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Given a set of several inputs into a system (e.g., indepén@eiables characterizing stimuli) and a set of severaltsistically non-independent
outputs (e.g., random variables describing different etspef responses), how can one determine, for each of theitsutwhich of the inputs it
is influenced by? The problem has applications ranging framdeting pairwise comparisons to reconstructing mentatgssing architectures
to conjoint testing. A necessary and sufficient conditiona@iven pattern of selective influences is provided by thetIdistribution Criterion,
according to which the problem of “what influences what” isiigglent to that of the existence of a joint distribution focertain set of random
variables. For inputs and outputs with finite sets of vallés driterion translates into a test of consistency of aatersystem of linear equations
and inequalities (Linear Feasibility Test) which can bef@ened by means of linear programming. The Joint DistritnuiCriterion also leads to a
metatheoretical principle for generating a broad classeogasary conditions (tests) for diagrams of selectivednftes. Among them is the class
of distance-type tests based on the observation thatcéutactionals on jointly distributed random variables sigtiriangle inequality.

KEYWORDS. conjoint testing, external factors, joint distributioprobabilistic causality, mental architectures, metrinsrandom variables,
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1. INTRODUCTION a,B,y,0? These questions are important, because the assump-
tion of stochastic independence of the outputs more oftan th

This paper presents a general methodology of dealing witROtis either demonstrably false or adopted for expediefuryea

diagrams of selective influencdike this one: with no other justification, while the assumption of selgtyiin
causal relations between inputs and stochastic outputsids u
o B y 5 uitous in theoretical modeling, often being built in the w&an-
guage of the models.
| / ‘1’
A B C 1.1. Anillustration: Pairwise comparisons

The Greek letters in this diagram represemtuts or external Consider Thurstone’s most general model of pairwise com-

factors e.g., parameters of stimuli whose values can be Choseﬁ‘arisons (Thurstone, 192%)This model is predicated on the
at will, or randomly vary but can be observed. The capital Ro'diagram

man letters stand for random outputs characterizing r@asbf

the system (an observer, a group of observers, a technidakge

etc.). The arrows show which factor influences which random o

output. The factors are treated deterministicentities: even if l
A

a,B,y,0 in reality vary randomly (e.g., being randomly gener-
ated by a computer program, or being concomitant parameters
of observations, such as age of respondents), for the pespos
of analyzing selective influences the random outpy®,C are
always viewed asonditionedipon various combinations of spe- where (A,B) are bivariate normally distributed random vari-
cific values ofa, 3,y, 0. ables, andy,  are two stimuli being compared. The stimuli are
The first question to ask is: what is the meaning of the abovédentified by their “observation areas” (Dzhafarov, 2002y,
diagram if the random output& B,C in it are not necessar- the labela may stand for “chronologically first” or “located to
ily stochastically independent? (If they are, the answenfis the left from fixation point,” and the labd for, respectively,
course trivial.) And once the meaning of the diagram of selec“chronologically second” or “located to the right from fiia
tive influences is established, how can one determine thgt thpoint.” For our present purposes,and are external factors
diagram correctly characterizes the dependence of thedasin ~ with varying values (e.g., light intensity in, respectiyefirst
tributions of the random outpu#s, B,C on the external factors and second observation areas). The random vari#besd B

B
l @
B
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are supposed to represent some unidimensional propesty (sand analogously foB(y) under differentx. So one needs to
brightness) of the images afespectivelythe stimulia and3  answer the conceptual question: under what forms of therdepe
(the emphasized word “respectively” indicating seleci®®s). dence obag on(X,y) can one say that the diagra) {s correct?
According to the model, the probability with whichis judged  Even in the seemingly simple special cases one cannot raply o
to have less of the property in question tiaequals PfA < B]. one’s common sense alone. Thusgjfs (X,y) = 0ag(X), what
The problem is: what restrictions should be imposed in thest  does this tell us about the selectiveness? Even simplert wha
oretical scheme on the bivariate-normal distributionAoB to can one conclude if one finds out thatg (x,y) = const# 0
ensure thaf is an image of the stimulus alone andBis anim-  across alk,y? After all, if 0ag is a constant, other measures of
age of the stimulup alone, as opposed to both or either of themstochastic interdependence will be functions of boéimdy. For
being an image of both the stimuwi and? In other words, instance, the correlation coefficient then is

how can one distinguish, within the framework of Thurstane’

general model, the diagram of selective influen@<rom the CorlA(x,y),B(x,y)] = _const P(XY).
diagrams opa(X) oa(Y)

q B One might be tempted to adopt a radical solution: to always at

tribute each ofA andB to botha andp (i.e., deny any selective-

l >< l or l \ l 2 (3) ness), unlesA andB are stochastically independent and exhibit
marginal selectivity. But a simple example will show thatlsu

A B A B an approach would be far too restrictive to be useful.

Consider the model in which the observer can be in one of

Denoting byA(x,y) ,B(x,y) the two random variables at the val- two states of attention, or activation, called “attentiaed “inat-
ues(x,y) of the factors(a, B),? intuition tells us that one should tentive,” with probabilitiesp and 1— p, respectively. When in

be able to write the inattentive state, the stimuli 3 (with respective values y)
cause independent normally distributed imagies) , B(y), with
A(xy) =A(x),B(xy) =B(y) parameters
if the diagram[@) holds, but not in the case of the diagraBhs E[A(X)] =0, Var[A(x)] =1,

Clearly then, one should require that

E[B(y)] =0, Var[B(y)] =1
E[A(X7Y)] = HA(X) ) Var[A(X7y)] = OAA(X)a
(4)  Thatis, in the inattentive state the distribution of the ges
EB(xY)] =He(y), Var[B(x,y)] = oss(y), does not depend on the stimuli at all. When in the attentive

_ i ) . state,A(x),B(y) remain independent and normally distributed,
with the obvious notation for the parameters of the two distr i their parameters change as

butions. These equations form an instance of what is called

marginal selectivity(the notion introduced in Townsend & E[A(X)] = pa(X), Var[A(x)] =1,
Schweickert, 1989) in the dependenceéAfB) on (a,): sepa-
rately taken, the distribution & (here, normal) does not depend E[B(y)] = us(y), Var[B(y)] =1

on (3, nor the distribution oB ona. The problem is, however,

in dealing with the covariance Co&(x,y),B(x,y)]. Ifitis zero  We note that, firstA andB are stochastically independent in ei-
for all x,y (i.e., A andB are always stochastically independent), ther state of attention; second, thedoes not depend dhandB

the marginal selectivity is all one needs to speak sklectively  does not depend amin either state of attention; and third, that
causingA andp selectively causing. In general, however, the the switches from one attention state to another do not depen

covariance depends on botlandy, on the stimuli at all. It is intuitively clear then that theusality
is selective here, in conformity with the diagr@rBut the over-

Cov[A(x,y),B(X,y)] = 0as(XY). all distribution ofA, B in this example (a mixture of two bivariate
normal distributions), while obviously satisfying margliselec-

It would be unsatisfactory to simply ignore stochastic iinte tivity. h
. . y, has
dependence among random variables and focus on marginal se-
lectivity alone. It will be shown in SectioB.3 that marginal CovIA(X.V).B(x.V)] = p(1— X 0
selectivity is too weak a concept to allow one to witéx,y) = ACY).BO6Y)] = P(L=P)Ha() Ha(y) 70
A(x),B(xy) = B(y), becausé\(x) generally does not preserve | the theory of selectiveness presented later in this piaper
its identity (is not the same random variable) under diffiese easily proved that in this situatioh only depends om andB

on B3, in spite of their stochastic interdependence (see Example

It is instructive to see that if one ignores the issue of selec
2 |t may seem unnecessary to use separate notation for fastdréheir values tiveness and formulates Thurstone’s genera| model as Tmas

(levels), but it is in fact more convenient in view of the fahtreatment pre- C e s . L. . .
sented below. The factors there are defined as sets of “fpotnts,” and the did it himself, with no restrictions imposed on the covaden

latter are defined as factor values associated with paatiéattor names: e.g., OAB (X_a y), the model be_comes _redundant and UnfalSiﬁE_‘blev not
(x,'a’) is a factor point of facton. just with respect to a finite matrix of data, but for any theiced
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probability function
P(xy) =PrA(xy) <B(xy)]
5
—® H(Y)—Ha(X) ®)
V/0na(X)+0Ba(Y)+20p8(XY) /
where ® is the standard normal integral. Denotinfx,y) =
o 1(p(xy)), letpa(x) andyg (y) be any functions such that
Ha (X) — Hs (Y)
Z(x,y)

for someM. Then, puttingoaa (x) = ogg(y) = M?/2, one can
always find the covarianceag(x,y) to satisfy([5). On a mo-

<M,

concept of “indirect nonselectiveness”; the conditioriatribu-
tion of the variablé\ given any valud of the variableB, depends
ona only, and, by symmetry, the conditional distributionBot
anyA = a depends ofp only. Under the name of “conditionally
selective influence” this notion was mathematically chemac
ized and generalized in Dzhafarov (1999). Although intings
in its own right, this notion turns out to be inadequate, haave
for capturing even the most obvious desiderata for the notio
of selective influences. In particular, indirect nonselectess
does not imply marginal selectivity, in fact is not even camp
ible with it in nontrivial cases. Consider Thurstone’s gethe
model again. If both the indirect nonselectiveness and imalrg
selectivity are satisfied, then

ment’s reflection, this is what one should expect: withow@t th
assumption of selective influences Thurstone’s generaleinod
is essentially the same as the vacuous “model” in which stim-
uli o and 3 evoke a single normally distributed random vari-
able D (x,y) (interpretable as “subjective difference” between

Oag(XY)

E[AB =b] = b (X) + — 225

(b—He(Y)) = Hap(X),

the valuex of a and the valuey of f3), with the decision rule
“say thatP exceedsx (in a given respect) iD (x,y) < 0, other-
wise say thatt exceed$.”

The importance of having a principled way of selectively

attributing stochastic images to stimuli they represendvien

more obvious in the context of the Thurstonian-type modeis a

plied to same-differentrather than greater-less judge@zha-
farov, 2002). When combined with another constraint, cithe
“well-behavedness” of the random variables representiing- s

uli, the notion of selective influences has been shown to sapo

highly non-obvious constraints on the minima of discrintioa
functions and the relationshix'df a is the best match foy of

Var[AB=b] = (1— Tag (%) )) OAA(X) = Oanp (X),

0Oaa(X) OBB (Y

OAB (Xa y)

EB[A=a] =ps(y) + A ()

(@a—Ha(X)) = Hgaly),

O—,ZAB (X7 y)

Var[B|A=a] = (1_ oaa(X) 08B (Y)

) 0gs(Y) = Ogga(y)-

It is not difficult to show that these equations can be satisfie
if and only if either

B” (for details, see Dzhafarov, 2003b-c, 2006; Kujala & Dzha-

farov, 2009)

1.2. History and related notions

Historically, the notion of selective probabilistic calisavas
introduced in psychology by Sternberg (1969), in the carméx
the reconstruction of “stages” of mental processinga land

0] oas(X,Y) = 0, in which case the notions of indirect
nonselectiveness and of marginal selectivity simply
coincide; or

(i) the joint distribution of(A,B) does not depend on
eithera or B (i.e., Ua, U, Oaa, Ogs, andaoag are all
constants).

Neither of these cases, of course, calls for indirect necsieke-

[ are certain experimental manipulations (say, size of mgmorness as a separate notion.

lists and legibility of items, respectively), andAfandB are du-

The difficulty of developing a rigorous and useful definition

rations of two hypothetical stages of processing (say, nmgmo of selective influences has nothing to do with the fact thathén
search and perception, respectively), then one can homsto t above examples the random outputs in the diagrams of sadecti
this hypothesis (that memory search and perception arethde influences are unobservable. They may very well be entitely o
two stages, processes occurring one after another) onlyef o servable, at least on a sample level. An example would be two
assumes tha is selectively influenced by andB by 3. Stern-  performance tests, with outcom&andB, conducted on a group
berg allows for the possibility oA andB being stochastically of people divided into four subgroups according as they were
interdependent, but it seems that in this case he reducegthe trained or not trained for tha-test and for thé-test. It may be

lectivity of the influence ofx, 3 uponA, B to a condition that is
weaker than even marginal selectivity: the condition ig tha
mean value oA only depends o and the mean value & on
B, while any other parameter of the distributions®cdndB, say,
variance, may very well depend on battandf3.

reasonable to hypothesize (at least for some pairs of tibets)
the random test scoreis selectively influenced by the factar
with the values ‘not trained for thA-test’ and ‘trained for the
A-test’, while the random test scoBeis selectively influenced
by the factorf3 with the values ‘not trained for thB-test’ and

Townsend (1984), basing his analysis on Townsend antirained for theB-test'. It is highly likely, however, that the val-
Ashby (1983, Chapter 12), was the first to investigate the noues ofA andB will be stochastically interdependent within each

tion of selective influences without assuming that the psses

which may be selectively influenced by factors are organseed

rially. He proposed to formalize the notion of selectiveifiu-
enced and stochastically interdependent random varibplése

of the four subgroups.

A definition of selective influences we adopt in this paper was
proposed in Dzhafarov (2003a), and further developed irebzh
farov and Gluhovsky (2006), Kujala and Dzhafarov (2008} an
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Dzhafarov and Kujala (2010). Its rigorous formulation igegi  and Gluhovsky (2006). The probabilistic foundations of ige
in Section?, but the gist of it, when applied to a diagram like sues involved are elaborated in Dzhafarov and GluhovskygR0
(@, is as follows: there is a random ent®whose distribution  and, especially, Dzhafarov and Kujala (2010).

does not depend on either of the factar§, such that can be

presented as a transformationRéletermined by the valueof

a, andB can be presented as a transformatiofRafetermined Plan of the paper
by the valuey of 3, so that for every allowable paiy, the joint
distribution ofA, B at thesex, y is the same as the joint distribu-  In this paper we are primarily concerned with necessary,(and
tions of the two corresponding transformationd0in the case  under additional constraints, necessary and sufficientjiions
of the diagram(l), the transformations are for diagrams of selective influences, likB or @). We call these
conditions tests’ in the same way in mathematics we speak of
fL(Rxy,u), f2(RY), f3(Rx,zu), the tests for convergence or for divisibility. That is, theaning
of the term is non-statistical. We assume that random ositput
wherex,y, z,u are values o, 3,y,d, respectively. are known on the population level. The principles of corstru

With some additional assumptions this definition has beeing statistical tests based on our population level testsdés-
applied to Thurstonian-type modeling for same-differemine  cussed in SectidB.4.2 but specific statistical issues are outside
parisons (Dzhafarov, 2003b-c; Kujala & Dzhafarov, 2009), a the scope of this paper.
well as to the hypothetical networks of processes undeglsen Unlike in Dzhafarov and Kujala (2010), we do not pursue the
sponse times (Dzhafarov, Schweickert, Sung, 2004; Sclweic goal of maximal generality of formulations, focusing iredeon
ert, Fisher, & Goldstein, 2010). Unexplicated, intuitivees of  the conceptual set-up that would apply to commonly encoun-
this notion’s special versions can even be found in much eatered experimental designs. This means a finite number of fac
lier publications, such as Bloxom (1972), Schweickert @98 tors, each having a finite number of values, with some (not nec
and Dzhafarov (1992, 1997). In the latter two publications.essarily all) combinations of the values of the factors isgras
for instance, response time is considered the sum of a signadllowable treatments. It also means that the random outsome
dependent and a signal-independent components, whose durafluenced by these factors arendom variables their values
tions may very well be stochastically interdependent (@@m  are vectors of real numbers or elements of countable s¢tgrra
fectly positively correlated). than more complex structures, such as functions or setsedjp k

Any combination of regression-analytic and factor-arialyt the paper self-contained, however, we have added an appendi
models can be viewed as a special version of our definition ofih which we formulate the main definitions and statementbef t
selective influences. When applied to the diagrBn §uch a  theory on a much higher level of generality: for arbitrargssef
model would have the form factors, arbitrary sets of factors values, and arbitrardynplex

random outcomes.
In Sectiori? we introduce the notion of several random vari-

f1 (Rxy,u) = h1(C,x,y,u) + g1 (X, Y, U)Sy, ables influenced by several factors and formulate a defindfo
selective influences. In Sectif@we present the Joint Distribu-

f2(RY) =h2(C.y) + G2(y)S, tion Criterion, a necessary and sufficient condition foestve
influences (or, if one prefers, an alternative definitiorr¢iof),

fs(Ry.zu) = h3(C,y,zu) + ga(y, z U)Sg, and we list three basic properties of selective influenceshé

. ) same section we formulate the principle by which one can con-
whereC is a vector of random variables (‘common sourcesgirct tests for selective influences, on population andpam
of variation”), S,%, S are “specific sources of variation,” |evels. In Sectiolwe describe the main and universally appli-
all sources of variation being stochastically independeftd  capje test for selective influences, Linear Feasibilityt Tahe
recognize in this model our definition one should Rit= (st s universally applicable because every random ogcord
(C.51,%,%). With some distributional assumptions, this eyery set of factors can be discretized into a finite numbeatf
model, for every possible quadrupitey,z u), has the structure egories. The Linear Feasibility Test is both necessary affd s
of the nonlinear factor analysis (McDonald, 1967, 1982F th ¢jent condition for selective influences within the framekvof
more familiar linear structure is obtained by makinghz,hs  the chosen discretization of inputs and outputs. In SeBive
linear in the components .3 study tests based on “pseudo-quasi-metrics” defined orespac

More details on the eal’ly hiStOI‘y of the notion of selective i of J0|nt|y distributed random Variab|esl and we introduc&ny‘
fluences can be found in Dzhafarov (2003&) The relationisf th examp|es of such tests. Fina”y' in Sectmve diSCUSS, with
notion to that of “probabilistic explanation” in the sendeSop-  |ess elaboration, two examples of non-distance-type.tests
pes and Zanotti (1982) and to that of “probabilistic dimensi-
ity” in psychometrics (Levine, 2003) are discussed in Dahay

2. BASIC NOTIONS

2.1. Factors, factor points, treatments
3 To avoid confusion, our use of the term “factor” is reserved dbservable
external inputs (corresponding to the use of the term in MAWP the un- . . .
observable “factors” of the factor analysis can be refetreéh the present A factor a, formally, is a set ofactor points each of which

context as “sources of variation,” or “sources of randorsties has the format “value (or leveR of factora.” In symbols, this
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can be presented dg,‘a’), where o’ is the unique name of We have deletedYlfrom all treatments because a factor with a
the seta rather than the set itself. It is convenient to write  single factor point can always be removed from a diagram (or
in place of(x,'a’). Thus, if a factor with the namentensity ~ added to a diagram, if convenient; se€ @btation in Section
has three levels|ow,” * medium’ and ‘high,’ then this factoris  [3.J). O
taken to be the set

intensity= {low™e"Y, mediunfensty, highntensiyl

There is no circularity here, for, say, the factor point

2.2. Random variables

low™ensity stands for(value= low,name= ‘intensity) rather A rigorous definition of aandom variable(as a special case
than(value= low, set= intensity). of a random entity) is given in the appendix. For simplicity o
In the main text we will deal with finite sets of facto#s=  notation, anyandom variable Aconsidered in the main text may
{ay,...,am}, with each factoo € ® consisting of a finite num- be assumed to be a vector of “more elementatigtreteand
ber of factor points, continuousrandom variables: for a discrete variable, the set of
_ o its possible values is countable (finite or infinite), andhezadue
o= { 1o Yka } : possesses probability massin the continuous case, the set of
Clearly,a N = @ for any distincio, 3 € ®. possible values i&N (vectors withN real-valued components),
A treatment as usual, is defined as the set of factor pointsand eacta € A4 possesses a conventiopabbability density So
containing one factor point from each facfor, a random variablé consists of several jointly distributed com-
a . ponents(A,...,Ax), some (or all) of which are continuous and
@={X".... Xq"} € AL x ... X Om. some (or all) of which are discrete. Note that random vedtors

The set of treatmentgused in an experiment or considered this term_inology are random variables. The set of po_ssiale Y%
in a theory) is denoted by C a1 x ... x am and assumed to  U€S ofAis qlenotec_iq gnd eacla € 4 has a mass/density value
be nonempty. Note that need not include all possible combi- P (@) associated with . o .
nations of factor points. This is an important consideraio Every vector of jointly distributed random variablés=
view of the “canonical rearrangement” described below.oAls (At,---,An) is @ random variable, and every value=
incompletely crossed designs occur broadly — in an experime (81 ---,@) € A1 X ... X Ay of this random variable possesses a
because the entire st x ... x om may be too large, or in athe- joint mass/density @) = p(ay. ..., an); then for any subvector
ory because certain combinations of factor points may beiphy (&1 ---,&) Of (a1,...,an) the mass/densitpi, _;, (a;, .-, &)
cally or logically impossible (e.g., contrast and shapencabe IS obtained by summing and/or integratipay, ..., an) across

completely crossed if zero is one of the values for contrast) ~ all possible values dfey, ..., @) — (aiy, ..., &, ). Note, however,
that a vector of random variablés= (Ay,...,A,) need not be

Example 2.1. In the diagramll), leta, By, andd have respec- 5 random variable, becauéy, ..., A,) need not possess a joint
tively 3, 2, 1, and 2 values. Then these factors can be prsent §istribution.

as We use the relational symbe! in the meaning of “is dis-
a = {1%2% 3%} tributed as."A ~ B is well defined irrespective of whetharand
B are jointly distributed.
B= {1[3,213}, Let, for each treatmenp € T, there be a vector of jointly
O — ) distributed random variables with the set of possible \&lue
y= {1}, A = 41 x ... x 4n (that does not depend ap) and probabil-
ity mass/densityg (a1, .. . , &) that depends o@.° Then we say
5= {1528 that we have aector of jointly distributed random variables that

depends on treatmegt and write
The only constraint on one’s choice of the labels for the @alu
(here, 12,3) is that within a factor they should be pairwise dis- A(Q) = (Ag,...,An) (), ©€eT.
tinct. Due to the unique superscripting, no two factors ¢eares
a factor point. The maximum number of possible treatments ik correct way of thinking ofA(¢) is that it represents set of
this example is 12, in which case vectors of jointly distributed randomariables, each of these

vectors being labeled (indexed) by a particular treatm
{19,1P,1%) {10,2°, 29} {1% 28,13} {19 26 2%} g (indexed) by a p ey

T=9 {2%,1F 1%} {29 1P 20} {20 2B 15} {29 2B 20},
5 Probability mass/density is generally the Radon-Nikodyarivative with re-
{307 18, 15} ’ {30(7 18, 25} 7 {30( 2B 15} , {30‘, 28 25} spect to the product of a counting measure and the LebesgamunesorRN.

6 The invariance of2 with respect tap (more generally, the invariance of the
observation space fok with respect tap) is convenient to assume, but it is
not essential for the theory. Its two justifications are {faatthis requirement
makes it natural to speak of “one and the sam&/hose distribution changes

“We present treatments as sefsql,....x4m} rather than vectors with @ rather than to speak (more correctly) of different randormiabdes
(x‘fl,.‘. ,xﬁ{“), which would be a correct representation of elements of A(¢g) for different ¢; and (b) in the context of selective influences one can
01 X ... X Oy, because the superscripting we use makes the ordering of the always redefine the observation spaces for different tresitspto make them
pointsxf‘i irrelevant. coincide (see RemalkA.6 in the appendix).
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subvector ofA (@) should also be written with the argumept
say, (A1,A2,As) (@). If @is explicated asp= {x{*,...,xm}
or, say, @ = {3%,1°,1%}, we will write A(X{%,...,X3m) or
(A,B,C) (3%,1P,1%) instead of more corredd({xy*,...,x3m})
or (A,B,C)({3%,18,1°}).

It is important to note that for distinct treatmengs and ¢,

Dzhafarov and Kujala

Subtreatmentgy, across allpe T can be viewed aadmissible
valuesof the subset of factor®; (i = 1,...,n). Note thatgy, is
empty wheneve®; is empty.

Example 2.3. In the diagranfl, having enumerated, B,C by
1,2,3, respectivelyp; = {a,B,0}, P2 = {B}, P3 = {a,y,d}. If
the factor points are as in Exampgd and2.2 then, choosing

the correspondind\(g) andA(qz) do not possess a joint dis- @ = {3%,1°,1Y,2°}, we havegy, = {3 1P, 2%}, g, = {1P},
tribution, they arestochastically unrelatedThis is easy to un-  and @y, = {3%,1Y, 25} (wherey and its only point 1 can be
derstand: sincey andg, are mutually exclusive conditions for omitted everywhere, making, in particular, the treatmeps
observing values oA, there is no non-arbitrary way of choos- ande coincide). O

ing which valuea= (ay, ...,an) observed a@; should be paired
with which valuea’ = (4],...,a),) observed atp,. To consider
A(@1) and A(q,) stochastically independent and to pair every
possible value ofA(¢1) with every possible valué(g) is as
arbitrary as, say, to consider them positively correlated @
pair every quantile oA(@;) with the corresponding quantile of

Al@2).

Example 2.2. In diagram [[), let ® and T be as in Example
21 and letA,B,C be binary, 0/1, variables. Thei, B,C)(o)

is defined, for eaclp= {x%,y?, 2}, by a table of the following
form:

la pslaBC Pr]

xyzZ00O

Pooo
Poo1
Po1o
Po11
P10o
P1o1
P110
P111

B B PR P OOO
B P, OOR RO
P OFr OFr OFR

separately for each of the 12 treatments.

2.3. Selective influences

Given a set of factor® = {ay,...,am} and a vectoA(p) =

(Ad,...,An) (o) of random variables depending on treatment, a

diagram of selective influencesa mapping

(6)

(2% being the set of subsets @), with the interpretation that

M:{1,...,n} = 2%

O =M (i)

is the subset of factors (which may be emmg)ectively influ-
encing A (i = 1,...,n). The definition of selective influences is
yet to be given (Definitiof2.4), but for the moment think sim-
ply of arrows drawn from factors to random variables (or vice
versa). The subset of factoty influencingA; determines, for
any treatmen@ € T, the subtreatmentgy, defined as

G, ={X"€@racd}, i=1..,n

PR

The definition below is a special case of the definition of se-
lective influences given in the appendix. This definitionl wé
easier to justify in terms of the Joint Distribution Critemi for-
mulated in the next section.

Definition 2.4 (Selective influencgsA vector of random vari-
ablesA (@) = (Aq,...,An) (@) is said to satisfy a diagram of se-
lective influenced@) if there is a random variabféR taking val-
ues on some se®, and functiond; : ®; x R— 7 (i=1,...,n),
such that, for any treatmeptc T,

(Az,...,An) (@) ~ (f1 (@0, R), ..., (@0, R)).
We write then, schematicallyAs, ..., An) <P (P1,...,Dn).

()

The qualifier “schematically” in reference {@y,...,An) <P
(P1,...,Py) is due to the fact thatAs,...,An) is not well-
defined without mentioning a treatmeptat which these vari-
ables are taken. This notation, therefore, is merely a compa
way of referring to the diagrarfg).

Example 2.5. Consider the Thurstonian “mixture” model de-
scribed in the introduction:

17p// \\p
A/ \S

| |

| |

v v
Ha=0,0pa=1 Ha(x?),0pa=1
Mg =0,0ps=1 bs (Y?) ,0se=1

opg=0 ops=0

The selectivity(A,B) <P (a, ) here is shown by

7 Even thoughA(¢) is a random variable, antlis a finite set of factors contain-
ing a finite set of factor points each, the requirement in #fendion thatR be
a random variable is unnecessarily restrictive: it is sigficto require the ex-
istence of aandom entity Rlistributed on some probability spa(:ﬁ, Zy@H)
(see the appendix). It is shown in the appendix, howeveedas the Joint
Distribution Criterion, that if the definition is satisfiedttvan arbitraryR, then
the latter can always be chosen to be a random variable —etisaontinu-
ous, or mixed according as the variallép) is discrete, continuous, or mixed.
(Recall that in our terminology every vector of random \alies is a random
variable.) MoreoverR can always be chosen to be distributed unit-uniformly,
or according to any distribution function strictly incréas on any interval of
reals constituting® .
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1. puttingR = (S,Ni,N), whereSis a Bernoulli (0/1) vari- Example 3.1. Diagram[{), with the factors defined as in Exam-
able with P{S= 1] = p, N1, N, are standard normal vari- pleZI(with yomitted), is reduced to a bijective form as follows:
ables, and the three variables are independent;

2. defining ar = {{xg,xg,xg}“* : {xg,xg,xg} caxpPx 6},
(fl (X%, (SN, N2)), f2 (va(Sa NlaNZ))) .
B = {{¥}” :vPeB},

= (Ma(x*) S+ Ny, g (¥¥) S+ Ny) ;

Y.
3. and observing that Véz{{chvzg} H{#.3} EO‘X5}v
(uA(x“)S+ N1, Us (yﬁ) S+ Nz) ~ (A,B) (x“,yB) with, respectively, 12, 2, and 6 factor points, and
for all treatment x,yP } . O {{Xﬁ‘,xg,xg}a ,{yﬁ}s*,{z‘i‘,zg}w} € o X B X Vi
Remark 2.6 Note that the components of Tx_

(f1(9o,,R),..., fn(¢w,,R)) are jointly distributed for any
given@ because they are functions of one and the same random A=A yB =2
variable. The components ¢f\,...,A,)(®) are jointly dis- . o

tributed for any giverpby definition. There is, however, no joint the number of treatments, obviously remaining the samead.2,
distribution of these two vectors,fi(@s,,R), ..., fn(@e,,R))  for the original factors. O
and (Aq,...,An) (@), for any @, and, as emphasized earlier, no
joint distribution for (Aq,...,An) (1) and (Ag,...,An) (@), for
distinctg, and@,.

The purpose of canonical rearrangement is to achieve a bi-
jective correspondence between factors and the random vari
ables selectively influenced by these factors. Equivalenté
may say that the random variables following canonical rear-
rangement can be indexed by the factors (assumed to be) se-
lectively influencing them. Thus, if we test the hypothehbistt
(Ag,...,An) <P (O1,...,0p), we can, when convenient, write
A(a,) in place ofAq, Aq,) in place ofA, etc.

3. JOINT DISTRIBUTION CRITERION
3.1. Canonical Rearrangement

The simplest diagram of selective influencebijsctive

3.2. The criterion

o1 cee On (8)

l l From now on let us assume that we deal with bijective dia-
grams of selective influencef)( The notationpy, = @(q;) then

AL An indicates the singleton s¢k%} C @. As usual, we writeci in

) ] ) place of{x%}:
In this case we writgAg,...,Aq) <P (01,...,0pn) instead of
(Auowo ) 2 (@1 = {ash o @0 = {dn)). By = (0} g =X
We can simplify the subsequent discussion without sacrific-
ing generality by agreeing to reduce each diagram of setecti The definition of selective influences (Definiti@¥) then ac-
influences to a bijective form, by appropriately redefiniag-f  quires the following form:
tors and treatments. It is almost obvious how this should be o o
done. Given the subsets of factabs. .., ®, determined by a Definition 3.2 (Selective influences, bijective fornA vector of
diagram of selective influenceB)( eachd; can be viewed as a 'andom variables\(¢) = (A1, ..., An)(¢) is said to satisfy a di-

factor identified with the set of factor points agram of selective influenceB)( and we write(As, ..., An) <P
(ai,...,an), if, for some random variabfer and for any treat-
ai*:{((pupi)“i :(peT}, mentpe T,

in accordanc*e with the notation we have adopted for factor (Ag,...,An) (@) ~ (fl((p{ul},R),...,fn((p{un},R)), 9)
points: (@, )% = (@o;,‘a*’). If &; is empty, therpy, is empty
too, and we should designate a certain value, s&i/, @s a
dummy factor point (the only element of factaf). The set
of treatmentg for the original factorqay,...,amn} should then
be redefined for the vector of new factdrs, ..., ;) as

T = {{(cpcpl)“?,...,(cpq,n)“ﬁ} ols T} Cojx...xap

We call this redefinition of factor points, factors, and treants
thecanonical rearrangement. 8 See footnotEl?.

wheref;:aj x R — 4 (i=1,...,n) are some functions, witi}_
denoting the set of possible valueshof

This definition is difficult to put to work, as it refers to an
existence of a random variabfewithout showing how one can



find it or prove that it cannot be found. In Dzhafarov and Ku-

Dzhafarov and Kujala

This means, in particular, that;« andHy« have the same set

jala (2010), however, we have formulated a necessary and subf values asA (which, by our convention, does not depend on

ficient condition for(Ay,...,An) <P (ag,...
vents this problem.

,0n) which circum-

Criterion 3.3 (Joint Distribution Criterion JDC) A vector of
random variables Ap) = (A4,...,An) (@) satisfies a diagram of
selective influence) if and only if there is a vector of jointly
distributed random variables

foraq for an

H: ng17...,HX:::-7...,HXgn,...7HXE|:1 5

one random variable for each factor point of each factor,tsuc
that

(Horayy -+ Hogey) ) ~A@)

for every treatmenpe T.

(10)

Due to its central role, the simple proof of this criterioor(f
the general case of arbitrary factors and sets of randorties)ti
is reproduced in the appendix. The vedtbin the formulation
of the JDC is referred to as ttC-vector for Ag), or thehy-
pothetical JDC-vector for Ap), if the existence of such a vector
of jointly distributed variables is in question.

Example 3.4. For the diagram of selective influences
I B y
A B C

with a = {1%,29}, B = {18, 28 3P}, y= {1Y,2¥,3Y,4}, and the
set of allowable treatments

{19,28,1v} {19 2P 3V} {20 1P 4V},
T:
{19,38,1v} {273, 2V}

the hypothetical JDC-vector is
(Haa,Hao,Hyp, Hop, Has, Hiy, Hav, Hav, Hay) ,
the hypothesis being that

(Hia,Hys,Hiy) ~ (A,B,C) (19,28, 1Y),
(Hia,Hyp,Hay) ~ (A,B,C) (19,28, 3Y)
(Has,Hyp,Hay) ~ (A,B,C) (29, 1P, 4Y)
(Hia,Hgs,H1y) ~ (A,B,C) (1%,3F, 1Y),

(H2° ’ H3Ba HZV) ~ (Aa 87 C) (2(1 ) 3[35 ZV) .

treatment), the set of values fel;g, H,s, andHg is the same as
that of B, and the set of values fdt1y, Hoy, Hay, andHyy is the
same as that @. O

The JDC prompts a simple justification for our definition of
selective influences. L&A, B,C) ¢ (a,B,y), as in the previous
example, with each factors containing two factor points.n-Co
sider all treatmentgin which the factor point oéi is fixed, say,
at1%. If (A,B,C) <~ (a,B,y), then in the vectors of random vari-
ables

(AB.C)(1%,2%,1Y) (A B,C) (1%,2%,3') ,(AB,C) (1°,3%,1),
the marginal distribution of the variabkeis one and the same,
A(l“,ZB,ly) ~ A(l“,ZB,SV) ~ A(1G,33,1V) .

But the intuition of selective influences requires moret tha
can denote this variable(1%) because ipreserves its identity
(and not just its distribution) no matter what other varésbit
is paired with,(B,C) (2°,1Y), (B,C) (28,3Y), or (B,C) (3", 1Y).
Analogous statements hold fér(2%), B(2°), B(3F), C(1Y).
The JDC formalizes the intuitive notion of variables “pnese
ing their identity” when entering in various combinationghw
each other: there are jointly distributed random variables

Haa, Hoa ,Hyg, Hos, Hag, Hav, Hayv, Hav, Hay

whose identity is defined by this joint distribution; whéha

is combined with random variablés,s andHay, it forms the
triad (Hia,H,s,H1y) whose distribution is the same as that
of (A,B,C)(1%,28,1Y); when the same random variaktfa

is combined with random variableld,; and Hay, the triad
(H1e,H,s,Hay) is distributed agA, B,C) (1%,28,3Y); and so on
— the key concept being that it me and the sameiH which

is being paired with other variables, as opposed to diffenam
dom variablesA (1%, 2P, 1Y) A (19,28, 3Y) ,A(1%,3#, 1Y) which
are identically distributed (cf. Exam@d&1 below, which shows
that the identity is not generally preserved if all we know is
marginal selectivity).

3.3. Three basic properties of selective influences

The three properties in question are immediate conseqaence
of JDC.

3.3.1. Property 1: Nestedness.

For any subsefis,...,ix} of {1,...,n}, if (Ag,...,An) <P
(ag,...,0n) then(A,, ..., Ay) <P (Qig,...,Qj,).

Example 3.5. In Example34 if (A,B,C) <f (a,B,y), then
(A,C) «p (a,y), because the JDC criterion fqA,B,C) <
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(q,B,y) implies that(H1a, Hoa, Hiy, Hov, Hay, Hay) are jointly dis- ‘a B y‘A B C‘Pr‘ ‘or B y‘A B C‘Pr‘
tributed, and that 1310004 2320002
0011 0011

(Ha,Hyy) ~ (A,C) (19,1Y), 0100 0102

(H1,Hay) ~ (A,C) (1%,3Y), 0110 0111
(Haa, Hav) ~ (A,C) (29,2Y), 100[0 1003
(Haa, Hay) ~ (A,C) (29,4Y). 101]2 1011

110.1 1100

Analogously,(A,B) < (a,B) and (B,C) ¢ (B,y). Statements 1112 111]0

with <P involving a single variable merely indicate the de- _ o
pendence of its distribution on the corresponding factbus  One can check that marginal selectivity holds for all 1-
A <p o simply mean that the distribution ﬁ(xa7yﬁ’zv) does marginals: thus, irrespective of other factor points,

not depend og®, 2. O
EINZREINZ
[1]0[.5] [2]o]6
1/.5 1.4
3.3.2. Property 2: Complete Marginal Selectivity ‘B‘B‘Pr‘ ‘B‘B‘Pr‘ ‘B‘B‘Pr‘
11]o .6‘ 2[o].5] [3]o].7
For any subsefis,....ix} of _{1,_...,_n}é h; ’(:1, Qn%{_; 1.4 15 113
{oss ot depend on points of the factors outSile. . .| MAP] [yAP] (AP VAP
In pamcular the distribution of; only depends on pomts of;, EO 5 BO 7 BO 4 EO .9
=1, 115 |1].3] |1].6] [1]1

This is, of course, a trivial consequence of the nestedness
property, but its importance lies in that it provides theiests One can also check that irrespective of the factor poiry die
to check necessary condition for selective influences. 2-marginal(A, B) only depends o andf:

Example 3.6. Let the factors, factor points, and the set of treat- ‘O‘ B‘A B‘Pr‘ ‘O‘ B‘A B‘Pr‘ ‘O‘ B‘A B‘ Pr‘ ‘O‘ B‘A B‘Pr‘

ments be as in ExamdB4 Let the distributions of A, B,C) at 12003 |2100/ .3/ |1300.5| |2300.3
the five different treatments be as shown: 01l2 01l3 01l0 01l3
10/.2 10[.3 10/.2 10.4
11(.3 111 11(.3 110

Marginal selectivity, however, is violated for the 2-mangfi

lapylaBClPr |apy|ABCPY |apyABClP (A,C): if the factor point off is 28,
121000[.2 |{123000/0| |214000.3
0011 001.3 0010
a y|A C|Pr
010.1 010.2 010.3
01121 0110 0110 10'2
100.1 100.1 1003 01'2
101.1 1011 1010 11'3
110.1 110.1 1100 :
1112 111]2 1111 but at &,

9 k-marginal distribution is the distribution of a subsetkofandom variables E 0 0}.4
(k> 1) in a set ofn > k variables. In Townsend and Schweickert (1989) the 10.1
property was formulated for 1-marginals of a pair of randamables. The 011
adjective “complete” we use with “marginal selectivity”tis emphasize that :
we deal with all possible marginals rather than with just drginals. 114
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where we denote bl (X%, -) the application of to the compo-
This means that the diagram of selective influenees,C) < nent labeled by®. Clearly,F (H) possesses a joint distribution
(a,B,y) is ruled out. 0  and contains one component for each factor point. If we now de

As pointed out in Sectiof, the marginal selectivity property fine a vector of random variabl&) for every treatmenpe T

alone is too weak to define selective influences. The exaneple b

low demonstrates that the property of marginal selectigtgs

not allow one to treat each of the random variables as priegerv B... . . B —(F A F

its identity in different combinations of “its” factor witbther (B, Bu) () = (F (@) Az) - F (D) An)) (@),
factors.

Example 3.7. Leta = {1%,29}, B = {1, 2P}, and the set of then
allowable treatment$ consist of all four possible combinations
:)rl;gﬂfe;agtso;hpé)vlvnnt.s. LeA andB be be Bernoulli variables dis- (By,....Bn) (@) ~ (F ((P{q1}7A1) .....F ((p{an}7An)) (@),

: 10
a 8IA Blpd [a 8]A Bl Pr and it follows from JDC tha{Bs,...,Bn) <P (a1,...,0n).7" A
‘ B‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ B‘ ‘ ‘ function F (x%,-) can be referred to as factor-point-specific
110 0].1| [1 20 0}.09 transformationof the random variabléy, because the random
010 0 1/.01 variable is generally transformed differently for diffatgoints
100 1 0/.81 of the factor assumed to selectively influence it. We can term
late the property in question by saying that a diagram otseke
11|9 11(.09 . At . X o
influences is invariant under all factor-point-specifiogforma-
‘0‘ B‘A B‘Pr‘ ‘0‘ B‘A B‘Pr‘ tions of the random variables. Note that this includes ageiap
2 1lo olol] [2 2o oo case transformations which are not factor-point-speaifiity
01/.9 01.9
10.1 10.1 F(xai )=...=F Yi) =F (ai,-)
1 - — ] - Iy") -
11/0 11/0 (XK )

Marginal selectivity is satisfied: P&(1%,-) =0] = 0.1 and
Pr[A(2%,-) = 0] = 0.9 irrespective of whether the placeholder is
replaced with & or Z; and analogogsly foB. If we assume, assume that these distributions are such B a,B).
however, that this allows us to writa(1%), A(2), B(1%),  1p¢ tables below show all factor-point—spegm t)raTnPsgcni’cEg’s
B(2P) instead ofA (1%,1P), A(19,2P), etc., we will runinto A _, A* andB — B* at the four treatments, provided that the
a contradiction. From the tables fgr= {1“,1‘3}, {2“,15}, sets of possible values &f andB* are respectively{x,e} and
and {2,281, we can successively concludg1®) = B(1f),  {>,0}, and that at the treatmeqtl® 1#} the value 0 ofA is
A(2%) =1-B(1°), andA(2") = 1 B(2P). But thenA(1%) = mapped into- and the value 0 dB is mapped into-.

B(2P), which contradicts the table fap = {1%,2°}, where
A(1%) andB(ZB) are stochastically independent and nonsingu-
lar. This contradiction proves that the diagram of selectiv
fluenceq A, B) ¢ (a,3) cannot be inferred from the compliance

Example 3.8. Let the set-up be the same as in ExanBlg ex-
cept for the distributions dfA, B) at the four treatments: we now

with marginal selectivity. O la|gla— A B B] [a|pla—A BB
1l1 O—x|0—=p 111 O—%|0—=p

3.3.3. Invariance under factor-point-specific transfotinas 1ve|lm0 1-e|loo0
1l2 0—=%x|0—o0 1|2 O—%|0—=p

Let (Ag,...,An) <P (01,...,0p) and l1-se|l—op l—se|l—o
ol1 O—e|0—0> ol1 O—e|0—0>

H:(Hx‘flv-'-’sziv---afona---vHx‘;n") l—%|1l—o0 l-x|1l—o0

be the JIDC-vector fofAg, ..., An)(¢). LetF (H) be any function 202 0—>e|0—0 212 0O—+e|0—n>
that applies tdH componentwise and produces a corresponding 1ox]1-p 1-x]1—0

vector of random variables

F (Xgl,H ul) ,...,F <XEi,H ui) s
X 17 % 10 o o . . .

1 kg Since it is possible theff (x*, Hya ) andF (y*,Hya ), with x@ 5 y*, have dif-
) ferent sets of possible values, strictly speaking, one negylto redefine the
functions to ensure that the sets of possible valueBfa) is the same for

ey
a o
F (X1n7 ngn) N (annv Hxﬁ‘n") different@. This is, however, not essential (see footiidte 6).

F(H) =
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la[plA—= A BB [a]plaA=A BB
1l1 O—x|0—p> 111 O—x|0—p>
l1se|l1l—o0 l1se|l1l—o0
1]2 O0—%|0—o0 1l2 O—*x|0—p
loe |l lse|l1—o0
2l1 O—=%x|0—=n> olq O—=x|0—=>
l—ve|l—o0 l—ve|l—o0
2|0 O—%x|0—o 2l O—=%x|0—=>
loe |l lse|l1—o0

The possible transformations are restricted to these fecause

we adhere to our convention thahas the same set of values at tests:

all treatments, and the same is trueBofThis convention, how-
ever, is not essential, and nothing else in the theory pis\@re
from thinking of A at different treatments as arbitrarily different
random variables. With this “relaxed” approach, the foliogy
table gives an example of a factor-point-specific transédiom:

la[g| AoA [ BB

111 0—0 0—0
1—-1 1—-1
1l2 0—0 |0—-2
1—1 1—3
2l1 0—10 0—0
1—--20 1—-1
2|2 0—-10 |0— -2
1—--20 1—3

If this is considered undesirable, the variab(és,B*) can
be redefined to havg-20,0,1,10} and{—2,0,1,3} and the re-
spective sets of their possible values, assigning zercibties
to the values that cannot be attained at a given factor point.

This property is of critical importance for constructiondan

use of tests for selective influences, as defined in the next se

tion. A test, generally, lacks the invariance property josinu-
lated: e.qg., if the transformation consists in groupindef orig-
inal values of random variables, different groupings masuite
in different outcomes of certain tests, fail or pass. Sucbesa t
then can be profitably applied to various factor-point-#jec
transformations of an original set of random variablesating
thereby in place of a single test a multitude of tests wittepet
tially different outcomes (a single negative outcome milgut
the hypothesis of selective influences).

3.4. General principles for constructing tests for selectie influ-
ences

3.4.1. Population level tests

Given a set of factor¢ay,...,an}, a vector of random vari-
ables depending on treatmen(4y, ..., A)(®), and the hypoth-
esis(Aq,...,An) <P (a1,...,ap), atestfor this hypothesis is a

11

statementS relating to each othefAq,...,An)(¢) for differ-
ent treatmentsp € T which (a) holds true if(Aq,...,An) <P
(ai,...,an), and (b) does not always hold true if this hypothesis
is false. A test for a diagram of selective influences theeef®
a necessary condition: if the variablg@\,...,An) (@) : @€ T}
failit (i.e., if & is false for this set of random variables), we know
that the hypothesi§A, ..., Ay) <P (a1,...,0y) is false. If the
statementS is always false wheifAy, ..., Ay) # (d1,...,0n),
the test becomes @iterion for selective influences. A test or
criterion can be restricted to special classes of randombiais
(e.g., random variables with finite numbers of values, ortimul
variate normally distributed at every treatment) and/otdasets
(e.g., 2x 2 experimental designs).

The JDC provides a general logic for constructing such
we ask whether the hypothetical JDC-vedtbr=

an

Higns oo g, g Hr

1
for each factor point of each factor, can be assigned a jaéat d
tribution such that its marginals corresponding to the stgbs
of factor points that form treatmentse T are distributed as
(Ag,...,An)(@). Put more succinctly: is there a joint distribution

, containing one variable

of Hx‘fl by HX:::_7...’HXTH e HXEQ) with given marginal dis-

tributions of the vectors

H(p = (H(p{ﬂl} yee H(P{an})

forallge T?1

Thus, in a study of random variablés, B) in a 2x 2 factorial
design, witha = {1%,2°}, B = {1%, 2P}, andT containing all
four logically possible treatments, we consider a hypathét
JDC-vector(Hia, Haa,Hys, Hop) of which we know the four 2-
marginal distributions corresponding to treatments:

Hyags = (Hia,Hyp) ~ (A, B) (1%,1°),
Hyags = (Hia,Has) ~ (A, B) (1%,2P)

etc.

Of course, we also know the lower-level marginals, in thiseca
the marginal distributions dfiya, Hoa, Hyp, andH.,g, but they
need not be considered separately as they are determinbd by t
higher-order marginals. The question one poses withindbie |
of JDC is: can one assign probability densities to differexit
ues ofH = (Haa,Hoa,Hys, Hyp) so that the computed marginal
distributions of (Hia,H;g), (Hia,H,), etc., coincide with the
known ones?

If the vectorA = (Ay,...,Ay) has a finite number of possi-
ble values (we may state this without mentionipgecause, by

11 surprisingly, at least for the authors, a slightly less geheersion of the same
problem (the existence of a joint distributions compatiblith observable
marginals) plays a prominent role in quantum mechanicsealing with the
guantum entanglement problem (Fine, 1982a-b). We arefgtateJerome
Busemeyer for bringing this fact to our attention. The gatalwith quantum
mechanisms will be discussed in a separate publication.
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our convention, the set of values does not depeng)pthen so
does the vectoH = HX‘il""’HXE"“’ngn""’Hxﬁﬁ)’ and
the logic of JDC is directly implemented in tHeénear Fea-

Dzhafarov and Kujala

The truth of& for H with jointly distributed components follows
from the triangle inequality fol1. The inequality may very well
be violated when the componentstdfdo not possess a joint
distribution (i.e., when the hypothesis of selective infloes is

sibility Testintroduced in the next section. When the set offalse).

values forA is infinite or too large to be handled by the Lin-

ear Feasibility Test, one may have to use an indirect approac

computing from the distribution of ea¢h, certain functionafs’
01 (Hg) ,..-.9m (Hy) and constructing a statement

& (01(Hg),--..Om(He) 1 @€ T)

relating to each other these functionals for@# T. The state-
ment should be chosen so that it holds trud iossesses a joint
distribution, but may be (or, better still, always is) fatsther-
wise.

We illustrate this logic on a simple distance test of theetgri

introduced in Kujala and Dzhafarov (2008). Assuming théat al

random variables Ay, ...,An) take their values in the set of
reals, for each pair of factor poin{s®,y#} define

Mx“yB:EHHXu —HYBH,

where, for convenience, we writdx®y? in place ofM (x%,y®).

It can be easily shown thad is a metric on the sétl if H pos-
sesses a joint distribution for its components. For eaclirtrent
@, define the functional

9o (Ho) = Moy @),
whose value can be computed from the known distributions:
My @) = E[[|Agay (9) — Ay (9] (11)

where Ay (@) and A (@) are the random variables in

(A4, ...,An) () which are supposed to be selectively influenced
by a andf3, respectively. Due to the marginal selectivity (which

Example 3.9. To apply this test to Exampl&.4 we make use
of the property that ifA,B) <P (a, ) then(A*,B*) < (a,3) for
any factor-point-specific transformatiot&*, B*) of (A,B). Let
us putB* =B and

_JA if @y =19,
B 1-A if(p{q}:Z"‘.

This yields the distributions

la p|la* B*|P1| |a p|A* B*|Pr]
1100 of1] [12[0 o]o09
0 1|0 0 1|01
1 0|0 1 0|81
11).9 1 1].09
la p|A" B*|Pr| [a g]A B[P
211 ofo] [22[1 o]0
119 119
0 01 0 01
0 1)0 0 1)0

It is easy to check that

M1%1P = E[|A(19,1P) - B(1%,1P)|] =0,

M1928 = E[|A(19,2°) - B(1%,28)|] = 0.82,

we assume to hold because otherwise selective influences hav

already been ruled out), this quantity is the same for aditire
ments@ which contain the same factor point%,y? of factors
a,B. The statemen® is then as follows: for any (not neces-
sarily pairwise distinct) treatmengs, ..., @ e T and any factors
al,....a € ® (I >3) such that

01 # 02 7 ... 7 01 7 O # O, 12)

and

4’%1} = (p?{ul}a A d{;}—l} = d{ql—l}?d{ql} = (P%ul}a (13)
we should have

Oaral (Het) <Gtz (Hez) -+ Garrar (Hg ). (14)

12 A functional g(X) is a function mapping each random varialldrom some
set of random variables into, typically, a real or compleriber (more gener-
ally, an element of a certain “standard” set). A typical epéarof a functional
is the expected value [K].

M201P = E[|A(29,1F) —B(2*,1P)|] =0,

M2928 — E[|A(2%,2°) —B(29,2P)|] =0.
Since
0.82=M192F > M1%1P 4 M2%1P 4 M292F — 0,

the triangle inequality is violated, rejecting thereby thg-
pothesig(A*,B*) «r (a,B), hence also the hypothegi&, B) <P

(o, B). O

3.4.2. Sample-level tests

Although this paper is not concerned with statistical ques-
tions, it may be useful to outline the general logic of comstr
ing a sample-level test corresponding to a populationtiewve.
Analytic procedures and asymptotic approximations haveeto
different for different tests, but if the population-levekt can
be computed efficiently, the following Monte-Carlo proceslu
is always applicable.
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1. For each of the random variablas, ..., Ay, ifithas more  and sufficient condition for the diagram of selective infloes
than a finite number of values (or has too many values(A,...,A,) <P (a1,...,0p).
even if finite), we discretize it in the conventional way, by  In the hypothetical JDC-vector
forming successive adjacent intervals and replacing each
of them with its midpoint. Continue to denote the dis- H— (Hxa17...,szl,.--7Hxan7...,H u”) 7
1 ] 1

cretized random variables, . .., An. "
2. We now have sample proportions Since we assume that
Pri(Ai=ay,....,An=an) (x{*,...,x3n)], where

ai,...,ap are possible values of the corresponding HX‘,-" ~A(9)

random variableg\, ..., An. - - o

_ _ for any xi' and any treatmentp containing Xj', we know

3. For each treatment, we form a confidence region of possithat the set of possible values for the random vari:ﬂ;}e is
ble probabilities Pf(A; = a,...,An=an) (x{*...x4")] i

for a given set of estimates, at a given level of a familywise{a*'l’ ---»8m }, inespective okj. Denote

confidence level for the Cartesian product of these confi- brla, — B a an

dence regions, with an appropriately adopted convention r[( 1= 2, An = anly) (X}\l’”"X}\n)]

on how this familywise confidence is computed (glossing

over a controversial issue). forrv.s for factor point (15)
4. The hypothesis of selective influences is retained or re- =P l,...;Ins A, A0 |,

jected according as the combined confidence region con-

tains or does not contain a point (a set of joint probabili-

ties) which passes the population test in question. (Gragwhereli € {1,...,m} andAj € {1,... .k} fori=1,... n(‘rv.s”
ualized versions of this procedure are possible, when eackbbreviates “random variables”). Denote

pointin the space of population-level probabilities issak

with the weight proportional to its likelihood.) Heu = aay,,..., szll = Aty s
Instead of a confidence region of multivariate distribusibased Pr e
on a_dispretization, one can alsc_> generate confidenpe iegfon ngn = 8nly;---s HXEn = anly,
distributions belonging to a specified class, say, muliatamor- " (16)
mal ones. for A for A,
Resampling techniques is another obvious approach, al- P ,_O/r_\
though the results will generally depend on one’s often-arbi =Q| hw - lakgs -5 lnty kg | s

trary choice of the resampling procedure. One simple choice

is the permutation test in which the joint sample proposion

Pr[A1=ay,...,A, = a] obtained at different treatments (and wherel;; € {1,...,m} fori =1,...,n. This gives usn x ... x
treated as probabilities) are randomly assigned to theweds 1 Q-probabilities. A required joint distribution for the JDC-
¢. If the initial, observed assignment passes a test, whée thyeciorH exists if and only if these probabilities can be found

proportion of the permuted assignments which pass thedest Lubi ky - ;
- . o . ubject tom;? x ... x mk» nonnegativity constraints
sufficiently small, the hypothesis of selective influencesan- ) L X g y

sidered supported.
Q(|11,...,|1k1,...,|n1,...,|n|<n)ZO, (17)

4. LINEAR FEASIBILITY TEST and (denoting byir the number of treatments ih) nt x my x
... X my linear equations

In this section we assume that each random varidble)

in (A1,...,An)(9) has a finite numbem; of possible values Y Q11,1 dngs e Tnkg)
ai1,...,am. Itis arguably the most important special case both (18)
because it is ubiquitous in psychological theories and lsza =P(ly,...,In;A1,...,An),

in all other cases random variables can be discretized into fi o _
nite number of categories. We are interested in establishinwhere the summation is across all possible values of the set
the truth or falsity of the diagram of selective influend8y (

where each factoa; in (ay,...,0,) containsk; factor points. {l ol ol sl E = (gl
The Linear Feasibility Testto be described is a direct appli- yhile
cation of JDC to this situatiof® furnishing both a necessary

I, =11, I, = In

13 |n reference to footnofe_11, this test has been proposeciodhtext of deal-
ing with multiple-particle multiple-measurement quantantanglement situ- ations by Werner & Wolf (2001a, b) and Basoalto & PercivalQ2p
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Selective influences hold if and only if the system of thesedr la plAB| Pr] |ap|aB Pr]

equalities with the nonnegativity constraintgeasible(i.e., has

a solution). This is a typicdinear programmingproblem (see, E 0 0).450 \ﬁ 0 0).105

e.g., Webster, 1994, Ch. 4j. Many standard statistical and 0 11.050 0 1/.399

mathematical packages can handle this problem. 1 0].050 1 0].395
Note that the maximal value famr is nt = kg x ... X kp, 1 1|.450 1 1|.105

whence the maximal number of linear equationgrgk;) x

... X (mpkn). Sincemk; < mk‘ (assumingm, ki > 2), with the ‘cx B‘A B‘ Pr ‘ ‘cx B‘A B‘ Pr ‘

equality only achieved & = my = 2, the system of linear equa- 2 1/0 0/.170 |2 2|0 0.110Q
tions is always underdetermined. In fact, the system of equa 0 1/.330 0 1/.390
tions is underdetermined everkif=m =2 foralli =1,...,n, 1 0!.330 1 0/.390

because of the obvious linear dependences among the etgiatio

Example 4.1. Leta = {1%,29}, B = {1P, 2P}, and the set of al-
lowable treatment$ consist of all four possible combinations of once again, marginal selectivity is satisfied trivially, al
the factor points. Le#\ andB be Bernoulli variables distributed marginal probabilities are 0.5, for all treatments. Thesdin
as shown: programing routine of Mathematit¥, however, shows that the
linear equationdI® have no nonnegative solutions. This ex-
cludes the existence of a JDC-vector for this situationngu

1 1.170 1 1/.110

laglaB[ Pr] |aplaBPr] out thereby the possibility afA, B) <¢ (a1, B). O
|1 1]0 0].140 |1 2|0 0].198

Since the Linear Feasibility Test is both a necessary and

0 1.360 0 1.302 sufficient condition for selective influences, if it is pagder
1 0].360 1 0].302 (A1,...,An) (@), it is guaranteed to be passed following any
1 1/.140 1 1/.198 factor-point-specific transformations of these randornpotst

‘ All such transformations in the case of discrete random-vari

‘q B‘A B‘ Pr ‘ ‘q B‘A B‘ Pr ables can be described as combinations of renamings {actor

2 10 0].189 |2 2|0 0/.460 point specific ones) and augmentations (grouping of somesgal
0 1/.311 0 1/.040 together). In fact, a result of the Linear Feasibility Tastdy
1 0l.311 1 0|.040 does not depend on the values of the random variables irdjolve

only their probabilities matter. Therefore a renamingsag in
Examplg3.8 will not change anything in the system of linear
) o . o o ] equations and inequalitiegd)-(@8. An example of augmenta-

abilities are equal 0.5, for all treatments. The linear proyng  possible values,?, 3, 4, into binary variables
routine of Mathematic& (using the interior point algorithm)

shows that the linear equatioffE3{ have nonnegative solutions 0 if A(g)
corresponding to the JDC-vector A" (@) = 1 ifA(g) =

1 1{.189 1 1{.460

2,3,

1,2, B*“—{i 78(g)=1,
4, if B(q) = 4.

Hio Ha Hyp Hp|  Pr | [His Hoo His Hy|  Pr | It is clear that any such an augmentation amounts to reglacin
0 0 0 002708610 | 1 0 O 0/.15748000 some of the equations i) with their sums. Therefore, if the

O 0O O 11(00239295 |1 O O 1/.00204128 original system has a solution, so will also the system afteh

0 0 1 016689300 1 1 0 1 010854100 re?rlﬁgesrgrirgsréason'ng applies to one’s redefining the factors b

i i i ini y

0 0 1 1/03358610 |1 0 1 100197965 grouping together some of the factor points: e.g., redejiaia:

O 1 0 0).0019796% | 1 1 0 0).03358610 [1o 2o 34} into

0O 1 0 110854100 |1 1 O 1/.16689300

0 1 1 0/.00204128 |1 1 1 0].0023929% a = {{1‘*,2‘*}“ {30)° }: {1“*,2“*}.

0 1 1 115748000 |1 1 1 1/.02708610

. o This change will amount to replacing by their sum any two
This proves that in this case we do ha¥eB) < (a, B). = equations whose right hand sides correspond to identical ve

Example 4.2. In the previous example, let us change the distri-t0rs(l1,...,In;A1,...,An) except for the factor point fax being

butions of(A, B) to the following: 1in one of them and 2 in another.
Summarizing, the Linear Feasibility Test cannot rejectsel

tive influences on a coarser level of representation (fodoam
variables and/or factors) and uphold it on a finer level @itfh
the reverse, obviously, can happen).
14 More precisely, this is a linear programming task in the dad form and with If the random variables 'nVOlve_d have more than f_m'te number
a dummy objective function (e.g., a linear combination wziho coefficients).  Of values and/or the factors consist of more than finite nurabe
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factor points, or if these numbers, though finite, are togddo
handle the ensuing linear programming problem, then thedrin
Feasibility Test can still be used after the values of theloam
variables and/or factors have been appropriately groupée.
Linear Feasibility Test then becomes only a necessary tiondi
for selective influences, and its results will generally Bfedent
for different (non-nested) groupings.

Example 4.3. Consider the hypothes{&, B) ¢ (a, ) with the
factors having a finite number of factor points each, Arahd

15

solution will be found for sufficiently close to them sampke e
timates. The only unstable situation exists if solutionistsxon
the hypothetical population level (i.e., the selectivenafsnflu-
ences is satisfied), but they are all non-interior (containg).

Remark4.4. The question arises: how restrictive is the condi-
tion of selective influences within the class of distribntcsat-
isfying marginal selectivity? We do not know anything close
to a complete answer to this question, but simulations show
that selectivity of influence is not overly restrictive witle-

B being response times. To use the Linear Feasibility Test, onspect to marginal selectivity. Thus,kf =m =2 fori = 1,2,

can transform the random varialas, say,

1 ifA() <aya(9),
A (@) = 2 ifays(9) <A(9) <ai(9),
3 ifayp (@) <A(Q) <ag(9),
4 if A(g) > az/s(9),
and transfornB as
. 1 ifB(p)<b ,
B (¢) = ! (@) <by/2(9)
2 ifB(@) >by2(9),

whereap (¢) andbp (¢) designate thepth quantiles of, respec-
tively A(@) andB (). The initial hypothesis now is reformulated
as(A*,B*) «r (a,B), with the understanding that if it is rejected
then the initial hypothesis will be rejected too (a necessan-
dition only). The Linear Feasibility test will now be apmi¢o
distributions of the form

41
4 2

Pa1
Pa2

where the marginals foA are constrained to 0.25 and the
marginals forB to 0.5, for all treatment§x®,y?}, yielding a
trivial compliance with marginal selectivity. Note thatethest
may very well upholdA*,B*) ¢ (a, ) even if marginal selec-
tivity is violated for (A,B)(@) (e.g., if the quantilesy, (x“,yB)
change as a function ¢f). O

and if we constrain all marginal probabilities to 0.5 andkpic
P(1,1;1,1),P(1,1;1,2),P(1,1;2,1),P(1,1;22) from four in-
dependent uniform distributions between 0 and 0.5, thegiibb
ity of “randomly” obtaining selective influences is abou D. If
ki=m =2 fori =1,2,3, and we constrain all 2-marginal prob-
abilities to 0.25, the analogous probability is about 0.10.

5. DISTANCE-TYPE TESTS

5.1. General theory

First, we establish the general terminology related tadist-
type functions. Given a seX, a functiond : ® x R — [0, ]
is apremetricif d(x,x) = 0. The inclusion of the possibility
d(x,y) = c usually adds the qualifier “extended” (in this case,
extended premetric), but we will omit it for brevity. A preime
that satisfies the triangle inequality,

d(x,2) <d(xy)+d(y,2),

for any x,y,z € R, is a pseudo-quasi-metri¢p.q.-metri¢ for
short). A p.g.-metric which is symmetric,

d(xy) =d(y.x),
forall x,y € R, is apseudometricA p.q.-metric such that
x#y=d(xy) >0

(equivalently,d (x,y) = O if and only if x =y) is a quasimet-
ric. A p.g.-metric which is simultaneously a quasimetric and a
pseudometric is aonventionalsymmetric)metric. The words
“metric” and “distance” can be used interchangeably: socame
speak of conventional (symmetric) distances, pseudotiet
quasidistances, and p.q.-distancés.

Sample level problems do not seem to present a serious diffi- Ve are interested in the situation wheis a set of jointly

culty. The general approach mentioned in Sed8c&h2is facili-
tated by the following consideration. If a system of linequa-
tions and inequalities has an “interior” solution (one fdrigh
all inequalities are satisfied in the strict form, which irr case
means that the solution contains no zeros), then the soligio
stable with respect to sufficiently small perturbationstsfdo-
efficients. In our case, this means that if an interior sohuti
exists for population-level values Bf(l1, ... ,In;A1,...,An), and
if the sample estimates of the latter are sulfficiently clasthe
population values, then the system will also have a soldtion

distributed random variables (discreet, continuous, oreqt,
with the intent to apply a distance-type function definalte o
such an®_to the JDC-vectoH of random variables for the di-
agram of selective influenced8)( The random variable&(p) =
(Ag,...,An)(9), the factors® = {aq,...,an}, and the set of

15 The terminology adopted in this paper is conventional butumiversal. In
particular, the term “metric” or “distance” is sometimesdgo mean pseu-
dometric. In the context of Finsler geometry and the didsirity cumulation

sample estimates. By the same token, if no solution exists fo theory (Dzhafarov, 2010) the term “metric” is used to deatgnquasimetric

the population-level values d?(l1,...,In;A1,...,An), then no

with an additional property of being “symmetric in the sniall
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treatmentsT are defined as above. The main property we arend define, for each pair of factor poinds y?,

concerned with is the triangle inequality, that is, it isibglly

sufficient to know that the distance-type function we ardidga DX%yP = P2 {qu Rya} . (20)
with is a p.q.-metric.

The function[[d) considered in Sectid®.4.dserves as an in- Here, once again (see SectBaLJ), we writex®y? in place of
troductory example of a metric on which one can base a test fo(p(“,yﬁ). This time we are going to formalize this notation as
selective influences. As a simple example of using a p.grienet part the following general convention: awhain (a finite se-
which is not a conventional metric (in fact, not even a pseudoquence) of factor points will be written ass&ring of symbols
metric or quasimetric), consider the following. Let theretmnts  without commas and parentheses, suckffas. .x,“' ,XAyP2Y etc.
of R be binary random variables, with valugk 2}. Define, for The value oDx®y® is computable for any®y® which is part
anyAy,...,Ap,B,...,Bg€ R, of a treatmentp € T. The test therefore consists in checking

whether
A =1fori=1,....p,

P@[(Ag,....Ap) (Bu,....Bg)] =Pr '
[(A1 p) (B1 o)l Bj=2forj=1,....q

DXIIX" < DX{G? +Dxo?xg 4.+ DX ! (21)

. . o (of] > . .
The parentheses may be dropped around singletons, imparticfor any chain offactor pointe,* ... ( ,—3) satisfyingll2) anq
lar such that for some treatmengs” ..., @) € T (not necessarily

pairwise distinct),

PR} gV Dy c 0P (g e o)
The latter is clearly a premetricP®? is nonnegative, and (22)
P[RR =0, foranyR € ®. To prove the triangle inequality,  Note that this is just another way of writinE3)-@3. If the
2) @ 2) test is failed (i.e., the inequality is violated) for at lease such

P[RR < P[RRy + P [RiR, sequence of factor points, then the hypothésis ..., A,) <P
(a1,...,0p) is rejected. In the following we will refer to any
sequence of factor point§* . ..xf" (I > 3) subject to[f2) and
P2 [RiRy] = P? [(Ry,R) Ro] + P [Ry (Ro, R, (22 as atreatment-realizablehain.
Example 5.1. Let o = {1%,2°}, B = {1P, 2P}, and the set of
allowable treatment$ consist of all four possible combinations
of the factor points. LetA, B) be bivariate normally distributed
at every treatmeng, with standard normal marginals and with

PriA=1,B=2]=P?[(A)(B)] =P?|AB].

foranyR1, Ry, Re€ R, observe that

P? [RRy = P@ [(Ry,R)Re] +P? [R(Ry,Ry)] ,

PP RiR = PP [(Ry,R2) R + PP [Ry (Ro, R)] correlations
whence -9 at{x“,yﬁ}:{la,lﬁ},
+.9 at{x®yP} = {1928},
(2) @) _p2 a B
P2 [RR)] +P? [RyR] — P?) [RyRy)] p(.¥") vo at(eys)— (2 1)
_ _ {ou B
— PR [R(Ry,Re)] + P? [(R,Re) R > 0. 1at{xyP) = {2028}

We form variables

A*((p)_{; fA(Q) <0, B*()_{l B(¢) <0,
if A(g) >0, 2 ifB(g) >0,

Note thatP(® is not a pseudometric because generally

P@ [RiRy] = Pr[Ry = 1,R; = 2]

#Pr[Ry=1,R; = 2] = P [RyRy]. _ _ _ _
with all marginals obviously constrained to 0.5, for allare

Nor is P a quasimetric because it may very well happen thafments. The joint distributions are computed to be

R1 # Ry but

P(Z) [RlRZ] _ Pr[Rj_ _ 1’ R2 _ 2] —0. ‘C( B A* B* Pr ‘ ‘G B A" B* Pr ‘
] ) ) 111 1| - 121 1
To use this p.g.-metric for our purposes: each random Viariab 4
, . . 1 2|.42821 1 2].0717831
Hyxa in the hypothetical JDC-vectét has a set of possible values
A4, in which we choose and fix a measurable subsgetand its 2 1 - 2 1
complementZ,,. Note that4, is the same for all factor points 2 2| - 2 2] -
of the factora (and coincides with the spectrum of the random ‘0( BlA* B*‘ Pr ‘ ‘0( Bla B[ Pr ‘
variable in the diagran®gj which is supposed to be selectively
influenced bya). Transform eachl as \Q 11 \Q 11 -
1 2].0717831 1 2].265942
_J1 !f Hya eﬂ,ﬁ, (19) 2 1 21
2 if Hy € Ay, 2 2 2 2
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This formulation is given in Dzhafarov and Kujala (2010}, al
where for each treatmerp we only show the probabilities though there it is unnecessarily confined to metrics of aiapec
Pr[A* = 1,B* = 2] = P@ [A*B*], other probabilities being irrel-  kind, denoted(P) below.
evant for our computations. Sindd®, 1P}, {1% 281 {20 281,
and {29,1} are all allowable treatment, °2P291F is a

treatment-realizable chain. We can put therefore 5.2. Classes of p.g.-metrics

DXy — p2 {A* (X0r7yﬁ) B* (X{yﬁ)} Let us consider some classes of p.g.-metrics that can be used
for distance-type tests. We do not attempt a systematizatio
and observe that or maximal generality, our goals being to show the reader how
broad the spectrum of the usable p.g.-metrics is, and howitas
428217=D1%1P > D192P 4+ D292P + D2%1P = 0.409508 is to generate new ones.

This violation of the chain inequality rules o(A,B) < (a,B).
0 5.2.1. Minkowki-type metrics

The formulation of the tesf2fl), subject to[{2) and 2), is
valid for any p.q.-metrid imposed on the hypothetical JDC-  These are (conventional, symmetric) metrics of the type
vectorH for the diagram(@). Itturns;ﬁgt, hO\OI(vever, that using all
possible treatment-realizable chaixi$ ...x"' of factor points
would be redundant, in view of the Iemr):iwa below. For its for- M®) (A B) {{’/E[IA— BIP] forl<p<oo, 23)
mulation we need an additional concept. A treatment-reblez ’ esssupA—B| for p= oo,
chainx{*...x" (I >3)is calledirreducibleif

where
1. the only nonempty subsets thereof that are subsets of treat-

ments are the pairs listed i82), and esssupA— B| = inf{v: Pr[|[A—B| <] = 1}.
2. o factor point in it occurs more than once. In the context of selective influences these metrics have ibee
Thus, a triadic treatment-realizable chafhy®Z" is irreducible  troduced in Kujala and Dzhafarov (2008) and further analyze
if and only if there is no treatmenyg that includes{x“7y3,zV}. Dzhafarov and Kujala (2010). The metiit discussed in Sec-
Tetradic treatment-realizable chains of the foxfyBu\® are  tion3.4.1is a special casep(= 1). An important property of
irreducible if and only if £ u® andy? VP, !\/I<p> is that the result of aM(m-ba_sed distance-type test is not

invariant with respect to factor-point-specific transfations of

Theorem 5.2(Distance-type Tests)Given a p.q.-metric D on  the random variables. This allows one to conduct an infinity o
the hypothetical JDC-vector H for the diagral) (the inequal-  different tests on one and the saiig) = (As,...,An)(@). For
ity (2J) is satisfied for all treatment-realizable chains if andynl numerous examples of how the test works see Kujala and Dzha-
if this inequality holds for all irreducible chains. farov (2008) and Dzhafarov and Kujala (2010).

This theorem is an immediate consequence of LeAqi4l
in the appendix, where it is proved for a general set-up iiag|
arbitrary sets of random entities and factors.

Note that if T includes all possible combinations of factor o ) ) )
points, T = 01 x ... x 0m (“completely crossed design”), then Classification p.g.-metrics are the p.g.-metrics defined

the condition of treatment-realizability is equivalent@@. In  through the p.q.-metri ) by 20, following a transformation
this situation any set of factor points belonging to paiead- @9 The general definition is that for each random variable
ferent factors (e_g_{xcx yg} or {x“ VB Zy} with o # B £y # 0) in a set of jointly distributed random variabl&s we designate
belongs to some treatment, whence an irreducible chainotanntWo complementary eveng andEy , and put

contain factor points of more than two distinct factorsytheust

all be of the forrrv(‘l‘xgxgxﬁ...xgkflxgk (a #B). Itis easy to see,

however, that ik > 2, each of the subse{s@,xﬁ} and{xg,xg The results of aDc-based distance-type test for selective in-
belongs to a treatment. It follows that that all irreducitiains fluences depend on the choice of the eves so differ-

; letel d desi fth fomyﬁ B with ent choices would lead to different tests for one and the same
I:; onTieuﬁ gﬁé‘;ﬁi\ﬁ_ esign are ot the . W A(Q) = (Ag,...,An) (). See Exampl&dfor an illustration.

To the best of our knowledge this interesting p.q.-metris wa
Theorem 5.3(Distance-type Tests for Completely Crossed De-not previously considered in mathematics. One standard way
signs) If the set of treatments T consists of all possible combito generalize it (see the principles of constructing déitea
nations of factor points, then the inequali®d) is satisfied for metrics in Sectiof6.2.4 below) is to make the set of events
all treatment-realizable sequences of factor points if amdy {E; X e 17(} a random entity. In the special case when all ran-
if this inequality holds for all tetradic sequences of themrio dom variables irnR_take their values in the set of real numbers,
XAyPUAVB, with o £ B, X # u® and P # V2. andEy} for eachX € R is defined byX > v, the “randomization”

5.2.2. Classification p.g.-metrics

Dc (A,B) = Pr[Ex&EZ .
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of {E} : X € R } reduces to that of. The p.g.-metric then be-
comes

Ds(A,B) =PrA<V < B]

whereV is a random variable. An additively symmetrized (i.e.
pseudometric) version of this p.q.-metrids (A, B) + Ds(B,A),

was introduced in Taylor (1984, 1985) under the name “separa

tion (pseudo)metric,” and shown to be a conventional mdfric
V is chosen stochastically independent of all random vaggbl

in R.

5.2.3. Information-based p.q.-metric

Let the jointly distributed random variables constitutithg

set R be all discrete. Perhaps the simplest information-based

p.g.-metric is

h<A|B>=—§pAB<a,b>Iog%§;;’),

with the conventions Olog = 0log0= 0. is This function is
calledconditional entropy The identityh (A|A) = 0 is obvious,
and the triangle inequality,

h(A[B) <h(A|C) +h(C|B),
follows from the standard information theory (in)equalg]

h(AB) <h(AC[B),

h(A,C|B) = h(A|C,B)+h(C|B),
and
h(A|C,B) <h(A|C).

Note that the test of selectiveness basedch@f,B) (and any
other information-based measure) is invariant with resfmeall
bijective transformations of the variables.

The additively symmetrized (i.e., pseudometric) versién o
this p.q.-metric,h(A|B) + h(B|A) is well-known (Cover &
Thomas, 1990). Normalized versionstofA|B) are also of in-
terest, for instance,

hn (AB) =
where

h(A,B)=— % Pag(a,b)logpas(a,b),

the joint entropyof A andB; hy (A|B) is bound between 0 (at-
tained wherA is a bijective transformation d@) and 1 (wherA
andB are independent). A proof of the triangle inequality iqr
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5.2.4. Constructing p.q.-metrics from other p.q.-metrics

There are numerous ways of creating new p.g.-metrics from
the ones mentioned above, or from ones taken from outside
probabilistic context. Thus, l is a p.g.-metric on a s& then,

'for any spaceR. of jointly distributed random variables taking

their values irS,

D(AB)=E[d(AB)], ABeR,

is a p.q.-metric orR.. This follows from the fact that expectation
E preserves inequalities and equalities identically Batisfor

all possible realizations of the arguments. Thus, the nitsta
M (A,B) = E[|A— B|] of Sectiori3.4 3trivially obtains from the
metricd (a,b) = |a— b| on reals. In the same way one obtains
the well-known Fréchet distance

|A— B
1+ |A-B|

Below we present an incomplete list of transformations
which, given a p.q.-metric (quasimetric, pseudometriciven-
tional metric)D on a spaceR of jointly distributed random
variables produces a new p.q.-metric (respectively, quetsic,
pseudometric, or conventional metric) on the same space. Th
proofs are trivial or well-known, so we omit them. The arrows
= should be read “can be transformed into.”

F(A,B):E[

1. D=DY%(g < 1). In this way, for example, we can obtain
metrics

(E[IA-BPPNYP forl<p<e,q<l

M(P9 (A B) =
(A.B) {(esssunA—BDq forp=w,q<1

from the metricav(P) in 3.

2.D=D/(1+D). Thisis a standard way of creating a
bounded p.q.-metric.

3. D1,D2 = max{D1,D2} or D;,D, = D1 + Dy. This
transformations can be used to symmetrize p.q.-metrics:
D(A,B)+D(B,A) ormax{D(A,B),D(B,A)}.

4. A generalization of the previous:{Dy:v €Y} =
sup{Dy} and {Dy:veY} = E[Dy], where
{Dy:veY} is a family of p.g.-metrics, and&/ des-
ignates a random entity distributed &¥,%y,m), so
that

D(A,B) :/UeyDU (A,B)dm(v).

We have discussed in SectibiP.2how such a procedure
leads from our “classification” p.q.-metri@c to “sepa-
ration” p.q.-metricDs.

6. NON-DISTANCE TESTS

The general principle of constructing tests for selectnfeui

can be found in Kraskov et al. (2003), as part of their proaf th ences presented in Secti@@.1does not only lead to distance-

% [hn (AIB) + hy (BJA)] is a pseudometric.

type tests. In this section we will consider two examples on
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proposed previously and one new, of tests in which the func- 2. (simplicial inequality):
tionalsg (Hy) mentioned in SectioB.4.1are, respectively, two-

argument but not distance-type, and multiple-argumens.one PO [(Ry)...(Rs)] < 55 PO [(Ry)...(R)...(R)],
Recall that the tests in question are only necessary conditi ) . . .
for selective influences (in the form of the diagr@jn where in theth summand on the righR; in the sequence

(R1)...(R)...(Rs) is replaced withR (i = 1,...,9), the
rest of the sequence remaining inta&t.

6.1. Cosphericity test The generalized premetric property is obvious. To avoid-cum

bersome notation, let us prove the simplicial inequality<e-
3, the generalization to arbitras/being straightforward. We
drop in P® the parentheses around singleto$®) [RR;R3],

H= (Hx‘flv""Hin ,...,ngn,...,HXEn> PO [Ry (Rz,R) Rg], etc. The simplicial inequality in question is
1 n

Given a hypothetical JDC-vector

with real-valued random variables, the following statemen 3 3) 3) 3)
& should be satisfied: for any quadruple of factor points P [RiReRe] < P [RRR] + P [RIRRg] + P [RiRoR

{x®y*,u% P} with a # B such that for some treatments e nave

0@, P mET, R
PG) [RyRoRg]
{X“,yB} C cm,{xc‘,vﬁ} C cpz,{uq,yﬁ} C cps,{uq,vB} C @,
we have =P [(Ry,R) ReRs] + P [Ry (Re, R) Rg] + P [RiRz (Rs, R)],
‘pxﬂyﬁpxﬂvﬁ - puayﬁpuavﬁ‘ P® [RR.R]
< ¢1— Pl ¢1— P2 T ¢1— Plays ¢ 1-p2ps =PI [(Ry,R)ReRs] + PP [R(Ry, Ry) Rg] + P[RRy (Ry, Ry,

wherep,q,s denotes the correlation betwell: andHg, pa,s  and analogously foP® [RiRR;] andP® [RiR.R]. Then
denotes the correlation betweklg andH g, etc. Ergo, if the

inequality is violated for at least one such a quadruple ofoia P®) [RRRs] + PO [RiRRy] 4 P [RiR;R] — P3[Ry RoRs]
points, the JDC-vector cannot exist, and the diagram otteée
influencedd should be rejected. For numerous illustrations see
Kujala and Dzhafarov (2008), where this test has been peahos
and where it is also shown that for two bivariate normally- dis
tributed variables in a 2 2 factorial design this test is both a +PP[(R1,Rz) RRy] + P [RiR(R, R3)]
necessary and sufficient condition for selective influences

= PO [R(Ry, Rp) Re] + P[RRy (Ry, Rs)]

+P3[(R1,Rs) RoR] + P¥ [Ry (Re, Rs) R > 0.
6.2 Diversity Test We call P a diversity function. To use this function for a
o ) . ) test of selective influences, for each random varighlein the
The p.g.-metri®®? introduced in SectioBllends itself to an  hypothetical JDC-vectoH we partition the set of its possible

interesting generalization. L&t be a set of jointly distributed  yalues4, into s pairwise disjoint subsetdy, ..., 4%, and we
random variables, each havifg, 2, ...,s} as its set of possible transformHy as

values. Define

1 if He € 4k
K kl K )
P<S>[(Ri,...,Rll)...(Ril,...,Ri)...(Ré,...,RSS)] Y E
—Pr| R =i forj=1... kandi=1...s]|. S if e o,
In particular, Define
Pr[ Ry = 1,...,Rszs] =PI [(Ry)...(Ry)]. DX, .xts = PO [Rxgl RXHQ,} :
It is easy to show that the latter is a generalized p.q.Hdégta
in the sense of satisfying the following two properties: &ory
Ri,...,Rs,RE R, 16 With the addition of permutation-invariance, functio®® — R (with R
. () . . an arbitrary set) satisfying these properties are somstioadled (s— 1)-
1. (generalized premetrid}'® [(Ry) ... (Rs)] is nonnegative, semimetrics (Deza & Rosenberg, 2000); with the additiorhefroperty that

and it is zero if any two oRy,. .., Rs are identical. P > 0/if no two arguments thereof are equal, they becésrel)-metrics.
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Let us restrict the consideration o= 3 again. Assuming all the random variable®\,B,C,D in the hypothetical diagram
factor points mentioned below belong(isp, and given atriadic  (A,B,C,D) ¢ (a,f,y,0) each have three values, denoted 1,2,3,
chain of factor pointg = x®y#2/ (with the elements pairwise and let the distributions afA, B,C, D) be as shown in the tables,
distinct), we define a certain set of triadic chains refetcegls a  with all omitted joint probabilities being zero:

polyhedral sebvert.

1. For any triadic chain = x®yP2/ (x@ £ yP £ 2/ £ x%) and ‘a By 6‘A BC D‘ Pr‘ ‘a By G‘A BC D‘ Pr‘
anyut ¢ {x%,yP, 2/}, the set{ uMyP2Y, x%ub2, x?yPut } is a — . 1. — 1.
polyhedral set over, Xyzu: @ o:|: 11271 :: ::

123 1/1/3 123 11/2

2. For any triadic chainsandt’, if 913 is a polyhedral set over
t, and?d’ is a polyhedral set over aryc 33, then the set 1232183 1232172
(B — {t'}) UP is a polyhedral set over 123 3173 12330

3. Any polyhedral set over any triadic chdiiis obtained by
a finite number of applications of 1 and 2 above.

where {x*,y?,2,u'} is any treatment inT other than
We call such a set polyhedral because if one interprets dach 9{10(’1[372571v}_ It is easy to check that the 3-marginals
ement of it as a list of vertices forming a (triangular) fatten  (hence also all lower-order marginals) of the distribusion
the whole set, combined with the root fagdorms a complete  satisfy marginal selectivity. One can also check that
polyhedron. {191P13,11v13 1P1v13} is a polyhedral set (in fact, the sim-
A polyhedral set} over t = X%yP# is called treatment- plest one, forming a tetrahedron with vertice®, I, 1Y,1%).
realizableif each element (triadic chain) that belongsta {t}  Tpig polyﬁedral setis treatment-realizable because
consists of elements of some treatmerg T (which implies, ’
in particular,a # B # y # o). The diversity test for selective {19,181} c {19,181V, 28} {19 1B 15}  {1% 1B 2¥,15},
influences consists in checking the compliance of the hygibth
cal JDC-vector with the following statement: for any treatit:

realizable polyhedral sg8 overx{xb?xt?, {19,119 < {19,287, 1%}, {1P.1%,2°}  {2%,2F, 1¥,2%}.
Putting
He yHo o b Hi M o e
DX11x22)(33 < . ujzuk DXi Xj Xy - (24) D1%1B1Y = p(d) [H]_Ol H]_BHly}
X RCEP =Pr[{A=1,B=2,C=3}(1%1P,1Y,2%)] =1,
The inequality trivially follows from the simplicial ineaulity
and the definition of3. D191P1% = P®) [HiaHypHys]
The classification p.q.-metric tests considered earlienfa = Pr[{A: 1,B=2,D=3} (10(, 1B, 2V, 16)} =0,

special case of the diversity tests. For com&l)ete analogy on
should replace chains in the formulation of fRe’-based tests a181y _ p(3)
with a polygonal set)3 of pairs of factor pointsdipoleg over D171°1Y = P [HyaHsHy | o op s )
a given dipoled = x®yP (x* # yP). This set is defined as a set =Pr[{A=1D=2,C=3}(1%2°1V,1°)] = 3,
obtainable by repeated applications of the following twiesu

1. for anyd = x%y? (X # yP) and anyu* ¢ {x*,yP}, the set
{utyP, x?uH} is a polygonal set ovet;

D1%1P1Y = P®) [H sH s Hyy ]
=Pr[{D=1B=2C=3}(2",1F 1 1%)] = 1,

whereHy: are elements of the hypothetical JDC-vector, we see

. . s
2.1f P is a polygonal set oved, and*} is a polygonal set that the simplicial inequality is violated:

over anyd’ € ‘B, then the set3 — {d'}) U’ is a polygo-
nal set overl 1= D191P1Y > D191°1% 4 D1°11Y 4 D1°1P1Y — 2.
The generalization te > 3 involvespolytopal set®f s-element 3
chains and is conceptually straightforward. The notion rof a This rules out the possibility fA, B,C,D) < (a,f3,Y,0). O
irreducible chain is also generalizable to polytopal sets,we
are not going to discuss this and related issues here: thesttiy
function and diversity-based tests form a rich topic thaedees 7. CONCLUSION
a special investigation.

. Selectiveness in the influences exerted by a set of inputs upo
Example 6.1. Let a,B,y, be bln_ary (1/2) facto_rs, _and letthe 5 set of random and stochastically interdependent outpuds i
set of allgwable t.reatmeniﬁ consist of all comblnatlons of the itical feature of many psychological models, often birito
factor points subject to the following constraift®, 17, 2Y,1°} o very language of these models. We speak of an internal rep
is the only treatment inT of the forms {1%,1P,2Y,\®},  resentation of a given stimulus, as separate from an irtezpa
{1918, w,1%}, {1%,vR,2Y1%}, and {v*,1P,2Y,1%}. Let resentation of another stimulus, even if these representare
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considered random entities and they are not independent. Wiisprove) the adherence of a system of inputs and outputs to a
speak of decompositions of response time into signal-dig@n  given diagram of selective influences (for a given discegiim,
and signal-independent components, or into a perceptagé st if one is involved). It is possible, however, that discratian
(influenced by stimuli) and a memaory-search stage (influgnceis not desirable, or the size of the problem is too large to be
by the number of memorized items), without necessarilyrassu handled by available computational methods. In these cases
ing that the two components or stages are stochasticall ind faces the problem of devising an optimal, or at least sysiema
pendent. Moreover, the same as with theory of measurementay of applying a sequence of different necessary condifion
and model selection studies, the issue of selective prbstabi  such as distance-type tests. Let us call a Testtronger than
influences, while born within psychology and motivated by-ps testT, with respect to a given diagram of selective influences if
chological theorizing, pertains in fact to any area of efgplr  the latter cannot be upheld By and rejected byl,, while the
science dealing with inputs and random outputs. reverse is possible. Thus, in Kujala and Dzhafarov (200B) it
In this paper, we have described the fundamental Joint Disshown that the cosphericity test (Secf@d) is stronger than the
tribution Criterion for selective influences, and proposedi-  Minkowski distance test witlp = 2 (Sectior5.2.3. We know
rect application of this criterion to random variables wfthite  very little, however, about the comparative strengths fiécent
numbers of values, the Linear Feasibility Test for seledtiflu-  tests on a broader scale.
ences. This test can be performed by means of standard linear - . . .
. The problem of devising optimal strategies of sequentgitt te
programming. Due to the fact that any random output can be : o . ;
. . ) . ; : ! ihg arises also within the confines a particular class oftest
discretized, the Linear Feasibility Test is universallplgable, e o .
o ; . . Thus, the classification test (Sectidad and5.2.2 and the di-
although one should keep in mind that if a diagram of selectiv . . . .
) . : o : versity test (Sectiol.2) can be used repeatedly, each time with
influences is upheld by the test at some discretization, i ma_ . - ,
. ) . o a different choice of the partitions of the random outpu* d
be rejected at a finer or non-nested discretization (but hat a . d K h eth
coarser one). mains. We do not know at present how to organize the sequences

Based on the Joint Distribution Criterion we have also formu of these choices optimally. Inthe case of the Minkowskiafise

; ) test we do not know in which order one should use different val
lated a general scheme for constructing various necessary ¢ ues of p and different factor-point-specific transformations of
ditions (tests) for selective influences. Among the tests th b b b

generated is a wide spectrum of distance-type tests and sontghe random variables. The latter also applies to the noaline

e : . -

other tests described in the paper. The results of some sé the ransformations in the cosphericity test.

tests (e.g., all those involving expected values) are natriant Finally, adaptation of the population-level tests to datala

with respect to factor-point-specific transformationstod tan-  ysis is another problem to be addressed by future reseaideh. A

dom outputs, which allows one to expand each of such tests inthough sample-level procedures corresponding to oursesis

an infinity of different tests for different transformatmn conceptually straightforward (SectiB.2, the issues of statis-
The abundance of different tests which we now have at outical power and statistical interdependence compound rtble-p

disposal poses new problems. The Linear Feasibility Tesiis lems of comparative strength of the tests and optimal gtyadé

perior to other tests as it allows one to prove (rather thdy on sequential testing.

Appendix A: GENERALIZATIONS TO ARBITRARY SETS

Random Entities and Variables “natural” observation spade, Z), with 4 = [yes 4w (Carte-
sian product) and = ®,cq 2w being the smallest sigma alge-

For the purposes of this paper it is convenient to viessra ~ Pra containing all sets of the form, X [ica— o} A 0w € Zo.

dom entity Aas a quadrupl€ A’, 4,% 1), where A’ is a unique
name 4 is a nonempty set (of values &), > is a sigma al-
gebra of subsets ofl (called measurablesubsets), angi is a
probability measure o with the interpretation that(a) for
any a € ¥ is the probability with whichA falls within a C 4.
(4,%) is referred to as thebservation spacéor A. We call
the probability spacéq, %, ) thedistributionfor A and say that
A is distributed as(A4,%,p). The inclusion of the labelA’ is
needed to ensure an unlimited collection of distinct ranéom
tities with the same distribution. If two random entit@andA’
have the same distribution, we write~ A'. If A andB are dis-
tributed as, respectively4,% 4,1) and(B,Z3,v), then we say
B~ f(A)if f: 42— Bissuchthab c 2z impliesf1(b) € 34
andv (b) = p(f~1(b)), v being referred to as thiaduced mea-
sure (with respect tau, f), and the functionf being said to be
(4,Z4,W) — (B,Zz,v)-measurable

With any indexed set of random entitigé\,} . each of
which is distributed ag4,, 2y, hw), W € Q, we associate its

We say that the random entities A} . Possess a joint dis-
tribution if {Aw}cq is a random entity distributed &1, >, )
with W (aw X [ico—{w} A ) = o (aw) - Every subse®’ C Q pos-
sesses aarginal distribution([] e Aw R wear Zw: ), Where
H (a) = p(ax Nicq-a 4), forall a € @ueq Zo-*’

17 The standard definition of a random entity (also called “candelement” or
simply “random variable”) is a measurable function from anpke space
to an observation space. The present terminology can beaided with
this view by considerind{'A'} x 4,{{'A’} x a:a € Z},v) a sample space,
(4,%) an observation space, aAdhe projection functio‘A’} x 4 — 4. In
the case of jointly distributed random entitigs= {Aw}.q. €ach of them,
with an observation spadel,,, Z,), can be defined as the projection function
{'A'} x 4 — 4,. We do not, however, assume a common sample space for
all random entities being considered. The notion of a sasyéee is a source
of conceptual confusions, the chief one being the notionhttiee is only one
sample space “in this universe,” so that any set of randoitienpossesses a
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RemarkA.1. Note that the elements of the Cartesian prod-

uct [Teeq Aw arechoice function€) — (Jyeco 4w, that is, they
are sets of pairs of the forrfw,a), w € Q, a€ 4,. This
means that the indexation A} is part of the identity of
A = Mwes A hence also of the distribution &= {Ay},o-
Ideally, only the “ordinal structure” of the indexing €etshould
matter, and this can be ensured by agreeing thas always
an initial segment of the class of ordinal numbers. With ¢hes
conventions in mind{Ay},.o can be viewed as generalizing
the notion of a finite vector (although it is convenient not to
complicate notation to reflect this fact). For sets of jgirdls-
tributed and identically indexed random entities, the tiefa
{Aw}wca ~ {Bw}weq Should always be understood in the sens
of “corresponding indices,” implying, in particulgAy} - ~
{Bw} weqr for any subse)’ of Q.

The equalityA; = Az in the present context means that the
two random entities have a common observation spzce),
and that{ A1, A2} is a jointly distributed random entity with mea-
surepsuch thap({(a1,a2) € 4 x 4: a1 = az}) = 1 (this corre-
sponds to the equality “almost surely” in the traditionaht@aol-
ogy). We also follow the common practice of using equality to
replace “is” or “denotes” in definitions and abbreviatiossch
asA = {Au},cq- The two meanings of equality are easily dis-
tinguished by context.

A random variablds a special case of random entity. Its def-
inition can be given as follows: (i) i is countableX is the
power set of4, then a random entity distributed &4,%, )
is a random variable; (ii) if4 is an interval of realsy is the
Lebesgue sigma-algebra oh then a random entity distributed
as(4,Z,y) is arandom variable; (iii) any jointly distributed vec-
tor (Aq,...,An) with all components random variables is a ran-
dom variable. The notion thus defined is more general tharein t
main text, but the theory presented there applies with nafinod
cations.

Lemma A.2. A set{Ay},.q Of random entities possesses a
joint distribution if and only if there is a random entity Rseli
tributed as a probability spacé® ,Z4,v) and some functions
{fw : K - ﬂw}weQ’ such that{A(D}oer = {fw(R)}weQ‘

Proof. (Note that the formulation implies that all the functions
involved are appropriately measurable.) To show suffigienc
observe that the induced measweof any set of the form
MoweN 90 X [lica_n4, WhereN is a finite subset of2 and
e € Ze for w e N, is v (e fot (aw)), and this measure is
uniquely extended t@®),q %, To show necessity, piR =
{An:we Q} and, for everyw € Q, definef, : ® — A4, to be
the (obviously measurable) projectiéy: [Tico 4 — Aw. O

Corollary A.3. If Q is finite and{A,} . is a set of random
variables, then R in LemniA.2 can be chosen to be a random
variable. Moreover, R can be chosen arbitrarily, as any aont
uously (atomlessly) distributed random variable (e.gifarmly
distributed between 0 and 1).

€
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Proof. The first statement follows from the fact th& =
{Aw}eq in the necessity part of LemniA.Z is then a ran-
dom variable. The second statement follows from Theorem 1
in Dzhafarov & Gluhovsky, 2006, based on a general result for
standard Borel spaces (e.g., in Kechris, 1995, p. 116). O

Selective influences and JDC

A factor is defined as a nhonempty set fafctor pointswith
a unique name: the notation usedkis= {x,’a’}. Let® be a
nonempty set of factors, and [€tC [P be a nonempty set of
treatments Note that any treatmeigte T is a functiong: ® —
U®, so@(a) denotes the factor poinf' of the factora which
belongs to the treatmeigt (The notation forp(a) used in the
main text is@qy.)

LetQ be an indexing set for a set of random entifigg } .-
A diagram of selective influences is a mappMg Q — 2%. For
any such a diagram one can redefine the set of factors andithe se
of treatments in the following way. For evesye Q, put

w*:{s‘”*:seﬂM(w)},

if M(w) is nonempty; if it is empty, puty’ = {Q‘*’*}. This

establishes the bijective mappigj® : Q — 2%, where®*
{w*}ecq- For each treatmenie T we define the correspond-
ing treatmenty® as {s¥ :sC pASE [[M* (w),we Q}. The
set of all such treatmengg is denotedrl *. (In the main text the
procedure just described is callednonical rearrangemerjtin
the following we omit asterisks and simply pbt= Q, replacing
M : Q — 2® with the identity magM : Q — ®.

Among several equivalent definitions of selective influence
we choose here the one most immediately prompting the Joint
Distribution Criterion (JDC).

Definition A.4. Let A = {Ag} 1, andAg = {Aga}, o, fOr
every@e T. LetT be a set of treatments associated with
a set of factorsb. Let Ayq for eacha,@ be distributed as
(Aga), Zp(a): Mpa). We say that eachyq is selectively influ-
enced bya (o € ®,p <€ T), and write schematically <P P, if
there is a random entitR distributed as(ﬂ(, ZK,V) and some

functions{fx : R — A }acjo SUCh thatAg = {Apa} geo ~
{foa) (R} foralloeT.

RemarkA.5. Note that the formulation implies that all the
functions involved are appropriately measurable. Also, in
{fxa :17{—>,‘21>@}X[,6U¢ the setJ® can be replaced with
UgeT.aco @() if the latter is a proper subset of® (and the
same applies to the definition f in the theorem below). We
assume, however, that factor points never used in treasneant
simply be deleted from the factors.

acd’

RemarkA.6. In the main text we assume th G),Z(p(a))
(4q,%Zq), that is, the observation spa¢dy,Zy) of the entity
Ay q is the same across different treatmepts T. In footnote

[Bwe mention that this constraint is not essential, as theamand

joint distribution.

entitiesAgq can always be redefined to fornﬁa(p(a),z(p(a))
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(44, Zq) without affecting selective influence. This redefinition

can be done in a variety of ways, the simplest one being to putdinality, |X|. For any treatment-realizable chafn= xgl .

Aa = |J {@(0)} x Ay,
QT

and let ¥, be
{{o(0)} xa:a€Zyq), @ T}. Define gyq) : Aga) = Aa
by gy (@) = (@(a),a), for a € Ayq),® € T,a € d. Then

Apa = Gga) (Aga) and Ay = {Afp,a}qeq, are the rede-

fined random entities sought. Note that Af < @, then
A* = {AZB} <P ®, because Definitio.4 applies toA* with
T

the sameR and with the composite functiomg: o fxa replacing
fxa, for all xX* € J®. (In the terminology of the main texgi
are factor-point-specific transformations.)

Theorem A.7 (JDC). A necessary and sufficient condition for
A «p @ in Definition[A4 is the existence of a set of jointly dis-
tributed random entities

H = {Hx }acyo
(one random entity for each factor point of each factor),tsuc
that

{Hxe }xﬂe(pN Ag

for every treatmenpe T.

Proof. Immediately follows from the definition and LemiAz2]
O

Theorem A.8. If |J® in DefinitionA.4is a finite set and fq)
is a random variable for every, ¢, thenR can always be chosen
to be a random variable. Moreover, R can be chosen arbityaril
as any continuously (atomlessly) distributed random J\aega

Proof. Immediately follows from JDC and Corollai&3 O

RemarkA.9. In Dzhafarov and Gluhovsky (2006) this inference
was not made because JDC at that time was not explicitly fo
mulated (outside quantum mechanics, see footfiflesdld).

The three basic properties of selective influences list&knt
tion 33 trivially generalize to arbitrary sets of factors and ran-
dom entities.

Distance-type tests

The principles of test construction (Sect@d) and the logic
of the distance-type tests in particular, apply withoutrdes
to arbitrary sets of factors. As to the random entities, sofme
the test measures are confined to discrete and/or realeveduie
ables (e.qg., information-based and Minkowski-type orabers
(such as classification measures) are completely general.

We will use the notation and terminology adopted in Dzha-

farov and Kujala (2010). Chains of factor points can be deshot
by capital Roman lettersX = x‘i‘l...x,“' . A subsequence of
points belonging to a chain forms gsibchain A concatenation

of two chainsX andY is written asXY. So, we can have chains

the smallest sigma-algebra containing
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XXy, XAXY P, etc. The number of points in a chatis itscar-
(o}
_ X
we write
11
DX = Zle“ix“itl

(with the understanding that the sum is zerbig O or 1).

A treatment-realizable chaut'X V" is calledcompliant(with
the chain inequality) ifDU < DUMXW = Dxxj* + DX +
Dx%nx’; it is called contravening(the chain inequality) if
Dufv’ > Du*XV. The proofs of the two lemmas below are very
similar, but it is convenient to keep them separate.

Lemma A.10. If a treatment-realizable chaingé= x‘i‘l . ..x,O‘|
(I >3) is contravening, then it contains a contravening subchai
in which no factor point occurs more than once.

Proof. If | = 3 then the chain contains no factor point more than
once, because otherwise it is not treatment realizable>I8,
andXp contams factor pomt&“' = x , then it can be presented

asXo=Xx7*. X whereU is some nonempty sub-

chain { may commdje W|th 1uorj coincide withl, but not both).

But thenX; = x;*... X di S X I'is also treatment-realizable and
contravening, because
DX{x" > DXo = Dx{*...xUX]" ... X"
> Dx{ ...)gqi...xf" =DX1.

If X1 contains two equal factor points, ther<3dX;| < [Xo|, and
we can repeat the same procedure to obfajretc. As the proce-
dure has to stop at som¥, this subchain will contain no factor
point twice. O

Lemma A.11. If a treatment-realizable chaing= x‘i‘l .. .x,o'|
(I >3) is contravening, then it contains a contravening irre-
ducible subchain.

Proof. By the previous lemma, we can assume that every factor

I,pomt inXp occurs no more than once.l &= 3, the chairXg itself

is irreducible, because otherwise there would exist anreat
@ € T that includes the elements of the chain, and this would
make the chain compliant. If> 3, and the chaiXg is not irre-

ducible, then it must contalnasubchaﬁ‘u "suchthaf >i+1
and{ } is part of some treatmegte T. The chain then

i J
can be presented X5 = x1 ...xi“'ij J ...x1 , whereU is some
nonempty subchain (nay coincide with 1 orj with I, but not

both). The subchailfqio“Ux?j is clearly treatment-realizable. If
it is contravening, then we replaeg with X1 xlu'Ux - if it
is compliant, then we replac& with X; = x a

XX

In both cases we obtain a treatment- reallzable subotlanrﬁxo
such that 3< |X1| < [Xo|, andX; is contravening: in the former

casexi = xio“Ux?j is contravening by construction, in the latter
caseDX"Ux’ > Dx"x|’ whence
DX{x" > DXo = Dx{* ... UX]" ... X"

> DxgtL L = DX,
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If X1 is not irreducible, we can apply the same procedunéto
to obtain a contravening subchafa with 3 < [Xp| < |X1], and

Dzhafarov and Kujala

interdependent component3ournal of Mathematical Psy-
chology 48, 51-64.

continue in this manner. Eventually we have to reach a centraFine, A. (1982a). Joint distributions, quantum correlagioand

vening subchairk; of Xp such thatX;| > 3 and the procedure
cannot continue, indicating tht is irreducible. O
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