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The analysis of contingency tables is a powerful statistical tool used in experiments with
categorical variables. This study improves parts of the theory underlying the use of contingency
tables. Specifically, the linkage disequilibrium parameter as a measure of two-way interactions
applied to three-way tables makes it possible to quantify Simpson’s paradox by a simple formula.
With tests on three-way interactions, there is only one that determines whether the partial
interactions of all variables agree or whether there is at least one variable whose partial
interactions disagree. To date, there has been no test available that determines whether the
partial interactions of a certain variable agree or disagree, and the presented work closes this
gap. This work reveals the relation of the multiplicative and the additive measure of a three-way
interaction. Another contribution addresses the question of which cells in a contingency table
are fixed when the first- and second-order marginal totals are given. The proposed procedure
not only detects fixed zero counts but also fixed positive counts. This impacts the determination
of the degrees of freedom. Furthermore, limitations of methods that simulate contingency tables

with given pairwise associations are addressed.
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1 Introduction

Categorical variables are observed in many branches of science. Contingency table theory serves to
infer such data. A great spectrum of analytical methods was presented by Agresti (2013). In the present

paper, some parts of the theory are improved and some methods are added.

In their historical overview, Fienberg and Rinaldo (2007) recognized Bartlett’s (1935) important
contribution to the theory of contingency tables. Simpson (1951) clarified some remaining questions
from Bartlett’s (1935) paper on the three-way interaction in a 2 X 2 X 2 table. In addition to
theoretical results, Simpson gave an example in which the health benefits of a drug appeared
separately in both males and females. However, if the data were merged, no effect was seen.
Furthermore, Blyth (1972) showed that the merged data might even indicate a strong negative effect
of the drug. This phenomenon was called “Simpson’s paradox”.

Several examples have been found in real life, demonstrating the principle’s great practical relevance
and the many different situations in which it may arise. Many studies have investigated how to
circumvent this paradox or how best to deal with it (e.g., Shapiro, 1982; Wagner, 1982; Haunsperger
et al., 1991; Appleton et al., 1996; Pavlides and Perlman, 2009; Alin, 2010). However, no short and
elucidating presentation has so far succeeded in showing the relation of the paradox and the inner
structure of the table.

Different measures are used for the association between two categorical variables, particularly for a
2 X 2 table (odds ratio, Yule’s Q, Pearson’s ¢ and p). Quantitative genetics, for example, uses the so-
called linkage disequilibrium (LD). The application of LD to the two-way and partial associations
delivers a closed formula quantifying Simpson’s paradox. The formula is derived in Section 2 and
applied in Section 7.1, and it allows a clear, correct, and straightforward interpretation of a famous

Berkeley data set.

In a strong sense, Bartlett (1935) did not investigate a “three”-way interaction but a “third”-way
interaction for a 2 X 2 X 2 table. He considered the question of whether a third variable (sex) has an
effect on the association between the other two variables (success and treatment). He suggested
comparing the odds ratios of the partial 2 X 2 tables (one for males and one for females). When they
agree, the third variable has no effect.

Simpson (1951) realized that Bartlett’s definition of no three- (or third-)way interaction implies a
symmetry property: when the third variable has no effect on the interaction between variables one
and two (agreeing odds ratios of both sub-tables), then automatically, the first variable has no effect

on the interaction between variables two and three, and the second variable has no effect on the
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interaction between variables one and three. Therefore, Bartlett’s (1935) test on “no three-way
interaction” is a global one, and the alternative hypothesis would be “there is at least one variable with
three-way interaction”. Although such a test is not senseless at all, it is hard to believe that someone
is interested in whether the interaction between treatment and sex for the group of successful patients
equals the interaction between treatment and sex for the group of failed patients.

Therefore, a test for a single variable (“sex has no influence on the effect of a drug” versus “the effect
of the drug differs between males and females”) is still needed. It is clear that, for such a test, the odds
ratio is not a suitable measure. A measure of association is needed that does not have the symmetry
property. Simpson (1951) mentioned that symmetry is lost for the root mean square contingency
parameter, what we now call the correlation coefficient. However, he did not investigate this measure.
It appears that this important issue has not been treated elsewhere so far, possibly because it does
not fit the hierarchical log-linear model approach. In Section 3, this gap in the theory is closed. The

method is applied to the Berkeley data in Section 7.2.

In quantitative genetics, the concept of LD has been generalized to three and four variables as the so-
called three- or four-locus LD (Bennett, 1954; Slatkin, 1972; Nijenhuis and D’Amaro, 1985; Gorelick and
Laubichler, 2004; Kim et al., 2008; Li and Wu, 2009). The three-locus LD of Bennett (1954) is an additive
measure and related to the additive measure of Lancaster (1951, 1969). Hill (1976) and Téwe et al.
(1985) showed that this measure is not consistent with Bartlett’s (1935) criterion, which is actually the
solution of a cubic equation.

Bartlett’s (1935) criterion, although appearing intuitive, turned out to agree with the maximum-
likelihood equation of the log-linear model. Streitberg (1990, 1999) discussed the shortcomings of the
log-linear model, treated the tables as multinomial distributions, and argued for additive measures.
Obviously (and unfortunately), he was not aware of the investigations into tables and entropy
performed by Good (1963).

Shannon’s (1948) principle of entropy is a successful concept in physics, engineering, information
theory, and statistics. Khinchin (1957) delivered mathematical foundations for this principle. In
particular, he investigated a measure H for the information content of an experiment (with a finite size
n of possible events) as a functional of the probability function. The higher the value of H, the lower
the information content of the experiment. He made two assumptions: (i) H is largest when the events
have unique probabilities 1/n and (ii) if an experiment consists of two experimental parts, A and B,
then the information content of the whole experiment, H(A4 B), should be the sum of the information
content of the first part H(A4) and the information content of the second part, given the first part,
denoted by H(B|A), i.e.,

H(AB) = H(A) + H(B|A). (1)



He showed that, under these reasonable assumptions, there is only one measure that is continuous:
the entropy H = —1 Y[-, p; Inp;, where 1 is a positive constant and often set to one, i.e.,

H= -3 1p; Inp;. (2)
Good (1963) treated contingency tables as multinomial distributions and determined the distribution
with maximum entropy and given restraints, such as one- and two-way marginals. It turned out that
his solution for 2 X 2 X 2 tables agreed with Bartlett’s (1935) criterion.
There is another point speaking against Bennett’s linear measure. In genetic multi-locus linkage
analyses, Hill (1976) showed that a table with an absence of three-way interactions may have negative
“probabilities”. That is, given a table with a three-way interaction, the corresponding hypothetical
table without a three-way interaction would not exist. Such a dilemma cannot arise by applying the
entropy principle because of its concavity.
It can be concluded that, for 2 X 2 X 2 tables, the multiplicative measure has a deeper impact than
the additive one. On the other hand, the additive measure is much more tractable. Therefore, we ask
which additive measure comes nearest (is most similar) to the multiplicative one. Section 4 examines

whether Bennett’s measure is the first-order Taylor expansion of Bartlett’s measure.

A central theme in the progress of contingency table theory is the introduction and development of
the log-linear model. In their historical overview, Fienberg and Rinaldo (2007) show that a special point
was the difficulty in handling zero counts. The nonexistence of the maximume-likelihood estimator
(MLE) was indicated by the lack of convergence of the algorithms used to compute the MLE. Later,
Fienberg and Rinaldo (2012a, b) generated a numerical procedure specifically designed to check for
the existence of the MLE. They based their approach on investigations of extended exponential families
and the geometrical properties of log-linear models. Practically, the question about zero counts was
whether the marginal totals enforce the cells to have zero counts. In such cases, the cell is fixed and
this therefore also influences the degrees of freedom. So far, it has been overlooked that not only zero
count cells but also positive count cells might be fixed. Section 5 presents an elementary algorithm

that detects all fixed cells.

There are variables with categories that have an obvious order, and such variables are called ordinally
scaled. Gange (1995), Demirtas (2007), and Kaiser et al. (2011) documented the progress and problems
with simulating ordinally scaled variables with given pairwise Pearson’s correlation coefficients. The
techniques are modifications and adaptations of simulation techniques for multivariate normally
distributed variables with a given correlation matrix. However, there are no procedures available that
work for every admissible correlation matrix. Section 6 presents a simulation method that has no such

theoretical limitations.



Lee (1997) handled the same task but with demanded pairwise associations measured with Goodman
and Kruskal’s y. lbrahim and Suliadi (2011) generated a program for Lee’s procedure. Although the
authors did not mention it, the method is not suitable for simulating all admissible scenarios. These

shortcomings are overcome in Section 6.

In Section 7, a real data set reflecting Simpson’s paradox is analyzed with tools derived in Sections 2

and 3.

The paper concludes with a discussion of the issues. Special attention is given to the application of the

entropy principle.

2 The quantification of Simpson’s paradox

Let X and Y be two random categorical variables with Ix and Iy categories, respectively. In an
experiment, n objects are inspected to identify which categories of variables X and Y apply. The counts
ngj, L= 1,2, ,Ix, j =1,2,-, Iy, are written in a Ix X Iy contingency table. The probability that an
object matches categories X; and Y} is p; ; = P(K =XiANY = Y]), and its estimate is n; ;/n. The
association between categories X; and Y} is defined by the linkage disequilibrium (LD) measures:
Dy,y;=Pij = PiePejr 1 =12, ,Ix,j =12, 1y. (3)

The point indicates summation over the assigned variable, e.g., p;. = Z;":lpi'j , delivering marginal
probabilities.

The LD DXi’yj is assigned to the pair (Xi, Y]) of categories. The relation of this pair to all other pairs can

bi,j Dij
Prj Pij

index means summation over all categories with exception of the category defined by the index. The

be summarized by collapsing the Ix X Iy table into the 2 X 2 table ], where the bar over an

2 X 2 table then takes the form

bi,j pi,j]

bi,j Di. — Dij
brj Diy ] (4)

[P-,j —pij 1-Di.—Dp.;+Dij
It is easy to check that DXl,'y]. = p;j Py — Pij Py holds. Pearson’s correlation coefficient can then be
written as

DXi,Y]'

Pxpy; = \/ (5)

7’
pi,.(l—pi,-)p.,j(l—p-,j)

which coincides with Pearson’s ¢.



With Z being a third categorical variable, the cell probabilities of the associated Ix X Iy X I; table are
now p; jx = P(X =XiNY=Y,AZ= Zk), k =1,2,---,I7. Equations (3) then change to

Dyx,y; = Dije = Pijss Deje - (6)
Using the definition of conditional probabilities, p; jjx = Pjjk/P. .k, the conditional analogue to

equations (3) is

Pijk  PiekDejk _
Dok p.z, ok

Dxiyjizie = Pijlk = Pioli Pajlk =

_ Pijk (Dxi,zk+Pi,-,- p-,-,k)(DYj,Zk+p-,j,- p-,-,k)

Dok p.z,.,k
_ pi,j,k _ p p o DXi'Zk DYj,Zk _ p',j,' DXi,Zk+pi,',' DYj,Zk (7)
Dok Les 7o, pf.,k Do,k

Iz _ vz _ _
Because 2,2 Dyx,z, = 21 (Piwk = Dijo Pos) = Dipe — Dios Powe =0 and,  analogously,

I , = ,
Yi=1 Dy, z, = 0, the weighted sum Dy, y |z is

N _ vz —
Dx,yv 1z = Xg=1Pesk Dxpy iz, =

_ ZIZ p (Pi,j,k DDl — Dxyzi Pyjz  Pejo Dxy2i*Pies DYj'Zk> —
k=1 ek Denk L,e,0 [Te,],® p?’.'k Dok

DXi'Zk Dyj'Zk De,j,e DXi,Zk+pi,°,- DYj.Zk)

_ iz _ _
- Zk=1 (pl,],k p-,-,k pl,',' p',j,' Denk 1

Dx.z, Dy, z
_ _ _ ) Iz . Iz _ Iz 4k Tl
= Dije = DPipp Pojie ~ Pojo Zkm1 Dxyzi = Pijee D=1 DYj.Zk k=1 Pk =

Iz

DXi'Zk DYj,Zk
=Dyyy; = Zgoy — -

Dok

The result is formulated as a theorem.

THEOREM: For an Ix X Iy X I; table, the difference between the two- way LD and the weighted sum of
the partial LDs is
Dx;z, Dy z)

Iz j

DXi,Yj - EXL',Y]'|Z = k=1 T, NS {1'2' ""IX}rj € {172r "',Iy}. (8)

Fora 2 X 2 X 2 table, the difference becomes
DXi'Zk DYj,Zk

o ce TR L U o

DXi,Yj - Exi,yﬂz =
The simplification for the 2 X 2 X 2 table follows from inserting I, = 2 into equation (8) and regarding
the well- known formula Dy p = _DA,E' Note that equations (8) and (9) were derived without any
assumptions regarding the amounts of three-way interactions and the nature of the variables
(responses, covariates, or explanatory variables). Equation (9) quantifies Simpson’s paradox. It became
particularly clear that the agreement of [_)Xi'yjlz and DXl,'y]. can only arise when the third variable is

independent of the first or second one.



3 Testing the equality of partial interactions for one variable

The null hypothesis for Bartlett’s (1935) test concerning 2 X 2 X 2 tables is the agreement of all partial
interactions (measured as the odds ratio), while the alternative hypothesis is that at least one pair of
partial interactions is unequal. Here, the effect (if any) of the third variable on the interaction between
the first and the second variables is inferred. Let the first variable be the outcome of the experiment
with categories “success” and “no success”, the second variable be the applied treatment with
categories “1” and “2” (one treatment could be a placebo), and the third variable be the sex of the
patient with categories “male” and “female”.

The null hypothesis is that both partial interactions of the third variable coincide. The hypothetical
table with agreeing partial interactions and the observed table have several parameters in common:
three two-way marginal totals, three one-way marginal totals, and the sample size (zero-way marginal

total). The equational system for the probabilities is then

_ _ ) i P1,1,17
1 1-11111111-10112
Piee P1 111100 0 0fp,;
Do, P2 1100 1 10 0fp5,
Peea|=|Ps|=|1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0Of,"" ) (10)
D11 P12 11000 0 0 0fp,,
Pie1 D13 10100 0 0 0ff>
pos1ad Ip2zl 110 0 0 1 0 0 o r

where the second vector defines the abbreviations of the first one. Solving system (10) gives

P1,1,17 [ P11171 [ 0 ]

P1,1,2 —P1,1,1 P12

P1,21 —P111 P13

D122 P1,11 P1 — P12 — P13

p(P1,1,1) P21a| P11 + P23 ' (1)

P2,1,2 P1,11 P2 — D12 — P23

P2,21 P111 D3 —DP1,3 — P23

[P2,22d  L=P111] 11 —p; —py —p3 + P12 + P13+ D23l

With eight cells and seven conditions, there is one free parameter, p; ; ;1. The partial tables for male

and female patients are presented in Table 1.

There is certainly no effect due to sex if both sub-tables agree. Solving this system of linear equations
gives p; 2 = P1 P2, P1,3 = P1 P3 and p, 3 = p, ps; i.e., all variables were pairwise independent.

If the odds ratios of both sub-tables agree, this would apply also for the sub-tables of the other
variables, as acknowledged by Simpson (1951). Hence, it would not be a specific property of sex.
Thinking about LD, which is a relative measure (since the maximum and minimum depend on the one-
way marginals), and the correlation coefficient, the better measure for associations in agreement will

be the correlation coefficient.



Table 1: Success X treatment sub-tables for the sexes with given one- and two-way marginals.

Treatment 1 Treatment 2
P1,1,1 P13 —P111
Success —_—
Male Ps Ps
P23 —P111 P1,1,1 — P13 — P23 T P3
No Success —
(%] D3
P12 — P11 P1,1,1 — P12 — P13 T P1
Success —_—
1—-p3 1-ps
Female
P1,1,1— P12 — P23 T D2 P12 T P1,3 T P23 —P1— P2 — P11
No Success 1-—
1—p3 1—-ps
Determination for both sub-tables gives
p11'21|31 — P111 p3;p1,3 P23 and (12)
1ol = (1—P3)(p1,2—P1,1,1);(P1—p1,3)(P2—p2,3) (13)

with A = \/pl,-,l P.yy PupyPp.r and B = \/pl,-,Z Pi12Pe22P2.2 -

Solving p1,2,13, = P1,2,|3, With respectto p; 1, finds

P111 =

Bpi3 D23 +A{(1-p3)p12—(P1-P13)(P2—P23)} — B P11 Do +A(Deez P110—P102 Don,2) (14)
Bps + A (1-p3) B P..1 + ADe.2 )

Now we have the observed table and, via equation (11), the table n p(ﬁl’m) under the null hypothesis
(no sex effect). The y? test with one degree of freedom can be used for the decision between the null

and alternative hypothesis (sex has an effect). A measure for the third-way interaction can be defined

by setting D 5.3 = P1,11 — P1,11-

4 A linear expression for Bartlett’s measure for three-way association

Bartlett’s (1935) measure D for a three-way association ina 2 X 2 X 2 table is determined by solving
(P1,1,1 - D)(P1,2,2 - D)(P2,1,2 - D)(P2,2,1 - D) = (P1,1,2 + D)(P1,2,1 + D)(Pz,m + D)(Pz,z,z + D) (15)
for D. Here, the probabilities p; ; . are assigned to counts n; ;. by p;;x = n;jx/n... . Vanishing D
indicates the absence of a three-way association.

Bennett (1954) introduced an additive measure of the three-way association:

Li3 =D111— (P1 P23 + p1 D3 + p2 D13 + p3 D1,2) . (16)



In the introduction, it was concluded that the multiplicative measure (15) has more impact and the
linear measure (16) could be an approximation. Therefore, it can be checked whether the linear
measure could be the first-order Taylor expansion of the nonlinear one.

Substituting the LD expressions p; ; = D; j + p; p; for the two-way probabilities of equation (11) leads

to
— — — - [ 0 i
P1,1,1 _P1,1,1 D1y + P12
P1,1,2 P1,11 Dt
D121 —P11,1 13T P1Ps
_|P122| | P11 p1(1 —pz —p3) = D1z —Dy3
p(P1,1,1) P21l P11 + D, 3 + 2 p3 ) (17)
P2,1,2 P11t P2(1 =p1 —=p3) = D1, —Dy3
zz;; _zﬁi p3(1 =p1 —p2) = D13 — D33
cemtm s e Dy + D3+ Dys + (1 —p) (1 —py —p3) + P2 3l

Inserting the cell probabilities into equation (15) gives a cubic equation of argument p; ; ;. Using
Mathematica, the roots of (15) were determined and the first-order Taylor expansions at LDs of

zero and one-way probabilities of one half were carried out. The real solution was

1
Pff{ ) = 64 (1 - 2p;)(1 = 2p3)(1 = 2p3) D1 3D 3D, 3 +4 (1 — 2py) Dy 2Dy 3 + (18)

+4 (1 —2py) D1,D53+4 (1 —2p3) D1 3Dy 3 + p3Dyp + paDyz + piDas + p1paps.-
The appropriate measure for the three-way interaction would be D(Taylor) — P11 — pfﬁ“{lor). It can
be seen that Bennett’s measure differs from this but covers the four simplest terms. Therefore,
Bennett’s criterion can be interpreted as a simplified version of the first-order Taylor expansion of
Bartlett’s criterion. The second-order expansion was also available. The only unexpected result was
that one coefficient was not a power of 2: the largest term was — 29 x 212 (1 — 2p,)(1 — 2p,)(1 —

2ps3) Df2 Df3 D22'3. The other coefficients were the following (excluding linear terms): 212 (three

terms), 2° (three terms), 28 (three terms), and 25 (six terms).

5 The determination of fixed cells

5.1 The application of linear programming

Assume an observed I; X I, X +-- X I. contingency table n, i.e., there are c categorical variables, with
I; categories per variable i, i € {1,2,-:+,c}. The contingency table n is characterized by the counts

Ny iyeip Withn=m, =3 ., n

iyipi. counts overall. The one-way marginal totals n;, =
L

Mo, ekipe,..o CAN be written as

I I Iiq litq Ic

Ny, = Z Z Z Z Z M, ey okio 1 ki Kig 1ok 2 (19)

ki=1 kz=1 ki_1=1 kjj=1 kc=1



where k;, 1 < k; < I;, is a category of variable i.

Analogously, the two-way marginal totals n;, ;, =n. .. okje,e €AN be written as
Ikj

Ii—q Tiyq lj—q Ijta

Mg, i Z Z Z Z Z Z“kl.kz,-kl Vi k o kpkgenker (20)

k1=1  ki—1=1kj41=1 Kj1=1kjy1=1  kc=
where i and j define the involved variables and k; and k; define the appropriate categories.

The marginal totals with indices I;, i € {1,2,:-, c} can be determined by the others:

R _ Ii—-1 )
nlli =n ki=1nlk ’
Ij=1 -1 Ij-1 ( 11 )
J i J i
n; i =mn; — n; =1- _n;, - n, — _ M =
Upli; lr; Zk lr; .ka Zki—l Lk; ijzl Tk Fi=1"tk; ke
Ii—1 Ii—1
= -y ; J ]
=1- Zkl_ i kj=1n]k] Zkl—lzk =1 lki,ka : (21)

Let m be the vector of the considered marginal totals. Then, m can be written as

S (SRS (S IR (SN N PY (I IR Y RTIRE (S 11C—1) (22)

I

m=(nny. .
We order the cells of n into a vector n, with

n = (1,0, ..,1) = (23)

= ( Nia,.1 M, 100,012,100 =0 T, 1,200 =0 TN, g o0 o) n11,12,...,16_1,1c)':

and thus establish a one-to-one relation between r_ij and Ny i, i i With j = 1 {(i —
D [15=is1 e }+ic. If j is given, the corresponding c-tuple iy, iy,...,ic—1,i; must be evaluated
sequentially. The length of 1 isd = []§=; I.
Then, the restraints can be formulated as

m=An, (24)
where matrix A has entries zero or one and ensures the addition of the demanded components of n.
Fora 2 X 2 X 2 table, matrix A can be seen in equation (10). In the first row of A, there are only ones,
ensuring the addition of all components of 1. In the second row, there is a one if the corresponding
component of i has category one at the first variable, etc.

We now introduce a table il with the same dimensions as the observed table n. As with equation (23),

the unknown cell counts 7i;_ ;, ...; are ordered into a vector n, with
= _ — — — !
n= (nlanJ -..,nd) - (25)
= (7 i i i i i )
=\ Ny, 0, 00 M, 12,10 0 1200 0 T, g I o U LT 1)
Since we are looking for a table 1l that has the same zero-, one-, and two-way marginals as the observed
table n,
m=A4hn (26)
must be valid, where matrix A is the same as before. Then, the set S with

S={film=4n A h >0}, (27)

10



where h > 0 is meant componentwise and ensures nonnegativity, contains all admissible tables
satisfying the constraints.
There is at least one element of S: the observed table n. Assuming that there are two elements in S,
n; and n,, then the linear combination An; + (1 — A) n, with 0 < A < 1is also admissible. Hence,
the set of admissible tables is convex and, furthermore, the theory of linear optimization is applicable.
In particular, there exist unique solutions (e.g., see Zeidler, 2004) for the linear optimization problems

Maximize 71; under the conditionsm = Ah andn > 0 (28a)
and

Minimize #1; under the conditionsm = Anandh > 0 (28b)
with i € {1,2,+-+,d}. An upper bound b}* can be obtained from equation (28a) and a lower bound bL-l
from equation (28b) for 71;: b} < 71; < b¥. This is of importance, since b} = b* means that #; is fixed.
The aim is to find such components. Sequential checking of bL-l = b}, i=12,--,d, leads to the set,
say (), of the components for which the equality is valid. Several numerical software packages contain
a linear programming or optimization procedure. As an example, the 4 X 4 X 4 data from Table 6 of
Fienberg and Ricardo (2007) was analyzed, with the results presented in Table 2. There were 24 zero

and 12 nonzero counts, which turned out to be fixed.

Table 2: Cell counts for given zero-, one-, and two-way marginal totals for Table 6 of Fienberg and

Rinaldo (2007). (The original table is obtained by inserting 7, ; , = 4and 7i; ;3 =731 =fi3p1 = 1.)

Cell counts 7i; j

j=1 j=2 i=3 j=4

k=1 0 0 0 4

=1 k=2 1.2 0 0 6=y,
k=3 1,13 10 =752 =Ty 03 0 fig12 — 2
k=4 6-T,,,—T115 i1z + 7113 3 )
k=1 0 0 iz 3,1 3—"Tp31

i=2 k=2 ERRCEE: 0 6 =13, N2+ 7231 — 3
k=3 1471, 3 4 6 —Tir1s
k=4 0 0 2 0
k=1 0 32,1 4 —Ty31 — M3z 2+ 173,
k=2 > 6 4+7p3, 3—"Tp31

1=3 3, 3,
k=3 0 2 0 0
k=4 0 3 —M321 3+ 7321 0
k=1 > 2— M3 14132, 3

_4 k=2 1 0 0 0

= k=3 61, T3 Mg, + 713 —3 0 0

k=4 Tl 1,+715—4 6—Tyq1,— 13— T304 4—Tiyy, 0
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Table 2 provides more information (such as 7i; 4, = 6 —fi;1,) than can be obtained from the

described algorithm. We will come to that now.

5.2 The application of algebraic software

Applying algebraic software such as Mathematica (Wolfram, 1999) to problems (28a) and (28b) has
an advantage compared to pure numerical algorithms. The system of equations m = A h can be solved
using the procedure “Solve”, thus decreasing the number of variables. For a 2 X 2 X 2 table, the

solution of equation (24) is

— ﬁ -
1,11 _ 0
-7l
Lt N1,1
-7l
M1 Nye1
Ni11 Nieoe " Ny1e7 N1t
X=Xp+Xs=| + " " " (29)
—MNy11 N.1,1
g1 Moo —MNy1,e — Mo
~ Nee1 —MN1e1 — N,
fiy 11 ol T 01 T et
_# e e (O R (R T CR R x CRE T (SRR
[—T1,1,1]

Here, the representation x = X, + X, is used (cf. Zeidler, 2004), where X, is the solution of the
homogenous system, i.e., 0 = A X, and X; is a special solution, i.e., m = A X;. Equation (29) is just
equation (11) times n. From the eight initial variables of the table, there is only one left: i, ; ;.
Inthe general case of an I; X I, X -+ X I table, there are d = []{_, ; cells or initial variables. In matrix
A of equation (24), there are ){_;(I; — 1) linear independent rows for the one-way totals,
YoM -1 Yol — 1)} linear independent rows for the two-way totals, and one row for the
overall total n. The number, r, of linear independent rows is therefore
r=1+3,0 - D) + XU~ D X5 ([ = 1)}, or (30)
r=(c-2) (S - 1)+ 12 - 2L{L i 1) - (31)
The system of linear equations m = A ' can be solved for r components of h. There remain f = d —

r free variables, i.e.,
f=Mali— (-2 (52— L) -2+ S {130 1) (32)
For a three-way table, investigated by Roy and Kastenbaum (1956), this number is the well-known f =

(I, —1)(I; — 1)(I3 — 1). For ¢ = 3 and a unique number of categories I, f turns out to be

_cU-D{cU-1)-1+3}

f=I° > 1. (33)
Let y be the vector of the f free variables. Then, the linear optimization problems have the
Mathematica forms

bl =Maximize[{i;, 71, = 0,7, = 0, ..., g = OL{y1, ¥z, ., £}l (34a)
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and
b{ =Minimize[{f;, ; = 0,71, > 0, ..., iy = 0}{y1, V2, ., Vf}] (34b)

and must be calculated for i = 1, ..., d. Let Q be the set () = {i|bl-l = bl Ni E{], ...,d}}, i.e., the set
of indices of fixed cells.

When Q) is not empty, the analysis can be refined. In equation (26), the fixed counts substitute for the
variables of the fixed cells. This means that vector n in m = A n has to be renewed by setting ; =
bl-l, i € (. Analogously, the list of variables is reduced by canceling the variables of the fixed cells. The
solution of the new system of equations then further reduces the number of free variables. Applying
this to Table 6 of Fienberg and Rinaldo (2007) yielded Table 2 of this study. Only four free variables are

left over. In this way, a very compact expression for admissible tables was reached.

6 The simulation of ordinally scaled variables with predefined associations

6.1 Association measured by Pearson’s p

The aim is to simulate an I; X I, X --- X I, contingency table of c numerical variables with given one-
way marginals and Pearson’s correlation coefficients p; ;, i,j € {1,2,--,c}. The categories of the
variables are characterized by numbers. These numbers, vi(iki), ie{1,2,-,c}, k; €{1,...,1;}, may
agree with the index of the category, i.e., v;(i;) = 1, v;(iy) = 2,..,, vi(i,i) = [; for variable i.
The contingency table is characterized by the probabilities py, r, k. Where k; € {1, ..., 1;} defines
the category of variable i. The probabilities are unknown at present. Now the equations are collected
to ensure the validity of the given conditions.
The one-way probabilities, piki, are assumed to be known. Here, i is the number of the variable and
k; is the category of that variable. As before, Py, May be obtained from the c-way probabilities,
Pk, k,,...k.» DY SUMming over all indices except index i, i.e.,

Pir, = Pe,.cooiytrers - (35)
Hence, the expectations y; = chii=1 v;(k;) Piy, and the variances o/ = chii=1 v;(k;)? Py, — u? of the
variables i € {1, ..., c} are also known.

The pairwise correlation coefficients, pij,are defined by

I; I I: I;
_ covy; Zklizlzk]jzl[vi(ki)_ﬂi [vj(kj)—uj] piki,jkj B ZklizlszjZIVi(k-) vj(kj) piki,jkj —Hi Kj (36)
" lalle)] |oil|o| oo '
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where piki'jkj are the two-way probabilities of variables i and j, which can be determined via piki‘jkj =

Doy ®restifi it Hence,

pijloillo;| +winj = EﬁFl Zif}.zl v (k) v (k;) Pt (37)
must hold. The left-hand side of this equation only involves constants; i.e., the left-hand side is a
constant. The right-hand side of equation (37) is a linear combination of the cell probabilities;
therefore, the theory of linear programming can be applied.
For convenience, Mathematica and the principles of Section 5.2 are used to proceed. First, the
system W of the linear equations (1 =p. ., X{_;(I; —1) = 1. — ¢ equations for the one-way
marginals and (¢ — 1) ¢/2 equations for the two-way correlations) is solved.
Then, the lower and upper bounds for the first free variable are determined using the procedures
Minimize and Maximize of Mathematica. Three cases need to be considered. (1) The procedure
finds no solution, in which case there is no table satisfying the demanded correlations (in the literature,
there was no practical and sufficient criterion for the existence of a table). (2) The lower bound and
upper bound agree. Then, the first free variable is fixed. (3) The lower and upper bound differ, so there
are a variety of tables satisfying the demanded correlations. Therefore, it must be decided whether an
average table or an extreme one is preferred. We suggest simulating at least an average table and
possibly afterward simulating extreme tables. For the average table, we assign the mean of the bounds
to the first free variable. For extreme tables, either the lower or the upper bound can be assigned to
the first free variable.
In either case, the first free variable is now assigned to a constant value, and the system of equations
W is updated by inserting that value for the variable. Then, the lower and upper bounds for the new
first free variable are determined. (The output “no solution” may no longer appear.) This algorithm is
repeated until there are no free variables left and all cell probabilities are determined.
Now, we have all d = [[},=; I cell probabilities. We interpret them to define a d— point distribution.
Then, the inversion algorithm of Lee (1997) can be used to simulate the table.
For the case with no solution for the restraints, admissible scenarios can be determined. Instead of
maximizing and minimizing the cell probabilities, we determine the bounds for the correlation
parameters. For example, let the one-way marginals of a 3 X 3 X 3 table be p, = (0.1,0.3,0.6)', p, =
(0.2,0.4,0.4)', and p; = (0.3,0.3,0.4)". The appropriate expectations and variances are thereby
defined. Then, the procedures Maximize and Minimize are used to calculate the bounds for the
correlation parameters. The obtained bounds are —0.797 < p; , < 0.797, —0.808 < p; 3 < 0.808,
and —0.837 < p,3 < 0.933. Maximizing p; 5 + p13 + py 3 vields 2.537, with p;, = 0.797, p; 5 =
0.808, and p, 3 = 0.933. Minimizing p; , + p13 + p3 yields —1.400, with p;, = —0.598, p; 3 =
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—0.449, and p, 3 = —0.354. For p = p;, = p;3 = P33, we obtain the admissible interval —0.598 <
p <0.797.

6.2 Association measured by Goodman and Kruskal’s y

Lee (1997) developed an algorithm for the simulation of a table with given one-way marginal totals
and given pairwise association measures in terms of Goodman and Kruskal’s y. Ibrahim and Suliadi
(2011) provided a macro program of this algorithm.

This section is organized as follows. First, the algorithm of Lee (1997) is described, including three
improvements. Then, we use it in two examples showing scenarios of association parameters where a
table satisfying the demands does not exist and, even when such a table exists, it cannot be determined
with Lee’s (1997) method. Later, hints are provided for how to handle these problems.

Consider two ordinally scaled categorical variables Y; and Y, with I; and I, categories, respectively.
Let the (unknown) joint probabilities be denoted by p; ; = P(Y; = i AY, = j). Consider two random
objects with observations of both variables, 0; = (Y;,Y,) and 0, = (Y';,Y’,). The probability that the
first object has categories i and j and the second object has categories i’ and j' is then Pij Pirjr- In
addition to being objects with observations, 0; and O, are also two points of the I; X I, table, and
they may be concordant (i < i"and j < j ori > i"and j > j'), discordant (i <i'and j > j ori > i
and j < '), or indifferent (at least one equality sign appears). Adding the concordant and the

discordant cases, the definition of y becomes

S = Xicir Nj<ji DijPinjr + Disir Xj>ji Pi,jPin,jr»

D = Yiciy Xj>ji Pi,jPirjr + Disir 2j<ji Pi,jPir,jis (38)
_S$>D
Y=o

Note that this definition deviates from that of Lee (1997) ones. (This is the first improvement by the
author.) In the version from Lee (1997) or Upton and Cook (2014) the right-hand-side double sums do
not appear. In that case, however, we can obtain differing association values if we rename or
interchange the variables. Since this is not judicious in the actual context, the symmetrical version (38)
is applied. However, this does not affect the ideas of Lee (1997) in an essential way.

Following Lee (1997), for given one-way marginals, i.e., for given p = (PL-:PZ,-: ...,p,l,.)' and q =
(p.yl, De2s e p.y,z)’, the maximum gamma is y = 1. The probabilities p; ; carrying this property can be
determined by the following routine. With an outer loop i = 1,2,--,I; and for each i with an inner

loop j = 1,2,-, 1, (or vice versa), set

p;; = min(p;,q;) and update p; = p; —p;jand q; = q; — p; ;. (39)
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(This is the second improvement by the author. The author thought that Lee (1997) meant the same,
but his version was hard to understand.)

For negative gammas, the method must be modified. Lee (1997) and Ibrahim and Suliadi (2011) stated
that a two-way table with perfect negative association (i.e., y = —1) can be obtained from the two-
way table with perfect positive association (i.e., y = 1) by reversing the order of categories for one of
the variables. To see that this is not correct, consider a table with three variables where all association
parameters are y = 1. Reversing the order of categories of the first variable changes two associations
to y = —1. If one then reverses the order of categories of the second or third variable, there remain
two associations with y = —1 and one with y = 1. If we then reverse the order of categories of the
remaining variable that has not changed so far, we again have three associations of y = 1. Therefore,
a table with three variables, where all association parameters are y = —1, cannot be generated.
However, the joint probabilities for y = —1 can be determined by reversing the components of the
one-way marginal totals p, i.e., p = (p,l,.,pll_l,., ...,pl,.)’, applying routine (39), and next reversing
min

the rows of matrix [pi'j}l L thus obtaining the table p with the originally demanded one-way
1 2

marginal totals. (This was the third improvement by the author.)
Denote the generated I; X I, table with p°Pt and the I; X I, table for independent Y; and Y, with p°,
ie., pgj = Ppi. p.j. Then, the convex linear combination p(A) = (1 -2) p® +1p°P, 0<1<1,
defines a table p(1) satisfying the one-way marginal totals. For 2 = 0, p(0) = p° holds and the
appropriate gamma is zero, i.e., y[p(0)] = 0. Also, for 2 = 1, p(1) = p°P! holds and the appropriate
gammaisone, i.e., y[p(1)] = 1.Since y[p(A)] is a continuous function of A, there must be a 1* so that
y[p(A)] = T,0 < T < 1, where I'is the nominal amount of association. Therefore, Lee (1997) solves
numerically the equation

yipW] =T (40)
with respect to 1. With solution 1%, the table p*' = 2* p® + (1 — 1*) p°P! satisfies the nominal T
The main aim is to generate an I; X I, X --- X I. table for c categorical variables with given one-way

marginal totals and nominal pairwise associations I} ;, i,j € {1,2,---,c}, i <}j. For each I} ;, routine

(40) is applied, leading to c(c — 1)/2 two-way marginal totals p'i/. Each entry p::f‘f, , with i’ €
{1,2,---,I;}andj’ € {1,2, e Ij}, can be expressed as a sum of the c—way probabilities, thus exhibiting
linear equations. Lee (1997) acknowledged that a solution of a system of linear equations with
additional inequalities, p; = 0, can be found by applying linear programming. Having determined an
admissible table, the simulation is carried out with the inversion algorithm.

The described method of determining an admissible table will be called the y —method from here on.
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Neither Lee (1997) nor Ibrahim and Suliadi (2011) mentioned any problems finding a solution and gave
the impression that the procedure always finds one. An example is given to prove that this is not always
the case.

Consider a 2 X 2 X 2 table with given one-way marginal totals (0.2,0.8)’, (0.4,0.6)’, and (0.5, 0.5)’
for variables one, two, and three, respectively. It can be confirmed that a table exists that satisfies the
nominal pairwise association parameters 1=1I;, =TI;3 =TI,3. Now, the nominal pairwise
association parameters are set to I, = —1, I3 =1, and I3 = 1. Routine (39) delivers the

probabilities for the three 2 X 2 sub-tables pT22, pT'13, and pT23.

F1,2 = _1 F1'3 = 1 F2’3 = 1
0 0.2 0.2 0 0.4 0 (41)
0.4 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.5

It is not necessary to solve (40), since a priori, A = 1 holds.
Now, the zero-, one-, and two-way marginal totals are known, and the system of linear equations can
be established. There is one free parameter, and the three-way table satisfying the restraints is

presented in Table 3.

Table 3: A: Cell probabilities for given one- and two-way marginal totals. B: Table for association

parametersI; , = —1,I13 =1,and [, 3 = 0.714.

A) Bona fide table satisfying the restraints B) Table for extreme associations
j=1 j=2 j=1 j=2
i=1 k=1 P1,11 0.2 — P1,1,1 i=1 k=1 0 0.2
k=2 —P1,11 P11 k=2 0 0
i=2 k=1 04— p1'1'1 p1'1'1 —-0.1 i=2 k=1 0.3 0
k = 2 pl,l,l 05 - pl,l,l k = 2 01 04‘
From p;1, = —p11,1 and P111,P112 = 0, it follows that p; 11 = p; 1, = 0 must hold. Therefore,
D221 = —0.1 would follow; i.e., there is no table satisfying the restraints.

One could think that, if an admissible table exists, it can be determined by the y-method. We now
show that this is not correct. As an example, our task is to generate a 3 X 3 X 3 table with one-way
marginal totals p; = (0.1,0.3,0.6), p, = (0.2,0.4,0.4), and p3 = (0.3,0.3,0.4)" and pairwise
Goodman and Kruskal’s association parameters —I' , =T 3 =TI, 3 = 0.6023. The sub-tables with

maximum associations are determined via (39) and presented in Table 4.
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Table 4: 3 X 3 sub-tables for association parametersI;, = —1,I13 = 1,and [, 53 = 1.

I, =—1
0 0 0.1
0 0 0.3

0.2 0.4 0

s=1

0.1 0 0

02 0.1 0
0 0.2 0.4

Tps =1
0.2 0 0

0.1 0.3 0
0 0 0.4

The 3 X 3 sub-tables for independent variables were determined and are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: 3 X 3 sub-tables for independent variables.

1—‘1‘2 = 0

0.02 0.04 0.04
0.06 0.12 0.12
0.12 0.24 0.24

F1’3 = 0

0.03 0.03 0.04
0.09 0.09 0.12
0.18 0.18 0.24

F2’3 = 0

0.06 0.06 0.08
0.12 0.12 0.16
0.12 0.12 0.16

Now, the 3 X 3 sub-tables for association parameters —I'; , = I’y 3 = I, 3 = 0.6023 are generated by

determining the coefficient A due to equation (40). The results are given in Table 6.

Table 6: 3 X 3 sub-tables for association parameters —I; , = I'; 3 = I, 3 = 0.6023.

I, = —0.6023
A= 0.4670

0.0107 0.0213 0.0680
0.0320 0.0640 0.2041
0.1574 0.3147 0.1279

I3 = 0.6023
2= 0.5100

0.0657 0.0147 0.0196
0.1461 0.0951 0.0588
0.0882 0.1902 0.3216

I,5 = 0.6023
A = 0.4872

0.1282 0.0308 0.0410
0.1103 0.2077 0.0821
0.0615 0.0616 0.2769

These two-way marginal totals are written as a linear system. Together with the inequalities p; j . = 0,
they should be solved by linear programming. As it turns out in this case, there is no solution. To see
why, the linear system is solved to reduce the number of variables. From 3 X 3 X 3 variables p; ; x,
there are eight free variables. It is not necessary to present the complete table. Five cell probabilities
are the following:

P113 = 0.0107 = p1 11 — P12

D123 = 0.0213 —p151 — D122

P213 = 0.0320 = p11 —P2,1,2

P223 = 0.0640 —py51 — D222

P331 = P111 T P121 + P21 + D221 — 0.1502.
From the first four equations, it follows that p; ;; < 0.0107, p;,, < 0.0213, p,,; < 0.032, and

D221 < 0.064. Hence, the sum p; 11 + D121 + P211 + D221 is less than or equal to 0.128. Then,
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P3,3,1, given by the last equation, is smaller than zero. Therefore, the y-method is not able to find a
solution for the formulated task.

However, there is a table satisfying the conditions that was found with the procedure NMaximize from
Mathematica. The variable I' was maximized under the restraints of the zero- and one-way marginal
totals I' = —I'; , = I 3 = I, 3 and nonnegative variables. The maximum was I' = 0.6023, and the

obtained table is given in Table 6.

Table 6: 3 X 3 X 3 table satisfying 0.6023 = —TI;, =I; ;3 = I, 3 and one-way marginal totals
p. = (0.1,0.3,0.6), p, = (0.2,0.4,0.4)', and p; = (0.3,0.3,0.4)".

j=1 j=2 j=3
k=1 0 0.0262 0.0417
i=1 k=2 0 0 0.0321
k=3 0 0 0
k=1 0.0072 0.1193 0
i=2 =2 0 0.0181 0.0820
k=3 0 0 0.0738
k=1 0.1056 0 0
i=3 k=2 0.0872 0.0806 0
k=3 0 0.1558 0.1708

To simplify the check of the side conditions, the sub-tables are given in Table 7. Although there are
similarities to the two-way sub-tables in Table 4, there is one specific difference: zeros do appear,

supporting an extreme table.

Table 7: Two-way sub-tables from Table 6.

I, , = —0.6023 I, 3 = 0.6023 I,5 = 0.6023

0  0.0262 0.0738 0.0679 0.0321 0 0.1128 0.0872 0
0.0072 0.1374 0.1554 0.1265 0.1001 0.0734 0.1454 0.0987 0.1558
0.1928 0.2364 0.1708 0.1056 0.1678 0.3266 0.0417 0.1141 0.2442

The tool to determine an admissible association parameter scenario is still applied to the 2 X 2 X 2
table from above. Since there was no solution for —I'; , = I'; 3 = I, 3 = 1, it would be interesting to
find an extreme constellation for which a solution would exist. The term —I, + I 3 + I, 3 was
maximized under the restraints of the one-way marginal totals and nonnegative variables using the
procedure NMaximize from Mathematica. The maximum was —I'; , + I} 3 + I3 = 2.714 and the
obtained table is given in Table 3B. The determination of the sub-tables and the comparison with the

sub-tables of Table 2 shows that the first two sub-tables agree, but the third differs.
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I3 =0.714 The association parameter turned out to be 0.714. Therefore, it is possible to
03 01 simulate a table for —I} , =T} 3 = 1 and I, 3 = 0.714. To simulate a table with
0.2 0.4 agreeing association parameters (absolute values), we can determine an
admissible table by applying NMaximize with the restraints I' = —I'; , =TI 3 =

I, 3 and maximize I'. In this case, we obtain I' = 0.859. If we infer the restraints ' =T, =T 3 = I}, 5,

we obtain the admissible interval —0.859 < T < 1.

6.3 Association measured by Somers’ d

There is one similarity between Pearson’s p and Goodman and Kruskal’s y: both take values between
—1 and 1. A difference is that p = 1 means determinism, i.e., the observation of the category of one
variable of an object is sufficient to know the category of the second variable.

This is not generally true for y = %1, since such an event only indicates that the table with maximum
or minimum association is present. In fact, Lee (1997) called it misleading perfect (negative)

y=1 y=0 y=-1 association. The three 2 X 2 tables shown
0.1 0.7 0.08 0.72 0 038
0 0.2 0.02 0.18 0.1 0.1

here fory =1, 0, -1 have the same one-way
marginals, p; =(0.8,0.2)" and p, =
(0.1,0.9)". The respective Pearson’s correlation coefficients are p = 0.1667, p =0, and p =
—0.6667. That means, for the given one-way marginals, that y = 1 stands for low (positive)
association, while y = —1 stands for large (negative) association. Hence, the y-scale is a relative one
and worthless without additional information. Following Upton and Cook (2014), Somers’ d is a better
measure of association (dependence) between ordinal variables. It is a modification of Goodman and
Kruskal’s y. Since a symmetrical version is needed here, the definition of T becomes
T = Z z pijpi’ j + z Z Dijpi’ ' + z z pijpi’ j + 2 z DijDi' ;' (42)
i<i’ j=j i=i' j<j' i=i' j>j i>i’ j=j'
and the definition of d is

_ §S~D _ S§-D
S+D+T  1-%;3%;pf;’

(43)
The right-hand-side version results from 1=%;%;¥y Yy p;;pyy and S+D+T=1-
Yizit Lj=jr Pijpirjr = 1= L1 X pi)

Itis easy to see that d = 0 holds if the variables are independent, and d = +1 holds if the category of
one variable can be deduced from knowing the category of the other variable, i.e., when the table has

a (anti-) diagonal structure. For the 2 X 2 tables from above, d = 0.087,d = 0,andd = —0.471 hold,

respectively.

20



To give an impression of the relation of Somers’” d and Pearson’s p, the parameters were calculated
for the sub-tables of Table 7. Somers’ values were d; , = —0.686, d, 3 = 0.622, and d, 3 = 0.857,
and Pearson’s values were p; , = —0.797, p; 3 = 0.808, and p, 3 = 0.933.
To find an admissible table satisfying the one-way marginals and the nominal pairwise association
parameters 4; ;, it is possible to apply a slightly modified version of the y —method. For a certain pair
i, j of variables, p® and p°Pt (which are p™@ for A > 0 and p™™ for A < 0) are determined as before.
It is useful to calculate d for the table p°Pt. The nominal A should reflect less association than d. Then,
similar to the y-method, for each pair of variables,
p(M) =1 -2 p°+Ap° (44)
dlp(M] = A
must be solved numerically. As with the y—-method, the obtained two-way marginals p(1*) are written
as a system of linear equations. These are solved by linear programming software. If no solution is
obtained, the nominal association parameters need to be weakened.
This was the analog to the y-method. The additional tools presented in Sections 6.1 and 6.2 can be

adapted.

Consider again the example of the 3 X 3 X 3 table with one-way marginals p; = (0.1,0.3,0.6)’, p,
(0.2,0.4,0.4)', and p3 = (0.3,0.3,0.4)". Then, the bounds —0.686 < d; , < 0.595, —0.667 < d; 3 <
0.622, and —0.667 < d, 3 < 0.857 are obtained. Maximizing d;, + d; 3 + d, 3 yields 2.074, with
dy, =0.594, d;3 =0.622, and d, 3 = 0.857. Minimizing d;, + d;3 + d,3 yields —0.984, with
di, =—0.244, d;3 = —0.073, and d,3 = —0.667. For d =d;, =d;3 = d,3, the admissible
intervalis —0.308 < d < 0.594.

For the example of Table 3B, d;, = —0.250, d;3 = 0.323, and d, 3 = 0.286 are calculated. (For
comparison, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were p, , = —0.408, p, 3 = 0.500, and p, 3 = 0.408.)
For the sub-tables of Table 7, d;, = —0.255, d; 3 = 0.282, and d, 3 = 0.318 are calculated. (For

comparison, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were p, , = —0.390, p, 3 = 0.429, and p, 3 = 0.475.)

6.4 How to obtain tables for all admissible associations measured by Somers’ d

As was worked out in the last section, the adapted y—method does not always allow the determination
of a table satisfying nominal associations measured by Somers’ d, although one exists. It was also
reported that a numerical maximization was able to find the solution. However, a large number of
iterations were necessary, and the method may fail if the number of variables increases.

Assume that a table p* exists that satisfies the nominal two-way associations measured by Somers’ d.
Let the expression d* = d(p*) define this property, where d* is the vector of the nominal two-way

associations and d(p) indicates the vector of the actual two-way associations from table p.
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From Section 6.1, it is known how to determine a table with given Pearson’s correlation coefficients p,
where p is the vector of the two-way correlation coefficients. Denote the generated table with p(p).
We are looking now for p, so that p(p) has the desired property with respectto d*, i.e., d* = d[p(p)].
This is realized by a minimization procedure:

min [|d" — d[p(p)]l (45)

We used the function FindMinimum of Mathematica with starting points p = d* and the Euclidean
norm. The function p(p) had to be specified in two ways, and subsequently, the minima and maxima
of the free variables were evaluated. The cell of the actual variable was set to the mean of the
minimum and maximum. We denote the specification with p(p, mean). When p left the admissible
region, i.e., when there was no solution for the restraints, the penalty term ||d* — d[p(p, mean) ||
was set to a large value. The argument for which the norm is minimum is named p*.

The procedure was applied to the repeatedly used one-way marginals of a 3 X 3 X 3 table. In Section

6.3, the admissible range —0.308 < d < 0.594 was determined for d = d;, = d; 3 = d; 3. Nearly

extreme scenarios have been chosen. For d* = (diz, di s, d§,3)’ = (—-0.3, —0.3, —0.3)’, the
appropriate p* vector became (—0.437, —0.447, —0.456)". The obtained table is not presented here
but can be determined via p(p*,mean) and the technique from Section 6.1. For d* =
(0.59, 0.59, 0.59)’, the appropriate p* vector became (0.791, 0.764, 0.750)’. It was confirmed
with other examples that the Pearson’s coefficients were often (absolutely) larger the Somers’. But
this is not a general rule, as proven with d* = (0, 0, 0)'. Then, the appropriate p* vector became
(0.182, 0.057, 0.013)" and deviated considerably from the expected p* = (0, 0, 0)".

Recall that a solution need not be unique. Assuming independence between all pairs of variables, the
related table is determined by multiplying the one-way marginals involved in the specified cells. For
this independence table, d = (0, 0, 0)' and p = (0, 0, 0)' hold. If we wish to generate the
independence table, given the demand d* = (0, 0, 0)’, we must give up the choice of the mean value
of the admissible intervals (bl, bu) of the free variables. Instead, we take that value of the interval that
is nearest to the value p'™® of the independence table. If b! < p™d < b* holds, p = p'™d is taken, and
if pind < bl holds, p = bl is taken. For b* < p'™, the choice is p = b%. We denote this specification
with p(p,ind). The application of this principle led indeed to p* = (0, 0, 0)'. Applied to d* =
(—=0.3, —0.3, —0.3)', the appropriate p* vector became (—0.442, —0.440, —0.454)". For d*
(0.59, 0.59, 0.59)’, the appropriate p* vector became (0.790, 0.750, 0.735)’. Obviously, for high

associations, the difference between p(p,ind) and p(p, mean) was not great. For the most extreme
associations, —0.308 and 0.594, p(p, ind) and p(p, mean) result in the same table.
For d* = (0, 0, 0)', p(p, max) was still evaluated, i.e., the maximum was always chosen from the

admissible intervals for the free variables. Then, the appropriate p* vector became (0.193, 0.130,
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0.026)'. Analogously, with p(p, min), the appropriate p* vector became (—0.100, —0.090, —0.086)’".
This might suffice to illustrate the admissible range of tables satisfying nominal associations.
When the minimum of (45) was not zero for a nominal d*, no table for the demands was found. Then,

the nearest admissible table due to the used norm was obtained.

7 Application to Berkeley data

7.1 Why the two-way LD differs from the partial LDs and their mean

One real-life example for Simpson’s paradox is particularly impressive. The University of California,
Berkeley, was sued for bias against women who had applied for admission. The reduced data version
found at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Simpson%27s_paradox is presented in

columns 1-5 of Table 8.

Table 8: Numbers of denied and admitted applications at six departments as part of the study of Bickel
et al. (1975). Variable 1 is sex (men - women), variable 2 is admittance (denied — admitted), and
variable 3 is the department (1 to 6). Dy 3, is the LD between variable 1 and variable 3 (which is now
dichotomous: Department i versus the rest). D, 3, is the LD between variable 2 and variable 3 (which
is again dichotomous: Department i versus the rest). Parameter p;; stands for the frequency of
applications to department i. Dy 33, is the LD between the first category of variable 1 and the first

category of variable 2 within Department i, and p, 53, is the corresponding correlation coefficient.

Dept. Men Women D1'3i D2.3z ps3; D1.2|3z P1,2)3;
i Denied  Admitted  Denied  Admitted
(%) (%)
1 313 512 (62) 19 89 (82) 0.060 —0.053 0.206 0.021 0.14
2 207 353 (63) 8 17 (68) 0.047 —-0.032 0.129 0.002 0.02
3 205 120 (37) 391 202 (34) —0.049 0.008 0.203 -0.007 -—-0.03
4 279 138 (33) 244 131 (35) —0.012 0.008 0.175 0.005 0.02
5 138 53 (28) 299 94 (24) —0.035 0.018 0.129 -0.008 -—0.04
6 351 22 (6) 317 24 (7) —0.011 0.051 0.158 0.003 0.02
Total 1493 1198 (44.5) 1278 557 (30.4) 0 0 1 00034 003

Dividing the number of admitted men by the number of applying men shows a rate of 1198/2691 =
44.5%, while dividing the number of admitted women by the number of applying women shows a rate

of 557/1835 = 30.4%. The large difference between 44.5% and 30.4% resulted in a perception of
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discrimination against women. Therefore, the question was whether women were really handicapped
or if there were other reasons that led to the differing rates.

Bickel et al. (1975) examined the department-level data and did not find clear evidence of
discrimination against women. Averaged over the departments, they found a moderate preference for
women. In principle and qualitatively, this corresponds to the inspection of the last two columns of
Table 8. Note that positive values mean that more men than women relative to their frequencies were
denied; i.e., more women were admitted. Bickel et al. (1975) also worked out the reason for the great
discrepancy between the apparent overall handicap for women and the almost absent handicaps
within the departments. The reason was the preferred applications of women to departments with
low admission rates. However, this reason was not found by straightforward theory but by good
detective work.

With the LD approach of Section 2, the parameter for the overall association between sex and
admission is D;,. The overall LD is D;, = (1493 x 557 — 1198 X 1278) /4526 = —0.0341,
showing the handicap for women. (Significance tests should and can be applied, but they are not the
focus here.) This approach does not account for the influence of the departments. Therefore, the
averaged LDs of the departments D 5|3, is a more reliable parameter. Direct evaluation of 51'2|3 via
the eighth column of Table 8 gives 51,2|3 = 0.0034, reflecting a small preference for women. The
difference between both parametersis D; , — 51_2|3 = —0.0375.

Now, the result (8) of Section 2 is applied. With it, the difference can be determined in a completely
different manner. The difference between D, , and 51,2|3 is Y8, Dy 3, D, 3,/ps;. The first summand,
Dy, Dy3,/p3,, is determined as follows. D; 3, belongs to the 2 X 2 table for Department 1, where
the first column is assigned to “men” and the second column to “women”. The first row is assigned to
“Department i”. The second row is assigned to the complement, i.e., to the rest of departments. In
Department 1, 825 men and 108 woman applied. Overall, 2691 men and 1835 women applied; i.e.,
2691 — 825 men and 1835 — 108 women applied to the other departments:

Men Women Denied Admitted
Department 1 825 108 332 601 (46)
Rest 1866 1727 2439 1154
Total 2691 1835 2771 1755

We obtain D;3 = (825 x 1727 — 108 X 1866)/4526% = 0.056. The positive sign says that the
applications of men appeared more often than the average. Analogously, D,; =
(332 x 1154 — 601 x 2439)/4526% = —0.053 is calculated. The negative sign indicates that

admittance was more often than the average. We need still p;_ , the probability of application to
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Department 1, which is p;, = (825 + 108)/4526 = 0.206. Hence, Dy3, D3 /p3, = —0.056 X
0.053/0.206 = —0.014. When columns 6, 7, and 8 are completed, the difference between D, , and

D, 55 can be calculated:

_ Dy, Dy,
Dyp = Diz13 = ZLl% = —0.0375. (47)

;
It is easy to see that the difference becomes particularly large (positive) when D, 3, and Dy 3, have the
same sign within the departments, because then all summands are positive. Also, the difference
becomes particularly small (negative) when Dy3, and D,3 have different signs within the
departments, because then all summands are negative. Inspection of columns 6 and 7 of Table 8 proves
the negative correlation of D, 3, and D, 3. within the Berkeley data.

The interpretation is that the apparent discrimination against women was caused by a property of the
departments. Those with high admittance rates had more male applicants and those with low
admittance rates had more female applicants. While Bickel et al. (1975) had to be good detectives to
discover this trend, the new approach makes it obvious immediately. The remark of Bickel et al. (1975)
concerning the role of the size of the departments has to be verified, since ps, appears in the

denominator in (47).

7.2 The determination of parsimonious models fitting the data

The aim is to infer whether a proven three-way interaction is caused by all three-way interaction
parameters or only by a subset of them. With the Berkeley data, it is shown that the search for a
parsimonious model fitting the data can be successful.

The multinomial distribution of Table 8 has 2 X 2 X 6 = 24 parameters. Eliminating zero-, one-, and
two-way marginals results in five free variables. To determine the distribution without a three-way
interaction, the entropy was maximized for these variables. The maximum 2.888 was reached for
P111 = 0.0653, Py 1, = 0.0456, Py 13 = 0.0477, p; 14 = 0.0618, and p; ; 5 = 0.0321. Comparison
with the observed table yields a y? value of 18.8, speaking to nonagreement (p = 0.002) and the
existence of a three-way interaction.

The three-way interaction is quantified by the three-way interaction parameters D;;; =
ny11i/4526 — Py 1;. The counts for the variables were n;;,; =313, ny;, = 207, n; 13 = 205,
Ny 14 = 279, and ny 1 5 = 138. The corresponding three-way interaction parameters are therefore
Dy,, =0.0038, D;;, =0.00014, D,,3 = —0.0024, D;,, = —0.00018, and D, ;5 = —0.0016.
The sixth three-way disequilibrium parameter, D, ; ¢, linearly depends on the others. Actually, the sum

21'6=1 Dy q;iszero,i.e., Dy 16 = 0.00021. The largest absolute value appeared for the first department.
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All three-way interaction parameters differing from zero reflect a contribution to three-way
interaction. To quantify these contributions, the partial 2 X 2 tables under the hypothesis of an
absence of three-way interactions were compared with the observed ones. The 2 values for the six
categories were 20.6, 0.1, 2.4, 0.01, 2.1, and 0.1, respectively. Obviously, the first department indeed
plays a dominant role.

A table {pi'j,k} fitting the observed table must therefore trim D, ; ; to zero. This can be guaranteed
by setting the free parameter p;;1 to ny;1/4526. Then, there remain four free parameters.
Theoretically, one could now derive maximume-likelihood estimates to fit them, but the use of the
maximum entropy principle under restraints is easier. The restraints are the zero-, one-, and two-way
marginals and p;;; = 0.0692. Then, the four remaining free parameters are determined by
numerically maximizing the entropy. The maximum H = 2.886 was reached for p,;, = 0.0454,
P113 = 0.0463, p1 14 = 0.0605, and p; 1 5 = 0.0314. A comparison of the corresponding table with
the observed one yielded a y? value of 2.56; i.e., the data were met. For the hypothetical table, the
partial correlations P1,2)3; for Departments 1 to 6 were 0.136, —0.003, —0.007, —0.007,—0.006, and
—0.004, respectively; i.e., with the exception of p; ,3,, they were absolutely small. The complete

table, multiplied by n, is presented in Table 9 under Method A.

Table 9: Fitted counts of the Berkeley data. Five free variables were fitted in three ways. A: First
variable n, ; ; taken from Table 8, four from maximizing entropy. B: Five from D, ; ; = 0,i = 2,3, ..., 6.

C: Four from agreeing pq 2j3, = P1,2/3;,,, ¢ = 2, 3,4, 5, with the fifth the log-likelihood estimate.

Dep. Men Women
Denied Admitted Denied Admitted

i A B C A B C A B C A B C

313.0 3089 3127 512.0 5161 5123 19.0 23.1 19.3 89.0 84.9 88.7
205.6 2058 2055 3544 3542 3545 9.4 9.2 9.5 15.6 15.8 15.5
209.5 211.0 2098 1155 114.0 1152 386.5 3850 3862 2065 208.0 206.8
274.0 2754 2743 143.0 141.6 142.7 249.0 2476 2487 126.0 1274 1263
142.2 1429 1422 48.8 48.1 48.8 2948 2941 2948 98.2 98.9 98.2
348.6 349.0 348.5 244 24.0 245 3194 319.0 3195 21.6 22.0 21.5

A U A W N

Now an alternative method is investigated. In Section 3, we worked out for 2 X 2 X 2 tables how to
infer the agreement of partial correlations. This approach is straightforward to generalize to 2 X 2 X
I3 tables with I3 > 2. (For that, the right-hand-side expression of equation (14) is useful. There, i
substitutes for index “1” and I substitutes for index “2”. The same substitutions are necessary for the

third indices of A and B.) Then, the global hypothesis for the Berkeley data would be that all partial
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correlations with respect to the third variable agree. It can be formulized by demanding p; 3, =
P12]3, = = P1,2)3,; i-€., there are actually five equations. Since there are also five degrees of
freedom, the hypothetical table may be calculated explicitly. The hypothetical agreeing partial
correlation coefficients became 0.019. A comparison of the hypothetical 2 X 2 X 6 table with the
observed data gave a y? value of 17.4 (p = 0.0036); i.e., one cannot be convinced with unique
correlation coefficients. Comparisons of the partial 2 X 2 tables with the observed ones showed one
significant deviation. For Department 1, the y? value became 19.2. All other x? values were smaller
than 2.1.

Comparisons of the partial 2 X 2 tables with the tables for independence showed no significant
deviation. All y2 values were smaller than 0.4. That means 0 = Dy 313, = D123, =+ = D133, can be
assumed. These five equations are solved by the five arguments p, ; ; = 0.0683, p; ; , = 0.0455,
p113 = 0.0466, p; 14 = 0.0608, and p; ; 5 = 0.0316. The comparison of the associated table with
the observed data gave a y? value of 3.69; i.e., the model fits the data. Comparisons of the partial 2 x
2 tables with the observed ones also showed no significant deviation. All y? values were less than 1.2.
Comparisons of the partial 2 X 2 tables with those under independence showed one significant
deviation. For Department 1, the y? value became 10.8 (p = 0.001, the correlation was P1213, =
0.107, somewhat smaller than before). All other y? values were of course zero. The table is presented
under Method B in Table 9.

Method B gained from the finding that five partial correlations could be set to zero. Under different
circumstances, it could be possible that the five partial correlations agree but are not zero. In that case,
P1,2|3; = P1,2|3;4, €@n be assumed for i € {2,3,4,5}. For these four equations, four variables can be
eliminated. The last variable, p;,,, is determined via maximum likelihood, i.e., by maximizing
Xijk i jk 1n(pl-’j'k). The solution can be viewed under Method C in Table 9. The comparison of the
table with the observed data gave a y? value of 2.73; i.e., the model fits the data. Comparisons of the
partial 2 X 2 tables with the observed ones also showed no significant deviation. All y? values were
less than 0.72. Comparisons of the partial 2 X 2 tables with those under independence showed one
significant deviation. For Department 1, the y2 value became 16.7 (p = 0.00004, the correlation was
P1,2)3, = 0.134). All other x? values were less than 0.03.

Thus, the apparent discrimination against women with respect to admittance turned out to be untrue.
In Departments 2 to 6, men and women were admitted equally. In the first department, men had a

significant handicap.
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8 Discussion

In Section 2, the LD parameter was used to quantify Simpson’s (1951) paradox. The difference between
a two-way interaction and the averaged partial interactions was derived. For a 2 X 2 X 2 table, the

difference was

D13 D53

. 4
p3 (1-p3) (48)

Dy, — D1,2|3 =

(Note that the notation D, ,, e.g., means the LD between the first category of variable 1 and the first
category of variable 2, formerly denoted by D, , .) In many experiments, there is one response
variable (here it is the first one) and two explanatory variables. The latter ones can be arranged to
ensure D, 3 = 0, for example, by applying the treatments to the same fraction of males and females.
In this way, the difference is zero and Simpson’s paradox is circumvented.

Let D, 3 and D, 3 differ from zero. One could think that the difference is largest when p3 is near zero
or one. However, the value of LD depends on the one-way marginal totals. Using the correlation

coefficients (5) instead gives

Dy =Dy = V1 (1 —p1) p2 (1 —p2) P13 Pas- (49)
Thus, the absolute difference is largest when p; and p, are one half, and it is smallest when p; or p,
are zero or one. On the other hand, when p; and p, are zero or one, the associated LD, i.e., Dy , is

zero. Therefore, it is useful to also consider the relative difference:

D1,2—51,2|3 — \/P1 (1-p1) p2 (1-Dp2) P13 P23 — _P13P23 (503)
Dy Dy P12
For an I; X I, X I5 table, the appropriate expression is
51-,2-|3 P1;3; P23
1—1—]=Z§{3=1(1—P3k)M . (50b)

D1jzj P12
When we are interested in the association between two categorical variables, such as sex and
admission at a university, it is useful to determine D, , or p ,. If one finds preference for one sex, this
does not mean that the other sex experienced discrimination. The reason could be that the abilities of
the sexes happened to be different. Therefore, it was reasonable to consider an index for the high
school report as a factor. With the Berkeley data, it turned out that the departments also need to be
considered as a factor. When a third factor has an effect, then 51‘2|3 gives a better estimate for the
association of the two variables than D, ,. However, the value of D, ; is still useful. If the difference
Dy, — 51,2|3 is greater than zero, it follows automatically from (48) that D, 5 and D, ;3 cannot be zero
and they have the same signs. If the difference is zero, it follows that D, 3 or D, 3 are zero. If the
difference is smaller than zero, D, 3 and D, 3 cannot be zero and they have different signs; i.e., the

interactions have different directions.
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Hence, equations (8) and (9) are a great help for interpreting the tables. It is particularly interesting

that their validity is independent of the free parameters.

Section 3 was dedicated to the question of whether the amount of interaction between two variables
depends on another categorical variable. In Section 7.2, the approach was generalized to 2 X 2 X I3
tables and applied to the Berkeley data. It was possible to find parsimonious models that fit the data.
If all variables have more than two categories, i.e., for a general I; X I, X I; table, the third variable
has no effect on the associations between the first and second variable if

P1,2j13k = P1i41,2j4113k (53)
holdsfori =1,2,---,1;, —1,j=1,2,--,I, —1,andk = 1,2,---,I3 — 1. Analogously to (12), (13), and
(14), this system of linear equations can be solved, thereby delivering the hypothetical table that can
be compared with the observed one. If it does not fit the data, subsequently it can be checked whether
the k —th category of the third variable plays a special role. For each k, the (I; — 1)(I, — 1) equations
of (53) are solved. The remaining (I; — 1)(I; — 1)(I3 — 2) free variables are found by maximizing
entropy. For each k, the hypothetical table can again be tested against the observed table.
When there is still no hit, the largest deviations from an average p can be searched in different ways.
There is a need for further investigations into an optimal systematic strategy to find a parsimonious
model. The model choice and multiple testing theories have to be kept in mind.
However, the new approach is suited to answering important questions and surely enriches the theory

of contingency tables.

In Section 4, the relation between Bartlett’s and Bennett’s measure on the three-way interaction was
investigated. As summarized in the introduction, Bartlett’s measure (which he mentioned came from
R.A. Fisher) had a high degree of impact, while Bennett’s measure was a generalization of the two-way
LD based on intuition. The meaning and correctness of this measure could therefore only be checked
through its relation to Bartlett’s measure. As it turned out, it is a simplified version of the first-order
Taylor expansion of the latter one.

For 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 tables, the criterion for an absence of four-way interaction is a straightforward
generalization of Bartlett’s multiplicative criterion, shown by Good (1963). A generalization of
Bennett’s linear three-way measure is not straightforward, as shown by Slatkin (1972), Gorelick and
Laubichler (2004), Kim et al. (2008), and Li and Wu (2009).

Unfortunately, the roots of the seven-degree polynomial arising for the multiplicative measure cannot
be determined algebraically, and the Taylor expansion cannot be generated directly. However, the
criterion is a function of the parameter p, ; ; 1, which is itself a function of the one-, two-, and three-
way marginal totals. Thus, further progress depends on the availability of an effective algorithm to
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derive multivariate Taylor expansions for implicit functions. Since the implicit function is a polynomial
(where the order of derivatives unequal to zero is finite) and there is a high amount of symmetry, there

appears to be hope.

The focus in Section 5 was on tables with zero counts. The question was whether these counts
appeared by chance or whether they were a necessary consequence from the given two-way marginal
totals. The application of linear programming was successful in obtaining fixed zero counts in a much
simpler way than when the method of Fienberg and Rinaldo (2012a, b) was used. Furthermore, fixed
nonzero counts can be determined. Thus, the number of independent variables (degrees of freedom)
can be further reduced.

One example of Fienberg and Rinaldo (2007) was reanalyzed and lead to Table 2. For completeness,
the other examples were also investigated. For their Tables 4 and 7, no fixed cells were obtained. For
their Table 5, all cells turned out to be fixed. Fienberg and Rinaldo (2007) characterized this table as
yielding no MLE and wrote, “In fact, the values of both goodness of fit statistics will always be almost
zero, no matter what the positive counts are”. This underlines that they did not acknowledge that the
contingency table was the only one with the given marginal totals. So far, there was no tool available
to find this simple but important truth.

In cases where the number of variables could be reduced, such as with Table 2, the question arises
whether the determination of the MLEs can be optimized. One way would be to modify commonly
used procedures. Alternatively, Good’s (1963) method of maximizing the entropy under restraints can
be used. Numerical maximization of the entropy of the data of Table 2 (divided by n = 113), given the
two-way marginal totals, yielded p,;, = 0.0316, p;;3 = 0.0120, p,3, = 0.0102, and p3,; =
0.0081. Due to the concavity of entropy, the convergence was excellent. The other cell counts can be

calculated according to the expressions in Table 2.

In Section 6, improvements were achieved for the simulation of ordinally scaled variables. The main

task was to determine an admissible table satisfying the demands. As noted above, there might be

difficulties in obtaining an admissible table, simply because such a table does not exist when the

restraints are too strong. Ignoring the assumptions p; = 0, a solution would exist (if the number of

equations expressing the restraints does not exceed the number of variables). However, the bona fide

table would have negative entries. Therefore, one can search for an admissible solution by minimizing
=11

> vt (51)
i=1

pi<0
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where the free variables must be fit. If the obtained minimum is zero, an admissible solution is found.
Alternatively, the maximum entropy principle under restraints can be used. When a bona fide table
has negative entries, the entropy becomes complex. Therefore, it is useful to minimize

=11

> mHED? (52)
i=1

where Im(x) is the imaginary part of x. Our limited experiences would emphasize the latter method.
Lee (1997) derived an algorithm for simulating nominal variables with given pairwise correlations
measured with Goodman and Kruskal’s 7, 0 < t < 1. Since the original measure does not ensure
©(Yy,Y;) = 7(Y,,Y;), Lee (1997) suggested the symmetric measure 7 = Max[t(Yy, Y,), (Y5, ¥;1)]. This
measure is one when t(¥;,Y,) or (Y5, Y;) is one. However, a maximum correlation of one should only
appear when both 7(Y;,Y,) and 7(Y,,Y;) showed a correlation of one. Therefore, it is more
appropriate to define T = [t(Yy,Y,) + (Y, Y1)]/2.

It can be shown that nominal variables result in similar problems as with ordinally scaled variables.
Their treatment is analogous to that presented in Sections 6.2 and 6.3. Unfortunately, the method
from Section 6.4 cannot be applied. The reason is that a measure for nominal variables is invariant with
respect to permutations of the categories, while this does not apply to the correlation coefficient
generally.

Although a lot of care was spent on the simulation of tables with nominal pairwise association
measures, it seems that the meaning of such scenarios is limited. In practice, when an observed table
is analysed, it is more important to simulate either tables under a null hypothesis or tables under
different alternative hypotheses. In both cases, the two-way marginal totals can be viewed as fixed.
With given two-way marginal totals, the two-way associations can be determined. (When there are ¢
variables, even the c-way marginal totals can be viewed as fixed.) Then, it remains to define the
properties of the table to simulate and to determine the cell properties. The simulation can then be
carried out with the inversion method of Lee (1997).

The statements resulting from such simulations are normally about the effect of certain properties of
a table. This is only correct when there is just one table with the properties. Commonly, there are
several such tables; i.e., it is necessary to simulate at least some extreme tables (where the cell
probabilities are edges of the convex set of admissible tables) and an average table (e.g., the table with

the given restraints and maximum entropy).

In this study, Good’s (1963) investigations on maximum entropy under restraints were repeatedly
used. Maximizing entropy under restraints means determining the table or multinomial distribution

that is characterized by a minimum of information, the largest disorder, or as uniform as possible cell
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frequencies under given assumptions. It allows us to determine hypothetical tables without knowing
the MLEs explicitly, as it suffices to formulate the equations of the hypotheses.

The 2 X 2 X 2 data of Mood (1950) were repeatedly used to demonstrate improved theories. The
observations were n;,1 =79, ny1, =73, Ny, =62, Ny, =168, ny,, =177, np 1, = 81,
Ny,1 = 121,and n,, , = 75. Application of the maximum entropy principle led to the results in Table
10. Due to the concavity of entropy, convergence was excellent. Comparison with results of previous
theories shows the appropriateness of the principle. A comment on the results of Cheng et al. (2006)

is given below.

Table 10: The y? values for certain interaction hypotheses concerning the data of Mood (1950).

Method Null hypothesis
Mutual independence Cindependent of A Zero three-way
and B interaction

Dap = Dac =Dpc =0 Dpc=Dpc=0 D=0
Mood (1950) 110.1 86.7 -
Lancaster (1951) 132.0 107.9 7.80
Snedecor (1958) 132.0 93.7 19.57
Cheng et al. (2006) 120.6 96.4 6.82
Maximal entropy 132.0 93.7 6.80

Marked cells contain (nearly) correct results.

Note that the row for maximum entropy satisfies the theoretical results of Roy and Kastenbaum (1956)
on the MLE for the log-linear model with given zero-, one-, and two-way margins. The approach of
Cheng et al. (2006) yielded the correct result only in one case.

Due to the concavity of entropy, the maximum is a global one. This explains why Bartlett’s criterion,
which is a cubic equation, has one real and two complex solutions under all admissible circumstances.
This fact makes it easy to prove that Bartlett’s and Bennett’s criteria agree if p; = p, = p3 = 1/2 holds
or if at least two of the three two-way interactions are zero. When these conditions are substituted
into (17), the criterion (15) with the appropriate cell frequencies can be expanded. The result is in both
cases

D=1Lq,s. (53)

Good’s (1963) paper on maximum entropy under restraints, however, was sometimes overlooked. For

example, Streitberg (1990, 1999) did not include this approach in his contemplations. When Fienberg
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and Rinaldo (2007) cited Good (1963), they did not write about entropy, and when Fienberg and
Rinaldo (2012a, b) wrote about entropy, they did not cite Good. Cheng et al. (2006) wrote about
entropy without recognizing Good’s results. They stated that an equivalence test for the independence
between one variable and the remaining two of Roy and Kastenbaum (1956) was not correct. For a
2 X 2 X 2 table, Roy and Kastenbaum’s (1956) statement can be formulated as follows: Assuming
Dy 3 = D, 3 = 0, the validity of Bartlett’s criterion, i.e., D = 0, is equivalent to p; j x = P..x Pij. for
i,j,k €{1,2}.

Applying D; 3 = D, 3 = 0 to (53), we get via (16)

D =pia1 = (p1P2P3 + 3 D12) = Prag — P3(Pr P2+ Di2) = Prig — P3Pz (54)

A proof for Roy and Kastenbaum’s (1956) statement is now given. Starting the proof with D = 0, we

get py 11 = D3 P1,2. Substituting p; py , for py 15 in (11), together with p; 3 = p;p3 and p, 3 = P23,

gives
i D3 P12 ]
P1,1,17 (1—-p3)p12 Dee,1 P1,1,07
P1,1,2 D3 (pl _ Pl,z) Pee2P1,1,0
P1,2,1 1 Dee1 P12
( ) _|pi2z2] (1-p3) (pl - Pl,z) P2 P12 -
P\Pi11) = P211| b3 (Pz - Pl,z) " |Pee1 P21l (55)
P2,1,2 1— - Pee2 D21,
Dot ( p3) (Pz Pl,z) Duui D2ze
P222] p3 (1 —pP1—Dp2t Pl,z) [Dee2 D220
(1= p3) (1= p1 = p2 +p12)]

i.e., indeed p; jx = P..x Pij. holds for i, j, k € {1,2}.

Starting with p; ; 1 = p3 p1, and regarding (54), we immediately get D = 0. Therefore, Cheng et al.
(2006) were wrong with their statement. This caused the wrong results in Table 10.

Another advantage of the entropy principle is that there are no problems with zero counts. As Khinchin
(1957) noted, an event with probability zero need not be considered. It might be viewed as mythical
to exclude an event from a contingency table, but this view is overcome when the table is considered
as a multinomial distribution. In that case, the dimension simply reduces. In this way, there are also no
problems with the evaluation of the y2- or G2- test statistics, since singularities cannot appear.
Hence, a numerical procedure that maximizes entropy should test whether a probability p; is larger

than, say, 1078, Otherwise, the term p; In p; is set to zero when summing up entropy via (2).

The concept of entropy has great meaning in thermodynamics. There, a system drives to an equilibrium
state, one with maximum entropy. Similar processes are observable in population genetics, where
large populations with random mating converge to independence of genotypes, even for closely linked
loci. (Only the one-way margins are maintained.) The obtained state is named the linkage equilibrium,

while the presence of a two-way interaction is called the linkage disequilibrium. In population genetics,
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there are also events that decrease entropy, such as mutations, inbreeding, and selection. While the
aspects of processes concerning populations are complex, they are simple compared with social or
metabolic processes. In human society, there are forces toward increase of entropy and forces toward
reduction of entropy, from the smallest groups up to the human race.

Hence, analyzing disequilibria using contingency tables encompasses the task of thinking about forces

that affect a process.

In this study, numerical methods were applied to rather small tables. In these cases, they worked

rapidly and reliably. Further investigations are needed to test their behavior with large tables.

It turned out that four issues led to considerable improvement in the theory of contingency tables: the
use of the LD measure, the treatment of a table as a multinomial distribution, the use of algebraic
software, and the application of the maximization of entropy under restraints. It is hoped that
applicants feel encouraged to test not only the classical hypotheses but also those of particular

interest.
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