M; with K = 2; (MT) cluster type is mis-specified where all clusters are considered to be
generated from the same distribution with K = 1; (OT) cluster type is over-specified based on the
combination of M; and 1(C; < 1.5) with K = 4.

Among possible combinations, we report the following six model specification scenarios. First,
we report four cases when the outcome regression and propensity score are correctly specified
and mis-specified, respectively, under correctly specified cluster type; these cases are denoted by
(CO,CP,CT), (CO,MP,CT), (MO,CP,CT), and (MO,MP,CT), respectively. Second, we report two
cases when cluster type is mis-specified and over-specified under correctly specified outcome regres-
sion and propensity score; these cases are denoted by (CO,CP,MT) and (CO,CP,0T), respectively.
We repeat the simulation 1,000 times.

Table 1 reports the empirical bias, the empirical standard errors, and the coverage of 95%
confidence intervals based on the theory introduced in Section 3.1 of the main paper. The empirical
biases are negligible so long as either the outcome regression model or the propensity score is
correctly specified. Also, the standard error is the smallest when both the outcome regression and
the propensity score are correctly specified. When cluster types is over-specified, the estimates are
consistent and asymptotically normal but inefficient. On the other hand, when cluster types are
mis-specified, the estimates are inconsistent. Overall, despite the small simulation study, we believe

the numerical results corroborate the theory presented in prior sections.

Model specification DE(04) IE(0.2,0.8)
Bias (x10%) |SE (x10%)|Coverage | Bias (x 10*) |SE (x10?) | Coverage
(CO,CP,CT) -3.88 4.51 0.957 6.83 4.88 0.959
(CO,MP,CT) -8.00 4.78 0.956 -7.95 5.37 0.955
(MO,CP,CT) 16,47 724 | 0.961 6.48 911 | 0.957
(MO,MP,CT) 203.23 7.99 0.938 622.70 10.55 0.883
(MO,CP,MT) -121.18 5.41 0.951 224.87 7.35 0.956
(MO,CP,0T) -2.51 4.88 0.956 11.89 5.91 0.955

Table 1: Estimation results for DE(0.4) and IE(0.2,0.8).

Next, we present Algorithm 1 that shows the details of the cross-fitting procedure introduced

in Section 4.2 in the main paper.

Algorithm 1 Cross-fitting Procedure in Section 4.2

Let D;. be the set of indices that L; = k, i.e. D = {z | L; = k}
Let 7, and Z5 ;. be randomly split two disjoint sets of Dy.
Let 77 = Ule Ty and Iy = Ule Z5 ), respectively.

For each disjoint set Zy (¢ =1,2):
Estimate g using data in Z§. Let g_,) denote the estimated outcome regression.
Estimate e using data in Zj. Let ¢_y denote the estimated propensity score.
Evaluate g_¢ (ai, Xi, k) and €_g)(a;, X;, k) for a; € A(My) and i € Z,.

Compute 0), and 7 in Section 4.2 of the main paper.
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A.7 Details of Section 5 in the Main Paper

We present the details of the data analysis in Section 5. First, Table 2 shows the exact distribution

of treatment assignment in our analysis stratified by household size.

Number of Treated Children
in a Household Total
0 1 2 3 141|5
2| 127 | 408 | 376 | - | - | - 911
Number of Children | 3 3 23 40 | 26 | - | - 92
in a Household 4 0 0 1 5 12| - 8
5 0 0 0 10 1
Total 1748 | 2943 | 417 | 31 | 3 | 0 | 4790

Table 2: Study Design of Conditional Cash Transfer Program in Barrera-Osorio et al. (2011). Each
cell shows the number of households in the dataset with the total number of children in a household
(row) and the number of treated children (column).

We include the following methods and the corresponding R packages in our super learner library:
linear regression via glm, lasso/elastic net via glmnet (Friedman et al., 2010), spline via earth
(Friedman, 1991) and polspline (Kooperberg, 2020), generalized additive model via gam (Hastie
and Tibshirani, 1986), boosting via xgboost (Chen and Guestrin, 2016) and gbm (Greenwell et al.,
2019), random forest via ranger (Wright and Ziegler, 2017), and neural net via RSNNS (Bergmeir
and Benitez, 2012). Next we apply sample splitting (Chernozhukov et al., 2018) by splitting the
data into two folds and assigning one fold as the main sample and the other fold as the auxiliary
sample. Third, we further split the main sample into the training and test sets. Using the training
set, we obtain candidate estimates for g from each method and we obtain an ensemble estimate
g(—¢) by evaluating the performance on the test set. The ensemble estimate g_y) is evaluated at

the auxiliary sample to construct 7°F(a) and 75 (o, o*).
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B Proof of the Lemmas and Theorems in the Main Paper

B.1 Notation

To help guide the proof, we introduce all the notations used throughout the paper and the sup-

plementary materials in a table. They are roughly listed in the order of appearance in the main

paper.

Notation ‘ Definition
K Number of cluster types.
N Number of clusters.
Ny Number of clusters from cluster type k.
My, Size of cluster type k (i.e., number of units in cluster type k).
A(t) Collection of t-dimensional binary vectors (e.g., A(2) = {(0,0),(0,1),(1,0),(1,1)}).
X (k) Finite dimensional support of the pre-treatment covariates from cluster type k.
Yi; Univariate outcome of unit j in cluster i.
Ayl Treatment indicator of unit j in cluster i.
Xij Pre-treatment covariate of unit j in cluster 3.
L; Cluster type variable. L; € {1,...,K}.
Y; Vectorized outcomes of cluster i. Y; = (Yi1, ..., Yiar, )" € RMr for L; = k.
A; Vectorized treatment indicator of cluster i. A; = (A, ..., Aing, )™ € A(My) for L; = k
Ai—j Vector of treatment indicators for all units in cluster i except unit j. A;_; € A(M —1).
X Vectorized pre-treatment vector of cluster i. X; = (Xj3,..., X/}, )" € X(k) for L; = k.
0O; All the observed data from cluster i. O; = (Y;, A;, X;).
ai,a Realized value of A;.
Qij, Qi(—j) Realized values of A;; and A;_;, respectively.
Yii(ai) Potential outcome of unit j in cluster ¢ under treatment vector a; € A(My) for L; = k.
Yi(a;) Vectorized potential outcomes of cluster i under a;. Y (a;) = (Yi1(a;), ..., Yinm, (a;))* € RMr for L, = k
O Cluster level parameter space; see Section 2.2 in the main paper.
wg(a, ) Weight vector associated with cluster level parameter at treatment vector a € A(My),
wi(a, z; ag,a)) | pre-treatment covariate vector x € X (k), and treatment allocation strategies (o, a’).
O Cluster level parameter associated with cluster type k.
= Oc(an, o) | Ok, ap) = 3, wi(a; ok, on) E{Yi(a) | Li = k} € Oy
0=0(c,a) Vectorized cluster level parameter. (o, a’) = (01(aq,a)), ..., 0k (ak, o))" where 0 (o, o)) € O.
Dk Cluster type probability. pr = E{1(L; = k)}
P Vectorized cluster type probability. p = (p1,...,pr)".
T Super-population level parameter space; see Section 2.2 in the main paper.
vk (pr) Weight function associated with super-population level parameter space.
v(p) Vectorized vy (pr). v(p) = (v1(p1),- .., vk (pK))".
T=7(a, ) Super-population level parameter. T(a, ') = v"(p)f(a, ') = Zle V(P ) Ok (o, o) € T
PE(q) Direct effect under a-policy, i.e. 7P%(a) = E{Y;(1; a) —Y;(0; a)}.
B, o) Indirect effect under (a, o)-policy, i.e. 7'8(a,0/) = E{Y;(0; a) = Y;(0; &) }.
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Notation

Definition

e(a| z,k) Propeunsity score in cluster type k. e(a | x,k) = pr(A; =a | X; =z, L; = k).

ej(alz,k) Propensity score of unit j from cluster type k. e;(a |z, k) =pr(4;; =a | X; =x,L; = k).
g(a,x, k) Outcome regression in cluster type k. g(a,z,k) = E(Y; | A; = a, X; = x,L; = k).

gj(a,z,k) Outcome regression of unit j from cluster type k. g;(a,z,k) = E(Y;; | A =a,X; =z, L; = k).
Y(a,x,k) Conditional variance matrix of the outcome vector. X(a,z, k) = var(¥; | 4; = a, X; =z, L; = k).

Superscript *

True value of parameters and functions. (e.g, 6%, 7%, e*, g*)

p(07), (1)

Efficient influence function of 8* and 7, respectively.

Nonparametric model space satisfying equation (1) in the main paper;

Mo see Section 3 in the main paper.
M Parametric submodel of Myp with the correctly specified propensity score;
© see Section 3.2 in the main paper.
M Parametric submodel of Myp with the correctly specified outcome regression;
g see Section 3.2 in the main paper.
Muolnt Nonparametric model space without interference; see Section A.5.
M g Nolnt Parametric submodel of Myoint N My; see Section A.5.
Be Propensity score parameter.
Bg Outcome regression parameter.
B8 Collection of the propensity score and the outcome regression parameter. 8 = (87, 87)"
e(a]xz,k; Be) Propensity score of cluster type k parametrized by S,.
gla,z, k; By) Outcome regression of cluster type k parametrized by S..
v Entire estimating equation.
v, Estimating equation to estimate p. ¥, = (¥, 1,..., ¥, k)"; see equation (25).
Wy Estimating equation to estimate 6. ¥y = (Vg 1,..., Vg x)"; see Section 3.2 in the main paper.
Vg Estimating equation to estimate . W5 = (U7, ¥)"; see Section 3.2 in the main paper.
5.0.8 Solution. to the .estimatior.l equation 0 =Y. W, 0= Wy, 0= YN, Wg, respectively;
see Section 3.2 in the main paper, C.5, and B.3.
ela| z, k) Parametrically estimated propensity score. e(a | z,k) = e(a | z,k; Be).
g(a,x, k) Parametrically estimated outcome regression. g(a,z, k) = g(a,z,k; By).
gt Probability limit of .

@Par(9*7 /BT)

Influence function of 6* obtained from the M-estimation.

B G

Influence function of 7* obtained from the M-estimation.

g5 o™ (a, z, k)

Outcome regression of unit j from cluter type k without interference.
g3 (a,x, k) = E(Yij | Aij = a, Xi =z, Li = k).

2

gl’)anNOInt (CL, €z, k 5 Bg)

Outcome regression of unit j from cluter type k without interference parametrized by j,.

TATE Average treatment effect under the absence of interference; see Section A.5.
T Tangent space for a model.
a<(Z)b For some constant C' independent of ¢ and b, a < (>) C - b holds.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1 in the Main Paper

The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma A.2. The density of (0;, L;) = (Y;, Ai, Xi, L;) with

respect to some o-finite measure is

P*(y,a,x,k) = Py(y | a,z, k)e*(a | z, k) Px (x| k)pj,
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where Py is the conditional density of Y; given (A;, X;, L;) and P% is the conditional density of
X; given L;. An asterisk in superscript of (conditional) density represents the true (conditional)
density. A smooth regular parametric submodel parametrized by a possibly multi-dimensional

parameter 7 is
P(y,a,z.k;n) =Py(y | a,z,k;nlela |z k;n)Px(x|k;n)prn)

where the smoothness and regularity conditions are given in Definition A.1 of the appendix in
Newey (1990). We assume the density of the parametric submodel P(-; ) equals the true density

P* at n = n*. The corresponding score function is
s(y,a,x,k;m) = sy(y,a,x, k5 n) + sala,z,k; n) +sx(z,k;n) + sp(k; n) (15)
where

) )
sy(y,a,z,k;mn) = o logPy(y | a,z,k;m),  sala,z,k;n) = an loge(a |z, k;n),  (16)

0 0
SX(w,k;n)zafnlong(wlk;n), SL(k§n):%pk(n)~
The 1-dimensional tangent space for 1-dimensional parameters is

T = {S(y,a,w, k) e R ’ S(y,a,z, k) = Sy (y,a,x, k) + Sa(a,x,k) + Sx(x, k) + Sp.(k) ,
E{Sy(Yi,a,x,k:) |Ai=a,X;=2,L; = k} =0 for all (a,z,k) ,
E{Sa(Ai,x.k) | X; =x,L; =k} =0 for all (z,k) ,
E{Sx(Xi,k) | Li =k} =0 for all k , E{SL(L;)} = 0} . (17)

The estimand 7* is re-represented as 7(n) = Zle vk (pr(n)) Ok (n) at parameter 7 in the regular

parametric submodel where 0 (n) has the following functional form.

O(n) = [/ {wi(a,2)y} Py (y | a,2,k; n)Px (x| k; n) dy dw] - (18)
aEA(Mk)
We find that 7(n*) equals the true 7*. Thus, the derivative of 7 evaluated at true n* is

& ) <« L Ovk(py)

k=1 77

*

The conjectured efficient influence function of 7* is

K O (p)
kapk - r(607) —1—2{ (L; = k) } o5 . (20)
k=1 k=1

Op
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First, we show that 7(n) is a differantiable parameter, i.e.,

873(:77*) B{p(r) - s(Yi, A Xi, Lis )} -

K
=" Blu) - or0) - 5V Ai, Xi, Lis 1)}

S 81)( 7)o

From the identity (74), we obtain an equivalence between the first pieces of (19) and (21).

K

K
>~ B{onvi) - or(07) - sV, Ai X, Lis 1) = > ok(vi)
k=1

k=1

00:(")

For the equivalence between the second pieces of (19) and (21), we find

ZE[{H(Li _ k) _pk}a”g; W gr . o(¥i A X0 L 17*)}

} B { ipzavk(pk)

K
§ *81) *
k=1

0,’;} . E{S(Yi, A, Xiy Lis n")

31%
K K
vk (p) Ovg(pg) 4« Opk(n
— * 0F - sp(kyn*) = H 0 23
;pk nn gosp(ksn®) kzlpk B k- an pk kz (23)

The first identity is based on the total law of expectation. The second identity is from the definition
of s in (15) and the property of score functions. The third identity is from the definition of sy.
The fourth identity is straightforward from the chain rule. Combining (22) and (23), we arrive at
(21), i.e., 7(n) is a differantiable parameter.

Next we show o(7*) belongs to 7 in (17) by showing that each piece of ¢(7*) satisfies the
conditions imposed on 7 in (17). Since the first piece of ¢(7*) in (20) is a linear combination of
©r(0%)s, the first piece of p(7*) in (20) also satisfies the same conditions and belongs to 7 in (17).

To show that the second piece of ¢(7*) in (20) also belongs to 7 in (17), we check the mean-zero
condition on S7y,.

K * K v *
B> {u(m =0 -} 5] = S - o) TR g 0.

k=1 k=1

Therefore, ¢(7*) € T and, thus, ¢(7*) is the efficient influence function of 7* by Newey (1990).
The semiparametric efficiency bound is the variance of ¢(7*) which is equivalent to the expec-

tation of the square of (7). Therefore,

arlote)) =2 [{ S wnaon ) |+ B[ 3 {100 =0 - i} 2880

k=1 k=1 8p/€
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+28[{ gvk@z)@k(ez)} (> {re=n ) 200 ]

k=1

We study each term in (24). The first term is straightforward from the proof of Lemma A.2

K 2 K
B X e ) | =m0 B0 0 }o07) = 3 e SEBL(6))
k=1

k=1
The second term is represented as follows

K

{[§ -y ]| S

k=1

}2 {K *avk@z)m}?
- kak :
el Pk

The last term is zero by observing the following

P H évk(p’é)%(ei)} [i {]l(LZ- =k)— p};}%gz(j)e,’;”

k=1

- &[] évk@z)@k(ez) ) [g {1(z0= 1) -} 2208 ;|
:E[O- [i{ﬂ(Li:k)—pZ}aUg}SZZ)OZ” =0.

Combining the result above, we get the explicit form of F {90(7*)2}.

= = t%k ? A
var{o(t")} = ka pi)?SEBy(6}) +Zp - D 0n ¢ -
k=1 k=1 k

— " Opk

This concludes the proof of the theorem.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2 in the Main Paper

We define the estimating equation of p.

U,(p) = (Upi(p1), -, Upc(pK))” , Yprlpn) =1(Li=k)—pr, k=1,... . K . (25)

Therefore, p = (1, ..., px)" is the solution to the estimating equation 0 = N~} Zf\il U, (p). The
entire estimating equation is defined by ¥(p, 6, 3) = (¥} (p), V5 (0, 3), \IIE(B))T It is straightforward
to check that the regularity conditions on ¥ (6, 3) assumed in Lemma A.3 implies the regularity
conditions on ¥(p, 0, 3). Hence, Theorem 5.41 of van der Vaart (1998) gives the asymptotic result

p—p" « pgx af -1 N
VN | §— o* :—I[E{W}] U (p*, 0%, 81 + 1) . 26
o i o(p.6,5) ; (p B") +op(1) (26)
(4)
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Note that the expectation of the Jacobian matrix (A) is

—IK 0 0* T
<A>=E{WW}: 0 —diag(p") E{W}

o(p,0,8)"
) V(1)
0 0 E{a - }

where I is K x K identity matrix and diag(p*) = diag [p’f, . ,p}]. Therefore, we find

- o

0(p.0,5)"
[— I 0 0 |
|0 gty diagu/p*)E{‘W} [E{EN;B(TBT)H -
K =75 |

where diag(1/p*) = diag[l/p“{, ce 1/p}(]. Replacing (A)~! in (26) with the form above, we get the

linear expansion of (P, 6).
p—p" 1 o
VN % = —
i VN X

We consider a continuously differentiable function h : RX @ RX — R with h(p,0) = v™(p)6.

Note that h(p,0) = 7 and h(p*,0*) = 7*, respectively. Therefore, the standard delta method gives

“)

@Pi?g:,m +op(1) . (27)

~

the asymptotic linear expansion of 7 = h(p, ) at 7* = h(p*,0%).

o *

VN(7—7%) = VN{h(p,0) — h(p*,6%)} = VN - {Vh(p",6")}" !g:p +op(1)  (28)

9*

where

Ovk (prc)
Opk

br,...,

Vh(p,0) = Oh(p,0) _ [81)1(1)1)

d(p,0) om eKaUI(pl)j--.,vK(pK)} .

Combining (27) and (28), we obtain

1 K& (ou(ph)
VN(F—1*) = NZZ{ ook 97;-\Pp,k@z)+vk<pz>go}3af<ez,ﬁ*>} +op(1)
=1 k=1
1 Qlged *\ Par/gx of * 8’Uk<pZ) *
= 5 w0560 + {10 = 1)~ 5} 25 g op)

i=1 k=1

pPar(r*,BT)
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This concludes the proof of the asymptotic normality of 7.
To prove the local efficiency of 7, it suffices to show that P (7*, 81) is equivalent to ¢(7*)
presented in Theorem 3.1 in the main paper under model M, NM,. This is obtained if ©} (6, B

is the same as ¢y (0)) where
OV r (05, 81 (8O 17"
o (61 81) = o | outoy. 1) - E{ AT [ { B uiah)]
(B)

Since ¢y (07) = Vo (05, 87)/p}, it suffices to show that (B) is zero. Note that 8l and 5; are the
true parameters under model M. N My; ie., e(a | z,k; ﬂ;r) =ela | x,k; B)) =e*(a | x,k) and
g" (a, 2,k ; 53) = g"(a,z, k; B;) = g*(a,x, k). Under model M. N My, the derivative 0Wy /9.
is

0ok (0r, 8 1(A; = a;)Vs,e(ai | Xi k; Be
Q(’;(B”:ﬂ(Li:k) 3 ( e(a)w@c(k"m? 6)wg(ai,Xi){Yi—g(ai,Xi,k;Bg)}
€ CLiEA(Mk) 7 1y vy Me

where Vg, e(a; | X;, k; Be) is the column vector of the partial derivative of e(-; 8.) with respect to
Be. The expectation of 0¥y 1 /0. is 0:

OWy (07, 1 . Vs.elai | Xik; Bl
E{“(?(ﬁk)} :pkE{ Z el | : )wg(ai,Xi)
(& aiG.A(Mk) e(ai ’ Xz7k7 ﬁe)

X E{Y — glan, Xi ks B2) | Ai = ai, Xi, L = k}

J/

i)
=0

=0. (30)
Next we find that the derivative 0Wg /05, is

OWo.1 (01, B)
0By

]l(AZ = ai) P
=1 ; — — E v 7 7 o iy iy R
(L’L k){ G(CLZ' ‘ XZ,]{?, /Be)wk(a 7X)vﬂgg (Cl Xiyk 59)
CLq,G.A(Mk)

+ Z wlz<aiin)vﬁggPar<aiinvk; 59)}
a€A(My)

where Vg g(a;, X, k; By) is the column vector of the partial derivative of g(-; 8,) with respect to
Bg. The expectation of 0¥ 1 /05, is

E{ 0y (67, 8 }

0By

ZPZE{ - )

a; €A(My,)

lai | X ks g rlen XIVaglan Xk )

=1
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+ Z wk a;, X vﬁ glai, Xi, k; ﬁg) k}
a; EA(My)

~0. (31)

Combining (30) and (31), (B) in (29) is zero. Consequently, L8 (05, 87) = @1 (05) and T (7%, 8T) =
("), respectively. This concludes the proof of the local efficiency of 7.

B.4 Proof of Corollary 3.1 in the Main Paper

We only prove the case for the direct effect but the indirect effect can be proven in a similar manner.

The estimator for the direct effect presented in (5) in the main paper is reduced to

P a Zpk 0" (@) 221 =R){ulaga) - n0.850} (32

zlkl

where 1, has the form of

My,
~ o~ 1 1 Al = a; ~Par
T/’k(%evg:a) v |: Z /\(7){}/ g;) (aiuX’iJ k)}ﬂ-(al(f‘])ﬂ CB)

M, = Lt e(a; | Xiy k)
ajj=a
+ E Par (ai, X, k)T (ai—j; oz)] . (33)
aze-A Mk)
ajj=a

Next, we review the bias corrected doubly robust (DR-BC) estimator proposed in Liu et al.
(2019). Adopting their notations, the DR-BC estimator for the direct effect is defined by

k
]SEDRBC % Z {YDR BC(1, o) — Y,PREC 0, a)} (34)
where
1o a) G
YDPRBC (g o [ flai |JX ){Yij —m;i(Ai, Xi; ﬁ)}W(Ai(—j) ;@) (35)
N; = 7 is

+ > mij(a, a;_j), X B)m(ag_j); 04)] :
a;(— ;) EA(N;—1)
We translate their notations into our notations as follows. First, k and N; in (34) and (35) are the
number of observed cluster and the cluster size of ¢th cluster which are written as N and M in our
notation under unique cluster type assumption, respectively. Second, f(a | z; 7) and m;;(a, x; B\) in
(35) are the estimated propensity score at the parameter 7 and the estimated outcome regression
of Y;; at the parameter ﬂ, which correspond to é(a | z,1) and Par(a,x, 1), respectively, in our

notation under unique cluster type assumption. Because of the assumptions (i) and (ii), we obtain
fla]xz;7) =¢ela| 1) and m;j(a,x; 6) = g})ar(a,x, 1). Therefore, (33) and (35) are the same.
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_—~ DR-BC
Furthermore, (32) and (34) are the same. The DR-BC estimator DE () proposed in Liu et al.
(2019) has the property introduced in Theorem 3.2 in the main paper under model M.NM,. That
_~ DR-BC
is, DE (@) is locally efficient under model M, N M,.

B.5 Proof of Corollary 4.1 in the Main Paper

Before proving Corollary, we introduce new notations for brevity. We denote the parameters associ-
ated with the propensity score in cluster type k as (. = (6§k, Ak)T and the parameters associated
with the outcome regression in cluster type k as (4 = (B;k,nk, pr)". We define the collection
of parameters for all the propensity scores and outcome regressions as (, = (Cg Lo--- ,C; )" and
Co=(Cgar---> ; )", respectively. Since the propensity score and the outcome regression in cluster
type k do not depend on parameters of other cluster types, we replace 3, and . in g;(-; 84) and
e;(-; Be) presented in (7) and (6) in the main paper with 3y and Sk, respectively.

Throughout the proof, we use tensor notations to denote second-order derivatives. Specifically,
for a matrix D = [D;;] e R™"*™ (i =1,...r;,j =1,...,r2) and a vector d = (di,...,d,,) € R,
we let d*2 = dd" (i.e., outer product), D ®d be an order-three tensor where each element is D;j;dy,
(i=1,...1,j=1,...19, k=1,...73), and d®3 = (dd") ® d.

We consider the estimating equation
T
W(F;&C&Cg) = [‘Pf(p17917<e,1agg,l) 3 ey \IITI‘((pKveKvge,Kan,K)}

where W, (pr, Ok, Ces Cok) = [Ypk(Pr) 5 ok (Ok, Cor Cok) » Vo i (Cek) \Il;k(Cg,k)]T and

Uy k(pk) = L(Li = k) — py (36)
p (A, Xi) Y — 9(Ai, Xi, ks
\Ije,k(eka Ce,kn gg,k) = ]]'(LZ = k) |:UJk( ){ e(é'-g(k) BQJC)} (37)
+ Y wi(as Xiglai, Xisk; Bex) — O
a; EA(My)
. o ) vCe,ke(Ce,k)
\Ile,k‘ (Ce,k’) - ]]-(LZ - k) e((,.e,k) (38)
Yok (ngk‘) =1(Li=k)- ng,k€97k(Cgvk) . (39)

Here €27 (C, 1) and £, x((, %) are defined in (40) and (41), respectively. Also, (38) and (39) are the
score functions of the propensity score and the outcome regression, respectively.

First, we study the explicit form of (38). The conditional individual propensity score given the
random effect b; = b, P(A;; = aij | Xij = 245, Li = k,b; = b; Be ), simplifies to e;(as; | b; Pek)-
The conditional group propensity score given the random effect P(A; = a; | X; = zi, L; = k,b; =
b; Be) simplifies to e(b; Bex). Hence, the group propensity score e(a; | i, k; (), which we
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denote as (), has the form

M,
") = [ e(b; Ber)d(bs M) db = ej(aij | bs Bey) pd(bs A) db (40)
k / k k /{jl;[l j J k } k

where ¢(-; A\g) is the probability density function of the normal distribution N (0, )\,;1). The explicit
form of V¢, e(Cer) = ( Ee,ke(cak), VAke((&k))T in (38) is

Vo, ce(Cor) = / (b B ) R(b: Bor)(bs \e)db

1 - )\kbz epar

V)\ke(ge’k) = / W (b; 5e,k)¢(b§ k) db

where

l‘i]’

M )
R(b; Be) = > {Llaij =1) — ef™ (1] bs Be)} [ ] :
j=1

The derivative and integration are exchangeable because of the dominated convergence theorem.
Next, we study (39). The conditional density of y; given (A; = a;, X; = x;, L; = k) at the
parameter (g4 is the multivariate normal distribution N (g(ai,xi,k; 697;6),5;{) Note that the jth

component of g is represented as
giai, i k5 By k) = hj(ai, vi, k) By k a’U(amﬂ%7k)::[1’aﬁa§jf¢4‘%fv$5’§:ﬂ¢jz%iq?'
We define a matrix H which has Mj, columns and the jth column is h;. Then, g can be written as
g(ai, xi, k) = H (ai, x5, k) Bg e, Haij, x4, k) = [hl(ai,xi,k‘) ‘ . ‘ th(ai,xi,k)} .
Therefore, the log-likelihood of the outcome regression is

o (Cor) = — 5 Tomdet(2mSk) — 2" (Gu)Si Gy (41)

where €((g.x) = vi — 9(ai, i, k; Bgr) = yi — H" (a;, i, k)Bg,k. From the Sherman-Morrison formula,

the invserve of S;, and the determinant of S}, are

PKTE

T — My,
——— 1y , det(Sy) = 14+ My pini

Skfl =il

where I = I)y, is an Mj-dimensional identity matrix and 1,4, is an Mj-dimensional vector of ones.

The non-zero first derivatives of €((4 1), Sk_l, and log det(Sy) with respect to B¢, Nk, and py are

aE(Cg k:)
R H(ag i,k
aﬁ‘;k (al7x'b7 )
05, ! L Pk (2 + Myprnk) 11, 08, _ 02 T
oy, (14 Myprni)? PR i, (14 Myprme)? ¢ HF
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0log det(Sk) 7% My py. 0log det(Sk) Mg

Oy me 14+ Mypeny Ipx 1+ Mypemy

The derivative of £, with respect to (g is Ve, Ly k(Cgr) = (VEg,kﬁg,k(Cg,k% Vil k(Coe)s

Vpkﬁmk(g“g,k))T where each component is given below.

vﬂg,kggvk(cgvk) = H(ai’ L, kj)Skjle(Cg,k)
1 1 (2 + My prnp) 2 My M. px
!/ = ——¢T - T
Vo g,k@g,k) 26 (Cg,k)e@g,k) + 2 (1+Mkpk77k)2 {6 ( ) ) 2 201+ Mypwie)

2
U T 2 Mknk
€ Qo) — o -
(1+ Mkpwk)2{ (CorLan} 2(1 + Myprni)

Next, we show that U satisfies the regularity conditions (R1)-(R4) of Lemma A.3. Condition

(R1) is trivially held as long as the parameters of interest (i.e., (p, 8, (e, (y)) are restricted in such

vpk gg,k: (Cg,k) = 9

parameter space.

Condition (R2) also can be shown via brute force derivation of the second order partial deriva-
tives of estimating equations. Note that the derivatives of ¥ with respect to (pw, O, Cenr, (g 1)
is zero if k # k'. Therefore, it suffices to derive the second order partial derivatives of ¥y with
respect to (P, Ok, Ce ki Cg k)

The derivatives of W, are V,, W), x(pr) = —1 and 0 for other derivatives. Therefore, all second
order partial derivatives of ¥, . is zero.

The non-zero first order partial derivatives of Wg; are

Vo, Yo 10k, Ce s Co k) = —1(Li = k)

1 Az = Qa;
V5,0 W0k Ok, Cees Co) = L(Li = k) > { A= a) 1}{H(aiaXi7k)wkz(aiaXi)}
a; €A(My)

L Aia XZ
Ve Yor(Ok; Cek, Coi) = —1(Li = k)wk( o k))z(cg’k) {Vge’ke(@k)} .

The non-zero second order partial derivatives of Wy ;. are

V8, Ve You (O, Ce s Cgoke)
Z H(A;, X, k)wp(A;, X;)
e(ge,k)2

= 1(L; = k) {VEe,ke(Ce,k)}

Vge,k \Ijevk (Hk’ C@k? Cg,k)
wi (Ai, Xi)e(Gy 1)
e((e,k)B

Here VEE €(Cek) is a (2 x 2)-block matrix with the components

— (L= k) V2 ecen)} —2{Veeen} ] @)

VQ 8((:@7]@) Vi Vi e(Ce,k)
vge,ke(CG,k): Pek b Pk ’

VA Ve e(Cer) V3 e(Cer)
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The explicit forms of the components can be obtained by using the interchangeability of integration

and differentiation.

v%e,ke(C&k)
My, 1 ®2
- / ePar<b;Be,k){R@(b;ﬂe,k)—Zefaf(l\b;ﬁe,weﬁar(orb;ﬁe,k) L] }¢<b; Ar) db
j=1 K
Akbz Par

1—
V.. Vage(Cer) = / o © (b5 Be)R(b; Be)d(b; M) db

A2 — 2N2 — 1 p
VhielGe) = [ s Be)otbs M)

The non-zero first order partial derivative of W, is

Ve i Ver(Cer) = 1(Li = k)

Ve eler) {vce,ke@e,k)}@T
e(Ce,k) G(Ce,k)z '

The non-zero second partial order partial derivatives of ¥, j, is

Ve Ver(Cet) (43)
VE celCer)  2{VE elCen)} @ {Ve pelCen) ) . 2{v<e’ke(§€,k)}®3]
G(Ce,k) e(ge,k)Q e(ge,k)g

Note that Vi,ke(ge,k) is order-three tensor containing sub-tensors Vgeyke(cak), V%&kv,\ke(gk),
Vﬁekaie(Ce,k), and V?)’\ke((e,k), which are of the form

:H(Li:k)[

v%e,ke(ce,k)

M, ®2
- /e(b; Be k) {R®3(b; Bek) — 3{ Zej(l | b5 Ber)e; (0] b; Bek) L}ZJ } Q@ R(b; Bek)

j=1

M, ®3
_ Z@j(l | b3 Ber)ej(0]b; 5e,k){1 —2e;(1 | b; 5e,k)} [x:t]] ]¢(b; Ar) db

=1
v%e,kvAke(C@k)

1—M\b? po o2 M 1%
:/2)%6 (b; @,k)[R i Bek) Z (L] b; Ber)e;(0]b; &k)[ ]] ]¢(b; ) db

AZbt — 207 — 1
Vs Theeln) = [ SR 0 B ROb: Ae)olbs M)

—A200 + 3ATDY + 307 + 3
3 _ Par
Vi, e(Cek) —/ 8/\3

(b5 Bes)d(bs M) db . (44)

The non-zero first order partial derivative of W, ;. consists of components which are the product
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of the second derivative of ¢y, and 1(L; = k) where

V%g,kgg,k@g,k) = —H(a;, z;, k?)Sk_lﬂT(ai, xi, k)

PNk (2 + Myprny)
V5, x Vinlgk(Cor) = Hlai, xi, k)e(Cor) — (1 Mype)? {€" (L) 1na, }{H (@ir 25, k)1, }
2
M.
vﬁg,kvpkf%k(c_%k) (1+Mkpk77 2{6 Cgk‘ 1Mk}{H az,l’z,k)le}
M M2 2
2 k: k Pk
V4 = —_ )1
VLo (Cor) (1 +Mkpknk 3{ (Couan}” - 2(1 + Mypini)?
2 My,
Vnkvpkgg,k(gg, )= (1+Mkpk77k 3{ Cg,k)lM}c} - 2(1 +Mkpk77k:)2
Mkﬁk M/?”;%

3 {ET(Cgk)le }2 +

2 My
VoLor(Cok) = =T R o)

2(1 + Myprny)?

The non-zero second order partial derivatives of W, ;. are the product of the non-zero third derivative
of £y k(Cg k) and 1(L; = k) where

2 _ . PrNk (2 + My prng) T o
vﬁg‘kvnkgg,k(gg,k) - _H(azaxzak){l_ (1+Mkpk77k)2 1Mk M, H (az,xl,k‘)
2
U ®2
V3, Vorlor(Con) = W{H(%xiakﬂm}
2pk

V5, Vi Lok (Con) = € (Cor) Lan, J{H (@i, i, K)o,

(1 + Myprnk)

vﬁg,kvnkvpkﬁg,k(cg,k) (1‘H\247W{6 (Cg,) 1Mk}{H a;, i, k 1Mk}

Vi ValabCat) = (o (G H i )

Vi lgk(Cor) = —%{6 (o)l )+ ]7\74: %

Ve Vorlonr(Cor) = _m{ET(Cg,k)le}z + m

\ v?)kgg,k’@gk) = _%{ET(Cgak)le}Q + %

Vo Lok (Con) = %{GT(gg,k)le}Z - % (45)

Consequently, all second order derivatives of ¥ are twice continuously differentiable with respect

o (p,0, (g, Ce).
To show condition (R3), we see that at the true parameter, E{\If(p*, 0%, (g, Q‘)} = 0. We first
study the expectation of the derivative of V¢, , U, and V¢, Uy g

E{V¢,  Yer(Cen)} = PhE{V¢, e rl(Cer) | Li =k} |
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E{v%’klpg’k(cgvk)} :sz{ng,k\I/g,k@g,k) ‘ L;= k} .

The negative conditional expectations of the matrices in the above become the Fisher information
matrices at (. = (7, and (4 = C; i.» Tespectively. The Fisher information matrix of the propensity
score is assumed to be invertible. Also, the Fisher information matrix of the outcome regression is

invertible through the following argument.

—E{V¢, V(1) | Li =k} (46)
—E{H(A;, X, k) (S)  H™ (A, Xi, k) | Li = k) 0 0
=— 0 Bui(ng, pr)  Bia(ng, pk)
0 Bia(nfss p)  Boa(ng, pk)

Here S} is the true variance matrix Si(nj, p;) and

1
Bii (e, pi) = {zM ~ M1+ M, 2M222}
11 (7K Pk) 2201 + Mypirie)? kPkMk k(1 + Mypkme)” + M pini;
Mk 2 M2 4
Bia(nk, pr) = i s Boaa(mk, pr) = — £k

202 (1 + Mypri)? 202 (1 + Mypene)?

Since the columns of H do not degenerate, the first leading diagonal element is invertible. The
determinant of the [2,3] x [2, 3]-block matrix of (46) is non-zero for all (4 in the parameter space

because M > 1, i.e.,

Bi1(Mg, pre) B2, pre) Mini 2 2 9 9
det =— {QMkPknk — Myp(1 + Myprnr)” + M ppni + 1}
Bia(nk, pr)  Ba2 (M, pr) 4 (1 + My pni)*
Mn

= My — 1)(Myprmi +1)* #0 .
Ant(1+ Mkpknk)4( ) )

Therefore, the matrix presented in (46) is invertible.

Now, we discuss (R3)-(i). The uniqueness is guaranteed if the parameters are globally identifi-
able. First, p;, and 0}, are uniquely defined by the form of the estimating equation. Second, (. j is
assumed to be identifiable. Lastly, (4 is identifiable if the Fisher information of (, ;. is invertible
because the outcome regression, which is a normal distribution, belongs to the exponential family.
In (46), the Fisher information is shown to be invertible, so (, is identifiable.

Next, we discuss (R3)-(ii). It suffices to show E{ H\If;g(pz, 0% G ke Coke) H;} is finite for all £ where

* * * * 2
H\Ijk(pkvgkaCe,ng,k)Hg (47)
= U,k (02)® + Vo (08, Car Cor) + Vil (G ) Ve (Chp) + g () Wg i (Chp) -

The expectation of the first term \IJ; . in (47) is finite

E{W,.(0))?} = E[{1(Li = k) — p}}*] = (1 — p}) < o0 .
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The expectation of the second term W3, in (47) is finite

E{‘I’ek OkankaC )}—PkE{‘l’ek Gk,Cgk7 ek) | Li —k} pz?’ SEBy, < 00

because SEBy, defined in Lemma A.2 is finite. The third term W7, W, in (47) can be decomposed
into

L{{Vﬂek Cek} {vﬂek Cek }+{vAk Cek)}}

(Ce k) ek(Cek) (
k
1(Li =

< [Hvﬁek (Cek) H2+{V/\k (Cet) } } : (48)

c2

The inequality is from condition (A3) in Assumption 2.1 in the main paper. Note that HVﬁ L€(Cek H2
is bounded by the following quantity

Vs, ceCer)l, = H / e(b; Ber)R(D; Ber)d(bs M) db

2

< / €0 Ben)|R(D: Ber)||, 60 M) db < / 1R Bos)|l,6(b: Ax) db

where the first inequality is from the Jensen’s inequality and the second inequality is from the
boundedness of the probability e (b; S.x) < 1. HR(b; Be,k)Hg is further bounded by

HR ﬁek H2<Z}]l az]—l _63(1“7 ﬁek ‘H ) ’L]

L], < 2007

Therefore, we see that the expectation of the first term in (48) is bounded by the moment related

to the covariate as follows

B{1(5 = )T e} = ri B9 et 2= 1)
<apMp{1+ B(| x5 L= k) } - (49)
Since E(||X;]|3 | L; = k) is finite by assumption, (49) is also finite. Therefore, we find that the

expectation of the second term in (48) is bounded by the moment related to the covariate as follows.
We can find that Vy, e(( k) is bounded above by 1/

[Vaee(Cer)| = ‘/ (1= Mkb%)e(b; Ber)p(b; Ak)db‘

1

1
< m/ll — Meb?[e(b; Bep)p(bs M) db < o (14 Ab2)B(b; Ag) db =

1

Ak
The last equality is from the variance of b; ~ N(0,\; ). Therefore, the expectation of 1(L; =
k){V,\ke(Ceﬁk)} is bounded above by 1/)\2 This concludes that E{‘If (Cek)Ve k(Ce,k)} is finite.
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The fourth term Wj Wy is W, W7, in (47) and can be decomposed into
q’;,k(Cg,k)\Ijg,k(Cg,k)
2 2 2
= 1(Li = )|V, Lo Co) 3 + {Tmlo o)} + { Tl rGo) 1] (50)
Note that the expectation of the first term in (50) is
2
E{Hvﬁg,kg%k(@,k)“g ‘ Li = k}
= B (G Sy H (s, Xi k) (A, X, k)8 e(Go) | Li = k)
_ E[tr{H(Ai,Xi,k)S,;lHT(Ai,Xi,k:)} ‘Li - k;} . (51)
The identity is straightforward by switching the order of expectation and trace. We find that

tr{H(ai, i, k‘)S,;lHT(ai, Ti, k‘)}

2
PEMy, T
= tr|nH (a;, zi, k)H" (a;, 24, k) — —————"—{ H(aj, z;, k)1 H(a;, x;, k)1
r{nk (aj, zi, k)H " (a;, i, k) 1+Mkpk77k{ (ai,z )Mk}{ (ai,x )Mk}
pk?? 2
= h (ai, zi k i, Ty k — Tk h (ai, zi, k
nkz hi )= 1+ My prng Z 9

Note that the second equality uses tr(dd™) = d"d. Therefore, E{||v59,k£g,k( ;k)H; |Li = k}
is also finite if E{h]T-(Ai,Xi,k)hj(Ai,Xi,k:) | Lj = k} is finite for all j. Since hj(a;,z;,k) =
1, aij, > a;—j), T inT(_j)]T and E(||X;||3 | L; = k) is finite by assumption, (51) is also finite.

The expectations of the last two components of (50) are equivalent to pfE[{Vy, £ ( ;,k)}Q |
L;, = k‘] and p; [{Vpkf%k( ;7,{)}2 | L; = k:], respectively. These quantities are finite because the
maximum order of the quantities are the fourth power of 6(( * ) which follows a multivariate normal
distribution. Since the expectations of the four components in (47) are finite, E{ H U (py, 05, ¢ ok H2}
is finite as well.

Lastly, we discuss (R3)-(iii). We can get the derivative of ¥ with respect to (p,0,(,(,), the

parameters associated with cluster type k, as follows

[0W1(p1,01,Ce,1,Cg,1) 0 0 -
8(?1,01,Ce,1)Cg,1)T 8\1} ( 0 C C ) o
2\P2,02,Ge,2,(g,2
OU(p,0,6.,) 0 B2, B2, CosCo) '
a(pveace?CQ)T . . :
0 0 a\IJK(pKu 9K7 ge,Ka Cg,K)
i T Opr, Ok, Cey g )T
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where

Vo Uy 0 0 0
OWk(prs Ok Ceks Gok) _ | O Vo Wor Ve, Wor Ve, Yo (52)
Dk Ors Ceor Cg k)™ 0 0 Ve rVer 0

0 0 0 Ve, Vyn

To show the invertibility of E{@\IJ(p, 0,Ce,Cq)/0(p, 0, Ce, Cg)T}, it suffices to show that the diagonal
entries in (52) are invertible at true parameter values. The first diagonal entry is V,, ¥, 1 (p) = —1,

so it is invertible. The second diagonal entry has expectation E {V@k W (05, ;k, ;7 k)} =—pp #0

so it is invertible. The expectation of third entry is invertible because it is the negative Fisher

information matrix. The expectation of the last entry is shown to be invertible based on the form
in (46).
To show condition (R4), we consider the neighborhood of (pj, 6}, ek Gy ..) defined by

N = {00 00 Cos G | [[ (90 B Gt Co) = (01,05, G G| |, <7}

for positive constant r > 0. Note that any neighborhood of (p*,6*, (! ,(;) is included in the
Cartesian product HszlNk,r for some r > 0. Therefore, it suffices to show that every element
of the second order partial derivatives of W) having entries in (36)-(39) is bounded by a fixed
intergrable function for cluster type k parameters that belong to Nj .

First, we show [|e(8,.x)||3 is bounded by a integrable function. Note that

eBa)l13 = llyi — glai, zi, k5 Bop) + 9lai, xi ks Bor) — glas, xi ks Ber)ll
<2y — glai, zi ks By )3 + 2llg(as, xi, ks By 1) — glas, xi, ks Byl
< 2[e(¢E )5 + 201 H (@i, 26, k) (B ik — B3 -

Since ||e( ;‘k)||% is the residual sum of squares, it is an integrable function whose value is finite for
all (ng, pr) € Ny Also, ||[H" (a;, x;, k)( ok By.x)|13 is upper bounded by r2{ My + M} + My||z;||3}.

1H ™ (ai, zi, k) (By k. — Bgr) 2
< |[H(ai, i, k)|l2l| By, — Bg,kll2
<r|H"(ai,zi, k)||p

My, My, 2 My
_, Mﬁzagﬁz(Zaij/) + 5 a3+
j=1 Jj=1

=1 Ni'#d

My, 2
2

J=1

E Lt

J'#i

< /My M+ M |

where || D||r is the Frobenius norm of a matrix D. First inequality uses the property of the induced
matrix 2-norm. Second inequality is based on the relationship between induced matrix 2-norm

and the Frobenius norm. Third identity is based on the definition of the Frobenius norm and
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the last inequality is straightforward from the definition of x; and the boundedness of a;;s. Since
E{||Xi||3| Li = k} is finite, [|e(y,k)|3 is bounded by a fixed integrable function.

Next we observe that the rth order partial derivatives of e((.j) is bounded by rth degree
polynomials of the covariates. For example, as in (44), we can show that each component of

o H:Eng +ecr- Hl’ZH2 + ¢o where co,

Viyke(@,k) is bounded by third order polynomial cg - sz
c1, ¢z, c3s are generic constants. Similarly, the first and the second order derivatives of e((. ) are
bounded by the the first and the second order polynomials in ||x;||2, respctively.

Lastly, e(C. ) is bounded between [c,1 — ¢] for some constant c if the parameters belong to
N,.. All second derivatives of ¥y have the forms in (42), (43), (45). Note that these functions are
bounded by a function of the form Cs-||z;||5+Cs- ||| |5 +C1- ||z | ,+Co for all (py, O, Ceps Cote) € Nir
where Cy, C1, Cy, C3 are generic constants because of the previously established results regarding
the boundedness of ||e(Cyx)||3, the derivatives of the propensity scores, and the propensity score.
Therefore, since E {HXZHg | L; = k} is bounded, all elements of the second order derivatives of Wy
are bounded by a fixed integrable function for every (pg, Ok, Cek, Cg k) € Nigr-

This shows that W satisfies the regularity conditions (R1)-(R4) of Lemma A.3. It is straight-
forward to show the results regarding 7 in Corollary 4.1 in the main paper by following the proof

of Theorem 3.2 in the main paper.

B.6 Proof of Corollary 4.2 in the Main Paper

We decompose 7 — 7" as (7~' - 5) + (5 — 7'*) where § = sz\il d;/N with the uncentered efficient
influence function &; = ¢(7*) + 7*. That is, § — 7* is the average of the efficient influence function
in Theorem 3.1 in the main paper. Thus, it suffices to show N1/2 (T—0) =op(1).

Without loss of generality, let 4 be the cluster in type t, i.e. L; =t. Then, ¢; is written as

vr(pi){ e (Oiye*, g*) — 07}

5 =
1 p:

+ v (p})0; — Zpkvk ()0 + 7"
k=1

where v} (p) = Ov(p)/Opk. Thus, we find

K % OZ', *’ *) _ g* K K
1 3 Z ve(PR) { i ( At ) =0}, 1 3 vei)0E = > P00 + 7
Li=

N 1 i: Py, Nk::lz‘:Li:k: =1
S pewn(pp) 1 0 P o, .

=) 5 DL aelOnet g+ . — Y 0k — Pr)vk (0707
= Pk kiLi=k k=1 Py k=1

gk(e*vg*)
where 7* = Zszl vk(py)0; is in the second equality. With some algebra, we find abc — zyz =
(a—2)(b+y)(c+2)/4+ (a+2)(b—y)(c+ 2)/4+ (ab+ zy)(c — 2)/2. As a consequence, T — & is

EK: pk 9k _pkvk(p )d’ (6*79*) _ & (p pk)vk(pk)ak _|_§K: p —pk)’uk(pk)gk

pk pk

k=1 k=1
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(pk + Pr) {vk(ﬁk) - vk(pZ)}{Hk + P (e”, 9*)}
{pive (@) + Do) {0 — o, 9"}

5 = PO + P~ Do)k )0
We study elementary terms in the above expression. From the central limit theorem, we have pj, —
p; = Op(N~1/2) and, combined with the delta method, this implies vg(py) — vi(p}) = v}.(p}) (Pr —
p) + Rin where Ry n = op(N~Y/2). Hence, vy(pk) + vi(p}) = vk(Dr) — ve(0}) + 2vk(p}) =

2ui(p}) + Op(N~1/2).
Next we establish the result about 6 — ¢, (e*, g*) which is further decomposed as follows.

D;
Qk—%(e*,g*):iZEZ{Gﬁk(Oz,e 0:9(-)) — ¢x(Oi, € ,g)}
=1 ¥ ez,
1< [
- D; — E{D; | T} +ED\IC} (53)
32 | 2 D PR T DO T

Bo

By

We show Bj and Bg are op(N -1/ 2) under the assumption in the theorem. First, the conditional

expectation of B given 7y is upper bounded by

12N _ 2/pj +op(1)

2
E(B} | Ij) = mvar(D | Z§) < NN—E(DQ | Z}) = N E(D? | I) . (54)

Here, E(D? | Ig) is represented as

E(D} | ZF)
—/]l(Li—k)[{e (Ai | Xiy k) —e—p)(As |Xz,k:}wk (A;, X,)Y;
e*(Ai | Xi, k)e_oy(Ai | Xy, k)
{e V(A | Xy k) — e (A \Xz,k bwi (Ai, Xi){g* (ai, Xi, k) + g(—e) (ai, Xi, k) }
2e* (A | Xi, k)e_p(Ai | Xi, k)
{e V(Ai | X k) + e*(Ai | X, k) bwi (As, Xi){g* (as, Xi, k) — §(—o) (@i, X, k) }
2e*(Ai | Xi, k)e_p(Ai | Xi, k)

+ [wi(ai,Xz'){ﬁ(—a(ai,XiJf)—9*(az’szw’f)}H2dP(0¢)

aq,EA Mk
Z {6 Q; | X’L? k (az | Xz,k' } wk a;, 1) [{g* (ai,Xi, k‘)}®2 + E*(aiaXiyk)]wk(ai,X@')
a; € A(My) e*(ai | Xi, k){ep(ai | Xi, k)}?
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Z {e—p(ai | Xi,k) — e*(a; | Xzsk‘)} [wit (ai, Xi){g* (ai, Xi k) + g(— )(aiin,k‘)}]Q
ai€A(My) de*(ai | Xiy k) {En(ai | Xi,k)}?

Z {g(—é)(ai | Xia k) =+ e*(ai | Xi) k)} [wk a’H {g (ala Xla k;) ( )(aiaXia k) }]2
a; €A(My,) 46*(&1' ’ Xl?k {e(—f) a; | Xlak)}

_l’_

2
> w;f(ai,Xi){ﬁ(fz) (ai, X, k) — g*(az‘,Xzak)}] dP(0; | Li = k) .
a; €A(My)

The equality holds from straightforward math and the inequality holds from the total law of expec-
tation and (a+b+c+d)? < a?+b? + 2 + d?. Using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, the property
of the matrix 2-norm, and the boundedness of the quantities from the assumption, we find the

upper bounds for each term in the right hand side. For example, the first term is upper-bounded
as follows.

Z {e*(ai | X k) — € plai | Xy, k) } w (ai, Xi) [{g* (auXi,k)}@Q + X (as, Xi, k)| wi(ai, X5)
a; € A(My) e*(ai | Xi, k){ep(ai | Xi,k)}?
< ¥ e (i | Xi, k) = &gy (ai | Xi, B) |3 ]lwnlas, X0)|5|{g* (i, X, k) }** + 2 (i, X, B)||,
a; EA(My) e*(a; | Xi, k){e—p(ai | Xy, k)}?
S D0 llettas | Xik) = &g las | Xis k)
ai € A(My)
Similarly, the other terms are upper-bounded by >, .c 4(as,) He a; | Xi k) —€p(ai | Xi,k) H; or

ZaieA (My) Hg (az,XZ, k) g(_g) (az,Xz, k:) H2 As a consequence, E(Df | IC) is upper—bounded as
follows.

E(Dzz'I?)S/ S |l (ai | Xiok) — E_gy(a | Xo,)|[3dP (01 | Li = k) (55)
a; €A(My)
+/ > G (ai, Xis k) — g% (ai, X, k) HQdP (O | L = k)

= OP(TE,N) + OP(T;N)

where the right hand side is 0p(1). From (54), we find E(B? | Z§) = op(N~!) and By = op(N~1/2)
from Lemma 6.1 of Chernozhukov et al. (2018).

Second, the conditional expectation of D; given Zj is zero as follows.
E(D; | I§)
A XZ) k A Xz, k A’La X’L
[0 L ) B X X
*(A; \X,,k) ) (Ai | Xi, k)

T {g(—é)(Ai | Xiak) (A |X2>k }wk AzyX {g* (aqu,k) +§(_1) ((Ii,Xi,/{)}
26" (A; | Xi k)e g (A | X k)
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{6 A |X’L7k)+e (A |Xl7k }wk AZ7X {g (a“th) g(*f)(ahXiak)}
2e*(4; | Xuk) - (Az | Xi, k)

+ > [wi(%Xi){ﬁ(—w(aiaXia’f)—9*(ai7Xi7k)}HdP(Oi)

a; EA(My)

1
= pi E * i Xl,k? —~_ i Xl,k‘
aZ-EA(Mk)

X wk alv {g (azaXzak) _g( )(G/ZyXZak)} dP(OZ ‘ Lz - k)

N Z /He ai | Xi, k) —eplai | Xi, k) H Hg (a”L’Xlak) 9(—¢ )(ai,Xi,k‘)szP(Oi | L; = k;)
a; EA(My)

IN

1/2
S| [t Xk ~Fg (o X R)3aP(0: | o= B)
a; €A(My,)

1/2
" [/ g (s, X2 k) = G (as, Xis k) ||, 4P (O: | Li = k)}
= OP<T€,Nrg,N) = OP(N_1/2) .

The first equality holds from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the boundedness of ¢_;) and
wg. The second inequality holds from the Holder inequality. The convergence rate is from the
assumption. This concludes By = F (DZ- | Il?) = op(N -1/ ). Consequently, we have Ry n =
O — dp(e*, g*) = op(N~/2) from (53).

We find that ¢ (e*, g*) is the empirical mean of the uncentered efficient influence function for
0r. Therefore, ¢y (e*, g*) = 0F + Op(N~1/2) from the law of large number. Moreover, we observe
O+ b€, g%) = Op — dp(e*, g*) + 20 (€%, g*) = 205+ Op(N~/2) + Ry x and 0, — 0F = Op(N~1/2).

Combining the established results, we find N'/2(7 —§) = op(1) as follows.

\/N(? - 3) = g VN [i(p}i - ﬁk){vk(ﬁk) + Uk(p;;)}{gk +5k(€*,9*)}

—~

Pivk(B) + Brve (i) | Ro.

(0 — BP0 + P — mv;(pz)ez}

52



This concludes N'/2(7 — 7*) weakly converges to N (0, var{p(7*)}).

2

To complete the proof, we claim &2 is consistent for o = Var{go(T*)}. We define 32 where

1 N 1 N K K 2
=1 i=1 -k=1 k=1

It is trivial that 72 —o? = op(1) from the law of large numbers, so it suffices to show 2 —52 = op(1).

The difference between 2 and &2 is

ZZ [Z {¢k(0w€< 0:8-0) ~ O } +i{ pk}vkz(pk)ek]2
Z 1i€Z, =1

S S 2
- [Z kp {gbk(oue g") 9k}+2{1 k)—pi}vz(pzf;)ei] ]

k=1 k k=1

Qb

i (7%)
1 2
= Z Z FAF; +2¢:(1%)}
0=1 €T,

where

~

f: v, (pk

k=1 Pi

r—’;\

K
{¢k Oi, €1y, 9(~1)) —9k} +Z = k) _ﬁk}vl::(ﬁk)gk
=1

*

K (o) -
S o)) 5 - st

k=1 k k=1

From the Holder’s inequality, we find

o _[ly 2 1y AR R ST
52 -5 < NZZFZ +2NZ F; Nz%(r) . (57)
{=11i€Zy l=11i€Zy =1

Since N1 YN | ;(7%)2 = @2 = Op(1), we have 52 — 72 = op(1) if N71 327 Y ier, F2 = 0p(1),
and it is sufficient to show (2/N) .7, F? = op(1). With some algebra, we find an upper bound
of (2/N)> ez, F? as follows.

2
¥ (58)
€Ly

K 2

S *ZZ Hvk(ik } {qﬁk(oi,g(—e)@(—e)) _¢k(0i7€*>g*)}2]
1€Zy k=1
Zi o Pk ~ ok(pp) 2¢ (Os,€",g")?
pz k () y g
ZEIZ =1
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o) 2 vp*@*vﬁ52 e~ P v
+Z[{vk P — oy} + { R - BB o - oo}

by, Pk

We show that each term of the upper bound in the above display is op(1) in the rest of the proof.
The first term of the upper bound in (58) is op(1) as follows.

2y ful

2
} {Qﬁk(oiag(*f)ag(*g)) - ¢k(0i76*’g*)}2

ZEI k=1
K ~ 2
~ Uk(pk) 2 ~ ~ * ok 2
:Zpk{ ﬁk } FkZ{gbk(Oi?e(—E)ag(—f))_¢k(0i7e g )}
k=1 1€Ly
K A 2
. 2 2
:Zp{ } — Z D; =op(1) .
=1 Nk €Ty Li—k
Op(1) or(1)

The second equality holds from the definition of D? in (53). The third equality holds from the law

of large numbers as follows.

ZD2 E(D?| Z{) + op(1) = op(1)
zeZe

where E(D? | Zf) = op(1) is established in (55).

The second term of the upper bound in (58) is op(1) as follows.

2 Zi{j {e) ) }2¢k<oi, e*,g*ﬂ

€Ty k=1 Pk Py
K .
~ ) Vk\Dk UV P
= k{ Ep ) . } Y k(05 e*,9%)* = op(1) .
k=1 Pk lGIg
op(1) Op(1)

The second equality holds from the law of large numbers with the continuous mapping theorem
and finite E{gf)k(Oi, e*, g*)Q}. More specifically,

op(Pr)  vePr) _ vkPr)Py — ve(pi)Pr _ ve(pp)py — vk (PR)PE + or(1)

= e = e " =op(1l),
Dk Pk DDk (pi)* +op(1) r(l)
7Z¢k 01,6 )g :E{¢k(01,e*,g*)2}+0P(1) <00 .

ZEI[

Lastly, the third term of the upper bound in (58) is op(1) from the law of large numbers, the

continuous mapping theorem, and the consistency of 5k for 07.

K

S~ [{ekod —ehtoiy ) + {0 BN 5 g imion)]

el Dy, Dk
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S 2 (o@p8;  w@po; +op(1))”
:;|:{Uk(pk)9k_Uk(pk)9k+0P(1)} +{ pg E_ p£+kop(1) }

2
+ (ki ~ kloimiti + 0 (D)
=op(1) .

This show the upper bound in (58) is op(1). Thus, we have 62 = 72 + op(1) from (57). As

mentioned, this implies 52 = 02 4+ 0p(1) from the law of large numbers.

B.7 Proof of Corollary 4.3 in the Main Paper

The proof is similar to the proof of Corollary 4.2 in Section B.6. We decompose T — 7 as (77 —
5/) + (3/ — 7*) where 5 =N §//N with

1=1"1
, wPp){80(0i,e",g') — 67} K
(57; = p* +v (pt Qt Zpkvk pk)ek + 7.
¢ k=1

From the central limit theorem, /N (3’ — 7*) converges to N(0,0'%) where o'* = var(6}). Thus, it
suffices to show N1/2(7 — 5/) = op(1) to show the asymptotic normality of 7.

Similar to the previous math, we find

i ﬁ i — Dk) vk (p}.)0; &
Z Z o1 (0i, €, g") +Z h Z(PZ — Di)vi(PE) 0%
=1 kT =1 k=1
ak(E*’g/)
and
K ~ J—
Z [ ){Uk(pk>+Uk(pk)}{9k+¢k(e*ag/)}
1 P
+ i(p +p ){Uk (Pr) — Uk(pzt)}{g’k +5k(€*,gl)}
+ %{p vk (D) +pkvk(pkz)}{§k - %(e*,g’)}

— (0 — Bk (10} + D01 ﬁm;(p;;)e;;].

We study elementary terms in the above expression. From the central limit theorem, we have
Pk — i = Op(N_l/Q) and, combined with the delta method, this implies vg(pr) — vi(p)) =
vl (p}) (Pr—pf) + R v where Ry v = op(N~Y2). Hence, vy, (D) +vi(p}) = vi(Dk) — vk (pf)+2vk(p}) =
20x(p) + Op(N~Y2). Lastly, 0 — ¢p.(e*, ¢') is further decomposed as follows.

D

2
O — dr(e”,g') = . > 2 > { ok(0i, €™, g(—1)) — 9(0s. €™, g) }

(=1 1€,

~
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2
1 [ Z / / /
=-> D;— E{D}|Z{} + E{Dj | Ij} | . (59)
26:1 zeIZ T
2

-~

B

We show B} and B} are op(N~'/2) under the assumption in the theorem. First, the conditional

expectation of Bj? given 77 is upper bounded by

12N B 2/p; +op(1)

E(B?|If) = ]\ivar(D' | Z§) < NFE(D’Q | Z§) = ~ E(D?|Zf) . (60)
Similar to (55), E(D/* | Z{) is upper-bounded as
E(D? | ) (61)
S X et Xl (X K) i (o X K) [ 4P (01| =)

a; €A(My)

and the right hand side is Op(rg ) implying op(1). From (60), we find E(B? | Zj) = op(N 1)
and B} = op(N~1/2) from Lemma 6.1 of Chernozhukov et al. (2018).

Second, the conditional expectation of D) given Zf is zero as follows.

wi (A, X, k){g' (Ai, Xi) — 9oy (Ai, X, k) }
/ c\ __ o k
D) _/ML“]":)[ er(Ai | X3)
+ Z [wg(ai»Xi) {5(—6) (as, Xi, k) — ¢'(as, X3, k) }H dP(0;)
a; €A(My)
:pZ/ Z wk al) {g (CL“X“]{?) ( )(alaXZak;)}
a;€A(My)
+ Z w,f (ai,Xi) {E(_g) (ai,Xi, k‘) — g'(ai,Xi, k‘)} dP(OZ | LZ' = k?) =0.
a; €A(My)

The second equality holds from the total law of expectation. This concludes B = E(D; | Ig) =
0 = op(N~1/2). Consequently, we have Ry := O, — dp(e*, g') = op(N"Y/2) from (59).

We find that ¢y (e*, g') = 0 + Op(N~1/2) from the law of large number. Moreover, we observe
Ok + bi(e”,g') = O — Br(e”, g) + 204 (e*, ¢') = 267 + Op(N~Y/2) + Ro,y and B — 6 = Op(N~1/2).
Therefore, we find N''/2 (?—5/) = 0p(1) from the similar reason in (56). This concludes N/ (7—7%)

weakly converges to N (0, 0'?) where o/ = var(d}).

To complete the proof, we claim &2 is consistent for o2 = var(0}). We define 32 where
1 N 2
EQ:NZ(%Z Z[ka PR (05) +Z{ 1(L; = k) pZ}UZ(pZ)QZ} ;
i=1 i=1 L=
. O;,¢e*, g") — 05
A0) = 1(1, = 2O L) 0
k

It is trivial that 2 — 0’2 = op(1) from the law of large numbers, so it suffices to show 62 — 7 =
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op(1). From analogous steps, the difference between 52 and &' is

2
52 —? = % SN FHF +245(m)}

(=1i€Z,
where

K (B0) K
V= 3 6000, Gin) = B} + D {1 = B) = B Joh (5
=1 Pk k=1

K . K

B Z vk@:k {(bk (Oiye*,g') - ek} Z{ Pk}vk(pzwz :
k=1 k=1

From the Hoélder’s inequality, we find

2 2 1/2 N

_ 1 1 1 .

GRS WA RIS 9 oA B RS DTl B (©2
{=11i€Zy {=11i€Zy =1

Since N~ SN 0l (7%)2 =52 = Op(1), we have 52 — 72 = op(1) if N1 327, Yier, Fi? = op(1),

and it is sufficient to show (2/N) 3,7, F!> = op(1). With some algebra, we find an upper bound

of (2/N) > ez, F!? as follows.

KA
2 /2
~ 2
icZ,

~

géggH%m

Pk

iH%m ﬁ?@@wﬂﬂ

k

} {¢k(oz7€ 1 9(-0) — P(0i € 79)}1

Lo k

ISRV 2 Uk(plt:)ez Uk(ﬁk)ak 2 I (<~ D I [ %\ %k 2
Uk (P1)0) Uk(pk)ek} + T = +{Uk(pk)pk9k_vk(pk)pk‘9k} -

Dby, Pk

_|_

Mw sZ\

B
Il

1

From similar manners in the proof under e¢(_s and g(_s), we can show that each term of the upper
bound in the above display is op(1). Thus, we have 62 = &> +op(1) from (62) and 6% = 02 4+-0p(1).
This concludes the proof.

B.8 Proof of Corollary 4.4 in the Main Paper

We follow the approach in Chapter 4.4 of Li and Racine (2007). We first construct the kernel Cp,
for our setting. Let Xi(jc) € RP* and XZ.(() ) € RP2 be continuous covariates of X;; and X;_j), respec-

tively, and let Xi(;l) € R? and Xz.((dzj) € Ry, be discrete covariates of X;; and Xj_;, respectively.
We denote Xi(c) € RP and X i(d) € R? where p = p1 + p2 and ¢ = g1 + ¢2. For continuous covariates,

o7



we define

(©) (c)

29 (c)
Wh (x(c) ( {ﬁw< 170 Xzyf)}{HW(x (—=5)2 X’L( ])E)}
c (] ’L hp C C

where W (-) is a symmetric, nonnegative, univariate kernel function and h. € (0,00) is the band-

width for continuous variables. For discrete covariates, we define

n (d) 2 (D) (D)
Lhy(ay—j) — Aggy ot — X [Hh“““#“}] {th{ “”Axlﬂ}] [H h“ i Xi(= M]
#j =

where hg € [0,1] is the bandwidth for discrete variables. We define ICj, 5, as follows.

Khe,ha(@i—j) = Ai(—j)» Tij — Xijy Ti(—j) — Xi(—5))

c d d
= th(xf; ) — Xl( ))Ehd(ai(_j) — Az( J),I‘E ) Xi( )) .

We find that the indicator function 1(A;; = a;j, L; = k) is a special case of L at hg =0, so Ly,

can incorporate A;; and L; as follows.

Ehd(ai — Ai,{L‘(d) — XZ-(d), k‘ - Li)

(2

d d
= 1(Aij = aij, Li = k)Lp,(ai—j) — Ai(—j)7$z< - x{).
Accordingly, Ky, 5, is adjusted as follows.

Khy hy(ai — Asy 2 — Xi k — L)
= Khena@i—j) = Ai—jy, wij — Xij, 2i(—j) — Xi—)) L(Aij = aij, Li = k)

= W ( (C) i(c))[:hd(ai — AZ', x(d) — )(l-(d)7 k— Li) .

7

Then, g]( 0 is represented as

Eij Yiillnehy(a; — Asy s — Xi k — L)
gj( Z)(a”’ @i(—g)s Tij» Ti(—j), k) = > i Knepg(ai — Ais vy — Xisk — Ly)

which has the same form as equation (4.20) of Li and Racine (2007).

We assume the following conditions to show the convergence of Z}“E(\ZXZ): (K1) two constants
ko = [W(t)%dt and ke = [t?W(t)? dt are finite; (K2) the support of (Xi(c) is a compact set in an
Euclidean space and the support of (AZ-,XZ-(d), L;) has finite number of elements; (K3) the second
derivative of g (aij, aj—js), Tij, T—;)) with respect to xgc)
(K4) o1 (aij, ay—j), Tij, Ti(—j)) is uniformly bounded; (K5) the density of (A;, X;, L;), denoted by f,
(c)

and its derivative with respect to x;

is uniformly bounded and continuous;

are bounded between [fr, fr] where 0 < fr, and fy < occ.
The quantities Bis(a;, x;, k), Bas(as, zi, k) in page 137 of Li and Racine (2007) are represented
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as follows

Bis(ai, zi, k)

_@HW} L2 {auk(ai,xi,@} {M}}
2 A QPTRCITINS PRSI TeReoN ) SRR P SRR PN

BQS(ai7 Ty k)
= 1 ) ro Nd) g
= o1 Z 1 ((az,xi k), (az, 2 k ))

(af.2D k) Y
X{:U’k a;, Z(C)axz(d)7k/)_:U’k(ahxhk)} <ZJL(; ;Uzk?) )

Here { A} is the s-th component of vector A, ¢y is the number of possible values for sth component

of (a) /@ k'), and

[ERat)

1s(2,2') = 1(zs # bzl) H 1(zj = 25) .
i#s

Therefore, under conditions (K1)-(K4), we find |Bjs| and |Bas| are bounded above by B < .
Moreover, equation (4.21) and (4.22) implies that

2
/ {ﬁf(\ye)(%% k) — Mk(%xz‘,k)} dP(a;, x5, k) = Op(mi +153)

where 71 and 77 in page 137 of Li and Racine (2007) are represented as 71 = N~ he P, no = ph2+qhg.
Therefore, by choosing h. = O(N~V@HP)) and hy = h2 = O(N~2/HP)) we find O,(n1 + n3) =
Op(N —4/ (4+p)). Since the dimension of g is upper bounded by a fixed integer, this implies

2
/ H?%i%(ai,%k) - 9*(az‘,$i,/€)H2 dP(a;, x;, k) = Op(N~4/ (7))

This concludes the proof.

C Proof of the Lemmas and Theorems in Section A

C.1 Proof of Lemma A.1

We find that Y;;(a; ax) at cluster type k is defined by

Yij(a; Ckk) = Z Yw(az) . ﬂ(aij = a) . 7l'<al-(,j) 5 Oék), W(ai(,j) N Oé) = Haaw(l — a)l—aw .

a; €A(Mg) 0£j
Hence, 7' (a, @) can be written as
1 K
Fla,o) = ¥ ZZE L;=k) Z wi (ai 5 ag, o) Yi(a;) - (63)
i=1 k=1 a; €A(My,)
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Here wy(a; ay, ) € RMk is defined as

wi(a; oy, al) Zu] [ a;j = 1){C1jk7r(ai(_j); ag) + ngkw(ai(_j); ozz,)}

+ ]l(aij = 0){02]']671'(6%(,]-) 3 Oék) + C4jk7r(ai(,j) 5 OJ;C)}}

where u; € Rk is the jth standard unit vector. Another representation of (63) is given below.

ZNk Z wy, az,ak,ak Z Yi(a;) . (64)

CLZEA(M]C) i:L;=k
We have N — oo almost surely as N — oo for all k. Specifically, by the law of large numbers, we
get the following result as N — oo.

N,
Wk — pj € (0,1) almost surely, (65)

and this leads the following result by the law of large numbers as N — oo.

— Z i(a;) = E{Y;(a;) | L; = k} in probability. (66)
i:L;=k
Combining (64), (65), and (66), we obtain the following result from the continuous mapping theorem
as N — oo.

K
e, 0) = sz Z wi (i 5 o, 0 )E{Y;(a;) | L; = k} in probability. (67)
k=1 a; €A(My)

O (ag,o.)

Note that [|wg(a; ag, a))|2 is finite for all a € A(Mj) and ag,a) € (0,1). Therefore, ) de-
fined above belongs to ©. Furthermore, by taking vi(pr) = px for all k, (67) is of the form
Zszl v (p) 0k (o, o)) so it belongs to T.

We show that 7PFF () and 7% (a, o) take the form of 75 (a, a’). First, we unify all ags to
a and o)s to . If we take Cyj, = 1/My, Cojr, = —1/Mj,, and ngk = Cy;, = 0, then the jth entry
of wy(a; ; o, o) becomes {1(a;; = 1) — L(as; = 0) }w(a;—j); a)/My. Furthermore,

wi(a; 5 a, o) Z“J {L(ay; =1) — Lay; = 0)} - m(ay—j); a) .

Therefore, wg(a; ag,a}) and corresponding 75 (e, o) are equivalent to wP®(a) and 7PEF(a),

respectively. Similarly, if we take Cyjr = Csjp = 0, Cojp, = 1/My, and Cuj, = —1/Mj, it is
straightforward to show that wy(a; oy, o},) and corresponding 7% (v, o) are equivalent to wi(

IE7F(

a,a’)

and T a, o), respectively.
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C.2 Proof of Lemma A.2

To show that ¢(6*) is the efficient influence function of * in model Myp and Myp ¢+, we follow
the proof technique laid out in Newey (1990) and Hahn (1998).
First, we consider the result under model Myp. The density of (O;, L;) = (Y;, A;, X;, L;) with

respect to some o-finite measure is
P*(y,a,2,k) = Py(y | a,z,k)e*(a | 2, k) Px (x| k)pj

where Py is the conditional density of Y; given (A;, X;, L;) and P% is the conditional density of
X; given L;. An asterisk in superscript of (conditional) density represents the true (conditional)
density. A smooth regular parametric submodel parametrized by a possibly multi-dimensional

parameter 7 is
P(y,a,z,k;n) =Py(y | a,z k;nlela|z k;n)Px(z|k;n)prn) (68)

where the smoothness and regularity conditions are given in Definition A.1 of the appendix in
Newey (1990). We assume the density of the parametric submodel P(-; n) equals the true density

P* at n = n*. The corresponding score function is

s(y,a,z, k;n) =sy(y,a,z,k;n) +sala,x,k;n) +sx(x,k;n)+sp(k;n)

where
0 0
8y(y,a,:r,k;n)=afnlogPy(yla,x,k;n)7 SA(a,w,k;n)Z%10g6(a|x,k;77),
sx(@ ki) = 2 log Px(x | ki) sulesn) = 2 pe(n)
X4y an_an gIx y ) L 777_87]ka7

From the parametric submodel, we obtain the K-dimensional tangent space which is the mean
closure of all K-dimensional linear combinations of scores, i.e.,
T = {S(y,a,:c,k) ’ S(y,a,z,k) = (Si(y,a,2,k),...,Sk(y,a,z, k:))T e RX | (69)

For all y € RMr o € A(M,),x € X(k),k,(=1,..., K ,
Sﬁ(y) a, T, k) = SEY(ya a, T, k) + SZA((I’ z, k) + ng(l', k) + SZL(k)v
E{Sgy(Y},a,x,k) | Ai = a, XZ' = l‘,Li = k‘} = 0,
E{SgA(Ai,J}, k) | Xi = J},Li = k‘} = 0,
B{Sex(Xi,k) | Li = k} =0, E{Su(L)} =0} .

The estimand 6* is re-represented as 6(n) = (61(n), ..., GK(n))T at parameter 7 in the regular
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parametric submodel and 6 (n) has a following functional form as in (18).

b= 3 [ J[ twt ot Priy om s )PxGe | s mdyds
acA(My)

The sum and integral are interchangeable by Fubini’s Theorem along with bounded dimension of
x. Note that 0;(n*) equals the true 6;. Therefore, the derivative of ) evaluated at true n* is
90k (n")
on

Z //{wk a,2)y}sy(y,a,z,k; n")Py(y | a,z, k) Py (z | k) dy dx

aGA(Mk

(70)

T Z //{wkaxy}PYy’@l’k)SX(wk n*)Px(z | k) dy dx .

CLEA Mk

The conjectured efficient influence function of 6* is ¢(6%) = (¢1(65), .. -, @K(G}))T where ¢ (60})
is defined by

putop) = DY SO X0 {¥ - 00 )

Py, ai € A(My ) (az | ka)

+ > wi(an Xig" (e Xi. k) - a;;] |
a; €A(My)
For brevity, we introduce F; and Fyy satisfying o (07) = Fix(Yi, Ai, Xi, L;) + For(X;, L;) as well

as

1 LZ =k 1 A, = a; %«
Fu(Yi, Ag, Xi, Li) = ML= k) " ) [ g ((a X, ]1) (az,Xi){Y% -9 (ainhk)}}
aiEA(Mk) v

1(L: = k . .

ng(XZ', Lz) = (*){ Z wg(al,Xz)g (ai,Xi, k) - Hk} . (71)
Pk a; €A(My,)

We first show that 0(n) is a differentiable parameter, i.e.,

a90(n*)
on

To show this, consider the following entrywise derivatives for all k.

00r.(n*)
on

= B{on(07) - s(Y;, A, X, Lis 1) |
= E[{Fm(Yu Ai, Xi, Li) + Fop(Xi, Li) } - s(Yi, Ai, Xy, Li s 77*)]

where 00y (n*)/0n has the form in (70).

The expectation of F}y - s is

E{ Fik(Yi, As, Xi, L) - s(Yi, iy Xi, L )}
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= Zp;;’ -E Flk‘(}/;;aAi;Xiak/) : S(YtiaAlﬁXi?kJ; 7]*)

Li= k:’}

s

{
= E[wwg(ai,)ﬁ){n - g*(ai,Xi,k)} Cs(Yi, Ay, Xi ks ) | L
= E[w;f(ai,Xi)E[{Yi - g*(ai,Xi,k?)} X {SY(Y;aai,Xi,k:; )

+ salai, Xi k™) + sx (X ks n™) + sp(k; 77*)} ‘ A =a;, X;, L = k}

L=t

The first identity is straightforward from the law of total expectation. The second and the last iden-
tities are based on the definitions of Fyj and s, respectively. We study the conditional expectations
of the product of Y; — g*(a, X;, k) and the score functions. The first product {K —g*(a, X;, k:)} .Sy

has the following conditional expectation.

[{Y aXZ,k‘} sy (Yi,a, X, k; ")

Z':CL,XZ‘ZCE,Li:k}

- E{K . SY(}/;y aina k7 77*)

Z-:a,Xi:x,LZ':k}
- / y- sy (g, a,x, ks 17V Py | @, k) dy

The first identity is based on the conditional mean zero property of sy. The second identity is
the functional representation of conditional expectations. The second product {K - g*(a, X;, k)} .

{s A+sx +s L} has zero conditional expectation.

[{Y aXZ,k:}{SAaXZ,k‘ ")+ sx(Xi, ks n*) +sp(k; n* }‘A =a,X;, L; —k:}
=0

—E{Y 9" (a, X;, k) ‘A =a,X;, L; —k}{sAaXl,k: n*) 4+ sx(Xi, ks n®) + sp(k; 17)}

=0.

Combining the results above, we obtain the following functional form of Fij - s.

E{ Fuu(Yi, Ais Xi, L) - 5(Yi, Asy X, Li ') } (72)
= > [[{uta} syl )P 0w PG |8 dyda
ac€A(My)

Next we study the expectation of Fyy - s.

E{ng(Xi,Li) s(Yi, As X, L ) |

= Zpk/ : {FQk Xi, k') - s(Yi, Ay, Xi k5 )
k=1

)

= Y E{wiz(ahXi)g*(ai,Xi,k){SY(YiaAi;Xiak§77*)
a; €A(My)
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+5A(Ai, Xy k3 ™) + sx (X, ks 77*)} ‘ L; = /C]

+E{ Z w,f(ai,Xi)g*(ai,Xi,k)—G}g
a; EA(My)

L; = k} sp(ksn®)

=0

= Y E{wiz(ahXi)g*(ai,Xi,k){SY(YiaAi;Xiak§77*)
a; €A(My)

+sa(Ai, Xiy k3 n*) + sx(Xi, ks 77*)} ‘ L;= k] :

The first identity is straightforward from the law of total expectation. The second identity is
from the definition of F5; and s along with the property of score functions. Finally, the last
identity is from the definition of #7. We study the conditional expectations of the product of
w”(a, X;)g*(a, X;, k) and the score functions. The first product w™(a, X;)g*(a, Xi, k) - {sy + sa}
has zero conditional expectation.

Blw"(a, X:)g"(a, Xi, k) - {5y (Vi, Asy Xis k5 ") + 4(Aiy Xis ks ) } | Li = K]

= E[wT(a,Xi)g*(ain,k) E{sy (Y, Ai, Xi, ks n%) + sa(Ai, Xi ks n) | Xo, L = k} ’Li = k}

=0.

The first identity uses the law of total expectation and the second identity is from the property of

score functions. The product w"(a, X;)g*(a, X;, k) - sx has the following conditional expectation.

}

= [[ ka1 Py 0o Rysxt s 1) Pile | B dy o

E{w"(a, Xi)g*(a, Xi, k) - sx(Xs, ks 7°)

Combining all the results above, we obtain the following functional form of Fyy - s.
B{ Foy(Xi, L) - s(Vi, Aiy Xi, Lis ')}

Z //{wk a, )y} Py(y | a,z, k)sx(z,k; n*)Px(z | k) dy da . (73)

a€A(My)

This proves that 0;(n) and 6(n) are differentiable parameters, i.e.,

E{ox07) - s(Yi, A Xi Lis )} (74)

— E|:{F1k‘ Y;vAZaXZaL) + FQk(XZaL)} : S(YhAlaXlaLla 77*)

Z //{wk (a,z)y} - sy (y,a, 2, k; ") Py (y | a, 2, k) Px(z | k) dy da

ac A(My)

+ //{wk“x y} - Py(y | a,z,k)sx(z,k; n*)Px (x| k) dy d

(ZG.A Mk)
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_ 90k (n")
on

where the first identity is a direct consequence of (72) and (73) and the second identity holds from
(70).

Next, we claim that ¢(6*) belongs to 7 in (69). By showing that ¢ (6}) = Fix(Yi, Ai, X, L;) +
For(X;, L;) satisfies the elementry-wise conditions on S(y, a, x, k). First, Fyj satisfies the conditional

mean zero condition given A;, X;, L;.

E{Flk(}/;vaa:E?k,) ‘ A= a,X; =xz,L; = k,}
LK =k) wy(ax)
o eflalak

)E{Y}—g*(a,x,k)‘Ai—a,Xi—a:,Li—k} ~0.

=0
Next, Fy; satisfies the conditional mean zero condition given X;, L;.
E{Fo(Xi, k') | Li = K'}

! __
- ]l(k*_k)[ Y Blwi(ai, Xi)g*(ai, X, k) |Li = k} — GZ} -
Dy a; EA(My)

~~

=0

This concludes that each ¢ (6}) satisfies the conditions on each component of 7. Therefore,
©(0*) € T. Moreover, ¢(0*) is the efficient influence function of * by Newey (1990).
Second, we consider the result under model Myp ¢+. Due to the knowledge of e*, the submodel

in (68) becomes

P(y,a,z,k;n) = Py(y|a,z,k;n)e(a|z k)Px(x|k;n)pr(n) .

The corresponding score function is

se(y,a, .k m) = sy(y,a,z,k;n) + sx(z, k;n) +sp(k;n)

where sy, sx, and sy are the same as in the previous proof under Myp case. Accordingly, the

K-dimensional tangent space becomes

Ter = {S(y,a,x,k) ‘ S(y,a,z,k) = (Sl(y,a,x,k), .. .,SK(y,a,m,k))T e RF |
For all y € RMr o € A(My),z € X(k),k,(=1,...,K ,
Sg(y,a,x,k) = SEY(ZLCL):L”]{:) + SZX($7 k) + SKL(]{J)’
E{SZY(}/;aavka) | Al = a7Xi = x’Li = k} = 0’

E{Sux(Xi, k) | Li =k} =0, E{Su (L)} = o} :
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By following the similar approach, we find that ¢(6*) satisfies

90(n")
n

= B{(6") - 8 (Vi, A, Xi, Lis ) | (75)

and ¢(6*) € Tex. Therefore, ¢(6*) is the efficient influence function of #* in model Mp ¢x.
The semiparametric efficiency bound is the variance of the efficient influence function . Because
of the zero mean property of p(6*) and the orthogonality between each component of p(6*), we

obtain

var{o(6%)} = E{p(07)¢"(0")} = diag| E{1 (0%}, E{o (03)*} ]

Each component is represented as

E{en(65)%} (76)
— B|B{¢w(07)? | L}
= piB{e(0p)* | Li = k}
= sz{Flk(Y;>AiaXi, k)? + For(Xi, k)® 4 2F1(Yi, Ai, Xi, k) For (X, k) ‘ L; = k} :
The first identity holds from the law of total expectation and the second identity is from the form

of . The last identity is from the definition of Fj; and Fyy in (71).

We study the explicit form of each piece in (76). First, the conditional mean of F7, is given by
E{Fin(Y;, 4, Xi, b)? | Li = 1}

= Z E[e*(ai | X, k)E{Flk(Yi,ai,Xz‘, k)? ’ Ai = ai, Xy, Li = k} ‘ Li = k}

a; EA(My)
1 wi (a;, X5)
= > B| AU BHY - g (ai Xok
Py [6*(% xR oL Xih)
(ZZGA(M]C)
X {1/1 — g*(a,;,XZ', k)}T Az’ = az‘,XiaLi = k] wk(ai,XZ-) Lz‘ = k:|
1 wT(ai X,-)E*(a,- Xi k:)wk(ai Xz) }
= > By . e L=k .
*2 { *( . . ¢
pk CLiEA(Mk) € (al | Xl7k)

Second, the conditional mean of F22k follows from straightforward algebra.

E{ng(Yi,Ai,Xi,k:)Q ‘ Li = k}

LB [{ > wilas, Xi)g* (i, Xi k) — 9}2}2

= *2
Py ai €A(My)

Li—k].

Lastly, Fip and Fy are orthogonal, i.e.,

E{Flk(Yl-,Ai,Xi,k)ng(Xi, k) ‘ Li= k}
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- E[E{Flk(Yi,Ai,Xi,k) Ai, X, Li = k} For(X;, k) ‘ L= k} —0.

=0
Again, the first identity is from the law of total expectation and the second identity is straight-

forward from the definition of Fj;. Combining the results above, we get the explicit form of
E{er(0;)%}

E{er(03)*} = 1E[ >

ko LaeaMy)

2
+{ > wg(ai,Xi)g*(ai,Xi,k)—HZ}

a; EA(My)

w;g(a’ia Xl)z*(a’h X’L'v k)wk(aiv Xz)
e*(ai ‘ XZ', ki)

L=t

= SEB, (0;)

where SEB;, (9,’;) is defined in the theorem.

C.3 Proof of Theorem A.1

We take a similar approach to the proof of Theorem 3.1. Consider a smooth regular parametric
submodel parametrized by a possibly multi-dimensional parameter 7.
P(y,a,x,k;n) = Py(y|a,xk;ne(a|z k;n)Px(x|k;n)p;

where the smoothness and regularity conditions are given in Definition A.1 of the appendix in
Newey (1990). Since p; = E{1(L; = k)} is known, it does not depend on 7. We assume the density
of the parametric submodel P(-; ) equals the true density P at n = n*. The corresponding score

function is

s(y,a,z, k5 n) = sy(y,a,z,k;n) + sala,z,k;n) +sx(x,k;n)

where the score functions are defined in (16). From the parametric submodel, we obtain the
1-dimensional tangent space for 1-dimensional parameters which is the mean closure of all 1-

dimensional linear combinations of scores, that is,

T = {S(y,a,:r:,k‘) ’ S(y,a,x, k) = Sy(y,a,z, k) + Sala,z, k) + Sx(x,k) € R,
E{Sy(Yi,a,x,k) |Ai=a,X;=2,L; = k} =0 for all (a,z,k) ,
E{Sa(Ai,z. k) | X; =2,Li=k} =0 forall (z,k),
E{Sx(Xi,k) | Li =k} =0 for all k} . (77)

The estimand 7% can be represented as 7(1) = S i, g (pe(n))6k(n) at parameter n in the
regular parametric submodel where 65 (7n) has the functional form (18). Note that 7(n*) equals the
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true 7*. Therefore, the derivative of 7 evaluated at true n* is

or(n*) K o 00k(n*)
= v .
on kzzl £ (Pk) on

The conjectured efficient influence function of 7* is given as

K

o(T%) = on(ph) - en(0}) -

k=1

First, we show that 7(n) is a differantiable parameter, which suffices to show

or(n* -
T~ B{o(r) - s(Yi As X Lii ) | = ;E{”’“(pp oul0) -5V s X Lis )

This is straightforward from the identity (74) obtained in the proof of Lemma A.2.

K

K
E E{vk(pk)'SOk(Hk)'S(Yz‘,Az’,Xi,Li; Ui )} = E vr(pg) - 1235;7 ) .
k=1 k=1

We claim that ¢(7) belongs to T in (77), which suffices to show ¢ (6;) € T. This is straight-
forward because ¢ (6;) satisfies the conditions imposed on Sy and Sx in (77), which is shown in
the proof of Lemma A.2. Therefore, p(7*) is the efficient influence function of 7* under known pjys
and under Myp.

We can show that ¢(7*) is also the efficient influence function of 7* under known pjs and under

Mnp e+ from similar manner. Specifically, the score function and the tangent space are updated as
Sex (y7 a,x, k ) 77) :SY(yv a,x, kv T,) + SX('T’ k ) 77)
and

7;*

{S(yaavxak) ‘ S(y)aaka) = SY(y7 (Z,CL’,IC) + SX(:I"7I€) eER )
E{Sy(Yi,a,z,k) | A =a,X; =2,Li =k} =0 forall (a,2,k),
B{Sx(Xi,k) | Li = k} =0 for all k} .

We can easily show

oT(n*)
on

K
= B{o(r)se (Vi Ai, Xis Lis 1) | = Y E{on(ph)on (005 (i, Ass Xi, L ) }
k=1

and ¢(7*) € Tex. Therefore, p(7*) is the efficient influence function of 7* under known pjs and

under Myp ex.
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C.4 Proof of Theorem A.2

Conditional on the observed cluster types, (L1,...,Lx) = (¢1,...,4n) € {1,..., K}, we observe
that

E{é\k(e’,g’) ‘ (Ll,...,LN):(Ela-'ng)} (78)
RN A=) g [y
- Nk ; ﬂ(gl N k)E|:ai€§Mk) e’(ai ‘ X, ]{)wk (az’X’){Y; g (alaXZa k)}

+ Z wg(ai,Xi)g’(ai,Xi,k) ‘ Lz = k?:| .
a; €A(My,)
The summand is not empty because of condition (A5) in Assumption 2.1 in the main paper.

We study the conditional expectation in (78) for each mis-specification scenario assumed in the
theorem. First, suppose €’ is correctly specified but ¢’ is mis-specified; i.e., 5k(e’ g = ak(e*, J)
where g* # ¢'. Then, the conditional expectation in (78) is

]l(Al = ai) ’
E{ Z ng(aiuXi){Yi -9 (%Xi,k)}
a; EA(My)
+ Z wg(ai,Xi)g’(ai,Xi,k) ‘Ll—k]
(ZZG.A(Mk)

= Z [E {wg(ai,Xi)E{Y; —¢'(a;, Xi, k) ‘ Ai=ai, Xi, Ly = k} ‘ L= k]
a; €A(My)

+ E{wiz(ai,Xi)g'(ai,Xi,k) ‘ L, = /{}}

= % Bl X0B(G| A= an Xo L= k)| 1= £}
azeA(Mk)
- Z E{wg(ai,Xi)g*(ai,Xi,k) \ L; = k:}
a; €A(My,)
=05 . )

Here, the first identity is based on an assumption on €’ and ¢’ along with the law of total expectation.
The second identity is based on the law of total expectation applied to ¢’ which cancels out with
the second term. The rest of the identities are from the definition of g* and 6.

Next, suppose ¢’ is correctly specified but ¢’ is mis-specified; i.e., é\k(e’ g = gk(e’ ,g*) where
e* # €/. Then, the conditional expectation in (78) is

E[ 3 wwg(ai,xi){m_g’(ai,Xi,/-c)}

6’(@@ ’ Xi, k‘)
a; €A(My)

Y wh(add (s Xo k) ‘ L= k]
a; € A(My,)
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_ v, o CG X k) pp ‘ o X L _
= Z E|:wk(azaXz) e/(ai | XZ,/{?) E{Y; g (CLZ,XZ,IC) A’L = alaX’LaL’L = k} L; = k
aiGA(Mk)

+ Z {wk a;, z) *(CLZ',Xi, k’) ‘ Lz = k}
a; €A(My)

—0; . (80)

The first identity is based on an assumption on ¢’ and ¢’ along with the law of total expectations.
The second identity is straightforward from the definition of g* and ;. Also, if one of ¢’ or ¢’ is

correctly specified, we obtain

N
~ 1 2 : * *
E{Hk(e',g’) | (Ll,...,LN):(ﬂl,...,gN)}:ka : ]l(ﬁlzk)ﬁkzek .

The first identity is from (79) and (80) and the second identity is straightforward from the definition
of Ny = SN 1(¢; = k). This implies that

E{0i(¢',q') | L1,..., Ly} =6} . (81)
As a result, 7(¢, ¢’) is an unbiased estimator for 7*.

E{7(¢,¢)} = E[E{?(e',g') | Ly,... ,LN}}
N
=1

N N
= B[5 B o) | L I} = Y E@)0: = Y velon)0 = 7
k=1 k

k=1
Again, the first identity is from the law of total expectation and the second identity is from the
definition of 7(¢’, ¢') and v is a function only of Li,..., Ly. The third identity is from (81) and
the fourth identity is based on the unbiasedness assumption on E(vy) = vi(py). The last identity

is straightforward from the definition of 7*.

C.5 Proof of Lemma A.3

We follow the M-estimation theory laid out in Stefanski and Boos (2002) and Section 5 of van der
Vaart (1998) to prove the theorem.

We first show that (0*,BT) is the unique root of the population equation E{\II(G*,BT)} =0
under model M, U M,. It is trivial that E{\I/e(ﬁl)}, and E{\I/g(,é’;)} are zero by the definition
and the consistency result from M-estimation, so it suffices to show E {\119 (0*, BT)} = (0. Under
model M., 62 is equal to the true propensity score parameter 3;, so that e’ (a | z,k; 62) =
e’ (a | w,k; B;) = e*(a | x,k). Therefore, E{Wg (65,81} = E{gk(e*,g’)} — 07 where the
form of gk(e*,g’) is presented in the main paper and ¢'(a,z,k) = g(a,z, k; ﬁ;) is a possibly mis-
specified outcome regression. Similarly, under model M,, B;g is equal to the true outcome regression
parameter (7, so that g(a,,k; 5}) = g(a,x,k; B;) = g*(a,v,k). Therefore, E{\Ilgyk(ﬁz,BT)} =
E{gk(e’, g*)} — 0 where €'(a | 2, k) = P (a | z,k; Bl) is a possibly mis-specified propensity score.
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Thus, E{%g:(0;,5")} = 0 under model M, UM, from the intermediate results in (78) and (79)
from the proof of Theorem A.2. Since (9*,@) is the root of E{\I/(Q*,BT)} = 0, Theorem 5.41 of
van der Vaart (1998) states that

o-0] 1 DU (0, B\ 1 = e ot
\/N[B_BT] —\/N[E{ 50.9)" H ;@(9,5)+0p(1). (82)
(4)

Note that the expectation of the Jacobian matrix (A) is

—diag(p*) E{a%(e*?w)}

; aB™
e E{a;v((: é)ﬂj)} o Gy
“opT

where diag(p*) = diag [p’l“, e pj{] Therefore, we find

(4)" = [E{a‘"ﬂ(@*,ﬂ*) H—l

: a(0,8)" )
—diag (pl> diag<pl*>E{ 0\1198(;*;, Bt) } [E{ aqéﬁgfﬁ) H -1
: 0 {E{(N;g@}]l |

where diag(1/p*) = diag[1/p},...,1/p}]. Replacing (4)~" in (82) with the form above, we get the

linear expansion of N'1/2 (é\— 9*)

VN (0 - 6%) (83)
_ jﬁédgg) oo, 1) - E{‘W} [E{N;,ff”}]_iﬁw*)} Fop(l)

It is straightforward to check that the kth component of the influence function in (83) is equivalent
to ng”(@Z, B1). Therefore, the influence function in (83) is equivalent to "2 (9%, 51).

C.6 Proof of Theorem A.3

It suffices to show that ¢(7*) is the efficient influence function of 7 in model Myp ¢+. The proof is
similar to the proof of Theorem 3.1. The density of (O;, L;) = (Y;, A;, X;, L;) with respect to some

o-finite measure is

P*(y,a,2,k) = Py (y | a, @, k)e*(a | z, k) Px (x| k)pj,
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where Py is the conditional density of Y; given (A;, X;, L;) and P% is the conditional density of
X; given L;. An asterisk in superscript of (conditional) density represents the true (conditional)
density. A smooth regular parametric submodel parametrized by a possibly multi-dimensional

parameter 7 is
P(y,a,x,k;n) =Py (y | a,x, ks n)e’(a |z, k)Px (x| k; n)pe(n)

where the smoothness and regularity conditions are given in Definition A.1 of the appendix in
Newey (1990). We assume the density of the parametric submodel P(-; ) equals the true density

P* at 7 = n*. The corresponding score function is
sex(y,a, 2, k5 m) = sy (y,a,2,k;n) +sx(x, ks n) +sp(k;n)

where sy, sx, and sz, are defined in (16).

The 1-dimensional tangent space for 1-dimensional parameters is

7:3* = {S(y7 a,x, k) €eR ‘ S(y7 a,x, k) = SY(?/? a, T, k) + SX(-T, k) + SL(k) ’
E{Sy(Yi,a,:E,k‘) |Ai=a,X;=x,L; = k‘} =0 for all (a,z,k) ,
E{Sx(Xi,k) | Li =k} =0 forall k , E{Sp(L)} = 0} (84)
The estimand 7* is re-represented as 7(n) = Zszl vk (pr(n)) 0k (n) at parameter 7 in the regular

parametric submodel where 6 (n) has the following functional form (18). Note that 7(n*) equals

the true 7*. Therefore, the derivative of 7 evaluated at true n* is

K K
or(n") S o 90k (n*) « Ovr(Pf)
on k=1 on k=1 on
The conjectured efficient influence function of 7* is
= = v (py)
o) = > ulpi) - or(0) + Y {L(Li = k) — pi =5 P20y
k=1 k=1 Pk
First, we check that 7(n) is a differantiable parameter, i.e.
877 _E{QO(T )‘Se*(}/;uA’L)X’uLZ? n )} (85)
K
=5 Blocd) - or07) - s, A0, Xi, Lo ) }
k=1
= v (Py)
+ E|: ]]-Lz:k — Dk 49*'86* K?AUXHLZ’ *
;{< ) =P g O e 7)
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From (75), we find

K

K *
> B{ovh) - on(67) - ser (Vi A, X, Lis 1) | = D k(v Wkn )
k=1 el

Following (23), we have

K ovi(py) Ovg(
ZE[{H(Li:k) pk} gp or s (Y;,Ai,Xi,Li;n] Zek k(PE)
k=1

Therefore, this shows that (85) holds.
Next we show (7*) belongs to 7« in (84) which can be proven by the same way in the proof

or Theorem 3.1. This concludes that ¢(7*) is the efficient influence function of 7+ under model

Mnp e+ and that 7 achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound of 7* under model Myp e+.

C.7 Proof of Lemma A.4

We observe that

;" ()
= > {wp®ai; o)} E{Yi(a) | Li = k}
a; EA(My)
1 U
IEZUT Z {]l azj—l (aw—O }TI' E{g a“X“k) ‘L k}

a; GA(Mk

72 Z {1(a;; = 1) — 1(az; = 0) }7(a a)E{g;(ai, Xi, k) | Li = k}

j=1 aZE.A Mk)

where u; is the jth standard Mj-dimensional unit vector. In the absence of interference, E{ g;‘ ai, Xi, k) |
L; = k} is the same as E{gPar NoIt (i, Xy ke s ; B5) | Li = k} for all a;_j € A(My — 1) based on
(14). Furthermore, Zai(,ﬂeA(Mk—l) m(aj—j); @) =1 for all a. Therefore,

QDE(Q)

—Z Z {1(a;; =1) — 1(a;; = 0)}

Jj=1 azE-A(Mk)

x m(ay )5 o) E{g; N (ai;, Xi ks By) | Li =k}
My,
1 ar,INoln ar,INoln

=3 [E{gJP Nolnt(y X, ks 1) — gPrNOm (0, X, k: 4) | L :k}] S wlaii @)

= @i(—5)
— 1 My [E{ Par,NoInt(l X k- ,8* ‘L —k} —E{ Par,Nolnt 0.X: k- 5*) L—k}}
im'l gj y <1y vy g) 1 g] (, i, K3 g| i =

J:
— HI;ATE
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Similarly, we find 61¥(a, o’) = 0 in the absence of interference.

1E !
ek (ava)
= Z {w,ICE(a,-; a,o/)}TE{Yi(ai) | L; = k:}
aiE-A(Mk)
Z“ > Lai; = 0){m(ay—j; a) = m(ay—y; o)} E{g" (ai, Xi, k) | L = k}

Qa; GA(Mk)

-_— Z Z azj = 0){71’(04(,]-) 5 a) — W(ai(,j) N a’)}E{g;(ai,Xi, ]{7) ‘ Li = k‘}

.7 1 (ZZG.A Mk)

ZE{ Par.Nolnt (X, & Ba) | Li = k} Z {m(a; a) — m(a;—j; ')}

Ai(—j)
=0.

C.8 Proof of Theorem A .4

The result in (i) is straightforward by combining Theorem 3.2 in the main paper and Lemma
A.4. Theorem 3.2 in the main paper implies that 7°F(a) and 7'¥(«, o’) are consistent estimators
for 7P¥(a) and 7%(a, /), respectively. In the absence of interference, Lemma A.4 shows that
PE(a) = 7ATE and 7™¥(a, o/) = 0, respectively. Thus, we get the consistency of 7°F(a) and
7B, o) for 0ATE and 0, respectively.

To claim the result in (ii), we derive the semiparametric efficiency bound under stated assump-

tions. The variance of gp(TATE) is already given in Lemma A.6. That is,

S, X k) B (oxz,k)| - }

p*
E{p(r1*)} = Z kZ { TR e e5(0] X, k)

HZ (L; = k) Z{ Nolut (1, k) — NoInt(O’Xi’k)} _ TATE] 2] ‘

k=1 7j=1
The variance of ¢(7PF(a)) is given by
E{p(7""(e))*}
_ i P & Y m(aij); @) (i, Xi, k) L—k
a M e*(ai | Xi, k) o
k=1 J=1 a;€ A(My,)
K My, 2
1(L; = k) Nolnt gt ATE
+EHZMZ{ (1, X, k) = 95X (0, X, k) } — 7 .
k=1 j=1

The second equality is straightforward by observing {wP(a; ; a)}T = u;{]l(aij =1) - 1(a; =

}7T (—j); @) where u; is the jth standard Mjy-dimensional unit vector and following the re-
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sults established in Lemma A.4, i.e., ¥*(a;, x;, k) = diag[E{l(aﬂ,xi,k),...,E}ka(aiMk,xi,k:)}
and 7P (o) = 7ATE. Therefore, the gap between E{¢(7P¥(a))?} and E{p(rATF)?} is

E{(p (7PE(a) 2} - E{@(TATE)Q} (86)

2y % 1 *
o m(ai—j) ; )25, (i, Xi, k) X% (ag, X k) |
B Z ZE|: Z e*(ai | th) Z j(al] ‘ Xla k) L =k

k j=1 ‘“a;e A(My) =0

First term of the conditional expectation in (86) is lower bounded by the second term.

Z ﬂ-(ai(—j) ) OZ)2EJJ(GU,:L‘“]€)

e*(a; | x4, k)

a; € A(My)

_ Z W(ai(fj)Q 0‘)2 n Z W(ai(fj); @)
6*(@2‘ | i, k)E;j_l(aij, i, ]{7) e(ai ’ Zi, k)E*ffl(aij, Ti, k)

2

ag:a;=1 ai:ai;=0

N { Syt Taigy s @)} { Csaymo (@i @)}
T Dy =1 € | RS  (aig, @, k } { Cian =0 € (ai | @i, k)55 aij, @i, k) }
1 1
(120 B (Lo k) | ei(0,] 2 )5 (0,21, )
LX) 00, K)
(1 X k) e5(0] Xisk)

The inequality in the third line is based on the Bergstrom’s inequality. Specifically, if ¢; € R and

d; >0 fori=1,---,n, we can use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to obtain

(505G (B = () - (5)

As a result, we get

ﬁ—l——i-i > (Cl—l-...—|—cn)2
dq dp = di+--+dy
The equality is only attained when c¢1/d1 = ... = ¢, /d,. Replacing ¢; with 7(a;_;y; o) and d; with

e*(a; | =i, k)E;j_l(aij, x;, k), the inequality in the third line and the conditions for the equality are
proven. As a result, the gap E{o("F(a))?} — E {go(TATE)Z} in (86) is non-negative and becomes
zero if and only if 7(a;_jy; a)/{e*(a; | x;, )Efﬁl(aij,xi, k)} = m(ay—jy; @)X5;(aij, zi k) /e*(a; |
x;, k) are identical for all a € (0, 1) and a;—j € A(M}, —1).

C.9 Proof of Lemma A.5

We denote E(Yy_j | Ai = a;, X; = x4, Li = k) = g( )(az,xz,k) for brevity. To show that X* is
diagonal, it suffices to show Cov(Yi;, Yy ;) | Ai = ai, Xi, L; = k) is zero. We see that

Cov(Yij, Yyj) | Ai = ai, Xi = m;, Li = k)
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E[{Yz - g;(ai,l“i,k)}{n(—j) = 9(—j(ai, z, k‘)} ’Ai =a;, Xi =, L; = k‘]
= E[E{Y” — gj(ai, z;, k) ’Yi(,j),Ai =a;, X; =2, L; = k}

X {Yi(_j) — gz‘fj)(ai,xi,k)} ’Ai =a;, X; =2, L = k]
= E[{E(YlﬂAl = a;, X; = xi, Li = k) — gj(a;, 74, k‘)}

X {Yi(,j) - gg‘_j)(ai,xi,k;)} ’ A =a, Xi = 25, L; = k]
=0.

The first identity is from the definition of the conditional covariance. The second identity is from
the law of total expectation. The third identity holds from Assumption A.1.

Next, we show that each diagonal element is a function of its own treatment indicator only. In
model MypoInt, the conditional distribution of Y;; given (A4;, Xj, L;) is the same as the conditional
distribution of Y;; given (Ajj;, Xj, L;). Therefore, we obtain E(Yg | Ai = a;, X; =z, L; = k) =
E(Yl? | Aij = aij, Xi = x;,L; = k) and the identity presented in (14). Hence, the conditional
variance of Y;; given (A;, X;, L;) does not depend on Aj—j)-

var(Yyj | Ai = ai, Xy = x5, Ly = k) = E(Y | Ai = a;, Xi = 5, Ly = k) — g} (ai, 5, k)
= BE(Y3 | Aij = aij, Xi = @i, Li = k) — g; "™ (aj, xi, k)
=var(Yi; | Aij = aij, Xs =z, Li = k) .

Thus, each diagonal element of ¥*(a;, x;, k) can be represented as Z;fj(aij, xi, k).

C.10 Proof of Lemma A.6

We follow the proof of Theorem 3.1 in the main paper. Consider a smooth regular parametric

submodel parametrized by a possibly multi-dimensional parameter 7 is

P(y,a,ﬂ??,k; 77) - PY,NoInt(y ‘ G’?x’k; 77)6(@ ’ xak; W)PX(JU ’ kv 77)Pk<77) .

We assume the density of parametric submodel P(-; 1) equals the true density P at n = n*. The

corresponding score function is
S(yvaaka; 77) = SY(yaavka; 77) +SA(CL,$,]€; 77) +8X(£>k; 77) +8L(k; 77)

where the score functions are defined in (16).

We find that Myomt imposes the following identity for the conditional density.

Py i (yij | ai, iy k) = /P}*/(Z/i | ai, i, k) dy;—j)
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- / Py (i | aby i k) dya_yy = Py (i | i, )

where P{i’ j is the conditional density of Y;; given (A;, X;, L;) and the jth element of a; and a are

the same; i.e., a;; = a;;j. Therefore, considering the parametric submodel and its derivative, we

obtain the following restriction based on Myornt-
/SY(yz,ai,xi,/f; M Py (yi | ais i, ki n) dyy—j)
==j/8y(yua§¢m,k;7nfkiyiIaban7k;n)dyu_ﬂ (87)
where a;; = afij. At n = n*, we observe that

E{YijSY(Yiﬂz‘,Xuk; n*)

Ai=a;, X;j=w, L = /ﬁ}
= //yz‘jSY(yiaai737i7k§ )Py (yi | ai, 4, k) dy;—jy dyi;
= //yz'jSY(%aé,xz‘ak‘; )Py (i | ai, i, k) dy; ;) dyij

= E{Y:L'jSY<Y:L'7a{L7Xi7 ka 77*)

A =d, Xi = 2, Ly :k} (88)

where a;; = agj. This implies that E{Yij3y(Yi,ai,Xi,k; n*) ‘ A =a, X; = x5, L = k} does not

depend on a;_j;. We emphasize the independence from a;_;) by denoting the expectation as
E{}/;j3y(l/;, Ui(j=a), Xis k5 1%) ‘ Ai = Qi(j=q), Xi = Ti, Ly = k} where a;(j—q) is any treatment vector
where the jth component a;; is equal to a € {0,1}.

From the parametric submodel, we obtain the 1-dimensional tangent space for 1-dimensional

parameters which is the mean closure of all 1-dimensional linear combinations of scores, that is,
T = {S(y,a,x,k) ’ S(y,a,x,k) = Sy(y,a,xz,k) + Sa(a,z, k) + Sx(x,k) + Sp.(k) € R,
E{Sy(Y;,a,x,k) |Ai=a,X;,=2,L; = k:} =0 for all (a,z,k) ,
/Sy(yi,ai,xi,k)P{?(yi | @i, i, k) dy;(—j)
= /Sy(yi,a;,a:i,k)Pgﬁ(yi | ), zi, k) dy;(—j) where a;; = a;j,
E{Sa(Ai,z, k) | X; =x,Li =k} =0 for all (z,k) ,

E{Sx(Xi,k) | Li =k} =0, "k for all k , E{S,(L;)} = o} . (89)

The ATE can be represented as 72TF () = Zszl pr(n)02TE(n) in the regular parametric sub-

model at parameter n where

02 (n)

My,
1
=L Z// yz‘j{PY,Nolnt(yz‘ | aj(j=1), Zis k5 M) — Py Nomt (i | @i(j=0y> Tis k3 77)}
j=1
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X PX(a:i ‘ k; 7]) dyidxz- .

The derivative of 02TE(n) is
87_ATE 77* K aeATE 3}%
T =y ZHATE (90)
N k=1
= Q1(n*) = Qa(n*)
where
OQATE
ka’l’](n) = Z//yz] Sy yzyaz(] 1)» xi, k; n)PYNoInt(yz | Qi(j=1) s Tiy ks 77) (91)

— 8y (Uis @i(j=0) Tir k 5 1) Py Nomt (¥i | @i(j—0), Ti, ki ; U)}PX(J% | k5 n) dyid;
My,
1
+ i Z// yz’j{PY,NoInt(yi | @j(j=1), Tis k5 M) — Py Nomt (¥i | @i(j=0, Tis k3 77)}
=1
X sx (i ks n)Px (@i | ks n)dyida; .

The conjectured efficient influence function of 74TE is

. ) M Y gNoInt(AZ. X, k)

k=1 j=1
1 &
NoInt NoInt ATE
FVE 1 Xz> Xza }
5y 2 1K) = 0. |-
K K K
= Fu(Yi, Ai, Xi, Li) + Y Fop(Xi, Li) + > Fai(L
k=1 k=1 k=1
where
My, NoInt
1(L; = k) Yi; — (Aij, Xi, k)
Fi(Yi, Ay, X, Li) = [{H(Ai = 1)~ 1(4y; = 0) } =~
Mk = J J J( i ’ Xuk)
My,
1(L; = k
FQk(XiaLi) _ ( i ) [ {g;\lolnt(l X;, k) NoInt(O,th) _ HI?TE}]
j=1

Fy(Li) = 1(L; = k) (02™F — 7TF)

We first show that 74TF(n) is a differentiable parameter, i.e.,
5 = Qul) + Qal) = B{(rAT) oY A X L)} (92)

The elementary terms in ¢(72TF) - 5(Y;, A;, X;, L; ; n*) are represented below

SO(TATE)S(YVHAMXML’L 5 77*) (93)
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Fi,(Yi, Ay, X, Li)sy (Ys, Ai, X, Li ;")

Fuo(Yi, Ai, X, Li){sa(Ai, Xi, Li s n*) 4+ sx (X, Li; n*) + sp(Li; 1) }

+

(= I I I[]= T1]= 11~

For(Xy, Li){ sy (Ya, Ai, Xi, Lis %) + sa(Ai, Xi, Li; ) + sn.(Li; n") }

+

Forp(Xi, Li)sx (Xi, Li; ™)

_I_

Fap(Li){sy (Yi, Ai, Xi, Li; n%) + sa(As, X, Li; 0*) + sx (X4, Li; n*) }

_|_

+ ¥ Fap(Li)sp(Lisn™) .

>
Il
—

We study the expectation of each piece in (93). The expectation of the first piece in (93) is

represented as

E{Fi(Y;, A, X, L)sy (Yi, Ai, X, L ") } (94)
% M
= 7pk E - E{YZSy(K Ai(i=1 )(Z k‘ 77*) ‘ Al = Q4(i=1 Xz Lz = k?}
Mk E J y Qi(5=1)> y vy i(j=1)> )

— E{YVijSY(YViaai(j:O)aXiak; 17*) ‘ Az = az’(j:O)aXiaLi = k’}:| ‘ L@ = k‘:|

* M,
p * *
= 7Mkk: E // yij{SY(yi7ai(j:1)7xivk§ n )PY,NoInt(yi | @i(j=1)7$i7k)
j=1
— 8y (¥i» @igj=0), Tir k5 1) Py Nomnt (¥i | ai(j:o)axi,k)}P;(($i | k) dyidz; .

The first equality holds from the law of total expectations and the definitions of (88) and e;. The

last equality holds from the definition of conditional expectations. The above quantity contains the

first term of 9942 TE(n*)/0n in (91).
The expectation of the second piece in (93) is zero from the law of total expectation.

E[Flk(yi,AiaXiaLi){SA(AiaXiaLi; n*) 4+ sx(Xi, Lis n™) + sp(Li; 77*)}} (95)

IPZE[ > 6*(%Xi,k‘)E{Fm(Yi,ai,Xi,k) ‘ Ai=a;, X, Li = k}
aiEA(Mk)

=0

 {sa(Ai Xisks ) sx (X o)+ (s )} | 2= ] 0.
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The expectation of the third piece in (93) is also zero from the law of total expectation.

E[F2k(XiaLi){5Y(YiaAi,Xi,Li; n*) +sa(Ai, Xo, Li; %) + sp(Li s U*)}} (96)

ot

9

=pE [F%(Xi, k) E{SY(YL A, Xi ks m™) 4+ sa(Ai, Xi ks n")

=0
+ vk B{ Fon(Xi, K) | L = e} s (k5 )

=0

=0.

The expectation of the fourth piece in (93) is represented as

E{sz(Xi,Li)sX(Xi, Lisn")} (97)
pk Z |:{ Nolnt 1 Xl,k?) NOInt(O,Xi,k) QATE}SX(Xi,k; n*) L; = k:|
Pi i i
= N};Z// Yii { Py (yi | ai(j=1y, i k) — Py-(yi | aij=0), i, k) }
j=1
X sx (@i, k; n*)Px(z; | k) dy;dz; .
The above quantity contains the second term of 004 TE(n*)/0n in (91).
The expectation of the fifth piece in (93) is zero because
E[FBk(Li){SY(Yi»AiaXiaLi; n*) +sa(Ai, Xiy Lis n*) + Sx (Xi, Ly ; 77*)}] (98)
= D Bap(k) B sy (Vi, Ai, Xi o ") + sa(Ai, Xis ks ) + Sx (Ko, ks ') | Li =k} =0

=0

The expectation of the last piece in (93) is equal to the summand of Q2(n*) in (90)

ZE{FSk i)sp(Li;n”) } ZPk9ATE snt) = TN E{sp(Li; 1)} (99)
1 9ps(n*) Opr(n*)
— *QATE QATEi
PR k() o an

where E{sr(L;; n*)} = 0. Replacing each term in (93) with the intermediate results in (94)-(99),
we show that the identity in (92) holds.

E{QP(TATE) -s(Y;, Ai, X, Ly 77*)}

K | M
=> i [Mk Z// yij{SY(yi,ai(j:U,SUi, k5 ") Py Nomt (Vi | @i(j=1), i, k)
=1

— sy (Ui, ai(j=0), Tir k5 ") Py Nommt (Vi | ai(j:O)axhk)}P)*((xi | k) dyidzx;
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My
1 * *
+ i, Z//yij{Py(yi | ai(j=1)s i k) — Py (yi | ay(j=oy, zis k) }
j=1

K *
o ) Pl | ) | + 3 0§21
k=1

aTATE (77*) .

= Qi) + Qal") = T

This shows that 74TF (1) is a differentiable parameter.
Next, we claim that o(7ATF) belongs to 7 in (89). First, we show that Fy; satisfies the
conditions related to Sy. Note that the conditional expectation of Fy; given A;, X;, L; is

1 1(a;; = 1)
= 1K =k)|— > | S B(Yij | Ai = ai, X = 23, Li = k) — g} (1, X, k
| ﬂMm:LﬂH&$ﬂ (g A = 0o Xs = 2o Lo =) = 471, X, )
1(ai; = 0) Nolnt
- E(Y|Ai=a;, X =2, Li =k) —g; ™ (0, X;, k

=0.

This shows Fyj satisfies first condition imposed on Sy. To show that Fj; satisfies second condition
imposed on Sy, we first observe two intermediate results. We consider the integral of the product

of yiy» and Py (y; | a;, x;, k) with respect to y;—;). If j = j', we get
/yijP)*/(yi | ais @iy k) dyi— gy = Yi; Py (s | aiszis k) = yig Py (vi | aijs i, k) - (100)

The first identity is from the definition of conditional density and the second identity is from (87).
If j # 5/, we get

/yij’P{;(yi | ai, i, k) dy;—j) (101)

= E(Yiy | Yij = vij, Ai = a;, Xy = x4, Li = k) Py ;(yi5 | @i, i, k)

= gﬁom(aij/,xi, k)P)*/,j(yij | Qij, Tiy k) .
The first identity is from the basic decomposition of the density of Y; and the second identity is
based on Assumption A.1 and (87). Using (100) and (101), each summand of Fyj has the following
integral with respect to y;_;) after being multiplied by Py

Nolnt
Yijr — 95" " (aijr, x4, k)

e;‘., (agjr | x4, k)

Py (yi | ai, i, k) dy—j)

/[{1(%/ =1)— 1(a;;y =0)}
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15— 95 O a0,k e .
{1(a; = 1) — Ly = 0)} =% L0 )P;j(yij\aij,:ci,k) if j =j'

e; (aiz|wi,k)

NoInt(al , Iz,k/‘) gI.\iOInt(aij/7xi7k)

g e,
{]l(al-j/ =1) - 1(aiy = O)} J e, (alj/|"z’i7k) =0 if j£7

Note that each summand is zero unless the index is omitted in y;_;. Hence, we observe that

/Flk(yi,aufl?i, k’)P{i(yl- | aial‘i’k/) dyi(—j)
= k az]’ - 1 NoInt
05 [ (Bt o nn)

]l(ai i = 0) oln *
_ ]7){%], _ g;\f 1 t(()’xi7k)}] Py(yi ‘ ai,xi,k) dyi(_j)

€ (0| @i, k
o ]]-(k/ = k) ]l(a’ij = 1) Nolnt *
R [e;*-(l oy 0 L ) PR | g )
]l(aij = O) Nolnt . * B o
- e;(mxi’k){yw g (Oaxuk)}PY,j(ij | azja$17k)

- / Fua(yin afy w0, K P (i | a2, K) dyi

where a;; = a] i This shows Fj satisfies both conditions imposed on Sy in T presented in (89).

Next, Fyy satisfies the mean zero condition given X;, L;
E{Fo(Xi, k) \ Li=k}
k’ = k)
ZE{ N, X, ) = g0, X k) — 00TF | L=k} = 0.

Therefore, Ele Fyy, satisfies the condition imposed on Sy in (89). Lastly, Zle F3;, satisfies the

mean zero condition
K K
o E{Fw(L)} =Y pk (0™ - rF) =0
k=1 k=1

Therefore, Zszl F3y, satisfies the condition imposed on Sz, in (89). Combining the above results,
we have o(7ATE) € T in (89).
The semiparametric efficiency bound is the expectation of the squared efficient influence function

. Therefore, the result can be shown by following the proof of Lemma A.2.
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