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Abstract

This paper considers the problem of inferring the causal effect of a variable Z on a dependently
censored survival time 7. We allow for unobserved confounding variables, such that the error
term of the regression model for T is correlated with the confounded variable Z. Moreover, T
is subject to dependent censoring. This means that 7' is right censored by a censoring time C,
which is dependent on T' (even after conditioning out the effects of the measured covariates).
A control function approach, relying on an instrumental variable, is leveraged to tackle the
confounding issue. Further, it is assumed that 7" and C follow a joint regression model with
bivariate Gaussian error terms and an unspecified covariance matrix such that the dependent
censoring can be handled in a flexible manner. Conditions under which the model is identifiable
are given, a two-step estimation procedure is proposed, and it is shown that the resulting
estimator is consistent and asymptotically normal. Simulations are used to confirm the validity
and finite-sample performance of the estimation procedure. Finally, the proposed method is
used to estimate the causal effect of job training programs on unemployment duration.

Keywords: dependent censoring, causal inference, instrumental variable, control function, survival analysis.

1 Introduction

When estimating the effect of a variable Z on a censored survival time 7', unmeasured confounding
can be a possible source of bias. Under certain assumptions, the instrumental variable (IV) approach
allows us to negate this bias without having to observe any of the confounding variables. Within
survival analysis, IV methods have recently been receiving increased attention to estimate causal
effects on censored outcomes. However, almost all of these approaches assume that the censoring
time is (conditionally) independent of the survival time. In this work, we propose an IV method
that can identify causal effects while allowing for dependent censoring. Precisely, let T" depend
log-linearly on a vector of observed covariates X, a confounded variable Z and some error term,
denoted by up, which represents unobserved heterogeneity. There is a confounding issue when Z
and up are correlated. A common example is when Z is a non-randomized treatment variable,
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even after conditioning on the covariates X. This correlation with the error term implies that
the causal effect of Z on T' cannot be identified from the conditional distribution of 7" on (X, Z).
Further, we introduce a right censoring mechanism by way of the censoring time C, such that only
the minimum of 7" and C' is observed through the follow-up time ¥ = min{7’, C'} and the censoring
indicator A = 1(7" < C'). We do not assume that 7" and C are independent, even after conditioning
on (X, Z). This possible dependence creates an additional statistical issue since the distribution of
T cannot be recovered from that of (Y, A) without further assumptions.

1.1 Approach

The confounding issue is tackled by the control function approach. This method uses an instru-
mental variable W and the observed covariates X to split ur into two parts, one which is correlated
with Z and one which is not. It is important that W is a valid instrumental variable for Z, which
means that W is independent of up, sufficiently correlated with Z and only affects T through Z.
The part of ur that is correlated with Z is the control function V', which is assumed to be linear in
up. This control function, also denoted by g, is a parametric function of (Z, X, W) that is assumed
to capture all confounding. Note that the parameter v is unknown. In this work, we propose two
possible control functions for which the form follows from the relation specified between Z and
(X, W). Moreover, the control function allows us to estimate the causal effect of Z on T from the
conditional distribution of 7" on (X, Z, V).

To allow for dependent censoring, we let 7" and C, conditional on (X, Z, V), follow a joint
Gaussian regression model with an unspecified covariance matrix. The need for this assumption
is explained in Section 2.1, where it is formally introduced. Moreover, it is shown that the model
is identifiable, which means that we can identify not only the causal effect of Z on T but also the
association parameter between 7" and C. This can be seen as surprising, since we only observe the
minimum of T and C through the follow-up time Y and the censoring indicator A. In order to
estimate the model parameters, a two-step estimation method is proposed. The first step estimates
the parameter ~, which is required to construct the regressor V. Therefore, this control function
V' can also be seen as a generated regressor. The second step uses maximum likelihood to estimate
parameters of interest such as the correlation between T" and C and the causal effect of Z on T.
Note that the second step uses the generated regressor V', such that a correction for the random-
ness coming from the first step needs to be applied to get asymptotically valid standard errors.
To implement this correction, we treat the two steps as a joint generalized method of moments
estimator with their moment conditions stacked in one vector. This allows us to prove consistency
and asymptotic normality of the parameter estimates. Using various simulation settings, we show
that the estimator demonstrates excellent finite sample performances. We illustrate the procedure
by evaluating the effect of federally funded job training services on unemployment duration in the
United States.

1.2 Related literature

This paper is firstly related to the literature on dependent censoring. In the survival analysis
literature, it is usually assumed that the survival time 7T is independent of the right censoring time
C, which is called independent censoring. However, it is easy to think of situations where this
assumption is not a reasonable one to make. A common example of the independent censoring
assumption being doubtful can be found in transplant studies. The survival time (time to death) is
likely dependent on the censoring time (time to transplant), since selection for transplant is based
on the patient’s medical condition. In this case we would expect a positive dependence between



T and C, as usually the most ill patients are selected for transplant (Staplin et al., 2015). In the
literature, many methods have been proposed to handle dependent censoring. An important result
comes from Tsiatis (1975), who proved that it is impossible to identify the joint distribution of two
failure times by their minimum in a fully nonparametric way. Because of this, more information
about the dependence and/or marginal distributions of 7" and C' is needed to identify their joint
distribution. The most popular approaches are based on copulas, and Zheng and Klein (1995)
were the first to apply this idea. Under the assumption of a fully known copula for the joint
distribution of 7" and C, a nonparametric estimator of the marginals was proposed. This estimator
is called the copula-graphic estimator, which extends the Kaplan and Meier (1958) estimator to
the dependent censoring case. Rivest and Wells (2001) further investigated the copula-graphic
estimator for Archimedean copulas. Note that both of these methods rely on a completely known
copula. In particular, this means that the association parameter specifying the dependence between
T and C' is assumed to be known, which is often not the case in practice. The copula methods
were extended to include covariates by Braekers and Veraverbeke (2005), Huang and Zhang (2008)
and Sujica and Van Keilegom (2018) among others. Nevertheless, these methods still rely on a
fully known copula. More recently a new method was proposed by Czado and Van Keilegom
(2023), which does not require the association parameter to be known. As a trade-off, this requires
the marginals to be fully parametric for the association parameter to be identifiable. Deresa
and Van Keilegom (2020c) and Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a) propose a semiparametric and
parametric transformed joint regression model respectively, where the transformed variables T and
C follow a bivariate normal distribution after adjusting for covariates. Deresa and Van Keilegom
(2020b) extends the parametric transformed joint regression model to allow for different types of
censoring. The present paper relies on a similar Gaussian model as Deresa and Van Keilegom
(2020a), but nevertheless differs from it as we allow for confounding. Therefore, our method can
be seen as a generalization of the one proposed by Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a). The added
complication comes from the generated regressor that is introduced by the control function.

Next, the present work falls within the instrumental variable and control function literature.
A confounding issue could occur due to a multitude of reasons such as noncompliance (Angrist
et al., 1996), sample selection (Heckman, 1979), measurement error or omitting relevant variables.
The control function approach used in this work has been discussed extensively in the literature on
confounding and endogeneity by Lee (2007), Navarro (2010) and Wooldridge (2015) among others.
The idea is that adding an appropriate parametric control function to the regression, which is
estimated in the first stage using a valid instrument, solves the confounding issue. The advantages
of this approach are that it is computationally simple, and that it can handle complicated models
that are nonlinear in the confounded variable in a parsimonious manner. It is interesting to note
that using the control function method creates a generated regressor problem. See Pagan (1984),
Oxley and McAleer (1993) and Sperlich (2009) for an overview of possible methods and issues raised
when using generated regressors. Moreover, Escanciano et al. (2016) look at a general framework
for two-step estimators with a non-parametric first step. In this work, they consider the example
of a control function estimator for a binary choice model with an endogenous regressor.

Finally, the last string of research linked to this paper is that of instrumental variable meth-
ods for right censored data. We first discuss methods assuming that the censoring mechanism is
independent. Some papers follow a nonparametric approach assuming that both Z and W are
categorical: Frandsen (2015), Sant’Anna (2016) and Beyhum et al. (2022a). Other approaches are
semiparametric, such as Bijwaard and Ridder (2005), Li et al. (2015), Tchetgen Tchetgen et al.
(2015), Chernozhukov et al. (2015) and Beyhum et al. (2022b) among others. Note that Tch-
etgen Tchetgen et al. (2015) also propose a control function approach. Centorrino and Florens
(2021) study nonparametric estimation with continuous regressors. Confounding has also been



discussed in a competing risks framework by Richardson et al. (2017), Zheng et al. (2017), Mar-
tinussen and Vansteelandt (2020) and Beyhum et al. (2021). Research on confounding within a
dependent censoring framework is sparse. Firstly, Robins and Finkelstein (2000) look at a correc-
tion for noncompliance and dependent censoring. However, they make the strong assumption that
conditional on the treatment arm and the recorded history of six time-dependent covariates, C' does
not further depend on T'. It is clear that this assumption is violated if there is a variable affecting
both T" and C that is not observed. Secondly, Khan and Tamer (2009) discuss an endogenously
censored regression model, but they make a strong assumption (IV2, page 110 in Khan and Tamer
(2009)) regarding the relationship between the instruments and the covariates. An example of this
assumption being violated is when the support of the natural logarithm of C given Z and X is the
whole real line, which is allowed for in our model. Finally, Blanco et al. (2020) look at treatment
effects on duration outcomes under censoring, selection, and noncompliance. However, they derive
bounds on the causal effect of Z on T instead of point estimates.

1.3 Outline

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 specifies the model to be studied and describes some
distributions such that the expected log-likelihood can be defined. Section 3.1 derives the identi-
fication results and Section 3.2 outlines the estimation procedure. Section 3.3 shows consistency
and asymptotic normality for the estimator described in Section 3.2. Section 3.4 describes how
the asymptotic variance can be estimated. The technical details for the three theorems outlined in
Section 3 can be found in Appendix C. Simulation results and an empirical application regarding
the impact of Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs on time until employment are de-
scribed in Sections 4 and 5 respectively. The code used for both of these sections can be found on
https://github.com/GillesCrommen.

2 The model

2.1 Model specification

Let T and C' be the logarithm of the survival time and the censoring time respectively. Contrary
to the usual approach in survival analysis, the survival and censoring time are not assumed to be
independent, even after conditioning on the measured covariates. Because T" and C censor each
other, only one of them is observed through the follow-up time ¥ = min{7, C'} and the censoring
indicator A = 1(7" < C). The measured covariates that have an influence on both 7' and C are
given by X = (1,X' T and Z, where X and Z are of dimension m and 1 respectively. We are
interested in estimating the causal effect of Z on T, which is denoted by ap. A structural joint
regression model can be specified as follows:

C:XTﬁc—f—Zozc—i-uC ’

where Z is a confounded variable and (ur, uc) are error terms representing the unobserved hetero-
geneity. As mentioned in the introduction, there is a confounding issue when Z and (up,uc) are
correlated. This is the case when Z, conditional on X, is non-randomized (e.g. a treatment indica-
tor when there is non-compliance). Moreover, assuming Z 1l (up,uc), where L denotes statistical
independence, would lead to biased estimates of the causal effect ar since E[Zur] # 0. Note that
Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a) assume Z 1 (ur, uc), with (ur, uc) bivariate Gaussian.
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We tackle this problem by using the control function approach, an IV method that has been
discussed by Lee (2007), Navarro (2010) and Wooldridge (2015) among others. The idea is to split
the unobserved confounding variables upr and uc into two parts, one which is correlated with Z
and one which is not. The part of up and uc that is correlated with Z is the control function V,
where it is assumed that (ur,uc) is related to V' through a linear model. This can be written as

ur = AV + er and uc = AoV + €c,

with (A, A\c) € R? and (e7,ec) AL Z such that only V is correlated to Z. If V were known, we
could estimate the causal effect ap by applying the method of Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a)
to the following model:

T=X"Br+ Zar +VApr+er @)
C=X"Bc+Zac+Vic+eo

However, in practice, the regressor V' is unknown and needs to be estimated. To do this, we start
by introducing a valid scalar instrument for Z, which is denoted by w. By valid instrument, it
is meant that: (i) W 1L (up,uc), (ii) W is sufficiently correlated with Z and (iii) W only affects
(T, C) through Z. Further, we define W = (X T, W)T for ease of notation. The instrument allows
us to isolate the endogenous variation in Z. This is because, by definition, V needs to be the part
of Z that does not depend on W. We achieve this by specifying a mapping g,, depending on a
parameter v, such that V' = g,(Z, W) is indeed the part of Z that does not depend on W. Note that
the function g follows from the reduced form (which is specified by the analyst), but the parameter
~ is unknown and needs to be estimated. We discuss specific examples and choices of g in Section
2.2. Moreover, it is assumed that:
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with ¥, positive definite (o7, 0c > 0 and |p| < 1).
(A2) (ep,ec) L (W, Z).
(A3) The covariance matrix of (X', Z, V) is full rank and Var(W) > 0.

(A4) The probabilities P(Y =T | W, Z) and P(Y = C' | W, Z) are both strictly positive almost
surely.

While Assumptions (A2), (A3) and (A4) are commonly made within a survival or instrumental
variable context, Assumption (A1) is not. As mentioned in the introduction, Tsiatis (1975) proved
that it is impossible to identify the joint distribution of two failure times by their minimum in a
fully nonparametric way. Because of this result, we will need to make some assumptions regarding
the dependence and/or marginal distributions of 7" and C' in order to identify their joint distri-
bution. When dependent censoring is still present after conditioning on the covariates, there are
two common approaches that can be considered. The first one consists of specifying a fully known
copula for the joint distribution of 7" and C, while leaving the marginals unspecified (see Emura
and Chen (2018) for more details). This means that the association parameter, which describes the
dependence between T and C, is assumed to be known. As this is often not the case in practice,
we opt to use a different method. At the cost of using the fully parametric model that follows from
Assumption (A1), it will later be shown by Theorem 1 that we can actually identify the association
parameter p. We deem this to be an acceptable price to pay, as there is no good way of choosing
the association parameter in practice.



2.2 Control function

But how do we specify the control function? In the literature, different control functions are
proposed which depend on a model for the relationship between Z and W. Following Wooldridge
(2010) and Navarro (2010), we give two examples of possible control functions that will be used
throughout the paper. Consider first the case where Z is a continuous random variable and the
relation between Z and W follows a linear model, that is

Z=W'y+v with E[W]=0, (3)

where v is an unobserved error term and v € R™%2. In this setting it is natural to set V =
g (Z, W) = Z — W T~ such that V is the confounded part of Z, that is, the part that does not
depend on W. Another, more involved, example is when Z is a binary random variable and the
relation between Z, W and v is specified as

Z=1W'y-v>0) with v 1 W. (4)
Since we cannot directly separate v from Z and W, we let
V=g,2ZW)=ZEr | Wiy >v+(1-2)Ep | W'y < (5)

Then, the function g is known, up to =y, when the distribution of v is known. This specification of
the control function is discussed and justified in Section 19.6.1 and Section 21.4.2 by Wooldridge
(2010). If v ~ N(0,1) or v follows a standard logistic distribution, we have a probit or logit model
for Z respectively. Specific expressions of g for the probit and logit model can be found in Appendix
A. Moreover, when Z is binary, Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2015) give another example of a possible
control function:

V=Z-PZ=1|W).
Note that throughout the paper, we will use V' and g,(Z, W) interchangeably.

2.3 Useful distributions and definitions

Using the assumptions that have been made so far, some conditional distributions and densities
are derived. They are useful in proving the identification theorem and to define the estimator in
Section 3. The expected log-likelihood function is also defined.

For a given 0 = (Br, ar, Ar, Bo, ac, Ao, or,00,p) " and v, we define Friw,z(- | w, z,7;0) and
T +\T

Fow.z(- | w,2,7;0) as the conditional distribution function of 7" and C' given W = w = (z ', )

and Z = z, respectively. Thanks to Assumptions (A1) and (A2), we have that:

t—a' Br — zar — gv(z,w))\T>

FT\W,Z(t ’ w7277;6) = q)<
or

-
c—1x Bo — zac — gy(2,w) A

Fow,z(c|w,z,7;0) Z‘b( s ;
oc

with ® the cumulative distribution function of a standard normal variable. It follows that for
a given v and 6, the conditional density functions of 7' and C' given W = w and Z = 2z are,

respectively:

t—a! Br — zar — 9+(z, w))‘T>

friwz(t | w,z,7;0) = UT_1¢<
or



c—x' Bo — zac — gy(z,w)Ac
(e ’

fC|W,Z(C | w,z,7;0) = UC_1¢<

where ¢ is the density function of a standard normal variable. For ease of notation, define bo =
y—a' Bo—zac—gy(z,w)A¢ and by = y—x " By — zar — g, (2, w)Ap. The sub-distribution function
Fyaw,z( 1| w,z,79;0) of (Y, A) given (W, Z) and (v,0) can be derived as follows:
FY,A|W,Z(?J»1 | w,z,7;0) =PY <y, A=1|W=w,Z = 2)
=PY <y T<C|W=wZ=z2)
=P(er < br,bc —br +er < €c).

This expression is equivalent to
br
/ Plec > bc —br +e | er =€) fe,.(e) de.
—00
Since (ec | er =€) ~ N(pg—ge,aé(l —p?)) and ep ~ N(0,0%), it follows that
1 bC - PEbT bT
1 )= —|1—-0| ——————~ — ).
fY7A\W7Z(y7 ‘ w, z,7; ) or |: (UC( )1/2>:|¢<0_T)
Using the same arguments, it can be shown that
1 br — pgle be
0 )= —|1-0 —2< = .
fY,A\W,Z(Z% | w, z,7; ) o |: <O_T(1_p2)1/2>:|¢< >

Since

we have that

b b by b
i =a() () o2
ar ac or’ o

where ®(-, -, p) is the distribution function of a bivariate normal distribution with covariance matrix

(1 p). Further, let
p 1

S = (Y,A, X, W, Z) with distribution function G on G = R x {0,1} x R™ x R x R,

and
£:GXxI'xO = R: (377)9) HE(&’%Q) :longAWVZ(yv(S | w727’y;0)7

where © C {0 : (Br,ar, Ar, Bo,ac, Ac) € R (o7,00) € R2y,p € (—1,1)} is the parameter
space of § and T' the parameter space of v (usually I' € R™*2). The expected log-likelihood can be
defined as follows:

L(7,0) = E [¢(S, ,6) /fsv, )dG(s).



3 Model identification and estimation

3.1 Identification of the model

We will start by showing that model (2) is identifiable in the sense that two different values of
the parameter vector (v, #) result in two different distributions of S. Let (v*,6*) denote the true
parameter vector. In order to prove the identifiability of the model, it will be assumed that:

(A5) ~* is identified.

Considering again the examples from Section 2.2, when Z is a continuous random variable for which
(3) holds, it is well known that the assumption that the covariance matrix of (X, W) is full rank
implies Assumption (A5). When Z is a binary random variable for which (4) holds, the assumption
that the covariance matrix of (X, W) is full rank together with a known distributional assumption
on v (e.g. v~ N(0,1) or v ~ Logistic(0, 1)) implies Assumption (A5) as shown by Manski (1988).

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A5), suppose that (T1,C1) and (Th,C3) satisfy model
(2) with (v,0) and (v*,0%) as parameter vectors respectively. If fy, ayjwz(k | w,z,7;0) =
Ty, 00w,z (K | w, 2,75 0%) for almost every (w, z), then

vy=~" and 6=0".

The proof of the theorem can be found in Appendix C. It is based on the proof of Theorem 1 by
Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a). The fact that the proposed joint regression model is identifiable
can be seen as surprising, since this means that we can identify the relationship between T" and C
while only observing their minimum through the follow-up time Y and the censoring indicator A.

3.2 Estimation of the model parameters

We consider estimation when the data consist of an i.i.d. sample {Y;, A;, W;, Z;}i=1,. n. Further,
it is assumed that:

(A6) There exists a known function m : (w, z,7) € R™*2 xR xT' — m(w, z,~) twice continuously
differentiable with respect to v such that the estimator

4 € argmaxn " Zm(Wi, Zi,7), (6)

vel i=1
is consistent for the true parameter ~*.

Using the first-order conditions of program (6), we obtain that n=* "  V.m(W;, Z;,4) = 0.
Hence, Assumption (A6) implies that we possess a consistent Z-estimator of . The theory on M-
estimators (Newey and McFadden, 1994) allows us to find sufficient conditions for the assumption
that 4 is consistent. Assumption (A6) will hold when (i) the true parameter v* belongs to the
interior of T', which is compact, (ii) £(vy) = E [m(W, Z,~)] is continuous and uniquely maximized
at v* and (iii) £(y) =n? Sy m(W;, Z;,~y) converges uniformly (in v € T') in probability to £(7).
In the case where £(-) is concave, (i) can be weakened to * being an element of the interior of a
convex set I', while (iii) is only required to hold pointwise rather than uniformly. Returning again
to the examples given in Section 2.2, when Z is a continuous random variable for which (3) holds,
it is well known that ordinary least squares is an extremum estimation method that consistently
estimates vy under the assumption that the covariance matrix of (X' , W) is full rank. In this case, we



can define m(W, Z,v) = —(Z — W'~)2. When Z is a binary random variable for which (4) holds
and the distribution of v is known, maximum likelihood estimation can be used to consistently
estimate v under weak regularity conditions that can be found in Aldrich and Nelson (1991). In
this case, we can define m(W, Z,7) = ZlogP(W Ty > v)+(1 — Z)logP(W T < v). After obtaining
4 from (6), the parameters from model (2) can be estimated using maximum likelihood with the
estimates given by the second-step estimator:

é - (BT; dTa 5\'Tw@Ca &Cv XCa &Ta &Cvﬁ) - argmaxf)(’y, 9)7 (7)
0€O

with © the parameter space as defined before and

. RS .
L(3,0) = ~ > logfy.aw.z(Ye, Ai | Wi, Zi,4:0)

i=1

15 (v o () ()
+(1— Ai)<—log(ac) —|—log[1 - @(W)} +1og[¢<[;‘;>]> }

with

3.3 Consistency and asymptotic normality

In this section, it will be shown that the parameter estimates 6, as defined in (7), are consistent and
asymptotically normal. Theorems 2 and 3 show consistency and asymptotic normality respectively.
The proofs can be found in Appendix C. We start by providing some definitions and assumptions
that will be useful in stating these theorems. Let

h((s, ’}/*,9*> Vgé(S ’)/*,0*) Hg =E [Vghg S 'y 9* ],
(W, Z,~v*) =NV ym(W, Z,v%), H, =E [V h(S, 7", 0],
M =E [V hn (W, Z,7")], U= —M"'h, (W, Z,~%),

T

RS2, 0%) = (hn (W, Z,9) T he(S,77,09)T) T, H = E |V, 0h(8,7",07).

The following assumptions will be used in the proofs of Theorems 2 and 3:
(A7) The parameter space © is compact and 0* belongs to the interior of ©.
(A8) There exists a function D(s) integrable with respect to G and a compact neighborhood
N, CT of v* such that |€(s,v,0)| < D(s) for all v € N, and 0 € ©.

(A9) E |||A(S,v*,0%)?| < co and E

sup  ||V,0h(S,7,0)||| < oo, with A, 4 a neighborhood
(776)6-/\/'}/,9

of (v*,0*) in T x O©.

(A10) HTH is nonsingular.



Note that ||-|| represents the Euclidean norm. Assumption (A8) is necessary to show the consistency
and asymptotic normality of the parameter estimates. Sufficient conditions for this assumption are
that the support of S is bounded, I' being compact and Assumption (A7). Assumptions (A7), (A9)
and (A10) are regularity conditions that are commonly made in a maximum likelihood context.
We have the following consistency theorem.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A8), suppose that 4 and 0 are parameter estimates as
described in (6) and (7) respectively, then

4L and 6L 6%

The challenge in proving this theorem comes from the fact that we are using a two-step es-
timation method, meaning that the results from the first step are used in the second step. To
ensure consistency of é, in the proofs, we show uniform convergence (in 6 € ©) in probability of
the empirical likelihood function L(4,8) in (7) to the true likelihood of the model at v*. We also
have the following asymptotic normality result:

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A10), suppose that 0 is a parameter estimate as described
in (7), then
Vi = 0%) =5 N(0, ),
with
S = Hy B [{he(S,",6%) + B, WH{he(S.7",0%) + H, ) ] (5, ")

The difficulty in proving this theorem is related to the fact that the randomness coming from
the first step inflates the asymptotic variance of 0. Hence, ignoring the first step would lead
to inconsistent standard errors and confidence intervals that are not asymptotically valid. To
obtain correct standard errors, we treat the two steps as a joint generalized method of moments
(GMM) estimator with their moment conditions stacked in one vector (Newey and McFadden,
1994). Indeed, given that 4 and f are consistent by Theorem 2, they are the unique solutions to
the first order conditions of their respective objective functions in a neighborhood of ~* and 6*
(with probability going to 1). Therefore, the two-step estimator is asymptotically equivalent to the
GMM estimator corresponding to the following moments:

E[hm(W, Z,v)] = 0 and Elhy(S,~,0)] =0,

for the first and second step respectively. As a last remark, if we were to remove the correction
H, W for the first step, the covariance matrix simplifies to the inverse of Fisher’s information matrix
(assuming the model is correctly specified).

3.4 Estimation of the asymptotic variance

Using the result from Theorem 3, we can construct a consistent estimator S for the covariance
matrix of the parameters in  in the following way:

A A n oA A A oA A A AT
Sp=H,! n*lz{hg(si,fy,e)+H7\I/i}{h£(si,%9)+H7qfi}T (HY)

i=1
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where Sz = (Y;, Ai, Xia VVD Zz) and

hé(‘s’ia ’AY’ é) = v9£(Sia ’3/’ é)a hm(VVw Zi» ’3/) = vvm(Wia Zia ’AY)a I:I9 = n_IZVth(Si, ’3/7 é)a
i=1

-ﬁ’y = n_lzvvhé(si)’% é)a M = n_lzv'yhm(vviv Zi)’?)’ ‘ilz = _M_lhm(vviv Zz‘,ﬁ)‘

i=1 i=1

Thanks to the asymptotic normality and the consistent estimator for the variance of the estimators,
confidence intervals can easily be constructed. Note that since or,0c > 0 and p € (—1,1), their
confidence intervals will be constructed using a logarithm and a Fisher’s z-transformation respec-
tively. These transformations project the estimates on the real line, after which the delta method
can be used to obtain their standard errors. The confidence intervals can then be constructed and
transformed back to the original scale. This procedure makes sure that our confidence intervals are
reasonable (e.g. no negative values for the confidence limits of the standard deviation estimates).
Also note that instead of calculating he(S;, 7, é), Hy and lfIV using their analytical expressions, they
are approximated. This is due to the complexity of these expressions and the amount of them that
would have to be derived. For example, Hy is already a (2m + 9) x (2m + 9) matrix of derivatives
where m is the dimension of X. The calculation of these approximations is done by making use
of Richardson’s extrapolation (Richardson, 1911), resulting in more accurate estimates. A general
description of the method to approximate the Jacobian matrix can be given as repeated calcula-
tions of the central difference approximation of the first derivative with respect to each component
of 6, using a successively smaller step size. Richardson’s extrapolation uses this information to
estimate what happens when the step size goes to zero. A similar description can be given for the
approximation of the Hessian matrices. Note that these calculations can be quite time consuming
depending on the required level of accuracy.

4 Simulation study

In this section, a simulation study is performed to investigate the finite sample performance of
the proposed two-step estimator. We consider the four combinations of the cases where Z and W
are continuous or binary random variables. It is assumed that when Z is binary, it follows a logit
model. The proposed estimator is compared to three other estimators: one which does not account
for the confounding issue, one which assumes 7" and C' are independent and one which uses the
proposed method but treats V as observed. The parameters are estimated for samples of 250, 500
and 1000 observations. The first step of the data generating process is as follows:

€r 0 B 1.12 0.75-1.1-14 -
<60) - N2< <O) == (0.75 11-14 1.42 > > X ~N(0,1).

We have 4 different designs depending on whether Z and W are assumed to be a continuous or
binary random variable:

Design 1 W ~UI0,2 ~ N(0,2

eSlgn _ [ ) ]7 v ( ) ) Z — WT'}/—’_ 1/7
Design 2 W ~ Bernoulli(0.5), v ~ N(0,2)
Design 3 | W ~U[0,2], v~ Logistic(0,1) 2= 1(W Ty v >0),
Design 4 | W ~ Bernoulli(0.5), v ~ Logistic(0, 1)
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with W = (1, X, W) " and v = (—1,0.6,2.3)". Tt is also assumed that
(er,ec) L (X, W,v), Wl (X,v) and X 1 v

From this, we can construct:

Design 1

V=Z-WTy.
Design 2

Design 3 | V =(1-2) [(1 + exp{W 7}) log (1 + exp{W T~v}) — W'y exp{WTy}}

Design 4 | —Z [(1 + exp{—WT~})log (1 +exp{—W'~}) + W'y exp{—WT'y}} .

Finally, T and C' can be constructed for each design in the following way:

{ T = Bro +X:5T,1 + Zap +VAp+er
C = Bco+XBcy +Zac+VAc+ec

where (BT,(), Br.1,ar, Ar) = (2.5,2.6,1.8,2) and (60,07 Beca, ac, Ac) = (2.8,1.9,1.5,1.2). Tt follows
that Y = min{7,C} and A = 1(T < C).

This data generating process was repeated 2500 times for the four possible designs. The pa-
rameter values were chosen such that there is between 45% and 50% censoring for each design. For
each sample size, there are four different estimators. The first, which we call the naive estimator,
ignores the confounding issue and therefore does not include V in the model (no estimates for
Ar and A¢). The second, which we call the independent estimator, assumes that 7" and C' are
independent from each other (no estimates for p as it is assumed to be zero). The third, which we
call the oracle estimator, uses the control function approach to handle the confounding issue but
treats V as if it were observed. The fourth and last, which we call the two-step estimator, uses
the two-step estimation method proposed in this article. This means that V is constructed using
4 from the first step. The estimation is performed in R and uses the package nloptr to maximize
certain functions and the package numDeriv for computing the necessary Hessian and Jacobian
matrices. The package MASS is used to generate the bivariate normal variables.

For each estimator, the bias of each parameter estimate is given together with the empirical
standard deviation (ESD) and the root mean squared error (RMSE). Note that, as the bias de-
creases, these last 2 statistics should converge to the same value. To better explain how these
statistics are calculated, we give the formulas for ap as an example. Let N represent the total
amount of simulations with j =1,..., N and (&r); the estimate of arp for the j’'th simulation. The
ESD and RMSE for ar are given as follows:

N N
ESD = | (N = 1)1 [(a7); —ar]”, with ar = N7' Y (Gr);.
- j=1

Jj=1

N
RMSE = | N1 Z [(dT)j — aT]Z, with ar the real parameter value.
7=1

Lastly, the coverage rate (CR) shows in which percentage of the simulations the real parameter
value is included in the estimated 95% confidence interval.
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Table 1: Estimation results for design 4 with 46% censoring and 2500 simulations. Given are
the bias, the empirical standard deviation (ESD), the root mean squared error (RMSE) and the
confidence rate (CR).

n = 250 \ n = 500 \ n = 1000
naive estimator

Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR
Bro | 2450 0.536  2.508 0.008 | 2.478 0.358  2.504 0.000 | 2.481 0.254  2.494 0.000
Brai | 0.525 0.254 0.584 0.362 | 0.533 0.177 0.561 0.108 | 0.535 0.124  0.549 0.004
ar | -4.526 0.506  4.554 0.001 | -4.566 0.311 4.577 0.000 | -4.571 0.221  4.576 0.000
Bco | 1.456  0.256 1.479 0.009 | 1.474 0.152 1.481 0.000 | 1.472 0.108 1.476  0.000
Bca | 0.238 0.258  0.351 0.807 | 0.229 0.182  0.293 0.720 | 0.228 0.133  0.263 0.548
ac | -2.615 0.461 2.655 0.005 | -2.627 0.322  2.646 0.000 | -2.618 0.231 2.628 0.000
or 0.582 0.114  0.593 0.001 | 0.581 0.079  0.587 0.000 | 0.581 0.057  0.584 0.000
oc 0.221 0.105  0.245 0.320 | 0.223 0.067 0.233 0.039 | 0.223 0.048 0.228 0.001

p | -0.067 0.263 0.269 0.930 | -0.042 0.184 0.189 0.936 | -0.031 0.129  0.132 0.928
independent estimator
Bro | 0.454 0.491 0.668 0.761 | 0.450 0.352 0.572 0.674 | 0.465 0.245 0.526 0.480
Bri | 0.229 0.221 0.318 0.781 | 0.224 0.154  0.272 0.663 | 0.225 0.111 0.250 0.450
ar | 0.036 0.838 0.839 0.939 | 0.034 0.600 0.601 0.945 | 0.009 0.410 0.410 0.947
Ar 0.223 0.326 0.395 0.967 | 0.221 0.233 0.321 0.904 | 0.213 0.161 0.267 0.782
Bco | 0.578 0.369  0.686 0.593 | 0.567 0.260  0.624 0.385 | 0.576 0.179  0.603 0.124
Bca | -0.291 0.174  0.339 0.610 | -0.289 0.122  0.313 0.317 | -0.285 0.085  0.297 0.072
ac | 0.020 0.616 0.616 0.954 | 0.029 0.437 0.438 0.952 | 0.015 0.306 0.306 0.951
Ac | -0.251 0.243  0.349 0.756 | -0.242 0.171 0.296 0.654 | -0.248 0.118  0.275 0.439
or 0.048 0.070 0.085 0.888 | 0.053 0.049 0.072 0.801 | 0.056 0.036  0.067 0.618
oc 0.191 0.107  0.219 0.515 | 0.202 0.073 0.214 0.165 | 0.207 0.053 0.214 0.011
oracle estimator
Bro | -0.001 0.223  0.223 0.952 | -0.001 0.154  0.154 0.952 | 0.003 0.109  0.109 0.949
Bra | -0.003 0.115  0.115 0.951 | -0.001 0.082  0.082 0.947 | -0.000 0.056  0.056 0.955
ar | -0.007 0.322 0.322 0.942 | -0.003 0.215 0.215 0.957 | -0.004 0.158  0.158 0.945
Ar | -0.003 0.151 0.151 0.943 | -0.002 0.101 0.101 0.960 | -0.001 0.074  0.074 0.944
Bco | -0.004  0.298  0.298 0.940 | -0.004 0.209  0.209 0.948 | 0.005 0.151  0.151 0.952
Bca | 0.006  0.151 0.151 0.937 | -0.000 0.104 0.104 0.944 | 0.000 0.074 0.074 0.944
ac | -0.003 0.405 0.405 0.948 | 0.003 0.282  0.282 0.954 | -0.007 0.204  0.204 0.946
Ac | 0.002 0.186 0.186 0.942 | 0.003 0.132  0.132 0.946 | -0.004 0.094  0.094 0.946
or | -0.007 0.0568  0.059 0.945 | -0.004 0.041 0.041 0.950 | -0.002 0.030  0.030 0.943
occ | -0.018 0.092  0.094 0.933 | -0.009 0.064 0.065 0.951 | -0.004 0.046 0.046 0.944

p | -0.009 0.142 0.143 0.970 | -0.006 0.101 0.101 0.953 | -0.004 0.069 0.069 0.955
two-step estimator
Bro | -0.043 0.456  0.458 0.954 | -0.023 0.311 0.312 0.956 | -0.007 0.214  0.214 0.952
Bra | -0.021 0.227  0.228 0.952 | -0.009 0.157  0.157 0.952 | -0.005 0.109  0.109 0.952
ar | 0.061 0.782 0.784 0.944 | 0.036 0.525  0.526 0.952 | 0.012 0.365 0.365 0.951
Ar 0.018 0.317 0.318 0.942 | 0.011 0.213 0.213 0.952 | 0.003 0.151  0.151 0.941
Bco | -0.023 0375  0.375 0.958 | -0.015 0.261 0.261 0.961 | 0.000 0.184 0.184 0.951
Bca | -0.004 0.184  0.184 0.942 | -0.004 0.126  0.126 0.948 | -0.002 0.088  0.088 0.953
ac | 0.032 0.595 0.596 0.947 | 0.025 0.403  0.403 0.954 | 0.002 0.285 0.285 0.952
Ao 0.012 0.250 0.250 0.956 | 0.010 0.173 0.174 0.957 | -0.001 0.123  0.123 0.952
or |-0.004 0.058 0.059 0.946 | -0.003 0.041 0.041 0.944 | -0.001 0.030  0.030 0.940
oc |-0.018 0.093 0.095 0.932 | -0.009 0.065 0.065 0.945 | -0.004 0.047  0.047 0.946

p | -0.009 0.147 0.147 0.970 | -0.006 0.104  0.104 0.955 | -0.004 0.072 0.072 0.954

13



Table 1 shows the results for design 4, meaning that both Z and W are binary. The results
show a very noticeable bias for the naive estimator for almost each parameter estimate. Note that
this bias remains the same as the sample size increases. The table also shows that the estimated
standard errors are not asymptotically valid as the CR is inconsistent and does not converge to
the expected 95%. We find the same results when looking at the independent estimator but to a
lesser extent. The bias is lower compared to the naive estimator but is still noticeable. A difference
with the naive estimator is that there is a lot less bias for ap and a¢. This is to be expected as
the independent estimator does take the confounding issue into account. However, the estimated
standard errors for ar and a¢ are not asymptotically valid as the CR is inconsistent. It may seem
that the CR converge to 95%, but Tables 4 and 6 show that this is not always the case. As with the
naive estimator, the bias does not necessarily decrease when the sample size increases. The bias
for the proposed two-step estimation method is very close to 0 and is clearly an improvement over
the naive and independent estimator. It is also very close to that of the oracle estimator, which
treats V as observed. The bias decreases when the sample size increases and the ESD and RMSE
converge to the same value, which also decreases as the sample size increases. The CR is around
95%, meaning that we have asymptotically valid standard errors and confidence intervals. From
this, it is clear that the two-step estimator performs well, even for small sample sizes. The results
for the other designs are similar and can be found in Appendix D.

5 Data application

In this section, we apply the outlined methodology to estimate the effect of Job Training Partnership
Act (JTPA) services on time until employment. The data come from a large-scale randomized
experiment known as the National JTPA Study and have been analyzed extensively by Bloom
et al. (1997), Abadie et al. (2002) and Frandsen (2015) among others. The data and problem
investigated is the same as in Frandsen (2015), but the method used nevertheless differs as we
allow for dependent censoring. Later in this section, we give our reasoning as to why there could
be dependent censoring present in the data

This study was performed to evaluate the effectiveness of more than 600 federally funded ser-
vices, established by the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982, that were intended to increase
the employability of eligible adults and out-of-school youths. These services included classroom
training, on-the-job training and job search assistance. The JTPA started to fund these programs
in October of 1983 and continued funding up until the late 1990’s. Between 1987 and 1989, a
little over 20,000 adults and out-of-school youths who applied for JTPA were randomly assigned
to be in either a treatment or a control group. Treatment group members were eligible to receive
JTPA services, while control group members were not eligible for 18 months. However, due to local
program staff not always following the randomization rules closely, about 3% of the control group
members were able to participate in JTPA services. It is important to note that we are not com-
paring JTPA services to no services but rather JTPA services versus no and other services, since
control group members were still eligible for non-JTPA training. Between 12 and 36 months after
randomization, with an average of 21 months, the participants were surveyed by data collection
officers. Next, a subset of 5,468 subjects participated in a second follow-up survey, which focused
on the period between the two surveys. The second survey took place between 23 and 48 months
after randomization. See Figure 1 for a graphical representation of the interview process.
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invited to individual 7 has

T < 12,7; or C = 1277;

2nd interview interview 2 at time Io;
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interview 1 at time Iy ; invitation
not 1‘nV1tec% to T<I;orC=I
2nd interview

Figure 1: JTPA interview process for individual i.

In this application, we will focus our attention on the effect of JTPA programs on the sample
of 1,298 fathers who reported having no job at the time of randomization, for which participation
data is available. The outcome of interest is the time between randomization and employment. For
the individuals that were only invited to the first interview, the outcome is measured completely
if an individual is employed by the time of the survey and censored at the time of the interview
otherwise. For the fathers that were invited to the second follow-up interview and participated,
the outcome is measured completely if an individual is employed by the time of the second follow-
up interview, but is otherwise censored at the second interview date. If the individual does not
participate in the second survey after being invited, they will be censored at the time of the first
interview. It follows that there could be some dependence between T and C' when this decision
to go to the second follow-up interview is influenced by them having found a job between the
two interview dates. This possible dependence combined with the fact that the data suffer from
two-sided noncompliance makes it an appropriate application of the proposed methodology.

The instrument T will be a binary variable indicating whether an individual is in the control or
treatment group (0 and 1 respectively). The confounded variable Z indicates whether they actually
participated in a JTPA program (0 for no participation and 1 otherwise). This participation variable
is confounded due to individuals moving themselves between the treatment and control group in a
non-random way. The covariates include the participant’s age, race (white or non-white), marital
status and whether they have a high school diploma or GED. We expect W to be a valid instrument
because it is randomly assigned, correlated with JTPA participation and should have no impact
on time until employment other than through participation in a JTPA funded program. Rows 2
through 5 from Table 2 show that the individual characteristics are balanced across the control and
treatment group. This indicates satisfactory random assignment. The first row shows that about
31% of the total sample was assigned to the control group.
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Figure 2

total control treatment
sample size 1298 402 896
age 32.7 years | 33.3 years | 32.5 years
white 0.66 0.64 0.67
married 0.77 0.76 0.77
GED 0.47 0.48 0.47
Z 0.52 0.13 0.70
(Y,A=1) | 160.9 days | 181.6 days | 151.9 days
A 0.87 0.84 0.88
Table 2

Figure 2: The histogram of Y, in days, starting from random assignment. The sample includes
fathers unemployed at the time of random assignment. The darker the shade of the bin, the higher
the censoring rate.

Table 2: Summary statistics for the sample of fathers unemployed at the time of random assignment.
The means are shown for the total sample, the control group and the treatment group.

naive estimator independent estimator two-step estimator
T Estimate SE  p-value | Estimate SE  p-value | Estimate SE  p-value
Intercept 4.753 0.223 0.000 4.949 0.318 0.000 4.866 0.370 0.000
Age 0.015 0.006 0.007 0.013 0.006 0.025 0.015 0.008 0.056
White -0.197 0.108 0.068 -0.197 0.118 0.096 -0.187 0.622 0.764
Married -0.331 0.123 0.007 -0.330 0.133 0.013 -0.331 0.132 0.012
GED -0.166  0.102 0.104 -0.179 0.112 0.109 -0.172  0.217 0.430
ar -0.218 0.102 0.033 -0.483 0.260 0.063 -0.428 0.210 0.041
Ar -0.113 0.116 0.330 -0.097 0.087 0.268
C Estimate SE p-value | Estimate SE p-value | Estimate SE p-value
Intercept 6.866 0.134 0.000 6.672 0.164 0.000 6.848 0.403 0.000
Age -0.001 0.002 0.436 -0.001  0.002 0.605 -0.001 0.003 0.605
White 0.012 0.033 0.713 -0.005 0.050 0.913 0.010 1.206 0.993
Married 0.010 0.032 0.746 -0.006 0.075 0.933 0.013 0.661 0.984
GED -0.063 0.042 0.137 -0.069 0.041 0.093 -0.062 0.177 0.728
ac -0.062 0.042 0.138 -0.052 0.117 0.655 -0.028 1.335 0.983
Ao 0.006 0.042 0.876 0.015 0.511 0.976
or 1.817 0.040 0.000 1.804 0.038 0.000 1.816 0.038 0.000
oc 0.323 0.037 0.000 0.285 0.013 0.000 0.323 0.029 0.000
0 -0.430 0.196 0.028 -0.432 0.176 0.014

Table 3: Estimation results for the naive, independent and two-step estimator.

parameter estimate, standard error (SE) and the p-value.
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The last 3 rows of table 2 show summary statistics for variables observed after randomization.
It is interesting to note that 13% of the fathers in the control group were nevertheless able to
participate in JTPA services compared to 3% for the entire control group. The mean time to
employment also seems to be about 30 days shorter for the individuals assigned to the treatment
group compared to the control group. The censoring rate is similar for both groups. Figure 2 plots
a histogram of the observed follow-up time Y, where darker shading indicates a higher censoring
rate. A lot of the censored observations are around the 600 days mark, at which time most of the
first follow-up interviews took place. Since everyone in the sample participated in the first follow-up
interview, an observation before the date of the first follow-up survey cannot be censored.

The results of applying the two-step estimator (using a logit model for Z), compared to other
estimators, can be found in Table 3. The naive estimator, which does not treat Z as a confounded
variable, seems to underestimate the effect of JTPA services on time until employment compared
to the proposed two-step estimator. At a 5% significance level, both of these estimators find
a significant effect of JTPA training reducing time until employment. However, the two-step
estimate is almost twice the naive estimate which indicates that the individuals participating in the
treatment are those with a lower ability to find employment. The independent estimator, which
assumes independent censoring, seems to slightly overestimate the size of the effect compared to
the proposed two-step estimator, but is not significant at a 5% significance level. Age seems to
be (borderline) significant across the estimators as does marriage status and having a high school
diploma or GED. Being older seems to increase time until employment, while being married and
having a diploma reduces it. Both the naive and the two-step estimator seem to agree that there
is a quite strong negative correlation of about -0.43 between T and C.

Future research

It is important to note that this work is only a first step towards a set of models that will allow
for the estimation of causal effects under dependent censoring. A first extension could be to select
different parametric marginals and copulas by making use of an information criterion. Up until
now, the association parameter has been shown to be identified only for certain combinations of
parametric copulas and marginals without confounding or covariates (see Czado and Van Keilegom
(2023)). Implementing this would therefore complicate the identifiability proof and the estimation
procedure even further. Another line of research is to allow for semi-parametric marginals. This
would greatly increase the flexibility of the model and is currently being studied.
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Appendix

A Control function examples

In this first section of the Appendix, we expand on the examples of g,(Z, W) given in Section 2.2.
More specifically, given the distribution of v, we give explicit expressions for

G, (ZW)=ZEv | Wy >v]+(1-2)Ev | W'y <.
If we assume that v follows a standard normal distribution, it can be derived that

wT wT
(W) =01-2) <I>¢<(—WT7 i) -7 iiwgyi

Similarly, if we assume that v follows a standard logistic distribution, we find:
9,(Z,W)=(1~-2) [(1 +exp{W 'y}) log (1 + exp{W T~}) = W'y exp{WTv}}
-7 [(1 + exp{—WT'y}) log (1 + exp{—WT'y}) + W'y exp{—WTw}] .

Both of these expressions follow from the following conditional expectations. Let v ~ N(0,1), it
follows that:

Bl [v<al = oo [ votar= oo [ dyar= 278,

—0oQ0

_ Jroo1/ v)dy = 1 = '(v)dv = ¢(a)
Tl ARCE A T AL Ty

If v ~ Logistic(0, 1), it follows that:

Ev|v>al =

a —v

E[u|u<a]:(1+e“)/ ¢

v————dv=—(1+e % log(l+e %) —ae™?,
v =~ o1+ )

+o00 —v
Ev|v>al=(1+ e“)/ V(lny)Q dv = (1+e%)log(1l + e%) — ae”.

B Technical lemmas

In this section, we prove three lemmas of which Lemma 3 is needed to prove Theorem 2 in Appendix
C. Lemma 1 is used in the proof of Lemma 2, and Lemma 2 is used in the proof of Lemma 3. Note
that the proofs of the first two lemmas are inspired by the proof of Lemma 1 by Tauchen (1985).
For all of these proofs, it is useful to define the open cube I(7,6,d) as

1(7,0,d) = {(%é) €N, x0:(|(%,0) = (7,0l < d},
where ||-||o is the sup-norm and d € R..
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Lemma 1. If Assumptions (A1)-(A8) hold, then for all € > 0 and (v,6) € N, x O, there exists a
d > 0 such that

E|  swp  [6S8%.0) = €87,0)]| <.
(3,0)€1(v,0,d)

Proof. Define

k(s,7,0,d) = sup ]E(s,’y,é) —{(s,7,0)|,
(7,0)€1(v,0,d)
with (s,7,6,d) € G x N, x © x Rs(. By Assumption (A8), for all (s,7,0,d) € G x Ny x © x Ryq :

0<r(s,7,0,d) < sup |{(s,7,0) — £(s,7,0)] <2-D(s).
FEN,0€0

Let d,, be a sequence that converges to 0 when n — oo and define k,(s,v,0) = k(s,7,6,d,). The
continuity of ¢, implies that (use Heine-Cantor theorem) for all (s,7v,0) € G x N, x © it holds that

lim k,(s,v,6) =0.
o0

n—
Since E [D(s)] < 00, the dominated convergence theorem states that
lim E [ sup  [0(S,7,0) — (S, , 9)|] =0.
" LGh)er(.0.dn)
From this we can infer that for all ¢ > 0 and (v, 0) € N, x O, there exists a d > 0 such that
E [ sup |£(57&75)_£(57770)|] < Z
(3.0)€1(7,0.d)
O

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A8), there exists a neighborhood B of v* such that for all
€ >0 and vy € B, we have

lim IP( sup |L(7,0) — L(~*,0)| < g> =1. (8)

n—roo ~vEB,H€O

Proof. Take v € N, (with N, defined in Assumption (A8)). By Lemma 1, for all # € O, there
exists a dy > 0 such that

E

oo~ . €
s \aa%m—fwm,w1<4. )
(’779)61(7* 79’d9)

Given these open cubes, we can define

I=J1(v,6,dy),
0O

which is clearly an open cover of {y*} x ©.
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Because O is assumed to be compact and v* fixed, the open cover definition of a compact space
tells us that since I is a collection of open subsets that cover {7*} x O, there must exist a finite
subcollection {I3, I, ..., [ } such that

trixec |J I
k=1..,K
with
Ik :I(’)/*,ek,dk), k‘ = 1,...,K,
for some di > 0. Thanks to the subcollection being finite, we can define d = minj—; _x dy > 0. Let
B, be the open ball in I' centered around v* with a radius of d. For all k =1,..., K and v € B,, it

holds that (v, 0)) € I, which means that F is also a finite open cover of B, x ©. Let B = B, NN,
v € B and (7v,0) € Ij. It follows from (9) that

=1 ™

This means that

’L(’)/,Q) - L(fy*?Hk)‘ < when (v,60) € I. (10)

£
4

1 ~ N *
*Z ‘ Sz:77 (Sz,’Y Hk ‘ - S}lp |£<5777 0) - 6(577 70k)|]
[t (3.0)€1
TE| sup [6(5,7,0) — 605,700l | + L0 00) = L 00| + (", 86) = L(2",6)
(3,.0)€lk

1w - . s
< =Y sup [0(Si,7,0) = 6(Si, ", 0| —E | sup (S, 7,0) — (S, v, 9k)|] (11)
i1 Gely (7.0)€l
+E| sup [05,5,0) — 8,7, 00| + |L(",00) = L(7",0)| (12)
(:Yve)elk
+|[L(Y*,0k) = L(v*, 61| (13)

The terms in (12) are each bounded by $ due to (9) and (10) respectively. For (11) and (13), the
strong law of large numbers can be applied such that they go to 0 in probability. Because of this,
we have that:

lim P| sup |L(vy,6) — L(V*,O)‘ <el|=1,
oo (7,9)61k

forall k=1,..., K. Since F is a finite open covering of B x ©, this leads to (8).

Lemma 3. If Assumptions (A1)-(A8) hold, then

SC)
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Proof. Note that for all € > 0:
P sup

0cO

=P {sup

0co

+ IP’( {sup

0co

Assumption (A6) implies that ¥ 2, ~v*. Because of this we know that

lim P {sup
n—oo 0cO

Moreover, we have

L(%,0) — L(’y*,ﬁ)‘ > e)
L(%,0) — L(fy*,@)‘ > a} ﬂ {fy S B})

L(%,0) — L(fy*,&)‘ > g} N {fy ¢ B}). (14)

n—oo

L(3,6) — L(fy*ﬁ)' > 5} N {@ ¢ B}) < lim P(4 ¢ B) =0.

P ( {Sup
0cO

<P sup
(v,0)eBx©

by Lemma 2. We obtain the result using (14). O

L(%,6) — L(y*,@)’ > g} N {& e B})

IA’(’%G) - L(’Y*ae)’ > 5) — O>

C Proofs of theorems

In this section of the Appendix, the three main theorems regarding identifiability, consistency and
asymptotic normality are proven.
Proof of Theorem 1
Because of Assumption (A5), we know that ~ is identified. For ease of notation, let #; = 6 and
02 = 0*. From the model specification, we know that:

ij,Aj\W,Z(y7 1 | w, z,7; 9])

oC. oC.;

(1 — ,oja—TJ)y —a' B, — za0;, —vAc, + Piat (z7Br, + zax, + vAg,)

1 _ @ J J
oc; (1= p;2)':

1 — 2" By, — zap. — VAT
><¢><y Br; T TJ>’ =19
O'T]. O'T].

We will consider a number of cases that are dependent on the values of the following 7’s:

UC’l O'T1 0'02 O'T2
1 =1—p1—, m2=1—p1—, m1=1—ps—=, M2 =1—pp—.
O'T1 O'C1 O'T2 0'02
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Case 1: All wj, with j, k = 1,2 are strictly positive. Note that the positivity of 7;;1 (j = 1, 2) allows
us to rewrite the argument of ®(-) as:

o,

c;
T TG (T
z ' fo;t+zac;+vic;—p; o7, (96 BTj+wTj+v>\T]-)

y_

i1

o, (1-p3)
2
ﬂ-jl

Therefore, we define £;1 (j = 1,2), whose distribution for a given (W, Z) is specified as:

‘TTﬁC]’ + zo; + v)\cj — pjgi;(xTﬁTj + za, + U)\T].) U%_(l _ pi)
(€1 |W.2) ~ N ﬂ o AT
7Tj1 7Tj1
This allows us to rewrite the sub-density as follows:
fyngwz(y, 1w, 2,7:0;) =P >y | W =w,Z = 2)fr,wz(y | w, 2,7 0;). (15)

Since fy, A x,zv (¥, 1 | w,2,7;01) = fyynnw,z(y, 1 | w,2,7;02) for almost every (w, z), it follows
from (15) that
, friw,z(y | w, z,7;01)
im
Yy——00 fT2|I/V,Z(y ’ w7Z7’7;92)

=1 for almost every (w, z).

Because of Proposition A.1. by Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a), it is implied that:
Br, = Bry, ar, =ar,, Ar, = An,, o1 = 01,.

Putting A; = 0 and repeating the same arguments (with mj5 > 0, j = 1,2), we get that:
Bey, = By, oy = acys Aoy = Acy, 0¢, = 0,

Using the expression for Fyyw,z(y | w, z,7;6) from Section 2.3, we know that:

9 y P1
UTl Ucl

_ % <y — ' B, — zap, — v, y— ' Bo, — zac, — VAC, p2>

(I)<y — 2" B, — zar, —vAn Yy — 2 Bo, — zac, — v, ‘ )

)
T, 0Cy

for almost every (w, z). From this it is clear that p; = py, and thus 6, = 6,.

Case 2: One of mj, with j,k = 1,2 is strictly negative and the others are strictly positive. Firstly,
we assume that m1; < 0, and therefore it must be the case that mo; > 0. From Case I we know
that the positivity of my; implies that

Tvaow,z(U, 1w, 2,7502) =Pl >y | W =w,Z = 2) fryywz(y | w, 2,7; 02).

Note that the negativity of 717 allows us to rewrite the argument of ®(-) as

e
— {xTBcl +zac, +vic; —p1 ﬁ (xTBTl +zar, +vdy )}

711

_y_

o, (1-p7)
—
11
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As before, we define a variable ;1 (j = 1,2) whose distribution for given (W, Z) is specified as:

_[xTBCj + zag, +’U)\Cj — pj%(xTﬁTj + zar, +’U)\Tj)} o%,(l — p?))
y j

(Cj1|W7Z)NN< ) D)

1 7Tj1

This can be used to find that:
le,A1|W,Z,(ya Lw,z,v601) =P > -y | W=w,Z= Z)le\W,Z(y | w, z,7;61),

P(_Cll < Yy | W = w7Z = Z)le\W,Z(y ‘ waZ,’Y;Ql)a
= P(§11 < ) | W = w7Z = Z)fT1|W,Z(y | w, z,7,; 91)

Because fy; a,wz(y, 1| w,2,7;01) = fyvy noiw,z(y, 1 | w, 2,7;02), we have that:

friw.z(y | w, z,7;01)
frow,z(y | w, z,7;62)

Pl >y | W=w,Z=2)=Pén<y|W=w,Z=2z2)x

Taking the limit on both sides when y approaches —oo, it follows that the left-hand side goes to 1.
However, Lemma 2.4 by Basu and Ghosh (1978) shows that the right hand side does not go to 1,
leading to a contradiction. Using the same arguments, it can be shown that one strictly negative
7 and three strictly positive n’s always leads to a contradiction.

Case 3: Two of mj, with 5,k = 1,2 are strictly negative and the other two are strictly positive.
When 711 and o are both either strictly positive or strictly negative, Case 2 shows that this
leads to a contradiction. Therefore, one of w1, w12 and one of o1, o9 is strictly positive. Assuming
m1 > 0 and w2 < 0, we know from Case 2 that if m9; < 0 we get a contradiction. Hence, we
further assume that w91 > 0 and w9 < 0. We now define

oT.
— [a:TﬁTj + zar;, + v, — ijcé (" Be, + 2ac; + U)‘Cj)} U%j (1—p3)
(G2 | W, Z) ~ N 4 ’ 2 ’
T2 o
oT.
|::L‘TﬁTj + zary + UAT]. - ijiCJj (l‘TﬁC]- + e%ef + U)\Cj)] 0’%_ (1 - p?)
(5]2 | W7 Z) ~ N ] ) 2 .
T2 )

Since fy, A w,z(®,0 | w,2,7:01) = fyya,wz(y,0 | w, z,7;62), the same arguments as before can
be used to show that:

feuwz(y | w, z,7; 01)

Pl <y | W =w,Z = z) x
(EIQ Yy ‘ ) fCQ‘W7z(y ‘ w, z,7; 92)

=Pl <y|W=w2=2)

It follows that
li fCﬂW,Z(y ’ w, z,7; 61)
im

y—+oo fCQ|W,Z(y ’ w, z,7; 02)

=1 for almost every (w, z).
Application of Proposition A.1. by Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a) implies that

ﬁcl = /8027 oy = Aoy, )\Cl — )\027 ocy = 00y

The result for A; = 1 and 71,7 > 0 was already discussed in Case 1. Combining these, it is
clear that 6, = 6. It follows that this argument can be replicated for 711, w91 < 0 and w9, w99 > 0.
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Case 4: Three or four of 7, with j,k = 1,2 are strictly negative and one or none of the 7’s are
strictly positive, respectively. This immediately leads to a contradiction since

oc T, 2
pr—p1— = p1 < 1,
oy acy
which implies that
g ar
plﬁ<lorp1 L <1,
on o,

meaning that at least one of 711 and w9 is strictly positive. This also is the case for mo; and mos.
Hence, there are always at least two strictly positive 7’s and we have a contradiction.

Case 5: Onme of 7j, with j,k = 1,2 is equal to zero. Without loss of generality, we assume that
w11 = 0. Note that w17 = 0 implies that:

T T
o —z' B, — zac, —vAe, + ' By + zar, + vAg)
fY1,A1|WZ(y7 1 ‘ U},Z,’y,01) - [1 - @( UC1<1 _ p12)1/2

1¢<y - xT5T1 — a7 — v)‘T1>

a1y

a1y
Because y is no longer included in the argument of ®(-), we can rewrite this as

T
(y -z /8T1 —zar — v)\Tl
O'T1

1
le,Al\W,Z(y)]- | w, z,7; 91) =pX 7¢

), with 0 < p < 1.
O'T1

Using what we have learned from the previous cases, and assuming that me; > 0, we have that

pX frawzy | w,2,7;01) =P >y | W =w,Z = 2) frywz(y | w, z,7;02).

Taking the limit where y — —oc we get that

p= lim fT2|W,Z(y | w, 2,7; 02)

for almost every (w, z).
y=—o0 frywz(y | w,2,7;01) (w,2)

Note that this is a contradiction since, according to Lemma 2.3 by Basu and Ghosh (1978), the
right hand side of the equation can only be equal to 0,1 or co. It follows that this argument can
be replicated when 7y < 0.

Case 6: Two of mj, with j,k = 1,2 are equal to zero. Note that it cannot be the case that
mj1 and 7,9 are both zero since |p;| < 1 with j = 1,2. Therefore, one of 71, T2 and one of a1, a2
needs to be zero. To avoid contradictions, as seen in Case 5, the only possibilities are w11 = w91 = 0
or mo = o = 0. Without loss of generality, we will assume that m; = my; = 0. Using the same
arguments as in Case 5, it follows that
PL_ g Jrow,z(y | w, z,7;62)
— im

p2 v frywz(y | w, 2,75 01)

for almost every (w, z),

with 0 < p1,p2 < 1. As discussed before, the right hand side can only be equal to 0,1 or co.
Therefore, the only way this does not lead to a contradiction is if the right hand side is equal to 1
and p; = py. Using Proposition A.1. by Deresa and Van Keilegom (2020a) combined with p; = po,
it can easily be shown that 6; = 6,.

Case 7: Three or four of 7, with j,k = 1,2 are equal to zero. Note that if m; = 0, it must be
the case that w5 > 0. The same holds for m9; and w9, leading to a contradiction. O
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Proof of Theorem 2

Note that (i) ¢ is continuous in 6, since it consists of well known other continuous functions and
the definition of ©. Because of the continuity of ¢ and Assumptions (A7)-(A8), it is clear that
L(v,0) is also continuous in 6. Furthermore, Lemma 3 shows that (ii) L(4, ) converges uniformly
(in @ € ©) in probability to L(v*,6) under Assumptions (A1l)-(A8). Moreover, we also have that

(iii) L(~*,0) is uniquely maximized at L(v*,0%). Indeed, let § € © such that 6 # 0* and define

. fyaxzv(YV,A | X, Z, W, 7" 0)
fY,A|X,Z,V(}/ﬂ A | Xv Za Wa ’7*7 0*) ‘

R

Assumptions (A1)-(A5) guarantee that 6* is identifiable according to Theorem 1. Hence, R is not
1 almost everywhere. As a result, by the strict version of Jensen’s inequality, we have

—log(E[R]) < E [ —log(R)].
This means that
L(v*,0")— L(v*,0) =E [— log(R)] > —log(E[R]) = —log(1) =0,

which shows (iii). Given (i)-(iii) and Assumption (A7), Theorem 2.1 from Newey and McFadden
(1994) tells us that
050"

Combined with Assumption (A6), this leads to the desired result. O

Proof of Theorem 3

Since Assumptions (A1)-(A8) guarantee that Theorem 2 holds, we know that (i) § = 6*. By
Assumption (A6), using straightforward calculus and the continuous mapping theorem, it can
be shown that (ii) iL(S,’)/,H) = (hm(VV, Z,) 7" he(S, 7, H)T)T is continuously differentiable in a
neighborhood N, g of (v*,6*) with probability approaching one. Theorem 2 also shows that L(~, 6)
is uniquely maximized at 6* for a given v, which combined with Assumptions (A6) and (A7) implies
that (iii) E [A(S,~* 6*)] = 0. Given (i)-(iii), combined with Assumptions (A6), (A7), (A9) and
(A10), Theorem 6.1 from Newey and McFadden (1994) tells us that

V(0 — 6%) 5 N(0, %)

with
Yo = H, ' E [{he(S,7*,0%) + H, U }H{he(S,v*,0%) + HV\I/}T] (H;l)T.

D Tables
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Table 4: Estimation results for design 1 with 51% censoring and 2500 simulations. Given are
the bias, the empirical standard deviation (ESD), the root mean squared error (RMSE) and the
confidence rate (CR).

n = 250 \ n = 500 \ n = 1000
naive estimator

Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR
Bro | -1.798 0.219 1.811 0.000 | -1.805 0.153 1.811 0.000 | -1.807 0.104  1.810 0.000
Bra | -0.827 0.186  0.848 0.011 | -0.834 0.126  0.844 0.000 | -0.833 0.090  0.838 0.000
ar 1.384 0.118 1.389 0.000 | 1.386 0.082 1.388 0.000 | 1.383 0.067  1.384 0.000
Beco | -1.092  0.352 1.147 0.140 | -1.092 0.250 1.120 0.010 | -1.101 0.171 1.114  0.000
Bca | -0.496  0.143  0.516 0.070 | -0.499 0.098  0.509 0.000 | -0.499 0.071  0.504 0.000
ac | 0.835 0.099 0.841 0.000 | 0.834 0.070  0.837 0.000 | 0.838 0.048  0.840 0.000
or 1.352 0.133 1.359 0.000 | 1.364 0.098 1.367 0.000 | 1.367 0.068 1.368 0.000
oc 0.513 0.103  0.523 0.000 | 0.522 0.072  0.527 0.000 | 0.526 0.051  0.529 0.000

0 0.103 0.076  0.128 0.818 | 0.107 0.052  0.119 0.618 | 0.110 0.035 0.115 0.317
independent estimator
Bro | 0.486 0.421 0.643 0.858 | 0.466 0.293  0.551 0.676 | 0.458 0.209  0.503 0.389
Bra | 0.139 0.322 0351 0.942 | 0.130 0.227 0.261 0.922 | 0.129 0.156  0.202 0.884
ar | 0036 0.220 0.222 0.916 | 0.041 0.153  0.158 0.923 | 0.050 0.107 0.118 0.904
A1 0.161 0.230 0.281 0.952 | 0.155 0.160 0.223 0.896 | 0.147 0.112 0.185 0.794
Bco | 0539 0.272  0.603 0.509 | 0.531 0.191 0.564 0.188 | 0.522 0.138  0.540 0.020
Bca | -0.111  0.205  0.233 0.888 | -0.115 0.144  0.184 0.854 | -0.116 0.103  0.155 0.772
ac |-0.069 0.137  0.149 0.956 | -0.059 0.097 0.114 0.938 | -0.052 0.069  0.086 0.912
Ao | -0.128 0.151 0.198 0.816 | -0.128 0.107  0.166 0.725 | -0.131 0.077  0.152 0.554
or 0.019 0.070  0.073 0.941 | 0.026 0.051 0.057 0908 | 0.033 0.036  0.049 0.844
oc 0.069 0.093 0.116 0.872 | 0.082 0.063 0.103 0.748 | 0.087 0.046  0.098 0.515
oracle estimator
Bro | 0.000 0.154 0.154 0.952 | 0.001 0.109 0.109 0.944 | 0.001 0.076  0.076 0.950
Bri | 0.001 0.100 0.100 0.949 | -0.000 0.069  0.069 0.954 | -0.001 0.049  0.049 0.946
ar | -0.001 0.066 0.066 0.941 | -0.001 0.045 0.045 0.952 | 0.001 0.032 0.032 0.956
Ar | -0.000 0.088  0.088 0.946 | 0.001 0.061 0.061 0.950 | 0.000 0.043 0.043 0.950
Bco | -0.003 0.210  0.210 0.941 | 0.000 0.147  0.147 0.946 | -0.000 0.102  0.102 0.954
Bca | -0.001  0.122  0.122 0.946 | -0.000 0.085  0.085 0.946 | 0.000 0.060  0.060 0.950
ac | 0.002 0.078  0.078 0.946 | -0.000 0.056  0.056 0.945 | 0.000 0.040 0.040 0.942
Ac | -0.002 0.104 0.104 0.949 | 0.000 0.074  0.074 0.950 | -0.001 0.054  0.054 0.936
or |-0.010 0.063 0.064 0.950 | -0.007 0.044  0.044 0.946 | -0.003 0.032  0.032 0.942
oc | -0.019 0.079  0.081 0.939 | -0.010 0.055  0.056 0.944 | -0.004 0.039  0.040 0.950

p 0.001 0.099 0.099 0.939 | -0.002 0.067 0.067 0.943 | -0.001 0.046  0.046 0.952
two-step estimator
Bro | 0.017 0.385 0.385 0.949 | 0.014 0.279 0.279 0.949 | 0.005 0.190 0.190 0.952
Bra | 0.010 0.299 0.299 0.946 | 0.003 0.213 0.212 0.950 | 0.002 0.148 0.148 0.950
ar | -0.016 0.213 0.214 0.946 | -0.012 0.147  0.148 0.945 | -0.006 0.099  0.099 0.962
A7 0.014 0.219 0.219 0.949 | 0.012 0.154 0.155 0.946 | 0.006 0.103 0.103 0.956
Bco | 0.008 0.300 0.300 0.949 | 0.008 0.212  0.212 0.950 | 0.003 0.146  0.146 0.953
Bca | 0.004 0.209  0.209 0.940 | 0.002 0.150  0.150 0.932 | 0.003 0.103  0.103 0.950
ac | -0.008 0.145  0.145 0.942 | -0.007 0.102  0.103 0.944 | -0.003 0.069  0.069 0.957
Ac | 0.008 0.162 0.163 0.953 | 0.007 0.112  0.112 0.947 | 0.003 0.078 0.078 0.950
or | -0.010 0.063 0.064 0.942 | -0.007 0.044  0.044 0.942 | -0.003 0.032  0.032 0.937
oo | -0.019 0.079  0.081 0.938 | -0.010 0.055  0.056 0.939 | -0.004 0.039  0.040 0.948

p 0.001 0.099 0.099 0.928 | -0.002 0.067  0.067 0.938 | -0.001 0.046  0.046 0.950
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Table 5: Estimation results for design 2 with 46% censoring and 2500 simulations. Given are
the bias, the empirical standard deviation (ESD), the root mean squared error (RMSE) and the
confidence rate (CR).

n = 250 \ n = 500 \ n = 1000
naive estimator

Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR
Bro | 3.072 0.726  3.156 0.010 | 3.061 0.451 3.094 0.000 | 3.075 0.304  3.090 0.000
Brai | 0.368 0.257  0.449 0.602 | 0.359 0.182  0.403 0.397 | 0.362 0.125 0.383 0.129
ar | -4.387 0.637  4.433 0.003 | -4.399 0.357  4.414 0.000 | -4.413 0.239  4.419 0.000
Beco | 1.953  0.388 1.991 0.006 | 1.974 0.190 1.983 0.000 | 1.977 0.116 1.980 0.000
Bca | 0.283 0.262  0.386 0.742 | 0.304 0.195 0.361 0.564 | 0.303 0.135  0.331 0.335
ac | -2.810 0.504  2.855 0.002 | -2.872 0.327 2.890 0.000 | -2.869 0.217  2.877 0.000
or 0.489 0.132  0.507 0.000 | 0474 0.070  0.479 0.000 | 0.473 0.046 0.475 0.000
oc 0.188 0.129  0.228 0.494 | 0.178 0.069 0.191 0.153 | 0.180 0.046  0.185 0.009

0 0.013 0.253 0.253 0.947 | 0.055 0.165 0.174 0.976 | 0.070 0.107  0.127 0.987
independent estimator
Bro | 0455 0.720  0.852 0.820 | 0.482 0.478  0.678 0.770 | 0.496 0.346  0.605 0.640
Bra | 0.233 0.209 0313 0.748 | 0.239 0.143 0.279 0.578 | 0.237 0.100  0.257 0.358
ar | 0.037 0.928 0.928 0.938 | -0.003 0.611 0.611 0.944 | -0.017 0.441  0.441 0.937
A1 0.256 0.354 0.437 0.959 | 0.236 0.234 0.332 0.909 | 0.230 0.169 0.285 0.783
Bco | 0.557 0.515  0.758 0.738 | 0.547 0.358  0.654 0.631 | 0.536 0.253  0.593 0.414
Bca | -0.300  0.169  0.345 0.568 | -0.294 0.118  0.316 0.275 | -0.293 0.082  0.305 0.044
ac | 0.012 0.679  0.679 0.949 | 0.015 0474 0474 0.944 | 0.029 0.331  0.333 0.956
Ao | -0.228 0.253  0.340 0.787 | -0.223 0.177  0.285 0.712 | -0.216 0.122  0.248 0.562
or 0.052 0.071 0.088 0.874 | 0.057 0.050 0.076 0.778 | 0.060 0.036  0.070 0.580
oc 0.197 0.105 0.224 0.478 | 0.205 0.072  0.217 0.150 | 0.211 0.054 0.218 0.010
oracle estimator
Bro | -0.003 0.300  0.300 0.944 | -0.000 0.207  0.207 0.950 | 0.003 0.146  0.146 0.950
Bra | -0.003 0.119  0.119 0.941 | -0.002 0.084  0.084 0.944 | -0.001 0.057  0.057 0.956
ar | -0.000 0.356  0.356 0.950 | -0.003 0.251 0.251 0.946 | -0.004 0.174  0.174 0.947
Ar | -0.001 0.166  0.166 0.948 | -0.000 0.118 0.118 0.942 | -0.001 0.081  0.081 0.957
Bco | 0.008 0.388  0.388 0.945 | -0.000 0.264  0.264 0.950 | 0.005 0.187  0.187 0.954
Bca | 0.005 0.150  0.150 0.949 | 0.002 0.104  0.104 0.945 | 0.001 0.075  0.075 0.946
ac | -0.017 0450  0.450 0.944 | -0.007 0.306  0.306 0.947 | -0.007 0.220  0.220 0.949
Ac | -0.001 0.192 0.192 0.945 | 0.001 0.133 0.133 0.944 | -0.001 0.093  0.093 0.946
or | -0.006 0.068 0.009 0.948 | -0.004 0.041 0.041 0.948 | -0.002 0.030 0.030 0.942
oc | -0.018 0.093  0.095 0.931 | -0.010 0.066  0.067 0.939 | -0.004 0.047  0.047 0.944

p |-0.011 0.146 0.146 0972 | -0.005 0.103 0.103 0.960 | -0.004 0.071 0.071 0.961
two-step estimator
Bro | -0.064 0.619  0.622 0.957 | -0.019 0.428  0.428 0.948 | -0.009 0.301 0.301 0.948
Bra | -0.009 0.205 0.205 0.944 | -0.009 0.142  0.143 0.952 | -0.004 0.102  0.102 0.944
ar | 0071 0.804 0.807 0.940 | 0.019 0.556  0.556 0.942 | 0.008 0.386  0.386 0.952
A7 0.023 0.325 0.326 0.943 | 0.006 0.225 0.225 0.940 | 0.003 0.155  0.155 0.954
Bco | -0.013  0.506  0.506 0.950 | -0.005 0.341 0.341 0.949 | 0.001 0.245 0.245 0.950
Bca | 0.001 0.181 0.181 0.947 | -0.001 0.124  0.124 0.948 | -0.001 0.088  0.088 0.948
ac | 0.010 0.635 0.635 0.946 | -0.001 0.429  0.429 0.948 | -0.003 0.307  0.307 0.949
Ac | 0.004 0.252  0.252 0.945 | 0.002 0.172 0.172 0.956 | -0.000 0.123  0.122 0.947
or | -0.002 0.069  0.059 0.948 | -0.002 0.041 0.041 0.950 | -0.001 0.030  0.030 0.940
oc | -0.015 0.094 0.095 0.926 | -0.009 0.067  0.068 0.936 | -0.003 0.047  0.047 0.940

p |-0.013 0.150 0.150 0.970 | -0.004 0.104 0.104 0.962 | -0.004 0.073  0.073 0.954
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Table 6: Estimation results for design 3 with 46% censoring and 2500 simulations. Given are
the bias, the empirical standard deviation (ESD), the root mean squared error (RMSE) and the
confidence rate (CR).

n = 250 \ n = 500 \ n = 1000
naive estimator

Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR Bias ESD RMSE CR
Bro | -0.226 0.244  0.333 0.815 | -0.231 0.167 0.285 0.714 | -0.233 0.119  0.262 0.509
Bra | -0.902 0.163 0916 0.001 | -0.902 0.116  0.910 0.000 | -0.903 0.082  0.906 0.000
ar 1.499 0.102 1.502 0.000 | 1.499 0.073 1.500 0.000 | 1.497 0.051 1.498 0.000
Bco | -0.144  0.279  0.314 0.914 | -0.148 0.195 0.245 0.886 | -0.153 0.138  0.206 0.801
Bca | -0.541  0.140  0.559 0.024 | -0.542 0.097  0.550 0.000 | -0.539 0.069  0.543 0.000
ac | 0905 0.103 0.911 0.000 | 0.906 0.073  0.909 0.000 | 0.909 0.052 0.910 0.000
or 1.165 0.107  1.170 0.000 | 1.172 0.075 1.175 0.000 | 1.176 0.0564 1.178 0.000
oc 0.425 0.096 0.435 0.002 | 0.432 0.068 0.437 0.000 | 0.439 0.049 0.442 0.000

0 0.091 0.077 0.119 0.860 | 0.093 0.0564 0.108 0.716 | 0.097 0.036  0.104 0.443
independent estimator
Bro | 0444 0309  0.541 0.712 | 0.429 0.215 0.480 0.481 | 0.431 0.151  0.456 0.180
Bra1 | 0.135 0.331 0.357 0.954 | 0.118 0.230 0.258 0.939 | 0.116 0.157  0.195 0.906
ar | 0016 0.258 0.259 0.928 | 0.035 0.177  0.180 0.927 | 0.043 0.124 0.131 0914
A1 0.160 0.263  0.308 0.968 | 0.141 0.180  0.229 0.939 | 0.134 0.127  0.185 0.869
Bco | 0571 0.213  0.610 0.216 | 0.561 0.147  0.580 0.024 | 0.560 0.106  0.570 0.000
Bca | -0.121  0.217  0.249 0.883 | -0.133 0.150  0.201 0.819 | -0.129 0.107  0.167 0.756
ac | -0.076 0.161 0.178 0.961 | -0.065 0.111 0.129 0.947 | -0.063 0.081  0.103 0.901
Ao | -0.139 0.175  0.223 0.821 | -0.148 0.121 0.191 0.740 | -0.146 0.088  0.171 0.578
or 0.017 0.066  0.068 0.944 | 0.023 0.048 0.0563 0.922 | 0.028 0.034 0.045 0.860
oc 0.080 0.099 0.127 0.854 | 0.094 0.068 0.116 0.711 | 0.100 0.049 0.111 0.454
oracle estimator
Bro | -0.003 0.130  0.130 0.946 | -0.001 0.092  0.092 0.953 | 0.001 0.064 0.064 0.950
Bri | 0.002 0.099 0.099 0.948 | -0.002 0.069  0.069 0.948 | -0.001 0.048  0.048 0.952
ar | -0.003 0.072 0.072 0.946 | 0.001 0.050 0.050 0.955 | 0.000 0.036 0.036 0.953
Ar 0.001 0.090 0.090 0.950 | -0.001 0.063 0.063 0.952 | 0.000 0.044 0.044 0.949
Bco | -0.002  0.188  0.188 0.946 | 0.000 0.131 0.131 0.956 | 0.000 0.092 0.092 0.948
Bca | -0.002  0.130  0.130 0.948 | 0.000 0.089  0.089 0.953 | -0.000 0.065  0.065 0.946
ac | 0.001 0.092 0.092 0.953 | -0.000 0.066  0.066 0.951 | 0.000 0.046 0.046 0.954
Ao | -0.001 0.121 0.121 0.946 | -0.000 0.081 0.081 0.954 | -0.001 0.060  0.060 0.937
or | -0.010 0.061 0.061 0.942 | -0.006 0.043  0.043 0.943 | -0.003 0.031  0.031 0.938
oc | -0.020 0.082  0.084 0.940 | -0.011 0.058  0.059 0.942 | -0.005 0.041  0.041 0.953

p 0.002 0.098 0.098 0.937 | -0.001 0.067  0.067 0.942 | -0.001 0.046  0.046 0.950
two-step estimator
Bro | -0.002 0.291 0.290 0.951 | -0.001 0.204 0.204 0.952 | -0.002 0.141 0.141 0.954
Bra | 0.018 0.310 0.310 0.946 | 0.000 0.211 0.211 0.949 | 0.002 0.150  0.150 0.953
ar | -0.029 0.243 0.245 0.954 | -0.011 0.167  0.167 0.950 | -0.005 0.115  0.116 0.956
A7 0.027 0.247  0.248 0.952 | 0.011 0.171 0.172 0954 | 0.006 0.117  0.117 0.957
Bco | -0.001  0.244  0.244 0.949 | 0.000 0.170  0.170 0.952 | -0.001 0.120  0.120 0.955
Bca | 0.009 0.222 0.223 0.944 | 0.002 0.151 0.151 0.952 | 0.002 0.108 0.108 0.944
ac | -0.015 0.171 0.172 0950 | -0.007 0.116  0.116 0.952 | -0.003 0.080  0.080 0.958
Ac | 0.016 0.189  0.190 0.948 | 0.007 0.125 0.125 0.952 | 0.003 0.089 0.089 0.951
or | -0.010 0.061 0.061 0.940 | -0.006 0.043  0.043 0.938 | -0.003 0.031  0.031 0.936
oo | -0.020 0.082  0.084 0.938 | -0.011 0.058  0.059 0.941 | -0.005 0.041  0.041 0.948

p 0.002 0.098  0.098 0.924 | -0.001 0.067  0.067 0.938 | -0.001 0.046  0.046 0.949
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