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Abstract

Consider bivariate observations (X1,Y7),..., (X, Y,) € R xR with unknown con-
ditional distributions @, of Y, given that X = z. The goal is to estimate these
distributions under the sole assumption that (), is isotonic in x with respect to like-
lihood ratio order. If the observations are identically distributed, a related goal is to
estimate the joint distribution £(X,Y’) under the sole assumption that it is totally
positive of order two in a certain sense. After reviewing and generalizing the concepts
of likelihood ratio order and total positivity of order two, an algorithm is developed
which estimates the unknown family of distributions (@), via empirical likelihood.
The benefit of the stronger regularization imposed by likelihood ratio order over the
usual stochastic order is evaluated in terms of estimation and predictive performances
on simulated as well as real data.
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1 Introduction

Consider a univariate regression setting with observations (X1,Y1), (X2,Y2), ..., (X5, Yn)
in X x R, where X is an arbitrary real set. We assume that conditional on X = (X;)I ,
the observations Yi,...,Y,, are independent with distributions £(Y; | X) = Qx,, where
the distributions @., x € X, are unknown. The goal is to estimate the latter under the
sole assumption that @, is isotonic in x in a certain sense. That means, if (X,Y") denotes
a generic observation, the larger (or smaller) the value of X, the larger (or smaller) Y
tends to be. An obvious notion of order would be the usual stochastic order, i.e. one
assumes that @, <st (Jz, whenever x; < xz9. This concept has been investigated and
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generalized by numerous authors, see Mosching and Diimbgen (2020), Henzi et al. (2019)
and the references cited therein. The latter paper illustrates the application of isotonic
distributional regression in weather forecasting, and Henzi et al. (2021) use it to analyse
the length of stay of patients in Swiss hospitals.

The present paper investigates a stronger notion of order, the so-called likelihood ratio
order. The usual definition is that for arbitrary points 1 < xo in X, the distributions
Qz, and @z, have densities g, and g,, with respect to some dominating measure such
that gz,/gz, is isotonic on the set {g,, + gz, > 0}, and this condition will be denoted
by Qz, <ir Qz,- At first glance, this looks like a rather strong assumption coming out
of thin air, but as argued later, it is a reasonable constraint. Note that likelihood ratio
ordering is familiar from discriminant analysis and mathematical statistics, see Karlin and
Rubin (1956), Lehmann and Rojo (1992). Suppose that (Q;)zcx satisfies the likelihood
order constraint above. If we observe Y ~ Q¢ with unknown random class label C in
X = {z1,z2} with 21 < x9, then the posterior probability P(C' = z5|Y’) is isotonic in
Y. If we observe Y ~ (Qy with unknown parameter § € X, then an optimal test of the
null hypothesis that 8 < 6, versus the alternative hypothesis that 6 > 6, rejects the
null hypothesis for large values of Y. Furthermore, likelihood ratio ordering is a frequent
assumption or implication of models in mathematical finance, see Beare and Moon (2015);
Jewitt (1991).

The notion of likelihood ratio order is reviewed thoroughly in Section 2, showing that
it defines a partial order on the set of all probability measures on the real line which
is preserved under weak convergence. That material generalizes definitions and results
in Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007) and is potentially of independent interest. It is also
explained that two distributions are likelihood ratio ordered if and only if the corresponding
receiving operator characteristic (ROC) is a concave curve, and this is related to convexity
of their ordinal dominance curve. The latter theory generalizes previous work, e.g. by
Westling et al. (2019). Finally, we explain the connection between likelihood ratio ordering
and total positivity of order two (TP2) of bivariate distributions.

Thus far, estimation of distributions under a likelihood ratio order constraint was
mainly limited to the two-population setting. First, Dykstra et al. (1995) estimated the
parameters of two multinomial distributions that are likelihood ratio ordered via a re-
stricted maximum likelihood approach. After reparametrization, they found that the
maximization problem at hand had reduced to a specific bioessay problem treated by
Robertson et al. (1988) and which makes use of the theory of isotonic regression. It is
then suggested that their approach generalizes well to any two distributions that are ab-
solutely continuous with respect to some dominating measure. Later, Carolan and Tebbs
(2005) focused on testing procedures for the equality of two continuous distribution func-
tions G1 and G versus the alternative hypothesis that G1 <j. G2. To this end, they made
use of the equivalence between likelihood ratio order and the convexity of the ordinal dom-
inance curve o — G2(G7'(a)), a € [0,1], which holds in case G is absolutely continuous
with respect to Gi. The convexity of the ordinal dominance curve was also exploited
by Westling et al. (2019) to provide nonparametric maximum likelihood estimators of G
and Go under likelihood ratio order for discrete, continuous, as well as mixed continuous-
discrete distributions. Their approach builds on the idea of Carolan and Tebbs (2005),
where estimators are produced from the greatest convex minorant of the empirical ordinal
dominance curve. However, this method still necessitates the restrictive assumption that
(5 is absolutely continuous with respect to G1. Other relevant references on the topic are
Yu et al. (2017), who treat the estimation problem with a maximum smoothed likelihood
approach — requiring the choice of a kernel and bandwidth parameters — as well as Roosen
and Hennessy (2004), who test for likelihood ratio ordering of two or more distributions



using a discretization of the space of outcomes.

Coming back to the regression setting described at the beginning, Section 3 introduces
an empirical likelihood approach (Owen, 1988, 2001) to estimate the family (Q,).ex for
arbitrary real sets X. It is shown that the problem of maximizing the (empirical) likelihood
under the likelihood ratio ordering constraint yields a finite-dimensional convex optimiza-
tion problem with linear inequality constraints. Assuming that the observations (Xj,Y;)
are independent copies of a generic random pair (X,Y’), the new estimation method may
also be interpreted as an empirical likelihood estimator of the joint distribution of (X,Y),
hypothesizing that the latter is TP2. Indeed, the latter problem is symmetric in X and Y,
and utilizing that symmetry in the computation turned out to be beneficial. To compute
the unique solution numerically, we devise an algorithm which adapts and extends ideas
from Jongbloed (1998) and Diimbgen et al. (2006) for the present, more complex setting.
It makes use of a quasi-Newton approach, and new search directions are obtained via mul-
tiple isotonic weighted least squares regression. At the end of Section 3, we also indicate
briefly an alternative estimator based on minimum Kolmogorov—Smirnov type distances.

In Section 4, a simulation study illustrates the benefits of the new estimation paradigm
compared to the usual stochastic order constraint.

Proofs and technical details are deferred to two appendices.

2 Likelihood ratio order and total positivity of order two

2.1 Likelihood ratio order

Let P and () be probability measures on R, equipped with its Borel o-field B.
Proposition 2.1. The following properties of (P, Q) are equivalent:
(i) There exist a o-finite measure p and densities f = dP/du, g = dQ/du such that

g/f s isotonic on {f + g > 0}.
(ii) There exist a o-finite measure p and densities f = dP/du, g = dQ/du such that

fg(x) < f(x)g(y) whenever z <y.

(iii) For arbitrary sets A, B € B such that A < B (element-wise),

(iv) For all intervals A = (z,y] and B = (y,z| withz < y < z,
P(B)Q(A) < P(A)Q(B).

The proof of this proposition provides some additional equivalent properties. Now we
state the definition of likelihood ratio order on distributions.

Definition 2.2 (Likelihood ratio order). We say that P is smaller than @) with respect
to likelihood ratio order, and we write P <j. @, if it satisfies any, and hence each, of the
properties (i-iv) in Proposition 2.1.

Remark 2.3. Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007) restrict their attention to probability
measures which are either discrete or dominated by Lebesgue measure. Their definition

of likelihood ratio order corresponds to properties (i-ii) with p being counting measure or
Lebesgue measure on the real line.



Remark 2.4 (Weak convergence). An important aspect of Proposition 2.1 is that prop-
erties (iii-iv) do not involve an explicit dominating measure or explicit densities of P and
Q. With an approximation argument, one can show that property (iv) follows from
(iv’) For all intervals A = (z,y] and B = (y, z] with boundary points z < y < z in a dense
subset D of R,

P(B)Q(A) < P(A)Q(B).

In particular, if (P,), and (Qn), are sequences of distributions on R converging weakly
to P and @, respectively, and if P, <j. @, for all n, then P <;, @ as well. This follows
from (iv’) with D being the set of all z € R such that P({z}) = 0= Q({z}).

Remark 2.5 (Usual stochastic order). Recall that the distribution P is smaller than
() with respect to the usual stochastic order, and we write P <g Q, if P((—oo,x]) >
Q((—oo, x]) for all z € R. The likelihood ratio order is stronger than the usual stochastic
order in the sense that P <g @ if P <j, Q. This follows immediately from property (iii)
applied to A := (—oo,z| and B := (x,00) for arbitrary z € R, because P(B)Q(A) =
Q(A) — P(A)Q(A) and P(A)Q(B) = P(A) — P(A)Q(A).

The reverse statement is false in general, but the likelihood ratio order of two distri-
butions is tightly connected to stochastic order of domain-conditional distributions.

Lemma 2.6. The following three properties of P and () are equivalent:
(j) P <ir Q
(ii) P(-|C) <;y Q(-|C) for all C' € B such that P(C),Q(C) > 0.
(iii) P(-|C) <4 Q(-|C) for all C' € B such that P(C),Q(C) > 0.
(iv) P(-|(z,z]) <« Q(-|(z,2]) for arbitrary = < z such that P((z, z]), Q((x, z]) > 0.
The next result shows that the relation <j, defines indeed a partial order on the space
of arbitrary probability measures on the real line.
Lemma 2.7. For arbitrary probability measures P, () and R on R,
e P <, P (reflexivity);
e P <y, @ and Q <), P implies that P = ) (antisymmetry);
o P <y @ and Q <y R implies that P <j; R (transitivity).
Another interesting aspect of the likelihood ratio order is its connection with the
receiver operating characteristic (ROC) of the pair (P, @), that means, the set

ROC(P,Q) := {(P(H),Q(H)):H € H}
with H denoting the set of left-bounded half-lines augmented by () and R,
H = {(z,00): 2 € R}U{[z,00) : z € R} U{0,R}.
Note that the family H is totally ordered by inclusion. With the distribution functions F
of P and G of (), one may also write
ROC(P, Q)
= {(1-F(2),1-G(z)) :x € [~o0, 0]} U{(1 = F(z—),1 —= G(z—)) : x € R},

where F/(—00), G(—00) := 0 and F(00), G(o0) := 1. Thus we take the freedom to refer to
ROC(P, Q) as the ROC curve of P and @, imagining a (possibly non-continuous) curve
within the unit square [0, 1] x [0, 1], connecting the points (1,1) and (0, 0).

Obviously, the ROC curve is isotonic in the sense that if (a1,b1), (a2, b2) € ROC(P,Q),
then (a1, b1) < (ag,bs) or (ai,b1) > (az,be) component-wise. By means of Proposition 2.1,

one can easily show that likelihood ratio order is equivalent to concavity of the ROC curve
in the following sense.
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Figure 1: ROC curves for two pairs (P, Q).

Corollary 2.8. Two distributions P and @ satisfy P <j, @ if and only if ROC(P, Q) is
concave in the following sense: If (ag,bo), (a1,b1) and (ag,bs) are three different points in
ROC(P, Q) with ap < a1 < ag and by < by < be, then

b1 —bo S by — by

ar—ay  ag—ap

An object related to the ROC curve of P and @ is the ordinal dominance curve
HF,G : [07 1] - [07 1]7
Hrg(a) = G’(F_l(oz)),

where
F(a) = min{z € [~00,00] : F(z) > a}.

The next result has been shown by Lehmann and Rojo (1992) in the special case of Q < P
and F, G being continuous and strictly increasing. Westling et al. (2019) proved the same
result under the assumption that @ < P with a density d@/dP which is continuous on
the support of P.

Corollary 2.9. Suppose that Q < P. Then P <y, Q if and only if the ordinal dominance
curve Hp ¢ is convex on the image of F, i.e. the set Im(F) := {F(z) : —oo < = < oo}.

Remark 2.10. The assumption that () < P is essential in Corollary 2.9. For instance,
if P = (8o + 61)/2 with 6, Dirac measure at  and @ = Unif(0,1), then Hrc(0) =
Hp(1/2) =0 and Hp (1) = 1. In consequence, the ordinal dominance curve restricted
to Im(F') = {0,1/2,1} is convex, but P is not smaller than () with respect to likelihood
ratio order since ROC(P, Q) = {(0,0),(1,1)} U{(1/2,u) : 0 < u < 1} is not concave.

Example 2.11. Let P = N(1,1) and @ = N(1.5,6). Here logdQ/dP(z) is strictly
convex in x € R with limit co as |z| — oo, whence neither P <), @ nor Q <), P. The
left panel of Figure 1 shows the corresponding ROC curve ROC(P, @) which is obviously
not concave. Now let us replace these Gaussian distributions with gamma distributions,
P = Gamma(aq, f1) and Q = Gamma(ag, 32), where Gamma(c, ) denotes the gamma
distribution with shape parameter o > 0 and scale parameter 5 > 0. One can easily
show that log dQ/dP(x) is strictly increasing in > 0 if oy < g, 1 < 2 and (a1, f1) #
(a2, B2). The right panel of Figure 1 shows the concave ROC curve for (a1, 51) = (1,1)
and (ag, f2) = (1.5,2), i.e. the first and second moments of P and @ coincide with those
of the Gaussian distributions considered before.



2.2 Bivariate distributions and order constraints

Throughout this and the next subsection we consider a pair (X,Y") of real-valued random
variables and investigate order constraints on the conditional distributions of Y, given
certain conditions on X. The range of the random variable X is defined as the set

X = {zeR:P(X <2),P(X >z)>0}.

One can easily verify that X is the smallest real interval such that P(X € X) = 1.

It is well-known from measure theory that the conditional distribution of Y, given X,
may be described by a stochastic kernel. That means, there exists a mapping K : Rx B —
[0, 1] with the following properties:

e For any fixed z € R, K(z,-) is a probability measure on B.
e For any fixed B € B, K(-, B) is measurable on R.

e For arbitrary A, B € B,

P(X € A,Y € B) = E(1a(X)K(X, B)).

The following two theorems clarify under which conditions on the distribution of (X,Y),
the conditional distributions K (x,-) are isotonic in = with respect to stochastic order or
likelihood ratio order. Interestingly, the proof is constructive, that means, the stochastic
kernel is constructed explicitly.

Theorem 2.12 (Stochastic order). The following three conditions are equivalent:

(i) For arbitrary Borel sets Ay, Ay with A1 < As and real numbers y,

P(X € A1,Y >y)P(X € A3) < P(X € 4))P(X € A3, Y > y). (2.1)
(ii) For arbitrary real numbers zo < x1 < x9 and y, (2.1) holds true with A; = (xg, x1]
and As = (1, x2].

(iii) The stochastic kernel K may be constructed such that for arbitrary xi,zo € X with
T1 < T2,
K(xla ) SSt K(':UQa )

Theorem 2.13 (Likelihood ratio order). The following three conditions are equivalent:

(i) For arbitrary Borel sets Ay, As, B1, Bs with A; < As and By < B,

]P(X S Al,Y S BQ)P(X S AQ,Y S Bl) (22)
< ]P)(X S Al,Y S Bl)]P)(X S AQ,Y S Bg)

(ii) For arbitrary real numbers xg < x1 < w9 and yg < y1 < y2, (2.2) holds true with
Ay = (0, 21], A2 = (21, 22] and By = (yo, 1], B2 = (y1, yal-

(iii) The stochastic kernel K may be constructed such that for arbitrary xi,zo € X with
r1 < x9,
K(fCl, ) <ir K(w% )



Remark 2.14. Condition (i) in Theorems 2.12 and 2.13 is equivalent to the following
statement about conditional distributions: Let A, Ao be arbitrary Borel sets such that
Ap < Ay and P(X € A;),P(X € Az) > 0. Then,

LY |X € A) <4 LY |X € Ay) (Theorem 2.12),
LY|XeA) <y LY|X € Az) (Theorem 2.13).

Condition (ii) in Theorems 2.12 and 2.13 may be re-interpreted analogously.

Remark 2.15 (Weak convergence). With an approximation argument, one can show
that condition (ii) in Theorems 2.12 and 2.13 may be weakened further by restricting the
points g < 1 < w2 and ¥y, Yo < y1 < y2 to a dense subset D of R. Specifically, if D
denotes the set of all z € R such that P(X = z) = 0 = P(Y = z), then we obtain the
following closedness property: If ((Xn,Yn))n is a sequence of random pairs converging
in distribution to (X,Y’), and if for each n, the pair (X,,Y, ) satisfies the conditions in
Theorem 2.12 or 2.13, then the limit (X,Y") satisfies these conditions, too.

2.3 Total positivity of order two

Theorem 2.13 hints at a connection between likelihood ratio ordering and total positivity.
A good starting point for the latter concept is the monograph of Karlin (1968). Recall
that a function h : R x R — R is called totally positive of order two (TP2) if for arbitrary
real numbers z1 < z2 and y; < Y9,

h(zg, y1)h(21,y2) < h(w1,y1)h(x2, ya). (2.3)

Thus, conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 2.13 may be interpreted as a distributional notion
of total positivity of order two.

Definition 2.16 (Total positivity of order two of bivariate distributions). A probability
distribution R on R x R is called totally positive or order two (TP2) if for arbitrary Borel
sets A1 < Ay and By < Bs,

R(AQ X Bl)R(Al X Bg) < R(Al X Bl)R(AQ X Bg).

Suppose that the distribution of (X,Y’) has a density h with respect to a product
measure 4 ® v on R X R, where p and v are o-finite measures on R. If the function h
is TP2, then the distribution of (X,Y) is TP2. To verify this, one has to express the
probabilities in conditions (i) or (ii) of Theorem 2.13 as integrals of h with respect to
.

At first glance, one might think that a reverse statement is true with, say, 4 and v
being the marginal distributions of X and Y, respectively. But this is false. For instance,
let X be uniformly distributed on [0, 1], and let the conditional distribution of ¥ given X
be given by the kernel K with

Unif(0,1/3) if z < 1/3,
K(z,:) == 6, if 1/3 <x<2/3,
Unif(2/3,1) if z > 2/3.

Then condition (iii) of Theorem 2.13 is clearly satisfied, but the distribution of (X,Y") has
no density with respect to any product measure ¢ ® v. Theorem 2.18 below provides a
general statement, but let us start with a special case with a clean, positive answer which
follows immediately from Theorem 2.13:



Corollary 2.17. Suppose that (X,Y') has a discrete distribution with probability mass
function h, ie. h(z,y) = P(X = z,Y = y). Then the following two conditions are
equivalent:

(i) For arbitrary real numbers x1 < xo with P(X = 1), P(X = x2) > 0,

K(z1,-) <p K(xa,-).

(ii) The function h is TP2.

To formulate our general result about total positivity and likelihood ratio order, we
introduce a northwest and a southeast boundary for each = € R:

Spw(z) = min{y € [~00,00] : P(X < 2,V >y) =0},
Sse(z) = max{y € [~00,00] : P(X >,V <y)=0}.

One can easily verify that this defines two isotonic functions Spw,Sse : R — [—00, 00].
Moreover, on X', S,y > —00 and S, < 0.

Theorem 2.18. Suppose that the distribution of (X,Y’) is TP2. Let Q be the marginal
distribution of Y, and let

X, = {a: € X : Sw(z) < Sse(ac)}

Then the kernel K can be constructed such that it satisfies condition (iii) in Theorem 2.13
and has the following properties:

(a) If v € X,, then K(x,-) = dg(), where S : X, — R is an arbitrary isotonic function
such that Spy(x) < S(x) < See(x) for all x € X,.

(b) Ifx € X\ X, then K(x,-) has a bounded density h(z,-) with respect to ) such that
h(z,y) =0 ify < Sse(z) or y > Spw (). Moreover, h is TP2 on the set (X \ X,) X R,
that means, (2.3) holds true for arbitrary numbers z1 < xo in X \ X, and real
numbers y; < ya.

3 Estimation

3.1 Two versions of empirical likelihood modelling

With our observations (X;,Y;) € X xR, 1 <i <mn, let

{Xl,Xg,...,Xn} = {:L‘l,...,xg} and {Y:[,YQ,...,YH} = {yl,...,ym},

with 7 < -+ < xp and y; < -+ < Y. For an index pair (j, k) with 1 < j7 < ¢ and
1<k <m,let
wip = #{i:(X:,Ys) = (zj,u0) }-

That means, the empirical distribution Eemp of the observations (X;,Y;) can be written
as

~

Remp == n_l Z w]ké(xjvyk)
(4,k)eP



Estimating the conditional distributions @,. To estimate (Q,).ex under likelihood
ratio ordering, we first estimate (Qz;)1<j<¢. If that results in (Qz;)1<j<¢, we may define

@11 lffE <,§Cl7
Qe = S (1 =NQu; +AQuyy, fx=(1—Nzj+Azjp1, 1<j <l 0<A<],
@:E[ if x> xy.

This piecewise linear extension preserves isotonicity with respect to <, see Lemma B.1.
To estimate @Q,,...,Qs,, we restrict our attention to distributions with support
{y1,...,ym}. That means, we assume temporarily that for 1 < j </,

m
i Z qﬂk(syk
k=1

with weights gj1,...,¢jm > 0 summing to one. The empirical log-likelihood for the corre-
sponding matrix g = (g;x)jx € [0,1]™ equals

L m
raW Zzwjk IOg qjk- (31)
Jj=1k=1

Then the goal is to maximize this log-likelihood over all matrices g € [0, 1]**™ such that

m
d g =1 for1<j<d, (3.2)
k=1
iok1 Qjnks < QirkyQjsks for 1 < j1 <jo <land 1 < ky < kg <m. (3.3)
The latter constraints are equivalent to saying that Q; is isotonic in j € {1,..., ¢} with

respect to <j;.

Estimating the distribution of (X,Y). Suppose that the observations (X;,Y;) are
independent copies of a random pair (X,Y) with unknown TP2 distribution R on R x
R. An empirical likelihood approach to estimating R is to restrict one’s attention to

distributions
¢ m
= Z Z hjké(mj k)
=1 k=1

with fm weights hj, > 0 summing to one. The empirical log-likelihood of the correspond-
ing matrix h = (hji); i equals Lyay(h) with the function L.y defined in (3.1). But now
the goal is to maximize Lyay(h) over all matrices h € [0, 1]°*™ satisfying the constraints

{ m
DD ik = (3.4)

Jj=1k=1
and (3.3). Requirement (3.3) for h is equivalent to R being TP2. One can get rid of the
constraint (3.4) via a Lagrange trick and maximize
L(h) = Lraw(h) — nh++ +n

over all h satisfying (3.3), where hyy := 37> ) hjj. Indeed, if h is a matrix in [0, 00)txm
such that Lyay)(h) > —oo, then h := (hjx/hi);x satisfies (3.3) if and only if h does,
and

L(h) = Lraw(il) n(loghyy —hyy +1) < L(h) = Lraw(h)
with equality if and only if h = h, i.e. hyy = 1.



Equivalence of the two estimation problems. For any matrix a € R define the
rowW SUIS aj4 = » . aji and column sums a4y := Zj aji. If h is an arbitrary matrix in
[0, 00)**™ such that Lyay(h) > —o0, and if we write

hjk = Djqjk with D = hj+ and qjk ‘= hjk/hj+,

then h satisfies (3.3) if and only if ¢ does. Furthermore, g satisfies (3.2), and elementary
algebra shows that

l

L(h) = Lraw(q) + Y (w4 logp; —np; +wjs).
j=1

The unique maximizer p = (p;); of >_;(wjt logp; — np; +wj4) is the vector (wj4/n);,
and this implies the following facts:

e If h is a maximizer of L(h) under the constraints (3.3), then E]ur = wj/n for all
J, and Gji, := hji/h;y defines a maximizer q of L;aw(g) under the constraints (3.2)
and (3.3).

~

e If g is a maximizer of Lyaw(q) under the constraints (3.2) and (3.3), then hjj :=
(wj+/n)Gji, defines a maximizer h of L(h) under the constraints (3.3).

Calibration of rows and columns. The previous considerations motivate to find a
maximizer h € [0,00)*™ of L(h) under the constraint (3.3), even if the ultimate goal is
to estimate the conditional distributions @, x € X. They also indicate two simple ways
to improve a current candidate h for h. Let h be defined via

}Nljk = (wj+/n)hjk/hj+,

i.e. we rescale the rows of h such that the new row sums Bj+ coincide with the empirical
weights wj4 /n. Then

L(~ i(wﬁlog(

Jj=1

>+nh]+ 'lUj+) >0
hj+

with equality if and only if h = h. Similarly, one can improve h by rescaling its columns,
i.e. replacing h with h, where

lec = (Wyr/n)hjk/hepr-

3.2 Dimension reduction and reformulation

Dimension reduction. The minimization problem mentioned before involves a param-
eter h € [0,00)*™ under (g) (”2””) nonlinear inequality constraints. The parameter space
may be reduced as follows.

Lemma 3.1. Let P be the set of all index pairs (j, k) such that there exist indices
1<ji<j<jo<landl<k <k<ky<m with wjp,, wj, > 0.

(a) Ifh €[0,00)"™ satisfies (3.3) and L(h) > —oco, then hj; > 0 for all (j,k) € P.

(b) If such a matrix h is replaced with h := (L1 mer hjk)j,k’ then h satisfies (3.3), too,
and L(h) > L(h) with equality if and only if h = h.
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Figure 2: In this specific example, n > 8 raw observations yielded ¢ = 6 different values
xj and m = 7 different values y;,. The green dots represent those (j, k) with wj; > 0. The
green dots and black circles represent the set P.

All in all, we may restrict our attention to parameters h € (0,00)” satisfying (3.3),
where hj, =0 for (j, k) & P.

As to the set P, it consists of all pairs (j, k) such that the support of the empirical
distribution Remp contains a point (z;,, yx,) northwest and a point (z;,, yx, ) southeast of
(2, yx). By definition, an index pair (j, k) belongs to P if and only if m; < k < M;, where

m; = min{k : wjrg, > 0 for some j' > j},

M; = max{k: wjy > 0 for some j' < j}.
Note that m; < M; for all j, 1 =m; <--- <my, and M7 < --- < My = m. Analogously,
a pair (j, k) belongs to P if and only if ¢, < j < Ly, where

b = min{j s wjgr > 0 for some E > k:},
Ly = max{j twjgr > 0 for some K < k}

Here {p, < Ly forall k, 1 =401 < --- </fp,and L1 < --- < L, = £. Figure 2 illustrates
the definition of m;, Mj, ¢}, L), and P.

Reparametrization. If we replace a parameter h € (0,00)” with its component-wise
logarithm @ € R”, then property (3.3) is equivalent to

Hj1k1 + 0j2k2 — Gjle — ngkl > 0 whenever (jl, kg), (jg,]ﬂ) S P,jl < jQ,k‘l < k. (3.5)

An important property of the set P is that if (ja, k1), (j1,k2) € P for indices j1 < ja
and k1 < ko, then {j1,...,752} x {k1,...,k2} C P. This implies that property (3.5) is
equivalent to a smaller collection of constraints:

0j—1k—1+6k—0i—15—0jk—1 > 0 whenever (j —1,k),(j,k—1) € P. (3.6)
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Obviously, (3.6) follows from (3.5). On the other hand, it follows from (3.6) that for
(J1,k2), (J2, k1) € P with j1 < jo and k1 < k2,

J2
0j1k1 + 9j2k2 - Hjlkz - ]2k1 = § § _] 1,k—1t gj,k - ijl,k - ej,kfl) > 0,
j=j1+1k= k1+1

so (3.5) is satisfied as well. The set of all @ € R” satisfying (3.6) and thus (3.5) is a closed
convex cone and is denoted by ©.

Reformulated optimization problem. Now our goal is to minimize

£6) == > (—wjbjx + nexp(6;i)) (3.7)
(4,k)eP
over all 8 € ©.
Theorem 3.2. There exists a unique minimizer 0 of f (0) over all 8 € ©.

Uniqueness follows directly from f being strictly convex, but existence is less obvious,
unless wj;, > 0 for all (j, k). With 6 at hand, the corresponding solution h € [0, 00)X™ of
the original problem is given by

- {exp@k) if (j, k) € P,
hjk =

0 else.

3.3 An explicit algorithm

In the proof of Theorem 3.2 and from now on, we view R as a Euclidean space with inner
product (@, y) 1= >_; yep TjkYjk and the corresponding norm ||z := (x, x)'/2. For a dif-
ferentiable function f : R” — R, its gradient is defined as V f(x) := (8f(:c)/8xjk)(jyk)ep

Finding a new proposal, version 1. To determine whether a given parameter 8 € R”
is already optimal and, if not, to obtain a better one, we reparametrize the problem a
second time. Let 8 = T'(0) € ]RP be given by

~ ejmj if k= mgj,
O = ]
ij — 0j7k,1 if m; < k< Mj.

Then 8 = T-1(0) = (ZZ/_ ij/) ,» and f(0) is equal to

f(é) B Z M, ( wjk i éjk,+nexp( Z 93k’))
Jj=1 k=m; '=m;
M,
= ¢ J ( ]k;gjk _|_nexp( Z ij/>> with Wi 1= Z Wik
J=1 k=my; =m; k'=k



and the constraints (3.6) now read

(éj )jLiZ,: € Rfk_l_gﬁl whenever 2 < k<mand Ly_1 — ¥l +1> 2. (3.8)

Here R%l ={xeR?: 2, < - <ux4}. The set of @ € R” satisfying (3.8) is denoted by ©.
For given 6 and 0 = T(0), we approximate f (z) by the quadratic function

0z
& o fO)+(Vi@)2-8)+2 Y L @)@ -0
(4,k)er ~ ik
= const(8) + 27! Z 17jk:(9)(jjk;_:7jk(0))2

(4,k)eP

¢
= const(6) 427! Z Vjm; (0)(Tjm; — Vjm, (0))?
j=1

+ 2—12 Z j(0) (6 — 7j1(0))*

k=20, <j<Lp—1

with
~ M
N Of - -
9j1(0) = aéé’c(o) = n Y exp(fim),
jk k'=k
- G s a1 OF _ = oyl
Tik(0) 1= Ojk = jx(0) " —7—(6) = Tjk(0) + 0k (0) " wj, — 1.
ik

This quadratic function of & is easily minimized over © via a suitable variant of the
pool-adjacent-violators algorithm, and we obtain the proposal

UV(0) == T '(0.(0)) with 6.(0) := argmin Y 0;%(0)(E% — %r(6))>.
FASS) (j,k)EP

Interestingly, if @ is row-wise calibrated in the sense that nZ]ngmJ exp(f;r) = wj;y for
1 <j < ¢, then jm;(0) = 0j;,; and thus \115?7‘%(0) = Ojm, for 1 <j < L.

Finding a new proposal, version 2. Instead of reparametrizing @ € © in terms of its
values 6jy,,;, 1 < j </, and its increments within rows, one could reparametrize it in terms

of its values 0y, 1, 1 < k < m, and its increments within columns, leading to a proposal
veol(9). Here, \Ilgj},C (0) = by,1, for 1 < k < m, provided that € is column-wise calibrated.

Calibration. In terms of the log-parametrization with @ € O, the row-wise calibration
mentioned earlier means to replace 0;, with 0, — log(zglimj exp(fx)) + log(wj/n).
Analogously, replacing 65, with ij—log(Zf,’“:Ek exp(jr1,)) +log(wk/n) leads to a column-
wise calibrated parameter 8. Iterating these calibrations alternatingly, leads to a param-
eter which is (approximately) calibrated, row-wise as well as column-wise.

From new proposal to new parameter. Both functions ¥ = U™ ¥l have some
useful properties summarized in the next lemma.
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Lemma 3.3. The function V¥ is continuous on © with \11(5) =9. For6 €0 \ {5},

5(6) == (Vf(0),0—0(0)) > 0,

£(8) — £(8) < max(26(8),51(8)\/5(0)]16 - ])),

and

5(6)° )

max (f(@)—f((l—t)Oth\If(e))) > min(zfla(o),ﬁQ(e)”e_\P(e)”Q

te(0,1]

with continuous functions 31, 32 : © — (0, 00).

In view of this lemma, we want to replace 8 # 6 with (1 —t4)0 4+ t,¥(0) for some
suitable t, = t.(0) € [0, 1] such that f(0) really decreases. More specifically, with

polt) == F(0) — f((1—1)0 +1W(0)),
our goals are that for some constant x € (0, 1],

po(ts) > K max pg(t),
t€(0,1]
and in case of pg being (approximately) a quadratic function, ¢, should be (approximately)
equal to argmax,c(g 1) pe(t). For that, we proceed similarly as in Diimbgen et al. (2006).
We determine t, := 27" with n, the smallest integer such that pg(27"°) > 0. Then we
define a Hermite interpolation of pg:

po(t) == pe(0)t —cot® with ¢, :=1,"(pp(0) —t, pe(t,)) > O.

This new function is such that pg(t) = pg(t) for t = 0,t,, and pp(0) = pyp(0) > 0. Since
Pp(t) = pp(0) — 2tc,, the maximizer of pg over [0,1,] is given by

te = min(to, 27" pp(0)/co).

As shown in Lemma 1 of Diimbgen et al. (2006), this choice of ¢, fulfils the requirements
just stated, where k = 1/4.

Complete algorithms. A possible starting point for the algorithm is given by 0 .=
(— log(#P))(M)ep, but any other parameter 0 € © would work, too. Suppose we have
determined already 0, ... 8 such that f(8®) > ... > f(8). Let ¥(6®)) be a new
proposal with ¥ = U™V or ¥ = ¥ and let 86T = (1 — ()0 + ¢y (0®)) with
tfks) = t, (0(5)) € [0,1] as described before. No matter which proposal function ¥ we are
using in each step, the resulting sequence (0(5)) s>0 will always converge to 0.

Theorem 3.4. Let (9(5))520 be the sequence just described. Then limg_, 0 = 9.

Our numerical experiments showed that a particularly efficient refinement is as follows:
Before computing a new proposal \II(B(S)), one should calibrate ) in the sense that it is
row-wise and column-wise calibrated. If s is even, we compute \I’YOW(G(S)) to determine the
next candidate ¢V, If s is odd, we compute \I/COI(B(S)) to obtain 8¢+, The algorithm
stops as soon as 0(6%)) = <Vf(0(5)),0(5) - \11(0(5))> is smaller than a prescribed small
threshold. Table 1 provides corresponding pseudo code.
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0 — 00
§ + o0
s+ 0
while § > J, do
6 «+ calibration of 0
if s is even, do
(,6) « (1 (8), (V£(6),0 — T (6)))
else
(1,8) < (W<91(0), (V£(8), 0 — weol(9)))
end if
p 0
while f(v) > f(0) do
(¥, p) < (271 (0 +9),27p)
end while
te <= min(1,27 '/ (' — f(0) + f(3)))
0+ (1—1t.)0 + t.9
s s+1
end while

Table 1: Pseudo code of our algorithm, returning an approximation 6 of 0.

3.4 An alternative minimum distance estimator

While the present paper is motivated by regression problems, nonparametric estimation
of a bivariate TP2 distribution is of independent interest. Maximum empirical likelihood is
one of several possible paradigms. If we assume that the observations (X1, Y1), ..., (Xn, Ys)
are a sample from an unknown TP2 distribution R, one could estimate R, by a TP2 dis-
tribution R minimizing | R — }A?empHK over all TP2 distributions R on R x R. Here }A%emp is
the empirical distribution of the sample, and ||o||x denotes the (bivariate version of the)
Kuiper norm of a finite signed measure o on R x R,

loflk == sup |o((a1,a2] x (b1, ba])].
a1<az,by<bz
Of course one could work with the Kolmogorov—Smirnov norm (i.e. a; = by = —o0), but
in view of Theorem 2.13, the Kuiper norm appears more natural here.

Lemma 3.5. A minimizer R of |R — ]/%empHK over all TP2 distributions R exists and
satisfies the inequality |R — Ry||k < 2||Remp — Rx||k-

This lemma shows that the minimum Kuiper distance estimator R exists and is auto-
matically y/n-consistent. The proof reveals that R may be taken to be a distribution on
a grid of at most (2n + 1)? points in R x R. Open questions are how the estimator can be
computed explicitly, and how it is related to the maximum empirical likelihood estimator.

4 Simulation study

In this section, we compare estimation and prediction performances of the likelihood ra-
tio order constrained estimator presented in this article with the estimator under usual
stochastic order obtained via isotonic distributional regression. The latter estimator was
mentioned briefly in the introduction. It is extensively discussed in Henzi et al. (2019)
and Mosching and Diimbgen (2020).
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Figure 3: Conditional Gamma density with shape a(x) := 2 + (x + 1) and scale b(z) :=
1 —1/exp(10x) for = in the interval X := [1,4].

A Gamma model. We choose a parametric family of distributions from which we draw
observations. We will then use these data to provide distribution estimates which we
then compare with the truth. The specific model we have in mind is a family (Q)zex of
Gamma distributions with densities

b(x)—a(a;‘) a(x)—lex _ "
@) " p(—y/b(z)),

with respect to Lebesgue measure on (0,00), with some shape function a : X — (0, 00)
and scale function b : X — (0,00). Then @, is isotonic in x € X with respect to likelihood
ratio ordering if and only if both functions a and b are isotonic. Recall that since the
family is increasing in likelihood ratio order, it is also increasing with respect to the usual
stochastic order. Figure 3 shows the true conditional density for the specific parameters
a and b selected for this study.

Iz (y) =

Sampling method. Let ¢, € {50,1000} be a predefined number and let
3
X, =1+ 7 {1,2,...,4,} C X := [1,4].

For a given sample size n € N, the sample (X1,Y7), (X2, Y2),...,(X,,Y,) is obtained as
follows: Draw X1, Xs, ..., X, uniformly from X, and sample independently each Y} from
@ x,.. This yields unique covariates 1 < - - - < xy as well as unique responses y1 < - -+ < Y,
for some 1 < /¢, m < n.

For each such sample, we compute estimators of (Qy, )gzl under likelihood ratio or-
dering constraint, as well as the usual stochastic ordering constraint. Using linear in-
terpolation, we complete both families of estimates with covariates originally in {z; }5:1
to families of estimates with covariates in the full set X,, see Lemma B.1. We therefore
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obtain estimates (@x)xe%o and (éw)xexo under likelihood ratio order and usual stochas-
tic order constraint, respectively. The corresponding families of cumulative distribution
functions are written (@z)zexo and (Cv?x)mexo, whereas the truth is denoted by (Gy)zex,-
Although the performance of the empirical distribution is worse than those of the two
order constrained estimators, it is still useful to study its behaviour, for instance to better
understand boundary effects. The family of empirical cumulative distribution functions

will be written (@x)xexo-

A simple score. To assess the ability of each estimator to retrieve the truth, we produce
Monte-Carlo estimates of the mean of the score

R.(G'.G) = / G (y) — Ga(w)] dQuly),

for each estimator G’ € {@, G, @} and for each x € X,. The integral in the above
expression is computed numerically. We also compute Monte-Carlo mean and selected
quantiles of the relative change in score

R.(G,G) — R.(G, G)

100 - =
R.(G,G)

The results of the simulations are displayed in Figure 4. A first observation is that
the performance of all three estimators decreases towards the boundary points of X, and
this effect is more pronounced for the two order constrained estimators. This is a known
phenomenon from shape constrained inference. However, in the interior of X, taking the
stochastic ordering into account pays off.

The second column of plots in Figure 4 shows the relative change in score when esti-
mating the family of distributions with a likelihood ratio ordering constraint instead of the
usual stochastic order constraint. It is observed that the improvement in score becomes
larger and occurs on a wider sub-interval of X as ¢, and n increase. Only towards the
boundary, the usual stochastic order seems to have better performance.

Theoretical predictive performances. Using the same Gamma model, we evaluate
predictive performances of both estimators using the continuous ranked probability score

CRPS(G.,y) := / (G(2) = 1py<a)” da.

The CRPS is a sctrictly proper scoring rule which allows for comparisons of probabilistic
forecasts, see Gneiting and Raftery (2007) and Jordan et al. (2019). It can be seen as an
extension of the mean absolute error for probabilistic forecasts. The CRPS is therefore
interpreted in the same unit of measurement as the true distribution or data.

Because the true underlying distribution is known in the present simulation setting,
the expected CRPS score is given by

S (G, G) = /CRPS( ") dQ.(y)
- b(x)
- Glys) = Gal2)) dz 4 ot
jgo /[y.ivyj+l)( ’ ) B(1/2,a(x))
where yp 1= —00, Ym41 := +00, B(:,-) is the beta function, and the latter integrals are

computed via numerical integration. Consequently, we compute Monte-Carlo estimates of
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Figure 4: Monte Carlo simulations to evaluate estimation performances with a simple
score. Left column: Simple scores with G being either G (solid line), G (dashed line) or
G (dotted line). Right column: Relative change of the score when enforcing a likelihood
ratio ordering constraint over the usual stochastic ordering constraint. The thicker line is
the mean variation, whereas the thin lines are the 25 and 75%-quantiles. Negative values

represent an improvement in score.
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an improvement in score.
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weight variable.

the mean of each score Sw(@, G), Sz((v?, G) and S, (@, G), as well as estimates of the mean
and selected quantiles of the relative change in score when choosing G over G.

Figure 5 outlines the results of the simulations. Similar boundary effects as for the
simple score are observed. On the interior of X, the usual stochastic order improves the
naive empirical estimator, and the likelihood ratio order yields the best results.

In terms of relative change in score, it appears that imposing a likelihood ratio order
constraint to estimate the family of distributions yields an average score reduction of about
2% in comparison with the usual stochastic order estimator for a sample of n = 50. For
n = 1000, this improvement occurs on a wider subinterval of X and more frequently, as
shown by the 75% mark.

Note further that the expected CRPS increases on the interior of X. This is due to the
fact that the CRPS has the same unit of measurement as the response variable. Since the
scale of the response characterized by b increases with x, then so does the corresponding
score.

Empirical predictive performances We use the weight for age dataset already stud-
ied in M6sching and Diimbgen (2020). It comprises the age and weight of n := 16 344 girls
with an age in X := [2,16] years old, of which we present a subsample in Figure 6. The
dataset was publicly released as part of the National Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey conducted in the US between 1963 and 1991 (data available from www.cdc.gov)
and was analyzed by Kuczmarski et al. (2002) with parametric models to produce smooth
quantile curves.

Although the likelihood ratio order constraint is much harder to justify than the very
natural stochastic order constraint, we are interested in the effect of a stronger regular-
ization imposed by the former constraint.

The forecast evaluation is performed using a leave-niain-out cross-validation scheme.
More precisely, we choose random subsets Diyain Of ntrain Observations which we use to train
our estimators. Using the rest of the niest := 1 — Ngrain data pairs in Diest, we evaluate
predictive performances by computing the sample mean and selected sample quantiles of
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Figure 7: Monte Carlo simulations to evaluate prediction performances using an empirical
CRPS score. Left column: empirical CRPS scores with G’ being either G (solid line), G
(dashed line) or G (dotted line). Right column: Relative change of the score when enforcing
a likelihood ratio order constraint over the usual stochastic order constraint. The thicker
line is the mean variation, whereas the thin lines are the 25 and 75%-quantiles. Negative
values represent an improvement in score.

S’\x(G’, Drest) for each estimator G’ € {é, é, @} and each x € X,, where

Z (X,Y)EDyest: X = CRPS (Gg;a Y)

S\I G/,D es =
( t t) #{(X7Y) € Diest : X = :L‘}

An estimate of the relative change in score is also computed.

Figure 7 shows the forecast evaluation results. As expected, the empirical CRPS
increases with age, since the spread of the weight increases with age. As to the relative
change in score, improvements of about 2% can be seen for niaim = 50 and of about 1%
for ngrain = 1000, on average. The region of X where the estimator under likelihood ratio
order constraint shows better predictive performances is the widest for the largest training
sample size. These results show the benefit of a stronger regularization.
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A Proofs and details for Section 2

A.1 Isotonic densities

For later purposes, we need a constructive version of the Radon-Nikodym theorem in a
special case.

Lemma A.1. Let y and v be finite measures on R such that v < u. Further, suppose
that

w((y, z)v((z,y]) < w((z,y))v((y,z]) for arbitrary real numbers z < y < z.  (A.1)

Then
f(z) = Sup(ax]; € [0,1] (with 0/0:=0)
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defines an isotonic density of v with respect to u. Moreover, if p((x,y]) = 0 for numbers
x <y, then f(z) = f(y). Further, if x € R satisfies u((a,z]) > 0 for all a < z, then

()
@ = B @a

In particular, f(z) = v({z})/u({z}) in case of u({x}) > 0.

Remark A.2. The density f constructed in Lemma A.1l is minimal in the sense that any
isotonic density f of v with respect to u satisfies f > f pointwise. For if f (z) > 0, then
for all a < z with p((a,z]) > 0,

w((a,2]) " v((a,2]) = p((a,2])™ fw) p(dw) < f(z).

(a,x]

A maximal isotonic density could be constructed analogously: First note that with a
simple approximation argument one can show that condition (A.1l) is equivalent to the
same condition with [z,y) and [y, z) in place of (x,y] and (y, z], respectively. Then one
could define the density at z by

(b))
s u((z,b))

Proof of Lemma A.1. Let v := v/u with 0/0 := 0. Then f(z) = sup,,7((a,z]).
Condition (A.1) is easily verified to be equivalent to

€ [0,1] (with 0/0:=1).

v((x,y]) < v((y,z]) whenever x <y < z and pu((y, z]) > 0. (A.2)

As to isotonicity of f, let x < y. If pu((x,y]) = 0, then v((x,y]) = 0, too, whence
v((a,y]) =0 for z < a < y and y((a,y]) = v((a, z]) for a < x. Consequently,

fly) = sup v((a,y]) = sup v((a,2]) = f(x).

a<lzx a<x

On the other hand, if u((z,y]) > 0, then (A.2) implies that v((a,z]) < v((z,y]) < f(y)
for a < x, whence f(z) < y((z,y]) < f(y). This implies that

f@)p((z,y]) < v(zy]) < fy)u((z,y]) whenever z <y. (A.3)

If z € R is such that u((a,z]) > 0 for all @ < x, then it follows from (A.2) that for
a<ad <ux,

(@, z]) < ~((d,2]),

because y((a,a’]) < v((a’,z]). Hence, v((a,z]) is isotonic in a < x, and this implies the
representation of f(x) as hrna_m_ v((a,z]). In particular,

v({z}) = f(x)u({z}) forall z e R, (A.4)

because this equation is trivial in case of u({z}) = 0.
Now the previous inequalities (A.3) and (A.4) are generalized as follows: For any
bounded interval I C R,

inf f(z)p(I) < v(I) < sup f(z)u(l). (A.5)

zel zel
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In case of I = (z,y], this follows from (A.3) applied to (z/,y] with 2/ — x+. In case of
I = (z,y), this follows from (A.5) applied to (z,y'] with y' — y —. In case of I = [z,y] or
I = [z,y), we may deduce from (A.4) that

v(I) = v({z}) +vI\{z}) = fl@)p({z}) +v(I\{z}),

and then the assertion follows from applying the available inequalities to I \ {z} instead
of I.

It remains to be shown that f is a density of v with respect to pu. That means,
v(Il) = fI fdu for any bounded interval I. To this end we fix an arbitrary integer k > 1
and split I into the disjoint intervals Ii,...,I; where I} := I N{f < 1/k} and I; :=
IN{(—-1)/k < f<j/k} for 2 <j<k. Then it follows from (A.5) that

] =

< S G/ < / (f +1/k) dp,
W) = S vy {0
=1 > (G- VW) = [ (7= 1/ di
=1 !
and letting k — oo yields the asserted equation. 0

A.2 Proofs for Section 2.1

We start with an elementary lemma about products and ratios of nonnegative numbers.
The proof is elementary and thus omitted.

Lemma A.3. Letry,ry and s1, s3 be numbers in [0, 00) such that (r1, s1), (2, s2) # (0,0).
Then

. . S
ros1 < r1So if and only if 21 < =
r1 T2

(with s;/r; € [0,00]).
Proof of Proposition 2.1. We prove the result via a chain of implications, introducing
two additional equivalent conditions:

(v) There exists an isotonic densitiy p : R — [0, 1] of @ with respect to P + Q.

(vi) Suppose that u is a o-finite measure dominating P and (. Then one can choose
corresponding densities f = dP/du and g = d@/dp such that g/ f is isotonic on the set

{f +g>0}.

Step 1. Note that the inequality in condition (ii) is trivial whenever f(z) = g(z) =0
or f(y) = ¢g(y) = 0. Thus condition (ii) is equivalent to the same condition with z and
y being restricted to the set {f + g > 0} = {(f,g9) # (0,0)}. But then it follows from
Lemma A.3 that conditions (i) and (ii) are equivalent.

Step 2. Suppose that condition (ii) holds true. Then for Borel sets A < B,

P(B)Q(A) = / 1a(@)15()F ()g(x) p(da)u(dy)

< / 14(2)1 () £ (2)g(y) p(dar) p(dly)
= P(A)Q(B).

Hence, condition (iii) is satisfied as well, and obviously this implies condition (iv), because
the latter is a special case of the former.
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Step 3. Suppose that condition (iv) is satisfied. Then we may apply Lemma A.1 to
p:=P+Q and v := Q. This yields an isotonic density p : R — [0, 1] of @ with respect
to P + Q. Hence, condition (v) is satisfied as well.

Step 4. Suppose that condition (v) holds true. Let u be a o-finite measure dominating
P and Q). Then p dominates P + @), so by the Radon—Nikodym theorem there exists a
density h of P 4+ ) with respect to u. Consequently,

aB) = [ par+@ = [ phap,
PB) = [-paP+Q) = [ a-pnde

Consequently, g := ph and f := (1 — p)h are densities of ) and P, respectively, with
respect to . On {f + g > 0} = {h > 0}, the ratio g/f equals p/(1 — p) and is isotonic.
Hence, condition (vi) is satisfied. Finally, since p:= P+ @ is a finite measure dominating
P and @, condition (vi) implies condition (i). O

Proof of Lemma 2.6. For notational convenience, we write Po := P(-|C) and Q¢ :=
Q(-|C). Suppose first that P <, @ (property (i)), and let C' be a Borel set with
P(C),Q(C) > 0. Since P(B)Q(A) < P(A)Q(B) for all Borel sets A, B such that A < B,
and since ANC < BN C, we find that

 P(BNC)QANC) _ P(ANC)Q(BNC)
B0 ="p)" "q@) = PO Q)

Therefore, Po <j; Q¢ (property (ii)), and by Remark 2.5, this implies that Po <g Q¢
(property (iii)).

Property (iv) is obviously a consequence of property (iii), so it remains to show that
property (iv) implies property (i). To verify that P <j, @, it suffices to show that

= Po(A)Qc(B).

P(A)Q(B) = P(B)Q(A) = 0 (A.6)

for arbitrary A = (z,y] and B = (y, 2] with 2 <y < z. With C := AUB = (z,z2], it
suffices to consider the case P(C),Q(C) > 0, because otherwise (A.6) is trivial. But then
(A.6) is equivalent to

Po(A)Qc(B) — Po(B)Qc(A) = 0,
and since Po(B) = 1— Po(A) and Q¢ (B) = 1—Q¢(A), the latter inequality is equivalent
to
Po(4) = Qc(4).
But this is a consequence of Po <y Q¢, because Po(A) = Po((—o00,y]) and Qc(A) =

Proof of Lemma 2.7. Reflexivity of the likelihood ratio order is obvious. To show an-
tisymmetry, note that P <j, @) and @ <;, P implies that P <y @ and @) <y P. But the
latter two inequalities mean that the distribution functions of P and @ coincide, whence
P=qQ.

It remains to prove transitivity. Suppose that P <j, Q <;; R, and let u:= P+ @ + R.
Then there exist versions f = dP/du, g = dQ/dp and h = dR/du such that

g/ f is isotonic on {f +¢g >0} and h/g is isotonic on {g + h > 0},
see condition (vi) in the proof of Proposition 2.1. In particular,

{f+9g>0} = AUB with A:={f>0=g} < B:={g>0}
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and
{g+h>0} = BUC with B={g>0} < C:={g=0<h},

where “<” for sets is meant elementwise. In particular, {f > 0} C AU B, whence f =0
on C, and {h > 0} C BUC, whence h =0 on A. Consequently,

{f+h>0} = AUBUC with B :={f+h>0}NB.

Since h/f =0on A and h/f = oo on C, it suffices to show that h/f is isotonic on B’. But
since g > 0 on B’, the ratio h/f = (h/g)(g/f) is the product of two isotonic functions from
B’ to [0, o0], whence it is isotonic on B’, too. Note that on B’, h/g >0or g/f <oo. O

Proof of Corollary 2.8. Suppose first that P <j, Q. Let (ag,bp), (a1,b1) and (ag, b2)
be three different points in ROC(P, Q) such that ag < a1 < ag and by < by < be. For
0 <i <2, we may write (a;,b;) = (P(Hi), Q(HZ)) with sets H; € H, where Hy C Hy C Hs.
But then A := Hy\ Hy < H1\ Hp =: B element-wise, and property (iii) in Proposition 2.1
implies that

(a1 —ap)(bz —b1) = P(B)Q(A) < P(A)Q(B) = (az —a1)(b1 — bo).

Since (r1,81) := (a1 — ag,b1 — bp) and (re, s2) := (ag — a1,be — by) differ from (0,0) by
assumption, Lemma A.3 shows that the latter displayed inequality is equivalent to

b1 —bo > bg—bl.

a; — ao az — a1

This shows that the ROC curve of P and () is concave.
Now suppose that ROC(P, Q) is concave. This implies that for arbitrary points
(ai,bi) S ROC(P, Q), 0<17<2, with ag < a; <aj and by < by < b,

(a2 —a1)(b1 —bo) < (a1 —ao)(b2 — b1),

see Lemma A.3. Specifically, if (a;,b;) = (P(H;), Q(H;)) with Hy := (z,00), Hy := (y,00)
and Hy := (z,00) and = < y < z, then the latter displayed inequality reads

P((y, 2Q((x, y]) < P((x,y)Q((y; 2));

whence P and @ satisfy condition (iv) of Proposition 2.1. O

The proof of Corollary 2.9 uses elementary inequalities for distribution and quantile
functions; see for instance Chapter 1 of Shorack and Wellner (1986):

Lemma A.4. For all « € [0,1], we have F(F‘l(a)) > «, with equality if, and only if,
o € Im(F). For allz € R, F~(F(z)) < x, with equality if, and only if, F(z,) < F(z) for
all x, < .

Proof of Corollary 2.9. Let us write H instead of Hr to lighten the notations.

Suppose that P <j; @, and let r,s,t € Im(F') with r < s < ¢t. Lemma A .4 yields that
FYr)< F7Y(s) < F7Y(t), 50 A:= (F~Y(r), F~(s)] and B := (F~1(s), F~1(t)] are such
that



Thus,
(t—s)(H(s) = H(r)) = P(B)Q(A) < P(A)Q(B) = (s—r)(H(t) - H(s)),

and dividing both sides by (s — r)(t — s) shows that H is convex on Im(F’).

Suppose now that H is convex on Im(F'). To verify that P <j; @, we have to show
that

P((x0, 21])Q((21, 72]) — P((x1, 22])Q((20, 21]) = 0 (A7)

for arbitrary real numbers zg < 1 < x2. If P((x;, z;]) = 0, then Q((z;,z;]) = 0, because
@@ < P. Hence it suffices to verify (A.7) in case of P((xg,z1]) = F(x1) — F(z9) > 0 and
P((x1,22]) = F(x2) — F(x1) > 0. For 0 < i < 2, let & := F~Y(F(x;)). Then #; < z;
and F(z;) = F(z;) =: t;, whence P((Z;,x;]) = 0 and Q((Z;,z;]) = 0. Consequently, the
left-hand side of (A.7) equals

(t1 — to)Q((Z1, Z2]) — (t2 — t1)Q((Zo, 71])
= (t1 —to)(H(t2) — H(t1)) — (t2 — t1) (H(t1) — H(to))

= (11~ 1)ty - oy (2= A (0) — o)y
0,

Y

by convexity of H. O

A.3 Proofs for Section 2.2
Proof of Theorem 2.12. Condition (iii) states that K(z,-) is isotonic in x € X with

respect to stochastic order. That means, for any fixed number y, K (z, (y,0)) is isotonic
in x € X. Consequently, for Borel sets A1, Ay with A; < As,

P(X €AY > y) P(X S AQ) = E(lAlm)((X)K(X, (y, OO))) P(X € AN X)
P(X € A1 NX)K (zo, (y,00)) P(X € A2 N X)
P(XeANX) E(IAQQX(X)K(X, (vy, oo)))
= P(X € A)P(X € A3,Y > y),

IN N

where z, is an arbitrary number in X such that 4y N X < {z,} < A2 N X. This shows
that condition (iii) implies condition (i).

Condition (ii) is just a special case of condition (i), so it remains to deduce con-
dition (iii) from condition (ii). To this end, we apply Lemma A.1 to u(-) := P and
v(-):=P(X €Y > y) with arbitrary y € R. This yields

S(z,y) = sup P(Y >yla< X <x)
a<lzx

with P(-|a < X < z) := 0 in case of P(a < X < z) = 0. According to Lemma A.1,
S(-,y) is an isotonic density of v with respect to p. Moreover, S(z,-) is antitonic and
right-continuous. Antitonicity is obvious. To verify right-continuity, note that S(z,y) =0
implies that S(z,:) =0 on [y,c0). If S(z,y) >0,

liminf S(x,z) > limirj_fIP’(Y>z|a<X§x) =PY >yla< X <)
z2—y

z—y+

for any fixed a < x such that P(a < X < z) > 0. This shows that liminf, ,, S(z,2) >
S(z,y). Now the idea is to interpret S(z,y) as K(z, (y,00)) for some probability measure
K(x,-) whenever z € X'. Such a probability measure K (z,-) exists if and only if

ygrlaoo S(z,y) = 1 and ylg]go S(z,y) = 0.
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Indeed, if P(X < x) > 0, then there exists a real number a < x such that P(a < X < z) >
0. Hence, by definition of S(z,y),

S(z,y) > P(Y >yla< X <z) > 1 asy— —oo.

Similary, if P(X > z) > 0, then P(X = ) > 0 or P(x < X < ') > 0 for some real number
2’ > z. In the former case, Lemma A.l entails that

S(z,y) = PY>y|X=2) - 0 asy— oo.
In the latter case, it follows from condition (ii) that
S(z,y) < P(Y >ylz<X<2) - 0 asy— .
These considerations show that for any x € R,

S(z,y) ifreX,
Q(y,00)) ifx ¢ X,

defines a probability probability measure K (z,-) on R such that K(z1,-) <¢ K(z2,-)
for x1,29 € X with 21 < z9. By construction, K (-, B) is measurable and satisfies the
equation P(X € AY € B) = E(14(X)K (X, B)) for all sets A € B and every open
halfline B = (y,00), y € R. Since the latter family of halflines is closed under intersections
and generates B, the preceding properties of K (-, B) extend to any set B € B. O

K(z,(y,00)) = {

Proof of Theorem 2.13. Condition (iii) states that K(z,-) is isotonic in z € X with
respect to likelihood ratio order. This implies that for Borel sets Ai, As, By, By with
Ay < Ay and B < By and for independent copies X', X” of X,

P(X € A1,Y € By)P(X € Ay, Y € By)
= E(1a,nx(X)1a,nx(X")K(X', B2)K (X", B1))
< E(1anx(X)1apna (X" K (X', B1)K(X", By))
= P(X € A1,Y € B))P(X € Ay, Y € By).

A

Hence, condition (iii) implies condition (i). Since condition (ii) is a special case of con-
dition (i), it remains to show that condition (ii) implies condition (iii). One can easily
show that condition (ii) in Theorem 2.13 implies condition (ii) in Theorem 2.12 by letting
Yo — —o0 and yo — oo. Thus we may construct the stochastic kernel K precisely as in
the proof of Theorem 2.12.

It remains to be shown that K(z1,-) <, K(z2,) for z1,29 € X with 21 < z2. The
construction of K implies the following facts: If P(z1 < X < z3) = 0, then K(z1,-) =
K (x2,-), and the assertion is trivial. Otherwise, for j = 1,2,

2 = min({z;} U{z <z;:P(z < X < ;) =0})

is well-defined, and z} < 21 < 2, < z9. Moreover, P(a < X < acg) > 0 for all a < x;-,
whence Lemma A.1 implies that

K(xj,(y,oo)) = lim ]P’(Y>y]a<X§g;j)

a—):v;- —
for all y € R. Consequently, for yy < y1 < y2, the difference

K(z1, (Yo, y1]) K (22, (y1,92]) — K (21, (Y1, y2]) K (22, (o, y1])
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is the limit of the difference

Plyo <Y <y1]la< X <) Ply1 <Y <ya|b< X < x9)
— P(yl<Y§y2|a<X§x1)P(yo<Y§y1|b<Xgxg)

as a — 2} — and b — 2}, —. But the latter difference is nonnegative as soon as x; < b.
In case of P(z1 < X < b,yp <Y < y9) =0, this follows from condition (ii) applied with
(a,x1,x2) in place of (zg,x1,x2), noting that P(- |b < X < x9) =P(- |1 < X < z3). In
case of P(x1 < X < b,yp <Y < yo) > 0, one has to apply condition (ii) with (a,z1,b) and
then with (z1, b, z2) in place of (zg,z1,22) and apply Lemma A.3 twice. O

A.4 Proofs for Section 2.3

In the subsequent proof, we reinterpret occasionally a distribution on R as a distribution
on [—oo, 00] with mass zero on {—o0, co}.

Proof of Theorem 2.18. We start with a general observation which applies to any
kernel K as in part (iii) of Theorem 2.13. Let z € X and let A;, Ay € B such that
P(X € A),P(X € Ay) >0 and A; < {z} < Ay. Then,

P(Y > Spw(z) | X € A1) = 0 = P(Y < Sse(z) | X € Ag) (A.8)
and
LY|XeA) < K(z,) <p LY |X € Ay). (A.9)

Equality (A.8) follows immediately from the definition of Syw(z) and Sse(x). To verify
inequality (A.9), consider sets By < By in B. Then the order constraint about K implies
that

P(Y € By | X € A))K(2,B1) = P(X € A1) ' E(1a,nx(X)K(X, B2)K(z, By))
< P(X € A1) ' E(Laynx(X)K(X, B1)K (z, Bs))
P(Y € B1| X € A1)K(x, Ba),

and the same reasoning yields the inequality
K(.T,BQ)P(Y € By ’X S Ag) < K(CE,Bl)]P)(Y S BQ‘X € Ag)

Now let Ky be the specific kernel constructed in the proof of Theorems 2.12 and 2.13.
For z € X and y € R, Ky(z, (y,00)) is the supremum of P(Y > y|a < X < z) over all
a < x such that P(a < X < x) > 0. This implies that

=0 ify> Syw(z),

] (A.10)
>0 if y < Sow(z),

Ky (z, (y,00)) {

because P(X < z,Y > y) = 0 implies that P(a < X < z,Y > y) = 0 for all a < z, while
P(X <=z,Y > y) > 0 implies that P(a < X < z,Y > y) > 0 for some a < z. Analogously
one could construct a kernel K.: For x € X let K.(z,(—00,y)) be the supremum of
P(Y <y|z < X <b) over all b > z such that P(x < X < b) > 0, and for z € R\ X let
K¢(z,-) := Q. Then we have a second version K, of K which satisfies condition (iii) in
Theorem 2.13, and now for x € X and y € R,

=0 ify < Sse(z),

(A.11)
>0 if Yy > Sse(x).

Ke(z, (—00,y)) {
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A first consequence of these constructions is that
P(Sse(X) <Y < Suw(X)) = 1. (A.12)

The two kernels Ky, K, are extremal in the sense that for any kernel K satisfying condi-
tion (iii) in Theorem 2.13 and all z € X,

KW($7'> <t K(:E? ) <k Ke(l‘a ) (A]'?))

This can be deduced from Remark 2.4 and inequalities (A.9) as follows: With xy, :=
min{z’ < z:P(2’ < X < z) =0}, the distribution Ky(z,-) is the weak limit of

LY|a<X<z) <, K(z,:) asa— xy—,

and with z. := max{z’ > z : P(x < X < 2’) = 0}, the distribution K¢(z,-) is the weak
limit of
LY|x<X<b) >, K(z,) asb— ze+.

An important consequence of inequalities (A.10), (A.11) and (A.13) is that
K(z, [Sse(2), Saw(2)]) > 0 forz € X\ X,. (A.14)

Indeed, if K(:):, (—oo,Sse(x))) > 0, then the inequalities (A.10) and Ky (z,-) <, K(z,")
imply that

0 < Ky (2, [Swe(), Suw()]) K (2, (=00, Sse(2)))
Ky (z, (—o0, Sse ) K (2, [Sse(®), Saw(2)]) < K(z, [Sse(@), Suw(2)])-

Likewise, if K (z, (Snw(2),00)) > 0, then the inequalities (A.11) and K (z,) <, Ke(z,")
imply that

0 < K(z, (Suw(®),0)) Ke(, [Sse(x), Suw (2)])
< K(z, [Sse(®), Saw(2)]) Ke (2, (Snw(z),00)) < K (2, [Sse(2), Snw()]).

Consequently, if we chose an arbitrary isotonic function S : X, — R such that Sy < 5 <
Sse on X,, we may replace K with K.y given by

K (2, [Sso(@), Saw()]) T K (2, BN [See(), Suw (7)])  if 7 € X\ A,
Kpew(z,B) = ds(z)(B) ifrze X,
K(z,B) ifx e R\ AX.

Indeed, it follows from (A.12) that K (X, [Sse(X), Suw(X)]) = 1 almost surely, whence
Kpew(X, ) = K(X,-) almost surely. Consequently, Kpey describes the conditional dis-
tribution of Y given X, too. Moreover, it satisfies condition (iii) of Theorem 2.13: Let
x1,x9 € X with 21 < x9. If 21 and z lie in X'\ &, it follows from K(z1,-) < K(z2,")
and part (i) of the subsequent Lemma A.5 that Kyew (21, ) <ir Knew(T2, ), too. If at least
one of the two points x1, 23 lies in X,, then Kpew (21, (—00,y]) =1 = Kyew (22, [y, 00)) for
some y € R, 50 Kpew(21,+) <1y Kpew(z2,+) by Lemma A.5 (ii). Precisely, if z; € A, and
x9 € X\ Xy, then S(z1) < Sse(x1) < Sse(x2), so the asserted inequalities hold for any
y between S(z1) and Sge(x2). Likewise, if 1 € X \ X, and z9 € X,, we can pick any y
between Sy (1) and S(z2). Finally, if x1,20 € X,, any y between S(z1) and S(z2) is
suitable.
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Finally, let x € X \ X,. Then we may apply Lemma A.7 to Qp := L(Y | X < x),
Q« = Kpew(z, ), Q1 := LY |X > z) and N := P(X < z), Ay := P(X > z), so
MQo + Q1 =Q = L(Y). In case of P(X > z) = 0, we replace “< z” with “< 2”7 and
“> 2" with “> 2”. Here we exclude the trivial situation that P(X = z) = 1. This shows

that Koo, (1,9])
. new x? w7y
T T (TN
(with 0/0 := 0) defines a bounded density of Kpew(z, ) with respect to ), and obviously,
h(z,y) =0 if y < Sse(x) or y > Syw(x). The explicit representation of h(x,y) in terms
of probability ratios K(z,(w,y])/Q((w,y]), w < y, and the fact that Knew(z1,:) <i
Kpew(x2,-) for arbitrary points x; < x2 in X implies that h is TP2 on X' \ &, x R. O

Lemma A.5. Let (Q1,Q2 be probability distributions on R.

(i) If [a1,b1] and [ag,bs] are intervals in [—oo,00] such that a; < ag, by < be, and
Q;([aj,b;]) > 0 for j = 1,2, then it follows from Q1 < Q2 that Q1(-|[a1,b1]) <i
Qa( | [ag, bz]), too.

(i) If Qi((—o0,y]) =1 = Q2([y,0)) for some y € R, then Q1 <j; Q2.

Proof of Lemma A.5. As to part (i), @1 < Q2 implies that Qi(-|C) <p Q2(-]C)
for any Borel set C' with Q1(C),Q2(C) > 0, see Lemma 2.6. Applying this fact with
C = [a1, by] shows that it suffices to prove part (i) with a; = —oo and by = co. But
then, by transitivity of <y, it suffices to show that Qi(-|(—o00,b1]) <)y @1 and Q2 <y
Q2(- | [az,00)). These assertions follow from observing that Q1(-|(—o0,b1]) has antitonic
density Q1((—00,b1]) " 1o p,] With respect to Q1, and Qa(- | [az, 00)) has isotonic density
Q2([asg, oo))_ll[a%oo) with respect to Qs.

As to part (ii), a density p of Q2 with respect to Q1 + Q2 is given by p(x) = 1j,—7 +
Lizsy], Where v := Q2({y})/(Q1 + Q2)({y}) € [0,1]. Thus p is isotonic, so Q1 <y Q2. [

Lemma A.6. Let Q) be a distribution on R, and let supp (Q) be the set of all y € R
such that Q((z,y]) > 0 for arbitrary x < y. Then Q(suppj.s(Q)) = 1.

Proof of Lemma A.6. If Q(I) > 0 for any nonvoid open interval, then supp.q(Q) =
R, so the claim is obvious. Otherwise, let 7 be the family of maximal open intervals
J C R such that Q(J) = 0. This family J is finite or countable. A point y belongs to
R\ suppieg (®) if and only if for some J € J, either y € J, or y = sup(J) and Q({y}) = 0.
Consequently, R \ suppj(Q) is equal to the union of | ;. ;J and a finite or countable
set of points y such that Q({y}) = 0. This shows that Q(R \ supp;(Q)) = 0. O

Lemma A.7. Let Qo, Q«, Q1 be probability distributions on R such that Qo <j; Q« <y
Q1 and Qo((z,00)) + Q1((—0o0,z)) > 0 for arbitrary x € R. Let Q := X\oQo + A\1Q1 with
Ao, A1 > 0 such that \g + Ay = 1. Then

i @(@9)
9(y) = lm o

with 0/0 := 0 exists and defines a bounded density of Q). with respect to Q.

Proof of Lemma A.7. By assumption, for j = 0, 1, there exists a density p; of Q. with
respect to Q; + Q. with values in [0, 1], where pg is isotonic and p; is antitonic. Note
that 1 — p; is automatically a version of dQ;/d(Q; + @+). An important fact is that
po + p1 is bounded away from 2, i.e. pg + p1 < 2 — 6 for some 6 > 0. To verify this,
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suppose the contrary. Then there exists a sequence (x)j such that limy_, pj(x) =1 for
j = 0,1. Without loss of generality let (zj); converge to a point x € [—oo, 00]. If x < o0,
then pg = 1 on (z,00), whence Qo((x,00)) = 0. Likewise, if x > —oo, then p; = 1 on
(—o0, ), whence Q1((—o0,x)) = 0. In particular, = has to be a real number, but then our
assumption on Qg and @7 is obviously violated.

Note first that Ag := {po = 0} < {po > 0} satisfies Q.(Ap) = 0, and then Q. <j; Q1
implies that Q1(Ag) = 0. Similarly, A; := {p1 = 0} > {p1 > 0} satisfies Q.(41) =0 =
Qo(A1). Thus the real line may be partitioned into the sets Ay < A, := {pop1 > 0} < Ay,
and Q.(A,) = 1. For measurable functions ~ > 0 on A, and j =0, 1,

/A* hiQ. = [ ho;d(Q.+ Q)
SO

/ h(1 —p;)dQ. = /hpj dQj,
and replacing h with h/p; shows that

[ byt -1d@. = [naq;

*

Consequently,

| m0er! =D it - ) Q. = [ nda.
A

Note that Ao(py' — 1) + Ai(p; ' — 1) is not smaller than Ao(1 — po) + Ai1(1 — p1) >
min(\g, A\1)d > 0. Therefore, we may replace h in the previously displayed integrals with
h/ ()\o(pal 1)+ M(pt — 1)) and conclude that for measurable functions 7 > 0 on R,

/th* - /hng

_ byt =)+ Mot = 1) on A
0 on R\ A,.

In other words, dQ./dQ = §, and § < min(\g, A1) 107 L.

It remains to be shown that g(y) may be replaced with the stated limit g(y). Note first
that by Lemma A.6, the set R\ suppj.g (Q+«) has probability 0 under Q., and g(y) = 0 for
all y € R\ suppjeg (Q+), because Q«((z,y]) = 0 if = < y is sufficiently close to y. It suffices

to show that g(y) — §(y) for any y € SupPer(Qu) C SuPD(Q). If po and 1 — py are
constructed as in the proof of Proposition 2.1 by means of Lemma A.1, then for j =0, 1,

(o ': Q*((%?A) ) as T _
pi(T,y) @+ 0 (2. 5] = pj(y) —y—,

with

and

Qi((z,9]) = (pi(z,y)™" = 1)Qu((x,y)).

Consequently, Q((,y]) = (Ao(po(x,y) ™"~ 1)+ A1(p1(2, ) ~1)) Qx((z, y]), and this leads
to

%*&(gj’ y]]; = (oloo(m ) — 1)+ Aa(pa(ay) ! — 1))
. {0 ify & A,
Molpo() ™ =)+ M(p(y) ' — 1) ifye Al
= g(y)
as T — Yy —. O
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B Proofs and details for Section 3

B.1 Proofs for Sections 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3

Lemma B.1. Let Qg and Q1 be probability distributions on R such that Q¢ <. Q1. If
we define Q; := (1 —t)Qo +tQ for 0 <t < 1, then Qs <}, Q; for 0 < s <t < 1.

Proof. By assumption, there exist densitites gg of Qg and g1 of Q1 with respect to Qo+ Q1
such that gy + g1 = 1 and g; is isotonic. Then @Q; has density

g = (1—=t)go+tgg = 1—t+2t—1)¢

with respect to Qo + Q1. Elementary algebra reveals that for 0 < s < ¢ < 1 and arbitrary
Tz <y,
95(2)9:(y) — 9s(Y)g(x) = (t —5)(91(y) — g1(2)) > O,

whence Qs <j; Q. O

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Let h € [0, 00) satisfy (3.3) and L(h) > —oc.

As for part (a), it follows from L(h) > —oo that hjp > 0 whenever wj; > 0. We
have to show that for arbitrary index pairs (j1,k2), (j2, k1) with j1 < jo, k1 < ko and
W) kys Wigky > 0, also by, > 0 for all j € {j1,...,72} and k € {k1,... ka}.

Since hj gy, hjye, > 0, it follows from (3.3) that hj gk, , hjk, > 0, too. (If ji = jo or
k1 = ko, this conclusion is trivial.) This type of argument will reappear several times, so
we denote it by A(jl,jQ, k?l, kig)

Next we show that hjg,,hjr, > 0 for j1 < j < j2. Indeed, there exists an index ki,
such that wj,, > 0, whence hjp, > 0. If k. < ko, we may conclude from A(j1, j, k«, ko)
that hjj, > 0, and then it follows from A(j, jo, k1, k2) that hj,, > 0. Similarly, if &, > k1,
we may conclude from A(j, jo, k1, ks) that hjp, > 0, and then A(j1, j, k1, k2) shows that
hjk’z > 0.

Analogously, one can show that hj i, hj,r > 0 for ki < k < ks.

Finally, if j1 < j < j2 and k1 < k < ko, then we may apply A(j1,7,k1,k) or
A(F, j2, k, k2) to deduce that hj, > 0.

As to part (b), since P contains all pairs (j, k) with wj; > 0, we know that Lyay(h) =
Liaw(h), and n — nhy > n — nhy with equality if and only if A = h. This proves the
assertions about L(h) and L(h). That h inherits property (3.3) from h can be deduced
from the fact that for indices j; < jo and ki < ko, it f~ollovxis frOmjbjlejlekl > 0, that
(41, k2), (42, k1) € P, so (ji, k1), (Jo2, k2) € P as well, and hj g, Rjyky — Rj ko Rjok, 1s identical
to hj1k1hj2k2 - hj1k2hj2/€1 > 0. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Since f is strictly convex and © is convex, f has at most one
minimizer in ©. To prove existence of a minimizer, it suffices to show that

f(@) — o0 as B €0,|0] - . (B.1)

Suppose that (B.1) is false. Then there exists a sequence (), in © such that [|@]| — oo
but (f(H(S)))S is bounded. With 7 := ||| and u(®) := r;10(®) we may assume without
loss of generality that u(®) — w as s — oo for some u € © with ||u| = 1. For any fixed
t > 0 and sufficiently large s, convexity and differentiablity of f imply that

FOF) = ful) + (f(raul) - f(tul))
> f(tu) + (ry — )0 (tul®)) /o1,
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Since limg_,o f(tu(®)) = f(tu) and lim,_,o Of (tu(®)) /0t = df (tw)/dt, we conclude that
Of(tu)/ot < 0 forall t> 0.

But as t — oo, the directional derivative 0f(tu)/0t = Z(j,k)efp(*wjk“jk + wjk exp(tui))
converges to
00 if uji > 0 for some (j,k) € P,
- Z wikus, i w € (—o00,0]”.
(4,k)eP
Consequently, the limiting direction w lies in © N (—o0, 0]” and satisfies uj = 0 whenever
wj, > 0. But as shown below, this implies that w = 0, a contradiction to ||u|| = 1.

The proof of u = 0 is very similar to the proof of Lemma 3.1. If j; < jo and k1 < ko
are indices such that uj g, = uj,k, = 0, then it follows from u € (—o0,0]” and (3.5) that
Ujiky + Ujpky, > 0, whence uj,, = uj,k, = 0. Repeating this argument as in the proof of
Lemma 3.1, one can show that for arbitrary (j1,k2), (j2, k1) € P with j1 < jo, k1 < ko,
and wj, gy, Wi,k > 0, we have uj, = 0 for j1 < j < jo and ky < k < kp. By definition of
P, this means that w = 0. O

Proof of Lemma 3.3. With the linear bijection T : RP — R and © = T(©), 0 = T(8),
f = foT™!, one can show that for arbitrary € R” and & = T(x),

(Vi(),z—8) = (Vf(8),z—0),

SO

v(o) = argergin(f(e)+<Vf(0),w—0>+2_1HAg(ac)—Ag(@)HQ)

with
Ag(x) = (ﬂjk(9)1/21}k(m))(j7k)ep
and 0,,(0) := 82f(é)/60~j2k It follows from parts (i) and (ii) of Lemma B.2 in Section B.2
that ¥ is continuous on R”, and that 6(0) = (Vf(0),0 — ¥(8)) > 0 for 6 € O\ {6}
Moreover,
7(6) = f(8) < max(25(6), \/20(6) | Ao(6 — B)]]).
But

[Ao(2)|> < max (0)|T(x)]*> < 3 max ¥;(0)||?
(j,k)eP (4,k)eP

SO
7(6) = £(8) < max(25(6), 51(6)\/5(6) |6 - B]))
with 31(0) being the square root of 6 max(; y)ep Ujx(0). In case of ¥ = U™ and @ being
row-wise calibrated, 31(6)? is no larger than 6 maxi<j<¢ W;j, and in case of ¥ = ¥eol and
6 being column-wise calibrated, 51(8)? < 6 max)<j<m, Wk
Concerning the lower bound for the maximum of f(0) — f((1 —t)0 + t¥(0)) over all
t € [0,1], note that for arbitrary 8',68" € R”,

dQ
@f((l —t)0' +10") = n Z exp((1 — 1), + t07) (87, — ;%)2
(4,k)eP

< n max exp(max(@.,, 6" 0 —0")>.
= (G k)eP p( (jk" jk))” ||

Thus part (iii) of Lemma B.2 yieds the asserted lower bound with

B2(0) = 2”(;2??73 exp(max(6;x, ¥;x(0))). O
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Proof of Theorem 3.4. It follows from Lemma 3.3 and the construction of the sequence
(0(5))520 that

FOF) = f(8TD) = B(6")
for all s > 0 with some continuous function 5 : © — [0,00) such that 8 > 0 on © \ {6}
Note that f(8*)) is antitonic in s > 0, so the sequence (6(*)) ¢ stays in the compact set
Ry:={0c©:[f(0) < f(B(O))}. For each 6 € Ry \ {6}, there exists a §g > 0 such that
the open ball U(8, dg) with center 8 and radius dg satisfies

|f = f(6)] < 5(6)/3 and B> 25(8)/3 on U(8,dp).

In particular, if 0) € U(8,dg) for some s > 0, then f(OCTD) < f(0) — 5(0)/3. Conse-
quently, 01 € UA(H, dg) for at most one index s > 0. But for each ¢ > 0, the compact set
{6 € Ry : ||0 — 6]| > €} can be covered by finitely many of these balls U(0, §g). Hence,

10%) — 8| > € for at most finitely many indices s > 0. O

B.2 Minimizing convex functions via quadratic approximations

Let f : R — R be a strictly convex and differentiable function, and let © C R? be a
closed, convex set such that a minimizer

6 := argmin ()
6co

exists. For 8, € © and some nonsingular matrix A € R consider the quadratic approx-
imation
fo(x) = f(8,) +Vf(0,) (x—0,)+27"| Az — A,
of f(x). By construction, f,(0,) = f(68,) and Vf,(0,) = Vf(6,), and there exists a
unique minimizer
0. := argmin f,(09).
0co

The next lemma clarifies some connections between 6, and  in terms of the directional
derivative

d

6o == Vf(0,) (6,8, = =%l

f(eo + t(e* - 90))'
Lemma B.2. (i) The point 0, equals 0, if and only if 8, = 0. Furthermore,
2715 < fo(0,) — fo(8:) < G,

and

f(65) = £(8) < V(6,)7(8,—0) < max(20,, /20, A8 — A9, ).

(ii) If f is continuously differentiable, the minimizer 0, is a continuous function of 8, € ©
and A.

(iii) If f is even twice differentiable such that for some constant ¢, > 0 and any t € [0, 1],
d? 9
a2 f((L=1)0,+10:) < coll6, — 0],

then in case of 0, #* 5,

52
i _ " > 27 mi o s ).
max (£(0,) = f(1 =)0, +16.)) > 2 min(9 ’coueo—e*uz)
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Proof. By strict convexity of f, 8, = 0 if and only if

4

dt lt=0
But since f, is strictly convex, too, with V f,(6,) = Vf(8,), the latter displayed condition
is also equivalent to 8, = 6,.

Since the asserted inequalities are trivial in case of 6, = 0= 0., let us assume in the
sequel that 0, # 8, # 6. By convexity of f and f,,

(8, +t(0—86,)=VF0,) (6—-6,) > 0 foralldco.

Fol00) ~ £o0.) < | 6.+ 106, 0.)) = 5,
and q
f(6.) = £8) < T| _ F@+1(6,-8) = VF(6.,)7(8,-6).

On the other hand, since 8, minimizes f, over ©,
d
0 < =] fol0.+1(0,—0.)) = V(8 (0,—0.) = 5, A8, — AG. |
SO
fo(8,) — fo(8,) = 6, — 271 A, — AB,|> > 2716,

Moreover, with & := Vf(8,)T (8, — /é) and 7 := || A0, — A§||2,
200 > 2(fo(80) = fo(62)) = 2max (fo(6o) — fo(8))
> 2;2[6&,)1(} (fo(eo) - fo((l - t)eo + t/é))

_ T 25
= tIErl[g,}I(] (2755 t 'y)

= 2,0 — t27,

where t, := min(l,g/ﬁ). In case of § > 5, we may conclude that 20, > 25 — 5> (5A, SO
5 < 20,, and otherwise, 26, > ;5\2/:?, whence § < \/28,7. This proves part (i).

As to part (ii), let (9(()8))521 be a sequence in © with limit ,, and let (A®)),s;
be a sequence of nonsingular matrices in R?*?¢ converging to a nonsingular matrix A.
Definining fés) as f, with (0(()5),A(5)) in place of (6, A), we know that fos) — [, as
s — oo uniformly on any bounded subset of R?. Consequently, for any fixed e > 0 and
R.:={0€0:|6-6.||=c¢},

() o i £() (@Y _ £(s) — i _
Ve = min [:7(0) = f57(0.) — e tin fo(0) — fo(0:) >0

as s — 0o. But as soon as %(s) > 0, it follows from convexity of © and f(*) that the

minimizer 8% of fés) satisfies ||0>(ks) —0.] <e.
Part (iii) follows from
0,) — f((1—-1)0,+10,)) = 0,) — f(0, + (0. —0,
. (7(6,) = £(1 =16, +16.)) = max (7(6.) ~ £(8,+ t(6. ~ 6,)

max (t6, — 27 't%¢, |0, — 0.%)
te€(0,1]

= 1,0, — 2712, |0, — 6.

2
2" i (5, c(,||¢svo(Si 9*||2>’

where t, := min(1,d0/(co||00 — 04]%)). O

V

v
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B.3 Proof of Lemma 3.5

Let 29 < 21 < -+ < xyqq and yo < y1 < -+ < Ymy1 be the different elements of
{X1,..., X} U{—00,00} and {Y1,...,Y,} U{—00, 0}, respectively. One can easily show
that with the family S := {(al, ag] x (b1, ba] : a1 < ag,b; < bg},

~

sup (Remp — R)(S) = max (Remp — R)(S),

Ses SeSs
and

sup (B = Romp)(S) = max (R = Romp)(5);
where

= {lzj, 5] X [k Uko] 11 < g1 < jo <01 < ky < kg <},
{(@),25) X Whyr Uk) 10 < 1 < Ja SE+L,0<ky <ky <m+1}.

I Gl

Now choose real numbers 71 < Zo < -+ < Tgpq and 71 < Y2 < - -+ < Yomq1 With To; = x5
for 1 < j < ¢ and go, = yy for 1 < k < m. Then ||R — Rempl|x does not change if we
replace R with the discrete distribution

20+1 2m+1

Z Z pjké(fﬁj,??k)’

j=1 k=1
where

pojor = R({z;} x {y}) for1<j<0,1<k<m,
Poj_12k = R((zj_1,2;) x {yx}) for1<j<l+1,1<k<m,
Pajor—1 = R({z;j} x (ye—1,9)) for 1 <j<l,1<k<m+1,
Poj_19k-1 = R((zj-1,2;) X (yh—1,9yk)) for 1 <j<l+1,1<k<m+1.

Note that the values R(S), S € SUS, do not change when we perform this discretization
of R. Moreover, if R is TP2, then this discretized version is TP2 as well. Consequently, to
minimize ||R — éemp”K over all TP2 distributions R, we may restrict our attention to all
TP2 distributions on the finite grid {Z1, ..., %241} X {71, .- ., Joms1}. Then | R — Remp|lx
is a continuous function of the corresponding matrix p = (p;x);x € [0, 1]EHD*Em+1)
and the constraints on R define a compact subset of [0, 1](22+1)X(2m+1). Consequently, a
minimizer does exist.

Once we know that a minimizer R exists, the inequality for ||[R — R.|x is a simple
consequence of the triangle inequality for || - ||k:

IR — Rillk < R — Rempllk + [|Rx — Rempllk < 2| Re — Rempllxc,

where the latter inequality follows from the definition of R. a

38



	1 Introduction
	2 Likelihood ratio order and total positivity of order two
	2.1 Likelihood ratio order
	2.2 Bivariate distributions and order constraints
	2.3 Total positivity of order two

	3 Estimation
	3.1 Two versions of empirical likelihood modelling
	3.2 Dimension reduction and reformulation
	3.3 An explicit algorithm
	3.4 An alternative minimum distance estimator

	4 Simulation study
	A Proofs and details for Section 2
	A.1 Isotonic densities
	A.2 Proofs for Section 2.1
	A.3 Proofs for Section 2.2
	A.4 Proofs for Section 2.3

	B Proofs and details for Section 3
	B.1 Proofs for Sections 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3
	B.2 Minimizing convex functions via quadratic approximations
	B.3 Proof of Lemma 3.5


