
Limited-Information Maximum Likelihood based Model
Selection Procedures for Binary Outcomes

Shunichiro Orihara1

1Graduate School of Data Science, Yokohama City University, Kanagawa,
Japan

Abstract

Unmeasured covariates constitute one of the important problems in causal inference. Even

if there are some unmeasured covariates, some instrumental variable methods such as a

two-stage residual inclusion (2SRI) estimator, or a limited-information maximum likelihood

(LIML) estimator can obtain an unbiased estimate for causal effects despite there being

nonlinear outcomes such as binary outcomes; however, it requires that we specify not only

a correct outcome model but also a correct treatment model. Therefore, detecting correct

models is an important process. In this paper, we propose two model selection procedures:

AIC-type and BIC-type, and confirm their properties. The proposed model selection proce-

dures are based on a LIML estimator. We prove that a proposed BIC-type model selection

procedure has model selection consistency, and confirm their properties of the proposed

model selection procedures through simulation datasets.

Keywords: Causal inference, Consistency, Limited-information maximum lilkelihood, Model

selection, Two-stage residual inclusion, Unmeasured covariates
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1 Introduction

Unmeasured covariates constitute one of the important problems in causal inference. When

all covariates are observed, the covariates can be adjusted and an unbiased estimator for

causal effects can be obtained. This is the situation of “no unmeasured confounders” (e.g.,

Hernán and Robins, 2020). Having no unmeasured confounder is a sufficient condition to

estimate an unbiased estimator for causal effects. In contrast, when some covariates are not

observed (i.e., unmeasured), an unbiased estimator usually cannot be obtained. Therefore, a

different sufficient assumption needs to be applied. In this paper, we focus on instrumental

variable methods.

A two-stage least squares (2SLS) estimator is one of the most important two-step pro-

cedures in IV estimators for estimating causal effects when there are some unmeasured

covariates (e.g., Wooldridge, 2010). A 2SLS estimators estimate causal effects in two steps.

In the first step, regressing a treatment variable on instrumental variables, predictions of the

treatment variable are constructed. In the second step, an outcome variable is regressed on

the predicted treatment variables. A 2SLS estimator is useful, but it requires a key assump-

tion: there is a linear relationship between an outcome variable and a treatment variable.

If this assumption were violated, we might have a biased estimate for a causal effect of

interest. Terza et al. (2008) introduces a two-stage residual inclusion (2SRI) estimator,

similar to a control function approach (e.g., Wooldridge, 2010), which is another two-step

procedure expanded to include nonlinear outcomes such as binary outcomes and multino-

mial outcomes. A 2SRI estimators also estimate causal effects in two steps. In the first step,

regressing a treatment variable on instrumental variables; residuals of the treatment variable

are constructed. In the second step, an outcome variable is regressed on not only treatment

variables but also the residuals of the treatment variables. A 2SRI estimator can obtain an

unbiased estimate of the causal effect even when there are nonlinear outcomes; however, we

need to specify not only the correct outcome model but also the correct treatment model

(Basu et al., 2017). Therefore, detecting the correct models is an important process when
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using 2SRI.

Information criterions are commonly used model selection procedures to select the “cor-

rect” model. The Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1974) is the most famous

information criterion for selecting the best model in the sense of predictions of future out-

comes. The Bayesian information criterion (BIC) proposed by Schwarz (1978) is another

famous information criterion which has model selection consistency (i.e., it selects the cor-

rect model with probability 1) under some assumptions (Nishii, 1984, Shao, 1997). In the

field of causal inference, some reports in the literature have suggested that model selection

procedures in terms of predictions such as the AIC are more appropriate (Brookhart and van

der Laan, 2006, Vansteelandt et al., 2012). However, which procedures are more appropriate

may depend on the situation.

As mentioned previously, it is necessary for a 2SRI estimator to specify the correct

models for both a treatment variable and an outcome variable; however, a 2SRI estimator has

another problem: it may derive some biased estimates as mentioned in Basu et al. (2017). To

overcome this problem, we also consider a limited-information maximum likelihood (LIML)

estimator (e.g. Wooldridge, 2014), called LIMLE hereinafter in this paper. An LIMLE uses

a full-likelihood approach, but it has features similar to those of a 2SRI or control function

approach; an LIMLE also needs to select correct models for both a treatment variable and an

outcome variable. According to the simulation results of Basu et al. (2017), a full-likelihood

approach derives more accurate estimate than 2SRI. In this paper, we propose some model

selection procedures for a LIMLE and confirm their properties. Since no previous studies

have considered either model selection procedures for 2SRI (the control function approach)

or a LIMLE combined with detecting correct models in this context, the contribution of this

paper may be considered significant for these estimating procedures.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. In section 2, we will present a model

considered in this paper. We consider two situations: continuous treatment and dichotomous

treatment; when a treatment is continuous and unmeasured covariates have bivariate normal
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distribution, the model is called as the Rivers-Vuong model (Rivers and Vuong, 1988). Note

that LIMLEs are not limited to the situations, but for the sake of simplicity, we will only

consider these situations. Also, we will derive AIC-type and BIC-type information criterions

based on an LIMLE, called the LAIC and the LBIC in this paper, respectively. In this paper,

the theoretical properties of the LBIC will be considered. We will prove simply that the LBIC

has model selection consistency, as ordinary one. In section 3, we confirm the properties of

2SRI with model selection, LAIC, and LBIC by using simulation datasets. The simulation

results show that the LAIC and LBIC have the similar properties to those of the AIC and

BIC, respectively. Also, it is shown that 2SRI sometimes work when using model selection

procedures in the sense that estimated causal effects have only small bias; this is the different

result from Basu et al. (2017). However, an LIMLE has more accurate estimates than a

2SRI one. In the simulation, we also consider expanding the distribution of unmeasured

covariates from normal distribution. Specifically, we consider that marginal distributions of

unmeasured covariates have logistic distribution, and the marginal distribution obeys some

copulas (e.g. Biller and Corlu, 2012, Fantazzini, 2009) when a treatment is dichotomous.

Regularity conditions, calculations, derivation and proof, and supplementary information for

simulations are found in the appendix.

2 Information Criterions for the LIMLE

Let n be the sample size, and assume that i = 1, 2, . . . , n are i.i.d. samples. X ∈ Rp

and Z ∈ RK denote a vector of covariates and a vector of IVs, respectively. The following

relationship on unmeasured variables is assumed:

 V

U

 ∼ F (v, u; ξ),

 V

U

⊥⊥
 X

Z

 , (2.1)
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where ξis a parameter of a joint distribution (V, U) ∈ R2. These are the similar assumptions

as in Wooldridge (2014); (2.1) can suggest a limited-information maximum likelihood (LIML)

estimation procedure. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that ξ is fixed (i.e., ξ need not

be estimated) in the following discussions.

Next, we introduce the models considered in this paper.

• Treatment model (continuous treatment)

W = ϕ1(Z,X;α) + V (2.2)

• Treatment model (dichotomous treatment)

W = 1 {ϕ1(Z,X;α) + V ≥ 0}

• Outcome model

Y = 1 {ϕ2(W,X;β) + U ≥ 0} , (2.3)

where ϕ1 and ϕ2 are two-times differentiable with respect to parameters α and β,

respectively. Also, the parameter spaces of α and β are denoted as Θα and Θβ,

respectively.

The pair of models (2.2) and (2.3) is called the Rivers-Vuong model (Rivers and Vuong,

1988), when

F (v, u; ξ) = N2

02,

 σ2
v ρσv

ρσv 1


 , ξ = (σv, ρ)>, σv > 0, ρ 6= 0.

Note that the following discussions are not limited to the above treatment/outcome models

but apply to other parametric models as well. However, for the sake of simplicity, we will
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only consider the models. To estimate parameters θ =
(
α>,β>

)> ∈ Θ = Θα × Θβ, we

consider a likelihood function L(θ) =
∏n

i=1 Li(θ) conditioning on z and x:

L(θ) =
n∏

i=1

f(yi, wi|zi,xi;θ) =
n∏

i=1

P(yi|wi, zi,xi;θ)f(wi|zi,xi;α). (2.4)

In the following, we make explicit the specific form of the likelihood in the two cases. When

Rivers-Vuong model situation, (2.4) becomes

L(θ) =
n∏

i=1

Φ

(
ϕi2(β) + ρvi(α)√

1− ρ2

)yi (
1− Φ

(
ϕi2(β) + ρvi(α)√

1− ρ2

))1−yi
1√

2πσ2
v

exp

{
−v

2
i (α)

2σ2
v

}
.

(2.5)

Therefore, the log-likelihood `(θ) = logL(θ) becomes

`(θ) =
n∑

i=1

{
yi log Φ

(
ϕi2(β) + ρvi(α)√

1− ρ2

)
+ (1− yi) log

(
1− Φ

(
ϕi2(β) + ρvi(α)√

1− ρ2

))

−v
2
i (α)

2σ2
v

− log
(√

2πσ2
v

)} (
=

n∑
i=1

`i(θ)

)
.

Hereinafter, we use the following notation, as necessary:

Φ

(
ϕi2(β) + ρvi(α)√

1− ρ2

)
= Φi(θ), φ

(
ϕi2(β) + ρvi(α)√

1− ρ2

)
= φi(θ).

When dichotomous treatment situation, (2.4) becomes

L(θ) =
n∏

i=1

P (yi = 1, wi = 1|zi,xi;θ)yiwi P (yi = 0, wi = 1|zi,xi;θ)(1−yi)wi

× P (yi = 1, wi = 0|zi,xi;θ)yi(1−wi) P (yi = 0, wi = 0|zi,xi;θ)(1−yi)(1−wi) .
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Therefore, the log-likelihood becomes

`(θ) =
n∑

i=1

{yiwi log {1− F (∞,−ϕi2(β); ξ)− F (−ϕi1(α),∞; ξ) + F (−ϕi1(α),−ϕi2(β); ξ)}

+ (1− yi)wi log {F (∞,−ϕi2(β); ξ)− F (−ϕi1(α),−ϕi2(β); ξ)}

+ yi(1− wi) log {F (−ϕi1(α),∞); ξ)− F (−ϕi1(α),−ϕi2(β); ξ)}

+ (1− yi)(1− wi) log {F (−ϕi1(α),−ϕi2(β); ξ)}} . (2.6)

Note that

F (∞, v; ξ) = lim
u→∞

F (u, v; ξ), F (u,∞; ξ) = lim
v→∞

F (u, v; ξ).

In the following simulation section, we use the above derived log-likelihoods. By maximizing

the likelihood (2.4), a limited-information maximum likelihood estimator (LIMLE) can be

derived as

θ̂ = arg max
θ∈Θ

`(θ).

2.1 Derivation of information criterions for a LIMLE and their

properties

Since a LIMLE is a likelihood-based estimator, we would like to select a model with the

minimum Kullback-Leibler divergence. First, the divergence from the true distribution is

I
(
f(y, w|z,x), f(y, w|z,x; θ̂)

)
=
∑
y

∫
f(y, w|z,x) log f(y, w|z,x)dw

−
∑
y

∫
f(y, w|z,x) log f(y, w|z,x; θ̂)dw (2.7)
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Since the first term of (2.7) does not depend on parameter θ, the second term of (2.7), i.e.,

the expected log-likelihood

∑
y

∫
f(y, w|z,x) log f(y, w|z,x; θ̂)dw

(
=: −1

2
dn(θ̂)

)
,

needs to be considered. One estimator for the second term of (2.7) is the empirical log-

likelihood:
n∑

i=1

log f(yi, wi|zi,xi; θ̂)

(
=: −1

2
D̂n(θ̂)

)
.

However, it is well known that it is biased (Konishi and Kitagawa, 1996). Thus, a bias-

adjusted estimator needs to be derived; this estimator is an AIC-type information criterion.

We refer to it as the LAIC:

LAIC = −2`(θ̂) + 2|θ̂|, (2.8)

where |·| gives the number of elements. The LAIC is in the same spirit as the AIC in

the sense of being in terms of predictions. Also, we would also like to derive a BIC-type

model selection criterion which has model selection consistency. A BIC-type model selection

criterion can be constructed by changing the penalty term of (2.8):

LBIC = −2`(θ̂) + |θ̂| log(n). (2.9)

Before the proof of the consistency of the LBIC, we define some additional notation. Let

A and B be sets of model candidates for ϕi1(α) and ϕi2(β), respectively. mA ∈ A and

mB ∈ B denote models for ϕi1(α) and ϕi2(β), and the LBIC for these models is expressed

as

LBIC (mA,mB) = −2`
(
α̂mA , β̂mB

)
+
(
|α̂mA |+

∣∣∣β̂mB

∣∣∣) log(n) = −2`
(
θ̂mA,mB

)
+
∣∣∣θ̂mA,mB

∣∣∣ log(n).
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Also, let Ac, Bc be sets of the correct models; this is in the same spirit as Shao (1997).

Therefore, Ac ⊂ A, Bc ⊂ B. m0
A ∈ Ac and m0

B ∈ Bc which are the smallest pair of models

in Ac and Bc in the following sense:

∀mA ∈ Ac\
{
m0
A
}
, ∀mB ∈ Bc\

{
m0
B
}
,
∣∣∣α̂m0

A

∣∣∣− |α̂mA |+
∣∣∣β̂m0

B

∣∣∣− ∣∣∣β̂mB

∣∣∣ < 0. (2.10)

The consistency of the LBIC can be derived in the same way as that of the BIC.

Theorem 1. A property of the LBIC

The LBIC has model selection consistency; i.e., ∀mA ∈ A\{m0
A}, ∀mB ∈ B\ {m0

B},

P
(
LBIC

(
m0
A,m

0
B
)
− LBIC (mA,mB) < 0

)
→ 1. (2.11)

3 Simulations

In this section, we confirm properties of our proposed model selection procedures and an

ordinary 2SRI estimator with model selection. Since no previous studies have considered

model selection procedures for 2SRI (or the control function approach), our simulation results

may give some guides for using these estimating procedures. In the case of 2SRI, we use the

ordinary AIC to select both treatment and outcome models. To confirm these properties,

we summarize 1) descriptive statistics of estimates for each procedure, and 2) the number

of times and proportions the true model is selected for each procedure. The number of

iterations for simulations is 1,000.

3.1 Continuous and linear treatment effect

At first, we consider Rivers-Vuong model situation. In this setting, we confirm that our

proposed model selection procedures and an ordinary 2SRI estimator with model selection

work well or not. Also results of 2SLS are also summarized, as a reference result. The
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simulation settings are as follows:

Covariates: X1 ∼ N(0, 1), X2 ∼ Ber(0.5), X3 ∼ N(0, 1)

An instrumental variable: Z ∼ Ber(0.5)

Unmeasured covariates:

 V

U

 ∼ N

02,

 1 ρ

1




• Weak correlation: ρ = 0.3

• Strong correlation: ρ = 0.6

A treatment model: W = 1 + αzZ +X2 +X3 + V

• Weak instrumental variable: αz = 0.5

⇒ Correlation between a treatment and an IV becomes approximately 0.15.

• Strong instrumental variable: αz = 1

⇒ Correlation between a treatment and an IV becomes approximately 0.3.

An outcome model: Y = 1 {0.5 + βwW + 0.5X1 + 0.5X2 + U ≥ 0}

• Weak treatment effect: βw = 0.2

⇒ Correlation between an outcome and a treatment becomes 0.3− 0.4.

• Strong treatment effect: βw = 0.6

⇒ Correlation between an outcome and a treatment becomes 0.4− 0.5.

To select a treatment model and an outcome model, we prepare some candidate models.

Supplemental information is in the appendix.

Results of the simulations are summarized in tables and supplemental figures. The es-

timated coefficients of the treatment W in the outcome model are summarized in Table 1,

Figure 1 and Figure 2, where 2SLS is a 2SLS (without a model selection), 2SRI is a 2SRI

with a model selection, LIMLE: LAIC and LIMLE: LBIC are proposed model proce-

dures, 2SRI: Full model is a 2SRI with the largest model among the candidates, and
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LIMLE: Full model is a LIMLE with the largest model among the candidates in the table,

and red line is the true value in the figure. Throughout simulations, “(1) Weak correlation,

Strong IV, and Strong treatment” is the reference setting. In (1), when both the small

sample (n = 100) and large sample (n = 300) situation, the estimator based on the LBIC

is the most efficient and has the most unbiased result out of the three models with model

selection procedures. The 2SRI estimator with and without model selections have large bias

and low efficiency, especially, the full model result is unstable in the small sample situation.

However, the both results are improved in the large sample situation. In (2), this is the weak

IV situation. In this situation, LAIC and LBIC are efficient and have unbiased estimates

when the large sample situation; however, there are low efficiency compared with (1). From

this result, our proposed methods are also affected by the weak IV problem (Baiocchi et

al., 2014), and we need to take care of the problem. The 2SRI estimators are also affected;

especially, the efficiency of small sample situation is worst result out of the three situations.

Thus, it may not be appropriate to use the 2SRI when there are only small sample size.

In (3), our proposed methods have the worst results out of the four situations in the small

sample situation: there are obvious large bias and low efficiency. However, the both results

are improved in the large sample situation. The 2SRI estimator with and without model

selections also have large bias and low efficiency in the small sample situation. In the large

sample situation, the efficiency is improved; however, one important point is that the bias

of 2SRI does not vanish. These results are the same as Basu et al. (2017). From these

results, it is appeared that the residuals are not sufficiently worked to adjust unmeasured

covariates when there are strong correlations between unmeasured covariates related to a

treatment and an outcome. In (4), there are the similar results as (1). Almost all situations,

LIMLE without model selection works well; however, it seems better to use the proposed

model/variable selection procedures in the sense that the efficiency and bias of estimates.

Also, 2SLS has some bias and instability compared with the other methods. Since there are

no linear relationship between a treatment and an outcome, the results are natural.
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The results of model selection are summarized in Table 2, where the column “True model”

shows how many times each method selected only the true model (i.e., the pair Model a4

and Model b2; see the appendix). The column “Including true model” shows how many

times each method selected the true or larger models (i.e., not misspecified models; see

the appendix). The column “Both true model” shows how many times a 2SRI estimator

selected the true model in the first step and the second step. For selection probabilities of

“True model”, LBIC does not have high probability in small sample situation; however, it

is the best out of three selection procedures in all situations when large sample situation.

This is the same result as Theorem 1. In all situations, not only proposed methods but

also 2SRI, all methods work well in the sense that selection probabilities of “Including true

model” or “Both true model” are almost all 100% when large sample situation.

From the above, a good choice might be considered to use LIMLE with model selection

procedures, or a 2SRI with model selection procedures (except for situation (3)); however, the

best model selection procedure depends on the situation, as mentioned in the Introduction.

Therefore, these results are not recommendations but only illustrate the properties of each

procedure. In contrast, the results of a 2SRI may not be ignored, in particular strong

correlation between unmeasured covariates situations (i.e. situation (3)), since the results

may include serious bias.
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3.2 Dichotomous and heterogeneous treatment effect

Next, we consider dichotomous and heterogeneous treatment effect, and normal/non-normal

unmeasured covariates situation. When there are non-normal unmeasured covariates, to

consider joint distributions of unmeasured covariates, we use copula-based joint distribu-

tions (e.g. Biller and Corlu, 2012, Fantazzini, 2009). Except for the following update, the

simulation settings are the same as previous one:

Unmeasured covariates (Normal):

 V

U

 ∼ N

02,

 1 ρ

1




• Weak correlation: ρ = 0.3

• Strong correlation: ρ = 0.6

Unmeasured covariates (Non-normal): V ∼ Logit(0, 1), U ∼ Logit(0, 1)

• Heavy-tailed joint distribution: t-copula

• Asymmetric joint distribution: Clayton-copula

Note that to decide a correlation between V and U as the following settings approxi-

mately, we decide a parameter of the copulas which relates to the strength of marginal

distributions’ relationship.

• Weak correlation: ≈ 0.3

• Strong correlation: ≈ 0.6

A treatment model: W = 1 {α0 + αzZ +X2 +X3 + V ≥ 0}

• Weak instrumental variable: α0 = 0.05, αz = 0.6

⇒ Correlation between a treatment and an IV becomes approximately 0.15.

• Strong instrumental variable: α0 = −0.2, αz = 1.2

⇒ Correlation between a treatment and an IV becomes approximately 0.3.

15



An outcome model: Y = 1 {−0.2 + βw1W − (W ×X1) + 0.5X1 + 0.5X2 + U ≥ 0}

• Weak treatment effect: βw1 = 0.5

⇒ Correlation between an outcome and a treatment becomes approximately 0.20.

• Strong treatment effect: βw1 = 1.5

⇒ Correlation between an outcome and a treatment becomes approximately 0.48.

In this simulation, the selection of an outcome model is only considered. To select an outcome

model, we prepare some candidate models. Supplemental information is in the appendix.

3.2.1 Specified the correct joint distribution of unmeasured covariates

We consider that there are normal unmeasured covariates as the specified correct joint dis-

tribution. Therefore, the correct model can be specified in the candidate models. Under

this setting, we confirm that our proposed model selection procedures and an ordinary 2SRI

estimator with model selection work well or not, nevertheless there are more complicated

situation than the previous simulation setting.

Results of the simulations are summarized in tables and supplemental figures. The es-

timated probability of Y1 and causal effects are summarized in Table 3, Table 4, Figure

3, and Figure 4. Also, results of the model selection is summarized in Table 5. Both the

estimates and model selection, all simulation results are similar as the previous one. Also,

our proposed procedures have small bias and low efficiency compared with the 2SRI when

there are only small sample size. Note that compared to the proposed method, the results of

the 2SRI have some bias, however these magnitude is not so large; this is the different point

from the previous simulation. Although the 2SRI does not assume a dichotomous treatment

situation, the results of simulation show that the 2SRI works to some extent.
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3.2.2 Unspecified the correct joint distribution of unmeasured covariates

Next, we consider that there are non-normal unmeasured covariates situation; specifically,

there are two correlation structures of unmeasured covariates: t-copula and Clayton-copula.

In this situation, it is hard to detect the correct joint distribution of unmeasured covariates

accurately. In other words, both the 2SRI and the proposed methods, a bivariate normal

distribution is assumed to estimate the causal effects and a probability of Y1, nevertheless

the true distribution has heavy-tailed joint distribution (t-copula) or asymmetric joint distri-

bution (Clayton-copula). Therefore, the correct model is no longer included in the candidate

models (i.e. misspecified the correlation structures). In the supplemental figures (Figure 9

and Figure 10), each example of unmeasured covariates distribution is described both heavy-

tailed joint distribution and asymmetric joint distribution situation. Under this setting, we

confirm that our proposed model selection procedures and an ordinary 2SRI estimator with

model selection work well or not, nevertheless there are more practical situation than the

previous simulation setting.

At first, we show the results of heavy-tailed joint distribution situation. Results of the

simulations are summarized in tables and supplemental figures. The estimated probability

of Y1 and causal effects are summarized in Table 6, Table 7, Figure 5, and Figure 6. Except

for (4), the proposed procedure works well in terms of the accuracy and efficiency of these

estimates. In particular, the result of LBIC is better in the sense of RMSE; whereas, the

result of LAIC is somewhat high accuracy than LBIC. As mentioned previously, the 2SRI

does not assume a dichotomous treatment situation, however, the 2SRI shows similar results

as the proposed procedures; in some situations, the 2SRI is better. The results may come

from the characteristic that the LIMLE is the full-likelihood based approach. Therefore, the

LIMLE may tend to be affected by the model misspecification. On the other hand, the LBIC

is the most efficient and has the most unbiased result in terms of the causal effects’ estimates.

In (4), our proposed method have large bias in small sample situation. In the large sample

situation, the bias is improved; however, small sample’s bias cannot be ignored. This may be

20



derived from the unmeasured covariates distribution (affected by heavy-tailed distribution).

Since there are only small treatment effects, the “outlier” of unmeasured covariates (c.f.

Figure 9) may distort the estimates more than in the case of large treatment effects.

The results of model selection are summarized in Table 8. the 2SRI and the LAIC can

select the true model, or the models including the true model; however, the LBIC tends to

select the underspecified models compared with the previous simulations. This is because the

”true model” is no longer included in the candidate models in the sense that the correlation

structure is misspecified. This is the same feature of the ordinary BIC (e.g. see Claeskens

and Hjort, 2003).
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Next, we show the results of asymmetric joint distribution situation. Results of the

simulations are summarized in tables and supplemental figures. The estimated probability

of Y1 and causal effects are summarized in Table 9, Table 10, Figure 7, and Figure 8. Also,

results of the model selection is summarized in Table 11. Surprisingly, both the 2SRI and

the LIMLE estimates have only small biases even when the bivariate normal distribution

(symmetric distribution) is assumed for unmeasured covariates. Note that the situation in

(4), which had a bias in the previous simulation, could be estimated without bias. Except

for this interesting result, both the estimates and model selection, all simulation results are

similar as the previous one: both LIML and 2SRI work well in the sense of the estimated

probability of Y1, and the LBIC is the best in the sense of the estimated causal effects. Also,

the results of model selection tend to be better than heavy-tailed situation.

From the above, when we can specify the correct joint distribution of unmeasured covari-

ates, not only using a LIMLE with model selection procedures but also a 2SRI with model

selection procedures are good choice to estimate the marginal distribution of an outcome and

the causal effects; especially, the latter result are different from Basu et al. (2017). Also,

the simulation results show that the 2SRI works to some extent even if there are a dichoto-

mous treatment situation where the 2SRI does not assume the situation; to the best of my

knowledge, this is new findings. Even when we cannot specify the correct joint distribution

of unmeasured covariates, both a LIMLE and a 2SRI show a robust results in the sense that

the estimates does not have large bias or low efficiency; a LIMLE tends to be affected by the

model misspecification since the method is full-likelihood approach. Also, a LIMLE may be

affected by the “outlier” of unmeasured covariates when there are only small causal effects.

On the other hand, even when there are asymmetric unmeasured covariates, there are robust

results; the results are hard to give some interpretation, however, this is the feature of these

methods. We need to verify the situation, and confirm the feature the methods for the future

works.
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4 Conclusions and Future Work

In this article, a binary outcome model with unmeasured covariates is considered. Two-stage

residual inclusion (2SRI) is applied to this situation, however, it may be derive some biased

estimates (Basu et al., 2017). Therefore, limited-information maximum likelihood (LIML),

which has similar features to 2SRI, is the main consideration in this article. Since LIML is

full-likelihood approach, a model selection procedure like the AIC or BIC can be considered

naturally; we propose LIML-based model selection procedures referred to as the LAIC and

LBIC. Also, we show that the properties of the proposed procedures not only numerically

but also theoretically; the procedures have the same features as AIC and BIC, respectively.

In particular, we prove model selection consistency of the later BIC-type model selection

criterion. From the simulation results, both the LAIC and the LBIC work well when an

unmeasured covariate distribution is specified correctly. In addition, when we cannot specify

the correct distribution: the true distribution has heavy-tailed or asymmetric distribution,

the proposed procedures also work well except for a small sample size and a small causal

effects situation. 2SRI also work well when using model selection procedures in large sample

situation; this is the different result from Basu et al. (2017).

As we mentioned, the proposed procedures are significant contributions in the situation

where there are some unmeasured covariates and nonlinear outcomes, since there has been

no research that considered model selection procedures when we need to specify both the

true treatment model and the true outcome model. However, there are some future works.

At first, a binary outcome is only considered in this article. Since LIML is full-likelihood

approach, the method can be expanded to more complex models, for instance, more general

outcome of an exponential family, or a time-to-event outcome (Kianian et al., 2019 and

Mart́ınez-Camblor et al., 2019). Our proposed method need to consider both an outcome

and a treatment likelihood, however, the other restrictions are limited. For instance, our

proposed method is not restricted to a binary instrumental variable (Wang and Tchetgen

Tchetgen, 2018 and Kianian et al., 2019) and continuous treatment (Mart́ınez-Camblor et
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al., 2019) situation. Therefore, our proposed procedure has wide range of expandability.

Next, an impact of misspecification of an unmeasured covariate distribution needs to be

confirmed continuously. As our simulation results, the impact is only limited; however, the

behavior of estimates in the other situations is not clear. Especially, we cannot conclude

the result of under an asymmetric distribution through our simulation setting only. It is

necessary to continue the simulation-based considerations.
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A Regularity conditions

C.1 to C.6 are needed for the derivation of the LAIC and the proof of the LBIC.

C.1:

Eθ0

[(
∂

∂θ
`(θ)

)⊗2
]
> O.

C.2: Θ is a compact set.

C.3: θ0 ∈ interior(Θ), where θ0 is the true value of θ.

C.4:

∑
y

∫
sup
θ∈N

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θf(y, w|z,x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ dw <∞,
∑
y

∫
sup
θ∈N

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2

∂θ⊗2f(y, w|z,x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ dw <∞,

where N is a neighborhood of θ0.

C.5: ∑
y

∫
sup
θ∈N

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2

∂θ⊗2 `(θ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ dw <∞.

Note that C.1 is an assumption for non-diagonal elements, since diagonal elements of the

matrix are clearly positive.

C.6: For all i, j, k, ∑
y

∫
sup
θ∈N

∣∣∣∣ ∂3

∂θi∂θj∂θk
`(θ)

∣∣∣∣ dw <∞.

B Calculations, derivation, and proof

B.1 Calculation of (2.5)

When y = 1,

P (Y = 1|w, z,x;θ) = Eθ [Y |w,x, z] = Eθ [1 {ϕ2 (w,x;β) + U ≥ 0} |w,x, z]
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=

∫
1 {u ≥ −ϕ2 (w,x;β)} f(u|w,x, z;θ)du

=

∫
1 {u ≥ −ϕ2 (w,x;β)} f(u|v,x, z;θ)du

=

∫
1

{
ω ≥ −ϕ2 (w,x;β) + ρv(α)√

1− ρ2

}
φ(ω)dω

= Φ

(
ϕ2 (w,x;β) + ρv(α)√

1− ρ2

)
. (B.1)

Note that v(α) = w − ϕ1(z,x;α) and U |v ∼ N (ρv, 1− ρ2). When y = 0, the flow of the

calculation is the same as that of (B.1).

B.2 Calculation of (2.6)

We only consider when yi = 1 and wi = 1. When the other situations, log-likelihood can be

derived in the same manner.

log {P (yi = 1, wi = 1|zi,xi;θ)yiwi} = yiwi log

{∫ ∞
−ϕi2(β)

∫ ∞
−ϕi1(α)

f(v, u; ξ)dvdu

}
, (B.2)

where f(v, u; ξ) is a joint density of (V, U). Regarding log{·} of (B.2),

∫ ∞
−ϕi2(β)

∫ ∞
−ϕi1(α)

f(v, u; ξ)dvdu = 1−F (∞,−ϕi2(β); ξ)−F (−ϕi1(α),∞; ξ)+F (−ϕi1(α),−ϕi2(β); ξ).

B.3 Derivation of the LAIC

The flow of the derivation is the same as that of Taguri et al. (2014). Note that regularity

conditions C.1 to C.6 need to be assumed. To confirm the bias of an empirical log-likelihood,

we need to conduct a Taylor expansion around θ0.

−2`(θ) = −2`(θ0)− 2
∂`(θ0)

∂θ>
(θ − θ0)− (θ − θ0)>

∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2 (θ − θ0) + op(1). (B.3)
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From (B.3),

−2dn(θ̂) = −2E
[
`(θ0)

]
− 2E

[
∂`(θ0)

∂θ>

]
(θ̂ − θ0)− (θ̂ − θ0)>E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

]
(θ̂ − θ0) + op(1)

= −2E
[
`(θ0)

]
− n(θ̂ − θ0)>E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

]
(θ̂ − θ0) + op(1). (B.4)

Note that the expectation of the true score function is 0 under the true parameter θ0. Also,

using the equation

0 =
∂`(θ̂)

∂θ
=
∂`(θ0)

∂θ
+
∂`(θ0)

∂θ>
(θ̂ − θ0) +Op(1), (B.5)

−2D̂n(θ̂) = −2`(θ0)− 2
∂`(θ0)

∂θ>
(θ̂ − θ0)− (θ̂ − θ0)>

∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2 (θ̂ − θ0) + op(1)

= −2`(θ0) + (θ̂ − θ0)>
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2 (θ̂ − θ0) + op(1)

= −2`(θ0) + n(θ̂ − θ0)>E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

]
(θ̂ − θ0) + op(1). (B.6)

From (B.4) and (B.6), the expected bias between the expected and the empirical log-

likelihood is

−2nE
[
dn(θ̂)− D̂n(θ̂)

]
= −2nE

[
(θ̂ − θ0)>E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

]
(θ̂ − θ0)

]
+ o(1)

= −2tr

{
E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

]
× nE

[
(θ̂ − θ0)⊗2

]}
+ o(1)

≈ 2|θ̂|.

Therefore, the LAIC is shown to have the required properties.
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B.4 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof is based on Noghrehchi et al. (2021), the same flow as ordinary BIC. Note that

regularity conditions C.1 to C.6 need to be assumed. Before the main proof, we calculate

a difference of LBIC values between pairs of models.

LBIC
(
m0
A,m

0
B
)
− LBIC (mA,mB) = −2`

(
α̂m0

A
, β̂m0

B

)
+
(∣∣∣α̂m0

A

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣β̂m0

B

∣∣∣) log(n)

−
(
−2`

(
α̂mA , β̂mB

)
+
(
|α̂mA |+

∣∣∣β̂mB

∣∣∣) log(n)
)

= −2 log

L
(
α̂m0

A
, β̂m0

B

)
L
(
α̂mA , β̂mB

)


+
(∣∣∣α̂m0

A

∣∣∣− |α̂mA |+
∣∣∣β̂m0

B

∣∣∣− ∣∣∣β̂mB

∣∣∣) log(n).

(B.7)

We will proceed with the proof by dividing it into the following two situations:

1. mA ∈ Ac\ {m0
A} , mB ∈ Bc\ {m0

B}

2. (mA ∈ A\Ac, mB ∈ Bc\ {m0
B}) or (mA ∈ Ac\ {m0

A} , mB ∈ B\Bc)

or (mA ∈ A\Ac, mB ∈ B\Bc).

Note that the above two situations are mutually exclusive.

First, we will confirm consistency for situation 1. Since m0
A, m

0
B are the smallest models in

Ac, Bc, the second term of (B.7) becomes negative from (2.11). Subsequently, to confirmthe

first term of (B.7), i.e., the likelihood ratio term, we conduct a Taylor expansion around θ̂:

−2`(θ0) = −2`(θ̂)− 2
∂`(θ̂)

∂θ>
(θ0 − θ̂)− (θ0 − θ̂)>

∂2`(θ̂)

∂θ⊗2 (θ0 − θ̂) + op(1)

= −2`(θ̂)− (θ0 − θ̂)>
∂2`(θ̂)

∂θ⊗2 (θ0 − θ̂) + op(1)

= −2`(θ̂)− n(θ0 − θ̂)>E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

]
(θ0 − θ̂) + op(1).
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Note that the empirical score function is 0 for an estimated parameter θ̂. Therefore,

−2`(θ̂) = −2`(θ0) + n(θ0 − θ̂)>E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

]
(θ0 − θ̂) + op(1). (B.8)

Also, by using (B.5), (B.8) becomes

−2`(θ̂) = −2`(θ0) +
1√
n

∂`(θ0)

∂θ>

(
E

[
∂2`(θ0)

∂θ⊗2

])−1
1√
n

∂`(θ0)

∂θ
+ op(1)

= −2`(θ0)− S>(θ0)I−1(θ0)S(θ0) + op(1), (B.9)

where S(θ0) and I(θ0) are the score function and the Fisher information matrix, respectively.

Regarding the minimum model, (B.9) becomes

−2`(θ̂0) = −2`(θ0
0)− S>(θ0

0)I−1(θ0
0)S(θ0

0) + op(1). (B.10)

Note that θ0
0 represents the true parameter of the minimum model, and is represented as

θ0 =

 θ0
0

0

 .

Therefore, −2`(θ0) = −2`(θ0
0). Continuing, we define G = (I, O)> and use this definition to

represent S(θ0
0) and I(θ0) as follows:

S(θ0
0) = G>S(θ0), I(θ0

0) = G>I(θ0)G

respectively. From (B.9) and (B.10),

−2 log

L
(
α̂m0

A
, β̂m0

B

)
L
(
α̂mA , β̂mB

)
 = −2`(θ̂0)− (−2`(θ̂))

= S>(θ0)I−1(θ0)S(θ0)− S>(θ0
0)I−1(θ0

0)S(θ0
0) + op(1)
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= S>(θ0)
(
I

1
2 (θ0)

)−1 (
I − I

1
2 (θ0)GI−1(θ0

0)G>I
1
2 (θ0)

)(
I

1
2 (θ0)

)−1

S(θ0),

(B.11)

where I 1
2 (θ0) is a lower triangular matrix; i.e.,

I(θ0) = I
1
2 (θ0)

(
I

1
2 (θ0)

)>
.

Regarding the score function,

(
I

1
2 (θ0)

)−1

S(θ0)
L→ N(0, I),

and the underlined part of (B.11) satisfies the following:

(
I − I

1
2 (θ0)GI−1(θ0

0)G>I
1
2 (θ0)

)(
I − I

1
2 (θ0)GI−1(θ0

0)G>I
1
2 (θ0)

)
= I − 2I

1
2 (θ0)GI−1(θ0

0)G>I
1
2 (θ0) + I

1
2 (θ0)GI−1(θ0

0)G>I(θ0)GI−1(θ0
0)G>I

1
2 (θ0)

= I − I
1
2 (θ0)GI−1(θ0

0)G>I
1
2 (θ0).

Therefore, from statement (ii) of Rao (1973, P.186), (B.11) becomes

−2 log

L
(
α̂m0

A
, β̂m0

B

)
L
(
α̂mA , β̂mB

)
 L→ Λ ∼ χ2

|θ̂|−|θ̂0|
. (B.12)

From (2.11) and (B.12),

P
(
LBIC

(
m0
A,m

0
B
)
− LBIC (mA,mB) < 0

)
= P

−2 log

L
(
α̂m0

A
, β̂m0

B

)
L
(
α̂mA , β̂mB

)
 <

(
|θ̂| − |θ̂0|

)
log(n)

→ 1. (B.13)
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Next, we will confirm consistency for situation 2. From (B.7),

1

2

(
LBIC (mA,mB)− LBIC

(
m0
A,m

0
B
))

= `(θ̂0)− `(θ̂) +
1

2

(
|θ̂| − |θ̂0|

)
log(n)

= `(θ̂0)− `(θ̂) +O(log(
√
n))

From (B.9),

`(θ̂0)− `(θ̂) = `(θ0
0) +

1

2
S>(θ0

0)I−1(θ0
0)S(θ0

0)− `(θ0)− 1

2
S>(θ0)I−1(θ0)S(θ0) + op(1)

= `(θ0
0)− `(θ0) +

1

2

(
S>(θ0

0)I−1(θ0
0)S(θ0

0)− S>(θ0)I−1(θ0)S(θ0)
)

+ op(1)

= Op(n)±Op(1) + op(1)

= Op(n).

Therefore, model selection consistency is proved.

C Supplementary information for simulations

Data generating programs, simulation datasets, simulation programs, simulation results, and

programs for deriving tables and figures are available from the following URL:

• https://www.hogehoge

C.1 Continuous and linear treatment effect

C.1.1 Candidates of models

To select a treatment model and an outcome model, we present the following respective

candidate models.

Candidates for treatment models

W = α0 + zα1 + x2α2 + x3α3 + (z × x2)α4 + (z × x3)α5 + (x2 × x3)α6 + V

40
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Table C1: Settings of candidates for treatment models
Candidate model α0 α1 α2 α3 α4 α5 α6

Model a1 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model a2 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model a3 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model a4 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model a5 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0
Model a6 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 6= 0 = 0 6= 0 = 0
Model a7 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0

Note that Model a4 is the true model. From Model a1 to Model a3, Model a5, and

Model a6 are misspecified models.

Candidates for outcome models

Y = 1 {β0 + wβ1 + x1β2 + x2β3 + x3β4 + (x1 × x2) β5 + (x1 × x3) β6 + (x2 × x3) β7 + U ≥ 0}

Table C2: Settings of candidates for outcome models
Candidate model β0 β1 β2 β3 β4 β5 β6 β7

Model b1 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b2 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b3 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b4 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0
Model b5 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0

Note that Model b2 is the true model. Model b1 is a misspecified model. For 2SRI, a

residual term is also included in the model.

C.1.2 Boxplots of descriptive statistics for each estimator (continuous and lin-

ear treatment effect)

41



2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

Coefficient estimates of beta_t

−10123

(1
):

 n
=

10
0

2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

Coefficient estimates of beta_t

−10123

(2
):

 n
=

10
0

2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

−10123

(1
):

 n
=

30
0

2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

−10123

(2
):

 n
=

30
0

F
ig

u
re

1:
B

ox
p
lo

ts
of

d
es

cr
ip

ti
ve

st
at

is
ti

cs
fo

r
ea

ch
es

ti
m

at
or

(c
on

ti
n
u
ou

s
an

d
li
n
ea

r
tr

ea
tm

en
t

eff
ec

t)
1/

2

42



2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

Coefficient estimates of beta_t

−10123

(3
):

 n
=

10
0

2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

Coefficient estimates of beta_t

−10123

(4
):

 n
=

10
0

2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

−10123

(3
):

 n
=

30
0

2S
LS

2S
R

I
LI

M
LE

:
LA

IC
LI

M
LE

:
LB

IC
2S

R
I:

F
ul

l m
od

el
LI

M
L:

F
ul

l m
od

el

−10123

(4
):

 n
=

30
0

F
ig

u
re

2:
B

ox
p
lo

ts
of

d
es

cr
ip

ti
ve

st
at

is
ti

cs
fo

r
ea

ch
es

ti
m

at
or

(c
on

ti
n
u
ou

s
an

d
li
n
ea

r
tr

ea
tm

en
t

eff
ec

t)
2/

2

43



C.2 Dichotomous and heterogeneous treatment effect

C.2.1 Candidates of models

Candidates for outcome models

Y = 1 {β0 + wβ1 + x1β2 + x2β3 + x3β4 + (w × x1) β5

+ (x1 × x2) β6 + (x1 × x3) β7 + (x2 × x3) β8 + U ≥ 0}

Table C3: Settings of candidates for outcome models
Candidate model β0 β1 β2 β3 β4 β5 β6 β7 β8

Model b1 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b2 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b3 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b4 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0
Model b5 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b6 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 = 0 = 0 = 0
Model b7 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0 6= 0

Note that Model b5 is the true model, and from Model b1 to Model b4 are misspecified

models.

C.2.2 Boxplots of descriptive statistics for each estimator (dichotomous and

heterogeneous)
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