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SUMMARY: [Scharfstein et al.| (2021)) developed a sensitivity analysis model for analyzing randomized trials with

repeatedly measured binary outcomes that are subject to nonmonotone missingness. Their approach becomes compu-
tationally intractable when the number of measurements is large (e.g., greater than 15). In this paper, we repair this
problem by introducing mth-order Markovian restrictions. We establish identification results for the joint distribution
of the binary outcomes by representing the model as a directed acyclic graph (DAG). We develop a novel estimation
strategy for a smooth functional of the joint distribution. We illustrate our methodology in the context of a randomized
trial designed to evaluate a web-delivered psychosocial intervention to reduce substance use, assessed by evaluating

abstinence twice weekly for 12 weeks, among patients entering outpatient addiction treatment.
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1. Introduction

Non-monotone missing data are a common occurrence in randomized trials in which study
participants are scheduled to be assessed at fixed time points after randomization. One of the
most common assumptions used to identify treatment effects in such studies is the missing
at random (MAR) assumption. While MAR has been considered a reasonable benchmark

assumption for longitudinal studies that have monotone missing data patterns,

(1997), [Vansteelandt et al| (2007) and |[Little and Rubin| (2014) have argued that MAR

is implausible for studies that have non-monotone missing data patterns. In large part, this
is because MAR ignores the temporal ordering of the variables.

A variety of missing not at random (MNAR) assumptions have been proposed for analyzing

studies with non-monotone missing data (see, for example, |Little (1993); Robins| (1997);

Vansteelandt et al.| (2007); Zhou et al.| (2010); [Shao et al.| (2012); Sadinle and Reiter| (2017));

Shpitser| (2016)); Tchetgen-Tchetgen et al.| (2017); |Sadinle and Reiter| (2018); [Linero and|

Daniels| (2018)); [Scharfstein et al| (2021)). In this paper, we focus on the temporally ordered

version of the MNAR assumption introduced by . This assumption states
that the probability of missing a given assessment depends only on the outcomes (observed
or not) prior to the assessment and the observed data after the assessment.
introduced a set of identifying assumptions, indexed by sensitivity analysis

parameters, that is anchored around the (1997)) assumption. In the context of binary

outcomes, Scharfstein et al.| (2021) developed an inferential strategy based on estimating

the distribution of the observed data using random forests and functionals of the full data
distribution using the plug-in principle; they established /n-asymptotic theory. Their use
of random forests was a flexible way of addressing the curse of dimensionality
Ritov, [1997). Unfortunately, this approach will not work when the the number of post-

baseline assessment times, K, is “large”. This is because their algorithm requires storage



and operation on a 3% vector of probabilities, which we have found to be computationally
intractable when K > 15.

In this paper, we address this problem by introducing mth-order Markovian-type condi-
tional independence restrictions. We represent these restrictions using directed acyclic graph
(DAGs). The strategy we adopt for showing identification of target parameters in our re-
stricted model yields identifying functionals expressible in terms of conditional distributions
derived from the observed data law. These conditional distributions have size that is bounded
by a constant that depends on m, rather than K. Our approach is instead linear in K and
exponential in a smaller constant m.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we introduce notation. In Section 3,
we discuss the Markov-restricted version of the class of models introduced by [Scharfstein
et al| (2021)). Each model in the class can be represented as a DAG. In Section 3, we prove,
using the properties of DAGs, that the full data law is identified. In Section 4, we discuss
estimation. Section 5 presents a re-analysis of CTN-0044, a randomized trial designed to
evaluate a web-delivered psychosocial intervention to reduce substance use among patients
entering outpatient addiction treatment (Campbell et al., 2014)). In this study, substance use
was scheduled to be collected twice weekly for 12 weeks (i.e., K = 24). Section 6 presents

the results of a realistic simulation study. Section 7 is devoted to a discussion.

2. Notation

Let Y}, denote the binary outcome (possibly unobserved) at assessment k (k = 1,..., K).
Let Ry be the binary indicator that Y} is observed. Let Y = Y} if Ry = 1 and Y = 7
if Ry = 0. Let Oy, be the observed data at assessment k; it can be represented by (Ry, Y;2%%).
We note that Y,fbs is a deterministic function of Ry and Y.

For any given vector Z = (21, 29, ..., 2K ), define Zp = (21,...,2k-1), 2k = (Zks1y .- 2K),

28 = (Zmax(ih—m) s Ze—1), and 27" = (Zk41, -, Zmin(k+m,K)), Where m denotes the order
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of the Markovian restiction introduced in the next section. With this notation, note that
Zpt = 23" ,—1- There will be instances in which we refer to a vector in which the lower index
is larger than the upper index; in this case, the vector will be taken to be the null vector.

We denote the observed data vector for an individual as O. The goal is to use n i.i.d. copies
of O to draw inference about a given functional of the distribution of Y.

In what follows, we will use the notation f(-) and f(:|-) when referring to the marginal and
conditional distribution of a random variable/vector, respectively. In contrast, we will use
the notation P(A) and P(A|-) when referring to the marginal and conditional probability
of an event A, respectively. Say that Z is a discrete random variable/vector; then f(Z) will
refer to the distribution of Z and P(Z = z) will refer to the probability that Z takes on the

specific value z.

3. Markov-Restricted Sensitivity Analysis Model

We express restrictions in our model using the chain rule factorization of the full data

distribution using the following total ordering on variables:
Vi<Yo=< .. .Y < Rg <Y < Rg_ 1 =Y < .. Ry < Y™, (1)

Our mth-order Markovian model posits the following restrictions on this factorization:

| Vi) = F(% 1Y) (2)
P(Ry=0Y,0,) = P(Ry = 0| Y}, OF) (3)
and
logit {P(Rk - 0|?;”++11,Q2”)} = he(Yy,, OFs an) + i Y, (4)
where

(Y, OF; ag) = logit { P(Ry, = 0]V, Of") } —log {ex (Y3, OF; o) }



and
(V) 0 ax) = Elexp{aYi} Ry = 1, Y3, OF]. (5)

Importantly, an equivalent representation of the restriction may be obtained by Bayes

rule as:

Yk|Rk = 1,7;:,QZL) exp{akYk}

. 1%
Yi|Rr, =0,Y,,0)") = —
Sl B = 0., OF) (VT O ap)

(6)
To enable tractable inference, we consider models where 2m + 1 < K.

Our model is defined by Markov restrictions on factors of the chain rule factorization. Such
models may be represented by directed acyclic graphs (DAGs), where random variables in

the model are associated with vertices in a DAG.

DAG Models: Given a total ordering < on a vector of variables V, define pre_ (V) to be predecessors of V' in <.
Let f(V) denote the distribution of V. Define a DAG G where for every vertex V, the set of parents pag(V) of V
(vertices in G with edges pointing into V') is a subset of pre_ (V') such that V is independent of pre_ (V) \pag(V)
given pag(V) in f(V). This implies that the chain rule factorization f(V) = [T, o f(V | preL(V)) that uses
the order < may be reformulated as the DAG factorization f(V) = [Ty i f(V | pag(V)). The statistical DAG
model of G consists of any p(V) that obeys the DAG factorization with respect to G. Any such f(V) obeys the
global Markov property, where conditional independencies in f(V') may be read off from G via the d-separation

criterion (Pearl, [1988)).

Under - @, the full data distributions in our model factorize as:
K
[T O F(RT Y Yi OF) (Y B Vo). (7)
k=1

where the red set of factors are deterministic and, due to (4)),

_ exp{Rk(hk(Y;n,_km; ag) + arYr)}
I+ exp{hk(VZL,Q’,?; ag) + ap Yy}

F(R[Y}, Ve, OF)
Thus, (7) is a full data law factorization with respect to a DAG G defined using the ordering
1’ where for each k, the parents of Y} are 721, the parents of Ry are ?Z, Y, O)', and the
parents of Y% are Ry, ;.

As an example, Figure [1|is a DAG that represents our model when m = 2, with arrows
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into each Y% are shown in red to emphasize that the relationship between Y,%* and its
parent variables Ry, Y} is deterministic. The set of parents of all other variables in the model
correspond to restrictions , , and . We display the arrow from Yj to Rj for each k
in brown, to emphasize the fact that dependence of Ry on Y} in the conditional distribution
f(Ry | ?ZL, Y, O)') is parameterized by the sensitivity parameter oy, and this dependence
disappears if ag = 0.

As discussed in Scharfstein et al.| (2021), the distribution of ¥ with m = K — 1 (no
Markovian restrictions) is identified. This means, for example, that we can express P(Y; =
UklY-1 = yr—1, Y2 = Yk 2, Y 3 = yx_3) as a (complicated) functional, g(yx, yx—1, Yx 2, Yx—3),
of the distribution of the observed data. To see why the Markovian restrictions on f(Y)
impose restrictions on the observed data law, consider the model Figure [I Here, Yy L
Yi_3 | Yi_2, Yk 1. This implies that ¢(yx, yx—1, Yx—2, Yx—3) cannot depend on yx_3 which

has testable implications.

[Figure 1 about here.|

An Equivalent Model Obeying A Total Order Induced By Temporal Precedence: A critique of
DAGs representing missing data models is that, unlike DAGs representing causal models, they may contain
arrow orientations that do not obey the temporal order on variables. This can complicate the interpretability of
such models. Our proposed model of the full data does not suffer from this issue, in the following sense. While
it is represented by a DAG where some arrows must necessarily not be consistent with the temporal order on
indices of variables, our model can always be represented by a mixed graph (i.e., directed and undirected edges)
representing a DAG on the full data where all arrows are consistent with a temporal order.

A well known result states that two DAGs imply the same Markov model if they agree on the presence or
absence of edges (ignoring orientations), and on all unshielded colliders(Verma and Pearl, [1990)). An unshielded
collider is a structure of the form A — B < C, where A and C are not adjacent. Given this result, we see
that a DAG G* equivalent to the DAG in Fig. [l}is one where all arrows among Y7, ..., Yk are reversed. This is
because this change does not change the presence of edges, or unshielded colliders in the DAG.

It is possible to replace edges of the form Y, — Ri+1 and Yy — Rii2 by bidirected edges Yy <> Ri+1 and
Y, <> Ryyo signifying the presence of unobserved common parents: Yy < Ukt1 — Rit+1 and Yy < Ugq2 —

Ri+2, where Ug4+1 and Ug42 are unmeasured or hidden variables. This hidden variable DAG Q~ implies the



same model as G* since, as before, the set of vertex adjacencies and unshielded colliders have not changed.
Furthermore, DAG G has a total order on variables that is consistent with a temporal order on indices where
larger indices occur earlier than smaller ones.

Importantly, a similar construction is possible for a DAG representing any m-order Markov model we consider.

4. Identification

In this section, we show that the full data distribution is identified in our model, provided,
for k=1,...,K, P(O, =3ay, 0" =o'l > 0 for all 57" and o™"/'. First, we use the fact
that our full data distribution obeys the global Markov property with respect to a DAG to

prove (see Appendix) the following two results.

LEMMA 1: Forl<k< K-m-—1, EZL is independent of Okymi1 given Vg,Q;”_ﬁl.

LEMMA 2: For1 < k< K—m—1, Ry is independent of Ogymyi1 given Wﬂl,QZL.
Then, we prove by induction (see Appendix) the following identification result:

~m+1

LEMMA 3: Fork=1,....K, f(Y,1,00"") is identified. Specifically,

—m-+1 —m-+1

f(Yk+1 7QZL+1) = f(0k+m+1|Rk‘ = 1a Yk+1 7Q2n)[(k<K_m_1)f(Y;€|Rk = 177’:’Q21)

exp{akYk}
Ck(ﬁna QZL7 ak)

{P(Rk =1|Y,,08) + P(R, = 0]Y,, O }f(??,Qm,

(8)
where the right hand side of (@) is a function of f(Y, , O™ 2), which is inductively identified
because
}I(kgK—m—n

f(?zlaQ?j—lQ) = {f(ok+m+1’?;nanzj_117F]? = 1)
I(k>m+1)

—m+1 m I(k<m+1) —m+1 m
{roit o)} > T o (9)

Ye—m—1

Lemma (3| immediately implies identification of f(Y) under our model.
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— —m —m+1
THEOREM 4:  f(Y) is identified as [[ry, fF(Ya|Y ) = [Ty {Zf(i;(%}’ where
v ST
m—+1 —m+1

f(7k+1 ) = ZQk’”H f(Yk+1 »QZLH)-

In the Appendix, we illustrate the above lemmas and theorem for K =7 and m = 2.

5. Inference

The identification result of Lemma 3 and Theorem [4] shows us that there is a aj-dependent
forward time inductive mapping from the distribution of the observed data to f(Y;|Y, ) and
P(Ry = 1Y, ,0f") for k = 1,..., K. At step k, the mapping depends on f(O, ,07+?) =
foimt2 ) = f(@if;ﬁz) It is these distributions that we will estimate (see below). In
the Appendix, we show that there is a ag-dependent reverse time inductive mapping from
fYR|Y}) and P(R, = 1Y, ,00) for k = 1,...,K to a model-respecting distribution
of observed data. As discussed above, our model places complicated restrictions on the
distribution of the observed data that are hard to model directly. In fact, our estimator
of f(O,',07"*2) may not cohere with the model restrictions.

We estimate the distributions f (527:;12), k=1,..., K, using Laplacian smoothing, where
the smoothing parameter is selected by cross-validation. Specifically, let ]3(5 = 0) be the
empirical probability of the event (O = ), where 6 is a potential realization of O. Let
ﬁ(O = 0;0) = %, where \ is a smoothing parameter. Storing and operating on
ﬁ(@ = 0; \) defeats the purpose of the Markov restrictions, as the space complexity of this

distribution scales exponentially in K. However, this can be avoided by noting that the

marginalization of ﬁ(@ = 0; \) implies that

R e
P O]/ - _]/' )\ - k k
( k O ) 1+ 3K )\ )

where h(k',j') = max{k’ — 7' — 1,0} + K — kK’ + 1. We need to compute ﬁ(@;/, = 51;,; A) for

E'=k+m+2andj =2m+2,k=1,..., K. Thus, we only require storage of the empirical



distribution of EiT;iQ, which has size complexity 3&+7+1-max{k=m=10} ‘Thig size complexity
is exponential in m rather than K.

We use cross-validation to estimate \. Specifically, we split the dataset randomly into L
parts. Let §; and S_; be the set of individuals in and not in the [th split, respectively. Let
P(+) and P_,(-) be the empirical distributions of based in & and S_;, respectively. Similarly,
let P(+; A) and P_;(+; \) be the associated smoothed distributions with smoothing parameter

A. We estimate A by X to be the minimizer of the following cross-validated loss function:

2m+2 _—2m+2 S AZmt2  _omy2 | 2
E E E {Pl k+m+2 = k+m+2) — P (O)ipmy2 = Ok+m+27>‘)} .

I=1 k=1 g2m+2
+m-+2
—2m-—+2 _ —2m+2 —2m-+2 _ —2m+2 ."’ —2m-+2 g
We then estimate P(Oj ., o = 0, mis) by (O,,HmJr2 = 0,1 A). Let f(0k+m+2,/\)
—2m+2

represent our estimator of f(O} ). The work of Grund (1993)) suggest that our estimators
of f (OZ:;;QH) will converge at /n-rates and be jointly asymptotically normal.

In data analysis and simulation study, we consider the target parameter of interest to be the
= B[ Yi] = S8 | E[Yi], where K = 24. For given ay’s, ¢ is identified as a smooth,
but complicated functional of F = {f (Oi?:ﬁZ) : k =1,...,K}. Suppressing dependence
on ay’s, let ¥ (F) denote this functional. It is natural to consider a plug-in estimator of 1),
ie., Jp—i — )(F), where F = {f(OzT:in N :k=1,...,K}). In simulations, we found that
this estimator has excessive bias for the typical sample sizes seen in trials like CTN-0044.
To address this issue, we use a bias-corrected or one-step estimator, which is equal to plug-
in estimator plus the average of individual-specific influence functions (Bickel et al.; 1993)).
Given the complexity of recursive nature of identification algorithm, it is hard to compute a
closed-form expression for the influence functions. Thus, we use a numerical approximation
as discussed by Frangakis et al.| (2015); |Carone et al.| (2019); Jordan et al. (2022). Specifically,
we approximate the influence function for person i by

50, = Y+ 0) — 0(F)

€

where 3-": is the smoothed estimate of F based on a dataset where the ith individual is
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removed, §(-) is the Dirac-delta function, and € is small positive number. Our bias-corrected
estimator is:
~ ~ A
Uhe =¥pit o > 50
i=1
Since 9 (+) is a smooth function, one can use Taylor series expansion arguments to show that
ﬁ{&b_c — ¢(F)} converges to a normal distribution.

We construct confidence intervals using parametric bootstrap. Specifically, for each speci-

fied set of ay’s, we repeat the following procedure B times.

e Use T to generate a dataset of size n (see simulation procedure in Appendix 8.2).
e On the generated dataset, estimate JF using the smoothing procedure and estimate v using

the bias-corrected estimation procedure.

We then compute percentile bootstrap confidence interval based on the B estimates of 1.

6. Analysis of CTN-0044

In CTN-0044, individuals were randomized to 12 weeks of either treatment-as-usual (TAU,
n = 252) or treatment-as-usual plus a computerized psychosocial intervention with contin-
gent incentives (TAU+, n = 255). At each half-week, an individual was considered to be
abstinent if the urine screen was negative and the self-report indicated no drug use/any
alcohol use, and not abstinent otherwise. If self-report was missing, but urine screen was
positive, the half-week was scored as not abstinent. Abstinence during a given half-week was
considered missing if (a) self-report indicated no use but the urine screen was missing, (b)
the urine screen was negative but self-report was missing, or (c¢) both urine and self-report
were missing. Table [l| summarizes missingness patterns by treatment group. The table shows
high rates of non-monotone missing data in both arms and lower rates of missing data for
the TAU+ arm.

For each treatment group, we are interested in drawing inference about the mean number



of abstinent (i.e., negative) urine samples, i.e., B[S ir, Yi] = S 2t E[Vi], where Y; = 1
denotes an abstinent measurement at time k. Based on our simulation results (next section)

and the given sample size, we only considered a first-order Markovian model (i.e., m = 1).
[Table 1 about here.]

For each treatment group, we estimated the average number of abstinent half-weeks under
the following assumptions: missing completely at random (MCAR), missing equals absti-
nent, missing equals not abstinent, and under «; = 0. Table |2 displays the treatment-
specific estimates and difference in estimates, along with 95% bootstrap confidence intervals
(parametric bootstrap for benchmark analysis - 500 samples; non-parametric bootstrap for
other analyses - 1000 samples). While all treatment effect estimates favored TAU+, only
the confidence interval for missing equals abstinent included zero. Relative to MCAR, the
treatment-specific estimates of the mean number of abstinent samples was higher under the
benchmark assumption, indicating that the missing samples were more likely (under the
benchmark assumption) to be abstinent than those observed. This seems counter-intuitive
as prevailing wisdom suggests that missing samples would correspond to non-abstinent drug
behavior. However, the outcome involves the results of a urine drug test and self-reported
substance use. The outcome is considered missing if the urine test is negative, but the
participant fails to self-report. In contrast, the participant is considered non-abstinent if their
urine test is positive, regardless of self-report. The study protocol provided specific financial
compensation for providing half-week urine samples and for detailed in-person surveys at 4, 8
and 12 weeks. These surveys were designed to collect detailed information on risk behaviors,
social adjustment, psychiatric symptoms, coping strategies and self-reported substance use
over the past 4 weeks. Compensation for these surveys was not contingent on completing
the self-report form. Thus, a participant who would have negative urine at a half-week has a

clear incentive to provide a urine sample. While a participant who would have positive urine
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at a half-week has a financial incentive to provide a urine sample, this incentive may be offset
by their substance use behavior. Neither participant has an significant incentive to complete
the self-report form of the subsequent survey. Thus, there are competing factors at play that
influence missingness of the half-week abstinent measure. These competing factors make the
comparison of the MCAR and benchmark results more subtle than prevailing wisdom may

suggest.
[Table 2 about here.]

In our sensitivity analysis, we assumed «j = « over all k. For each treatment group and
each o (ranging from -3 to 3), we estimated the mean number of abstinent half weeks. The
results (along with 95% percentile parametric bootstrap confidence intervals - 500 samples)
are presented in Figure [2| Figure [3| is a contour plot which shows that treatment effect
estimates for various combinations of treatment-specific sensitivity analysis parameters. The
figure also displays regions where there evidence of an effect in favor of TAU+ (gray squares)
and in favor of TAU (blue dots). While it is impossible to determine the true value of
the treatment-specific sensitivity analysis parameters, researchers can use their scientific
judgment to narrow the range of these parameters. One might expect that the factors that
drive missingness are common across treatment arms. This would imply that the sign of
the treatment-specific sensitivity parameters will be the same and the magnitudes would
be similar. This suggests a focus on a strip around the 45 degree line that intersects the
lower left or the upper right quadrants of Figure [3| If the strip is of width 1.0, then all
point estimates of the treatment effect favor TAU+, but there are values of the sensitivity
analysis parameters that yield confidence intervals including 0.0 (e.g., a(TAU) = 1.0 and
a(TAU+) = 0.0. This does suggest sensitivity of inferences to deviations from the benchmark

assumption. However, with these beliefs, there is no evidence supportive of TAU over TAU+.

[Figure 2 about here.|
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[Figure 3 about here.|

7. Simulation Study

For each treatment group, we used the CTN-0044 to develop a realistic simulation study. To
start, we specified m and used the observed data to estimate f (6%:&2) by f(@i’jﬁ% 0.2),
k=1,...,K. Using oy, = 0, we then used our algorithm to estimate P(Y; = 1|Y, ) and
P(R, =1|Y,,0™), k=1,..., K. We treat these distributions as the truth. We can compute
the true mean number of abstinent half-weeks using P(Y}, = 1|Y7 ). We can use the algorithm
in Section 8.2 of the Appendix to generate datasets for any specified n and choice of a;’s.
In our simulation study, we considered m = 1,2, n = 100, 250,500, 1000 and o, = a =
—3,—2,—1,0,1,2,3. We evaluated bias of our bias-corrected estimator and coverage of 95%
confidence intervals.

Table [3| summarizes our simulation results. For each treatment group, m and «, bias
decreases with n. For m = 1, there is under-coverage at n = 100, but for all n > 250, the
coverage is at or close to the 95% level. By contrast, for m = 2, sizes of n = 1000 are needed

to achieve 95% coverage. This is expected, as the m = 2 model has roughly 4 times the

number of parameters, and so requiring 4 times the amount of data is not surprising.

[Table 3 about here.]

8. Discussion

In this paper, we re-visited the sensitivity analysis model introduced by [Scharfstein et al.
(2021)) for the analysis of randomized trials with longitudinal binary ouctcomes subject to
nonmonotone missingness. We imposed an mth-order Markovian restriction that makes it
computationally feasible to handle studies designed to collect a large number (e.g., greater

than 15) of outcomes on each individual.
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The Markov restriction on the full data distribution was imposed in a coherent way by using
the factorization with respect to a directed acyclic graph (DAG). This factorization allowed
a number of additional conditional independence restrictions on the full data law to be easily
derived using the d-separation criterion (Pearl, [1988)). It would have been difficult to derive
these conditional independence restrictions without use of graphical models. Importantly,
these restrictions allowed us to obtain model identification in a way that led directly to
a tractable inferential strategy. The estimation technique employed Laplacian smoothing,
which was implemented to ensure compatibility with the Markov restrictions.

Techniques based on graphical models used in this paper are very general. An important
area of future work is to consider what other tractable sensitivity analysis procedures can

be developed using our approach.
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Appendix

LEMMA 1: Forl<k< K—-m-—1, Rk is independent of Opypme1 given Y, ,Oerl

Proof. We consider three cases: (a) m <k < K—m—1, (b) k < m,and (¢) k = K—m—1.
We mark deterministic functions in red text. For case (a), note that the full data law (7))

can be written as

(H f(Yj|7§n)) ( 11 f(&ﬂ?;")) (H fw?;?”‘))

Jj=k—m
F¥ kem) f(72nl7k—m) FOPEY)
f(Yk+m+1|Yk+m+1 ( H f Y |Y )
f(Yk+m+1\X wth /= k+m+2v _

+2
f(Yk+rrL+1|YZL 1 )

k—m—1 k+m
( [T syt o )( H FRYTA O ]>> (H FRYL o ))
j=1

j=k—m Jj=k
-~ AN 7\ >
fRien |V i OF) FE V0P R T 0 )
—m+1 el
f(Rk+m+1|Yk:+m+27 k+m+1 < H f R ’Y]Jrl »=j )>
j=k+m+2
f(Rk+m+1|Xk_1 Ok tmt1) ~ ~~ d

F(Brgmt1!Ye—1)

k—m—1 k—1 k+m
( I 7078, Y, ) ( 11 .f’(nobsrRm) (H.f‘w%m)
j=1 J Jj=k

j=k—m
~~ ~~ ~~
PO R Y ) PO RV PO B Y i)
K
f(YOber] ’Rk+77l+l Yk+m+1) ( H f(}/;)bb’R] Y;))
j=k+m+2

J/

-~

bs
f<XZ$m,+1 ‘Ek+1n+1 7Xk+m+1)

where the identities shown by the braces follow from the following identifies:

k—m—1 k—m
fOiem) = [ roivy= [ r@iy;)
j=1 =1
. k—1 . k—1 L
fY Y hem) = FY;]Y;) = YT
j=k—m j=k—m
k+m P k+m L
NSa PO | PSP ES | F{S7e
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m —m-+1 —m
f(Yk+m+1|Kk—+11) = f(Yk+m+1|Yk+m+1) = f(Yk+m+1|Yk+m+1)
K K
m —Jj—k —m
W pmnl¥i?) = I rwy; = I rwiyy)
j=k+m+2 j=k+m+2
k—m—1 .
f(Byn|Y 5-m, Oy ) = H FRYY b, RS 7H 00
j=1
k—m—1 k—m—1 .
= I r®&WVimoi7= 11 r®IY;.00
j=1 j=1
k—1 A
FERAYLOMY = T F®IVe B 00t
j=k—m
k—1 k—1 L
i —j+m Evalias m
= f(Rj|Yk7Q§ " ) = H f(Rj|Yj+1 an )
j=k—m j=k—m
2 1 hetm 2 1
m 2m+ 2m—+ m—j
f(Ekj_llyyk—f—m—&-DQk—l—m) = H f(Rj|Yk+m+17E§+ ]7Qk+m)
j=k
k+m ) . k+m .
2m+ wm+ m
= H f(Rj‘Yk‘-i-m-i-l’Qj) = H f<Rj|Yj+1 7Qj )
i=k j=k
m —m+2 —m+1 m
FRrsmt Y72 Opinit) = F(Rrymt|Yiimsns Opsmet) = F(Ritmir [V i Ofnst)
K
f(Ek+m+1|Xk—1) = H F(R;[Y o, Ej)
j=k+m+2
K K L
= H f(Rj|Xk717Qj) = H f(Rj|Yj+1 an )
Jj=k+m+2 j=k+m+2
e o k—m—1 e o k—m—1
f(Yk_Lm|Rk_m7 Yk—m) - H f(}/}O[)(g‘Yj ( ) Rk—ma Yk—m) = H f<}/jObS|Rj7 Y})
j=1 j=1
z k—1 b k—1
37008, M —/— M T>m obs 3 -008,7— 7+'H’I/ -—m T>=m obs
FY TR Y ) = H f(ij|Yj ! LY ) = f<ij|Rjan)
j=k—m j=k—m
} k+m bei b1 k+m
3 -008,M —-—m =y 101 obs 3 -008,]—K— —-—m =y 11 obs 1
f(Yk+m+1|Rk:+m+1v Yk+7n+1) = H f(Y; ’ ‘Yj ’ 7sz+m+1v Yk+7n+l> = H f(Y; ’ |Rj7 Y;( ))
j=k j=k
5 —obs,j—k 2 =
f(lefrrL+l|Ek+m+lv Kk+m+1) = H f(}/j()bs|yj ! 7Bk+m+17 Yk+'ﬁ1+1)
j=k+m+2
K
= I ror.yy
j=k+m+2

For all identities, the first equality follows by the chain rule (except the first equalities for



terms f(Yirm1|Y 2N and f(Rirms1|Y 22, Okt ), which follow by definition). For the

first five identities, the second equality follows by application of the model assumptions.
Specifically, the assumptions imply that every variable is independent of non-parental non-
descendants given its parents in the DAG corresponding to the factorization . The second
equality then follows by noting that the only elements of the conditioning sets for a given
variable are variables that are its parents, and possibly other variables prior in the ordering
, which are always non-descendants. For the next five identifies, the second equality follows
since relevant Y,°*’s can be added to the conditioning sets as they are deterministic functions
of R;’s and Y;’s that are already in the conditioning sets, and the third equality follows
by the model assumptions using the same arguments discussed for the first five identities.
For last four identities, the second equality follows because the conditioning set for each
variable includes the variables which determine it, thus making all additional variables in
the conditioning set irrelevant.

With these identities, (7) can be re-expressed as

f(kam)f(?Zq?kfm)f(X;n—ﬁl’?ZL)JC(YHmH’XZL—ﬁl)f(XHerﬂX?jf)
- Eva —=m =M X7 m m41572m+1 m

f<Rk*m’Yk*mﬂ Ok: )f(Rk: |Yk7 ij_ll)f(ﬁkj_ll ’Yk+m+17 Qk+m)f(Rk+m+1 ’ijf? Qk—f—m-‘rl)

m o —sm —obs,m

k 7Yk’, )f(Yk:+7n,+1|ﬁ

bs bs,m y 1
f(kai:nH ‘ka-‘rm-i-la }/k',—‘rTTL-‘-l)f(ZZ:TZIJrI |BZEHIL+1‘/ X;ﬁknhtl)‘

—obs

— — —obs,m —
f(Ek+m+1|Xk—1)f(ylc—m‘Rk’—m: Yk—m)f(yk |R

m M

k+m+1> Yk7+m+1 )

We have thus established that the full data law also factorizes with respect to the “reduced”
DAG shown in Fig. {4] (a).

For case (b), the full law (6) can be written as (7) without the first, sixth and eleventh
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terms. Using the above identities, the full law can then be written as

—m = m —m 1 m m+2
FO Y ) f Y F S [ F (Y gt Y D)

PRV e OF ) F (B V4 i Ot f Rictona Y O ) f (B Yo 1)
PO R Y O ima Bt Vs ) F Vit B 1, Vit 1)
SO B 1, Y )
Here, the full law factorizes with respect to the “reduced” DAG shown in Fig. 4| (b).
For case (c), the full law (6) can be written as (7) without the fifth, tenth and fifteenth
terms. Using the above identities, the full law can then be written as
PO k) f OV Y ) f CEE Y ) f Vi [V
F(Re— Y km, @n)f(ﬁm?k,anfll)f(ﬁzqfﬂ?if:@ipQk+m)f(Rk+m+1|X2n—+12a Opims1)
FO R Vi) PV R Y OV o Bt Vi)
FY 1 Rty Yigmo1)-
Here, the full law factorizes with respect to the “reduced” DAG shown in Fig. {4 (c).
Any d-separation statement in Figures. {4 (a), (b) and (c) implies the corresponding con-
ditional independence statement in the full data law, as expressed in (8), (9) and (10),
respectively. This immediately implies the conditional independence in the statement of the

lemma holds.

LEMMA 2: Forl1l < k< K —m—1, Ry is independent of Ogims1 given VZTII,QZ”.

Proof. This follows from the local Markov property of DAGs, which states that in a graph
G,V 1L ndg(V) \ pag(V) | pag(V). Note that ?Zfll,Q’k" are parents of Ry and Opypy1 is a

non-parental, non-descendant of Ry.

[Figure 4 about here.|



—m+1

LEMMA 3: Fork=1,....K, f(Y,.1,00"") is identified. Specifically,
—m+1 m —m+1 m —m— —m m
JVR5 00 = f(Opsmin | Ry = LY O0) <50 f(vi Ry = 1Y, OF)
} FYE,00),

(8)
where the right hand side of (@) is a function of f(?,T,QZ‘_?), which is inductively identified

exp{akYk}
ck(ﬁnv—?; ak)

{P(Rk =1|Y,,0%) + P(R, = 0]Y,, O/

because
—m —m a1 =M I(k<K-m—1)
f(Ykanjf) = {f(0k+m+1’Yk>ij_11?Rk :1)}
I(k>m+1)
—m+1 m I(k<m+1) —m+1 m
{r7i o)} > oo (9)

Yk—m—l
Proof. The proof proceeds by induction, forward in time. First, when &k = 1, f (7?“, orth
is identified via the following formula:

—m+1

fYVy 7 0r) = f(n.ort)
= [(Om2| Y1, O7) f(V1|OF) F(OT)
= [(Omi2Y1, B1 = 1,07) f(1|OF) f(OF")
= f(Omy2|R1 =1,07")
{fN|Ry = 1,07 P(Ry = 1|OF") + f(Y1| Ry = 0,07") P(Ry = 0]O7")}
for)

= f<0m+27}/1|R1 = 17Q§n)

e
{P<R1 = 107) + (R = OIQT)%} for),

where the third equality follows by Lemma 2, and the fifth equality by Equation [6] All
quantities on the right hand side of last quality are identified from the distribution of the
observed data.

—m+1

Suppose that f(Y, ,O07"'!) is identified, where k < K. We want to show that f (7’,:3:1, oprth

is identified. Then,
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—m+1

F(V i

O

—m+1

FOrima| Yy , OF) KD f (Y O F(Y OF)
F(Okamir| R = LY} 0 6=K=m=0) p(v [V, OF) F(V . OF)
FOrsma| R = 1Y, oI (ksKmm=1)

{0l = 1LY 0 P(R. = 1Y OF) +

R = 0,77, O P(Ry = O[Y,0}) }

FVy, 00

—m+1

F(Orsm1| Ry = 1, Y yy , O sE=m=D p(vi | Ry = 1Y, OF)

—m —m Y
{P<Rk _A[V)0p) + P(Ry = 07y, o) — 200 i) }
Ck:(Yk 7Qk 7ak)

FYE, 00, (10)

where the first equality follows by chain rule, the second equality follows by Lemma 2, the

third equality by the marginal rule of probability, and the fourth equality follows by @

The right hand side of 1} is a function of f(Y , 0" ?) through probability operations

of marginalization and conditioning. When k = 1, this is f(Of"") which is a function

of observed data. To see that this is identified for £ > 1, it is first useful to note that

F(V,,0r Y is identified by the induction hypothesis f (?ZH,Q}?_T) since it is equal to

PRI C

—m—+1

Oty if k> m + 1 and equal to f(?;+1,Q$jl) if & < m+ 1. Now,

consider the following two cases:

(1) If k > K —m — 1, then f(Y,,0" ) = f(Y,, O™ ), which is identified as discussed

above.

(2) If k < K —m — 1, then

FV,00%3) = fOrmu|Y L, OO (Y, OF

= f(Orsmar |V, O LR = 1) f(Y,, O+



where the second equality follows by Lemma 1. The first term on the right hand side
of the second equality depends on the distribution of the observed data and the second

term is identified as discussed above.

8.1 Example: K =7, m =2

Here, K —m — 1 = 4. Lemma 1 implies that R; is independent of Os given (Y}, Oz, O3, 0y),
(R1, Rs) is independent of Og given (Y1, Ys, O3, 0y, Os), (Ra, R3) is independent of O7 given
(Y2, Y3, 04, O35, Op).

Lemma 2 implies that Ry is independent of Oy4 given (Y7, 09, O3), Ry is independent of Os
given (Y1, Y5, O3, 0y), Rs is independent of Og given (Y7, Ys, Y3, Oy, Os5) and Ry is independent
of O7 given (Ys,Y3, Yy, Os, Op).

Lemma 3 implies the following, where we highlight pieces of the observed data distribution

that need to be estimated in red:
o kb =1: f(Y1,04,03,04) is equal to

f(O4‘R1 = 17}/1702703)]0(}/1 = y1|R1 - 1702703)X

exp(a1Y7)
01(02, Os; 041)

which is a function of f(Oy,0,, O3, 0,) and thus identified.

{P(Rl = 1|03, 03) + P(R; = 0|05, Os) }f(Og, Os)

o kb =2: f(Y1,Ys,03,04,05) is equal to

f(OE)’RQ = 17}/17}/2703704>f<}/2|R2 == 17}/17 037 04)X

exp(asYs)
c2(Y1, O3, Oy; 2)

This is a function of f(Y1, s, O3, 04, O5) which is equal to

{P(Rz = 1|Y1, 03,04) + P(Ry = 0]Y1, O3, 0y) }f(Y1,03,04)

f(Os

}/}702-,03704)]%1 - 1)f(}/1a02a03704)7

where the first term (follows from Lemma 1) is identified and the second term is identified

as shown for k& = 1.
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o k=3: f(be }/27}/2’” O4a 057 06) 1s equal to

f(OG|R3 = 17E7%7}%7O47O5)f(}%|R3 - 17Y17}/27 04705)X

exp(asYs)
63(}/17 1/27 047 057 053)

This is a function of f(Y;,Ys, O3, 04, O5, Og) which is equal to

{P(R3 = 1‘}/17}/2704705> + P<R3 = 0’}/17}/2704705) }f<}/17}/2704705)

f(O6]Y1,Y2, 03,04, 05, By = Ry = 1) f(Y1, Y2, 03, 04, O5),
where the first term (follows from Lemma 1) is identified and the second term is identified
as shown for £ = 2.
o kb =4: f(Y2,Y3,Yy,0;5,06,07) is equal to

f(07|R4 = 17}/27}/37}/4705706>f(}/4|R4 == 17}/27}/37 05706>X

exp(ayYy)
C4<}/27 }/37 057 067 054)

This is a function of f(Y3, Y3, Oy, Os, Og, O7) which is equal to

{P(R4 = 1‘}/27}/33705706) + P<R4 = O|Y’27Y;37 057 06) }f(Yv%Yr?nOS?Oﬁ)

f(O7]Y2,Y3,04,05,06, Ry = Ry = 1) {Z f(Y1,Y5,Y3,04, Os, 06)} ;
Y1
where the first term (follows from Lemma 1) is identified and the second term is identified
as shown for £ = 3.
o k=05 f(Y3,Y,, Y5 06,07) is equal to

f(}%’R5 - 17}%7}/;1706707)X

exp(asYs)
05(1/37 1/47 067 077 055)

This is a function of f(Y3,Y}, Os, Og, O7) which is equal to

{P(RE) = 1‘}/37}/;1706707> + P<R5 = 0|}/37}/47 067 07) }f<%7n706707)

Zf(}/é7}/})7y'47057067 07)7

Y>
which is identified as shown for k& = 4.

o k=06 f(Yy, Y5 Ys,Or) is equal to

f(}/;i’R(S = 17}/;173/5707>X

exp(agYs)
06(}/;17 }/})7 O7a aﬁ)

{P(Rﬁ V4 Y5, 05) + P(Rs = 0V, Y, 05) }f(n,Y}),Oﬂ



This is a function of f(Yy, Ys, Og, O7) which is equal to

Z f(YE%, }/;1’ }/57 067 07)7

Y3
which is identified as shown for k = 5.

o k=T f(Y5 Y, Yr) is equal to

exp(arY7)

IR = 1%, Ye) { PO = 1195, Y5) 4 (e = 0y, i) O

}f(Ys,l%)

This is a function of f(Ys, Ys, O;7) which is equal to

Zf(n7)/57}/6707)a

Yy
which is identified as shown for k = 6.

Theorem 1 implies that
f()/h }/2) }/37 Y4a }/57 Yé; Y7)

- Z f(}/l702703704)x

02,03,04
05,0505 f (Y1, Y2,03,04, O5)

> ¥s 2-05.04.05 § (Y1, Y2, 03,04, 05
040508  (Y1,Y2,Y3, 04, O3, Op)
> vs 2-04.05.04 ] (Y1, Y2, Y3,04, 05, Og

2 -05.06.0- f (Y2, Y3, Y4, 05,0, O7) y
> v, 22050605/ (Y2, Y3, Y4, 05, O0g, O7)
2050, J (Y3, Y4, Y5,06,07) y
> v; 20g.0- | (Y3, Y1, Y5, 06, O7)
>0, f(Ye,Y5,Y6,07)
> ve 20, (Y2, Y5, Y6, 07
f(Ys, Y5, Y7)
Doy, f(Y5,Y6,Y7)

)X

)X

>><

8.2 Simulation Strategy

In this section, we discuss how to simulate observed data, assuming that we start with

specified distributions for P(Yj, = 1|Y, ) and P(R, = 1|Y, ,0%) for k =1,..., K. We need

to show that P(Ry, = O|723:1,Q’,?) can be derived from the specified distributions under

Model (4).
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~m+1

We first show that f(Y, ., ,0" ™) and P(Y; = 1|Ry = 1,0",Y]) are computable for

k=1,...,K.

LEMMA 5:  Suppose P(Y, = 1|Y,) and P(R, = 1|Y, ,O") are specified fork =1,..., K.

Then, f(Y;Tll,OmH) and P(Y, = 1|R, = 1,07, Y,) are computable fork=1,... K.

Proof. The proof follows by induction in reverse time. First, we know that

FV R O ) = Ve =Y ... Y Hmek

1 YKmlkl

which can be computed from the specified distributions. Suppose that f(Y (d,;rfll, Om+1) is

—m—+1

specified. We want to show that f(Y, ,O7"') can be computed. We can write

—m—+1

FYT oy = fogop Yy rop Y

—m—+1

(Y,

—m —m+1
)

=[O0 Y FOF Y (Y

)

where the first equality follows by the Markov property of the DAG, the first piece in red

can be computed from f (YZL:ll, Om+1), and the second piece in red can be computed from
{P(Y;=1] ?;n)}jK:l Thus, it remains to show that f(Ox|OF", Y7 ) can be computed. Recall

that

.

P(R, =0|0™,Y}), when R, = 0;

FIOWOE. YY) = § P(Y; = 0|Ry, = 1,01, Y[ P(Ry, = 1|07, Y}"), when Ry = 1,Y; = 0

P(Y, = 1|R, = 1,01, Y, )P(Ry = 1|0, Y,), when R, = 1,Y}, = 1.
\
Note that P(Ry, = 0|O%,Y.) is specified. We need to show that P(Y}, = 1|R, = 1,07, Y)
is specified. Note that

>-m

PY,=100Y,) = PYy=1|R,=1,00"Y, )P(R, = 1|O]", Y} ) +
P(Yy =1|R, = 1,0,Y, ) exp(ay) P(R, = 0|01, Y,)
PYy=1R=1 0?7721) exp(ag) +1— P(Yy = 1R, = 1,0y 7?21)

The left hand side is known from f (YZZ:T O and the red pieces are specified. Thus, it

remains to show that we can uniquely solve this equation for the red pieces. The following



lemma, with z = P(Y, = 1|R, = 1,0, ), a = P(Y, =1 | O Y, ), b= P(R, = 1 |
o™ Y,), B = exp(ay), establishes that a unique solution in the interval (0,1) exists. This

completes the proof.

LEMMA 6: Let0<a<1,0<b<1andf >0. Then,

3
=2b+ ——"—"(1-0
a=x +565+1—37( )
has a unique solution in (0, 1).
Proof.
3
—azb+ ———(1-b
a=a +xﬁ+1—x( )

= a(zf+1—2) = (zb)(xf+1—2x)+zB(1 —b)

= —bB-1Da*+(a(B-1)=b—(1-b)B)x+a=0

w? w w

m+(a(6_1)_b_(1_b)6)1+—w+a:0; Wherex:w—le

= —b(f—-1)
— —b(B—Dw*+ (a(B—1)—b— (1 -0)B)w(l +w)+a(l+w)*=0

= (=b(B-1D+a(f-1)=b—(1-b)B+a)w*+ (a(f—-1)—b—(1—-b)B+2a)w+a=0
— (a— 1w +(af—b—(1-b)B+a)w+a=0

The last equation is quadratic in w. Since a,b > 0, then (a — 1)5 < 0, a > 0. Hence, there

is one sign change. By Descartes’ rule of signs, this means there will be a single positive real

w

root for w. Then, because r = -
w417

this means that x has a unique solution in (0, 1)

Now, we show that P(Ry = 0|?Zf11, OF) can be derived from the specified distributions

under Model (4).

LEMMA 7: Suppose P(Y;, = 1|Y,) and P(Ry = 1|Y, ,O) are specified fork =1,..., K.

—m—+1

Then, P(Ry =0|Y ., ,0}') are computable for k=1,... K.

Proof. We apply Lemma [5| to obtain P(Y, =1 | R, = 1,07, Y, ) for all k = 1,..., K.
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This ensures that ¢ (?ZL, O'; ay) from Equation ‘) are computable for k = 1,..., K. This
implies that (Y7, , OF: ay) in Equation (4) are computable for k = 1,..., K as they depend
on (Y, ,0% ap) and P(R, = 0] Y, ,0"). Then, P(R), = O|?Zf11,QZ‘) are computable

using Equation (4) for k =1,..., K.

Given P(Y; = 1|Y}) and P(R, = 1Y, ,0"") and oy, in Equation (4) for k= 1,..., K, we
can simulate observed data as follows:
e Draw Vi, ..., Yy using Assumption (2) and P(Y, = 1|V, ) for k=1,..., K.
e Draw Ry using P(Rx = O]?Eﬁ,Q%) = P(Rxk = O0Yk-m,...,Yx) (computable by
Lemma . If Rg =0, let Y2 =2 If Rig = 1, let Y% = Y. Let O = (Rg, Y2%).

efork=K—-1,...,1,

— Draw Ry, using P(Ry = 0|72f11,Q2”) (computable by Lemma . If Ry =0, let Vb5 =7.

If Rk = 1, let YkObS = Yk. Let Ok = (Rk,YkObS).
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&&

‘ \‘
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Figure 1: Second-order Markov submodel. Red edges indicate a deterministic relationship
between the parents of the variable (in this case the deterministic relationship between Y%
and parents R;,Y;). Brown edges indicate edges introduced through non-zero « in expo-
nential tilting for sensitivity analysis. Blue edges indicate a non-deterministic probabilistic
dependence of a variable on its parents (e.g. a standard DAG edge).
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Missing = Abstinent
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Number abstinent across 24 half-weeks
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Number abstinent across 24 half-weeks
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Missing = Not Abstinent
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Figure 2: Treatment-specific estimates of mean number of abstinent half-weeks (along with
95% confidence intervals) as a function of «. This figure appears in color in the electronic
version of this article, and any mention of color refers to that version.
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Figure 3: A contour plot of estimated treatment differences, as a function of treatment-
specific sensitivity analysis parameters. Combinations of treatment-specific sensitivity pa-
rameters with a blue circle or gray square indicate that the associate 95% confidence interval
excludes 0. Treatment differences marked by a gray square dot correspond to positive
treatment effects where TAU+ is favored, and differences marked by a blue dot correspond to
negative treatment effects where TAU is favored. This figure appears in color in the electronic
version of this article, and any mention of color refers to that version.
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Figure 4: Simplified graphical representation of the mth-order Markov models, for different
values of k. (a) m < k < K—m —1, (b) kK < m, (¢) k = K —m — 1. Red edges
represent deterministic relationships. Brown edges represent edges introduced through non-
zero « in exponential tilting for sensitivity analysis. Blue edges indicate a non-deterministic
probabilistic dependence of a variable on its parents.
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Table 1: CTN-0044: Missingness Patterns

Missingness Pattern ~ TAU (n = 252) TAU+ (n = 255)

Complete 42 (16.7%) 66 (25.9%)

Monotone
1,2,...,23 Missing 10 (4.0%) 13 (5.1%)
All Missing 7 (2.8%) 4 (1.6%)

Non-monotone
1 Missing 23 (9.1%) 27 (10.6%)
2 Missing 35 (13.9%) 37 (14.5%)
3 Missing 17 (6.8%) 15 (5.9%)
4 Missing 13 (5.2%) 11 (4.3%)
5 Missing 15 (6.0%) 13 (5.1%)
6 Missing 15 (6.0%) 8 (3.1%)
7 Missing 7 (2.8%) 9 (3.5%)
8 Missing 12 (4.8%) 11 (4.3%)
9 Missing 7 (2.8%) 6 (2.4%)
10 Missing 7 (2.8%) 6 (2.4%)
11 Missing 6 (2.4%) 3 (1.2%)
12 Missing 7 (2.8%) 1 (0.4%)
13 Missing 3 (1.2%) 9 (3.5%)
14 Missing 7 (2.8%) 4 (1.6%)
15 Missing 4 (1.6%) 3 (1.2%)
16 Missing 3 (1.2%) 2 (0.8%)
17 Missing 6 (2.4%) 1 (0.4%)
18 Missing 1 (0.4%) 5 (2.0%)
19 Missing 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%)
20 Missing 2 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%)
21 Missing 0 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%)
22 Missing 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%)
23 Missing 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.4%)
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Table 2: Inference under missing completely at random (MCAR), missing equals abstinent
and missing equals not abstinent as well as the benchmark assumption (ag =0, m = 1).

Assumption TAU TAU+ Difference
MCAR 11.72 (10.54, 13.15)  13.99 (12.83, 15.07) 2.26 (0.35, 3.90)
Missing=Abstinent 14.82 (13.91, 15.83) 16.04 (15.05, 17.02) 1.23 (-0.26, 2.59)

( (
Missing=Not Abstinent 8.80 (7.79, 9.83) 11.10 (9.92, 12.23)  2.30 (0.72, 3.75)
Benchmark (aj, = 0)  12.31 (11.36, 13.14) 14.29 (13.39, 15.02) 1.93 (1.04, 2.75)




Table 3: Results of simulation study

TAU, m =1 TAU+, m=1 TAU, m =2 TAU+, m =2

Truth: 12.24 14.08 12.20 14.00
« n Mean Coverage Mean Coverage Mean Coverage Mean Coverage
-2 100 11.62 0.85 13.73 0.93 10.98 0.20 13.18 0.46
-2 250 11.95 0.94 13.91 0.94 11.55 0.59 13.67 0.85
-2 500 12.11 0.95 13.99 0.96 11.86 0.82 13.88 0.95
-2 1000 12.17 0.94 14.03 0.94 12.05 0.94 13.97 0.95
-1 100 11.93 0.96 13.87 0.94 11.49 0.68 13.46 0.71
-1 250 12.09 0.93 13.97 094 11.84 0.84 13.83 0.94
-1 500 12.18 0.96 14.02 0.95 12.05 0.92 13.95 0.96
-1 1000 12.21 0.95 14.04 0.96 12.16 0.96 13.99 0.94
0 100 12.17 0.98 13.99 0.96 12.11 0.96 13.88 0.92
0 250 12.21 0.96 14.02 0.95 12.14 0.96 13.98 0.96
0 500 12.24 0.95 14.05 0.95 12.17 0.96 14.00 0.95
0 1000 12.24 0.95 14.06 0.95 12.19 0.95 14.00 0.95
1 100 12.44 0.97 14.15 0.96 12.73 0.78 14.32 0.93
1 250 12.32 0.95 14.09 0.95 12.42 0.92 14.22 0.90
1 500 12.29 0.95 14.07 0.94 12.31 0.95 14.11 0.92
1 1000 12.25 0.95 14.07 0.93 12.22 0.95 14.00 0.97
2 100 12.72 0.92 14.33 0.94 13.30 0.30 14.69 0.70
2 250 1243 0.95 14.17 0.95 12.73 0.66 14.43 0.76
2 500 12.33 0.96 14.12 0.96 12.50 0.87 14.22 0.86
2 1000 12.28 0.95 14.08 0.96 12.31 0.95 14.06 0.94
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