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Abstract

We investigate the bounding problem of causal effects in experimental studies
in which the outcome is truncated by death, meaning that the subject dies before
the outcome can be measured. Causal effects cannot be point identified without
instruments and/or tight parametric assumptions but can be bounded under mild
restrictions. Previous work on partial identification under the principal stratification
framework has primarily focused on the ‘always-survivor’ subpopulation. In this pa-
per, we present a novel nonparametric unified framework to provide sharp bounds on
causal effects on discrete and continuous square-integrable outcomes. These bounds
are derived on the ‘always-survivor’, ‘protected’, and ‘harmed’ subpopulations and on
the entire population with/without assumptions of monotonicity and stochastic dom-
inance. The main idea depends on rewriting the optimization problem in terms of the
integrated tail probability expectation formula using a set of conditional probability
distributions. The proposed procedure allows for settings with any type and number
of covariates, and can be extended to incorporate average causal effects and complier
average causal effects. Furthermore, we present several simulation studies conducted
under various assumptions as well as the application of the proposed approach to a
real dataset from the National Supported Work Demonstration.
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1 Introduction

The problem of ‘truncation by death’ (see, for example, Frangakis and Rubin, 2002)) , often
arises when the subject has died before the outcome could be measured. This may lead
to flaws in causal analysis since a direct comparison between the ‘treated group’ and the
‘control group’ among only the observed survivors will result in selection bias. For example,
in the estimation of the effects of medical treatments in clinical trials, the health outcomes
for participants who have died are undefined.

To cope with the bias resulting from ‘truncation by death’, Frangakis and Rubin (2002])
proposed principal stratification to define the ‘survivor average causal effect’ (SACE), which
is a treatment comparison in the subpopulation of subjects who would survive under both
treatment and nontreatment. In the absence of strong untestable parametric restrictions
or instruments, causal effects cannot be point identified since the principal strata of in-
terest cannot be observed directly. However, upper and lower bounds can still be ob-
tained under fairly mild restrictions. In the context of ‘truncation by death’ and/or ‘non-
compliance’, most literature has focused on identifying the average causal effect (ACE)
on a subpopulation or the entire population, and two assumptions have often been im-
posed, either separately or jointly, to derive bounds on the ACE; these assumptions are (i)
monotonicity of selection in the treatment and (ii) stochastic dominance of the potential
outcomes of the ‘always-survivor’ subpopulation over those of other populations. Zhang
and Rubin! (2003) (see also Zhang et al., 2008) derived large sample bounds on the ACE
for the ‘always-survivor’ subpopulation, but their bounds involved numerical optimization
in some observed subpopulations. [Imai (2008) used another method to prove that the
bounds are sharp, and simplified them into closed-form expressions. [Freiman and Small

(2014)) extended these bounds to the case with binary covariates under weakly ignorable



treatment assignment. |Lee| (2009) assessed the wage effect of the Job Corps program
on the ‘always-survivor’ subpopulation under monotonicity of selection and proved that
the bounds are sharp. [Blanco et al. (2011) considered the same program under mean
dominance assumptions within and across subpopulations and obtained tighter bounds.
Assuming nonparametric/semiparametric models on outcome, Ding et al. (2011)) identified
the SACE by differentiating conditional distributions between two principal strata via a
substitution variable for the latent survival type. [Tchetgen (2014)) identified the SACE by
using the longitudinal correlation between survival and outcome after treatment under the
monotonicity assumption. Following |Ding et al.| (2011]), Wang et al.| (2017) relaxed the as-
sumptions and bounded the SACE without covariates. For multivalued ordinal treatments,
Luo et al.| (2021) identified the SACE in two ways: by using some auxiliary variable and on
the basis of a linear model. In presence of ‘truncation by death’ (or sample selection) and
noncompliance, Chen and Flores (2015), [Kennedy et al. (2019) and Blanco et al. (2020)
further considered the identification of the ACE for the survivor-complier subpopulation
under instrument monotonicity and monotonicity of selection.

Another frequently adopted assumption is that the outcome is either discrete and fi-
nite or continuous and bounded. In their seminal work, Balke and Pearl (1997) derived
the tightest bounds over causal effects by employing an algebraic program to derive ana-
lytic expressions under discrete and finite outcomes. Beresteanu et al.| (2012)) showed that
through the use of random set theory, the results of Manski (2003, Corollary 2.2.1) and
Balke and Pearl (1997) can be simplified and extended. Shan et al.| (2015) derived bounds
on the SACE by applying the symbolic Balke—Pearl linear programming method under
monotonicity when the outcome is binary. Huber et al.| (2017)) focused on partial identifi-
cation of treatment effects on further subpopulations under noncompliance, in particular
complier average causal effect (CACE) when the outcome is continuous and bounded. |Gun-

silius| (2020a) bounded the ACE with continuous outcomes allowing for more than two-arm



treatments and a continuous instrumental variable. In addition, Zhang and Bareinboim
(2021)) studied the partial identification of the ACE when the outcome is continuous and
bounded in high-dimensional contexts. Kitagawa (2021) provided closed-form expressions
for the identified sets of the potential outcome distributions and ACE by allowing the
outcomes to be continuous and bounded. Sachs et al. (2022) established two algorithms
for deriving constraints and obtaining symbolic bounds that are valid and tight. How-
ever, the linear programming method of |Balke and Pearl| (1997) cannot be used directly
for outcome-dependent sampling designs. (Gabriel et al.| (2022) proposed two approaches
to derive nonparametric bounds for the ACE with binary treatments and outcomes. The
(partial) identification of the ACE was comprehensively reviewed by Swanson et al.| (2018]).

However, in many practical applications, the monotonicity and stochastic dominance
assumptions have not been empirically tested, and the meanings of monotonicity and dom-
inance themselves are unclear. Furthermore, the outcome variable often has an infinite
range and is therefore unbounded. For example, when assessing how training activity af-
fects labor market success, such as employment or earnings across various subpopulations,
the outcome is often assumed to be drawn from lognormal distribution. The goal in this
paper is to investigate the partial identification of the ACE on discrete and continuous
square-integrable outcomes that are truncated by death. More specifically, our contribu-
tions are as follows: (1) We present a unified way, allowing for either discrete or continuous
outcomes, to calculate sharp bounds on the ACE using a linear Balke—Pearl program. The
main idea depends on rewriting the optimization problem in terms of the integrated tail
probability expectation formula using a set of conditional probability distributions. (2) We
derive sharp bounds on the ACEs among the ‘always-survivor’ and other subpopulations,
namely, the ‘protected’ and ‘harmed’ subpopulations. (3) We compute the bounds on the
ACE when some of the identifying assumptions are relaxed, for example, in the absence of

monotonicity and stochastic dominance.These bounds allow for settings with covariates of



any type. (4) We extend the framework to obtain the sharp bounds of ACE and CACE.
Finally, our results are validated based on simulations and a real application on the Na-
tional Supported Work Demonstration (NSW) data (LaLonde, 1986 |Sant’Anna and Zhao,
2020).

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 characterizes the ‘trun-
cation by death’ problem based on principal stratification. Section 3 discusses partial
identification of the ACE for the always-survivor and observed (‘protected’ and ‘harmed’)
subpopulations under no assumptions, corresponding to the worst-case bounds. Section
4 considers bounding the SACE under the assumptions of monotonicity and/or stochastic
dominance. Section 5 provides the estimation procedure of the resulting bounds. In Section
6, we report several simulation studies conducted to evaluate the finite-sample performance
of the proposed approach. In Section 7, we consider an empirical application to experi-

mental data from NSW. We present conclusions in Section 8. The proposed procedure is

extended to the case of ACE and CACE in [Appendix B]

2 The ‘truncation by death’ problem

Suppose that we wish to bound the effect of a binary treatment, Z; € {0, 1}, on an outcome
Y; some time after assignment. Here, Z; = 1 indicates treatment and Z; = 0 indicates
controlled. The principal stratification framework (Frangakis and Rubin| [2002) is used
to motivate the ‘truncation by death’ problem. Let S;(z) denote a subject’s potential
survival outcomes under treatment Z = z (1 for survival, 0 for death), i.e., S;(1) and S;(0)
represent the survival status of a subject at follow-up under Z = 1 and Z = 0, respectively.
We similarly denote the outcome of interest by Y;(z) under treatment Z = z, where Y;(1)
and Y;(0) are the two potential outcomes that the subject would exhibit under treatment

and nontreatment, respectively. Notably, the potential outcomes Y;(z) is defined only if



Si(z) = 1; otherwise, they are undefined because of truncation by death. Let W denote the
covariate vector. The population can be divided into four principal strata, denoted by G,
the definitions of which are summarized in Table [l This table shows that there is a one-

to-one mapping relationship between the survival type G and the bivariate latent survival

status {S(1), S(0)}; therefore, G can be understood as an abbreviation for {S(1),5(0)}.

Table 1: Subject survival types

S;(1)  S;(0)  Survival type G Description
1 1 always-survivor go | The subject always survives, regardless of the assigned treatment
1 0 protected g1 | The subject survives if treated but dies if not treated (control)
0 1 harmed g2 | The subject survives if not treated (control) but dies if treated
0 0 doomed gs The subject always dies, regardless of the assigned treatment

The axiom of consistency (Pearl, 2009) is adopted, such that the observed survival
status S and the observed outcome Y satisfy
Si = 2Z;5:(1) + (1 — Z;)S;(0),
Y, =Z;Y:(1) + (1 = Z;)Y;(0), if S; = 1 and not observed otherwise.
In practice, one of the two potential outcomes is observed if S; = 1. A natural but crude
temptation is to measure causal effects by comparing the means of Y in each treatment

arm among the observed survivors:
E{Y(1)=Y(0)| S =1}.

Note that S(1) = 1 involves two strata, gy and g;, while S(0) = 1 involves gy and gs.
Therefore, direct comparison between the ‘treated group’ and the ‘control group’ among
those who survived (S = 1) is, in fact, unfair. As an alternative, we define the ACE in a

potential strata:
Ap=FE{Y(1)-Y(0)|G=gx}, fork=0,1,23. (2.1)

We do not consider bounds for the G = g3 strata here because in this strata, the subject

always dies regardless of the assigned treatment, which leads to no valid information from
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the observations. For G = ¢y, Ag coincides with the SACE mentioned above. We first
investigate the bounds of the SACE and then discuss the average treatment effects on
other strata. The ACE cannot be point identified without further assumptions since
the principal strata of interest cannot be observed directly. However, upper and lower
bounds can still be obtained under fairly mild restrictions. To place bounds on causal
effects using the observed data, we assume that there is no interference between units,
which means that the potential outcomes and potential survival statuses of one subject do
not depend on the treatment statuses of other subjects and that there is only one version

of treatment (Rubin) 1980).

Assumption 1 (Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption, SUTVA). For individual i
and individual j, Yi(z) L Z; and S;(z) L Z;, Vi # j,z € {0,1}, where “L” denotes

independence.

If randomly assigned in causal inference, the treatment Z is independent of the potential
values of the survival status S and outcome Y. When there are covariates, randomization
is assumed to hold only conditional on the covariates W. We assume that the joint dis-
tribution of the potential outcomes and survival statuses is independent of the treatment

given W ([Pearl, 2009; Huber and Mellace, [2015; [Luo et al. 2021):

Assumption 2 (Ignorability on Observables). Z; L {Y;(1),Y;(0),S;(1),S:;(0)} | W, G, with

G € {90, 91,92, 93} -

When there are covariates, we define mg.,, = Pr(G = g | W = w) for k£ = 0,1,2,3
and Py, = Pr(S = s | Z = z,W = w). Under Assumption [2, we can discover the
relationship between the proportions m.,, of the principal strata that are latent and the
observed conditional probability P;..,; the results are shown in Table

The following proposition whose proof is completed in Appendix provides the sharp

bounds of quantities 7., .



Table 2: Observed probability and principal strata proportions

Observed probability principal strata proportions
P,=Pr(S=1|Z=1,W =w) Tow + Tl
Plow=Pr(S=1|Z=0,W =w) 0w + T2
Py1w=Pr(S=0|Z=1,W =w) Mo + T3
Poow =Pr(S=0|2Z=0,IW =w) T + T30

Proposition 2.1. Under Assumptions the proportion of strata g, is bounded as

maX{O, Pl-()w — P1~1w} S 2w S min{Pl.(]w, PO-lw}' (22)

Similarly, the following inequalities represent probability bounds in other principal strata:

max{0, Pr.1y — Poow} < Tow < min{Py.ow, Praw}s
(2.3)
max{0, Pr.1y — Prow} < T < min{Po.ow, Prw}-

The observed (Z;,S;) generates the following two observed subgroups, which are mix-

tures of two principal strata, as presented in Table [3]

Table 3: Observed subgroups and principal strata

Observed subgroups Principal strata

{i:Z;=1,5; =1} | Subject i belongs either to gq or to ¢

{i:Z;=0,5;=1} | Subject i belongs either to go or to gs

Unfortunately, even under Assumptions [I]and [2] given W, point identification of either
the principal strata proportion m.,, or the conditional mean outcome within any strata,
Wogw = EY | Z = 2,G = g, W = w), is not possible. Instead, the observed conditional

mean outcome is a mixture of the mean outcomes for two strata. For example,

Tkw
E(Y|Z:1,S:1,W:w>: Z ﬁﬂz,k,w-
k={0,1} 0-w 1w

However, with the observed data, we can still obtain some useful information on bounds

by invoking further assumptions such as monotonicity and stochastic dominance.



3 Nonparametric bounds without further assump-

tions

Let R be the potential responses of Z on Y, which are divided into four types for y € R as

follows:

;

ro: {Y(1) <ynY(0) <y},
r Y (1) <ynY(0) >y},

ro : {Y (1) >ynNY(0) <y},

Gk {Y(1) >ynY(0) >y}
Similarly, the potential responses of Z on the survival status S is divided into four types,
consistent with the principal strata framework given in Table [l Moreover, we define the

joint probability distribution of R and G conditional on W as follows:
Fijw =Pr(R=r;,G=g; | W =uw), i,j=0,1,2,3. (3.1)
The conditional SACE is defined as
SACE,, = 0w — toow = E{Y|Z=1,G = gop,W =w} — E{Y|Z =0,G = go, W = w}.

Note that the conditional expectation of any integrable random variable Y takes the form
of an integral of its survival function, called the integrated tail probability expectation
formula (Lo, [2019)). Then, with z =0, 1,

E{Y|Z = 2,G = go, W = w}

400 0
:/ {1—F(y|Z:z,G:go,W:w)}dy—/ Fy|Z = 2z,G = go, W = w)dy.
0

—0o0

Thus,

+oo
SACE, = [ {P(y12=0.6 =W = w) - Fly | 2= 1.G = o, W = w) } .

o (3.2)
— / Fyo = Fiow 2y
oo Foow + Frow + Foow + F300
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A natural idea arises that this is what we are solving for instead of deriving the bounds on

SACE,, directly. Hence, it is sufficient to bound the integrand term for any fixed y € R.
Now, we further obtain some information about the conditional joint probability distri-

bution Fjj.,. Let Fis..,, denote the observed conditional joint probability distribution of Y

and S = s given Z = z and W = w, that is,
Foso =Pr(I(Y <y)=a,S=s|Z=2W=w),a,s,z € {0,1}. (3.3)

On the basis of the consistency property (Pearl, 2009; Wang et al., 2017)) and Assumptions

and [2] the following constraints can be obtained:
4
Fii.0w = Foow + Foow + Frow,
For.ow = Frow + F30.0 + Fa0u,
Fiiqw = Foow + Frow + Foaw,

(3.4)
Foraw = Foow + F30. + Fu,
1 = Foow + Frow + Foow + F300 + Footw + F3.10 + Frooy + Foy + Flay,

EO"LU 2 O(Z = Oa 17273)7F0-1w Z 07F3~1w Z O, F1-2w Z 07F2~2w 2 07F3w 2 07

\

where Fo.1p = Forw+ Fiiw, F3.10 = Forw+ F31w, Flow = Fozaw+ Fooaw, Foow = Flow + Fiow
and Fl3,, = Foz+ Fi3.w+ Fos.w+ F33... The detailed derivation of (3.4) is given in Appendix
[A.2] and the term F,;., defined above is identifiable from the observed data. In order to

obtain bounds of SACE,, and SACE, it suffices to establish bounds of the following term

subject to (3.4):
F20~w - F10~w
Foow + Frow + Foow + Fs0

(3.5)

This optimization problem is not easy to directly solve since the objective function is
nonlinear and the number of constraints in is fewer than that in the situation without
monotonicity and stochastic dominance (Cai et al., 2008; [Shan et al., |2015)).

The sharp bounds of SACE,, and SACE will be established in the following theorem.
We need to introduce some notation. Let 75'?* denote the maximum value of my.,, with

2w
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7-‘-51.11211})( = min{Pl'Owa PO-lw}~ Define

Foi1w Fliow For1w + Fliow
Ro(y,w|7T2.w)=min{ 01-1 ’ 11-0 ’ 011w + £11.0 _171}’
Prow — T2 Prow — T2w  Plow — Tow
—Fli1w —Fo1.0w —(Fo1.00 + Fi11w
Lo(y7w|772-w) - max{ - ) o ) ( OLow T P11 ) +1, _1},
Prow — T2 Prow — T2 Prow — T2

B{ (Prow — m35) [ Lo(y, W) dy |

L — )
0 E(Prow — 75%5)

R E{(PI-OW — T3) fj;o Ro(y, W|772H~1a}/()dy}
0= .

E(Prow — T5%)

We can now state the result of sharp bounds on SACE,, and SACE.

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions[1{3, given covariates W = w, the SACE,, is bounded

as

+o0 +oo
/ Lo(y, w|m) dy < SACE, < / Ro(y, wlr™) dy, (3.6)

oo —0o0

and the SACE s bounded as

Lo < SACE < Ry. (3.7)

The proof of Theorem [3.1]is relegated to Appendix[A.4]based on the idea of the symbolic
Balke-Pearl linear programming method. Like Freiman and Small (2014)) that discussed
large sample bounds for SACE with binary covariates, ms.,, is treated as a known parameter
in the linear programming. Theorem provides the bounds allowing for either discrete or
continuous square-integrable outcomes, and any type of covariates. The resulting bounds
are a covariate-adjusted version of those previously given by [Zhang and Rubin (2003).
Covariates are often useful in narrowing the bounds, as illustrated by the simulation study
in Section [6l

Maximizing or minimizing subject to leads to the bounds of are
[Lo(y, w|Ta.), Ro(y, w|ma.,)]. We will verify this from another perspective. Note that the
domain of feasible solutions of is nonempty, that the denominator of does not

reduce to a constant, and that it is strictly positive in the domain. According to Lemma[A2]
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in Appendix , the fractional programming problem in (3.5) has the same optimal so-

max

max) is the unique zero of the following parametric linear

lutions if and only if Ly(y, w|m

programming problem subject to (3.4},

min{ Foo.., — Frow — A Foow + Frow + Faow + F30.w) }s

max

max) is the unique zero of

and Ry(y, w|m
max{ Fo. — Frow — M Foow + Frow + Foow + F0w) }-

Remark 3.1. We use the above algorithm to illustrate the bound Ry(y, w|my) in detail.
Let Pr(G=go | W =w)=Pr(G=g, | W =w) =04 and Pr(G =g | W =w) = Pr(G =
gs | W = w) = 0.1. We generate Y from the following normal distribution conditional
on {Z,GW}: Y | (Z=1G=g,W =w) ~N(T7,1,Y | (Z=0,G = gop, W =w) ~
N3,1),Y | (Z=1,G=g,W=w)~N(5,1),Y | (Z=0,G =g, W =w) ~ N(1,1).

Without loss of generality, we fit W =1 and y = 1.808. After some calculations, we obtain
P1.01 - 05, P1.11 - 08, P0.11 - 02, F01.11 - 07997, F11.01 - 01257, FOI-OI - 03743

Then, the right bound is Ry(y, 1|75%*) = 0.419. Consider the following linear programming

problem subject to giwen W =1 and y = 1.808,
max {Fgg.l — F10~1 —0.419 x (FOO'l + F10.1 + F20.1 + Fgo.l)} .

Solving the above linear program, we can obtain that the objective function’s value is ap-
prozimately 6.3832 x 1075, which can be considered approzimately equal to zero. The lower
bound Lo(y, w|m2%) can be illustrated by analogy. In fact, this holds for any grid point

2w

yey.

Most previous studies have usually focused on bounding the SACE defined in the always-

survivor strata under the principal stratification framework proposed by |[Frangakis and
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Rubin| (2002) because this allows the formulation of a well-defined causal effect on out-
comes truncated by death. However, determining bounds on the causal effects in other
strata might also yield useful information in applications. When studying the effects of job
training on wages that discussed in Section [7] researchers are often interested in whether
changes in employment status resulting from job training are accompanied by increases
in potential outcomes. If A; > 0, it indicates that work experience has a positive effect
in improving employment what policymakers might be concerned about. In some medical
clinical experiments and socio-demographic surveys, the ‘harmed’ strata may receive more
attention. Here, we derive bounds on the ACEs in the ‘protected’ and ‘harmed’ strata.
Given the covariate vector W = w, the conditional ACEs in the ‘protected’ and ‘harmed’

strata denoted by A, and As.,, respectively, are defined as follows:
Apw=E{Y(1)-Y(0)| G=gp, W =w}, forke{l,2}. (3.8)
The ACEs in these two strata are denoted by A; and A, respectively:
Ay = E{mwAiw}/E(mw), ANy = E{mow Do w}/E(mow). (3.9)

Using a method similar to that for treating SACE,,, we obtain

+oo
A1~w:/ {F(y|Z:1,G:gl,W:w)—F(y|Z:O,G:gl,W:w)}dy,

- (3.10)
_ /+oo F21-'w - Fll-w d’y
oo Forw+ Fiiw+ Forw + Fa10

Likewise, for the ‘harmed’ strata, we have

Agy = dy. (3.11)

/Jroo FQZ-w - F12-w
oo Fo2w + Frow + Faouy + F3o.

Now, bounding the integrand term in (3.10) and (3.11]) respectively for any fixed y € R

subject to (3.4) leads to the following sharp analogue of Theorem for Aj., A1, Aoy

13



and Ay. Let 7" = max{0, Py.g,, — P1.10}, Which is the minimum value of 7y.,. Define

—Fiiiw
Ly (y, w|mg.m) = ma ,—1 7,
1y, wlta) X{Pl-lw—P1-0w+7Tz-w
) Foraw }
Ry (y, w|ma.,) = min 1,
1y, wimsn) {Pl-lw—P10w+7T2w
. E{(in Prow + T55%) f+OOL1 (y, Wlmsh)d }
b E(Praw — Prow + m5in) 7
" E{(PIIW Prow + T5%) f+OORl y, Wlrsin)d }
b E(Praw — Prow + m3in) 7
and
Fii.0w —Fo1.0w
Ry (y, w|ma.,) = min{ ;10 ,1} ; Ly (y, w|ma.w) = max{%, —1} ;
2-w 2-w
el [T LG W) B{wgip [12 Raly, Wngip)dy
2= min ) 2 = min .
E(sz) E<7T2W)

Theorem 3.2. Under Assumptions 1-2, given covariates W = w, the Aq., and As.,, are

bounded as

oo oo
/ Ly (y,w]ﬂmm) dy < Ay, < / Rl(y,wlﬂmm) dy,

oo e (3.12)
/ Ly (y, w|my™) dy < Aoy < Ro(y, w|m5™) dy,
and the Ay and As are bounded as
Ly <Ay <Ry, Ly<Ay<Rs. (3.13)

As the proof of this result closely follows the proof of Theorem [3.1] we will only sketch
the necessary modifications to the proof in Appendix[A.5] Compared with the results given
by Huber and Mellace| (2015) which restricted outcome to be bounded, the above resulting

bounds allow for the setting of square-integrable outcome.

4 Nonparametric bounds with monotonicity and/or

stochastic dominance

The bounds derived in the previous section may be too wide to be useful in applications,

for example, when judging the sign of the causal effect. To obtain much tighter bounds on
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the causal effect, we require the monotonicity assumption and/or the stochastic dominance

assumption.

4.1 Monotonicity

It is expected that by imposing the assumption of monotonicity of the survival status
under treatment in addition to Assumptions 1 and 2, the width of the bounds could be
improved. Monotonicity of the survival status implies that the treatment does not cause
death compared to the control, meaning that if the subject dies before the outcome can
be measured under treatment, then the subject would also have died before the outcome

could be measured in the control case.
Assumption 3 (Monotonicity). Pr{S;(1) > S;(0)} = 1.

This assumption is reasonable for many studies. One type of monotonicity assumption
is that if an adverse event occurs for a patient assigned to a placebo, then that adverse
event would also occur if this same patient were assigned to the experimental treatment.
Another type of monotonicity assumption is that people who receive training are more
likely to find new jobs in the NSW trials. This assumption rules out the existence of a
‘harmed’ subpopulation (strata go), that is, Pr(G = g¢2) = 0, which makes it possible to
identify each proportion of the principal strata my.,, k € {0, 1,3} given covariate W = w.

Under Assumptions 1-3, the term 7., can be rewritten as follows:

(

Tow =Pr(S=1[2Z2=0W =w),

T =Pr(S=1|Z=1,W=w)—Pr(S=1]|Z=0,W =w), (4.1)

Tgw =Pr(S=0|2=1,W =w).
In fact, Assumption (3| implies that {S(0) = 1} is equivalent to {S(0) = 1,5(1) = 1},
that is, S(0) = 1 is determined by strata go. As a result, the observed conditional mean

outcome poon = EY | Z =0,G = goW =w) =EY | Z =0, =1, W = w) is
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identifiable. However, p10., = E(Y | Z = 1,G = gy, W = w) is not identifiable from
the observed data since both the ‘always-survivor’ and ‘protected’ strata are included in

S(1) = 1, which leads to,

T00. 1.
k=0,1 Ow+ 1w

As aresult, SACE,, = 1410, — 10,0, 15 DOt identifiable. We shall use the following notation,

F Ow F -w—F T
LOm(?/,w):maX{— 01-0 11-0 1.1 }’

Pl-Ow ’ Pl-Ou)
. Fiiow Foraw — FOl-Ow}
Ry (y, w) = min , )
* (y ) { Pl'Ow Pl~0w
/ E{Pl-OW fj;o Lom(y, W) dy} R E{Pl-ow fj;o Rom(y, W) dy}
Om = E(Pyow) P o E(Prow)

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptions[]{3, the conditional SACE,, and SACE are bounded as

“+o00 “+o00
/ LO,m<y7 w) dy S SACEw S / RO,m<y7 ’LU) dy7 (42>
and
Lom < SACE < Ry . (4.3)

The proof of Theorem is completed in Appendix [A.6] We can compare the bounds
given in with those in the literature in the context in which the model includes or
excludes covariates. If Y is binary and the model excludes covariates, reduces to the
bounds of Shan et al.| (2015)), while if Y is nonnegative and the model includes covariates,
(4.3)) coincides with the bounds on 5 in Theorem 1 of Kennedy et al.| (2019).

Next, we will deduce bounds on the ACE only in the ‘protected’ strata; this is because
the ‘harmed’ strata no longer exists under Assumption 3, while the ‘doomed’ strata is

unavailable since we cannot observe any related information. Under Assumption [3] the
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proportion of the ‘protected’ strata, 7., is point-identified, as illustrated in . Let
Ry (Y, w) = min {ﬁ, 1} , Lim(y,w) = max {%, —1} ,
E{(PLIW — Prow) fj;o Ly (y, W) dy}
E(Praw — Prow) 7
E{(PLlW — Prow) fj;o Rim(y, W) dy}
E(Praiw — Prow) '

We can state the result of bounds on the ACE in the ‘protected’ strata.

Ll,m =

Rl,m =

Theorem 4.2. Under Assumptions[][g and[3, the conditional Ay., and Ay are bounded as

+o0 +o00
/ Ll,m(yv U)) dy S A1~w S / Rl,m(ya w) dy7 (44)
and
Ly <AL < Ry (4.5)

We sketch the proof of Theorem [£.2]in Appendix[A.7 In the absence of Assumption [3]
Theorem [3.2] gives a bound on Ay.,,. The main point is that the denominator of this bound

min

min — () which implies that Py.1, > Pi.ow. Moreover, when 75" = 0,

makes sense when 2w

coincides with the bounds under Assumption [3| given in Theorem [4.2l For the ‘pro-
tected’ strata, the monotonicity assumption (Assumption [3)) does not tighten the bounds
further. Similar results have been obtained in the literature. |Balke and Pearl (1997),
Heckman and Vytlacil| (2001) and [Kitagawal (2021)) showed that under Assumption [3] their
bounds on the ACE in the entire population coincided with the bounds of Manski (1990),
who invoked only mean independence in the entire population. This also reveals that
Assumption 3 does not provide any additional identifying power for the ACE when it is
satisfied.

In general, suppose that the monotonicity assumption (Assumption allows us to
avoid investigating the identifiability of the principal stratum proportions 7., kK = 0, 1.

Appendix and show that this reduces the number of variables and avoids the
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parameter in linear programming problems (A.17) and (A.21). Furthermore, the appli-

cation example on a real dataset presented in Section [7] will show that the monotonicity

assumption helps to tighten the bounds on the SACE.

4.2 Stochastic dominance

The stochastic dominance assumption, which means that one probability distribution al-
ways coincides with or lies to the right of another probability distribution, has been used
by [Zhang et al.| (2008]), Huber and Mellace (2015), and Blundell et al.| (2007)). It is stated

formally as follows:

Assumption 4. [Stochastic Dominance/

PriY;(1) <y |G=go,W =w) < Pr(Y;(1) <y | G=g,W =w), fory € R,
and

Pr(Yi(0) <y | G =go,W =w) < Pr(Yi(0) <y | G = go, W =w), fory€R.

This assumption means that the probability distribution of Y (1) among the ‘always-
survivor’ subpopulation coincides with or lies to the right of Y (1) among the ‘protected’
subpopulation and that the probability distribution of Y'(0) among the ‘always-survivor’
subpopulation coincides with or lies to the right of Y(0) among the ‘harmed’ subpopulation.
When assessing the return of job training, this assumption means that the potential wages
observed are always at least as high as those of other groups. This may be because members
of the ‘always-survivor’ subpopulation will be hired regardless of training, since they are
likely more motivated and/or capable than the rest of the population. [Zhang, Rubin
and Mealli (2008) argued that ability tends to be positively correlated with wages, so

Assumption 4] appears to be plausible. It is known (see, e.g./Miller and Stoyan, 2003) that
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Assumption [4 implies that

E{Y(1)|G=go,W=w)>EY(1)|G=g,W=uw}
E{Y(0) |G =go,W=w)>EY(0)|G=gs, W =w}.
The mean earnings of the members of the ‘always-survivor’ stratum in the treatment arm
are greater than or equal to the mean earnings of the members of the ‘protected’ stratum
in the treatment arm. Similarly, the mean earnings of the members of the ‘always-survivor’
stratum in the control arm are greater than or equal to the mean earnings of the members
of the ‘harmed’ stratum in the control arm.
While considering further Assumption [4 one can immediately obtain bounds on the
ACEs in three strata by transforming this assumption to the resulting constraints on Fj;.,,.
The next theorem is the main result of this section. We need to introduce a bit more

notation. Define

_F11~1w F01~1w F01~0w
Lo,sd(y7w | o) = max{ : _ |

Py Py Prow — T2
o B P ) [ Logalo W | w3y
osd = E(Prow — m5%) 7

Fll-Ow _F01-Ow + FDl-lw }
) b
P ow Prow Prow — T

Ry sy, w | ma) = min{

E {(PLOW T’) f Ry sy, W | Wmax)dy}

fosd = E(Prow — m35) 7
and
Ll,Sd(y’ w|my.,) = max { Pl 1w _—iil(;;ij Tow _1} , Iy sd(ya WTy.y) = f;ollj;u’
. B E{(Pi1w — Prow + 73%) f L, Sd(y, Wriin) dy}
Lsd — E(Praw — Plow+7Tmm) ’
. E{(Pi1w — Prow + 7%) f R, Sd(y, W |mhun ) dy}
15d E(Praw — Prow + 755%) ’
Lyqawlra) = —02, L
' 1-0w ' 2w
;o Blmw S Lysa(y, W) dy} P E{mi 7 Ry sd (v, WImsiy) dy}
26d ~ E(m3) '+ Tasd E(mip)
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Theorem 4.3. Under Assumptions [1{g and [f], for k = 1,2, the conditional SACE,,, Ak

and SACE, Ay, are bounded as

/_ Lo salyw | o) dy < SACE, < / Ry, saly,w | 755 dy,

- - (4.6)
/_ Ly, sq(y,w [ m5) dy < Agay < /_ Ry sq(y,w | 754 dy,

and

Lysq< SACE<R Log<A<R, g (4.7)

0,5d

We sketch the proof of Theorem [4.3] in Appendix Note that the stochastic domi-
nance assumption effectively tightens the bounds on the SACE, but only the upper bound
for the ‘protected’ stratum and the lower bound for the ‘harmed’ stratum. That is,

Ll,Sd = L1 and RQ,Sd = RQ.

4.3 Monotonicity and stochastic dominance

Below, we derive the bounds when both the monotonicity and stochastic dominance as-
sumptions hold. Since the ‘harmed’ stratum is excluded under the monotonicity assump-
tion, we consider only the bounds in the ‘always-survivor’ and ‘protected’ strata. Then,

the bounds on the SACE and A; under Assumptions can be obtained as follows:

Theorem 4.4. Under Assumptions the conditional SACE,,, A1.., and SACE, A, are

bounded as
/ Lo,m,sd(y>w) dy < SACE, < / Ro,m,sd(yaw) dy,
oo M (4.8)
/_ L17m,3d(y> U)) dy S Al-w S /_ RLm’Sd(y, U)) dy,
and

Lomsd < SACE< R Limsd<A1<R (4.9)

0,m,sd> 1,m,sd>
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where

Ly m. sd(y, w) = max { Foriw F01'0w7 Fiiow — P11 } 7
- Prw Prow Prow
E {Pl.OW f_t;o LO,m,sd(3/> W)dy}
L07m78d B E(Prow) ’
Ro,m,sd(% w) = min { ];11.'00:’ F01-11;D;)501~0w } 7
E {P1.0W fjoooo RO,m,sd(ya W)dy}
o= E(Praw)

_Fll-lw

Ll,m,sd(%w) = max {m, —1} 5 Rl,m,sd(yaw) = P1~.1w )

E {(PMW — Prow) [°2 LLm’gd(y) W) dy}

L

1,m,sd = E(Piaw — Prow) ’
i E {(P1.1W — Prow) ffooo Rl,m,sd<y’ W) dy}
1,m,sd — E(Piaw — Prow) '

The detailed proof is given in Appendix [A.9] The above results show that the bounds
become tighter when both Assumption [3| and Assumption [4] are invoked. For the ‘always-
survivor’ stratum, the lower bounds on both SACE,, and the SACE are tightened. However,
invoking both assumptions does not provide any additional identifying power for the ACE
in the ‘protected’ stratum, so these bounds coincide with those given in Theorem for

the case in which only the stochastic dominance assumption is considered.

5 Estimation

In this section, we provide estimators of the bounds derived under the various assumptions

based on the method of moments. Suppose that we observe an independent and identically
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distributed sample (X;, Z;, S;,Y;), 1 <i < n. We define the following estimators,
Prow = SI(Zi = 2) K{(W; — w)/h} / S 1(Z = 2)K{(W; — w)/h},

i=1 i=1
p[}zw =1- pl-zwa

Fuiau(y) = D 1Y S 9)Si(Zi = 2)K{(Wi = w)/h} | > 1(Z = 2)K{(W; = w)/h},

i=1
FOl-zw(y) = pl-zw - Fll'zw<y>7

where I(-) is an indicator function and when W is a discrete random variable, K (-) is also an
indicator function that takes a value of 1 if W; = w, while when W; is a continuous covariate
vector, K(-) is a kernel function, where the popular kernels include the normal kernel
K(t) = exp(—t?/2)/v/27 and the Epanechnikov kernel K (t) = 3(1 — t2)I(|t| < 1)/4. In
practice, it can be implemented using the R function ‘npcdist’ from the ‘np’ package , which
is based on the work of |Li and Racine| (2008)), who employed ‘generalized product kernels’
that admit a mix of continuous and discrete data types. The estimators of various bounds
given w can be obtained by plugging in these expressions instead of the corresponding
population parameters. The estimators of bounds related to the expectation of W can be
established by taking the mean over {W;, 1 <i < n}. Following|Leg|(2009)), y/n-consistency
and asymptotic normality of these estimators can be derived; we omit any further discussion
of this here. We need to deal with the numerical evaluation (approximation) of definite
integrals with respect to y such as [ Ly (y, w|n5®) dy, [ Ry (y, w|m5i") dy. Consider a
sufficiently large positive M. One way to proceed is to equally divide the range [—M, M]|
into many small intervals, say m intervals of width h = 2M/m, which we call the step
size. For each interval, we evaluate the integrand value and take that value to represent
that interval. The other way to approach the problem is to calculate the area covered
by the integrand function. Then, we can sum the contributions from each interval and
consider that the summation should approximate the integral. Among the alternative

methods for approximating an integral, Monte Carlo integration is one of the most widely
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used. In its simplest form, Monte Carlo integration approximates an integral by calculating
the average for N random samples chosen uniformly at random in [—M, M]. Furthermore,
various techniques such as importance sampling and stratified sampling have been proposed
to reduce the variance of this method and enhance its convergence. The convergence rates
of these integral approximation methods can be sufficiently fast as to have no effect on the

v/n-consistency and asymptotic normality of the proposed estimators.

6 Simulation studies

In this section, we report some simulation studies conducted to evaluate the finite-sample
performance of the proposed methods in various cases with and without the monotonicity
and stochastic dominance assumptions. We also consider cases of both a discrete and a
continuous response Y. In the following subsections, we generate a sample of size 1000 from
each of several frequently used continuous and discrete distributions, and the averages of
the estimated lower and upper bounds are computed over 1000 replications. We define
Forw = Pr(Yi(z) <y | G = g, W = w), Mz kw = EY|Z = 2,G = g,,W = w),
02 pw = Var(YZ = 2,G = gy, W = w) and 74, = Pr(G = gr | W = w). The considered

distributions are listed as follows:

e Normal Distribution. The outcome Y is drawn from the following normal distri-
bution conditional on Z, G and W: Y | (Z = 1,G = go, W = w) ~ N(pt1,0, 10.)5
Y[ (Z=1G=gW=w ~ Npiwoii,)Y | (Z=00G=g,W=w) ~

N(M0707w7 O'(%,O,w) and Y ‘ (Z = 07 G = 92, W= w) ~ N(MO,Z,wa U{%,Q,w)'

e Normal Mixture Distribution. The outcome Y is generated as follows: Y |

(Z = 1,G = go,W = w) ~ wioN (g 0190) + (1 = wio) Ny oren), Y |

U, w

1 2(1 2 2(2
(Z = 1,6 = W = w) ~ wuN@ ot + (1 = wi )Nl 4, ot Y |

(Z = 0,G = go,W = w) ~ wooN (1.0 Te00) + (1 = woo) N (110,05 7o) and
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1 2(1 2 2(2
Y[ (Z=0,G= g5, W =) ~wo N1t a3 0) + (1 = 002) N (15205 T3 0):

e Binary Distribution. A binary Y follows a Bernoulli distribution conditional on
Z, G and W where Y | (Z = 1,G = go,W = w) ~ B(1,j110w), Y | (Z =1,G =

gi, W = UJ) ~ B(l,/l1717w),Y ’ (Z = O, G = Qo, W = ’LU) ~ B(l,,u()’()’w).

e Poisson Distribution. The outcome Y is generated from the following Poisson dis-
tribution conditional on Z, Gand W: Y | (Z =1,G = go, W = w) ~ Pois(p10w), Y |
(Z = ]_, G = g1, W = U)) ~ POiS(,uLLw),Y | (Z = O,G = 4o, W = w) ~ POiS(M0’07w>

and Y | (Z =0,G = g2, W = w) ~ Pois(p2,w)-

The above terms with a subscript w (for example, p o,,) indicate the existence of covariates,
while those without a subscript w (for example, p; ) indicate that there are no covariates.
Due to space limitations, we present simulation results of only two cases: the case

without Assumptions [3] and [, and the case with Assumptions [3] and [l The other two

cases with Assumption [3] or Assumption [4] are relegated in [Appendix C]

6.1 The case without Assumptions 3] and

When both Assumptions[3|and [ are not true, the approach described in Section [3]is used to
derive the bounds. Here, we assess how sensitive the proposed method is to the departure
from Assumptions [3land [dl To run the simulation, we first the following parameter values:
m = 0.3, m13 = 0.1 and w9 = 0.6 — my where 7y is varied from 0.05 to 0.25. Here my # 0
implies that Assumption [3| does not hold. Then, we consider four cases of violation of
Assumption {4] where either 1) p1,0 < p1 and poo < proz or 2) 01y < of; and ogy < 0,
under the assumption that p; o = w11 and poo = po2. The true value of the SACE in the
first two cases is 4, that in the third case is —4, and that in the fourth case is —5. The

simulated data are generated as follows:
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e The case of a normal Y with ;¢ < g1 and poo < poz2. The parameters are

_ _ _ _ 2 2 _ 2 _ 2 _
pio =T, 1,1 = 8, oo = 3, o2 = 4 and 010 =011 = 1/27‘70,0 =002 = L.

e The case of a normal Y with ¢?, < 02, and o}, < 02,. The parameters are

010=1/2,01,=1,000=1/2,05,=1, po=pa1 =7, and pgp = pio2 = 3.

e The case of a normal mixture Y with ;0 < p;; and g0 < p92. The parame-

ters are w9 = 0.5,w;; = 0.4, ,ug()) = 2,;1(1?3 =4, ,uﬁ =2, uﬁ = b with ai(ol) = O'i(g) =

1

)

W) _ @ _

Ui(ll) = Ui(f) =1 and wyp = 0.5,wp2 = 0.5,;;0,0 = 6,,11070 8,ué

) = 6,y = 7 with

2(1 2(2 2(1 2(2
Uo,(o) = 00(0) = 00(2) = ‘70,(2) =1

) )

e The case of a Poisson Y with 1,9 < p17 and poo < jo2. The parameters are

1o =211 =1, o0 =702 =8

For illustration the distribution functions given G in the various cases are shown in Figure
[C1], which shows that Assumption 4 is violated.

Figure [I] illustrates that when both Assumptions [3] and [4] do not hold, the bounds on
the SACE contain the true value, and their range varies as my varies over the interval
[0.05,0.25]. All bounds never include zero when 7y lies within its domain, which implies

that the proposed bounds provide valid information.

6.2 The case with Assumptions 3 and 4

Further, we evaluate the performance of the proposed method in Section [4.3] for the case
in which all our assumptions hold. Here, we examine simulations in which the availability
of a covariate W may lead to narrower bounds, where W | (Z = z, gx) ~ B(1,0.4),k =0, 1.
Let mg., = 0.5, 11, = 0.4 and 73, = 0.1. Simulations are carried out for the following

cases, where Y is drawn from a normal, normal mixture, binary or poisson distribution.
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Normal: W1, 0 <M 1 and Ho o< Up, 2 Normal: 53 0 < 53 ; and GS 0 < GS )

10,04
LUl tower bourd = e lower bound
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< g 727 — upperbound
< W w0
g 5.0 G X1 i S S SP— i " .k b i
o 5
= j
3 251 2 257
2 2
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Figure 1: Bounds on the SACE without Assumptions 3 and 4.

e The case of a normal Y. The parameters are as follows: given W =1, 191 = 2,
_ _ : 2 _ 2 2 1. _ _ _
Hi1,1 = 1, H0,0,1 = 6 with 0'170,1 = 0'17171 = 0'07071 = 1, given W = 0, H1,00 = 5,,&171’0 =

_ : 2 _ 2 2 _
4, pop,0 = 3 with 0100 = 0110 = T00 = 1-

e The case of a normal mixture Y. The parameters are: w; o = w1 = wop = 0.4,,

) 1 2 1 2 1 2 .
and given W' = 1, Ng,()),l = 67#5,()),1 = 57#5,2,1 = 67#5,2,1 =4, N((),()),1 = 17,“((),()),1 = 2 with
2(1 22 2(1 2(2 2(1 2(2 . 1 2
01,(0,)1 = ‘71,(0,)1 = ‘71,(1,)1 = 01,(1,)1 = ‘70,(0,)1 = J0,(0,)1 =1, given W =0, Ng,()),o = 57#5,()),0 =
1 2 1 2 ) 2(1 22 2(1 2(2
2:#5,%,0 = 47#5,%,0 = 1aﬂ((),3,0 = 3aU((),()),0 = 6 with 01,(0,)0 = 01,(0,)0 = 01,(1,)0 = 01,(1,)0 =

2(1) _ 2(2) _
00,00 — 90,00 — L.

e The case of a binary Y. The parameters are as follows: given W =1, p; 901 = 0.9,
paaa = 0.6, pooa = 0.3; given W =0, 100 = 0.2, 10 = 0.1, po,00 = 0.8.

e The case of a Poisson Y. The parameters are as follows: given W =1, p; 01 = 2,
P =1, poor =7; given W =0, 100 =5, 1,10 =4, pooo = 1.

The true values and the averages of the estimated upper/lower bounds with a binary

covariate are summarized in Table In addition, SACE; denotes the SACE when the
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Table 4: Bounds on the SACE/SACE,, with Assumptions 3 and 4.

Distribution True value Bounds
Normal SACE, (with cov.) 0.4 [-0.846,—0.050]
SACE,_, 4 [—4.440, —3.644]
SACE,_q 2 [1.553, 2.349]
SACE (without cov.) -0.4 [—1.018,0.377]
Normal Mixture SACE,,(with cov.) 0.56 [0.125,1.337]
SACE,_, 3.8 [3.433, 4.394]
SACE,_g 1.6 [-2.222, —0.867]
SACEg(without cov.) 0.56 [0.0405, 1.583]
Binary SACE,, (with cov.) 012 [~0.200,—0.032]
SACE,_1 0.6 [0.467,0.700]
SACE,_o 0.6 [-0.644, 0.520]
SACE(without cov.) -0.12 [—0.231,0.064]
Poisson SACE,,(with cov.) -1.4 [—1.831, —0.687]
SACE,_, 4 13.560, 5.067]
SACE,_o 5 [~5.437, —4.544]
SACE(without cov.) -14 [—2.010, —0.513]

covariate W is ignored. The bounds obtained in 1000 simulation runs 100% cover the true
values in the above four cases. It is also shown that our method not only can correctly
identify the sign of the SACE but also can obtain much tighter bounds when the additional
information of the covariate W is considered; that is, the bounds on the SACE are a subset
of those on SACE. For the normal case, it can be seen that the bound intervals for SACE,
contain zero when the covariate information is not taken into account. This results in the
most critical information being lost in practical applications, as it cannot be determined

whether the treatment or policy has a positive or negative effect.
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7 Application to NSW data

To illustrate our results, we study the causal effect of job training on earnings based on
real data from the National Supported Work Demonstration (NSW). The NSW was a
temporary experimental program intended to promote reemployment among unemployed
workers by providing work experience, which was conducted in the mid-1970s and described
by [Lal.onde| (1986). The dataset contains observation samples representing 445 individu-
als, of whom 185 were randomly assigned to the treatment group (received job training,
denoted by Z = 1) and 260 were randomly assigned to the control group (not received job
training, denoted by Z = 0). To assess the effect of this employment training program on
earnings, we take the logarithm of an individual’s earnings in 1978 as the outcome variable,
denoted by Y, and treat the outcome as analogous to ‘death’ (S = 0) if the individual was
unemployed in 1978. The model is assumed to involve a series of discrete and continuous
covariates. We note that the SACE measures an additive causal effect on the logarithm of
earnings, which is equivalent to a multiplicative effect on earnings.

Table [5| presents the results for the ‘always-survivor’ and ‘protected’ strata under vari-
ous assumptions. When only Assumptions 1 and 2 are invoked (without Assumptions 3 and
4), the bounds for the ‘protected’ stratum are wider than those for the ‘always-survivor’
stratum, which might be attributable to the fact that has fewer constraints than
. The effect of job training on individual earnings in the ‘always-survivor’ stratum
ranges from a factor of 0.276 to a factor of 4.096. Not surprisingly, Assumption 3 (mono-
tonicity) narrows the bounds substantially for the ‘always-survivor’ stratum, although the
identification region still includes zero. As discussed before, Assumption 3 (monotonicity)
has no identifying power for the ‘protected’ stratum, as 7o = 0 implies the widest bounds
possible. Assumption 4 (stochastic dominance) causes the bounds for both strata to be

narrower than in the worst case. However, using both assumptions jointly brings important
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improvements, for the ‘always-survivor’ stratum, the bounds clearly show that the wage

effect of job training is positive and ranges from a factor of 1.083 to a factor of 1.501.

Table 5: Bounds on the causal effects of job training on earnings (measured on a natural

log scale) in the ‘always-survivor’ and ‘protected’ strata without any covariates.

Assumption Always-survivor Protected

None [~1.280,1.410]  [~4.262,4.773]
Monotonicity [—0.166,0.406] [—4.262,4.773]
Stochastic Dominance  [—0.516,0.875] [—4.262, 3.332]
Both [0.080,0.406]  [—4.262,3.332]

An important and attractive contribution of our proposed approach, compared to the
method of large sample bounds (Freiman and Small, 2014), is that it allows the considera-
tion of arbitrary types and numbers of covariates. In general, the use of covariates may help
to understand the data in a more detailed way, thus making it possible to obtain narrower
bounds compared to the case in which no covariates are considered, and these bounds are
also more reliable and valuable. Here, we consider a mix of continuous and binary covari-
ates, including whether the individual is Black (denoted by ‘Black’), whether the individual
is Hispanics (denoted by ‘Hisp’), whether the individual has a high school degree (denoted
by ‘Nodegree’), the individual’s employment status in 1975 (‘Unem75’), the individual’s
marital status (‘Married’), and the age and education level of the individual. The results
for the bounds are shown in Table[6] It can be seen that for the ‘always-survivor’ stratum,
the bounds in each case are significantly narrower than the corresponding bounds shown in
Table |5/ when valid covariates are considered. To be specific, the wage effect of job training
for the ‘always-survivor’ stratum ranges from a factor of 1.076 to a factor of 1.409 under
Assumptions 1-4 rather than from a factor of 1.083 to a factor of 1.501. The more sur-
prising finding is that we can obtain bounds for the ‘protected’” and ‘harmed’ strata at the

same time, although the intervals for the ‘protected’ stratum are only slightly tightened.
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Table 6: Bounds on the ACE in the ‘always-survivor’ and other strata with covariates.

Assumption Always-survivor Protected Harmed

None [—1.220,1.273]  [—3.950,4.288] [—5.222,5.417]
Monotonicity [—0.152,0.343]  [—3.950,4.288] [—5.222,5.417]
Stochastic Dominance  [—0.491,0.764] [—3.950,2.954] [—3.052,5.417]
Both [0.073,0.343] [—3.950,2.954] [—3.052,5.417]

8 Discussion

In this paper, we explore the bounds on causal effects in scenarios where outcomes are
truncated by death under the principal stratification framework introduced by [Frangakis
and Rubin (2002). Most previous research on partial identification has predominantly
focused on the ‘always-survivor’ stratum within the principal stratification framework. We
introduce a new unified nonparametric framework that provides bounds on the causal effects
on both discrete and continuous outcomes within different strata. Our method establishes
sharp bounds for not only the SACE (survivor average causal effect) but also other causal
effects in other strata. Two fundamental assumptions, namely, the SUTVA and weak
ignorability, serve as the primary foundation for our method. Furthermore, additional
assumptions such as monotonicity and stochastic dominance are incorporated to broaden
the applicability of our bounds. The core concept of our approach is the enhancement
of the optimization problem through the utilization of a comprehensive tail probability
expectation formula for a set of conditional probability distributions. Challenging situations
arise when solving symbolic Balke-Pearl linear programming problems. To obtain bounds
on the SACE, it is necessary to ensure that m.,, > ms.,,, thereby preventing the denominator
of the objective function from being zero. Similarly, the ACE bound for the ‘protected’
stratum is informative only when 7., > mo.,, is satisfied. Otherwise, the bounds on the
ACE in the ‘harmed’ stratum become informative. In fact, it is possible to determine in

which stratum the bounds on the ACE are valid based on the observed data. For example,
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if Plow > Po1w and Pi.iy > Piow, then our method can be used to obtain bounds on the
SACE and A;. The more surprising finding is that when there are continuous covariates,
we can obtain bounds for the ‘protected” and ‘harmed’ strata at the same time. Therefore,
a more efficient way of deriving the proportions of each stratum may improve our proposed
bounds, and future work can attempt to address this problem.

As illustrated in[Appendix B] this unified framework is not only applicable to situations
where outcomes are truncated by death, but can also be extended to data subject to non-
compliance. The ACE bounds for different strata are considered in this paper for the case
in which the outcome variable Y is a squared-integrable random variable, either discrete
or continuous. The covariate types and number are not restricted, enabling the considera-
tion of both binary and continuous scenarios; this allows the ignorability assumption to be

relaxed, making the bounds applicable to more situations.
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Supplementary Material for
‘A unified framework for bounding causal effects on the always

survivor and other populations’

Appendix Al gives all the proofs, shows how the proposed procedure can be

extended to the ACE and CACE cases, and supplements the simulation study
of more situations, demonstrating the sensitivity of the method proposed in this article to
the violation of assumptions 3 and 4 respectively, and finally further analyzes

the real dataset from NSW.

Appendix A Proofs of theoretical results

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

As mentioned in section 2, the proportion of the principal stratum is not point-identifiable
without the monotonicity assumption. Before discussing the bounds of the causal parame-
ters of interest (such as SACE), the range of 7., need to be derived. For example, consider
the problem of finding the bounds on the ‘harmed’ proportion ms.,,, which is equivalent to

solving the following optimization problem:

min or max ma., (A.1)



subject to

(

Tow + Tlw = Pliw,
Mow + 2w = PI-OUM
o + T3 = Po1w,
Tiw + T3 = Po.ow,
Tow + Tlw + Mo + T3y = 1,

Tiw > 0(i =0,1,2,3).

\

After some calculations, we find that
max{(), Pl-Ow — P1~1w} S 720 S Hlin{.Pl.()w7 P0~1w}- (A2>

Similarly, the following inequalities represent probability bounds in other principal strata:

max{0, Pi.1y — Poow} < Mo < min{Proy, Praw}, (A3)
3

max{0, Pi.1y — Prow} < T < min{ Po.ow, Priw}-
A.2 Derivation of Equation (3.4)

In order to obtain sharp boundaries of causal parameters, the core idea of this article
is to construct a Bakle-Pearl linear programming problem. Taking the first equation in

constraint (3.4) as an example, we have

Fn.ow:P(YSy,S:HZ:O,w)
— P(Y(0) <y, 5(0) =1 Z = 0,w)
= P(Y(0) <y,8(0) =1,S(1) = 1 | w) + P(Y(0) < y,5(0) = 1,5(1) = 0 | w)

= Foow + Foow + (Fo2w + Foop)

= Foow + Fo0. + Flow-



The second equality follows from consistency. The third equality follows because of As-
sumption [2 Similarly, we can obtain the following three constraints. The other two

constraints are obtained directly from the properties of probability.

A.3 Balke-Pearl LP method and some Lemmas

Here, we first briefly introduce the general situation of how to use the Balke-Pearl linear
programming method to solve linear programming problems.
Suppose we have a set of constraints on x as well as the objective function ¢'x of

interest in terms of x € R™:

s.t.

where ¢ € {—1,0,1}", p € R™ and b, € R™ are constants vectors; R € {0,1}™*"
and A; € {0,1}™*™ are coefficient matrix. By the strong duality theorem of convex
optimization, the optimal value of this primal problem is equal to that of its dual. To

simplify the notation, we let A, := (1nx1 RT)T, and b, := (1 p)T; then, we have
min {ch |x € R", Ajx < by, Aex = be,x > Onxl}

:max{< blT b—er >y|yele+me’< AlT AeT >ygca(1—ml><ml Oleme)ySOmlxl}

Al Al c
y <

= max ( of T ) ¥ | ¥ is a vertex of { y € R"T™Me

Imlxml Omlxmc 0ml><1
To solve this symbolic Balke—Pearl linear programming problem, we use the R package

‘rcdd’ based on enumerating the vertices of the constraint polygon of the dual problem.



Whereas some programs that can only provide numerical solutions for specific data, this R
package takes a symbolic description as input, and its output is a symbolic solution.

As we mentioned before, we cannot use the linear programming method of Balke and
Pearl (1997) directly, since conditioning on being selected into the study generally implies a
nonlinear structure on the counterfactual probabilities. Thus, before proving Theorem [3.1]
we provide some lemmas to adapt the symbolic Balke-Pearl linear programming method to
situations where the objective function is nonlinear, and show the connection between the

fractional programming problem and a certain parametric linear programming problem.
Lemma A1l. (Schaible and Ibaraki, |1985) The linear fractional programming problem

.
sup{w:Axgﬁ,aTx+b>0,X20}
a'x+Db

is equivalent to the linear programming problem.
sup{’yTy+at Ay —Bt<0,a'y+bt=1y>0,t> O}

where y = x/(a'x +b), t = 1/(a’x + b); A is a coefficient matrix; «, 3, and v are
constants vectors; x is a vector of variables; a and b are constants; and x > 0 indicates

that each component of x is greater than or equal to 0.

In the specified case, for example, programming problem ({3.5)), the corresponding setting

coincides with the above theorem as follow:
X = (FOO-w7 Fr0ws Fo0-ws F30.05 F0.10, F3-10, F12w, Fo2u, F-3w>T y Y= xt¥)

a=b=0, v=(0,-1,1,0,0,0,0,0,0)", a=(1,1,1,1,0,0,0,0,0)"
_1 0100010 0_
010100010
A=111001000 0|, B=FrowForow Fiitw Foriw, 1)’

001101000

111111111



and t© = 1/(Foou + Fiow + Faow + Faow). Let £ = Fiju/(Foow + Fiow + Faouw +
Fyou) = Fijp - tO; similarly, fora = Forw x £, £, = Fyrw x 1O, £, = Fiay x 0,
FO = Fyoy x 1O and fO = Fyy x 1O

In addition, Dinkelbach| (1962)) reduces the solution of a linear fractional programming

problem to the solution of a sequence of linear programming problems. To be specific,

consider a typical linear fractional programming problem:
maX{A:—:Ax:b,xZO} (A.4)

Let us assume that the domain of feasible solutions, D, is nonempty; the denominator
does not reduce to a constant; and that it is strictly positive on D. Consider the auxiliary

function

F(\) = max[f(x) — \g(x)], A € R.

xeD

Lemma A2. The vector Xq is the optimal solution to the fractional programming problem

given in if and only iof

where

For solving the symbolic linear programming problem in (3.5)), this corresponds to taking
f(X) = Fgo.w — Fl().w, g(X) = Fgo.w —+ F10~w + Fgo.w + Fgo.w and )\0 denotes the upper bound

obtained by fixing yy. The lower bound in (3.5)) can also be assessed analogously.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1]

Proof. As shown in the main text, we can obtain the sharp bounds of SACE under
Assumption (1| and {2/ by minimizing or maximizing (3.5) subject to (3.4). Note that

5



Tow = Fliow + For.ow — T2 = Piow — T24. By using Lemma [AT] the linear fractional

programming problem in (3.5)) can be transformed into a linear programming problem:
min or max fz(g_)w — 1(8-)107 (A.5)

subject to

.

0 0 0
Foo + I3 + F1 % = Firow/ (Prow — Taw).
f1(8.)w + fg(g.)w + f2(02)w = For.ow/(Prow — Tow),
0 0 0
féO-)w + f1(0~)w + fé.fw = Fi11w/(Prow — Tow)s
20 W + f30w f3 1w — F01~1w/(P1-0w - Tr?'w)a
(0)
OOw + f10w + f20w + f30-w =1,

3
Z fi((]o-)w + f(g-ol)w + f£§~01)w + f1(02)w + foow + f(g,(?u = 1/(Prow — T2w),

=0

\fz(?w >0(i=0,1,2,3), fily > 0, fiily > 0, i3, 2 0,53, > 0, £33, > 0

where t© = 1/(Foo.y + Fiow + Foow + Faow)s iy = 1O Fyjp, similarly, f§7, = t© Fy.,,
féﬂ’w = tOF,, fl(oz)w = tOF 5, 2(92)w = tOF,,, and f(z,&)j = tOF,,. Given my.,, we
use the symbolic Balke—Pearl linear programming method to solve the linear programming
problem in , which yields a closed-form solution.

As shown in the general case in the Appendix according to the strong duality theo-
rem of convex optimization, the optimal value of this primal problem is equal to that of its
dual (Matousek and Gartner, 2007)). Furthermore, its constraint space is a convex polygon,
and by the fundamental theorem of linear programming, this optimum is attained at one

of its vertices. By plugging the vertices into the dual objective function and evaluating the

expression, we obtain

LO(:‘/)w‘W?w) < f20w fl(g)w < Ro(y, w‘ﬂ_Q'w)7 (A6>



where

9

For.1uw
RO(ya w|ﬂ-2-w) = min { 2

Fi1.0w Foraw + Fii.0w
P ) P - 17 1 )
1-0w — T2.w 1-0w — T2.w

P1~0w — T2y

and

—Fli1w —Foi.0w —(For.0w + Fi1.1w
Lo(y,w|7rg.w):max{ 111 01-0 (Forow + Fi11 )+1’_1}'

) )
Prow — T Prow — T Proy — T

When ., is varying on its support, we have
inf L <O O <R
inf Lo(y, w|T2w) < fa0i = fiow < sup Ro(y, w|Ta.).

T2.w To.w

At the same time, we know that the bounds on SACE,, defined in (3.2) can be written as

/ Lo(y, w|ma.y)dy < SACE,, < / Ro(y, w|ma.,)dy. (A.7)
Note that the term Ry(y, w|ma.,) is increasing with ma.,, and that Ly(y, w|ma.,) is decreasing

with 7a.,. Moreover, recall the bounds on 7., given in Proposition 2.1} Accordingly, we

conclude from (|A.7)) as shown in (3.6|) with 752 = min{ Py.ou, Po.1w }, which is the maximum

2-w
value of 7q.,,. By the law of total expectation, we have SACE = E{m..wSACEw }/E(mo.w ).

Then, from ((3.6)) we obtain the following:

E{7TO~W fj;o Lo(y, W|7T2-W)dy} E{Wow fj;o Ro(y, W’sz)dy}
< SACE < )

E7T0.W E?T(].W

Since the above right-hand and left-hand inequalities take the equal sign when mo.y = 734},

that is, mo.w = Pr.ow — Tayp, the above inequality reduces to
Lo < SACE < Ry, (A.8)

with

B{ (Prow — m35) [ Lo(y, Wlngie)dy }
E(Prow — m35) ,

B{ (Prow — m33%) [ Roly, Wngi¥)dy |

E(Prow — T5%%)

LOI

Ry =




A.5 Proof of Theorem [3.2l

Proof. We first consider A1.,,. Let us define tV) = 1/(Fy1.p + Fiiaw + Forw + Fa10), fw . =
tW Fij, f1(12)w = é;.)w + f22 w f2(12)w = fl(;)w + f32w and f(?,g = Z?:o fﬁu Recall that
Foow =Pr(I(Y <y)=a,S=1|2Z=2W =w), a,z = 0,1, and let Fy.,, denote the
observed conditional joint probability distribution Pr(I(Y <y) =a,S=0|2Z =2, W =
w), a,z = 0,1. The optimization of can be transformed into the following symbolic

linear programming problem:
min or max fﬁ)w — ﬁ_)w, (A.9)
subject to

féé-)w + f20w + f1(12)w = Firow/ (Priw — Prow + T2w)
(1) 0 _ @ P _p
J1ow T+ fgow + f3.90 = Forow/ (Praw Low + o) s
FSP + Fl + £ + [0 = Fiitw/ (Priw — Prow + Tow)
Fihy + il + Fsh + 30k = Foraw/ (Priw — Prow + Toa)
1 1 1 1
fél-)w + fl(l-)w + f2(1-)w + f?El)'w = 7

>

7=0 1

Mw

fuw+f1 +f22w+f =1/ (Praw — Prow + Tow) »

I
o

fiow 20 (i =0,1,2,3,j = 0,1), f{3, > 0, fy3, > 0, f§) >
Additionally, a symbolic Balke-Pearl linear programming method is used to solve the above

linear programming problem, which yields the following solution,

Ll(y7w|7r2-w) < f21 w fl(%)w < Rl(y7 w‘T{.?'w)a

where

) Forqw }
Ry (y, w|ma.n) = min 15,
1y wims) {in Piow + Moy’



and

_Fll-lw }
Ly (y, w|ms.,) = max ,—1p.
1(3/ ‘ 2 ) {Pl 1w — Pl-[)w + T

Note that the obtained right bound is increasing with 7., and that the left bound is decreas-
ing with mo.,. We have inf.,  Li(y,w|ms,) = Li(y, w|m¥i) and sup,, = Ri(y, w|me.,) =

Ry (y, w|mm). Then,
L (yaw‘ﬂmm) f21w fnw < Rl(yaw‘”mm) (A.10)

Recall the result given in Proposition it = max{0, Pi.ow — Pliw}, which is the
minimum value of m.,. We now apply the same argument as for (3.6) and (3.7)) and note
that Ay = E{mwAiw}/E(miw) and 1., = Priw — Prow + 7552 thus obtaining the

following bounds:

+o0 +oo
/ Ly (y,w]wmm) dy < Ay, < / Rl(y,w|7rmm) dy, (A.11)

(o) (o)
and

L1 S Al S Rh (A12>

with
E{(in Prow + T5) f Li(y, W|ms)d }
E(Praw — Prow + m5in) 7

E{(Pllw Prow + m55%) f Ry (y, W|m54w)d }
E(Praw — Prow + mhin) '

Ly =

R, =

Likewise, the conditional ACEs for the ‘harmed’ strata given by (3.11). Let t® = 1/(Fyg.n+
2 2 2 2 2
Fiow + Fozw + Fio0), fl(Jz,J = t(2)Fij~m fé.fw = (gl.)w + fl(l.)w7 f:§1)w = 21w + f31w
= Z?:o fz(32 )w Optimizing 1) leads to the following symbolic linear programming
problem:

min or max fg)w - {g?w, (A.13)



subject to

f(g.)w + f2(§)w + féﬁ.)w + fg(f))w = F11.00/T2.0,
fg)w + fS(S)w + féﬁ?w + f:)%)w = For.ow/T2w,
Foo + B + 1630 = Fitw/Toa,

Faons + Fioow + fito = Fortu/ T2,

J6oh + Foh + Fiahu + fig = 1,

szzyw+f0 +f31w+f —1/772-w,

7=0,2 =0

[F 2 0(=0.1.2.3,) =0.2). fi}, 2 0.£57, > 0. £33 > 0.

Solving the above linear programming problem yields

LQ(va|7T2~w) < f22'w fl(g)w < Rg(y7w|7'l'2.w),

where

Fii.0w —Fo1.0w
Ry (y, w|ma.) = min{ 110 71} and Lo(y, w|ma.,) = nlax{&, _1} _

T2 T2.w

Note the monotonicity of Ly and Ry with respect to ma.,,. Then inf,,  Lo(y, w|me.,,) =

Ly (y, w|myi®) and sup,, = Rs(y, w|ma.,) = Ra(y, w|myis). Hence we see that

Loy, w]miiny < f&) — 5 < Ryly, w]xiin), (A.14)

with 730 = max{0, Pl.g» — PL1w}. These bounds are informative only if P, > Pi.i. In

the same manner as for (3.6)) and (3.7)), while also noting that Ay = E{mo.w Ao w }/E(T2.w),

we obtain the following bounds,

+o0 +00
/ Lo(y, wlmdi®) dy < Ag., < / Ro(y, w]m™) dy, (A.15)
and
E{w;n;g 2 Loy, Wriin )d } < E{wgﬂﬁ}f Ro(y, W |mpin)d } A
min — 2 = min :
E(my W) E(my W)
]

10



A.6 Proof of Theorem [4.1]

Proof. Under Assumption , we first let t0) — 1/(Fi1.00 + For.0w), m® = th)Fij.w,

ij-w
m(()()) = 1) Foqu with Fo1 = Fopw + Firw, m?fiw = 1) Fy 10 with Fyyy = Fopay + Fapa,

dw

and m) =tV F3,, with Fg = Foga + Fiaw + Fos. + Fi3.. Then, the bounding problem
for SACE,, is equivalent to the following optimization problem with a more simplified

version of the constraints compared to ((A.5)):

min or max mé%)_w — m%%).w, (A.17)

subject to

(

m(()[()))~w + mg())).w = Fi1.0w/P1.ow

mg%).w + m:(a%).w = For.0w/Pr.ow

mé(()))w + mg(()))w + m(()oiw = Fll-lw/PLOwa

mg()))w + m:g%)w + mgozw = FOl-lw/PLOwu

Mgy + M0 + Mgy + My = 1,

3
Z mz(g)w + m(()ogw + mi(%O%w + m(gzu = 1/P1~0w7
=0

m), >0 (i =0,1,2,3),my’, >0,myl, >0,mS5 >0.

10-w

\

Unlike (A.5)), the above linear programming problem does not involve any parameters such
as T, k € {0,1,3}. Using the method proposed by Balke and Pearl| (1997), the bounds

on the integrand of SACE,, can be obtained as follows:

LO,m(yJ w) S mg[)))fw - mg%)w S RO,m(y)UJ)a (A18>

where

Forow Friow — Fiiaw
Loﬁm(y,w):max{— 01-0 11.0 11-1 }7

Prow’ Pr.ow
. Firow Foriw — Forow }
Rym(y,w) = min , .
om(y, w) { Prow Prow

11



Note that SACE = E{(FM ow + F01 ow)SACEw}/E(FU ow + F01 OW) thus we conclude

that,
+o0 +o0

/ LO,’m(yv U)) dy S SACEw S / RO,m<y’ U)) dy7 (Alg)

and
Ly, < SACE < Ry, (A.20)
where
. E{PLOW fj;o Lom(y, W) dy} P E{PLOW fj;o Rom(y, W) dy}
Om = E(Prow) P om E(Prow)

A.7 Proof of Theorem 4.2l

Proof. Under Assumption , we rewrite ., = Piiw— Plow. Let b — 1/ (Forw+ Fi1w+

Forw + F31.0), mM = %)Fij.w, and mg) = Z?:o m'Y  To obtain the bounds on ACE in

ij-w w 3w

o e 1 1 :
the ‘protected’ strata, we maximize or minimize mél)_w — mgl)_w subject to

(

m(()%)),w + m%).w = Fii.ow/(Priw — Prow),
W 0 gy p
Migny + M0 = Fo1.00/ (Praw 10w )
m(()11)~w + mgll)w + m(%),w + m%),w = Fi11w/(Pr1w — Prow),

Imiy +miy, +migly, +mig, = Foriw/(Praw — Prow), (A.21)

mé%))w + mgo)w + m;))w + mig%))w = 17

1 3
szz]w+m3w - 1/(P1\1w P1|O'w)7

=0 i=0

m, >0 (i=0,1,2,3,j = 0,1),m}), >0.
\

Solving the above linear programming problem yields,

Ll,m(ya w) S mgll)w - mgll)w S Rl,m(y7w)7 (A22)
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where

FOl 1w

. . —F111w }
Ri(y,w) =ming — 1 and L,,(y,w) = max{ ——, —1 7.
(Y ) {Pl-lw — Prow } 1y, ) {Pl-lw — Prow

Similarly, since Ay = E{(Praw — Prow)A1w)}/E(Piaw — Prow) we can obtain the fol-

lowing bounds

and

where

+00 +oo
/ Ll,m(yy ’U)) dy S A1~w S / RLm(ya w) dg? (A23)
Ly <Ay < Ry, (A.24)

E{<P1 w — Plow)f Ly (y, W) dy}
E(Praw — Prow) 7

E{<P1~1W — Prow) fj;o Rym(y, W) dy}
E(Praw — Prow) .

Ll,m =

Rl,m =

A.8 Proof of Theorem (4.3

Proof. Notably, Assumption [4] is equivalent to

1w (Foow + Frow) — Tow(Forw + Fi1w) <0,

T2 (Fo0w + Foow) — Toaw (Fogw + Faoaw) < 0.

Recall the notation used in (3.4), (A.5), (A.9) and (A.13)), and recall that Foo.., + Fiow +

Forw + Fiiw = Forow, Foow + Foow + Foouw + Foow = For1ws Tow + Trw = Prow and

Tow + T2.w = Pr.1w; then, the above inequalities are equivalent to

0
f00w+f1(0)w —

0
féO-)w+f20w —

F11 1w 1) Fi1w 2 2 0wl 111w
o fi, + 14, > P oo + Fioh, < 7T2—P11(’A )
woor w or ws WA 25
Fuy. Ow (1) (1) 70w F11.00 (2) (2) F11.00
w T S S ——— foorw T Joow = ——-
Prow foo fQO 1w Prow 02 22 Prow
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By adding the left constraint of (A.25)) to the problem given in (A.5)), under Assumptions

1, 2 and 4, we obtain

| Lusatvow | mg)dy <5ACE < [ Rygatvow | mp) s (120
and
Lysq < SACE < Ry, (A.27)
where

L d(y w | ﬂ_max) — max { _Fll-lw FOl-lw . FOl-Ow }
0, ) - ) 9
Pl-lw Pl~1w P1~Ow - ﬂénfux

o E{Pow - ) [T Loga W | i)y
osd — E(Prow — m31) ’

.| Fiiow —Forow Foraw
R max —
OSd(y,w‘W ) mm{Plow7 P ow +P10w max f 7

— T
o E{ P - ) [T Rysaw W | mi
osd = E(PI-OW — T3 .
Solving the new programming problem (|A.9) by adding the middle constraint of (A.25)),

we obtain
/_ : Ly sqlyw | 78y dy < Avy, < /_ Z Ry oy | 7 dy, (A.28)
and
Ligq <A <R g (A.29)
where

min min F01~1’w
Lysalwlegs) =m0 bR, ) = T

E{(Piaw — Prow + 7345%) f L, Sd(,% Wnsw) dy}

_Fll 1w

L - )
1,Sd E(Pl W= Pl oW + 7T.rnln)

R .- E{(Praw — Prow + 75%) f R, Sd(% Wimsi) dy}
1,Sd - E(Pl W — Pl oW + 7.(.mln>

When considering the case in which the right constraint of ({A.25)) is added to the program-

ming problem in (A.13)), we obtain

| besaw w0y < Sen < [ Rygqw w230

—00
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and

Lz,sd <Ay < Rz,sdv (A.31)
where
min _F01‘0w min . Fll-Ow
Lg,sd(ya w|myly) = Prow | RQ’Sd(y,w|7r2,w) = mln{ o 15,
I . E{Wénilflr} f_oooo L27sd (ya W) dy} R - E{ﬂ-énll/l[} f_oooo R27sd (ya W|7T£nIl/Ir}) dy}
e B(g) o B(mgi) |
O

A.9 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Proof. We first study the strengthening of the linear program for the SACE by adding the
left constraint of (A.25]) to (A.17). Then, the bounds on the SACE under Assumptions 1-4

can be obtained as follows:

| Lomsals-w)dy <SACE, < [ Rypqluw) (A.32)
and
Lo,m,sd < SACE < Ro,m,sd7 (A.33)
where
L ( w) — max FOl-lw . F01~0w F11~Dw - F11~1w
o,m,sd\Y> Priw Prow Plow )
. FE {Pl.QW f_-i-ozo L07m,sd(yv W)dy}
om,sd — E(Prow) )
. Fiiow Foraw — Forow
RO,IIl,Sd(ya w) = min { Plow I Plow ?
P E {Pl-OW fjoc;o Ro’m7sd(y7 W)dy}
o,m,sd — E(PLow) :

Consider the linear programming problem in (A.21]), which is enriched by additionally

introducing the middle constraint of (A.25). Then, the bounds in the ‘protected’ stratum
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are

/; Ll,m,sd<3/7 U)) dy < A1-w < /_ Rl,m,5d<y’ w) dy7 (A34>
and
L1,m,sd <A< Rl,m,sd’ (A.35)
where
_Fll-lw F01~1w
L = e — R = —
1’m’Sd<y’ w) s { Piyw — Prow’ } ’ 1’m’Sd(y7 w) Py’
I E {(PI-IW - Pl-OW) f,OOOO LLm’sd(y? W) dy}
Lm,sd = E(Praw — Prow) 7
R E {(Pl-lw - PI-OW) f_oooo Rl,m,Sd(y’ W) dy}
rm,sd E(Piaw — Prow) '
O

Appendix B Extension: ACE and CACE

In fact, our proposed approach is not limited to the case where the outcome variable is
truncated by death, the analogous approach of section 3 can be applied to bound ACE and
complier average causal effects (CACE). Next we give the general process of extension.
As summarized by Swanson et al. (2018)), the assigned treatment Z can be viewed
as instrument variables, D denoted the treatment received, and Y (z,d) for z,d € {0,1}
denoted potential outcome which depends both the instrument and the treatment. The
population can be divided into four subpopulations based on the joint values of the po-
tential treatment status under both values of the instrument {D(0), D(1)} (Angrist et al.,
1996)): go = {D(0) = 0,D(1) = 0}, never-takers, individuals who never take the treat-
ment regardless of the value of the instrument; ¢ = {D(0) = 0, D(1) = 1}, compliers,
individuals who take the treatment only if they are exposed to the instrument (i.e., only

if Z =1); go = {D(0) = 1,D(1) = 0}, defiers, individuals who take the treatment
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only if they are not exposed to the instrument; g3 = {D(0) = 1,D(1) = 1}, always-
takers, individuals who always take the treatment regardless of the value of the instru-
ment. These subpopulations are called “principal strata” in Frangakis and Rubin| (2002).
In order to obtain the Balke-Pearl bounds on ACEs, the exclusion restriction and ignora-
bility assumptions are commonly required, that is, Y (z,d) = Y (2',d) = Y (d) for all z, 2/, d,
and Z L {Y(1),Y(0),D(1),D(0)} | W,G, with G € {g0,91,92,93}. Then the observed
outcome Y and the observed treatment D satisfy that Y = DY (1) + (1 — D)Y(0) and
D =27ZD(1)+ (1 — Z)D(0), respectively. Without causing confusion, the joint conditional
probability distribution of R and G conditional on W is still denoted in this section by
Fijw=Pr(R=r,G=yg; | W=uw), i,j =0,1,2,3. Let Fo4.., denote the observed
conditional joint probability distribution of Y and D = d given Z = z and W = w, that
is, for a,d,z € {0,1}, Fogow = Pr(I(Y <y)=a,D=d | Z = 2z, W = w). Similar to (3.2)),
both ACE,, = E{Y (1) — Y(0)|W = w} and CACE,, = E{Y (1) = Y(0)|D(1) = 1,D(0) =

0,W = w} can be rewritten as
ACE, = / {(Fo0w + For + Fooy + Fozw) — (Frow + Fi1w + Flow + Fizw) }dy, (B.1)

and

CACEw = / (FQl.w — F11~w)/<F01~w + F11~w + F21~w + Fgl.w)dy. (B2)

—00

In terms of the above exclusion restriction and ignorability assumptions, we can construct

the following constraints:

;

Fi11w = Forw + Fozw + Fiiw + Fisw, Foriw = Forw + Fosw + F51.0 + F33.0,
Fii.0w = Foow + Fozw + Fiow + Fisw, Forow = Foow + Fozw + Fo.0 + F33.0,
Fro1w = Foow + Fozw + Foow + Fozws Foo1w = Frow + Fiow + Fiow + F32.0,  (B.3)
Fio.0w = Foow + Forw + Fo0w + F21.0, Fooow = Frow + Fi1w + F30w + F31.0,

1= Z Ej~w7 Ej-w > 0.

\ Zv]€{0717273}
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The sharp bounds on the integrand of ACE,, can be obtained by solving a linear pro-

gramming problem as follows:
min or max {(Fgo.w + Fgl.w + F22-w + Fgg.w) — (F10~w + F11~w + F12~w + Flg.w)},

subject to 1) and denoted by [Lack(y,w), Race(y, w)], where

( )
Foraw + Froow — 1,
20110 + Fiiow + Fioaw + Floow — 2,
For.ow + 2F10.00 — Fiiaw — Froaw — 1,
Foraw + Fioaw — 1,

Lacg(y, w) = max ,

For.0w + Fio.ow — 1,

Foraw + 2F1000w — Fii.ow — Floow — 1,

Fiiaw + 2F01.00 + Fio1w + Floow — 2,

\F01~0w + Floqw — 1

and

Fiiaw + Foraw + Fioaw — Fii.0ws
Fii1w +2F0110 + 2F1010 — Fi1.00 — F10.0w,
Fi1aw + Forow + Fioaw + Fioow — Fiiow,

. Foraw + Fioaw,

Race(y, w) = min
For.0w + Firo-0ws

Foraw + Fii.ow + Floaw + Floow — Fiiw,

Fii0w + 2F01.00 + 2F10.00 — F111w — F101ws

\Fll-Ow + For.ow + Froow — Fi11w

As a result, the sharp bounds on ACE are

E { / " Laca(y.W) dy} <ACE<E { / Z Racs(y, W) dy} . (B4)

—00
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When Y is binary, (B.4)) can reduce to the bounds of Balke and Pearl (1997). It is worth
mentioning that allows outcome Y and covariate W to be continuous or discrete.
On the other hand, CACE which is also commonly known as local average treatment
effects (LATE), has been extensively studied in the literature such as Richardson and
Robins| (2010)) and Huber et al.| (2017). Intuitively, we can obtain the sharp bounds on the

integrands of CACE,, by solving the following optimization problem subject to (B.3|):

FZl-w - Fll-w

min or max .
F01~w + Fll~w + F21~w + F31~w

Here the denominator can be rewritten as Pj.1,, — Py.ow + T2, Where Py.q,, = Pr(D = 1|7 =
1L,LW = w), Proy = Pr(D = 1|Z = 0,WW = w) and ma.,, = Pr(G = ¢2|W = w) which is
not identified. Note that 75" = max{0, Pr.ow — Priw} Let Wy = Priw — Prow + 750,

Following the proposed procedure in section 3, we have

E{ Wiy [, Loaos(y, W | 73 dy} E{ Wi [, Roacs(y, W | =it dy }

< CACE < (B.5)
EWw) B B EWw)
where
( )
(Fro-00 — Fi1aw — Fio1w) /W,
. (For1w + Fii.ow + Fioow — 1)/ W,
LCACE(y,w | W;n;f) — Imax 5
(Fi1.0w + For.ow + Fio0w — 1)/ W,
. - F11~1w/Ww )
and
( A
FlO-Ow/Wwa
FOl-lw/Wwa

min

Reace(y, w | m3a) = min
(Fi1ow + Forow + Froow — Fi11w — Froaw) /W,

\ (Fi1ow + Fioow — Fii1w) /W
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Figure C1: Distribution functions conditional on G where Assumption 4 is violated.

Appendix C More simulation studies

In the main text, we only present how sensitive the proposed method is to deviations from
both Assumptions 3 and 4 and the case in which all assumptions hold. Violations of one
of the assumptions are reported separately here. Again, we considered both discrete and

continuous responses Y.

C.1 The case with Assumption 3 (monotonicity)

Similar to Subsection [6.1], we consider four cases of violation of Assumption 4, as shown in
Figurewhere M1 < f41,1 OF Uio < ail under the assumption that p; o = p1,1. Note that
the ‘harmed’ stratum no longer exists under Assumption 3; that is, we can focus only on
the case in which the distribution of Y conditional on Z = 1, G = ¢; does not stochastically

dominate that conditional on Z =1,G = go. We set mp = 0.5, m; = 0.3 and 73 = 0.2. The

20



true value of the SACE in the first two cases is 4, that in the third case is —0.5 and that

in the fourth case is —5. The simulated data are generated as follows:

e The case of a normal Y with p;¢ < p;;. The parameters are j10 = 7,111 =

_ 2 _ 2 2
87M070—3and 0‘170—0‘1,1—0-070—]..

e The case of a normal Y with 0?, < 07,. The parameters are 07, = 1/2,0%, =

1708,0 =1, mo=p11 =7 and pop = 3.

e The case of a binary Y with ;o < p111. The parameters are 1190 = 0.2, 4,1 = 0.3

and poo = 0.7.

e The case of a Poisson Y with ;9 < 1. The parameters are p1190 = 2,411 = 3

and fp0 = 7.

Table shows that when Assumption 4 is violated, our bounds are valid, and the sign
of the SACE is accurately identified by the proposed bounds in the above four cases among

1000 replications.

Table C1: The bounds on the SACE without Assumption 4.

True value Bounds Coverage
Normal: ju10 < pia,1,0%9 = 07, 4 [3.868, 5.225] 100%
Normal: ji10 = pi1,1,01 < 01, 4 3.530,4.471] 100%
Binary: p10 < 11 -0.5 [—0.700, —0.320] 100%
Poisson: 110 < 11 -5 [—5.610, —3.695] 100%

C.2 The case with Assumption 4 (stochastic dominance)

Now, we assess the performance of the proposed method described in Subsection when

Assumption 3 (monotonicity) is violated but Assumption 4 (stochastic dominance) holds.
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We calculate numerous probabilities that event {G = g;} occurs, similarly Subsection [6.1}
m = 0.3, m13 = 0.1 and 7y = 0.6 — m where 75 is varied from 0.05 to 0.25. The true values
of the SACE in the first two cases are 5 and 4, respectively; that in the third case is 0.7,
and that in the fourth case is 5.

The simulated data are generated as follows:

e The case of a normal Y with Fyg < Fy; and Fpg < Fpp. The parameters are

_ _ _ _ : 2 _ 2 2 _ 2 _
p1o = 8, 1,1 = B, fo,0 = 3, o2 = 1 with 010 = 01,1 = 000 = 0p2 = I

e The case of a normal mixture Y with Fy < Fi; and Fyp < Fyp. The

parameters are wi o = 0.5,w;; = 0.4, ,ug()] =6, ,uf()) =g, ,ugli =4, uﬁ =6 with 07" =

03(02) = ai(ll) = ai(f) =1and wyp = 0.5, wp2 = 0.5, u(% = 4,@070 = »Mo,g =2, o 2

with 0(2)’(01) = 0(2)7(5) = 0(2)7(21) = 0(2)7(22) = 1.

e The case of a binary Y with Fy, < Fy;; and Fyg < Fop. The parameters are

p10 =09, 11 =0.6,100=0.2and po =0.1.

e The case of a Poisson Y with Fjy < Fy; and Fyg < Fyp. The parameters are

po =T, 11 =0, p00 =2 and o2 = 1.

To illustrate Assumption 4, the distribution functions given G in various cases are shown
in Figure where the distributions given G = ¢g; dominate those given G = gg.

Figure shows the averages of the estimated lower and upper bounds over 1000
replications when m, is varied from 0.05 to 0.25. The bounds we propose do not cover
zero and thus can correctly identify the sign of the SACE. By examining this process
of solving for the upper and lower bounds on the SACE, we find that the upper/lower
bounds are achieved at different vertices for the normal, normal mixture and Poisson cases;
specifically, the upper and lower bounds are achieved at vertices {Fi10/P10} and vertex
{Fo11/P11— For0/(P1o — m2)}, respectively.

22



Normal: F-]lg < F1|1

Normal Mixture: F1|0£F1|1

1.00 1 1,001
| [
o k=]
5075 50751
| = |
=] =]
[T [T
50501 § 0501
= =]
k=] =}
® 0257 B 0257
o o

0.00 1 0,001

0 3 8 9 12 25 5.0 75 100
y y
Binary: F-]lg £F1|1 Poisson: F1|g£ F1|1
1.00 1 — 1,001
— O, ’

| [
o I g =y |
5075 1 5075
C c
= 3
[T [T
50501 § 0501
=} =]
k=] =}
® 0257 B 0257
o o

0.00 0,001

0.00 0.25 050 075 1.00 5 10 15
y

Figure C2: Distribution functions conditional on G where Assumption 4 holds.
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Appendix D Further analysis of real data

Based on the description of the NSW dataset, we specify that ‘Black’ = 1 if the individual
was Black, ‘Married” = 1 if the individual was married, ‘Unem75’ = 1 if the individual was
unemployed for all of 1975, ‘Hisp’ = 1 if the individual was Hispanics, ‘Nodegree’ = 1 if the
individual didn’t have a high school degree. The bounds given for each covariate are shown
in Tables D4l Notably, under Assumptions [1{4] regardless of whether the considered
covariate is discrete or continuous, the lower bound on the SACE is always greater than zero,
which implies a positive effect. Specifically, both the married subgroup and the unmarried
subgroup show a positive effect, but our results indicate that job training has a greater
wage effect on the married subgroup than on the unmarried subgroup; family economic
pressure may be one important reason for this difference. Consistent with common sense, a
non-Hispanics individual (‘Hisp” = 0) or individuals with work experience (‘Unem?75’ = 0)
or a high school degree (‘Nodegree’ = 0) are more likely to find new jobs and earn higher
wages. More precisely, for the covariates ‘Black’, the wage effect of job training is positive
for a Black individual (‘Black’ = 1) as Black workers may have been more eager to find new

jobs to make ends meet; otherwise, it is not clear whether the effect is positive or negative.

Table D2: Bounds on the SACE on earnings (measured on a natural log scale) for the NSW

data, considering the continuous covariates ‘Education’ and ‘Age’.

Assumption Without covariate Education Age
None [—1.289,1.410]  [-1.333,1.390] [—1.291,1.426]
Monotonicity [—0.167,0.406] [—0.202,0.374] [—0.151,0.397]
Stochastic Dominance  [—0.516,0.875]  [—0.548,0.852] [—0.514,0.884]
Both [0.080, 0.406] [0.049, 0.374] [0.088,0.397]
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Table D3: Bounds on the SACE on earnings (measured on a natural log scale) for the NSW

data, given the covariates ‘Black’, ‘Unem75’, ‘Married’, ‘Hisp’ and ‘Nodegree’.

Assumption ~ Without cov. Black=0 Black=1 Overall range with cov.
None [~1.289,1.410] [—0.647,0.329] [—1.489,1.760] [—1.228,1.316]
Mon. [—0.167,0.406] [—0.383,0.088] [—0.101,0.514] [—0.161,0.424]
Stoc. domin. [—0.516,0.875] [—0.335,0.223] [—0.569, 1.055] [—0.496, 0.797]
Both [0.080,0.406]  [—0.182,0.088]  [0.165,0.514] [0.091, 0.424]
Without cov. Unem75=0 Unem75=1  Overall range with cov.
None [—1.289,1.410] [—1.102,1.219] [—1.419,1.544] [—1.288,1.410]
Mon. [—0.167,0.406] [—0.229,0.480] [—0.114,0.339] [—0.155,0.390]
Stoc. domin. [—0.516,0.875] [—0.415,0.814] [—0.538,0.916] [—0.514,0.874]
Both [0.080, 0.406] [0.080, 0.480] [0.080, 0.339] [0.080, 0.390]
Without cov. Married=0 Married=1 Overall range with cov.
None [—1.289,1.410] [—1.331,1.462] [—1.129,1.211] [—1.292,1.272]
Mon. [—0.167,0.406] [—0.108,0.331] [—0.401,0.651] [—0.154, 0.382]
Stoc. domin. [—0.516,0.875] [—0.551,0.880] [—0.357,0.874] [—0.514, 0.879]
Both [0.080, 0.406] [0.080, 0.331] [0.080, 0.651] [0.080, 0.382]
Without cov. Hisp=0 Hisp=1 Overall range with cov.
None [—1.289,1.410] [—1.397,1.564] [—0.293,0.386] [—1.202, 1.355]
Mon. [—0.167,0.406] [—0.153,0.456] [—0.293,0.386] [—0.169, 0.448]
Stoc. domin. [—0.516,0.875] [—0.548,0.955]  [0.002,0.386] [—0.451, 0.854]
Both [0.080, 0.406] [0.110, 0.456] [0.002, 0.386] [0.098, 0.448]

Without cov. Nodegree=0 Nodegree=1  Overall range with cov.

None [~1.289,1.410] [—1.057,1.417] [—1.388,1.376] [—1.307, 1.386]
Mon. [~0.167,0.406] [—0.104,0.594] [—0.204,0.302] [—0.182, 0.366]
Stoc. domin. [—0.516,0.875] [—0.324,0.977] [—0.613,0.802] [—0.542, 0.845]
Both (0.080,0.406]  [0.197,0.594]  [0.013,0.302] [0.053, 0.366]
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Table D4: Bounds on the ACE on earnings (measured on a natural log scale) within the
‘protected’ stratum for the NSW data, considering the binary covariates ‘Black’, ‘Unem75’,

‘Married’” , ‘Hisp’ and ‘Nodegree’.

Assumption ~ Without cov. Black=0 Black=1 Overall range with cov.
None [—4.262,4.773] [—4.157,4.847] [—4.328,4.742] [—4.301,4.759]
Mon. [—4.262,4.773] [—4.157,4.847] [—4.328,4.742] [—4.301,4.759]
Stoc. domin. [—4.262,3.332] [—4.157,3.329] [—4.328,3.332] [—4.301, 3.332]
Both [—4.262,3.332] [—4.157,3.329] [—4.328,3.332] [—4.301, 3.332]
Without cov. Unem75=0 Unem75=1 Overall range with cov.
None [—4.262,4.773] [—4.088,4.668] [—4.425,4.881] [—4.254,4.773]
Mon. [—4.262,4.773] [—4.088,4.668] [—4.425,4.881] [—4.254,4.773]
Stoc. domin. [—4.262,3.332] [—4.088,3.332] [—4.425,3.332] [—4.254, 3.332]
Both [—4.262,3.332] [—4.088,3.332] [—4.425,3.332] [—4.254, 3.332]
Without cov. Married=0 Married=1 Overall range with cov.
None [—4.262,4.773] [—4.444,4.895] [—3.691,4.455] [—4.144,4.719]
Mon. [—4.262,4.773] [—4.444,4.895] [—3.691,4.455] [—4.144,4.719]
Stoc. domin. [—4.262,3.332] [—4.444,3.332] [—3.691,3.332] [—4.144, 3.332]
Both [—4.262,3.332] [—4.444,3.332] [—3.691, 3.332] [—4.144, 3.332]
Without cov. Hisp=0 Hisp=1 Overall range with cov.
None [—4.262,4.773] [—4.215,4.744] [—4.125,4.690] [—4.204,4.737]
Mon. [—4.262,4.773] [—4.215,4.744] [—4.125,4.690] [—4.204,4.737]
Stoc. domin. [—4.262,3.332] [—4.215,3.332] [—4.125,3.332] [—4.204, 3.332]
Both [—4.262,3.332] [—4.215,3.332] [—4.125,3.332] [—4.204, 3.332]
Without cov. Nodegree=0 Nodegree=1  Overall range with cov.
None [—4.262,4.773] [—4.017,4.561] [—4.382,4.734] [—4.273,4.682]
Mon. [—4.262,4.773] [—4.017,4.561] [—4.382,4.734] [—4.273,4.682]
Stoc. domin. [—4.262,3.332] [—4.017,3.210] [—4.382,3.264] [—4.273, 3.248]
Both [—4.262,3.332] [—4.017,3.210] [—4.382,3.264] [—4.273,3.248]
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