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Abstract

Statistical hypothesis testing serves as statistical evidence for scien-
tific innovation. However, if the reported results are intentionally biased,
hypothesis testing no longer controls the rate of false discovery. In partic-
ular, we study such selection bias in machine learning models where the
reporter is motivated to promote an algorithmic innovation. When the
number of possible configurations (e.g., datasets) is large, we show that
the reporter can falsely report an innovation even if there is no improve-
ment at all. We propose a “post-reporting” solution to this issue where
the bias of the reported results is verified by another set of results. The
theoretical findings are supported by experimental results with synthetic
and real-world datasets.

1 Introduction

Concern about the reproducibility of scientific results is mounting. The results of
a survey [Bak16] of over 1,576 researchers who took a brief online questionnaire
on reproducibility in research confirmed that results are rarely reproducible in
many areas of science. Although failure of reproducibility does not necessarily
mean the results are false, 80% of the researchers consider there is a slight
(38%) or significant (52%) crisis regarding reproducibility. Analyses of published
phychology [Opel5] research and cancer biology research|BE12] found that only
40% and 10% of the reported results were reproducible, respectively.
Reproducibility of scientific results has attracted much attention in the field
of computer science. In fact, workshops focused on reproducibility are frequently
held in many branches of computer science, such as machine learning! and com-
puter networks?. Unlike natural science experiments, anyone can replicate the
results of studies in computer science if the authors of the study provide a way
to run the same program on the same computing environment. Accordingly,
significant attention [SBOT07, Bar10] has been paid to software engineering so-
lutions that enable replication and urge authors to publish their source codes and

Thttps://mltrain.cc/events/enabling-reproducibility-in-machine-learning-mltrainrml-icml-
2018/
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datasets along with their papers. Nevertheless, perfect replicability of published
results only provides a limited guarantee of reproducibility [Dru09, CXZ*18].

Guaranteeing the reproducibility of a hypothesis requires not only replicating
the same experiment under identical settings but also conducting experiments
with different settings to examine the generality of the hypothesis. In this
paper, we consider reproducibility in the context of machine learning where
we seek algorithms that conduct statistical inference from datasets. When an
algorithmic innovation is reported, we expect that it improves not only the
results on the published datasets but also those in many other datasets (and
many different settings such as different hyperparameters). Usually, the amount
of improvement varies from one setting to the next. Because the authors of the
innovative algorithm are required to show a significant amount of improvement,
there exists a motivation for cherry-picking the datasets that fit well with the
proposed algorithm. Such selection bias can sometimes devastate the ground
under the hypotheses: [RG17] showed a case where a proclaimed improvement
on natural language models is merely due to the choice of initial seeds in deep
neural models.

Statistical testing is widely used as evidence for a scientific hypothesis. For
the reported results, a statistical test associates a scalar value called the p-
value that indicates how unlikely the experimental results are under the null
hypothesis (i.e., no improvement). A smaller p-value implies the null hypothesis
is not the case, and thus the original hypothesis is likely to be true. One usually
defines a predefined p-value threshold « (typically o = 0.05 or 0.005), and a
hypothesis of its p-value o or smaller is considered to be a “significant” ones.
Ideally, a statistical test of a can be used to keep the ratio of false findings at
« or smaller. However, when data is biasedly selected, the p-value no longer
controls the ratio of false findings. We show to what extent the author can
falsely claim an innovation when there is no actual improvement and consider
a way to avoid such a false claim.

Contributions: The contributions of this paper lie in the following aspects.

e Does biased selection harms statistical guarantees? When the
number of reported datasets is small, the reporting procedure may be
highly biased toward the cherry-picked best results. An obvious way to
prevent such biased selection is to require the reporter to conduct experi-
ments on more than one dataset. However, rather paradoxically, we show
that false reporting becomes even easier when the number of available
datasets is large (Section 3).

e Can we consider a p-value under selection bias? To address the
issue of false reporting, we consider a p-value that takes selection bias
into consideration (Section 4). Although such a conservative p-value pre-
vents us from claiming a false improvement, we argue that there are two
problems with this version of the p-value. Firstly, one needs to know an
estimate of the number of datasets from which the reporter selects. Sec-
ondly, such a procedure is extremely conservative: in return for statistical



correctness, it loses a statistical power to claim an innovation when the
improvement is true but not very large.

e How can we deal with the issue of selection bias without compro-
mising statistical power? A conservative p-value (Section 4) sacrifices
statistical power, and thus a reporter may not be able to claim a non-
negligible portion of true improvements. To address this issue, we consider
a post-reporting model in Section 5. In this model, the reporter publishes
a standard p-value. As demonstrated in Section 3, the standard p-value
is vulnerable to selective reporting. However, we consider “an inspector”
who can detect the bias of published datasets by double-checking with
additional datasets. We show that, when the number of the published
datasets is sufficiently large, the inspector can detect a false innovation.

e Finite-time analysis on the order statistics: We quantify selective
bias in terms of the order statistics of the normal distribution. Finite-time
analysis on the order statistics is of independent interest. In particular,
unlike existing analyses of normal order statistics [BT12], our analysis uses
the inverse survival function ®~' to explicitly represent the normal order
statistics. Here, the standard McDiarmid’s inequality cannot be used in
our analysis because the sensitivity of ®~!(a) diverges as a — 0. Note
that extreme value theory [d{HF06] does not be directly applied to our case
when the number of selected datasets is large (i.e., Np/N4 does not go to
zero).

e Empirical evaluation of selection bias: In Section 7, we describe sim-
ulations with synthetic and real-world datasets. In particular, the latter
datasets involve classification tasks and compare logistic regression (LR)
and gradient boosting tree (GBT) classifiers (on 66 datasets). Despite
that GBT outperforms LR on most of the datasets, we show that al-
though cherry-picking the datasets enables us to make a false claim that
LR outperforms GBT, such biased selection is detectable by employing
the inspector.

1.1 Related work

Sample selection bias has been studied in a branch of the statistical ma-
chine learning [HSGT06, CMRROS8| that deals with the problem of a biased
sample distribution in a single dataset. While these lines of work consider bias
correction on a single dataset, we consider selection bias among many datasets.

Multiple testing: When the number of hypotheses is large, the standard
procedure of hypothesis testing yields a non-negligible amount of false findings,
and thus, a multiple testing correction is required for controlling the number
of false findings [Benl0, YRJW17]. A classic paper by [loa05] considered a
Bayesian model that explains why false discoveries frequently occur when the
number of underlying experiments is large. Unlike such multiple testing pro-
cedures that consider various hypotheses simultaneously, we consider a single



hypothesis (i.e., whether an algorithm is innovative or not) by using multiple
sets of evidence (datasets).

Selective inferences: As discussed in [FST15], selective inference can con-
sider selective bias by developing a conservative confidence interval and associ-
ated p-value (Figure 3 therein). There are two seminal differences between se-
lective inference and our model: First, unlike existing models such as [NTTZ18],
our model does not require an explicit form of bias underlying the publishing
process that is virtually impossible to replicate. Second, we consider a post-
publication process where the inspector checks the bias of the submitted results
and thus does not compromise its statistical power.

2 Problem Setup

We consider standard machine learning tasks such as classifications and regres-
sions. Let D4 = {1,2,..., N4} be the indices of each dataset. The performance
of an algorithm on each dataset ¢ € D, is measured by using standard evalua-
tion procedure such as cross-validation. Our framework involves a reporter who
bring a new algorithm, and our main concern is whether the new algorithm im-
proves the measured performance or not on these datasets. As the number of all
the datasets N4 is large, the reporter brings a subset of the datasets (subindices)
Dp C Dy, and reports the measured improvement on the performance v; € R
associated with the i-th dataset for each i € Dp. For example, when the task is
the classification, v; corresponds to the gap of the prediction accuracy between
the new and the existing algorithms on the i-th dataset. This paper assumes
that the reporter makes biased selection of Dp to overpromote the amount of
the improvement brought by the new algorithm. Our main concern is whether
or not such biased selection leads to a false claim of improvement.
In the following, we state statistical assumptions.

Assumption 1. (Normality) For each i € D4, we assume
v ~ N(p,0%), (2.1)

where p € R indicates the magnitude of the true improvement brought by the
new algorithm.

Similar to standard hypothesis testing, we assume each result is normally
distributed. For ease of discussion, we assume that o is known: In this case,
without loss of generality we can assume o = 1 by a proper scaling®. We later
discuss the case of unknown variance o2 (Section 6.1).

2.1 Testing

This section describes the statistical testing methods for Dp. Arguably, one of
the most important assumptions in using statistical testing is that the samples

3The case of N (i, 0?) is equivalent to the case of N'(u/c,1).



used to construct statistics are drawn uniformly from distributions. In our
setting, the statistical test assumes v; ~ N (p, o) for each ¢ € Dp. Under this
assumption, the null hypothesis is

H()Z/LZO.

Rejecting the null hypothesis implies that the following alternative hypothesis
is supported.
Hl > 0.

The null hypothesis Hy states that there is no innovation, whereas the alterna-
tive hypothesis H; states that the innovation is true.

Notice that the the mean of n independent standard normal variables follows
N(p,1/v/Np). Whether or not the null hypothesis Hy is rejected at a given
significance level « is determined by the p-value:

Definition 1. (standard p-value, one-sided normal test) Let ip = (1/Np) Y ;cp,, vi
be the empirical innovation in the published datasets. Under the assumption
v; ~ N(u,0) (i.e., unbiased selection),

ap NN(M) 1/NP)'
and, the associated p-value is
pr(iip) = ®(ip/Np)

where ¢(z) = (1/v/27) exp(—a2/2) is the standard normal density function, and
O(r) = f;oo ¢(x)dz is the survival function of the standard normal distribution.
We consider the new algorithm made a significant improvement at level o €

(0,1) (or just “significant”) if pp(fip) < a.

As we discuss in the next Section 3, these assumptions may be violated by
biased selection of Dp by the reporter, and in such a case the p-value no longer
controls the confidence level.

3 Standard p-value under Selection Bias

This section considers the case that Dp involves some selection bias. Formally,
we consider a biased reporter that knows D4 and associated statistics {v; )24
The reporter selects Dp so as to yields a small p-value.

To obtain some idea on the power of biased selection, we first consider the
case of Np = 1.

Theorem 1. (Biased reporter, the case of Np = 1) Let Np = |Dp| = 1.
Assume that p = 0. Then, with probability 1 — (1 — «)N4, the reporter can
choose Dp such that pp(Dp) < «.
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Figure 1: (a) On one hand, the standard p-value only requires fip >
®~1(a)/\/Np for a test to be significant. Note that this threshold can be
arbitrary small for large Np. (b) On the other hand, fip of the cherry-picked
top-Np is larger than ®~(Np/N4) > 0 on average.

The theorem implies that the p-value no longer controls the level of false
discovery when a reporter can select an index among many since 1 — (1 — a)™4
is much larger than o when a < 1: If Ny = O(log(1/(1 — «))), then the biased
reporter can falsely claim the innovation brought by the new algorithm even if
there is no true improvement (i.e., 4 = 0). The proof is straightforward since
the probability of each v; exceeding a-quantile is «, and thus the probability
that at least one i € D4 such that v; < a exists is 1 — (1 — a)M4.

We next consider the case of general Np. The following theorem states that,
even though the reporter must choose Dp among D 4, he still has a strong power
enough to falsely claim the innovativeness of the new algorithm.

Theorem 2. (Biased reporter, the case of general Np) Let u = 0. For any

€ (0,1), 6 € (0,1), € € (0,1/2) and Np,Ns € N, if Np/Na < 1/2 — ¢,
Np > max(log(1/8)/(2€2),8log(1/a)/€?), then with probability at least &, the
reporter can choose Dp such that pp(Dp) < a.

Due to space limitations, the proofs of Theorem 2 and subsequent theo-
rems are shown in appendix. The intuition behind Theorem 2 is represented
in Figure 3. The theorem states that, for sufficiently large Np it holds that
®~1(a)/v/Np < @ }(Np/N4) and thus one can expect it is considered to be a
significant improvement for any Np, N4 such that Np/N4 < 1/2. The reporter



can be very powerful even though we require large size of Np, and increasing
the number of datasets does not solve the problem of selective reporting at all.
On the contrary, a large Np even makes the problem worse. Even when the
reporter submits the result with a half of all datasets (i.e., Np = (1/2)N4), the
selective reporting enables a false claim of improvement.

4 Conservative p-value

Section 3 revealed that the standard p-value no longer controls the rate of false
claim under biased selection of Dp. Since Dp that maximizes [ip is the one
that selects the top-Np elements among D 4, a “conservative” version of p-value
can be obtained by calculating the a-quantile of the top-N 4 elements. Let fitop
be a random variable such that

AL
Htop = pr ;w(i) (4.2)
where z(;) is the i-th largest among {1,...,7n,}. The conservative p-value
pP" is defined as:
PE" () = Pljt > o) (4.3)
where the expectation is taken with respect to the random variables {z1,...,2y, }.

One may consider p™ as the survival function of fitop. Although we presume

that pp" cannot be represented by a closed formula, a Monte Carlo method

yields a reasonable estimator of pp™ for a moderate value of p©™.

There are two concerns about the practical use of p@". Firstly, calculating

pP™ requires a reasonable estimate of N4: For example, when we consider clas-
sification, we need to find how many datasets from which the reporter picks the
results, which is generally hard to infer. Secondly, p&™" is massively conservative
and compromising the statistical power of finding a true hypothesis. The fol-
lowing theorem gives us a measure of how much statistical power we lose when

we use p" instead of the standard p-value pp.

Theorem 3. (Statistical power of pE™) Assume that Dp consists of samples of

size Np that are i.i.d from N'(u,1). Letr = Np/(Na+1). For any a € (0,1/2),
§ € (0,1), if Np, Ng > 2 satisfy Np < 2N4 and p < &7 1(r) — ®71(6), then
with probability 1 — 6, p¥™(fip) > a.

Theorem 3 states that using the conservative p-value disables the reporter
to make a claim of innovation when the improvement is not very large p, which
implies that the statistical power is compromised: As p®E™ considers a top-
Np quantile among null distribution A (0, 1), it concentrates around Np/N4.
When the magnitude of true improvement p > 0 is smaller than ~ ®~!(r) ~
®~1(Np/N4), it cannot claim the improvement, which is the cost of using the
conservative p-value pp". We empirically discuss the statistical power of p3™

in the experimental section (Section 7).



5 Inspector Model

Section 3 shows that the standard hypothesis testing is not robust to selective
reporting. Although the conservative p-value proposed in Section 4 controls
the level of false reporting, there are some concerns in the practical use of the
conservative p-value. This section gives an alternative solution to the problem
of the false reporting. Based on the alternative p-value, Section 5.2 introduces
an inspector who detects the biased selection of the reporter. Under mild as-
sumptions, we show that the inspector can detect any biased selection.

5.1 Requiring minimum innovation

Remember that the null hypothesis Hy introduced in Section 2 assumes that the
performance improvement brought by the new algorithm is zero. The alternative
hypothesis is Hy : 4 > 0, which implies the improvement is positive but can
be arbitrarily small. In this section, instead of Hj, we require the minimum
improvement piga, > 0 to the reporter. That is, for given pga, > 0, the null
hypothesis is

Hy*™ : ju = pigap

against the one-sided alternative hypothesis
H{Lgap P> Hgap-

Whether or not the null hypothesis H| Meer g rejected or not is determined by
the following p-value:

P (fup) = ((jup — 11gap) VN P)-

While H; requires the positive innovation g > 0 that can be arbitrarily small,
H!'®® requires y is larger than Heap-

The following theorem implies that, under sufliciently large pig.p, the reporter
cannot make false innovation:

Theorem 4. Let 4 =0. For any o, € (0,1), Np < Ny € N. If

ugap>31/2log +7“2l NP

then with probability at least 1 — 6, for any choice of Dp, p ”g“’ (fip) > a holds.

Theorem 4 states that, for sufficiently large pgap = O(y/log(Np/Na)) =
O(®~1(Np/N4)) the reporter cannot claim significant improvement when there
is no improvement (i.e., 4 = 0). Although the proof is technically involved, the
Theorem is intuitively understood as follows: To maximize fip, the reporter tries
to pick the top-Np among {v;}, and in this case fip asymptotically converges
to f;ié,l(Np/NA) (x)xdx (Figure 3, right) for large N4. When this value is
no bigger than fiz,p,, the reporter cannot claim an innovation.



5.2 Inspector and equal mean testing

Section 5.1 introduced an alternative testing that requires minimum innovation
Heap > 0. However, the minimum innovation does only provide a limited solution
to the problem of the selective reporting because it is generally hard to determine
a proper value of gap: On the one hand, if yg.p is excessively large, it ignores an
innovation smaller than ., and loses its statistical power. On the other hand,
if f1gap is not sufficiently large, the reporter can still make a false claim. Theorem
4 requires figap = O(log(Na/Np)) to avoid a false claim, which diverges as
Nao/Np — oo. This is not very convenient guarantee when the number of
possible datasets is large. To solve this problem, this section introduces an
inspector who, after the report of Dp, checks whether or not Dp is biased by
drawing unbiased samples from {v;}.

Formally, let Dy = {1,2,..., N1} be a set of indices with its size |Dy| = Nj.
We assume the elements of Dy are i.i.d. samples from the same distribution as
D 4. That is, the associated improvement for each i of Dy is

vl ~ N(p, 1), (5.1)
where 4 is the same mean improvement®* as (2.1).
Let iy = (1/N1) ¥ ;cp, vi be the mean improvement observed in D;. The
standard test that compares the two means utilizes the two-sample z-statistic
7 = w
1
e TN
which, assuming that the two distributions share a common mean, follows the

standard normal distribution. The corresponding null and alternative hypothe-
ses are the following.

HE :jip = fir
H1Z :/)’P > ﬂfv
and whether or not the null hypothesis HZ is rejected is determined by the
p-value
= | Ap— i
pr=®| A=
e TN
The smaller the value of pz is, the more unlikely that the two samples share

a common mean. The inspector claims that Dp is biased with confidence 5 €
(0,1) if pz < B. The following theorem uncovers the power of the inspector.
Theorem 5. Let p

= 0 and Ny = Np. Assume that the submitted Dp is
such that pp (ip) < a (i.e., innovative at significance level a € (0,1) with
fgap > 0). For any o, 6,8 € (0,1), if pigap > (1/vV/Np)(®7H(B)++/1/20 () +
V/1/2871(8)), then with probability 1 — 6, pz < f3.

4We define {v!} in D; and {v;} in D4 are different samples from A(y, 1) just for the ease
of analysis in Theorem 5.




Unlike Theorem 4 that requires jigap = O(log(Na/Np)), Theorem 5 states
that the inspector is able to detect any biased selection if pigap = O(1/v/Np)
that can be arbitrarily small when Np is large. One may interpret this result
as a powerfulness of a post-reporting validation process: While Section 4 shows
a hardness of preventing a false reporting in some sense, the inspector model
detects a selection bias when Np is moderate. Besides, it is much easier to
adapt because its modification to the reporter’s hypothesis testing procedure
(Section 5.1) is modest compared with the conservative p-value (Section 4).

6 Hypothesis Testing with Relaxed Assumptions

Up to now, we have assumed that v; is normally distributed and the variance o
is known. In practice, it is sometimes plausible to relax these assumptions.

6.1 Parametric testing with unknown variance

In this section, we show that a similar testing procedure to the known variance
case can be conducted when we do not know the variance 0. Let 6% = (1/(Np—
1)) ien, v? be a unbiased estimated variance. A standard test on the mean of
a normal distribution with unknown variance utilizes the fact that the statistics

\/Nip(ﬂP —p)/op

follows the Student-t distribution with Np — 1 degrees of freedom. Therefore,
assuming the null hypothesis Hy : u = 0, the p-value is defined as

Tnp—1 (M(ﬂP - M)/&P)

where T, is the survival function of the Student-¢ distribution with its degree
of freedom v.

Note that the conservative p-value (Section 4) for the case of unknown vari-
ance is highly nontrivial: This is because selecting the top-Np does not always
maximizes the p-value when the variance needs to be estimated. A smaller em-
pirical variance of Dp sometimes yields a larger improvement normalized by the
variance.

Unlike the conservative p-value that is very nontrivial to calculate, we can
extend the testing with inspector model as follows. On the inspector model, the
inspector uses the following two-sample ¢ statistics to compare the means of Dp
and Dj. Let 65 is the corresponding unbiased variance of Dj. Let

a'\?veight V 1/NP + 1/NI
where
52 _ WNp—1ép+ (N —1)57
weight — NP ¥+ NI —_9 .
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Under the assumption that Dp and D; share a common mean, zr follows the
Student-t distribution of the degrees of freedom Np + N; — 2, and thus the
inspector claims the selection bias when

Tnpn—2(Z7) < B.

In summary, while the test statistics in the case of known variance follow
normal distributions, the test statistics in the case of unknown variance follow
Student-t distributions. Although the Student-t distribution is heavy-tail (i.e.,
the volume of the tail is polynomial to the distance from the origin) unlike the
normal distribution, as Np, Ny — o0, it converges to the normal distribution.
In this sense, it is reasonable to presume that similar results to Sections 3-5
hold in the case of unknown variances. In Section 7, we conduct an empirical
comparison between the cases of known and unknown variances.

6.2 Nonparametric testing

So far, we have assumed the normality of each v;. The assumption of normality
is ubiquitous to the fields of the science [GZ12, LDEC02], and there are many
reasons to assume normality even when we are not convinced of it. Some of the
most important reasons are that (i) the central limit theorem implies that the
sum of independent samples converges to a normal distribution under very mild
conditions. (ii) Moreover, the normal distribution has some robustness against
estimation error. In particular, given random and independent observations,
the sample mean and sample variance are independent.

When we cannot assume particular classes of distributions, there are some
alternative nonparametric tests. The nonparametric test that corresponding
to our reporter (Section 3) is the Wilcoxon signed rank test. Considering the
fact that the corresponding nonparametric framework is highly nontrivial, we
consider it as future work.

7 Experiment

To verify the practical performance of the proposed inspector model, we con-
ducted simulations with synthetic datasets (Section 7.1) and real-world datasets
(Section 7.2). The goal of these simulations is to provide a quantitative view on
(i) the vulnerability of the standard hypothesis testing procedure to the biased
selection, and (ii) how much the conservative p-value and the inspector model
lose the statistical power in return for the robustness to such biased selection.
The simulations are implemented on the top of the scikit-learn machine learn-
ing library®, and the source codes are going to be released in the camera-ready
version. Throughout the simulations, We set o = 8 = 0.05.

Shttp://scikit-learn.org/
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Figure 2: We consider two scenario for the reporting process: Namely, in
Scenario 1 the reporter made unbiased selection, and in Scenario 2 the reporter
selected the top-Np among {vi}fi 4. Each empirical probability was estimated
with 1,000 independent trials. Note that results in the figure are not very
sensitive to the choice of Np, N4 as long as Np is smaller than (1/2)N4 with
some margin. (a): We set 4 = 0 and Np/Na = 1/3. The figure shows the
empirical probability that pp(fi) < « as a function of Np under Scenario 2. This
value measures the ratio in which the reporter can make the false claim. (b):
We set Np = 10 and N4 = 30. Under Scenario 1, we saw the statistical power
of each method. The figure shows the empirical probability that pp(fip) < «
(standard), p™(fip) < a (conservative), and pi*"(ip) < « (inspector). We
set figap = 0.5, which was a sufficient value such that the inspector was able to
detect the biased selection (i.e., pz < ) with empirical probability larger than
0.9 in the case of Scenario 2. This simulation measured the statistical power
of the standard p-value, the conservative p-value, and the inspector model. (c)
and (d): the corresponding experiments to (a) and (b) with unknown variance.
Note that we did not derive the conservative p-value in the case of unknown
variance because it is highly nontrivial (see Section 6.1).
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Figure 3: The empirical distribution of v; = k' — kSBT in the classification

datasets. LR is outperformed by GBT in the sense that the average this value
for all datasets (1/Na) > ;cp, vi = —0.13 < 0.

7.1 Synthetic data

We first conducted simulations with synthetic data where v; ~ N (u, 1) for each
i € Dy. Firstly, we fix 4 = 0 (i.e. no innovation) and saw the possibility of
the false claim. Assuming that the reporter made biased selection, Figure 2(a)
shows the ratio that the reported fip was significant improvement at level a as
a function of Np. From the figure, we can see that the larger Np (and Nj) is,
the higher the risk of the false report is, which is consistent with Theorem 2.

Secondly, we measured the statistical power sacrificed by adapting the con-
servative p-value and the inspector model. Assuming that the reporter made
unbiased selection, Figure 2(b) shows the probability of finding the true discov-
ery for the case v; ~ M (u,1) as a function of p > 0. Although the inspector
model requires positive ftgap > 0 (and thus sacrifices some amount of the statis-
tical power) so that it can detect biased selection, this result suggests that the
inspector model is more powerful than the conservative p-value in terms of the
statistical power to detect true findings.

We next simulated statistical testing with unknown variance that are de-
scribed in Section 6.1. Figure 2(c) and 2(d) show the result with unknown
variance. At a word, estimating variance sacrifices some statistical power. In
comparison with the case of known variance (Figure 2(a) and 2(b)), one can see
that (i) the false claim was easier for the reporter: This is mainly because that
the estimated variance is smaller than the true variance when the selection is
biased. Moreover, (ii) detecting biased selection was harder for the inspector:
This is mainly because the Student-¢ distribution has a heavier tail than the
exponentially-decaying normal distribution.
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7.2 Real data

To demonstrate an example of potential false claims, we studied a standard bi-
nary classification task. We retrieved 66 binary classification datasets from the
1libSVM repository® and the Keel dataset repository”. We compared the perfor-
mances of two well-known algorithms: Namely, the logistic regression (LR) and
the gradient boosting tree (GBT). Although GBT outperforms LR on average,
in the following we show the reporter can lead to the opposite conclusion.

For a performance measure of an algorithm, we used the Cohen’s k statistics
[Coh60] of an algorithm A, which was defined as k4 = (s4 — Sbase)/(1 — Sbase);
where spase indicated the score of the baseline algorithm that classified all data-
point as the major category. The statistics k4 measured how well an algorithm
A performed compared with a native baseline. For each dataset i, we defined
v; = kMR — kEBT which was the difference of the Cohen’s k between the LR and
GBT algorithms. Figure 3 shows the empirical distribution of v;. Even though
Figure 3 indicated that GBT outperformed LR on average, the reporter here
tried to promote the hypothesis that LR outperformed GBT, which was false in
the sense that (1/Ny) Zj\i’/“‘l v; < 0.

We set Np = N; = 5 and normalized v; so that it had a unit variance. The
reporter submitted Dp on the basis of the top-Np among {v;}. We obtained the
following two results®. First, we confirmed pp(fip) ~ 2.6 x 1072, Namely, the
reporter was able to make the false claim of LR outperforming GBT. Second,
we confirmed that pz < 8 in 959 out of 1,000 trials when D; was uniformly re-
sampled from D 4. In other words, with high probability, the inspector detected
the biased selection by comparing Dp with Dj.

8 Conclusion

We considered the issue of selection bias in data-oriented scientific findings.
When the number of datasets is large, a reporter is able to claim an improve-
ment even though there is no improvement on average. By requiring the reporter
a moderate number of reported datasets Np and a reasonable amount of im-
provement Ug.p, such a false claim can be detected by comparing the published
results with the results of resampled datasets.

The results of our study suggest that the effectiveness of a post-publication
model in which other people verify the published results rather than an attempt
to control publication bias at submission time. In verifying published results,
there are several directions in which efforts may pay off, for instance, lower-
ing the cost of replication and incentivizing reports of replicated results. In
particular, the latter effort tends to be underestimated because replicating ex-
isting results is not generally considered to be as worthwhile as reporting novel

Shttps://www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/ cjlin/
libsvmtools/datasets/binary.html

Thttps://sci2s.ugr.es/keel /category.php?cat=clas

8Note that our results are not sensitive to the choice of Np: The same discussion applies
to any 5 < Np < 10.
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research.
Possible lines of future work include:

e Nonparametric extension: where we do not assume the normality of
v;, which enables us to deal with heavy-tail distributions.

e Sequential tests such as Bayeisan optimization [SLA12] and A/B tests
[JKPW17] would enables us to deal us a way to collect data efficiently with
statistical guarantees. Such sequential tests require more sophisticated
analysis of the confidence region.

15



References

[Bak16]

[Bar10]

[BE12]

[Ben10]

[BLM13]

[BT12]

[CMRROS]

[Coh60]

[CXZ*18]

[dHF06]

[Dru09]

[FST15]

[GZ12]

Monya Baker. 1,500 scientists lift the lid on reproducibility. Nature,
533(7604):452-454, May 2016.

Nick Barnes. Publish your computer code: it is good enough. Na-
ture, 467(7317):753, October 2010.

C Glenn Begley and Lee M Ellis. Drug development: Raise stan-
dards for preclinical cancer research. Nature, 483(7391):531, 2012.

Yoav Benjamini. Simultaneous and selective inference: Current suc-
cesses and future challenges. Biometrical Journal, 52(6):708-721,
2010.

S. Boucheron, G. Lugosi, and P. Massart. Concentration Inequali-
ties: A Nonasymptotic Theory of Independence. OUP Oxford, 2013.

Stéphane Boucheron and Maud Thomas. Concentration inequalities
for order statistics. Electron. Commun. Probab., 17:12 pp., 2012.

Corinna Cortes, Mehryar Mohri, Michael Riley, and Afshin Ros-
tamizadeh. Sample selection bias correction theory. In Algorithmic
Learning Theory, 19th International Conference, pages 38-53, 2008.

Jacob Cohen. A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Fduca-
tional and Psychological Measurement, 20(1):37-46, 1960.

K. Bretonnel Cohen, Jingbo Xia, Pierre Zweigenbaum, Tiffany
Callahan, Orin Hargraves, Foster R. Goss, Nancy Ide, Aurélie
Névéol, Cyril Grouin, and Lawrence Hunter. Three dimensions of
reproducibility in natural language processing. LREC: International
Conference on Language Resources and Evaluation, 2018:156-165,
2018.

Laurens de Haan and Ana Ferreira. Faxtreme Value Theory: An
Introduction. Springer, 2006.

Dr. Chris Drummond. Replicability is not reproducibility: Nor is it
good science, June 2009.

William Fithian, Dennis Sun, and Jonathan Taylor. Optimal infer-
ence after model selection. arXiv, 2015.

Asghar Ghasemi and Saleh Zahediasl. Normality tests for statisti-
cal analysis: a guide for non-statisticians. International journal of
endocrinology and metabolism, 10(2):486, 2012.

16



[HSG*06]

[Toa05]

[JKPW17]

[Kom55]

[LDEC02]

[MA17]

[NTTZ18|

[Opel5]

[RG17]

[SBO+07]

[SLA12]

Jiayuan Huang, Alexander J. Smola, Arthur Gretton, Karsten M.
Borgwardt, and Bernhard Scholkopf. Correcting sample selection
bias by unlabeled data. In Proceedings of the 19th International
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’06,

pages 601-608, Cambridge, MA, USA, 2006. MIT Press.

John P. A. Joannidis. Why most published research findings are
false. PLoS Med, 2(8):e124, 08 2005.

Ramesh Johari, Pete Koomen, Leonid Pekelis, and David Walsh.
Peeking at A/B tests: Why it matters, and what to do about it.
In Proceedings of the 23rd ACM SIGKDD International Conference
on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, Halifax, NS, Canada,
August 18 - 17, 2017, pages 1517-1525. ACM, 2017.

Yasaku Komatu. Elementary inequalities for mills’ ratio. Rep.
Statist. Appl. Res. Un. Jap. Sci. Engrs, 4:69-70, 1955.

Thomas Lumley, Paula Diehr, Scott Emerson, and Lu Chen. The
importance of the normality assumption in large public health data
sets. Annual Review of Public Health, 23(1):151-169, 2002. PMID:
11910059.

Olivier Marchal and Julyan Arbel. On the sub-gaussianity of the
beta and dirichlet distributions. Electron. Commun. Probab., 22:14
pp., 2017.

Xinkun Nie, Xiaoying Tian, Jonathan Taylor, and James Zou. Why
adaptively collected data have negative bias and how to correct for
it. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statis-
tics, pages 1261-1269, 2018.

Open Science Collaboration. Estimating the reproducibility of psy-
chological science. Science, 349(6251), 2015.

Nils Reimers and Iryna Gurevych. Reporting score distributions
makes a difference: Performance study of Istm-networks for sequence
tagging. In Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Empirical Meth-
ods in Natural Language Processing, pages 338-348, 2017.

Séren Sonnenburg, Mikio L. Braun, Cheng Soon Ong, Samy Bengio,
Leon Bottou, Geoffrey Holmes, Yann LeCun, Klaus-Robert Miiller,
Fernando Pereira, Carl Edward Rasmussen, Gunnar Rétsch, Bern-
hard Scholkopf, Alexander Smola, Pascal Vincent, Jason Weston,
and Robert Williamson. The need for open source software in ma-
chine learning. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 8:2443-2466, December 2007.

Jasper Snoek, Hugo Larochelle, and Ryan P. Adams. Practical
bayesian optimization of machine learning algorithms. In Proceed-
ings of the 25th International Conference on Neural Information

17



[YC15]

[YRIW17]

Processing Systems - Volume 2, NIPS'12, pages 2951-2959, USA,
2012. Curran Associates Inc.

Zhen-Hang Yang and Yu-Ming Chu. On approximating mills ratio.
Journal of Inequalities and Applications, 2015(1):273, Sep 2015.

Fanny Yang, Aaditya Ramdas, Kevin G. Jamieson, and Martin J.
Wainwright. A framework for multi-a(rmed)/b(andit) testing with
online FDR control. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 30: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems 2017, pages 5959-5968, 2017.

18



A Lemmas

The following facts and lemmas are used in the paper.

Fact 1. (Order statistics) Fori=1,2,...,N, let X; ~ Unif(0,1) an i.i.d. ran-
dom variable uniformly distributed on [0,1]. Let X(;) be the i-th largest among
{X;}. Then,

X(i) ~ Beta(i, n+1-— Z)

Fact 2. (Stirling approximation) The following inequality holds for any n € N:

V2rn T 267 <l < epn /207,

Fact 3. (Binomial approximation) For any two natural numbers k,n such that
0<k<n:
n\k n ne\*
(&) =)= (%)
k k k
holds.

Lemma 1. (Mill’s ratio [Komb5, YC15]) For any x > 0,
2 _ %) _ 2
VaZ+d+a~ 9@) T Vat+2+4x

(A1)

holds.

Lemma 2. (Sub-gaussian concentration, page 25 in [BLM13]) A random vari-
able X is a mean-zero sub-Gaussian with variance factor v > 0 if
)\2
log E[e*¥] < TV
For a mean-zero sub-Gaussian random variable X with its variance factor v > 0,
the following inequalities hold for any t > 0:

PIX >t <e ¥/
PIX < —t] < et/ (A.2)

Lemma 3. (Concentration of Beta distribution) Let ¢ > 0. Theorem 1 in
[MA17] implies that the beta distribution Beta(a, 8) is sub-Gaussian with mean
af(a+B) and variance factor 1/(4(a+5+1)). This fact, combined with Lemma
2 states that X ~ Beta(q, 8) satisfies

Pr {X — > t] < e~ 2atB+1)t?

a
a+p

Pr [X —~ < t] < 2t (A.3)

@
a+p
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The following Lemma 4 characterizes x such that ®(z) = a.

Lemma 4. For a € (0,1/2), let # € R be such that ®(x) = . Then, x =
O((log(1/a))*?). More explicitly, we have

log(1/a) +log(1/v2m) — 1 < 22 < 2log(1/a) + log(1/7). (A.4)
Proof of Lemma 4. Ineq. (A.1) implies

x? 42 1

and an elementary transformation with 7””;” > 1/4/2 leads

exp(—22/2),

% < log(1/a) + %log(l/ﬂ').

Moreover, Ineq. (A.1) implies
1 < xz) Va2 +4
exp <o————

V2T 2

An elemental transformation leads

5 < a(l+z) < aexp(z).

§ 2 > log(1/(v2ra)),

which, combined with the fact that 22/2 > x — 1 implies

2% > log(1/(V2ra)) — 1.

B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. We consider the reporter who selects the top-Np elements among {v1,v9,.
which clearly minimizes the reported p-value. Let a; = ®(v;) and «;) be the

i-th smallest among {a;} 4.

Note that
pr(ip) = ®(ipy/Np) < a (B.1)
is equivalent to
fip > /1/Np® 1(a), (B.2)

where ®~1(a) = z such that ®(z) = « holds®. The fact that fip is the mean of
the top Np-th among {v;} implies that its sufficient condition is

(i)il(a(NP)) > 1/NP(I)71(O‘)3

98uch an z uniquely exists for o € (0,1).
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which is equivalent to
awp < P(V1/Npd~ ! (a)). (B.3)

Moreover,

B(v/1/Npd(a))

> & (V/(1/Np)(2log(1/a) + log(1/7)) )

(by Lemma 4)

5 — V(U/Np)@108(1/a) + 108(1/7)
(by ®(0) = (1/2) and ¢(x) < 1)
— /(2/Np) log(1/a))

2
(by assumption) (B.4)

v

Y

vV
N = N =

and thus the sufficient condition to (B.3) is

1 e
57 3 (B.5)
In the following, we show that (B.5) holds with high probability.

Remember that each «; for i € {1,2,...,Na} is independent and identi-
cally distributed from the uniform distribution Unif([0, 1]). The theory of order
statistics states that, a(;, the top i-th element among ay,...,ay,, is drawn
from the Beta distribution Beta(i, Ny + 1 — i) with its mean /(N4 + 1). The
fact that

Q(Np) <

Q(Np) ~ Beta(Np, N4 + 1 — Np),

combined with Beta concentration (Lemma 3) implies that with probability
1— 6, we have

Np log (1/9)
aNp) <
Njg+1 2N 4
1«
-2 2
(by assumption), (B.6)
which combined with (B.5) completes the proof. O

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3
Proof. From v; ~ N (u, 1), we have

Plip > p+971(0)] < 4. (B.7)
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On the other hand, a necessary condition for /ip to be significant at level a with
the convervative p-value is that fip exceeds the top a-quantile of the Np-th
order statistics Beta(Np, Na+1— Np). Note that for Np, Ng > 2, Np < 2N 4,
the median of Beta(Np, N4 + 1 — Np) is smaller than r, and thus for a < 1/2

P[Beta(Np,Ng +1— Np) < 7] >
P[Beta(Np, N4 +1— Np) < Median(Beta(Np, Na +1 — Np))]
=1/2>a (BS)

which implies that the necessary condition of fip to be significant at level « is
®(ip) < r, which is equivalent to fip > ®~1(r). Therefore, if

O(r) > p+07Y(0)

then with probability 1 — 0, fip is not a-innovative for any o < 1/2. O

B.3 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. Since the Dp of minimum p-value is the one that chooses the top-Np
largest {%}fi“p it suffice to consider that such a Dp.
The event that Dp that is innovative with significance level « is equivalent

(i’((/:‘P - Mgap)\/NiP) <a,

which is easily transformed into the following equivalent condition:

to

pp > 1/NP(§_1(O‘) + Hgap- (B.9)

In the following, we upper-bound fip to show that Ineq. (B.9) does not hold
with high probability. Note that

SRS
N 2:——1

i=1

Let ¢ € (0,1). Note that a(;) < g is represented by using the binomial coefficient
as:

N .
Ppmsﬂs<fﬁl

NAeii
(B,

(by binomial approximation) (B.10)

and thus




By using this, we obtain
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Combined with Lemma 4, with probability 1 — § we have

HP

Np
< Nip > \/2108(1/ag)) + log(1/7)

1 &
¥ ; \/2log(1/ag)

IN

(with probability 1 — 4, by (B.11))

(s () o (7))
(e ) 2 () ) 1 e
s () [ e (22) )

oo () e (22) 24 e ()] )

y [ Viog(e/rlde = o/ og(ef) — (e 2)ent (/og(e/)) + const)
i o ) i (2] 23]
VNp
NL (3\/2N3/4 g( >+pr 1og(]]v\[;‘> +2>

log (eNa4) eNy T
<6, /2——————= 1/4 +3\/210 \/QIOg(N )‘1‘2]\7]3

IN

| /\

IN

o (e (2)) w12

where erf(z) = (2/7) [, e~ dt > 0 is the error function. O
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B.4 Proof of Theorem 5
Proof. The fact that Dp is significant level o implies

[P = Pgap + 1/NP<T)_1(O‘)-

With probability 1 — &, we have

fir < ®71(6),
and py is bounded as follows
pz = ﬂlz = Wl
Nr T N;
=& (VNp/2ir — ju))
<@ (ﬁwgw VIR @) — )

< & (/N o - M@”@ + @*@») -

By assumption on jiga, we have

“(8) < v/Np2ptgap — /17287 () - \/1/287"

which, combined with (B.13), yields pz < §.
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