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SUMMARY: Establishing cause-effect relationships from observational data often relies on untestable assumptions.
It is crucial to know whether, and to what extent, the conclusions drawn from non-experimental studies are robust
to potential unmeasured confounding. In this paper, we focus on the average causal effect (ACE) as our target of
inference. We generalize the sensitivity analysis approach developed by Robins et al. (2000), Franks et al. (2020) and
Zhou and Yao (2023).We use semiparametric theory to derive the non-parametric efficient influence function of the
ACE, for fixed sensitivity parameters. We use this influence function to construct a one-step, split sample, truncated
estimator of the ACE. Our estimator depends on semiparametric models for the distribution of the observed data;
importantly, these models do not impose any restrictions on the values of sensitivity analysis parameters. We establish
sufficient conditions ensuring that our estimator has \/n asymptotics. We use our methodology to evaluate the causal
effect of smoking during pregnancy on birth weight. We also evaluate the performance of estimation procedure in a

simulation study.
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1. Introduction

In causal inference, we often seek to make inferences about the population effect of a binary
treatment on an outcome variable by contrasting means of potential outcomes Y'(1) and Y (0)
(i.e., counterfactuals), where Y () represents the (bounded) outcome of a random individual
under treatment ¢, (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974). Identification of this contrast, called the
average causal effect (ACE), from observational data (i.e., non-experimental studies) requires

untestable assumptions. Standard assumptions include:

a. Consistency: The observed outcome Y is equal to the potential outcome Y'(¢) when the
treatment received is ¢, i.e., T' = t;
b.  Conditional ignorability: There exists a set of measured pre-treatment covariates X such

that treatment is conditionally independent of the potential outcomes given X, i.e.,
Y(t) LT | X fort=0,1; (1)
c. Positivity: For each level of the covariates X, the probability of receiving either treatment

is greater than zero, i.e., P(T =t | X = x) > 0, for all z in the state space of X.

Under these assumptions, the ACE is identified from the observed data distribution via the
adjustment formula:

AOE:/{E[Y|T:1,X:x]—E[Y|T:0,X:x]}dF(9:), (2)
where F'(-) denotes the cumulative distribution function of X. Using n independent and
identically distributed copies of Z = (X, T,Y’), many methods have been developed to draw
inference about the ACE functional, e.g., propensity score matching (Rosenbaum and Rubin,
1983b), g-computation (Robins, 1986), (stabilized) inverse probability weighting (Herndn and
Robins, 2006), augmented inverse probability weighting (Robins et al., 1994), and targeted
maximum likelihood (van Der Laan and Rubin, 2006).

The conditional independence expressed in (1) implies that there are no unmeasured

confounders between treatment and outcome. Assessing the robustness of inferences to



potential unmeasured confounding is considered crucial. The goal of this manuscript is
to provide a methodology for evaluating the sensitivity of inferences about the ACE to
deviations from (1).

As motivation for our work, consider Almond et al. (2005) who sought to evaluate the
causal effect of smoking during pregnancy on birth weight. Their analysis was based on ap-
proximately 500,000 singleton births in Pennsylvania between 1989 and 1991 and assumed no
unmeasured confounding. After adjustment for a large collection of measured “pre-treatment
variables” (maternal factors - demographic, prenatal care, pregnancy history, co-morbidities;
paternal factors - demographic) in a regression model, they reported a reduction of 203.2
grams in birth weight for smokers versus non-smokers. Important factors not controlled for
in their analysis included maternal nutrition, social determinants of health, use of substances
other than alcohol, genetics and epigenetics. This raises the question: How does failure to
control for potential unmeasured confounders impact inferences about the causal effect of
smoking during pregnancy on birth weight? We will illustrate how to use the methodology
that we develop in this paper to address this question.

Our paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we provide a brief overview of the
literature on sensitivity analysis in causal inference. In Section 3, we present a specific class of
assumptions indexed by sensitivity analysis parameters that quantify departures from (1) and
provide an identification formula for the ACE. In Section 4, we present our semiparametric
strategy for drawing inference about the ACE under this class of assumptions. In Section 5,
we reanalyze a subset of the Pennsylvania singleton birth dataset. Section 7 is devoted to a

discussion.

2. Prior Work on Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity analysis to the “no unmeasured confounders” assumption is designed to probe

the impact of residual unmeasured confounding on causal effect estimates. One of the earliest
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works on sensitivity analysis is attributed to Cornfield et al. (1959). The work of Cornfield
et al. (1959) is not immediately relevant for our setup as it focuses on relative risks and
does not incorporate measured covariates. Recently, Ding and VanderWeele (2016) extended
the approach of Cornfield et al. (1959) by allowing for low-dimensional measured covariates
and introducing two sensitivity analysis parameters that govern the impact of unmeasured
confounding on the outcome and treatment, respectively. They derive a bound on the relative
risk in terms of the observed relative risk and the two sensitivity analysis parameters. Other
sensitivity analysis methods have been developed for relative risks (see E-Appendix 4 of Ding
and VanderWeele (2016)). In addition to focusing on relative risks, these methods do not
accommodate complex measured confounders.

We now provide a more extensive review on sensitivity analysis for the ACE of a binary
treatment. Our review divides approaches into two types: those that seek set identification

and those that seek point identification of the ACE (at each sensitivity parameter value).

2.1 Set Identification

2.1.1 Bounds without Sensitivity Parameters. If no assumptions are made on the unmea-
sured confounders and the outcome is bounded, the ACE can be restricted to an interval
informed by the observed distribution (Robins, 1989; Manski, 1990). The lower and upper
bounds of this interval are computed under extreme instances of residual confounding. For
this reason, the interval tends to be wide and necessarily includes zero. Robins (1989) and

Manski (1990) derived tighter bounds by imposing additional non-identifiable assumptions.

2.1.2 Bounds with Sensitivity Parameters. To achieve better control over departures
from the no-unmeasured-confounding assumption, sensitivity analysis procedures have been
proposed that bound the impact of an unmeasured confounder on the treatment and/or the
outcome. One way is to assume that, for units sharing the same value of measured covariates

but a different value of the unmeasured confounder, the odds ratio of the probabilities of



receiving treatment differs by at most I'. For matched studies, Rosenbaum (1987) developed
a method for finding the minimum I'" such that inference about the ACE is not “statistically
significant”. Gastwirth et al. (1998) extended this idea by additionally incorporating a bound
on the impact of the unmeasured confounder on the outcome. Yadlowsky et al. (2018)
extended the idea of Rosenbaum (1987) to general study designs. Shen et al. (2011) proposed
bounds on ACE based on the variance of the multiplicative error in estimating the probability
of receiving treatment given both measured and unmeasured confounding and the correlation
between this error and the potential outcomes. Tan (2006) and Zhao et al. (2019) derived
bounds on ACE by bounding the ratio of the odds of receiving treatment given measured and
unmeasured confounders to the odds of receiving treatment given measured confounders. The
bounds derived in Zhao et al. (2019) have been recently improved by Dorn and Guo (2022)
and Dorn et al. (2021). The resulting bounds have a closed-form expression that depends on
the observed propensity score, a certain transformed-outcome regression and the conditional
quantiles of the outcome given the treatment and the covariates. Furthermore, Dorn et al.
(2021) showed that it is possible to construct estimators of these bounds that remain valid,
albeit conservative, even if the conditional quantiles are misspecified as long as at least one
of the other two nuisance functions is consistently estimated.

In other work, Diaz and van der Laan (2013) and Diaz et al. (2018) derived bounds on
the ACE by bounding the difference of the mean potential outcome had patients received
treatment or control, given covariates, among those who actually received treatment versus
control. Bonvini and Kennedy (2022) took a contamination model approach, giving bounds

on the ACE by constraining the proportion of units affected by unmeasured confounding.

2.2 Point Identification

An alternative approach is to posit sensitivity analysis parameters that admit identification of

the ACE. A number of authors have proposed using sensitivity analysis parameters to govern
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the relationship among unmeasured confounder(s), outcome and treatment. Rosenbaum and
Rubin (1983a) developed a methodology that handles low-dimensional measured covariates,
binary treatment, binary outcome, and a binary unmeasured confounder. This approach has
been extended to accommodate normally distributed outcomes (Imbens, 2003), continuous
treatments and a normally distributed unmeasured confounder (Carnegie et al., 2016), and
a semiparametric Bayesian approach when the treatment and unmeasured confounder are
binary (Dorie et al., 2016).

In order to avoid positing a marginal distribution for the unmeasured confounder(s), Zhang
and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2022) devised a semiparametric approach to sensitivity analysis that
requires models for the conditional probability of receiving treatment and the conditional
mean of the outcomes; a sensitivity analysis parameter in each of these models governs the
influence of the unmeasured confounder. Veitch and Zaveri (2020) circumvented the need to
model the marginal distribution of the unmeasured confounders by specifying a propensity
score model depending on measured and unmeasured covariates; the model is anchored at a
propensity score model that is only conditional on measured confounders and is indexed by
a sensitivity analysis parameter governing the influence of the unmeasured confounder. They
also introduced a sensitivity analysis parameter that governs the influence of the propensity
score on the conditional mean of outcome given treatment and measured covariates.

VanderWeele and Arah (2011) introduced a general “bias” formula for the difference
between the possibly incorrect expression for the ACE under no unmeasured confounding
and the correct expression for the ACE when accounting for both measured and unmeasured
confounding in terms of many sensitivity parameters. They introduced simplifying assump-
tions in order to require fewer sensitivity parameters in their formalization and make it
easier to use in practice. Cinelli and Hazlett (2020) focused on the linear model setting and

introduced an “omitted-variable” bias formula that depends on partial R? values that govern



the association between the unmeasured confounder, the outcome, and the treatment; these
R? values are specified as sensitivity analysis parameters.

Brumback et al. (2004) and Robins (1999) discussed a sensitivity analysis methodology
for unmeasured confounding in the setting of the time-varying treatment regimens. In the
context of a point exposure, their approach and that of Sjolander et al. (2022) and Lu
and Ding (2023) is tantamount to specifying a sensitivity analysis function that governs the
difference in the conditional (on measured covariates) means of the outcome under treatment
(control) between treated and untreated individuals. Robins et al. (2000), Franks et al. (2020)
and Zhou and Yao (2023) specified sensitivity parameters that govern a contrast between the
conditional (on measured covariates) distributions of the outcome under treatment (control)
between treated and untreated individuals. An attractive feature of these approaches is that
the sensitivity analysis specification does not impose any restrictions on the distribution of
the observed data while yielding identification of the ACE. In this paper, we generalize the
work of Robins et al. (2000), Franks et al. (2020) and Zhou and Yao (2023) and propose an

estimator for the ACE using semiparametric efficiency theory.

3. Sensitivity Analysis Model and Identification

3.1 Notation

Let the covariate set X be of dimension p. We let P denote the true distribution of the
observed data, which is characterized by F(x) = P(X < ), m(z) = P(T' =t | X = x),
and Fy(ylr) = P(Y <t | T =tX =xz). Let u(g(Y, X);2) =E[g(Y, X) | T =, X =z] =
[ 9y, 2)dF(y | ).

When we refer to an estimator of P, denoted by P, we are referring to () ﬁt(y\x)
(including associated functionals) and ﬁ(x) (taken to be the empirical distribution of X).

We let P, denote the empirical distribution of the observed data based on n observations.
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In our estimation procedure, we will randomly split the observations into K disjoint sets,
where S; denotes the split membership of the ith observation (i.e, S; € {1,...,K}). The
size of the kth disjoint set is denoted by ng ~ n/K (i.e., n, = O(n)). We let PC® be an
estimator of P based on observations from all the splits except that of kth split. We let P#,:)

be the empirical distribution of the observed data in the kth split.

Throughout, Hf(Z)HL2 =/ [ f(2)? dP(z).

3.2 Model

We seek to identify E[Y (¢)] by positing untestable assumptions that identify the non-identified
distribution of Y(¢) given T'= 1 —t and X = x. We accomplish this by positing a model that
connects this distribution to the identifiable distribution of Y'(t) given 7' = ¢t and X = =z.

Specifically, we consider a model of form:

dF(y(t) [T =1—-1,X =2) =dF(y(t) | T =1, X = x) {y(t), 7; 7, he(F(-]2); )}, (3)

-~

dFy(y(t)|z)

where h;(+;y;) is a scalar functional for each z, ¢ {y,x; v, he(Fi(-]x); )} is specified non-
negative function such that (1) ¢{y, z; v, hi(Fi(:|x); )} equals 1 only when ~, = 0 and
(2) [ dF(ylx)q{y, ;7, he(Fi(-]2); 7))} = 1 for all 2 and ~;. Here 4, is a sensitivity parameter
and hy(+;7y) is introduced to ensure that dF (y(t)|7T = 1 — ¢, X = x) integrates to 1. Note
that the choice of 74 = 0 corresponds to the no unmeasured confounding assumption. An
important feature of Assumption (3) is that it places no restrictions on P.

Robins et al. (2000), Franks et al. (2020) and Zhou and Yao (2023) considered special cases

of (3). Specifically, Robins et al. (2000) assumed

exp{st(y,x§7t)} (4>

qy, ;v he(Fy(-|x)) } = Mt(eXp{St(Y,I;%);:U)’

where s(y, x;7,) is a specified, bounded function of its arguments with s;(y, x; ;) = 0 only

when v, = 0. Here, hy(Fy(+|x); ) = pe(exp{s:(Y, z;v); z). Franks et al. (2020) assumed that



si(y, ;7)) = 1se(y), where s,(y) is a specified function of y. Zhou and Yao (2023) considered
the further special case where s;(y) = y.

Model (4) has the following features:

o When s;(y, x;7:) is increasing (decreasing) in y, the conditional (on X') density of Y'(¢) for
individuals with 7' = 1—t is shifted toward higher (lower) values relative to the conditional

density for individuals with T" = t.

e When the derivative of s;(y,x;v;) with respect to y changes from positive (negative) to
negative (positive), the conditional (on X) density of Y (¢) for individuals with 7"=1—t is
shifted toward extreme (central) values relative to the conditional density for individuals

with T = t.

The problem with Model (4) is that it has difficulty aligning the tails of dF (y(¢)|T =
1 —t, X = z) with the tails of dF(y(t) | T =t,X = z) over a range of ;. This is because
the normalization factor in (4) does not depend on y. The tail restriction is important
because in our motivating application, it is thought that extremely low birth weights (ELBW)
(< 1000 grams) and extreme macrosomia (> 5000 grams) are primarily due to factors
other than smoking. For ELBW, other significant risk factors include maternal infection
(Palmsten et al., 2018), pregnancy-induced hypertension (Salafia et al., 1995) and placental
pathologies (Salafia et al., 1995). Risk factors for extreme macrosomia include pre-gestational
and gestational diabetes (Berard et al., 1998) and advanced gestational age (Stotland et al.,
2004).

Abstractly, we would like to impose a substantive restriction that dF (y(t)|T = 1—t, X) ~

dF (y(t)|T = t, X) for all y(t) less than some threshold ¢;(t) and greater than some threshold
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cyu(t). To accomplish this, we consider a special case of (3) where

aeys v he (B3 () ) }

el
(

)}

' vV
~H{y<a(t)} ~I{y>eu

(c{y‘(—t)(“ —z{ﬁ—f}) exp vy, o)l ECliw) ()

I (H)<y<ca (t))

~I(q
where c(t) = (¢(t),cu(t)), €(t) is a small positive constant, u;(y,c(t)) is a specified con-
tinuous, bounded, function of y and c(t), w(¢i(t),c(t)) = wi(cy(t),c(t)) = 0, L{-} is a

cumulative distribution function of a continuous random variable with symmetric density

el cpa))
a ((E {%é)(t)} L {%ﬁt)}) exp{yu(Y,c(t))}; :p)

In our motivating application, there is a clinical belief that, within levels of measured

function around zero, and

ha(Fy(-|2); ) =

covariates,

e The central part of the distribution of birth weight under smoking, for non-smokers, will
be concentrated at “better” values than the central part of the distribution of birth weight
under smoking, for smokers; here “better” means closer to 3,400 grams.

e The central part of the distribution of birth weight under not smoking, for smokers, will
be concentrated at lower values than the central part of the distribution of birth weight

under not smoking, for non-smokers.

To incorporate these beliefs, we chose

€(t)

~H{yzc* (1)}

where ¢(t) < ¢*(t) < ¢,(t); this smoothed triangular function increases from 0 to ¢*(¢) and
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then decreases from ¢*(t) to 0. In our analysis, we set £(-) to be cumulative distribution of
function of a standard normal random variable, €(1) = ¢(0) = 500, ¢(1) = ¢(0) = 1000,
cu(1) = ¢,(0) = 5000, ¢*(1) = 3400 and ¢*(0) = 2000. We considered values of v, and 7
ranging from 0.0 to 0.0025. In top (bottom) panel of Figure 1, we display the distribution
of birth weight under smoking (non-smoking) for non-smokers (smokers), for various choices
of sensitivity analysis parameters, relative to estimated density of observed birth weights for
smokers (non-smokers). Notice how (1) the tails match, (2) the distributions vary smoothly
with 74, and (3) there are substantial differences between the distributions when v = 0.0

versus v = 0.0025.

[Figure 1 about here.|

3.3 Identification

For fixed =, it can be shown that E[Y(¢)] is identified via the following formula:

Vi(Psye) = / {Mt(Y; z)m() + e (Yady(t), Xs v b (Fr (1 X)5 ) 5 Q?)Wlt(m)}dF(m)- (8)
Then, the ACE is identified by 11 (P; 1) —1o(P; Y). Note that ¢, (P;0)—1g(P;0) reduces to

(2). Since Assumption (3) places no restrictions on P, there can only be one non-parametric

influence function for E[Y (¢)] and ACE (Tsiatis, 2006).

4. Inference

We derive semiparametric estimators for E[Y (¢)] for ¢ = 0,1 and then combine the resulting
estimators to draw inference about the ACE. We start by first deriving the influence function
for E[Y (t)] under (3). The influence function can be used to “debias” plug-in estimators.
In this context, the influence function of E[Y'(¢)], denoted ¢;(P;~:)(O), depends on the
distribution P; the negative of its expectation with respect to P when evaluated at ﬁ,
- fgzﬁ(]S;%)(z)dP(z), expresses the first-order bias of the plug-in estimator 1,(P;v,). We

can thus construct a “debiased plug-in” (i.e., “one-step”) estimator by adding an estimate
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of [ B(P;4,)(2)dP(2) to ¥y (P: 7). We will see that this influence function depends on m,(X)
and F;(-|X), which we propose to model semiparametrically. We then propose a one-step

sample-split estimator for E[Y (¢)]. Kennedy (2022) provides a recent review of this approach.

THEOREM 1: Non-Parametric Influence Function
Under (3), the non-parametric influence function for E[Y (t)], denoted by ¢¢(P;v)(Z), is of

the form:

(T =1) {Wl_t(X) X (Ya{Y, X590, he (B (1 X )5 70) b — 1 (Y @Y, X3, ht(Ft('|X)5’Vt)}§X))} -

7Tlft<X) y ,Ut(YQQ{Y, X5, ht<Ft("X); ’Vt)}§ X)
m(X) T plgi{Y, Xy b (Fy (-] X); 7)1 X)

X (Qt{}/v X5, e (F (¢ X); %)} - Nt(Qt{Y: X5, he(F (¢ X); %)}? X))} +

T =1—=t)p(YaqdY, X5y, (B (-] X)) b5 X) — e (P ) (9)

where q,{y, x; v, he(Fy(-|2); 7))} is the derivative of q; with respect to the hy argument.

Proof. See Web Appendix A.

Under (4), the non-parametric influence function for E[Y(¢)] reduces to:

0(P;)(Z) = I(T = )Y +
_ o ma(X) exp{s (Y, X5 9)} e (Yexp{s(Y, X57) 1 X)

I =07 anlexplan (Y, X7} X) {Y pr(exp {5 (Y, X 7)) X) }

pe (Y exp{s: (Y, X;9) 1 X) _ )

p(exp (s (v, X)) X)) (10)

+ (T =1-1%)

REMARK 1: There is a connection between the influence function (10) and one that has
been derived in the missing data literature. To see this, let R; = I(T = t) be the missing data
indicator associated with observation of Y (¢). That is, Y (¢) is observed when R, = 1 and
unobserved when R; = 0. With this notation, Assumption (4) is identical to that considered

in the missing data literature by, for example, Scharfstein et al. (1999) and Scharfstein and
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Irizarry (2003). This assumption places no restrictions on the law (FP;) of Z, = (X, Ry, Y (t) :
R; =1) or the law (P) of Z = (X, T,Y); note that P, can be derived from P. The identifying
functional for E[Y(¢)] expressed in (8) depends on P through P,. Thus, the non-parametric
influence function for this functional based on data Z;, ¢;(P;; v)(Z;), is an influence function
for E[Y(¢)] based on data Z. Since the non-parametric influence function for E[Y (¢)] based
on Z must be unique under Assumption (4), it must be equal to ¢;(P;;:)(Z;), which has

been previously derived.

In Web Appendix B, we derive a formula for Remt(f’, P;vy) = wt(ﬁ;%) — U(P;v) +
E[¢,(P;y)(Z)], where P is any distribution of the observed data. Remy(P, P;~;) is the
residual bias of the one-step estimator and it can be seen to be an expectation of a product
of differences (i.e., second-order). We use this formula to show why we can estimate F;(y|X)

and (X)) at rates slower than y/n and still obtain a /n-rate for our estimator of E[Y (¢)].

4.1 Modeling and Estimation of P

In Model (4), Rotnitzky et al. (2021) suggested modeling r1,(X;v;) = nt(x)m(eggf(@xw)}-x)

and ro (X)) = £ ;iéii?iféggyjﬁ}x);) The advantage of this approach is that, for fixed ~,, one

can obtain estimators of ¢;(P;~;) that are consistent and asymptotically normal if either
the model for r1;(X;~,;) or the model for rq(X;~;) is correctly specified. It is unclear how
to abstract this modeling approach to the general form of Model (3). Nevertheless, a key
disadvantage of this approach is that modeling and associated model evaluation is entangled
with ~;. The approach we adopt is to flexibly model m(X') and Fi(-|X). While this approach
is robust to mis-specification of m;(X), it does rely on correct specification of a model for
F,(-|X). An important advantage is that model evaluation does not depend on ~;.

We posit a generalized additive model (GAM) with a logistic link function for m(X)
(Hastie and Tibshirani, 2017). Let 7;(X) be the GAM estimator of m;(X). Horowitz et al.

(2004) showed that H m(X) — m(X) ) = Op(n~2/%). We posit a single index model

Lo



Semiparametric Sensitivity Analysis: Unmeasured Confounding In Observational Studies

(Chiang and Huang, 2012) for Fi(-|X). This model assumes that F,(y|X) = Fy(y, X'B; By),
where Fy(y,u; 3;) is a cumulative distribution function in y for each u, f; = (L1, ..., Bpit)
is a vector of unknown parameters and, for purposes of identifiability, 3, is set to 1. We

estimate Fy(y,x'f;; 5¢) by

e e S Y <K (XIB — X5y
E JX Bta ﬁt - ‘ /i —
v ) > or— G, (XiBr — X' Bt))

where KCp(v) = K(v/b)/b, K is a rth-order kernel, B, is an estimator of B, and b; is an

Y

estimator of the bandwidth b (see Web Appendix C for estimation details).

To simplify the analysis of our estimator, we assume that h,(F,(-|X);v;) itself can be
written as a differentiable function (with uniformly bounded gradient) of a fixed num-
ber of regression functions of the form s (p; (Y, X;v); X), j € {1,..., i}, J. < oo, for
some known bounded outcomes p;;(Y, X;v:). This is the case for all the choices of ¢()
described in this work. For example, when ¢, is specified as in (5), J, = 2, p14(Y, X;y) =
L {%}f)(t)} —L {y;i;‘)(t)} and po (Y, X;v) = (E {y;(cé)(t)} - L {%ﬁ”}) exp{yu (Y, c(t))}.

In order to use the non-parametric influence function (9) for estimation of ¢;(P; ), we first

estimate hy(F(-|X);7y:) by ht(ﬁt(-]X);%) which is computed by plugging in estimators of
pe(pie(Y, X5m); X), j =1,..., J;. Specifically, for a general function p(Y, X;v;) we estimate
pe(p(Y, X57); X) by

Rulo(Y: X2 X) = [ ply. Xi90)Fily. X B ) (1)
We then estimate i {Y ¢ {Y, X; v, he (Fr (| X);v); X}, ped @e{Y, X5 v, b (Fo (1| X)) 4); X}

Y @Y, Xy, b (B ([ X )5 7); X} oand pe{ g {Y, X5 9, he(Fy(+[X);9) 13 X} in (9) by using

13

(11) to, respectively, compute 2 {Y g {Y, X; v, hu(Fy(-|X); 70); X}, e{ e LY, X5 30, e (Fo (-1 X);7); X b,

Y Y, X3 (B (1X);3): X} and fi{qi{Y, X9, he(Fi(|X); 1)} X} Lastly, we esti-
mate m(X) in (9) by 7;(X). We refer to the collection of functions (| X) and 7 (X) as
“nuisance functions,” i.e., functions of the distribution P that are not the estimand of interest

but nevertheless need to be estimated.
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In Web Appendix C, we establish conditions under which, for a general function p(Y, X;7;),

N logn B

sup oY, X170 2) = pulpY, X;0)2)| = O (( &) ) (12)
where r is such that P(Y < y|T' = t, X' = u) and the density of X' have Lipschitz
(r 4+ 1)th-order derivatives. In Theorem 2, we establish the y/n-consistency and asymptotic
normality of our estimators under the assumption that the nuisance functions’ errors are
asymptotically negligible. From our proof, a sufficient condition ensuring such negligibility is
that, for each u(- | X), its squared estimation error as well as its estimation error times the
error in estimating m,(X) are op(n~'/2), where the errors are measured in L, norm. Because

17:(X) — m(X)||z, = Op(n~2/%), it can be seen that r > 1 in (12) is a sufficient condition.

4.2 Estimation of E[Y (t)]

The one-step, split sample estimator (Kennedy, 2022) of E[Y (¢)] takes the form:

Ye(ye) = %ZK: {wt (ﬁ(_k)§7t> + nik Z o <]3(_k);%> (Zz)} : (13)

1:.9;=
~ /

kth Split One-Step Estimator (¢{*(y))

Given the form of ¢;(P;v;)(Z) as an augmented inverse weighted influence function, there
can be some numerical instability due to small predicted probabilities of treatment received.
To address this issue, we use the tuning-free Huberization procedure developed by Wang

et al. (2021). In this approach, the kth split estimator is replaced by

~ 1 : A(— ~ : A(—
900 = = 37 min ([ (P50 (2)], 7 | sign { (P20}

1:S;=k "~

T (PR ) (Z5)

where ?t(k) is the non-negative solution to

2
- PR~ ) (7.2 ( (k)>
1 Z mln{yt( 7’%5)( z) y\ Tt B log(nk)
Tl 1:5;=k (Tt(k)>2 Mk

and v, (PCR;~)(Z:) = 1 (ﬁ(_k); %> + ¢4 <16(_k);%> (Z;). This procedure effectively trun-

cates v,(PM;~,)(Z;) to be in [—Tt(k), Tt(k)]. We denote the one-step, split sample truncated

estimator by QZt(%) = % Zszl %M (72)
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In Web Appendix C, we prove the following theorem:

THEOREM 2: Assume (1) |Y| has compact support, (2) the function u — ¢(y,x; v, u)
is twice differentiable with bounded second derivative for all (y,z,~v:) and (3) 0 < m(X) <1
and (@Y, Xy, he(Ey (-1 X );7); X) # 0 with probability one. Under Model (3) and the

modeling assumptions/estimation approach described in Section 4.1,
Vi {Guon) =Py 5 N0, Elou(Pi ) (2)7)
Vid @) = %o(20)) = (W1(Piy) = vo(Pino) } 5 N0 E[{61(P51)(2) = dol(Pi70)(2)})

A central element in the proof of y/n-consistency of our estimator is the requirement that
\/ﬁRemt(ﬁ , P; ;) is asymptotically negligible, which is satisfied under the modeling assump-
tions/estimation approach in Section 4.1.

We estimate the variance of zzt(’yt) by —= Zle 72(), where

Z {Vt ) (Z:) - N(k)(%)} :

:.5;=k
This variance can be used to construct Wald-based confidence intervals.

013(%

ng — 1

5. Data Analysis

We analyzed a sample of 4,996 singleton births in Pennsylvania between 1989 and 1991.
The average birth weight is 3133 grams and 3412 grams for smokers and non-smokers,
respectively. The naive estimated difference (smokers minus non-smokers) is -278 grams
(95% CI: -319 to -238). In our analysis, we accounted for the following maternal covariates:
(1) age, (2) education (less than high school, high school, greater than high school), (3) white
(yes/no), (4) hispanic (yes/no), (5) foreign (yes/no), (6) alcohol use, (7) married (yes/no),
(8) liver birth order (one, two, greater than 2), (9) number of prenatal visits. Table 1 shows
summary statistics for these covariates, stratified by maternal smoking status. There are
striking differences between smokers and non-smokers, especially with respect to education,

marital status, alcohol use and live birth order.
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[Table 1 about here.]

To evaluate goodness of fit, we simulated two large datasets, each comprised of observed
data on 100,000 inidviduals. Both datasets were generated using the empirical distribution
of covariates. The first dataset (“semiparametric”) is generated using the estimated fits of
the GAM and single-index models. The second dataset (“parametric”) is generated using
the estimated fits of a logistic regression model for the probability of 7' = 1 given X and
normal regression models for conditional distribution of Y given T' =t and X. We computed
empirical distributions of birth weight for smokers and non-smokers based on the original
(“nonparametric”) dataset, the semiparametric dataset and the parametric dataset. We
then computed Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistics of differences between the distributions
estimated from the nonparametric dataset and the semiparametric/parametric datasets. For
smokers (non-smokers), the K-S statistics for the semiparametric and parametric comparisons
are 0.006 (0.002) and 0.05 (0.05), respectively. The semiparametric approach performs much
better on the K-S metric.

In our analysis, we used K = 5 splits and a bi-weight kernel of the form: K(u) = (1 —
u?)?I(Ju| < 1). Figure 2 (top row) displays the estimated means (solid lines) of Y'(1) and Y (0)
as a function of y; and g, respectively (0.0 < 7, < 0.0025). The figure includes pointwise
95% confidence intervals (dashed lines). The estimated effect of smoking on birth weight
when 71 = 7 (i.e., no unmeasured confounding) is -219 grams (95% CI: -271 to -168).

To understand the choice of sensitivity parameters, consider the middle row of Figure 2.
Here, we present the induced estimated mean of Y () given T' = 1 —¢ as a function of ;. For
fixed ;, the induced estimated is computed as (T/b\t(%) —E,Y|T =t|R,[T =t))/P,[T = 1-1],
where E,[Y|T = t] is the observed mean birth weight among individuals with T" = ¢ and

P,[T = t'] is the observed proportion of individuals with smoking status ¢'. It makes clinical



Semiparametric Sensitivity Analysis: Unmeasured Confounding In Observational Studies
sense that E[Y (1)|T = 0] < E[Y(0)|T = 0] and E[Y(0)|T = 1] < E[Y(1)|T = 1]. This
restricts the value of 7y < 0.0012; there are no restrictions on 7.

The bottom row of Figure 2 displays a contour plot of the average causal effect, E[Y (1)] —
E[Y(0)] as a function of the sensitivity parameters v; and 7. For reference, we placed a
horizontal line at 79 = 0.0012 and indicated the plausible region with arrows. Regardless
of the choice of v; and 7, the upper limit of the 95% confidence interval of the average
causal effect is negative. This suggests a negative impact of maternal smoking on birth
weight, which is consistent with the strong biological rationale reported in the literature
(Gozubuyuk et al., 2017; Albuquerque et al., 2004). Our sensitivity analysis does suggest
that the estimated average causal effect is likely smaller in magnitude than reported by

Almond et al. (2005); it could be as small as an estimated reduction of 95 grams.
[Figure 2 about here.|

In Web Appendices C, D and F, we present the results of three alternative approaches that
have been considered in the literature: (1) Robins (1999), Brumback et al. (2004), Sjolander
et al. (2022) and Lu and Ding (2023), (2) Cinelli and Hazlett (2020) and (3) Franks et al.
(2020). While all approaches including ours indicate that smoking has a detrimental impact

on birth weight; they differ with regard to the magnitude of the possible effects.

6. Simulation Study

To construct a realistic simulation study, we used the empirical distribution of X, the
estimated distributions of P(Y < y|T = t,X) and P(T = 1|X) from the data analysis
above as the true observed data generating mechanisms. We used the functional form for
a{y, x; v, hi(Fi(-|z); 7))} discussed is Section 3.2. Using the observed data distribution and
the choice for ¢:{y, x; v, he(Fi(-|2); v:) } we used (8) to compute the true value of E[Y (¢)] as a

function of v and the true values of E[Y (1) — Y (0)] as a function of v, and 7 (see Table 2).

17
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In our simulation, we considered sample sizes of 1000, 2500 and 5000. For each sample size,
we simulated 2000 datasets. For each simulated dataset, we used our estimation procedure
to estimate E[Y (¢)] as a function of v, and E[Y (1) — Y(0)] as a function of v; and ~,. We
evaluated estimation bias and 95% confidence interval coverage. In Table 3, we report on
bias and 95% confidence interval coverage. Bias is low for all choices of sensitivity parameters
and reduces with sample size. Confidence interval coverage is close to the nominal level for

all sample sizes and choice of sensitivity parameters.
[Table 2 about here.|

[Table 3 about here.]

7. Discussion

In this paper, we developed a semiparametric method for assessing sensitivity to the “no
unmeasured confounding” assumption, which when true, implies that the average causal
effect is identified via covariate adjustment. We generalized the sensitivity analysis approach
developed by Robins et al. (2000), Franks et al. (2020) and Zhou and Yao (2023). Our
approach can be further generalized by incorporating m;(X) into the ¢;() function, an example
of which is presented in Robins et al. (2000).

The adjustment functional (8) is not the only way the ACE can be identified. For instance,
in the “front door” model where there is measured mediator with no unmeasured causes
that captures all the effect of the treatment on outcome, the ACE is identifiable via a more
complicated functional (Pearl, 2009). There exist more examples of identification despite
the presence of unmeasured confounders; see (Shpitser and Pearl, 2006; Bhattacharya et al.,
2022). The semiparametric sensitivity analysis procedure described here can be adapted to
assess the underlying assumptions in those models in a robust way. This opens up several

interesting directions for future work.
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In the interest of simplicity and concreteness, we chose to use GAMs and single index
models to estimate the nuisance functions. Due to our use of sample splitting and influence
function-based estimators, all the asymptotic results will continue to hold for any nuisance
estimators that converge to the truth faster than n~/* rates. For example, we could have
used sufficient dimension reduction techniques (see, e.g., Ma and Zhu (2012, 2013); Huang
and Chiang (2017)). Alternatively, we could have used a black-box ensemble method such as
Super Learner (van der Laan et al., 2007); inference would then still be asymptotically valid,
as long as at least one learner has root mean squared error that scales faster than n=/%.
Achieving root mean square error of smaller order than n~'/* requires that the nuisance
functions belong in a function class that is not too complex. Under certain conditions, this
requirement could be weakened by incorporating higher order influence function terms that
would estimate the remainder Remt(ﬁ, P;~:) (Robins et al., 2008, 2017). This results in

estimators that are considerably more complex than the (first-order) influence-function based

estimator that we have constructed, and is thus beyond the scope of this paper.
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Figure 1: Distribution of birth weight under smoking (non-smoking) for non-smokers
(smokers), for various choices of sensitivity analysis parameters (x1000), relative to estimated
density of observed birth weights for smokers (non-smokers).



Semiparametric Sensitivity Analysis: Unmeasured Confounding In Observational Studies

3500
1

3400
1

----. ElYO)

3300

Birth Weight

3200

e

3100
1

3000
1

T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 25

v (x1000)

(a) E[Y(t) as a function of ~;(x1000)

o
o
o
<
8
_ B 7 EYOIT=0]
£
2 E[Y(1)|T=0]
2
s
8 g |EYOIT=Y
o
@
E[Y(0)T=1]
o
o
n
« T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 2.5

Y (x 1000)

(b) E[Y (¢)|T =1 —t] as a function of ~;(x1000)

o
N \
O_ B —60
N
~
o
8 Lr) _ =80
= A ~10p
X
~ e ]
= ~1.
= R
n
P \ N
. £ N -
o | K N e 0
° | T T T T T

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 2.5

vi (x 1000)
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Figure 2: Top row displays the estimated means (solid lines) of Y (¢) and pointwise 95%
confidence intervals (dashed lines) as a function of ;. Middle row displays the indicated
means of E[Y (¢)|T = 1 —t] as a function of ;. Bottom row displays a contour plot of
estimated treatment effects as a function of 7, and ~y; the region with arrows reflects the
plausible range of sensitivity parameters.
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Smoker Non-smoker
n = 942 n = 4054

Age (Mean/IQR) 25.4/8.0  26.0/8.0
13— 22 (%) 32.5 23.6
23 — 27 (%) 32.7 28.8
28 — 31 (%) 20.9 26.3
31— 45 (%) 13.9 21.1

Education (%)

Less than HS (%) 32.5 14.6
HS (%) 50.8 13.3
Greater than HS (%) 16.7 42.1

Race (%)

White (%) 79.6 84.0
Non-White (%) 204 16.0

Ethnicity (%)

Hispanic (%) 3.0 4.0
Non-Hispanic (%) 97.0 96.0

Foreign (%)

Yes (%) 2.7 6.2
No (%) 97.3 93.8

Alcohol (%)

Yes (%) 9.6 1.9
No (%) 90.4 98.1

Marital Status (%)

Married (%) 47.3 74.6
Not Married (%) 52.7 36.4

Live Birth Order (%)

One 34.3 43.0
Two 32.8 31.9
Greater than Two 32.9 25.1

Prenatal Visits (Mean/IQR) 9.7/5.0 10.8/4.0
0-9 (%) 41.0 28.4
10 — 11 (%) 22.4 23.9
12— 13 (%) 22.5 29.6
14 — 49 (%) 14.1 18.2

Table 1: Distribution of covariates by smoking status
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Y¥0/71
(x1000) n 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50
1000 -13.44F -11.50 -10.64 -10.3 -10.16 -10.12 -10.11 -10.16 -10.2  -10.28 -10.38
0.95% 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
2500 -4.66 -3.99 -3.70 -3.62 -3.64 -3.73 -3.83 -3.94 -4.06 -4.17 -4.27
0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
5000 -2.11 -1.94 -1.86 -1.86 -1.9 -1.96 -2.03 -2.11 -2.20 -2.27 -2.35
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
0.00 1000 -0.74* -12.70® -12.35 -11.99 -11.63 -11.27 -10.9 -10.55 -10.21 -9.89 -9.57 -9.27
0.95* 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -0.25 -4.41 -4.27 -4.13 -3.99 -3.85 -3.7 -3.56 -3.43 -3.3 -3.18 -3.07
0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
5000 0.09 -2.20 -2.12 -2.04 -1.96 -1.87 -1.79 -1.7 -1.62 -1.54 -1.46 -1.39
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
0.25 1000 -1.09 -10.77 -10.42 -10.06 -9.70 -9.34 -8.97 -8.61 -8.28 -7.95 -7.64 -7.34
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -0.39 -3.74 -3.60 -3.46 -3.32 -3.17 -3.03 -2.89 -2.76 -2.63 -2.51 -2.40
0.94 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
5000 0.01 -2.03 -1.95 -1.87 -1.78 -1.7 -1.62 -1.53 -1.45 -1.37 -1.29 -1.22
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
0.50 1000 -1.44 -9.90 -9.55 -9.19 -8.83 -8.47 -8.1 -7.75 -7.41 -7.09 -6.77 -6.47
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -0.53 -3.45 -3.31 -3.17 -3.02 -2.88 -2.74 -2.6 -2.46 -2.34 -2.22 -2.10
0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
5000 -0.07 -1.96 -1.88 -1.8 -1.71 -1.63 -1.54 -1.46 -1.38 -1.3 -1.22 -1.14
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
0.75 1000 -1.80 -9.56 -9.21 -8.86 -8.5 -8.13 -7.76 -7.41 -7.07 -6.75 -6.44 -6.13
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -0.67 -3.36 -3.22 -3.08 -2.94 -2.8 -2.66 -2.52 -2.38 -2.25 -2.13 -2.02
0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
5000 -0.15 -1.95 -1.87 -1.79 -1.71 -1.62 -1.54 -1.46 -1.37 -1.29 -1.21 -1.14
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94
1.00 1000 -2.17 -9.43 -9.08 -8.72 -8.36 -8.00 -7.63 -7.27 -6.93 -6.61 -6.30 -6.00
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -0.82 -3.39 -3.25 -3.11 -2.97 -2.83 -2.68 -2.54 -2.41 -2.28 -2.16 -2.05
0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
5000 -0.24 -2.00 -1.92 -1.84 -1.75 -1.67 -1.58 -1.5 -1.42 -1.34 -1.26 -1.18
0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
1.25 1000 -2.54 -9.38 -9.03 -8.68 -8.32 -7.95 -7.59 -7.23 -6.89 -6.57 -6.26 -5.96
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -0.96 -3.47 -3.34 -3.2 -3.05 -2.91 -2.77 -2.63 -2.49 -2.36 -2.24 -2.13
0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
5000 -0.32 -2.06 -1.98 -1.90 -1.81 -1.73 -1.64 -1.56 -1.48 -1.39 -1.32 -1.24
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
1.50 1000 -2.89 -9.37 -9.02 -8.67 -8.31 -7.94 -7.57 -7.22 -6.88 -6.56 -6.25 -5.94
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -1.10 -3.57 -3.44 -3.3 -3.15 -3.01 -2.87 -2.73 -2.59 -2.46 -2.34 -2.23
0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
5000 -0.40 -2.13 -2.05 -1.96 -1.88 -1.80 -1.71 -1.63 -1.54 -1.46 -1.39 -1.31
0.95 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
1.75 1000 -3.23 -9.42 -9.07 -8.72 -8.36 -7.99 -7.62 -7.27 -6.93 -6.61 -6.3 -5.99
0.95 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -1.23 -3.69 -3.55 -3.41 -3.27 -3.13 -2.99 -2.85 -2.71 -2.58 -2.46 -2.35
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
5000 -0.49 -2.20 -2.12 -2.04 -1.96 -1.87 -1.79 -1.71 -1.62 -1.54 -1.46 -1.39
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
2.00 1000 -3.55 -9.47 -9.12 -8.76 -8.4 -8.04 -7.67 -7.32 -6.98 -6.65 -6.34 -6.04
0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -1.36 -3.81 -3.67 -3.53 -3.39 -3.25 -3.11 -2.97 -2.83 -2.7 -2.58 -2.47
0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.96
5000 -0.57 -2.29 -2.21 -2.13 -2.04 -1.96 -1.88 -1.79 -1.71 -1.63 -1.55 -1.48
0.95 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95
2.25 1000 -3.86 -9.54 -9.19 -8.84 -8.48 -8.11 -7.74 -7.39 -7.05 -6.73 -6.42 -6.11
0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -1.48 -3.92 -3.78 -3.64 -3.5 -3.36 -3.22 -3.08 -2.94 -2.81 -2.69 -2.58
0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
5000 -0.65 -2.36 -2.29 -2.20 -2.12 -2.04 -1.95 -1.87 -1.78 -1.7 -1.63 -1.55
0.95 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95
2.50 1000 -4.17 -9.64 -9.29 -8.94 -8.58 -8.21 -7.84 -7.49 -7.15 -6.83 -6.52 -6.21
0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
2500 -1.60 -4.02 -3.88 -3.74 -3.6 -3.46 -3.31 -3.17 -3.04 -2.91 -2.79 -2.68
0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
5000 -0.72 -2.44 -2.36 -2.28 -2.20 -2.11 -2.03 -1.94 -1.86 -1.78 -1.70 -1.63
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.94
MaThlsa 2 RPactiildae Af atvrrtilatinmy af11d<xr FAr xrarimt11ie carmila cirnas RPacdiilar fAant Aanmatoe o ao
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(A) Proof of Theorem 1 (Non-Parametric Efficient Influence Function)

Consider a statistical model M composed of distributions ﬁ, with P denoting the true
distribution. A distribution P € M is characterized by Fy(y | ) = P(Y <y |T = t, X = ),
Fi(r)=P(T =t | X =x), and F(z) = P(X < z). Let {P) : Py € M}. Let §(Z) be the

score for § evaluated at § = 0. We consider parametric submodels of the following form:

dFy(x) = dF (2){1 + €j(x)}

dFyo(ylz) = dF(y | 2){1 + neka(y, 2)}

Too(z) = {m1(z) exp{dl(z)}}omo(z) "
; m () exp{dl(z)} + mo(2)

where 0 = (e,n0,m1,9), E[j(X)] =0, E[k(Y, X) | T =t, X] = 0 and {(X) is any function of X.
The associated score functions are j(X), Tk (Y, X)+ (1 —=T)ko(Y, X), and {T'—m (X) H(X).

The target parameter as a function of ﬁg, zpt(f’@; Vi), 18
i) = [ [ vaFialy | ao)iFite)+
zJy
[ [ vatv. v bFatc )iy o)dFoaly | 271 sola)dFo(o).
zJy

The derivative of wt(ﬁg; v:) with respect to € evaluated at § = 0 is

/ {m(Yi2)m() + (Y a{Y, @3, he(Fi(|2); ) }s 2)mime (@) } () dF ().

The derivative of wt(ﬁg; v¢) with respect to 7, evaluated at § = 0 is

/x{ [Mt(YCIt{Y,:C;%,ht(Ft(.|x);fyt)}kt(Y’ z): )

8ht(ﬁt,9('|$);%)
ony

+ e (Y @AY, z; 9, he(Fi(|x);v) b5 @)

9:0] 7T1—t(iU)

+ e (Yke(Y, 2); 2) Wt($)}dF($).

where q;{y, x; v, he(Fi(-|z);7:)} is the derivative of ¢ with respect to h; argument. In the



special case of

aedy, o5 e, he (B3 ()3 70) }

—1-C {y - C(t>} n £ {ye(tg }eXp{%Ut(% ()}t (ﬁ {Ye_(—:)(t)} ;ZL’)
€(t) Lt (£ {Y;§§t } exp{veu (Y, c(t)}; x) :

we have ¢ {y, z; v, he(Fy(-|x); 1)} = ﬁ{

}exp{%ut(y, c(t))}. In the special case of

exp{7:s:(y)}
pre(exp{yesi(Y); X})

we have q{{y,x; Yt ht(Ft('|$);%)} = exp{%st(y)}.

@y, o5y, i (Fy (o)) } =

To compute the derivative of ht(ﬁt,g(~]az); v¢) with respect to n;, we use implicit differenti-

ation. In particular, because

/dﬁt,e(y\x)qt{y,x;%, he(Frg(-2);v)} = 1,

we have

d - -
—/dFt,e(y‘x)Qt{yﬁC;%,ht<Ft,9("95);’Yt)} 9—0

/_dFtH y|$ ” Oqt{y,x;%,ht(Ft(~|:r);%)}

/ d -
+ /dFt(y|x)qt{y,a:;'yt, ht(Ft(-ll");%)}d—mht(ﬂ,e(-!ﬂf);%) 9—0 =0

Therefore, we conclude that

d

d_tht(FtG( )5 7e)

_ _Mt(Qt{Yv 25y, Py (B3 ()5 7e) Yoe (Y, ) )
=0 pe (@Y, o5y, he(Fy(-|2) i) }s )

Here, we assume that p(q{Y, ; v, he(Fr(-|x);v) }; 2) # 0 for all z,7;. Putting everything

together, we have that the derivative of wt(lgg; v¢) with respect to n, evaluated at § = 0 is

/m{ [ut(th{Y’x57t7ht(Ft("$);7t)}kt(K ©);7)

e (VgY@ e (B3 () w) b )
pe (@Y @550 ha(Fy(-|2); ) Y )

+ (Y (Y, 2);2) m() }dF(a:).

pelae @5 he(FyC L) ) YoV, 2); 2) | i)

The derivative of wt(ﬁg; v) with respect to n;_; evaluated at 8 = 0 is 0.
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The derivative of ¢t(ﬁ9; v¢) with respect to ¢ evaluated at § = 0 is

/(—1)t+1{ut(Y;x) — 1t(Yq{Y, x;%,ht(Ft(-Iw);%)};x)}m(ﬂf) mo() I(x) dF ().

T

Any mean zero observed data random variable can be expressed as

where Ela(X)] = 0, E[b(Y,X)|T = t,X] = 0 and ¢(X) is an unspecified function of
X. The set of all w(Z) is the non-parametric tangent space. To find the non-parametric
efficient influence function, we need to find choices of a(X), b;(Y,X) and ¢(X) such that
Ela(X)j(X)] = 0¢4(Po; 1)/ D€ [o=0, EIL(T = )oY, X)ke(Y, X)] = Ou(Po; 1) /Oy [0 and
BT — m1(X))2e(X)I(X)] = ¢u(Py;%)/5 |g—o. It can be shown that a(X), by(X), bi_(X)

and ¢(X) are, respectively, equal to

a(X;v) = (Y5 X)m(X) + e (Y dY, X0, he (B (41X )5 70) 5 X)m—o(X) — (P v)

bt(X;7t> =Y - Mt(YQX)

Wﬂg) X (YqdYs X5y ha (B CIXD)3 70} = (Y @Y X e B (B (X)) 15 X))

~ Ml X) (Y Ys X he(F (X)) 1 X)
7 (X) pe( @Y, X5 e, ha(Fi (1| X);76) }5 X)

(@Y, X9, he (FL (-1 X)) 70) b = e (@Y, X5 ve, R (B3 (11 X5 90) 15 X))

bl—t(Y7 X; %) =0

c(Xim) = (_1)t+1 (Y5 X) = (Y, X5y, b (Fy ([ X )5 90) 5 XD )

Hence, the non-parametric efficient influence function that corresponds to ¢.(P;~;) is as
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follows:

¢t(P; %)(Z) = ](T = t)Y+

17 = 0 { P o (V0 X Bl FCIX 20} = Y Y, X B 1050350

. _ (X)) (Y@ Y, X9, b (B (1| X);70) b5 X)
]<T—t){ (X)) . pe (Y, Xy, he(Fo (4| X )5 v0) 1 X))

X (qlY, X590, he (B (1 X)) 70) } — pa(@edYs X5 v, i (F (41 X)5v0) } X))}

+ (T =1 =) (Yq{Y, X5, b (Fr(-| X);70) 5 X) — e (P 0)

(B) Characterization of the Second-Order Remainder Term
We define Remy (P, P;v,) to be ¢, (P; ) — Uy (P; ) + E[oy(P;7,)(Z)], where we recall that
the estimand is

Ui Piy) = B (Y5 X)m(X) + (Y Y X530 (B (LX)} X)mo(X) |

We can write

%Z’t(ﬁ;%) - @Dt(P;%) +E[¢t(ﬁ§ %)(Z)|X]
_ ;zg;a_m{mx; 1) = Aa(X: 70} + 11t (X)Ag(X: )

= { PSR a1 - Aa(X090) 4 (O - Ba(Xi70) + Ba(Xi70)

where
Av(zsv) = (Y adY, 27 h(F(Cl2)i ) b o) — (Y q Y, 27 o (B (|2) ) s )

ﬁt(Yqé{Y,x;%,ht(ft(-lx);%)};x) "
1(q Y, =390 he(Fy(|)s ) } )
(me(@dY s ha(FuCla)i)}) = Falad Y. e (FilC|2)i ) Vi)

A2(5’7;%) =

As(zsv) = F(YadY, oy he(Fi(l2)i v b 2) — me(Y @Y, 259, he(Fi(-|2):70) }s ),
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where i (q{Y, x; v, ho(Fy(-|2); ) }: 2) # 0 for all x, . By a first-order Taylor expansion, we

have:

@y, 5 v (B (o) ve) b = @dys @5, ht(ﬁt('\w)é%)}ﬂL
a{y, =3, ht(ﬁt("x);’Yt)}{ht(Ft('|$)3 Ve) — ht(ﬁt("@");%)}Jr

%C];{%x?%a hl(ft(-lw);%)}{ht(Ft(-ICC);%) - ht(ft(‘|$)§7t)}2

where hf (F,(-|2);v,) is between hy (Fy(-|2); ) and hy(Fy(-|2); ) for all # and ~;. Alternatively,

we have:

a{y, v5 v, ht(ﬁt('|x)§%)} = q{y, 5 ve, b (e (-|2): 7e) }+
aity, x5 v, ht(Ft("m)5%)}{ht(ﬁt('m); Ye) — he(Fy(-|2);72) }+

%q;/{y, z;%e, by (Fy(+|); %)}{ht(ﬁt('lx); Vi) — he(Fi(-]2); %)}2

where b} (Fy(-|x);7,) is between hy(Fy(-|z): v) and hy(Fy(-|z); ) for all 2 and ~,. We assume
that as the function u — ¢(y, ; v, u) is twice differentiable with bounded second derivative
for all (y,x,%). Thus, |3¢; {y, z; v, W (Fy(-|2); %)} < C and |2q; {y, m; 3, b (Fy(-|2); %)} <
C for all (y,z,7;), where C is a finite constant.

Additionally, using the fact that

ﬁt(%{Ya L5Vt ht(ﬁt(‘u);%) = Mt(Qt{Yaﬂﬁ%a ht<Ft("I)§%) =1,
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we can write:

o) {he(Fy(-]2); %) — he(Fo(-|2); 7)) +

x)x

Ag(w5ye) = ﬁt(YQ1/t{Y7J7;7t»ht(ﬁt('|x>§7t
ﬁt(Yqé{Y>$;%,ht(ﬁt(-lx);%
ﬁt(qg{YﬂUWuht(E('|$)§7t>}§ )

{pe(ady. @7 (B |2)s70) }) — Ie(ae{y, @5y, e (Fu(-)i ) ) 3 X

{ht(ﬁt('l«%');%) — he(Fi(-2);ve) b +
ﬁt(YfJé{Y,x;%,ht@(~!$);%)};w) "
(@Y @5 b (B () ) }s @)

a0 30 W (B30 ) = il Y, 5, B (FC L)) )

2
Fi (a7 Y, 2590, B CEC L)) )

{h(Fo(-|2); ) — ha(Fu(|); 3) Y

s
)}

T

Notice that

Ay (7)) + Az )
= 1 (Y @Y, 255, he(Fo(-|2); ) b @) {he(Fy(-|2): %) — he(Fy(-]2); ) }+

%Mt(qu{K z; Ve, hy (Fy(-7);76) $){ht(E('|$)§7t) — hy(Fy(+|z); %)}2
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Then,

Ar(x; 1) — Aa(@5 ) + Az (w5 7)
= {ut(qut{Y, T Ve, he(F(-[2); ve) by o) — ﬁt(qu{K TVt ht(ﬁt('k’?)% Ye) }i )} X

{ht(ftﬂla:); Ye) = he(Fy(-[2); ) }—
ﬁt(YCIé{Ya L5Vt ht(j?t('W)Wt)};I) %
e (@Y, ;v he (B (-|2)s ) }5 )
L@ty 290, (B () ve) }) — (el ys 596, ha (B3 () 96) 1) b %

{ht(ﬁt('|x)§%) — he(Fi(|m);ve) b=

(Y Y, @y, ht@t('|$); Vi) }; ) %
P (@Y, 3y, he(Fy(-2)5 ve) b5 )

% {Mt(q:{Y,rc;%, hi(Fy(C|2):ve) Y ) — el LY, @30, by (Fu(Clo)s ) Y ) —

Tie (g, LY, 2596, RE (B (-|2); v) s ) — e (Y, {Y, 57, hI(Ft(-|fv);%)};$)} x

{ht(ﬁt(~|x); Vi) — ht(Ft(‘lx);%)}z

Putting everything together, we have derived that

Remn (P, Pi) = [ { LI i) = Aot} dF (o) )
+ /m_t(m){Al(:r;%) — Do(;70) + Ag(w; 7)) dF () (2)

In (1), notice that the difference term 7, (z) — 7, (x) gets multiplied by the sum of difference
terms from Aj(z;v) — Ao (z; ). In (1), notice that Ay (x;v;) —As(x; v)+As(x; ) is the sum
of a terms that include products of differences. This implies Remt(ﬁ, P; ;) is second-order.

We will rely on the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to bound |Remt(ﬁ, P;)l.

(C) Proof of Theorem 2

Remember that



v (P(R)(Z)

() = %XK; nik > { (13(‘]“);%> + ¢y (13("“);%> (Zi>}

:5;,=k

\

kth Split One—SteI) Estimator (¢{*)
In truncation approach, the kth split estimator is replaced by
~(k 1 . A ~(k . ~S(—
900 = o 37 min (P50 (2], 7Y } sign {n (P90 (Z) |
:S;=k

where ?t(k) is the non-negative solution to

2
1 Z mln{l/t( s ) (Zi)?s (7 _ log(ng)
™ = (Tt(k)>2 n

Therefore, we can decompose the error 1 (7;) — ¥ (7:) as

vn {Jt(%) - @Zt(%) + @//J\t(%) - %Z)t(%)} =n {@Zt(%) - sz\t(%)}
+vin [ odPin)(:)dp(2) 4)
cLT ’

Zf]w D)) — (P (PP () - P} (5)

J/

~~

Empirical Process (Rillg)

K
1 .
+\/_E E VieRem, (PR P;,). (6)
k=1

By the central limit theorem, (4) converges to a normal distribution with mean zero and

variance E[¢;(P;7;)(Z)?]. Thus, to prove Theorem 2, it is sufficient to show that
(1) v {dn) = ) } = 0p(1);
(2) the second-order remainder \/npRemy(P*), P;~,) = op(1);

(3) the empirical process term (5) is op(1).

(C.1) Useful results for estimating p.(-; X) under the single-index model
In this section, we derive the convergence rate of ﬁg_k)(p(Y,X;%);x) to u(p(Y, X;5v); x)

for some fixed bounded outcome p(Y; X;7;) under the single-index model. Without loss of
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generality, we assume that we are working within a stratum that excludes individuals from
the kth split and treatment 1 — ¢. In this subsection, we drop of the dependence of the

notation on k£ and t. Let p be the dimension of X. We will establish the result that

sup [p(Y, X57);) = pp(Y, X;9)5)| = Op ((ﬁf”) )

which implies that
Lo n

We derive the rate in the uniform norm because it is useful in establishing the asymptotic

H Alp(Y, X37): X) — (Y, X57): X)

negligibility of the truncation procedure.
To start, recall that the single index model for the conditional distribution of Y given

X = x posits that
PY Sy| X =x)=F(y,2'B; ),
where F(y,u; ) is a cumulative distribution function in y for each w and 8 = (f1,..., 53,) is

a p-dimensional vector of unknown parameters. For purposes of identifiability, 3; is set to 1.

Let

> izt 1Y < y)Ko(XiB — )
> ’Cb(Xzﬂ —u)
where Ky(v) = KC(v/b)/b, K is a r-th order kernel and b is a positive bandwidth. Furthermore,

F(y,u; 8,b) =

let

2 L(Ys S y)K(XG8 — Xif)
Z#,/Cb(XB Xip)

FO(y, X18; 8,0) =

and

Z JAL )y, XI: 4.0V dF (),
where F (+) is the empirical distribution of Y.
The coefficient 5 can be estimated by using the cumulative sliced inverse regression estima-
tor 3 proposed by Zhu et al. (2010). They have shown that 3 — 8 = O,(n~1/?). In addition,

when F(y,u; ) and the density function fx/g(u) of X’8 have Lipschitz (r + 1)th-order
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derivatives, standard nonparametric smoothing results can be used to show that

sup |ﬁ(y, u; B,bn) — F(y,u; B)] = O,(bl, + {log n/(nbn)}l/Q).

y,u,8
A suitable bandwidth can be selected as b = argmian’V(Zi’\, b). Chiang and Huang (2012)
showed that b = Op(n~1/@r+D).
Our methodology requires estimation, under the single-index model, of u(p(Y, X;~);z) for

specific bounded outcomes p(Y, X; 7). We estimate G,(z) = p(p(Y, X;v);z) by

~

Gp(7;b,) = //)(yw;v)dﬁ(y,x’@ B3,by).

Let

22;1 P(Yi, x; ’Y)]Cb<Xi,5 - U)
i Ke(XiB—u)

G, (z,u, 3,b) = /p(y,x;v)dﬁ(y,u,ﬁ, b) =

where IC is an r-th order kernel function. Standard nonparametric smoothing theory guar-

antees

sup |G (2, u, B,b,) — Gy, u; B)| = Op (b, + {logn/(nb,)}'/?),

x7u7ﬁ

where G, (z,u; ) = E[p(Y, z;7)|X'8 = u]. Since B is n'/2-consistent for 3, we can show that
sup |@p(x;bn) — Gp(x)| < sup |ap(x,x’§; B, b,) — @p(x,a:'ﬁ;ﬂ, bn)|+
sup |Gy, @' B; 8,ba) — G, ()|
0 ~ , ~
= Slip ’%Gp(xa xz ﬁ; 55 bn)‘ﬁ:ﬁ*(ﬁ - 5)‘+

sup ]@p(x,x’ﬂ; B,by) — G,(x)|

0 ~ -~
gsup —G QE,Z[)Iﬁ;ﬁ,bn o ﬁ_ﬁ + 7
! laﬁ ol Np=p | 1/2\ (7)
O;,(l) Op(n=—1/2)

sup |G, (2'8; B, by) — G,p(x))|

O (b7 + {log n/ (nbn)}1/2)
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where B* lies on the line segment between B\ and (. In (7),

sup|aﬁ @5 8,55
< sup G 2'8: .,) = Gl )]+ sup G o )] = Op(1)
Op (b, + {logn/(nt2)}'/?) i

op(1)

for some deterministic function GE] (x; 8) that we assume to be continuously differentiable
with respect its arguments and to have compact support. Thus, sup, 4 \G[ ]( B)| will be less
than or equal to a finite constant . In addition, Chiang and Huang (2012) showed that

o(2,2'8; 8,b0) — G (w3 B)| = Op (b, + {log n/ (nb},)}'/?).

SUP|86
If b, — 0 and nb? — oo, then Op(b, + {logn/(nb?)}/?) = op(1). It can also be shown that
n~12 /(b + {logn/(nb,)}*/?) — 0. Thus, we may conclude that

sup | Gy(2, by) = G, ()] = Op(b], + {logn/ (nba)}'7?).

Further, if b, is of the optimal rate of order (logn/n)Y@ 1) we have

=~ logn\ #¥1
Sup|Gp(x,bn)—Gp(x)|:Op(( i ) )

(C.2) Asymptotic negligibility of truncation procedure

The first fact is that 7, Tt ) s 00. This is because
1 min {n (PR (20)2 2]
il t2

n
k :5;=k

is a non-negative, strictly decreasing function of ¢ and 105% — 0. This implies that the
solution to (3) must be converging to oo. Thus, for any M < oo, P(ﬁ(k) > M) — 1. We
will now show that there exists M < oo such that P <maxi v (PR 4)(Z;) < M) — 1.
To do so, we assume that, almost surely, |Y| < Cy, 0 < ¢;, < m(X) < Cp, < 1,0 <
@{Y, X5, (B (| X))} < s and 0 <, < | {Y, X5y, (B (+|X); )} < €, for some
constants Cy, Cr,, Cr,, C,, ¢, and C7 .

Remember that
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17 = 0 P o (Y0l X Bl FCLX0 20} = Y Y X B FC1X)570)50)

_ B m1-+(X) » e (Y @Y, X590, i (Fy (-] X )5 70) }; X)
[”‘“{mwv GV, X ha(Fi(-1X): )} X0

X (Y, X596, e (B (1 X5 90) b — (@Y X596, b (F (-] X)5v6) X))}

+I(T =1 =) (Y lY, X9, he(Fi(+]X); %) 15 X)

It can be seen that

1 —cp, 1—cq, CyCl,
| (Pyv)(Z)] < Cy +2 . CyC,, +2 . 7 e, +CyC, <M
Qi Tt Yt
where
1—c, 1 Cy C"
M=0Cy+2——0y0, +20=— 0 4 0yvO,
Cr, Cry c,

Suppose max; |v (P Pk %) (Z;)| > M. Then, it must be the case that at least one of the

following is true:

1 2
® max; —o — > —
1 %E_k)(Xz) Cry

® max; /ﬂ:lz)(Xi) > 2(1 —cy,)

® max; qt{Y,,XZ,%,ht( ( | Xa);w) > 20,
A (Y g, X5, (B P (X070 ) X))
A (Y Y, X, (B P (X7 ) X))

® max; Mt (C]t{Y X; %7ht( ( | X);7)}; Xi) > 20,

® max;

> QCyC%

® max;

> QCyC;t

1
s (@Y X e (B (10570 15Xa)

2

Syt

® Inax;
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Thus,

P (maxﬂj’;)(xi) > 2(1— c,,t)>

P(mant{YzaX’M’Yhht(
P(maxut k)(th{YX %7ht(
P(maxut (YQt{YX ’Ytaht(

p (maxut (Y {Y, X5, ha( F

v,

(mgxut (Y q{Y, X3, h (]

p (maxm (g Y, X, (B

1

DX} > 20, ) +

X0 XD > 205G ) +

X0k X) < ~20vC, ) +

X)W X) > 20vC ) +

X)X < —20vCL ) +

PR X > 20,,) +

P (max ~(=F) A
by g Y Xy he(F

1

CIX)i7)}: X0) - O

2
P (ma peary =5 < == >
20 (Qt{YX %,ht(F (- |)§7t)}§Xi) Cye

The right-hand-side in the above display is upper bounded by

B
7M@) (@)

P (sup
P (
P (sup
Yy,r
2P (

2P (sup

1 )
>— |+
Cry

A0 @ - (@) > (1)

~(=k)

1

ae{y, @3y, he (BT Cla); )} — aedy, o5y, e (Fu(-lz); ) }

>CW>+

1 1

P (sup

AT (Y, X e, he (B

All the probabilities above converge to 0. This is because, for t = 0,1 and k =1, ...,

17 () = m()]leo = 0p(1) (Horowitz et al., 2004). Furthermore, by repeated use of Taylor

DX i) (@Y X7 he(Fe(1X);70) Y5 @) ”

Coyt

0l X b FL D X0 90K0) — VY. X B (X0 0)52)] > O ) +

B Y, X b ED X070 )i0) = Y Y, X (B X)s0 b | > €€, )+

)

13
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expansions, the quantities inside the probability statements in lines 3-6 of the display above
can be written as sums of terms involving constant multiples of {ﬂﬁ"“) (p(Y, X;%);z) —
e(p(Y, X))} or {h(FEP () ) —h(F(-|2); %)}, where p(Y, X ;~;) denotes some generic
fixed bounded outcome not depending on the sample. As shown in Section (C.1), under the

assumptions of the theorem, it holds that

sup |71 (0(Y, X;70); ) — pulp(Y, X;70); 2)| = op(1)

xT

Furthermore, we assume that h,(Fi(-|z);) can be written as a differentiable function of
a fixed number of regression functions (with uniformly bounded gradient) of the form
we(pir(Y, X, v); x) for some fixed outcome p; (Y, X; ;) that do not vary with the sample.

Thus, by the mean-value-theorem and the result of Section (C.1), we also have that

h(EEP () n) = u(F(cJ)i )| =

sup

op(1).
Now, we will show that /ny ({/zvtk) - ta(k)) = op(1). This follows because
P (Vg = 901 = 0)
=P (miax n(PCR0)(Z;) < ﬁ(k)>

> P (maxu(PY5)(2) < M7 > )

J/

~~
—1

The convergence result follows because P <maxi Vt(P(_k); v )(Z;) < M ) and P (?t(k) > M )

both converge to 1.

(C.3) Asymptotic negligibility of the empirical process term

The empirical process term Rt . in (D) is equal to

r/{ut 9. 7,)(2) — m(Pi) (1) }A{ PO (2) — P(2)},

where 14(P;v)(2) = ¢e(P;7)(2) + ¥(P; ). Kennedy et al. (2020) showed that }R,Elk)| =

Op(HVt ) — vy (P %)HLQ)' It is therefore sufficient to show that Hut(p(_'“);’yt) —
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vi(P; )] ‘Lz is op(1). Note that

ve(PCR: ) (Z) = vy (Py ) (Z)

Ty _ ~(— ~(—
S (AP el X (B CIX )0} X)) -

(Y ¥, X (B (00} | -

HT =) {ﬂ"?m i <Yq;{Y X570 (B VX w)b X)
(X) 7 (@Y, X7 (B9 (X703 X)

@Y. X h(FP (1))} =

m1-4(X) (Y g {Y, X5 v, la(Fy (11X );70) 35 X)
ﬂ-t(X) Mt (Qt{Y7X7’Yt7ht(E( |X)7/7t)}7X)

alY, Xy, he (FL (-1 X)) 7e) )+

) {ﬂ ) ﬁ§ Y <th{YX b (B X )b X)
Y00 B @Y X b (B (X059 ) X)

(th{YX ’Ytaht< (|X) %)} X)

— (X) Mt(qu{}/a X5V, ht(Ft('|X)§ %)}3 X)
) (@Y, Xy, he(F (1 X)) b5 X))

e (Y @Y, X9, b (Fy (1 X )5 90) 15 XD} +

~
—~ |

IT=1-1) {ﬁg—“(yqt{Y,X;%, he(FS0 (1 X)5 90 3 X) —

(Y @Y, X5y, by (B (-] X)) 15 X) }

We assume that |Y|, |¢{Y, X; v, he(Fr (-] X); )| and | {Y, X7, he(Fi (| X); v4)| have com-
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pact supports. Using the triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities, it can be shown that
S(ek)

[ (P530) = ma(Py) |,

<G| 177700 = mO|], + [ (B2 (X)) = e (BCXs )],

N
-

-

op(1) op(1)
HA( g (Ya{Y, X; ’Ytaht( (‘X) Ye) b; X) _/Jt(YCIt{YaXWt;ht(Ft(‘|X>§’Yt)}§X)HL2+
or(1)
HA( DY Y, Xy, he(FP (X590 1 X) = e (Y Y, X (B CIX )90 1 X |, +
op(1)

172G, X b (B (101903 X0 = palgf Y. X e (B CIX) 30 1 O |

op(1)

for some constant C; by the consistency of i;(-|z) (Section C.1) and 7,(z) (Horowitz et al.,

2004). As a result, Hl/t(p(*k);%) - l/t(P;%)HL2 is op(1). Since Rglk) = op(1), we know that

(5) is Op(l).

(C.4) Asymptotic negligibility of Remt(ﬁ(_k), P;v)
The goal of this section is to show that Rem,(P~*, P;v,) = op(n~/2) under our modeling

assumptions. By virtue of Section B, we have that |Remt(]3_k, P;~,)| is upper bounded by

a constant multiple of
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| Y. X AP (405308 = 7O 0 X B U1X) 0} ||
ﬂ*%m—mw>L+
| AE )30 - (X0 x| ErE - |+
| VY X BR800 = 70 Y. X el B DX |
| M 00 - ECX)0 || +
| a0, X X200 < Al X W RUX)0% X0 ||
| 00 - ECX)0 || +

2
L2}

By Horowitz et al. (2004), and because the number of folds K is fixed so that the nuisance

{H ht(ﬁt(_k)(‘|X)§%) - ht(Ft('|X>§ %)

functions are trained on O(n) samples, it holds that ||ﬁ§_k) (X) — m(X)||n, = Op(n=%?).
To derive a bound on Remt(ﬁ(_k),P), we additionally assume that, for any x and -,
hi(Fi(-|z); ) can be written as a differentiable function of a fixed number of regression
functions of the form p(p;(Y), X; V), where p; (Y, X;7:) is some fixed bounded outcome
that doesn’t vary with the sample and j € {1,...,.J;}, J; < oo. Under this assumption
and that the gradient of such multivariate function is uniformly bounded, we have, by the

mean-value-theorem:

P(FO (L)) = ha(FCle)i )| < o _ma {7 (pia (Y, X590)5 ) = pelpiaY, X395 2)

for every x and some constant C} that may depend on ~;. Furthermore, throughout, we

have assumed that the map u — q;(y, z; 7y, u) is twice differentiable with bounded second
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derivative; thus, we have that

A Y @ LY X7 he(BP (X )90 Y 2) — P (Y @Y, X7 he(Fo (-1 X))} @)
<O max | (Y X59)ix) — malpa (Y, X))

and

A YV gL X v b (B C1X )90 Y 2) — P (Y @Y, X he(Fo (-1 X))} @)
< Gy -~ max ﬁg_k) (Pj,t(Y7X;7t)§$) - ﬂt(pj,t(KX;’Yt)S-T)

for some other constant C; that may depend on ~,. The same statements hold if ﬁi"“) is

replaced by the true p;. Then, we can bound the term

(Y Y, X; %,ht( ( | X))} 7)) — (Y Y, X; %,ht( ( | X))} )‘ <
(Y @Y, X570 i (B (] X570 Y 2) — (Y (Y, X590, b (F (- | X);%)};x)‘
+ e (Y@ dY, X5, b (F (- | X)370) b5 @) — (Y @Y, X590, b (F'(- | X);70) 35 )]

Y @Y, X0 h(F (- | X030} 2) = (Y ad Y X520 b BO (| X)s70) )|

+

Letting

PJt+1,t<Ya X%%) = th{Y,X;%, ht(Ft(' | X)?%)L

we can rewrite the bound above as

(Y Y, X; ’Yt,ht( ( | X);90) b 7)) — (Y Y, X; ’Yt,ht( ( | X);9) ) 7)) <

ﬂz(f_k)<pj,t<ya X; ’Yt)% I) - Nt(pj,t<y7 X; %)% I)

C; max
GEf, . Ji 1)

Letting
Pr+24(Y, X5%) = Y@LV, X5, b (B3 (-] X)) }

a similar reasoning yields

Mt(YCIt{YX %aht( ( | X);7%) s @) — Mt(YQt{YX %,ht( ( | X);7) s 7)| <

I (05 (Y, X )s ) — malpa (Y, X5 70); )

C;, max
GE{L e J+2}
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for some other constant C;. Finally, for shorthand notation, we can define
PIi+3t = Y, X9, he(F (1| X)5 ) }

In this light and with this notation, we have that Remt(ﬁ(*k) , P;v;) can be further upper

bounded by a constant multiple of

Lo

In Section (C.1), we have established that sup, A (pi+ (Y, X5 v);2) — pe(pje (Y, X5 %) x)‘ =

A (50, X5 3); X) = pu(pa (Y, X5 7); X
je{l{r.l.??i-i-i%}lut (p],t( ) 777&)? ) ,Ut(/)j,t( ) 7%‘/)7 )

Lo

+ max A (Y, Xi7); X) = me(pja (Y, X370 X)

je{L e +3}

Op((n/logn)~ 2+ ) under the assumption that F(y,u; 3) and the density fxrg(u) of X'B have

Lipschitz (r + 1)th-order derivatives. Thus, as long as r > 1,

W=

sup |75 (p;(Y, X 70); 2) — ma(pa(V, X7 2) | = Op((n/ logn)~

T

)

and thus ‘/nkRemt(ﬁ(*k), P;~;) = op(1), as desired.

(D) Sensitivity approach of Robins (1999), Brumback et al. (2004), Sj6lander
et al. (2022) and Lu and Ding (2023)

Here we consider the sensitivity approach of Robins (1999), Brumback et al. (2004), Sjélander

et al. (2022) and Lu and Ding (2023). Specifically, they assumed that
ElY®)|T=t,X]|-EY®)|T=1-t,X]=a(2t—1), (8)
where « is a non-identified sensitvity analysis parameter. In contrast, our model posits

assumptions at the distributional level and implies that the left hand side of (8) depends on

X and 7;. Under (8), ACE is identified as
{/{E[Y;T L X —a] - E[Y|T=0,X = a:]}dF(x)} o,

where the term in {-} can estimated using our estimation strategy with Jl(O) — 1}0(0).
Sjolander et al. (2022) suggested bounding « under the assumption that the confounding

potential of unmeasured factors above and beyond X (represented by «) is no larger in
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magnitude than the confounding potential of measured factors above and beyond the empty
set (i.e., no adjustment). Under this assumption, they argue that |«| should be less than the

absolute value of o* that minimizes an estimator of
1

S {EWY|T =] - E[E[Y|T = t,X]] - o (t — E[T])}?.

=0
This function can be estimated by °_ {E.[Y|T = t] —y(0)—* (t— E,[T])}2. The minimizer

of this function is 61 grams, suggesting that the estimated effect of smoking on birthweight

could be as small as -159 grams.

(E) Results from the sensitivity model proposed in Cinelli and Hazlett (2020)

Here we consider the sensitivity approach of Cinelli and Hazlett (2020). Their approach,
implemented in the R package sensemkr, requires the specification of a linear model for
the outcome, the treatment and the potential confounders (both observed and unobserved).
We thus specify a model with all the pre-treatment covariates entering linearly and gauge
the impact of unobserved confounders in the model on the treatment coefficient estimate
as well as its associated t-value. The results are reported in Table 1. Under no unmeasured
confounding, the estimated treatment effect is ~ —230.2 grams (with t-value ~ 10.9 and
95% [—271.5, —188.9]). The robustness value RV,_; indicates that “unobserved confounders
explaining at least [14.3%] of the residual variance of both the treatment [smoking] and the
outcome [birthweight] would explain away the estimated treatment effect. It also means that
any confounder explaining less than [14.3%] of the residual variance of both the treatment
and the outcome would not be strong enough to bring down the estimated effect to zero.”
Taking into account sampling variability, unmeasured confounders explaining 11.9% of the
residual variances is sufficient to drive the upper bound of a Wald-type confidence interval
to zero. To judge whether these percentages are plausible, Cinelli and Hazlett (2020) suggest

looking at each measured covariate and computing (1) the partial R?’s between the outcome
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the covariate given other measured covariates and treatment and (2) the partial R?’s between
treatment and the covariate given other measured covariates (see 1). All pairs of partial R?’s
are less than the robustness value. This implies that an unmeasured confounder as strong as
any measured confounder cannot explain away the effect.

Figure 1 (b) shows that, in order for the estimated effect to cease to be “statistically
significant”, the confounder would need to be roughly 10 times stronger in predicting the
outcome and the treatment than the indicator that the mother’s race is white. Finally, in an
extreme scenario where the unobserved confounder is assumed to be able to explain all the
outcome residual variance, the observed effect would be reduced to zero only if the confounder
can explain at least 2.3% of the treatment residual variance. For comparison, even in this
scenario, a confounder as strongly associated with the treatment as the indicator for whether
the mother’s race is white would not be sufficient to reduce the estimated effect to zero.

The conclusion regarding the robustness of the estimated negative effect of maternal
smoking on the child’s birthweight are essentially the same whether our approach to sensi-
tivity or the one by Cinelli and Hazlett (2020) is used. However, there are a few important
differences between the two sensitivity models. The approach by Cinelli and Hazlett (2020)
requires the specification of a linear outcome model, while our model is agnostic with
respect to which modeling assumptions are placed on the nuisance functions. This effectively
decouples parametric modeling assumptions from substantial, untestable assumptions on
the unobserved confounding. Further, such linear specification makes it more challenging to
incorporate domain knowledge into the sensitivity analysis. On the contrary, our approach
is flexible enough so that we have been able to enforce the plausible restriction that the tails
of the counterfactual distribution of the weight of a child whose mother is a nonsmoker had

they actually been smokers matches those of the observed, factual distribution.

[Table 1 about here.]
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[Figure 1 about here.|

(F) Results from the sensitivity model proposed by Franks et al. (2020)

Here we consider the sensitivity analysis approach of Franks et al. (2020) with s;(Y (t)) =
Y (t). As part of their methodology, they proposed a heuristic framework for calibrating
sensitivity parameters y; and 7. They suggested that the magnitude of these parameters
should be adjusted based on the amount of variation in the treatment assignment variable T’
that can be explained by the potential outcome variable Y (), while also considering observed
confounding variables X in the logistic regression model of the treatment assignment. They
denoted the proportion of previously unexplained variance in T that can be explained by
adding Y'(t) as pf/(t)‘ +, which is not directly identifiable. They approximated this value as
p§(j| X representing the partial variance explained by covariate X; when considering all
other covariates X_;. This approximation implies that the information gained by adding
Y (t) as a predictor of treatment assignment is similar to the information gained by adding
X to X_;. The choice of the covariate X; should be guided by expert knowledge.

We implemented their methods using the R package TukeySens. In Figure 2, we explore the
proposed calibration method. To provide a point of reference, we plot the partial coefficients
of variation from covariates, pﬁ(ﬂ X for predictors such as alcohol use, marital status
(yes/no), education level (less than high school, high school, more than high school), and
ethnicity (white/non-white). Following the approach suggested by Franks et al. (2020), the

magnitude of the sensitivity parameter v; can be adjusted using any selected predictor.
[Figure 2 about here.|

Figure 3 displays a heatmap of the ACE estimates across a range of sensitivity parameters
(—0.001 < 71,7 < 0.001). Here 74 > 0 (< 0) indicates that, within levels of X, the

distribution of Y'(¢) for individuals with 7" = 1 — ¢ is shifted toward higher (lower) values
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relative to the distribution of Y'(¢) for individuals with 7" = ¢. In this context, “NS”
indicates “not significant,” and signifies that the 95% posterior credible interval of the ACE

encompasses the value of 0.

[Figure 3 about here.]
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Figure 1: Contour plot of (a) point-estimates and (b) t-values for the treatment coefficient
as the partial R? of the confounder with the treatment and the outcome is varied.
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Table 1: Summary table of the sensitivity analysis proposed in Cinelli and Hazlett (2020)

Outcome: dbirwt

Treatment: Est. S.E. t-value R%N DX RVi—1  RVy—ia=0.05
Smoking -230.211 21.06 -10.931 2.3% 14.3% 11.9%
df = 4983 Bound (1z Prenatal Visits): Ry, x p = 3.0%, Rh.zx = 0.10%

Bound (1z Maternal Age): Ry, x p = 0.01%, R}z x = 0.01%
Bound (1z Married): Ry 5 x p = 2.8%, Rp.zx = 0.07%

Bound (1z Hispanic): R%~Z\X,D = 0.01%, R%NZ‘X =0.5%

Bound (1z Foreign): R%NZ‘XYD = 0.00%, RQDNZ‘X = 0.07%

Bound (1z Alcohol): RSz x p = 0.00%, R}z x = 2.2%

Bound (1z White): RS zx p = 2.10%, R}, zx = 0.70%

Bound (1z Education=12): Ry ;x p = 0.00%, R}, x = 0.52%
Bound (1z Education > 12): R%NZ‘X,D = 0.04%, R2D~Z\x =2.0%
Bound (1z Birth Order = 2): Ry x p = 0.35%, Rh,.zx = 0.42%
Bound (1z Birth Order > 2): Ry x.p = 0.72%, R}, 5 x = 0.42%



