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BALANCING WEIGHTS FOR CAUSAL MEDIATION ANALYSIS

KENTARO KAWATO

The Unwversity of Tokyo

ABSTRACT. This paper develops methods for estimating the natural direct and indirect
effects in causal mediation analysis. The efficient influence function—based estimator (EIF-
based estimator) and the inverse probability weighting estimator (IPW estimator), which are
standard in causal mediation analysis, both rely on the inverse of the estimated propensity
scores, and thus they are vulnerable to two key issues: (i) instability and (ii) finite-sample
covariate imbalance. We propose estimators based on the weights obtained by an algo-
rithm that directly penalizes weight dispersion while enforcing approximate covariate and
mediator balance, thereby improving stability and mitigating bias in finite samples. We es-
tablish the convergence rates of the proposed weights and show that the resulting estimators
are asymptotically normal and achieve the semiparametric efficiency bound. Monte Carlo
simulations demonstrate that the proposed estimator outperforms not only the EIF-based
estimator and the IPW estimator but also the regression imputation estimator in challenging
scenarios with model misspecification. Furthermore, the proposed method is applied to a

real dataset from a study examining the effects of media framing on immigration attitudes.

Keywords: causal mediation analysis; natural direct and indirect effects; propensity score

instability; balancing weights; finite-sample covariate imbalance.

1. INTRODUCTION

Causal mediation analysis has become an essential framework for researchers who seek to
understand the mechanisms of a causal effect. Many traditional studies focus on estimating
the average treatment effect (ATE). However, researchers are now increasingly attempting
to uncover the underlying causal pathways by decomposing the ATE into its mediated and
unmediated components. This is important because improving policies or interventions
often requires knowing why an effect exists, not simply confirming its existence. Reflecting
this practical importance, this framework has become widespread across various disciplines,
with both theoretical and empirical studies actively pursued (Imai et al. (2010a,b, 2011);
VanderWeele (2015); Huber (2020); Celli (2022); Nguyen et al. (2020, 2022)). This paper
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contributes to this field by developing a novel weighting estimator for causal mediation
analysis that enhances the finite-sample performance.

We introduce notation and define the estimands. Let X', M, and ) denote the supports of
the covariates, mediator, and outcome, respectively. The observed data are (Y, M, D, X) €
Y x M x{0,1} x X. We use potential outcomes to formalize causal mechanisms. For
d € {0,1}, let M, denote the mediator that would be observed if D were set to d, and let
Yam denote the outcome that would be observed if (D, M) were set to (d,m). We write
Yy := Yau, and, critically for causal mediation analysis, Ygp, for the cross-world outcome
where the treatment is d while the mediator follows the distribution it would have under d'.

We consider two key estimands in causal mediation analysis: the natural direct effect
(NDE) and the natural indirect effect (NIE). The NDE, defined as NDE(d) := E[Yia, —Yons,],
measures the causal effect of changing the treatment from 0 to 1 while fixing the mediator to
the distribution it would take under D = d. In this way, the NDE captures the part of the
treatment effect that does not operate through the mediator and reflects only the direct path
from treatment to outcome. The NIE, defined as NIE(d) := E[Yy, — Yan,], measures the
effect of the treatment through the mediator on the outcome. The ATE (:= E[Y; —Y}]), can be
decomposed as ATE = NDE(1)+NIE(0) = NIE(1)+NDE(0), which are depicted in Figure 1.
Accordingly, we are interested in the targets 0q1_q := E[Yan,_,], 04 := E[Yy],d € {0, 1}.

FIGURE 1. Setting of standard causal mediation analysis. The NDE is repre-
sented by thick arrows. The NIE is represented by thin arrows. Dashed arrows
represent the possible confounding by covariates.

We focus on two main weighting estimators for causal mediation analysis: the inverse
probability weighting (IPW) estimator and its augmented counterpart, the efficient influence
function (EIF)-based estimator. The IPW estimator of Huber (2014) for 6, o is given by

1 DiEO(Mu X;)
n = To(Xs)& (M, X;)

n

Y;, (1)

where gi(M,X) and 74(X) are estimators of P(D =d | M, X) and P(D = d | X), respec-
tively. Since this weight also plays a role in the EIF-based estimator discussed below, we
denote it by W' (M;, X;) = g)(Mi,Xi)//ﬁo(Xi)gl(Mi,Xi). Notably, these propensity score
estimators appear in the denominator, which gives rise to the issues of interest. We also
consider an augmented version, the EIF-based estimator of Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser
(2012), as introduced in (2), which combines weighting with outcome regression (regression
imputation). Specifically, the EIF-based estimator for 6, employs not only @w5'F (M;, X;)
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but also @ (X;) = 1/7(X;), which also depends on the inverse of the estimated propensity
score.!

Both the IPW estimator and the EIF-based estimator rely on the weights based on the
inverse of the estimated propensity scores and are therefore susceptible to two key issues
noted in previous studies: (i) instability and (ii) finite-sample covariate imbalance (Hirshberg
and Zubizarreta (2017); Chattopadhyay et al. (2020); Ben-Michael et al. (2021); Cohn et al.
(2023)).

(i) Instability. The weights WFY (X;) and W5 (M;, X;) can become highly unstable when
the estimated propensity scores approach zero or one. Not only that, but standard
propensity score estimation methods do not explicitly penalize the instability of these
inverse weights. For example, consider an individual with a true propensity score of
0.05, which corresponds to an inverse weight of 20. If the estimated propensity score
is 0.09, then its inverse is approximately 11. However, if the estimate is 0.01, its
inverse rises to 100, and there is no penalty for this type of explosion in the weights.?
In a causal mediation setting, this issue becomes particularly severe because, as
seen in the estimator (1), the denominator involves a product of inverse probability
terms. Therefore, it is necessary to develop an algorithm that directly penalizes the
dispersion of the weights.

(ii) Finite-sample covariate imbalance. The weights W (X;) and w5™ (M;, X;) asymp-
totically balance the distributions of covariates and mediators (We will see this in
Proposition 3.2, Section 3). However, this property does not necessarily hold in finite
samples. Specifically, for certain functions f(M;, X;) and g(X;), we may observe that

%iD@EIFWI"X (M Xo) # Zl— D)@ (X,) f(M;, Xo),

£ Y- DY) £ 13l

As we will show in Section 3, if f(M;, X;) and ¢(X;) are important predictors of the
outcome, then such imbalances in finite samples lead to finite-sample bias. Therefore,
it is necessary to develop an algorithm that explicitly enforces covariate and mediator
balance in finite samples.?

To directly address these two concerns, we propose alternative weighting methods by
extending balancing weights to causal mediation analysis. In particular, we build on the

“minimal—dispersion approximate balancing weights” (hereafter, minimal weights) of Wang

IThe subscripts 1 and 2 in WP (X;) and w5 (M;, X;) correspond to the discussion of the proposed two-step
algorithm in Section 4.

2This example is taken from Ben-Michael et al. (2021).

3Although it is possible to assess balance after weight estimation and re-estimate if needed, such an ad hoc
iterative procedure can invalidate subsequent inference.
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and Zubizarreta (2019), as this framework encompasses several existing methods as special
cases, including entropy balancing (Hainmueller 2012), stable balancing weights (Zubizarreta
2015), and empirical balancing calibration weights (Chan et al. 2016b). The method’s name
describes the two simultaneous objectives of the underlying optimization problem: “minimal
dispersion”, i.e. minimizing a measure of weight dispersion such as a squared loss or an
entropy-based loss, and “approximate balancing”, i.e. enforcing covariate balance up to pre-
specified tolerances. In this way, the method addresses both of the issues discussed above—(i)
instability and (ii) finite-sample covariate imbalance. At the same time, it removes the need
for ad hoc post—estimation covariate balance diagnostics or trimming of extreme weights,
both of which are commonly applied in practice.

We propose a “two-step minimal-dispersion approximate balancing weights ”method (here-
after, two-step minimal weights) for causal mediation. The name “two-step” reflects our
strategy to first balance the marginal distribution of the covariates, and then the joint dis-
tribution of the covariates and the mediator. This sequential approach is motivated by our
analysis in Section 3, which reveals that imbalances in these specific distributions generate
the bias. While a similar decomposition of the bias source has been recently discussed by Liu
and Ghassami (2024), our study leverages this insight to construct the different weighting
algorithm. For clarity, we denote the resulting two-step minimal weights by @MW (X;) and
YV (M;, X,).

As a theoretical contribution, we establish the consistency of the weights W)™V (X;) and
wWY™W (M;, X;) and the asymptotic normality and semiparametric efficiency of the resulting es-
timators: IPW estimator and EIF-based estimator with weights @)V (X;) and @)™ (M;, X;).
Firstly, by considering a nonparametric setting in which the number of balancing constraints
increases with the sample size, we show that the optimization-based weights W}V (X;) and
wWY™W (M;, X;) converge, respectively, to &(M;, X;)/mo(X;)E1(M;, X;) and 1/m(X;). The
proof of this result relies on the dual formulation and is derived under standard M—estimation
assumptions. We also impose conditions that are standard in sieve estimation (see, e.g.,
Newey (1997); Chen (2007)), and our asymptotic arguments parallel those in the balancing-
weight literature (e.g., Wang and Zubizarreta (2019); Fan et al. (2023)). Secondly, under
additional assumptions such as the complexity of the function class, we establish that the
estimators are asymptotically normally distributed with variance achieving the semipara-
metric efficiency bound. These results imply that, under the stated conditions, the proposed
estimators are asymptotically equivalent to those based on @i (X;) and wy™ (M;, X;). We
therefore conclude that the proposed method enhances finite-sample performance while pre-
serving its desirable asymptotic properties.

The proofs of these asymptotic properties are provided in the Appendix. While we employ
techniques similar to those in Wang and Zubizarreta (2019) for the ATE, extending them to
causal mediation analysis is non-trivial. Specifically, a key challenge lies in controlling the

influence of the first-step weight estimation on the second step. We address this issue by
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exploiting the structure of the efficient influence function, building on insights from recent
work such as Farbmacher et al. (2022).

To evaluate the finite—sample performance of our method, we conduct extensive simu-
lations based on two settings from Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012) and Wong and
Chan (2018), under both (A) correct specification and (B) misspecification. We compare our
approach with three baseline estimators: the IPW estimator, the EIF-based estimator, and
the regression imputation estimator. A concise summary of the simulation results is reported
in Table 1. Overall, the method performs as well as or better than the baseline estimators.
In addition, we implement other competing weighting schemes, including covariate balancing
propensity scores (CBPS)* and an oracle variant based on the true propensity scores. The

proposed method further outperforms these alternatives, confirming its broad advantages.

Estimation Methods
Simulation Setting Proposed Method EIF/IPW Regression

Tchetgen Tchetgen & Shpitser (A)
Tchetgen Tchetgen & Shpitser (B)
Wong & Chan (A)
Wong & Chan (B)

O0O0O0
*x 0O *xO
O >0 O

TABLE 1. Performance summary across simulation settings. O = good, X =
poor.

We illustrate the practical value of our approach using the media—framing data of Brader
et al. (2008). To focus squarely on the role of weighting quality, we consider two generic es-
timators: an IPW—type estimator obtained by plugging arbitrary weights into estimator (1),
and an EIF-type estimator defined as its augmented counterpart with outcome regression.
In particular, we show that using our proposed minimal weights can reduce standard errors
in both the EIF-type and IPW-type estimators, thereby providing clearer results.

1.1. Related literature. This paper contributes to both the literature on causal mediation
analysis and the literature on balancing weights. The key references we build upon for the
estimation of the NDE and NIE are Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012) and Huber
(2014). For a review of estimators, including weighting estimators and regression estimators,
see Nguyen et al. (2023). While Nguyen et al. (2023) discusses the general idea of achieving
balance between covariates and the mediator, it does not explore concrete balancing-weight
algorithms or their theoretical properties, which are the focus of the present paper.

While the literature on balancing weights is extensive for the ATE (Hainmueller 2012;
Zubizarreta 2015; Chan et al. 2016b; Hirshberg and Zubizarreta 2017; Chattopadhyay et al.

4The CBPS method was originally proposed by Imai and Ratkovic (2014). Its extension to causal mediation
analysis is provided in Appendix A.1 of this paper.
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2020; Ben-Michael et al. 2021; Cohn et al. 2023), its extension to causal mediation analy-
sis remains limited. Although several optimization-based weighting approaches have been
proposed recently, our method remains distinct. For instance, Huang et al. (2024), building
on Ai et al. (2021), proposed estimating nonparametric propensity scores by minimizing en-
tropy loss. However, their approach does not explicitly address the issue of (ii) finite-sample
covariate imbalance. Liu and Ghassami (2024) introduced a minimax estimation framework
following Dikkala et al. (2020) that accounts for covariate imbalance, but their algorithmic
approach differs fundamentally from ours. Our method is specifically designed to simulta-
neously tackle two key issues: (i) instability and (ii) finite-sample covariate imbalance. In
this regard, the work most closely related to ours is Chan et al. (2016a), which also seeks
to determine weights by minimizing a distance measure. However, our algorithm diverges
by incorporating approximate balancing constraints to explicitly optimize the bias—variance
trade-off. Furthermore, we establish our asymptotic properties under weaker assumptions
than those required in Chan et al. (2016a).

1.2. Outline. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the
basic setup and the identification of the key estimands. Section 3 presents the EIF-based
and [PW estimators and provides a formal bias-decomposition analysis. Section 4 proposes
the two—step minimal-weights algorithm. Section 5 establishes the asymptotic properties
of the proposed estimators. Section 6 presents the results of simulation studies. Section 7
then reports an empirical application. Finally, Section 8 concludes the paper and outlines
directions for future research. Implementation notes and proofs of the main theorems are

provided in the Appendix.

2. CAUSAL MEDIATION ANALYSIS: SETUP AND IDENTIFICATION

This section introduced notations and assumptions for identification. We state the stan-
dard consistency, sequential ignorability, and positivity assumptions, and present identifica-
tion formulas for 0,,_4 and 6.

To facilitate the subsequent discussion, we introduce the following notations.

® fyim,p,x(¥), fuip,x(m), and fx(x) denote the (conditional) densities of the outcome,
mediator, and covariates, respectively.

e Conditional outcome expectation (m): The function my(X) := E[Y | D =
d, X] denotes the conditional mean of the outcome under treatment status d given
covariates X.

e Conditional outcome expectation with mediator (u): The function (M, X) :=
E[Y|M, D = d, X| denotes the conditional mean of the outcome under treatment sta-
tus d given the mediator, treatment, and covariates.

e Counterfactual outcome expectation (7): The function ng;_4(X) := E[E[Y|M, D =
d, X]|D=1-4d,X] = fmeM pa(m, X) farip=1-4,x (m)dm denotes the expected value
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of the outcome under treatment status d and the mediator distribution that would
occur under the opposite treatment status 1 — d.

e Propensity score (7): The function m4(X) := P(D = d|X) denotes the conditional
probability of receiving the treatment d given the covariates.

e Propensity score given mediator (§): The function (M, X) := P(D = d|M, X)
denotes the conditional probability of receiving the treatment d given both the me-

diator and the covariates.

41-q and 0,4 for d € {0,1} are identified by the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. If all of these conditions hold:

(1) Consistency: If D = d then My = M (w.p.1), and if D = d and M = m, then
Yim =Y (w.p.1).
(2) Sequential ignorability: For each d € {0,1} and m € M,

Yom LD | X, Myl D|X, Yau L M|D=d,X, and Yam 1L Mi_q| X.
(3) Positivity:
0 < fup,x(m) <1 for each m € M, and 0 < m4(X) < 1 for each d € {0,1}.

Then, 041-q and 04 are identified as follows:

o [dD+ (1 =d)(1—D))&—a(M, X)
O41—a = E[ m1_q(X)E(M, X) = 14l X))
(1-— dif_:-(;é()l - D) (a(M, X) —na1-a(X)) + 77d,1—d(X)]
_p[@D+(-d(-D) m,
b=t [ ma(X) o d(X)} |

For the proof of Theorem 2.1, see Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012). The identifi-
cation can be established through several complementary results:

Qd,l—d = E[nd,l—d(X)]a

0g1-q = E [(1 — dzf_:_(j(()l — D)Md(Ma X)} :
_[(dD+ (1= d)(1 — D))&_s(M, X)
P41 =E { ()&, X) Y} |

Theorem 2.1 can be viewed as a combination of these results. Intuitively, identification
can be achieved either through weighting alone or through outcome expectations alone, while
their combination naturally yields an alternative representation. Indeed, the expression

(D + (1 = d)(1 = D))és_u(M, X)

m—a(X)&a(M, X) (Y = pa(M, X))
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(1—d)D +d(1 — D)
Wlfd(X)

constitutes an efficient influence function for 6;,_4. The derivation of the efficient influ-

(1a(M, X) = 1g1-a(X)) + 1g,1-a(X)

ence function for E[Y;y, ,] can be found in Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012).> The
estimator based on this representation is therefore referred to as the EIF-based estimator.

We now provide a more detailed explanation of the assumptions for identification. Con-
sistency assumes that the observed mediator and outcome are equal to the potential me-
diator and outcome under the observed treatment and mediator assignments. The sequen-
tial ignorability assumption consists of the following four conditional independences. First,
Yam AL D | X, which ensures that the effect of treatment D on the outcome Y is uncon-
founded given X. Second, My 1L D | X, implying that the effect of treatment D on the
mediator M is unconfounded given X. Third, Yy, 1L M | D = d, X, which states that the
effect of the mediator M on the outcome is unconfounded given X. Finally, the so-called
cross-world independence assumption Yy, 1L M;_4 | X is crucial. It ensures the absence of
confounding between the mediator and the outcome that is induced by the treatment. Such
a confounder, often called a treatment-induced confounder (denoted by L in Figure 2), is
a variable affected by D that subsequently affects both M and Y. For further details on
the sequential ignorability assumptions, see, for example, Pearl (2001); Imai et al. (2010b);
VanderWeele et al. (2014). Positivity assumption requires that each treatment and mediator
level has a nonzero probability for every given value of the covariates.

ﬁ%

FiGurEe 2. Confounders of concern in causal mediation analysis. Dashed ar-
rows represent unobserved confounding by (Uy, Us,Us). The confounder L,
depicted with thick arrows, is induced by treatment and confounds both M
and Y.

Tn fact, the estimator in (3) is an alternative expression of that in Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012),
where the original form is given by

72"2 DfM\D—oX (Y i MZ,X) Z%O (Ml My, X;) — T10(X ) Zmo

—1 T (X )fM |D;=1,X;

In thls work, we adopt expression (3) to avoid estimating the mediator’s density and to facﬂltate the discus-
sion of the covariate balancing propensity score method in Appendix A.1. The estimator (3) is derived by a
straightforward application of Bayes’ rule to (2) and thus retains the properties described in Tchetgen Tch-
etgen and Shpitser (2012).
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3. WEIGHTING ESTIMATORS AND THEIR FINITE-SAMPLE BIAS

We now proceed from identification to estimation. Estimating the NDE and NIE requires
estimating the quantity E[Yy,_,]. This estimand is unique to causal mediation because it
relies on the potential outcome under two treatment statuses. For notational simplicity, we
will henceforth focus on estimating 6, o := E[Y7,y,].°

This section treats the two canonical weighting estimators for 6; o: the EIF-based estimator
and the IPW estimator introduced in Section 1. In addition, we introduce the IPW—type
estimator and the EIF-type estimator, which replace the weights based on the inverse of
the estimated propensity scores with a set of general weights. For both the EIF-type and
IPW-type estimators, we provide a finite-sample bias decomposition. This decomposition
formally demonstrates the importance of addressing (ii) finite-sample covariate imbalance,

one of the two concerns highlighted in Section 1, alongside (i) instability.

3.1. Efficient influence function-based estimator. The EIF-based estimator is given
by

1 n
1=1

1 . . . 1
+ - Z(l — D)o (X) (M1(Mz‘; X;) — 771,0(Xz‘)> + - Z m,0(Xs),
i=1 i=1

where

Eo(M;, X, _ 1
RGO N 0 S P (4)
To(Xi)&1 (M, X;) mo(Xi)
We denote 7y(X;), Ed(Mi,Xi), p1(M;, X;), and 7y 0(X;) as estimators of mo(X;), £a(M;, X;)
for d € {0,1}, 1 (M;, X;), and ny o(X;), respectively.

One of the key properties of the EIF-based estimator is a semiparametric efficiency.

wy™ (M;, X;) =

Theorem 3.1 (Semiparametric efficiency, Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012)). If all

nuisance parameters are correctly specified, then the EIF-based estimator 5*{:%1? achieves the

semiparametric efficiency bound.

For the proof, see Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012). In Section 5, we show that our

proposed estimator also attains this semiparametric efficiency bound under certain regularity

conditions 7.

OAll the following analysis applies similarly to 6y 1 := E[Ygaz, |-
"Another key property of the EIF-based estimator is its multiple robustness.
If one of the following conditions hold:
(a) Both 7y(X;) and gl(Mi,Xi) are consistent;
(b) Both 7o(X;) and fi1(M;, X;) are consistent;
(¢) Both 11(M;, X;) and 71,0(X;) are consistent;
iy

then the estimator is consistent.
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3.2. EIF-type estimator and its finite—sample bias. Although the EIF-based estima-
tor is multiple robust and semiparametrically efficient, its reliance on the inverse of propensity
scores leads to the aforementioned issues of instability and covariate imbalance. To formally
investigate the latter, we consider a general EIF—type weighting estimator, which replaces
the specific EIF weights @' (M;, X;) and @™ (X;) with generic weights w,(M;, X;) and
wy(X;):

ype LN m
aﬂf type _ - Z Dy (M;, X;) (Yi — iy (M, Xz)) (5)

+ - Zl— )(Ml(MuX) Mo(X > 27710

Decomposing the bias of this estimator requires defining two sets of terms. First, we define

the estimation errors in the nuisance functions as
(M, Xi) o= (M, Xi) — i (Ms, X3), - 0(Xa) o= m1,0(Xs) — Do (X5).
Second, we define the random errors as
u; =Y, — Nl(Mini)a v; 1= Ml(Mz‘,Xi) - 771,0(Xz‘)-

With these components defined, we can formally state the sources of the estimator’s bias in

the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1 (The bias of the EIF-type weighting estimator in finite samples). For the
EIF-type weighting estimator (5), the bias in finite samples is given by

1zn:DA(MX)N(MX) 12”:(1 D;)wy (X;) 1 (M;, X;)
- iW ir i i) T — — i) wilA, iy <N
n & 2 M1 n 1 M1

i=1

k [gEL%)F_type - 91,0} =E

+ = Zl— Xi)mo(X, ——27710

We prove Proposition 3.1. First, the difference between the EIF-type weighting estimator
and the target parameter can be decomposed as:

] — ] —
prIF=tee g — 2N Dty (M, X))y (M, X)) — =S (1 — D)y (X)) 5 (M, X;
1,0 Lo = Z Wo(M;, X;)pa (M, X;) n ;( )W (X;)pa (M, Xi)

TV
Imbalance in 1 (M;,X;)

This result implies that the estimator remains consistent even when some nuisance parameters are misspeci-
fied. Although multiple robustness is not the main focus of this paper, we can show, similar to Tchetgen Tch-
etgen and Shpitser (2012), that when the balancing constraints for the weights are correctly specified, the
estimator remains consistent even if the outcome models are misspecified. In fact, in Section 6, we confirm
this consistency under outcome model misspecification.
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+ = Zl— )Mo(X ——ZThO

-~

Imbalance in 71,0(X;)

n

1l & . 1 R 1 <&
+ E ZZI DiUJQ(Mi; Xz)uz + ﬁ 121(1 — Dz)wl (Xz)Ul —+ E Zl 771’0(Xi) — 91,0 .

N J/ N J/ J/
-~

Vv Vv
Noise 1 Noise 2 Sampling Variation

The first two terms reflect imbalances in gy (M;, X;) and 71 o(X;). Imbalance in 1y (M;, X;)
arises when the weights wy(M;, X;) do not balance the distributions of the mediator and co-

variates between the treatment group and the control group weighted by w; (X;). Similarly,
imbalance in 71 o(X;) arises when the weights w;(X;) fail to balance the covariate distribu-
tions between the control group and the full sample. The third and fourth terms capture
the errors u; and v;, while the last term represents the sampling variation of 7 o(X;).

Next, by taking expectations on both sides, we show that the last three terms are equal
to 0. First, note that E[n; o(X)] = #19. For the first noise term, using the law of total
expectation, we have:

E|Diy(M, X)u| = E|@(M, X)E[Du|M, X]|
- IE[@(M, X)E[Y —E[Y|M,D =1,X]|M,D =1, X|P(D = 1|M, X)
=0.
Similarly, for the second noise term,
E[(l - D)@l(X)v} —E [@1 (X)E[(1 — D)¢'| X]

This completes the proof of Proposition 3.1. The key insight from this decomposition is that
the finite-sample bias stems solely from imbalances in the estimation errors, pi; (M, X) and
M1,0(X). Our proposed weighting scheme is therefore designed to directly target this source
of bias.

Furthermore, this bias decomposition sheds light on another property of the EIF-based
estimator (3): it is asymptotically unbiased due to its population covariate balance.

Proposition 3.2 (Population covariate balance of EIF weights (4)). Let f(M, X) and g(X)
be any bounded functions. We denote wi(X) = 1/mo(X) and w3 (M, X) = (M, X)/mo(X)& (M, X).
Then,
E[Dwy (M, X) f(M, X)] = E[(1 — D)w;(X) f(M, X)],
E[(1 = D)wi(X)g(X)] = E[g(X)].

The proof is deferred to Appendix B. Proposition 3.2 shows that the moment equali-
ties hold for arbitrary measurable functions f(M, X) and g(X). Consequently, as long as
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€a(M, X) and m4(X) are consistently estimated, the EIF-based estimator (3) remains asymp-
totically unbiased, regardless of the specification of (M, X) and 7(X). However, the EIF
weights @ (X;) and w5 (M;, X;) are not constructed to ensure finite-sample covariate

balance, which introduces bias as Proposition 3.1 implies.

3.3. IPW—type estimator and its finite—sample bias. To complement the EIF-type
estimator, which leverages an outcome model, we introduce an alternative that relies exclu-
sively on weights to estimate the NDE and NIE. This estimator is particularly useful for
isolating and evaluating the performance of the weighting scheme itself. We define this esti-
mator here and show that its finite—sample bias can be decomposed in a manner analogous
to that of the EIF-type estimator. The IPW-type estimator is defined as:

1 n
prewW=tvee _ =N Dy (M, X;)Y,.
I = 3 Do, X)
Following a similar process as in the proof of Proposition 3.1, the IPW—type estimator has
the following bias decomposition.

Proposition 3.3 (The bias of the IPW—type weighting estimator in finite samples). For the
IPW-type weighting estimator, the bias in finite samples is given by

n

I~ 1 .
ﬁ Z Diw2<Mia Xz’),ul(Mn Xz') - = Z(l - Dz‘)w1<Xi)/~Ll(Mz'7 Xi)
i=1

E [é}liow—type . 91’0i| -
n
(6)

=1

n

+ 2300 = DIB XX — — S mo(X)|. M

n <
i=1

The difference between this bias decompositon and that of the EIF—type estimator (Propo-
sition 3.1) is that the bias of the IPW—type estimator stems from the imbalance of the true
w1 (M;, X;) and np0(X;), rather than its estimation error jiy(M;, X;) and 1y 0(X;).

Therefore, for both the IPW—type and EIF-type estimators, it is crucial that the weights

balance mediators and covariates, such as those included in the specifications of u(M;, X;)
and 77170(Xi).

4. PROPOSED METHOD: TwoO-STEP MINIMAL WEIGHTS

To address the issues of (i) instability and (ii) finite-sample covariate balance in weight-
ing estimators discussed previously, this section introduces an optimization-based approach.
Applying the “minimal weight” method (Wang and Zubizarreta 2019) to causal mediation
analysis requires an adaptation to account for the two distinct sources of bias identified in
Section 3. To this end, we propose the “two—step minimal weights” method. This algorithm
constructs weights by solving an optimization problem, specifically designed to sequentially
correct the two types of imbalances inherent in causal mediation analysis.



BALANCING WEIGHTS FOR CAUSAL MEDIATION ANALYSIS 13

In what follows, we first formally present the two—step algorithm. We then introduce a
data-driven procedure for tuning its key tolerance hyperparameters which govern the trade-
off between bias and variance.

4.1. Two-step minimal weights. We propose the following two-step algorithm to derive
weights for the weighting estimators of 6 .

Algorithm 4.1 (Two-step minimal weights). We define the weights derived by the following
two—step optimization as “two—step minimal weights”. Here, f(w) denotes a weight function
specified by the researcher, subject to the condition that f”(w) > 0.

Step 1 Obtain {@WV(X;)}™, by solving the constrained optimization problem:

n

min Y (1 - D;) f(w), (8)

{wiikin, 5

n

S0 = Dwniey (X) — ~ 3 ey (X)

i=1 =1

subject to <eg, Jj=1...,K, (9)

where {c;(X;)}/<, are smooth basis functions of the covariates.
Step 2 Using the weights {0}V (X;)}™, from Step 1, obtain {@wY™(X;, M;)}™, by solving:

min D; f(wo;), 10
o Z f(wai) (10)
subject to ZD waibj (Xi, M;) Z D)Y™W(X)bj (M, X3)| < 85, j=1,...,L,
=1 =1

(11)

where {b;(X;, M;)}}_, are smooth basis functions of the covariates and mediator,

To provide an overview, Algorithm 4.1 is tailored to causal mediation by coupling a
mediation-aware balance design with an explicit stabilization mechanism. It adopts a se-
quential scheme that first balances X in Step 1 (control versus full sample) and then bal-
ances (M, X) in Step 2 (treated versus reweighted control), reflecting the two imbalances
that arise in our bias decomposition in Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.3. Each step mini-
mizes a convex dispersion penalty f(-) subject to approximate balance constraints governed
by tolerances {e;}/, and {0;}5_,

To begin, we discuss the choice of the loss function. Typical choices for f include entropy
balancing (f(w) = wlogw) and stable balancing weights (f(w) = (w — 1/ng)?, with ng the
number of controls), both of which tame the dispersion of inverse-propensity-type weights
while preserving the targeted balance moments.

Next, we turn to the balancing constraints. In Step 1, the constraints are applied to the

target functions {c;(X)}< ,, reflecting the assumption that 7, o(X) (or its estimation error

j=1
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M,0(X)) can be well approximated by a linear combination of these bases. Setting ¢; = 0
corresponds to an exact sample balance.

In practice, to normalize the weights, one may add cx.1(X;) = 1 with ex,; = 0. The
non-negativity condition of the weights is typically achieved either by directly including it as
a constraint or by an appropriate choice of loss function, which we explain when presenting
Theorem 5.1 that derives the dual form of the Algorithm 4.1. Step 2 applies the same
procedure to {b;(M,X )}j |, aligning the treated group with the reweighted control group
on the joint (M, X) distribution.

Finally, the choice of hyperparameters {e;}/<, and {d;}}_, which determine the bias-
variance trade-off, is discussed in the next subsection.

Then, we can construct the EIF-type weighting estimator and IPW-type weighting esti-

mator with normalized two—step minimal weights:

AEIF MW ZD oy W (M, X;) (Y} — ﬁl(MiaXi)>

+Z AMW(XZ,)<221(MZ-,X) Mo(X > 27710

AIPW MW ZD AMW MzaX’L)}/’L

The properties of these estimators are examined in Section 5. In our subsequent simulation
and empirical application sections, we will employ both estimators to evaluate the properties
of the proposed weights.

Remark 4.1. An extension to the case of multiple mediators is straightforward by including
all mediators in the second step of our procedure, but the interpretation requires caution.
For instance, suppose there are two mediators, M1 and M. Without additional assumptions,
it is not possible to separately identify the pathways D — M; — Y, D — My — Y, and
D — M; — My — Y. Under the current identification assumptions and estimation strategy,
we can identify and estimate only the NTE through the joint mediators, D — { M, M;} — Y,
along with its corresponding NDE. In the empirical application presented in Section 7, we
estimate the NDE and NIE considering joint mediators. Extending balancing methods to
path-specific effects (see Miles et al. (2020)) is left for future research.

4.2. Hyperparameter tuning for tolerances. One of the key features of our proposed
method is the use of tolerances {e;}/*, and {0;}}_,, which allow for approximate rather
than exact covariate balance. Since the weights are constructed without using outcome
data, standard cross-validation is not applicable. Therefore, we adapt the procedure from
Wang and Zubizarreta (2019), which selects the tolerances by evaluating the stability of

covariate balance across bootstrap samples, as detailed in Algorithm 4.2.



BALANCING WEIGHTS FOR CAUSAL MEDIATION ANALYSIS 15

Algorithm 4.2. Let £ C [0, (nK)~/?] denote a finite grid of candidate values for {e;}/<,
and let D C [0, (nL)~"/?] denote a finite grid of candidate values for {d;}%_,. These grids
are based on Assumption 5.1 and Assumption C.1.

Step 1: For each ¢’ € &:
(1) Apply the Step 1 of Algorithm 4.1 with tolerances €; = ¢’ for j = 1,..., K to obtain
the weights {w;(X;)}"; and normalize them.

(2) For r = 1,..., R, draw a bootstrap sample S, (with replacement) from the original

data and compute the covariate balance criterion

K
Cri=)Y

j=1

n

(Z DX~ D)es(X) -3 cj<Xz->) /sd(e;(X)

1€Sy =1

2

(3) Compute the average imbalance C(g’) := }%Zil C,.

Select the optimal imbalance level £ := arg min.cg C().

Step 2: For each ¢’ € D:

(1) Using the optimal weights {w;(X;)}? , obtained with £*, apply the Step 2 of Algo-
rithm 4.1 with tolerances 0; = ¢’ for j = 1, ..., L to obtain the weights {w,(X;, M;)},
and normalize them.

(2) For r = 1,..., R, draw a bootstrap sample S, (with replacement) from the original
data and compute the covariate balance criterion
L

23

=1

(ng M;, X)) Dib; (M, X;) Zwl )bj(Mi,Xi)) /sd(bj(M,X))

ZGST

2

(3) Compute the average imbalance B({') := %Zil B,.

Select the optimal imbalance level §* := arg mingcp B(&').

The core idea of this algorithm is to select the tolerances that yield the most stable co-
variate balance across multiple bootstrap resamples of the data. By averaging the imbalance
measure over these resamples, the procedure aims to find hyperparameters that perform well
not only on the original sample but also under bootstrap resampling.

However, there are a couple of downsides to this algorithm. First, the sequential optimiza-
tion can sometimes get stuck in a local optimum. For example, even if the first stage selects
an &* that provides good balance for the {c;(X )}, basis functions, this does not necessar-
ily ensure good balance for the {b;(M, X)}~ | basis functions in the second stage. Second,
the algorithm applies the same * and 6* to all basis functions. Ideally, we would prefer
to balance covariates that are more strongly related to the outcome, but the fundamental
difficulty is that doing so would make the weights outcome-dependent.
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5. ASYMPTOTIC PROPERTIES OF THE TWO—STEP MINIMAL WEIGHTS

In this section, we establish the key asymptotic properties of our proposed two—step min-
imal weights. We begin by deriving the convergence rates of the weights. Building on this
result, we then prove the main theoretical claim of the paper: that the proposed estimator is
consistent, asymptotically normal, and attains the semiparametric efficiency bound. We note
that both the EIF-type and IPW-type estimators exhibit the same asymptotic properties
under nearly identical assumptions. Thus, we conclude that the proposed method improves
finite-sample behavior without compromising asymptotic guarantees.

5.1. Convergence rates of the two-step minimal weights. First, we investigate the
convergence rates of the two—step minimal weights derived in Algorithm 4.1. For the weights
derived in the first step optimization problem (8) and (9), Theorem 2 of Wang and Zu-
bizarreta (2019) directly yields the convergence rates. Specifically, it has been established

that noMW (x)

consistently estimates 1/m(x). For completeness, we describe the assump-
tion and the result in the Appendix C. In parallel to their theorem, we obtain the following
results for the weights derived in the second step optimization problem (10) and (11).

We begin by deriving the dual of the optimization problem.

Theorem 5.1. The dual problem of (10) and (11) is the following unconstrained optimiza-

tion problem:

n

m}n% ;(Dmp(B(Mi, X)'\) = (1 = Dy)niy™ (X;)B(M;, Xi)TA) + AT, (12)

where X = (A\1,...,\)" is the vector of dual variables associated with the L balancing
constraints B(M;, X;) = ( (M;, X;), ba(M;, X5), . .. ,bL(Mi,Xi))T, 6= (61,...,0L)" are tol-
erances, and p(t) = (f)"L )t — f((f)71(t)). Moreover, the primal solution WY™ (M;, X;)
satisfies

V(M X)) = p’(B(Mi,Xi)T/\T) (i=1,...,n),

where X' is the solution to the dual optimization problem.

The proof is provided in Appendix D. First, note that problem (12) can be viewed as
a shrinkage estimation problem. The weights are estimated by a generalized linear model
on the basis functions B(M;, X;) with link function p’. The dual variables in A can be
interpreted as the coefficients of the basis functions. From an optimization perspective,
they represent the shadow prices of the covariate balance constraints: a larger dual variable
indicates that balancing the associated covariate is more important or more difficult, and
that relaxing the constraint would lead to a larger reduction in the objective function. The
inclusion of an ¢; penalty further mitigates the influence of covariates that are particularly
hard to balance, thereby preventing the weights from becoming overly dependent on them.
In addition, this formulation helps ensure the nonnegativity of the weights. For example, if
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we set f(w) = wlogw, then p/(t) = exp(t — 1), which guarantees that the resulting weights
are nonnegative.

By utilizing Theorem 5.1, we establish the convergence rates of the weights. To this end,
the following conditions are assumed.

Assumption 5.1. The following conditions hold:
(i) The minimizer

A° = arg riai[r\lE[an(B(M,X)T)\) — (1= Dyn@M™(X)B(M, X)TA]
(S

is unique, where A is the compact parameter space for A. \° € int(A), where int(-)
stands for the interior of a set;
(i1) There exists a constant 0 < ¢ < 1/2 such that

co <np'(v) <1—¢

for any v = B(M,X)"\ with A € int(A); also, there exist constants 0 < ¢; < ¢y such
that
0<c <np’(v) <e
for any v = B(M, X)" X\ with \ € int(A);
(iii) There exist constants ¢ > 0 and C' < oo such that
sup || B(m,x)|ls < CLY?, || B(M, X)|ps < CL'2,
(m,z)EM XX

and
¢ < Amin (E[B(M, X)B(M, X)"]) < Amax (E[B(M, X)B(M, X)']) <C,

with E[B(M, X)B(M,X)"] < CI. Here, for a symmetric matriz A, Amin(A) and
Amax(A) denote its minimum and mazimum eigenvalues, respectively, and A < CI
means that CI — A 1is positive semideﬁmte I denotes the identity matriz. Also, we
denote | £(Z)llp2 = I F(Z)IEDY = (J (=) [3dFz(2)""”.

(iv) The number of basis functzons L satisfies L — oo as n — oo, L*log L = o(n) and
LK~ = o(1);

(v) There exist constants ro > 1 and \* such that the true propensity score function
satisfies

sup |uwg(m, ) —ng! (Bm.x) X)| = O(L7),

(m,z)EMXX
where wi(m, x) = &(m, x) /mo(x)E1(m, z);
(vi) 6]lse = 0p((nL)"Y2) and so ||8])y = 0,(n1/2).

These assumptions are analogous to Assumption 1 of Wang and Zubizarreta (2019). In
Assumption 5.1, conditions (i) represent standard regularity assumptions that ensure the
consistency of M-estimators. Given the result that m}™W(X) is consistent for 1/my(X),
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and using the first-order condition together with Proposition 3.2, we can deduce that there
exists a \° such that wj(m,z) = np/(B(m,z)"\°). Condition (ii) enables the consistency
of AT to imply the consistency of the estimated weights. Noting that p/(t) = (f')~1(¢) by
a simple calculation, it is clear that this condition is met by standard choices of f used in
the definition of two—step minimal weights 4.1, such as the squared loss f(w) = w? and the
entropy-based loss f(w) = wlogw. Condition (iii) imposes a technical restriction on the
magnitude of the basis functions. Condition (iv) controls the growth rate of the number of
basis functions relative to the sample size. Condition (v) ensures that the weights wj(m, x)
can be uniformly approximated, which typically requires that the basis B(m, x) is sufficiently
rich. Conditions (iii)-(v) are satisfied by a wide range of basis functions, including regression
splines, trigonometric polynomials, and wavelets (see, e.g., Newey (1997); Chen (2007)).
Lastly, condition (vi) characterizes the degree to which the equality constraints for exact
covariate balance may be relaxed by hyperparameters without compromising the asymptotic
properties of the estimated weights.

Under these assumptions, we establish the convergence rate of wy(M;, X;) to wi(M;, X;).
Since normalization makes @™ (m, z) tend to zero as n — oo, we rescale by n to obtain a

nontrivial convergence rate.

Theorem 5.2. Under the conditions in Assumption 5.1, we have:

L?log L
sup  |nwy " (m,z) — wi(m,z)| = O, | 1/ SO LR | = op(1),
(m,z)eEMxX n
_ L?log L
[n@y™ (M, X) — w3 (M, X)||,, = O, (\/—ng + L' 4 LK‘”) = 0,(1),

where 1 is defined in Assumption C.1 in Appendiz C.®

The first component of the convergence rate, Op(\ /L?log L/n+ Ll_”), parallels Theorem
2 of Wang and Zubizarreta (2019), while the second component, O,(LK "), reflects the
influence of the first-step estimation.

5.2. Asymptotic normality and semiparametric efficiency. Next, we establish the
asymptotic normality of the EIF-type estimator and IPW-type estimator based on our
proposed weights.

5.2.1. EIF-type weighting estimator. We require the following Assumption 5.2.
$When considering the norm of an estimator f with the notation | f(Z)]| p,2, the expectation is not taken

with respect to the same sample of Z that was used to construct f. Instead, we conceptually introduce an
independent copy Z’ of Z and evaluate

172 = </ IIf(Z’)ngz'(Z'))l/Q-
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Assumption 5.2. The following conditions hold:

(1) E[[Y — pn (M, X)[] < 00, E[|p1 (M, X) = mo(X)[] < oo,
(1t) There exist r,, 1, > 1 and B, such that py(m,x) and 1 o(z) satisfies

sup  |u1(m,z) — B(m, x)TB] =O(L™™);
(m,z)EMxXX

sup |n10(z) — C(z) ] = O(K™™).

reX

(iii) For the sets of smooth functions Wi, Wy, U and T such that wi € Wy, wi € Wh,
weU andne T,

logny(e, Wi, Ly(P)) < C(1/e)"/*,  logny(e,Wa, Ly(P)) < C(1/e)'/*
logny(e,U, Ly(P)) < C(1/e)™, logny(e, T, La(P)) < C(1/e)"/*

for a positive constant C" and ky, ks, ky,, ky > 1/2, with ny(e, S, Ly(P)) denoting the
bracketing number of the set S by e-brackets; Moreover, we assume that the function
classes Wy, Wa,U, and T admit envelope functions belonging to Lo(P);
(iv) 2LV = o(1), nt2LY TR KT = o(1), n' 2K LT = o(1) and n' /2K T =
o(1).

Assumption 5.2 is analogous to that of Wang and Zubizarreta (2019). Condition (i) states
the standard regularity requirements, ensuring the estimators have finite moments. Condi-
tion (ii) then requires a uniform approximation for x4 and 7, similar to Assumption 5.1 (v).
Condition (iii) introduces a complexity constraint, requiring that the metric entropy of the
classes Wi, Wy, U, and T does not grow too rapidly as ¢ — 0. This condition is met by
Holder classes of smoothness s on any bounded convex subset of R? when s/d > 1 (see, e.g.,
van der Vaart and Wellner (1996)). Consistent with Wang and Zubizarreta (2019) and Fan
et al. (2023), these uniform approximation rate requirements are regarded as some of the
least stringent in the literature (e.g. Hirano et al. (2003); Chan et al. (2016b); Chan et al.
(2016a)). Additionally, condition (iv) restricts how quickly the number of basis functions,
K and L, may increase with the sample size n. The permissible rate for this increase is gov-
erned by the sum of the approximation errors (o +1,, r1 +1,, and r1 +1,) of the propensity
score and outcome estimators. This feature, that the product structures become crucial in
the asymptotics, resembles the findings of Farbmacher et al. (2022) on debiased machine
learning for causal mediation.

Finally, we can establish the asymptotic distribution of the EIF—type estimator and show
that it achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound.
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Theorem 5.3. Suppose that Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2 hold. Furthermore, we assume that
p1(M;, X;) and i o(X;) are linear combinations of B(M;, X;) and C(X;). Then,

Vn (@EEF_MW - 91,0) — N(0, Vo),

where Vi, is the semiparametric efficiency bound given by the efficient influence function:

Di&o(M;, X;) 1-D;
WO(X1>§1(M17X1) (YZ - Ml(MuXZ)) + WO(Xi) (Ml(MuXZ) - nl,O(Xi)) + 771,0(Xi) - 01,0'

The wvariance can be estimated by the sample variance of the efficient influence function,

in which the weights, which consist of propensity scores, are simply replaced by two—step
minimal weights. Specifically,

1

opt
=1

2
+ (1= Don@™ (X3) (i (M, X2) = 0(XG) ) +o(Xe) = OEF Y|

5.2.2. IPW-type weighting estimator. For the IPW-type estimator, we obtain the same as-
ymptotic result.

Theorem 5.4. Suppose that Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2 hold. Then,
Vi (B~ 610) = N0, Vope),

where Vo 1s the semiparametric efficiency bound given by the efficient influence function.
The variance can be estimated consistently by the following estimator:

1
{IPW-MwW EZ[D nAMW(MZ-,Xi)<K~—ﬁ1(Mi,Xi)>

opt
=1

2
(1= Dona}™ () (7 My, X5) = (X)) + Fo(X5) = B |

where
n

~1

1 n
m M’L Xl MMX DZB MlJX MZJXZ T - DZB MMX?,}/I
B, X,) = ; s x)") LS D)

3I'—‘

3

n

Ao(X) = ( S >0<X@->T> 31 DYC(X (M, X)

=1 =1

3|*—‘

6. SIMULATION STUDIES

In this section, we conduct two Monte Carlo simulation studies to evaluate the performance
of our proposed two-step minimal weights against several competing estimators. In addition,
we implement the hyperparameter tuning of the balancing tolerances (Algorithm 4.2).
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6.1. Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012) setting. First, we consider a simulation
setting adapted from Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012). The data are generated as

follows:
ii.d. Z2
1, Zaso o Z1o RON(0,1), Xy =exp(Z1/2), Xo=-—"2 410
1,42, 410 N(0,1), 1 = exp(Z1/2), 2 1—i—eXp(Z1)+ ;
VAVA ’
Xg:( ;53+O.6) Xy = (2224 4 20)2,
D ~ Bernoulli !
~ pbernoulll
1+exp(—(Zy — 0525+ 0.25Z5 + 0.1Z4)) )
1
M ~B 1li
e (1 +exp (—(0.5— Z1 + 052, — 0.9Z5 + Zy4 — 1.5D))) ’

Y =210+ 2747, + 1372+ 13.7Z; + 1372+ M+ D +¢, £~ N(0,1).

We denote Bernoulli(p) as a Bernoulli distribution where the variable takes the value 1 with
probability p, and N'(0, 1) as a normal distribution with mean zero and variance one. In this
data-generating process, the covariates {X1,..., X4} are complex nonlinear transformations
of the underlying covariates {Z1,...,Zs}. The estimands are NDE(0) and NDE(1). The
true values of both direct effects are 1.

We compare the performance of several weighting methods when applied to the EIF-type
and [PW-type estimators for NDE. This allows us to assess the performance of the weights
both in conjunction with an outcome model and independently. The weighting methods are

as follows:

e EIF weights: These are the EIF-based weights defined in (4), where the nuisance
parameters are estimated using parametric methods such as logistic regression and
linear regression.

e EIF trimmed: A variant of the EIF-based weights that trims the propensity scores
(or their products) to lie within the interval [0.01,0.99].

e MW: Two—step minimal weights obtained via Algorithm 4.1. As a dispersion penalty,
we choose the entropy penalty f(w) = wlogw.

e CBPS: Covariate balancing propensity scores obtained via Algorithm A.1 in Appen-
dix A.1.

e True PS: EIF-based weights computed by substituting the estimated propensity
scores with the true propensity scores.

All weights are normalized to sum to one. To specify the estimators, we introduce the
following notation:

e Weights with exchanged treatment status (w,ws): In addition to the stan-
dard weights w; and w, described above, our estimators also require a second set of
weights defined under exchanged treatment status. We denote these by w; and w,,
obtained by swapping the roles of the treatment (D = 1) and control (D = 0) groups
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in the original weight definitions. For EIF weights, we define w;(X;) = 1/71(X})
and Wo (M, X;) = & (M;, X;)/(71(X:)é(M;, X;)). For the two-step minimal weights,
these are constructed by applying Algorithm 4.1 with treatment and control reversed:
Step 1 is applied to the treatment group to balance covariates against the full popu-
lation, followed by Step 2 applied to the control group.

Then, the EIF-type estimators for NDE(0) and NDE(1) are given by the following two
equations, respectively:

NDE(0)E¥ ZDw2 MZ,X)<Y (M, X5) >+Z 1-D )(ul(MZ,X) ﬁl,o(Xi)>

1
— Mol X
+ . ;771,0(

DR =31 - Dy)it(My, X:) (Y: = Tio(Mi, X2)) + ZDm ) (7io(Mi, X2) = 701 (X))

n

Z(l — D, )’LU1<Y mo Zmo > )

=1

=1
n

1 . . 1 .
+ o Z o1 (X Z D;w(Y; — ma(X;)) + - Zm1<Xi)> ;
i=1 i=1 i=1

where the terms > " (1 — D;)wy(Y; — mo(X;)) — 1/nd "1 mo(X;) and Y i Dywy (Y; —
mi(X;))+1/n Y " mi(X;) are the estimators for E[Y;] and E[Y;]. The IPW-type weighting
estimators for NDE(0) and NDE(1) are given by the following two equations, respectively:
NDE(0)*"W Z Dyoa(Mi, X;)Y; = 3 (1= D)@ (X,)Y
i=1 =1

NDE(1)™W = $7(1 — Dy)aa( M, X,)Y, Z Dty (X
i=1
where the terms Y (1 — D;)w(X;)Y; and Y1 | D;w,(X;)Y; are the estimators for E[Y]
and E[Y]].
To evaluate the balance of covariates and the mediator achieved by the weights, we
adopt the target absolute standardized mean difference (TASMD) from Chattopadhyay et al.
(2020). The TASMD:s for the first and second weighting steps are defined as follows:

Xoe— X Xo o — Xn
TASMDcp<X)=M, TASMD, () = (282t~ Xanel

Se St

Here, X, . and X, are the weighted means of a covariate X in the control group (using
weights ;) and the treatment group (using weights w,), respectively. Xp, is the unweighted
mean of X in the full population. The denominators s. and s; are the unweighted sample
standard deviations of X in the control and treated groups, respectively.

We implement the Monte Carlo simulation with 2000 iterations in two settings described
below.
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(A) All models and the basis functions for balancing constraints use {Z1, Zs, Z3, Z4}.

(B) The outcome regression models for  and 1 use { X1, X, X3, X4}, whereas the propen-
sity score models for m and 7 as well as the basis functions for balancing constraints
use {X1, Xo, Xz, X4, Z1, Zo, Zs, Za}.

Figures 3 and 4 display the Monte Carlo means and variances for each estimator. Specif-
ically, Figure 3 presents the results for NDE(1), while Figure 4 corresponds to NDE(0). We
first examine Setting (A), which is depicted in the first two columns of the plots in both
figures. In this setting, for both NDE(1) and NDE(0), the well-specified outcome model
masks the underlying differences in weight quality for the EIF-type estimators, resulting in
similarly strong performance across all methods. The IPW—type estimators, however, isolate
the direct impact of the weighting schemes. In this context, our proposed MW is the only
method that remains unbiased with substantially low variance. Notably, both standard EIF
weights and even the True PS-based weights result in unignorable bias and large variance.
While trimming the EIF weights reduces variance, it fails to correct the bias. This result
highlights that even a perfectly specified propensity score model is insufficient when sample-
level covariate balance is not enforced. It also reveals the inherent instability of inverting
propensity scores.

Next, we examine Setting (B), which is displayed in the remaining columns of Figures 3
and 4. These results demonstrate the proposed method’s robustness to outcome model
misspecification. For the EIF-type estimators, our proposed MW method continues to yield
unbiased estimates with low variance, performing as well as it did in setting (A). In contrast,
the estimators using standard EIF weights and True PS weights are now substantially biased,
as their weights fail to correct for the misspecified outcome model. A similar pattern of MW’s
superior performance is observed for the IPW—type estimators.

The covariate balances of each weighting method are illustrated in Figure 5 and Figure 6
for setting (B) with n = 1000. Figure 5 presents the TASMD for the first-step weights,
comparing the weighted control group to the full population. Figure 6 shows the TASMD
for the second-step weights, comparing the weighted treated group to the weighted control
group. In both steps, our proposed MW achieves a TASMD of virtually zero across all
specified covariates {71, ..., Zy, X1,..., X4} and the mediator M. This demonstrates that
MW successfully enforces perfect sample-level balance as designed. In contrast, all competing
methods, including EIF, EIF trimmed, CBPS, and even weights based on True PS, exhibit
imbalances for several covariates, as indicated by their non-zero TASMD values.

Remark 6.1. As Table 6 shows, in setting (A), the results of MW closely resemble those from
regression imputation (RI) using {Z1, Zs, Z3, Z4} as regressors. In setting (B), the results
are similarly close to those from regression imputation with { Xy, Xy, X3, X4, Z1, Z2, Z3, Z4}
as regressors. These patterns are consistent with the findings of Bruns-Smith et al. (2025),
which show that a balancing weights estimator with exact zero constraints can be expressed
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FIGURE 3. Simulation results for estimating NDE(1) under the Tchetgen Tch-
etgen and Shpitser (2012) setting. The top and bottom rows display the ab-
solute bias and variance, respectively. The left two columns correspond to
Setting (A), while the right two columns correspond to Setting (B). In each
setting, EIF-type and IPW-type estimators are evaluated across sample sizes
of 500 and 1000 using five different weighting methods. Results for the regres-
sion imputation estimator are also plotted for comparison.

as the sum of a regression imputation term and an approximation error. In our simula-
tion, the approximation error is possibly small, making the two approaches appear nearly

equivalent.

Remark 6.2. We include both {71, Z,, Z3, Z,} and {X;, X, X3, X4} in the weight models
due to the bias decomposition discussed in Section 3, which suggests that the covariates used
in the regression models should also be incorporated into the weighting models. For instance,
if the balancing constraints of MW and CBPS target {71, Zs, Z3, Z4}, while the regression
estimators are linear combinations of { X7, Xy, X3, X4}, this mismatch introduces a bias that

does not vanish asymptotically (see Proposition 3.1, Proposition 3.3 and Appendix A).
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6.2. Wong and Chan (2018) setting. In light of Remark 6.1, we now demonstrate the
utility of MW in a different setting. To this end, we adapt the simulation design of Wong
and Chan (2018) to a causal mediation framework. The data are generated as follows:

iid. Zo YAVA 3

YA/ NN AT SN 0,1 X = Z1/2 Xo=—"—— X3= 0.6
1,42, -, 410 N(0,1), 1 = exp(Z1/2), 2 1+ exp(Z1)’ 3 ( 25 + ) ;
Xo=(Zy+ Zy+20)°, X;=2; forj=5,...,10,
1

D ~ Bernoulli ,

(1 + exp(—(—21 — 0.1Z4)))

1
M ~ B 11
CrotH (1 ¥ exp (—(0.5 — Z1 + 0.5Z5 — 0.9Z5 + Zys — 1.5D))) ’

Y =210 + (15D + M — 0.5)(27.4%, + 13.72, + 13.7Z5 + 13.7Z) + ¢, €~ N(0,1).

Note that NDE(1) = NDE(0) = 0 because the treatment effect arises only through interac-
tions with covariates. In this setting, a regression imputation model that omits the inter-
action terms between the treatment and the covariates is misspecified and thus expected to

perform poorly. We consider the following two settings:

(A) All models and the balancing constraints use covariates {7y, Zo, Z3, Z,} without in-
teraction terms.

(B) Outcome regression models use {X;, Xs, ..., X190}, while propensity score 7 and the
balancing constraint in the first step use { X1, Xo, ..., X190, Z1, ..., Z4} and propensity
score £ and the balancing constraint in the second step use { X1, Xo, ..., X109, Z1, ..., Z4, M X
Zh, M X Zo, M X Zg, M X Zy}.

The performance of all weighting estimators in these simulation settings is presented in
Figures 7 and 8. In setting (A), the performance of all estimators is degraded by the outcome
model misspecification. While our proposed MW estimator consistently achieves the lowest
variance, it exhibits a non-trivial bias when estimating NDE(0).

Conversely, the advantages of the MW estimator are demonstrated in setting (B). In this
setting, the propensity score models and the balancing constraints are enriched with the
true covariates {71, ..., Z,} and their interactions with the mediator {M x Zy,..., M x Z,},
even though the main outcome models remain misspecified. As a result, MW substantially
outperforms all competing estimators. It is the only method to simultaneously achieve low
bias and variance for both NDE(1) and NDE(0), as indicated by the bolded values in the
table. The covariate balance diagnostics for setting (B) with n = 1000 in Figures 9 and 10
support these results. The figures clearly show that only MW achieves near-perfect balance
in both weighting steps, whereas all other methods exhibit imbalance.

For comparison, we consider a regression imputation (RI) estimator; the results are shown
in Figures 7 and 8. As expected, the RI estimator is severely biased in setting (A) due to
its inability to capture the treatment-covariate interactions. Notably, this poor performance



28 BALANCING WEIGHTS FOR CAUSAL MEDIATION ANALYSIS

Performance on NDE(1) — Wong & Chan

A A B B
- EIF-type IPW-type EIF-type IPW-type
X X X X
1.00 4 e . —i_. -1
s I8 L\ ‘+ A % ” +
£
:g 0.014 . >< ’ >< .
= n n
2 @ ¢ “
g
e
| o) o -+ . At * || A >
: m < m < ol
= @&
¢ mX A m X
: o - -+ o
B X< m X
3 , ] I , . | X 1 | DS
500 1000 500 1000 500 1000 500 1000

Sample Size (n)

@ cer P vw @ Tuers
Weights
A ElFtrim + cers < RI

FIGURE 7. Simulation results for estimating NDE(1) under the Wong and
Chan (2018) setting. The layout is identical to that in Figure 3.

occurs even though the RI model utilizes the same set of covariates as the MW estimator,
highlighting the weakness of the simple linear imputation approach in this setting. In setting
(B), when the RI model is correctly specified to include these interactions, its performance
becomes comparable to that of our MW estimator.

In summary, these results provide a compelling case for the proposed MW estimator. In
setting (A), where the simple RI estimator fails due to model misspecification, MW performs
comparably to the EIF-type estimator and offers improvement over RI. Conversely, in setting
(B), where a correctly specified RI model performs well, MW matches its high level of
accuracy and efficiency, with both methods outperforming the EIF—type estimator. This
demonstrates that the estimator with MW matches or exceeds the performance of the best

alternative method in both scenarios.
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6.3. Hyperparameter tuning. Finally, we conduct a simulation study to evaluate the
hyperparameter tuning procedure detailed in Algorithm 4.2. We focus on setting (B) from
the Wong and Chan simulation. The Monte Carlo simulation is performed with a sample
size of n = 500 and 100 iterations. For the tuning algorithm, we construct a grid of 500
points for the hyperparameters € and 0, and we employ bootstrap resampling with R = 50
repetitions.

The results, presented in Table 2, compare the performance of the MW estimator under
exact balancing (i.e., ¢ = 0,0 = 0) against the estimator with optimally chosen hyper-
parameters. The tuning algorithm leads to a reduction in bias across all four estimator
configurations. This reduction is a consequence of the algorithm preferring approximate
balance over exact balance, as illustrated by the TASMD plots in Figures 11 and 12, which
show that the selected hyperparameters yield small but non-zero balance errors. For the
EIF-type estimators, the reduction in bias is accompanied by a slight increase in variance,
resulting in a marginally higher mean squared error (MSE). In contrast, for the IPW-type
estimators, the tuning algorithm successfully reduces both bias and variance, leading to an

improved overall MSE.

Weights (Estimand)  Exact Balance (¢ =0, = 0) Optimal (e, 9)
Mean Var MSE  Mean Var MSE
MW (EIF, NDE(1)) -0.1290 5.4439 5.4062 0.0823 5.6149 5.5655
MW (EIF, NDE(0)) -0.1274 5.4406 5.4024 0.0765 5.5679 5.5180
MW (IPW, NDE(1)) -0.1307 5.4412 5.4038 -0.1219 5.4402 5.4007
MW (IPW, NDE(0)) -0.1274 5.4356 5.3975 -0.0878 5.4264 5.3799

TABLE 2. Comparison of mean, variance, and MSE for the MW estimator
under exact balancing and with optimally selected hyperparameters from Al-
gorithm 4.2.
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answered a series of follow-up questions from which the outcome, mediators, and covariates
were measured. Our objective is to assess the causal pathways through which framing influ-
ences information-seeking behavior: to what extent the effect arises directly from exposure

to the media frame and ethnic cues, and to what extent it is mediated by shifts in perceived
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The sample consists of 265 individuals, with the main variables defined as follows:

0.020

7. EMPIRICAL APPLICATION: THE EFFECT OF MEDIA FRAMING ON IMMIGRATION
ATTITUDES

In this section, we analyze the framing dataset using our proposed two-step minimal
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e Treatment (D): We constructed an indicator for whether participants were exposed
to a negatively framed article featuring the photo of a Latino (Mexican) immigrant or
to a positively framed article featuring the photo of a European (Russian) immigrant.®

e Mediator 1 (Mj): Perceived harm from increased immigration, measured on a 2-8
scale. !

e Mediator 2 (Mj): Anxiety about increased immigration, measured with a single
four-point item (Very / Somewhat / A little / Not at all).

e Mediator 3 (Mjy): Negative affect during the experiment, based on three items
(anxious, worried, angry), summed to a 3-12 scale.™

e Outcome (Y): Whether subjects requested information from anti-immigration or-
ganizations (1 = receive, 0 = not receive).?

e Covariates (X): Pre-treatment demographics (age, education level, gender, and
income), along with their quadratic and cubic terms, as well as all two-way and
three-way interactions (excluding higher-order terms for dummy variables), yielding

20 covariates in total.

We specify all nuisance models—the outcome regression models, the propensity score
models, and the balancing constraints, using the same covariate set. We estimate ATE,
NDE, and NIE using two types of estimators, EIF-type estimator and IPW-type estimator,
across four different weighting schemes: EIF, EIF (trimmed), our proposed MW, and CBPS.

First, we assess the finite-sample balance of each weighting method by examining the
TASMD. Figure 13 displays the balance for the first-step weights (weighting the control
group to resemble the full population), while Figure 14 shows the balance for the second-
step weights (weighting the treated group to resemble the re-weighted control group). In
both figures, our proposed MW estimator achieves a TASMD of virtually zero for all 20
covariates included in the model.

9The positive versus negative framing differed in whether the article emphasized the beneficial consequences
of immigration (e.g., strengthening the economy, increasing tax revenues, enriching American culture) or
its harmful consequences (e.g., lowering wages, consuming public resources, eroding American values). The
framing was further reinforced by portraying state governors as either welcoming or concerned about immi-
gration and by depicting citizens as having either positive or negative experiences with immigrants. With
respect to immigrant identity, the Mexican versus Russian cue was conveyed through the photograph and its
caption, which read: “[Jose Sanchez/Nikolai Vandinsky] is one of thousands of new immigrants who arrived
in the United States during the first half of this year.”

10After reading the article, participants answered questions such as: (i) “How likely is it that immigration
will have a negative financial impact on many Americans?” and (ii) “How likely is it that immigration
will have a negative financial impact on you or your family?” The two items were summed to form the
perceived-harm index. Higher values indicate greater perceived harm.

UBoth Ms and Ms; were derived from the same emotion battery: “How [anx-
ious/proud/angry/hopeful /worried /excited] does it make you feel when thinking about high levels of
immigration?” (Very, somewhat, a little, or not at all).

2They asked if they would like more information about immigration from a variety of sources, including
nonpartisan research centers, the U.S.government, pro-immigrant groups, and anti-immigrant groups.



34 BALANCING WEIGHTS FOR CAUSAL MEDIATION ANALYSIS

S W
wcic o] I A e | G
gender_num - . ‘ gender_num - r
income o
age2
age2 . ‘ educ_num2 4 “»
educ_num2 4 . ‘ income24 . ‘
income2 4 .‘ educ_num3 4 “
educ_num3 - . ‘ income3 1 . ‘
income3 4 . ‘ age_educ| . A ‘
age_gender 4 - 4“
age_educ ‘ age._income | . “
age_gender - . ‘ educ_gender 4 - _“
age_income . ‘ educ,mcome-‘
educ_gender 4 ‘ gender_income . ‘“
educ_income . ‘ age_educ_gender 4 -
gender_income - . ‘ age_educ_income | . A ‘
. . ‘ age_gender_income - -“
nder
age_educ_income 4 ‘
p_harm < . ‘
age_gender_income . ‘ emo - ‘
educ_gender_income - ‘ anx1 . ”’
0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
TASMD (control vs full population, EY1MO0) TASMD (treated vs control, EY1MO)

weights @ eF A erFvimmed [ Mw +CBPS

FiGure 13. TASMD. of
the first-step weights (control
vs. full population) in empir-
ical application.

weights @ eF A errvimmed [l Mw + cBPS

FIGURE 14. TASMDy. of
the first-step weights (treated
vs. control) in empirical ap-
plication.

We next examine the estimates reported in Figure 15. The ATE is negative in all specifi-
cations. In other words, participants exposed to a positively framed story with a European
(Russian) immigrant were more likely to request information from anti-immigration organi-
zations than those exposed to a negatively framed story with a Latino (Mexican) immigrant.
This aligns with the findings of Brader et al. (2008), who suggest that European cues,
especially under a positive frame, may spark curiosity and information seeking. Indeed, con-
sistent with this explanation, both NDE(1) and NDE(0) are negative, indicating that the
media cue itself shifts the outcome downward. By contrast, NIE(1) and NIE(0) are positive,
suggesting that changes in mediators induced by the treatment move behavior upward. This
can be explained by the observation that exposure to a negatively framed story featuring a
Latino (Mexican) immigrant changes perceived harm and emotions, leading individuals to
seek information from anti-immigration organizations. Taken together, this implies that the
positive indirect pathway partly offsets the negative direct effect.

Most estimates are not statistically significant. The important exception is NDE(0): under
the EIF-type specification, all weighting methods yield significant results (p ~ 0.01-0.03),
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with MW producing the smallest variance and the narrowest interval. Under the IPW/HT-
type specification, significance appears only with MW (p =~ 0.013), again due to a notable

reduction in variance.

8. CONCLUSION

This paper addressed the challenge of estimating natural direct and indirect effects in
the presence of finite-sample instability and covariate imbalance, which are two critical
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limitations of the EIF-based estimator and IPW estimator. To this end, we introduced
a novel two-step minimal weights estimator specifically tailored for the causal mediation
setting.

Our theoretical contribution began with a formal decomposition of the EIF-type estima-
tor’s bias. This analysis pinpointed imbalances in the marginal covariate distribution and the
joint distribution of covariates and the mediator as the primary sources of bias, thereby mo-
tivating our two—step weight estimation algorithm, which sequentially targets these specific
imbalances. We established the convergence rates for the proposed weights and proved that
the resulting estimator is asymptotically normal and achieves the semiparametric efficiency
bound.

Our simulation studies and empirical application provided empirical support for this ap-
proach. The two—step proposed minimal weights consistently reduced both bias and variance
compared to competitors, particularly in challenging scenarios with model misspecification
where standard methods failed. This underscores a key implication for applied researchers:
directly targeting sample-level balance and weight stability can yield substantially more
reliable estimates of causal mechanisms.

As a direction for future research, we note that causal mediation analysis is closely con-
nected to the study of long-term treatment effects and statistical surrogacy, since mediators
are often interpreted as short-term outcomes or surrogate endpoints (Chen and Ritzwoller
(2023); Imbens et al. (2024); Athey et al. (2024)). This topic has attracted increasing at-
tention in econometrics, and we expect that estimators analogous to those proposed in this
paper can be developed in this setting as well.

Appendix
APPENDIX A. IMPLEMENTATION NOTES AND ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS

A.1. Two-step covariate balancing propensity score. In this subsection, we describe
the application of the covariate balancing propensity score (CBPS) approach proposed by
Imai and Ratkovic (2014) to the causal mediation analysis. Based on the EIF weights (4),
the CBPS involves modelling two types of propensity score:

exp(X” ) exp((X, M)")

T,5(X) = 1+ exp(XTp)’ S15(M, X) = 1+ exp((X, M)Ty)

The parameters § and v are usually estimated using logistic regression with the following

first-order conditions:

1 n Dﬂl’/ Xz 1_ Dz 7T/ X@
- ZS,B(Di,Xi) =0, where sg(D;, X;) = 1,8(Xi) B ( )m0,5( ),
Lt 71,5(X;) 7o,8(Xi

)
&1, (M, Xi) o0 (Mi, Xi)

1 n
— E sy(D;, Xi, M;) =0,  where s, (D;, X;, M;) =
n

i=1
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The CBPS approach incorporates balancing constraints to ensure sample covariate balance
in addition to these conditions and estimates the parameters via overidentified GMM.

Algorithm A.1 (Two-step covariate balancing propensity score). We define the weights
derived by the following two—step estimation as CBPS weights.

Step 1 Estimate § by GMM with the following moment conditions:
1 n
- Dia Xz = 07
" ; s5( )
1 ~[1-D;
— —ci(X;) — i (X)) =0, j=1,...,K,
22 At —an)] =0

where ¢;(X;) are smooth basis functions of the covariates.
Step 2 Using the estimated § from Step 1, estimate v by GMM with the following moment

conditions:

1 n
= s, (D3, X5, M;) =0,
n

_n DgO'yMz,X) 4 '_1_D B o
ZLl M“X)WO,B(XDI)J(Xl) Woﬂ(X)b(X“M)]_O’ j=1...,L,

where b;(X;, M;) are smooth basis functions of the covariates and mediator.

Then, calculate the weights:
&.0(M;, X;)
75.0(Xi)&1 (M, Xi)

Similarly to the two-step minimal weights, one may include 1 as a basis function for

@?BPS (Xz) — ACBPS (X“ M. )

WE,O(Xi) ’

normalization.

A.2. Bias induced by inconsistency between the regression and weight models. As
discussed in Section 6, excluding covariates used in the regression models from the balancing
constraints leads to biased estimates of the two—step minimal weights. For example, consider
the following setting:

(C) The regression models for p and 7 are specified using (X;, X, X3, X4), while the
propensity score and weight models are constructed based on (Zy, Zy, Z3, Zy).

The results are shown in Table 3, and we observe that the two—step minimal weights are
biased. In contrast, the estimates are unbiased when the covariates (X, Xo, X3, X4) are
included (Table 4). It is clear that the estimates based on MW are biased.

A.3. Additional Numerical Results for Simulation Studies. The numerical results
(absolute bias and variance) of weighting estimators in the simulation in Section 6.1 are
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Weights (Estimand) EIF-type (C) IPW-type (C)
Mean  Var Mean Var

n = 500

EIF weights (NDE(1))  0.968 8208 1.121  9.296
EIF trimmed (NDE(1)) 0.867 6.521 1.083  7.964

MW (NDE(1)) 0.286 1.221 0.996 0.011
CBPS (NDE(1)) 0.782 6.075 0.679  7.900
TruePS (NDE(1)) 0.717 8755 0.549 24.058

EIF weights (NDE(0))  0.956 6.455 1.102  8.994
EIF trimmed (NDE(0)) 0.903 5947 1.089  7.978

MW (NDE(0)) 0.317 1.185 0.998  0.012

CBPS (NDE(0)) 0.571 4.555 0.883  7.276

TruePS (NDE(0)) 0.768 7.714 0.537 23.253
n = 1000

EIF weights (NDE(1))  0.859 3.548 1.075 3.714
EIF trimmed (NDE(1)) 0.886 3.281 1.088  3.546

MW (NDE(1)) 0.268 0.678 1.001  0.006
CBPS (NDE(1)) 0.750 3.299 0.691  4.426
TruePS (NDE(1)) 0.710 4.433 0.857 12.801

EIF weights (NDE(0))  0.762 4.160 1.143  4.173
EIF trimmed (NDE(0)) 0.816 3.184 1.119  3.400

MW (NDE(0)) 0.278 0.690 1.001  0.006
CBPS (NDE(0)) 0.550 3.205 0.895  3.642
TruePS (NDE(0)) 0.713 4.836 0.856 12.083

TABLE 3. Comparison of estimates for n = 500 and n = 1000 in the setting
(©).

reported in Table 4. The numerical results corresponding to the simulation in Section 6.2
are reported in Table 5.

For the regression imputation estimators, the numerical results Section 6.1 are reported
in Table 6. The numerical results Section 6.2 are reported in Table 7.
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Weights (Estimand)

EIF-type (A)

IPW-type (A)

EIF-type (B)

IPW-type (B)

Abs.Bias Var Abs.Bias Var Abs.Bias Var Abs.Bias Var
n = 500
EIF weights (NDE(1)) 0.002 0.014 0.012 8.565 0.019 5.173 0.412 9.893
EIF trimmed (NDE(1)) 0.002 0.014 0.002 7.582 0.059 3.675 0.312 7.263
MW (NDE(1)) 0.002 0.012 0.002 0.012 0.003 0.014 0.003 0.014
CBPS (NDE(1)) 0.002 0.014 0.388  7.858 0.095 5.499 0.127 13.080
TruePS (NDE(1)) 0.002 0.014 0396 24105 0254 8191  0.396 24.105
EIF weights (NDE(0)) 0.002 0.015 0.085 8.391 0.028 3.570 0.371 7.712
EIF trimmed (NDE(0)) 0.002 0.014 0.085 7.431 0.044 3.015 0.251 6.548
MW (NDE(O)) 0.003 0.013 0.003 0.013 0.002 0.014 0.002 0.014
CBPS (NDE(0)) 0.002 0.014 0.108 7.278 0.083 3.604 0.154 9.988
TruePS (NDE(0)) 0.002 0.014 0.316 23.780 0.189 7.717 0.316 23.780
n = 1000

EIF weights (NDE(1)) 0.001 0.007 0.160 3.930 0.234 4.348 0.036 5.591
EIF trimmed (NDE(l)) 0.001 0.007 0.147 3.419 0.190 2.131 0.015 3.642
MW (NDE(1)) 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.007
CBPS (NDE(1)) 0.001 0.007 0.226 4.265 0.309 4.605 0.302 7.053
TruePS (NDE(1)) 0.000 0.007 0.079 12.365 0.183 4.469 0.079 12.365
EIF weights (NDE(0)) 0.001 0.007 0.200 4.217 0.087 2.225 0.073 3.999
EIF trimmed (NDE(0)) 0.001 0.007 0.177 3.534 0.063 1.510 0.042 3.162
MW (NDE(O)) 0.001 0.006 0.001 0.006 0.001 0.007 0.001 0.007
CBPS (NDE(0)) 0.001 0.007 0.069 3.855 0.044 2.008 0.086 4.779
TruePS (NDE(0)) 0.001 0.007 0.079 12.095 0.182 4.542 0.079 12.095

TABLE 4. Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012) simulation setting. Com-

parison of estimates for n = 500 and n = 1000 in the settings (A) (correct)

and (B) (incorrect). Values in bold denote the best (i.e.,

bias and variance within each block.

smallest absolute)
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Weights (Estimand)

EIF-type (A)

IPW-type (A)

EIF-type (B)

IPW-type (B)

Abs.Bias Var Abs.Bias Var Abs.Bias Var Abs.Bias Var
n = 500
EIF weights (NDE(1)) 0.095 10452  0.338 12.176  0.808 12.499  0.091 10.611
EIF trimmed (NDE(1)) ~ 0.106 10.388  0.301 11.992  0.392 11.057  0.012 9.841
MW (NDE(1)) 0.100 7.851 0.100 7.851 0.018 5.871 0.018 5.871
CBPS (NDE(1)) 0.169 9.945 0.637 9.484 1.015 11.289 0.954 10.007
TruePS (NDE(1)) 0.210 10.992 0.081 17.774 0.645 19.201 0.081 17.774
EIF weights (NDE(O)) 0.693 13.915 0.316 25.929 0.223 12.842 0.468 18.449
EIF trimmed (NDE(0)) 0.684 13.904 0.303 25.774 0.055 11.654 0.489 16.405
MW (NDE(0)) 0.564 9.804  0.564 9.804  0.015 5.870  0.015 5.870
CBPS (NDE(O)) 1.087 12.973 0.033 23.576 0.010 12.304 0.802 21.304
TruePS (NDE(0)) 0.272 14.933 0.257 37.929 0.151 21.486 0.257 37.929
n = 1000

EIF weights (NDE(1)) 0.125 5.364 0.301 6.338 0.525 6.704 0.013 4.962
EIF trimmed (NDE(1)) 0.125 5.310 0.281 6.196 0.326 5.835 0.059 4.661
MW (NDE(1)) 0.121 4.039 0.121 4.039 0.005 2.989 0.005 2.989
CBPS (NDE(1)) 0.063 5231 0487 5214 0644 6485 0430 5.132
TruePS (NDE(1)) 0.093 5.848 0.138 9.584 0.393 10.145 0.138 9.584
EIF weights (NDE(0)) 0.561 7.225 0.111 14.310 0.189 6.633 0.061 9.898
EIF trimmed (NDE(0)) 0.559 7.058 0.133 13.509 0.063 5.771 0.150 7.733
MW (NDE(O)) 0.458 4.997 0.458 4.997 0.035 2.857 0.035 2.857
CBPS (NDE(0)) 0.836 6.913 0.135 13.539 0.040 6.386 0.484 12.622
TruePS (NDE(0)) 0.093 7.500 0.190 18.988% 0.077 10.930 0.190 18.988

TABLE 5. Wong and Chan (2018) simulation setting. Comparison of estimates
for n = 500 and n = 1000 in the settings (A) and (B). Values in bold denote

the best (i.e., smallest absolute) bias and variance within each block.
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(Z) (Z,X)

Abs.Bias  Var Mean  Var
n = 500

RI (NDE(1)) 0.002 0.011 0.002 0.013

RI (NDE(0)) 0.001 0.012 0.002 0.013
n = 1000

RI (NDE(1)) 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.006

RI (NDE(0)) 0.000 0.006 0.001 0.006

TABLE 6. Regression imputation estimates for n = 500 and n =

1000. The first two columns show the regression imputation results using
{Z1, 75, Z3,Z4} as regressors. The remaining two columns show the results
using { X1, Xo, X3, Xy, Z1, Zs, Z3, Z,} as regressors.

(A) (B)
Abs.Bias Var Abs.Bias  Var
n = 500
RI (NDE(1))  3.368 8430  0.019 5.868
RI (NDE(0))  4.186 10.348  0.016 5.871
n = 1000
RI (NDE(1))  3.360 4.016  0.006 2.989
RI (NDE(0))  -4.127  4.808  0.005 2.986
TABLE 7. Regression imputation estimates for n = 500 and n =
1000. The first two columns show the regression-imputation results us-
ing {Z1,...,7Z,} as regressors for p and 7. The last two columns show

results using {Xi,...,Xy0,Z1,..., 24, M x Zy,...,M x Z,} for p and
{Xl,...,Xlo,Zl,...,Z4} fOI"T].

41
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EIF-type IPW-type
Est. Var. p-val. Cllow CIhigh Est. Var. p-val. CIlow CI high
ATE
EIF —0.067 0.002795 0.203 —0.171 0.036 —0.054 0.003820 0.379 —-0.175 0.067
EIF (trimmed) —0.067  0.002812 0.204 —0.171  0.037 —0.055 0.003846 0.372 —0.177  0.066
MW —0.064 0.002553 0.202 —-0.163 0.035 —0.064 0.002797 0.223 —-0.168 0.039
CBPS —0.067 0.002795 0.203 —0.171 0.036 —0.054 0.003820 0.379 —-0.175 0.067
NDE(1)
EIF —0.097 0.003552 0.102 —0.214 0.019 —-0.093 0.005026 0.190 —0.232 0.046
EIF (trimmed) —0.101  0.003595 0.092 —0.219 0.016 —0.095 0.005097 0.183 —0.235 0.045
MW —0.092 0.003108 0.098 —0.202 0.017 —0.092 0.003796 0.134 —-0.213 0.028
CBPS —0.097 0.003552 0.102 —-0.214 0.019 —-0.093 0.005026 0.190 —0.232 0.046
NDE(0)
EIF —-0.101  0.002089 0.027 -0.191 —-0.012 -0.083 0.002713 0.112 -0.185 0.019
EIF (trimmed) —0.102  0.002107 0.027 —0.191 —-0.012 —0.084 0.002739 0.110 —0.186  0.019
MW -0.099 0.001803 0.019 -0.183 -0.016 -0.099 0.001604 0.013 -0.178 -0.021
CBPS —0.101  0.002089 0.027 -0.191 —-0.012 -0.083 0.002713 0.112 -0.185 0.019
NIE(1)
EIF 0.034 0.000588 0.161 -—0.013 0.082 0.028 0.000419 0.166 —0.012 0.069
EIF (trimmed) 0.034 0.000589 0.159 —0.013  0.082 0.028 0.000419 0.166 —0.012 0.068
MW 0.035 0.000880 0.238 —0.023 0.093 0.035 0.000602 0.154 -0.013 0.083
CBPS 0.034 0.000588 0.161 —0.013 0.082 0.028 0.000419 0.166 —0.012 0.069
NIE(0)
EIF 0.030  0.000806 0.288 —0.026 0.086 0.039 0.000751 0.159 —0.015 0.092
EIF (trimmed) 0.034 0.000817 0.237 —0.022  0.090 0.040 0.000771 0.153 —0.015 0.094
MW 0.028 0.000830 0.334 —0.029 0.084 0.028 0.000549 0.235 —0.018 0.074
CBPS 0.030  0.000806 0.288 —0.026 0.086 0.039 0.000751 0.159 —0.015 0.092

TABLE 8. Empirical application results: point estimates, corresponding vari-
ances, p-values, and 95% confidence intervals for each estimator. Var. columns
are printed to six decimals without digit grouping to better display small dif-
ferences. Bolded point estimates highlight the two-step minimal weights esti-
mator results for NDE(0).
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APPENDIX B. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.2

Recall the notations mo(X) = P(D = 0 | X), &(M,X) = P(D =0 | M,X), and
&(M,X)=P(D=1|M,X). Then, for any bounded function g(M, X), we have

D& (M, X) _ D farip=o,x
mo0s 0L 0 X =E| 5 x)mel,Xg(M’X)‘X]
_ dfmip=o,x (m) B B
B /de%;l) PD=1]| X)fM‘D:LX(m)g(m>X)P(M =m,D=d| X)dm
- / P(D _fﬂ];;;;jz)l ) P =m, D =1 ] X)dm

fuip=o,x(m)

Furiorx (m)g(m, X) fup=1,x(m)P(D = 1| X)dm
= /g(m,X)P(M =m|D=0,X)dm
=E[g(M,X)|D=0,X].

Moreover, we obtain
E 1:—Dg(M,X))X] = /_;g(M,X)P(M —m,D=0]|X)dm
P(D=0]X) P(D=0]|X)
= /g(M,X)P(M =m|D=0,X)dm
=E[g(M,X)|D=0,X]. (13)
This establishes the first result, and the second result follows immediately from (13). U

APPENDIX C. ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE FIRST STEP WEIGHTS ( ALGORITHM 4.1)

These results are identical to those in Wang and Zubizarreta (2019). We modify the
notation and restate it here for completeness.

Theorem C.1. The dual of problem (8) and (9) is equivalent to the unconstrained optimiza-

tion problem:

min % ; [—(1 = D)n¢(C(X)T0) + C(X,)T6] + 0],

where 0 = (01,...0k)" is the vector of dual variables associated with the K balancing con-
straints and € = (e,...,ex) denotes, with ((y) = y/n — y(K') " (y) + h((F) " (y)) and
h(z) = f(1/n — ). Moreover, the primal solution WMV (X;) satisfies

o™(X) = (X)) (i=1,...,n),

where 07 is the solution to the dual optimization problem.
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Assumption C.1. We assume the following:

(i) The minimizer 0° = arg mingeg E[—(1 — D)n¢(C(X)T0) + C(X) 0] is unique, where
© s the compact parameter space for 0; 0° € int(©), where int(-) stands for the
interior of a set;

(i1) There exists a constant 0 < ¢y < 1/2 such that ¢g < n¢'(v) < 1 — ¢y for any
v = C(z)'0 with 0 € int(O); also, there exist constants ¢; < ¢y < 0 such that
c1 <n¢"(v) < ey <0 for any v =C(z)"0 with 6 € int(O);

(iii) There ezists a constant ¢ > 0 and C < oo such that sup,cy |C(z)|s < CKY?,
[CCO)llea < CKY2 ¢ < A (EICCX)C(X)TT) € A (EICC)C(X) ) < € and
E[C(X)C(X)"] = CI;

(iv) The number of basis functions K satisfies K*log K = o(n);

(v) There exist constants r1 > 1 and 0* such that the true propensity score function
satisfies

sup [m*(z) — C(x) 0" = O(K™")

where m*(+) = ()71 /nmo(2));
(vi) [elloe = 0p(nK)~12) and so ||e||z = op(n~'/?).

Theorem C.2. Let 07 be the solution to 8 and WYV (z) = ¢'(C(z)"0"). Suppose that As-
sumption C.1 holds. Then, we have:

(i) sup,e [N (2) — 1/mo(2)| = Op(\/ K2 (log K) /n + K7™ = 0,(1);

(ii) |nwYW(X) — 1/mo(X)|lp2 = Op(v/K2(log K)/n+ K'™™) = 0,(1).

APPENDIX D. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.1

We follow the proof of Wang and Zubizarreta (2019). For notational convenience, we write
Wy, in place of @MW (X;) and wy; in place of wy(M;, X;). We note that

We denote s,,x1 = (8i)nx1 = (Djwa; — (1 — D;)Wi1),,,.; and rewrite the optimization problem
in matrix notation,
n
. D. f(s.
min ; if(si)
subject to

Q2L><n8n><1 < dsrx1

where

bi( Xy, My) bi(Xo, M) -+ bi(X,, M,)
Bryn = : : : :
br(Xq, My) bp(Xa, My) -+ bp(X,, M)
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Brsn OLx
S o T (o
Then, the dual of this problem is
— QNN = AT
max Zf QN —A'd
subject to A >0

where f(-) is the convex conjugate of D;f(-) and @; is the i-th column of Qar,. We denote
g\ = =30 QN — (A d) and y == Q] M.

Then, f(y) can be written as follows:
Ji(y) = sup {ys; — Dif (s:)}
= S:UlZp {y(Diwg; — (1 — Dy)wy;) — Dif (Diwg; — (1 — Dy)wy,)}
= Diw;iy - (1 - Di)@uy - D;f (Dz‘w; - (1 - Di>@1i>
where w), satisfies the first order condition,
Dy = Dif (Dl — (1= D) =0,
= f' (w;) =Y,
= wi, = ()7 (v),

where we note that the second line holds because when D; = 0 it holds obviously and the
last line holds by the strict convexity of f. Therefore,

£ () = DAY @)y = (1= D)y — Dif (i = (1= D)y,
= Di(f") " (y)y — (1 = Di)wuy — Dif ((f) " (y))
=D {(/) Wy —F((f) ()} — A — D)iyy.
We denote p(y) := (f)~(y)y — f ((f') " (y)), which gives
fi(y) = Dip(y) — (1 = Di)wry

Finally, g(\) can be written as:

y_
y_

n

9O = = 3 [Dinpl@] ) ~ (1= Dy QT N] —\Td

i=1
Thus, by inverting the sign, the dual formulation thus becomes

1
minimize — g(\) = - Z [Dinp(Q] ) — (1 — Di)nwy;,Q; A] + A'd

i=1

n
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subject to A > 0
Also, we note that
Py) = ()7 ) ) WYy = {7 WY ()7 )
= (N7 W) )T @Yy =L)WYy = () )

Recalling wl, = (f)~'(y), wl, = p'(Q] ) holds, and we note that wl, = @™V (M, X;)
because of the strong duality (see, e.g., Section 5.2.3. of Boyd and Vandenberghe (2004)),
which will imply the second statement of Theorem 5.1.

We then rewrite this problem into the form given by Theorem 5.1. Denoting

)\2L><1 = <A+’LX1> and Bz = B(Xl,MZ) = (b1<XZ',MZ'),...,bL<Xi,Mi>>T,
2L x1

)\—,L><1

then the objective function can be written as

1 & R
- > (Dinp(Bf Ay — BfA_) — (1 = Dy)ni;(B A — B A_)) + A[6+ Ao
=1
= LS (Danp(BI (s — A)) — (1= Dymibu B (e — A1) +AL6 + AT
n
=1

A

Denote the optimizer is )\;Lxl = (}\}"’L“) . We claim that )\TH . AL, =0, for [ =
' _ —Lx1/ orx1

1,..., L, where the index [ points to the [-th entry of a vector.

We prove this claim by contradiction. Recalling A > 0 by constraint, and suppose the
opposite. If )‘Thl > (0 and )‘i,z > ( for some [, then define

AT = [AL —(0,...,0,min(A\L ;AT ),0,...,0),AT = (0,...,0,min(\, , AT ,),0,... ,0)]
- [Ai,ﬂ_] .
We note that /\i A= )\T+ — Al and thus we have,
I — () = ((Ai + Ai)Té) - ((AL + AT,)T(S)

= —2min(A} A" )6 <0.

+b

by 6; > 0 and min(/\ijl, )\T_ﬁl) > (. This contradicts the fact that AT is the optimizer. Theorem
5.1 then follows by rewriting A\, — A_ as A and deducing Ay + A_ = |)| from )‘L,l . /\JL,l =0,
l=1,...,L.

APPENDIX E. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.2

The proof also proceeds analogously to that of Wang and Zubizarreta (2019).
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E.1. Proof of Lemma E.1. We define

1 < -

G ==Y (Dmp<BjA) —(1- Di)nwuB;)\) + 0N
n
i=1

p is convex because p'(y) = (f')~!(y) and f is strictly convex, and thus the map X — p(B, \)
is convex; linear functions are convex; and nonnegative sums of convex functions are convex;
hence G is convex (and continuous). Recalling Assumption 5.1(i) which states that the
parameter space A is compact, G admits at least one global minimizer AT € argminy G()).

We then establish the following lemma.

Lemma E.1.
AT = M, = 0, ( Llog Ljn + LM? " ¢ Ll/QK*”) .

Let
Fn = C<\/LlogL/n+L1/2””2 +L1/2K41)a C = {AeR": [|Alx <},

and set

my = inf {G(\"+A) - G(\")}.

All2=rn
Because G is continuous and 9C = {A : ||Al|s = r,} is compact, the infimum is attained:
there exists Ax with ||A%|ls = r, and m,, = G(A\* + A}) — G(X\*). It is enough to prove
P(m, > 0) — 1, since by convexity, for any unit v where |Ju||s = 1, the function ¢,(t) :=
G(N*+tu)—G(A*) is convex on [0, 00) with ¢,(0) = 0, and for ¢t > r, the convexity inequality
yields ¢y (1) < ¢y (t) < ¢y (t). In other words, the positivity on the boundary (||Alls = 7,)
implies the positivity on the exterior (||Alls > ) ,

inf {GIN*"+A)—-GA\)} > m, > 0.

All22rn
On this event, any global minimizer AT must lie inside the ball. Indeed, assume [|Af — \*[|; >
r, and set AT := AT — \*. Then ||Af||y > 7,, so by exterior positivity we have
G\ —G(\) = G +AT) =G(\) > 0.

But global optimality of AT entails G(A) < G(A\*), a contradiction. Hence, P(m,, > 0) — 1
implies P(||AT — X[l < r,) — 1, ie., [[AT = Xl = Op(ry).
In sum, to establish Lemma E.1 it therefore suffices to prove

PG\ + AL) — G(X) > 0) — 1.

Recall G(\) = g(A)+67 || with g(A) = L 320", (Dmp(Bj \)— (1= D)ty B A). Assump-
tion 5.1 (ii) ensures np”(v) is bounded and strictly positive, and (iii) gives sup,, . [|B(m, z)|l2 <

CL'/?. Using the mean value theorem along the segment {\* +tA* : ¢ € [0, 1]}, there exists
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X on this segment such that

GO+ A7) — g(X) = Vg ) A + S(ATHR)A,
where

*_1n /T ~ N_ln 1Ty T
Vg(\) = — Zl (Dimp (BIX) = (1 = Dijnidys) Br, H() = ~ Zlep (BTN BB/
For the nonsmooth penalty we use the reverse triangle inequality componentwise: |[\*+A¥X|—

|A*| > —|A¥|, whence

0" (I + AL = [N) = =0T ALl = |82 [IA% 2.
Combining these two displays and applying Cauchy—Schwarz to the linear term yields
* 1 * 3 * *
(A, + 5 (A0 T HAL = [Iall]1 A% (*)

Assumption 5.1 (iii) gives a uniform lower bound np”(v) > ¢; > 0, then H(\) > ¢; (% >y DiBiBZ-T>.
Consequently,

G+ A7) =GN = —[|A%]l

(A THNAL > ¢ (A%) ( ZD B, BT)A* > ¢ mm< ZD B; BT) 1A%

If, in addition, the design is nondegenerate on the treated subsample, i.e. Anin (E[DB BT]) >
cg > 0, then by a law of large numbers )\min(% Yoy DiBiBZ-T) ECOND W (E[DBBT]) > c¢pg,
so there exists k > 0 such that, with probability tending to one,

(ANTHNA, > s A4]5
Plugging this back into (*) we obtain, with probability tending to one,
GO +47) = GV = —[|A3l2|[Tg(N)

K
+ S 1A%E = 118112l A% -

Next, in order to control |[Vg(A*)||2, we first rewrite the gradient term with the population
weight wi(m, z) := &y(m, z) /{m(z)&(m, z)} from Assumption 5.1 (v). For brevity, write

n

1
wh; = wh (M X)), mi=mo(X0), g0 = >~ (Dinp(BIA) = (1= Dy)nioy:BI ).

i=1
Then
va(x") . i (Dmp'(BTA*) (- D,»)mﬁli)Bi <A+ Ay + Ay
2 n < ’ - ’
where
Ay = lzn:D(np'(BT)\ ) — w3 ;) B; Ay = lz:<Dw2 l—D)l>B~
n < ’ 2’ n ‘ e 2’
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n

%2(1 ~ D)) (mu - %)BZ-

i=1 v 2
Control of Ay. By Assumption 5.1 (v), sup,, }wQ m,z) —np' (B(m,z)"\*)
Using Assumption 5.1 (iii), || B;l|s < CL'Y/? ulrufomrnly7 hence

< Z IBi[l.0(L7"2) = O(LY?7").

Control of Ay. By construction of wj and the Proposition 3.2 (population balance prop-
erty),

Ag =

— O(L").

1
7o(X)

Set the mean-zero vector Z; := (Diw;i - (1-Dy) /m) B; and apply the following matrix
Bernstein inequality.

E {(Dwg(]\/[, X) - (1- D) )B(M,X)] ~0.

Lemma E.2. Theorem 6.1.1. of Tropp (2015). Let {Z;} be a sequence of independent

random matrices with dimensions di X dy. Assume that E[Z;] = 0 and || Z;||s < R,, almost

surely. Define
a_mw( )
2

P >t] < (dy+dg)exp ——2/
r X .
) ! 2 O‘n—l—Rnt/?)

We verify the conditions. Assumption 5.1 (iii) and boundedness of w;, 1/m from Assump-
tion 5.1 (ii) together with (v) yield

(2 Z:)

Then for all t > 0,

n

>

i=1

1Zi]l2 < C||Bil|la < CL'?,
HZIE[ZZ-ZZT]H <Cn
— 2
,and, since E[||Z;||3] < CE[||B;||3] < CL,

|> ez 2)
=1

— nE[| Z[}3] < nC'L

Hence, for ' > 0,

.

n

>

i=1

: t?/2
=) = B e ~ap o or

2
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and this implies for ¢t =t'/n > 0,

nt?/2
( ZZ >t> L*”“P(‘Wémw)

Fix 0 < § < 1 and set s := log ((L+1)/6). The requirement that the right side is at most &

is equivalent to

nt?
2(C'L + C'L'/?t)

Solving this quadratic inequality in ¢ shows that it holds if
CsLY? +\/C?22L + 2C"snL
- .

Therefore, Pr (||%Z:L:1 ZZ»H2 >t5) < 6. Then, using \/z+y < /& + /7, we obtain the
convenient upper bound

20'L . L+1 20LY?  [L[+1
t(ggtg::\/ log ; + log ;_

Since we have Pr (|2 3" ZiH2 >t5) < Pr H% Yo Zin >t5) < 4, consequently, with
probability at least 1 — 4,

1 n
=Nz

Therefore, we have under Assumption 5.1 (iv),

[LlogL LlogL Llog L
||A2||2:Op< n + n ) :Op< n

Control of As. The first-stage w, satisfies the uniform rate sup, ‘nwl — 1/mo(x ‘ =

> s <= nt? — 20sLY?* — 20'sL > 0.

tZt(g::

\/QC’L L+1 2CL1/21 L+1

log 5 + ——log— (14)

O,(K~") for some r; > 0 as in Assumption C.1 (v), then using Assumption 5.1 (iii) yields

1 & N .
Ag S ﬁ;HBlHQ Slip’nwl(.%)— p(L1/2K 1).

Combining the three bounds, we obtain the lower bound

* * * * * K * *
GO+ A3) = GO) > =831 [Vo(0)|| + S1A%1E ~ I91L11A3 11

Llog L K
> A3l 0, (\/ L +L1/”2+L1/2K“> FEIALIE ~ 161047

Assumption 5.1(vii) gives ||d]|z = 0,(n~'/2), which is negligible. Then, recalling that || A% ||, =
C (x/Llog L/n+ LY* 72 4 Ll/zK_”>, G(N\*+ A7) —G(X*) > 0 holds with probability tend-
ing to 1 by taking large enough C so that the squared term r/2||A% |2 dominates.
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E.2. Proof of Theorem 5.2. By Theorem 5.1, @Y™V (z,m) = p/(B(z,m)"A). Assump-
tion 5.1 (v) states that there exists A* such that, with

ri(z,m) == wi(z,m) — np (B(z,m)"\*),
we have sup, ,,y [rr(z,m)| = O(L~"2). Therefore, by the triangle inequality,

*

sup |niy(z, m) — wj(z, m)| < sup ‘np’(B(:v,m)T)\T) —np' (B(z,m)"A\*)

(z,m) (z,m)

= sup |np'(B(z,m)"AT) —np'(B(z,m)"\*)

(z,m)

+ sup |rg(z, m)|
(z,m)

+O(L™).

For the first term, apply the mean value theorem along the segment {\* +t(AT — \*) : t €
[0,1]}: for each (z,m) there exists A(z,m) on that segment such that

np' (B(z,m) A1) — np/ (B(z,m)"\*) = np"(B(z, m) " Az, m)) B(z,m)"T (AT = X%).

By Assumption 5.1 (ii), there exist constants 0 < ¢; < ¢ < oo such that ¢; < np”(v) < co;
by Lemma E.1, so
sup np” (B(z,m) Az, m)) < co.
(z,m)
Using Assumption 5.1 (iii), sup(, ) [| B(z,m)|ls < CL'?, we obtain
sup np'(B(x,m)T)\T)—np’(B(x,m)T/\*)’ < ¢ sup || Bz, m)|2o[NF=X]ls < CLY2IAT=X*J,.
(z,m)

(z,m)

Invoking Lemma E.1 and putting the pieces together yield by Assumptions 5.1 (iv) and

L?log L
sup |nis(z, m) — wy(z,m)| = O, <\/ TOLg + L' 4 LK‘”) = 0,(1).
(z,m)

We also give the convergence rate regarding the norm || - || p2. Repeating the same steps,

we obtain
I (M, X) — w3 (M, X)|[pa < ||ng'(B(M, X)"AT) = np' (B(M, X)"\) || o, + Izl p2

= |Jng” (B(M, X)"X) B(M, X)T (AT = \")|| ., + O(L™"2)
< (supnp”(v)) | B(M, X)||pal|AT = X[|l2 + O(L7"™),

where X lies on the segment between A\* and Al. By Assumption 5.1 (ii), sup, np”(v) < ¢
on that segment, and by Assumption 5.1 (iii), || B(M, X)||p2 < CLY?. Hence,

In@2(M, X) — w3 (M, X)llpz < CLYZ|IAT = X*[|l2 + O(L7").

Using Lemma E.1 again,

N L?log L
Inda(M, X) = (M, X) |2 = O, (\/ S LK—“> = 0,(1).
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APPENDIX F. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.4

We recall that ’U]l( ) = 1/7'('0( z) and w;(Ml,XZ) = €O(M17Xz)/WO(X’L)gl(MMXZ) Then,

we have

> Ditto(M;, X,)Y; — 01

=1

= (% Z Diwy (M;, X;)(Y; — pn (M, X3)) + % Z(l — Dy)wy (X;) (pa (Mi, X;) — 11,0(X3))
+ = 27710 —910> + = Z Dywy(M;, X;) — (1 = Di)wi(X,)) pn (M;, X;)

=1
] 1< R )
T Z (1= Dy)wi(Xs) = 1) m1,0(Xs) + - Zl D;(nwy(M;, X;) — w3 (M;, X;))Y;
To complete the proof, it remains to show that

% > (Diwy (My, X5) = (1= Do (X,)) (M3, Xo)

7 2= D) = 1m0+ 2 3 DM, X = w0 X (19

is 0,(1). The terms (15) can be written as follows

) Z DAna(My, X2) — wh(M, X))V — (M, 1) (16)
c 7D ZD iy — w) (g (M, X5) — B(X M;)TB) a7)
Z D — (1~ DoJu) (M, X0) — B(X,, M) ) (13)

+ % Zf;u — Do) — ) (Ms, X5) — BOX, M,)TB) (19)
+vn Z(Dia2 — (1= Dy)@,)B(X;, M;)" B (20)
Z )y — w3 (50 (i (M X0) = mo(X) 1)

+ % ;((1 — D)@y — 1)(nio(X;) — C(Xi) ™) (22)
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+ Vi3 (1= DB — )X T (23)

n
We prove each term is o,(1). First, for the terms (20) and (23), we show that each term
is 0,(1) using the . —bounds implied by the balancing constraints. Define

Ap=> DilhaB(X;, M;) =Y (1 — D) B(X;, M)
i=1 =1

Ac =3 (1= DY@C(X) — %Z C(X).

i=1
By Algorithm 4.1, each coordinate of Ap is bounded by §; and each coordinate of A¢ is
bounded by ¢;. Hence,

1AB]l2 < VL||Ag| < VL]0,
Ac|lz < \/EHACHOO < \/EHgHoo-

Therefore, by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

n

Vi Y (Diiy — (1= D)) B(X;, M;) " 8| = /|8 Ap| < v/nl|Bll2| Asllz < vl Bll2VLII6] o
i=1
and
Va3 =D — 1)) | = Vi Acl < Vallali Al < vAllaVE el .
i=1

Since [|§]|oc = 0,((nL)~"/?) and ||g||x = 0, ((nK)~'/?) by Assumption 5.1 (vii) and Assump-
tion C (vii), these are o,(1) provided.

For the term (16), let fo(M,X,Y) := D(nwe(M,X) — wi(M, X))(Y — u1(M, X)) and
write G,, := /n(P, — P). For ¢y := C ( L?log L/n + L7 + LK*”>, we will prove that
|G (fo)| = Op(00).

First, by the law of iterated expectation (see Proposition 3.2), E[f,] = 0.

By Theorem 5.2, ||nwy — wi|p2 = O,(dy). Fix C; > 0 large enough and define the
high-probability event A, := {Hn@% —wi|lp2 < 0150}. Then Pr(A,) — 1, and on A, the

difference g := nwy, — wj lies in the localized class
G(do) :={g €W |gllp2 < Cido},
where we denote the centered classes
WS = {f —wj: fEW,} C Ly(P).
Define the corresponding function class

F(00) :=={f(M,X,Y) =D(Y — (M, X))g(M, X) : g € G(6o) }-
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By construction, on A,, we have fy € F(dy).

Assumption 5.1 (iii) implies np/(B ' \) is uniformly bounded away from 0 and 1, hence niv,
is uniformly bounded. Moreover, by Assumption 5.1 (vi) there exists A* with sup,,, ,, |w5(m, z)—
np (BT A\*)| = O(L™"2), so wj is also uniformly bounded for large n; thus g is uniformly
bounded on a high-probability event. Consequently, there exists a deterministic, pointwise
envelope G for W5 such that |g(m,x)| < Gp(m,z) for all g € W2, with Gp € L.
Hence an envelope for F(&) is F(M,X,Y) := |[D||Y — (M, X)|Gp(M, X), and by As-
sumption 5.2 (ii) together with boundedness of G and D,

[Fllp2 = (BID*(Y —m)*Gh))"* < co.
By Assumption 5.2 (iv), we have log Nj(e, W5, Lo(P)) < Ce™'/* for some k, > 1/2.
Localization to the Lo(P)-ball of radius Cdy gives
A 50 1/k2
Ny(e,G(00), Lo(P)) < Ny(2/d0, W2, Lo(P)) < (;) L0 < &< edy,

while Nyj(e,G(dg), Lo(P)) = 1 for € > cdy (the class has Lo-diameter < d). Since F(dy) =
H - G(0p) with multiplier H := |D||Y — p], this gives

log NV (57]-“(50),L2(P)) < log N (5>g(50)’L2(P)) S <@>1/k2’

~\e
for 0 < € < ¢dg. By the bracketing maximal inequality, we obtain

E| sup [Gofl] S Jy(IF ]2, F(b0), La(P)).
JE€F(do)

where Jj (|| F| p2, F(do), L2(P)) is the bracketing entropy integral. Noting that the envelope
function of F(dy) can be bounded as || F||p2 < ¢dp for some ¢ because of the construction of
G(dp), we obtain

Tl 200 = /OHFHM V108 Ny (&, F(8), La(P))de < /OC% (

where the last integral is finite because ko > % Applying Markov’s inequality to the non-

8o\ 745
_0> 2 de < 6,
e

negative random variable sup ¢z, |Gn f| yields
sup (G f = O, (B[ sup G, f1)) = Op(y(IF Nl F(0))) = Oy(00).
FEF(d0) JE€F(do)
On A,, we have fy € F(do), hence
1Gn(fo)l < sup [Gnf] = Op(do).
JeF(bo)

Since Pr(A,) — 1, the same bound holds unconditionally. This completes the proof that
the term (16) is 0,(1). For the terms (18) and (21), we apply a similar proof by noting that

they can also be regarded as mean-zero empirical processes. For the terms (17), (19), and
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(22), however, they are not mean-zero. Therefore, we must show that their expectations are
also 0,(1) by exploiting their product structure.
For the control of term (17), let

J1(M, XY, D) = D(niy(M, X) — wj(M, X)) (11 (M. X) — B(M, X)" ).
We will prove that ‘Gn(flﬂ = 0,(1) and \/n|Efi| = 0,(1). We again introduce the centered
(difference) classes

WS ={f—wj:feW,} C Ly(P), U:={u—B"B:pclU}C LyP),

so that g := niy —wj € W2 and h := py — B' 8 € U”. By Theorem 5.2 there exists C; > 0
such that, with probability tending to one, ||g||p2 < C101 with §; = C’( L?log L/n +

L=+ LK‘”). Also, by Assumption 5.2 (iii), ||h|lp2 < ||h]lec < Cade with g := C' L.
Fix such constants and define the localized classes

G1(61) :=={g € Wit lgllpe < Ci61}, Ga(6y) :={h € UP :||h]|pa < Ca0,}.
Then, on a high—probability event, g € G1(01) and h € G2(d2). Let
F1(51,62> = {f =D- qg- h: g c 91(51),h € g2<(52)}

Assumption 5.1(iii) implies np'(BT\) is uniformly bounded and bounded away from 0, and

(
(

sumption 5.2(iii) yields a pointwise envelope G, for U® with G, < L. Therefore, an

Assumption 5.1(iv) gives a pointwise envelope G for W, (hence for W5'). Moreover, As-

envelope for Fi(d1,ds) is
Fi(M,X,Y):=|D|-Gg(M,X)-G,(M,X), [Fi]lp2 < oo,
by Assumption 5.2(ii). By Assumption 5.2(iv),
log Njj(e,Ws, Ly(P)) < Ce™* log Ny (e,U, Lo(P)) < Ce™ku kg k> 1/2.

By translation invariance of bracketing numbers the same inequalities hold for W2 and U2.
By the scaling, localizing to the Ly(P)-balls of radii C1d; and Csdy gives

5 1/k2 5 1/]‘3#
log Ny (2, G1(61), La(P)) < (?) . log Ny (2, Ga(62), La(P)) < (f) L0 < e < c(BiAd).

For the product class Fi(d1,02) = D - G1(d1) - G2(d2), a standard bracketing bound yields

Y

5 1/k2 (5 1/ku
log Ny (2, F1(01.62), Lo(P) 5 (Z) 7+ () 77, 0< 2 <eldr nd),

while Npj(e, F1(d1,02), La(P)) = 1 for € > ¢(0y A d2) because the Lo(P)-diameter of F; is
O(d1 A 92). By the bracketing maximal inequality,

]E[ sup ]an@ S Ty p2, Fi(61, 02), La(P)),
fEF1(81,02)
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and the bracketing integral satisfies,

l#1]l P2
‘]ﬂ(”FIHP,Qafl((Sb(52)>L2(P)) :/ \/10gN[}(€,«7:1(517(52)>L2(P))d€
0

c(61N62) ﬁ ﬁ
< 1))
< 0y + 0,

since ks, k, > 1/2. Applying Markov’s inequality to supyser, (5,,6,)|Gnf| > 0 gives

sup |an| = Op <E[ sup |an”> = Op<51 + 52) = Op(l)a
JFE€F1(81,62) feF1(d1,02)

because d; — 0 by L?log L = o(n) and d, — 0 by r, > 1/2 and L — cc.
By Cauchy—Schwarz,

VilEfi| < CVnllgllpzllhllpe < CV/ndid,
— C{\/ﬁLl‘”‘W F VAL KT 4 L log L}.

The first two terms vanish by Assumption 5.2(v), namely n'/2L'="27" = o(1) and n'/2 L}~ K1 =
o(1). The last term vanishes under the Assumption 5.2 (iii) r,, > 1.
Finally, we prove the consistency of the variance estimator. By the Assumption 5.2(iii)
we first observe Y; = B(M;, X;)" 8+ b+ u; where b = O(L™"*) and E[u;|M;, D; = 1, X;] = 0.
We note that

-1
1 — 1 —
= "D,B(M;, X;)B(M;, X;)" = " D,B(M;, X,)Y;
<n§j<,>< >)n§j< )

i=1 i=1

-1
IS b B x0T LSS DL X x0T |
_ <nZDzB(MZ,XZ)B(MZ,X,) ) nZDzB(MZ,XZ)(B(MZ,X,) B+b+u)

=1 =1

—1
1< 1 <
— —E:D»B M;, X;)B(M;, X;)" — Y D;B(M;, X;)b
B—’_ (’)’L i:1 K ( 9 ’L) ( (3] ’L) ) ’]’Lzzl ( )

-1
1 — 1 —
=Y DiB(M;, X;)B(M;, X;)" | = DiB(M;, X;)u,
+ (n ; ( )B( ) > - ; ( Ju
= B+ E[D;B(M;, X;)B(M;, X;) "] 'E[D; B(M;, X;)]b + O,(n~/?)
_ 5_‘_010([1—7““—&-1/2) + Op(n_l/Q) _ B_I_OP(L—TM+1/2)’
where the last line holds by Assumption 5.1(iv). Therefore,
-1
1 n
(M, X)) =B(M,;, X)" | = D;B(M;, X;)B(M;, X;)" =S D;B(M;, X,)Y;
/JJI( ) ) ( ) ) (TLZ ( ) ) ( ) ) ) Z ( ) )

i=1

= B(M;, Xi)TB + B(M;, Xi)TOp(L—ru—i-l/Q)
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= 1 (M;, X;) + B(M;, X;) TO, (L7 HY2) 4 O, (L) = py (M;, X;) + 0,(1),

where the last line holds by the additional assumption that 7, > 1. Next, we the As-
sumption 5.2(iii) we observe that pu;(M;, X;) = C(X;)"y + ¢ + v; where ¢ = O(K ") and
E[v;|D; = 0, X;] = 0. Then, we proceed in the same way to complete the proof.

APPENDIX G. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.3

We denote the empirical average operator E,[-] := £ 3" (-). Also, we denote that

= R (¥ (M X0) + 0 (M X0) = (X)) + maalX0) ~ Ono
= ¢o — bho

b= Diniwy(M;, X;)(Y; — 1 (M, X3)) + (1 — Dy)nawy (X;) (1 (Mi, Xi) — 01,0(Xs)) + 01o(Xi) — a170
—3 0,

Then,

1.0 = 01,0 = En[to] + Eaft) — o]
We need to prove that E, [VZ — o] = 0,(n"V?). E, [’l//f\ — 1hg| can be decomposed as follows:

> Dy (M, X,) = 0B (M X)) (Y~ (M, X0) @1

=1

+ % Z(Dm@z(Mi, X;) — (1 = Dyniy (X,))(B(M;, X,)TB — B(M;, X;)8)  (25)

- Z Dy(nioa(My, X;) — wo(M, X)) (B(M;, X:) B — i (M;, X.)) (26)
+%§;@wmﬁxﬂ—O—QWM&DBM%Xfﬁ—mM%Xm (27)
+ % iﬂ = D) (wi(X;) = iy (X)) (B(M;, X;)T B = (M;, X)) (28)
+%§}L4mwmxn~mux»wmmaw—mmxn (29)
+= §j (1 = Donis (X;) — 1)(C(X) 77 = C(X:)T) (30)

+ - E: (1= Danadn (X;) = 1)(C(X) Ty = m1(X0) (31)
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Terms (24), (27) and (29) can be proven to be 0,(n~'/2) in the same way as (16), (18) and
(21). Next, terms (26), (28) and (31) can be proven to be 0,(n~'/2) in the same way as (17),

(19) and (22). Lastly, terms (25) and (30) can be proven to be 0,(n~'/2) in the same way as
(20) and (23).
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