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Abstract

We apply classical statistical decision theory to a large class of treatment choice problems
with partial identification, revealing important theoretical and practical challenges but also
interesting research opportunities. The challenges are: In a general class of problems with
Gaussian likelihood, all decision rules are admissible; it is maximin-welfare optimal to ignore
all data; and, for severe enough partial identification, there are infinitely many minimax-regret
optimal decision rules, all of which sometimes randomize the policy recommendation. The
opportunities are: We introduce a profiled regret criterion that can reveal important differences
between rules and render some of them inadmissible; and we uniquely characterize the minimax-
regret optimal rule that least frequently randomizes. We apply our results to aggregation
of experimental estimates for policy adoption, to extrapolation of Local Average Treatment
Effects, and to policy making in the presence of omitted variable bias.
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1 Introduction

A policy maker must decide between implementing a new policy or preserving the status quo. Her
data provide information about the potential benefits of these two options. Unfortunately, these
data only partially identify payoff-relevant parameters and may therefore not reveal, even in large
samples, the correct course of action. Such treatment choice problems with partial identification
have recently received growing interest; for example, see D’Adamo (2021), Ishihara and Kitagawa
(2021), Yata (2021), Christensen, Moon, and Schorfheide (2022), Kido (2022) or Manski (2022).
Several interesting problems that arise in empirical research can be recast using this framework. A
non-exhaustive list includes extrapolation of experimental estimates for policy adoption (Ishihara
and Kitagawa, 2021; Menzel, 2023), policy-making with quasi-experimental data in the presence
of omitted variable bias (Diegert, Masten, and Poirier, 2022), and extrapolation of Local Average
Treatment Effects (Mogstad, Santos, and Torgovitsky, 2018; Mogstad and Torgovitsky, 2018).

In this paper, we analyze such problems in terms of Wald’s (1950) Statistical Decision Theory,
identifying theoretical and practical challenges as well as new research opportunities. We do so in
a finite-sample framework characterized by a Gaussian likelihood and partial identification. We see
our main goals as clearly articulating the challenges of applying standard decision-theoretic criteria
and exploring some resulting research opportunities, not as advocating a specific criterion (e.g.,
minimax regret) for recommending decision rules.

Challenges: Three optimality criteria are routinely used to endorse or discard decision rules:
admissibility, maximin welfare, and minimax regret. We highlight challenges in applying these
criteria in our setting.

Admissibility. A decision rule is (welfare-)admissible if one cannot improve its expected welfare
uniformly over the parameter space. This is usually considered a weak requirement for a decision
rule to be considered “good”. We show that, whenever problems in our setting exhibit partial
identification, every decision rule, no matter how exotic, is admissible (Theorem 1).

Maximin Welfare. A decision rule is maximin(-welfare) optimal if it attains the highest worst-
case expected welfare. Echoing earlier critiques from Savage (1951) to Manski (2004), we find that
maximin decision rules will preserve the status quo regardless of the data (Theorem 2).

Minimax Regret. A decision rule is minimax-regret (MMR) optimal if it attains the lowest
worst-case expected regret, where an action’s regret is its welfare loss relative to the action that
would be optimal if payoff-relevant parameters were known. In some point-identified treatment
choice problems, the MMR rule is both essentially unique and nonrandomized (Canner, 1970; Stoye,
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2009a; Tetenov, 2012). This may not not be true under partial identification. To make this point, we
specialize our framework to the class of treatment choice problems recently studied by Yata (2021).
For cases where the identified set for payoff relevant parameters is large enough, we discover infinitely
many MMR optimal decision rules, all of which randomize the policy recommendation for some or
all data realizations. This presents a challenge for the application of MMR, at least if one hopes for
the resulting recommendation to be unique. Moreover, as we explain later by means of an example,
different MMR optimal rules can lead to meaningfully different policy choices for the same data.

Opportunities: These challenges motivate new, potentially fruitful research directions. We
discuss two concrete ideas that specifically refine the analysis of MMR optimal decisions.

First, we investigate whether it is useful to profile out some parameters of the risk function. We
specifically analyze profiled regret : by considering a scalar parameter of interest—for example, a
functional γ of the parameters of the model—and reporting worst-case expected regret as function of
possible values of γ. We show, by means of an example, that i) not all decision rules are admissible
with respect to profiled regret and ii) different MMR optimal rules can have strikingly different
profiled-regret functions.

Second, we refine the set of MMR optimal rules by identifying the least randomizing (in a
sense we make precise) MMR optimal rule. Our main motivation is the following trade-off. Recall
that, for a wide range of parameter values, any MMR optimal rule must randomize for some
data realizations. At the same time, despite wide adoption of randomized treatment allocations
in economics and the social sciences for the purpose of experimentation, it might be difficult in
many policy applications to randomize one’s policy. Thus, we look for a rule that recommends such
randomization as infrequently as possible. We explicitly characterize (in Theorem 4) an essentially
unique least randomizing rule for the problems considered by Yata (2021); this rule also exhibits
an attractive regret profile in our main example.

Applications: We illustrate the practical implications of our results for three problems that
recently arose in applied work.

First, we study the implications of our results in a running example based on Ishihara and
Kitagawa’s (2021) “evidence aggregation” framework. Here, a policy maker is interested in
implementing a new policy in country i = 0. She has access to estimates of the effect of the same
policy for other countries i = 1, ..., n and attempts to extrapolate results using baseline covariates.
We give explicit MMR treatment rules for this example. An interesting finding is that, when the
identified set is large enough, the least randomizing rule can be related to the estimated bounds on
the treatment effect of interest and randomizes only (though not always) if these bounds contain
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both positive and negative values. This illustrates how an estimator of the identified set can be
used for optimal decision making.

Second, we study extrapolation of Local Average Treatment Effects (Mogstad et al., 2018;
Mogstad and Torgovitsky, 2018) with binary instrument and no covariates. Here, the payoff-relevant
parameter is a “policy-relevant treatment effect” (Heckman and Vytlacil, 2005) that corresponds to
expanding the complier subpopulation. We show that Theorem 1 applies in this example, so that
all decision rules are admissible. In particular, a decision rule that implements the policy for large
values of the usual instrumental-variables estimator is not dominated.

Third, we consider a policy maker who uses quasi-experimental data to decide on a new policy.
She is willing to assume a constant treatment effect model and unconfoundedness given a set of
covariates (X,W ); however, only X is observable and W is not. In this setting, Diegert et al.
(2022) argue that researchers may be interested in how much selection on unobservables is required
to overturn findings that are based on a feasible linear regression. The least randomizing MMR rule
can inform a complementary, decision-theoretic breakdown point analysis: For a given estimated
effect of the policy, what is the largest effect of unobserved confounding under which it is still
optimal to adopt the seemingly better policy without any hedging? We show that this breakdown
point tolerates more confounding than the one of Diegert et al. (2022).

Related literature. The econometric literature on treatment choice has grown rapidly since
Manski (2004) and Dehejia (2005). When welfare is partially identified, Manski (2000, 2005, 2007a)
and Stoye (2007) provide optimal treatment rules assuming the true distribution of the data is
known. Stoye (2012a,b), Yata (2021), and Ishihara and Kitagawa (2021) focus on finite sample
MMR optimal rules in such settings. For different settings with point-identified welfare, finite- and
large- sample results on optimal treatment choice rules were derived by Canner (1970), Hirano and
Porter (2009, 2020), Kitagawa, Lee, and Qiu (2022), Schlag (2006), Stoye (2009a), and Tetenov
(2012). Christensen et al. (2022) extend Hirano and Porter’s (2009) limit experiment framework
to a class of partially identified settings. Treatment choice is also related to a large literature on
optimal policy learning, which contains many results for point identified (Bhattacharya and Dupas,
2012; Kitagawa and Tetenov, 2018, 2021; Mbakop and Tabord-Meehan, 2021; Kitagawa and Wang,
2020; Athey and Wager, 2021; Kitagawa et al., 2021; Ida et al., 2022) as well as partially identified
(Kallus and Zhou, 2018; Ben-Michael et al., 2021, 2022; D’Adamo, 2021; Christensen et al., 2022;
Adjaho and Christensen, 2022; Kido, 2022; Lei et al., 2023) treatment choice that may condition
on covariates. Bayesian aspects of treatment choice are discussed in Chamberlain (2011).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the formal framework
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and the running example. Section 3 is devoted to the aforementioned challenges, whereas Section
4 focuses on the opportunities. The applications are presented in Section 5. Section 6 concludes.
Proofs and additional technical results can be found in Appendix A and Online Appendix B.

2 Notation and Framework

Statistical decision theory calls for three ingredients: the menu of actions available, their
consequences as a function of an unknown state of the world, and a statistical model of how the
data distribution depends on that state. We now present these elements and lay out an example
that will be used to illustrate objects, terms, and results throughout.

The policy maker can choose an action a ∈ [0, 1], which we interpret as the proportion of a
population that will be randomly assigned to the new policy. Thus, a = 1 means that everyone
is exposed to the new policy and a = 0 means that the status quo is preserved. Under this
interpretation, a = .5 means that 50% of the population will be exposed at random to the new
policy; however, the formal development equally applies to either individual or population-level
randomization. Our interpretation abstracts from integer issues arising with small populations.

The payoff for the policy maker when taking action a ∈ [0, 1] is captured by a welfare function

W (a, θ) := aW (1, θ) + (1− a)W (0, θ), (2.1)

where θ ∈ Θ is an unknown state of the world or parameter (possibly of infinite dimension) and
W (1, · ) : Θ → R and W (0, · ) : Θ → R are known functions. Thus, welfare is linear in the action, a
common assumption in the literature.1 The form of (2.1) also implies that if θ were known to the
policy maker, her optimal choice of action would simply be

1 {U(θ) ≥ 0} , where U(θ) := W (1, θ)−W (0, θ). (2.2)

Following Hirano and Porter (2009), we refer to U(θ) as the welfare contrast at θ. Thus, the policy
maker’s optimal action in (2.2) is to expose the whole population to the new policy if the welfare
contrast is nonnegative and to preserve the status quo otherwise.

1In particular, this applies if W (·, θ) is an expectation and, for the case where randomization is interpreted
as fractional assignment, there are no spillover effects or externalities. These assumptions are the default in the
literature. An exception is Manski and Tetenov (2007), who consider the welfare of an action to be a concave
transformation of W (·, θ).
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The policy maker observes a realization of Y ∈ Rn distributed as

Y ∼ N(m(θ),Σ). (2.3)

Here, the function m(· ) : Θ → Rn and the positive definite covariance matrix Σ are known.
However, m(·) need not be injective: m(θ) = m(θ′) does not imply θ = θ′. As a result, even
perfectly identifying m(θ) (from ”infinite data”) need not imply identifying the optimal action.

In economics applications, the normality assumption in (2.3) is unlikely to hold exactly; however,
the data can often be summarized by statistics that are asymptotically normal and whose asymptotic
variances can be estimated. Treating the limiting model as a finite-sample statistical model then
eases exposition and allows us to focus on the core features of the policy problem. Indeed, working
directly with such a limiting model is common in applications of statistical decision theory to
econometrics; see Müller (2011) and the references therein for theoretical support and applications
in the context of testing problems and Ishihara and Kitagawa (2021), Stoye (2012a), or Tetenov
(2012) for precedents in closely related work.

We finally define a decision rule, d : Rn → [0, 1], as (measurable) mapping from the data Y to
the unit interval. We let Dn denote the set of all decision rules. We call d ∈ Dn non-randomized if
d(y) ∈ {0, 1} for (Lebesgue) almost every y ∈ Rn and randomized otherwise.

Running Example: Our running example is a special case of Ishihara and Kitagawa’s
(2021; see also Manski (2020)) “evidence aggregation” framework. A policy maker is interested in
implementing a new policy in country i = 0 and observes estimates of the policy’s effect for countries
i = 1, ..., n. Let Y = (Y1, ..., Yn)

⊤ ∈ Rn denote such experimental estimates and let (x0, . . . , xn) be
nonrandom, d-dimensional baseline covariates. The policy maker is willing to extrapolate from her
data by assuming that the welfare contrast of interest equals U(θ) = θ(x0) and that

Y =


Y1
...
Yn

 ∼ N(m(θ),Σ), m(θ) =


θ(x1)

...
θ(xn)

 , Σ = diag(σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
n),

where θ : Rd → R is an unknown Lipschitz function with known constant C. For simplicity, in
the example we write µi for θ(xi) henceforth, thus Yi ∼ N(µi, σ

2
i ). We also assume w.l.o.g. that

countries are arranged in nondecreasing order of ∥xi − x0∥. While our analysis extends to x1 = x0,
we focus on the case of x1 ̸= x0, so that the sign of µ0 is not necessarily identified. Finally, we assume
that (x1, . . . , xn) are distinct. Even if this were not the case in raw data, one would presumably want
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to induce it (by adding fixed effects, whose size can be bounded) because the Lipschitz constraint
would otherwise imply that countries with same x exhibit no heterogeneity whatsoever. □

3 Challenges

In statistical decision theory, three criteria are commonly used to recommend decision rules:
admissibility, maximin welfare, and minimax regret.2 In this section, we show that the application
of these criteria to our setting presents nontrivial challenges.

3.1 Everything is Admissible

Let Em(θ)[·] denote expectation with respect to Y ∼ N(m(θ),Σ). Recall the following definition:

Definition 1. A rule d ∈ Dn is (welfare-)admissible if there does not exist d′ ∈ Dn such that

Em(θ)[W (d′(Y ), θ)] ≥ Em(θ)[W (d(Y ), θ)], ∀θ ∈ Θ,

with strict inequality for some θ ∈ Θ.

Thus, a rule is admissible if it is not dominated (in the usual sense of weak dominance
everywhere and strict dominance somewhere). This is generally considered a minimal but compelling
requirement for a decision rule to be “good” and goes back at least to Wald (1950). Admissibility
can be used to recommend classes of rules whose payoff cannot be uniformly improved and/or whose
members improve uniformly on non-members, as in complete class theorems (Karlin and Rubin,
1956; Manski and Tetenov, 2007); conversely, one may use it to caution against particular (classes
of) decision rules, as was recently done by Andrews and Mikusheva (2022).

Our first result shows that, under mild assumptions, admissibility cannot serve either purpose
in our problem. This is because any decision rule is admissible. To formalize this, let

M := {µ ∈ Rn : m(θ) = µ, θ ∈ Θ} (3.1)

collect all means that can be generated as θ ranges over Θ. We refer to elements µ ∈ M as
2See Stoye (2012b) and references therein for theoretical trade-offs between these criteria. For example, maximin

violates von Neumann-Morgenstern Independence, whereas minimax regret violates a menu independence axiom.
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reduced-form parameters because they are identified in the statistical model (2.3).3 Define the
identified set for the welfare contrast as function of µ as

I(µ) := {u ∈ R : U(θ) = u,m(θ) = µ, θ ∈ Θ} (3.2)

and the corresponding upper and lower bounds as

I(µ) := sup I(µ), I(µ) := inf I(µ). (3.3)

When we refer to models as “partially identified,” we henceforth mean that partial identification
obtains on an open set in parameter space (i.e., not almost nowhere).4

Definition 2 (Nontrivial partial identification). The treatment choice problem with payoff function
(2.1) and statistical model (2.3) exhibits nontrivial partial identification if there exists an open set
S ⊆M ⊆ Rn such that

I(µ) < 0 < I(µ), for all µ ∈ S.

Running Example—Continued: The identified set for the welfare contrast µ0 is

I(µ) = {u ∈ R : |µi − u| ≤ C ∥xi − x0∥ , i = 1, . . . , n}.

Its extrema can be written as intersection bounds:

I(µ) = max
i=1,...,n

{µi − C ∥xi − x0∥}, I(θ) = min
i=1,...,n

{µi + C ∥xi − x0∥} .

For µ sufficiently close to the zero vector, we therefore have nontrivial partial identification. □

We are now ready to state the first main result.

Theorem 1. If a treatment choice problem with payoff function (2.1) and statistical model (2.3)
exhibits nontrivial partial identification in the sense of Definition 2, then every decision rule d ∈ Dn

is (welfare-)admissible.

Proof. See Appendix A.1.
3The notation is consistent with our running example, in which the observable moments are (µ1, . . . , µn).
4For simplicity of exposition, Definition 2 is stated in a way that forces M to have full measure in Rn. This would,

for example, exclude equality constraints. For the purpose of Theorem 3 below, we can weaken the assumption to
allow such cases as long as S is rich within M .
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For a proof sketch, suppose by contradiction that some rule d is inadmissible. Then some other
rule d′ dominates it. This d′ must perform weakly better at every θ ∈ m−1(S), where S is the
set that appears in Definition 2. Because of nontrivial partial identification, all θ ∈ m−1(S) are
compatible with positive and negative welfare contrast U(θ). This implies that

Em(θ)[d(Y )] = Em(θ)[d
′(Y )] for each θ ∈ m−1(S).

By i) completeness of the Gaussian statistical model in (2.3) and ii) mutual absolute continuity of
the Gaussian and Lebesgue measures in Rn, we then have d(·) = d′(·) (Lebesgue) almost everywhere
in Rn, a contradiction.5

Remark 1. To see that partial identification is essential in this result, let n = 1, Θ = R, m(θ) =

W (1, θ) = θ, and W (0, θ) = 0. In this problem, the policy maker observes a noisy signal, Y ∼
N(θ, σ2), of the payoff relevant parameter θ ∈ R. There is no partial identification, and θ determines
the optimal choice of action. By Karlin and Rubin’s (1956, Theorem 2) classic result, any decision
rule that is not a threshold rule (i.e., is not of form 1{Y > c} for some fixed c ∈ R ∪ {−∞,∞}) is
dominated. In fact, the class just defined is complete.

Remark 2. While completeness can be weakened, it cannot be dropped. To see this, suppose that
all elements of Σ are zero, so that Y = m(θ) and a decision rule is really a mapping d :M → [0, 1].
Then any rule that does not set d(µ) = 1 (d(µ) = 0) when I(µ) > 0 (I(µ) < 0) is dominated.

Theorem 1 admits an optimistic though also a pessimistic reading. The positive interpretation is
that the procedures suggested in the related literature will all perform well relative to one another in
some parts of parameter space. This is an important observation because some of these suggestions
contain novel or nonstandard components. For example, Ishihara and Kitagawa (2021) place ex-
ante restrictions on the class of decision rules, while Christensen et al. (2022) transform the original
loss function by profiling out partially identified parameters. By Theorem 1, all these approaches
are at least admissible. This was arguably obvious in the former case (since for any linear threshold
rule, it is easy to find a prior that it uniquely best responds to) but certainly not the latter one.

The negative interpretation is that no rule, regardless how eccentric it may appear, is dominated.
This makes it difficult to recommend a rule or a class of rules, at least without commitment to a
more specific decision-theoretic criterion or focus on a particular part of parameter space.

5A family P of distributions P is complete if EP [f(X)] = 0 for all P ∈ P implies f(x) = 0 P -almost everywhere, for
every P ∈ P. See, for example, Lehmann and Romano (2005) p.115. The proof extends to any sampling distribution
satisfying i) and ii). Moreover, because decision rules are bounded, it suffices to verify bounded completeness.
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3.2 Maximin Welfare is Ultra-Pessimistic

We next analyze the maximin welfare criterion. Our main result echoes earlier findings by Savage
(1951) and Manski (2004): Maximin typically leads to “no-data rules” that preserve the status quo.

Definition 3. A rule dmaximin ∈ Dn is maximin optimal if

inf
θ∈Θ

Em(θ)[W (dmaximin(Y ), θ)] = sup
d∈Dn

inf
θ∈Θ

Em(θ)[W (d(Y ), θ)].

Theorem 2. Suppose that there exists θ ∈ Θ such that U(θ) ≤ 0. If

inf
θ∈Θ

W (0, θ) = inf
θ∈Θ:U(θ)≤0

W (0, θ), (3.4)

then the no-data rule dno-data(y) := 0 is maximin optimal. The maximin value is

inf
θ∈Θ

W (0, θ).

Proof. See Appendix A.2.

This result can be seen as follows. When U(θ) ≤ 0, it is optimal to preserve the status quo;
substituting in for this response, we find that infθ∈Θ Em(θ)[W (d(Y ), θ)] ≤ infθ∈Θ,U(θ)≤0W (0, θ) for
any rule d ∈ Dn. Under condition (3.4), this upper bound is attained by dno-data.

Running Example—Continued: Theorem 2 applies to the running example. In particular,
the example’s maximin welfare equals 0 and is achieved by never assigning the new policy. □

A similar result was shown by Manski (2004) for testing an innovation with point-identified
welfare contrast (a result that we generalize6), and the concern can be traced back at least to Savage
(1951). There is a discussion of whether such “ultrapessimism” occurs, in a technical sense, more
generically with maximin utility versus minimax regret (Parmigiani, 1992; Sadler, 2015). However,
a string of more optimistic results regarding MMR (Canner, 1970; Stoye, 2009a, 2012b; Tetenov,
2012; Yata, 2021) suggests that, with state spaces that describe real-world decision problems, the
concern is more salient for maximin. In particular, a result like this is expected whenever there
exists a “uniformly awful” parameter value.7

6In Manski’s (2004) example, W (0, θ) does not depend on θ, so that condition (3.4) is trivially satisfied.
7Given that we next elaborate on multiplicity of MMR rules, a quick clarification: While the maximin rule may

be unique here, this is due to treating the status quo as known. In settings where “treatment 0” and “treatment 1”
are equally unknown ex ante, the typical result is that all decision rules are maximin.
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3.3 Minimax Regret Admits Many Solutions

In view of our results so far, it seems natural to consider the minimax regret optimality criterion.
Indeed, some point-identified treatment choice problems admit nonrandomized, essentially unique
MMR optimal rules. Unfortunately, this extends to treatment choice with partial identification
only in special cases. To make this point, we consider a relatively simple (though rich enough to
cover our applications) class of problems where finite-sample minimax optimal results are available.
Within this class, we show that, if the identified set for the welfare contrast is sufficiently large
relative to sampling error, then (i) we can find infinitely many MMR optimal decision rules, all of
which randomize and (ii) under weak additional conditions, all MMR rules that depend on data
through a linear index must be randomized.

The expected regret of a decision rule d ∈ Dn in state θ is its expected welfare loss compared to
the oracle rule:

R(d, θ) := sup
a∈[0,1]

W (a, θ)− Em(θ)[W (d(Y ), θ)]

= max{W (0, θ),W (1, θ)} − Em(θ)[W (d(Y ), θ)]

= U(θ)
{
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d(Y )]

}
. (3.5)

Definition 4. A rule d∗ ∈ Dn is minimax regret (MMR) optimal if

sup
θ∈Θ

R(d∗, θ) = inf
d∈Dn

sup
θ∈Θ

R(d, θ). (3.6)

Solving minimax regret problems is often hard. Algorithms exist for certain cases (Yu and Kouvelis,
1995; Chamberlain, 2000), but we are not aware of a general purpose algorithm. In important, recent
work, Yata (2021) characterizes MMR optimal rules for a large class of binary action problems. He
imposes the following restrictions on the parameter space and welfare function.

Assumption 1. (i) Θ is convex, centrosymmetric (i.e., θ ∈ Θ implies −θ ∈ Θ) and nonempty.

(ii) m(·) and U(·) are linear.

Running Example—Continued: Our example satisfies Assumption 1. In particular, the space
of C-Lipschitz functions, θ : Rd → R is convex as well as centrosymmetric, and the functions U(·)
and m(·) are linear in θ as they simply report the values of θ at points (x0, . . . , xn). □

Assumption 1 is based on the literature on minimax estimation and inference on a linear functional
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in nonparametric problems (Donoho, 1994; Low, 1995; Armstrong and Kolesár, 2018). Under
Assumption 1, Yata (2021) shows existence of an MMR rule that depends on the data only
through (w∗)⊤Y , where the unit vector w∗ can be approximated by solving a sequence of tractable
optimization problems. When the identified set for the welfare contrast at µ = 0 := 0n×1 is large
enough, Yata’s (2021) MMR rule can be expressed as

d∗RT((w
∗)⊤Y ) := Φ

(
(w∗)⊤Y/σ̃) (3.7)

for some uniquely characterized σ̃ > 0. Moreover, it then has two important algebraic properties:

Em(θ)[d
∗
RT(Y )] = 1/2 when m(θ) = 0 (3.8)

and
sup
θ∈Θ

R(d∗RT, θ) = sup
θ∈Θ,m(θ)=0

R(d∗RT, θ). (3.9)

In words, these features are as follows: First, if the mean function m(·) equals zero, expected
exposure to the new policy is 1/2. Second, worst-case regret occurs precisely at this point. The
latter is due to careful calibration of the MMR decision rule, and one might conjecture that it
renders this rule unique. However, the following result establishes the contrary.

Theorem 3. Consider a treatment choice problem with payoff function (2.1) and statistical model
(2.3) that exhibits nontrivial partial identification in the sense of Definition 2. Suppose that
Assumption 1 holds and that there is a MMR optimal rule d∗ that depends on the data only through
(w∗)⊤Y and that satisfies (3.8) and (3.9). If there exists µ ∈M such that I(µ) > I(0) and I(0) is
large enough, then

(i) There are infinitely many MMR optimal rules.

(ii) Any MMR rule that depends on the data only through (w∗)⊤Y (and is weakly increasing in
this argument) must randomize for some data realizations.

(iii) If I(µ) is differentiable at µ = 0, then no linear threshold rule, i.e., no rule of form 1{w⊤Y ≥
c} for some w ∈ Rn and c ∈ R ∪ {−∞,∞}, is MMR optimal.

Proof. See Appendix A.3.

To be clear, this finding applies if the problem is sufficiently far from point identification, with
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an exact condition given in the proof.8 Close to point identification and under mild additional
assumptions, Yata (2021) shows MMR optimality of a linear threshold rule.

Part (i) of Theorem 3 is established constructively: We show that, whenever d∗RT is MMR
optimal, then so is the piecewise linear rule

d∗linear((w
∗)⊤Y ) :=


0, (w∗)⊤Y < −ρ∗,
(w∗)⊤Y+ρ∗

2ρ∗
, −ρ∗ ≤ (w∗)⊤Y ≤ ρ∗,

1, (w∗)⊤Y > ρ∗,

(3.10)

where ρ∗ > 0 is characterized in Appendix A.3, Equation (A.19).9 This implies existence of infinitely
many MMR rules because the set of such rules is closed under convex combination.

Next, if the identified set is large enough for given Σ (or as Σ vanishes for given identified set),
all of the above rules randomize for some data realizations. A natural question to ask is whether
this feature is shared by all MMR rules. Parts (ii) and (iii) give qualified affirmative answers: If we
focus on decision rules that increase in (w∗)⊤Y and if I(0) is large enough, then randomization is
necessary for MMR optimality; if bounds are furthermore differentiable in reduced-form parameters
at 0, randomization is necessary for any MMR rule that depends on a linear index of the data.10

In particular, the threshold rule

d∗0((w
∗)⊤Y ) = 1{(w∗)⊤Y ≥ 0} (3.11)

8The relevant threshold will always be crossed as (other things equal) Σ vanishes. To the extent that small Σ
models large sample size, multiplicity therefore becomes relevant for any partially identified DGP as the sample
becomes large. Note, however, that the decision problems considered here give rise to stable asymptotic experiments
only if the extent of partial identification also vanishes, and so these limit experiments may fall into either regime.

9In the limit as Σ = 0, d∗linear becomes

d∗limit((w
∗)⊤Y ) := lim

Σ→0
d∗linear((w

∗)⊤Y ) =


0, (w∗)⊤Y < −I(0)/sw∗(0),
(w∗)⊤Y+I(0)/sw∗ (0)

2I(0)/sw∗ (0)
, − I(0)

sw∗ (0) ≤ (w∗)⊤Y ≤ I(0)
sw∗ (0) ,

1, (w∗)⊤Y > I(0)/sw∗(0),

where sw∗(0) is defined in Appendix A.3, the paragraph right above (A.14). This rule has appeared in the literature
before: In the one-dimensional specialization of this problem and when the scalar m(θ) is known, it is the unique
MMR optimal treatment rule (Manski, 2007b). This uniqueness statement delicately depends on how the problem
is posed. If m(θ) is a free parameter that will be perfectly learned (i.e., Σ = 0 in our general problem), then this rule
attains MMR but not uniquely so; in fact, our new result then applies.

10The class of nonrandomized but otherwise unrestricted rules is not interestingly different from the class of all
rules because high decimal places of Y1 can be used to approximate randomization. Similarly, the differentiability
condition is needed to preclude that some component of Y can effectively be used as randomization device.
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is not MMR optimal.

Running Example—Continued: Theorem 3 applies to our running example. We next improve
on this observation by providing explicit MMR optimal rules for the example. Broadly speaking,
these are characterized by a weighting of studentized signals that resembles a triangular kernel. □

Proposition 1. In the running example, the following statements hold true.

(i) If
C ∥x1 − x0∥ <

√
π/2 · σ1, (3.12)

then the following decision rule is uniquely (up to almost sure agreement) MMR optimal:

dm∗
0

:= 1{w⊤
m∗

0
Y ≥ 0},

w⊤
m∗

0
:=

(
1,

max{m∗
0 − C ∥x2 − x0∥ , 0}/σ2

2

(m∗
0 − C ∥x1 − x0∥)/σ2

1

, . . . ,
max{m∗

0 − C ∥xn − x0∥ , 0}/σ2
n

(m∗
0 − C ∥x1 − x0∥)/σ2

1

)
,

where m∗
0 > C ∥xi − x0∥ solves a simple fixed point problem ( (B.11) in Online Appendix B.2).

(ii) If
C ∥x1 − x0∥ =

√
π/2 · σ1,

then d∗ := 1{(1, 0, . . . , 0)⊤Y ≥ 0} is MMR optimal.

(iii) If
C ∥x1 − x0∥ >

√
π/2 · σ1, (3.13)

then the rule d∗RT(·) defined in (3.7) with

σ̃ =

√
2C2 ∥x1 − x0∥2 /π − σ2

1, w∗ = (1, 0, . . . , 0)⊤ (3.14)

is MMR optimal. So is the rule d∗linear as defined in (3.10), where ρ∗ > 0 is uniquely defined
by ρ∗ = C ∥x1 − x0∥ (1− 2Φ (ρ∗/σ1)), as well as all convex combinations of these rules.

(iv) If Equation (3.13) holds and the nearest neighbor is unique (i.e., ∥x1 − x0∥ < ∥x2 − x0∥), no
linear threshold rule is MMR optimal.

Proof. See Online Appendix B.2.

Remark 3. All decision rules above converge to the one from case (ii) as C∥x1 − x0∥ →
√
π/2 · σ1.
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Figure 1: Panel a): Visualization of rules (3.7) and (3.10) in the running example with estimates
from two countries. (Setting x0 = 0 yields x1 = −7.5, σ1 = 3.9, x2 = 7.9, σ2 = 2.4. We set C = 2.5.)
Panel b): Difference between rules as a function of the nearest neighbor’s outcome.

Remark 4. This solution relates to the literature as follows. The problem is within the framework
considered by Yata (2021), and his analysis applies; in particular, our linear index differs from
his w∗ only by a more explicit characterization. The alternative solutions in (iii), the uniqueness
statement, and part (iv) are new. Ishihara and Kitagawa (2021) numerically find a solution within
the class of symmetric threshold rules (i.e., rules of form 1{w⊤Y ≥ 0}). This in principle recovers
the global solution if C ∥x1 − x0∥ ≤

√
π/2 · σ1 but will exclude all globally MMR optimal decision

rules otherwise. (That said, Ishihara and Kitagawa’s (2021) solution approach applies considerably
more generally.)

We conclude that different MMR rules can lead to rather different policy actions for the same
data. This difference is illustrated in Figure 1 for parameter values calibrated to Ishihara and
Kitagawa’s (2021) empirical example. How serious a challenge it is depends on one’s view. If one
truly thinks of MMR as encoding a decision maker’s complete preferences, and hence of competing
optimal rules as mutually indifferent, it is not much of a concern. However, it may make it harder
to communicate MMR-based decisions to policy makers. In addition, the next section’s results will
show that one may plausibly have preferences among the different MMR rules.
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4 Opportunities

In view of the preceding findings, we propose two different avenues for research: the judicious
profiling out of parameters when evaluating risk functions, which we hope mitigates the thrust of
some of the above results; and refinements of MMR, specifically toward least randomizing MMR,
which gives rise to a unique solution in our setting.

4.1 Profiled Risk

Profiling out some parameters of expected welfare or regret may yield interesting insights. Beyond
allowing to better visualize risk profiles of decision rules, it may render them comparable and may
even exclude some of them as (in a redefined sense) inadmissible. We illustrate this idea by exploring
a profiled expected regret criterion. While we could profile out any known function h(m(θ)), we
simplify exposition by restricting attention to linear indices. Thus, for a vector w ∈ Rn\{0}, let

Γw :=
{
γ ∈ R : w⊤m(θ) = γ, θ ∈ Θ

}
be the image of the transformation θ 7→ w⊤m(θ). Then the worst-case expected regret of a rule d
can be expressed as

sup
θ∈Θ

R(d, θ) = sup
γ∈Γw

(
sup

θ∈Θ:w⊤m(θ)=γ

R(d, θ)

)
. (4.1)

That is, we split (3.5) into an inner optimization problem with fixed level set {w⊤m(θ) = γ} and an
outer optimization over γ. The value function of the inner problem may be of interest, thus define:

Definition 5 (w-Profiled Regret). The w-profiled regret function Rw : Dn × Γw → R is given by

Rw(d, γ) := sup
θ∈Θ:w⊤m(θ)=γ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d(Y )]

)
, (4.2)

where Y ∼ N(m(θ),Σ).

In problems where MMR optimal rules depend on the data only through some linear combination
(w∗)⊤Y , it seems reasonable to set w equal to w∗. However, there could be other vectors w of interest,
as we illustrate when extrapolating Local Average Treatment effects in Section 5.1.

Remark 5 (Not all decision rules are admissible with respect to w-profiled regret). One could say
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that a decision rule d is w-profiled regret admissible if there is no other rule d′ for which

Rw(d
′, γ) ≤ Rw(d, γ)

for every γ ∈ Γw, with strict inequality for some γ ∈ Γw. Even if Theorem 1 applies, a decision rule
can fail to be w-profiled-regret admissible for some w. Indeed, the no-data rule dcoin-flip(Y ) = 1/2

is w∗-profiled regret dominated by any MMR optimal rule in our running example.11

Remark 6 (Bayes rules with respect to w-profiled regret are Π∗-minimax under some conditions).
Consider any decision rule that minimizes

inf
d∈Dn

∫
Γw

Rw(d, γ)dπ
∗(γ), (4.3)

the weighted average of w-profiled regret for some prior π∗ over Γw. If π∗ has full support and profiled
regret is continuous in γ (for any d), then any solution to (4.3) is w-profiled-regret admissible; see
Ferguson (1967, Theorem 3, Section 2, p. 62) and Berger (1985, Theorem 9, Section 4, p. 254).

We next provide sufficient conditions under which decision rules that solve (4.3) can be
interpreted as Π∗-minimax decision rules in the sense of Berger (1985, Definition 13, p. 216),
where Π∗ is a class of priors over Θ.12 Let Dw denote the class of decision rules that depend on the
data only through w⊤Y ∼ N(w⊤m(θ), w⊤Σw). Consider the Π∗-minimax problem

inf
d∈Dw

(
sup
π∈Π∗

∫
Θ

R(d, θ)dπ(θ)

)
. (4.4)

Let Π∗ collect all priors over Θ for which w⊤m(θ) ∼ π∗, where π∗ is the prior over Γw used in
(4.3). This class of priors has recently been advocated by Giacomini and Kitagawa (2021). Their
Theorem 2 establishes that, for any d ∈ Dw,

sup
π∈Π∗

∫
Θ

R(d, θ)dπ(θ) =

∫
Γw

Rw(d, γ)dπ
∗(γ). (4.5)

Thus, the problem in (4.4) is equivalent to minimizing average w-profiled regret over decision rules
that depend on the data only through w⊤Y . In contrast, we next show that decision rules minimizing
average w-profiled regret cannot in general be computed by minimizing posterior regret.

Remark 7 (Bayes’ rules with respect to w-profiled regret do not in general minimize Π∗-posterior
11Simple algebra shows that that rule’s profiled regret is minimized at γ = 0, where it coincides with the maximized

regret of any MMR optimal rule. This dominance can also be verified if C ∥x1 − x0∥ ≤
√

π/2 · σ1. See Figure 2(a).
12To avoid notational conflict, we write Π∗-minimax instead of the more common Γ-minimax.
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expected loss). Consider the loss function

L(a, θ) := U(θ)[1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − a]

and note that R(d, θ) = Em(θ)[L(d, θ)]. An alternative to Π∗-minimax decision rules are rules
that minimize the worst-case posterior expected loss; see Berger (1985, Definition 10, p. 205) and
Giacomini, Kitagawa, and Read (2021, Equation 2.11). To illustrate the difference, restrict attention
to rules that depend on the data through w⊤Y . Then Π∗-posterior expected loss minimization solves

inf
a∈[0,1]

sup
π∈Π∗

Eπ[L(a, θ) | w⊤Y ]. (4.6)

Theorem 2 in Giacomini and Kitagawa (2021) can be used to show that

sup
π∈Π∗

Eπ[L(a, θ) | w⊤Y ] =

∫
Γw

(
sup

θ∈Θ:w⊤m(θ)=γ

L(a, θ)

)
dπ∗(γ | w⊤Y ). (4.7)

Thus, the criterion in (4.6) is analogous to the one suggested by Christensen et al. (2022). One can
easily construct examples in which these criteria disagree; we provide one after Figure 2. Indeed,
recall that in terminology from axiomatic decision theory, Equation (4.7) uses full Bayesian updating
of multiple prior preferences. This model is known to give rise to dynamically inconsistent behavior,
meaning that a decision maker’s preferred action after observing the data may not be what her
preferred ex-ante decision rule recommends for that data realization.13

Running Example—Continued: Recall that, for some parameter values, there is an MMR rule
depending on the data only through Y1. Thus, consider w∗-profiled regret for w∗ = (1, 0, . . . , 0)⊤.
Using (4.2), the w∗-profiled regret function equals

Rw∗(d, γ) = sup
(µ0,µ1,...,µn)⊤∈Rn+1:µ1=γ,µ0∈I(µ),µ∈M

µ0 (1{µ0 ≥ 0} − Eµ[d(Y )]) ,

and we can easily verify that Γw∗ = R. □

For the same parameters used in Figure 1, Figure 2(a) depicts w∗-profiled regret over the range
γ ∈ [−30, 30] for four decision rules. The blue (solid) line is d∗linear (see Equation (3.10)); the red
(dotted) line is d∗RT (see Equation (3.7)); the black (bimodal, solid) line is the symmetric threshold

13See Hanany and Klibanoff (2007) for a detailed explanation and further references. To be clear, our point is that
the criteria do not in general agree, not that this makes one of them better.
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rule d∗0(Y ) = 1{Y1 ≥ 0}; and the green (dashed) line is dcoin-flip = 1/2.14

An immediate use of Figure 2(a) is to compare decision rules in terms of their worst-case regret.
For example, consistent with Theorem 3-(ii), d∗0 is not MMR optimal. At the same time, d∗0 optimizes
worst-case posterior expected loss under a symmetric prior on θ, providing the example alluded to in
Remark 7 and illustrating that the current setting is not among the special cases in which minimax
regret is dynamically consistent. For the specific parameter values used here, we can furthermore
show that d∗0 is minimax regret optimal among linear threshold rules; thus, the black line also
illustrates the minimax regret efficiency loss from restricting attention to linear threshold rules.

Figure 2(a) also reveals interesting differences among MMR optimal rules. In particular, d∗linear

has smaller w∗-profiled regret than d∗RT virtually everywhere (though algebra shows that this
dominance does not hold for small nonzero γ). Finally, Figure 2(a) illustrates that, as remarked
earlier, dcoin-flip is w∗-profiled regret inadmissible in this example. We hope that future research will
yield more powerful results on profiled admissibility.
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(a) w∗-profiled regret of four decision rules (b) 1{Y1 > 0} v.s. 1{Y1 > 2.94}.

Figure 2: w∗-profiled regret in the running example; parameter values are as in Figure 1.

We close with three brief remarks about profiled regret. First, the considerable difference
between profiled regret functions in Figure 2(a) continues beyond the figure. Indeed, the ratio
Rw∗(d∗linear, γ)/Rw∗(d∗RT, γ) decays to zero at exponential rate as γ → ±∞.

Second, consider a symmetric, uniform two-point prior on γ supported at the two points
that maximize the black (solid) line in Figure 2(a). Among nonrandomized rules, the threshold
rule d∗0(Y ) = 1{Y1 > 0} solves the corresponding Π∗-posterior loss minimization problem (4.6).
However, d∗0 cannot solve the corresponding Π∗-minimax problem (4.4), even when we consider only

14Appendix B.3.1 presents algebraic and computational details that underlie this figure.
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nonrandomized threshold decision rules. This is because, as visualized in Figure 2(b), the threshold
rule 1{Y1 > 2.94} has smaller average w∗-profiled regret with respect to this prior.

Third, computation of profiled regret can frequently be simplified. Algebra shows that Rw(d, γ)

equals the maximum between

k̄+w (γ) := sup
θ∈Θ

U(θ)(1− Em(θ)[d(Y )]) s.t. w⊤m(θ) = γ, U(θ) ≥ 0, (4.8)

and
k̄−w (γ) := sup

θ∈Θ
−U(θ)Em(θ)[d(Y )] s.t. w⊤m(θ) = γ, U(θ) ≤ 0. (4.9)

In principle, these are the value functions of two infinite-dimensional, nonlinear optimization
problems. However, they can be recast as finite dimensional. For example, k̄+w (γ) equals

I
+

w(γ) := sup
µ∈M

I(µ)(1− Eµ[d(Y )])) s.t. w⊤µ = γ, I(µ) ≥ 0. (4.10)

This problem has a scalar choice variable, one linear equality constraint, and one potentially
nonlinear inequality constraint. The bottleneck is evaluation of I(µ). The running example admits
a closed-form solution for I(µ), so that evaluating (4.10) is easy.

More generally, the computational cost of evaluating (4.10) can be reduced by imposing more
structure on the parameter space Θ. For instance, when Θ is convex, the set M is convex as well;
the optimization problem is then over a convex subset of Rn. Moreover, if m(·) is linear and U(·)
is concave, the function I(µ) can be shown to be concave. This means that under Assumption 1,
the optimization problem in (4.10) is convex.

4.2 Least Randomizing MMR Optimal Rules

We next argue that further refining the MMR criterion presents an interesting research opportunity
and may even lead to unique recommendations. To this purpose, we propose consideration of,
and characterize, the least randomizing MMR rule. Our main motivation is that, despite the wide
adoption of randomized treatment allocations in economics and the social sciences, policy makers
might shy away from exposing only a fraction of a population to the new policy. Thus, we attempt
to recommend actions a ∈ (0, 1) as infrequently as possible.15

15A different approach to deal with multiplicity of MMR optimal rules would be to directly build attitude to
randomization into the welfare or risk functions. For example, consider the mean square regret criterion proposed in
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To formalize this, observe that all of d∗RT, d∗linear, and d∗limit can be considered smoothed versions
of d∗0 in a sense that we now make precise and that resembles the progression from Manski (1975)
to Horowitz (1992). Let F : R → [0, 1] be a c.d.f. and consider a decision rule of form F ◦ w∗ :=

F ((w∗)⊤Y ) ∈ Dn; that is, the step function d∗0 was smoothed into a c.d.f. We will restrict attention
to c.d.f.’s that are symmetric (i.e., F (−x) = 1− F (x)) and unimodal (i.e., F (·) is convex for x ≤ 0

and concave otherwise). Let F be the set of all such c.d.f’s and let

D̃n := {F ◦ w∗ ∈ Dn : F ∈ F}.

Note that each rule F ◦ w∗ ∈ D̃n depends on the data only via (w∗)⊤Y and is nondecreasing in
(w∗)⊤Y . Moreover, for each F ◦w∗ ∈ D̃n, the interval on which treatment assignment is randomized
equals (up to closure)

V (F ◦ w∗) :=
(
sup
{
x ∈ R : F (x) = 0

}
, inf

{
x ∈ R : F (x) = 1

})
. (4.11)

All MMR decision rules considered in this paper are in D̃n. We next show that d∗linear is least
randomizing among them and among all other MMR decision rules that might exist in this class.

Theorem 4. Suppose all conditions of Theorem 3 hold. If F ◦ w∗ ∈ D̃n is MMR optimal, then
V (d∗linear ◦ w∗) ⊆ V (F ◦ w∗), with equality if and only if F = d∗linear.

Proof. See Appendix A.4.

In words, any symmetric, weakly increasing and unimodal MMR optimal rule that depends on
data only via (w∗)⊤Y must have a randomization area that is wider than that of d∗linear, strictly so
if it is a meaningfully distinct rule. Thus, the least randomizing criterion provides a pragmatic and
unique refinement among the set of known MMR optimal rules.

To establish Theorem 4, we first show that for any rule F ◦ w∗ ∈ D̃n, its expected regret at
any parameter θ for which (w∗)⊤m(θ) = 0 equals the MMR value of the problem. If F ◦ w∗ ∈ D̃n

is MMR optimal, its expected regret must therefore be maximized at (w∗)⊤m(θ) = 0. For any
symmetric and unimodal c.d.f. F with V (d∗linear ◦ w∗) ⊈ V (F ◦ w∗), we can show that a necessary
condition for this maximization fails.

Running Example—Continued: Recall that, applied to the running example and for C large

Kitagawa et al. (2022).
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enough, d∗linear can be expressed as

d∗linear(Y1) :=


0, Y1 < −ρ∗,
Y1+ρ∗

2ρ∗
, −ρ∗ ≤ Y1 ≤ ρ∗,

1, Y1 > ρ∗,

(4.12)

where ρ∗ ∈ (0, C ∥x1 − x0∥) is uniquely defined by

ρ∗ = C ∥x1 − x0∥ (1− 2Φ (ρ∗/σ1)).

Of note, d∗linear only randomizes when |Y1| < ρ∗. This is of interest because, whenever this happens,
the natural plug-in estimator of the identified set for µ0 given Y1, i.e. the interval

[ Y1 − C ∥x1 − x0∥ , Y1 + C ∥x1 − x0∥ ] , (4.13)

contains 0. Conversely, d∗linear(Y1) always (never) implements the new policy when (4.13) is to the
right (left) of zero. In this sense, the estimated identified set is explicitly used for decision making.
In contrast, d∗RT always randomizes the policy recommendation, although for large Y1 the fraction
of population assigned to treatment will be large.

It would be interesting to compare d∗linear(Y1) to a plug-in rule based on an estimated version of
I(µ).16 In the example, a natural such estimator would be [Î , Î], where

Î = min
i=1,...,n

{µ̂i + C ∥xi − x0∥} , Î = max
i=1,...,n

{µ̂i − C ∥xi − x0∥} ,

and (µ̂1, . . . , µ̂n) is a constrained (to M) maximum likelihood estimator. Based on the estimated
identified set [Î , Î], a natural plug-in rule is then

dplug-in(Y ) :=


0, Î < 0,

Î

Î−Î
, otherwise,

1, Î > 0.

(4.14)

In Appendix B.3.2, we plot and compare the w∗-profiled regrets of dplug-in and other rules, including
16Christensen et al. (2022) formally compare their proposed rule to “as-if” rules. However, Bayes optimal rules

with respect to w−profiled regret general disagree with those in Christensen et al. (2022) (see Remark 7), so their
findings do not apply here.

22



d∗linear and d∗RT. Although dplug-in is not MMR optimal, its worst-case regret is only slightly larger
than the MMR value, and its profiled regret is a bell-shaped curve similar to that of d∗linear. □

5 Further Applications

5.1 Extrapolating Local Average Treatment Effects

We next apply our analysis to extrapolation of Local Average Treatment Effects (Mogstad et al.,
2018; Mogstad and Torgovitsky, 2018). Let Z ∈ {0, 1} be a binary instrument, D ∈ {0, 1} a binary
treatment assignment, and (Y (1), Y (0)) potential outcomes under treatment and control. As usual,
the observed outcome is Y = DY (1) + (1−D)Y (0). To simplify exposition, we assume that there
are no covariates and that Y (1), Y (0) ∈ {0, 1}. Following Heckman and Vytlacil (1999, 2005),17

let p(z) := P{D = 1 | Z = z} be the propensity score and write D = 1{V ≤ p(Z)}, where
(V | Z = z) ∼ Unif[0, 1]. The parameter space Θ contains all tuples θ := (p(1), p(0),MTE(·)),
where p(1) ∈ [0, 1], p(0) ∈ [0, 1], p(1) ≥ p(0), and MTE(·) is the marginal treatment effect function

MTE(v) := E[Y (1)− Y (0) | V = v].

The policy maker observes (
m̂1

m̂2

)
∼ N

((
m1(θ)

m2(θ)

)
,Σ

)
, (5.1)

where

m1(θ) := E[Y | Z = 1]− E[Y | Z = 0] =

∫ p(1)

p(0)

MTE(v)dv

m2(θ) := E[D | Z = 1]− E[D | Z = 0] = p(1)− p(0)

are the population reduced-form and first-stage coefficients and Σ is positive definite. We assume
that the policy of interest would expand the complier subpopulation through an additive shift of
size α > 0 in the propensity score. Mogstad et al. (2018) show that the payoff relevant parameter
then is the “policy-relevant treatment effect” (Heckman and Vytlacil, 2005)

PRTE(α) = E[Y (1)− Y (0) | V ∈ (p(0), p(1) + α]].

17See, for example, Assumption I and Equation (2) in Mogstad and Torgovitsky (2018). Also see Imbens and
Angrist (1994) for additional references.
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If we normalize W (0, θ) = 0, the welfare contrast U(θ) is equal to PRTE(α) and can be written as

U(θ) := PRTE(α) =
m1(θ)

α +m2(θ)
+

1

α +m2(θ)

∫ p(1)+α

p(1)

MTE(v)dv. (5.2)

Hence, the decision maker wants to find an optimal treatment policy given partial identification
of parameter (5.2) in model (5.1). In Online Appendix B.3.3, we verify that Theorem 1 applies.
Therefore, any decision rule is admissible in this example. For example, if the PRTE(α) were
the payoff relevant parameter, implementing a policy for large values of the IV estimator would be
admissible, as would be the approach of Christensen et al. (2022), who discuss the same application.

It would be an interesting exercise to report the w-profiled regret of decision rules. In the context
of this example, one might reasonably use

w = (1,−β0)⊤/
√

(1,−β0)Σ(1,−β0)⊤

for some β0 ∈ R. For motivation, note that the square of

(m1(θ)− β0m2(θ))/
√
(1,−β0)Σ(1,−β0)⊤

can be viewed as the population Anderson and Rubin (1949) statistic for the null hypothesis of β0.
Thus, the profiled regret function reports the worst-case regret as one keeps constant the population
analog of that statistic.

5.2 Decision-theoretic Breakdown Analysis

Consider a policy maker who uses quasi-experimental data but is worried about confounding. More
specifically, she assumes a constant treatment effect model and unconfoundedness given covariates
(X,W ), motivating the linear regression model

Y = γ0 + βlongD + γ⊤1 X + γ⊤2 W + e,

where Y is observed outcome, D is the binary treatment, and e is a projection residual. The
infeasible optimal treatment policy is 1{βlong ≥ 0}. However, W is unobserved, so that the policy
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maker can only estimate the “medium” regression

Y = π0 + βmedD + π⊤
1 X + u,

where u is a projection residual.18 In general, if there exists selection on unobservables (that is,
D is correlated with W ), then βlong is only partially identified. Specifically, Diegert et al. (2022,
Theorem 4) show that the identified set of βlong given βmed is

βlong ∈ [βmed − k, βmed + k],

where

k :=


√

var(Y ⊥D,X)
var(D⊥X)

r2DR2
D∼X

1−R2
D∼X−r2D

, if 0 ≤ rD <
√
1−R2

D∼X ,

∞, if rD ≥
√
1−R2

D∼X ,

and where var
(
Y ⊥D,X

)
is the variance of the residual from projecting Y onto (1, D,X), var

(
D⊥X

)
is the variance of the residual from projecting D onto (1, X), R2

D∼X is the R2 from projecting D onto
(1, X), and rD ≥ 0 is a user-specified sensitivity parameter that measures the relative importance
of selection on unobservables versus selection on observables.19

Diegert et al. (2022) use this result to ask: How strong does omitted variables bias have to be
to potentially overturn findings based on βmed? At population level, the answer is that this can
happen if |k| > |βmed|, a condition that can be related to primitive parameters through the above
display and for which Diegert et al. (2022) provide estimation and inference theory.

Suppose now that there is an estimator β̂med ∼ N(βmed, σ
2). Then our results apply upon letting

θ = (βlong, βmed)
⊤ ∈ R2, U(θ) = βlong and m(θ) = βmed. In particular, when k >

√
π
2
σ, there are

infinitely many MMR optimal rules, with the least randomizing one among known ones being

d∗linear(β̂med) :=


0, β̂med < −ρ∗,
β̂med+ρ∗

2ρ∗
, −ρ∗ ≤ β̂med ≤ ρ∗,

1, β̂med > ρ∗,

(5.3)

18We express all regressions as projections for alignment with the literature and because only projection algebra
is used. However, motivating 1{βlong ≥ 0} as optimal usually requires causal interpretation and therefore slightly
stronger assumptions on e; in other words, readers may want to think of the long regression as causal and the medium
one as best linear prediction. See Hansen (2022, Chapter 2), whose notation we also borrow, for a lucid discussion.

19In practice, var
(
Y ⊥D,X

)
, var

(
D⊥X

)
and R2

D∼X are unknown. However, as discussed in Section 2, we may
treat the joint distribution of {Y,D,X} as multivariate normal with known covariance matrix. As var

(
Y ⊥D,X

)
,

var
(
D⊥X

)
, and R2

D∼X are functions of the covariance matrix, it is then coherent to take them to be known as well.
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Figure 3: k̄ (solid) and k̃ (dashed) as a function of β̂med

where ρ∗ > 0 uniquely solves ρ∗ = k(1−2Φ(−ρ∗/σ)). When k ≤
√

π
2
σ, we know from Stoye (2012a)

that d∗0(β̂med) = 1{β̂med ≥ 0} is essentially uniquely MMR optimal.

These results motivate a complementary breakdown analysis guided by statistical decision
theory. For given β̂med > 0, we can ask: How large could k have to be so that the MMR optimality
criterion still supports assigning the new policy without any hedging?20 Due to its least randomizing
property, d∗linear implies the tightest possible answer to this question. Specifically, MMR supports
non-randomized policy assignment up to the “decision theoretic breakdown point”

k̄(β̂med) := sup{k > 0 : d∗(β̂med) = 1}

d∗(β̂med) :=

1{β̂med ≥ 0} if k ≤
√

π
2
σ

d∗linear(β̂med) if k >
√

π
2
σ
.

Figure 3 displays both breakdown points as functions of β̂med when σ = 1. It turns out that the
decision theoretic breakdown point tolerates more ambiguity; this difference is salient for smaller
values of β̂med and vanishes as β̂med diverges.

20Informal exploration of this question goes back at least to Stoye (2009b, see Table 3).
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we used statistical decision theory to argue that treatment choice problems with partial
identification present important theoretical and practical challenges as well as interesting research
opportunities. For a large and empirically relevant class of such problems, we show that every
decision rule is admissible, that maximin welfare optimality criterion often select no-data decision
rules, and that there are infinitely many minimax regret optimal rules, all of which randomize
the policy action at least for some data realizations. These results stand in stark contrast with
treatment choice problems with point-identified welfare.

We also discuss concrete ideas for overcoming these issues. First, judicious profiling of regret
may help to visualize and summarize the risk function, suggest that some rules outperform others
by commonsensical standards, and potentially give rise to an informative admissibility criterion.
Second, we provide a decision rule that is least randomizing in a large class of MMR optimal rules
including all known ones. We illustrate our results in three applications that arise in applied work:
extrapolation of experimental estimates for policy adoption, policy-making with quasi-experimental
data when omitted variable bias is a concern, and extrapolation of Local Average Treatment Effects.

We believe there are many interesting research directions for future work. For example, it would
be worthwhile to investigate the profiled regret of different decision rules suggested in the recent
literature. We would also be interested to learn about other refinement criteria. Finally, it would
be interesting to investigate more in detail the properties of the “as if” or plug-in approach that
uses information from an estimated identified set for decision making.
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A Proofs of Main Results

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Suppose by contradiction that some rule d is dominated. Then there exists d′ such that

U(θ)Em(θ) [d
′(Y )] ≥ U(θ)Em(θ) [d(Y )] (A.1)

for all θ ∈ Θ.

Step 1: We first show that (A.1) must hold with equality for any θ ∈ m−1(S). Suppose not,
then there exists θ∗ ∈ m−1(S) such that

U(θ∗)Em(θ∗) [d
′(Y )] > U(θ∗)Em(θ∗) [d(Y )] , (A.2)

which implies that U(θ∗) ̸= 0. Without loss of generality, assume U(θ∗) > 0. Then

Em(θ∗) [d
′(Y )] > Em(θ∗) [d(Y )] .

Define µ∗ := m(θ∗). Since µ∗ ∈ S, there must exist θµ∗ , θ̃µ∗ ∈ Θ such that U(θµ∗) < 0, U(θ̃µ∗) > 0.
Therefore, (A.2) implies

U(θµ∗)Em(θµ∗ ) [d
′(Y )] < U(θµ∗)Em(θµ∗ ) [d(Y )] , (A.3)

contradicting (A.1). We conclude that

U(θ)Em(θ) [d
′(Y )] = U(θ)Em(θ) [d(Y )]

for any θ ∈ m−1(S).

Step 2: We next show that for any µ ∈ S, Eµ [d
′(Y )− d(Y )] = 0. Because of nontrivial partial

identification, for any µ ∈ S there exists θµ such that U(θµ) ̸= 0. Step 1 then implies that for any
µ ∈ S,

U(θµ)Eµ [d
′(Y )] = U(θµ)Eµ [d(Y )] .

Since U(θµ) ̸= 0, the desired result follows.
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Step 3: Consider now the family of distributions

Y ∼ N(µ,Σ), µ ∈ S.

We will show that this collection of distributions is complete (Casella and Berger, 2002, Definition
6.2.21). Define the vector µ̃ := Σ−1µ ranging over the set

S̃ := {µ̃ ∈ Rn | µ̃ = Σ−1µ, µ ∈ S}.

Note S̃ is open under Definition 2. Furthermore, the pdf pµ̃ of Y given µ̃ is of the form

pµ̃(Y ) = h(Y )C(µ̃) exp
[
µ̃⊤Y

]
.

Thus, the family of distributions for Y is complete by Casella and Berger (2002, Theorem 6.2.25).

Step 4: We use this completeness result to show that d′(y) − d(y) = 0 for almost all y ∈ Rn.
First, the definition of completeness readily implies this for all y ∈ Rn except for a set of realizations
that have zero probability under any N(µ,Σ) as µ ranges over S. By Skorohod (2012), the Gaussian
measure in Rn is absolute continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure. This step’s claim follows.

Conclusion: We find that Em(θ) [d
′(Y )] = Em(θ) [d(Y )] for all θ ∈ Θ, a contradiction.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

First, we can bound

sup
d∈Dn

inf
θ∈Θ

Em(θ) [W (d(Y ), θ)] = sup
d∈Dn

inf
θ∈Θ

[
W (0, θ) + U(θ)Em(θ) [d(Y )]

]
≤ sup

d∈Dn

inf
θ∈Θ:U(θ)≤0

[
W (0, θ) + U(θ)Em(θ) [d(Y )]

]
≤ inf

θ∈Θ:U(θ)≤0
W (0, θ),

using that Em(θ) [d(Y )] ≥ 0. To see that this bound is tight, write

inf
θ∈Θ

Em(θ) [W (dno-data, θ)] = inf
θ∈Θ

[
W (0, θ) + U(θ)Em(θ) [dno-data(Y )]

]
= inf

θ∈Θ
W (0, θ).

and recall that infθ∈ΘW (0, θ) = infθ∈Θ:U(θ)≤0W (0, θ) by assumption.
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

A.3.1 Proof of Part (i) of Theorem 3

Let R denote the minimax value of the policy maker’s decision problem:

R := inf
d∈Dn

sup
θ∈Θ

{
U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d(Y )]

)}
. (A.4)

Step 1 (Minimax Regret Value): We first show that, if Assumption 1 holds and there exists an
MMR optimal rule that depends on the data only through (w∗)⊤Y and satisfies Equations (3.8)
and (3.9), then

R = (1/2) · k̄w∗(0), (A.5)

where
k̄w∗(0) := sup

θ∈Θ
U(θ) s.t (w∗)⊤m(θ) = 0. (A.6)

Lemma B.1 in Appendix B shows that, under this step’s premise, Equation (3.8) implies

(1/2) · k̄w∗(0) ≤ R.

Since d∗ is MMR optimal, Equations (3.8)-(3.9) and centrosymmetry of Θ imply

R = sup
θ∈Θ,m(θ)=0

R(d∗, θ) = sup
θ∈Θ,m(θ)=0

U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − 1

2

)
=
I(0)

2
.

By definition, I(0) ≤ k̄w∗(0). Thus, we have

(1/2) · k̄w∗(0) ≤ R = (1/2) · I(0) ≤ (1/2) · k̄w∗(0).

Step 2 (Upper bound for the worst-case regret of decision rules that depend on the data only
through (w∗)⊤Y ): We obtain an upper bound for the worst-case regret of such rules by linearizing
the parameter space. We introduce some notation to formalize this step.

Let Γw∗ :=
{
γ ∈ R|(w∗)⊤m(θ) = γ, θ ∈ Θ

}
be the image of the transformation θ 7→ (w∗)⊤m(θ).

We define the identified set for the welfare contrast U(θ) given γ ∈ Γw∗ as

ISUw∗(γ) := {u ∈ R | U(θ) = u, (w∗)⊤m(θ) = γ, θ ∈ Θ}. (A.7)
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Any decision rule that depends on the data only through (w∗)⊤Y can be identified with a
(measurable) function d from R to [0, 1]. For future reference, let D collect all such functions. The
worst-case expected regret of any d ∈ D can be expressed as

sup
θ∈Θ

(
U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Eγ[d((w

∗)⊤Y )]
))

(A.8)

= sup
γ∈Γw∗

(
sup

θ∈Θ, (w∗)⊤m(θ)=γ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Eγ[d((w

∗)⊤Y )]
))

= sup
γ∈Γw∗

(
sup

U∗∈ISUw∗ (γ)

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d((w
∗)⊤Y )]

))
, (A.9)

where the expectation Eγ[·] is taken over (w∗)⊤Y ∼ N(γ, (w∗)⊤Σw∗). For γ ∈ Γw∗ , define

kw∗(γ) := inf ISUw∗(γ) = inf{U(θ) : (w∗)⊤m(θ) = γ, θ ∈ Θ} (A.10)

k̄w∗(γ) := sup ISUw∗(γ) = sup{U(θ) : (w∗)⊤m(θ) = γ, θ ∈ Θ}. (A.11)

By centrosymmetry of Θ and linearity of U(θ) and m(θ), we have that

inf{U(θ) : (w∗)⊤m(θ) = γ, θ ∈ Θ} = − sup{U(θ) : (w∗)⊤m(θ) = γ, θ ∈ Θ}

=⇒ kw∗(γ) = −k̄w∗(−γ)

and therefore that ISUw∗(γ) ⊆
[
−k̄w∗(−γ), k̄w∗(γ)

]
,∀γ ∈ Γw∗ . Equation (A.9) then implies that

(A.8) is bounded above by

sup
γ∈Γw∗

 sup
U∗∈[−k̄w∗ (−γ), k̄w∗ (γ)]

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d((w
∗)⊤Y )]

) . (A.12)

Lemma B.2 shows that, under Assumption 1, k̄w∗(γ) is concave (and therefore −k̄w∗(−γ) is
convex). Furthermore, Lemma B.3 shows that, under Assumption 1, the superdifferential of the
function k̄w∗(·) at γ = 0,

∂k̄w∗(0) := {s ∈ R | k̄w∗(γ) ≤ k̄w∗(0) + sγ, ∀γ ∈ Γw∗}, (A.13)

(see p. 214-215 in Rockafellar (1997)) is nonempty, bounded, and closed.

Let sw∗(0) be the largest element of ∂k̄w∗(0) and suppose without loss of generality that sw∗(0) ≥
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0. Step 3 in the proof of Lemma B.3 established that Γw∗ is symmetric around 0. The definition of
superdifferential then gives

sw∗(0)γ − k̄w∗(0) ≤ −k̄w∗(−γ) ∀γ ∈ Γw∗ . (A.14)

It follows that
[−k̄w∗(−γ) , k̄w∗(γ)] ⊆ [sw∗(0)γ − k̄w∗(0) , sw∗(0)γ + k̄w∗(0)].

Substituting into (A.12) then implies that (A.8) is further bounded above by

sup
γ∈Γw∗

 sup
U∗∈[sw∗ (0)γ−k̄w∗ (0) , sw∗ (0)γ+k̄w∗ (0)]

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d((w
∗)⊤Y )]

) . (A.15)

We note that the choice set for U∗ in this expression is linear in γ.

Step 3 (“Linear Embedding” Minimax Regret Problem): The previous step and the fact that
Γw∗ ⊆ R imply that (A.8) is bounded above by

inf
d∈D

sup
γ∈R

 sup
U∗∈[sw∗ (0)γ−k̄w∗ (0) , sw∗ (0)γ+k̄w∗ (0)]

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d (γ̂)])

 , (A.16)

where
γ̂ ∼ N

(
γ , (w∗)⊤Σw∗) , γ ∈ R.

Lemma B.4 in Appendix B shows that if sw∗(0) > 0 and k̄w∗(0) >
√

π
2

√
(w∗)⊤Σw∗ · sw∗(0), then

(A.16) equals k̄w∗(0)/2 and there are infinitely many rules that give such value. In particular, a
solution is given by any convex combination of the following rules:

d∗RT(γ̂) := Φ

γ̂/√2 · k̄w∗(0)2

π · sw∗(0)2
− (w∗)⊤Σw∗

 (A.17)

d∗linear(γ̂) :=


0, γ̂ < −ρ∗,
γ̂+ρ∗

2ρ∗
, −ρ∗ ≤ γ̂ ≤ ρ∗,

1, γ̂ > ρ∗,

(A.18)
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where ρ∗ ∈
(
0, k̄w∗ (0)

sw∗ (0)

)
is the unique solution to

(
sw∗(0)

2 · k̄w∗(0)

)
ρ∗ − 1

2
+ Φ

(
− ρ∗√

(w∗)⊤Σw∗

)
= 0. (A.19)

Step 4 (Rules that solve the “Linear Embedding” Minimax regret problem also solve the original
problem). If sw∗(0) > 0, k̄w∗(0) >

√
π
2

√
(w∗)⊤Σw∗ ·sw∗(0), and d⋆ ∈ D solves the linear embedding

problem, then
d⋆ ◦ w∗(Y ) := d⋆((w∗)⊤Y ) ∈ Dn (A.20)

is MMR optimal in the original decision problem (A.4).

This is because Step 1 implies that

(1/2)k̄w∗(0) = R ≤ sup
θ∈Θ

{
U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d

⋆((w∗)⊤Y )]
)}

and Step 2 implies that

sup
θ∈Θ

{
U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d

⋆((w∗)⊤Y )]
)}

≤ sup
γ∈R

 sup
U∗∈[sw∗ (0)γ−k̄w∗ (0) , sw∗ (0)γ+k̄w∗ (0)]

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d
⋆ (γ̂)]

)
=

k̄w∗(0)

2
,

where the last equality follows from Step 3. Consequently,

sup
θ∈Θ

{
U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d

⋆((w∗)⊤Y )]
)}

=
k̄w∗(0)

2
.

Step 5: Finally, we show that the assumptions of Theorem 3 imply

sw∗(0) > 0

and
k̄w∗(0) >

√
π/2 ·

√
(w∗)⊤Σw∗ · sw∗(0).
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First, we show that sw∗(0) > 0. The definitions of I(·) and k̄w∗(·) imply

I(µ) ≤ k̄w∗((w∗)⊤µ), for all µ ∈M.

As sw∗(0) is a supergradient of k̄w∗(0),

k̄w∗((w∗)⊤µ) ≤ k̄w∗(0) + sw∗(0)((w∗)⊤µ), for all µ ∈M.

Step 1 showed that I(0) = k̄w∗(0). Hence, combining the above equations yields

I(µ) ≤ I(0) + sw∗(0)(w∗)⊤µ, for all µ ∈M. (A.21)

If sw∗(0) = 0, Equation (A.21) then implies I(µ) ≤ I(0) for all µ ∈M , contradicting the assumption
that there exists µ ∈M such that I(µ) > I(0).

Second, since Step 1 showed that I(0) = k̄w∗(0), then

k̄w∗(0) >
√
π/2 ·

√
(w∗)⊤Σw∗ · sw∗(0)

holds when I(0) is large enough, in particular whenever

I(0) >
√
π/2 ·

√
(w∗)⊤Σw∗ · sw∗(0).

Conclusion: Steps 1-5 imply there are infinitely many rules that solve the problem (A.4).

A.3.2 Proof of Part (ii) of Theorem 3

Consider any decision rule dm(·) that depends on the data only as nondecreasing function of w⊤Y

(for some w ̸= 0 that is not necessarily w∗) and such that dm(·) ∈ {0, 1} for all data realizations.
Then we must have dm(w

⊤Y ) = 1
{
w⊤Y ≥ c

}
for some −∞ ≤ c ≤ ∞. The worst-case expected
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regret of such a rule satifies

sup
θ∈Θ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[dm(Y )]

)
(A.22)

≥ sup
θ∈Θ:m(θ)=0

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[dm(Y )]

)
= max

{
−I(0)E0[dm(Y )], I(0)(1− E0[dm(Y )])

}
≥ I(0)/2, (A.23)

where we used that I(0) = −I(0) by centrosymmetry, and the last inequality is strict unless c = 0.
As I(0)/2 is the MMR value of the problem, d∗m(·) cannot be MMR optimal if c ̸= 0. For w = w∗,
substantial additional algebra that we relegate to Lemma B.9 extends the result to c = 0 (by
showing that a first-order condition cannot hold at (w∗)⊤Y = 0).

A.3.3 Proof of Part (iii) of Theorem 3

The preceding argument established the claim for rules of form 1{w⊤Y ≥ c}, where c ̸= 0. It
remains to consider symmetric threshold rules 1{w⊤Y ≥ 0}. To this end, bound the worst-case
expected regret of such rules as follows:

sup
θ∈Θ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[1{w⊤Y ≥ 0}]

)
≥ sup

θ∈Θ,m(θ)=µ,U(θ)≥0,µ∈M
U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Eµ[1{w⊤Y ≥ 0}]

)
= sup

µ∈M,I(µ)>0

I(µ)
(
1− Eµ[1{w⊤Y ≥ 0}]

)
= sup

µ∈M,I(µ)>0

I(µ)Φ

(
− w⊤µ√

w⊤Σw

)
:= sup

µ∈M,I(µ)>0

gw(µ).

Note that gw(0) = I(0)/2 is the MMR value of the problem, implying that µ = 0 attains this
value under any symmetric threshold rule. For such a rule to be MMR optimal, µ = 0 must then
be a local constrained maximum point of gw(µ). Because M contains an open set including 0 by
Definition 2 and Assumption 1 and since we assumed differentiability of I(µ) at 0, this requires a
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first-order condition

∂gw(µ)

∂µj

|µ=0 =
1

2

∂I(0)

∂µj

− wj√
w⊤Σw

I(0)ϕ (0) = 0, j = 1 . . . n. (A.24)

To simplify expressions, change co-ordinates (if necessary) so that w∗ = (1, 0, . . . , 0)⊤. Because w∗

must fulfil (A.24), we have that ∂I(0)
∂µj

= 0 for j = 2, . . . , n. But this, in turn, means that (A.24)
requires w2 = . . . = wn = 0. Next, noting that w in a symmetric threshold rule is determined
only up to scale, we restrict attention to w1 ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. But if w∗ = (1, 0, . . . , 0) solves (A.24) for
j = 1, then −w∗ cannot solve it because the sign change does not affect the denominator dividing
w1. Finally, w = 0, i.e. never adopting treatment, is excluded by part (ii) (it is the same as setting
c = ∞ there) and is also easily seen directly to not be MMR optimal.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Step 1: If F ◦ w∗ ∈ D̃n is MMR optimal, then V (d∗linear ◦ w∗) ⊆ V (F ◦ w∗).

To see this, pick any F ◦ w∗ ∈ D̃n that is MMR optimal. Then we can write

F ◦ w∗(Y ) = F ((w∗)⊤Y ) = F (γ̂),

where F ∈ F is a symmetric and unimodal c.d.f (thus weakly increasing as well), γ̂ := (w∗)⊤Y ∼
N(γ, σ2), with γ ∈ Γw∗ defined in Step 2 of the proof for Theorem 3(i), and σ2 = (w∗)⊤Σw∗. The
worst-case expected regret of rule F ◦ w∗ is

sup
θ∈Θ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[F ((w

∗)⊤Y )]
)
= sup

γ∈Γw∗ :k̄w∗ (γ)>0

k̄w∗(γ) (1− Eγ[F (γ̂)]) ,

where k̄∗w is defined in (A.11). Letting gF (γ) := k̄w∗(γ) (1− Eγ[F (γ̂)]). Since γ̂ ∼ N(γ, σ2), we may
further calculate (using integration by parts)

Eγ[F (γ̂)] =

∫
F (s)dΦ(

s− γ

σ
)

= Φ

(
s− γ

σ

)
F (s)|∞−∞ −

∫
Φ

(
s− γ

σ

)
dF (s)

= 1−
∫

Φ

(
s− γ

σ

)
dF (s).
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Therefore, gF (γ) = k̄w∗(γ)
∫
Φ( s−γ

σ
)dF (s). Note that F (−x) = 1 − F (x) for all x ∈ R; hence,∫

Φ( s
σ
)dF (s) = 1

2
and therefore gF (0) = k̄w∗ (0)

2
. By Step 1 for the proof of Theorem 3(i), k̄w∗ (0)

2
is

the MMR value of the problem. MMR optimality of F ◦ w∗ implies

0 ∈ arg sup
γ∈Γw∗ ,k̄w∗ (γ)>0

gF (γ).

By Lemma B.3, 0 is an interior point of {γ ∈ R : k̄w∗(γ) > 0, γ ∈ Γw∗}. Thus, let ∂gF (0) denote
the generalized gradient of gF (·) at 0.21 Then 0 ∈ ∂gF (0) is necessary for optimality. To show that
it fails, compute the generalized gradient as22

s̃w∗(0)

∫
Φ(
s

σ
)dF (s)− k̄w∗(0)

σ

∫
ϕ
( s
σ

)
dF (s)

=
s̃w∗(0)

2
− k̄w∗(0)

σ

∫
ϕ
( s
σ

)
dF (s),

where s̃w∗(0) is a supergradient of k̄w∗(γ) at γ = 0. Therefore, we conclude

s̃w∗(0)

2
− k̄w∗(0)

σ

∫
ϕ
( s
σ

)
dF (s) = 0 ⇐⇒

∫
ϕ
( s
σ

)
dF (s) =

s̃w∗(0)σ

2k̄w∗(0)

for some s̃w∗(0) > 0.

Next, d∗linear ∈ F can be verified to solve the linear embedding problem (A.16) (Lemma B.4). In
particular, evaluating g(1)linear(γ) at γ = 0, where glinear(γ) is defined in Lemma B.7 with k = k̄w∗ (0)

sw∗ (0)

and σ2 = (w∗)⊤Σw∗, one finds∫
ϕ
( s
σ

)
d(d∗linear(s)) =

∫ ρ∗

−ρ∗
ϕ
( s
σ

) 1

2ρ∗
ds =

sw∗(0)σ

2k̄w∗(0)
, (A.25)

where sw∗(0) > 0 is the largest supergradient of k̄w∗(γ) at γ = 0.

Since f is symmetric around 0, V (F ◦w∗) is as well. Write V (F ◦w∗) := (−aF , aF ) for some aF
and V (d∗linear ◦ w∗) := (−ρ∗, ρ∗). Suppose by contradiction that V (d∗linear ◦ w∗) ⊈ V (F ◦ w∗). Then

21The generalized gradient of g : R → R at x equals ∂g(x) := {ξ ∈ R : lim supy→x,t↓0
f(y+tv)−f(y)

t ≥ ξv,∀v ∈ R}.
See Clarke (1990, p. 27).

22We can verify, following the same steps in the proof for Lemma B.9, that conditions of Proposition 2.3.13 in
Clarke (1990) are satisfied, so that the chain rule can be applied.
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aF < ρ∗, but that would imply∫
ϕ(
s

σ
)dF (s) =

∫ aF

−aF

ϕ(
s

σ
)dF (s) >

sw∗(0)σ

2k̄w∗(0)
≥ s̃w∗(0)σ

2k̄w∗(0)
, (A.26)

where the first inequality follows by the assumption that dF (x) = 0 for all x /∈ (−aF , aF ) and F (x)
is symmetric and unimodal, and the second inequality follows as sw∗(0) is the largest supergradient
of k̄w∗(0). Thus, 0 /∈ ∂gF (0), a contradiction.

Step 2: Next, V (d∗linear ◦w∗) = V (F ◦w∗) if and only if F = d∗linear. The “if” direction is obvious.
To see “only if,” suppose by contradiction that there exists some F̃ ∈ F not equal to d∗linear but such
that V (d∗linear ◦ w∗) = V (F ◦ w∗) and F̃ ◦ w∗ is MMR optimal. Then∫

ϕ
( s
σ

)
dF̃ (s) =

∫ ρ∗

−ρ∗
ϕ
( s
σ

)
dF̃ (s) >

∫ ρ∗

−ρ∗
ϕ
( s
σ

) 1

2ρ∗
ds =

sw∗(0)σ

2k̄w∗(0)
≥ s̃w∗(0)σ

2k̄w∗(0)
,

where the first step uses V (d∗linear ◦ w∗) = V (F ◦ w∗), the second one that F̃ is symmetric and
unimodal, the third one uses (A.25), and the last one that sw∗(0) is the largest supergradient of
k̄w∗(0). Thus, F̃ ◦ w∗ cannot be MMR optimal, a contradiction.

B Online Appendix

B.1 Lemmas for Theorem 3

B.1.1 Lemma B.1

Lemma B.1. Consider a treatment choice problem with payoff function (2.1) and statistical model
(2.3) that exhibits nontrivial partial identification in the sense of Definition 2. Suppose that
Assumption 1 holds and there exists an MMR optimal rule d∗ depending on the data only through
(w

∗
)⊤Y . If Equation (3.8) holds, then

R := sup
θ∈Θ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d

∗((w∗)⊤Y )]
)
≥ k̄w∗(0)

2
,

where
k̄w∗(0) := sup

θ∈Θ
U(θ) s.t (w∗)⊤m(θ) = 0.
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Proof. Since the distribution of w∗⊤Y only depends on m(θ) through (w∗)⊤m(θ), we can write

R = sup
θ∈Θ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − E(w∗)⊤m(θ)[d

∗((w∗)⊤Y )]
)

≥ sup
θ∈Θ:(w∗)⊤m(θ)=0

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − E0[d

∗((w∗)⊤Y )]
)

(1)
= sup

θ∈Θ,(w∗)⊤m(θ)=0

U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − 1

2

)
=

1

2
max

{
sup

θ∈Θ:(w∗)⊤m(θ)=0,U(θ)≥0

U(θ) , sup
θ∈Θ:(w∗)⊤m(θ)=0,U(θ)≤0

−U(θ)

}
(2)
=

1

2
max

{
sup

θ∈Θ:(w∗)⊤m(θ)=0,U(θ)≥0

U(θ) , sup
θ∈Θ:(w∗)⊤m(θ)=0,U(−θ)≥0

U(−θ)

}
(3)
=

1

2
sup

θ∈Θ:(w∗)⊤m(θ)=0,

U(θ),

where (1) uses that E0[d
∗((w∗)⊤Y )] = 1/2 by (3.8), (2) uses linearity of U(·), and (3) uses

centrosymmetry of Θ and linearity of m(·) and U(·).

B.1.2 Lemma B.2

Lemma B.2. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then k̄w∗(γ) is concave in γ ∈ Γw∗ .

Proof. Fix any γ1, γ2 ∈ Γw∗ and ε > 0. By the definition of k̄w∗(γ1) and k̄w∗(γ2), there exist
θγ1,ε, θγ2,ε ∈ Θ such that

(w∗)⊤m(θγ1,ε) = γ1, U(θγ1,ε) > k̄w∗(γ1)− ε,

(w∗)⊤m(θγ2,ε) = γ1, U(θγ2,ε) > k̄w∗(γ2)− ε,

By convexity of Θ, tθγ1,ε + (1− t)θγ2,ε ∈ Θ as well. Moreover, as m(·) is linear,

(w∗)⊤m (tθγ1,ε + (1− t)θγ2,ε) = t(w∗)⊤m(θγ1,ε) + (1− t)(w∗)⊤m(θγ2,ε)

= tγ1 + (1− t)γ2.
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Next, for t ∈ [0, 1], let γ̃t := tγ1 + (1− t)γ2. Then

k̄w∗(γ̃t) = sup
(w∗)⊤m(θ)=tγ1+(1−t)γ2,θ∈Θ

U(θ)

≥ U(tθγ1,ε + (1− t)θγ2,ε)

= tU(θγ1,ε) + (1− t)U(θγ2,ε)

> t
(
k̄w∗(γ1)− ε

)
+ (1− t)

(
k̄w∗(γ2)− ε

)
= tk̄w∗(γ1) + (1− t)k̄w∗(γ2)− ε,

where the third relation follows from linearity of U(· ). This means that

k̄w∗(γ̃t) > tk̄w∗(γ1) + (1− t)k̄w∗(γ2)− ε,

for any ε > 0. We conclude that

k̄w∗(γ̃t) ≥ tk̄w∗(γ1) + (1− t)k̄w∗(γ2).

B.1.3 Lemma B.3

Lemma B.3. Consider a treatment choice problem with payoff function (2.1) and statistical model
(2.3) that exhibits nontrivial partial identification in the sense of Definition 2. If Assumption 1
holds, then the superdifferential of k̄w∗(γ) at γ = 0 is nonempty, bounded, and closed.

Proof. To see closure, let sn → s∗ be a converging sequence of elements in the superdifferential. By
definition, for every γ ∈ Γw∗ we have

k̄w∗(γ) ≤ k̄w∗(0) + snγ.

But then, for every γ ∈ Γw∗

k̄w∗(γ) ≤ k̄w∗(0) + s∗γ.

Thus, s∗ ∈ ∂k̄w∗(0).

For nonemptiness and boundedness, by Rockafellar (1997, Theorem 23.4), it suffices to show
that 0 ∈ int(Γw∗).
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Step 1: We first show that 0 ∈ Γw∗ . As Θ is centrosymmetric, convex and nonempty, 0 ∈ Θ,
where 0 is the zero vector in Θ. As m(·) is linear, it follows (w∗)⊤m(0) = (w∗)⊤0 = 0, where
0 := 0n×1. That is, 0 ∈ Γw∗ .

Step 2: We show that there exists some γ ̸= 0 such that γ ∈ Γw∗ . Let S be an open set in Rn

for which
I(θ) < 0 < I(µ), ∀ θ ∈ S.

Such a set exists because the problem exhibits nontrivial partial identification. Pick any θ ∈ Θ such
that m(θ) ∈ S. If (w∗)⊤m(θ) ̸= 0, then the initial claim of step 2 follows. If (w∗)⊤m(θ) = 0, then
note as S is open, we can pick some ϵ > 0 small enough such that m(θ) + ϵw∗ ∈ S. It follows then
(w∗)⊤(m(θ) + ϵw∗) = ϵ > 0. Therefore, the claim of step 2 is verified.

Step 3: We show that Γw∗ is symmetric around zero. Using the conclusion from Step 2, pick any
γ ∈ Γw∗ and γ ̸= 0. Then there exists θ ∈ Θ such that γ = (w∗)⊤m(θ). Since Θ is centrosymmetric,
−θ ∈ Θ as well. As (w∗)⊤m(−θ) = −(w∗)⊤m(θ) = −γ by linearity of m(·), one has −γ ∈ Γw∗ .
That is, M is symmetric around zero.

Steps 1-3 then imply that Γw∗ is a symmetric interval around zero and that 0 ∈ int(Γw∗).

B.1.4 Lemma B.4

Lemma B.4. If sw∗(0) > 0 and k̄w∗(0) >
√

π
2

√
(w∗)⊤Σw∗·sw∗(0), then the right-hand side of (A.16)

equals k̄w∗(0)/2 and infinitely many rules attain this value. In particular, any convex combination
of the rules in Equations (A.17)-(A.18) solves the problem in Expression (A.16).

Proof. As sw∗(0) > 0, the value of the linear embedding problem in (A.16) equals sw∗(0) times

inf
d∈D

sup
γ∈R

(
sup

Ũ∗∈[−k+γ, k+γ]

Ũ∗
(
1{Ũ∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d(γ̂)]

))
, (B.1)

where

γ̂ ∼ N(γ, σ2), σ2 = (w∗)⊤Σw∗, k :=
k̄w∗(0)

sw∗(0)
.

Stoye (2012a) shows that, if k >
√
π/2 σ (which holds if and only if k̄w∗(0) >

√
π
2

√
(w∗)⊤Σw∗ ·

sw∗(0)), then
d∗Gaussian := Φ

(
γ̂/
√

2k2/π − σ2
)
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solves (B.1) and its worst-case regret is attained at γ = 0; that is, (B.1) equals

sup
γ∈R

(
sup

Ũ∗∈[−k+γ, k+γ]

Ũ∗
(
1{Ũ∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d

∗
Gaussian(γ̂)]

))
,

and this expression equals

sup
Ũ∗∈[−k, k]

Ũ∗
(
1{Ũ∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d

∗
Gaussian(γ̂)]

)
.

Moreover, the MMR value (B.1) equals k/2. Since d∗RT = d∗Gaussian, this implies that d∗RT solves the
problem in Equation (A.16) and that this problem has value k̄w∗(0)/2.

Lemma B.5 establishes that d∗linear and d∗mixture equally attain MMR. Since the set of MMR
optimal rules is closed under convex combination, this establishes the claim.

B.1.5 Lemma B.5

Lemma B.5. If k >
√
π/2σ, then following rule solves the linear embedding minimax problem

defined in (B.1):

d∗linear :=


0, γ̂ < −ρ∗,
γ̂+ρ∗

2ρ∗
, −ρ∗ ≤ γ̂ ≤ ρ∗,

1, γ̂ > ρ∗,

(B.2)

where ρ∗ ∈ (0, k) is the unique solution of(
ρ∗

2 · k

)
− 1

2
+ Φ

(
−ρ

∗

σ

)
= 0. (B.3)

Proof. Lemma B.6(i) shows that ρ∗ ∈ (0, k) exists and is unique. Recall again from Stoye (2012a)
that, if k >

√
π/2 σ, the MMR value of the problem is k/2, where

I(γ) := [−k + γ, k + γ] , R(d, γ, γ∗) := γ∗ (1{γ∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d]) . (B.4)

Furthermore, by definition of the minimax problem,

inf
d∈D

sup
γ∗∈I(γ),γ∈R

R(d, γ, γ∗) ≤ sup
γ∗∈I(γ),γ∈R

R(d∗linear, γ, γ
∗).
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And Lemma B.7 shows that, when k >
√
π/2σ,

sup
γ∗∈I(γ),γ∈R

R(d∗linear, γ, γ
∗) = k/2

and
sup

γ∗∈I(0)
R(d∗linear, 0, γ

∗) = k/2

Hence, we conclude that

inf
d∈D

sup
γ∗∈I(γ),γ∈R

R(d, γ, γ∗) = sup
γ∗∈I(γ),γ∈R

R(d∗linear, γ, γ
∗) =

k

2
,

and thus d∗linear is MMR optimal, and its worst-case regret is achieved at γ = 0.

B.1.6 Lemma B.6

Lemma B.6. Consider ρ∗ defined in Lemma B.5.

(i) ρ∗ ∈ (0, k) exists and is uniquely defined when k
σ
>
√

π
2
.

(ii) The value of ρ∗ is strictly decreasing in σ. Moreover, ρ∗ → k when σ → 0.

(iii) The value of ρ∗ is strictly increasing in k.

Proof. Note (
ρ∗

2 · k

)
− 1

2
+ Φ

(
−ρ

∗

σ

)
= 0.

is equivalent to

1− k

ρ∗

(
1− 2Φ

(
−ρ

∗

σ

))
= 0. (B.5)

Write g(ρ; k, σ) = 1− k
ρ

(
1− 2Φ

(
− ρ

σ

))
.

Statement (i). The first derivative of g with respect to ρ is

∂

∂ρ
g =

k

ρ2

(
1− 2Φ

(
−ρ

σ

))
− 2k

ρσ
ϕ
(
−ρ

σ

)
=

k

ρ2

(
1− 2

(
Φ
(
−ρ

σ

)
+
ρ

σ
ϕ
(
−ρ

σ

)))
=

k

ρ2

(
1− 2

(
Φ
(
−ρ

σ

)
− ϕ′

(
−ρ

σ

)))
.
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Note Φ (x) < 1
2

and ϕ′(x) > 0 for all x < 0. Thus, Φ
(
− ρ

σ

)
−ϕ′ (− ρ

σ

)
< 1

2
for all ρ > 0. It follows

∂
∂ρ
g > 0 and g is strictly increasing in ρ for all ρ > 0. Furthermore, note

lim
ρ→0

g(ρ, k, σ) = 1− k

σ

√
2

π
= 1− k

σ

1

C
;

g(k, k, σ) = 2Φ

(
−k
σ

)
.

If k
σ
> C, note limgρ→0(ρ, k, σ) < 0, g(k, k, σ) > 0 and g(·; k, σ) is continuous and strictly increasing.

Thus, there must exist one unique ρ∗ such that g(ρ∗; k, σ) = 0.

Statement (ii). Note ∂
∂σ
g = 2k

σ2ϕ
(
− ρ

σ

)
> 0. Thus, viewing ρ∗ as a function of k and σ, we can

see
∂ρ∗

∂σ
= −

∂
∂σ
g(ρ∗; k, σ)

∂
∂ρ∗

g(ρ∗; k, σ)
< 0.

Therefore, ρ∗ is strictly decreasing in σ. When σ → 0, Φ
(
− ρ

σ

)
→ 0 for each fixed ρ > 0. Then, in

the limit when σ = 0, g(ρ∗; k, 0) = 0 is solved by setting ρ∗ = k.

Statement (iii). Note ∂
∂k
g(ρ∗; k, σ) = −

(
1− 2Φ

(
−ρ∗

σ

))
/ρ∗ < 0. Then the proof is similar to

that of statement (ii) and omitted.

B.1.7 Lemma B.7

Lemma B.7. Suppose k >
√

π
2
σ. Then

sup
γ∗∈I(γ),γ∈R

R(d∗linear, γ, γ
∗) = k/2 (B.6)

and
sup

γ∗∈I(0)
R(d∗linear, 0, γ

∗) = k/2, (B.7)

where I(γ) and R(d, γ, γ∗) are defined in (B.4).

Proof. We may write the left-hand side of (B.6) as

sup
γ∗∈I(γ),γ∈R

R(d∗linear, γ, γ
∗) = sup

γ+k≥0
(γ + k) (1− Eγ[d

∗
linear]) = sup

γ+k≥0
glinear(µ), (B.8)

where glinear(γ) := (γ + k)
∫ 1

0
Φ
(
2ρ∗x−ρ∗−γ

σ

)
dx, the first equality follows from the symmetry of the

48



parameter space and the fact that d∗linear(−x) = 1− d∗linear(x) for all x ∈ R, and the second equality
follows from Lemma B.8.

Now, E0[d
∗
linear(γ̂)] =

1
2

and glinear(0) =
k
2

by construction. Below, we show that glinear(γ) is first
increasing and then decreasing on [−k,∞) with unique maximum at γ = 0, establishing the claim.
To see this, take first and second derivatives of glinear(γ):

g
(1)
linear(γ) = −γ + k

σ

∫ 1

0

ϕ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
dx+

∫ 1

0

Φ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
dx,

g
(2)
linear(γ) =

γ + k

σ2

∫ 1

0

ϕ(1)

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
dx− 2

σ

∫ 1

0

ϕ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
dx

=
γ + k

σ2

∫ 1

0

γ + ρ∗ − 2ρx

σ
ϕ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
dx− 2

σ

∫ 1

0

ϕ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
dx

=
γ + k

2ρ∗σ

∫ −γ+ρ∗
σ

−γ−ρ∗
σ

−tϕ(t)dt− 1

ρ∗

∫ −γ+ρ∗
σ

−γ−ρ∗
σ

ϕ(t)dt

=
γ + k

2ρ∗σ

∫ γ+ρ∗
σ

γ−ρ∗
σ

tϕ(t)dt− 1

ρ∗

∫ γ+ρ∗
σ

γ−ρ∗
σ

ϕ(t)dt

=
1

2ρ∗

∫ γ+ρ∗
σ

γ−ρ∗
σ

ϕ(t)dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=A

γ + k

σ

∫ γ+ρ∗
σ

γ−ρ∗
σ

tϕ(t)dt∫ γ+ρ∗
σ

γ−ρ∗
σ

ϕ(t)dt
− 2

 ,

where the second equality for g(2)linear(γ) uses that ϕ′(x) = −xϕ(x) for all x ∈ R, the third one follows
from integration by change-of-variable, and the fourth equality follows from change-of-variable again
and ϕ(x) = ϕ(−x) for all x ∈ R. As A > 0, the sign of g(2)linear(γ) is determined by

g∗linear(γ) :=
γ + k

σ

∫ γ+ρ∗
σ

γ−ρ∗
σ

tϕ(t)dt∫ γ+ρ∗
σ

γ−ρ∗
σ

ϕ(t)dt
− 2.

Furthermore, note we can write

g∗linear(γ) =
γ + k

σ
E
[
Z | γ − ρ∗

σ
≤ Z ≤ γ + ρ∗

σ

]
− 2,

where E (Z | a ≤ Z ≤ b) denotes the conditional expectation of a standard normal random variable
Z conditional on a ≤ Z ≤ b. We are only interested in γ+k ≥ 0. Also, note E

[
Z | γ−ρ∗

σ
≤ Z ≤ γ+ρ∗

σ

]
strictly increases in γ and has the same sign as γ. Moreover, note E

[
Z | −ρ∗

σ
≤ Z ≤ ρ∗

σ

]
= 0,
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implying g∗linear(0) = −2. Thus, we conclude g(2)linear(γ) < 0 for all γ below some strictly positive
threshold and g(2)linear(γ) > 0 for all larger γ. That is, glinear(γ) is first concave and then convex, with
the inflexion occurring at a strictly positive point.

Since glinear(γ) ≥ 0 when γ ≥ −k, and it can also be verified that glinear(−k) = 0 and
limγ→∞ glinear(γ) = 0, we conclude that glinear(·) is first strictly increasing and then strictly
decreasing, with a unique maximum. Furthermore, note

g
(1)
linear(0) = −k

σ

∫ 1

0

ϕ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗

σ

)
dx+

∫ 1

0

Φ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗

σ

)
dx

= − k

2ρ∗

∫ ρ∗
σ

− ρ∗
σ

ϕ (t) dt+
σ

2ρ∗

∫ ρ∗
σ

− ρ∗
σ

Φ (t) dt

= − k

2ρ∗

(
Φ

(
ρ∗

σ

)
− Φ

(
−ρ

∗

σ

))
+

1

2

=
1

2
− k

2ρ∗

(
1− 2Φ

(
−ρ

∗

σ

))
= 0,

where the second equality applies change-of-variable, and the last equality follows from the definition
of ρ∗, which exists and is unique when k > Cσ by Lemma B.6. Thus, glinear(· ) has a unique
maximization point in [−k,∞) at γ = 0.

Lemma B.8. Eγ[d
∗
linear] = 1−

∫ 1

0
Φ
(
2ρ∗x−ρ∗−γ

σ

)
dx, where d∗linear is defined in (B.2).
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Proof. The statement follows from applying integration by change-of-variable twice:

Eγ[d
∗
linear] =

∫
(d∗linear(x))dΦ

(
x− γ

σ

)
=

∫ ρ∗

−ρ∗

x+ ρ∗

2ρ∗
dΦ

(
x− γ

σ

)
+

∫ ∞

ρ∗
dΦ

(
x− γ

σ

)

=

[
x+ ρ∗

2ρ∗
Φ

(
x− γ

σ

)]ρ∗
−ρ∗

−
∫ ρ∗

−ρ∗
Φ

2ρ∗
(

x+ρ∗

2ρ∗
− 1

2

)
− γ

σ

 d

(
x+ ρ∗

2ρ∗

)

+ 1− Φ

(
ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
= 1−

∫ 1

0

Φ

(
2ρ∗x− ρ∗ − γ

σ

)
dx.

B.1.8 Lemma B.9

Lemma B.9. Under assumptions made in Theorem 3,

d0 := d0((w
∗)⊤Y ) := 1{(w∗)⊤Y ≥ 0}

is not MMR optimal.

Proof. By Step 1 in the proof of part (i) of Theorem 3, we know the MMR value of problem (A.4)
equals k̄w∗(0)/2. In contrast, we will show that

R∗
w∗,0 := sup

θ∈Θ
U(θ)

(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d0((w

∗)⊤Y )]
)
> k̄w∗(0)/2.

Write

R∗
w∗,0 = sup

γ∈Γw∗

(
sup

U∗∈(−k̄w∗ (−γ), k̄w∗ (γ))

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d0((w
∗)⊤Y )]

))
= sup

γ∈Γw∗ ,k̄w∗ (γ)>0

k̄w∗(γ)
(
1− Eγ[d0((w

∗)⊤Y )]
)

= sup
γ∈Γw∗ ,k̄w∗ (γ)>0

k̄w∗(γ)Φ
(
−γ
σ

)
,
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using first centrosymmetry of Θ and then (w∗)⊤Y ∼ N(γ, σ2), where σ2 := (w∗)⊤Σw∗. Write
g(γ) := k̄w∗(γ)Φ(− γ

σ
) for γ ∈ Γw∗ such that k̄w∗(γ) > 0. By definition

g(0) = k̄w∗(0)/2.

Let ∂g(·) be the generalized gradient of g(·). In the following, we show that 0 /∈ ∂g(0). By Clarke
(1990, Proposition 2.3.2), 0 is then not a local maximum or minimum; hence, R∗

w∗,0 > k̄w∗(0)/2.

Note Φ(·) is strictly differentiable and thus Lipschitz near 0 (Clarke, 1990, Proposition 2.2.4).
Also, as k̄w∗(0) is concave and bounded from below near 0, k̄w∗(·) must be Lipschitz near 0 (Clarke,
1990, Proposition 2.2.6). Moreover, both k̄w∗ and Φ are regular at 0 (Clarke, 1990, Proposition
2.3.6) as well as positive. By Clarke (1990, Proposition 2.3.13), the (appropriately generalized)
chain rule can be applied to g to characterize ∂g(0).

As Φ is strictly differentiable, its generalized gradient coincides with the unique derivative
(Clarke, 1990, Proposition 2.2.4)). As k̄w∗ is concave and Lipschitz near 0, its generalized gradient
coincides with its superdifferential (Clarke, 1990, Proposition 2.2.7)). Hence, let s̃w∗(0) be a
supergradient of k̄w∗(0). We may calculate the generalized gradient of g(γ) at γ = 0 as

s̃w∗(0)

2
− k̄w∗(0)ϕ(0)

σ

=
ϕ(0)

σ

(√
π

2
σ · s̃w∗(0)− k̄w∗(0)

)
≤ϕ(0)

σ

(√
π

2
σ · sw∗(0)− k̄w∗(0)

)
< 0,

where the first inequality follows as sw∗(0) is the largest supergradient so sw∗(0) ≥ s̃w∗(0), and
the second inequality follows from noting I(0) = k̄∗w(0) under stated assumptions (by Step 1 in the
proof of Theorem 3(i)) and by picking I(0) large enough so that I(0) >

√
π/2 · σ · sw∗(0). Thus,

we have shown that ∂g(0) < 0, and therefore 0 is not a local maximum or minimum.
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B.2 Proof of Proposition 1

B.2.1 Proof of statements (i)-(ii)

In the running example, the expected regret of a rule d(·) can be written as

R(d, µ, µ0) = µ0 (1{µ0 ≥ 0} − Eµ[d(Y )]) , µ ∈M,µ0 ∈ I(µ).

where Y ∼ N(µ,Σ); for future use, we state its likelihood

f(y | µ) = 1√
(2π)nΠn

j=1σ
2
j

exp

(
−1

2

n∑
i=1

(yi − µi)
2

σ2
i

)
.

Consider the class of decision rules (parameterized by scalar m0 ≥ C∥x1 − x0∥)

dm0 := 1{w⊤
m0
Y ≥ 0}

w⊤
m0

:=

(
1,

max{m0 − C ∥x2 − x0∥ , 0}/σ2
2

(m0 − C ∥x1 − x0∥)/σ2
1

, . . . ,
max{m0 − C ∥xn − x0∥ , 0}/σ2

n

(m0 − C ∥x1 − x0∥)/σ2
1

)
,

with the understanding that, for m0 = C∥x1 − x0∥, we have w⊤
m0

= (1, 0, . . . , 0). Consider also the
class of priors πm0 that randomize evenly over

{(
µ0, µ

⊤)⊤ , (−µ0,−µ⊤)⊤}, where

µ0 = m0

µj = max {m0 − C ∥xj − x0∥ , 0} , j = 1, . . . , n (B.9)

for some m0 ≥ C∥x1 − x0∥. We will show that i) for any prior πm0 , rule dm0 is a corresponding
Bayes rule, uniquely so if m0 > C∥x1−x0∥, ii) for any decision rule dm0 , a prior πm̃0 (note m̃0 ̸= m0

in general) is least favorable, and finally that iii) the resulting best-response mapping has a fixed
point m∗

0. This fixed point defines the MMR rule from the proposition, which is furthermore unique
whenever it is uniquely Bayes against πm∗

0
.23

23Thus, we use the game theoretic characterization of maximin-type decision rules (e.g., Berger (1985, Section 5)).
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Regarding step i), if m0 > C∥x1 − x0∥, the unique Bayes response to πm0 equals

1 {E[µ0 | Y ] ≥ 0}

= 1 {f(Y |µ)− f(Y | − µ) ≥ 0}

= dm0(Y ),

where the last step uses familiar normal likelihood algebra.24 Any decision rule is Bayes against
πm0 if m0 = C∥x1 − x0∥.

Regarding ii), observe that expected regret of dm0 depends on θ only through (µ, µ0) and that
maximizing it amounts to solving

sup
µ∈M,µ0∈I(µ)

µ0

(
1{µ0 ≥ 0} − Φ

(
w⊤

m0
µ√

w⊤
m0

Σwm0

))

= sup
µ∈M,µ0∈I(µ),µ0≥0

µ0Φ

(
−

w⊤
m0
µ√

w⊤
m0

Σwm0

)
,

where we used centrosymmetry of Θ and where

M = {µ ∈ Rn : |µi − µj| ≤ C ∥xi − xj∥ , i, j = 1 . . . n, i ̸= j} .

I(µ) = {u ∈ R : |µi − u| ≤ C ∥xi − x0∥ , i = 1, . . . .n} .

Let j∗m0
be the highest index j for which wm0,j is not 0. Then, µ0Φ

(
− w⊤

m0
µ√

w⊤
m0

Σwm0

)
does not depend

on (µj∗m0
+1, . . . , µn) and decreases in (µ1, . . . , µj∗m0

). It follows that some prior πm̃0 is least favorable,
where furthermore m̃0 is the optimal argument µ0 in

sup
µ∈M,µ0∈I(µ),µ0≥0

µ0Φ

(
−

w⊤
m0
µ√

w⊤
m0

Σwm0

)
= sup

µ0≥0
g(µ0,m0),

g(µ0,m0) = µ0Φ

−

∑n
j=1

max{m0−C∥xj−x0∥,0}(µ0−C∥xj−x0∥)
σ2
j√∑n

j=1
max2{m0−C∥xj−x0∥,0}

σ2
j

 .

24This may be easier to see upon multiplying wm0 through by m0 − C∥x1 − x0∥)/σ2
1 . Our notation is meant to

clarify continuity and convergence to (1, 0, . . . , 0).
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Regarding iii), the best-response mapping ψ : [C ∥x1 − x0∥ ,∞) ⇒ [0,∞) defined by25

ψ(m0) := arg sup
µ0≥0

g(µ0,m0) (B.10)

has a fixed point m∗
0 ∈ ψ(m∗

0). To see this, first compactify the domain of µ0 in the above definition
by noting that m̃0 can be universally bounded from above. This is because, for any m0 under
consideration, one has g(C∥x1 − x0∥,m0) = C∥x1 − x0∥/2 but also

g(µ0,m0) = µ0(1− Pr(w⊤
m0
Y ≥ 0)) ≤ µ0(1− Pr(Y ≥ 0)) = µ0

(
1−

n∏
j=1

Φ(−µj/σj)

)
.

Using (B.9), this upper bound is seen to vanish as m0 → ∞. Hence, it is w.l.o.g. to change
the constraint set in (B.10) to 0 ≤ µ0 ≤ µ0 for µ0 large enough (but independent of m0). Given
this compactification, continuity of g(·) implies nonemptiness and upper hemicontinuity of ψ(·).
Next, by algebra resembling Proposition 7 in Stoye (2012a, see also Lemma B.7 above), for any
fixed m0 the function g(µ0,m0) is first concave then convex in µ0 and converges to 0 [−∞] as
µ0 → ∞ [µ0 → −∞]. Hence, ψ(·) is interval-valued. These observations jointly imply that the
graph of ψ(·) is path-connected. We show below that (with slight abuse of notation for set-valued
mappings) ψ(C ∥x1 − x0∥) ≥ C ∥x1 − x0∥, and we already know that ψ(m0) < m0 for m0 > µ0.
This establishes existence of m∗

0.

We next show that ψ(C∥x1 − x0∥) ≥ C∥x1 − x0∥, strictly so if C∥x1 − x0∥ <
√
π/2 · σ1. This is

because for m0 = C∥x1 − x0∥, we have

g(µ0,m0) = µ0Φ

(
µ0 − C ∥x1 − x0∥

σ1

)
=⇒ ∂g(µ0,m0)

∂µ0

∥∥∥∥
µ0=C∥x1−x0∥

= −C ∥x1 − x0∥ϕ(0)
σ1

+
1

2
.

After substituting in for ϕ(0) and simplifying, the above partial derivative is seen to have the same
sign as

√
π/2 · σ1 − C∥x1 − x0∥. This establishes the claim and also proves statement (ii) because

the fixed point m∗
0 = C∥x1 − x0∥ has been discovered for that statement’s case.

This concludes the proof. For ease of computation, we note that, after tedious algebra, m∗
0 can

25The mapping is in fact a function, but establishing that would be unnecessary work.
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be uniquely characterized by

Φ

(
−
√∑n

j=1

max2{m∗
0−C∥xj−x0∥,0}

σ2
j

)

ϕ

(
−
√∑n

j=1

max2{m∗
0−C∥xj−x0∥,0}

σ2
j

) = m∗
0

∑n
j=1

max{m∗
0−C∥xj−x0∥,0}

σ2
j√∑n

j=1

max2{m∗
0−C∥xj−x0∥,0}

σ2
j

. (B.11)

B.2.2 Proof of statement (iii)

Below, we show d∗RT((w
∗)⊤Y ) = Φ

(
(w∗)⊤Y/σ̃), where σ̃ =

√
2C2∥x1 − x0∥2/π − σ2

1 and w∗ =

(1, 0, . . . , 0)⊤ is MMR optimal and satisfies (3.8) and (3.9). Therefore, results in Theorem 3 apply.
In particular, Lemma B.4 implies that d∗linear defined in (3.10) with ρ such that C∥x1−x0∥−ρ∗

2C∥x1−x0∥ =

Φ(−ρ∗/σ1), as well as any convex combination of d∗RT and d∗linear, are also MMR optimal. Let

R := min
d∈Dn

sup
θ∈Θ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d(Y )]

)
be the minimax value of the problem in the running example.

Step 1: We show R ≤ C∥x1 − x0∥/2 because this bound is attained by d∗RT(·). To see this, use
Step 2 of the proof of Theorem 3 to write

R ≤ sup
θ∈Θ

θ0
(
1{θ0 ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d

∗
RT((w

∗)⊤Y )]
)

(B.12)

= sup
γ∈R

 sup
U∗∈[−k̄w∗ (−γ), k̄w∗ (γ)]

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d
∗
RT((w

∗)⊤Y )]
) , (B.13)

where w∗ = (1, 0, . . . , 0)⊤ and k̄w∗(γ) is defined in (A.11) and calculated as

sup θ0

s.t. |θi − θj| ≤ C∥xi − xj∥, i, j = 0, ..., n, (B.14)

θ1 = γ.
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As ∥x1 − x0∥ < ∥xj − x0∥ for all j = 1, ..., n, the linear program (B.14) admits a simple solution
k̄w∗(γ) = γ + C∥x0 − x1∥. Therefore, (B.13) can be further written as

sup
γ∈R

(
sup

U∗∈[γ−C∥x0−x1∥, γ+C∥x0−x1∥]
U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d

∗
RT((w

∗)⊤Y )]
))

, (B.15)

where (w∗)⊤Y ∼ N(γ, σ2
1). Applying Stoye (2012a) with k = C∥x0 − x1∥ and σ = σ1, we conclude

that when C∥x1 − x0∥ >
√
π/2 · σ1, d∗RT((w

∗)⊤Y ) solves the minimax problem

min
d∈D

sup
γ∈R

(
sup

U∗∈[γ−C∥x0−x1∥, γ+C∥x0−x1∥]
U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d((w

∗)⊤Y )]
))

and the value of (B.15) equals C∥x0 − x1∥/2.

Step 2: R ≥ C∥x1 − x0∥/2 because this value is attained by setting (θ1, . . . , θn) = 0:

R ≥ min
d∈Dn

sup
θ∈Θ:θ=(θ0,0)

θ0 (1{θ0 ≥ 0} − E0[d(Y )])

= min
d∈Dn

max
{
I(0) (1− E0[d(Y )]) , I(0)E0[d(Y )]

}
,

where the last line used I(0) = −I(0). This minimum is attained by any rule with E0[d(Y )] = 1/2,
and its value equals I(0)/2 = C∥x1 − x0∥/2.

As E0[d
∗
RT((w

∗)⊤Y )] = 1/2, the last step above also verifies (3.8). Optimality of d∗RT in Step 1
verified (3.9).

B.2.3 Proof of statement (iv)

Using that x1 is a unique nearest neighbor, we have that, for µ close to 0, I(µ) = µ1+C ∥x1 − x0∥.
This is clearly differentiable at µ = 0 and Theorem 3(iii) therefore applies.
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B.3 Additional Results

B.3.1 Profiled Regret in the Running Example

In the running example, consider w∗-profiled regret, recalling that w∗ = (1, 0)⊤. By the definition
in (4.2), the w∗-profiled regret function of a rule d ∈ D2 equals

Rw∗(d, γ) = sup
θ∈Θ s.t. m1(θ)=γ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em(θ)[d(Y )]

)
.

Specifically, we look at three rules:

d0((w
∗)⊤Y ) = d0(Y1) = 1{Y1 ≥ 0}

d∗RT((w
∗)⊤Y ) = d∗RT(Y1)

d∗linear((w
∗)⊤Y ) = d∗linear(Y1)

defined in (3.7)-(3.11).

As these rules depend on data only via (w∗)⊤Y , for d ∈ {d0, d∗RT, d
∗
linear} we can write

Rw∗(d, γ) = sup
θ∈Θ s.t. m1(θ)=γ

U(θ)
(
1{U(θ) ≥ 0} − Em1(θ)[d(Y1)]

)
= sup

U∗∈[−k̄w∗ (−γ), k̄w∗ (γ)]
U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d(Y1)]) ,

where k̄w∗(γ) is defined in (A.11), and (B.14) solves for k̄w∗(γ) = γ + k, where k = C∥x0 − x1∥.
Therefore, we may further calculate

Rw∗(d, γ)

= sup
U∗∈[γ−k, γ+k]

U∗ (1{U∗ ≥ 0} − Eγ[d(Y1)])

=max

{
sup

U∗∈[γ−k, γ+k],U∗≥0

U∗ (1− Eγ[d(Y1)]) , sup
U∗∈[γ−k, γ+k],U∗≤0

−U∗Eγ[d(Y1)]

}

=


(−γ + k)Eγ[d(Y1)], if γ < −k,

max {(γ + k) (1− Eγ[d(Y1)]) , (−γ + k)Eγ[d(Y1)]} , if − k ≤ γ ≤ k,

(γ + k)(1− Eγ[d(Y1)]), if γ > k.
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As Y1 ∼ N(γ, σ1), algebra shows Eγ[d0(Y1)] = Φ
(

γ
σ1

)
, Eγ[d

∗
RT(Y1)] = Φ

(√
π
2
γ
k

)
, and

Eγ[d
∗
linear(Y1)] = Φ

(
γ − ρ∗

σ1

)
+

σ1
2ρ∗

1√
2π

[
e
− 1

2

(
ρ∗+γ
σ1

)2

− e
− 1

2

(
ρ∗−γ
σ1

)2
]

+
γ + ρ∗

2ρ∗

[
Φ

(
ρ∗ − γ

σ1

)
− Φ

(
−ρ∗ − γ

σ1

)]
.

The w∗-profiled regret of the three rules can then be calculated easily following our characterizations
above.

B.3.2 Plot of Profiled Regret for the Plug-in Rule

We plot and compare the w∗-profiled regrets of dplug-in defined in (4.14) and those of other rules,
including d∗linear and d∗RT. See Figure 4 for details. Note dplug-in is not MMR optimal: its w∗-profiled
regret at γ = 0 is slightly larger than the MMR value of the problem. Moreover, the w∗-profiled
regret curve of dplug-in is bell-shaped and similar to that of d∗linear.

B.3.3 Verification of Theorem 1 for the Example in Section 5.1

By Theorem 1, it suffices to show that the statistical model in (5.1) and the welfare contrast
in (5.2) display nontrivial partial identification in the sense of Definition 2. Note the image of
(m1(θ),m2(θ))

⊤ in this example is defined as

M =
{
(µ1, µ2)

⊤ ∈ R2|m1(θ) = µ1,m2(θ) = µ2, θ ∈ Θ
}
.

The restrictions on p(0) and p(1) are: p(1) ∈ [0, 1], p(0) ∈ [0, 1], p(1) ≥ p(0) and p(1) + α ≤
1. Without any additional shape restrictions on MTE(·), any functions from [0, 1] to [−1, 1] are
compatible with the model. Hence, we can deduce that

M =
{
(µ1, µ2)

⊤ ∈ R2|µ1 ∈ [−µ2, µ2], 0 ≤ µ2 ≤ 1− α
}
.

The identified set of U(θ) is then

I(µ1, µ2) = {u ∈ R|U(θ) = u,m1(θ) = µ1,m2(θ) = µ2, θ ∈ Θ} , for all (µ1, µ2)
⊤ ∈M.
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Figure 4: w∗-profiled regrets of dplug-in in (4.14) and other rules. The top left plot uses parameters
of the running examples from Figure 1; the rest of the plots change the value of x2 while keeping
other parameters the same.
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with extrema

I(µ1, µ2) = sup
m1(θ)=µ1,m2(θ)=µ2,θ∈Θ

{
m1(θ)

α +m2(θ)
+

1

α +m2(θ)

∫ p(1)+α

p(1)

MTE(v)dv

}

=
µ1

α + µ2

+
1

α + µ2

sup

{∫ p(1)+α

p(1)

MTE(v)dv

}
=

µ1

α + µ2

+
α

α + µ2

and similarly
I(µ) =

µ1

α + µ2

− α

α + µ2

.

Let

S =
{
(µ1, µ2)

⊤ ∈ R2 : −min (α, 1− α) < µ1 < min (α, 1− α) , 0 ≤ µ2 ≤ 1− α
}
⊆ R2.

We can verify that for any (µ1, µ2)
⊤ ∈ S,

I(µ1, µ2) =
µ1

α + µ2

− α

α + µ2

< 0 <
µ1

α + µ2

+
α

α + µ2

= I(µ1, µ2).

Therefore, the statistical model in (5.1) and the welfare contrast in (5.2) exhibit nontrivial partial
identification as defined in 2, and Theorem 1 applies to the example in Section 5.1.
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