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Abstract

In the past two decades, there has been a fast-growing literature on fiducial in-
ference since it was first proposed by R. A. Fisher in the 1930s. However, most of
the fiducial inference based methods and related approaches have been developed for
point-identified models, i.e., statistical models where the parameters of interest are
uniquely determined by the observed data and the model’s assumptions. In this pa-
per, we propose a novel fiducial approach for partially identified statistical models.
As a leading example, we consider the instrumental variable model with a variety of
causal assumptions and estimands. The proposed methods are illustrated through ex-
tensive simulations and a data analysis evaluating the effect of consuming Vitamin A
supplementation on reducing mortality rates.
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1 Introduction

Fiducial inference has its origins in a series of papers by R. A. Fisher (Fisher, 1922, 1930,
1933). The essential idea of the fiducial statement is switching the role of data and pa-
rameters to introduce meaningful distribution on the parameter space that summarizes
knowledge about the unknown parameter without introducing any prior. In the past
two decades, the fiducial inference, including its variants such as generalized fiducial in-
ference (Hannig et al., 2016), extended fiducial inference (Liang et al., 2024), has been
applied to a variety of subjects such as psychology (Liu and Hannig, 2017; Liu et al.,
2019; Neupert et al., 2021), forensic science (Hannig et al., 2019; Hannig and Iyer,
2022), social network (Su et al., 2022), and reliability modeling (Chen et al., 2016;
Cui and Hannig, 2019; Cui et al., 2023).

Fiducial inference has connections to several related approaches, including Dempster-
Shafer theory (Dempster, 1968; Shafer, 1976), confidence distributions (Singh et al.,
2005; Xie and Singh, 2013; Hjort and Schweder, 2018), inferential models (Martin and Liu,
2013, 2015; Liu and Martin, 2024), objective Bayesian inference (Berger et al., 2009,
2012) and the repro method (Xie and Wang, 2022, 2024; Hou et al., 2024). Many
additional references are available for the interested reader in Xie and Singh (2013),
Schweder and Hjort (2016), Cui and Xie (2023), and Murph et al. (2024).

While tremendous success has been seen in the area of the foundation of statistics,
there are few papers on partially identified parameters. Partially identified models refer
to statistical models where the parameters of interest are not uniquely determined by
the available data and the models’ assumptions. Instead of pinpointing a single value,
these models yield a set of possible values (or bounds) for the parameters; for example,
this arises when the data or assumptions are insufficient to fully identify the parameters,
but they do constrain the range of feasible values.

Throughout, we consider instrumental variable methods in causal inference as a

running example. Causal inference (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 2005; Hernédn and Robins,



2020; Ding, 2024; Wager, 2024) is critically important because it allows us to draw
valid conclusions about causal relationships between variables, which is fundamen-
tal for decision-making. In observational studies and randomized experiments sub-
ject to non-compliance, unmeasured confounders might occur when there are vari-
ables that influence both the treatment and the outcome but are not included in the
analysis. These unmeasured confounders can introduce bias and undermine the va-
lidity of causal inferences. Over the years, a prevailing strand of proposals has been
proposed to mitigate unmeasured confounding bias, including instrumental variable
(Imbens and Angrist, 1994; Angrist et al., 1996; Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018),
difference-in-differences (Abadie, 2005; Arkhangelsky et al., 2021; Ye et al., 2023), sen-
sitivity analysis (Cornfield et al., 1959; Rosenbaum, 2002; VanderWeele and Ding, 2017;
Zhao et al., 2019; Bonvini and Kennedy, 2022), negative controls (Miao et al., 2018;
Shi et al., 2020), proximal causal inference (Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2024), and many
other approaches.

An instrumental variable (IV) model (Imbens and Angrist, 1994; Angrist et al.,
1996) is a powerful causal inference tool used to estimate causal relationships when
there is potential endogeneity in the treatment variable. An IV is defined as a pre-
treatment variable that is independent of all unmeasured confounders, and does not
have a direct causal effect on the outcome other than through the treatment. In a
double-blind randomized trial, random assignment is a leading example of an ideal IV
when patients fail to comply with their assigned treatment. The use of instrumental
variables (IVs) is a celebrated approach to quantifying causal effects in observational
studies or randomized trials with non-compliance. However, it might not be possible
to uniquely identify the causal effect of a treatment using a valid IV.

A partially identified model (Balke and Pearl, 1994; Imbens and Manski, 2004; Chernozhukov et al.,
2007, 2013; Richardson et al., 2015; Kaido et al., 2019) with instrumental variables

(Robins, 1989; Manski, 1990; Balke and Pearl, 1997; Richardson and Robins, 2010;



Swanson et al., 2015, 2018) is used in statistics, econometrics, epidemiology, and social
science to estimate causal effects when the relationship between treatment and out-
come is not fully identifiable due to data limitations or violations of strong assumptions.
In this paper, we propose a novel fiducial approach for partially identified statistical
models. Specifically, we propose a novel acceptance sampler to sample from the de-
rived fiducial distribution of the bounds. Upon obtaining fiducial samples, we use the
samples to construct statistical inference, e.g., using the median of the samples as a
point estimator, and using appropriate quantiles to construct confidence intervals for
the lower and upper bounds, respectively.

The paper makes a number of significant contributions to both the fiducial and
causal inference literature. First, we propose fiducial based acceptance sampling al-
gorithm to quantify uncertainty of bounds for a variety of causal estimands under
various assumptions by leveraging a binary IV. Second, we establish a novel Bern-
stein—von Mises theorem that verifies the frequentist validity of the proposed fiducial
confidence intervals. As a consequence of the Bernstein—von Mises theorem, the pro-
posed confidence intervals provide asymptotically correct coverage for the lower and
upper bounds. Third, as a by-product, the acceptance rate of the proposed sampling
algorithm is a natural estimator of fiducial probability of the observed data agreeing
with the IV assumptions. Therefore, a high acceptance rate indicates high trust in
feasibility of the IV assumption, while acceptance rate near 0 suggests that the IV
assumptions are likely violated.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly re-
view instrumental variable models with a binary treatment, instrument, and outcome.
In Section 3, we develop fiducial inference for partially identified causal estimand in
instrumental variable models. In Section 4, we establish a novel Bernstein-von Mises
theorem for our framework. Simulation studies are presented in Section 5. Section 6

describes a real data application on evaluating the effect of consuming Vitamin A sup-



plementation on reducing mortality rates. Section 7 and Section 8 discuss a variety of
causal estimands and assumptions under our framework. The article concludes with a

discussion of future work in Section 9. Proofs are provided in the Appendix.

2 Preliminaries

We first introduce some notation. Let Y denote the outcome of interest and A € {0,1}
be a binary treatment indicator. There might be unmeasured confounders of the effect
of A onY which are not known apriori. Suppose also that one has observed a binary IV
Z € {0,1}. Throughout we assume the observed data are independent and identically
distributed realizations of (Y, A, Z). To simplify the presentation, we ignore covariates
which can easily be incorporated into our framework.

Let A, be a person’s potential treatment under an intervention that sets IV to value
z. Let Y, , denote the potential outcome had, possibly contrary to fact, a person’s IV
and treatment value been set to z and a, respectively. Suppose that the following
consistency assumption holds: ¥ =Yz 4 and A = Az.

Furthermore, we assume the following set of IV assumptions (Balke and Pearl, 1997;

Swanson et al., 2018):

Assumption 1. (Exclusion restriction) Y, , = Y.

Assumption 2. (1V independence) Z 1 {Y,—0, Yo=1, Aseo, Ar=1}.
Assumption 3. (IV positivity) 0 < P (Z =1) < 1.

Assumption 1 assumes an individual-level exclusion restriction, i.e., there can be no
individual direct causal effect of Z on Y not mediated by A. Assumption 2 ensures that
the causal effect of Z on A and Y is unconfounded. Assumption 3 essentially states that
a person has an opportunity to receive both IVs (Greenland, 2000; Herndn and Robins,

2006). Figure 1 gives an illustration of a valid IV.
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Figure 1: A directed acyclic graph (DAG) for an IV, where U refers to unmeasured con-

founder.

Note that because of the independence of the complete data, the observed data can
be summarized using two independent multinomials: n, = (n00, 7201, 7210, N211) ~
Multinomial(n., q.), where z € {0,1}, q. = (¢200, 4201, ¢=10, ¢=11) € A3, the probability
Qray = P(A=0a,Y =y|Z = 2) a,y € {0,1}, and AT ={p: Zlepi =1,p; > 0,1 =
1,...,k} is a k — 1-dimensional probability simplex. Notice that the counts n.,, and
conditional probabilities ¢.,, are indexed depending on outcomes they are associated
with. In particular, the indexes z, a,y mean the following: z = 0,1 correspond to the
observed value of Z, a = 0,1 matches the observed value of A, and y = 0,1 is the
observed value of Y.

Next, we introduce the following notation p;;; that will facilitate us describe the

causal effect:
Pij = P(Ag =i, Ay =5, Yo =k, Y1 =1), 4,5,k 1 €{0,1}.
Naturally,
sz'j,kl =1, (1)
Pij ki > 0. (2)

The probability p;; x; stands for the probability of selecting a person who when Z = 0
observes A = ¢ and when Z = 1 observes A = j, and at the same time if A = 0 observes
Y =k, if A =1 observes Y = [. Notice that some of these cannot be distinguished

based on the observed data. For example, pgoo1 is the probability of never-takers



responding to a treatment if they actually took it. Table 1 shows the partition of

population into 16 disjoint sets.

Never-taker Prob Always-taker Prob Complier Prob Defier Prob

00,00 D00,00 11,00 D11,00 01,00 poio0 10,00  pigoo0
00,01 Poo,o01 11,01 P11,01 01,01 Po1,01 10,01 P10,01
00,10 P00,10 11,10 P11,10 0L,10  poi,i0 10,10 pig,10
00,11 Doo,11 11,11 Di1,11 01,11 porn 10,11 pio1s

Table 1: A partition of population to 16 disjoint sets.

These probabilities are useful in describing many causal quantities of interest. For

example, the celebrated average causal effect

EY1-Yy)=PY1=1)—-P(Yp=1)
= Po1,01 + P10,01 + P00,01 + P11,01 — Po1,10 — P10,10 — P00,10 — P11,10-
We will derive fiducial based stochastic bounds on average causal effect and other

quantities. To this end we first link these unobservable probabilities with probabilities

of observable events:
Proposition 2.1. Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 3,

Gooo = P00,01 + Poo,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,00
goo1 = P00,10 + Poo,11 + Po1,11 + Po1,10
go10 = P11,10 + P11,00 + P10,10 + P10,00
Go11 = P11,01 + P11,11 + P1o,11 + P10,01
4100 = P00,01 + P00,00 + P10,01 + P10,00
g101 = P00,10 + Poo,11 + P10,11 + P10,10
g110 = P11,10 + P11,00 + Po1,10 + P0o1,00

q111 = P11,01 + P11,11 + Po1,11 + Po1,01
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Note that in (3) the sum of the first four equations is 1 as is the sum of the last

right equations.

3 Generalized fiducial Distribution (GFD)

3.1 GFD for Multinomial Distribution

In order to assess uncertainty due to the randomness of the observed data, we de-
rive a GFD for the probabilities p;; ;. We will follow an argument introduced in
Lawrence et al. (2009), see also Hannig et al. (2016) and Lawrence et al. (2024), that
derived GFD for parameters of multinomial distribution using arguments from Dempster-
Shafer theory (Dempster, 2008). Fix z € {0,1}. Lawrence et al. (2009) show that GFD

for q.qy, is obtained by considering the random polygon determined by inequalities:

Voo < @000 Vior < @01, Viio < @z10, Vi < qe1s (4)

where V5, ~ Beta(n.qy, 1), a,y € {0, 1}, are independent random variables, truncated
to the event that a solution to (4) exists, i.e., Z, = {V 5+ V.1 +V20+ V211 < 1} Next,
Lawrence et al. (2009) show that the distribution of V},,...,V};; truncated to Z, is
the same as the unconditional distribution of V},...,V}j; where (V, V. ..., Vi)

z

follows Dirichlet(1,n,00, . ..,n,11). Consequently, the random set

S = {q. € A3; satisfying (4)}
= {(VZ" + VZoo, Vzor: V1o, Vair)s (Vaoo: Vi + Vaor, Vaie Vain)s
(Vaoo» Vaor: V' + Vi, Vo), (Vaoo, Vaors Vaies Vo + V2 b (5)
Any vector ¢, selected from the random polygon can be viewed as a sample from
the GFD distribution for q.q,. Moreover, for any set A the P*(S, N A # 0) is called

plausibility of A and represents the fiducial belief that the set A is feasible given the

observed data.



3.2 GFD for partially identified parameters

Let us now derive the GFD for our problem. We have observed two independent
multinomial vectors, with parameters that are related to each other by Proposition 2.1.

Thus the joint GFD for this problem is sampled from the random polygon

Vooo < Poo,01 + Poo,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,00

Voo1 < Poo,10 + Poo,11 + Por1,11 + Po1,10

Voo < pi1,10 + P11,00 + P10,10 + 10,00

Vo1 < p11,o1 + pii,11 + pio,i1 + Pio,ot

Vivo < Poo,01 + Poo,00 + P10,01 + P10,00

Vio1 < Poo,10 + Poo,11 + P1o,11 + P10,10

V1o < p11,10 + P11,00 + Po1,10 + Po1,00

Vit < pior + i1 + porin + Poior,
where again V;, ~ Beta(n.qy, 1) are independent random variables truncated to the
event that a solution of (1), (2), and (6) exists. Because of the form of the right hand
of (6), there is no longer a closed form expression for the random polygon. However,
we can nevertheless sample from it using a simple acceptance sampling algorithm.

To this end, notice that the inequalities in (6) can be divided into 2 groups of 4
inequalities, each group corresponding to a different multinomial observation. Thus
following the ideas described above, we propose to generate (V}*, Vi, Vo1, Viios Vaii)
from Dirichlet(1, n,00,7:01, 7210, ,7211) independently for both z = 0,1, and then ac-
cept the proposed combined (Vjq, ..., Vi) if there exist p;jp that satisfy (1), (2),

(6). The details of the proposed acceptance sampler are described in Algorithm 1.



Algorithm 1: A causal acceptance sampler

Input: Dataset (Z;, A;,Y;), Nmeme

=

Attempts + 0;

2 for j + 1 to nyeme do

3 repeat

4 Attempts < Attempts + 1;

5 Generate (V,*, Vo, Vioi, Vi, V211) from Dirichlet(1, n.00, 7201, 7210, , P211)

independently for both z =0, 1,;

6 Check if the system (1), (2), (6) has a solution (by solving an LP problem);
7 until Feasible (Vi ..., Vi) found;

* * * .
8 Vi< (Vioor---» Vit s

9 end

10 return Accepted fiducial samples Vj7 J=1,...,Nmeme and acceptance rate Ao

Surprisingly, the acceptance probability of our algorithm has itself a fiducial inter-

pretation. Define the following set of observable probabilities g = (qooo, - - -, q111):
F = {q € A% x A% so that there exists p;;; satisfying (1), (2), (3)}. (7)

Notice that Algorithm 1 accepts a proposed sample if and only if (Sy x S1) N F # 0,
where S, are defined in (5). Thus, the acceptance rate is an estimator of the fiducial
probability P*((Sp x S1) NF # 0). Proposition 2.1 implies that for q € F it is feasible
that the data was generated from an IV model, while for q € FL it is not possible
for the causal assumptions to be satisfied. Consequently, the acceptance rate of the
algorithm is an estimator of fiducial probability of the observed data agreeing with
the IV assumptions. In other words, high acceptance rate points toward high trust
in feasibility of the IV assumption, while acceptance rate near 0 suggests that the IV
assumptions are likely violated.

After generating fiducial samples V%, we then propose Algorithm 2 to obtain upper

and lower fiducial samples for a targeted parameter.
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Algorithm 2: Generating upper and lower fiducial samples for a targeted estimand

(average treatment effect as a special case)

Input: The fiducial samples V;, 7=1,... Nmcme-

1 for j =1 to nyeme do

2 Solve
u; = max f(Poo,00s - - - s P11,11)
= m;iXpoLm + P10,01 + Po0,01 + P11,01 — Po1,10 — P10,10 — P00,10 — P11,10
subject to constraints (1), (2), (6);
3 Solve
;= H"gn f(poo,00, - --,p11,11)
= H"gn D01,01 + P10,01 + P00,01 + P11,01 — Po1,10 — P10,10 — P00,10 — P11,10
subject to constraints (1), (2), (6);
4 end
5 return The upper and lower fiducial samples u; and [7, j = 1,..., tmeme-

Based on the fiducial samples, we construct pointwise confidence intervals by finding
intervals of a given fiducial probability. In particular, a 95% confidence interval is
formed by taking the empirical 0.025 quantile of [7 as a lower limit and the empirical
0.975 quantile of u; as an upper limit. We also propose to use the pointwise median

of l; and u;k as a point estimator for l; and u;, respectively.

4 Bernstein-von Mises theorem

In this section, we present a novel Bersntein-von Mises theorem. First, we provide the

following lemma.

In order to fully appreciate the mode of convergence discussed below, notice that
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there are two sources of randomness present. First is the usual randomness of the
observed data, e.g., N. The second source of the randomness is the fiducial distribution
defined for each fixed data set. We indicate this randomness by using stars, e.g., P*, V*.
We prefer this notation to using a conditioning symbol, as fiducial distribution was not
obtained by the Bayes theorem. The main results use convergence in distribution in
probability. In particular, X* 2 Y in probability if the Levy-Prokhorov distance

v(X*,Y) 0.

Lemma 4.1. Let N,, € R? be Multinomial(n,q), q € A%, Let ViIN,, = n, be
Dirichlet(1,n,). Then as n — oo
1. /a(N,/n—q) 25 N(0,%), where $ = diag(q) — qq_' .

2. /n(V;, — N /n) N N(0,%°%) in probability where

0 0 0"
NY = and X0 =

N, 0 X

The following theorem validates our assertion that the acceptance rate can be used
to assert whether the IV assumptions are satisfied. In what follows F° is the interior

of F given by (7).

Theorem 4.1. Let N, = (n.g,...,n:11) be independent Multinomial(n.,q.), with
a: = (¢200,4:01,4210,4211) " and z € {0,1}. Given N, = n;, z € {0,1}, let V* =
V Vi, ---» V1) beindependent Dirichlet(1,n,), z € {0,1}. Then forq = (qo00, - - -, q111),

as ng,ni — 0o:
1. if g € F°, then P*((So x S1) NF # 0) P, 1;
2. if q € (FO)°, then P*((So x S1) N F # 0) - 0;

3. if Q€ OF and ny/(ng +mn1) — X\, € (0,1), then

liminf P(P*((Sp x S1) NF #0) <u) > u for all u € (0,1).

12



Note that the feasibility set F is polyhedral cone. If q € JF is additionally in
the interior of a face, then the inequality in (C.1) becomes equality in the limit and
the acceptance rate itself actually converges to the uniform distribution. Thus large
values of the acceptance rate indicate that we are safely within the region where IV
assumptions are satisfied, small values mean that the IV assumptions are likely violated
while values in-between indicate we may be near the boundary.

Next we prove the Bernstein-von Mises for solutions of an optimization problem in
Algorithm 2 or one of its variants. We will use notation introduced in the previous

theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Let N, be independent Multinomial(n,,q.), z € {0,1}. Let the condi-
tional distribution VN, = n, be independent Dirichlet(1,n), z € {0,1}.

For each q € F define g(q) = min f(poo,00, - - -, P11,11) subject to (1), (2), (3), where
f is the objective function determined by the estimand of interest. Assume that there is
an open set Q so that q € Q C F, and the function ¢g(q) is continuously differentiable

on Q. Setn,/(ng+n1) = A, € (0,1). Then as ng,ny — o0

1. no T n1(g(No/no, N1 /n1) — g(q)) — N(0,02), where

1 1 2 1
_ dg(q) dg(q)
2 § : 1 § _
7= )\Z < aQZay Geay 8qzay feay

z=0 a,y=0 a,y=0

2

2. Denote the random variable G* = min f(poo,00, - - -, P11,11) subject to (1), (2), (6).
Vno +n1(G* — g(No/ng, N1/n1)) 2, N(0,0?) in probability.

Note that Theorem 4.2 also holds for max f(poo,00,---,p11,11). The consequence of
this result is that we have a correct coverage for confidence intervals for the theoretical
lower and upper bounds on the quantity of interest.

The assumption on differentiability of g(q) is satisfied if the objective function f is

continuously differentiable and the active constraints in (2) are the same for all q € Q.

13



5 Simulation study

In this section, we examined the coverage and average length of 95% fiducial confidence
intervals for the lower and upper bounds. We considered the following scenario from

Cui (2021):

Pr(Y = 1|U, A) = U/16 + 1/5A + 1/15,
Pr(A=1U,2)=U/16 +2/57Z +1/2,

U, Z ~ Bernoulli(0.5).
and a variant setting with no unmeasured confounding

Pr(Y = 1|A) = 1/5A + 1/15,
Pr(A=1|Z) =1/57Z + 1/5,

Z ~ Bernoulli(0.5).

We chose various sample sizes n = 25, 50, 100. Each scenario was simulated 200 times.
The fiducial estimates were based on 1000 iterations. In Tables 2-5, LR denotes the
error rate that the true parameter is less than the lower confidence limit; UR denotes
the error rate that the true parameter is greater than the upper confidence limit. The
two-sided error rate is obtained by adding the values in columns LR and UR, and the
value around 5% in aggregate indicates achieving nominal coverage. WD is the average
width of the confidence interval.

We also compare the proposed method with a Bayesian approach with Dirich-
let prior (Loh and Richardson, 2016). We use the recommended two priors, Dirich-
let(1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1) and Dirichlet(1/2,1/2,0,0,1,1,1,1) as given in Loh and Richardson
(2016). As can be seen from the tables, the proposed fiducial confidence intervals
maintain the aggregate coverage and have reasonable length. The proposed fiducial
approach is comparable to other methods in Scenario 1 and outperforms other meth-

ods in Scenario 2. More importantly, we do not need to specify a particular prior.
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Fiducial Dirichlet prior 1 Dirichlet prior 2

LR UR WD LR UR WD LR UR WD

n=25 0.5 4.0 061 25 05 059 25 1.0 0.62
n=>5b0 1.5 3.5 046 3.0 2.0 045 4.0 25 0.46

n=100 4.0 15 034 45 10 034 45 1.0 034

Table 2: Error rates in percent and average width of 95% confidence intervals for the lower
bound of Scenario 1. LR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is less than the
lower confidence limit; UR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is greater than the
upper confidence limit; WD is the average width of the confidence interval. Dirichlet priors

1 and 2 use Dirichlet(1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1) and Dirichlet(1/2,1/2,0,0,1,1,1,1), respectively.

Fiducial Dirichlet prior 1  Dirichlet prior 2

LR UR WD LR UR WD LR UR WD

n=25 45 10 048 0 15 050 05 3.0 0.52
n=50 45 10 036 05 15 037 1.0 3.0 0.37

n=100 25 1.5 027 20 15 027 15 15 0.27

Table 3: Error rates in percent and average width of 95% confidence intervals for the upper
bound of Scenario 1. LR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is less than the
lower confidence limit; UR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is greater than the
upper confidence limit; WD is the average width of the confidence interval. Dirichlet priors

1 and 2 use Dirichlet(1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1) and Dirichlet(1/2,1/2,0,0,1,1,1,1), respectively.

6 Real data application

We considered the Vitamin A example from Balke and Pearl (1997) which is a classic

illustration of how causal inference can be applied to estimate the effect of an interven-
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Fiducial Dirichlet prior 1 Dirichlet prior 2

LR UR WD LR UR WD LR UR WD

n=25 20 10 050 25 0 050 7.5 05 0.50
n=50 15 15 036 15 05 036 4.0 1.0 0.36

n=100 3.5 15 027 40 15 027 6.0 0 027

Table 4: Error rates in percent and average width of 95% confidence intervals for the lower
bound of Scenario 2. LR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is less than the
lower confidence limit; UR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is greater than the
upper confidence limit; WD is the average width of the confidence interval. Dirichlet priors

1 and 2 use Dirichlet(1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1) and Dirichlet(1/2,1/2,0,0,1,1,1,1), respectively.

Fiducial Dirichlet prior 1  Dirichlet prior 2

LR UR WD LR UR WD LR UR WD

n=25 30 05 049 0 6.0 051 05 45 0.53
n=50 1.0 25 037 0 105 037 05 6.0 0.38

n=100 2.0 25 027 0 50 027 05 45 027

Table 5: Error rates in percent and average width of 95% confidence intervals for the upper
bound of Scenario 2. LR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is less than the
lower confidence limit; UR denotes the error rate that the true parameter is greater than the
upper confidence limit; WD is the average width of the confidence interval. Dirichlet priors

1 and 2 use Dirichlet(1,1,0,0,1,1,1,1) and Dirichlet(1/2,1/2,0,0,1,1,1,1), respectively.

tion subject to unmeasured confounders. Balke and Pearl (1997) analyzed data from a
randomized experiment, where 450 villages were randomly offered oral doses of vitamin
A supplementation, with 221 assigned to the control group and 229 assigned to the

treatment group. In the study, researchers are interested in the effect of consuming
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Vitamin A supplementation on reducing mortality rates.

The dataset contained 10231 individuals from villages assigned to vitamin A sup-
plementation and 10919 untreated individuals which defines a natural binary IV Z.
Balke and Pearl (1997) reported bounds on the average treatment effect, —0.1946 <
E(Y; —Yp) <0.0054. Their conclusion is that the vitamin A supplementation, if uni-
formly administered, is capable of increasing mortality rate by as much as 19.46% and
is incapable of reducing mortality rate by more than 5.4%.

We applied the proposed method to provide uncertainty quantification. The fidu-
cial estimates were based on 10000 iterations. The fiducial point estimators for the
bounds are the same as those reported by Balke and Pearl (1997). The proposed 95%
confidence interval for the lower bound is (—0.2019, —0.1873) and the proposed 95%
confidence interval for the upper bound is (0.0040,0.0071). Our estimates suggest that

both bounds are statistically significant.

7 Other causal estimands

7.1 Complier average causal effect

Given our framework, it is straightforward to see that the complier average causal effect

(Imbens and Angrist, 1994; Angrist et al., 1996) is

Po1,01 — Po1,10
E[Y] — YylA; > Ag] = .
Po1,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Po1,11

Therefore, one can replace u; and [7 in Algorithm 2 with

* Po1,01 — Po1,10
uj = max ,
P Po1,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Po1,11

and

I* — min Po1,01 — Po1,10

J P Po1,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Po1,11

Similarly, the always-taker’s, never-taker’s, and defyer’s average causal effect can also

be obtained.
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7.2 Nudge average treatment effect

Recently, Tchetgen Tchetgen (2024) proposes the so-called nudge average treatment
effect, i.e., the IV estimand that recovers the average causal effect for the subgroup of
units for whom the treatment is manipulable by the instrument. Given our framework,

the nudge average treatment effect is

Po1,01 + P10,01 — Po1,10 — P10,10
E[Y1 — Yo|A1 # Ao] =
Po01,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Po1,11 + P10,00 + P10,01 + P1o,10 + P10,11

Therefore, one can replace u; and l; in Algorithm 2 with

% P01,01 + P10,01 — Po1,10 — P10,10
uj = max ,
P Po1,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Po1,11 + P10,00 + P10,01 + P1o,10 + P10o,11

and

I* — min Po1,01 + P10,01 — Po1,10 — P10,10
J P Po1,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Po1,11 + P10,00 + P10,01 + P10o,10 + P1o,11

8 Other causal assumptions

8.1 Monotonicity

Monotonicity (Imbens and Angrist, 1994; Angrist et al., 1996) is a commonly seen as-
sumption in IV analysis, which ensures that the instrument affects treatment assign-
ment in a consistent direction across all units. This assumption is important in settings
like complier average treatment effect identification, where we are concerned with the
average treatment effect among compliers.

Given our framework, monotonicity refers to pig,00 = 0, p10,01 = 0, 10,10 = 0, 10,11 =
0, i.e., there are no defiers. In Section E, we show that under monotonicity, the complier

average causal effect is indeed point identified through our framework.
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8.2 New drug assumption

Given our framework, the new drug assumption Ag = 0 implies pi1,00 = 0,p11,01 =

0,p11,00 = 0,p11,11 = 0,p1000 = 0,p10,00 = 0,p10,10 = 0,p10,11 = 0, i.e., there are

neither always-takers nor defiers.

9 Discussion

In this paper, we proposed novel fiducial approaches for learning partially identified
parameters in a statistical model. Using IV models as a running example, we proposed
a novel acceptance sampler to sample from fiducial distribution. As a by-product, the
acceptance rate of the proposed sampling algorithm provided a measure of whether
the observed data agree with the IV assumptions. We established Bernstein-von Mises
theorem for the proposed estimator to provide theoretical justification of our confi-
dence intervals. We illustrated our framework via simulation studies and a real data
application. Our paper contributes to the literature on both foundations of statistics
and causal inference.

Several generalizations can be made following the proposed framework.

1) We focus on binary instruments, treatments, and outcomes in this paper. The
idea can be extended to categorical variables.

2) We consider the randomization scheme of Z to be known. If it is not known, one
can include this part into data generation mechanism to account for uncertainty.

3) It would be interesting to explore our framework in meditation analysis (Vander Weele,
2015; Steen and Vansteelandt, 2018) and survival analysis (Fleming and Harrington,
2013) under partial identification.

4) Tt would be of interest to extend our framework to other sets of IV assump-
tions such as stochastic monotonicity (Small et al., 2017), homogeneous instrument-

treatment association (Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018), homogeneous treatment-
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outcome association (Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018), no unmeasured common
effect modifier (Cui and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2021), and other causal estimands such
as average treatment effect on the treated (Robins, 1989).

5) It would also be of interest to extend our framework to weak IVs (Zhao et al.,
2020; Ye et al., 2021), invalid IVs (Small, 2007; Kang et al., 2016; Guo et al., 2018;
Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2021; Ye et al., 2024; Kang et al., 2024; Dukes et al., 2024),

and proxy variables (Miao et al., 2018; Cui et al., 2024; Ghassami et al., 2023).
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Appendix

A Proof of Proposition 2.1

Proof. We first prove the first equation in (3). By definition, we know that

P00,01 t P00,00 1+ Po1,01 + Po1,00
=P(Ag=0,4; =0,y =0,Y; = 1)+ P(A4g = 0,4; = 0,Y, = 0,Y; = 0)
+P(A=0,4=1Y=0,Y1=1)+P(A4=0,4=1,Y=0,Y; =0)
=P(Ap=0,Y=0,Y1=1)+ P(4)=0,Y,=0,Y; =0)
=P(Ap=0,Yy =0)
=P(Ay=0,Yy=0|/Z =0) (by Assumption 2)

=P(A=0,Y =0|Z = 0)] = qo00-

The other equalities are proved analogously. O

B Proof of Lemma 4.1

Proof. The first assertion follows immediately by the Central Limit Theorem.

For the second statement, let us first assume that N, /n — q a.s. Conditionally on
N, =n,, let X,, = (X,,,0, X1, .- ,Xn,d)T be independent X, ; ~ I'(ny i, 1) random
variables, with n,, o = 1. Using a coupling we select a version of X,,/n — q° whenever

n,/n — q. A direct calculation using characteristic function shows that

0
n~12(X, — N9 N N(0,diag(q")) a.s., where qg =

Next, let f(X,) = X,/(1"X,) ~ Dirichlet(1,n,) and set V¥ = f(X,). Using

Taylor series we get
1
FOKufm) = F(ND/n) = [ D (NG oK, /o= NG ) (K, /= NG )
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and consequently
1
Vi (Vi —NO/n) = / Df(N%/n + v(X,/n — N /n))dv n~V3(X,, — N2). (B.1)
0

The integral on the right hand side of (B.1) converges to I —q"1" a.s. and consequently
Vi (Vi =N /n) 25 N(0,5°) a.s.

Finally, if N, /n N q only, the theorem follows by use of subsequence crite-
rion for convergence in probability and the Prokhorov’s metric between distribution of

Vn (V;; —NY/n) and N(0,%°). O

C Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. Lemma 4.1 and Equation (5) imply that /n, diam S, 5 0asn, — 0o. More-
over, for any open ball B containing q, P*(Sy x &1 C B) P, 1. Statements 1 and 2
follow immediately.

Next, notice that F is convex. If q € OF then there is a supporting hyperplane

plane A and a corresponding normal vector v pointing out of F. Notice that
P*((So x S1))NF =) > P*(minv ' (Sy x S;) >v'q). (C.1)

Lemma 4.1 implies that

Vo F 1 (No/no, N1 /ny) — q) = Z ~ N(0,%), (C.2)
where
o [ (ding(a0) — aoaq) 0
0 AT (diag(ar) — aiqy)

Moreover, v'Z is a non-degenerate, mean zero, Gaussian random variable. Denote
F(s) its distribution function.
Skorokhod representation theorem allows us to select sequence of the multinationals

for which the convergence in (C.2) is a.s. For such a sequence

Vo +n1((Sp x S1) — (No/no, N1/n1)) — N(0,%) as.
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Thus by subtracting v ' (Ng/ng, N1 /n;) and multiplying by +/ng + n; on both sides
one gets

P*(minv'(Sy x 81) >v'q) = F(-v'Z) ~U(0,1) as.

The assertion follows. O

D Proof of Theorem 4.2

Proof. Theorem 4.1 implies that the fiducial probability that G* exist, i.e., V* is such
that the optimization problem is feasible, goes to 1 in probability. Consequenlty, the

result is a direct application of Lemma 4.1 and the delta method. O

E Proof of Section 8.1

Proof. When there is no defier, pig,00 = 0,p10,01 = 0,p10,10 = 0,p10,11 = 0. Recall that
we have

000 = (P00,01 + P00,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,00)

q100 = (P00,01 + P00,00 + P10,01 + P10,00)

qo10 = (P11,10 + P11,00 + P10,10 + P10,00)

q110 = (P11,10 + P11,00 + Po1,10 + Po1,00)

qoo1 = (Poo,10 + Poo,11 + Po1,11 + Po1,10)

q101 = (Poo,10 + Poo,11 + P10,11 + P10,10)

qo11 = (p11,01 + P11,11 + P1o,11 + P1o,01)

q111 = (p11,01 + P11,11 + Po1,11 + Po1,01),

and the complier average causal effect is

E[Yl — Y()‘Al > AQ]

. Po1,01 — P01,10
Po1,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Poi,11
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By a simple calculation, we have

Po1,01 — Po1,10 = 4000 — 4110 — 4100 =+ go10;

and

P01,00 + Po1,01 + Po1,10 + Po1,11 = (Qooo + q110 + qoo1 + q111 — G100 — Go10 — G101 — Go11)/2,

which completes the proof. O
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