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Abstract

When estimating causal effects from observational studies, researchers often need to adjust
for many covariates to deconfound the non-causal relationship between exposure and outcome,
among which many covariates are discrete. The behavior of commonly used estimators in the
presence of many discrete covariates is not well understood since their properties are often
analyzed under structural assumptions including sparsity and smoothness, which do not apply
in discrete settings. In this work, we study the estimation of causal effects in a model where the
covariates required for confounding adjustment are discrete but high-dimensional, meaning the
number of categories d is comparable with or even larger than sample size n. Specifically, we show
the mean squared error of commonly used regression, weighting and doubly robust estimators is
bounded by z—i + % We then prove the minimax lower bound for the average treatment effect is

of order ﬁ + %, which characterizes the fundamental difficulty of causal effect estimation in

n
the high-dimensional discrete setting, and shows the estimators mentioned above are rate-optimal

up to log-factors. We further consider additional structures that can be exploited, namely effect
homogeneity and prior knowledge of the covariate distribution, and propose new estimators that
enjoy faster convergence rates of order % + %, which achieve consistency in a broader regime.
The results are illustrated empirically via simulation studies.

Keywords: average treatment effects, categorical data, high-dimensionality, effect homogeneity,
minimax lower bounds.

1 Introduction

Researchers performing causal inference based on observational studies often have access to high-
dimensional data with a substantial number of samples and many covariates. To draw causal
conclusions from such data, typically a large set of covariates (which are potentially confounders
that affect both treatment assignment and outcome of interest) needs to be measured and adjusted
for. Various approaches exist for estimating causal effects from observational studies. Classic
methods include outcome regression (Rubin, 1979; Herndn and Robins, 2010), inverse propensity
score weighting (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983; Hahn, 1998; Hirano et al., 2003) and doubly robust
estimation (also known as augmented inverse probability weighting) (Bang and Robins, 2005;
Kennedy, 2022). Notably the doubly robust estimator is a consistent estimator of average treatment
effect (ATE) even when one of the outcome model or propensity score is misspecified, providing a
robust tool for estimating ATE under possible model misspecification. It also achieves semiparametric
efficiency bound when both the outcome model and propensity score are correctly specified under



regularity conditions. Recent state-of-the-art methods to estimate ATE include double/debiased
machine learning (Chernozhukov et al., 2018), covariate balancing (Athey et al., 2018; Imai and
Ratkovic, 2014; Li et al., 2018) and calibration-based estimation (Tan, 2020a,b). All these methods
require estimating at least one of the outcome model or propensity score. Techniques such as
sample splitting or cross-fitting (Chernozhukov et al., 2018) are often used to prevent overfitting the
nuisance functions and avoid empirical process conditions (Kennedy, 2022). In the classic setting
where the dimension of data (i.e., number of covariates) is fixed, the aforementioned methods and
techniques enjoy appealing theoretical properties (e.g., /n-consistency and asymptotic normality)
and performance in real applications. However, when the number of covariates we need to adjust
for is large, additional problems and concerns arise.

Recently there has been much work in the causal inference literature focused on understanding the
behavior and properties of various estimation procedures in the high-dimensional setting. Yadlowsky
(2022) derived the excess variance of commonly used estimators due to first-stage nuisance estimation
with high-dimensional covariates by assuming a linear outcome model and known propensity score.
They also performed a simulation study to show the inflation of variance empirically, hence even
doubly robust estimator may not achieve the efficiency bound when the covariates included are
high-dimensional. Jiang et al. (2022) established a novel central limit theorem for the doubly robust
estimator where the outcome regression model and propensity score are fitted with high-dimensional
generalized linear models without assumptions on sparsity, under a stylized setting where covariates
are normally distributed and covariate dimension d is of the same order as sample size n. They also
showed estimates obtained by permuting the folds in cross-fitting are asymptotically correlated in
the high-dimensional regime. Celentano and Wainwright (2023) further proposed a novel debiased
method for missing data models in the case n < d, where ordinary least square estimation is not
feasible. To help overcome the curse of dimensionality and achieve non-trivial rates of convergence,
most of the work in the literature combines the debiased machine learning/doubly robust techniques
with additional structural assumptions on the nuisance functions, including smoothness (Robins
et al., 2009; Kennedy, 2020; Semenova and Chernozhukov, 2021) or sparsity (Belloni et al., 2017;
Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Athey, 2018; Bradic et al., 2019). See also Maathuis et al. (2009); Lin
(2013); Zhao (2016); Chakrabortty et al. (2018); Ma et al. (2019); Lei and Ding (2021); Antonelli
et al. (2022); Tang et al. (2023); Du et al. (2024) for relevant discussion on causal inference with
high-dimensional data.

Our work enriches the high-dimensional causal literature under another distributional assumption
on the covariates, i.e., the covariates are discrete. This stylized setting may uncover properties
of different estimators in the high-dimensional regime, where the number of categories d may be
comparable with or larger than sample size n, and motivate further studies into this regime. The
discrete covariate setting can also be viewed as an interesting base case that also provides implications
for continuous data, including testing the data generating distribution (Balakrishnan and Wasserman,
2019) and continuum-armed bandit problems (Kleinberg, 2004; Liu et al., 2021). In applications
of medical and health policy research, researchers often adjust for International Classification
of Diseases (ICD) codes (Organization, 2004), which include a large number of indicators. The
cartesian product of these binary indicators together with other commonly adjusted covariates
(e.g., sex, race, education level) often induces a large number of categories, which corresponds
to the high-dimensional regime. Our work establishes the theoretical foundation of adjusting for
high-dimensional discrete covariates and helps practitioners evaluate the reliability of their estimates
given the sample size and dimension of data.

Estimation of treatment effect under a discrete setting is relevant to estimating functionals of
discrete distributions (e.g., entropy, support size) (Paninski, 2003; Valiant and Valiant, 2010; Jiao
et al., 2015; Jiang and Qi, 2015; Wu and Yang, 2016, 2019). Recently, important breakthroughs have



been made in terms of both improved estimation methodologies and fundamental limits. Using tools
in polynomial approximation theory (Timan, 2014), a best-polynomial-approximation estimator
usually enjoys the so-called “effective sample size enlargement” property, meaning its behavior
with n samples resembles that of MLE (the naive plug-in estimator) with nlogn samples. The
corresponding lower bound is established by a moment matching technique. Estimation based on
polynomial approximation theory and deriving minimax lower bounds using moment matching
usually yield matching upper and lower bounds since, in the optimization sense, moment matching
is the dual problem of best polynomial approximation where strong duality holds. The readers are
referred to Wu and Yang (2016); Luenberger (1997) for more detailed discussion on this duality
phenomenon. While the estimation of causal functionals under the discrete covariate framework
has remained largely unexplored, our work helps bridge this gap by applying and extending the
techniques in this framework to the estimation of treatment effects.

Specifically, in this paper we study the treatment effects estimation problem when adjusting
for discrete covariates with possibly more categories than samples. Our main contributions are
summarized as follows:

e First, we provide finite-sample bounds on the mean squared error of commonly used regression,
weighting and doubly robust estimators of ATE estimation. Our results imply d/n — 0 is
a sufficient and necessary condition for these estimators to be consistent under positivity
assumption, where d is the number of categories and n is the sample size.

e We then characterize the fundamental difficulty of ATE estimation under positi;zity assumption.
The minimax lower bound is (in terms of mean squared error) of order — lil)an + 1, which
shows the commonly used estimators aforementioned are minimax optimal up to log-factors.

Moreover, d = o(nlogn) is a necessary condition for consistent ATE estimation.

e Next, we explore the role of effect homogeneity in ATE estimation and prove a faster con-
vergence rate when the treatment effects are homogeneous across categories, which enables
consistent estimation if d/n? — 0.

e We further study the estimation of treatment effects when prior knowledge of covariate
distribution is available. We first provide negative results on ATE estimation, i.e., knowledge
of covariate distribution may not help us improve the rate. We then consider the variance-
weight average treatment effect and derive its faster estimation rate achieved by a second-order

estimator. Similar to the homogeneous effects setting, the second-order estimator is consistent
if d/n? — 0.

The structure of our paper is as follows: After introducing the data-generating process, causal
assumptions and notation in Section 2, in Section 3 we study the properties of commonly used
regression, weighting and doubly robust estimators in estimating the average treatment effects
(ATE). We first show the numerical equivalence between these three estimators and the plug-in
estimator. We then provide finite-sample bounds on their mean squared error and characterize the
sufficient and necessary conditions for them to be consistent in Section 3.1. In Section 3.2 we study
the minimax lower bound and sample complexity of ATE estimation in the high-dimensional setting,
based on the moment matching method borrowed from the theoretical computer science literature.
Next, we consider two additional structures that one can exploit in the high-dimensional problem:
effect homogeneity (Section 4) and prior knowledge of covariate distribution (Section 5). We propose
novel estimators that can take advantage of these structures and enjoy faster convergence rates,
making consistent estimation possible in the regime where conventional estimators examined in
Section 3 fail to be consistent. Finally in Section 6 we perform numerical experiments to verify our



results in previous sections. All the proofs and additional complementary results are presented in
the supplementary materials. To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first in the literature
that directly analyzes the theoretical properties of different estimators of causal effects, provides a
minimax lower bound for ATE estimation and explores additional structures that we can exploit to
achieve faster convergence rate in the high-dimensional discrete setting.

2 Setup & Notation

In this section, we first introduce the data-generating process in the covariate setting and characterize
the distributions of several counting statistics that play an important role in estimating causal effects.
Identification assumptions of causal estimands and additional notation are further introduced with
discussion.

2.1 Data Generating Process

Suppose we observe n i.i.d. copies of Z = (X, A,Y) where X is the discrete covariate with d
categories, A € {0,1} is the binary treatment and Y € {0,1} is the binary outcome. On the
population level, the covariate X has a categorical distribution on [d] = {1,...,d} with

P(X =k)=pp, 1 <k <d.

Let p = (p1,...,pq) be the probability vector. In real applications one may observe multiple discrete
covariates. For example, we may observe K binary covariates and it is easy to see that one could
encode these binary variables as one categorical variable with d = 2 categories. Hence we will
assume a single discrete covariate X in our problem. Given the covariate X = k, the treatment A
follows a Bernoulli distribution with parameter 7y

A| X =k ~ Bernoulli(rg) with m, = P(A=1| X = k).

Conditioned on the covariate X = k and the treatment A = a, Y has a Bernoulli distribution with
parameter Lk

Y| A=a,X =k ~ Bernoulli(ygx) with por =P(Y =1 | X =k, A= a).

. and pgr are the propensity score and regression functions, respectively. We further denote
ok =P(X =k, A=0a,Y =1) =pglamg + (1 — a) (1 — 7)] par and wy, = P(X =k, A = 1) = ppmy.
Based on a sample of size n, define the following empirical average estimators of the parameters:

nGak = » 1 (Xi =k, Ai=a,Y; = 1) ~ Bin (n, qo),
=1

np = » I(X;=k, A =1)~Bin(n,wy), (1)
=1

n
i=1



for each 1 < k < d. The corresponding empirical average estimates of the propensity score m; and
regression function pgp are

__ﬁk - :#{i:)Q ::k} ’
- Qe #i:Xi=kA=1Y,=1}
Uik = —< = — — — , (2)
~ qon i Xi=k A =0Y; =1}
Mk =@, #i:Xi=k A =0}

where we define 0/0 = 0 whenever both the numerator and denominator are zero. This may happen
when no individual in k-th category is assigned to treatment (w; = 0) and hence the response
Y under treatment is unavailable (g1 = 0). Let X" = (X1,...,X,) and A" = (4;,...,A,) be
the collection of covariates and treatments in the sample, respectively. According to the sampling
schemes we have

(np1,...,npg) ~ Multinomial(n, p1,...,pq),

nwy = nppmy, | X" ~ Bin (npk, m) »

NqGak = NPk (a7, + (1 — a) (1 — 7)] far | X, A" ~ Bin (npy [a7g + (1 — a) (1 — 7g)], tak) -
Moreover, we have wy, 1L w, | X" for k # ¢ since conditioned on the number of samples in
each category, the treatment assignment within different categories X = k,{(k # {) proceeds
independently. Similarly, conditioned on the number of samples in each category and treatment

assignment, the outcomes within different categories are conditionally independent, i.e., gur L Gar |
X", A" for k #£ L.

2.2 Causal Assumptions and Other Notation

To properly define and identify causal estimands of interests, we rely on the potential outcome
framework (Rubin, 1974; Splawa-Neyman et al., 1990) and additional identification assumptions to
connect counterfactual outcomes with the observed data. We use the random variable Y% to denote
the potential /counterfactual outcome we would have observed had a subject received treatment
A = a, which may be contrary to the observation Y. The average treatment effect (ATE) 1) is
defined as
p=E[y'-Y"].

The following identification assumptions are often imposed to identify v as a functional of the
observed data distribution P.

Assumption 1. Consistency: Y =Y if A=a.
Assumption 2. Positivity: For any k € [d], 7, € [e,1 — €] for some constant € € (0,1/2).
Assumption 3. No unmeasured confounding: Y* 1L A | X fora=0,1.
Under Assumptions 1-3, the ATE can be identified as
d d
Y=E[EY | X, A=1)—E(Y | X, A=0)] = pelpx — pior) = > _ Dk (‘jﬂ: - pk"_o’“w) . (3)
k=1 k=1

We refer the readers to Hernan and Robins (2010) for detailed discussion on these identification
assumptions. From this point forward, ¢ will denote the functional of observed data distribution



in (3), which is equal to ATE when Assumptions 1-3 hold. If Assumption 1-3 are violated, the
functional ¢ should only be viewed as the expected difference in the regression functions between
the treatment and control group, which may not represent a causal effect. Nonetheless, all our
results still hold for ¢ in (3) under only the positivity assumption.

In this paper we will consider the following model:

d
D(E): {Zpk':170§pk‘§ 176§7Tk§ 1—6,0§M0k,u1k§1, V1§k§d} (4)
k=1

We will always assume positivity in addition to the basic bounds on model parameters. The binary
nature of the outcome variable Y is not essential to our analysis; we anticipate that our results will
remain valid as long as Y is bounded.

Remark 1. It is worth noting that in the high-dimensional regime where d can be large (the regime
we are mainly interested in), the positivity assumption 2 can impose additional restriction on the
observed distribution (D’Amour et al., 2021). However, when positivity is violated, the ATE is not
identified and may not be an appropriate estimand to focus on. This together with other possible
issues due to wviolation of positivity are tangential to our main points and thus we may proceed
assuming positivity holds. Some of our results characterize the rate in terms of € explicitly (e.g.,
Theorem1) and still provide meaningful implications under weak positivity assumption where € = €,
shrinks to zero.

Remark 2. Note that in the model D(e) some proportions py may be zero, so the support size
s = |{k : pr > 0}| can be less than d. However, when deriving upper bounds in Section 3-5, we
assume p > 0 for all k € [d] so that d is also the support size of X. Given P € D(e) with pr =0
for some k € [d], one could remove categories with pr, = 0 and the results still hold with d replaced
by the support size s. Since s is clearly upper bounded by d, all the rate requirements on (n,s) (e.g.,
s/n — 0) can be stated in (n,d) (e.g., d/n — 0) as well.

For a (possibly random) function f of the observation Z = (X, A,Y), we use P,[f(Z)] to
denote the sample average %f(Zi), P(f(Z)] = [ f(z)dP(z) and | f|l2 to denote the Lo-norm
S f2(z)d]P(z)]1/ ? where only randomness of Z is averaged over and f is conditioned on. For
a bivariate function g on (Z1,Z2), let U,[g(Z1,Z2)] denote the second-order U-statistic measure
m >i2;9(Zi, Zj). For two sequences {a,} and {b,}, an < by, means there exists a constant
C > 0 such that a,, < Cb, when n is sufficiently large. We use a V b and a A b to denote the
maximum and minimum of a and b, respectively.

3 Average Treatment Effects

In this section, we focus on the theoretical properties of commonly used estimators of ATE

d d
qik qok
—EE(Y |X,A=1)—E(Y | X,A=0)] = - = LU LA
Y =EE( | ) —E(Y | )] g:lpk(ﬂlk [0k k§:1pk<wk pk—wk>

A simple plug-in style estimator based on empirical average estimates of model parameters
(pk77rkaulk7:u’0k> in (1) and (2) is

d _ _
~ ~ ~ [ 41k qok
Pr (Aivk — flok) = Y i <A - > , (5)

W D — W
f Pt ko Dk — Wk

M=

b =

i

6



We also consider three popular estimators in the literature to estimate ATE, namely the outcome
regression estimator 1reg (Rubin, 1979), inverse probability weighting estimator tip, (Rosenbaum
and Rubin, 1983; Hahn, 1998) and doubly robust estimator &dr (Robins et al., 1994; Scharfstein
et al., 1999) defined as follows:

7/}reg :Pn [ﬁlX - ,ZIOX] y

~ AY (1-A)Y
iw:Pn T T = |
Vip |:7TX 1-7x (6)
Yar =P [( = MlX)+u1x—( ) = MOX)_NOX ;
TX 1—7x

where again in the IPW and DR estimator we define 0/0 = 0 whenever it occurs. In this paper, we
will focus on the observational study setting where propensity score is unknown and needs to be
estimated. In randomized experiments where the treatment process is known, the IPW estimator
with known propensity scores is unbiased and /n-consistent.

Surprisingly, all these three commonly used estimators of ATE are numerically equivalent to the
simple plug-in estimator (5) in the discrete covariate setting, if we use the same sample to estimate
the nuisance parameters in (2) and take average over in (6). This property unique to the discrete
covariate setting is presented in regression coefficients estimation with missing covariates in Wang
et al. (2007). Recently similar equivalence in ATE estimation is shown in Stoczyniski et al. (2023)
when the correct parametric model for propensity score is specified. The discrete covariate setting
can be viewed as a special case where the design matrix only contains indicators specifying the
category membership of each sample. We restate their result in the discrete covariate setting and
emphasize that such equivalence still holds in the high-dimensional setting where some categories
may not have treated /untreated samples observed, as long as we define 0/0 = 0 whenever it appears.

Proposition 1. Supposed D = {(X;, A;,Y;),1 < i <n} is a sample of sizen and X € [d] is discrete.
If the nuisance estimators are the empirical averages defined in equation (2) using D and we take
average over D in (6). Then we have

wreg = wz’pw = wdr = Tb

So the regression, weighting and doubly robust estimators are numerically equivalent in the discrete
covariate setting.

The numerical equivalence in Proposition 1 does not necessarily hold when the covariates have
continuous components and smoothing is applied to construct estimates of propensity scores and
regression functions. One explanation is that in the discrete case, the arguments used to show
E[mx] = E[AY/7x] = ¢1 (See e.g., Chapter 2 in Herndn and Robins (2010)) can be applied to
the empirical distribution P,, (i.e. replace every expectation and conditional expectation in the
argument with sample averages) to show P,[f1x] = P,[AY/7x] = ¢. R

Proposition 1 shows that we only need to consider the properties of plug-in style estimator v
and all the results hold for estimators in (6) as well. In the following discussion, we will first derive
the upper bound on the mean squared error of ¥ in Section 3.1. Then we characterize the minimax
lower bound in Section 3.2.

3.1 Upper Bound

In this section, we study the behavior of 1? in a potentially high-dimensional regime and characterize
its mean squared error in terms of (n,d). In the low-dimensional regime where d is fixed, the



empirical average estimators of nuisance functions (2) have parametric convergence rates. One can
expect this ideal property to propagate to plug-in style estimator v, which crucially depends on
the empirical average estimates. We provide a central limit theorem of 12 in Appendix A when d is
fixed to avoid distracting the readers from the high-dimensional regime of main interest. In the
following discussions, our main results hold non-asymptotically for all n, d sufficiently large. We will
focus on the point estimation theory in this work and characterize the condition under which 12 is
consistent. Let ¢, = E[Y?] =E[E(Y | X,A=a)] = Zzzl Dklak be the mean of potential outcome
Y® and @Za = ZZZI Drlak be the corresponding plug-in style estimator. We first summarize the
exact bias of @Za in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. The exact bias of Ja 18

d
E [@1 - 1/11} = = > pupk(L = ) (1= prme)™
k=1
d
E [1;0 - 1!}0} = = powpkmr(l — pr + prmi)™ !
k=1

Hence the exact bias ofzz = 121 — 120 18
d
E [ } = [parpr(1 = m) (1= )™ = porprm (1 — pr + prmi)" '
k=1

From the proof of Proposition 2, the bias of zz;a comes from categories with no subjects receiving
treatment A = a, and hence it is not possible to obtain an unbiased estimator of regression functions
ek Within these categories. It is unclear from the exact bias how fast d can grow with n while still
having vanishing bias. To make the dependency of bias on (n,d) explicit, we maximize the bias over
model D(e) and characterize the worst-case bias in the next proposition. In the following discussion
of this section, we will mainly consider the functional 1, with the understanding that analogous
arguments can be applied to ¢ to obtain the same rate/property.

Proposition 3. The worst-case bias of 121 18

d

s |[Ep[tr — 1] —bUPZPk 1—e)(1—epp)" 1.

As a consequence, we have the following bounds on the worst-case bias:

1—e€d

(1 —e)exp (‘dn_l)> < sup |Eplth — ]| <

d—e IP’G'D(G) €E N

Furthermore if n > 1+ 1/¢, then we have

1- d—1
sup [Ep[tr — n]| > 86<e )Al)

PeD(e) (n—1

Proposition 3 shows that a sufficient and necessary condition for the bias to vanish as n — oo
in the worst case over model class D(e) is d/n — 0. The following theorem further characterizes a
bound on the variance of ¥; and arrives at the MSE of the plug-in-style estimator.



Theorem 1. The variance of 121\1 1s upper bounded as

sup Val']p(i/ﬂ\l) < 9,
PED(e) en

where C' > 0 is an absolute constant. Hence the MSFE is upper bounded as

R N2 2
sup EP[<¢1—¢1)2] S%d +g.

)
PED(e) € n en

Under positivity condition 2, the marginal probability for a subject to receive treatment is
P(A =1) > e. Thus on average the total number of treated samples is lower bounded by en. Since
the denominator of the bound on variance is exactly en, intuitively en acts as the effective sample
size for estimating ;. The results in Proposition 3 and 1 imply:

e The plug-in estimator 121 is consistent in non-classical high-dimensional regimes where d — oo
as long as d/n — 0 holds.

e d/n — 0 is also a necessary condition for the worst-case bias to vanish as n — oo. Thus
consistency of v in the high-dimensional regime n < d is not achievable without further
assumptions.

The intuition is that with n samples and d categories, there are n/d samples within each category on
average. Without further assumptions, one needs to consistently estimate the regression functions
[k in each category to achieve consistent estimation of 11 = >, prp1x. And consistent estimation
of pq) requires infinite samples assigned to each category, i.e. n/d — oco. However, our results in this
section do not preclude the existence of other consistent estimates. In order to conclusively determine
whether consistent estimates exist in the high-dimensional regime, one needs to characterize the
minimax lower bound for ;.

3.2 Minimax Lower Bound

In Section 3.1 we showed that d/n — 0 is a sufficient and necessary condition for the plug-in
estimator 12 to be consistent. In this section, we study the existence of consistent estimators in
the high-dimensional regime by considering the minimax lower bound for the mean of potential
outcome 1 = E[Y!], with the understanding that similar arguments show 1y = E[Y%] and ATE
share the same minimax rate as ;. Recall the model we consider is:

D(e) ={0<ppr <le<m, <1—¢0< pog, 1 <1, V1 <k < d},

which corresponds to the setting where statisticians have knowledge on a set of possible values of X
but some categories may have zero proportion.
By Theorem 1, the MSE of plug-in-style estimator satisfies

~ 21 _d* 1
Ep [(%—%) } <SS 4+ =, VP e Do), (7)
n n
which shows a sufficient condition for the plug-in estimator to be consistent is d/n — 0, i.e. we

require sample size n > d to achieve consistency. The following theorem characterizes the minimax
lower bound of the estimation error of 1); over model class D(e).



Theorem 2. In the regime d < nlogn, we have

2
R*(d,n) :=inf sup Ep [(121—1/;02] Z( d > 4_1,

@1 PeD(e) nlogn n
where the constant behind “Z” depends on €.

The proof adopts the idea of moment matching commonly used in deriving minimax lower
bounds for discrete functionals (Jiao et al., 2015; Wu and Yang, 2016, 2019) and is included in the
Appendix. Theorem 2 shows in the regime d 2 nlogn, consistent estimator of ¥; does not exist over
model class D(e). Compared with the upper bound in (7), we conclude that up to log-factors the
plug-in estimator ¢ is minimax optimal and one needs sample size at least of order d to consistently
estimate 11 over model class D(e). In applications, if the observed number of categories of the
discrete covariate X is comparable to sample size n, then we should interpret the estimated ATE
carefully since it is possible that our estimator is not consistent in that high-dimensional regime.

It is worth noting that the lower bound in Theorem 2 does not exactly match the upper bound
provided by the plug-in-style estimator with the difference being a log-factor. It is possible that
some estimator of ¢ based on polynomial approximation, which further reduces the bias, enjoys
the “effective sample size enlargement” property (Wu and Yang, 2016; Jiao et al., 2015; Wu and
Yang, 2019) and achieves the minimax lower bound. We leave the exploration of such estimators to
future investigation.

In the following two sections, we will consider two structures, namely effect homogeneity and
prior knowledge of covariate distribution, that one can exploit to obtain faster rates and achieve
consistent estimation of causal effects in the regime n < d under certain scaling conditions on n and

d.

4 Role of Effect Homogeneity

In this section, we study the role of effect homogeneity in consistent estimation of treatment effects
in the regime n < d. Let 7, = E[Y|X = k,A = 1] —E[Y|X = k, A = 0] = p1x — pox be the
conditional average treatment effect (CATE) in the k-th category. In the high-dimensional regime
where d = d,, can grow with n, 7’s should be viewed as a triangular array {7,x,1 < k < d,,n > 1}
and we will slightly abuse the notation to denote 7, = 7,,5. Homogeneous effects (i.e. when 7, = 1
for all k € [d]) can be helpful in terms of estimation. Intuitively, since the treatment effects are
the same within each level of covariate, there is no need to consistently estimate CATE 7, for all
possible d categories. One only needs to estimate the CATE within a few categories accurately and
due to effect homogeneity, these estimated CATEs generalize to other levels of covariate, which
potentially reduces the sample size required for consistent estimation. In this work, we adopt a
novel form of approximate effect homogeneity via parameter capturing the extent of heterogeneity.
Mathematically, denote

Op = lg}g)én |7 — V| (8)

as the maximal effect heterogeneity. Note that o, = 0 corresponds to the constant conditional
average treatment effects and o, = 2 imposes no restriction on the model class. Our parameterization
can interpolate between these two extremes as o, varies.

The estimator we propose to take advantage of effect homogeneity is

Stk
Zizl 23

10
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where t, = pil (0 < T, < 1) is the indicator of whether both treated and untreated samples are
observed in the k-th level and 7, = [y, — flox.- The idea is to only estimate the CATE 7 within
those categories with both treated and untreated units and take a weighted average over such
categories. We restrict our attention to these categories so that unbiased estimation of (1, o)
(and hence 7) is possible. We again define 0/0 = 0 if Zi:l 1, = 0, i.e. there is no such category

that contains both treated and untreated units. Clearly on the event {2221 = 0}, we cannot

obtain any information on treatment effects from 7. Under appropriate scaling conditions, the
probability of this “adverse” event converges to 0 even in the case n < d, as summarized in the
following lemma.

Lemma 1. The chance of having every category consist of either all treated or all untreated units
(i.e., no collisions of any treated and untreated units at any category) is upper-bounded as

P (it} = 0) < 2exp (‘C(e)n€d>

k=1

where C(€) > 0 is a constant depending on €.

This lemma is not only critical to our analysis of 7 but also of independent interests in the
literature of applied probability. It is closely related to the birthday problem (Clevenson and
Watkins, 1991) and can be viewed as the occupancy problem (Wendl, 2003; Nakata, 2014) under a
different sampling scheme. In the classic occupancy problem, the number of treated and untreated
units are fixed first and then they are assigned to different categories of X with probability vectors
pT and pC separately. While in our setting people’s covariates are first sampled, following which
their treatment assignments are determined. Importantly, Lemma 1 shows the probability that the
denominator of 7 is 0 vanishes even in the high-dimensional regime n < d, as long as d/n? — 0.
With Lemma 1 we can derive the following theorem bounding the MSE of 7.

Theorem 3. The bias and variance of T are bounded as

n2
|E[T — ¢]| < oy + 2exp <—C(e)nvd> ,

2
d
Var(7) < 02 + exp (—C'(e) n ) + v

nvVd n? ’

where C'(€) and the constant behind “<” depend on €. As a consequence, the estimator T is consistent
if 0, — 0 and d/n* — 0 in the regime n < d.

Theorem 3 shows that if asymptotic effect homogeneity holds (i.e. o, — 0), then the estimator
7 is consistent in the regime d/n? — 0. Compared with the rate condition d/n — 0 required for
consistency by the plug-in estimator v, T has a faster convergence rate and enables us to achieve
consistency in a wider regime under asymptotic effect homogeneity.

Remark 3. In the previous version of this manuscript, we consider a slightly different estimator

- YU I > 0,0 < Fi < D
S I >0,0<7p < 1)

i.e., the estimated CATE Ty, is not weighted using px. and all categories with both treated and untreated
units are given the same weight. A similar faster convergence rate is achieved under additional
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assumption that there exists a constant o > 0 such that pp > «/d for all k € [d]. This assumption is
critical to T since it rules out the possibility that py, is very small for some k € [d], which may induce
a large variance in estimating the CATE 1. On the other hand, the estimator T in (9) does not rely
on that assumption since we re-weight each category with py, and categories with small proportion
will be down-weighted accordingly, hence reducing the overall variance of T.

5 Prior Knowledge of Covariate Distribution

In this section, we consider a different structure that could be exploited in causal effects estimation:
the covariate distribution is known or can be estimated at a fast rate. The role of covariate
distribution has been studied in both ATE estimation (Robins et al., 2008, 2017) and CATE
estimation (Kennedy, 2020), where an improved rate is achievable with knowledge of covariate
density. However, when the covariate is discrete, faster rate of ATE estimation is not achievable
with information on covariate distribution, as shown in Section 5.1. The fundamental difficulty is
that the measure underlying ATE estimation is the product of covariate distribution and propensity
score, whereas propensity score is unknown in our observational study setting. We thus switch
attention to variance-weighted average treatment effects (WATE) in Section 5.2, which itself also
receives an increasing amount of attention in the literature. The underlying measure of WATE is
the covariate distribution and a faster rate of estimation is achieved with covariate information.

5.1 Average Treatment Effects

In this section, we introduce a minimax lower bound for ¢, = E[E(Y|X, A = 1)] under the condition
where pr, = 1/d for every k € [d], implying that when the covariate distribution is known to be
uniform, the significant improvement on the rate of ATE estimation, such as d/n? discussed in
Section 4, cannot be attained. This highlights the limitations of leveraging covariate distribution
knowledge in improving the efficiency of ATE estimation. Consider the following model class where
the covariate distribution is uniform over [d]:

DY(e) = {pr = 1/d,e < m <1 —€,0 < prop, piar < 1, V1 < k < d} .
The minimax lower bound of 1, over model class DY (€) is summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 4. For any fized constant 3 € (0,1), in the regime n < d*=? we have

inf sup Ep [({D\l - ¢1)2] 21,

1 PeDY (¢)
where the constant behind “Z” depends on f3,€.

Theorem 4 establishes that the minimax rate for estimating v is lower bounded away from zero
within the regime n < d'=#, provided the model class includes DY (¢) as a subclass. This result
indicates that enhancing the estimation rate of ¢, by incorporating knowledge of the covariate
distribution may not yield significant improvements when n < d. Specifically, achieving consistency
in the scenario where d/n? — 0—analogous to the situation of effect homogeneity discussed in
Section 4—is unattainable solely with insights into the covariate distribution.

The negative result in Theorem 4 can be explained by the fact that the underlying measure of
ATE estimation is the product of covariate distribution and propensity score, as shown in analyzing
its second-order estimator (Robins et al., 2009; Zeng et al., 2023). In observational studies where
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propensity score is unknown, it’s hard to obtain nearly unbiased estimates of pg 15 (the summand in
11) with the observed data. One may write pgp1x = prmrp1k/ Tk With ppmrp1r unbiasedly estimable.
The extra term 1/ could be approximated by a polynomial with possibly diverging degrees

L .
~ (1 —mg),

J=0

1
Tk

where L = L,, determines the approximation error. Since the product (pkﬂ’k)j can be estimated
unbiasedly and py is known, this strategy could reduce the bias. However, this approach suffers from
a large variance, particularly in situations where n < d. In fact, our construction in the proof of
Theorem 4 indeed replies on the difficulty of approximating 1/7; with a polynomial of 7, thereby
highlighting the fundamental barrier in ATE estimation even with information on the covariate
distribution.

5.2 Variance-weighted Average Treatment Effects

In this section we switch our attention to a popular variance-weighted average treatment effect
estimand (WATE), defined as

5 _ E[Cov(Y,A| X)] _ E[Var(4 | X)rx]
E[Var(A | X)] E[Var(A | X)]

where the weight Var(A | X) minimizes the asymptotic variance among all weighted average
treatment effects with known weight under homoskedasticity (Crump et al., 2006). Another
interpretation of 6 in terms of robustness is that if we assume a partial linear (homogeneous
effect) model for the outcome and use E-estimator (Robins et al., 1992) to estimate the parametric
component, under model misspecification (i.e. the partial linear model is wrong and effect of
treatment is heterogeneous), one can show the E-estimator converges to WATE (Vansteelandt
and Daniel, 2014). The WATE has also been derived under different frameworks recently. Zhou
and Opacic (2022) showed the marginal interventional effect under incremental propensity score
intervention (Kennedy, 2019) coincides with WATE. The expected conditional covariance also
appears in conditional independence test (Shah and Peters, 2020) and can be interpreted as a causal
effect under a stochastic intervention (Diaz, 2023). In contrast to ATE, the underlying measure of 0
is the covariate distribution alone, making improvements from knowledge of covariate distribution
possible.

The strategy of estimating 0 is to deal with the numerator and the denominator separately.
Let n = E[Cov(Y,A | X)] and p = E[Var(A | X)]. Further denote the regression function in k-th
category as ui := E[Y|X = k|. The first-order and second-order influence functions of n under a
nonparametric model, if they exist, have form

p1(Z) = (A—mx)(Y — px),

A — I(Xy = X5)(Ys —
soz(Zl,Zz):_( 1 —7x,)I( ;X 2)(Y2 ,uxz)'
1

Similar forms of influence functions of p can be obtained by replacing (Y, ) with (A, 7). However, in
general settings where covariates have continuous components, the second-order influence function
does not exist for n (Robins et al., 2009). Intuitively, for two independent samples X, X5 from a
continuous distribution, we have X; # Xy with probability 1 and hence ¢3(Z1,Z2) = 0. So the
“second-order influence function” is always 0 when covariates have continuous components and cannot
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help us improve the estimator. On the other hand, when X is discrete it is possible that X, X fall
into the same category and ¢2(Z1,Z3) # 0. Then the idea is to use second-order estimator based on
1, 2 to simultaneously correct for the first-order and second-order bias of plug-in-style estimator
n=P,[YA— ix7x]. Consider the following second-order estimator of n and p,

(A —7x ) (X1 = Xo) (Y2 — ﬁ)@)}
Px, ’

A= Pu(A—7x)(Y — ix)] - U, [ (10)

(11)

where P,,, U,, are empirical and U-statistic measures. The following theorem establishes the estimation
guarantees of second-order estimators when the nuisance functions are estimated from a separate
independent sample agnostically, i.e., we do not specify the way to estimate p and 7.

Y PERRR (LT R T S

Px,

Theorem 5. Suppose the nuisance functions mg, ur and covariate distribution py are estimated from
a separate independent sample D as Ty, [k, Pr. with lg, 7, € [0,1]. Then for second-order estimators
in (10)—(11) we have

Dk

1- 2
Pk

)

E[ | D] —nl < |ln— pll2|[T — |2 max

. 1 2 )
Var(77|D)§<1+max 1—3’“) +2<1+max1—]ik> ’
" k Pk n k P
p 7 Dk
[E[5| D] - pl <17 - wllf max |1 - =]
Pk

1Dk

Pk

Dk

k Pk

2 d 2
) —|—2<1—|—max > ,
n k

where recall for a function f = f(Z) the Lo-norm is defined as || f||3 = [ f?(z)dP(z) and the constant
behind “<” is an absolute constant.

1
Var(p| D) <— (1—|—max
n

Theorem 5 shows the advantage of second-order estimators: after correcting for the first-order
and second-order bias, the conditional bias of 77 depends on the product of estimation error of
w, ™, p and is “third-order small”. In the following theorem, we parameterize the estimation rate of
covariate distribution to show the consistency of second-order estimators in the high-dimensional
regime n < d with different choices of nuisance estimators 7, /1.

Theorem 6. Suppose the nuisance functions my, ur and covariate distribution py are estimated from

a separate independent sample D as T, [ik, Pr. Further assume the estimated covariate distribution

Di satisfies

12k
Pk

If nuisance functions my, py are estimated from a sample of size n using empirical averages, then

the second-order estimators of n and p in (10)—(11) satisfy

max <& <L

1<k<d

=R dAn d 1
E[(Tl_n)2] Sgiin "‘*‘f‘g,

)
~ dAn d 1
E[(p-p)?] S& S toato
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If we set the nuisance functions T, i as 0, then the second-order estimators of n and p satisfy

d
~ 2 < 2 Bl -

d 1
~ 2 2
E[G-p)]S&G+ 5+
where the constant behind “<” is an absolute constant. R
As a consequence, under positivity € < 1 < 1—€ and assume p > €(1 —¢), the estimator 6 =1/p
satisfies

E[@-0?] SE[7-n? +E[7-)?]
S&t % + %

where the constant behind “<” depends on €.

We note that Theorem 6 implies a faster convergence rate than d?/n? + 1/n when &, is small,
which is hard to achieve for estimators p;’s constructed from a sample of size n in the high-
dimensional regime n < d. For example, in the uniform case p, = 1/d,1 < k < d, one can use
Chernoff bound to show that with probability 1 — 4,

max |dfi — 1] < 3dlog(2d/5).
1<k<d n

Thus we need a sample size of order dlog d to guarantee small uniform estimation errors of pg, which
is not achievable in the case n < d. The improvements on the convergence rate of 7 should come
from prior knowledge/assumptions on covariate distribution. The results imply that consistency is
still possible in the regime n < d when such information on covariate distribution is available. One
example is that the covariate distribution is known to statisticians, then we have pp = px, &, =0
and the estimators are consistent as long as d/n? — 0. Another useful setting is semi-supervised
causal inference (Chakrabortty et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023; Kallus and Mao, 2020; Zeng et al.,
2024): there is a large number (>> n) of individuals in the database who were not selected into the
randomized trial/observational study, hence treatment and outcome are not available for them but
one can use the database to estimate the covariate distribution very accurately thanks to the large
sample size. Then &, is small and the estimation error of 7 will be small according to Theorem 6.

When the covariate distribution can be estimated very well and &, is small, we can use arbitrary
(bounded) nuisance estimators and still maintain consistency. As shown in Theorem 6, simply
setting 7, i as 0 leads to consistent estimation as long as &, vanishes and d/n? — 0. Using empirical
average estimators has advantage over setting 7, i1 as 0 only when d < n. The interpretation is that
when &, is small, the conditional bias in Theorem 5 is negligible regardless of the convergence rate
of 7, i. The conditional variance, whose order is independent of the nuisance estimation rate, is the
dominant term in the MSE.

We conclude this section with additional discussion on second-order estimation of 1; = E[E(Y" |
X, A = 1)] in the discrete covariate setting. The forms of first-order and second-order influence
functions are

A(Y —
or(z)= A )
X
A I(X1=X
¢2<Z1,z2>=—( 1—1> (X0 = X2) 0¥ = ).
7TX1 leﬂ-XQ
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The second-order estimator is then
P, [01(2)] +Un [62(21,22)] (12)

Assume we use a separate independent sample D to estimate nuisance functions 7, 1 and covariate
distribution p, the conditional bias of second-order estimator (12) is

~ ™ ™
X TXPX

In order to obtain a faster rate by making use of information on covariate distribution, one also
needs an accurate estimator of propensity score 7 to ensure

max |1 — % (13)
1<k<d TPk

is small. In observational studies where the treatment process is unknown, it is hard to estimate
the product of propensity score and covariate distribution well and make (13) small in the regime
n < d, due to the same reason discussed after Theorem 6. This further demonstrates the difficulty
in ATE estimation with solely information on covariate distribution. In applications, WATE also
serves as an important and useful summary of treatment effects to estimate and report.

6 Simulation Study

In this section, we provide numerical results to verify the theoretical properties of the estimators
discussed in Section 3-5. Consider the following data generating process: X has a categorical
distribution with uniform probability p = (1/d,...,1/d)" € R%. For each category X = k, the
propensity score 7 = 1/2 and the conditional means of outcome within treated and untreated groups
are pir = 1/2, uor, = 1/4, respectively. Hence the treatment effects are homogeneous across different
levels (i.e. 7, = 1/4 for all k € [d]) in our simulation setting and expected conditional covariance
between treatment and outcome n = 1/16 (considered in Section 5). For each estimator we generate
data containing n observations with n € {100, 500, 1000, 5000, 10000}, apply the proposed method,
and compute the estimated RMSE. Such procedure is repeated M = 500 times and the average
RMSE is reported in each plot.

We first consider the plug-in estimator discussed in Section 3. For each sample size n let the
number of categories d = [n”] with v € {0.5,0.55,0.6,...,1.5}. The idea is to evaluate how large
the order of d can be to maintain consistency (He et al., 2021). The average treatment effect is
1 =1/4 and we estimate RMSE as

LM 1/2
STIQD mo 2
RMSE = | > (" — ) ] ,

m=1
where Jm is the estimated ATE from m-th repetition. The relationship between RMSE and ~ is
summarized in Figure 1. For a fixed sample size n, as v increases (i.e. d increases) the estimated
RMSE also increases as expected. We see a clear phase transition in the plot: in the region v < 0.8,
the RMSE is quite stable of order 1/4/n; around v = 1 the RMSE increases drastically, indicating

the plug-in estimator starts to have larger error. This corresponds to our theoretical results in
Section 3: the plug-in estimator is consistent if and only if d/n — 0.
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Figure 1: RMSE V.S. ~ for the plug-in estimator, where v controls the order of d.

Then we consider the estimator (9) proposed in Section 4 under effect homogeneity. Again for
each fixed sample size n we let d = |n"| with v € {0.5,0.55,0.6,...,2}. Note that the treatment
effects are homogeneous in our setting (i.e. o, = 0) and we expect 7 in equation (9) to be consistent
in a wider regime.

The relationship between RMSE and + is summarized in Figure 2. The phase transition occurs
in the region v > 1 (instead of at v = 1) and the estimator in (9) has a smaller error in the region
1 < v < 1.25 compared with the plug-in estimator when n > 1000. For instance, in the case
n = 1000,y = 1 the plug-in estimator has RMSE around 0.08 while the estimator under effect
homogeneity has RMSE around 0.05. This coincides with our theoretical results in Section 4 that
the estimator in equation (9) has a faster rate and is consistent in a wider regime.
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Figure 2: RMSE V.S. v for the estimator under effect homogeneity, where v controls the order of d.

To further understand the order of the RMSE, for n € {1000, 10000} we include the theoretical
upper bound on RMSE, which is of order Cy/d/n? = Cin"/?71, in the plot as a benchmark. Here
the constant C' is chosen as 1.5 to fit the empirical RMSE curve. The results are summarized in
Figure 3. When ~« < 1.5, the empirical RMSE fits the theoretical upper bound quite well. When
~v > 1.5 the empirical RMSE starts to deviate from the theoretical bound. In our experiments we
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found when v > 1.5 and d is large, the denominator in the estimator (9) is usually small (i.e., only
a few categories have both treated and untreated samples) and the variation is large, which may
explain the deviation of the empirical RMSE from the theoretical bound.

n=1000 n=10000

w type type
2 empirical
x

= theoretical = theoretical

empirical

RMSE

¥

H—*M —o—
0.0~ 00] s—e—s—e—s—oo—o—oo oo

05 10 15 20 05 10 15 20
log(d)/log(n) log(d)/log(n)

(a) n=1000 (b) n=10000
Figure 3: Comparison of theoretical and empirical order of RMSE

Finally, we evaluate the performance of the second-order estimator in (10) of expected conditional
covariance 7 (the estimator (11) of expected conditional variance of treatment is expected to have
similar performance). In our setting 7 = 1/16 and for each fixed sample size n, let d = |n?| with
v €4{0.5,0.55,0.6,...,2}. We set the estimates of probabilities py’s as the true pr = 1/d and hence
&, = 0 in Theorem 6. The estimates 7, 1x’s are all set to 0. The results are summarized in Figure
4. Similar to Figure 2, the estimated RMSE is quite stable in the region v < 1.25 and the phase
transition seems to happen in the region v > 1.
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Figure 4: RMSE V.S. « for the second-order estimator (10) using true covariate distribution p,
where « controls the order of d.

We also plot the relationship between empirical RMSE and theoretical bound Cay/d/n? =

Con?/271 with Cy = 0.5 in Figure 5. We see the empirical RMSE matches the theoretical bound
very well.
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Figure 5: Comparison of theoretical and empirical order of RMSE

7 Discussion

In this paper, we studied the treatment effects estimation problem in the context of high-dimensional
discrete covariates. Theoretical properties of commonly used regression, weighting and doubly
robust estimators are examined in this non-classic regime. We also evaluated the role of effect
homogeneity and covariate distribution in treatment effects estimation and proposed estimators that
can properly take advantage of these structures and achieve faster convergence rates. Finally, we
explored the fundamental limits of treatment effects estimation and showed consistent estimation
of ATE is a difficult task on high-dimensional data. The discrete covariate setting is not only an
interesting base case but also informative for the general dataset with continuous components. We
hope our work can help researchers appropriately understand and interpret the treatment effects
estimated from datasets with many covariates.

There are several possible extensions for future work. In this paper, we borrowed the moment
matching tools from the theoretical computer science literature (Jiao et al., 2015; Wu and Yang,
2016, 2019) to study the minimax lower bound on ATE estimation. It would be interesting to
explore how to construct estimators of ATE based on polynomial approximation theory and realize
the “effective sample size enlargement” phenomenon, which is feasible in entropy and support size
estimation. Moreover, the minimax lower bound for ATE we proved is an initial result that does
not exactly match the upper bound. More effort is needed to come up with new construction and
tighten the lower bound if possible. Examining how other structural assumptions can help us achieve
faster estimation rates is also an interesting topic. Other extensions could involve the estimation
of different causal estimands in a similar discrete setting, including time-varying treatment effects,
generalizability and transportability, optimal treatment regimes, instrumental variable and more.
Developing a comprehensive understanding on the properties of popular estimators and fundamental
limits of different causal functionals in the discrete setting could be an interesting avenue left for
future investigation.
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A Asymptotic Normality of Estimators

In this section, we provide a central limit theorem for the plug-in estimator when the number of
categories d is fixed as a constant, summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 7. Supposed X € [d] is discrete with d fized and the nuisance estimators are the empirical
averages defined in (2). Then we have

Vit (=) 5 N (0, Var(p(2).

where A -
©(Z) = x — pox + ( —
TX

1—7mx

)0 )

is the first-order influence function of ATE v under a nonparametric model.

Theorem 7 implies that when the covariate is discrete with fixed dimension d, the plug-in style
estimator 1 is \/ﬁ—g\onsistent and asymptotically normal. Hence in low-dimensional problems, the
plug-in estimator v enjoys appealing properties and we can construct confidence intervals and
perform statistical tests on ATE based on Theorem 7. It is worth noting that asymptotic normality
also holds in the regime d = o(y/n). However, truncating the propensity score estimates at e and
1 — € is required to avoid instability induced by imprecise estimation of 7 in the high-dimensional
regime. Moreover, the empirical influence function @ belongs to a Donsker class when d is fixed
since it could be expressed as finite-dimensional parametric models (the dimension depends on d).
As d = d,, grows with n, they may not belong to a Donsker class and sample splitting is required to
control the empirical process term.

B Proof of Main Results

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. We will prove three estimators for 1; = E[Y'!] = Zizl Pk are equal and similar results
hold for E[Y?] = Zizl prpok- First consider the regression estimator

~ 1 =N
wl,reg - a H1X;
=1
1 n d
“n Z ZI(XZ = k)b1x,
n =1 k=1
1 n d
=— I(X; = k)
n <
i=1 k=1
1 n
=) ( I(X; = k:)) it
n
k=1 i=1
d o~
= Dk = ¥,
k=1

where the second equation follows from the fact Zz:1 I(X; = k) = 1. In fact, given n samples,
we have ZZ:1 I(X; =k) =) pp.>0 L (Xi = k) = 1. With this in mind, for the inverse probability
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weighting estimator we have

~ 1 & AY;
wl,ipw = /\Z :
n “ X,
i=1 v
1< A;Y;
=2 2 IXi=k)==
1=1 k:pp >0 *
1< A;Y;
—n 2 2 M=k
1=1 k:pp >0

d ~
= Zﬁkﬁlk = wv
k=1

where q1 = %Z?:l I(X; = k)A;Y; and qi /Wy, = p1r by definition in (2). Note that all the
equations still hold when some categories have no treated samples (i.e. W, = 0) since we define
0/0 = 0 whenever it appears. The last equation holds since the categories with pr = 0 do not
contribute to the estimation. Finally, we consider the doubly robust estimator. Note that

An
P, [flx}
X
1 L Ailix;
“n2 2 IG=RTEE
i=1 k:pr. >0 ¢
= ZI(ZL“%W&:“)@mK
kipr=0 PETk

Note that nppmr = Y ;- AiI(X; = k). If npp7 > 0 then
i Al (X = k)

— =1.
NPETk
If npp7r > 0 by our definition on 0/0 =0
i X =R) g Gk,
npET W

and hence we always have

(Z?:l AI(Xi=k)\ -

il )mmk:mmh
NpETE
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We conclude

P, [AMX] Z DPrllik = Zpkmk-

k:pr>0
This together with
AY ~
]P)n |:/\:| — w
TX
shows AY — ix)
Prar =P [AMX + ﬂlx] = 1.
TX

B.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. We focus on the bias of 121 and 120 can be similarly analyzed. We may rewrite the plug-in
estimator as

to emphasize the definition 0/0 = 0 in each term. On the event {nwy = 0}, we automatically have
q1r = 0. On the event {nwy > 0},

E[ngus | X", A" = nigpuy, = n%:@k

since nqig | X", A" ~ B(nwg, p1). Hence we have

E [‘“ﬁp’“f(@k > 0)} —E [i’;[(wk > 0)E(Gix | X”,A")] E[piI (@ > 0)] L.

Wi, Wk

The bias of each individual term is

E [(hfpkf(@k - 0)}  Q1kPk
Wy, wy,

Q. QukDk
=E[p.l >0 —_
[ped (Wy, > 0)]— o

= — E[pe] (@ = 0)] 1%
Wy

Further note that nwy, | X" ~ B(npg, 7x),

We then use the fact E[V "] = npc(l — p + cp)"~! for V ~ Bin(n,p) and obtain
E[pr(1 — mx)"P]
= “E[npi(1 - m)]
= % x npg(1 —m)[L = pe + (1 — me)pi]™™

=pr(1 — ) (1 — pem)" !
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Hence the bias for individual terms is

E [mfpkf(@k > 0)} _ Dbk —pgpr(1 — ) (1 — prmg)™ ™t
W, wg,

and we conclude
d

By — 1) ==Y parpi(l — m) (1 — prmy)™

k=1
Similarly (or by symmetry) for TZ)\O we have

d

Eltho — o) = — Y _ porprmi(1 — pr + peme)™
k=1
O
B.3 Proof of Proposition 3
Proof.
R d
sup [Bp[tr — ]l = sup Y puepr(l — i) (1 — peme)™ !
PeD, (¢) HiksThoPh 1,y
d
= sup Y pr(1 — ) (1 — peme)™
Tk Pk k=1
d
= sup Zpk(l —e)(1 —epp)" !

The first equation follows from w1 < 1 and the second follows from 73 > €. For the upper bound
consider the function fi(z) = 2(1 — ex)" ! and f](x) = (1 — enx)(1 — ex)" 2. Hence for x € [0, 1]

we always have
1 "' 1
fl(m)gfl(l/fn):a 1—-— < —.

We thus conclude J

sup > pi(1—€)(1—epy)" ! <
Pk k=1

1—6§
€ n

For the lower bound we plug in the uniform distribution on [d] and obtain

d

sup »_pe(l—€)(1—epp)" " = (1—¢) (1 - g)n_l :

PE 4

Now by inequality

log(1 > > —1
we have ( 0
€ e(n —
—1)1 1—=)>-=-"_"7
(n=1) °g< d) = Td_e
and hence

1-9(1-)"" 2 1-gex [—(3_‘”] .
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For the lower bound when n > 1/e+ 1 consider two cases:
Case 1: ( )

=Pi-1 = e Pa = 1 — oy We have
d n—1
d—1 1 1d—1
> ol —ep)" > ——— (1- —— P
k_lpk( Pk) “en—1) < ) “4en—1’

-1
since (1—%)71 >lwhenn>3
Case 2: ( 1)>1 we have d > |e(n — 1) + 1 and we set

1 [e(n—1)]

= 7_1)7p|_€(n—l)J+l =1- (

P1= """ =DPle(n-1)] 6(71

d n—1
1 letn—1)] 1 1
;pk(l —epp)" Tt > D <1 - ) >

e(n — n—1

since |x|/z > 1/2 when z > 1. Combining two cases we have

d
1 d—1
E 1-— s 2 A1

when n > 1/e+ 1.

O
B.4 Proof of Theorem 1
Proof. R R R
Var(y1) = E[Var(y1 | X", A")] + Var(E[y; [ X", A"]). (14)
We start with the first term. By the conditional independence of qi1, ..., giq given X", A", we have
Var({b\l ‘ Xn7An)
S (D
_ (Z q1kDk (Awk > 0) | XnaAn>
k=1 k
d -2
I(w, >0
:Zpk( K )Var(qlk\X JA™)
k=1 k

~2
1 wk n
d g1/~
1 pid wk >0
k=1

where we use the fact ngy, | X", A" ~ Bin(nwy, pix)-
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Note that nwy ~ Bin(npg, 7;) | X™ and apply Lemma 6, we have

[Var(% | X", A™M)]

- ZE [pk] Yk = 0)} pak(l — pag)
= Zd:E {ﬁiE [W \ X”] } pak(l — pak)

nWp

d
2
< El#»2 = 1—
< E {p’“(nﬁwrl)m}m’“( Hik)

where we use the fact u1x(1 — 1) < 1/4. Then we evaluate the second term in (14)

d ~ o~ d
- _ NkPE 7/~ o o~ T
Ef¢y | X", A"] = ZE [ @ I(Wg, > 0) | X”,A”} = ;pkf(wk > 0) i1y
By further using the property of conditional variance we have
R d d
Var(E[¢; | X", A"]) = E |Var (Z Pl (W, > 0)pay | X") + Var (E > Pel(@r > 0)p | X"])
k=1 k=1
(15)
We analyze the first term in (15). By the conditional independence of nwy, ..., nwy given X" we
have
d
ar <Z il (@ > 0y, | X">
k=1
d
=Y Dty Var(I(@g > 0) | X7)
k=1
d
< D Denie(1— me)"P
k=1
d
1
<> bt
ot kulkﬂk(l +npk>
1A
<1 ~
<Ly
k=1
_1
en’
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where we use the fact )
1l—z2)"< —— Vo< <1.
(I—2)" < z(1+n)’ ==

Hence we have

d
o 1
E |Var (mewk > 0)up | X)] <.

k=1

For the second term in (15), we have

d
E Z Pl (W > 0)puy, | X”]
=1

Pepik(1 —P(nwy = 0| X™))

M&EM&

pPi[l — (1 — my,)"Px]

b
Il

1

So we need to evaluate

d
Var (E [Zﬁk-’(@k > 0)pag | X"D

k=1

d
= Var <Z pikpr[l — (1 — Wk)nﬁko

k=1

d
= 3w Var (Bl — (1= me)"™]) + 3 s Cov (Bl — (1= m) "], {1 — (1 — m)"™))
k=1 i#]

‘We note that ~
Epr[l — (1 — mx)"P*]] = px — pr(1 — 7)) (1 — mppp)™ ™

and

E{p0 - (1 m ) <mpp) = 202

This yields the following bound

Var(p[1 — (1 — m)"P¥])

pr(1 — pr _
37( - ) +2p2(1 — m) (1 — Tpr)™
Pr(l — pi 1

1- 2
pr(1 — pi) +ﬁ
n ne

2
<1+ >pk
€ n

S, Var (B2 — (1~ m)™]) < (1 n 2) L

k=1

<

So we have
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For the covariance part, the computations are more involved. We need to compute

E{pill - (1= m)"P Il - (1 m)™] |
=Epip;) — Epip; (1 — m)"™"] — E[pi; (1 — )] + E[pip; (1 — m)"P (1 — m;)"™]
For three-dimensional multinomial distribution (X1, X2, X3) ~ Multinomial(n, p1, p2, p3) the proba-
bility generating function is

El 25225 %) = (p121 + p2zo + p3zs)™

From this formula and differentiation we have

E[X1 X227 232] = n(n — 1)p1z1paza(p121 + paza + p3)" 2.

We can obtain the expectations appearing in the covariance as:

PR n—1
Elp:p;] = —

N iy T .
E[pip;(1 — m)""'] = - (1 — ) (1 —mip;)" 2

PN ~ = n—1 _
E[pipj (1 — m)" """ (1 — m;)"P7] = Tpipj(l —m)(1 =) (1 — mip; — mp;)" 2

Now the covariance of pair (i, 7) is
Cov (Bill = (1 = m)"™], 51 — (1 = m;)"™])

—E [@[1 (- )P — (1 — nj)nﬁjﬂ _E [7[1 (- m)”@]} B [@»[1 (=)

_n-— 1 n—1 _ n—1 B
= PP — ——pipj (1 — ) (1 — mip;)" ™% — Tpipj(l — i) (L —mp)" 2

n—1 _
+ Tpipj(l =) (1 —m;)(1 — mip; — wjpy)"

— [pi — pi(1 = m) (L — mp)"lpj — pj (L — ;) (1 — mjp;)" ']

1 (1 (1
- +pipj (1 — ) (1 — mipi)" 2 (n — mm) + pipi (1 — ;) (1 — mpj)" 2 (n — 77ij>
1 _ _ _

+ ;Pipj(l —m)(1 =) [(n = 1)1 — mip; — mp;)" 2 = (L = mpe)™ (1 — mjp;)" ]

where in the last equation we combine the four terms in E [p;[1 — (1 — )PPl — (1 — Wj)”ﬁj]] and
E [pi[1 — (1 — m)"P1]] E [p;[1 — (1 — m;)"P5]] correspondingly. We proceed as taking summations

S s Cov (Bl = (1= )P 51 — (1 = 71|

i#]‘
1
< Z pzp] + 22]%]?] 1 - szz) -2 E — TP
i#£] 1]
0 —pipj(1 = m) (1= m5)[(n = 1)(1 = mips = mjp3)" > = n(1 = mip:)"~ (1 = mjpy)" |
Z#J
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For each individual term in the expression above, we have

1 1
Z —pipj = Z pz(l _pz) < ;
i#j
2 ].
szpj 1 - szz) E — TiPi
i#£]
1 _
< Z i+ Zpipj(l — ) (1 — mpi)" 27
Z#J i#]
1
+ pipj (1 — m;) —————=mip;
; 1. j sz(n o 1) 7’
1 1
< .
—n n-—1

For the last term we need an auxiliary lemma as follows:

Lemma 2. For n > 3, consider the function

falz,y) =(n-1)(1 -2 -y)"? —n(l—2)" ' (1-y)""

defined on the triangle D = {x > 0,y > 0,z +y < 1}. Then we have

|2z, y)| < 1.

For the last term we invoke Lemma 2 and have

> %Pipj(l —m)(L—m;)|(n— 1)1 = mip; — m;p;)" % — n(1 — mpy)™ (1 — myp;)" Y|
i#£]

1 1
< Z o PiPi < o

i#j
We thus showed

’ leliﬂlj Cov (/\2[1 - Wi)nﬁi] pl-(1-—n )nﬁj]) ‘ 4 2

. <4
» ] J —

oy "

N1 4 2
Var(IE X”]>§<1—|— >—|—+ .

e/ n n n—1
R 3\1 4 2
Var(eff | X" A7) < (14+2) 14 2
€

n n n-—1
Var(y) < 14
1= 2¢

d
> eI (@, > 0)pax
k=1

1 4 2
n n n-—1
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B.5 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. The proof strategy follows from the moment matching method commonly used in theoretical
computer science literature (Wu and Yang, 2016, 2019; Jiao et al., 2015). We first define a “relaxed”
model class with proportion vector p = (p1,p2,...) being approzimately a probability vector.
Mathematically, for § > 0 define

D(e,0) = {

where we relax the assumption >, pr =1 to |>_, pr — 1| < J so that we can set py’s to be random
variables in our construction and use the method of fuzzy hypotheses (Tsybakov, 2009; Le Cam,
2012). Under P € D(e, ), we assume npy ~ Poi(npy) and (npi,npa,...) are independent, i.e. we
again rely on a Poisson sampling model to prove our results. The treatment assignment A and
outcome Y have the same distribution as in Section 2.1 conditioned on the category each sample
falls into. Define the minimax lower bound over D(e, d) as

d

Zpk—l

k=1

S(S,pke[0,1],7Tk€[e,l—e],VkE[d]}, (16)

~ - 2
R*(d,n,6) :==inf sup Ep [(1/}1 — 1/11> ]

Y1 PED(e,9)

The following lemma allows us to relate R*(d,n) with R*(d,n,d).
Lemma 3. For any § € [0,1/3),

R*(d,n/2) > %ﬁ*(d,n,d) — exp(—n/50) — 62,

We then present an auxiliary result characterizing the prior distribution on the parameters in
the method of fuzzy hypotheses. In the following proof of this section, we will set pgr = 0 and
abbreviate pq) as pg, which is different from the mean of outcome in k-th category E[Y|X = k| as
in Section 5.

Lemma 4. There exists constants ¢, > 0 such that for any constants c1,co,c3 > 0 satisfying
“8 <1 and d < cgnlogn, there exist two distributions po and py on (p,m, p) satisfying the

2
following properties:

1. po a.s. and py a.s.

1
0§p<cl ogn

,e<m<1—€6 0 <1,
n

2. Fori,j, k>0 andi+ j+ k < 3K with K = cologn,

Epo [pi(pﬂ)j (pw)k} =K, [pi(pﬂ)j (pﬂu)k] .

3.
1
ag = By, [p] = By, [p] < 7
4- »
— >
‘Euo [pﬂ] Em [pMH = nlogn’

/
where ¢y = 5L,
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The proof of Lemma 3 and 4 are provided in Section C. Note that in the construction of y;, ™
and p are actually functions of p. Under null hypothesis P, let (pg, 7k, pg) 1i.d. ~ po, 1 < k < d. We
add one more category with pgy1 =1 — dag, 7411 = €, tg+1 = 0. Under the alternative hypothesis
P’ let (p,, mpy py,) 1dd. ~pp, 1 <k <dandpj,, =1—dag,m),, =¢€ pny  =0. Obviously, adding
one more category will not affect the final rate. The sufficient statistics for ¢y are

By the property of Poisson distribution these counting statistics are independent under the Pois-
son sampling model and under the null hypothesis P (given {p1,...,pq}, which is equivalent to
conditioning on {(pg, 7k, px), 1 < k < d} since 7, u are functions of p)

Npi1 = #{i: X; =k, A; = 1,Y; = 1} ~ Poi(npgmrps),
NklO = #{Z : Xi = k,Ai = 1,}/1‘ = 0} ~ POi(npkﬂ'k(l - ,U’k))v
Nio :=#{i : X; =k, A; = 0} ~ Poi(npg(1 — 7x)).
Similarly under the alternative hypothesis P’,
Niy=#{i: X; =k, A =1,Y; = 1} ~ Poi(npjm.u}),
Nijo=#{i: X; =k, A =1,Y; = 0} ~ Poi(npjm}, (1 — uy)),
Nio = #{i: X; = k, A; = 0} ~ Poi(npj,(1 — 7.)).
Denote Ny, = (Ng11, Nk10, Nko) as the sufficient statistics in k-th category and N = (Ny,..., Ny, Ngy1)
as the collection of these sufficient statistics. Define N’ similarly for the alternative hypothesis.
The total variation distance between the marginal distribution of N and N’ (marginalize over the
distribution of {(pk, 7k, ux), 1 < k < d} and {(p), 7, 1y.), 1 < k < d}) can be bounded by triangle

inequality as (since N depends only on (pg, 7k, i) for each k and {(pg, 7x, pur), 1 < k < d} are
independent, (Ny,..., Ny, Ny;1) are also independent)
d
TV(N,N') < ) TV(Ng, Nj).
k=1

Note that the marginal distributions of components of N are not independent since Ng11, Ng10, Nio
all depend on (p, 7k, p). Conditioned on (pk, 7k, k), (Nki11, Nk10, Nro) are conditionally indepen-
dent with each being a Poisson distribution. By definition of total variation distance,

1 & . . . .
=5 Z |P(Nk11 = 4, Ny1o = j, Nro = €) = P(Njqq = i, Niyo = J, Nio = 0)|.
i,j,0=0

Conditioning on (pg, 7k, px) we have
P(Nk11 = i, Nk1o = J, Nyo = £)

[nprmr (1 — pg))?

(nprmrfik)’
: i

=& [exp(- i) "PII exp(npn(1 - 1)

[npi(1 — mp)]
A
(npemipn) Inprmi(1 — )} [npe (1 — Wk)]e]
AN
—F [i (_npk)t(npkﬂ'kﬂk)i[npil!c;:lz!(tl! — )l [npe (1 — Wk)]Z] .

exp(—npg(1 — 7))

=E [eXp(—npk)

t=0
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Hence the total variation distance can be written as

1 o~ (—npg)! 1- 1 —m)]¢
:72 E Z( npy)* (nprmein)* [nprmr (1 — )l [npr (1 — 7x)]
2 ayan
5,4 t=0
i —npfy)* (npfmi ) Inplmy, (1 — ) [npl, (1 — )]
= iljlelt!

Note that

(npk)  (nprmipee) [nprmi (1 — o) [npe (1 — )]

is a polynomial of (pk, pp7k, PxTrpr) With degree t 4+ i + j + ¢. By moment matching property 1 in
Theorem 4, we have

TV(Ng, N},
<1 Z i [(npk)t(npkﬂkﬂk) [nprmi (1 — i)} [npr (1 — Wk)]e]
— 2 ilglett!
i+ jHHt>3K
N (AL A
v '
Note that
(npie) (npremrre i) [npr i (1 — ) Inpr (1 — i)}
117100¢!
_ (np,)" (npemip)’
= exp(2npy) exp(—npx) i exp(—npkwkuk)*
npEmE(1 — J npr (1 — )]
exp(—npgmr(l — ,uk))[ Pk k(j' )] exp(—npg(1 — wk))w

= exp(2npp)P(Vi = t, Vo =i, V3 = 5, Vi = € | pg, Tk, i),
where conditioning on (pg, 7, tx),

Vi ~Poi(npy),

(
Vo ~ Poi(npgmiur),
V3 ~ Poi(nprme(1 — pix)),
Vi ~ Poi(npg (1l — 7)),

and (V1, Vo, V3, Vy) are independent. Further let V- = V) + Vo + V3 +Vy ~ Poi(2npy) given (pg, 7k, ik )-
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Thus we have

14

S OE (npr)t (nprmpn) [npemi (1 — pg) ) [npr (1 — 75)]
i1t

i j A t>3K

=Elexp(2npg)P(Vi + Va + Vs + Vi > 3K | py, Tk, pir.)]

= Elexp(2npy)P(V > 3K | pr, T, fi)]

n 4
=FE [exp(ank) Z exp(—2npk)(2 Pk)

/!
>3K
B (2np)*
0>3K
(2¢1 logn)*
< Z —a
0>3K

2¢1 logn)?
= exp(201 logn) Z exp(—201 log n)(lglg)

{>3K
=n?P(W > 3K),

where W ~ Poi(2¢1 logn). Apply the following Chernoff bound: For L > eM

eM\
P(Poi(M) > L) < exp(—M) (L) . (17)
When 3K > 2ecq logn, we have

2 3ca logn

P(W > 3K) < exp(—2c; logn) (ecl) ,
302
3co logn e

nQCl]P)(W > SK) S 2661 = 302 IOg( 3021) S n72 S C?’lﬂ
3¢ nd

as long as we choose constant ¢y, co satisfying 3co log ( ) > 2 and c3 is the constant in Lemma

2ecy
4. Thus the total variation distance is bounded as (similar inequality holds under the alternative
hypothesis)

logn
TV(N;, Nj) < &
( k> k) > nd
1
TV(N,N') < w‘
n
The functional separation is
d
(P) Z Pk = Pih),
k=1
E [11(P) — 1 (P)]| = diElpy — /)| = —22 1=
~nlogn
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Consider the following events:
d
E = { Zpk — dayg
k=1
d
E' = { prk —dag
k=1

By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

<4,

d
> prp — dEuo[lw]’ < q/4} ,
k=1

Sq/4},

d
> phuy, — dBy, [p'1]

k=1
> 5)

d
P(E°) <P ( S i — day
k=1
d
+P ( > prp — dBy, [pu]’ > q/4>
k=1
< d Var,, (p) n 16d Var,,, (pu)
= 52 e
cd(logn)? = 16c2d(logn)?
=T 5202 n2q?2
1 16¢3 (logn)*
16 c2d ’

<9,

where the third inequality follows from the bound |pu| < |p| < c;1logn/n and the last equation
follows by setting § = W%. Similarly, we have
2 4
]P)(E/C) S i 1601(10g n) .
16 c2d

We put the following prior distributions induced by {(pg, 7k, px), 1 < k < d} and {(p},, 7, 1},), 1 <
k < d} on P and P’, respectively:

LP|EALP|E.
Note that under 7, 7',

[Y1(P) — 1 (P)] = q/2.
By triangle inequality, the total variation distance of the sufficient counting statistics N and N’
under two priors is bounded by

™V (N | BE,N | E') <TV(N|E,N)+ TV(N,N')+TV (N’ | E',N’)

<P(E°) +P(E")+TV(N,N')
1
8

32¢2(logn)? Lo logn

IA

_l’_

2
cid n

By method of fuzzy hypotheses (Section 2.7.4 of Tsybakov (2009)) we conclude

R*(d,n, 6)
2
23—2(1—TV(N1E,N’1E’)).
< qj 7 32¢2(logn)* _cglogn
—321\8 cid n '
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Hence in the regime d > (logn)*, we have

~ d?
R*(d,n,0) 2 ———.
( 7n7 )N(nlogn)2
By Lemma 3 we conclude
d? d(logn)?
R*(d,n) 2 ——— — —n/50) — ———
( ’n) ~ (n log n)z eXp( n/ ) n2
d2
~ (nlogn)?
The overall requirements on the constants are
ccics 3¢o
5~ < 1,3colog ( — ] > 2.
c5 2ecy

Clearly for ¢, c3 > 0, one can choose ¢y sufficiently small and ¢y sufficiently large to satisfy these
conditions.

The lower bound 1/n can be proved using a two-point method. Without loss of generality,
assume that n > 8. Under the null P and alternative hypothesis P’, set

1

1 1 1
= — = — = P = — Pl = — (S
Pk d77rk 27:“0]6 Oululk( ) 27M1k( ) 2 + P

with § = 1/y/n, i.e., the covariate distribution and propensity score are the same. By Le Cam’s
two-point method we have

it sup B | (31 - 0)°| 2 {0(P) = (PP ex(-nD(PI P, (18)
Y1 PeD(e)

Note that the functional separation is

|1 (P) — 1 (P')| =6 =

5i-

Under the null hypothesis P, we have

g fa=1Ly=1,

P(X=k/A=aY =y) = ﬁ ifa=1,y=0,
> ifa=0,y=0.

Under the alternative hypothesis P’, we have

%(%—l—é) ifa=1,y=1,
P(X=kA=aY=y)=< 5;(3-06) ifa=1y=0,
Tld ifa=0,y=0.
The K-L divergence between P and P’ is
D(P|P) = i ~ L tog(1 4+ 26) — = log(1 — 25)| = — > log(1 — 48%).
—~ | 4d 4d 4
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Using the inequality
log(1 —z) > —2x,2 € [0,1/2],

we have

1 4 2

n

Plug in the functional separation and bound on K-L divergence into (18), we conclude

1
.

inf sup Ep [(@1 - 1111)2] 2

’(bl PE'D(E)

B.6 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. By the definition of #j, = I(pr, > 0,0 < T, < 1) we have
d
P|> 1 =0]| =P (@ € {0,pr} Vk with P > 0)
j=1
= E{P (ﬁ}\k € {O,ﬁk}Vk with pp > 0 ’ Xn)}

=ES [[ P(@ < {0,p:} | X")
k:pi>0

~E (ﬁ [{(1 — )P +7Tzﬁk}l(ﬁk >0) +1 (P = 0>]>

k=1

-FE [ﬁ {(1 — )" 4 P T (B, = 0)}

k=1

The proof relies on the poissonization technique to bound the above expectation of the product. Pois-
sonization allows us to replace (npi,...,npg) ~ Multinomial (n, p1, ..., pq) with npy ~ Poisson(npy)
and np1,...,npy are independent. The following lemma connects the expectation in the multinomial
case with that in the independent Poisson case.

Lemma 5 (Theorem 5.10 in Mitzenmacher and Upfal (2017)). Let X" € R? ~ Multinomial (n, p1,. .., pa),
Y" € R? and Y™ ~ Poisson(np;) and Y{*, ..., Y] are independent. Consider a non-negative function
fx1, ... zq), if E[f(XT,...,X])] is monotonely non-increasing with n, then

E[f(XT,..., X)) <2E[f(Y{",...,Y])].

The proof is left as an exercise in Mitzenmacher and Upfal (2017) and we include it in Appendix
C.4. Let

=

a, =E

{(1 — )" P — T (B, = 0)}]

k=1

=E

—E

Il
—

k
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First we verify the monotonicity of a,,. We claim

n n+1 ntl
R A (Z I(Xi=k) = 0)

i=1
< (1 _ Wk)Z?zl I(X;=k) + 27, 1 I(Xi=k) <ZI ) _
On the event {Z?ill I(X;=k)= 0} then > 7" | I(X; =k) =0 and
P I(X=k) | S I(Xi=k) -
(1 — myp)Zi=r [X=R) g ZI =1
(1 — mp) 2=t [=R) - 1) <ZI > =1.
On the event {> " | I(X; = k) =0, Xpy1 = k},
n+1
(1—7%)Z T(Xe=k) 4 kE (ZI ):1—7Tk+7rk:1

(1 — Wk)zy:l ](Xi:k) + ﬂ'k ?:1 I(Xi:k) -1 <Z I(XZ = k) = ) =

=1

On the event {>"7" | I(X; = k) > 0},

S I(X=k) | i I(Xi=k) Qs
(1 — 7Tk) i= + m Z I

=(1- Wk)z?:ﬁl I(Xi=Fk) Zn+11 I(Xi=k)

_l’_
<(1 —Wk)Z?:l I(X;=k) + E:z 1 [(Xi=k)

Hence the claim is verified and a,, is non-increasing. Apply Lemma 5 we can now assume npy ~
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Poisson(npy) and npy,...,npy are independent (with an additional factor 2)

t=0
1

P

d
Jj=

<2E

k=1

[T{0—m) + = — 1 (e = 0)}]

2

=

E[(1— m)" + mpP — 1 (5, = 0)]

k=1

Il
=

[exp(—nmgpr) + exp(—n(l — mk)pk) — exp(—npy)]

b
Il

1

a—E

<2 | lexp(—enpy) + exp(—=(1 — e)npr) — exp(—npy)] -

el
I
—

The first equation follows from independence and second one follows from probability generating
function of Poisson distribution and the last inequality follows since f3(z) = exp(—cx)+exp(—c(1—x))
(for constant ¢ > 0) is decreasing on [0, 1/2] and increasing on [1/2,1]. For simplicity define

Zi = exp(—enpy) + exp(—(1 — €)npi) — exp(—npy).
1. In the first case enpy, > 2log2 we have (recall 0 < e < 1/2)
Zy, < 2exp(—enpg) < exp (—@) :
2. In the second case npy < €, we use the following inequalities for ¢ > 0:

exp(—t) <1 —t+1t%/2,
exp(—t) >1—t+t*/2-°/6

and obtain

2,2, 2 9 5 o
1—
Zy, Sl—enpk+6 n2pk +1—(1_6)npk+w
2,2 3,3
U n-py
. 1_ _
( npy + 5 5 )
3,3
=1—¢(1—e)n’p} + %
D
<1- (66 - e2> n?p;
2,2
<1- en‘py,
2,2
en’p;,
< - .
< exp < 3 )
3. In the last case € < npy, < 21"%2, since fi(x) = exp(—ex)+exp(—(1—€)x)—exp(—z) is monotonely

non-increasing on [0, 00| (one can check this by taking the first-order derivative easily), we have

Zi < exp(—€?) + exp(—€(1 — €)) — exp(—¢) = exp(~C1(e))
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where Cj(€) = — log(exp(—¢€?) + exp(—e(1 — €)) — exp(—¢)) € (0, €?). Note that

enpy,
2log2’
We have
exp(—Ci(€)) < exp(—Ca(€)npy)
where

Cy(e)e e €
Ca(e) = ¢
2() = 510g2 < 2log2 < 2

Hence we can combine the first case with the third case as

Zr, < exp(—Ca(e)npy).

Let I; include the index k € [d] in the first and third case, I include the index k in the second case.
Denote S = Zieh pi, Th = Z’iEIQ p?. We thus have

d en?T:
11 2k < exp(=Ca(e)nSy) exp <— 2) :
k=1

3

In the case n > d we have

3|8

1— 51 = sz_ <<

i€la
i.e. S1 > 1— € and we have

d
T] 2 < exp(~Ca(e)(1 — ) < exp (— 02(6’") |

2
k=1
In the case n < d, if S; > 1/2 then we also have

f[ Zp < exp ( 02(26)n> .

k=1

In the case S; < 1/2, then by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have
2

1
ZS (1-81)%= ;pz <|L|Ty < dT3,
el

i.e. Th > this further implies

4d’

So we conclude that

kl;[le < max {eXp (_ Cz(;)ﬂ) , eXp (—ig;>} < exp <_C(E)n7z/2d>

sH

where
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B.7 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. We first bound the bias. By conditioning on X", A"” and noting E[i; | X", A"] =
ikl (prmr > 0), Elior | X™, A" = por! (pr(1 — 7) > 0) we have

i
E[7 | X", A" = Tt th>0

Zk 1 tk j=1
Note that
d__ R S B d__ d__
=9I | Y >0+l (Y =0 =220 (Y >0 49l [ > 5=0
j=1 j=1 Zk:l tk j=1 j=1
Hence the bias can be expressed as
E [T —¢]
Z (T — d
_ | k= IR Zt>0 —yP Y 5 =0
Zk 1 b j=1 j=1
Using o, in (8) to parameterize the effect homogeneity and Lemma 1, we have
E[7 —¢]]
P R o
<E I >0 +wP ) t=
Zk 1tk j=1 j=1
n2
<op+2exp <—C(e)n v d) .

We then consider the variance. By the property of conditional variance, we have

Var(7) = Var (E[7 | X", A"]) + E [Var (7 | X", A")]. (19)
Rewrite
en At o EkTh S YN
E[F | X" A" =22 22T 1Y >0 = Zt]>0 + I th>0
Zk:l tk j=1 Zk 1tk j=1

For a bounded random variable X satisfying m < X < M we have Var(X) < (M —m)?/4. Note
that

t
S =) (555 20| | <o,
Zk 1tk j=1
and we have
d
t — —~
Var Zk 1 (7 Zt < o2,
Zk ltk =1
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Further notice

d
Var [ 91 [ > >0
j=1

<

d
<Y (Dt =0

Jj=1

The covariance can be expressed as

tr(
Cov Vit th>0 Al th>0
Ek 1tk j=1

-Zd tr(Ti — ) ~ - S t(Tk 4.
=y | ==L0 2 T (N8>0 | —yE (SRS >t P

i 2 k=1 th j=1 ] D k=1 tk j=1

d = d i d
t — ~ ~

oy | 2=t 6T Y) >8>0 Zt -

i k=1 th j=1 ] j=1
and hence we can bound the covariance as follows:

d
t( -
Cov it Bl Zt >0, | Y 4>0
Zk 1tk j=1 j=1
n2
<20, —C .
<20, exp <e>nvd)
Combining these three terms above we have
9 n? n?
E[7 | X" A"]) < 2 - 4oy, - .
Var (E[7 | X", A"]) < o, + exp( C(e)nvd> + 4o exp< C(E)n\/d>

To complete the proof we need to bound

E [Var (7 | X", A")] .

Note that conditioning on X", A™ the estimated {7k, 1 < k < d} are independent with

Var (7, | X", A") =

‘We have

Var(7 | X", A") =

<

1-—- o~
M1k( Mlk)f(pkﬂk > 0) 1

npxT,
I(Z tj>0)zd: 0<%k<1)<
(Z] 1t> k=1
1 ( t]>0> o
1 t) Zk10<7rk<1)
J

k=1

(-
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pok(1 — ,UOk)I
npr (1 — 7)

(Pr(1 —7) > 0).

pik(1 — piag)

ok (1 — fio)

npETE

1

nﬁk(l — 7?]6)

1

(L

NpETk

_l’_

npr(1 — )

)

(20)

)



Denote I = (11, ...,I3) with I, = I(0 < 7, < 1) and further note that

SR
1 I(ijltj>0) 4 PI(0 < 7y < 1)

N2 ==
ey & e
I (2{ T > 0)
1 =1%
—_E !

d

. A 1

——5> > Brl(0 <7y < 1)IE( | X”,I)
(Z?:l tj) k=1 PR

NPT

d
1
Zﬁzf(o<%k<1)1a< _— yX",Ik> 7

where the last equation follows from the independence of treatment assignment within each category
after covariates X" are sampled. It is easy to see from Lemma 6 that for a Binomial random variable

V ~ B(n,p) we have

P
(n+1p[l—pr— (1 —p)")

1
E[V|O<V<n]§

Thus we have (assume n > 2)

1
PI(0 <7, < 1E ( — | X",Ik>
NPETE

2021(0 < 7, < 1)

= (npr + Dmp [1— 72— (1 — mp)"]
kaI(O <TE < 1)

T (npr+1)e[l —e" — (1 —€)"]
2p21(0 < 7 < 1)

~ (npr e[l — 2 — (1 —€)?]

(0 <T < 1)

~ (np+ 1) (1)

ﬁkI(O < < 1)
- e(l—-en

Sum these terms up, we have

1 I(Z t >0> : 27 1 n 1
1E (Z t]> k;Zk 0<7rk<1)IE<m|X,Ik> 5462(1_6)

Similarly, we can show

1 (Z;l:ﬁAj > 0)

d 7 4~
Lo I(Zj=1tj>0) SRIO<m <D 1 o I(Zj=1tj>0)

N2 P _ = — — )2 d 7
R O3 =T L Bt il
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So we have the following bound on the expected conditional variance:

1 1 (Z?:l%} > 0)

E [Var(7 | X", A™)] < _

[Var(7 | IS =t | g
Define h(p, )

1 ifY0 % =0

h(ﬁ77/‘:) = { 1 . d 7T
S I0cn <y 21t > 0.

Note that 3 ;np;I(0 < 7; < 1) is the number of subjects in categories with both treated and
untreated units, thus it is an integer and will not decrease as we collect more samples. As a result,
E[h(p, 7)] is non-increasing in n and by Lemma 5 we have

I (Z;l:l?j > 0)
n Z?:l tAJ

<E[nr(p,T)]

< 2Epoi[h(p, 7))

E

I (zj npiI(0 <7 <1)> 1)
> I (0 < 75 < 1)

=2P | > npI(0 <7 <1) =0 | + 2Epq;
j
2

<2exp (—C(e) nn

ABpy;
vd)jL Po

1
L+ >2:npil (0 <7 < 1)] ’

where we use the fact that >, np;I(0 <7; < 1) is an integer and the last inequality follows from
Lemma 1 and the inequality
I(x>1) 2
< , >0
x T 1+

Epoi means the components of (npy,...,npy) are independent and npy ~ Poi(npy). Let W =
>_;np;I(0 < 7; < 1) and we will derive a tail bound for 1/(1 + W) by bounding its MGF
Epoi[exp(—c1W)] for an absolute constant ¢; > 0 (e.g. can be taken as 1/2). Note that given py,
NPTk 1s a binomial variable and

PO <7p <1|pk)=1—mP% — (1 —m,)"P
when pj > 0. Denote gx(j) :=1— Fi — (1 — 7). We have

Epoi[exp(—c1nppd (0 < 7, < 1))]

< exp(—np)(1-+ npe) + Y Bnalexp(~cinpil (0 < & < 1) | nfic = flexp(—np) "2
j=2 :
= exp(—npr) (1 + npx) + Y _ [exp(—c1f)ar(5) + 1 — g (5)] exp(—npr) (m;?y :
i=2 '

For ¢o > 0 another constant to be fixed, we divide into two cases:
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Case 1: npi < co, we have

Epoi[eXp(—cmﬁkI(O <7 < 1))

<1- qu )(1 — exp(—c13)) exp(—npx) (n‘];?)]
n 2
<1 ()1 - exp(-2e1)) exp(—npe) "

<1—€(l—e)(1—exp(—2c1)) exp(—cg)(npk)2
< exp(—czn’p),

where c3 = €(1 — €)(1 — exp(—2c1)) exp(—ca).
Case 2: npy > co, we have
Epoi[exp(—c1nppd (0 < 7 < 1))]

(npy)?
,]'

< exp(—np) (1 + npy) +Ze><p —c1) exp(—npy)
7j=2

0o .

. npg )’
£ 301 = )1 — exp(—cr)) exp(—npg) L)
]_

The summation of first two terms is equal to

exp(—np) (1 + npy) + exp(—npy) [exp{exp(—c1)np} — 1 — exp(—c1)npy]
= exp{—(1 — exp(—c1))npr} + npi exp(—npi) (1 — exp(—c1)).

The third term can be bounded as

Z(l — qx(5))(1 — exp(—c17)) exp(—npx) (n;;)f)ﬂ
=2
Z(l — q1(4)) exp(—np) (np:c)J
=2 41

- Z(Wk: + (1 - 7Tk) )eXp( npk) (np:f)]
j=2 J!

< 3 (6 + (1 — ) exp(—npy) (”fj?fV
7j=2 !

< 3 (6 + (1= €)) exp(—npy) Wj?;c)’
=0

= exp(—(1 — €)np) + exp(—enpy).

Hence we have

Epoilexp(—cinprl (0 < 7, < 1))]
< exp{—(1 — exp(—c1))npi} + npr exp(—npg) (1 — exp(—c1)) + exp(—(1 — €)npy) + exp(—enpy)
< exp(—canpy)
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where we take cg > 0 sufficiently large and ¢4 > 0 sufficiently small (both depend on €) such that
exp{—(1—exp(—c1))z}+zexp(—z)(l—exp(—c1))+exp(—(1—€)z)+exp(—ex) < exp(—caz), T > ca.
Denote the indices corresponding to case 1 as I; and case 2 as I. Now we have

Epoilexp(—c1 )]

d
= [ Epoilexp(—c1nprI (0 < 7y, < 1))]
k=1

expq — | ¢c3 Z n’pi + ¢4 Z npj

k’GIl k€I2
= exp {— (an2T1 + 047152)} )

IN

where T = Y71 Py S2 = Y pep, Pr- In the case d < n/(2¢p), we have

I d
1—52=ZPk§62|1|§62 <
k)EIl

So So > 1/2 and we have
Epoilexp(—c1W)] < exp(—can/2)

In the case d > n/(2c2), if S2 > 1/2, the above inequality still holds. If So < 1/2, by Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality we have
2

< (1—89)* = Zpk < |L|Ty < dTh.
kel

1
4
Hence T7 > ﬁ and

2
Epoilexp(—c1W)] < exp <_C3Zd>

Thus we always have

2 2
Epoi[exp(—c1W)] < max {GXP(C4n/2)’ exp (CS 4d> } = exp <C5 nr\b/ d> '

Finally for a small constant cg > 0 such that cicg < c5 we have

2
CgT
P oi <
(=)

( ) Epoi[exp(—c1W)]
<e 0106n 05n2
- n vV d nvVd

<e

C1CgM

exp

Hence we have the following bound

1 1nvd 2 lnvd —crn?
Epo [] < —ny + Ppoi (W < S ) < *va +eXP< e >
n




Plug into (21), we conclude

I(Zc'lzltAj >0) 2 vd
E ’ = ,Sexp(—C/(e) n )—i—n 5
nzjzltj nVd n

which is also a bound on expected conditional variance. Combining this bound with (20) we have

2
Var(7) < 02 + exp <—C'(e) n > 4 nvd

nVd n?

Thus the mean squared error of 7 can be bounded as

n2

n? +n\/d
nvVvd '

E[(7 — )%] < 02 + exp (—c’<e>

B.8 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. By the same argument in Lemma 3, we only need to prove the result under the Poisson
sampling model, where (np1, . ..,npq) i.i.d ~ Poi(\) with A = 5. Let 19, v be two prior distributions
on propensity score 7 defined on [e, 1 — €] satisfying

o B[/ =K, [n/],1 <j<2L,L=g]+1.

¢ By [1] - Ey, [L] = c1(B.€) > 0.

™

The existence of vy, v follows from the duality between moment matching and best polynomial
approximation. In fact, one can show

c1(B, €) = 2By, (i 1 — e]> , (22)

where E,(f;S) is the best polynomial (with order no greater than n) approximation error of f on
the interval S. Since L depends on 3, the RHS of (22) is a constant only depending on j, €.

Under null hypothesis P, let (71, ...,7q) i.i.d. ~ vy and pr = €¢/m,. The sufficient statistics for
11 (conditioning on (71, ...,7g)) are

Nkll = #{Z . Xz == ]{J,Al == 1,}/1' == 1} ~ POi(E}\),

Nkl[) = #{Z : X@ = k/‘,A@ = 1,Y7-; = 0} NPOI()\(T% —6)),
NkO = #{Z : Xi = k,Ai = 0} ~ Poi ()\(1 —7Tk))

with Ny11, Ng1o, Nio conditionally independent. Similarly under the alternative hypothesis P’, let
(mh, ..., ) iid. ~ v and p) = €/m,. The sufficient statistics for ¢ (conditioning on (7, ..., 7))
are

Nijp = #{i: X; =k, A; = 1,Y; = 1} ~ Poi(e)),
Nijg = #{i: X; =k, A4; = 1,Y; = 0} ~ Poi (A(m}, — €))
Nio = #{i: X; = k, A; = 0} ~ Poi (A\(1 — 7)) .
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Using the same notation as in proof of Theorem 2, the total variation distance between the sufficient
statistics is

TV(Ny, N},)
_ ]' > o s _ ! o ! o a ! _
=3 Z |P(Nk11 = 4, Nyio = 5, Nyo = €) — P(Njqq = i, Njyo = 4, Nig = 0)]-
2,j,4=0
Conditioning on m; we have

P(Ngi1 =4, Nkio = J, Nro = 4)

(A — )
7!

=E {exp(—e)\) (6,)\)1 exp(—A(m —€))

7!
PR
exp(-3(1 = m) B L

(eN)' A — ) [A(1 — m)}é]
it '

=K [exp(—)\)

Hence the total variation distance can be written as

TV(Ny, N},)
1

(N M — P A — mc)q
il

E [exp(—)\)
0.4,

“E [exp()\)

(N (g, = 9P A1 = m))* ]
ilje!
A — o)A — m)q
1!

(g, — P [M1 — Wé)q
i

E [exp<—<1 N

j?g

E {exm—(l o)

)

where the last equation follows from ) . exp(—el) (Gg)i = 1. Since E[wi] = E[wllg], 1<j<2L, we
have

TV (Ng, N})
1 A — QP = m))f
T2 j+lZ>:2L . [exp(—(l —W e }
e j - J4
_E [exp(—(l —€)N) ATk )‘]j![ﬁ)!\(1 . ]

<

| =

oy A= VA = )
{jJF%QLE {exp( (I—¢€)N) i }

A — 9P — )
=)

+E [exp(—(l —€)N)
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Since given 7, Ng11 ~ Poi(A(mr — €)), Ng1g ~ Poi(A(1 — 7)), Nk11 + Nig1og ~ Poi(A(1 —€)), we have

Z E |:€Xp(—(1 — N Ak — P N1 — )]

100
j+e>2L e
=E[P(Ng11 + Ng1o > 2L|7y)]

< exp(=A(1 —¢)) <6/\(;L6)>2L=

where the last inequality follows from Chernoff bound (17). Hence in the regime n < d'=# with the
choice L = [1//3] + 1, the total variation distance is bounded as

1— o\ 2k
TV(NGNY) < (”(M)) < a2 = of1/d?).

Since (N7y,...,Ny) are independent, we have

d
<) TV(NE, Np) = o(1/d) —

k=1
The functional separation between the null and the alternative is
e/l 1
P) — (P = - —-—=
nr - =34 (2 )

with expectation

Efr(P) — t1(P)] = €E [1 L

Define two events

d
1< 1 1 e
E=¢-) ——E|—||<=
{dzﬂ'k LTk:| _4}7
k=1
1< 1 1 ¢
E={-S = _g|=|l<2}
{dzwz =[5 —4}
k=1

By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

1 1 1
P(E°) < T6Var <> < 0 .

(653 Tk

1 16
P(E") < - < ==
() = dVar<k>_ d

We put the following prior distributions induced by {m,1 < k < d} and {m},1 <k < d} on P and
P’, respectively:

Lp|EALP|E.
Note that under =, 7/,

11 (P) — 1 (P)] > ca/2.
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By triangle inequality, the total variation distance of the sufficient counting statistics N and N’
under two priors is bounded by

TV(N|EN'|E)<TV(N|E,N)+TV(N,N)+ TV (N'| E/,N')
P(E°) + P(E) + TV(N,N)
32

2.2
e“csd

<
<

IN

+ TV(N,N’) = 0.

By method of fuzzy hypotheses, we conclude

) ~ 2
inf sup Ep [(% —1/}1> ]
1 PEDU (e)
c2
o / /
_32(1 TV(N|E,N | E)).

>c(B,¢),

for some constant ¢(f3, €) when d is large enough in the regime n < dr=~. ]

B.9 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. Note that n = E[(A — 7x)(Y — ux)] The conditional bias is (Let Z = (X,A,Y),Z; =
(X1,A1,Y1),Zy = (X2, A, Ys) be samples independent of D)

E[f| D] —n
=E[(A—7x)(Y —fix) | D] = E[(A —7mx)(Y — px) | D]
(A1 — 7x, ) I(X1 = Xo) (Y2 — i(X2)) D

_E
pX1
Note that
E[(A—-7x)(Y —fix) | D] - E[(A —7nx)(Y — px) | D]
=E[(A—-7x)(Y —@ix) | D] = E[(A = 7x)(Y — px) | D]

+E[(A—7x)(Y — pux) | D] = E[(A — mx)(Y — px) | D]
=E[(A—7x)(px — ix) | D]+ E[(mx —7x)(Y — px) | D]
=E[(rx —7x)(px — Iix) | D],
the last equation follows from conditioning on X. By conditioning on X; we have
E[I(X2 = X1)(Yo — fi(X2)) | D, X1] = px, (1x, — ix,)-
Hence condition on Z; we have

(A1 — %Xl)I(XlAZ Xo) (Y2 — ji(X2)) | D]
pPx;

=

_pX —~ —~
—E [P (4, — A ) (s — i) | D]
LPX,

¢
pxl

(i, = Fx) o, — i) | D)
Hence the conditional bias is

E[f| D] - n=E | (ix — px) Fx — 7x) (1 - pX) | D] (23)
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By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality one can bound the conditional bias as

1

[E[7 | D] =0l < |6 = pll2f|7 — |2 max
Dk

We next bound the variance. Let

(A1 —7x, ) [( X1 = Xo) (Yo — [ix,)

ho(Z1,Z2) = (A1 — 7x, ) (Y1 — ix,) —
¢

and note that the estimator can be expressed as
N = Upnlha(Z1, Z2)].

We will use the variance of U-statistics (Lemma 6 in Robins et al. (2009)) to bound the conditional
variance of 7). Let

- ~ A -7 — I
h(Z1) = Elhe(Z1,Z2) | Z1] = (A1 — 7x, ) (Y1 — [ix,) — = WXl)]g; b
1

of =E[hi(Z1) | D]

<2 <E[(A1 —7x,)?(Y1 — fix,)? | D]+ E >
X1

(Al - %X1)2p%(1 (/’LXI - ﬁX1)2 ’ D])

p2
§1+E[A§\D]

Px
P 2
§1+(1+max 1})
k Pk
p 2
< <1+max 1Ak> .
k Pk

o5 =E[h3(Z1,Z5) | D]

<2 (E[(Al —7x,)?(V1 = fix,)* | D] + E

(A1 — %Xl)zf(Xl - XQ)(Y2 - ﬁX2)2 ‘ D
P,

~2
Px,

I(X) = Xo) | D]

k=1
» 2
<1+d|1+ max 1—,\k>
Pk
» 2
Sd(l—i—max 1—Ak>
Pk

By Lemma 6 in Robins et al. (2009) the conditional variance is upper bounded as
2
d
1—2’“) +— <1+max
n k

1
Var(n | D) < — <1 + max
n k Pk
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B.10 Proof of Theorem 6
Proof. We will use the following equation for MSE
E[(7 —1)?]

=E{E[7 —n)*| D]}
=E[Var(i] | D)] + E{(E[7 | D] — n)*}.

For the conditional bias derived in (23) we have (using the property (E[X])? < E[X?])

E{(E[}} | D] —n)*}
2
<E {E (Ax — px)*(Fx — 7x)? <1 - 21X> | D] }

bx

d 2

=S pu(in G o) (1 - ;’:) ]

d Di 2
_ )2 (R — ) (1 PR

= zzlE [Pk(uk ) (T — ) <1 ﬁk) ]

d
<& B[R — m)?),
k=1

where in the last inequality we use the bound

max |1 — ]i—k < &,.
k Pk
and (fiy — pux)? < 1. A naive bound
d
> kB[R —m)?] < 1
k=1

(24)

holds for both empirical average estimator 7, fix or simply letting 7T = fir, = 0. For empirical
average estimator 7y from a sample of size n we can derive an alternative bound. By the property

of conditional variance, we have

Var(7y) = E[Var(7, | X")] + Var(E[7y | X"]).

Recall E[7, | X"] = m I (P, > 0), Var(7y, | X") = ﬂk(l_m)f(ﬁk > 0) we obtain

npx
I(pr. > 0)

1
Var(7,) < —E
ar(wk)i4 [ B

n 1
] + W%(l —pi)" < m
(E[Tx] — m)? = m(1 = pr)™ < (1 —pr)™™.

Thus we have 1

2(n+ 1)pg
d d d

E[(x — m)?] < + (1 —pp)" + (1 —pp)*"

d
g — )] < ——

+(1-



Let fo(z) = (1 —x)",z € [0,1] and fg(z) = (1 — nx)(1 — x)" 1. Hence fs(x) < fs(1/n) < 1/n,
which implies

‘We conclude that

Combining this bound the naive bound

d
> peE[(Fr — m)? < 1

we have
E(Ef| D] -0} s €700

The bound on conditional variance in proof of Theorem 5 can be reduced to

1 d
Var(n | D) < — + —.
(| D) S -+

The proof is completed by combining the bounds on conditional bias with variance as in (24).
O

B.11 Proof of Theorem 7

Proof. We will show the plug-in estimator of 11 = ), prpux satisfies

b1 — 1 = (P, — P)[p1(Z)] + op(1/V/n),

where AY )
01(Z) = £ X + p1x-
TX
Similar argument can be applied to g = >, prpor. By Proposition 1 we will use the doubly robust

form of ¢ = P,[1(Z)]. Using the following decomposition

V1 =1 = By = B)[o1(Z)] + (P — P)[B1(Z) — 21(Z)] + PB1(Z) - ¢1(Z))-

Stepl: Bound P[¢1(Z) — ¢1(Z)]. We first show P[pi(Z) — = [ %1(2) (z)dP(z) =
op(1/+/n). By direct calculations, one can show

1_7X
™

X ll2

mwum—m@m—h@mx—mm(ugiﬂ\smm—mﬂb

Note that since npymifi1x| X", A" ~ Bin(nppmk, t1x), we have

par(1 — pag) I (Pr7r > 0)
NPT

Elpig | X", A" = pupl (Drm > 0), Var(py | X*, A") =

The bias of ji1y is
Elfiie — par] = —p1xP(pr7r = 0).
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By conditioning on X", we have
P(pritx = 0) = E[P(Prdx = 0 | X")] = B[(1 — m)"*] = (1 — ppemg)™ < (1 — epy)",
where we use the fact E[¢] = (1 — p + pc)” for V ~ B(n,p). Similarly, we have
Var(E[fiv, | X", A"]) = 2, P(pifx = 0)B(Feie > 0) < (1 — epy)"

For the expected conditional variance,

1 [I(pw7
E [Var(fin, | X", A")] < JE [W]

In the following derivation, we need the next lemma.

Lemma 6. (Lemma A.2 in Devroye et al. (2013))If X ~ B(n,p), then

E{I(X; 0)} < i

Note that npym, ~ B(n,pp7my), we have

1 1
< .
2(n + 1)ppme — 2e(n + 1)py,

E [Var(i | X", A")] <

Thus the variance of fi1x is bounded by

1

Var(iiiz) < (1 — o
ar(pix) < (1 —epr)” + 2e(n + 1)px
We conclude

1

m + (1 — ka)zn = O(l/n)

E[(firk — p1x)?] < (1 — epp)™ +
since when d is fixed, pg’s are considered as fixed. Hence

7x — x5 =Y ik — mw)® = Op(1/n),
k

l1x — pix|l2 = Op(1/v/n).
Similarly E[7y, | X"] = meI(B), > 0), Var(7y, | X) = L8 15 > 0), we obtain

NPk
~ 1 [1(px > 0) 2 1
< -E|—= 1-— n < 1— n
Var(ﬂ-k) =4 |: nl/’)\k + ﬂ-k( pk) = 2(n+ ]-)pk: +( pk:) )

(E[m] — mh)” = mip(1 = pi)®* < (1= pp)™™.

Thus we have

~ 1
E[(@r — m)?) < 2+ Dpr

(T, — 7Tk)2 = Op(1/n).

+ (1 —pp)" + (1 —pp)®™ =0(1/n)
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Since 7, > €, this shows 1/7, = Op(1) and

(R — m)” ;27”“)2 = Op(1/n).
k

‘We conclude

ZP L”k) — Os(1/n),
Wk
-l
X 2

P[31(Z) — ¢1(Z)] = Op(1/n) = op(1/+/n).
Step2: Bound (P, — P)[p1(Z) — ¢1(Z)].We then show

(Pr = P)[@1(Z) — ¢1(Z)] = op(1/V/n).

Since X is discrete we can write the nuisance functions (7, fi1) as saturated linear models, i.e.

H TX

Op(1/v/n).

This shows

T, =n(r;a) =a'w,

where w' = {I(x =1),...,I(x =d)} € {0,1}% and
piz = pa(a; B) = B w.

Here the components of a and 8 are simply propensity scores and regression functions within
different categories and ||w|l2 = 1. Define the function class F = {pi(z;7),7 = (o, 8),a €
[e/2,1], B € [0,1]}. Since propensity scores are lower bounded by €/2 for a € F, one can show
there is a constant K that depends on € such that

[p1(z;71) — ¢1(2:72)| < Kllv1 —7all2-
Since d is fixed as constant, by example 19.7 in Van der Vaart (2000), F is Donsker. Let

I €. _ N
szﬁkf(ﬁk26/2)+§1(7Tk<6/2),M1k=M1k,

so that we truncate the estimated propensity score 7y, to obtain 7. Let

- . AY -n -
¢1(2) = ¢1(Z;7) = (%XMX) + Hix.
Clearly ©1(-) = ¢1(-,7) € F. We have
. d
=13 =lla—al3+18 =815 =D [(@ —m)* + Gk — pr)’] -
k=1

Since we assume 7 > €, truncating 7 yields smaller error and hence |7 — 7| < |7x — mx|. By the
consistency of 7, and [, shown above, we have

d
17 =15 <D [Fr = m)” + (fak — mx)?] = op(1)
k=1
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again because d is fixed. Thus

o1 —¢ll2 < K[|F — ] = op(1)

and Lemma 19.24 in Van der Vaart (2000) shows

(Pn = P)[1(Z) — ¢1(Z)] = 0p(1/V/n). (25)

Now consider
(Pn —P)[21(Z) — 21(Z)].

By strong law of large numbers, we have

noI(Xi =k A =1
%k:: EZZZ175 ! il ) — Tk
Zizl I(Xi =k)
for any k € [d] almost surely. Thus for almost every w € € (sample space), one can find a
N(w,e,d) € NT such that for all n > N(w,€,d), we have |y — 7| < ¢/2 for any k € [d]. This
together with 7, > € shows 7y, > €/2 and hence 7, = 7 holds for all k¥ when n > N(w,€,d). This
implies

p1(z) = 21(2),
(Pr —P)[21(Z) — ¢1(Z)] = 0
when n > N(w, €, d). This clearly implies
Vn(Py —P)[$1(Z) — $1(Z)] = 0
almost surely since the left-hand side is exactly 0 when n is large enough. We conclude
(Pn — P)[$1(Z) — 1(Z)] = op(1/v/n) (26)

Combining (25) and (26), we have

(Pr. = P)[@1(Z) — ¢1(Z)] = op(1/V/n).

C Proof of Auxiliary Results

C.1 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. First consider the boundary. If y = 0 then the function f5 is reduced to
g =mn-1)1-2)"2-n(l-—2)" o<z <1,
gi(z) = (n = 1)(1 - 2)"7*(2 — na).

n—2\n—2
So [gi(z)| < max(|g1(0)],]g1(1)|,|g1(2/n)]) and g1(0) = —1,g1(1) = 0,01(2/n) = (=2)"" < 1.
This shows |g1(z)| < 1. On the boundary = = 0 similar arguments hold. Now consider the boundary
x4+ y = 1, the function fo is reduced to

n

Blay)] =na" M1 —a) Tt < o

<1
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Now we consider the interior of the triangle. By taking the partial derivative (or by noting that
x,y have symmetric roles in the function fs) we see the maximizer of | fa(x,y)| must lie on the line
x =7y. So we define

gx)=m—-1)1-22)" 2 —n(l—2)20<2<1/2

and only need to show |ga(z)| < 1. Let X( be the set of stationary points of g2 on [0,1/2]. Any
stationary point zo € X must satisfy g5(xo) = 0, i.e.

n(1 — x0)?" 3 = (n — 2)(1 — 2z9)" 3.
So for any zg € Xo,
ga(zo) = (n — 1)(1 = 220)" 2 — (n — 2)(1 — 220)" (1 — x0) = (1 — 220)" (1 — nxg).
We then define a new function to show |ga2(z9)| < 1 for any xg € Xy. Let
g3(z) = (1 -22)" 31 —nx),0< < 1/2
gi(z) = (n —2)(2nx — 3)(1 — 22)"%.

So we have |g3(z)| < max(|g3(0)],[g3(1/2)],193(3/2n)) and g3(0) = 1,95(1/2) = 0, |g3(3/2n)| =
|2(2=3)n=3| < 1/2. This shows |g3(z)| < 1 on [0,1/2], which implies |g2(z0)| < 1 for any x € Xj.
Note that go(0) = —1, g2(1/2) = —n/4"~! We conclude

l92(2)] < max ( et |ga(a)], 1,n/4“) <1
ro€EXo

C.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. For any v > 0, let @1 (n) be a near-minimax optimal estimator of ¢ (p) for fixed sample n,
ie.,
~ 2 .
sup Be | (Ta0) — 1)) | <94 R,
PeD(e)
Note we emphasize the dependency of 11 on p = (p1,...). Under a Poisson-sampling model
P € D(e, ), let ' = >, npr ~ Poi(n)_, pr) and construct an estimator ¢; = 11(n’). Note

that conditioned on n’ = m, (np1,...,) ~ Multinomial (m, prk)' By definition, the model with

probability vector Zp o and the same propensity score, regression functions as P is in D(e). Under
k

the Poisson-sampling model we have

(- ()]

(o () =] =

R*(d,m)P(n’ =m) + 1.

E

E

M 1M

IA

0

3
]
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Since n — R*(d,n) is non-increasing for fixed d and R*(d,n) <1, we have

= (- (25)

< > R(dm)P [ =m]+P |0 <
m>n/2
< R*(d,n/2) + exp(—n/50) + ~.

|3

I

The last inequality follows from Chernoff bound and | >, pr, — 1| < 6 < 1/3. The difference between
(1 (prk) and 1 (p) is

o () )

_ ‘ Zp Zk Prlik
Z Pk
<.
The last inequality follows since % is a weighted average of quantities bounded by 1. Thus

we have

%E {@1 — 1 (P))?
(72 <zfpk>> # (0 (F5) (”)>2

< R*(d,n/2) + exp(—n/50) 4 v + 6%

Take supremum over P € D(¢,§) and since  is arbitrary, we have

1~
§R*(d,n, §) < R*(d,n/2) + exp(—n/50) + 5°.

O
C.3 Proof of Lemma 4
Proof. We claim it suffices to find probability measures wg,w; on [¢/K?, 1] such that
1.
Eu[X!] = E,, [X!] for all I = —1,0,1,...,3K. (27)
2.

X X
Fuo [X—i—c/K?} ~ Buy l:X+C/K2]

Note that here we use X to denote a different random variable from the covariate in the maintexts.
We first show the claim leads to the results in Lemma 4. With w; (i = 0,1) we define w; supported
on {0} U[c/K?,1] such that

C

i(dz) = %wi(dx) + (1 _E [ﬂ}) So(dz).
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And for X ~ @;, let v; be the distribution of QI%X. We let p ~ v;,
__ e(1+ﬂ%%) ifp>0,
e ifp=20

and p = ¢/m. Note that 7, u are both functions of p. We then verify the properties in Lemma 4
with joint distribution u; defined above.

1. supp(y;) C {0} U Cll%[c/l@, 1] implies the range of p.
2. Fori,5,k>0and 1 <74+ j+ k < 3K we have

Epo [p* (p) (preps)¥]
=By, [p' (pm)? (prr )1 (p > 0)]

g s ccilogn J
:EVO []DZ—HCEJ—HC (p + W) I(p > 0)]

i+j+k j
_E <01 logn> Itk xitk (X + i)] I(X > 0)]

wo

n K?

cilogn\ Ttk C g c \J
S[(E) e (o ) et

cilogn\ " HHr c c \J
:/< 1 ng > €]+kﬁl‘z+k_1 ($+K2> wl(dx)

=By, [p' (pr)? (prp)*].
The first four equations follow from the definition of distributions above and the fifth follows
from (27).
3.
By, [p]

c1logn ¢ _
= d
/:c>0 n KQWZ( 7)
cci 1 ccics 1
< =
c2 nlogn = c3d — d

as long as ccicz/c3 < 1.
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Epo [pp] — Ep, [pa]|

2 2
= B plgn] ~Eu | o ”
PY TR TR R?
:cllogn an{ XQC]—Eal[ X2C]

n X+ %= X+ %=
_ccrlogn [ X ]—E [ X ]
K2 | X+ 5 X+ &

cccy
~ cinlogn’

And we define ¢4 = cc’cy/c3.

Thus we only need to prove the claim. By duality of polynomial approximation and moment
matching (see e.g., Lemma 19 in Han et al. (2020)) it suffices to prove

xT
{ s~ P(x)| > /2.
Pespan{l/lﬁl,x, ,de}xeﬁ}Ié r+c/K? (@) 2 ¢/
Let
Ea(f; ) =  min max|f(x) - P(a) (28)

deg(P)<n z€S

be the best polynomial approximation error (with polynomial’s degree smaller than n) of f on a set
S. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 7. There exists co,c > 0 such that

liminf inf E, (x2 + g; [con ™2, 1]) > > 0.
n—oo a€R T+ con— x

Let ¢ = cp/9, we then have for any P € span{1/z,1,x,..., 235} write P(x) = +Zk o akat
and let Ps(z) = Y235 apa®

x
S
a:e[rg}%,u r+c/K? (z)
z o
> inf T 4% p
- éngeﬁ}%,l} x+c/K? * T > (@)
x o
— inf _r % _p
LESR -3 o+ /(K g
T
> inf B _— K
_olzrelR 3K <x+co/(3K) 2 10/B ) ]>
C/
>77
-2

as K = coplogn is large enough.
We then prove Lemma 7. By Theorem 7.2.4 in Ditzian and Totik (2012) (and use the notation

there), we have
1 M <
o (13) <3 2 mso, (29)

63



where

A(F3) = sw s (e hela) - @) ple) = Va9

0<h<1/n z,x+hp(z)€[0,1]

and M is an absolute constant. Let fo(z) = ;2= +% and fal@) = fa (con 24 (1 —con™?)z) ,x €
[0,1]. Denote m = [n/\/co|. Here cg is a constant to be chosen. Consider two cases of o separately:
Case 1: |a| < cp/n?. By (29) we have
En(fa3 [con™?,1])
= En(fa; [0,1])

> ZMJZ; 0.1)

s

1 s 1 1 n—1 "
Zﬁww (fa7m> _%ZEZ (fa;[ov 1])
00 =0
> %w; (ﬁm 1>Oo - %EO (ﬁxa [0, 1])
1

_M (p(fou>oo_2\/c>a

where the first and the fourth inequality follow from the monotonity of E,, the third inequality
applies (29) and the last one follows from |f,| < 2. For the first term, we have

2(n2)

= ([t = [ t2
o ()2 ()]
t1,t2€[3,4] m m
co co\ 1 (&) co\ 2
= sup f<+<1—)>—f <—|—<1—)>,
htwe (3] al 2 n2) m2 al 2 n2) m2

where the inequality follows from the fact that when m is sufficiently large,

ot 1 [t b
mz2 — m\l m m
holds for all ¢; <ty and t1,t2 € [3,4]. Note that as m — oo

2
1+<"—4>32%&
m

co
2 4

1+<"1>2a5
Co m
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Thus we have

co co\ 11 Co co\ 12
fa(w*@‘m)ma)‘fa(wﬂl‘nz)nﬂ)‘

sup
t1,t2€[3,4]
Co Cco
Z sup fa (ﬁh) - fa <7t2>‘
t1,t2€[3.5,5] n n
Co 1 Cco
> sup |fa <2 <t+>> — fa (215)’
t€(3.5,4] n 2 n
t+1/2 t an? ( 1 1>'
= sup — + _Z
te3ra [t +3/2 t+1 e \t+1/2 ¢t
t+1/2 t 1 1
> inf sup +1/ — +5< _>‘
B orepsalt+3/2 t+1 t+1/2 t
2> ay,
where a7 is a positive constant independent of «,n, ¢y since iiéﬁ — t% and ;575 +11 73 % are linearly

independent. Hence we have
_ al Co
En(fom [Con 27 1]) 2 M - 2\/%, |Oé| S ﬁ
Case 2: |a| > cy/n?, similar to the proof in Case 1 we have
En(fa [COn_Qv 1])

1 ~ 1 s
> nglo <fa, m>oo - \/EEO (fa; [O) 1])

1 ,(+ 1 la|n?
(i) a(oo2).

|ofn?
€0

The second inequality follows from |f,| < (1 +

2 (52)

). And for the first term by the same argument
in Case 1,

Co 1 Co
o (3 (+2) )
t€[3.5,4] n 2 n
- t+1/2 ¢ an? 1 1
tepsa |t+3/2 t+1 0 o \t+1/2 ¢
2
t+1/2 t 1 1
Z%inf sup B(+/_ )+ _'
Co BER te[3.5,4] t+3/2 t+1 t+1/2 t
an?
> —a,
Co
where ag is a positive constant independent of a,n, cy again since iiég — t% and 575 ﬁ 73 % are
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linearly independent. Hence we have for |a| > c¢y/n? (choose ¢y such that 2 — /¢y > 0)

En(fo [COn_zv 1))
S an?

an2
_COMG2—\/5(1+H)

€0

) aln? /a
S inf ”(A;—\/a)—\/%

" Jal>co/n2 Co

2%—2\/@

Combining Case 1 and Case 2, we conclude for any o € R

_ . [a a
Epn(fa; [con™2,1]) > mm{Ml — 2y/co, MZ — 2\/%} .

Choosing cg > 0 sufficiently small completes the proof. O

C.4 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. Tt is known that the conditional distribution of Y™ given the summation of its components
is multinomial:

d
Y'Y v =m L Xm (30)
k=1
Hence we have
Elf (Y7 .... Y3
n d
> B[SO YD) Y= m] P (ZY,: = m>
m=0 k=1 k=1

I
NE

d
E[f(X,..., X7 P (Zyk” = m>
k=1

0

d
>E[f(XT,...,X]))]P (ZYk" < n)
k=1

3
]

>-E[f(XT,...,X])]

N =

where the first inequality follows from truncating the summation, the first equation follows from
(30), the second inequality follows from monotonicity of E[f(XT,..., X})] and the last inequality

follows from ZZZI Y;" ~ Poisson(n) and P3¢, Y <n)>1/2. O
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