arXiv.math/0511427v1 [math.ST] 17 Nov 2005

LARRY GOLDSTEIN — YOSEF RINOTT

A Permutation Test For Matching and its
Asymptotic Distribution *

SUMMARY -

We consider a permutation method for testing whether obsiens given in their natural pairing
exhibit an unusual level of similarity in situations whemy&awo observations may be similar at
some unknown baseline level. Under a null hypotheses where is no distinguished pairing of
the observations, a normal approximation with explicitidsiand rates is presented for determining
approximate critical test levels.
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1 Introduction

The work in this paper was motivated by examples such as tlosviog.

Example 1. Schiffman et. al (1978), with statistical assistance by ohthe
authors, studied the influence of a doctor’s prior probabilities tfedises on di-
agnosis. Statistical thinking, which can be formalized ay8sian terms, suggests
that given a set of symptoms, a doctor’s diagnosis or ransfipgpssible diagnoses
should be influenced not only by the symptoms, but also by ifeade prevalence
at the time of diagnosis. Doctors’ information on prevakentay come, for exam-
ple, from textbooks, articles, and personal experience gdal of the study was
to verify the influence opersonalprior information or opinion on disease preva-
lence (henceforth referred to as “personal prior”) on dasismand help determine
whether doctors need to be better educated to take preeaietacaccount, or if
providing them with information on prevalence at the timel@ignosis is useful.

In this study each doctor in a sample produced first a rankingf the preva-
lence, or of the probability of various diseases from a giN&n such a ranking
represents the doctor’s personal prior. A compatible na¢dicenario was then
presented to all doctors, and each one of them produced eddisky of possible
diagnoses from the same given list. Rank correlations mtweandy for each
doctor were then computed. To test the hypotheses that ardopersonal prior
does not influence his diagnostic rankings, a null hypotheseero correlation be-
tween each doctor’s andy is not appropriate. Even with no such influence, one
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would expect that pairs of rankings would have some nonzaselme correlation
due to the influence of other factors like common medical Kedge. The null hy-
pothesis of interest that there is no influence of personat [ complex since the
baseline correlation is unknown. The presence of an unkrmaseline correlation
raises the question of how high the within-doctor rank datrens need to be to
reject the null hypothesis and assert the claim that ther&lisence of personal
prior on diagnostic rankings.

Correlations are used here as a measure of similarity batwatked lists.
Henceforth we will talk about similarity in general, and thgproach applies to
any measure of similarity or proximity defined on the samplece.

The main focus of this paper is on examples of the followingdki

Example 2. This example is somewhat artificial, but it is simpler and clan-
ify the issue; it will also help in explaining the example ttfi@lows it which is
rather similar. Consider an instructor who wants to knowutients are copying
from their neighbors in a class where students take an exata sdated in pairs.
Given a measure of similarity between exams, we expect amgxams to be simi-
lar even in the absence of copying. Common knowledge thatwadents hopefully
have would make their exams similar to a certain, unknowmesedr herefore, we
want to test if the similarity between seated pairs is unu@lige to copying) rel-
ative to some unknown baseline similarity. This exampleifferknt from the
first in that here a similarity score can be computed for anygfaexamsx ;;X 5,
whereas in the first example the correlations of interestlarse betweex and
Y.

Example 3. Situations similar to Example 2 arise naturally in envir@amtal
and medical studies, where subjects in a given study graumatched (paired) by
certain common background of interest, such as having livite same neighbor-
hood during a given period, having certain common medicadlitmns or having
certain variables in common (e.g., gender, age, weight). ela order to assess
the influence of the background in question on a given setrtdicemedical con-
ditions (denoted b ; for subjecti), one should test whether matched pairs are
more similar than unmatched ones relative to the medicaliion being studied.
The baseline similarity between unmatched pairs is agaimawn, but a certain
degree of similarity must certainly exist due to commondexthat all subject in
the particular study might have. More specifically, suppeséhave an even num-
bern of subjects and those indexed by 1 and2iform the matched pairs for
i= 1;:::;n=2, and letx ; measure subjecits medical condition. Our goal is to
test whether alk ,; ; andx ;, which arise from the matched pairs, exhibit more
similarity thenx ; andx 5 from unmatched pairs.



A related testing problem arises in the design of studieshwmvg matching of
subjects that are similar by some background criteria iemwota reduce variability
in other variables of interest. The matching process ofégires a great effort.
The question of whether it achieves its purpose in produeirtggher level of
similarity in the variables of interest than would be ackw\at random, can be
tested as described in this paper.

Example 1 is a specific instance of a problem of the followipget Con-

in a space so that a proximity functianx ;Y ) is defined. This function may
sometimes be obtained as a decreasing function of somecmdtivever, for the
rankings of Example 1, the rank correlation is a relevankipndy function not
derived from a metric. We want to test whether the naturalinmpiof x ; to v;
exhibits a significantly higher level of proximity or similty than an unknown
baseline level. The null hypotheses that the level of prayimr similarity in the
natural pairing is the same as the baseline level can be fatealas the hypothesis
that the observationsx 1;Y 1));:::; X n;Y ))]lare identically distributed for
all 2 s,, the permutation group af elements. Conditioning on the observed
fe;; = cX i;Y4)g, a permutation test which compares the value of

Xn
U = S (1)

=1

for the special permutation = id (the identity), against critical values of the
distribution ofU when is uniform overs, (the distribution assigning equal
probabilities to every element #1,), can be used to test the null hypothesis.
The permutation distribution af for uniform overs, was studied in nu-
merous other statistical contexts. For a seminal referesteh contains both the-
ory and applications see Wald and Wolfowitz (1944). Moreerga@rticles which
in turn contain further references include the following.cbnnection with linear
rank statistics, Ho and Chen (1978) and Bolthausen (198#pated bounds on
the rate of convergence to normality. Bickel and van Zwe78)%jive more back-
ground and results on linear rank statistics for two-sarppdblems, including an
Edgeworth expansion for a special case[df (1). Diaconish@raand Holmes
(1999) discuss similar statistics and also some subsetsrofytations related to
tests for independence. Kolchin and Chistyakov (1973)udis¢he permutation
distribution for the subset of permutations with one cycRelow we discuss a
rather different subset of permutations, in which the nunabeycles is maximal.
For general theory on permutation tests see, e.g, Pes@@i)and references



therein. Related work on normal approximations can be a¢éséobnd in Stein
(1986), whose ideas and methods have strongly influenceddusther authors.
We will give a brief indication of some basic ideas of Steimsthod.

In this paper we focus on situations as described in Exangpbesd 3 where
all pairings can be compared. We consider the following &aork. Given an

values in a space so that a proximity functiox ;;X ;) is defined, we want to
test whether the special pairing Bf;; ; with X ,; exhibits a significantly higher
level of similarity than an unknown baseline level. The riypotheses that the
similarity level of the special pairing is the same as the=bas level is here for-
mulated as the hypothesis that the varialigs;;x ));i< (@) ]are identically

distributed forall 2 , where

a=f 28,: %?=id; @6 i forall ig:

The condition 2 = id reflects the fact that if is paired withj then 7 is paired
with i, and the condition (i) € ithe fact that naican be paired with itself. The
special pairing which we suspect may show a high similagtel corresponds to
the permutation- 2, specified by the conditions 21 1) = 2iand (~)? = id.
Conditioning on the set of value;; = cX ;;X 5)gwe consider the permutation
test which compares the value of at the special permutation = ~ against
critical values of the distribution af when is uniform over .

The proposed two tests discussed above appear similar, lasthntests the
observed similarity related to a special permutation isgared to critical values
computed against a null distribution induced by the unifaistribution over a
space of relevant permutations. For the first test that sigagg and the special
permutation is the identity (which match&s; with v;), and for the second test
the space of permutations is, and the special permutation is(which matches
X »; 1 With X ;). We henceforth discuss only the second case and study tiimeipe
tation distribution relative to ,,. The methods used here apply to the permutation
distribution over the whole of , mutatis mutandis.

For the null hypothesis to be true it is sufficient that #hés are exchangeable,
but the null hypothesis is complex and does not specify theiblition ofu nor
the baseline similarity. In the absence of a null distritatithe above permutation
test seems very natural.

We shall provide a normal approximation to the permutati@tribution of
U of @) including bounds, rates, and explicit constants ideorto determine
approximate critical values for the permutation test.



Henceforth we suppress the dependence ofn (@) on . Furthermore, for
valuesg;; with gi; = 0, we set
xo xo xo 1
i+ = 9ij; G+ 3= 9ij;  Gr+ = gi5; and G = P
=1 =1 ij=1
Note that the terms; ;, ande ); always appear together in the sumand we

may therefore assume without loss of generality #iat es;. The diagonal terms
e;; never entey and we take them to be 0. Given such a collection of numbers

€15, define

i6 5

. iy S+ 5 S+ +
du= B @2 w2 T @mha2
1 . .
0 i= 73:

)

Bounds to the normal approximation for the permutatiorrithigstion of U are
contained in the following theorem. For convenience we rasswithout further

commentthah 10.
Theorem 1 LetU be given byl{ll), be uniform over , and

U EU
W =p— =maxPy; daF and = supP W w) Ww)F
Var U ) wW2R

where is the standard normal distribution function. Then

EU=¢e,=00 1);

1
Var@) = (—@ o 2) e?_k'l' le++ 2 e§+A i (3)
ik=1 & =1

and there exist constants ; ¢, such that

v
u n n —
u X X C 3n5—2
1=2 2
anE £ dgi=( df)ier B — o
i=1 i=1 i3=1 713

P

If, for example, the constantg; are bounded thenis bounded and ;& =

0 m?), so in view of [6), the bound above decays at the rate oftvar==? =

n 2. Below a somewhat crude calculation gives the upper boufids o
86;02 243.



2 Proof of Theorem 1

We compute the mean and variancetofn Section 211, and establish the upper
bound on the normal approximation in Section 2.2.

2.1 Mean and Varianceof U

. P . .
To compute the mean and variancetof=  I_, e; (;, where is chosen uni-
formly from ., we have the following Lemma.

Lemmal Letgs; satisfyg:;; = 0and set

9y O 16

f5 = 0 i=
Then with
xXn
V= i @)
=1
we have
xXn
Eg; o= gr andtherefore EV = S
=1
and
0 1
1 a X , X N
Varv)= — @ pen s o2, .
A T T ) g Sl
Fijg¥F 2 ¥idgF 2

Proof: Since (i) can be anyj ¢ iwith probability1I=n 1), we have

Eg T * gij = ! i+ = Jir ;
i@ - T 4 iy — i+ = Yit s
i Jg6 1 7 n 1
and so
Xn
Varv) = Var fi @
=1
xn X
= Ef o+ E@E ol )
=1 FijigF 2
1 X 5 X
= o1 fis+ B ofy ¢):
FijigF 2 FiigF 2



Now note that the probability is=n 1) that @ = 3, and therefore
that () = 4 If @ 6 3 theni;j; @); () are all distinct, and given any
ifi; 3;k;1gj= 4the probability that () = kand () = lisl=[n 1)@® 3)]
We therefore have

X 1 X 5 1 X
I £ wf 9= B w Da 3

) ficfq: (4)
¥i3g3F 2 ¥i3g3F 2 ¥Ei3kilgs 4

i@

The first equality below follows by summing overg f£i;5;kg, and using
f55= 0Oandf;; = 0, and the second in a similar way by summing oy@r £i;kg;

X X
facfsn = fae ( £51  £3x)
JEikigF 4 jfiﬁ'él;kgj= 3
= i (it fix)
FikgF 2
X
= fj_kfkj.+ flzk
¥ikg¥ 2

The formula for Varv ) now follows by collecting terms.
Writing for the moment; andU.. for the values ofy based ond;; ande;

respectively, we have
S+

Ud=Ue l:

In order to see the above relation betweepandu,, sum [2) overiwith i 6 4,
and use symmetry to yield,. 5 = e;,, and obtain

di=ey3 B+ eprF@m 2) @O les=0 2)+e+=0 2)=0;

so that
diw = di 3= dyy = 0 (%)
Since the distribution afi 4 is a simple translation of that far, we studyuy = U;
henceforth we suppress the
Applying Lemmall withg;; = dij, sincedi, = 0 we havef;; = d;; and
therefore

using alsadi; = dji,

Varg)= — &, (6)
n



In terms of the symmetric but otherwise arbitrary valegswhich may not
satisfy [3), the variance ifi}(3) is obtained by substitu{@jinto (8).

2.2 Normal Approximation Upper Bound

We apply the following theorem, which is a special case di@Lof Theorem 1.2
of Rinott and Rotar (1997), wher = 0, using (1.12). The latter is based on
Stein’s method (Stein 1986, pg 35), with an improvement err#ites under some
condition.

Theorem 2 Let @ ;W ) be exchangeable withw = 0andEw 2 = 1such
thatforo < < 1we have

EW )= (@ W: (7)
If
W w3 A (8)
for a constanta , then
= supP W W) W)3J
w2R r

12P 2 48+ pﬁ)pﬁ
— Varfe [W W2H g+ ——mM8M

9)
We briefly indicate the idea behind the proof of a theoremisftiype. This dis-
cussion can serve as some introduction to Stein’s methatiéanterested reader,
but it is not necessary for the rest of the paper.
First note that a random variabke has the standard normal distribution if and
only if
Ef°W )= Ew £ W ) (10)

holds for all continuous and piecewise continuously ddfgrable functions, for
which the expectations ifi{ILO) exist. This motivates théed#ntial equation[{12)
in the lemma below.

Set h = Eh @), wherez is standard normal, artdis a function for which
the expectation exists. Also, for a real valugdet th fjdenote the sup norm, that
iS, hj= sup, h x)3:The lemma below is elementary, though the bound&ih (13)
require some calculations.

Lemma 2 Leth be a bounded piecewise continuously differentiable rehled
function. The function
Z w
fw)=e"?  h&  hlk* (11)



solves the (first order linear) differential equation

%) wf@)=hw) h; (12)
and
@ HH 2z B & FH 2hE © ¥ 25’ (19)

Now, exchangeability ofw ;w ) and [T) directly imply

EfW  W)E® ) £0 )l

EfW £fW )g= >

Together with[(IR) this implies

Ef@W W)EW ) £01 )l

Eh@ ) h=Ef'W ) 5

(14)

The first term in the Taylor expansion6fw ) £ @ )is W w oW ),
and the r.h.s. of{14) is bounded ByE £f£°0 )P W W )?Ig plus a re-
mainder term which we now ignore. By (7) we havew W )?=2 ;and[IB
b) and the Cauchy Schwarz inequality readily yield

P
Eff'W )R W W)l 2thyP VarfE [W W )2H Ig:

Using [I3), an approximation of an indicator function of & tiae by a smooth
h yields a term similar to the first term on the r.h.s. [df (9), aattulation of the
remainder in the above Taylor expansion yields the secoaabfain the precise
bound [®), a certain induction and further calculationsreeded.

We shall apply Theorel 2 ta = U=, but for convenience we first de-
scribe the coupling and compute the relevant quantitiegrimg ofu. Given a
permutation chosen uniformly from , construct the permutation in , by

choosingI;J distinct and uniformly, and imposing () = J (and therefore

J)=1I),and ( @)= () (andtherefore ( @)) = (IE;) and fixing
the va]!)ues of &)= &)fork 8 fI;J3; T); @)g Withu = ,d; 4, let
u = j_di )

To verify (@), first note that
U U = 2 dIJ + d @ @) (dI @) + dJ (J)) H (15)

where the factor 2 accounts for the symmetry= d;.

9



LettingC betheeventthat 6 (1), wehavey U)= U U)l. and
therefore
E(U U)P)=E(@ U)lcP):

For the first two terms in[{15), recalling, . = 0, and using that(t;J) is
independent of and equals any of them 1) pairs (i; 3) for whichi6 5,

1 X
E (@diglci) = —/—— diyl (36 @)
nhn l)jf..”2
iiigr 1
1 xXn X
e, % aet
=1 61
1
nn 1)

and similarly for the termd ;, (), as( (I); (J)) has the same distribution as
(T;J).
Now consider the third term on the right hand side1d (15):

1 X
E @ lcj)= ——— d; 9l (6 4)
( I (I)—-C J ) n (1’1 l) 1 (1) (j ( ))
¥ij9F 2
1 xn X 1 xn X
- - 4 g4 16 @)= —— d; 4 1
neo 1) i) o ] @) no 1) i (4)
=1 Jij6 i =1 J:JB£fL; (Dg
_ n 2 X 4 _n 2 Y
nn 1) PO ;1)
=

By symmetry the same is true for the tetdp ;.
Collecting terms and using @) F ( ), whereF X ) denotes the sigma
field generated by the random variatie we have

2 4
E(U Ujj) = m@‘l‘ 2(n 2))U— ;U.
Thus [T) holds with = 4=n.
Now we consider the first term in the bound in Theoldm 2; sihog )

E (),
VarfE [U Uy g VarfE [U  U)%5 o (16)

10



From [15),
E(U U)¥J) = 4 [Auw+d g o) 6 o+ds o)F3 (A7)

When we expand the square we get the following types of tetijrthe square
terms from the first group of parentheses, (ii) mixed termméx by taking one
term from the first group with one term from the second, (ii¢ tsquare terms
from the second group, (iv) mixed terms between values ifitsiegroup, and (v)
mixed terms between values in the second group.

(i) The value of the conditional expectation for the squagemt E@Z, 7 )
clearly does not depend on and therefore contributes a constant value which
does not affect the variance. The same is truefed® ;, ;,Jj ) because asr;J)
range over all possible distinct pairs with equal probab8o do ( ); @)).

(i) Terms such ag& drsd; ()] ), evaluate to zero. In this particular case take
expectation over first and usei;, = 0.

By tallying the contributions from terms (iii),(iv), and Xvwe conclude that,
up to an additive constant not depending onand therefore not affecting the
variance, [(1I7) equals

0 1

3 xXn ) X X

2
- dgt @ disd @ ¢ * d gdy o : (18)

n non 1) ’

1 Fiijor 2 Firjor 2

We may write[IB) a8 @; + A, + A3) where

1 X 1 X
A= & . ; A,= —— d;sd
1—; 1) 2= non 1 1Y% @ 9
=1 fijgF 2
1 X
and A3 = 7{‘1({‘1 l) dj_ (j_)dj (j):
¥ijgF 2

In view of (I8), we now need to compute the varianceaf (18hwdspect to a
uniform 2 . We have

Var@@,+ A, + A3)) 8 3Mar@)+ Var@,)+ Var@s)) :

To calculate Va 1), apply LemmdlL withy;; = &, to obtain

0 1

L @ X, £ A

on 5 £2 + £

nac 1)@ 3) ( ) = P

¥iidg3F2 ¥iidgF2

Var@a,) =

11



For the second term above, by Cauchy-Schwarz,

X S —x » % » X ,
j fj_j fjij fij fji = fj_j . (19)
JEidgF 2 ¥iid93F2 ¥iid93F2 ¥idgF 2

Collecting terms we conclude

Var@ ;)

forn 8.
We now turn to Vara ,). With

I=fI= Gik;L @; @) k); @) :i6 3k6 1L, 2 Lg;

it can be shown that whenis uniform over , the probability of a givert 2 T
satisfyingj= sis

1

P (I)= i s2 £2;4;6;89, where hk= 0 1)@ 3) @ s+ 1):
IS
ForI= (;3k;1;1%3%k% 1) 2 I setd; = dizdkidiogdcop. We then have
X X
Var ( diyd @ () diydiE @ @ 3d 0 o)
¥iid93F2 g3 2fk;gF 2
X 1 X 1 X
= ﬁ’l] dI = dI; (20)
1 - S2£2:4;618g ~ 121 (s)
whereT (s) are all thoser 2 I with = s.
Consider first the case of = 8. Sincedy, = 0, summing over®’ &
£i; 3; k; 1; 1% 3% we have
X X
dI = dl] dk ldinOdkOlO
21 8) I21I(8)
X X
= dj_j dkldiojodkolo . (21)

ELIk; L0530k 93 7 12 £1;5;%; 11%53%

Applying Cauchy Schwarz to each of the six terms in the innen,ghe absolute
value of the expression is bounded by
X
6 2)s dis;
FijgF 2

12



where
Mm)s=nn 1) nh s+ 1):

Fors 2 £2;4;6g apply Cauchy Schwarz to

X
di3dy 1d;040dy 010
1271 (s)
to obtain the bound X
n 2)s 2 dﬁj:
JidgF 2
Therefore
0 1
1 6 2 X n 2 X
Varﬁz) 2@ ( )5+ ( )SZA djl_j
nn 1)) nhk nls e
s2 £2;4;6g FijjgF 2
l X d‘}. .
n3 i3/
¥idgF 2

where the latter bound holds far 10 and follows by elementary calculations.
Although A ; anda , are not identically distributed, it is easy to see that the
variance ofa ; can be bounded in exactly the same manner.
We obtain from[(IB) and the above discussion that

X

17
VarfE (U U)’Plg @ 3y di: (22)
n i6 5
We now apply Theoref2t® = u=;w = U = . From [8) we conclude
that
2 X
Varg)= 2 = d;:
n
FisdgF 2
It follows from (22),
2 17X X
Varee [0 W)W kg - 1 : di *=( di;)?:(23)
n
FisdgF 2 FijgF 2

With



we haveys U3j 4 ,and hence

_ 1 o4
I W J -3 uj —

1 Pa
S 5 = A:
2
2 suger29y

Applying TheoreniP with thig., = 4=n and using expressiof{23), we have

S sz sz _
S z 243 *n>7?
1=2 LA 232 .
86n f dis *=( dij) g+ (P 2,52 :

e . o d2
FiigF 2 FiigF 2 Fii3gF 2 74
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