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Abstract

The case? study, also referred to as the case-case study design, is a valuable approach for
conducting inference for treatment effects. Unlike traditional case-control studies, the case?
design compares treatment in two types of cases with the same disease. A key quantity of
interest is the attributable effect, which is the number of cases of disease among treated units
which are caused by the treatment. Two key assumptions that are usually made for making
inferences about the attributable effect in case? studies are 1.) treatment does not cause the
second type of case, and 2.) the treatment does not alter an individual’s case type. However,
these assumptions are not realistic in many real-data applications. In this article, we present a

sensitivity analysis framework to scrutinize the impact of deviations from these assumptions on

obtained results. We also include sensitivity analyses related to the assumption of unmeasured
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confounding, recognizing the potential bias introduced by unobserved covariates. The proposed
methodology is exemplified through an investigation into whether having violent behavior in the

last year of life increases suicide risk via 1993 National Mortality Followback Survey dataset.

Keywords: Attributable Effect; Case?-Study; Sensitivity Analysis; Selection Bias; Observational Stud-

ies.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background: Suicide Study, Case’-Studies, Attributable Effect, and Selection Bias

Suicide is a critical public health issue that necessitates a deep understanding of its various risk
factors to prevent tragic outcomes effectively (Curtin et all,[2016; Turecki et all,[2019). Among the
myriad factors, violent behavior could be a particularly alarming indicator (Conner et all, [2001).
To study the effect of violent behavior on suicide risk, we adopt a case? study to delve deeper into
this relationship.

Case? studies, also known as case-case studies, represent an innovative approach to harness
datasets exclusively comprised of cases for investigating treatment effects that may potentially
influence a subset of these events. Such datasets, devoid of non-case observations, present a dis-
tinctive structure where every recorded entry falls within the category of interest, such as disease
occurrences, specific events, or rare incidents (McCarthy and Giesecke, 1999; (Collaborators, 2002;
Pogreba-Brown et _all, [2020). Although the absence of a reference group or non-cases presents a
challenge for comparative analysis, opportunities to study the causal effects of treatments on cases
remain viable. Rosenbaum’s work advocated for using the attributable effect to analyze the causal
effect of a specific treatment in case? studies (Rosenbaum, 2002, [2005) by comparing two types
of cases, one which could be caused by the treatment and one which could not be caused by the
treatment.

The attributable effect quantifies the count of events among treated individuals attributable
to their exposure to a particular treatment. The attributable effect emerges as a random vari-
able signifying how the observed treated group might have responded differently under control
conditions. Inferential procedures regarding the attributable effect align with standard statisti-
cal methodologies. This is because the attributable effect effectively summarizes a multitude of
potential values within a high-dimensional parameter space, making it applicable within the frame-
work of traditional statistical analysis. Research on the attributable effect has been conducted in
matched observational studies (Rosenbaum, 2001), case-control studies (Rosenbaum, 2002a), and
case? studies (Rosenbaum, 2005).

Consider two types of cases: narrow case and marginal case (Small et al), 2013) where the
narrow case has a greater effect size than the marginal case. In conducting inference for the
attributable effect in case? studies, two crucial assumptions come into play. Firstly, the treatment

must not induce the occurrence of marginal cases. Secondly, the treatment must not cause a change



in an individual’s case type, implying no selection bias (i.e., no bias results from selecting samples
based on characteristics affected by the treatment). This article addresses performing statistical
inference for the attributable effect in case? studies in the presence of selection bias, given that both
assumptions are quite uncertain in specific contexts, such as our motivating example: the study of

violent behavior, suicide risk, and accidental death.

1.2 Motivating Example: Violent Behavior, Suicide Risk, and Accidental Death

Conner et all (2001)) examined the association between violent behavior in the last year of life and
completed suicide, accounting for alcohol use disorders using data from the 1993 National Mortality
Followback Survey (NMFS) (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 1993). They found that
violent behavior is a distinguishing factor between suicide victims and accidental death victims, and
that this distinction is not solely due to alcohol use disorders. This suggests that initiatives aimed
at preventing violence may also reduce suicide risks. However, there are two potential issues with
this study: 1.) violent behavior may elevate the risk of unintentional injuries that could lead to
accidental deaths (Gray et all,2014); and 2.) the presence of violent behavior might complicate the
classification of deaths, making it difficult to differentiate between accidental deaths and suicides,
as illustrated by cases involving driver suicides (Ohberg et all, [1997). Addressing these issues is
crucial in the context of this study.

In our exploration of the connection between violent behavior and suicide, we employ the 1993
NMFS dataset as our primary source of information as well. This dataset covers individuals aged
15 and older who died in 1993, with death certificate sampling approved by 49 states, the District
of Columbia, and New York City. In 1993 NMFS, there are 22,957 death certificates, with 9,636
selected with certainty to address specific research requirements. An intentional oversampling of
death certificates was conducted to ensure reliable data for crucial population subgroups, including
individuals under the age of 35, women, and the black population. By utilizing this dataset, we
aim to analyze and understand the intricate relationships and patterns within the realms of violent
behavior, suicide deaths, and accidental deaths. Specifically, we focus on the causal question: does
having violent behavior in the last year of life affect suicide deaths in comparison to accidental
deaths?

In our study employing the case-case design with the 1993 NMFS, which solely contains death
information without non-cases, we focus on the attributable effect of violent behavior on death

outcomes. Given that violent behavior could lead to accidental deaths, it challenges the assumption



that treatments won’t influence the occurrence of such cases. Moreover, violent behavior might not
only increase accidental deaths but also has the potential to convert what could be classified as
accidental deaths into suicides, or conversely, motivate suicides that could be misconstrued as
accidents. This interplay introduces a significant risk of selection bias. Consequently, it is essential
to develop a sensitivity analysis framework that accounts for these assumptions. Such a framework
is critical for accurately inferring the attributable effects in a case-case study design, ensuring that
the analysis remains robust despite the complexities introduced by the nature of violent behavior

and its impact on mortality categorizations.

1.3 Our Contribution, Prior Work, and Outline

In this paper, we introduce an innovative sensitivity analysis framework tailored to address the
potential violation of assumptions aforementioned in the inference for attributable effects within
matched case? studies. Recognizing the crucial importance of mitigating bias in such analyses,
our framework aims to enhance the robustness and reliability of estimates across diverse settings.
Specifically applied to investigate the attributable effect of violent behavior on the risk of suicide,
our methodology systematically examines potential selection bias impacts. This approach provides
a nuanced understanding of the relationships involved, ensuring that the results are robust and
accurately reflect the influence of violent behavior on suicide risk within the study’s context. Fur-
thermore, our sensitivity analysis framework incorporates analysis for hidden bias as well, offering
a comprehensive examination of potential sources of bias.

In prior work on this question, |(Conner et al. (2001) analyzed 1993 NMFS data on 753 suicides
and 2,115 accidents (ages 20-64). Using the CAGE questionnaire, they assessed violent behavior
and alcohol misuse history. Multiple logistic regression revealed violent behavior as a distinguishing
factor between suicide and accident victims, irrespective of alcohol use disorders. This underscores
the role of violence prevention initiatives in mitigating overall suicide risk. However, their work did
not take into consideration of potential violations of the standard aforementioned assumptions for
a case? study.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section [2] introduces the setting and notation
as well as a review of the attributable effect and a sensitivity analysis framework for unmeasured
confounding in case?-studies. Section B proposes our sensitivity analysis framework for attributable
effects. We implement our proposed method with our motivating example in Section [l Section

presents a discussion. Proofs can be found in the supplementary material. Code is available on



https://github.com/dosend4552/case_2_studies.

2 Notation and Review: Attributable Effect and Sensitivity Analysis for Hidden Bias
in Matched Case’ Studies

2.1 Notation and Setting of Matched Case?-Studies, and Hypothesis of Interest

We consider the setting of matched case? studies. In the sample of interest, there are I matched
sets where the narrow case in each matched set ¢ = 1,2,--- , I is matched with J — 1 > 1 marginal
case(s). We use ij,i = 1,---,1,7 = 1,--- ,J to index the j-th unit in the i-th matched set, and
I'xJ = N. Let x;; and Z;; denote the observed covariates and the treatment indicator for unit ¢j,
respectively.

Unit ij has two potential outcomes, rr,; and r¢;;. They are the outcomes that unit 7j would
have under the treatment and control, respectively. Therefore, rr;; is observed if Z;; = 1 and r¢,; is
observed if Z;; = 0 (Fisher and Mackenzie (1923); Neyman (1923)). We further denote the observed
outcome R;j = Zijrr,; + (1-— Z,-j)rcij, and let Z,+ = Z}]:l Zi; be the number of treated units in
matched set i. The broad and narrow case definitions ry(+) and k,(-) are functions that map from
a response to {0,1}, and a narrow case must be a broad case (i.e., k,(-) = 1 implies kp(-) = 1).
Therefore, kp(-) = 0 denotes a referent, x(-) = 1 a broad case, k,(-) = 0 a narrow case, and
kp(-) = 1 and k,(-) = 0 a marginal case. In matched case?-studies, every unit is a broad case and
there is no referent. With this notation, individual ij has potential case variables (xy(rT;; ), fn(7T;;))
if exposed to treatment, and potential case variables (x3(7c;,; ), kn(rc;;)) if not exposed to treatment,
so the observed case variables are (rp(Rij), in(Rij)) where £, (Rij) = Zijkin(rr,;) + (1= Zij)kn(rc;;)
and ky(Rij) = Zijke(rT,;) + (1 — Zij)kp(rc,;). From our matching scheme, ki, (Ri1) = 1, rp(Ri1) =
kp(Rig) = -+ = kp(Riy) =1, and kn(Ri2) = -+ = kp(Riy) =0, for i =1,--- | 1.

The vectors Z = {Zy1,--- ,Zr;} and R = (Ry1,- -+, Rry) are both observed and they represent
the treatment assignment and the observed outcome of all units. Z is the set of all possible

values of Z with E}'le Zij = Zi+ fori =1,--- I and |Z| = Hle ( 7 ) Also, we denote u;; as

Zi+ :
an unobserved normalized covariate for unit ij (ie. 0 < u;; < 1), w; = (us, w2, -+ ,uy) and
F =A{(knlrr,), kinlrey, ), Xij, wij),i = 1,--- ,I,j =1,--- , J} as the set of observed and unobserved

covariates and outcomes. We assume matching has controlled the observed covariates in the sense
that x;; = x;; for 1 < j < j' < J in each matched set 7, but matched subjects could differ in their

unobserved normalized covariates w;;. The distribution of matched set ¢ could also be demonstrated
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Figure 1: A directed acyclic graph (DAG) under Hy defined in (), where Z is the exposure and
kn(R) is the observed narrow case status, X is the vector of measured covariates, U is the vector of
unmeasured confounders. Testing Hy (1) within always-cases may suffer from selection bias issue.

in the top table of Table [l Figure [Il demonstrates the basic idea of our settings.

Throughout this paper, we follow the same assumption as [Rosenbaum (2001, 20024); that is,
the treatment has nonnegative effect (i.e., xn(r7;;) > kn(rc;;)). In our motivating example, the
treatment is having violent behavior in the last year of life, so the nonnegative treatment effect
assumption is saying that having violent behavior in the last year never prevents suicide death.

Next, we consider the sign-score statistic which is defined below:

Definition 1. A sign-score statistic for a binary response has the following form

1

I J J
T = Z Z /in(Rij)Zij = Z CZ', where CZ = Z /in(Rij)Zij.
i=1 j=1

i=1 Jj=1

The sign-score statistic can be viewed as the number of treated narrow cases. This is the sum

of the Subtable 1 of Table [I] across all stratum i. The null hypothesis of interest in this article is
Hy : ky(rT,;) — kp(re,;) =0 for all 4, 5. (1)

This is the Fisher’s sharp null hypothesis of no treatment effect based on the broad case definition.

In our motivating example, the sign-score statistic is the number of suicide deaths who had
violent behavior in the last year of life, and the hypothesis of interest cares about the effect of
having violent behavior in the last year of life on the risk of deaths including accidental deaths and

suicide deaths.



2.2 Review of the Attributable Effect in Case2-Studies

The attributable effect is a way to measure the magnitude of effect of a treatment on a binary
outcome. It is denoted by A and defined by 4 = Y7, 23-]:1 Zij(kn(rT;) — Kn(rc;,;)), that is the
number of treated narrow cases actually caused by exposure to the treatment (Rosenbaun, 2001
Rosenbaum et al!, [2010; [Rosenbaum), 2005). In our motivating example, the attributable effects
are the number of suicide cases among people who had violent behavior in the last year of life that

would not have occurred if those people did not have violent behavior in the last year of life.

H Case Type Treated Z;; = 1 Control Z;; =0 Total H
hij=1 2. Zijhij Rij 2. (1= Zij)hij Ry 2 hij Rij
hij =0 > Zij(1—hij)Rij 32,1 = Zi)(1 — hij)Rij > °5(1 — hij) Ryj

Total Zj Zinij Zj(l — ZZ' )RZJ Zj Rij

H Case Type Treated Z;; = 1 Control Z;; =0 Total H
hij =1 2 Zijhijre,; 2 (1 = Zij)hijre, 2 hijre,
hij=0 >, Zij(1 = hij)rey, > ;(1 = Zi)(1 = hij)re,, >2;(1 = hij)rey,

Total Zj Zijre,, Zj(l — Zij)re,, Zy. rCy,

H Case Type Treated Z;; =1 Control Z;; =0 Total H
hij =1 % ZizhijRij — Ao > (1= Zij)hij Ry > hijRij — Ao
hij=0 3 Zij(1—hij)Rij 5,1 = Zii)(1 — hij)Rij 3, (1 — hij) Ry

Total Zj Zinij — Ay Zj(l —7Z; )R” Zj Rij

Table 1: Top (Subtable 1): distribution of cases type by treatment for stratum ¢; Middle (Subtable
2): unobserved potential responses that would have been seen if the treated subjects had been
spared the treatment for stratum i; Bottom (Subtable 3): observed distribution of cases type
adjusted for the hypothesis for stratum 1.

Let 6 = (011, -+ ,617) be the vector of treatment effects where 6;; = rr,; — roy;- Consider
a particular null hypothesis, Hy : § = &y for some specific vector &y = (do,,, - ,d0,,). We call
do “compatible” if dp,, = 0 whenever (R;;, Zi;) = (0,1) or (Rj;, Zi;) = (1,0) for all 4,5 because
of the nonnegative assumption, and “incompatible” otherwise (Rosenbaum, 2001). To understand
“compatible”, since R;; = ZijrT,, —I—(l—Zij)rcij, if Z;; = 1 and R;; = 0, then rr,; = rco; = 0 because
rT,; > rc;;- Hence, dp,; = 0. Similar reason for Z;; = 0 and R;; = 1 because r1;; = r¢;; = 1. If the
sharp null hypothesis § = dy is incompatible, then reject it (the type I error rate for incompatible
hypotheses is then zero). If the null hypothesis Hp : § = &g is true, then 7¢,; will be known for all
i,J since r¢;; = Rij — Z;;00,;. To fix idea, let Ag = Zle }]:1 Zijhijdo,;; where h;j =1 and h;; =0
represent narrow case and marginal case for unit ij, respectively, then under the null hypothesis,

T—-Ag= Zi[:l Z}Izl Zijhijre,, - If the hypothesis Hq : § = dp is true, then the Subtable 3 of Table



[ equals the Subtable 2 of Table [[, which has the x? distribution with degree of freedom 1, so the
hypothesis can be tested by applying McNemar-Mantel-Haenszel test to the Subtable 3 of Table
0 that is, by comparing this table to the x? distribution with degree of freedom 1 distribution. A
compatible hypothesis Hy : § = §g is tested by assuming the hypothesis for the purpose of testing
it, and applying the McNemar-Mantel-Haenszel test T = Zle 23-]:1 Zijhijre,; to the adjusted
responses hijrcij = h;j — Zijhijéoij. Under Hj, if the chance of exposure is constant in matched
sets, 0;; = 0;; for each i, j, 7/ where 0;; = P(Z;; = 1|F, Z), then the conditional distribution of Z;;
given Z;+ does not depend on 6;;, and T is that of sum of I independent Bernoulli variables with
probabilities of success P(r¢,, Zi1 = 1|Z;+) = r¢, Z;+/J since hjy =1 and hj =0 for j =2,--- ,J
in our settings (Cox, 11966). If a compatible hypothesis, Hy : § = dy, attributes the first case
in matched set i to an effect of the treatment, that is, if Z;;h;;jd0,; = 1 so that h;;R;; = 1 but
hijrcij = h;j — Zijhijéoij = 0, then matched set j becomes concordant because m;1 = r¢o,, Zin/J = 0,
which is, for all practical purposes, the same as deleting matched set j.

To construct one-sided confidence band for A, we start with A = Ay = 0, then conduct
McNemar-Mantel-Haenszel test on the Subtable 3 of Table [l If we reject the null, increasing
Ag by 1 until fail to reject the null. Say if we obtain Ay = A, then the one-sided confidence band
for Ais {A: A> A,}.

2.3 Sensitivity Analysis: Hidden Bias

In observational studies, if a study is free of hidden bias, then two units with the same observed
covariates have the same probability of receiving treatment. There is hidden bias if two units
with the same covariates have different probability of receiving treatment (i.e. x;; = x;;» but
P(Zij = 1|F,2) #P(Z;yy = 1|F,2Z) fori=1,--- ,I,1 < j < j <J). A sensitivity analysis asks
how the causal conclusion would be altered by hidden bias of various magnitudes. We adapt the
sensitivity analysis framework from Rosenbaum (2002b). The odds that unit 45 and unit ij’ receive
the treatment are 6;;/(1 — 6;;) and 6,5/ /(1 — 0;;), respectively. We consider a sensitivity parameter
I > 1 that bounds the amount of hidden bias:

0i;(1 —6;5)

1
S < < fori=1,--- 1,1 <j <j <Jwith x;; = x50. 2
I‘_HUI(l—HU)_ ort =J J = WIth X5 Xij ()



Here, I' is a measure of the degree of departure from a study that is free of hidden bias. [Rosenbaum

(2002h) also proposed the sensitivity model

Hij
1-— Hz-j

log( ) = a(x;;) + log(I)u;; with 0 < wu; <1 (3)

where «(+) is an unknown function. Proposition 12 in Chapter 4 from [Rosenbaum (2002h) states
that (2)) is equivalent to the existence of model ([B]). Note that when I' = 1, unit ij and unit iy’
with the same observed covariates have the same odds of receiving treatment, so there is no hidden

bias. If we denote B; = >, Zijkn(rc,;) and kn(rc,, ) = >, kn(rc;;), then we will have:

J

L Z;+kin(re,, )

Zistinlrc,, ) <P(B;=1)<

Ziwtin(re, ) +T <J — Zi+kn(re,, )> PZsbin(re,) +J = Zivkin(ro,, )

and in particular, in a randomized experiment, I' = 1, so that P(B; = 1) = Z+kn(rc,, )/J. Under
the null hypothesis of (), in a sensitivity analysis, the upper bound of the tail area P(}_, B; > k)

can be approximated using normal approximation (Rosenbaum, 2002a):

T YR V7. B
> mi(l— )

Gastwirth et al! (2000) demonstrates that the optimization problem exhibits asymptotic sep-
arability. This implies that in the presence of numerous matched sets, individual optimizations
can be conducted within each matched set, and subsequently, the results can be aggregated with
negligible error. As a result, this would be upper bound of the one-sided significant level for testing

the null hypothesis (l) when it is computed at the observed value of the statistic, k =T — Aj.

3 A Sensitivity Analysis Framework in Case?-Studies

3.1 Sensitivity Analysis Model in Case?-Studies

Assuming that Z;; Il (kp(r1;,), k6(rcy;)s Kn (7T, ), Ko(Tcy;))|Tig, wij for all 4, j, and independence among
distinct subjects, we propose a testing procedure for the null hypothesis in case? studies, inspired
by the sensitivity model for case-control studies by [Ye et all (2021). This procedure accounts for
violation of the assumptions that no selection bias, no unmeasured confounder, and no treatment

effect on marginal cases by considering:



mij = P(Zij = 1]x45, ui;) = expit(a(x;;) + log(T")u;;)
Or,; = P(kn(rr;) = 1xij, uij, ko (rr,;) = kp(re,;) = 1)

ecij = P(I{n(rcz’j) = 1|Xijvuij’ K’b(rTij) = K‘b(rcij) = 1) (5)

or,

1—06c..
§®71§7023§A7

where 0 < wu;; < 1,1 <
Cij 1— 9Tij

0<0Tij <1,0<90ij <1l,and ©,T,A > 1.

In the sensitivity model (Bl), we introduce I',© and A as the sensitivity parameters to assess
the impact of unmeasured confounders, selection bias, and the deviation of the assumption that
treatment would not cause marginal cases, respectively. Specifically, I' = 1 signifies the absence
of unmeasured confounders. The parameter ©,A set bounds on the risk ratios, 0r,, /9(;1.]. and
(1—0c,,;)/(1 — 0r,,), reflecting the likelihood of a case being categorized as narrow or marginal,
with or without treatment, in case?-studies. Our model extends [Ye et al. (2021)’s by imposing an
additional constraint, 1 < (1 —#0¢,;)/(1 — 0r,,) < A, tailored to case®-studies. This constraint
indicates that having violent behavior in the last year of life could make a case at most A times
more likely to an accidental death case. Under Fisher’s null hypothesis (), ©® = 1 indicates that
treatment does not shift a case’s categorization, thus no selection bias. Conversely, deviations from
© = 1 quantify the degree of selection bias. A = 1 indicates that treatment does not cause marginal
cases. This triple-parameter sensitivity model uniquely allows for the simultaneous consideration of
unmeasured confounding, selection bias, and the deviation of the assumption that treatment would
not cause marginal cases with a provision for adjusting the model by setting @1 < O7ij/0ci; < ©
for©@ >1land A~ < (1 —0c;;)/(1—01,,) < Afor A > 1. Moreover, u;; is a unmeasured confounder
that satisfies the condition Z;; Il (kn(71;;), kn(rc;;))|2ij, uij. But this u;; needs not modify 67, /0c,,

and (1 —0c;;)/(1 — 0r,;). Additionally, 0r,,/0c,; and (1 —0c,,)/(1 — 07,,;) can be rewritten as
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kp(rr,) = 1,25 = 1)
kp(rr,;) = 1,Zij = 0)
H’b(TTij) = 17’%”(Rij) = 1)}

Or;  P(rn(Rij) = 1|z, w5, ke(re,;) =
Oc,;  Plrn(Rij) = 1| w45, ui5, ke(roy;) =
B OddS{]P’(Zij =1 ‘ xij7uij7"£b(rcij)

Odds{P(Zij = 1| wij, uij, k(re,;) = ko(rr,;) = 1)} =©
1—0c;  P(en(Rij) = 0|z, w5, ke(rey;) = kp(rn;) =1, Zij = 0)
1—0n,  P(in(Rij) =0 | @i, uij, ky(rey,) = kp(rn,) = 1,2 = 1)
_ Odds{P(Z;j = 0 zij, uij, #(rc,,) = wo(rr;) = 1, kn(Bi) = 0)} _ A
Odds{P(Zi; = 0 | wij, uij, k(re,;) = wo(rr,;) = 1)} -

where Odds{p} = p/(1 — p). Thus, 07;/6ci; is the odds ratio of receiving treatment for the same
subject with and without the information that this subject is a narrow case, which is different from
the odds ratio of receiving treatment for two matched subjects in Rosenbaum’s sensitivity model
@). And (1—6c,;)/(1—0r,;) is the odds ratio of not receiving treatment for the same subject with

and without the information that this subject is a narrow case.

Zij =1 Zz’j =0
hnn
hij =1 {Zj ‘ ’%TL(TT@']') = 1}h {Z] | Hn(rcij) = 1}
M&
—
hin v .
hij =0 {lj ’ Rb(T’Tij) = 1,/€n(T’Tij) = 0} {ij | K/b(rcij) =1, K/n(rcij) = 0}
b

Figure 2: An illustration of how the cases are moved by the treatment in case?-studies, within the
stratum defined by levels of (x;;,u;;) in which 07;;/0c:; and (1 —0c;;)/(1 — 01,,) are the largest.
The left panel is the case allocation when all are treated, and the right panel is the case allocation
when all the subjects are untreated. The numbers Ay, harn, A, haryr are expected values.

To interpret © and A within the stratum defined by the levels of (z;;,u;;) where 0T, / f¢;; and
(1—0c;;)/(1 — 0r,;) attain their maximum, we use Figure 2] to demonstrate the impact of change
of treatment status on the cases. The left panel illustrates case allocation with treated units, while
the right panel depicts allocation with untreated units. Figure Bl reveals that hyy narrow cases
and hprpr marginal cases remain unaffected by the treatment. Conversely, the treatment induces
a shift, transforming h,;y marginal cases into narrow cases and hpyjps narrow cases into marginal
cases, where hyn, harn, hvar, and hary denote expected values. Consequently, 67, /bc, ; <O and
(1-0c,;)/(1—=0r,;) < Aneed (hyn+hyn)/(hny+hya) < O and (hyn +harn) /(v +har) <
A, which can be expressed as (hyy — hyar)/(hvy +hyn) <1—1/0 and (hyy — hyar)/(hvun +

11



harar) < 1—1/A. In the settings of case’-studies, When it is reasonable to assume that hxyas is
small, (hyyn —hny)/(hyy +han) and (harny —hnar)/(harn +hasar) can be further approximated
by hyn/(hny + hyn) <1 —=1/0 and hyn/(hyn + b)) < 1 —1/A. In the context of our
application, ©® = 1.10 means that up to 9% of the units committing suicide when having violent
behavior in the last year of life would encounter accidental death if not having violent behavior, and
A = 1.10 means that up to 9% of the accidental deaths due to having violent behavior in the last
year of life. For a comprehensive exploration of sensitivity analysis calibration, we refer to works
such as Imbend (2003), Hsu and Small (2013), (Cinelli and Hazlett (2020), and [Zhang and Small
(2020).

3.2 Testing for Attributable Effects

Denote B is the event that the first element in stratum ¢ is the narrow case while the rest of them
are marginal cases for ¢ = 1,--- ,I. To develop a valid hypothesis testing procedure for Fisher’s
sharp null (), we first study P(C; = 1|F, B, Z). The following proposition places bounds on this

probability.

Proposition 1. Under the null hypothesis ({l) and the sensitivity model (Bl) with fixed T',© and A,
then

Z Z4+OAT
i <P(C; = 1|F,B,2) < +©

Zi+ + (J — ZZ+)F - ZZ+®AF + (J — Zz+) ' (6)

The lower bound is attained at u; = (0,1,--- ,1) and (1 —0c;;)/(1 — 01,;) = 01, /0c,, = 1, and the
upper bound is attained at u; = (1,0,---,0), 07,,/0c;,; = O, and (1 —-0¢,;)/(1 —0r,,;) = A.

The proof of Proposition [l can be found in the Supplementary material. Proposition [ states
that in the presence of hidden bias, selection bias, as well as the deviation from the assumption that
the treatment does not cause marginal cases, the bounds of P(C; = 1|F,B, Z) can be expressed
using sensitivity parameters I', ©, and A. If the null hypothesis () is true, then r,(rc,;) would
be known for all i, j, because rn(rc,;) would equals the observed quantity, x,(Rij) = Zijhijdo,; -

Write Ay = >, ; Zijhijdo,;, then under the null hypothesis (), T — Ao = 3_, ; Zijhijre

1> and
Zz} j Zij hiﬂ“cij is the sum of I independent binary random variables. Recall that we denote B; =
>_j Zijkn(rey;) and kn(re, ) = >2;kn(re,, ). Consequently, motivated from Proposition [I we
have the following bounds for P(B; = 1|.F, B, Z) in matched case?-studies because jhijRij =1

for every i = 1,2,--- | I:
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Zi Kn(ro. ZZ Kn\TC. OAT
inlre) <P(B; =1|F,B,2) < tnlrc.)
Zivbn(re, ) + (J - Zi+/£n(rci+)> r Zivtin(re,, JOAT + (J - Zi+/€n(7‘ci+))

It is important to note that if the null is true, then 7; can be calculated from the observed data
and the hypothesis. Next, we demonstrate a general procedure to find the attributable effect. The
essential idea is to implement large-sample approximation to the exact inference via asymptotic

separability (Gastwirth et al), [2000). The following steps find the &y with a = ZZ ; Zijhijoo,;:

1. If a > ZZ j Z;ijhijR;;, then a or fewer of the treated subjects had events, whether caused by
exposure or not, so it is certain that a or fewer had events caused by the exposure; stop.

Otherwise, if Z” Z;iihijRi; > a, then continue 2.
2. Denote L;+ = Z}-Izl hijR;;. For each matched set i with Z}-le ZijhijRij = 1, calculate
= @2PZZ'+L7;+

A=
O Z;+Liv +J — Z;+ L+
N O Zy (Lyr — 1)

3. Select exactly a of the matched sets ¢ with ijl Zijh;ijRi; = 1 having the smallest values of
j\i — ;. If ties among the j\l — \; mean that several different groups of a matched sets all have
the smallest values of j\, — )\, then among these several groups with the smallest j\l — \i, pick
any one group with the smallest values of 5\1 — \;. For the selected a matched sets, let 7; = \;,
whereas for the remaining I — a matched sets, let 7; = S\Z Ifa+),mm> Z” Z;ijh;; R;;, then
there is one u and one §y with a = ZZ j Zijhijdo, , events caused by treatment that would lead
us to expect more than the observed number ZZ ;i Zij hi;j R;j of events among treated subjects;

conclude that this a is plausible and stop; otherwise, continue with step 4.

4. Calculate the large-sample approximation to the upper bound on the significance level

(o) - 37,

1—9( — =
Zim(l — i)

13
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If it is small (e.g., < 0.05), then conclude that every compatible 8y with a > z” Zijhijdo,;

that it is not plausible that exposure to treatment caused a or fewer events.

4 Case Study: Violence, Suicide Deaths, and Accidental Deaths

4.1 Analysis and Results

In this case study, we aim to examine the connection between violent behavior in the last year of life
and the associated suicide risk in comparison to accidental death after controlling for alcohol use
disorders (Conner et al),2001). Specifically, we define subjects who are “having violent behavior in
the last year of life” if subjects answered “often” or “sometimes” to this question: “How often did —
[the decedent subject] make violent threats or attempts”. In addition, history of alcohol misuse was
coded as positive if the informant endorsed one or more items on the CAGE questionnaire, a 4-item
screening tool for detecting alcohol use disorders; it was coded as negative if no CAGE items were
endorsed. In this study, we employ accidental deaths as the reference group, as it is possible that
having violent behavior in the last year of life constitutes a risk factor for accidental death, hence
the assumption that treatment does not cause marginal cases is potentially violated. Moreover,
it is essential to acknowledge the potential presence of selection bias, as the occurrence of violent
behavior could conceivably influence the categorization of deaths from accidental to suicidal. For
instance, distinguishing between accidental death and suicide can be challenging, as seen in cases of
driver suicides (Ohberg et all,[1997). In the NMF'S, respondents reporting on a deceased individual
may mention threats of suicide or self-directed violence when queried about violent threats or
attempts (Conner et al., 2001). Consequently, such reports of violent behavior could shift the
classification of a death from what might initially be deemed an accidental death (potentially a
misclassified suicide) to a recognized suicide. Therefore, it is crucial to perform sensitivity analysis
to account for hidden bias, selection bias, and the deviation from the assumption that treatment
does not cause marginal cases in this case study.

In the NMFS 1993 dataset, a total of 1,365 suicide deaths aged 18 years and older are identified.
These suicide deaths are considered to be the narrow case, and are matched with 2,730 accidental
deaths as referents (1 narrow case matched with 2 marginal cases). The matching process is designed
to control over various variables, including alcohol usage status, sex, race, age, living arrangement,
marital status, education, annual family income, military veteran status, geographical region, and

population of the locality where the subject resided. The matching first stratifies on sex and race

14



Table 2: Demographic distribution of data example stratified by suicide death and accidental death from
NMFS 1993.

Suicide death % Accidental death % Standardized
(I =1365) (21 = 2730) mean difference
Having violent behavior 247 (18.1) 183 (6.7)
Alcohol misuse 519 (38.0) 774 (28.4) 0.120
Sex
Male 974(71.4) 1948(71.4) 0.130
Female 391(28.6) 782(28.6) -0.130
Race
White 1209(88.6) 2418(88.6) 0.170
Black 117(8.6) 270(9.9) -0.190
Other 30(2.86) 42(1.5) 0.010
Age at death, median (IQR) 46.0 (31, 67) 41.0 (29, 65) 0.030
Lived alone 362(26.5) 562(20.6) 0.100
Martial status
Married 588(43.1) 1218(44.6) 0.070
Widowed 178(13.0) 315(11.5) 0.010
Divorced/separated 209(15.3) 386(14.1) -0.070
Never married 378(27 7) 801(29.3) 0.110
Missing 12(0.9) 10(0.4) 0.050
Education
0-8yrs 124(9.1) 278(10.2) 20040
9-11yrs 187(13.7) 359(13.2) 0.000
12yrs 525(38.5) 1128(41.3) 0.000
13-15y1s 216(15.8) 422(15.5) 0.010
> 16yrs 172(12.6) 201(10.7) 0.020
Missing 141(10.3) 252(9.2) 0.000
Annual family income
< $1,000 38(2.8) 54(2.0) 0.040
$1,000-$1, 999 9(0.7) 13(0.5) 0.020
$2,000-$2, 999 8(0.6) 20(0.7) -0.010
$3,000-$3, 999 12(0.9) 33(1.2) -0.010
$4,000-$4, 999 17(1.3) 33(1.2) -0.020
$5,000-$5, 999 22(1.6) 41(1.5) -0.040
$6, 000-86, 999 23(1.7) 46(1.7) -0.020
$7,000-$8,999 60(4.4) 94(3.4) 0.020
$9,000-$13, 999 136(10.0) 261(9.6) 0.030
$14, 000-$18, 999 111(8.1) 234(8.6) -0.010
$19,000-$24, 999 110(8.1) 226(8.3) -0.020
$25,000-$49, 999 231(16.9) 506(18.5) -0.020
Veteran 355(26.0) 518(19.0) 0.120
Region
Northeast 157(11.5) 345(12.6) 0.070
Midwest 322(23.6) 506(21.9) 0.050
South 528(38.7) 1114(40.8) -0.050
West 358(26.2) 675(24.7) 0.060
Population
Non-MSA 367(26.9) 763(28.0) -0.060
< 100,000 12(0.8) 22(0.8) 0.030
100, 000-249, 999 109(8.0) 219(8.0) -0.040
> 250,000 877(64.3) 1725(63.2) 0.070
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Table 3: The 2 x 2 contingency table of the study of having violent behavior in the last year of life
and suicide risk, the odds ratio is 3.07.

H Having violent behavior Not having violent behavior Total H

Suicide death 247 1118 1365
Accidental death 183 2547 2730
Total 430 3665 4095

to ensure exact match on these two variables and then minimizes a robust Mahalanobis distance;
see Rosenbaum et all (2010, Chapter 8) for discussion of the multivariate matching. The balance
and demographic distribution of the matched data are presented in Table 2l We also apply the
sample-splitting classification permutation test by |Chen et all (2023), and the result indicates that
the matching is satisfactory. The Table Blsummarizes subjects are separated based on the status of
having violent behavior with two types of cases (i.e., suicide death and accidental death). The odds
ratio is 3.07 with P-value < 2.2 x 10716, In a randomization test of no effect on the narrow cases,
the one-sided P-value is 5.55 x 1076 with the attributable effect A > 147, which shows strong
evidence that having violent behavior in the last year of life increases suicide risk. A sensitivity
analysis shows that if there is no selection bias and the assumption of treatment does not cause
marginal cases holds, then this causal conclusion is robust to hidden bias up to I' = 2.60. A > 147
indicates that it is plausible that at least 147 of the units having violent behavior in the last year of
life committing suicide are actually caused by having violent behavior in the last year of life. In the
presence of selection bias, when © = 1.2, it implies that up to 1—1/1.2 = 16.7% of accidental deaths
may transition to suicide deaths under the exposure of having violent behavior in the last year of
life. A sensitivity analysis showed in the Table [ indicates that the observed effect is insensitive
to bias up to I' = 2.60, © = 1.00 and A = 1.00 or I' = 1.0, © = 2.20 and A = 1.20 or other

combinations.

4.2 Bounding Sensitivity Parameters

We now provide an informal approach of bounding sensitivity parameter © and A using the 1993

NMFS data. Recall that in the sensitivity model (&), © and A are upper bounds of

01,  Plrn(Rij) = 1| @i, uij, ke(rey,) = k(rr,;) =1, Zi; = 1)

Oc;  P(en(Rij) = 1| zij, uij, ko(rey;) = ku(rry;) = 1, Zig = 0)
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T C) A 95% minimum confidence interval

1.00 1.00 1.00 A > 147
1.50 1.00 1.00 A>101
2.00 1.00 1.00 A>54
2,50 1.00 1.00 A>38
260 1.00 1.00 A>0
1.00 1.20 1.20 A > 106
1.00 1.40 1.20 A>84
1.00 1.60 1.20 A>61
1.00 2.20 1.20 A>0

Table 4: Various sensitivity analyses for statistical inference on the attributable effect in the study
of having violent behavior in the last year of life and suicide risk. The last column report the 95%
minimum confidence interval of A for different combinations of I'; © and I". The bold number of
I",© and A represents the maximum magnitude of sensitivity parameters that the rejection of the
null hypothesis.

and

1—6c, P(
1—6r, P

(
(

i) = 0] @ij, uij, kp(re,,) = kolrm,) =1, Zi; = 0)
i) = 0| @ij, wij, kp(rey;) = ro(rm,) = 1,25 = 1)

Kn(R
Kn(R
and recall that we assume the treatment has nonnegative effect (i.e., r,(r7;;) > fn(rc;;)). In our
data application, this means that having violent behavior in the last year of life will never prevent

suicide deaths. Additionally, we also assume that
P(rn(rr; )i wij, ko (rmy;) = Lokp(rey) = 0) 2 Plen(rny,)|wij, i, ko(rr; ) = 1, me(reg;) = 1)

where the left-hand side term is the probability of committing suicide if having violent behavior
in the last year of life among units whose deaths (i.e., suicide deaths or accidental deaths) are
attributable to having violent behavior in the last year of life. This left-hand side probability is
likely to be very high because if a unit would only commit suicide if the unit had violent behavior
in the last year of life, it is very likely that the unit would commit the suicide if he/she had violent
behavior in the last year of life. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the left-hand side term
is no less then the probability on the right-hand side, which is the probability of suicide if having

violent behavior in the last year of life among always-cases. Then we could bound 67, /0c,; and
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(1- 90@';')/(1 - HTZ-J-) using

P(kn(Rij) = 1| zij, wij, kp(Rij) = 1, Zi; = 1) S 01,

P(rn(Rij) = 1| @5, uig, kp(Rig) = 1, Z;5 = 0) ~ bc; ™
P(kn(Rij) = 0 | mij, g, ip(Rig) =1, Zi; =0) _ 1—0c,

P(kn(Rij) = 0| ij, uij, kp(Rij) = 1,25 = 1) = 1 —0r,

Now, we can calibrate the sensitivity parameter © and A by fitting a mixed effect logistic regression
model to the left-hand side terms of (7]). Specifically, we fit a mixed effect logistic regression model
to ki, (R;j) on observed covariate x;;, latent variable u;; and treatment assignment Z;;. Then we
used the fitted value to obtain upper bounds of these two ratios.

In our data application, we found the maximum of these two ratios are 2.25 and 2.34 among all
subjects which gives us an intuitive understanding of © and A. It is important to acknowledge that
this approach has limitations. First, u;; is a latent variable rather than unmeasured confounder
when using mixed effect model approach because u;; needs to be independent of z;; and Z;;.
Second, the obtained values of © and A have estimation errors that were not accounting for.
Formal approaches to calibrate the sensitivity parameter © and A can be viewed as a potential

future research direction.

5 Summary and Discussion

In this article, we present a novel sensitivity analysis framework designed to address selection bias
in matched case? studies, aiming to enhance the precision and reliability of effect attribution. Ap-
plied specifically to assess the attributable effect of violent behavior and firearms on suicide risk,
our methodology systematically examines the potential impact of selection bias and unmeasured
confounding bias. Additionally, the framework incorporates analysis for hidden bias, providing
a comprehensive examination of potential sources of bias. Our contribution not only advances
methodological approaches in case? studies but also holds promise for refining our understanding of
complex associations in public health research, offering valuable insights to the broader field. For
instance, in the investigation of the effect of alcohol abuse on breast cancer, the impact of alcohol
consumption on hormone levels, such as estrogen, becomes a focal point. Notably, hormone-sensitive
breast cancer cells possess receptors that utilize hormones for growth, suggesting that heightened
hormone levels from alcohol consumption may elevate the likelihood of hormone-sensitive inva-

sive breast cancer (Liu et al), 2015). Supporting this, [Li et al/ (2010) present evidence from the
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Women’s Health Initiative Observational Study, indicating a stronger association between alcohol
consumption and hormone-sensitive breast cancer compared to hormone-insensitive breast cancer.
Consequently, there arises the possibility that alcohol consumption may alter hormone-insensitive
breast cancer to hormone-sensitive breast cancer, underscoring the imperative for the development
of sensitivity analysis methodologies to address potential selection biases (Rosenberg et all, [1990).
Therefore, we could leverage our framework for the investigation of the effect of alcohol consumption

on the hormone-sensitive breast cancer in comparison to hormone-insensitive breast cancer.
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Proof of Proposition [1]

Proof. From the sensitivity model (B]), we have the following:
(1) P(Zij = 1, kn(Rij) = Olrp(Rij) = 1,25, uij) = mi5(1 — O1y,)
(2) P(rn(Rij) = Uro(Rij) = 1, w35, ui5) = mi507,; + (1 = 735)0c,

We first calculate P(Z;; = 1|F,B) for j =1,2,--- ,J.

]P)(Zij = 1|]:, B) = 'P(Zij = 1|I{b(Rij) = 1,I{n(Rij) = O,xij,uij)
_ P(Zij =1, s (Rij) = Olkp(Rij) = 1, 5, uij)
P(rn(Rij) = Olro(Rij) = 1, w45, uij)
_ ﬂ—ij(l B HTij)
1 —mi07,; — (1 — mi5)0c,

forj=2,---,J. And

P(Zin = 1|1F,B) = P(Zin = 1|rp(Ri1) = kn(Ri1) = 1, i1, u1)
_ P(Zi1 =1, 6 (Ri1) = 1kp(Rin) = 1, 241, win)
P(kn(Ri1) = 1 kp(Ri1) = 1, @i1, u1)
_ mi1fr,
7Ti19Ti1 + (1 — Til)ecﬂ ’

forj=1. 1t Z+ =0,P(C; =1|F,B,2)=0;if Z;+ = J,P(C; =1|F,B,2) =1. For1 < Z;+ < J—1,
let G(J, Z;+) be the set containing the ( ZJ ) possible values of Z;, then

it
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=P(Zy =1F,B,2)
 P(Zy =1,Z; € Z|F.B)
P(Z; € Z|F,B)
P(Zy =1,Z; € Z|F,B)
P(Zy = 1,Z; € Z|F,B) + P(Zy = 0,Z; € Z|F,B)
ZzeQ(J—l,Zi+—l) P(Zin =1,Z; 1 = z|F, B)
N >zeg(i-1,2, 1) P(Zin = 1, Zi 1 = 2| F, B) + 3 ,cg(s-1,2,,) P(Zin = 0,Zi -1 = 2| F, B)
Y 2eG(i-1,2,, —1) P(Zin = 1|F, B)P(Zi, -1 = z|F, B)
Zzeg(J—l,Zi+—1) P(Zin = 1|F,B)P(Zi,—1 = z|F,B) + ZZGQ(J—I,ZZ.JF) P(Zi1 = O|F, B)P(Zi,—1 = z|.F, B)
P(Zin = 1UF,B) Y opeg(i-1,z,. —1) P(Zi—1 = 2| F, B)

— ]P)(Zzl = 1‘?, B) ZZEQ(J—LZZ-+—1) P(Zi7_1 = Z‘f, B) + ]P)(Zzl = O‘f, B) ZZEQ(J—LZZ-+) P(Zi7_1 = Z‘f, B)
1071 D seg(r-1,2,, 1) P(Zi—1 = 2| F, B)
Ti107; D eg(i-1,2,, 1) P(Zi1 = 2|F,B) + (L = mia)0cy, X peg(s-1,2, ) P(Zi—1 = 2|, B)

J m-j(l—BTij) Zij 1 mj(l—BTij) L=z
7Ti10Ti1 ZZEQ(J—l,Zi+—1) szz 1_7Tij9Tij_(1—”ij)9Cij - 1_“ij9Tij_(1_”ij)90¢j
1—2;,;
J Tij (1_9Tij ) Zij 1 Tij (1—9Tij ) Zij
7Ti19Ti1 ZZEQ(J—l,Zi+—1) szz 1_7Tij9Tij_(1—”ij)9Cij - 1_ﬂij9Tij_(1_ﬂij)gcij

Zij l—zij
7 mij(1-01;;) B mi;(1-07,;)
+ (1 —mi1)bcy, Zzeg(J—17Zi+) Hj:2 <1—7fij9:rz-j—(1—7rij)90ij 1 =207, —(— e,

J

Notice that

7Tz'j(1 - HTL']')
1 —my0n,; — (1 —mij)0c,
7Tij(1 - eTij)

(1= 0c,) = mij (1= 0c,,) = (1 - 0r,))

_ Tij _ g
- 1-6¢, ; 1-6¢; ; - Q—m: (=1
—1_9Tij — ﬂ-ij(—l_eTij -1) i ( )
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1-0c
where we denote 1= o Y _ Q. Then,
Tij

]P(Zzl = Hfa B7 Z)

Zii 1—z
bz, Y [T} iy (1—0r;,) Yo ) g
11VT51 z€G(J-1,Z;4—1) 1 1j=2 1—71'1]0'1"2] (1- m])Gcij I_WzJGTw (1- m])Gcij

Zij 1-2
WLADY [T} i (1 9;;) - mij(1-01;;) &
19T ZGQ(J—I,Zi+—1) 7=2 1_7rij€Tij_(1_7Tij)9C,-j 1—7‘('1']‘91"2.].—(1—7'('1']‘)901.].

Zij 1—z;
J Tij (1 GTL] ) 71—’L'j(l_e':[ﬂij)
+ (1 — ﬂ-il)HCil ZZEQ(J—I,ZZ.+) Hj=2 <1—7r”€TZJ—(1 WZJ)GC”. 1 - 1—7rij€Tij—(1—7Tij)90ij

Ti107; Zzeg(J—1,Zi+—1) (H}]:2 Wizfj(l - Wij)l_’z“) (H;-]:2 %)
Ti107:1 D peg(i-1,2,, 1) (H}] oy (1= Wzg)l_z”') (H;-Jzz %)
+ (1 —m1)0c;, Zzeg(J—l,Zz.+) (H;j o T (1 — 7713)1—21']) (H;f:2 %)
S (T 02 ) () (T )
mi107;, ZzeQ(J-l,ZiJr_l) (H;-]:2 ﬂff (1- wij)l—%) (H}]:2 Ql—zij> (H;fzz W)
+ (L= mi)0ci Dpegr-1.2.,) (HEI gy (11— Wzg)l_z”> (H}-]:2 Ql_z”) (H;fzg m)
T80T, D neg(1-1,2,, 1) (H}] o (1= y)l_z”) (H;-ng Ql_z”)
10T 2 aeg (1,24 -1) (Hj 2, (1= Wza)l_zﬁ) (H}‘]=2 Ql_z”)
(= mew Caegr g, (s (= )= ) (T 21)
mi101;, ZzEQ(J—l,ZZ.+—1) (H;] 2772”(1 — mj)l‘zij) O/ —Zi+
Ti1br;, Zzeg(J—l,ZiJr_l) ( ;] 2 Z”(l - wij)l—zm‘) O/~ Z+
+ (1 —mi1)0c,, Zzeg(J—LZﬁ) (H;] (1 - 7Tj)l—zz-j> O/~ Zip -1
Ti10T31 D eg(i-1,2,, —1) (H}I am (1 — m])l—zz'j)
Ti10T,1 D neg(1-1,2,, ~1) (H}] oy (1= Wzg)l_z”')
+ (L =mi)0c, Y pegr-1.2.,) (H;] am (1 — %)1‘21’9’> Q-1
107, 2 neg(11.2, 1) < oy (1— Wij)l_zw>
Ti10T3 D eg(i-1,2,, —1) (H;j 9 Z”(l — mj)l—zij)
+ (1 —mi1)0c,, Zzeg(J—l,Zz.+) (H;j 2 Z”(l - mj)l—%‘> %
01, exp(log(T)ui1) zzeg(J—Lzﬁ_l) exp(log(T") 23;2 ZijUij)

01, exp(log(I")u;1) ZzeQ(J—l,Zi+—1) exp(log(T') 23']:2 ZijUij)
+ (1 = m1)bc;, Zzeg(J—l,Zﬁ) exp(log(I') Z}Jzz 2ijUij) &

IN

1-07. . L. .
since % < 1_9?_]_ < 1 by sensitivity analysis model.
ij
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Write w;; = exp(log(I')u;;) > 0 and w; = (wj2, - - - ,wiy) . Then we have

J J
Z exp | log(T) Zzijuij = Z szZ;J = Sp(w;).
j=2

z€G(J—1,b) z€G(J—1,b) j=2

where Sp(w;) is the bth elementary symmetric functions of w; .Using Sy(w;), we have

P(C; = 1|F,B,Z) < Oz, exp(log(T)uin) Sz, —1(wi)
i T Oy, exp(log(IM)u1)Sz,, —1(w;) +0c,, Sz, ('wl)%
or.
92—111 exp(log(T)u;1)

. Sz . (w;)
9?11 exp(log(T)u;1) + m%

(3
and

01, exp(log(I)ui1)Sz,, —1(w;)

P(C, = 1|F.B,Z) >
(C= 1175, 2) = g o Toa w7, —1(wn) + b 57, (w7

Ot

B 90111 exp(log(T)u;1)
T op Sz, (wi) ~
927;1 exp(log(r)uﬂ) + m

Note that P(C; = 1|F, B, Z) is monotone in O exp(log(I")u;1). Also, from the property of elementary

S i
symmetric functions, SZZZ+7(11Z,'U’)) is increasing in each wj;j;, and thus also in each wu;;, 2 < j < J. So
it T
we have
A Z+OAT -
Pri. = ’ <P(C; =1|F,B,2) < ’ = Dni
under the null hypothesis. The lower bound is attained at u; = (0,1,---,1) and (1 —0¢;;)/(1 —

0r,;,) = 0r,,/0c,, = 1, and the upper bound is attained at uw; = (1,0,---,0), 07,,/0c,, = © and
(1= 00,)/(1 — 0r,) = A. O
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