arXiv:2212.03683v1 [stat.ML] 7 Dec 2022

NEIGHBORHOOD ADAPTIVE ESTIMATORS FOR CAUSAL INFERENCE UNDER NETWORK INTERFERENCE

ALEXANDRE BELLONI^1, FEI FANG^2, AND ALEXANDER VOLFOVSKY^3

Abstract. Estimating causal effects has become an integral part of most applied fields. Solving these modern causal questions requires tackling violations of many classical causal assumptions. In this work we consider the violation of the classical no-interference assumption, meaning that the treatment of one individuals might affect the outcomes of another. To make interference tractable, we consider a known network that describes how interference may travel. However, unlike previous work in this area, the radius (and intensity) of the interference experienced by a unit is unknown and can depend on different sub-networks of those treated and untreated that are connected to this unit. We study estimators for the average direct treatment effect on the treated in such a setting. The proposed estimator builds upon a Lepski-like procedure that searches over the possible relevant radii and treatment assignment patterns. In contrast to previous work, the proposed procedure aims to approximate the relevant network interference patterns. We establish oracle inequalities and corresponding adaptive rates for the estimation of the interference function. We leverage such estimates to propose and analyze two estimators for the average direct treatment effect on the treated. We address several challenges steaming from the data-driven creation of the patterns (i.e. feature engineering) and the network dependence. In addition to rates of convergence, under mild regularity conditions, we show that one of the proposed estimators is asymptotically normal and unbiased.

1. Introduction

The estimation of causal effects has become a staple, if not a requirement, across many applied fields. This breadth comes due to the realization that scientific and societal knowledge requires rigor beyond mere predictions. This boon in applications has strained existing causal inference tools and led to a mass development of theory and methodology that can address modern causal questions. Much of the early work in causal inference concerned itself with the design and analysis of controlled experiments where a plethora of independence assumptions made them plausible and implementable (Splawa-Neyman 1990, Fisher 1935). This work was then generalized by developing classes of assumption and methodologies that allowed practitioners to emulate simple experimental designs using observational data, still under various independence assumptions (Rubin 1978, Manski 1990). However, modern causal questions have made these various assumption untenable: individuals, corporations and countries are ever more connected, with the deployment of individual treatments potentially affecting the outcomes of large groups of individuals — either directly or indirectly.

1The Fuqua School of Business, Duke University. 2Biostatistics, Yale University.

3Department of Statistical Science, Duke University. 1

For example, the probability that an individual will be infected by a virus may decrease by several mechanisms: (i) he or she can receive the vaccine, which provides direct protection against infection, or (ii) his or her friends could be vaccinated, making them less likely to be infected, which in turns reduces the amount of exposure on their friends (Ross 1916, Zivich et al. 2021). Similarly, an individual’s probability to change housing may increase if (i) he or she receives a direct incentive to move or (ii) if his or her nearby households receive a housing voucher for moving (Sobel 2006). In these settings there is a potential direct treatment effect (from a unit’s own treatment status) and a potential indirect treatment effect (due to the treatment status of other units); see Cai et al. (2015), Hu et al. (2021) for other examples. Importantly, the possibility of this indirect treatment effect, dubbed “interference” among units is a clearly violation of the standard Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA, Rubin 1978, 1980) and Individualized Treatment Response (ITR, Manski 1990) assumption. Understanding what estimands are plausible in these settings, what identifying assumption are needed and what estimations strategies can be employed has been the central focus of recent work. This is particularly critical in the context of observational studies where confounding can further complicate the identification and estimation processes.

In order to identify and estimate treatment effects under interference, different types of estimands and causal assumptions have been considered (Toulis & Kao 2013, Aronow & Samii 2017, Sussman & Airoldi 2017, Jagadeesan et al. 2020). For example, Hudgens & Halloran (2008) propose a partial interference model where units are split into groups where interference exists within each group but not outside the group. This assumption offers relatively well-understood dependence structures between one’s potential outcomes and the treatments of others (Tchetgen Tchetgen & VanderWeele 2012). The constant treatment response (CTR) assumption of Manski (2013) defines a class of exposure mappings which can be seen as a representation of the whole treatment vector and any other covariates. The exposure mapping is a general framework to capture complex structures which can influence interference. This has recently been specialized to the setting of network interference (Aronow & Samii 2017, Sävje et al. 2017, Sävje 2021).

While it is widely recognized that interference and other “network effects” can depend on various types of network structures (Cartwright & Harary 1956, Awan et al. 2020), much of the existing literature concentrates on simple neighborhood interference problems (Karwa & Airoldi 2018, Sussman & Airoldi 2017). In these settings, interference is restricted to those who share edges, and importantly, the strength or type of interference does not depend on whether those with direct edges have connections between them. In many applied settings, this characterization of interference may not be sufficiently rich to fully capture the variability in the potential outcomes as a function of the full treatment vector (Sävje 2021). We consider a broad generalization of the neighborhood interference approach by studying interference that can occur within a distance m_i of unit i in a graph; importantly, this interference can depend on the full subgraph of radius m_i, and not just on edge counts or density measures. When m_i = 1 for every unit this setting recovers the neighborhood interference assumption of many papers in the literature, e.g., Sussman & Airoldi (2017), Forastiere et al. (2021). However we allow the value of m_i to be unknown, to vary across the network and to possibly be large.

One of the major constraints in estimating causal effects in the presence of interference is the large amount of data that are needed to estimate treatment effects based on flexible exposure mappings. For example, the exposure mapping “(is treated?, has at least one treated friend?)” maps to four possible counterfactuals, while the naive generalization to “(is treated?, has k treated friends?)” maps to 2d possible counterfactuals where d is the degree of an individual. Even this simple generalization can lead to positivity violations if care is not taken in specifying how the potential outcomes interact with exposure mappings. With that in mind we aim to develop adaptive estimators for interference that balance the availability of data and the interference patterns themselves. That is, we will consider unit specific values of m_i that control the complexity of the potential outcomes for each individual. This approach is in the spirit of Constant Treatment Response assumption of Manski (2013) which suggests that different individuals may have different patterns of global treatment which map to the same counterfactual values.

1.1. Recent development beyond neighborhood interference. Our proposed approach defines an explicit hierarchy of interference patterns in a network, thus allowing an estimator to trade off bias and variance of estimating counterfactual outcomes. We note that the general notion that interference can be hierarchical and reach deep through a social network has previously been mentioned, albeit in passing and with the requirement that interference is the same for each individual within the network (Puelz et al. 2019, Eckles et al. 2016, Jagadeesan et al. 2020). While only mentioned briefly, the generalization of these approaches is natural: if friends can lead to interference, then why not friends of friends? But upon closer inspection, it is not immediately clear how this would be implemented. For example, in Jagadeesan et al. (2020) this would require specifying the smoothness of the interference function that would presumably depend on the depth of interference. This may or may not lead to a specification of a computationally tractable design. Similar issues with computation are likely when needing to calculate the statistic in tests for deeper than one neighborhood network interference.

Recently, Leung (2022) proposed an approximate neighorhood interference (ANI) assumption that states that the interference decays when the distance between treatments and ego is increasing. When the distance goes to infinity, the interference decays to zero. In this approach exposure mappings are used to define interesting estimands that summarize treatment and spillover effects. An explicit connecting between this assumption and a type of generative network dependence called ψdependence, leads to a result that the Horvitz-Thompson estimator for the direct effect is asymptotically normal (building upon tools from, Kojevnikov et al. 2021). This approximation is very much in the spirit of our work.

Another important development in the literature concerns misspecified exposure mappings. While knowing the correct exposure mapping provides a natural recipe for asymptotically high quality estimators of many estimands, misspecification of the exposure mapping to lead to inappropriate bias in estimation. Sävje (2021) characterizes this bias and provides conditions under which consistency of estimators can be achieved (essentially a rate of decay of the misspecification of the exposure mapping). While our work is not guaranteed to be robust to all misspecification, by choosing a rich class of interference patterns we hope to alleviate many of these concerns._3

In the same spirit, Yuan et al. (2021) propose a methodology to detect the exposure conditions for a given dataset by precomputing a large class of causal network motifs for each unit (i.e. all possible treated neighborhood graphs for each unit). They then use regression trees to identify important causal network motifs and thus limit the classes of exposures that they need to study. This is similar in spirit to the approach in Awan et al. (2020) which selects relevant causal motifs to adjust for interference in an experiment. Both of these approaches become computationally challenging as the degree of nodes and the depth of interference increases to even modest sizes.

An interesting recent paper Leung & Loupos (2022) proposes the use of Graphical Neural Networks to learn the relevant representation for the interference in a very general setting with possible joint determination of the treatment. The paper establishes both positive and negative identification results in general settings. The work also derives asymptotic normality results under appropriate rates of convergence of the GNN predictions. A key related question in that paper is the determination of the relevant depth of interference which directly relates with the number of layers in the GNN. Leung & Loupos (2022) highlights the need of imposing additional structure to strike some balance between applicability, interpretability and tractability. Our setting attempts one such balance by imposing assumptions of additivity of the direct treatment effect while allowing nonparametric estimates for the interference function where the relevant depth of interference can be node specific and dependent on the treatment assignments as well.

1.2. Our contribution. Our proposed approach differs from the previous literature by recognizing that not all individuals experience interference in identical ways. We codify this by allowing the interference experienced by each individual to depends on a potentially different subgraph of the larger social network. The following example of medical staff and patients within a hospital provides clearly illustrates the need for different interference maps for different individuals within the same network.

Example 1 (Vaccine efficacy in an enclosed population). Consider studying the efficacy of a vaccine in an enclosed population, where individuals are free to interact in small groups, but most individuals are very far apart in the network. For example, this can happen in a large hospital where patients interact closely with patients in their room, slightly less closely with those in their wing and contact between wings is facilitates only through medical personnel. Note that there are clearly differing patterns of interference one can expect: a vaccine given to a patient in Room 1A is most likely to reduce the chances of infection for others in Room 1A, and to a lesser extent to those in Wing 1 (where Room 1A is located). On the other hand, a vaccine given to a patient in any of the Wings is unlikely to interfere with the pharmacist, who has no direct patient contact whatsoever and only interacts with them through a series of doctors (whose treatment may in fact interfere with the outcomes of the pharmacist).

Our broad goal in this work is to study the direct effect of a treatment on individuals while accounting for any potential and variable interference. Under common additivity, positivity and unconfoundedness assumptions and using our new generalization of neighborhood interference (described in detail in Section 2) we derive an outcome regression and a double robust estimator for the average direct effect on the treated. We demonstrate that these estimators are asymptotically well behaved when 4

the types of interference are known, and more importantly, even when those need to be adaptively selected within the estimator.

Our analysis of the proposed interference estimator builds upon ideas from the variable length Markov chain literature (i.e. context tree literature) for discrete alphabet time series, see, e.g., Bühlmann & Wyner (1999), Ferrari & Wyner (2003), Garivier & Leonardi (2011), O’Neill et al. (2012), Belloni et al. (2017). In that setting the order of the Markov process is unknown and can depend on the specific past history. Therefore the (path dependent) order needs to be learned as well. In our setting, for each node, we will learn the number of hops^1 needed to obtain a good approximation for the interference which depends on the (sub)network and assigned treatments. We will rely on a Lepski-type estimator (e.g., Lepskii (1992), Lepski & Spokoiny (1997), Birgé (2001), Spokoiny (2016)) to select the relevant order k for each ego that defines the relevant (sub)network interference patterns. However, because the choice of k is allowed to depend also on the treatment assignments to nearby nodes, the learning of such treatment-graph patterns is a form of feature engineering that creates challenges. Thus the proposed approach is an adaptive extension of many existing estimators that assumes a known and fixed k-hop neighborhood determines the interference complementing the literature in that direction. Our estimator builds upon Belloni et al. (2017) that considers stationary time series. We establish oracle inequalities for the performance of the interference estimator. This result implies that our estimator has a comparable performance to knowing a network interference that optimally balances bias and variance within the class. In well specified (low-degree) cases we recover root-n rate up to log n factors but the rate adapts to specific settings.

As mentioned earlier, the estimation of the interference function is an intermediary step in the estimation of the average direct treatment effect (ADTE). The analysis of the outcome regression based estimator of the ADTE is a direct consequence of the estimation of the interference function and it inherits the rates of convergence. On the other hand, the the doubly robust estimator leverages the independence between treatment assignments (while allowing heterogeneous propensity scores) to create an orthogonal moment condition which helps diminish the impact of using estimated nuisance parameters (e.g., interference function estimates). However, our estimator is not only learning the relevant interference values but also generating the patterns to be tested. Such feature engineering creates technical issues that we could not apply the original interference estimates. Instead we pursue a way to decouple the feature engineering from the rest of the estimation. To do that we propose a new estimator that leverages synthetic treatments in order to generate the relevant features in the estimation of the interference function. The generation of synthetic treatments acts similarly to split sampling to reduce overfitting (however due to the network dependence split sampling is more delicate to implement). Our analysis of the second estimator accounts for the feature engineering step of learning the interference patterns and provides conditions under which the estimator is unbiased and asymptotically normal. Finally, we discuss conservative and non-conservative estimates for the variance.

1Here a m-hop neighborhood of node i includes the induced subgraph of all nodes for whom the shortest path to i is less than or equal to m edges. 5

2. Setup

We consider a finite population model with n units connected through a network G. We denote by ÜY_i(z) = ÜY_i(z_i, z_{−i}) the potential outcome of the ith unit when z ∈ {0, 1}^n is the assigned treatment to the whole network.^2

In addition to the interference graph G, we observe a triple of treatment, covariates and outcomes (Z_i, X_i, Y_i)^n_{i=1} where the outcomes are related to the potential outcomes by (1) Y_i = ÜY_i(Z), i ∈ [n].

We will consider the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Additivity of Main Effects). For each unit i ∈ [n] and any treatment assignment z ∈ {0, 1}^n, we have that

τ_i := E Ť ÜY_i(1, 0_{−i}) − ÜY_i(0, 0_{−i}) | X_i Ů = E [ÜY_i (1, z_{−i}) − ÜY_i(0, z_{−i}) | X_i]

Assumption 2 (Conditional Unconfoundedness). We have that ÜY_i(z_i, z_{−i}) ⊥⊥ Z_i | X_i for all z ∈ {0, 1}^n.

Assumption 3 (Conditionally Independence of Treatment). Conditionally on X_i, the treatment assignment of Z_i is independent of treatments and features of other units, namely (Z_{−i}, X_{−i}) ⊥⊥ Z_i | X_i and ∃c > 0 such that c ≤ P(Z_i = 1 | X_i) ≤ 1 − c for all values of X_i.

Assumption 4. (Constant baseline) We assume that E [ÜY_i (0, z_{−i}) | X_i] = E [ÜY_i (0, z_{−i})] for all i ∈ [n] and z ∈ {0, 1}^{n−1} .

Assumption 1 is standard in the network interference literature (Toulis & Kao 2013, Sussman & Airoldi 2017, Karwa & Airoldi 2018, Awan et al. 2020, Jagadeesan et al. 2020). Conditional on the covariate information, Assumption 2 implies that the treatment assignment is independent of the potential outcomes while Assumption 3 implies that the treatment assignments are independent. Both of these assumptions are trivially satisfied in the experimental setting where the treatment is assigned uniformly at random to units. Assumption 4 rules out a direct effect of X on potential outcomes of untreated units. When X_i is low dimensional it is practical to stratify the analysis by the values of X. In that case Assumption 4 can be relaxed and ideas developed here would also extend to that (admittedly with larger sample size requirements). Indeed, because we do not need to identify their impacts separately, we would still be able to recover the estimand of interest. Nonetheless, Assumptions 2, 3 and 4 allow for designs with non-constant propensity score e(X_i) := P(Z_i = 1 | X_i), and heterogeneous treatment effects τ_i that depends on X_i.

We note that under Assumption 4, if the covariates X_i’s are independent of the graph G, the interference is likely to be approximately well balanced across treatment and control group and the naive estimator is expected to perform well for the ATT but not for ATE. (In particular, under SUTVA, i.e. no interference, the selection bias would be zero and the naive estimator is consistent for ATT but not for ATE.) We

2Under the standard SUTVA, which we do not make, one would have ÜY_i(z) = ÜY_i(z_i, 0_{−i}) for all z ∈ {0, 1}^n. 6

are primary motivated by situations where we would expect some relation between X_i and the graph G (in particular when G is a random graph which depends on X).

Next we impose restrictions on the potential outcomes. In particular how the interference network G defines the interference patterns in the potential outcomes. We will allow the interference to depend on a m-hop neighborhood of the labelled graph^3 G^z but the value of m is unknown and potentially dependent of the local network and the treatments. Here, a m-hop neighborhood of node i includes the induced subgraph of all nodes for whom the shortest path to i is less than or equal to m edges.

Assumption 5 (NI: Neighborhood Interference). There is a known mapping γ(·) on labelled subgraphs such that for any treatment assignment vectors z and z^′ such that γ(G^z_i ) = γ(G^{z′}_i ), then ÜY_i(1, z_{−i}) = ÜY_i(1, z^′_{−i}) and ÜY_i(0, z_{−i}) = ÜY_i(0, z^′_{−i})

and for any i ∈ [n] such that g = γ(G^z_i ), f(g) := E [ÜY_i (0, z_{−i})] is unit independent.

The NI assumption is a restriction to the potential outcomes in the spirit of the constant treatment response assumption of Manski (2013). Without loss of generality, it postulates that the labelled subgraph centered at i with radius m_i are sufficient to determine the potential outcomes. Indeed we can define γ(G^z_i ) = γ_0(m_i-hop neighborhood from i in G^z) where γ_0 is a known mapping and m_i = m(G^z_i ) is an unknown function which could be equal n for every i ∈ [n]^4. As discussed below, combined with the additivity Assumption 1, the interference will be a function of γ(G^Z_i ), namely f_i := f(γ(G^Z_i )). Although the function γ_0 might be the identity, in applications γ_0 might summarize the corresponding subgraph. We will require that if the m-hop neighborhoods of two units i and j match, then they also match the number of treated nodes on each k-hop neighborhood for k ≤ m. That is, letting G^Z_i (k) := k-hop neighborhood from i in G^Z , we have that γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) = γ_0(G^Z_j (m)) implies that γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) = γ_0(G^Z_j (k)) for k ≤ m. In what follows T_{i,k} denote the number of treated nodes at distance k from i. Example 2 (Number of treated neighbors). Consider the (common in the literature) assumption that the exposure mapping depends on the number of treated neighbors T_{i,1} := ∑_n j=1 A_{ij} Z_j where A is the adjacency matrix associated with G. Typically it is assumed that m_i = 1 for every i ∈ [n]. In our setting this would lead to an interference function of the form f(γ(G^Z_i )) = f(γ_0(G^Z_i (1)) = f(T_{i,1}) where γ(G^Z_i ) = γ_0(G^Z_i (1)) = ∑_n j=1 A_{ij}Z_j =: T_{i,1}. In this case there is no approximation error by considering G^Z_i (1) instead of the whole graph. By construction we have γ_0 to define a partition by having γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) = (T_{i,1}, T_{i,2}, . . . , T_{i,k}) where T_{i,k} denotes the number of treated nodes at distance (exactly) k. Thus if γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) = γ_0(G^Z_j (m)), it follows that γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) = γ_0(G^Z_j (k)) for k ≤ m.

Example 3 (Generalized Number of treated neighbors). Suppose that the interference function is given by (2) f(γ(G^Z_i )) := μ(T_{i,1}, T_{i,2}, . . . , T_{i,n}) 3Formally we define G^z as the network G where the ith node is labelled as Z_i. We let G^z_i as G^z but the ith node is labelled as the “ego" that is the center to grow a m-hop subgraph.

4In the next section we introduce approximation errors of using a smaller value than m_i to estimate the interference function for a pattern g. 7

where μ is an unknown function and T_{i,k} denotes the number of treated nodes at distance (exactly) k. This allows for a rich family of interference patterns including layers to impact interference at a different marginal rate (e.g., μ(T_{i,1}, T_{i,2}, . . . , T_{i,n}) = ∑_n k=1 μ_k · T_{i,k}) or many non-linear functions (e.g., μ̄/ inf_ℓ{ℓ ≥ 0 : T_{i,ℓ} > 0}). In this case, we note that γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) := (T_{i,1}, T_{i,2}, . . . , T_{i,m}) which is used in the implementation of the estimator while the knowledge of the functional form of μ is not needed. In applications we expect that the dependence on T_{i,ℓ} for large ℓ is negligible.

Example 4 (Isomorphic patterns). Consider the more general case where the interference function is given by γ_0 being the identity function, γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) ∼= G^Z_i (m) (where ∼= denotes equality up to an isomorphism), so that

f(γ(G^Z_i )) = f(γ_0(G^Z_i (m_i)).

In this case we have γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) ∼= γ_0(G^Z_j (m)) implies that γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) ∼= γ_0(G^Z_j (k)) for k ≤ m. This specification allows for a very rich class of interference functions with a large number of potential outcomes. However such generality comes at the cost of (i) the existence of matches harder and the computational problem of verifying that two nodes have the same pattern (i.e., γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) ∼= γ_0(G^Z_j (m))) more demanding as it is testing if two graphs are isomorphic.

Thus this assumption is related to the Neighborhood Interference assumption in the causal inference literature (see, e.g., Assumption 2 in Forastiere et al. (2021)). The function γ_0 defines an interference pattern which is similar to the “exposure mapping” discussed in Aronow & Samii (2017). As we discuss below, when we estimate m_i we are concerned with approximating the corresponding interference and we will balance a bias and variance trade off of the interference (rather than aiming for a perfect recovery of m_i that would rely on strong separation assumptions).

The combination of Assumptions 1-5 implies the the following partially linear form for the potential outcomes: (3) ÜY_i(z) = z_i{ÜY_i(z_i, z_{−i}) − ÜY_i(0, z_{−i})} + ÜY_i(0, z_{−i}) = z_iτ_i + f(γ(G^z_i )) + ϵ_i

where ϵ_i is a (heteroskedastic) zero-mean term, and f(γ(G^z_i )) is the interference term that absorbs the (constant) baseline, see e.g., Proposition 1 in Awan et al. (2020) and Sussman & Airoldi (2017) for similar development. Moreover the individual specific τ_i := E Ť ÜY_i(1, 0_{−i}) − ÜY_i(0, 0_{−i}) | X_i Ů can be dependent of X_i. There is a clear complication if the ϵ_i are allowed to be dependent as differentiating between f(·) and the error term would not necessarily be possible (Shalizi & Thomas 2011). We will make the assumption that the errors are uncorrelated. First, it is plausible that there is no such excess homophily in the problem (such as when connections are enforced exogenously) and so the no-correlation assumption is reasonable. Additionally, recent work by McFowland III & Shalizi (2021) suggests that structure on the covariance of the ϵ_i still allows us to separately identify f(·) and the error. While knowing the structure a priori is a slight generalization to the no correlation setting, it substantially complicates the derivations but does not necessarily contribute to the understanding of the proposed method and so we leave it to future work. 8

The main estimand of interest we consider is the average direct treatment effect on the treated, i.e.,

(4) τ := 1 ∑_n i=1 Z_i n∑ i=1 Z_iE Ť ÜY_i(1, 0_{−i}) − ÜY_i(0, 0_{−i}) | X_i Ů = 1 ∑_n i=1 Z_i n∑ i=1 Z_iτ_i. Remark 5. Related to (4) we can define the average direct effect on the treated (ADET) as the average over the treatment effect (4) over the treatment assignments

(5) τ_{ADT T} := E [_n ∑ i=1 Z_i ∑ j Z_j E Ť ÜY_i(1, 0_{−i}) − ÜY_i(0, 0_{−i}) | X_i Ů ]

where the outermost expectation is over the treatment assignments.

3. Estimators

In this section we propose estimators for the average direct treatment effect on the treated that leverage the decomposition (3). These estimators build upon the following high-level ideas: (i) under the partially linear assumption we can obtain estimates f̂_i of the interference f_i := f(γ(G^Z_i )) based on the control units; (ii) subtracting the estimates of the interference from the observed outcomes, Y_i − f̂_i, up to estimation errors, we recover a setting with no interference for which estimators are available. However estimation errors here include sampling errors, regularizaiton and model selection biases, and errors from learning the features themselves.

To estimate the interference we propose a data-driven choice of a unit specific value of m̂_i-hops that approximates the relevant neighborhood for the interference function. In this setting, up to logarithmic terms, we establish that the proposed estimate balances bias and variance.^5

Based on the interference estimates, we can construct the triple (Y_i − f̂_i, Z_i, X_i) which can be used to construct different estimators for the direct effect. An outcome regression (OR) estimator for (4) would take the form

τ̂^{OR} = 1 ∑_n i=1 Z_i n∑ i=1 Z_i Ă Y_i − f̂_i Ł (6) as the counterfactual for no treatment with no interference would have zero expected value following (3).

Under the assumption that the treatment assignments are independent conditional on the covariates, we can leverage the propensity score to obtain another estimator: Letting ê_i denote an estimate for the propensity score, a doubly robust (DR) estimator in our setting would be

τ̂^{DR} = 1 ∑_n i=1 Z_i n∑ i=1 Ű Z_i(Y_i − f̂_i) −

(Y_i − f̂_i)(1 − Z_i)ê_i 1 − ê_i Ź (7) This DR estimator inherits several good properties which are well known when SUTVA holds. Nonetheless the construction of the interference function plays a central role in the analysis of these estimators (in particular the impact of the feature

5It is based on a Lepski-type procedure to adaptively select a node specific value m_i-hops within the control group. 9

engineering step). As described below, we will use different estimators of the interference in (6) and (7). The reason being to achieve asymptotic normality for (7). In that case we will rely on a variant of the estimator of the interference constructed to handle the additional dependence from constructing the features from the sample.

3.1. Interference Estimator. A key step in our approach is the estimation of the interference function. Our proposal will also estimate a relevant m-hop neighborhood associated with each G^z_i that achieves a near optimal bias and variance trade off. More precisely, it is a Lepski-type procedure that aims to balance (estimated) bias and variance when choosing m.

In what follows we use the following notation. Let G^Z_i (m) := m-hop subgraph from i in G^Z . In order to define a proper partition of the nodes, we match along all the intermediery hops as well, namely if γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) = γ_0(G^Z_j (m)), it implies that γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) = γ_0(G^Z_j (k)) for k = 1, . . . , m. For g = γ_0(G^Z_i (m)), we denote as par(g) = γ_0(G^Z_i (m−1)) and we say that g^′ ⪰ g if ∃m^′ ≥ m such that g^′ = γ_0(G^Z_i (m^′)).

Algorithm 1. Estimation of interference function Step 0. Initialize λ > 1, confidence level 1 − δ, variance upper bound σ̄^2, ÒE_n := {g : ∃i, m ∈ [n], Z_i = 0, g = γ_0(G^Z_i (m))} and ^K := ∅

Step 1. For each g ∈ ÒE_n, define

f̂(g) := 1 |V_g| ∑ i∈V_g Y_i where V_g := {i ∈ [n] : Z_i = 0, ∃m ∈ [n] s.t. g = γ_0(G^Z_i (m))}.

Step 2. For each g ∈ ÒE_n, set ^K ← ^K ∪ {g} if ∃g^′, g^{′′} ∈ ÒE_n : g^′ ⪰ g, g^{′′} ⪰ par(g) s.t. |f̂(g^′) − f̂(g^{′′})| > λσ̄ È 2 log(2n^2/δ) Ć 1 √ |V_g′ | + 1 √ |V_g′′ | Ň

Step 3. To estimate f(γ(G^Z_i )), i ∈ [n], we define f̂_i = f̂(ĝ_i) where ĝ_i := γ_0(GZ_i (m̂_i)),

and m̂_i := max_m{m : γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) ∈ ^K}

The estimation of the interference is challenging as we need to estimate the relevant m-hop neighborhood that delivers a good approximation for the interference function. Algorithm 1 is based on the idea that, in the control group, the interference function is the signal we are trying to recover. In its Step 0 the set ÒE_n denotes the set of different configurations of relevant patterns in the given labelled graph. Because we have a nested subset of graphs as we increase m in G^Z_i (m), we note that the set ÒE_n can be represented as a tree starting at the root with m = 0. The set ^K is a subtree of ÒE_n that will collect the selected patterns for interference.

For each pattern g ∈ ÒE_n, Step 1 defines an estimation of the interference f̂(g).^6 Step 2 of Algorithm 1 balances the estimates of the bias and variance. Informally,

6Note that this is generalizable for more general estimands beyond conditional mean and with covariates. 10

a pattern g in ÒE_n should be selected if there are two deeper patterns that have sufficiently different interference estimates relative to their (square-root) variance. That is, a pattern g will be selected into ^K only if it is needed to keep the bias small relative to an estimate of the variance. Finally, for each i, Step 3 defines the relevant value of hops m̂_i as the largest value of m that is still in the estimated tree ÒK. In the next section we provide oracle inequalities that provides theoretical guarantees on the performance. We note that, unless one is willing to impose strong separation assumptions, it is unlikely one can estimate m uniformly across different data generating processes. However the misspecifiation cannot be much larger due to the selection criterion in Algorithm 1.

We note that there several variants of Algorithm 1 are possible. For example, it is possible to use a pattern specific estimate of the variance σ̂^2_g (instead of σ̄^2) and our results (e.g., Theorem 7) would hold with small modifications. Moreover, the proposed Step 2 that balances bias and variance relies on concentration inequalities (i.e., through the factor √ 2 log(2n^2/δ)) which can be conservative. Furthermore, it is also possible to rely on bootstrap approximations to take into account correlations to reduce the penalty levels and still achieve the same theoretical guarantees, see e.g., Belloni & Oliveira (2018).

3.2. Decoupling feature engineering based on Synthetic Treatments. Here we propose a variant that changes the definition of the initial tree E_n that will be critical in establishing distributoinal limits for the DR estimator. To see why we note that Algorithm 1 can be viewed through the lens of feature engineering. Indeed, it uses the data to define the patterns to construct the relevant feature (i.e., the appropriate k-hop neighborhood of the labelled graph). Although such dependence does not impact the rates of convergence of the OR estimator it impacts distributional results.

The next algorithm will be useful when we want to decouple the feature generation from the current treatment assignments. We will generate a different initial set of patterns to replace ÒE_n as follows.

Algorithm 2. Decoupling feature engineering Step 1. Consider the original (unlabelled) interference graph G. Step 2. Assign (new) labels ~Z^o ∈ {0, 1}^n independently from Y, Z. Step 3. Define ÜE^o_n := {g : ∃i, m ∈ [n], g = γ_0(G^{ÜZo}_i (m))} Step 4. Run Algorithm 1 with ÜE^o_n instead of ÒE_n.

This decoupling step reduces the tendency of overfitting in the spirit of sample splitting, while avoiding the difficulties that sample splitting would create due to graphlike dependence. We acknowledge that, in principle, this decoupling might miss some potential feature that appeared in the true data. Nonetheless, for a pattern to be informative, it needs to be seen across multiple nodes and those are likely to appear if we could resample the data. In practice, the label ~Z^0_i can be generated from the 11

Bernoulli distribution with probability ê(X_i) for i ∈ [n] independently. It is also possible to use a small subset of the nodes to estimate the propensity score.^7

4. Theoretical Results

In this section we establish theoretical guarantees associated with the two causal estimators (6) and (7). We also establish the properties of the interference estimator which is key for our proposal.

Our setting follows the Additive effect under Neighborhood Interference Assumption (ANIA) framework in Sussman & Airoldi (2017) as the potential outcomes satisfy additivity of main effects if and only if the potential outcomes can be parameterized through a partially linear model. The next assumption is a summary of Assumptions 1, 4 and 5 (presented to facilitate readability) with additional moment regularities conditions on the error term.

Assumption 6 (Potential Outcome Model). The potential outcome equation satis- fies ÜY_i(z_i, z_{−i}) = z_iτ_i + f(γ(G^z_i )) + ϵ_i

where, conditional on X_i, Z_i, the error term ϵ_i is: (i) independent of (Z_{−i}, X_{−i}, ϵ_{−i}), (ii) a zero mean subgaussian random variable with parameter σ̄^2, and (iii) E [ϵ^2_i | Z_i, X_i] ≥ σ^2. Further, we assume that that |τ_i| + |f(γ(G^z_i ))| ≤ C̄ for all z ∈ {0, 1}^n.

Assumption 6 imposes (conditional) independence on the error terms and subgaussianity. It is a technical assumption that can be relaxed in various ways but it would take the focus out of the main issues the work is focusing on (e.g., finite moments, limited dependence across units). Assumption 6 also imposes that the individual treatment effects and the interference function are uniformly bounded.

Next we define the maximum approximation error associated with m-hop subgraphs.

Definition 6 (Interference approximation error). We define the approximation error at the pattern g as r^z(g) := max_{i,i′∈V g} | | |E [ÜYi (0, z−i) − ÜYi′ (0, z−i′ )] | | | = max_{i,i′∈V g} |f(γ(G^z_i )) − f(γ(G^z_i′ ))| where V_g := {i ∈ [n] : ∃m ∈ [n] s.t. g = γ_0(G^z_i (m))}.

The approximation is defined conditional on a specific vector of treatment assignment z. This term provides a quantification of the misspecification one obtains by restricting the model at a specific numbers of hops for a specific pattern. We note that the set V̄_g includes both controls and treated nodes while its subset V_g (used in Algorithm 1) includes only control nodes. The approximation error r^Z (g) will be used to establish the adaptive bound for our interference estimator. A common assumption in the literature is that controling for the 1-hop neighborhood suffices for no approximation errors. There are a few exceptions in the literature that allow for misspecification. The closest to our setting is Leung (2022) that considers an approximation m → ∞ so that r(g_m) → 0 and derives asymptotic normality for the inverse propensity weighted estimator under appropriate dependence decay that covers several cases of interest. In contrast, we exploit the heterogeneous radius m_i = m(G^z_i )

7Under Assumption 7(ii) our main results would also hold if we use a small number of observations q, q ≪ n^{1/2}/{(1 + D_n) log n}, to learn a rough estimate for e(X) = P(Z = 1 | X). 12

across different units that depends on the network and treatment assignments to control the approximation error. This is of interest to obtain more efficient estimates of the interference. However, this approach creates a model selection problem as we try to balance bias and variance.

4.1. Oracle Inequality for Interference Function Estimator. In this section, we establish an oracle inequality for the estimator of the interference function defined by Algorithm 1. The interference function is defined over all labelled graph and we aim to obtain a uniform guarantee across all the values f_i := f(γ(G^Z_i )), i ∈ [n]. We obtain an oracle inequality that shows the proposed estimator f̂_i that is associated with a specific m̂_i-hop subgraph, achieves a similar performance to the best (unknown) choice of m that optimally balances the unobserved bias (measured by r(g_m)) and variance of f̂_{gm} .

Theorem 7. Suppose that Assumption 6 holds. Then, with probability at least 1 − δ, uniformly over all nodes i ∈ [n] we have |f_i − f̂_i| ≤ min m∈[n],g_m=γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) λ λ − 1 r^Z (g_m) + 3λσ̄ Ê 2 log(2n^2/δ) |V_{gm} | where V_g := {i ∈ [n] : Z_i = 0, ∃m ∈ [n] s.t. g = γ_0(G^Z_i (m))} as defined in Step 1 of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 7 establishes a performance guarantee for the estimation of the interference across all units in the graph. The estimate of the interference in Algorithm 1 is based only on the control units, thus the effective sample size is |V_{gk} | (instead of |V̄_{gk} |). Importantly the bound holds uniformly for all units. Crucially, the analysis accounts for the fact that G^Z_i is random (Z dependent) which in principle could lead to n^22^n different possible G^z_i (k), i, k ∈ [n]. The result in Theorem 7 is adaptive in the sense that for patterns g_k that are observed more often, faster rates are obtained, adapting the choice of k for each i ∈ [n]. To provide explicit rates of convergence we discuss two examples based on two dimensional regular lattices.

Example 8. Suppose that G is a two dimensional regular lattice with n nodes and any internal unit has degree d = 4. Suppose that there is m_0 such that r(g_k) = 0 if k ≥ m_0 and the treatment is randomly assigned with probability 1/2. Then with probability at least 1 − δ − n exp ( −^n 2d^2 (m_0+1)^4·2^{d(m}0^{+1)2} ) , we have

max_{i∈[n]} |f(G^Z_i ) − f̂_i| ≤ Cλσ̄2^{d4 (m0+1)m0} · Ê log(2n^2/δ) n . Example 9. Suppose that G is a two dimensional regular lattice with n nodes, any internal unit has degree d = 4 and σ̄ = 1 in Assunmption 6. Suppose that the approximation exhibits sub-Gaussian decay, namely r^z(g_k) ≤ C^′ exp(−4k^2) for any z ∈ {0, 1}^n, and the treatment is randomly assigned with probability 1/2. Then when n ≥ n_0 where n_0 is a sufficiently large constant, with probability at least 1 −^2_n , we have max_{i∈[n]} |f(G^Z_i ) − f̂_i| ≤ λC^′σ̄^2 λ − 1 · 1 n^{1/4} log n . We close this section with an analogous result for the interference estimator based on synthetic treatments proposed in Algorithm 2. The following oracle inequality is a direct corollary of Theorem 7._{13}

Corollary 10. Suppose that Assumption 6 holds and that Step 0 in Algorithm 1 is replaced by Algorithm 2 (i.e., we set ÒE_n = ÜE^o_n). Then, with probability at least 1 − δ, uniformly over all nodes i ∈ [n] we have | | |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂i | | | ≤ min

k∈[n],g_k=γ_0(G^{ÜZo}_i (k)) λ λ − 1 r^{ÜZo} (g_k) + 3λσ̄ Ê 2 log(2n^2/δ) |V_{gk} | where V_g := {i ∈ [n] : Z_i = 0, ∃m ∈ [n] s.t. g = γ_0(G^Z_i (m))}.

Corollary 10 has the patterns generated with ÜE^o_n instead of ÒE_n of Algorithm 1. By resampling the treatment assignments Algorithm 2 decouples the generation of features from the pruning of the tree. The prunning steps (i.e., Steps 1 and 2) are based on the original assignments and outcomes (since we do not have synthetic outcomes). Corollary 10 does not provide improvements upon the oracle inequality of Theorem 7. The advantage of using the estimator based on Algorithm 2 is to reduce dependence within the error and feature engineering that appear in some estimators of the ADTT.

4.2. Main results for ADTT estimators. Next we proceed to construct guarantees for the ADTT estimators.

For our first estimator we apply Algorithm 1 and use the resulting estimator of the interference function in (6). The next result leverages Theorem 7 to provide a guarantee for τ̂^{OR}.

Theorem 11. Let τ̂^{OR} be defined as in (6) and the interference estimator be constructed based on Algorithm 1. Under Assumptions 2 and 6, with probability at least 1 − 2δ − exp(−nc̃) we have | τ̂^{OR} − τ | ≤ Cλ n n∑ i=1 Z_i Ű min k∈[n],g_k=γ_0(G^Z_i (k))

r^Z (g_k) λ − 1 + σ̄ Ê 2 log(2n^2/δ) |V_{gk} | Ź + σ̄ Ê 4 log(2/δ) cn (8)

for some positive constants c̃ and C.

Theorem 11 builds upon the oracle inequality of Theorem 7. A consequence of the proof of Theorem 11 is that (for λ = 2) with probability 1 − 3δ | |τ̂^{OR} − τ | | ≤ C max_{i∈[n]} min

k∈[n],g_k=γ_0(G^Z_i (k))

r^Z (g_k) + σ̄ Ê log(n/δ) |V_{gk} | which has the maximum rate for the interference function (moreover, note that the last term in Theorem 11 cannot determine the rate). However, Theorem 11 averages the adaptive rates across units. Thus it allows for some units to have a small misspecification while others a higher level of misspecification. The estimator τ̂^{OR} is in general non-regular due to the regularization bias introduced by selecting the relevant m̂_i-hop by balancing (an estimate of) bias and variance. The performance guarantees of τ̂^{OR} are robust with respect to a joint dependence on the treatment assignment across units.

The following corollary applies Theorem 11 to the case an oracle estimator for the interference is root-n consistent. It illustrates that the model selection associated with determining the neighborhoods only changes the rate of convergence by log n factors._{14}

Corollary 12. Under the conditions of Theorem 11, suppose that with probability 1 − Δ_n there is an outcome regression oracle estimator that is root-n consistent, namely for each i ∈ [n], there is a k^∗_i such that

r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + σ̄ √ 2 log(1/δ) |V_{gk∗i} | ≤ Cn^{−1/2}. Then with probability 1 − 3δ − exp(−nc^2/8) |τ̂^{OR} − τ| ≤ Cλ λ − 1 σ̄ Ê log(n/δ) n For our second estimator we apply Algorithm 2 to construct the initial set of patterns for Algorithm 1 (i.e., replacing Step 0). We use the resulting estimator of the interference function in (7). The next result relates our proposed DR estimator τ̂^{DR} defined as in (7) to the (unfeasible) estimator τ̂^{DR∗} that knows the true interference function and the propensity score function, i.e., defined as in (7) with f̂_i = f_i and ê_i = e_i, i ∈ [n]. Our analysis will leverage the independence of the treatment assignment across units. Next we state our conditions on the estimation of the nuisance functions and on their estimability.

Assumption 7. Let δ_n(≥ n^{−2}), n ≥ 1, be a fixed sequence converging to zero. Suppose that:

(i) the propensity score estimator ê_i := ê(X_i) ≤ 1 − c̃ belongs to a function class E that is a VC-type class with ε-covering number bounded by (A/ε)^{v̄}, such that with probability 1 − Δ_n we have 1 n n∑ i=1 Ą e_i 1 − e_i − ê_i 1 − ê_i Ń_2 ≤ C · v̄ log n n ≤ C δ^2_n v̄ log n

(ii) With probability 1−Δ_n there is an oracle trimming K^∗ ⊆ ÜE^o_n such that associated estimator f̂^∗ satisfies

max_{g∈K∗} r^Z (g) ≤ σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} and max_{i∈[n]} E [(f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z] ≤ σ̄^2 δ^2_nn^{−1/2} log^{−1} n 1 + D_n where D_n = max_{i∈[n]} |{k ∈ [n] : i is a vertex in G^z_k(m^∗_k)}| where m^∗_k is the number of hops for the kth node associated oracle trimming K^∗.

Assumption 7(i) places mild conditions on the propensity score estimator. Because the treatments are assumed to be assigned independently conditioned on observables, the estimation of the propensity score is standard. Assumption 7(ii) is a condition on the randomization of the assignments relative to the interference patterns. It assumes the existence of (an unknown and possibly random oracle) K^∗ within ÜE^o_n that yields a good approximation error and the associated estimator f̂^∗ has a minimum rate of convergence for estimating the interference function (i.e., slightly faster than n^{−1/4}). The quantity D_n bounds the number of egos whose neighborhoods are affected by a single node (i.e., bounds the number of changes in {f̂_j }_{j∈[n]} if one treatment is changed). Although it is plausible for D_n to be bounded (e.g., when m^∗_i is uniformly bounded and nodes have bounded degree), it is allowed to grow with the sample size. The results are with high probability on the realization of the treatment assignments (Z and ~Z). Thus our condition (and analysis) allows for K^∗ to depend on the treatment assignments._{15}

We show how these conditions can be used with the orthogonal moment condition implied by the definition of (7). The analysis has new features to deal with the dependence due to interference, and the feature engineering of the proposed approach. We note that as in other context for high dimensional causal inference (Belloni et al. 2014, Chernozhukov et al. 2017), split sampling can be quite helpful in reducing overfitting. However, attempting a sample splitting approach is more complicated due to the network dependence which is also being estimated. We bypass this issue by proposing Algorithm 2 that provides a way to achieve independence from the feature engineering process and the interference estimation.

Next we establish the main result of this section for the estimation of the ADTT.

Theorem 13. Under Assumptions 2, 3, 6 and 7, with probability at least 1 − δ − Δ_n we have that |τ̂^{DR} − τ̂^{DR∗}| ≤ Cσ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} so that √∑_n i=1 Z_i Σ^{−1/2}_n (τ̂^{DR} − τ) → N(0, 1)

where Σ_n :=^{1∑}n_{i=1 Zi} ∑_n i=1 E [{Z_i(Y_i − τ_i − f_i) − (Y_i − f_i)(1 − Z_i)e_i/(1 − e_i)}^2 | Z_i, X_i].

Theorem 13 establishes the first-order equivalence between the proposed estimator τ̂^{DR} and the unfeasible DR estimator that knows the true interference function. In contrast to the outcome regression estimator, the double robust estimator explicitly exploits the independence of the treatment assignment across units. This allows us to obtain the so called Neyman orthogonality and reduce the first order bias. The analysis further takes into account model selection and feature engineering. This relies on deriving sharp bounds conditioned on observing the neighborhood patterns. This is needed to enhance the adaptivity of the approach that does not require the convergence to a deterministic set of patterns.

The variance Σ_n is needed for the construction of confidence regions. Corollary 14 provide guidance on its estimation.

Corollary 14. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 13 hold and that τ_i = τ(X_i). Then we have that confidence intervals based on

~Σ_n := 1∑_n i=1 Z_i n∑ i=1 {Z_i(Y_i − τ̂^{DR} − f̂_i) − (Y_i − f̂_i)(1 − Z_i)ê_i/(1 − ê_i)}^2

are asymptotically conservative, namely Σ_n ≤ ~Σ_n + o(1). Moreover, the result of Theorem 13 continues to hold with a plug-in estimate

^Σ_n := 1∑_n i=1 Z_i n∑ i=1 {Z_i(Y_i − τ̂_i − f̂_i) − (Y_i − f̂_i)(1 − Z_i)ê_i/(1 − ê_i)}^2

where τ̂_i = τ̂ (X_i) is an estimator of τ_i = τ(X_i), such that^{1∑}n_{i=1 Zi} ∑_n i=1 Z_i(τ̂_i−τ_i)^2 ≤ δ^2_n with probability 1 − o(1).

Without additional assumptions on the shocks and on the individual treatment effects we can still construct conservative confidence regions based on ~Σ_n. Under the condition that the individual treatment effects can be approximated by an estimable function of the covariates, we can obtain consistent estimates for Σ_n and obtain asymptotically correct coverage. In practice, we recommend to pursue the estimation of the conditional mean on the data {(Y_i − f̂_i, X_i)}_{{i∈[n]:Zi=1}}. Since only a slow rate of convergence is needed, the conditoin on the estimators τ̂_i are plausible despite of the use of (consistent) estimates of the interference function. 16

5. Additional Discussion

Throughout the paper we focus on the estimation of the average direct treatment effect on the treated (ADTT) under a simple specification that allows us to clearly communicate the main insights and key contributions (i.e., adaptivity, oracle inequalities, handle feature engineering, etc). Nonetheless the ideas here can be considered in other settings.

For example, the estimation of the average direct treatment effect (ATE) is a key estimand in causal inference. The ideas proposed in this work extends naturally to this case. In order to pursue this estimand we consider the potential outcomes model described in Assumption 6 with the additional condition that τ_i = τ(X_i). The additional assumption allows us to exploit the idea that τ(X_i) = E [Y_i − f_i | X_i] when the ith node is treated.

Based on Algorithm 1, we obtain estimates of the interference, f̂_i, i ∈ [n]. Therefore we can estimate the function τ(·) by estimating a conditional mean model for the data (Y_i − f̂_i, X_i)_{{i∈[n]:Zi=1}} pertaining to the treated nodes. Letting τ̂_i := τ̂ (X_i), we have estimators for ADTE as

(9) ^τ^{OR,a}_{ADT E} =^1_n ∑_n i=1 τ̂(X_i) ^τ^{OR,b}_{ADT E} =^1_n ∑_n i=1 Z_i(Y_i − f̂_i) + (1 − Z_i)τ̂ (X_i) ^τ^{DR}_{ADT E} =^1_n ∑_n i=1 τ̂(X_i) + Z_i^{(Yi−τ̂ (Xi)−f̂i)}_{êi} − (1 − Z_i)^{(Yi−f̂i)}_{1−êi} The proposed estimator for τ(·) relies on an estimated target due to the use of the interference estimator. Despite of the bias that this introduces, the rates of convergence for the interference can be used to establish rates of convergence for the proposed estimator.

We close by noting that we view the current work as an initial contribution to blend machine learning tools within causal inference under network interference for observational studies. Although outside the scope of the current paper, we are pursuing different variations and extensions (e.g., partially linear with control, nonseparable models). For example the following example discuss the classical linear in means model within our framework.

Example 15 (Linear-in-means). Considering the special case of the linear-in-means model (Manski (1993)) where it is assumed

Y_i = α + β ∑_n j=1 A_{ij} Y_j ∑_n j=1 A_{ij} + γ ∑_n j=1 A_{ij}z_j ∑_n j=1 A_{ij} + ξ_i where A denotes the adjency matrix, ξ independent zero mean shocks, β the coefficient of endogenoues peer effects, and γ the exogenous peer effect. By letting Ã = (A_{ij} / ∑_n j=1 A_{ij} )_{i,j∈[n]} denote the row-normalized adjacency matrix, we can rewrite the potential outcomes as

Y_i(z) = z_i { γ + γβ ∞∑ k=0 β^k(Ã^{k+1}e_i)_i } + α 1 − β + γβ ∞∑ k=0 β^k(Ã^{k+1}z_{−i})_i + ∞∑ k=0 β^k(Ã^kξ)_i

where e_i is a vector of zeros with a one in the ith components and z_{−i} = z − e_iz_i is the vector z with the ith component set to zero. In this case we would have 17

γ(G^z_i ) = ((Ãz_{−i})_i, (Ã^2z_{−i})_i, . . .) and γ_0(G^z_i (m)) = ((Ãz_{−i})_i, . . . , (Ã^{m+1}z_{−i})_i). In this model we would see correlation across units of the random shocks.^8

References

Aronow, P. M. & Samii, C. (2017), ‘Estimating average causal effects under general interference, with application to a social network experiment’, The Annals of Applied Statistics 11(4), 1912–1947.

Awan, U., Morucci, M., Orlandi, V., Roy, S., Rudin, C. & Volfovsky, A. (2020), Almost-matching-exactly for treatment effect estimation under network interference, in ‘International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics’, PMLR, pp. 3252–3262.

Belloni, A. & Chernozhukov, V. (2011), ‘ℓ_1-penalized quantile regression in highdimensional sparse models’, The Annals of Statistics 39(1), 82–130.

Belloni, A., Chernozhukov, V. & Hansen, C. (2014), ‘Inference on treatment effects after selection among high-dimensional controls’, The Review of Economic Studies 81(2), 608–650.

Belloni, A. & Oliveira, R. I. (2018), ‘A high dimensional central limit theorem for martingales, with applications to context tree models’, arXiv preprint arXiv:1809.02741 . Belloni, A., Oliveira, R. I. et al. (2017), ‘Approximate group context tree’, The Annals of Statistics 45(1), 355–385.

Birgé, L. (2001), ‘An alternative point of view on lepski’s method’, Lecture Notes-Monograph Series pp. 113–133.

Bühlmann, P. & Wyner, A. J. (1999), ‘Variable length markov chains’, The Annals of Statistics 27(2), 480–513.

Cai, J., De Janvry, A. & Sadoulet, E. (2015), ‘Social networks and the decision to insure’, American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 7(2), 81–108.

Cartwright, D. & Harary, F. (1956), ‘Structural balance: a generalization of heider’s theory.’, Psychological review 63(5), 277.

Chernozhukov, V., Chetverikov, D., Demirer, M., Duflo, E., Hansen, C. & Newey, W. (2017), ‘Double/debiased/neyman machine learning of treatment effects’, American Economic Review 107(5), 261–65.

Eckles, D., Karrer, B. & Ugander, J. (2016), ‘Design and analysis of experiments in networks: Reducing bias from interference’, Journal of Causal Inference 5(1).

Ferrari, F. & Wyner, A. (2003), ‘Estimation of general stationary processes by variable length markov chains’, Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 30(3), 459–480.

Fisher, R. A. (1935), ‘The design of experiments.’, The design of experiments. ((7th Ed, 1960)).

Forastiere, L., Airoldi, E. M. & Mealli, F. (2021), ‘Identification and estimation of treatment and interference effects in observational studies on networks’, Journal of the American Statistical Association 116(534), 901–918.

Garivier, A. & Leonardi, F. (2011), ‘Context tree selection: A unifying view’, Stochastic Processes and their Applications 121(11), 2488–2506.

Hu, Y., Li, S. & Wager, S. (2021), ‘Average treatment effects in the presence of interference’, arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.03802 .

8Tools of the literature would allow us to extend our results to this case but to highlight our contributions on the adaptive selection of the neighborhoods and its consequence we impose independence of such shocks. 18

Hudgens, M. G. & Halloran, M. E. (2008), ‘Toward causal inference with interference’, Journal of the American Statistical Association 103(482), 832–842.

Jagadeesan, R., Pillai, N. S. & Volfovsky, A. (2020), ‘Designs for estimating the treatment effect in networks with interference’, Annals of Statistics 48(2), 679– 712.

Karwa, V. & Airoldi, E. M. (2018), ‘A systematic investigation of classical causal inference strategies under mis-specification due to network interference’, arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.08259 .

Kojevnikov, D., Marmer, V. & Song, K. (2021), ‘Limit theorems for network dependent random variables’, Journal of Econometrics 222(2), 882–908.

Lepski, O. V. & Spokoiny, V. G. (1997), ‘Optimal pointwise adaptive methods in nonparametric estimation’, The Annals of Statistics 25(6), 2512–2546.

Lepskii, O. (1992), ‘Asymptotically minimax adaptive estimation. i: Upper bounds.

optimally adaptive estimates’, Theory of Probability & Its Applications 36(4), 682– 697.

Leung, M. P. (2022), ‘Causal inference under approximate neighborhood interference’, Econometrica 90(1), 267–293.

Leung, M. P. & Loupos, P. (2022), ‘Unconfoundedness with network interference’, arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.07823 .

Manski, C. F. (1990), ‘Nonparametric bounds on treatment effects’, The American Economic Review 80(2), 319–323.

Manski, C. F. (1993), ‘Identification of endogenous social effects: The reflection problem’, The review of economic studies 60(3), 531–542.

Manski, C. F. (2013), ‘Identification of treatment response with social interactions’, The Econometrics Journal 16(1), S1–S23.

McDiarmid, C. et al. (1989), ‘On the method of bounded differences’, Surveys in combinatorics 141(1), 148–188.

McFowland III, E. & Shalizi, C. R. (2021), ‘Estimating causal peer influence in homophilous social networks by inferring latent locations’, Journal of the American Statistical Association pp. 1–12.

O’Neill, A., Hutter, M., Shao, W. & Sunehag, P. (2012), Adaptive context tree weighting, in ‘2012 Data Compression Conference’, IEEE, pp. 317–326.

Puelz, D., Basse, G., Feller, A. & Toulis, P. (2019), ‘A graph-theoretic approach to randomization tests of causal effects under general interference’, arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.10862 .

Ross, R. (1916), ‘An application of the theory of probabilities to the study of a priori pathometry.—part i’, Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A, Containing papers of a mathematical and physical character 92(638), 204–230.

Rubin, D. B. (1978), ‘Bayesian inference for causal effects: The role of randomization’, The Annals of statistics pp. 34–58.

Rubin, D. B. (1980), ‘Randomization analysis of experimental data: The fisher randomization test comment’, Journal of the American statistical association 75(371), 591–593.

Sävje, F. (2021), ‘Causal inference with misspecified exposure mappings’, arXiv preprint arXiv:2103.06471 .

Sävje, F., Aronow, P. M. & Hudgens, M. G. (2017), ‘Average treatment effects in the presence of unknown interference’, arXiv preprint arXiv:1711.06399 .

Shalizi, C. R. & Thomas, A. C. (2011), ‘Homophily and contagion are generically confounded in observational social network studies’, Sociological methods & research 40(2), 211–239.

Sobel, M. E. (2006), ‘What do randomized studies of housing mobility demonstrate?

causal inference in the face of interference’, Journal of the American Statistical Association 101(476), 1398–1407.

Splawa-Neyman, J. (1990), ‘On the application of probability theory to agricultural experiments. essay on principles. section 9.’, Statistical Science (reprint of 1923 paper) pp. 465–472.

Spokoiny, V. (2016), ‘Nonparametric estimation: parametric view’. Sussman, D. L. & Airoldi, E. M. (2017), ‘Elements of estimation theory for causal effects in the presence of network interference’, arXiv preprint arXiv:1702.03578 .

Tchetgen Tchetgen, E. J. & VanderWeele, T. J. (2012), ‘On causal inference in the presence of interference’, Statistical methods in medical research 21(1), 55–75.

Toulis, P. & Kao, E. (2013), Estimation of causal peer influence effects, in ‘International conference on machine learning’, pp. 1489–1497.

Yuan, Y., Altenburger, K. & Kooti, F. (2021), Causal network motifs: Identifying heterogeneous spillover effects in a/b tests, in ‘Proceedings of the Web Conference 2021’, pp. 3359–3370.

Zivich, P. N., Volfovsky, A., Moody, J. & Aiello, A. E. (2021), ‘Assortativity and bias in epidemiologic studies of contagious outcomes: a simulated example in the context of vaccination’, American journal of epidemiology 190(11), 2442–2452.

Appendix A. Proofs for section 4 Let (10) W := {w = (γ_0(G^z_i (1)), . . . , γ_0(G^z_i (m))) : m, i ∈ [n], z ∈ {0, 1}^n}

denote a sequence of possible patterns g = γ_0(G^z_i (k)) that is obtained by increasing k. For each element in g ∈ E, there is a unique element in W that corresponds to a path γ_0(G^z_i (1)), . . . , g. We note that ÒE_n ⊂ E.

Proposition 16. Suppose Assumption 6 holds and we observe (Y_i, Z_i)^n_{i=1}. Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1) we have

P Ď ⋂ g∈W,|V_g|>0 {| |f(g) − f̂(g) | | ≤ α(g)} Ő ≥ 1 − δ

where f(g) =^1_{|Vg |} ∑ i∈V_g f(γ(G Z i )), f̂(g) =^1_{|Vg |} ∑ i∈V_g Yi, and α(g) = σ̄ √_{2 log(2n2/δ)} |V_g | if |V_g| > 0. Proof for Proposition 16. Let g ∈ W and recall that V_g = V_g(Z). Recall that under Assumption 6, since for any i ∈ V_g we have Z_i = 0 so that Y_i = ÜY_i(0, Z_{−i}) = f(γ(G^Z_i )) + ϵ_i so that |f(g) − f̂(g)| ≤ | ∑ i∈V_g ϵi| |V_g| 20

Then we have P Ą_{|∑i∈Vg ϵi|} √_{|Vg |} > σ̄ È 2 log(^{2n2}_δ ) | |V_g| > 0 Ń = E Ţ P Ą_{|∑i∈Vg ϵi|} √_{|Vg|} > σ̄ È 2 log(^{2n2}_δ ) | |V_g| > 0, Z ŃŸ ≤ δ/n^2 where we used that ϵ_i’s are independent, zero mean sub-Gaussian random variables with parameter σ̄^2 conditionally on Z by Assumption 6.

Thus we have P ( ⋂ g∈W:|V_g|>0 {| |f(g) − f̂(g) | | ≤ α(g) } ) = 1 − P ( ⋃ g∈W:|V_g|>0 {| |f(g) − f̂(g) | | > α(g)} ) ≥ 1 − ∑ g∈W P Ą_|∑_{i∈Vg ϵi|} |V_g | > σ̄ √_{2 log(2n2/δ)} |V_g | | |Vg| > 0 Ń P (|V_g| > 0) ≥ 1 −^δ_{n2} ∑ g∈W P (|V_g| > 0) ≥ 1 − δ. where the last line is based on ∑ g∈W 1{|V_g| > 0} ≤ n^2 for every realization of Z. □

A.1. Proofs for Section 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 7. By Proposition 16, for any g = γ_0(G^Z_i (m)) ∈ W such that |V_g| > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ, |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂(g)| ≤ |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f(g)| + |f(g) − f̂(g)| ≤ r^Z (g) + α(g) where we used the triangle inequality and the fact that |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f(g)| = | |^1_{|Vg |} ∑ j∈V_g f(γ(G Z i )) − f(γ(G^Z_j )) | | ≤^1_{|Vg |} ∑ j∈V_g |f(γ(G Z i )) − f(γ(G^Z_j ))| ≤ r^Z (g)

since V_g ∪ {i} ⊆ V_g by definition of V_g (see Definition 6).

Fix i ∈ [n], let f̂_i = f̂(γ_0(G^Z_i (m̂_i)) denote the estimate of the interference for i, let k^∗_i denote the minimizer of the RHS in the statement, and g_k = γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) denote the pattern at the k-hop from i.

We divide the analysis into three cases.

Case 1: k^∗_i = m̂_i. In that case we have with probability at least 1 − δ, |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂_i| = |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂(g_{m̂i} )| ≤ |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f(g_{m̂i} )| + |f(g_{m̂i} ) − f̂(g_{m̂i} )| = |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f(g_k∗_i )| + |f(g_k∗_i ) − f̂(g_k∗_i )| ≤ r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + α(g_k∗_i )

(11)

Case 2: k^∗_i > m̂_i. In that case with probability at least 1 − δ, |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂_i| = |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂(g_{m̂i} )| ≤_{(1)} |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f(g_k∗_i )| + |f(g_k∗_i ) − f̂(g_k∗_i )| + |f̂(g_k∗_i ) − f̂(g_{m̂i} )| ≤_{(2)} r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + α(g_k∗_i ) + |f̂(g_k∗_i ) − f̂(g_{m̂i} )| ≤_{(3)} r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + α(g_k∗_i ) + λ{α(g_k∗_i ) + α(g_{m̂i} )} ≤_{(4)} r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + (1 + 2λ)α(g_k∗_i )

(12)

21

where (1) holds by the triangle inequality, (2) holds with probability 1−δ by definition of the approximation error and Proposition 16, (3) holds because g_{m̂i+1} was pruned in Algorithm 1. Since g_{m̂i} = par(g_{m̂i+1}) and g_k∗_i ⪰ g_{m̂i+1}, this pruning implies that |f̂(g_{m̂i} ) − f̂(g_k∗_i )| ≤ λ{α(g_{m̂i} ) + α(g_k∗_i )}. Finally (4) follows from the fact that α(g_{m̂i} ) ≤ α(g_k∗_i ) since V_{gk∗i} ⊂ V_{gm̂i} as m̂_i < k^∗_i .

Case 3: k^∗_i < m̂_i. We have that with probability 1 − δ, |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂_i| = |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂(g_{m̂i} )| ≤_{(1)} |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f(g_{m̂i} )| + |f(g_{m̂i} ) − f̂(g_{m̂i} )| ≤_{(2)} r^Z (g_{m̂i} ) + α(g_{m̂i} ) ≤_{(3)} r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + α(g_{m̂i} )

(13)

where (1) follows by the triangle inequality, (2) holds with (uniformly over i ∈ [n]) probability at least 1 − δ by Proposition 16, and (3) holds by k^∗_i < m̂_i and the definition of the approximation error.

We proceed to bound α(g_{m̂i} ). Since g_{m̂i} ∈ ^K by Step 2 of Algorithm 1, for some g^′ ⪰ g_{m̂i−1}, g^{′′} ⪰ g_{m̂i} we have (14) |f̂(g^′) − f̂(g^{′′})| > λ{α(g^′) + α(g^{′′})} Moreover, again by the triangle inequality and Proposition 16 (on the same events), with probability at least 1 − δ |f̂(g^′) − f̂(g^{′′})| ≤ |f̂(g^′) − f(g^′)| + |f(g^′) − f(g^{′′})| + |f(g^{′′}) − f̂(g^{′′})| ≤ α(g^′) + r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + α(g^{′′})

(15)

Then, since λ > 1, α(g_{m̂i−1}) ≤ α(g^′), and α(g_{m̂i} ) ≤ α(g^{′′}), by (14) and (15) we have

(λ − 1){α(g_{m̂i−1}) + α(g_{m̂i} )} ≤ r^Z (g_k∗_i )

Therefore we have

|f_i − f̂_i| ≤ r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + α(g_{m̂i} ) ≤ r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + r^Z (g_k∗_i ) λ − 1 . Combining Cases 1, 2, and 3, uniformly over i ∈ [n], we have that |f(γ(G^Z_i )) − f̂_i| ≤ max ğ r^Z (g_k∗_i ) + (1 + 2λ)α(g_k∗_i ), λ λ − 1 r^Z (g_k∗_i ) ł

holds with probability at least 1 − δ. □

A.2. Proofs of Section 4.2._{22}

Proof of Theorem 11. Let f_i := f(γ(G^Z_i )). We have | |τ̂^{OR} − τ | | =_{(1)} | | | | | ∑_n i=1 Z_i Ă Y_i − f̂_i Ł ∑_n i=1 Z_i − τ | | | | | =_{(2)} | | | | | ∑_n i=1 Z_i Ă ÜY_i(1, Z_{−i}) − f̂_i Ł ∑_n i=1 Z_i − τ | | | | | =_{(3)} | | | | | ∑_n i=1 Z_i Ă τ_i + f_i + ϵ_i − f̂_i Ł ∑_n i=1 Z_i − τ | | | | | ≤_{(4)} 1 ∑_n i=1 Z_i | | | | n∑ i=1 Z_i Ă f_i − f̂_i Ł | | | | + 1 ∑_n i=1 Z_i | | | | n∑ i=1 Z_iϵ_i | | | |

(16)

where (1) holds by definition of the estimator, (2) holds by the potential outcomes

definition, (3) holds by Assumption 6, and (4) by the triangle inequality. To bound

the second term in the last line of (16), by ϵ_i, i ∈ [n], being independent zero mean

subgaussian random variables by Assumption 6 so that

(17) P (| | ∑_n i=1 Z_iϵ_i ∑_n i=1 Z_i | | | > t ) = E [ P (| | ∑_n i=1 Z_i·ϵ_i ∑_n i=1 Z_i | | > t | Z )] ≤ 2E Ť exp Ă −^{t2(} ∑_n i=1 Z_i)^2 2 ∑_n i=1 Z^2_i σ̄^2 ŁŮ ≤ 2E Ť exp Ă −^{t2(} ∑_n i=1 Z^2_i )

2σ̄^2 ŁŮ ≤ δ by taking t = t(Z) = σ̄ √ 2 log(2/δ)/ ∑_n i=1 Z_i since Z_i ∈ {0, 1} for i ∈ [n]. Moreover,

(18) P (_n ∑ i=1 Z_i < nc/2 ) = E_X [ P (_n ∑ i=1 Z_i < nc/2 | X )] ≤ exp(−nc^2/8)

since P(Z_i = 1 | X) ≥ c and the components of Z being conditionally independent

by Assumption 2.(ii).

To bound the first term in the last line of (16), by Theorem 7, with probability

1 − δ, for all i ∈ [n], we have (19) |f_i − f̂_i| ≤ 3λ min_{k∈[n],gk=γ0(GZi (k))} r^Z (g_k) λ − 1 + σ̄ Ê 2 log(2n^2/δ) |V_{gk} | The result follows by combining (17), (18), and (19) into (16). □

Proof of Corollary 12. Letting N_1 := ∑_n i=1 Z_i, the result follows by noting 1 N_1 | | ∑_n i=1 Z_i(f_i − f̂_i) | | ≤^1_{N1} √∑_n i=1 Z_i È∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂_i)^2 ≤ È_n

N_1

È_1 n ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂_i)^2 ≤ È_n

N_1 C 1/2 λ (σ̄/σ) √ log(2n^2/δ)E

Ť_1 n ∑_n i=1(f̂^∗_i − f_i)^2 | Z Ů where the last step holds with probability 1 − δ by Lemma 18. □ 23

Proof of Theorem 13. For the ith node let f_i := f(γ(G^Z_i )) denote the interference, f̂_i denote its estimate defined in Algorithm 1, and N_1 := ∑_n i=1 Z_i denote the number of treated nodes. We have that

(20) |τ̂^{DR} − τ̂^{DR∗}| = | |^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1 Z_i(f_i − f̂_i) +^{(Yi−fi)(1−Zi)ei}_{1−ei} −^{(Yi−f̂i)(1−Zi )êi}_{1−êi} | | ≤ | |^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂_i) ę Z_i −^{(1−Zi)ei}_{1−ei} ľ| | + | |^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1(1 − Z_i)(Y_i − f_i) ę_{ei} 1−e_i − ê_i 1−ê_i ľ| | + | |^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1(1 − Z_i)(f_i − f̂_i) ę_{ei} 1−e_i − ê_i 1−ê_i ľ| | =: (I) + (II) + (III)

Since by Assumption 6 we have that (Y^′_i , Z_i, X_i), for Y^′_i := Y_i −f_i, satisfies SUTVA, unconfoundness and overlap, it follows that conditional on Z, X, we have √ N_1Σ^{−1/2}_n (τ̂^{DR∗} − τ) → N(0, 1)

where Σ_n :=^{1∑}n_{i=1 Zi} ∑_n i=1 E [{Z_i(Y_i − τ_i − f_i) − (Y_i − f_i)(1 − Z_i)e_i/(1 − e_i)}^2 | Z_i, X_i].

Thus, to show the asymptotic normality of √ n(τ̂^{DR} −τ) it suffices to establish that with high probability 1 − o(1) we have (I) + (II) + (III) ≤ Cδ^{1/2}_n n^{−1/2}. Step 2 provides the bound for (III), Step 3 for (II), Step 4 for (I). (Step 5 below contains a technical derivation for a concentration inequality.)

Step 2: Bound on (III). To bound (III) in (20) we apply Cauchy-Schwartz (III) := | |^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1(1 − Z_i)(f_i − f̂_i) ę_{ei} 1−e_i − ê_i 1−ê_i ľ| | ≤^n_{N1} È_1 n ∑_n i=1(1 − Z_i)(f_i − f̂_i)^2

√_1 n ∑_n i=1(1 − Z_i) Ă_{ei} 1−e_i − ê_i 1−ê_i Ł_2

By Assumption 7(i), we have with probability 1 − Δ_n Ì 1 n n∑ i=1 Ą e_i 1 − e_i − ê_i 1 − ê_i Ń_2 ≤ C Ê v̄ log(n/Δ_n) n =: r^e_n

By Lemma 18, with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n 1 n ∑_n i=1(1 − Z_i)(f_i − f̂_i)^2 ≤ C_λ(σ̄/σ)^2σ̄^2 √ log(n/δ)E [^1_n ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z] ≤ C_λ(σ̄/σ)^2σ̄^2 √ log(n/δ)δ^2_nn^{−1/2}/ log n

where we used δ ≥ n^{−c}, Assumption 7(ii) and D_n ≥ 0.

Thus, with probability 1 − δ − 2Δ_n − exp(−nc^2/8) we have (III) ≤ n N_1 · C_λδ_n(σ̄/σ)σ̄ log^{12} (2n^2/δ) log(n) n^{−1/4}C Ê v̄ log(n/Δ_n) n ≤ C^′_λ(σ̄/σ)σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} where we used that^n_{N1} ≤ C with probability 1 − exp(−nc^2/8).

Step 3: Bound on (II). To bound (II) we observe that

E [(1 − Z_i)(Y_i − f_i) | X_i] = E [(1 − Z_i)(Y_i(0, Z_{−i}) − f_i) | X_i] = E [(1 − Z_i) | X_i]E [(Y_i (0, Z_{−i}) − f_i) | X_i] = 0 24

where we used Assumption 6 and Assumption 2(i-ii) (Unconfoundedness). By construction we have

(1 − Z_i)(Y_i − f_i) = (1 − Z_i)(ÜY_i(0, Z_{−i}) − f_i) = (1 − Z_i)ϵ_i

which are independent across i and zero mean conditional on X. Let ~E := {f = (1 − Z_i)ϵ_i{^{ei}_{1−ei} −^{ẽi}_{1−ẽi} }, e_i ∈ E,^1_n ∑_n i=1(^{ei}_{1−ei} −^{ẽi}_{1−ẽi} )^2 ≤ Cv̄ log n/n}. Then with probability 1 − Δ_n − n^{−2}, we have (II) = | |^1_n ∑_n i=1(1 − Z_i)(Y_i − f_i) ę_{ei} 1−e_i − ẽ_i 1−ẽ_i ľ| | ≤_{(1)} max_{h̃∈ ~E} |_1 n ∑_n i=1 h(Z_i, X_i, ϵ_i) | ≤_{(2)} C

È_{v̄ log(n)} n sup_{ẽ∈F} È_1 n ∑_n i=1(^{ei}_{1−ei} −^{ẽi}_{1−ẽi} )^2 ≤_{(3)} Cn^{−1}v̄ log n ≤_{(4)} δ_nσ̄δ_nn^{−1/2}

where (1) holds by ê ∈ E with probability 1 − Δ_n by Assumption 7(i), (2) holds with probability 1 − n^{−2} by Lemma 16 in Belloni & Chernozhukov (2011) with D = σ̄C, n(ϵ, ~E, P ) ≤ (A/ϵ)^{v̄}, F (Y, X, Z) ≤ (1 − Z_i)ϵ_i max e_i/(1 − e_i), ‖F ‖_{P,2} ≤ Cσ̄, ρ = C √ v log n/n, (3) holds since sup_{ẽ∈E}^1_n ∑_n i=1(^{ei}_{1−ei} −^{ẽi}_{1−ẽi} )^2 ≤^{Cv̄ log(n)}_n , and (4) holds by v̄^2 log n ≤ σ̄δ^2_nn.

Step 4: Bounding (I). Next we proceed to bound (I). We will use the notation g ∈ γ to denote an element of the partition (i.e. corresponding to a node of the associated context tree). For an s-valued function f̃, it is consistent with a context tree with at most s nodes denoted by T_s. The function γ̃ maps a labelled graph G^z_i to one of its s nodes. (That is the function γ̃ defines some function m̃ that determines the hops, namely γ̃(G^z_i ) = γ_0(G^Z_i (m̃)) where m̃ = m̃(G^Z_i ).)

We start by bounding the number of partitions ŝ associated with γ̂. By Lemma 17 we have that γ^∗ ⪰ γ̂ with probability 1 − δ so that ŝ ≤ s with the same probability. Furthermore, under Assumptions 7 and 6, Lemma 18 shows s ≤ (n/σ^2)E [^1_n ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂ ∗_i )2 | Z] with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n. Therefore, with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n (21) ŝ ≤ s ≤ (n/σ^2)E [ 1 n n∑ i=1 (f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z ]

Furthermore, with probability at least 1 − δ − Δ_n, uniformly over i ∈ [n], we have that our estimator f̂ satisfies

(22) |f^∗_i − f̂_i| ≤ |f^∗_i − f_i| + |f_i − f̂_i| ≤ |f^∗_i − f_i| +^λ_{λ−1}σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} + 3λ^{σ̄} È 2 log(2n^2/δ)E [|f_i − f̂^∗_i |^2 | Z] ≤ C_{λ,σ} È 2 log(2n^2/δ)E [|f_i − f̂^∗_i |^2 | Z]

where the first inequality holds by the triangle inequality, the second with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n by Lemma 18, and the third by Assumption 7(ii). We define r such that with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n r ≥ C_{λ,σ} É 2 log(2n^2/δ) max_{i∈[n]} E [|f_i − f̂^∗_i |^2 | Z]

which is given by Assumption 7(ii).

It will be convenient to stress a few observations and notation that will be used. In what follows we will write f̃ ∼ γ̃ if f̃ is function associated with nodes in γ̃, we will let F_{γ̃} := {f̃ : Im(γ̃) → [−C, C] : f̃ is s-valued}, and T_s := {γ̃ : Im(γ̃) is s-valued}. 25

Both f^∗ and f̂ are (random) s-valued with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n. Thus we say that f^∗ ∼ γ^∗, f̂ ∼ γ̂ where γ^∗, γ̂ ∈ T_s with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n. Note that if a pattern g ∈ γ̂ does not correspond to any γ̂(G^Z_i ), the bound (22) does on impose restrictions on f^∗(g)−f̂(g). Nonetheless, we can extend f̂ to f̂^e so that f̂^e(g) = f^∗(g) if g ∉ {γ̂(G^Z_i ), i ∈ [n]} with f̂^e being s-valued and without changing (f^∗_i − f̂_i)_{i∈[n]}. Moreover, by construction, both γ^∗, γ̂ ⊂ ÜE^o_n. We will define ÜF_{γ̃,γ̃}∗_{,r} = {(f̃, f̃^∗) ∈ F_{γ̃} × F_{γ̃}∗ : ‖f̃ − f̃^∗‖_∞ ≤ r}. Letting U_i := Z_i − (1 − Z_i)e_i/(1 − e_i), we proceed to bound (I) as follows (23) P (| |^1_n ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂_i)U_i | | > t ) ≤_{(1)} P (| |^1_n ∑_n i=1(f^∗_i − f̂_i)U_i | | > t − Cδnσ̄n^{−1/2} ) ≤_{(2)} P ( max_{γ̃,γ̃∗∈Ts∩ ÜEon,(f̃,f̃ ∗)∈ ÜFγ̃,γ̃∗,r} | |^1_n ∑_n i=1(f̃^∗_i − f̃_i)U_i | | > t − Cδnσ̄n^{−1/2} ) + δ + Δ_n

≤_{(3)} ∑ γ̃,γ̃^∗∈T_s P ( max (f̃ ,f̃^∗)∈ ÜF_{γ̃,γ̃}∗_{,r} | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 (f^∗_i − f̃_i)U_i | | | > t − Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2}, γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^o_n ) + δ + Δ_n

≤_{(4)} ∑ γ̃,γ̃^∗∈T_s P ( max (f̃ ,f̃^∗)∈ ÜF^ε_{γ̃,γ̃∗,r} | | | 1 n n∑ i=1 (f̃^∗_i − f̃_i)U_i | | | > t − 2Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2}, γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^o_n ) + δ + Δ_n

≤_{(5)} ∑ γ̃,γ̃^∗∈T_s |F^ε_{γ̃} | · |F^ε_{γ̃}∗ | max (f̃ ,f̃^∗)∈ ÜF_{γ̃,γ̃}∗_{,r} P (| | | 1 n n∑ i=1 (f̃^∗_i − f̃_i)U_i | | | > t − 2Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2}, γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^o_n ) + δ + Δ_n

≤_{(6)} ∑ γ̃,γ̃^∗∈T_s (Cn)^{2s} max (f̃ ,f̃^∗)∈ ÜF_{γ̃,γ̃}∗_{,r} P (| | | 1 n n∑ i=1 (f̃^∗_i − f̃_i)U_i | | | > t − 2Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2}, γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^o_n ) + δ + Δ_n

=_{(7)} ∑ γ̃,γ̃^∗∈T_s (Cn)^{2s} max (f̃ ,f̃^∗)∈ ÜF_{γ̃,γ̃}∗_{,r} P (| | | 1 n n∑ i=1 (f̃^∗_i − f̃_i)U_i | | | > t − 2Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} ) P Ă γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^o_n Ł + δ + Δ_n

where (1) follows from Assumption 7(ii) and 1 n n∑ i=1 (f_i − f^∗_i )U_i ≤ 1 n n∑ i=1 r^Z (g^∗_i )|U_i| ≤ Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} (2) follows from f^∗ ∼ γ^∗, f̂ ∈ γ̂ such that γ^∗, γ̂ ∈ T_s with probability at least 1−δ−Δ_n, and (3) follows from the union bound. Inequality (4) follows from setting ε = σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} so that for any f̃ ∈ F_{γ̃} we find a f̃^′ ∈ F^ε_{γ̃} such that |f̃_i − f̃^′_i | ≤ σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} and recall that |U_i| ≤ C. Relation (5) holds by the union bound and ÜF_{γ̃,γ̃}∗_{,r} ⊂ F_{γ̃} × F_{γ̃}∗ (6) holds since f̃ ∼ γ̃ is s-valued so that |F^ε_{γ̃} | ≤ (2C/ε)^s since γ̃ is fixed. Finally, recall that γ̃ and γ̃^∗ are fixed (and non-random). Thus (7) holds by independence between Z̃, that determines γ̃, γ̃∗ ∈ ÜEo_n, and Z, that determines (f ∗, f̃, U).

By Step 2 below, we have that for fixed f̃^∗, f̃ ∼ γ̃ ∈ T_s such that ‖f̃ − f̃^∗‖_∞ ≤ r, we have P (| | | 1 n n∑ i=1 (f^∗_i − f̃_i)U_i | | | > Ă t − 2Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} Ł ) ≤ exp Ď −^1_2 Ă t − 2Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} Ł_2 n (1 + 2D_n)^2‖f̃^∗ − f̃‖^2_∞ Ő

≤ exp Ď −^1_2 Ă t − 2Cδ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} Ł_2 n (1 + 2D_n)^2r^2 Ő (24)

Therefore by (23) and (24) with t = √ 2n^{−1/2} Ă r(1 + 2D_n) √ Cs log n Ł + 2Cσ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} for C large enough we have P (| |^1_n ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂_i)U_i | | > t ) ≤ (Cn)^{2s} exp(−Cs log n) ∑ γ̃^∗,γ̃∈T_s P Ă γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^0_n Ł + δ + Δ_n

≤ exp(−Cs log(n) + 2s log(Cn) + 4s log n) + δ + Δ_n ≤ Cn^{−1} + δ + Δ_n

where the second inequality follows by ∑ γ̃∈T_s ∑ γ̃^∗∈T_s P Ă γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^o_n Ł = E [ ∑ γ̃∈T_s ∑ γ̃^∗∈T_s 1{γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ ÜE^o_n} ] ≤ Ć n^2 s Ň_2 ≤ n^{4s}

as any realization of ÜE^o_n has at most n^2 partitions, γ̃, γ̃^∗ chooses at most (_{n2} s ) of them.

Finally, we have that t ≤ Cσ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} since

r(1 + 2D_n) È Cs log(n) ≤ r^2 √ log(n/δ) (1 + 2D_n) È Cn log(n)/σ ≤ C^′_{λ,σ}δ_n where the first inequality holds by the bound on s in (21) and under the condition in Assumption 7(ii) as r^2 ≤ C^2_{λ,σ} max_{i∈[n]} E [|f_i − f^∗_i |^2 | Z] log(n/δ).

Step 2. In this step we establish (24). Fix γ̃, γ̃^∗ ∈ T_s, f̃^∗ ∼ γ^∗, f̃ ∼ γ̃, where

‖f̃^∗ − f̃‖_∞ := max z∈{0,1}^n,i∈[n] |f̃^∗(γ̃^∗(G^z_i )) − f̃(γ̃(G^z_i ))|

where γ̃^∗(G^z_i ) = γ_0(G^z_i (m̃^∗_i )) and γ̃(G^z_i ) = γ_0(G^z_i (m̃_i)) for some m̃^∗_i and m̃_i (possibly dependent on z). Recall that U_i = Z_i − (1 − Z_i)e_i/(1 − e_i), i ∈ [n], are zero mean and independent across i, so that E [{f̃^∗ (γ̃^∗(G^Z_i )) − f̃(γ̃(G^Z_i ))}U_i | Z_{−i}] = 0. We define

h(Z) := 1 n n∑ i=1 {f̃^∗(γ̃^∗(G^Z_i )) − f̃(γ̃(G^Z_i ))}U_i

Define Ĩ^∗_k (z) := {ℓ ∈ [n] : ℓ is a vertex in G^z_k(m̃^∗_k)} and Ĩ_k(z) := {ℓ ∈ [n] : ℓ is a vertex in G^z_k(m̃_k)}. We have that for any z, z^′ that differs only in the ith component satisfies |h(z) − h(z^′)| ≤ | |^1_n ∑ k:i∈Ĩ^∗_k (z)∪Ĩ_k(z){f̃ ∗(γ̃^∗(G^z_k)) − f̃(γ̃(G^z_k))}U_k | | + | |^1_n ∑ k:i∈Ĩ^∗_k (z^′)∪Ĩ_k(z^′){f̃ ∗(γ̃^∗(G^{z′}_k )) − f̃(γ̃^∗(G^{z′}_k ))}U_k | | +|^1_n {f̃^∗(γ̃^∗(G^z_i )) − f̃(γ̃(G^z_i ))}(U_i − U^′_i )| ≤^1_nC̄|{k : i ∈ Ĩ^∗_k (z) ∪ Ĩ_k(z)}| max_{k∈[n]} |f̃^∗(γ̃^∗(G^z_k)) − f̃(γ̃^∗(G^z_k))| +^1_nC̄|{k : i ∈ Ĩ^∗_k (z^′) ∪ Ĩ_k(z^′)}| max_{k∈[n]} |f̃^∗(γ̃^∗(G^{z′}_k )) − f̃(γ̃^∗(G^{z′}_k ))| +^1_nC̄|f̃^∗(γ̃^∗(G^z_i )) − f̃(γ̃^∗(G^z_i ))| ≤^1_n (1 + 2D_n)‖f̃^∗ − f̃‖_∞

where the last inequality is based on the definition of D_n as in Assumption 7 (ii) and γ̃ ⪯ γ^∗._{27}

Since Z_i’s are independent, by McDiarmid’s inequality (e.g., McDiarmid et al. (1989)) we have

(25) P (|h(Z)| > t) ≤ 2 exp Ą − 1 2 t^2n/{(1 + 2D_n)^2‖f̃^∗ − f̃‖^2_∞} Ń

□ Lemma 17. Under Assumption 7(ii), suppose that √ 2 log(2n^2/δ) ≥ δ_n/(λ − 1).

Then we have that P(γ^∗ ⪰ γ̂) ≥ 1 − δ.

Proof. With probability 1 − δ, for any g ∈ ÒE_n we have |f(g) − f̂(g)| ≤ σ̄ È 2 log(2n^2/δ)/|V_g|. Suppose that g ∉ γ^∗. Note that for any g̃ such that g̃ ⪰ par(g), we have that r^Z (g̃) ≤ r^Z (par(g)) ≤ max_g′′_{∈γ}∗ r^Z (g^{′′}) ≤ σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} by Assumption 7(ii). Thus for any g^′, g^{′′} ∈ ÒE_n : g^′ ⪰ g̃, g^{′′} ⪰ par(g̃) we have by the triangle inequality |f̂(g^′) − f̂(g^{′′})| ≤ |f̂(g^′) − f(g^′)| + |f(g^′) − f(g^{′′})| + |f(g^{′′}) − f̂(g^{′′})| ≤_{(1)} σ̄ √ 2 log(2n^2/δ)

Ą_1 √_{|Vg′ |} +^1√_{|Vg′′ |} Ń + r^Z (g)

≤_{(2)} σ̄ √ 2 log(2n^2/δ)

Ą_1 √_{|Vg′ |} +^1√_{|Vg′′ |} Ń + δ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} where (1) holds with probability 1−δ by Proposition 16, and (2) holds by Assumption 7. Then provided that 2δ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} ≤ (λ − 1)σ̄ È 2 log(2n^2/δ) Ć 1 √ |V_g′ | + 1 √ |V_g′′ | Ň

which is implied by (λ − 1) √ 2 log(2n^2/δ) ≥ δ_n, we have that g̃ is pruned based on Algorithm 1 and thus g̃ is not included in γ̂. □ Lemma 18. Suppose Assumption 6 and Assumption 7 hold. Let s denote the number of partitions induced by f̂^∗ ∼ γ^∗ defined in Assumption 7. We have that s ≤ n σ^2 E [ 1 n n∑ i=1 (f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z ]

Moreover, with probability 1 − δ, the estimates from Algorithm 1 satisfy 1 n n∑ i=1 (f_i − f̂_i)^2 ≤ λ^2 (λ − 1)^2 σ̄^2δ^2_n n + Cλ^2 σ̄^2 σ^2 log(2n^2/δ)E [ 1 n n∑ i=1 (f̂^∗_i − f_i)^2 | Z ]

and with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n |f_i − f̂_i| ≤ λ λ − 1 σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} + 3λ σ̄ σ È 2 log(2n^2/δ) E [|f̂^∗_i − f_i|^2 | Z]

Proof. We recall some notation for convenience. In what follows we denote V̄_g := {i ∈ [n] : g = γ^∗(G^Z_i )} and V_g := {i ∈ [n] : g = γ^∗(G^Z_i ), Z_i = 0}. By definition, for any g ∈ ÒE_n we have f̂(g) =^1_{|Vg |} ∑ i∈V_g Yi. The estimator defined by Algorithm

1 is f̂_i = f̂(g) where g = γ_0(G^Z_i (m̂_i)) and the (near oracle) estimator defined in Assumption 7.(ii) is defined as f̂^∗_i = f̂(g) where g = γ^∗(G^Z_i ) = γ_0(G^Z_i (m^∗_i )). The true 28

interference function is denoted by f_i = f(γ(G^Z_i )), and we denote f_g :=^1_{|V̄g |} ∑ i∈V̄_g fi and f̄_g :=^1_{|V̄g |} ∑ i∈V̄_g fi and f̂ ∗ g = f̂(g). We have that

(26) 1 n n∑ i=1 (f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 = 1 n ∑ g∈γ^∗ ∑ i∈V̄_g (f_i − f̂^∗_g )^2 ≥ 1 n ∑ g∈γ^∗ |V̄_g|(f̄^∗_g − f̂^∗_g )^2

where the second inequality follows from convexity and f̄^∗_g =^1_{|V̄g |} ∑ i∈V̄_g fi. Next note that for any g ∈ ÒE_n such that g = γ^∗(G^Z_i ), we have that

(f̄_g − f̂^∗_g )^2 = (^1_{|V̄g |} ∑ i∈V̄_g fi − 1 |V_g | ∑ i∈V_g Yi) 2 = (f̄_g − f_g)^2 + 2(f̄_g − f_g) ∑ i∈Vg ϵi |V_g | + ( ∑ i∈Vg ϵi) 2 |V_g |^2 So that

(27) E [(f̄_g − f̂^∗_g )^2 | Z] ≥ σ^2/|V_g|

where the last bound follows from E [ϵ^2_i | Z, X] ≥ σ^2 and E [ϵ_i ϵ_j | Z] = 0 by Assumption 6.

Thus we have E Ť_1 n ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z Ů ≥_{(1)} E

Ť_1 n ∑ g∈γ^∗ |V̄g|(f̄g − f̂ ∗ g )^2 | Z Ů ≥_{(2)}^1_n ∑ g∈γ^∗ |V̄g|E Ť (f̄_g − f̂^∗_g )^2 | Z Ů ≥_{(3)} σ^{2 1}_n ∑ g∈γ^∗ |V̄_g| |V_g| ≥_{(4)} σ^2s/n

where (1) by (26), (2) follows since |V̄_g| is known given Z, (3) by the lower bound (27), and (4) by |V̄_g| ≥ |V_g| by definition.

Therefore we have

(28) σ^2 s n ≤ σ^2 1 n ∑ g∈γ^∗ |V̄_g| |V_g| ≤ E [ 1 n n∑ i=1 (f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z ]

To show the second part, for each node i ∈ [n] let g_i = γ^∗(G^Z_i ), the pattern associated with γ^∗. Then with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n, for all i ∈ [n], we have

(29)

|f_i − f̂_i| ≤_{(1)}^λ_{λ−1} r^Z (g_i) + 3λσ̄

√_{2 log(2n2/δ)} |V_{gi} | ≤_{(2)}^λ_{λ−1}σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} + 3λσ̄

√_{2 log(2n2 /δ)} |V_{gi} | where (1) holds by Corollary 10, and (2) holds by Assumption 7 since g_i ∈ γ^∗.

Thus we have that 1 n ∑_n i=1 |f_i − f̂_i|^2 ≤ C_λ^{δ2nσ̄2}_n + Cλ^2σ̄^{2 2}_n ∑_n i=1 log(2n^2 /δ) |V_{gi} | = C_λ^{δ2nσ̄2}_n + Cλ^2σ̄^{2 2 log(2n2 /δ)}_n ∑ g∈γ^∗ |V̄_g | |V_g | ≤ C_λδ^2_nσ̄^2n^{−1} + 2Cλ^{2 σ̄2}_{σ2} log(2n^2/δ)E

Ť_1 n ∑_n j=1(f̂^∗_i − f_i)^2 | Z Ů where the last step follows from the second inequality in (28).

Similarly, because

(30) E [(f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z] ≥ σ^2/|V_{gi} | 29

we have with probability 1 − δ − Δ_n |f_i − f̂_i| ≤^λ_{λ−1}σ̄δ_nn^{−1/2} + 3λσ̄ √_{2 log(2n2 /δ)} |V_{gi} | ≤^λ_{λ−1}δ̄_nσn^{−1/2} + 3λ^{σ̄} È 2 log(2n^2/δ)E [(f_i − f̂^∗_i )^2 | Z]

≤^{λ+2}_{λ−1} δ_nσ̄n^{−1/2} + 3λ^{σ̄2}_σ √ 2 log(2n^2/δ)^{δnn− 14}_{log(n)}

where the first inequality holds by (29), the second holds by (30), and the third inequality by Assumption 7(ii). □ Proof of Corollary 14. Let N_1 := ∑_n i=1 Z_i,

ψ̃_i = Z_i(Y_i − τ̂ DR − f̂_i) − (Y_i − f̂_i)(1 − Z_i)ê_i/(1 − ê_i) ψ̃∗_i = Z_i(Y_i − τ̂ DR − f_i) − (Y_i − f_i)(1 − Z_i)e_i/(1 − e_i), and

ψ_i = Z_i(Y_i − τ_i − f_i) − (Y_i − f_i)(1 − Z_i)e_i/(1 − e_i).

We have that

Σ^{1/2}n − ~Σ^{1/2}n = Σ^{1/2}n −

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ̃_i)^2 ≤ Σ^{1/2}n −

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ̃^∗_i )^2 +

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ̃_i − ψ̃^∗_i )^2

= Σ^{1/2}n −

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ_i + Z_i{τ_i − τ̂^{DR}})^2 +

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ̃_i − ψ̃^∗_i )^2

≤ Σ^{1/2}n −

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ_i + Z_i{τ_i − τ})^2 + |τ − τ̂^{DR}| +

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ̃_i − ψ̃^∗_i )^2

≤ Σ^{1/2}n −

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ_i + Z_i{τ_i − τ})^2 + Cδ_n

since |τ − τ̂^{DR}| ≤ Cδ_n with probability 1 − o(1) by Theorem 13, and È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ̃_i − ψ̃^∗_i )^2 ≤_{(1)} C

È_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(f_i − f̂_i)^2 +C √_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1(Y_i − f_i)^2(1 − Z_i) Ă_{êi} 1−ê_i − e_i 1−e_i Ł_2

≤_{(2)} Cδ_n + Cσ̄ √ log n

√_1

N_1 ∑_n i=1 Ă_{êi} 1−ê_i − e_i 1−e_i Ł_2

≤_{(3)} Cδ_n

where (1) holds by triangle inequality, (2) follows with probability 1-o(1) by Lemma 18 and by max_{i∈[n]} |Y_i − f_i|(1 − Z_i) ≤ Cσ̄ √ log n, and (3) from Assumption 7(i).

Finally, we have that 1 N_1 ∑_n i=1(ψ_i + {τ_i − τ})^2 =^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1 ψ^2_i +^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1 Z_i{τ_i − τ}^2 +^2_{N1} ∑_n i=1(τ_i − τ)ψ_i ≥^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1 ψ^2_i +^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1 Z_i{τ_i − τ}^2 − Cδ_n ≥^1_{N1} ∑_n i=1 ψ^2_i − Cδ_n = Σ_n + (^Σ_n − Σ_n) − Cδ_n

with probability 1 − o(1) since E [(τ_i − τ)ψ_i | X] = 0, |τ_i − τ| ≤ C and ψ_i is sub- Gaussian.

Thus the fist and second results follow from |^Σ_n − Σ_n| ≤ Cδ_n. Since ψ_i are sub- Gaussian and independent, the result follows. □ 30

Appendix B. Proof of Examples

Proof of Example 4. For each fixed g_k, |V_{gk} | = ∑_n i=1 1{γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) = g_k}. Based on the graph and treatment generating processes,

E (_n ∑ i=1 1{γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) = g_k} ) = n∑ i=1 P ( γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) = g_k )

= n∑ i=1 Ą 1 2 Ń_{1+}^∑k_{j=1 jd} = n · Ą 1 2 Ń_{1+} d(k+1)k_2

Let a realized z = (z_1, · · · , z_i, · · · , z_n). The treatment vector of which only u-th element is different from z is defined as z_{(u)} := (z_1, · · · , 1 − z_u, · · · , z_n). Then for ∀u ∈ [n],

sup z∈{0,1}^n | | | | n∑ i=1 1{γ_0(G^z_i (k)) = g_k} − n∑ i=1 1{γ_0(G^{z(u)}_i (k)) = g_k} | | | | ≤ k∑ j=1 jd = d(k + 1)k 2 where the inequality is obtained from counting the number of units whose pattern may change because of altering u-th component. Then by utilizing McDiarmid’s inequality in McDiarmid et al. (1989), we have

P (|V_{gk} | − E (|V_{gk} |) ≥ −t) ≤ exp Ć − 2t^2 ∑_n i=1 d^2(k+1)^2k^2 4 Ň

Let g_{i,k} := γ_0(G^Z_i (k)) for i ∈ [n], i.e., g_{i,k} is the pattern induced by specific Z and

k-hop neighborhood from unit i. Then by taking t = n ·

(_1 2 )_{2+} d(k+1)k_2 ,

P ( ∩^n_{i=1} { |V_{gi,k} | − E (|V_{gi,k} |) ≥ −t }) ≤ n∑ i=1 P ( |V_{gi,k} | ≥ n · Ą 1 2 Ń_{2+} d(k+1)k_2 )

≤ n · exp Ć − 8n(^1_2 )^{4+d(k+1)k} d^2(k + 1)^2k^2 Ň = exp Ą log n − n 2^{1+d(k+1)k} · d^2(k + 1)^2k^2 Ń (31)

Therefore, based on Theorem 7 and formula (31),

max_{i∈[n]} |f(G^Z_i ) − f̂_i| ≤ max_{i∈[n]} λ + 2 λ − 1 r^Z(g_{i,m0} ) + 3λσ̄ √ 2 log(^{2n3}_δ ) |V_{gi,m0} | ≤ max_{i∈[n]} 0 + 3λσ̄ · √ 2 log(^{2n3}_δ ) |V_{gi,m0} | ≤ 3λσ̄2^{32 + d4 (k+1)k} · Ê log(^{2n3}_δ ) n with probability at least 1 − exp Ă log n −^n

2^{1+d(k+1)k}·d^2(k+1)^2k^2 Ł − δ. The final result is obtained by taking k = m_0. □ 31

Proof of Example 9. Based on Algorithm 1, we take λ = 2 in the following proof. To obtain the upper bound in the statement, we have max_{i∈[n]} |f(G^Z_i ) − f̂_i|

≤_{(1)} max_{i∈[n]} λ λ − 1 r^Z (g_{i,k}) + 3λσ̄ √ 2 log(^{2n2}_δ ) |V_{gi,k} | ≤_{(2)} λ λ − 1 C^′ exp(−4k^2) + 3λσ̄2^{32 + d4 (k+1)k} · Ê log(^{2n2}_δ ) n ≤_{(3)} 1 2 · λC^′σ̄^2 λ − 1 · 1 n^14 log n

+ 3λσ̄2^{32 + d4 (k+1)k} · Ê log(^{2n2}_δ ) n ≤_{(4)} λC^′σ̄^2 λ − 1 · 1 n^14 log n (1) is based on Theorem 7 and it holds for each k ∈ [n]. In steps (2) − (4), we will seek for sufficient conditions of k such that the bounds can reach desirable accuracy as in (4). (2) is based on the upper bound of approximation error in the statement and the lower bound of |V_{gk} | in Example 8 with probability at least 1 − δ − n exp Ă −^n d^2(k+1)^2 k^2·2^{1+d(k+1)k} Ł . We then derive the sufficient condition of k such that^n

d^2(k+1)^2 k^2·2^{1+d(k+1)k} ≥ 2 log n. Note n d^2(k+1)^2k^2·2^{1+d(k+1)k} ≥ n 2^{1+d(k+1)k+log(6d2)·k} for

k ≥ 0. Then by setting^n_{21+d(k+1)k+log(6d2)·k} ≥ 2 log n, we have 0 ≤ k ≤ − 1 2 − 1 2d log(6d^2) + ÊŢ 1 2 + 1 2d log(6d^2)

Ÿ_2

+ log Ą n^{1/d} 2^{1/d}(log n)^{1/d} Ń − 1 d Under this condition, with probability at least 1 − δ −^1_n , the lower bound of |V_{gi,k} | holds uniformly across different units. Furthermore, the necessary condition of n such that 0 ≤ −^1_2 −^1_{2d} log(6d^2)+ √[_1 2 +^1_{2d} log(6d^2)

]_2

+ log Ă_{n1/d} 2^{1/d}(log n)^{1/d} Ł −^1_d is^n_{(log n)} ≥ 2e.

Therefore, we take n ≥ 15.

For deriving (3), the sufficient condition of k such that^λ_{λ−1} C^′ exp(−4k^2) ≤^1_2 ·^{λC′σ̄2}_{λ−1} · 1 n^14 log n is k ≥ √ log Ă_{21/4}

σ̄^{1/2} · n

1/16 · (log n)1/4 Ł . We next derive the sufficient condition

of k for (4). By considering 3λσ̄2^32^{+ d}4^{(k+1)k} ·

√_{log( 2n2} δ ) n ≤^1_2 ·^{λC′σ̄2}_{λ−1} ·^1_{n 14 log n} where δ =^1_n ,

we have 0 ≤ k ≤ −^1_2 +

√_1

4 + log Ă_{C′σ̄} 3(λ−1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ł . Such range of k leads to the necessary condition of n. That is,^{n1/d}_{(log n)4/d·(log(2n3))2/d} ≥^{3(λ−1)25/2}_{C′σ̄} , i.e., n ≥ 2 by plugging in the lower bound of C^′, λ = 2 and σ̄^2 = 1. Next we let

a := Ê log Ą 2^{1/4} σ̄^{1/2}

· n^{1/16} · (log n)^{1/4} Ń

b := − 1 2 − 1 2d log(6d^2) + ÊŢ 1 2 + 1 2d log(6d^2)

Ÿ_2

+ log Ą n^{1/d} 2^{1/d}(log n)^{1/d} Ń − 1 d and c := − 1 2 + Ê 1 4 + log Ą C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ń . 32

Then we have, by taking a ≤ k ≤ min(b, c), with probability at least 1 −^2_n , max_{i∈[n]} |f(G^Z_i ) − f̂_i| ≤ λC^′σ̄^2 λ − 1 · 1 n^14 log n . Now we obtain the sufficient conditions of n such that a ≤ b. Note b^2 can be lower bounded by

b^2 = 1 d log Ą n 2 log n Ń − 1 d + 1 2 Ą 1 + 1 d log(6d^2)

Ń_2

− Ą 1 + 1 d log(6d^2) Ń · Ê 1 4 Ą 1 + 1 d log(6d^2)

Ń_2 + 1 d log Ą n 2 log n Ń − 1 d ≥ 1 d log Ą n 2 log n Ń − 1 d − Ą 1 + 1 d log(6d^2) Ń · Ê 1 d log Ą n 2 log n Ń − 1 d ≥_{(1)} 1 2 Ą 1 d log Ą n 2 log n Ń − 1 d Ń

(1) is by taking n ≥ 5 · 10^9, λ = 2 and σ̄^2 = 1 such that Ą 1 + 1 d log(6d^2) Ń · Ê 1 d log Ą n 2 log n Ń − 1 d ≤ 1 2 Ą 1 d log Ą n 2 log n Ń − 1 d Ń . Then by setting a^2 ≤^1_2

Ă_1 d log

Ă_n

2 log n Ł −^1_d Ł , we obtain the sufficient condition of n for this bound. That is,^{n1/16}_{(log n)3/8} ≥ (2^3e)^{1/8}. Therefore, we take n ≥ 10^{12}, which satisfies this sufficient condition.

Similarly, we derive the sufficient condition of n such that a ≤ c. Note the lower bound of c^2 is

c^2 = 1 2 + log Ć C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ň

− Ê 1 4 + log Ą C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ń

≥ log Ć C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ň

− Ê log Ą C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ń

≥_{(1)} 1 2 log Ć C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ň

(1) is by taking n ≥ 1.5 · 10^7 such that, by plugging in the values of C^′, σ̄^2 and λ Ê log Ą C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ń ≤ 1 2 log Ć C^′σ̄ 3(λ − 1)2^{5/2} n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ň . Then by setting a^2 ≤^1_2 log Ă_{C′σ̄} 3(λ−1)2^{5/2} · n^{1/d} (log n)^{4/d}(log(2n^3))^{2/d} Ł , we have the sufficient condition n ≥ 2. Therefore, combining all conditions of n, by setting n ≥ n_0 where n_0 ≥ 10^{12}, we have with probability at least 1 −^2_n , max_{i∈[n]} |f(G^Z_i ) − f̂_i| ≤ λC^′σ̄^2 λ − 1 · 1 n^14 log n . 33

□