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Consider the problem of sin ultaneously testing null hypotheses

Jem is to restrict attention to procedures that control the fam ilyw ise
error rate W ER), the probability of even one false refction. In
m any applications, particularly if s is large, one m ight be w illing to
tolerate m ore than one false reection provided the num ber of such
cases is controlled, thereby increasing the ability of the procedure
to detect false null hypotheses. This suggests replacing control of
the FW ER by controlling the probability of k or m ore false rejpc—
tions, which we call the kFW ER . W e derive both sinhgle-step and
stepdow n procedures that controlthe k-FW ER , w thout m aking any
assum ptions conceming the dependence structure of the pvalues of
the individual tests. In particular, we derive a stepdown procedure
that is quite sin ple to apply, and prove that it cannot be in proved
w ithout violation of control of the k-FW ER . W e also consider the
false discovery proportion (DP) de ned by the number of false re—
“ections divided by the total num ber of repctions (de ned to be 0 if
there are no refctions). The false discovery rate proposed by Ben-—
am iniand H ochberg [J.Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser.B 57 (1995) 289{300]
controls E (FDP ). Here, we construct m ethods such that, for any
and ,PfFDP > g . Two stepdown m ethods are proposed. T he

rst holds under m ild conditions on the dependence structure of p-
values, while the second is m ore conservative but holds w ithout any
dependence assum ptions.

1. Introduction. In this paper, we w ill consider the general problem of

W e shall assum e that tests for the individual hypotheses are available and
the problem is how to combine them into a simulaneous test procedure.
T he easiest approach is to disregard the m ultiplicity and sin ply test each
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hypothesis at level .However, with such a procedure the probability of
one or m ore false refctions increases with s. W hen the number of true
hypotheses is large, we shallbe nearly certain to refct som e of them .

A classical approach to dealing w ith this problem is to restrict attention
to procedures that control the probability of one or m ore false refctions.
T his probability is called the fam ilyw ise error rate FW ER ). H ere the term

sidered for pint testing. W hich tests are to be treated pintly as a fam ily
depends on the situation.

O nce the fam ily hasbeen de ned, controlofthe FW ER (at pint level )
requires that

1) FW ER

for all possble constellations of true and false hypotheses. A quite broad
treatm ent of m ethods that control the FW ER ispresented n (A].

Safeguards against false refpctions are of course not the only concem of
m ultiple testing procedures. C orresponding to the pow er of a single test, one
m ust also consider the ability of a procedure to detect departures from the
hypothesis when they do occur. W hen the num ber of tests is in the tens or
hundreds of thousands, controlofthe FW ER at conventional levels becom es
0 stringent that Individualdepartures from the hypothesishave little chance
of being detected. For this reason, we shall consider an altemative to the
FW ER that controls false refpctions less severely and consequently provides
better power.

Speci cally, we shall consider the k-FW ER , the probability of refpcting
at least k true nullhypotheses. Such an error rate w ith k > 1 is appropriate
when one is willing to tolerate one or m ore false refctions, provided the
num ber of false rejpctions is controlled.

M ore formm ally, suppose data X is avaibble from some model P 2
A general hypothesis H can be viewed as a subset ! of . For testing

P isthe true probability distribbution; that is, 12 I P ) ifand only ifP 2 !;.
Then, the k-FW ER, which dependson P, isde ned to be

) k-FW ER = P frefct at least k hypothesesH ; with i2 I ® )g:
Controlofthe k-FW ER requires that k-FW ER for allP , that is,

(3) P fregct at least k hypothesesH ; with i2 I @ )g forallP:

Evidently, the case k= 1 reduces to control of the usualFW ER .

W e will also consider control of the false discovery proportion FDP),
de ned as the total num ber of false refpctions divided by the total num ber
of reections (and equalto 0 ifthere are no refections) .G wen a user speci ed
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valuie 2 (0;1), them easure of error controlwe w ish to controlisP fFDP >
g and we derive m ethods w here this is bounded by

R ecently, there hasbeen a urry ofactivity In nding m ethods that con—
trol error rates that are less stringent than the FW ER, which is no doubt
Ingpired by the FD R controlling m ethod of Ben am iniand H ochberg [1]and
applications such as genom ic studies w here s is so Jarge that control of the
FW ER is too stringent. For exam ple, G enovese and W asserm an 3] study
asym ptotic procedures that controlthe FDP (and the FDR) In the fram e~
work of a random e ects m ixture m odel. T hese ideas are extended In [9],
where In the context of random elds the num ber of null hypotheses is un—
countable. K om, Troendl, M cShane and Sinon [B] provide m ethods that
controlboth the k-FW ER and FD P ; they provide som e Justi cation for their
m ethods, but they are lin ited to a m ulivariate pem utation m odel. A ter-
native m ethods of control of the k-F'W ER and FDP are given in van der
Laan, Dudoi and Pollard [13]; they Include both nite sam pl and asym p—
totic results. Surprisingly, the m ethods presented here are distinct from the
above techniques. O ur m ethods are not asym ptotic and hold under either
m id or no assum ptions, as long as pvalies are availabl for testing each
Individualhypothesis.

B efore describing m ethods that provide controlofthe k-FW ER and FDP,
we st recall the notion of a pvalue, since multiple testing m ethods are
often described by the pvalues of the ndividualtests. C onsider a single null
hypothesis H :P 2 ! . Assum e a fam ily of tests of H , Indexed by , wih
level refction regions S satisfying

@) PfX 2S g forall0< < 1;P 2 !;
and
) S S o whenever < ©:

T hen the pvalue is de ned by
(6) P=PpX )= inff :X 2S g:
T he in portant property of a pvalue that w illlbe used later is the follow Ing.

Lemma 1.1. Assume P is de ned as above.
(@ Ifp 2 !, then

(7) PfY ug u:
(i) Furthem ore,

) PfY ug PIfX 2 S,9:

Therefore, ifthe S are such that equality holds in (4), then P is uniform ¥
distributed on (0;1) when P 2 ! .
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Proof. AssumeP 2 ! .Toprove (i), notethat theevent f ug implies
fX 2 Syt ng Prany anall"> 0. Therefore,

Pfyp ug P£fX 2Syyvg u+ "

by assum ption 4).Now kt"! 0.Toprove (ii), the event £X 2 S,g in plies
f ug,and so (8) follows.

Two classic procedures that control the FW ER are the Bonferroni pro—
cedure and the Holn procedure. T he Bonferroniprocedure refpcts H ; if its
corresponding pvalie satis es Pi =s.A ssum Ing P; satis es

©9) Pfpy; ug u foranyu2 (0;1) and any P 2 !j;

the Bonferroni procedure provides strong control of the FW ER . Unfortu-
nately, the ability of the Bonferroni procedure to detect cases in which H ;
is false will typically be very low since H; is tested at kevel =s which|
particularly if s is ]arge| is orders an aller than the conventional Jlevels.

Forthis reason procedures are prized forwhich the levels ofthe ndividual
tests are ncreased over =s w ithout an increase n the FW ER . It tums out
that such a proceduredue to Holm [b] is available underthe presentm inin al
assum ptions.

The Holn procedure can conveniently be stated in tem s of the pvalues

Pa) Pand the associated hypotheses by H (1,;:::;H (). Then the
Holm procedure is de ned stepw ise as ollow s:

Step 0. Let k= 0.

Step 1. IfPk+1)> =( Kk),gotostep 2.0therwiseset k= k+ 1 and
repeat step 1.

Step 2. ReRpctH (5 forj k and acoept H (5, for j> k.

TheBonferronim ethod is an exam ple ofa singke-step procedure, m eaning
any null hypothesis is refcted if its corresponding p-valie is lss than or
equalto a common cuto value Which in the Bonferronicase is =s).The
Holn procedure is a special case of a class of stepdown procedures, w hich
we now brie y describe. Let

10) 1 2 s
be constants. IfP;, > 1, refect no null hypotheses. O therw ise, if
1n P 17::5Pw) ri

That is, a stegpdown procedure starts w ith the m ost signi cant p-value and
continues repcting hypotheses as long as their corresponding p-values are
anall. The Holm procedureuses ;= =(s i+ 1).
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2. Control of the k-FW ER . The usual Bonferroni procedure com pares
each pvaluep; wih =s.ControlofthekFW ER allow soneto increase =s
to k =s, and thereby greatly increase the ability to detect false hypotheses.
That such a sin plem odi cation results in controlofthe k-FW ER isseen In
the follow ing result.

Theorem 2.1. FortestingH;:P 2 !, i= 1;:::;s, suppose P; satis es
(9) . Consider the procedure that reects any H ; or which p; k =s.

(1) T his procedure controls the k-FW ER, so that (3) holds. E quivalently,
if each of the hypotheses is tested at kvel k =s, then the k-FW ER is con—
trollkd.

(i) For this procedure, the inequality (3) is sharp in the sense that there

@3).

Proof. () Fix any P and suppose H; with i2 I= I{@ ) are true and
the rem ainder false, with jjdenoting the cardinality of I. Let N be the
num ber of false reections. Then, by M arkov’s inequality,

P
EN) El pre)Ifpi k =sqg] X Pfp; k =sg

k k , k
21@))

P fN kg

X k =s

i21@)
To prove (il), consider the follow ing construction. P ick k indices at ran—
Pi= Uy, where U; is uniform on (0;k=s), that is, U; U (0;k=s). G iven

i2J, ktp;= Uy, where U, is independent of U, and U, U (=s;1).Then,
unconditionally,

k k k k
i -U 0;—- + 1 — U —;1 U ©;1):
s s s s
Indeed, ifu k=s,
) k u
Pfpy; ug=Pfi2Jg Pfy ug= - —=u
s k=s

and ifu k=s,

. . k k u k=s
Pfpy; ug=Pfi2 Jg 1+PfizJg PH ug= -+ 1 — ——m=
S s 1 k=s

Now exactly k of the p; are less than or equal to k=s by construction. T he
prob-ability that these are all less than orequalto k=s is
k k=s

P U]_ - =
s k=s
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A sisthe case forthe Bonferronim ethod, the above single-stage procedure
can be strengthened by a Holm type of im provem ent. C onsider the stepdow n
procedure described in (11), where now we speci cally consider

8k
%_; i kl
L= S
(12) =5 %k |
: ————; 1> k.
s+ k 1

O f course, the ; depend on s and k, but we suppress this dependence In
the notation.

Theorem 2.2. For testing Hi:P 2 !j, i= 1;:::;s, suppose P; satis—
es (9). The stepdown procedure described in (11) with 5 given by (12)
controls the k-FW ER, that is, (3) hoHs.

Proof. FixanyP and kt I @ ) bethe indices ofthe true nullhypothe-
ses. Assume JL(P)j k or there is nothing to prove. O rder the p-values
corresponding to the I P )Jjtrue null hypotheses; call them

dw) 75t
Let j be the sn allest (random ) index satisfying P, = ), O
3) k jJ s T@)H+ k

because the lJargest possible index j occursw hen allthe sm allest pvalies cor-
respond to the s I P )jfalse nullhypotheses and the next T P )jp-values
correspond to the true nullhypotheses. So B4 = ) . T hen our generalized
Holn procedure comm its at least k false repctions if and only if
Pa) 17 Pe) 27 11 ) i
which certainly in plies that
de) =P 37 stk 3
But by (13),
k ko

stk J J@)T

So the probability of at least k false repctions is bounded above by
k

I@)3

By Theorem 2.1 (i) the chance that the kth largest am ong I P ) p-values is
less than orequalto k =7 P )jis kess than or equalto

P Qg
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Remark 2.1. Evidently, one can always regct the hypotheses corre-
soonding to the anallest k 1 pwvalies without violating control of the
k-FW ER .However, it seem s counterintuitive to consider a stepdow n proce—
dure w hose corresponding ; are not m onotone nondecreasing. In addition,
autom atic repction of k1 hypotheses, regardless of the data, appears at
the very least a little too optim istic. To ensure m onotonicity, our stepdow n
procedure uses ;= k =s.Even if we were to adopt the m ore optim istic
strategy of alw ays refecting the hypotheses corresponding to the rstk 1
hypotheses, we could still only refect k or m ore hypotheses ifp, k =s,
which is also true for the speci c procedure of Theorem 2 2.

Remark 2.2. If the pvalues have discrete distrbutions, it is possble
that there m ay be ties am ong them . H owever, the proof rem ains valid re-
gardless of how tied p-values are ordered because m onotonicity of the ;
ensures that all hypotheses w ith a comm on tied p-value w illbe rejpcted if
any of them are refcted.

T he question naturally arises whether it is possible to in prove the pro—
cedure further by increasing the critical values 1; 5;:::w ihout violating
controlofthe kFW ER (3).By the previous ram ark we can always Increase

jtol for i< k.A m ore interesting question is whetherwe can increase ;
fori k.W ewillshow that this isnot possbl by exhibiting foreach i k
a pint distrbution of the pvalues for which

(14) P fPg, 1iPe) 270506 1) 1 170 ig=
M oreover, changing ;to ;> ; resulsin the right-hand side being greater
than .Thus,wih i k, one cannot increase ; without violating the k-

FW ER .Then, having picked 1;:::; x;:::; i 1, the Jargest possble choice
for ; isas stated In the algorithm .

Theorem 2.3. (i) Letthe jbegiven In (12).Forany i k there exists
a Ppint distribution for ¥;;:::;0s such that s+ k i ofthe p; are uniform ¥

stepdown procedure (11) with ; given in (12), one cannot increase even one
of the constants ; (for i k) without viokating the k-FW ER .

B efore proving the theoram , we m ake use of the follow ing lemm a.

Lemma 2.1. Fixk,u and constants 0< 2 k U.Assume

15)
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Then there exists a pint distribution for (&;:::;4) satisfying the §; are

m arginally uniform on (O;u) such that the ordered valies ¢, x4
satisfy
16) Pfgq)  17::5i9k) k9= x=u:

Proof. Theproofisby induction on k.The resul clearly holds fork =
1.W ith probability y=u we will construct (i ;:::;8) equalto (@E;:::7¢k),

«) cpatisfy
a7 P fa, 172059k kg= 1l:

But, with probabiliy 1 x=u, construct the g; to be conditionally dis-
tribbuted asU ( k;u).T hen unconditionally the §; satisfy (16) and arem arginally
distrbbuted as U (Q;u). So it su ces to construct the g5 satisfying g
U (0; ) and (7).

Let o= 0and fori= 1;:::5;k et E;= £( ;i 1; igand pis= i i1

ordered values Y « Y satisfy
(18) P fY q, 17005 1 r 19=1

and Y; isuniform on (0; x 1]. This ispossbl by the inductive hypothesis,
since we can assum e the result hods fork 1 as long as 1;:::;  and u
satisfy the stated conditions; In particular,weapply theresultwithu= 1.
Next, ket Y be uniform on E; wih probability p ori= 1;:::5;k 1 and
ket it beuniform on Ey with probability 1 x 1, wWhere satis es

1 k(x k 1)

19) = 1
k 1 k

that ¢ falls in E 5 w ith probability py and so g; isU (0; ). Indeed, if j< k,
the probability that ¢ falls in E 4, conditional on ¢ not being equalto Yy,
ispi= ¢ 1 and is p; In the latter case, which unconditionally is

k 1 p N 1 .
" 1k Bi= Pis
and sim ilarly for the probability that ¢; falls In Ex . The only detail that
ram ains is to note that this construction wih de ned In (19) is possible
only if pand 1 x 1 areallvaluesn (0;1).But

k(x Kk 1)
1 Kk 1= ———————
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which iscertainly 0 since i x 1-tisalso 1 by theassumption (15).
A Iso,
Pi k(x k 1)

pi= 1
k1 k

But the rst factorpi= x 1 isin (0;1) as is the Jatter by the above, and so
the product is n (0;1).

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Thecase i= k llow s from the construction
In the proofofTheorem 21.Letthe rsti k ofthe Py be identically equal
to 0. A ctually, rather than point m ass at 0, any distrdbution supported on

random 7 choose k Indices from i k+ 1;:::;s.The k that are chosen will
bem arginally U (0;k=s’) and have a pint distribution which w illbe speci ed
below ; the ram aining s 1 can be taken to be distrbuted as U (k=so;l) .

values 4 «)Catisty

(20) P £4q, i k+1/40) 1 ok+ 271054k ig=

structing a jpint distrbbution for (& ;:::;4) satisfying (20) sub fct to the
constraint that ¢; ism arginally distributed as U 0;k=s%. To do this, apply
Lemma 21 wih u= k=s’and 3= i k+3-W eneed to verify the conditions
of the lemm a, which reduces to show Ing

JC 1 k+ 3 i k+3 1)

@1) 1

ik+3
fori k (@nd sand k xed).But, ifi k+ j 1 k, then the kft-hand
side of (21) is O; otherw ise it is easily seen to sin plify to
@2) S L ke
st+2k i j s+k j

where the st nequality holdsbecause 1 k and the second because j k.
But k=s 1 and so the conditions ofthe Jemm a are satis ed. T herefore, we
can conclude that the left-hand side of (20) is given by

i

k —_— .
- - ’
u k=s0

and () is proved.

To prove (i), the construction used In (i) can beused even if ; isreplaced
by i> ji,aslongassuch a swich stillallow s one to appealto the lemm a.
However, the sam e argum ent works as long as ; does not get bigger than
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s=k ;, so that the argum ent leading to (22) being less than or equal to
1 still applies. For such an j, the argum ent for (i) then show s that, if the
left-hand side of (14) has ; replaced by ¢ ; Prsome 1< c< s=k, then the
right-hand side of (14) willbe ¢ > , which would violate control of the
k-FW ER.

3. Control of the false discovery proportion. The number k of false re-
“ections that one is w illing to tolerate w ill offen increase w ith the num ber
of hypotheses refected . So it m ight be of Interest to control not the num ber
of alse repctions (som etin es called false discoverdes) but the proportion of
false discoverdes. Speci cally, lt the false discovery proportion EDP) be
de ned by

8
3 Number of false rejections
3 .

if the denom inator
Total num ber of refctions’

(23) FDP = is greater than 0,

T 0; if there are no refpctions.

Thus FDP is the proportion of repcted hypotheses that are refpcted er—
roneously. W hen none of the hypotheses is refected, both num erator and
denom inator of that proportion are 0; since In particular there are no false
refections, the FDP is then de ned to be 0.

Benpam iniand H ochberg [1] proposed to replace controlofthe FW ER by
control of the false discovery rate EDR), de ned as

©4) FDR =E FDP):

The FDR has gained w ide acceptance in both theory and practice, largely
because Benam ini and H ochberg proposed a sin ple stepup procedure to
control the FDR . Unlike control of the k-FW ER, however, their procedure
isnot valid w ithout assum ptionson the dependence structure ofthe p-values.
T heir original paper assum ed the very strong assum ption of lndependence
of pvalues, but this has been weakened to include certain types of depen—
dence; see R]. In any case, control of the FDR does not prohibit the FDP

from varying, even if its average value is bounded. Instead, we consider an
altemative m easure of controlthat guarantees the FD P isbounded, at least
w ith prescribed probability. That is, ragiven and 1n (0;1), we require

@5) P fFDP > g

To develop a stepdown procedure satisfying (25), ket F denote the num ber
of false repctions. At step i, having reected i 1 hypotheses, we want to
guarantee F =i ,that is, F b ic, where bxc is the greatest integer less
than orequalto x.So, ifk=Db ic+ 1,then ¥ k should have probabiliy
no greater than ;that is, we m ust controlthe num ber of false rejpctions to
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be kss than orequalto k. T herefore, we use the stepdown constant ; with
this choice ofk Wwhich now dependson i); that is,

© ict+ 1)
s+b ic+1 1

(26) i=

W e give two resuls that show the stepdown procedure w ith this choice
of ; satis es (25).Unfortunately, 1kke FDR control, som e assum ptions on
the dependence of pvalues are required, at least by our m ethod of proof.
Later, we w illm odify the m ethod so we can dispense w ith the dependence

@27) Pf& ufy;iiity $9 u;

that is, conditional on the ocbserved p-values of the false null hypotheses,
a pvalue corresponding to a true null hypothesis is (conditionally) dom i-
nated by the uniform distrlbution, as it is unconditionally in the sense of
(7). No assum ption is m ade regarding the unconditional (or conditional)
dependence structure of the true p-values, nor is there m ade any explicit
assum ption regarding the pint structure of the p-values corresponding to
false hypotheses, other than the basic assum ption 27). So, for exam ple, if
the pvalues corresponding to true null hypotheses are independent of the
false ones, but have arbitrary pint dependence w ithin the group of true null
hypotheses, the above assum ption holds.

Theorem 3.1. Assume condition (7). Then the stepdown procedure
with ; given by (26) controls the FDP in the sense of (25).

Proof. Assume the number of true null hypotheses is TP )j> 0 (or
there is nothing to prove) and the num ber of false null hypotheses is £ =
s T @)J The argum ent is conditional on the f#ig. Let

tay fPp aya

denote the ordered values of the #; and sim ilarly for the &.Let o= 0 and
de neR ; tobethenumberoff; in the interval ( ; 1; il]. A ctually, assum e

In possble to have FDP > , that is,

PfFDP > fy;:::;2:g= 0:
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( - )

(28) J=mih m m Ri>m
=1

To Interpret this, given the pvalues of the false hypotheses, j is the an allest
critical Index (depending only on the £;) where it ispossble to have FDP >

, exoept w henever there are severalpvaluesw ithin an interval ( ; 1; i) we
consider the index of the largest one. T he point of the oons%cdon is that
if the stepdow n procedure stops at an Index m < j, then m ;Ri=m
and so FDP . On the other hand, if the event FDP > occurs, then
there m ust be a refection of a true null hypothesis at step j.

For exam ple, if s= 100, £= 5 and = 0i, then ifall ve of the #; are
less than 1, then we de ne j= 6 even though the an allest true pvalue
could be the an allest am ong the 100. So the FDP could be greater than 0:1
after the st step ofthe algorithm if§,) < £4,, but even ifthis is the case,
we then know we will refect at least six total hypotheses. So the In portant
point here is that, given such a con guration of f£;g, In order for FD P to be
greater than 0:, it must be the case that we refect a true null hypothesis
at step 6. P .

Note that, with j so de ned, R y= 0.Forif J ;R;=j k wih k=3>
and R 5> 0, then

=1

and k=(j 1)P> , 0 that m = j 1 satis es the criterion. Furthem ore,

xgea]so have R;=3J k (sonot< j k), where k=7> , because if

j
=1
1,Ri<j k J 1 ksaythenk=(3 1)> ifk=j> andso jcan
again be reduced to j 1.
In addition, at the index j it m ust be the case that
%3
k=k@) =7 Ri=1+Db jc:
=1
Butk> Jjimpliesk b jc+ 1.Butifk>b jc+ 1,thenk 1 b jc+ 1
and so

k 1 Db jc+ 1>

i1 31 ’

the Jast equality trivially follow ing from 1+ b Ic 3> G 1).
WPe'can now com plete the argum ent. At the ndex j we must have k=

3 ilei= 1+ b jcofthe ¢ being j.But from Theorem 2.1 (applied
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conditional on the £y),
P fat least k (j) of the & s¥iinteg
3 5
k (3)
ik je+ 1) 3

k(G +b jc+1 J) s+b je+l 3

P .
But fj s ] Rij=s J+ k, so the above probability is kss than or

s Jjtk
s+b jc+ 1 7

T herefore,
PfFDP > fy;:::0¢g ;

which of course inpliesP fFDP > g

Next, we prove the sam e stegpdown procedure controls the FDP 1n the
sense of (25) under an alemative assum ption. Here, the assum ption only
Involves the dependence of the p+values corresponding to true nullhypothe—
ses.

Theorem 3.2. Consider testing s nullhypotheses, with JTjofthem true.
Let 4, (1 $1 denote their corresponding ordered p~values. Set M =
minp sc+ 1;17.

(1) For the stepdown procedure with ; given by (26),
( )
i
=1 13

(i) Therefore, if the jpint distrbution of the p-values of the true null
hypotheses satis es Sin es inequality, that is,

-

2
P Qg I [ Qe I [ £ g ;

then P fFDP > g

Proof. Let jbe the snallest (random ) iIndex where the FDP exceeds
for the st tim e at step j; that is, the num ber of false refpctions corre—
soonding to the rst j 1 repctionsdivided by jexceeds forthe rsttine
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at j.Ifjissuch that j< 1,then FDP > atstep j mpliesp,
this in plies

j5.But

R T T =
because the number of true null hypotheses jlJ necessarily satis es [
s (3 1) forsuch a j.

Sim ilarly, if j is such that 1 j< 2, then we must have Py ; and
By ; for som e i< j, where i, j correspond to true null hypotheses. But
forsucha j, =2 =(6+2 Jj),andsowemusthaved, 2 =@ J+ 2).
But, by de nition of j,wemust have T s (J 2)and s0qg, 2 =13

Contnuing In thisway, ifm 1 j<m ,theevent FDP > at step j
mmpliesgy, m =33 The largest value of j isof course s and so the largest
possblem isb sc+ 1.AIso, we cannot havem > jj.So,wih M as in the
statem ent of the theorem ,

A m
PfFDP > g P Q) —m 1 j<m
m=1 jj
( )
I 4 i .
P @ . m j<m
m=1 i=1 jj
( )
p o qo =
Y13

Part (i) follow s trivially.

In fact, there are m any jpint distrdbutions of positively dependent vari-
ables or which Sin es Inequality is known to hold. In particular, Sarkar and
Chang [11] and Sarkar [L0] have shown that the Sin es nequality holds for
the fam ily ofdistributionsw hich is characterized by the m ultivariate positive
of order 2 condition, aswell as som e other In portant distrbutions.

Theoram 32 points toward a m ethod that controls the FDP w ithout any
dependence assum ptions. O ne sin ply needs to bound the right-hand side of
(29).In fact, Homm el [6] has shown that

s P S
P Q) I s

i=1 i=1

P .

Thissuggestswe replace by ( jji]l (1=i)) '.Butofcourse fjisunknown.

So one possibility is to bound Jjby s, which then results In replacing by
=C 5, where

(30) Cy=  (1=i):
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Asiswellknown,Cg log(s+ 05)+ g,wih g 05772156649 known as
Euler’'s constant. C kearly, changing in thisway ismuch too conservative
and results n amuch lesspowerfilm ethod.H owever, notice In (29) thatwe
really only need to bound the union over M b s+ 1c events. T herefore,
we need to slightly generalize the inequality by Homm el [6], which is done
In the ©llow Ing lemm a.

Lemma 3.1. Supposepi;:::;P: arepvaluesin the sensethatP ff; ug u

for alli and u in (0;1). Let their ordered values ke P, pPLet
0= o 1 2 n 1 forsomem t.
(i) Then
>{Tl .
(31) P ffpg, 19 [ By 29 [ [ef w99 t (i i o1)=1:
=1

(i) As ong as the righthand side of (31) is kss than or equal to 1,
the bound is sharp in the sense that there exists a jpint distribution for the
p~values for which the inequality is an equality.

Proof. Let J be the smallest (random ) ndex jamong 1l j m for
which B jjdeneJ tobet+ 1 ipy > 5 oralll Jj m.Let
x = P £J = kg. Then the keft-hand side of (31) isequalto
( )
P X
P fg=kg = k7
k=1 k=1
P
since the events £J = kg are dispint. W e wish to bound | . For any
1 jJ m,
x3J
JIfJ=kg=JIfJ 3Jjg Sjy;

k=1
where S5 is the num ber of p-values 3. Taking expectations yields
x3J
k=1
For j= 1;:::m 1, multiply both sides of (32) by 1=+ 1)], and for
j=m ,muliply both sidesby 1=m ; then sum over j to yicld

%1l % 1 x mol
33) ——  kyxt+t— kg —
m 1 3G+ D

thn
+ —:
=1 10+ l)kzl k=1 m
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By changing the order of sum m ation, the left-hand side of (33) becom es

1 1 1 1@ X
kk — — + — kkz k .
k=1 m mk=l k=1

T he right-hand side of (33) is easily seen to be the right-hand side of (31)
and (1) follow s.

assum ed less than or equalto 1.Let 1;:::;  be probabilities sum m ing
tol,with ;/ (i i 1)=i.Then, wih probability ;p, random ¥y pick i
Indices and ket those pvaluesbeequalto U;, and the rem ainingt ip-values
equalto Uy 4+ 1 .W ith the rem ainingprobability 1  p, ktallpvaluesbeequal
to Up +1.W ith this construction it is easily checked that P; is uniform on
(0;1) and the kft-hand side of (31) is equal to the right-hand side of (31).

Theoram 32 and Lenm a 3.1 now lead to the follow Ing result.

Theorem 3.3. FortestingH;:P 2 !j, i= 1;:::;s, suppose P; satis es
(9) . C onsider the stepdown procedure w ith constants 9= ;=C © scr 1) r Where

1

1 isgiven by (26) and C4 isde ned by (30).Then P fFDP > g

Proof. By Theoram 32({),P fFDP > g isbounded by the right-hand
side of 29) with 1replaced by =C g 1, Wwhich is further bounded by the
sam e expression with M replaced by b sc+ 1.Then apply Lenma 3.1 wih
t= Fjand ;=1 =Cp eer1FI-

It is of interest to com pare controlof the FDP w ith controlofthe FDR.
Som e ocbvious connections between m ethods that control the FDP in the
sense of (25) and m ethods that control its expected value, the FDR, can be
m ade. Indeed, for any random variable X on [0;1], we have

EX)=E XX )P £X gtEX X > )PEX > g
P £X g+ PfX > g;

which Jeads to

E E
(34) (ZI}.(*) PfX > g i );
w ith the last nequality JustM arkov’s nequality.A pplying thistoX = FDP,
we see that, if a m ethod controls the FDR at level g, then it controls the
FDP inthesenseP fFDP > g o= .0 bviously, this is very crude because

ifgand areboth snall, the ratio can be quite large. The st inequality
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In (34) saysthat ifthe FDP is controlled in the sense of 25), then the FDR
is controlled at evel (1 )+ ,which is greater than orequalto but
typically only slightly. T hese crude argum ents suggest that control of the
FDP isperhapsm ore stringent than controlofthe FDR.

T he com parison of actual m ethods, how ever, is com plicated by the fact
that the FDR controlling procedure of Benam ini and Hochberg [L] is a
stepup procedure, but we have only considered stepdown procedures. It is
Interesting to note that, in order to m ake our procedure work w ithout any
dependence assum ptions, we needed to change to =Cy g+ 1.-Benpm ni
and Yekutieli R] show that the Benpm ini{H ochberg procedure that controls
the FDR at level g can also work without dependence assum ptions, if you
replace gby =C 5. C learly, this is a m ore drastic change since C ¢ is typically
much larger than Cy, g4 1 - Such connections need to be explored m ore fully.

4. Conclusions. W e have seen that a very sin ple stepdow n procedure is
available to control the k-FW ER under absolutely no assum ptions on the
dependence structure of the pwvalues. Furthem ore, control of the k-FW ER
provides a m easure of control for the actuialnum ber of false repctions, while
the num ber of false repctions in the case of the FDR can vary widely. W e
have also considered two stepdown m ethods that control the FDP in the
sense of (25).The rstm ethod provides controlunder very reasonable types
of dependence assum ptions, w hilke the second holds iIn general.
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helpfiil discussion and references. W e also thank the referees and an A sso—
ciate Editor for m any helpfiil suggestions that greatly in proved the clarity
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oversight. In particular, Hommel and Ho m an [7] provide Theorem 2.1 (3)
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FDP.However, Homm eland Ho m an did not further discuss control of the
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A s faraswe know , the three theorem s in Section 3 which address control of
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