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Abstract

Diagnostic tests are almost never perfect. Studies quantifying their performance use knowledge of the true
health status, measured with a reference diagnostic test. Researchers commonly assume that the reference test
is perfect, which is often not the case in practice. When the assumption fails, conventional studies identify
“apparent” performance or performance with respect to the reference, but not true performance. This paper
provides the smallest possible bounds on the measures of true performance - sensitivity (true positive rate) and
specificity (true negative rate), or equivalently false positive and negative rates, in standard settings. Implied
bounds on policy-relevant parameters are derived: 1) Prevalence in screened populations; 2) Predictive values.
Methods for inference based on moment inequalities are used to construct uniformly consistent confidence sets in
level over a relevant family of data distributions. Emergency Use Authorization (EUA) and independent study
data for the BinaxNOW COVID-19 antigen test demonstrate that the bounds can be very informative. Analysis
reveals that the estimated false negative rates for symptomatic and asymptomatic patients are up to 3.17 and
4.59 times higher than the frequently cited “apparent” false negative rate. Further applicability of the results in

the context of imperfect proxies such as survey responses and imputed protected classes is indicated.
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1 Introduction

Diagnostic tests are indispensable in modern clinical decision making. As they are almost never perfect,
evaluation of test performance is a common research goal. Test performance studies seek to quantify
test accuracy predominantly in the form of sensitivity and specificity, also referred to as performance
measures or operating characteristics. Sensitivity (true positive rate) is the probability that a test will
return a positive result for an individual who truly has the underlying condition, while specificity (true
negative rate) is the probability that a test will produce a negative result for an individual who does
not have the underlying condition. Equivalently, one can measure false positive and false negative rates.
False negative rate and sensitivity sum to unity, as do specificity and the false positive rate.

Determining sensitivity and specificity for a diagnostic test of interest, referred to as an index
test, requires knowledge of the true health status for all participants in the study. The true health
status is most often unobservable, so a reference test is commonly used in lieu of it. However, such
tests are rarely perfect themselves. When the reference is imperfect, conventional studies only identify
“apparent” sensitivity and specificity, or the so-called rates of positive and negative agreement with
the referenceﬂ They measure performance with respect to the reference test and not true performance.
Hence, “apparent” parameters are typically not of interest. Moreover, the true performance measures
are usually only partially identified, as shown in Section[2] In other words, there exists a set of parameter
values that are consistent with the observed data, called the identified set. The smallest such set under
maintained assumptions, or the set that exhausts all information from the data, is known as the sharp
identified set. This paper addresses the issue of finding, estimating and doing inference on the points in
the sharp identified set for sensitivity and specificity, or equivalently false negative and positive rates,
under standard assumptions used in the literature.

I first characterize the sharp joint identified set for the true performance measures without imposing
any assumptions on the latent statistical dependence between the index and reference tests conditional
on health status, assuming exact or approximate knowledge of the reference test characteristics. The
set is a line segment or a union of line segments in [0, 1], in contrast to rectangular sets following
from comparable existing bounds (Thibodeau (1981), Emerson et al. (2018)). The proposed framework
allows researchers to layer on additional assumptions regarding the latent dependence to further reduce
the size of the set. This is demonstrated through a formalization of an informally stated assumption
from the literature which is plausible when the two tests are physiologically related.

Sensitivity and specificity are frequently used to obtain other policy-relevant parameters. I present
how the derived identified sets may be utilized to sharply bound prevalence, or the population rate of
illness, in populations screened by the index test. Bounds may be markedly narrower than those implied
by existing comparable methods, owing to the specific shape of the identified sets. Implied bounds on
predictive values, i.e. probabilities that a patient is sick conditional on observing a test result, are

discussed in Appendix [A]

1. “Apparent” false negative rate and “apparent” sensitivity sum to unity. Similarly, “apparent” false positive rate and
“apparent” specificity sum to unity.



The FDA Statistical Guidance on Reporting Results Evaluating Diagnostic Testsﬂ requires diagnostic
performance studies to report confidence intervals for index test sensitivity and specificity to quantify
the statistical uncertainty in the estimates. To conform to the practice, I construct confidence sets for
points in the identified set using an inference method based on moment inequalities (Romano, Shaikh,
and Wolf (2014)). The confidence sets are uniformly consistent in level over a large family of permissible
distributions relevant in the application. Namely, they asymptotically cover all points in the identified
set uniformly over the family of population distributions with probability of at least 1 — «, where « is
the chosen significance level.

Diagnostic test performance studies for rapid COVID-19 tests have a mandated RT-PCR reference
test which is known to produce false negative results, and thus pertain to the setting analyzed in
the paperﬂ Fitzpatrick et al. (2021) emphasize that the false negative rate of the ubiquitous Abbott
BinaxNOW COVID-19 Ag2 CARD rapid antigen test may be substantially understated by the reported
“apparent” analog due to imperfect reference testsﬁ

Application of the method to the data from the original Emergency Use Authorization (EUA)
performance study, as well as an independent study by Shah et al. (2021) bolsters this claim and reveals
that bounds can be very informative. Depending on interpretation, the results from both studies suggest
that the test may not satisfy the initial FDA requirement for EUA of at least 80% estimated sensitivity,
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despite fulfilling the criterion of high “apparent” sensitivity, implying the need for alternative testing
protocols. Moreover, the estimated false negative rates for symptomatic and asymptomatic patients are
up to 3.17 and 4.59 times higher than the frequently cited “apparent” false negative rate, warranting
further attention. Comparison with existing bounds reveals that the proposed method can provide
significant reductions in the size of the identified set for operating characteristics, and consequently in
the width of implied bounds on prevalence when the test is used for screening.

The methodological framework developed in the paper offers solutions to two issues in the current
research practice guidelines set forth by the FDA Statistical Guidance, as explained by Remark [4}
1) Inability to measure true test performance in common settings; 2) Inability to compare index and
reference test performance. It also addresses the concerns raised in Boyko, Alderman, and Baron (1988):
“When two tests are strongly suspected of being conditionally dependent, then the performance of one of
these tests should probably not be compared with that of the other, unless better methods are developed
to sort out the degree of bias caused by reference test errors in the presence of conditional dependence.”

Provided replication files allow researchers to directly utilize the findings of the paper to obtain
estimates and confidence sets in their own WOI‘kH Since the method does not require any changes to the
data-collection process of standard studies, it can also be readily applied to estimate test performance

based on published data, as demonstrated by the application section of the paper.

2. Link: https://www.fda.gov/media/71147/download (Last accessed: 12/25/2022)

3. Link: https://www.fda.gov/media/137907/download (Last accessed: 12/25/2022)

4. The test held 75% of the COVID-19 antigen test market share in the United States, according to Abbott Laboratories
CEO Robert Ford on Q3 2021 Results - Earnings Call Transcript.

5. Available from: |https://github.com/obradovicfilip/bounding_test_performance


https://www.fda.gov/media/71147/download
https://www.fda.gov/media/137907/download
https://github.com/obradovicfilip/bounding_test_performance

Broader applicability of the approach is discussed in Section [6] It can be used to study features of
the joint distribution between a binary outcome and a binary latent variable measured with an imperfect
proxy. Illustrative examples include variables such as program participation as indicated by a survey
response, or race, imputed using the Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding (BISG) algorithm. The
method is appealing when validation studies measuring proxy misclassification rates exist. The bounds
also readily apply whenever one wishes to learn performance of a binary classifier by comparing it to
another imperfect classifier or label, rather than the ground truth, which is common in satellite imagery

and other remote sensing applications.

1.1 Related Literature

Gart and Buck (1966), Staquet et al. (1981]), and Zhou, McClish, and Obuchowski (2009) show that if
the reference and index tests are statistically independent conditional on the true health status, index
test sensitivity and specificity are point identified, assuming exactly known reference test performance
measures. (see also Hui and Walter (1980)) However, Vacek (1985]), Valenstein (1990]), Hui and Zhou
(1998) and Emerson et al. (2018)) elaborate that conditional independence may frequently be untenable.
A salient case is when the two tests are physiologically related, such as when they rely on the same type
of sample (e.g. nasal swab or capillary blood) or measure the same quantities (e.g. antibody reaction
to tuberculin).

Tests are generally expected to be dependent, but the dependence structure is latent since true status
is unobservable. Several authors explore how dependence between the tests may affect the direction of
gold standard bias, defined as the difference between the “apparent” and true performance measures.
(Deneef (1987), Boyko, Alderman, and Baron (1988))) Valenstein (1990) concludes that when errors
committed by index and reference tests are highly correlated, the “apparent” measures may overstate
the true parameters. However, they do not precisely define highly correlated errors, prompting the
formalization of the assumption in this paper. Authors focus on the direction of the effects of the
conditional dependence, rather than on the magnitude. The purpose is to allow researchers to determine
whether their estimates are biased upwards or downwards. However, since the dependence cannot be
measured, the practical relevance of these findings is diminished. Additionally, one could argue that
the magnitude is perhaps even more important than the direction of the bias.

A formal approach to the issue of unknown bias magnitude is found in Thibodeau (1981). Assuming
that the reference and index tests are positively correlated, and that the reference is at least as accurate
as the index, the author bounds the bias. The framework presented below does not require such assump-
tions. More recently, Emerson et al. (2018) sketch an argument for individual bounds on sensitivity and
specificity under similar assumptions used in this paper. This study contributes to the literature on gold
standard bias by presenting the sharp joint identified set for test performance measures, formalizing and
incorporating existing dependence assumptions to further reduce its size, bounding derived parameters
of interest, and providing an appropriate uniform inference procedure.

In doing so, it builds upon on existing work on partial identification (Manski (2003), Manski (2007))).



Proposition |1 revitalizes the general analysis of Cross and Manski (2002) in the context of diagnostic
test performance measurements. Technical contributions over their work primarily lie within the novel
identification findings in Propositions [2] and [3], as well as the inference procedure for the points in the
identified set that is uniformly consistent in level. The procedure assumes a mild and easily interpretable
restriction on the family of population distributions, and relies on existing methods for inference in
moment inequality models (Andrews and Soares (2010]), Andrews and Barwick (2012), Chernozhukov,
Lee, and Rosen (2013), Romano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2014), Canay and Shaikh (2017)), Bugni, Canay,
and Shi (2017)), Chernozhukov, Chetverikov, and Kato (2019), Kaido, Molinari, and Stoye (2019)), Bai,
Santos, and Shaikh (2021)).

This paper aligns with a growing body of literature concerning partial identification in medical and
epidemiological research. (Bhattacharya, Shaikh, and Vytlacil (2012)), Manski (2020]), Toulis (2021)),
Manski and Molinari (2021)), Ziegler (2021), Stoye (2022)) It also aims to contribute to the corpus of
COVID-19 test performance studies by estimating the true sensitivity and specificity for COVID-19
antigen tests despite reference test imperfections under plausible assumptions. (Shah et al. (2021)),
Pollock et al. (2021), Siddiqui et al. (2021))

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] provides the identification argument.
Section [3] discusses identification of prevalence. Section [4] explains estimation and inference. Section
presents confidence and estimated identified sets for the operating characteristics of the COVID-19
antigen test. Section [f] indicates uses of the results beyond the context of diagnostic test performance
studies. Section [7] concludes. Appendix [A] derives bounds on predictive values. All proofs are collected
in Appendix

2 Identification

Studies quantifying the performance of a test of interest, also known as an index test, require knowledge
of the true health status. Health status is usually unobservable, so it is determined by an alternative
test, called the reference test. Even though the reference test should be the best available test for the
underlying condition, it is almost always imperfect in practice, giving rise to identification issues. Let
t =1 and r = 1 if the index and reference tests, respectively, yield positive results and ¢ = 0, r = 0
otherwise. Let y = 1 denote the existence of the underlying condition we are testing for and y = 0 the
absence of it [f]

We are interested in learning the sensitivity and specificity of the index test:

Sensitivity: 61 = P(t = 1|y = 1) (1)
Specificity: 6y = P(t = 0|y = 0) (2)

which are defined when P(y = 1) € (0,1) in the study population. Equivalently, one can study the

6. I interchangeably say that the person is ill when y = 1 and when y = 0, that they are healthy. This can be extended
to encompass antibody tests with minor semantic changes, since they can also measure if a person has been ill.



false negative and false positive rates, 1 — #; and 1 — 6y. Similarly, define reference test sensitivity
s1 = P(r = 1|y = 1) and specificity sg = P(r = 0y = 0). Data collection in test performance studies
is commonly done by testing all participants with both the reference and index tests. The observed
outcome for each participant is (t,7) € {0,1}2. The data identify the joint probability distribution
P(t,r). When P(r =1) € (0,1), “apparent” sensitivity 0, =P(t=1|r = 1), and “apparent” specificity
fo = P(t = 0|r = 0) are also identified.

It is typically assumed that the reference test is perfect, so that r = y. Then (61,6y) = (61,6). This
is rarely the case in practice. Generally, 0~j # 0; for some j = 0,1, which referred to as gold standard
bias. Interpreting (él,éo) as true performance measures can lead to severely misleading conclusions
due to the bias. Alternatively, researchers may explicitly study (0~1, éo). However, they only measure
performance of ¢ with respect to r, and not y. If one wishes to learn about true performance (61, 6p),

then these parameters are not of interest.

Remark 1. Index test t is usually a novel test, evaluated against the best currently available test
r. In some settings, use of r may not be practical outside the performance study due to high costs,
long turnaround time or invasiveness. For example, a reference test for some types of dementia is
a postmortem neuropathological report which is not helpful for diagnosis. Viral antigen tests may be

preferred over reference RT-PCR tests for screening purposes due to lower resource requirements.

Focusing the analysis on binary tests and binary health statuses is standard procedure. FDA Statis-
tical Guidance on Reporting Results Evaluating Diagnostic Tests recognizes only binary reference tests
and health statuses, explicitly stating: “A reference standard ... divides the intended use population
into only two groups (condition present or absent).” Many tests that yield discrete or continuous test
results, such as RT-PCR tests, are reduced to binary tests by thresholding in practice. While the results
of this paper can be extended to cases in which ranges of ¢ and r are finite sets, I limit the analysis to
the binary setting to conform to current research practice.

The section begins by outlining the formal assumptions used. I then provide the set of parameter
values (01, 0y) consistent with the observed data, also known as the identified set, without imposing any
assumptions on the statistical dependence between ¢ and r. The set is sharp, or the smallest possible
under maintained assumptions. For simplicity of exposition, this is first done when (s1, s9) are known.
I show how an additional assumption on the dependence structure between the two tests can be used
to further reduce the size of the sharp identified set. Finally, I allow (s1, sp) to be approximately known

by assuming (s1,s0) € S, where S is some known set.

2.1 Assumptions
The framework in this paper relies on common assumptions maintained in the literature.

Assumption 1. (Random Sampling) The study sample is a sequence of i.i.d random vectors W; =

(ti,ri), where each W; follows a categorical distribution P(t,r) for (t,r) € {0,1}? andi=1,...,n.



The distribution P(¢,r) is a marginal of the joint distribution P(t,r,y). Since y is not observable,
P(t,r,y) is not point identified.

Assumption 2. (Reference Performance) Sensitivity and specificity of the reference test sy = P(r =

lly = 1) and so = P(r = 0|y = 0) are known, and s1 > 1 — sq.

The analysis is first done for the simple case when (s1, sg) are known exactly. The approach is then
generalized in Section by assuming (s1,s9) € S, where S is some known set. Thus, reference test
performance needs to be known only approximately. The generalization can also be used to perform
sensitivity analyses. Knowledge of (s1, s9) or S is commonly assumed in work dealing with gold standard
bias correction, such as Gart and Buck (1966), Thibodeau (1981), Staquet et al. (1981), and Emerson
et al. (2018). The current norm of relying on the assumption that the reference test is perfect means that
researchers regularly maintain (s, s9) = (1, 1), which is a stronger condition since it implies Assumption
The framework hence weakens standard assumptions. However, knowledge of (s1, sg) or S is a crucial
identifying assumption and warrants further discussion.

Assumption [2] is particularly appealing when one has access to a study that identifies performance
of . Mathews et al. (2010) and Matos et al. (2011)) justify assumed (si, sp) based on such studies. In
specific settings, y may indeed be plausibly observable, allowing for identification of (si, sg). However,
the procedure needed to observe y may be exceedingly costly, invasive, or have an unsuitably long
turnaround time for widespread use in performance measurement. Thus, r is commonly used as a
reference for ¢ instead. For example, a neuropathological autopsy report is the only way to pose a
definitive diagnosis of Alzheimer’s disease, i.e. observe y. (Suemoto and Leite (2023)) Studies of novel
tests t for Alzheimer’s disease frequently use an amyloid positron emission tomography (PET) scan or
a clinical diagnosis as r, since a neuropathological report may be unobtainable. (Budelier and Bateman
(2020)), Wang et al. (2023)) Autopsy performance studies for r in which y is directly observed post-
mortem are available, identifying performance of r. (Patwardhan et al. (2004))

Unfortunately, in many cases such a performance study for r does not exist. Nevertheless, tests
are often expected to have precisely measured analytical performance measures. Analytical specificity
and sensitivity are defined as performance measures obtained based on contrived, rather than clinical
samples. This may provide some information on how r will perform in clinical settings. For example,
Kucirka et al. (2020) and Kanji et al. (2021) maintain that COVID-19 RT-PCR tests are perfectly
specific owing to the absence of cross-reactivity with other pathogens, that is, due to its perfect analytical
speciﬁcitym

The commonly maintained assumption (s, s9) = (1, 1) has been disputed for a plethora of reference
tests. This fact indicates that at least a set S of more credible values (si,sg) exists for a variety of
tests used as 7. In these cases, the method will yield sharp bounds on (61, 6p). However, if nothing can
be credibly assumed about the performance of r, one cannot reasonably use it to identify performance

of t. This is not a novel observation, but it highlights the importance of the assumption. Emerson

7. Specificity on contrived laboratory samples containing other pathogens, but not SARS-CoV-2.



et al. (2018)) state: “If very little is known about the reference test performance, then it is clear that
a comparison to such a reference test is a futile exercise and can provide no information about a new
test.” Gart and Buck (1966) similarly note that when (s1,s0) are unknown, both ¢ 1L y or ¢t U y will
generally be consistent with P(¢,r). The choice of (s1,s¢) is context-specific, and should be carefully
considered in each study.

I further assume that s; > 1 — sg, or that the reference test is reasonableﬁ If s1 =1 — sg, one can
show that r 1L y, so the test provides no information on y. Tests are costly, and any use of such test
is not rational. If s; < 1 — sg, it would be possible to redefine r* = 1 — r, so that s] = 1 — s; and

s5 =1—159. Now s7 > 1 — s(, since 1 — 51 > sp.
Assumption 3. (Bounded Prevalence) Population prevalence P(y = 1) satisfies 0 < P(y =1) < 1.

The assumption is implicitly found in all diagnostic test performance studies measuring sensitivity
and specificity, since it is necessary for them to be defined. Assumptions |2/ and [3|imply that P(r =1) €
(1 — sg,s1). If the condition fails, at least one of the two assumptions are refuted.

If one additionally maintains that ¢ 1L r|y, then (01, 6p) are point identified (Gart and Buck (1966),
Staquet et al. (1981), and Zhou, McClish, and Obuchowski (2009)). However, it is well established that
conditional independence is generally untenable (Valenstein (1990), Hui and Zhou (1998) and Emerson
et al. (2018)). Dependence may arise ¢ and r are physiologically related, such as when they rely on
the same type of sample or measure the same quantities. For example, tine and Mantoux tests may
be dependent since they both rely on the antibody reaction to tuberculin (Vacek (1985)), and direct
immunoassay and culture swab tests for Group A streptococci may be related since they rely on the
same type of sample (Valenstein (1990))). Since y is unobserved, the dependence structure is latent,
and multiple structures may be consistent with the data distribution P(¢,r). This leads to a possibly
non-singleton set of values (61, 6p) that are consistent with the data, called the identified set. We would
first like to learn this set without imposing any assumptions on the statistical dependence structure
between ¢ and r conditional on y. Additional assumptions on the possible dependence structures may

then be used to reduce the size of the identified set, as shown in Section

2.2 Identified Set for (61,0,)

The data reveal P(t,r), while probability distributions involving y are not directly observable. Still,
P(r,y) can be determined using (si,s9) and P(t,r). I henceforth use Ps, 5, to denote probability
distributions that are derived from observable distributions given (s, sg). All directly observable dis-
tributions, such as P(t,r), do not have the subscript. By the law of total probability and s; # 1 — s

from Assumption 2}

Pir=1)4+sy—1
s1+sg—1 '

P(r=1) = s1Ps1,50(y = 1) + (1 = 50) Psy 50 (y = 0) & P, 5o (y = 1) = 3)

8. The assumption does not require that both s; and s¢ are high. Indeed, it is possible that either s; or s¢ are close to
0, but that their sum is higher than 1.



Py, so(r,y) is then known from Py, o (7,y) = Ps, o (7y)Ps; 50 (y), since (s1,s0) fully characterize
P, s,(r|y). To outline the idea of finding the identified set, first note that for j =0, 1:

Psl,so(t:jar:()ay:j)+P31,so(t:ja'r:1ay:j) (4)

PSl,So(y:j) .

aj = PS1,80(t:j|y:j) =

Probabilities Py, 5,(t = j,r = k,y = j) for k = 0,1 are unobservable. However, they can be bounded
using the knowledge of P(t,r) and Py, 4 (r,y). By the properties of probability measures, an upper
bound on P, 4 (t = j,r = k,y = j) is min(P(t =j,r =k),Ps 5(r =ky= ])) To form a lower
bound, one can similarly find that Ps, s (t = j,r = k,y =1—j) < min(P(t = j,r = k), Py, 5, (r =
kiy=1-— ])) and use:

Py s(t=g,r=ky=j)=Plt=j,r=k)—Ps, 5ot =Jj,r=k,y=1—7)

| | 5)
> max(O,P(t =jgr==Fk)— P 5 (r=ky=1 —])>~

Note that these coincide with Fréchet-Hoeffding bounds for P(t = j,y = j|r = k) multiplied by
P(r = k). Proof of Proposition |If demonstrates that any pair of values for Ps, s, (t = j,7 =0,y = j) and
Py, s,(t = j,r = 1,y = j) within their respective bounds is consistent with the observed data. Hence,
sharp bounds on Ps, 5, (t = j,y = j) are obtained by summing the two individual set of bounds. The
sharp bounds for 6; then follow directly from and . Finally, the sharp joint identified set for
(01,6p) is derived using P(t = 1) = 01 Ps, 5,(y = 1) + (1 — 6p) P, 5,(y = 0). Observe that no restrictions
beyond those set by the distribution P(¢,r) are imposed on the latent dependence structure of ¢ and r

conditional on y.

Proposition 1. The sharp identified set Hg, 44)(51,50) for (01,60) given reference test sensitivity sy

and specificity sy is:

L, _Pl=1

P, . (y=0) —————,t; € Hp, (51,8 6
Psl,so(y:()) Psl,SO(y:O) J 0]( 1 O)} ()

H(6,,600) (515 50) = {(t1,to) cto =t

where Hg, (s1, s0) = [0%,6Y] is the sharp bound on 6; defined as:

3 V3
OJ-L: max(O,P(th,TZJ)_Ps1,so(7":jyy:1_j)>
+ (OP (r=1-jy=j)—Plt=1—jr=1 ')) !
mar\Y, Ls) so\T =1 —=73,Yy=17)— =l=-J)r=1= P (=3
81,50 HY=1J J J P81,50 (y = ]) (7)
0F = min(P(t = j;r = 1= ), Puyslr = 1=,y = )
+min(P(t = j,r = ), Poyso(r = oy = ) 1
mwn =5r=17) so\'=21Y9=1] AR
1,50 Psl,so(y = ])




Proposition (1| revitalizes the general identification result of Cross and Manski (2002)). Arguments
therein can also be used to derive the identified set for (61, Ho)ﬂ Namely, P(t|r) and Ps, s,(y|r) are iden-
tified from P(¢,r) and (s1,S0), yielding the identified set for the vector (E[t|r = j,y = k])(j,k)e{o,l}QH
Sharp bounds on (61,600) = (E[tly = 1],1 — E[tly = 0]) follow. This paper relies on a constructive proof
approach which can be adapted to accommodate assumptions on the latent dependence structure of ¢
and r conditional on y. Section introduces a novel formalization of an informally stated assumption
from the literature and exploits this feature to further tighten the bounds.

The set H(gl,go)(sl,&)) is a line segment on [0,1]? for a given value of reference test operating
characteristics s; and sg. It collapses to a point (81,0) when (s1,s0) = (1,1). Emerson et al. (2018)
sketch an argument for individual bounds on ¢; as in @ and do not discuss sharpness or the joint
identified set. Proposition [I] goes further by proving that both individual bounds and the joint identified
sets are the smallest possible under the assumptions. Section [3| shows that the linear structure of the
set Hg,,60) (515 s0) is crucial for sharpness of bounds on certain derived policy-relevant parameters, such
as the illness rate in populations screened with the test ¢, otherwise known as prevalence. Bounds on
prevalence are unnecessarily wide if any pair of values (61, §y) from their individual bounds is considered
feasible, so that the joint identified set is a rectangle Hg, (s1, s0) X Ha, (51, S0). The sharp joint identified
set for false negative and false positive rates (1 — 61,1 — ) also directly follows from H g, g,y (51, 50)-

The same will hold for other identified sets for (61,6y) below.

Example 1. Consider a study in which (s1,s9) = (0.9,0.9), P(t = j,r = j) = 0.45 and P(t = j,r =
1 —34)=0.05 for j =0,1. Hg, 6,)(51,50) is a line segment connecting (0.8,0.8) and (1,1).

The identified set for (01,6y) is sharp. Encountering wide bounds on sensitivity and specificity
implies that is not possible to learn the operating characteristics more precisely without additional
assumptions that may be untenable, or without changing the reference test. Since the reference test is
supposed to be the best available test, researchers and practitioners may have to embrace the ambiguity

regarding the index test performance.

Remark 2. Conventional studies maintain that the reference test is perfect (s1,s0) = (1,1) > (61,60)
component-wise, so t is irrefutably assumed to perform at most as well as v in both dimensions. The
bounds allow one to empirically compare index and reference test performance for certain P(t,r) and

(s1,80). This is possible in the following cases:

1. (01,60) < (s1,80) component-wise for all (01,00) € H g, 6,)(51,50), demonstrating that r outper-

forms t in both dimensions;

2. 0; > s; for a single j and all (61,00) € H g, g,)(51, 80), demonstrating that t outperforms r in one

dimension.

9. I thank an anonymous referee for bringing this to my attention.
10. Ps, so(y = jlr =1 —j) = 0 when s; = 1 for some j, which violates the assumptions of Cross and Manski (2002). It
is still possible to utilize their results by bounding only (E[t|r = j,y = 1], E[t|r = j,y = 0]).



Lemmal[3 in Appendiz[D| shows that (61,600) > (s1,s0) component-wise is impossible for all (61,6) €
7—[(91790)(51,50). That is, a single study cannot show that t outperforms r in both dimensions. As
illustrated by Example |1, it is also possible that there exist (61,60), (61,05) € H o, 05)(51,50) such that
(01,00) > (s1,50) and (07, 60() < (s1,s0) component-wise. This indicates that t or r may outperform the
other test in both dimensions, but it is inconclusive. One cannot exclude the possibility that either test

outperforms the other.

Remark 3. Depending on (s1,s0) and P(t,r), “apparent” measures (51,50) need not be contained in
the identified set for (01,00). In that sense, (61,00) may be over- or understating (01,0). A relevant

empirical example is found in Section [

Remark 4. The FDA Statistical Guidance defines a reference standard for a condition as: “The best
available method for establishing the presence or absence of the target condition. ... established by
opinion and practice within the medical, laboratory, and requlatory community.” The guidance does not
require a reference standard to be perfect, as it rarely is. When used as a reference test, the estimates
may be reported as pertaining to sensitivity and specificity, even though the estimands are “apparent”
measures when it is imperfect. This practice can be misleading. Tests other than the reference standard
may be used as reference tests. However, then the estimates should be reported as “apparent”. If one
wishes to learn true test performance, they are typically not of interest.

The guidance does not require or suggest any corrections that would allow researchers to form ade-
quate estimates of the true operating characteristics in either case. The method in this paper proposes
a solution by forming the smallest possible bounds on true performance measures under standard as-
sumptions. Furthermore, the guidance emphasizes that in a conventional study one cannot determine
whether t or r has better performance. Remark|[] clarifies that bounds allow for comparison of perfor-

mance between the two tests in certain cases.

Remark 5. Bounds in could be formed from the marginals P(t = j) and Ps, s,(y = j) as 0; €
[max (O,P(t =)+ Ps, 50 (y=1 —j)),min(P(t =7),Ps, 50 (y = ]))} m The literature on data
combination suggests that these are not sharp, as outlined by Ridder and Moffitt (2007). Lemma @ m
Appendiz [D] shows that they are at least as wide as those in Proposition [1]

2.3 Misclassification Assumptions

Points in the identified set H g, g,)(51,50) derived in the previous section correspond to different non-
observable probability distributions Ps, s, (t,7,y) that are consistent with the identified distribution
P(t,r) and (s1,s0). Until this point no additional restrictions on the dependence structure between
t, r and y were imposed. Literature on gold standard bias suggests that ¢ and r may frequently be
dependent conditional on y in ways that would further restrict the set of distributions Ps, s, (t,7,y)
consistent with the data, resulting in more informative identified sets for (61, 6p). It is thus important

to incorporate assumptions on the dependence structure into the framework.
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A particular kind of restrictions that researchers may be willing to consider concern the error prob-
abilities of ¢ conditional on r making a misclassification error for a specific value of y. Researchers may
scrutinize the credibility of such assumptions based on physical properties of the two tests. Valenstein
(1990) informally discusses one such restriction. The author analyzes the magnitude of the difference
0; —éj for j = 0,1 by means of a numerical example when the two tests have classification errors that are
referred to as “highly correlated”. The meaning of highly correlated errors is not formally defined, and
in the numerical example the assumption is imposed as P(t # y|r # y,y) = P(t=1—y|lr=1—y,y) =1
for all y. I formalize this assumption and derive the resulting sharp identified set for (61,6y). Given

that its plausibility may vary across health statuses, I allow it to hold only for a particular value of y.

Definition 1. (Tendency to wrongly agree) An index test has a tendency to wrongly agree with the
reference test for disease status y given (s1,s0) if Ps, so(t =1—glr =1—-9g,y =7) > Ps, 5,(t = g|r =
1- ga Yy = g)

If an index test exhibits a tendency to wrongly agree with the reference test for g, conditional on
the reference test making a classification error, the index test is more likely to misdiagnose the patient
than to diagnose them correctly. Valenstein (1990) explains that the tendency may arise if the two tests

have common properties, such as the type of sample used, e.g. the same swab type.

Proposition 2. Let GjL be as in @ When the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly

agree only for y = j, the sharp bounds on 6; given (s1,so) are 7'_[9j (s1,80) = [GjL,éjU], where:

gU _ Psl,so(’r:]-_j7y:j)
;=

min(P(t:j,Tzl—j), 5

1

+m'Ln<P(t :j7T :j)7P81,SO(T :jay :j)) m
51,50 -

If the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly agree for y =0 and y = 1, the sharp bounds

on 0 for j =0,1 given (s1,s0) are 7—79].(51, s0) = [HJ-L, 5?], where:

U — PShSo(rzl_jay:j)>
HES

min(P(t:j,rzl—j), 5

1
Psl,so(y = J)

Psl,so(r:jay: 1_j)
2

—|—min<P(t:j,r:j)— ,Psl’sO(r:j,y:j))

Sharp joint identified sets 7—7[(91790)(51, s0) and 7':[(91790)(81,50) for (01,00) given (s1,s0) follow from (@,
ﬁgj(sl,so), and 7-_[9].(31, 50)-

Proposition [2[ provides sharp identified sets for (61, 6y) when the researcher maintains that the tests

have a tendency to wrongly agree for only one or both health statusesm Both sets given (s1,s0) are

11. One can also define the tendency to correctly disagree for disease status § as Ps, s,(t =1 —glr =1—-g,y = §) <

11



again line segments in [0, 1]2. The bounds [HJL ) éjU], and [Gf , GZJU] imply that the sets may be reduced in
size only from above compared to 7—[(91,90)(51, s0). This can be seen in Example [2| below.

It is important to note that the assumption may or may not have identifying power for a given
P(t,r) and (s1,s0). This is evident in the empirical application. Remark [15] notes that the assumption
effectively halves the size of the estimated identified set in one population, but has no effect in the
remaining two. Remark [6] characterizes sufficient and necessary conditions for the assumption to have

identifying power, and provides an easily verifiable necessary condition.

Remark 6. Lemmal[f in Appendiz[D] shows that the tendency to wrongly agree for y = j has identifying
Psl,so(

power if and only if P(t = j,r =1—7j) > Tzl_j’y:j) > 0. If s; = 1, the assumption cannot have

identifying power.

For the purpose of interpreting this result, suppose that tendency to wrongly agree holds for y = j.
If sj =1, {r =1—j,y = j} is a probability zero event and properties of ¢ on it are inconsequential.
Having s; < 1 is thus necessary for reducing the size of the identified set. Assumption 3| and s; < 1
imply Ps, so(r =1 —j,y = j) > 0. For the assumption to have identifying power we then only need
P(t=j,r =1—j) to be “large enough”. The definition of “large enough” is contingent upon P(r = 1)
and (s1, s9). In Example [2] below, the threshold is P(t = j,r =1 — j) > 2.5% for j € {0, 1}.

Example 2. Consider the study as in Ezample [1. If the tests have a tendency to wrongly agree for
y =1, H, 0,) (51, 50) is a line segment with end points (0.8,0.8) and (0.95,0.95). If they have a tendency

to wrongly agree for any y, H g, g,)(51, S0) is a line segment with end points (0.8,0.8) and (0.9,0.9).

Remark 7. The identified set H g, 4,)(51,50) was derived by finding all distributions Ps, s,(t,r,y) that
are consistent with the data given (s1,0). It thus represents a domain of consensus for the values of
(01, 60) under additional assumptions restricting the set of Ps, s, (t,7,y) that are considered to be feasible.
In other words, any sharp identified set obtained under further assumptions on the statistical dependence

of t, v, and y will be a subset of H(91790)(81,80).

Given that SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR and rapid antigen swab tests rely on the same type of sample
usually taken from the same location (e.g. nasopharynx, nares or oropharynx), it may be plausible
to maintain that the two tests have a tendency to wrongly agree. We will use the assumption in the
empirical application in Section More examples can be found in the literature. Hadgu (1999) observes
that the same assumption is credible for the ligase chain reaction (LCR) and culture tests for Chlamydia
trachomatis by the same reasoning. Valenstein (1990) indicates that when determining the performance
of direct immunoassay swab tests for Group A streptococci using a culture as a reference, the tendency
to wrongly agree may hold for ¥y = 1 due to inadequately obtained samples leading to false negatives.

The same is suggested for y = 0. Patients who are ill with viral pharyngitis, but incidentally carry

Py, s (t = §lr = 1—7,y = 7). Identified sets that follow can easily be derived symmetrically. Thibodeau (1981) emphasizes
that tests are generally not expected to exhibit negative dependence. However, the formulation may be beneficial in
applications described in Section @
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the bacteria elsewhere, may appear falsely positive on both tests. Vacek (1985) argues that tine and
Mantoux tuberculin tests may have a tendency to wrongly agree for any ¥y as both rely on the antibody

reaction to tuberculin.

2.4 Imperfect Knowledge of Reference Test Characteristics

For simplicity of exposition, previously derived identified sets for (61,60y) were presented under the
premise that (s1, sg) are known exactly. That assumption might be implausible depending on the setting.
Researchers may instead prefer to maintain that they do not possess exact, but rather approximate
knowledge of (s1,s0). I thus relax Assumption [2/ by supposing that we only have knowledge of a set S

that contains true sensitivity and specificity of the reference test.

Assumption 2A. Sensitivity and specificity of the reference test are contained in a known compact set

S C [0,1]2. All values (s1,50) € S satisfy s1 > 1 — sq.

Assumption 24] is a weaker form of Assumption 2] since it is implied by it. Similarly, jointly with
Assumption |3, Assumption [2A|implies that V(s1,s9) € S: P(r =1) € (1 —sp, s1). If the condition fails,
at least one of the two assumptions is refuted. Compactness of S is not relevant for identification, but
it is utilized in the inference procedure construscted in Section [}

For an element (s1,50) € S, let the identified set Gy, g,y(s1,50) for (61,6) be found using Propo-
sition [I] or Proposition 2] depending on which of the discussed assumptions the researcher is will-
ing to maintain. Denote by Gy, ,)(S) the corresponding identified set for (61,6p) when (s1,s0) is
known to be in S. All values (61,6p) that are found in at least one set G within a collection of sets
G € {G6,,00)(51,50) : (51,80) € S} then constitute G, g,)(S). In other words, the set Gy, 4,)(S) con-
tains all values of (61, 6p) that are consistent with the observed data and at least one (s1,s0) € S. We

can formally define:

Gor00)(S) = | Gos.60) (51 50). (10)
(s1,50)€S
Corollary 1. Suppose that Assumption holds. Let G, 9,)(51,50) be a sharp identified set for (61, 6)
given a value (s1,50) as defined in Proposition or Proposition @ Then Gp, 9,)(S) in s a sharp
identified set for (61,600) if (s1,80) € S.

Any set Gy, ,)(51, 50) contains only the values of (61, 0p) that are consistent with the observed data
and (s1,50). The union of sets Gy, g,)(s1,50) over all possible (s1,s9) € S then only contains the values
of (01, 6p) that are consistent with the observed data and at least one (s1,s9) € S. Hence, the identified
set Gg, 6,)(S) is the smallest possible under the maintained assumptions.

The set S may take different forms. Expected ones include finite sets, line segments or rectangles.
In general, within G, 4,)(S) test performance measures 61 and 6y will no longer necessarily be linearly
dependent. The set Gy, g,)(S) may not be a line segment in [0, 12, but rather a union of line segments

of positive and bounded slopes. Hence, it will not be rectangular. It is still possible to demonstrate
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that 7 is more precise than t. As in Remark [2} it is feasible for all (s1,50) € S and (01,60) € G(s, 6,)(S)

to have (s1,s0) > (61,00) component-wise.

3 Bounding Prevalence in Screened Populations

Sensitivity and specificity in the performance study population are often extrapolated to other pop-
ulations and used to identify different parameters of interest. Notable examples are prevalence in a
population undergoing screening and predictive values. In this section, I show how the specific struc-
ture of the identified set for (01, 6y) helps reduce the width of bounds on prevalence when test ¢ is used
for screening. Bounds on predictive values are discussed in Appendix [A]

Population disease prevalence is both a research- and policy-relevant parameter. Suppose that we are
interested in learning the true prevalence in a certain population that is being screened. Identification
of prevalence based on results of an imperfect screening test is a standard epidemiological problem.
Assume that each individual is tested exactly once using only the test £. Maintain that r is not used
for screening. Depending on the setting, ¢ may be preferred over r for the purpose due to resource
constraints, turnaround time or invasiveness, as explained in Remark [I] A prominent recent example
was the use of antigen testing in university and institutional settings to monitor prevalence during the
COVID-19 pandemic.

To make the distinction between the screened and performance study populations explicit, let Q(¢, y)
denote the probability distribution which generates the data in the screened population. Unlike in
the performance study, r is not available, making the use of Q(t,r,y) superfluous. The data alone
identify only Q(t = 1). As before, y is not observed, and we are interested in learning Q(y = 1). Let
(r1,70) = (Q(t =1y =1),Q(t = 0ly = 0)) be the sensitivity and specificity of ¢ among the screened

individuals. We can then write the following identities for the two populations:

Qt=1)=nQy=1)+(1-7)Qy =0)

(11)
Pt =1) = 01Ps; 50(y = 1) + (1 = 00) Ps; 5, (y = 0).

Remark 8. It is important to emphasize that Q(y = 1) may differ from Py, 5,(y = 1) in the performance
study population. In the performance study, one can point identify or bound Py, s, (y = 1) using P(r = 1)
and knowledge of (s1,s0) or S as shown in . In the context of this section, this is not possible since

r is not used for screening, making Q(r = 1) unidentified.

Exact knowledge of (71, 7p) identifies the prevalence. (Gart and Buck (1966), Diggle (2011))) In the
population of interest it directly follows from (11)):
Qt=1)+1-1
Qu=1=A=D 0l (12)

Tm+1—1

Walter and Irwig (1988)), and Greenland (1996) explain that knowledge of (71, 79) is commonly ex-

trapolated from test performance studies. (see also Gastwirth (1987))) That is, researchers maintain the

14



extrapolation assumption: (71,79) = (01,60), where (01,6y) are assumed to be identified in a perfor-
mance study. I follow this practice and generalize to the case when (71, 79) = (61,6p), but (01, 6p) are
partially identified. Denote by Gy, 4,)(S) the identified set for (61, 6p) obtained in a performance study.

S can be a singleton, as when (s1, s9) are assumed to be known, in which case I write Gg, 9,)(s1, S0)-
Assumption 4. (Test Performance Extrapolation) (11,70) = (01,60).

The assumption maintains that test performance is identical in the performance study and the
screened populations. It does not require (61,6p) to be known exactly, and it implies that (7, 79) €
G(6,,60)(S). While Walter and Irwig (1988) state that sensitivity and specificity may readily extrapolate
to other populations in many cases, one should be aware that credibility of Assumption [4] critically
depends on the details of the empirical setting. One notable potential threat to its validity is variability
of test performance across subpopulations, otherwise known as spectrum effects. For example, it is
known that test sensitivity may vary across subpopulations with different illness severity.

When spectrum effects exist and the two populations differ in terms of relevant subpopulation
proportions, Willis (2008)) argues that (61,600) = (71,70) may be implausible. To see this, observe
that in this case (61, 6p) and (71, 79) are weighted averages of sensitivity and specificity across relevant
subpopulations, but with different weights. However, if test performance is known for all relevant
subpopulations, one could maintain Assumption [4] and identify prevalence at the subpopulation level

using arguments that follow. (see also Mulherin and Miller (2002))

Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumption [J] holds and the population is screened only using t. Let
G(91,60) (51, 80) be a known sharp identified set from Proposz'tz'on or Proposition @ Denote by QJ»L and
QJU the smallest and largest values of 0; in Gg, g,)(s1,50). The sharp bounds on prevalence Q(y = 1)

are:

Qly=1) elly, 4 = [min{Q(t_l)—i_e(%_l Q(t—1)+90U_1}

oF +05 -1 7 0V +06f -1

1 0 . 1 0 : (13)
maX{Q(tL )—;90 ’Q(tU )—500 } 0[0,1]

oL + 6L —1 o + 67 — 1

when V(601,00) € G, 0,)(51,50) 1 01 # 1 =00, and Q(y = 1) € [0, 1] otherwise.

Remark 9. The proof of Proposition[3 remains valid if we replace Assumption[f] with a weaker condition
(71, 70) € G(o,,00) (51, 80)- The benefits of doing so are primarily technical, as it difficult to think of settings

in which the weaker condition is plausible and Assumption[{] is not.

Proposition [3| extends the identity to the case when (01, 6p) extrapolate to Q(t,y). Note that it
maintains that (s1, sp) are known exactly in the performance study. Corollary [2| generalizes the results
to the case when (s1,s9) are known to lie in S. The resulting bounds on the screened population

prevalence Q(y = 1) are sharp in the absence of additional data, namely results of other tests such as r.

15



Whenever there exist (01,60) € Gs, 6,)(51,50) : 01 + 0 = 1, prevalence is unidentified as ¢t may
not be informative of y. Such tests are not useful for screening purposes. When ¢ is informative of y,
that is V(01,00) € Gg, 6,)(51,50) : 01 # 1 — g, the importance of the linear structure of Gy, g, (51, S0)
for bounding Q(y = 1) becomes apparent. Identifying power of the structure can be substantial as
highlighted by Remark [10] For certain Q(¢,y), resulting bounds may even point identify Q(y = 1) using
data only on ¢, despite (01, 6y) being partially identified.

It is important to highlight that Assumption[4is refutable. If ¢ is informative of y, then it is possible
that II;, 5, = 0. By , that happens if all assumed values (71,79) consistent with the assumption
(t1,70) = (01,60) € Gg,,60)(51,50) result in Q(y = 1) ¢ [0,1]. This would contradict the definition of
Q(y = 1), implying that (71, 79) # (61, 60).

Remark 10. Proof of Proposition @ reveals that when (s1,Sg) are known, Q(y = 1) is point identified
if Q(t = 1) = P(t = 1). One can intuitively see this from the fact that Q(t = 1) = P(t = 1),
(t1,70) = (01,600) and jointly imply that Py, o(y = 1) = Q(y = 1). Since Py, 5,(y = 1) is point-
identified when (s1,s0) are known, then Q(y = 1) is too.

Let Gp; (s1,50) = {0; : (61,00) € G(g,,60)(51,50)} denote the individual bounds on 6; for j = 0,1. The

sets Gy, (s1, s0) and Gy, (s1, so) are also referred to as projection bounds on ¢; and 6.

Remark 11. Let ¥(61,00) € G, 0,)(51,50) : 01 # 1 — 6o so that t is informative for screening. If
we were to disregard the linear structure of the sharp identified set by supposing that it is a rectangle

Go, (51, S0) % Gg, (51, S0), then the bounds on the prevalence would be:

_ Qit=1)+6—-1 Qt=1)+6] —1
:1 6]._.[35 = I

o, 1]. (14)

It is direct that g, 5, C Mg, s, whenever G(6,,60) (51, 50) is not a singleton, so that 9§] > BJ-L for j €
{0,1}. Disregarding the linear structure of the identified set for (01,6y) yields strictly wider bounds on

prevalence. For any Q(t = 1), I, 5, is an infinite set. If P(t =1) = Q(t = 1), I, 5, is a singleton.

Bounds in would follow from methods that do not establish the linear structure of Gy, 4.)(s1, s0),
such as Thibodeau (1981 and Emerson et al. (2018). Remark [11] shows that using such methods to
bound test performance will yield wider bounds on prevalence in a population screened by an informative
t. Moreover, depending on P(t,r) and Q(t) the difference in width can be extreme, since Il;, ¢, can be a
singleton, while 1_1517 so 18 always an infinite set. Section illustrates how relying on rectangular identified
sets affects the width of prevalence bounds using empirical examples. It compares prevalence bound
widths implied by estimated identified sets for (01, 6y) constructed using Thibodeau (1981)), Emerson et
al. (2018), and the method described here, for hypothetical screened populations with different Q(t = 1).

Corollary 2. Suppose that Assumption [4] holds and the population is screened only using t. Let

G(61,60)(S) = U(sl,so)es G(6:,00)(51,50), where Gg, g,)(51, 80) are known sharp identified sets from Propo-
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sition |1l or Proposition @ The sharp bounds on prevalence Q(y = 1) are:

Q(y = ].) € HS = U HSl,SO (15)
(s1,80)€S

when ¥(01,00) € Gig,,60)(S) : 01 # 1 — 0, and Q(y = 1) € [0, 1] otherwise.

Corollary [2| generalizes Proposition [3| to the case when (s1, sp) are not known exactly. If the shape
of Gs, 0,)(S) was disregarded by assuming that the identified set was a rectangle, bounds IIs analogous
to the ones in can still be formed, and it would hold that IIs C IIs.

Throughout this section we have assumed that screening is performed once in the population. If
screening is done repeatedly, a time series of prevalence bounds can be constructed. When there is
selection into testing, bounds on prevalence by Stoye (2022) may be used, for which the bounds on

(01,60) derived in Section [2| are natural inputs.

4 Estimation and Inference

Identified sets in Section [2[ can be found when P(¢,r) is known. In practice, researchers must use
sample data to estimate the identified set and conduct inference. This section demonstrates consistent
estimation of the identified set and construction of confidence sets for the points in the identified set
that are uniformly consistent in level over a large family of permissible distributions.

Let W; = (t;,7;) € {0,1}2 for i = 1,...,n constitute the observed data of n i.i.d observations from
the distribution P(t,r) € P, where P is a family of categorical distributions with 4 categories. Let
G(,,60) (51, 80) denote an arbitrary identified set for (61, 0o) given (s1,so) from any of the propositions
above, and Gy, (s1,50) the corresponding identified set for 6; with j = 0,1. Replacing population
parameters with their consistent estimators in closed form expressions for Gy, (s1,50) and Gy, 4,)(51, S0)
yields the consistent plug-in estimator of the identified sets (Manski and Pepper (2000)), Tamer (2010))).

Let 1{-} denote the indicator function. Suppose first that (s1,so) are known. P(t = j,r = k) =
Lisy Mti=iri=k} 1 consistent estimators of P(t = j,r = k) for all (j,k) € {0,1}2. Combining P(t =

n

j4,r = k) with the knowledge of (s1,s0) yields Py, ¢ (r = k,y = 1) for every k,1 € {0,1}2. The plug-in
estimator ng (s1,50) for the identified set of a single parameter §; follows immediately by inputting
P(t =j,r =k) and ]551750 (r = k,y =) into the bounds in Proposition |1} or Proposition [2 Consistent
estimator QA(91790)(51, s0) of the joint identified set for (61, 6o) follows from ().

In the case when (s1,sp) are only known to be bounded by some compact set S, one can obtain
the consistent estimator 6(91790)(8) = U(sl,so)ES gA(gl’go)(Sl,SO). This is done by finding a union of
G(0,,00)(51,50) over a fine grid of (s1,sp) covering S. The procedure requires two nested grid-search
algorithms, and the level of coarseness of the two grids can impact computation time.

FDA Statistical Guidance on Reporting Results Evaluating Diagnostic Tests requires all diagnostic
performance studies to report confidence intervals for #; and 6y. I show how one can use the method for

inference based on moment inequalities from Romano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2014)) to form confidence sets
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that cover the true parameters with at least some pre-specified probability 1 — a and that are uniformly
consistent over a large family of permissible distributions P.

Let Cy, be the confidence set of interest and let @ (P) = U, )es (Q(ghgo)(sl, s0) x {(s1, 30)}> be an
identification region for 6 = (61, 0, s1, s0) that depends on P € P through G, g,)(s1, 50), and where S
can be a singletonB Note that 6 includes reference test performance (s1, sp). This is done to facilitate
convenient definition of moment inequalities that represent the identified set of interest, regardless of

whether (s1, sp) are known exactly or not. The confidence set C,, should satisfy:

liminf inf inf P eC,) > (1—a). (16)
n—voo PEP 0c@(P)

Canay and Shaikh (2017) provide an overview of the recent advances in inference based on moment
inequalities that are focused on finding C,, in partially identified models. They underline the importance
of uniform consistency of C, in level in these settings. If it fails, it may be possible to construct a
distribution of the data P(t,r) such that for any sample size finite-sample coverage probability of some
points in the identified set is arbitrarily low. In that sense, inference based on confidence intervals that
are consistent only pointwise may be severely misleading in finite samples. To exploit existing inference
methods based on moment inequalities to construct C,,, the identified set @(P) must be equivalent to
some set O (P):

O(P) ={0 € (0,1 x S : Ep(m;(W;,0)) <0 for j € Ji , Ep(m;(W;,0)) =0 for j € Jo} (17)

where m;(W;, ) for j € J; U.J; are the components of a random function m : {0,1}2 x [0,1]2 x S — R¥
such that |J1| + |Jo| = k. Construction of the confidence set for points in the identified set ©(P) is
done by imposing a fine grid over the parameter space [0, 1]? x S for § and performing test inversion.
Identified sets derived in the previous section are representable by . Focus on the bounds for 6;
in Proposition [2] when the tests have the tendency to wrongly agree for y = 1 for intuition. Observe
that there are four values that are all lower bounds on 6; given (s1,sp). Similarly there are four

values that are all upper bounds. One of the lower bounds is trivial: #; > 0. One upper bound is

Py 5 (r=0,y=1) 1 1 ..

th < (”f + Py 50(r =1,y = 1)) P =D — 151 There are no parameters pertaining to
the population distribution in the bound. This is a restriction on the parameter space, under which
0 e U(S1,so)€$[07 H%] x [0,1] x {(s1,50)}. With the appropriate parameter space, there are six relevant
values for the bounds on #; that depend on parameters of the population distribution, three for the
upper and three for the lower bound. Hence, we can represent the bounds on 6; using six moment
inequalities.

Proposition [2| implies that we only need to include one additional moment equality to represent the
joint identification region 7-_[(91,90)(31, s0) for (01,6p). Then the moment function m!(W;, #) representing

the identified set ®(P) = Uy, o) (”Ft(el,@o)(sl, s0) x { (51, 50)}) will have k = 7, where J; = {1,...,6}

12. More precisely, we are interested in Cy for the points in Ge,,6,)(S) = U(,, «0)es 9(61,00)(51,50) = {(01,60) : 6 €
©(P)}. When P(t,r) is known, whether one defines the identified set as Gy, 9,)(S) or ®(P) is inconsequential.
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and Jg = {7}

Proposition 4. Assume that the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly agree only for

y = 1. Let the moment function m' be:

mi (Wi, 0) (=01 + s1) B + (1 — Dy
my (Wi, 0) (=01 +1— s1)B=EE80 4 (i — 1) (1 — t;)
m3 (Wi, 0) (=01 + )= 4 (1 - 1)
mH (Wi, 0) = | my(W;,6) | = e b . (18)
mg(W;, 6) (64 —31)% —ti(1—1y)
md(W;, 0) (60 + =22 ) nkese
mz(Wi, 6) (60 = (1 — F=itee) — 0y iepten 4

Moment inequalities and equalities defined by m' for J. = {1,...,6} and Jo = {7} represent the
joint identification region ©(P) =y, s)es (7-_[(91,90)(51, s0) x {(s1, 50)}> for Hg, 6,)(s1,50) defined in
Propositionfor y=1. For each 0 € 4, ;)es0; 15517 %[0, 1] x {(s1,80)} such that Ep (m]l(Wl, 0)) <
0 forj=1,...,6 and Ep(m%(Wi,Q)) = 0, it must be that 6 € O(P). Conversely, if 6 € O(P), then
Ep(mj(Wi,0)) <0 forj=1,...,6 and Ep(my(W;,0)) = 0.

Similarly, it is possible to define moment inequality functions that represent remaining identified

sets in Propositions |1} and [2l They are found in equations (B.1)), (B.3]), and (B.4) in Appendix

Romano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2014)), Theorem 3.1 provides sufficient conditions for uniform consistency
of confidence sets over a large family of distributions. Assumption [5| defines a family P to which the

conclusions of Theorem 3.1 apply. This is demonstrated by Theorem [I| below.
Assumption 5. There exists a number € > 0 such that P(t = j,r = k) > ¢ for all (j,k) € {0,1}? and
any P(t,r) € P.

The assumption restricts P to distributions P(¢,7) such that all outcomes (¢,7) € {0,1}? have
probability that is bounded away from zero. It serves a technical purpose, ensuring that the uniform in-
tegrability condition required by Romano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2014), Theorem 3.1 holds. The assumption

is easily interpretable and it appears reasonable in the analyzed data, as discussed in Section

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions @ (md@ hold. Then for any component m;(W;,0) in
[18), B.1). (B.3), and (B.4):
1. Varp(mj(W;,0)) >0 and for all P € P and 6 € [0,1]* x S;

: (Wi,0)—ps(0,P)\2 o [y (Wi,0)—pu;(6,P
2. limsupy _, ., SUP pep SUPgeo(p) Epr [(W) 1 {|%‘ > )\}] =0;
where pj(0, P) = Ep(m;j(W;,0)) and 0;(0, P) = Varp(m;(W;,0)).

Theorem [1| enables us to use the method from Romano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2014)) to construct
confidence sets C,, for points (01,6y) in the identified sets defined by Proposition |1| and Proposition
that satisfy when the relevant family of population distributions conforms to Assumption
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Remark 12. In certain cases researchers may estimate (s1,s0) based on an independent sample of size
m, rather than assume them to be known. For example, this happens if one has access to a sample from
an independent validation study identifying performance of r. It is possible to account for statistical
imprecision of both samples using Siddk’s correction for independent tests. (Lehmann and Romano
(2022), Chapter 9.1.2) Let ag = 1 — (1 — a)%. One can construct an asymptotic confidence set for
(s1,80) at the 1 —ag confidence level, and treat it as S in the inference procedure. Then, the confidence
set Cy, at the significance level ag ensures at least 1 — av asymptotic coverage of (61,00) as n,m — oo.

For example, if a = 5%, then ag = 2.53% which modestly improves upon the Bonferroni correction.

5 Application - Abbott BinaxNOW COVID-19 Antigen Test

In this section, I apply the developed method to existing study data to provide confidence and estimated
identified sets for (0,6y) of the rapid antigen COVID-19 test with the currently highest market share
in the United States - Abbott BinaxNOW COVID-19 Ag2 CARD test.

Template for Developers of Antigen Tests required by the FDA for EUA mandates that the reference
for all COVID-19 antigen test studies must be an approved RT-PCR testF_g] However, Arevalo-Rodriguez
et al. (2020), Kucirka et al. (2020), Dramé et al. (2020)), Hernandez-Huerta et al. (2020), and Kanji
et al. (2021) explain that these tests are imperfectly sensitive. Using them as a reference yields “ap-
parent” and generally not true sensitivity and specificity. Interpreting the results as measures of true
performance may be severely misleading. Fitzpatrick et al. (2021)) emphasize that the false negative
rate of the BinaztNOW test may be substantially understated by the reported “apparent” analog due
to imperfect reference tests. They highlight that “apparent” measures can unjustifiably lead the users
to believe that the test must have high sensitivity, even when this is not true.

To verify the claim, I revisit the test performance study data from the submitted EUA documen-
tatiorPE], as well data from an independent study by Shah et al. (2021). I compare the results with

” estimates from the original documentation and the instructions for use

the corresponding “apparen
pamphlet. T also use the data to compare the developed method with existing bounds by Thibodeau
(1981)) and Emerson et al. (2018), henceforth referred to as comparable methods.

By established notation, t is the antigen test, r is the RT-PCR test and y determines whether
the person truly has COVID-19. To construct the confidence sets, I implement the test from Ro-
mano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2014) denoted by ¢®"?2 in Bai, Santos, and Shaikh (2021). The test
relies on the maximum statistic 7,, = max{maxlgjgk @,O}, where m; = 13" m;(W;,0) and
Sj2 = L5 (m;(W;,0) — m;)? for a value 6 and components of the appropriate moment function
mj(W;,0) j =1,..., k. The testing procedure has two steps: 1) Construction of confidence regions for
the moments; 2) Formation of a critical value incorporating information on which moment inequalities

are “negative”. I perform test inversion over a fine grid of 10° points for the relevant parameter space

13. Link: https://www.fda.gov/media/137907/download| (Last accessed: 12/25/2022)
14. Link: https://www.fda.gov/media/141570/download (Last accessed: 12/25/2022)
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for (01,00), and additionally over 10 points over S, where applicable. Following the original paper, I
use 500 bootstrap samples to find the critical values and set 8 = «/10. The results do not change

significantly with alternative values § = «/5 and 8 = a/20.

5.1 Identification Assumptions

Use of comparable and bounds developed in the paper requires a credible set of values (s1,s9) € S for
the reference RT-PCR test. I maintain that sp = 1 following Kucirka et al. (2020) who do the same,
citing perfect analytical speciﬁcitylr_g] The same assumption has been used in other existing work, such
as Manski (2020), Manski and Molinari (2021)) Kanji et al. (2021), Ziegler (2021), and Stoye (2022]).

In the absence of a perfect gold standard, a conventional diagnostic test performance study cannot
identify sensitivity s; of the RT-PCR tests. Some studies rely on a different set of assumptions to
identify the parameter of interest. Kanji et al. (2021) provide a discordant result analysis of the RT-
PCR test used for frontline testing of symptomatic individuals. The authors define discordant results
as initially negative RT-PCR findings followed by a positive test result within the incubation period.
The negative samples were retested by three alternative RT-PCR assays targeting different genes. If
at least two alternative assays yielded positive results, the initial result was considered to be a false
negative finding. Assuming perfect specificities of each assay, and perfect sensitivity of the combined
testing procedure, they estimate the sensitivity of the used RT-PCR test at 90.3%. Perfect specificity
is maintained based on perfect analytical specificity. Arevalo-Rodriguez et al. (2020) use data from
published studies to estimate sensitivity, defining false negatives as patients who were symptomatic and
negative, but subsequently positive on an RT-PCR test within the incubation period. It is implicitly
maintained that all initial results must have been false negatives. Three estimates are based on data
from the United States. Sensitivity of 90% is the only estimate which is not considered to be at high
risk of bias according to the QUADAS-2 tool (Whiting et al. (2011)). Following the two references, I
assume that s; = 0.9. One should note that assumed (s1, sg) are a critical identifying assumption which
directly affect the obtained estimates. Appendix [C] thus discusses robustness of findings to different
assumed values of sj.

Since the antigen and RT-PCR test rely on the same type of sample, I maintain that they have a
tendency to wrongly agree for y = 1. Since it is assumed that sg = 1, the tendency to wrongly agree

for y = 0 has no identifying power, as explained by Remark [6] It is thus not maintained.

5.2 Data and Results

EUA documentation and the instructions for use outline the initial performance study. The estimates
were obtained on a sample of 460 participants tested within 7 days of symptom onset. Shah et al. (2021)
perform the same analysis on an independent sample of 2110 individuals enrolled at a community testing

site. This includes 1188 symptomatic individuals, of which 929 were tested within 7 days of symptom

15. Specificity on contrived laboratory samples containing other pathogens, but not SARS-CoV-2.
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onset. I omit symptomatic individuals tested more than 7 days after initial symptoms for comparability
with the EUA study. I separately analyze the performance on 877 asymptomatic participants to provide
plausible estimates of performance in the absence of symptoms. The data are summarized in Table
In all three samples, estimates of joint probabilities P(t = j,r = k) for (r,k) € {0,1}2 are bounded
away from zero. That the distributions which have generated the data lie in a family of distributions

satisfying Assumption [5]is reasonable.

Table 1: Study Data

(tia 7"7,’)
Data N (L,1) (0,1) (1,0) (0,0)
EUA Sx 460 99 18 5 338

Shah et al. (2021) Sx 929 199 44 2 684
Shah et al. (2021) ASx 877 33 15 5 824

Note: Number of outcomes (¢;,7;) in analyzed studies. Sx de-
notes the symptomatic, and ASx the asymptomatic individuals.

Panels @, @, and of Figure 1| represent the estimated “apparent” operating characteristics
and joint identified sets for (01, 6)), as well as corresponding 95% confidence sets. The joint confidence
set for apparent measures is the projection Clopper-Pearson exact confidence set. The areas of the two
confidence sets are similar. Table 2| show the estimates of projected individual bounds on sensitivity

and specificity. The bounds are revealing.

Table 2: Estimates amd Estimated Projection Bounds

Data
EUA Sx Shah et al. Sx Shah et al. ASx

Apparent 0.846 0.819 0.688
. Projection [0.761,0.800]  [0.737,0.744] [0.619,0.669]
01 Estimates  Ferson et al. (2018) [0.761,0.800]  [0.737,0.744] (0.619,0.712]
Thibodeau (1981]) [0.761,0.846]  [0.737,0.819] [0.619,0.688]

Apparent 0.985 0.997 0.994
‘ Projection [0.985,1.000]  [0.997,1.000] [0.994, 0.997]
Oo Estimates  Eerson et al. (2018)) [0.985,1.000]  [0.997,1.000] [0.994, 1.000]

Thibodeau (1981)  [0.985,1.000]  [0.997,1.000]  [0.994,0.998]

Note: Estimates of “apparent” performance measures and projections of estimated identified
sets for (61,6p) shown in Figure Sx denotes the symptomatic, and ASx the asymptomatic
individuals.
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Figure 1: Assumed S = {(0.9,1)}. Sx denotes symptomatic, and ASx asymptomatic individuals. First row depicts estimates, and 95% confidence sets for
“apparent” measures and points in the identified set for (61,6p). Second row compares estimated identified sets with estimates by comparable methods.
Bottom row compares widths of prevalence bounds implied by the estimates.



The original EUA was granted based on interim results of the study in which the test exhibited
estimated “apparent” sensitivity and specificity of (91.7%, 100%). Subsequent results of the full study
yielded “apparent” operating characteristics estimates of (84.6%, 98.5%). Public statements and media
releases erroneously cite all of the estimates as estimates of true performanceE Both the interim and
final estimates are reported on the instructions-for-use pamphlet accompanying the test. First two rows
of Table |2| show that both estimates of “apparent” sensitivity lie strictly above the estimated projected
upper bound for true sensitivity in all samples. Hence, sensitivity may be overstated by the “apparent”
analog, as Fitzpatrick et al. (2021)) suggest. The fifth and sixth rows demonstrate that final estimates of
“apparent” specificity are at the estimated projected lower bounds for true specificity. True specificity
may be understated.

In Figure @, the estimate of “apparent” measures is outside the confidence set for (61, 6p). At the
5% significance level the hypothesis Hy : (01,6p) = (84.6%), 98.5%) would be rejected. In other words,
under the assumptions, the true sensitivity and specificity are not jointly equal to currently often cited
“apparent” values (84.6%,98.5%) at the ubiquitous level of significance. The argument for the same
value holds in all other samples, as well as for the interim “apparent” estimates (91.7%, 100%).

Estimated bounds on false negative rate for symptomatic individuals within 7 days of symptom
onset are [20%,23.9%] in the final EUA study data, which is between 1.3 and 1.55 times larger than
the corresponding “apparent” estimate of 15.4%. Comparison with the often-cited interim estimate
of 8.3% reveals that the estimated true false negative rate is between 2.41 and 2.88 times larger than
the “apparent” analog. Data from Shah et al. (2021) yield estimated bounds of [25.6%,26.3%)] for
symptomatic and [33.1%, 38.1%)] for asymptomatic individuals. These estimates suggest that the true
false negative rates may be up to 3.17 and 4.59 times higher than “apparent” interim analogs for
symptomatic and asymptomatic individuals, respectively. Appendix Section [C] shows that assuming
lower s; further exacerbates the difference between true and “apparent” false negative rates. It also
notes that assuming any 0.9 < s; < 1 lessens the difference. However, the apparent measure is never

contained by the set. Hence for any feasible s1, apparent sensitivity overestimates true sensitivity.

Remark 13. FEstimated average number of infected symptomatic people who are missed by the antigen

test is up to 3.17 times higher than the test users may be led to believe by reported “apparent” estimates.

Hadgu (1999) highlights that the errors in measurement of 2.9 percentage points for sensitivity
are significant. The differences I find in this paper between the estimates of “apparent” and true
sensitivity are substantially larger under plausible assumptions. The differences vary between 4.6 and
8.5 percentage points using the final EUA study data. Results from Shah et al. (2021)) exacerbate the
discrepancies when compared to the final EUA study “apparent” sensitivity to as much 10.9 percentage
points in the symptomatic population and 22.7 percentage points in the asymptomatic population. Even

”

though the estimates of specificity remain close to the estimates of “apparent” specificity, the findings

for sensitivity warrant further attention.

16. For  example: https://www.bloomberg.com /press-releases/2020-12-16 /abbott-s-binaxnow-covid-19-rapid-test-
receives-fda-emergency-use-authorization-for-first-virtually-guided-at-home-rapid-test-u.
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Remark 14. FDA has granted EUA to tests demonstrating at least 80% estimated sensitivity. The
results show that, depending on interpretation and assumed (s1,So), the test may not satisfy the require-

ment.

Panels (d)), (€, and () of Figure [1] show estimates of the identified set for (61,6y) and compare
them with estimates obtained using comparable methods. Results are represented graphically in order
preserve the specific linear structure of the identified set that is lost through projection. The sharp
identified set provides a substantial reduction in size in all three samples over the comparable methods,
and can be very informative. Estimates of the identified set do not contain the estimates of “apparent”
measures in any of the samples. Owing to the lack of sharpness, bounds estimated using other methods
do not necessarily exclude the “apparent” measures. Table [2] shows that projected bounds on 6; and 6

can also be proper subsets of those produced by comparable methods.

Remark 15. Projected bounds on 6; from Emerson et al. (2018) are equivalent to projected bounds from
Proposition 1| without imposing the tendency to wrongly agree for any y. Rows of Table |2 marked by
“Projection” and “Emerson et al. (2018)” thus correspond to projection bounds with and without assum-
ing the tendency to wrongly agree for y = 1, respectively. As mentioned by Remark[6, the assumption
may have identifying power depending on P(t,r) and (s1,s0). For data in the first two columns, esti-
mates suggest that the assumption has no identifying power. However, among Shah et al. (2021) ASx

individuals, it effectively halves the size of the estimated identified set.

Panels , , and of Figure (1| depict the width of prevalence bounds implied by estimates
from the three methods when extrapolated to populations screened by the antigen test. The solid line
represents bound width given estimates of the identified set for (61, 6p) and for various hypothetical
values of Q(t = 1). As previously highlighted, for Q(t = 1) = P(t = 1) prevalence becomes point-
identified, despite (61, 60p) being only partially identified. The remaining lines refer to widths of bounds
in , following from estimates obtained by comparable methods which yield rectangular bounds on
(61,00). The resulting sharp bounds on prevalence are always proper subsets of bounds found via the
other two methods. Benefits stemming from the particular shape of the sharp joint identified set are
immediate. Even when the projected bounds are not strictly narrower compared to other methods, the

identified set can yield substantially narrower bounds on derived parameters, as shown by Figure ,
(h)-

6 Applications Beyond Diagnostic Test Performance

Derived results have applications that extend beyond diagnostic test performance studies. This section
offers three illustrative examples, highlighting further utility of the bounds on (01,6y) and Q(y = 1).
It also interprets the tendency to wrongly agree in the relevant contexts, and contrasts it with the
exclusion restrictions E[t|r,y] = E[t|r] and E[t|r,y] = E[t|y] from Cross and Manski (2002)@

17. Note that E[t|r,y] = E[t|ly] is equivalent to ¢ 1L r|y, which is frequently considered implausible in the context of
diagnostic tests, as discussed by Section
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In abstraction, suppose P(t,r) is identified and P(r|y) can be identified or credibly bounded, for
(t,r,y) € {0,1}3. A salient case is the one in which a validation dataset identifying P(r|y) exists, but
it cannot be matched with the dataset identifying P(¢,7). This may happen due to legal or privacy
concerns, lack of adequate identifiers, or because the two datasets are independent. Sharp bounds on
P(t,y) and its features follow from the results. If (01,6y) are bounded and they extrapolate to other

populations where data only on ¢ is available, one can also sharply bound Q(y = 1).

Example 3. (Surveys and Validation Data) Suppose y is measured using a survey response r, and t is a
binary outcome of interest for surveyed individuals. This identifies P(t,r). It is well known that survey
responses are susceptible to misclassification errors. This has been discussed in the contexts where y is
participation in government welfare programs, disability, or employment status.(Poterba and Summers
(1986), Kreider and Pepper (2007)) For example, let y be true participation in the Food Stamp program,
r self-reported participation, and let t denote whether a person has completed higher education. Bollinger
and David (1997) and Meyer, Mittag, and Goerge (2022) identify P(r|y) using administrative validation
data for the American Community Survey, the Current Population Survey and the Survey of Income
and Program Participation. One can then bound functions of Elt|y| in these surveys.

Researchers may find the tendency to wrongly agree for y = j credible, maintaining it to further
tighten the bounds. For y = 1 in the example above, it would mean that people who falsely report no
participation are more likely not to have a higher education degree than to have one. The restriction
El[t|r,y] = E[t|r] holds if rates of higher education depend on program participation only through the
survey response. That is, for people who provide a response r, higher education rates must not change
with true program participation. Conversely, Elt|r,y] = Elt|ly] holds if for individuals who have true
participation y, higher education rates must be the same among those who gave correct and incorrect
answers. Hence, one may consider the tendency to wrongly agree to be more plausible in this context.

Results in Section@ could be useful if one wishes to learn Q(y = 1) in a different population to which
Elt|y] extrapolates, and for which only t is available. In the context of the example, if access to a dataset
containing local rates of higher education is available, then local Food Stamp program participation rates

can be sharply bounded using knowledge of E[t|y] from the survey.

Example 4. (Protected Classes and Privacy) Let t be an outcome of interest and y a protected class.
Administrative data often do not contain y, but its proxy r may be available, identifying P(t,r). Some
commonly used proxies are constructed based on datasets in which both r and y are observed, so their
performance may be known. For a t of interest, we can then sharply bound various parameters of
P(t,y). For example, y may be a latent binary indicator for a certain race, and its proxy r may be
constructed using the Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding (BISG) method. Performance of BISG
has been validated in several datasets, potentially providing information on P(r|y). (Elliott et al. (2008),
Imai and Khanna (20106)) Elzayn et al. (2023) consider a similar setting where t is a tax audit flag, and
seek to identify racial tax audit disparity E[t|ly = 1] — E[tly = 0] = 01 + 6y — 1 in a dataset where only r
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18 avaz’lable@ This parameter can be bounded using P(r|y). One could also use results from Section@ to
sharply bound racial composition Q(y = 1) in a population with the same Elt|y] if a dataset containing
only tax audit rates is available.

The tendency to wrongly agree for y = 0 would mean that people misclassified as being of race
r =1 are more likely to be audited than not to be audited. This would be plausible if characteristics of
individuals with y = 0 that lead to racial misclassification also make audit the more likely outcome. The
assumption E[t|r,y] = E[t|r] maintains that tax audit rates for people classified as r would not vary with
their true race. This would hold if audit decisions depend on race only through information summarized
by r. Conversely, Et|r,y] = E[t|y] would hold if for people of race y audit rates do not vary with their
classified race r. This would be the case if audit decisions depend on information summarized by r only
through true race. If any of these assumptions are plausible, researchers may use them to obtain tighter
bounds.

The same arguments apply to measurement of racial disparities in health care, where t can be, for
example, medication nonadherence. Weissman and Hasnain-Wynia (2011) explain that race is often
missing from medical claims data and studies validating performance of BISG in such datasets are
available. (Adjaye-Gbewonyo et al. (2014)))

Example 5. (Binary Classifiers) Let t be a binary classifier whose performance is determined using an
imperfect binary classifier or label v as a reference. The discussion herein readily applies to any such
setting. In general, r may be imperfect when determined by labelers or algorithms. (Cannings, Fan, and
Samworth (2020)) For example, labels v are often obtained through services like the Amazon Mechanical
Turk. Mislabeling may happen due to human error, inattentive labelers, or malicious mislabelling activ-
ity. If researchers are be able to determine misclassification rates (s1,So), then (01, 6y) may be bounded.
Foody (2010) notes that (01,6y) are often of interest in the context of remote sensing applications, such
as satellite imaging. However, reference data r are commonly imperfect. Carlotto (2009) explains that
in some cases, it may be possible to learn (s1,s0) by observing the ground truth y in validation studies.
When the performance of r cannot be validated, one can use the bounds to perform sensitivity analy-
ses and determine how much apparent and real performance may differ for various possible values of
(s1,50)-

Binary diagnostic tests are specific examples of binary classifiers, and the interpretation of the
tendency to wrongly agree remains unchanged for general t and r. Its plausibility can be argued based
on the properties of the classifiers. Foody (2023) notes that the exclusion restriction Et|r,y] = E[t|y]
may also commonly be implausible in the context of binary classifiers, especially when t and r are based
on the same phenomenon or process. The restriction E[t|r,y] = E[t|r] asserts that t 1L y|r, or that
t cannot provide additional information about y over r, which may be unappealing depending on the
context.

Results from Section[3 also apply directly. When using the classifier t to determine the prevalence

of y in a screening study, one can use them to obtain sharp bounds on Q(y = 1) if the performance of

18. The parameter 6; + 6p — 1 is known as the Youden’s J statistic in the medical literature.

27



t extrapolates to the screened population.

7 Concluding Remarks

This paper derives the smallest possible identified set for sensitivity and specificity of a diagnostic test of
interest in standard settings, when the reference test is imperfect. It formalizes an existing assumption
on dependence between the reference and the test of interest, and shows how it can further reduce the
size of the identified set. Finally, it develops an appropriate uniform inference procedure for the points
in the identified set, enabling construction of confidence sets. The study also indicates applicability of
the method beyond the context of diagnostic test performance studies.

The framework is proposed as a solution to a ubiquitous problem in diagnostic test performance
studies, and it can be directly applied to existing study data to bound true test performance. Doing
so demonstrates that a widely used COVID-19 antigen test tends to produce significantly more false
negative results than what the currently cited figures suggest. Since other rapid COVID-19 antigen

tests may exhibit similar tendencies, these findings warrant further investigation.

28



References

Adjaye-Gbewonyo, Dzifa, Robert A Bednarczyk, Robert L Davis, and Saad B Omer. 2014. “Using the
Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding Method (BISG) to create a working classification of race

and ethnicity in a diverse managed care population: a validation study.” Health services research

49 (1): 268-283.

Andrews, Donald WK, and Panle Jia Barwick. 2012. “Inference for parameters defined by moment

inequalities: A recommended moment selection procedure.” Econometrica 80 (6): 2805-2826.

Andrews, Donald WK, and Gustavo Soares. 2010. “Inference for parameters defined by moment in-

equalities using generalized moment selection.” Econometrica 78 (1): 119-157.

Arevalo-Rodriguez, Ingrid, Diana Buitrago-Garcia, Daniel Simancas-Racines, Paula Zambrano-Achig,
Rosa Del Campo, Agustin Ciapponi, Omar Sued, Laura Martinez-Garcia, Anne W Rutjes, Nicola
Low, et al. 2020. “False-negative results of initial RT-PCR assays for COVID-19: a systematic
review.” PloS one 15 (12): e0242958.

Bai, Yuehao, Andres Santos, and Azeem M Shaikh. 2021. “A Two-Step Method for Testing Many

Moment Inequalities.” Journal of Business & FEconomic Statistics, 1-11.

Beresteanu, Arie, Ilya Molchanov, and Francesca Molinari. 2012. “Partial identification using random
set theory.” Journal of Econometrics 166 (1): 17-32.

Bhattacharya, Jay, Azeem M Shaikh, and Edward Vytlacil. 2012. “Treatment effect bounds: An appli-

cation to Swan—Ganz catheterization.” Journal of Econometrics 168 (2): 223-243.

Bollinger, Christopher R, and Martin H David. 1997. “Modeling discrete choice with response error:
Food Stamp participation.” Journal of the American Statistical Association 92 (439): 827-835.

Boyko, Edward J, Beth W Alderman, and Anna E Baron. 1988. “Reference test errors bias the evaluation

of diagnostic tests for ischemic heart disease.” Journal of General Internal Medicine 3 (5): 476-481.

Budelier, Melissa M, and Randall J Bateman. 2020. “Biomarkers of Alzheimer disease.” The journal of
applied laboratory medicine 5 (1): 194-208.

Bugni, Federico A, Ivan A Canay, and Xiaoxia Shi. 2017. “Inference for subvectors and other functions
of partially identified parameters in moment inequality models.” Quantitative Economics 8 (1):
1-38.

Canay, Ivan A, and Azeem M Shaikh. 2017. “Practical and theoretical advances in inference for partially

identified models.” Advances in Economics and Econometrics 2:271-306.

Cannings, Timothy I, Yingying Fan, and Richard J Samworth. 2020. “Classification with imperfect
training labels.” Biometrika 107 (2): 311-330.

Carlotto, Mark J. 2009. “Effect of errors in ground truth on classification accuracy.” International
Journal of Remote Sensing 30 (18): 4831-4849.

29



Chernozhukov, Victor, Denis Chetverikov, and Kengo Kato. 2019. “Inference on causal and structural

parameters using many moment inequalities.” The Review of Economic Studies 86 (5): 1867—1900.

Chernozhukov, Victor, Sokbae Lee, and Adam M Rosen. 2013. “Intersection bounds: estimation and
inference.” Econometrica 81 (2): 667-737.

Cross, Philip J, and Charles F Manski. 2002. “Regressions, short and long.” Econometrica 70 (1): 357—
368.

Deneef, Peter. 1987. “Evaluating rapid tests for streptococcal pharyngitis: the apparent accuracy of a
diagnostic test when there are errors in the standard of comparison.” Medical Decision Making 7
(2): 92-96.

Diggle, Peter J. 2011. “Estimating prevalence using an imperfect test.” Epidemiology Research Inter-
national 2011.

Dramé, Moustapha, Maturin Tabue Teguo, Emeline Proye, Fanny Hequet, Maxime Hentzien, Lukshe
Kanagaratnam, and Lidvine Godaert. 2020. “Should RT-PCR be considered a gold standard in the
diagnosis of Covid-197" Journal of Medical Virology.

Elliott, Marc N, Allen Fremont, Peter A Morrison, Philip Pantoja, and Nicole Lurie. 2008. “A new
method for estimating race/ethnicity and associated disparities where administrative records lack
self-reported race/ethnicity.” Health services research 43 (5pl): 1722-1736.

Elzayn, Hadi, Evelyn Smith, Thomas Hertz, Arun Ramesh, Jacob Goldin, Daniel E Ho, and Robin
Fisher. 2023. Measuring and mitigating racial disparities in tax audits. Stanford Institute for Eco-
nomic Policy Research (SIEPR).

Emerson, Sarah C, Sushrut S Waikar, Claudio Fuentes, Joseph V Bonventre, and Rebecca A Betensky.
2018. “Biomarker validation with an imperfect reference: Issues and bounds.” Statistical methods
in medical research 27 (10): 2933-2945.

Fitzpatrick, Meagan C, Abhishek Pandey, Chad R Wells, Pratha Sah, and Alison P Galvani. 2021.
“Buyer beware: inflated claims of sensitivity for rapid COVID-19 tests.” The Lancet 397 (10268):
24-25.

Foody, Giles M. 2010. “Assessing the accuracy of land cover change with imperfect ground reference
data.” Remote Sensing of Environment 114 (10): 2271-2285.

. 2023. “Challenges in the real world use of classification accuracy metrics: From recall and
precision to the Matthews correlation coefficient.” Plos one 18 (10): €0291908.

Gart, John J, and Alfred A Buck. 1966. “Comparison of a Screening Test and a Reference Test in
Epidemiologic Studies: A Probabilistic Model for the Comparison of Diagnostic Tests.” American
Journal of Epidemiology 83 (3): 593-602.

Gastwirth, Joseph L. 1987. “The statistical precision of medical screening procedures: application to
polygraph and AIDS antibodies test data.” Statistical Science 2 (3): 213-222.

30



Greenland, Sander. 1996. “Basic methods for sensitivity analysis of biases.” International journal of
epidemiology 25 (6): 1107-1116.

Hadgu, Alula. 1999. “Discrepant analysis: a biased and an unscientific method for estimating test

sensitivity and specificity.” Journal of clinical epidemiology 52 (12): 1231-1237.

Herndndez-Huerta, Maria Teresa, Laura Pérez-Campos Mayoral, Luis Manuel Sanchez Navarro, Gabriel
Mayoral-Andrade, Eduardo Pérez-Campos Mayoral, Edgar Zenteno, and Eduardo Pérez-Campos.
2020. “Should RT-PCR be considered a gold standard in the diagnosis of Covid-197” Journal of
Medical Virology.

Hui, Siu L, and Xiao H Zhou. 1998. “Evaluation of diagnostic tests without gold standards.” Statistical
methods in medical research 7 (4): 354-370.

Hui, Sui L, and Steven D Walter. 1980. “Estimating the error rates of diagnostic tests.” Biometrics,
167-171.

Imai, Kosuke, and Kabir Khanna. 2016. “Improving ecological inference by predicting individual eth-

nicity from voter registration records.” Political Analysis 24 (2): 263-272.
Joe, Harry. 1997. Multivariate models and multivariate dependence concepts. CRC press.

Kaido, Hiroaki, Francesca Molinari, and Jorg Stoye. 2019. “Confidence intervals for projections of par-
tially identified parameters.” Econometrica 87 (4): 1397-1432.

Kanji, Jamil N, Nathan Zelyas, Clayton MacDonald, Kanti Pabbaraju, Muhammad Naeem Khan, Ab-
haya Prasad, Jia Hu, Mathew Diggle, Byron M Berenger, and Graham Tipples. 2021. “False neg-
ative rate of COVID-19 PCR testing: a discordant testing analysis.” Virology journal 18 (1): 1-
6.

Kreider, Brent, and John V Pepper. 2007. “Disability and employment: Reevaluating the evidence in
light of reporting errors.” Journal of the American Statistical Association 102 (478): 432-441.

Kucirka, Lauren M, Stephen A Lauer, Oliver Laeyendecker, Denali Boon, and Justin Lessler. 2020.
“Variation in false-negative rate of reverse transcriptase polymerase chain reaction—based SARS-

CoV-2 tests by time since exposure.” Annals of Internal Medicine.

Lehmann, Erich L, and Joseph P Romano. 2022. Testing Statistical Hypotheses. Springer Science &

Business Media.

Manski, Charles F. 2020. “Bounding the accuracy of diagnostic tests, with application to COVID-19
antibody tests.” Epidemiology 32 (2): 162-167.

. 2007. Identification for Prediction and Decision. Harvard University Press.

. 2003. Partial identification of probability distributions. Springer Science & Business Media.

Manski, Charles F, and Francesca Molinari. 2021. “Estimating the COVID-19 infection rate: Anatomy

of an inference problem.” Journal of Econometrics 220 (1): 181-192.

31



Manski, Charles F, and John V Pepper. 2000. “Monotone Instrumental Variables: With an Application
to the Returns to Schooling.” Econometrica 68 (4): 997-1010.

Mathews, William C, Edward R Cachay, Joseph Caperna, Amy Sitapati, Bard Cosman, and Ian Abram-
son. 2010. “Estimating the accuracy of anal cytology in the presence of an imperfect reference
standard.” PloS one 5 (8): €12284.

Matos, R, TF Novaes, Mariana Minatel Braga, WL Siqueira, DA Duarte, and Fausto Medeiros Mendes.
2011. “Clinical performance of two fluorescence-based methods in detecting occlusal caries lesions
in primary teeth.” Caries Research 45 (3): 294-302.

Meyer, Bruce D, Nikolas Mittag, and Robert M Goerge. 2022. “Errors in survey reporting and im-
putation and their effects on estimates of food stamp program participation.” Journal of Human
Resources 57 (5): 1605-1644.

Mulherin, Stephanie A, and William C Miller. 2002. “Spectrum bias or spectrum effect? Subgroup

variation in diagnostic test evaluation.” Annals of internal medicine 137 (7): 598-602.

Patwardhan, Meenal B, Douglas C McCrory, David B Matchar, Gregory P Samsa, and Olivier T
Rutschmann. 2004. “Alzheimer disease: operating characteristics of PET—a meta-analysis.” Radi-
ology 231 (1): 73-80.

Pollock, Nira R, Jesica R Jacobs, Kristine Tran, Amber E Cranston, Sita Smith, Claire Y O’Kane, Tyler
J Roady, Anne Moran, Alison Scarry, Melissa Carroll, et al. 2021. “Performance and implementa-
tion evaluation of the Abbott BinaxNOW rapid antigen test in a high-throughput drive-through
community testing site in Massachusetts.” Journal of Clinical Microbiology 59 (5): e00083-21.

Poterba, James M, and Lawrence H Summers. 1986. “Reporting errors and labor market dynamics.”

Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, 1319-1338.

Ridder, Geert, and Robert Moffitt. 2007. “The econometrics of data combination.” Handbook of econo-
metrics 6:5469-5547.

Romano, Joseph P, Azeem M Shaikh, and Michael Wolf. 2014. “A practical two-step method for testing
moment inequalities.” Econometrica 82 (5): 1979-2002.

Shah, Melisa M, Phillip P Salvatore, Laura Ford, Emiko Kamitani, Melissa J Whaley, Kaitlin Mitchell,
Dustin W Currie, Clint N Morgan, Hannah E Segaloff, Shirley Lecher, et al. 2021. “Performance
of Repeat BinaxNOW Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 Antigen Testing in a
Community Setting, Wisconsin, November 2020-December 2020.” Clinical Infectious Diseases 73
(Supplement_1): S54-S57.

Siddiqui, Zishan K, Mihir Chaudhary, Matthew L Robinson, Anna B McCall, Ria Peralta, Rogette
Esteve, Charles W Callahan, Yukari C Manabe, James D Campbell, J Kristie Johnson, et al. 2021.
“Implementation and Accuracy of BinaxNOW Rapid Antigen COVID-19 Test in Asymptomatic

and Symptomatic Populations in a High-Volume Self-Referred Testing Site.” Microbiology spectrum
9 (3): e01008-21.

32



Staquet, Maurice, Marcel Rozencweig, Young Jack Lee, and Franco M Muggia. 1981. “Methodology for

the assessment of new dichotomous diagnostic tests.” Journal of chronic diseases 34 (12): 599-610.

Stoye, Jorg. 2022. “Bounding infection prevalence by bounding selectivity and accuracy of tests: with
application to early COVID-19.” The Econometrics Journal 25 (1): 1-14.

Suemoto, Claudia K, and Renata EP Leite. 2023. “Autopsy studies are key to identifying dementia
cause.” The Lancet Healthy Longevity 4 (3): €94—€95.

Tamer, Elie. 2010. “Partial identification in econometrics.” Annu. Rev. Econ. 2 (1): 167-195.
Thibodeau, LA. 1981. “Evaluating diagnostic tests.” Biometrics, 801-804.

Toulis, Panos. 2021. “Estimation of COVID-19 prevalence from serology tests: A partial identification
approach.” Journal of Econometrics 220 (1): 193-213.

Vacek, Pamela M. 1985. “The effect of conditional dependence on the evaluation of diagnostic tests.”
Biometrics, 959-968.

Valenstein, Paul N. 1990. “Evaluating diagnostic tests with imperfect standards.” American Journal of
Clinical Pathology 93 (2): 252-258.

Walter, Steven D, and Les M Irwig. 1988. “Estimation of test error rates, disease prevalence and relative

risk from misclassified data: a review.” Journal of clinical epidemiology 41 (9): 923-937.

Wang, Xiaonan, Fengjie Li, Jiang Tian, Qi Gao, and Huiping Zhu. 2023. “Bayesian estimation for
the accuracy of three neuropsychological tests in detecting Alzheimer’s disease and mild cognitive
impairment: a retrospective analysis of the ADNI database.” Furopean Journal of Medical Research
28 (1): 1-9.

Watson, Jessica, Penny F Whiting, and John E Brush. 2020. “Interpreting a COVID-19 Test Result.”
Bmyj 369.

Weissman, Joel S, and Romana Hasnain-Wynia. 2011. “Advancing health care equity through improved
data collection.” New England Journal of Medicine 364 (24): 2276-2277.

Whiting, Penny F, Anne WS Rutjes, Marie E Westwood, Susan Mallett, Jonathan J Deeks, Johannes
B Reitsma, Mariska MG Leeflang, Jonathan AC Sterne, Patrick MM Bossuyt, and QUADAS-
2 Group*. 2011. “QUADAS-2: a revised tool for the quality assessment of diagnostic accuracy
studies.” Annals of internal medicine 155 (8): 529-536.

Willis, Brian H. 2008. “Spectrum bias—why clinicians need to be cautious when applying diagnostic
test studies.” Family Practice 25 (5): 390-396.

Zhou, Xiao-Hua, Donna K McClish, and Nancy A Obuchowski. 2009. Statistical methods in diagnostic
medicine. Vol. 569. John Wiley & Sons.

Ziegler, Gabriel. 2021. “Binary Classification Tests, Imperfect Standards, and Ambiguous Information,”
arXiv: 2012.11215 [econ.EM].

33


https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.11215

Appendix A Bounding Predictive Values

Positive predictive value (PPV) is the probability that a patient is diseased conditional on receiving a
positive test result. Negative predictive value (NPV) is the probability that a patient who has tested
negative is truly healthy. Clinicians are usually more concerned with knowing predictive values of a test
t than its sensitivity and specificity.

The probability of the patient being diseased prior to observing a test result is referred to as a
pre-test probability. For a known pre-test probability, sensitivity and specificity are often extrapolated
from test performance studies to find predictive values using Bayes’ theorem. With this in mind, let
Q(t,y) be the distribution of the clinical population of interest and suppose (61, 6p) extrapolate to this
population in the sense of Assumption[d] As in Section 3| we use @ to emphasize that test performance
is extrapolated and that Q(y = 1) may differ from the prevalence in the performance study population.
Clinicians settle on a pre-test probability # = Q(y = 1) using the knowledge of local rates of infection
and patients’ symptoms and characteristics. (Watson, Whiting, and Brush (2020)))

Manski (2020) provides bounds on predictive values for COVID-19 antibody tests using point identi-
fied values of 6; and 6y, when the pre-test probability 7 is bounded. The author notes that the analysis
can be generalized to take bounds rather than exact values of 6; and 6 as inputs. Ziegler (2021) extends
the analysis of predictive values when 6 and 6y are partially identified due to an imperfect reference
test, assuming that sg = 1. The bounds below do not require that so = 1 in the performance study.

Predictive values are defined as:

O
T O+ (1—0o)(1—m)
Oo(1 — )
Oo(1—m)+ (1 —601)7

PPV =Q(y=1]t =1)

(A.1)
NPV =Q(y =0Jt =0) =

Assume that the sharp identification region Gg, g,)(s1,50) for (61,0p) and the pre-test probability
of the clinician 7 are known. From (A.1]), it can be seen that both PPV and NPV increase with #; and
fp. Thus, the sharp bounds are:

PPV ¢ [ Gt o ]
Ofr+ (1 —-05)1—m) 0¥+ (1 —0Y)(1 — )
. . (A.2)
NPV € b (1 —m) b (1 —m) ]
[96(1 —m) 4+ (1-0)r" oY (1 —7)+(1—6V)r

If the clinician is not willing to settle on a single value of 7, rather on a range of values 7 € |71, 7x],

the bounds are simply:

PPV ¢ [ l? O }
H%WL—l-(l—(9(1)’)(1—7TL)79{]7TH+(1—96])(1—7TH) (A3)

NPV ¢ { kil o } |
9571'1{ +(1- 9{4)(1 —7y)’ 90U7TL +(1- 9?)(1 —7r)
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The bounds are generalizable analogously to the previously outlined case for bounding prevalence

when the identification region G, g,)(51,50) is expanded to Gy, g,)(S):

PPV e min { Ormr } ma, { Orm }
, X
(91,6’0)69(91’90)(8) 917TL + (]. — 90)(1 — 7TL) (91,90)69(91’5)0)(8) 017'('[—[ + (1 — 90)(1 — 7TH)
. Oomy } { bor }
NPV € min , max
(61,60)€G 6, .00 (S) {907TH + (1 =01)1 —7H) ) (01,00)€G0, 60)(S) | Oomr + (1 —01)(1 —7L)
(A.4)

Appendix B Additional Moment Functions

This section defines moment functions for remaining identified sets in Propositions [I] and [2] when the
tests have a tendency to wrongly agree only for y = 0, and for both ¥y = 1 and y = 0. All proofs are
collected in Appendix

Focus first on the bounds on #; from Proposition Following the reasoning in Section {4 we
decompose the bounds on #; to construct the appropriate moment inequalities. Note that there are
four values determined by the population parameters that are all lower bounds, and four values that
are all upper bounds on #; given (s1,Sp). One lower and one upper bound are trivial since they state
that #; > 0 and 0; < 1. Both can be omitted since 6; € [0,1] by definition. We can then represent the
bound on 6 using six moment inequalities, corresponding to the six non-trivial boundary values of the

identified set. One additional moment equality is needed to represent the joint identification region.

Proposition 5. Let the moment function m be:

my(W;, 0) (=61 + 51) D=2 + (8 — 1)rg
ma(W;, 6) (=01 +1 = s1) B0 4 (i = 1)(1 - 1)
mg(W;, 0) (=01 + 1) =0 + (1 — 1)
m(Wi,0) = | ma(Wi,0) | = e (B.1)
ms (W, 6) (61 — s1) B=pEe — ti(1 — 1)
me(W;, ) (61— 1+ 1) =20 — tymy
mz (Wi, 0) (00— D1 = F=52) — 1 i=is + t

Joint identification region O(P) = U(s1,so)68 (H(glﬂo)(Sl,So) X {(31,50)}) with H g, 64)(51,50) de-
fined in Proposition (1| is represented by the moment function m. For each 6 € [0,1]?> x S such that
Ep(m;(W;,0)) <0 forj=1,...,6 and Ep(m7(W;,0)) = 0, it must be that § € ©(P). Conversely, if

0 € ©(P), then Ep(m;j(W;,0)) <0 for j=1,...,6 and Ep(m7(W;,0)) = 0.

The same reasoning applies for other bounds. Assume that the index and reference tests have a

tendency to wrongly agree only for y = 0. As in the case when the tests have a tendency to wrongly
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agree only for y = 1, the three non-trivial lower-bound values are identical to the ones when there is no

tendency to wrongly agree for any y. There are four cases for the upper bound, one of which is:

P, s, (r=1,4y=0) 1 1+ s
Oy < 1,20 ’ P, =0,y=0 = B.2
0_< - Pl =0y=0)) g = (B.2)

Again, this is a restriction on the parameter space, since it states only that 6y € [0, H%] The

relevant parameter space for 6 when the two tests have a tendency to wrongly agree for y = 0 is

0 € Usy,50)es0, 1] x [0, 1250] x {(s1,50)}. The restriction allows 6y > sg, but not by more than 1‘%

Remark 16. If the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly agree only for y = 0, then

the function m° defining moment inequalities that represent the corresponding identified set for 6 €
Utspsoresl0: 1] % 0, 2522 x {(s1,50)} would be:

(=0 + 50) (1 - :1%) 4 (r— Dt

md(W;, 6
méEWi, 0; (=00 + 1 —s0) (1 - ;jiig) —tir;
) (~00+1) (1- 25k ) — 4,
mO (Wi, 0) = | mQ(W;,0) | = 00 (1- 522 ) + (- 1) . (B3)
md(W;, 0) (60 — s0) (1 - ;’;ji;g) (1 —t)
mg(Wi, 0) (904—#) (1—;3:1%23) — (=)L —m)
m‘;(m,e) (90 _ 1)(1 _ Ti_1+30) — 6y ri—1l+so +t;

s1—1+sg s1—1+sg

The proof is analogous to that of Proposition [{}

Finally, the same steps yield a moment function that defines the identified set when the tests have

a tendency to wrongly agree for both y = 1 and y = 0. As in the case where the tendency exists only

for y = 1, the appropriate parameter space is 6 € U, )es0, 1] % [0, 550] x {(s1, 50)}-

Proposition 6. Assume that the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly agree for y =1
and y = 0. Let the moment function m be equal to m' in in all components except my(W;,0), and
me(W;,0):

(W — 1 1 ]
Wiy 0) = 01 =20 gy (g sy 0

s1—1+ s 2 51— 1+ 50 -
- —14+s1\1—14+ 50 1 ri— 1+ s ]
me(Wi, 0) 1+ 5 51— 1+ 0 17“1-1-2 7 8181—1—|—30

Joint identified set O(P) = U, 5)es (7—7(91,90)(517 s0) x {(s1, so)}> for 7':[(91’90)(81, s0) defined in Propo-
sz’tion@ is represented by the moment function m. For each 6 € |, 5 esl0; L5170, 1550 x {(s1, 50) }
such that Ep(m;(W;,0)) <0 for j =1,...,6 and Ep(mz(W;,0)) =0, it must be that 6 € @(P). Con-
versely, if 6 € O(P), then Ep(ﬁLj(VVZ-,G)) <0 forj=1,...,6 and Ep(ﬁl7(Wi,9)) =0.
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Appendix C Sensitivity Analysis

The majority of estimates obtained from the 34 data sets used by Arevalo-Rodriguez et al. (2020)
indicate that s; may be even lower than 90%. To explore the implications of that possibility, I perform
a sensitivity analysis. For exposition purposes, I assume s; € [0.8,0.9], so S = [0.8,0.9] x {1}. Values
s1 < 0.8 yield the same conclusion. Estimates of the identified set as well as the corresponding 95%
confidence sets are found using data from each of the three samples, and presented together with findings
from Section [5| in Figures |C.1} |C.2] and |C.3| to facilitate comparison. Panel of each Figure depicts

the results under the alternative assumption. The solid red region represents the estimated identified

set for (61,6p). It is no longer a line. In all figures both the confidence and the estimated identified set
become larger, but remain informative. Table shows estimates of the projected bounds. Bounds for
specificity are unchanged, while those for sensitivity expand only downwards. Assumed values s; < 0.8
accentuate this effect. The tendency of “apparent” sensitivity to overestimate true sensitivity increases
as s1 is reduced. On the other hand, allowing for s; > 0.9 enlarges the estimated upper bounds on
sensitivity, but for values of s; < 1 it never surpasses “apparent” sensitivity. Hence, the finding that
“apparent” sensitivity overestimates true sensitivity is robust to different assumed values of s;.
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Estimated Apparent (61, 8o)
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0.93

(a) s1 =0.9 (b) 51 €10.8,0.9]

Figure C.1: Estimates, and 95% confidence sets for “apparent” measures and points in the identified
set for (01, 6p) in the EUA study. In panel @ §={(0.9,1)}, and S =[0.8,0.9] x {1} in panel .

Table C.1: Estimates

01 Estimates 0y Estimates
Data Appar. s1=0.9 s1 €[0.8,0.9] Appar. s1=0.9 s1 € [0.8,0.9]
EUA Sx 0.846  [0.761,0.800] [0.677,0.800 0.985  [0.985,1.000] [0.984,1.000

]
Shah et al. Sx  0.819  [0.737,0.744] [0.655,0.744] ~ 0.997  [0.997,1.000] [0.997,1.000
Shah et al. ASx  0.688  [0.619,0.669] [0.550,0.669]  0.994  [0.994,0.997] [0.994,0.997

==

Note: Apparent estimated values and estimated projected bounds for (61,6) for different S. Sx denotes
the symptomatic, and ASx the asymptomatic individuals.
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7

Figure C.2: Estimates, and 95% confidence sets for “apparent” measures and points in the identified
set for (61,6p) in the symptomatic population of Shah et al. (2021). In panel (a) S = {(0.9,1)}, and
S =1[0.8,0.9] x {1} in panel @

Appendix D Auxiliary Results
Lemma 1. For a fived (s1,50) and any (j,k,1) € {0,1}> it holds that:

Plt=j,r=k)—Ps, so(r=k,y=1-10)=Ps, o(r=k,y=10)—Plt=1—j,r=k). (D.1)
Proof. Suppressing the subscript in P;, 5, for clarity:

Pit=j,r=k)—Plr=ky=1-1)=

=Pt=jr=ky=0)+Plt=jr=ky=1-1)
—Pt=j,r=ky=1-0)—Plt=1—j4r=ky=1-1)
=Plt=jr=ky=0)—-Plt=1—jr=ky=1-1) (D.2)
:P(t:j,TZk,yZ)—l—P(t:l—j,T:k,y:l)
—Pt=1—j4r=ky=0)—-Pt=1—j4r=ky=1-1)
=P(r=k,y=10)—-Plt=1—j,r=k).
O
Lemma 2. Let P(t,7) and (s1,s0) be known, and Hg,(s1,50) = [GJL,GJU] as in (7). Define:
N 1
Ho, (51,50) = |max(0,P(t =7) — Ps, so(y=1—3)),min(P(t =37),FPs, 50y =7) | | 55—
0, (s1,50) = [maz (0, P = ) = Py = 1= ) ) min (P& = ), Prvsal =) | 50—
(D.3)

Then He,(s1,50) C 7:[9j(31, 50)-
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Figure C.3: Estimates, and 95% confidence sets for “apparent” measures and points in the identified
set for (61,6p) in the asymptomatic population of Shah et al. (2021)). In panel @ S ={(0.9,1)}, and
S =10.8,0.9] x {1} in panel @

Proof. By Lemma the lower bound in (D.3) is equivalent to maz (O,P(t = j,r =j)— P s (r =

Jhy=1—j)+Ps o(r=1—jy=5)—Plt=1—-jr=1 —j))%(yfj) < GJ-L since the maximum of
$1,80\I

a sum of functions is at most the sum of individual maxima. Similarly, the upper bound is min (P(t =

j,"" :]) +P(t :jaT =1 7j)7P81,80(T :]ay :j) +PS1780(T =1 7.]7y :]))m - 9§] O
Lemma 3. For any P(t,r) and (s1,s0) such that 9}3 > s; it must be that HlL_j < S1-j5.

Proof. We prove the claim that 6 > s; implies 8} < sg. Symmetrically, one can show that 6F > sg
implies 0 < s;.

Suppose that 0F > s;. This is equivalent to 67 Ps, 5, (y = 1) > Ps, 5,(r = 1,y = 1) by Assumption
Taking any lower bound QjL from Propositions |1{ and [2] yields:

P(t=1,r=1)— Py 4 (r

I
—

<

I
o
SN—

0F Py, oo (y = 1) = max

g
—i—mayc( P so(r=0,y=1)—P(t=0,r=0)
08 Py, 5o(y = 0) max(

g

)
) )
0,P(t=0,r=0)— Psl,so(rz(),y:l))

< )

+maz |0, Py, 5(r=1,y=0)— P

Since #f > s, it must also be that #F > 0 by Assumption 2. By then P(t = 1,r =
1) = Py, so(r=1,y=0)>0o0r P 5 (r=0,y=1)— Pt =0,r=0) > 0.

We show that Py, ¢,(r = 0,y = 1) — P(t = 0,7 = 0) > 0 must hold when 6% > s;. By way of
contradiction suppose that Ps, 5, (r =0,y =1) — P(t =0,7 =0) <0. Since P(t =1,r =1) — Ps, 5,(r =
Ly=0)>0o0r P, 5o(r=0,y=1)—P(t=0,r=0) >0, it must be P(t =1,r =1) — Py, 5, (r =1,y =
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0) > 0. Then:

‘91P51,80(y: 1) :P(t: Lr= 1) _PSLSo(r: 173/:0) > PSLSO(T: Ly= 1)
< P(t=1,r=1)>P(r=1)

which is a contradiction, so Py, s,(r = 0,y = 1) — P(t = 0,7 = 0) > 0. To complete the proof, we
consider two cases.

Suppose first that P(t = 1,7 =1) — Py, 5,(r =1,y =0) >0 and P, 4((r=0,y=1) - P(t=0,r =
0) > 0. Then, it is immediate from that 95 = 0. That 95 < 8¢ is then direct from Assumption
since s1 + 8o > 1 and (s1,s0) € [0, 1]2.

Finally, suppose that P(t = 1,r = 1) — Ps, 5,(r = 1,y =0) <0 and Py, 5, (r =0,y =1) — P(t =
0,7 =0) > 0. By way of contradiction, suppose that 96 > s9 From :

08 Psy so(y =0) = Py, 5o (r =1,y =0) = P(t = 1,7 = 1) > Py, 5,(r = 0,y = 0)

- (D.5)
<= P{t=0,r=1)> P, ,(r=1y=1)+ P, 5,(r=0,y =0)
where the second line follows by Lemma [I] Similarly:
O%PSLSo(y = 1) = PSl»SO(T =0,y = 1) - P(t =0,r= O) > Pslyso(r =ly= 1) (D 6)
< Pt=1r=0)> P o (r=1y=1)+ P, 5,(r =0,y =0).
Now using P(r =j) > P(t =1— j,r = j), (D.5) and (D.6):
P(T = O) >51P51750(y = 1) + SOPSLSO(y = 0) (D 7)
P(r=1) ZSlPSLSO(y =1)+ SOPSLSO(y =0)

Recall that Assumptions [2| and [3| imply that P(r = 1) € (1 — s¢, $1), so P(r = 0) € (1 — s1,5p). This
together with implies s; > 51Ps, so(y = 1) + 50Ps, 5o(y = 0) for j = 0,1 which is equivalent to
s1 > sg and sy > s1 by Assumption |3l This yields a contradiction, showing that 95 < 80 O

Lemma 4. Suppose that t and r have a tendency to wrongly agree for some y = j. Then:

Pe o (r=1—jy=j
) > 1,0(7"2 Jsy J)>0;

° 7-_[(91,90)(31, 50) C Hp,,60)(51,50) if and only if P(t =j,r =1—j
o 7:[(91790)(81,80) C 7‘[(91790)(81, 80) implies 55 < 1.

Proof. Focus on the case where the tests have the tendency to wrongly agree only for y = 1.
From () it is immediate that g, g,)(s1, 50) C H(g, 6,) (51, 50) is equivalent to He, (s1, s0) C He, (51, 50),

which are intervals. Next, since lower bounds of the two intervals are 0{4, this is further equivalent to
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Psy s (r=0,y=1)
2

0y < 6Y. First, assume P(t = 1,7 = 0) > > 0. Then:

0V — 0¥ = min (P(t = 1,7 = 0), Py, 5o(r = 0,y = 1)) — min <P(t =1,7r=0),

= min <P(t:177.:0)_ Sl,so(r . Y )’ Sl,so(r Y )) > 0.

Next suppose 9_1U < 0?. This is equivalent to:

P, =0,y=1
min(P(t:17T:0)7P81730(T:0ay:1))>min (P(tzlﬂ’:o)a 81780(71 2 & ))

By means of contradiction suppose that w =0or Pt =1,r=0) < w. If
w =0 then 8/ =0Y. If P(t = 1,r = 0) < w, then again 0y = 0} proving the

first claim for y = 1. The argument for y = 0 is symmetric.

For the second claim, observe that P(t = j,r = 1—j) > Psl’so(r:;*j’y:j)

1—j,y=7j)=(1—5j)Ps s(y=j) >0orthat s; <1 by Assumption 0

> 0 implies Py, (1 =

Appendix E Proofs

Proposition 1. The sharp identified set H g, 44)(51,50) for (01,00) given reference test sensitivity sy

and specificity sg is:

PSl,So(y:1)+1_ P(t=1)

H(6,,00)(51,50) = 9 (t1,t0) 1 to = 1 _—
(01,00) Sl,so(y = 0) Psl,so(y = O)

,tj € Ho, (51, So)} (6)

where Hg, (s1, s0) = [0%,6Y] is the sharp bound on 6; defined as:

327

OJ-L: max(O,P(t:j,r:j)*Psl,so(rzjvyzlfj))

+ (OP (r=1—jy=4)—Pt=1—jr=1 ')) !

max\Y, Fsy s\ =1=3,4=17)— =l=-5nr=1- D (=4

51,50 1Y J J J PSl,SO (y = ]) (7)

GJU: min(P(t:j,r:1—j),P51,so(7"=1—jay:j))

+min(P(t = j,r = ), P sor = joy = ) 1

mwn =5r=17) so\r =214 =1 s N

51,50 Psl,so(y:])

Proof of [Proposition 1. Alternative proofs can be constructed using Theorem 3.10 from Joe (1997) or
Artstein’s inequalities (Beresteanu, Molchanov, and Molinari (2012))@ Here, I offer a direct proof that

follows through a series of claims. Intermediate results will be used to prove other propositions. First

19. T am grateful to an anonymous referee and Gabriel Ziegler for bringing this to my attention.
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we derive bounds on Ps, 5, (t = j,r = k,y = 1) for (j, k,1) € {0,1}3. We then show that the pair of
bounds on Py, s, (t = j,r = j,y = j) and Py, 5 (t = j,r = 1 —j,y = j) for a fixed j are sharp and
that any two points in these bounds are attainable simultaneously. The sharp bound on 6; follows by
summing the individual bounds and dividing by P, 4,)(y = 1). Finally, the sharp joint identified set
for (01, 6p) is immediate by the law of total probability.

Claim 1. Bounds on Py, 5, (t = j,r = k,y =1) for any (j,k,1) € {0,1} are:

Psl,so(t = j,T = k‘,y = l) S [maaz(O,PshsO(r = k,y = l) — P(t =1 7]"7, — k)),
(E.1)
mZﬂ(P(t = j,’l" = k))‘PSl,So(T = k’y = l))] X

Proof. Probability Ps, s,(t = j,r = k,y = 1) for any (j, k,1) € {0,1}3 is the probability of the intersection
of events Py, o ({t =j,r =k} N{r==%k,y =1}). An upper bound on Pj, 5 (t = j,r = k,y =) is then:

Popso({t = jir = K} {r = kyy = 1) < min(P(t = jur = k), Poyso(r = by =1)). (B2)

The upper bound (E.2) holds for any (j,k,1) € {0,1}3. Using the upper bound on Ps, s (t = j,7 =
k,y =1—1), the lower bound on Py, 5 (t = j,r =k,y =1) is:

Psl,so(t:j,T:k,y:l) P<t:j7T:k) _PSLSO(t:jvT:kvy: 1—1)

> P(t=j,r=k) — mm(P(t = =k), Py (r=ky=1— 1))
(E.3)
= maa:(O, Plt=j,r=k)— P s,(r=ky=1- l))
= max(O,PSl,sO(r =ky=10)—Pt=1—j,r= k))
where the final line of (E.3|) follows from Lemma O]

Claim 2. Bounds (E.2) on Ps, s(t = j,r = j,y = j) and Py, 5,(t = j,r =1 — j,y = j) are sharp.

Bounds are independent in the sense that any pair of points within the two bounds is attainable.
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Proof. Write all eight joint and observable probabilities as a matrix equation:

11000000 Py ot=1r=1y=1)
10100000 Py s (t=1,r=1,y=0)
00110000 Py, o t=0,r=1,y=1)
01010000 Py, 5 (t=0,r =1,y =0)
00001100 Py s(t=1r=0,y=1)
000010710 Py o(t=1,7=0,y =0)
00000O0GO0T1]1 Py st =0, =0,y =1)
00000O0T1O0°1 Py ot =0,7 =0,y = 0)
A

Pit=1,r=1)

Py so(r=1y=1)
Pit=0,r=1)

Py s(r=1,y=0)
P(t=1,7r=0) (E.4)

P so(r=0,y=1)
P(t=0,r=0)

Pslyso(r =0,y = 0)

Matrix A has rank 6. The bottom four rows cannot be represented as a linear combination using any

of the top four rows. The bottom four rows are only mutually linearly dependent. Similarly, the top

four rows are only mutually linearly dependent. Therefore, the value of Py, 4, (t = j,r =1—k,y =1)

does not affect the values of Py, 5 (t = j,r = k,y = 1) for (j,1) € {0,1}? within their respective bounds.

There exist two separate systems of equations, one for each value of r. Focus on one system for an

arbitrary r = k:

1100

1 010

0 011

01 01
A

Matrix A’ has rank

Py so(t = J,r = k,y = j)
Py st =j,r=k,y=1-7j)
Ps st =1—4,r=k,y =)

Ps sot=1—j4,r=k,y=1-7)

P(t=j,r=k)
PSl,sO(TZk,y:j)
Pit=1-j4r=k)

PSl,So(T:kayzl_j)

(E.5)

3. I first show that both the upper and lower bounds on any of the joint

probabilities Py, s, (t = j,r = k,y = 1) in (E.5) are attainable for (j,1) € {0, 1}2@ Then, I demonstrate

that any value in the interior of the bounds is attainable, proving that bounds on Py, 4 (t = j,r =

k,y = 1) are sharp. Focus on Ps, ,(t = j,r = k,y = j). Assume that it is equal to its upper bound,

P,

5,50t =J4,r =ky=j) = min(P(t =j,r=k),Ps s(r =k,y= j)) Let first P(t = j,r = k) <

Py, oo (r = k,y = j). From Lemmall] Py, s (r =k,y=1—j) < P(t =1—j,r = k). Then from (E.5)):

=jir=ky=j)=Plt=jr=k)
:]aT:kvyzl_]):O
=1 ]>T_kay:):PS

:17j)r:k’y:17j):Psl,SO(r:

By assumption, P, s (t = j,r = k,y = j) is equal to its upper bound. Consequently, Py, s (t = j,r =

20. Attainable (or equivalently feasible) is meant in the sense that it is consistent with the observed distribution P(¢,r)
and assumed values for (s1, so).

43



k,y =1-j)isequal to 0 = max(0, Ps, s,(r = k,y =1—37)—P(t = 1—j,r = k)) which is its lower bound.
Similarly, Py, s,(t =1 —j,r = k,y = j) = Ps, s5,(r = k,y = j) — P(t = j,r = k) = maz(0, Py, 5,(r =
k,y = j) — P(t = j,r = k)), which is its lower bound. Finally, P, s,(t =1 —j,r =k,y=1—j) =
P

510" =ky=1—7) =min(P(t=1—j,r =k),Ps s,(r =k,y =1-— 7)), representing the upper
bound. All four probabilities achieve their corresponding upper and lower bounds.
Let now P(t = j,r = k) > P, 5 (r = k,y = j), or equivalently Py, s,(r = k,y =1—j) > P(t =

1 —j,7 = k). The system then is:

As before, Py, 4, (t = j,r =k,y =7j) and Py, s (t =1 —j,r = k,y =1 — j) are equal to their respective
upper bounds. Py, s (t = j,r = k,y =1 —j) and Py, 4 (t = 1 —j,r = k,y = j) attain the lower
bounds. That Py, 5,(t =j,r =k,y =j) and Ps, 5,(t =1—j,7 = k,y = 1 — j) attain lower bounds when
Py st =j,r=k,y=1—j)and P, s (t =1—j,r = k,y = j) are equal to their upper bounds can
be shown symmetrically. Thus, for an arbitrary r = k, all probabilities can be equal to their upper and
lower bounds.

From , reducing any probability that is on the upper bound will lead to an increase in the
probabilities at lower bounds and a decrease in the remaining probability at the upper bound. Any
value in the interior of the bounds must be feasible. Therefore, the bounds must be sharp for
P(t=j,r =k,y=1) and any (4,1) € {0,1}2. This is true for an arbitrary » = k, hence the bounds are
sharp for any P(t = j,7 = k,y = [) such that (j,k,1) € {0,1}3.

Finally, from , the value which Py, 4 (t = j,r = j,y = j) takes does not influence the value of
Py, so(t =j,r =1—j,y = j). Any pair of values coming from the Cartesian product of the bounds on

the two probabilities is feasible. ]

By Claim [2} the sharp bounds on Py, s (t = j,y = 1) = Py, 5o(t = 4,7 = j,y = J) + Pe, 5o (t = jir =

1 —j,y = j) are a sum of the sharp bounds on individual probabilities. Hence, the sharp bounds on 6;
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are:

maaz(O,P(t =77 :j) - Psl,so(T =jy=1 —j))

6 > .
’ Py 5 (y = j)
ma (0, Py (r = 1= joy = j) = Pt =1 j,r =1 j))
+ ;
P81,So(y :])
o (Pt = =1 =) Py (r = L= 4oy =) + min(Plt = . = ) Pao(r = sy =)
T Pshso(yzj)
(E.8)
Claim 3. The sharp joint identified set for (61,60p) is:
P, so(y=1) P(t=1)
H 51,80) = < (t1,t0) : to = t] —22 +1— ————"—t1 € Hp.(51,50) ¢-
oo {(1 T =0 T B y= oy P
Proof.
P(t=1)=Py, o (t=1,y=1)+ Py o (t =1,y =0) =
(t=1) 150 ( )+ Poy 0 ) (£.9)

= 01PS1,So(y = 1) + PSuSo(@/ = 0) - 90PS1,So(y = 0)'

Set j = 1 without loss of generality. For any value t; € Hg, (s1,S0), it must be that toPs, 5,(y = 0) =
t1Ps; 5o(y = 1) + Ps; 5o(y = 0) — P(t = 1). Since He, (51, 50) is sharp, Hg, ,)(51, S0) is a sharp joint
identification region for (61, 6p). O

O]

Proposition 2. Let HJL be as in ([7]) When the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly
agree only for y = j, the sharp bounds on 0; given (s1,sg) are 7-_[9j (s1,80) = [Gf,ég], where:

U
07 =

Psl,so('r: 1_j>y:j))

nm%P@:$r:1—ﬁ, 5

1

+ min(P(t = j,?“ = j),Psl,so(T = j,y = ])) m
51,50 -

If the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly agree for y =0 and y = 1, the sharp bounds

on 0 for j =0,1 given (s1,s0) are f[gj(sl,so) = [HJ-L,ng], where:

= ) . . P , T‘:l—]’y:]
e?:nm(P@:%r:l—ﬁ,“%( 5 )>
Py, 50 ' 1—7) 1 )
. . . r=35y=1—7J . .
—i—mm(Pt: ,r=g)— —2=0 , P, r=jy= ) - _.
( J .7) D) 81,50( 2y J) Psl,so(?/:])
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Sharp joint identified sets 7-_[(91790)(51, so) and ?‘7(91,90)(81,80) for (01,00) given (s1,s0) follow from @,
Ho, (s1,50), and Hg,(s1,50).

Proof of [Proposition 2 First, I prove a lemma used below. The proof then follows through a series of
claims.

Lemma 5. The index test has a tendency to wrongly agree with the reference test for y = j for a given

: , . . N Py s (r=1—jy=j
(s1,80), if and only if Ps, s;(t =1—j,r=1—j,y=7) > 1’0(T2 Iy=J)

Proof. It holds that Py, o (t =1—j,r =1-j,y =j)+PFPs, st =4,r=1-j,y=j)=P(r=1-j,y =j).
For sufficiency, note that 2P;, ,(t =1 —j,r =1 —j,y = j) = P, 5o(r =1 —J,y = j) — Ps, 5,(t =
Gr=1—jy=74)+Ps st =1—j,r=1—j,y=17) > Ps, s(r =1—j,y = j), since by assumption
Py so(t=1—j,r=1—j,y=j) > Ps st =j,r=1—j,y=7j). Necessity is immediate. O

Claim 4. Assume that the tests have a tendency to wrongly agree only for y = j. The sharp identified
set for (01,00) is 7—7[(91’90)(31, 50).

Proof. From Lemma Py st=1-jr=1—-j4y=13j)> PSleo(’“:Ql_j’y:j), Then, Py, 4 (t = j,r =
Psl,so(rzl_jvy:j)
2

1—j,y=7) < < Py, 5o(r =1—j,y = j). Using this and following the steps taken to

obtain (E.2)):

Py, s =1-j,y=7J
170(7' .7 y ])) (ElO)

P51,So(t:jarzl_]7yzj)szn<P<t:]7T:1_])7 2

The lower bound on Py, 5 (t = j,r = 1 — j,y = j) is derived from the upper bound on P, 4 (t =
1—j,r=1—j,y = j) which is unaffected by the assumption. Substituting the upper bound into the
system (E.5) yields the lower bound Py 4,(t = j,r = 1 — j,y = j) > max <O,PSI’SO(’P =1-jy=

H—Pt=1—jr=1 —j)), as in (E.3).

For the bounds defined by and on Py, ¢ (t = j,r = 1—j,y = j) to be sharp, all
values contained between them must be feasible for a given population distribution. The lower bound
is identical as in Proposition The upper bound in is at most as large as the upper bound
in Proposition (I} Thus, all points in the bounds on Py, 4 (t = j,r = 1 — j,y = j) are attainable by the
same argument as in Claim [2|in the proof of Proposition |1l Hence, the bounds defined by and
(E.10) are sharp. Sharp bounds on probabilities Py, 5,(t = k,r = j,y = 1) from are unaffected by
the assumption for (k,l) € {0,1}? as they form an independent system of equations from . Using
the reasoning in Claims [2 and |3| of Proposition 7:[(91790)(51, S0) is a sharp identification region for
(01, 6).

O

Claim 5. Assume that the tests have a tendency to wrongly agree for y = 0 and y = 1. The sharp
identified set for (01,60p) is 7-:[(91,90)(51, 50)-
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Proof. By Lemma P81,80(t =1l—-j4r=1—j59y= ]) > Psl*so(r:;ij’y:j) for j € {0,1} The sharp
upper bound on P 4 (t = j,r = 1 — j,y = j) is again as in (E.10). The sharp upper bound on
P, s,(t = 3,7 = j,y = j) is no longer equivalent to (E.2). Analogously to the steps used to derive
(E.10):

] ] ] ; : . P, ) T:j,y:].—j . .
PSLSO(t:]’T:]’y:])Smln<P(t:j7T:j)_ 8150( 2 )7P51750(T:]7y:.7)>a
(E.11)
where the first value in the minimum is derived using Lemma [5| and:
Psl’SO(t:jﬂa:jay:j):P(t:jar:j)_Pshso(t:jvr:j?yzl_j)
(E.12)

< Plt=jr=j) - Dol =2V =120,

Remark 17. Only the upper bounds on Py, o(t = j,r =1—j,y =j) and Ps, s,(t = j,r = j,y = j) are
changed by the assumption that tests have a tendency to wrongly agree fory € {0,1}. The lower bounds

remain as in (E.3)).
To see this, observe from (E.4]) that the bounds on Ps, ¢, (t = j,r = 1 —j,y = j) and P, 5,(t =

j,m = j,y = j) belong to separate systems of equations and will not affect each other. The bounds on
Py, so(t = j,r =1—j,y = j) hold as in the Claim 4, The bounds on Py, s, (t = j,r = j,y = j) are
derived using Ps, 5,(t = j,7 = j,y = 1 — j) which is affected only from below by the assumption. From
it can be seen that substituting Py, 4, (t = j,7 = j,y = 1 — j) with its upper bound min (P(t =
Jr=17),Ps s(r=jiy=1- j)) yields an identical lower bound for Py, 4 (t = j,r = j,y = j) as in
E3).

Bounds and on Py 4 (t =j,r =1—j,y = j) were shown to be sharp in the previous
claim. Using the same argument, bounds and on Py, s, (t = j,r = j,y = j) are also sharp.
Any pair of points in the bounds for the two probabilities is feasible. Hence, 7-:[(91,90)(31, S0) is the sharp
identified set for (61, 6p).

O

O

Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumption [J] holds and the population is screened only using t. Let
G(6:,60)(51,50) be a known sharp identified set from Proposition or Proposition @ Denote by QJ-L and

HJU the smallest and largest values of 0; in G, g,)(51,50). The sharp bounds on prevalence Q(y = 1)
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are:

Qy=1) e, 4 = [min{Q(tzl)Jr@é—l Q(t:1)+9{{—1}

0F+05 -1 07 +0f -1
1 0 i 1 0 : (13)
Qt=1)+0y—1 Q(t=1)+6; —1}
) n{o,1
max{ oF 1oL —1 0U + 60 — 1 0,1}

when V(61,00) € Go, 9,)(51,50) 1 01 # 1 =60, and Q(y = 1) € [0, 1] otherwise.

Proof of [Proposition 3. The proof proceeds in two steps. First we show that the bounds are valid. For
sharpness, we consider an arbitrary point in the bounds. We then construct a distribution consistent
with the assumptions that generates the point, and that is observationally equivalent to the data. The
data alone identify only Q(t = 1).

We study two distinct cases.

Case 1: V(01,00) € G, 60)(51,50) 1 017 1 -0

The bounds on Q(y = 1) can be imposed as:

Qt=1)+m-1
T1+71—1

Qly=1) =

t=1)+6y—-1 t=1)+6y—1
min Q ) + 6 , max Q ) + 6 N 1[0,1]
(601,00)€Y (0, ,00) (51,50) 0 +0p—1 (01,60)€Y (0, ,00) (51,50) 0h +0p—1

where the first line follows by , and the second by Assumption [4f The intersection with [0, 1] is
added by definition Q(y = 1) and the fact that 2U=DF%=1 ¢ [0,1] if and only if (61,6) are such that

Q(t=1) ¢ [min(61,1 — 6py), max(01,1 — )], which is possible. The expression % is increasing

in 09 and decreasing in 6;. We will show that it attains extrema at the end-points of the line segment
G(,,60) (51, 80). By Propositions |l| and [2} for any (61, 00) € Gs, g,)(51,50):

0hp=1—a+61b (E13)

for known constants a and b € (0,00). Given that Gg, g,)(s1,50) C [0,1]* is a line segment, it is a
connected set. By assumption it does not contain (61, 6y) such that 6; + 6y = 1, therefore it does not
intersect the negatively-sloped diagonal of the unit rectangle. Thus, all (61,60) € Gy, g,)(51,S0) are
such that either 61 +6y > 1 or 1 + 6y < 1. By , for all #1 in the identified set we have either
01(b+1) >aor 01(b+1) <a,sobi(b+1)# a. For any (01,60) € Gy, g,)(51, 0) we can then write:

Qi=1)+6-1 Qi=1)+6b—a
01+ 6y —1 N 01(b+1)—a '

(E.14)

First derivative of ([E.14)) with respect to 6 is % which has the same sign for all 6; in the

identified set. If (and only if) a = (b+ 1)Q(¢ = 1), the expression is a constant function of Glﬂ When

21. Note that this is equivalent to prevalence being point identified. Expressions for ¢ and b in @ reveal that this
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a> (b+1)Q(t = 1), it is minimized at # and maximized at 6. Conversely, if a < (b+ 1)Q(t = 1), the
expression is minimized at #{ and maximized at 0. By and b > 0, 0F and 6} correspond to 6%
and 0§ in G(6,,60) (51, S0), respectively, showing that Ilg, 5, are valid bounds for Q(y = 1).

To show sharpness, pick an arbitrary point 7 € I, 5,. We demonstrate that one can construct a
distribution Q(¢,y) such that: ) it consistent with the observed data Q(t = 1); i) Q(y = 1) = m;
iii) it is consistent with the assumptions (Q(t = 1|y = 1),Q(t = 0ly = 0)) = (61,600) € G(g, 9,)(51,50)-
All marginals of the distribution Q(¢,y) are completely determined by observational data and 7. To
complete the proof, we only need to appropriately specify the dependence structure (61, 6p) such that
it is feasible, i.e. in the identified set for the parameters.

If Assumption |4 holds, (Q(t =1y =1),Q(t = 0]y =0)) € Gy, ,)(51,50), s0 I, 5, # 0. Denote

then by Ilg, 5, = [7L, 7] N [0,1]. Consider the case where 7% = Q(;fi)etﬁ_él—l < Q(;?i)etﬁi_l =Y. The
QUt=D+0k—-1 _ Q(t=1)+6§ — L ;

0L +05—1 0V +05 —1
any (3 € [0, 1]. Define:

converse case L follows a symmetric argument. Let Qf = BOF + (1 —B)8Y for

5 Qt=1+0b—a BQU=1D+6Fb—0a)+(1-p)(Q(t=1)+6b—a)

b+1)—a BOFb+1)—a)+(1—8)(0Y(b+1)—a)
L B(OT(b+1) —a) AU (1-B) (07 (0 +1) —a)
BOEb+1)—a)+(1—-5) (0Y(b+1)—a) BOFb+1)—a)+(1—8) (8V(b+1)—a)

(E.15)

where the second line follows by (E.14]) and definition of 7% and 7Y. Since 7 € [r¥, 7], then Ja € [0, 1]

7 =ar? 4+ (1 —a)rY. We can define:

5 a(ﬁlU(b—i—l)—a)

T @O —a) + (=) (et —a) < O (E.16)

For 3 in (E.16), we have 7 = m. Then let (6;,65) = B(6%,0%) + (1 — 8)(8Y,6Y). Since (67,65)
is a linear combination of endpoints of a line segment, it must also be an element of the line segment.
Hence (9'13, 95) € G(6,,00) (51, 50), proving that for any 7 € Il 5, we can construct Q(t,y) such that it is
consistent with the observed data and assumptions, with Q(y = 1) = m. Hence Il;, g, is sharp.

Case 2: (61, 00) € Gg,,60)(51,50) : 01 +0p =1

Fix (61,00) € G(g,,60) : 1 + 060 = 1. Then Q(t = 1|y = 1) = Q(t = 1|y = 0), so t 1L y is consistent
with Assumption 4l Hence Q(y = 1) € [0,1] is consistent with any observed Q(¢ = 1). Sharpness is
also immediate since for an arbitrary point 7 € [0, 1], we can fix (61,00) € G, 9,) : 01 + 6o = 1 and
define Q(t,y) with Q(t,y = 1) = Q(t)m and Q(t,y = 0) = Q(¢)(1 — ) for any Q(t). Thus, there exists
a distribution Q(t,y) which is consistent with Q(t = 1), (01,60) € Gy, 6,) and Q(y = 1) = .

O

happens if only if P(t = 1) in the performance population equals Q(¢ = 1) in the screened population.
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Proposition 4. Assume that the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly agree only for

y = 1. Let the moment function m' be:

mi (W, 0) (=01 + $1) B0 + (5 — D)y
m3 (Wi, 0) (=01 + 1 — 1) B2 4 (ry — 1)(1 — 1)
mi (W, 0) (=61 + 1) B 4+ (1 — 1)
m! (Wi, 0) = | mj(W;,0) | = 0 e — ¢ : (18)
mi(W;, 0) (61 — s1) =20 — 15(1 —1y)
mg (Wi, 0) (91 + #) ;Zlfiig —tir;
my(Wi, 0) (60— 1)(1 = S=5E) — 1= + 1

Moment inequalities and equalities defined by m' for J. = {1,...,6} and Jo = {7} represent the
joint identification region ©(P) =y, s)es (7-_[(91,90)(51, s0) x {(s1, 50)}> for Hg, 6,)(s1,50) defined in
Propositionfor y=1. For each 0 € |y, ;)es0; 1517 5 0, 1] x {(s1,50)} such that Ep (m]l(Wz, 9)) <
0 forj=1,...,6 and Ep(m%(Wi,Q)) = 0, it must be that 6 € O(P). Conversely, if 6 € O(P), then
Ep(mj(Wi,0)) <0 for j=1,...,6 and Ep(my(W;,0)) = 0.

Proof of [Proposition 4 The proof is analogous to the proof of Proposition [f] From the definition of
Ho, (s1, 50) for y = 1 in Proposition

01Ps, so(y=1) > max(O,P(t =1,r=1)— P o (r=1y= 0))
P )

—|—mam<0, s1,50("=0,y=1)—P(t=0,r =0)
E.17)
Puo(r=0y=1 (
1Py, so(y =1) < mz’n(P(t =1,r=0), L (7 . y ))
+ mm(P(t =1,r=1),P, s (r=1Ly= 1))
Suppose that Ep(m]l(Wi,H)) <Oforj=1,2...,6 and Ep(m%(Wi,G)) = 0. From (|18]):
_ —1+s
Ep(mg(Wi,0)) = (91 + Tl)pswo(y =1)-Plt=1,r=1)
(E.18)

P o(r=0,y=1)
2

=01 P, s, (y=1) -

Using Ep(mj(W;,0)) = Ep(m;(Wi,0)) for j = 1,...,5, Ep(my(W;,0)) = Ep(mz(W;,0)), (E.48),
(E50), (E52), and (E.18), yields that Ep(mjl-(Wi,Q)) < Ofor j=1,...,7 and Ep(mi(W;,0)) = 0
represent the joint identification region ©(FP) = Uy, s)es (7-_[(91790)(51, s0) X {(31,50)}) by the same
argument as in the proof of Proposition O

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions @ (md@ hold. Then for any component m;(W;,0) in
(8. B.1), (B3), and (BA):

1. Varp(mj(W;,0)) > 0 and for all P € P and 0 € [0,1]* x S;
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mWO O 1 (| 0.) >A}] _0;

2. limsup,_, . suppcp supgee(p) Ep [( 0.7

where 11;(0, P) = Ep(mj(W;,0)) and 0;(0, P) = Varp(m;(W;,0)).

Proof of [Theorem 1]. 1 first show that under the assumptions Varp(m;(W;,0)) > Mijg > 0, for any
jel,...,7in , where M; do not depend on P and 6. I then demonstrate the same for components
, , and that are not identical. Finally, I show that m;(W;, ) are bounded irrespective of
P and 0, and use that to prove that the second claim is true.

Let pp(X,Y) = Covp(X,¥) for some binary random vector (X,Y’) with distribution P € P.
Varp(X)Varp(Y)

The following Lemma will be used to bound the variances from below.

Lemma 6. Suppose that Assumption[5 holds. Then for any P € P, the following are true:

1. max pp(ri,t;)? = (1 —4e)? < 1;

PecP
2. Ilglggpp(ri, (1—t))%2=(1—-4¢)? < 1;
3. rlglg%(pp(ri, riti)? = h(e);
4. max pp(ri, (1 - ri)ti)? = h(e)
5. gleal))(pp(m, ri(1 —1;))% = h(e)
6. I}l)lgf))(pp(m, (1 —7)(1—1))% = h(e)

where h(g) = 1{e € [0.2,0.25]}2=5 1 1{e € (0,0.2)} (1 - 8;32) € (0,1).

Proof. Denote P(t; = j,r; = k) = Pj;. Assumption states that for (j,k) € {0,1}2, Pj > > 0, and
implies that € < %.

Statements 1 and 2

Parameter pp(ri,ti)2 is the largest when either Pyy = Pig = € or P11 = Pyy = €. 1 prove the
statement for Py; = Pjg = €, and the argument for the P;; = Py = € is symmetric. The maximal
pp(ri,t;)? must then be for Pj; + Pyo = 1 —2¢ and P(t; = 1) = P(r; = 1).

Next, let Pjp = a(1 — 2¢), Py = (1 — a)(1 — 2¢) for some a € [55, 155¢], and P(t; = 1) = P(r; =
1) = a(1 — 2¢) + . By plugging in the relevant probabilities, pp(r;,t;) becomes a function of a:

_ P11 — P(tl = 1)P(T2 = 1)
VPt =1)1— P(t; =1))P(ri = 1)(1 — P(r; = 1))
a1 —2¢) — (a(l — 2) +¢)?
(a(l—2e)4¢e)(1—a(l —2¢) —¢)

Pa(ri,t;)

(E.19)

Since we are considering the case Py; = Pjg = ¢, the correlation is positive. By maximizing pq (7, t;)
with respect to a, we obtain the upper bound on pp(r;,t;)2. The second order condition confirms that

this is a concave optimization problem. The first order condition yields the maximizing o* = %

51



For any ¢ < 7 , it is true that o € [, %:;’i

into (E.19) to find maxpep pp(ri,ti) = pa~ (1, t;) = (1 — 4e).
By using Statement 1 and replacing ¢; = 1 — t;, it follows directly that maxpep pp(rs, (1 —t;)) =

]. To conclude the proof of statement 1, plug in a*

maxpep pp(riti) = par (i, ti) = (1 — 4e).
Statement 3

From the definition of pp(r;, r;t;):

pp(ri,rit;) = Covp(ri, tir:) Ep(tir;)(1 — Ep(ri))
P Varp(r)Varp(tir) ¢Ep )L — Ep(ri)Ep(tiri) (1 — Ep(tiry))
B Ep(tyr;)(1 — Ep( rl) P(r;=1))
- \/Ep(ri)(l " Ep(tir) P )1 — Py (E.20)
)

Pi1(1— P11 — Py
(P11 + Po1)(1 — Pi1)
Notice that pp(r;,rit;) decreases in Ppi, so at the maximum, Py; = €. Therefore, we only need to

maximize pp(r;, rit;)? with respect to feasible Pj;. The maximization problem is:

Pll(]- — P11 — 6)
max ri,rit;) =  max . E.21
PeP pr(ri;riti) Pr1€le,1-3¢] \/(Pll +¢e)(1—Pn) (8.21)

The objective function is concave. The first order condition implies that for an interior maximum,
the maximizing Pp; is -5=. If € € [0.2,0.25], the constraint P;; < 1 — 3¢ will bind. Therefore, the value

of the parameter at the maximum is PH = min { e~ 35} The maximum of the objective function
obtained by plugging in Pj| into is:

(1—2)
(L+ep

Illjnaxpp(n,rl )2 =1{e €[0.2,0.25]} <
€p

) +1{e € (0,0.2)} (1 - > €(0,1) (E.22)

3 — 6e

Statements 4, 5, and 6
Following the definition of pp(r;, (1 — r4)t;):

Covp(ri, (1 —1;)t;)
VVarp(ri)Varp((1 —ri)t;)
_ —EP(Ti)EP((l — Ti)ti)
VEp(ri)(1 — Ep(ri)) Ep((1 — ri)t:) (1 — Ep((1 — r9)t;))

o \/ Ep(r) Ep((1—r)t:)

pp(ri, (1 —ri)t;) =

(E.23)

(1= Ep(r:))(1 = Ep((1 = ri)ti))

_ P(T’i = 1)P10
(1 — P(Ti = 1))(1 — Pl())'

The square of the correlation is increasing in both P(r; = 1) = Py; + Pp1 and Pjy. Consequently, at
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the maximum, together they will be at the upper bound, meaning that Py + Py1 + Pigp = 1 — ¢, or
equivalently, that P(r; =1) =1 — & — Pjp. We can then rewrite the problem as:

(1 —¢e— Pio)Pio

(1 —r)t)” = . E.24
I]Ijlgl}){pp(ﬁ, ( TZ) Z) Pmén[jf(—?,s] (8 + Plo)(l — Pl(]) ( )
In this form, the problem is identical to the one in (E.21)). Following the same steps:
mas pp(ri, (1 — r)t)? = 14e € 02,0250} (1 —— ) +1{e e (0,023 (1- =) 1 (B.25)
PeP v v o 3 — 6¢ T (14 ¢)2 T

Analogously to the proof of Statement 3, for p(r;, (1 — ¢;)7;)? in Statement 5, the optimization

problem can be represented as:

1—¢e—Pyn)F
maXpP(ri, Tz(l — tl))Q = ( € ()1) 01

. E.26
PeP Porled3e] (e + Pou)(1 — Pon) (E.26)

Following the steps in the proof of Statement 4 p(r;, (1—7;)(1—%;))? in Statement 6, the optimization

problem will be:

(1 —&— Poo)Poo
(1 —1)t)? = . E.27
max pp(ri, (1 —74)t:) ol T T PoP)(1 - Ro) (E.27)

Consequently, from the solutions to (E.21f) and (E.23), (E.26|) and (E.27) will yield the same upper

bounds on their corresponding squares of correlations:

(1 —£:))2 = (1 = r)E)?
%S%PP(THTZ( i) T}gléi%CPP(Tz,( 7i)t:)

1
3 — 6e

(- 6)2> (E.28)

= 1{e € [0.2,0.25]} <1 — (1+¢)2

) +1{e € (0,0.2)} (1 -
O

Claim 6. For any P € P and 6 € [0,1)* x S it holds that Varp(m;(W;,0)) > 0 for all m;(W;,0) in
(B.1).

Proof. Consider first a component of m pertaining to the upper bound of ;. The variance Varp(m4(W;, 6))

for some 6 and P is defined as:

1
Varp(mg(W;,0)) = Varp (91W — ti)
s (E.29)
01 '

—C ).
51— 1+ 50 OUP(T’H z)

01 2
= <S1—1+So> Varp(r;) + Varp(t;) — 2

Fix any (s1,s0) € S. As discussed in Section Assumptions 2A| and [3| imply P(r =1) € (1 — s0,51)

so Varp(r;) > 0. The value 0] where Varp(mq(W;,0)) is globally minimized given s; and s¢ from the

93



first order condition is:

aVan(m4<Wi, 0))
00,

CO'UP(T'Z‘,ZL/Z‘)
Varp(r;)

: 9{ = (81 -1+ 80) (E.?)O)

The second order condition shows that this indeed is a minimization problem. Let 0* = (67, 6o, s1, s0),
where I suppress the dependence 67 (s1,so) for clarity. The minimum variance for any (s1,s0) € S is
then:

(CO’UP(T’Z',ti))Q N
—Varp(n-) + Varp(t;) —2

= Varp(t;) (1 - pp(ri t:)*)) -

(CO’UP(TZ', ti))Q

Varp(ma(Ws,0%)) = Varp(r;) (E.31)

For any @ it follows:

Va’l”p(m4(‘/vi,0)) Z VaTP(TTL4(WZ’,0*)) = Van(ti) (1 — pp(?“i,ti)2))

> 26(1 — 2@) (1 _ (1 _ 46)2) _ % >0 (E.32)
4

where the first inequality follows from the definition of 8*. Focus on the second inequality. We wish
to find the lower bound on the variance 1‘/%5 over all possible P € P. One such bound is equal to the
expression at the smallest value of Varp(t;) and the largest value of pp(r;,t;)?. The second is given by
Lemma [6 and the first follows directly from Assumption [5| which implies that P(t; = 1) € [2¢,1 — 2¢],
so Varp(t;) > 2¢(1 — 25)@ Therefore, Varp(ma(W;,0)) > M%f >0 for all P€ P and 6 € [0,1]? x S.
Following the same steps for the remaining components pertaining to the upper bound, the smallest

variances for any P € P and 0 are:

Varp(ms(W;,0%)) = Varp(ti(1 —13)) (1 = pp(ri ti(1 —13))*)) 2 e(1 =) (1 = h(e)) = ]\;E? =Y

Varp(me(W;,0%)) = Varp(tir;) (1 — pp(ri, tiri)?)) > e(1 =€) (1 — h(e)) 0

(E.33)

where the inequalities follow from the definition of 6*, the fact that Varp(t;(1 —r;)) > (1 —¢) and
Varp(ti(1 —r;)) > (1 — €), and Lemma [6]

Next observe the components pertaining to the lower bound. First for Varp(mq(W;,0)) for any 6

— 1-2¢

22. As long as € < 0.25, the inequality is strict, since the largest value of pp(r;,t;)* warrants that P(t; = 1,7, = 1) 3

while the smallest Varp(t;) requires P(t; = 1,7, =1)=cor P(t;=1,r, =1) =1 — 3e.
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and P:

1
Varp(mi(W;,0)) = Varp <(—91 + 81)w + (t; — 1)7“7;>

81—91

p—— SOOOUP(( ti)ri, ri)

2
81—91
= (2= ; — 1)) -2
<81_1+80> Varp(r;) + Varp((ti — 1)r;) —

(E.34)

Fix an arbitrary s; and sg. The value 67 where Varp(m;(W;, 0)) is globally minimized given s; and

so from the first order condition is:

8Varp(m1(Wi, 9)) :

COUP((l — ti)T’Z‘, Y’i)
90, + 51

9? = (31 -1+ 80) Van('f“)

(E.35)
The second order condition shows that this indeed is a minimization problem. The minimum variance

Varp(my(W;,0*)) for an arbitrary (s1,s0) € S is:

Varp(mi (Wi, 0%)) = (_ Covpé/gir;(t;i;‘i,ri))

Covp((1 —t;)ri,m5) R
_9 ( Varp(m) > Covp((1 —t;)ri,rs)

B - (Covp((1 — t:)ri, 7)) (E.36)
= Varp((1—t)r) (1 "~ Varp(ry)Varp((1 — t;)r ))
= Varp((1 = t;)ri) (1 = pp((1 = ti)ri, 7i)?)

1

>e(l—e)(1—h(e)) = 2 >0

2
) Varp(r;) + Varp((1 — t;)r;)

where the first inequality follows from the definition of #*. And the second follows from Lemma [6]
and Varp(tyr;) > (1 — €). Therefore Varp(mi(W;,0)) > M2 >0 for all P€ P and 0 € [0,1]2> x S.
Again, following the same steps for the remaining components pertaining to the lower bound, the

smallest variances for any P € P and 6 are:

Varp(ma(W;,0%)) = Varp((1 —t;)(1 — 1)) (1 —pp(ri, (L —t;)(1 — rl))z))

8(1—8)(1—h(5)):ﬂi[22 >0
Varp(ms(W;,0%)) = Varp(1 —t;) (1 — pp(ri, (1 — tz))Q)) >2e(1—2e) (1—(1— 45—:)2) =2 0
3

(E.37)

Finally, consider the component pertaining to the moment equality Var(mz(W;,0)). It is defined
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as:

1+ sg r; — 14+ s
Vv Wi, 0)) =V (1—10o) 06— —t;
an(m7( an< 0 < 81—1+80>+ 181—1+80 )
-1
= P<90+91—1 +80_ti>
s1— 14 sg
(E.38)
=Varp gli 1+50—t-
31—1+So !
= 70 Varp(r;) + Var (-)—27(5 Covp(ri, t;)
~ \s1— 1+ 50 P Pl si—1+4sg 0T

for 61 + 0y — 1 = 0. Notice how the function (E.38) resembles (E.29)). Following the same steps as

for finding #, we obtain that Var(mz(W;,0)) > 2e(1 — 2¢) (1 — (1 — 4e)?) = ﬁ > 0 for all P € P
4 7

and 0 € [0,1]2 x S. O

Claim 7. For any P € P and 0 € [0,1]2 x S it holds that Varp(m;(W;,0)) > 0 for all m;(W;,0) in

@), 3. and B,

Proof. Functions m and m are such that mjl(WZ, ) # m;(W;,0) only if j = 6. Thus for all components
that are equal, the proof follows from Claim |6, so Varp(m (Wl, 0)) > M2 > 0 for j # 6.

The variance Varp(mg(W;, 0)) for some § and P is:

_ —1+s1yri— 1+ s
L/117, .
Varp(mg(W;,0)) = Varp ((91 + 5 )81 T4 s tzrl>

oy + i (E.39)

—2 C t
P ovp(ri, Titi).

0 1+81
= (31 i_ I 80) Varp(ri) -+ VCLTP(T‘iti) -2

Fix any (s1,s0) € S. The value 67 where Varp(mg(W;,6)) is globally minimized given s; and sg from
the first order condition is:

oVarp(mg(W;,0)) '
00, )

Covp(ri,rit;)  1—951
Varp(r;) 2

HT = (81 -1+ So) (E40)

The second order condition shows that this indeed is a minimization problem. Following the same steps
as before, for any 6 € [0,1]? x S:
Varp(Covp(ri,rit;) (Wi, 0)) > Varp(Covp(ri,rit;) (Wi, 0%)) = Varp(rit;) (1 — pp(rz,rltl)2))

_5<1—5)(1—h(a)):]\;g>o

(E.41)

The case for m?(Wi,H) is symmetric, Van<T7L?(Wi,0)) > ﬁ >0 foralj=1,...,7, P € P and
i
hel0,12xS
Likewise, for m note that m;(W;,0) = m;(W;, 0) except for j € {4,6}. From (B.4):
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. ri — 1+ sg r; — 1+ s
Vi (a(Wi 8)) = Vi <0131 A U +80))
01 — % 1
_VP<<81—1+80+2>” tz) )
E.42
- —1+s1\r;—1+sg 1 ri — 14 s (
i0)) = —trit\ri—s1———
VP(m6(W )) VP <<01+ 2 )81—1—1—80 " +2(T 8181—1—1—80)>
01— 3 1
_VP<<81—1+SO+2> r; t”ﬂ%)
As above, for any 6 € [0,1]? x S:
Vp(ma(W;,0)) > Ve(ma(W;,0%) = Vp(t:) (1 — pp(ri, t;)?)
1
>2e(1-2¢) (1—(1-4¢)*) = — >0
My
) ) (E.43)
Vp(me(Wi, 0)) > Vp(me(Wi, 0%) = Vp(tir;) (1 — pp(ri, tirs)?)
1
>e(l— 1—h =—>0.
> (1= e) (1= h(e)) = 37 >
It is true that Varp(ﬁ’b?(Wi,H)) > ﬁ >0forallj=1,...,7, PcPand € [0,1]?> x S. O
J

Claim 8. For any P € P, § € [0,1]? x S, and m;j(W;,0) in (B.1)), (18), (B.3), and (B.4):

m; (Wi, 0) — (0, P)\* | f \m (Wi, 0) — 1 (6, P) -
( Uj(evp) > ! {| Uj(H,P) > )\}] =0. (E.44)

limsup sup sup FEp
A—roo PEP 0cO(P)

We have shown above that for any (6, P) corresponding to components m;(Wj;,6) in , ,
, and , there exists a finite constant M; > 0 such that o;(6, P) > A% > 0 for all P € P and
0c[0,12xS

Then for any j, P € P, 6 € [0,1]?> x S and :

B | M7 iy (W) = s (8. 1 { s (W1.0) = 6. ) > 5} (E.45)
mJ(Wivg) - /Lj(@,P) ? mj(Wi79) - Mj(97p)
> | (M) A}] =0 (F.49)

As W; = (t;,r;) € {0,1}% and S is a compact set such that V(s1,s0) € S : 51 > 1 —sq, |mj(W;,0)] <
Bj(0) < Bj < oo for each j, where B} = maxye|o1)2xs Bj(¢). That implies that |u;(0, P)| < B} < oo,

57



and (m;j(W;, 0) — p;(0, P))? < 4B*?. Consequently:

A

2 *2 *

AM2B j]I{QB j > } > Ep
J

() ) o

(E.47)

Finally, since neither B} nor M; depend on P or 6, it follows that (E.44) holds, concluding the

proof.

O
Proposition 5. Let the moment function m be:
ml(Wi, 9) (*91 + 81)2;:1112?) + (ti — 1)7’i
mg(Wi,Q) (—914—1—81)%4—(”—1)(1—&)
m3(Wi, 0) (=01 + 1) B2 4 (1 - 1)
m(Wi, 0) = | ma(W,,0) | = oIl oy, . (B.1)
m5(Wi, 9) (01 - 81);1;:111—_‘;3 — ti(l — ’f'i)
mﬁ(Wz,Q) (91 — 1-}-81);:1%‘;% —t;r;
mr (Wi, 0) (B — 1)(1 — L=gte0) — 9, g0 4 g

Joint identification region O(P) = Uy, s)es (7—[(91790)(81,80) X {(31,30)}) with Hg, 9,)(51,50) de-
fined in Proposition (1| is represented by the moment function m. For each 6 € [0,1]2> x S such that
Ep(mj(Wi,H)) <0forj=1,...,6 and Ep(m7(Wi,9)) = 0, it must be that § € O(P). Conversely, if
9 € ©(P), then Ep(m;j(W;,0)) <0 for j =1,...,6 and Ep(m7(W;,0)) = 0.

Proof of [Proposition 3. 1 prove this by finding Ep(m;(W;,6)) for j = 1,2...,7 and demonstrating
that the resulting system is equivalent to the bounds defined in Proposition [I| extended to @(P) =

Uts1,50)es (7—[(91,90)(51,80) X {(51,50)}). Suppose that Ep(m;(W;,0)) < 0 for j = 1,2...,6 and
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Ep(m7(VV,~,t9)) = 0. From :

Ep(mi(W;,0)) = —=01Ps, 5o(y =1) + Py, 5o(r=1,y=1)— P(r=1)+ P(t=1,r = 1)

=Pt=1,r=1)— P, s,(r=1y=1)—01Ps, 5,(y=1) <0
Ep(ma(W;,0)) = (=01 + 1 — $1) Py, 5o(y =1) = P(t = 0,7 = 0)

= Py so(r=0y=1) = P(t = 0,7 =0) = 01 P, 5o(y = 1) <0
Ep(m3(Wi,0)) = (=01 + 1) Py, 50(y = 1) + P(t = 1) — 1

=Pss(y=1)s51 = P(r=1)+ P55, (y=1)(1 —s1) + Pt =1)
— P(r=0)—01Ps, 5y =1)
=Pt=1,r=1)— Py, 5,(r=1,y=0) + Py, 5(r =0,y =1) = P(t =0,r =0)
—01P;, 5 (y=1) <0.

(E.48)

Note further that if 6, € [0, 1], which is true by definition, the three inequalities above yield the lower
bound from Proposition (1| for 61 € Hp, (s1,s0) given an arbitrary (s1,s0) € S:

01Ps, s(y=1) > max(O, Pt=1,r=1)— P o(r=1y= 0))
(E.49)
+ ma:n(O,PshSO(r =0,y=1)—Pt=0,r= 0))

This is equivalent to the lower bound for the element 6y of (61, 6y, s1,s0) € O(P). Consider next:

Ep(ma(Wi,0)) = 01Ps, 5,(y =

=01Ps, 5o(y=1)—P

Ep(ms(W;,0)) = (01 — 51)Ps; 5o (y = 1) = P(t = 1,7 = 0)
=01Ps50(y=1) =Pt =1,r=0) = Py, 5(r =1Ly =1) <0

Ep(me(Wi,0)) = (61 — 1+ 1) Py, 5 (y =1) = P(t = 1,7 = 1)
= 01Ps,,50(y = 1) = Py, 5o (r =0,y = 1) = P(t

Similarly, the upper bound from Proposition (1|is obtained for the element 6, of (61,00, s1, o) € O(P):

01 Py oy = 1) < min(P(t =10 =1=1), Py oy (r =1~ Ly = 1))

(E.51)
+ min(P(t =1,r=1),P s (r=1y= 1))
Taking the expected value of the final component of the moment function yields:
Ep(m7(Wi,0)) = (60 — 1)(1 = Py s5(y = 1)) = 01Ps, 5o (y = 1) + P(t =1) = 0 (E.52)

It is then is true that 6y Ps, s,(y = 0) = Py, 5,(y = 0) + 61Ps, 5,(y = 1) — P(t = 1). This is the
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linear relationship between (61, 6p) in the identified set from Proposition |1 Going in the other direc-
tion, it is immediate that if the two bounds and the linear relationship hold so that § € ©(P), then
Ep (mj(Wi, 6)) <Oforj=1,2...,6 and Ep (m7(WZ~, 0)) = 0, demonstrating that the expected values

of moment functions represent the joint identification region 6 € ©(P). O

Proposition 6. Assume that the index and reference tests have a tendency to wrongly agree for y =1
and y = 0. Let the moment function m be equal to m' in in all components except my(W;,6), and
me(W;,0):
- r; — 14 5o 1 i — 1+ 8o
Wi, 0) = 0, ——T%0 4 ,( _ 7)
ma(Wi, 0) 1 i W1 8181_1+80

s1— 14 sg 2 (B.4)

—1+S1>7“7;—1+80

n—l+so)
2 s1— 14 sp

1
P Y R
1T1+2 T 8181—1—|—80

ﬁl@(WZ,e) = (91 +
Joint identified set ©(P) = U, 50 es (7—7(91,90)(51, s0) x {(s1, so)}> for 7‘7(91?90)(81, so) defined in Propo-
sz’tz’on@ is represented by the moment function m. For each 6 € [y, 5 esl0; L5170, 1552 % {(s1, s0)}
such that Ep(m;(W;,0)) <0 for j =1,...,6 and Ep(mz(W;,0)) =0, it must be that 6 € @(P). Con-
versely, if 6 € ©(P), then Ep(m;j(W;,0)) <0 for j=1,...,6 and Ep(m7(W;,0)) = 0.

Proof of [Proposition 6. The proof is analogous to the proof of Proposition [} From the definition of
7‘:[91(317 s0) for j = 1 in Proposition

01Ps, so(y=1) > maaz(O,P(t =1,r=1)— P 4 (r=1,y=0)

+ ma:v(O, Py so(r=0,y=1)—P(t=0,r = 0))

01P51,80(y:1)Smin<P(t:1,T‘:0)7 Lo (T 20,y ))
Ps s :1, =0
—|—min(P(t:1,r:1)_ 150 (7 ; Yy )7p51780(7«:1,y:1)).
Suppose that Ep (m;j(W;,0)) <0 for j =1,2...,6 and Ep(m7(W;,0)) = 0. From (B.4):
= 1
Ep(ma(Wi,0)) = 1Py say = 1) = Pt = 1) + 5 (P(r = 1) = s1Py sy = 1))
Ps s :1, =0
=601Ps, 5)(y=1)—Pt=1r=0)—Pt=1r=1)+ "> o(r 5 y=0) <0
— —1+s 1
B(ins(Wi,0)) = (01 + —5— ) Py = 1) = Pt = L,r = 1) + S (P(r = 1) = s1P:, oy (y = 1))
Psis =0y=1 Py, s =1y=0
:elpsl,so(yzl)— 1’0(T 5 y )—P(tzl,T:1)+ 1»0(T . Y )SO
(E.54)

USing EP(T?L](W’MQ)) = EP(mJ(W’HQ)) for .] = 17273757 EP(ﬁl7(WZ76)) = EP(WI?(M,O)), )
(E.50), (E.52), and yields that Ep(ﬁzj(Wi,H)) <O0forj=1,...,6 and Ep(n:w(Wi,H)) = 0 rep-

resent the joint identification ©(P) = Uy, so)es H o, 00) (51, 50) X {(s1, 30)}> by the same argument as
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in the proof of Proposition [5}
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