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Abstract

Exposure mappings facilitate investigations of complex causal effects when units in-
teract in experiments. Current methods require experimenters to use the same ex-
posure mappings both to define the effect of interest and to impose assumptions on
the interference structure. However, the two roles rarely coincide in practice, and
experimenters are forced to make the often questionable assumption that their expo-
sures are correctly specified. This paper argues that the two roles exposure mappings
currently serve can, and typically should, be separated, so that exposures are used
to define effects without necessarily assuming that they are capturing the complete
causal structure in the experiment. The paper shows that this approach is practically
viable by providing conditions under which exposure effects can be precisely estimated
when the exposures are misspecified. Some important questions remain open.
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1 Introduction

Experimenters use exposure mappings to investigate complex causal effects involving in-
terference between units. An exposure mapping is a terse representation of the nominal
treatments assigned to the units under study. The representation facilitates both defini-
tion and estimation of causally relevant exposure effects, provided that the exposures are
correctly specified. The exposures are correctly specified when they capture all causal infor-
mation pertaining to the nominal treatments. Recognizing that it is difficult to construct
correctly specified exposures, this paper considers estimation of exposure effects when the
exposures are misspecified.

The central insight is that exposure mappings conventionally fill two roles. The first
role is to capture aspects of the nominal treatments deemed relevant or interesting for the
question at hand. To serve this purpose, exposure mappings do not need to be correctly
specified; they can successfully capture relevant aspects of the causality operating in a cer-
tain context, including aspects of the interference, without necessarily capture all causal
information. The second role is to encode assumptions about the causal structure in the
experiment. It is convenient when an exposure mapping fills both roles simultaneously, as
this allows experimenters to use standard causal inference techniques also in the presence
of interference. However, this can typically only be achieved by making untenable assump-
tions. The current paper suggests that experimenters should focus primarily on the first
role, making the exposures as relevant and interpretable as possible. However, doing so
would mean that standard techniques and results no longer apply because the exposures
would become misspecified.

The paper demonstrates that separating the two roles nevertheless is practically viable
by showing that conventional estimators of exposure effects are consistent for a generaliza-
tion of the exposure effects under misspecification given relatively mild conditions on the
specification errors. Like the assumption of correctly specified exposure mappings, these
conditions are generally not testable. Their advantage is instead that they are considerably
more tenable than the prevailing assumptions. Assuming that the exposures are correctly
specified is equivalent to assuming that the specification errors are zero uniformly. To
achieve consistency, it is sufficient to assume that the errors are not strongly dependent.
Weak dependence allows for potentially grave misspecification as long as the units’ ex-
posures are not misspecified in the same way. This condition does not require that the
interference takes any particular structure, making the results widely applicable. This
comes at the cost of being somewhat opaque, but the condition is sufficiently approachable
to allow experimenters to reason about it in practical situations, as illustrated by several
examples throughout the paper.



2 Illustration

Blattman, Green, Ortega, and Tobon (2021) conduct an experiment in the city of Bogota
to investigate whether intensive policing reduces crime. Among 1,919 streets identified to
be crime hot spots, the authors randomly selected 756 streets to be patrolled by police
twice as much as the other hot spots. An important concern was displacement of crime.
Intensive policing in some streets could cause criminals to move to other streets that are
less patrolled, in which case crime is reduced in the targeted streets only by increasing crime
elsewhere. The authors addressed this concern by estimating spillover effects. Among all
non-hot spot streets that were within 250 meters of one of the 1,919 hot spots, the authors
compared streets for which at least one of the neighboring hot spots was assigned intensive
policing against streets for which none of the neighboring hot spots were assigned such
policing. If there was a displacement effect, streets neighboring treated hot spots would be
expected to experience more crime than other streets.

The authors effectively defined two exposures for the non-hot spot streets. The first
exposure is to have at least one neighboring hot spot that is treated, and the other exposure
is to have only untreated neighboring hot spots. Following the current literature, we would
need to assume that these two exposures are correctly specified to estimate their effect.
This means that as long as we hold the exposure of a non-hot spot street fixed, it cannot
at all matter for its crime level how we otherwise assign policing resources in the city. For
example, it cannot matter which hot spots within the 250 meter radius are treated. A
treated hot spot 10 meters away must have the same effect as a hot spot 250 meters away.
A treated hot spot where a local gang is known to gather must have the same effect as a
treated hot spot that is a busy commercial street with many pickpockets. Furthermore,
it cannot matter whether streets outside the 250 meter radius are treated. A treated hot
spot 260 meters away must be the same as one 5,000 meters away, and the same as when
no distant hot spots are treated. The number of treated hot spot streets within the 250
meter radius must also not matter. One treated neighboring hot spot must have the same
effect as ten. The list goes on.

The assumption that the binary 250 meter radius exposure is correctly specified is
not reasonable. A superficial solution is refine the exposures. For example, one could
consider a set of concentric circles with radii 1,2,3,... meters centered at each non-hot
spot street with a corresponding set of exposures capturing whether a treated hot spot
falls in between two of the circles. In this case, a non-hot spot street would be assigned
exposure 239 if there is a treated hot spot street 239 meters away. This will typically be
an incomplete solution, for several reasons. First, many of the problems listed above still
remain: the refined exposures still ignore potential interaction effects; they still ignore the
identity of the streets; and it is doubtful whether bee-line distance is the relevant metric of
closeness between streets. To make the exposures truly correctly specified, we would need



thousands, if not millions, of them. Second, it is difficult to interpret and present the results
from a study with more than a handful of exposures. Experimenters can hardly include
tables with thousands or millions of estimated exposure effects. Third, an experiment with
many exposures will often suffer from positivity violations. That is, most units will have no
probability of being assigned most of the exposures. For example, a non-hot spot street that
does not have a neighboring hot spot in the interval 100 to 200 meters cannot be assigned
exposures 100 to 200. This means that the outcome for each exposure can be estimated
only for a small subset of the experimental units. The subsets will differ between exposures,
making it difficult, or impossible, to estimate exposure effects because comparisons between
exposures will be confounded by differences in the composition of the subsets. While it
sometimes is reasonable to make some refinements to the exposures, such refinements will
rarely ensure that the exposures are correctly specified.

The suggestion of the current paper is to shift the focus from creating exposures that
are correctly specified to creating exposures that are relevant for the question at hand.
In the experiment in Bogota, we should ask what exposures would be informative to the
policymaker, rather than asking what exposures are correctly specified. If we suspect that
potential displacement effects are strongest locally, the binary 250 meter radius exposure is
a reasonable way to capture and measure those effects. In doing so, we do not necessarily
mean to say that the displacement effects are all the same within that 250 meter radius,
nor that there is no displacement effect beyond 250 meters. We simply want to measure
the average difference in crime level between when at least one neighboring hot spot is
assigned to be policed intensively and when all neighboring hot spots are assigned ordinary
policing. While these exposures do not capture all of the interference dynamics related to
policing and crime in Bogot4, they are relatively easy to interpret, also for laypeople, and
they are informative for policy. The current literature would have us believe that it is not
possible to precisely estimate this type of effect because the exposures are undoubtedly
misspecified. The purpose of this paper is to show that it is possible.

3 Related work

The idea of exposure mappings has its origin in Halloran and Struchiner (1995), who
consider causal inference under interference and provide foundational definitions. This
initial work was extended by Sobel (2006) and Hudgens and Halloran (2008), who describe
effect estimators for exposures based on proportions of treated units in disjoint groups of
units. Manski (2013) and Aronow and Samii (2017) recognized that the key methodological
tool in the prior literature was a terse description of the full treatment vector. They used
this insight to generalize the approach beyond proportions of treated units in disjoint groups
to arbitrary summaries of the nominal treatments, as formalized by exposure mappings.
The terminology of exposures and exposure mappings used in this paper comes from Aronow



and Samii (2017), but the underlying idea is essentially identical to the concept of effective
treatments in Manski (2013). This literature assumes that the exposures are correctly
specified. The assumption transforms the interference problem into a causal inference
problem without interference at the level of the exposures, which can be solved using
standard techniques.

The assumption of correctly specified exposures has a direct parallel to the conven-
tional no-interference assumption. The necessity of the no-interference assumption when
estimating average treatment effects has recently been investigated by Savje, Aronow, and
Hudgens (2021). These authors show that a generalization of the average treatment effect
can be precisely estimated even in presence of unmodeled interference. The current pa-
per connects these ideas with the ideas in Manski (2013) and Aronow and Samii (2017),
extending the results to exposure mappings of arbitrary complexity. Additionally, the cur-
rent paper derives its results using quantitative interference measures, whereas Sévje et
al. (2021) used a qualitative measure. That is, the interference measure used here takes
into account not only whether interference exists between units, but also the strength of
that interference. The differences between these two assumptions are discussed in detail in
Section S1.2 in the online supplement.

To the best of my knowledge, the general case of misspecified exposures has not previ-
ously been investigated, but restricted forms of misspecification have. Partly building on
insights of the current paper, Leung (2022) develops methods to estimate exposure effects
under misspecification when the interference structure is approximately known. Leung as-
sumes that the strength of the interference between units decays in the geodesic distance
between vertices representing the units in a known graph. This assumption is considerably
weaker than the conventional assumption that the exposures are correctly specified, but it
is more restrictive than the setting considered in this paper. However, Leung (2022) can
leverage the additional structure imposed by the interference graph to answer to some of
the questions that remain open in the setting considered here. Section S1.3 in the online
supplement describes the connection to Leung (2022) in more detail.

Egami (2021) studies estimation of spillover effects in partially unobserved interference
networks, which is a way to formalize certain forms of misspecification. Li and Wager
(2022) consider estimation of direct and spillover effects when the interference graph is
generated by a graphon. They do not require knowledge of the graph or the graphon for
some of their results, but such knowledge is required for the estimation of spillover effects.
Wager and Xu (2021) and Munro, Wager, and Xu (2021) consider experimentation when
units interfere through an equilibrium mechanism, such as a market price. Section S1.4.4 in
the online supplement explains how this setting can be understood in the framework of the
current paper. Wang, Samii, Chang, and Aronow (2022) describe a new type of estimand
that provides an alternative way to describe spillover effects, and they show how this effect
can be precisely estimated under certain types of misspecification.



4 Misspecified exposures

4.1 Preliminaries

Consider a sample of n units indexed by {1, ..., n}. Each unit is assigned one of two possible
treatments z; € {0,1}. The assignments of all units are collected in z = (z1,...,2,), and
the set of all possible assignments is Z = {0, 1}". A function y;: Z — R gives the realized
outcome for unit ¢ under a specific, potentially counterfactual, assignment. That is, y;(2)
is the response of unit ¢ when the treatments are assigned as z € Z. The elements of the
image of the function are called potential outcomes. The potential outcomes are assumed
to be well-defined throughout the paper, which requires that no hidden versions exist of
the treatments in Z. The function y; may depend on the full vector z, so no restrictions
are made at this point on the interference between units.

The treatments are assigned at random. Let Z be a random vector denoting the ran-
domly selected treatments. The distribution of Z is called the assignment mechanism or
experimental design. The support of Z may be smaller than Z, so that some assignment
vectors are never realized by the design. The design is the sole source of randomness un-
der consideration in this paper, and the sample of units and their potential outcomes are
considered non-random and fixed. The observed outcome Y; for unit ¢ is defined as the
potential outcome corresponding to the randomly selected treatment vector: Y; = y;(Z).

The asymptotic regime used in the large sample investigation considers a sequence of
fixed samples implicitly indexed by n. All quantities pertaining to the sample will thus
have their own sequences. This type of regime has been used extensively in the literature on
design-based sampling. It has more recently seen use in the design-based causal inference
literature (see, e.g., Lin, 2013).

4.2 Exposures

The potential outcomes contain all causal information pertaining to the treatments, and
any causal quantity can be expressed solely using them. However, definitions of such causal
quantities may be complex, and it is often difficult to formulate relevant and interesting
effects when one is working with 2" distinct potential outcomes for each unit. Exposures
and exposure mappings are used to make the definitions more interpretable and intuitive.
The idea is that different assignment vectors often share a similar interpretation. For
example, in the illustration in Section 2, having a treated hot-spot street at a distance
of 50 meters might have the same causal interpretation as a treated street at 75 meters.
The purpose of an exposure mapping is to encode this type of similarity. In particular,
two assignment vectors are mapped to the same exposure if they are deemed similar with
respect to the application at hand. The exposures can therefore be seen as nothing more
than labels on subsets of Z that have the same or similar interpretation.



To state this formally, consider a set of exposure labels indexed by A C N. An exposure
mapping is then a function d;: Z — A for each unit that maps from all possible assignments
to the exposures. The exposure of unit ¢ is d;(z) when the treatment assignments are z.
If di(z) = d;(2), then z has a similar interpretation as z’ with respect to unit i. The
realized exposure is a random variable because the treatments are randomly assigned. Let
D; = d;(Z) denote the realized exposure for unit i, and let m;(d) = pr(D; = d) describe its
marginal distribution.

4.3 Exposure effects

The current convention is to assume that exposure mappings are correctly specified. The
assumption states that y;(z) = y;(2’) whenever d;(z) = d;(2’) for all units i € {1,...,n}
and assignments z,z’ € Z. This implies that a function 7;: A — R exists for each unit
such that g;(d;(z)) = vyi(z) for all z € Z, meaning that the exposures are assumed to
capture the complete causal structure in the experiment. As noted in the introduction,
this forces the exposures to serve two roles: to encode which assignment vectors have
similar interpretation and to encode the (presumed) causal structure in the experiment.

If the exposures are indeed correctly specified, the full treatment vector provides no
causal information in addition to what a unit’s exposure already provides. This implies
that we can use 7;(d) defined on A rather than the more cumbersome potential outcomes
y;(z) defined on the full Z without loss of information. The reduction in complexity can be
considerable, because |Z| grows exponentially in n while |A| typically is fixed. We can then
define causal effects in the usual way, as contrasts between potential outcomes produced by
the exposures. For example, the average causal effect of exposure a € A relative to b € A
would be n ™t 3" {7i(a) — g;(b)}. This is the definition in Aronow and Samii (2017).
The interpretation of these effects tends to be straightforward, because the exposures are
typically chosen to be easy to interpret.

It is not possible to construct a function g; : A — R such that 3;(d;(2)) = y;(z) when
the exposures are misspecified. One alternative is to extend A with more labels until the
exposure mappings become correctly specified, which might require that |A| ~ |Z] = 2™.
But, as noted in Section 2, this will generally not be a feasible or desirable solution.

A more productive alternative is to make the definition of the exposure effects robust to
misspecification. We can achieve this by creating analogues of the exposure-based potential
outcomes that remain unambiguous even when the exposures are misspecified. Let g; : A —
R be a function such that g;(d) = E{y;(Z) | D; = d}, where the expectation is taken over
the design. The interpretation of y; is essentially the same as for g;. The function captures
the expected potential outcome under each exposure for each unit, so g;(d) is the potential
outcome we expect to be realized when unit ¢ is assigned to exposure d under the current
design. A definition of an exposure effect under misspecification is now immediate.



Definition 1. The expected exposure effect for exposures a and b is
1o~ )
7(a,b) = o Z{yi(a) - ?Jz’(b>}~
i=1

Effects building on this idea have previously been discussed in the literature. The
earliest examples were introduced by Hudgens and Halloran (2008). The authors derive
their main results assuming that the implicit exposures are correctly specified, but they
define their effects allowing for some misspecification. They achieve this by marginalizing
over all assignments that map to the same exposure, exactly as in Definition 1. Aronow and
Samii (2017) derive the expectation of their estimator after relaxing their assumption that
the exposures are correctly specified. They show the expectation is a particular weighted
average of the potential outcomes defined on the full treatment vector, and this average
can be shown to coincide with Definition 1. When the exposures are correctly specified,
the expected exposure effect defined here coincides with the conventional exposure effect
defined by Aronow and Samii (2017).

Because the expected potential outcomes y;(d) use the distribution of Z conditional on
D; = d in the marginalization, the expected exposure effect 7(a,b) captures two aspects.
The obvious captured aspect is the difference in the outcomes produced by changing the
assigned exposure from a to b. The second aspect is more subtle. When the exposures are
misspecified, a unit’s outcome could differ when other units’ exposures or treatments are
changed even holding its own exposure fixed. Because of the conditioning on D; = d, the
distribution of other units’ treatments might be different in the contrast, and the expected
exposure effect could capture this difference. Sévje et al. (2021) discuss an alternative
estimand that only captures the first aspect when the exposure mapping is d;(z) = z;.
However, as discussed in Section S2 in the online supplement, the nature of many exposure
mappings prevents similar effects to be defined more generally, because the definition would
involve potential outcomes that are inherently unrealizable. Similarly, when d;(z) = z;, one
can eliminate the second aspect by assigning treatments independently between units, but
that approach is not typically viable here because most exposure mappings introduce strong
dependencies between exposures even if the nominal treatments are independent.

Consider Definition 1 in the context of the experiment in Bogota discussed in Section 2.
If there are spillover effects of crime between neighboring streets, we would expect the out-
comes under the first exposure to be different than under the second exposure. However,
because we allow for misspecification, there will be a distribution of outcomes for each of
the exposures. The expected exposure effect compares the centers of these two outcome
distributions. This comparison provides insights to the policymaker about whether dis-
placement of crime is an important concern in Bogoté. If the effect is found to be small,
the policymaker might have reason to target crime fighting measures exclusively on hot



spot streets. A more targeted approach would likely be more effective in preventing crime
in the hot spots themselves, and the small expected exposure effect indicates that we do
not need to be concerned about crime displacement, at least not locally. But if the effect
is found to be positive and large, the policymaker might have reason to consider a less
targeted approach that would be better at preventing some of the displacement.

The Bogota experiment also provides a context in which we can understand the second,
more subtle aspect captured by the expected exposure effect, as discussed above. Consider
a clustered design where Bogoté is divided into a grid of squares with one kilometer sides,
and treatment is assigned to either all or none of the hot spot streets within each square.
With this design, a street with no treated hot spots within a 250 meter radius tends to have
fewer treated hot spots also within the annulus (i.e., ring) with inner and outer radii of 250
and 500 meters. Therefore, the exposures here act as proxies for treatment assignments
beyond 250 meters. If we find a large effect using this design, we cannot conclude that
it necessarily is the 250 meter radius that is causally relevant; the effect could have been
zero using the same exposure mapping if we had used a different design, because the
exposures may then not act as proxies in the same way. This illustrates that experimenters
must carefully consider how their exposures interact with their design when they interpret
exposure effects.

4.4 Specification errors

Misspecification introduces specification errors. The errors can be formalized as differences
between the potential outcomes based on the full treatment vector, which is known to
be correctly specified, and the potential outcomes based on the exposures, which may be
misspecified.

Definition 2 (Specification error). ¢; = y;(Z) — y:(D;).

The assumption that the exposures are correctly specified is the same as assuming that
the specification errors are zero with probability one for all units. This insight suggests a
way to weaken the assumption. Rather than assuming that the specification errors are zero,
it may be sufficient to ensure that they are small, or perhaps only that they are sufficiently
controlled in some other way.

Small specification errors are indeed sufficient to precisely estimate exposure effects,
but such a condition is unnecessarily strong. Instead, the critical aspect is the dependence
of errors between units. There are several ways to formalize this dependence. The route
explored here is to measure the dependence by the expectation of the product of two units’
specification errors conditional on the event that the units are assigned the same exposure:
E(eie; | D; = D; = d). The expectation is defined to be zero if the event D; = D; = d has
probability zero. The overall dependence is captured by the following quantity.



Definition 3. The overall error dependence for exposure d € A is

Eqg = %ZZE(€183|DZ:DJ :d>

i=1 j#i

We can understand this quantity to capture two sources of dependence. The first is the
conditioning event itself, capturing the fact that knowledge about j’s exposure can provide
information about ¢’s outcome in excess of the information provided by 7’s exposure. For
illustration, consider again the experiment in Bogoté. It is not reasonable to assume the
binary exposures used here are correctly specified, so y;(Z) will vary even when D; is fixed,
and ¢; will not be zero. This means that other units’ exposures could provide information
about a unit’s specification error. If ¢ and j are two non-hot spot streets with partially
overlapping 250 meter radii, then knowing that j has one or more neighboring treated hot
spots gives us reason to suspect that €; > 0 even if we already knew that ¢ had one or more
neighboring treated hot spots. This is because when both ¢ and 7 have neighboring hot spots
that are treated, we have reason to believe that more than one of unit ¢’s neighboring hot
spots are treated, indicating a greater local police presence that potentially could displace
crime.

The second source is dependence in excess of what can be explained by the conditioning
event. This captures the fact that two units’ errors can be dependent if misspecified in the
same way even if the exposures themselves provide no information about the outcomes.
This might be information about the assignment vector Z that is altogether lost by the
exposure mapping, or information that can only be captured by intricate combinations of
many exposures. An example of this is general equilibrium effects. Returning once more
to the experiment in Section 2, we can imagine two or more equilibria for crime in Bogoté.
The first could be an overall low-crime equilibrium achieved when sufficiently many hot
spots are policed intensively. This could perhaps be because crime becomes too costly, so
criminals find other ways to make a living or move to other cities. The second could be a
high-crime equilibrium achieved when few hot spots are policed. The exposures might be
correctly specified within each equilibrium, so that learning other units’ exposures provide
no more information about a unit’s potential outcome as long as we remain in the same
equilibrium. However, if the experimental design induces variation in which equilibrium
is realized, the specification errors will typically be highly dependent between units. The
equilibrium will act as a coordinating force for the specification errors, making &, large.
This can be remedied either by ensuring that there are no such global equilibrium effects,
or by picking an experimental design that does not induce such variation, so only one
equilibrium is realized with high probability. The numerical example in Section 6 considers
a setting with this type of equilibrium phenomenon.

An extended discussion about the specification errors is provided in Section S1 in the
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online supplement. This includes a decomposition of the specification error that formalizes
the two sources of dependence discussed above, an investigation of how the specification
errors relate to the interference conditions used by Sévje et al. (2021) and Leung (2022),
and simulation studies that elucidate what the specification errors are and how they relate
to estimation of exposure effects in concrete settings.

The generality of the definitions in this section can sometimes make them difficult
to reason about. One of the goals of the paper is to highlight the wide applicability of
the idea that one can separate the two roles that exposure mappings traditionally have
served, and the definitions were made to be general to emphasize this. If one were to find
the definitions too opaque to be helpful in practice, one could see them as templates for
constructing more concrete and situational definitions in particular contexts. Section S1.4
in the online supplement contains several illustrations of such concrete constructions.

5 The precision of conventional estimators under mis-
specification

5.1 Estimator

Commonly used estimators for exposure effects build on ideas originally introduced in the
survey sampling literature. The focus here is the Horvitz—Thompson estimator (Horvitz &
Thompson, 1952):

n n
#(a,b) = 12%_l2%7
n < ma) n<= m(b)
where D;q = 1[D; = d] is an indicator denoting whether unit 7 is assigned exposure d € A.

Proposition 8.1 in Aronow and Samii (2017) implies that the Horvitz—Thompson es-
timator is unbiased for the expected exposure effect 7(a,b). This is true no matter how
severe the misspecification might be. See also Lemma S4 in the online supplement.

The results in this paper can be extended to several other common estimators, in-
cluding the difference-in-means and Hajek estimators, and estimators making covariate
adjustments. The investigation of these other estimators is relegated to Section S3 in the
online supplement in the interest of space.

5.2 Regularity conditions

Three regularity conditions, which are not directly related to misspecification, facilitate the
following investigation. The first of these conditions is an assumption that the potential
outcomes are bounded. This assumption can be weakened without materially changing the
results, but it eases the exposition.
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Condition 1. For alli € {1,...,n} and z € Z, |y;(2)| < k1 < 0.

The second and third conditions concern the design and the distribution it induces on
the exposures. The second condition is a positivity assumption. This assumption can be
weakened as well, as explored in Section S4 in the online supplement.

Condition 2. An exposure d € A satisfies positivity if 1/m;(d) < ko < oo for all i €

{1,...,n}.

The third condition concerns the dependence between exposures. The exposure map-
pings could potentially introduce strong dependencies between the realized exposures even
if the design is well-behaved for the nominal treatments. For example, if the exposures
were defined as the proportion of treated units in the whole sample, it would follow that
Dy = Dy = --- = D,, which would make precise estimation impossible. Note that the
concern here is not dependencies in the outcomes, which would relate to the actual inter-
ference structure in the experiment, but dependencies between the exposure labels selected
by the experimenter. The following condition limits the dependence between exposures
introduced by the design.

Condition 3. An exposure d € A satisfies limited design dependence if ¢4 = o(1), where

Cq = % Z Z‘COV(Did, Djd) ’

i=1 i#j

Condition 3 might appear less familiar than Conditions 1 and 2, but it is a somewhat
common assumption in the recent literature. Indeed, it corresponds to Condition 4 in
Aronow and Samii (2017). The current condition is slightly weaker, as it considers quanti-
tative dependence between exposures rather than the binary dependence concept used by
Aronow and Samii (2017), but the interpretation carries over unchanged.

Note that the experimental design and the exposure mappings are known. It is therefore
possible to verify the positivity condition and to measure the amount of design dependence
in a particular sample. Indeed, design conditions like these are often seen as innocuous,
because experimenters control their designs and can ensure that they hold. This may not
be the case when estimating exposure effects. Exposure mappings tend to be complex, and
it is often difficult to construct a design that would induce a desired distribution over the
exposures. In particular, positivity as stipulated by Condition 2 will sometimes be difficult
to achieve. This is the motivation for the relaxation of the positivity assumption explored
in Section S4 in the online supplement.
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5.3 Variance bound and consistency

We now have the components needed to characterize the precision of the estimator. The
proof of the following proposition is presented in the online supplement.

Proposition 1. Provided that Conditions 1 and 2 hold for exposures a and b, the variance
of the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is upper bounded by

var(7(a, b)) < 8kika/n + 20k7k3 (¢, + &) + 4(Ea + &)

The proposition demonstrates that the variance of the estimator is governed by three
aspects, as captured by the three terms in the bound. The first term captures variability
induced by the fact that the exposures are randomly assigned. That is, even when the
exposures are correctly specified and independent, the estimator would still vary because
different potential outcomes would be observed for different assignments. The second term
captures variability induced by dependence between exposures. That is, even when the
exposures are correctly specified, the estimator tends to be less precise when exposures are
highly dependent.

The final term of the bound captures variance stemming from misspecification. Recall
that Definition 3 captures the dependence between the specification errors. If the specifi-
cation errors are strongly positively correlated, the estimator will exhibit more variability.
The bound makes clear that the magnitude of the specification errors in itself is less of a
concern. Large specification errors will affect the precision, but their effect is absorbed by
the first term. The intuition for this is that large but uncorrelated specification errors tend
to cancel when averaged.

In order for the estimator to become more precise as the sample increases in size, the
overall dependence between the specification errors must be limited. This is captured by
the following condition and corollary.

Condition 4. An exposure d € A satisfies limited specification error dependence if there
exists some positive sequence 1, = o(1) such that &; < r,,.

Corollary 1. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold for exposures a and b, the
Horvitz—Thompson estimator 7(a,b) is consistent for the expected exposure effect T(a,b).

Because the estimator is unbiased, the variance bound directly describes the estimator’s
asymptotic behavior in a mean square sense. Control over the terms in the bound thus
provides consistency through Chebyshev’s inequality, resulting in Corollary 1.

Condition 4 states that the overall dependence between specification errors becomes
smaller as the sample grows. One situation in which this is satisfied is when the interference
is local, in the sense that E(e;e; | D; = D; = d) is zero for most pairs of units. This is
essentially the condition used by Sévje et al. (2021). However, Condition 4 allows for global
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interference as long as it is limited. That is, E(e;e; | D; = D; = d) can be non-zero for
all pairs of units as long as it is not large and positive on average. Section 6 below and
Section S1.4 in the online supplement provide concrete examples of such limited global
interference.

Consider Condition 4 in the context of the experiment in Bogoté described in Section 2.
As discussed in Section 4.4, one source of the error dependence is the conditioning event
D; = D; = d. This is unlikely to be an issue in this setting, because only a small fraction
of the streets will have overlapping 250 meter radii. The fraction of overlapping streets
will also diminish as the sample grows, presuming that the 250 meter radius is held fixed
and the streets do not become more dense. While exposures of more distant streets could
occasionally be informative, that will not be the case for most pairs of streets.

The second source of error dependence could potentially be more problematic in Bogoté.
If equilibrium effects of the type discussed in Section 4.4 exist, and design induces variation
in which equilibrium is realized, then Condition 4 is unlikely to hold. For example, we
could imagine that intensive policing in a certain combination of hot spots could lead to a
prominent figure in one of the city’s criminal gangs being apprehended, which in turn could
cause an overall low-crime environment that otherwise would not have happened. However,
global interference does not need to be a concern, and we can allow for equilibrium effects
as long as the same equilibrium is realized with high probability. In fact, we can allow for
unstable equilibria if the units’ outcomes are not affected in the same way, meaning that
we avoid strong positive dependencies. The concern with unstable equilibria is that the
outcomes for most units will typically be affected in the same way when the equilibrium
changes.

Note that positively correlated errors are the concern here. If the errors are negatively
correlated, they act to stabilize the estimator, making it more precise than under correctly
specified exposures. While this is theoretically possible, overall negatively correlated errors
do not appear to be practically relevant.

6 Numerical example

As a concrete illustration of the ideas in this paper, consider an example study with global
interference, meaning that all units can potentially interfere with all other units. Additional
numerical examples and details about this example appear in Section S1.4 in the online
supplement.

Suppose the experimenter is interested in evaluating the effect of a vaccine against a
communicable disease, meaning that interference is expected to be present. The experi-
menter has access to an observed network through which units are hypothesized to interact,
and this network is used to define the exposures. Denote an edge from unit ¢ to unit j in
the network as g;; = ¢;; = 1, and otherwise g;; = 0. For simplicity, the graph is a cycle
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graph, meaning that g;; = 1 if and only if |i — j| € {1,n — 1}. A conventional Bernoulli
design is used, meaning that treatments are assigned independently with equal probability.

There are two exposures of interest. The first exposure, denoted D; = 1, is when the
unit itself is untreated and both neighbors in the cycle graph are treated. The second
exposure, denoted D; = 0, is when the unit itself as well as both neighbors are untreated.
Because of the Bernoulli design and cycle graph structure, the exposure probabilities are
12.5% for both exposures and for all units. The treatment effect of interest is 7(1,0),
which is the expected indirect effect of having two treated neighbors when being untreated
compared to having no treated neighbors.

The potential outcomes are such that units interfere locally through the observed net-
work, but they also interfere globally through behavior akin to herd immunity. The fact
that herd immunity could occur is not known or hypothesized by the experimenter. This
means that the exposures are misspecified. If the number of vaccinated units passes some
threshold, there is no transmission of the disease in the community under study, and the
outcome (e.g., viral load) is zero for all units. In more detail, the potential outcome func-

{0 if 377, 2 2 on,

n
a; — Bizi — i Y1 9ijz  else,

tions are

yi(z) =

where «; is drawn uniformly at random from [15,25], §; is drawn from [1,10] and ~; is
drawn from [1,2]. The coefficients are drawn once and held fixed over the simulation
rounds, mirroring the fact that all randomness under consideration comes from treatment
assignment. The parameter ¢ € (0, 1) sets the herd immunity threshold; if a share of ¢
units are treated, then herd immunity occurs, and the outcome is zero for all units.

Three versions of this data generating process will be considered, corresponding to three
values of the herd immunity threshold ¢. The first version, labelled “Rarely,” uses ¢ = 0.52,
meaning that herd immunity occurs when at least 52% of the units are treated. The second
version, labelled “Infrequently,” uses ¢ = 0.51, and the third version, labelled “Frequently,”
uses ¢ = 0.5. Note that 2?21 Z; follows a binomial distribution of n trials with 0.5 success
probability. Herd immunity will therefore occur somewhat rarely under the first version
of the data generating process (¢ = 0.52), and it grows increasingly rare as the sample
size grows. However, when ¢ = 0.5, herd immunity will be frequent also in large samples,
because the distribution of > 77| Z; is centered around n/2. Indeed, herd immunity occurs
with roughly 50% probability under all three versions of the process when n = 100. But
when n = 10, 000, herd immunity occurs with a probability of only 0.003% under the first
version (¢ = 0.52), a probability of 2.33% under the second version (¢ = 0.51), and a
probability of 50.4% under the third version (¢ = 0.50).

Interference is global under all three versions, because there are always situations in
which changing a single unit’s treatment assignment changes the outcome of essentially all
other units. That is, the event Y " Z; < ¢n < 1+ >_" | Z; has a non-zero probability
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Panel A: Error dependence Panel B: Root mean square error
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Figure 1: Overall error dependence (A) and root mean square error (B) under interference
through herd immunity.

of occurring under all three versions, and changing any untreated unit to be treated in
this case induces herd immunity. However, such global interference takes place only very
rarely under the first version when the sample is large, because changing a single unit’s
treatment assignment under most assignments will not have global effects. In this sense,
global interference does exist under all three versions, but it is not practically relevant
for the first two versions of the data generating process, ¢ € {0.51,0.52}, provided that
the sample is sufficiently large. This is not the case when ¢ = 0.5, because there will be
non-negligible variation in whether herd immunity occurs no matter how large the sample
gets.

The results from the numerical example are presented in Figure 1. Panel A presents
the root of the sum of the magnitude of the overall error dependence for the two exposures,
V/|€1| + |0, as described in Definition 3. As the sample grows in size, the error dependence
decreases toward zero for both “Rarely” (¢ = 0.52) and “Infrequently” (¢ = 0.51). This
mirrors the fact that variation in whether herd immunity occurs decreases as the sample
size grows under both of these versions. However, the error dependence does not decrease
for the version “Frequently,” instead flattening out slightly below the 1.25 mark. Therefore,
Condition 4 does not hold under the third version, and the consistency result of the current
paper does not apply.

Panel B presents the root mean square errors of the Hajek estimator, which in this case
coincides with the difference-in-means estimator. The Héjek estimator is presented here
because it is typically more precise than the Horvitz—Thompson estimator. Root mean
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square errors of the Horvitz—Thompson estimator are reported in the online supplement.
The results are qualitatively the same, but differences between the data generating processes
are less pronounced for the Horvitz—Thompson estimator because of the overall lower level
of precision.

The figure shows that the precision of the Hajek estimator initially improves for all
three versions of the data generating process. The precision continues to improve for the
first two versions (“Rarely” and “Infrequently”), and the mean square error is essentially
zero when n = 100, 000. However, under the third version (“Frequently”), the mean square
error flattens out at around the 0.5 mark, indicating that the estimator is not consistent.
This mirrors what we learned about the behavior of the error dependence measure in Panel
A. The reason the precision of the estimator initially improves also under the third version,
despite no decrease in the error dependence, is that the first two terms of the variance bound
in Proposition 1 approach zero as the sample size grows even if the error dependence is
large.

7 Discussion

The motivating idea of this paper is that exposure mappings are primarily used to collect
and describe sets of assignment vectors that share a similar interpretation with respect to
the application at hand. It is rare that exposures that serve this purpose are also correctly
specified in the sense that they provide a complete description of the causal structure. The
results herein show that conventional point estimators perform well even if the exposures are
misspecified, provided that the specification errors are only weakly dependent. This gives
reassurance to experimenters studying complex causal effects under interference, including
spillover effects, that their analyses remain informative even in the event their exposures
omit some aspects of the causal structure. An expected exposure effect depends on the
implemented design, which can make its interpretation challenging. However, an expected
exposure effect will typically be more interpretable than the alternative: an exposure effect
based on extremely refined exposures. These insights should prompt experimenters to focus
on defining exposure mappings that are relevant for the question at hand. If they instead
followed the conventional recommendation and focused on making the exposures correctly
specified, the exposures would often be too granular to be relevant and useful.

The investigation highlights several open questions. The first question is whether esti-
mators can be constructed to fully separate the two roles traditionally served by exposure
mappings. That is, estimators that can incorporate knowledge about the interference struc-
ture in the estimation of an exposure effect without necessarily changing the effect that
is being estimated. The results in this paper show that estimation is possible without
such knowledge, but precision could perhaps be improved if we can take advantage of all
available information about the interference, even if that information is imperfect or incom-
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plete. A step in this direction is the effect definition based on linear functionals described
by Harshaw, Sévje, and Wang (2022).

The second open question concerns the limiting distribution of the point estimator under
misspecification. Section S5 in the online supplement describes two approaches to char-
acterize the limiting distribution in this setting, but both approaches require considerably
stronger assumptions than the limited error dependence condition used for the convergence
results in Section 5. It remains an open question whether the limiting distribution can be
characterized under conditions resembling limited error dependence. A relevant result here
is the central limit theorem by Kojevnikov, Marmer, and Song (2021) for network depen-
dent observations under the assumption that the dependence decays in geodesic distance,
which was used by Leung (2022) to investigate the limiting distribution of estimators of
expected exposure effects under approximate neighborhood interference. While this ap-
proach requires stronger assumptions than limited error dependence and requires that the
interference structure is known approximately, it is undoubtedly an important step in the
right direction.

A final set of open questions concerns variance estimation. Section S6 in the online
supplement notes that variance estimation under both correctly specified and misspecified
exposures is difficult, because complex exposure mappings can make many joint exposure
probabilities small or zero. Experimenters can address this problem by making the estima-
tor conservative, but the estimator will often be excessively conservative. Recent work by
Harshaw, Middleton, and Sévje (2021) describes methods that can mitigate the conserva-
tiveness when the exposures are correctly specified. However, variance estimation appears
to be particularly challenging under misspecification, because the units’ specification er-
rors can be dependent in such a way to make variance estimators anti-conservative. Also
in this case do Kojevnikov et al. (2021) and Leung (2022) provide an encouraging result
by describing a variance estimator to be used under misspecification when the interfer-
ence structure is known approximately. Relatedly, the online supplement describes ways to
leverage unstructured partial knowledge of the interference in an experiment to partially
mitigate the problem. It nevertheless remains an open question whether practically useful
variance estimators exist when little is known about the interference structure.
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S1 Understanding the specification errors

This section provides additional results, explanations and illustrations to aid the under-
standing of the specification errors and the conditions imposed on them. Section S1.1
provides a decomposition of the specification error into two parts to elucidate when error
dependence arises and when it is controlled. Section S1.2 relates the condition on the er-
ror dependence in the current paper to the interference conditions in Sévje et al. (2021).
Section S1.3 does the same for the interference conditions in Leung (2022). Section S1.4
provides several concrete numerical examples that illustrate how the specification errors
behave in specific settings.

S1.1 Decomposition

The main paper defines the specification errors as ¢; = y;(Z) — 4;(D;). It is possible to
decompose this quantity into two parts, which may provide more intuition for the error.
This section explores this decomposition.

Dependence between errors can be separated into two components. The first is the
conditioning event itself, capturing the fact that knowledge about j’s exposure can provide
information about i’s outcome in excess of the information provided by i’s exposure. An
example is when unit j interferes with unit 7 in a way that is not captured in i’s exposure.
The second source is dependence in excess of what can be explained by the conditioning
event. This captures the fact two units’ errors can be dependent if misspecified in the same
way even if the exposures themselves provide no information about the outcomes.

We may gain a better understanding about the two components after realizing that the
specification errors to some degree are in our control, because we decide how to define the
exposures. Consider when j’s exposure provide information about ¢’s outcome in excess
of the information provided by its own exposure, meaning that the conditioning event is
informative. A simple way to eliminate this misspecification is to redefine ¢’s exposure
to include also the exposure of j. If i’s redefined exposure is (D;, D;), no part of i’s
specification error can be explained by j’s exposure because i’s exposure already contains
this information.

Conceptually, it is straightforward to gradually remove misspecification by redefining
the exposures, but such an approach will often prove impractical. The exposures would
in that case increasingly depart from their primary purpose of producing an effect that
is interpretable and relevant for theory or policy. In particular, if applied to all units
in the sample, the redefined exposures would be the intersection of all units’ nominal
exposures, and much of the reduction in complexity the original exposures provided is lost.
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However, the idea of redefined exposures suggests a way to formalize the decomposition of
the specification error that will prove useful.

Let g;; : A x A — R be a function such that 4;;(dy,ds) = E(y;(Z) | D; = dy, D; = da).
That is, 9;;(d1,d2) is the potential outcome of unit ¢ when defined over the exposures of
both ¢ and j. Such a function may not be unambiguously defined if the event D; = d;
and D; = dy has measure zero; that is, when 7;;(dy,d2) = pr(D; = di,D; = dy) = 0. To
accommodate such cases, let the full definition be

Jii(dy, do) = E(yi(Z) | D; = dy, Dj = dy) if m;;(dy,da) > 0,
g \W1, W2 ) — _ .
Yi(dq) if m5(dy, ds) = 0,
This captures the intuition that learning D; = dy provides no information about unit i’s
outcome under D; = d; if D; = d, is not simultaneously realizable with D; = ds.

Because the combination of D; and D; provides more information about the treatment
assignments than D; alone, the potential outcome ;;(d;, d2) based on the refined exposures
is a more precise representation of unit i’s outcome than the potential outcome ;(d;) based
on the original exposures. We may therefore interpret the difference between g;;(d;, d2) and
7;(dy) as the part of the specification error for unit i explainable by j’s exposure.

Definition S1 (Explainable specification error). e;;(dy, d2) = ;;(d1, d2) — 9:(dy)-

While y;;(dy, d2) provides more information than ;(d; ), it will generally not be correctly
specified. That is, 4;;(d1, d2) will not provide complete causal information, in the sense that
it does not provide the same information as y;(z). The remaining error is that which cannot
be explained by j’s exposure. This part is strictly speaking not unexplainable, because
the full treatment vector will always perfectly explain the potential outcomes, but it is
unexplainable with respect to pairwise refinements of the exposures. Similar to Definition 2,
we may define the error not explainable by j’s exposure as the difference between the actual
potential outcome and the outcome predicted by the redefined exposures.

Definition S2 (Unexplainable specification error). U;; = y;(Z) — 9;;(D;, D;).

The overall specification error can now be decomposed using the explainable and unex-
plainable specification errors. In particular, we have ¢; = e;;(D;, D;) + U;; with probability
one for any pair of units ¢ and j.

Definitions S1 and S2 capture the specification errors pertaining to any particular unit.
The following definition aggregates these errors to an overall description of the specification
errors in the experiment as a whole.

Definition S3. The average explainable error dependence for exposure d € A is
S
€q = E Z Z 62‘]' (d, d)eji(d, d),
i=1 ji
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and the average unexplainable error dependence for the same exposure is

1
Uqg = EZZCOV<UU,UJ‘¢ | Dl = Dj = d),

i=1 j£i
where cov(U;;,Uj; | D; = D; = dy) is defined to be zero when 7;;(dy, ds) = 0.

Definition S3 captures pair-wise dependencies between errors of units. To understand
the definitions, first consider the average explainable error dependence. If e;;(a, b) = 0, then
knowing that D; = b provides no insights about Y; in excess of knowing that D; = a. Thus,
eij(d,d)ej;(d,d) is non-zero only when the exposures of ¢ and j both provide information
about the other unit’s outcome. This means that the magnitude of the explainable errors
e;j(d, d) matters only insofar that the dependence make them large simultaneously. If the
explainable errors are perfectly symmetric, so that e;;(d, d) = ej;(d, d) for all pairs of units,
then €, collapses to a measure of magnitude. However, without perfect symmetry, &, is
a measure of both magnitude and between-unit coordination in the explainable errors.
Indeed, €4 will be small, or even negative, if the pair-wise explainable errors tend to have
opposite signs. These insights are perhaps made clear by the bound

€a < % > leu(d. ),

i=1 j=1

which shows that the average explainable error dependence is upper bounded by the average
magnitude of the explainable errors.

Consider a vaccination trial as an example. Unit j in this trial is an asymptomatic
potential carrier, meaning that j would not get sick if infected but could potentially spread
the pathogen to other units. Unit ¢ on the other hand will show symptoms if infected. Here,
the exposure assigned to j provides information about i’s outcome in excess of knowing 2’s
exposure, because j’s exposure provides information about whether unit ¢ is infected, and
thus shows symptoms. Part of i’s error is thus explainable by j’s exposure, and e;;(d, d)
is non-zero. However, i’s exposure contains no information about j’s outcome, because j
never shows symptoms, so ej;(d,d) = 0. The lack of symmetry means that there is no
dependence between the explainable errors of units ¢ and j according to Definition S3.

Next, consider the average unexplainable error dependence. The fact that @y captures
dependence is immediate by the use of a covariance in its definition. To build intuition,
consider the vaccine trial again. Consider when the exposures capture whether units close to
the unit in question are vaccinated (e.g., in their household, or in a neighborhood in a social
network). For illustration, assume that the experiment is so large that the vaccinations in
the experiment have the potential to induce herd immunity. The exposures of any pair of
units will in this case provide little information about whether herd immunity is achieved,
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because whether or not a particular household is vaccinated matters little in that context.
However, if the design of the experiment induces variation in whether head immunity is
achieved, then the units’ errors will exhibit great dependence even in cases where the
explainable errors are small or zero, because pair-wise exposure cannot capture the global
behavior. This example is explored numerically in Section S1.4.3.

We can now extend the convergence result in the main paper to use the decomposition
of the errors.

Proposition S1. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold for exposures a and b, the
Horvitz—Thompson estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect and converges at
the rate

F(a,b) — 7(a,b) = Op(n™"" + &) +&° + e + &p° + uy® + ).

S1.2 Connection to interference condition in Sivje et al. (2021)

As noted in Section 3 in the main paper, the key difference between the interference con-
ditions in this paper and the corresponding conditions in Savje et al. (2021) is that the
current paper uses a quantitative concept of interference, while Sévje et al. (2021) used a
qualitative (or counting) concept. It is possible to relate the two concepts. As the counting
measure in Sévje et al. (2021) is often easier to understand than a quantitative measure,
the exercise provides understanding of the measure in the current paper. Furthermore,
the exercise shows that the current measure is a relaxation of the type of measure used in
Sévje et al. (2021). To abstract away from complications that do not provide useful insights
for the current purpose, I will consider experimental designs that assign the treatments z;
independently (i.e., Bernoulli designs).

Sévje et al. (2021) defined an indicator for each pair of units, ¢ and j, that captured
what the authors referred to as “interference dependence.” The authors used d;; € {0, 1} to
indicate such dependence, but that notation collides with the exposure mapping notation
used in this paper, so I will use ¢;; € {0,1} to denote the interference dependence indicator
in this discussion. Interference dependence exists between units ¢ and j, denoted 9;; = 1, in
two situations. The first situation is when ¢ and j are interfering directly with each other;
that is, when ¢’s treatment affects j’s outcome, or vice versa. The second situation is when
there exists a third unit £ such that k’s treatment assignment affects the outcome of both ¢
and j. Both these situations will induce dependence between the outcomes of 7 and j that is
due to the interference. This could prevent the estimator from concentrating, and Savje et
al. (2021) highlight that restricting this type of the interference ensures consistency. They
impose the condition that Y 7, 37 d;; is dominated by n*, meaning that a diminishing
fraction of the n? possible pairs of units are interference dependent.
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Séavje et al. (2021) considered estimation of an ordinary average treatment effect, cor-
responding the exposure mapping d;(z) = z;. We must extend the idea of interference
dependence to general exposure mappings to employ a counting concept of interference in
the setting considered in this paper. Also in this setting, there are two situations to con-
sider, corresponding to the two situations above. The first situation corresponds to the case
of direct interference between ¢ and j. In particular, we say that ¢ and j are interference
dependent if j’s exposure affects ¢’s outcome while holding ¢’s exposure fixed. Using the
notation from Section S1.1, we have d;; = 1 when g;;(d;, d2) depends on dy while we hold
dy fixed, or vice versa. What this tells us is that j’s exposure contains information about
the treatment of at least one unit that is interfering with 7, and in this sense, j’s exposure
interferes directly with ¢’s outcome. The second situation corresponds to the case when a
third unit is interfering with both ¢ and j. That is, if changing some unit £’s treatment af-
fects both the outcomes of 7 and j, while holding their exposures fixed, then we set d;; = 1.
(Often, but not always, this will be equivalent to if changing some unit k’s ezposure affects
both the outcomes of i and j.)

To connect the concept of interference dependence to specification errors, I will show
that 0;; = 0 implies that the expected product of the units’ specification errors conditional
on their exposures is zero: E(g;e; | D; = D; = d) = 0. Recall that the expected product of
the error is the basis of the interference measure used in the current paper.

First, recall from Section S1.1 that we can decompose the error as ¢; = e;;(D;, D;) +Ujj,
where e;;(D;, D;) is the explainable error and Uj; is the unexplainable error. If ¢;; = 0,
then i’s exposure is not affecting j’s outcome, and vice versa. This means that e;;(dy, d2) =
Uij(d1,d2) — gi(dy) = 0 for all exposures d; and dy. Hence, when d;; = 0, we can write
g; = Uij. As shown by Lemma S9 in Section S7.3, we have E(U;; | D; = D; = d) = 0 by
construction, so

E(€i€j ’ Dz = Dj = d) = E(U”UJZ | Dz = Dj = d) = COV(Uij, Uji ‘ Dl = D]' = d)

Recall that the unexplainable error is defined as U;; = y;,(Z) —y;;(D;, D;). Hence, under
a Bernoulli design, if there is not a third unit interfering with both ¢ and j, then U;; and
Uj; are uncorrelated conditional on the exposures of 7 and j:

COV(Uij, Uji | Dl = Dj = d) = 0,

meaning that E(e;e; | D; = D; = d) is zero in that case.

Next, consider when d;; = 1. The expected product of the units’ errors, E(e;e; | D; =
D; = d), will generally not be zero in this setting. The reason why the quantitative concept
of interference used in the current paper is useful is that the expected product can be small
(perhaps very small) even if it isn’t zero, and that is sufficient for the estimator to be
precise in large samples. What Sévje et al. (2021) effectively are doing is to impose a
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worse-case bound on expected product whenever it is non-zero. While the approach is
somewhat more sophisticated in Sévje et al. (2021), a simple such worse-case bound is to
use Condition 1 in the current paper (i.e., bounded potential outcomes). We then have
|E(eiej | D; = D;j = d)| < 4k?%, as shown in Lemma S3.

This worst-case bound allows us to upper bound the interference measure in the current
paper with the interference measure in Sévje et al. (2021):

e‘d:%ZZE(aiaﬂDi:Dj:d) < %ZZéij.

i=1 j#i i=1 j=1

The upper bound on the right-hand side is proportional to the quantity d./n in the
notation of Sévje et al. (2021). The key condition in Sévje et al. (2021) is that d,e = o(n).
Hence, if this condition holds, then &; = o(1), which implies that Condition 4 (limited
specification error dependence) in the current paper holds. In other words, the condition
in Sévje et al. (2021) implies the condition in the current paper, and in that sense, the
current condition is weaker. The intuition for this is exactly that the condition in Sévje et
al. (2021) only considers whether there is interference between units, but not how strong
that interference is. That is, Sivje et al. (2021) require the interference to be strictly local,
in the sense that sufficiently few pairs of units can interfere with each other. The current
paper shows that the estimators under study concentrate also when the interference is
global, as long as it is either sufficiently rare or sufficiently weak. This is illustrated in the
examples in Section S1.4.

S1.3 Connection to interference condition in Leung (2022)

Leung (2022) uses a restricted interference assumption based on a graph, referred to as
“approximate neighborhood interference.” The idea is that units in the experiment are
represented as vertices in a graph, and as the shortest path between two vertices grows
longer, the interference between the corresponding two units becomes weaker. This idea is
formalized in Assumption 4 in Leung (2022).

Some additional notation is required to formally state this assumption. To the greatest
degree possible, I use the same notation as in Leung (2022), with the exception that I
suppress the indexing on the sample size (n) and the graphs (A). Let A (4, s) be the subset
of unit indices for which the shortest path between unit i and units j € N (i,s) is s or
less. In the vernacular of the interference literature, AN (i,s) is the s-hop neighborhood
around ¢ in the graph. Let Z' be a vector of assignments drawn from the experimental
design, independent of the actual assignments Z. Define Z @5) to be equal to Z on all
coordinates 7 € N(i,s) and equal to Z’ on all coordinates j & N (i,s). That is, the
treatment assignments in Z®*) are the same as the actual treatment assignment for all
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units in the s-hop neighborhood around i, and new assignments have been drawn for all
units outside of the neighborhood. Critical to the investigation in Leung (2022) is that the
design is Bernoulli, so that all coordinates in Z are independent. This ensures that we can
construct Z**) without being concerned about dependencies between assignments inside
and outside the s-hop neighborhood around :.

Now, consider the expected difference in outcomes for unit 7 under the actual assignment
and the artificial assignment just constructed:

010 = B{|ui(2) (29|},

The quantity 6, s is a measure how much units outside of i’s s-hop neighborhood matters for
its outcome. If the interference is strictly local, in the sense that only units in some k-hop
neighborhood around i affect i’s outcome, then 6; ; = 0 for all s > k. The approximate
neighborhood interference assumption stipulates that

lim supmax6; ; = 0,
S§—00 n 7

where sup,, denotes the supremum over all samples in the asymptotic sequence. The as-
sumption ensures that the interference is local in the graph as long as the neighborhood is
made sufficiently large. By itself, the approximate neighborhood interference assumption
is somewhat vacuous, because we have 6; ; = 0 for all 7, n and s > 2, if we use the complete
graph as the interference graph. Most of the action in Leung (2022) is instead in Assump-
tion 5, which restricts both the topology of the graph and the amount of interference within
s-hop neighborhoods. We will return to this assumption below.

To connect the interference conditions in the current paper with those in Leung (2022),
[ will derive an upper bound for the overall error dependence (Definition 3 in the current
paper) in terms of quantities used by Leung (2022). I will then show that Assumption 5 in
Leung (2022) implies that Condition 4 in the current paper holds; that is, that the overall
error dependence diminishes. This connects the two papers, and specifically shows that
the conditions in the current paper are weaker and more general. This is not meant as a
critique of the results in Leung (2022), as his results are sharper than those in the current
paper, and his assumptions might be easier to interpret in some contexts.

Recall the definition of the overall error dependence in the current paper (Definition 3):

__1¢
Eqg = ﬁZZE(ézéj | DZ = Dj = d)
i=1 j#i
Let N9(i,s) be the subset of unit indices for which the shortest path between unit i and

units j € N9(i, s) is eractly s. Leung (2022) calls this the s-neighborhood boundary of i.
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Note that N?(i,s) for s € {1,2,...,n} partitions the unit indices with the exception of i.
(The index i is excluded because N?(i,0) = {i}.) Using this partition, we can write the
overall error dependence as

E:‘d:%ZZ Z E(€Z€]|DZ:D]:CZ)

s=1 i=1 jeN9(i,s)

Similar to the current paper, Leung (2022) considers generic exposure mappings. How-
ever, unlike the current paper, it is critical in Leung (2022) that the exposure mappings are
local to the observed graph. This is formalized in Assumption 1 in Leung (2022), which
states that unit ¢’s exposure can only depend on the treatment assignments in a K-hop
neighborhood around ¢ in the graph, where K is a constant in the asymptotic sequence.
We will break up the summation in the overall error dependence into two parts, the first
over 1,...,2K and the second over 2K + 1,...,n:

n

2K
€d:%ZZ Z E(€l€]‘DZ:D]:d)
s=1 i=1 jEN?(i,s)

n n

+% > S Y Eeg | Di=D;=d). (S1)

s=2K+1 i=1 jeN9(i,s)

Consider the first term in expression (S1). Because the potential outcomes are bounded,
which is an assumption made both in the current paper and in Leung (2022), we can apply
Lemma S3 of the current paper, which states that E(g;e; | D; = D; = d) < 4k3. This allows
us to write

n n

1 2K | 9K 52 ol
=520, >, Bl |Di=Di=d <=3 > > 41{%:7121\48(3)7

s=1 =1 jeN9(i,s) s=1 =1 jeN9d(i,s)

where M?(s) = n=t 3" ||N?(i, s)| is the average size of the s-neighborhood boundary.
The quantity M?(s) is used by Leung (2022), in Assumption 5 and elsewhere.

Next, consider the second term in expression (S1). Recall the definition of the specifi-
cation errors (Definition 2): &; = y;(Z) — 4:(D;). Let

Ai(s) = ?Ji(Z) - yi(Z(i’s)) and Bi(s) = yz’(Z(i’s)> - gi(Di>a

so that the specification error can be written ¢; = A;(s) + B;(s) for any s. For any i and
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any j € N9(i,s) such that s > 2K + 1, we can write
B(eig; | Di = Dj = d) = E{Bz‘(LS/QJ)Bj(LS/QJ) + Ciy(s) ‘ Di=D; = d},

where
Cij(s) = €;Ai(|s/2]) + A;(Ls/2]) Bi(1s/2]).

Note that B;(|s/2]) depends on Z®*/2) and D;. When s > 2K + 1, both of these
random variables only depend on assignments in Z within a | s/2]-hop neighborhood around
i. Furthermore, if j € N9(i,s), then the |s/2]-hop neighborhood around i is disjoint from
the |s/2]|-hop neighborhood around j. The implication is that B;(|s/2]) and B;(|s/2])
are independent, because the design is Bernoulli. This means that we can write

B{Bi(1s/2)) B, (1s/2)) | Ds = D; = d} = B{ Bi(1s/2)) | Di = a} B{ By (1s/2))| D, = a}.
These two factors are both zero, because
E{Bi(Ls/QJ) ( D; = d} - E{yi(Z(i’s)) ) D; = d} — gi(d) = i(d) — Gi(d) = 0.
We therefore have
E(eiej | D; = Dj = d) = E{Cj;(s) | D; = D; = d}.

Because Leung (2022) assumes that the exposures are defined within a K-hop neighbor-
hood and because he assumes that the design is Bernoulli, two units that are at a geodesic
distance of at least 2K + 1 will have independent exposures. This tells us that, for any ¢
and any j € N(i,s) such that s > 2K + 1,

pr(D; = D; = d) = pr(D; = d) pr(D; = d),

where the probabilities on the right-hand side are bounded away from zero by the positivity
assumption made in both the current paper and in Leung (2022). We can therefore write

E(€l8]|DZ:D]: E{|CZ](S)| |DZ:DJ:d}

) <
< k3 pr(D; = D; = d)E{|Cy;(s)| | D; = D; = d} < k3 E{|Ci;(s)|},

where the bound 1/ pr(D; = d) < ko was used.
Using Holder’s inequality, we can write

B{|Cij(s)[} < E{|Ai(ls/2))|} esssuple;| + E{|4;(Ls/2])[} esssup|Bi(Ls/2))],
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where esssup X denotes the essential supremum of the random variable X. Note that
E{|A:(|s/2])|} is equal to 6, as defined in the beginning of this section. Also note
that bounded potential outcomes implies that both esssup|e;| and esssup|B;(|s/2])| are
bounded by 2k;. Let 6; = max; 6, 5, which corresponds to the definition in the beginning
of Section 3 in Leung (2022). This allows us to write

E{|Cij(s)|} < 4k10)572).
Taken together, we have
E(€i6j ‘ Dz = Dj = d) S 4]{}1]6'%6’@/%

for any 7 and any j € N?(i, s) as long as s > 2K + 1. In turn, this gives us that the second
term in expression (S1) is bounded as

an Enl > Eleg; | Di=D; =d)

s=2K+1 =1 jeN9(is)
k - k2 &
LS Z S b = S ()6,

s=2K+1 i= lje/\/a(zs) s=2K-+1

where, as above, M?(s) =n=t 3" |N9(i, s)|.
Combining the results for the two terms in expression (S1), we have

Ak2 < 4k k2 &
€d<—ZM8 % Z Ma(s)é’ts/gj.

s=2K+1

To connect the bound to the assumptions in Leung (2022), it will prove convenient to make
it less tight by harmonizing the constants for the two terms and to extend the summation
to include the case s = 0:

9 2K

_ 4k2k‘ ZMa 4k‘ k:2 Zn: M 3/2.

s=2K+1

Next, define 6, as
i — 1 if s < 2K,
° QLS/QJ if s > 2K.

Note that this corresponds exactly to the definition of the same symbol in Theorem 1 in
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Leung (2022). This allows us to write

n

4k2k2 4k‘ k3 Ak3 k3 ~
3 ZMa - Z Ma(S)QLS/QJ =17 ZMa(S)QS.

s=2K+1 s=0

Now, Assumption 5 in Leung (2022) is that

Z M?(5)0, = o(n).

Given the bound we have just derived, this implies that £; = o(1), which in turn implies that
Condition 4 in the current paper holds. In other words, in the context studied by Leung
(2022), the assumptions he makes imply the interference condition used in the current
paper. In this sense, the conditions in the current paper are weaker and more general than
those in Leung (2022). As noted above, this is not meant as a critique; instead, it highlights
that the scopes of the results are different. Note that Leung (2022) uses Assumption 6,
which is a stronger version of Assumption 5, to prove asymptotic normality. Hence, he uses
even stronger assumptions than the conditions in the current paper to derive this result,
similar to how stronger assumptions are used in Section S5 of the current paper to show
asymptotic normality.

S1.4 Numerical examples
S1.4.1 Setup

This section provides concrete, numerical examples to illustrate the specification errors and
their connection to the precision of the estimators.

The basic setup is the same in all examples. There is an observed network through
which units are hypothesized to interact. This network is used to define the exposures.
Denote an edge from unit ¢ to unit j in the network as g;; = g;; = 1, and the absence of an
edge is denoted as g;; = 0. For simplicity, the graph is a cycle graph, meaning that g;; = 1
if and only if |i — j| € {1,n — 1}. That is, unit ¢ is connected to units i — 1 and ¢ + 1, with
the exception of units 1 and n, who are connected to each other. The qualitative results of
this simulation do not depend on the use of a cycle graph; it is used purely for convenience.

Each unit is assigned a binary treatment independently at random with equal proba-
bility: pr(Z; = 1) = 1/2 for all 7. That is, the experimental design is Bernoulli. There are
two exposures of interest. The first exposure, denoted 1, is when the ego is untreated and
both neighbors in the cycle graph are treated. The second exposure, denoted 0, is when the
ego as well as both neighbors are untreated. All other treatment vectors are mapped to a
residual exposure, denoted 2, which will not be used in the analysis. That is, the exposure
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mapping for unit ¢ is

0 if z;,=0and Z?:l 9% = 0,
di(z) =1 if z=0and 37, gijz; =2,

2 else.

Recall that D; = d;(Z) denotes the realized exposure for unit i. Because of the Bernoulli
design and cycle graph structure, the exposure probabilities are 12.5% for both exposures
and for all units:

mi(l)=pr(D;=1)=1/8 and  m(0) =pr(D; =0)=1/8.

The treatment effect of interest is

r(1,0) = = S {51 ~ 50},

=

which is the expected indirect effect of having two treated neighbors when being untreated
compared to having no treated neighbors. Because of its improved small sample perfor-
mance, the main focus of the simulation study will be the Hajek estimator, which in this
case coincide with the difference-in-means estimator. The results for the Horvitz—Thompson
estimator are reported in Table S1 at the end of the section on page 43. The simulation
consists of 50,000 rounds (for each setting and sample size), ensuring that the Monte Carlo
errors are negligible, and no uncertain measures for Monte Carlo imprecision are reported.

S1.4.2 Local interference

The interference is local in the first example. This largely mirrors the setting studied by
Savje et al. (2021), and the discussion in Section S1.2 tells us that the estimators should
be consistent here. Two version of the data generating process will be considered.

In the first version, labelled “Correct,” the exposures are correctly specified with respect
to the two exposures of interest. In particular, the potential outcome function is

yi(z) =a; — Bizi — i Zgijzja

=1

where «; is drawn uniformly at random from [15,25], §; is drawn from [1,10] and ~; is
drawn from [1,2]. The coefficients are drawn once and held fixed over the simulation
rounds, mirroring the fact that all randomness under consideration comes from treatment
assignment. Here, we have y;(z) = y;(2') whenever d;(z) = d;(2') € {0, 1}, meaning that
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the exposures of interest, d € {0,1}, are correctly specified. That is, the overall error
dependence in Definition 3 is zero.

We can interpret this data generating process to describe a vaccination study. The
treatment is whether a unit has received the vaccine, and the outcome is some measure of
viral load. The coefficient «; captures i’s baseline exposure and susceptibility to the virus,
B; captures the direct effect of taking the vaccine oneself, and ~; captures the indirect effect
of having vaccinated neighbors. Of course, this is a highly stylized data generating process
that is unlikely to capture the dynamics of virus transmission in reality, but the process
fills its role as an illustration.

The second version, labelled “Local,” has unmodeled interference, meaning that the
exposures are not correctly specified. An additional network is added here, which is directed
and unobserved by the investigator. The unobserved network is generated by randomly and
independently drawing an arc from i to j with probability n=*/°. Let u;; € {0,1} denote
whether there is an arc from ¢ to j in this network. If an unobserved arc overlaps with an
edge in the observed network, the unobserved arc is deleted, ensuring that g;;u;; = 0. The
unobserved network is generated once and held fixed over the simulation rounds. Because
the observed network is completely unrelated to the unobserved network, approximate
neighborhood interference, as defined in Leung (2022) and discussed in Section S1.3 above,
does not hold here.

The potential outcome functions under the second version is

n

vi(z) = 0 = Bizi — % (i + ui) 7.

Jj=1

That is, vaccinated neighbors have the same effect in the observed and unobserved networks.
The coefficients used in the first version of the data generating process are used here as
well. We can interpret the second data generating process as also describing a vaccination
study, but with unobserved transmission paths.

Note that the exposures are not correctly specified under the second version of the
process. We have that the expected potential outcomes for unit ¢ under the two exposures
of interest, d € {0,1}, are

n
_ Vi
i(d) = a; — 2v;d — 5@ Zuija
7j=1
meaning that the specification error for unit ¢ conditional on D; € {0, 1} is
,_)/ n
i
j=1
However, because the unobserved network is sparse, the overall error dependence in Defini-
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Panel A: Error dependence

Panel B: Root mean square error
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Figure S1: Root of the sum of overall error dependence (A) and root mean square error of the
Héajek estimator (B) under local interference. The lines correspond to different versions of the data
generating process, as described in the text. The measures are normalized so that they start at
1 for one of the versions. The simulation is based on 50,000 draws from the experimental design,
and simulation error is negligible.

tion 3 will diminish as the sample size grows. Indeed, the overall error dependence will be
~16/25 in this setting, ensuring that Condition 4 is satisfied. The rate of the over-
all error dependence can be derived either by direct calculation or by using the approach
described in Section S1.2 above.

The results are presented in Figure S1. Panel A presents the root of the sum of the

of order n

magnitude of the overall error dependence measures defined in the paper for the two expo-
sures, /|&1| + |€o|. For the first data generating process (“Correct”), the error dependence
is constant at zero, indicating that the exposures indeed are correctly specified under this
process. The measure is not zero under the second data generating process (“Local”). How-
ever, the error dependence decreases at a reasonably fast rate, indicating that Condition 4
indeed is satisfied, and that we can expect the estimators to be precise in large samples.

Panel B presents the root mean square errors of under the two versions of the data
generating process. The estimator is somewhat less precise under the second version for all
sample sizes, but the mean square error approaches zero at a reasonable rate under both
versions. This is what we would expect given Proposition 1 in the main paper and the
diminishing error dependence shown in Panel A.
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S1.4.3 Global interference: Herd immunity

The second example introduces global interference. That is, all units can potentially inter-
fere with all other units. The example builds on the first data generating process in the
previous section by adding behavior akin to herd immunity. If the number of vaccinated
units passes some threshold, there is no transmission of the virus in the community under
study, and the outcome (e.g., viral load) is zero for all units. This is again a highly stylized
example, but it suffices to illustrate the key insights.

The potential outcome function is here

0 if >0z > on,
yi(z) — . j=17J
o — Bizi — i 3251 9i%  else,

where the same coefficients as in the previous data generating processes are used, and
¢ € (0,1). This process captures behavior reminiscent of herd immunity because if a share
of ¢ units are treated, then the outcome is zero for all units.

Three versions of this data generating process will be considered, corresponding to
three values of ¢. The first version, labelled “Rarely,” uses ¢ = 0.52, meaning that herd
immunity occurs when at least 52% of the units are treated. The second version, labelled
“Infrequently,” uses ¢ = 0.51, and the third version, labelled “Frequently,” uses ¢ = 0.5.

Note that 2?21 z; follows a binomial distribution of n trials with 0.5 success probabil-
ity. Hence, herd immunity will occur somewhat rarely under the first version of the data
generating process (¢ = 0.52), and it grows increasingly rare as the sample size grows.
Herd immunity is more common, but still fairly infrequent, when ¢ = 0.51. However, when
¢ = 0.5, herd immunity will be frequent also in large samples, because the distribution of
2?21 z; is centered around n/2. Indeed, when n = 100, herd immunity occurs with roughly
the same probability under all three versions of the process. But when n = 10,000, herd
immunity occurs with a probability of only 0.003% under the first version (¢ = 0.52), a
probability of 2.33% under the second version (¢ = 0.51), and a probability of 50.4% under
the third version (¢ = 0.50).

Interference is global under all three versions, because there are situations in which
changing a single unit’s treatment assignment changes the outcome of all other units under
all three versions. That is, the event Y " | Z; < ¢n < 1+> """ | Z; has a non-zero probability
of occurring under all three versions, and changing any untreated unit to be treated in this
case induces herd immunity, changing the outcomes of all other units. However, such global
interference takes place only very rarely under the first version when the sample is large,
because changing a single unit’s treatment assignment under most assignments will not
have global effects. In this sense, global interference does exist under all three versions,
but it is not practically relevant for the first two versions of the data generating process,
¢ € {0.51,0.52}, if the sample is sufficiently large, because it will happen with a probability
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Panel A: Error dependence Panel B: Root mean square error
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Figure S2: Root of the sum of overall error dependence (A) and root mean square error of the
Héjek estimator (B) under interference through herd immunity. See the note of Figure S1 for
additional details.

so low that it can be ignored. This is not the case when ¢ = 0.5, because there will be
non-negligible variation in whether herd immunity occurs no matter how large the sample
gets.

To see this formally, let H =1 [Z?:l Zi > ¢n] be an indicator whether herd immunity
occurs, and let 7, = E(H|Z, = Zy = Z3 = 0) be the probability of that event conditional on
that three units are untreated. The expected potential outcomes for unit ¢ under exposure
d=0is

5i(0) = (1 — mp )y,

and the specification error for unit ¢ conditional on D; = 0 is
g; = (mn, — H)ay.

This implies that the overall error dependence will be of the same order as var(H). That
is, if there is variability in whether herd immunity occurs also in large samples, then
the overall error dependence will not approach zero. The variance will be larger when
¢ = 0.51 compared to ¢ = 0.52, but we have var(H) — 0 in both cases. However, when
¢ = 0.5, var(H) is asymptotically bounded away from zero, meaning that the overall error
dependence does not approach zero in this setting. Hence, given Proposition 1, we expect
convergence of the estimator when ¢ = 0.52 and ¢ = 0.51, but possibly not when ¢ = 0.5.

The results are presented in Figure S2. As in the previous figure, Panel A presents the
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sum of the magnitude of the overall error dependence measures for the two exposures. The
error dependence increases initially, but as the sample grows in size, the error dependence
decreases for both “Rarely” (¢ = 0.52) and “Infrequently” (¢ = 0.51). This mirrors the fact
that variation in whether herd immunity occurs decreases as the sample size grows under
both of these versions. However, the error dependence does not decrease for the version
“Frequently,” instead flattening out slightly below the 1.25 mark. Therefore, Condition 4
does not hold, and the consistency result of the current paper does not apply.

Panel B presents the root mean square errors of under the three version of the data
generating process. The precision of the estimator initially improves for all three versions.
The precision continues to improve for the first two versions (“Rarely” and “Infrequently”),
and the mean square error is very close to zero when n = 100,000. However, under the
third version (“Frequently”), the mean square error flattens out at around the 0.5 mark,
indicating that the estimator is not consistent. This mirrors what we learned about the
behavior of the error dependence measure in Panel A.

The reason the precision of the estimator initially improves also under the third version,
despite not seeing a corresponding decrease in the error dependence, is that two first terms
of the variance bound in Proposition 1 approach zero as the sample size grows even if the
error dependence is large.

S1.4.4 Global interference: General equilibrium

The third example considers interference transmitted through a market price. There are n
companies producing some good. The treatment under study is an improved production
technology. There are spillovers in the production technology, in the sense that a company’s
production is improved if other neighboring companies have access to the improved technol-
ogy. This could, for example, arise because technology-specific inputs (e.g., skilled labor)
become more accessible in the local market if many companies use the same technology,
because of technology transmission, or because of some other cluster effect in production.
Given market price p and treatments z, the production function for company i is

1 n
%(297 Z) =7p + %pz <Zz + 5 jzlgijZJ) :

That is, in absence of treatment, z = 0, the production function is linear. If the company
itself or any of its neighbors have access to the improved technology, the production function
adds a quadratic component, making the production more efficient. The parameter ~;
captures the size of the company, scaling the production function so that larger companies
produce more goods, all else equal. The size of the supply side of the market is normalized
to 100, in the sense that > " , v; = 100.
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The supply curve for the market is given by
=Y a(p,z) = 100p + a(2)p”
i=1

where

Z’Yzzz + 5 ZZQZJ’YZZ]

zljl

The demand curve is

Qa(p) = 100/p.

Given treatments z, the equilibrium price p*(z) is the one that clears the market:

p*(2) = argmin|Q(p, 2) — Qa(p)|-

pERT

Note that when no company is treated, z = 0, the equilibrium price is one, p*(z) =
1, because the market then clears when 100p = 100/p. This was the price at baseline,
before the experiment was run. If one or more companies are treated, the price will be
lower than one. The exact price depends on both the number of treated companies and
which companies are treated. As more large companies are treated (or large companies
have treated neighbors), the lower the equilibrium price will be. Changing any company’s
treatment will always change the equilibrium price at least slightly.
Given treatments z, the production in company i is

a{p*(2), 2z} = vp* (2) + w{p (2 ( me)

Note that treatment has two effects. Holding the market price fixed, companies with access
to the improved technology will have an increased production. But as more companies have
access to the technology, the market price will decrease, leading to decreased production.
The overall production will increase as more companies have access to the technology, but
some of the companies might still decrease their production.

Company i’s baseline production (when z = 0) was

Qi{p*(())a 0} =%

The outcome of interest is the relative increase in production compared to baseline:

yi(z) = ZZ?; E;g i p'(z) +{p'(= ( Z%%)
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Unlike the example in Section S1.4.2, the interference is global here. That is, changing a
single unit’s treatment could change the outcome of all other units. Unlike the example with
herd immunity in Section S1.4.3, which also considered global interference, it is common
that interference occurs globally. That is, changing a single unit’s treatment will always
change the outcome of all other units. However, it is still possible to achieve consistency
here, because the interference could be limited. In this case, all global interference is
mediated through the market price. If the market price stabilizes in large samples, in the
sense that it is close to some value with high probability, then the interference between
most units will be negligible. This is because the production functions are smooth in the
market price, so minor price disturbances will be inconsequential for production.

Three versions of this data generating process will be considered, differing in the distri-
bution of the companies’ sizes. In the first version, labelled “All small,” all companies are
reasonably small: 7, for unit ¢ is proportional to the ¢/(n + 1)-th percentile of the standard
log-normal distribution. When n = 1000, the largest company has v; = 1.35, corresponding
to a 1.35% share of the total market at baseline. The five largest companies have a 5.07%
share of the market at baseline when n = 1000. The market share of the top five companies
will approach zero as the sample size grows.

In the second version, labelled “Some outliers,” most companies are small but there are
some large outliers. The coefficients ; are here proportional to the i/(n + 1)-th percentile
of the log-normal distribution with mean parameter zero and standard deviation parameter
three. When n = 1000, the largest company has 7; = 19.6, corresponding to a 19.6% share
of the total market at baseline. The five largest companies have a 46.3% share of the market
at baseline. The market share of the top five companies will approach zero as the sample
size grows also in this case, but at a slower rate than in the first version.

In the third version, labelled “One large,” most companies are small but there is one
company that has half of the market: ~; is proportional to the percentiles of the standard
log-normal distribution, as in the first version, except for the first company, which instead
has 7; = 50. For all sample sizes, the largest company has +; = 50, meaning a 50% share
of the total market at baseline. When n = 1000, the five largest companies have a 52.1%
baseline share of the market. The market share of the top five companies will not approach
zero as the sample size grows in this case.

The market price will stabilize in large markets with many small companies. Treatment
assignment will introduce variability for individual companies, but the aggregated supply
curve will be similar (but never identical) under most assignments. However, when there is
one or a few very large companies in the market, the treatment assigned to those companies,
or their neighbors, will have a large effect of the aggregated supply curve, and thus the
market price. This is true even if the market as a whole is large. Hence, we expect the
market price to stabilize under the first two versions of the data generating process (“All
small” and “Some outliers”), but the market price might stabilize slowly when there are
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outliers as in the second version. The price will not stabilize under the third version (“One
large”). The treatments assigned to the one large company and its neighbors will have a
large effect on the market price, even if the market is very large.

To see this formally, consider the expected potential outcomes for unit ¢ under exposure
d=0:

3:(0) = E{y:(Z) | D; =0} = E{p*(2) | D; = 0},

which is the expected market price conditional on that unit ¢ has exposure d = 0. For ease
of exposition, assume that ¢ is a small company with neighbors that also are small. This
means that the conditioning event D; = 0 is inconsequential for the distribution of the
market price in large samples, and we can approximate the conditional expectation with
the unconditional expected market price E[p*(Z)] That is, we have y;(0) = E[p*(Z)]
with a negligible approximation error in large samples. Note that most companies will be
small with small neighbors, even if there is one or a few large companies, so this case covers
the almost all units in all three versions of this data generating process.

The specification error for unit ¢ conditional on D; = 0 then becomes

s =" (2) - E{p(2)}.

This means that the error dependence between two small companies ¢ and j approximately
is

B(eie; | Di = D; = 0) ~ E([p"(2) - E{p'(2)}]") = var{p"(2)}.

Like above, the approximation here uses the fact that the conditioning event D; = D; =0
is inconsequential when companies ¢ and j, and their neighbors, are small. The number of
companies that are large or have large neighbors will be a diminishing share of all companies
under all three versions of the data generating process. The outcome is bounded for all
companies, including large ones, meaning that E(e;e; | D; = D; = 0) is bounded for all
units (see Lemma S3). This means the error dependence involving large companies can be
ignored in large samples for all three versions, and we have

o= % > ) E(eig; | Di = D; = 0) = var{p*(Z)} + o(1).

i=1 ji

We need that var{p*(Z)} — 0 for limited specification error dependence (Condition 4)
to hold. The variance of the market price will approach zero under the first two versions of
the data generating process (“All small” and “Some outliers”), by the law of large numbers.
However, the experimental design will induce variability in the price under the third version
(“One large”), no matter the sample size. That is, Var{p*(Z )} is asymptotically bounded
away from zero.
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Panel A: Error dependence Panel B: Root mean square error

3 3
s
8 219 T 21
S ©
S g
o &
(7] c
o []
_ [}
S S
w1 5 14
i3
04 01
10° 10° 10* 10° 10° 10° 10* 10°
Sample size Sample size
DGP — Allsmall -—- Some outliers — - One large

Figure S3: Root of the sum of overall error dependence (A) and root mean square error of the
Héajek estimator (B) under general equilibrium effects. See the note of Figure S1 for additional
details.

The results are presented in Figure S3. Panel A shows that the error dependence di-
minishes quickly under the first version (“All small”). It also diminishes under the second
version (“Some outliers”), but at a slower rate. The error dependence appears to be unre-
lated to the sample size under the third version (“One large”), indicating approximately the
same level of market price variability for all sample sizes in this case. Condition 4 does not
hold under the third version, and the consistency result in the current paper do not apply.

Panel B largely mirrors the results in the first panel. The mean square error diminishes
under the first two versions of the data generating process (“All small” and “Some outliers”),
and the rate is faster under the first version. While the precision initially improves slightly
under the third version, it quickly flattens out, and there appears to be no improvements
after about n = 1,000. The estimator does not appear to be consistent under the third
version.
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Table S1: Additional simulation results

Panel A: Normalized overall error dependence

n = 10? n=10° n = 10* n=10°

Local: Correct 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Local: Misspecified 1.000 0.453 0.233 0.117
Herd: Rarely 1.000 0.688 0.018 0.000
Herd: Infrequently 1.079 1.034 0.354 0.000
Herd: Frequently 1.138 1.226 1.227 1.227
Market: All small 1.000 0.363 0.120 0.039
Market: Some outliers 2.684 1.677 0.940 0.487
Market: One large 2.468 2.413 2.395 2.396

Panel B: Normalized root mean square error

Hajek estimator Horvitz—Thompson estimator

n =102 n=10% n=10% n=10° n =102 n =103 n=10% n=10°
Local: Correct 0.865 0.233 0.075 0.024 6.884 2.184 0.691 0.219
Local: Misspecified 1.000 0.300 0.107 0.039 6.228 1.861 0.527 0.137
Herd: Rarely 1.000 0.337 0.038 0.012 2.800 1.030 0.348 0.110
Herd: Infrequently 1.079 0.501 0.149 0.012 2.709 1.013 0.366 0.110
Herd: Frequently 1.125 0.585 0.495 0.485 2.633 1.030 0.619 0.520
Market: All small 1.000 0.316 0.104 0.033 17.113 5.397 1.717 0.545
Market: Some outliers 2.520 1.467 0.815 0.421 17.404 5.605 1.896 0.687
Market: One large 2.311 2.118 2.091 2.091 17.355 5.824 2.701 2.160

Panel C: Squared bias as share of mean square error (%)

Hajek estimator Horvitz—Thompson estimator

n =102 n=10% n=10% n=10° n =102 n =103 n =104 n=10°
Local: Correct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Local: Misspecified 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Herd: Rarely 69.0 15.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Herd: Infrequently 72.6 24.4 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Herd: Frequently 74.9 28.7 4.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Market: All small 5.5 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Market: Some outliers 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Market: One large 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note: Each cell presents the result from 50,000 draws from the experimental design.
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S2 Estimand without conditioning

Sévje et al. (2021) investigate estimation of average treatment effects under interference.
They distinguish between two types of effects. The effect of primary interest in Sévje et al.
(2021) is the expected average treatment effect, or EATE, defined as

%Z[E{yi(l; Z_;)} — B{yi(0; Zfz-)}}

where y;(z; z_;) denotes the potential outcome for unit ¢ when ¢’s treatment assignment is z
and the assignment of all other units is z_;. This estimand captures the effect of changing a
unit’s own treatment while holding the treatments of all other units fixed, averaged over all
units and marginalized over the experimental design. In this sense, it captures the “direct”
treatment effect.

Sévje et al. (2021) compare the EATE estimand with an estimand described by Hudgens
and Halloran (2008). This alternative estimand is often referred to as the direct treatment
effect, but Savje et al. (2021) refer to it as the average distributional shift effect (ADSE)
to differentiate it with EATE. The ADSE estimand is defined as

%Z[E{yi(lé Z) | Zi=1} —E{y:(0: Z2.) | Z; = 0}]'

i=1

The difference is that EATE marginalizes y;(z; Z _;) over the unconditional distribution
of Z_;, while ADSE marginalizes y;(z; Z_;) over the conditional distribution of Z_; given
Z; = z. Because the two conditional distributions, corresponding to Z; = 1 and Z; = 0,
potentially are different, the ADSE estimand can capture both the direct of effect of Z; on
the outcome of unit ¢ and effects due to the distributional shift of the marginalization.

For example, consider a sample with two units, for which y;(2;; z;) = z; for both units.
That is, a unit’s outcome does not depend on its own treatment but it does depend on the
other unit’s treatment. The unit-level direct treatment effects are all zero here:

y1(1;22) - y1(0;22) =2—2=0 y2(1§ 21) - y2(0§ 21) =2z —2=0.

This means that the EATE estimand is zero, no matter the experimental design. However,
the ADSE will not always be zero, because it could capture a distributional shift. For
example, if the experimental design is such that Z; = 1 — Z5, so the two units have
opposite treatments, the ADSE estimands is

S [0y Z=1) - Bl [ 220} = Ly 1] = 1.
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The expected exposure effect, as defined in the current paper, is
1 n
=3 [E{w(2) | Di = a} —E{u(2) | Di = b}].
i=1

As this estimand is marginalizing over conditional distributions, it is closer to ADSE than
to EATE. Indeed, with the exposure mapping d;(z) = z;, expected exposure effect is the
same as ADSE.

A relevant question in this setting is whether it is possible to define an estimand cor-
responding to EATE for exposure effects. The answer is that, in most cases, it will not be
possible. The issue with an EATE-type exposure effect is that units’ exposures typically
cannot be independently manipulated. This is an inherent limitation due to the definition
of the exposures, rather than a consequence of the experimental design.

To see this, note that in Sévje et al. (2021), the EATE estimand asks “What is the (ex-
pected, average) effect of changing a unit’s treatment, holding all other units’ treatments
fixed?” This question makes sense because it is generally possible to change a unit’s treat-
ment without changing other units’ treatment, even if that configuration of treatments is
not in the support of the experimental design. An EATE-type exposure effect would ask
“What is the (expected, average) effect of changing a unit’s exposure, holding all other
units’ exposures (or treatments) fixed?” The issue is that we can essentially never change
a unit’s exposure while holding all other units’ exposures/treatments fixed.

To illustrate this, consider a network setting with two exposures of interest: when no
neighbors are treated (D; = 0) and when at least one neighbor is treated (D; = 1). The
effect of interest is the contrast of the potential outcomes produced by these two exposures.
Now, consider a group of three units (A, B, C), where there are two edges, (A, B) and
(B, (), and there are no other units. That is, the network is A <+ B <> C. To define an
EATE-type exposure effect in this setting, we would need to compare the situation when
unit A is assigned exposure D4 = 0 to the situation when it is assigned D4 = 1, holding the
exposures for B and C fixed. When D4 = 0, we know that unit B is assigned to the control
treatment (because A does not have any treated neighbors), which means that unit C' also
must be assigned to Do = 0 (because it doesn’t have any treated neighbors either). We
would now want to consider a setting where we change unit A’s exposure while holding the
exposures of all other units the same. But this is not possible. The only way to change unit
A’s exposure to Dy = 1 is to change unit B’s treatment assignment from control to active
treatment, ensuring that unit A has a treated neighbor. As an inescapable consequence,
unit C' will then also have a treated neighbor, so it will also switch to exposure Do = 1. In
this setting, it is inherently impossible to manipulate the units exposures independently.

The problem in this example is that we cannot separate the effect of having a neighbor
that is treated from the effect of having a neighbor that in turn has a neighbor that is
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treated. This is similar to the problem that arises for the standard ADSE estimand, but
the problem is more fundamental here. In the setting considered by Sévje et al. (2021),
where the implicit exposure mapping is d;(z) = z;, we can almost always independently
manipulate the treatments, at least in principle. That is, we can imagine changing the
treatment assigned to one unit without changing any other units’ treatment (even if that
type of change is not realized by the experimental design). The problem is therefore
entirely driven by dependence in treatment assignments introduced by the experimental
design. Under a Bernoulli design, the ADSE and EATE estimands coincide when the
exposure mapping is d;(z) = z;. The problem with exposure effects more generally is
due to dependencies introduced by the nature of the exposures; the exposures are by
construction not independently manipulable. In the example above, there is no way to
assign the treatments (i.e., there exists no z) so that unit A has a treated neighbor while
unit C' does not; units A and C' have partially linked exposures by construction.

It is possible to define EATE-type exposure effects for specific types of exposures. For
example, an EATE-type estimand can be defined if the exposures at least in principle
are independently manipulable. One such case is when d;(z) = z;. More generally, if
no two exposures depend on the same treatment assignment z;, they are independently
manipulable. An example when this is the case is when d;(z) = z,(;) for some permutation
p(i) of the unit indices. Another example is if the sample is partitioned into clusters and
one “focal” unit is selected within each cluster so that its exposure only depends on the
treatments within its own cluster. If the analysis is restricted to only the focal units, their
exposures will be independently manipulable. Another possibility is to extend treatment
to include interventions to the interference structure itself, which could be used to isolate
units from spillover effects. For example, the question above could be reformulated to ask
what the effect is of having at least one treated neighbor versus being completely isolated
(i.e., having no neighbors at all).

Slightly more generally, an EATE-type effect can often be defined if the exposure map-
ping is such that the exposure is given by the treatment assignments of a subset of the units.
Specifically, let m; € {0,1}" be a binary vector of length n acting as a masking vector,
meaning that for some z € {0, 1}", the jth coordinate of the Hadamard product z ® m; is
equal to z; if and only if m; = 1. If the exposure mappings are such that d;(z) = a if and
only if z ®m; =r;, and d;(z) = b if and only if 2 ® m; = r;;, where m; is common for
both exposures, then an EATE-type exposure effect for exposures a and b can be defined.
This is done by fixing the coordinates of Z corresponding to coordinates with value one in
m; so that Z ® m; is equal to either r; , or r;;,. The coordinates of Z corresponding to
coordinates with value zero in m; are marginalized over using their marginal distributions
given the experimental design, without regard for other coordinates of Z. This estimand
would avoid the distributional shift artifact that affects the expected exposure effect. It is
possible to slightly extend this effect to setting where d;(z) = a if and only if zGm,; € R;,
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for some set R;, C {0,1}". This would be done by repeating the exercise above for each
element in R;,, and then marginalize of these elements using an approriate distribution.
Precise estimation of these EATE-type exposure effects would require additional conditions
in line with those in Sévje et al. (2021); it is beyond the scope of this paper to describe
and investigation those conditions.

S3 Precision of other estimators

S3.1 The Hajek estimator

The Horvitz—Thompson estimator is rarely a good choice in practice because of its in-
stability in small samples. The analysis of the Horvitz—Thompson estimator serves as a
foundation on which we can build understanding about the behavior of other estimators.
This section investigates the behavior of common refinements of the Horvitz—Thompson
estimator, which experimenters often prefer over the original estimator.

The first refinement accounts for the realized number of units assigned to the exposures
of interest. The Hajek estimator (Hajek, 1971) does this by dividing each term in the
estimator with the sum of the reciprocals of the assignment probabilities for the units
assigned to the exposure, rather than dividing by n. The change can absorb some of the
variability in the estimator introduced by randomness in the number of units assigned to
each exposure. The ratio structure introduces bias, but the bias is generally small enough
to still grant improvements in mean square error sense. The denominator can generally
be shown to be well-behaved, so the estimator’s limited behavior can be linked to the
Horvitz—Thompson estimator through linearization.

Definition S4. The Hdjek estimator for expected exposure effect 7(a, b) is:

Tus(a,b) = <‘_ DWY/Z ” > B (ZZ:; 173:?;;/; 75(1;))

Proposition S2. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold for exposures a and b, the
Hdjek estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect and converges at the rate

(. B) — 7(0.5) = O, (n™07 1 &0 4 &7 + 207 7 a7 4 ).

Experimenters often use estimators that implicitly adjust for the assignment proba-
bilities. One such example is the difference-in-means estimator. This estimator can be
shown to coincide with the Hajek estimator whenever the assignment probabilities are the
same for all units: m;(d) = 7;(d) for all 7,7 € U. Proposition S2 thus implies that the
difference-in-means estimator can be used in similar situations also under misspecification.
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Experimenters should, however, not blindly use the difference-in-means estimator for expo-
sure effects because the exposure mappings may not induce equal assignment probabilities
on the exposures even if they are equal for the nominal treatments. Another estimator
coinciding with the Hajek estimator is the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator. The
unweighted version requires equal assignment probabilities just like the difference-in-means
estimator, but a weighted OLS estimator is equivalent to the Hajek estimator also with
unequal assignment probabilities.

S3.2 The difference estimator

A disadvantage of both the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators is their inability to
take advantage of auxiliary information. A modification of the Horvitz—Thompson esti-
mator allows us to incorporate such information. The idea is that information beside the
observed potential outcomes themselves might allow us to predict the potential outcomes
we do not observe. If this prediction is sufficiently good, the predicted outcomes can be
used to offset chance imbalances introduced by the randomization. Sérndal, Swensson, and
Wretman (1992) call it the difference estimator in a sampling setting, and the name will
be used here as well.

Definition S5. The difference estimator for the expected exposure effect 7(a, b) is

Fonla,b) = =3 [isfa) — )] + = 30 P D;:Z?([D%)— 5(D)]

=1 =1

where ¢;(d) is a prediction of unit i’s potential outcome when assigned to d € A.

The definition of the estimator reveals the idea that motivate its use. The first term
is simply the average difference in predicted potential outcomes. If the predictions are of
high quality, this term will be an accurate estimator of the exposure effect. The issue is
that the predictions may have systematic errors. The second term is included to ensure
unbiasedness. If the predictions are of low quality, this term will compensate for the errors
in the first term, and it ensures that the estimator performs well in expectation. The
estimator bears a resemblance in this regard to the class of doubly robust estimators used
in observational studies when the assignment mechanism is unknown (see, e.g., Robins &
Rotnitzky, 2001).

The properties of the difference estimator depend on the way the predictions are con-
structed. In particular, the estimator can be shown to retain the advantageous properties
of the Horvitz—Thompson estimator if the predictions are external to the study. External
here means that they do not depend on the treatment assignment. As the only randomness
under consideration stems from the assignment mechanism, independence between g;(d)
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and Z implies that the predictions are non-random. The probability space can extended
to accommodate random predictions if one wants to account for the consequences of ex-
ternal variability. Such variability could affect the rate of convergence if predictions are
sufficiently dependent between units, but it is otherwise inconsequential to the results.

Definition S6. A prediction g;(d) is external if it is independent of the treatment assign-
ment vector: g;(d) 1L Z.

Definition S7. The average prediction dependence for exposure d € A is
1 « P
Pi=— Z Z‘cov(yi(d), yj(d)) ‘
i=1 j#i

An alternative to focusing on the dependence between predictions is to consider their
convergence. In particular, the average prediction dependence can be bounded by

= 3 S Jeor ) i5@) < (£ 3 V(@)

i=1 j#i

2
)

which shows that Condition S2 is satisfied if the predictions on average converges in mean
square.

Condition S1 (Prediction moments). E(|g;(d)|*) < ks < co for all i € i and d € A.
Condition S2. An exposure d € A satisfies limited prediction dependence if pg = o(1).

Proposition S3. Provided that Condition 2 holds and that the predictions are external,
the difference estimator is unbiased for the expected exposure effect: E(7ps(a, b)) = 7(a,b).

Proposition S4. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3, 4, S1 and S2 hold and that the pre-
dictions are external, the difference estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect
and converges at the rate

Fo(@,b) — 7(a,b) = Op (7% + &5 + )% + &0° + &) + a)’® +uy® + po’ + py°).

The difference estimator seemingly provides advantages at no cost. Good predictions
of the potential outcomes confer improvements in finite samples, but the estimator has
the same behavior as the Horvitz—Thompson estimator in large samples. The no-cost
advantages are superficial. The mean square error may increase when the predictions are
poor, so investigators should use the difference estimator only when the predictions are
expected to be of reasonably high quality.

However, the quality of the predictions is less of a concern than their construction. Co-
variate information can be used to make the predictions, but the assigned exposures and
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the observed outcomes can generally not be used because it would induce dependence be-
tween the predictions and Z. More precisely, if ; denotes a vector of covariates describing
characteristics of unit 7, we can form the predictions as y;(d) = f(d, x;) for some function f.
The function f can, however, not be constructed using (Y3, Y2,...,Y,) or (D1, Da, ..., D,).
This illustrates that the construction of f truly needs to be external to treatment assign-
ment when used for the predictions in the difference estimator. This severely limits its
applicability. Split-sample or leave-one-out approaches (see, e.g., Williams, 1961) that of-
ten are used to solve the issue cannot be used here because the misspecification may induce
dependence between subsamples that otherwise appear isolated.

S3.3 The generalized regression estimator

An estimator facilitating dependence between the predictions of the potential outcomes and
the treatment assignments is inspired by the generalized regression estimator commonly
used in the sampling literature. The estimator has received recent attention in the causal
inference literature as well (see, e.g., Lin, 2013; Middleton, 2018).

The estimator uses a linear working model for the relationship between the potential
outcomes and the covariates. The working model is used to construct the predictions.
Generally, ¢;(d) = x!B(d) for some vector of coefficients B(d) indexed by d € A, so
different coefficients are used for different exposures. No assumptions are made about the
validity of the model, but the quality of the predictions are related to how well the model
can approximate the potential outcomes. It remains to pick the coefficients 3(d). The
generalized regression estimator allows for dependence between the coefficients and the
treatment assignments, so the coefficients can be estimated in the sample. For example,
we may pick them as the minimizing solution to Y ;" | D;u[Y; — ] B3(d)]* as is often done in
applications. But other choices exist, and the estimator is largely agnostic about how the
coefficients were constructed.

Definition S8. The generalized regression estimator for expected exposure effect is

Tan(a,b) = % >_=![Bla) = BO)] + Iy (Dia — Djr[(l; —) =Dy

n <
=1

where B(a) and B(b) are two random vectors of the same dimensions as ;.

The conventional approach to investigate the properties of the generalized regression
estimator is to assume that the vector of coefficients constructed in the sample convergences
to some fixed vector asymptotically. This ensures that the dependence between units’
predictions is small in large samples, which provides consistency. The assumption can be
weaken to only require that the magnitude of the vector of coefficients is asymptotically
bounded, thereby bypassing the need of assuming a well-defined limit.
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Condition S3 (Bounded covariates). x; € X for some bounded X C RP.
Condition S4 (Asymptotically bounded regression coefficients). E(| B(d)”) =O(1).

Proposition S5. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3, 4, S3 and S4 hold, the generalized
regression estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect and converges at the rate

Ton(a,0) = 7(a,0) = Op (™07 +64° + &7 +€,” + 6" +ug” +up”).

S4 Lack of positivity

Positivity conditions are often seen as innocuous in experiments because the experimenter
controls the design and can ensure their validity. But this is rarely the case when estimat-
ing exposure effects. Exposure mappings tend to be complex, and it may not be feasible
to construct a design that would induce a desired distribution over the exposures. Exper-
imenters will instead settle for heuristic choices for the design at the treatment level, and
this could induce violations of Condition 2.

The positivity condition can fail in two ways. The first is when it is fundamentally
impossible for a unit to be assigned a particular exposure. For example, in the experiment
in Bogota described in Section 2 in the main paper, a non-hot spot street without any
neighboring hot spot streets cannot be assigned to an exposure requiring that at least one
neighboring hot spot street receives intensive policing. This may be formalized by saying
that there is an exposure d € A for which no z € Z exists with d;(z) = d.

The consequences of such a failure are more than just statistical. If it is nonsensical to
talk about some collection of units being assigned to a certain exposure, it is nonsensical to
consider exposure effects that include those units in its average. Unless the experimenter
is comfortable stipulating a metaphysical model allowing extrapolation to unrealizable po-
tential outcomes, the only solution is to exclude such units from the average. The result
may be that the number of units included in the analysis is fewer than the length of z, but
this is not an issue other than for efficiency. In the following discussion, it will be assumed
that such exclusions have been made if necessary. That is, if the aim is to estimate the
effect of exposures a and b, then {a,b} C {d;(z) : z € Z} for all units i € U.

The second way the positivity condition can fail is through the design; assignments
z € Z exist so that d;(z) = d, but the design is such that m;(d) = 0. Statistical issues are
the only sequelae in this case, which all have cures. Two situations must be considered.
The first is when the assignment probability for some exposure is exactly zero, m;(d) = 0.
The second is when the probability approaches zero asymptotically. Both are problematic,
but they have different solutions.

Superficially, the first situation appears most acute. There are two issues to consider.
The first is that the definition of g;(d) conditions on the measure-zero event D; = d,
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rendering the definition ambiguous. To address this, extend the definition as follows:

E(y(Z) | D; = d) if m;(d) > 0,
(Cecz1[dilz) =)  (Soez1[di(2) = dui(2)) if mild) = 0.

yi(d) =
That is, if 7;(d) = 0, then y;(d) is the arithmetic mean of all potential outcomes for which
the corresponding z maps to d;(z) = d. The second concern is that the Horvitz—Thompson
estimator now involves division by zero, rendering it ill-defined. However, for each term
of the estimator with a zero denominator, the numerator is also zero with probability one.
Hence, a straightforward solution is to define 0/0 as zero, and that is the solution that will
be used here. But to ensure that the estimator behaves well, the proportion of units with
zero assignment probability must be small. To capture this, let s;(d) = 1[m;(d) = 0] denote
whether unit ¢ has a zero assignment probability, and let

n

Su= > i),

=1

be the proportion of such units in the sample.
As for assignment probabilities that approaches zero, we must consider the rate at which
they do so. The following norm-like quantity captures the average rate of convergence

towards zero:
n

B l 1— Si(d) v
I(d, p) = {n ; [m;(d)]P + Si(dﬂ '

The quantities S; and I1(d, p) allow us to weaken the positivity assumption in a control-
lable way. In particular, Condition 2 is the same as 5; = 0 and lim, . [I(d, p) < ks < c0.
The following proposition shows that neither part is necessary for consistency. But the
weakening comes at the cost of potentially slower convergence rates. This is captured by a
strengthening of the definition of the design dependence, namely

n 1/q
ca(q) = [% > |eov(Dig, Dja) ,q] :

i=1 j#i

This extended definition collapses to the definition in Condition 3 when ¢ = 1, but generally
¢qa = 0(cq(q)) when ¢ > 1. Thus, ¢4(¢q) = o(1) when ¢ > 1 is stronger than the original
condition. Extending the results in Delevoye and Sévje (2020) to a setting with interference,
this additional machinery admits a proof of consistency without positivity.
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Proposition S6. Suppose Conditions 1 and 4 hold, and that
H(d,p) S k2 < 0, gd - 0(1) and Ed(p/(p - 2)) = 0<1)7

ford € {a,b} and some p > 2. The Horvitz—Thompson estimator is then consistent for the
expected exposure effect and converges at the rate

#(a,b) — 7(a,b) = Op(n™"% + 5, + 5, + o + o + 07 + & + ug® + 4y,
where &4, is short-hand for ¢4(p/(p — 2)).

The proposition states that we can achieve consistency under misspecification even if
positivity does not hold as long as the dependence between exposures, as captured by ¢,4(q),
is sufficiently weak. While experimenters still should try to ensure that their designs and
exposure mappings satisfy positivity, Proposition S6 provides some reassurance that the
results are not automatically invalidated in the case they are not perfectly successful and
small violations to positivity occur.

S5 Limiting distribution

The limiting distribution of the estimator is less tractable than its limit. Two approaches
are explored in this section. The first is to tie the limiting behavior of the estimator under
misspecification to its behavior when the exposures are correctly specified. Experimenters
might find this result useful because familiar results for correctly specified exposures are
directly extended to a setting with misspecification. The second approach is a direct proof of
asymptotic normality using Stein’s method. Both approaches require considerably stronger
assumptions than those needed for consistency.

S5.1 Connection to correctly specified exposures

A situation where progress can be made is when the specification errors are very small
relative to the sample size. The following aggregated measure of the misspecification is a
strengthening of the error dependence measures used for the consistency results.

Definition S9. The average total error dependence is

- 1 n n
td = ﬁ ZZ{E(&lEj | Dz = Dj = d)}+,

i=1 j=1

where {z}T = max(0, z) denotes the positive part of .
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The definition is a strengthening of Definition 3 in two ways. First, the average total
error dependence considers only the positive parts of the specification errors, while the
dependence measures in Definition 3 includes the negative terms as well. It is possible
that the dependence between some units’ errors is negative, and this will have a compen-
satory effect in Definition 3, making the average smaller. Definition S9 ignores any such
compensatory effects. Second, unlike the previous dependence measures, the average total
error dependence includes the diagonal elements of the double sum, E(¢? | D; = d), which
generally will be larger than the off-diagonal elements.

To connect the behavior of the estimator under misspecification to its behavior under
correctly specified exposures, we will impose a general condition on the experimental design
and exposure mappings to ensure that the estimator is well-behaved when the exposures
are correctly specified.

Condition S5 (Design regularity). The experimental design and exposure mappings are
such that for any collection of bounded functions f; : A — R for i € {1,...,n}, the
following random variable converges in distribution to some random variable Q:

~[{Dia —mi(@)} fila)  {Di — m(b)} fi(b)
ftn ;[ nm;(a) nm;(b)

d
—>Q7

where R, is some sequence ensures that the overall sequence is on the order of a constant.

Under Condition 1 (bounded potential outcomes), the Horvitz—Thompson estimator of
the exposure effect between exposures a and b has the limiting distribution ) when the
exposures are correctly specified if and only if Condition S5 holds. Indeed, Condition S5 is
simply that statement written in a somewhat more general form. That is, if an experimenter
is in a setting where they believe the estimator has some limiting distribution @) if the
exposures are correctly specified, then Condition S5 holds.

Proposition S7. Suppose Conditions 1 and 2 hold, and that Condition S5 holds for some
sequence R, and some random variable (). If the exposures are misspecified, but the mis-
specification is sufficiently weak so that t, + t, = o(R,?), then the limiting distribution of
the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is Q):

R, [7(a,b) — 7(a,b)] -5 Q.

The proposition states that the limiting distribution of the estimator is unchanged if the
specification errors are small. However, observe that the condition ¢, +, = o(R,?) used in
Proposition S7 is considerably stronger than Condition 4 used for the consistency results.
Indeed, while the previous conditions allowed for considerable misspecification also in large
samples, this stronger condition is saying that any misspecification is negligible asymptot-
ically relative to the variability induced by the randomization of treatments. Hence, the
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applicability of Proposition S7 is limited, and experimenters should show caution before
using the proposition to motivate any inferential statements. But, in the few situations in
which Proposition S7 is applicable, experimenters may find the following special case of the
proposition particularly useful.

Corollary S1. If the Horvitz—Thompson estimator would be root-n consistent and asymp-
totically normal when the exposures are correctly specified, in the sense that R, is of order
Vn and Q is a standard normal deviate, then the estimator is root-n consistent and asymp-
totically normal also under misspecified exposures provided that t, + t, = o(n™1).

S5.2 Asymptotic normality using Stein’s method

Stein’s method has been extensively used in the recent literature on interference. An early
example is Aronow and Samii (2017). The result used here is due to Ross (2011). This
result has previously been used by Chin (2019). Ogburn, Sofrygin, Diaz, and van der
Laan (2022) provide a stronger result, but the result in Ross (2011) is used here due to
its simplicity. There is nothing in the current application of Stein’s method that is new
compared to the previous results in the interference literature, but it might be of interest
to note that these well-known results extend also to situations with misspecification.

Define the dependency neighborhood for a unit 7 € U to be the smallest subset NV; C U
such that unit ¢’s exposure D; and specification error ¢; are independent of the exposures
and specification errors of all units not in N;:

(Diyei) L {(Dj,&5) : 5 € U\ N;}.
Let dmax = max;ey|N;| be the size of the largest dependency neighborhood in the sample.

Condition S6 (Restricted dependency neighborhoods). dya.x = o(n'/4).

Condition S6 is considerably stronger than the conditions used in the main paper. It
restricts the design to only exhibit local dependence with respect to the exposures, which
rules out many common designs and some exposure mappings. It also restrict the speci-
fication errors to only be locally dependent. That is, the type of global error dependence
that was found to be unproblematic in the main paper is not allowed here. While the
condition is strong, it might nevertheless be found to be reasonable in some experiments.
In that case, the sampling distribution of the estimator will be approximately normal in
large samples, as the following proposition demonstrates.

Proposition S8. Provided that Conditions 1, 2 and S6 hold for exposures a and b and
that the estimator is not superefficient, ensuring that the variance does not diminish at

95



a faster than parametric rate var(7(a,b)) = Q(n~1), the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is
asymptotically normal:

7(a,b) — 7(a,b) d,
var(7(a, b))

where Z denotes a standard normal deviate.

9

S6 Variance estimation

S6.1 Variance estimation under correctly specified exposures

Variance estimation for exposure effect estimators is challenging because the variance con-
sists of pair-wise products of potential outcomes, and some of those outcomes are not simul-
taneously observable. The issue is not unique to exposure effects, but exposure mappings
tend to induce complex distributions on the exposures, which exacerbates the problem.

The solution suggested by Aronow and Samii (2017) is to use Young’s inequality for
products to bound the unobservable parts of the variance expression. To better understand
this idea, let m;;(d1,ds) = pr(D; = di, D; = d3) be the joint probability of unit ¢ and j’s
exposures. If m;;(dy,ds) = 0, then the potential outcomes y;(dy) and g;(dy) are never
observed simultaneously, which will complicate variance estimation because the variance
depends on the product ;(d;)y;(dz). Aronow and Samii (2017) tackle these products by
using the bound

P [9:(dy)]* + [7;(d2)]?
Yi(dr)y;(dz) < 5 :

After having applied the bound to all problematic terms in the variance of the point esti-
mator, they arrive at the estimator

e R 1 n n
var ss (T(a, b)) = n2 Z Z(Dm - Dib)(Dja - Djb)Pij(Dia Dj)Y;Y}'

i=1 j=1

+ i Z Z |:& + &:| [Sij(-Diy a) + Sz‘j<Di7 b)} Y;-Q,

= = Lmila) (D)
where,

Wij(dh dz) - Wi(d1)77j(d2)

P.(di.d>) =
z]( 1, 2) Wij(dl,dQ)ﬂ-i(dl)ﬂ-j(dQ)+Sij(d17d2)

and Sij(d17 dg) = ]]-[ﬂ-z’j(dh dg) = 0]

Aronow and Samii (2017) show that this variance estimator is conservative in expec-
tation when exposures are correctly specified. However, what does not appear to be fully
appreciated in the literature is that the bound on the problematic products may make the
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estimator excessively conservative. In fact, unless the assumption of correctly specified
exposures is complemented with

% Z Z [Sij (CL, a) + Sij (b; b) + Sij(a, b)] = O(n_1)7

i=1 j#i

the normalized variance estimator nvar,s(7(a,b)) generally diverges to infinity. I will not
offer a solution to this problem. The remark instead serves as an illustration of the diffi-
culty of variance estimation for complex exposure effects. It also provides insights about
the mechanics of the estimator, which will aid our understanding of its behavior under
misspecification.

S6.2 Variance estimation under misspecification

The analysis of the variance estimator by Aronow and Samii (2017) does not hold when
the exposures are misspecified. The expectation of the variance estimator could both in-
crease and decrease under misspecification relative to when the exposures are correctly
specified. In some situations, the decrease is sizable, and the estimator may become anti-
conservative, providing an unjustly optimistic estimate of the precision of the point esti-
mator. The following proposition exactly characterizes the bias of the variance estimator
under misspecification.

Proposition S9. Provided that Conditions 1 and 2 hold for exposures a and b, the bias of
the variance estimator described by Aronow and Samii (2017) is

E(@ (#(a. b))) — var(#(a, b)) = By(a,b) + By(a,b) + Ba(b,a) + Bs(a,b) + Bs(b, a)
+ 2By(a,b) — By(a,a) — By(b,b),

where

By (dy, dz) = # i[gi(d1> - @?i(d2)]2,

i
Bydr,dy) = - QZZ(SU i, o) [5:(c) + 53 (e)])” + s (e, o) [5:(cr) = 5i(a)] ).

i=1 j#i

Bs(dy, dy) = ZZ sij(dv, dv) + si5(dy, do)] var(e; | Di = dy),
i=1 j#i

Bi(dy,dy) = — ZZ (1= si5 (1, )] |a(d)esi(d, i) + i da)ess (i, )
i=1 j#i
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+ eij(dh dg)@ji(dz, dl) + COV(UZ']', Uji | Dz = dl, Dj = dg) .

The terms on the right-hand side capture aspects that introduce bias of the variance
estimator. These bias terms help us understand when variance estimation is possible un-
der misspecification. The term Bj(a,b) stems from what Holland (1986) describes as the
fundamental problem of causal inference, namely that a unit cannot simultaneously be
assigned to two different treatments. The joint distribution of the potential outcomes af-
fects the variance, but the distribution can only be estimated if both potential outcomes
are observed simultaneously. Such simultaneous observations would require simultaneous
assignment of two different treatments to the same unit, but this is not possible. The first
term captures the bias arising from our inability to estimate this aspect of the potential
outcomes. The issue is not unique to the current setting, and similar bias terms arise
for most causal inference problems in finite populations, including when the exposures are
correctly specified.

As already noted, the distribution of the exposures is often complex, and the joint
exposure probabilities may be zero for a considerable number of pairs of units. This issue
is similar to the first source of bias, but it is now introduced by the design rather than
being fundamental. The use of Young’s inequality to tackle this problem introduces bias,
and this bias is captured by the terms Bs(a, b) and Bs(b, a) in Proposition S9. These biases
arise also when the exposures are correctly specified.

At this point, we have replicated the result in Aronow and Samii (2017). In particular,
the remaining terms are zero by construction when the exposures are correctly specified. In
other words, the bias of the variance estimator when the exposures are correctly specified
is

E(@ (#(a, b))) — var(#(a,b)) = Bi(a,b) + By(a,b) + Ba(b,a),

which the same result as in Aronow and Samii (2017), but presented in a different form. The
fact that these three terms are non-negative by construction confirms that the estimator
is conservative when the exposures are correctly specified. What Proposition S9 shows is
that we need to consider additional sources of bias when the exposures are misspecified.
The remaining biases stem from two sources. The first also arises from the use of
Young’s inequality in the construction of the estimator. If the probability that two units
are simultaneously assigned to a certain combination of exposures is zero, then the corre-
sponding specification errors cannot interact, and the errors do not affect the variance of
the point estimator. This means that we do not need to adjust for any dependence between
such errors, because we know it is zero. However, these pairs of units are exactly the ones
for which we apply the bound on the unobserved product of potential outcomes to ensure
conservativeness under correctly specified exposures. This inadvertently leads to that the
variance estimator is affected by the magnitude of the corresponding errors. The terms
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Bs(a) and Bs(b) capture this part of the bias. Like the previous terms, these terms are
non-negative by construction.

The terms of real concern are the last three: By(a,b), By(a,a), and By(b,b). These
capture the bias introduced by our inability to estimate the dependence in the specification
errors. Unlike the previous terms, the signs of the terms are unknown, so they may in-
troduce negative bias. The consequence is that we could systematically underestimate the
variance when the specification errors are negatively dependent, and our inferences would
then be anti-conservative.

The problem has no immediate solution, but some progress can be made. Similar to
the approach taken in Section S5, if the specification errors can be assumed to be negligible
relative to the sample size, the terms By(dy, ds) are negligible relative to the other terms,
and the variance estimator is ensured to be asymptotically conservative.

An alternative approach is to incorporate more information about the structure of the
interference in the variance estimator. In particular, the anti-conservative behavior of
the estimator stems from negative interactions of errors in By(d;,d3). One may remove
such interactions by setting s;;(dy,d2) = 1 for the corresponding pairs of units, even if
mij(di,dz) > 0 holds. This will move the corresponding terms from By(d;,ds), where
negative interactions are possible, to B3(d), where no interactions exist. It may be hard to
discern whether the interaction between two specific units’ errors is negative or positive. A
conservative approach is to set s;;(dy,d2) = 1 for all pairs of units where an interaction of
any type is suspected.

As an example, consider when units only interfere with each other within known disjoint
groups, which is an interference structure often referred to as “partial interference.” One
may here set s;;(dy, dy) = 1 if either 7;;(dy, d3) is zero or if unit ¢ and j belong to the same
group. A redefinition of s;;(d;, d2) along these lines would ensure that By(d;,d2) = 0, so the
variance estimator remains conservative. Of course, such knowledge about the interference
would allow for the definition of exposure mappings that are correctly specified, which
would remove any concerns about misspecification. However, experimenters may want to
keep the main exposure mapping simple to facilitate interpretation. They can then proceed
with misspecified exposures for point estimation, and use the more intricate information
about the interference structure only when estimating variance.

A third approach is a combination of the previous two. One may set s;;(d;,dz) = 1
for pairs of units where negative interaction are suspected to be particularly large. Even
if one does not capture all pairs with negative interactions, the variance estimator will
still be conservative as long as the missed interactions are small. In other words, setting
sij(dq1,d2) = 1 for the terms deemed most problematic makes the assumption that the
remaining errors are small more reasonable. It should also be noted that the other bias
terms tend to be large and positive, and they therefore provide considerable leeway in the
case By(dy,ds) is negative.

59



The expectation of the variance estimator should be seen as a rough representation of
its behavior more generally. The precision of the variance estimator will be poor if the
joint exposure probabilities are small even if they are never exactly zero. Experimenters
should be aware that the variance estimator could be imprecise even when the bias is
positive, particularly when the number of exposures is large. This concern is not specific
to misspecification.

S7 Proofs

S7.1 Miscellaneous lemmas

Lemma S1. For any N random variables X1, ..., Xy,

var(Xi + -+ Xn) S( var(Xy) +--- + Var(XN)>2.

Proof. Write the variance of the sum as a double sum of covariances:
N N N
var (Z XZ-> = Z Z cov(X;, Xj)
i=1 i=1 j=1

Separate the covariances using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and reorder:

N N N N
Z Zcov Xi, X;) < Z \/V&I‘ ) var(X (Z V/ var(X, > O
=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

Lemma S2. For any N random variables X, ..., Xy,

var(X; + -+ + Xy) < Nvar(X;) + -+ + N var(Xy).

Proof. Apply Lemma S1 to get

var (Z XZ) < (Z VV&I(XJ) = N? (% Z \/var(XZ»)) :

The square is a convex function, so Jensen’s inequality gives

N? (% Z \/var(Xi)> < N? (% Z Var(XZ-)> =N Zvar(Xi). O
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Lemma S3. If Condition 1 holds, then for alli € U and d € A,

i [gi(d)] < ka,
i. B(Y?| D;=d) <k?,
iii. |E(ese; | Dy = Dy = d)| < 4k3.
Proof. Consider each statement in turn:
i. Recall the definition g;(d) = E(y;(Z) | D; = d). Condition 1 gives

|7:(d)] = ‘E(yz(Z) | D; = d)‘ < E(|lyi(2)] | D;=d) <E(k | D; =d) = k.

ii. Condition 1 ensures that |Y;| = |y;(Z)| < ky with probability one. It follows that

E(Y?| D, =d) = E((x:(2))* | D = d) < k2.

iii. Recall that ¢; =Y; — ¢;(D;), so we can write
eig; = Y;Y; — Yiy;(D;) — Yiui(Di) + 4:(Ds)y;(D;).

Condition 1 ensures that |Y;| < ky and |g;(D;)| < k; with probability one. It follows
that
|Ei5j‘ S 4]{7%,

with probability one. Hence,

|E(eie; | D = Dy = d)| < E(lese;| | Dy = Dy = d) < 4k3. O

Lemma S4. Provided that Condition 2 holds for exposures a and b, the Horvitz—Thompson
estimator is unbiased for the expected exposure effect: E(7(a,b)) = 7(a,b).
Proof. For any exposure d € A satisfying Condition 2, we have

1 ~EDwY;) 1 -mdEY; | Di=d) 1 G-m(dy(d 1
E; D) 0 ) D R P S

i=1

It follows that

n

HEe) S 0 - o al) = (et O

. 7T X X
=1 =1 =1 =1

E(#(a,b)) = - Z E(DwY _ %

n
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S7.2 Proposition 1: Variance bound

Proposition 1. Provided that Conditions 1 and 2 hold for exposures a and b, the variance
of the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is upper bounded by

var((a,b)) < 8kika/n + 20k (Ca + &) + 4(2a + ).
Proof. Lemma S5 gives
Sk2k cov Dz &i, Djae
() < 2 g s+ 5 Y XY @) :
j

de{ab} i=1 j#i

Using Lemma S7, we can bound the third term for d € {a, b} by

4 Z Z covﬂZ id€i, Jd5J 16k2k2 i Z’COV (Dia, Dyd ‘

=1 j#i i=1 j#i
4 n

i=1 j#i

Using the definitions of ¢4 and &;, we can write this as

COV zdgm id€; ) _ _
— ZZ o J) L <16k k2e, + 42,
i=1 j7#i !

Collecting terms completes the proof. O

Lemma S5. Provided that Conditions 1 and 2 hold for exposures a and b, the variance of
the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is upper bounded by

2
var(#(a,9)) < P02 L3R, + @)+ oy S ZZCOV “’5“ fdgf)

de{a,b} i=1 j#i

Proof. Recall the definition of the estimator:

n n

1 Dm 1 Dib
Hab) =~ 3y - =3 Dy,
T(a7 ) n Z ] n ZZI 7_‘_Z(b)

i=1 mi(a)
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Apply Lemma S2 to get

vm((a@)§2wu<%§;£%%n>+va<%§?#%%%>.

Note that Definition 2 implies that Y; = g;(D;) + &;, so for any exposure d € A,

Apply Lemma S2 again to get

n

1~ Dia 1~ Dia 1 <~ Dig
ovar( =S 2y ) < 4var( - i(d) ) + 4var( = ).
Va‘"(n;w) >— Var(nEMd)“ >>+ (n m-(df““)

1=

We can write the two terms as

1’le7 4 gi(d)]? 4 & 7:(d)7; (d)
4 var (E ; m(d) ) = n_ 2|, var(D;q) + ) Z Z W—J cov(D;q, Diq),

1 ~~ Dy 4 S0 1 77 cov ( stz, de)
4V&r<nz > :ﬁ ﬂ-z(d)_ Var zdgz +_ZZ ]) !

7Tz
i=1 =1 = i=1 j#i

because ¥;(d) and m;(d) are not random.
Lemma S6 implies that

n? 4
=1

Lemma S3ii gives
var(D;qY;) < B(DygY?) = m(d) E(Y? | Dy = d) < mi(d)kf.

Together with Condition 2, this implies

41 7? ) %@
ﬁ Z {m} Var de Z k ]{52 .

=1
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Using Condition 2 and Lemma S3i, we can bound the following term by

4 5y i)y (d) 12K2 & o
n? ; ; () (d) cov(Did, Dia) < 2 ZZI ;‘COV(DM, Dig)| = 4k3k3e,.

Collecting terms completes the proof. n
Lemma S6. For alli € U and d € A,
var(D;qY;) = [5;(d)]? var(Dyq) + var(Dige;) .
Proof. Definition 2 implies that
E(ei | D = d) = E(Y; — 4;(Di) | Di = d) = E(y;(Z) | D; = d) — §;(d) = 0.
It follows that
E(D;gi(d)e;) = mi(d) E(Dyyg:(d)e; ’ D; = d) = 5i(d)mi(d) E(e; | D; = d) =0,

and
E(Djae;) = mi(d) E(Djae; | Di = d) = mi(d) E(e; | D; = d) = 0. (S2)

We therefore have
cov(Dyq¥i(d), Digei) = E(Dgi(d)e;) — E(Diqgi(d)) E(Dige;) = 0.
It follows that
var(D;qY;) = var(Dyqyi(d) + Dige;) = [i(d)]? var(Diq) + var(Diqe;). O
Lemma S7. If Conditions 1 and 2 hold, then for all 1,7 € U and d € A,

cov (Did5i7 Djdﬁj)
mi(d)m;(d)

< 4kik3|cov(Dig, Dja)| + E(eie; | Dy = D; = d).
Proof. Equation (S2) in the proof of Lemma S6 showed that E(D;4e;) = 0, so we have
COV(Didgi, Djd€j) = E(DidDjdﬁigj)

The rest of the proof proceeds separately for the cases m;;(d, d) > 0 and m;;(d, d) = 0.
Starting with the case m;;(d, d) > 0, note that we can write the expression to be bounded
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as

COV(DZ'de’:‘Z', Djdéfj) B E(DidDjdé‘jf:‘i) o pr(Di = Dj = d)

E(gigj ‘ Dz = Dj = d)

mi(d)m;(d) B mi(d)m;(d) o mi(d)m;(d)
_ pr(Di= Dy = d) — mld)my(d) F il d)m(d) g
R ma(d)m;(d) E(sic; | Di = D; = d)

_ Cov (Dida Djd)

D) e | D; = D; = d) +E(eie; | Di = D; = d),

because ;;(d, d) > 0 ensures that m;(d) > 0 and 7;(d) > 0. Consider the first term through

the lens of Condition 2 and Lemma S3iii:

cov(Diq, Dja) n - .
@) e D= Dy = d) < 4k Jeov(Du, Dyl
Thus, when 7,;(d, d) > 0,

COoVv (Did5i7 Djdéfj)
mi(d)m;(d)

S 4k%k§‘COV(Did, Djd)} + E(Siffj ‘ Dz = Dj = d)

Continuing with the case 7;;(d, d) = 0, note that D;qD,4 is zero with probability one in
this case, so
COV(DZ'dEZ',Djd€j) o E(DidDjdgjgi) o
m(dm;(d) m(d)m; (d)

Recall that we defined E(gigj ‘ D;,=D; = d) = 0 in the case m;;(d,d) = 0. It follows that

COV(Didgi, Djd€j>
mi(d)m;(d)

< 4k7k3|cov(Dia, Dja)| + E(eie; | Di = D; = d),
also when 7;;(d, d) = 0. o

S7.3 Proposition S1: Bound based on error decomposition

Proposition S1. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold for exposures a and b, the
Horvitz—Thompson estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect and converges at
the rate

#(a,b) — 7(a,b) = Op(n™"° + &0° +&° + 2% + &p° + u)® + ).

Proof. The proof presumes that e,, €, u, and 4, are non-negative. If they are not, the
contravening quantities can be set to zero, and the proof would apply.

65



Consider the root mean square error:

\/E<<%(a,b) —7(a, b))Q) = \/var(#(a, b))

< \/8k%k2/n + 20k2k3(Cq + ) + 4(€4 + & + Uy + Up)

where the equality follows from Lemma S4, and the inequality from Lemma S8. Concavity
of the square root gives

var(7(a, b)) < 3kik9°/n"® + Bkika (227 4+ ¢)°) +2(e0° + €,° + u)’® + uy”°),

which gives the rate of convergence in the L?-norm:

2
\/E((%(a,b) —7(a, b)> ) = O(n™05 + 2% 4 &5 4 05 4+ 805 1 05 4 70%).

In turn, this gives the rate of convergence in probability by Markov’s inequality. O]

Lemma S8. Provided that Conditions 1 and 2 hold for exposures a and b, the variance of
the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is upper bounded by

var(7(a, b)) < 8kika/n + 20k3k3(Cy + Cb) + 4(€q + € + Ug + Up).

Proof. Following the proof of Proposition 1, use Lemma S5 to write

: D
var(%(a,b)) < 8ki k2+4k:2k:2{ca+cb}—|—— Z ZZCOV Diqei, ]dgj)

defab}y i=1 j#i i(d)m;(d)
Using Lemma S9, we can bound the third term for d € {a,b} by
COV dgza d5] 16]{32]{32 -
nzZZ m 222 _leov(Dia, Dyl
=1 j#i ? i=1 ji
4 & 4
+— D) ei(d,d)eji(d, d) + — SN cov(Uy, Uy | Dy = D; = d).
i=1 j#i i=1 j#i

Using the definitions of ¢4, €4 and ug4, we can write this as

COV zdgza id€j ) — = -
— Z > m J) 1L < 16k3k3cy + 4eq + 4ig.
i=1 j7#i !
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Collecting terms completes the proof. O

Lemma S9. If Conditions 1 and 2 hold, then for alli,j € U and d € A,

Ccov (Didéfi, Djdéfj)
mi(d)m;(d)

< 4kik3|cov(Dig, Dja)| + €55(d, d)eji(d, d)

+cov(U;, Uy | Di = D; = d).
Proof. Equation (S2) in the proof of Lemma S6 showed that E(D;.s;) = 0, so we have
cov(Didei, Djdej) = E(DidDjdgjgi)

The rest of the proof proceeds separately for the cases m;;(d,d) > 0 and m;;(d,d) = 0.
Starting with the case 7;;(d, d) > 0, note that we can write the expression to be bounded
as

COV(DZ‘dEi,Dde:‘j) _ E<Dz‘dDjd5j5i) _ pr(Dl = Dj = d) E(€-€~ ‘ D.—=D. — d)
g i j

mi(d)m;(d) mi(d)m;(d) mi(d)m;(d)
pr(D; = Dj = d) — mi(d)m;(d) + mi(d)m;(d) N
= Wz(d)ﬂ'j(d) E(éiéfj | Dl = Dj == d)

cov(Dya, Dja)
= @@ Bee | Di= Dy =)+ Bleey| D= Dy = d)

because 7;;(d, d) > 0 ensures that m;(d) > 0 and 7;(d) > 0. Consider the first term through
the lens of Condition 2 and Lemma S3iii:

(¢{0)% (Did7 Djd)

(D) (d) E(eie; | Dy = Dj = d) < 4k3k3 |cov(Dja, Dja)|.

For the second term, let E;; = e;;(D;, D;), so that ¢; = E;; + U;;. Then,

Note that E;; = e;;(D;, D;) and Ej; = e;;(D;, D;) are constant conditional on D; = D, = d,
and that

E(Ui; | Di, Dy) = BE(Y; = 4i;(Dy, D;) | Dy, Dy) = E(Y; | Dy, D;) — 3i(Ds, D) = 0.
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It follows that
E(EZjU]’L | Dz = Dj = d) = eij(d, d) E(Uﬂ ‘ Dz = Dj = d) - 07
and

E(éiﬁj ‘ Dz = Dj = d) = €Z‘j(d7 d)eji(d, d) + E(U;JUV]Z ’ Dz = Dj = d)
= eij(d7 d)eji(d, d) + COV(UZ‘j, Uji | Dz = Dj = d)

Taken together we have showed that, when ;;(d,d) > 0,

COov (Did5i> Djd€j)
mi(d)m;(d)

S 4]6%]{33 |COV(Did, Djd)| + €ij (d, d)eji(d, d)
+ COV(UZ‘]‘7 Uji | DZ = Dj = d)

Continuing with the case 7;;(d, d) = 0, note that D;qD,4 is zero with probability one in
this case, so
COV(DidEZ‘,Djd&?j) . E(DidDjdéiji) .

(@) () (@) (d)
Recall that when 7;;(d, d) = 0,

eij(d> d) =0 and COV(Uij, Uji ’ Dl = Dj = d) =0.
It follows that, when 7;;(d, d) = 0,

Ccov (Did5i7 Djd€j)
mi(d)m;(d)

< 4kik3|cov(Dig, Dja)| + €55(d, d)eji(d, d)

+ COV(UU, sz’ ‘ Dz = Dj = d) Il

S7.4 Proposition S7: Limit distribution

Proposition S7. Suppose Conditions 1 and 2 hold, and that Condition S5 holds for some
sequence R,, and some random variable (). If the exposures are misspecified, but the mis-
specification is sufficiently weak so that t, +t, = o(R,2), then the limiting distribution of
the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is ():

R, [7(a,b) — 7(a,b)] -5 Q.

Proof. Note that Definition 2 allows us to write the observed outcome as Y; = g;(D;) + &;,
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which means that the estimator can be written as

#(a,b) = 7(a,b) + &(a,b),

Diye;

- 1 Di.yi(a 1 <~ Dy (b
T(a,b)zﬁg A——E 7rb(b()) and £(a,b) =
; i=1 ¢

:I>—‘
3

=1 i=1

The random variable 7(a, b) is the Horvitz- Thompson estimator we would use if we observed
yi(d) when D; = d. That is, if we observed the expected potential outcome without the
specification error. The random variable £(a, b) is the Horvitz—Thompson estimator of the
treatment effect on the expected specification error.

The decomposition of the estimator allows us to write

R,[#(a,b) — 7(a,b)] = R, [?(a, b) — 7(a, b)} + R,é(a,b).

Condition 1 implies that y;(a) and ;(b) are bounded for all ¢ and n. Condition S5 then
implies that

R, [?(a, b) — 7(a, b)] 0.

Lemma S10 gives
Roé(a,b) = O, (R + R12%) = 0,(1).

As a result, we can apply Slutsky’s theorem to get
R, [7(a,b) — 7(a,b)] -5 Q. O
Lemma S10. If Condition 2 holds, then

. I Diasi 1= Dasi ) 05 0
é(a,b) = nz @ 2_1: ) - O, (1% +1)°).

=1

Proof. Note that the expectation of €(a,b) is zero:

1 & 1 &
= — E(g; | D; =a) — — E(e; | D; =b) =0,
2200 D= ) = 1 3Bl D= )
because

E(ei | D; = a) = E(Y; — 5:(D;) | Di = a) = E(Y; | D; = a) — ;(a) = 0.
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Using Lemma S2, the variance can be bounded as

. 2 — Dige; 2 — Dipe;
var(£(a, b)) < EV&I‘(Z ﬂi(a)) + Evar(izl Wi(b)>.

=1

Each of the two terms can be written as
2

n
ngz COV uﬁl, ]d&?J)
e\ ) = QZZ
n ; z' n = 7Tz )

ZZMD 20 =D (e, | D= Dy =)

because E(Did&tl-) = 0. Using Condition 2, this may in turn be bounded by

2 " - I‘Di:Dj:d
B PG Beal D=0, =0

< 3 zzl ]Zl pr(i@(;);jzd): d) [E(Eiéfj | D; = D; = d)]+

QkQZZ €€j|Di:Dj=d)}+:2]€gfd.

i=1 j=1

Hence, the variance is bounded by
Var(é(a, b)) < 2ks (fa + fb).
This provides convergence to zero in mean square:
B((2(a,)*) = 0827 +157),

which in turn provides convergence to zero in probability by Markov’s inequality.

S7.5 Proposition S8: Asymptotic normality using Stein’s method

Proposition S8. Provided that Conditions 1, 2 and S6 hold for exposures a and b and
that the estimator is not superefficient, ensuring that the variance does not diminish at
a faster than parametric rate var(7(a,b)) = Q(n™'), the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is
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asymptotically normal:

7(a,b) — 7(a,b) d,
var(7(a, b))

where Z denotes a standard normal deviate.

I

Proof. Let 6 = 7(a,b) — 7(a,b). Note that var(7(a,b)) = var(d) because 7(a,b) is not
random. Hence,

7(a,b) — 7(a,b) )

var(7(a,0))  +/var(d)

et DuY: DyY;

5, = Ziaki _ Divdi  gn 0y a
e S ORA0)

so that 6 =n~t>_ "  4;. Note that the dependency neighborhood for ¢; is the same as the

dependency neighborhood for (D;, ¢;), because we can use Definition 2 to write

Diagi(a)  Diagi  Dagi(b) D _ _
0; = - - — Wila) —4i(b) ¢,
n@ m@ oml) me) OO EO)
and D; and ¢; are the only random variables in the expression. Using the argument in
Lemma S4, one can show that E(4;) = 0. Lemma S11 implies that E(J}) < oo, and that

LS (8l = o), S E() = o).

This means that we can apply Theorem 3.6 from Ross (2011) to get

5 & Aol
w < o) Z> -¢ (vz?[var(é)]g/? * var<5>> ’

where dy, denotes the Wasserstein distance between the two distributions in its arguments.
Condition S6 and the fact that var(§) = Q(n~') implies that

dW(VL,Z> = o(1). 0

ar(J)
Lemma S11. For alli € U, |;| < 4k1ko with probability one.

Proof. Distribute the absolute value among the terms:

il vl _
0] < ——5 + 5 + [5i(a)] + |7:(0)],

mi(a)  mi(b)
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where the facts that D;,, Dy € {0,1} and that m;(a), m;(b) > 0 were used. Conditions 1
and 2 then give
i, Wi

7Ti(CL) 7T,L(b)

S7.6 Proposition S6: Consistency without positivity
Proposition S6. Suppose Conditions 1 and 4 hold, and that

II(d,p) < ks < 0, 54 =o0(1) and  24(p/(p —2)) = o(1),

ford € {a,b} and some p > 2. The Horvitz—Thompson estimator is then consistent for the
expected exposure effect and converges at the rate

#(a,b) — 7(a,b) = Op(n™"° + 5, + 5, + o + o + 07 + & + ug® + ),
where &4 is short-hand for ¢4(p/(p — 2)).

Proof. Decompose the mean square error of the estimator into its squared bias and variance:

E((%(a, b) — 7(a, b))g) = (E(#(a, b)) — 7(a, b))’ + var(#(a, )).

Applying the bounds in Lemmas S12 and S14, we get

2
B((7(a,0) = 7(a,0)*) < k(50 + )" + % [[(a, p) + (b, p)]
+ 20k§{ [[1(a, p)]*Eap + [11(b, p)] zébp} + 460+ &) +4(Tu + ).
A premise of the proposition was I1(a, p) < k and I1(b, p) < k, which implies

E((f(a, b) — 7(a, b))2> < K2(50+ §b)2 N 8kk?

+ 20k°k; (Cap + Cap)
+4(eq + &) + 4(ta + W).

n

Because the square root is a concave function on the positive number line, we can apply
Jensen’s inequality to get

3kky
n

+ 5kky (0 + )

\/E<(%(a, b) — 7(a, b))2> < ki(Sa + 5) +
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+2(ed° + &%) +2(a)” + up?),

which implies that the root mean square error is asymptotically bounded as

\/E<(%(a7 b) — 7(a, b))Q) = O™ 45, + 8+ oy + G T ey + & + Uy ).

Thus, the estimator is consistent in mean square under the conditions of the proposition.
Markov’s inequality then gives consistency and the rate of convergence in probability. [J

Lemma S12. Provided that Condition 1 holds for exposures a and b, the absolute bias of
the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is upper bounded by

|E(7(a,b)) — 7(a,b)| < k1 (5, + 5).

Proof. Write the estimator as in Lemma S13, and take its expectation

R 11 =si(a)E(DiWYi) 1= [1—s;(b)]E(DyY7)
E(7(a,0)) = n Z mi(a) +si(a)  n Z 7i(b) + si(b)

i=1 i=1

The bias is therefore

E(7(a,b)) — 7(a,b) = —% ' si(a)yi(a) + % ' si(b)7;(b).

. RN ) 1 i -
|[E(7(a, b)) — 7(a,b)| < - > sia)lgi(a)| + - Z 5i(0)[7:(b)] = ki1 (50 + 5).-
where 3, is defined in Section S4. O

Lemma S13. When 0/0 is defined to be zero, the Horvitz—Thompson estimator can be
written as

f'(a, b) — l Z [1 — Sz‘(a)]Dmifi _ %Z [171_:< Sl(b)]Dzb}/z

n <= ma)+si(a) b) + si(b)
where s;(d) = 1[m;(d) = 0].

73



Proof. The estimator is

7(a,b) = —

S|
NE
S
=l
|
S|
]
215
—~|&
=%

Note that D;4 is zero with probability one when s;(d) = 1. Furthermore, m;(d) + s;(d) is
one when 7;(d) = 0, and m;(d) + s;(d) = m;(d) when 7;(d) > 0. Taken together, it follows
that

DiaY; o DmY;‘

Wi(a) N Wz(d) + Sl(d)
with probability one, because both expressions are zero when s;(d) = 1 given that we define
0/0 to be zero. The fact that D;4 is zero when s;(d) = 1 also implies that

DiY; = [1 - Sz‘(d)]Diin- O
Lemma S14.
[M(a, p) + T1(b, p)] + 20k3{ [T(a, p)]*cap + [11(6,p)] "1 }
+ 4(Ea + &) +4(tq + ),

where Cqp = Cq (p/(p - 2>)

Proof. Use Lemmas S2 and S13 to bound the variance of the estimator as

1 “ [1—SZ(CL)]DWY; 1 “ [1—Sz(b)]Dsz;
Var( (a, b)) < 2var(ﬁz (@) T 5:(a) ) +2var(ﬁz b+ 5:0) >

i=1 =1

Using a similar decomposition as in the proof of Proposition 1, we can bound each term of
this expression as

v+ Z:; [17;(;; o)
<4 Z erl — si(d )] 2Var(Diin)
el | et o

AT e
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The terms are bounded, respectively, by Lemmas S15, S16 and S17, resulting in

1 <= [1 — 54(d)]DigY; 4K2T1(d, p) 5 2_ _ _
2var<E; T e <= + 20k2 [T1(d, p)] “Cap + 4€4 + 4tig

The lemma follows when this bound is applied to the two terms in the first expression. [J

Lemma S15.

4 [ 1—si(d) 17 4K2T1(d, p)
— _ DY) < —————=.
nQ;L@«d)m(dJ varlDui) < ==
Proof. The expression can be bounded as

. i - 1— Sl(d) 271_‘ p ‘: i 1— S; d) 9
2 — Lri(d) + si(d)} (D) EY; ’ Di=d) < n? Z [wi(d) + si(d)]kl’

where the last inequality follows from Lemma S3ii and the fact that

[ 1— s;(d) ]2_ [mi(d)] "2 if s;(d) = 0,
mi(d) + si(d) 0 if 5;(d) = 1

When p > 1, we can use Jensen’s inequality to get

n n 1/p
1 1 —si(d) 1 L—si(d) "1 _
n 2 Lri(d) + Si(d)} = [n 2 {m(@ n si(d)} ] 1(d,p),
where II(d, p) is defined in Section S4. 0
Lemma S16.
— sl i d — S d ) 5
ZZ{ 17@ d) + sy ;))} {[1 (d) (4-)2](;)>] COV<Dz‘d7Djd) < 4k7y [H(d,p)} Cap

where Cqp = Cq (P/(p - 2))

Proof. Using Lemma S3i, the expression can be bounded as

T80 [ERITTL) (LT A

1)




e

Apply Hélder’s inequality with conjugates p/2 and p/(p — 2) to get

B

=1 j#i

4k,2 i2|: 1—8 :|p/2|: 1—Sj(d) :|p/2 2
— = m(d m;(d) + s;(d)
. (-2)/p
X [Z Z‘COV(Did, Djd) ‘p/(p—Q)
i=1 jAi
2/p

e Sl ol [asial |
(p=2)/p

i=1 j#i

The middle factor can be bounded as

E zz{;‘i’sl I asdal |

i=1 j#i

s gl el ]
i - p/2\ 27 2/P
-GSkl )]

1

2/p

Apply Jensen’s inequality on the square to get
2/p

(5l )] el ] oo
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The final factor is

(r—2)/p
Cap = Ca(p/(p — 2)) [ ZZ}COV D4, Djq) |p/p 2] :

i=1 j#i

so when taken together with the bound on the middle factor, we get

_Z;{ [1— s( d)} {[1—83( )] (d)} cov(Dit, Dia) < AK2[T1(d, p)] . -

mi(d —l— si(d) (d) + s;(d)
Lemma S17.
iy L= si(d) [ 1 s(d)
n2 ;; {Wi(d) + Si(d)} [Wj(d) n Sj(d)} COV(Didgi,Djdéj)

< 16K2[T1(d, p)] *Cap + 424 + 4,
where Cqp = Cq (p/(p - 2))

Proof. If either s;(d) =1 or s;(d) = 1, then

i st s ] 0 D) =0

Furthermore, if s;(d) = 0 and s;(d) = 0, but s;;(d, d) = 1[m;;(d,d) = 0] = 1, then

COV(Didé“i, DjdEj) = E(DidDjdé“iEj) — E(Dld{fz) E(Djde’fj) = O,

because D;4D;q is then zero with probability one, and E(D;4e;) = 0 as shown in the proof of
Lemma S6. It follows that the terms in the double sum are nonzero only when s;;(d, d) = 0.
Note that s;;(d,d) = 0 implies that s;(d) = 0 and s;(d) = 0, which means that we can
rewrite the expression to be bounded as

% Xi: Z [Wid; jlg(scj()d)} [thd; j—jgzd)] COV(DM% Djdgj)

_ 4 < 1 —sij(d’d)
o Z; ; [Wi(d)ﬂj(d) +5i5(d, d) cov(Diaci; Djac;)-

When s;;(d, d) = 0, we can use the same decomposition as in the proof of Lemma S7 to
get
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COV(DidEZ’, Djdgj) - COV(D,L'd, Djd)
m(d)m;(d) mo(dm; (d)

E(Sigj } D; = Dj :d) +E(€i€j ’ D; = Dj = d)

4k? |cov(Did, Dj4) |
mi(d)m;(d)

+ E(€i€j | Dl = Dj == d)

where the final inequality follows from Lemma S3iii. This means that the expression can

be bounded as

— s;;(d, d)
Z Zz LTZ j‘i‘ Sij (d dJ COV(DidEi’ Djdgj)

16k2 u i(d, d
ZZ[T‘_ Sj+s )(d :| |COV(D¢d,Djd)‘
z ij

i=1 j7#i

+o Z S (1 - sy(d.d)] E(sie; | Di = Dy = d).

i=1 j#i

Because s;;(d, d) = 0 implies that s;(d) = 0 and s;(d) = 0, we have

[Wi(d);;(;)ijjrd;j)(d, d)] = [midgf(jgd)] thd;ijgzd)}

so we also have

n

16k? ii(d,d
Z Z |:7T — S ]+ " )<d 7 :| |COV(Did, Djd)|
z ij

n

_ 16K ZZ LT% + @ } Md; f%] |cov(Dia, Dja)-

By applying Holder’s inequality in the same way as in the proof of Lemma S16, we get

S LS| [ ] P | < 10K

Continuing, we can write
[1 — Sij(d, d)] E(Sie’fj ‘ Dl = Dj = d) = eij(d> d)eﬂ(d, d) + COV( ij Uﬂ | D D = d)

because we can use the same derivation as in the proof of Lemma S7 when s;;(d,d) = 0,
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and we have

6ij(d7 d) = COV(Ui]‘, Uji | Dl = Dj = d) = O,
when s;;(d,d) = 1. Therefore,

LSSl sy 00 ey D= D, =

i=1 ji
4
:—ZZeUddeﬂdd _QZZCOV iy jZ‘DZ:Dj:d>7
i=1 j#i i=1 j#i
which is equal to 4é4 + 414 as defined by Definitions 3. n

S7.7 Propositions S2, S3, S4 and S5: Other estimators
S7.7.1 Proposition S2: The Hajek estimator

The linearization used to prove consistency for the Hajek estimator requires an alternative
representation of the estimator.

Definition S10 (Components for the Hajek estimator).

g -~ DaY; . N~ D
— i d , — —, — _—
25 =2 =2 )
i=1 i=1 i=1
Lemma S18. If Condition 1 holds, then g = O(n) for all d € A.

Proof. By Lemma S3i,

pa =Y 5:(d) <Y |5(d)] <Y k1 = kan. 0
=1 =1 =1

Lemma S19. If Condition 1 and 2 hold, then
(= ) = Oy ™0 + 4 1+ ).

Proof. Note that 7(a,b) = (fio— ) /n and 7(a,b) = (pa — ) /n, so the proofs of Lemma S4
and Proposition 1 can be copied almost in verbatim to show

var(fiq) < 2k ko

3 + 10k3 k3Eq + 284 + 2iig.

E(fig) = pa  and

79



The logic of the proof of Proposition S1 then gives

Bl — a2 ) = (00 + 5 + &% + %)
Markov’s inequality completes the proof. O
Lemma S20. If Condition 2 holds, then (fy —n)/n = O,(n% 4+ &3*).
Proof. The first step is to show that E(ng) = n when d satisfies Condition 2:

. "\ E(Dyg " 7i(d
E(ng) = Z 7r(l(d)) — Z mEd% =n.

i=1

Next consider the variance:
) " var(Djq) “ cov(Djq, Djq)
var(ng) = — + _—
L m@r T @)
By Condition 2,

var(D;q) _ mi(d)[1 — m;(d)] <k, and cov(Diq, Djq)

[7;(d)]? [m;(d)]2 = W < k2|cov(DZ-d, Djd){7

so var(ng)/n?* < kan~! + k3cs. The logic of the proof of Proposition S1 then gives

\/E((ﬂd _ n)2/n2) — O(n_0‘5 + 5?[5)»
and Markov’s inequality completes the proof. O

Proposition S2. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold for exposures a and b, the
Hdjek estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect and converges at the rate

Fus(a,0) — 7(a,b) = O, (R + % + ° +eu” + " + uy® + ).

Proof. Note that 7yx(a,b) = fia/Ta — fi/7w and 7(a,b) = pa/n — up/n, so we can write

Fua(a,b) — 7(a,b) = (”— = &) - (@ - @)

Ty n n, n
For any d € {a, b}, consider

fla  pa _ fra/n (pa/n)(Ra/n) _ (fla — pa)/n (pa/n)(Rg —n)/n

TAZd n n ﬁd/n ﬁd/n ﬁd/n ﬁd/n

Y
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where Lemma S20 ensures that we can ignore the event ng = 0.
Let f(z,y) = x/y and consider a Taylor expansion of the two terms around (0, 1):

W = f((fta = pa)/n; na/n) = (fia — pa) /0 + 11
(Md/n)f(j;ln_ n)/n _ F((pa/n) (g — 1) /n, fa/n) = (pa/n) (g — n)/n+ro

where r1 = 0,((ftg — pa)/n + (g — n)/n) and 5 = 0,((pa/n) (g — n)/n + (Ag — n)/n)
because Lemmas S18, S19 and S20 give convergence of (jig — q)/n and (puq/n)(Rg —n)/n
to zero and of 7y/n to one. Lemma S18 gives (uqa/n)(fia — n)/n = Op((fa — n)/n), so by
Lemmas S19 and 520

Fus(a,b) — 7(a,b) = O, (R + % + ° + e0” + " + uy® + uy”°). O

S7.7.2 Propositions S3 and S4: The difference estimator

Proposition S3. Provided that Condition 2 holds and that the predictions are external,
the difference estimator is unbiased for the expected exposure effect: E(7ps(a, b)) = 7(a,b).

Proof. Write the estimator as

(@) = 2 fla) — )] + 30 e D:Z?([DYZ)— 3i(Dy)]

n

i=1 i=1
n

1 . . 1 Di.Y;  DyYi Digi(a)  Dagi(b
= 2@ — 5] + EZ{%’(G) S omb) W:éa() ) " Wi?zb() )]

— 7A'<Cl, b) + % Z [Ql(a) _ Z)z(b)} _ l Z |:Dia@i(a) B legl(b):| '

i=1 =L mila) mi(b)

i=1 =1

Take expectations to get

B(Fona, 1)) = 7(a,8)+ - 3 [B(in(a)) ~ E(@u(8) |~

n ‘< n < mi(a) mi(D)
We have R R X
E(Didyi(d>) _ E(Did) E(yz(d)) _ Wz(d)E(yz(d)) _ E<A(d))
mi(d) mi(d) mi(d) ),
because the predictions are external and Condition 2. As a result, the two last terms in
the expectation cancel. O
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Proposition S4. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3, 4, S1 and S2 hold and that the pre-
dictions are external, the difference estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect
and converges at the rate

Fos(@,0) = 7(a,b) = O, (™0 +0° + )% +ey° + &) +u)’ +uy” + py’ +py°).

Proof. Write the estimator as

. . 1 . . 1 Diqyi(a)  Dyyi(b)
) = 0.0+ 3 [ = 0] = 5| Bt - PR .

Apply Lemma S2 to get

n2

var(fon(a,)) < 5var(#(a, b)) + — Var(zn: gi(a)) + % var (Z_: gi@))

The first term is bounded by Proposition 1 as
5var(7(a,b)) < 40k3ky/n + 1007 k3 (Co + Cy) + 20(Eq + € + Ua + Up)-
Consider the two subsequent terms:
5 . 5 < ) 5 ) 5k3
(D)) = 2 Yo var(d) + 5 30 X cov(i(@ (@) < 2+ 5
i=1 i=1 i=1 ji

where Condition S1 and Definition S7 were applied in the last inequality.
Next, consider the last two terms in the variance expression:

5 "\ Digli(d)\ 5 o= var(Diggi(d) cov ( @dy@ ), Djafl;(d))
ﬁ%“(Z m(d) )_EZ [m:(d)]2 nQZZ i(d) '

i=1 i=1 i=1 j#i

Consider the first term, and recall that the predictions are external (i.e., independent of
the assignemnts), so

var(Dyqg;(d))  [mi(d)]* var(g;(d)) + (E (g)z(d)))2 var(D;q) + var(D;q) var (;(d)) .

(@) [mi(d)]?
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Note that var(D;4)/m;(d) < 1 because D, is binary. Furthermore, Condition S1 gives

var(9;(d)) < E([ﬂz(d)]2> <ks and (E@z(d)))Q < E([@z(d)]2> < ks,

where the second result uses Jensen’s inequality. Together with Condition 2, it follows that

5~ var(Dighi(d)) 5 , S 10k,
E;W = ﬁ;<k3+2k2k3) < 7+ —.

Next, consider the second term. Recall again that the predictions are external and
apply the covariance decomposition in Bohrnstedt and Goldberger (1969) to get

cov(Diai(d), Diad () = m(d)m(d) cov (3:(d), 15(D) + B (5u(d) E(35(d)) cov(Dia Dsa)
+ COV(Did, Djd) cov (?)i(d)a ?)j(d))

Note that
0 < mi(d)mj(d) + cov(Dig, Dja) = E(DigDja) < 1,

m;(d)m;(d) cov(gji(d), gjj(d)) + COV(Did, Djd) cov(g)i(d), g)](d)) < ‘cov(gji(d), g]](d))‘

By Jensen’s inequality and Condition S1,

B (3:(d)) E(3,(d))| < \/E([@xd)]?) B([5,(d)]%) < /13 = s

SO

E(9:(d)) E(9;(d)) cov(Dja, Dja) < ks|cov(Dia, Dja)|.
Together with Condition 2, this yields

5 = x— oV (Digfis(d), Djaij;(d)) 2 2kse
5 < bk dksksCy.
- ; ; Wi(d)ﬂ'j ) < ORoPg + dR5K3Cq

Together with the bound on the first term, we have
n

5 D;q1i(d) 5ks  10koks 9 9,
= var (; @ <4 5k2py + 5k2ksty

It follows that
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40k2 kg + 20koks + 20k n

n

var (fup(a, ) < (L00K?ES + Bk3ks) [2 + @)
+20[8, + & + Uq + ) + (5 + 5k2) [pa + Do)

Together with Proposition S3, this gives convergence in mean square:

\/ B((for(a,b) = 7(a,1))°) = O(n 0% + 07 4 e+ 0% + e + ) + a4 p% + p?),
and Markov’s inequality completes the proof. O

S7.7.3 Proposition S5: The generalized regression estimator

Proposition S5. Provided that Conditions 1, 2, 3, 4, S3 and S4 hold, the generalized
regression estimator is consistent for the expected exposure effect and converges at the rate

Ton(a,0) = 7(a,0) = Op (™07 +60° + &7 +€,” + &7 +ug” + up”).
Proof. Write the estimator as

(g o[- 250 oo

=1 i=1

Ter(a,b) = 7(a,b) +

Using the same approach as in the proofs of Proposition S1 and Lemma S4, it can be shown

that
1 - T Dldﬂ}:
DICE
n Yom(d)

i=1

= 0,(n™% +&%).

By Markov’s inequality, E(||3(d)||) = O(1) implies B(d) = O,(1), so

[% > (o1 - 22t )] Bld) = O, (0% + ).

=

The proof is then completed by Proposition S1. n

S7.8 Proposition S9: Bias of variance estimator

Proposition S9. Provided that Conditions 1 and 2 hold for exposures a and b, the bias of
the variance estimator described by Aronow and Samii (2017) is

E(@ (#(a. b))) — var(#(a, b)) = By(a,b) + By(a,b) + Ba(b, a) + Bs(a,b) + Bs(b, a)
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+ 2B4(a, b) - B4(a, a) - B4(b, b),

where

By(dy,dy) = % Z[ﬂi(dl) — @i(d2)]2,

i=1
By(dy, dp) = 5 ZZ(SU di,dy) [Gi(ch) + G5(dh)]” + s55(d, do) [F:(da) — ?i(d2ﬂ2>,
i=1 j#i
Bs(dy, dy) = ZZ sij(dy, dv) + si5(dy, do)] var(e; | Di = dy),
i=1 j#i
By(dy,ds) = ) ZZ [1 = si(dy, dy)] [gi(dl)eji(d%dl) + yi(d2)eij(dy, d2)
=1 j#i

+ eij(dl, dQ)Gji(dQ, dl) + COV(UZ‘j, Uji | DZ = dl, Dj = dg) .

Proof. Recall that the variance estimator is

\73\1‘/\5 ZZ m_ a_Djb)IDij(DhDj)Y;Y}
=1 j=1
]_ " - Dia D’Lb
- i (D, ii(D;, b Y
+n2zz[w + 2 150D + 5 (D)
=1 j=1
where

Wij(dl, d2) - 7ri<d1)7rj(d2)

-PL' d 7d — )
i1 &) mij(d, do)mi(dy)m;(d2) + si5(dy, da)

sij(dy, da) = 1[my(d1, do) = 0],

and m;;(dy,d2) = pr(D; = dy, D; = dy). Taking expectations of each terms and applying
Lemmas S21 and S22 gives

(varAS (% ) )

= B((#(0,5))") + By(a,b) + Bs(b, a) + 2Bs(a,b) — By(a, a) — Ba(b,b)

+—Zzsmaa+suab ——ZZ = sij(a,0)]9:(a)5;(a)
1=1 j#i i=1 j#i

—+ —ZZ SU b a +SZ] b b - _ZZ 51] b b yz(b)y (b>
i=1 j#i i=1 j#i
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%Zzl—swab )] 7i(a)y;(b)
=1 j#i

Applying Lemma S23 on the five last terms gives

E(@AS (#(a, b))) - E((%(a, b))2) — (r(a,b))” + Bi(a,b) + Ba(a,b) + Ba(b, a)
+ Bs(a,b) + Bs(b,a) 4+ 2B4(a,b) — By(a,a) — By(b,b).

The proof is completed by

Var(f'(a,b)) = E((%(a,b)f) - (E(f'(a, b))>2 = E((%(a, b))2> - (T(a, b))Q,

where the final equality follows from Lemma S4.

Lemma S21.

1 n n
(n2 > (Dia— ja — D) Pyj(Di, Djmyg-)
=1 j=1

—B((#(a,))") - %i(E(Yf | Di=a) + E(Y?| D; = b))

- S = sule o] (@) — Bale,o

i=1 j#i

S [ sy B (8) — Balbb)

ilj;éi

+—ZZ 1—5Uab 9i(a)y;(b) + 2B4(a, b).

i=1 j#i
Proof. Note that when s;;(d;,d2) = 0, we have

1 1
Wi(dl)’ﬂ'j(dQ) B 7Tz‘j(dly d2) ’

Pij<d17 d2) -

and when s;;(d;,d2) = 1, we have

Pyj(dy,dy) = —m;(dy)m;(ds).
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Hence, for s;;(dy,d2) € {0, 1}, we have

1 —s;(dy,da) _ 1 — s;(dy,d2)
7;(dy)m;(dz) mij(dr,dz) + s45(dy, da)

Pz’j(dth) = - Sij(dladZ)Wi(dl)Wj(d2>-

This allows us to decompose the first term of the variance estimator as

n2 Z Z ia T D;, — Dj)P;;(D;, D;)Y;Y;

i=1 j=1

D]a - D]b> [1 - Sij(Di’ D]):| K}/;

ZZ mi(Di)mi(D;)

lel

ZZ D]a_Djb)[l_Sij(DiuDj)}Y;Y}
WZJ(DM Dj) + si5(Dy, D;j)

- % Z Z(Dm — Diy)(Djo — Djy)sij(Di, D;j)mi(D;)mi(D;)Y:Y;

Note that s;;(D;, D;) = 0 with probability one by construction. It follows that

Diw — Di)(Dja — D) [1 — s(Di, DYYY; (1<~ (Dio — D)V, )
n2 ZZ WZ(Di)bﬂ'i[(Dj) } :<EZ( Wi(Di)b) )

) <% ;{% - %Dz = (#(a,1))".

Also because s;;(D;, D;) = 0 with probability one, the third term is zero:
- Z Z ia — ja — Djp)sij(Di, Dj)mi(Di)mi(D;)Y;Y; = 0.
=1 j=1
Next, consider the expectation of the second term:

ia — Div)(Dja — Djp) [1 = 535(D;, D;) VY
n? ZZ ( 75 (Ds, Dj) + si5(Di, Dj) )

i=1 j=1

Using the law of total expectation, we can write

E((Dm — Di)(Dja — D) [1 — 545( D, Dj)]Yin)
7ij(Di, Dj) + si(Di, Dj)
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= [1 — sz-j(a,a)] E(YZYJ ‘ D;=a,D; = a)
— [1=s45(a,0)| E(Y3Y; | D; = a, D; = b)
— [1=s;(b,a)| E(Y;Y; | D; =b,D; = a)
+ [1 = s;(b,b)] E(Y;Y; | D =b,D; = b).

Note that s;(a,a) = s;;(b,b) = 0 due to marginal positivity as stipulated by Condition 2,
and that s;(a,b) =1 by the fundamental problem of causal inference. Hence, when i = j,
the expression reduces to

E((Dm — Dy)(Djo — Djy) [1 — s45(Dy, D;)]V}Y;
7ij(Di, Dj) + si5(Di, Dy)

) = B0 D= a) +B(Y2| D, =)

This means that we can write

1 = s~ [ ((Dia = Dip)(Djo — Djp) [1 — si5(Ds, D) | YiY;
EZZE( b j>b[ | )

i=1 j=1 mij (D, Dy) + 5i5(Di, D)
LS (802 D= ) + B D= 1)

=1

+%Zn;g[1—8ij(a7@)w(ny3|Di:“’Dﬂ:a)
=1 ji

+%Zi§[1—s¢j<b,b>w(m!Di:b’DFb)
i=1 ji

_ %igﬂ — sij(a,b)] E(Y;Y; | D; = a,D; = b).
lrr

Note that Y; = 4i(D;) + Ej; + Uy;. Therefore, provided that i # j and s;;(di,ds) = 0,
we can write
E(Y;Y; } Di = dl,Dj = d2>

= E<(gl(Dz) + Ejij + Uij) (ﬂj(Dj) + B + Uji) D; =dy,D; = d2>

= 4:(d1)yj(da) + yj(da)eij(di, d2) + 5 (d2) E(Us; | D; = dy, D; = ds)
+ Gi(dy)eji(da, dy) + €ij(dy, d2)eji(da, di) + €ji(da, dr) E(Ui; | D; = dy, Dy = do)
+0i(di) E(Uji | Di = dy, Dy = da) + eij(dr, do) E(Uji | Di = dy, Dj = dy)
+E(UyUji | Di = dy, Dj = da)
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Recall that Uij = Y; - gZ](Dz, DJ) and gij(dly dg) (Y | D = dl, D = dg)

E(Uj; | D; = di, D; = ds) = E(Y; — 4;;(D; }D =dy, D; = dy)
=E(Y; | D; =dy,Dj = dy) — y;;(dy,dy) = 0.

It follows that
E(UZJUJZ | Dz = d17 Dj = dg) = COV(UZ‘J', Uji | Dz = dl,Dj = dg),

and

E(Y;Y; ‘ D; =dy, D; = ds) = §;(d1)y;(d2) + 7s(dr)eji(da, di) + gj(da)es;(dr, do)
+ eij(db d2>€ji(d2, dl) + COV(UZ'j, Uji | Dz = dl, Dj = dg)

Recall the definition of By(d;, ds):

By(dy, dp) = ZZ (1= sy (dr, )] [i(dn e, ) + Gi(da)ess (d )
i=1 j#i

+ eij(d17 d2)eji(d2, dl) _|_ COV(UZ']', sz | D d17 = dQ):|
which means we can write
1 n
n2 22[1 - Sz'j(d17d2)} E(Yz'Yj | D, =d,D; = d2)
=1 j#i

= _ZZ (1= s55(dy, d2)|5i(dr)y;(d2) + Ba(dy, da).

=1 j#i

Taken together, this allows us to write

ia — Dip)(Dja — D) [1 — si5(Dy, D;)|Y;Y
ZZ ( 7ij(Diy Dj) + si5(Di, Dj) )
1

=1 j=1
n

(BOZ| D= a) +EO?| D =1)
b S syl a)]m(a)g(@) + Bifa,o)

i=1 j#i
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+—ZZ 1= 535(b,b)]5:(0)7;(b) + Ba(b, b)

i=1 j#

——ZZ 5i3(a,0)]7:(a)g;(b) — 2B4(a,b). .

1=1 j#i

Lemma S22.

n n

E(%ZIJZI[ o )] [SZJ(DZ,CL)—i—SU(DZ,b)}Y>

=niZ( (V2| Dy = a) + E(Y?| D; = b))

L3 S [0, + sy, B] (@) + Bala b

i=1 j#i

* % DD [sib,a) + i (0.)] [0 + By (b, a).

i=1 j##i

Proof. The law of total expectation gives

( Z;[mm i’ﬂ[sw<Dz,a)+sm(Dz,b>]Y)
@B( L3 [+ Dol o0 0,0 0,
+mi(b ( ZZLZW ilb)][SU(Dz,a)ﬂtsU(Dz,b)]Y Di:b>

=1 j5=1

= LS Y [sg(a0) + sy(ab] E(F | D, =a)

i=1 j=1

+ % DD [subia) + 50, )] E(Y? | D =b)

i=1 j=1

Recall from the proof of Lemma S21 that s;(a, a) = s;(b,b) = 0 due to marginal positivity
as stipulated by Condition 2, and that s;(a,b) = 1 by the fundamental problem of causal
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inference. This allows us to write

( 33 [ + ] utPe) + b)}Yf>
n22< (V2| Dy = a) + E(Y?| D; = b))

T2 ZZ[SU(% a) + sij(a,b)| E(Y?” | D; = a)

i=1 j#i

+ % ZZ[Sij(b7 a) + s;(b,0)] E(Y? ‘ D; =)

i=1 j#i

Note that Y? = (gji(Di) + 6,-)2 and E(e; | D; =d) =0, so
E(Y?|D; = d) = [5:(d)]*+24i(d) E(g;| D; = d)+E(e}| D; = d) = [5:(d)]*+var(e;| D; = d),

and

%ZZ 32] a,a) + si;(a, b)] (Yf|DZ~:a)
=1 j#i

B % > [sila,a) + sii(a,b)][5:(a))* + Bs(a,b)

i=1 j#£i
where

Bs(dy, dy) = ZZ si(d1, dr) + sij(dy, do)] var(e; | D; = dy).

=1 j#i

Taken together, we have

(EwaEE

:niz;< (V2| Di = a) + E(Y?| D, =)

] [5ij(Di, @) + 544(Di, b)]Y? )

LSS [ (a0) + s ) ) + B

i=1 j#i

91



%ZZ [51;(b, @) + si;(b, )] [5:(b)]* + Bs(b, ). O
=1 j#i

Lemma S23.

Bi(a,b) +32(a b) + By(b,a) — (r(a,b))’

:—ZZsmaa +8Uab [i(a ——ZZ Smaa yi(a)y;(a)

i=1 j;éz =1 J;ﬂ
+—Zzwa T 550, ——ZZ = 5155, 6)]5:(0)5(0)
i1 i=1 j#i
2 n
+ =52 D [ = si(a,0)]5i(a);(0)
i=1 j#i

Proof. Recall that s;;(dy, ds) = 1[m;;(d1,d2) = 0], so s;;(d,d) = s;;(d,d). It follows that
LS D = 330+ sy 0]
=1 j#i i=1 j#i
- LSS sy [ + .

i=1 j#i

where the final equality follows from a reversal of the indices ¢ and j for one of the terms.
Note that

[5:(d) + 5(d)]* = [:(d))? + [5;(d)] + 25:(d);(d),

SO we can write

oy 2 S s ) [P + ] = g 3D s ) 1) + ()]

i=1 jti i=1 ji
1< P
— 3 DY sii(d, dygi(d)g;(d).
i=1 jAi
Next, note that s;;(dy,d2) = s;i(d2, d) for the same reason as above. This allows us to

write
S s O = S sl b 1)

i=1 j#i i=1 j#i
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which means that

—ZZsmab yl +_Zzsmba yz

=1 G =1 j#i
_ % >3 sula b [ + 0017

i=1 j#i

Note that
2

[5i(a) = ;(0)]” = [F:(a)]” + [3;(0)]* — 25:(a)7;(b),

SO

= S sulan) )~ O]+ 5 DS sula la)g,0)

i=1 j#i i=1 j#i

Taken together, we can write

HQZZ‘SW‘LG"‘SU“Z’ +ﬁzzswba —i—szjbb)][ i(b)]?

=1 j#i i=1 j#i

ZZs”aa yl __Zzsz]aayz ?Jg )
i=1 j#i i=1 ]7&2
- 1

550, 2 subD[E0) +5,0)]" - S5 s 0B, 0)
(L (L
1 < 2

+ 52> sula)[aa) = gO]" + 5D T si(a. D)0 ()

i=1 j#i =1 j#i

Recall that

By(dy, ds) = # Z Z(sij(dh dy) [@i(dl) + ?Jj(d1)]2 + 5ij(d1, d2) [ﬂi(dl) - ﬂz‘(dQ)]2>,

i=1 j#i

which allows us to write

QZZWH%M Zstbaﬂmbbm ()]

i=1 j#i i=1 j#i
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n

= Bua.b) + Balb.a) + 5 D0 sia, )3i(a)y; 1)

e
_ % ﬁ; g s15(a, a)i(a)g;(a) — % zj; g 5150, D)7 (0)7; (1).
In turn, this gives
% il g (54 (a, a) + si;(a,0)][7:(a)]* — % i g [1 = si5(a,a)]Gi(a)y;(a)
+ % 2; g [5i5(b, @) + 555 (b, b)] [3 (D)) — % 2; g [1 = 5i5(b, )] 5 (0)y; ()
X % é g [1 - sij(a,b)] i(a)y;(b)

B ) + Balho) + Z g 513, (@) (1)
——z;gswaayl z;gswbb% (D)
__Zlgl—smaa 7ila ——Zlgl—smbb 5i(b)y;(b)
+2 Z > o[ sl D] o))

By(a,b) + Bs(b,a) — 2; 5i(a)g;(a) + 5i(0)7;(0) — 25i(a)7; (b))
Note that |
Bt ) = 55 )~ = 5 D[ h) 23 + )
_ % z_; ; [5:(a)55(a) + 5:(0)5; (8) — 25:(a); ()]
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Finally, note that

S S ) (@) + 585 (5) — 2558

i=1 j=1

and

which implies that

=S [H@w (@) + 5 O5,0) - 205 0)]

i=1 j=1

which completes the proof.
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