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Abstract

This article addresses the problem of testing the conditional independence of two generic
random vectors X and Y given a third random vector Z, which plays an important role
in statistical and machine learning applications. We propose a new non-parametric testing
procedure that avoids explicitly estimating any conditional distributions but instead requires
sampling from the two marginal conditional distributions of X given Z and Y given Z. We
further propose using a generative neural network (GNN) framework to sample from these
approximated marginal conditional distributions, which tends to mitigate the curse of dimen-
sionality due to its adaptivity to any low-dimensional structures and smoothness underlying
the data. Theoretically, our test statistic is shown to enjoy a doubly robust property against
GNN approximation errors, meaning that the test statistic retains all desirable properties
of the oracle test statistic utilizing the true marginal conditional distributions, as long as
the product of the two approximation errors decays to zero faster than the parametric rate.
Asymptotic properties of our statistic and the consistency of a bootstrap procedure are de-
rived under both null and local alternatives. Extensive numerical experiments and real data
analysis illustrate the effectiveness and broad applicability of our proposed test.
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1 Introduction

Conditional independence (CI) testing plays an important role in various areas of statistics and
machine learning. For example, it can be used to examine causal relations (Pearl, 2009)), determine
the structure of graphical models (Koller and Friedman, 2009) and simplify statistical models
by performing variable selection (Georgel 2000; |Azadkia and Chatterjee, 2021) and dimension
reduction (Cook and Li, [2002; Li, |2018). In this paper, we focus on testing if two generic random
vectors X € R% and Y € R% are conditionally independent given a third random vector Z € R%,
where dyx, dy and dz are positive integers; that is, we test the null hypothesis Hy : X 1L Y| Z
against Hy : X L Y | Z. In general, CI testing is statistically more challenging than independence
testing because it requires comparing the joint conditional distribution with the product of two of
its marginals simultaneously for each value realized by the conditioning variable Z. For example,
as shown in [Shah and Peters| (2020)), there does not exist a CI test that can control the type-
[ error for all joint distributions of (X,Y,Z) under Hy while having nontrivial power against
any alternative. Typically, to make the conditional independence testing problem feasible, one
must restrict the distribution class by introducing identifiable structures to make conditional
distributions statistically estimable; see, for example, |[Neykov et al.[(2021). A common identifiable
structure employed in classic literature on conditional distribution estimation (e.g., Bashtannyk
and Hyndman| (2001); Izbicki and Lee| (2016)); Li et al. (2022))) involves imposing smoothness
conditions on the conditional densities of X, Y | Z = z as z varies across its support. However, when
Z represents a random high-dimensional complex object, such as images or texts, the conditional
distributions of X,Y |Z = z may not possess a density function; additionally, a smoothness
condition alone may be insufficient to capture many low-dimensional intrinsic structures underlying

the true conditional distributions.

1.1 Related literature

The literature on non-parametric CI testing is extensive, and we refer to|Li and Fan| (2020)) for a re-

cent survey. One major challenge in CI testing is to construct a sample version of a population-level



CI measure, which typically involves conditional expectations in the form of E[u(X) | Z] and/or
E[v(Y) | Z] for some real or function valued mappings u and v. Examples include CI testing based
on conditional characteristic functions (Su and White, 2007; Wang et al., 2015) where u(z) = e*
for all ¢ € R and conditional cumulative distribution functions (Su and White, 2014; |Cai et al.|
2022) where u(z) = 1(z < t) for all ¢ € R with 1(-) denoting the indicator function. Directly
estimating these conditional expectations can be inefficient and cumbersome, as it often involves
kernel smoothing and numerical integration, which can be difficult to implement and inaccurate
in high-dimensional settings. This requirement of explicit estimation of conditional expectations
makes existing methods suffer from the so-called curse of dimensionality: their performance de-
teriorate drastically as the dimension dz of Z and/or the dimensions (dx,dy) of (X,Y’) becomes
larger (Zhou et al., 2022, Section 1). To mitigate the curse of dimensionality on (dx,dy), kernel-
based CI tests (Fukumizu et al., |2007; |Zhang et al., 2011} Huang et al.| [2022; |Scetbon et al. |2022;
Pogodin et al. 2024, 2022)) instead compare the (kernel) mean embeddings of distributions into
some reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) and tend to have better empirical performance
even when the dimensions of (X,Y) are high (Li and Fan| [2020)). However, in the conditional set-
ting, the estimation of the mean embedding of conditional distributions given all values of Z, for
example, via RKHS-valued regression, still suffers from a curse of dimensionality on the dimension
of Z due to a slow convergence rate (Li et al., 2022)) in the relevant norm, i.e. the Hilbert-Schmidt
norm. As a result, when dz is from moderate to large, massive auxiliary data, or in the case of
data-splitting, a large portion of the sample, needs to be dedicated to estimating these quantities
(Scetbon et al., 2022; Pogodin et al., |2024]), resulting in a noticeable loss of testing power; see
Appendix in the supplement for more details.

Another line of research to CI testing, when the limiting null distribution of the test statistic
is not pivotal, is through conditional permutation. For example, in [Fukumizu et al. (2007);
Neykov et al.| (2021); Kim et al.| (2022), the permutations are performed locally on bins or clusters
specified according to the similarity in the values of the conditioning variable Z. As a result,
this local permutation procedure also requires large sample size and tends to be unreliable when

Z is a continuous random vector or the dimension of Z is large (Huang et al. [2022, Section 1).



Alternatively, Sen et al.| (2017)) and |Li et al.| (2023) proposed to use one-nearest neighbor sampling
to perform local permutation. However, their approach requires sample splitting (two thirds of the
sample are used for one-nearest neighbor sampling) and certain strong smoothness assumptions on
both the marginal density of Z as well as the conditional density of Y given Z, which are difficult
to verify in practice.

From a different perspective, the above-mentioned challenges can be explained as stemming
from the inability to sample from the conditional distribution of X and/or Y given Z, because in
practice we only have i.i.d. copies of (X, Y, Z) and the true conditional distributions are unknown.
With access to a (conditional) generative model for sampling from the conditional distributions,
one can easily approximate the conditional expectations, which are the building blocks for most
CI test procedures, to arbitrary accuracy without sacrificing computational efficiency using the
Monte Carlo method. An (asymptotically) valid rejection criterion with controlled size can then
be specified, for example, by utilizing conditional randomization techniques (Candes et al., [2018),
without relying on the knowledge of the limiting null distributions. However, the validity of such
conditional randomization-based tests requires exact knowledge of the true (conditional) gener-
ative models in order to maintain the desired size, and these tests tend to be quite sensitive to
additional errors arising from estimating the practically unknown (conditional) generative models,
typically requiring a parametric convergence rate despite the nonparametric nature of (conditional)
distribution estimation. Recently, generative neural networks (GNN) based approaches, such as
generative adversarial network (GAN, |Goodfellow et al., [2014) and generative moment matching
network (GMMN, Dziugaite et al., 2015; |Li et al., [2015]), have received great success in generat-
ing high-quality samples, such as images and texts, from complex and possibly high-dimensional
distributions by passing random noise through a deep neural network learned from training sam-
ples. In addition to its superior empirical performance, there is also a recent surge of theoretical
works on understanding the properties of GNNs. For example, Tang and Yang| (2023) derived
the minimax rate for implicitly estimating a high-dimensional distribution that resides on a low-
dimensional manifold under a generative model framework, where the rate is shown to depend on

the intrinsic dimension and smoothness of the manifold as well as the smoothness of the probabil-



ity density; |Chen et al. (2020) showed that GANs are consistent estimators of distributions with
certain smooth densities or low-dimensional structures.

The capacity of GNNs and their success in generating complex random objects mimicking the
training samples enable one to approximate various quantities, such as probabilities, quantiles,
and expectations, related to conditional distributions by applying the Monte Carlo method using
properly trained GNN generators. For example, some recent works such as Shi et al. (2021)
and Bellot and van der Schaar| (2019) use GAN to approximate and sample from the conditional
distributions in constructing their CI testing procedures. The double GANs-based conditional
independence test (DGCIT) proposed in [Shi et al.| (2021) utilizes double GANs to learn two
generators to sample from the conditional distributions of X given Z and Y given Z in order to
estimate conditional expectations E[u(X)|Z] and E[v(Y")|Z] for certain functions u and v specified
in their procedure. In comparison, the generative conditional independence test (GCIT) proposed
in Bellot and van der Schaar| (2019) uses the aforementioned conditional randomization approach
which only requires training one generator to approximate the conditional distribution of X given
Z. However, in order to control the type-I error, GCIT requires the approximation error of the
generator to decay faster than the n=/? parametric rate with n denoting the sample size, which is
not achievable even in a simple linear regression case (Shi et al., [2021}, Proposition 1). In order to
reduce the impact due to the slow nonparametric convergence rate of GAN approximation errors
on the testing size and power, the two generators in the test statistic used in DGCIT are integrated
in a multiplicative manner such that the approximation error of each generator only need to decay
faster than n~1/4 (Shi et al., 2021, Section 3). Despite this desirable double robustness property,
DGCIT is designed to test the null hypothesis of weak conditional independence (Daudin, [1980)),
which is not capable of detecting all conditional dependence within the alternative hypothesis H;
of our considered CI testing problem. As a result, DGCIT only has trivial power against certain

alternatives in Hy; see Section [4.3 for further details.



1.2 Our contributions

In this paper, we propose a GNN based CI test that can address all above-mentioned challenges.
In particular, the proposed test exhibits promising empirical performance when the dimension of
Z is large, is doubly robust against approximation errors of conditional distributions and remains
powerful under all alternatives in H;. In a nutshell, the proposed test is an empirical version of
a population-level conditional independence measure based on the maximum mean discrepancy
(MMD, |Gretton et al., 2012) between the distribution of (X,Y,Z) under Hy and its true dis-
tribution; as a result, it fully characterizes CI under mild assumptions on the employed kernel
functions; see Appendix in the supplement for additional literature review comparing our pro-
posed population-level CI measure with other kernel-based ones. In addition, instead of using
RKHS-valued regression, we implicitly estimate the mean embeddings of (marginal) conditional
distributions via sampling from GNNs trained though sample splitting and cross-fitting. Since the
training loss of the GNNs is closely related to the relevant metric in the proposed test statistic,
no explicit requirements are needed on the dimensions of X, Y and Z to guarantee size control
and good power of the testing procedure, provided the trained GNNs are sufficiently accurate; see
Section and Remark [3] of Section [3] Due to the careful incorporation of the GNNs, our test
statistic is shown to enjoy a doubly robust property against GNN approximation errors, meaning
that the test statistic will retain all desirable properties of the oracle test statistic utilizing the
true marginal conditional distributions, as long as the product of the two approximation errors
decays to zero faster than the parametric rate. This doubly robust property allows more flexi-
bility and tolerance in estimating the two marginal conditional distributions, making our testing
procedure less sensitive to the GNN approximation errors, which typically suffer from a slower
non-parametric rate. Specifically, asymptotic properties of our statistic, as well as the consistency
of a bootstrap procedure, are derived under both null and local alternatives. Finally, extensive
numerical experiments and real data analysis illustrate the effectiveness and broad applicability

of our proposed test.



1.3 Organization and notations

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we first motivate and propose our test
statistic for CI testing with a bootstrap calibration procedure, and formally introduce the notation
of double robustness property in the context of CI testing. In Section [3| we develop asymptotic
properties of our test statistic under Hy and local alternatives, as well as the consistency results for
the proposed wild bootstrap procedure. Section [4] evaluates and compares our proposed test along
with other representative methods in the literature via finite sample simulations. In Section [b], two
real data examples are provided using the Cancer Cell Line Encyclopedia dataset in Section
and the MNIST dataset in Section respectively. Section [6] provides some concluding remarks.
All the proofs, as well as other implementation details, are deferred to the supplement.

The following notations will be used throughout the paper. For any positive integer d and
random vectors (X!, X2 ... X9 Z) defined on the same probability space, we use Py1 x2...x« and
Px1x2...x4)7 to denote the joint distribution of X' X2 ..., X%and its conditional distribution given
Z. Let Ez or Ez.¢ denote taking expectation with respect to random variable Z with distribution
Q and P,, denote the Lebesgue measure on R?. For positive integer n, define [n] = {1,2,...,n}.
For probability measure p(-) on R? and p > 1, let L,(R%, ) = {f : R? = R : [ |f(x)|Pdu(x)<oo}.
For any Hilbert spaces A and B, let A ® B denote their tensor product. Given random vectors
a,b € R the Gaussian kernel is defined as K(a,b) = exp(—|la — b||3/0) and the Laplacian kernel
is defined as K(a,b) = exp(—||la — b||1/0), where o > 0 is the bandwidth parameter, || - ||z is the

usual Euclidean (¢-)norm and || - ||; is the ¢;-norm (Muandet et all 2017, Table 3.1).

2 (I Testing Using Conditional Generators

In this section, we first describe a population-level conditional independence measure and present
two of its sample versions, one of which benefits from a double robustness property against possible
misspecification of the two marginal conditional distributions. We then propose a sample plug-in
test statistic based on the superior version, utilizing the generative neural network technique to

sample from the marginal conditional distributions along with data splitting and cross-fitting to



remove certain data dependence. Following that, we provide a computational framework and a
wild bootstrap method to calibrate the size of the proposed testing procedure. Discussions on the
connections between our proposed test statistic and existing kernel-based CI tests in the literature

are deferred to Appendix in the supplement.

2.1 Population-level conditional independence measure

Recall that X € R, Y € R%  Z € R% are three random vectors defined on the same probability

space, and the goal is to test
Hy: X WLY|Z versus Hi: XULY|Z (1)

In order to motivate the construction of our population-level conditional independence measure,
it is helpful to introduce two new random vectors X and Y which satisfy all of the properties in

the following lemma (see Appendix in the supplement for proof).

Lemma 1. Let (XY, 7) € Ri¥x*d*dz pe three random vectors with joint distribution Pxyy.

Then, there exist two random vectors X € R and Y € R such that:
1. ()?, ?) are conditionally independent of (X,Y") given Z;
2. X and Y are conditionally independent given Z;

3. P}ZIZ:Z = PX|Z:z and Pz

12—z = Pyiz=: for a.e.-P7 z € Rz,

Note that for any random vectors X and Y satisfying Property 3 in Lemma we have Py, = Pxy
and Py, = Pyz, and therefore according to Property 2 of the same lemma, testing problem

can be equivalently formulated into the following distribution equality testing problem
HO . PXYZ = Pg?z Versus H1 . PXYZ 7£ P)??Z (2)

It is then natural to propose a population-level measure to quantify the discrepancy between Pxy »
and Pz ,. In order to mitigate the curse of dimensionality, we adopt a kernel-based measure using

MMD, which compares the (kernel) mean embeddings of Pxyz and Py, in an RKHS. We call



the resulting measure as an MMD-based CI measure, or MMDCI in short. More specifically, we
let Kx @ R x R¥>, Ky : RY x RY and K; : R% x R% denote three symmetric positive
definite kernel functions which define three RKHSs Hy, Hy and Hj over the space of X, Y and
Z, respectively. We also let £y = Ky ® Ky ® Kz and Hy denote the corresponding (product)
kernel and its induced RKHS over the product space R4 x R% x Rz,

We use the notation (-, - )g and || - ||z to denote the associated inner product and the induced
norm of a generic RKHS H with kernel K. For a generic random variable W taking values in the
domain of H, its (kernel) mean embedding into H is denoted as E[/C(W -)], which is defined as the
unique element in H such that E[f(W)] = (f, E[C(W, -))u for any f € H. With these notations,
we can now define the aforementioned MMDCI as

2

MMDCI(Pyy ) : = HE[/CO((X, v,2), )| — B[ (XY, 2), )H

(3)

Ho

:IE[ICO((X, Y, 7), (X’,Y’,Z’))} _ 2JE[1C0((X,Y,Z), (3(”,37’,2’))]

+ E[/co((f, Y.2), (XY, z’))], (4)

where (X', Y’ ,)A(/ ! ,?’ ,Z') denotes an independent copy of (XY, X , ?, Z), and the second equal-
ity follows by expanding the squared RKHS norm, using the definition of the mean embedding
and applying the reproducing property of the RKHS Hj. Note that this MMDCI measure only de-
pends on the joint distribution Pxyz, as Pgy, is implicitly defined through Pxy 7 using Lemma .

In particular, we have the following Lemma [2| (which is proved in Appendix of the supplement)
relating MMDCI(Pxyz) to Hy in problem or if Assumption |1| holds.

Assumption 1. For each @ € {)A(/,X}, assume either one of the following assumptions holds:

(a). E[\/ICX(CN), Q) Ky (Y,Y)Kz(Z, Z)J <00. Ky is a characteristic kernel (Fukumizu et al., |2007,
Section 2.2), meaning that for any probability measures P and @ on RIx+dv+dz

Exy.z)~pr [KO((X7Y, Z), )} = Ex vz~ [’Co((X, Y, Z), )] implies P = Q).
(b). Hy ® Hy is dense in Lo(R¥ T2 Py ) and Hy is dense in Ly(RY, Py).

(c). E[ICX(@, Q) Ky (Y, V)| <oo, Hy is dense in Ly(R%, Py) and (Kx, Ky) are continuous char-

acteristic kernels.



Lemma 2. Let (X,Y, Z)eR¥x*dv*dz pe three random vectors with joint distribution Pxy . Under

Assumption |1, X and Y are conditionally independent of Z if and only if MMDCI(Pxyz) = 0.

Remark 1. Part (@) of Assumptz’on comes from the definition of MMDCI in equation (@) Part
(@ of Assumption (1| comes from the CI characterization in |Daudin (1980), and it is implied by
Kx ® Kz and Ky being Lo- or cy-universal kernels (Sriperumbudur et al., |2011) and it can be
alternatively stated as: Hy ® Hy is dense in Lo(R¥ 192 Py ) and Hy is dense in Ly(RX, Py).
According to \Sriperumbudur et al.| (2011) and Theorems 4 and 5 in |Szabo and Sriperumbudur
(2018), Assumption [1 holds if (Kx,Ky,Kz) are Gaussian or Laplacian kernels. Part (d) is
in general more restrictive than part @ because it implies (Kx,Ky,Kz) are all characteristic
kernels. If (Kx, Ky, Kz) are bounded, continuous and translation invariant kernels, both part (@)
and @ are equivalent to (Kx,Ky,Kyz) being characteristic kernels (Szabo and Sriperumbudur,

2018, Theorem 4).

In practice, in order to facilitate the construction of a sample version of MMDCI(Pxyz) defined
in ([4), it is helpful to eliminate the tilde variables (f , ’}7, X’ , % ) by taking conditional expectations
given (Z, Z') and utilizing the iterative expectation formula and their mutual conditional indepen-
dence. Specifically, we let gx(z)=E[Kx(X,-)| Z=z] € Hy and gy(2)=E[Ky(Y,") | Z=2] € Hy
for any z € R% denote the conditional (kernel) mean embedding of X and Y given Z into their
respective RKHS Hy and Hy. The simplest way to eliminate the tilde variables is to use the
factorization property Ky = Kx ® Ky ® K, along with the iterative expectation formula to (4 to

get (see Appendix in the supplement for a detailed derivation)

MMDCI(Pxyz) :E{ [ch(X, X') - Ky (YY) = (9x(Z'), Kx (X, )y (9w (Z): Ky (Y, )y,

—{gx(2), Kx (X', ')>Hx {gv(2), Ky (Y, ')>Hy
+(9x(2), 9x(Z)) g, - (v (2), av(D))y, | - K22, 2)}, ()
where we deliberately express the quantity inside MMDCI(Pxyz) in a way that is symmetric

with respect to (X,Y,Z) and its independent copy (X', Y’, Z’). With the knowledge of the two

conditional distributions Px|z and Py|z, or their mean embeddings gx and gy, a sample version

10



of MMDCI(Pyxyz) based on equation , due to the symmetry, can then be constructed as a
degenerate U-statistic of order 2. Regarding the two conditional distributions, we propose us-
ing a GNN framework to approximate their conditional expectations via Monte Carlo sampling,
and then plugging-in these conditional expectation estimates into the degenerate U-statistic to

construct our sample version of the MMDCI test statistic; see Section [2.3] for details.

2.2 A doubly robust population-level measure characterization

In order to motivate our construction of a sample version of the MMDCI test statistic that enjoys
a desirable double robustness property (see Definition , it is instructive to provide an alternative
and equivalent characterization of MMDCI(Pxyz) as summarized in the following lemma, which
is proved in Appendix in the supplement. This alternative characterization can be obtained
from equation by first conditioning on (Z, Z’) and then utilizing the factorization property

Ko =Kx ® Ky ® Kz and the reproducing property of the RKHSs.

Lemma 3. Let (XY, 7Z) € Réxxdyxdz be three random vectors with joint distribution Pxyz and
(X", Y, Z") be its independent copy. Then the MMDCI(Pxyz) defined in equation can be

equivalently written as

MMDCH(Pyyz) = E[U(X, X)V(Y, Y)KA(Z, Z)],  with (6)
U(X, X') = Kx(X, X') = (9x(2), Kx(X", )y = (9x(Z"), Kx(X, )y + (9x(2), 9x(Z"))yy

VYY) = Ky (YY) = (gv(Z), Ky (Y, )y, = (v (2, Ky (Vo)) g, + (v (2), 9y (Z))y, -
Recall that gx(z)= [/CX | J= Z} € Hy and gy (2)= [ICY } = z] € Hy for any z € Réz.

This alternative characterization of MMDCI(Pyyz) takes a multiplicative form and eliminates
the need of introducing (i , ,}7) (and its independent copy). Moreover, its constituting multi-
plicative factors U(X, X’) and V(Y] Y’) are both zero mean random variables and symmetric in
(X, X’) and (Y,Y”), respectively. In particular, under Hy, U(X, X’) and V (Y, Y”) also become
conditionally independent given (Z, Z’), implying MMDCI(Pyxyz) to be zero under Hy. Due to

the symmetry, one can also construct a sample version of the MMDCI test statistic based on equa-

11



tion @ as a degenerate U-statistic of order 2; see the comments after Equation ({5)) and Section
for further details.

These desirable properties together would lead to a double robustness property of this population-
level measure MMDCI(Pxy z) expressed from this alternative characterization @ against potential
misspecification of the two (marginal) conditional distributions Px|z and Py|z in estimating gy
and gy. More generally, we formally define such a population-level double robustness property for
any population-level measure that is defined as functions of (X,Y, Z, X’ Y’ Z’) and conditional
expectations in the form of E[u(X) | Z] and/or E[v(Y) | Z] for certain mappings u : R — U and

v: R% — V with (U, V) denoting two generic Hilbert spaces as ranges of (u,v) as follows.

Definition 1. Consider a generic population-level measure taking the form as D(Pxyz) =
E[F(X,Y,Z XY, Z' E[u(X)| Z], E[uw(X) | Z'], E[v(Y) | Z], E[v(Y) | Z'])] for some known map-
pings u : R¥”? — U, v : R¥” — V, and F : R¥x+2v+2dz » 2 x V2 — R. We say that
D(Pxyz) is doubly robust against misspecifications of the two conditional expectations g,(-) =
Elu(X)|Z =] and g,(-) = E[v(Y) | Z = -] if under Hy of testing problem (1)), D(Pxyz) equals
to zero as long as at least one of these two conditional expectations is correctly specified; that is,

E[F(X,Y,Z,X"\Y",Z', 4.(Z), 9.(Z"), g,(Z), gi(Z"))] = 0 if either g, = gu or g, = G-

Double robustness is in general a desirable property in many statistical problems where certain
estimators or testing procedures maintain their consistency or validity when either of two involved
models is correctly specified, but not necessarily both. This property is particularly useful in
causal inference and missing data analysis (see, e.g., [Bang and Robins| [2005; [Funk et al., 2011)
which involves a treatment model and an outcome model. In our definition of double robustness
for CI testing, the two involved models are the two approximation families for the two conditional
distributions Px|z and Py |z (or more precisely, the conditional expectations g, and g, for certain
transformations u and v). A theoretical consequence of this population-level double robustness
property from Definition [I| on the asymptotic analysis of a sample version of the test statistic is
that, the test statistic will retain all desirable properties of the oracle test statistic, defined as the
one using the true marginal conditional distributions, as long as the product of the two statistical

errors for estimating Px|z and Py |z (or the relevant conditional expectations g, and g,) decays

12



to zero faster than the parametric rate; see Section |3| for details. This doubly robust property
provides a safeguard against model misspecification, and allows more flexibility and tolerance in
estimating the two marginal conditional distributions, making our testing procedure less sensitive
to the estimation errors, which typically suffer from a slower non-parametric decay rate.

In our current context, it is straightforward to verify that MMDCI(Pxyz) in Lemma |3| takes
the form as in Definition ([1|); moreover, it is doubly robust against misspecifications of the two con-
ditional mean embeddings gx(z)= [ICX ‘ Z= z} € Hy :=U and gy (2)= [ICY | 7= Z}
Hy := V since U(X, X’) and V(Y, Y’) are both zero mean random variables that are condi-
tionally independent given (Z, Z’) under Hy. In comparison, under Hy the MMDCI(Pxy z) in its
earlier representation ({5) can also be written in the form as in Definition ; however, it is not
doubly robust against misspecifications of the two mean embeddings. To see this, consider replac-
ing gx(z) in representation (f]) with gx(z) = E[Kx (X,") | Z=z], where X is any random vector
satisfying X 1LY | Z and P %1z 7 Pxiz; then MMDCI(Pxyz) after the replacement becomes

HE[ICO((X, Y, Z),")]— [ICO((X Y, Z), which is the squared MMD between Pxyz and Pg,.,

M,
and is strictly positive when Ky is a characteristic kernel. See also Section [2.3]for discussions on the
consequences in the sample testing statistic accuracy, and Section |3| for theoretical implications.
The major reason for the same population-level measure having or lacking the double robust-
ness property under different representations is attributed to how (E(V , ,}7, X’ , % ) are eliminated by
taking conditional expectations (on which terms) given (Z,7’).

Note that our alternative characterization (€]) generalizes the one derived in [Cai et al| (2022)
in the special case when XY, Z ~ Uniform[0,1], X 1 Z, Y 1 Z and (Kx,Ky,Kz) are the
Laplacian kernel. This characterization @ is closely related to the conditional independence
measure proposed in |Daudin| (1980)), which is also later used in Zhang et al. (2011) and Pogodin
et al.[ (2022, 2024)), to construct kernel-based CI test statistics. See Appendix for more details and

comparisons.
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2.3 Sample conditional independence test statistic

In this subsection, we provide sample versions arising from the two equivalent characterizations (b))
and (6) for MMDCI(Pxyz), and discuss the impact of, or the lack of, the double robustness
property defined in Definition [1} on their respective statistical accuracy. In practical calculations,

it is easier to utilize the following identities, arising from the reproducing property of the RKHS,
(9x(2), Kx(X',))y =Ex [Kx (X, X")|Z] and (9x(2), 9x(Z')), =Exx [Kx (X, X")|2,2'].  (7)

to further simplify terms involving the conditional mean embeddings gx and gy in these character-
izations. More concretely, we first consider the case when Py|z and Py (or their corresponding
conditional mean embeddings) are known, and construct their sample versions as degenerate U-
statistics of order 2. We call these test statistics as oracle test statistics since later we will consider
the general and practical case where Py|; and Py|z are unknown and estimated from the data.
Let {(X;,Y:, Z;)}, denote i.i.d. copies of (X,Y,Z) from Pxy.

Oracle test statistic based on characterization . It is easy to see that characterization ({5
of MMDCI(Pxy ) leads to the following oracle test statistic,

Ty = n(nl—l) ZICZ(Zk,Zg) : {/Cx(Xk,Xe) Ky (Yi,Ye) — Ex [Kx (X, X)) | Z = Z;]
oy,

By [Ky(Y,Y)) | Z = 2] — Ex[Kx(X, Xp) | Z = Zi] - By [Ky (Y, Y3) | Z = Zi]

+Bxx/ [Kx(X,X') | Z = 24, 7' = 2] - Byy [Ky (V,Y') | Z = 24, 7' = 2] } (8)

Oracle test statistic based on characterization @ Basing on identity @, we can define

the following statistic from Characterization @,

_ 1
~ n(n—1)

*

> U Xk, Xo) V*(Ya, o) K2(Zky Z0),  with 9)
y,

U*( Xk, X¢) = Kx(Xi, X¢) —Ex [Kx(X,Xy) | Z = Z¢] —Ex[Kx(X,Xy)| Z = Z]
+Exx [Kx(X,X") | Z = Zy, Z' = Z,],
V*(Yi, Yo) = Ky (Y, Vo) — By [Ky (Y, Y3) | Z = Zy] — By [Ky(Y,Y)) | Z = Zy]

+EByy [Ky (YY) | Z = Zi, Z' = Z].
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Under Hj and suitable assumptions, both n7{; and nT™ converge in distribution (after rescaling
by the same size) to the typical limiting null distribution of a degenerate U statistic, which is
a weighted sum of ii.d. centered x? random variables. However, they have different limiting
distributions; see Appendix for an empirical comparison between their limiting null distributions
and powers of tests based on 77 and T™. Specifically, we observe that the test based on T™ tends
to produce a higher (size-adjusted) power than 7 under conditional dependence since 7% tends

to exhibit a smaller asymptotic variance.

2.3.1 Conditional mean embedding estimation via generative neural networks

In practice, since Px|z and Py |z are rarely known, we need to find estimators gx(z) and gy (2)
for the two conditional mean embeddings gx(z) € Hy and gy(z) € Hy for each z € R%. In
the literature, Pogodin et al. (2024)) propose to estimate them via RKHS-valued kernel ridge
regression (see Appendix for details), which may suffer from slow convergence rate due to the
curse of dimensionality on dz (see Appendix for an empirical comparison). In this work, in order
to mitigate this issue, we adopt a generative neural network (GNN) framework to instead train
two conditional generators Gy : R™ x R% — RIx and Gy : R™ x R4z — R for approximately
sampling from the respective conditional distributions Px|z and Py|z. Concretely, if one sample a
latent variable n from some simple distribution (such as the standard normal) over the latent space
R™ for some integer m > 1, then the conditional distributions of X = @X(n, Z) and Y = @y(n, Z)
given Z (denoted as PX\I » and Py‘ Z) are good approximations of Px|z and Py|z. In fact, according
to the noise-outsourcing lemma (see Theorem 6.10 of Kallenberg| (2002), also Lemma 2.1 of Zhou
et al.| (2022)), for any integer m > 1, there exist measurable functions Gx and Gy such that for
any 1 ~ N(0, I,,,) that is independent of Z, we have Gx (1, Z) | Z ~ Px|z and Gy (n, Z) | Z ~ Py|z.
To further estimate gx(z) for any z € R% one can first generate M i.i.d. samples of {n;}M, from
N(0, I,,), and then estimate gx(z) by the sample average gx(z) := M~* Zf\il KX(@X (i, 2), ) €
Hy. Likewise, we can define estimator gy (z) € Hy for gy(z) in a completely analogous manner.
There are many GNN methods available for approximating conditional distributions. We adopt

the GMMN framework due to its competitive performance and a close connection (minimizing an

15



MMD) with our proposed test (see Remark [3). Concretely, under our notations, the conditional
generator G in GMMN for approximating Px|z (Py|z is treated in an analogous way) is obtained by
minimizing the sample version of a squared MMD between Pxz and the induced joint distribution
Pg, from the estimated X =Gy (n, Z) based on a generic set of training data {(X;, Z;)}.%, with

training sample size ny and Mnr latent variables {n": i=1,... ., np, m=1,..., M}:

Gx = argmin

U(Xr, Xo) - Kz(Zi, Z0), 10
el p— > U(Xe, Xo) - K2(Zi, Z0) (10)

P,
k,ZG[TLT}

M
. 73 1 m
with  U(Xp, X¢) = Kx(Xp, X¢) — i > Kx(Xx, Gx ()", Zy))
m=1

1 M
Kx(Xe Gyl Z0) + 555 DL Kx(Gx (™, Z0). Gx (0}, Z1)).

m=1 mi,mo=1

M=

S
M
where Gy is an approximation family, such as (deep) neural networks, for the conditional gen-
erators. If Kx ® Kz is a bounded characteristic kernel and there exist G € Gx such that
(G (n, 2),Z) < (X, Z), the generalization bound of GMMN (Dziugaite et al., 2015, Theorem 1)
guarantees that the MMD with kernel £x ® Kz between the distributions of (@X (n,Z),Z) and
(X, Z) converges to zero at the rate n;"; here, constant » > 0 typically depends on smoothness
properties of G%, intrinsic dimensionality of X and/or Z, choices of the kernels and some com-
plexity measure of Gx, and can be as large as 1/2 (corresponding to a parametric convergence
rate). Note that in the original GMMN framework in Dziugaite et al. (2015), the Monte Carlo
sample size M is fixed at one, while our numerical results suggest that choosing a larger M (e.g. in
the order of ny) can dramatically improve the empirical performance and stability of the training
process. Specific designs of the neural network architectures for Gy in our GMMN implementation

and choices of other tuning parameter values in the training process are provided in Appendix.

2.3.2 Comparison of two oracle test statistics

In this part, section we compare the two oracle test statistics and @ by examining the impact
of, or the lack of, the double robustness property, as defined in Definition [I} on their respective

statistical accuracy after plugging-in estimated conditional mean embeddings.
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To formally study the impact of plugging-in inaccurate conditional mean embeddings, we
consider two generic error metrics Dx(gx, gx) and Dy (gy, gy) to quantify the estimation errors
of the estimators gx and gy for the conditional mean embeddings. For example, when all employed
kernels are bounded, we can choose Dx(gx,d%) = {E|[llgx(Z) — ¢x(2)|%, ] }1/2 (recall that for
cach z € R%, we have gx(z) € Hy) and Dy(gy,d}) = {E|[llgv(2) — g{,(Z)Hley]}l/2 in our
theoretical analysis in Section [3| Recall that we used ny to denote the GNN training sample size.
Without loss of generality, we may assume Dx(gx, gx) = O(n;*') and Dy (gy, gv) = O(n;"?)
for some nonnegative constants (ay, ). Here, (ay,as) characterizes the respective estimation
error decay exponent and depends on the GNN training algorithm and properties of the truth gx
and gy. Despite the fact that GNN training, such as by the aforementioned GMMN method, is
capable of approximating complex distributions, the estimation error of the resulting estimators

2 . .
/ rate due to its nonparametric nature.

usually decay slower than the parametric n;l

Now suppose that we have two folds of mutually independent samples, with ny training samples
for estimating (gx, gy ) and n fitting samples for constructing the two oracle test statistic 7} and
T* as defined in and (9). Let Ty = To(gx,9y) and T = T(gx,gy) denote the respective
plug-in test statistic from the oracle ones 77 and T obtained by replacing gx and gy (or the
corresponding conditional expectations given Z arising from identity (7)) therein with estimators
gx and gy. Using this notation, we can also write T = Ty(gx,9y) and T* = T'(gx,gy). Note
that we have E[Ty(g9x,9v)] = E[T(9x,9y)] = 0 under the null Hy due to their constructions.
Therefore, without any additional structures, a typical perturbation analysis gives that under Hy,

Ty = 5 + {To(fq\x,gy) - To(QX,QY)} + {T0<9X7:C]\Y> — TD(9X79Y)}

(. J . J

:Ii‘ :]5‘

+ {TO(/gX’/g\Y) —To(gx,9v) — To(gx, gy) + T0(9X79Y>}

N

:IE‘,)‘

:TBk —+ Op(n;a1n71/2+n;2a1) + Op(n;a2n71/2+n;2a2) + Op<n;o¢1—oz2>_

Here, since the MMDCI(Pyy z) in characterization (B]) is not doubly robust, expectations (E[I7], E[Z3], E[I3])

of the three terms (I, I3, I;) are generally not zero. As a result, as shown in Appendix, I resem-
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bles a non-degenerate U-statistic (with nonzero mean) and satisfies IT = O, (+/Var(I}) + E|If|) =
Op(n7*'n=Y% 4+ nz**1) (similar results hold for I3). For the “higher-order interaction term” I3,

its decay rate satisfies I3 = O, (ny* ™

) and depends on both estimation errors. This means
that in order for the plug-in error T o — 1§ to be asymptotically negligible for approximating 7,
or Ty — Ty = 0,(T¢) as (np,n) — oo, so that Ty can retain all desirable properties of the or-
acle test statistic Tj, we need n;*'n=Y2 + n*™ 4+ np®n =2 4 0% 4 "% = o(n7Y), or
min(aq, o) > 1/2 if ny scales as the same order as n. In Appendix, we empirically show that the
plug-in test statistic T o based on T indeed has non-diminishing size distortion, even when both
estimators (gx, gy) attain a fast n~1/2 rate of convergence when ny = n in a parametric setting.
This implies that our previous perturbation analysis is tight and naively plugging in these estima-
tors into a simple sample version of the population-level CI measure can lead to non-diminishing
size distortion in testing Hy.

Fortunately, our improved oracle statistic T as defined in @D admits a better perturbation
bound, because of its population-level double robustness property as defined in Definition [, More
specifically, we can follow the same decomposition to obtain

T=T"+ {T@X,gy) — T(gx,gY)} + {T(9X7§Y) - T(QX,QY)}/

N J/ N

-~ -~

:II :1;

+ {T(/Q\X,/Q\Y) —T(9x,9v) — T(9x,9v) + T(9X79Y>}

-~

:[§

=T* + Op(n;aln—l) + Op(n;mn_l) + Op(n;al—azn—l/Q+n;2(a1+a2))’

where now the decay rates of the two terms I lT and [;r have an extra factor of n~/2 compared to
those in the earlier decomposition of Tj, due to the double robustness property E[I]] = E[I]] =
0. Specifically, IlT now resembles a degenerate U-statistic (with zero mean) and satisfies IlT =
O, ( Var(]j)) = O,(nz*'n~") (similar results hold for I}). Additionally, although term Ii does
not have a zero mean, it is a higher-order remainder term and also has a much faster decay rate
than I}, that is, I] = O, (np™ *n~Y2 + n}z(alJraQ)). This analysis implies that the plug-in test

statistic based on T™ will have correct asymptotic size and attain the same asymptotic limit as
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T* as long as the product of the two estimation errors decays faster than n=/2, or a; + ay > 1/2
if nr scales as the same order as n. This requirement on the conditional distribution estimation
accuracy is much weaker than the min(ay, ag) > 1/2 requirement for the previous oracle statistic
T¢, and allows both conditional mean embedding estimators gx and gy to have nonparametric

—1/2 For this reason, in the rest of this paper, we will exclusively

convergence rates slower than n
focus on the improved oracle statistic 7" and its plug-in version.

In the context of CI testing, a similar double robustness phenomenon is also observed in other
works, albeit against different plug-in objects. For example, |Shi et al. (2021) demonstrate this
property in their method to test a null hypothesis of weak conditional independence (see Section
for an empirical illustration), and Cai et al. (2022) propose a testing procedure based on conditional
cumulative distribution functions (cdf). Although the testing procedure in |Cai et al.| (2022) is also
able to detect all types of conditional dependence as ours, they require both estimation errors of
their conditional cdfs estimators based on kernel smoothing to decay faster than n~'/*4, which is
a stronger requirement than our condition of a; + ap > 1/2. Moreover, because of the estimation
by kernel smoothing, their method mainly addresses problems with low-dimensional Z and their
theory needs to impose strong smoothness assumptions on the conditional densities of X and Y

given Z. See Section for empirical comparison of their method with ours when the dimension

dz of Z is from moderate to high.

2.4 Computation and size calibration via wild bootstrap

The analysis in Section requires the training samples for estimating the conditional mean
embeddings to be independent of the testing samples for constructing the sample test statistic.
This motivates us to adopt a sample splitting and cross-fitting framework to remove dependence
on conditional generator estimation and improve testing size accuracy. In this framework, we
divide the entire dataset into J folds, using (J—1) folds to train conditional generators and the
remaining fold to construct a plug-in test statistic, and finally averaging the statistics over all J
folds; see Section for a empirical study of the impact of fold number J on the performance of

the test statistic.
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To be specific, let (1, ) be two independent random variables from the latent variable dis-
tribution N (0, I,,) on R™ that are also independent of (X,Y, 7). Recall that we used G% and
G} to denote true conditional generators (see Section that can generate samples from the
two conditional distributions Px|z and Py|z. It is then easy to verify that X = G%(n, Z) and
Y = Gy (k, Z) serve as a valid pair of random vectors satisfying all properties in Lemma |1} Let
D :={(X;,Y;,Z;)},_, denote the dataset with sample size n, and {(n",x]") : i € [n], m € [M]}

be nM i.i.d. copies of (1, k) such that {(X;,Y;, Zi)}?:p {(n}, /{%)}?:1, {0 RZM)}?:l are mu-
tually independent. We divide {1,2,...,n} into J equal folds JM,..., ) and let J9) =
{1,2,...,n}\ JY. For each j € [J], we use @g?) and @8) to denote the conditional generators

trained through using data from D_; : = {(X;,Y;, Z;)} For each j € [J], i € JY and

ieg (="
m € [M], let X™ =GP (m, 2Z,) and Y, = GV (k™ Z,) if i € J@. We can then define our

final test statistic (based on the doubly robust oracle test statistic) as

J
Ty==> 0o Y. UXi, X)) V(YY) Kz(Zk, Zo) ¢, (11)
J j=1 3G =1 kA0
k,gej(j)
where
1 - 1 ~ 1 Y lmy) <
U(Xe, Xo) =Kx (X, Xo) = 37 3 Kx (X, ™) = 23" K (X XM 555 D0 KX, X)),
m=1 m=1 mi,ma=1
N 1 M N 1 M N 1 M N N
V(¥ Yo) =Ky (Vi Yo) = 37 2 Ky (Y™ = 2 S Ky (Y ™) + 5 D0 K (™ 7™).
m=1 m=1 mi,ma=1

In Section , we will show that under Hy and suitable assumptions, nT 7 converges in distribution
to the sum of J independent variables, each of which follows a typical limiting distribution of a
degenerate U statistic. Moreover, thanks to the double robustness property, the test based on T\J
will have (asymptotically) accurate size if the conditional generators have error decay exponents
ap and aw such that ay + as > 1/2 for some specific distance measures Dy and Dy. This allows

for nonparametric rates for conditional mean embedding estimation.

A wild bootstrap procedure for test calibration. The limiting null distribution of nf] is
not pivotal and involves unknown quantities related to eigenvalues of certain operators depending

on the kernels and the unknown joint distribution Pxyz; see Theorem [I| for details. These un-
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known quantities make the limiting null distribution (and its quantiles) difficult to approximate in
practice. Therefore, we instead adopt a wild bootstrap procedure (see, e.g., Section 2.4 of |Zhang
et al| (2018)) to approximate the null distribution of nT);. More concretely, we use B to denote
the bootstrap sample size, and for each b = 1,2,..., B, we generate n i.i.d. random multipliers
{ey:}™, from the standard normal distribution N(0,1). A bootstrap version of T} is then defined

by injecting the random multipliers as

J
T3 =7 Z m Z U (X, Xo) V(Yi, Yo) K2(Zk, Zt) e v ¢ (12)
j=1 LJ\J k¢
keg @

where U(X}, X;) and V(Y;,Y;) are defined as earlier. We then reject Hy at level v € (0,1) if the

empirical bootstrap reject proportion given the data D falls below v, or B™1 25:1 1 (osTyy <7

3 Theoretical Properties

In this section, we provide asymptotic analysis of the proposed plug-in test statistic fj based on
the improved oracle statistic 7% using sample splitting and cross-fitting, as defined in Section [2.4]
Our asymptotic analysis includes deriving the limiting distribution of the test statistic and proving
the bootstrap consistency under the null Hy as well as analyzing the power of the corresponding
testing procedure under a sequence of local alternatives { Hy, }5°; that lie near and/or above the

detection boundary.

3.1 Limiting distribution and bootstrap consistency under H,

Before presenting our theoretical results, we need to make the following assumption on the em-
ployed kernels and qualities of conditional generators {(?/G?g?), @8)) };,]:1, implicitly through their
generated samples ()/(\Z-(m), if\i(m)) for i € [n] and m € [M], trained during sampling splitting. Recall
that X = G%(n, Z) and Y = G35 (k, Z) denote a valid pair of random vectors satisfying all proper-
ties in Lemma , whose marginal conditional distributions given Z are Px|z and Py |z respectively

and we denote j\(Jl-(m) = G%(n", Zi),?i(m) = Gy (K", Z;).

7 )
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Assumption 2. Assume M — oo asn — oo. There exist constants Cy > 0, aq, an > 0 satisfying
atag > 3, such that for D; € {XZ,X(I) X } E; € {YZ,Y } and i € {iy,...,1;} where

is € J©) for each s € [J], we have:

(a) E [ICX(DZ-, D)) Ky (i, Eb) Ko (Z, zi)] <.

) B[[BICx X0 | 2-Ex () | ][] (V2o 2+ (B B Kl 2) | =00 ana
) (\/m-HCX(Di,Di) Kz (Z;, Zi)>:|:O(n—Oé2)'

— 2
VE[[Eiy v | 20 -2 [y (. 70) | 21 H,
We make two remarks regarding this assumption.

Remark 2. If Cx, Ky, Kz are bounded kernels (without loss of generality, assume they are bounded
by 1), then Assumption@ reduces to B[||E[Kx (-, X;) | Z]—E[Kx (., X(l) )| Zi] HH | =0 2) and
E[|EKy (-, Yi) | Z) - E[Ky (. YY) | Z]||,,. ] = O(n=2%2). Note that
~ —~ 2
E[|[ECx (-, X0) | Z] — E[Kx (. X)) Z1| ) =E[{  swp  E[f(X) - r(x)| 2]} |
feHx |l <1

< E[{ sup E[f()/(\i(l)) — f(X3) | Zi] }2] - QE[CZQTV(P)?Z?WZ,-’ PXi\Zi)}’ (13)

FRIX SR: || flleo<1
where || - ||oo denotes the function supreme norm, and dry(-,-) denotes the total variation dis-
tance. Here, the inequality in the second line is implied by the fact that || f]lcc = SUperax | f(2)] =

sup epdx [(fs Kx (@, Ny < |fllme v Ex(x,2) < ||flluy- Therefore, we can also replace the er-

ror metric in Assumption [ from an MMD type distance to the total variation distance, i.e.,

E[dgrv(P)?i(lqzi,PX”zi)} = O(n?*) and E[d3y (P

?<1)|Z.7PYZ-|Zi)} = O(n™22), which is a common

assumption made in existing works for characterizing qualities of conditional generators, see|Zhou
et al.| (2022) and |Shi et al. (2021). However, the total variation metric may not be a suitable
metric for characterizing the closeness between nearly mutually singular distributions, which hap-
pens when data are complex objects such as images or texts exhibiting low-dimensional manifold
structures (Tang and Yang, |2025). In addition, in our theory, we only require the Monte Carlo
sample size M for approximating the conditional expectations to diverge to infinity as n — oo,

while ezisting works such as|Shi et al.| (2021) require M to be at least proportional to n.
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Remark 3. The conditional generator @g?) trained via the GMMN framework as described in

Section |2.5.1) can be viewed as the minimizer of an empirical risk associated with the squared
MMD between Pxz and Py, defined as

(1) 2 (1) 2
[B[x (Xe, ) a2 )] -E I (R a2 I, = s BIARY,2) - (X, 2)] )

fEHx®Hz: || fllny, <1

where || - ||lmy, denotes the RKHS norm associated with kernel Kx ® Kz. By comparing this
representation with the first equality in (13)), we see that the population-level risk of GMMN is
closely connected to and slightly weaker than the distance measure we used in our assumption
for characterizing the conditional generator estimation error. The essential difference is that the
supremum in our distance measure is inside the expectation. In fact, it can be shown that the

quantity in the preceding display is always upper bounded by
E[|[EICx( X0)| Z] - Bix( X | 21|13, - K220 2]

which follows from a generalized Jensen’s inequality (Park and Muandet, 2020, Appendixz A). For
translation invariant kernels, the above quantity is exactly the error metric we used in part @ of
Assumption @ We expect that estimation error of the conditional generator estimator @g@ based
on the GMMN relative to this slightly stronger error metric is also possible to control; however,
its analysis is beyond the scope of the current work, and s left for future study. In addition, our
empirical results in Appendiz show that conditional generator trained using the GMMN framework
with a matching MMD improves the quality of the resulting testing procedure when compared to
conditional generator trained via other framework (e.g., GANs with Sinkhorn loss) in terms of size

control.

The following theorem provides the limiting null distribution of our statistic, whose proof is pro-

vided in Appendix.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption[q holds, then under Hy, as n — 0o and M — oo, we have

J
fJ —Ty :Op(n—l[M—1/2 +pTo 4 n—az] + n—1/2—(a1+a2)) and nfj g T = ZT]T7
=1
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where Ty is defined in the same way as T with (7(Xj, Xy), /‘}(Y], Yy.) replaced by U(X;, Xi), V (Y}, Yi),

and {T;f}jem are i.i.d. random variables with T} = 2% A(x?—1). Here, x> are i.i.d. chi-square

random variables with one degree of freedom, and \g’s are eigenvalues of the compact self-adjoint

operator on Ly(RxFdv+dz Py o) induced by the kernel function h((X1,Y1, Z1), (Xa, Ya, Z5))=U (X1, Xo)V (Y7,

that is, there exists orthonormal basis {f;(X1,Y1, Z1)}2, of Lo(RI¥xFdv+dz Py ) such that
/h((X17 }/17 Zl)a (X27 }/27 ZQ))fZ(Xla }/17 Zl)dPXYZ(XIJ }/17 Zl) == )\Zfl(X27 }/27 Z2)

Remark 4. The proof of Theorem [l depends on a crucial lemma in Appendiz, which shows the
asymptotic order of the difference between f] and the oracle statistic T;. Since TA} — Ty =o0,(n)
if ap > 0,00 > 0,M — o0 and oy + a9 > 1/2, under Assumption |4 we only need to show
nly B Tt Note that TT is not pivotal and contains unknown quantities that are hard to estimate,

which motivates the wild bootstrap procedure.

Let {e;}; be a sequence of independent standard normal random variables, we define ]\/Z’}M
according to Equation with {ep;}I, replaced by {e;}I,. For a statistic B, that depends
on {X;,Y;, Z;,n™, K" ?;Afm:p as in Definition 2.1 of [Zhang et al.| (2018), we say B, converges in
distribution in probability to a random variable B* if for any subsequence B, s, , there is a further

subsequence Bnk]_ My, such that Bnkj Mo, }{Xi, Yi, Zi,n™, Kl
J

) ' Yom=1 converges in distribution to B

for a.e. {X;,Y;, Z;, ™, k" }0 Let 2 denote convergence in distribution in probability. We

i,m=1"

have the following theorem on bootstrap consistency under Hy, which is proved in Appendix.
Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptz’on holds, then we have n]\/z?M DTt asn — oo under H,.

This theorem shows that the bootstrapping test statistic ]\/4\}”‘/1 admits the same limiting dis-
tribution (given data) after appropriate resscaling as the one in Theorem [2| for f;. Therefore, the
rejection threshold for T ;7 computed as the (conditional) quantile based on ]\//Z’}M will lead to an

asymptotically valid size for the CI test.
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3.2 Power analysis under local alternatives

To facilitate the power analysis and characterize the conditional dependence detection capability
of the proposed testing procedure, we introduce a sequence of local alternatives {Hy,}>2; based
on perturbing the conditional mean embedding of the null Hy. Recall that the triple under
Hy, denoted as (X° Y? Z% to distinguish it from the triple under local alternatives, satisfies
X0 11 Y| Z° We consider a sequence of alternative hypothesis consisting of triple (X2, Y?, Z%)
such that X2 U Yy | Zy and certain difference measure between the mean embeddings of Pxajyo zo
and Pxa|zo converges to zero at rate n=“ for some index o > 0; for example, a = 0 corresponds
to a fixed alternative where X = X“ does not change with n.

Since (Yp, Zp) in the local alternative Hy, is the same as the null, we only need to specify the
conditional distribution Pxajyo zo of XA given (Y°,Z%). Under Assumption , the conditional
mean embedding of X given (Y, Z) uniquely determines Pxyz, it is therefore more convenient to

specify Hy, through the conditional mean embedding E[K x (XA | YO, ZO} € Hy as follows,
Hy, : B[Kx (X)) | Y0, 2% = E[Kx(Xo,-) | 2°] + n~G(Y", 27), (14)

where G : RY x R% — Hy is any fixed Hx-valued mapping (not changing with n). Note that
under the null Hy, we have E[Kx(X°,-)|Y?, 2% = E[Kx(X",-)| Z°], corresponding to G = 0 or
the limit of H;,, as n — oo when o > 0. Moreover, further restricting E[Q(Yo, Z% | ZO} = 0 can
preserve the same (conditional) marginal distribution of X2 given Z° as that under the null, that

is, Pxa|zo = Pxo|z0, which, however, is not necessary. Under Hi,, we have
MMDCI(Py ayo0) :n—ME[(g(W, 2%, GY°, 2% | Z°)y, - V(Y°.Y°) - K(2°, ZO)} = O(n>),

where Y and Z° are independent copies of Y and Z° respectively. Note that MMDCI( Py ayoz0)
is the squared MMD (relative to the kernel Ky = Kx ® Ky ® Kz) between the joint distribu-
tions Pxayozo and Pgayoz, Where XA satisfies that XA 1 Y | 2° and (XA, 2°) £ (XA, 20
so that ()7;;‘,1/0, Z9) satisfies the null Hy. Therefore, the rate n=* quantifies the degree of de-
viation in the local alternative Hy,, from the null Hy as n — oo. In a related work, |Cai et al.

(2022) considered specifying a local alternative Pxajyo zo = Pxojzo + n~"/2(Pyapyo z0—Pxa|z0)
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based on directly perturbing the conditional distribution Pxojyo zo of X° given (Y, Z°), which
can be viewed as a special case of our characterization of local alternatives with G(Y?, Z%) =
S, Kx(@,-) [dPxapyo z0(x)~dPxaz(z)] € Hy and a = 1/2.

For any fixed n, let {(X;,Y;, Z;)}, be ii.d copies of (X2, Y? Z°). The following theorem
gives the asymptotic properties of our statistic under H;,, which is proved in Appendix.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions[1] and [9 hold, then under Hy,, as n — oo:

1 Ifa=0, then a(Ty — o) 5 =57, G0 where oo = E{U(Xl,XQ)V(Yl,Yg)ICZ(Zl, ZQ)} >

0 and QJ(-O) are independent mean zero normal random variables with variance equal to

4 Var (E{U(Xl,Xg)V(Yl, Ya)K 2 (21, Zg)(XQ,YQ, 22}>.

2. If0<a<1/2, thenn®T; % ¢, where c = E{<g(Y1, 22),G(Yay Zo) . V(Ya, Ya)K 5 (2, ZQ)}>0.
3. If a = 1/2, then nf] RS c+TT+\/Lj Z}']:1 G;, where G; are independent mean zero normal
random variables, possibly correlated with TjT m Theorem with variance equal to
4 Var (E{ [(G(Y, 2), Kx (X', )=E[Kx (X, ) | 2Dy HG(Y', Z'), Kx (X, ) ~E[Kx (X,") | 2]y ]

VY, YK5(2, 20| X", Y, Z’}),

where (X,Y,Z) and (X', Y', Z") are i.i.d copies from Pxoyogzo.
4. Ifa>1/2, nT; B T,

The following theorem shows the asymptotic behavior of the bootstrapping statistic ]\//T}M , as
well as the asymptotic power of our proposed testing procedure, under Hy,, which is proved in

Appendix.
Theorem 4. Suppose Assumption[q holds, then we have that as n — oo and M — oo:
1. Under Hy,, with o >0, n]\//_T}LM bt

2. Under Hy, with a = 0, an}M by T, = ijl Tj, where T; are 1.1.d random wvariables with
T, = Yo v — 1), x7 are i.i.d chi-square random variables with one degree of freedom

and ~;s are eigenvalues of h((X1,Y1,Z1),(Xe,Ys, Z5)) = U(X1, Xo)V (Y1, Y2)K (21, Z5).
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If we further assume Assumptions holds, then under Hy,: P(nfy > Mpyy,) — 1if a<l/2,

P(nT; > M) — P(c—l—TUL% E;jzl G, > Tv,) if a=1/2 and P(nT; > M) = v ifa>1/2.

According to Theorems [1] and [}, our proposed testing procedure asymptotically achieves the
correct size under Hy and is consistent in the sense that it can correctly reject Hy under any (local)
alternative H; lying outside a n~'/2-neighborhood of H,. This means that our test is shown to

/2 while in a related

have nontrivial power under alternatives that approach H, at the rate n~
work [Pogodin et al.| (2024) based on kernel smoothing, the consistency of their method is only

derived under a fixed alternative.

4 Simulation Study

In this section, we examine the size and power properties of our proposed test statistic and compare
with several existing tests. In Section 4.1}, we investigate the influence of the fold number J on the
empirical performance of T 7. In Sections , we consider a post nonlinear noise model and examine
the performance of T (i.e. take J = 2) when the dimension dy of Z is large. Section [4.3| contains
the result for a weakly conditional independent alternative where both GCIT proposed in Bellot
and van der Schaar| (2019)) and DGCIT proposed in |Shi et al.| (2021)) have trivial power. Under the
alternative, the size adjusted power for all bootstrap-based methods examined in this section are
calculated according to |[Dominguez and Lobato (2000). For all the simulations in Section 4| and
the two applications in Section [5, we opt to use the Laplacian kernel. The bandwith parameter
for each kernel is selected according to the median heuristic (Gretton et al., 2012, Section 8). For
example, the bandwith parameter for jth fold is defined as 0¥ = median{[|X;—X||1 : i,s € j(j)}
for j € [J]. We remark that our empirical result of T, is not overly sensitive to the number of

synthetic data M and the number of bootstrap replicates B, so we simply fix M=100 and B=1000.

4.1 Sensitivity with respect to the fold number J

We investigate the impact of fold number J on the performance of T, with J € {2,4,8}. We

consider a data generation process (DGP) where Z;=es;, Yi=Z;4e€1;, X;=Z;+0;e1;+(1—0;)eq; with
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{e1: 1, {e2}; and {es;}7, being independent samples following the standard normal distribu-
tion and &; ‘&’ Bernoulli(p), which is also independent of {eg}? , for s € [3]. The experiments
are repeated 1000 times with nominal level being fixed at 5%.

For the empirical size, we fix p = 0 and set n € {200, 400, 600, 800, 1000}. As shown in Figure
, the empirical size for j:i] is close to the nominal level for all J € {2,4, 8} for all sample size n.
For the size adjusted power, we set n = 400 and plot the power curves against p € [0, 0.25] in Figure
. For any fixed p, the empirical power for T 7 decreases as J increases. This is expected since only
the J x ’}—3 entries in the J block diagonal distance matrices of {KCx (Xj, X))} poys {Kv (), Ya) } ey
and {Kz(Z;, Zx)}} -, are used in evaluating T, and the number of pairs declines as J increases.
Since the empirical size is not sensitive to the choice of J and smaller value of J corresponds to

larger power, we recommend setting /=2 in practice.

o
N
o

1.00 ———8

o
3
o
b
=

Empirical Rejection Rates
. = . .
>
Size Adjusted Power
o o
N (o))
(6] o

200 400 600 800 1000 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25

Figure 1: Empirical size (left) and size adjusted power (right) for 7.

4.2 Post nonlinear noise model

Consider the following DGP adopted by Bellot and van der Schaar| (2019)) and Shi et al. (2021):
Y= sin(a}iZi + efi),Xi:COS(a;Zi—‘—bY;"{‘egi) and Z; s (0,14,), where {es}7, {egi}r, are
independent samples from A(0,0.25) and the entries of ay,a, € R% are normalized to the unit
¢, norm after randomly sampled from Uniform([0,1]%2). As comparison, we also include the

simulation results for DGCIT, GCIT, the CI test proposed in |Cai et al.| (2022) (denoted as CIT)

and an oracle statistic T\Q oracle, which is T 5 with synthetic data generated from the true conditional
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generators. The experiments are repeated 500 times with sample size n=2000 and nominal level
being fixed at 5%.

For the empirical size, we fix b = 0 (which corresponds to Hy) and set d € {50, 100, 150, 200, 250}.
As shown in Figure fg and @ oracle have relatively accurate empirical size for dy < 200 and
T 5 is mildly undersized when dz=250. GCIT is undersized when dz < 150 and is oversized when
dz = 250. DGCIT goes from oversized to undersized as dy increases at 5% level and it has large
size distortion when dz = 150 at level 10%. For CIT, the empirical sizes are close to the nominal
levels for all values of d;. However, CIT is much more computationally expensive than fg. As
shown in Table [T} it takes 18 minutes for CIT to finish one Monte Carlo experiment on an Intel
Core 17-11800H CPU when dz=50 and the time increases to 107 minutes when dz = 250. For fg
the time for one experiment is about 3 minutes for all values of dy.

For the empirical power, we set dz=200 and plot the power curves against b € [0.15,0.75] in
Figure . In general, T 5 has the largest power compared with DGCIT, GCIT and CIT for all
values of b and its power curve is close to T. 5 oracle. DGCIT outperforms GCIT when b < 0.45
while the latter has better performance when b € {0.6,0.75}. CIT has almost trivial power for
all values of b. This is expected since it requires iterative estimation of conditional cumulative
distribution functions (Cai et al., 2022, Section 3.1), which suffers from the curse of dimensionality

and yields poor power performance when the dimension of the conditioning variable is large.

1.00 P S— _—
Pis - A
CIT o CIT -
0.100 A DGCIT [ A DGCIT s
o =~ GCIT 2075 = GCIT S A
A A % A
.(/_) I T2 0‘ 777777 TZ ’ .
—_ A A he] A
® 0.075 T, oracle Q@ T, oracle
o 7 A ..(7).
:g_ A w5050 ;
A = T 0
S Foorii L T T < A
L 0.050 P p
T No0.25
= *\\r/’ ~ () )
0.025 000 B
50 100 1dSO 200 250 7015 0.30 0.45 0.60 0.75
X b

(a) (b)

Figure 2: Empirical size (left) and size adjusted power (right) at nominal level 5%.
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dz
50 100 150 200 250
GCIT 0.50 | 0.50 | 0.50 | 0.50 0.50
T\Q 2.83 | 3.00 | 3.05 | 3.23 3.3
DGCIT | 4.85 | 5.33 | 5.67 | 6.23 6.45
CIT 18.33 | 41.27 | 56.32 | 80.57 | 107.35
Table 1: Computation time for one Monte Carlo experiment (in minutes). All experiments (except CIT) were

conducted on Google Colab using the NVIDIA Tesla T4 GPU. CIT was run on an Intel Core i7-11800H CPU.
GCIT used an early stopping criterion.

4.3 Weakly conditional independent alternative

In this subsection, we show that both DGCIT and GCIT have trivial power against the alternative
which is only weakly conditionally independent. Under Hj, we generate {X;}" ., {Y;}, and
{Z;}?_, as mutually independent samples from Bernoulli(0.5). Under the alternative, we consider

the same DGP as in Example 5 of [Shi et al.| (2021)) where Z; e Bernoulli(3) and
Pr(X; =0,Y; =0|Z; =0) Pr(X;=0,Y; =1|Z; =0) 1/6 1/3

( Pr(X, = 1,Y, = 0|Z = 0) Pr(X;=1,Y; = 1|Z = 0) ) - ( 1/3 1/6 )
Pr(X;=0,Y;=0]Z; =1) Pr(X;=0Y; =17 =1) 1/3 1/6

( Pr(X,=1,Y; = 0|Z = 1) Pr(X;,=1,Y;=1|Z = 1) ) - ( 1/6 1/3 ) '

Under both null and alternative hypothesis, we consider two settings: 1. the oracle setting
where synthetic data are generated from the true conditional generators (with the impact of
inaccuracy due to the use of estimated conditional generators being eliminated); 2. the practical
setting where the conditional generators are learned from GNNs. The experiments are repeated
1000 times with sample size n € {200,600, 1000} and nominal level being fixed at 5% and 10%. As
shown in Table @, DGCIT and GCIT have accurate size under Hy for all values of n. However,

under the alternative in both oracle and practical settings, both DGCIT and GCIT have trivial

power while fg can successfully detect this alternative.
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Null Alternative

Ty DGCIT | GCIT Ty DGCIT | GCIT
10% 5% [10% 5% |10% 5% |10% 5% |10% 5% |10% 5%
200 {104 4.3|11.5 6.3]/10.3 5.2/96.8 91.6|13.5 7.2| 83 4
Orcale | 600 |10.7 5.5(11.2 6.3| 82 4.3|100 100| 85 5 |10.1 4.9
1000 9.9 39|99 43|82 4.0(100 100| 9.8 4.3|10.1 5
200 |10.6 4.8|11.2 6.6|12.8 6.2|95.2 89 [12.2 7.2| 14 6.6
Practical | 600 9 42]11.8 6.6/10.4 4.4| 100 100 |12.8 7.2|11.6 5.6
1000| 11 56| 12 7 |11.2 6.6| 100 100 | 12 7.2| 9.4 4.2

Table 2: Empirical rejection rate under null and weakly conditional independent alternative.

n

5 Real Data Applications

In this section, we apply our method to two real-world datasets: the Cancer Cell Line Encyclo-
pedia (CCLE) dataset (Barretina et al., 2012) and the MNIST dataset, to assess its empirical

performance in specific contexts.

5.1 CCLE dataset

The CCLE dataset contains 474 human cancer cell line entries {X;}7] and each cell line consists
of 1683 genetic mutations taking values zero or one. Here, we follow the same screening procedure
as in Shi et al.| (2021)) and Bellot and van der Schaar| (2019) and consider 466 genetic mutations, so
Zi=(Z},..., Z¥%) T, Each cancer cell line Z; is associated with a response variable X; € R, which
measures the effect of cancer drug PLX4720. Our goal is to determine if some genetic mutation
is related to the response after conditioning on all other mutations. To be specific, assuming
Z; i P, X; i Px and for each j € [466], we test the null hypothesis Hy : Z7 1L X | Z(=9)
against Hy : Z7 Y X | Z-9) where Z(~7) denotes the cancer cell line Z excluding the jth mutation.

The p-values for T 5, DGCIT and GCIT for ten different genetic mutations are shown in Table
, as well as the importance ranking (one means most important) of each mutation obtained from
elastic net model (EN, a high-dimensional linear regression with L, and L; penalty) and random

forest (RF), both of which are commonly used in genetic studies; see Barretina et al. (2012).

At 5% nominal level, both DGCIT and GCIT reject Hy for nine of the ten genetic mutations,
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with MAP3K5 and FLT3 deemed insignificant by DGCIT and GCIT respectively, while @ rejects
Hy for all ten mutations. However, as stated in Bellot and van der Schaar (2019), PLX4720 is
designed as a BARF cancer inhibitor and a proliferation of MAP3K35 is found to be of BRAF type
in [Prickett et al|(2014). For FLT3, both importance rankings from EN and RF place it as related
with X and there is also strong evidence of its importance from genetic research; see [I'sai et al.
(2008) and |Larrosa-Garcia and Baer| (2017). In conclusion, it is reasonable to believe MAP3K5

and FLT3 are related to X given other mutations and our proposed test fg is able to detect both.

BRAF.V600E BRAF.MC HIP1 FLT3 CDC42BPA THBS3 DNMT1 PRKD1 PIP5K1A MAP3K5

EN 1 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 19 78

RF 1 2 3 14 8 34 28 18 7 9
GCIT <0.001 <0.001 0.008 0.521 0.050 0.013 0.020 0.002 0.001 <0.001
DGCIT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.794

Ty 0 0 0.032 0 0.001 0.048 0.001 0 0.013 0.013

Table 3: Importance rankings from EN, RF and the p-values from GCIT, DGCIT and Ts.

5.2 MNIST dataset

Dimension reduction is a key building block for machine learning applications in various fields,
such as computer vision and language processing. Extracting useful features from complex data
helps avoid the curse of dimensionality, reduce computation burden and leads to improved model
performance (Berahmand et al.| 2024). As a popular non-linear feature extraction methods, the
auto-encoder (AE) uses a neural network (encoder) to transform the data X to a dj-dimensional
feature vector fg,(X), which is then transformed back through another neural network (decoder)
for reconstruction, resulting in reconstructed data X’. A typical AE is trained by minimizing
certain reconstruction error, such as the ¢y-norm, between X and X’ (after vectorization). The
selection of the feature dimension d; depends on the data and downstream applications and a large
d; may undermine the performance and interpretability of the model (Bonheme and Grzes, 2022)).

We now demonstrate that our proposed CI test can be used to determine the best value for
d; by using the MNIST dataset that contains 70000 images of handwritten digits Y =0,1,...,09.
Let {(X;,Y:)}7%9% denote the 28 x 28 pixels of images and their corresponding digits, which are

assumed to be i.i.d copies of the random vector (X,Y’). For different values of d;, we consider
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testing the null hypothesis Hy : X 1L Y | f4,(X) against Hy : X L Y | f4,(X). The minimum
value of d; such that Hj is not rejected will be chosen as the dimension of the feature vector. We
split the MNIST dataset into training (with size 60000) and testing (with size 10000) samples.
Half of the images in the training dataset are used to train an AE and the other half, as well as
its feature vectors from the trained encoder, is used to learn generators of Py |y, 4, (X) and Px; 4, (X)-
The test statistic is evaluated on 40 equal folds of the testing dataset (note that we do not perform
sample splitting on each fold). As a comparison, we also include the testing result when the feature
vectors are extracted using average pooling (Zafar et al., 2022, Section 2.2) and PCA, which are
linear feature extraction methods. For average pooling and PCA, all the images in the training
dataset are used to learn Py|fdl (x) and PX|fdl (X)-

The median of the 40 p-values are plotted in Figure |3| as a function of d;. For AE, the
median and 25% quantile of the p-values exceeds 5% level when d; > 7 and d; > 10 respectively.
This suggests the dimension of feature vector is about 10 to 15, which is consistent with many
empirical findings for MNIST data (Fournier and Aloise| [2019). For PCA, the 75% quantile of the
p-values remains close to zero when dyx < 10 and the median p-value rises above 5% level when
d; > 15. For average pooling, the 75% quantile of the p-values remains close to zero even if the
pooled image has 5 x 5 pixels (implemented by torch.nn.AdaptiveAvgPool2d with kernel size=8,
stride=5, padding=0). As expected, this result demonstrates that AE is much more efficient than

PCA and average pooling in feature extraction for MNIST dataset.

0.8
Autoencoder
0.6 [=~=| Average pooling
0 |==| PCA
o
S
© 0.4
>
o
0.2
0.0 F A
3 4 5678 1012 15 20 2530 4049 64 81100

d

Figure 3: The median p-values and its 25% and 75% quantiles for AE, average pooling, and PCA.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel conditional independence (CI) test that overcomes the challenges
faced by existing tests when the dimensions of the data are large. By utilizing reproducing ker-
nel Hilbert space (RKHS) embedding, sample splitting, cross-fitting as well as generative neural
networks (GNNs), the test we developed is fully non-parametric, alleviates the curse of dimension-
ality, and is doubly robust against approximation errors of GNN generators. Extensive simulations
demonstrate the accurate size and satisfactory power performance of the proposed method in com-
parison with existing ones. The data examples further illustrate the versatility of our proposed
method in real-world applications.

To conclude, we discuss several potential extensions. In regression modeling and sufficient di-
mension reduction, it is often more useful to test the weaker null hypothesis of conditional mean or
quantile independence to determine whether an additional predictor contributes to predicting the
mean or quantile of the response variable given a set of covariates. Generalizing the proposed test
to address these problems would be beneficial. Additionally, constructing a CI test with triple or
multiple robustness properties for testing mutual conditional independence among multiple ran-
dom variables may be desirable. Moreover, it would be interesting to apply the current method to
several downstream statistical applications. For example, in time series model specification test-
ing, where the Markov property described through conditional independence plays an important
role (Zhou et al.; 2023)), and in nonlinear dimension reduction problems, where our test procedure
could be promising in identifying the optimal dimension reduction mapping by appropriately in-
verting the test statistic into an estimator in a computationally efficient manner; see Huang et al.

(2024)) for some recent work. We leave these topics for further research.
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