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Abstract

This paper proposes a general framework for inference on three types of almost
dominances: Almost Lorenz dominance, almost inverse stochastic dominance, and al-
most stochastic dominance. We first generalize almost Lorenz dominance to almost
upward and downward Lorenz dominances. We then provide a bootstrap inference
procedure for the Lorenz dominance coefficients, which measure the degrees of almost
Lorenz dominances. Furthermore, we propose almost upward and downward inverse
stochastic dominances and provide inference on the inverse stochastic dominance co-
efficients. We also show that our results can easily be extended to almost stochastic
dominance. Simulation studies demonstrate the finite sample properties of the pro-
posed estimators and the bootstrap confidence intervals. We apply our methods to the
inequality growth in the United Kingdom and find evidence for almost upward inverse
stochastic dominance.
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1 Introduction

Suppose that there are two arbitrary cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) F} : [0,00) —
[0,1] and F; : [0,00) — [0,1] of two income (or wealth, etc.) distributions in two popu-
lations. As introduced in Atkinson (1970), a Lorenz curve is a function that graphs the
cumulative proportion of total income received by the bottom population. The distribution
F; (weakly) Lorenz dominates F, if the Lorenz curve L; associated with F} is everywhere
above the Lorenz curve L, associated with F». Such Lorenz dominance implies that the
wealth is distributed more equally in population F; compared to F,. Statistical tests of
Lorenz dominance can be found in, for example, McFadden (1989), Bishop et al. (1991a),
Bishop et al. (1991b), Dardanoni and Forcina (1999), Davidson and Duclos (2000), Barrett
and Donald (2003), Barrett et al. (2014), and Sun and Beare (2021).

Zheng (2018) introduces the notion of almost Lorenz dominance: When two Lorenz
curves cross, F; almost Lorenz dominates £ if L; is above L, almost everywhere. The
degree of almost Lorenz dominance can be measured by a coefficient, Lorenz dominance
coefficient (LDC). The LDC was first proposed in Zheng (2018, Section 2.3),! which is
similar to the violation ratio in Huang et al. (2021). Zheng (2018) shows that almost
Lorenz dominance is highly related to Gini-type measures. Based on the seminal work of
Aaberge (2009), we generalize almost Lorenz dominance to almost upward Lorenz domi-
nance and almost downward Lorenz dominance. We relate the generalized LDCs to a class
of inequality measures. It is straightforward to show that the smaller LDCs are, the more
inequality measures demonstrate higher distribution equality in the dominant population.
Thus, LDCs are of interest to us when we compare distributions in terms of distribution
inequality. We then provide estimators for LDCs and establish the asymptotic properties of
the estimators.? Based on the asymptotic distributions, we construct bootstrap confidence

intervals (CIs) for LDCs. LDCs are nonlinear transformations of the difference functions

!The original definition of LDC in Zheng (2018) is slightly different from the proposed one in this paper.
2The proposed estimators are also different from that proposed by Zheng (2018) since the definitions of
the proposed LDCs are different.



of two Lorenz curves. We show that this map is Hadamard directionally differentiable,
and then we apply the bootstrap method of Fang and Santos (2019) to approximate the
asymptotic distributions of the estimators and obtain the confidence intervals.?

The second degree inverse stochastic dominance (Atkinson, 1970), also known as the
generalized Lorenz dominance, is widely used for ranking distribution functions according
to social welfare. However, as pointed out by Aaberge et al. (2021), when the distribution
functions intersect, the second degree inverse dominance criterion may have limitations to
attain an unambiguous ranking (Davies and Hoy, 1995; Atkinson, 2008). Aaberge et al.
(2021) propose an approach for comparing intersecting distribution functions based on
high-degree upward and downward inverse stochastic dominance criteria. They provide
equivalence results between inverse stochastic dominance and the ranks of social welfare
functions. Based on the framework of Aaberge et al. (2021), we introduce the notions of
almost upward inverse stochastic dominance and almost downward inverse stochastic domi-
nance. We then show that these types of almost dominances are also related to the ranks
of social welfare functions. Similar to LDCs, the degree of almost inverse stochastic domi-
nance can be measured by the inverse stochastic dominance coefficients (ISDCs). The smaller
ISDCs are, the more social planner preference functions show higher social welfare for the
dominant distribution. We provide inference and construct bootstrap confidence intervals
for ISDCs.

Almost Lorenz dominance can be viewed as a special but nontrivial case of almost
stochastic dominance which was first introduced by Leshno and Levy (2002). Almost
stochastic dominance has been extensively studied by Guo et al. (2013), Tzeng et al.
(2013), Denuit et al. (2014), Guo et al. (2014), Tsetlin et al. (2015), Guo et al. (2016),

and Huang et al. (2021).* We show that our method on almost Lorenz dominance can

3For more discussions on Hadamard directional differentiability and its applications, see Diimbgen
(1993), Andrews (2000), Bickel et al. (2012), Hirano and Porter (2012), Beare and Moon (2015), Beare
and Fang (2017), Hansen (2017), Seo (2018), Beare and Shi (2019), Chen and Fang (2019), Sun and Beare
(2021), and Sun (2023).

4See a comprehensive review on stochastic dominance in Whang (2019).



easily be generalized to almost stochastic dominance and provide bootstrap confidence
intervals for the stochastic dominance coefficients (SDCs).

We study the inequality growth in the United Kingdom as an empirical example in the
paper. We find that the estimated upward inverse stochastic dominance coefficients are
small and the bootstrap confidence intervals are narrow, which implies that there may
exist almost inverse stochastic dominance between the years considered in this example.

For simplicity of exposition, we focus on the almost Lorenz dominances in the main
text. The results for other types of almost dominances are provided in the supplementary
appendix. The organization of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the notions
of Lorenz dominance coefficients, provides the properties of these coefficients, and relates
them to measures of inequality. Section 2.3 proposes estimators for LDCs and establishes
the asymptotic distributions of the estimators. We then construct the confidence intervals
for LDCs based on these asymptotic distributions. Section 3 provides simulation evidence
for the finite sample properties of the proposed method. In Section 4, we apply our meth-
ods to the empirical application. In the supplementary appendix, Sections A and B extend
the results to almost inverse stochastic dominance and almost stochastic dominance. Sec-
tion C provides additional simulation results. Section D contains the proofs of the results
in the paper.

Notation (Sun and Beare, 2021): Throughout the paper, all the random elements are
defined on a probability space (£2,.A,P). For an arbitrary set A, let />°(A) be the set of
bounded real-valued functions on A equipped with the supremum norm || - ||« such that
| flloo = supgea |f(z)| for every f € (>°(A). For a subset B of a metric space, let C(B)
be the set of continuous real-valued functions on B. Let ~~ denote the weak convergence
defined in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, p. 4). We follow the convention in Folland

(1999, p. 45) and define

0-00=0. (1.1)



2 Almost Lorenz Dominance

We suppose that the CDFs F; and F; satisfy the following regularity conditions which
guarantee the weak convergence of the estimated quantile functions (Kaji, 2019; Sun and

Beare, 2021).

Assumption 2.1 For j = 1,2, F; (0) = 0 and F; is continuously differentiable on the interior
of its support with F; (x) > 0 for all z € (0,00). In addition, F; has finite (2 + ¢)th absolute

moment for some ¢ > 0.

With Assumption 2.1, we introduce the Lorenz curves. Let ); and (), denote the quan-

tile functions corresponding to F; and F5, respectively, that is,
Q;(p) = inf{z € [0,00) : Fj(x) = p}, pel0,1]. (2.1)

When F; has finite first moment 4; as implied by Assumption 2.1, the quantile function Q;
is integrable with fol Q;(p)dp = p;. Under Assumption 2.1 with p; > 0, the Lorenz curve

L; corresponding to F; can then be defined as

We say F; (weakly) Lorenz dominates F if Li(p) > Lo(p) for all p € [0, 1]. We now follow
Zheng (2018) and introduce the notion of almost Lorenz dominance. For all arbitrary
CDFs F} : [0,00) — [0,1] and F; : [0,00) — [0, 1] such that the corresponding Lorenz curves
exist, define

S(F, F) ={pel0,1]: Ly (p) < L (p)}.

Definition 2.1 For every ¢ € [0,1/2), the CDF F} e-almost Lorenz dominates the CDF F,



(Fy e-ALD F), lf

/ (Ls () — L1 (p)) dp < / L (9) = Ly (p)] dp. 2.3)
S(F1,F2) 0

Remark 2.1 Zheng (2018) defines the almost Lorenz dominance for all ¢ € (0,1/2), while
we allow ¢ = 0. The inequality (2.3) holds with ¢ = 0 if and only if F; Lorenz dominates
F. Thus, by Definition 2.1, almost Lorenz dominance is a weaker and generalized version of

Lorengz dominance.

Lemma 2.1 Forevery ¢ € [0,1/2), F} e-ALD F; if and only if there is ¢ € [0, €| such that

/S(F F)(Lz (p) — L1 (p))dp = c/ol Ly (p) — L1 (p)| dp. 2.4)

We define the distance function of the two Lorenz curves by

¢(p)=1Ly(p)— L1 (p), pel0,1]. (2.5)

Based on the equality in (2.4), we follow Zheng (2018) and define the F}-F, Lorenz Dom-

inance Coefficient as follows.>

Definition 2.2 Suppose that there are two Lorenz curves L, and Lo corresponding to the
CDFs F and F,, respectively. The F-F, Lorenz dominance coefficient (F;-F5 LDC), denoted
by ¢(Ly, L), is defined as

(Ls () — Ly () dp < ¢ / Ly () — Ly (9)] dp} |

(2.6)

¢(L1, Ly) = inf {g € 0,1]: /S(

F1,F»)

The following lemma summarizes the properties of the LDC ¢(L4, Ls).

°In Section 2.3 of Zheng (2018), the Lorenz dominance coefficient is defined in a slightly different way.



Lemma 2.2 The LDC ¢(L, Ls) is the smallest ¢ in [0, 1] such that (2.3) holds, ¢(Ly, Ls) =0
if and only if F Lorenz dominates F,, and ¢(L,, Ls) = 1 implies that F, Lorenz dominates

Fy. With (1.1), it follows that

oLy, Ly) = fS(Fl,Fg) (L2 (p) — L1 (p))dp _ fol max {¢ (p),0} dp
o [ 1L (p) — L (p)| dp [ max {6 (p),0} dp + [, max {—¢ (p),0}dp
(2.7)

In addition, if ¢(L, Ls) € (0,1], then ¢(Ls, L1) =1 — ¢(Ly, Lo).

According to Lemma 2.2, F e-ALD F;, for all € € [¢(Ly, Ls),1/2) if ¢(Ly, Lo) < 1/2. On
the other hand, ¢(L4, Ly) > 1/2 implies that F» e-ALD Fj for all € € [1 — ¢(Ly, L2),1/2).
Thus, ¢(L4, L) presents the almost Lorenz dominance relationship between F; and F3, and
provides all £ for which ¢-ALD holds.

When L; and L, cross, given some ¢ € (0, 1/2), one interesting hypothesis is

1
Ho [ (L) - Lip)dp<e [ L) - Lo dp
S(Fy,Fy) 0
Lemma 2.2 shows that it is equivalent to test the following hypothesis on ¢(L1, L):
HO : C(Ll,LQ) S g.

The LDC provided in Definition 2.2 is closely related to Gini-type measures that are
weighted averages of the area between the diagonal line and Lorenz curves. Following
Shorrocks and Slottje (2002), for every possible weighting function 6, a Gini-type measure

for distribution F' can be defined as

I(F.6) = Jolp— LF(p)]Q(p)dp7 pelol 2.8)

I pO(p)dp

where Ly denotes the Lorenz curve associated with the distribution F'.



We follow Zheng (2018) and denote A the set of all Gini-type measures for all possible

weighting functions 6. Define

i () :9<p)//01p9<p)dp

for every possible weighting function 6. It then follows that

1<F,9>:/01 p— Le ()]0 (p) .

For every 0 < £ < 1/2, we define

B (c) = {1(-,9) .0 >0and sup {é(p)} < inf {é(p)} : (1 - 1) } . (2.9)

pelo,1 -~ pef0,]] €

As discussed in Zheng (2018), the condition in (2.9) basically requires that the largest
weight in weighting the distance p— L (p) can not be larger than 1/ — 1 times the smallest
weight.

Proposition 1 of Zheng (2018) shows that for every ¢ € (0, 1/2), F e-ALD G if and only if
I(F,0) <I(G,0)forall(-,0)¢€ %*(c). According to Lemma 2.2, for every ¢ > ¢ (L, Lo)
with ¢(Lq, Ly) € (0,1/2), F e-ALD G and thus I (F,0) < I(G,0) for all I (-,0) € B* (¢).

Therefore, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1 If ¢ (L4, L) € (0,1/2), it follows that I (F,0) < I (F,,0) forall I(-,0) €
Ueele(La,L2)1/2) B (€).° If ¢ (L1, L) = 0, it follows that I (Fy,0) < I(F,,0) forall I(-,0) €

Uee(0,1/2)B" (€)-

Proposition 2.1 shows the importance of LDC concerning Gini-type measures. The
smaller the LDC ¢(L, L») is, the more Gini-type measures show higher equality in the dis-
tribution F; compared to F,. With the knowledge of ¢(Ly, Ly), we can infer the relationship

between F; and F, based on a class of Gini-type measures.

®Note that U.¢(c(1,,1.,),1/2) 8" () = #* (¢ (L1, L2)) by definition.
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Following Aaberge (2009), we introduce the family of rank-dependent measures of

inequality:
1 1 1
To(Ly) = 1— / Pt)dL () =1—— [ P'6)Q; ) dt, (2.10)
0 Hji Jo

where L; is the Lorenz curve of the distribution F; with mean 4; and the weighting func-

tion P’ is the derivative of a continuous, differentiable, and concave function P : [0, 1] —

[0,1] such that P (0) =0, P(1) =1, and P’ (1) = 0. As demonstrated by Yaari (1988) and

Aaberge (2001), P can be interpreted as a preference function of a social decision maker,

which assigns weights to the incomes of individuals in accordance with their rank in the

income distribution, and .Jp(L) measures the extent of inequality in an income distribution

with Lorenz curve L. We formally define the set P of preference functions by

PecC(0,1)): P(0)=0,P (1) =1,P' (1) =0,
P'(t) >0and P? (t) < 0forallt e (0,1)

2.1 Almost Upward Lorenz Dominance and Inequality Measure

To unify notation, we let L; = L; for j = 1,2. For m > 2, define function

P
m m—1
1w = [ 1w, pefl,
Aaberge (2009) introduces the mth-degree upward Lorenz dominance for m > 2 as
illustrated in the following.

Definition 2.3 A distribution F; mth-degree upward Lorenz dominates a distribution F if

LY (p) > Ly (p) for all p € [0, 1].

We generalize upward Lorenz dominance in Aaberge (2009) to almost upward Lorenz

dominance.



Definition 2.4 For every ¢, € [0,1/2), the CDF F) ¢,,-almost mth-degree upward Lorenz
dominates the CDF F, (F} €,,-AmULD F3), if

1 1
/0 max (L (p) — L7 (p),0) dp < &y, / I3 (5) — I ()] dp. @2.11)

Remark 2.2 In Definition 2.4, if €, = 0, then F; mth-degree upward Lorenz dominates F5.

For every ¢, € (0,1/2), we define two sets of preference functions

PeP:(-1)" Pt >0, PO (1) =0forj € {2,...,m},

sup, {(—1)™ P+ (1)} < inf, {(—1)" P ()} - (L _ )

Em

P (em) =

and

PeP:(=1)"Pm) >0,(=1)"" PO (1) >0forj e {2,...,m},

sup, { (—=1)™ P"+D ()} <inf, {(—1)™ P+ (1)} - (L _ 1)

Em

P (5m) =

m

The following proposition relates almost upward Lorenz dominance to the inequality

measures Jp in (2.10).

Proposition 2.2 For every ¢, € (0,1/2), if F} €,-AmULD F,, then Jp (L) < Jp (L) for
every P € Py, (ey). If Fy ep-AmULD Fy and L, (1) > L} (1) for all j € {2,...,m}, then
Jp (L) < Jp (L) for every P € P! ().

For m > 2, following Lemma 2.1, it is straightforward to show that F} ¢,,-AmULD F if

and only if there is ¢,, € [0, ¢,,,] such that

[ max Ly @)= 27 )00 dp = e [ 125 (0) = 21 )]

Similar to (2.6), we define the mth-degree upward Lorenz dominance coefficient ¢ (L1, L),

«_

where the superscript “u” represents “upward”.
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Definition 2.5 For m > 2, the Fi-F; mth-degree upward Lorenz dominance coefficient
(Fy-F, mULDCQ) ¢! (Ly, Lo) is defined as
(L1, L2) =

inf{eme[o,u: [ mex(r5 ) = 27 @), 0)dp < < | |L’;<p>—w<p>|dp}. (2.12)

For m > 2, define the difference function

bm (p) = Ly (p) = LY" (p), p€[0,1].

The following lemma summarizes the properties of the mULDC c¥ (Ly, Ly).

Lemma 2.3 The mULDC ¢! (Ly, Ls) is the smallest ¢,, in [0, 1] such that (2.11) holds. With
(1.1), it follows that

(L, Ly) = o X (15 (p) = LY (p) . 0)dp
Jo 18" (p) = LT (p)| dp

_ Jy max {6, (), 0} dp 2.13)

fol max {¢j, (p), 0} dp + fol max {—¢}, (p),0} dp.

In addition, if ¢\, (L1, Lo) € (0,1], then ¢ (Lo, L1) = 1 — ¢ (L1, Lo).

According to Lemma 2.3, F} ¢,,-AmULD F, for all ¢,,, € [¢¥ (L1, L), 1/2) if ¢ (L1, Lo) <
1/2. On the other hand, ¢% (Li, L) > 1/2 implies that F; ¢,,-AmULD F; for all ,,, € [1 —
c* (L1, Ls),1/2). Thus, ¢ (L1, L) presents the degree of almost upward Lorenz dominance

relationship between F; and F3, and provides all ¢,, such that the ,,-AmULD holds.

Proposition 2.3 If ¢ (L, Ly) € (0,1/2), it then follows that Jp(L,) < Jp(Ls) forall
P € U, clen (11,02)1/2)Pm(em)- If, in addition, L{ (1) > Lg(l)for all j € {2,...,m}, then

Jp (Ll) < Jp (LQ)fOT' all P € Ueme[c“m(LhLz),l/Q)P;n (Em>

11



Similar to Proposition 2.1, Proposition 2.3 shows the importance of ULDC concerning
inequality measures Jp. The smaller the ULDC ¢! (Lq, Ly) is, the more inequality mea-
sures show higher equality in the distribution F; compared to F». With the knowledge of
c® (Ly, Ly), we can infer the relationship between F; and F;, based on a class of inequality

measures.

2.2 Almost Downward Lorenz Dominance and Inequality Measure

Define function

L?<p>=/ <1—Lj<t>>dtzuij/ (t—p)Q(dt, peo1],

and for m > 3,

L (p):/1 Lr='(t)ydt, pelo,1].

Aaberge (2009) introduces the mth-degree downward Lorenz dominance for m > 2 as

illustrated in the following.

Definition 2.6 A distribution F; mth-degree downward Lorenz dominates a distribution Fy

if L (p) < Ly (p) for all p € [0, 1],

We generalize downward Lorenz dominance in Aaberge (2009) to almost downward

Lorenz dominance.

Definition 2.7 For every ¢, € [0,1/2), the CDF F €,,-almost mth-degree downward Lorenz

dominates the CDF F, (F} €,,-AmDLD F5), if

LT (p) — Ly (p)| dp. (2.14)

/Olmax(zqﬂ(p)—zg(p>,o)dpggm/ol

Remark 2.3 In Definition 2.7, if €, = 0, then F; mth-degree downward Lorenz dominates

.

12



For every ¢, € (0,1/2), we define

B(en) PecP:pPmh <0 PY(0)=0forjc{2,...,m},
m\Em) =
sup, {—P(m“) (t)} < inf, {—P(mH) (t)} . (L — 1)

Em

and
PecP: P <0, PY(0)<0forje{2,. .. 5ml,

sup, { =P (1)} < infy {—PeD (1)} - (L 1)

Em

15;71 (em) =
The following proposition relates almost downward Lorenz dominance to the inequality
measures Jp in (2.10).

Proposition 2.4 For every ¢, € (0,1/2), if Fy €,-AmDLD F,, then Jp(L;) < Jp(Ls) for
every P € P,, (en). If Fi em-AmDLD F, and L7 (0) < L (0) for all j € {2,...,m}, then
Jp (L1) < Jp (Ly) for every P € P! (ep,).

For m > 2, following Lemma 2.1, it is straightforward to show that F} ¢,,-AmDLD F if

and only if there is ¢,, € [0, ¢,,,] such that

/Olmax(mp)—£;”<p>7o)dp=cm/01

Similar to (2.6), we now define the mth-degree downward Lorenz dominance coefficient

LT (p) = L5 (p) | dp.

¢ (L, Ly), where the superscript “d” represents “downward”.

Definition 2.8 For m > 2, the F-F; mth-degree downward Lorenz dominance coefficient

(Fy-F, mDLDC) ¢? (Ly, Ly) is defined as

¢t (L, Ly) =

inf {em € [0,1]: /01 max (I:’l” (p) — LT (p) ,0) dp <en /01 ‘f/l” (p) — L7 (p)‘ dp} . (2.15)

13



For m > 2, we define the difference function

o (p) =L (p) — Ly (p), pelo,1].

The following lemma summarizes the properties of the mDLDC c? (L, Ly).

Lemma 2.4 The mDLDC ¢ (L, L,) is the smallest ¢, in [0, 1] such that (2.14) holds. With
(1.1), it follows that

Jo max (L4 (p) = I3 (1) ,0) dp
Jo |2 @) = Ly ()| dp

_ Jiy max {¢% (p),0} dp | (2.16)

Jiy max {¢¢, (p),0} dp + [ max {—¢2, (p),0} dp

4 (L, Lo) =

In addition, ifcgl(Ll, Lz) ( ] then C (LQ, Ll) 1-— C (Ll, Lz)

According to Lemma 2.4, F} €,,-AmDLD F, for all &, € [c? (L1, Ly),1/2) if ¢ (Ly, L) <
1/2. On the other hand, ¢ (L, L) > 1/2 implies that F}, ¢,,-AmDLD F; for all ¢,, €
(1 — ¢ (Ly, Ly),1/2). Thus, ¢ (L, Ly) presents the degree of almost downward Lorenz
dominance relationship between F; and F5, and provides all ¢,, such that the ¢,,-AmDLD

holds.

Proposition 2.5 If ¢ (L, Ly) € (0,1/2), it then follows that Jp(L,) < Jp(Ls) for all
P € U, cled (L1,L2) 1/2)Pm(em). If in addition, L} (0) < L}(0) for all j € {2,...,m}, then
Jp (L1) < Jp (Ly) forall P € U, ciea (1,,1.), 1/2)P (&m)-

Similar to Proposition 2.1, Proposition 2.5 shows the importance of DLDC concerning
inequality measures Jp. The smaller the DLDC c? (Ly, L,) is, the more inequality mea-
sures show higher equality in the distribution /7 compared to F;. With the knowledge of
¢ (L1, L), we can infer the relationship between F; and F;, based on a class of inequality

measures.

14



2.3 Estimation and Inference

As discussed in the previous sections, LDCs play an important role in comparing the equal-
ity of income (or wealth) distributions in two populations. In this section, we consider the

estimation and the inference of LDCs.

2.3.1 Sampling Frameworks

Following Barrett et al. (2014) and Sun and Beare (2021), we consider two alternative
frameworks for sampling from F; and F;. From F| and F3, we draw identically and inde-
pendently distributed (iid) samples {X7}!7, (j = 1,2) that satisfy the following assump-

tion.

Assumption 2.2 (Barrett et al., 2014; Sun and Beare, 2021) The iid samples { X!}, and

1 J1=

{X?2}22, drawn from F; and F; satisfy one of the following conditions.

() Independent samples: { X!}, and {X?}?, are mutually independent, and the sample

1 )= 1 )=

sizes ny and no are treated as functions of an underlying index n € N such that as

n — oQ,

M Lo and —2— S aeo,1). (2.17)
n1 + No N1+ no

(i) Matched pairs: The sample sizes n; and n, satisfy ny, = ny = n, the pairs {( X}, X?)},
are iid, and the bivariate copula for those pairs has maximal correlation strictly less

than one (see, e.g., Beare, 2010, Definition 3.2).

15



2.3.2 Construction of Estimator

We define maps F; : £ ([0,1]) — R, F5 : £ (]0,1]) — R, and F : £~ ([0, 1]) — R by

]*(¢):LA max {4 (p) , 0} dp, ]5<¢>:LA max {4 (p) . 0} dp.

F1(¢)

ad P = 20+ B @)

b e r=([0,1)). (2.18)

To unify notation, for w € {u,d}, we let ¢} = ¢ and ¢{’(L1, L2) = ¢(L1, L) defined in (2.5)
and (2.6), respectively. Clearly, for m > 1, we have ¢* (L, Ls) = F (¢2) by (2.7), (2.13),
and (2.16). Following Barrett et al. (2014) and Sun and Beare (2021), for j = 1, 2, define

the empirical CDF

R 1 ,
Fi(w) = — > UX] <x), ze0,00), (2.19)
J =1
the empirical quantile function
Qi(p) = inf{z € [0,00) : Fi(x) 2 p}, pe[0,1], (2.20)

and the empirical Lorenz curve

. 1 [P .
@@zzﬂ@m@zmmm

where i; = n; ' 317, X/ is the sample mean of {X/}”,. Let L} = L;. For m > 2, define

(2

~

L (p):/opﬁgnl (tydt, pelo,1].

1 ~ 1
L3 (p) = / <1 — I (t)) dt and for m >3, L7 (p) = / Ly=t()dt, pelo1].
p p

16



The difference function between empirical Lorenz curves is defined by

o(p) = La(p) — L1(p), p € [0,1].

For w € {u,d}, let ¢* = ¢ for unified notation. For m > 2, define

~

on, (p) = L5 (p) — LT (p) and ¢4, (p) = LY (p) — L' (), p €[0,1].
The estimator of ¢ (L1, L) is given by ¢% (Ly, Ly) = F(¢¥).

2.3.3 Asymptotic Analysis

We now establish the consistency of ¢¥ (L4, L) and derive the asymptotic distribution of

VT(E% (L1, Ly) — ¢ (L, Ly)) = /T (F(05) — F(¢)) (2.21)

for all m > 1 and w € {u,d}, where T,, = niny/(n; + ny). We follow Fang and Santos

(2019) and introduce the following definition of Hadamard directional differentiability.

Definition 2.9 Let D and E be normed spaces. A map G : D — E is said to be Hadamard
directionally differentiable at ¢ € D tangentially to Dy C D if there is a continuous map
Gy : Do — E such that

lim
n—oo

=0, (2.22)
E

ng +taha) —G(W) g, (h)

tn

for all sequences {h,} C D and {t,} C R, such that t,, | 0 and h,, — h € D.

For every ¢ € (> ([0, 1]), define

By (¥) ={p€0,1] : ¥ (p) = 0} and By (¢) = {p € [0,1] : ¥ (p) > O} . (2.23)
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Here, By(¢") is the contact set we need to estimate later. For more discussions on the
estimation of contact sets, see, for example, Linton et al. (2010) for an improved bootstrap
test of stochastic dominance and Lee et al. (2018) for testing functional inequalities. By
Lemma S.4.5 of Fang and Santos (2019), we have that F; and F, are both Hadamard

directionally differentiable at ¢? tangentially to (> (|0, 1]) with

0= [ h@)dp+ [ wax{h(p).0)dp
By (¢%) Bo(¢%,)

and

1 (1) = / —h(p)dp + / max {—h (p),0} dp
By (—¢%) Bo(9%)

for all h € £~ (][0, 1]).
Following Sun and Beare (2021), we let B be a centered Gaussian random element in

C([0,1]*) with covariance kernel
Cov (B (u,v),B(u,v") =C(uAu,vAv)—C(u,v)Cu, ),

where C(u,v) = uv under Assumption 2.2(i) and C is the unique copula function for the
pair (X}, X?) under Assumption 2.2(ii). Let B; and B, be the centered Gaussian random
elements in C([0, 1)) such that B, (u) = B(u,1) and B, (v) = B(1,v). Under Assumptions

2.1 and 2.2, Sun and Beare (2021) show that

V(6 —¢) ~ G (2.24)

in C([0,1]) for some random element G = /2L, — (1 — \)*/* £;, where L; is a centered

random element of C'([0, 1]) given by

L(p) = — /0 ’ L/(#)B;(t)dt + L;(p) /0 1 L/(®)B;(t)dt, p e [0,1]. (2.25)
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Sun and Beare (2021, Proposition 3.1) show that

—_ )12 1/2
Var(G(p)) = Var (%(W)X} - Qup) A XD~ A (L)X~ Qulo) A X?))

(2.26)
for every p € [0, 1]. We follow Sun and Beare (2021) and provide the following lemma.

Lemma 2.5 For all p,p’ € [0, 1], it follows that

E[G(p)G()] =AE L2 (p) L2(p)] = A2 (1= N E L (p) L1(P)]

— A2 (1 =N ELy (p) L2(p)] + (1= N) E L1 (p) L1(p)],
where for j, 7' € {1,2} and p,p’ € [0, 1],

EL;(p) Ly(p)] =
1 i i A Ny’ ' '
Cov (L) X2 = @ ) A X7 = {L,DXY = Q) A X7 }).

For m > 2 and w € {u,d}, define 7" : > ([0, 1]) — ¢* ([0, 1]) such that

Iﬁ‘n(f)(p)=/p---/3/Qf(tl)dtldtz---dtm_l and
0 0 0
1 1 1
Ii(f)(p):/ ---//f(tl)dtldtg---dtm_l, pG[O,l].

To unify notation, we let Z}* : > (][0, 1]) — ¢>° ([0, 1]) such that Z{*(f) = f for w € {u,d}.

Then we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 2.6 For m > 1 and w € {u, d}, under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, it follows that

VI = 0) =T (VTu(d = 9)) ~ Ta(©) 2.27)
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with

Var(T!(G)(p)) =

/ / / (/ / / >]dtldt2“'dtm—1) dtydty - dt), ;  (2.28)
and

Var(ZL(G)(p) =

/ / / (/ / /tlE[G(tl)G(tll)] dt,dt, - "dtm1) dt(dt,---dt., |, (2.29)

for every p € [0, 1].

We then introduce the following proposition for the asymptotic properties of the esti-
mator ¢¥ (Ly, Ly). Recall that for w € {u,d}, ¢ = Ly — Ly; for all m > 2, ¢ = L' — LT
and ¢¢ = L™ — L.

Proposition 2.6 Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. For m > 1 and w € {u,d}, if

¢ (p) # 0 for some p € [0, 1], then ¢¥(Ly, Ly) — ¢% (L1, L) almost surely (a.s.), and

V(e (Ly, Ly) — (L, Lo)) = V/Tu(F(%) = F(2)) ~» Fh (T2(G)), (2.30)
where for every h € (>([0, 1}),

Flow (0) F2 (6) — F1(97,) Fog (h)

on (0 = ) T R (@)

Proposition 2.6 provides the asymptotic distribution of ¢¥ (L, L) when ¢¥ (p) # 0 for

some p € [0, 1]. We next construct a bootstrap confidence interval for ¢? (L;, L) based on

this asymptotic distribution.
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2.3.4 Bootstrap Confidence Interval

Since the distribution of 7}, (Z;;(G)) in (2.30) is unknown and depends on the underly-
ing DGPs, we use the bootstrap method to approximate this distribution. Because F7,,
is nonlinear, the standard bootstrap method may not consistently approximate the distri-
bution of f’% (Z¥(G)) (Andrews, 2000; Bickel et al., 2012; Fang and Santos, 2019). We
next employ the bootstrap method of Fang and Santos (2019) to obtain a consistent ap-
proximation of the asymptotic distribution and construct valid critical values. By Lemma
2.5, for j,5/ € {1,2} and p,p’ € [0,1], the estimator for E [L; (p) L; (p')], denoted by

E[L; (p) Lj (p')], is defined as the sample covariance of the two samples

TL]-/

{; (Ly()X7 Q) A X7) }njl and { 1 (L) XT = Qy(0) A XZ’)}

Hj i= K i=1

Let A = n,/(ny + ns). By Lemma 2.5, for independent samples, we estimate £ [G (p) G (p')]
by

A

E[G(p)G@)] = (1—NE[L: (p) L1(p)] + AE [L2 (p) L), (2.31)

and for matched pairs, we estimate £ [G (p) G (p')] by

~

E[G(p) G =1 = NE[Ly (p) L1(0)] — VAL = N E L (p) L2(p)]
— /AL = NE Ly (p) L1(0)] + AE[L (p) La(p)]. (2.32)

We let 6(p)> = E[G (p)?] for all p € [0,1], and for w € {u,d}, we let 6% = 5. Based

on (2.28) and (2.29) with the estimates in (2.31) and (2.32), for m > 2, we estimate
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Var(Z;,(G)(p)) and Var(Z;,(G)(p)) by

D th th D t3 t2
:/ / / (/ / / E[G(tl)G(t’l)]dtldtQ...dtm_l) atidt, - dt!
0 0 0 0 0 0

(2.33)

and

/ // (/ // t)] dtrdty - - dty, 1>dt’dt2 At

(2.34)

respectively. Following Sun and Beare (2021), we construct the estimators of B, (¢“),

By (=¢r,), and By (¢y,) by

— {pe[o,u V.08 (p)

By (d) = &V ov ( } Bﬂ%) = {p €[0,1]: —\/Tng?% (p) < —tn} ,

)
) &V ay (p)
VT2 (p)

&V ou (p)

and Bo/(gb\;”n) = {p €[0,1]:

where t,, is some tuning parameter such that ¢, — oo and ¢,/4/1,, — 0 as n — oo and
&o is a small trimming parameter that bounds 5% away from zero. In our simulations and

application, § is set to 0.001. We then construct the estimators of F7,. and F. by
00 = [ @yt [ max{h().0pdp
Bi(¢m) Bo(o1,)
and ]:"éd)% (h) = / _ —h(p)dp+ //\ max {—h (p),0}dp
Bi(=o%) Bo(¢5)
for every h € > ([0, 1]). The estimator of F, is defined by

Fiou (h) Fa(d) — Fi(d%) Fagu (h)
(F1(6m) + Falom)

Fin () =

22



for every h € (> ([0, 1]).

nj

For independent samples, we draw bootstrap samples {X f }.2, independently with re-
placement from {X7}/”, for j = 1,2, and {X}!}™, is jointly independent of {X?}"2,. For

1 )=

matched pairs, we draw a bootstrap sample {(X}, X2)}_, independently with replacement

(3

from {(X}, X?)}™ ,. Then following Barrett et al. (2014) and Sun and Beare (2021), for

)

j = 1,2, we define the bootstrap empirical CDF

R 1 <L
Fix)=—> 1(X] <), z€l0,00),

n.
J i=1

the bootstrap empirical quantile function
Q;(p) = inf{z € [0,00) : F(x) 2 p}, pe[0.1], (2.35)

and the bootstrap empirical Lorenz curve

~

7 x 1 P *
) = — / Q:(ndt, pe 1],
HiJo

where i} is the sample mean of {X7V, . Let ﬁ}* = Lj For m > 2, define

p A
i (p) = / im (e, peo).
0

Define

and for m > 3,
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The bootstrap approximation of ¢ is defined by

~

o"(p) = Li(p) — Li(p), p€[0,1].
For w € {u,d}, let $** = ¢*. For m > 2, define

G (p) = L5 () = L1 () and 6 (p) = L™ (p) = L3 (p) . p € [0,1].
We define the bootstrap approximation of ¢ (L, L) by

& (Ly, L) = Fl (VT (7 = d1).- (2.36)

For every 8 € (0,1), let ¢ 5 denote the 3 quantile of the distribution of 7, (Z;,(G)). We
construct the bootstrap approximation of ¢;; ; by

¢v g =1inf {c: P (2" (L1, Ls) < c{ X[}, {X7}2)) > B} (2.37)

=1

In practice, we approximate ¢, ; by computing the 3 quantile of the np independently
generated ¢“* (L4, Lo), where np is chosen as large as is computationally convenient.

For a nominal significance level a € (0, 1/2), we construct the 1 —« bootstrap confidence
interval of ¢ (Ly, Ly) by

CI® :[é%(Ll,Lg)—Tgl/%%’l_a/Q,é%(Ll,Lg)—T‘l/Qéw ]. (2.38)

m,l—a n m,a/2

Proposition 2.7 Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. For m > 1 and w € {u,d}, if
cm(L1, L) € (0,1) and the CDF of 7. (Z;,(G)) is continuous and increasing at c, , », and

. e then it follows that

lim P(c, (L, Le) € CI) ) =1 —q. (2.39)

m,l—a
n—o00 ’

24



Proposition 2.7 provides the two-sided confidence interval for ¢ (L, L»). It is straight-

forward to extend the result to one-sided confidence intervals.

3 Simulation Evidence

We run Monte Carlo simulations to provide evidence for the finite sample properties of the
estimators and the bootstrap confidence intervals. In this section, we focus on the Lorenz
dominance coefficient. Additional simulations are provided in Section C in the appendix.
The number of bootstrap samples ng is 1000. The number of Monte Carlo iterations is
1000. The nominal significance level is set to 0.05. We present the mean (Mean), the bias
(Bias), the standard error (SE), and the root mean square error (RMSE) of the estimators,
and present the coverage rate (CR) of the bootstrap confidence intervals in 1000 iterations.

As discussed in Sun and Beare (2021), Reed (2001, 2003) and Toda (2012) show
that income distributions can be well approximated by members of the double Pareto
parametric family. We use distributions from this family to construct the simulations. The

density function for the double Pareto family is

af a.—a—1

B Ar—B,.6-1
a+,8M T 0<x< M,

where M > 0 is a scale parameter. For o, > 0, we write X ~ dP(«a, 3) to denote that
the random variable X has the double Pareto distribution with M normalized to one and
shape parameters «, 3. Assumption 2.1 is satisfied when o > 2. We let X' ~ dP(3,1.5)
and X(QB) ~ dP(2.1,5) with 5 € {2,3,4,5}. Figure 3.1 displays the Lorenz curves L, and
Ly ) corresponding to the above DGPs. The LDC c¢(L;, L) = 0.04703, 0.31489, 0.45198,
and 0.51960, respectively, for 5 = 2, 3, 4, and 5. We choose the tuning parameter from

t, € (0,20]. In Section C.3, we show how to choose ¢,, empirically to construct the bootstrap
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confidence intervals. For independent samples, we let

(n1,n2) € {(200,200), (200, 500), (200, 1000), (1000, 2000), (10000, 10000)}.

For matched pairs, we let

(n1,n2) € {(200,200), (500, 500), (1000, 1000), (2000, 2000), (10000, 10000)}.

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 show the simulation results for independent samples and matched
pairs. For all the DGPs, as n; and n, increase, Mean gets close to ¢(L;, Ls), Bias decreases
to 0, and both SE and RMSE decrease; under appropriate choices of ¢,, CR approaches to
95%.

Table 3.1: Estimations and Coverage Rates for LDC (Independent Samples)

DGP (L, Ls) ny No Mean Bias SE RMSE tn CR
200 200 0.2305 0.1834 0.3088 0.3592 0.001 0.7040
200 500 0.1529 0.1058 0.2420 0.2641 0.001 0.7270
(a) 0.04703 200 1000 0.1258 0.0788 0.2144 0.2284 0.001 0.7200
1000 2000 0.0733 0.0263 0.0754 0.0798 0.001 0.8630
10000 10000 0.0523 0.0053 0.0233 0.0239 0.001 0.9330
200 200 0.4753 0.1604 0.3341 0.3706 0.001 0.6970
200 500 0.3986 0.0837 0.2865 0.2985 0.001 0.7840
(b) 0.31489 200 1000 0.3695 0.0546 0.2650 0.2706 0.001 0.7900
1000 2000 0.3515 0.0366 0.1612 0.1653 0.001 0.9140
10000 10000 0.3260 0.0111 0.0718 0.0727 0.001 0.9330
200 200 0.5680 0.1160 0.3182 0.3387 0.001 0.6720
200 500 0.5056 0.0537 0.2770 0.2821 0.001 0.7800
() 0.45198 200 1000 0.4811 0.0292 0.2574 0.2590 0.001 0.7940
1000 2000 0.4804 0.0284 0.1678 0.1702 0.001 0.9100
10000 10000 0.4619 0.0099 0.0799 0.0805 0.001 0.9260
200 200 0.6114 0.0918 0.3060 0.3195 0.001 0.6690
200 500 0.5575 0.0379 0.2674 0.2701 0.001 0.7740
(d) 0.51960 200 1000 0.5360 0.0164 0.2484 0.2489 0.001 0.7850
1000 2000 0.5427 0.0231 0.1655 0.1671 0.001 0.9030
10000 10000 0.5283 0.0087 0.0806 0.0811 0.001 0.9280
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Figure 3.1: Lorenz Curves for Four DGPs

-

=

(c) Ly (solid) and L) (dashed)

4 Empirical Application

In this section, we revisit the example of Aaberge et al. (2021) about the inequality growth
in the United Kingdom over the past few decades which may be related to the busi-
ness cycle (Blundell and Etheridge, 2010). We use the replication data of Aaberge et al.
(2021), which originally came from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP)
for 1995-2001, and from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions
(EU-SILC) for 2005-2010. In each year, the sample was restricted to households with a
male aged 25-64. We follow Aaberge et al. (2021) and focus on the distribution of in-

dividual equivalent income adjusted for inflation and differences in household size and

-

(d) Ly (solid) and Los) (dashed)



Table 3.2: Estimations and Coverage Rates for LDC (Matched Pairs)

DGP C(Ll, L2> nq No Mean Bias SE RMSE t, CR
200 200 0.1733 0.1262 0.2616 0.2904 0.001 0.7330
500 500 0.1173 0.0703 0.1783 0.1917 0.001 0.8280
(a) 0.04703 1000 1000 0.0914 0.0444 0.1004 0.1097 0.001 0.9010
2000 2000 0.0692 0.0222 0.0585 0.0626 0.001 0.9070
10000 10000 0.0491 0.0021 0.0179 0.0181 1.0 0.9380
200 200 0.4158 0.1009 0.3068 0.3230 0.001 0.7560
500 500 0.4162 0.1013 0.2334 0.2544 0.001 0.8590
(b) 0.31489 1000 1000 0.3907 0.0758 0.1808 0.1961 0.001 0.9060
2000 2000 0.3568 0.0419 0.1434 0.1494 0.001 0.9170
10000 10000 0.3196 0.0047 0.0602 0.0604 7.7 0.9500
200 200 0.5185 0.0665 0.2986 0.3059 0.001 0.7560
500 500 0.5473 0.0953 0.2249 0.2443 0.001 0.8590
(c) 0.45198 1000 1000 0.5168 0.0648 0.1811 0.1923 0.001 0.9060
2000 2000 0.4903 0.0383 0.1546 0.1593 0.001 0.9170
10000 10000 0.4561 0.0041 0.0686 0.0687 4.4 0.9500
200 200 0.5682 0.0486 0.2898 0.2938 0.001 0.7520
500 500 0.6094 0.0898 0.2144 0.2325 0.001 0.8510
(d 0.51960 1000 1000 0.5752 0.0556 0.1760 0.1845 0.001 0.9000
2000 2000 0.5547 0.0351 0.1549 0.1589 0.001 0.9060
10000 10000 0.5232 0.0036 0.0700 0.0701 3.5 0.9500

composition.

Tables 3 and 4 of Aaberge et al. (2021) report the successful rankings based on the
3rd-degree upward and downward inverse stochastic dominances. They show that the
3rd-degree upward inverse stochastic dominance does not provide a complete ranking for
several years. We apply the proposed method to estimate the upward inverse stochastic
dominance coefficients (UISDCs) and construct the confidence intervals of these coeffi-
cients for some of these years.” We compare the latter years (F;) with the former years
(F5) shown in Table 4.1, and find that all the estimated UISDCs are small. Furthermore,
the bootstrap confidence intervals are narrow. These facts provide evidence that the in-
come distributions of the latter years may almost upward inverse stochastically dominate
the income distributions of the former years, which complements the results of Aaberge

et al. (2021).

’See theoretical and simulation results for upward and downward inverse stochastic dominance coeffi-
cients in Sections A and C in the appendix.
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Table 4.1: Inequality Growth in the United Kingdom

Year UISDC CI Year UISDC CI
94-98 3.2067e-08 [0, 3.0653e-07] 96-98 2.9089e-06 [0, 1.6521e-05]
94-99 1.287e-07 [0, 8.9855e-07] 96-99 5.9121e-06 [0, 3.0879e-05]
94-00 3.0482e-07 [0, 1.7727e-06] 96-00 3.8907e-06 [0, 1.6773e-05]
94-01 3.9715e-07 [0, 2.5549e-06] 96-01 1.2211e-05 [0, 5.0282e-05]
95-98 1.0184e-07 [0, 8.0492e-07] 97-98 0.0063743 [0, 0.056701]
95-99 3.6099e-07 [0, 2.5261e-06] 97-99 0.0091885 [0, 0.069839]
95-00 6.5108e-07 [0, 3.5034e-06] 97-00 8.1315e-05 [0, 0.0004528]
95-01 1.7317e-06 [0, 9.5748e-06] 97-01 0.00027027 [0, 0.0011134]
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A Almost Inverse Stochastic Dominance

Following Leshno and Levy (2002), Zheng (2018), and Aaberge et al. (2021), in this
section, we propose almost inverse stochastic dominances, define the inverse stochastic dom-

inance coefficients, and establish an inference procedure for these coefficients. Let F; and



F, be two distributions that satisfy Assumption 2.1. Define

A (p) :/Oij—l (t)ydt, pe€l0,1].

Let P denote the social planner’s preference function. As pointed out by Yaari (1988)
and Aaberge et al. (2021), the social welfare functions are consistent with the condition of
second-degree stochastic dominance if and only if P/ > 0 and P® < 0. We follow Aaberge

et al. (2021) and define the set of social planner’s preference functions

PeC(01): P(0)=0P(1) =1 P (1) =0,
P'(t) >0and P? (t) < 0forall t € (0,1)

We then define the welfare functions Wp such that for every P € P and every CDF F),

Wp (F) = /01 P (t) F~'(t)dt.

Theorem 1 of Aaberge (2001) demonstrates that a person who supports Axioms 1-4 in

Aaberge (2001) ranks Lorenz curves according to the criterion Wp.

Remark A.1 Aaberge et al. (2021) discuss the relationship between the inequality measure
Jp defined in (2.10) and the social welfare measure Wp. Ebert (1987) shows that for every
preference function P € P and every distribution function F' that satisfies Assumption 2.1,
Wp(F) = ur(l — Jp(LF)), where pp denotes the population mean for F' and Lp denotes
the Lorenz curve corresponding to F. As pointed out by Aaberge et al. (2021), the product

wrJp(LE) presents the loss in social welfare due to inequality in the distribution.



A.1 Almost Upward Inverse Stochastic Dominance and Social Welfare

For m > 3, define

AT (p) = /Am1 t)dt = / // Y(ty) dtydty - - - Aty

:m/o(p—t)m2}7 (t)dt, pe0,1].

Aaberge et al. (2021) introduce the mth-degree upward inverse stochastic dominance for

m > 3.

Definition A.1 A distribution F; mth-degree upward inverse stochastically dominates a dis-

tribution F; if AT (p) > A (p) for all p € [0, 1].

When m = 2, the upward inverse stochastic dominance is the generalized Lorenz dom-
inance. We generalize the upward inverse stochastic dominance in Aaberge et al. (2021)

to almost upward inverse stochastic dominance.

Definition A.2 For every ¢, € [0,1/2), the CDF F ¢,,-almost mth-degree upward inverse
stochastically dominates the CDF Fy (Fy &,,-AmUISD Fy), if

1
[ max (47 () - AT 1),0)dp < <, / IAZ' (p) — AT (p)] dp. (A1)
0
For every ¢, € (0,1/2), we define

PeP: (=)' Pm >0 PW(1)=0forje{2,...,m—1},

P (&m) = -1 -1
sup, {(=1)""" P (1)} < infy {(=1)" PO (1)} (L 1)

and

PeP: (=)L Pm >0, (—1)"1 PO (1) > 0 for j € {2,...,m— 1},
sup, { (=)™ P ()} < inf, {(=1)™" PO (1)} - (% B 1)

3



Then the following proposition links AmUISD to the social welfare function Wp with P

from P,,(¢,,) and P/, (e.n).

Proposition A.1 For every e, € (0,1/2), if F} €,-AmUISD F5, then Wp (Fy) > Wp (F3) for
every P € P, (em). If Fi €,-AmUISD Fy and A (1) > A} (1) for all j € {3,...,m}, then
Wp (Fy) > Wp (F;) for every P € P/ (e).

For m > 3, following Lemma 2.1, it is straightforward to show that F} ¢,,-AmUISD F,

if and only if there is ¢, € [0, £,,,] such that

[ max (a7 ) = AT (). 0)dp = e [ 107 ()= AT ()]

We now define the upward inverse stochastic dominance coefficient as follows.

Definition A.3 For m > 3, the Fi-F; mth-degree upward inverse stochastic dominance

coefficient (F3-F» mUISDC), denoted by c! (Fy, F»), is defined as

Cm (P, F2) =

1 1
inf {Em €[0,1] : / max (A3 (p) — AT (p),0)dp < Em/ AL (p) — AT (p)] dp} . (A2)
0 0
We define the difference function
b (p) = A3 (p) = AT" (p), pel0,1]. (A.3)

The following lemma summarizes the properties of the mUISDC c* (F}, F3).

Lemma A.1 The mUISDC c* (Fy, F») is the smallest ¢, in [0, 1] such that (A.1) holds. With



(1.1), it follows that

Jif max (A3 (p) — AT (p) ,0) dp

Sy 1A (p) — A (p)] dp
_ Jy max {4, (r) .0} dp | A
Jy max {¢% (p),0}dp + [, max{—¢% (p),0}dp

Con (1, Fy) =

In addition, if ¢, (Fy, Fy) € (0,1], then ¢t (Fy, F) = 1 — ¢ (Fy, Fy).

According to Lemma A.1, F} €,-AmUISD F, for all ¢,,, € [¢¥ (F}, Fy), 1/2) if % (Fy, Fy) <
1/2. On the other hand, ¢! (F1, F3) > 1/2 implies that F}, ¢,,-AmUISD F; for all ¢, € [1 —
ct (Fy, Fy),1/2). Thus, ¢ (Fy, Fy) presents the degree of almost upward inverse stochastic

dominance relationship between F; and F5, and provides all ¢,, such that the ¢,,-AmUISD

holds.

Proposition A.2 If ¢ (Fy, F») € (0,1/2), it then follows that Wp(Fy) > Wp(F,) forall P €
Ue,ocle (F1,75),1/2) Pm (€m)- If, in addition, A{ (1) > Ag (1) forall j € {3,...,m}, it follows that

Wp (F1) > Wp (F,) for every P € U, ciex (7y,F5),1/2) Py (€m)-

Similar to Proposition 2.1, Proposition A.2 shows the importance of UISDC concern-
ing welfare functions Wp. The smaller the UISDC ¢! (Fy, F») is, the more welfare func-
tions show higher welfare for the distribution F; compared to F,. With the knowledge of
ct (Fy, Fy), we can infer the relationship between F; and F; based on a class of welfare

functions.

A.2 Almost Downward Inverse Stochastic Dominance and Social Wel-

fare

Aaberge et al. (2021) introduce the mth-degree downward inverse stochastic dominance



for m > 3. For j = 1,2, define

For m > 4, define

~ 1 - 1 1 to
AT (p) = / A;”_l (t)dt = / . / / Fj—1 (ty) dtydty - - - by
P p ts Jo
1

1

G [ [ e [t e pe )

Definition A.4 A distribution F; mth-degree downward inverse stochastically dominates a

distribution Fy if A (p) > A (p) for all p € [0, 1].

We generalize the downward inverse stochastic dominance in Aaberge et al. (2021) to

almost downward inverse stochastic dominance.

Definition A.5 For every ¢, € [0,1/2), the CDF F) ¢,,-almost mth-degree downward inverse

stochastically dominates the CDF F; (Fy €,,-AmDISD F5), if

A3 (p) — AT (p) | dp.

A%w@mmﬂmm®@s%[

For every ¢, € (0,1/2), we define

B (o) PeP:PM™<0,PY(0)=0forjc{2,...,m—1},
m\Em) =
sup, {~P™ (1)} < infy {~P™ (1)} - (L 1)

m

and
PeP:P™ <0,PY0)<0forje{2,...,m—1},

sup, {—P™ (1)} < inf, {—P™ (1)} - (% - 1)



Then the following proposition links AmDISD to the social welfare function Wp with P

from P,,(,,) and P’ (c,,).

Proposition A.3 For every ¢, € (0,1/2), if F| €,,-AmDISD F,, then Wp (Fy) > Wp (Fy) for
every P € Py, (em). If Fy £,-AmDISD F, and A (0) > A} (0) for all j € {3,...,m}, then
Wp (Fy) > Wp (Fy) for every P € P (c,).

For m > 3, following Lemma 2.1, it is straightforward to show that F} ¢,,-AmDISD F,

if and only if there is ¢,, € [0, ¢,,] such that

We now define the downward inverse stochastic dominance coefficient as follows.

Definition A.6 For m > 3, the F;-F; mth-degree downward inverse stochastic dominance

coefficient (Fy-F, mDISDC), denoted by c? (Fy, ), is defined as

i (Fy, ) =

inf{em € [0,1]:/Olmax(f\g”(p)—]\;”(p),O) dpgsm/ol

8 0)- A )] wr}. @)

We define the difference function

O (0) = A3 (p) — AT (p), pe[0,1]. (A.6)

The following lemma summarizes the properties of the mDISDC ¢ (F}, Fy).

Lemma A.2 The mDISDC c& (F, F) is the smallest ¢,, in [0,1] such that (A.5) holds. With



(1.1), it follows that

Jy max (Rg (p) = AT (). 0) dp
Jo A () = &% (0)| dp

_ Jo max {¢4, (p),0} dp
Jo max {¢¢, (p),0} dp + [y max {—¢¢, (p),0} dp

L (Fy, Fp) =

(A.7)

In addition, if ¢ (Fy, Fy) € (0, 1], then ¢ (Fy, F}) = 1 — & (Fy, Fy).

According to Lemma A.2, F} ¢,-AmDISD F;, for all g, € [c? (F, Fy),1/2) if ¢4 (Fy, Fy) <
1/2. On the other hand, ¢ (Fy, Fy) > 1/2 implies that F, ¢,,-AmDISD F for all ¢,, €
(1 — ¢ (Fy, Fy),1/2). Thus, ¢ (F;, Fy) presents the degree of almost downward inverse
stochastic dominance relationship between F; and F5, and provides all ¢, such that the

em-AmDISD holds.

Proposition A.4 If ¢¢ (Fy, Fy) € (0,1/2), it then follows that Wp(F,) > Wp(Fy) for all
P € U, cied (p,m), 1/2)75m(5m). If in addition, A} (0) > A} (0) for all j € {3,...,m}, then
Wp (Fy) > Wp (F) for every P € U, ciet (5,712 Prn (Em).

Similar to Proposition 2.1, Proposition A.4 shows the importance of DISDC concern-
ing welfare functions Wp. The smaller the DISDC c& (F}, F,) is, the more welfare func-
tions show higher welfare for the distribution F; compared to F,. With the knowledge of
¢l (Fy, Fy), we can infer the relationship between F; and F), based on a class of welfare

functions.

A.3 Estimation and Inference

Let F, Fj, and Qj be defined as in (2.18), (2.19), and (2.20). Let B; and B, be the centered

Gaussian random elements in C([0, 1]) defined in Section 2.3.3. It is straightforward to



show that (see the proof of Lemma B.2)

1/2 (F1 Fl) BloFl

laard

1/2 <F2 F2> BQOFQ

in 0> ([0,00)) x £ ([0,00)). Sun and Beare (2021) show that under Assumptions 2.1 and

2.2, we can apply the results of Kaji (2019) and obtain

(0 - @) Qi B,
ny* (@2 Q2) Q- By
in L' ([0,1]) x L' ([0,1]). Recall that for all p € [0, 1], A = J5 Q; (t)dt and we estimate
A% (p) by A2 = [y Q; (t)dt. As shown in Jiang et al. (2023), by continuous mapping
theorem,
1/2 A2 A2
( 1) . (Vl), (A.8)
Vs

ny'” (A3 - A3)

where V; = [ —Q’, (t) B;(t)dt. By continuous mapping theorem again, it follows that

VIR - ) - (43 - AD } ~ 6o,

where G, = VAV, — V1 — MV, and for all p,p/ € 0, 1],

E[Ga(p)Ga ()l = A =N EM () Vi ()] = VAL = XNE Vi (p) Va ()]

AL =XNEM, (Vi ()] +AEV2 (p) Va (0]



By Lemma 3.1 of Jiang et al. (2023), for j, ;' € {1,2} and p,p’ € [0, 1], we have that
B{V; (p) Vy )] = Cov (Q; () A X7, Qy (0) A XT'). (A.9)

For j = 1,2, m > 3, and p € [0, 1], define

. D t3  pt2 D t3
A;”(p):/ / / Qj(tl)dtldtz---dtm_lz/ / A2 (ta) dty - - Aty s
0 0 0 0 0

and

~ 1 1 t2 1 1 R
A;ﬂ(p):/ / / 0, (tl)dtldtg---dtm_lz/ / A2 (ty) dty -+ iy 1.
p t3 JO p t3

For m > 3, define the empirical difference functions

~

L (p) = AP (p) — AT (p) and &2, (p) = AT () — AT (p), pe 0,1

The estimator for ¢, (F, F») can be constructed by

AW J 1(¢Aru)ib) Tw
Fi, F) = = — = F(o7).
Cm( B 2) F1<¢m) f2(¢m) ( m)

Similar to Proposition 2.6, we can show that F is Hadamard directionally differentiable

at ¢ defined in (A.3) and (A.6) such that for every h € (>°(|0, 1]),

1ow () F2 (¢) — F1 (dr,) Fagw ()
(Fi (o) + Fa (¢))°

Py (h) =

Y

where

1gw (h) = / h(p) dp+/ max {% (p),0} dp
By (%) Bo(¢%)

10



and

1 (h) = / Ch(p)dp + / max {—h (p),0} dp
B (—¢¥) Bo(9Y,)

with By and B, defined in (2.23).

Proposition A.5 Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for m > 3 and w € {u, d}, it follows that

for some random element G, with

VCLT Gu / / (/ / GA t2 GA tQ)] dte - - - dt,,— 1) dt2 ce dt;nfl

and

Var(G2 (p / / (/ / (GA(t2)Ga(ty)] dts - - .dtm_1> dth---dt!

for every p € [0, 1]. Moreover, we have that
\/T { (Fl,F2>—C (Fl,FQ)}'\’")F,w (Gw)

Let A = ny/(ny + ny). For j,j' € {1,2} and p,p’ € [0,1], by (A.9), we estimate
E[V; (p)Vy ()] by E[V; (p) V; ()] which is defined as the sample covariance of the two

samples

{Qiwax?}” and {Qy0) A X}

i=1 =1

For independent samples, we estimate F [G, (p) G, (p')] by
E[Gs (p) Ga)] = (1 = NE DL () V()] + AE V2 (0)Va(0)].

11



For matched pairs,

E[Ga (p)Ga(p)] = (1 = NE M (p) Vi(p))] — VA1 = NE V1 (p) Vo ()]

VAL =NEDL V)] +AE V2 () Va(p)]
We then estimate the variance Var(GY (p)) by

P t4 P t3
5 (p)? = / / ( / / E[@Aaz)GA(tg)Jdtz---dtm_l) dt) -t

and

1 1 1 1
S ( [ E[GA@Q)GA@;)]dtQ---dtm1) aty -t
p 2 P t3

for p € [0, 1].

A.3.1 Bootstrap Confidence Intervals for UISDC and DISDC

Similar to Section 2.3.4, for m > 3 and w € {u, d}, we construct the estimators of B, (¢),

By (=¢},), and By (¢7,) by

Bj@’é)Z{pE[0,1]:M>tn},8+/(—\¢w:{pe[0,1]:M<_tn}7

and B, (¢v) = {pe 0,1] : ﬁ¢%§§§ Stn},

where ¢, — oo and t,,/\/T,, — 0 as n — oco. We then construct the estimator of Flsw and

/

20w by

Flw ()= [ h(p)dp+ /A max {h (p) ,0} dp

Bi(¢3) Bo(¢37,)

and F. (h) = / -

h(p)dp+ /  max{—h(p),0}dp
By (=)

Bo(éw,)

12



for every h € (> ([0, 1]). The estimator of F, is defined by

Figu (h) Fa(0%) — Fi() Fog (h)
(F1(05) + Fa(d)

Fin (h) =

for every h € (> ([0, 1]).

As discussed in Section 2.3.4, for independent samples, we draw bootstrap samples
{X71" identically and independently from {X/}/”, for j = 1,2, where {X}}", is jointly
independent of {X2}" . For matched pairs, we draw a bootstrap sample {(X}! X2)},
identically and independently from {(X}, X?)}",. Let Q;‘ be defined as in (2.35). For

(2

j=1,2,m >4, and p € [0, 1], define

P ts  pta . 1 P m—2 A«
:/0 /0 /0 Qj(tl)dtldtg--dtm_l:(m_2>!/0 (p—t)"77Q; (t)dt

and

/ / / O (1) dtydty -~ dtyys
:(m_ { _ mz/Q dt-/(t—p)m—QQ;(t)dt.

Define the bootstrap difference functions

G (p) = A" (p) — A7 (p) and ¢ (p) = A5 (p) = AT (p), pe[0,1].
For w € {u,d}, we define the bootstrap estimation of ¢ (F}, I;) by

o (Fy, Fa) = Fly (VTG — ). (A.10)

For every § € (0,1), let ¢;), ; denote the 5 quantile of the distribution of 77, (G;,). We

13



construct the bootstrap approximation of ¢;; ; by
o g =inf {c: P (e (F1, Fy) < c{ X/}, {X7}2) > B8} (A.11)

Empirically, we approximate ¢;, ; by computing the 3 quantile of the np independently
generated ¢*(Fy, Fy), where np is chosen as large as is computationally convenient.

For a nominal significance level « € (0,1/2), we construct the 1 — a confidence interval
by

CIv = [ev(F, Fy) =T, %¢ |, 12, G (F1, Fy) — T, '%e Jal- (A.12)

m,l—a n

Proposition A.6 Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. For m > 3 and w € {u,d}, if
cm(F1, F2) € (0,1) and the CDF of F, (Gy,) is continuous and increasing at c, ., and cj,

m,l—a’

then it follows that

lim P(cy (Fy, Fp) € CIY

oo m,l—a)

=1—-o. (A.13)

B Almost Stochastic Dominance

In this section, we extend our results to almost stochastic dominance. We follow Tsetlin
et al. (2015) and let u be a decision maker’s utility function and «*) the kth derivative of w.
Let F} and F» be CDFs that are restricted on the support [a, b] such that F(a) = Fy(a) =0
and F(b) = F,5(b) = 1. For j = 1,2 and k > 2, we define

14



with Fj(l) (x) = Fj (x) for all z € [a, b]. To fix the idea, we first consider almost first-degree

stochastic dominance. Define
Sl (Fl,FQ) = {ZIZ’ € [a,b] . Fl (SE’) > F2 (I)} .

The original definition of almost first-degree stochastic dominance provided by Leshno and

Levy (2002) is as follows.

Definition B.1 For every ¢, € [0,1/2), F} e;-almost first-degree stochastically dominates F,

(F1 81-AFSD Fg) lf

b
/ (Fy (z) — Fy(x))dx < 51/ |Fy () — Fy ()| dx. (B.1)
S1(F1,F2) a

For every ¢, € (0, 1), define the utility function class

Uy (e1) = {u 0> 0,sup {u? (2)} < inf {u (2)} (l - 1) } |

€1

Leshno and Levy (2002, Theorem 1) associate ¢;-AFSD with the class U; (1) by showing
that for every ¢; € (0,1/2), F} £,-AFSD F; if and only if Ep [u(X)] > Eg[u(X)] for all
u € U (e1), where Er denotes the expectation for X ~ F. As pointed out by Tsetlin
et al. (2015), ¢;-AFSD is a weaker version of first-degree stochastic dominance (FSD):
£1-AFSD requires that the ratio of the area between F} and F, for which F} > F; (i.e,,
fsl(Fth)(Fl (x)—Fy (z))dz) to the total area between F; and F; (i.e., fab |Fy () — Fy (z)| dz)
is less than or equal to £;; FSD requires that this ratio is zero, i.e., fsl(Fl,Fg)(Fl (x) —
F, (z))dz = 0. It is interesting to figure out the smallest value of ¢; such that (B.1) holds.
If we denote this value by ¢y, then it is easy to show (by proof similar to that of Lemma

2.2) that Ep, [u(X)] > Ep,[u(X)] for all u € U, ¢, ,1/2)U1 (61). We now consider general

15



em-almost mth-degree stochastic dominance. We follow Tsetlin et al. (2015) and define
S (P, By) = {a € [a,b]: F™ (@) > F{™ (2) }

Definition B.2 For every ¢,,, € [0,1/2), F ,,-almost mth-degree stochastically dominates F,

(F1 5m—AmSD FQ) If

b
/ (Fl(m) (x) — FQ(m) (x)) dz < 6m/
Sm (F1,F») a

For every ¢, € (0, 1), define the utility function class

F™ (z) = F{™ (2)] dz. (B.2)

w: (=) u® >0 ke {1,...,m},

sup,, { (—=1)™ ™ (2)} < inf, {(=1)™Hul™ (2)} (L - 1)

Em

Un (5m) =

Theorem 4 of Tsetlin et al. (2015) shows that Er, [u(X)] > Eg[u(X)] for all u € U,,(e,,)
if and only if F €,,-AmSD F, and Fl(k) (b) < Fz(k) (b) for all k € {2,...,m}. Similarly, we
are interested in finding the smallest ¢, such that (B.2) holds. We propose the mth-degree

stochastic dominance coefficient as follows for all m > 1.

Definition B.3 The F;-F, mth-degree stochastic dominance coefficient (F}-F, mSDC), de-

noted by c,,(Fy, Fy), is defined as

Cm(FlaFQ) =

b
inf {em € [0,1]: / <F1(m) (x) — FQ(m) (@) dr < sm/
S (F1,F2) a

We define the difference function
Om (x) = Fl(m) (x) — F2(m) (), x € la,bl.
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The following lemma summarizes the properties of the SDC ¢, (F}, F3).

Lemma B.1 The SDC c,,(Fy, F3) is the smallest ¢,, in [0, 1] such that (B.2) holds. With (1.1),

it follows that

Jon o (F ) = 7 (@) da
L2 @) = B (@) de

_ [P max {¢, (z),0} da |
fab max {¢, (x),0} dzx + ff max {—¢,, (z),0} dr

Cm(FhFQ) =

(B.4)

In addition, if ¢,,(F1, Fy) € (0,1], then ¢,,,(Fy, F1) = 1 — ¢, (FY, Fy).

According to Lemma B.1, Fj ¢,,-AmSD F, for all ¢, € [c,,(F}, F2),1/2) if ¢,,(F1, Fy) <
1/2. On the other hand, ¢,,(Fi, F) > 1/2 implies that F, ¢,,-AmSD F; for all ¢, €
1 — ¢, (F, Fy),1/2). Thus, ¢, (F}, F,) presents the degree of almost stochastic dominance

relationship between F; and F3, and provides all ¢,, such that the ,,-AmSD holds.

Proposition B.1 If ¢, (Fy, F,) € (0,1/2) and F® (b) < FQ(k) (b) for all k € {2,...,m}, it

then follows that Ep, [u(X)] > Ep,[u(X)] forall u e U, cle,.(m,7),1/2)Um(Em)-

Similar to Proposition 2.1, Proposition B.1 shows the importance of SDC concerning
utility functions. The smaller the SDC ¢,,(F}, F5) is, the more utility functions show higher
expected utility for the distribution F; compared to F,. With the knowledge of ¢,,(F}, F3),

we can infer the relationship between F; and F; based on a class of utility functions.

B.1 Estimation and Inference

Next, we provide an approach of estimating ¢,,(F}, F,) and conducting inference on it.

Assumption B.1 Let random variables X' and X? have the joint CDF F), with marginal
CDFs Fy and F, respectively. The mean vector E[(X*, X?)] is finite and (X, X?) has a finite

covariance matrix.
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Similar to Sections 2 and A, we define maps F; : £ ([a,b]) — R, F2 : £ ([a,b]) — R,
and F : (> ([a,b]) — R by

:/ max {¢) (z),0}dz, F (w):/ max {—¢ (z) ,0} da,

Fi(¢)
Fi(¥) + Fa (v)’

and F (¢)) = b € 0= (la,b]). (B.5)

Given the sample as in Assumption 2.2, let 13} (j = 1,2) be defined as in (2.19) for = € [a, b].

For matched pairs, define the empirical joint CDF

n

~ 1
Fio(z,2') = - Z (X} <2, X?<2), z,2 €la,b] (B.6)
i=1

For j = 1,2, define

'FA}(m) (I) = / (= 1) / / / tl dtldtQ dtm—la m Z 27

with Fj(l) (z) = F; (z) for all z € [a, b]. Define

Il(f):fandform22,Im(f)(:v):/x---/t3/tzf(tl)dtldtQ---dtm_l, € ol
B.7)

for every measurable function f. For m > 1, define the empirical version of ¢,, by
o (2) = B (2) = B5™ (), w € [ab].

The estimator for ¢, (F}, F,) can be constructed by

Fi (ng) _ in

BB = G+ Ry o)
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For every ¢ € (> ([a,b]), define

Co(¥) ={z € [a,b] : ¢ (x) = 0} and Cy () = {z € [a,b] : ¥ (x) > O} .
Lemma B.2 Under Assumptions 2.2 and B.1,
\/ﬁ{(ﬁl—ﬁg)—(Fl—Fz)}wGF, (B.8)
for some random element G such that for all x,z’ € [a, ],

E[Gr (z) Gp(a")]
—(1=NF(zAz)— 1=\ F () Fi(z) + AFy(z A 2') — AF (2) Fy(')
— VA= NFia(z,2') + VA1 = N F (z) ()
— VA = NFu(, 2) + VAQ = N F (2 Fy (x). (B.9)

Proposition B.2 Under Assumptions 2.2 and B.1, it follows that
V Tn(&m - ¢m) ~> Gm
for some random element G,,, with

Var(G,,(z)

(r)) =
T th th z ts to
/ . / / (/ .. / / E[Gp(t1)Gp(t))] dtydts - - .dtml) dt(dt, - -dt,

for every x € [a,b]. Moreover; it follows that

VT {ewm (F1, By) = e (F1, Fy)} ~> F (G)
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where for every h € (°°([a, b]),

F(h) = Flgn (1) F2 (0m) = Fi (dm) Fig,, (h)
o (Fr (6m) + Fa (6m))? ’

Flg,, (h) = / h(z)dz + / max {h (z),0} dz,
C(om) Co(ém)

and
Fogy, (h) = / —h (z)dz + / max {—h (z),0} dx.
Cy(=om) Co(pm)
Let A = ny/(n14n,). With (B.9), for independent samples, we estimate E[G p(2)G p(2')]

by

E[Gr (2)Gp(2)] =(1 = A Ei(x Aa) — (1 = N Ey (z) Fi(a)

A A A

+ AEy(x A 2') — Ny () Fy(2)

for all z, 2’ € [a, b]. For matched pairs, we estimate F[Gr(x)Gr(z')] by

for all z, 2’ € [a, b]. We then estimate the variance Var(G,,(z)) by

A

&1(2)? = E [Gp(x)?] for every x € [a,b], and for m > 2,

()" =

x ty  pth @ t3  pt2
/ / / (/ / / E[Gr(t1)Gr(t))] dtldtg---dtm_l) deydey, - --del, 4,
for every x € [a, b].
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B.1.1 Bootstrap Confidence Interval

Following Section 2.3.4, we construct the estimators of C, (¢,,), Cy (—¢.,), and Co (¢,,)

by

Cm) = {5’7 € [a,b]: VTnom (1) > tn} ,Cﬂm) = {33 € la,b] : % < —tn}>

<.

where ¢, — oo and t,,/v/T,, — 0 as n — oco. We then construct the estimator of }"{% and

and Cy (6,,) = {m € [a,b] :

§¢>m by

ﬁiqu (h) = //\ h(p)dp+//\ max {h (p),0} dp
Cy(ém) Co(¢m)

and ]:"é% (hy=1[ __ —h(p)dp+ //\ max {—h (p),0}dp
Ct(—Pm) Co(¢m)

for every h € (> ([0, 1]). The estimator of F, is defined by

b = Do () F2(00) = Fr(00) T, ()
bm - N N 2
(F2(bm) + Faldm))

for every h € (> ([0, 1]).

As discussed in Section 2.3.4, for independent samples, we draw bootstrap samples
{X71" identically and independently from {X/}/“, for j = 1,2, where { X!}, is jointly
independent of {X2}"2,. For matched pairs, we draw a bootstrap sample {(X}, X2)}7,

identically and independently from {(X}, X?)}?,. Let I} be defined as in Section 2.3.4

)

for = € [a, b]. Then we define the bootstrap version of ¢,, by

~

() = Lu(FY = F5)(2), @ € [a,b].

m
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We define the bootstrap approximation of ¢,,(F1, F3) by

~ ~

e (Fu, o) = Fl, (N Tu(@h, — m))- (B.10)

For every 3 € (0,1), let ¢,, 5 denote the 8 quantile of the distribution of 7} (G,,). We

construct the bootstrap approximation of ¢,, s by
emp = inf {c: P (&, (F, F») < o {X] ¥4, {X7}2)) > B} . (B.11)

Empirically, we approximate ¢,, 3 by computing the § quantile of the np independently
generated ¢ (F}, F,), where np is chosen as large as is computationally convenient.
For a nominal significance level « € (0, 1/2), we construct the 1 — a confidence interval

by
CIm,l—a - [ém(Fla F2) - Tn_l/Zém,l—a/Qu ém(Fjla FQ) - Tn—l/zém,a/ﬂ- (B].Z)

Proposition B.3 Suppose that Assumption 2.2 holds. If ¢,,(F1, F3) € (0,1) and the CDF of

F g;m (G,y,) is continuous and increasing at ¢, and ¢, _,, then it follows that

lim P(c,,(F1, F2) € Clyi-a) =1 — . (B.13)

n—oo

C Additional Simulation Evidence

In this section, we provide additional simulation results for ISDCs and SDCs.

C.1 Inverse Stochastic Dominance Coefficient

We consider simulations for 3UISDC. In each iteration of the simulations for 3UISDC, the

data {X}}!, are generated independently from dP(2.1,1.5), and the data {X?}}?, are
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generated independently from dP(200, 5), whose law is parametrized by . We let 5 €
{2.2,2.3,2.4,2.5}. Figure C.1 displays the curves A} and Aj ;) corresponding to the above
DGPs. The 3UISDC ¢4 (Fy, F») = 0.06229, 0.14052, 0.26581, and 0.42840, respectively, for § =
2.2, 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5. We choose the tuning parameter from ¢, € (0,20]. For independent

samples, we let

(n1,m2) € {(200,200), (200, 500), (200, 1000), (1000, 2000), (10000, 10000)}.
For matched pairs, we let

(n1,n9) € {(200,200), (500, 500), (1000, 1000), (2000, 2000), (10000, 10000)}.

Tables C.1 and C.2 show the simulation results for independent samples and matched
pairs. For all the DGPs, as n; and n, increase, Mean gets close to ¢4 (F}, I,), Bias decreases
to 0, and both SE and RMSE decrease; under appropriate choices of ¢,,, CR approaches to

95%.

C.2 Stochastic Dominance Coefficient

We let X! and X2 be random variables such that

0.25  with probability 1/, 0.5 with probability 2/3,
X'= and X? =

1 with probability 1 — 1/5, 0.75  with probability 1/3,

with 5 € {2,4,6,8}. Figure C.2 displays the CDF curves Fj(g and F, corresponding to the
above DGPs. The SDC ¢ (F7, Fp) = 0.081081, 0.11111, 0.17647, and 0.42857, respectively

for g =8, 6, 4, and 2. We choose the tuning parameter from ¢, € (0, 20]. For independent
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Figure C.1: A? Curves for Four DGPs

e

(a) A3 (solid) and Ag(m) (dashed)

Gep=" 4 ).8 1

(c) A? (solid) and Ag(z. " (dashed)

samples, we let

.
B

(b) A3 (solid) and A§<2.3> (dashed)

—

—

(d) A$ (solid) and A§(2_5) (dashed)

(n1,n2) € {(100,100), (100, 200), (100, 500), (200, 500), (1000, 1000)}.

For matched pairs, we let

(n1,n2) € {(100,100), (200, 200), (300, 300), (500, 500), (1000, 1000)}.

Tables C.3 and C.4 show the simulation results for independent samples and matched

pairs which are similar to those in Tables 3.1 and 3.2. For all DGPs, as n; and n, increase,



Table C.1: Estimations and Coverage Rates for 3UISDC (Independent Samples)

DGP Cg(Fl, FQ) n N9 Mean Bias SE RMSE tn CR
200 200 0.1736 0.1113 0.2474 0.2713 0.001 0.6980
200 500 0.1339 0.0716 0.2040 0.2162 0.001 0.7190
(@) 0.06229 200 1000 0.1127 0.0504 0.1797 0.1866 0.001 0.6960
1000 2000 0.0777 0.0154 0.0762 0.0778 0.001 0.8430
10000 10000 0.0633 0.0010 0.0219 0.0219 0.001 0.9220
200 200 0.2546 0.1141 0.2916 0.3131 0.001 0.6850
200 500 0.2130 0.0725 0.2566 0.2666 0.001 0.7210
(b)  0.14052 200 1000 0.1882 0.0476 0.2351 0.2398 0.001 0.7080
1000 2000 0.1577 0.0172 0.1206 0.1218 0.001 0.8510
10000 10000 0.1404 -0.0001 0.0406 0.0406 0.001 0.9190
200 200 0.3461 0.0803 0.3231 0.3329 0.001 0.6680
200 500 0.3077 0.0419 0.2961 0.2990 0.001 0.7140
(c) 0.26581 200 1000 0.2819 0.0161 0.2801 0.2806 0.001 0.7030
1000 2000 0.2735 0.0076 0.1630 0.1631 0.001 0.8620
10000 10000 0.2617 -0.0041 0.0616 0.0618 0.001 0.9200
200 200 0.4418 0.0134 0.3389 0.3392 0.001 0.6690
200 500 0.4117 -0.0167 0.3174 0.3178 0.001 0.7010
(d) 0.42840 200 1000 0.3868 -0.0416 0.3086 0.3114 0.001 0.6970
1000 2000 0.4139 -0.0145 0.1899 0.1905 0.001 0.8660
10000 10000 0.4177 -0.0107 0.0761 0.0768 0.001 0.9210

Mean gets close to ¢; (Fi, F3), Bias decreases to 0, and both SE and RMSE decrease; under

appropriate choices of ¢,,, CR approaches to 95%.

C.3 Tuning Parameter Selection

In the above simulations, we compute the confidence intervals for all ¢,, from some prespec-
ified set and display the values that yield the best results. We now propose an empirical
way of selecting t,, in practice. Let ¢,, be selected from a set S; which is sufficiently large.
Suppose that we observe the data {X}}!", and {X?}!2,. We then take the empirical dis-
tributions of { X/}, and {X?}2, as the DGP to generate the data in the simulations and
compute the dominance coefficient ¢ based on the empirical distributions of { X!}, and
{X?}2,. We take this c as the true value of the coefficient we are interested in. Then we

follow the previous simulation procedure to compute the bootstrap confidence intervals

for every value of ¢,. Finally, we pick the value t,, which yields the coverage rate that is
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Table C.2: Estimations and Coverage Rates for 3UISDC (Matched Pairs)

DGP Cg(Fl, FQ) n N9 Mean Bias SE RMSE tn CR
200 200 0.1212 0.0589 0.1711 0.1809 0.001 0.7690
500 500 0.1386 0.0764 0.1308 0.1515 0.001 0.9320
(a) 0.06229 1000 1000 0.0912 0.0289 0.0732 0.0787 0.001 0.9430
2000 2000 0.0709 0.0086 0.0422 0.0431 0.001 0.9350
10000 10000 0.0642 0.0019 0.0166 0.0167 2.4 0.9510
200 200 0.1998 0.0593 0.2236 0.2313 0.001 0.7930
500 500 0.2453 0.1048 0.1785 0.2070 0.001 0.9400
(b) 0.14052 1000 1000 0.1863 0.0458 0.1180 0.1266 0.001 0.9490
2000 2000 0.1519 0.0114 0.0729 0.0738 0.001 0.9510
10000 10000 0.1423 0.0018 0.0305 0.0306 3.7 0.9510
200 200 0.2972 0.0314 0.2656 0.2674 0.001 0.8020
500 500 0.3783 0.1125 0.2106 0.2388 0.001 0.9180
() 0.26581 1000 1000 0.3221 0.0563 0.1576 0.1674 0.001 0.9480
2000 2000 0.2756 0.0098 0.1046 0.1050 1 0.9380
10000 10000 0.2655 -0.0004 0.0462 0.0462 6.7 0.9500
200 200 0.4061 -0.0223 0.2900 0.2909 0.001 0.8030
500 500 0.5203 0.0919 0.2186 0.2371 0.001 0.8990
(d 0.42840 1000 1000 0.4810 0.0526 0.1761 0.1838 0.001 0.9320
2000 2000 0.4305 0.0021 0.1244 0.1244 1.5 0.9500
10000 10000 0.4236 -0.0048 0.0567 0.0569 15.6 0.9550

closest to 1 — «, and use this value to construct the bootstrap confidence intervals in the

application.

D Proofs

D.1 Proofs for Section 2

Proof of Lemma 2.1. If (2.4) holds with some ¢ € [0, ¢] for some ¢ € [0, 1/2), then clearly

Fy e-ALD F5 by definition. If F; e-ALD F; for some ¢ € [0,1/2), then we can find

sty (L2 () = Ly (1) dp
Jo 12 (p) = L1 (p)| dp

that satisfies (2.4). m
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Figure C.2: Distribution Curves for Four DGPs

1 0.2 0.4

(@ Fi) (dashed) and F; (solid) (b) Fi) (dashed) and F; (solid)
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(©) Fyy (dashed) and F5 (solid) (d) Fi(9) (dashed) and F5» (solid)

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Suppose that

/S(F F) (L2(p) = Ly (p)) dp > C(L17L2)/0 L2 (p) — L1 (p)| dp,

then there is some § > 0 such that

/S(F F)(L2 (p) — L1 (p)) dp = {c (L1, Ly) + 5}/0 | L2 (p) — L1 (p)| dp.
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Table C.3: Estimations and Coverage Rates for SDC (Independent Samples)

DGP C1 (Fl, Fg) n No Mean Bias SE RMSE tn CR
100 100 0.0826 0.0016 0.0241 0.0241 0.001 0.9380
100 200 0.0823 0.0012 0.0236 0.0236 0.001 0.9350
(a) 0.08108 100 500 0.0812 0.0002 0.0229 0.0229 0.001 0.9330
200 500 0.0819 0.0009 0.0171 0.0171 0.001 0.9270
1000 1000 0.0812 0.0001 0.0073 0.0073 0.001 0.9490
100 100 0.1130 0.0019 0.0290 0.0290 0.001 0.9410
100 200 0.1114 0.0003 0.0276 0.0276 0.001 0.9450
(b) 0.11111 100 500 0.1119 0.0008 0.0269 0.0269 0.001 0.9540
200 500 0.1115 0.0004 0.0196 0.0196 0.001 0.9440
1000 1000 0.1111 0.0000 0.0086 0.0086 0.001 0.9500
100 100 0.1804 0.0039 0.0386 0.0388 2.7 0.9470
100 200 0.1781 0.0016 0.0370 0.0371 3.0 0.9390
() 0.17647 100 500 0.1766 0.0001 0.0361 0.0361 3.9 0.9490
200 500 0.1774 0.0010 0.0251 0.0251 5.8 0.9510
1000 1000 0.1767 0.0002 0.0113 0.0113 12.0 0.9510
100 100 0.4326 0.0040 0.0652 0.0653 0.001 0.9470
100 200 0.4355 0.0069 0.0657 0.0660 0.001 0.9390
(d) 0.42857 100 500 0.4317 0.0032 0.0634 0.0635 0.001 0.9410
200 500 0.4302 0.0016 0.0443 0.0443 0.001 0.9450
1000 1000 0.4284 -0.0002 0.0209 0.0209 5.0 0.9500

For all € € [0, 1] with
1
[ -nenws [ 1Le) - Lol
S(F1,F) 0
we have that ¢ > ¢ (L4, L) + 4. It then follows that
)
C(Ll,L2> < C(Ll,Lg) + 5 <e€

for all € such that fS(Fl ) (L (p) — L1 (p))dp < e fol |Ls (p) — L1 (p)| dp, which contradicts

the definition of ¢ (Ly, Ly). Thus, we have

/ wam—LumﬁmScung/'wxm—memp
S(F1,F2) 0
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Table C.4: Estimations and Coverage Rates for SDC (Matched Pairs)

DGP C1 (Fl, FQ) nq N9 Mean Bias SE RMSE tn CR
100 100 0.0824 0.0013 0.0233 0.0234 0.001 0.9450
200 200 0.0817 0.0006 0.0164 0.0164 0.001 0.9450
(a) 0.08108 300 300 0.0816 0.0006 0.0138 0.0138 0.001 0.9410
500 500 0.0815 0.0004 0.0101 o0.0101 7.3 0.9520
1000 1000 0.0815 0.0004 0.0077 0.0077 7.3 0.9390
100 100 0.1126 0.0015 0.0278 0.0278 3.3 0.9530
200 200 0.1113 0.0002 0.0190 0.0190 3.3 0.9470
(b) 0.11111 300 300 0.1111 0.0000 0.0158 0.0158 6.4 0.9510
500 500 0.1116 0.0005 0.0114 0.0115 9.0 0.9510
1000 1000 0.1117 0.0006 0.0089 0.0089 9.0 0.9490
100 100 0.1796 0.0031 0.0359 0.0361 4.6 0.9480
200 200 0.1768 0.0003 0.0248 0.0248 6.9 0.9490
() 0.17647 300 300 0.1766 0.0001 0.0203 0.0203 8.7 0.9530
500 500 0.1768 0.0003 0.0152 0.0152 11.7 0.9510
1000 1000 0.1769 0.0004 0.0110 0.0110 16.9 0.9500
100 100 0.4298 0.0012 0.0519 0.0519 4.9 0.9490
200 200 0.4299 0.0013 0.0371 0.0371 6.5 0.9550
(d) 0.42857 300 300 0.4294 0.0009 0.0292 0.0292 7.9 0.9460
500 500 0.4289 0.0004 0.0229 0.0229 10.0 0.9480
1000 1000 0.4299 0.0014 0.0156 0.0157 13.9 0.9510

If there is some other ¢ such that ¢ < ¢ (L4, Ly) and

/ (Ls (p) — L (p)) dp < ¢ / 1L () — Ly (1) dp,
S(F1,F2) 0

then the definition of ¢ (L4, L,) is contradicted. Thus, ¢(L;, L,) is the smallest ¢ such that

(2.3) holds. If ¢ (L, L») = 0, then [, (Ly (p) — L1 (p))dp = 0. By (1.1), (2.7) holds.

F1,F)
If ¢(Ly, Ly) # 0, then fS(FhFQ) (Ly (p) — Ly (p)) dp # 0 and clearly fol |La(p) — Li(p)|dp # 0.
Then (2.7) holds since ¢(L1, L,) is the smallest ¢ such that (2.3) holds.

If ¢(Ly,Ly) = 0, then fS(FLFQ) (L2 (p) — Ly (p))dp = 0 which implies that F} Lorenz
dominates F,. If F; Lorenz dominates [, then fS(FL ) (L2 (p) — L1 (p))dp = 0 and thus
¢(Ly,Ly) = 0. If ¢ (L1, Ly) = 1, then [y, 1) (L1 (p) — L2 (p)) dp = O which implies that 3

Lorenz dominates F).
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It is clear that

/0|L2<p>—L1<p>|dp=/0 ¢<p>1{¢<p>20}dp+/o 6 () 1{6(p) < 0} dp
- / max {6 (p) 0} dp + / max {—é (p) 0} dp.

So by (1.1), (2.7) holds. If ¢ (L4, Lo) € (0, 1], then by (2.7),

C(LQ, Ll) = fO maX{_¢ (p) 70} dp =1- C(Ll,Lg) .

Jimax {¢ (p),0} dp + [} max {—¢ (p),0}dp

u
Proof of Proposition 2.1. For every c¢(Ly, L2) € (0,1/2), by Lemma 2.2 and Proposition
1 of Zheng (2018), F; e-ALD F, for every € € [c(Ly, Ls),1/2) and I (F},6) < I (F»,0) for
all I (-,0) € #B* (). If ¢ (L1, Ly) = 0, then by Lemma 2.2, F} Lorenz dominates F, and the
claim is clearly true. m

Proof of Proposition 2.2. The proof closely follows the strategies of the proofs of Theo-
rem 1 of Leshno and Levy (2002) and Theorem 3.1A of Aaberge (2009). Using integration

by parts, we can show that for every P € P,

ﬁﬂ@—#@ngpwmm@—AEWMM@
- [ Prwazo+ [ PO @ano
= PO RO+ PO B0+ [ POk~ [ PO wae
= >R ) (B ) - B4+ [0 P ) (00 - 1 @)t

If P € Py (gm), then Y7, (=1)"7" P (1) (L] (1) — L} (1)) = 0. For every m > 2, let
ry = sup,{(—=1)" P*Y ()} and r; = inf,{(—1)" PV (¢)}. Also, let S = {t € [0,1] :
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L (t) — Ly (t) < 0}. It then follows that

/ (<1 P (1) (L (1) — L (8) dt
s [P0 =17 @) [ @O - 13 o)
— / (L () — LY (£) dt — 7, / (L (1) — L (1)) dt
+rg / (L () — L (8) dt + 7, / (L7 (1) — I (1)) dt

c

= (rp + 1) / <Lfn () — L3 (1) dt + 1, / (1) —lel (1)) dt
= —(ry +7“L)/0 max (L5 (t) — LT (t),0) dt—l—rL/O |LT (t) — L3 (t)] dt

> —(rU—H"L)am/O |LT (t) — LY (t)|dt—|rrL/D |LT () — Ly (t)] dt.

With P € P, (¢,,), we have

which implies Jp (Ly) — Jp (Ly) > 0.

If L) (1) — L} (1) > 0 for all j < m, then for every P € P’ (c,), we have that
S, (=17 P (1) (L4 (1) — L3 (1)) > 0 and the result follows. m
Proof of Lemma 2.3. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 2.2. =
Proof of Proposition 2.3. The results directly follow from Lemma 2.3 and Proposition
22. m
Proof of Proposition 2.4. The proof closely follows the strategies of the proofs of The-

orem 1 of Leshno and Levy (2002) and Theorem 3.1B of Aaberge (2009). Clearly, for

m > 3, we have that di;?”‘ (p)/dp = —E’j”‘l (p). Also,

L§<p>=/ <1—Lj<t>>dt=<1—p>—/0 Ly (t)dt + L2 (p).
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and it follows that dL? (p)/dp = —1 + dL? (p)/dp. Then we have that for every P € P,

Jp (Lg) — Jp (L1) = /01 P'(t)dL, (t) — /01 P'(t)dLs (t)

= — / 1 PP (t)dL? (t) + / 1 P (t)dL2 (t) = — / 1 PP (t)dL? (t) + / 1 P@ (t)dL2 (1)

- P OBk PO OBOL- [ PO+ [ PO azie

PO ) (B0 - B 0) + / P (1) (B () - L7 ()

If P € Py, (), then 37", PY)(0) (L] (0) — L} (0)) = 0. Let ry = sup,{—P* (¢)} and
rp, = inf { =PV (t)}. Also, let S = {t € [0,1] : L* (t) — Lj* (t) > 0}. It then follows that

[ = (i 0 - B ) a

> [ (T =T o) aer [ (B5o-Ir o)

= [(Epw-Er@)ar—n [ (I -Ir o)
+7~L/S (i;” (t) — L (t)) dt + 1, /S (zg”L () — Lm (t)) dt

— (ru+72) /3 (Ly@-Ly)dt+r / Ly (1) = Ly (1) e

_ —(rU—i—rL)/Olmax(iT(t)—EQ”(t),O)dt—i—rL/Ol i;n(z)-ign@))dt

1
LT(t)—L;”(t)‘dH—rL/O

>~ t e | Er () - Iy ()] ar

With P € P,, (em), we have
ro <rp (— — 1) < (rg+rp)em <7,

which implies Jp (Ly) — Jp (Ly) > 0.
If L{ (0) — L} (0) < 0 for all j < m, then for every P € P/, (en), Y1y PP (0) (L3 (0) —

L} (0)) > 0 and the result follows. m
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Proof of Lemma 2.4. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 2.2. =

Proof of Proposition 2.5. The results directly follow from Proposition 2.4. =

Lemma D.1 Let D be a normed space. Suppose that F; : D — R and F, : D — R such that
F1 and F, are both Hadamard directionally differentiable at ¢ tangentially to some Dy C D

with the derivatives F|, and F,. Then we have the following results:

(i) The summation F; + J» is Hadamard directionally differentiable at ¢ such that
(Fi+ Fo)y (h) = Fig (h) + Fiy (h),  heDy.
(ii) The multiplication F,F; is Hadamard directionally differentiable at ¢ such that
(F1F2)y (h) = Fig (h) Fa(¢) + Fi (@) Foy (h), D €Dy,

(i) If Fi (¢) # O, then the inverse 1/F, is Hadamard directionally differentiable at ¢ such

1N L Fi(h)
(]__1>¢(h)_ —f1(¢)2, h € Dy.

that

Proof of Lemma D.1. Lett¢, | 0 and h, — h € D, such that ¢ + t,,h,, € D.

(i). By definition, it is easy to show that

Fo (b4 tuhn) + Fo (6 tntnhn) “RO RO gy - R, () o

(ii). First, we have that

F1(¢+tnhn)f2(¢+tnhn)_F1(¢)F2(¢)

tn
tn
+f1(¢)f2(¢+tnhn)—f1(¢)f2(¢)
tn '
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Then, by the continuity of 7, (F; is directionally differentiable), we can show that

ln

+ Fiy (h) Fo (¢ + tuhy) — Fig (h) Fa(¢) — 0

— Flg (h) F2 (¢ + tnhn)

and

Fi1(P) Fo(p+ tohy) — F1(P) Fa(0)
tn

— Fi(9) ~7'—§¢> (h) = 0.

(iii). We first write

/Py (@ +tnhn) —1/F1(¢) 1 Fi(¢) — Fi(@+tuha)
tn ot Fi(f+tahn) Fi(6)

Then, by the continuity of F; (F; is directionally differentiable), we can show that

1F(9) = Fa(p+tahn) <_ Fiy (R) )
tn Fi (¢ +tuhy) Fi () Fi(

¢ + tnhn) Jrl (¢)
R, R0
F1 (¢ + tnhn) Fi () ( Fi (¢)2) -0

u
Proof of Lemma 2.5. We closely follow the proofs of Lemma A.1 of Sun and Beare (2021)

and Lemma 3.1 of Jiang et al. (2023). First, we have that

EGm)G @) =B [(N2Lp) - (1= 0L () (V2L () = (1= 0" £ ()]
= AB (L3 (p) £2 (0)] = A2 (1= N B [£a (p) £ ()] = N2 (1= N B L) () £5 (0]

+ (1 =X E[Ly(p) L1 (p)].

For j =1,2,p € [0,1], and ¢ € [0, 1], define

fwwziw@wummmw»

J
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Note that the almost sure integrability of h;,B; follows from the weak convergence of
n;/2(@j - Qj) ~ —Q;B; in L' ([0, 1]) established by Kaji (2019). Then we can show that
L; defined in (2.25) satisfies that

£ (p) = / by (0B, () dt, pe(0,1].

Define

Hyy () = [ “hpdt, pe0,1].

For j,7' € {1,2} and p,p’ € [0, 1], by Fubini’s theorem,

Couv (L; (p), Ly (p'))Z/O /0 hip (t1) by (t2) E[Bj (t1) B (t2)] dtydi,.

Let (U, V) be a pair of random variables with joint CDF given by the copula C in Assump-
tion 2.2(ii). For j = 1 and j' = 2, F [B; (t1) Bz (t2)] = C (t1,t2) — t1t2. By Theorem 3.1 of
Lo (2017) (see also Cuadras (2002) and Beare (2009)),

1 1
Con (Hy (U) Hygr (V) = [ [ iy (0 g (1) (€ 11,12) = tat2) A
0 Jo
Then it follows that

E[Ly(p) L2 ()] = Cov (L1 (p), L2 (p')) = Cov (Hyyp (Fy (X)), Ho (F2 (X7)))

= Cov (i {Ll (p)Xil - (p) /\X}})i{Lz <p’) )(Z2 — Q> (p/) /\XE}) .

For j = j', E[B; (t1) B;j (t2)] = t1 Aty — tito. By Theorem 3.1 of Lo (2017) again,

1 1
COU (Hj,p (U) 7Hj,p’ (U)) = / / hj,p (tl) th,/ (tg) (tl A tg — tltz) dtldtg
0 0
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Then it follows that

E[L; (p) £; (9)] = Cov (L; (p), £; (1)) = Cov (Hjy, (Fy (X)), Hypr (F; (X7)))

= Cov (% {L; () X] = Q; (p) A X[}, M% {L; () X] = Q; () A Xf}) -
|

Proof of Lemma 2.6. The results follow from the continuous mapping theorem and
Fubini’s theorem (see, for example, Theorem 2.37 of Folland (1999)). =

Proof of Proposition 2.6. For simplicity of notation, we focus on the case where m = 1.
The proof of general results for m > 2 and w € {u,d} is similar. We first show the
Hadamard differentiability of 7. Because L; and L, are continuous in p, if L;(p) # La(p)

for some p € [0, 1], then Fi(¢) + Fa(¢) > 0. By Lemma D.1, we have that

, AN FLm Fy () + Fy, (1)

Folh) = <f1+f2) W=7 7m0 T @)
T FL0)+ Fa0)) = F1 (0) [Fiy () + Fiy ()] Fo () Fa9) = Fa () Fiy )
(Fi () + Fo (9))? (Fi (¢) + F2 () '

(D.1)

This implies the continuity of 7. By Lemma 3 of Barrett et al. (2014), we have ¢(Lq, Ly) —
c(Ly, Ly) a.s. With (2.24) and (D.1), by Theorem 2.1 of Fang and Santos (2019), (2.30)
holds. m

Proof of Proposition 2.7. For simplicity of notation, we focus on the case where m = 1.
The proof of general results for m > 2 and w € {u,d} is similar. Since ¢(Ly, Ls) # 0,

L1 # Ly and Fi(¢) + Fa(¢) > 0. Let ¢ > 0 and p denote the Lebesgue measure in the
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following. First, we have that

P (1 (B (0)\B:(9) > ) <P(BL(9)\ B: (0) #2)

VT.(6(p) — ¢ (p)) VT.(6(p) — ¢ ()
= (pef%l\)m(@ & V& (p) g tn) =F (psel[g)l] o Vo (p) g tn) '

Since /T, (¢ — ¢) ~ G, then by Example 1.4.7 (Slutsky’s lemma) and Theorem 1.3.6

(continuous mapping) of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996),

sup
tn pef0,1] %

1 VTa(6 (0) — ¢ (p)
o (p)

(p

Then by Theorem 1.3.4(iii) of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), ]P’(/L(ti(\gf)) \ By (¢)) >
g) = 0.

By Lemma 3 of Barrett et al. (2014), sup,¢(1 |6 (p) — ¢ (p) | — 0 a.s. For simplicity of
notation, let & denote ¢}’ in the following. In the proof of Lemma A.2 of Sun and Beare

(2021), it is shown that sup,c(y 1 6(p) is bounded by some C, > 0 a.s. Define

A¢={w69: sup éw(p)—qﬁ(p)‘—m}ﬂ{weﬁr sup m@)soa},

pel0,1] p€(0,1]

where the subscript w denotes that the random elements are fixed at w. Then P (A4,) = 1.

Consider

P (1 (B.(6)\ B, (@) > <) 2/1{u (B+(6)\ B- (@) > e} .

For every fixed w € A,, we have that

n(Be@)\ B @) = [

[07

(e B\ B9} ).
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where

T {p cr0.1): YT )

By (¢)\ By (¢) = £V 5o () Stn,¢(p)>0}-

For every p € [0, 1] such that ¢ (p) > 0, since sup,¢jo 6, (p) — ¢ (p)| — 0, then when n
is large enough, ¢,, (p) > 1/2- ¢ (p). Since &,, is uniformly bounded and ¢, //T, — 0, we

have that (w is fixed) for every fixed p € [0, 1],
1{pe B (6)\ B+ (9)} = 0.
Thus, by the dominated convergence theorem (w is fixed),
1 (B @NBT@) = [ 1{pe B0\ B} dut) 0
This implies that for every w € Ay,
H{n (B (0)\ B+ (9)) >} >0,
Then by the dominated convergence theorem again,
P (1 (Bs @)\ B @) > ) = [1{n(B+(0)\ BL9) >} ap 0,

Similarly, we can show that

—

P (1 (B (=0)\ Bi(~9)) >¢) = 0and P (i By (=9)\ By (-9)) > <) =0,
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In addition,

P (1 (By (6)\ Bo(9)) > <) <P (Bo(6)\ Bo(9) # 2)

VT (6 (p) — ¢ (p))
]P A~
(peBof;I\)m §o Vo (p)

IN

> tn> — 0.

Also, we have that

__ VT2 |6 )]
By (¢)\ Bo(¢) ={pE [071]150v—(}(p)§tn,|¢(p)| >0p.

Then by similar arguments, we have that

—

P (1 (Bo () \ Bo(9)) > <) = 0.
It is easy to show that F] ¢ (h) is Lipschitz continuous, because

Fly(ha) — Fiy (ho)

<

/A hy (p) dp — /A hs () dp\
By (¢) By (¢)

[ e 0,0y dp [ {ha )0} | < 2 = el
Bo(¢) Bo(¢)

Similarly, we can show that ]:"§¢ (h) is Lipschitz continuous. For every h € C ([0, 1]),

—

Frolh) = Fo 0] < Wl 1 (B )\ B2 @) + 1 (B2 () \ B (-0)

# (Bo@)\ Bol@) + 1 (Bo @\ B @) | 4,0

Similarly, we can show that

Fhy () = Fay ()] = 0.
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Next, since g% — ¢ a.s. by Barrett et al. (2014), we have that for some C,, = O,(1),

)+ 7 A)>2 - (BE)RE)
)| +[7 (9]
7 (8) +7:(9))

Also, since ]:"{¢ (h) —p Fi, (h) and ]:“§¢ (h) —p Fyy (h) for every h € C ([0, 1]), then we have

Fog (h1) — Foy (h2)

} < Oy ||hy = hall o

IN

ﬁ(; (h) —, F, (h). By Remark 3.4 of Fang and Santos (2019), Assumption 4 of Fang and
Santos (2019) holds.

By a proof similar to that of Theorem S.1.1 in Fang and Santos (2019), we can show
that

él_a/Q —7p Cl—qa/2 and éa/g —7p Ca/2-

By Proposition 2.6 in the paper and Example 1.4.7 (Slutsky’s lemma), Theorem 1.3.6

(continuous mapping), and Theorem 1.3.4(vi) of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996),

lim P (\/ﬁ(a (L1, Lo) — ¢ (L1, Ly)) > él_a/g) = a/2

n—00

and

lim P <\/T_n(é (L1, Ls) — (L, Ly)) < éa/Q) = a/2,

n—oo

which imply that

lim P <\/Tn (L1, L) — ¢ (Ly, L)) € [éa/Q,él_a/Q}) —1-a,

n—o0
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or equivalently

lim P (c(Ly, Ly) € [¢ (L1, La) — Ty ?e1 a9, ¢ (L1, La) — Ty Y 2¢0p]) =1 — au.

n
n—oo

D.2 Proofs for Section A

Proof of Proposition A.1. The proof closely follows the strategies of the proofs of Theo-
rem 1 of Leshno and Levy (2002) and Theorem 2.3 of Aaberge et al. (2021). We can show

that

Wp (Fy) — Wp (Fy)

The remaining of the proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.2. m

Proof of Lemma A.1. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 2.2. =

Proof of Proposition A.2. The results directly follow from Proposition A.1 and Lemma
Al =

Proof of Proposition A.3. The proof closely follows the strategies of the proofs of Theo-
rem 1 of Leshno and Levy (2002) and Theorem 2.4 of Aaberge et al. (2021). By definition,

for m > 4, we have that

41



which implies dA”" (p) /dp = —A7"" (p). Also, we have that

]\j?(p):/plAf(t)dt:/OIA';(t)dt—/OpAi(t)dt.

By a strategy similar to that of the proof of Proposition A.1, we can show that

Wp (F) — Wp (F)

~ P2 (0) (&2 (0) - +/1P £) dR! ( )—/1P(3)(t)dA§(t)
- Zm:—P(j‘l) (0)( ) / ) (t) (Agﬂ () — AT (t)) dt.

The remaining of the proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.4. m

Proof of Lemma A.2. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 2.2. =

Proof of Proposition A.4. The results directly follow from Proposition A.3 and Lemma
A2. m

Proof of Proposition A.5. The results follow from (A.8), continuous mapping theorem,
Fubini’s theorem, and Theorem 2.1 of Fang and Santos (2019). =

Proof of Proposition A.6. The proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.7. =

D.3 Proofs for Section B

Proof of Lemma B.1. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 2.2. =

Proof of Proposition B.1. The results directly follow from Lemma B.1 and Theorem 4 of
Tsetlin et al. (2015). =

Proof of Lemma B.2. The proof for independent samples is trivial and is omitted. For
matched pairs, let H; = {1, 4x[p : © € [a,0]}, Ho = {ljapxfaq) : T € [a,0]}, and H =
‘H1 U H,. Define

GN(f):\/ﬁ{%Zf(XhY;)_E[f(Xiin)]}
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for every f € H. Since H; and H, are both Donsker classes, by Example 2.10.7 of van der
Vaart and Wellner (1996), G, ~ G in (® (H) for some zero-mean Gaussian process G.

Define a map 7 such that for every ¢ € (*° (#) and every = € [a, b),

e w(l[ag}x[a,b])
T@)(z)= (w (1[a,b]><[a@])>'

Then by continuous mapping theorem,

L\ (VAlh - R
(@)= (Vath—ry) =T

where for every = € [a, b),
G (hmx[a,bl)) |

G (La,b)x[as)

By continuous mapping theorem again, we obtain that

() () =

VT, {(Fl - F2) —(F1 - FQ)} ~ Gp,
where for every = € [a, b),

Gr (2) = VI =G (g ajxian) = VAG (Ljapix(aq])
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with A = 1/2. Then it is easy to show that for all z, 2’ € [a, b],

E[Gr (z) Gp(2)]

= (1 =N E G (Luaxan) G (Laarxian)| = VAA = NE [G (Lnalxfor) G (Habixlasr)]
= VAL =NE [G (Lppixaal) G (Lpaxien)] + AE [G (Lpsixaal) G (Latixaa) ]

= (1=NF(zA2)— (1 =N F (2) Fy(z') = VA1 = N Fia(x, )
+ VAL =NF (2) By(a') = VAT = N Fia(e’,2) + VA1 = VA () F (2)

+ AFy(x A a') — Ny (x) Fy(a).

Proof of Proposition B.2. As shown in Lemma B.2,

\/Tn{(ﬁl B — (F — FQ)} ~ Gr.

Then by the linearity and continuity of Z,, defined in (B.7) and the continuous mapping

theorem, it follows that

VT, (GZBm - ¢m> = \/?n{zm(ﬁl — ) =T, (Fy - F2)}

= /T, T ((ﬁl B~ (F - Fz)) s Ty (Gp) = G,
For every z € [a, b],

Var (G, () = E (T (Gr) ()] — E L (Gr) (2)]?,
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where, by Fubini’s theorem (see, for example, Theorem 2.37 of Folland (1999)),

E [(Z, (Gp) (2))?]

/ (/ / / Gr () () drdy - dtm_1>2dp(w)
/ //(/ //E[GF(h)GF(t’l)}dtldtz---dtm_l)dtdt2 At

and

EL, (Gr) ()] = 0.

By a proof similar to that of Proposition 2.6, we can show the weak convergence

VT e (F1, F) = ¢ (F1, Fo)} ~ Fo (Gm) .

Proof of Proposition B.3. The proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.7. =
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