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Abstract

I examine the common problem of multiple missingness on both the endogenous
treatment and outcome variables. Two types of dependence assumptions for missing
mechanisms are proposed for identification, based on which a two-step AIPW GMM
estimator is proposed. This estimator is unbiased and more efficient than the previ-
ously used estimation methods. Statistical properties are discussed case by case. This
method is applied to the Oregon Health Insurance Experiment and shows the significant
effects of enrolling in the Oregon Health Plan on improving health-related outcomes and
reducing out-of-pocket costs for medical care. There is evidence that simply dropping
the incomplete data creates downward biases for some of the chosen outcome variables.
Moreover, the estimator proposed in this paper reduced standard errors by 6-24% of
the estimated effects of the Oregon Health Plan.

JEL Numbers: C13, C14, C26, C83
Keywords: Multiple missingness, missing outcome, missing covariates, GMM, endo-
geneity.

1 Introduction

Missingness in multiple variables is common in practice. This phenomenon is caused by
various reasons, including sub-sampling and a combination of different data sets; a typical
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example is missingness in both the endogenous treatment status and the outcome. This prob-
lem usually appears in empirical works but has not drawn enough attention. Researchers
often observe missingness on both the endogenous treatment and outcome variables in a data
set collected by surveys in both observational studies and field experiments. One approach
that is regularly used by practitioners is to drop all observations in incomplete data; this is
referred to as the complete case (CC) analysis. It is well known that the CC approach creates
an inefficient estimator, and when the missing mechanism depends on endogenous variables,
it is also biased (Little and Rubin [2002]; Qi and Sun [2014]). This paper proposes consis-
tent and more efficient estimators with multiple missingness, which allows for the missing
mechanism to be endogenous.

When there are two missing variables, the missing patterns can be divided into mono-
tone missingness and strict non-monotone missingness; both are examples of a general non-
monotone missing pattern.1 Monotone missingness has been thoroughly studied in the lit-
erature (Tsiatis [2007]; Barnwell and Chaudhuri [2018]; Chaudhuri [2020]). It refers to the
situation where the missingness of one indicates the missingness of the other variable. In our
framework, this means that missingness in treatment implies missingness in the outcome.
The monotone missing pattern can be caused by data attrition when once the survey par-
ticipants drop out, they never return. However, in survey-collected data, missing variables
can be caused by a broader range of reasons; as a result, strict non-monotone missingness
often appears in a data set, which means that researchers can observe the outcome status
for some observations, despite the missing treatment status. Survey data frequently suffers
from strict non-monotone missingness; therefore, this paper focuses on strictly non-monotone
missingness and discusses how to generate the proposed approach for more general missing
patterns in the appendix.

There are two sources of endogeneity in the model. First, the full model with no missing
values is endogenous because of the endogenous treatment variable. Second, the missingness
can be endogenous and correlated with latent variables in the model. The endogeneity in the
full model is often addressed using an exogenous instrumental variable, which is correlated
with the endogenous regressor, but does not directly affect the outcome. This strategy has
been widely used in the two-stage least squares (2SLS) estimation procedure, the general-
ized method of moments (GMM) model, and a more general nonparametric IV model (Theil
[1971]; Angrist and Imbens [1995]; Baum et al. [2003]; Newey and Powell [2003]; Newey
[2013]). The other source of endogeneity is from selective missingness. Prior studies in uni-
variate missingness literature have shown that if the Missing at Random (MAR) assumption
is satisfied—meaning that the missing mechanism is independent with missing values con-

1The general non-monotone missing pattern also includes univariate missingness.
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ditional on fully observed variables—the endogeneity of missingness can be solved (Cheng
[1994]; Seaman et al. [2013]). However, the non-monotone missing pattern complicates this
assumption, because simultaneous dependence between multiple missingness creates chal-
lenges in identifying the joint missing mechanism.

However, if some MAR-type of assumptions are satisfied, the missing mechanisms can still
be identified. One simple way to modify the original MAR assumption is to assume that both
missing mechanisms of the treatment and outcome variables are independent with partially
missing variables conditional on some fully observed variables under every missing type.
To keep it consistent, we still refer to it as MAR assumption. This assumption brings many
desired properties, but can be violated in some cases with multiple stages of missing variables
because it excludes any possible channels through which variables realized at previous stage
can affect the missing mechanism at next stage. When data are collected sequentially (i.e., the
treatment variable is collected before the outcome variable), the simultaneous dependence
relationship can also be avoided. This happens when the realization of outcome status
takes time and is collected via a later follow-up survey. Motivated by the sequential data
collection process, we propose the alternative identifying assumption allows for the later-
stage missingness (i.e., missingness on the outcome) to rely on partially observed variables
in the previous stage (i.e., the partially observed treatment variable), which we describe as
the sequentially updating feature of the missing mechanism; due to this feature, we name
the assumption the Sequential MAR (SMAR) assumption.

Under either identifying assumption, the missing mechanism (i.e., the propensity of each
missing pattern) is identified and utilized in an augmented inverse propensity weighted
(AIPW) GMM estimator for the primary model coefficients. The moment function is com-
posed of an inverse propensity weighted (IPW) moment function and an augmentation term
chosen to make full use of the observed data and achieve higher efficiency; this function is
equivalent to a two-step backward AIPW imputation approach, in which the missing outcome
is initially imputed, followed by the imputation of the missing treatment.

The estimation strategy depends on a first-stage estimation of nuisance parameters, which
are the propensities of missing patterns and models for incomplete data; we use sieve estima-
tion for the first stage nuisance parameters. Even though AIPW has been shown to maintain
double robustness and semiparametric efficiency in many cases (e.g., Robins et al. [1994];
Scharfstein et al. [1999]; Glynn and Quinn [2010]; Chen et al. [2008]; Cattaneo [2010]), the de-
sired properties usually fail under non-monotone missingness (e.g., Tsiatis [2007]; Chaudhuri
and Guilkey [2016]; Seaman and Vansteelandt [2018]; Sun and Tchetgen Tchetgen [2018]).
We show that under the MAR assumption, the double robustness and semiparametric effi-
ciency properties are maintained, and this result is consistent with the findings of Chaudhuri
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and Guilkey [2016]. The estimator is robust under the SMAR assumption, as long as the
missing mechanism is correctly specified; as a result, the asymptotic variance is affected by
the first stage missing mechanism estimation. We provide asymptotic variance for the esti-
mator under the SMAR assumption and show that the estimator become more efficient than
previously used estimators by incorporating the incomplete data.

The AIPW-GMM approach is used in the Oregon Health Insurance Experiment to esti-
mate the effect of enrolling in the Oregon Health Plan (OHP) on health-related outcomes.
The endogenous treatment variable and outcomes are collected via different-stage follow-up
surveys. There are two reasons behind the missingness: non-response to surveys and non-
response to treatment-and-outcome-related questions among survey responders. There exist
participants who did not respond to the first follow-up survey but responded to the final
survey, and some participants did not answer questions on treatment status; therefore, we
observe non-monotone missing patterns. The data shows evidence that missing mechanisms
of outcome variables are correlated with the endogenous treatment variable. As a result, the
CC analysis yield biased estimation results. The regression results show significant effects
of the OHP on reducing out-of-pocket costs for medical care, reducing the number of days
when physical health is not good, and improving self-evaluated health conditions; these re-
sults suggest that CC estimators tend to overestimate the effect, with downward biases for
out-of-pocket costs and self-evaluated health conditions outcomes, while the IPW estimator
results are closer to those of the AIPW estimators. Furthermore, of the three different es-
timation strategies, the AIPW-GMM estimators achieve the smallest standard errors for all
estimated coefficients. For the estimated effects of OHP, the AIPW approach reduces the
standard errors by up to 24%. These results are consistent with the findings in the Monte
Carlo simulation.

This paper contributes to the literature in the following aspects. First, it considers the
problem of missing endogenous treatment variables and outcome variables, which lacks ad-
equate attention. Related literature includes the partial identification approach developed
by Horowitz and Manski [2000], when there exist multiple missing covariates and outcomes
in randomized experiments. By making assumptions that can be plausible in many cases
of program evaluation, this paper proposes a way to point identify the missing mechanism
and to use it in the construction of a consistent and more efficient estimator. Second, this
study contributes to the literature on non-monotone missingness (Robins and Gill [1997];
Gad [2011]; Sun and Tchetgen Tchetgen [2018]; Tchetgen et al. [2018]; Sun et al. [2018];
Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016]) by adapting the sequentially updating feature of the missing
mechanism2 and allowing the missing mechanism to depend on a partially observed variable

2Similar sequential feature has only been applied when the missing pattern is monotone (Chaudhuri
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in a non-monotone missing pattern. Finally, this paper derives variance under the dynamic
updating feature and provides sufficient conditions under which the closed-form efficient in-
fluence function is available under non-monotone missingness. The difficulties in achieving
desired statistical properties hinder the usage of assumptions other than the MAR assump-
tion, therefore, deriving closed-form variance can be useful in many scenarios, especially when
data are collected via multiple surveys.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model; Section 3
missing mechanism and the assumptions and gives the identification result; Section 4 proposes
the AIPW moment condition and GMM estimator based on the assumptions introduced in
the previous sections; Section 5 discusses the asymptotic properties of the AIPW estimator;
Section 6 illustrates the performance of the AIPW-GMM estimator through the Monte Carlo
simulation results; Section 7 offers an empirical example using the Oregon Health Insurance
Experiment Data; and Section 8 will provide our conclusions. Generalization of current
method and proofs are listed in the appendix.

2 Model and Assumptions

We consider the following model:

Yi = g(Di, Xi; β) + εi (2.1)

where Yi denotes the outcome of individual i and is missing for some observations; and
Di is a partially observed endogenous treatment variable. For purposes of this study, we
only consider one partially missing endogenous treatment variable. Xi is a vector of K
fully observed regressors, and we do not exclude the possibility that Xi contains endogenous
variables.

We are interested in consistently estimating the parameter vector β, and we assume that
there exists a vector of valid instrument variables Zi for [Di, Xi] with dZ ≥ dD + dX , such
that

E[Ziεi] = 0 (2.2)
cov(Zi, [Di, Xi]) 6= 0 (2.3)

Equations 2.2 and 2.3 are the exogeneity and relevance conditions, under which Zi is a

[2020]).
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valid instrument variable. We assume that Zi plays a role in determining [Di, Xi]. We do not
place structural restrictions on the first-stage model; therefore, the regressors can be either
discrete or continuous.3 In the full model, the moment condition follows directly from the
exogeneity of Zi:

E[Zi(Yi − g(Di, Xi; β))] = 0 (2.4)

Under the standard regularity conditions4 for g, the parameter value of interest β0 is
identified by the moment conditions:

β = β0 if and only if E[Zi(Yi − g(Di, Xi; β))] = 0 for β ∈ B

We consider an environment where the instrument variables Zi and fully observed covari-
ates Xi are fully observed, but the endogenous treatment Di and the outcome variable Yi are
partially missing. We use RD

i and RY
i to indicate observing Di and Yi, such that

RD
i =

1 Di is observed

0 Di is unobserved
(2.5)

RY
i =

1 Yi is observed

0 Yi is unobserved
(2.6)

In the following section, we will discuss the missing patterns and dependence between
RD, RY , and the other variables.

3 Patterns of Missingness

We first capture the missing mechanism and give two sets of assumptions to identify the
propensity of missingness. The commonly used assumptions for univariate missing values are
the Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) and the Missing at Random (MAR) assump-

3If more structures are added to the first stage, we could obtain additional moment conditions; as an
example, a linear specification on Di such that:

Di = Z ′iγ + ui

provides an extra moment condition besides Equation 2.4:

E[Ziui] = 0

This extra information potentially helps to improve the precision and efficiency of the estimator (Rai 2020).
4The regularity conditions can be found in Newey and McFadden [1994].
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tions. The MCAR assumes that missingness is independent from any variable in the data
set, and MAR assumes that missingness is independent from the missing values conditioning
on a set of observables.5 Missing mechanisms that fail the MCAR and MAR assumptions are
called Missing Not at Random (MNAR); these allow the missingness to be correlated with
the unobserved missing values, and therefore creates difficulties in identifying the missing
mechanism. Extra parametric assumptions are usually imposed when the missing pattern is
MNAR (Scharfstein et al. [1999]; Andrea et al. [2001]).

The existence of multiple partially missing variables complicates the missing mechanism.
Based on the features of the missing patterns, prior studies have described multiple missing
patterns as monotone missingness versus non-monotone missingness. Monotone missingness
is defined as the situation where missingness happens gradually, and missingness in one
variable indicates missingness in other variables. In our framework, it is implied that Yi is
missing when Di is missing or vice versa. We focus on the former possibility, since it is a
more reasonable scheme compared to the latter. The missing mechanism is formally defined
as monotone if (1−RD

i )RY
i = 0 almost surely.

For monotone missingness, each stage can be seen as a subsample of the last step, and
the missingness depends on the fully observed variables from the previous stage. One reason
behind this pattern is data attrition; when the program participants choose to drop out of
the survey, they do not return to the following surveys of their outcomes. Another example
is data composed of multi-phase sampling, from which the researchers choose a subsample of
the previous phase to collect information on, due to budget constraints and survey design.

Non-monotone missingness is a more general pattern that allows for the possibility of
observing Yi while Di is missing; it is also referred to as general missingness (Van Buuren
[2018]), and includes well-discussed univariate missingness,6 monotone missingness, and strict
non-monotone missingness. Non-monotone missingness arises in various scenarios other than
data attrition, including general survey non-responses, panel studies in which participants
drop out but return in later surveys, and general sub-sampling in each stage. In Figure 1, we
illustrate the missing patterns included in non-monotone missingness; among the patterns,
strict non-monotone missingness is the most frequently seen and interesting case, so we will
focus on this case.

With a non-monotone missing pattern, the previous MAR assumption is difficult to justify
(Robins [1997]; Robins and Gill [1997]; Little and Rubin [2002]; Sun and Tchetgen Tchetgen

5These two assumptions can be seen as strong ignorability and conditional ignorability assumptions.
6Discussions on univariate missingness on the regressor can be found in Little [1992], Abrevaya and Donald

[2017], Breunig and Haan [2018]; Wang et al. [2010], Groenwold et al. [2012], Abrevaya [2019] studied on
methods dealing with missing outcome variables.
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Figure 1: Examples of monotone missing patterns
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[2018])7, and it creates challenges in identification. The challenge was first introduced by
Robins and Gill [1997] when they considered a case where two partially missing variables
exist and showed that MAR assumption implicitly implies the MCAR assumption in a logistic
model; when there are other fully observed variables, the traditional MAR becomes a stronger
assumption of conditional ignorability for the same observables. In our framework, because
we have two potentially missing variables in the environment, we can observe four missing
patterns in the data. We use M to denote the four patterns and introduce difficulties in
point identifying the distribution of the missing patterns. We suppress the index i for the
following arguments:

M = M1 : Observe both D and Y
M = M2 : Observe D but not Y
M = M3 : Observe Y but not D
M = M4 : Observe neither D nor Y

The MAR assumption assumes mean independence between missingness and missing
values conditioning on the observables under each missing pattern and can be written as:

Pr[M = M1|Z,X,D, Y ] = Pr[M = M1|Z,X,D, Y ]
Pr[M = M2|Z,X,D, Y ] = Pr[M = M2|Z,X,D]
Pr[M = M3|Z,X,D, Y ] = Pr[M = M3|Z,X, Y ]
Pr[M = M4|Z,X,D, Y ] = Pr[M = M4|Z,X]

(3.1)

The first equation is intentionally redundant to show that no information is lost under
the pattern M1. Equation 3.1 implies Equation 3.28:

7The statistical literature has shown that for commonly used estimation process, it is difficult to include
all features allowed by the previous MAR assumption. In this paper, we focus more on the challenge in
identification, and show some features allowed by the previous MAR assumption must be excluded to identify
the missing mechanism.

8Derivation is omiited, and the intuition behind is that each missing pattern depends on the observed
variables under that pattern. Therefore, when RY = 1, Pr[RD = 1|Z,X,D, Y,RY = 1], as a part of the
missing mechanism, depends on Y ; and when RY = 0, Pr[RD = 1|Z,X,D, Y,RY = 1] does not depend on
Y anymore. Therefore, E[RD|Z,X,D, Y,RY ] = E[RD|Z,X,RY Y,RY ]; same argument can be applied on
E[RY |Z,X,D, Y,RD].
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E[RD|Z,X,D, Y,RY ] = E[RD|Z,X,RY Y,RY ]
E[RY |Z,X,D, Y,RD] = E[RY |Z,X,RDD,RD]

(3.2)

One way to model Equation 3.1 is using the threshold crossing model. To illustrate
how the simultaneous relationship affects identification, we can rewrite the assumption in
Equation 3.2 into the following simultaneous binary model9:

RD = 1
[
f(Z,X,RY Y,RY ) ≥ µ

]
RY = 1

[
g(Z,X,RDD,RD) ≥ ν

] (3.3)

for some unknown functions f and g, with µ and ν as uniformly distributed latent vari-
ables. The simultaneous feature in the binary model creates a problem in the identification
of Pr

[
RD = 1, RY = 1|Z,X,D, Y

]
. A similar problem has been widely discussed in the en-

try game model, and there is a well-known challenge to identify joint distribution of the
simultaneous bivariate model. Prior studies provided partial identification strategies for the
simultaneous binary model (e.g., Tamer [2003]; Ciliberto and Tamer [2009]; Balat and Han
[2018]) and point identification under additional restrictions. Even though identifying the
missing mechanism is an important step to identifying the main model, that is not our pri-
mary interest. As an intermediate step, we want to avoid either partial identification or
too-complex structural assumptions. Therefore, we provide two sets of ignorability-type as-
sumptions that could be satisfied under many settings and rule out the simultaneity, and we
provide justifications for these assumptions. These assumptions are used to point identify
the missing mechanism.

3.1 Missing at Random Assumption

The first assumption is a stronger version of the MAR used in the univariate missingness
literature by assuming the ignorability of multiple missingness conditioning on a common set
of fully observed variables.10

9The equivalence between Equations 3.2 and 3.3 follows from the property of binary variables.
10Prior studies have implicitly shown that the MAR assumption in a univariate missingness setting is

justified under the strong version of MAR; this can be displayed using the example from Sun and Tchet-
gen Tchetgen [2018], except for minor differences.
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Assumption MAR.

RD ⊥⊥ (D, Y )|Z,X (1)
RY ⊥⊥ (D, Y )|Z,X,RD (2)

We refer to this assumption as the MAR assumption for convenience, following the name
used in prior studies. Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016] applied similar assumptions, and one
important example is non-monotonically missing instrumental variables, assuming the miss-
ingness was independent with unobserved values conditioning on fully observed variables.

If there are no endogenous variables in X, the MAR assumption can be interpreted as
exogenous missingness, assuming that the joint missingness is independent with unobserved
values conditioning on fully observed exogenous covariates. Missingness is determined by
instrument variables (e.g., random assignment) and personal characteristics (e.g., age, edu-
cation, distance to research center).

Example 1. In some field experiments, experimenters collect data via face-to-face visits.
Missingness is believed to be caused by missed experimenter visits, either accidentally or by
design, instead of self-selection of the participants. Therefore, missingness on D and Y de-
pends on survey participant characteristics (e.g., location, gender, age, etc.) and instrument
variables (e.g., random assignment into treatment group), instead of the treatment and out-
come status.

3.2 Sequential Missing at Random Assumption

The MAR assumption introduced above is easy to use and interpret, and under it, the
estimator satisfies many desired statistical properties. Therefore, this type of assumptions
are welcomed in statistical literature. However, it is sometimes violated in applied research.
One test is to check the correlation between the correlation between Y and RD when Y is
observed. When the data are collected from different stages of surveys, it is highly possible
that the treatment variable D realized at the previous stage plays some roles in affecting
the missing mechanism at later stage RY . The MAR assumption introduced above does not
allow this kind of dependence relation, and it is unclear how does the missing mechanism of
outcome variable depends on RD. We therefore propose a different assumption that allows
for dependence between partially observed D and the missingness mechanism on Y , which
occurs after the realization of RD.

When missingness happens sequentially, the missing process has the analogous “dynamic
updating” feature introduced in Chaudhuri [2020], and this feature is applied to the monotone
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missing pattern. Despite the non-monotone pattern, this dynamic feature is still allowed
in our framework. We can therefore make a Sequential MAR (SMAR) assumption that
missingness on D is independent with unobserved values conditional on the fully observed
variables, and missingness on Y is independent with the unobserved values conditional on
fully observed variables and the partially observed D.

The SMAR assumption is formalized below:

Assumption SMAR. 11

RD ⊥⊥ (D, Y )|Z,X (1)
RY ⊥⊥ (D, Y )|Z,X,RDD,RD (2)

and (2) is equivalent to

RY ⊥⊥ ((1−RD)D, Y )|Z,X,RDD,RD (2′)

The SMAR assumption allows RY to be correlated with D; on the other hand, RY

can be correlated with Y through the correlation with D. Therefore, it assumes that RY

is independent with Y conditioning on the fully observed variables assumed in the MAR
assumption, as well as RDD. Under the SMAR assumption, we need to take RDD into
consideration when capturing the mechanism behind RY , unlike the MAR assumption; and
the other crucial feature assumed in SMAR is that D does not affect RY if D is not observed.
In the following, we will provide an example of when these features hold.

Example 2. In survey-collected data sets, missingness can be due to both attrition and
self-selection. For the self-selected missingness, we make an extra assumption that survey
participants are honest reporters to exclude distortion from misreporting. Besides the partic-
ipants whose missing mechanisms are determined by the fully observed variables, we assume
there exists the other group of participants who choose to report if they have the information.
Therefore, missing indicators RD and RY can be interpreted as indicators of awareness, or
an effort to acquire the status of D and Y .

Knowledge of treatment status Di can be caused by participants’ characteristics, as well as
the instrument variables. Age, living area, and education level can all affect participants’ mo-
tivation to acquire their treatment status. The instrument variables can also affect RD. One

11Both the assumption MAR and the assumption SMAR can be relaxed to conditional mean independence
condition.
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I1 = {Z,X}

I2 =
{Z,X,D,RD}

M1 : RD = 1, RY = 1

observed
RY = 1

M2 : RD = 1, RY = 0missing

R
Y = 0

observedRD = 1

I2 = {Z,X,RD}

M3 : RD = 0, RY = 1

observed
RY = 1

M4 : RD = 0, RY = 0missing

R
Y = 0

missing

R
D = 0

Figure 2: Sequential Missing Mechanism

classic instrument variable used in the field-experiment literature is the random assignment of
treatment, with non-perfect compliance as the instrumented endogenous variable. Researchers
are likely to visit participants in the treatment group more than the control group, which might
cause lack of awareness of treatment status for the control group. Moving to the next stage,
if participants have no knowledge of their treatment status (i.e., RD = 0), D does not en-
ter their information set and thus does not affect their motivation to attain knowledge about
their outcome status (i.e., D does not affect RY ). This explains the assumed non-correlation
between RY and D when RD = 0.

On the other hand, for participants who already have information about D, this enters
their information set and plays a role in determining whether or not they learn their outcome
status. This is consistent with the feature that RY depends on D when RD = 1, which
is allowed in the SMAR assumption but not allowed in MAR assumption; as a result, the
missing mechanism diverges for those with and without information about D. One example
of this is that people with health insurance tend to care more about their health status because
it affects their premium in the next billing cycle.

Figure 2 illustrates the sequential missing procedure. We use I1 to denote the initial
information set, which includes the fully observed variables. Variables in I1 play roles in
determining RD; when RD = 1, D is contained in the information set I2, and when RD = 0,
D is not included in I2. I2 contains the variables determining RY . The missing mechanisms
of Y diverge at I2, and D only affects RY when RD = 1. Therefore, the missing mechanism
at each stage diverge across different observed variables in the previous stage.

Remark 3.1. The SMAR and MAR assumption are two parallel assumptions, assuming

13



different conditioning variables for conditional independence, and we can not tell which is
weaker directly. Depending on characteristics of the data sets, we can choose the most suitable
assumption and achieve identification.

Assumptions MAR and SMAR differ when it comes to the hypothetical missing mecha-
nism on RY . We define pd and py as:

pd ≡ Pr[RD|Z,X,D, Y ] = Pr[RD|Z,X] (3.4)
py ≡ Pr[RY |Z,X,D, Y,RD] = Pr[RY |C, RD] (3.5)

The second equality in Equation 3.4 holds under either assumption MAR or assumption
SMAR. C represents the conditioning variables for ignorability of RY ; under the assumption
MAR, C = (Z,X); and under the assumption SMAR, C = (RDD,Z,X). The distribution of
missing patterns derives from the multiplication of pd and py. For each missing pattern Mm,
m = 1, 2, 3, 4, the probability of observing it is equal to

Pr[Mm|Z,X,D, Y ] = Pr[RY = MY
m |C, RD]× Pr[RD = MD

m |Z,X] (3.6)

for MD
m , M

Y
m being the corresponding value of RD and RY under missing pattern Mm.

Proposition 3.1. If either the Assumption MAR or the Assumption SMAR hold, the prob-
ability of missing patterns in 3.6 is identified.

The identification result follows directly from selection on observables.

4 AIPW-GMM Estimator

The IPW estimator has been widely applied in the missing data literature (Rosenbaum and
Rubin [1983]; Wooldridge [2007]; Seaman and White [2013]). It reweights the sample and
inflates the underrepresented subsample due to missingness to provide a consistent estimator.
Compared to the imputation method (e.g., expectation-maximization, multiple imputations),
the IPW estimator avoids making parametric assumptions on the model for an incomplete
subsample and is easier to compute. The efficiency of the IPW estimator can be improved
by adding an augmentation term, and this approach is referred to as the Augmented IPW
(AIPW) approach. The AIPW estimator takes full advantage of the data set by incorporating
dropped information in the IPW estimation into the augmentation term and achieves semi-
parametric efficiency bounds under certain conditions (Robins et al. [1994]; Robins [1997];
Carpenter et al. [2006]; Tsiatis [2007]; Chen et al. [2008]; Glynn and Quinn [2010]).
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4.1 AIPW Moment Condition

First, we make an overlap assumption:

Assumption Overlap. (a) pd ∈ [κd, 1) almost surely in (Z,X)
(b) py ∈ [κy, 1) almost surely in (C, RD) for κd > 0,κy > 0.

This assumption requires the possibility that each of the four missing patterns is positive
(i.e., the strict non-monotone missing pattern).12

We further introduce the notation of probability from observing both the treatment and
outcome, which is defined as:

p11(X,Z,D) = Pr[RY = 1|C, RD = 1]× Pr[RD = 1|Z,X]

We construct a moment function maipw(β):

maipw(β) = RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β)) + φ(Z,X,RD, RY , RDD,RY Y, β) (4.1)

The moment function above is composed of an IPW moment function and an augmenting
term φ, which is determined by fully observed variables and coefficient parameter β. We set
the augmentation term to be:

φ =
(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+
(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+
(

1− RDRY

p11

)
Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]) (4.2)

=
(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [Y − E [Y |Z,X]] (4.3)

+
(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

(4.4)

+
(

1− RDRY

p11

)
Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]) (4.5)

The augmentation term is composed of observed variables, as well as two sets of nui-
sance parameters, the missing mechanism (pd, py, p11), and the imputed value for the unob-

12A weaker version of the overlap assumption is introduced in Section A, when a more general missing
pattern is allowed.
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served model: (E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X] , E [Y |D,Z,X] , E [Y |Z,X])13. Identification of the miss-
ing mechanisms was shown in the previous section. The assumptions of MAR or SMAR
identifies the second set of nuisance parameters; under either assumption, these can be iden-
tified by14:

E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X] = E
[
g(D,X; β)|Z,X,RD = 1

]
E [Y |D,Z,X] = E

[
Y |D,Z,X,RD = 1, RY = 1

]
E [Y |Z,X] = E

[
Y |Z,X,RD = 0, RY = 1

]
The moment function above can be interpreted as a two-step AIPW imputation. With

full data, the moment function is:

mfull(β) = Zε = Z (Y − g(D,X; β))

The goal is to construct an unbiased estimator of ε under missingness on D and Y .
Without partially missing D, the AIPW estimator for ε is written as:

εaipw = RY

py
(Y − g(D,X; β)) +

(
1− RY

py

)
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))

When D is partially missing, g(D,X; θ) and E [Y |D,Z,X] are not fully observed as
functions of D. We again use the AIPW strategy on the functions of D and obtain:

εaipw = RY

py

[
Y −

(
RD

pd
g(D,X; β) + (1− RD

pd
)E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]

)]

+
(

1− RY

py

)[
RD

pd
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β)) +

(
1− RD

pd

)
E {E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β)|Z,X}

]
(4.6)

Proposition 4.1. If ε̂ is defined as in 4.6, maipw(β) = Zεaipw.

The moment function is used to construct a moment condition, following the theorem
below:

13The last two terms in the augmentation term can be re-arranged into the augmentation term used with
monotone missingness, introduced in Chaudhuri [2020]; and the first term is added to take into consideration
observations with RD = 0,while RY = 1.

14Under Assumption MAR, E [Y |Z,X] can also be identified by E
[
Y |Z,X,RD = 1, RY = 1

]
and

E
[
Y |Z,X,RY = 1

]
.
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Theorem 4.1. Suppose Assumption MAR or SMAR, and Assumption Overlap hold, E [maipw(β)] =
0 when β = β0.

The equality in this theorem will be used as the AIPW moment condition.

4.2 Estimation Strategy

The estimation procedure is composed of two steps. In the first step, we construct appropriate
estimators for (pd, py, p11) and (E[Y |D,Z,X], E[Y |Z,X], E[g(D,X; β)|Z,X]), and denote
the estimators as (p̂d, p̂y, p̂11) and (Ê[Y |D,Z,X], Ê[Y |Z,X], Ê[g(D,X; β)|Z,X]). Estimation
strategies on the nuisance parameters depend on the researcher’s prior belief about model
structures. If the correct specification of the nuisance parameter is not clear, nonparametric
estimation could be applied to avoid models that are too restrictive. We will apply the series
estimation strategy on the models, and we will show the corresponding asymptotic properties
thereof in the following section.

After constructing the nuisance parameters, we plug them back into the GMM estimation
equation and solve:

β̂AIPW−GMM = argminβm̂aipw,i(β)′
Ŵ m̂aipw,i

where

m̂aipw = 1
N

N∑
i=1

RD
i R

Y
i

p̂11,i
Zi (Yi − g (Di, Xi; β)) + φ̂i

φ̂i =
(
RY
i

p̂y,i
− RD

i R
Y
i

p̂11,i

)
Zi
[(
Yi − Ê [g(Di, Xi; β)|Zi, Xi]

)
−
(
Ê [Yi|Zi, Xi]− Ê [g(Di, Xi; β)|Zi, Xi]

)]
+
(
RD
i

p̂d,i
− RD

i R
Y
i

p̂11,i

)
Zi
[(
Ê [Yi|Di, Zi, Xi]− g(Di, Xi; β)

)
−
(
Ê [Yi|Zi, Xi]− Ê [g(Di, Xi; β)|Zi, Xi]

)]
+
(

1− RD
i R

Y
i

p̂11,i

)
Zi
(
Ê [Yi|Zi, Xi]− Ê [g(Di, Xi; β)|Zi, Xi]

)

is the estimator of the augmentation term φ and Ŵ is the estimator of chosen weight matrix
W .
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5 Asymptotic Properties

Though the AIPW estimator is known to have the efficient property in many cases, the
efficiency usually fails with non-monotone missingness. One critical condition to produce
closed-form semiparametric efficient bound is the independence of different missing indica-
tors condition on the same set of variables (Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016]); this condition
implies that the asymptotic variances should be different under Assumption MAR and As-
sumption SMAR. Under the MAR assumption, desired statistical properties hold such that
the AIPW-GMM estimator maintains the double robustness property and achieves the ef-
ficient semiparametric bound. Under the SMAR assumption, double robustness fail, and
we are not able to prove efficiency; but it shows efficiency improvement from incorporating
observations with missing values.

5.1 Asmptotic Properties

We make the standard assumptions for asymptotic normality in the GMM model:

Assumption M. (1) (Zi, Xi, Di, Yi, R
D
i Di, R

Y
i Yi, R

D
i , R

Y
i ) are i.i.d;

(2)E [maipw(β)] is differentiable with respect to β ∈ int(B);
(3) Define G(β) = ∂

∂β
E [maipw], G(β) has full rank at β = β0;

(4) VMAR and VSMAR are bounded and positive semidefinite;

We then derive the variance of the moment functions under different assumptions, and
use these derivations to construct the asymptotic distribution of the AIPW-GMM estimator.
For a semi-parametric GMM estimation, the variance closely relates to robustness of the
estimator, thereby indicating how the first-stage nuisance parameters estimators affect the
variance of the primary model.

Under the Assumption MAR, the ignorabilities of RD and RY depend on the same set
of conditioning variables. The assumption is powerful enough that the double robustness
property of AIPW estimator is maintained.

Theorem 5.1. If Assumption MAR and Overlap hold, E [maipw(β)] = 0 when either (p̂d, p̂y, p̂11),
or (Ê [g(D,X; β)|X,Z] , Ê[g(D,X; β)|X,Z, Y ], Ê [Y |X,Z,D] , Ê [Y |X,Z]) are correctly spec-
ified.

As a direct result of double robustness, the first-stage estimators of the nuisance param-
eters do not affect the variance of the primary model.

Theorem 5.2. Let VMAR denote V ar (maipw) under assumption MAR and Overlap, then
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VMAR = E

[
1
p11

V ar (mfull|Z,X) + E [mfull|Z,X]E [mfull|Z,X]
′
]
−∆

where

∆ = V ar

((
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

+ V ar

((
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|Y, Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

+ 2E
[(

1− 1
py
− 1
pd

+ 1
p11

)
Cov (ZY,E [mfull|D,Z,X] |Z,X)

+
(

1
py
− 1
p11

)
Cov (Zg(D,X; β), ZY |Z,X)

]

The first term in VMAR is similar to the Ωβ that was introduced in Chen et al. [2008],
and ∆ captures improvements in efficiency when we include the partially observed variables
in the moment function.

Under the Assumption SMAR, the double robustness property no longer holds with non-
monotone missingness. However, the estimator remains robust as long as the missing mech-
anism is correctly specified.

Theorem 5.3. If Assumption SMAR and Overlap hold, E [maipw(β)] = 0 when (p̂d, p̂y, p̂11)
is correctly specified.

Proof of Theorem 5.3 follows directly from the proof of Theorem 4.1.
The double robustness fails under the SMAR assumption because parts of the missing

mechanisms depend on partially missing variables. As a result, the consistency of some
parameters in the first-step estimation of nuisance parameters affects the consistency and
efficiency of the primary model and has a direct effect on the variance. Luckily, only the
estimator p̂11 affects the consistency through the first component in the augmenting term,
and we can therefore construct a correction term following Newey [1994].

Theorem 5.4. Let VSMAR denote V ar (maipw) under assumption SMAR and Overlap, then

VSMAR = E

[
1
p11

V ar ((mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |D,Z,X)
]

+ V ar (E [mfull|D,Z,X])−∆

where
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∆ = V ar

((
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

+ V ar

(
(1− pd)(

RDRY

p11
− 1) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])

)

+ E

[(
1− p2

d

p11
− (1− pd)2

p01

)
V ar (Y |D,Z,X)

]
+ 2E [(1− pd)Cov (E [mfull|D,Z,X] , E [Y |D,Z,X] |Z,X)]

Let n denote the sample size. Under certain regularity conditions,
√
n convergence can

be maintained with a non-parametric estimation in the first stage. We assume the well-
established regularity conditions for Sieve basis functions that are presented in the literature
(Newey [1994]; Chen et al. [2008]; Cattaneo [2010]; Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016]), and we
construct

√
n normality.

Theorem 5.5. Let Ê(w) denote a vector of sieve estimation of first-stage nuisance estima-
tors. For each component e ∈ E, suppose e is a function of de elements and is se times
differentiable. Let η = 1 for power series basis; and η = 1

2 for spline basis. Let K denote the
terms in the series estimator, n denote the sample size, and K = nν such that:

4η + 2 < 1
ν
< 4se

de
− 6η

then,
(1) Under Assumption MAR, Overlap, and M,

√
n(β̂ − β)→d N(0, (G′WG)−1G′WVMARWG(G′WG)−1)

Furthermore, if W = V −1
MAR,

√
n(β̂ − β)→d N(0, (G′V −1

MARG)−1)

(2) Under Assumption SMAR, Overlap, and M,

√
n(β̂ − β)→d N(0, (G′WG)−1G′WVSMARWG(G′WG)−1)

Furthermore, if W = V −1
SMAR,

√
n(β̂ − β)→d N(0, (G′V −1

SMARG)−1)
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The regularity conditions used here are no different from the conditions used in the work
of Cattaneo [2010], Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016]. These conditions restrict the estimation
of nuisance parameters to converge fast enough that they do not affect the convergence rate
of the second-step estimation.

5.2 Efficiency

The well-known efficiency property of the AIPW estimator usually fails with the non-monotone
missing pattern (Tsiatis [2007]; Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016]). We show two sufficient con-
ditions in which the estimator maintains the efficiency property.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose Assumption SMAR and Overlap hold, and Y ⊥⊥ D|Z,X, the correction
term for VSMAR is equivalent to zero.

Theorem 5.6. Suppose Assumption Overlap, Assumption M, and one of the following as-
sumptions hold:

(i) Assumption MAR
(ii) Assumption SMAR and Y ⊥⊥ D|Z,X
then for β0, the asymptotic variance lower bound for

√
N(β̂−β0) of any regular estimator

β̂ is given by Ω = (G′V −1
MARG)−1. An estimator with an asymptotic variance that is equal to

Ω has the following asymptotic linear representation:

√
N(β̂ − β0) = 1√

N

N∑
i=1

ψ(Zi, Xi, R
D
i , R

Y
i , R

D
i Di, R

Y
i Yi)

where

ψ(Z,X,RD, RY , RDD,RY Y ) = −Ω−1G′V −1
MARmaipw(Z,X,RD, RY , RDD,RY Y ; β0)

Although there are two sufficient conditions under which semiparametric efficiency bound
holds, condition (ii) only holds when D does not affect the Y conditional of (Z,X) and is an
unreasonable assumption. In the settings with different missing variables, however, (ii) can be
more useful. One example is when there exists multiple missing treatments at different stages,
and the treatments themselves are independent conditional on fully observed variables, then
the SMAR assumption can be applied and achieves the closed-form semiparametric efficiency
bound; the other example is when the fully observed variables are D and X, and the partially
missing variables are Z and Y , and it is reasonable to assume that Z ⊥⊥ Y |D,X.
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6 Monte Carlo Simulation

The previous results suggest that the AIPW-GMM approach yields consistent and more
efficient results. This section provides numerical evidence of these properties.

We consider the full model:

Yi = αDi + βXi + εi ≡ 0.3Di + 0.5Xi + εi

Di = 1(0.1 + 0.3Zi + 0.1Xi ≥ ui)

where Di is a single-value endogenous variable; Xi is an exogenous variable; Zi is an instru-
ment variable; and εi and ui are jointly normally distributed with γ = corr(εi, ui). RD is
determined by fully observed Z,X; and RY is determined by Z,X and partially observed D.
These variables are determined via the binary model stated below:

RD = 1(pd ≥ urd)
RY = 1(py ≥ ury)

where

pd = 0.2 + 0.2X + 0.3Z
py = 0.3− 0.05X + 0.2Z + 0.3RDD

and urd, ury are correlated. Since RY is determined by the endogenous variable D, and is
conditional on Z,X; ury is correlated with ε, which is allowed in the SMAR assumption.

Table 1 shows the simulation results with different values for the correlation between ε

and u. Because D affects RY , and D is correlated with ε when it is an endogenous treatment
variable, this implies that RY is also endogenous in the sense that RY is correlated with ε.
The higher the correlation between ε and u is, the more endogenous RY is; the endogeneity
of RY will affect the consistency of the estimator derived from the complete case analysis
because the moment condition no longer holds. As is shown in the Table 1, the complete
case estimator for α is more biased when corr(ε, u) is higher, while the other two estimators
remain consistent. The other finding is that in all exercises, the AIPW estimators have
smaller RMSE compared to the other estimation strategies. The IPW estimators have higher
RMSE than the CC estimator in some cases, because they not only drop all the observations
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Table 1: Monte Carlo Simulation with Different Values for corr(ε, u)

α = 0.3 β = 0.5
α̂ Mean Bias RMSE β̂ Mean Bias RMSE

N = 1000, R = 500, corr(ε, u) = 0.8
Complete Case 0.1842 0.1158 0.1537 0.4973 0.0027 0.1180

IPW 0.3223 0.0223 0.1255 0.5017 0.0017 0.1901
AIPW 0.3246 0.0246 0.0878 0.4798 0.0202 0.0863

N = 1000, R = 500, corr(ε, u) = 0.5
Complete Case 0.2178 0.0822 0.1405 0.4949 0.0051 0.1252

IPW 0.2974 0.0026 0.1285 0.5050 0.0050 0.1803
AIPW 0.2993 0.0007 0.0932 0.4903 0.0097 0.1144

N = 1000, R = 500, corr(ε, u) = 0.3
Complete Case 0.2552 0.0448 0.1162 0.4992 0.0008 0.1293

IPW 0.3136 0.0136 0.1498 0.5405 0.0405 0.3948
AIPW 0.3028 0.0028 0.0915 0.4792 0.0208 0.0919

with incomplete data, but also run a nonparametric estimation with the limited data on the
nuisance parameters.

Table 2 shows the simulation results when the imputed values Ê[Y |Z,X], Ê[Y |D,Z,X],
or Ê[D|Z,X] are misspecified. The AIPW-GMM estimator was shown to be robust when the
missing mechanisms were correctly specified in Section 5, and misspecified imputed values
should not affect the performance of the estimator. We can observe some evidence of the
theoretical result on robustness in Table 2. The final exercise illustrates how the AIPW
estimator can be biased when p̂y is misspecified and is captured by a function of Z,X without
the partially observed D; this is the result when the missing mechanism is wrongly specified,
and also when the correlation between the treatment status and the missing mechanism of
the outcome is ignored.

7 Application

The Oregon Health Insurance Experiment is a large scale social experiment, for which most
of the data were collected via surveys. In 2008, a group of low-income individuals was ran-
domly selected for the opportunity to apply for the Oregon Health Plan (OHP) Standard,
which is a Medicaid-extension program to cover low-income adults who are not eligible for
the OHP Plus, which covers children, pregnant women, and families enrolled in the Tem-
porary Assistance to Needy Families Program. The OHP standard program was not open
for applicants until 2008. Participants registered for the lottery and were randomly assigned
to win, conditional on the number of household members on the waiting list. The lottery
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Table 2: Monte Carlo Simulation with Misspecified Imputed Values

α = 0.3 β = 0.5
α̂ Mean Bias RMSE β̂ Mean Bias RMSE

N = 1000, R = 500, misspecified E[Y |Z,X], E[Y |D,Z,X]
Complete Case 0.1840 0.1160 0.1523 0.4904 0.0096 0.1253

IPW 0.3277 0.0277 0.1491 0.5344 0.0344 0.1039
AIPW 0.3067 0.0067 0.0857 0.4812 0.0188 0.0867

N = 1000, R = 500, misspecified E[D|Z,X]
Complete Case 0.2178 0.0822 0.1405 0.4949 0.0051 0.1252

IPW 0.2997 0.0003 0.1295 0.5076 0.0076 0.1714
AIPW 0.2990 0.0010 0.0923 0.4925 0.0075 0.1145

N = 1000, R = 500, misspecified py
Complete Case 0.1716 0.1284 0.1665 0.4914 0.0086 0.1206

IPW 0.1705 0.1295 0.1674 0.5035 0.0035 0.1416
AIPW 0.3649 0.0649 0.1166 0.4716 0.0284 0.1324

winners were asked to return their application form. Only 60.82% of the lottery winners
chose to return their application forms, and only some of those applications were approved.
As such, this produced an endogenous non-compliance problem.

The data sets used here were composed of four parts. The descriptive data set recorded lot-
tery participants’ basic information and administrative data on the lotteries. The researchers
conducted three follow-up surveys to collect information on health insurance, healthcare
needs, experiments, and costs. The initial follow-up survey was conducted right after the
experiment during the period of June to November 2008 and included 58,405 survey par-
ticipants. The intermediate survey was conducted six months after the experiment for a
subsample of initial survey participants and included 11,756 participants. The final survey
was conducted a year after the experiment for the same group of people who participated
in the initial survey. These three surveys were referred to as the 0m, 6m, and 12m surveys,
respectively.

We select the variables from the descriptive data, the 0m survey data, and the 12m survey
data. The summary statistics of the variables used in this example are showed in Table 3.
In the experiment, 50.66% of the survey participants were randomly selected to win the
lottery, and selection into the lottery was used as the instrument variable, which is random
conditional on the number of people in a household. For the number-of-household- members
variable, 1 represented a household with a single member, while 2 and 3 represent households
with two and more than two members. The age varies from 20 to 63; therefore, the influence
of Medicare is excluded. The genders are balanced in the experiment; approximately 55%
of the lottery participants are female. Most of the respondents are from the metropolitan
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statistical area, and less than 10% of the participants required a non-English questionnaire.
The second block in the table records partially observed variables. There are 7,611 par-

ticipants with observed treatment statuses. We choose enrollment into the OHP program,
including both the OHP standard and the OHP plus, as the treatment variable.15

There are three outcomes from the final stage survey, including out-of-pocket costs for
medical care, the number of days when physical health was not good, and how physical health
had changed in the past six months. We refer to the health change as “Worse Health” in the
later regression table, because for this variable, the higher the value, the worse the health
status has become.

7.1 Missing Pattern

We first show the missing pattern of the chosen treatment and outcome variables to confirm
the non-monotone missing pattern; the main reason for missingness in this data set is non-
response to the surveys. The non-response rates for the initial (0m) and final (12m) surveys
are shown in Figure 3. For both the 0m and 12m surveys, the response rates were less than
50%. Furthermore, 16.88% of participants responded to the 0m but not to the 12m survey,
so it is highly possible to observe their treatment statuses, but not their outcome statuses;
for the group that responded to the 12m but not the 0m survey, it is possible to observe the
opposite.

Another important source of missingness is non-response to survey questions among re-
sponders. We choose the survey participants who returned both the 0m and the 12m surveys,
and the missing rate of answers for the questions on treatment and outcome status are shown
in Figure 4. 16,566 participants returned both stage surveys. However, we could not confirm
the treatment status for 8.73% of the respondents after correction of the variable.16For the

15We did not choose the recorded enrollment for the OHP Standard in the administrative data as the
treatment variable for the following reasons. First, the application’s approval took a long time, it took 277
days for some people to get their application forms approved, and this was just before the final round of
the survey; therefore, the administrative data do not show precise enrollment statuses during the first round
of the survey. Moreover, even though some people were granted late approval, the effective date for the
insurance card did not change; the late receivers needed to renew their insurance card to get coverage, which
involved another endogenous self-selection problem. This directly results in the fact that even though they
were approved and notified before the final round survey, approximately 1,400 participants chose the “Not
Covered” option in the final round of the survey, and approximately 160 participants did not know their
exact status OHP insurance, even though they were already notified about the application decision.

A previous study (Finkelstein et al. [2012]) used external administrative data to recover the treatment
status and avoid the missing problem. Since our goal is to show how the survey data can be used to get a
consistent estimate, we choose to use the variables recorded in the survey, instead of in other data sets.

16If the participants mentioned that they had been successfully enrolled in the OHP Standard, and the
administrative data showed consistent enrollment status, the OHP enrollment variable is corrected to value
1, whether it was missing or not.
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Figure 3: Non-response to the surveys

outcome variables, the non-response rates vary from 1.35% to 9.53% among survey respon-
ders. The question related to subjective healthiness (worse health) suffers the least from
missingness, while the question that asks for clear memories of the exact number of days
when physical health is not good has the highest percentage of missing.

The non-response to survey and survey questions result in non-monotone missing patterns,
and these are shown in Figure 5. We observe four missing types for all three outcomes, and
this is consistent with the strict non-monotone missingness.

Next, we show evidence of a violation of the MAR assumption in this example. The
MAR assumption assumes away the correlation between missingness in the outcomes and the
partially observed treatment variable. We run a regression as a simple test on the correlation
between them. As is shown in 4, when RD = 1 (i.e., enrollment status in the OHP program
is observed), there exists a significant correlation between RY and D. To use the SMAR
assumption, it is also necessary to confirm that RD does not depend on partially observe
Y , so we run the same regression for the outcomes, and we find a small and insignificant
correlation between RD and Y when RY = 1; the results are recorded in Table 5.

7.2 Regression Results

Table 6 shows the regression results. The nuisance estimators are estimated by the sieve with
B-spline basis functions, and the number of knots was selected through cross-validation. The
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Figure 4: Non-response to survey questions

Figure 5: Non-monotone Missing Pattern
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Table 4: Regression of RY on D when RD = 1

Out-of-Pocket Costs Days of Bad Health Worse Health
Currently have OHP insurance -0.0382∗∗∗ -0.0393∗∗∗ -0.0379∗∗∗

(0.00865) (0.00880) (0.00854)

Selected in the lottery -0.0197∗∗ -0.0124 -0.0207∗∗
(0.00657) (0.00668) (0.00648)

Number of people in household 0.0107 0.0150∗ 0.00953
(0.00706) (0.00718) (0.00697)

Female 0.0419∗∗∗ 0.0391∗∗∗ 0.0437∗∗∗
(0.00644) (0.00655) (0.00636)

Age 0.00451∗∗∗ 0.00422∗∗∗ 0.00501∗∗∗
(0.000261) (0.000265) (0.000257)

Zip code in a metropolitan statistical area 0.00360 0.000263 -0.00327
(0.00729) (0.00741) (0.00719)

Individual requested English-language materials -0.0123 0.0370∗∗ -0.0242
(0.0127) (0.0129) (0.0125)

Constant 0.424∗∗∗ 0.350∗∗∗ 0.438∗∗∗
(0.0219) (0.0222) (0.0216)

Observations 23140 23140 23140
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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estimated effects of OHP are shown in the first row. For the out-of-pocket costs, the CC
estimator gives a lower number than the other two estimation strategies, while the IPW and
AIPW estimators are closer to each other. The same pattern happens for the outcome of
worse health, and the confidence interval of the CC estimator does not include the estimated
values from IPW and AIPW approaches. This is the evidence that the CC estimator can
be biased in some circumstances; for the two outcomes introduced above, the CC estimator
tends to overestimate the effect.

We also find that AIPW estimators have smaller standard errors for all coefficient esti-
mates than the other two estimation strategies; this is because the AIPW estimator tends
to be significant at a higher significance level when the estimates are the same. Using the
estimated coefficients on the OHP enrollment as an example, the standard errors were im-
proved by 6–24% for different outcomes, compared to the CC and IPW estimators. For
the days-of-bad-health outcome, the AIPW estimator is significant with a 99.9% significance
level, while the other two estimators are significant at a lower significance level. However,
this result was not apparent in the primary table, because the sample size was still as large
as 14,500 when all observations with incomplete information are dropped. Therefore, we
present another example in which the data are restricted to people who were 35–40 years of
age, the days-of-bad-health outcome is shown in the table 7. When the sample size is small,
the differences between the three estimates are more significant. The AIPW estimator is the
only significant estimator with a significance level being 99%. The AIPW estimator gives an
estimate lower than the other two estimation methods, while the IPW is closer to AIPW,
compared to the CC estimator.

The results above show that enrolling in the OHP program reduced out-of-pocket costs
by $199.7, reduced the number of days when physical health was not good by 3.3 days, and
improved the health index by an average of 0.31. For survey participants who were 35–40
years of age, the effect of OHP enrollment on reducing days of bad physical health was greater
than the overall population, and on average, OHP enrollees tended to have five fewer days
when their physical health was not good.

8 Conclusion

This paper studies the problem of two missing variables, and we focus on the missing treat-
ment and outcome as an example, and we include a discussion of how to extend the current
framework to more than two missing variables in Section A. The first thing to do is to find
the appropriate assumptions on the missing mechanism so that it can be identified. We pro-
pose the MAR assumption and the SMAR assumption, the difference between which lies in
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Table 7: Table: Effect of OHP on Days of Bad Health, for Age 35-40

Days of Bad Health: Age 35-40
(1) (2) (3)

CC GMM IPW GMM AIPW GMM

OHP -3.305 -3.822 -5.855∗∗
(3.397) (3.547) (2.271)

Female 0.834 0.971 0.825
(0.587) (0.650) (0.460)

Number of Household Members -1.472∗ -1.070 -1.624∗∗∗
(0.582) (0.812) (0.472)

Age 0.412∗ 1.333 0.472∗∗
(0.200) (1.111) (0.163)

MSA -0.286 0.165 -1.270∗
(0.708) (0.759) (0.589)

English Speaking 0.106 0.589 -0.348
(0.798) (0.991) (0.697)

Constant -4.605 -40.06 -4.792
(7.449) (42.26) (6.096)

Observations 1305 1305 6630
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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whether the correlation between the missing mechanism and partially observed variables is
allowed; the identified missing mechanism is used in constructing an AIPW-GMM estimator.

Even though there are many desirable asymptotic properties recorded in the literature
for the AIPW approach, many of these fail with non-monotone missingness. We find that
these properties are maintained under the MAR assumption; they only hold under the SMAR
assumption when the treatment variable has no direct effect on the outcome. The Monte
Carlo simulation shows that the AIPW-GMM estimator performs better than the previously
used CC and IPW estimators, in the sense that it is consistent and has the smallest standard
error compared to the other two approaches. The performance is also verified in the empirical
example of estimating the treatment effect of OHP on health-related outcomes. The AIPW-
GMM estimator reduced the standard error by 6-24% on the estimated coefficients for the
treatment variables, compared to the CC and IPW estimators, and showed a significant
effect of enrolling in the OHP on reducing out-of-pocket costs for medical care, reducing the
number of days when physical health is not good, and improving health status.

A Discussion

The paper majorly focused on missing treatment and outcome variables with a strict non-
monotone missing pattern; this method can be generalized to a more general arrangement.
This section will discuss ways to extend the current approach.

A.1 Generalization to General Missing Patterns

The previous sections only considered the case where the missing pattern is strictly non-
monotone and can be extended to a more general case that allows for monotone missingness,
as well as univariate missingness. First, we propose a weaker overlap assumption.

Assumption Weak Overlap. p11 ∈ [κ11, 1) almost surely in (D,Z,X).

We provide a new AIPW moment function denoted by m̃ such that:

m̃aipw = RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β)) + φ̃(Z,X,RD, RY , RDD,RY Y, β) (A.1)

where
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φ̃ = p01

(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+
(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+
(

1− RDRY

p11

)
Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]) (A.2)

Theorem A.1. Suppose Assumption MAR or SMAR, and Assumption Weak Overlap hold,
E [m̃aipw] = 0 when β = β0.

Proof of Theorem A.1 follows the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 4.1.
For the previous moment condition to hold, we require pd to be strictly positive in Z,X;

and py to be strictly positive in Z,X when RD = 0 and in Z,X,D when RD = 1. Therefore,
we need:

p01 = Pr
[
RD = 0, RY = 1|Z,X

]
> 0

p11 = Pr
[
RD = 1, RY = 1|Z,X,D

]
> 0

To allow for the case where p01 = 0, we multiply the augmentation term involving py

by p01. Adding in p01 does not affect the consistency of the estimator; thus, the first-stage
estimation therefore does not affect the efficiency of the primary model.

A.2 Generalization to More than Two Missing Variables

This method can be extended to a situation in which there exists additional missing vari-
ables. We take missing IV, missing treatment status, and missing outcome as an example to
illustrate the idea of extending the current method to more than two missing values. We use
RZ as the indicator of observing Z:

RZ =

1 Z is observed

0 Z is unobserved

For simplicity, we only develop the moment condition under the SMAR-like assumption.
Suppose there exists a vector of fully observed variables X, and we make two analogous
ignorability assumptions on the missing mechanism, and the overlap assumption is:
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Assumption A.1.

RZ ⊥⊥ (D, Y )|X
RD ⊥⊥ (D, Y )|X,RZZ,RZ

RY ⊥⊥ (D, Y )|X,RZZ,RDD,RZ , RD

Assumption A.2. (a) pz ∈ [κz, 1) almost surely in (X)
(b) pd ∈ [κd, 1) almost surely in (X,RZZ,RZ)
(c) py ∈ [κy, 1) almostly surely in (X,RZZ,RDD,RZ , RD) for κz > 0, κd > 0,κy > 0.

The moment function is correspondingly:

maipw = RZRDRY

p111
Z (Y − g(D,X; β)) + φ(Z,X,RZ , RD, RY , RZZ,RDD,RY Y, β)

where

φ =
(

1− RZ

pz

)
RD

pd

RY

py
[E [Z|X] (Y − g(D,X; β))− E [mfull|X]]

+ RZ

pz

(
1− RD

pd

)
RY

py
[Z (Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− E [mfull|X]]

+ RZ

pz

RD

pd

(
1− RY

py

)
[Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− E [mfull|X]]

+
(

1− RZ

pz

)(
1− RD

pd

)
RY

py
[E [Z|X] (Y − E [g(D,X; β)|X])− E [mfull|X]]

+
(

1− RZ

pz

)
RD

pd

(
1− RY

py

)
[E [Z|X] (E [Y |D,X]− g(D,X; β))− E [mfull|X]]

+ RZ

pz

(
1− RD

pd

)(
1− RY

py

)
[Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− E [mfull|X]]

+
(

1− RZRDRY

p111

)
E [mfull|X]

and

p111 = Pr
[
RZ = 1, RD = 1, RY = 1|X,Z,D

]
In the case where there are two partially missing variables, the moment function can be
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derived through a three-step AIPW imputation by imputing the functions of Z using the
AIPW strategy after the second step.

Theorem A.2. Suppose Assumptions A.1 and A.2 hold, E [maipw] = 0 when β = β0.

The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 4.1.

B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1;

ε̂ in 4.6 is defined as:

ε̂ = RY

py

[
Y −

(
RD

pd
g(D,X; β) + (1− RD

pd
)E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]

)]

+
(

1− RY

py

)[
RD

pd
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β)) +

(
1− RD

pd

)
E {E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β)|Z,X}

]

We expand the right hand side and get

ε̂ = RDRY

pdpy
(Y − g(D,X; β)) +

(
RD

pd
− RDRY

pdpy

)
(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])

+
(
RY

py
− RDRY

pdpy

)
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))

−+
(

1− RD

pd

)(
1− RY

py

)
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))

= RDRY

pdpy
(Y − g(D,X; β)) +

(
RD

pd
− RDRY

pdpy

)
(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])

+
(
RY

py
− RDRY

pdpy

)
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))

+
[
(1− RDRY

pdpy
)−

(
RD

pd
− RDRY

pdpy

)
−
(
RY

py
− RDRY

pdpy

)]
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])

= RDRY

p11
(Y − g(D,X; β))

+
(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
[(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]
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+
(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
[(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+
(

1− RDRY

p11

)
(E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])

In the third equality, p11 is replaced by pdpy, because RDRY

pdpy
= 0,∀Z,X if RD = 0.

Therefore,

RDRY

pdpy
≡ RDRY

pd(Z,X)py(Z,X,RDD,RD) = RDRY

pd(Z,X)py(Z,X,D,RD = 1) = RDRY

p11
(B.1)

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4.1

We proceed the proof term by term, we first show the expected value of the first term equals
to zero:

E

[
RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β))

]
= E [Z(Y − g(D,X; β))] = 0

where the first equality sign follows E
[
RDRY

p11
|Z,X,D, Y

]
= 1, and the second equality

sign follows the population moment condition.
Analogously, the zero expectation of the latter three terms can be proved by

E

[(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
|Z,X,D, Y

]
= 0

E

[(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
|Z,X,D, Y

]
= 0

E

[(
1− RDRY

p11

)
|Z,X,D, Y

]
= 0

Thus, E [maipw(β)] = 0.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 5.1

The AIPW estimator maintains the property of double robustness under the assumption
MAR. In this section, we give a detailed discussion to show the moment condition holds
when either the missing mechanism or the imputed values of missing variables is correctly
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specified.
First, we show the moment condition specified in Theorem 4.1 holds when the missing

mechanism is correctly specified. The expectation of moment function is written as:

E [maipw(β)] = E

[
RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β))

]
+ E

[
φ(Z,X,RD, RY , RDD,RY Y, β)

]
(B.2)

The first term in equation B.2 equals to the expectation of full data moment function,
and equals to zero:

E

[
RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β))

]
= E

{
E

[
RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β))|Z,X,D, Y

]}

= E

{
E

[
RDRY

p11
|Z,X,D, Y

]
Z(Y − g(D,X; β))

}

= E

Pr
[
RD = 1, RY = 1|Z,X,D, Y

]
p11

Z(Y − g(D,X; β))


= E [Z(Y − g(D,X; β))] = 0

The last equality follows the full data moment condition defined in equation 2.4.
The second term in equation B.2 equals to zero following the analogous argument. We

show the expectation of each element in φ equals to zero:

E

{(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

}

= E

{
E

[(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
a(Z,X, Y )|Z,X,D, Y

]}

= E

{
E

[(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
|Z,X,D, Y

]
a(Z,X, Y )

}

= E


Pr

[
RY = 1|Z,X,D, Y

]
py

−
Pr
[
RD = 1, RY = 1|Z,X,D, Y

]
p11

 a(Z,X, Y )


= 0

where a is a function of the observables such that
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a(Z,X, Y ) = Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X, Y ])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

The last equality holds if p11, py are correctly specified.
The second term follows the same argument.

E

[(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
|Z,X,D, Y

]
=

Pr
[
RD = 1|Z,X,D, Y

]
pd

−
Pr
[
RD = 1, RY = 1|Z,X,D, Y

]
p11

= 0

if pd is also correctly specified.
And the third term equals to 0, following

E

[(
1− RDRY

p11

)
|Z,X,D, Y

]
= 1−

Pr
[
RD = 1, RY = 1|Z,X,D, Y

]
p11

= 0

Therefore, the moment condition holds if (pd, py,p11) are correctly specified.
Next, we show the moment condition holds ifE [g(D,X; β)|Z,X], E [Y |D,Z,X],E [Y |Z,X]

are correctly specified. We first consider the first component of the augmentation term φ:

E

{(
RY

p11 + p01
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

}

= E

{(
RY

p11 + p01
− RDRY

p11

)
E [a(Z,X, Y )|Z,X]

}
= 0

following E [Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X, Y ] |Z,X] = E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X].
The same proof can be applied on the second component of φ, following

E [E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β)|Z,X] = E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]

Next, we combine the last term in φ and the IPW moment condition and get:
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E

{
RDRY

p11
[(Y − g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+ (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])}
= 0 + E {E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]}
= E[maipw(β)] = 0

The second equality follows:

E [Y − g(D,X; β)|Z,X] = E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X]

and the last equality follows the iterative law of expectations.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 5.2

We use mfull to denote the original population level moment function, such that:

mfull(β) = Z (Y − g(D,X; β))

We reorganize the moment function into:

maipw(β) = RDRY

p11
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X])︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1)

+E [mfull|Z,X]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

+
(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

+
(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])︸ ︷︷ ︸
(4)

We discuss the variance of each term.
The variance of the first term equals to:
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V ar ((1)) = E

[
V ar

(
RDRY

p11
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |Z,X

)]

+ V ar

(
E

[
RDRY

p11
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |Z,X

])

= E

[
1
p11

V ar ((mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |Z,X)
]

= E

[
1
p11

V ar (mfull|Z,X)
]

The variance of the second term equals to:

V ar ((2)) = E
[
E [mfull|Z,X]E [mfull|Z,X]

′]
The covariance between (1) and (2) equals to 0 following:

Cov ((1), (2)) = E

[
RDRY

p11
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X])E [mfull|Z,X]

]
= E [(E [mfull|Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])E [mfull|Z,X]] = 0

The covariance between (1) and (3) is equivalent to the negative of V ar ((3)), following

Cov ((1), (3)) = Cov

(
(1), R

D

pd
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

− Cov
(

(1), R
DRY

p11
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

= E

[
1
pd

(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])2
]

− E
[

1
p11

(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])2
]

= −V ar ((3))

Also, Cov ((2), (3)) = Cov ((2), (4)) = 0 following similar argument as in the proof for
Cov ((1), (2)).

Next, we derive the correlation between (3) and the other terms.
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Cov ((1), (4)) = E

[
RDRY

p11py
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X])Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])

]

− E
[
RDRY

p2
11

(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X])Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])
]

= E

[(
1
py
− 1
p11

)
E [(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X])Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X]) |Z,X]

]

= −V ar ((4))− E
[(

1
py
− 1
p11

)
Z2Cov (g(D,X; β), Y |Z,X)

]

Cov ((3), (4)) = E

[(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])]

= E

[(
1− 1

py
− 1
pd

+ 1
p11

)
Cov (ZE [Y |D,Z,X] , E [mfull|D,Z,X] |Z,X)

]

Therefore,

VMAR = E

[
1
p11

V ar (mfull|Z,X) + E [mfull|Z,X]E [mfull|Z,X]
′
]

− V ar
((

RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

− V ar
((

RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|Y, Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

− 2E
[(

1− 1
py
− 1
pd

+ 1
p11

)
Cov (ZE [Y |D,Z,X] , E [mfull|D,Z,X] |Z,X)

]

− 2E
[(

1
py
− 1
p11

)
Z2Cov (g(D,X; β), Y |Z,X)

]

B.5 Proof of Theorem 5.4

The first part of this proof heavily depend on the results from Newey [1994] and Newey and
McFadden [1994]. Two takeaways from Newey [1994] are: (a) the methods of estimating the
nuisance parameters do not affect the asymptotic variance of the estimator; (b) the nuisance
parameters do not affect the variance of the primary model if it does not affect consistency
of the model.
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First, we rewrite the moment function as:

maipw(β) = RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β))

+ (1− pd)
(

(1−RD)RY

p01
− RDRY

p11

)
× Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+
(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

+
(

1− RDRY

p11

)
Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])

by replacing

RY

py
− RDRY

p11
= RDRY

py
+ (1−RD)RY

py
− RDRY

p11

= pdR
DRY

p11
+ (1− pd)(1−RD)RY

p01
− RDRY

p11

= (1− pd)
(

(1−RD)RY

p01
− RDRY

p11

)

in the second component in maipw.
The nuisance parameters include the probability of observing D, Y , and both, con-

ditional on the observables. Recall that the imputed values for incomplete model, i.e,
E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X], E [Y |Z,X], E [Y |D,Z,X] do not affect the moment condition, they
do not have effect on the variance of VSMAR. On the other hand, among the propensities,
only p11 affect consistency of maipw via the first component, therefore, despite existence of
multiple nuisance parameters in four components, we need to only create the correction term
for one of them. For simplicity of notation, denote

φc = −(1− pd)
RDRY

p11
Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

= −(1− pd)
RDRY

p11
Z [Y − E [Y |Z,X]]

Derivation of the correction term closely followsNewey [1994]. Note that p11 can be seen as
a conditional expectation of RDRY . Results from Section 4 in Newey [1994] can be applied.
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We first need to find a linearization of φc. Because p11 only affects φc through its values
instead of functional form, we apply equation (3.17) from Newey [1994] directly, and derive
the linearization of φc as:

D(O, φc) = E

[
(1− pd)

1
p11

(E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X]) p̂11(D,Z,X)
]

and from result in (4.5),

∂E [D(O, φc)]
∂θ

= E

{
(1− pd)

1
p11

(E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])
(
RDRY − p11

)
S(O)

}

= E

[
(1− pd)(

RDRY

p11
− 1) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])S(O)

]

Therefore, the correction term to be incorporated is (1−pd)(1−RDRY

p11
) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X]).

Now, we proceed calculation of the VSMAR term by term. We reorganize the influence
function as in Section B.4:

φSMAR(β) = RDRY

p11
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X])︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1)

+E [mfull|Z,X]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

+
(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

+
(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
(Y − E [Y |Z,X])︸ ︷︷ ︸

(4)

+ (1− pd)(
RDRY

p11
− 1) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])︸ ︷︷ ︸

(5)

where (5) is the correction term added for nuisance parameter used in (3).
The variance of the first term equals to:

45



V ar ((1)) = E

[
V ar

(
RDRY

p11
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |D,Z,X

)]

+ V ar

(
E

[
RDRY

p11
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |D,Z,X

])

= E

[
1
p11

V ar ((mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |D,Z,X)
]

+ V ar (E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

= E

[
1
p11

V ar ((mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |D,Z,X)
]

+ V ar (E [mfull|D,Z,X])

+ V ar (E [mfull|Z,X])− 2Cov (E [mfull|D,Z,X] , E [mfull|Z,X])

= E

[
1
p11

V ar (mfull|D,Z,X)
]

+ V ar (E [mfull|D,Z,X])− V ar (E [mfull|Z,X])

= E

[
1
p11

V ar (mfull|D,Z,X)
]

+ V ar (E [mfull|D,Z,X])− V ar ((2))

The −V ar((2)) cancels out with the variance of the second term.
Now we consider the covariance between different terms:

Cov ((1), (2)) = 0, Cov ((2), (3)) = 0, Cov ((2), (4)) = 0

Cov ((2), (5)) also equals to zero following analogous argument and the fact that p11 =
E
[
RDRY |Z,X,D, Y

]
.

Cov ((1), (3)) = −V ar((3))

following analogous argument in the Section B.4.
Now we consider the covariance between (1) and (4):

Cov ((1), (4)) = E

[
−(1− pd)

RDRY

p2
11

(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) (Y − E [Y |Z,X])
]

= E

[
−1− pd

p11
E [(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) (Y − E [Y |Z,X]) |D,Z,X]

]

We notice that the covariance between (1) and (5) equals to:
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Cov ((1), (5)) = E

[
(1− pd)

(
RDRY

p2
11
− RDRY

p11

)
(mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])

]

= E

[
(1− pd)

(
1
p11
− 1

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X]) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])

]

Therefore, some parts in Cov ((1), (4)) and Cov ((1), (5)) cancels with each other, and
get:

Cov ((1), (4)) + Cov ((1), (5)) = −E
[

1− pd
p11

V ar (Y |D,Z,X)
]

− E [(1− pd)Cov (E [mfull|D,Z,X] , E [Y |D,Z,X] |Z,X)]

The variance of (4) equals to:

V ar ((4)) = E

[
(1− pd)2

(
1
p01

+ 1
p11

)
V ar (Y |D,Z,X)

]

Next, consider covariance between (3), (4), (5)

Cov ((3), (4))

= E

[
−(1− pd)

(
RDRY

pdp11
− RDRY

p2
11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X]) (Y − E [Y |Z,X])

]

= E

[
−(1− pd)

(
1
pd
− 1

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X]) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])

]

= E

[
−(1− pd)2

pd
Cov (E [mfull|D,Z,X] , E [Y |D,Z,X] |Z,X)

]

Cov ((3), (5))

= E

[
(1− pd)

(
RDRY

pdp11
− RDRY

p2
11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X]) (Y − E [Y |Z,X])

]

− E
[
(1− pd)

(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X]) (Y − E [Y |Z,X])

]

= E

[
(1− pd)2

pd
Cov (E [mfull|D,Z,X] , E [Y |D,Z,X] |Z,X)

]
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The two covariances cancel with each other.

Cov ((4), (5))

= E

[
−(1− pd)2(R

DRY

p2
11
− RDRY

p11
) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X]) (Y − E [Y |Z,X])

]

= E

[
(1− pd)2(1− 1

p11
)V ar (E [Y |D,Z,X] |Z,X)

]
= −V ar ((5))

Thus, VSMAR is derived as follows:

VSMAR = E

[
1
p11

V ar ((mfull − E [mfull|Z,X]) |D,Z,X)
]

+ V ar (E [mfull|D,Z,X])

− V ar
((

RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
(E [mfull|D,Z,X]− E [mfull|Z,X])

)

− V ar
(

(1− pd)(
RDRY

p11
− 1) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])

)

− E
[(

1− p2
d

p11
− (1− pd)2

p01

)
V ar (Y |D,Z,X)

]
− 2E [(1− pd)Cov (E [mfull|D,Z,X] , E [Y |D,Z,X] |Z,X)]

where the two terms come from V ar ((4)) + 2Cov ((1), (4)) + 2Cov ((1), (5)).

B.6 Proof of Theorem 5.5

The sketch of the proof follows Cattaneo [2010], Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016], Newey [1994],
Newey [1997] closely, and most of the results have been proved in the proof of Proposition
2.3 in Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016].

First, by the results showed in Theorem 5 and Theorem 8 in Cattaneo [2010], under the
conditions listed in Theorem 5.5,

||p̂− p||∞ = op(N−
1
4 ) (B.3)

||q̂ − q||∞ = op(N−
1
4 ) (B.4)

where p stands for the missing mechanism parameters (pd, py, p11), and q stands for the
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imputed missing values (E [D|Z,X] , E [Y |Z,X] , E [Y |Z,X,D]).
Then, what left is to show the multiplication of the nuisance parameters converges to zero

in probability. We show the sketch for

(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
[(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

and we use analogous conditions to the conditions (32) and (33) from the proof of proposition
2.3 in Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016], what left to show is that

op(1) =
√
N
(
ξ̄N(β0, p̂, q̂(β0))− ξ̄N(β0, p, q(β0))

)
(B.5)

op(1) = sup
|β−β0|≤δN

√
N |ξ̄N (β, p̂, q̂(β))− E

[
ξ̄N(β, p, q(β))

]
− ξ̄N (β0, p̂, q̂(β0)) |

1 + C
√
N |β − β0|

(B.6)

for all positive sequences δN = o(1) and a generic constant C > 0, and

ξ̄N(β, p̂, q̂) = 1
N

N∑
i=1

ν̂iτ̂i

ξ̄N(β, pq̂) = 1
N

N∑
i=1

νiτi

where

νi =
(
RD
i

pd,i
− RD

i R
Y
i

p11,i

)

τi = [(E [Yi|Di, Zi, Xi]− g(Di, Xi; β))− (E [Yi|Zi, Xi]− E [g(Di, Xi; β)|Zi, Xi])]

Condition B.5 holds follows the fact that 1
N

∑N
i=1 |νi| and 1

N

∑N
i=1 |τi| are Op(1), which

follows the conditions B.3 and B.4.
The proof of the condition B.6 also follows the proof of the analogous condition in Chaud-

huri and Guilkey [2016]. First, E
[
ξ̄N(β, p, q(β))

]
= 0 under either the Assumption MAR or

the Assumption SMAR, therefore, the condition B.6 reduces to:
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op(1) = sup
|β−β0|≤δN

√
N |ξ̄N (β, p̂, q̂(β))− ξ̄N (β0, p̂, q̂(β0)) |

1 + C
√
N |β − β0|

= sup
|β−β0|≤δN

| 1√
N

∑N
i=1 ν̂i (τ̂i(β)− τ̂i(β0)) |

1 + C
√
N |β − β0|

(B.7)

Proof of equation B.7 can be found in proof of Proposition 2.3 and Proposition 2.4 in
Chaudhuri and Guilkey [2016], by setting ωi = c for some constant c in their corresponding
condition. The key condition used in the proof is that E [τi(β)] = 0 for any β, and it holds
from the definition of τi(β).

The analogous proof sketch can be used on the component for RY = 1, i.e.,

(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
[(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

Next, we combine the IPW moment condition and the last component in the augmentation
term into:

RDRY

p11
[(Y − g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]+(E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])

(B.8)
and proof of convergence of equation B.8 can be found in Theorem 8 in Cattaneo [2010].

B.7 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Suppose Assumption SMAR and Overlap hold, and Y ⊥⊥ D|Z,X, then the AIPW estimator
maintains double-robustness, following the fact

E [Y |Z,X] = E [Y |D,Z,X]

and therefore estimation on p11 does not affect consistency of the primary estimator.
Then, there is no correction term needed for the AIPW estimator, under the SMAR assump-
tion. Or, the correction term derived in the section B.5 equals to 0 following:
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(1− pd)(1−
RDRY

p11
) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |Z,X])

= (1− pd)(1−
RDRY

p11
) (E [Y |D,Z,X]− E [Y |D,Z,X]) = 0

Therefore, VSMAR = VMAR.

B.8 Proof of Theorem 5.6

We proceed the proof the efficiency following the classical three steps.

Step 1 We denote the fully observed variables as O = (Z,X,RD, RY , RDD,RY Y ), and
consider a class of parametric submodels indexed by θ such that the distribution of O can
be expressed as:

fθ(O) =
[
pθ,d(Z,X)p1

θ,y(Z,X,D)fθ(Y |Z,X,D)fθ(D|Z,X)
]RDRY

×
[
pθ,d(Z,X)

(
1− p1

θ,y(Z,X,D)
)
fθ(D|Z,X)

]RD(1−RY )

×
[
(1− pθ,d(Z,X)) p0

θ,y(Z,X)fθ(Y |Z,X)
](1−RD)RY

×
[(

1− p0
θ,d(Z,X)

)
(1− pθ,y(Z,X))

](1−RD)(1−RY )
fθ(Z,X)

where p1
θ,y(D,Z,X) is defined as the probability of observing Y given RD = 1; and

p0
θ,d(Z,X) defined as the probability of observing Y given RD = 0. They are defined formally

as:

p1
θ,y(D,Z,X) = Pr

[
RY = 1|Z,X,D,RD = 1

]
p0
θ,y(Z,X) = Pr

[
RY = 1|Z,X,RD = 0

]
The score function is defined as:
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Sθ(O) = sθ(Z,X) +RDRY sθ(Y,D|Z,X) +RD(1−RY )sθ(D|Z,X) + (1−RD)RY sθ(Y |Z,X)

+
{
RDRY

(
ṗθ,d(Z,X)
pθ,d(Z,X) +

ṗ1
θ,y(Z,X,D)
p1
θ,y(Z,X,D)

)
+RD(1−RY )

(
ṗθ,d(Z,X)
pθ,d(Z,X) −

ṗ1
θ,y(Z,X,D)

1− p1
θ,y(Z,X,D)

)

+ (1−RD)RY

(
ṗ0
θ,y(Z,X)
p0
θ,y(Z,X) −

ṗθ,d(Z,X)
1− pθ,d(Z,X)

)

+(1−RD)(1−RY )
(
−

ṗ0
θ,y(Z,X)

1− p0
θ,y(Z,X) −

ṗθ,d(Z,X)
1− pθ,d(Z,X)

)}

= sθ(Z,X) +RDRY sθ(Y,D|Z,X) +RD(1−RY )sθ(D|Z,X) + (1−RD)RY sθ(Y |Z,X)

+
{

RD − pθ,d(Z,X)
pθ,d(Z,X)(1− pθ,d(Z,X)) ṗθ,d(Z,X) +RD RY − p1

θ,y(D,Z,X)
p1
θ,y(D,Z,X)(1− p1

θ,y(D,Z,X)) ṗ
1
θ,y(D,Z,X)

(1−RD)
RY − p0

θ,y(Z,X)
p0
θ,y(D,Z,X)(1− p0

θ,y(Z,X)) ṗ
0
θ,y(Z,X)

}

where sθ(Z,X) ≡ ∂
∂θ
fθ(Z,X), sθ(Y,D|Z,X) ≡ ∂

∂θ
fθ(Y,D|Z,X) , sθ(D|Z,X) ≡ ∂

∂θ
fθ(D|Z,X)

, sθ(Y |Z,X) ≡ ∂
∂θ
fθ(Y |Z,X), and ṗθ,d(Z,X) = ∂

∂θ
pθ,d(Z,X), ṗ1

θ,y(Z,X,D) = ∂
∂θ
p1
θ,y(Z,X,D),

ṗ0
θ,y(Z,X) = ∂

∂θ
p0
θ,y(Z,X).

The tangent set is characterized by:

T ≡ RDRY f11(Y,D,Z,X) +RD(1−RY )f10(D,Z,X) + (1−RD)RY f01(Y, Z,X) + f0(Z,X)

+RDRY b11(D,Z,X)
c11(D,Z,X) +RD(1−RY )b10(D,Z,X)

c10(D,Z,X) + (1−RD)RY b01(D,Z,X)
c01(D,Z,X)

+ (1−RD)(1−RY )b00(Z,X)
c00(Z,X)

where

f11(Y,D,Z,X)∈ L2
0 (F (Y,D|Z,X)) ,f10(D,Z,X) ∈ L2

0 (F (D|Z,X))
f01(Y, Z,X)∈ L2

0 (F (Y |Z,X)) ,f0(Z,X) ∈ L2
0 (F (Z,X))

Step 2 The full data moment condition is written as:

AE
[
mfull(Z,X,D, Y ; β0)

]
= 0

for any matrix A of size dθ× dm, where dθ is the dimension of unknown parameters while
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dm is the number of moment conditions. The matrix A is added to convert an over-identified
system of moment conditions into the just-identified moment conditions. In our framework,
the moment condition mfull is defined to be mfull(Z,X,D, Y ; β0) ≡ Z (Y − g(D,X; β0)).

∂

∂θ
β0(θ0) = −(AG)−1AE

[
mfull(Z,X,D, Y ; β0) ∂

∂θ
logfθ0(Z,X,D, Y )

]
= −(AG)−1AE

[
mfull(Z,X,D, Y ; β0) (s(Z,X)′ + s(D|Z,X)′ + s(Y |D,Z,X)′)

]
Then, we conjecture such that

E [ϕS ′O] = E
[
mfull(Z,X,D, Y ; β0) (s(Z,X)′ + s(D|Z,X)′ + s(Y |D,Z,X)′)

]
Then, we confirm term by term, and the first term equals

E

[
RDRY

p11
Z(Y − g(D,X; β))SO

]

= E

{
RDRY

p11
Z (Y − g(D,X; β))×

(
sθ(Z,X) + sθ(Y,D|Z,X) + RD − pθ,d(Z,X)

pθ,d(Z,X)(1− pθ,d(Z,X)) ṗθ,d(Z,X)

+RD RY − p1
θ,y(D,Z,X)

p1
θ,y(D,Z,X)(1− p1

θ,y(D,Z,X)) ṗ
1
θ,y(Z,X)

)}

= E

{
Z (Y − g(D,X; β))×

(
sθ(Z,X) + sθ(Y,D|Z,X) + RD − pθ,d(Z,X)

pθ,d(Z,X)(1− pθ,d(Z,X)) ṗθ,d(Z,X)

+RD RY − p1
θ,y(D,Z,X)

p1
θ,y(D,Z,X)(1− p1

θ,y(D,Z,X)) ṗ
1
θ,y(D,Z,X)

)}

= E [mfull(Z,X,D, Y ; β) (s(Z,X)′ + s(D|Z,X)′ + s(Y |D,Z,X)′)]

The second equality follows law of iterated expectation and that E[RDRY |Z,X,D,Y ]
p11

= 1; the
last equality follows the definition of mfull and the fact the SMAR assumption such that

E
[
RD|Z,X,D, Y

]
− pθ,d(Z,X) = 0

E
[
RY |Z,X,D, Y,RD = 1

]
− p1

θ,y(D,Z,X) = 0

Then we need to show, the expectation of interaction between SO and the augmenting
terms in ϕ equals to zero. For the second term, we have:
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E

{(
RY

py
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; θ)|Z,X])]SO

}

= E

{
(1− pd)

(
(1−RD)RY

p01
− RDRY

p11

)
× Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]
×
(
RDRY sθ(Y,D|Z,X) + (1−RD)RY sθ(Y |Z,X)

)}
= E [(1− pd)Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]
× (sθ(Y |Z,X)− sθ(Y,D|Z,X))]

= E [(1− pd)Z [(Y − E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])] sθ(D|Z,X, Y )] = 0

The third term equals to

E

{(
RD

pd
− RDRY

p11

)
Z [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]SO

}

= E

{(
RD

p11 + p10
− RDRY

p11

)
× Z [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]
×
(
RDRY sθ(Y,D|Z,X) +RD(1−RY )sθ(D|Z,X)

)}
= E

[
p10

pd
Z̃ [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]

× (sθ(D|Z,X)− sθ(Y,D|Z,X))]

= E

[
−p10

pd
Z [(E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])] sθ(Y |D,Z,X)

]
= 0

The last term equals to

E

{(
1− RDRY

p11

)
Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])SO

}
×Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])}

= E {(−p01sθ(D|Z,X, Y )− p10sθ(Y |Z,X,D)− sθ(Y,D|Z,X))Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])}
= 0

Then, we confirm that ϕ is in the tangent set, we can rewrite ϕ into the form:
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ϕ = RDRY

{
1
p11

[Z(Y − g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))] + 1− pd
p11

[Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])]

+ 1
pd

[Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]
}

+RD(1−RY )
{

1
pd

[Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])]
}

+ (1−RD)RY

{
1− pd
p01

Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])
}

+ Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])

Set b11, b01, b10, b00 to be zero, and we can easily confirm that

Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; θ)|Z,X]) ∈ L2
0 (F (Z,X))

1− pd(Z,X)
p01(Z,X) Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X]) ∈ L2

0 (F (Y |Z,X))

1
pd(Z,X) [Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])] ∈ L2

0 (F (D|Z,X))

The last to confirm is that the function following RDRY is in L2
0 (F (Y,D|Z,X)), and this

is the case when either condition (1) or (2) in Theorem 5.6 holds. Under condition (1):

E

{
1
p11

[Z(Y − g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))] + 1− pd
p11

[Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])]

+ 1
pd

[Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])] |Z,X
}

= 0

because all the missing probabilities depend on the fully observed Z,X.
Under condition (2):

E

{
1
p11

[Z(Y − g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))] + 1− pd
p11

[Z (Y − E [Y |Z,X])] |Z,X,D
}

= E

{
1
p11

[Z(Y − g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))]

+1− pd
p11

[Z (Y − E [Y |D,Z,X])] |Z,X,D
}

= 0
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and can be interpreted as a function in L2
0 (F (Y |D,Z,X)).

E

[
1
pd

[Z (E [Y |D,Z,X]− g(D,X; β))− Z (E [Y |Z,X]− E [g(D,X; β)|Z,X])] |Z,X
]

= 0

and can be interpreted as a function in L2
0 (F (D|Z,X)).

Note that sθ(Y,D|Z,X) = sθ(Y |D,Z,X) + sθ(D|Z,X). Therefore, ϕ ∈ T .
Therefore, given A, the efficient influence function is −(AG)−1Aϕ, and the variance of it is

(AG)−1AVMARA
′(AG)−1′ . The efficient influence function involves A affecting the variance,

and we choose the variance minimizer to be A = G′V −1
MAR, then the efficiency bound is

Ω = (G′V −1
MARG)−1.
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