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ABSTRACT

We revisit the following problem, proposed by Kolmogorov: given prescribed marginal
distributions F' and G for random variables X,Y respectively, characterize the set of

compatible distribution functions for the sum Z = X + Y. Bounds on the distribution

function for Z were given by Makarov (1982), and [Frank et al. (1987), the latter using

copula theory. However, though they obtain the same bounds, they make different asser-
tions concerning their sharpness. In addition, their solutions leave some open problems in
the case when the given marginal distribution functions are discontinuous. These issues
have led to some confusion and erroneous statements in subsequent literature, which we
correct.

Kolmogorov’s problem is closely related to inferring possible distributions for individual
treatment effects Y7 — Yy given the marginal distributions of Y7 and Yj; the latter being

identified from a randomized experiment. We use our new insights to sharpen and correct

results due to [Fan and Park (2010) concerning individual treatment effects, and to fill

some other logical gaps.
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1 Introduction

The question of the best possible bounds for the distribution function of the sum of two random vari-
ables whose individual distribution functions are fixed was originally raised by A.N. Kolmogorov and
was first solved by Makarov (1982). Using copula theory (Sklar [1959), Frank et al! (1987) reframed
this question and provided an elegant proof that the bounds were achievable in certain settings.
Williamson and Downs (1990) generalized the bounds in [Frank et all (1987) to other arithmetic op-
erations of two random variables including subtraction, multiplication and division and claimed these
bounds are sharp. More recently, [Fan and Park (2010) introduced the bounds into the context of
causal inference and concluded sharp bounds on the distribution function of the additive treatment
effect contrast (which corresponds to a difference between two random variables). The bounds pro-
posed in [Fan and Park (2010) have gained widespread traction in the literature on causal inference
and econometrics, in works such as|Chiba 2017, Huang et al. 2017, [Lu et _al/l2018 and Mullahy 2018.

In this paper, we revisit the connection between the result of [Frank et al! (1987) and Kol-
mogorov’s original question. We distinguish between bounds that are achievable and those that
cannot be improved, and characterize the circumstances under which the bounds are achievable. We
identify and address logical gaps in [Williamson and Downs (1990) that have propagated to some of
the later literature, leading to incorrect or imprecise statements. In particular, for the distribution
function of the difference of two random variables, the lower bound proposed by Williamson and
Downs is not sharp for measures that are not absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue mea-
sure. We also identify an unnecessary exclusion in the argument given by [Williamson and Downs
(1990). Building on Makarov (1982) and [Frank et all (1987), we formulate sharp bounds on the
distribution function of the difference of two random variables with fixed marginals; we show how
these differ from those appearing in previous literature. Finally, we apply the new bounds in the
context of treatment effects and provide examples of how to calculate the bounds.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we review the proof of the best possible bounds
proposed in [Frank et al. (1987). In Section [l we revisit the connection of [Frank et all (1987)’s result
to Komogorov’s question. We provide characterizations of when the bounds proposed in [Frank et al.
(1987) for the sum of two random variables are achievable. In Section @] we state our new bounds for

the difference of two random variables whose individual distribution functions are fixed. We discuss



the implications of some of the results in [Williamson and Downs (1990). In Section Bl we set up the
problem of causal inference and revisit the bounds in [Fan and Park (2010). We provide an example

with discrete random variables in which the bounds are not sharp.

2 Bounds on the sum of two random variables

Given marginal distribution functions F,G for random variables X,Y respectively, Kolmogorov’s
question (restated here in terms of right-continuous distribution functions) is to find functions J and

J such that for all z € R,

J(z) =inf P(X +Y < 2) (1)

J(z) =supP(X +Y < z) (2)
where the infimum and supremum are taken over all possible joint distribution functions H(x,y)

having the marginal cdfs F(z) and G(y).

First, we review some existing results on probability distributions and copulas.

Definition 1. Let X be a random wvariable. The distribution function (or cumulative distribution

function, cdf) F of X is defined to be F(z) = P(X < x) for x € R.

Note that under Definition [Il for any random variable X, F(-) is a right-continuous function.
Frank et all (1987) and Williamson and Downs (1990) used a left-continuous version of the definition

of distribution functions where they replace P(X < z) with P(X < :L')

Definition 2 (Embrechts and Hofert 2013). Let X be a random variable with distribution function
F. The generalized inverse (also known as the quantile function) F~':[0,1] — R = [~o0, 00] of F
is defined as:

F7Y(u) =inf{z € R, F(z) > u},u € [0,1]

with inf ) = oo.

!Some of the results we cited in this paper was originally defined in terms of the left-continuous functions F'(x) =
P(X < z)and G(z) = P(X < ) (which somewhat confusingly they also call “distribution functions”). To be consistent
in notation, F, G in this paper always refer to the right-continuous distribution functions given by F(z) = P(X < x)
and likewise for G and Y. We reserve F, G when we need to talk about the functions given by P(X < ) and P(Y < y),
equivalently the left hand limits of F'(z) and G(y).



Definition 3. A two dimensional copula is a mapping C from [0,1)? to [0, 1] satisfying the conditions:
1. C(a,0) =C(0,a) =0 and C(a,1) = C(1,a) = a, for all a in [0,1];

2. C(ag,by) — Cla1,by) — C(az,b1) + C(a1,b1) > 0 for all ay,as,by,by in [0,1] such that a3 <

az, by < bo.

Proposition 4. According to the definition, any copula C' is nondecreasing in each argument, and,
W(a,b) < C(a,b) < M(a,b) (3)

where

W(a,b) = max(a+b—1,0), M(a,b) = min(a,b).
The bounds W and M are known as Fréchet-Hoeffding copula bounds.

Theorem 5 (Sklar 1959). Consider a 2-dimensional cdf H with marginals F,G. There ezists a
copula C, such that
H(z,y) = C(F(z), G(y))

for all z,y in [—oco,00]. If F,G are both continuous, then C is um’quﬁH; otherwise C' is uniquely
determined only on Ran F' x Ran G, where Ran F,Ran G denote respectively the range of the cdfs F'
and G.

See ISklar (1959), [Embrechts and Hofert (2013), ISchmidt (2007) for more discussion of general

n-dimensional copulas and Sklar’s Theorem.

Now we want to bound the cdf of the sum of two random variables using copulas. We reprise
the argument given by [Frank et all (1987) which gives lower bounds on P(X +Y < z) and upper
bounds on P(X +Y < z), and further establishes by construction that these are achievable.

Let H be a two-dimensional cumulative distribution function for random variables X,Y with

marginals F, G respectively so that H(x,y) = P(X < z,Y < y). By Sklar’s theorem (Sklar 1959),

2Note that the condition here relates to the cdf F, G viewed as functions. We are not assuming that the random
variables X,Y are (absolutely) continuous (with respect to Lebesgue measure). The latter is a sufficient but not
necessary condition for F, G to be continuous.



there exists a copula C' such that H(z,y) = C(F(x),G(y)). Note that the cdf for the sum of two
random variables X,Y is fully characterized by their joint cdf H. Let Z := X 4+ Y and J be the cdf

for Z. Then for any z € [—o0, 0],

J(z) = //x+y<z dH (z,y). (4)

For the copula C' and marginal distribution functions F, G, let o¢(F,G) be the function defined by
oc(F,G)(—00) = 0,0¢(F,G)(c0) = 1 and

o (F.G)(z) = //+ _dO(F@),G), o —o0< 2 < o6,

Since H(z,y) = C(F(x),G(y)), oc(F,G)(z) = J(z) for all z € [—00, 00]. We let

o(F,G)E) = s O(F(), Gl), )
po(F.G)() = inf C(F(@),Gl)), ()

where

~

C(a,b) =a+b—C(a,b).

Theorem 6 (Frank et all Theorem 2.14). We have the following bounds for any copula C' and

arbitrary given distribution functions F,G and z € [—o0, 00]:
TW(F7 G)(Z) < TC(F7 G)(Z) < UC(Fa G)(Z) < pC(F7 G)(Z) < pW(F7 G)(Z)

Note that Ty, py are known functions that depend solely on the marginal cdfs F' and G. We

obtain the following bounds:

TW(F7 G)(Z) < UC(Fv G)(Z) < pW(F7 G)(Z) (7)

3Proof of these bounds and visualizations can be found in [Frank et al! (1987), Nelsenl (2006). Here only o¢ can be
interpreted as the probability that Z < z. Therefore, there are no explicit constructions establishing whether or not
the bounds on 7w, pw can be achieved.



Here we will write the bounds 7, py explicitly.

w(F,G)(z) = xilf,liz max(F(z) + G(y) — 1,0) (8)
pw(F.G)(z) = inf (F(x) +Gly) ~ max(F(x) + Gly) - 1,0) (9)
— inf_(F(@) + G(y) + min(~F(z) - G(y) + 1,0) (10)
— inf_min(1, F(z) + G(y)) (1)
=1+ inf min(0,F(x) +G(y) 1) (12)

Theorem [0 establishes the validity of the bounds in Equation (8) and (I2]). Thereafter, we call

the bounds Ty (F, G)(z) and pw (F,G)(z) the Makarov bounds?.

3 Sharpness of the bounds

To investigate the tightness of the bounds, we first distinguish three notions of sharpness.
For two random variables X, Y with fixed marginals F, G, respectively, let J(-) be the distribution
function of X +Y and let Jy(-) and J%(-) be bounding functions such that J;(z) < J(z) < J%(z) for

all z € R.

Definition 7 (Achievability at a point). We say the lower bound Jy(-) is achievable at z = zq if there
exists a joint distribution H of X,Y satisfying the marginals such that under H, J(z9) = Jy(20).
The upper bound J*“(-) is achievable at z = zy if there exists a joint distribution H of X,Y satisfying

the marginals such that under H, J(zy) = J"(20).

Definition 8 (Pointwise Best-Possible). We say the lower bound Jy(-) is pointwise best-possible if
for all zp € R and € > 0, Jy(z0) + € will not be a valid lower bound for J(zp). In other words, for
all zg € R and € > 0, there exists a joint distribution H of X,Y satisfying the marginals such that
under H, J(z9) < Jo(z0) + €. The upper bound J“('Ez}s pointwise sharp if for all zo € R and € > 0,

J%(z0) — € will not be a valid lower bound for F(zp)

YFrank et al| (1987) shows that these bounds are equivalent to those given in [Makarov (1982), which is the first
paper to prove the bounds.

®Unlike [Firpo and Ridder (2019), we differentiate between achievability and pointwise sharpness because a bound
can be pointwise sharp but not necessarily achievable.



Definition 9 (Uniformly Sharp). We say the lower bound Jy(-) is uniformly sharp of H if there
exists a single joint distribution H of X, Y satisfying the marginals such that under H, J(z) = Jy(2)
for all z € R. The upper bound J“(-) is uniformly sharp if there exists a single joint distribution H
of X,Y satisfying the marginals such that under H, J(z) = J“(z) for all z € R.

Following these definitions, if a bound is uniformly sharp, then it is achievable for all z € R and
also pointwise sharp. If a bound is achievable for all z € R, then it is pointwise sharp. However, a

pointwise sharp bound may not be achievable for all z € R.

3.1 Prior results on achievability of bounds

We first state a theorem given in [Nelsen (2006)H

Theorem 10 (Frank et all Theorem 3.2, Nelsen Theorem 6.1.2). Let F' and G be two fized distri-
bution functions. For any z € (—00,00):

(i) There ezists a copula Cy, dependent only on the value t of Tw(F,G) at z—, such that
oc,(F,G)(e—) = mw(F,G)(2—) =t (13)

where z— 1s the left hand limit of the functions oc, and Tw as they approach zH

(i1) There ezists a copula C,, dependent only on the value r of pw(F,G)(z), such that
o, (F,G)(2) = pw (F,G)(2) = (14)

Theorem [I0 rephrases the result of [Frank et all (1987) in terms of the more common definition
of right continuous distribution functions. The proof of Theorem [I0 is sketched in Nelsen (2006).
Embrechts et al! (2002) Theorem 5 also sketches the proof for the lower bound (L3)).

Kolmogorov’s question is about the pointwise sharp bounds on the distribution functions of sum

of two random variables. Statement (ii) of Theorem [I0] along with Sklar’s Theorem shows that the

SFrank et al. (1987) uses an example of a degenerate distribution to show that 7w and pw can be achieved for
certain F, G (where the bounds are uniformly sharp in the example). However, it is not clear that for arbitrary F, G,
Kolmogorov’s question is answered.

Frank et al! (1987) uses a left-continuous definition of the distribution functions. When translating the result, we
need to be careful about the implications. In general, 7w (F,G)(z—) < 7w (F,G)(2) = 7w (F, G)(2—) < 7w (F, G)(2).



Makarov upper bound (2] is achievable for all z € R and thus is pointwise sharp. We will next
consider two examples which show that statement (i) of Theorem [I0] does not completely address

Kolmogorov’s question.

Example 11. Let X,Y be Bernoulli random variables with p1 = py = 0.5. Let F,G be the distri-
bution functions of X,Y respectively. Suppose that we are interested in obtaining a lower bound for
P(X +Y <1). Clearly, 7w (F,G)(1) = 0.5 while 7w (F,G)(1—) = 0. Statement (i) of Theorem [10
does not provide bounds on P(X +Y <1)=J(1).

Example 12 (Nelsen 2006). Let X,Y be random variables with uniform distributions on [0, 1]. Let
F, G be distribution functions of X,Y respectively. Suppose that we wish to obtain a lower bound for
P(X +Y <1). In this example, 7w (F,G)(1) = 7w (F,G)(1—) = 0. We obtain the lower bound for
J(z) = P(X+Y < 1) =0. Statement (i) of Theorem[I0 tells us that there exists a joint distribution
such that P(X +Y < 1) =0. In fact, the construction in the proof of Theorem [10, given by Nelsen
will result in P(X +Y <1)=1and P(X+Y < 1) =0 when X =1-Y. However, this leaves open
the question of whether Ty (F,G)(1) = 0 is a tight bound on P(X +Y < 1), either in the sense of

being achievable, or more weakly, best possible.

To summarize, statement (i) of Theorem [I{] leaves two questions unanswered: First, as shown
in Example [[Il when F,G are not continuous, Ty (F,G)(z—) can be different from 7y (F,G)(z).
Thus when F' and G are not continuous Theorem [I0] () does not provide any information regarding
whether the bound 7y (F, G)(z) is either achievable or best possible vis a vis J(z) = P(X +Y < z).
Second, even when F, G are continuous, so that my (F, G)(z—) = 7w (F, G)(z), it is still possible that
oo, (F,G)(z—) < o¢,(F,G)(z). Consequently, even in the continuous case, the existence of the copula
Cy given in statement (i) of Theorem [I0 merely establishes that 7y (F, G)(z—) is achievable as a
lower bound on P(X +Y < z); it says nothing about the achievability (or otherwise) of 7y (F, G)(z2)

as a lower bound on J(z).

3.2 When are the bounds achievable?

The next Theorem establishes that that for all F, G (possibly discontinuous) mw (F, G)(z) is best

possible — thus addressing the unanswered question of Kolmogorov. We will return to the issue of



achievability of Ty (F,G)(z) as a lower bound on P(X +Y < z), in Theorems [I7] (discrete case) to

211 (general case) below.

Theorem 13 (No loose end to Kolmogorov’s question). Let F' and G be two fized distribution
functions. For any z € (—o00,00), let s = 7w (F,G)(z). For any € > 0, there exists a copula Cs .
such that

oc,.(F,G)(z) < s+e.

In other words, the lower bound Tw (F,G)(z) on J(z) cannot be improved for any F,G, and is thus

pointwise best possible in terms of z.
Before proving Theorem [I3] we first state a useful lemma.

Lemma 14 (Firpo and Ridder Theorem 2). For fized distribution functions F,G, the function

w(F,G)(z) = miggz max{F(z) + G(y) — 1,0}

is right continuous and non-decreasing for all z.
Lemma [I4] follows from the fact that F, G are right continuous and nondecreasing.

Proof. The proof of Theorem [I3] uses a similar construction as in Makarovl (1982). Now suppose
that for a given z, 7w (F, G)(z) = s. Following Lemma [I4] for all £ > 0, there exists 6 > 0 such that
w(F,G)(z+m) —s < e foral 0 <m < d. Pick any 0 < m < ¢ that meets the above condition

that 7w (F, G)(z +m) < s + e. Then there exists a copula C; . such that

oc,.(F,G)(2) < oc, . (F,G)((z +m)—) (15)
=mw(F,G)((z +m)-) (16)
< 1w (F,G)(z +m) (17)
<s+e (18)

where (I3]) follows from the fact that for any random variable D, P(D < d) < P(D < d+ h) for

all h > 0; (I0) follows from the optimality result in part (i) of Theorem [0} (I7)) follows from the



non-decreasing property of Ty ;([I8]) follows from the construction of 7y (F, G)(z + m). This implies
that for all € > 0, we can construct a copula Cj . such that o¢, . (F, G)(2) < 7w (F,G)(2)+¢, meaning

that Ty (F,G)(z) 4+ € will not be a valid lower bound on P(X +Y < z) = J(z). O

Theorem [13] along with Theorem [I0 proves that Makarov’s bounds are pointwise best-possible
and thus directly address Komogorov’s question. This closes the best-possible question left open by

Theorem [0 (i).

3.3 Special case: at least one discrete variable

The following theorem states that the lower bound 7y (F, G)(2) is achievable when we are dealing

with one or more discrete random variables.

Theorem 15. If at least one of X,Y is a discrete random variable (a random variable which may
take on only a countable number of distinct values), then there exists a copula Cy, dependent only

on the value of t = Tw (F,G)(2), such that
JCt(F7 G)(Z) = TW(F7 G)(Z) =t.
In other words, the lower bound on J(z) is always achievable when one of X,Y is a discrete random

variable

Proof. Before proving the Theorem [I5] we will first prove a useful lemma.

Lemma 16. For any k < z, if t = 7w (F,G)(2) > mw(F,G)(2—), there cannot be z',y" with
¥ +y =k <z such that F(2')+ G(y') — 1 =+t.

Proof. Suppose that there exist 2/,y’ with 2’ + ¢y’ = k < z and F(2') + G(y') — 1 = ¢, then by the

8Notice that this is Theorem [I0] (i) with z— replaced by z, which can be surprising because [Frank et al! (1987) note
that theorem [I0l (i) cannot be strengthened “even” when F,G are continuous, which implicitly implies that it cannot
be strengthened when F,G are discrete. Some misconception about this point can be found in related literatures.
For example, [Kim (2014) stated that “If the marginal distributions of X and Y are both absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure on R, then the Makarov upper bound and lower bound can be achieved”, which is
contradicted by Example [[2} Similarly, [Williamson and Downs (1990) stated that in order for Theorem [0l to hold, it
is necessary that F, G are not both discontinuous at a point z,y such that x + y = z; whereas [Frank et all (1987)’s
proof does not require this to hold.

10
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Figure 1: Support of C; and mass assigned by C}

definition of sup,

t < sup max(F(x)+ G(y) —1,0) (19)
r+y=k
< lgm o Sup max(F(z) + G(y) — 1,0) (20)
€>0,e20 ppy=z2—¢
< sup max(F(z)+G(y) —1,0) =t (22)
T+y==z

where the inequalities (20) and (22]) follow from the fact that the function 7y (F,G)(:) is non-
decreasing and (19)),([21)) and (22)) are by definition of 7y (F, G)(k), 7w (F, G)(2—), 7w (F, G)(z). Thus,
we have Ty (F,G)(z) = mw(F,G)(z—), which contradicts with the hypothesis that my (F,G)(z) >
w(F,G)(z—). O

Now we will prove Theorem Without loss of generality, we assume X is a discrete random

variable. For t = myy (F, G)(z), we construct the copula

Max(u 4+ v —1,t), (u,v) in [¢,1] x [t,1],
Ci(u,v) =

Min(u,v), otherwise.

Figure [l illustrates the support of C; and the mass assigned by C;.
Let Hy == {(u,v) € [0,12|u+v—1=t}, Hy:= {(u,v) € [0,1*|u =v < t}, S, := {(u,v) €
[0, 12|F~Y(u) + G~ (v) = 2}, Sz := {(u,v) € [0,12|F~ (u) + G~(v) < 2}, where F~!, G~! are the

11



generalized inverses defined in Definition 2l Since ¢ is a lower bound for P(X +Y < z), C; assigns
mass at least ¢ to the set Sz. In particular, Hy C S;. Thus, whether or not the lower bound on
P(X +Y < z2) is achieved (by C) depends on whether the mass that C} assigns to the set Hy N Sz
is 0.

We claim that ffsgmHl dCi(u,v) = fszﬂHl dCi(u,v). First suppose myw (F, G)(z) = Tw (F,G)(z—)
t. [Frank et all (1987), showed that P(X +Y < z) = mw(F,G)(z—) = t under C;. Thus, under Cy,
the set {(u,v) € [0,1)}|F~1(u) + G~1(v) < 2} will contain all the mass in Hs (equals ¢) but not any
mass in Hy, so that the claim holds in this case. Now suppose T (F, G)(z) > mw (F,G)(z—), from
Lemma [I6 we know that the set {(u,v) € [0,1]?|F~!(u) + G~ (v) < z} cannot contain mass in H;.
Therefore, [[s -y dCi(u,v) = [[4 1y, dCi(u,v), establishing the claim.

Since C} assigns mass (1 — ¢) uniformly to Hy, if S, N Hy is empty or only contains countably
many points, then [/, S.NH, dCi(u,v) = 0, which is sufficient to establish the claim.

Since X is discrete, x can take at most countably many values with non-zero probability under F'.
For a given z, there are at most countably many points (z,y) such that z+y = z and P(X = z) > 0.

Observe that
{(u,v) € [0,1|F " (u) + G7'(v) = 2} = Uy yyizsy—sRay (23)

where Ry, = {(F(z—), F(x)] x (G(y—),G(y)]} and we define the sets of form (a,a] as {a} for any
a € R, which will arise if Y is not discrete.

We will show that for each (x,y) with  +y = 2, Ry, N H; contains at most one point. Since
by definition of Cy, t = sup,,,_, max{F(z) + G(y) — 1,0}, we have F(z) + G(y) — 1 < t for any
x+y = z. For any (u,v) € Ryy with u < F(x) or v < G(y), it holds that u+v—1 < ¢ and thus (u,v)
cannot be in Hy. Therefore R,, N H; contains at most one point (F(z),G(y))d As a consequence

by (23]), there exist at most countably many points in S, N Hy. Thus, ffszmHl dCi(u,v) = 0 and

oc,(F,G)(z) = Tw(F,G)(2) = t.

9Bach rectangular region R, can touch the line u+ v —1 = t for at most one point because all points in R, satisfy
F~'(u)+ G~ (v) = z and if there is more than one point in the intersection then ¢ is not sup, y,—, max{F(z) +G(y) -
1,0}.

12



3.4 () not achieving the bound implies no other copula achieves the bound

Theorem [I0] shows that the lower bound 7 (F, G)(z—) on J(z—) can be achieved. In fact, the proof
of Theorem [0 (see Frank et all[1987 and [Nelsen 2006) shows that the copula we constructed as C;
with ¢ = 7 (F, G)(2—) in the proof of Theorem [I5] will achieve the lower bound 7y (F), G)(z—)
We further showed in Theorem [I3 that the lower bound 7w (F,G)(z) on J(z) cannot be improved.
In example [I2 for t = 7w (F,G)(2) = mw(F,G)(2—), we see that P(X +Y < z) =t under C; but
P(X +Y <z)>tunder C;.

This raises a new question: if we care not merely about sharpness, but also about the achievability
of the lower bound Ty (F,G) on J(z) — rather than J(z—) — and if C; does not achieve the bound
mw (F,G), can there be other copulas that can achieve the bound 7w (F,G) for J(z)? Indeed,
Frank et all (1987) and Nelsen (2006) both pointed out that there are other copulas beside C; that
achieve the lower bound my (F, G)(z—) for J(z—).

The corollary of the next theorem implies that for continuous F, G and an arbitrary z, in order to
determine whether the lower bound 7y (F, G)(z) on J(z) can be achieved, we only need to determine
whether it is achieved under Cy for t = 1y (F, G)(z). Theorem [I9 along with Theorem [I7] further
establishes this claim for arbitrary F,G. In other words, if the lower bound for J(z) is not achieved

under Cj, then there is no joint distribution that will achieve this lower bound.

Theorem 17. Given arbitrary z and F,G, if Tw(F,G)(z—) = mw(F,G)(z) =t and the copula C;
does not achieve the lower bound Tyw(F,G)(z) on J(z) =P(X +Y < z), then no other copula can

achieve this lower bound.

Proof. Since Ty (F,G)(z—) = t, by Theorem [I0(i), copula C}; achieves the bound 7y (F,G)(z—) on
P(X +Y < z). That is, C; assigns mass t to the set {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : F~Y(u) + G™1(v) < z}.
Since, by hypothesis, C; does not achieve the lower bound 7y (F, G)(z) on P(X +Y < z), C} assigns
non-zero probability to the set {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : F~'(u) + G~ (v) = 2)}. In particular, the

image of the set {(z,y) : * + y = z} under the (F,G) mapping must contain a line segment with

°Tn fact, as noted above, [Frank et al! (1987) consider bounds on i Nelsenl (2006) translate the result to the standard
definition J but do not provide a full proof.
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length greater than 0 on the line u+v —1 = ¢ in the wv-plane inside the unit squar as illustrated
in Figure [2 since otherwise under Cy, P(X +Y < z) = P(X +Y < z2) in which case C} achieves the
bound. Let a,b be such that the line segment {(u,v) : u = a+s,v =1—t—(a+s) for 5,0 < s < b—a}
is contained in {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : F~Y(u)+ G~ (v) = 2z} N{(u,v) € [0,1] x [0,1] :u+v—1 = t}.

Now suppose there is a copula C that achieves the lower bound mw (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z).
First, we claim that C' must assign mass ¢ to the rectangle R; = [0,a] x [0,1 + ¢ — b]. Since R; is
a subset of {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : F~}(u) + G~(v) < z} and by hypothesis C' achieves the lower
bound, C cannot assign mass more than ¢ to R;.

Suppose C assigns mass 0 < r < t to Ry; see Figure Bl Note that we define the margins of
the copula to be uniform (C(p,1) = C(1,p) = p, for all p in [0,1]). In particular, in order for
C(l,14+t—b)=1+4+t—10b, C needs to assign mass 1 +t—b—r to [a, 1] x [0,1 + ¢ — b] and similarly
C' needs to assign mass a — r to [0,a] x [1 +¢ — b,1]. As a consequence, C' needs to assign mass
1—-(1+t—=b—r)—(a—r)—r=>b—a+r—t to the rectangle [a, 1] x [1 +t —b, 1]. Now consider the
rectangle [a, b] X [0,14¢—b]. It needs to contain mass at least t —r since [a, b] X [0, 1] needs to contain
mass b—a and [a,b] x [1+t—b,1] C [a,1] x [L+¢—b,1]. Similarly, [0,a] x [L+t—b,14t—a] needs to
contain mass at least t —r. Then C' assigns mass greater than or equal to r+2(t—r) =t+(t—r) > ¢
to {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : F~'(u) + G~'(v) < z}, which is a contradiction that C' achieves the
lower bound 7w (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z). Therefore, C' must assign mass ¢ to the rectangle
Ry =1[0,a] x [0,1+t—b].

Next, we show that C' assigns mass b — a to the rectangle [a,b] x [l +t —b,1 +t — a]. By the
hypothesis that C' achieves the lower bound 7w (F,G)(2) on P(X +Y < z), C assigns mass 1 —¢
to the set {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : F~Y(u) + G~1(v) > 2)}, which is a subset of the union of the
following three rectangles: [0,1] x [1 +¢ —a,1],]a,b] x [1 +t —b,1 +t — a],[b,1] x [0,1]. In order
to maintain uniform margins, the first and third rectangles contain mass a — ¢t and 1 — b. So the
rectangle [a,b] X [1 4+t —b,1+t — a] needs to contain mass at least (1 —¢)—(a—t) — (1 —b) =b—a.
Again from the uniformity of the margins, [a,b] X [l +¢ — b,1 +t — a] can contain mass at most
b — a. Thus, C assigns mass b — a to the rectangle [a,b] x [1 +¢ — b,1 4+ t — a]. Furthermore, since

the rectangle [a, 1] x [1 +¢ — b, 1] contains total mass 1 — (1+¢—b) — (a —t) = b— a, there’s no mass

"The first two sentences of the proof imply that when 7w (F, G)(2) = 7w (F, G)(z—) this is a necessary and sufficient
condition for C; to assign non-zero probability to the set {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : ™' (u) + G~ (v) = 2)}.

14



elsewhere in this rectangle except in [a,b] x [L +t —b,1+¢ — a].

Now we show that C' needs to assign mass b — a to the line segment (a,1+t—a) to (b,1+t—b)
inside the square [a,b] x [l +¢ —b,1 +t — a]. Figure Bl shows a zoomed-in version of the rectangle
[a,b] x [1+t—b,1+t—a]. First, C' cannot assign any mass strictly below the line segment (a, 14+t —a)
to (b,14t—b) inside the square [a, b] x [L+t—b, 1+t —a] because C already assigns mass ¢ to Ry and
the total mass assigned by C; to the set {(u,v) C [0,1] x [0,1] : F~}(u) + G~ (v) < 2)} is t. For any
rectangle [m,n| X [¢,d] such that m+c—1>t,a<m <n<bl+t—b<c<d<1+t—a,suppose
that C assigns mass § > 0 to this rectangle. We know that C assigns mass ¢ to the region Rq. Let
E; be the triangular area defined by vertices (m,1+t—m), (a,1+t—a),(m,14+t—a) and Es be the
triangular area defined by vertices (m,1+t—m), (b,14+t—10),(b,14+t—m), as depicted in Figure[3
Note that we have previously established that C' assigns no mass to the rectangle [a, b] x [1+t—a, 1].
The mass assigned by C' to E; and R; is equal to the mass in rectangle [0, m] x [0, 1] subtracting the
mass in the rectangle [0, a] x [1+t—a, 1], which is C(m,1)—(a—t) = m—(a—t) = m—a+t. Similarly,
the mass assigned by C' to Es and Ry is equal to C'(1,1+t—m)—(1—b) = 1+t—m—(1—b) = t—m+b.
Thus, C assigns the mass m —a to E1 and b—m to Es. Since F, Ey are disjoint, C' assigns the mass
b—a to E1UE;. Then the rectangle [m, n] x [¢, d] will contain mass 0, which is a contradiction. Since
the choice of [m, n] x [c,d] is arbitrary, we know that C' assigns mass b — a to the line segment in R?
from (a,1—t—a) to (b,1—t—10) inside the square [a,b] x [l +t—b,1+¢—al]. Finally, C assigns mass
at least t+ (b—a) to the set {(u,v) C [0,1]x [0,1] : F~Y(u)+G~1(v) < 2)}, which contradicts that C
achieves the lower bound 7w (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z). Thus, when 7y (F,G)(z) = 7w (F,G)(2—),
if the copula C; does not achieve the lower bound 7 (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z), then no other

copula can achieve this lower bound.

Corollary 18. Given arbitrary z and continuous F,G, let t = Tw (F,G)(z). If the copula Cy does
not achieve the lower bound Ty (F,G)(z) on J(z) =P(X +Y < z), then no other copula can achieve

this lower bound.

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem [I7 since when F,G are both continuous, mw (F,G)(z) =
w(F,G)(z—). O
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1 u
Figure 2: Copula C and the image of z+y = 2 Figure 3: A zoom in part of Figure 2l with
under the (F, G) mapping. rectangle [m,n] X [c,d] colored in blue.

3.5 Sufficient conditions for achievability of the lower bound on J(z)

Theorem 19. Given arbitrary z and F,G, if tw (F,G)(z) > mw(F,G)(z—) then the copula Cy with
t = 1w (F,G)(2) will achieve the lower bound Tw (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z2).

Proof. We will prove the contrapositive: if the lower bound t = 7 (F,G)(2) of P(X +Y < z) is not
achievable under C, then mw(F,G)(z) = mw(F,G)(z—). Note that 7w (F,G)(z) = mw(F,G)(z—)
holds trivially when 7y (F, G)(z) = 0. We will assume t = 7y (F, G)(z) > 0.

If the lower bound 7w (F,G)(z) of P(X +Y < z) is not achievable under C}, the set {(u,v) €
[0,1)?|F~(u) + G~Y(v) < z} must contain a line segment with length greater than 0 on the line
u+ v — 1=t in the uv-plane. Based on Lemma [I6] the set {(u,v) € [0,1]?|F~*(u) + G~'(v) = 2}
must contain a line segment with length greater than 0 on the line w + v — 1 = t in the uwv-plane.
The existence of this line segment implies that the image of the set {(x,y) :  +y = 2z} under the
(F,G) mapping must also contain a line segment with length greater than 0 on the line u +v—1=
t in the wwv-plane inside the unit square. This means that there exist x* and € > 0 such that
F(z)+G(z—xz)—1=tforall z € (* —e,2* +¢) and F(-) is continuous and strictly increasing on
x € (z*—¢e,x* +¢). In particular, for any 0 > 0, there exists ¢* > 0 such that F(z*)— F(z* —e*) < .

By definition of z*, mw (F, G)(z) = F(z*) + G(z — z*) — 1. Then for £* > 0,

w(F,G)(z —€") = sup max(F(z)+G(y)—1,0)> F(z*—€")+G(z—z") -1 (24)

TH+y=z—c*
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And

mw(F,G)(z) —mw(F,G)(z — ") = F(a*) + G(z —2") = 1 — 7w/(F,G)(z — ") (25)
<F@")+G(z—2")—1—(F(z" —€")+G(z—2")—1) (26)

= F(a*) — F(a" — &) < § (27)

Since ¢ is arbitrary, Ty (F, G)(+) is continuous at z and we must have 7y (F, G)(z) = 7w (F, G)(z—).

O

Thus it follows from Theorem [[9] that the only time when the lower bound on P(X +Y < 2)
is not achievable is when the pointwise best possible bounds for P(X +Y < z) and P(X +Y < 2)
are the same. This result can be quite surprising: it follows that the distribution implied for X +Y
via the construction of Cy, namely, oc,(F,G)(z) = P(X +Y < 2), is discontinuous at z only when
w(F,G)(z) is continuous at z, i.e. 7w (F,G)(z—) = 1w (F,G)(2).

We present an example to show that we do not require the margins F, G to be cdf of uniform

distributions for the lower bound T (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z) to be not achievable.

Example 20. Let

0 z<0 0 y <0

Fl)=q22 0<z<1 GW={1-(1-9?2 0<y<1

1 zz>1 1 y>1
\

F is the distribution for random variable X where X follows a triangular distribution with a = 0,b =
¢ =1 (equivalent to Beta(2,1)) and G is the distribution for random variable Y where Y follows a

triangular distribution with a = ¢ = 0,b =1 (equivalent to Beta(1,2)). Suppose z = 1. Then

w(F,G)(1) = xigzl max{F(z) + G(y) — 1,0} (28)
= sup max{F(z) +G(1 —z) — 1,0} (29)
~0 (30)
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The lower bound equals 0 corresponds to the copula Cy constructed based on the lower Fréchet—Hoeffding
bound (in other words, X,Y are perfectly negatively correlated). In this example, X =1 —Y. So
under Cy, P(X+Y <1)=1and P(X+Y < 1) =0. The lower bound 7w (F,G)(1) on P(X+Y <1)

1s not achievable.

3.6 Characterization of achievability of the lower bound on J(z)

Theorem 21. The Makarov lower bound t = Ty (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z) is not achievable at z
if and only if there exists x*,y* with x* + y* = z such that all following three conditions hold: (i)
F(x*) + G(y*) = sup,y,—.{F(z) + G(y)} > 1; (i) F(x) + G(y) is constant for x in a neighborhood
Nr(x*) of z* and y = z—x; (iii) the image of the set {x,y : x € Nr(z*),y = z—x} under the (F,G)

mapping contains an open interval within the line segment {(u,v) € [0,1]? |u+v — 1 = t} [

Proof. If the Makarov lower bound my (F, G)(z) =: t is not achievable at z, then it is not achievable
under C;. In particular, for S, := {(u,v) € [0,1]?|F~'(u) + G'(v) = 2} and H; = {(u,v) €
0,12 u+v—1=t}, P(X +Y=2) = [[g -y, dCi(u,v) > 0.

If (i) does not hold, then there are two sub-cases: if sup,,,.{F(z) + G(y)} < 1, then ¢t =
mw (F,G)(z) = 0, hence the set S, does not intersect H; and thus S, N H; = (). On the other hand,
if there do not exist z*,y* such that F(z*) + G(y*) = sup,,—.{F(z) + G(y)}, then S, N H; =0 by
definition. In both sub-cases, the lower bound is achieved under C%, which is a contradiction.

Now suppose that (i) holds. Since C; assigns mass uniformly to the set Hi, and by hypothesis,
IJs.am, dCt(u,v) > 0, there exists a neighborhood of (F(z*),G(y*)) in Hy that is contained in S..
Further, this neighborhood of (F'(z*),G(y*)) in H;j is contained in the image of {(z,y) | z +y = 2z}
under the (F,G) mapping. Thus, (iii) holds and (ii) holds by definition of Hj.

For the converse, if (i), (i7), (i73) hold, then S, contains a non-zero measure set in H;. Since Cy
assigns mass uniformly to the set Hy, ffSZnHl dC(u,v) > 0 and the lower bound 7y (F, G)(z) will not
be achievable at z under C;. Furthermore, by Theorem [I9] (7), (i7), (¢i7) imply that 7w (F,G)(z) =
mw (F,G)(z—). Finally by Theorem [I7] the lower bound 7 (F,G)(z) on P(X +Y < z) will not be

achievable for any copula. O

2The conditions can also be defined similarly using the neighborhood of y*.
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Theorem 22. Makarov bounds on P(X +Y < z) are pointwise best—possz’ble, but the lower bound
may not be achievable for all z € R. The Makarov upper bound is achievable for all z € R. Makarov

bounds are in general not uniformly shar.

The following table summarizes when the Makarov bounds are always achievable (for all z € R

and any F,G) under different definitions of distribution functions.

PX+Y <z | P(X+Y <2)

Upper Bound v
Lower Bound v

Table 1: The Makarov upper bound on P(X+Y < z) and the Makarov lower bound on P(X+Y < z)
are always achievable for any given marginals F,G and for all z € R. The achievabilities of the
Makarov upper bound on P(X +Y < z) and the Makarov lower bound on P(X +Y < z) are margin
specific and depend on z. See Example 2] and Theorem 211

4 Sharp bounds on the difference

Now we consider the case of the difference of two random variables with fixed marginals. We will make
the substitution when one variable is negated to get the best-possible bounds on the difference. Let
X and Y be random variables with respective distribution functions F’ and G fixed. Let A = X —Y

be the difference of random variables X,Y. Let Ja(:) be the distribution function of A.

Theorem 23. For any given value &, best-possible bounds on Ja(8) where Ja(8) < Ja(8) < Ja(6)

are given by

JA(d) = sup5max{F(a:) — P(Y <y),0}
T—y=

= ms_l;[:)(g max{F(z) — G(y) + P(Y =y),0} (31)

JA(0) =1+ inf min{F(x) - P(Y <y),0}

T—y=0

=14 inf min{F(z)-G(y)+ P =y),0} (32)

T—y=0

13Gee Definition B
MFor given F, G, there does not exist a single joint distribution that achieves the bounds for all z. For example, the
construction of the copula C; depends on the value z in general.
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The bounds in Theorem 23] differ from [Fan and Park (2010) and Williamson and Downs (1990)

where we have the point mass P(Y = y) in both the upper and lower bounds.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 23|

Consider a new variable Y/ = —Y with cdf G’. Then from equation (8) and (I2)), for any ¢, the
bound on P(A <) =P(X —-Y <§) =P(X +Y' <)) is:

Ja(0) = sup max(F(x)+G'(y) ~1,0) (33)
JA(0) =1+ i +h;,f: 5 min(F(x) + G'(y') — 1,0) (34)
Note that
G'(y) =P(-Y <y (35)
= P(Y > —y)) (36)
=1-PY < —y) (37)
=1-G(~y)+PY =—y) (38)

Replace ¢’ with —y and G’(y') with 1-G(y)+P(Y = y), we get the best-possible bounds in Theorem
25

Remark 24. In the case where P(Y = y) = 0 for all y (for example, when the distribution

function of Y is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesque measure), we recover the best-

possible bounds in Theorem 2 of \Williamson and Downd (1990) and in Lemma 2.1 of |Fan_and Par

2010). However, when G is not absolutely continuous, the bounds in |Fan and Park (2010) and

Williamson_and Downs (1990) can be different from the bounds in Theorem as the point mass

P(Y =vy) can be nonzero for some y € R.
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4.2 Implications of the new bounds

What went wrong? In the proof of Theorem 2 of [Williamson and Downs (1990), they stated that

“Let Y/ = =Y. Then G'(y) = 1 — G(—y)”. This statement is not correct as in our notation,

G'(y) =P(Y' <y) (39)
=P(-Y <y) (40)
=P(Y > —y) (41)
=1-P(Y < —y) (42)
=1-G(=y)+P(Y = —y) (43)

If we use the left-continuous version definition of cdf in Williamson and Downs (1990) where G(y) =

P(Y' < y), we also get

G'(y) = P(Y' <y) (44)
— P(=Y <) (45)
=P(Y > —y) (46)
=1-P(Y < —y) (47)
=1-G(~y) - P(Y = —y) (48)

In fact, it is easy to show that G/(y) = 1 — G(—y) if and only if G'(y) = 1 — G(—y). Although

we only focus on the sum and difference of two random variables in this paper, the same mistake

appears in the division of two random variables in (Williamson and Downs (1990). At this point,

Theorem 23] seems to imply that the lower bound in [Williamson and Downg (1990) is valid but not

necessarily best-possible and the upper bound might not be valid. The next theorem will establish

the validity of the upper bound in Williamson and Downs (1990) even though the proof used in

Williamson and Downs (1990) is not correct.
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Theorem 25. For any random variables X and Y with respective cdfs F(-) and G(-),

inf min{F(z) — P(Y <y),0} = inf min{F(z) — G(y),0} (49)

T—y=0 T—y=0

Theorem 25] implies that the upper bounds in Williamson and Downs (1990) and [Fan and Park
(2010) coincides with the bounds we proposed in Theorem 23] Since the lower bounds that we
propose in Theorem 23] is greater than or equal to the lower bounds in [Williamson and Downs
(1990), [Fan and Park (2010), Theorem 25 establishes the validity of all these bounds. However,
these lower bounds may not be optimal.

4.3 Proof of Theorem

We first prove some propositions that are used to prove Theorem Let f(-) be a function that is

non-decreasing and is right continuous, so that for all x:

lim f(x+¢e)=f(x) (50)

e—0,e>0

Let g(-) be a function that is non-increasing and is left continuous, so that for all z:

lim g(z —¢) = g() (51)

e—0,e>0

Now consider the function h(z) = f(z) + g(x).

Proposition 26. For all x, we have:

h(z) = 535@>0h(w+6)7 (52)
h(z) > 5—110{?>0h(x_6)' (53)
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Proof.

E_}iOI’&O h(x +¢) = E_}iol’lal>0 (flx+e)+glxz+e)) (54)
=[f(@)+ lim g(z+e) (55)
< f(z) +9(z) = h(z). (56)

Here the second equality follows by right continuity of f(-) and the inequality follows since g(-) is

non-increasing. Similarly:

im bz —e) = lim (f(z—e) +g(z—e)) (57)
= lim fl@—e)+yg(@) (58)
< f(z) +9(x) = h(z). (59)

Here the second equality is by left continuity of g(-) and the inequality follows since f(-) is non-

decreasing.

Now consider the right continuous non-increasing function g* defined as follows:

g(x if g(z) = lime0e>09(x +¢€
7 (x) = (z) (z) e—0,e50 9( ) (60)
lim.0es09(x+¢) if g(x) > lim. 050 9(x +€)

In words, if x is a point of discontinuity of g(-) then g*(z) is defined to be the right hand limit of

g(+), while g(z) = g*(x) at points of continuity of g(-).

Proposition 27. For all x:

R R oy
R (02
Proof. This follows from the definition of ¢g*(-). O
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Let h*(x) = f(x) + g*(x).

Proposition 28.

inf h(y) = infh*(y). (63)
y y
Proof: This follows from Proposition 26] and Proposition O

4.4 Proof of Theorem [25]

Theorem 25 follows from Proposition 28 where F(z) = Pr(X < z) is right continuous and non-
decreasing , —Pr(Y < y) is left continuous and non-increasing. Thus the left hand side of (49])

corresponds to min{inf, h(y), 1}, while the right hand side of ([@9)) corresponds to min{inf, h*(y),1}.

Remark 29. Theorem 3| Williamson and Downs (1990) which states an optimality result (analogous
to Theorem[I0 of our paper) contains an unnecessary exclusion: specifically, it states that the bounds
are only achievable if F and G are not both discontinuous at some x,y such that x +y = z. It
appears that this additional unnecessary condition was added because Williamson and Downs fail to
note that when F and G are discontinuous the bounds only take a strict subset of values in [0,1].

Consequently, only a subset of values need to be considered.

5 A causal perspective

Throughout this section, we consider a binary treatment D = 0,1. Let Y7 be the potential outcome
of receiving the treatment and Y, be the potential outcome of not receiving the treatment. We
assume the stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA, Rubin [1978) that there is a single
version of each treatment/control and no interference among the subjects. We define our parameter
of interest A = Y; — Y| (also regarded as the individual treatment effect). [Fan and Park (2010)
Lemma 2.1 stated sharp bounds on the distribution function of the individual treatment effect. We
modify the bounds in [Fan and Park (2010) based on Theorem 23l Let Fi, Fy be the cumulative

distribution function on Y7, Yy respectively. Let Fa(-) be the cdf for A.
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Theorem 30. For any given value 6, best-possible bounds on Fa(0) are given by

FE(8) = sgpmax{Fl(y) — P(Yy <y—9),0}

= supmax{Fy(y) ~ Foly —8) + P(¥o =y —0),0} (64)

FU(5) =1+ iI;fmin{Fl(y) — P(Yy <y—9),0}

= 1+ nfmin{F(y) - Fo(y - 0) + P(Yo =y —0),0} (65)

Let Y denotes the observed variable. Under consistency, Y = Yy when D = 0 and Y = Y7 when
D = 1. In practice, if we are willing to assume ignorability or conditional ignorability (for example,
in randomized clinical trials (RCTs)), the marginal distributions Fi(y) and Fy(y) can be identified.
Theorem [B0] allows us to conclude best-possible bounds on the distribution function of the individual
treatment effect. In the special case where Y is ordinal, Proposition 1 in [Lu et al. (2018) can be
recovered using Theorem 23] and Theorem Lu et al. (2018) considers a special case where Y is

non-negative and proves the bounds using a construction argument instead of the copula theory.
Corollary 31. The Fan-Park upper bound is best-possible.

Proof: This follows directly from Theorem 25 where X is replace by Y; and Y is replace by Yy. O

5.1 Application of Theorem on cdf bounds of ITE

Here we will present a simple example that applies our bounds in Theorem B0l and compare it with
the bounds in [Fan and Park (2010).

Consider the case where we have a binary treatment variable (D = 0,1) and a ternary re-
sponse (Y = 0,1,2). Under randomization, the relationship between the counterfactual distribution
P(Yp,Y1) and the observed distributions {P(Y | D =0),P(Y | D =1)} is given by: P(Y =i | D=
j) = P(Yj=1). Suppose we observe the marginals given in Table 2l We can parameterize the joint

distribution with 4 parameters p, q,t,r.
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‘ P(Y=0|D=0)=0.3 P(Y=1|D=0)=0.2 P(Y=2|D=0)=05

P(Y=0|D=1)=07 | P(Y=0|D=1)—p—r pe[0,02] r€[0.2,0.5]
P(Y=1|D=1)=01|P(Y=1|D=1)—t—gq t€[0,0.1] q€1[0,0.1]
P(Y=2|D=1)=02 1—(..) PY=1|D=0)—t—-p P(Y=2|D=0)—r—gq

Table 2: Application with binary treatment and ternary outcome

Based on the bounds proposed in (64]) and (G5]) , we note the following alternative expressions

for FL(§) and FY(0) :

FY(6) = max <s1;p [Fi(y) — P(Yo < y— 8)) ,o>

FY(8) =1+ min <i]2f {Fily) —PYo<y—9)} ,0>

Consider § = —2, only possible when Y; = 0, Yy = 2. So this corresponds to the entry top right
corner of Table[2l By Fréchet inequalities, the bounds on P(Y; = 0,Y = 3) is given by r € [0.2,0.5].

Now consider Fj(y) — P(Yp < y — 0) in our example,

03 —2<y<-1
05 —1<y<0

Fi(y) —-PYo<y+2)=4902 y=0

-03 O0<y<l1
—02 1<y<2
0 y>2

This gives bound for Fa(—2) € [0.2,0.5], which matches the Fréchet inequality bound. In this case
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if we consider the bounds proposed in Lemma 2.1 in |[Fan and Park (2010),

0 y < —2

—03 —2<y<-1
—05 —-1<y<0
Fi(y) — Fo(y+2) =
—03 0<y<1
—02 1<y<?2

0 y>2

The lower bounds for Fa(—2) is 0, which is not sharp. This example corresponds to the case that
Fy and Fj are both discontinuous at Y7 = 0 and Yy = 2.
To complete this example, we calculate the bounds in Theorem [B(Q for § = —1, this corresponds

to p+ g+ r. Now consider Fi(y) — P(Yy <y + 1) in our example,

-03 —-1<y<0
0.4 y=20

Fi(y) -PM<y+1)=402 0<y<l

0.3 y=1
-02 1<y<?2
0 y>2

This gives bounds for FA(—1) = p+ ¢+ r € [0.4,0.7]. Similarly, we can obtain the bounds
for FA(0) = 124+t —1r € [0.7,1], FA(1) = 15 —p—q—t—1r € [0.8,1]. Fa(2) = 1 follows
trivially by construction. [Kreinovich and Ferson (2006) discussed some computational perspectives
of calculating the type of bounds in Theorem Inference on Makarov type of bounds can be found

in [Fan and Park (2010) and is discussed in [Fan and Park (2012) and Imbens and Menzel (2018).

27



6 Acknowledgments

We thank Carlos Cinelli, Yanqin Fan and audience from UW causal reading group / poster session

for the valuable input and discussion.

28



References

Chiba, Y. (2017). Sharp nonparametric bounds and randomization inference for treatment effects
on an ordinal outcome. Statistics in medicine, 36(25):3966-3975.

Embrechts, P. and Hofert, M. (2013). A note on generalized inverses. Mathematical Methods of
Operations Research, T7(3):423-432.

Embrechts, P., McNeil, A., and Straumann, D. (2002). Correlation and dependence in risk manage-
ment: properties and pitfalls. Risk management: value at risk and beyond, 1:176-223.

Fan, Y. and Park, S. S. (2010). Sharp bounds on the distribution of treatment effects and their
statistical inference. Econometric Theory, 26(3):931-951.

Fan, Y. and Park, S. S. (2012). Confidence intervals for the quantile of treatment effects in random-
ized experiments. Journal of Econometrics, 167(2):330-344.

Firpo, S. and Ridder, G. (2019). Partial identification of the treatment effect distribution and its
functionals. Journal of Econometrics, 213(1):210-234.

Frank, M. J., Nelsen, R. B., and Schweizer, B. (1987). Best-possible bounds for the distribution of
a sum—a problem of kolmogorov. Probability theory and related fields, 74(2):199-211.

Huang, E. J., Fang, E. X., Hanley, D. F., and Rosenblum, M. (2017). Inequality in treatment benefits:
Can we determine if a new treatment benefits the many or the few? Biostatistics, 18(2):308-324.

Imbens, G. and Menzel, K. (2018). A causal bootstrap. Technical report, National Bureau of
Economic Research.

Kim, J. H. (2014). Identifying the distribution of treatment effects under support restrictions. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1410.5885.

Kreinovich, V. and Ferson, S. (2006). Computing best-possible bounds for the distribution of a sum
of several variables is np-hard. International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, 41(3):331-342.

Lu, J., Ding, P., and Dasgupta, T. (2018). Treatment effects on ordinal outcomes: Causal estimands
and sharp bounds. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 43(5):540-567.

Makarov, G. (1982). Estimates for the distribution function of a sum of two random variables when
the marginal distributions are fixed. Theory of Probability & its Applications, 26(4):803-806.

Mullahy, J. (2018). Individual results may vary: Inequality-probability bounds for some health-
outcome treatment effects. Journal of Health Economics, 61:151-162.

Nelsen, R. B. (2006). An introduction to copulas. Springer.

Rubin, D. B. (1978). Bayesian inference for causal effects: The role of randomization. The Annals
of statistics, pages 34-58.

Schmidt, T. (2007). Coping with copulas. Copulas-From theory to application in finance, 3:34.

Sklar, M. (1959). Fonctions de repartition an dimensions et leurs marges. Publ. inst. statist. univ.
Paris, 8:229-231.

29



Williamson, R. C. and Downs, T. (1990). Probabilistic arithmetic. i. numerical methods for cal-
culating convolutions and dependency bounds. International journal of approximate reasoning,
4(2):89-158.

30



	Introduction
	Bounds on the sum of two random variables
	Sharpness of the bounds
	Prior results on achievability of bounds
	When are the bounds achievable?
	Special case: at least one discrete variable
	 Ct not achieving the bound implies no other copula achieves the bound 
	Sufficient conditions for achievability of the lower bound on J(z) 
	Characterization of achievability of the lower bound on J(z)

	Sharp bounds on the difference
	Proof of Theorem 23
	Implications of the new bounds
	Proof of Theorem 25
	Proof of Theorem 25

	A causal perspective
	Application of Theorem 30 on cdf bounds of ITE

	Acknowledgments

