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Abstract

We address the problem of causal effect estima-
tion in the presence of unobserved confounding,
but where proxies for the latent confounder(s) are
observed. We propose two kernel-based meth-
ods for nonlinear causal effect estimation in this
setting: (a) a two-stage regression approach, and
(b) a maximum moment restriction approach. We
focus on the proximal causal learning setting, but
our methods can be used to solve a wider class
of inverse problems characterised by a Fredholm
integral equation. In particular, we provide a uni-
fying view of two-stage and moment restriction
approaches for solving this problem in a nonlin-
ear setting. We provide consistency guarantees
for each algorithm, and demonstrate that these ap-
proaches achieve competitive results on synthetic
data and data simulating a real-world task. In par-
ticular, our approach outperforms earlier methods
that are not suited to leveraging proxy variables.

1 Introduction

Estimating average treatment effects (ATEs) is critical to
answering many scientific questions. From estimating the
effects of medical treatments on patient outcomes (Connors
et al., 1996; Choi et al., 2002), to grade retention on cog-
nitive development (Fruehwirth et al., 2016), ATEs are the
key estimands of interest. From observational data alone,
however, estimating such effects is impossible without fur-
ther assumptions. This impossibility arises from potential
unobserved confounding: one variable may seem to cause
another, but this could be due entirely to an unobserved vari-
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Estimate Average Treatment Effect (ATE)
E[Y | do(A)]
_— unobserved

Kernel Proxy Variable (KPV)
input  {a,z,z,w} ~ P(A, Z, X, W)
data  {q z 2, y} ~P(A,Z,X,Y)
Proxy Maximum Moment Restriction (PMMR)

input . e
e 105 2, 3wyt ~ P(A, Z, X, W)Y)

Figure 1: The causal proxy estimation problem, and two methods
we introduce to solve it.

able causing both of them, e.g., as was used by the tobacco
industry to argue against the causal link between smoking
and lung cancer (Cornfield et al., 1959).

One of the most common assumptions to bypass this diffi-
culty is to assume that no unobserved confounders exist (Im-
bens, 2004). This extremely restrictive assumption makes
estimation easy: if there are also no observed confounders
then the ATE can be estimated using simple regression, oth-
erwise one can use backdoor adjustment (Pearl, 2000). Less
restrictive is to assume observation of an instrumental vari-
able (IV) that is independent of any unobserved confounders
(Reiersgl, 1945). This independence assumption is often
broken, however. For example, if medication requires pay-
ment, many potential instruments such as educational attain-
ment will be confounded with the outcome through com-
plex socioeconomic factors, which can be difficult to fully
observe (e.g., different opportunities afforded by living in
different neighborhoods). The same argument regarding un-
observed confounding can be made for the grade retention
and household expenditure settings.

This fundamental difficulty has inspired work to investigate
the relaxation of this independence assumption. An increas-
ingly popular class of models, called proxy models, does
just this; and various recent studies incorporate proxies into
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causal discovery and inference tasks to reduce the influence
of confounding bias (Cai & Kuroki, 2012; Tchetgen Tchet-
gen, 2014; Schuemie et al., 2014; Sofer et al., 2016; Flan-
ders et al., 2017; Shi et al., 2018). Consider the following
example from Deaner (2018), described graphically in Fig-
ure 1: we wish to understand the effect (i.e., ATE) of hold-
ing children back a grade in school (also called ‘grade reten-
tion’) A , on their math scores, Y. This relationship is con-
founded by an unobserved variable U describing students’
willingness to learn in school. Luckily we have access to
a proxy of U, student scores from a cognitive and behav-
ioral test W. Note that if W = U we could use backdoor
adjustment to estimate the effect of A on Y (Pearl, 2000).
In general W # U, however, and this adjustment would pro-
duce a biased estimate of the ATE. In this case we can in-
troduce a second proxy Z: the cognitive and behavioral test
result after grade retention A. This allows us to form an
integral equation similar to the IV setting. The solution to
this equation is not the ATE (as it is in the IV case) but
a function that, when adjusted over the distribution P (V)
(or P(W, X) in the general case) gives the true causal ef-
fect (Kuroki & Pearl, 2014; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2020).
Building on Carroll et al. (2006) and Greenland & Lash
(2011), Kuroki & Pearl (2014) were the first to demonstrate
the possibility of identifying the causal effect given access
to proxy variables. This was generalized by Miao & Tchet-
gen Tchetgen (2018), and Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020)
recently proved non-parametric identifiability for the gen-
eral proxy graph (i.e., including X) shown in Figure 1.

The question of how to estimate the ATE in this graph for
continuous variables is still largely unexplored, however,
particularly in a non-linear setting, and with consistency
guarantees. Deaner (2018) assume a sieve basis and de-
scribe a technique to identify a different causal quantity, the
average treatment effect on the treated (ATT), in this graph
(without X, but the work can be easily extended to include
X). Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020) assume linearity and
estimate the ATE. The linearity assumption significantly
simplifies estimation, but the ATE in principle can be iden-
tified without parametric assumptions (Tchetgen Tchetgen
et al., 2020). At the same time, there have been exciting
developments in using kernel methods to estimate causal
effects in the non-linear IV setting, with consistency guaran-
tees (Singh et al., 2019; Muandet et al., 2020b; Zhang et al.,
2020). Kernel approaches to ATE, ATT, Conditional ATE,
and causal effect estimation under distribution shift, have
been explored in various settings (Singh et al., 2020).

Singh (2020) has also considered a kernelized proximal set-
ting, using a two-stage least squares approach, however the
original published method (Algorithm 4.1 in the initial work,
December 2020) is not guaranteed to be consistent, and has
related empirical shortcomings: see Appendix B.9 for de-
tails. Singh (2020) subsequently proposed a new algorithm

(Algorithm 4.1 in the revised paper, May 2021, based on
eq. (6)), although it remains an incomplete instance of the
full solution provided by the Representer Theorem: see Ap-
pendix B.4 for details. A third new algorithm (Algorithm 1
in the revised paper, September 2022) is different to Singh’s
previous two algorithms, and provides an alternative imple-
mentation to our two-stage approach, as well as covering
additional settings such as the Conditional ATE and ATT.
To the best of our knowledge, our approach represents the
first kernel two-stage least squares implementation of proxi-
mal causal learning.

In this work, we propose two kernelized estimation proce-
dures for the ATE in the proxy setting, with consistency
guarantees: (a) a two-stage regression approach (which we
refer to as Kernelized Proxy Variables, or KPV), and (b) a
maximum moment restriction approach (which we refer to
as Proxy Maximum Moment Restriction, or PMMR). Along-
side consistency guarantees, we derive a theoretical connec-
tion between both approaches, and show that our methods
can also be used to solve a more general class of inverse
problems that involve a solution to a Fredholm integral equa-
tion. We demonstrate the performance of both approaches
on synthetic data, and on data simulating real-world tasks.

2 Background

Throughout, a capital letter (e.g. A) denotes a random
variable on a measurable space, denoted by a calligraphic
letter (resp. .A4). We use lowercase letters to denote the
realization of a random variable (e.g. A = a).

2.1 Causal Inference with Proxy Variables

Our goal is to estimate the average treatment effect (ATE)
of treatment A on outcome Y in the proxy causal graph of
Figure 1 (throughout we will assume Y is scalar and contin-
uous; the discrete case is much simpler (Miao & Tchetgen
Tchetgen, 2018)). To do so, we are given access to proxies
of an unobserved confounder U a treatment-inducing proxy
Z, an outcome-inducing proxy W; and optionally observed
confounders X. Formally, given access to samples from
either the joint distribution p(A, Z, X, W,Y) or from both
distributions p(A, Z, X, W) and p(A, Z, X,Y), we aim to
estimate the ATE E[Y | do(A = a)]. Throughout we will
describe causality using the structural causal model (SCM)
formulation of Pearl (2000). Here, the causal relationships
are represented as directed acyclic graphs. The crucial dif-
ference between these models and standard probabilistic
graphical models is a new operator: the intervention do(-).
This operator describes the process of forcing a random vari-
able to take a particular value, which isolates its effect on
downstream variables (i.e., E[Y | do(A = a)] describes the
isolated effect of A on Y'). We start by introducing the as-
sumptions that are necessary to identify this causal effect.
These assumptions can be divided into two classes: (A)
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structural assumptions and (B) completeness assumptions.

(A) Structural assumptions via conditional independences:
Assumptionl Y U 7| AU, X.
Assumption2 W 1L (A,2) | U, X.

These assumptions are very general: they do not enforce re-
strictions on the functional form of the confounding effect,
or indeed on any other effects. Note that we are not restrict-
ing the confounding structure, since we do not make any
assumption on the additivity of confounding effect, or on
the linearity of the relationship between variables.

(B) Completeness assumptions on the ability of proxy vari-
ables to characterize the latent confounder:

Assumption 3 Let [ be any square integrable function.
Then E[I(U) | a, z, z]=0for all (a,z,2) € Ax X x Z ,if
and only if {(U) =0 almost surely.

Assumption 4 Let g be any square integrable function.
Then E[g(Z) | a, z,w]=0,Y(a,z,w) €A x X x W if and
only if g(Z)=0 almost surely.

These assumptions guarantee that the proxies are sufficient
to describe U for the purposes of ATE estimation. For better
intuition we can look at the discrete case: for categorical
U, Z, W the above assumptions imply that proxies W and
Z have at least as many categories as U. Further, it can
be shown that Assumption 4 along with certain regularity
conditions (Miao et al., 2018, Appendix, Conditions (v)-
(vii)) guarantees that there exists at least one solution to the
following integral equation:

BIY |00l = [ bawip(ulaez)de, 1)
w

which holds for all (a,z, z) € A x X x Z. We discuss the

completeness conditions in greater detail in Appendix A.

Given these assumptions, it was shown by Miao & Tchet-
gen Tchetgen (2018) that the function h(a, z, w) in (1) can
be used to identify the causal effect E[Y | do(A = a)] as
follows,

E[Y |do(A =a)] = fX,W h(a, z,w)p(z,w) drdw. (2)

While the causal effect can be identified, approaches for es-
timating this effect in practice are less well established, and
include Deaner (2018) (via a method of sieves) and Tchet-
gen Tchetgen et al. (2020) (assuming linearity). The related
IV setting has well established estimation methods, however
the proximal setting relies on fundamentally different as-
sumptions on the data generating process. None of the three
key assumptions in the IV setting (namely the relevance con-
dition, exclusion restriction, or unconfounded instrument)
are required in proximal setting. In particular, we need a
set of proxies which are complete for the latent confounder,
i.e., dependent with the latent confounder, whereas a valid

instrument is independent of the confounder. In this respect,
the proximal setting is more general than the IV setting, in-
cluding the recent “IVY” method of Kuang et al. (2020).

Before describing our approach to the problem of estimating
the causal effect in (2), we give a brief background on repro-
ducing kernel Hilbert spaces and the additional assumptions
we need for estimation.

2.2 Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Spaces (RKHS)

For any space F € {A, X, W, Z},letk: F x F — Rbea
positive semidefinite kernel. We denote by ¢ its associated
canonical feature map ¢(z) = k(z, -) for any x € F, and
‘H r its corresponding RKHS of real-valued functions on F.
The space H r is a Hilbert space with inner product (-, -)3 »
and norm || - || -. It satisfies two important properties: (i)
k(z,) € HF forall z € F, (ii) the reproducing property:
forall f € Hr andz € F, f(zx) = (f, k(x,-))n,.. We
denote the tensor product and Hadamard product by ® and
© respectively. For F,G € {A, X, W, Z}, we will use
‘H g to denote the product space H r X Hg. It can be shown
that H z¢ is isometrically isomorphic to Hr ® Hg. For
any distribution p on F, p1, := [ k(z,)dp(x) is an element
of Hr and is referred to as the kernel mean embedding
of p (Smola et al., 2007). Similarly, for any conditional
distribution px, foreach z € Z, ux|. := [ k(z, )dp(z|2)
is a conditional mean embedding of p x|, (Song et al., 2009;
2013); see Muandet et al. (2017) for a review.

2.3 Estimation Assumptions

To enable causal effect estimation in the proxy setting using
kernels, we require the following additional assumptions.
Assumption 5 (Regularity condition) A, X, Y, W, Z are
measurable, separable Polish spaces.

Assumption 5 allows us to define the conditional mean em-
bedding operator and a Hilbert—Schmidt operator.
Assumption 6 Jcy < oo, [Y| < ¢y as. and E[Y] < ¢y
Assumption 7 (Kernels) (i) k(w, -) is a characteristic ker-
nel. (i) k(a, ), k(z,-), k(w,-) and k(z, -) are continuous,
bounded by « > 0, and their feature maps are measurable.

The kernel mean embedding of any probability distribution
is injective if a characteristic kernel is used (Sriperumbudur
et al., 2011); this guarantees that a probability distribution
can be uniquely represented in an RKHS.
Assumption 8 The measure P 4yyx is a finite Borel mea-
sure with supp[Pawx] = A X W X X.

We will assume that the problem is well-posed.

Assumption 9 Let h be the function defined in (1). We
assume that h € H 4 xw .

Finally, given assumption 9, we require the following com-
pleteness condition.

Assumption 10 (Completeness condition in RKHS) For
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all g € Hawx: Eawx[g(A,W, X)|A, Z, X] = 0 Pazx-
almost surely if and only if g(a, w,z) = 0, P 4yyx —almost
surely.

This condition guarantees the uniqueness of the solution
to the integral equation (1) in RKHS (see Lemma 10 in
Appendix C).

3 Kernel Proximal Causal Learning

To solve the proximal causal learning problem, we propose
two kernel-based methods, Kernel Proxy Variable (KPV)
and Proxy Maximum Moment Restriction (PMMR). The
KPV decomposes the problem of learning function A in (1)
into two stages: we first learn an empirical representation
of p(wla, x, z), and then learn h as a mapping from repre-
sentation of p(w|a, z, 2) to y, with kernel ridge regression
as the main apparatus of learning. This procedure is simi-
lar to Kernel IV regression (KIV) proposed by Singh et al.
(2019). PMMR, on the other hand, employs the Maximum
Moment Restriction (MMR) framework (Muandet et al.,
2020a), which takes advantage of a closed-form solution for
a kernelized conditional moment restriction. The structural
function can be estimated in a single stage with a modified
ridge regression objective. We clarify the connection be-
tween both approaches at the end of this section.

3.1 Kernel Proxy Variable (KPV)

To solve (1), the KPV approach finds h € H 4xyy that
minimizes the following risk functional:

R(b) = Eaxzy |[(V - Gu(AX, 2], )
Gpla,z, z) :z/ h(a,z,w)p(w|a,z,z)dw
w

Let iy |a,z,- € Hwy be the conditional mean embedding of
p(W|a,x,z). Then, for any h € H_4xy, we have:

Gh(a7 Z, Z) = <h7 ¢(a7 l‘) 02y :U/W|a,a:,z> (4)

Haxw
where ¢(a, x) = ¢(a) ® ¢(x). This result arises from the
properties of the RKHS tensor space H 4xyy and of the
conditional mean embedding. We denote by n4xw the
particular function & minimizing (3).

The procedure to solve (3) consists of two ridge regression
stages. In the first stage, we learn an empirical estimate of
HW|a,z,- using samples from Psxzw. Based on the first-
stage estimate iy |q,, -, We then estimate 74 xy using sam-
ples from Py4 xzy . The two-stage learning approach of KPV
offers flexibility: we can estimate causal effects where sam-
ples from the full joint distribution of {(a, x,y, z, w); }1-_,
are not available, and instead one only has access to samples
{(a,z,z,w);};2, and {(a,7,%,9),};2,. Note that while
there is some similarity with the two-stage regression used
in kernel instrumental variable regression (Singh et al., 2019,

Section 4), there is an important difference between the two
methods: see Appendix B.9 for details. The ridge regres-
sions for these two stages are given in (5) and (6). The
reader may refer to appendix B for a detailed derivation of
the solutions.

Stage 1. From the first sample {(a,z,z w);};2},
learn the conditional mean embedding of p(W|a,z, 2),
i il = Ciwiax,z (#(a) ® $(x) © ¢(2)) where
Cw|a,x,z denotes the conditional mean embedding opera-
tor. We obtain @W| A, X,z as a solution to:

6W|A7X12 = argmin E(C’)7 with (5)
CeHr

—~ my
E(C) =5 2 llgw:) = Colai, i, 2:) 13y, + MICI3y

where Hr is the vector-valued RKHS of operators map-
ping Haxz to Hyy. It can be shown that Cy |4 x,z =
S(W)(Kaxz + mid) 1®T(A, X, Z) where Kaxz =
Kaa0OKxx ©Kzzand K4, Kxx and K7 are mq X
mq kernel matrices and ®(W) is a vectors of m; columns,
with ¢(w;) in its ith column (Song et al., 2009; Griinewélder
et al., 2012; Singh et al., 2019). Consequently, fiyy|q,q, - =
@(W)(]CAXZerl)\l)*lICazz with Cppr = KaoOK x,©®
Ky, where K 4, is amy x 1 vector denoting k(as, a) eval-
uated at all a, in sample 1.

Stage 2. From the second sample {(a, 7, Z,y), }}2, learn
7 via empirical risk minimization (ERM):

Naxw = argmin E(n), where (6)
neHaxw

N mo
L(n) = = Zl(ﬁ‘/j —nl¢(@;, 7;) © fwa, %1% + Xellnl3 e
=

where  np(a) ® H(IT) @ [wazzl =
(n,¢(a) ® ¢(T) @ ﬁW|a,5,5>HAXW since n € Haxw.
The estimator 74 xw given by (6) has a closed-form solu-
tion (Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007; Smale & Zhou, 2007).

Theorem 1. For any Ay > 0, the solution of (6) exists, is
. . . ~ _ _1/\
unique, and is given by Naxw = (Ts + A2) 1 ga where

m2

To= = [Bwia, .2 © 6@5,%)] © [iwa, 5,2 © ¢(d5,%;)]
j=1

1 &
G2 = p— Z [iwa, 5,7 © 6@, ;)] 7.
j=1
Remark 1. In the first stage, we learn the functional de-
pendency of an outcome-induced proxy on the cause and
an exposure induced proxy. Intuitively, one can interpret
the set of (a,x,z) (and not the individual elements of it)
as the instrument set for w, with pyy|q,q.. as a pseudo-
structural function capturing the dependency between an
instrument set and the target variable. It can be shown that
for any fixed a,x € A X X, iy |q,z,- represents the depen-
dency between W and Z due to the common confounder U
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which is not explained away by a and x. If a = u for any
a,u € AxU, p(Wla,x,z) = p(W|a, z) and subsequently,
HWla,z,z = MW |a,z (Miao & Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018).

Theorem 1 is the precise adaptation of Deaner (2018, eq. 3.3,
2021 version) to the case of infinite feature spaces, including
the use of ridge regression in Stages 1 and 2, and the use
of tensor product features. As we deal with infinite feature
spaces, however, we cannot write our solution in terms of
explicit feature maps, but we must express it in terms of
feature inner products (kernels), following the form required
by the representer theorem (see Proposition 2 below).

As an alternative solution to kernel proximal causal
learning, one might consider using the Stage 1 es-
timate  of iy, aja,x,7 (¢(a) ® é(7) ® ¢(2)) =
E (p(W) ® ¢(A)|a,z,z) as an input in Stage 2, which
would allow an unmodified use of the KIV algorithm (Singh
et al., 2019) in the proxy setting. Unfortunately regression
from ¢(a) to ¢(a) is in population limit the identity mapping
13, ,, which is not Hilbert-Schmidt for characteristic RKHS,
violating the well-posedness assumption for consistency of
Stage 1 regression (Singh et al., 2019). In addition, predict-
ing ¢(a) via ridge regression from ¢(a) introduces bias in
the finite sample setting, which may impact performance in
the second stage (see Appendix B.9 for an example).

The KPV algorithm benefits from theoretical guarantees un-
der well-established smoothness assumptions. The main as-
sumptions involve well-posedness (i.e., minimizers belong
to the RKHS search space) and source conditions on the in-
tegral operators for stage 1 and 2, namely Assumptions 12
to 15 in Appendix B. Specifically, c¢; and cy characterize
the smoothness of the integral operator of Stage 1 and 2, re-
spectively, while bs characterizes the eigenvalue decay of
the Stage 2 operator.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 5 to 7 and 12 to 15 hold.
Cler+1)

1
Fix ¢ > 0 and choose \y = m;*"" and m; = mg(clfl) .

’ <
1If ¢ < biizzﬁ) choose o = msy @271. Then
. N ey
R(Maxw) — R(naxw) = Op (m2 ‘:2+1>'
b
2.0If ¢ = bi ?E), choose Ny = my zea71. Then

_ _boco
mmmmemw—@(mJM“)

Our proof is adapted from Szabé et al. (2016); Singh et al.
(2019) and is given in Appendix B. This leads to the follow-
ing non-asymptotic guarantees for the estimate of the causal
effect (2) at test time.

Proposition 1. Consider a sample at test time {(z, w); };*,.

Denote by ixw = n% Yot lo(xi) ® ¢p(w;)] the empir-
ical mean embedding of (X,W). For any a € A, the

KPYV estimator of the causal effect (2) is given by B\(a) =
Naxwliixw ® ¢(a)]. Suppose the assumptions of Theo-
rem 2 hold. The estimation error at test time is bounded by

ba(cat1) 1 7((;2*1)
1 1f¢ < Bt 1 Ba)— B(a)] < Op(ny 2 4my =7 ).
2.0 ¢ > 2let) 5a) - Ba)] < Op(n, ? +
_ba(ea—1)
m2 boco+1 )

A proof of Proposition 1 is provided in Appendix B.! Fol-
lowing Singh et al. (2020), this combines Theorem 2 with a
probabilistic bound for the difference between fixy and its
population counterpart.

From (4), a computable kernel solution follows from the
representer theorem (Scholkopf et al., 2001),

mi mo
)= D i

i,s=1j=1

naxw (¢(aq, Tq) @ fiw(a,z,z

with Ajjsq = {Kuw, [Kaxz +miM] ™ Ka,z,z, Ka,z,
where Kanggq = KAEq ® Kxgq ® szgq and ICE,ZE,I =
K33, © Kz,z, (note that a correct solution requires my X
my coefficients, and cannot be expressed by mo coefficients
alone; see Appendix B.3). Hence, the problem of learning
Naxw amounts to learning @ € R™1*™2_for which classi-
cal ridge regression closed form solutions are available, i.e.,

2
ma

Q = argmin L Z

acRm1xma 112

mi mo
- E E aiinjsq

q=1 i,s=1j=1
ma mo
+ A2 E E aij &g Bijre, (7
ir=17,t=1

with Bijrt = Ku,w, Ka;a,Kz7,7,. Obtaining & involves
inverting a matrix of dimension mymsy X mims, which
has a complexity of O((m1m2)?3). Applying the Woodbury
matrix identity on a vectorized version of (7), we get a
cheaper closed-form solution for 7 = vec(&) below.

Proposition 2. Consider the optimization problem of (7).
Let v = vec(a), and ¥ the solution to the vectorized ERM
in (7). We can show that for Vp,q € {1,...,ma}:

7= (P (3.5, B lmaxms ) (mada +3) 'y € R,

x= (F(aq Zq, Zq)KWWF(ap "Tps Zp)) (KEQEZ,KE(I@,),

Liixz = Kaxz +mid)” K 10 Kyz ©Kyp),

!The rates appearing in the ICML 2021 proceedings were faster,
since we mistakenly used an L» norm rather than an RKHS norm
in the proof. See Appendix B.11 for the correction. We thank
Rahul Singh for pointing out the error.
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where ® represents tensor product of associated columns of
matrices with the same number of columns.

The details of the derivation are deferred to Appendix B.
Following these modifications, we only need to invert an
My X Mo Matrix.

3.2 Proxy Maximum Moment Restriction (PMMR)

The PMMR relies on the following result, whose proof is
given in Appendix C.

Lemma 1. A measurable function h on A x W x X is the
solution to (1) if and only if it satisfies the conditional mo-
ment restriction (CMR) : E[Y —h(A, W, X) | A, Z,X] =0,
P(A, Z, X)-almost surely.

By virtue of Lemma 1, we can instead solve the inte-
gral equation (1) using tools developed to solve the CMR
(Newey, 1993). By the law of iterated expectation, if E[Y —
h(A, W, X)|A, Z, X] = 0 holds almost surely, it implies
that E[(Y — h(A, W, X))g(A, Z, X )] = 0 for any measur-
able function g on A x X x Z. That is, the CMR gives rise
to a continuum of conditions which h must satisfy.

A maximum moment restriction (MMR) framework (Muan-
det et al., 2020a) requires that the moment restrictions hold
uniformly over all functions ¢ that belong to a certain class
of RKHS. Based on this framework, Zhang et al. (2020)
showed, in the context of IV regression, that 4 can be esti-
mated consistently. In this section, we generalize the method
proposed in Zhang et al. (2020) to the proxy setting by re-
stricting the space of g to a unit ball of the RKHS H 4z
endowed with the kernel k on A x Z x X.

Before proceeding, we note that Miao & Tchetgen Tchetgen
(2018) and Deaner (2018) also consider the CMR-based for-
mulation in the proxy setting, but the techniques employed
to solve it are different from ours. The MMR-IV algorithm
of Zhang et al. (2020) also resembles other recent gener-
alizations of GMM-based methods, notably, Bennett et al.
(2019), Dikkala et al. (2020), and Liao et al. (2020); see
Zhang et al. (2020, Sec. 5) for a detailed discussion.

Objective. To solve the CMR, the PMMR finds the func-
tion h € H _4xyy that minimizes the MMR objective:

Ry (h) = Sup (E[(Y = h(A, W, X))g(A, Z, X)))*
llgll<1

Similarly to Zhang et al. (2020, Lemma 1), Ry can be
computed in closed form, as stated in the following lemma;
see Appendix C for the proof.

Lemma 2. Assume that
E[(Y — (A, W, X))’k((A, Z,X), (A, Z,X))] < 0

and denote by V' an independent copy of the random
variable V. Then, Ry(h) = E[(Y — h(A, W, X))(Y' —
h(A W' X' NE((A, Z,X), (A", Z', X"))].

Unlike Zhang et al. (2020), in this work the domains of i
and g are not completely disjoint. That is, (A, X) appears
in both h(A, W, X) and g(A, Z, X). Next, we also require
that k is integrally strictly positive definite (ISPD).
Assumption 11 The kernel k : (Ax Z x X)? — Ris con-
tinuous, bounded, and is integrally strictly positive definite
(ISPD), i.e., for any function f that satisfies 0 < || f||3 <
oo, we have [[ f(v)k(v,v')f(v') dvdv' > 0 where v :=
(a,z,z) and v’ := (a/, 2/, o).

A single-step solution. Under Assumption 11, Zhang
et al. (2020, Theorem 1) guarantees that the MMR objective
preserves the consistency of the estimated h; Ry (h) = 0 if
and only if E[Y — h(A, W, X)|A, Z, X] = 0 almost surely.
Hence, our Lemma 1 implies that any solution h for which
Ry (h) = 0 will also solve the integral equation (1).

Motivated by this result, we propose to learn i by minimiz-
ing the empirical estimate of Ry based on an i.i.d. sample
{(a, z,z,w,y);}1_, from P(A, Z, X, W,Y). By Lemma 2,
this simply takes the form of a V-statistic (Serfling, 1980),

. 1 &
Ry (h) := 2 Z (Wi = ha)(y; — hj)kij, ®)

ij=1

where k’ij = k((ai,zi,xi),(aj,zj,a:j)) and hi =
h(a;, wi,x;). When i # j, the samples (a;, w;, x;,y;) and
(aj,wj,x;,y;) are indeed i.i.d. as required by Lemma 2.
IjI\owever, when ¢ = j, the samples are dependent. Thus,
Ry is a biased estimator of ;. The PMMR solution can
then be obtained as a regularized solution to (8),

hy = argmin ﬁv(h) + )\HhHg-tAxw' ®)
h€H axw

Similarly to KPV, PMMR also comes with theoretical guar-
antees under a regularity assumption on h, characterized by
a parameter vy, and a well-chosen regularization parameter.

Theorem 3. Assume that Assumptions 6, 7 and 11 hold.
Ifn%_% max(532.3) s bounded away from zero and \ =

—3 max(%’%), then

n

I = Bllsann = Op (n=3™2(F0))  10)

This result is new, Zhang et al. (2020) did not provide a
convergence rate for their solutions. The proof shares a
similar structure with that of Theorem 2. There follows a
bound for the estimate of the causal effect (2) at test time.

Proposition 3. Consider a sample {(x,w);};%, at test time.
For any a € A, the PMMR estimator of the causal effect
(2) is given by B(a) =n~t Y1, h(a,w;, ;). Suppose the
assumptions of Theorem 3 hold. Then, the estimation error
at test time is bounded by

~

B(@) = Bla)] < O (ny * +n~ ()
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where v can intuitively be thought of as a regularity parame-
ter characterising the smoothness of ; we provide a formal
characterisation in Appendix C Def. 4. Similar to Proposi-
tion 1, the proof of Proposition 3 combines Theorem 3 and
a probabilistic bound on the difference between the empiri-
cal mean embedding of (X, W) and its population version.
The proofs are provided in Appendix C.

Closed-form solution and comparison with MMR-IV.
Using the representer theorem (Scholkopf et al., 2001),
we can express any solution of (9) as fl(a,w,m) =
Yo aik((ai, wi, 2;), (a,w, x)) for some (o), € R™.
Substituting it back into (9) and solving for a :=
(a1,...,qp) yields a = (LWL + AL)"' LWy where
y = (y1,...,Yn) and L,W are kernel matrices de-
fined by L;; = k((ai,ws, z:), (aj,w;,x;)) and W;; =
k ((ai, zi, ), (aj, zj,x;)). Thus, PMMR has time com-
plexity of O(n3), which can be reduced via the usual
Cholesky or Nystrom techniques. Moreover, whilst we note
that PMMR is similar to its predecessor, MMR-IV, we dis-
cuss their differences in Appendix C.1, Remark 5; specifi-
cally, we discuss an interpretation of the bridge function h,
the difference between noise assumptions, and generalisa-
tion to a wider class of problems.

3.3 Connection Between the Two Approaches

From a non-parametric instrumental variable (NPIV) per-
spective, KPV and PMMR approaches are indeed similar to
KIV (Singh et al., 2019) and MMR-IV (Zhang et al., 2020),
respectively. We first clarify the connection between these
two methods in the simpler setting of I'V. In this setting, we
aim to solve the Fredholm integral equation of the first kind:

= [ 1@

where, with an abuse of notation, X, Y, and Z denote en-
dogenous, outcome, and instrumental variables, respectively.
A two-stage approach for IV proceeds as follows. In Stage
1, an estimate of the integral on the rhs of (11) is constructed.
In Stage 2, the function f is learned to minimize the dis-
crepancy between the LHS and the estimated RHS of (11).
Formally, this can be formulated via the unregularized risk

L(f) =Ez[(E[Y|Z] - E[f(X) | Z])?]
< Evz[(Y —E[f(X)|2])*] = L()

The risk (13) is considered in DeeplV (Hartford et al., 2017),
KernellV (Singh et al., 2019), and DuallV (Muandet et al.,
2020b). Both DeeplV and KernellV directly solve the sur-
rogate loss (13), whereas DuallV solves the dual form of
(13). Instead of (11), an alternative starting point to NPIV
is the conditional moment restriction (CMR) E[e| Z] =
E[Y — f(X) | Z] = 0. Muandet et al. (2020a) showed that
a RKHS for h is sufficient in the sense that the inner maxi-
mum moment restriction (MMR) preserves all information

Vzez, (1)

p(x|z)dz,

12)
13)

about the original CMR. Although starting from the CMR
perspective, Zhang et al. (2020) used the MMR in the IV set-
ting to minimise loss as (12), as shown in Liao et al. (2020,
Appendix F).

The connection. Both DeeplV (Hartford et al., 2017) and
KernellV (Singh et al., 2019) (resp. KPV) solve an objective
function that is an upper bound of the objective function of
MMR (Zhang et al., 2020) (resp. PMMR) and other GMM-
based methods such as AGMM (Dikkala et al., 2020) and
DeepGMM (Bennett et al., 2019). This observation reveals
the close connection between modern nonlinear methods for
NPILV, as well as between our KPV and PMMR algorithms,
which minimize R and R, respectively, where

R(h) =Eaxz[(E[Y]A X, Z] - E[M(A, X, W) | A, X, Z))?]  (14)

<Eaxzyv[(Y —E[hA,X,W)|A, X, Z))% = R(h) (15)
We formalize this connection in the following result.
Proposition 4. Assume there exists h € L%DAXW such that

ElY|A, X, Z] = E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z]. Then, (i) hisa
minimizer of R and R. (ii) Assume k satisfies Assumption 11.
Then, Ry (h) = 0iff R(h) = 0. (iii) Assume k satisfies As-
sumption 7. Suppose that B[f (W)|A, X, Z =] € Haxz
for any f € Hyy and that Assumption 9 holds. Then, h is
given by the KPV solution, and is a minimizer of R and R.

See Appendix E for the proof of Proposition 4. The assump-
tions needed for the third result ensures that the conditional
mean embedding operator is well-defined and characterizes
the full distribution P4, x w|4,x,z, and that the problem is
well-posed.

Remark 2. The KPV and PMMR approaches minimise

risk in different ways, and hence they offer two dif-

ferent representations of h. KPV minimises R by

first estimating the empirical conditional mean em-

bedding [iw|q, =z, from a sub-sample {(a,w,z);};",
1 ma

and then estimating h by minimising —Zj 1y —

m
EW‘aJ7$J72J(h))2 over a sub-sample {(a,z,x);}] us-
ing Hwia,,z,z; Obtained from the first stage. Hence,
WY (0,0, ) = ST ST k(g a)k(o, @)k, w)
for some (am)?;l;"lw € R™Mxm2 In contrast,
PMMR directly minimises Ry, resulting in the estima-
tor WPMMR (g w, x) = 37 aik((ai, wi, 2), (a, w, ) for
some (a;)'_; € R™ and over the joint distribution of

{(a,z,w,2)i Hiy

4 Experiments

We evaluate KPV and PMMR against the following base-
lines: (1) KernelRidge: kernel ridge regression Y ~ A. (2)
KernelRidge-W: kernel ridge regression Y ~ (A, W), ad-
justed over W, ie., [ E[Y|A, W]dp(W). (3)KernelRidge-
W,Z: kernel ridge regression Y ~ (A, W, Z), adjusted over
W and Z, ie., [ E[Y|A, W, Z]dp(W, Z). Methods (2) and
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Figure 2: Mean absolute error of ATE estimation for each A of (16). The lower the mean absolute error the stronger is the performance of
the model. Tchetgen-Tchetgen20 has error out of the range so we omit it for clearer plots.

(3) are implemented in accordance with (Singh et al., 2020).
(4) Deanerl8: a two-stage method with a finite feature dic-
tionary (Deaner, 2018), and (5) Tchetgen-Tchetgen20: a
linear two-stage method consistent consistent with Miao
& Tchetgen Tchetgen (2018). The mean absolute error
with respect to the true causal effect E[Y'|do(A)], c-MAE,
is our performance metric. Without loss of generality, we
assume that X is a null set. Both KPV and PMMR are ca-
pable of handling non-null sets of covariates, X . Our codes
are publicly available at: https://github.com/yuchen-zhu/
kernel _proxies.

The satisfaction of Assumptions 1- 4 will guarantee identifi-
cation of h on the support of data, but we still need (A, W)
to satisfy an overlap/positivity assumption (similar to classic
positivity in causal inference, e.g. Westreich & Cole (2010))
to guarantee empirical identification of E[Y'|do(a)]. As we
infer the causal effect from & by [ h(a, w)dp(w), we need
p(wl|a) > 0 whenever p(w) > 0 for h to be well-identified
for the marginal support of W.

4.1 Hyperparameter Tuning

For both KPV and PMMR, we employ an exponentiated
quadratic kernel for continuous variables, as it is continu-
ous, bounded, and characteristic, thus meeting all required
assumptions. KPV uses a leave-one-out approach with grid
search for the kernel bandwidth parameters in both stages
and the regularisation parameters (See appendix D.2.1).
PMMR uses a leave-M-out with gradient descent approach
to tune for the L—bandwidth parameters and the regularisa-
tion parameter )\, where the bandwidth parameters are ini-
tialised using the median distance heuristic and the regulari-
sation parameters are initialised randomly. The approach is
based on Zhang et al. (2020). We defer the hyperparameter
selection details to Appendix D.

4.2 Synthetic Experiment

First, we demonstrate the performance of our methods
on a synthetic simulation with non-linear treatment and
outcome response functions. In our generative process,
U,W and Z € R? and A and Y are scalar. We have defined

the latent confounder U such that U; is dependent on Us.
Appendix D fig. 7 demonstrates the relationship between
Uy and Us. Given U, we know the range of Uy, but the re-
verse does not hold: knowning U; € [0, 1], then Us is with
equal probability in one of the intervals [—1,0] or [1,2]. In
design of the experiment, we also have chosen W such that
its first dimension is highly correlated with U; (less infor-
mative dimension of U) with small uniform noise, and its
second dimension is a view of U, with high noise. With this
design, it is guaranteed that {WW} is not a sufficient proxy
set for U. See eq. (16) for details.

U:=[Uy,U3], U~ Uniform[—1,2]

Uy ~ Uniform[0,1] — 1[0 < Uy < 1]

W := [Wy, W] = [Uy + Uniform[—1,1], Us + N(0, 6%)]
Z = [Zy,Z5) = [Uy + N(0,0%), Uy + Uniform[—1, 1]]
A= Uy + N(0,8?)

Y := U cos(2(A + 0.3U; + 0.2)) (16)

where 02 = 3 and 82 = 0.05.

We use training sets of size 500 and 1000, and average
results over 20 seeds affecting the data generation. The
generative distribution is presented in Appendix D, fig. 7.

Method ¢-MAE(n=200) | ¢-MAE(n=500) | c-MAE(n=1000)
KPV 0.499 £+ 0.310 | 0.490 + 0.285 0.491 £ 0.290
PMMR 0.533 +0.314 | 0.494 + 0.330 0.472 £ 0.358
KernelRidgeAdj 0.569 £0.317 | 0.577 £0.352 0.607 £ 0.379
KernelRidge-W 0.635 £0.428 | 0.695 £ 0.460 0.716 £ 0.476
KernelRidge 0.840 £0.782 | 0.860 + 0.709 0.852 £ 0.654
Deaner18 0.681 & 0.477 1.030 + 1.020 1.050 + 0.867
Tchetgen-Tchetgen20 | 1.210 £1.070 | 17.60 £ 85.50 1.100 £ 1.460

Table 1: Results comparing our methods to baselines on the simu-
lation studies described in eq. (16)

Table 1 summarizes the results of our experiment with the
synthetic data. Both KPV and PMMR, as methodologies de-
signed to estimate unbiased causal effect in proximal setting,
outperform other methods by a large margin, and have a nar-
row variance around the results. As expected, the backdoor
adjustment for (W, Z), the current common practice to deal
with latent confounders (without considering the nuances
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Figure 3: (Right: Abortion and Criminality), ATE comparison of adjustment on W with ground truth and direct regression (Middle: Maths,
Left: Reading) Grade retention and cognitive outcome; log MAE log |3(a) — S(a)| over action values a = 0, 1, 2; lower is better.

of the proximal setting), does not suffice to unconfound
the causal effect. Related methods, KernelRidge-(W,Z) and
KernelRidge-W, underperform our methods by large mar-
gins. As fig. 2 shows, they particulary fail to identify the
functional form of the causal effect. Tchetgen-Tchetgen20
imposes a strong linearity assumption, which is not suitable
in this nonlinear case, hence its bad performance. The un-
derperformance of Deanerl$ is largely related to it only us-
ing a finite dictionary of features, whereas the kernel meth-
ods use an infinite dictionary.

4.3 Case studies

In the next two experiments, our aim is to study the perfor-
mance of our approaches in dealing with real world data. To
have a real causal effect for comparison, we fit a generative
model to the data, and evaluate against simulations from
the model. See D for further discussion and for the full pro-
cedure. Consequently, we refrain from making any policy
recommendation on the basis of our results. In both experi-
ments, we sample a training set of size 1500, and average
results over 10 seeds affecting the data generation.

4.3.1 LEGALIZED ABORTION AND CRIME

We study the data from Donohue & Levitt (2001) on the
impact of legalized abortion on crime. We follow the data
preprocessing steps from Woody et al. (2020), removing the
state and time variables. We choose the effective abortion
rate as treatment (A), murder rate as outcome (Y"), “generos-
ity to aid families with dependent children” as treatment-
inducing proxy (Z), and beer consumption per capita, log-
prisoner population per capita and concealed weapons law
as outcome-inducing proxies (W). We collect the rest of the
variables as the unobserved confounding variables (U).

Results. Table 2 includes all results. Both KPV and PMMR
beat KernelRidge and BasesP2SLS by a large margin, high-
lighting the advantage of our methods in terms of decon-
founding and function space flexibility. KernelRidge-W is
the best method overall, beating the second best by a wide
margin. We find this result curious, as Figure 3 shows that

Metric ¢-MAE
Method/Dataset | Abort. & Crim. | Grd Ret., Maths | Grd. Ret., Reading
KPV 0.129 £ 0.105 | 0.036* £ 0.046 0.030* + 0.051
PMMR 0.137 £ 0.101 0.032 £ 0.022 0.023 +0.022
Conditional - 0.062 + 0.036 0.083 + 0.053
KernelRidge 0.330 £ 0.186 | 0.200 + 0.631 0.190 + 0.308
KernelRidge-W | 0.056 +0.053 | 0.031 +0.026 0.024 + 0.021
Deaner18 0.369 +0.284 | 0.137 £0.223 0.240 £ 0.383

Table 2: Results comparing our methods to baselines on the real-
world examples described in 4.3.

* We identified a mistake in labeling proxy variables. The misla-
beling only affected the causal effect estimated by KPV. We have
corrected the mistake and reported the results in this version.

adjustment over W is sufficient for identifying the causal
effect in this case, however it is not obvious how to con-
clude this from the simulation. We leave as future work the
investigation of conditions under which proxies provide a
sufficient adjustment on their own.

4.3.2 GRADE RETENTION AND COGNITIVE OUTCOME

We use our methods to study the effect of grade retention
on long-term cognitive outcome using data the ECLS-K
panel study (Deaner, 2018). We take cognitive test scores
in Maths and Reading at age 11 as outcome variables (Y),
modelling each outcome separately, and grade retention as
the treatment variable (A). Similar to Deaner (2018), we
take the average of 1st/2nd and 3rd/4th year elementary
scores as the treatment-inducing proxy (Z), and the cogni-
tive test scores from Kindergarten as the outcome-inducing
proxy (W). See Appendix D for discussion on data.

Results. Results are in Table 2. For both Math grade re-
tention and Reading grade retention, our proposed methods
outperform alternatives: KPV does better on the Math out-
come prediction, while PMMR exceeds others in estimation
for the Reading outcome. KernelRidge-W is still a strong
contender, but all other baselines result in large errors.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have provided two kernel-based methods
to estimate the causal effect in a setting where proxies for
the latent confounder are observed. Previous studies mostly
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focused on characterising identifiability conditions for the
proximal causal setting, but lack of methods for estimation
was a barrier to wider implementation. Our work is primar-
ily focused on providing two complementary approaches
for causal effect estimation in this setting. This will hope-
fully motivate further studies in the area.

Despite promising empirical results, the hyperparameter se-
lection procedure for both methods can be improved. For
KPV, the hyperparameter tuning procedure relies on the as-
sumption that optimal hyperparameters in the first and sec-
ond stage can be obtained independently, while they are in
fact interdependent. For PMMR, there is no systematic way
of tuning the hyperparameter of the kernel & that defines the
PMMR objective, apart from the median heuristic. Devel-
oping a complete hyperparameter tuning procedure for both
approaches is an important future research direction. Be-
yond this, both methods can be employed to estimate causal
effect in wider set of problems, where the Average Treat-
ment on the Treated, or Conditional Average Treatment Ef-
fect are the quantity of interests.
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A Completeness conditions

A.1 Completeness condition for continuous and categorical confounder

The following two completeness conditions are necessary for the existence of solution for equation (1) and the consistency of
causal effect inference should a solution exist. They are studied as equations (13) and (16) in Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020).

1. Forall g € £}, and for any a,z, E[g(U)|a,z,z] = 0 Pz — a.s. if and only if g(U) = 0 Py — a.s. This condition
guarantees the viability of using the solution to (1) to consistently estimate the causal effect. Note that since U is
unobserved, this condition cannot be directly tested from observational data.

2. Forall g € L3, and for any a, z, E[g(Z)|a, z,w] = 0 Py — a.s. if and only if g(Z) = 0 Pz — a.s. This is a necessary
condition for the existence of a solution to (1). With access to joint samples of (a, x, w, z), in practice one can validate
whether this condition holds and assess the quality of proxies W, Z with respect to completeness condition. This
assessment is beyond the scope of our study.

For a discrete confounder with categorical proxy variables, the combination of conditions 1 and 2 is equivalent to:

3. Both W and Z have at least as many categories as U.

4. For all (a, ), the matrix P where P;; = p(z;|a, z, w;) is invertible, with z; and w; denoting the sth and jth categories
of Z and W, respectively. Moreover, in the discrete case, this condition is necessary and sufficient for the solvability of
Eq.1 as studied extensively in Miao et al. (2018), Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020).

A.2 Falsifying examples of the completeness condition

In this section we aim to provide intuition about the completeness conditions by giving examples of distributions which
falsify them. For simplicity, we work with the completeness of Z on U, which is the statement:

Z is complete for U if and only if for all g which is square-integrable, Elg(u)|z] = 0 Pz — a.s. if and only if g(u) = 0
PU — Qa.S.

We proceed to provide examples in which the above statement fails to hold true.

* Trivial example. If Z 1 U, then choose any non-zero square integrable § € £2(U) and define g = § — E[g(U)].
Clearly g # 0, but E[g(U)|Z] = E[g(U)] = E[g(U) — E[g(U)]] = 0

* Merely requiring that Z and U are dependent is not enough. Let U = (X3, X») andlet Z = (X1, X;) where X; 1L X5
and X1, Xo ~ N(0,1). Thus U and Z are dependent. But let g(U) = Xo, then clearly E[g(U)|Z] = E[X3|Z] =
E[X3] = 0 for all Z almost surely. Thus Z is not complete for U.

* The reader might find the above two examples both trivial since they both require some component of U to be
independent of all components of Z. In the most general setting, the completeness condition is falsified if there is a
g # 0 € L3, which is orthogonal to p(u|z) for all values of z. This is equivalent to saying that:

| swptulz)au=0 (17)
u

or,

| gt wptudu= | g (wplul2)du (1)
Ugt Ug~

Pz — a.s., where g+ and g~ denotes the function or space restricted where g is positive or negative, respectively. To
see an example where this scenario can arise, and where all components of Z are correlated with all components of U,
consider the following. Let U ~ N (0,1). Z = f(U) + N(0,1) = |U| 4+ N(0, 1), where the added gaussian noise is
independent of U. Let g be a square integrable odd function, that is to say, g(—z) = —g(z).
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Then, we may examine the expectation of g given z as follows:

B = [ gwplula)du (19)

— 00

0 0o
_ / g(u) du+/ g(w)p(ul2) (20)
—o00 0
0 0o
= /—g( dv+/ g(u du (21)
o) 0
_ / g(—0)p(—v]z)dv + / g(u)p(u))du (22)
0 0
= [T dv+/ o(u)p(ul2)du 23)
0 0

= /O —g(u)p(—u \)dqu/O g(u)p(ul|z)du (24)

where (21) is by taking substitution v = —u, (22) is swapping limit (23) is by oddness of g and (24) is by renaming v
as u.
Now, p(u|z) is symmetric in U, this can be seen by considering p(u|z) = % x p(zlu)p(u).

p(z|u) is symmetric in u because f(u) = |u| is symmetric; p(u) is symmetric because it is a Gaussian; product of
symmetric functions is symmetric.

Therefore,
ey = [ gt [ gpd=0 25)
0 0

Thus no component of 7 is independent of U but Z is not complete for U.

Notice that in this case, we were able to construct such a g because f and p have the same line of symmetry. Although
this is an interesting example of falsification of the completeness condition, it is perhaps an unstable - i.e. we might be
able to restore completeness if we slightly perturb the line of symmetry of f and p.

Remark 3. We note that although the completeness condition can be broken non-trivially by having a non-empty orthogonal
set of p(u|z) for almost all z, these cases might be unstable i.e. by slightly perturbing the joint distribution p(u, z), so we
hypothesize that the completeness condition is generically satisfied under mild conditions.

B Kernel Proxy Variable
B.1 Notation

1. As Hp ® Hg is isometrically isomorphic to Hpg, we use their features interchangeably, i.e. ¢(p, q) = ¢(p) ® ¢(q).

2. k(.,.) is a general notation for a kernel function, and ¢(-) denotes RKHS feature maps. To simplify notation, the
argument of the kernel/feature map identifies it: for instance, k(a, -) and ¢(a) denote the respective kernel and feature
map on A. We denote K,z := k(a,a).

3. Kernel functions, their empirical estimates and their associated matrices are symmetric, i.e. Ky, = Kp, and K z; A=
K 44. We use this property frequently in our proofs.

B.2 Problem setting for RKHS-valued

Recall that to estimate & in (1), KPV aims at estimating G, (a, z, z) to minimize the empirical risk as:

R(h) =Eaxzy [(Y —Gh(A, X, 2))?|, where  Gy(a,z,2) ::/ h(a,z,w)p(w|a,z, z)dw
w
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Since h € Haxw by Assumption 9, it follows from the reproducing property and the isometric isomorphism between
Hilbert space of tensor products and product of Hilbert spaces that:

Gpla,z,z) = /Wh(a,x,w)p(wm,x,z)dw
= [ e m )y ol 0.z

<h, d(a,z,w)p w|axz)dw>
w

Haxw
<h, /W ) ® d(w)]p (w|a,x,z)dw>
HAQHx QHw
<h7¢’ / d(w)p(wla, z z)dw>
HAQHx» @Hwy
= (h¢(a) ®MW\MZ>HA®HX®HW (26)

where pyy|q,q,~ denotes a conditional mean embedding of pyy | 4,2, -, and we used the Bochner integrability (Steinwart &
Christmann, 2008, Definition A.5.20) of the feature map ¢(w) to take the expectation inside the dot product (this holds e.g.
for bounded kernels). The regularised empirical risk minimization problem on {(a, , z, ¥);} 722, can be expressed as:

Naxw = argmin z(n), where 27
neEHaxw
~ 1 &2, _ R 2 )
L(n) = — Zl (yj — (0, 0(a;) © $(&5) © pwia, z, .z, >HA®HX®HW) + X273, 4
=

with uyw g, 7, z, denoting the (true) conditional mean embedding of pyy g, 7, z,- We will equivalently use the notation

Naxwlp(@) ® ¢(T) @ pwazz = (Taxw, (@) @ ¢(T) @ pwiaz,z)

Haxw
to denote the evalation of 74 xw at ¢(a) ® ¢(T) @ pwa,z,z-
B.3 A representer theorem expression for the empirical solution

Lemma 3. Let )axw be an empirical solution of (6), where the population conditional mean KUw|a, i,z s replaced by
an empirical estimate ﬁwmng 7, Jrom (38). Then there exists o € R™ M2 eych that:

mi1 Mo

Taxw = Y Y ai;d(a;) @ ¢(F;) ® p(w;). (28)

i=1j=1

Proof. Consider first the solution 774 x of (27), where a population estimate of the conditional mean embedding piw |3, 7, 3,
is used in the first stage. By the representer theorem (Scholkopf et al., 2001), there exists v € R™2 such that

ma
NAXW = Z vi9(a;) ® ¢(T5) @ pwia, 7,3, - (29)
j=1
In practice, we do not have access to the population embedding (i |q,z,.- Thus, we substitute in an empirical estimate from
(36),(38); see Stage 1 in Appendix B.5 for details. The empirical estimate of 7 remains consistent under this replacement,
and converges to its population estimate as both m; and mg increase (Theorem 2): see Appendix B.10 for the proof.

Substituting the empirical estimate fiy |3, z, z, from (38) in place of the population pyy |3, 3, 7, in the empirical squared
loss (27), then n appears in a dot product with

Z:qb(a7 ® &(Z5) (ZF aj,Tj,25)0 ) ZZF a;,%5,%;)9(a;) @ &(Z;) @ d(w;) (30)
Jj=1 i=1 j=1

HWla] ]
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In other words, 7 in the loss is evaluated at mq X mq samples (a;, Z;, w;). We know from the representer theorem (Scholkopf
et al., 2001) that solutions 74 xw are written in the span of (¢(a;) ® ¢(Z;) @ ¢(w;)), ¢ € {1,...ma1}, j € {1,...ma}.
The Gram matrix of these tensor sample features, appropriately rearranged, is an (myms) X (mims) matrix,

Kiot = Kww ® (Kaa © Kxx),

where K is the Kroenecker product. Assuming both Ky and K44 ©® Kx x have full rank, then by (Petersen & Pedersen,
2008, eq. 490), the rank of K, is m1ms (in other words, the sample features used to express the representer theorem
solution span a space of dimension mms).

It is instructive to note that any empirical solution to (6) can hence be written as a linear combination of features of H _4xy,
with features of w from sample of the first stage {w; };; and features of a and z from the second stage, {a;,%;};2,. O

Lemma 4. Let N4 xw be expressed as (28). Then, its squared RKHS norm can be written as:

ma mo

=~ 2

Taxw By = D D s rt Ky, Koz, Kz 5, €2y
ir=1j,t=1

Proof. By using the reproducing property and tensor product properties, we have:

“ﬁAXW||%-[AXW = <ﬁAXW7ﬁAXW>fAXW

= <Z Z Ozij¢(2ij) (9 (ﬁ(gj) ® ¢(wi)> Z Z art(b(at) ® ¢(:{Et) ® ¢(w7’)>

i=1 j=1 r=1 t=1 Faxw

miy ma2

= Z Z Q5 Qg Kwin Kg].atnggt, (32)

ir=1jt=1

where F 4 xyy denotes the Frobenius (or Hilbert—Schmidt) inner product. In (32), we have used the known property of tensor
product: (a ® b, ¢ @ d) z2(3, 145) = (@, )3, @ (b, d)3,, where L7 (Hy, Hz) is the space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators from
‘H1 to Ho. Note that since faxw = ¢(W)a ® ¢(A, X), its squared norm can also be written in trace form, as:

1Daxw 3 4w = (axw Taxw)

Faxw
=Tr {OzTKWWa(Kgg@Kf(}?)} (33)
using the connection between the Trace and Hilbert Schmidt or Frobenius norm and the reproducing property. O

B.4 An incomplete solution

In this section, we discuss an alternative kernel proximal algorithm proposed by Singh (2020), (Algorithm 4.1 in the revised
paper, May 2021). We demonstrate that this approach does not represent a valid solution under the Representer Theorem,
unlike the double sum form of (28).

Singh considers a single joint sample {(a, z, z, w,y); }1_;, so that m; = my = n, and writes the Stage 2 KPV regression
solution as a single sum, rather than a double sum,

Thne 1= 3 ai(a;) ® p(;) @ p(wy). (34)

i=1

Unfortunately, this solution is incomplete, and a double sum is needed for a correct solution. To see this, consider the
subspace spanned by features making up the incomplete solution (¢(a;) ® ¢(x;) ® ¢p(w;));_, in (34). The Gram matrix for
these sample features is

Kine = Kww © Kaa © Kxx,

which has size n X n, and rank at most n (i.e., these features span a space of dimension at most n). Conseqently, the full
Representer Theorem solution 774 xw cannot be expressed in the form 7).


https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.10315v2
https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.10315v2
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B.5 Kernel Proxy Variable Algorithm
In Appendix B.3, we obtained a representer theorem for the form of the solution to (27), in the event that an empirical
estimate ﬁw‘amz is used for the mean embedding ftyy|q,s, - the (true) conditional mean embedding of pyy |4 4, - -

We have two goals for the present section: first, to provide an explicit form for fiyy |4 . . (Stage 1). Second, in (Stage 2), to
learn 74 xw , using the empirical embedding iy |4, - learned in stage 1. Theorem 2 show that the empirical estimate of 7
remains consistent under this replacement and converges to its true value at population level, see Appendix B.10 for details.
Consistent with the two-stages of the algorithm, we assume that the sample is divided into two sub-samples of size m; and
mo, ie., {(a,x, z,w); };24 and {(a, T, 7y, 2); ;-n:zl.

Stage 1. Estimating Conditional mean embedding operator 5W| A,x,z from the first sample, {(a, z, z, w); };2.

As stated in Assumption 7, k(a, ), k(z, ), k(w, ) and k(z, ) are characteristic kernels, and are continuous, bounded by x > 0,
and E[\/k(-,-)] < co. We may define the conditional mean embedding operator as in Song et al. (2009):

Cwiax,z - Haxw = Hw, Cwiax z(¢(a)® ¢(x) @ ¢(z)) = E[¥(W)la,z, 2].

Following Singh et al. (2019, Theorem 1), it can be shown that
GW\A,X,Z =U(W)[Kaa® Kxx © Kzz +midln,] " [®axz(4, X, 2)]", (35)

where K44, Kxx and Kz are m; X m; kernel matrices and ¥ (W) is a vector of m; columns, with ¢(w;) in its ith
column. By definition (Song et al., 2009), [iw|q,z,- := Cw|a,x,z (#(a) ® ¢(z) ® ¢(2)), and therefore

o = [UOV) [Kaa © Kxx © Kz +mi] ™ [0(4) @ 02() 0 T2 (6(a) @ 0(z) © 0(2)
=Uv(W)I'(a,z,z), (36)

where we applied the reproducing property and used isometric isomorphism between Hilbert space of tensor products and
product of Hilbert spaces, i.e. P 4gxgz(A, X, Z) = P(A) @ Px(X) ® T(Z). We defined I'(a, , z) as a column matrix
with m rows :

L(a,z,2) = [Kaxz + mid] ™ Kaas 37

where Kaxz = Kaa © Kxx © Kzz and Ky, = Kag © Kx; © Kz, are a m; X my matrix and a column matrix
with m; rows, respectively. Note that for any given (a, z, 2), pw|a,,- € Span{¥ (W)}, and its empirical estimate can be
expressed as

mi
ﬁW|a,a:,z = Zri(a; z, Z)¢(wl)7 V’LUZ € {(CL,J), 2, U)) ;nzll' (38)
i=1

We now detail the second step where we use iy |4, to learn the operator 7 to minimize the empirical loss (6).

Stage 2. Expressing 74 xw using {(a, 7,9, 2),}}2; and Stage 1.
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It follows from (28) that for any {(a, 7, 2),}22, € (A, X, Z),

(axw, (@) ® 6(T) @ Awiazz)

Haxw

<Z z a;jo(a;) ® ¢(Z;) ® op(w;), p(a) ® ¢(T) ® ﬁwa,az>

i=1 j=1

Haxw

<ZZ%¢@> ® 6(F;) © o(wr), 6(a@) ® $(F) @ {Zw, %,a¢<ws>}>
s=1

i=1 j=1

Haxw

<Zzam¢ aj ®¢($J ®@ d(w;), ZF (a,7,2)¢(a) ® ¢(z )®¢(w8)>

i=1 j=1 Haxw

mip mi ma2

=D 3D ayl(@,#,2) (¢(ay) ® 6(F;) @ ¢(wi), (@) @ G(F) @ G(ws))gy 11
i=1 s=1 j=1

mi1 M1 Mma2

= ZZZ% (@, 2, 2)k(wi, ws)k(a;, a)k(z;, T) (39)

=1 s=1j=1

where k(w;, ws), k(a;, a) and k(Z;,Z) denote associated kernels for variables w, a and z. The second equation follows
from (4). Substituting the expression of I's(a, Z, ) from (37), we have for any (a, z, 2):

Naxwlo(a) ® ¢(T) @ fiwja,z,z = (Taxw, 9(a) ® ¢(T) @ fiw|az,z)

Haxw
mip mo mi

= Z Z Z Qi Ky, {[KAA O Kxx ©Kzz +mih] ' [Kag © Kxz 0 Kzz}}g [Ka,a © Kz,z|  (40)

i=1 j=1 s=1

with K4, Kxx and Kz, m; X m1 matrices of empirical kernels of A, X and Z estimated from sample 1.

Equation (40) can be written in matrix format as:

(Naxw, d(a) © ¢(T) © ﬁWlE,E,E>HAXW =
(K7 © Kog] o Kww{[Kaa © Kxx © Kzz +mid] ' [Kaz © Kxz © Kz}
This format will be convenient when deriving the closed-form solution for ERM (6).
Finally, combining from eq. (40) and (31), the ERM (6) can be written as a minimization over @ € R™1*™2;
2

1 mao mi1 Mg ma mao

~ . T T o ~ q st

a = argmin L(a), L(a) = pro E y? — E E i Al |+ A2 E E a;j ase By, (41
a€R™M1Xma 2 =1 i=1 j=1 i,s=1j,t=1

denoting Af; and B} as

Agj {Kuw,w [Kaa ©Kxx ©Kzz + m1/\1]71 [KAaq O Kxz, © KZEJ} [KE’H“ © KEﬂJ ’
Bf} = Kuu, KE.jEtKEjit'

9L(x)

A solution @ = [cv”]m1 xms can be derived by solving Fo @) — = 0. As such, @ is the solution to the system of the mj X ms

linear equations,

m1 Mmo

V(i,7) € my X ms : ZNq AY = ZZ Grar Z AL AL+ my My By (42)

Remark 4. While the system of equations (42) is linear, deriving the solution requires inversion of a myms X m1ms Matrix.
With a memory requirement of complexity O(mims)? and O(myms)3, respectively, this is not possible in practice for even
moderate sample sizes. We provide a computationally efficient solution in the next section.
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B.6 Efficient closed-form solution for 774 x11-: Proof of Proposition 2

As we explained in the previous section, deriving a solution for a — and consequently empirical estimate of 7 — involves
inverting a matrix € R™1™2X"1™2 which is too computationally expensive for most applications. In this section, we propose
an efficient method for finding . First, we vectorize the empirical loss (6); second, we employ a Woodbudy Matrix Identity.

B.6.1 VECTORIZING ERM (6)

The empirical risk, E(a), is a scalar, and it is a function of «, a matrix. The idea of this section is to vectorise « as
v := vec(w), and express empirical loss as a function of v. Naturally, this requires manipulation both the total expected loss
E(Y — Y)? and the regularisation. In following sections, we show how to express these terms as functions of v := vec(a).

Lemma 5. Vectorizing & as 0 := vec(Q), the ERM (41) can be expressed as:

~ ~ 1
¥ = argmin L(v), L(v)=—|Y —oTD|%+ \ovTEv (43)
vER™1™2 ma
Where:
C = Kwwl(AX,Z)=Kww Kin©EKxx ©Kzz +mid] ' [K, 0K 5 ©K,5 €R™X™ (44)
D = (C® [Kgg@Kg)z} ER(mlmz)XmQ (45)
E = KWW®(KEZQK)?)?) € Rmmaxmima (46)

with ® and & representing tensor (Kronecker) product and tensor product of associated columns of matrices with the same
number of columns, respectively. Vectorization is defined with regards to the rows of a matrix.

Proof. The proof proceeds in two steps. Assume 7) can be written as :

mi ma

n=Y_ > ;b)) © ¢(F;) © ¢(w), @7)

i=1 j=1

for & € R™*™2_ We first show vectorized form of > (y, — n[é(aq) @ d(xq) @ ﬂw‘aq’mq,zq])Q, and then that of the
q=1

regularization term ||7||3, AW

m
Step 1. vectorized form of Y~ (y, — n[¢(aq) ® ¢(2¢) ® fiw|a, zy,2,])
q=1

~ ~ . . o . . a b N
Let ¥ := vec.(@), where ¥ is the column-wise vectorization of &. That is, for A = [c ] , the vectorization is vec.(A) =

d

. It can be shown that for column-wise vectorization of compatible matrices K, L and M, we have:

QU 0 2

vec(KLM) = (MT ® K)vec.(L) (48)

This equality is known as Roth’s relationship between vectors and matrices. See:(Macedo & Oliveira, 2013, Eq. 82) for
proof of column-wise vectorization. Now, if as a specific case we define:

M = Kww[Kis0Kxx ®Kzz +mid] " [Kaa, © Kxz, © Kzz,]
L = aof

T
K K;i0K; 5= (Kﬁaq © KX:fq) ;

In this case, K LM is scalar and € R and vec(K LM) = vec([K LM]T).
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Subsequently, we can write:
vec(KLM) = (MT ® K)vec.(L) = vecl (L)(M @ K™T). (49)
The second equality uses that transposition and conjugate transposition are distributive over the Kronecker product.

By applying (48) to the matrix form of eq. (40), we obtain:

nie(ag) ® ¢(z4) @ fiw|a, z,.2,]
= wect(a) [{Kww [Kar © Kxx © Kzz +miie] " [Kaa, ® Kxz, ® Kzz,|} ® (Kﬁaq ©) K)?zqﬂ (50)
Notice, that since the column-wise vectorization of a matrix is equal to the row-wise vectorization of its transpose,
vece(al) = vec(a) :=v.

To derive the vectorized form of (6), (50) can be expanded for (G4, Z4, z4) for all ¢ € {1,...mo}. Note that in (49), M is the
g-th column of C defined in (44); and K | is the g-th column of K ii © K ¢ 5. To derive the vectorized form of eq. (27),
we expand the results of (49) to all columns of underlying matrices. We introduce operator ® as a column-wise Kronecker
product of matrices”. Note that this operator is in fact the column-wise Khatri-Rao product.

Finally,

ma2

~ ~ ~ 2 —
Z (yg — nld(ag) ® 6(Tq) @ fiwpa,5,2,)) =Y =0 C® (K370 Kgg] 3 =IY — v DJj3, (51)
qg=1

with C and D defined by (44) and (45).
Step 2. Expressing [|7]|, , ,,, in terms of the vector v
For the regularization term in (6), we use the expression of the norm of 7 in matrix terms as presented in (33):
015 anry =T {0" Kwwa(Kzz© Kzg)}
= UeC(Ot)TUeC(KWWa(KZA O] K)?)?))
= vec(a) " {Kww @ (K 77 © Kz )" Jvec(a)
:’UT{KWW(@(KZZQK)})?)}’U (52)
= v Ev. (53)
Note that the vectorization is row-wise. In the second equality, we used that Trace(AT B) = vec(A)Tvec(B) for two

square matrices A and B of the same size. The third equality is the row-wise expression of Roth’s relationship between
vectors and matrices (see Macedo & Oliveira (2013)). O

B.6.2 DERIVATION OF THE CLOSED FORM SOLUTION FOR ﬁ

We presented the vectorized form of ERM eq. (6) in Lemma 5. Its minimizer ¥ is the solution to a ridge regression in R™1"2
and its closed-form is easily available through:

5= {[DD" +m2XaE] ' D}y, (54)

with D and E given by (45) and (46), respectively. The solution still requires inversion of D D™, an m mgy x m;ms matrix,
however. In the following, we use the Woodbury identity to derive an efficient closed-form solution for eq. (6).

Lemma 6. The closed form solution in eq. (54) can be rearranged as:
7 = (Caxn®l) (medl+3) 'y  eR™™ (55)
andy = {(r{aq,Eqﬁgq)KWWr(apvzp;p)) (Kaa,Kz,7,)] . forp.g € {L,....ma}, (56)
mao Xmsa

2AQB = A; ® B; for all s, columns of matrices A and B. This operation is equivalent of Kronecker product of columns and requires
matrices A and B to have the same number of columns (but they can have a different number of rows). Note that F( ARZ), = Ta, 2.2,

and {K;7 ©O0x5}s =K Aa, © 0] X3, respectively. This operator allows us to express empirical loss in matrix-vector form.
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where I, 5 ) := I'(a, x, 2) is defined in (37). Hence, the closed-form solution for v := vec(a) only involves the inversion
of an mo X mo matrix X.

Proof. We start by applying Woobudy identity to eq. (54):

5 = {[PD"+m2rE] ' D}y
— E'D[modI+DTET'D] 'y (57)
= (Caxz®) (mael +%) 'y  €R™™ (58)
andy = [(F(Taqﬁm)KWWF(EP@,EP)) (Kaqamep)}mzme, forp,q € {1,...,ms} (59)
The final equality, (58), is the outcome of lemma 7. O
Lemma 7. We may write DTE™'D = %, where ¥ = [(T% - - Kwwl@, 3,5, (Kaqangqu)}mzxm , for

p,qg €{1,...,ma}.
Proof. We first show that: E~'D = I'ix%2 @ Iy xcms

—1 -1 —
7D = (Kww® (Kiz©Kgg) ' (Kwwl iz ® (Kix© Kxg))

Kyw © (K370 Kz5)™) (KWWr(E,X,Z) @ (K30 K)?X))

(
(
= [ (B © (K510 Kgz)™) (KWWF(EWEM) ® (Kgaq @K;(Eq)) ]
|
[

-1 -1
o (Kww Eww LG, 7,2,)) © ((K,Z,ZQK)?)?) (K,z{aq QK;?@)) }

o P@702) ® I -] =T (1.%,2)® Imaxma

For the third equality, we expand ® in terms of the Kronecker product of associated columns of matrices. We then use the
property of the Kronecker product (4 ® B)(C ® D) = (AC) ® (BD) for compatible A, B, C, and D.

In the second step, we replace E~!D with its equivalent derived in step one, and show that: DT (E~'D) =
DT (F(;{,X’Z) @‘L”ﬂg)(ﬂ’bg) - [(ng‘iqiqvgq)KWWF(Epvipagz))) (KaqapKiq%p)} - First,

mo Xmo
T = T—= —
D (F(Z,)?,Z) ®Im2><m2) = {C ® (Kgg © K)};()} (F(Z,)?,Z) ®Im2><m2>
T— J—
= {(KWWr<ﬁ,>?,z>) @ (Kzx0 K)?)?)} (P i.5.2) @ Imams)
Next, let’s take a closer look at individual elements of the matrix [.]4,, the gth row of pth column.

[DT (F@)?,Z) glmzxmz)} = {(F?aq,iq@KWW) ® (Kzaq © K}?z)} (C@,a,5) © L) (60)

qap

- (F{aq,Eq,zaKWWF(apipzp)) ® ((Kﬁaq © K;zz-,,) fp) (61)
= (0%, 5z Kwwla,z,5) ) (Ko, Ka,z,) (62)

In (60) we have used the property of Kronecker product (A® B)(C ® D) = (AC) ® (BD) for compatible A, B, C, and D.
O
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B.7 Estimating the causal effect

Recall that the causal effect (2) is written 5(a) = fx w (e, z,w) f(z, w)drdw . Since h € H 4xw by Assumption 9, and
using the reproducing property, we can write:

8@ = [ haw e, w)dodo
ERYY
= [ :0(0) © 6(2) © 6}yl w)dzds
X
= (hol@)® [ o(e)® owlple wdrdu)s . (63)
XW
Consequently, 7 can be expressed as: h = %1 nf qijo(a;) @ ¢(Z;) ® ¢p(w;). We can further replace [, d(x) ®
i=1j=1

¢(w)p(z, w)dzdw by its empirical estimate + 37" | ¢(zx) ® ¢(wy) from the sample {(x,w)}7_,. This leads to the
following estimator of the causal effect:

B(a)

Foo@® [ 237 0(n) © 6w}
x k=1

= O @0 © 6(35) © 9w, 6() & - S 6k) © H(wi)sann
i=1 j=1 k=1

- %Zzzain“ajKﬂck%ijkwl‘ (64)

i=1 j=1k=1

B.8 Algorithm
See full implementation of the Kernel Proxy Method at https://github.com/Afsaneh-Mastouri/KPV.
B.9 An alternative two-stage solution, and its shortcomings

Singh (2020) proposed an alternative solution to kernel proximal causal learning (Algorithm 4.1 in the initial work,
December 2020), which directly employs (Singh et al., 2019, Algorithm 1). Singh directly used the Stage 1 estimate of
HBw,ala,x,z (9(a) ® ¢(x) @ ¢(2)) :=E(¢(W) @ ¢(A)|a, z, z), obtained by ridge regression, as an input in Stage 2, which
would allow an unmodified use of the KIV algorithm (Singh et al., 2019) in the proxy setting. We now show that this method
is incorrect, as it does not satisfy the required conditions for consistency, and suffers from related shortcomings in practice.

Theoretically, regression from ¢(a) to ¢(a) is, in population limit, the identity mapping Iy, , from H 4 to H_4. This operator
is not Hilbert-Schmidt for characteristic RKHSs, and violates the well-posedness assumption for consistency of Stage 1
regression (Singh et al., 2019).

In practice, predicting ¢(a) via ridge regression from ¢(a) introduces bias in the finite sample setting. This is shown in
an example in Figures 4 and 5. In a first stage (Figure 4), the identity map is approximated by ridge regression, where
the distribution p 4(a) is Gaussian centred at the origin. This distribution is supported on the entire real line, but for finite
samples, few points are seen at the tails, and bias is introduced (the function reverts to zero). The impact of this bias will
reduce as more training samples are observed (although the identity map will never be learned perfectly, as discussed earlier).
This bias affects the second stage. In Figure 3, the distribution of « for the second stage is uniform on the interval [—3, 3].
This is a subset of the stage 1 support of p_4(a), yet due to the limited number of samples from stage 1, bias is nonetheless
introduced near the boundaries of that interval. This bias can be more severe as the dimension of a increases. As seen in
Figure 5, this bias impacts the second stage, where we compare regression from fi 4|, to y (biased) with regression from
¢(a) to y (unbiased). This bias is avoided in our KPV setting by using the Stage 2 input jiyy|, . ® ¢(a) instead of iy 4|q, -
(ignoring x for simplicity).

B.10 Consistency

In this section, we provide consistency results for the KPV approach. For any Hilbert space F, we denote £(F) the space of
bounded linear operators from F to itself. For any Hilbert space G, we denote by £2(F, G) the space of Hilbert-Schmidt
operators from F to G. We denote by L?(F, p) the space of square integrable functions on F with respect to measure p.


 https://github.com/Afsaneh-Mastouri/KPV
https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.10315v1
https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.10315v1

Proximal Causal Learning with Kernels: Two-Stage Estimation and Moment Restriction

1.5 15
1 L o... o"c.
< .
© Ke)
o 2 05¢
s o
o (o) oo
I7) o o
3 o~
= o
E” %-0.5
5] — biased
-1r ._—unbiased g
. * data
-15 — ' . ' -15 : : : ' :
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
a Stage 2 input

Figure 4: Learning an identity map on a non-compact
domain using (Gaussian) kernel ridge regression.

B.10.1 THEORETICAL GUARANTEES FOR STAGE 1

Figure 5: Bias in second stage as a result of using fi4), in Stage 1
(“biased”) vs regressing on ¢(a) (“unbiased”).

The optimal Cyy|x, 4,z minimizes the expected discrepancy:

argmin  E(C), where E(C) = Ewaxz|¢(W) — Co(A, X, Z)|3,,

Cwix,Az =
CeL2(Haxz Hw)

We now provide a non-asymptotic consistency result for Stage 1. This directly follows the Stage 1 IV proof of Singh et al.
(2019), based in turn on the regression result of Smale & Zhou (2007), and we simply state the main results as they apply in
our setting, referencing the relevant theorems from the earlier work as needed.

The problem of learning Cyy| 4, x, 7 is transformed into a vector-valued regression, where the search space is the vector-valued
RKHS Hr of operators mapping H_4xz to Hyy. A crucial result is that H 4z ® Hyy is isomorphic to L2(H axz, Hw).
Hence, by choosing the vector-valued kernel I' with feature map : (a,z,z,w) — [p(a) ® ¢(z) ® ¢(2) ® Pp(w)] =
B(a) ® ¢(z) @ ¢(2){d(w), )3,y we have Hr = L2(H axz, H) and they share the same norm. We denote by L?(A x
X X Z,paxz) the space of square integrable functions from A x X x Z to VW with respect to measure p 4z, where
pAxz is the restriction of pto A x X x Z.

Assumption 12 Suppose that Cyy|x 4,z € Hr, i.e. Cw x4,z = argmingeq,. E(C).

Definition 1 (Kernel Integral operator for Stage 1). Define the integral operator :
S1: L2(AX X X Z, paxz) — Haxz
g [ 602 2)gla,5,2)dpaxzla,n,2).
The uncentered covariance operator is defined by Th = Sy o S¥, where S5 is the adjoint of S1.

Assumption 13 Fix 71 < oco. For given ¢y € (1, 2], define the prior P (71, ¢1) as the set of probability distributions p on

1—1
Ax X x Z x W such that a range space assumption is satisfied : 3G1 € Hr s.t. Cya,x,z =11 2 oGy and [|G1[3,. < 7.

Our estimator for Cyy|4x 7 is given by ERM (5) based on {(a, z, 2z, w); };"*,. The following theorem provides the closed-
form solution of (5).

Theorem 4. (Singh et al., 2019, Theorem 1) For any \1 > 0, the solution of (5) exists, is unique, and is given by:
~ 1 1 &
Cwia,x,z = (Tt + M) g1, where Ty = — Z¢(ai>xi>zi) ® d(as, i, 2;),
M
1 &
and gy = D dlai i, zi) @ ¢(w;);
Li=1

and for any (a,x,z) € Ax X x Z, we have [iy|qq . = 6W|A,X,Z (¢(a) ® p(x) ® ¢(2)).
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Under the assumptions provided above, we can now derive a non-asymptotic bound in high probability for the estimated
conditional mean embedding, for a well-chosen regularization parameter.

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumptions 5, 7, 12 and 13 hold. Define \1 as:

s _ [ 8+ R lCwia,x 2z llwr) In(2/9) o
1=
m171(61 — 1)

Then, for any x,a,z € A x X x Z and any 6 € (0,1), the following holds with probability 1 — §:

cq—1

R Jyiler + 1) /43 (k + 83||C In(2/6)\ 1+t

||,UW|a,:v72 _,U'W|a,:v,z||3‘-[w < IiSTc((;,ml,Cl) —. 163 71( 1 ) < ( ” W|A7X,Z||7'lr) ( / )> ’
AT vmiyi(e — 1)

where iy |q,z,» = @WM’X’Z (p(a) ® ¢p(x) @ ¢(2)) and C’\W|A7X’Z is the solution of (5).

Proof. Under Assumption 5 and 7, H 4, Hx,Hz are separable (see Lemma 4.33 of Steinwart & Christmann (2008)).
Hence, for any (a,z,2) € A x X x Z, we have : [|¢(a) ® ¢(2) @ 6(2)[lnanz = |9(a) 2 l|O(@) 30 [|0(2) 202 < K
by Assumption 7. Then, we can write:

1w |a,2,2 — Hwae,z 7w = H(GW\A,X,Z —Cw)a,x,z) (¢(a) ® ¢(x) @ ¢(2)) |3

< Héwm,x,z = Cwiax.zllurllo(a) @ d(z) @ ¢(2) | Hax=
< K*rc(8,m1,c1)

where the last inequality results from Singh et al. (2019, Theorem 2). O

B.10.2 THEORETICAL GUARANTEES FOR STAGE 2

The optimal 7 minimizes the expected discrepancy:

. 5 ~ 2
NNAxw = argmin R(n)7 where R(U) =Eaxzy {Y - nkb(a'a .I‘) ® /”'W\a,a:,z]} .
n€Haxw

Similarly to Stage 1, the problem of learning 174 xw is transformed into a ridge regression, where the search space is the
RKHS H 4xw of YV-valued functions () C R). We now provide our assumptions to derive non asymptotic results for Stage
2. The approach builds on the Stage 2 proof of Singh et al. (2019), based in turn on (Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007; Szab6
et al., 2016), with modifications made to account for the difference in setting, since the input to our Stage 2 differs from the
case of instrumental variable regression (see proofs for details).

Assumption 14 Suppose that naxw € Haxw, i-e. naxw = argmin, 3, .. R(n).

Definition 2 (Kernel integral operator for Stage 2). Define the integral operator :
Sat Haxw — Haxw

n /[/”'W\a,a:,z & ¢(a7 x)]n[¢(aa JZ‘) ® /f”W\a,m,z]deW XAXX(MW|a,w,z7 a, Jf)

The uncentered covariance operator is defined by To = Sy 0 S5, where S5 is the adjoint of Sa.

Assumption 15  Fix 72 < co. For given ¢z € (1, 2], define the prior P (2, ba, c2) as the set of probability distributions p
on H 4xw X Y such that:

co—1
* A range space assumption is satisfied : 3G € Haxw s.t. naxw =Ty 2 o G and ||Ga||# 4 < 72

* The eigenvalues (I3 )ren-of T satisfy ap < 1k~ < By for by > 1, ag, B2 > 0.
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Theorem 6. Assume Assumptions 5 to 7 and 12 to 15 hold. Assume the assumptions of Theorem 5 hold and define \
accordingly. Assume also that my, my are large enough (see Proposition 9) and that o < ||Ts|£(34 4 ). Then, for any
€,0 € (0,1), the following holds w.p. 1 — e — §:

- - 4K10c2
R(Maxw) — R(maxw) < ru(0,my,c1,€,ma, by, c2) 1= 5{ H}\z ro(6,my, 1)’
4K10¢2 5 2, (32 n2(6/¢) | (v + [naxw 2w )? (4 + mQAQ(BQ %A bz)
T'C( , My, Cl) . +
)\2 /\2 m2/\2
321n%(6/¢) 472/\5271 + My - , .
A2 m3Aa +79220" 7 F [naxw i | +7222°
_a
(CY + Maxw || ) (4 + Mmoo ﬁ S”:r{rbz Ay b2 ) 4 ca—1 co
+32 In2 (6/5) H || AXW )\ ( 2 (m/b2) ) +8 In2 (6/6) l: 72)‘2 :}\m2'}/2)\2
2 M5 A2

Proof. By Proposition 5, we have:
R(faxw) — Rnaxw) <5[5_1 + So + A(X2) + Sy + Sa] .

Then, by Proposition 10, w.p. 1 — £ — §, we have:

4 4 ~
S_1 < Efﬂwrc(&ml,cl)%%u So < E’flOTC(&amlacl)2||77AXW||$-LAXW

where by Proposition 11, w.p. 1 — =

7axW 131 4 xon

4 (321112(6/6) {(CY + |77Axw||HAXW)2(4+m2/\2N(/\2))} 321n*(6/¢) {45 A2) + maA(As)
A EP) + A Mo
2 maA2 2 272

] + B()\Q) + |77AXW||%'[AXW) :

Also, by Proposition 7, w.p. 1 — =%, we have:

2
Sl < 32 ln2(6/e) |:(CY + HnAXWHHAxvzv) (4 + m2)\2N(/\2)):| , 52 < 81112(6/6) |:4B(>\2) +2m2A(>\2)} '
m3aAs m5Ag

Finally, by Proposition 6,

’/T/bg /\—%

o) S 12AZ, B(h) < A2, N(Ag) < gl P2
AX2) €203, B(A2) S 12A37 0, N(A2) <5, sin(m/bg) 2

Combining all the probabilistic bounds yields the final result. O
Proof of Theorem 2.

Proof. Ignoring constants in Theorem 6, we have:

Sfl _ O (TC(57m1,Cl)2> ,
A2

ro(8,my, 1)’ 1 1 1 1 -
S0 =0 ' t + + S !
’ < A2 m%)\g m2)\§+1/b2 m%/\g—@ mz)\g—cz 2

1 1 1 1
AX2) = 0(N\?), S1=0 + So =0 + )
( 2) ( 2 ) 1 <m%/\2 m2)\1/b2> 2 (mg)\gcz mQ/\éCQ)
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The last term in Sy indicates that Sy dominates S_;. Moreover, since b2 > 1 and ¢y € (1, 2], we have that 1 dominates

mo

13,02; that 11“ 75; dominates %‘32; and that 1 dominates )\52—1 (since Ay — 0). For the same reasons, S
maX;, mal, mal,

dominates S5.

Hence, we have:

~ 75 TC(57m17cl)2 1 1
R -R =0 1
(Maxw) — R(naxw) ( " g ma L1752 +

TN -
2 m§>‘2 m2>\;/b2 .

c1+1
By Theorem 5, and by choosing m; = m,“ ™"

as stated in Theorem 2, we have successively:

_ca+tl
rc(é,ml,cl)2 =0 (ml Cll) = O(mQ_C),

which leads to:

~ ~ 1 1 1 1 1
R(Maxw) — R(naxw) = O + + + 2?7+ + )
m%“)@ m§+4)\§+1/b2 mg)\g 2 m3 mQ)é/b2
The final result is from Szabd et al. (2016, Theorem 5). O

We next introduce analogous results which will be used in proving Proposition 1 (see Appendix B.11). The relations in
Corollary 1 and Theorem 7 provide convergence rates in the RKHS norm, rather than the Ly norm. Since the RKHS norm
gives stronger guarantees (namely, that norm convergence implies pointwise convergence), we pay a penalty, which takes
the form of an additional A5 ! appearing in certain of the terms (as compared with the Theorem 2 proof).

Corollary 1. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 6 hold. Then, for any €,6 € (0,1), the following holds w.p. 1 — e — 4:

R ~ 16%1002
Maxw — nAXW”?-[AXW < 7u(d,mi,c1,€,ma,b2,c2) =5 {>\2Y’I"0(5, mi,c)?
2
1 1
L 1
16r10¢5, (6.1, 1) 32102(6/¢) | (e + [maxw[#aew) (4 +mada(B57 rbdisAs ™) N
)\2 c\9, 1,¢1) - 2\ m2>\
2 2 2N2

321n%(6/€) 4720327 + moya A3
)\2 m%)\z

] el ||nAXW%WW) A

1 _ 1
(v + [maxwllraen)? (4 +mada(By? smbis Ay )

232
m3A;

4252+ Moy
m3A3

+321n%(6/¢) + 321n%(6/¢) {

Proof. By Corollary 2, we have:

[faxw — naxw 3 nn <5 |S=1+ S0+ B(A2) + S1 + 32} :

Then, by Corollary 5, w.p. 1 — £ — §, we have:

~ 16 ~ 16 ~
S_1 < FHIOTC((samval)?C%’a So < Fﬂlorc(&m1’01)2”77AXW”%'lAXW
2 2

er 2¢.
where by Proposition 11,w.p. 1 — £

7axW 3 4 xon

32In%(6/¢€) [(cy + |In e )2 (4 4+ maAaN(A2)) ] 32In%(6/€) [4B(X2) + maA(N2)
§4( )\2 |: Y AXW ||H m%)\2 }Jr )\2 {

2
. + B(A2) + |77AXW||HAXW> :
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2e .
Also, by Corollary 3, w.p. 1 — =¢, we have:

(cy + Inaxw lrazw)? (4 +madaN(X2)) 4B(N2) + maA(A2)

S < 321n%(6/¢) . Sy <32In%(6/€)

m3A3 m3A3
Finally, by Proposition 6,
ADu) S35, BOw) A M) < g T2
sin(m/ba)
Combining all the probabilistic bounds yields the final result. O

1 ¢(e1t+1)
c1+1 (e1—1)

Theorem 7. Suppose Assumptions 5 to 7 and 12 to 15 hold. Fix ¢ > 0 and choose A\; = m; and mp = m,

C(ea—1)
ba(ca+1) _ - ~ 2 _ T o1
L IfC < 350 choose Ao = mo™ 21, Then [[faxw — Naxw |3 v = Op Mo :

ba(cp—1)
ba(ca+1) _ —2 ~ 2 _ ~ Tbaegtl
2. If¢C > bacatl ’ choose Ao = mg~ ®22¥1, Then HnAXW - TIAXW”HAXW = Op My .

Proof of Theorem 7.

Proof. Ignoring constants in Corollary 1, we have:

§.-0 (W) ,
¥

% rc(6,my,c1)? 1 1 1 1 1
So=0 . + + = + +A327 +1
0 ( A3 maA3 m2>\5+1/b2 m3NST2 mgA 2 ?

_ ~ 1 1 ~ 1 1
B(hs) = 005", &—o( + HMJ"%—O( + )

2)2 3— 2—
miA3 oAl m3X;~ 2 maAy
Following the same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 6, this leads to:

1 1 1

1 1
|Faxw — naxwll3 oy = O + + + A2+ + :
AXW m§+<)\421 mé+<)\§+l/b2 mg)\% m%)\g m2)\5+1/b2

The final result results from Szabd et al. (2016, Theorem 5). It consists in matching pairs of terms in the above equation and
dividing by As to obtain the final rate. O

B.10.3 PROOF DETAILS FOR THEOREM 6

First introduce 74 xw as the minimizer of the empirical risk of stage 2, when plugging the true jiyy|q 5, (instead of its
estimate from Stage 1):

~ .= ~ 1 & SO 2
Naxw = argmin L(n), where L(n) = — Z (75 — nld(@;, ;) @ pwia, ;1) + AelnlF e (65)
n€Haxw ma i=1

Similarly to 74 xw , it has a closed form solution given below (see Grunewalder et al. (2012, Section D.1)).
Theorem 8. For any Ay > 0, the solutions of (65), exists, is unique, and is given by:

_ _ 1 & o o
Naxw = (Ta 4 A2) "' g2, where Ty = p— > wi, .z, © 0@, 5)] © [pwa, g,z © 0@, ;)]
j=1
1 &
and gy = p— Z [wia, .7 © 6(a;, ;)] U

Jj=1
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Define also 77 A as the minimizer of the population version of (65):

. 2
Mw = argmin L2 (), where L2 (1) = Eaxyz {Y — n[¢(4, X) @ piwjam]t + Aolnlden  (66)

nEHaxw

The excess risk for the KPV estimator can be decomposed in five terms as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 5. The excess risk of the Stage 2 estimator can be bounded by five terms:
R(faxw) — Rjaxw) <5[S_1+ So + A(\2) + 51 + S

where

So1= VT o (T +22) " G2 — 92) 3 inns So=IVToo0 (T2 +A2)~ <T2 — To)Tax w3,
S1=IVT2 0 (T2 + X2) (g2 — Tonaxw) 3 aers  S2= VT2 0 (T2 + A2) " o (T2 — To) (i — 1axw)|30eon
and the residual A(\s) = ||/ To (0w — nAXW)”H_AXW'

Proof. The excess risk can be decomposed as:

R(faxw) — Rnaxw) = IV Te(Gaxw = naxw) 3w

= |IvVT2 [(ﬁAXW —Naxw) + (Naxw — 772\12)(W) + (Uifxw — NAXW) ||3{AXW (67)

Using the operator identity A~! — B~! = A=}(B — A)B~! and Theorem 1, the first term in (67) can be bounded by
5(5_1 4 So), the second one by 5(S; + S3) and the last one by 5.4(\2) (see Szabé et al. (2015, Section A.1.8)). The factor
5 comes from the inequality (3", a;)? <n) ., a?. O

We next give the analogous RKHS norm result.

Corollary 2. The error in RKHS norm of the Stage 2 estimator can be bounded by five terms:

1Taxw — naxw 3w <5 [571 + S0+ B(A2) + 51+ S»
where

S = 1(Te +22) " G2 — )| ierss So = I(T2+X2) " o (To — To)iaxw |2 s
Si =Tz + A2) (92 — Tonaxw) s S2= (T2 +X2) " o (To — T) (i — 1axw )34

and the residual B(\2) = HnifXW — 77AXWH%—LAXW~

The first two terms S_1, .Sy in Proposition 5 (likewise S_ 1, So in Corollary 2) characterize the estimation error due to Stage
1; the middle term .A()2) (or B(\2) in Corollary 2) characterizes the regularization bias; while the two last terms .S7, So (or
5’1, Sy in Corollary 2) characterize the estimation error from Stage 2. The goal is now to bound each term of Proposition 5
(or Corollary 2) separately. For the three last terms from Stage 2, we can benefit from the minimax rates and results for ridge
regression (Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007), see Propositions 6 and 7 and corollary 3. Stage 1 requires intermediate results
(Propositions 8 to 10 for the proof of Theorem 2, and Corollaries 4 and 5 for the proof of Proposition 1).

We first have the following bounds that characterize the relation between 7%y, and 1.4 xw .

Proposition 6. Suppose Assumption 15 holds, which means that p € P(vz, bz, c2) and that the eigenvalues (Ii,)ken+ of Ta
satisfy ag < Ipk™b2 < By. Then, the residual A()\2), the reconstruction error B(\2), and the effective dimension N'(\z)
are defined and bounded as follows:

A2) = IV T (e — naxw) 3w < 72255, BA2) = 033w — naxw 3 e < 722527

L b -
NX)=Tr [(T2 +X2) 7! OTQ] < B Smﬁ(if/zlb))\2 2
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The bounds on A(A2), B(A2) follow from Caponnetto & De Vito (2007, Proposition 3), while the bound on N (A2) follows
from Sutherland (2017). The residual .A(\2) and reconstruction error 3(Az2), which depend on p, control the complexity of
naxw . The effective dimension A/ (\2) measures the complexity of the hypothesis space H _4.xyy With respect to pz,,, x Ax x-

Proposition 7. (Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007, Step 2 and 3 of Theorem 4) Assume Assumption 6 and Assumption 14 hold.

Assume also that Ay < ||T|| 1 4y and mo > %2()‘2) Then, we can bound Sy and S from Proposition 5 as follows
w.p. 1 —2¢/3:
2(4 4
Sy < 321n%(6/e) [(CY e A +m2A2N(A2))} . Sy <8In%(6/c) { B(%) EmM(A?)} .
msAg m5Ag

Corollary 3. Suppose the assumptions of Proposition 7 hold. Then, we can bound Sy and Sy from Corollary 2 as follows
wp. 1 —2¢/3:

(ey + Inaxw [raxw)? (4 + maXaN(X2))
m2\2
2712

S; < 32In%(6/e) {

] . S, < 321n2(6/¢) {43(&) *mQA(AQ)] .

232
m3A;

Proof. Both resuls in Corollary 3 are minor changes to the relevant proofs of Caponnetto & De Vito (2007). Using the
notation of the present paper: for the term Sy, the left hand side of (Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007, eq. 47) loses the leading
/T5, and the right hand bound becomes 2/ v/ Aa. For the term 5’2, the left hand side of (Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007, eq.
39) loses the leading /7%, and the right hand becomes 2/\,. The reasoning is the same as in our bounds for S_1 and Sp:
see in particular Corollary 4. O

The following bounds are obtained easily by using the bounds from Theorem 5 on the difference between the estimated
conditional mean embeddings of Stage 1 and the true one.

Proposition 8. Assume the assumptions of Theorem 5 hold and define A\, accordingly. Suppose also that Assumptions 6
and 14 hold. Then, wp. 1 —9:

152 = 92131 4 ery < B0 (0,ma,c1)?eh,  and [Ty — Tollb 3y 0y < 4607 (0,ma, 01)%. (68)

Proof. Using Assumption 6, Theorem 5, and (3", a;)*> <n ", a?, we have :

i=1 ">

g2 — 92||HAXW— ZH fiw(a; 5.5 — Pwia,a,.%) © 05, 75)] Uil5

1

mo
= Z (Pw(a, 5,2 — Pwla,.a,.5 ) Foe 10005, 2) B, 07 < £'0rc(8,ma, e1)?c.

On the other hand, using (>, a;)> <n Y., a? and the identity (a + b)? < 2a* + 2b?, we have:
=2
T2 — T2l 224 )

ey Sl (w52 — Bwi,z,5) © 6@, 55)] © (hwa, a2 © 0@ )] 1730w
=1

mao

2 ~ -~ ~ SO
+ my Z | [MW|Ej,E]~,Zj ® p(aj, xJ)] ® [(Mwlaj@,?j - ,UW|E]~,‘z“]-,Ej) ® (b(aj’xj)] ||%(’HAXW)
j=1

2 =2

< o D Awi, 7,5 = i, 2 o iz, 7, 2 R 105 7).
j=1

+ . D iw, a2 — bwia,.a,.z o 1iwia, 2.2 1500 105, T) 13

< 4k0rc(6,my,c1)?. O
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Proposition 9. Assume the assumptions of Theorem 5 hold and define \1 accordingly. Let C. = 96 1112(6 /€). Suppose also
that Assumptions 6 and 14 hold. Finally, assume Xy < || T2|| £ (3 s x ) and that :

g1+l 2
8 | 27" /4k? 3|C In(2/6
e > 205/\/()\2)’ iy > (6. 1)), i n\/711(01+ ) < K2 (5 + 57 Cwia,x, zllne ) In(2/ ))
A2 47T )\, Viler — 1)
Then, w.p. 1 — 5 — 0, we have:

~ 2
VT2 0 (T2 4+ A2) "l 2(anw) < Novs

Proof. We follow the proof of Singh et al. (2019, Proposition 39). Using the Neumann series of I — (T — fg)(Tg + /\2)_1,
we have:

VT2 0 (T2 + X2) "Ml crtanw) < VT2 0 (Ta + X2) "Ml £t anem) Z (T2 = T2) o (T2 + A2) " 1% (3 ueom) -
k=0

We first deal with the first term on the r.h.s. Observe that by definition of the operator norm,

Vi 1
Ty o (To + o) = s v
H \/>2 2 2 Hﬁ(HAXW) 1€ (lk) ken~ L+ Ao 2\/E

where the last inequality results from arithmetic-geometric mean inequality (v/I\s < (I + A2)/2). We now deal with the
second term on the r.h.s. First, we apply the triangle inequality :

(T2 — T2) o (Ta + A2) "l 2anw) < (T2 = T2) o (To 4 A2) "l 2uanw) + (T2 = T2) o (T2 + A2) ™Ml 23 anw)-

Since [|[(T2 + A2) ™| £(#arw) < 1/A2, by Proposition 9 the second term is easily bounded w.p. 1 — & as :

1T — T2l £ urew) < KPro(6,my, c1)
A2 - A2 .

(T = T2) o (Ta + A2) "l £runm) <
For a A2, my can be chosen so that /<;5TC(6, mq,c1)/Aa < 1/4, which legitimates the use of the Neumann series at the

beginning of the proof. This is actually given by setting my > m(d, ¢1). By Caponnetto & De Vito (2007, Step 2.1, Theorem
4), the first term is bounded with probability 1 — £ by:

_ 1
(To — T2) o (T2 + A2) 1H£(HAxw) = 9

for moy > %2()‘2) Hence, we can conclude that for m; > m(d, ¢1) and my > %2()‘2) we have w.p. 1 — § — 0
1Ty = T2) 0 (T2 + A2) "Ml c(tanm) < 5 . 1 < :> VT2 0 (T2 + A2) "Ml £anw) < - 2.0
w3 HEE VTS B SRVOP

Corollary 4. Suppose the assumptions of Proposition 9 hold. Then, w.p. 1 — ¢ — 0, we have:

~ 4
||(T2 + )‘2) Hﬁ(HAXW) )\

Proof. Using the Neumann series of I — (T, — T2 )(Ts + A2) ™%, we have:

(T2 + A2) "l 2anw) < 1T+ X2) 7l 2tanmw) Z (T2 = T2) © (Tz + A2) M| (3t new)-
k=0

We first deal with the first term on the r.h.s. Observe that by definition of the operator norm,

1 1
Ty + Ao) L = su <+
||( 2 2) ||£(HAXW) le(lk)I:GN* I+ Ao Ao
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The second term on the r.h.s. is bounded as in the proof of Proposition 9. Hence, we can conclude that for my > m(d, ¢1)

and mo > %2(’\2), we have w.p. 1 — % -0

3 N 1 1 4
_ 2 T —1 < — = —. O
1 = (T2 + X2) ”E(HAXW) A l— % A2

B~ =

_ B 1
(T2 = T2) o (T + X2) "l cranmy < 5 +

‘We now bound each term separately.

Proposition 10. Assume the conditions of Propositions 8 and 9 hold. We can bound S_1 and Sy from Proposition 5 w.p.
1 — § — d as follows:

4 4 ~
S < E’ilorc((s» m1701)26%’7 SO < Eﬁlorc(éamlvcl)z‘lnAXW”%[AXW'

Proof. Using Proposition 8 and Proposition 9, we have:

S0 < VT o @+ 22) ™ B 182 — 8l < oK e, 1)l
and similarly we have:
So < IVTzo (T2 + 22) " 2 e 1 T2 — f2||i(7—LAXW)HﬁAXW”3-LAXW < /\%HIOTC(&mlacl)zHﬁAxwﬂiMw [
Corollary 5. Assume the conditions of Propositions 8 and 9 hold. We can bound S_1 and Sy from Corollary 2 w.p. 1—5—§

by applying Corollary 4, which yields

~ 16 ~ 16 ~
S < FHIOTC(& mi,c1)’cy, So < PHIOTC(&m1701)2H77AXW||%-[AXW'
2 5

Proposition 11. Let C. = 961n?(6/¢) and suppose that my > %2()‘2) and that Ny < ||Ta|| £(3ary)- Then, wp. 1—2¢/3

17axW 3 4 eon

-y 321n%(6/€) [(cy + 1naxw 140w )2 (4 +madaN (N2))]  32In%(6/€) [4B(N2) + maA(Ng)
= B 2) TN 2
2 masA2 2 maA2

+ B(/\Q) + |77AXW||%'[_AXW> '

Proof. Using the triangle inequality, we have:

~ ~ A A
||77AXWHH,AXW < ||"7AXW - 77A2XWHH.AXW + HUAZXW - nAXW”HAXW + ||77AXW||7'£AXW
~ A
= ||77AXW - nAf)(WHHAXW + vV B()‘Q) + HnAXW”HAXW

< /514 /S + VB + Inaxwliran

via Corollary 3. The final step applies (>, a;)> <n ), a?. O

B.11 Proof of Proposition 1

We prove the pointwise covergence result for the average causal effect 5(a). Note that the proof appearing in the ICML
2021 proceedings used an incorrect norm (the Lo norm results from Theorem 6, rather than the RKHS norm results from
Theorem 7). Consequently there were factors A5 ! missing from some terms, and the convergence rate reported was faster
than the correct rate. The present proof adds the additional A5 ! factors and corrects the error in the rates.

Let fixw = — St b)) @ p(w;)] and pxw = Exw[o(X) @ ¢(W)]. By Tolstikhin et al. (2017, Proposition 1), we

have w.p. 1 —nS :

4k21n(2/9)

o = ru(ng, 9).

lExw — pxw 2w < 7p(ng, o) <
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Moreover, by Corollary 1, we have w.p. 1 — e — ¢

1Maxw — naxw | Haxw < Fu(d,m1,c1,€ me,be, c2).
We use the following decomposition for the causal effect :
Bla) — Bla) = Naxwliixw @ ¢(a)] — naxwpxw @ ¢(a)]
= Naxwl(ixw — puxw @ ¢(a)] + (Maxw — naxw)[pxw @ ¢(a)]

= (Maxw — naxw)|[(Bxw — pxw) @ ¢(a)] + naxw[(fxw — Exw[p(X) @ ¢(W)]) ® ¢(a)]
+ (Maxw — naxw)pxw ® ¢(a)].

G(e2—1) b2(02*1)} and

Therefore, w.p. 1 — € — §, by Theorem 7, ||[axw — naxw ||#axw = 0(m™) with a € { 1 et T

1B(a) = B(a)| < [Maxw — naxw 12w [Bxw — xwll#aw 16(a) laa + [naxw 11w 1Exw — pxw 20w |9(@) 1.4
+ [[7axw — naxw 1w lxw @ G(a) 1 4w

< kg (6, m1, 1, €,ma, ba, e2)ru (e, 8) + KlNAXW |1 4w T (122, 8) + K27 (8, M1, €1, €, M2, ba, €2)

=0(n, 2 +m™?).

C Proxy Maximum Moment Restriction

In this section, we propose a novel approach to solve the proximal causal learning using the maximum moment restriction
(MMR) framework (Muandet et al., 2020a). It is based on that proposed by Zhang et al. (2020) for the IV setting. On the
other hand, we adapt it to the proxy setting, with a novel interpretation for . This is inspired by Miao et al. (2018) and
Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2020), but in their formulations % is defined to be the solution of an ill-posed inverse problem,
whereas we view h as a regression function for y, which is more interpretable, as we will detail below.

C.1 Maximum Moment Restriction for Proxy Setting
Notations. (i) Let X' denote a measurable space. (ii) Let X denote a random variable taking values in X'.

Notice that {Y, A, X, W} are random variables under the generating process governed by Figure 1. Let h € Q(A X W x X)
be a measurable function on A x W x X. Therefore, h(A, W, X) is a function of random variables, which is a random
variable itself.

Proof of Lemma 1. The proposed method is based on Lemma 1, which shows that any function i € Q(A x W x X)) that
is the solution to Equation (1) must also satisfy the conditional moment restriction (CMR), and vice versa.

Proof. Let ¢ be a random variable representing the residual of h(A, W, X) with respect to Y:
e:=Y — h(4, W, X). (69)
Suppose that h is the solution to (1). Then, taking the conditional expectation of (69) conditioned on A, Z, X yields
Ele|A, Z, X]| =E[Y|A, Z, X] — E[h(A, W, X)|A, X, Z]
=E[YI|A, Z, X] - /W h(A,w, X) f(w|A, Z, X)dw

=0.

In the last term of the second equality, we take expectation over W because it is the only variable not being held fixed by
conditioning. The last equality holds because h is the solution to (1) by definition. [

Note that we have derived the condition typical in additive noise instrumental variable (IV) models (Hartford et al., 2017;
Dikkala et al., 2020; Bennett et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020; Muandet et al., 2020b). A more general term for this type
of conditions is called conditional moment restrictions (CMR) (Newey, 1993). This interpretation allows us to approach
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the problem of learning h from a different perspective. That is to say, we look for h for which the conditional moment
restriction is zero. This contrasts with the typical two-stage approach of learning h, for which the objective is to find A such
that E4xzy [(Y — Ew [h(A, W, X)|A, Z, X])?] is minimized.

Connection to IV. Typical formulation of IV models assumes the following structural model:

Zi Xiv fiv Y; €iv

Figure 6: DAG of an instrumental variable model

where in particular Z;,, 1L €;,. Additionally, an additive noise model for generating Y;,, is typically assumed, and the noise
is assumed to have zero mean. In mathematical terms, these amount to

Yriv = fw(Xw) + €v, E[Eiv] = 07 E[eiv‘Ziv] =0 a.s.

Remark 5. We make two comparisons between the IV setting and our proxy setting.

1. Inthe IV setting, Yi, = fiv(Xiv) + € is proposed as the structural equation for Yy, ; in contrast, in our proxy setting
Y = h(A, X, W) + € is not a structural equation, as it does not remain invariant under interventions. For readers
unfamiliar with the concept of structural equations, we refer to Pearl (2000). We thus offer the interpretation that
Y = h(A, W, X) + € is a regression equation whose noise term has mean zero when conditioning on A, Z, X.

2. In the 1V setting, authors make the assumption of additive noise models for the structural equation of Yy, and fi,
is then the causal effect of X, on Yy, i.e. fi,(Xiw) = E[Yiy|do(Xy)]. In our setting, the solution h of the integral
equation (1) directly gives us the causal effect, hence no additive noise assumption is made and our approach is entirely
nonparametric.

3. Lemma I establishes the connection between a class of problems that can be formulated in terms of an integral equation
like (1) and those that satisfy the CMR. Hence, we believe this result can be applied more broadly to problems that
share similar structure to our setting.

Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Since g € H azx, we may write g(A, Z, X) = (g9,k((A, Z, X),-)), thus we have

Ry(h) = sup  (E[(Y — h(A, W, X))(g,k((4, Z, X),))])?

geEH Az x,llglI<1

= s (Rl (Y = AW XA Z,X), )

= sup ({9 E[(Y — h(A, W, X)k((A, Z,X),")]))?

gEH Az x,|gll<1

[E[(Y — h(A, W, X))k((4, Z, X),-)]

2
”HAzx '

The second equality is due to linearity of an inner product, and we remark that it still holds despite h and g sharing variables
A and X, because (Y — h(A, W, X)) € R as opposed to H_ayy.x. The last equality is due to the fact that 7 4z x is a vector
space, and E[(Y — h(A, W, X))k((4, Z, X), )] € H.azx by assumption.

Then,
Rk(h) = <]E[(Y—h(A,W,X))k((A,Z,X),),]E[(Y—h(A,W,X))k((A,Z,X),)>
(A,W,X))]{)((A,Z,X),~),(Y/—h(A/,W/,X/))k‘((A/,Z/,X/),-)>]
Y — h(A,W, X)) —h(A, W, X"k((A, Z,X), (A, Z, X")))],

as required. O
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C.2 Analytical Solution for PMMR

Suppose further that h also lies in an RKHS H 4z x endowed with the kernel function /. Then, we can use the representer
theorem (Scholkopf et al., 2001) to derive a close-form solution for h. We note that the risk functional Ry is different from
standard least squares risk since it involves independent data samples as well as the kernel function k. Nevertheless, the
empirical risk still applies to data samples {y;, a;, w;, z;, z; } 7, so the representer theorem still apply on RKHS features
{l((as, ws, z;), )}, . This is to say, that by the representer theorem,

n

E(a,w,x) = Zail((aiawiawi)v (a,w,)),

i=1
for some (v, ...,a,) € R™. Hence, we may rewrite the optimization problem as
& = argmin (y — La) ' W(y — La) + Aa' La (70)

acR®

where L;; = I((a;, w;, x;), (aj, wj, x;)) and Wi; = k ((as, 25, 2;), (aj, 25, 2;)). The solution to (70) can be found by
solving the first-order stationary condition, resulting in the closed-form expression:

&= (LWL+ L) 'LWy.
It can be shown that H x, x...x x,, is isometrically isomorphic to Hx, ® --- ® Hyx,,. In the latter, the kernel of the outer-
product RKHS can be decomposed into the product of the kernels of the children RKHSes:
k(x,x") = ki (21, ) ko (22, 25) - ki (T, 2.
Hence, we may use an alternative closed-form formulation of & with the product kernels

}Al(a7 w, Jf) = Z dil.A(a'ia a‘)lW(wia U})l;\((l'“ l’)
i=1

C.2.1 APPLYING THE REPRESENTATION THEOREM TO PMMR

First, we quote the representation theorem.

Theorem 9. Consider a positive-definite real-valued kernel k : X x X — R on a non-empty set X with a corresponding
reproducing kernel Hilbert space Hy. Let there be given

* a training sample (x1,y1) ..., (Tn,yn) € X X R,
* a strictly increasing real-valued function g : [0,00) — R, and

* an arbitrary error function E : (X x RQ)R — RU {0},

which together define the following regularized empirical risk functional on Hy, :

fr E(@nyn f (@), (@n,yn, f (20))) + 9(1f1])

Then, any minimizer of the empirical risk

[T =argming e, {E (21,91, f (1)) -5 (@nsyn, £ () + 917D} ()

admits a representation of the form:
FrE) =D ik ()
i=1
where o; € R forall1 <i <n.

In our case, we have

E: (X xRH" — RU{c0}

{((as, wi, x4, zi), h(as, wi, i), ¥i) Yoey  — Z(yi_h(

ij=1

ai, wi, ;) (y; — b (aj, wy, ;) k ((ai, 2, 21) 5 (a5, 25, 25))
n2

so the representer theorem gives us h(a, w,z) = Y., gl ((a;, wi, ;) , (a, w, ).
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C.3 PMMR Algorithm

PMMR algorithm to estimate h and derive causal effect is summarized below:

Algorithm 2 PMMR Algorithm
input :1. Train data {z!, w!, a!,y!, 2t }" ;. 2. Kernel functions [ for H sy x and k for H 4zx with bandwidths o, and o,

1) )

respectively. 3. Regularisation parameter \. 4. Nystrom approximation size M.
output: h(a, w, z)
/+ Write x for the matrix containing z; in the ith row. */
Foralll1 <i<n,1<j<n, K< k((a;, zi, %), (a5, 25, ;)
Forall1 <i<n,1<j<n, L+ l((a;,w;,z;), (a;,w;,z;))
Do Nystrém approximation for K /n?, decomposing into K /n? = ovoT
G AN U WOTLU + VY= W0TA A LUVU Ty

ha,w,z) < I((a,w, ), (at, wt, xt))

C.4 Consistency and Convergence Rates

In this section, we provide a consistency result of the causal estimate as well as the convergence rate of the PMMR solution.
For this, we will need the consistency result of the kernel mean embedding.

Lemma 8 (Proposition A.1, Tolstikhin et al. (2017)). In the following, the authors present a general result whose special
cases establishes the convergence rate of n="/2 for || px(Pp) — pux(P)|| 7 when F = Hy, and F = L*(R?). They denote
P,(X) := 717 S0,

Let (X;)?_, be random samples drawn i.i.d. from P defined on a separable topological space X. Suppose g : X — H is
continuous and
sug lg(z)||3 < Cr < o0 (71)
S

where H is a separable Hilbert space of real-valued functions. Then, for any 0 < § < 1 with probability at least 1 —6 we have

‘ <Gy [2Ck1080/0) s 72)
i n n

C.4.1 PMMR CONSISTENCY

| s@aruta) = [ g@apta)

X

Definition 3. For clarity, we define the following variables.

* ho(a,x,w) is a solution to (1).

e h,, is the solution of a learning algorithm with sample size n.

* B(a) := Ewx[ho(a, W, X)] = E[Y]|do(a)].
¢ Bn(a) := Ewx|[hn(a, W, X)].
« B (a) = Ly B (@, w3, ) with {wg, @} ~iia P

* B(a): where m and n are clear in context, we abuse the notation to write 3(a) to denote the estimator for 3(a) from
our algorithm.

* ux denotes the kernel mean embedding of a random variable X .

* Q% denotes the empirical estimate of px, given by % = L 3" [¢(x; ~ Px)]. Where clear from context, we omit

the superscript m, and just use [ix to denote finite-sample estimator of | x.

Lemma 9 (Causal consistency). If i, — ho, then Bm(a) R B(a) as m,n — oo.
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Proof. For brevity, in the proof that follows, we write i := pxw and "™ := ji%y;.

Since B(a) = (h, p(Pwx) ® ¢(a)) and 7 (a) = (hn, A™(Pwa) ® ¢(a)), we can verify that

B (a) — B(a) = (hn, d(a) @ @™) — (ho, d(a) @ p) (73)
= (hn, ¢(a) @ ™) — (hn, $(a) @ ) + (hn, p(a) ® ) — (ho, pla) @ p) (74)
= (hn, d(a) @ (™ — 1)) + (hn — ho, $(a) ® p) (75)

Thus, by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have for all a,

187 (@) = B@)] < 1Allrawae lO(@) 2 lli™ = illataw + 1n = hollatawa 9(@) [l 2w (76)

From Lemma 8, by setting g to be the feature map on .4 x W, we have
o C 2C) log(1/6
I =l < Sk 4 (218U ) an
m m

Moreover, we know that fzn L, hg. This is to say, for any €, §, IN s.t.

with probability at least 1 — 4.

2 <e, VYn>N (78)

ho HHAWX
with probability at least 1 — 4.

Therefore, reflecting on (76) we observe that ||||5 ,,, is bounded because we assume bounded kernels, |57 4,0 x Ei
17011240 bY assumption, and ||ho || 4 1S constant, ||, — holl2 4 and ||4™ — p]|344,, uniformly converge to zero
in probability, which we have just shown.

Therefore, Sup,¢ 4 {87 (a) — B(a)} 0. -

Lemma 10. Suppose Ry, has at least one minimiser in H qywx and P gy x is a finite Borel measure with full support, i.e.,
supp[Pawx] = A X W X X. Then, Ry, has a unique minimiser in H awx if and only if the following condition holds:

(%) Vg € Hawx Eawx[g(A, W, X)|A, Z, X] = 0 Pazx-almost surely if and only if g(a,w,z) = 0
P awx —almost surely.

Proof. To prove that Ry, has a unique minimiser in H _4xyy, we need i) A minimiser to Ry, exists in H 4y ii) It is unique.
By Assumption 4 and Miao et al. (2018, Appendix, Conditions (v)-(vii)), a minimiser exists in £L2(A X W X X, Pawx) -
we further require j; has a minimiser in H 4yyx by assumption. We still need to show uniqueness.

( = ) Suppose that there exist two different functions h; and ho that minimise Ry. Then, it follows from Zhang
et al. (2020, Theorem 1) that E[Y — hy|A, Z, X| = E[Y — ha|A, Z, X] = 0 Pazx—almost surely. This means that
Eawx[h1 (A, W, X) — ha(A, W, X)|A, Z, X] = 0 P4z x—almost surely. Suppose () is true, we must have g(a, w,x) =
hy(a,w,z) — ha(a,w,z) = 0 P gy —almost surely. As a result, g is the zero function in £2(A X W X X, Pawx) and
for any other functions f € L*(A X W X X, Pawx), (9, f)c2(axwxx,Pawx) =0

Now, we describe briefly the integral operator representation of our kernel function [ and consequently a representation of
the RKHS inner product. A more detailed discussion can be found in, e.g., Sejdinovic & Gretton (2014).

Integral operator of kernel on H 4)yx. Letl : (A X W X X)? — R be the kernel function on A X W X X. We
define an operator S; : L2(A X W X X, Pawx) — C(A X W X X), where C(A X W X X) is the space of continuous
functionson A X W X X, as

(S f)((a,w,z)) = /l((a,w,x), (a,w',2)) f((d,w',2")) dPawx (0w’ 2)),  feL(AXW XX, Pawx)
(79
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where S; can be shown to be well-defined (Sejdinovic & Gretton, 2014), and T; = I; o S its composition with the inclusion
L:CAXW X X) = L2AXW X X, Pawx). T} is said to be the integral operator of kernel [.

It can be shown that the symmetry of [ implies the integral operator is self-adjoint; the positive definiteness of [ implies that
T, is a positive operator, i.e., all eigenvalues are non-negative; continuity of [ imples 7; is compact by the Arzela-Ascoli
theorem. Then, by the Spectral theorem (Sejdinovic & Gretton, 2014, Theorem 49), any compact, self-adjoint operator can
be diagonalised in an appropriate orthonormal basis.

Relating the RKHS norm with the £2—norm. Further supposing that P 4y x has full support, i.e., supp[Pawx] =
A X W x X, then Mercer’s theorem says that for a continuous kernel [ on a compact metric space with a finite Borel
measure of full support, we can decompose the kernel function ! using its at most countable set J of strictly positive
eigenvalues {\; };c and eigenfunctions {e; } ..

I((a,w, ), (a,w' 2')) = Z Aej((a,w, x))e;((a',w', 2")) (80)
jed

where the convergence is uniform on (A x W x X)* and absolute on each (a,w, z), (¢, w’,2’) € AX W X X. See
Sejdinovic & Gretton (2014, Section 6.2) for further details.

Then, we may construct the RKHS H 4)vx based on the integral operator T; and its associated eigenfunctions {e;};e .7,
which depend on the underlying measure P4z v, as

Hawx = f:Zajej { 4y } 612(J> 81

jed Aj

with an inner product (3", ; a;jej, > e ;b€ Hawa = ey %% Note that {a;/\/A;} € (2(J) implies that f €
LYHAXW X X, Paywx). Thus, aj = (f, €;) 2(Axwx ¥, Pawa)-

Now, recall that g(a, w,x) = hi(a,w,x) — ha(a,w, z) is a zero function in £2(A X W X X, Pawx ), which also means
that |9/[#awe = V(9,9)9,,,, = 0- Therefore, hy(a,w,z) = ha(a,w, ) for all (a,w,z) € A x W x X as norm
convergence in RKHS implies pointwise convergence (Steinwart & Christmann, 2008, pp. 119). By contradiction, the
minimizer of R must be unique.

( <= ) Suppose (*) does not hold, i.e., (A, Z, X) is not complete for (A, W, X), then there exists g € H 4y such that
g # 0and Eqwx[g(A, W, X)|A, Z, X] = 0, P4zx—almost surely. Then, for any minimizer h of Ry, (if it exists), h + Cyg
for some constant C' is also a minimizer, so it cannot be unique. O
Theorem 10 (Causal consistency of PMMR). Assume H is a real-RKHS, k : (A x Z x X)? — R is bounded, Q(h) is
convex, \ 0. Moreover, assume Z is complete for W, i.e., for all g € L?[Py)], E[g(W)|Z] = 0, Pz—almost surely if
and only if g(W) = 0, Pyy—almost surely. Then, h, Ei ho.

Proof. Given Q(h) is convex in h, we prove consistency based on Newey & McFadden (1994, Theorem 2.7), which requires
(i) Ry, (h) is uniquely minimized at ho; (i) Ry (h) + AQ(h) is convex; (iii) Ry (h) + A\Q(h) i Ry (h) forall h € H.
Since H is a real-RKHS, which is a vector space, it is convex because for any z,y € H,a € [0,1],ax + (1 —a)y € H
by closure of vector spaces. Since H is convex, Ry, is convex (Zhang et al., 2020, Theorem 5). By assumption, A, Z, X is
complete for W. Then, by Lemma 10, R;, is minimized at hg. Since H is open, hg is in the interior of H.

Since Ry (h) = 1250 (yi — hai, wi, @) k((as, 25, 23), ) Hik, by the law of large numbers, we have that + 3" | (y; —
h(ai, wi, z:))k((ai, 2, 2), ) —> E[(Y — h(A, W, X))k((A, Z, X),-)]. Then Ry (h) =5 Ry (h) for all h € H by the
Continuous Mapping Theorem (Mann & Wald, 1943) since || - ||3, is continuous. As A Lo, Ry (h) + \Q(h) R Ry (h)
by Slutsky’s Theorem (Van der Vaart, 2000, Lemma 2.8). Since 2(h) is convex, Ry (h) + AQ(h) is convex since addition
preserves convexity. Thus, by Newey & McFadden (1994, Theorem 2.7), izn £> hg. ]

Corollary 6. Assume H is a real-RKHS, k : (A x Z x X)? — R is bounded, Q(h) is convex, and )\ L5 0. Moreover,

. . 5m P
assume (A, Z, X) is complete for W, then the causal effect estimate 37" — 0 as m,n — oo.



Proximal Causal Learning with Kernels: Two-Stage Estimation and Moment Restriction

Proof. By Theorem 10, the conditions guarantee that Bn f—) hg. Then, by Lemma 9 3m (A f—> A). O
y g y n

C.4.2 PMMR CONVERGENCE RATE

To provide the convergence rate of PMMR, we will first provide an alternative interpretation of PMMR as a linear ill-
posed inverse problem in the RKHS (Nashed & Wahba, 1974; Carrasco et al., 2007). Let ¢(a, z, w) := k((a, z,w), ) and
o(a,x, z) = k((a,x, 2), ) be the canonical feature maps. Then, the unregularized PMMR objective can be expressed as

Ri(h) = [E[(Y —h(A, X, W))p(A X, 2)][5,,.,
= |E[Ye(4, X, 2)] - E[h(A, X, W)p(A, X, 2)][3,,.,
= llg—Thl,,, -
where
g::/Y(p(A,X,Z) dp(A, X,Y,Z), Th ::/h(A,X,W)go(A,X, Z)dp(A, X, W, Z). (82)

Here p(A, XY, Z) and p(A, X, W, Z) are the restrictions of p(A, X, WY, Z)to AXx X x Y x Zand A x X x W X Z,
respectively. By Assumptions 6 and 7, g € Haxz and T is a bounded linear operator from H 4 xw to Haxz. Let T :
Haxz — Haxw be an adjoint operator of T" such that (Tu, v)3, ., = (U, T*V) 3, forallu € Haxw andv € Haxz.

Based on the above formulation, we can rewrite the PMMR regularized objective and its empirical estimate as follow:
Ba(h) = llg = Thli3y, ., + M0, Ba(h) =11 = Thif3,,,, + Alhl3, ., (83)

where § and T are the empirical estimates of g and 7' based on the i.i.d. sample (@i, i, Wi, Yi, ;)1 from p(A, X, W)Y, Z):

n

Zh(ai,mi,wi)go(ai,zi,zi). (84)

i=1

1 & 1
g :=— ip(as, T, 2:), Th:i=
g n;ﬂyw(a T, 2;)

n
Likewise, we denote by T* an adjoint operator of f, ie., for f € Haxz,

T*f:/f(A7X7 Z)¢(A7X7W)dp(A>X7VV7Z)7 /-f*f: %Zf(awxwzl)(b(awxwwl) (85)
i=1

Cross-covariance operator. We can view the operator 7" as an element of the product RKHS H o xw ® H axz, i.e., for
heHaxw,

Th / h(A, X, W)p(A, X, Z) dp(A, X, W, Z)

/ (s (A, X W) 30 oA, X, Z) dp(A, X, W, Z)

- / (6(A, X, W) @ (A, X, Z)] hdp(A, X, W, Z)

U (A, X, W) ® o(A, X, Z)dp(A, X, W, Z)| h.

Thus, T = E[¢(A, X, W)®@¢(A, X, Z)] € Haxw @ H axz and is a (uncentered) cross-covariance operator mapping from
Haxw to Haxz (Baker, 1973; Fukumizu et al., 2004). Likewise, T* = E[p(A, X, Z) @ ¢(A, X, W)] € Haxz @Haxw -
The cross-covariance operator 7 is Hilbert-Schmidt, and ||T|| < [|T'||us = |7/ #xw®Haxz Where || - ||us denotes a Hilbert-
Schmidt norm (Fukumizu et al., 2006, Lemma 3). The latter equality holds because the space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators
HS(H;,H2) forms Hilbert space which are isomorphic to the product space H1 ® Hs given by the product kernel.
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PMMR solutions. Based on (83), we can define the PMMR solutions in the population limit and in the finite sample
regime respectively as
hy = argmin,eqy, , Ra(h) = (T"T + )" 'T%g (86)
hy = argmingey, ., Ra(h) = (T*T +X)"'T§ (87)
The solution (86) is obtained by noting that Rx(h) = (h, T*Th 4+ Ah — 2T%g)3.,,, + ll9ll3;,,, Whose Frechet derivative

is zero only if (T*T + A )h = T™*g. The solution in (87) can be obtained in a similar way. Let ko be the solution that
uniquely minimizes the unregularized risk R(h). Then, we can decompose the estimation bias into two parts:

iL)\—hOZ(fAl)\—h)\)+(h)\—ho). (88)

The first part h A — h) corresponds to an estimation error of the regularized solution h), whereas the second part hy — hyg is
the regularization bias. Hence, we can obtain the convergence rate of h by first characterizing the rates of the regularization
bias and estimation error separately, and then choosing the regularization parameter A such that both rates coincide.

CHARACTERIZING THE REGULARIZATION BIAS

To control the regularization bias, we impose a regularity condition on the true unknown hg. Following Carrasco et al.
(2007), we assume that h( belong to a regularity space H, = (T*T)" for some positive . The following is a restatement of
Carrasco et al. (2007, Def. 3.4); see, also Smale & Zhou (2007) for a similar condition.

Definition 4 (y-regularity space). The y-regularity space of the compact operator T' is defined for all v > 0, as the RKHS
associated with (T*T)". That is,

H,={heN(T)" suchthat Z <}Zjij> < 00 (89)
j=1 -7
with the inner product
j=1 J

for f,g € H,.

In what follows, we will make the following assumption on hg.
Assumption 16 hy € H, fory € (0,2].

Proposition 12 (Regularization bias). Let T : Haxw — Haxz be an injective compact operator. Then, if Assumption 16
holds and h) is defined by (86), we have

1hx = Roll3 ., = OO, oD
Proof. Carrasco et al. (2007, Proposition 3.12) O

CHARACTERIZING THE ESTIMATION ERROR

Proposition 13 (Estimation error). Let hy = (T*T + A\ )_1T *g be the regularized solution given by (86) and ]Al>\ =
(T*T + NI)~1T*g, then

hx = Pallseacw < AIT*G = T Tho|l + AN TT = T*T| lho — hally,
where d()\) := Hf)\H = ||(f*f+ A

Proof. To simplify the notation, we will use 'y := (T*T + AI)~>and 'y := (f*f + M)~ throughout the proof. First,
we have R o o R R
hiy — hy = D\T*§ — D\T*g = D\ T* (g — Tho) 4+ T\T*The — D\T*Thy . (92)
()
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Then, we can write (%) as

TAT*Thy — T'\T*Thy DA(T*T — T*T)hg + DAT*Thg + TA\T*Thg
= DA\(T*T — T*T)ho + (T'x — T\)T*Thy
W T\ (T*T — T*T)ho + DA(T*T — T*T)TAT*The
O P\(T*T — T*T)ho + TA(T*T — T*T)hy
= TA(T*T = T*T)(ho — hy), (93)

where we applied the identity A~ — B~! = A=1(B—A)B~ ' to ['y—T') to get (a), and (b) holds because hy = I'\T*Thy.
Combining (92) and (93) yields

ha—hy = DaT*(§—Tho) + DA(T*T = T*T)(ho — hy).

Consequently, we have
s = bl < AT =T Tho|| +dIT*T =TT [ho — hally, -
where d()\) := |T|| = |(T*T + AI)~!|| as required. O

By Proposition 12, Proposition 13, and (88), we can see that the rate of convergence of the estimation bias ||ﬁ A — holl
depends on the following quantities: (i) A sequence of regularization parameters A which will govern the rate of convergence
of the regularization bias ||hy — hgl|. (ii) The rate of convergence to infinity of d()). (iii) The rates of convergence of

|T*T — T*T|| and || T*§ — T*The|| which are governed by the estimation of 7" and g. In the next section, we provide the
rates for these intermediate quantities.

RATES OF INTERMEDIATE QUANTITIES

Since we will deal with random variables taking values in Hilbert spaces, we need the following concentration inequality.

Lemma 11 (Bennett inequality in Hilbert space). Let H be a Hilbert space and & be a random variable with values in H.
Assume that ||€]] < M < oo almost surely. Denote 0*(€) = E[||€||?]. Let {&;}7, be independent random drawers of a
random variable &. Then, with probability at least 1 — 6,

HiZ[&- - Elé)]

i=1

’ L 2Mlog(2/8)  [20%()los(2/0)

Lemma 12 (Consistency of g, f and f*). Suppose that Assumptions 6 and 7 holds. Let O'g and o2 be defined by
oy = E[[Yp(A X, Z)|%], oF = E[|¢(A, X, W)[I*|le(4, X, Z)|%].

Then, each of the following statements holds true with probability at least 1 —

2cy K3 log 2/6 [202 log 2/6)

lg—gl <
FoT| < 2&610g(2/6) 202 log( 2/5
- n n
~ 2k5log(2 202 log(2/6
n n

Proof. Let&4(a, x,y, 2) = yp(a, z, z). It follows from Assumptions 6 and 7 that

&g (a, 2.y, )| < lyllle(a, o, )| = lylv/k(a, a)k(z, 2)k(z, 2) < eyr®.
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Hence, we have

R
QZEng(az‘a%,ynzi), g=E[{(A, XY, Z)].
i=1

If 03 = E[||€]I?] = E[||[Y ¢(4, X, Z)]||?], it follows from Lemma 11 that

< 2cy K3 10g(2/6) N 20210g(2/6)

g —gll < -~

with probability at least 1 — §. Next, to bound Hf —T||, recall that we can express T and T as elements of H 4 xw @Haxz

as follows:

~ 1
T:EZd)(ai,xi,wi)®g0(ai,xi,zi), T:/d)(A,X,W)®<p(A,X,Z)dp(A,X,W,Z).
i=1

Letér(a, z,w, 2) == ¢(a, v, w) ® p(a,r,2) € Haxw ® Haxz. Then, by Assumption 7,

(
ez (a, 2w, 2)[| = lI¢(a, 2, w) ||l p(a, z, 2)|| < Vk(a, a)k(z, 2)k(w, w)\/k(a, a)k(z, 2)k(z,2) < K. (94)

As aresult, we can express 1" and 71" as

T=>3 ¢rlai,mwi,z), T=E[r(AXW2). (95)
=1

S|

Letting 0% := E[||&7 %] = E[||¢(A, X, W)||?[|¢(4, X, Z)||?] and applying Lemma 11 yields with probability at least 1 — &

2k510g(2/9) N 202, log(2/5)'

HT_T” < ||T_T||HAXW®HAXZ < n n

(96)

The bound on ||1A“* — T*|| can be obtained using similar proof techniques, so we omit it for brevity. O

Lemma 13. | T*T — T*T| = O(1//n).

Proof. First, we have

\T*T =TT\ = |T*T =TT +T*T — T*T|
< |T*T = T*T| + ||T*T — T*T||
= |T4(T - 1)+ [[(T* — )T
< (T =TT = D)+ IT(T = T)|| + |(T* = T*)T|
< T =TI +2|TT - 7.

Hence, the rate of convergence of || 7*T — T*T| is dominated by the rate of |7’ — T'|| which, according to Lemma 12, is in
the order of O(1/+/n). O

Lemma 14. ||T*§ — T*Thy| = O(1//n).

Proof. First, we have
IT*G — T*Thollsaxw = I(T*G—T"Tho) + (I*Thy — T*Tho) 3w
[(T*§ — T*g) + (T*Tho — T*Tho) || #4.4xw
(T*g—T"g)+ (T"g —T"g) + (T"Tho — T*Tho) |34,
1T g = T*gllrepsw + 1779 = T*gllatanw + | T*Tho — T*Thol3.0y -
(A) (B) (€)

IA

Next, we will bound each term separately.
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Probabilistic bound on (A). Since T* is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator in H 4 xz ® Haxw, we have by Assumption 7 that
HT*” < ||T*||HS < K2, Consequently, ||T*§ - T*g”HAXW = HT*(_@ - g)”HAXW < HT*H”g - QHHAXZ < HS”;@ - gH'HAXZ'
By Lamma 12, we have with probability at least 1 — 4,

2cy log(2/6 1 [202log(2/6
(A) < cyog(/)+73 i g(/)' ©7)
n K n
That is, (A) = O(1/y/n).
Probabilistic bound on (B). Using Lemma 12, we have |[T*g — T*g|| < |T% — T*|||lgll#.1, = O(1/v/7).
Probabilistic bound on (C). || T*Tho — T*Tholly < |T*T = T*T|||ho |24 = O(1/+/n) by Lemma 13.
Since (A), (B), and (C) are all in the order of O(1//n), | T*§ — T*The|| = O(1/+/n) as required. O

Probabilistic bound on ||T||. Assume A < ||T*T| and n > 2C.xN(A)A~L. Then, with probability at least 1 — ¢/3,
T[] < 1/A.

Proof. Assume

o~ o~ 1
(T T =T T)T* T+ AD)7'| < 5 (98)
Using the Neumann series of I — (T*T — T*T)(T*T + \)~ ', we have
(T*T + M)~ = (T*T + \)~"(I — (T*T — T*T)(T*T + A\I)~ )"
=(T*T+ M) (T°T = T*T)(T*T + AI) -
k=0
Hence,
A~ A~ > A~ A~
(T T+ AD)7H| = [[(T*T + MDY INTT = T TN T T + A1)~
k=0
1
<@ T+A07Y -
1= |(T*T —T*T)(T*T + A1)~
<2(T*T + M)~
where the last inequality results from (98). On the other hand, by the spectral theorem,
* —1 1 1
(T*T+ M)~ = sup ——— <<,
1e(le), I+ A
where ({1)52 , are the eigenvalues of T*T'. We now prove (98). We have
s S 7T — T*T
|7 = PR T + D < (T - PR T+ an ) < T
The last term is smaller than O(1/+/n) with high probability. O

FINAL STEP

We have shown that | T*T — T*T|| = O(1/+/n) and ||T*§ — T*The| = O(1/y/n), and are now in a position to provide
the rate of convergence of the estimation bias ||hy — hgll.
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C.5 Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem statement. Suppose that iy € H., for some v > 0 and the conditions of Lemma 12, 13, and 14 hold. If

11 in(—2_ 1) . 1l min(-—2_ 1
n2_ 2 min(533,3) is bounded away from zero, and A = n~ 2 min( 533, 2), then

~

lx = holl = © (n=3min(5H4)). (99)

Proof. Suppose that | T*T — T*T|| = O(1/ay,) and || T*§ — T*Thl|| = O(1/B,). Then, it follows from Proposition 13
and Carrasco et al. (2007, Proposition 4.1) that

ABn Aoy

Hence, \f3,, must go to infinity as least as fast as ||y — ho||~'. That is, for hg € H., Proposition 12 implies that

R 1 1
o — holl = © ( + ( T 1) hx — ho) . (100)

—max( 2 ,%)

NPBr = AT 5 x> g, T (101)

_ 2 1
Thus, to get the fastest possible rate, we will choose A = 3, max(535.3)

—max(=25,1) . .
and ||hy — ho|| will coincide if and only if cvy B (F=4) is bounded away from zero. Finally, by Lemma 13 and Lemma
14, we substitute o, = v/n and 8,, = v/n to get the stated result. O

. Consequently, the rate of convergence of ||y — ho||

Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. We can adapt Lemma 9 easily to see that, setting m = n; and for simplicity of notation writing B = BA,(Lnt),

1B(a) = B@)] < hallrawa 6@l lA™ = illaaw + Ifix = holl#eapwa |$(@) el arw
= O([l™ = pliraw) + OUlhx = holl# ava) (102)

From Lemma 8, by setting g to be the feature map on .4 x W, we have

n C 2C log(1/6 1
Y ‘;i( ) _ omh) (103)

lfx = holl = © (n=3min(5H4)). (104)

By Theorem 3 we have

Thus, collecting rates of both terms in (102) we get

1B(a) = B(a)| = O(n; * +n~ 2 min(H22)) (105)

D Experiments
D.1 Data
D.1.1 REAL WORLD DATA

Disclaimer: We have applied our proposed methodologies on real world datasets to demonstrate performance of
our methods. The results should only be interpreted within framework of assessing methodologies.

For the Abortion and Criminality data (Woody et al., 2020), the treatment variable is effective abortion rate, the outcome
variable is murder rate, and the covariates are prisoner population per capita, state unemployment rate, income per capita,
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Figure 7: Synthetic generative model, sample size=1000
state poverty rate, beer consumption per capita, presence of concealed weapons law, police employment rate per capita,
and generosity to Aid to Families with Dependent Children. How we selected the proxy variables are described below. We
mask the rest of the variables as unobserved confounders.

For the Education case study (Deaner, 2018; Fruehwirth et al., 2016), we are interested in the effect of grade retention
on long-term cognitive outcome, measured in terms of a reading and maths score when the subject is aged around 11.
In particular, our treatment variables are discrete, with levels at 0 (no retention), 1 (kindergarten retention) and 2 (early
elementary school retention). Following (Deaner, 2018), we use as proxy variables Kindergarten test scores (W) and early
or late elementary school test scores (Z). Like in the Abortion and Criminality data, we mask the rest of the variables as
unobserved confounders.

To construct the True Average Causal Effect for real world datasets, where we do not have access to the full generative
model to infer E(y|do(a)), we have developed an empirical model to learn the latent variable for each dataset. Specifically,
we followed the procedure below to model the latent confounder.

1. We identified the potential candidates for proxies W and Z by stratifying variables based on the domain knowledge
and correlation with y and a. For Criminology case study ("Legalized abortion and crime”), we followed (Woody
et al., 2020) to identify proxy variables and categorize them as W and Z. For the Educational case study (”Grade
retention and Cognitive outcome”), we selected proxies as proposed by (Deaner, 2018). By this, we constructed a
multi-dimensional proxy variables W and Z for each example.

2. We have included all other covariates as common endogenous confounders in generative model, i.e. X.

In Criminology case, as proposed by (Woody et al., 2020), we added a set of exogenous common confounders to the
model. In contrast with endogenous confounders, the common latent confounder (U) is not a parent of the exogenous
confounders/covariates.

3. Assuming a generative model consistent with graph in fig. 1, we learned parameters of this generative model from
data. Specifically, we assumed a graph G consistent with fig. 1 and learned the Structural causal model (SCM),
EVilpa(Vy)) = fi(pa(V;)), Vi € G, for each endogenous variable. We fit a generalized additive model for each
experiment to learn parameters of the generative model.
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4. To learn the generative distribution of the unmeasured confounder, we fit a Gaussian Mixture Model on noise term
of SCMs, learned at the previous stage. That is, we assumed the latent confounder U (multidimensional confoudner
unaccounted for in previous step) manifest as correlated noises of SCMs. We learned the parameters of a Gaussian
Mixture model representing this latent variable.

5. We proceed to generate samples {(a,x,z,w,y);}"; from the generative model for G learnt in previous steps
(n=10000).

6. The True Average Causal Effect at a given A = a is estimated by fixing A at a and averaging the Y samples sampled
from the fixed A and the rest of its parents.

D.2 Hyperparameters selection

For both KPV and PMMR, we employ Gaussian kernel (106) for continuous variables, as it is a continuous, bounded, and
characteristic kernel and meets all assumptions required to guarantee consistency of the solution at population level.

;= a2

) (106)

kfri,l’j = exp{—
See (Sriperumbudur et al., 2011) for survey of properties of these kernels. For multidimensional inputs, we use the product
of scalar kernels for each dimension as the kernel of the input. In both KPV and PMMR settings, we deal with two categories
of hyper-parameters: (1) Kernel’s length-scale (¢), and (2) regularization hyper-parameters.

D.2.1 HYPERPARAMETER SELECTION PROCEDURE (KPV).

Kernel’s length-scale. A convenient heuristic is to set the length-scale equal to the median inter-point distances of all points
in sample with size n. thatis, o := Med(|z; — xj|%) Vi,j € n. We initiated the length-scale hyperparameter according
to this heuristic for every input (and every dimension of multidimensional inputs). We, subsequently, chose the optimal
length-scale from a narrow range around this level to allow for narrower/wider kernels to be considered.

Regularization hyper-parameters. For the regularization parameters, for both Stage 1 and Stage 2, we use the leave-one-
out cross validation method and follow the procedure proposed in (Singh et al., 2020, Algorithm. H1) to find the optimal
regularization hyper-parameter. In particular, we constructed H and H for Stage 1 as:

Hy, =1 —Kaxz(Kaxz +mid) Hy, = diag(Hy,), Kaxz:=Kaa©® Kxx © Kyzy

and implemented a grid search over A; to find \; as a minimizer of the closed form of validation loss (107).

N 1 - -
Ay = argmin — |H; ' Hy, KwwHy, Hy '[>, A€R (107)
A EA, mi
For Stage 2: _
Hy, =1—A(moa+%)"",  Hy, =diag(Hy,)

where A =T 7 5 7 ®Im,xm, and ¥ is defined as (59). We implemented a grid search over A to find A5 as a minimizer
of the closed form of validation loss (108).

N 1 -~
Ao = argmin — |H 'Hy,yl3, Az €R (108)
A2 €Ay T2

Note that in our setting, we assumed that the optimal hyperparameters of the first and second stages can be selected
independently. In reality, however, the hyperparameter selected in first stage, has a direct effect on second stage loss and
consequently, the optimal value of the hyperparameter in second stage.

D.2.2 HYPERPARAMETER SELECTION PROCEDURE (PMMR).

Kernel’s length-scale. We select oy and o, using the median interdistance heuristic on the joint kernels / : (Ax X xW)? — R
andk: (Ax X x Z)2 > R.



Proximal Causal Learning with Kernels: Two-Stage Estimation and Moment Restriction

Regularization hyper-parameters. For the regularization parameter A, we let b7 = (An?)™! = )\ = W. For all
training sizes n, we fixed the range of b;n to be [2,450], which translate to a range in \ of [4.9 x 1076,0.25], and we do
grid search with a grid size of 50.

The metric we use for hyperparameter selection is the empirical estimate of the V' — statistic, that s, EV. We select the
hyperparameter A which minimizes Ry over a held-out validation set.

D.3 Results

D.3.1 ABORTION & CRIMINALITY

[T [T

The unobserved confounding variables (U) are selected as “income per capita”, ’police employment rate per capita”, “’state
unemployment rate” and “state poverty rate”’; the outcome inducing proxies (W) are selected as “’prisoner population per

93 99,

capita”, “prescence of concealed weapons law”, beer consumption per capita”. We calculate their Canonical Correlation,
obtaining an absolute correlation value (|rccal) of 0.48, suggesting strong correlation between W and U.

E A Connection between Two-stage Procedure and Maximum Moment Restrictions for the
Proxy Setting

Note that R and R, true loss for PMMR and KPV methods, respectively, are both positive quantities.
Lemma 15. A minimizer of R is a minimizer of R; and vice-versa. This minimize is unique.

Proof. Forany h,h' € L% x> DY developing the squares and using the law of iterated expectation, we have :

R(h) = R(h') = Eaxyz[(Y — E[(A, X, W) | A, X, Z])*] = Eaxyz[(Y — E[I/((A, X, W) | 4, X, Z])*]
= 2B axyz[YE[R (A, X, W) — h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z]] + Eaxz[E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z]?]
—Eaxz[E[' (A, X, W)|A, X, Z)?]
= 2EAx2[E[Y|A, X, Z|E[I (A, X, W) — h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z]]
+Eaxz[E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z)*] — Eaxz[E[M (A, X, W)|A, X, Z)?]
= R(h) — R(I).
Assuming 3h,h’ € L%DA,X,W such that E[Y'|A, X, Z] = E[h(A4, X, W)|A, X, Z], according to the preceding computations
we have:
R(h) = R(K') = R(h) — R(I)
= 2B xz[E[Y|A, X, ZIE[W (A, X, W) — h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z]]
+Eaxz[E[R(A, X, W)|A, X, Z]"] - Eaxz[E[l' (A, X, W)|A, X, Z]?]
=Eaxz[E[M (A, X, W)|A, X, Z]?] — 2Eaxz[E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z|IE[W (A, X, W)|A, X, Z]|
+Eaxz[E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z)?]
=Eaxz[(E[R' (A, X, W)|A, X, Z] — E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z])?].

Taking i’ = h in the equation above shows that /1 is a minimizer of R and R Hence, a unique minimizer of R is a minimizer
of R; and vice-versa. ]

2. By Lemma 1, R(h) = 0 if and only if h satisfies the conditional moment restriction (CMR): E[Y —
h(A, W, X)| A, Z, X] =0,P(A, Z, X)-almost surely. We now show Ry, (h) = 0 if and only if R(h) = 0. Firstly, by the
law of iterated expectations,
E[(Y - h(A7 w, X))k((A7 Z, X)7 )] = EA,X7Z[E[(Y - h(A7 w, X))k((Aa Z, X)7 )|Aa X, Z]]
= EAyX,Z[E[(Y - h(Av I/Va X))|Aa Xv Z]k((Aa Za X)a )]
By Lemma 2, Ri(h) = |[E[(Y — h(A, W, X))k((4, Z, X), .)]H?‘[AZX . Hence, if h satisfies the CMR condition, then
Ry (h) = 0. We now assume that Ry (h) = 0. We can write Ry (h) as:

//g(a,x,z)k((a,x,z), (', 2,2 )g(d',2', 2" )d(a,x, 2)d(a,z,z) =0,
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where we define g(a, z, z) = Eaxwy[Y — h(A, X, W)|a, z, z]dp(a, x, z). Since k is ISPD by Assumption 11, this implies
the CMR: E[Y — h(A, W, X) | A, Z, X] =0, P(A, Z, X )-almost surely.

3. In KPV, the method is decomposed in two stages.

First stage. Under the assumption that E[f (w)|A, X, Z = ] is in H 4x z for any f € Hyy, the conditional mean embedding
p can be written iy o, - = Cwia,x,z0(a, , 2) forany (a,x,2) € A x X x Z, where Cyy( 4, x,7 : Haxz — Hyw is the
conditional mean embedding operator is well-defined (Song et al., 2009). Let Hr the vector-valued RKHS of operators
from H_4x z to Hyy. A crucial result is that the tensor product H 4 xz ® Hyy is isomorphic to £2(H 4x z, Hyv) the space
of Hilbert-Schmidt operators from H 4xz to Hyy. Hence, by choosing the vector-valued kernel I with feature map :
(w,a,2,2) = [(a) © B(x) ® 6(2) @ G(w)] = $(a) © d(x) & B(=)(B(w), 3y We have Hp = L2(Haxz, Hyy) and
they share the same norm. We denote by L?(A x X x Z, paxz) the space of square integrable functions from A x X x Z
to VW with respect to measure p 4y z, where p_4x z is the restriction of p to A x X x Z. Assuming CWM’X’Z € Hp, itis
the solution to the following risk minimization:

Cwiax,z = arg%mE(C) where  E(C) =Eaxzw [|o(W) — Co(a,z,2) |3, ] (109)
ceHr

Second stage. Under the assumptions of a characteristic kernel and that hy € Haw, E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z] =
naxw[@(a, ) @ pw|q,z,-]. The operator 74 x 1 minimizes

naxw = argmin R(n) where R(n) =Eaxyz [(Y = naxw(o(a, ) @ pw|as.:])?] s
neEHaxw

where 1w |q.2,. = Cw|a,x,z¢(a,z,2) and Cyy |4 x, 7 is the solution of (109). Hence, as long as the problem is well-
posed, i.e Cyy|a,x,z € Hr and h € H 4xw, the KPV approach recovers E[h(A, X, W)|-], with E[h(A, X, W)|A, X, Z] =
naxwlo(a, ) @ pwia,x,z] = naxwlo(a,r) ® Cywiax,z0(A, X, Z)].



	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	2.1 Causal Inference with Proxy Variables
	2.2 Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Spaces (RKHS)
	2.3 Estimation Assumptions

	3 Kernel Proximal Causal Learning
	3.1 Kernel Proxy Variable (KPV)
	3.2 Proxy Maximum Moment Restriction (PMMR)
	3.3 Connection Between the Two Approaches

	4 Experiments
	4.1 Hyperparameter Tuning
	4.2 Synthetic Experiment
	4.3 Case studies
	4.3.1 Legalized abortion and crime
	4.3.2 Grade retention and cognitive outcome


	5 Conclusion
	A Completeness conditions
	A.1 Completeness condition for continuous and categorical confounder
	A.2 Falsifying examples of the completeness condition

	B Kernel Proxy Variable 
	B.1 Notation
	B.2 Problem setting for RKHS-valued h
	B.3 A representer theorem expression for the empirical solution
	B.4 An incomplete solution
	B.5 Kernel Proxy Variable Algorithm
	B.6 Efficient closed-form solution for "0362AXW: Proof of prop:empiricalFinalForm
	B.6.1 Vectorizing ERM (6)
	B.6.2 Derivation of the closed form solution for "0362

	B.7 Estimating the causal effect
	B.8 Algorithm
	B.9 An alternative two-stage solution, and its shortcomings
	B.10 Consistency
	B.10.1 Theoretical guarantees for Stage 1
	B.10.2 Theoretical guarantees for Stage 2
	B.10.3 Proof details for thm:kpvconsistency

	B.11 Proof of prop:ratekpvce

	C Proxy Maximum Moment Restriction
	C.1 Maximum Moment Restriction for Proxy Setting
	C.2 Analytical Solution for PMMR
	C.2.1 Applying the representation theorem to PMMR

	C.3 PMMR Algorithm
	C.4 Consistency and Convergence Rates
	C.4.1 PMMR Consistency
	C.4.2 PMMR Convergence Rate

	C.5 Proof of Theorem 3

	D Experiments
	D.1 Data
	D.1.1 Real world data

	D.2 Hyperparameters selection
	D.2.1 Hyperparameter selection procedure (KPV).
	D.2.2 Hyperparameter selection procedure (PMMR).

	D.3 Results
	D.3.1 Abortion & Criminality


	E A Connection between Two-stage Procedure and Maximum Moment Restrictions for the Proxy Setting

