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Abstract

Instrumental variable methods allow for inference about the treatment effect by control-
ling for unmeasured confounding in randomized experiments with noncompliance. However,
many studies do not consider the observed compliance behavior in the testing procedure,
which can lead to a loss of power. In this paper, we propose a novel nonparametric likeli-
hood approach, referred to as the binomial likelihood method, that incorporates information
on compliance behavior while overcoming several limitations of previous techniques and
utilizing the advantages of likelihood methods. Our proposed method produces proper es-
timates of the counterfactual distribution functions by maximizing the binomial likelihood
over the space of distribution functions. Using this we propose two versions of a binomial
likelihood ratio test for the null hypothesis of no treatment effect. We show that both ver-
sions are more powerful to detect any distributional change than existing methods in finite
sample cases, and are asymptotically equivalent to the two-sample Anderson-Darling test.
We also develop an efficient algorithm for computing our estimates, and apply the binomial
likelihood method to a study of the effect of Medicaid coverage on mental health using the
Oregon Health Insurance Experiment.
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1 Introduction

The instrumental variables (IV) method is a popular technique for estimating the casual effect of
a treatment in the presence of unmeasured confounding (Angrist et al., 1996; Tan, 2006; Baiocchi
et al., 2014). This arises in situations where, even through direct randomization is impossible, an
encouragement to take the treatment can be randomized (Holland, 1988), or there is a “natural
experiment” such that some people are encouraged to receive the treatment compared to others
in a way that is effectively random (Angrist et al., 1996). Informally, an instrument is a variable
that affects the treatment but is independent of unmeasured confounders and only affects the
outcome through affecting the treatment (see Section 2.1 for a more precise definition). Under a
monotonicity assumption that the encouraging level of the instrument never causes someone not
to take the treatment, the treatment effect can be identified for the compliers, those subjects who
would take the treatment if they were encouraged to take the treatment but would not take the
treatment if they were not encouraged (see Angrist et al. (1996), Abadie (2003), Baiocchi et al.
(2014), Brookhart and Schneeweiss (2007), Cheng et al. (2009a), Cheng et al. (2009b), Hernan
and Robins (2006), Kang et al. (2018), Johnson et al. (2019), Ogburn et al. (2015), Tan (2006)
and the references therein for methods of inference using instrumental variables).

In causal inference, to evaluate the treatment effect on the outcome, Fisher’s sharp hypothe-
sis of no effect is often considered, which, in the potential outcome framework (Neyman, 1923;
Rubin, 1974), asserts that the two potential outcomes Y;(1) and Y;(0), which are the outcomes
individual 7 € {1,2,...,n} would experience with or without treatment, respectively, are the
same for every individual 7. Under the IV assumptions, where the treatment effect can be iden-
tified for the compliers, the hypothesis of no effect for compliers can be tested by comparing
the distributions of Y;(1) and Y;(0) for compliers. Unfortunately, it is difficult to make inference
about these distributions since researchers do not know who are the compliers from data. Abadie
(2002) proposed an approach that indirectly compares the two potential outcome distributions,
by using the Kolmogorov—Smirnov test statistic. However, this approach ignores the treatment
variable during the testing procedure. Thus, it does not consider the compliance class information

of the individuals, which can lead to loss of power, as discussed in Rubin (1998).



In this paper, we propose a novel nonparametric likelihood-based approach for comparing
the two counterfactual distribution functions, with or without treatment for compliers, that uses
the compliance class information and allows for estimation and hypothesis testing in a common
holistic framework. This requires a methodological innovation because the usual nonparametric
likelihood approach using the empirical likelihood (Owen, 2001) does not work for the IV model
because there are infinitely many solutions that maximize the likelihood (Geman and Hwang,
1982). Our proposed binomial likelihood (BL) approach creates a piece of likelihood at each
knot (or evaluating point), by using binomially distributed outcomes: outcomes smaller than or
equal to the knot, and outcomes larger than the knot. Then, it multiplies together the pieces of
these likelihoods across all knots creating a composite likelihood. This is a “pseudo” likelihood
rather than the true likelihood because the binomial random variables are actually dependent,
but are treated as independent in the composite likelihood. Due to its binomial nature in defin-
ing likelihood functions, we specifically call this composite likelihood, the binomial likelihood
(BL). Composite likelihood has been found useful in a range of areas including problems in geo-
statistics, spatial extremes, space-time models, clustered data, longitudinal data, time series and
statistical genetics; see Lindsay (1988), Heagerty and Lele (1998), Larribe and Fearnhead (2011),
and Varin et al. (2011).

The BL approach can be used for statistical inference similar to the usual likelihood method.
For instance, for estimating the distribution functions of the compliers, the maximum binomial
likelihood (MBL) estimate can be obtained by maximizing the BL over the space of distribution
functions. Therefore, by definition, the MBL estimates satisfy the necessary conditions for a
proper distribution function (increasing and non-negative). This make the BL estimates easily
interpretable, and is a major improvement over the naive plug-in estimates, which can be non-
monotonic and negative. As a consequence, the BL method can be effectively used for making
further inferences, such as integrating utility functions or estimating moments of the probabil-
ity function. Furthermore, similar to classical likelihood ratio tests, the binomial likelihood ra-
tio test (BLRT) for the null hypothesis of no treatment effect can be constructed by taking the
ratio of two BL values that are maximized over the null and the alternative respectively. For

computing the MBL estimate and conducting hypothesis testing using the BLRT we develop a



computationally efficient iterative algorithm based on the expectation-maximization (EM) and
pool-adjacent-violators (PAV) algorithms. Thus, the BL approach provides the practitioners with
a comprehensive toolbox for causal inference in non-parametric IV problems.

The BL method has several attractive limiting and finite-sample properties. To begin with,
we show that the MBL estimate for the distribution function of the compliers has the same first-
order asymptotics (limiting distribution) as the naive plug-in estimates. This shows that the BL
estimates, which preserve all the properties of a proper distribution, have no loss in asymptotic
efficiency compared to the naive estimates, which can be non-monotone and negative in finite
samples. For hypothesis testing, we show that the BLRT is asymptotically equivalent to the
well-known Anderson—Darling two-sample test (Pettitt, 1976). Since there are no closed form
expressions for the BL estimates in general, these asymptotic results are important to the under-
standing of the BL approach. The BLRT also has better finite-sample performance for detecting
distributional changes compared to other baseline methods. The improvement is especially sig-
nificant in the weak IV setting, exhibiting the importance of incorporating the compliance class
information for hypothesis testing in IV models. We also apply the BL approach to study the ef-
fect of Medicaid coverage for African American adults on self-reported mental health, as studied
by Baicker et al. (2013).

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Basic notation and assumptions of the IV
model are discussed in Section 2. In this section, we also review the existing plug-in approach
for testing the hypothesis of no effect. In Section 3, we introduce the BL approach and derive the
asymptotic properties of the MBL estimate (Theorem 1). In Section 4, we develop two versions
of the BLRT for testing the null hypothesis, and derive the asymptotic properties of the tests
(Theorems 2 and 3). In Section 5 we discuss the algorithm for computing the BL estimates and
present the numerical results for the BLRT. The analysis of the real data is given in Section 6.

Proofs of the theorems and additional simulations are given in the supplementary materials.



2 Framework and Review

2.1 Assumptions and Identification with Instrumental Variables

For individual ¢, denote Z; as the binary IV, D; as the indicator variable for whether individual
1 receives the treatment or not, and Y; as the outcome variable that is continuous in this paper.
Using the potential outcome framework (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974), define D;(0) as the value
that D; would be if Z; were to be set to 0, and D;(1) as the value that D; would be if Z; were
to be set to 1. Similarly, Y;(z,d) for (z,d) € {(0,0),(0,1),(1,0),(1,1)}, is the value that
the outcome Y; would be if Z; = z and D; = d. For each individual ¢, the analyst can only
observe one of the two potential values D;(0) and D;(1), and one of the four potential values
Y:(0,0),Y;(0,1),Y;(1,0),Y;(1,1). The observed treatment D; is D; = Z;D;(1) + (1 — Z;) D;(0).
Similarly, the observed outcome Y; can be expressed as Y; = Z;D;Y;(1,1)+ Z;(1— D,)Y;(1,0) +
(1-2,)D;Y;(0,1) + (1 — Z;)(1 — D;)Y;i(0,0). An individual’s compliance class is determined
by the combination of the potential treatment values D;(0) and D;(1), which is denoted by S;:
S; = always-taker (at) if D;(0) = D;(1) = 1; S; = never-taker (nt) if D;(0) = D;(1) = 0; S; =
complier (co) if D;(0) =0, D;(1) = 1; and S; = defier (de) if D;(0) = 1, D;(1) = 0.

For the rest of this paper, the following standard identifying conditions are assumed. The
implications of these conditions are briefly explained in the paragraph below; see Angrist et al.

(1996) for more details on these conditions.

Assumption 1. The following identification conditions will be imposed on the instrumental vari-

able model:

(a) Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA) (Rubin, 1986): The outcome (treatment)
for individual 1 is not affected by the values of the treatment or instrument (instrument) for
other individuals and the outcome (treatment) does not depend on the way the treatment or

instrument (instrument) is administered.

(b) The instrumental variable Z; is independent of the potential outcomes Y;(z, d) and potential



treatment D;(z).

Z; 1L (Y;(0,0),Y;(0,1), Y(1,0), Y;(1, 1), D;(0), Di(1))

(¢) Nonzero average causal effect of Z; on D;: P(D;(1) = 1) > P(D;(0) = 1).
(d) Monotonicity: D;(1) > D;(0).
(e) Exclusion restriction: Y;(0,d) = Y;(1,d), ford =0 or 1.

Assumption 1 enables the causal effect of the treatment for the subpopulation of the compliers
to be identified. Condition (a) allows us to use the notation Y;(z,d) (or D;(z)), which means
that the outcome (treatment) for individual 7 is not affected by the values of the treatment and
instrument (instrument) for other individuals. Condition (b) will be satisfied if Z; is randomized.
Condition (c) requires Z; to have some effect on the average probability of treatment. Condition
(d), the monotonicity assumption, means that the possibility of D;(0) = 1, D;(1) = 0 is excluded,
that is, there are no defiers. Condition (e) assures that any effect of Z; on Y; must be through an
effect of Z; on D;. Under this assumption, the potential outcome can be written as Y;(d), instead
of Yi(z,d).

Let ¢y = P(Z = 1), ¢, = P(S = s), s € {co,nt,at}. Also, let F\O (), Foy(t), F5 (1), and
F,:(t) be the cumulative distribution functions of the outcome Y for compliers without treatment,
never-takers, compliers with treatment, and always-takers respectively. For £ (t) and ks )(t),
under Assumption 1, they are identified as the distributions of the potential outcome Y (0) and
Y (1) respectively, for example, FY (t) = P(Y(0) <t | S = co). Similarly, we define the
distribution functions of Y corresponding to combinations of Z, D. Denote F.4(t) = P(Y <
t| Z =z, D = d). Although Fy|.q can be more accurate notation than F’.; since Z and D are
conditioned on, we will instead use simpler notation F.;. Any notation involving F' followed
by a subscript means the distribution function of Y conditioning on the subscript. Also, we
define the probabilities 7,4 = P(Z = 2, D = d) for z,d € {0,1}. Finally, let H(t) = P(Y <
t) = Zz’ defo.1) N.aF-a(t), be the mixture distribution of F.;. The outcomes Y7,Ys,...,Y,, are



independent and identically distributed from H (¢). Under Assumption 1, as discussed in Abadie
(2002), both F.(¢) and F3’(¢) can be identified as

co n Foo(t) — n Fio(t

(¢ +¢ t) 00( ) ¢ t 10( )7 chol)(t) — ) (1)
¢CO ¢CO

Also, F,,;(t) and F,.(t) can be identified under Assumption 1 as F,,;(t) = Fyi(t) and F(t) =

FOl (t)

(¢co + ¢at)F11(t) - ¢atF01 (t)

FO@1) =

co

2.2 Testing Fisher’s Null Hypothesis of No Effect: Review of the Existing
Approaches

A central question in causal inference is to understand if the treatment has any causal effect
on the outcome. To evaluate the treatment effect on the outcome, Fisher’s sharp hypothesis of
no effect can be considered. Under Assumption 1, it can be tested whether there is any causal
treatment effect for compliers. Technically, Fisher’s hypothesis can be constructed for compliers
as H™™ 1 Y;(1) = Y;(0) for S; = co. However, H."™" cannot be directly tested since only
one of the two potential outcomes for each individual can be observed. Instead, we consider a

test for equality of distributions using the potential outcome distributions for compliers,

Hy: FOt) = FO(t), forall t € R. (2)

The existing approach for testing Hj is based on the fact that Y (t) = o )(t) implies

Fy(t) = Fi(t) where F.(t) = P(Y < t | Z = z) under Assumption 1. Abadie (2002)
proposed using the Kolmogorov—Smirnov test Tks = sup,cg |Fo(t) — F1(t)|, where F,(t) =
S WY <t Z;=z}/> " 1{Z; = =} are the empirical distribution functions for z = 0, 1.
This test is the comparison between the outcome distribution of the Z = 0 group and the outcome
distribution of the Z = 1 group. To show a connection between these two distributions with the
compliers’ distribution functions £’ (t) and FY (t), define the plug-in estimates obtained using
(1) as

FO(4) = (oo + ant)ﬁogb(t) - antﬁlo(t)’ FO (1) = (foo + &at)ﬁlé(t) — duFor(t)

;)



where n,q = E?:l 1{Z, = 2,D;, = d}, ant = nio/(n10 + n11), éat = no1/(noo + no1),
quﬁco =1-— gzuﬁnt — ggat, and {de}z,de{(),l} are the empirical distribution functions, F.4(t) =
(1/m.q) S0y W{Y; < t,Z; = 2,D; = d}. Since [Fo(t) — Fi(t)] = [(FD)(t) — FS) (1)) /el
Tk s 1s equivalent to the test based on comparison between F9 and ED. However, the plug-in
estimates have two limitations: (1) violating the non-decreasing condition of distribution func-
tions and (2) being unstable when an IV is weak. First, the violation leads to producing estimates
that are often located outside of [0, 1]. Therefore, they are not proper estimates of FY and F4 ),
which is due to not incorporating the observed information on compliance behavior. Further-
more, the test statistic 7xs can be unusually large if gzuﬁco is small, which occurs when an IV is
weak. As discussed in Rubin (1998), making use of the IV structure can produce a better test
statistic, and thus increase power.

To employ the structure of the instrumental variable model, one simple way is to transform the
plug-in estimates to proper distribution functions by using the monotone rearrangement method
(Chernozhukov et al., 2010), followed by truncation to [0, 1]. Chernozhukov et al. (2010) showed
that the transformed estimates have the same first-order properties (asymptotic distribution) as
the plug-in estimates. The rearrangement method produces a quick fix of the plug-in estimates
(FC(B ), J ks )) and provides promising empirical properties, however it is difficult to use the method

in hypothesis testing for evaluating the asymptotic properties.

Remark 1. The plug-in estimators F.)) (t) and FY (t) are obtained as (3). Other plug-in estima-
tors are Fat(t) = Fo.(t) and Fnt(t) = F1y(t). We denote the vector of the plug-in estimators of
the outcome distribution functions, as F(t) = (FC(B) (1), Fpe(2), E@(t), Eoy(t)). We consider the
plug-in estimators of the compliance classes as a function of t such that ¢(t) = (dni(t), dar(t))
where Gy (t) = Gur = 110/ (10 + 111) and Gar(t) = Gar = 101/ (noo + no1) for all t with termi-
nology slightly abused.



3 The Binomial Likelihood (BL) Approach

3.1 Constructing Binomial Likelihood with An Instrumental Variable

Define 6 : R — [0, 1]* such that 8()=(60 (), 0, (), 05 (1), Ou(t)), where 65, 0., 083, Oy
R — [0, 1] are functional variables representing four different outcome distributions. Instead of
using previously defined F', we use the parameter set € to emphasize the fact that it is a variable
to be estimated. Similarly, we can define the parameter x : R — [0, 1] such that x(t) =
(Xnt(t), Xat(t)), where x,:(t) and x4 (t) are functional variables representing the proportions of
compliance classes. Since the true proportions ¢,; and ¢,; do not depend on knots, we take
the average across the knots to build estimators for them. We set knots t = (¢1,...,t,,) that
are the locations to evaluate BL functions later. Then, Y 7" | Xnt(t;)/m and 37" ) xar(t;)/m are
the estimators of ¢,, and ¢, respectively. Also, we define x.o(£;) = 1 — Xne(t;) — Xat(t;)s
and then > 7" (1 — xnt(tj) — Xat(t;))/m is the estimator of ¢,. Furthermore, we use x; that
is the estimator of ¢,. Finally, we define 6,4(¢;) that is the estimator of F4(¢;). For example,
Boo(t5) = (Xeo(t5)05) (£5) + Xt (£)8rt (£3))/ (1 = Xt (1)) Oo1 (£5) = Oar(t;), O10(t5) = Oe(t;) and
011(t5) = (oot )02 (85) + Xat (1)00s(83))/ (1 = Yo (1)):

Denote the data D,, = (Z, D,Y) where Z = (Zl, s Z)E, D = (Dy,...,D)T, Y =
(Y1,...,Y,)T. Also, denote the event K, = {Z; = 2, D; = d | t;}. The probability P(K,) can
be easily computed in terms of the variables (x, X1>' At each knot ¢;, we define the point-knot-
specific BL function for a data point (Z;, D;,Y;),

L;;(0,x,x1|Dn) H P(K ) (de(tj)l(YiStj)ﬂ . ezd(tj))l(Yi>t]-)) .
z,de{0,1}

Then, by aggregating the point-knot-specific BL functions across all data points, we can define
the knot-specific BL function at knot ¢,

n

i=1

Finally, we can define the BL function by taking the geometric mean of the knot-specific BL



functions across all knots,

m

L8, x, x1|Dy) = HLj(0>XaX1|Dn)1/m' 4)
j=1

The BL function depends on the choice of knots even when the data points are fixed. The
knots can be given by researchers, but we propose to use all observed outcomes as knots. More
specifically, we use the order statistics Y{;) as knots with m = n. This selection procedure
provides an automatic way to build the BL function and avoids an arbitrary decision that may
cause a favorable conclusion. The contributions of the knot-specific BL functions are, obviously,
not independent on data points. Nevertheless, we pretend they are independent. To reduce such
dependency, a random sample from Y can be chosen as knots in practice. Also, for a large
n, the size of knots does not need to be n. A smaller set of knots can be helpful for reducing
computation time. Although we choose ¢; = Y/;), we emphasize that, for general knots ¢, the BL
function can be constructed and also the MBL estimator can be obtained. Theoretical results in
the following section are derived for knots ¢; = Y;). As long as the distribution of knots ¢ is the

same as the distribution of Y, the theoretical arguments hold.

Remark 2. The knot-specific BL function at knot t; = Y(;) for some j becomes zero when any
of 0.4(Y(;)) is either 0 or 1. This occasionally occurs at the extreme order statistics. To avoid
technicalities in the proofs arising from this, we define the likelihood function (4) over the central
order statistics, that is, for j € I, = [[nk], [n(1 — k)]] for a small fixed constant k. Throughout
the proofs in the supplementary materials, the asymptotics will be in the regime where the sample
size n. grows to infinity, keeping  fixed. We omit dependence on k in the BL for notational brevity.
Also, in practice, to avoid computational issues, we can let the knot-specific BL values be 1 when

probabilities vanish on the boundary.

3.2 The Maximum Binomial Likelihood (MBL) Method

In Section 3.1, we introduce a BL approach for constructing a nonparametric likelihood func-

tion. Given the BL function L(6, X, x1|D,), we propose the maximum binomial likelihood

10



(MBL) method to obtain the estimates of (8, X, x1) by maximizing them over their param-
eters spaces. To this end, denote P([0,1]%) as the space of all distribution functions from
R — [0,1]. Let 95 = {(69,0,,08),00) : 0,6,,0% 0, € P([0,1]F)}, and ¢, =
{(Xnt, Xar) : forany t, (xn(t), xat(t)) € [0,1]%,0 < xne(t) + Xar(t) < 1} be the parameter
spaces for 8 and .

Definition 1. The MBL estimate (131 ., él) is defined as

~ ~ ~

(F7¢7 (bl) = arg max L(07X7X1‘Dn)7 (5)

6c9 1, x<cp,x1€[0,1]
where F' = (Fc((?’, Fnt, Y Fat) and in) = (ém, qgat) are defined at the knots t = (11, ..., t,).

Remark 3. The complete parameter space 9. x @ % [0, 1] of the three parameters (F', ¢, ¢1)
will be hereafter referred to as the restricted parameter space. To ensure that (5) is well-defined,
we extend F between the knots by using coordinate-wise right-continuous interpolation and ex-

trapolation beyond the knots by 0 or 1. Also, Y7 | Oni(t;) and > Gar(t;) are the estimators
of Gt and Gqt.

The full expression of the binomial log-likelihood function (0, x, x1|D,) = log L(8, x, x1|D»)
is long and unwieldy. However, we can rewrite it in a compact and instructive form, by group-

ing and rearranging the terms. It follows (see proof of Proposition 1 below for details) that
00, x,x1Dx) = ly p1z(0,X) + {z(x1), where {z(x1) = £{(ng + no1)log(1 — x1)+(n1o +
n11) log x1}, and

by piz(0,X) = Y (6, %),

z,de{0,1}

with ,4(0, x), for z,d € {0, 1}, defined as follows:

11



o0(0, x) Znoo {log (1 = xat(t;)) + J(Foo(t;), Boo(t;) }

l10(0, x) ano {log xne(t;) + J(F1o(t;), 610(t;)) }
l01(0, x) an {log xar(t;) + J(For(t;), 601(¢)) } .
011(0, x) Z”ll{lOg 1= X (t))) + J(Fua(ty), 01 (t5) }

where the function J(z,y) = zlogy + (1 — z) log(1 — y).

Proposition 1. Let (ﬁ’ , q?), 451) be the binomial likelihood estimates as defined in (5). Then gzgl =
% that is equal to the plug-in estimate g51, and

(F,¢) = arg  max €y,D|Z(0,X).

0c9 ,xEp

Proof. See Section A in the Supplementary Material. O]

This proposition shows that the MBL estimate of ¢, is the proportion of individuals with
instrument (that is, Z = 1) in the observed sample. Furthermore, the MBL estimates of F' and ¢

can be obtained by maximizing the function ¢y p|z(8, x).

Remark 4. Maximizing the BL function over the unrestricted parameter space ¥ X , where
v = {(923), Ot 9&17), Oat) : 9((;8), Ot 9((;(1)), 0.t € RE} with RR the set of all functions from R — R
and @ = {(Xnt: Xat) : for any t, (xn:(t), Xat(t)) € R2}, produces the plug-in estimates (F, ¢) =
arg maxgey xee Ly,p|z (0, X) (see Lemma 1 in the Supplementary Material for the proof).

3.3 Asymptotic Properties of The MBL Estimates

~

In this section we discuss the asymptotic properties of the MBL estimates (F', ) and how they

compare with the plug-in estimates (F', ¢). Assume the knots t; =Yy, forl <j<

i)

12



Assumption 2. We assume the following:

. . . 2
(a) The proportion parameter vector ¢ belongs to the interior of the parameter space [0, 1]7.

(b) The distribution functions F.4 are continuous, strictly increasing, and have the same sup-

port.

(c) Forall K C R compact, s,t € K, there exists constants 0 < C} < Cy < oo (depending
on K) such that Cy|s — t| < |FLq(s) — F.q(t)| < Caols —t|.

In particular, Assumption 2 holds whenever £, are differentiable and the derivatives are uni-
formly bounded above and below, that is, C; < F' Z/d(t) < (Cy, forallt € K, and K C R compact.
Under this assumption we show that the MBL estimates and the plug-in estimates have mean
squared errors converging to zero, after rescaling by /n. Recall that H (t) =} . (0.1} M=dLa(t)

is the true population outcome distribution of Y.

Theorem 1. For any fixed 0 < r < 1/2, let I, = [[nk], [n(1—k)|| and J,, = [H ' (k), H (1 —
K)]. Then, the MBL estimates (F , (ﬁ) and the plug-in estimates (1:'1 , dv)) satisfy

|]—15| S IVALR(YG) = F(Yi)}E = or(D)

and
/J IWalE(t) — F(t)}|2dH = op(1), ©)

where the op(1) term goes to zero as n — co. Moreover, ﬁ > el ||\/ﬁ{q3(Y(J)) —qf;(Y(]))}H% =
op(1). Also, it implies that the two estimators ﬁ >jer, Ps(Y(y)) and ﬁ >jer, Ps(Y()) of the
population ¢ for s € {nt,at} satisfy

1
||

\/ﬁ ( Z (ﬁS(Y(j)) - ’[1/-6’ Z du)S(Y(J'))> - 0P<1>

jEIH jeln

Proof. See Section B in the Supplementary Material. ]
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The theorem shows that F' and F (also, qAS and $) have the same first-order behavior, and
hence the same limiting distribution, which can be derived using the Brownian bridge approxi-
mation of the empirical distribution functions; see Corollary 1 (Section C) in the Supplementary
Material. Interestingly, Chernozhukov et al. (2010) showed the monotone rearrangement esti-
mates also have the same first-order behavior as the plug-in estimates, which together with The-
orem 1, implies that the MBL estimates have the same first-order properties as the rearrangement

estimates.

Remark 5. The proof of Theorem 1 can be easily modified to show finite dimensional conver-
[Vn(F(t;) — F(t))]l3 =
op(1). This would imply that the finite dimensional distributions of the plug-in estimate process
Vn(F(t) — F(t)) and the MBL estimate process \/n(F (t) — F(t)) are asymptotically the same.

We present this result in terms of mean squared errors as in (6), because it emerges naturally

gence, that is, for every s > 1 and given t; < to < --- < g,

from the asymptotic properties of the BL function, and can be directly applied to the analysis of
the BLRT that is introduced in Section 4.

4 Extension of the BLL Approach: Hypothesis Testing

4.1 Binomial Likelihood Ratio Test (BLRT): Full Version

The BL approach can be extended to constructing a likelihood ratio-type test in a similar way that
the ML approach can be extended to constructing a likelihood ratio test. We take two times the
difference in two binomial log-likelihood values; one is obtained with the constraint FY (t) =
Fc((} ) (t) (that is, under the null) and the other is obtained without this constraint (that is, under the
alternative). This gives a new test for the null hypothesis H : FY (t) = 4 )(t), and hereafter,
we call it the binomial likelihood ratio test (BLRT).
Define the restricted null parameter space as 9 g = {(0co, Ont, Oat) : Ocor Ont, 0ar € P([0,1]%)},

where P ([0, 1]®) is the set of distribution functions from R — [0, 1]. Then, the BLRT statistic is
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obtained by

09 0,xXEp+

T, =2 ( max {ly pjz(0,x) — max £Y7D2(9,X)) ) (7)
0V xEp+

Let (¢, €) = arg maXgey, o xeps Ly,0|z(0,X). The asymptotic properties of 1) can be de-
rived as we did for F' in Theorem 1. Also, we can derive the asymptotically equivalent plugin-
type estimators that have not been studied before. It is worth noting that the explicit form of the

equivalent estimators of (1&, 3 ) is provided in Section D, the Supplementary Material.

Theorem 2. Fix 0 < x < 1/2 and recall that H(t) = P(Y < t). Let T, be the binomial
likelihood ratio test statistic as defined in (7). Denote J,. = [ﬁ_l(lﬁ), H_l(l — K)|. Then,

Nony Fo(t) — Fl(t>
nJ5, Ht)(1 - H(t))

T, = dH (t) 4+ op(1),

where H(t) = (noFy(t) + niFy(t))/n is the empirical distribution function of Y .
Proof. See Section E in the Supplementary Material. U

This theorem gives an asymptotically equivalent representation of the BLRT statistic as the
two-sample Anderson-Darling test statistic (Pettitt, 1976). It can be used to construct the rejection
region and compute the critical value for a given significance level. Moreover, this shows that the
test based on 7, is consistent against all fixed alternatives, because of the universal consistency
of the two-sample Anderson-Darling test (Scholz and Stephens, 1987).

However, in finite-sample settings, the critical value obtained from the asymptotic distribution
of T;, can be conservative. In the theorem above, to derive the asymptotic properties, we use the
equivalent plug-in estimators of (7,/3, é) instead of using (1,@, é) directly. However, they do not
lie in the restricted parameter space, which leads to a gap between the equivalent and actual BL
values. This gap fades out as n increases, but it can be critical when we evaluate finite-sample
performance. This issue will be further discussed in the simulation section.

The BLRT is developed for testing the null hypothesis Hy : F..) (t) = F (t) that assumes

no treatment effect for compliers. The BLRT can be further extended to testing other hypotheses
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like Hf : FY (g(t)) = FY (t) for some g. To test HY, a simple modification is required. A new
outcome variable Y;* can be generated: Y;* = ¢(Y;) if D; = 1, and Y;* = Y; otherwise. Then,
(Z;, D;, Y;*) can be used for the BLRT as (7), and this test based on the new dataset conducts
a hypothesis test for Hj. Among many choices of g, g(t) = ¢ — p can be considered to check
whether there is any location shift between the two distributions. The assumption of the location
shift means that there is a constant treatment effect x4 for all compliers. Therefore, this test can be
used for examining treatment effect heterogeneity. If FHlecation . Y (t—p) = Y (1) is rejected

for all p, then there is evidence that treatment effects are heterogeneous.

4.2 Binomial Likelihood Ratio Test: Simple Version

As we discussed in section 2.2, under Assumption 1, testing the null hypothesis H|, : £ (t) =
F3(t) is equivalent to testing the null hypothesis H"™' : Fy(t) = Fy(t). Based on this, we
propose a simple version of the BLRT by comparing Fy(t) = F(t) instead of FY (t) = FY (t).
This test does not use the information of compliance classes by ignoring the treatment D, but uses
only Z and Y. We define the parameter 6 such that 0(t) = (6y(t), 61(t)), where 6y(t), 01 (%) :
R — [0, 1] are functional variables representing the outcome distributions for Y|Z = 0 and
Y|Z = 1. Then, given that Z is conditioned on, the simple version binomial log-likelihood

function é;’ﬁg’le(e) is

stmple ]- - &
G377 0) = — > Y 1(Zi=0,Y; < t)logbo(t;) + 1(Z; = 0,Y; < t;)log(1 — fult;))

i=1 j=1

+1(Z; = 1,Y; <t;)log 0, (t;) + 1(Z; = 1,Y; < t;)log(1 — 6,(¢;))
1 « — —
= > noJ(Fo(ty), bo(t;) + naJ(Fi(t;), 6:(t;)), (8)
j=1
where J(x,y) = xlogy+ (1—x)log(1 —y). The simple version BLRT statistic TS""' is defined

as

Tsimple —9 a gsimple 0) — a Esimple 0 '
" (90,9129(%,1}11%) viz (6) do=trePo1R) Y12 (6)
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Since this test does not use any information of the compliance class behaviors, it does not require
estimation of the proportions, and estimation of the outcome distribution for the compliance

classes. The following gives the asymptotic approximation of 75Ple,

Theorem 3. The test statistic TSP has an explicit form as

T =2 (518 (Fo, Fiy) — 55" (L))

If we assume that the knots are t = (Y(1), ..., Y(n)), then the test statistic T, simple jg gsymptotically

equivalent to the two-sample Anderson-Darling test statistic, that is,

simple _ NN F()(t) B Fl (t) I o
g w Sy, @ a0+ ort)

Proof. See Section E in the Supplementary Material. O]

Theorem 3 shows that, as in the case of the full version BLRT, the simple version BLRT is
asymptotically equivalent to the two-sample Anderson-Darling test, and, therefore, is consistent
against all fixed alternatives, as well. The difference is that 7*™'¢ has a closed form and does
not need the EM-PAV algorithm that will be introduced in the next section. However, T)5mpl
does not involve any estimation procedure of outcome distributions for compliance classes, and,

hence, cannot be applied for estimation purposes.

5 Computation and Simulation

5.1 EM-PAV Algorithm for Computing the MBL Estimates

There are no closed form solutions to the MBL estimates. However, the estimates can be com-
puted efficiently by using a combination of the expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm and
the pool-adjacent-violator(PAV) algorithm. We call it the EM-PAV algorithm. To begin with, we
introduce the complete-data D,,, which includes the compliance class S, D,, = (Z,S,D,Y)".
If Z; and S; are known, then D; is determined; for example, if Z; = 0 and S; = co, then D; = 0.
Denote the event K, = {Z; = z,S; = s | t;}, where s € {co, at, nt}.
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Given the complete data, we can define a point-knot-specific complete-data binomial likeli-
hood function for the data point (Z;, S;, D;,Y;) at knot ¢,

Ly@.x 0P = T TT BORZME (0.6 0= (1 0,(1,) )
z€{0,1} s€{co,nt,at}
The complete-data binomial likelihood is obtained by combining all point-knot-specific complete-

data likelihood functions in the same way to define the BL,

m n 1/m

j=1 Li=1

As in the BL, the dependence on x; in the complete-data likelihood is separable, that is,
log L(8,x, X1 | Py) = £(x1) +log L(6, x | D»)

where £(x1) = (ngo+no1) log(1—x1) + (n10+n11) log x1, and log L(@, x | D,,) does not depend
on x;. Hereafter, we will refer to log L(8, x | D,,) as the complete-data binomial log-likelihood.
To find the maximizer of log L(0, x | D,), our algorithm is initiated by specifying the initial
values (60, X(0)) that lie in the parameter space ¥ x .. Then the following steps are repeated

until the values converge:

~

Algorithm 1. (EM-PAV algorithm) Let é(k) = (éig’)(k), ém(k), é((:(l)?(k), éat,(k)) and X ) = (Xnt,(k)> Xat,(k))
be the outputs after the kth step of the iteration. The following shows the (k + 1)th step.
(Expectation Step) Given these outputs (é(k), X(k))and the observed data D,, the expected

complete-data binomial log-likelihood is

Qr(0. X100 X (1) = Eg, 0 (108 L(8,X|Dy) | Dy) .

The expectation can be easily calculated; see Section F2 in the Supplementary Material for
computational details.

(Maximization Step) To begin with, define

(B(k+1)s X (k+1)) = arg o 02X Qr(0,X|0k): X (k))-
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(0)
co,(k+1

Y(j), and similarly for other estimates. Observe that (9(k+1), )“((kﬂ)) is the unrestricted maximizer

Note that é(kH) = (éég?(ﬂl)ém’(kﬂ), ng?(kﬂ), éam(kﬂ)), where 0 ) is evaluated at knots

of Qx(0, x|é(k), X(k))- These estimates can be computed explicitly; see Section F3 in the Supple-
mentary Material. It can be shown that X (j4+1) = ()Zm;(kﬂ), )VCat,(k:Jrl)) is actually in the restricted
space @, that is, Xnt(k+1)(t;), Xat,(k+1)(tj;) € [0,1] and 0 < Xt (k+1)(t5) + Xat,(e+1)(tj) < 1
for any knot t;. Define X (x+1) = X(k+1)- In general, however, é(k+1) ¢ 9., because é(k+1) may
not satisfy the non-decreasing condition of distribution functions. To ensure the monotonicity

constraint we apply the PAV algorithm to the estimate é(k+1),

~ %

_ n(0) n(1) a1
O(1i+1) = PAVw (0, (1.4 1): Ont, (k1) O (141) 5 Oat (k4+1) )
where the operation PAV,, is applied coordinate-wise and the weight vector is wj11) = ('wig)(k +1))
W, (k+1), wg)(k +1) wat(kﬂ)), where the weights are defined in Section F in the Supplementary
Material.

The following proposition establishes the correctness of this algorithm.

Proposition 2. Let é(k+1), X (k+1) be as defined above. Then
(Ok+1)s X(k+1)) = arg pedlX Qr(6. x100k), X(x))-

Proof. See Section F in the Supplementary Material. [

5.2 Simulation: Performance of BLRT

To assess the performance of the two versions of the proposed BLRT, we compare them to the
Kolmogorov—Smirnov test with 7T'xg in a simulation study. Note that both T,f"m”le and Txg do
not use the variable D, but use Z and Y. The null distribution of Txs can be obtained by
permuting Z multiple times while the Anderson-Darling distribution A? is used as the asymptotic
null distribution of T*™P'¢, The distribution A? is the limiting distribution of the two-sample
Anderson-Darling test statistic 7yp (Pettitt, 1976). Also, A? is used as the limiting distribution
of the full version BLRT 7,, as well.
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Table 1: Size and power of the different tests with a significance level 0.05

(Mntaﬂat)
(_1’ 1)

(_27 2)

v
Strong

Weak

Strong

Weak

!
0

0.3
0.6
0.9

0

0.3
0.6
0.9

0

0.3
0.6
0.9

0

0.3
0.6
0.9

0.054
0.313
0.839
0.983

0.044
0.200
0.486
0.721

0.041
0.258
0.668
0.918

0.045
0.142
0.319
0.504

20

N(—M, 1) V8. N(Nv 1)
T, (boot.) T, (asymp.)

0.042
0.277
0.802
0.968

0.027
0.149
0.393
0.637

0.022
0.188
0.590
0.877

0.026
0.095
0.236
0.423

Tsimple
0.056
0.270
0.796
0.963

0.053
0.146
0.385
0.624

0.047
0.171
0.536
0.841

0.042
0.080
0.177
0.336

Tap
0.047
0.287
0.777
0.971

0.052
0.120
0.356
0.646

0.050
0.170
0.529
0.831

0.043
0.081
0.185
0.339

Tks
0.047
0.249
0.779
0.954

0.050
0.134
0.362
0.584

0.046
0.237
0.663
0.928

0.033
0.101
0.267
0.457



In the simulation study, assume that all four potential outcome distributions are normal dis-
tributions with variance 1, but with different means: F..) ~ N (uﬁ?,), 1), FY ~ N (,ug), 1),
Fot ~ N(pin, 1) and Fy ~ N(pat, 1). Two simulation factors are considered: (1) how far the
distributions are from each other, (2) how strong the IV is. To see the impact of the first factor,
we consider two simulation settings with (., fta:) = (—1, 1) (close) and (pine, par) = (—2,2)
(far). We evaluate these settings with (MSB,), ,u((;}))) = (—pu, p) for various u values. In addition, to
assess the second factor, we consider the weak IV setting with the proportions (.., Ont, Pat) =
(0.2,0.4,0.4) and the strong IV setting with (¢co, Ont, Gar) = (1/3,1/3,1/3). We consider four
simulations settings, and, in each simulation setting, various values of x and n are considered.

Table 1 shows estimated size and power of 7,,, Tj"mple, Tap and Txg from 1000 simulated
datasets. This table reports the four simulation settings for n = 300 and p = (0,0.3,0.6,0.9).
Other values of p are not reported in this table, but are plotted in Figure 1. More simulation
results are reported in the Supplementary Materials (Section G). The first row of each simula-
tion setting shows the simulated size. For power comparisons, one of the main findings is that
the shape difference between F(¢) and Fi(t) is important for the performances of the tests.
When (fine, ftar) = (—1,1), Fy(t) and Fi(t) differ at tails, and T}, and T"™P'¢ outperforms T s.
However, when (pt,, par) = (—2,2), Fo(t) and Fi(t) differ mostly at the middle, and T s out-
performs the others. For another finding, when an IV is weak, meaning that ¢, is small, power is
reduced, but at the same time, the shape difference between Fy(¢) and F(¢) is less centered since
F,.(t) and F,,(t) dominate the shape. Therefore, as ¢, decreases, T,, can capture the distribu-
tional difference more and produce better performance than 7'xg. This can be found in Figure 1
by comparing the upper right plot and lower right plot; the asymptotic 7, is less powerful than
Tk s when an 1V is strong, but they have the almost same power in the weak IV setting. In sum-
mary, when the difference of the distributions in two samples is not concentrated in the middle,
T,, and TP can be powerful.

As we pointed out in the previous section, the simulation results indicate that using the limit-
ing distribution A2 for 7, is conservative. The simulated sizes do not reach the nominal level 0.05.
We conducted additional simulations for various n values when there is no effect at all. We con-
ducted simulations for different sample sizes n = (500, 1000, 1500, 2000) and the estimated sizes
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Figure 1: Power of T}, T5""P' and Tk g. Power is calculated given a significance level o = 0.05. Upper
left: (pint, pat) = (—1,1) and strong IV, Upper right: (ne, ptat) = (—2,2) and strong IV, Lower left:
(tint, tat) = (—1, 1) and weak IV, lower right: (un¢, ptar) = (—2,2) and weak IV.
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from 10,000 simulations for each n are (0.027,0.029,0.032,0.034) when (fint, ftar) = (—2,2).
As we expected, the size approaches to the correct nominal level o = 0.05 as n increases. How-
ever, the convergence for 7, is not satisfactory for a moderately large n. This conservativeness
essentially lowers the performance of 7}, in finite samples.

To boost the finite-sample performance, we can consider the bootstrapping method that sim-
ulates the true null distribution of 7;, under the null hypothesis for given n. Bootstrapping can
be done using the estimates 1p and £ that are obtained under the null hypothesis. For the bth
procedure of bootstrapping, first fix Z and sample the compliance class membership S using
é. Second, determine D® based on Z and S®; for instance, if Z; = 0 and Sl-(b) = co, then
DZ@ = 0. Third, take a sample Y'(*) based on Z and S®) using the estimate 1[) Finally, repeat
the entire process for 1 < b < B to obtain the bootstrapped samples {(Z, D® | Y ®)}, .
Table 1 reports simulated size and power based on B = 1000 bootstrapped samples for each
simulated dataset. The column of 7}, (boot.) in Table 1 shows the estimated size and power from
the bootstrap procedure. All the values are improved from the asymptotic-version values. The
bootstrap-version 7;, can reduce the performance gap in cases where Tk s is superior, and in some

cases, can overtake Tk s.

5.3 Simulation: Performance of the MBL Method

In this section, we evaluate the MBL estimates by comparing it with the plug-in estimates (3) and
the estimates obtained from the rearrangement method proposed by Chernozhukov et al. (2010).

We consider the four situations in simulation studies. In the first three situations, all distri-
butions are Gamma distributions: F\o) = F\3) ~ Gamma(1.22,1), Fpy ~ Gamma(12,1) and
F,t ~ Gamma(1.42,1). The compliance class proportions are (1) (¢co, Pnt, dar) = (0.10,0.45,0.45),
(2) (beos Puty Pat) = (0.2,0.4,0.4), 3) (¢cor Pnt, Par) = (1/3,1/3,1/3). In the fourth situa-
tion, all distributions are normal distributions: F\' = F.) ~ N (0,1), Fy ~ N(—1,1) and
Fu ~ N(1,1) with (¢co, Pnt, Par) = (0.10,0.45,0.45). The sample size is n = 1000. To compute
the average performance, we consider 1000 simulated datasets. For each dataset, we compute the

L, distance between the estimated function £ and the true function F, L(F, F) = [(F—F)*dF.
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Table 2: Average performance of the three estimation methods

Situation
1

Method
Plug-in

MBL
Rearrangement
Plug-in

MBL
Rearrangement
Plug-in

MBL
Rearrangement
Plug-in

MBL

Rearrangement

Bias
0.0514
0.0288
0.0359

0.0098
0.0088
0.0087

0.0032
0.0031
0.0030

0.0612
0.0276
0.0255

24

SE
0.0923
0.0330
0.0740

0.0101
0.0089
0.0094

0.0032
0.0031
0.0031

0.1745
0.0328
0.0404

1000MSE
11.16
1.92

6.76

0.20
0.16
0.16

0.02
0.02
0.02

34.20
1.84
2.28



Table 5.3 shows the average performance of three considered estimation methods. Biases,
standard errors and mean squared errors are reported. The MBL method has the least bias in
situation 1, but the rearrangement method has the least bias in situations 2, 3 and 4. How-
ever, the MBL method has the least standard errors in every situation. Moreover, it has the best
mean squared error in all the situations, although it has similar performance to the rearrangement

method when an instrument is not weak.

6 Oregon Health Insurance Experiment: The Effect of Medi-

caid Coverage on Mental Health

We consider the 2008 Oregon health insurance experiment data that is publicly available from
https://www.nber.org/oregon/1l.home.html. To investigate the effect of Medicaid
on health outcomes, Oregon opened a waiting list for a limited number of spots in its Medicaid
program for low-income, uninsured, able-bodied adults between 19-64, which had previously
been closed to new enrollment. From the waiting list, people selected by random lottery draw-
ings, won the opportunity for themselves, and any household member, to apply for Oregon Health
Program (OHP) Standard. However, not all persons selected by the lottery enrolled in Medicaid,
either because they did not apply or because they were deemed ineligible. The lottery process and
OHP standard are described in more detail in Finkelstein et al. (2012). This random assignment
embedded in the lottery allows us to study the effect of Medicaid coverage in a random encour-
agement design. An indicator of winning a lottery is the instrumental variable. Also, enrollment
to the Medicaid program is the non-randomized treatment variable. Approximately 2 years after
the lottery, health outcomes are measured for persons who responded to the follow-up survey.
In our example, we use a self-reported mental health outcome by using scores on the Medical
Outcome Study 8-Item Short-Form Survey (SF-8). The scores range from O to 100, with higher
scores indicating better self-reported health-related quality of life. The scale is normalized to
yield a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 in the general U.S. population. Details of other

health outcomes and data collection have been provided in Baicker et al. (2013).
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From the data, we consider a sample of 1,117 African Americans (single-person households)
who signed themselves up for the lottery. Among them, 546 people (48.9%) were selected by
the lottery drawings. The probability of Medicaid coverage is 0.511 in the lottery winning group
and 0.226 in the other group. The plug-in estimates of the proportions for compliance classes
are (co, G, bar) = (0.285,0.489,0.226). Lottery selection increased the probability of Medi-
caid coverage by 28.5 points among the single-person African American households. The MBL
estimates of the proportions are the same as the plug-in estimates up to three decimal places.
The two-stage least squares (2SLS) estimate is 4.88 (95% CI, 0.01 to 9.75) with p-value 0.050.
The magnitude of improvement was approximately half of the standard deviation of the mental-
component score. Furthermore, we can restrict our attention to a subsample of African Ameri-
cans aged between 19-34 (N = 378). The 2SLS estimate is 9.92 (95% CI, 0.98 to 18.86) with
p-value 0.030. The estimated proportions of compliance classes are (0.284,0.495,0.221) which
are almost identical to the estimated proportions for the total African American population.

Figure 2 shows the estimated distribution functions of the potential outcomes of mental-
component scores for compliers when enrolled in the Medicaid program and when not enrolled.
The left plot shows the plug-in estimates described in Section 2.2 and the MBL estimates for
African Americans aged between 19-64 (the full sample), and the right plot shows them for
African Americans aged between 19-34. In both of the plots, we see that the estimated distribu-
tion function for complier without Medicaid coverage is almost always above the other. The gap
between the two functions is wider at higher mental-component scores. Unlike the plug-in esti-
mate, the MBL estimate satisfies the non-decreasing condition, and, as a result, there is a unique
value of estimated scores corresponding to a specific quantile level. This feature can be useful
for those who want to estimate the treatment effect at a certain quantile level using the estimated
distribution functions. For example, the MBL method estimates that Medicaid coverage led to
an increase of 8.70 points in the median score on the mental component for compliers. However,
from the plug-in method, there are two values that correspond to the value 0.5 of the distribu-
tion for complier with Medicaid coverage, making it unclear how to compare the medians of the
two distribution functions. For the young African American population (aged between 19-34),

Medicaid coverage increased the median mental-component score by 14.68 points from 38.13 to
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Figure 2: Estimated distribution functions of the mental-component scores for compliers in the African
American population. Higher mental-component scores indicates better self-reported mental health. The
dotted blue and black lines are the plug-in estimates and the solid blue and black lines are the BL estimates
of the distribution functions of the complier with Medicaid coverage and the complier without medicaid

coverage, respectively.

52.81.

Furthermore, the BLRT can be conducted for testing the null hypothesis Hy : r9 = Y.
We apply both versions of the proposed binomial likelihood test, 7;, and TP, and com-
pare them with Tg. Using the asymptotic null distribution A2, the P-values are computed
as (0.021,0.020, 0.031) for (T;,, T™P'¢ Ty.q). Moreover, the P-value of T}, can be computed by
the bootstrap procedure with B = 10, 000 described in Section 5.2, and the P-value is 0.021,
which agrees with the asymptotic version of the P-value. Similarly, for the young African Amer-
ican population, the estimated P-values are (0.012,0.012,0.030) for (T,,, T Tys). For a

smaller sample size, the proposed BLRT produced a smaller P-value. For all considered tests,
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we reject the null hypothesis of equality of distributions at a significance level oo = 0.05.
Finally, using the BLRT, we also test another hypothesis Hccation . FY Wt —p) = 5 )(t)
for testing treatment effect heterogeneity. All possible values of i are examined for the African
American population and the subpopulation of African Americans aged between 19-34. For the
African American population, Hl°°"" is not rejected for values between 0.76 < p < 10.59.
Also, for African Americans aged between 19-34, Hleca%™ ig not rejected for values between

1.92 < p < 21.38. These results show that there is no evidence of treatment effect heterogeneity.

7 Discussion

We propose a non-parametric composite likelihood approach, referred to as the binomial likeli-
hood (BL) method, for making causal inferences about the distributional treatment effect in a ran-
domized experiment with an instrumental variable. The BL approach provides a non-parametric
inferential tool similar to the classical parametric likelihood. The maximum binomial likelihood
(MBL) method provides estimates of the outcome distributions, which are proper distribution
functions and the binomial likelihood ratio test (BLRT) is a powerful technique to detect distri-
butional changes when the outcome distributions are close to each other, especially when the IV
is weak.

Several extensions and generalizations of the BL method are possible. For instance, while
constructing the BL functions one requires specification of the knots as evaluating points. We
recommended to use all the observed outcomes for the knots, but a different specification can be
considered depending on the question of interest. For example, in the Oregon Health Insurance
experiment, if one wants to examine whether there is any effect for people above mental score
40, then only outcomes above 40 can be chosen as knots. In such a setting, a rejection implies
that there is evidence of distributional changes for this specific subpopulation.

The results in this paper show that the BL approach works well in randomized encouragement
experiments where a compliance class is latent. A possible future direction could be to study the

performance of the BL approach in general mixture models when there is a latent variable.
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A Nonparametric Likelihood Approach for
Inference in Instrumental Variable Models:
Supplementary Materials

A Preliminaries

In this section, we start with reviewing functions that are defined in the main manuscript. Also,
we define new functions that are necessary for later proofs. First, we defined the potential out-
come distribution for compliance classes. F' = (Fc(g ), Fc(o1 ), Fot, Fut) is a collection of distribution
functions for compliers without treatment, compliers with treatment, never-takers, and always-
takers respectively. Also, we defined the proportions of compliance classes as ¢ = (Pnt, Pat)-
The proportion of compliers ¢., was defined as 1 — ¢,,; — ¢4 X1 1s the proportion of Z = 1.
These functions represent the true values. Table 1 summarizes other defined functions.

We define new functions M, (8, x) and M(8, x) for fixed knots ¢t = ({4,...,t,,) based on
the binomial log-likelihood {y p|z (8, X),

M., (0, x) = —£YD|Z (0,x) Zéy D12 (0, %)

M(0, x) = E[ly, p, 2,6, x)]-

Since M, is just n times samller than the binomial log-likelihood ¢y p(z(8, x), the maximum
binomial likelihood estimator (0, x) that maximizes ly p|z(0, x) can be obtained by maximiz-
ing ML,,. To apply the theory of M-estimators, we use mostly M, instead of ¢y p|z(8, x) in later

sections.



Table 1: Summary of defined functions

Functions Descriptions

t=(t1,...,tm) Knots where the likelihood functions are evaluated

0= (eé?, 9&1,), Ont, Oat) A collection of functional variables that estimates F'

X = (Xnts Xat) A collection of functional variables that estimates ¢

F.q(t) PY <t|Z==zD=d)

0.4 A functional variable that estimates F,4

Nad P(Z =2,D=d)

N.q v W(Z;=2z,D; =d)

F.q The empirical distribution function of Y in the cell Z = z, D = d,

equivalently F4(t) = (1/n.q) - Yor  1(Zi =2, D; = d,Y; < t)

F= (]50(3 ), J ks ), E,, Fat) The plug-in estimator of F'

& = (It Dat) The plug-in estimator of ¢

H(t) Zz,de{o,l} nzszd(t>

H(t) The emprirical distribution of Y, >°_ ) 1y(nza/n) - Fa(t)
9 X p A unrestricted parameter space for (6, x)

Py X A unrestricted parameter space for (6, x) under the null

v, X o, A restricted parameter space for (6, x)

Vi X @y A restricted parameter space for (0, x) under the null

A.1 Basic inequalities

In this section we collect some basic inequalities and properties of the objective function M,,. We

begin with a few preliminary observations which will be used later in our proofs:

Observation 1 (Al). Fix a € [0, 1]. Then for every x € [0, 1], J(a,z) = alogz+ (1 —a)log(1—
z) <aloga+ (1—a)log(l —a) = I(a).

Proof. The inequality is trivially satisfied when a € {0, 1}. Therefore, assume that a € (0, 1),

and define a random variable ¥ which takes values f and % with probabilities a and 1 — a,



respectively. Note that EWW = 1. Then by Jensen’s inequality, E(logW) = alog? + (1 —
a) log }:—i < log EW = 0, which completes the proof of the result. [

Observation 2 (A2). Fix a € [0,1]. Then for every x € [0,1], alog® + (1 — a)log =% <

—1(z —a)?

Proof. For a given a € (0,1), let f,(z) = alog® + (1 — a)log :=2. By a second order Taylor

expansion around the point a, fo(z) = 3(z — a)*f)(Vs,0) Where 7., € [z A a,z V a]' and

fl(a) = —% — (11_;;)2 Note that, for a € (0, 1) fixed, the function f/(x) is convex. It is easy

to check that the minimum is attained at xy = (1%@)%’ and f/(x) > f’(zo) > 1. This implies,
folz) < —3(x — a)? O

Observation 3 (A3). Fix0 <t < 1. Suppose Y1,Ys, ..., Y, arei.i.d. samples from the distribu-
tion H(t). Then, for z,d € {0,1}

where H 4(t) = (H o F}')(t).
Proof. Without of generality, take z = 0 and d = 0. Then the distribution of
Wi = Fypo(Y1), Wa = Foo(Ya), ..., Wn = Foo(Ya)

are i.i.d. samples with distribution function Hoo(t) = noot + 101 (Fo1 © FO_OI)(t) + m10(Fio ©
_ _ D P

Fooh)(#) 4+ mi (Fii o Fyg')(¢). This implies, for any 0 < ¢ < 1, Foo(Y(fnr)) = Wity — Hoo' (£),

where the last step uses the convergence of sample quantiles to the corresponding population

quantiles Walker (1968). [

'For a, j € R, define a A b = min{a, b} and a V b = max{a, b}.




A.2  Proof of Proposition 1
To begin recall the definition of K, = {Z; = 2, D; = d | t;}. Then, for all i and j,

(1 —x1) (1 —xa(t;)) for z=0,d=0,

’ 1= 1) Yaelt;)  for 2=0,d=1,
S S ()

X1 - Xnt(tg> for z = 1,d = 0,

X1+ (1= xne(25)) for z=1,d=1.
Next, to describe the binomial log-likelihood function log L(0, x, x1|D,,), we first define the
functions S.q(D,; = (Z;, D;,Y;),t;) where D, ; is single data point of (Z;, D;,Y;) for z,d €

{0, 1} that are defined as

S00(Dnjis t5) = 1{Kgh} log {1 — xar(t;)}

J
L= Xnt(t;) = Xat(t) (o) Xnt(t5) ,
P ) + 2 et |

LUK Y > 1) log { 1- xf,ft;lt—(tf)at(tj) (100 + %(1 - ent(tj))} ,

SOI( nlat]) = 1{K }IOgXat(tJ) + 1{K01’Y' < tj}l()ggat( ) + 1{K01aY' > tj}IOg(l - eat(tj))a
S10(Dnis t) = K1)} og Xt (t;) + L{K ), Vi < t;}log Ons(t;) + L{KT), Yi > t;} log(1 — Ou(t;)),
S11(Dpyi ;) = 1{KY, }log {1 — xue(t5)}

—I—l{KH,Y §tj}log{1 Xnt(tj) Xat(tj)g(l)( )‘i‘wgat(t]’)}

+ 1{Ké{], Y; <tj}log

1= xne(t5) 1 — Xt (t
LY > 1 tog { XXl g )+ 20— )}
(@)

With (1) and (2), the binomial log-likelihood can be re-written as follows:

log L(8, x; x1|Dn) = £z(x1) ZZ > Su(Duinty), (3)
i=1 j=1 z,de{0,1}
where (z(x1) = + {(noo + no1) log(1 — x1) + (n10 + n11) log x1 }. Note that the second-term in
the RHS of (3) above does not depend on y;. Hence,
N1 + N1

gbl = arg maX lz(x1) = ———,
1€[0,1] n



as required.

Furthermore, the defined quantities ,4(0, x) in the main manuscript can be represented by
0.q(0,x) =1 el I Z] 1 Szd(Dr i, t;). Also, since the sub-loglikelihood function ¢y p|z(8, x)
is defined as ) __ def01) .4(0,x), the second term on the right hand side in (3) is ¢y p|z(0, x).

Therefore, (F d)) = arg maXeeo, xep, Ly,nz(0,X).

A.3 Unrestricted maximization of the sample objective function

Here we show that maximizing the sample objective function M, over the unrestricted parameter
space gives the plug-in estimates, justifying the choice of M, as an approximate surrogate for
the actual likelihood. As a consequence, it follows that the plug-in and the maximum binomial
likelihood estimates of the compliance classes are equal with probability 1. In the following
proofs for theoretical arguments, we choose knots based on actual observations of Y. As we
discussed in the main manuscript, to avoid the vanishing issue, we use the truncation parameter
r for theoretical purposes. We set I,, = [[nk], [n(1 — k)]] for a fixed small constant x. We can

simply consider this as a special choice of knots by defining |I,,| = m and t = (¢1,...,t,) =

(Yrnnl)s -5 Y(in(i—m)))-

Lemma 1. Let g?) be the maximum binomial likelihood estimate and qZ be the plug-in estimate.
Then

arg max M, (6,x) = (é>$)a 4)

0cI,xep

where G € F = {G € 0 : é’(Y(])) = F(Y(j))forj €I} and ¢ = (gbm( ), gbat( ) with
Qént(}/(j)) = ant = n10/(n10 + n11) and ant(}/(j)) = ant = no1/(noo + no) for all j € 1.

Proof. Define ngy + ng1 = ng and nyg + 111 = ny. Then by Observation 1,

) () 5 o

®ljer, z,de{0,1}

6’x§



Moreover, the equality is attained when

Oo0(Y(5)) Foo(Yy)

010(Yin) | _ | Fro(¥ip)
Oo1(Y(5)) Fou(Yyy))
011 (Y() Fu(Yy))

and (xnt(Y(j)), Xat(Y(j))) = (n10/n1,m01/n0) for all j € I, . This implies that the equal-
ity is attained when (X,:(Y(;)), xat(Y(5))) = (ént:éat} and 0, (Y(j)) = 701(Y(j)) = uat(Y(j)),
0n(Y(5) = Fro(Yj)) = Fau(Y(;) and

 Foo(Yp) = 5225 Fio(Yy)

05 (Vi) » = FO (V) (5)
éco‘i‘(gnt
Fu(Yy) — =2—Fau(Yy) .
00 (Vi) = ————St——— — FO(Y;) ©)
‘Isco‘f‘(i;at
where 9500 =1- gzvﬁm — gzvﬁat for j € I,.. This completes the proof of (4). O]

B Proof of Theorem 1

In this section we prove Theorem 1, which shows that the plug-in estimate F and the maximum

binomial likelihood estimate F" have the same limiting distribution.

B.1 Comparing the (sample) objective functions

From Lemma 1, we know that M, (F', ¢) — M,,(F", ¢) > 0. One of the main steps towards the
proof of u—l” > jel. Vi F(Yy) — F(Y;j)} I3 = op(1), is to show that this difference is small,
more precisely,

5

M, (F,$) — M,(F, ) = op(n~1). (7)

To this end, we have the following definition:



Definition 1. Define F = (Fég), Eo, FY Fu) € P[0, 1]%) as follows:
Fnt = FIO = Fl() and Fat = F(n = Fm,
are the corresponding empirical distribution functions, and

FO = i EOY ) = 0(Y;))?
o argeeg(l[gluk)Z( o (Vi) = 0(Y(5))",

J€lx
FY = i FED(Yy) — 0(Y)> 8
W e, min ) >0 — 00%) ®)

Note that this only defines EY ana Y at the knots Y Yier.. To ensure (8) is well-defined
we extend FY) and F.Y) between the knots by right-continuous interpolation, and extrapolate it

beyond the knots to 0 and 1. Moreover, define

F()() - 5\0}50((?) + (1 - XO)Fnta

Fyy = 5\1]50(01) + (1 - xl)ﬁan 9)
where 5\0 = %’;zﬁ‘” and 5\1 = %’;j’“t Also, define Fw = ﬁm and Fm = ﬁat.

Note, since the true proportion ¢ is in the interior of ¢, which is an open subset of ¢, there
exists an € > 0 such that B(¢,c) = {x € ¢ : ||x(t) — ¢(t)||2 < e forall t} C ¢,. Moreover,
there exists n. > N (e, §) such that P(¢ ¢ B(¢,¢)) < 4. Therefore, P(¢ not in the interior of o) <
P(¢ ¢ B(¢g,e)) < 6. To this end, let

B = {qub is in the interior of (p+} ﬂ {F is coordinate-wise in the interior of R[O’”)} .

From the discussion above it is clear that the P(%¢) — 0. Therefore, for the remainder of this
section all events will be on the set ;.
To begin with this gives,
M,(F, $) > M,,(F, §),

since (F, ¢) € 9, x ¢ and (F, ¢) maximizes M, over 9, X ¢, by definition. Therefore, to
show (7) it suffices to prove that

M, (F, ) — M,,(F, $) = op(n™1). (10)

7



Observation 4 (B4). For both estimate F and F, we have

SN FEQY) - FEYe)?

2€{0,1} j€lx

Mn<ﬁ17 qus) - Mn<ﬁa é) = OP

In!

whenever |F.. (Y (rur) = F oz (Y(ina))| = 0p(1) and | oo (Y(u(1-ny) = F == (Y(rn-n)| = 0p(1).

Proof.
M., (F', $) — M, (F, $)
1 Nzd - v _ ~
ST 2 2 EIFa0), FalYip)) — I(Fal¥ey), Vi)
#l2def0,1} el
1 Urs - _ ~
A > > —(J(Fa(Y), F.(Yy) — J(F..(Yi), Fea(Y()))
"l 2e{01} el
(since Fyy = Fio and Fp, = Fpp)
1 Nz — — o ~
A )3 - (J(FZZ%)%FZZ(YU))) - J(FZZ(Y(J»)),FZZ(YU))D
®l Lef0,1} jel,
1 Nz
®l ze{0,1} jel,.
where
nl Fzz(yv( )) - 1— FZZ(Y’( )>
Yo = Fellonlos gy T 0T 08 TR
Now, a two-term Taylor expansion of the function f,(z) = —alogf — (1 —a)log 1%2 Cat

xr = a, gives

T.(Yy) =

2 (wo: (V)2 (1= w2(Y]5))?2

and w. (Yy) € [F=(Yiy) A Fe(Yig)), Fee(Yig)) V Fe (Y]



Note that we(Y(j)) = Fae(Y(me1) A Fez(Yina))) and F1o(Y() < Fez(Yiia@-my))- There-

fore,

FeVp) o Felpown) g 0

(wzz(}/ij)))Q Fzz(}/(nn)) A Fzz (}/('rm))

since .. (Y{[nn])) R H ] K), F oo (Yiina—n) R H_!(1—k) using Observation 3, and |FZZ(Y((M1))—
F..(Y(tns1))| = 0p(1) by assumption. Similarly,
1-—-?523(}?j))
(1- wzz<y(j)))2

= 0p(1).

Therefore,

Z\Tz%mgz(FZZ%)‘F%%)))Q{ Fo(Yy) | 1=Fu(Yy) }

= = 2 (W (Y))? (1= w22 (Y(y))?
= 0p(1) Y_(Fo(Yyy) = Faa(Y())?
jEIH
= Op(1) Y (FQ (V) — ES (V)
i€l

where the last step uses Fyo = S\OFC(S) +(1- S\O)Fm, Foo = 5\0}%0(2) +(1- S\O)FM, and £, = F,,,
and similarly for FH and F;. O

Therefore, to show that M,,(F', ¢) — M,,(F', ¢) = op(1/n), it suffices to show that

D (EQ (V) = FS(Yip))? = op(1),

Jj€ls
for z € {0, 1}. This is the content of the following proposition, gives an error rate of o p(TL_%).

Proposition 1. For z € {0,1},
S (£ 5(2) 2 1
(ch (Ef(J)) - ch (YV(]))> = OP(n_4)' (13)

A~ A~ 5

This implies, M,,(F', ) — M,,(F', ) = op(n1).



B.2 Proof of Proposition 1

To begin with, note that (13) implies

1Foe(Yne)) — Foe (Vi) = 0p(1), | Eee(Yina—n) —

Bl

== (Y(n(-n)| = 0p(1).

Therefore, using Observation 4 gives M, (F', ¢)—M.,, (F, ) = op(n~1), which implies M, (F', ¢)—
M., (F, ) = op(n~1), from (10). Therefore, the rest of this section is devoted to the proof of
(13).

We will prove the result for z = 0. The other case for z = 1 can be done similarly. To begin
with note that on the event 2y, |F.o)(t)| € [0,1] for all t € R, and, therefore, maximum in (8)
can be taken over ([0, 1]¥), the set of increasing functions from R — [0, 1]. Then the well-know
result of Robertson et al. (1988) gives

Sk £ (V)

PO (V) — mi i=k
Fco (}/EJ)) 1?21?1}{12‘]}( é— ]{?—|— 1 (14)

¢ p0) iy, o
Now, define f(k, ¢) = 2=kl M) _ 20, ) We will use the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Let j € I,.. For any function f : [n] x [n]| — R, the following inequality holds

0>5 k<j

(i r5.0)) < (o sot60)) + (e 60) (s)

where f, = max(f,0)and f- = (—f)4.

Proof. We have

minmax f(k, () < max f(k: j) < maxf+(k 7).

>7 k<j
Similarly,
> - —f(5.0) > — '
minmax f(k, £) 2 min f(5,£) = —max —f(5,£) > —max f_(5,()
Therefore, the lemma follows. [l

10



To prove (13), we have to show P, (Zj%(ﬁgy(y(j)) - Fc(g)(Y(j)))Q > 5n‘i> = o(1), for

any 6 > 0, where Py, (1) = P(- N %,). To begin with, by the triangle inequality and Lemma 2,
we get

~ o 2 1
B, <Z (FO0G) - F9 () > aw)

3 3 2 .

<) Pa ((Fc(f)(%)) - Fc(g)(%))) > 5n_4)

jel.

2 5

:=§3R%<(%£%ﬁfﬂh€0 >5”4>

J€EI

2 gnd 2 gnd

]GI,{ ]EI;@
2 <r£g;<f+<k,j> > &mi) DY (rggjx FoG.0) > aoni) | (16)

WASEYH S

where §y = 1/0/2.

Lemma 3. Let ¢ = §y/n®®. Then for any j € I,

n(1—r)]
]P)%1 max f—(ja f) >e) < Pﬂ1 (F’c(g)(y'(])) - F’C((?)(Yv(f)) > 5) : (17)
el [n(1—k)7] =
Similarly,
j o v
P, (ker[r(%ﬂ f+(k, ) = 6) = (Fc(f)(Yw)) —FQ(Yy) = 6) : (18)
’ k=[nk]

Proof. Note that

%(0 0 ¢ (0) 7 (0)
fo@:mwmp@m»—w%m»+~+ﬂﬂw%:mw<owa@mm—ﬂmmm>
—\J ) J ) .



Then

P%( max meﬁés)

telf,[n(1-r)]]

A (0 (0
S () (Vi) — F&) (Vi)
Py, max : <e
Cej[n(1-r)]] (—j+1
g ) S ED (V) — FS (V)
=Py, | - > FD(Yy) - FED () <e,..., == d <
0 (2 ij( co ( (])) co ( ())) > 6 ) n_j+1 > €

> Py, (FQ (V) = B (Vipan) < 2, ..

co

OV = FO(Yinaom) < €

N——

> P, <F§g>(y(j)) — FQ (Yo <&, FQ V) = PO (Yina-r) < 5)

= Pa, max  (FO(Y;) — FO(y, <€).
s (fe[j,[n(l_,i)”( Co( (J)) co( (Z)) >

The above inequality and a union bound implies (17).

Similarly,

Pyp | max k,j)<e

& (ke[(nﬂ,j]ﬁr( 7) )

I (FOWu) — FQ(Y,
Py | max i ( ) ) <
ke[[nk].j] j—k+1
J 9 . J Fc(g) Y - Fc((())) Y
—P. 1 POy — POy )y < o L=l (Yih) (Ya))) ..
Z Z ( co (Z) co (J) 9 ) ,]
i=j—1

> Py, (FQ(Vyn) — D (V) < 26,0, B (Vi) = FO (Y < )

_p,, ( max (FO (Vi) — FO (V) < ) |
ke[[nk],4]

This implies (18) by a union bound. ]

In light of (16) and above lemma, to prove Proposition 1, we need bounds on the upper tail
of the difference FC(B)(Y(].)) - 13‘:53)(3/(@)), for ¢ > j and lower tail of FC(S)(E/(k)) O (Y(;), for
k < j. To this end, let 77,4 = n.q/n, for {z,d} € {0,1}, and 7 = min, 47.q4.

12



Lemma 4. Let ¢ = 6,/n°/8. Then for any j € I, such that

[n(1—r)] s
EN05/ N
Z Py, ( Y(j ) — F(O)(Y@) >e|(Z, D)) < O(l/n3) 4 2nexp {_M}7

48logn
(19)
where the constant in the O(1/n?)-term is non-random. Similarly,
: 3 [ u3/2;\352
Z P, <Fc(§)(y(k)) - Fc(j)(y(jﬁ > 6|(Z,D)> < O(l/n3) 1 2nexp _w ‘
h=lne] 48logn
(20)

The proof of the above lemma is given below. Using this, the proof of Proposition 1 can be

easily completed as follows: Note that

3/2 13 52 #3/233 52
48logn 48logn
by the dominated convergence theorem. Then first taking expectation over Z, D gives
m(1—r)]

y y 7323352 /n
> Pa (Fé?(Yuﬂ—Fﬁ?(Yaﬂze)§0<1/n3)+2nEexp{—%}. @1
=

Therefore, from (18),

TN
5 n
P, (ker[rﬁi%(] fi(k,7) > don~ 8) <O(1/n )+2n2Eexp{ W} —0.  (22)

Similarly, from (17) and (20), it can be shown that

P, ( max  f_(k,j7) > 5On_g) — 0. (23)

kels,[n(1-r)]]

Adding (22) and (23) and using (16), completes the proof of (13), since P(#{) — 0

13



Proof of Lemma 4 Throughout the proof, all events will be conditional of (Z, D), and, for

notational brevity, we will omit the conditioning event in all the expressions. Let
L=H'k)—1 and R=H'(1-k)+1,
and let % be the event that {Y{.x1), Y([n(1-n)), € [L, R]}. Using EY 17y = H 1K), E(Y{[ne))—

EY{1n1))® = O(1/n?) (see Sen (1959)), and the Chebyshev’s inequality it follows that

E(Y’( [nk]) ]EY’( [nk]) )
(L = E¥(rn))°

Similarly, P(Y{(n1-x))) € [L, R]) = O(1/n*), which gives P(#5) = O(1/n?).

= O(1/n?). (24)

P(Y(inn)) € [L, B]) <

Now, partition [L, R] ina grid L =ty < t; < ... < tyy = R, of size 41°g" , that is, ¢,
L+a (41°g"> for0<a< M= %;)”. Define N, = >, 1{Y, € (ta,ta+1]}, the number

of observations in the interval (¢,,?,+1] (where C; and C5 are the constants in Assumption 2 with
K =[L,R)). Let

12
,%’3:{ min N, > 1}0{ max N, < CCQIOgn}.

0<a<M 0<a<M 1

Lemma 5. P(%5) = O(1/n?).
Proof. Note that P(Y; ¢ (to,to1]) = 1 — (H(tep1) — H(t,)) < 1 — %2 by Assumption 2 in

the main text. Then

M n
. 4logn
P (ogilgnM N, ()) E_O P(N, =0) S, n (1 . ) O(1/n°). (25)

Next, note that E(N,,) = n(F(t,1) — F(ta)) € [4logn, % log n], by Assumption 2. There-
fore, by the union bound followed by a Chernoff bound,? gives

12C: 8C,
P (&%}Na > log ) ZIP’ (N —E(NV,) > Flogn)

4Cq logn

<ne & =ne 8" = O(1/n?). (26)

Y

2Suppose X1, X, . .., X,, are independent random variables taking values in {0,1}. Let X = Yo, X, denote
their sum and let y = IE(X) Then P(X > (1 +0)u) <e” —n ,for0<d<landP(X > (14 6)u) < < e ¥, for
0 >1.

14



Combining (25) and (26) the proof of the lemma follows. [l

Finally, let 4 = {|7.q/1n.a — 1| < 1: forall z,d € {0,1}}, and set By = By N A3 N B,.
From (24) and Lemma 5,

Py, (%) < P(%5) < P(%3) + P(%5) + P(%3) = O(1/n). (27)

Therefore, it suffices to consider events on & = %, N HA;. Now, fix j € I,.. Forany ¢ > j denote
by L) = (tp(e), tp(e)+1] the interval which contains Yy, and F'.4((a, b)) = F.q(a) — F.q(j), for
z,d € {O, 1}. Then, by triangle inequality, on the set %,

[Foo((tp(i): too+1]) — Foo((Yiy, Yo < [Fooltp)) — Foo(Yi)| + [Foo(tpey+1) — Foo(Yie))]

_0 (logn) _0 (logn) ‘ 28)
Moo n

foo(Y(j))*(ljj\O)flo(Y(j))

Now, take ¢ = do/+/n. Then recalling the definition of F.y )(Y(j)) =

Xo ’
and using triangle inequality gives,
Py (FO (Vi) — FO (Vi) 2 ¢)
_p Foo((Yy), Yiol) (1= Xo)(Fou (Y, Yiol))
=Px v - v
Ao Ao
Foo((tp)st 1—A\(F
< ]P){g 00(( P(Ju)’ p(f)—l—l]) 0( 01(( (J)’ Z i (by (28))
Ao Ao 2
S Tl + T27
where
- :\O(g — Fo(( () ol +1])
T=P (\Foo((tpu>»tp<z>+1]) = Fool(tps tpoyea])| > =220 PEE
and

5\O(% - Fco«tp(j)v tp(4)+1]))

Ty =P | [For((toij)s tooy+1]) — For ((tpisy, tpey+1])| > >
2(1 = Xo)

15



Now, we will bound 77. To begin with note that

—100F 00 (o) toe)+1]) ~ Bin(noo, —Foo((ta()» toe)+1)))-

Moreover, by Assumption 2, —F,, ((tp(j, tpe)+1)) = Cr(tpwy+1 — tpi)) = K (€ — j)/n, for some

constant & > 0. Then for |[¢ — j| > v/nlog n, where 7jgo = ngo/n, we have

4
K Xov/Too

/\O(g - FCO((tp(j)v tp(@-ﬂ])

)
)

P <|Foo((tp(j)7tp(£)+1]) — Foo((tp)s tooy+1])| =

_ ;\OFCO<<t j 7t €+1])
=" ('F 00((p(s)» tp(e)+1]) — Foo((tp(i)s tooy+1])| = — pg) -

Kj\onoo(lg — ])
2n

<P <|”00700((tp(j)» toy+1]) — nooFoo((Ep()s tpey 1)) >
oo K2AE (e—4)?

< 2" = O(1/n),

where the last step follows by the Hoeffding’s inequality.

16



Now, suppose ¢ — j| < —2—1/nlogn. Lett = Ao Then

KXov/ioo  2F00((tp(g) tp(ey 1))
— 5‘(5 - FCO((t ()t (2)‘*‘1])
P (!F 00((tp): tae 1)) = Foo((Ep(i)s tooy 1)) 2 y

— ;\06
<P <\F00((tp(j)atp(€)+1]) — Foo((tp)s tpey+1])| > 7)

<P (|nOOFOO((tp(j)7 tooy+1]) — nooFoo((tpi), tpey+1))| = —tnooFoo((tp(), 7fp(e)Jrl]))

100nFoo((tyeiy, t
< 2exp{ oo™ 00((31”(”’ W)“])} (by Chernoff bound)

e o0 A303
- 12F00((tp(j)7 tp(€)+1]>

< 2e T A3d5n (since — Foo((tp(j), t ) > KW —j)/n)
X T a1 /0 —Lco ) - -
- p 12K(€ o ]> p(5)) Up(H)+1 J
3/233 52
< 2expd = A%Vn (recall 77 = min, 4 if.q).
48logn ’
o 8 i2/2 X352 /n . . )
This implies 7y < O(1/n") + 2exp { — =55~ > and similarly, for 75. These combined with
Py, (A5) = O(1/n?) completes the proof of Lemma 4. O.
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B.3 Completing the proof of Theorem 1

In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 1. To begin, we compute the difference

M, (F, §) — M, (F, §),

M., (F, @) — M, (F, $)
1 z Fz Y. _ 1 — F—uz Y.
:[_| Z an{ ZdY(])10gALU)>+(1—FZd(Y(j))IogM}
o N10 ant E log 1— ént

1 1— ¢, .
3 {%ogA—(bt+@10gAL+_bgA—+
«l jer, LM 1= ou(Yy) 7 Pa(Yy) 7 Gt (Ye5))

1 Nzd 1 ng n
B 17| Z Z Ta(Yiy) ¢ + |1 Z {antO/(j)) + ERat(}/(jﬁ} ; (29)
B z,de{0,1} jelx Rl jel,
where
= F.a(Yy) = 1—F.q(Y(y)
T.a(Y(y) = Fza(Y(j) log =———= 4 (1 = F.a(Y(j)) log ————=,
de(Y(j)) - de(Y(j))
1 - (Eat Y q\gat
Rat(if(j)) = (1 - ¢at) log ————— + ¢q: log = ,
1- ¢at(Y(j)) Cbat Y(j))
oY) = (1= o) log — 22— 1 G, log —2n
1= (V) Pnt(Y5))
2 (de(Y(j))_

—a)? (Observation 2) gives T.q(Y(;)) 2

Now, using alog 2+(1—
) 2 (¢nt( ) — ént)?. Therefore,

Foa(Yi)% Ra(Yi) 2 (0a(Yi) — <5at) and R, (Y
Y Y (FalYy) — Fal)?

L] z,de{0,1} jel,.

|H|Z(<fs H0))

J€Elx

P )
for some constant K, — K > 0. Therefore, using M, (

18



M, (F, qUS) since (F, @) € ¥, x ¢, on the set 2, gives

Nya 2
Z Z =a(Y(5) zd(Y( Z ( o (Y(y) Y(J)>) (30)

el

€29)
by Proposition 1.

Therefore, (30) implies ﬁ 2

Jj€lx

vn <q3(§/(3)) — qvS(Y(j))> Hz — op(n~1). Furthermore, by

Jensen’s inequality, this implies

(’[‘Z nt J) |[’Z¢nt Y(J >_ (1)

jel J€Ix
<|I’Z¢at ») ’[|z:¢°”fy(J >_ p(1):
jelx €l
Moreover,
1 - : ’ ;
mZ{\F(F (Vi) = Fu(Yi))} = op(n ),
X JE€l, ) ] ) )
o X {VaFul¥) - Fultip)} = on7h), (2
R jer,

since Fyg = Fly, Fig = Fy, Foy = Fy, For = Foy, and n.q/n X 4. Next, define Ao(t)
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W and \ (1) = %W Observe that on %, |Fyo(t)| < 1, and
Fa‘? F’c
) , y . 2
) (1= o) Fut) _ Folt) = (1= %) Frelt)
o(?) Ao
~ 2 ~ ~ o o 2
< Foo FOO ) N (1= X)) Fur(t) (L= Ao)Fre(t)
~ 5\ 5\0(25) Ao
1 1 ’
= Op(1)(Foo(t) = Foo())* + Op()(Fu(t) = Fu @)’ + | —=—+] . (33)
Mo(t) Ao

2
We take the sum of (33) over t = Y{;, j € I, and use the fact (W — /\io) = op(n—1) forall ¢.
From (30), (32) and 7 Y, H\/ﬁ (d)(y(j)) - &(y(j))> H2 — op(n~1), we have

|I | Z{ F Y(J ) — Fc(ﬁ’)(Y(j))}Q =op(n™1).

, y 2 .
Similarly, we can show that 7 3., {\/E(Fc(ol)(y(])) — Fc(g)(y(]))} = op(n~1). The follow-

ing lemma summarizes these findings together with (32):

Lemma 6. The maximum binomial likelihood estimates (1:'1 , qAb) and the plug-in estimates (ﬁ’ , qvﬁ)

satisfy
gt {4, =00}, -

Hf (o) - P}, -

This shows the maximum binomial likelihood estimates and the plug-in estimates are close in

III

average squared error with respect to the empirical distribution H(t) = > _ defony 2 F.q(t). To
complete the proof of Theorem 1, we need to show that the average with respect to the empirical

distribution can be replaced by the average (integral) with respect to the population distribution
function H(t) = sze{oyl} N.aF .a(t).
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Lemma 7. The maximum binomial likelihood estimates F' and the plug-in estimates F satisfy
| IWRLE® - P = on(1),

where the op(1) terms goes to zero as n — oo.

Proof. For j € I, and Yj) <t < Y341), F(t) = I:’(Y(])) Moreover, F'(t) < ﬁ‘(}/(b+1)), where
the inequality holds coordinate-wise. Then, for Y{;) <t < Y(441),

1E(®) = F)ll2 < [F (V) = FOp)lle + [1F () = F(Yoen)ll2
< |IF (V) = F(Y)ll2 + O(1/n).

Therefore,

> [ IVARD - Fw)an

J€lx

e An ST IE(Yy) — F(Y)lI2 + A, (34)

jEL
D

where A = sup; i, (H(Ypr1)) — H(Y(j)) = supjep(Ups1) — Uyy) = Op(logn/n), by Holst

(1980). Then, by (34)

Y(in(-mD) . g
/ [Vn{F(t) — F(t)}|[3dH
Y(rns)
=3 [ Ivatee - B

J€lx Yi)

< Oplogm) Y I{F(Yey) — F(V)}E +o0r(1)

= OP(1)7

where the last step follows from Lemma 6.
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To complete the proof we need to take care of the boundary effects. As before, by triangle

inequality

Yine
[ VB ~ F s
S IWVAE Vi) = F (Vs HI3(Vow — ) + 0p(1)
= op(1), (35)
where the last step uses /n{F (Y7,.1) — F(Y[n,ﬂ)} = op(1) (which follows by a simple mod-
ification of the proof of Theorem 1) and /n (Y}, — £) = Op(1). Similarly, it can be shown
that

H=1(1-k) . 5
[ IVAR® — FOYBaH = op(1). 30
Yin(1-r)]
The proof now follows by combining (35) and (36) with (34). [l

C Limiting distribution of the maximum likelihood estimates

As the limiting distribution of the empirical distributions F ., are well-known, Theorem 1 can be

used to derive the limiting distribution of the maximum binomial likelihood estimates F.

Corollary 1. Fix 0 < k < 1/2. Then for any continuous function h : R — R,

/ h(t) - Vn{F(t) — E(F(1)| 2, D)}dH % [ h(t)- G()dH, 37)
K JK
where
d)io {\/ %BOO(FOOO» - d;)—le(Fm(t))}
Bo1 (Fo1(t))
G(t) = Vodat 7
¢lco {\/ d)w;_l_%t By (Fu(t)) — %Bm(Fm(t))}
Bio(Fio(t))
Vbt

and Bo(+), Bo1(+), B1o(+), and By, (-) are independent standard Brownian bridges, and the inte-

grals in (37) are defined coordinate-wise.

22



Proof of Corollary 1. The joint distribution of the process /n(F.q(t) — F.q(t))z.ae{01) can
be easily derived from empirical process theory. To this end, let D[0, 1] be the space of all
right-continuous functions on [0, 1] with left limits equipped with the supremum norm metric. A
sequence of random functions {X,,(-)},>1 in D[0, 1] converges to X () € D|0, 1], denoted by
X,(t) = X(t),if E(f(X,)) — Ef(X), for all bounded continuous function f : D[0,1] — R.
Now, considering /n(F.q(t) — F.a(t))s4e0,1} as a random element of D0, 1]* equipped with
the product topology, we have the following result:

Lemma 8. Let By, By, B1o, and By be independent Brownian bridges. Then

— Boo (Foo (1))

/100
Bo1(Fo1 (1))

= g (38)

)

)
\/ﬁ nl ) = B (F11(t))
)

NG
Bio(Fio(t))
NG

Y]

Proof. Note that E(F'(t)|Z, D)} is the mean of the plug-in estimate conditional on the sigma-

algebra generated by (Z, D). Conditioning on this sigma-algebra, {n.q}. acf0,1} are fixed, and
E(F.4(t)|Z, D) = P(Y, < t|Z, = z,D; = d) = F.4(t). Moreover, if s < t, Cov(F.4(s), F.4(t)|Z, D) =
L F.4(s)(1 — F.4(t)), and for zd # 2'd', Cov(F .4(s), F.a(t)|Z, D) = 0 since,

Nzd

EF.q(t)F.q(t)

1
= > P(Y; <s,Yy <t|Zi=2Di=d 2y =2, Dy = d)
Mzdlz'd! i’ with
Zi=2,D;=d,Z=2' Dy =d
= zd(5>Fz’d’ (t), (39)

whenever zd # 2'd'.

Now, it is well-known that for each 2z and d,

VIza(Foa(t) = Foa(t) = (Bea(Foa(t)) (sare(0.1)

and therefore,

(v/rza(Fa(t) — F.a(t))tzayef01y = (Bza(FLa(t))zdyeqo,13-
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Then,

— w Bzd Fz t
(VA(Foalt) — Fa ) otpetors (M)
V1lzd {z.d}e{0,1}
and the result follows. ]
For X (t) = (Xnt(t), xat(t)) € R?, define
1—Xat(t) _ Xnt(t)

I_Xnt(t)_Xat (t) O 0 1_Xnt(t)_Xat (t)
0 1 0 0
C(x(t) = 0 __ Xat(®) 1—xnt(t) 0

I=Xnt(t)—Xat(t)  1=xnt(t)—xat(t)

0 0 0 1

Y] V)

Note that E(F(t)| Z, D) = C(¢)(Foo(t), For(t), Fii (t), Fio(t)) and

_ Buo(Foo(t)) Boi(Fou(t)) Bu(Fu(t) Bio(Fuo(t))
() ot (2 20, S 2L, 2 C, S )

where G(+) is as defined in the statement of Corollary 1. Now, using the above lemma and the

Donsker’s invariance principle, and noting that C(¢) 4 C(¢), it follows that

/ W(t) - /a(F(t) — E(F()|Z. D))dH

K

Foo(t) — Fuolt)
- - P00
Fio(t) — Fio(t)
= / h(t) - G(t)dH, (40)

for any continuous function h : R — R. This implies

/ W(t) - /a{E(t) — E(F(t)|Z. D)}dH

K

- / W(t) - /il F(t) ~ B(F(1)|Z, D)}dH + / W(t) - B (t) — F(t)}dH

K K

2 | cr)dH, (41)

Ik

24



using (40) for the first term, and second term is op(1) by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
followed by Theorem 1.

D The maximum binomial likelihood estimates under the null

In this section we analyze the maximum binomial likelihood estimate of the distribution functions

of the compliance classes under the null. To this end, define

(1,€) =arg  max  M,(8,x),

(0,x)€V+,0Xp4

where ’l,b = (?/JCO, wnb 77Dat) and 5 = (gnb gat)~

Next, define the population objective function,® under the null hypothesis, as follows:

M(Ga X) = T00(07 X) + T10<0’ X) + T10(07 X) + Tll(ev X)? (42)

where

Too(0, x) = ﬁ Z % {bg (1 - Xat(Y(j))) + J(Foo(Y(5)), (= dene(¥65) = Xael¥i) o (Vi) + e (Y15 )me (V1)) } )

1= Xat(Y5))

T10(8, x) |I | Z % {log Xnt (Yj)) + T (Fio(Y(5)): 0nt (Y1) }
Jjel,

n,
T01 0 X |I ‘ Z oL {logXat g))+J(F01( ()) eat(}/(j)))}a

n — Xnt\X(5)) — Xat\L (5 Oco j at Yj Oat Yj
Tn(0,x)=|]ﬁ_z;;Ll{bg(l—xnt(Y(j)))+J(F11(Y<j)),(1 Xnt(Y(5)) = Xar (Y5 ))8e0(Y)) + Xat (Vi) (()))}.

1- Xnt(Y(j))

Since there is no closed form solution for (@5, é), we instead find the asymptotically equivalent
estimators (7, p). These equivalent estimators will be used for examining the large-sample per-
formance of the binomial likelihood ratio test 7;,. First, we need to define several new quantities

to describe (7, p). Table 2 summarizes these quantities.

3Note that we are slightly abusing terminology here, because the population objective function depends on the
sample {Y7,Y3,...,Y,}. Ideally, one should define M(-, -) as an integral with respect to the population distribution
function H. However, for technical reasons, it is more convenient for us to define M(-, -) with respect to the empirical

measure instead.
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Table 2: Definition of new quantities

Quantity Definition
El(t) (Fco(t) - Fnt<t)) - 1?1(;; (Fco( ) Fat(t))
E2(t) 1?25; (Fco( ) - ( )) ( ( ) Fnt(t))

Q.a(t) - ()(1 F forz ,d€{0,1}

o g s b 0ote

Coo(?) d)l&ogat > /Q(t)

Cor(?) 52?&3) /Q(t)

Colt) (U520 /Q(1)

Cu(1) <Q_¢> /Q)

T’at(t) %%EI( )

Tnt(t) ﬁ%EQ (t)

det(t) g pmaetam + ol s BL ) + gy g B3 (1)

or equivalently _— (1—(1;51753);25:()1 oy T Tat(O) Er(t) + roe(8) Eo(t)

Finally, we can define the equivalent estimator T = (7.,, Tnt, 7o¢) based on both true values

and observable quantities. Observable quantitiles are the empirical distribution functions F.,4(t),
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Fo(t), F1(t) and plug-in estimators (¢, ¢ ). The estimator 7 is defined as follows:

\/E(Tco( -

¢nt . [ ¢at (Foo(t) — Foo(t)) — &nt(ﬁlo(t) — Fio(t))
rat( VE1(t) + 1t () E2(t)
— (Coo(t) + Co(?) { det(?) }
Ont o Tat(t) + 1?71; Tnt(t)
{ gbnt gbnt 1 — ¢at (gbat - ¢at> - th(j;) } ]
or = 1 — %t o [ — 0u) (Fri(t) = Fiu(t)) — du(Fou (t) — Fon(t))
_ _ rat( VE1(t) + 7 (1) Eo(t)
+ (Cou(t) + Cua(t { (Fo det(?) }
b o 5 lf—‘”mrat(t) + 7t (1)
{1 (Gt — bnt) + (Pt — Gur) — —2 0] H
and
Vil (t) = Fult) = Vi [(bnt( oft) — Fuo(t))

+ Cho(t) {(Fo(t) ~Ft)) - rat(t) Ex (tglej(:)m(t)EZ(t) }1

Vi) = Fult) = Vit {¢ (Fon(t) — Fur (1)

— Cou(t) {(Fo(t) — Fy(t) - rult) Br (Zej(;”t(t)&(t) } } . 43)

Furthermore, the estimator p is defined as

Vi(ut(t) = dut) = v/ ((ém — ) — (Folt) = Fi(t

S—
S—
Q| 3
GRS
[
|
==
~—

Vi(Falt) - ) = v/ ((Jm — ) = (Folt) = Fiu(t (44)

SN—
N—
Q3

3

o~
—
~
N—
~
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Then, we can prove the following proposition that shows that both (2, ) and (%, p) are

asymptotically equivalent:

Proposition 2. Fix 0 < k < 1. Under the null hypothesis Hy,, the maximum binomial likelihood
estimators ’lj) and é satisfy

1

1 2o Vi {0 = 200}, = er)
ulﬁ\ - [[va{éoi) - s}, = ort.

D.1 Proof of Proposition 2

To begin with define
(77/)7 E) = arg ma’XGE'BmXEQO Mn(07 X)?

where ¥, = {(000, Oty 0at) : Ocor Ont, Our € ]RR}, is the unrestricted null parameter space. In this
case there is no-closed form expression of (1,5, é) However, by the asymptotic expansion of the

sample null objective function we can find an asymptotically equivalent formula for 15 and é .

Lemma 9. Let 1/; and T = (Teo, Tnt, Tat) be as defined above. Then

13 [va{B0) - 700}

|[1 | Z H\/ﬁ{é(}/@)) - FU’(Y(]'))}Hz =op(1) (45)

whenever H@Z(Y(j)) — Fo(Y)llz = op(1), for every j € I, where Fy = (Fro, Fry, For), with

FO =FY = E.,, is the vector of true distribution functions under the null.
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Proof. We have

(M, = M)(3h,€) — (M, — M)(Fy, ¢)

_ b i (FoaY) = FaY) - oo | .
— |In| z,dez{(),l}jezl,i F, (Y( ))(1 —F, (Y(]))) (¢zd(y(])) de(Y(j))) + OP( )
= ﬁ : de(Yv(j))(@Z}zd(Yv(j)) — de(}/(j))) + OP(TL_%),

—_— nZ 1
where Q:(Y()) = 5 - rvoya o)
Now, under the null hypothesis, rO = rd = F.,, we can re-group the terms in the above
sum in terms of ¢, (Y(;)) — Foo(Y(5))s Yne(Y(5)) — Fre(Y(y)) and a:(Y(5)) — Fae(Y()), to get

Vi { (M, — M) (4, €) — (M, — M)(Fp, §)}

( gnt(y'(])) T )
r LalY) 6, 3
=] Z PeolY) = FolYi) | Za(¥i) ¢+ Op(n™2), (46)
e Une(Yy) — Fra (Y
Yat (V) = Ful(Y(p) )

where Z,,(t) = . isa b x 1 matrix with
n2

Ol —0nt) 1100 (F, (1) — Fe(t))(Foolt) — Fo(t)) Qool?)

Zoi(t) = v e (Fa(t) _Fat(t))(Fll_(t) — Fu()Qu(t) wn
1 (1_45?3((1?;:};”) B (1—(%15)2 00 (Foo(t) — Fone (1)) (Foo(t) — Foo(t))Qoo(t)
— 2 B (Fuo(t) — Fur(t)) (Fua () — Fi(1))Qui (#)

a0 (oo (t) — Foo(t)) Qoo(t) + 725202 (Fuy (t) — F1a(t))Qua (t)
Zoolt) = L e

)
] 72210 (Fog () — Foo(t))Qoo(t) + ™2 (Flo(t) — Fio(t))Quo(t)
ot (Fyy () — Fua(8)Qua () + 22 (For(8) — Foa (£)) Quoa (£)

(48)
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Next, denote by V/, the Hessian matrix of M(6, x) at the point (Fy(Y(;)), ¢(Y{;))) for j € L.

Note that the Hessian matrix is block diagonal

V., = diag(Vo.(Y(5)))jer., (49)
where V() : R — R>*5 is given by the following:
92M(6,x) 9°M(8,x) 9°M(8.x) 9°M(6.x) M(6,x)
(BXnt (t))2 aXnta)(at(t) 8Xnt(t)69co(t) aXnt(t)aent(t) BXnt(t)aeat(t)
9°M(0,x) 9°M(8,x) 9°M(8,x) 9°M(8,x) 9°M(0,x)
OXat ()OXni(t) (Oxai(t))? Txar(000eoD)  Oxar (000n(D)  Oxar (6)90as (D
V,(t) = 9°M(6,x) 9?M(6,x) 9°M(6,x) 9°M(6,x) 9?M(6,x)
n eoDOXt (D) 0eg(OOXne(D)  (00c0(1)®  00cg(D)00ni(t)  D0og(£)P0ar (D)
92M(0.x) 92M(8.x) 92M(8.x) 9>M(0.x) 92M(0.x)
Dt (D)Xt () OOnt(DOxnt(8)  00ni(DP0eo(@)  (00nt()2  90n(£)09ar (D)
9°M(6,x) 9°M(0,x) 9°M(8,x) 9°M(8,x) 9°M(0,x)
_Beat(t)axm(t) 89at(t)8xnt(t) 69at(t)6060(t) 89at(t)89nt(t) (89at(t))2 h (97X):(FO’¢)
A(t) B(t
For each V,,(t), we simply make partitions such as —V,,(t) = (®) (t) where A(t) is
B(t)" C(t)

the upper-left 2 x 2 matrix, B(t) is the upper right 2 x 3 matrix, and C'(¢) is the lower right 3 x 3

matrix. Both A(¢) and C(t) are symmetric. The three matrices have the forms,

$1 1—¢1 (Foo(t)—Fne(t))? (1=¢1)dnt (Feo(t)—Fne(t))?
ST A I e B
1P colt a d) ¢a col(t)—Fat(t
At = Yo T b s O Fir ) + g Fy O ()
|I | 1-¢1 + (1—91)92; (Feo(t)—Fnt(t))? ’
K Gat(1—dat) € ¢at)3 Foo(t)(1—Foo(t))
+ 9 (Feo(t)—Fat())?
1—dnt Fll(t)(l—Fll(t))
B (1_¢1)(1_¢nt_¢at) _(Fco(t)_F’nt(t)) (1_¢1)¢nt ¢1¢gt
1—¢at Foo(t)(1—Foo(t)) 1—¢qt (1—¢ne)?
\/ﬁ + ¢1(1 (bnt ¢at)¢nt . 7(Fco(t)7Fu.t(t)) 7(Fco(t) Fnt( )) X (Fco() Fat( ))
B(t) = Y~ (1=¢nt)? Fr(0)(1—Fi1 (1)) Foo(£)(1=Foo(t)) Fu () (1=Fu(t))
|[ | (1=¢1)(A=dnt—dat)pnt . —(Feo(t) —Fne(t)) (1—¢1)92 }1¢at
" (1—=¢ar)? Foo () (1—Foo (t)) T u )t (1=¢nt)
‘I’ ¢1(1_¢nt—¢at) . —(Fco(t)—Fat(t)) —(FCO(t)—Fnt(t)) (FCO() Fat( ))
L (1=¢nt) Fi1(t)(1=Fu1(t)) Foo(t)(1—Foo(t)) Fii(t)(1— Fll(t))
B 1— 1— nt —Pat 2 1— 1 nt — Pat nt 1— nt at at
( ¢1)(1 (fat bat) Qo () ( )(17¢¢M Pat) @ Qoo(t) o1 ( i@f )P Qn()
+ ¢1(1 ¢nt ¢at) Qll( )
$1)92
oy = Y™ e Qo(1) 0
| 1| + 010 Q10(t)
2
P Qut)
i + (1 = ¢1)0ar Qo1 (1) |
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Now, by a second order Taylor expansion of M(’(L, £ ) — M(Fp, ¢) around the true values

(Fo, @) gives,

M(@Z) é) - M(F07 ¢>
V) T
ént(Yv(J)) - (bnt nt(Yr(])) - (bnt
1 fat(YV(j)) - ¢at f ( ) s
=322 | YelVi)) = FolY)) | VY) [ oY) = Feo¥i) | +Op(n7%),
T e (Yig)) — Fre (Vi) Unt(Yi)) — Fae(Y(p)
Var(Yiy) — Far(Y(j) Yar(Y(5) (
since the gradient of M((8, x) at the point (Fp, ¢) is zero (by arguments similar to the proof of

Lemma 1). Then from (46)

unt<Y(j)> - ¢nt ' \
gat(y(j)) — Qat
V. vn o
M., (¢, §) — M, (Fy, @) = 17| 7{’00(3/(3)) _FCO(Y(J')) Z"(Y(j))
T a(Y) = Fre(Yig))
\ bat (V) — Fur(Yi5)) )
5nt(y(j)) — Ot ' unt(Y(j)) Pnt
1 n y gat(Y(j)) - ¢at y gat(y(j)) - ¢at
ot 2 | YY) — FulYp) | Val¥o) | 9eo(¥p) = FuolYip) | +Op(n72), (50)
T e (Yig) — Fue(Yiy)) Une(Y(y)) — Fue(Y())
Y (Vi) — Fu(Y(5) Y (Ys) — Fur(Y(5)

Similarly, replacing (£, v) by (¢, Fy) —n~2 V' Z, = (p, #) (by Lemma 10 below), in (50),
where Z,, = (Z,(Y{;)))jer. and V,, = diag(V,(Y{;)))er., gives

. 11 : ) B
M,(7, p) = M.(Fy, $) = —5 - > Z.(Yy) Va(Yiy)  Za(Yi) + Op(n2),  (51)
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since |1 | > jen, IT(Y()|I5 = Op(1/n). This implies, subtracting (51) from (50) gives,

M, (4, &) — M, (. p)
EnlY) = A (Vi) ) En(Yi) = But(Y(5)
. £ar (V) = Par(Y(3) EalYin) = Pu(Y(p)
SENA leco(if(j)) —T0(Yy) | Va(Yip) djco(Y(j)) — 7o(Yi) | +0p(n72). (52)
T YY) = Fur (Vi) Dt (Vi) — (Vi)
Yar(Yip) = Tur (Vi) Dat(Yip)) — Fur (Vi)

Now, since M, (1, £) — ML,,(#, 3) > 0 and supjcr, || — V(Y(j)) 'lls = Op(n) (seen from
Lemma 10 below), the result in (45) follows.* O

Lemma 10. Fort € (0,1),

pnt(t) Ont
Par(t) — ¢at
V. (1) Z(t) = Vn | Feo(t) — Fuo(t) |
Tt () — Fru(t)
Tat(t) = Fa(t)

where T = (Teo, Tut, Tar) IS defined in (43) and p = (pui, Par) is defined in (44).
Proof. Recall V,,(t) from (49) and —V,, that has four sub-matrices A(t), B(t), B(t)" and C(t).

Then, the inverse matrix —V,~*(¢) can be computed as:

o AW —AOBIC)
" —Ct)'B(t)TA*(t) Ct)" '+ Ct)'B@t)"A*(t)B(t)C(t)*
where A*(t) = (A(t) — B(t)C(t)"'B(t)*)~!. Also, the multiplication —V,,(t)Z,(t) can be

represented by,

vz :< A(1)(Za(t) = BOCW) " Za(1)) )
! C(t) ™ Zna(t) = C(O) 7 B()" A" (1) (Zm (t) — B(H)C(£) ™" Zna(1))
Then, the proof can be completed by direct multiplication. U

*For a symmetric matrix A, denote by || A||~ the maximum eigenvalue of A.

32



The proof Proposition 2 can now be completed by arguments similar to the proof of Proposi-

tion 1. We outline the steps below, omitting the details:

— To begin with define, T = (Teo, Tut, Tat ) as follows:

7o=arg _min Y (% (Yy) — 0(Y(;)% (53)

0P ([0,1]k) el

where s € {co,nt,at}. Then as in Proposition 1, it can shown that

|ZH\/_{T FY) [ = op(n79).

J€Ix

Also, we can define p = (P, par) by using truncation (pyy, fe¢) With the interval [0, 1].

Specifically,
0 if fne(t) <0 0 if pai(t) <0
Prt(t) = § Pre(t) 0> pue(t) <1, Par(t) = § Par(t) if 0> fos(t) < 1-
1 if pe(t) > 1 1 if pa(t) > 1

Then, we have

LSO A {60V — O = op(nh).

j€lx

This implies M, (7, p) — Mn(qﬁ,é) < M, (%, p) — M, (7, p) = OP(n_g).

| x|

— Then as in the proof of Lemma 6 in Section B.3, we can have

Hf{ (Vi) - (V) }

2 1
‘ = op(n=1).

2

Similarly, we have

1 - . 2 1
77 2 [vi{eo - a0} |, = ortn )
" el
which completes the proof of Proposition 2.
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E Proof of Theorems 2 and 3

E.1 Proof of Theorem 2

In this section we derive the asymptotic distribution of the binomial likelihood ratio statistic. The

binomial likelihood ratio test statistic is defined as

T,=2 < max ly pz(6,x) — max gY,DZ(07X)) ;

0V xEp+ 0V 1 0,xEP+

Denote

(é7 X) = argMaXgey, yep, €Y7D|Z<07 X)7 (1&7 é) = argMaXgey, ; xep, gY,D|Z(07 X)? (54)

~

where 0(t) = (00 (), (), 0 (1), 0,(t)) and () = (Deo(t), Upe(t), e (t)). Furthermore,
we denote

) (1 — )%nt(t) — )A(at( )) CO( ) + Xnt( ) (t)
Ooo(t) = 1= ul®) )

A

Oor(t) = Oar(t),  O10(t) = Ony(t),
( Xnt( ) Xat(t))éca(t) + )%at(t)éat(t)

O (t) = R |
Doo(t) = (1= &ult) — §at(t))zpco(t) + gnt(t)wnt(t>’
1- gat@)

7&01(?5) = &at(t)a ”@10@) = '@nt(t)a

dar(t) = L= En®) = Eal®)beolt) + Eurt)bult)
1 — &ui(t)

We also define 7,4(¢) for 2,d € {0,1} based on ¥ = (7.0, Tnt, 7at) and p = (Put, Pat) s
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follows:

7u'0[)(t) = Foo(t) —

1¢ COO(t) {(Fo(t) _ Fl (t)) . Tat(t)El (t)d—ie—t’l“nt(t)Eg(t)}

1— at
Tat(t)Er () 4 re(t) Eo(t) }
det

(1) = Fn(0) = -Cor(t) {(Fo(t) CF) -

at

Fio(t) = Fio(t) + icw(t) {(Fo(t) ) - Tat(t)E1(t)d—ie—tmt(t)Eg(t) }

rat(O) B () + 7 (8) En(t)
det } ©3)

7v'11 (t) — Fll(t) +

1 _1¢at Cu(t) {(Fo(t) —F(t) —

We now have the following lemma, which shows that, under the null, the restricted (i.e., z@zd)

and unrestricted (i.e., §,,) maximum binomial likelihood estimators are asymptotically close to

the estimators 7.4 and F .4 respectively.

Lemma 11. Under the null Hy, the following holds:

e 2 (Va0 - Fulv)} = orl). (56)

J€lk 2,de{0,1}

and

ﬁ Y {\/ﬁ (@Zd(Y(j)) - *zd(YU))) }2 = op(1). (57)

J€lx 2,de{0,1}

Proof. The result in (56) can be shown by arguments similar to the proof Lemma of 6. Recall that

Lemma 6 shows that \I_l,.€| D el 2o de{01} {\/ﬁ(de(Y(j)) — de(Y(j))}Q = op(1), where F is
the maximum binomial likelihood estimate of F', the vector of true distribution functions, when
the proportion of the compliance classes are estimated by maximizing the binomial likelihood
function. On the other hand, 0 is the maximum binomial likelihood estimate of F', when the
proportion of the compliance classes are estimated by the plug-in estimates. Nevertheless, the
proof of Lemma 6 can be repeated verbatim to show (56).

The result in (57) follows from Proposition 2 and the definition of {%zd}z,de{m}. O

Using this lemma leading term of the asymptotic expansion of the binomial likelihood ratio

test can be derived as follows:
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Lemma 12. Let {7.4}. acf0,1} be as defined above. Then the binomial likelihood ratio test statistic

satisfies

(2a(Yy) = Faa(Yip))?
ZI: Ldez{;l} {de(Y( (1 —F. (Y(j)))} 9

(pat( ) (bat) +n (pnt( ) ¢nt>

> + 1 (59)
¢at( ¢at> ' d)nt(l - ¢nt> OP( )

_|_

Proof. Recall that the definitions of (6, x) and (¢, €) from (54). Then, the binomial likelihood

ratio test can be rewritten as,

T, =2 fY D|z( (0,x) —ly D|Z 1/;,@)

2 .
! (Yo)lba) = TaVipliea) § +4 S0 TuViplte) = To(Viplo)

je€l {z, d}G{O 1} se{nt,at}

L]

(60)

where

~ N, _ A _ A
T.a(Y()|0:a) = nd {de(Y(j)) log 0.4(Y(;)) + (1 — F.a(Y(5))) log(1 — 9zd(Y(j>))}
o N, _ o _ o
T.a(Y(j)|thza) IWd {de(Y(j)) log ¥.a(Y(j)) + (1 — F.a(Y(;))) log(1 — wzd(Y(j)))} :
and for s € {nt, at},
nt(Y03)) 108 Xat (Vi) + (1 = Gt (Yi5))) log (1 — Xt (

o)}
(V) 108 Rt (Yi)) + (1= Gau(¥iy)) o8(1 = % (Vi) }
)}
)}

¢

Tt (Yp) [ Xnt) =
Tat(Y(j) [Xat) =
Tut(Yip L) =
Tat(y(j) |€at> =

nt(Yj )loggnt(yj ) + (1 - Cbnt(Y(J )) log gnt Y(J

¢at( ) log gat(yv(] ) (1 - gbat(yv(j )) lOg 1 - gat

¢

r—"\r—"\r—’h\r—’h\
¢

S|83|33|83]3

Recall the definition of the (negative) binary entropy function I (x) = zlog x+(1—x) log(1—
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x). Then, note that

Naa )+ 0.4(Y,p) = 1—0.4(Y)
— (V) log = (1= Foa(Yip)) log ——
n { D FaYy) v 1= F.a(Y()

= R, (61)

where

_na (Baa(Y) —de(Y(j)))Q{ Fa(Yy) 1= Faa(Yy) }
n 4 (waa(Yp))? (1= waa(Yp))? )

A

and w.q(Y(5) € [Foa(Y() A 0a(Y()), 02a(Y() V Fla(Yi))-
Note thatw.a(Y(5)) 2 Faa(Y(pnw1))Abza(Yine))) and Fza(Y(y) < Faa(Y(mma—r))). Therefore,

F.a(Y(in(-r)

p— ~ = O 1 ?
(wzd(}/(j)))2 de(Yv(nn)) A QZd(YV(n“» P( )

IN

since de(qu])) LN H;il(/ﬁ),de(Y(Wl,nm) ~ H_(1—k) using Observation 3, and lezd(qu]))
F.a(Y(ms1))| = 0p(1) by Lemma 11. Similarly,
1 - deo/(j))
(1 — waa(Y(y))?

— 0p(1).

Therefore,

STIRY < 0p(1) Y 10.a(Yy) — Fua(Yi)

jEIN jeln

)Y [F.a(Yy) — 0.4(Yi) 1P = op(1), (62)

Jj€lx

by (56). Therefore, by (61),

1 > Y Ta(Yy6) — I(F-a(Y(y)) = op(1/n). (63)

| | {z,d}€{0,1} j€lx
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Similarly, by a second order Taylor approximation,

~

LY ) = I(Faftiy)) = 222 L L) = P

1
2 Vi) (1 FaalYiy)

+ w9, (64)

where

and wzd(y(j)) € [Fza(Y(y) /\@Dzd( 1) $=a(Yij) V Fa(Y(5))]. Now, as in (62),

Y <op(1 |] | D 1Y) = Fea(Yip)
JEI J€lx
F.a(Yy) — vea(Yip) P
|f |Z . ’
T ZI — 7.a(Y) P + Op(1 T Z [a(Yij) = Fa(Yih)
| ‘]Efn ’ ’JEIK
1 2
< Op(TL 2) + OP m <Z ’wzd Yv(j - Tzd(Yv(J))’ )
J€lk
= op(1/n),

(65)
using sup, |F.q(t) — #.4(t)| = Op(1/y/n) for the first term, and Cauchy-Schwarz followed by
(57) in the second term.
Therefore, combing (64) with (65) above gives,
2n

oA Z ZTzd(Y(j)h/;)—I(de(Y(j)))

Bl {z,dye{0,1} j€l
2n

my Y {nzd 1 Galliy) - Foaltiy) +0P(1/n)}

{z,d}e{0,1} jEL.

Z an_iﬁd(y(j))—Rd(y(j)))2 +op(1), (66)

«l {z,d}e{0,1} jel« Fea(Yi)(1 = de(y(j)»




where the last step uses triangle inequality and (57)
Similarly, we can deduce

2
Y > T
J€lx se{nt,at}

1

:lm{Zm}(ﬁaf%))—uqsat)zW(pm( W) - %)}HP(U'

~ (Y5 &)

jel, qbat(l - ¢at) ¢nt(1 - ¢’I’Lt)
By combining this and (66) with (60), the proof can be completed

[
The proof of Theorem 2 can now be completed by simplifying the RHS of (59). The following

shows some steps for simplifying this equation. First, for each j, the sum Zz defo.1) Med { (2a(Y(5)) —F=a(Y(}))* }
can be simplified as

( (]))(1 de(Y(j>))

S { (V) = FralYip)) }

2,de{0,1} Fla(Y) (1 - F. (Y(j)>)
S na{V(a(Yy) -

Yij) } Q.qa(Yij) + op(1)
2,de{0.1}
_ n(bl(l — ¢1) _ _ Tat(D)En(t) + () Ea ()
2 {(Fow Fu(t))

det } +or(l)
¢1(1 — 1) — =

Ly 61(1— ¢1) ’
HW(FO(Y(J')> - Fl(Y(j)>)2 (det(Y(]‘))) (ant(l — ) (1 — ¢at)) +op(1)
and the other sum is

7o (pat( ) ¢at) oy (pnt( )
¢at(1 - ¢at)

(bnt)
¢nt ( 1— gbnt)

R ()

o1 —¢1) SR ()
—n 00 (Fo(Yi) — F1(Y)) (det(Y( ))

) 611 - 6) 61— BR(Yy) | #1—on) B3V
<¢nt<1 - ¢nt>¢at(1 - ¢at>) {(bat( ¢at) Q( ) - (bnt( ¢nt> Q( () ) } " P(l)
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Therefore, T, is

T,

T S S ) - P ? (g : 61(1—01) ,
N Z j (FO(Y(])) Fl(Y(]))) (det(}/(j))) (¢nt(1_¢nt)¢at(1_¢at))+ P(l)

_ 1
Z” ¢1(1 Fo(Yy) = F1Yo) 5o +op(1)
|[ | e Pnt (1 j)ln(l)d);)l + Q( )det(Y(j))

o 1 Nony
|‘[l"€| jele n

(Fo(Yyy) — Fu(Yy))?
y 1
QYY) + (1 — ¢1)Pne(1 — i) EE(Y(j)) + d10at(1 — dar) E3(Y(5))

Since this denominator of the last term is

QYY) + (1= ¢1)¢nt(1 — dnt) EF (Y(5)) + 160t (1 — dat) B3 (Y())

= ¢1(1 _ ¢“t) ¢1¢at }
- { QOO(Y(]')) + QOl(Y(j)) + ¢1¢at( ¢at) (Y(J )

(1=¢1)du , (1 =011 — dur) B B 20y
o { ot B2 (= oo — 0.0 BV}

= O1{(1 = bar) Foo(Y5)) + GarFor (Yi)) H1 — (1 — bar) Foo(Y(5)) — GarFor1(Yiy) }

+ (1= o) {(1 = dne) F1a(Yy) 4 OneFr0(Y()) H1 — (1 = dne) Fra (Y(y)) — dreF10(Y(5))}
= 01 F(Yy)(1 = F(Yy)) + (1= 01) F(Yy)(1 = F(Yy))
= F(Yy)(1 = F(Yy))

+op(1)

By substituting F'(Y{;)(1 — F'(Y{;))) in the denominator, we have

nont (Fo(Yy)) — F1(Y())?
W n F (Y<j))

T, =

If | & n) 1—H(Y))

. nony (FO() Fl(t)
or equivalently 0 /JK H(t)(1—H(t))
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where H(t) = (noFo(t) +ni F1(t))/n.

E.2 Proof of Theorem 3

In the definition of the simple version binomial likelihood, the function .J(F(t;), 6o (2;)) is maxi-

mized when 0y (t;) = Fo(t;). Therefore, (Fo, F'1) = arg maxg, g, ccp(po.1) Kif??le(e). Similarly,
when 0y = ¢, the simple version binomial likelihood is (1/m) > 7" nJ (H(t;),00(t;)), and the

maximum is attained at §, = H. This completes the proof of the first part. For the second part,

by using the fact that

etog () (1= aytog (122) = 00—y,

1—y 1—y)
the test statistic 75" with the knots ¢ = (Y(), ..., Y(,)) can be written as
p)?* (1Y) = HYp))?

simple _ l ino (_FO(Y(J‘)) - ﬁ_ I - l
C T L EY ) - B | HY) (1 - AY)

_mony [ Fy(t) — Fi(t)

Con S H()(1 - H(t)

completing the proof.

+ OP(l)

dH(t) + op(1),

F Proofs from Section 5

In this section we recall the well-known pool-adjacent violators algorithm (Barlow et al., 1972;

de Leeuw et al., 2009), elaborate on our proposed EM-PAVA algorithm, and prove Proposition 2.

F.1 The pool-adjacent-violators algorithm (PAVA)

The PAVA takes input a vector z = (uy, ..., u,) and an a weight vector w = (wy, ..., w,), and
returns another vector PAVA,,(u) = (44, . . ., @, ) such that
B 1 . Pppp— . 2
PAVA,,(u) = arg o in_ Zl w;(u; — v)*. (67)
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The weighted PAVA is as follows: To begin with set 4, = u, for all a € [n].

Step 1.

Step 2.

If 4; < 19, move to Step 2. Otherwise, 1 > 1o in which case the values are updated as
N . WUy + Wallo
Uy =Up ¢ ————,
wy + We
the weighted average of the original values of {u,us}. Then, move to Step 2. Note that
the first step does not update the points from the third to the last, that is, 4, = u,, for

a € [3,n].

For the a-th point, compare u, with 4,.1. If @, < 1,11, then @, remains the same and the

Walq +wa+laa+l
—a—e—atizatl “the

algorithm moves to the next point. If @, > U441, then 4, = Ugrq it

weighted average of {,, Us11}. Then new value is compared with 4, ;. If the required
monotonicity assumption is achieved, that is, 4,1 < 1,, then the algorithm moves to the
(a+ 1)-th point. Otherwise, ,_1 > 1, in which case 4, 1 = 4, = U,41 is updated by the
weighted average of {41, U4, Us41 }- This repeated until a sequence the partial sequence

Uy, ..., U, is non-decreasing. Then the algorithm moves to the (a + 1)-th point.

It is well known that the output PAVA,,(z) = (a1, 4o, ..., u,) of the above algorithm is

non-decreasing and is the solution for the optimization problem (67). For example, suppose
z=(3,2,1)and w = (1/3,1/3,1/3). Then PAVA updates wu in the following order,

(3,2,1) = (5/2,5/2,1) = (5/2,7/4,7/4) = (2,2,2).

For our experiments, we have used the pava function in the R package I so, which implements
weighted PAVA described.

F.2

Proofs from the expectation step of the EM-PAVA Algorithm

To begin recall the definition of EZZJS = {Z; = 2,5, = s|t;}. The complete-data binomial

log-likelihood can be re-written as follows:

g ZO.x1D) = 33 S S St (68)

i=1 j=1 2€{0,1} s€{co,nt,at}
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where 5n,i = (Z,L, Si, Di, Y;) and
S co(Dpisty) = K2 1 1og Xeolt;) + 1{Y; < 1, Koo, }log 02 (t5) + 1{Y; > tj,Fjjco}log(1 — 0@,
S nt<5n is ]) = 1{Fzz];nt}10g Xnt(tj) +1{Y; < tj znt}log ent(tj) +1{Y; > twKu nt } log(1 — (tj

Serat(Dnistj) = H{E 2 o} og xat(t) + 1{Y; < £, K2 3y og bur(ty) + 1{Y; > 15, Kor o} log(1 — 8ar(1))).
We have
Qk(0, 10, X)) = Z Y Quulty), (69)
] 1 2€{0,1} s€{co,nt,at}

where, for z € {0,1}, Q. s(t;) = Eé(k)x(m (>or S.s(Yi,t;)|Dy). To compute (69), we need to
compute the following probabilities:

=
N2

uy) (t) =P 4 (Si=co| Zi=0,D; =0,Y; < t;)
u(t) =Py 4 (Si=co| Zi=1,Di=1,Y; <t;)
v () = Py b (Si = 0| Zi = 0,D; = 0,Y; > 1)
o () = Py, 5., (Si=co| Z;=1,D; = 1,Y; > t;).
Lemma 13. Ler u ( ) (4 i) k)( t;), v(()k) (t;) be as defined above. Then, for z € {0, 1},
Q:c0( n{ (t) + (1 = Faa(t;))0 (1)) og(1 = xoe(t5) — Xar(t5))

F.(t;)ul® (t;) log 08 (t;) + <1—Ezuj))vgk’(tj)log(l—9£z><tj)>}-

Similarly,
Qom(t;) =noo{ (Foo(t)(1 = ufl(3)) + (1 = Foo(t;)(1 = (1)) ) 1og xue(t5)
+ Foo(t;)(1 — ug”(t;)) log Oe(t;) + (1 — Foolt ><1—vé’“><t]~>>log<1—emuj))},
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and

Qurlt;) =nn{ (Fuan) (1 = uf () + (1 = Fua(t)(1 = (1)) ) log xar (1)

+ P () (1 = ui? () 1og Our(t5) + (1 = Fua(t;)(1 = 01 (¢;)) log(1 — eat<tj>>}.
Finally, Q1.u:(t;) = niolog xni(t;) + nioJ (F1o(t;), O0ne(t;)) and Qou(t;) = no1log xa(t;) +
norJ (Foi(t;), 0ui(t;)), where J(z,y) = zlogy + (1 — x) log(1 — y).

The proof of the above lemma is an easy consequence of Lemma 14 below. This completes
the proof of the expectation step of the EM algorithm, at the (m + 1)-th iteration.

Lemma 14. For every integer m > 1,

. 5(0)
(k) {ﬁ 2 jer, Xeo (k) (5 )} beo.y (1)

uy (t) = , 7
{ﬁ Zjelﬁ Xeo, (k) (t )} 0(0) ( )+ {ﬁ Zje[ﬁ Xnt, (k) (tj)} Ot (1) (t5)
. A(1
)4y = {ﬁ Zﬁh Xeo, (k) (tj)} 9((30)(1@) (t;)
Uq (j)_{ Z . ‘. é(l) ‘. 1 é N s
[I] £=j€lx XCO’(k)( i) Cov(k)( i)+ A Z icl, Xat, (k)( ) at,(k)( )
1 H(0)
o () = {m 2 jer, Xeow (£ )} (1 =00 ()
v v ) ~ A ’
{ﬁ 2jen Xeo (t‘j)} (1- Hig?(k) (8)) + {ﬁ >_jer, Xnt,(k) (tj>} (1 = O, (25))
! : 7
) (t;) = {m 2 jer, Xeo(k) (tj)} (1= 020 (1))
vy ()

{ﬁ Zjelﬁ Xeo, (k) (tj)} (1- ég)(k) (t;)) + {ﬁ Zje]m Xat,(k) (tj)} (1- éat,(k) )
)

where Xco k) (t;) = 1 — Xat, (k) (t5) = Xnt,(k) (£)-

Proof. Throughout the proof, we denote P = Py for notational simplicity.

k) X (k)
To begin with, note that

U(()k)(tj) =P(Si=co|Z; =0,D; =0,Y; <t;)
]P](SZ = Co, Zl = O, DZ = 07Y; < tj)

= — . (70
P(Sl:CO,Z,L:O,Dl:O,Y;Stj)—l-P(SZ:nt,Zl:O,Dl:O,Y;Stj) ( )
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Now,
]P)(SZ = Co, Zz = 0, Dz == O,}/z S t])
P(Z; = 0, D; = 0)
1 > o .
i Xco, k (t )
— - A|IN‘ J€lx 1( K/ _ P(K S t] | S,L = co, Zz _ 0)
] 2jet, Xeo)(t5) + 177 2jer, Xt (£5)
ﬁ Z]EIN )A(co,(k:) (t]) é(o)
17 Lier, Xeow (t) + 17 Ljer, Xt (8) "

(t;)- (71)

Moreover,
P(S;=co,Z;=0,D;=0,Y; < t;) +P(S; =nt, Z;,=0,D;, =0,Y; <t;)
P(Z;=0,D; =0)
=PY; <t;|Si=co0,Z;=0,D; =0)-P(S; =co| Z; =0,D; =0)
+P(Y; <t;|S;=nt,Z;=0,D;=0)-P(S; =nt| Z; =0,D; =0)

= ﬁ Zjelﬁ )A(co,(k) (tj) é(o)

1 St Reotw) () + i S, Kot 1)
T 2jer, Xnt (b (t)

] et Xeow(t5) + 1y e, Xt o (t)

(k) (t) (72)

Ot i) (L5)- (73)

+

Substituting (71) and (72) in (70) the identity for ugk) (t;) follows. The other identities can be

proved similarly. [
F.3 Proofs from the maximization step of the EM-PAVA Algorithm
In the maximization step, unrestricted maximizers of the expectation are defined as

(Ok+1), X(k11)) = arg 96137%(>é¢ Qr(0, x10(k): X))

where 6s41) (£) = (8154 1) (1): Ot 1) (£), 6404 1) () Bat, 1y (1)) @0d X1y (6) = (Kt 041) (£), X 6r41) (1)

co,
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Lemma 15. Let u(k)( t), ugk) (t5), v(()k) (t5), v(()k) (tj) be as in Lemma 14. Then

5O, (t) = Foo(t)uy (t;)
by Foo(ty)ud (t;) + (1 — Foolt;))ol (¢5)
Ot (e41) () = noo Foo(t;) (1 — ug” (1)) + maoFro(t;)
T e Foo(t5)(1 = u (1)) + oo (1 — Foo(t3))(1 — v (7)) + nro.
A1) _ Futy)ul?(t;)
Pentiory 13) = Fut)u?(t;) + 1 = Fu()o(t;)
bt 1) (1) = P (t)(1 =17 (1)) + nouFou (L)
O i P (t) (1 — Y (5)) + (1 — Faa() (1 — 0P (8)) + ot
and
Xont, (k1) () = % {nooFoo( (L —ul () + noo(1 — Foolt;)) (1 — v§”(t)) + nlo}
Kaugern(t3) = = {rn +mn Fu(t)(1 = 6)) + (1= Fua ()1 - (1)}
Moreover,

X o1 (t) = (Xt o1 ()5 Xat, o1 (£5)) € o1 = [0,1]3.
i) X

That is, Xnt,(k+1)(tj)s Xat,(k+1)(t;) € [0, 1] and 0 < Xt (k1) (L) + Xat, b1y (25) < L.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 13, by solving the first-order conditions obtained by taking the
gradient of the Q. (60, x|9 , X(k)) With respect to 6(t;) and x(¢;), and equating it to zero.

To see, X (x+1)(t;) € [0,1]2, note that X, k+1)(t;) and Xae,k+1)(t;) are obtained by maxi-
mizing with respect to a, b a function of the form zlog(a) + ylog(j) + zlog(l — a — b), for
some non-negative quantities x,y, z. Clearly, this is maximized when a = z/(z + y + z2),
b=y/(x+y+ z), which satisfy the requited constraints: a,b € [0,1]and0 <a+b<1. [

To ensure the monotonicity constraint we apply the PAVA with the following weights to the
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vector é(k+1), which is computed in the above lemma:

O ki () = nooFoo(t)ul” (t;) + noo (1 = Foo(t)))v" (1)),
1—ug? () + noo(1 — Foolt;))
1—u?(t,)) + (1 — Fuu(ty))
(74)

This completes the description of the EM-PAVA algorithm. Proposition 2, which is proved below,
shows that this procedure indeed maximizes ),,(60, x|é(k), X(k)) over the restricted parameter

space ¥, X ..

Proof of Proposition 2. A collection of f1, fo,..., f, : R — R is said to be nice with respect to

a given weight vector w = (wy, ws, . . ., w,) if the following hold:

— there exists @ = (fs,...,0,) such that f,, = arg max ZZ:[L fs(0) can be represented as

the weighted average of (6;, ..., 0,), that is,

b ~

_ 0.

0 Zs:a wS 7 v a S b,
ZS:(Z ws

- le’:a f+(0) is strictly increasing when 6 < 6, and is strictly decreasing when 6 > 0.

We will use the following well-known result about maximizing the sum of nice functions

under the monotonicity constraint.

Lemma 16. (Ma et al., 2015) Let fi, fo,..., fn : R — R be collection of functions, and z; =
arg max,cg fi(2). If this collection of functions is nice with respect to a given weight vector
w = (wy,ws, ..., w,), then

n

arg max fs(zs) = PAVA, (%1, ..., 2n),
21>-.-X2n —1

where the PAVA uses the weight vector w.
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Since X (k1) = X(k+1) € @+ (Lemma 15), it suffices to show that é(k+1) € 9, and it is the

restricted maximum. Note that the estimates

7(0 i A(1
08 i) (£ Ot 1) (), 000 1) (83) Ot 1) (1) € [0, 1],
for each j. Therefore, the PAVA estimates O(kﬂ) € 9,. Next, to apply Lemma 16 above, define

the following four functions f1;, f2;, f3;, f4;:
F15(015) = 100 Foo(t;)ul) 1og 015 + noo(1 — Foo(t;)ul log(1 — 61;)
F23(025) = {mooFon(t;) (1 = 1) + nioFro(t;) } 1og 02,
+ {noo(1 = Fuolt;)(1 = o) + mao(1 = Fro(t;)) } log(1 - 5,)
F31(035) = nyy Fry (8)ul Tog B5; + nay (1 — Fuy ()0 log (1 — ;)
f1j(045) = {nllfll(tj)(l —ul) + 7101701(%')} log 04
+{n = Fu(t;)(1 = i) + nou(1 = For(t)) | log(1 = 0y).

where 6; = 0% (t), 025 = Ont(t;),05; = 99)( t;) and 04; = 0,:(t;). Then, from (69) and Lemma
13, it follows that
4 m
1
s=1 j=1
where C'(x) is a function depending only of x. Therefore, maximizing Q (6, X|é(k), X(k)) 18
equivalent to maximizing 7", fs;(0s;) for each s. Now, for each s, it is easy to see that the
functions f,;(fs;), for j, satisfy the condition in Lemma 16 with weights as in (74), and, hence

the proof of Proposition 2 follows.

G Additional Simulation Results

G.1 Size of the different tests as the sample size varies

In this subsection, we empirically compute the estimated sizes of 7T}, (asymp.), T5"P'¢ (asymp.)
and T for different values of sample size n. In particular, we use n = (500, 1000, 1500, 2000, 3000, 4000).
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Table 3: Size for various n values
(Hnts tat) n T, Tiimp ' Tks
(—1,1) 500 0.0391 0.0498 0.0395
1000 0.0410 0.0476 0.0475
1500 0.0423 0.0483 0.0447
2000 0.0436 0.0488 0.0519
3000 0.0484 0.0530 0.0518
4000 0.0487 0.0517 0.0498

(—2,2) 500 0.0270 0.0512 0.0406
1000 0.0285 0.0472 0.0460
1500 0.0319 0.0515 0.0475
2000 0.0341 0.0504 0.0504
3000 0.0341 0.0512 0.0470
4000 0.0364 0.0516 0.0524

As in Section 5.2 of the main manuscript, we considered two settings (far, close) for the distribu-

tions F,,; and F,,

close : FO = FD ~ N(0,1), F~N(-1,1) and F, ~ N(1,1)

co

far: F9 = FV ~ N(0,1), Fu ~ N(=2,1) and F, ~ N(2,1).

Table 3 shows the estimated sizes for the two settings from 10,000 Monte Carlo simulations.
The column of 7}, in Table 3 shows that the estimated size approaches to the nominal level 0.05
as n increases. When (1, itar) = (—1,1), the speed of the convergence is faster, than when
(fnts flat) = (—2,2). For the same set of n values, it seems like the other tests, 757 and T,

have their sizes close to 0.05 over all n values, and even for small n values, the sizes are near 0.5.

49



G.2 Power of the different tests

In this subsection, we compute the estimated power for different tests, including the bootstrap
version of the (full) binomial likelihood ratio test 7;,,. We conducted 1000 Monte Carlo simu-
lations, and for each simulation B = 1000 bootstrapped samples were used. For n = 300 and
(Peos Prt, Pat) = (1/3,1/3,1/3), we first consider the following setting:

Situation 1 : F\9 ~ N(0,1), FV ~ N(0,3),  Fu ~ N(tns, 1), Far ~ N(fta, 1).

The results are given in Table 4, which shows that 7;, (boot.) has the best performance over-
all. Interestingly, as the difference between F),; and F,; increases, the estimated powers for the
BLRTs decreases. Figure 1 shows the true distribution functions of Fy(t) and Fj(t). Note that
as the difference between p,,; and 1, increases, the difference of the two distributions is more
concentrated at the center, which leads to increasing power for 7 ¢ and decreasing power for the

BLRTs. The same pattern was discussed in the main manuscript, as well.

Table 4: Power when variances are different (Situation 1)
(Mntv Nat) Tn (asymp) Tn (bOOt.) Tﬁimple TKS

0, 0) 0.754 0.767 0.749 0.244
(-1, 1) 0.761 0.784 0.754 0.324
(-2,2) 0.668 0.732 0.614 0.383
(-3,3) 0.393 0.493 0.359 0.338

Next, we consider examples with non-normal distributions. In particular, we consider the

following two cases:

Fy ~ pl - 1(t=0)+ (1-pl)) - Exp(pd),
Situation 2: o~ pé})) At =0)+ (1 - p((;,)) : EXP(HS)),

Fo o~ pu- 1t =0)+ (1 —pue) - Exp(pine),

Fou ~  pa-1(t=0)+ (1 — par) - Exp(ttar)
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Figure 1: Comparison of Fy(t) and F;(t) for different pairs of (finy, flat)-

F ~ pld - 1(t=0)+ (1 - p) - lognor(ufy, 1),
(1) (1) (1) (1)
~ Do - 1(T=0 — peo ) - lognor( o, 1),
Situation 3: p ( )+ pes ) - lognor(p )
Foo ~  ppe-1(t =0) + (1 — pue) - lognor(piy, 1),
Fat ~ Pat * l(t - 0) + (]- - pat) : lognor(,uat’ 1)7

where F' ~ lognor(u, 1) means log F' ~ N(u, 1). Note that in both the situations the we have
semi-continuous outcomes, that is, a mixture with a continuous component (Exponential or Log-
normal) and a discrete component (a point mass at zero with a positive probability).

Table 5 shows the estimated powers in the above two cases for n = 300. Again, 7}, (boot.)
overall has the highest power. As before, we see that when i, and p,,; are distant, 7, can get

© and pg})) are far from each other,

lower power than Txg. However, even in this case, when pe,
T,, can be more powerful than T g. The difference in the proportion of zeros implies that the

distributional difference is in the left tail, and, as a result, the BLRTSs can detect such differences
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Table 5: Power for non-normal distributions (Situations 2 and 3)

O, 088 s par) (1D, 1S pints prar) T (asymp.) Ty, (boot)  Ta™'® Ty

Situation 2 (0,0, 0, 0) (1,2, 1,2) 0.379 0.424 0.385 0317
(0,0, 0, 0) (1,2, 0.1, 10) 0.194 0.298 0.171  0.229
(0.1,0.2,0.1,0.1) (1,2,0.1, 10) 0.128 0.165 0.104 0.143
(0.1,0.3,0.1,0.1) (1,2,0.1, 10) 0.232 0.289 0.200 0.156
Situation 3 (0,0,0,0) (-0.5,0.5,-1, 1) 0.658 0.718 0.635 0.601
(0,0, 0, 0) (-0.5,0.5, -2, 2) 0.461 0.557 0.401 0.516
(0.1,0.2,0.1,0.1) (-0.5,0.5,-2,2) 0.245 0.312 0.182 0.293
(0.1,0.3,0.1,0.1) (-0.5,0.5,-2,2) 0.311 0.355 0247 0.218
effectively.
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