arXiv:2311.14424v1 [stat. ME] 24 Nov 2023

Exact confidence intervals for the mixing distribution from binomial
mixture distribution samples

Pallavi Basu, Barak Brill, Daniel Yekutieli

November 27, 2023

Abstract

We present methodology for constructing pointwise confidence intervals for the cumulative distribution
function and the quantiles of mixing distributions, on the unit interval, from binomial mixture distribution
samples. No assumptions are made on the shape of the mixing distribution. The confidence intervals are
constructed by inverting exact tests of composite null hypotheses regarding the mixing distribution. Our
method may be applied to any deconvolution approach that produces test statistics whose distribution is
stochastically monotone for stochastic increase of the mixing distribution. We propose a hierarchical Bayes
approach, which uses finite Polya Trees for modelling the mixing distribution, that provides stable and
accurate deconvolution estimates without the need for additional tuning parameters. Our main technical
result establishes the stochastic monotonicity property of the test statistics produced by the hierarchical
Bayes approach. Leveraging the need for the stochastic monotonicity property, we explicitly derive the
smallest asymptotic confidence intervals that may be constructed using our methodology. Raising the
question whether it is possible to construct smaller confidence intervals for the mixing distribution without
making parametric assumptions on its shape.

1 Introduction

We present methodology for constructing exact pointwise confidence intervals for the cumulative distribution
function (CDF) and the quantiles of the mixing distribution, 7(p), from a mixture distribution sample,
X = (X1, +,Xk). The underlying assumption in our work is that for k = 1,--- | K, X}, is independent
Binomial(my, Py), for success probability P, drawn independently from 7(p). We denote this sampling
model, X ~ 7(p). Our only assumption regarding 7(p) is that it has a CDF, CDF;(p), at each p € [0,1]. At

some points in the manuscript it will be more convenient for us to consider the logit of the success probability,

6 = logit(P), in which case we will denote the mixing distribution on the logit scale 7 ().

Example 1.1 Our motivating example is the intestinal surgery study [14] discussed in [9]. The data for
patient, K = 1,--- 844, is the number of satellite nodes removed in the surgery for later testing, in addition

to the primary tumor, which we denote myg, and the number of the satellite nodes that were found to be



malignant, which we denote Xj. [9] suggests a deconvolution approach for estimating the distribution of
the fraction of malignant satellite nodes for the population of patients undergoing intestinal surgery. In
Figure 1 we display the empirical CDF for the proportion of malignant satellite nodes, P, = Xy /my, the
CDF estimates produced by Efron’s approach, the CDF estimates and 90% confidence curves produce by our
hierarchical Bayes approach.

Intersecting the confidence curves with horizontal line, CDF;(p) = qo, yields a two-sided 90% confidence
interval for the gy quantile of 7, while intersecting the confidence curves with vertical line, p = pg, yields
a two-sided 90% confidence interval for CDF;(pg). The availability of confidence statements regarding the
distribution of the fraction of malignant satellite nodes is important for informed clinical decision-making.
For example, the two sided 90% confidence interval for CDF; at p = 0 is [0,0.42]. This implies that with
probability 0.95 in at most 42% of the patients there is no malignancy in satellite nodes, or alternatively,

with probability 0.95 in at least 58% of the patients the malignancy has spread to satellite nodes.

In Section 2 we present the methodology for constructing the confidence intervals. The confidence intervals
are acceptance regions for composite null hypotheses regarding the CDF of the mixing distribution. The test
statistics are estimates of the CDF of the mixing distribution. We require the test statistic distribution
to stochastically decrease with respect to stochastic increase of the mixing distribution. Allowing us to
perform exact tests that compare the observed test statistic value to the test statistic distribution for the
worst-case null mixing distribution. The confidence intervals we construct based on mixture distribution
samples are considerably larger than the corresponding confidence intervals based on mixing distribution
samples. We show that the confidence intervals based on mixture distribution samples can be made smaller
by incorporating a shift parameter that allow us to use the estimates of the CDF of the mixing distribution
at smaller success probability values for testing hypotheses regarding the CDF of the mixing distribution
at larger success probability values. In Section 3 we introduce a hierarchical Bayes approach, in which the
mixing distribution is generated by a finite Polya Tree model, for estimating the mixing distribution from
mixture distribution samples. The main technical result of this paper is establishing stochastic monotonicity
of the distribution of the mixing distribution estimates produced by the hierarchical Bayes approach. The
hierarchical Bayes approach produces tighter estimates of the CDF mixing distribution, thereby producing
smaller confidence intervals. We provide a data driven procedure that uses a subset of the observations for
determining the shift parameter value and uses the remaining observations for constructing the confidence

interval for the mixing distribution. In Section 4 we discuss the asymptotic behaviour of the confidence
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Figure 1: Analysis of the intestinal surgery data example [14]. The blue curve is the empirical CDF of
the proportion of malignant satellite nodes. The red curve is the estimate for the CDF produced by Efron’s
aproach. The black curves are estimates and 90% confidence curves for the CDF produced by our hierarchical
Bayes approach.



intervals when the number of binomial samples tends to infinity and derive the smallest asymptotic confidence
interval that may be constructed for a given quantile of a given mixing distribution. In Section 5 we discuss
the scope of applicability of our methodology and the relevance of our asymptotic results to other mixture
models. For improving the readability of the paper, we deferred the technical theoretical results, many of the
algorithms, and additional analyses to Appendices, and we illustrate implementation of all the methodology

discussed in the text on the same simulated example.

1.1 Related work

There is extensive literature on the deconvolution problem, sometimes called the measurement error problem,
or the errors—in—variables problem (see reviews [6], [21], [30]). The deconvolution problem is typically phrased
as estimating distribution fy from a sample Y7, -, Yk, with Yy, = 0 + ¢y, for 0, ~ fy and independent error
term e, generated from a known distribution. The classical approach ([4], [27]) to the deconvolution problem
involves kernel density estimation that incorporates a Fourier inversion to accommodate for the noise. More
recent work [16] discusses the distribution and quantile estimators of and their root—K consistent optimality
properties. Markedly [5] follows up with a careful analysis of the convergence rates for quantile estimator.
[7] combines the knowledge of a parametric form of the unknown density along with the deconvolution
kernel estimator, through bias—correction or by the use of weights, yielding estimators of superior (say, when
measured by integrated squared error) performances. [28] provides regularized optimization approaches using
the marginal densities penalized by the Ls norm in the former and by a predetermined order of derivative
of the logarithm of the unknown density in the latter to encourage smoothness. We are unaware of available
implementable software for computing pointwise confidence intervals for the CDF or quantiles of the mixing
distribution.

[25] present methodology for constructing confidence intervals for the CDF of the latent mixing distribu-
tion under the normal random-effects model for meta-analysis. Viewing the effect of an intervention in a new
treatment group as independently sampled from the mixing distribution, they highlight the importance of the
confidence intervals for the CDF for clinical decision-making that takes into consideration the heterogeneity
of the intervention effect across treatment groups.

For completeness, we provide a succinct review of Bayesian approaches to the deconvolution problem. For
instance, [26] fits a finite convex mixture of B-splines with a prior on the spline coefficients and applies to
summaries of replicated observations. The parameter distribution of interest is modeled as an infinite mixture

of Gaussian distributions, an approach that is by now widely known as Dirichlet process mixture models ([12],



[11], [23]) in Bayesian nonparametrics. In Bayesian analysis deconvolution problems are sometimes viewed as
empirical Bayes procedures, in which the prior distribution is estimated from the data. [8] offers an intriguing
empirical Bayes way to estimate the hyperparameters with an emphasis on frequentist asymptotic properties

as posterior contraction rates. In [9], which is the closest comparable work to ours, the support of the

mixing distribution is discretised on the logit scale to (61,--- ,6x). The mixing distribution at (01,---,0y)
is modeled by a r-dimensional exponential family density (71 (&), - ,7n(&)) = exp{Qd — ¢(d)}, where Q is
a known N X r structure matrix, the parameter is @ = (a1, -+, @,) with r << N, and ¢(&) is a normalizing

function. Fork=1,--- ,Kandn=1,--- , N, let P, ; be the binomial probability of observation X, for logit

success probability ,,. Thus the mixture distribution likelihood for X}, is, fx (&) = EN P, 7 (&). The log-

n=1
likelihood is further penalized to encourage shrinking in the parameter space, m(&) := Zszl log(fr(a)) —
¢o||@|2, where ¢¢ is a chosen constant and || - |2 denotes the Euclidean norm, and & is estimated by a
maximization algorithm. Subsequently, once one realization of the @ is obtained the bootstrap tool is applied
to generate more datasets, thus varying estimates of @ leading to the bias and the covariance calculations for

the mixing distribution. Similarly, computations are performed for the normal, and the Poisson variate and

implemented in an R package [10].

We approach the problem of constructing confidence interval for the mixing distribution by the well-aged
(Laplace, 1812 and Gauss, 1816)*, but not passé (applied, for example, in [22]; [2]; [1]), idea of obtaining
pointwise confidence intervals by inverting hypotheses tests. There is a skepticism? about the general idea.
The concern is that when testing for parameter values if the parametric model is misspecified, or the data
does not fit the family of distributions, the procedure may lead to a narrow confidence interval giving a false
sense of precision. As the null hypotheses we test make no parametric assumptions regarding the mixing
distribution, the only model misspecification in our formulation is that the observed counts, X}, are not
independent Binomial(my, P). We explicitly derive the smallest asymptotic confidence interval that may
be constructed for quantiles of a given mixing distribution, illustrating the dependence of the length of the
confidence interval on the choice of quantile and on the shape of the mixing distribution.

The use of Polya trees for generating random distributions on dyadic partitions of the unit interval was
introduced in [13]. [18] reviews the theoretical properties of Polya tree distributions, defines mixture of

Polya trees and discusses choices of Polya tree parameters, and suggests using mixtures of Polya trees as an

LOur understanding of these classics, written in French and German respectively, is from reading parts of the books [20]
(chapter 3) and [15] (chapter 8).

2Read Andrew GCelman’s 2013 blog for an engaging discussion. http://andrewgelman.com/2013/06/24/
why-it-doesnt-make-sense-in-general-to-form-confidence-intervals-by-inverting-hypothesis-tests/


http://andrewgelman.com/2013/06/24/why-it-doesnt-make-sense-in-general-to-form-confidence-intervals-by-inverting-hypothesis-tests/
http://andrewgelman.com/2013/06/24/why-it-doesnt-make-sense-in-general-to-form-confidence-intervals-by-inverting-hypothesis-tests/

alternative to parametric Bayesian analysis when the family of sampling densities is not known exactly. [19]
suggests applying a Polya tree prior for mixing distribution for the nonparametric empirical Bayes problem.
[17] presents a Metropolis-Hastings algorithm for obtaining semi-parametric inference for mixtures of finite
Polya tree models. [29] uses Polya trees for specifying the distribution of the random-effects in hierarchical
Generalized Linear Models, which correspond to extending our mixture model by incorporating covariate
vector Z for each binomial count Xy, logit(Py) = 0k + BTZk for 6 ~ 7w(6) and coeflicient vector E [3]
implements this modelling approach to microbiome analyses, highlighting its usefulness for assessing non-
pararametric random effects distributions and model coefficient testing and estimation. A R software package
implementing our hierarchical Bayes methodology for estimating and constructing confidence intervals for the
mixing distribution is publicly available at https://github.com/barakbri/mcleod. The software supports
computation of confidence intervals for mixing distribution quantiles or CDF values, as well as computation
of confidence curves as shown in Figure 1, it also provides mixing distribution and covariate estimates for

non-parametric hierarchical Generalized Linear Models for both binomial and poisson mixture samples.

2 Confidence intervals for the mixing distribution

One-sided 1 — « confidence intervals for quantile gg € [0, 1] of the mixing distribution and for the CDF of the
mixing distribution at success probability py € [0, 1], are acceptance intervals for level « tests for two types
of null hypotheses, either H¥®(go;po) : g0 < CDFx(po) or H§FF(qo;p0) : g0 > CDFx(po). Two-sided 1 — «
confidence intervals are derived by intersecting the corresponding left-tailed and right-tailed one-sided 1—a;/2
confidence intervals. To simplify the presentation, in the manuscript we only consider the construction of left-
tailed confidence intervals for quantiles of the mixing distribution by testing HOG E(qo; po). The construction
of the other types of confidence intervals is addressed in Appendix B. For assessing the significance levels
for the test statistic values, we will consider the worst-case mixing distribution 7" (p; qo, po), which assigns

probability gy to the event P, = 0 and probability 1 — g¢ to the event Py = py.

Proposition 2.1 The confidence interval [0, p,;] constructed in Algorithm 1 is a valid 1 — « confidence

interval for the qo quantile of 7.

Proof The qq quantile of 7 is either a success probability p(go) such that g9 < CDF; (p(qo)) and CDF;(u) <
qo for all u < p(qp), or the subset of success probability values {p : g9 = CDFx(p)}. In any case, if v is
smaller than a go quantile of & then CDF;(u) < qo.


https://github.com/barakbri/mcleod

Algorithm 1: Algorithm for constructing left-tailed confidence intervals for the gy quantile of the
mixing distribution

=

Specify decreasing sequence of success probabilities 1 > p; > py > -+ >pny >0
forn=1,--- ,N do

‘ Test null hypothesis H(?E (go; prn) at level o until the null hypothesis is first accepted.
end
If HgE (go; p1) is accepted then set p,; =1
If H§'®(qo;p1) is rejected then p,; is the smallest p,, for which H§®(qo; pn) is rejected.

o Gk W N

Output confidence interval [0, p.]

~

Note that if py is greater than all gy quantiles of 7, then any confidence interval constructed in Algorithm
1 covers all the gy quantiles of 7 with probability 1. Otherwise, let p.,;+ be the largest p,, that is smaller than
a qo quantile of 7(p). Thus, by construction gy > CDF;(perit). Implying that HSF (qo; perit) is a true null
hypothesis that is accepted with probability > 1 — a. To complete the proof, notice that if H(?E (qo; Perit) 18

accepted then the confidence interval constructed in Algorithm 1 covers all g9 quantiles of 7(p). q

Example 2.2 We apply Algorithm 1 for constructing a left-tailed 95% confidence interval for the 0.40 quantile
of the mixing distribution for simulated data consisting of K = 80 iid realizations, (P, X1), -, (Px, Xk),
with P, ~ Beta(2,2) and X}, ~ Binomial(20,P;). For n = 1---99, we set p, = (100 — n)/100 and
test HG'F(0.40;p,) : 0.40 > CDFx(p,) with significance level 0.05. In this example, the test statistics are
empirical CDF estimates for CDF%, we illustrate the use of a worst-case null mixing distribution to evaluate
significance levels for the composite null hypotheses, and motivate the use of a shift parameter for deriving

tighter confidence intervals.

We begin by considering the “no-noise” case that we get to observe P= (Py,---, Px). For this case, the

test for HEE(0.40; p,,) is reject the null hypothesis for large values of the empirical CDF of P at p,,,

CDF(p,; P) = Wi Fh = poll P;f Pl (1)
Note that for all mixing distributions for which H§®(0.40; p,,) is true the distribution of the numerator in (1) is
stochastically smaller than Binomial(80,0.40). Let Qg.95(0.40) denote 0.95 quantile of the Binomial (80, 0.40)
distribution. Thus the test, reject HEE(0.40;p,) if CDF(pn; P) > Qo.05(0.40)/80, has significance level
0.05. The 0.95 quantile of the Binomial(80,0.40) distribution is Q.95(0.40) = 39, yielding critical value,
Q0.95(0.40)/80 = 0.4875. In Figure 2 we display the Beta(2,2) mixing distribution and the empirical CDF’s of



P and of X. The 0.40 quantile of the Beta(2,2) distribution is 0.433. The smallest p,, for which HEF (0.40; p,, )
is rejected is, ps3 = 0.47, for which CDF(0.47; ]3) = 0.4625. Therefore the 95% confidence interval for the
0.40 quantile of 7 based on P is [0,0.47].

Now we assume that we only get to observe X = (X1, ,Xgo). As before, we reject HSF(0.40; p,,) for

sufficiently large CDF estimate values. However now the CDF estimate is

CDF(pn; X) = P =0l @

for P, = X, /20 and K = 80. It is easy to see that stochastically decreasing the mixing distribution
stochastically increases the distribution of CDF (py; X ). Thus @™ (p;0.40, p, ), which assigns probability
0.40 to the event P = 0 and probability 0.60 to the event P = p,, yields a test statistic distribution
that is stochastically larger than the test statistic distribution of all null mixing distributions. For Py ~
7™ (p; 0.40, p,, ), the numerator of the test statistic in (2) is binomial with success probability 4o(p,,), which
we express

= Pr P, <
70(Pn) PkarT”"""(p;0~40,pn)( e < Pa)

= Pr(Py < pn, Py =0)+Pr(P, <p,, Pp=py)
= Pr(ﬁk <pn| P, =0)-04+ Pr(ﬁ’k < pn| Px =pn)-0.6

= 044 Pr(P, < pp| P =pn)-0.6. (3)

Where for P, = p,, EP, = p, and thus Yo(prn) = 0.4 4 0.5-0.6 = 0.70. Denoting the 0.95 quantile of
the Binomial(80,o) distribution by Qg.95(70), a significance level 0.05 test for H#(0.40;p,,) is reject the
null hypothesis for CDF (py; X) > Qo.05(70(pn))/80. However as vo(pn) ~ 0.70, then Qo.95(70(pn)) is much
larger than QQp.95(0.40), and thus the resulting confidence interval is considerably longer. In the simulated
example, HSF(0.40;p,,) is last rejected for pog = 0.72, for which o (p2s) = 0.703, yielding 95% confidence
interval [0,0.72] for the 0.40 quantile of 7.

Our solution for mitigating this problem is to specify a shift parameter 0 < p, for which we define
Py (Pns p) = logit™" (logit(pn) + p), (4)

for n = 1,--- ,N and the inverse-logit function logit™*(8) = exp(0)/(1 + exp(#)). We then use the test
statistic CDF(p,; X) in (2) to test null hypothesis HEF(0.40;p), instead of HSF(0.40;p,). For P ~



7™ (p; 0.40, p ), the numerator of the test statistic in (2) is Binomial(80,Yo(pn, p)), with

Yo(Pn, p) = Pr (Pk <pn) =04+ Pr(i’f’;c < pn| P =p})-0.6. (5)

Py ~7min(p;0.40,p%)

Yo(Pn, p) is decreasing in p. For p = 0, Yo(pn, p) = Yo(pn), while for sufficiently large p, vo(pn,p) =~ 0.40.
Allowing us to compare the same sequence of observed test statistic values, CDF(py; X Jforn=1,--- N, to
smaller critical values, Qo.95(V0(Pn, p))/80. The price paid for testing HS®(0.40; p ) instead of H§'F(0.40; p,,),
is that if the null hypotheses is first accepted for p,11, then the resulting confidence interval would be [0, p¥],
instead of the smaller confidence interval [0, p,].

Setting p = 0.5, for n = 1,---,99, the null hypothesis H§®(0.40;p}) is last rejected for psys = 0.55,
with p-(0.55,0.5) = 0.668, 7(0.55,0.5) = 0.512, Qo.05(0.512) = 48 and CDF(0.55; X) = 50/80. Yielding
95% confidence interval [0,0.668] for the 0.40 the quantile of 7. The goal is to find large enough p > 0,
for which ~o(pn, p) is sufficiently close to 0.40, without inflating the length of confidence interval too much.
Setting p = 1 yielded the 95% confidence interval [0,0.731], while p = 0.1 yielded the 95% confidence interval
[0,0.682]. Recall that without the shift parameter the 95% confidence interval was [0,0.72].

3 Hierarchical Bayes deconvolution-based tests

In Example 2.2, we used the empirical CDF of X as the statistic for testing the null hypotheses. In this
section, we introduce methodology for estimating the mixing distribution, and use the estimates of C' D F; for
testing the null hypotheses. As this method produces tighter estimates of C DF% it yields shorter confidence
intervals for the same value of shift parameter, while also making it possible to work with smaller shift
parameter values.

Our estimate for C'DF5 is the posterior median of the CDF of the mixing distribution for a hierarchical
Bayesian generative model for the distribution of the mixing distribution, the sequence of the success prob-
abilities, and the sequence of observed binomial counts. An important feature of this estimation method, in
cases where the sample sizes, my, are different for each binomial sample, is that as the effect of each binomial
count, Xy, is determined by its likelihood function, the model propagates greater uncertainty regarding the

value of Py, for samples with smaller sample sizes my.
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Figure 2: Simulated example — construction of left-tailed 95% confidence interval for the 0.40 quantile of the
mixing distribution. The red curve is the CDF of the Beta(2,2) mixing distribution. The green curve is
the empirical CDF of Py,--- , Pk, P, ~ Beta(2,2). The blue curve is the empirical CDF of 1517 e ,PK7 for
X} ~ Binom(20, P;). The red, green and blue dashed horizontal lines curves are drawn at CDF values 0.4,
0.4875, 0.7875. The red, green and blue dashed vertical lines curves are drawn at success probability values
0.433, 0.47, 0.72.
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3.1 Review of the finite Polya tree model

In the hierarchical model we evaluate the mixing distribution on the logit scale. The basis for our hierarchical
model is a finite Polya tree (FPT) model that generates random mixing distributions with step function
densities on a L level dyadic partition of Zy C R, specified by the endpoints vector @ = (ap < a1 < ... < asr).
Iy = [ao, age] with subintervals, 7; ; = (a(j_1).ot-t,a;9c-1] forl=1---Land j=1--- 2!, The parameters of
the FPT model are Beta distribution hyper-parameters (cy j, 3;), with ! =1---Land j =1,---,2!71. The

FPT model generates the following components.

a. Independent Beta random variables ¢;; ~ Beta(ay ;, ;). The Beta random variables specify
conditional subinterval probabilities: Pr(Zy1]Zo) = ¢11, Pr(Zi2|Zo) = 1 — ¢1,1, and for I = 2,--- , L and
j = 1, cee ,2l71, Pr(Il,Q.j,1|Il,17j) = qZSl’j and Pr(Ilyg.j ‘Ilflyj) =1- ¢17j.

b. Subinterval probabilities. The subinterval probabilities, Pr(Z; ;) = m ;, are products of the conditional
subinterval probabilities. m11 = ¢11 and T2 =1 —¢13. Forl=2---Land for j =1---271 m 5, 4 =

G- m—1,5 and 2.5 = (1 — ¢y 5) - m—1 5.

c. Step function density function. The components of 7y, = (77,1, -+ , 7 oz) specify a distribution with

step function density,

I(l a 9 Ia a 9 Ia ,a (0)
FOFL; @) = mpy -~ ull )+7TL,2'7( weall )+"‘+7TL,2L'7( ot n ] ; (6)
a1 — ap ag — ap QoL — Q9L _1

for 6 € Zo and indicator function (4, , q;)(0).

3.2 The hierarchical Bayes generative model

For computing the deconvolution based test statistic we assume that the step function density, logit success

probabilities, 0= (61, ,0k), and binomial counts, are generated by the following hierarchical model.

Definition 3.1 Generative Model
1. Generate f(0|7;a@) from the FPT model with ¢; ; ~ Beta(1,1), for l=1,--- ,Land j =1,---,2!7L.
2. For k=1,---, K, generate 0, ~ f(0|7L;qa) .

3. For k=1,---, K, generate X;, ~ Binomial(my, P;), with P, = logit ™" (6;).

11



Ferguson (1974) had already noted the conjugacy of the FPT model, for which the conditional distribution
of the step function density given g is FPT with updated hyper-parameter values,

¢l,j|§w Beta(l + Ny 2.j-1,1 4+ Ny 2.), (7)

for counts variables, N; ; = {k : 0 € Z; ;}|. Let f(7L|0 9) denote the density of the subinterval probabilities
in the FPT model in (7). Expressing,

FER) = [ £ 01%0d0 = [ 1720 %0a7 = [ 7(G016) 1015007
0
reveals that the conditional distribution of the step function density given X is a mixture of FPT models.
We evaluate this FPT mixture by the Gibbs sampler in Algorithm 2. To this end, we further derive the

conditional distribution of § given X and 7y,

7 X|7y) - f(7 K ) f(7
f(0|X,7_T'L) _ f(07X|7:L)_’ f(ﬂ—L) — Hk;:lf(gk‘v )_(,k|er) f(’]TL) (8)
f(X,TFL) f(Xaﬂ-L)
= T (FOXI00)F6cl72)) - (F(Re)/F(X 7). (9)
The second equality in (8) is because (01, X1), -+, (0k, X k) are conditionally independent given 7y. The

equality in (9) is because given 0y, the distribution of X does not depend on 7. Expression (9) reveals
that the components of g are conditionally independent with marginal conditional density proportional to

the product of the binomial likelihood of X} and the step function density that is determined by 7r..

Algorithm 2: Gibbs sampler for posterior distribution of Generative Model 3.1
1 Set number of Gibbs sampler iterations G, initial values 7r( )

2 forg=1,--- ,G do

3 for k=1, --- Kdo

4 Sample 9 ) from its conditional distribution given X and 7r(g Y in (9)
5 end

6 Sample w(g ) from its conditional distribution given 6(9) specified by (7)

7 end

8 Output posterior samples (9(1) 71 )> cee, (é'(G),ﬁ'EG)>

3.3 The deconvolution-based test

For the deconvolution-based tests we consider the posterior distribution of the CDF of the mixing distribution

f(0)7L; @) at the endpoints of the dyadic partitions, for which the CDF is given by the cumulative sum,

12



CDFz, (a;) =71+ 47, for j =1, 25 To incorporate the shift parameter p > 0 in the logit scale,
we define 9;(%-, p) = a;j + p, which corresponds setting the success probability at which the null hypothesis
is tested to pj = logit_l(ﬁ;). Thus, we use the posterior median of CDF%, (a;),

@?‘(aj;)?) = median; | ¢ (CDFz, (a;)), (10)

for testing the null hypothesis Hg; E(qo; p;‘) The significance level of the observed test statistic value is
evaluated by Monte Carlo simulation of the test statistic distribution under the worst-case mixing distribution

corresponding to HOC’YE(qO;p;?)7

p-value(aj, p, T) = Prg_ zmin(p, do.p3) ( ﬁ(aj;f) < ﬁ(aj;f) ) . (11)

Proposition 3.2 The test, reject H(?E(qo;p;f) if the p-value in (11) is less than or equal to «, has significance

level a.

Proof Assume null hypothesis H§'* (qo; pj) is true. Then per construction, M (s qo, p;) is stochastically
smaller than 7(p), the null mixing distribution that generated the data. According to Proposition A.4
(statement and proof deferred to Appendix A), for all ¢ € [0, 1],

P amin (oigonss) (t < CDF(ay; X)) > Pry o (t < CDF(ay; X)) . (12)

To complete the proof, setting ¢t = @(aj;f) in Expression (12) reveals that the significance level for
C/D\F(aj; Z) is less than or equal to p-value(a;, p, ) in (11), which is less than or equal to « if the test rejects

the null hypothesis. q

Example 3.3 Implementation of deconvolution-based tests

We illustrate the use of deconvolution-based tests for constructing left-tailed 95% confidence intervals for the
q = 0.40 quantile of the Beta(2,2) mixing distribution, for the sample of binomial counts we considered in
Example 2.2. To compute the deconvolution-based statistics we run G = 1000 iterations of Algorithm 2,
for a L = 8 level FPT model on endpoints vector @, with a; = j - 10/256 — 5 for j = 0,1,---,256. The
Gibbs sampling algorithm produces probability vectors, ﬁég) = (’/Té‘?l), e ,Wéf’Q)SG), for g =1,---,G. Thus
775(;?1) + -+ Wé‘?} are realizations of the posterior distribution of CDF%, (a;).

In the left panel of Figure 3 we display the results of the Gibbs sampling algorithm for the data considered

in Example 2.2. The blue and red curves are identical to the blue and red curves in Figure 2. The black
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circles and green curves display the 0.025, 0.50, 0.975 quantiles of the posterior distribution of CDF%, (a;),
for j =0,---,256, produced by the Gibbs sampler. In the right panel of Figure 3 we display the results of the
Gibbs sampling algorithm for a single sample, X ~ ™I (p;0.40, 0.668), in which P, = 0 for 34 observations
and P, = 0.668 for the remaining 46 observations. The two plots display that the hierarchical Bayes approach
yields tighter estimates for the mixing distribution than the empirical CDF of Pj,. Thus even though in the
right plot the deconvolution-based estimate for CDF of the mixing distribution at 0.668 is approximately
0.70, the deconvolution-based estimate decreases to 0.425 = 34/80 at larger success probabilities than the
empirical CDF of P, allowing us to work with smaller shift parameter values for testing H§'F(0.40;0.668).

As ay45 = 0.6641 is the largest a; that is smaller than logit(0.668) = 0.6991, the smallest positive shift
parameter value we may use for testing H$(0.40;0.668) is p = 0.6991 — 0.6641 = 0.035, with observed
test statistic value, ﬁ(a145;f) = 0.753. To evaluate significance levels for testing HS(0.40;0.668), we
simulated 1000 worst-case null mixture distribution samples, X ~ ™I (p: 0.40, 0.668). For 99 null samples
@(a145;)€) exceeded 0.753, yielding p-value(a14s,0.035, %) = 0.099. To test HSF(qo = 0.40; py = 0.668)
with p =~ 0.50, we evaluate the CDF at ai33 = 0.1953 for which p = 0.6991 — 0.1953 = 0.5038. For the
sample of binomial counts displayed in the left panel of Figure 3, C/'D\F(algg;f) = 0.578. In 2 out of 1000
null samples @(algg; )?) exceeded 0.578, yielding p-value(a;ss,0.5038, Z) = 0.002.

The results of the previous paragraph suggest that the 95% deconvolution-based left-tailed confidence
intervals for the ¢ = 0.40 quantile is larger than [0, 0.668] for p = 0 and smaller than [0,0.668] for p = 0.50. We
use the ‘mcleod.estimate.Cl.single.q’ function in the mcleod package to construct these confidence intervals.
And indeed, for p = 0 the confidence interval was [0, 0.698], for p = 0.50 the confidence interval was [0, 0.659].
While setting p = 0.10 yielded the confidence interval [0,0.632].

3.4 Determining the value of the shift parameter

The value of p that yields the shortest confidence interval depends on the quantile for which the confidence
interval is constructed, the shape of the mixing distribution, the number of binomial counts, and mainly
on the sample sizes of the binomial counts. Algorithm 3 is a data driven procedure that uses a subset of
the observations for determining the value of p and the remaining observations for constructing a confidence
interval for the ¢y quantile of the mixing distribution.

Expression X2 ~ AN (ps qo,0*) in Algorithm 3, means that X2 = {Xk : k ¢ S1} is generated by

~min

sampling Xy ~ Binomial(my, Py) with Py ~ 7™ (p; qo,0*). Using this null sample in Step 5 is needed for
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Figure 3: Simulated example — deconvolution-based analysis for constructing a 95% confidence interval for
the 0.40 quantile of the mixing distribution. In the left panel we display analysis of the Beta(2,2) mixing
distribution data we considered in Example 2.2. In the right we display analysis for a realisation of the
7™ (p; 0.40, 0.668) mixing distribution data. The red curves are the CDF of the mixing distributions. The
blue curves are the empirical CDF of P, - - - , Psy. The black points display the posterior median of the CDF
of the mixing distribution at success probability values logit_l(aj), for j = 0,---,256. The green curves
display the 0.025 and 0.975 quantiles of the posterior distribution of the CDF of the mixing distribution.
The vertical lines are drawn at success probabilities 0.668 and 0.55. The horizontal lines are drawn at CDF
values 0,0.40,0.70, 1.
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Algorithm 3: Algorithm for constructing confidence intervals with optimal shift parameter value

1 Randomly select a subset, S; C {1--- K}, comprising of 10%-20% of the samples and partition the
data into calibration data &' = {z : k € S1} and test data #? = {z} : k ¢ S1}.

2 Use calibration data to compute test statistics values, ﬁ(aj; F) forj=1,---,2F
3 For a sequence of shift parameter values, p1,- - , pr, construct confidence intervals for the gg

quantile of 7(p) on the basis of the following significance assessments,

p—value(aj,pr,fl) = PTX’2~7~1.mm(p; 00,07 (pr)) ( CDF(aj;fl) < CDF(aj;XQ) )
where 9;-‘(p,,») =a; +p, for r=1,--- ,R. Let pyn the shift parameter value yielding the shortest

confidence interval.
4 Use test data to compute test statistics values, C/D\F(aj; #?) for j=1,---,2F

5 Output the confidence interval for the gg quantile of 7(p) based on,

p-value(as, pmin, @) = P g2 zmin(p: g0.00 ) ( CDF(aj;72) < CDF(a;; X?) )

for 07 ... = a; + pmin-

the validity of the confidence intervals based on the test data. We use this null sample in Step 3 so that value
of p we derive, on the basis of the calibration set estimate of the mixing distribution, will yield a small test
set confidence interval.

In Appendix B.6 we suggest changes in Algorithm 3 for selecting the value of p for constructing confidence
curves for the CDF. To construct the confidence curves for Example 1.1, shown in Figure 1, we used p = 0.16.
In Appendix C we discuss selecting the shift parameter value in Example 1.1, and show that using part of

the data for calibration has little effect on the tightness of the confidence curves.

4 Asymptotic behaviour of the confidence intervals

In this section we discuss the behaviour of the confidence intervals for the mixing distribution based on
mixture distribution samples when K tends to infinity. In the case that mj — oo for all k, Pk = Xi/my
converges to Py, thereby reducing the problem to a standard distribution estimation problem. For which for
K — o0, the difference of the CDF estimate based on the observed X and that of the estimate from the

no-noise case vanishes at all continuity points of 7(-).
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The more interesting regime is that K — oo with my < my,e. for all k. We first show that the lack
of identifiability of the mixing distribution by the mixture distribution, limits the tightness of confidence

intervals for quantiles of the mixing distribution. Expressing the mixture distribution of X3 ~ 7(p),

Pr(Xe =j) = Epie) <<W;k> (1- Pk)mij;z> = Ep,~#(p) ((ﬂ;k> (mgj <mki j)(—Pk)Z) P;i)

(n;k> mfj <mki j) (=1)'Epnip) (P;i” ) :

=0

reveals that mixing distributions 7/ and 7" with the same first m,,,, moments yield the same mixture

distribution for all Xj. Suppose 7’ and 7" are two mixing distribution that produce the same mixture
distribution for all X}, with corresponding g9 quantiles p’ and p”, such that p’ < p”. As each mixture
distribution sample, X ~ 7'(p) for k = 1,--- | K, also constitutes as a mixture distribution sample for
mixing distribution 7”(p), then any 1 — « left-tailed confidence interval for the gy quantile of 7 based on X

will also cover p” with probability 1 — a.

4.1 Smallest asymptotic confidence interval

Leveraging the stochastic monotonicity property needed from the test statistics, we explicitly derive the
smallest confidence interval that may be constructed for quantiles of a given mixing distribution. For sim-
plicity, in this subsection we assume that all binomial samples have the same sample size, i.e. m; = m,
Vk=1,---,K. Let p’ be a qo quantile of 7' (p). By construction, 7" (p; qo, p) is stochastically smaller than
7' (p). Therefore acording to Lemma A.3, X3 ~ ™" (p; qo,p’) is stochastically smaller than Xj ~ 7'(p). Let
Prmaz = Pmaz(m) denote the maximal p” € [0, 1] for which X}, ~ 7™ (p; qo,p”') is stochastically smaller than

X ~ 7 (p).

Proposition 4.1 For any K, any left-tailed 1 — o confidence interval for the qo quantile for mizing distri-
bution 7'(p) based on X, presented in this manuscript, will cover [0, Prnaz] with probability greater than or

equal to 1 — a.

Proof Let 1 > p; > py > --- > pny > 0 denote the sequence of success probabilities used for constructing the
1 — « left-tailed confidence interval for the go quantile of 7#’(p). If Py > pmas then the confidence interval
covers [0, Pmaz] with probability 1. Otherwise let p, denote the largest p, that is less than or equal to ppqz-

By construction, Xj ~ 7™ (p; qo, pnr) is stochastically smaller than X ~ 7'(p). As the components of X
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are independent identically distributed, then X ~ 7™ (p; qo, pr) is stochastically smaller than X ~ 7 (p)-
Which implies that for the two types of test statistics employed in this paper, for any K and any shift
parameter value 0 < p, the test statistic distribution for X ~ TN (p; qo, P ) is stochastically greater than
the test statistic distribution for X ~ #'(p). For the mixture distribution empirical CDF test statistic in (2)
this holds per defintion; for the deconvolution-based statistic (10) this property is a corollary of Lemmas A.1
and A.2. To complete the proof, note that if #™"(p; qo,p,/) yields a larger test statistic distribution than
7'(p), then per construction the level « test for H§'®(qo,pnr) is accepted with probability of at least 1 — a,

in which case the resulting confidence interval covers [0, ppaz]- q

To justify calling [0, pmaz] the smallest asymptotic confidence interval, we provide an algorithm that
for any 0 < € and sufficiently large K, yields confidence interval [0, pia. + €] for the go quantile of 7'(p)
with arbitrarily high probability. For ppe. + € < 1, 3z, € {0,1,--- ,m} such that the CDF of X ~
T (5 Qo Pmaz + €) at T, which we denote v (p*) for p* = x./m, is smaller than the CDF of X} ~ 7’(p) at
., which we denote v(p*). Let CDF(p*; X) denote the counts statistic in (2) at p*. We use CDF(p*; X)
for testing HOG E(qo, pmaz + €) at level a. If the null hypothesis is rejected then the confidence interval is
[0, Prmas + €], otherwise the confidence interval is [0, 1].

First of all, as pyaz + € is larger than p’, the go quantile of 7'(p), this is indeed a valid 1 — « confidence
interval. Next, under HSE (qo, pmas + €), the distribution of CDF (p*; X) is Binomial (yo(p*), K)/K and the
null hypothesis is rejected for large test statistic values. While for X, ~ 7/ (p), the distribution of CDF(p*; X )
is Binomial(y(p*), K)/K. Thus, as vo(p*) < y(p*), then for sufficiently large K the significance level « test
rejects the null hypothesis with arbitrarily high probability.

Example 4.2 In Figure 4 we illustrate how we derive the smallest asymptotic confidence interval for the
0.40 quantile of the Beta(2,2) mixing distribution for my = 20. As the 0.40 quantile of the Beta(2,2) is
0.433 then mixing distributions 7™ (p; 0.40,0.50) and 7™ (p; 0.40,0.70) are not stochastically smaller than
the Beta(2,2) distribution. The right plot reveals that X ~ 7™ (p;0.40, 0.50) is stochastically smaller than
X}, ~ Beta(2,2), however as the CDF of X}, ~ 7™ (p;0.40,0.70) at z = 9,10, - - - , 14 is smaller than the CDF
of Xy ~ Beta(2,2), there is no stochastic ordering between X} ~ 7™ (p;0.40,0.70) and X, ~ Beta(2,2).
For this example, the largest p” for which Xj ~ 7™ (p;0.40,p") is stochastically smaller than Xj ~
Beta(2,2) i8S pma(20) = 0.607. For intuition, we evaluated pp,q. for the Beta(2,2) mixing distribution for
other values of mg: Pmaz(2) = 0.707, Pmasz(5) = 0.674, Prmas(200) = 0.511, prrae.(1000) = 0.473. Recall
that for the Example 2.2 data, with K = 80 the smallest 95% confidence interval for the 0.40 quantile of
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the Beta(2,2) based on X was [0,0.632], while the corresponding 95% confidence interval based on P was
[0,0.47]. Thus even for K = 1000 the confidence interval based on mixture distribution samples would be
larger than the confidence interval for K = 80 mixing distribution samples.

For comparison, we evaluate the smallest asymptotic confidence for left-tailed confidence intervals for
the 0.40 quantile of mixing distribution the 7% (p;0.41,0.433), which assigns probability 0.41 to the event
P = 0.433 and probability 0.69 to the event P = 1. The 0.40 quantile of the 7™*(p; 0.41, 0.433) is also 0.433,
but as the the 0.41 quantile of this distribution is 1, the smallest asymptotic confidence intervals for the 0.40
quantile are considerably larger. For the 7™%%(p;0.41,0.433) mixing distribution with my = 2, pye. = 1.
Implying that for any K and m;, = 2, the 95% left-tailed confidence interval for the 0.40 quantile of the mixing
distribution is [0, 1] with probability 0.95. While p,a:(5) = 0.998, pmax(20) = 0.880, pria.(1000) = 0.506.

5 Discussion

Our method for constructing confidence intervals for the mixing distribution may be applied to any estima-
tion scheme that produces test statistics whose distribution stochastically increases if the mixing distribution
is stochastically decreased. We use finite Polya tree models because their high dimension and highly regu-
larised hierarchical structure provides stable and accurate deconvolution estimates, for any type of mixing
distributions, any configuration of binomial sample sizes, and any number of binomial counts, without the
need for additional tuning parameters. Interestingly, to derive the smallest asymptotic confidence interval we
apply the counts statistic with an appropriately chosen shift parameter value. In this work we only consider
a binomial sampling distribution for Xj;. Our theoretical results apply to any mixture distribution that is

likelihood-ratio increasing in pg. In the mcleod R package we also allow X} to be Poisson.

In the examples in this paper the components of the endpoints vector @ are either a 65 points, or a 257
points, regular grid on [—5, 5]. Our numerical results suggest that, providing it is sufficiently dense, the choice
of @ has little effect on the resulting confidence intervals. Computing the deconvolution-based estimates is
relatively quick (less then a second for the data in Example 1.1). To construct the confidence intervals we
also need to specify the shift parameter value and compute the deconvolution-based estimates for multiple
worst-case mixing distribution which may be considerably more time consuming: the confidence curves for

Example 1.1 data required 13 minutes for computation on an i9-13900K PC.

We have shown that incorporating a shift parameter is needed for constructing tight confidence interval for
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Figure 4: Construction of smallest left-tailed confidence interval for the 0.40 quantile of the Beta(2,2) mixing
distribution for mjy = 20. In the left panel we display the CDF of the mixing distributions. In the right
panel we display the CDF of X} ~ Binom(20, Py), The blue curves correspond to the Beta(2,2) mixing
distribution. The red curves correspond to the 77 (p;0.40,0.50) mixing distribution. The green curves
correspond to the 77" (p;0.40,0.70) mixing distribution.
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the mixing distribution based on mixture distribution samples. The data driven algorithms for determining

the shift parameter values described in the text are included in the mcleod R package.

The monotonicity property in Proposition A.4, of the deconvolution-based test statistic (10) for Generative
model 3.1 with ¢; ; ~ Beta(1,1), may be extended to the case that ¢; ; ~ Beta(wg, o) with ap > 0 at all
hierarchy levels. Our working experience suggests using ag = 1. However, this property does not hold
for all Beta prior hyper-parameter values. As a counterexample, we show that Lemma A.1, which is a
necessary condition for Proposition A.4, does not hold for the FPT model with L = 2, ¢y 1 ~ Beta(10°,106),
¢21 ~ Beta(1,1), 22 ~ Beta(1,1) for gconsisting of a single component ;. If 8; is in [a1, as] then CDF;(ay)
is a product of Beta(10° + 1,10%) and Beta(1,2) random variables. However, increasing 6, by moving 6; to
[az,a3], changes CDFx(ay) to the stochastically larger product of Beta(10%,10% 4 1) and Beta(1,1) random

variables.

In Section 4, we derived the smallest asymptotic left-tailed confidence that may be constructed by the
tests presented in this paper, for the gy quantile of a given mixture distribution for the binomial mixture
distribution with equal sample sizes, by showing that it is impossible to discriminate between the real mixing
distribution and worst-case null mixing distributions corresponding to null hypotheses with larger gy quantiles
that yield stochastically smaller mixture distributions. As stochastic increase of the test statistic distribution
by stochastic decrease of the mixing distribution was necessary for constructing valid tests for HOG E(qo, p).
This raises the question whether this result applies to any left-tailed confidence interval for the gy quantile
of the mixing distribution constructed by inverting null hypothesis H§®(go,p). And more generally, without
making parametric assumptions on the mixing distribution, is it possible to construct smaller left-tailed
confidence intervals for quantiles of the mixing distribution from binomial mixture samples?

Note that it is also possible to derive smallest asymptotic confidence interval for the case that K — oo and
the binomial sample sizes, my, are sampled from a given finite distribution, and even for the case of continuous
mixture distributions. In Figure 5 we display the CDF for normal mixture distribution samples, Op ~ N Ok, 1),
for 0, = logit(Py), with Py ~ Beta(2,2), P, ~ #™"(p;0.40,0.65), and Py, ~ ™" (p;0.40,0.75). Note that
similarly to the binomial mixture distributions shown in Figure 4, there is no stochastic ordering between
0 ~ Beta(2,2) and ), ~ 7™ (p; 0.40,0.75), however ;, ~ 7™ (p; 0.40,0.65) is stochastically smaller than
O ~ Beta(2,2). Implying that also for this case, if a test statistic whose distribution stochastically increases
if the mixing distribution stochastic decreases is used for constructing the confidence intervals, then for any

value of K the left-tailed 0.95 confidence interval for the 0.40 quantile of the Beta(2, 2) distribution will cover
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0.65 with probability greater than 0.95. And in general, it is also possible to specify the smallest asymptotic

left-tailed confidence interval [0, pq.] for the go quantile of a given mixing distribution for normal mixture

distribution samples. For the Beta(2,2) mixing distribution and N (6, 1) mixture distribution, shown shown

in Figure 5, pyq. = 0.684. While for the 7™%*(p; 0.41, 0.433) mixing distribution, considered in Example 4.2,

and the N (6, 1) mixture distribution, pp,q, = 0.986.
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A Monotonicity of the test statistic distribution

In this Appendix, 7(6), 7*(0), 72(6), denote mixing distributions and X, X!, X2 denote the corresponding
mixture distribution samples. In this subsection we state three lemmas and then phrase and prove our
monotonicity result for the deconvolution-based test statistic in (10) and Lemmas A.2 and A.3, in the next

subsection we prove Lemma A.1.

Lemma A.1 For (ﬁL,g,X) generated in model 3.1, increasing 0 stochastically decreases the conditional

distribution of CDF%, (a;) given G, for each j € {0,--- 2L},
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Lemma A.2 For (ﬁL,@X) generated in model 3.1, the distribution of 5\)? = & stochastically increases in
Z.

Lemma A.3 If n'(0) is stochastically greater than w2(0) then the distribution of X1 is stochastically greater
than the distribution of X2.

Proposition A.4 For each j € {0,--- ,2L}, if 71 (0) is stochastically greater than 7%(0) then the distribution
of ﬁ(aj; X1) is stochastically smaller than the distribution of ﬁ(aj;fz).

Proof of Proposition A.4. Let & = (xi,---,zk) and @ = (2%,--- ,2%) such that for all k = 1,--- | K,
z1 > 2. Combining Lemmas A.1 and A.2 yields that in model 3.1, for each j € {0,--- ,, 2L}, the conditional
distribution of CDF%, (a;) given X =i is stochastically smaller than its conditional distribution given
X = 2. Recall that

gD\F(aj;f) = median | ¢_. {CDFz, (a;)}.
This implies that C’DF(a] ) < C’DF(aJ, #?). And in general, C’DF(a]7 T) is a decreasing function of Z.
Therefore according Lemma A.3, the test statistic distribution for mixing distribution 7*(6) is stochastically

smaller than the test statistic distribution for mixing distribution 72().

Proof of Lemma A.2. We begin by expressing the conditional distribution of 67])? ,

oo (0) = [z g(Z,0) _ _ fxig(@) - fg(0 ) _ Hlekawk(ﬁd@k)'fg(g)
blx=z 7 (@) fz(@) fz(@) 7

for f7 the marginal distribution of 6, f the marginal distribution of X, and Ix|0, the binomial distribution

—

>4 °>1
S

!

of X |0, which we express:

N R e ) e M W =

Therefore for ' and 22, with x,lc > a:i Vk, the ratio of the conditional densities of 9

Jag=er @) T fxgo.(210k) - J5(0)/ f (&)
fig—e @ T fx 0,57 100) - £50)/ (7))
THSACY) o0 T ()
() ~exp<9k>xi}/ Ix(@)
K mp ﬁ‘l
_ K ex w,lc—:vi k (mi)}/fX v
- {szl p(gk) } K (?{)}/fx 7
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—

is non-decreasing in each 6, which implies that §|X = Z! is stochastically greater than 9|X = 72 q

Proof of Lemma A.3. As the components of X! and X2 are independent it is sufficient to show that Vk, X}
is stochastically larger than X?2. Note that X} |0} =t and X?|07 = ¢ have the same binomial distribution.
For t; < t1, the ratio of the probability mass functions for this distribution,

Pr(Xp = al6p =t1) _ (73) - (1/(1L+exp(tr))™ - (exp(tr))” {1 + exp(tz)
1+6Xp(t1)

my
Pr(Xy, =0 =t2) (%) - (1/(1 + exp(t2))™ - (exp(t2))® } -exp(ty — t2)°,
is increasing in x. This implies that X} |0y is stochastically increasing in 8. Thus Vb € R, the CDF of X |0
at b, Pr(Xy < blfy), is a decreasing function of 6. To complete the proof we express the CDF’s of X} and
X2,

Pr(X} <b) = Ep, s Pr(Xy < bly) < Ep, 72 Pr(X? < bl)) = Pr(X? <b),
where the inequality is because stochastically increasing the distribution 6 decreases the expectation of

decreasing functions in 6. q

A.1 Proof of Lemma A.1

The general idea is that the conditional distribution of the probability vector 7 given g for the generative

model 3.1 is determined by the indicator vector 5= (01, ,0K). Where ¢, is increasing in 0, 0, = [{j : ¢; <
O }|. Tt is therefore sufficient to show that for 5l = (61, ,0%) and 52 = (62,---,0%) such that Vk 5 < &2,
V4 > 1, the distribution of CDF5, (aj)|<5_é is stochastically smaller than the distribution of CDFs, (a;)6". As
0 are integers, 52 can be derived from 41 by taking each component 5% and increasing it by 1 until it is equal
to 67. Furthermore, as the distribution of ﬁL\g is exchangeable in the ordering of the components of 5; for
jo=1,---,2L — 1, it is sufficient to consider 51 and 52, such that 6 = jo and 67 = jo+ 1 and Vk =2--- K,
84 = 6%. For our proof we express CDF;, (a;) = w1 + -+ 71 ; and denote the common realized node
counts for § = (61, 02) by Npj=nr;.

For L =1 we have m11 = ¢1,1, and as the configuration changes from ¢y = (n1,1 + 1,n12) to ¢1 =
(n1,1,n1,2+1), the posterior distribution of 7y 1 changes from 5(n1,1+2,n1,2+1) to (n1,1 +1,n1,2+2) which
is stochastically decreasing. One simple way to see this is to couple the two conditional random variables via
common independent gamma random variables U =I'(ny,1+1,1), V. =T'(ny 2+1,1), and W =T'(1,1). Then
m1,1|co can be defined as 1 1|co 4 (U+W)/(U+V+W) and 1 1|c1 can be defined as 71 1]c1 4 U/(U+V+W).
As W > 0, in this definition it holds that pointwise (U + W)/(U +V + W) > U/(U +V + W). Thus
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m1,1|co >st 71,1]c1. For the rest of this document we skip writing the rate parameter of the gamma variables
as it is always understood to be 1. We follow a general ‘partial’ coupling argument but we will not be able
to pointwise couple the comparative random variables from L > 2.

For L > 2, several of the many cases can be proved by induction. We assume that the stochastic ordering
holds for level L < 1 — 1 and prove it for L = I. The leaf level has 2! partitions. Suppose one observation
moves from jo < 27! to jo + 1. Then note that the leading factor of the partial cumulative distributions
for (my1,...,m 2-1) which is ¢11 do not change and is independent of the other terms. Therefore this
change can be viewed as L = [ — 1 level tree and therefore stochastically decreasing by our assumption.
Similarly for partial cumulative sums from (m; 51-1,...,m 1), they can be written as ¢11 + (1 — ¢11) -
other independent terms, and therefore the same idea applies. When jo moves from j5 > 271 to jo + 1, note
that the partial cumulative distributions for (7 1,...,m 9:-1) do not change. And the partial cumulative
sums from (7, g1-1, ..., 91), they can be written as ¢1,1 4 (1 —¢1,1) -other independent terms, for which ¢1,;
do not change, and the changes in the independent terms can be viewed as a level [ — 1 tree and therefore
stochastically decreasing. Therefore the only interesting case is when jy moves from jo = 2!=! to jo + 1.

Now let us look at the even-numbered partial sums, that is, any sum of even number of terms from the
left at the leaf level of a [ level tree. Here the structure is the same that of the [ — 1 level tree when j; moves
the 2!=2 node at level [ — 1 to the 2/=2 41 node at level [ — 1. Therefore assuming that the stochastic ordering
holds for level [ — 1, the even-numbered partial sums are stochastically decreasing. So we need to prove that
the posterior distribution of the odd-numbered partial sums from the left in a level [ stochastically decreases
when jo moves from jo = 2=! to jo 4 1. For example for L = 2 we need to prove that when the configuration
changes from co = (n2,1,n22+1,n23,n2.4) to ¢1 = (N2,1,N2,2,N2,3+ 1,n2.4), both 721 and 721 + T2 2 + T2 3
decreases. Note that mg 1 + mg 2 + m23 = 1 — w3 4. Therefore by reasons of symmetry and reverse movement
if we can show that 7y ; decrease, then w5 4 increases and therefore 7y 1 472 2 + g 3 decreases. We note that
the symmetry and reverse movement argument extends at all levels of the tree. Therefore we need to prove
that the posterior distribution of the odd-numbered partial sums from the left until m; ;-1 in a level [ tree
stochastically decreases when jo moves from jo = 2/~! to jo + 1. This will be the most complicated bit. Let
us start with some easy examples.

For L = 2 we want to show that 751 decreases when the configuration changes from ¢y = (n21,n2,2 +
1,m23,n2,4) to ¢1 = (n2,1,n2,2,n2.3+ 1,n2.4). We show this by partial coupling of ma 1 = ¢1.1 - ¢2,1. Express
¢1,1 as before for level 2 where note ny,; = n21+ng2 and 11,2 = ng 3 +n2 4. Define a new set of independent

gamma random variables for ¢21. Let S = I'(ng1 + 1), R = I'(ng2 + 1), and T = I'(1). Then m21]co 4
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[(U+W)/(U+W+V)][S/(S+R+T)] and 72 1|c1 4 [U/(U+V+W)][S/(S+ R)]. Rewriting 72 1|co 4 (U+
W) /(U+W+V)][S/(S+R)|[(S+R)/(S+R+T)] and ma 1 |c1 < [(U+W)/(U+V+W)][S/(S+R)U/(U+W)].
Note that we have expressed each of the terms as a product of three independent terms. The independence
follows because [S/(S + R)| is independent of (S + R) and [U/(U + W)] is independent of (U + W). And
we have been able to couple the first two terms, that is they are the same for the two expressions. Therefore
we only need to compare [(S 4+ R)/(S+ R+ T)] ~ B(n11 + 2,1) with [U/(U + W)] ~ B(n11 + 1,1) to
determine the stochastic ordering which is decreasing. Note that these terms cannot be compared pointwise
and hence we view the proof technique as ‘partial coupling’. Similarly for L = 3 we want to show that 3 ;
and 7y 1 + 73 3 decreases when we change jy from leaf 4 to leaf 5 at level 3. For 731 = 721 - ¢3,1 and we know
that ¢31 does not change and is independent of w3 ; which we have shown decreases. Thus 73 ; decreases.
To show that my 1 4 73 3 decreases we need more work, elaborated in the several paragraphs below.

For L =3 we want to show that the posterior distribution of 7y ; + 733 decreases when we change
jo from 4 to 5. Let the configurations in the partitions change from ¢y := (ni,ng,nz,nq + 1,n5,...) to
¢y = (n1,n2,n3,n4,n5 + 1,...). Define an intermediate configuration ¢; := (n1,ns + 1,n3,n4,n5,...). We
characterize the beta random variables through gamma random variables. The random variables of interest
to us are mg 1|co, T2,1|C2, T3,3|Co, T33|C1, and 73 g|ca. First we compare ma 1|co + 73 3|co with 72 1]co + 73,3|c1
and then we compare 3 1|co + 73,3]c1 with 7o 1|ca + 73 3]co.

Write 7 1|co = 6(2‘11 n; + 2, Eg n; +1)58(n1 +ng +1,n3 +n4 +2). Define U = 1“(2:‘11 n;+1), W =TI(1),
and V = F(Zg n; + 1) independent. Similarly define S =T'(n1 +ne+1), R=T(ng+na+1), T =T(1) all
independent. Then 72 1|co = [(U+W)/(U+W +V)][S/(S+ R+T)]. Using the same set of gamma random
variables but preserving the independence within the term w3 1|co = [U/(U +V + W)][S/(S + R)].

Similarly write msslco = B(3 nj + 2,3 s nj + 1)B(ns + na + 2,11 + ng + 1)B(ns + 1,n4 + 2). Define
independent M =T'(ng+ 1), N =T'(ns + 1), and O =T'(1). Thus ms3|lco = [(U+W)/(U+W + V)]|[(R+
T)/(R+ T+ S)|[M/(M+ N+ 0)]. And mgs|co = [U/(U + W + V)][R/(R + S)|[M/(M + N)], where
ms sl = [(U+W)/(U+W +V)][R/(R+ S+ T)][M/(M + N)].

Note 3 3|co can be rewritten as [(U+W)/(U+W +V)|[(R+T)/(R+T+9)|[M/(M+N)|[((M+N)/(M+
N+O)] and g slci as (U+W)/(U+W+V)|[(R+T)/(R+T+ S)|[M/(M + N)|[R/(R+T)]. Note that

we have matched the product of four terms up to the first three terms and the products are independent.

This follows from the fact that R/(R + T) is independent of R + T, a property of beta and gamma random
variables, similarly M /(M 4+ N) is independent of M + N. Now to compare (M + N)/(M + N + O) and
R/(R+T), the former is 8(n3 + ng + 2,1) and the latter is S(ng + ng + 1,1) and therefore the former is
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larger.

Note that 73 1|co can be rewritten as (U +W)/(U+W +V)|[1—(R+T)/(S + R+ T)] and is therefore
independent of the comparative final terms discussed in the previous sentence. Therefore 7o 1|co + 73 3|co
is stochastically larger than o 1|co + 73 3|c1. To compare 73 1|co + 73,3|c1 with ma 1|ca + 73 3|c2 we require
several more rewrites but the idea is the same.

Rewrite my 1|co = [(U+W)/(U+W+V)][1-R/(R+S)][(R+S)/(R+S+T)] and w3 1]|ce = [(U+W)/(U+
W+ WV)][1—-R/(R+9)|[U/(U+ W)]. Similarly w3 3|c; = [M/(M + N)][(U+W)/(U+ W + V)][R/(R+
SR+ 5)/(R+T + 95)] and w3 3lc; = [M/(M + N)J[(U+W)/(U+ W + V)|[R/(R+ S)|[U/(U + W)].
Therefore my,1|co + w3 sler = {[(U +W)/(U+W + V)|[1 = R/(R+ 5)| + [M/(M + N)|[[(U+W)/(U+W +
NIR/(R+ S)}(R+ S)/(R+T + S)] and ma 1|ea + w3 3lco = {[(U + W) /(U + W + V)][1 = R/(R+ S)] +
[M/(M+N)[(U+W)/(U+W+WIR/(R+ 5)]}U/(U+ W)]. Note that in the two product of two terms
the first term is the same and independent of the second terms. The second terms are (R+ S)/(R+T + 5)
and U/(U + W) which are ﬁ(zéll n; +2,1) and ﬁ(zéll n; + 1,1) respectively, and therefore the former is

stochastically larger.

Now we return to our most complicated bit for the general [, that is, we need to prove that the posterior
distribution of the odd-numbered partial sums from the left until m; ;-1 in a level [ tree stochastically decreases
when jo moves from jo = 2/~! to jo + 1. We need more of inductions of the more straightforward steps that
we have observed, particularly for that of levels 2 and 3. First we start with a simple observation, note
that for odd partial sums from left until m; 5i—2, the partial sums may be written as my ; - independent terms.
Further note that my; decreases, as shown before and the independent terms do not change in this move.
Therefore we do not have anything to prove. In spirit, this is why it was easy to show that 73 ; decreases for
a level 3 tree. For other partial sums, we potentially need a sequence of intermediate jumps, similar to what
we needed to show that 7y 1 + 73 3 decreases for a level 3 tree.

For another half of the odd partial sums that is m; 512 through 7; 51-2 4 9:-3, they can be written as w1 +
73,3 xindependent terms. For example, at level 4, it holds that 74 14 - -+m4 5 = 72,1 +73 3-P4 5. Similarly, for
level 5, it holds that m5 14+ -+ 759 = mo1+ 73,3 Pa5¢5,0 and w51+ - -+ 7511 = T21+73,3- {Pa5+ Pa6¢511}-
For all these cases, we may approach the proof similar to that for level 3. That is define an intermediate step
c1 as the configuration moves from cg to ¢; to cz. In this case the move is defined from jo = 2= to 272 and
then from 2!=2 to 2!=! 4 1. Then we first compare o 1|co + 73 3|co - Z with 72 1|co + 3 3]c1 - Z and further
mo,1|co + W3 3|c1 - Z with ma 1] + T3 3]ca - Z. Note that the independent random variable do not change with

positions ¢y, ¢1, or co. Therefore Z simply gets multiplied in the constructions of the random variables in
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the proof and does not alter the distribution of the comparative terms.

Suppose these ideas of several jumps hold until the tree of level [ — 1, then consider the partial sum
M1+ Moi-1_g =M1 +T33+ ...+ M_goi-3_1 +T_19-2_1 @ 2-1_3. As an example, 751 +- -+ 75,13 =
T21 + T3,3 + Ta,7 - ¢5.13. In this case several moves would be required namely, f rom j, = 2=1 to 2071 — 4
to 2171 — 8 to 2!=1 — 16 to until 2/=2 and then from 2!=2 to 2/~! 4+ 1. For example from partition (5, 16) to
(5,12) to (5,8) to (5,17). For the change of 75 1 + - - - + 75,13 this move has the same impact as that of the
moves (4,8) to (4,6) to (4,4) to (4,9) has on ma 1 + w33 + ma,7. This is because ¢s 13 is independent of all
the other terms and its posterior does not change with the sequence of these moves. Therefore the only last
bit that remains for us to show is that m; 1 + - --m 91-1_; decreases when jo moves from 20=1 to 271 4 1.

The partial sum w1 + -+ T o1y =721 + 733+ ...+ M_gp-3_1 + My -2_1 +T_12-2 Pra-1_1.
In this case again we need several moves from jo = 27! to 2871 — 2 to 271 — 4 to 271 — 8 to 2/~ — 16 to
until 22 and then from 2'2 to 2= + 1. We rewrite the sum as M1+ M-y = T21 + 733+ ...+
T _g9i-3_1 + T _goi—3  {@_190-2_1 + @_190-2 - ¢ -1 }. Note that in the first move, that is, jo = 2~ to
2!=1 _ 92 only the last term changes that is {b1—1,2-2_1 + ¢y_1,91-2 - ¢y 1-1_1} changes and all other terms
does not change the distribution of this term. And we know from the first part of the proof of level 3, that
{d1-1,20-21lco+ d1_1,21-2 - P 20-1_1|co} is stochastically larger than {¢; 1 9i-2_1|co+d1_1,20-2 - @a-1_1]c1 }.
So now we continue the move from jo = 2/=1 — 2 to 2/=1 — 4 to 2/~ — 8 to 2/~ — 16 to until 2!~2 and then
from 2!72 to 271 + 1.

Let us evaluate where we are now, we are at ma 1|co + m33|co + ... + T_991-3_1|co + T3 21-2_1]co +
T_1,91-2 - ¢ 21-1_1|c1. Note that any of the further moves does not change the distribution of ¢; 51-1_; and
it is independent of all of the other terms. That is we may view the partial sums as w9 1|c1 + T3 3lc1 + ... +
Ty_g91-3_1|C1 + M1 o1—2_1|Co + T _1 212 - Py 91-1_1|c1. Note that we have changed the conditional to ¢; until
level [ — 2 as for those levels it does not matter. The second move to ¢y = 2!=1 — 4 is similar to the second
part of the proof for level 3 but there are more complications. We want to compare the partial sums to
mo1le2 + w3 slea . F Mg pi-agfea Mg gi-alca  {dr_g o5 _1ler + Propi-slea - {Pr_1 22 _1fca + o1 g1z
¢121-1-1]|c2}}. We try to understand through an example.

Suppose we want to study the partial sum 7o 1 + 722 - {@3,3 + P34 - ¢a,7} for level 4, as we move from
partitions ¢g = Pg to ¢ = Pg to ca = Py to c3 = Py. The move from ¢y to ¢; was already discussed.
For the move from c¢; to co we want to compare ¢11]ce - {d2,1|c1 + ¢2.2lc1 - {P33]lco + P34 - Parlci}} to
o1.1lca-{p2.1]c1+d22|ca-{@s,3]ca+ P34 Pa7|c2}}. In all of these terms ¢1,1 do not change, and is independent

so we can ignore for now. We stick to the same notations as before for the gamma random variables.
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Ganler = S/(R+S+T), ¢asler- dsaleo = [(R+T)/(R+S+T)]-[M/(M+N+0)] = [(R+T)/(R+
S+T)] - [M/(M+N)|-[(M+N)/(M+N+0)), and ¢ao|ca - ¢s3lca < [R/(R+ S +T)] - [M/(M + N)] =
[(R+T)/(R+S+T)]- [M/(M+ N)]-[R/(R+T)]. Similarly ¢2s[c1 - {¢34 - ¢ar}ler = [(R+T)/(R+ S+
T)-[NN(M+N+0)]-¢azleci =[(R+T)/(R+S+T)]- [IN(M+N)]-pazlci- (M +N)/(M+ N+ O)]
and @2 0lca - {¢s.4 - dartler = [R/(R+ S+ T)[N/(M + N)|- bazlce = [(R+T)/(R+S5+T)|][N/(M+N)]-
a7lc2-[R/(R+T)]. Therefore ¢1]e1 +paoler - {dsslco+dsa-darler} £ [1— (R+T)/(R+S+T)) +{[(R+
T)/(R+S+T)- [M/(M+N)|+[(R+T)/(R+S+T)]-[N/(M+N)|-¢azlcr} - [(M+N)/(M+N+0O)] and
Bo1lcr + Gasoles - {dsslea + dsa-darlea} L [1— (R+T)/(R+S+T)+{[(R+T)/(R+S+T)|-[M/(M +
N+ [(R+T)/(R+S+T)]-[N/(M+ N)|-¢az|ca} - [R/(R+T)]. We note that ¢, 7 does not care if we
condition on ¢; or on cy. The comparative terms here are [(M + N)/(M + N 4+ O)] and [R/(R+ T)]. And

we note that these comparative terms are independent of [M/(M + N)], [N/(M + N)], and (R+T). As in
step 1 of the proof of level 3 the former comparative term is stochastically larger.

For general [ repeated (but convoluted) application of these phenomena applies. We observe how the
previous graph is different from the first part of the proof of level 3. The term {[1 — M/(M + N)] - ¢a,7|ca}
was added to M/(M + N). So we observe that this would be the induction structure, that is compared to a
level [ — 1, in the second from right passive term a term will be added which will have the structure of one
minus that term multiplied by an independent non-changing random variable. And we had already known
that the comparative terms are independent of this passive term, therefore this will be independent of this
additional term too. This seems to be the idea, that is, first move from the 2!~ to 2/~ — 2, and show that
this is stochastically decreasing using the first part of the proof of level 3. This enables that the last term of
the last odd leaf is independent and invariant to future moves. Then use the improvisations of the already

available expressions of the [ — 1 level tree.

B Additional algorithms

We provide algorithms for constructing one-sided confidence intervals for the CDF of 7(p), right-tailed confi-
dence intervals for quantiles of 7(p), two-sided confidence intervals for the CDF and quantiles of 7(p). We also
provide an algorithm for performing deconvolution-based tests for HE¥¥(q;p) : ¢ < CDF;(p) and theoretical

justification for its validity.
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B.1 Left-tailed confidence intervals for the CDF

To construct a left-tailed confidence interval for CDF% (pg), we consider a sequence of decreasing CDF values
1>q >q > -+ >qn >0 and consecutively test null hypotheses HI¥(q,,;po) at level a. Beginning with
n = 1, we proceed to test HI" (g, 11;p0) if HEE(qn;po) is rejected. Testing is stopped once a null hypothesis
is accepted or all the null hypotheses have been tested and rejected. If HEF (q1;po) is accepted, the confidence
interval for CDFz(po) is [0, 1]. Otherwise, the left-tailed CI for CDFy(po) is [0, qui], where g, is the smallest
qn for which HEF(q,,;po) was rejected.

We show that this is a valid 1 — & confidence interval for CDF;(pg). First, note that if CDFz(pg) < qn
then CDF5(po) is covered by the confidence interval with probability 1. Otherwise, let g..;z be the largest
qn that is smaller than CDF;(py). Note that CDF5(pg) is not covered by the confidence interval only if
HEE(qerie; p)) is rejected. As qerit < CDFx(po), HEE (qerit; po) is a true null hypotheses, thus the probability

this occurs is < a.

B.2 Right-tailed confidence intervals for the CDF

For right-tailed confidence intervals for CDF;(pp), we consider a sequence of increasing CDF values 0 < g1 <
g2 <---<qny <1l Forn=1,--- /N, we consecutively test HOGE(qn;pO) at level a, until the null hypothesis
is accepted. If H§'F(q1;po) is accepted, the confidence interval for CDFx(p) is [0, 1]; otherwise, it is [qy, 1],

where gy is the largest g,, for which H§'"(q,,;po) was rejected.

B.3 Right-tailed confidence intervals for quantiles

For right-tailed confidence interval for the go quantile of 7(p), we specify a sequence of increasing success
probability values 0 < p; < ps < --- <py < 1. Forn=1,---, N we consecutively test H({“E(qo;pn) at level o
until the null hypothesis is accepted or all the null hypotheses have been rejected. If HE®(qo; p1) is accepted,
the confidence interval is [0, 1]; otherwise, it is [gi, 1], where gy is the largest p,, for which HSF (qo; pn) was

rejected.

B.4 Two-sided confidence intervals

1 — a two-sided confidence intervals are intersections of the corresponding right-tailed and left-tailed 1 — a/2

confidence intervals. e.g., if [0, qu] is a left-tailed 1 — /2 confidence interval for CDFy(po) and [gy, 1] is a
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right-tailed 1 — a/2 confidence interval for CDFy (pg), then CI7S = [qy;, qu1] is a two-sided 1 — a confidence
interval for CDF;(pg). Thus we get

P))Zr{ CDFr(po) € lqu, qul} = P)}f{ CDFx(po) ¢ [qu,1] V CDFy(po) ¢ [0, quil}
< f))zr{ CDFr(po) & [qu,1]} +I)’?r{ CDFr(po) ¢ [0,qu]} < a/24+a/2 = .

B.5 Deconvolution-based test for H}'F

For the deconvolution-based test of H{" (qo;po) : g0 < CDFx(po), the test statistics are also the posterior
median of the CDF of the mixing distribution evaluated at the endpoints of the dyadic partition,

CDF(aj; X) = median,. | ¢ {CDFz, (a;)}.

However, as in this case the worst-case null mixing distribution is 7™ (p; qo, po), which assigns probability
Qo to the event P = py and probability 1 — ¢g to the event P = 1. To construct smaller confidence intervals,
we incorporate the shift parameter to allow us to consider the test statistic at larger success probabilities
than po. For p > 0, we define pj(a;, p) = logit_l(aj — p), and we reject null hypothesis HE® (qo; p}) for small
values of test statistic 6D\F(aj; X ). The significance level is evaluated by Monte Carlo simulation of the test

statistic distribution under the worst-case mixing distribution corresponding to Hg*(qo; p}),

p-value(aj, p, %) = Prg zmasp, do.03) ( C/D\F(aj;f) > C/D\F(aj;X') ) , (13)

~max

Per construction, if HFF (qo; p}) is true then 77 (p;qo, p}) is stochastically greater than 7(p), the mixing
distribution that generated the data. Thus, as in Proposition 3.2, Proposition A.4 implies that the test,

reject reject HOLE(qO;p;) if the p-value in (13) is less than or equal to «, has significance level «.

B.6 Confidence curves for the mixing distribution

To construct 1 — a confidence curves for the mixing distribution we test null hypotheses HI ¥ (qo, po) and
H(?E (o, po) for a grid of go and pg values. The upper confidence curve is produced by 1 — «/2 left-tailed
confidence intervals for the CDF of the mixing distribution for each value of py. The lower confidence curve
is produced by 1 — a/2 right-tailed confidence intervals for the CDF of the mixing distribution for each value

of Po-
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We provide an algorithm for constructing the lower confidence curve with a given shift parameter value
p- The algorithm for constructing the upper confidence curve follows through the symmetry of the problem.
We begin by specifying an increasing sequence of success probability values 0 < p; < -+ < pn, < 1, where
we only consider success probability values that equal logit_l(aj +p) for j € {0,1,---,2L}, and an increasing
sequence of CDF values 0 < ¢1 < --- < ¢gn, < 1. For j = 1,--- Ny, we construct a right-tailed confidence
interval for CDFx(p;), by consecutively testing H§'F(g;,p;) for i = 1,--+, Ny until the null hypothesis is
accepted or i = Ns.

Note that as rejecting HSF(q;,p;) implies rejecting HS'F(gi,p1) for j < I, then if the lower limit of
the confidence interval CDFx(p;/) is g for ¢/ € {1,---, Ny — 1}, to construct the confidence interval for
CDF5(pjr+1), we only need to consider testing HS”(g;, pji41) for i = i’ +1,--- , No. Furthermore, if the

confidence interval CDFx(p;) is [gn,, 1], then it is also the confidence interval for CDFx(p;) for all j > j'.

We use a data driven procedure for determining the shift parameter value for constructing the confidence
curves. The procedure is similar to Algorithm 3, the only difference is that in Step 3, instead of selecting
p that minimizes the length of the confidence interval for the gy quantile of the mixing distribution, the
procedure selects the value of p that minimizes the sum of lengths of the nine calibration data confidence

intervals for the CDF of the mixing distribution at the success probabilities nearest to 0.1,0.2,---,0.9.

C Comparison of shift parameter values for the Efron (2016) data
and for a simulated example

For the analysis of the Efron (2016) data in Example 1.1 we applied a 6 level FPT model on endpoints
vector @ = (ao, - -apa), with a; = j-10/64 — 5. We used the data driven procedure with 20% calibration
data for determining p. The value of p selected by our procedure was 0.15625. Figure 6 compares the
confidence curves shown in Example 1.1, to alternative analysis, where all data is used for constructing the
confidence curves with seven fixed values of p. We see that for p = 0.15625 the confidence curves obtained
with adaptive selection of p are similar to the ones obtained when all data is used to analysis. For p = 0 the
confidence curves are very wide, p = 0.3125 seems to yield the tightest confidence curves, and that larger p
values produce confidence curves that are tighter for small success probabilities and wider for large success
proabibilities.

Figure 7 compares the same modelling setup on simulated data consisting of K = 1000 binomial count,
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with sample sizes my = 20, for success probabilities sampled from the Beta(2,2) mixing distribution. Also
in this example, the value of p selected by our procedure was 0.15625. We see that p = 0 yields very wide
confidence curves, values of p of 0.15625 and 0.3125 yield tight confidence curves, and that larger p values

produce wider confidence curves.
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Figure 6: Comparison of the confidence curves produced by our data driven procedure for the analysis of
the Efron (2016) data (black curves) to alternative analyses with fixed values of p that use all the data for
constructing the confidence curves (purple curves). The red points are the posterior medians of the mixing
distribution.
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Figure 7: Comparison of the confidence curves produced by our data driven procedure (black curves) to
alternative analyses with fixed values of p that use all the data for constructing the confidence curves (purple
curves) on simulated data. The red points are the posterior medians of the mixing distribution.
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