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Abstract

We propose optimal Bayesian two-sample tests for testing equality of high-dimensional mean
vectors and covariance matrices between two populations. In many applications including ge-
nomics and medical imaging, it is natural to assume that only a few entries of two mean vectors
or covariance matrices are different. Many existing tests that rely on aggregating the differ-
ence between empirical means or covariance matrices are not optimal or yield low power under
such setups. Motivated by this, we develop Bayesian two-sample tests employing a divide-and-
conquer idea, which is powerful especially when the difference between two populations is sparse
but large. The proposed two-sample tests manifest closed forms of Bayes factors and allow scal-
able computations even in high-dimensions. We prove that the proposed tests are consistent
under relatively mild conditions compared to existing tests in the literature. Furthermore, the
testable regions from the proposed tests turn out to be optimal in terms of rates. Simulation

studies show clear advantages of the proposed tests over other state-of-the-art methods in vari-
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ous scenarios. Our tests are also applied to the analysis of the gene expression data of two cancer

data sets.

Key words: Bayesian hypothesis test; Bayes factor consistency; high-dimensional covariance

matrix; optimal high-dimensional tests.

1 Introduction

Consider two samples of observations from high-dimensional normal models
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where Nj,(u,>) is the p-dimensional normal distribution with mean vector 1 € R? and covariance
matrix X € RP*P| and the number of variables p can increase to infinity as the sample sizes (n;
and ng) grow. Given two samples of such observations, there is abundant interest in testing the ho-
mogeneity between two populations through testing the equality of high-dimensional mean vectors
or covariance matrices with applications in medical imaging, genetics and biology ( ;

; ; ). Although there is an emerging literature on high-dimensional hypothesis
testing, most of the literature has focused on proposing frequentist testing statistics with relatively
little work on developing Bayesian hypothesis tests in particular for high-dimensional problems.
Bayesian tests, which typically are based on Bayes factor with appropriate design of prior distri-
butions for the model under the null and the alternative operate differently from their frequentist
counterparts, and there is independent interest in developing Bayesian testing approaches. We add
to the limited literature by developing powerful and scalable Bayesian high-dimensional tests for
testing the equality of means and covariance matrices between two populations.

Our initial focus is on the two-sample mean test, where we assume i = Yo and test whether
1 = po in model (1). When uy # pe, we call the nonzero elements in the mean difference vector
w1 — po € RP the signals. It is well known that the types of tests with good power are different
depending on the number and magnitude of the signals. From a frequentist perspective,

( ) and ( ) proposed high-dimensional two-sample mean tests
based on estimators of || A(u1 — p2)||3 for some positive definite matrix A € RP*P. We call these
tests Lao-type tests because their test statistics involve the Lo-norm. It is known that Lo-type tests
tend to have good power when there are dense signals, i.e., when a large portion of pu; — po is
nonzero. When there are many but small signals, La-type tests tend to show better performance
over other types of tests.

In many applications, however, it is more natural to assume rare signals, where only few entries
of 1 — po € RP are nonzero. Under the presence of rare but significant signals, it is well known that
maximum-type tests tend to outperform Lo-type tests. Here, a maximum-type test refers to a class
of tests whose test statistic involves the maximum-norm. ( ) proposed a consistent
maximum-type test for high-dimensional two-sample mean test. They standardized the difference
between sample mean vectors using an estimated precision matrix based on either the constrained
¢1-minimization for inverse matrix estimation (CLIME) ( ; ) or the inverse of the
adaptive thresholding estimator for a covariance matrix ( ; ). Because their test
statistics depend on an estimated precision matrix, practical performance of the tests could be
impacted by performance of the estimated precision matrix.

Besides the aforementioned papers, many other interesting studies have been conducted for the
two-sample testing setup. ( ) proposed a two-sample mean test which bypasses
the needs of the estimation of precision matrix and is robust to highly unequal covariance matrices

between two populations. ( ) proposed an adaptive two-sample mean test that retains



high power against a wide range of alternatives. ( ) developed a test for compositional
data based on the centered log-ratio transformation. Recently, ( ) suggested a robust
version of the maximum-type test for contaminated data.

Our second focus is the two-sample covariance test of whether 31 = 35 or not in model (1) under
the assumption p1 = ps = 0. In this case, we call the nonzero entries in X1 — Yo € RP*P the signals.
Some frequentist tests have also been suggested in the literature for two-sample covariance in high-
dimensional settings. ( ) and ( ) proposed to test equality of covariance
matrices based on an estimator of || X; —Xs||%, whereas ( ) suggested
a test based on a consistent estimator of ¢tr(X2)/{tr(X1)}? — tr(X2)/{tr(32)}?. These tests can be
categorized as Lo-type tests. A two-sample covariance test based on super-diagonals was proposed
by ( ) whose test turned out to be more powerful than other existing tests when
31 and X9 have bandable structures. However, the aforementioned tests target dense signals, where
most of components of 1 —35 are nonzero. Thus, they might be less powerful under the rare signals
setting, where only a few entries in X1 — Yo are nonzero. To obtain good power when there are rare
signals, ( ) proposed a maximum-type test for two-sample covariance test. Similar to
two-sample mean test in ( ), ( ) standardized the difference between
sample covariances and took the maximum over the standardized sample covariances. Recently,

( ) combined the two tests in ( ) and ( ) by taking
weighted average to handle both dense and sparse alternatives.

Bayesian hypothesis testing has very different characteristics from those of its frequentist coun-
terpart, thus it is important and of an independent interest to develop Bayesian tests for the above
hypothesis testing problems. However, up to our knowledge, no theoretically supported Bayesian
method has been proposed for high-dimensional two-sample tests, except a recent work of
( ). They proposed a Bayesian test for high-dimensional two-sample mean test by reducing the
dimension of data via random projections. They proved consistency of the proposed Bayesian test
under the joint distribution of data and prior, where the true mean vector is a random variable
from the prior distribution.

In this paper, we develop scalable Bayesian two-sample tests supported by theoretical guarantees.
Since rare signals can be more realistic in many applications, our goal is to develop a consistent
Bayesian test achieving good power when there are rare signals. To this end, we apply the maximum
pairwise Bayes factor approach suggested by ( ), which is essentially a divide-and-
conquer idea. Rather than comparing the whole mean vectors or covariance matrices at once, we
divide them into smaller pieces and reformulate the original testing problem into a multiple testing
problem. The proposed Bayesian tests turn out to be consistent under both null and alternative
hypotheses, and especially, attain good power when there are rare but significant signals. We prove
consistency of the Bayesian tests in different context where the true parameter is fixed unknown

quantity, which differentiates our results from those in ( ). Furthermore, the proposed



tests achieve theoretical and practical improvements compared to those in the existing tests, which
will be stated later in more detail.

Although we employ the general idea of modularization by ( ), the former work
however only focuses on one-sample testing of the structure of covariance matrices. Substantial new
developments have been made in this work which differs in terms of problem setup, prior choice,
theory development as well as computational approaches. The main contributions of this paper can
be summarized as follows. The proposed Bayesian tests are scalable with simple implementations
that can be readily used by practitioners. It accelerates the computation speed by circumventing
computational issues such as inversion of a large matrix. Furthermore, up to our knowledge, these
are the first results on Bayes factor consistency in high-dimensional two-sample testings. We prove
that the proposed Bayesian tests are consistent under both null and alternative under mild condi-
tions (Theorems 2.1 and 3.1). The proposed tests have the desired property of being much more
powerful than Lo-type tests under rare signals settings. Besides the development of new Bayesian
methods, our proposal also improves state-of-the-art methods theoretically and empirically. We
show that the derived testable regions from the proposed tests are optimal in terms of rates (The-
orem 3.2), and the required conditions for achieving the theoretical results are much weaker than
those used in existing literature. Furthermore, although there are existing frequentist maximum-
type tests ( ; , ), the proposed tests in this paper outperform the contenders in
various settings.

The rest of paper is organized as follows. Sections 2 and 3 present the proposed Bayesian two-
sample tests for mean vectors and covariance matrices, respectively. In Section 4, the practical
performance of the proposed methods is evaluated based on numerical study. Concluding remarks

are given in Section 5, and proofs of the main results are included in the supplementary material.

2 Two-sample mean test

2.1 Notation

For any given constants a and b, we denote the maximum and minimum between the two by a V b

and a A b. For a vector z = (x4, . .. ,:Up)T and a positive integer ¢, we denote the vector £,-norm as

1
lally = (S5 29)"*
means that a,/b, — 0 as n — oo. We denote a, = O(b,) if there exists a constant C' > 0
such that a, /b, < C for all large n, and a,, < b, means that a, = O(b,) and b, = O(a,,). For a

given matrix A € RP*?, we denote the Frobenius norm [|Allp = (37, 325, afj)l/z, the matrix

. For any positive sequences a,, and by, a,, < b,, or equivalently a,, = o(b,),

f1-norm [[All1 = Supgere |, =1 [[AZ(1, the spectral norm [|Al| = sup,cpp |z,=1 [|42[]2, and the
matrix maximum norm ||A|lmax = maxi<i<j<p |@ij|. The maximum and minimum eigenvalues of a

matrix A are denoted by Apax(A) and Apin(A), respectively. For given positive numbers a and b,



IG(a,b) denotes the inverse-gamma distribution with shape parameter a and rate parameter b.
Throughout the paper, we assume that 0 < ¢y <1, C; =1+¢,Cy =2+ € and C3 = 3+ € for

some small constant € > 0 in that C7,Cs and Cj are arbitrarily close to 1,2 and 3, respectively.

2.2 Maximum pairwise Bayes factor for two-sample mean test

Suppose that we observe the data from two populations

j.4.d.
Xla-"7XTL1 |:u172 "R Np(“hz)a (2)

j.4.d.
Yi,..., Yo, | 2, 2 "R Np(/@v E)v
where g1, 0 € RP and X is a p X p covariance matrix. Let X,,, = (X1,...,X,,)T € R™*P and
Y., = (Y1,...,Y,,)T € R"™2XP be the data matrices for each population. We are interested in the

testing problem

Ho:py=pe versus  Hy:py # po. (3)

The goal is to test the homogeneity between two populations based on underlying trends.

Bayesian hypothesis tests are typically based on Bayes factors. To construct a Bayes factor for
two-sample mean test, marginal likelihoods should be calculated based on priors for each hypoth-
esis. Using normal priors for mean vectors and the Jeffreys’ prior for a covariance matrix, which
corresponds to a default choice, the resulting Bayes factor can be calculated in a closed form when
1 <p<n-—2 See ( ) for the details. However, the Bayes factor under such priors
involves the inverse of a pooled sample covariance matrix, which prevents one from using when
p>n—2. ( ) suggested projecting the data to a lower-dimensional subspace to
reduce the dimensionality.

In this paper, we apply the maximum pairwise Bayes factor (mxPBF) approach suggested by

( ). Specifically, we compare two mean vectors by comparing them element-by-element.

For a given integer 1 < 7 < p, let Xj = (X1jy.-, Xpny )T and }7] = (Y1j,...,Yn,;)T be the jth

columns of X,,, and Y,,, respectively. From model (2), we have the following marginal models
X] | H1j,0455 ~ an(,ulj]-npo-jj-[nl)v
Yj | 25,0455 ~ an(:qulnszjjInQ)?

where pip = (ftg1, - .-, pigp)’ for k = 1,2, ¥ = (0y;) and 1, = (1,...,1)T € R%. The hypothesis

testing problem (3) can be reformulated as

Hyj : pyj = poj  versus  Hyj:pyy # pioj,

in the sense that Hy is true if and only if Hy; is true for all j =1, ..., p. Thus, we will first construct

Bayesian tests for each testing problem Hy; versus Hi; and calculate pairwise Bayes factors (PBFs)



based on (Xj, f/]) forj=1,...,p. Fora given 1 < j < p, we suggest the following prior mo; (15, 0;;)

under HOj 5

o
R L . e N(Z', ﬁ),
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and the following prior m1; (g1, t25, 05;) under Hyj,
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where Z]’:(X]T,YGT) Z _"_12 zga j=n1 12 ’Lja —n2 121 1 Zjan:nl+n2

and v = (n V p)~®. Throughout this paper, we consider « as a ﬁxed positive constant.
For any vector v, define the projection matrix H, = v(viv)~toT. Let ﬁ%j = n_lzf(ln —Hy,)Z;,
839, = nl_lXjT(Inl - Hy,, )X; and 8%_ = ng_ll?jT(Im - Hlnz)f/j. Then, the resulting log PBF is

oo X;,Y; | Hyj
1OgB]_O(X]7Y7) = 1ng
p(X;,Y; | Hoj)

~ 4
1lg( . )*nlg "% a
= < 1o P— = 10 — =<5 |
2 1+~ 2 nlag(j —i—ngaf/j

where

p(X;,Y; | Hoy) =/ p(Xj | 1y, 055, Ho)p(Y | 1, 05, Hog)mos (1, 055)dpdors,

p(X;,Y) | Hij) = // (X | s o5 Hi)p(V | najy 055, Hg)mg (i, pags o) dpnjdpsidoy;.
To aggregate PBFs for all j = 1,...,p, we define the mxPBF as

Bmax IO(XnNYnQ) = 11/2&2( BlO(XW}/]) (5)
SISP

Then one can conduct a Bayesian test by considering the mxPBF as a usual Bayes factor: for a
given threshold Cyy, > 0, we support Hy : i 75 o if Br’flax 10X, Yo, ) > Cip. It is easy to see that
Bmax 100X, Yy,) > Cyy, if and only if Byo(Xj, j) > CYy, for some 1 < j < p. Thus, a Bayesian
test based on the mxPBF supports Hy : u1 # peo if and only if there is at least one strong evidence
in favor of Hyj : 1 # pa;-

2.3 Bayes factor consistency

A mxPBF is said to be consistent if it (i) converges to zero under Hy and (ii) diverges to infinity

under H;p in probability. Let 191 € RP and pg2 € RP be true mean vectors for each population,



respectively, and ¥ = (09,;;) € RP*P be the true covariance matrix. Theorem 2.1 shows that the

mxPBF is consistent under mild conditions.

Theorem 2.1 Consider model (2) and the two-sample mean test Hy : 1 = po versus Hy : py # o.
Assume that logp < neg and

2(1+ o)
1 —-3vCieo
for some C; > 1 and 0 < g < 1. Then, the mePBF (4) is consistent under Hy: for some constant
c>0,

(6)

BM

max,10

(Xn, Yn,) = Op{(nVvp)™©} wunder Hy.

When Hy is true, assume that there is at least one of indices 1 < j < p satisfying

nina(fo,1j — Ho,2;
n?og,j;

2 2lo \%
L [\/201 +1/2C1 + aCi {1 + (1 +8C1)eo} g(:ip). (7)
Then, the mzPBF is also consistent under Hy: for some constant ¢ > 0,

{Bu

max,10

(Xm,Yn,Z)}f1 = Op{(n\/p)*cl} under Hy.

It is worthwhile to compare our result to those of the existing literature. As mentioned earlier, the
test statistic of ( ) depends on an estimated precision matrix that some conditions for
consistent estimation of the precision matrix are required. For example, it was assumed that )¢ has
bounded eigenvalues and absolute correlations of X;, Y;, Q0 X; and yY; are bounded away from 1,
where Q) is the true precision matrix. Furthermore, Qg is assumed to satisfy ||Q]|? = o(1/n/(log p)?)
or stronger sparsity assumption, which essentially means that a large amount of entries in g
is sufficiently small. They also assumed that (1 — o2 has at most p” nonzero entries, where
rel0,1/4).

On the other hand, theoretical results in Theorem 2.1 do not require any condition on the true
precision matrix and allow the number of nonzero entries in j91 — 0,2 to have the same order with
p. Therefore, we suspect that the mxPBF would perform better than the maximum-type test in

( ) when these conditions are violated. Indeed, we find empirical evidences for this
conjecture in our simulation study in Section 4.1.

Recently, ( ) proposed a Bayesian two-sample mean test and proved consistency
of the Bayes factor in high-dimensional settings. They used random projections to reduce the
dimensionality of the data and assumed that the reduced dimension has the same order with
(n1 A ng). To conduct a Bayesian test, a single random projection matrix was considered, which
can lead to different results depending on the generated projection matrix. Furthermore, under the

true alternative, no lower bound condition of po1 — po2 was provided to ensure consistency, like



condition (7). They assumed that p; — pe is a random vector under Hy : py # pe rather than
considering a fixed true value pg 1 — po 2, which differentiates our results from those in
(2015).

We note here that, by Theorem 3 in ( ), condition (7) is rate-optimal to guarantee
the existence of a consistent test when logn = O(logp). Thus, the proposed mxPBF-based test
provides an optimal testable region with respect to the maximum norm. ( ) assumed

the condition max;(uo,1; — po25)? > Clogp/n for some constant C' > 0, which is similar to (7).

3 Two-sample covariance test

In this section, we propose Bayesian two-sample tests for testing the equity of high-dimensional
covariance matrices and consider their theoretical properties in terms of Bayes factor consistency

and optimality of the testing regions.

3.1 Maximum pairwise Bayes factor for two-sample covariance test

Suppose that we observe the data from two populations

X1, Xy | 31 "R NL(0,%),

2.7.

Yi,..., Y, [ X2 X7 Np(0,%9),

=9

(8)

&

where 31 = (01,5) and X9 = (02,;j) are p X p covariance matrices. In this section, we consider the

testing problem
Hy:X1 =%y versus Hi:Xp # Xs. (9)

To apply the mxPBF approach, we need to divide the comparison of two covariance matrices into
smaller problems. Among various options for that, we use the reparametrization trick used in
( ). Specifically, for a given pair (7,j) with 1 < i # j < p, (8) induces the conditional
distributions
X; | Xjaal,ijaTl,ij ~ Np, (al,inijl,ijInl)v

e } (10)
Yi | Y}, a2, 720 ~ Ny (2,655, 72,i51ns )

— — 2 — 1/2 —
where Ak 5 = Uk,ij/ak,jjy Tkij = Uk,ii(l — pk,ij) and Pk,ij = Uk,ij/(Uk,iiUk,jj) / for k = 1,2. The

hypothesis testing problem (9) can be reformulated as
H(],ij : al,ij = agﬂ-j and Tl,ij = 7’27@‘ Versus Hl,ij : not HO,ija (11)

in the sense that Hy is true if and only if Ho;; is true for all pairs (4, ), 1 <i # j < p.



To construct a Bayesian test for testing (11), we suggest the following prior distribution g ;;(a;j, 7i5)

under HO,ij7
N Tij
Qij = Q15 = G245 ‘ Tig ™~ N(“ijv f)y
YZ;113
Tij = T4 = 72,5 ~ 1G(ao,boij),

and the prior 1,55 (aLZ‘j, 25, T1,i55 7'271']') under Hlﬂ'j,

~ T1,ij ~ 72,15
aij | T~ N<a1,ij7 2 ); agj | T2,i5 ~ N<a2,ij7 2 );
VII1X;113 VY113

Tii; ~ IG(ao,borij), 745 ~ 1G(ao,bo2,j),

where ag, bo,ij,bo1,;; and bog,i; are positive constants, v = (nV p)™%, a;; = ZTZ /||Z 1%, @ aii; =
XTXG /X513 and Gaig = Y'Y/ | V113 Let 75 = 0™ ZF (In — Hy ) Zi, 715 = 0y X[ (Iny — Hg )X
and 7o ;; = nglff-T(InQ - Hf,)f/z The resulting log PBF is given by

7

log Bio(Xi, Vi, X;,Y;) 1)
p(Xi, Y | X;,Y;, H)
= log e R Sl Rt
p(Xi,Y; | X;,Y;, Hoig)
= 1 ( i )+10gF( +a>+logF( +a)_10g1‘(n+a)+1og<bg?ijbggij)
2 1+~ 0 0 5 0 bSOZ]I‘( 4
~ n Ny
_ < 21 + ao) log (boyij + 21 TLij) — (?2 —i—ao) log (bo2,ij + ?272@) (13)
+ <g+ao) log (bo,ij + 27-”) 14
where

p(X;,Y: | X;,Y;, Ho i) :/ p(X; | X, aij, mijy Hoij)p(Yi | Yy, aijy 7y Ho i) 70,45 (aig, 7ij ) daijdij,
(X, Y; | X f/ JHizj) = /// p(X; | Xj,aLij,ﬁ,ij,Hl,ij)p(}}i | 373',&2,25,72,@'71{1@]‘)
X T1,45(01,35, 02,55, T1,ij, T2,45)dat ijdas ;jdT ;5dTo 5.

Then, the mxPBF for two-sample covariance test is given by

Bmax 10(Xn17Yn2) = T%XBN(X%}}Z"XJ’%)' (15)
Similar to the two-sample mean test, one can conduct a Bayesian test by supporting Hy : 31 # 39

if BmaX 10Xy, Ya,) > Ciy for a given threshold Cy, > 0.

3.2 Bayes factor consistency

In this section, we show that the mxPBF in (15) is consistent for high-dimensional two-sample
covariance test. We first introduce sufficient conditions that guarantee consistency of the mxPBF.

The first condition, (A1), roughly means that p = O(exp(n€)) for some 0 < ¢ < 1.



(A1) egg :=log(nVp)/nk =o(1) for k =1,2.

When Hj : 31 = X is true, we denote Y as the true covariance matrix. Furthermore, we define
ag,ij = O‘oﬁ'j/O'o’jj, T0ij = UO,ii(l — p%),ij)’ and Ry = (pow) is a correlation matrix. Condition (AQ) is

a sufficient condition for consistency under the null Hy : 31 = .
(A2) min;-; 19,5 > {log(n vp) L

Condition (A2) is satisfied if minj<j<, 0o > € and max;; p(2),z'j < 1 — € for some small constant
e > 0. However, in fact, condition (A2) allows more general cases where possibly g, — 0 and
p%’ij — 1 as p — oo at certain rates.

When H; : ¥1 # ¥ is true, we denote ¥o1 = (001,;5) and g2 = (002,5j) as the true covariance
matrices for each population. Furthermore, we define aok,ij = ook,ij/0k,jj, Tok,ij = Ook,ii(1 — ng,z’j)
and Ror = (pok,ij) is a correlation matrix for k& = 1,2. Under the alternative Hy : ¥; # 3, we
assume that (X1, Xo2) satisfies condition (A3) or (A3*):

(A3) There exists a pair (i,7) with ¢ # j such that
{log(n \/]O)}_1 L 701,35 N T02,i5 < To1,i5 V T02,5 <K (n vV p),

satisfying either

T01,ij 1+ Cbm\/a

T02,ij 1 —4/Ci(eo1 V €2)’
or

T02,ij 1+ Cbm\/@

T01,ij 1 —4/Ci(eo1 V €2)’

for some constants C2 > 8(a+ 1) and Cy > 1.

(A3*) There exists a pair (7, 7) with i # j such that 01,4 V 0025 < (nV p) and

2

5 TOk,ij €0k
aorij — ao2ij)” = 501 { } !
( ij Z]) ) o0k jj(l -2 Cl£0k’) ( )
2
10n
2
e ( } 1
( 01,35 02,2J) =~ n+2a ; gok” 1 - 2\/%) ( )

(nVp)

X [logbo’ij + { Z ook,ii (1 + 4/ Creor) + sz’ij }Cbm,a]
k=1

for some constants Cyppyq > a+ag+ 1 and C7 > 1.

10



Conditions (A3) and (A3*) may seem complicated at first glance, but it can be transformed into
simpler conditions. For given positive constants o, Cyy, and Cyy o such that Cgm > 8(av 4+ 1) and

Chbm,e > a + 1, define a class of two covariance matrices
H1(Com, Coma) = {(21, ) : (£1,5s) satisfies condition (A3) or (A3*)}.

Conditions (A3) and (A3*) specify the minimum difference condition between ¥o; and g2 to
consistently detect the alternative H; : X1 # s under the reparametrization using {aokij, Tok,ij
k=1,2and 1 <i# j < p}. Suppose that

2
max max poL.. < 1—cp
1<k<21<izj<p’ ORI = ’

(18)
1 -1 i ; < .
{log(nVvp)} ™ < min min oo < MAX MAX 0ok i < (nVp),
for some small constant ¢y >. If @« > 1, n; < ng and
. L )2 1 vV
Hl(c*acO) — {(21722) . max (0'1723 0'171]) > C* Og(n p)’
1<i<j<p 01,ii01,jj + 02,ii02,j; n (19)

(X1, X) satisfies conditions in (18) with ¢ },

then H 1(Cx, c0) C Hi(Cbm, Chm,q) for some large constant C, > 0 by Lemma 3.1 in the supplemen-
tary material. Condition (19) characterizes the difference between g; and ¥po using the squared
maximum standardized difference. Hence, conditions (A3) and (A3*) can essentially be understood
as the squared maximum standardized difference condition given at (19). ( ) also used
a similar difference measure between Yg; and Ygs.

The following theorem shows consistency of the mxPBF (15). We note that the condition
limp, Apg)—oo P1/7 = 1/2 in Theorem 3.1 can be relaxed to n1 < ng, although constants in condi-
tions (A2), (A3) and (A3*) should be changed accordingly.

Theorem 3.1 Consider model (8) and the two-sample covariance test Hy : X1 = 3o versus Hy :

Y1 # Yo. Assume that im, npy)—ooM1/n = 1/2 and condition (A1) holds. Then, under Ho, if
a > 6Cy and condition (A2) holds, for some constant ¢ > 0,

Br%ax,lO(anaYTu) = OP{(n \/p)_c}'
Under Hy, if (01, 202) € H1(Cbm, Cbm,a), for some constant ¢ > 0,
{Brax, 10Xy Ynu)} 1 = Opf(n v )~}

( ) considered a high-dimensional setting, (logp)® = o(n), while we assume a
weaker condition, logp = o(ng) for £ = 1,2 (condition (Al)). For given constants C' > 0 and
0 < r < 1, define s;(C) = card{i : |po14;| > (logp) ™1~ or |poai;| > (logp) ™1~} and A(r) = {i :

11



|pot,ij| > 7 or |poz,i;| > r for some j # i}, where card(A) means the cardinality of the set A.

( ) assumed that there exist I' C {1,...,p}, C > 0and 0 < r < 1 such that card(T") = o(p),
max;.r 5;(C) = o(p°) for some constant ¢ > 0, and card(A(r)) = o(p). These conditions essentially
restrict the number of highly correlated variables. They are satisfied if Apax(Ro1) V Amax(Ro2) < C’
for some constant C’ > 0 and || Ro1||max V || Ro2|lmax < r < 1. The power of their test tends to one if

(001,ij — 001,ij)°

max — — , > Clogp
1<i<j<p n; 1901,1']' + ng 1902@'

for C' > 4, where 6p1,; = Var(X1;X1;) and 6p2,; = Var(Y1;Y1;). This condition is equivalent
to condition (19) in terms of the rate. Thus, compared with those used in ( ), we
obtain consistency of the mxPBF under weaker conditions for (n, p) and similar conditions for true
covariance matrices.

One of the interesting findings from Theorem 3.1 is that the mxPBF does not require any
standardization step. ( ) mentioned that the standardization of the test statistic is
necessary to deal with a wide range of variability and heteroscedasticity of sample covariances.

However, the mxPBF (15) still enjoys consistency for the similar parameter space without
standardization. Although we did not mention earlier, a similar phenomenon is observed for the
two-sample mean test: the proposed mxPBF (5) does not require a standardization step while
having similar properties with a standardized test.

Another important finding is that condition (A3) (or (A3*)) is rate-optimal to guarantee con-
sistency under Hy : X1 = Yo as well as Hy : X1 # Yo. Theorem 3.2 shows that, for some small
constants Cyy, and Chyy o > 0, there is no consistent test having power tending to one for any true

alternative satisfying (X1, X02) € H1(Chm, Com,a)-

Theorem 3.2 Let Ey,, »,, be the expectation corresponding to model (8) with (X1, X02). Suppose
that n1 < no and p > n¢ for some constant ¢ > 0. Then, there exists small constants Cyy, and

Chm,a > 0 such that for any 0 < ag < 1 and all large n and p,

inf sup Exy, 5,0 < g+ o(1)
(£01,%02)€H1(Cbm,Chm,a) T 01,%02 ,

where T is the set of consistent tests over the multivariate normal distributions such that Eg¢p — 0

asn — oo for any ¢ € T, and Eq is the expectation corresponding to model (8) under Hy : ¥1 = Xa.

4 Numerical results

4.1 Simulation study: two-sample mean test

In this section, we illustrate performance of the mxPBF for two-sample mean test through sim-
ulation studies. We generate the data as follows: Xq,..., X, i Np(po1,X0) and Yi,...,Y, i
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Np(po2, X0) with n = 100 and p € {100,300}. Under the null hypothesis, Hy : po1 = fo2, we set
o1 = po2 = 0 € RP. Under the alternative hypothesis, Hy : po1 # po1, we set ppr = 0 € RP and
randomly choose ng entries in fi92, say {f02,; : 1 < j1 < -+ < jn, < p}, and set pp2; = p > 0 for
all j = j1,...,Jno and po2; = 0 for the rest. Thus, ng and p are the number and magnitude of
signals in the alternative, respectively. Here, signals mean nonzero elements in pg2 — o1 € RP. In

our simulation study, the following scenarios for alternatives are considered:

1. (Hig: Rare signals) To demonstrate a situation where only a few signals exist, we set ng = 5

and consider various magnitudes of signals

€ {0.2,0.25,0.3,0.35,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.8,1.0, 1.5}.

2. (Hyps: Many signals) To demonstrate a situation where a lot of signals exist, we set ng = p/2

and consider various magnitudes of signals
wu € {0.025,0.05,0.1,0.15,0.2,0.25,0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6 }.

Note that relatively smaller signals are used compared to “rare signals” setting, due to the

larger number of signals.
Furthermore, we consider the following two settings for the true covariance matrix Y:

1. (Sparse Qp =X, 1) To demonstrate a situation where the true precision matrix is sparse, we
randomly choose 1% of entries in Qy = (wp ;) and set their value to wp;; = 0.3. The rest of
entries in 2y are set to 0. When the resulting 2y is not positive definite, we make it positive
definite by adding {—Amin(Q0) + 0.13}1, to Q. Finally, we set 3o = le.

2. (Dense 2y = X 1) To demonstrate a situation where the true precision matrix is dense, we
randomly choose 40% of entries in {2y and set their value to wp;; = 0.3. The rest of the steps

for constructing Xy is the same as above.

In each setting and hypothesis, 50 simulated data sets are generated. For the proposed mxPBF-
based two-sample mean test, the hyperparameter « is set to a = 2.01 to satisfy condition (6). As
contenders, we consider the tests proposed by ( ), ( )
and ( ), which will be simply denoted as BS, SD and CLX, respectively. Here, CLX
means the two-sample mean test based on the CLIME, while CLX.AT refers to the two-sample
mean test based on the inverse of the adaptive thresholding estimator with the tuning parameter
0 = 2 as a default choice. Note that BS and SD are Ls-type tests, while mxPBF, CLX and CLX.AT
are maximum-type tests. It is expected that Lo-type tests perform better (worse) than maximum-

type tests in “many signals” (“rare signals”) setting. To illustrate performance of each test, receiver
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operating characteristic (ROC) curves are drawn. Points of the curves are obtained by adjusting
thresholds and significance levels for the mxPBF and frequentist tests, respectively.

Furthermore, we compare the performance of each test at a fixed threshold or significance level.
Note that we need to fix threshold and significance level in practice. As default choices, threshold
Cin = 10 and significance level 0.05 are used. Note that Ci,, = 10 corresponds to “strong evidence”
for the alternative hypothesis based on the criteria suggested by ( ) and

(1995).

Figure 1 shows ROC curves based on 50 simulated data sets for each hypothesis, Hy : 101 = o2
and Hyig : po1 # po2, with p = 100. Here, Hqip represents the “rare signals” scenario where
o2 — o1 € RP has only five nonzero elements with size u. The dots in Figure 1 show the results
with Ci, = 1 for the mxPBF and significance level 0.05 for frequentist tests. When the true precision
matrix (g is sparse, the maximum-type tests overall slightly work better than the Lo-type tests as
expected. However, when the true precision matrix 2y is dense, we find that performance of CLX
is not satisfactory. We suspect this is because, as mentioned earlier, CLX relies on an estimated
precision matrix by the CLIME. In fact, we confirmed that the performance of the CLIME is worse
in the dense €2y setting than in the sparse {2y setting, which supports our conjecture. On the other
hand, the mxPBF and CLX.AT outperform other tests in the dense €y setting. When p < 0.5,
CLX.AT works better than the mxPBF in terms of the area under the curve (AUC), while when
u > 0.8, the two tests produce quite similar ROC curves. However, we find that CLX.AT with
significance level 0.05 tends to have low specificity in the dense 2y setting. On the other hand,
the mxPBF-based Bayesian test with Ci;, = 1 performs reasonably well. Especially in the dense
Qo setting, when there are detectable signals (u > 0.8), its specificity and sensitivity are close to
1, while other tests suffer from low specificity or low sensitivity. This clearly shows the relative
advantage of the mxPBF-based two-sample mean test over the existing maximum-type tests, CLX
and CLX.AT.

Figure 2 shows ROC curves based on 50 simulated data sets for each hypothesis, Hy : po1 = po2
and Hipg @ po1r # po2, with p = 100. Here, Hqjs represents the “many signals” scenario where o —
o1 € RP has p/2 = 50 nonzero elements with size . When the true precision matrix € is sparse,
overall, the Lo-type tests slightly work better than the maximum-type tests as expected. However,
when the true precision matrix g is dense, somewhat surprisingly, the mxPBF outperforms the Lo-
type tests. This observation can be partially explained by theoretical properties of the Lo-type tests:

( ) and ( ) showed that powers of their tests decrease
as the Frobenius norm of the true covariance and correlation matrices increase, respectively. Indeed,
in our simulations, we find that ||¥¢]|F and ||Rp|/z are much larger in the dense Qg setting than
in the sparse () setting. We further confirmed that, when Hjys is true, the Lo-type tests tend to
fail to reject Hy even when the size of signals is large. Therefore, this observation suggests another

advantage of the mxPBF that reasonable performance is maintained even when ||X¢||r is large.
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Figure 1: ROC curves for the two-sample mean tests based on 50 simulated data sets for each
hypothesis, Hy and Hig, with p = 100. The mxPBF, SD and BS represent the test proposed in
this paper, Srivastava and Du (2008) and Bai and Saranadasa (1996), respectively. The CLX and
CLX.AT mean the tests proposed by Cai et al. (2014) based on the CLIME and the adaptive
thresholding estimator, respectively. The dots show the results with Ci, = 1 for the mxPBF and

significance level 0.05 for frequentist tests.
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Figure 2: ROC curves for the two-sample mean tests based on
hypothesis, Hy and Hyps, with p = 100.
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Again, the dots in Figure 2 show the results with C}, = 1 for the mxPBF and significance
level 0.05 for frequentist tests. The performance of the mxPBF-based Bayesian test with Cy, = 1
seems reasonable although it is a bit conservative in the sparse )y setting. In the dense {2y setting,
however, the mxPBF clearly outperforms other tests when there are detectable signals (x> 0.4).
Similar to Hip setting, the other tests suffer from low specificity or low sensitivity even when
> 0.4,

When p = 300, similar phenomena are observed, thus we omit it here for reasons of space. The
results with p = 300 including ROC curves and descriptions are deferred to the Supplementary

material.

4.2 Simulation study: two-sample covariance test

Now, we illustrate performance of the mxPBF for two-sample covariance test. We generate the
data as follows: X1,..., Xp “&" N,(0,%01) and Vi,...,Y, “&" N,(0,%gp) with n = 100 and p €
{100,300}. Under the null hypothesis, Hy : 391 = Xg2, we set g1 = X2 = Yo € RP*P. Under
the alternative hypothesis, Hyi : X1 # g2, we set Yg1 = Yo and Ygo = Y1 + U for some matrix
U € RP*P containing signals. If g1 or Xgs is not positive definite, we add a small diagonal matrix
011, to them, where 6; = | min{Amin(X01), Amin (X02) }|+0.05. In our simulation study, the following

two scenarios for alternatives are considered:

1. (Higr: Rare signals) To demonstrate a situation where only few signals exist, we randomly
select five entries in the lower triangular part of U and generate their values from Unif(0, p)
with

p €{0.5,0.8,1.5,3,6,15}.

2. (Hip: Many signals) To demonstrate a situation where a lot of signals exist, we generate

u= (uy,...,up)T from u, S Unif (0, p) for
pe{0.2,0.3,0.5,0.7,1,1.5}.

Then, we set U = uu’ that leads to p(p + 1)/2 signals in U (except upper triangular part).
Note that relatively smaller signals are used compared to “rare signals” setting, due to the

larger number of signals.

Note that in the above, p is the magnitude of signals. Furthermore, we consider the following two

settings for Xgq:

1. (Sparse Y1) To demonstrate a situation where Yg; is sparse, we randomly choose 5% of
entries in Ay = (91 ;) and set their value to wp;; = 0.5. The rest of entries in Ay are set to 0.
To make it positive definite, we set A = Ay 401, where 6 = [Amin(A1)|40.05. Finally, we set
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1

Y01 = DY2AD2 where D = diag(d;) and d, e~ Unif(0.5,2.5). This setting corresponds
to Model 3 in ( )

2. (Dense ¥¢;) To demonstrate a situation where ¥g; is dense, we set Y91 = OAQO, where O =
diag(w;), w; e~ Unif(1,5), A = (0;;) and 6;; = (—1)i+j0.4|"*j|1/10
to Model 4 in ( ).

. This setting corresponds

In each setting and hypothesis, we generate 50 simulated data. The mxPBF (12) have hyper-
parameters ag, bo i;, bo1,ij, bo2,;; and . We suggest using ag = boi; = bo1,;; = bo2,;; = 0.01 for all
1 < i # j < p. Note that by the proof of Theorem 3.1, the leading terms affect the asymptotic
behavior of the mxPBF (12) while including above hyperparameters are (13) and (14). Thus, it
can be considered that the above choice leads to noninformative priors that have little effect on the
mxPBF. By Theorem 3.1, a > 6C' is required for consistency under the null. This choice roughly
means « is slightly larger than 12, but we found this to overly conservative in practice. Therefore,
we suggest using o = 2.01 similar to the two-sample mean test.

For comparison, we consider the tests proposed by ( ), ( ) and

( ), which will be denoted as Sch, LC and CLX, respectively. Note that Sch and LC are
Lo-type tests, while mxPBF and CLX are maximum-type tests. Because the unbiased version of the
test in ( ) is computationally expensive, we use the biased version as suggested by

( ). In our settings, we confirm that the biased version gives quite similar results
to unbiased version. Similar to the simulation study for two-sample mean test, ROC curves are
drawn to demonstrate performance of each test.

Figure 3 shows ROC curves based on 50 simulated data sets for each hypothesis, Hy : o1 = 22
and Hig : Yo1 # Xo2, with p = 100. When ¥ is sparse and signals are moderate (p > 1.5),
the maximum-type tests work better than the Lo-type tests as expected. The performance of the
Lo-type tests are slowly improved as p gets larger. Similar phenomena are observed in the dense
Y01 setting, but in this case, the Lo-type tests do not work well even when there are large signals
(p = 15). Overall, we find that the mxPBF shows better performance than CLX.

Figure 4 shows ROC curves based on 50 simulated data sets for each hypothesis, Hy : 391 = ¥
and Hips @ o1 # 202, with p = 100. As expected, the Lo-type tests slightly work better than the
maximum-type tests when X is sparse. Note that the performance of the maximum-type tests are
also rapidly improved as the signal p gets larger. Somewhat surprisingly, when Y1 is dense and
signals are moderate (p > 1), the maximum-type tests outperform the Lo-type tests. We suspect
that it is likely that the conditions for deriving the null distribution of Sch and LC are violated in
the dense ¢ setting. ( ) and ( ) assumed that lim,_,o tr(X)/p = v; €
(0,00) for i =1,...,8 and tr(3) = o{tr(X})?}, respectively, to derive the null distribution. In our
settings, we find that tr(X¢)/p and tr(X8)/tr(33)? are much larger in the dense o setting than in

the sparse X, setting. This partially supports our conjecture, although more rigorous investigation
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Figure 3: ROC curves for the two-sample covariance tests based on 50 simulated data sets for each
hypothesis, Hy and Hyg, with p = 100. The mxPBF, CLX, LC and Sch represent the test proposed
in this paper, Cai et al. (2013), Li and Chen (2012) and Schott (2007), respectively. The dots show
the results with Cy, = 1 for the mxPBF and significance level 0.05 for frequentist tests.
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Figure 4: ROC curves for the two-sample covariance tests based on 50 simulated data sets for each
hypothesis, Hy and Hyps, with p = 100.
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might be needed to determine the exact cause.

The dots in Figures 3 and 4 show the results with Ci, = 1 for the mxPBF or significance level
0.05 for frequentist tests. The mxPBF and CLX with these default choices seem to work well if
there is a reasonable amount of signals. On the other hand, the overall performances of LC and
Sch with significance level 0.05 are not satisfactory, especially in the sparse ¥ setting.

Lastly, we note that the experiment for p = 300 showed similar phenomena whose results
including ROC curves and descriptions are deferred to the Supplementary material due to lack of

space.

4.3 Real data analysis

In this section, we apply the proposed two-sample mean and covariance tests to two real datasets,
small round blue cell tumors (SRBCT) dataset and prostate cancer dataset, respectively. For both
datasets, the sample sizes are quite small compared to the number of variables. Thus, based on
this numerical study, we would like to illustrate the practical performance of mxPBF-based tests
in “small n large p” situations.

We first apply two-sample mean tests to the SRBCT dataset. The SRBCT dataset is available
in the R package plsgenomics. This is a gene expression data having 83 samples with 2308 genes
(p = 2308) from the microarray experiments in ( ; ). Among 83 samples, we focus
on 11 cases of Burkitt lymphoma (BL) (n; = 11) and 18 cases of neuroblastoma (NB) (ng = 18).
Our main interest is to test equality of mean vectors of the gene expressions between BL and NB
tumors. We apply the mxPBF, CLX.AT, SD and BS to test equality of mean vectors. Note that
CLX.AT is used because the lack of prior information about the sparsity of the covariance matrix.
For this dataset, the value of the mxPBF is greater than 10%, and p-values of CLX.AT, SD and BS
are less than 10712, Therefore, all the tests reject the null hypothesis, Hy : 11 = pa, if we use the
default choices, threshold CY;, = 10 an significance level 0.05.

The prostate cancer dataset is available in the R package SIS. This dataset contains 12600 gene
expressions from 52 patients with prostate tumors (n; = 52) and 50 patients with normal prostate
(ng = 50). As suggested by ( ), 5000 genes (p = 5000) with the largest absolute values
of the t statistics are selected. Data were centered prior to analysis. In this dataset, we would like
to test equality of covariance matrices of the gene expressions between tumor and normal samples.
We apply the mxPBF, CLX, LC and Sch to test equality of covariance matrices. For this dataset,
the value of the mxPBF is greater than 1032, and p-values of CLX, LC and Sch are less than 0.0058,
10~ and 10715, respectively. Therefore, all the tests reject the null hypothesis, Hy : 1 = X, if

we use the default choices, threshold C};, = 10 an significance level 0.05.
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5 Discussion

In this paper, we propose a Bayesian two-sample mean test and a Bayesian two-sample covariance
test in high-dimensional settings based on the idea of the maximum pairwise Bayes factor ( ;

). These tests are not only computationally scalable but also enjoy Bayes factor consistency
under relatively weak or similar conditions compared to existing tests. The proposed methods can
be applied to change point detection for mean vectors or covariance matrices, which is indeed one
of our ongoing works. Note that from the first data point, using only a subset of data within a
certain window, a two-sample test can be sequentially conducted to detect change points. Due to
consistency of the proposed mxPBF-based two-sample tests, it is expected that the resulting change

point detection procedures can consistently detect and estimate change points.
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Supplementary Material

A Additional numerical results when p = 300

A.1 Two-sample mean test

In this section, we provide additional numerical results for the two-sample mean tests when p = 300.
Figures 5 and 6 show ROC curves based on 50 simulated data sets for each hypothesis where the
alternative is Hig : po1 7# po2 and Hyas @ po1 # Moz, respectively.

Overall, in the rare signals setting Hir, the mxPBF outperforms the other tests. Note that
CLX.AT produces similar ROC curves when )y is sparse, but it does not seem to work well when
Qp is dense. When there are many signals (Hiys) and € is sparse, the La-type tests slightly work
better than the maximum-type tests. However, when ) is dense, the mxPBF and CLX.AT are
better than the Lo-type tests in terms of ROC curves. This is consistent with what we observed
when p = 100.

A.2 Two-sample covariance test

In this section, we provide additional numerical results for the two-sample covariance tests when
p = 300. Figures 7 and 8 show ROC curves based on 50 simulated data sets for each hypothesis
where the alternative is Hig : X1 # 202 and Hyyy : X1 # 2o2, respectively.

In the rare signals setting Higr, the maximum-type tests outperform the Lo-type tests as ex-
pected. Especially, the mxPBF seems to work better than CLX in terms of ROC curves. In the
many signals setting Hyys, the Lo-type tests outperform the maximum-type tests. However, when
Y1 is dense and signals are moderate (p > 0.7), the mxPBF and CLX outperforms the other tests.

This is consistent with our observation when p = 100.
B Proofs
Throughout Section B, we denote Z,, = (X,,,, Y,,) for simplicity.

B.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

Lemma B.1 (Lemmas 6 and 8 in ( )) Let X2 be a chi-squared random

variable with degree of freedom k, and X%(A) be a non-central chi-squared random variable with
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Figure 5: ROC curves for the two-sample mean tests based on 50 simulated data sets for each
hypothesis, Hy and Hig, with p = 300.
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Figure 6: ROC curves for the two-sample mean tests based on 50 simulated data sets for each
hypothesis, Hy and Hiys, with p = 300.
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Figure 7: ROC curves for the two-sample covariance tests based on 50 simulated data sets for each
hypothesis, Hy and Hig, with p = 300.
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Figure 8: ROC curves for the two-sample covariance tests based on 50 simulated data sets for each
hypothesis, Hy and Hjys, with p = 300.
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degree of freedom k and non-centrality A. Then, for any x > 0,
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Proof of Theorem 2.1 We first assume the true null Hy : pu1 = p2 = po. For a given 1 < j < p,
the PBF is

~ o~ 1
IOgBlo(Xjan) = 5108;(&)
: n&%j
+ —=lo 20
2 & nlag(j—i—nga}% ( )

noy noy —n10%. — Na0e
log =5 J —5 < J —5 J —5 J
nioy. + n20y, nmox. + n20y,

because log(1 + z) < z for any = € R. It is easy to show that
~2 ~2 d 2
mox; + N0y, = 00jj Xn—2
under Hy; : p11; = p2j = po;. Furthermore,

AQ . 711(7%( - TLQU%/

/n2 /1
1 n 1 n 2 2 d
2 1 2
IR YANTYE S .>_ IS u T ) )
n( m(; ij — TLHo; N9 Z ij — M2/Hoj ) 00,55 * X1

i=1

Define the events

Ay = {Zn : Jajl.j(nlag(—j + nga%j) >n—2—2y/(n—2)Clog(n \/p)},
Ayj = {Zn : Uo_,]l'j(”a%j — nﬁ%(j — nga%) <1+424/Clog(nVp)+ 2Clog(n\/p)}

for any constant 1 < C' < C1. By Lemma B.1, 37%_, N7 Po(Af;) < 2(n vV p)~¢*l = o(1). On the
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event Aj; N Az N Asj, (20) is bounded above by
n1l+2,/Clog(nVp)+2Clog(nVp)
2 n-2-2y/(n—-2)Clog(nVp)
1{Clog(nVp)} ! +2(y/Clog(nVp))~t+2

- = -Clog(n Vv
2 1-2n"1-2y/(1-2n"1)Cn1log(nVp) 2n V)
201 V)t C1 vp)t+1

_ A ogEn P} ( L Og(ib DD F 1 Clog(nvp)
1—2n 1—2\/(1—2n DCn=1llog(n V p)

1+ €9

e O | \Y,

S 1ssyog Clelnvy)

=: CyClog(nV p)

for all large ny A ng. Since a > 2Cy by condition (6), by taking C' arbitrarily close to 1, we have
CoC — a/2 < 0. Thus,

max,10

Py (108 Bl 10(Xnss Yoa) < (CoC = 5) log(n v p) )

- 1- ]P’U< max log Bio(X;,Y;) > (CoC — —) log(n\/p)>

v

1— lgép%(log Buo(%;,¥j) > (GoC = 5) log(n V)

> 1-2(nvp) ¢+

for some constant 1 < C' < (. It completes the proof under Hy.
Now, for a given 1 < j < p, we assume Hy; is true, i.e., po1j # 0,25, and condition (7) holds.

Note that

no, —mnio — Na20o
v ) n "°z; 19%; 2%;

S 1
log Bio(X;,Y;) = *log(m

=2
2 2 noz.

because —log(l —z) <z /(1 —z) for any = < 1, and

n [n
na% = nlaX —|—n20y —|— -2 ZX ZYZ]
ni
! (1 / 2 Z \/ ZYZJ X%( e (po,15 — M0,2j)2>,
noo,jj ny i1 noo,j5

~ ~ d 2
nlan—i-ngayj = 00, Xn_2-

Under Hyj,

Il
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Define the sets

ni no 2 nn
Ay = {z; A-*l( BN Xy - L”E:v) > 14 22 01— poos)?
3j n * (noo j5) ny 4= ij ng 4= i) =1+ noo; (10,15 — H0,25)
—2\/<1 + 2 (,u() 15 — ug,gj)2>C’log(n \/p) },
noo,j5

Ay = {Zn : Ua’]l.j(nlﬁgfj + ngfr\%/j) <n—2+2y/(n—2)Clog(nVp)+2Clog(n \/]0)}7

then Z?:g Po(Af;) < 2(n V p)~¢ = o(1) by Lemma B.1 for any constant C such that 0 < C' < C4.
On the event Az; N Ay,

n&%j - nﬁ%(j - 7128}2/]_

ninsg ning
> Uo,jj{l + (Ho,1j — Ho2j)° — 2\/(1 +2

0,57 n0oo,j5;5

(o5 — Mo,Qj)2>C’log(n Vp)}-

Let >\n = n1n2(uo,1j — M072j)2/(n00,jj). Since 1OgBIO(Xj7Y/j) — 00 as n; A ng — 00 on event

A3jNAy; when )\, > €on, we only need to consider the case A, < egn. Thus, on the event A3z; N Ay,

oeBuie i) > Lo (1), A (14251 =201 /(T 23,)Clog(n v 7))
e R B 2{1 + 2y/Ceq + (1 + 2C + 2v/30)eo}
)\n<1 + A =20/ + 20,)C log(n Vp))
2{1 + 2/Ceo + (1 +2C 4 2/3C)ep}

1
= —% log(n Vp)+ B log(1+47) +

for all large ny A ns. Let

K = (V3G + V3G T aGi{iF (T4 8Cha])

then A, > Klog(n V p) and

MV (A +20,)Clog(nVp) = \/2+)\n YCAn log(n V p)
< V(24 K-1(log(nVp))")CK-1
< V20,K°1

for some constants 0 < C' < C7 and all large ni A ns, and

An (1 + 20— 200/ (1+ 2)0,)Clog(n VP)) N K (1 —2v2C1K~1)log(n V p)

2{14+2\/Cey+ (14+2C +2v3C)e} T 2{1+2{Cey+ (14+2C+2V3C)e}
aC
> 5 log(nVyp)

because

2
K > ( 201 +1/2C1 +aCy {1 +2 Ceg+(1+2C’+2\/3C)eo}>.
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It implies

Po (108 Bl 10(Xns: You) = {a(Ch = 1)/2) log(n v p))
> 1rgja<xplp>o(1og Bio(X;,Y;) > {a(C1 — 1)/2} log(n \/p))

> 1-2(nvp)~©

for some constants 0 < C' < (.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Lemma B.2 For any integer ni1 and ng such that ny A no > 4 and constant ag > 0,

Zlogf( +a0> —logf(g +a0>

n nl—]_ nl+2a0
2(1 —log?2) — ag + agplog (§+a0> +;< 2 +a°> log <M)

IN

Zlogf( +a0) —logf(g +ao>

1 n
> 2(1 - log2) —ap+ (5 +a0> log <§ +a0)

() o (MY L ()
2 T 24/ T2 B\ TN

=1

where n = n1 + ny.
Proof By Theorem 1 of ( )

logT'(z) — log I'(y)

1 1
(w—i)logwry—(y—g)logy—:r

(z—1logz+y—(y—1)logy —

VAN VAN

for any x > y > 1. Thus,

1 3
logF( +a0>—logf(2) < (7”2 —i—ao) log <%+ao)+2—5log2—(%+ag>,
_logF(§+ao>+10gF(2) < —<g+ao)log<g+ao)—2+log2+<g+ao>

for [ = 1,2. This completes the proof for the first inequality. By Theorem 1 of

( ), we also obtain

() () 2 (3 (3 ) - (3 )
(g e g)roe (5 a) + (5 +ao),
logF( —i—a0> > <?+a0—1)log(7—l—ag>—|—2—10g2—(%+ag>,
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which completes the proof for the second inequality.
Lemma B.3 Suppose ¥1 = X9 = 3¢ = (0¢,i;) in model (8). Define

Agij = {Zn:1—2 C’log(n\/p)§Dij§1—1—2\/Clog(n\/p)~|—2010g(n\/p)},

where

1
Dy = ——=— (%l
T0.ii 11 Z113

XI'X; i YTY)

72
e Y51l
Then,

P
ZZIPO 0ij) < 2p 2(nvp)~©

=1 j=1
for any constant C' > 0.

Proof By (10), we have

XIX5 1 X5~ N(aoi| X513, 70,61 X5113)
VIV 1Yy~ N(aogllYjl3, mo.4Y513)-
Then, it is easy to check that

XTX; v'y;

Bl 12~ N(0malZiE),

%5127

which implies D;; ~ x3. Thus, by Lemma B.1,

ii 0ij) < ii2exp(—010g(n\/p))

i=1 j=1
< 2p%(nvp)©.

Lemma B.4 Consider model (8) with true covariances Y1 = (001,i;) and Xo2 = (002,5). Define
the sets

Ceor ) '/7_\1,ij
-1 )= —1
1 —mny To1,i5(1 —mny )

Cepp 4 2Cegll> }7

-1

Alij = {Zn: (1—2
1—mn

§(1+2
1—ny

where Togij = ook (1 — pgk,ij) and pokij = Uok,ij/(aommok,jj)l/z for k =1,2. Similarly, define the

C To.ij C 2C
A%j _ {Zn: (1_2 eoz_1> < T2,ij < <1+2 602_1+ 6031> },

Then,

sets

2
Z Po(Aj;;) <4(nv p)~°
=1
for any constant C > 0.
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Proof Since Xz‘ | Xj ~ an (QOI,injvTOI,ijInl)a we have

T /Ty = X¢ (Ing —H)zj)Xi/TOLij ~ X1
Then,
= 1
i 7{7@1 —142y/(ny — 1)Clog(n V p) + 2C log(n \/p)}
T01,i5 ni
Cl Vv 1 \Y,
< (1—n1_1){1+2 Og(”lp)+200g(" 1p>}
ny — ny —

= (1-ni") {1 + 2\/0601/(1 —nyY) +2Ce /(1 — nfl)}

with probability at least 1 — (n V p)~¢ and

T1,ij

Y

i{nl —1-2y/(m — 1)Clog(n\/P>}

TO1,ij n1
= (1-nH(1 - 2\/0601/(1 —n;'))

with probability at least 1 — (n V p)~¢, by Lemma B.1. Thus,

Po(Af;) < 2(nvp)©.

By similar arguments, it is easy to see that
Po(AS;;) < Q(n\/p)_c
0\41245 )

which completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.1 We prove the consistency under the null and alternative in turn.

Consistency under Hj : 31 = ¥s. We first assume the true null Hy : X1 = Yo, i.e., X9 = Xg1 =
Y02, where ¥o = (09,;). For a given pair (7,7),4 # j, the PBF is

1 v ni N9 n bos ;009,45
= 3! i) : F<* ) ! F<* )_1 F<* ) ! ( N J)
5 og 5 + log 5 +ag ) + log 5 + ag og 5 +ap ) + log be;-jF(ao)
ny . n na .
— (71 + ag ) log (bOI,ij + 721 TI,ij) — (*22 + ao) log (bgg@j + 722 Tgyl‘j)
( 57

+ CL()) log (b(),ij + 27’,‘]‘).
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By Lemma B.2,

logB10(Xi7f/z‘7Xj7?j)
1

0% 1 n1 + 2ag ng + 2a9
< Llog (12 ) 5201 —tom2) g~ 1 fiog (1E20) 4 1 ("2 20)
- 2og 1+~ +2( 082) ~ a0 2{og n + 2ag tog n + 2ag
nTij; + 2b0,ij nT; + 2bg i nTi; + 2bo ij
o (T2 g (TR Ik ) (1 2 )
0708 n + 2ag 0708 n1T1,i5 + 2bo1,i; 0708 naT2,ij + 2b02,i5
n1 + 2ag ng + 2ag b0t 47005,
log (a0 ) + 00108 (5,0 + 108 (e s )
+ dolog n + 2ag +aolog n + 2ag bp; 1 (ao)

Y)Y S .1 9h
v Mg (M) ™20 (M)
2 n171 45 + 2bo1,i; 2 naT2j + 2bo2,ij
nll <n1+2a0) n21 (n2+2a0)
—log | ——— —= = ).
2 n 4+ 2ag 2 n 4+ 2aq
We first focus on the last two lines. Note that

_|_

T L (e R SR AL
NTij = M1Tl:j + N2T2ij = ( ill2 j 2~7)
1Z;1l5 112 1Y5]2
= T + neTaij + 70,5 Dijs
where D;; ~ x3 under Hy. It implies

", (nﬂ'ﬁ?bom)y;llo (lat 200y | ey, (nﬁ'ﬁ?bom)y;zlo (12200

nl?uj + 2[)017@' n + 2ag 2 7125'\271'3' + 2502@' n + 2ag
< g (2T T Dy gy g (2
2 145 + 2bo1,451 ni(n + 2ag)
n ng |:10g (nlnl?mj + n’lng?g,,-j + ’nflTo’ijDij + 2b0’,-jn1> n <n(n2 + QGO)):|
Toij + 2bo2.iing na(n + 2agp)
n n2 T0,ij 2bg n1 ~ na ~
< 5 [ 7'1 it T2t n” D;; + n”) - ;log(ﬁ,ij) - nlog(TQ,ij)]
ni (n1 + 2(10) n(ng + 2a0)
(L) 1 2
Tee ni(n + 2aop) Toe na(n + 2aop)
_ E [ m 1 TL,ij @ i Toz] D n 260 U) _ ﬂlog <ilz]):| (21)
2 n TQU n n 2,45 nTQU n T2,ij
ni n1 + 2a n ng + 2a
L m (M) + 200 (M) (22)
2 ni(n + 2agp) 2 na(n + 2ap)

It is easy to see that (22) is bounded by a constant because

o (n(m + 2a0)> RN (n(nz + 2a0)) "
9 8 ni(n + 2ap) 2 8 na(n + 2aop) 0
so we only need to focus on (21).
Let 7/:1’1']'/?2’1']' =1+ Rij and
2b
Rj; = Ry+ Dy + 2.
172,ij5 n17245
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Then, we can rewrite (21) as

n ni o ni -
s [log (1+ “RY;) — " log(1 + R,])}
n

= 3 [ - {%jo —log (1 + %jo)} + %{sz —log(1+ Rij)} + %(R;j - Rij)] (23)

Define a set A;; = ﬂlQZOA“j with some constant C' > 2, where Ag;;, A1;; and Ag;; are defined at
Lemmas B.3 and B.4. By Lemmas B.3 and B.4, it suffices to focus on the event M;_; N_; Aj; to

prove Theorem 3.1 because

XP:Z]P’O Aj) < 6(nVp)~“t? = o1)

i=1 j=1

for any constant C' > 2. On the event A;;, we have the following bounds:

T1,4j 14 2y/Ceg1 + 2Cepy

i (1l 1—2\/0602/ (1—=ny"))
< (1-nyh)™t (1+2m+2\/0602/(1—n§1)+0(601\/€02))
< (1+3n51)<1+2\/CT()1+2\/C€02(1+3H51)+O(€01\/602)>
< (1+3n3Y) (1 +24/Ceor + 2¢/Ceoz(1 + 2n51) + O(eor V 602))
< 1+44y/C(eo1 V e2) + Oleor V €2)

P o (1—nit 1—2\/0601/1—n1 ))

Tij 14 2y/Cenr + 2Ceqr
> (1-ny! (1—2\/0601/ (1—nyh) —2\/(1?02—20601)

> 1—4+/C(e1 Ven2) — O(eor1 V €02)

for all large nq1 A ny. Thus, on the event A;;,

—4+/C 601 V 602 O 6()1 Vv 602 4+/C 601 V 602 —|- O 601 V 602)

and

T 2b0 ..

/ _ ) )

Rz‘j - Rij = fDij + —
anQ,ij anQ,’L'j

1+2,/Clog(nVp)+2Clog(nVp)

<
ni(1—mny* 1—2\/06021—712) 1)
+ 250,11
T()Vijnl(l — 77,2_1)(1 — 2\/0602(1 — 77,2_1)_1)
< 2Cep1 + o(ep1 V €p2)
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for all sufficiently large n1 A na because 7945 > (log(n V p))~! by condition (A2). Thus |R;;| and
|R;j| can be regarded as small values close to 0 on A;;.

Note that # —log(1 + ) < 22/2 + |z>/(3(1 + z)) and = — log(1 + z) > 22?/2 — |z|3/3 for any
small || > 0. Then, on the event A;;, the upper bound of (23) can be derived as

nr g L ) g ] R~ Ry
2[ {Q(n ZJ) 3(n| U’)}+2n +3n1+R”+ l ”)}
/
= ) ) () ) -
2

B %R?j[ +3(21>2‘ ’J|+31|fzgz]]+g(R — 1)
: )

gl {1~ (2;)2}+;; -7

< 4niCo(eor V €nz) {1 - %} + 5 L2001 + o(na(eor V €02))
< %(601 V€02) (8Ca(1 — %) +2C5) + o(na(eor V €02))
= Heor Veoz) (6C2 + o(1))

2

for some constant Cy such that Co > C' > 2. Also note that on the event A;;, the rest part of
log B1o(Xi, Y, X;,Y;), except log(y/(1 4 7))/2, is bounded above by log(log(n V p)) due to the
assumption 7g;; > (log(n V p))~t. Since log(v/(1 +7))/2 < —alog(n V p)/2, we have

o 1
log Bio(X;, Vi, X;,V;) < —§<a —6Cy + 0(1)) log(n V )
on the event A;;. Thus,

1
Py <log Bmax 10Xn, Yo,) < ~3 (= 6C3 + o(1)) log(n \/p))

1
= 1-P <log Bmax 10Xy, Yo,) > —i(oz —6C3 4 o(1)) log(n Vv p))

D A 1
> 1- Z Py (logBlo(Xi,Yi,Xj,Yj)>—2(a—6C'2+0(1))log(n\/p)>
(4,5) 1177
> 1- Z Po (A7)

> 1-6(nVvp) 9t = 1-0(1).

It completes the proof under the true null Hy : 31 = X9 because we assume « > 6C5.

Consistency under Hj : X1 # Ya. Specifically, assume that Hy;; : a1,; # a24j or 7145 # 7245

is true for some pair (i, j). First, we focus on the case 1915 # 702,ij and ao1,4; = ao2,ij = aoj, and
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suppose condition (A3) holds. By Lemma B.2,

log (=) + 2.~ log2 - ag + log (704053
RANE BT o)

;

%1 <%+ao> —log<%+ao) +§10g(§+a0)

+ { {log <gn + b Z-j) —log (ﬁ + aoﬂ (24)
+

10gB10(Xi7}~/:iana}~/j) >

ni TLTZ] + 2bg.; 47 n1 + 2ap
Bhtag) [log (L) 1og (220 (25
( 2 ° n1T1,q5 + 2bo1,i5 S\ T 240 (25)
n9 nn] + 2by 47 ng + 2ag
+ (5 +a0) [log (22200 ) og (20 [ L (26
2 0 naTH 4j T 2bo2,ij & n + 2ag ( )
Since the sum of three terms (24), (25) and (26) is increasing in 7;; and

1 XT'X; Y'Y;
(1501272 1)

= — 1 X;ll2 7
125113

nT; = MTig+ neT +
112 15112

> MT145 + N2T2ij,

a lower bound for the sum of three terms (24), (25) and (26) is given by

1 =N =N n
—aop [log (i(nl,rl’ij + n27'2,l'j) + b07z'j> —log (5 + ao)} (27>
. Ny . 2bg ;i n . 2bo1 44 n = 2bg2 ;4
+ [log ( — R+ — T+ O’”) — —log (mj + &> — —Zlog (Tz,z‘j + M)P&
n n n ny n n2
+ 2aqg na + 2ap
o (P20 g 1 (12 220) 2
+ aglog (355 =) +aolog (5 - (29)

Term (29) is bounded below by a constant because we assume nj/n — 1/2 as ny A ng — oo.

We will first calculate a lower bound for (28), and then calculate a lower bound for (27). Since
we are considering the case 791 # To2,;j, without loss of generality, we assume that 7915 > 702,i;-
Note that (28) is bounded below by

= 10g (21 22 Thij 4 "2 —2@7”) M (Tl i, 2oty )= Zog (14 b2y )l
2L n 7—21] n nTQi]’ n ’7'2” ni17o Jij n noTY i
> (anlzg 7)_71 (TUJ)_TLI <1+2b01w)_n21 (1+ bozzg>]
210 n Toj n T2,ij n N1T1,ij n NoT2 ij
2(bo1.47 V bo2.ii) [
. g log (n1 T14j 7) o (7’1 w)  2(bou,i 02,13)( “1] + 7 ZJ)}
n TQU n T2 Jij n
_oong n1 2(bo1,i5 V bo2,ij) 1
= 3| log <1+ RZ]> —;log <1+sz) 7#< 1”+7-2”)} (30)

by the definition of R;;. Consider the sets {A1;;, Agi;}, which are defined at Lemma B.4, with some
constant 0 < C' < C7. Then by the similar arguments, on the event A_g;; = ﬁleAlij,
T1,4j

T01,ij
1+ Rijj = = (1 —4y/Ci(enr V €02) — Ol V €02))

T2,ij T02,ij
14+ Comv/€o1 + 0(601 \Y 602) =: 14+ Rmnin

v

Y
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for all sufficiently large n; A ng. The last inequality follows from condition (A3). It implies that
R;j > 0 on the event A_g;;. Note that log(1 + zni/n) — nilog(l + x)/n is increasing in « > 0.
Thus, (30) is bounded below by

E[log (1 + ERmin) - %10 (1 +Rmin> - M( T1,ij +7—2zy)}

n
> |:RI2I111’1 1 R?nm ni Rr2nm _ ﬁ R?nm _ 2(b017ij v b027ij) (/\—1 + ,/7_\—1 )]
= 20l o 3n 2n? 3n3 1+ ™ Ryin n Tij T T2,

n1 R? n 2 2 /n1\2 1
> % {1 - ngin - 5(;) Rmin] — (bo1,i5 V bOQ,ij)(Tl it 7 zy)
log(n Vv 2 N1\ 2
> C’gmu [1 _m 7(1 + (*1) )Rmin} + o(log(n \/p))
4 n 3 n
1 \%
> Cﬁmog(?;p) + o(log(n V p))

for all sufficiently large n1 A ny because we assume that 791,45 A 702,55 > (log(n V p))~! by condition
(A3). Note that, on the event A_g ;;, (27) is negligible compared with log(n V p) because we assume
that 70145 V 702,55 < (n V p) by condition (A3). Thus, the leading terms in the lower bound of
log BIO(Xi7 f/ia X]) }';_V]) is

CZ 1 1 1

%log(n\/p) flog (117) - 5log (% —i—ao) —log (% +a0) + §log (g +a0)

02
> (% —a—1+ 0(1)) log(n V p)

on the event A_q;;, which implies

PO (log Bmax 10(Xn17Yn2) > (Cv'gm/8 —a—1+ 0(1)) log(n \/p))
max P <10g Bio(X;, Y, X;,Y5) > (C’ﬁm/S —a—1+0(1))log(n \/p))

>

(4.)i#£]
>  max Py(A_g;
o (4g)Ad 0(A-047)

> 1-4(nVvp) Y = 1-0(1)

for some constant 0 < C' < Cj. It completes the proof because we assume that CZ_ > 8(a +1). If
To1,ij < T02,ij, the same arguments hold by condition (A3).

Now, we consider the case ag1,i; # @o2,ij, and suppose condition (A3*) holds. Define the sets

Azij = {Zn 1 Xill3 < ooriina (1 +24/Cepr + 20601)},

Agij = {Zn Vil < oo2.ina(1 + 24/ Cega + 20602)}7
A5ij = {Zn :n1(1—2 0601) < 00_11’”‘|XJ||% §n1(1+2\/ Cﬁo1+20601)},
AGij = {Zn . ’I’L2(1—2 0602) S U(;QI,JJH}}J”% S n2(1+2\/ 0602+20602)}
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for some constant 0 < C' < C1, and let Aj; = Nj_; Ay;5. Then, Po((Aj};)°) = o(1) by Lemma B.1, so

we can focus on the set A; On the set A’ (24) is bounded below by

K
—ao | log (1 Xil3 + V313 + 2bo,5) — log (n + 2a0 )|
—ag [log (UOI,iinl{l + 24/Cep1 + 20601} + 0‘027“‘712{1 + 24/ Cego + 20602} + 4b07ij) — log <n + 2a0>}
> —ay [log <0017“~n1(1 +4+/Cep1) + 0'027“‘712(1 +4+/Cep2) + 4b0,ij> — log (n + 2a0)}

> —agplog (0’01,ii(1 +44/Ceo1) + 002,ii(1 + 44/ Ceo2) + 4b0,ijn_1>a

which is smaller than —aglog(n V p) because o144 V 002,i; < (nV p) by condition (A3*).
Note that (25) is bounded below by

v

n n1T1,ij+2bo1,i5  MTij+2bo,ij
1 ni1+2ag n+2ag
— +4+ag)log(1— 2
( 2 + 0) g( n171,i5+2bo, i
n1+2ag
n nTij+2boij  M1T1,i5+2bo1,i
1 n+2a ni1+2a
(*-Hlo) S 0
2 nTij+2bo,ij
n+2ag

_ <@+a0) Tijg T 2 <501,ij(1+%7?)—bo,ij(’2+%q?) _?1@0(1—”;;))
2 %\ij + QbOTvZJ 5—‘1.], + QbOTM ni + 2ag o n1 + 2aq

where the inequality follows from log(1 — z) > —x/(1 — z) for any z < 1. A lower bound for (26)
can be derived similarly. Thus, the sum of (25) and (26) is bounded below by

InT; —niT1i — neToyj

2 aj + Qbo,ij
1 —~ ~ —~ —~ n1 no
+ 5 |a0( 2Ty — Tii — T25 ) — 2bo,ij + Tiia0(1 — + T2,ijao( 1 — *)}
~ 2bo,ij n n
Tij T Tn
1 1 ag ~ ~
Z 7%0_ |:< + )(nTZ] 7117'1’@'3' — 77,27'2’@']') — 2b0,ij:| (31)
. X 2 n
Tij + n

for all large ni A ng. Define

(ao1,ij — aozij)QIIXjH%\l?jH%

YT R+ e X3

It is easy to see that

. - _ 1 XTX; YTy;

Wy~ Ty - T = szug(” Vil = 1y R

4 701,51V 113 + 702,551 X113 BTN,
12113 1
given Zj because
1 (7 ||2XTX LI ||2YTY) Z ~ N((GOLZ'J'_a0273'j)||)~(j”2||f/j||27 701,z‘j|!3~’j||3jLTo2,ij||Xj||§)‘

1Z;13\" 71X T 1Z;]]2 1Z;13
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Then, on the set A,

\ - (ao1,ij — ao2,i5)”
o151 X115

(ao1 z'j — apa,ij)>

701,15 (001,571 (1 — 2¢/Ce01)) ™2 + 702,05 (002,j;n2(1 — 2¢/Cenz)) 2
9
> ?501 log(n V p) (32)

>

by condition (A3*). By Lemma B.1, with probability at least 1 — (n V p)~¢ for the constant
0 < C' < Cq used to define the set Aw’

7015 15113 + 702,651 X 113

NTij — N1T1ij — N2T245

{1 +1-2y/(1 +2/\)Clog(n\/p)}

B 175113
7’01,z'j||5~/j\|§ +7'02,ij”Xj||%{1 n é}
B 125113 g
- (ao1,ij — a02,ij)? ‘|Xj|’~%HY~}Hg
- 5 1Z;113
(@015 — a02,i)2 [ o -1t
> B {Z(O’Ok,jjnk(l—Qm)) }

k=1

where the second inequality holds by (32). Furthermore, on the set A;],

T < oo1ii(1+4y/Cer) + 002,:i(1 + 4y/Cega).
Then, (31) is bounded below by
1
001,4i(1 + 4v/Ceor) + 002, (1 + 4/Cep2) + bo =04l

1 ap (ao1,ij — a02,ij)? 2 - _ ~1 -
x {(2+ ) - {3 (ongsm(1 = 2v/Creo)) '} = 20055}

n

Z Cbm,a log(n \4 p)

by condition (A3*). Thus, the leading terms in the lower bound of log B1o(X;, Y;, X;,Y;) is
1

Y ni no n
-t (1) o (5 +0) b (3 ) o )
(Chm,a — ao) log(n V p) + = log T 5 108 2+a0 og 2+ao)+2og 5 a0
> (Cbm,a —ag — & — 1) 10g(’l’b \% p)
on the set Aj;, which implies

Py (log BmaX 100X, Yny) 2 (Come — a0 — a — 1) log(n V p))
max P (log BlO(X,, Yl,f(j, f/]) > (C’bm’a —ayg— o — 1) log(n \/p))

>
(4,5)xi77
> max Py(4]
() o(4)
> 1-14(nvp)™¢ = 1-0(1)
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for some constant 0 < C' < Cy. It completes the proof because we assume that Cyy, o > ag + o+ 1.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof Let

(01,45 — 01,i5)*
Uuc = Y. : ) > >(C'1
© = {025 G DT > Clogp),

where 01 ;; = 0140155 + Uiij and 0y ;5 = 02,402 j; + agyij, then ﬁl(C’*,co) C U(C) for some C,, ¢
and C' > 0. By Theorem 3, the proof of Theorem 4 in ( ) and arguments in
( ) (p. 595), we have

inf sup B, 500000 < @+ o(1
(201,202) EU(C) §y €Ty 01,202 Pag (1)

for some constant C' > 0, where 7,, is the set of ap-level tests over the multivariate normal
distributions with o > 0, that is, Egpa, < ap. In the proof of Theorem 4 in ( ), the
infimum of (Xg1, Xg2) is essentially taken over a subset of I;H(C*, ¢p) for some small C, > 0 and
any cg > 0. Hence, because p > n¢ for some constant ¢ > 0, we have
inf~ sup E201,202¢a0 < oo 0(1)
(X01,%02)€H1(Cx,c0) PagE€Tag

for some small C, > 0. Note that H; (Cy,c0) C Hi(Cbm, Com,a) for some small constants Ch, and
Chm,q > 0. Furthermore, we have 7 C 7T, for any o > 0. Therefore, for any a9 > 0,

ot sup Exg; 50,00 < ao+o(1).
(201,202) €H1(Cbm,Cbm,a) pT 01,=02 (1)
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C Auxiliary results
Lemma C.1 Consider two different p X p covariances ¥o1 = (0o1,i;) and o2 = (002,i;) such that

2
max max o <1-—cg
{Sh22 1< <p ORd =

log(n V -1 min min ogrs; < mMax max ook nvV
{ g( p)} < 1<k<21<i<p Ok,it > 1<k<2 1<4<p 0k,is < ( p)

for some small constant co > 0. If

2
A (001,55 — 001,i5) > C, log(n V p)

1<i<j<p 001,i4001,j; T 002,ii002,5j

for some large constant Cy > 0, then condition (A3) (or (A3*)) holds with o > 1 and ny < na.

Proof Throughout the proof, suppose a > 1 and ny < no. Note that if Zg;—”ngj—” — oo for some
»J3 537

. oy . . . . 2

j as n — oo, condition (A3) is met for some pair of indices because max<j<2 Max1<i£j<p Pog.ij <

1 — ¢g for some constant ¢y > 0. Since it trivially completes the proof, suppose % Z?j—“ o
IV EVN)

for all j and some constant C > 0. Let

i (001,45 — 001,i7)° _ (001.i0jo = T01i0jo)” -, log(n V p)

1<i<j<p 001,i4001,j; T 002,002,557  O01,i0ioT01,j0j0 T T02,i0i0 02,5050

(33)

for some (ig, jo)-

First, suppose that ig = jo. Without loss of generality, assume that o1 5yi, > 002,i9i,- If condition
(A3*) is satisfied for some (ig,j) or (j,ip), the proof is completed. Thus, now we assume that
condition (A3*) does not hold for (ig,7) and (j,1io) for all j # ig. Since oo1,ipi, < (n V p) always
holds, at least one of inequalities (16) and (17) for (ip,j) and (j,70) does not hold. Note that

T0lioj _ O01,ipio L — Q01,ip5@01,5i0
T02,i0j 002,500 1 — @02,i05002,jio
_ O0Ligip 1 — (@02,i05 + A1) (a02,jiy + A2)
002,i0ig 1 — ap2,iq;a02,jig

_001,igio {1 _ Avaoz,gip + A2a02,i05 + A1A2}

002,i0io 1 — ao2,iy;002,jig

Since we assume that at least one of inequalities (16) and (17) for (ip,j) and (j, 7o) does not hold,

1 1
001 .ini 002.i0i0 \ log(n V 2 1 1 log(n V 2
{( OLiio omm) g( p)} y {( N ) (Gotanio + Tozinis) g( p)} ,

A1l S
001,55 002,55 n 001,535 002,55 n
1 1
o015 002,5; \log(nVp)]? 1 1 log(n V p) ) 2
1Ag| < {( 2y 0% v + 01 4j + T02;) — e’
~ JJ 02,57 :
O01,igio  002,igi0 n O01,igio  002,i0i0 ( ) n
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Because we assume that 20bi2 v 29240 < (I for all j, we have |A1As| < log(n V p)/n. Furthermore,

002,55 001,j

|A1ao2,ji|
P
S ’ 027]10|’A1|
002,igio
< ()i
002,igi0
1
002.jj \ 3 Tolioj | T02,0\10g(N V p)12 1 1
S (i) {1 ey =) v (o sy omen + o
0024070 001,535 002,535 n 001,55 002,55
1 1
< [( 002,55 001,igio +1) 10g(n\/p)]§v |:(UO2,jj +1) <001,ioio +1) IOg(n\/P)F
002,i0io O01,jj n 001,jj 002,i0i0 n
< 10g(n\/p).
~ n

Similarly, we have |Asag24,;| S v/log(n V p)/n. Then,

‘Ammm‘o + Aoag iy + A1A2‘ < [log(n V p) F1AA] < [log(n \/p)‘
1 — a02,iyj002,jio n n

Since (33) implies

Tolivio g 1/, TOLiio llog(T;\/P) > 14+./C, log(nvp)7

UOQviOiO UDQ,ioio n

it implies that condition (A3) holds for (ig, j) for some large Cy > 0.
Now, suppose that ig # jo. If 001,i0iy = 002,i9is, We have
1

2 _ 2
(a01,joio — @02,4oie)” = = (001,i0j0 — T02/i0jo)
01,070

00Ligig T01jojo + T0Lioin T02ojo - log(n V p)
*

v

001,i0i0
01500+ T02,50jo0 log(n V p)
* .

001,igig n

)log(n V p)

n

Then, condition (A3*) holds for (jo,i9) and some large C, > 0. Similarly, if oo1 o, = 002,j0j0:

then condition (A3*) holds for (g, jo) and some large C, > 0. Thus, we only need to consider the

case 001,iip 7 002,inio A0d 001 jojo 7 002,j0jo- Without loss of generality, suppose 0o1,iis > 002,igi0-

Note that if 001,i4ig/002,i0is > 1 + Cy/log(n V p)/n for some large constant C' > 0, condition (A3)
is met as shown in the previous paragraph. If 1 < o01piy/002i0iy < 1+ Cy/log(nV p)/n and
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0'0171‘01'0/0'0271'01‘0 =1+ Az with Ag > 0, we have

O0L,iojo Uoz,z‘ojo>2

001,340 002,igig

_ (00171'0]'0 _ 002,injo 001,ioio>2
UOl,ioio UOl,ioio UOQ,ioio

(a01,joio — A02,j0i0)” = (

1 2
= — O01i0jo — 002,i0jo — 002,i0jo 23
08, . .
01,2010
1
= 5 \lo0Li0io — T02i0j0] — 002,050 A3
01,2010
1 2
> 5 (|001,iojo — 002,i0jo| — I\/002,ioi0002,jojoﬁ3l)
001,04
,20%0
> ¢ (O0Ljojo | T02i0in02,jujo y 108(1 V p)
~ * —— 2 )
001,igio 901,300 n

S~ (T0vio | v T02ino ) log(n V p)
- *
001,igio 002,igio n

for some large constant C, > 0 and constant C’ > 0. Thus, condition (A3*) holds for (jo,io) and

some large constant C, > 0, and it completes the proof.
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