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1 Introduction

Sample selection refers to the situation when we attempt to infer about population param-
eters from a special subpopulation. Potential causes of sample selection include nonrandom
sampling, self-selectivity, nonresponse on survey questions, attrition from social programs,
and so forth. In observational studies, sample selection is so frequently encountered that
it seems to be the rule rather than the exception (Lee, 2010, p.253). Ordinary regression
using only the selected sample may incur biased estimation and misleading inference for the
population parameters of interest. A modeling strategy for correcting the sample selection
bias is to specify an equation describing the selection mechanism in addition to the main
outcome equation (Gronau, 1974; Heckman, 1974; Lewis, 1974):

D = 1{X'y>¢}, (1a)
Y* = X'B+U, (1b)
Y = v*.D, (1c)

where D is the binary selection variable, Y* is the latent outcome variable, and Y is the
observed outcome variable.

The sample selection model (1) is conventionally identified via parameterizing the
distribution of the error term (¢,U) and then estimated by the maximum likelihood or
Heckman (1979)’s two-step methods. However, the parametric likelihood-based estimators
have been found possessing evident bias when the error distribution is misspecified (e.g.,
Arabmazar and Schmidt, 1982). This finding motivates econometricians to relax paramet-
ric distributional assumptions and consider semiparametric identification and estimation of
the sample selection model. An important development is gained by Chamberlain (1986),
who shows that with a nonparametric specification on the error distribution, 5 in model (1)
is not semiparametrically identified if no extra restriction is imposed. To regain identifica-
tion of B, Chamberlain (1986) proposes a sufficient identifying assumption termed exclusion
restriction, which requires some component of 8 to be zero. The exclusion restriction has
been widely accepted by the sample selection literature and underlies the consistency of a
considerable amount of semiparametric estimators for § (e.g., Gallant and Nychka, 1987;
Chen and Lee, 1998; Powell, 2001; Chen and Khan, 2003; Newey, 2009; Escanciano and Zhu,
2015; Liu and Yu, 2022).

In empirical studies, it is usually difficult to find a credible excluded variable that has a

correlation with selection but no correlation with the outcome (e.g., Krueger and Whitmore,



2001; Blundell et al., 2007; Chen et al., 2024). In particular, the exclusion restriction is
hardly justified by economic theories (van den Berg, 2007; Jones, 2015) and may not hold
exactly (Conley et al., 2012; Nevo and Rosen, 2012; van Kippersluis and Rietveld, 2018). If
we attempt to waive the exclusion restriction, nonetheless, we will return to Chamberlain’s
dilemma that 5 in model (1) is not (point) identified unless we impose parametric distri-
butional assumptions on the model error. Another remedy for this dilemma is to settle
for partial identification. For instance, Honoré and Hu (2020) construct the identified set
for  in model (1) in the absence of the exclusion restriction or parametric distributional
assumptions.

This paper provides an alternative approach to addressing the sample selection problem,
by establishing a result of point identification but without imposing the exclusion restriction
or parametric distributional assumptions. To resolve Chamberlain’s dilemma, we instead
impose a mild functional form restriction on the selection equation, which will be proven
sufficient for identification of coefficients in the outcome equation. Specifically, we consider

a distribution-free sample selection model with a nonparametric selection mechanism:

D = 1{h(X)>¢}, (2a)
Y* = X840, (2b)
Y = Y*.D, (2¢)

where the functional form restriction on A will be given in Section 2. Loosely speaking, the
function h is assumed to be nonlinear when X includes at least two continuous covariates
or be nonmonotone when X includes only one or even no continuous covariate. This
functional form restriction is largely innocuous, as nonlinear or nonmonotone functions
are more prevalent in the real world than their opposite counterparts. Moreover, the
nonparametric nature of h has an additional advantage of reducing the risk of functional
form misspecification over the linear setting (la). Although the nonparametricity may
reduce interpretability of the selection equation, it would not cause trouble in the context
of sample selection models where the marginal effects of covariates on the latent outcome
are of primary interest.

To illustrate the difference between our identification strategy and those based on the
exclusion restriction or parametric distributional assumptions, we write the population

regression function of model (2) for the selected sample:

E[Y|X,D=1]= X8+ \(h(X)), (3)



where A (t) = E[U |e < t] provided that X L (¢,U). The key identifying assumption is
that (X', A (h(X))) must have full rank. In the case of h(X) = X'y, a specific nonlinear
functional form of A\ as a result of the parametric distributional assumption on (g, U)
will suffice for the full rank condition. The identification power depends on the extent
of nonlinearity of A. For instance, the inverse Mill’s ratio function implied by normal
distribution is nearly piecewise linear; therefore, if the range of X’y is small, then A\ (X'v)
and X will be highly correlated and the identification power will be low (Leung and Yu,
1996). When A is nonparametrically specified after relaxing the parametric distributional
assumption, it does not preclude the special case of A (t) = ¢ in which (X', A (X)) suffers
from perfect multicollinearity. The exclusion restriction exploits a priori knowledge of zero
value in some component of 5. This ensures identification of the remaining coefficients
because, after excluding some covariate, the full rank condition will still be met even
when A (t) = t. By contrast, we relax the linear specification on h and then rely on
nonlinear or nonmonotone variations of h for point identification of 8. The functional form
restriction that differentiates h from linear or generalized linear functions validates the full
rank condition of (X', A (h(X))), while leaving A unspecified. Intuitively, the nonlinear
part h (X) — X'y, which is nonzero for any -, serves as an excluded variable and provides
identification power for .

On the basis of identification, /5 in model (2) can be estimated semiparametrically via a
partially linear regression that incorporates a generated regressor within the nonparametric
function. The generated regressor is the propensity score of selection rather than i (X) as in
the regression function (3), because the function h and the distribution function of € cannot
be separately identified when they are both specified nonparametrically (Horowitz, 2009,
Section 2.1). After estimating the propensity score in the first step and plugging it into the
nonparametric function, we can then employ the partialling-out method (Robinson, 1988)
to construct a consistent estimator for S. This naive estimator may behave well when
the propensity score is estimated by conventional nonparametric techniques that satisfy
Donsker-type properties, such as kernel and sieve estimation. However, if we use the newly
developed nonparametric techniques, the so-called machine learning (ML) methods, in the
first-step estimation, the naive estimator for 5 will possess a heavy bias and fail to be y/n-
consistent in general (Chernozhukov et al., 2018), where n is the sample size. To address
this problem, we derive explicit form of the first-step influence function and accordingly
construct an orthogonal moment function that is insensitive to the first-step estimation

bias (Chernozhukov et al., 2022). By combining with cross-fitting, we propose a locally



robust semiparametric estimator for (3, and establish its y/n-consistency and asymptotic
normality under a first-step convergence rate condition which can hold for most machine
learners under regularity conditions.

The paper is organized as follows. The rest of this section briefly reviews the related
literature. Section 2 gives a rigorous treatment of point identification of 5 in model (2).
Particularly, we discuss the functional form restriction on the selection equation (2a), which
is the key identifying assumption of our method. Section 3 proposes an orthogonal moment
condition and accordingly a locally robust estimator, and provides sufficient conditions for
the asymptotic property of the estimator. Section 4 investigates the finite-sample property
of the estimator through Monte Carlo simulations. Section 5 presents an empirical appli-
cation to the wage data of Honoré and Hu (2020) and Section 6 concludes. The technical

proofs and derivations are gathered in the Appendix.

1.1 Related Literature

There is a small but growing literature on relaxing the exclusion restriction in the semi-
parametric sample selection model. In a seminal paper, Lee (2009) develops bounds for the
coefficients in a sample selection model that leaves the selection mechanism totally unspec-
ified. As Lee’s bounds are often too wide to be informative, Honoré and Hu (2020) impose
a linear structure on the selection mechanism, namely, consider model (1), and show that
the additional structure can significantly reduce the bounds for the parameters of interest.
Honoré and Hu (2022) extend the analysis in Honoré and Hu (2020) by allowing for het-
eroskedasticity and parameter heterogeneity. Our considered model (2) is essentially the
same as Lee’s model in the sense that the selection equation (2a) is completely nonparamet-
ric in nature. The difference lies only in the functional form restriction we impose on the
selection equation, which strongly reduces Lee’s bounds to singletons. While the identified
set derived by Honoré and Hu (2020) can be small enough, this gain in identification power
stems from a linear structure that is quite restrictive and susceptible to misspecification. In
comparison, our nonlinearity or nonmonotonicity restriction provides more identification
power and, importantly, is arguably more realistic.

The second solution to the lack of the exclusion restriction is the so-called identification
at infinity suggested by Chamberlain (1986) and Heckman (1990). This approach to iden-
tification is grounded in the observation that in model (1), the sample selection problem

disappears for individuals whose values of X'~ go to infinity, because these individuals face



an arbitrarily large probability of selection and a zero-valued selectivity correction term.
Accordingly, the coefficients in the outcome equation will be point identified if a component
of X, often called a special regressor, exhibits infinite support. Andrews and Schafgans
(1998) propose a semiparametric estimator for the intercept coefficient in equation (1b)
based on identification at infinity. Lewbel (2007) generalizes this result by demonstrating
that identification can be achieved as long as the special regressor has a large, not neces-
sarily infinite, support that encompasses that of the error e. Motivated by the possible in-
accessibility of such a special regressor, D’"Haultfeeuille and Maurel (2013) suggest another
means of identification at infinity, under the condition that selection becomes independent
of the covariates when the outcome takes arbitrarily large values. D’Haultfceuille et al.
(2018) build on the identification result of D’Haultfceuille and Maurel (2013) and develop
an extremal quantile regression estimator for the semiparametric sample selection model
without the exclusion restriction or large support regressor. Although identification at
infinity can lead to point identification, it is typically featured as irregular identification
(Khan and Tamer, 2010). As a result, the derived estimators will converge at rates slower
than 1/4/n. An alternative solution is to find additional conditions under which the re-
gression coefficients subject to sample selection are point identified and /n-estimable. For
instance, Chen and Zhou (2010) establish identification of  in both models (1) and (2)
under a joint symmetric distribution assumption on the errors ¢ and U, and propose /n-
consistent estimators for 5. We consider our paper as a useful supplement to this particular
solution. We show that 5 in model (2) can be identified under a natural functional form
restriction on the selection equation, thus obviating the need for relatively more binding
assumptions such as joint symmetry.

The approach to identification based on functional form can be traced back to Heckman
(1979), who exploits nonlinearity of the selectivity correction function to achieve identifi-
cation and y/n-consistent estimation of the parametric sample selection model. Recently,
Escanciano et al. (2016) extend Heckman’s approach to a general semiparametric model
and establishes identification of the linear coefficients by exploiting nonlinearity elsewhere
in the model. Nevertheless, when applied to model (2), their identification result implies
that 8 can be identified only up to scale and only when X includes at least two continuous
covariates. In this paper, we adapt the result of Escanciano et al. (2016) to the semipara-
metric sample selection model by establishing complete identification of [, irrespective of
the number of continuous covariates and even in the absence of continuous covariates. Our

result formalizes Ahn and Powell (1993, p.13)’s allegation that nonlinearity of the function



h in equation (2a) will suffice for identification of 5. Similar identification results based on
functional form restrictions can be developed for a variety of semiparametric models that
lack exclusion restrictions, such as the endogenous regressor binary choice model without
instruments (Dong, 2010), the censored regression model subject to nonparametric sample
selection (Pan et al., 2022), and the marginal treatment effect model without instruments
(Pan et al., 2024). Our paper differs from this line of literature in that we allow the first-
step nonparametric estimate to be generated by modern machine learners. Therefore, this
paper also connects to the literature on double/debiased machine learning (DML) or locally
robust estimation.

ML methods perform well by employing regularization to reduce variance and trading off
regularization bias with overfitting in practice. However, ML estimators live in highly com-
plex spaces which fail to meet Donsker-type conditions. Consequently, the classical asymp-
totic theories for semiparametric estimators (e.g., Newey and McFadden, 1994) are inap-
plicable to naive estimators that are obtained by simply plugging first-step ML estimates
into moment functions for the parameters of interest. Actually, Chernozhukov et al. (2018)
discover that the naive estimators generally have slower than 1 /y/n rates of convergence
due to the regularization bias in the first step. To obtain y/n-consistent estimators and sim-
ple procedures for inference, Chernozhukov et al. (2018) propose DML estimation methods
by combining orthogonalized moment functions with cross-fitting procedures. Orthogonal-
ization implies that moment functions are robust to local perturbations in the first-step
estimates, and cross-fitting provides an efficient form of data splitting which removes the
bias induced by overfitting while avoiding Donsker-type conditions. Chernozhukov et al.
(2022) further propose a general method of orthogonalizing moment functions by adding
the corresponding first-step influence functions. However, it is not so straightforward to
derive first-step influence functions for sample seletion models because of the presence of
the propensity score of selection as a generated regressor. Bia et al. (2024) devise an elab-
orate cross-fitting procedure to circumvent the derivation of first-step influence functions
when addressing sample selection in evaluating effects of discretely distributed treatments.
Alternatively, we explicitly construct the first-step influence function and thus the orthog-
onalized moment function by employing Hahn and Ridder (2013)’s derivation of first-step
influence functions for three-step estimators, and propose a DML/locally robust estima-
tor for 8 in the semiparametric sample selection model (2). Our construction contributes
to the emerging literature on adapting DML to models with generated regressors (e.g.,

Sasaki and Ura, 2023; Escanciano and Pérez-Izquierdo, 2023).



2 Identification

Recall that the function h in the selection equation (2a) cannot be identified in our setting
where h and the distribution function of € are both specified nonparametrically. To facilitate

the identification of model (2), we normalize equation (2a) into a reduced form as
D=1{r(X)>V}, (4)

where 7 (z) = Fox (h(z)|x), V = Fx (¢| X), and F.x (-|z) is the conditional distri-
bution function of £ given X = z. We term equation (4) as “reduced form” because
the normalized error term V' is by definition statistically independent of X and uniformly

distributed over the unit interval [0, 1]. Moreover, by the properties of V', we have
ED|X=z|=Pr(V<7n@)|X=2)=Pr(V<rm(z) =n(x).

Namely, 7 (x) is the propensity score of selection given X = z, which is an identified
quantity for any x in the support of X. Under the normalized or reduced-form selection
equation (4), the functional form restriction can be imposed on the identified function 7
rather than on the unidentifiable function % in (2a).

To formalize the identifying assumptions, we need several additional notations. First,
we denote g (v) = E[U |V < v] as the selectivity correction function. Second, we let X be
partitioned as (X ¢ XxPb ) In general, X¢ and X P consist of covariates that are continuously
and discretely valued, respectively. In the special case of no continuous covariate, X
can be any one discrete covariate that satisfies the following Assumption 2.(ii), and X7
consists of the remaining discrete covariates. Third, we denote X, X, and X} as the
k-th coordinates of X, X¢, and X7, respectively. And we denote ¢ as a generic element
in the support of X¢; likewise for 2, z¢, and 2. The functional form restriction will
entail setting a benchmark value of X within its support, under which = will be required
to be nonlinear or nonmonotone in X¢. Without loss of generality, we suppose that the
vector of zeros is in the support of X” and is the benchmark value. Then, we denote
o (:pc) =7 (atc, 0), where the discrete covariates are equal to zero. If 7y is differentiable,
we further denote 0,mg (xc) = Omy (xc) / 0x¢ as its partial derivative with respect to the
k-th argument. Moreover, for any zf # 0, we denote z”* as the dim (X ) x 1 vector with

the k-th coordinate being equal to xf and all the other coordinates being equal to zero.

Assumption 1 (Model). Assume that (i) {(Y;, D;, X;)}.—, is a random sample of obser-
vations from the distribution of (Y, D, X) that satisfies model (2); and (ii) F [U |V, X] =
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E[U|V] with probability one, where V' = F,x (¢| X) is the normalized error term in the

selection equation.

Assumption 2 (Functional Form). Assume that (i) when dim (X¢) > 2, 7wy () and

¢ 2% in the support of X¢

g (v) are differentiable functions, and there exist two vectors x
and two elements k, 7 in set {1, 2, ,dim (XC)} such that Oy (xc) #0, 0;m (xc) £ 0,
8k7T0 (i’c) % O, 8]'77'0 (i’c) % O, and akﬂ'() (IC)/ﬁjﬂ'o (SL’C) % akﬂ'() (Lf‘c)/ﬁjﬂ'o (i’c)7 or (11)

when dim (X C) = 1, there exist two constants ¢, #¢ in the support of X¢ such that

) (:EC) =Ty (:EC)

Assumption 3 (Support). For each k € {1, 2,---,dim (XD) }, assume for some z¥ # 0 in
the support of X that there exists % (k) in the support of X¢ such that 7 (xc (k) ,ZEDk)
is in the support of 7 (X C).

Assumption 1 describes the model and data. The conditional mean independence as-
sumption 1.(ii) is implied by and much weaker than the full independence assumption
X L (g,U) that is commonly imposed in the sample selection literature. In particular,
throughout our analysis, we do not impose any constraints on the statistical relationship
between X and the structural selection error . Instead, we exploit the independence
between X and the reduced-form selection error V, given which Assumption 1.(ii) is es-
sentially equivalent to the independence of the covariance of U and V from X. Under
Assumption 1.(ii), the population regression function of model (2) on the selected sample
is

EY|X,D=1]=XB8+FE[U|X,V <7 (X)]=X'B+g(7(X)). (5)
Our aim is to identify £ from the regression function (5).

Assumption 2 imposes a functional form restriction that distinguishes the propensity
score from a linear function, given a benchmark value of X”. When dim (X¢) > 2,
where X© must consist of continuous covariates, Assumption 2.(1) requires my to ex-
hibit some nonlinear variations through a derivative formulation. Specifically, Assumption
2.(1) will not hold if m () = f (2n) for a smooth function f, because in this case
OLmo (xc) / 0;mo (:EC) = 1/ n; for any 2%, Otherwise, however, it is difficult to construct
examples that violate Assumption 2.(i). When dim (X C) = 1, X¢ may be continuous
or discrete by definition. Assumption 2.(ii) requires the univariate function 7y to be not
one-to-one, but imposes no smoothness or continuity restriction on my. This assumption

will hold if the probability of selection is unaffected by some change in X¢. A similar



local irrelevance assumption is imposed in nonseparable models to attain point identifica-
tion (e.g., Torgovitsky, 2015; D’Haultfeeuille et al., 2021). In the special case of X being
a binary covariate, Assumption 2.(ii) implies the full irrelevance of X¢ to the selection
probability, which is a condition suggested by Chamberlain (1986) for identification of the
linear selection model (1).

The combination of Assumptions 1 and 2 enables identification of the linear coefficients
of X¢ based on the functional form difference of 7y. In order to identify the linear coef-
ficients of X, we further impose a support overlapping condition as Assumption 3. This
condition holds if the support of mg (X C) is overlapped with that of 7 (X ¢ 2P ) for any
2P #£ 0, or if we can find an z¥ # 0 for each k such that the support of 7 (X C) is over-
lapped with that of 7 (X ¢ 2P k) Under these assumptions, we can establish identification

of the linear coefficients of interest via a construction method.

Theorem 1. If Assumptions 1-3 hold, then [ in the semiparametric sample selection model
(2) is identified.

The proof of Theorem 1 follows the method of Pan et al. (2024). Nonetheless, for
completeness, we also provide the proof in Appendix A.1. It is worth mentioning that our
identification strategy is characterized with overidentification in the sense that generally
more than one pair of points in the support of X¢ will satisfy Assumption 2. Moreover,
there may be more than one benchmark value of X? that satisfies Assumptions 2 and
3. Consequently, the identification can also be represented as an average over all pairs of
points satisfying Assumption 2 and over all benchmark values satisfying Assumptions 2
and 3.

3 Estimation

On the basis of identification,  in the semiparametric sample selection model (2) can
be estimated via the partially linear regression (5) that incorporates a generated regressor
7 (X) within the nonparametric selectivity correction function g. To this end, the unknown
function 7 needs to be estimated in the first step to generate 7 (X). Since 7 is specified
nonparametrically, albeit subject to a nonbinding functional form restriction, we suggest to
use modern ML methods in estimating 7, which have shown desirable performance in the
setting of highly complex 7 or high-dimensional X. Given the estimated 7, we may employ

standard partially linear regression techniques to estimate 5 by plugging in the generated
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regressor. One popular choice could be the kernel-weighted pairwise difference estimator
proposed by Ahn and Powell (1993):

a3 30 e (FEEE) ooy [0 - -

i=1 j=i+1

where k() and h are the kernel function and bandwidth, respectively. However, as dis-
cussed before, BAP with plug-in machine learned 7 will generally fail to be y/n-consistent
due to the regularization bias of 7. Moreover, it is very difficult to deduce the first-step
influence function of 7 for B , which blocks the construction of a locally robust esti-
mator that asymptotically eliminates the influence of 7. This difficulty arises because
the generated regressor enters the definition of BAP in the kernel weights, which implies
that the generated regressor will serve as a conditioning variable in the population mo-
ment function of (6). Therefore, we consider constructing a locally robust estimator for
B from the partialling-out estimation (Robinson, 1988). The theoretical connection be-
tween the partialling-out estimation and the kernel-weighted pairwise difference estimation
is exposited in, e.g., Pagan and Ullah (1999, p.307).

For notational convenience, we denote P = 7 (X), P, = n(X;), P = #(X), and
P, = #(X;). And we denote p, (P) = E[Z|P], with Z being Y or X. We start with

the partially linear regression for the whole sample:
EY|X]=E[X'8+U)D|X]=PX'B+n(P), (7)

where n(p) = E[U-1{V <p}| = p-g(p). We consider the whole-sample regression
(7) rather than the selected-sample regression (5) in the estimation mainly for two reasons.
First, the whole-sample regression can utilize the information of covariates in the unselected
sample, which may help increase the efficiency of estimation. Second, the probability space
and o-field pertaining to whole-sample conditional expectations keep consistent with those
pertaining to the first-step propensity score, which facilitates the derivation of the first-
step influence function. To set out the partialling-out estimation, we write the conditional

expectation of Y given the generated regressor based on (7):
py (P)=E[Y |P|=E[E[Y |X]|P] = Puyx (P) B+n(P), (8)

where the second equality follows from the law of iterated expectations. Subtracting equa-

tion (8) from equation (7) cancels out the unknown function 1 and yields
EY —py (P)|X] =P (X - pyx (P)) B, (9)

11



according to which the Robinson-type partialling-out estimator can be defined as
n 2
~R . R N . R . /
B = argmbm; |:Yi — fiy (R-) ~P (Xi — fix (R-)) b}
n -1 n
A A A , A A A
S P (xi—in (R)) (=i (B)) | B (Xi—ix (R)) (vi— i (B)).
i1 i=1

where iy and jiy are nonparametric estimates of uy and py, respectively.

~R
In this section, we propose a locally robust estimator for 5 on the basis of 5 . We derive
the first-step influence function and construct the orthogonalized moment in Subsection
3.1, develop the locally robust estimator in Subsection 3.2, and investigate its asymptotic

property in Subsection 3.3.

3.1 Orthogonalization

A

The population moment condition corresponding to 8 is

E[P(X ~ px (P) (Y — py (P) — P(X — i (P)) 8)] = 0. (10)

It is now well known that this Robinson-type moment funciton is Neyman orthogonal with
respect to py and py (e.g., Chernozhukov et al., 2018, Theorem 4.1), and hence that the
second-step estimates jiy and [, have no first-order effect on the asymptotic properties
of BR. In consequence, we only need to consider the influence function of the first-step
generated regressor P=# (X) in order to construct an orthogonal moment. Note that P
enters the moment function not only in a direct manner, but also in an indirect manner
as an argument of the unknown functions py and py. The direct effect of 7 is readily
derived according to the approach of Newey (1994). In contrast, the indirect effect of 7
is more complicated since P plays a dual role in the nonparametric regressions puy (P) =
E[X |P]and py (P) = E[Y |P], that is, that of conditioning variable and that of argument.
Fortunately, in the present case where the influence functions of second-step regressions
are equal to zero, it is sufficient to only account for the first-step generated regressor as
an argument (Hahn and Ridder, 2013, Remark 3), which simplifies the derivation of the
first-step influence function. For example, the indirect effect of 7 as an argument of 1, on
the moment (10) is

OP (X — px (P)) (Y — py (P) = P (X — ux (P))'B) dpy (7 (X))
Oy dm

H = —P(X —puy (P) i) (P),

where the term in the bracket is the naive derivative of the moment function with respect to

7. The complete derivation of the first-step influence function is provided in Appendix A .4.
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Then we can construct the orthogonal moment function by adding the first-step influence

function to the identifying moment function in (10) as
bW, pa, B) =r(WmpnB)+a(X) (D-P),
where W = (Y, D, X), u = (px, ity ), and

r(Womp,B) = P(X —pux (P)[Y —py (P) = D(X - py (P)) 5],
a(X) = —P(X =y (P) [ (P) = Pu (PY 8], (11)

with ,ug/l) and ,ug? being the derivative functions of yy- and iy, respectively. Therefore, the

orthogonalized moment condition for 5 derived from the Robinson-type moment (10) is

Elp (W, m p,a, )] = 0. (12)

As revealed by Chernozhukov et al. (2022), the moment condition (12) has two key
orthogonality properties. First, varying the additional nuisance function a away from its

true value has no effect, globally, on E [¢) (W, 7, u, o, 5)], which is a direct consequence of
the definition of .

Lemma 1. Denote & and i as generic functions in the sets of possible values of o and .,

respectively, and B as a generic vector in the set of possible values of 3. Then we have
E |:w (Wﬂ-a[%a%B)} =K |:w (Wﬂ’ﬁ’a’g)}
for any &, fi, and B.

Second, varying the first-step nuisance function 7 away from its true value has no effect,
locally, on E [v) (W, 7, u, o, §)], which is an expected consequence of bringing in the first-

step influence function.

Lemma 2. (i) Suppose that uy and py are differentiable, and that the condition for in-

terchangeability of the derivative and expectation holds. Then we have

0
—E [ (W, m+t0, u, a, B)] =0
ot 0
for any 6 as a possible direction of deviation of w from the true value, where t is a scalar

representing the size of the deviation and the derivative is evaluated att = 0.
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(ii) Suppose that py and py are second-order continuously differentiable, with their
first and second derivatives bounded. Suppose that E[||X||*] < oo for a constant s > 1. Let
q=2s/(s—1) > 2. Then for any T in a small neighborhood of 7, we have

|E [ (W, 7, o, B)]]| < C i — 72

for a constant C, where |7 —n||, p = (E[[7 (X) —7 (XN denotes the L, (F)-norm,
with F' representing the distribution law of X.

Lemma 2.(i) is a directional derivative characterization of orthogonality with respect
to the generated regressor, while Lemma 2.(ii) bounds the departure from zero of the
expected moment function as just 7 varies. The bound implies that the orthogonal moment
shrinks to zero at a squared rate of convergence of the first-step estimation, which will be
useful for establishing \/n-consistency of the estimation of §. Lemmas 1 and 2 follow from
direct inspection of conditions in Theorems 2 and 3 of Chernozhukov et al. (2022). For
completeness, we give an explicit derivation of these orthogonality properties in Appendix
A.3. The following lemma extends the rate result in Lemma 2.(ii) to the case of varying 7

and p simultaneously.

Lemma 3. Suppose that the conditions in Lemma 2.(ii) hold. Then for any ™ and ji in

small neighborhoods of m and p, respectively, we have

~ o~ ~ 2 ~ 2
IET W,m, s O < Cullm =7lly p+ Calli = pllg e
+Cs |7 = 7lly o [l = pilly

+Ci |7 = wll o [V = 6V

for constants C; (j =1,2,3,4), where

7=l = (Bl (P)= iy (P + (B llix (P) = pix (P,

50 =k, = (B[ @ - @)+ (2 @ - )

D

3.2 Locally Robust Estimation

We follow the DML method that combines orthogonal moment functions with cross-fitting,
to construct debiased sample moments and thus a locally robust estimator for the target
parameter 3. Cross-fitting means that the moment function 1 for each observation is eval-

uated at estimates of (m, i, &) that only use other observations. Specifically, partition the
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sample of observations {W; = (Y;, D;, Xj)};_, into L subsamples {W;},., (¢ =1,2,---, L),
such that Ule I, ={1,2,--- ,n} and I, N I = &. Denote (7, fi,, &) to be estimates of
(7, i, @) that are constructed using all observations not in I, and denote Py = 7, (X5).

Then the debiased sample moment function is

L
- %ZZw (Wi, Te, fugs e, ) %Z > [r (Wi, 7, fig, B) + G (X5) (Di _ ph.)} 7

(=1 icl, 0=1 i€,

~

~LR
and the locally robust estimator 8  is defined as a solution to the moment condition
0, (6) = 0, which has an explicit form:

BLR — [% XL: Z D;P,; (Xi — flxy (Pfi)> (Xi — fixy (p&‘))/

lgzj [P& ( — [ixe (Ez)) <Yz‘ — fbyy (pa)) + dy (X5) (D Pgl):| .

The first-step estimation Py =, (X;) for P, = 7 (X;) = E[D;|X;] can be generated by

any of the ML methods, such as random forests, neural nets, lasso or post-lasso, boosted

—1

=N

regression trees, and various hybrids and ensembles of these methods. The cross-fitting
device eliminates the need for Donsker conditions for 7,, which is important because most
ML methods are not known to satisfy such conditions. The only requirement for 7, is a
convergence rate condition given by Assumption 4 in the following subsection. We will
adopt an off-the-shelf random forest algorithm in the first step in subsequent simulation
and application.

The second-step estimation fi, = (fiyy, fix,) for py (p) = E[Y |P =p| and py (p) =
E X |P = p] can also be constructed by ML methods on account of the nonparametric
nature of u = (uy, py). However, since the regressions in this step are all univariate, we

will adopt the kernel regression estimation for computational simplicity:
. 1 Py —p 1 Py —p
fize (p) = E E —k | —— Z; E E —k | —— ) (13)
— hy hz —~ hy hz
VAL ey 0L Ly

where Z represents Y or any element of X, k(:) and hy are the kernel function and
regression-specific bandwidth, and pgg/j = Ty (Z;) with 7y being an ML estimate of 7

using all observations not in I, and not in I,.
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Lastly, the additional nuisance parameter o can be estimated by plugging proper esti-

mates of the unknown components into (11):
by (X;) = =Py (Xi — fixe (péi>> {u% (Péz> — Pujly) (Péz> 54} , (14)

where ﬂgg (p) = dix, (p)/ dp, ,&g}g (p) = djiy, (p)/dp, and j, is an initial estimate of 3
that is formed using all observations not in I,. We adopt the cross-fitted partialling-out
estimator as BZ:

-1

Bz - Z Z PM ( — [y <pM’j)> <Xj — [hxopr (peé/j)>/

0FC I

5 5 (00) (5 (02)

00 GET,

Under the specification (14) of éy, the locally robust estimator can also be written as

~1
BLR = [% iZDiP& (Xi — fixy (Ez)) (Xi — [ixe (}3&-»/ %izp& <X,- — [ixe (P&))

(=1 i€, t=1<€l,
A ~ A ~ A~ \/ ~
[n—ﬂw(ag—(Df~&Q(%)Q%)—&m%(&g6&].

3.3 Asymptotic Property

To investigate the asymptotic property of the proposed estimator, we make the following

assumptions.

Assumption 4. The matrix M = E [P? (X — py (P)) (X — px (P))'] is positive definite,
and E [[[¢ (W, 7, 1,0, B)]*] < o0

Assumption 5. Foreach ¢/ =1, --- L,

i = w0,
W g = gl 0,
nl/4 Agl)_,u(l) . Py 0,
nae—allp 0,

where [|-[|, - denotes the L, (F')-norm with g > 2 given in Lemma 2.(ii).
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Assumption 4 is standard and it ensures nonsingularity of the asymptotic covariance
matrix of the estimator. Assumption 5 requires an n~"*-rate of convergence for the first-
step machine learner as is familiar from the DML literature. The difference resulting from
the multi-step nature of our estimator lies in two aspects. First, we need a rate of L, (F)-
convergence that implies the usual mean-square convergence. Second, the construction of /i,
needs the first-step estimation of 7 as an input, such as in (13), which implicitly imposes
additional restrictions on the first-step estimation. Sperlich (2009) and Mammen et al.
(2012) derive the convergence rate of the kernel estimation with a generated regressor,
under a bias-variance structure or a complexity restriction on the generated regressor,
respectively. However, such structure or complexity restriction is tailored to the traditional
kernel or sieve estimators and not known to hold for most ML estimators. In comparison,
we employ the cross-fitting devise in the construction of fi, as in (13) and provide an
alternative set of sufficient conditions for Assumption 5 that only require a faster rate of

the first-step estimation but without requiring any structure or complexity restrictions.

Assumption 6. (i) fi, and &y are defined in (13) and (14), respectively, and ,&gl) (p) =
dfi, (p)/ dp. (i) For each £ = 1,--- L and £' # £, we have n'/* |7, — 7|, 5 %5 0 and
/4 || — 7THq7F/ hy % 24 0, where hy is the bandwidth specific to Z that repre-
sents Y or any element of X. (iii) The probability density function of P, fp(p), is
bounded above and below from zero over p € (0, 1), and is differentiable with the derivative
function satisfying the Lipschitz-continuity condition 1(31) (p1) — 1(31) (pg)‘ < Clp1 — p2f
for some C' > 0. (iv) For Z being Y or any element of X, p, (p) is twice differen-
tiable with the derivative functions being Lipschitz-continuous, and F [\Z |q/ (a=1) ’ P = p]
is Lipschitz-continuous and bounded over p € (0,1). (v) The kernel function & (-) is sym-
metric, is twice differentiable with bounded derivatives, has compact support, and satisfies
[ & (1) = o]k (v2)| < C'|vy — vy for some C' > 0 for all 0 < [ < 3. (vi) For Z being

Y or any element of X, the sequence of bandwidths hy; = hy (n) satisfies n*/*h, — 0,

n1/4hlz_2/q — 00, and n'/?hz/Inn — oo as n goes to infinity.
Lemma 4. Assumption 6 implies Assumption 5.

Along with regularity conditions that are standard in the kernel estimation, Assumption

/4 rate for the preliminary machine learner 7. Specifically,

6 requires a faster than n~
Assumption 6.(ii) and (vi) imply ||7e — 7|, » = 0, (n7**). Under these assumptions, we
can establish y/n-consistency and asymptotic normality of the proposed estimator for the

sample selection model without exclusion restrictions.
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Theorem 2. Suppose that the conditions in Lemma 2.(ii) and Assumptions 1, J, and 5
~LR
hold. Then the locally robust estimator 5 for [ is \/n-consistent and asymptotically

normal:

N (BLR . 5) s N (0, MIEMY,
where M is defined in Assumption / and ¥ = E [@b (W, m, o, B) 0 (W, p, a, ﬁ)'} .

To conduct statistical inference, we need to construct a consistent estimator for M =XM1,

A choice at hand is to estimate M and X separately by

V= LSS D (i (£)) (= i ()

(=1 i€ly

L
1 . . ~LR __ ALR\/
5 Zzw <Wi7ﬂ-fnu’bo‘€75 ) w <WZ’,7TZ,/J/£,O(£,5 ) .

(=1 iel,

M
S
I

The consistency of Mn_ ! for M~! has been shown in the proof of Theorem 2. By the same
logic, it is ready to show the consistency of ¥, for ¥. It follows that M '3, M-t 2
M=tSM1L

4 Simulation

We examine the finite sample property of the locally robust estimator BLR by a Monte
Carlo simulation. The simulation data are generated from the semiparametric sample se-
lection model (2) without any exclusion restriction, which means that all covariates enter
the outcome equation (1b) with nonzero coefficients. The vector of covariates consists of ten
dimensions, that is, X = (X1,---, X19)’, where every two adjacent covariates are statisti-
cally correlated with each other with a common correlation coefficient 0.5. To simulate the
situation usually encountered in practice, we let the first two covariates to be continuously
distributed and let the remaining ones to be discretely distributed. Specifically, X follows
a standard normal distribution, X5 follows a uniform distribution over the unit interval
[0,1], and X}’s (k= 3,---,10) are {0, 1}-valued binary variables with Pr (X, = 1) = 0.5.
The error term ¢ is generated from a standardized distribution with zero mean and unit
variance, and U is generated by U = pe + ﬂe, where e is a standard normal random
variable independent of €. Hence, E[U] = E[¢] = 0 and Corr (U,e) = p. The linear
coefficients are all set to one, that is, 5 = 1j9x;. The nonlinear function A (-) in the se-

lection equation (1a) is set to be h(x) = ¢+ x1 + 23 — 19 — 23 + w374 — T576, Where the
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constant ¢ is introduced to control for the censoring rate Pr(D =0) = Pr(h(X) <¢). In
the benchmark setting, ¢ is set to produce approximately 50% censoring, ¢ follows a stan-
dard normal distribution such that (¢, U) follows a bivariate normal distribution with the
correlation coefficient being p, and p is set 0.5. Different designs are constructed by varying
the censoring rate Pr (D = 0), the correlation coefficient p, the distribution of €, as well as
the functional form of A (). The sample size is set n = 250,500, 1000, and the simulation
replicates 100 times for each design.

In every replication b =1, --- ,100, we compute the proposed estimator BLR’b by using
a random forest as the first-step estimate of the propensity score of selection, using the
kernel regression (13) as the second-step estimate of u = (py, tty), and plugging in the
corresponding estimates of unknown components of the first-step influence function as in
(14). The random forest is an ensemble learning technique that estimates the propensity
score by averaging predictions from multiple decision trees (Biau and Scornet, 2016). While
various machine learners are available, the random forest stands out for the ability to cap-
ture complex relationships in data. This makes it well suited for estimating the regression
relationship between the sample selection indicator and covariates, which is assumed to be
nonlinear (Assumption 2). The random forest has gained popularity in recent years and is
frequently applied in the DML literature, such as in Chernozhukov et al. (2018). We em-
ploy a cross-validation strategy to tune the hyperparameters of the random forest, such as
the number of trees in the forest and the minimum number of observations required at each
leaf node. The number of folds in the cross-fitting and cross-validation is set five. In the
second-step kernel estimation, we choose the Gaussian kernel and rule-of-thumb bandwidths
for simplicity. Along with BLR’b, we compute the Robinson-type partialling-out estimator

~Rb . . . . . . . .
B as comparison, which is the naive (i.e., non-orthogonalized, non-cross-fitting) version

of BLR’b. As in BLR’b, we compute BR’b by using the random forest as the first-step estimate
and using the kernel regression as the second-step estimate, but without cross-fitting. As
mentioned before, BR’b would likely fail to be y/n-consistent due to the first-order influence
of the first-step learning bias.

For every component k = 1, - - - , 10 of each estimator 3, we summarize simulation results

by the absolute bias Bias <Bk) = 2201 ‘BZ — 1‘/ 100, the standard deviation SD (Bk> =
100 [ b 100 b 2 12 - .
b1 [ﬁ k= ( 1 B / 100)} 100 , and the coverage probability of an asymptotic

95% confidence interval defined as Coverage (3k> = ;iol 1 {’BZ — 1‘ <196 x SE <3k> }/ 100,
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1/2
where SFE <Bk> = {(M,jlin]\%jl)k’k/ n} / . Considering that the primary aim of the
locally robust estimation procedure is to provide a valid method of conducting inference,
we focus mainly on the estimators’ performance in terms of the coverage probability. In
Table 1, we report the average absolute bias Ziozl Bias (Bk> / 10, the average standard

deviation Ziozl SD (Bk>/ 10, the average coverage probability 2,1;):1 Coverage (Bk)/ 10,
the maximum coverage probability max; Coverage (B k), and the minimum coverage prob-

ability miny Coverage (B k) of BLR and BR in Columns (1) and (2), respectively.

Table 1: Simulation results for the benchmark setting

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Locally Robinson Robinson with ~ Robinson with
Robust Orthogonalization  Cross-fitting
Panel A: n = 250
Average Bias 0.240 0.172 0.118 0.535
Average SD 0.257 0.170 0.140 0.435
Average Coverage 0.953 0.874 0.918 0.638
Max Coverage 0.990 0.960 0.990 0.870
Min Coverage 0.860 0.670 0.810 0.070
Panel B: n = 500
Average Bias 0.154 0.133 0.084 0.364
Average SD 0.151 0.117 0.098 0.265
Average Coverage 0.950 0.824 0.922 0.581
Max Coverage 1.000 0.970 0.960 0.900
Min Coverage 0.820 0.580 0.830 0.010
Panel C: n = 1000
Average Bias 0.099 0.106 0.060 0.248
Average SD 0.095 0.086 0.071 0.161
Average Coverage 0.948 0.760 0.907 0.525
Max Coverage 1.000 0.930 0.960 0.930
Min Coverage 0.880 0.260 0.810 0.020

As the sample size n increases, the bias and standard deviation of the locally robust
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estimator decrease at a roughly root-n rate as expected. Moreover, the locally robust
estimator performs rather well in terms of the coverage probability regardless of n. In
comparison, the Robinson-type estimator’s bias decreases at a rate that is evidently slower

than n—1/2

as n increases, which is in accordance with the theoretical conjecture that the
Robinson-type estimator with ML first-step cannot achieve y/n-consistency. As a result, its
coverage probability deviates from the nominal level even farther for larger n. This means
that the naive Robinson-type estimator for the sample selection model will generally lead
to misleading conclusions in inference and hypothesis testing. The locally robust approach
corrects for the size distortion of hypothesis testing constructed by the Robinson-type
estimator.

Nevertheless, the bias of the locally robust estimator seems a bit larger than it is sup-
posed to be. In particular, when the sample size is small, the locally robust estimator is
more biased than the naive Robinson-type estimator. To probe into the reason of this phe-
nomenon, we separately consider orthogonalization and cross-fitting, the two ingredients
of DML. Namely, we compute the Robinson estimator with orthogonalization (or, equiva-
lently, the locally robust estimator without cross-fitting) and the Robinson estimator with
cross-fitting (or the locally robust estimator without orthogonalization). The results of
these two auxiliary estimators are reported in Columns (3) and (4) of Table 1.

By comparing Column (3) with Column (2), we can see that adding the first-step
influence function effectively reduces the estimation bias of the target parameter, which
is in agreement with the reduction of the influence of the first-step learning bias from
first order to second order in theory. Additionally, the orthogonalization increases the
convergence rate of the bias to an order of nearly n~/2 by Column (3). However, from
Column (3) to Column (1), we find that using cross-fitting remarkably enlarges the bias,
which accounts for the large bias of the locally robust estimator. The negative impact of
cross-fitting on estimation can also be found by comparing Columns (2) and (4). These
results partly contradict with the theory where cross-fitting is the key to relaxing the
Donsker condition and thus admitting the ML first-step. We conjecture that inaccurate
out-of-sample prediction relative to in-sample prediction results in the discrepancy between
theory and finite-sample performance in using cross-fitting.

To demonstrate this conjecture, we run a simulation for repeated samples such that
every observation can find a copy of itself and thus the ML first-step actually carry out
in-sample prediction even with cross-fitting. Specifically, we first generate a random sample

of size n/2 following the benchmark setting, and then make a copy of it to produce a sample
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of size n. The results reported in Table 2 show that the negative impact of cross-fitting

disappears under repeated samples, which supports the conjecture.

Table 2: Simulation results for repeated samples

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Locally Robinson Robinson with ~ Robinson with
Robust Orthogonalization  Cross-fitting
Panel A: n = 250
Average Bias 0.180 0.208 0.179 0.251
Average SD 0.221 0.242 0.220 0.275
Average Coverage 0.940 0.930 0.938 0.917
Max Coverage 0.970 0.970 0.980 0.970
Min Coverage 0.910 0.890 0.900 0.820
Panel B: n = 500
Average Bias 0.123 0.144 0.126 0.169
Average SD 0.146 0.160 0.146 0.177
Average Coverage 0.946 0.903 0.927 0.880
Max Coverage 0.980 0.960 0.970 0.950
Min Coverage 0.890 0.680 0.770 0.640
Panel C: n = 1000
Average Bias 0.084 0.104 0.088 0.126
Average SD 0.097 0.105 0.097 0.115
Average Coverage 0.938 0.873 0.899 0.840
Max Coverage 0.980 0.960 0.990 0.940
Min Coverage 0.870 0.570 0.650 0.720

To investigate the robustness of finite-sample performance of the locally robust estima-
tor, we design several different settings and report the simulation results in Section A.5 of
the Appendix. In Table A.1, we consider higher correlation of the errors, p = 0.75, and/or
higher rate of censoring, Pr (D = 0) = 0.75, to increase the model complexity pertaining
to sample selection. Panel A shows that the estimators are fairly robust to different error
correlation, while Panels B and C show that higher rate of censoring has more serious

impact on the locally robust estimator than on the simpler Robinson estimator in terms
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of the bias and standard deviation. Although large bias, the locally robust estimator still
performs well in the coverage probability. Tables A.2 and A.3 further verify the robust-
ness of the locally robust estimator, in terms of the coverage probability, to different error

distributions and different functional forms of A (-) in the selection equation.

5 Empirical Application

In this section, we apply the proposed estimator to Honoré and Hu (2020)’s data on wages
that are extracted from Current Population Survey. In the survey, a considerable per-
centage of respondents do not participate in work, whose market wages are latent and
unobserved. Specifically, the percentage working is only 67.7% for man and 61.6% for
women in Honoré and Hu (2020)’s data, implying a potentially substantial problem of
sample selection. Summary statistics and more details about the data and variables can
be found in Honoré and Hu (2020). We define the selection variable as whether or not to
participate in work and estimate the sample selection model on wages by using the same
covariates as in Honoré and Hu (2020). No exclusion restriction is imposed; namely, all the
covariates enter both the participation equation and the wage equation. We estimate the
model by the locally robust and Robinson estimators, following the implementation details
in Section 4, and report the estimated coefficients of the wage equation in the first two data
columns of Table 3. The estimated bounds of Honoré and Hu (2020) and Lee (2009) in
the last two data columns in each panel of Table 3 are copied from Honoré and Hu (2020).
The parameter of interest is the coefficient on being third-generation Mexican- American as
opposed on non-Hispanic white.

From Table 3, Lee’s bound is long enough to cover both Honoré and Hu’s bound and the
implied confidence intervals based on the two point-estimates as expected, because Lee’s
assumption on the model is most relaxed and uses the least amount of model information.
The locally robust and Robinson estimators are close to each other, especially for men, and
they reveal a significantly larger, in magnitude, effect of ethnicity on wages compared with
Honoré and Hu’s bound. Note that both for women and men, the locally robust estimator
is near the midpoint of Lee’s bound, and Honoré and Hu’s bound is located at the very
upper part of Lee’s bound. This provides some support for the linear structure of the wage
equation assumed by both the locally robust estimator and Honoré and Hu’s bound, while
casting some doubt on the linear structure of the participation equation assumed by only

Honoré and Hu’s bound.
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Table 3: Estimated wage regression

Women Men
Locally Robinson Honoré and Hu  Lee (2009)’s Locally Robinson Honoré and Hu  Lee (2009)’s
Robust (2020)’s Bound Bound Robust (2020)’s Bound Bound
Mexican-American -0.141 -0.114 [-0.086, -0.080]  [-0.210, -0.041] -0.138 -0.127 [-0.109, -0.097]  [-0.249, -0.074]
(0.010)  (0.012) (0.009)  (0.012)
Age 0.050 0.132 [0.096, 0.106] 0.047 0.082 [0.077, 0.091]
(0.012)  (0.015) (0.011)  (0.013)
Age squared 0.000 0.000 [-0.000, -0.000] 0.000 0.000 [-0.001, -0.000]
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000)
Experience -0.057 -0.112 [-0.067, -0.062] -0.026 -0.046 [-0.032, -0.023]
(0.009)  (0.012) (0.009)  (0.011)
Experience squared 0.000 0.000 [-0.000, -0.000] -0.000 0.000 [-0.000, -0.000]
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000)
Veteran 0.115 0.022 [0.029, 0.030] 0.012 0.017 [-0.001, 0.005]
(0.018)  (0.023) (0.010)  (0.013)
Married 0.199 0.126 [0.042, 0.052] -0.008 0.050 [0.133, 0.154]
(0.009)  (0.010) (0.008)  (0.010)
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Education dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. observations 127738 127738 127738 127738 118250 118250 118250 118250

Note.

(1) The locally robust and Robinson estimators are computed as in the previous section of simulation.

Their standard

errors constructed from the estimated asymptotic variance-covariance matrix are given in parentheses. (2) Honoré and Hu (2020)’s

bound assumes the selection equation to have a linear form, namely, assumes & (-) to be a linear function, which is not imposed in the

locally robust estimator, the Robinson estimator, and Lee (2009)’s bound. (3) Lee (2009)’s method only identifies the bound for the

treatment effect (the coefficient of the treatment variable). (4) Estimates of both bounds come directly from Honoré and Hu (2020).



6 Conclusion

In this paper, we consider identification and estimation of a semiparametric sample selection
model without the exclusion restriction. We establish identification of the model based on
functional form. Specifically, we assume nonlinearity on the selection equation and linearity
on the outcome equation, and utilize the nonlinear part of the selection equation to provide
excluded variation to control for selection and identify coefficients of the outcome equation.
We prove the identification by representing the coefficients as known functions of conditional
means of observed variables.

According to the identification result, we propose to estimate the model by a partially
linear regression with a nonparametrically generated regressor. To accommodate modern
machine learning methods in generating the regressor, we construct an orthogonalized
moment by adding the first-step influence function and develop a locally robust estimator
by solving the cross-fitted orthogonalized moment condition. Our derivation of the first-
step influence function differs from the current literature on double machine learning in
the three-step nature of the sample selection corrected estimation. Due to the addition
of an intermediate step, the first-step estimation bias has an indirect influence along with
the direct influence on the estimation of target coefficients. We follow Hahn and Ridder
(2013)’s method to address this problem and show the first-order orthogonalization of the
constructed moment function with respect to the first-step estimation bias. Accordingly, we
then establish root-n-consistency and asymptotic normality of the proposed locally robust
estimator under mild regularity conditions.

By a simulation, we show that the locally robust estimator performs desirably in terms
of the coverage probability of an asymptotic 95% confidence interval, implying an effective
correction for the size distortion of hypothesis testing based on the naive Robinson-type
estimator. Moreover, the coverage probability of the locally robust estimator is quite robust
to various simulation designs. Finally, we provide an application to Honoré and Hu (2020)’
wage data to illustrate the usefulness of the proposed method in sample selection models

without exclusion restrictions.
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Appendix

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Denote m (z) = E[Y |X, D = 1] and mg (2¢) =m (29,0) = E [V |X¢ =2°, XP =0,D = 1].
Note that 7 (2) and m (z), and thus m (2¢) and mq (2¢), are identified functions because
they are conditional expectations of observed variables. We first consider identifying 3¢,
the coefficients of continuous covariates, from (xc) and my (xc) By equation (5), we

have
mo (29) = 298 + g (7o (7)) . (A1)
When dim (X C) = 1, Assumption 2.(ii) implies that
o (+) = 9%8° = g (o (4°)) = g (m0 (2)) = o (2°) — 3°6°.
Hence, ¢ is identified by

o _ mo (¢9) —mo ()
g = 7C — 7C

When dim (XC) > 2 for k,j € {1, 2,---,dim (XC)} satisfying Assumption 2.(i), taking

the partial derivatives of mq (xc) with respect to x{ and SL’JC yields that

Okmo (z9) = 87 + g (mo (z)) o (),

Ojmo (29) = BF + 9" (mo (2)) 950 (+7) ,
where ¢! denotes the derivative function of g. It follows from 7 (xc) # 0 and
d;mo (2) # 0 in Assumption 2.(i) that

8km0 (SL’C) — 55 . ajmo (:L,C) B ﬁJC

= gW o %)) = )
Do (20) g (mo (z9)) 910 (20)

so that

Omo (xc) 0;mo (xc) — 0;my (:pc) OkTo (:pc) = 0;m (:pc) 5,? — OpTo (xc) ¢ (A.2)

70

which is linear in ﬁkc and ﬂf. The same equation is obtained if we evaluate the expression

at another point 7 that satisfies Assumption 2.(i), which gives

( dxmo () 070 () = Dymo () Ao (2€) ) _r ( Bk ) , (A.3)

Oemo (29) 0;mo (29) — 0ymo () Do (2°) 5
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where

T ( 0;mo (xc) —O, o (:pc) ) ‘
0;mo (a?c) —O, (:EC)
The inequality of Assumption 2.(i) ensures that the determinant of Y is nonzero, which
implies that Y is nonsingular. Therefore, equation (A.3) can be solved for 55 and B]-C
by inverting Y, thereby identifying 5¢ and Bjc. Given identification of £, we can then
identify all other coefficient 8 in 8 by solving (A.2) with the subscript j replaced by I,

which gives

amyg (:pc) OkTo (:pc) — Jpmy (xc) oy (:pc) + Oymo (xc) 55
0o (€) '

By =
Given the identification of 5, the function g is identified on the support of (X C) by
g(p) = E [mo (X) = X9B% o (X) =p].

Next, we consider identifying 57, the coefficients of discrete covariates. For each k €
{1,2,---,dim (XP)}, we have

m (29, 27%) = 298 + 2 BY + g (7 (2, 27F))

for any 2 in the support of X¢. By Assumption 3, there exists #¢ (k) in the support

of X% such that 7 (xc (k) ,ka) is in the support of mg (XC). It follows from the above

identification result that g (7r (xc (k) ,aP k)) is identified. Consequently, ﬁkD is identified by
m (29 (k) ,aP*) — 2 (k) B = g (z (29 (k) ,2"%))

D _
ﬁk ka

This argument holds for each k € {1, 2, ,dim (X b )}, thereby identifying 5. Hence,
b = (BC,BD ) is identified. Additionally, given the identification of 3, it follows from
equation (5) that the selectivity correction function g is identified on the support of 7 (X)
by

g(p) =E[m(X)—-X'8|m(X)=0p].

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Denote

V= LSS D (= (1)) (e (22))

(=1 i€l
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Then we have

L _
Vi (B = 8) = N SO [ (W s ) + e () (D= B)

(=1 4€l,
L _

= W S ST [ Wi 8) 0 (X0) — 0 (X0) (D~ )]
(=1 i€ly
L _

= M‘linz ’(/)(W/iaﬁaﬂaaaﬁ)“‘éléi‘l’é%i} ; (A.4)
(=1 iel,

where
Rl@i = ¢ (W27 7%57 laZv «, 5) - TP (le T, 1, O B) )
Boi = (a0 (Xi) = a (X)) (Di = Pa)

Let Wy = {W; :i ¢ I,} denote the observations not in Iy, so that 7y, fi,, and &, depend
only on Wy. Therefore, by equation (12) and Lemma 3,

1 ~ Ny
E|— RZWC = — || M/Z’aA)Aaa Wy
72 ] S NE [ (Wi e ) W
Cr e = mlig o+ Callive — plly
< vn| FClae—7ll,plie—pll,r
. (1
+Calle = wll, o (|4 — u(”H%F
It then follows from Assumption 5 that for each ¢ =1,--- L,
1 b
EF|— Ry Wil — 0. (A5)

Also, by observations in I, mutually independent conditional on Wy,

Wg] .

c| T Ao
WZ) = ~Var (Rm

Var (% ; Rlzi Wf) <E [I%lfi Alléi

It follows from Assumption 5 and the continuity of ¢ (W;, m, u, a, 8) in 7 and p that
v ( LSk we)
ar |\ —— 145 ¢

\/ﬁ i€ly
By the conditional Markov inequality,

% Z (Rm - F [Rm

i€ly

< B [|[¢ (Wi, 7, figy v, B) — b (Wi, m, a0, B) P We] -2 0.

Wg]) 0.
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It then follows from (A.5) that

1 ~
%ZRWLO

i€ly

for each ¢ =1,---, L, and that
1 G s
R (A6)
vn (=1 icl,

For the second term fzw, since by the law of iterated expectations

El(a (Xi) = a(X0)) (D = PHIW;] = E (0 (Xi) — a(X3)) E[D; — B Xi][ W] = 0,

we have
]_ A~ ’)’Lé ~
Bl =Y Wil = Z5||B (@ (X)) - a (X)) (Pa— P)| W]
< Vnlée—alpliFe—7llp
< Vnllae—all,pllFe =7, g
-5 0,
foreach ¢ =1,---, L, where ||| . denotes the Ly (F)-norm and the second inequality follows
from ¢ > 2 and Hoélder’s inequality. Similarly, for the variance, we have
Var | —= 3" Rou| Wi )| < 2| [Ronlth| ]| < 2 ]| o] | 95
ar\ —= i > — 4104 > i
Jn - 200 PV n 20iLl90; | VVy 20 f

= FE {Hdz (X)) — a(Xy)? (Di - P&>2‘ WZC}

< K [H@z (Xi) — (XZ)||2‘ Wec]
< |Gy — aHiF 0.

In combination, we have )
— Y Ry 50

foreach ¢ =1,---, L, and

~LR ~ 1|1 a
Va (37 - 8) = ar; Jr 2 b Wemn e §) +0, (1) (A8)
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Next we prove M, -5 M, where M is defined in Assumption 4. To this end, we first

show that
2

[Lxy (p&> — KX (Pz) 5 0. (A,9)
0=1 i€l
Since
fixe (P) = x (P) = fuxe (Pas) = foxe (P) + foxe (P) = pix (P)
= 30 (B) (P = P) e (P) = i (P
we have

" e (B) — i (P,->||2] |

Hﬂxz (Pez) — px (Fy) i <2 MM;)Hz }p& _p

It follows that

3

i€y

E

[ixe (P&) px (P )

]<2ﬂpxﬂnm—wmfwmm uﬂb} 50

and that

Var(%' [ (pg,) ,uX() )S EMMXE<P&) ,UX()

for each ¢ =1,---, L. Therefore, by the conditional Markov inequality,

| 20

2
L0

(p&) — px ()

for each £ =1,--- | L, and thus (A.9) holds.

Denote

1 n
=1
We have

1] 5 () 5o (1))
- ”;;e — P (X; P)) (Xi — px (By))

um( ) 2

[ixe PZZ) fx ( Z)
PP Nt

IN

Y 2l — ux (P

(=1 i€l,
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By ‘]5& <1 and (A.9), we have
. 2 & R
|t - ag)| < = e (Pa) = 1x (P 16 = i (P
(=1 i€l
1 L
=SS [P = P I1X = (PP + 0, (1),
=1 i€l,

For the first term of the right-hand side above, we have

Lyy

(=1 i€ly

fixe (Pa) = i (P)|| 1 = e (P

2J222Xi—ux (PP

(=1 iel,

< \liiz Hﬂxz (}%) — px (F)

L0,

Similarly, we can show the convergence in probability of the second term to zero. Conse-

quently, M, 25 M,. We also have
M, == E [D;P;(X; = px (P)) (Xi = px (P))] = M

by Khintchine’s law of large numbers, so M, -5 M follows. By Assumption 4, we have
M1 25 M1, which in combination of (A.8) yields

Vi (87 - 8) = M—1% > W (Wi, 0, 8) + 0, (1)
=1

The conclusion follows from the central limit theorem and E [||¢ (W, m, i, B)Hﬂ < 00 in

Assumption 4.

A.3 Proofs of the Lemmas

Proof of Lemma 1. It follows from the law of iterated expectations that
Ela(X)(D—-P)]=FE[a(X)(E[D|X]-P)]=0
for any &. Therefore,
E [¢ (W,w,g,a,ﬁ)] _E [r (W,w,/n,[éﬂ YERX)(D-P)=E [7‘ (W,w,,z,[})] ,
which is invariant with respect to & for any i and . O
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Proof of Lemma 2. (i) By definition of the function 1, we have

Elp(W,m+t5,u,a,p8)] = E

(P +16 (X)) [X — px (P +16(X))] ]
Y =y (P+10(X)) = D (X — py (P+10(X))) 5]
+E[a(X) (D — P —t5(X))].

Using the product rule of calculus results in that

0

= E[0(X)(X = px (P)[Y = pty (P) = D (X — i (P)) B]]

—E |Pu (P)3 (X) [Y =y (P) = D (X — pux (P)) 6]

—B [P (X = i (P)) 17 (P)6 (X))

+E |P(X = i (P)) Duy) (PY 53 (X)|
—Elo(X)6(X)].

It follows from the law of iterated expectations that the first and second terms on the

right-hand side will vanish, considering that by the equation (9)

E[Y = py (P) = D(X = px (P)) B| X] = E[Y — py (P)| X] = P (X — pyx (P))' 8 = 0.

Therefore,
SRt wa )| = ~B[POC e (P) [W ()~ Du (PY 5] 5 ()]
~E [ (X) 8 (X))
= —B|P(X =y (P)) | (P) = Py (PY 8] 6 (X)]
~E [ (X)§ (X))
= 0.

(ii) Standard calculations yield that

Elr (W, 7, 1, )]

(
= E[7(X) (ux (7 (X)) = px (P)) [y (7
—E[(7(X) = P) (X — py

(
—E [P(X_MX (P)) [,UY (7 (X)) = py (P) = P(pux (7 (X)) — py (P))/ﬁﬂ>



where the second equality follows from the law of iterated expectations and (9). Through

Taylor expansion, we have

B[ (W, 7,0, 8)] = E [r (W, 7,1, B)] + E [ (X) (D = 7 (X))

= E[7(X) (ux (F (X)) = pix (P)) [y (7 (X)) = pry (P) = P (s (7 (X)) = s (P)) 5]}
B [(7(X) = P) (X = pix (P)) [y (7 (X)) =y (P) = P (s (7 (X)) = pux (P))' B]]
py (7 (X)) = oy (P) =) (P) (7 (X) = P)
P [y (7 (X)) = x (P) = 1 (P) (7 (X) = P)] 8
= B |7 (X)) (v () [ (7 (X)) = P (=" (X)) 8 (7 (X) = PY’]
~E (X = pux (P) [ (7" (X)) = Py (2" (X)) 8] (7 (X) = P)’]

2B [P(X g (P) [ (= (X)) — P2 (= (X)) 6] (7 () — PY].

*

where 7* represents an intermediate value between 7 and 7w, which may have different

values at each appearance. Therefore,

] (- _(1 -

|| (7 + {52 181) £ (7 () = P
_a _a I o 1.

(2 a0 180+ 52 + 5 2 100 )

B IX — px (P)]| (7 (X) = P)’]

IE [ W, 7, p, 0, Bl <

where ,a_()?) and ﬁ@ denote the bounds of the d-th derivatives of py and py-, respectively.

By Holder’s inequality,

_ (a=2)/q
(B [1X = x P2 17 =l

E{IX = (P (7 (X) = P)"] <
T =PF] < 7=l

E[(7(X)

Since F [||X||q/(q_2)] = E[||X|]°] < oo, it follows from the C,-inequality (Shao, 2003, p.80)
that

EIX = ux (P)|| = BIIX — e (P)) < 27 (B |IXI° + e |*) < oo.
Consequently,
1B W, 7,0, D] < C 7 =l
where

=(1)

C:’MX

—(1 —(1 —_(1 ]-_ 2 1 —_(1 _(2
(0 -+ 2 )+ 2+ 52+ 5 (o] + RS2 0] 1 = e (P

O
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Proof of Lemma 3. Since the bound for || E [ (W, 7, u, o, §)]|| has been developed in

Lemma 2.(ii), it is sufficient to establish the bound for || E [y (W, 7, i, v, B)] — E [0 (W, 7, i, o, B)]||-

To this end, we write

— Hx (P))/ H
+ [ﬁ (X) [1x (7 (X)) = pux (P)] [y (7 (X)) = py (7 (X)) = P (i (7 (X)) = pux (7 (X)) B]]
—E[7(X) (X — iy (P)) [foy (7 (X)) — py (7 (X)) = P (i (7 (X)) = pux (7 (X))’ 6]
= (I) + (II) — (III) (A.10)
By Taylor expansion, we have
f(m (X)) = p(P) = [p(@ (X)) = p(P)]+[n(P) = p(P)]
= AW (7" (X)) (7 (X) = P) + [a(P) — p(P)] (A.11)
and
fi (7 (X)) = p (7 (X))
= [p(@ (X)) = a(P)] = [p(7 (X)) = p(P)] + [5(P) = p(P)]
= [pW (@ (x )) pl (7 (X)) (7 (X) = P) + [ (P) — u (P)] (A.12)
= [V (P) = u (P)] (7 (X) — P) +% [A® (7" (X)) = ) (7" (X))] (7 (X) = P)?
+[n(P) - ( )] (A.13)
where 7* represents an intermediate value between 7 and 7w, which may have different
values at each appearance.
Substituting (A.11) and (A.12) into the first term of (A.10), we obtain
M = E[7(X) i = (x) S| P (X)) = PRY (7 (X)) 8] (7 (X) - PY’|
—|—E-’ﬁ'( )[ (7 T* }(fr P) — py (P)]
B |7 (X >[ (7 (X (x))] 7 (x P)—uX<P>]’ﬁ}
4B [ (x° (0)) - PA (=" (X)) }(w() P) [fix (P) = px (P)]
+E(p (P) fix (P)) (fry (P) = py (P)] = E [(fux (P) = pux (P)) P (jux (P) = pux (P))" 5] .
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It follows from Holder’s inequality that
—(1)
lon < ( \ ) &+ |75 nen) iz = =i
+ (|7 H+Hu H) |17 =l iy = iyl

4[R2 + |2 ) 18+ (3 + |72 181)] 15 =l i = sl
i — sl iy — oyl 180 [ — sl (A14)

s

where ||-|| > denotes the L, (F')-norm.
Substituting py (7 (X)) —py (P) = ,u_(%) (7* (X)) (7 (X) — P) and (A.12) into the second
term of (A.10), we obtain

+liiy (P) = sy (P)] = P liix (P) = jix (P)]' 8
It follows from Holder’s inequality that
han < || 7+ a8+ (7] + |A9]) 18] 17 - =i
|9 17 = 7l e Wy = sl
|59 18107 = e ik = ol (A.15)
Substituting (A.13) into the third term of (A.10), we obtain
() = E[#(X)(X - ux (P) [ (P) - i (P)] (7 (x) - P)]
5 [7 (00 = (PP [ () = (1) 8 () - )
~(2) (_x (2) [ _x
+%E [ﬁ (X)X —ux (P | _ f;g?(?w*(()i();)__uggg>(?ﬁ*(()§();)}/ﬁ ] (7 (X) — P)2]
+E [(7(X) = P) (X = x (P) [fty (P) = iy (P) = P (fix (P) = pux (P)) 6]

+E [P(X = px (P)) [ty (P) = py (P) = P (fix (P) — px (P))' §]]
By the law of iterated expectations, we can show that the last term on the right-hand side
above equals to zero. Therefore, if we denote ¢ = || X — uy (P)|[, < 00, it will follow from
Holder’s inequality that

IO < el = il o |4 —

. ~(1)
A elBI I =l A~ i
Cl=@ , - =(2) _(2
o ([ + o

~ 2
5 VBN 17 = 72 5
tellf =l e Iy = iyllye + e IBINIE =l p lix = fxlly s (A16)

(1)
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By the decomposition (A.10), we have

IET W, e DI < N E T (W7, i, B)] = B[ (W7, a0, B+ ([ E [ (W, 7, s o, B

< NI+ A+ [0+ [[1£ [ (W, 7, p, e, B

Since by Holder’s inequality

17 =7llp <7 =7l r o iy =il < liy = pyllr
the desired result follows from combining (A.14), (A.15), (A.16), and Lemma 2.(ii). O

1/4

Proof of Lemma 4. We first prove n'/* ||fi, — |, ¢ L5 0foreach £ =1,---, L, which is

implied by sup, |fiz, (p) — 1 (p)| = 0, (n1/*) for Z being Y or any element of X. Denote

Pz (P) = ]Zékcjjhz ) / th < )

jelg
It follows from Li and Racine (2007, Theorem 2.6) and Assumption 6 that

p

Inn _
SUp |z, (p) — 1z (p)] = O, ( @ + h2z> =0p (n 1/4) : (A.17)
To prove sup, |fize (p) = tize, (p)| = 0p (n1/*), we denote
: PM —
Azelp) = — ézz—k‘ Zj

040 GET,
p

1 P
Azm = —k J
VA (p) n_néjez;chZ <
L

for Z being 1, Y, or any element of X. Then jiz, (p) = Az (p) / Awe (p), Hzen (0) =
Azen (p)/ Aren (p), and

(Azg - Azen) (Alz - Alén) Hzen

fize = Hzem = (A.18)
z z A,

So we need to show that sup, Az (p) — Az (p)’ = 0, (n™'/*) for Z being 1, Y, or any
element of X.

By Taylor expansion,

Aze(p)—Azen( = n—ngz
=

J
P — . 2
k:(2 ( w; ) 2; (P = P;) (A19)
n — ng Z
l S h
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where Py, is an intermediate value between ij and P;. Let Wi, ={W, i ¢ I;,;i ¢ Ip}
denote the observations not in I, and not in I,. For the first term, by Hélder’s inequality

and standard arguments in the kernel estimation,

L .Z " L ( Bt )zj (Pes — )| Wi

JELy

T P—p ~
= s (B KO (222 75 (P - B) | W
(n — n) [ ( hz ) PN
r _ 1-1/q
1 P—p q/(q—1) A
S h_zz E th )ZJ ||7T€é'_7r||q,F

(5)

1/5
) 7o — 7|, p

1/5
a5 (ps) fr (1)) dpy) 17 = 7l

()
()

1/5
1 § .
= o (e [ OO s o o) o o)) Ll
Z 0

k(1)<
' -
_ (g (
h%
kM (

- W[ag(p)fp(p) | 1wl dv+0(hz>} o — 7l ¢

(iv),

where § =¢q /(¢ — 1) andag(p):E[

} It follows from Assumption 6.(iii),
and (v) that fp (p) and o5 (p) are bounded over p € (0,1), and fo &) (v)‘s dv < (k—> <

00. Therefore,

1 1 o (P—p R . |7eer — 7l _
Sl;p E n— g Z h—gzk( ) ( th ) Zj (Pez'j - Pj) Wi || =0 <?/qq =0, (n 1/4) ’
JE€Ly Z

where the second equality follows from Assumption 6.(ii). On the other hand,
- Z _k‘(l ( . _p) Z; (pwj - Pj) Wi
1 P —p R 2
—k(l)( J ) 7? (P ,-_P->
hy hz AN

(k(1)>2 257y 1/ 2
m@ 1Z517]) " e — 7l

oo — 7T||2F hzz/q 1
J— ) S _ - /2
= 0 <—nhé =0, 7n3/2h22 =0, (n )

42

IN

Wgel]

IN



uniformly over p € (0,1), where the last equality follows from h; — 0 and nh% — oo. In

combination, we have

1 1 P - -
sup 2 ekt ( 2 p) Zi (ij - Pj) =0, (n7'1) (A.20)

n—mn
p ZjGIZ/ Z

foreach £ =1,---, L and ' #£ /.

For the second term of Ay, (p) — Az (p), it follows from Assumption 6.(v) and (vi)
that

1 1 P —p A 2 . W ~ 2 .
sup | & n—ny Z h_sk(2) ( M;LZ ) Zj (Péf’j - P]) Wi < h—3E [|Zj| (Peé'j - Pj) WM’:|
P jely 2 z
k@

IA

s\1/s || ~ 2
W (B1Z1)"° e — 7|2 5

7 — 7|2
— O 3 q,
hy
B 1
= 0p n1/2hlz_2/q

= 0 (n_1/4) .

On the other hand,

1 1 Pro—p\? 4
< E|—k® 1 72 (P, —P-) c,
- n—mny h% ( hZ J e J Wa
k@ ) (2-5)/s
¢ G (e ) e
CEE 1Z;] [7eer — 7, £

_ 0 e —wllyr (RS (1
B nhS, — O n2h%, 7\ n

uniformly over p € (0,1). In combination, we have

sl;p p— Z h—%k‘(z) <7}iz ) Z; (ij - Pj) =0, (n711) (A.21)

jGIZ/

foreach £ =1,--- L and ¢/ # (.
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By (A.19), (A.20), (A.21), and the triangle inequality,

sup
p

for Z being 1, Y, or any element of X. Substituting into (A.18) yields

Az (p) — Azen (p)’ = Op (n_1/4)

sup,, Ay, (p) — Azen (p)‘ + sup,, Ay (p) — Aven (P)‘ sup,, |t zen ()|

sup ‘ﬂze (P) — Hzm (P)‘ =
p inf,

Aue ()
—1/4 1 + Supp |:U“Zén (p)|

)|

= 0,(n
2 inf,

Note that
Sup |z, (p)| < sup |y (p)| +sup |z, (p) — 1y (p)| = O (1) + Op (”_1/4) =0, (1)
p p p

and
inf | Ay ()| > inf |p (p)| = sup | Aven (p) = fio ()] = sup | Ave (p) = Aven (9)].

It follows from Assumption 6.(iii) that inf, | fp (p)| > € for an € > 0, and from Li and Racine
(2007, Theorem 1.4) that

Inn
sup |Aien (p) — fr (p)] = Op ( . h2> =0, (n_1/4) 7
p nny

so that inf,

(p)’ > € > 0 holds with probability approaching to one for any ¢ < e.

Hence, we have
Sup |fize (p) = Kzen ()| = 0p (n_1/4) 0y (1) = 0p (n_1/4)
p

foreach ¢ =1,--- L and each Z being Y or any element of X, which in combination with
(A.17) implies sup,, |fiz, (p) — 15 ()| = 0, (n=1/*) and thus n'/* ||ft, — pl|, » — 0. Analo-

~(1 1 _ N
i (0) = 1) (0)] = op (/) and [V — 0| 2

q,F

gously, we can show that sup,
0.
It remains to show that n'/*|la, — o, p 25 0. By definition of &, in (14), it is

sufficient to show that n'/* [, (70) = s (7], > 0, /4 {|af" (7e) = (ﬁ)HqF 250,

and n'/* HBZ — 5” 5 0. Since

fige (e () = pig (m(2)) = fige (e () — iz (Fe (2)) + uy) (75 (@) [re (2) — 7 ()]
i) (7o (@) — py) (m(2)) = @) (7o (2)) — py) (e (@) + u) (75 (@) [7e (2) — 70 (2)]
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where 7 represents an intermediate value between 7, and 7 which may have different

values at each appearance, we have
A ~ A~ 1 ~ _
litze (o) = iz (@)l < U litzy (9) = 1z (0)] + g IFee =l o = 0p (W71)  (A22)
p

~(1) (1) (

Kz (7)) — Kz )

(1 1 NONE _
i ) = 1 )] + 1D e = 7l = 0p (1Y) (A23)

< sup
qu P

for Z being Y or any element of X. As to §,, we denote
- 1 . ) R ) ) /
Me = n—n Z Z szé’j (XJ' ~ Pxw (PMJ'>) (Xj — Hxer (ij>) )
v jel,

To(mﬂaﬂaﬁ):P(X_MX(P)) [Y_MY(P)_P(X_NX(P))/ﬁ}v

then

. N .
ﬁﬁ_B:Mél ZZTO(ijﬂ-U’vﬂ’M’vﬁ)'

n—n
oz jel,

As in the proof of Theorem 2, we can show that
My = B [PF(X; = px (P) (X = px ()] = M
for each ¢ =1,---, L. For the term ry, we have
ro (Wi, o, fuge, B) — ro (W, m, 1, B) = @w'j + @w'j + @w'j + @4@5']', (A.24)
where
iy eo (pwj) — py (Py) = P, (ﬂxw (ij) — Jix (Pj)>/5
+ (Pas = i) (X = i (P))'
[ty e (pwj> — iy (P;) = Pu; (ﬂxw (pwy) — px (Pj)),ﬁ
+ (s = Py) (X; = ()Y 6
Ques = =Py (e (Pus) = x () [Y = iy (P) = Py (X; = (P))' 8],
Query = (Pres = Py) (X = px (B) [V5 = iy (Py) = Py (X = pu (Py))' 5]

Similar to (A.22) and (A.23), it is ready to show that ||y (7ter) — p (7|, p = 0p (n71/*)
for each ¢ =1,--- L and ¢’ # (. It follows that

@w'j = pwj <ﬂxw <p€f’j) — Hx (PJ)>

Y

szj = —peé'j (Xj—ﬂx (Pj))

1

n—"mny

E

Z Queej| Wiy < Nlixpe (Feer) — px (W)HF Nty g (Feer) — pry (W)HF

JEILy
~ ~ 2 ~ ~
+iixcee (Fee) — pixe (@) 181+ loxcor (o) — s ()],
~ s\1/s
Nivew — 7|, o - (B1X; — pux (B - 18]

= Op (n_l/z) ;
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s 1/ IEL / ﬁ-ﬂ’ — M m
L Z Qaeerj| Wip < <E|Xj — 1ix (P))] ) |J Yot { ) = by (M)l p
n_n jEI(/ +||/”’X€€/ (ﬂ'g[/) _/’LX (ﬂ-)Hq,F HBH
22 /29
‘|‘<E|Xj_,uX (P])| > ||7T€é'_7r||q,F||5||
= OP (n_1/4) )
jEIl/ ]
E n — ng Z Q4€é’ ng’ S 0] (Hﬁ'al — 7T||q,F> =0, (n—1/4) )
jEIl/ ]

On the other hand, we can show that

Var

n—"ny

ZQW’ Wi 1/2

jEIe/
for each k£ = 1,2, 3,4. In consequence,

1/4 1/4

p— S Quues| Wi | 250 (A.25)

JELy JELy

for each k =1,2,3,4. By (A.24) and (A.25), we have

4
1
ro (Wj, ftees fuge, B) = > o (Wi B)+ )

n—n
t ez jel, ¢ eI, k=1 £/ e e,

= 0, (n) + 0, (n1) = 0, (071

Therefore,

Be—B = (M +0,(1) (W5, Rewr, fgpr, B)

C ot jer,

= 0,(1) -0, (n_1/4) =0, (n_1/4) : (A.26)

The conclusion n'/* ||éy — o], » = 0 follows from (A.22), (A.23), (A.26), and arguments

similar to Lemmas 2.(ii) and 3, which completes the proof. O

A.4 Derivation of the First-Step Influence Function

Denote the Robinson-type moment function in (10) as

ro (1, mo, w3, w4, 5, ) = 71 (X) [X — piy (2 (X)) {Y — iy (w3 (X)) — 74 (X) [X — puxy (75 (X)) B}
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where the dependences on the data W = (Y, D, X) and the second-step estimand pu =
(ftx1, Hxa, Hy) are supressed for simplicity. The notations 7; (j = 1,---,5) and py; (j =
1,2) are just an expositional device, since 7; = 7 and jix; = pix.

Note that estimation of 71 and 74 has only direct effect on ry, which is

B Oro (m, B
(mb) = E[T\X]

= B[(X =y (P) (Y — iy (P) = P(X — iy (P)) )| X]
= (X —ux (P) [E(Y[X) = py (P) = P(X — ux (P))" ]
= 0,

ay(m,p) = E{%‘X]
= E[-P(X —px (P) (X — px (P)) 8| X]
= —P(X —px (P) (X — px (P))' B,

where the fourth equality follows from (9). By Proposition 4 of Newey (1994), the influence

function corresponding to the direct effect is

¢p (B) = au(m,B) - (D = P) = =P (X — ux (P)) (X — px (P))' B(D = P).

In comparison, estimation of my, w3, and 75 affects ry indirectly through p. Due to
the influence function of p is zero, the indirect effect of first-step estimation is merely
the naive derivative of 7y that only accounts for first-step estimation as an argument

(Hahn and Ridder, 2013, Remark 3). Specifically, it follows from Hahn and Ridder (2013,
Theorem 5) that the indirect effect is
0 (mf) = B x]

= B[=P (Y =y (P)= P(X =y (P)) B) i (P)| X]

[ 07“0 d,UX1

| Oy dms

— 0,
. 87’0 duy . (1)
wim = 5| gl x| = —p - i Pn a2,
_ [ Oro dpuy, _ p2 _ (1)
asln®) = B| B k]  p (- () ul) (Y

and the corresponding influence function is

7 (B) = [as (1) + a5 (7, B)]-(D — P) = —P (X — px (P)) |y (P) — Py (P) B| (D — P).

47



In summary, the first-step influence function is
bp (8)+ 01 (B) = =P (X = jux (P)) 1) (P) = P (PY B+ (X — px (P)) 8] (D= P),
and the orthogonalized moment function is constructed as

U (B) =ro(m,B)+ ép (B) + ¢ (B)-
Since E [D — P| X| = 0, it follows from the law of iterated expectations that F [qu (B) + ¢ (B)} =

0 for any 3. As a consequence, we have four ways of formulating a consistent estimator for

B according to the orthogonalized moment function ¢ (/3).

Formulation 1. Regard § as a solution to the moment condition E [¢ (3

)] =0:
B = {E [P(X—MX(P)) [D(X—Nx(P))_P(D_P)M‘(’?(P)H}_l
B [P (X — pix (P)) (Y — py (P) = (D = P) Y (P))] ’

and substitute the unknown functions with their estimates and the expectations with their

sample analogs.

Formulation 2. Regard 3 as a solution to the moment condition F [7’0 (B) + op (B) + ¢; (6)] =

0 for a predetermined f :
Ay -1
o = {e[P o) (x - -0 )|}
EP(X =y (P) [Y =y (P) = (D = P) () (P)+ (X = ux (P)) B) |
and substitute the unknowns with their estimates.

Formulation 3. Regard [ as a solution to the moment condition £ [7‘0 (B) + ¢p (B) + ¢; (B)] =

0 for a predetermined f :
/ —1
B = {E[PD(X —pyx (P))(X — ux (P))]}
E[P(X = ux (P) [Y =y (P) = (D= P) (s (P) = P (PY B) ]
and substitute the unknowns with their estimates.

Formulation 4. Regard 3 as a solution to the moment condition £ [7’0 (B) + ¢p (B) + ¢ (B)] =

0 for a predetermined f :
B = {E[PH(X = pux (P) (X = pux (P)]}
B[P (P [V =iy ()= (0= P) (1 (P (3 = s (P) = P () ) ||

and substitute the unknowns with their estimates.
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The estimators derived from the above four formulations have identical asymptotics if
the predetermined 3 is a well-defined consistent estimate of 3. However, these estima-
tors may differ substantially in finite-sample performance. For example, the estimators in
Formulations 1 and 2 are expected to behave badly in finite samples, because the “Jaco-
bian” matrices are not symmetric and thus difficult to find the inverse. On the other side,
Formulation 4 relies heavily on the predetermined 3, which may induce more bias in the
estimation of 8 than necessary. Overall, we think of Formulation 3 as the best compromise
and adopt it when constructing the locally robust estimator for g in Section 3, where we

set r =710+ ¢p and a = ag + as.

A.5 Additional Results of the Simulation
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Table A.1: Simulation results for higher error correlation and censoring rate

n = 1000 (1) (2) (3) (4)
Locally Robinson Robinson with ~ Robinson with
Robust Orthogonalization  Cross-fitting
Panel A: Cov (U,e) =0.75, Pr (D =0) = 0.5
Average Bias 0.108 0.114 0.074 0.254
Average SD 0.103 0.097 0.083 0.160
Average Coverage 0.938 0.773 0.900 0.549
Max Coverage 0.990 0.960 0.980 0.940
Min Coverage 0.820 0.340 0.770 0.020
Panel B: Cov (U,e) = 0.5, Pr(D =0) =0.75
Average Bias 0.229 0.149 0.082 0.469
Average SD 0.232 0.129 0.099 0.324
Average Coverage 0.945 0.797 0.921 0.627
Max Coverage 0.990 0.950 0.970 0.960
Min Coverage 0.830 0.590 0.870 0.110
Panel C: Cov (U,e) = 0.75, Pr(D =0) =0.75
Average Bias 0.217 0.159 0.100 0.460
Average SD 0.224 0.150 0.120 0.326
Average Coverage 0.957 0.827 0.933 0.640
Max Coverage 1.000 0.960 0.960 0.940
Min Coverage 0.870 0.660 0.880 0.130
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Table A.2: Simulation results for different error distributions

n = 1000 (1) (2) (3) (4)
Locally Robinson Robinson with ~ Robinson with
Robust Orthogonalization  Cross-fitting
Panel A: ¢ ~ Logistic(0,1)
Average Bias 0.135 0.140 0.103 0.274
Average SD 0.133 0.130 0.111 0.190
Average Coverage 0.926 0.832 0.880 0.618
Max Coverage 0.990 0.960 0.960 0.940
Min Coverage 0.770 0.620 0.650 0.090
Panel B: ¢ ~ t(3)
Average Bias 0.147 0.147 0.112 0.283
Average SD 0.215 0.190 0.169 0.254
Average Coverage 0.934 0.843 0.898 0.590
Max Coverage 0.980 0.960 0.970 0.910
Min Coverage 0.850 0.660 0.730 0.090
Panel C: ¢ ~ 1 (2)
Average Bias 0.171 0.192 0.166 0.286
Average SD 0.191 0.231 0.209 0.226
Average Coverage 0.935 0.899 0.917 0.695
Max Coverage 0.980 0.950 0.970 0.980
Min Coverage 0.850 0.760 0.780 0.090
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Table A.3: Simulation results for different selection mechanisms

n = 1000 (1) (2) (3) (4)
Locally Robinson Robinson with ~ Robinson with
Robust Orthogonalization  Cross-fitting
Panel A: h(z) = z; + log (23) — 2o — log (23) + 2324 — 2576
Average Bias 0.090 0.102 0.059 0.211
Average SD 0.092 0.086 0.074 0.147
Average Coverage 0.944 0.787 0.939 0.568
Max Coverage 0.990 0.960 0.960 0.950
Min Coverage 0.870 0.070 0.910 0.060
Panel B: h () = 1 + exp (1) — 29 — exp (x2) + w374 — T5T6
Average Bias 0.093 0.103 0.064 0.178
Average SD 0.101 0.091 0.079 0.150
Average Coverage 0.946 0.773 0.923 0.688
Max Coverage 0.980 0.940 0.950 0.900
Min Coverage 0.830 0.250 0.890 0.110
Panel C: h (z) = z; + exp (z1) + log (22) — x9 — exp (z2) — log (v3) + x314 — 576
Average Bias 0.079 0.089 0.061 0.154
Average SD 0.093 0.084 0.077 0.138
Average Coverage 0.954 0.849 0.946 0.720
Max Coverage 0.980 0.970 0.980 0.940
Min Coverage 0.920 0.390 0.920 0.090
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