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Abstract

Two binary instrumental variables (IVs) are nested if individuals who comply un-
der one binary IV also comply under the other. This situation often arises when the
two IVs represent different intensities of encouragement or discouragement to take the
treatment—one stronger than the other. In a nested IV structure, treatment effects
can be identified for two latent subgroups: always-compliers and switchers. Always-
compliers are individuals who comply even under the weaker IV, while switchers are
those who do not comply under the weaker IV but do under the stronger one. In
this article, we introduce a novel pair-of-pairs nested IV (PoP-NIV) design, where
each matched stratum consists of four units organized in two pairs. Under this
pair-of-pairs design, we develop design-based inferential methods for estimating the
always-complier sample average treatment effect (ACO-SATE) and switcher sample
average treatment effect (SW-SATE). In a nested IV analysis, IV assignment is ran-
domized within each IV pair; however, whether a study unit receives the weaker or
stronger IV may not be randomized. To address this complication, we then propose a
novel partly biased randomization scheme and study design-based inference under this
new scheme. Using extensive simulation studies, we demonstrate the validity of the
proposed method and assess its power under different scenarios. Applying the nested
IV framework, we estimated that 52.2% (95% CI: 50.4%-53.9%) of participants en-
rolled at the Henry Ford Health System in the Prostate, Lung, Colorectal, and Ovar-
ian (PLCO) Cancer Screening Trial were always-compliers, while 26.7% (95% CI:
24.5%-28.9%) were switchers. Among always-compliers, flexible sigmoidoscopy was
associated with a trend toward a decreased colorectal cancer rate (—0.62%; 95% CI:
—1.90% to 0.65%). No effect was detected among switchers (1.46%; 95% CI: —1.97%
to 4.91%). This offers a richer interpretation of why no increase in the intention-to-
treat effect was observed after 1997, even though the compliance rate rose.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Design-based instrumental variable analysis

In many practical scenarios, the treatment and outcome of interest may be confounded
by unmeasured variables. For example, in studies assessing the impact of educational at-
tainment on future earnings, unobserved factors such as ambition and perseverance likely
influence both educational attainment and earnings. These latent traits are difficult, if not
impossible, to measure, posing significant challenges for valid causal inference. An instru-
mental variable (IV) provides a strategy to address this issue by leveraging a source of
variation in the treatment that is independent of unmeasured confounders and affects the
outcome only through its effect on the treatment. While direct randomization of the treat-
ment may be infeasible in many studies, random variation in encouragement or eligibility
for treatment can sometimes be exploited towards conducting valid causal inference. A
classic example is provided by Angrist and Krueger (1991), who used individuals’ quarter
of birth as an IV to estimate the causal effect of schooling on earnings. Quarter of birth
was shown to influence educational attainment—albeit modestly—and is assumed to affect
earnings only through its impact on education. Crucially, unlike years of schooling, quarter
of birth is essentially random.

A valid binary instrumental variable—to be formally defined later—can non-parametrically
identify the treatment effect within a latent subgroup known as compliers (Angrist et al.,
1996). Furthermore, under additional assumptions that limit treatment effect heterogene-
ity, a valid IV may enable partial or even point identification of the treatment effect in the
overall population. For a comprehensive discussion of such identification assumptions, see
Swanson et al. (2018). Practical strategies for identifying valid IVs are reviewed in Angrist
and Krueger (2001).

In a thought-provoking piece, Imbens and Rosenbaum (2005) introduced a randomiza-
tion inference-based approach to instrumental variable analysis. Unlike traditional methods
grounded in structural equation modeling and moment conditions, Imbens and Rosen-

baum’s approach (2005) enables exact hypothesis testing for a class of sharp null hypothe-



ses. Notably, it preserves valid inference even in challenging settings where the IV is only
weakly correlated with the treatment—circumstances under which conventional methods
such as two-stage least squares (2SLS) are known to produce biased results (Bound et al.,
1995; Imbens and Rosenbaum, 2005).

This randomization inference framework for IV analysis has since been extended in
multiple directions. These include factorial designs with noncompliance (Blackwell and
Pashley, 2023); binary IVs that achieve validity only after adjustment for baseline co-
variates via matching (Small and Rosenbaum, 2008); continuous IVs and weak null hy-
potheses such as the sample average treatment effect (SATE) among compliers (Baiocchi
et al., 2010); cluster-randomized encouragement designs with individual-level noncompli-
ance (Zhang et al., 2022); biased randomization schemes (Small and Rosenbaum, 2008;
Fogarty et al., 2021); and approaches to bounding the SATE of the entire study cohort
(Chen et al., 2025).

1.2 Nested IV: people respond to stronger incentives

An important characteristic of an instrumental variable is its compliance rate, defined as
the difference in the proportion of participants who receive treatment when encouraged
versus when discouraged. Compliance rates can vary across studies, and an individual
participant’s compliance behavior may differ depending on which encouragement is applied.
Recently, Wang et al. (2024) introduced the concept of nested IVs: a binary IV is nested
within another binary IV if two IVs differ in their induced compliance rates, and a complier
under the weaker IV remains a complier under the stronger IV. Notably, the nested IV
assumption does not impose additional restrictions on latent subgroup membership.

The classical monotonicity assumption (Angrist et al., 1996) is a statement about cross-
world potential outcomes—specifically, the potential treatment received under two levels of
a single binary instrumental variable. These outcomes cannot be observed simultaneously
for the same individual, hence the term “cross-world.” Similarly, the nested IV assumption
concerns the structure of four potential treatment-received outcomes defined by two binary

IVs. Like other cross-world assumptions, it cannot be directly verified from data; however,



in many applications, researchers have reasonable grounds—often informed by economic
theory or behavioral science—to believe such assumptions hold. For example, in a multi-
centre clinical trial, large differences in the compliance rates across sites or time periods
may support the assumption that a complier under a low-compliance-inducing IV would re-
main a complier under a high-compliance-inducing IV. These differences in the compliance
rates are often attributable to identifiable factors; in the Prostate, Lung, Colorectal and
Ovarian (PLCO) trial, for instance, the compliance rate at the Henry Ford Health System
increased sharply from 50% to 90% after the site switched from a dual consent to a single
consent process (Marcus et al., 2014). Nested IV structures also arise in policy research.
For example, Hull (2018) and Guo et al. (2025) used twinning (bearing two children in one
delivery) at the second birth as an IV for realized fertility before and after the implemen-
tation of a birth control policy. Conditional on the policy status (absence or presence of
birth control), a complier is defined as a mother who would have two children if the sec-
ond birth is a singleton and three children if the second birth is a twin. An always-taker,
by contrast, is a mother who would always have three children regardless of twinning at
the second birth. The nested IV assumption states that a complier in the absence of the
birth control policy would remain a complier under the policy. Indeed, Guo et al. (2025)
made this assumption in their empirical studies, although they did not formally frame the
problem under a nested IV structure.

While conventional instrumental variable analysis identifies the treatment effect among
compliers, an analysis using a pair of nested IVs can further distinguish treatment effects
among two subgroups: always-compliers—those who comply under both IVs—and switch-
ers—those who shift from non-compliers under a weaker IV to compliers under a stronger
IV (Wang et al., 2024). These subgroups are particularly relevant for policymaking be-
cause always-compliers represent individuals who are consistently responsive to encourage-
ment, whereas switchers are those whose treatment adherence could be influenced through
stronger incentives or interventions. For instance, in a clinical trial setting, switchers may
represent participants whose treatment uptake could plausibly be improved through en-

hanced or more intensive encouragement strategies. Estimating treatment effects within



these subgroups can inform implementation science—a key priority at the National Insti-
tutes of Health—and guide the design of implementation trials by revealing potential effect
heterogeneity. For example, if switchers demonstrate a substantial treatment effect, this
would support more proactive efforts to enhance adherence and ensure that evidence-based

interventions reach those most likely to benefit.

1.3 A design-based framework for nested IV analysis

In this paper, we develop a design-based framework for nested IV analysis that has three
main components. First, we introduce a pair-of-pairs design that mimics a finely stratified
experiment under a hierarchical, two-stage randomization scheme. For instance, in a mul-
ticentre clinical trial, participants are first randomized to a clinical site and then, within
each site, randomized to receive either treatment or control. We construct such designs by
efficiently solving a network flow problem on a tripartite network (Karmakar et al., 2019;
Zhang et al., 2023).

Second, we develop design-based inference for the sample average treatment effect
among always-compliers (ACO-SATE) and switchers (SW-SATE) under the pair-of-pairs
nested IV design. Unlike the approach of Wang et al. (2024), inference developed in this
article relies solely on the IV assignment mechanism and does not require modeling any
component of the potential outcomes. Through simulation studies and a case study, we
show that this design-based method remains robust even in challenging scenarios, such as
small sample sizes, low proportions of switchers, or binary endpoints with few observed
events.

Third, in our case study, the assignment of participants to one IV pair versus the other—
such as attending a clinical site in Seattle versus Portland—need not be randomized, even
though the IV assignment within a site is randomized; see Stuart et al. (2011) for a related
discussion on trial selection probability. To address this setting, we introduce a novel partly
biased randomization scheme and study design-based inference under this scheme.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the proposed pair-of-

pairs design and proposes a computationally efficient method to achieve the design. Section



3 describes the potential outcomes and estimands of interest. Design-based inference under
randomization and a novel partly biased randomization scheme is studied in Section 4. We
present simulation studies in Section 5 and apply the proposed design and analysis tools to
the PLCO trial in Section 6. Section 7 concludes with a discussion. Technical proofs can be
found in the Supplemental Materials, and code accompanying the article can be found via

the following link: https://github.com/Zhe-Chen-1999/Design-Based-Nested-1IV.

2 Study design

2.1 Pair-of-pairs nested IV design

Our proposed pair-of-pairs nested IV (PoP-NIV) design consists of I matched strata, in-
dexed by i = 1,..., I, each consisting of two matched pairs, indexed by j = 1,2. Each
matched pair j in stratum ¢ consists of two units indexed by k. Two units in one pair
in the matched stratum are assigned one binary IV, denoted as {0,, 1,}, and those in the
other pair are assigned the other binary IV, denoted as {0y, 1,}. We use ijk, i =1,...,1,
71 =1,2, k=1,2, to index the k-th participant in the matched pair j in the i-th stratum.
A matching algorithm M embeds the observational data into a hypothetical, two-stage
randomized encouragement experiment as follows. Within each matched stratum i, one
pair is randomized to the IV dose pair (0,4, 1,) and the other to (04, 1;). Then, within the
pair randomized to (0,4, 1,), two units are further randomized to 0, or 1,. Analogously,
within the pair randomized to (0, 1), two units are further randomized to 0, or 1. Let

Z; = (Zi1, Zi1a, Zio1, Ziza) denote the IV assignment vector of stratum ¢ and

Q= {(14, 04, 15, 05), (0a; Las 15, 05), (14, Oa, 06, 1p), (O, 1a, Op, 1),

(1p, 0p, 14, 04), (1p, 0, 04, 14), (Op, 1p, 1a, 04), (Op, 1p, 04, 14) }
denote the set of 23 = 8 possible configurations of the IV assignment vector Z;. Finally,
let x;;, denote participant ijk’s observed covariates and X the covariate matrix for all 47

participants.

In design-based IV analysis, the probability of IV assignment provides the sole basis

of statistical inference. Randomization assumption is often a starting point for analysis



(Rosenbaum, 2002; Imbens and Rosenbaum, 2005; Small and Rosenbaum, 2008), followed
by a biased randomization scheme that allows the IV to deviate from the randomization
scheme by at most some controlled amount (Baiocchi et al., 2010; Fogarty et al., 2021).
The randomization assumption in a finite-sample, pair-of-pairs nested IV design can be

formally stated as follows:

Assumption 1. (Randomization Assumption in a PoP-NIV Design). IV assign-
ments across matched strata are assumed to be independent of each other, with Pr(Z; =

a|X,M)=1/8, for all a € Q.

In an integrated analysis of RCTs from multiple centres or studies, the randomization
assumption may be violated, for instance, if there exist factors that simultaneously affect
outcomes of interest and participants’ selection into different study centres (e.g., choosing
to enroll at a clinical site in Seattle not Portland) or different studies (e.g., choosing to
participate in one study not the other). We will discuss and study how to relax the

randomization assumption in Section 4.2.

2.2 PoP-NIV design in a study of colorectal cancer screening

We illustrate the proposed PoP-NIV design using the PLCO Cancer Screening Trial. Sup-
plemental Material C summarizes data of study participants who enrolled at the Henry
Ford Health System before and after 1997 where the trial consent policy underwent a ma-
jor shift, and the compliance rate was observed to increase massively from 50% to 80%
(Marcus et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2024). Table 1 summarizes the PoP-NIV design ap-
plied to the PLCO trial data. The design consists of I = 3071 matched strata, where
each stratum consists of two pairs: in the first pair, two participants enrolled in the study
prior to 1997 and were each randomized to the treatment group (cancer screening) or the
control group (standard of care), while in the second pair, two participants enrolled in the
study after 1997 and were each randomized to the treatment group or the control group.
The match was constructed using an efficient, network-flow-based algorithm in less than
2 minutes on a standard laptop, the details of which are to be elaborated on in the next

subsection.



Table 1: Covariate balance after matching. Mean (SD) are reported for continuous vari-
ables; Count (percentage) are reported for categorical variables.

Prior to 1997 (G = a) After 1997 (G =)
Control arm  Treatment arm Control arm  Treatment arm  P-value

Sample size 3071 3071 3071 3071
Treatment uptake (=Screening) (%) 0 ( 0.0) 1602 (52.2) 0(0.0) 2422 (78.9) <0.001
Age (%) 1.000

< 60 1031 (33.6) 1031 (33.6) 1031 (33.6) 1031 (33.6)

(60, 65] 1092 (35.6) 1092 (35.6) 1092 (35.6) 1092 (35.6)

(65,70] 650 (21.2) 650 (21.2) 650 (21.2) 650 (21.2)

> 70 208 (9.7) 298 (9.7) 208 (9.7) 298 (9.7)
Age 63.31 (4.84) 63.33 (4.85)  63.08 (4.98) 63.00 (4.98)  0.081
Sex (=Male) (%) 1185 (38.6) 1178 (38.4) 1195 (38.9) 1190 (38.7) 0.975
Race (=Minority) (%) 520 (16.9) 518 (16.9) 496 (16.2) 510 (16.6) 0.841
Education (%) 0.381

No high school 334 (10.9) 336 (10.9) 207 (9.7) 295 (9.6)

High school 1192 (38.8) 1182 (38.5) 1173 (38.2) 1189 (38.7)

College or above 1545 (50.3) 1553 (50.6) 1601 (52.1) 1587 (51.7)
Smoking status (%) 0.948

Non-smoker 1309 (42.6) 1304 (42.5) 1328 (43.2) 1332 (43.4)

Current smoker 415 (13.5) 401 (13.1) 408 (13.3) 418 (13.6)

Former smoker 1347 (43.9) 1366 (44.5) 1335 (43.5) 1321 (43.0)
BMI (> 25) (%) 2005 (68.2) 2102 (68.4) 2135 (69.5) 2096 (68.3) 0.654

We assessed covariate balance across the four groups using standard multiple-group com-
parison tests: x? tests for categorical variables and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
for continuous variables. We highlight two key observations. First, the compliance rate—
defined as the difference between the proportion of treatment-group participants receiving
their first scheduled flexible sigmoidoscopy screening and the corresponding proportion in
the control group—was markedly lower among participants enrolled before 1997 compared
with those enrolled afterward (52.2% vs. 78.9%). Second, for all covariates listed in Ta-
ble 1, no statistically significant differences were detected at the conventional 0.05 level,
indicating that the design adequately balanced observed covariates, emulating the target
randomized controlled trial. Nonetheless, as in any matched design of observational data,
balance on unmeasured covariates cannot be guaranteed. In particular, unobserved factors
related to clinical outcomes and to participants’ decision to enroll before versus after 1997
may still be imbalanced, in contrast to what would be expected in a genuine randomized

controlled trial.



2.3 A computationally efficient algorithm constructing matched strata

The design in Table 1 was constructed using a modified network-flow-based tripartite
matching algorithm (Karmakar et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2023). The matching structure
is represented as a four-layer network, in addition to a source code ¢ and a sink node &, as
illustrated in Figure 1. Four layers of nodes in the network consist of (1) nodes {r{,...,7¢ }

corresponding to |T,| units assigned to the IV dose Z = 1,, (2) nodes {7{,...,~¢& } corre-

sponds to |C,| units assigned to Z = 0, (3) nodes {7},..., 7}, } corresponding to |T;| units
assigned to Z = 1,, and (4) nodes {1},...,72,} corresponding to |Cy| units assigned to

Z = 0p. The resulting network then contains T, + C, + T, + C}, + 2 vertices V), connected
by a total of |£| =T, + T,C, + C, Ty, + T,Cy, + C, edges of the following form:

S = {(f»Tta)’(7}&7’73)’(’ngTtb’)v(7137'73’)7(73’2)7 = 17--'7Ta> C= 17'--aCa>

tlzl,...,Tb, C/:1,...,Cb}.
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Figure 1: Network-flow representation of proposed pair-of-pairs design. Nodes {7{, ..., 7{}
represent units assigned Z = 1,; {7¢,...,72} are assigned Z = 0,, {7¢,..., 70} are assigned

Z = 1y, and {+},...,18} are assigned Z = 0. The bold blue lines correspond to two
matched strata, each consisting of a pair of pairs: {(7,7%), (72,7%)} and {(7¢,7%), (73,78)}

Each edge e € £ has unit capacity cap(e) = 1. A feasible integral flow f(-) assigns a

nonnegative integer value to each edge, subject to the following constraints:
e Capacity constraints: 0 < f(e) < cap(e), for all e € &;

e Supply—demand balance: all flow units emitted by the source & are absorbed at

the sink &, i.e., ZtTi1 f&, ) = ZS’;l (v2,€) = I < min{T,, T, C,,Cy}, where [

9



determines the number of matched strata in the final design;

e Flow conservation: for all intermediate vertices b € V' \ {¢, €}, the inflow equals the

outflow:

Zfab Zfbc

(a,b)eE (bc)eE

Under these constraints, a feasible integral flow f(-) encodes a set of matched strata,

each containing two treated-control pairs of the form:

M) = {{ et} £Ea0 = £, 58 = ety =1
In the simple network illustrated in Figure 1, blue edges represent one feasible flow when
constructing I = 2 matched strata: {(7%,7%), (72,7%)} and {(7$,7%), (72,78)}.
Each edge is further associated with a cost, e.g., rank-based, robust Mahalanobis dis-
tance calculated from baseline covariates (Rosenbaum, 2010). Let d,s ,¢(x) denote the
distance between treated unit 77 and control unit v¢ on covariates x, for ¢t = 1,...,T,

c=1,...,Cy and g € {a, b}, and 573775(@ be defined similarly. The total cost associated

with a feasible flow f(-) then equals:

cost(f) = Y Gpae(@) D Sen(@)+ D b (@),
frene)=1 flem)=1 frp =1
A feasible flow is said to be optimal if it minimizes cost(f). As described in more details

in Zhang et al. (2023), a standard polynomial-time, minimum-cost network flow algorithm
can be used to find the feasible flow f with the minimum cost, which then yields the

pair-of-pairs design displayed in Table 1.

3 Notation and causal estimands

3.1 Potential outcomes; identification assumptions; principal stratification

We formalize the causal estimands and identification assumptions under the potential out-
comes framework (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974). First, we adopt Rubin’s Stable Unit
Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA), which states that (i) the potential outcome of a

participant does not depend on the treatment assignment of others; and (2) there is only

10



one version of the treatment assignment (Rubin, 1980, 1986). Under SUTVA, we define

the following potential treatment received for each participant indexed by #jk.

Definition 1 (Potential treatment received). Let D;;jx(Z = z) denote participant ijk’s

potential treatment received under IV level z € {04, 0p, 14, 15} as follows:
deeije = Dije(Z = 0,), dpaijr = Diji(Z = 1),

dcbijk = Dz]k(Z = Ob), dTbijk = Dljk(Z = 1b)

In any given dataset, only the actual treatment received, D;jx = deaijpl{Z;jx = 0.} +
dpaiil{ Zije = 1o} + devijil{ Zije = O} + dpvij 1{ Zije = 1p}, is observed for each partici-
pant.

Analogously, Definition 2 defines potential outcomes for each participant:

Definition 2 (Potential outcomes). Let R;ji(Diji(Ziji), Ziji) denote ijk’s potential out-
come under 1V assignment Z;j. and treatment received D;ji(Z;;,). We make the standard
exclusion restriction assumption so that Rij(Dijx(Zijk) = d, Zijr, = 2) = Riji(Diji(Ziji) =
d, Ziji, =72'), ¥V d,z,2'. Wewrite R;j,(Ziji) as a shorthand for R;jx(Dijx(Zijk), Zijik). Each
participant ijk is associated with the following 4 potential outcomes:

reaijr = Rije(Z = 04), rragk = Riji(Z = 14),

Tevige = Rige(Z = 0p), Treijr = Rig(Z = 1p).
Let Rijr. = rcaijel{ Zijt = 0a} +7raijt I{ Zije = 1o} +rcvijnl{ Zijk = Op} +1poiji 1{Zijr = 1}
denote the observed outcome for ijk.

Following Angrist et al. (1996), participant ijk is said to be a complier with respect
to the IV dose pair (0,,1,), for g € {a,b}, if (dreijk, dceijr) = (1,0), an always-taker if
(dreijk, dooiji) = (1, 1), anever-taker if (drojji, doeijr) = (0,0), and a defier if (droijk, dooijn) =
(0,1), where drpg;ji and deo;ji, are defined in Definition 1. In IV analysis, a common assump-
tion is that participants are not less likely to take the treatment when offered treatment
rather than control (Angrist et al., 1996). We adopt this assumption for each IV pair

({04, 15} or {0, 1,}) and refer to it as the partial monotonicity assumption.

Assumption 2 (Partial monotonicity). For each participant indexed by ijk, we have
dreiji > deoik, 9 € {a,b}.

11



Under this partial monotonicity assumption, defiers under either IV pair are assumed
not to exist, and the compliance rate under IV pair (0,,1,) is defined as follows:

1 2 2
lg = % Z Z Z(dTgijk - ngijk)v g€ {a7 b}7

i=1 j=1 k=1
which is the sample average treatment effect of the binary IV (0,4, 1,) on treatment received.

Finally, we make the nested IV assumption below to impose an additional structure on

potential treatment received under two versions of the IV assignment (Wang et al., 2024).

Assumption 3 (Nested IV). For each participant indexed by ijk, (dcaijk, draijr) = (0,1)

implies (deogji, drvijr) = (0, 1).

In words, Assumption 3 says that a participant who is a complier under a weaker IV pair,
that is, (04, 1,), would remain a complier under a stronger IV pair, that is, (0, 1;). The
nested IV assumption has a testable implication. Under Assumptions 2 and 3, we would
necessarily have ¢, > 1,; hence, by testing the one-sided null hypothesis Hy : ¢, > ¢4, One
could assess the validity of Assumptions 2 and 3.

A participant’s compliance status is determined jointly by both IV pairs, (0,,1,) and
(0p, 1). In principle, this yields 2* = 16 possible principal strata. However, under Assump-
tions 2 and 3, the number is reduced from 16 to 6' (Wang et al., 2024). These 6 principal
strata are: (1) SWitchers (SW), who are non-compliers (that is, always-takers or never-
takers) under the weaker IV pair (0, 1,) but compliers under the stronger IV pair (05, 1;),
with (dreiji, dcaijr) € {(1,1),(0,0)} and (dyvijp, devije) = (1,0); (ii) Always-COmpliers
(ACO), who comply with the assigned treatment under both IV pairs (04, 1,) and (0p, 1p),
with (dreji, doaijr) = (drvije, dovigr) = (1,0); (iii) Always-Taker-Never-Takers (AT-NT),
who always take the treatment under {0,, 1,} but never take the treatment under {0y, 15},
with (drejk, doeije) = (1,1) and (dyesj, devijr) = (0,0); (iv) Always-Always-Takers (AAT),
who are always-takers under both IV pairs (0,,1,) and (04, 1), with (drajk, doaijr) =
(dpviji, devige) = (1,1); (v) Never-Taker-Always-Takers (NT-AT), who never take treat-

ment under {0,,1,} but always take it under {05, 1}, with (drejjk, dceijr) = (0,0) and

'More precisely, Assumptions 2 and 3 reduce the number of principal strata from 16 to 7. In what
follows, we consider only 6 principal strata, as two of the original strata are combined into a single stratum
of switchers.
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(dpviji, dovije) = (1,1); and (vi) Always-Never-Takers (ANT), who never take the treat-
ment under either IV pair (0,,1,) or (0p, 1), With (draijk, doair) = (drvije, devijre) = (0,0).

Finally, Definition 3 defines the “per-protocol” potential outcomes.

Definition 3 (Per-protocol potential outcomes). Let
rd:O,ijk = Rz]k<D = O) and szl,ijk = R,ij(D = 1)

denote the potential outcomes had participant ijk taken the control or treatment.

Unlike (r7oijk, rcoijr), g9 € {a,b}, which depend on the IV pair, (r4=ojk, ra=1,jx) do not

depend on the IV and are arguably the ultimate quantity of interest.

3.2 Always-complier sample average treatment effect (ACO-SATE)

Equipped with the potential outcomes defined in Definitions 1 and 2, we are ready to define
the target causal estimands. Our first estimand of interest is the following “effect ratio”-
style estimand (Baiocchi et al., 2010; Kang et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2022; Chen et al.,

2025):
I 2 2
o Dic1 21 2k (PTeijr — Toaijn)
- I 2 2 ’
Ei:l 23:1 Zk:1(dT%jk - dC%’jk)

which, under the partial monotonicity assumption dra;jr > dceij, and the nested IV as-

sumption, equals the SATE among the always-complier subgroup, that is,

E {szl,ijk - Td:o,ijk},
ijke ACO
where naco denotes the number of always-compliers in the cohort, and (74=1jk, "'d=0,ijk)

ACO-SATE =

naco

are “per-protocol” outcomes defined in Definition 3.

3.3 Switcher sample average treatment effect (SW-SATE)

Our second target estimand is the following ratio of difference-in-differences:
I 2 2
B 21-:1 Zj:l Zkzl(Tszjk - T’Cbijk) — (Praijk — Tcaijk)

=y 2 2 ) (1)
Do Zj:l Y et (drvige — dewvij) — (draijr — deaij)

where the numerator denotes the difference in the sample average treatment effect of IV

on the outcome between two IV pairs, and the denominator denotes that on the treatment

received.
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The estimand A is well-defined provided that the denominator, Zle 23:1 Zi:l (dpvijr—
devigr) — (dreije — deaijr), does not equal 0; that is, the sample average treatment effect of
IV on treatment received is different between two IV pairs.

In the absence of the partial monotonicity assumption and the nested IV assumption, the
parameter \ can be interpreted as follows: for every hundred additional people converted
by the stronger IV (0, 1) to take the treatment, the intention-to-treat effect is increased
by 100 x A.

We further define the sample average treatment effect among switchers as follows:

1
SW-SATE = — Z {ra=14jk — Ta=0,jk }, (2)

n
SW. ikesw

where ngw denotes the number of switchers in the cohort, and (rg—1 ik, ra—o,ijx) are “per-
protocol” outcomes defined in Definition 3.

Under the partial monotonicity assumption and the nested IV assumption, we have

A = SW-SATE, as formalized in Proposition 1.

Proposition 1. Let A and SW-SATE be defined as in (1) and (2), respectively. Under
Assumptions 2 and 3, we have A\ = SW-SATE.

Proposition 1 holds because, for the principal strata AT-NT, AAT, NT-AT, and ANT,
under either IV, the IV has no effect on treatment received and, consequently, no effect on
the outcome. Moreover, for the always-complier (ACO) principal stratum—participants
who comply under either IV pair— both the numerator and denominator in A\ are equal to

0. Therefore, only the switcher subgroup contributes to A, and we have:

ZijkeSW(TTbijk - chijk) . ZijkESW Rije(D = 1) — Ry(D = 0)

A= —
> iivesw (drvije — devijr) Y iikesw (1 —0)

= SW-SATE,
(3)
where the first equality holds because under the weaker IV pair {0,,1,}, switchers are
never-takers or always-takers with a zero intention-to-treat effect, and the second equality
holds because under the stronger IV pair {0y, 1,}, switchers become compliers.
Both causal parameters, x and A, involve contrasts of potential outcomes. The estimand

k depends on (drajjg, rraeijr) and (dceiji, Tcaijr); for each participant assigned to the weaker
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IV pair, either (dpaiji, rraiji) OF (dcaijk, Toesjr) is observed, whereas for those assigned to the
stronger IV pair, neither is observed. Similarly, the estimand A\ involves 4 sets of potential
outcomes— (dragji, Treiji), (dcaiji, Tcaiji)s (Arvijr, Tvijr)s (dovijr, Tovigr)—of which only one
set is observed per participant. Consequently, statistical inference is required for both

estimands. We develop design-based inference for x and A in the next section.

4 Design-based inference for ACO-SATE and SW-SATE

4.1 Inference under the randomization assumption

Write F = {(dcaiji, draiji, dovijr, Arvije, TCaijls TTaijhs TCbijis TToijks Tijk), @ = 1,..., 1, j =
1,2, k= 1,2} and Z the set containing all 8/ possible IV assignments. To facilitate making
inference of x and A, we introduce an auxiliary random variable Z7, for each g € {a,b}
as follows: ijk = 1if Z;, = 1, Zf.k = 0if Z;; = 0,4, and Zthk = 1/2 otherwise. By

design, this construction ensures that Zzgj1

+ Zf, = 1for j € {1,2} and g € {a,b}. The
IV assignment mechanism for Z; = (Z;1, Zi2, Zio1, Zio2), as formalized by Assumption 1,
determines the joint distribution of Zigjk.

We first derive a valid level-a: confidence interval for the difference in compliance rates
between the two IV pairs, which can be interpreted as the proportion of switchers in
the sample under Assumptions 2 and 3. To that end, we conduct a finite-population
asymptotic analysis in which the 47 units are embedded into a sequence of finite populations
of increasing size (Li and Ding, 2017). This asymptotic framework forms the basis for the

statistical inference developed throughout the remainder of the article.

Proposition 2 (Inference for the proportion of switchers). Let

Vim0 (25D - (1- 20000 — (28D — (1~ 250D}

7j=1 k=1

1
V=I') Vv,

and define the variance estimator

= o (v-7)



Under mild reqularity conditions and conditional on F and Z, the interval
{c : ‘V— c| < zi_qpoV 52}

is an asymptotically valid, level-a. confidence interval for t, — 4, the proportion of switch-

ers in the sample, where z1_oo denotes the (1 — a/2)-th quantile of the standard normal

distribution.

Remark 1 (Inference of ¢,). By letting V; = Z] S (7Y Tk Digre — (1 — Z7,) Digr } in
Proposition 2, we can similarly construct a level-o confidence interval for vy, the compliance

rate under IV pair (04,1,), g € {a,b}.

Next, we consider testing the null hypothesis

HACO K = Ko

for the ACO-SATE estimand. Theorem 1 provides an asymptotically valid, level-a test

under the randomization scheme specified in Assumption 1.

Theorem 1 (Inference for the SATE among always-compliers). Let

zACO fio Z Z { ”k zgk - fioDz‘jk) - (1 - f;k)(Rzgk - fioDijk)} .
7=1 k=1
and define the test statistic

I
Taco(ko) = I Z Vi.aco(ko),

i=1
with the corresponding variance estimator
R :
Sa = |7 |72
oo (ko) I(1—1) 121 .Aco(Ko) Z Aco(Ko)

Conditional on F and Z, the test that rejects H}O : k = ko when

Taco(ko)| > z1—a21/Saco (ko)

1s an asymptotically valid, level-a test, under mild reqularity conditions.

Remark 2. The level-a confidence interval established in Theorem 1 is also a conditionally
valid level-ao confidence interval for the effect ratio estimand restricted to the 21 wunits
assigned to {04, 1.}, noting that these 21 units constitute a random sample from the full

set of 41 units; see, for example, Branson (2020), for a related discussion.
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Remark 3. The variance estimator Sico(ko) generally overestimates the true variance

(Imai, 2008). It is unbiased for the true variance if and only if

2 2
Z Z{szl,ijk — Ta—0,4jk — Ko} 1{Sijx = ACO}
j=1 k=1
s constant across all strata i = 1,...,1. A sufficient condition for this to hold is that the

treatment effect among always-compliers is constant.
Finally, we move on to making inference for the SW-SATE. Theorem 2 establishes an
asymptotically valid, level-a test for the null hypothesis
ng A= )\0.

Theorem 2 (Inference for the SATE among switchers). Let

Visw(o) = Z Z{ Rije = MoDijr) — (1= Zi) (Rigi. = MoDijn)}

jlkl

- Z Z{ ik (Bige — AoDigr) — (1 = Zi) (Rijie — AoDiji) }
7=1 k=1
and define the test statistic

I
Tow(Xo) =T Visw(ho),

i=1
with the corresponding variance estimator
1< 2
52 (N) = ———— Visw(Xo) — I~ Visw(Ao)
sw(Xo) I=1 ; sw(Ao) Z sw(Ao)

Under mild regularity conditions and conditional on F and Z, the test that rejects HV :
A= X\ when

Tsw(Ao)| > z1—a/21/ S3w (o)

15 an asymptotically valid, level-a test.

Remark 4 (Conservativeness of the variance estimator). As with ACO-SATE, the variance
estimator Saw(No) for SW-SATE in general overestimates the true variance of the test

statistic. It is unbiased if and only if

2 2
Z Z{szl,z'jk — Td=0,ijk — Aot 1(Sije = SW)
j=1 k=1
is constant across all strata 1 =1,...,1. A sufficient condition for this to hold is when the

treatment effect is constant among switchers. In practice, such conditions may be stringent,
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and therefore Sy (Xo) typically overestimates the true variance of the test statistic Tsw (o).
However, as we will demonstrate in the simulation studies, the extent to which S3qo (ko)
in Theorem 1 and Siyw(No) are overestimated is relatively small across many practical sce-
narios; consequently, inference procedures based on Theorems 1 and 2 are often not overly

conservative.

4.2 A partly biased randomization scheme

In an integrated analysis of data from multiple sites in a multicentre clinical trial, treatment
assignment is randomized within each site—either with or without matching on observed
covariates—whereas “site selection” may not be randomized, even after accounting for
observed covariates. To be more specific, among the 8 possible IV assignment configurations

in €2, those in

Ql = {(1a7 0(17 1b7 Ob)? (0a7 1a7 1b7 Ob)a (1a7 OCH 0b7 1b>7 (Oaa 1a7 0b7 1b)}
are equiprobable, and we denote this probability as m;,, = Pr(Z; = e | X, M) for e € ;.

Similarly, the 4 IV assignments in

Qy = {(1y, 0p, 14,04), (13, Op, 04, 1a), (0p, 1y, 14, 04), (0, 1, 04, 14) }
are equiprobable. If we use 7y, = Pr(Z; = e | X, M) for e € Q, to denote this probability,
then m;, + myp = 1/4.
We follow the Rosenbaum sensitivity analysis model (Rosenbaum, 2002) and quantify

the maximum deviation from a randomization scheme for each matched strata i as follows:

e (4)
Tia > )
41+71) — 414T)
or equivalently:
1 Tia
- < <T. D
I — le— Tia - ( )

Under this model, I' = 1 corresponds to randomization at the “trial” or “clinical site”
level, in which case all elements in 2 = ;U5 are equiprobable and Assumption 1 holds. As
[' > 1 increases, the potential deviation from randomization within each matched stratum
i grows, and Equation (4) (equivalently, Equation (5)) specifies a uniform upper bound on

that deviation.
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Definition 4 formalizes this partly biased randomization scheme.

Definition 4 (Partly biased randomization scheme). A partly biased randomization scheme
indezed by I' > 1, denoted as My, refers to the set of probability distributions on €2 = QU

that satisfy the restriction in Equation (4) or equivalently Equation (5).

4.3 Inference under the partly biased randomization scheme

To facilitate inference under the partly biased randomization scheme M, we first introduce
an alternative characterization of the partly biased randomization scheme.
Fix I' > 1. Define A; = 1 if, in stratum 4, pair j = 1 is assigned to the IV pair {0,, 1,}

and pair 7 = 2 to {0y, 1}, and let A; = 0 if the assignments are reversed. Let A; satisfy

1 r
< PA=1)< ——,
1+1T — ( >_1+F

fori=1,... 1.

Foralli =1,...,I, j = 1,2, further define the random variable T;; as follows:

+1, if the unit 451 is assigned to 1, or 1, and 752 to 0, or 0y,
T, =

—1, if the unit 251 is assigned to 0, or 0, and 52 to 1, or 1,.

By construction, 7;; is independent of A;, and randomization within each pair ¢j ensures
P(T,; = +1) = P(T;; = —1) = 1/2. One can readily see that the partly biased randomiza-
tion model Mr is then fully characterized by {(A;, Ti1,Tia), i =1,...,1}.
We consider testing the null hypothesis HZ°C : k = r for always-compliers under M.
For each matched stratum i, define:
ﬁ‘,ACO(F&o) =A;- Ty - {Rm — koDi1 — (Rixz — I‘ioDm)}

+(1 = 4;) - T - { Riz1 — koDio1 — (Riza — kogDin2) }

(6)

and

. -1y .
DAk = Fuscolia) - (57 ) Feacolrl )

Theorem 3 shows that a valid test for H}C : k = kg under My can be constructed using

{DSIQOC%O)? t=1,... 71}

Theorem 3. For each matched stratum i, let 7; aco(ko) and DR (ko) be defined as in (6)

and (7), respectively. Let Dr aco(ko) = I Zle D2FO (ko) be the sample mean across I
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matched strata and Sf yco(ko) = ﬁ ST (ngo(fio) - EF’ACOO%))Q the correspond-
ing variance estimator. Consider testing HYC : k = ko against a greater-than alterna-
tive under the partly biased IV assignment model Mr. The test that rejects H}O when
Draco(ko)/Sr.aco(ko) > 21_q is an asymptotically valid level-a test, and the corresponding

one-sided, level-a confidence interval can be obtained by inverting the test.

Lastly, we consider testing the null hypothesis H5YW : A = \g under the model Mr. For

each matched stratum ¢, define:

Ti,sw(Ao) =4; - {Tiz {Ri21 — XoDi21 — (Riz2 — AoDi22) } — Tix - { Rit1 — MoDi11 — (Rirz — )\ODi12)}}

+(1 - 4;) - {Tu {Rit1 — MoDi11 — (Ri2 — AoDi2) } — Tia - {Riz1 — AoDio1 — (Rizz2 — >\0Dz‘22)}} ;

and

r—-1

Dis}v()\o) = T;sw(Ao) — (F——i-l) [Tasw (o)l

Theorem 4 derives a valid, level-a test for the null hypothesis H3W : A = )y under M.

Theorem 4. For each matched pair i, let 7;5w(Xo) and DY) (Xo) be defined as above.
Let Drsw(X) = 17130, DY (Xo) be the sample mean across I matched strata and
SEaw(Xo) = ﬁ Zfil (DZ-S"FN()\O) — ERSW(AO)>2 be the usual variance estimator. Con-
sider testing H3Y : X = )\ against a greater-than alternative under the partly biased IV
assignment model Mr. The test that rejects HSW when Drgsw(Xo)/Srsw(Xo) > 21_q is

an asymptotically valid level-o test, and the corresponding one-sided, level-aw confidence

interval can be obtained by inverting the test.

Proof. We provide a sketch of the proof for Theorem 4. The proof of Theorem 3 is analo-
gous. Proving Theorem 4 consists of two key steps. The first step is to construct a bound-
ing variable for the random variable DP}Y(Xo) conditional on each of the 4 realizations of
(Ti1, Ti2), which can be achieved using arguments in Fogarty (2020). Let Ui(;l’ﬂ), Ui(;l’fl),
UGS and ULV denote the bounding variable for DSY (o) when (Ti1, Tro) = (+1, +1),
(+1,-1), (—1,41), and (—1, —1), respectively. Define a random variable U, that equals
UZ-(;LH), Ugl’fl), Ué;l’ﬂ), and Ui(yfl’fl), each with probability 1/4. In the second step, it

can be shown that, under the null hypothesis Hy : A = Ao, E [zle Uw} < 0, which then
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implies B[, DY (Mo)] < 0 because DFYY(Xo) is stochastically dominated by U;r. The

full details can be found in the Supplemental Material A. m

5 Simulation

We have two goals in the simulation studies. Section 5.1 evaluates the finite-sample per-
formance of the proposed tests for the SW-SATE and ACO-SATE under a randomization
scheme. Section 5.2 summarizes the performance of the proposed test under the partly

biased randomization scheme.

5.1 Validity and power of the proposed tests under a randomization scheme
5.1.1 Simulation setup

We first verify the level and assess the power of the hypothesis test for the SW-SATE. We
generate data for a PoP-NIV design consisting of I strata. The first factor we vary is the

number of matched strata:
Factor 1: Number of matched strata I: 100, 500, and 1000.

For each unit &k in matched pair j within stratum ¢ € [I], its principal stratum mem-

bership Sj;i, is sampled from the following multinomial distribution:
P(Sijk = SW) =p;
P(Sik € {ACO, AT-NT, AAT, NT-AT, ANT}) = (1 — p)/5.

Recall switchers entail those who switch from a never-taker to a complier and from an
always-taker to a complier. Half of switchers in our data-generating process are never-
takers under a weaker IV, and the other half are always-takers. For each unit ijk, the
potential outcomes {draiji, dcagjk, drvijr, dovir } are determined by S;jp.

The second factor we vary is the proportion of switchers:
Factor 2: Proportion of switchers p : 0.3, 0.5, and 0.7.

Next, we generate potential “per-protocol” outcomes {74—ojk, "d=1,;x} as follows:
Ta=o,ijk ~ N(0,1), Taz1ijk = Td=0ijk + Tijks

21



where the treatment effect 7;j; is heterogeneous and depends on ijk’s principal stratum
membership: 7;;, ~ N (0.5,1) for always-compliers, 7;;; ~ N (0.1, 1) for other non-switcher
strata (AT-NT, AAT, NT-AT, or ANT), and 7;;;, is drawn from one of the following distri-

butions for switchers:

Factor 3: Treatment effect among switchers, TZ-Sj}iV, follows one of the three distributions:

(i) 750 ~ Unif [i — V3, o+ V3] (i) 75 ~ N, 1); and (i) 755 ~ Exp(1/p).

In each distribution, i controls the magnitude of the effect size among switchers, which

is varied as the fourth factor:
Factor 4: Effect size among switchers p: 0,0.25,0.5, and 1.

After we generate participant ijk’s principal stratum S;;; and potential “per-protocol”
outcomes {74—o,jk, "d=1,ijk }» Potential outcomes {7ra;ji, Tcaiji, rrvie, Tovijr b are then deter-
mined by {szo,zjk, Td=1,ijk> Sijk}-

Finally, we generate IV assignment vector Z; = (Z;11, Zi1a, Zio1, Ziz2) for each stratum
¢ independently according to the randomization scheme in Assumption 1. For each unit
17k, the observed treatment received and outcome are determined as follows:

Diji = deeignl{ Zije = 0o} + dreijel{ Ziji = 1a} + devijel{ Ziji = Op} + dovijpI{ Zije = 15},
Riji = ra=1,s1{ Dsji = 1} + ra=o4s1{ Dy = 0}.

To summarize, Factors 1-4 define 108 data-generating processes. For each DGP, we
generated 1000 datasets and recorded the true sample average treatment effect A, among
switchers in each dataset. We then evaluated the level and power of the randomization-

based test in Theorem 2 by conducting two tests: (i) Hp : A = Age and (ii) Hy : A = 0.

We also constructed confidence intervals for Ay, by inverting the test.

5.1.2 Simulation results

Table 2 summarizes the simulation results for different choices of the sample size I, switcher
proportion p, and effect size 1, when Tlsj}iv ~ N (i, 1). Reported metrics include type I error

rate (level), empirical power, average length of the confidence intervals, and empirical
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coverage of the 95% confidence intervals constructed according to Theorem 2. In addition,
Table 2 reports the average compliance rate ¢, for each IV pair, the average true SW-SATE
Atre, the average true standard deviation of the test statistic SD[T'(Atrue)] under A =
Atrue; and the average standard error estimator S(Agye), all averaged over 1000 simulation
replicates. Tables S2-S3 in the Supplemental Material B.1 summarize the same simulation
results but for 75\ ~ Unif [u — v/3, p+ v/3] and 75 ~ Exp(1/p).

We observed several consistent trends in the simulation studies. First, across all data-
generating settings, the test maintained good type I error control, even with I as small
as 100. The estimated standard errors slightly overestimated the true standard deviation,
indicating that the variance estimator is mildly conservative. Second, as expected, the test’s
power increased and the confidence interval width decreased as the number of strata I grew
and the proportion of switchers p became larger. For example, when the effect distribution
among switchers follows a normal distribution with mean p = 1, the empirical power is
0.76 with a confidence interval width of 1.63 for I = 500 strata and p = 0.3. Increasing
the number of strata to I = 1000 raised the empirical power to 0.96 and narrowed the
confidence interval to 1.10. Further increasing the proportion of switchers to p = 0.7 (with
I = 1000) yielded empirical power of 1.00 and reduced the interval width to 0.44. Third,
fixing I and p, the test showed higher power with larger effect sizes. For instance, with
I = 500 and p = 0.3, when the effect distribution among switchers was uniform and the
mean value increased from 0.25 to 1.0, empirical power rose from 0.11 to 0.74. Finally, the
proposed method demonstrated robustness across a variety of effect size distributions.

In addition to the data-genrating processes described in Section 5.1.1, we also examined
the scenario discussed in Remark 4, where each stratum contains exactly two switchers, and
the treatment effect among switchers is constant. We verified that the variance estimator
S?(Atrue) is unbiased for the true variance under this setup; see Table S4 in Supplementary

Material B.1 for details.
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5.1.3 Hypothesis testing for the ACO-SATE

We also evaluated the validity and power of the hypothesis test for the ACO-SATE, con-
structed according to Theorem 1. The data-generating processes parallel those for SW-
SATE in Section 5.1.1, except that the roles of switchers and always-compliers are swapped.
For each simulated dataset, we computed the true sample average treatment effect Kipye
for always-compliers and evaluated two hypothesis tests, Hy : K = Ke and Hy 1 k£ = 0.
We also constructed confidence intervals by inverting the test. Performance was assessed
in terms of type I error, empirical power, confidence interval length, and coverage. Supple-
mental Material B.2.1 describes the simulation settings.

Tables S5-S7 in Supplemental Material B.2.2 report the simulation results, which closely
parallel those for SW-SATE. First, the test maintains a type I error rate near the nominal
level across all combinations of number of strata I, proportion of always-compliers p, and
the effect size u. Even with I = 100, the coverage of the 95% confidence intervals stays
close to the nominal level across all treatment effect distributions, demonstrating that the
proposed randomization-based inference procedure performs reliably under finite samples
and heterogeneous effect-size distributions. Second, increasing the number of strata I or the
proportion of always-compliers p improves power and narrows confidence intervals. Finally,

for fixed I and p, larger effect sizes p yield higher power, as expected.

5.2 Validity under a partly biased randomization scheme

We next evaluated the validity of Theorem 4 under a partly biased randomization scheme
Mprp. Simulation results for Theorem 3 is analogous and omitted. We first simulated poten-
tial outcomes {rpajk, rcaiji, Tvijr, Tovigr ), determined by {ra—ojk, ra=1,ijk, Sij }, following
the data-generating process described in Section 5.1.1 with 75V ~ A(0,1) and p = 0.5.
The observed IV assignment vector Z; was then determined within each stratum in two
steps. First, within each pair, two units were randomly assigned to treatment or control
(04 or 1, with g € {a,b} to be determined). In the second step, we determined which

pair received the stronger IV (0,, 1,) and which received the weaker IV (0,4, 1,) as follows.

Within each stratum we computed (1) the treated-minus-control transformed outcome dif-
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ference under the IV pair (0p, 1) in the first pair minus that under the IV pair (0,4, 1,) in
the second pair, and (2) the treated-minus-control transformed outcome difference under
the IV pair (0p, 1) in the second pair minus that under the IV pair (0,, 1,) in the first pair.
The stronger IV pair (0,,1,) was then assigned to the first pair with probability m; if (1)
exceeded (2), and to the second pair with probability m; otherwise.

We considered two submodels of Mp: (I) m; ~ Unif [%, FLH}, and (II) m; = FLH In
addition, we considered three sample sizes: I = 100, 500, and 1000, and we examined
a range of I' from I' = 1.1 to I' = 2. For each simulation setting, we tested the null
hypothesis Hy : A = Ayue at 0.05 level using randomization-based method (Theorem 2)
or biased randomization-based method (Theorem 4). Table S8, Panel A in Supplemental
Material B.3 reports the proportion of times the null hypothesis was rejected across 1000
simulated datasets, using inference based on Theorems 2 and 4, under a fixed 7; submodel,
I, and I'. Two key findings emerge. First, when data were generated under a partly
biased randomization scheme, randomization inference for the SW-SATE using Theorem
2 exhibited inflated Type I error rates, with the degree of inflation increasing in I' (i.e.,
as the maximum allowable bias grew). Second, inference based on Theorem 4 consistently
controlled the Type I error rate at the nominal level. The resulting procedure is highly
conservative under Submodel I, because the theorem is derived under the worst-case Mr,
whereas Submodel I does not reflect such worst-case scenarios. Under Submodel II, the
inference based on Theorem 4 was only slightly conservative.

We next considered settings where the sensitivity analysis was less conservative. In
a second set of simulations, we fixed compliance status across strata, with each stratum
containing one pair of switchers and one pair of always-compliers. Baseline outcomes

were generated as rq—ox ~ N(0, 0.12), and treatment effects were held constant within

compliance subgroups: TZSjXV = 0 for switchers and TZ?,SO = 0.5 for always-compliers. Finally,
we set m;, = FLH Panel B of Table S8 summarizes the results. In this setup, hypothesis

testing using Theorem 4 produced rejection rates closer to the nominal 5% level while

maintaining statistical validity.
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6 Revisiting the PLCO Study

Table 3 reports the number of confirmed colorectal cancer cases across the four matched
groups in the PoP-NIV design: treatment and control groups before and after 1997. We
estimated the always-complier sample average treatment effect based on the covariate-
balanced design shown in Table 1. We estimated that 52.2% participants (95% CI: 50.4%
to 53.9%) in the entire cohort were always-compliers. Applying Theorem 1, we obtained a
95% confidence interval for the ACO-SATE ranging from —1.90% to 0.65%, with a point
estimate of —0.62%. This provides weak evidence that colorectal cancer screening reduced
incidence among always-compliers.

Always-compliers—those who comply even under a weak incentive—may dispropor-
tionately represent individuals with stronger health-secking behaviors or poorer baseline
health. A natural next question is: what would be the broader public health impact if col-
orectal cancer screening were scaled up in such a way that more individuals participated?
To address this, we estimated the sample average treatment effect among switchers—those
induced into compliance by the stronger incentive—as 1.46% (95% CI: —1.97% to 4.91%),
with switchers comprising 26.7% (95% CI: 24.5% to 28.9%) of the study population.

This finding is qualitatively consistent with efficient influence function-based estimates
in Wang et al. (2024) and aligns well with the raw data: while compliance rates improved
after 1997, the intention-to-treat effect did not increase and may even have declined. Intu-
itively, this suggests that the additional compliers brought in by the stronger instrument
derived little benefit, perhaps because their baseline colorectal cancer risk was already low.

Taken together, always-compliers and switchers constitute nearly 80% of the study
cohort. The data provide no direct information about the treatment effect in the re-
maining study cohort, which includes mixtures of always-taker-never-takers (AT-NTs),
always-taker-takers (AATS), never-taker-always-takers (NT-ATs), and always-never-takers
(ANTs). If one is willing to impose further assumptions—for example, that the treatment
effect in this group equals that among switchers—then it is possible to extrapolate and

estimate the sample average treatment effect in the full cohort as 0.37% (95% CI: -2.55%
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to 3.31%).

Table 3: Sample size, percentage of treatment uptake, and the number of confirmed col-
orectal cancer cases in the matched cohort.

Prior to 1997 (G = a) After 1997 (G = b)
Control arm  Treatment arm  Control arm  Treatment arm
Sample size 3071 3071 3071 3071
Treatment uptake (%) 0 (0.0) 1602 (52.2) 0 (0.0) 2422 (78.9)
Confirmed colorectal cancer (%) 61 (2.0) 51 (1.7) 45 (1.5) 47 (1.5)

7 Summary and discussion

A common but often implicit assumption in instrumental variable analyses is that the in-
strumental variable has only one single version. This assumption is embedded in Rubin’s
Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption and violated when the definition of the IV is
not unique. For example, randomization to treatment versus control, or encouragement
to adhere to an assigned treatment, may involve trial- or site-specific features. Such het-
erogeneity is evident in variation of compliance rates across clinical sites within the same
multicentre trial or across different trials evaluating the same intervention. For instance, in
a meta-analysis of epidural analgesia, Zhou et al. (2019) reported compliance rates ranging
from less than 5% to more than 50% across 10 studies. In this article, together with Wang
et al. (2024), we show that such violations of SUTVA can in fact create new opportunities:
certain principal stratum effects become non-parametrically identifiable under a nested IV
framework.

In contrast to Wang et al. (2024), we study design-based inference within a nested IV
framework. A design-based approach eliminates the need to estimate nuisance functions
and often achieves better finite-sample performance. Two distinctive features of this frame-
work merit emphasis. First, inference is made possible by a novel design of observational
data, the “pair-of-pairs” design. Second, the design-based perspective naturally accommo-
dates examining violations of the no unmeasured confounding assumption at the site or
trial level. To this end, we introduced a novel “hierarchical” partly biased randomization

model, which may be of independent interest.
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The set of compliers under the stronger IV pair (0p, 1) is precisely the union of always-
compliers and switchers. Their “combined” treatment effect can therefore be estimated
using the standard IV approach applied to the stronger IV pair (0,, 1,). What, then, does
the nested IV framework add? A key advantage of a nested IV analysis is its ability to
decompose the overall effect among strong-IV compliers into two distinct groups: always-
compliers and switchers. This decomposition makes it possible to detect heterogeneity in
treatment effects and, in particular, to uncover a meaningful gradient in effect size. For
example, in the PLCO trial, a conventional analysis of compliers after 1997 might suggest
that screening had only a negligible impact. The nested IV framework, however, offers
a richer interpretation: the negligible overall effect reflects a modest but likely genuine
benefit among always-compliers combined with essentially a null effect among switchers.
This gradient—from a beneficial point estimate in always-compliers to a null effect in
switchers—provides substantive insights that would be otherwise missed under a traditional

IV analysis.
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Table 2: Simulation results over 1000 replicates for varying strata sizes (I), proportions of
switchers (p), and effect size among switchers (u), under a normal distribution of treatment

effects among switchers: 7;

S

j\,iv ~ N (i, 1). Reported metrics include level, power, average

compliance rate under the weaker IV pair (z,), average compliance rate under the stronger
IV pair (z,), average SW-SATE (), average length of the confidence interval, coverage
probability of the confidence interval (cov. (%)), the standard deviation of the test statistic
under A = Agye (SD[T(Atrue)]), and the conservative standard error estimator (S(Agye)).

I P u level power 1, A CI 100 100x
@ ™M length  cov.(%)  SD[T(Atrue)]  S(Atrue)

100 0.30 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.14 044 0.00 4.96 95.2 6.11 6.13
100 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.07 0.14 044 025 4.92 94.8 6.11 6.13
100 0.30 0.50 0.06 0.10 0.14 0.44 0.50 4.88 93.7 6.14 6.16
100 0.30 1.00 0.05 0.21 0.14 044 1.00 5.01 94.8 6.41 6.44
100 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.60 0.00 221 94.7 6.09 6.14
100 050 0.25 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.60 0.25 2.23 93.5 6.09 6.12
100 0.50 0.50 0.05 0.18 0.10 0.60 0.50 2.25 94.0 6.12 6.18
100 0.50 1.00 0.04 0.52 0.10 0.60 1.00 2.33 95.1 6.31 6.37
100 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.06 076 0.00 1.45 95.3 6.04 6.12
100 0.70 0.25 0.04 0.11 0.06 0.76 0.25 144 95.6 6.04 6.13
100 0.70 0.50 0.06 0.30 0.06 0.76 0.50 1.44 94.4 6.07 6.14
100 0.70 1.00 0.06 0.80 0.06 0.76 1.00 1.48 93.1 6.22 6.30
500 0.30 0.00 0.04 005 0.14 044 0.00 1.54 95.1 2.74 2.75
500 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.10 0.14 044 025 1.55 95.1 2.73 2.75
500 0.30 0.50 0.04 027 0.14 044 050 1.57 95.7 2.76 2.77
500 0.30 1.00 0.04 076 0.14 044 1.00 1.63 95.7 2.86 2.88
500 0.50 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.60 0.00 0.87 96.0 2.72 2.75
500 0.50 0.25 0.04 021 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.87 95.5 2.72 2.74
500 0.50 0.50 0.05 061 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.87 93.7 2.73 2.76
500 0.50 1.00 0.05 099 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.91 94.7 2.83 2.86
500 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.76 0.00 0.61 95.5 2.70 2.74
500 0.70 0.25 0.04 038 0.06 0.76 0.25 0.61 94.6 2.70 2.74
500 0.70 050 0.04 089 0.06 0.76 0.50 0.61 95.4 2.71 2.75
500 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.06 076 1.00 0.63 94.0 2.78 2.82
1000 0.30 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.44 0.00 1.05 94.5 1.93 1.95
1000 0.30 0.25 0.04 0.17 0.14 0.44 0.25 1.04 96.0 1.93 1.94
1000 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.49 0.14 0.44 0.50 1.05 94.2 1.94 1.95
1000 0.30 1.00 0.05 096 0.14 0.44 1.00 1.10 94.5 2.03 2.04
1000 0.50 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.60 0.00 0.61 96.0 1.92 1.94
1000 0.50 0.25 0.04 0.35 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.60 94.8 1.92 1.94
1000 0.50 0.50 0.05 0.88 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.61 95.0 1.93 1.95
1000 0.50 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.63 94.4 2.00 2.02
1000 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.76 0.00 043 95.5 1.91 1.94
1000 0.70 0.25 0.05 0.60 0.06 0.76 0.25 043 94.9 1.91 1.94
1000 0.70 0.50 0.04 0.99 0.06 0.76 0.50 043 94.4 1.92 1.95
1000 0.70 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.06 0.76 1.00 0.44 94.2 1.97 1.99
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Supplemental Materials to “Design-based inference for switcher

average treatment effect”

Supplemental Material A: Proofs

A.1 Regularity conditions and lemmas

Throughout the proofs, define for each unit ijk the adjusted outcomes under stage g €

{a,b}:

Yreijk = TT9ijk — )\OdTgijkv Ycosijk = TCoijk — )\odcmjk-

Define for each stratum 7 and treatment assignment realization

(tla t2) € {(+17 +1)7 (+1’ _1)’ (_1’ +1)a (_1’ _1)}7

the quantities nl(t/iézg and nz(tslvt\f) as follows:

771(,1/&610) = %[(yT%’ll — Yoaiz) — (Yraiz — ?/Cam))] )

77@'(,1561) = %[(yT“ﬂZ - Z/Cam) - (yTaiZZ - ycam)} )
1,1
i(,ACO) = %[(yT%'lQ - Z/Cam) - (yTam - 3/0%'22)] )
1,1
- Th‘(,A(gO = %[(yT%‘ll - ycam) - (yT“iQI - ycamﬂ .
nz(,é;v) = %[(yT“m — Youio1) + (Yrvioz — yC'bz‘Zl)} - %[(?JT%‘H — Ycait2) + (Y1 — ycbm)} )

-1,-1
772(7SW ) = %[(?JT%’% — Ycaior) + (Yrvigz — yC’%’Zl)] - %[(yT“im — Yoei1) + (Yrvirg — yObill)} )

-1,1
Uf,sw)

[

S = % (Yreior — Yowize) + (Yrvior — ?/Cbm)} - % (Yrain1 — Yoeirz) + (Yrvan — beﬂZ)] .

[(yT“iQI — Youizz) + (Yrvior — ycbm)} - %[(QT%’H — Yooin1) + (Yrvizz — ?Jcbm)] )
Nisw = [

All results are established conditional upon the set of potential outcomes F and the set of

possible IV configurations Z.

Condition 1. For j, k € {1,2}, there exist constants ppajk, ficaje, frvje and by such

that
I

I
. -1 . -1
lim [ E Yraijk = HTajk, Ilgilof E Yoaije = MHCajk,
=1

I—o0 -
=1

I—o0

I I
. —1 : -1
lim [ E Yrvijk = M1k, Ilgfolof E Ycrijxk = Hcbjk,
i=1 i=1

I I I I
lim 1—2§ 2, =0, lim I—2§ 2, =0, lim 1—2§ Yo =0, lim 1—2§ Yewii =0
I—o00 1 Yr ijk ’ I—o00 1 Yo ijk ’ I—o00 — r ijk ’ I—o00 — Yo ijk ’
1= 1= 1= 1=
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1 1 I I
: -2 4 : -2 4 : -2 4 : -2 4
Ji 1750 v =0 B I wone =00 0 T80 e =0 i 1750wy =0

i=1 i=1 i=1
Condition 2. There exists a constant C > 0 such that

I
1
hmf Var(V;) > C, 1520 Z\/ar Viaco(ke)) > C, 1520 Z\/ar Visw(Ao)) > C.

I—o0 - - -
=1 =1 =1

Condition 3. There exists a constant C > 0 such that

iy YOS (i) e

i= 1t1€{1 l}tQG{l 1}

and
. (t1,t2)
}ggg[Z > Y (i) e
i=1 t;{1,—1} toe{1,—-1}
Lemma 1 (Conservative Variance Estimation). For independent random variables Xy, ..., X7,

the expectation of the sample variance devided further by I provides a conservative estimate

of the variance of the sample mean:
1 _ _
TR — X — X)?*| > Var(X
T S~ X1 2 V%)
with equality if and only if E(X;) is constant across all 1.

Proof. We decompose the expectation of the sample variance as follows:

= Z Var(X;) — IVar(X) + Z E*(X;) — IE*(X)
= I*Var(X) — IVar(X) + Y [E(X;) — B(X)]"

= I(I — 1)Var(X) + Z [B(X;) - B(X)]*
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Therefore,

I I
1
E 1(1——12 (X; — X)?| = Var(X) V) Z (X)]* > Var(X),
where equality holds if and only if E(X;) is constant for all i. O
Lemma 2. Let Dy,...,D; be independent random variables with means p; = E(D;) and

variances o2 = Var(D;). Assume there erists a constant ¢ > 0 and that as I — oo:

(i) (Nondegeneracy) I7*S°1 o2 > c.

i=1"1

I
(ii) (Fourth-moment vanishing) 1> Z E(D}) — 0.
i=1
Then, writing Dy = I~ 25:1 D;, we have

VID; — E(VIDi) L N(0,1), asl — oo.
var(v/1Dy)

Proof. For any real numbers x and j, the elementary inequality |z — p|* < 8(z* + p*) holds.
Applying this to D; and taking expectations gives

E|D; — pui|" < 8{E(D}) + p;}.
Since the function f(z) = 2* is convex on R, Jensen’s inequality yields

ui = f (EIDi]) <E(£(D) = E(D).
Hence E|D; — u;|* < 8{E(D}) + E(D})} = 16 E(D}). Tt follows that
I I I
N BIITVAD - TPt = 17 EID; — pl* < 16172 CE[DY].
= i=1 i=1
By assumption (i),

I
Z\/ar 172D =1 Zafzc.
i=1

Therefore,
S BT D - I Pl 16

(Zle Var([1/2Di)>2 ¢* i=1
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By assumption (ii), the right-hand side tends to 0 as I — oo. Hence, the Lyapunov

condition with exponent 4 holds, and Lyapunov’s central limit theorem implies

S (ITY2D = IV g
\/2le Var(I-1/2D;)

— N(0,1),

which is equivalent to the stated result by the identity

I
Z(IilmDi I~ 1/2,U/z) \/F<DI — DI and Z\/ar 1/2D Var(\/fbl).

=1

Lemma 3. Let {D;}L_, be independent random variables, and define

1

1 < 1 _
=720 5221(1—1>Z(D1_D1)2’
=1

=1

Suppose that, as I — oo,
(i) (D) = O(1);
(i) I 2L E(D?) - 0;
(iii) 17251 E(D}) — 0.
Then 15% — I E(S?) converges in probability to 0.

Proof. Recall that
I Y AR S I
_1—1;< o f) _1—1; PI-1"
By the fourth-moment condition (iii) and independence,

I I
1 1
— N D?|< E(D? .
var<]_1; ’)—(1—1)22 (DY) — 0

=1

Hence, by Chebyshev’s inequality,

! ID2E ! IDQ

oo
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By condition (ii),

I
Var(Dy) = 1~ Z\/ar ) <I?) E(D}) — 0,
=1

=1

Chebyshev’s inequality then implies that D; — E(D;) 2 0, and thus (D; — ED;)? 5 0.
Noting that
I —

I — J — — 21 - _
— D, ——{E(D)Y¥=——(D;,—ED))?*+ -——E(D,)(D; —ED
7101 = 7B} = 77— (Dr 1)+ 57— EDn(Dr 1),

where E(D;) = O(1), both terms converge in probability to 0. Therefore,

I — I

— E(D)}? 5 o.
TP B =0

Since Var(D;) = E(E?) — {E(D;)}? converges to 0 as [ — oo., it follows that

[ —2 I —2, p
—D, — —FK(D .
7171 T-1 (D7) =0

Put together, the above results imply that

18* —TE(S?) & o.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. Under the randomization mechanism in Assumption 1, each IV assignment vector
Z; has equal probability among eight possible configurations. The full list of configurations

and their induced (Z¢, Z%) values are summarized in Table S1.

Table S1: IV dose assignment configurations

Zi (qullaZfLI%IZzanleia%) (Zfllvzlfl%azz%lazf)ﬂ)
(14,04, 13, 0p) (1,0, 2 ?) (?7?;1,0)
(Oaala;1b7 b) (Oala%7?) (%7?7170)
glaaoavoby 1b§ Elaoa%a?g E%?%aoali
Oa71a70b7 b 0717575 5757071
(1b70b71a70 ) (%7%7170) (1707%7%)
(1b>0b70a71 ) (%7%7071) (1a07%7%)

(067 1b71aa0 ) (%7%7170) (Oa17%7%)
(Ob> 1b50aa1 ) (5557071) (Oalviai)
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Taking the expectation conditional on the potential outcomes F, we have

V |F E{Z Z{ ijk Z]k zyk’) Uk} { ijk 1Jk_ (1 Zf]k) ijk} ’ 'F}

7j=1 k=1
1
= g{(dTbill — devinz) — (dreign — deeig) + (drvie — devin) — (dreioy — deaos) }
1
+ g{(dm‘n — devita) — (draiza — deainr) + (drviia — devinn) — (draiza — deainn) }
1
+ g{(dszQl — deving) — (drainn — deainz) + (drvios — devior) — (drainn — deain2) }

1
+ g{(dT”iQI - dCbi22) - (dT“z’IZ - dC“ill) + (dsz'22 - dCbi21> - (dT“i12 - dC’“ill)}

—_

2 2
n Z Z{ dTbZ]k dC’bmk) (dT%]k - dC%]k)}

]:]_ k=1

W

Define V = %Zl 1 Vi. By the definitions of ¢, and ¢,, it follows that

o2 2
1
E[V | F] = 1 Z Z Z{(dTbijk — dewijr) — (dragjn — doaije) b = th — La- (8)
=1 j=1 k=1
By construction, each V; is a finite linear combination of potential outcomes dywv;ji, dovijk, draijr, doagji,
all of which are binary. Hence, both E[V;] and E[V] are uniformly bounded, satisfying
E(V) = O(1). Moreover, since |V;| < C for some universal constant C' > 0, we have

N2 < & N~ < O
I~ E(VH) < — =0 I~ E(VH) < — = 0.
e <G oo e <G o
Therefore, all conditions of Lemma 3 are satisfied, and 15 — TE(S?) £ 0. Moreover, by
Lemma 1, the sample variance S? = ﬁ ST (Vi — V)? satisfies E[S?] > Var(V), which
implies that

1S* — IVar(V) —¢; 50, 9)

where ¢; = IE[S?] — I Var(V) > 0.
From the regularity condition 2, we have Ilim %Zi[:l Var(V;) > ¢y > 0 for some constant
—00

co. Since the V; are independent across strata with bounded fourth moments, Lemma 2

yields

VIV - B(VIV) 4 N(0,1) as I — oo.
Var(v/IV)

Therefore, combining with (8) and (9), and under the null hypothesis Ho pested 1v © tb—ta = €,
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we have

Ilim Pr{| VIV —VIc|< 2 opVIS?} > 1—a.
—00

Equivalently, the interval

{c:|V —c|< zl_a/g\/ﬁ}

is an asymptotically valid (1 — «) confidence interval for ¢, — ¢,.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Define the adjusted outcomes with kg under stage a:
Yr1eijk = TTaeijk — KfodT“ijk; Ycoaijk = TCeijk — KvOdCaijk

The test statistic can be expressed as:

Vi,aco(ko) Z Z{ ik (Rijre — ko Dijr) — (1 — Z5,) (Rijr — koDijr) }
7=1 k=1
= Z 122 — 1 Z{ ik (R — ko Dij) — (1 — Zi5) (Riji, — koDygi) } - (10)
- Z |2 ijl 1| Z{ jkyTale ( Z?jk):ycaijk}

= Z 12Z%51 — UL Zi (yraijs — Ycaig2) + (1 — Zi1 ) (Yraija — Yoaijn)

where (10) leverages the fact that |22,

0 otherwise, which ensures that only pairs in stage a contribute to the sum.

%1 — 1] = 1 when pair 4j is assigned to stage a, and

Under the randomization probabilities in Table S1, for each matched pair ij, we have

[|2 171 1’ zgl] ]P)(Zgyl - 1) ’le 1’(1 Zgl)] IED(ZZI - 0)

1
27
47 [|
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Hence, under Condition 1,

I
1
E[Txco(ko) | F] = 7 ZE [Viaco(ko) | F]
I~ 1
- f Z 4 { Yraeijr — yc“lﬂ) + (yTa’LJQ - yCazjl)}

= % Z Z Z Yraije — yCaijk) =0(1). (11)

i=1 j=1 k=1
Under the null hypothesis H{CC : k = kg, we have
I 2 I 2 2
Z Z Z Yraije — yC%’jk) = Z Z Z{ Traijk — ﬁodTaijk) - (Tcaz‘jk - Hodcaijk)}
i=1 j=1 k=1 i=1 j=1 k=1
I 2 2
= Z Z {(rpagjr — Tcaijr) — K(dreije — deaijr)}
i=1 j=1 k=1
= ()’

where the last equality follows from the definition of . Therefore, E[Txco(ko) | F] = 0
under H3CO.

By the Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality,

I

I 2
1 1
I > EVicolko) | Fl = 72 > 1 > {yrein = ycaip)® + (yreiz — yoin)*}

i=1 i=1 = j=1

I 2 2
< % Z Z Z (y:QFaijk + y%’aijk) ) (12)

N
Il
—
<
Il
—
=
Il
—

which converges to 0 as I — oo under Condition 1.

Similarly, by Holder’s inequality,

1

I 2
1 1 1
72 Z E[‘/}?‘ACO(RO) | Fl = 72 Z 1 Z {(?/T%’jl - yCaij2)4 + (Yraijz — yC“ij1)4}

o2 2
< 12 Z Z 82 <y§“aijk + yé“ijk) ; (13)

i=1 j=1 k=1

which also converges to 0 under Condition 1.
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Thus, under Hé\CO and Conditions 1-2, we apply Lemma 2 to V; aco(ko) and conclude:

VITaco(ko)

L N(0,1), as]— .
V/ Var(VITaco(o))

It remains to show that 153, (ko) is a conservative estimator of Var(v/ITaco(ko)).

Decompose

ISXCO(“O)—[VM(TACO(“O)) = ([S/Zxco(’%) - [E[S/Zxco(HO)]) "‘([E[S/Qxco(/ﬁ))] - [Var(TACO(“O))) .

By Lemma 3 and the bounded-moment results in (11)—(13), the first term converges in

probability to 0, while the second is nonnegative by Lemma 1. Therefore,
IS3co(k0) — Var(VITaco(ko)) — er 2 0,

where c; = TE[S% o (k0)] — I Var(Taco(ko)) > 0. This establishes that confidence intervals
based on 153 (ko) are asymptotically valid and conservative.
Note that

E[Viaco(ko) | F] = Z Z{yT“z]k — Ycaijk }

]lkl

2 2
1
=1 Z Z{TTaz‘jk — reaijk — Kol(draijr — doaijr) }-

=1 k=1

For the non-always-complier units who are always-takers or never-takers under the IV pair

(04, 14), we have rya;, — roajjr = dyaijr — deaijr = 0, and therefore

2 2
1
E[Vaco (ko) | F] = § ST {rruije — reeie — Koldzaie — desig) YL(Sye = ACO)
7=1 k=1
1 2 2
=1 {ra=1,ijk — ra=0,ijt — ko tL(Sijx = ACO).
7=1 k=1

Finally, 1520 (#o) is unbiased for Var(v/ITaco (ko)) if and only if

2 2
1
[V ACO(’%O | ‘F 4 Z Z{Td 1,ijk — Td=0,ijk — '%O}]I( ijk — ACO)
71=1 k=1
is constant across all7 = 1, ..., I. A sufficient condition for this to hold is that the treatment
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effect among always-compliers is constant, i.e.,
Td=1,ijk — Td=0,4jk = K for all always-compliers.

Under H{O : k = kg, this implies E[V; aco(ko) | F] = 0 for all i.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. By the same logic as in the proof of Theorem 1,
Vi SW )‘0 Z ’2 ij1 1’{ 1]1(3/Tbij1 - beijQ) + (1 - ijl)(yTbijz - yC”ijl)}
- Z 1275 — W Zj51 (yraiji — Youije) + (1 = Z51) (Yreije — Youijn) }

Under the equal probabilities of assignment in Table S1, the conditional expectation of

Visw(Ao) given F is

E[Visw(ho) [ F1 =1 > A, —ver,) — (yrs, —vos,)}-

ijk ijk ijk ijk
7=1 k=1

Taking the average across strata, we then obtain

I
E[Tsw(\o) | F| = IZEVSW Xo) | F]

=1
1 G
Y Z Z{(yTbiJ”f — Yeviji) — (Yreije — Ycaijr) b
i=1 j=1 k=1
1 G
T4l Z Z{(TTbijk — revige — Ao(dpeijr — devije)
i=1 j=1 k=1

- (T’Taz'jk - Tcaijk - )\O(dT“z’jk - dCaijk))}

I 2
1
= E Z Z )\ )\0 dT”z’jk - dCbz’jk) - (dT%’jk - dC“ijk)}

i=1 j=1 k=1

where the last equality follows from the definition of A. Hence, under the null hypothesis
HZW X\ = \g, we have
E[Tsw(Xo) [ F] = 0. (14)

Next, by the same bounding arguments used in Theorem 1 and Condition 1, there exists a
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constant C such that
1 C <
1 B0 | 7= 15 53 (s, sy, + oy, o, ) 0

i=1 i=1 j=1 k=1

.

and

I 2 2
1 4 O 4
1 B0 1 7)< (5 SN S (uly, +ul, ok, iy, ) 0
i=1 k=1

i=1 =1 j=1 k=

as I — oo. Therefore Lemma 3 implies
153(0) — TE[S2 (A)] 2 0.
Applying Lemma 2 together with Condition 2 and (14) under HS"W yields

VITsw(Xo)
V Var(vI T (M)

A N(0,1), as ] — .

Finally, define ¢; = IE[SZy(Xo)] — Var(v/ITsw(\o)), which is nonnegative by Lemma 1.
Then

IS% (M) — Var(VITsw(Ao)) — ¢1 = ISy (M) — TE[SZw (Mo)] 2 0,

where ¢; = 0 holds if and only if

E[‘/l SW<)\0 | ]: Z Z{yT’%]k yC'bZJk} {yTal]k - yCaka}

jlk)l

2 2
1
=1 0> {rgvije — rovign — Moldrvigy, — devig)) = (rreije — roesn — Ao(dreije — doaije)

j=1 k=1

2 2
1
= Z Z Z{TTbijk — Tovijr — /\o(dsz'jk - dCbz‘jk>}]I(Sijk = SW)

j=1 k=1

2 2
1
- Z Z Z{rd:Lij]@ - Td:();ijk - )\O}H(Sij = SW)

j=1 k=1

is constant across all e =1,... 1.
Therefore, 1S3y (Xo) is a large-sample conservative estimator for Var(v/ITsw()\o)), and

can be used to construct asymptotically valid confidence intervals. O

43



To streamline exposition, we first present the proof of Theorem 4, as it contains the key
technical ingredients used in biased randomization inference. Theorem 3 is proved by the
same argument applied to a simpler test statistic; hence we prove Theorem 4 below and

omit the nearly identical details for Theorem 3.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. The proof proceeds in three main steps: (1) establish stochastic dominance condi-
tional on each treatment assignment realization, (2) construct moment bounds to replace
the unknown expectation and variance under the null, and (3) verify asymptotic normality

via a Lyapunov’s condition.

Step 1: Stochastic dominance construction. There are four possible realizations

of (Ti1,Ti2), each occurring with probability 1/4 under randomized treatment assignment

within each pair. We consider each realization separately. Let %(tsl{,v denote the value of

7isw(Xo) given the realization (T}, Ti) = (t1,t2), where
(tlatQ) € {(+17 +1)7 (+17 _1)7 (_17 +1)7 (_17 _1)}
For each realization, we decompose:

A = TG+ 24— 1

2y

(t17t2) - (ta,t2)

where 7; gy are defined in Section A.1, and the quantities 7,y and 7'( 1’ 2) are specified

for each case as follows:

Case 1: (t1,t2) = (1,—1)

ﬁ%w =4 {(miz ycbm) - (yTam - ycmz)}
+ (1 - Az’){(?JTbm - ycbm) - (yTam - yC%’Ql)}7

ﬂ(fs’&” = %[(yTbill - ycbm) - (yTam - ?Jcam) + (yTbm - beiQI) - (yTam - yc«zm)] .

Case 2: (t1,t9) = (—1,—1)

%z(gév =4 {(3/sz22 yC’bi21) - (yTai12 - Z/C%n)}
+ (1 - Ai){(yT”iH - ycbm) - (?/Tam - ycaz‘m)};
z(sév_l) = %[(?/Tbm — Yerinr) — (Yrainz — Yoeir) + (Yrviza — Yovin) — (Yraiz — ycwmﬂ .
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Case 3: (t1,t2) = (—1,1)

%i(,g\;}l) = Ai{(yrviar — Yovizz) — (Yrainz — Yoain) }

+ (1 — Ai){(yTbiIQ - ycbm) - (yTam - yC“iQQ)}a

Z(s\%vl) = %[(Z/Tbm — Yevit1) — (Yreirz — Yoairr) + (Yrvior — Yovioz) — (Yraior — ycam)] .

Case 4: (t1,t9) = (1,1)

ﬁ(ls\}\; = A{(yreiar — Yoviza) — (Yraitt — Youi2)}
+ (1 = A){(yrvinn — Yeriaz) — Yreizr — Yowizz) }

7_'1(15\%\] = %[(yTbill — Yevirz) — (Yreinn — Yoaiz) + (Yrvior — Yorioz) — (Yreior — ycam)} .

N

Under the partly biased randomization scheme, assignment probabilities satisfy:

r 1 r
7T1, r( 1 )_ 1+F7 1+F — r( (2 0)— 1+1—1 ( 5)

- <
1+1T —

This implies:

1 r
< Pr{(24, — (t1,t2) (t1,t2)
14T = r{( Dnisw = Imigw’ |} < 1T

for 1; 5 tl’t2 #0. Ity tl’tz = 0 then (24; — 1) ztsl{;f \ l(té\;? | =0, and all inequalities below
hold tr1v1a11y.

Define a binary random variable V; r taking values +1 or —1 with:

r 1
Pr(Vip = 4+1) = ——  Pr(Vip = —1) = ——. 16
War =+1) =17 PriVir )= 15T (16)
For the fixed nztsl\’i? , the variable Vzp|nztl’t2)| takes values j:|7]z(t§{,v | with mass on +|77,Lt1’t2)|
equal to I'/(1 + T'), which is at least the mass that (24; — 1)77(t1’t2) places on —i—\m(tsl{;f

tlv

Therefore, for each fixed (t1,2), Vir|n; sw 2) | stochastically dominates (2A )ni(tsl\’;f).
Consider the function f(z) = = — F+1|x| For x > 0, f(z) = F+1

flz) = F2_£1$ Since I' > 0 and f is continuous at x = 0 with f(0) = 0, f is strictly

increasing on R.

Define

=z and for x < 0,

1
U = 780+ Vil - (157 ) 8 + Viela&)
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and
(tist2) — ~(t1,t2) (t1,t2)
D =5 - (157 ) H

Since stochastic dominance is preserved under the monotone increasing f, we have:
Pr(UF"™ > ) > Pr(DF™ > ¢) = Pr(DIF (M) > ¢ | (T, Ta) = (11.12),

for any scalar ¢ and each realization (71, Ti2) = (t1,t2), where the last equality uses the
definition D(trl’tQ) = D, p on the event (T}1,T;2) = (t1, t2).

1y

By the law of total probability:

Pr(DIY(Ao) = ¢) = D Pr(DIY (M) > ¢ | (T, Tia) = (tr,t2)) Pr((Tia, Ta) = (b1, 12))

(t1,t2)

1
=3 Z Pr(DiS}V()\O) > c| (T, Tip) = (t1,t2))
)

(t1,t2

Define U, r as a random variable with:

1
Pr(Upr = USH"™) = 7 for (ft2) € {(+1,4+1), (+1,-1), (=1, +1). (-1, - 1)}
Using the law of total probability for U; r:

Pr UiF Z c) = Pr U’iF Z c UiF _ U'(tLtQ) Pr Uif‘ _ U~(t17t2)
’ ) ) 7,I" , i

(t1,t2)

LS m 2 (18)

(t1,t2)

Combining the results from (17) and (18), we prove that U; r stochastically dominates

DY (Xo) for each 4, i.e., for any scalar c:
Pr(Uir > ¢) > Pr(D}Y (Xo) > ¢)

Step 2: Moment bounds. By Lemma 1, SZ provides an estimator of var(Dr) which is
conservative in expectation such that E(S2) > var(Dr) for any I' > 1. We then bound the

expectation of D by bounding the expectation of its stochastic upper bound Ur.
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For each 1,

i)y —(tt2) . L — 1 (t1t)
E(Ul,l‘l 2)_ leVV2 +H‘—F ZSIVVQ|

I'—1 I (t1,t2 t1,t2) (t1,t2) (t1,t2)
(T ) G+ 51+ I = s

Following Lemma 2 in Fogarty (2020), with I' > 1, the inequality

I (tltz
F—l—l ZSW

1 (tl tQ (tl t2 F — 1 (tl t2)

(t1,t2) (t1,t2)
+|n112||+1+FTi,SW |77212||>|7715W|+1—\+115W

always holds. Hence,

t1,t t1,t r (t1,t (t1,t 1tt
Ew$25s£@ﬂ+;;f@@ﬂ T ) {1+ )

_ -1
N I+1
Averaging over the four treatment assignment cases of (7}, T}2),

t1 t2
t1€{¥1} t2€{;1}
> s

Sill_(r 1)
+ t1€{1 —1} tQE{l —1}

(t1 t2)
ZSW .

Summing over all strata:

I 1 r—1 2 1

Svel <11 (7)1 X X A
i=1 L 1 i=1 ye{1,-1} te{1,-1}
TV S

_(F+1) ZZZ Tijk —

i=1 j=1 k=1

~

AN

where the second equality follows from the definition of 7; S}VtVQ) with 77 & = YTeijk — Yoaijk-

Under HZW : X\ = )\, we have

which implies E [Zfil Ui,p] < 0. Since DY (Xo) is stochastically dominated by U;r for
each i, it follows that E[Drsw()\)] < 0 under HS"W.
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Step 3: Establish the asymptotic normality. Given the independence across strata,
to prove asymptotic normality of v IDrgw(\o), it suffices to show that Lyapunov’s condi-
tion holds for § = 2.

For the conditional variance, we compute
Var(D?}V(Ao) | Th =t1,Tin = t2)
= Var( ztsl\}?) - <F+ 1) | z(tslx}le)H Ty =t1,Tin = o)

-1
= Var(7; tsl\}f,z + (24; — 1)77@“51\;/2) - (F——i-l> |77'¢(§\77€f2) +(24;-1) Z(tsl\;]z)| | T = 11, Tia = ta)

Since (2A; — 1) takes values 1 with probability m; and 1 — m;, respectively, we have

-1
B+ 24— Dl — e+ - Dl

_ (tide) |, (tte) L =1 t0) | (tate) (tite)  (tte) L =L (tte) (1o
= (50 00— T I 1)+ 1= ) (A 3 - T - )

and

_ r—1._ ?
B (70 + 24~ 10 - TR + 2= D) |

r—1 2 r-1
to,t ot _(t1,t t,t _(t1,t th,t _(t1,t to,t
o, (A 20— TR+ ) - m) ()~ ER i)
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Then by the definition of variance, we obtain

Var(DiS’?/(AO) | Th =t1,Tin = t2)

r—-1
=5 a0 - (1) P A i)

r—1,_ 2
—EK mow + 24 - Dnlsy - 1 T 1 (24, - )nftsl&v"’)\) }

2
-1
<E[ Z(1581,152) (QA 1) z(1581,152) F : z(1581,152) <2A 1) z(tSth)@)

r—1 ?
=mi(l —m) (Ti(,tslv’?) + Tigw — 1 Tgw + m-(fé&tv?”)

r+1
_(t1,t2) (i) LT —1 (e t £2) (t1,t (t1,t2) (t1,t (t 2)
—am(1 - ) (0 4 — T ) (R 0 - T - )

r—1
(t1,t2) _(t1,t t,t t1,t2) t1,t
=mi(1—m) {205y — g (msw” + s = Imsw — i DY

r—1 2
w1 = m) (5 - 30 - T o)

Under the sensitivity model m; € [1/(1+1T),I'/(1 4+ T")] with I' > 1, the product m;(1 — m;)

is minimized at the endpoints, yielding

Next, we bound the absolute-value term using the triangle inequality: for any real numbers
x and v,
x4yl =]z -yl <|(z+y) — (@ —y)| =2y

Applying this with z = Tz(tsl{,ff and y = 771( §W) gives

(t1,t2) 2 (t1,t2)
2 (t1,t2) I'—1 —(t1,t2) (t1,t2) (t1,t2) t1¢2) i sw r+1’ i sw = O’
i sw _—(|Ti,SW i sw | =7 Tisw  — Tisw ) >
I'+1 gptt) 20 (b)) _ g

Nisw " tr10 isw

Since I' > 1, in either case we have the conservative bound

t1,t2)>2
{Zn(tl,tz . I — 1(| —(t1,t2) + (tl,tz)‘ B |7—_'(t1,t2) t17t2)‘)} 16 (nz SW
1, SW C+1 Z SW ,SW ,SW 1. sw (1 + F) :
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Combining with the bound on m;(1 — 7;), we obtain

r 1 3 bto)) 2
Vas(D3Y ) | T = 0T = 1) 2 165 (7 ) (i)

By the law of total variance, we have

Var(D3 () = B|Var(D3Y () | T, To) | + Var (BIDSY (o) | T, Ti))

v

D Var<D?¥V< >|Tﬂ, m}

2
> E 1 11 T12)>

e Y 5 ey

tle{l 71} tQE{l 71}

F+1 Z Z (Ztsl"tvz)'

t1€{1,-1} t2€{1,-1}

Under the partly biased randomization scheme,

7Tz
E(DzSY‘V(AO) 1 Z Z [ Yoaitky — Yreitk, + Yrviok, — beZQk’)
k17K, ka#k)
r-1
I'+1

}ycaﬂkl = Yreitky T Yrvizk, — Yoriok,

|
|

1—m
* 4 Z Z Z [(yc“i%l = Yreizk] T Yrbitk, — yC’bilk’z)
A

I
T+1

}yc ai2ky — YTaizk, + Yrvitk, = Ycritk)

By Holder’s inequality, for each stratum ¢ there exists C; < oo such that

I 2 2
Z E([DZS,}N()‘O)P) < Z CZ Z Z {yT%]k + yC“zgk + ysz]k + yC”z]k}
=1

i=1  j=1 k=1
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Similarly,

E([D%V (o)) Z Z (DX (Mo)]* | (Th1, Ti) = (t1,t2)] - Pr{(Ti1, Ti) = (t1.12)}

t1€{1 —1} tae{1,—1}

Z Z E[[DY (2o)* | (T, Tia) = (ta, t2))]

t16{1 —1} toe{1,—1}

1
<7 2 X G (AW ) (19)
t1€{1,—1} toe{1,—-1}
2 2
< Z {y%“ijk + yé‘“ijk + y;‘“bijk + yébijk}
j=1 k=1

for some constant C” < oo, where (19) follows from Lemma 5 of Fogarty (2020).

Therefore, under Conditions 1 and 3, we have

I I

E(Drgsw(Xo)) = O(1), lim I72Y "E([DFY(M))*) =0, lim I " E([DFY (M\)]*) =0,

I—o0 P I—o0 P ’
and ;

4T
SW

Ili}rgo[ 2 var(D7r (M) > T+ C.

Then Lemma 3 implies
ISE sw(o) = TE(SE sw(Mo)) = 0, (20)

and Lemma 2 yields

IDrsw(Xo) = E(VIDrsw(Mo)) i>j\/’(0 1), asl — oo.
\/var( I Drsw(Ao))

Along with the moment bounds from Step 2, if the treatment assignment satisfies (5) at I'

and H5"W holds, then

lim Pr{vIDrgw(Ao) > ®(1 — a)\/IE(SI%,SW()\O))} <a.

I—o00

This, in combination with (20), yields the conclusion of the theorem.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Let %fﬁ;cg denote the value of 7; aco(ko) given the realization (151, Ti2) = (1, t2),
where (t1,t2) € {(+1,+1), (+1,—-1),(—1,41),(—1,—1)}. For each realization, we decom-
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pose:

TAco = TAl + (24— UniAd)

where nl-(t[iéz(% are defined in Section A.1, and the quantities T(iég and 7; tgcf)) are specified

for each case as follows:

Case 1: (t1,t2) = (1,—1)

721-(,2’6(1)) = Az’(yT%‘ll - ycam) + (1 - Ai)(yTam - ycam)?

7_'2-(;6(1)) = %[(yTain — Yoaiz) + (Yraize — ycam)] .

Case 2: (t1,t9) = (—1,—1)

Z(Alc(;l) = Ai(yreir2 — Yoai1) + (1 — As) (Yraioz — Yooin1),
Ti,ACO )= %[(yT%'lZ — Ycainn) + (Yraizs — ycam)] .

Case 3: (tl,tg) = (—1, 1)

~(-1,1
Ti(,Aéo) = A{(yreirz — yoeinn)} + (1 = A){(Yraiz1 — Yoeizz) },

ﬂ(,zlc’(l)) = %[(QT%H — Ycain1) + (Yraior — ycam)} .

Case 4: (ty,12)

I
—~

=

—_
~—

Toaco = Ai(Yrainn — Yoainz) + (1 — A;) (Yraion — Yoainz),

i,ACO — %[(yT'lill — Ycaiz) + (Yraior — ycamﬂ .

Define

(t1,t2) _ t17t2
Uiriaco = Tiaco + Vi,

1y

t,t tt n!
(1 2) _ (F+1)‘ Z(AICZO_‘_‘/ZF“,]ZI;CQOH

Let U;T ACO he a random variable taking

1
PrUN® = Ujfilo) = 7o for (fi,ta) € {(+1,+1), (+1,-1), (=1, +1), (=1, ~1)}

)

Following the same logic as in the proof of Theorem 4, Uﬁgo stochastically dominates
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DP9 (ko) for each i, ie., for any scalar c:
Pr(UXC > ¢) > Pr(D{F(ko) > )

To bound the expectation of Dr Aco(Ko), it therefore suffices to bound the expectation of

—ACO
its stochastic upper bound U, 1

For each i,

r—-1
t1,t t1,t t1,t
E@é@@@——&@%+¥¢?nﬁ&%

_ -1 { 7 —(t1,t2) +n (t1,t2) |+ —— L () —In tl,t2)||}
F+1 F+1 lACO ’LACO 1+F lACO ZACO
By Lemma 2 of Fogarty (2020), for I" > 1, the inequality

' (t1,t2) 1 (t1,t (t1,t (t1,t L _(t1,t0)
S I+ el — S > e+ 1

always holds. Hence,
E(U-(thtz) )< 77_(t1,t2) Lo I — | (t1,t2) |_ {| (t1,t2) |+ —1 (tl,tg)}
4,0, ACO $ACO T T "i,AcO F 1 "i,aco

T+1 Ti,ACO
r-1
=|1-(—=
r+1
Averaging over all four treatment assignment cases of (T}, Tja),
STEUREED DD DI N
t16{1 —1} tp€{l, —1}
Do D Al
T; ACO

4
t1€{1,-1} t2€{1,—1}

—(t1,t2)
T; ACO"

Summing over all strata:

HM~

- ACO 1 - -1 ’ —(t1,t2)
E ZU SZ 11— 1 Z Ti,ACO

1=1 L 1 =1 t1€{1 —1} tQE{l,—l}

i r—1 27 2 2
- (F——I—l> Z Z YTaije — yC%’jk)a

| 4 =1 j=1 k=1

~

o]

(t1,t2)
where the last equality follows from the definition of 7, 1§C2O
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Under the null hypothesis H{CC : k = kg, we have
I

Z Z Z Yreijk — Yoaijk) = 0,

2
i=1 j=1 k=1

which implies E [Zz 1 ACO} < 0. Since D{F® (ko) is stochastically dominated by U/
for all 4, it follows that
E[Dr.aco(ko)] <0 under H}C.

The remaining steps follow directly from the argument used in the proof of Theorem 4. []
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Supplemental Material B: Additional simulation studies

B.1 Additional simulation results for switchers

Table S2: Simulation results over 1000 replicates for varying strata sizes (1), proportions of
switchers (p), and mean treatment effects among switchers (x), under a uniform distribution
of treatment effects among switchers: T[jZV ~ Unif[u — v/3, 1 + V3],

5 CI 100% 100x 100x 100x
length coverage (%) SD[T(A\)] S(A) SD[T(0)] S(0)

SV~ Unif{u — /3, 1+ /3]

1 ) u level power i, b

100 0.30 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.14 044 0.00 4.88 94.37 6.11 6.15 6.11 6.15
100 0.30 0.25 0.06 0.07 0.14 044 025 488 94.49 6.09 6.14 6.10 6.15
100 0.30 0.50 0.06 0.09 0.14 044 050 4.81 94.08 6.15 6.18 6.14 6.18
100 0.30 1.00 0.06 0.23 0.14 044 1.00 5.01 94.37 6.40 6.42 6.26 6.31
100 0.50 0.00 0.056 0.05 0.10 0.60 -0.00 2.20 94.60 6.08 6.13 6.08 6.13
100 0.50 0.25 0.05 0.08 0.10 0.60 0.25 2.21 94.20 6.08 6.13 6.09 6.15
100 0.50 0.50 0.06 0.16 0.10 0.60 0.50 2.22 94.90 6.10 6.15 6.12 6.16
100 0.50 1.00 0.04 049 0.10 060 1.00 2.32 94.90 6.31 6.37 6.30 6.40
100 0.70 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.76 -0.00 1.44 93.90 6.04 6.12 6.05 6.13
100 0.70 0.25 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.76 025 143 93.90 6.02 6.10 6.03 6.12
100 0.70 0.50 0.056 031 0.06 0.76 050 1.44 94.60 6.06 6.13 6.09 6.16
100 0.70 1.00 0.056 079 0.06 0.76 1.00 1.49 93.80 6.22 6.32 6.31 6.44
500 0.30 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.14 044 0.00 1.55 96.20 2.73 2.75 2.73 2.75
500 0.30 0.25 0.07 0.11 0.14 044 025 1.53 93.40 2.73 2.75 2.73 2.75
500 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.28 0.14 044 0.50 1.56 94.30 2.75 2.76 2.75 2.76
500 0.30 1.00 0.05 0.74 0.14 044 1.00 1.63 95.30 2.86 2.88 2.80 2.84
500 0.50 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.60 -0.00 0.87 95.80 2.72 2.75 2.72 2.75
500 0.50 0.25 0.04 022 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.87 95.40 2.72 2.75 2.72 2.75
500 0.50 0.50 0.06 0.61 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.87 94.30 2.73 2.76 2.74 2.76
500 0.50 1.00 0.04 0.99 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.90 95.70 2.83 2.85 2.82 2.86
500 0.70 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.76 -0.00 0.61 94.50 2.70 2.74 2.70 2.74
500 0.70 0.25 0.04 034 0.06 076 0.25 0.61 95.00 2.70 2.74 2.71 2.75
500 0.70 0.50 0.04 0.87 0.06 0.76 0.50 0.61 95.30 2.71 2.75 2.73 2.77
500 0.70 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.06 0.76 1.00 0.63 94.90 2.78 2.82 2.82 2.87
1000 0.30 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.14 044 -0.00 1.04 94.40 1.93 1.94 1.93 1.94
1000 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.15 0.14 044 025 1.04 94.40 1.93 1.95 1.94 1.95
1000 0.30 0.50 0.04 049 0.14 044 050 1.05 96.30 1.95 1.96 1.94 1.96
1000 0.30 1.00 0.05 0.97 0.14 044 1.00 1.10 94.80 2.03 2.04 1.98 2.00
1000 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.60 -0.00 0.61 94.10 1.92 1.94 1.92 1.94
1000 0.50 0.25 0.06 0.36 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.61 94.10 1.92 1.94 1.92 1.94
1000 0.50 0.50 0.04 0.89 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.61 94.40 1.93 1.95 1.94 1.96
1000 0.50 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.63 95.90 2.00 2.02 2.00 2.03
1000 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.76 0.00 0.43 95.30 1.91 1.94 1.91 1.94
1000 0.70 0.25 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.76 0.25 043 95.20 1.91 1.94 1.92 1.94
1000 0.70 0.50 0.04 0.99 0.06 0.76 0.50 0.43 95.30 1.92 1.95 1.93 1.96
1000 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.06 0.76 1.00 0.44 94.40 1.97 1.99 2.00 2.03
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Table S3: Simulation results over 1000 replicates for varying strata sizes (I), proportions
of switchers (p), and mean treatment effects among switchers (u), under an exponential
distribution of treatment effects among switchers: 7.3/ ~ Exp(1/p).

I b ’ level power I, 0, < CI 100 x 100x 100x 100x
@ length coverage (%) SD[T(A)] S(A) SD[T(0)] 5(0)
o~ Exp(1/p)

100 0.30 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.14 044 0.00 4.68 94.68 5.83 5.84 5.83 5.84
100 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.08 0.14 0.44 0.25 4.78 94.58 5.85 5.84 5.86 5.85
100 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.10 0.14 044 0.50 4.73 94.88 5.95 5.93 5.94 5.93
100 0.30 1.00 0.06 0.22 0.14 044 1.00 4.95 94.87 6.43 6.44 6.29 6.34
100 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.60 0.00 2.03 94.60 5.61 5.60 5.61 5.60
100 0.50 0.25 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.60 0.25 2.04 92.70 5.64 5.64 5.65 5.65
100 0.50 0.50 0.06 0.20 0.10 0.60 0.50 2.11 93.60 5.76 5.76 5.77 5.78
100 0.50 1.00 0.05 052 0.10 0.60 1.00 2.30 95.10 6.30 6.35 6.28 6.37
100 0.70 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.76 0.00 1.27 93.50 5.38 5.37 5.38 5.37
100 0.70 0.25 0.06 0.12 0.06 076 0.25 1.28 93.80 5.41 5.40 5.43 5.42
100 0.70 0.50 0.06 035 0.06 076 0.50 1.31 94.10 5.57 5.58 5.61 5.62
100 0.70 1.00 0.05 0.78 0.06 0.76 1.00 1.48 95.10 6.22 6.29 6.31 6.40
500 0.30 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.44 0.00 1.48 95.40 2.62 2.62 2.62 2.62
500 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.12 0.14 044 0.25 1.47 94.90 2.61 2.61 2.62 2.62
500 0.30 0.50 0.03 0.28 0.14 0.44 0.50 1.48 96.50 2.66 2.66 2.65 2.66
500 0.30 1.00 0.05 0.76 0.14 0.44 1.00 1.62 93.80 2.86 2.88 2.81 2.83
500 0.50 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.60 0.00 0.79 93.90 2.51 2.51 2.51 2.51
500 050 0.25 0.04 0.23 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.80 95.80 2.52 2.52 2.53 2.53
500 0.50 0.50 0.05 0.69 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.82 95.10 2.58 2.58 2.59 2.59
500 0.50 1.00 0.04 0.99 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.91 95.90 2.83 2.85 2.82 2.86
500 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.76 0.00 0.54 95.90 2.41 2.40 2.41 2.40
500 0.70 0.25 0.04 045 006 0.76 0.25 0.54 94.90 2.42 2.42 2.43 2.43
500 0.70 0.50 0.05 094 0.06 0.76 0.50 0.56 94.90 2.49 2.50 2.51 2.52
500 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.06 0.76 1.00 0.63 94.40 2.78 2.82 2.82 2.87
1000 0.30 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.14 044 0.00 0.99 94.40 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85
1000 0.30 0.25 0.06 0.19 0.14 0.44 0.25 0.99 94.20 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85
1000 0.30 0.50 0.06 050 0.14 044 0.50 1.01 93.80 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.88
1000 0.30 1.00 0.05 097 0.14 044 1.00 1.09 94.90 2.03 2.04 1.98 2.00
1000 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.60 0.00 0.55 95.20 1.78 1.77 1.78 1.77
1000 0.50 0.25 0.06 043 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.55 93.90 1.78 1.78 1.79 1.79
1000 0.50 0.50 0.06 093 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.57 93.30 1.82 1.83 1.83 1.84
1000 0.50 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.63 94.70 2.00 2.02 1.99 2.03
1000 0.70 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.76 0.00 0.37 95.20 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70
1000 0.70 0.25 0.05 0.71 0.06 0.76 0.25 0.38 94.60 1.71 1.72 1.72 1.72
1000 0.70 0.50 0.03 1.00 0.06 0.76 0.50 0.39 96.00 1.76 1.77 1.78 1.79
1000 0.70 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.06 0.76 1.00 0.44 93.20 1.96 1.99 1.99 2.03
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Table S4: Simulation results over 1,000 replicates varying stratum size (I) and constant
treatment effect among switchers (p), with exactly two switchers per stratum.

1 level power 1 . < CI 100x 100x 100x 100x

# P a b length coverage (%) SD[T(A)] S(A) SD[T(0)] S(0)
100 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.60 0.00 2.07 94.90 5.61 5.61 5.61 5.61
100 0.25 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.60 0.25 2.05 94.00 5.59 5.58 5.61 5.60
100 0.50 0.06 0.20 0.10 0.60 0.50 2.09 93.70 5.66 5.66 5.69 5.69
100 1.00 0.07 0.57 0.10 0.60 1.00 2.13 93.10 5.90 5.89 5.93 5.91
500 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.60 0.00 0.80 94.80 2.51 2.52 2.51 2.52
500 0.25 0.05 0.26 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.80 94.90 2.51 2.51 2.52 2.51
500 0.50 0.04 0.68 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.81 95.60 2.53 2.53 2.54 2.54
500 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.84 95.80 2.64 2.64 2.66 2.66
1000 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.60 0.00 0.56 96.00 1.78 1.78 1.78 1.78
1000 0.25 0.05 042 0.10 0.60 0.25 0.55 94.80 1.77 1.77 1.78 1.78
1000 0.50 0.05 094 0.10 0.60 0.50 0.56 94.80 1.79 1.79 1.80 1.80
1000 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.58 94.60 1.87 1.87 1.88 1.88

B.2 Simulation details for always-compliers
B.2.1 Data-generating process

We generate data for a PoP-NIV design consisting of [ strata. As in the switcher-focused
DGP, we vary the following factors:

Factor 1: Number of matched strata I: 100, 500, and 1000.

For each unit & in matched pair j within stratum ¢ € [I], its principal stratum mem-

bership Sj;i is sampled from a multinomial distribution with the following probabilities:

P(Si;x € {SW, AT-NT, AAT, NT-AT, ANT}) = (1 — p)/5.

Factor 2: Proportion of always-compliers p : 0.3, 0.5, and 0.7.
We generate potential outcomes (7g—o.ijk, Ta=1,;%) for each unit as:
Tazo,ijk ~ N(0,1),  Tam1ijk = Ta=0,4jk + Tijks

where the treatment effect 7;;, depends on the unit’s principal stratum. Specifically,
o 7, ~ N(0.5,1) for switcher strata,
e 7, ~N(0.1,1) for othrer non-ACO strata (AT-NT, AAT, NT-AT, ANT),

e 7;j; is drawn from one of the following distributions for always-compliers:
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ACO

Factor 3: Treatment effect among always-compliers, 7;

ik follows one of the three distri-

butions:

(i) 75C ~ Unif [ — /3, + V3],
(i) 77557 ~ N (u, 1),

ijk
(iii) Tijkco ~ Exp(1/p).

Here, p controls the magnitude of the treatment effect among always-compliers, varied

as:
Factor 4: Effect size among always-compliers p: 0, 0.25, 0.5, and 1.

After generating all potential outcomes, including treatment assignments (dya;ji, dcagjk, drvin, dovijr)
based on S;j;, we generate the IV assignment vector Z; for each stratum independently,
according to the randomization scheme described in Assumption 1. Finally, we determine

observed treatment and outcomes:

Dijk = dceijil{ Zijr. = 0a} + dreiel{ Ziji = 1a} + devijil{ Ziji = 0} + dyvijil{ Zijr = 1},
Rijk = ra=1s1{ Diji = 1} + ra—oi;xI{ Dijr, = 0}.

In total, Factors 1-4 define 108 data-generating processes. For each DGP, we generated
1000 datasets and recorded the true sample average treatment effect xi among always-
compliers in each dataset. We then evaluated the level and power of the randomization-
based test from Theorem 1 by testing: (i) Hy : Kk = kyuue and (ii) Hp : £ = 0. Confidence

intervals for ki Were obtained by inverting these tests.
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B.2.2 Simulation results

Table S5: Simulation results over 1000 replicates for varying strata sizes (I), proportions
of always-compliers (p), and mean treatment effects among always-compliers (), under a

normal distribution of treatment effects among always-compliers: Ti‘?,f O~ N(p,1).

CI
length coverage (%)

I p i level power i, Ly

O ~ N (p, 1)

100 0.30 0.00 0.04 0.04 030 0.44 -0.00 294 95.40
100 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.08 030 0.44 025 284 94.60
100 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.15 0.30 0.44 0.50 2.90 94.20
100 0.30 1.00 0.05 038 030 044 1.00 3.06 94.80
100  0.50 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.50 0.60 0.00 1.43 94.60
100 0.50 0.25 0.04 0.12 0.50 0.60 0.25 1.43 96.20
100 0.50 0.50 0.06 0.29 0.50 0.60 0.50 1.45 94.00
100 0.50 1.00 0.05 0.79 0.50 0.60 1.00 1.49 94.90
100 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.70 0.76 0.00 0.98 95.70
100 0.70 0.25 0.04 0.18 0.70 0.76 0.25 0.98 95.00
100 0.70 0.50 0.05 0.53 0.70 0.76 0.50 0.98 94.60
100 0.70 1.00 0.05 098 0.70 0.76 1.00 1.01 95.40
500 0.30 0.00 0.04 0.05 030 044 0.00 1.05 95.20
500 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.18 030 044 0.25 1.04 93.70
500 0.30 0.50 0.05 048 030 0.44 0.50 1.05 94.50
500 0.30 1.00 0.05 096 030 044 1.00 1.10 94.60
500 0.50 0.00 0.04 0.04 050 0.60 -0.00 0.61 95.40
500 0.50 0.25 0.03 040 050 0.60 0.25 0.60 95.60
500 0.50 0.50 0.04 088 050 0.60 0.50 0.61 94.90
500 0.50 1.00 0.05 1.00 050 0.60 1.00 0.63 94.00
500 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.70 0.76 0.00 0.43 95.30
500 0.70 0.25 0.05 062 070 076 0.25 043 94.10
500 0.70 0.50 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.76 0.50  0.43 93.60
500 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.76 1.00 0.44 93.40
1000 0.30 0.00 0.05 0.05 030 044 0.00 0.72 94.30
1000 0.30 0.25 0.05 028 030 044 0.25 0.72 94.00
1000 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.77 030 044 050 0.73 94.90
1000 0.30 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.30 044 1.00 0.76 94.30
1000 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.50 0.60 -0.00 0.42 93.50
1000 0.50 0.25 0.04 0.63 050 0.60 0.25 0.42 94.00
1000 0.50 0.50 0.04 099 050 0.60 0.50 0.42 94.60
1000 0.50 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.50 0.60 1.00 0.44 94.90
1000 0.70 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.70 0.76 0.00 0.30 95.60
1000 0.70 0.25 0.05 087 0.70 0.76 0.25 0.30 94.30
1000 0.70 0.50 0.04 1.00 0.70 0.76 0.50 0.30 95.40
1000 0.70 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.70 0.76 1.00 0.31 94.90
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Table S6: Simulation results over 1000 replicates for varying strata sizes (I), proportions
of always-compliers (p), and mean treatment effects among always-compliers (), under a
uniform distribution of treatment effects among always-compliers: 740 ~ Unif[u—+/3, u+

V3. "

CI
length coverage (%)

I p i level power 7, Ly

A0 ~ Unifly— V3, u+ V3]

100 0.30 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.30 0.44 -0.00 3.00 93.50
100 0.30 0.25 0.056 0.07 030 0.44 025 298 94.10
100 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.13 030 044 050 2.89 94.70
100 0.30 1.00 0.05 0.40 030 0.44 1.00 3.07 94.50
100 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.50 0.60 0.00 1.43 94.70
100 0.50 0.25 0.05 0.12 0.50 0.60 0.25 1.43 94.50
100 0.50 0.50 0.06 0.33 0.50 0.60 0.50 1.44 94.80
100 0.50 1.00 0.04 0.79 0.50 0.60 1.00 1.50 93.90
100 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.70 0.76 -0.00 0.98 95.10
100 0.70 0.25 0.05 0.15 0.70 0.76 0.25 0.98 94.30
100 0.70 0.50 0.04 055 0.70 0.76 0.50 0.98 93.70
100 0.70 1.00 0.05 097 0.70 0.76 1.00 1.01 95.00
500 0.30 0.00 0.06 0.05 030 0.44 -0.00 1.04 94.50
500 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.15 030 044 0.25 1.04 94.10
500 0.30 0.50 0.05 048 030 044 0.50 1.06 94.80
500 0.30 1.00 0.06 097 030 044 1.00 1.10 94.40
500 0.50 0.00 0.04 0.04 050 0.60 -0.00 0.60 95.20
500 0.50 0.25 0.04 037 050 0.60 0.25 0.60 94.60
500 0.50 0.50 0.03 091 050 0.60 0.50 0.61 95.60
500 0.50 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.50 0.60 1.00 0.63 93.20
500 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.70 0.76 0.00 043 94.00
500 0.70 0.25 0.04 060 070 0.76 0.25 043 95.20
500 0.70 0.50 0.05 099 070 0.76 0.50 043 94.00
500 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.76 1.00 0.44 93.60
1000 0.30 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.30 044 -0.00 0.72 93.90
1000 0.30 0.25 0.04 026 030 044 0.25 0.72 95.10
1000 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.79 030 044 0.50 0.73 94.30
1000 0.30 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.30 044 1.00 0.76 94.10
1000 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.50 0.60 -0.00 0.42 94.10
1000 0.50 0.25 0.04 0.62 050 0.60 0.25 0.42 94.50
1000 0.50 0.50 0.04 099 0.50 0.60 0.50 0.42 93.90
1000 0.50 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.50 0.60 1.00 0.44 93.80
1000 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.70 0.76 0.00 0.30 94.30
1000 0.70 0.25 0.04 0.89 0.70 0.76 0.25 0.30 94.30
1000 0.70 0.50 0.04 1.00 0.70 0.76 0.50  0.30 94.50
1000 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.76 1.00 0.31 94.10
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Table S7: Simulation results over 1000 replicates for varying strata sizes (I), proportions
of always-compliers (p), and mean treatment effects among always-compliers (), under an

exponential distribution of treatment effects among always-compliers: 7/50¢ ~ Exp(1/p).

CI
length coverage (%)

I p i level power i, Ly

T O ~ Exp(1/p)

100  0.30 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.30 0.44 0.00 2.78 94.10
100 0.30 0.25 0.05 0.08 030 0.44 025 2.84 94.69
100 0.30 0.50 0.06 0.16 0.30 0.44 0.50 297 94.10
100 0.30 1.00 0.05 0.40 0.30 0.44 1.00 3.08 94.80
100 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.50 0.60 0.00 1.31 95.20
100 0.50 0.25 0.05 0.12 0.50 0.60 0.25 1.32 94.80
100  0.50 0.50 0.06 0.34 0.50 0.60 0.50 1.34 94.10
100 0.50 1.00 0.05 0.81 0.50 0.60 1.00 1.48 93.80
100 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.70 0.76 0.00 0.86 96.00
100 0.70 0.25 0.05 020 0.70 0.76 0.25 0.86 95.20
100 0.70 050 0.05 062 0.70 0.76 0.50 0.89 94.10
100 0.70 1.00 0.05 098 0.70 0.76 1.00 1.00 94.20
500 0.30 0.00 0.04 0.04 030 044 0.00 0.99 96.50
500 0.30 0.25 0.04 0.17 030 044 0.25 0.99 95.40
500 0.30 0.50 0.05 051 030 0.44 050 1.01 94.80
500 0.30 1.00 0.04 097 030 044 1.00 1.09 94.70
500 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.50 0.60 0.00 0.55 94.80
500 0.50 0.25 0.05 043 050 0.60 0.25 0.56 94.30
500 0.50 0.50 0.05 093 050 0.60 0.50 0.57 95.00
500 0.50 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.50 0.60 1.00 0.63 95.00
500 0.70 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.70 0.76 0.00 0.37 94.20
500 0.70 0.25 0.05 0.74 070 0.76 0.25 0.37 94.90
500 0.70 0.50 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.76 0.50 0.39 94.80
500 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.76 1.00 0.44 94.40
1000 0.30 0.00 0.04 0.04 030 044 0.00 0.69 95.80
1000 0.30 0.25 0.05 028 030 044 0.25 0.69 94.00
1000 0.30 0.50 0.05 0.80 0.30 044 0.50 0.70 95.20
1000 0.30 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.30 044 1.00 0.76 95.80
1000 0.50 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.50 0.60 0.00 0.39 95.50
1000 0.50 0.25 0.06 0.69 0.50 0.60 0.25 0.39 93.80
1000 0.50 0.50 0.05 1.00 0.50 0.60 0.50 0.40 94.10
1000 0.50 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.50 0.60 1.00 0.44 95.30
1000 0.70 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.70 0.76 0.00 0.26 95.70
1000 0.70 0.25 0.06 094 0.70 0.76 0.25 0.26 93.40
1000 0.70 0.50 0.04 1.00 0.70 0.76 0.50 0.27 95.50
1000 0.70 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.70 0.76 1.00 0.31 93.50
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B.3 Simulation results for biased randomization inference

Panel A Panel B
1 r m; ~ Unif [%, FLH} T = FLH T = FLH
Theorem 3 Theorem 2 Theorem 3 Theorem 2 Theorem 3 Theorem 2
100 1.1 0.016 0.048 0.020 0.072 0.021 0.080
100 1.2 0.011 0.043 0.024 0.118 0.027 0.142
100 1.3 0.005 0.104 0.012 0.181 0.033 0.247
100 14 0.002 0.106 0.007 0.261 0.024 0.348
100 1.5 0.003 0.107 0.004 0.356 0.028 0.479
100 1.6 0.001 0.148 0.004 0.437 0.038 0.584
100 1.7 0.000 0.159 0.002 0.529 0.032 0.672
100 1.8 0.000 0.185 0.003 0.605 0.023 0.748
100 1.9 0.000 0.206 0.000 0.686 0.030 0.860
100 2.0 0.000 0.257 0.001 0.753 0.030 0.903
500 1.1 0.002 0.065 0.004 0.142 0.025 0.148
500 1.2 0.000 0.129 0.000 0.340 0.022 0.465
500 1.3 0.001 0.214 0.001 0.620 0.020 0.794
500 1.4 0.000 0.316 0.001 0.818 0.029 0.934
500 1.5 0.000 0.419 0.000 0.934 0.026 0.988
500 1.6 0.000 0.523 0.000 0.975 0.022 0.999
500 1.7 0.000 0.647 0.000 0.994 0.032 1.000
500 1.8 0.000 0.677 0.000 0.997 0.020 1.000
500 1.9 0.000 0.761 0.000 0.999 0.025 1.000
500 2.0 0.000 0.827 0.000 1.000 0.030 1.000
1000 1.1 0.001 0.088 0.001 0.224 0.020 0.290
1000 1.2 0.000 0.219 0.000 0.598 0.021 0.751
1000 1.3 0.000 0.343 0.000 0.890 0.021 0.975
1000 1.4 0.000 0.527 0.000 0.971 0.033 0.998
1000 1.5 0.000 0.705 0.000 0.998 0.023 1.000
1000 1.6 0.000 0.808 0.000 1.000 0.020 1.000
1000 1.7 0.000 0.891 0.000 1.000 0.018 1.000
1000 1.8 0.000 0.939 0.000 1.000 0.025 1.000
1000 1.9 0.000 0.977 0.000 1.000 0.019 1.000
1000 2.0 0.000 0.974 0.000 1.000 0.022 1.000

Table S8: Simulation results for the case where IV dose assignments are generated under

a partly biased randomization scheme Mrp: (I) m; ~ Unif [

1 I
27 T+1 |7

} and (IT) m; =

report the test level under Theorem 2 and 3 across 1,000 simulations.
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Supplemental Material C: Additional details on the case study

Table S9: Covariate balance before matching. Mean (SD) are reported for continuous
variables. Count (percentage) are reported for categorical variables.

Prior to 1997 (G = a) After 1997 (G =)
Control arm  Treatment arm  Control arm  Treatment arm  p-value
Sample size 4210 4204 4970 4978
Treatment uptake (=Screening) (%) 0 (0.0) 2141 (50.9) 0 (0.0) 3989 (80.1) <0.001
Age (%) <0.001
<60 1031 (24.5) 1049 (25.0) 2030 (59.0) 2915 (58.6)
(60, 65] 1308 (31.1) 1291 (30.7) 1002 (22.0) 1096 (22.0)
(65, 70] 1190 (28.3) 1188 (28.3) 650 (13.1) 663 (13.3)
> 70 681 (16.2) 676 (16.1) 208 (6.0) 304 ( 6.1)
Age 64.75 (5.00) 64.60 (5.08)  60.40 (5.26) 60.42 (5.31)  <0.001
Sex (=Male) (%) 1568 (37.2) 1566 (37.3) 2160 (43.5) 2180 (43.8) <0.001
Race (=Minority) (%) 864 (20.5) 915 (21.8) 704 (14.2) 700 (14.1) <0.001
Education (%) <0.001
No high school 585 (13.9) 616 (14.7) 351 (7.1) 369 (7.4)
High school 1775 (42.2) 1639 (39.0) 1586 (31.9) 1589 (31.9)
College or above 1850 (43.9) 1949 (46.4) 3033 (61.0) 3020 (60.7)
Smoking status (%) 0.663
Non-smoker 1803 (42.8) 1798 (42.8) 2101 (42.3) 2076 (41.7)
Current smoker 562 (13.3) 573 (13.6) 700 (14.1) 729 (14.6)
Former smoker 1845 (43.8) 1833 (43.6) 2169 (43.6) 2173 (43.7)
BMI (> 25) (%) 2771 (65.8) 2758 (65.6) 3532 (71.1) 3492 (70.1) <0.001
Colorectal cancer (=Confirmed cancer) (%) 82 ( 1.9) 65 ( 1.5) 65 (1.3) 58 (1.2) 0.012
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