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Consider the problem ofsim ultaneously testing nullhypotheses

H 1;:::;H s.Theusualapproach todealingwith them ultiplicity prob-

lem isto restrictattention to proceduresthatcontrolthefam ilywise

error rate (FW ER),the probability ofeven one false rejection.In

m any applications,particularly ifs islarge,one m ightbe willing to

tolerate m ore than one false rejection provided the num ber ofsuch

cases is controlled,thereby increasing the ability of the procedure

to detect false nullhypotheses.This suggests replacing control of

the FW ER by controlling the probability ofk or m ore false rejec-

tions,which we callthe k-FW ER.W e derive both single-step and

stepdown proceduresthatcontrolthek-FW ER,withoutm aking any

assum ptions concerning the dependence structure ofthe p-valuesof

the individualtests.In particular,we derive a stepdown procedure

thatisquite sim ple to apply,and prove thatitcannotbe im proved

without violation ofcontrolofthe k-FW ER.W e also consider the

false discovery proportion (FD P)de�ned by the num beroffalse re-

jectionsdivided by the totalnum berofrejections(de�ned to be 0 if

there are no rejections).The false discovery rate proposed by Ben-

jam iniand Hochberg [J.Roy.Statist.Soc.Ser.B 57 (1995)289{300]

controls E (FDP ).Here,we construct m ethods such that,for any 


and �,P fFDP > 
g� �.Two stepdown m ethodsare proposed.The

�rst holds under m ild conditions on the dependence structure ofp-

values,while the second ism ore conservative butholdswithoutany

dependence assum ptions.

1. Introduction. In thispaper,we willconsiderthe generalproblem of
sim ultaneously testing a �nite num ber ofnullhypotheses H i,i= 1;:::;s.
W e shallassum e thattests forthe individualhypothesesare available and
the problem is how to com bine them into a sim ultaneous test procedure.
The easiest approach is to disregard the m ultiplicity and sim ply test each
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2 E.L.LEHM ANN AND J.P.RO M ANO

hypothesis at level�.However,with such a procedure the probability of
one or m ore false rejections increases with s.W hen the num ber of true
hypothesesislarge,weshallbenearly certain to rejectsom e ofthem .
A classicalapproach to dealing with thisproblem isto restrictattention

to procedures that controlthe probability ofone or m ore false rejections.
Thisprobability iscalled thefam ilywiseerrorrate (FW ER).Heretheterm
\fam ily" refersto thecollection ofhypothesesH 1;:::;H s thatisbeing con-
sidered for joint testing.W hich tests are to be treated jointly as a fam ily
dependson the situation.
O ncethefam ily hasbeen de�ned,controloftheFW ER (atjointlevel�)

requiresthat

FW ER � �(1)

for allpossible constellations oftrue and false hypotheses.A quite broad
treatm entofm ethodsthatcontrolthe FW ER ispresented in [4].
Safeguardsagainst false rejections are ofcourse notthe only concern of

m ultipletestingprocedures.Correspondingtothepowerofasingletest,one
m ustalso considerthe ability ofa procedureto detectdeparturesfrom the
hypothesiswhen they do occur.W hen the num beroftestsisin the tensor
hundredsofthousands,controloftheFW ER atconventionallevelsbecom es
sostringentthatindividualdeparturesfrom thehypothesishavelittlechance
ofbeing detected.For this reason,we shallconsider an alternative to the
FW ER thatcontrolsfalserejectionslessseverely and consequently provides
betterpower.
Speci�cally,we shallconsider the k-FW ER,the probability ofrejecting

atleastk truenullhypotheses.Such an errorratewith k> 1 isappropriate
when one is willing to tolerate one or m ore false rejections,provided the
num beroffalse rejectionsiscontrolled.
M ore form ally, suppose data X is available from som e m odel P 2 
.

A general hypothesis H can be viewed as a subset ! of 
.For testing
H i:P 2 !i,i= 1;:::;s,letI(P )denotethesetoftruenullhypotheseswhen
P isthetrueprobability distribution;thatis,i2 I(P )ifand only ifP 2 !i.
Then,the k-FW ER,which dependson P ,isde�ned to be

k-FW ER = P frejectatleastk hypothesesH i with i2 I(P )g:(2)

Controlofthe k-FW ER requiresthatk-FW ER � � forallP ,thatis,

P frejectatleastk hypothesesH i with i2 I(P )g� � forallP:(3)

Evidently,thecase k= 1 reducesto controloftheusualFW ER.
W e willalso consider controlof the false discovery proportion (FDP),

de�ned asthe totalnum beroffalse rejectionsdivided by the totalnum ber
ofrejections(and equalto0iftherearenorejections).G iven auserspeci�ed
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value
 2 (0;1),them easureoferrorcontrolwewish to controlisP fFDP >


g and we derive m ethodswherethisisbounded by �.
Recently,therehasbeen a 
urry ofactivity in �nding m ethodsthatcon-

trolerrorrates that are less stringentthan the FW ER,which is no doubt
inspired by theFDR controlling m ethod ofBenjam iniand Hochberg [1]and
applicationssuch asgenom ic studieswhere s isso large thatcontrolofthe
FW ER is too stringent.For exam ple,G enovese and W asserm an [3]study
asym ptotic proceduresthatcontrolthe FDP (and the FDR)in the fram e-
work ofa random e�ects m ixture m odel.These ideas are extended in [9],
where in the contextofrandom �eldsthe num berofnullhypothesesisun-
countable.K orn,Troendle,M cShane and Sim on [8]provide m ethods that
controlboth thek-FW ER and FDP;they providesom ejusti�cation fortheir
m ethods,butthey are lim ited to a m ultivariate perm utation m odel.Alter-
native m ethods ofcontrolofthe k-FW ER and FDP are given in van der
Laan,Dudoitand Pollard [13];they include both �nite sam ple and asym p-
totic results.Surprisingly,them ethodspresented herearedistinctfrom the
above techniques.O ur m ethods are not asym ptotic and hold under either
m ild or no assum ptions,as long as p-values are available for testing each
individualhypothesis.
Beforedescribingm ethodsthatprovidecontrolofthek-FW ER and FDP,

we �rst recallthe notion ofa p-value,since m ultiple testing m ethods are
often described by thep-valuesoftheindividualtests.Considera singlenull
hypothesis H :P 2 !.Assum e a fam ily oftests ofH ,indexed by �,with
level� rejection regionsS� satisfying

P fX 2 S�g� � forall0< � < 1;P 2 !;(4)

and

S� � S�0 whenever� < �
0
:(5)

Then the p-value isde�ned by

p̂= p̂(X )= inff�:X 2 S�g:(6)

Theim portantproperty ofa p-valuethatwillbeused lateristhefollowing.

Lemma 1.1. Assum e p̂ isde�ned asabove.

(i) IfP 2 !,then

P fp̂� ug� u:(7)

(ii) Furtherm ore,

P fp̂� ug� P fX 2 Sug:(8)

Therefore,ifthe S� are such thatequality holds in (4),then p̂ isuniform ly

distributed on (0;1)when P 2 !.
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Proof. Assum eP 2 !.Toprove(i),notethattheeventfp̂� ugim plies
fX 2 Su+ "g forany sm all"> 0.Therefore,

P fp̂� ug� P fX 2 Su+ "g� u+ "

by assum ption (4).Now let"! 0.To prove(ii),theeventfX 2 Sug im plies
fp̂� ug,and so (8)follows. �

Two classic procedures that controlthe FW ER are the Bonferronipro-
cedure and the Holm procedure.The BonferroniprocedurerejectsH i ifits
corresponding p-value satis�es p̂i� �=s.Assum ing p̂i satis�es

P fp̂i� ug� u forany u 2 (0;1)and any P 2 !i;(9)

the Bonferroniprocedure provides strong controlofthe FW ER.Unfortu-
nately,the ability ofthe Bonferroniprocedure to detectcases in which H i

is false willtypically be very low since H i is tested at level�=s which|
particularly ifs islarge| isorderssm allerthan theconventional� levels.
Forthisreason proceduresareprized forwhich thelevelsoftheindividual

testsareincreased over�=s withoutan increasein theFW ER.Itturnsout
thatsuch aprocedureduetoHolm [5]isavailableunderthepresentm inim al
assum ptions.
The Holm procedurecan conveniently be stated in term softhe p-values

p̂1;:::;̂ps ofthe s individualtests.Letthe ordered p-valuesbe denoted by
p̂(1)� � � � � p̂(s),and the associated hypothesesby H (1);:::;H (s).Then the
Holm procedureisde�ned stepwise asfollows:

Step 0. Letk= 0.

Step 1. Ifp̂(k+ 1)> �=(s� k),go to step 2.O therwise setk= k+ 1 and
repeatstep 1.

Step 2. RejectH (j) forj� k and acceptH (j) forj> k.
TheBonferronim ethod isan exam pleofasingle-step procedure,m eaning

any nullhypothesis is rejected ifits corresponding p-value is less than or
equalto a com m on cuto� value (which in the Bonferronicase is�=s).The
Holm procedure is a specialcase ofa class ofstepdown procedures,which
we now brie
y describe.Let

�1 � �2 � � � � � �s(10)

beconstants.Ifp̂(1)> �1,rejectno nullhypotheses.O therwise,if

p̂(1)� �1;:::;̂p(r)� �r;(11)

rejecthypotheses H (1);:::;H (r) where the largest r satisfying (11)isused.
Thatis,a stepdown procedurestartswith the m ostsigni�cantp-value and
continues rejecting hypotheses as long as their corresponding p-values are
sm all.TheHolm procedureuses�i= �=(s� i+ 1).
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2. Controlofthe k-FW ER. The usualBonferroniprocedure com pares
each p-value p̂iwith �=s.Controlofthek-FW ER allowsoneto increase�=s
to k�=s,and thereby greatly increasetheability to detectfalsehypotheses.
Thatsuch a sim plem odi�cation resultsin controlofthek-FW ER isseen in
the following result.

T heorem 2.1. For testing H i:P 2 !i,i= 1;:::;s,suppose p̂i satis�es
(9).Consider the procedure thatrejectsany H i for which p̂i� k�=s.

(i) Thisprocedure controlsthe k-FW ER,so that(3)holds.Equivalently,
ifeach ofthe hypotheses is tested atlevelk�=s,then the k-FW ER is con-

trolled.

(ii) For thisprocedure,the inequality (3)issharp in the sense thatthere

exists a joint distribution for (̂p1;:::;̂ps) for which equality is attained in

(3).

Proof. (i) Fix any P and suppose H i with i2 I= I(P ) are true and
the rem ainder false,with jIjdenoting the cardinality ofI.Let N be the
num beroffalse rejections.Then,by M arkov’sinequality,

P fN � kg�
E (N )

k
=
E [

P

i2I(P )Ifp̂i� k�=sg]

k
=

X

i2I(P )

P fp̂i� k�=sg

k

�
X

i2I(P )

k�=s

k
= jI(P )j

�

s
� �:

To prove (ii),considerthe following construction.Pick k indicesatran-
dom without replacem ent from f1;:::;sg.Callthem J.G iven i2 J,let
p̂i= U1,where U1 is uniform on (0;k=s), that is,U1 � U (0;k=s).G iven
i=2 J,let p̂i= U2,whereU2 isindependentofU1 and U2 � U (k=s;1).Then,
unconditionally,

p̂i�
k

s
U

�

0;
k

s

�

+
�

1�
k

s

�

U

�
k

s
;1
�

� U (0;1):

Indeed,ifu � k=s,

P fp̂i� ug= P fi2 Jg� P fU1 � ug=
k

s
�
u

k=s
= u

and ifu � k=s,

P fp̂i� ug= P fi2 Jg� 1+ P fi=2 Jg� P fU2 � ug=
k

s
+
�

1�
k

s

�

�
u� k=s

1� k=s
= u:

Now exactly k ofthe p̂i are lessthan orequalto k=s by construction.The
prob-ability thatthese arealllessthan orequalto �k=s is

P

�

U1 �
�k

s

�

=
�k=s

k=s
= �:
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�

AsisthecasefortheBonferronim ethod,theabovesingle-stageprocedure
can bestrengthened by aHolm typeofim provem ent.Considerthestepdown
proceduredescribed in (11),wherenow we speci�cally consider

�i=

8
>><

>>:

k�

s
; i� k,

k�

s+ k� i
; i> k.

(12)

O fcourse,the �i depend on s and k,butwe suppressthis dependence in
the notation.

T heorem 2.2. For testing H i:P 2 !i, i= 1;:::;s, suppose p̂i satis-

�es (9). The stepdown procedure described in (11) with �i given by (12)
controls the k-FW ER,thatis,(3)holds.

Proof. Fix any P and letI(P )betheindicesofthetruenullhypothe-
ses.Assum e jI(P )j� k or there is nothing to prove. O rder the p-values
corresponding to the jI(P )jtruenullhypotheses;callthem

q̂(1)� � � � � q̂jI(P )j:

Letj bethesm allest(random )index satisfying p̂(j)= q̂(k),so

k� j� s� jI(P )j+ k(13)

becausethelargestpossibleindexjoccurswhen allthesm allestp-valuescor-
respond to thes� jI(P )jfalsenullhypothesesand thenextjI(P )jp-values
correspond to thetruenullhypotheses.So p̂(j)= q̂(k).Then ourgeneralized
Holm procedurecom m itsatleastk false rejectionsifand only if

p̂(1)� �1; p̂(2)� �2; :::; p̂(j)� �j;

which certainly im pliesthat

q̂(k)= p̂(j)� �j=
k�

s+ k� j
:

Butby (13),

k�

s+ k� j
�

k�

jI(P )j
:

So theprobability ofatleastk false rejectionsisbounded above by

P

�

q̂(k)�
k�

jI(P )j

�

:

By Theorem 2.1(i)the chance thatthe kth largestam ong I(P )p-valuesis
lessthan orequalto k�=jI(P )jislessthan orequalto �. �
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R emark 2.1. Evidently,one can always reject the hypotheses corre-
sponding to the sm allest k � 1 p-values without violating controlof the
k-FW ER.However,itseem scounterintuitiveto considera stepdown proce-
durewhosecorresponding �i are notm onotone nondecreasing.In addition,
autom atic rejection ofk� 1 hypotheses,regardlessofthe data,appearsat
the very leasta little too optim istic.To ensurem onotonicity,ourstepdown
procedure uses �i= k�=s.Even ifwe were to adopt the m ore optim istic
strategy ofalwaysrejecting the hypothesescorresponding to the �rstk� 1
hypotheses,we could stillonly reject k or m ore hypothesesif p̂(k)� k�=s,
which isalso trueforthe speci�cprocedureofTheorem 2.2.

R emark 2.2. Ifthe p-values have discrete distributions,it is possible
that there m ay be ties am ong them .However,the proofrem ains valid re-
gardless ofhow tied p-values are ordered because m onotonicity ofthe �i
ensuresthatallhypotheses with a com m on tied p-value willbe rejected if
any ofthem are rejected.

The question naturally arises whetherit is possible to im prove the pro-
cedure furtherby increasing the criticalvalues�1;�2;:::withoutviolating
controlofthek-FW ER (3).By thepreviousrem ark wecan alwaysincrease
�i to 1 fori< k.A m oreinteresting question iswhetherwecan increase �i
fori� k.W e willshow thatthisisnotpossibleby exhibiting foreach i� k

a jointdistribution ofthe p-valuesforwhich

P fp̂(1)� �1;̂p(2)� �2;:::;̂p(i� 1)� �i� 1;̂p(i)� �ig= �:(14)

M oreover,changing �ito �i> �iresultsin theright-hand sidebeinggreater
than �.Thus,with i� k,one cannotincrease �i withoutviolating the k-
FW ER.Then,having picked �1;:::;�k;:::;�i� 1,thelargestpossiblechoice
for�i isasstated in the algorithm .

T heorem 2.3. (i)Letthe �i begiven in (12).Forany i� k there exists

a jointdistribution for p̂1;:::;̂ps such thats+ k� iofthe p̂i are uniform ly

distributed on (0;1)and (14)holds.

(ii) For testing H i:P 2 !i,i= 1;:::;s,suppose p̂i satis�es (9).For the
stepdown procedure (11)with �i given in (12),onecannotincrease even one
ofthe constants �i (for i� k)withoutviolating the k-FW ER.

Before proving thetheorem ,we m ake useofthe following lem m a.

Lemma 2.1. Fix k,u and constants0< �1 � �2 � � � � � �k � u.Assum e

for every j= 2;:::;k,

j(�j� �j� 1)

�j
� 1:(15)
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Then there exists a joint distribution for (̂q1;:::;̂qk) satisfying the q̂i are

m arginally uniform on (0;u) such that the ordered values q̂(1)� � � � � q̂(k)

satisfy

P fq̂(1)� �1;:::;̂q(k)� �kg= �k=u:(16)

Proof. Theproofisby induction on k.Theresultclearly holdsfork=
1.W ith probability �k=u we willconstruct (̂q1;:::;̂qk)equalto (~q1;:::;~qk),
where ~qi� U (0;�k)fori= 1;:::;k and such thattheirordered values ~q(1)�
� � � � ~q(k) satisfy

P f~q(1)� �1;:::;~q(k)� �kg= 1:(17)

But,with probability 1� �k=u,construct the ~qj to be conditionally dis-
tributed asU (�k;u).Then unconditionallytheq̂j satisfy(16)and arem arginally
distributed as U (0;u). So it su�ces to construct the ~q j satisfying ~qj �
U (0;�k)and (17).
Let �0 = 0 and for i= 1;:::;k let E i= f(�i� 1;�i]g and pi= �i� �i� 1.

FirstconstructY1;:::;Yk� 1,each taking valuesin (0;�k� 1]such thattheir
ordered valuesY(1)� � � � � Y(k� 1) satisfy

P fY(1)� �1;:::;Y(k� 1)� �k� 1g= 1(18)

and Yi isuniform on (0;�k� 1].Thisispossibleby theinductivehypothesis,
since we can assum e the resultholds for k � 1 as long as �1;:::;�k and u

satisfythestated conditions;in particular,weapplytheresultwith u = �k� 1.
Next,let Yk be uniform on E i with probability �pi fori= 1;:::;k� 1 and
letitbeuniform on E k with probability 1� ��k� 1,where� satis�es

� =
1

�k� 1

�

1�
k(�k � �k� 1)

�k

�

:(19)

Finally, let ~q1;:::;~qk be a random perm utation of Y1;:::;Yk.Because of
(18)and the fact that Yk � �k,the ordered values ofY1;:::;Yk and hence
theordered valuesof~q1;:::;~qk satisfy (17).Furtherm ore,itiseasy to check
that ~qi fallsin E j with probability pj and so ~qi isU (0;�k).Indeed,ifj< k,
the probability that ~qi fallsin E j,conditionalon ~qi notbeing equalto Yk,
ispi=�k� 1 and is�pi in thelattercase,which unconditionally is

k� 1

k
�
pi

�k� 1
+
1

k
�pi= pi;

and sim ilarly for the probability that q̂i falls in E k.The only detailthat
rem ainsis to note thatthisconstruction with � de�ned in (19)ispossible
only if�pi and 1� ��k� 1 are allvaluesin (0;1).But

1� ��k� 1 =
k(�k � �k� 1)

�k
;
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which iscertainly � 0 since�k � �k� 1.Itisalso � 1 by theassum ption (15).
Also,

�pi=
pi

�k� 1
�

�

1�
k(�k � �k� 1)

�k

�

:

Butthe �rstfactorpi=�k� 1 isin (0;1)asisthe latterby the above,and so
the productisin (0;1). �

Proof of T heorem 2.3. Thecasei= k followsfrom theconstruction
in theproofofTheorem 2.1.Letthe�rsti� k ofthe p̂j beidentically equal
to 0.(Actually,ratherthan pointm assat0,any distribution supported on
[0;�1)willdo.)Fortherem ainings0= s+ k� ip-valuesp̂j,j= i� k+ 1;:::;s,
random ly choose k indicesfrom i� k+ 1;:::;s.The k thatare chosen will
bem arginally U (0;k=s0)and haveajointdistribution which willbespeci�ed
below;the rem aining s� ican betaken to bedistributed asU (k=s0;1).
Let q̂1;:::;̂qk denote the k observations that are m arginally U (0;k=s0).

W e need to specify the jointdistribution ofq̂1;:::;̂qk so thattheirordered
values q̂(1)� � � � � q̂(k) satisfy

P fq̂(1)� �i� k+ 1;̂q(2)� �i� k+ 2;:::;̂q(k)� �ig= �(20)

(because q̂(j)= p̂(j+ i� k) for j= 1;:::;k).So the problem reduces to con-
structing a joint distribution for (̂q1;:::;̂qk) satisfying (20) subject to the
constraintthat q̂j ism arginally distributed asU (0;k=s0).To do this,apply
Lem m a 2.1 with u = k=s0and �j= �i� k+ j.W eneed to verify theconditions
ofthelem m a,which reducesto showing

j(�i� k+ j� �i� k+ j� 1)

�i� k+ j
� 1(21)

for i� k (and s and k �xed).But,ifi� k + j� 1� k,then the left-hand
side of(21)is0;otherwiseitiseasily seen to sim plify to

j

s+ 2k� i� j
�

j

s+ k� j
� k=s;(22)

wherethe�rstinequality holdsbecausei� k and thesecond becausej� k.
Butk=s� 1 and so theconditionsofthelem m a aresatis�ed.Therefore,we
can conclude thattheleft-hand sideof(20)isgiven by

�k

u
=

�i

k=s0
= �;

and (i)isproved.
Toprove(ii),theconstruction used in (i)can beused even if�iisreplaced

by ��i> �i,aslong assuch a switch stillallowsoneto appealto thelem m a.
However,the sam e argum entworksaslong as ��i doesnotgetbiggerthan
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s=k � �i,so that the argum ent leading to (22) being less than or equalto
1 stillapplies.Forsuch an ��i,the argum entfor(i)then showsthat,ifthe
left-hand side of(14)has�i replaced by c�i forsom e 1< c< s=k,then the
right-hand side of(14) willbe c� > �,which would violate controlofthe
k-FW ER. �

3. Controlofthe false discovery proportion. The num berk offalse re-
jections that one is willing to tolerate willoften increase with the num ber
ofhypothesesrejected.So itm ightbeofinterestto controlnotthenum ber
offalse rejections(som etim escalled false discoveries)butthe proportion of
false discoveries.Speci�cally,let the false discovery proportion (FDP) be
de�ned by

FDP =

8
>><

>>:

Num beroffalse rejections

Totalnum berofrejections
; ifthedenom inator

isgreaterthan 0,
0; ifthereare no rejections.

(23)

Thus FDP is the proportion ofrejected hypotheses that are rejected er-
roneously.W hen none ofthe hypotheses is rejected,both num erator and
denom inatorofthatproportion are 0;since in particularthere are no false
rejections,theFDP isthen de�ned to be0.
Benjam iniand Hochberg [1]proposed to replacecontroloftheFW ER by

controlofthefalse discovery rate (FDR),de�ned as

FDR = E (FDP ):(24)

The FDR hasgained wide acceptance in both theory and practice,largely
because Benjam iniand Hochberg proposed a sim ple stepup procedure to
controlthe FDR.Unlike controlofthe k-FW ER,however,theirprocedure
isnotvalid withoutassum ptionson thedependencestructureofthep-values.
Their originalpaperassum ed the very strong assum ption ofindependence
ofp-values,butthishasbeen weakened to include certain typesofdepen-
dence;see [2].In any case,controlofthe FDR doesnotprohibitthe FDP
from varying,even ifitsaverage value isbounded.Instead,we consideran
alternativem easureofcontrolthatguaranteestheFDP isbounded,atleast
with prescribed probability.Thatis,fora given 
 and � in (0;1),werequire

P fFDP > 
g� �:(25)

To develop a stepdown procedure satisfying (25),letF denote the num ber
offalse rejections.At step i,having rejected i� 1 hypotheses,we want to
guarantee F=i� 
,thatis,F � b
ic,where bxc isthe greatest integer less
than orequalto x.So,ifk= b
ic+ 1,then F � k should have probability
no greaterthan �;thatis,wem ustcontrolthenum beroffalserejectionsto
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belessthan orequalto k.Therefore,weusethestepdown constant�i with
thischoice ofk (which now dependson i);thatis,

�i=
(b
ic+ 1)�

s+ b
ic+ 1� i
:(26)

W e give two results that show the stepdown procedure with this choice
of�i satis�es (25).Unfortunately,like FDR control,som e assum ptionson
the dependence ofp-values are required,at least by our m ethod ofproof.
Later,we willm odify the m ethod so we can dispense with the dependence
assum ptions.As before, p̂1;:::;̂ps denotes the p-values of the individual
tests.Also,let q̂1;:::;̂qjIj denote the p-values corresponding to the jIj=
jI(P )jtrue nullhypotheses.So qi= pji,where j1;:::;jjIjcorrespond to the
indicesofthetruenullhypotheses.Also,letr̂1;:::;̂rs� jIjdenotethep-values
ofthe false nullhypotheses.Consider the following condition:for any i=
1;:::;jIj,

P fq̂i� uĵr1;:::;̂rs� jIjg� u;(27)

that is,conditionalon the observed p-values ofthe false nullhypotheses,
a p-value corresponding to a true nullhypothesis is (conditionally) dom i-
nated by the uniform distribution,as it is unconditionally in the sense of
(7).No assum ption is m ade regarding the unconditional(or conditional)
dependence structure ofthe true p-values,nor is there m ade any explicit
assum ption regarding the joint structure ofthe p-values corresponding to
false hypotheses,otherthan the basic assum ption (27).So,forexam ple,if
the p-values corresponding to true nullhypotheses are independentofthe
falseones,buthavearbitrary jointdependencewithin thegroup oftruenull
hypotheses,theabove assum ption holds.

T heorem 3.1. Assum e condition (27). Then the stepdown procedure

with �i given by (26)controls the FDP in the sense of (25).

Proof. Assum e the num ber oftrue nullhypotheses is jI(P )j> 0 (or
there is nothing to prove) and the num ber offalse nullhypotheses is f =
s� jI(P )j.Theargum entisconditionalon the fr̂ig.Let

r̂(1)� r̂(2)� � � � � r̂(f)

denote the ordered valuesofthe r̂i and sim ilarly forthe q̂i.Let�0 = 0 and
de�neR ito bethenum berofr̂iin theinterval(�i� 1;�i].(Actually,assum e
R 1 includes the value 0 as well.) G iven the values of r̂1;:::;̂rf,it m ay be
im possibleto have FDP > 
,thatis,

P fFDP > 
ĵr1;:::;̂rfg= 0:
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O therwise,letj= j(̂r1;:::;̂rf)bede�ned as

j= m in

(

m :m �

mX

i= 1

R i> m 


)

:(28)

To interpretthis,given thep-valuesofthefalsehypotheses,jisthesm allest
criticalindex (depending only on the r̂i)whereitispossibleto haveFDP >


,exceptwheneverthereareseveralp-valueswithin an interval(�i� 1;�i)we
considerthe index ofthe largestone.The pointofthe construction isthat
ifthe stepdown procedurestopsatan index m < j,then m �

P

iR i=m � 


and so FDP � 
.O n the other hand,ifthe event FDP > 
 occurs,then
there m ustbea rejection ofa true nullhypothesisatstep j.
For exam ple,ifs= 100,f = 5 and 
 = 0:1,then ifall�ve ofthe r̂i are

less than �1,then we de�ne j= 6 even though the sm allest true p-value
could bethesm allestam ong the100.So theFDP could begreaterthan 0:1
afterthe�rststep ofthealgorithm ifq̂(1)< r̂(1),buteven ifthisisthecase,
we then know we willrejectatleastsix totalhypotheses.So the im portant
pointhereisthat,given such a con�guration offr̂ig,in orderforFDP to be
greater than 0:1,itm ustbe the case that we rejecta true nullhypothesis
atstep 6.
Note that,with j so de�ned,R j= 0.Forif

P j

i= 1R i= j� k with k=j> 


and R j> 0,then

j� 1
X

i= 1

R i= j� k� R j� j� 1� k

and k=(j� 1)> 
,so that m = j� 1 satis�es the criterion.Furtherm ore,
we also have

P j

i= 1R i= j� k (so not < j� k),where k=j> 
,because if
P j

i= 1R i< j� k� j� 1� k say,then k=(j� 1)> 
 ifk=j> 
 and so j can
again bereduced to j� 1.
In addition,attheindex j itm ustbethecase that

k= k(j)= j�

j
X

i= 1

R i= 1+ b
jc:

Butk> 
j im pliesk� b
jc+ 1.Butifk> b
jc+ 1,then k� 1� b
jc+ 1
and so

k� 1

j� 1
�
b
jc+ 1

j� 1
> 
;

the lastequality trivially following from 1+ b
jc� 
j> 
(j� 1).
W e can now com plete the argum ent.At the index j we m ust have k =

j�
P j

i= 1R i= 1+ b
jcofthe q̂ibeing � �j.Butfrom Theorem 2.1 (applied
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conditionalon the r̂i),

P fatleastk(j)ofthe q̂i� �jĵr1;:::;̂rfg

�
jIj�j

k(j)

=
jIj(b
jc+ 1)�

k(j)(s+ b
jc+ 1� j)
=

jIj�

s+ b
jc+ 1� j
:

But jIj� s�
P j

i= 1R i= s� j+ k,so the above probability is less than or
equalto

s� j+ k

s+ b
jc+ 1� j
� � = �:

Therefore,

P fFDP > 
ĵr1;:::;̂rfg� �;

which ofcourseim pliesP fFDP > 
g� �. �

Next,we prove the sam e stepdown procedure controls the FDP in the
sense of(25) under an alternative assum ption.Here,the assum ption only
involvesthedependenceofthep-valuescorresponding to truenullhypothe-
ses.

T heorem 3.2. Considertestingsnullhypotheses,with jIjofthem true.

Let q̂(1)� � � � � q̂(jIj) denote their corresponding ordered p-values.SetM =
m in(b
sc+ 1;jIj).

(i) For the stepdown procedure with �i given by (26),

P fFDP > 
g� P

(
M[

i= 1

�

q̂(i)�
i�

jIj

�)

:(29)

(ii) Therefore, if the joint distribution of the p-values of the true null

hypotheses satis�es Sim esinequality,thatis,

P

��

q̂(1)�
�

jIj

�

[

�

q̂(2)�
2�

jIj

�

[ � � � [ fq̂(jIj)� �g

�

� �;

then P fFDP > 
g� �.

Proof. Letj be the sm allest(random )index where the FDP exceeds

 for the �rsttim e at step j;thatis,the num beroffalse rejections corre-
spondingto the�rstj� 1 rejectionsdivided by jexceeds
 forthe�rsttim e
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atj.Ifj issuch that
j< 1,then FDP > 
 atstep j im plies p̂(j)� �j.But
thisim plies

q̂(1)� �j=
�

s+ 1� j
�

�

jIj
;

because the num ber oftrue nullhypotheses jIjnecessarily satis�es jIj�
s� (j� 1)forsuch a j.
Sim ilarly,ifj is such that 1� 
j< 2,then we m ust have p̂(i)� �i and

p̂(j)� �j forsom e i< j,wherei,j correspond to truenullhypotheses.But
forsuch a j,�j= 2�=(s+ 2� j),and so wem usthave q̂(2)� 2�=(s� j+ 2).
But,by de�nition ofj,we m usthave jIj� s� (j� 2)and so q̂(2)� 2�=jIj.
Continuing in thisway,ifm � 1� 
j< m ,the eventFDP > 
 atstep j

im pliesq̂(m )� m �=jIj.Thelargestvalueofjisofcoursesand sothelargest
possible m isb
sc+ 1.Also,we cannothave m > jIj.So,with M asin the
statem entofthe theorem ,

P fFDP > 
g�

MX

m = 1

P

�

q̂(m )�
m �

jIj
;m � 1� 
j< m

�

�

MX

m = 1

P

(
M[

i= 1

�

q̂(i)�
i�

jIj

�

;m � 1� 
j< m

)

� P

(
M[

i= 1

�

q̂(i)�
i�

jIj

�)

:

Part(ii)followstrivially. �

In fact,there are m any joint distributions ofpositively dependent vari-
ablesforwhich Sim esinequality isknown to hold.In particular,Sarkarand
Chang [11]and Sarkar[10]have shown thatthe Sim esinequality holdsfor
thefam ily ofdistributionswhich ischaracterized bythem ultivariatepositive
oforder2 condition,aswellassom e otherim portantdistributions.
Theorem 3.2 pointstoward a m ethod thatcontrolstheFDP withoutany

dependenceassum ptions.O nesim ply needsto bound theright-hand sideof
(29).In fact,Hom m el[6]hasshown that

P

(
jIj
[

i= 1

�

q̂(i)�
i�

jIj

�)

� �

jIj
X

i= 1

1

i
:

Thissuggestswereplace� by �(
P jIj

i= 1(1=i))
� 1.ButofcoursejIjisunknown.

So onepossibility isto bound jIjby s,which then resultsin replacing � by
�=C s,where

Cj=
j
X

i= 1

(1=i):(30)
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Asiswellknown,Cs� log(s+ 0:5)+ �E,with �E � 0:5772156649 known as
Euler’sconstant.Clearly,changing � in thisway is m uch too conservative
and resultsin a m uch lesspowerfulm ethod.However,noticein (29)thatwe
really only need to bound the union over M � b
s+ 1c events.Therefore,
we need to slightly generalize the inequality by Hom m el[6],which isdone
in the following lem m a.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose p̂1;:::;̂ptarep-valuesin thesensethatP fp̂i� ug� u

for alli and u in (0;1). Let their ordered values be p̂(1) � � � � � p̂(t). Let

0= �0 � �1 � �2 � � � � � �m � 1 for som e m � t.

(i) Then

P ffp̂(1)� �1g[ fp̂(2)� �2g[ � � � [ fp̂(m )� �m gg� t

mX

i= 1

(�i� �i� 1)=i:(31)

(ii) As long as the right-hand side of (31) is less than or equalto 1,
the bound is sharp in the sense thatthere exists a jointdistribution for the

p-valuesfor which the inequality isan equality.

Proof. Let J be the sm allest (random ) index j am ong 1� j� m for
which p̂(j) � �j;de�ne J to be t+ 1 if p̂(j) > �j for all 1 � j� m .Let
�k = P fJ = kg.Then theleft-hand sideof(31)isequalto

P

(
m[

k= 1

fJ = kg

)

=
mX

k= 1

�k;

since the events fJ = kg are disjoint.W e wish to bound
P

k�k.For any
1� j� m ,

j
X

k= 1

JIfJ = kg= JIfJ � jg� Sj;

where Sj isthenum berofp-values� �j.Taking expectationsyields

j
X

k= 1

k�k � t�j; j= 1;:::;m :(32)

For j= 1;:::;m � 1,m ultiply both sides of(32) by 1=[j(j+ 1)],and for
j= m ,m ultiply both sidesby 1=m ;then sum overj to yield

m � 1X

j= 1

1

j(j+ 1)

jX

k= 1

k�k +
1

m

mX

k= 1

k�k �

m � 1X

j= 1

t�j

j(j+ 1)
+
t�m

m
:(33)
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By changing the orderofsum m ation,theleft-hand sideof(33)becom es

m � 1X

k= 1

k�k

�
1

k
�

1

m

�

+
1

m

mX

k= 1

k�k =
mX

k= 1

�k:

The right-hand side of(33)iseasily seen to be the right-hand side of(31)
and (i)follows.
Toprove(ii),weconstructp̂1;:::;̂ptasfollows.LetUibeuniform in Iiand

letUm + 1 beuniform in (�m ;1).Letp beequaltotheright-hand sideof(31),
assum ed less than or equalto 1.Let �1;:::;�m be probabilities sum m ing
to 1,with �i/ (�i� �i� 1)=i.Then,with probability �ip,random ly pick i

indicesand letthosep-valuesbeequaltoUi,and therem ainingt� ip-values
equaltoUm + 1.W ith therem ainingprobability 1� p,letallp-valuesbeequal
to Um + 1.W ith this construction it is easily checked that p̂i is uniform on
(0;1) and the left-hand side of(31)isequalto the right-hand side of(31).
�

Theorem 3.2 and Lem m a 3.1 now lead to thefollowing result.

T heorem 3.3. For testing H i:P 2 !i,i= 1;:::;s,suppose p̂i satis�es
(9).Considerthestepdown procedurewithconstants�0i= �i=C(b
sc+ 1),where

�i isgiven by (26)and Cj isde�ned by (30).Then P fFDP > 
g� �.

Proof. By Theorem 3.2(i),P fFDP > 
g isbounded by theright-hand
sideof(29)with � replaced by �=C b
sc+ 1,which isfurtherbounded by the
sam eexpression with M replaced by b
sc+ 1.Then apply Lem m a3.1 with
t= jIjand �i= i�=(C b
sc+ 1jIj). �

Itisofinterestto com pare controlofthe FDP with controlofthe FDR.
Som e obvious connections between m ethods that controlthe FDP in the
senseof(25)and m ethodsthatcontrolitsexpected value,theFDR,can be
m ade.Indeed,forany random variable X on [0;1],we have

E (X )= E (X jX � 
)P fX � 
g+ E (X jX > 
)P fX > 
g

� 
P fX � 
g+ P fX > 
g;

which leadsto

E (X )� 


1� 

� P fX > 
g�

E (X )



;(34)

with thelastinequality justM arkov’sinequality.ApplyingthistoX = FDP ,
we see that,ifa m ethod controls the FDR at levelq,then it controls the
FDP in thesenseP fFDP > 
g� q=
.O bviously,thisisvery crudebecause
ifq and 
 are both sm all,the ratio can be quite large.The �rstinequality
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in (34)saysthatiftheFDP iscontrolled in thesenseof(25),then theFDR
iscontrolled atlevel�(1� 
)+ 
,which isgreater than orequalto � but
typically only slightly.These crude argum ents suggest that controlofthe
FDP isperhapsm ore stringentthan controlofthe FDR.
The com parison ofactualm ethods,however,is com plicated by the fact

that the FDR controlling procedure of Benjam iniand Hochberg [1]is a
stepup procedure,butwe have only considered stepdown procedures.Itis
interesting to note that,in orderto m ake ourprocedure work withoutany
dependence assum ptions,we needed to change � to �=C b
sc+ 1.Benjam ini
and Yekutieli[2]show thattheBenjam ini{Hochbergprocedurethatcontrols
the FDR atlevelq can also work withoutdependence assum ptions,ifyou
replaceqby q=Cs.Clearly,thisisa m oredrasticchangesinceCs istypically
m uch largerthan Cb
sc+ 1.Such connectionsneed to beexplored m orefully.

4. Conclusions. W ehaveseen thata very sim plestepdown procedureis
available to controlthe k-FW ER under absolutely no assum ptions on the
dependencestructureofthe p-values.Furtherm ore,controlofthe k-FW ER
providesa m easureofcontrolfortheactualnum beroffalserejections,while
the num beroffalse rejectionsin the case ofthe FDR can vary widely.W e
have also considered two stepdown m ethods that controlthe FDP in the
senseof(25).The�rstm ethod providescontrolundervery reasonabletypes
ofdependenceassum ptions,while thesecond holdsin general.
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