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Abstract

It is frequently of interest to jointly analyze two paired sequences of multiple tests.
This paper studies the problem of detecting whether there are more pairs of tests that
are significant in both sequences than would be expected by chance. The asymptotic
detection boundary is derived in terms of parameters such as the sparsity of non-
null cases in each sequence, the effect sizes of the signals, and the magnitude of the
dependence between the two sequences. A new test for detecting weak dependence is
also proposed, shown to be asymptotically adaptively optimal, studied in simulations,
and applied to study genetic pleiotropy in 10 pediatric autoimmune diseases.

1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

Joint analysis of two paired sequences of multiple tests, each arising from a separate inde-
pendent study, arises in many applications. It has been particularly motivated by genomics
research, where it is natural to investigate similarities in how genomic features, such as
genes or genetic markers, behave across studies. For example, recent interest has focused
on features that may be significant in both of two sequences of multiple tests. In differ-
ential gene expression experiments, enrichment analysis [30] is often used to test whether
two experiments share more significantly differentially expressed genes than would be ex-
pected by chance. In the integration of an expression quantitative trait loci study and a
genome-wide association study, the goal is frequently to detect and identify genetic variants
that are associated with both gene expression and disease [24, 43]. Replicability analysis
[25], 26, 27] aims to discover significant findings that have been replicated across genomic
studies. Finally, studies of genetic pleiotropy investigate whether the same genetic variants
may be simultaneously associated with different traits 7, [10] 111, 12, 20}, B37].



These examples broadly fall into two categories of questions: the detection of whether
there exist features that are significant in both of two studies, and the identification of
those simultaneously significant features. This paper focuses on the detection problem; the
identification problem is studied elsewhere [10] 27, 44, [56]. Specifically, let I;,; be unobserved
latent indicators of whether the jth test, 7 = 1,...,p, is truly non-null in the kth study,
k =1,2. Let Tj; be the corresponding test statistic such that

Tij | Iy =0~ F, Ty | Iy =1~ F}, Iij~ Ber(m), k=1,2, (1)

where the 7, quantify the proportion of non-null tests in each study. The F} and F}' can be
viewed as mixtures of possibly different null and non-null distributions for different j. For
each k, model corresponds to a two-group mixture model for Tj;, which is common in
the literature |14 15 [19, 50} 51]. It will be assumed that the T}, are two-tailed test statistics
and are thus stochastically larger when I;; = 1. Because the two sequences of tests arise
from different studies, which typically are conducted on independent samples, it is assumed
that T1; and T5; are independent conditional on the latent indicators I;; and Is;.

The goal of this paper is to test whether there are more features j that are significant in
both studies than would be expected by chance. Formally, if Pr(l; = 1,15; = 1) = ¢, the
goal is to test

Hy:e=mmy wvs. Hy:e>mms. (2)

This is motivated by a study of genetic pleiotropy in 10 pediatric autoimmune diseases
conducted by Hakonarson and colleagues at the Children’s Hospital of Pennsylvania [40),
41]. More details about the data can be found in Section . Testing using genome-
wide association study summary statistics from a pair of diseases can assess whether the
two conditions have some degree of shared genetic architecture, which can lead to a better
understanding of their etiologies.

Several features make testing difficult for existing methods. First, the Ij; are not
directly observed. Second, in genomics applications, non-null features are typically rare
and have weak effect sizes. For example, only a relatively small proportion of the human
genome is expected to be associated with a given phenotype, and then only weakly so.
Finally, positive dependence between I;; and I; can be very weak when it exists, because
cross-study heterogeneity makes it unlikely that more than a handful of features will be
simultaneously non-null in both of two independently conducted genomics studies, even if
the studies are closely related.

This paper proposes a new test for under these challenging conditions. The proposed
test statistic is shown to be asymptotically adaptively optimal, so that it performs as well
as the optimal likelihood ratio test statistic but without needing to specify parameter values
under Hy and H,. In fact the proposed test is entirely nonparametric, so neither F nor F}!
needs to be known. It is also computationally efficient to implement and can be computed
for 10 million pairs of tests in under one minute. It is available in the R package ssa.

1.2 Related work

Because model assumes that 77; and T5; are independent conditional on I;; and Iy,
testing is equivalent to testing for independence between 77, and 75;. Classical methods
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are based on goodness-of-fit tests comparing the empirical bivariate distribution of (71, T%;)
to the product of the marginal empirical distributions. Variations include Cramer-von-Mises-
, Anderson-Darling-, and Kolmogorov-Smirnov-type tests |29 48, 53]. A number of methods
for detecting positive quadrant dependence have also been studied in the actuarial sciences
[36]. Independence testing has seen renewed interest in the statistical literature, where the
focus is on detecting arbitrary types of dependence [46], 52]; see in particular Heller et al.
[28]. In contrast, this paper is concerned with detecting a particular form of dependence
between T'; and T5;, induced by the weak positive latent dependence between I;; and I;. It
appears that this type of dependence has not yet been specifically considered, and existing
methods may be suboptimal. Furthermore, the fundamental limits of detection have not
been studied.

Testing can also be seen as an extension of the single-sequence signal detection prob-
lem. There, given test statistics T}, from a single study &, the goal is to determine whether
there are any non-null signals: Hy : Pr(l;; = 1) =0 vs. Hs : Pr(Iy; = 1) > 0. The funda-
mental limits of detection for this problem have been derived, and asymptotically adaptively
optimal tests have also been developed [1, O, 8, [13] 14, BT, B2, B3, B5]. Special attention
has been paid to the setting where m, is very close to zero and F} is not too different from
F?. As previously noted, this rare and weak signal setting is also the focus of this paper.
However, results for the single sequence problem do not apply to testing .

Several additional methods for testing have been developed in the genomics litera-
ture. A popular approach is to estimate the Ij;, by thresholding the T};, and then to test
for dependence using the estimated I, [30, 47]. However, it is unclear how the thresholds on
Ty; should be chosen. Alternatively, the GPA method [10] fits the (73, T5;) to a four-group
mixture model, each group corresponding to one of the four possible values of the tuple
(I1j,I2), and uses a generalized likelihood ratio test for (2). However, GPA imposes para-
metric assumptions on F and F}. In addition, theoretical results from the single-sequence
detection problem suggests that generalized likelihood ratio tests will have poor asymptotic
properties when non-null Tj; are rare and weak [23]. Recently, Zhao et al. [57] proposed a
simple test for and studied its asymptotic properties. However, their theoretical results
require distributional assumptions on the 7j;, and their test is only asymptotically optimal
under specialized conditions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] introduces the proposed test
statistic and Section [3] studies its asymptotic adaptive optimality. Section [ presents the
results of simulation studies and the pediatric autoimmune disease analysis. The paper
concludes with a discussion in Section f] Additional simulation and data analysis results,
and all proofs, can be found in the Appendix.
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Figure 1: The 2 x 2 table induced in (7};,73;),j = 1,...,100, generated according to (5)),
by the tuple (¢1,t3) = (2,2). The cell counts are denoted by Oy, [,m =0, 1.

2 Proposed method

2.1 Test statistic

Because testing is equivalent to detecting dependence between 77, and T5;, let Slg(tl, to)
and S(tx) denote the empirical bivariate and marginal survival functions, respectively:

Sia(tr, ta) = Zf Ty =t Ty 2 1), Si(t) ZI Ty >t), k=12

7=1

The proposed test statistic is

~

B sup p2 St = Sit)S(t)|

2
(ies {S1(0)Sa(te) — S (tr)S3(t2) /2

where the set S is defined as

S = [Ty, i) x [Toq), Tow)) \ {(Tiay, To)) }, (4)

and Tj,;) is the jth order statistics of the T};. This is the supremum version of an Anderson-
Darling-type goodness-of-fit test for independence between 77, and 75;, and is motivated by
the higher criticism statistic of Donoho and Jin [14] for signal detection in a Slngle sequence
of multiple tests. Properties of an oracle version of the statistic D where the Sy are replaced
by the true marginal survival functions, have been previously studied [I7, 18], but not in the
present context of weak latent dependency detection. One advantage of D is that it makes
no assumptions about the distributions Fy and F}.

To better understand its properties, first consider the numerator 5'12 — glég. This is a
natural way to test for dependence between 73, and T5; and thus , but there is a useful
alternative interpretation. Figure [1|is a scatterplot of 100 realizations from the following



Figure 2: Plot of the weight function {S;(t;)Sa(t2) — S?(t1)S2(ty)} =12 for Sp(z) =1 — .

data-generating mechanism:

Tkj|jkj:ONN<O,].>, Tkj|ij:1NN(371),k?:172,
Pr([lj = 17[2j = 1) = 017 PI'(IU = 1,[2]' = 0) = 005, Pr([lj = O,[Qj = 1) = 005, (5)
Pr([lj = O, [2j = 0) = (.8.

The figure illustrates that any tuple (¢;,%5) divides the observed data into a 2 x 2 contin-
gency table. Blum et al. [6] recognized that the numerator is closely related to testing for
independence using the cell counts of the 2 x 2 table induced by (¢,%;). Later, Thas and
Ottoy [53] and most recently Heller et al. [28] extended this idea to m x m tables for m > 2,
which Heller et al. [28] showed can have greater power.

Next consider the supremum in D. It is difficult to know a priori which tuple (¢1,t5) will
induce the 2 x 2 table that gives the largest test statistic. The optimal (¢1, ;) depends on
the distributions F} and F}, the proportions 7, and the degree of dependence e. Thus D
takes the supremum over all possible (1, t2), allowing it to adapt to any combination of these
unknown parameters. Instead of the supremum, Thas and Ottoy [53] proposed a statistic
that integrates over all tuples; their statistic turns out to be closely related to to summing
the Pearson chi-square test statistics calculated from each 2 x 2 table induced by each of
the observed tuples (T3, 7). Heller et al. [28] proposed several procedures that either sum
or take the maximum over statistics arising from all possible m x m tables, then combines
these statistics across multiple choices for m.

Finally, consider the denominator of D. It is a natural standardizing weight in that it
is the variance of 512 under the independence null hypothesis of (§ . Furthermore, it is
the reason why D can have power for detecting even weak dependence. Figure [2 I plots the
inverse of the denominator when the marginal survival functions are known and equal to
Sp(z) = 1 — x. It is largest for large t; and ¢y, which corresponds to the upper right-hand
quadrant of Figure [1 I This implies that D can be large even when only a few points are
observed in this quadrant, which will be the case when the Tj; are stochastically larger when
I; = 1 but only weakly dependent. Other denominators are also possible but may not be
optimal for detecting weak positive latent dependence; see Section [4.4]



2.2 Inference

When the test statistics T, are independent across j, Einmahl [I7] showed that the oracle
statistic

Sha(t1, ta) — Si(t1)Sa(ta))|
D — 1/2 | 12 7
otintenel {S1(t)Sa(ts) — S3(t1) SE (k) J17

where the marginal survival functions are known, satisfies

Er{(lnp)’l/ZD >} — 1 —exp(—2?)
0

(6)

under the null hypothesis Hj of independence between I;; and Iy;. However, this oracle
result may not be applicable to the proposed D . Furthermore, the convergence rates of
these types of extreme values statistics are usually too slow to be useful [4] 9] [14].

Instead, this paper considers a simple permutation procedure to provide p-values. Fixing
the indices of T5;, randomly permute the indices of 7T}; to induce independence between
the two sequences of tests. Let DO be the proposed statistic calculated after the [th
permutation. Then the p-value after B permutations is {1+ Y0 (DY > D)}/ (B+1) [38].
Even large numbers of permutations are feasible because D can be computed very quickly,
as described below in Section 2.3l

In many genomic applications, the T}; are likely to be dependent across j. For example,
if each T}; is the test statistic for association between genetic variant j and phenotype k,
the Tj; will be correlated across j due to linkage disequilibrium. Interestingly, simulations
with real genotype data in Section [4.3] indicate that using the random permutation p-value
is still able to maintain type I error.

2.3 Implementation

A simple algorithm for calculating D requires O(p?) operations: the Ti; and Ty, are first
sorted using quicksort, which on average requires O(plnp) operations and at most requires
O(p?). Next, the algorithm iterates from the largest to the smallest order statistics Ty,
where for each [ it iterates from the largest to the smallest T5,,) in order to calculate

12 191(Tiy, o) = S1(Ti))Sa(Tagm)|
{S1(T11)) S2(Togmy) — S1(T1ay)2S2(Timy)? 172

forall im =1,...,p. Finally, D= max;,, Dj,. This algorithm has been implemented in C'
in the R package ssa.

An additional computational shortcut can be implemented. Because the Tj; are stochasti-
cally larger when Ij;; = 1, the largest Dy, is likely to be found when [ and m are large. There-
fore the algorithm only needs to iterate over Ti(—m,4+1),-- -, L1y and Top—mot1)s -+ - To(p)s
where m; and my can be close to p. Even if the true maximum Dy, is not attained for these
test statistics, the largest D;; in this restricted region may still be large enough to reject the
null hypothesis. This truncated calculation should at worst provide a conservative test, and
my and my can be set as large as computationally feasible. As an example, this algorithm
can calculate D for p = 107 and m; = my = 10* in 29 seconds on a laptop with a 2.5 GHz
Intel Core i5 processor with 8 GB RAM.
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3 Theoretical justification

3.1 Assumptions

As introduced in Section [T} for any feature j the observed T1; and Tj; are assumed to follow
model . Because they are derived from two different studies, they will be independent
conditional on the I,;. They are also assumed to be two-tailed test statistics and thus
stochastically larger when Ij;; = 1 than when I;; = 0.

Assumption 1 For k = 1,2, F}'(t) < FQ(t) for all t.

The dependency detection problem and the proposed test statistic D will be
studied under the asymptotic testing framework [38], where the asymptotics apply to the
total number of tests p. This is meaningful because in practice p can be very large, such
as in applications to genome-wide association studies. If the parameters €, 7, F, and F},
k = 1,2 were fixed with p, any reasonable test would be able to distinguish Hy from H 4.
Instead, the parameters will calibrated to vary with p. This allows for a more meaningful
comparison between possible testing procedures, and in addition formalizes the setting of
weak positive latent dependence and rare and weak signals, described in Section [I]

Specifically, e and 7, will be calibrated to approach 0, which models weak dependence
and rare signals:

Wk:p_ﬁk, 1/2§6k§1,/{7:1,2, (7)
e=mm+p P, 1/2<B <L (BiVF) <P

In genomics problems, typically very few of the T}, are non-null, which is reflected in the
regime 1/2 < (5 [14, O, [§]. Analogously, this paper models weak dependence by letting
B > 1/2. The additional restriction § > fj ensures that e < (m; A 7).

Given (7)), £} must be calibrated to separate from F}, otherwise testing (2)) would be very
difficult. This divergence will be expressed in terms of the likelihood ratio between the two
distributions. Because no parametric assumptions are made on F}! and F}, the exact form
of this calibration is fairly abstract. Let f! and f? be the corresponding density functions
and let z V y denote max(x,y).

Assumption 2 There exist measurable functions oy, a;f : R — R such that ag(a) = «a;, (a)V

o (a) > 0 on a set of positive Lebesgue measure and that for k = 1,2, the log-likelihood ratios

O =1In(f/fy) satisfy
G{(F) A —p™)} +

lim G (7)) =aqy (a), lim = q; (a),

p—00 Inp p—o0 Inp

uniformly in a > log, 2.

Assumption [2 guarantees the existence of limiting functions «; and o that characterize
the likelihood ratios at small and large values, specifically p~® and 1 — p~®. The assumption
essentially calibrates the likelihood ratios to grow only polynomially in p, which models weak
signals. Restricting a > log, 2 is necessary because otherwise the o functions would simply
be reparametrizations of each other. Since p='°%2 = 1 — p~ &2 = 0.5, p~® and 1 — p~@



correspond to numbers smaller and larger than the median of F}, respectively. The value of
separately characterizing the likelihood ratios on the left and right sides of the null median
will become clear in the theoretical results in Section 3.2l

Assumption [2[ was used in Cai and Wu [§] in their study of the single-sequence detec-
tion problem and generalizes similar assumptions made in previous work. For example,
suppose F = N(0,1). Then ®{—(2alnp)/?} ~ p~@ as long as 2aInp is sufficiently large,
which is guaranteed by the condition a > log,2. Therefore the (p~)th quantile of F, Vs
—(2alnp)~'/2, and by similar reasoning the (1 —p~®)th quantile is (2a1np)'/2. The setting of
F! = N{(2ryInp)*/2,1}, a popular model for weak signals [9, 14}, 31] 32} 3], can be shown
to correspond to

ay (a) = =2(ary)? =, o (@) = 2(ary)? — 1 (8)

in the notation of Assumption R

Finally, for the purpose of studying the asymptotic properties of D, it will be assumed
that in each sequence of tests, the test statistics are mutually independent. This is a simpli-
fication, but for dependent tests the asymptotic theory of these types of detection problems
is still under development for arbitrary correlation structures [2], 3, 22, [42]. In contrast, the
theoretical properties when tests are independent are well understood, at least for single-
sequence problems [9, 8, [14]. To facilitate comparison with these established results, this
paper assumes that Tj; and Tj; are independent for j # j', and leaves consideration of
dependent tests for future work.

3.2 Asymptotic properties
For the proposed D , consider the test

reject Hy of (2)) if D > Inp(Inlnp)? + 3(Inlnp)2. (9)

The critical value Inp(Inlnp)? 4+ 3(Inlnp)? is chosen such that test (9) can achieve type I
and type II errors that sum to zero as p — oo; this will be shown below. Furthermore, it will
also be shown that test @D is in a certain sense asymptotically optimal among all possible
tests. These results support the use of the proposed D for detecting weak positive latent
dependence.

Theorem (1| characterizes a region of the parameter space where test @D will be successful.
This region can be expressed in terms of 8 and S from calibration and o, and «; from
Assumption 2]

Theorem 1 Suppose FY # F',k =1,2 and define

v (¥) = esssup{ag (a) —a}, v (z) = esssup{aj(a) — a}.

Under calibration (7)) and Assumption@ the sum of the type I and II errors of @ goes to



0 if one of the following is true:

up (%—5+§j@—%wuguw+x““&*”g“wﬂ)>o,w (10)

xl,x2>0, 2
x1+a2<l
1 AN B2 — vy
sup [ =6+ (=) Vo) + (o) Ve ) 4 2B oy
Tt
1 1 A — i (z
s, 5=+ Co Vet + (o veg e + LA 0 o2
331,:7:2>10, 2 2
1<

sup {1 — B+ (—x1) Voy + (—x2) Vv, + (13)

r1,22>0 2

A A A
x 512@ 52}>0'

It is also possible to derive the fundamental limits of detecting weak positive latent
dependence . Theorem |2 characterizes a region of the parameter space where successful
detection is impossible, in the sense that the sum of the type I and II errors of any hypothesis
test of goes to at least 1 as p — oo. It involves the essential supremum, which for a
measurable function f and a measure p is defined as

esssup f(z) =infla € R: p{f(z) > a} =0].

x

Here, essential suprema are taken with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

Theorem 2 Suppose FY # Fl k =1,2. Under calibration (7)) and Assumption @ the sum
of the type I and II errors of any test goes to at least 1 if each of the following holds:

1 —28 +esssup{ag(a) + ag(a) A By —a} <0, k=1,2, and (14)
a>0

1+ess su(yj)[{—ﬁ + o (ar) + ag(az) A

{28+ a1(ar) + az(az) + ai(ar) A By + aglaz) A B2} — a1 — az] <0, (15)

where ax(a) = ay (a) V o) (a) as defined in Assumption @

When the T}, are stochastically ordered according to Assumption , it turns out that
the union of the two regions defined in Theorems [I] and [2] and the boundary that separates
them, constitutes the entire parameter space. In other words, this boundary, called the
detection boundary, partitions the parameter space into two regions. In the undetectable
region, successful detection is impossible for any test, while in the detectable region, there
exists a test, namely @D, that can perfectly separate Hy and H 4.

Theorem 3 Under Assumption[l] the region described by Theorem[3 is the interior of the
complement of the region described by Theorem [1. In particular, the detectable region is
entirely described by inequality .



The asymptotic optimality of the proposed D is encapsulated in Theorem . It implies
that whenever detection of weak positive latent dependence is possible, @ already achieves
asymptotically zero error. In other words, it can perform as well as the the optimal likelihood
ratio test, but has the added benefit that it is entirely data-driven and automatically adapts
to the unknown values of 3, B, FP, and F}! under both Hy and H 4.

For a concrete example of the detection boundary, suppose that

FP~N(0,1), F!~N{@2r;Inp)"/% 1} (16)

for some positive constants rx, k = 1,2, which satisfies Assumptions [I] and 2l The cor-
responding « functions, which appear in the inequalities from Theorem [2| were presented
above in . Then the detection boundary can be illustrated by plotting the boundary of
the undetectable region. This is shown in Figure [3| for various values of 3, fi, and ry. It is
interesting to compare these results to the boundary for detecting sparse mixtures in a single
sequence of tests, e.g., testing Hy : m; = 0, which was computed under by Donoho and
Jin [14] and is plotted in Figure

3.3 Implications

Theorems and Figure |3 reveal a number of interesting features that decide the difficulty
of testing weak positive latent dependence . Most obviously, detection is easier for smaller
B, corresponding to stronger dependence. It is also in general easier for larger ax(a) and
vg(x), which correspond to larger differences between the null and alternative distributions.
To illustrate this, for normally distributed signals it can be shown that v (r) = —(z/2—
7“,1/2)1. For large signal strengths r;, > 1, v} (z) = 0 on = € (0,1), so by Theorem 3| and
inequality the detectable region is

2
1 T A Bi 1 LA (B1+ Ba)
0< sup [=—p+ = —p4 LT
12200, (2 b ;; 2 ) y / 2

T1+x2<1

This implies that for strong signals, and when the individual latent indicator sequences Ij;
are sufficiently sparse such that 3, 4+ 32 > 1, any € = mmy +p~? is detectable. In this setting
it would be more interesting to calibrate € to approach 77y at faster than a polynomial rate.

Another implication is that for fixed 5 and ay(a), dependency detection is more difficult
for smaller £,. Even when r, > 1, the previous inequality shows that dependence may be
undetectable if § > (1 + 81 + f2)/2. When there are many non-null signals in the two
sequences of test statistics, many features with both I1; = 1 and I5; = 1 are necessary to
provide significant evidence for dependence, even if the I;; were directly observed.

Finally, Figure [3| reveals an interesting connection to the single-sequence sparse mixture
detection problem. First, since signals must exist in both sequences of test statistics for there
to exist dependence, a test for weak dependence such as @ can also be used as a method
to detect sparse mixtures in a single sequence of test statistics. Second, panels B and C of
Figure |3| show that a portion of the undetectable region of the single-sequence problem lies
within the detectable region of dependency detection. This means that the proposed test @D
using 717, and T5; can actually detect signal in one of the sequences even when detection
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Figure 3: Detection boundary for normally distributed Tj; following . Dotted line corre-
sponds to the detection boundary for the single sequence of test statistics 77; when 5y > 1/2.
Panel A fixes r1 = ro and 8; = P5. Panel B shows how the boundary varies with (5, and
panel C shows how it varies with r,. The region below each colored line is the undetectable
region.
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is theoretically impossible using that sequence alone. Intuitively, this can occur when the
non-null signals of one sequence, say the T5;, are strong enough to be easily identified. Then
dependency could be detected simply by checking only the 77; paired with the non-null 75;
to see if they are also non-null. This greatly reduces the dimensionality of the problem, and
so could succeed even if the non-null signals in the 77, are so weak that they cannot be
detected by single-sequence methods.

4 Numerical results

4.1 Methods studied

The proposed statistic D was compared to several other existing procedures for test-
ing . Spearman’s correlation is the most straightforward naive approach. Brownian
distance covariance [52] is a recently developed nonparametric method designed for om-
nibus power. The GPA method [10] was specifically developed for test statistics following
model , though it was designed for strong rather than weak dependence and makes para-
metric assumptions on the Ty;, namely FY ~ U(0,1) and F}} ~ B(ay, az). The MEDPE test
of Heller et al. [28] generalize several classical tests for independence. It calculates the Pear-
son chi-square test statistics for independence across all possible m x m contingency tables
induced by the observed (171, T5;), as illustrated in Figure , and aggregates them by taking
their maximum. It then combines this max statistic across all m = 2,..., M. For compu-
tational reasons, in these simulations M was set to equal 3. Finally, the method of Zhao
et al. [57], referred to here as the max test, tests (2)) using max;{min(73;,7%;)} and provides
a closed-formed expression for the permutation p-value. Two hundred permutations were
used to calculate p-values for the D, Brownian distance covariance, and ME2DPP tests.

All simulations were conducted under a “fixed-effect” sampling scheme, where the non-
null indicators Ij; were generated once and then fixed across replications. This was done
because in many applications, for example in statistical genomics, whether or not a genomic
feature exhibits a non-null effect does not change across repeated sampling. To generate
the Ij;, under Hy, pm; of the I; were randomly set to 1, independently for £ = 1 and
k = 2. Under H 4, pe of the features were randomly chosen to be simultaneously non-null
in both sequences, with I1; = I5; = 1, while maintaining a total of pm;, non-null signals in
each sequence. Finally, conditional on the Ij;, Tj; were generated according to the mixture
model . All simulations were conducted under the rare and weak signal setting, as de-
scribed in Section [1, where the number of non-null signals, as well as their effect sizes, are
small.

4.2 Independent tests

These simulations consider test statistics T}; that are independent across j. Null and non-
null signals were generated according to Ty; ~ |JN(0,1)] and Ty; ~ [N (px;, cr,%j)\, respectively.
To set the parameters of the non-null distribution, the px; were generated from N(2.5,1)
and the a,%j were generated from a Gamma distribution with shape equal to 2 and scale equal
to 1. These parameters, like the I;, were generated once and then fixed across all replica-
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Table 1: Empirical type I errors for p = 10? independent tests at nominal significance
level o = 0.05 over 400 replications. dcov = Brownian distance covariance; MPPP = max
aggregation method of Heller et al. [28]; GPA = method of Chung et al. [10]; Max = method
of Zhao et al. [57]; D= proposed method.
Number of signals in sequences 1 and 2
(5,5) (10,5) (15,5) (10,10) (15,10) (15,15)

Spearman 0.04  0.04  0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06

dcov 0.05 0.05  0.07 0.05 0.06 0.05

MPPP- 006 0.05  0.09 0.05 0.09 0.07

GPA 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Max 0.07 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.03

D 0.04 003 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.02

tions. The total number of features, p = 103, was relatively small in order to accommodate

the computationally intensive nature of the distance covariance and M2 methods. The

proposed statistic D could therefore be calculated without using the truncated version
described in Section To implement GPA, which requires p-values as input, the 7}; were
transformed according to 2®(—1};).

Table (1| reports the empirical type I errors for simulation settings with different numbers
of non-null tests in each sequence of test statistics. The proposed method was able to
control the type I error at the nominal o = 0.05 level. Figure 4| reports the empirical powers
under various simulation settings. Detecting dependence was easier for all methods when
there were more simultaneous signals, corresponding to smaller S from calibration . The
proposed D had the highest power in almost all settings. Figure [§ in the Appendix plots
the powers versus the number of simultaneous signals when there were 15 non-null signals
in each sequence. GPA had the highest power under strong dependence, when there were
many simultaneous signals, but D was the most powerful method under weak dependence.
The proposed method was closely matched by the max test of Zhao et al. [57] under weak
dependence but outperformed the max test when there were more than 10 simultaneous
signals.

4.3 Dependent tests

These simulations generate T}; that are dependent across j. The total number of features
was again p = 10%. Realistic correlation structures were generated using real genotype data
from a randomly chosen set of p adjacent genetic variants on human chromosome 1, obtained
from the pediatric autoimmune disease data discussed in Section [£.6]

In each replication, n = 200 subjects from these data were selected at random to serve
as data from hypothetical study k& = 1, and another n = 200 were independently selected
to serve as data from hypothetical study & = 2. To generate test statistics Tj; from these
studies, simulated outcomes Y}, were first generated according to linear models Y, = Sip0i+¢cp,
where the S, were n x p matrices of additively coded genotypes of all variants, the 6, =
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Figure 4: Empirical powers for p = 10% independent tests at nominal significance level o =
0.05 over 400 replications. dcov = Brownian distance covariance; Mnlzfmp = max aggregation

method of Heller et al. [2§]; GPA = method of Chung et al. [I0]; Max = method of Zhao
et al. [57]; D = proposed method.

(Ok1, - .-, 0kp) " were p x 1 coefficient vectors, and the g5 were n x 1 vectors of independent
standard normal errors. The 0;; corresponding to variants with I; = 0 were set to zero.
The remaining non-zero 6;, corresponding to variants with I; = 1, were generated from
N(0.5,0.2) and then randomly multiplied by either 1 or —1. All 6;; were generated once
and then fixed across all replications. Finally, the Tj; were taken to be the absolute values
of the Z-statistics for the marginal regressions of Yj on the jth variant.

Table [2 reports the empirical type I errors under different simulation settings for depen-
dent test statistics. It is interesting that the proposed D which uses the simple permutation
procedure described in Section [2.2] was still able to control the type I error in this setting.
The only other method able to achieve this was the max test of Zhao et al. [57]. Figure
reports the empirical powers and power curves of only those methods with proper type 1
error control. The proposed D was consistently more powerful than the max test. Figure
in the Appendix plots the power curves as a function of the number of simultaneous signals,
and D was the most powerful at all levels of dependence.

4.4 Alternative dependency detection procedures

Several variants of the compared dependency detection procedures were also explored. First,
truncated versions of the proposed D, described in Section , can be calculated with
different truncation parameters m; and mso. Next, instead of taking the maximum of the
Pearson test statistics from all induced m x m tables, Heller et al. [28] also proposed the
sum aggregation test SPPP “which adds them. Finally, define the test statistic

mxXm?

D= sup p”? |Sl2<t17 ty) — g1<t1)'§2<t2)‘

(tnes  [Si(t){1 — Si(t2)}Sa(t2){1 — Salta)}]/2

(17)
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Table 2: Empirical type I errors for p = 10? dependent tests at nominal significance level o =
0.05 over 400 replications. dcov = Brownian distance covariance; MPPP = max aggregation
method of Heller et al. [28]; GPA = method of Chung et al. [I0]; Max = method of Zhao
et al. [57]; D= proposed method.
Number of signals in sequences 1 and 2
(5,5) (10,5) (15,5) (10,10) (15,10) (15,15)

Spearman 0.23  0.26  0.21 0.24 0.22 0.26

dcov 035 041  0.46 0.45 0.41 0.49

MPPP 046 051  0.60 0.56 0.54 0.64

GPA 0.06 0.21 0.24 0.33 0.25 0.34
Max 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

D 0.04 005 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.04

Dependent Ty, 2 simultaneously non—null signals

£ [

55 10,5 155 10,10 1510 15,15

Power
0 0.6

0

Number of signals in sequences 1 and 2

Dependent Ty, 5 simultaneously non—null signals

ﬁgﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ

10,5 155 10,10 1510 15,15

Power

Number of signals in sequences 1 and 2

Figure 5: Empirical powers for p = 10 dependent tests at nominal significance level a = 0.05
over 400 replications. Max = method of Zhao et al. [57]; D = proposed method.
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Table 3: Empirical type I errors for p = 10% independent tests at nominal significance level

a = 0.05 over 400 replications for variations of the procedures. MPPP = max aggregation

method of Heller et al. [28]; SPPP = sum aggregation method of Heller et al. [28]; D =

mXm
statistic ; ﬁx = truncated version of the proposed method with m; = my = x; D =
proposed method without truncation.
Number of signals in sequences 1 and 2
(5,5) (10,5) (15,5) (10,10) (15,10) (15,15)
MPPE0.06  0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.07

mxXm

SDDP 005 004 005 004 005  0.04
D 003 005 004 004 002  0.05
Dy 004 005 003 003 00l  0.03
D 004 003 004 003 002 002

D 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.02

Unlike the denominator 73, which as discussed in Section [2.1{favors tuples (¢, t2) where both

t; and t, are large, the denominator of D gives higher weights whenever both ¢; and t,
are both extreme, regardless of whether they are extremely large or extremely small. This
denominator also makes D closely related to the maximum of the square roots of Pearson
chi-square test statistics [53]. Two hundred permutations were used to calculate p-values for
each of these methods.

These variations were applied to the independent test statistic simulations from Sec-
tion [£.2] Table [3] indicates that most were able to maintain the nominal type I error rate.
From Figure |6} and the power curves in Figure [10] in the Appendix, D was the best per-
former and had the same power as the truncatg\d D1go, which had truncation parameters
my1 = mo = 100. The more heavily truncated D;o, with m; = my = 10, was slightly less
powerful, especially in the presence of a large number of simultaneous signals, but was still
the best of the remaining procedures. This suggests that significant computational speedup
can be achieved without sacrificing much power. The modified statistic D was the next best

performer. Max aggregation MPPP always outperformed sum aggregation SPPP and had

more power than D under strong dependence.

4.5 Detection of single-sequence sparse mixture

As discussed in Section and illustrated in Figure [3] one implication of the detection
boundary results is that dependency detection is sometimes possible when single-sequence
signal detection is not. This section studies this phenomenon in simulations using p = 10°
pairs of test statistics.

The number of non-null signals in the first sequence of test statistics was either 282,
100 or 32. This corresponds to 3; from equal to either 0.51, 0.6, or 0.7. The T}; were
generated following

Ty |1y =0~ |N(0,1)], Ty|L;=1~N[{(26—1)Inp}/?1]].
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Figure 6: Empirical powers for p = 10% independent tests at nominal significance level

a = 0.05 over 400 replications for variations of the procedures. MPPP = max aggregation
method of Heller et al. [28]; SPPP — sum aggregation method of Heller et al. [28]; D =

statistic . D = truncated version of the proposed method with m; = my = x; D=
proposed method without truncation.

Existing results for the single-sequence detection problem imply that for these Tj;, it is
impossible to detect the presence of non-null signals using single-sequence detection methods
[9, 18, 14, 131]. The second sequence of test statistics was generated with 316 non-null signals,
corresponding to By = 0.5. The T5; followed

J
T2 ’ IQJ 0 |N(O, 1)’, TQJ | IQJ 1 |N{(2 lnp) ,1}‘,

so that the non-null signals were very strong. Finally, under H,4, the dependency parameter
B was set to 81 V B2 + 0.01, corresponding to either 251, 89, or 28 signals that were non-null
in both sequences.

The distance covariance method of Székely et al. [52] and the MPPP test of Heller et al.
[28] were not implemented for computational reasons, as p is quite large in these simulations.
The remaining dependency detection procedures were applied for the purpose of testing
Hy : m = 0. For comparison, the higher criticism method was also applied to the T7;.
Donoho and Jin [I4] showed that for these simulation settings, the higher criticism statistic
is asymptotically adaptively optimal among all single-sequence detection methods. Its null
distribution was approximated using 200 simulated realizations of p standard normals, and
this distribution was used to provide p-values.

Table 4] reports the empirical type I errors and powers for different values of ;. The
type I error refers to the null hypothesis of independence between T3, and T5;, so it does not
apply to higher criticism because it does not test independence. The proposed D and the
max test of Zhao et al. [57] both had substantial power to detect dependence, and thus to
detect signal in 77;, even when higher criticism did not.
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Table 4: Empirical type I errors and powers for single-sequence signal detection for p = 10°
tests at nominal significance level o = 0.05 over 400 replications. HC = higher criticism
method of Donoho and Jin [14]; GPA = method of Chung et al. [I0]; Max = method of Zhao
et al. [57]; D= proposed method.

Type I errors Powers
f1: 1051 06 07 |051 06 0.7
HC| — — — 10.04 0.07 0.14

Spearman | 0.04 0.04 0.06 | 0.04 0.07 0.07
GPA | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.46 0.20
Max | 0.06 0.05 0.05]0.13 0.63 0.80

D |0.06 006 0.05]0.14 061 0.72

4.6 Application to pediatric autoimmune disease

Different autoimmune diseases can be genetically related, meaning that there are genetic
variants which are associated with more than one disease. The proposed D can be used to
rigorously test the degree to which a pair of conditions are genetically related. Let P; be
the p-value for association between the jth variant and the kth disease, k = 1,2. Testing for
weak positive latent dependence between the Py; is equivalent to testing whether there
are more markers that affect both diseases than expected by chance.

Hakonsarson and colleagues at the Children’s Hospital of Pennsylvania conducted sepa-
rate genome-wide association studies in 10,718 shared controls and over 5,000 cases across
ten different diseases: ankylosing spondylitis, Celiac’s disease, common variable immunodefi-
ciency, Crohn’s disease, juvenile idiopathic arthritis, psoriasis, systemic lupus erythematosus,
thyroiditis, type I diabetes, and ulcerative colitis [40, [41]. Subjects were genotyped on Illu-
mina Infinium HumanHap550 and Human610 BeadChip array platforms, and only variants
common to both arrays and surviving quality control were used for analysis.

Only autosomal chromosomes were considered, and variants in the major histocompati-
bility complex region, defined as the 25,500,000 to 34,000,000 base pair region of chromosome
6, were not considered because they are known to be highly associated with all autoimmune
diseases. This resulted in roughly 450,000 typed variants for each disorder. Genome-wide
association p-values Py; were calculated for each variant. The correlation between test statis-
tics from different studies due to the shared controls was found, using the method of Zaykin
and Kozbur [55], to be at most only 0.019.

The proposed D was implemented with m; = my = 1000, with the truncation pa-
rameters my defined in Section [2.3] The results were compared to those of Spearman’s
correlation, the GPA method of Chung et al. [10], and the max test of Zhao et al. [57]. For

computational reasons, the distance covariance method of Székely et al. [52] and the MPDP

test of Heller et al. [28] were omitted. For D and the max test, the P; were converted to
—log;y Py; in order to satisfy the stochastic ordering condition of Assumption

These methods were applied to test for weak positive latent dependence between
all 45 unique pairs of the 10 disorders. Permutation p-values for D were calculated using
10,000 random permutations; this procedure still maintain type I error in the presence of
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Table 5: Pairs of pediatric autoimmune diseases for which at least one testing method was
significant at the 0.05 level after Bonferroni or Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) correction. Bold
p-values are less than 0.05/45, and bold BH-corrected p-values are less than 0.05. Disorders:
AS = ankylosing spondylitis; CEL = Celiac’s disease; CD = Crohn’s disease; CVID =
common variable immunodeficiency; JIA = juvenile idiopathic arthritis; SLE = systematic
lupus erythematosus; T1D = type I diabetes; THY = thyroiditis; UC = ulcerative colitis.
Methods: GPA = method of Chung et al. [I0]; Max = method of Zhao et al. [57]; D =
proposed method.

p-values BH-corrected p-values

Disorders | Spearman  GPA Max D Spearman  GPA Max D

UC-CDh 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0004 0.0015
CVID-JIA 0.0137  0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0883  0.0000 0.0002 0.0015
UC-JIA 0.8101 0.0004 0.0000 0.0001 0.8867  0.0033 0.0002 0.0015
UC-T1D 0.0007  0.0000 0.0002 0.0002 | 0.0080 0.0000 0.0022 0.0022
T1D-JIA 0.0519 0.0060 0.0006 0.0003 0.1826  0.0386 0.0042 0.0027
JIA-CD 0.0568 0.0014 0.0001 0.0004 0.1826  0.0102 0.0008 0.0030
T1D-CD 0.0000 0.0000 0.0033 0.0013 0.0000 0.0000 0.0211 0.0079
THY-T1D 0.6735 0.9232  0.0618 0.0014 0.8022 1.0000  0.1987 0.0079
AS-CVID 0.1494 1.0000  0.2023  0.0046 0.3169 1.0000 0.4791 0.0225
AS-JTA 0.0477 0.9631 0.2369  0.0050 0.1826 1.0000  0.5330 0.0225
THY-SLE 0.2059 0.9864 0.0155  0.0087 0.4028 1.0000 0.0871 0.0356
THY-JIA 0.0036 1.0000  0.6666  0.5730 0.0273 1.0000  0.8228 0.8318
CVID-CD | 0.0000 1.0000  0.9905  0.7264 0.0006 1.0000  0.9905  0.8795
CEL-CD 0.0026  0.9005 0.9330 0.7965 0.0230 1.0000  0.9905  0.8795

linkage disequilibrium, as shown in simulations in Section [4.3] A Bonferroni correction can
be applied to adjust for multiple comparisons, but this may be overly conservative because
the pairwise nature of the 45 tests makes them highly dependent. As an alternative, it has
been found that in this pairwise testing setting, the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure [5] can
still maintain false discovery rate control in practice [54].

Table [5| presents disease pairs for which at least one dependency detection method was
significant at an error rate of 0.05 after either Bonferroni or Benjamini-Hochberg correction.
The proposed D and the max test of Zhao et al. [57] identified the most disease pairs
after Bonferroni correction, while D alone gave the most findings after Benjamini-Hochberg
correction. These results suggest that for detecting weak dependence, the test proposed in
this paper is a valuable alternative to existing methods.

Figure [7| illustrates some selected results. For each disorder pair, it depicts different QQ-
plots of the —log,, p-values of one of the disorders, for those variants that have —log;,p-
values of at least certain sizes in the other disorder. Panel A illustrates the ulcerative
colitis—Crohn’s disease pair. As both are inflammatory bowel diseases, it is no surprise that
these were found by all methods to exhibit genetic sharing. Panel A indeed shows that
genetic variants that are more significant in the ulcerative colitis genome-wide association
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study also tend to be more significant in the Crohn’s disease study.

In contrast, panel B illustrates the psoriasis—Crohn’s disease pair, which was one of
the pairs not found to be significant by any method. The QQ-plots reflect the fact that
variants more significant in one study are not always more significant in the other. Panel C
illustrates the common variable immunodeficiency—Crohn’s disease pair, which was found to
be significant only by Spearman’s test. The QQ-plots show a negative dependence, which is
not of interest here.

Finally, panel D illustrates the juvenile idiopathic arthritis-Crohn’s disease pair, which
was detected only by the max test of Zhao et al. [57] and the proposed D after Bonferroni
correction. Panel E illustrates the thyroiditis—type I diabetes pair, which was detected only
by D after Benjamini-Hochberg correction. Both pairs of QQ-plots show the presence of
positive dependence, but in contrast to the type of strong positive dependence present in
panel A, the dependence here appears to be heavily driven by small number of variants that
are significant in both disorders. This is exactly the type of weak dependence that is difficult
for existing methods to detect, and exactly the motivation behind the method proposed in
this paper.

5 Discussion

The simulations in Section 4| considered only the particular type of dependence described in
equations and . The proposed method and the competing procedures have different
properties otherwise. For example, when the (77, 75;) are dependent in such a way so as to

form a circle when plotted in R?, a small scale simulation study with 100 replications showed
that both MPPF and SPOP had 100% power, D (17) had 76% power, and the proposed D

mXm mXxXm
had only 6% power. Thus while D was the best performer under the dependence alternative
considered in this paper, it is not an omnibus test for independence. Interestingly, its
generalization D had good all-around performance, making it a potentially good candidate
for detecting general dependence alternatives.

The asymptotic properties of the proposed method were derived in Section [3| under the
assumption that the test statistics Tj; are independent across j. When the T}, are correlated,
D will likely no longer be asymptotically optimal, though the simulations in Section
indicate that it can still have good power. Hall and Jin [21] studied the asymptotic properties
of the higher criticism procedure for single-sequence signal detection with correlated tests,
and Hall and Jin [22] proposed the innovated higher criticism method that can achieve opti-
mality for certain correlation structures. However, their results do not immediately extend
to testing for dependence , and further work is necessary to determine the fundamental
limits of detection as well as to develop optimal methods.

Some alternatives to the proposed D may have better finite-sample performance. Re-
cently, Li and Siegmund [39] showed that for the single-sequence detection problem, a test
based on the Berk-Jones goodness-of-fit statistic can be dramatically more powerful than the
higher criticism statistic, on which D is based. Previously, Jager and Wellner [35] showed
that the Berk-Jones-based test has the same asymptotic optimality properties as higher
criticism. A similar statistic for testing would be a useful alternative to D.

This paper assumes that the T}, are two-tailed test statistics, and as such ignores the
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directions of effect of the non-null signals. However, it may be desirable to require variants to
exhibit the same directions of effect in order to be considered as evidence for genetic sharing.
There exist methods that can test for this more stringent condition [27], and it would be
interesting to study their asymptotic properties.
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Figure 8: Power curves for p = 10 independent tests at nominal significance level a = 0.05

over 400 replications. dcov = Brownian distance covariance; MPPP = max aggregation

mxXm

method of Heller et al. [2§]; GPA = method of Chung et al. [I0]; Max = method of Zhao
et al. [57]; D = proposed method.

A Appendix

A.1 Additional simulation results

Figures in the main text report the power of the proposed 15, competing methods, and
several variations of these procedures for either 2 or 5 simultaneous signals. Below, Figures
explore how the powers are affected by the number of simultaneous signals when there
were 15 non-null signals in each sequence.

Figure [§ considers the independent test statistics studied in Figure [ of Section [4.2] in
the main text. It shows that GPA was the best performer under strong dependence, when
a large proportion of the 15 non-null signals were simultaneous signals. On the other hand,
in the weak dependence regime of interest in this paper, D had the highest power of all
methods. Its performance was similar to that of the max test of Zhao et al. [57] under weak
dependence but was superior under strong dependence.

Figure [0 considers the dependent test statistics studied in Figure [5 of Section in the
main text. These power curves were not as smooth as those in Figure [§] for the independent
tests, in part because with dependent test statistics the power is a function of not just the
number of simultaneous signals, but also specifically where those signals are located relative
to the covariance structure. The proposed D dominated the max test of Zhao et al. [57] in
terms of power.

Figure [10| considers variants of the dependency detection procedures applied to the in-
dependent test statistics, as in Figure [6] in Section [4.4] in the main text. As expected, the
non-truncated D had the best performance. Somewhat surprisingly, the heavily truncated
Dy had very good performance as well. The MPPP test of Heller et al. 28] outperformed

mXm
the max test of Zhao et al. [57] under strong dependence, but otherwise it and the SPPP
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Figure 9: Power curves for p = 10® dependent tests at nominal significance level o = 0.05
over 400 replications. Max = method of Zhao et al. [57]; D = proposed method.

Independent Ty signals, 15 signals in each sequence
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Figure 10: Power curves for p = 10? independent tests at nominal significance level o = 0.05

over 400 replications for variations of the procedures. MPPP = max aggregation method of

Heller et al. [28]; SPPP = sum aggregation method of Heller et al. [28]; D = statistic (17));

~

D, = truncated version of the proposed method with m; = my = x; D = proposed method
without truncation.
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test of Heller et al. [28] had the lowest powers.

A.2 Lemmas

Some useful results from Einmahl and Mason [18] and Cai and Wu [§] are reproduced here
for completeness.

Lemma 1 (Einmahl and Mason [18] Corollary 2) Let D be defined as in (6). Under
HO Of )

: InD 4
lim sup =1.

p—soo  InInp

Lemma 2 (Cai and Wu [8] Lemma 3) Let (X, F,v) be a measure space. Let F': X X
R, — R, be measurable. Assume that

lim In F(x, M)

M—o0 M

= f(z)

holds uniformly in x € X for some measurable f : X — R. If

/Xexp(MOf)du < 00

for some My > 0, then

1
lim —ln/ F(z, M)dv = esssup f(x).
M Jx

The following lemmas are used to prove the results in this paper.

Lemma 3 Under Assumption[d, for x > log, 2,

FH(E) M p™™)} = pu @)
— —x ”L)+ x o
FH(FE) (1 —p ™)} =1 — ps @t

where

v (¥) = esssup{ag (a) —a}, v (z) = esssup{ag(a) — a}.

Proof. When z > log, 2, making the change of variables u — (F)~"(p~*) implies

FA(FY) M=)} np , p“lnp

TRy T R

Q.

Therefore

FD ™) -
/_ f;i(U)du = —lnp/ exp[ﬁk{(Flg)—l(p—a)}]p—ada

o0 (o)

FA(F) (™)}

e | " expll{(F) " ()} — alnplda,
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where £}, is the log-likelihood ratio In(f}/f¢). Defining
F(z, M) = expli{(Fy)"" (p™")} — aM]

and M = Inp, Assumption 2] and Lemma [2] imply that
(Inp)~! ln/ F(z,Inp)da = esssup{e;, (a) — a} + o(1),
x z<a

Therefore
F{(FD) ™ (p)} = pr=opesaloi (9-akol)

Similarly, making the change of variables u — (F?)~}(1 — p~®) implies

p “Inp
du = da.
FAED) (=)}
Therefore
o (FED ) o .
&ﬂ&ru—fmzj' memﬂ—/ £ (u)du
—o0 (FO)~1(1—p~*)

zl—mp/wwma«ﬂblu—pa»mam

-1 — pesssunga{a:(a)—a}—&-o(l).

Lemma 4 Under Assumption |3,

esssup{a;, (a) —a} <0, esssup{a;f(a) —a} <0.
a>log, 2 a>log, 2

Proof. The changes of variables u — (F2)"'(p~®) and v — (F?)~*(1 — p~) imply that

(F))=1(0.5) 00
1 :/ f,i(u)du—i—/ f(v)dv

o0 (F2)=1(0.5)

=lnp [ expll{(F)"(p7")} —alnplda+
log,, 2

np [ explal (F2)(1 -5} - alnpida
log,, 2

which means that

F~(z,M) = exp[ti{(F) " (p™")} — aM] < o0,
F*(z, M) = explli{(F) "' (1 = p™")} —aM] < 0

for all a € [log, 2,00), with M = Inp. Applying Lemma 2 to F~(x, M) and F*(x, M) leads
to the desired conclusion.
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Lemma 5 For any function f(x) and constants ¢; and ca,
{sup f(2)} Alsupfenf(z) + e2}] = suplf(z) A {er f(2) + 2}

Proof. First it is clear that
{Sl;p f(z)} A [sgp{clf(a:) +cot] > Slip[f(x) A f (@) + e}

Now fix € > 0. By the definition of the supremum, there exist x; and x5 such that
flz1) > Sl;p f(x) =€ af(za) +c2>a Slip f(x) +ca—e

Complete the proof by defining * equal either xz; or xo such that f(z*) > f(z1) V f(z2).
Then

f@®) AN {erf(x®) + e} > fz1) Aeaf(22) + 2} > {sgp flx) —e} ANMe Slipf(x) + ey — el
Lemma 6 Let A

Wty ts) = p/?— 512(351’759 — ?1(151)?2(152) 7

{S1(t1)Sa(ta) — S2(t1)S3(t2)}1/?

where the marginal survival functions Sy are known in the numerator and estimated in the
denominator of W. Then the proposed D . 3)) obeys

(18)

R= ’23 —sup [W|| < 3(Inlnp)?
S

with probability approaching 1 under both Hy and Ha of , where the set S is defined
in (4.
Proof. First upper-bound R by

pl/ZSu(tl; ty) — S (t1)§2(t2) W
{S1(t1)Sa(t2) — ST (t1) S5 (t2) }1/2
pl/ZSﬂSE - 52| 1 su p1/252’g1 - 51|
(519, — S282)1/2 s (8,5, — §252)1/2

R < sup

=A+ B.

< sup

But P P
1 2 _ 1/2 _
A=s p |52 ASQ| SsuppA |52A SQ| :Op{<2hlhlp)1/2},
(52/51 SHME T s (Sp— SH)V2
which follows from the behavior of the studentized uniform empirical process [16], 34]. Sim-
ilarly,

125515, — 8 S S
b 2 - 1 sup = < 0,{(2Inlnp)"/?}  sup 2
(S]_SQ - 5%522)1/2 S SQ T2(1)<t2<T2(p) SQ
where Tj(;) is the jth order statistic of the T};. Corollary 10.5.2 of Shorack and Wellner [49]
implies that

B <su

Pr( sup [Sy/Se| <Ilnlnp) — 1.

oco<ta ST2(p)

Therefore Pr{R > 3(Inlnp)?} < Pr{A + B > 3(Inlnp)*} — 0 under both Hy and H 4.
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Lemma 7 Consider the test

reject Hy of if D>1Inp (19)
based on the oracle statistic D @ Suppose F{ # Fl k = 1,2 and define
v, () = esssup{a; (a) — a}, v (z) = esssup{a; (a) —a}.
a>x a>x

Under calibration @ and Assumption@ the sum of the type I and II errors of test goes
to 0 if any of the inequalities f from Theorem are true.

Proof. Since Py, (D > Inp) = o(1) by Lemma [1] it remains to show that Pry, (D < Inp) is
also o(1). For t;, € (0,1), define

S'12(t17 ta) — S1(t1)S2(t2)

Wty t2) = P {S1(t1)Sa(ta) — SF(t1) S5 (ta) /2

(20)

Then for any (t1,1s),
Pr(D <Inp) < Pr{|W(t1,t2)| <Inp}.
Ha Ha

By the triangle inequality and Chebyshev’s inequality,
E£{|W<tlat2>| <Inp} < Ei{‘wuhtz) —Ey,W| = [Ep,W(t1,t2)| — Inp}
var HAW(tla tg)
“{IEm,W(t, t2)| — Inp}?*
Under model the true bivariate survival function is
Sia(t1,t2) = mooSY (1) S5 (t2) + mo1.S7 (1) S5 (t2) + w1151 (1) S5 (t2) + 71157 (£1)S5 (t2)
= Sy (t1)Sa(t2) +p (ST = SY)(S5 — S5),

where S =1 — FP, S} =1— F!, and 74 = Pr(I1; = a, Iy; = b). Then the expectation and
variance of W obey

p'27 (St = SP)(S; — S)

Eyg W= 21
fa (5,8, — 5252)1/2 (21)

S12 — St 2 Si2(1 — S12)
W=—<=2 _"12 _(p. W . 22
W = gs as - PV s e s

The desired result follows if there exists a (¢,t3) such that
hlp/|EHAW<t1,t2)| — 0, (23)
VarHAW(tl,tg)/|EHAW(t1,t2)|2 — 0. (24)
Divide R? into four regions

Ql = {tl,tg . tl Z (Flo)_l(05),t2 Z (F20)_1(05)},

Q2 = {tl,tg < (F{)>_1<05),t2 > (F20)_1<05)},

Qg = {tl,tz 1t > (Flo)*l(()5),t2 < (F20)71<05)},

Q4 = {tl,tg < (Fl())_l(05),t2 < (FQO)_1<O5)},

w
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the result follows if there exists a (¢1,%3) in any of these regions that satisfies (23) and ({ .

In quadrant Q;, define z; such that ¢; = (F?)~!(1—p~*!) and x4 such that t2 = (FO)
p~*2). Then z} > log,2,k = 1,2 and by Lemma 3} I, for p sufficiently large and some generlc
constant C, that may contain factors of In p,

(ST = SD)(S5 — 59)]
=|[1 - Fl{(FO)*l( —p )} = p 1 = B ()1 = p)} = p7]
‘{pvl (z1)+o0(1) fxl}{p% 2)+o(1) 7:102}’
= C,p" T @)V(—z1)+v] (z2)V(=22)
In addition,
S =(1— p—ﬂk)p—zk _i_p—ﬁkpv,j(zk)'i'o(l) — Cpp(_xk)v{_ﬂk‘i‘”:(xk)}’ k=12,

and since Lemma |4 implies that v} (z;) < 0 for all 2, > log,2, S1S2 = o(1) and therefore
Si2 = o(1) in Q;. Therefore and become

1/2—6—&—(—301)Vv1+ (:cl)—i—(—xz)\/v;r(xg)

[Ba, V| = pp[<—x1>v{ Brtvf (w1) - (=w2)V{=Ba+vs (22)}]/2
var g, W S12{1 —o(1)}
[Em W~ {p23(S] — S0)(S3 — S9)12
_c 5192 L C p~7(Si — S7)(S; — S3)
P{pl2B(ST — SO)(SY — S TP pt A (ST — SY)(Sh — S9) )
Op CP

TIEm WP it enver o+ (—aa)ved (2)

Thus is a sufficient condition for there to exist a (t1,t3) € Q; such that and
hold, because when x1 + x5 < 1,

1= B+ (—21) Vi + (—x2) V vy ()

> % C B (1) Vot + (=) V ud () + %*y
> % — B4 (=x1) Vo (21) + (=22) V vy (22) + m A B ; v (z)} + 2 AR ; U;(@)}

In quadrant Qy, define x; such that ¢t; = (FY)"!(p~) and zy such that ty = (Fy)~'(1 —
p~*2). Then again x > log, 2,k = 1,2

[(SE = SY)(S — S| = {1 — prt =) +o) — 1 pro j{prs (4ol _ ez
pp<—m1>vv1 () (2ol (22),
and
Si=1—p )1 —=p) +p (1 —pr W) = 0(1),
Sy = Cyp¥s F2V(=m2) — (1),

33



Again 5155 = o(1) and Sy12 = o(1), so and become

1/2—B+(—z1)Vuy (271)—1-(—372)\/1);(:22)
PVt @yz

vary, W Gy n Cy

|Eg, W2 |Eg,W|?  pl=ft+(zz)vey @)+(-z2)ve] (22)

p
|EHAW| = Cp

Thus is a sufficient condition for there to exist a (t1,t3) € Qo such that and
hold, because when x5 < 1,

1— B+ (—z1) Vi (z1) + (—22) Vv (z2)

>-——-ﬁ-+(—au)Vlifxl)*‘(—$2)V1§1x2>*_%;

zo A {2 — U;(Jfé)}

> — B+ (—xy) V oy (1) + (—22) Vof (22) + 5

-2
It can be similarly be shown that is a sufficient condition for and hold for
some (t1,t2) € Qs.
Finally, in quadrant Q4 define z; such that t; = (FY)"'(p™) and x, such that t, =
(F9)~*(p~™), so that z} > log, 2,k = 1,2,

(ST = S7)(S5 — 59)]
={1- p”f($1)+0(1) —14p @l - pvz_(z2)+0(1) —1+4p 2}

— pp(—zl)\/vl_ (z1)+(—z2)Voy (332)7

and Sy = O(1 —p~® —p~P. Now S5 = 1 —o(1) and thus S;» = 1 —o(1), so and
become

1/2=B+(—z1)Voy (z1)+(—z2)Vvy (22)

p{(—ﬂﬁl)V(—ﬂl)v(—wz)\/(—52)}/2 ’

VarHAW _ {1 — 0(1)}{1 — 512(t1, tz)} _ Cp i Cp

B WP~ 7251~ S(S3— S B, WP | proprCavar s o ()

p

|EHAW| = Cp

Since G < 1,
1= 08+ (—z1) Vo (21) + (—x2) V vy (x2)

1 ) 1
25 =B+ (=) Vg +(=y) Vry +5

_ x A Bu ANy A By
>-— B+ (—z)Vpy + (—y) Vi + 5 :

Therefore ((13)) is a sufficient condition for there to exist a (t1,%2) € Q4 such that and
hold.
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A.3 Proofs of main results

A.4 Proof of Theorem [1

It must be shown that the type I error of test @ goes to zero, and that the type II error

goes to zero if any of inequalities — are true.
To show that the type I error goes to zero, by Lemma [6]

Er{(ﬁ > Inp(Inlnp)? + 3(Inlnp)*} < Er{sup ]/V[v/\ > Inp(Inlnp)?} + o(1),
0 0o S

where W is defined in of Lemma @ Next,

1-5S 1-5, +Sg(1—sl)<1—52+1—slé
1-5.9 1-8S 1-88 ~1-85 1-52

which implies that

5155(1 — 51.55) S1 Sy { 1-25 1-5 Sy }
Sup | == ——| < sup|—=|sup|=| 4 sup — | + sup —|sup |=| ¢ -
S 5152(1 — 5152) S Sl S SQ s |1-— SQ s |1— Sl S SQ
Corollary 10.5.2 of Shorack and Wellner [49] implies that
Pr( sup [S/S)] <Ilnlnp) — 1,
OO<t1§T1(p)
Pr( sup |(1—=51)/(1 =5 <Inlnp) =1,
T1(1)§t1<oo
SO
1—
Pr ¢ sup L?l%( ?1%) < (Inlnp)*p — 1.
S 8152(1 — 8152)
Then

1/2

S155(1 = 51.%) > In p(InInp)?

~

Slgg(l — §1§2)
< lilr(D > Inp) +o(l) = o(1),

Pr{sup |W| > Inp(Inlnp)®} < Pr{ Dsup
Ho " s Ho S

where the last inequality uses Lemma [T
To identify conditions under which the type II error of test @D goes to zero, by Lemma |§|,
it suffices to identify conditions such that

Er{sup [W| < Inp(Inlnp)? + 6(Inlnp)>} + o(1),
A s

where W is defined in Lemma |§| Next, similar to above,

1-88 1-5, +S2(1—S1)<1—S2+1—S1§
1—518 1—5/5 1—-88 —1-S 1-53S5
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and Corollary 10.5.1 of Shorack and Wellner [49] implies that
Pr(sup |1 /S| < lnp) — 1,
t1
Pr(sup (1 — S1)/(1 = S1)| <Inp) = 1,

t1
Slo)
< 1n4p} — 1.

5155(1 — 5,55)
5155(1 — 5,55)

Pr ¢ sup
Ha | ty,t2

Therefore,

Pr {sup ]W\ < Inp(Inlnp)* + 6(In lnp)Q}
Ha S

$15(1 - 5:80) |

Ul <In®p(Inlnp)? + 61n* p(Inlnp)? » + o(1
550-55) = p(lnlnp) p(Inlnp) (1)

< Pr ¢ sup ]W\ sup
S

Ha t1,to

< IF{’r {sup W] < In® p(Inlnp)? + 61n2p(lnlnp)2} +o(1),
A S

where W (t1,t3) is defined in (20)) such that D = sup,, ,, [W (t1,2)].
It will be shown below that

Pr(D <InpVsup|W|) — 1. (25)
S

This implies that
Pr {sup \W| < Inp(Inlnp)* + 6(In lnp)Q}
Ha S

< IP{’r {lnp Vv sup |W| < In® p(InInp)?* + 6ln2p(lnlnp)2} +o(1)
A S

< Il;’r {D < In® p(Inlnp)* 4 61n” p(In lnp)Q} + o(1).
A

In the proof of Lemma , it was shown that when one of — is true, holds and
|E; ,W| grows polynomially in p. This means that {In® p(Inln p)?4-6In* p(Inln p)?} /| Ex, W | —
0. Therefore following the same reasoning as in Lemma [7], that the above probability goes
to zero, which gives the desired conclusion.

It remains to show . First,

D a s ’ 1255, S —p'/25,5,
= max up , up ’
Ty <tr<oo, | (5195 — STSHV2 | _oocremy, | (5185 — S753)1/7
Ty (p)<t2<oo Ty(py <t2<oo
sup ‘ —pl/28, S, sup p/2(1— 515) sup [ W]
Ty <t1<oo, | (5152 = STS3)2 |7 socti<ryyy, | (192 — S7S5)1/2 |7 s '
—oo<ta<Ty(1) —oo<ta<Ty(1)
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Next, since the function z/(1 — ) is increasing in z,

sup —p'/25,5, _ { PS1(T1())S2(Ta)) }1/2
T () <t1<00, (5152 - 5%522)1/2 1- Sl(Tl(p))SQ(T2(p))
TQ(p)<t2<OO

Since the Sj(7T};) is uniformly distributed, Sy(7%)) is distributed like the minimum of p
independent uniforms. By Exercise 2 on p. 408 of Shorack and Wellner [49], Pr(Uyy <
p~tInlnp) — 1, where Uy;) is the jth order statistic of p uniforms. Therefore

P sup >lInp

Tl(p) <t1<o00,
Ty(py<tz<oo

:P{ pSl(Tl(p))S2<T2(p))
1 — Sy (Tigp))S2(Ta)

Inlnp)?

—pl/25152
(518, — S7S3)1/2

InIn
> 1Il2p N Sk(Tk(p)) < P

,k:1,2}+0(1)

By similar reasoning, it can be shown that

prd swp 1288 | sup ‘ —p'/25,5,
—OO<t1<T1(1), (5152_51253)1/2 Tl(p)<t1<00, (5152_51253)1/2

Tz(p)<t2<oo *OO<t2<T2(1)

<Inpp; — 1

Finally, because (1—xz)?/(z —z?) is decreasing in x, S(T}yq)) is distributed like the maximum
of p uniforms, and Pr(Uy) > 1 — ptinlnp) — 1,

P1/2(1 - 5152)
(518, — 5753)1/2

Pr sup ,<Inp p — 1.

—OO<t1<T1(1>,
—OO<t2<T2(1)

Together these imply .

A.5 Proof of Theorem 2|

The squared Hellinger distance between two distributions F, and P;, with densities py and
pp with respect to the Lebesgue measure p, is defined as

1
H* (P, P1) = 5 /(pé/2 - p)*)dp.
If Py and Py are the distributions of (T3, T»;) under Hy and H, of (2)), respectively, then by
Theorem 13.1.3 of Lehmann and Romano [3§], the sum of the type I and II errors of any test
goes to at least one if pH*(Py, P;) — 0. It remains to show that conditions and
imply H*(Po, P1) = o(p™").
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For compactness of notation define the function

_8 B B 1/2) 2
qti,ts) = {1 ~ (1 a p "{Li(t) — 1H{Ls(ts) — 1} = 1}]) } 7

L+ p P {Ly(t1) — 1}[1 + p=P2{ La(ts
where Ly (ty) = fL(tx)/fL(tk), k = 1,2 are likelihood ratios. Also define the sets
Il = {tl,tg : Ll(tl) < 1,L2(t2) < 1},
I2 = {tl,tg . 1 S L1<t1),L2<t2) < 1},

Ig = {tl,tg : L1<t1) < 1, 1 < Lg(tg)},
I4 = {tl,tQ 01 S Ll(tl), 1 S L2(t2)}

By definition the Lj are always positive. Then the squared Hellinger distance satisfies

4
2H2(P07 Pl) - Z/ Qfledtldt27
r=1 r

where fr = (1 —m) ff + 7 fi is the marginal densities of T;. Each integral in this sum will

be shown to be o(p~') under and (15).

First, on Z; the term inside the square root in g(¢y, t3) is maximized when L, = 0,k = 1,2
and is always larger than one for p > 1. Using this Lemma 4.2 of Cai and Wu [§], which
states that {1 — (1 +#)Y2}2 <t At for t >0,

-B 1/2 2
/11 qfifodtdty < /11 <1 - [1 + f —p—f‘f)(l _P_@)} ) fifodt dty

p~’ =
R [ M R (e
=o(p™),

where the last line follows because § > 1/2 under weak latent dependence.
To upper-bound ¢(t1,t2) on Zy, it is easy to show that dq/0L, < 0, which implies that ¢
is maximized when Lo = 0. Therefore

2
-B L. —1 1/2
p 1
< 1—-—<1—
/I2 qfifodtidty < /I2 [ { —p B 1+ p oi(l, — 1>} fifodt dty

< p=28 (Ly — 1)2
“(1—p )2 J, {1 +p B (L, — 1)}
b (L1 —1) 0
dtydt
(1 —p*52)2 \/1_2 1 —|—p*,31(L1 _ 1)f1f2 1atl2,

where the second inequality follows the facts that {1 — (1 — 2)'/2}2 < 22 for x € [0, 1].
Next divide Z, into disjoint subsets

fifodt dty

Toy = {t1,ta 1 < Ly(tr), 1 < (FY)71(0.5), La(t2) < 1},
Tpy = {1, 12 : 1 < Ly(tr), 1 > (FY)7(0.5), La(t2) < 1}.
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On 7y make the change of variables t; — (F{)"'(p~®), a > log, 2, such that

Flo(tl)da =— p "lnp da.

fP(t) SHED) ()}

Similarly, on Ty, use t; — (FY)7'(1 —p~*),a > log, 2, which implies

dt; = —1Inp

o
dt, = — L P,

SHED) ()}
Finally, Assumption l 2l implies that for p sufficiently large there is a small 6 > 0 such that

on a >log,2, Li{(F)™'(p™)} < p™ @ and Li{(FY)" (1 —p™)} < p°1 (@+6 Therefore
for p large enough and a generic constant C), that contains a Inp factor,

— [L{(FD) M (p)} — 1]
/12 Qflfzdt1dt2 Scpp 5/121 1_|_p*f81[L1{(F10) 1(p a)} ]

. LA(F)(1—p ) — 12,
Cop ﬁ/zmwp AL () (1= poyy —q)F J2dedts

p~“ fadadta+

<c —26/ (pozl +0 __ 1)2
> Gpp {O<a1( a)+ } 1+ pBi(pa+d —1)

p “da+
a>log, 2

N
B pa1 +5 1 2 w
Cyp 26 /{ ( ) p~ “da.

+
o036} Top e

Since by Assumption [2f the function a;(a) = aj (a) V o (a) is positive on a set of non-zero

Lebesgue measure,
2(ay +9) 2(af+6)
/ qfldetldtQ < Opp_QB/ {p—p_a + p— —a} da
Is

log,2 | 1+ pfiter+d L4 p P ol

<Cp ¥ /1 Pl H(@ A} -ag,
0g,,

Thus by Lemma [2| and ,

[ ahfundty < Gy e o 0 o)
I

Similar reasoning shows that the integral over Z; is o(p™') as well.
To complete the proof, divide the fourth region Z, into disjoint subsets

T = {t1,ta : 1 < La(t), 1 < (FY)710.5),1 < La(ty), t2 < (F5)7'(0.5)},
Loy = {t1,ta: 1 < Ly(t), 11 > (FT)71(0.5),1 < Laf(ta), 12 < (F3)7(0.5)},
Ty = {1t 1 < ()t < (KO (05),1 < Ly(ta), 12 > (ED)(05)),
Tua = {t1, 12 1 < Ly(t), 60 > (FY)710.5), 1 < Ly(t), ta > (F3)71(0.5)}.



On Zy let t; — (FP) ' (p~) and ¢y — (FY)"'(p~*2). Since by Assumption [2| the function
as(a) = ay (a) V aF (a) is positive on a set of non-zero Lebesgue measure,

o 1/27 2
/ p—ﬂ+a1 +a; +26
qf1f2dtrdty < C / 1—4¢1+ _ _
T p {a1.as>log, 2) (1 + p—ﬁ1+cx1 +5)(1 + p—ﬁ2+a2 +6)
(1 + p—51+af+5)(1 + p—ﬁz—&-a;—&-é)p—al—azdaldaz
—28+2a; +2a, +46
< Cp/ pAten ey +20 p AR 2
> {a1,a2>log,, 2} (1 + p—51+af+6)(1 + p—ﬁ2+o¢2_+6)

p- T %da,das,

because {1 — (1+1)/2}2 <t At? by Lemma 4.2 of Cai and Wu [8]. This in turn is bounded
by

Cfp [p*BJra; +ag +26 A p726+af+a;+26+{(a;+5)A61}+{(a§ +6)/\,5’2}]p7a17a2 daydasy.
{a1,a2 Zlogp 2}

Corresponding calculations over the other three subsets of Z, imply that the integral of ¢
over this region is at most

C pess SUPy . ay>log, 2({—B+a1+aa+26}A[=28+a1 +az+20+{(c1 +8)AB2 }+{(a2+6)AB2}]—a1 —a2)
P

)

which is o(p~!) when holds.

A.6 Proof of Theorem [3

By Assumption[l] FH{(F2)~'(p~®)} <p~® and FH{(FY)"}(1 —p~)} <1 —p~. Combining
this with Lemma [3] implies

pvk_(z)-l—a(l) S p—x -1 (1 . p—ac) S 1— {1 . pv,j(x)—&-o(l)}'

These inequalities lead to several useful facts when = > log, 2: for £ = 1,2,

@) > — > upe), (26)
vl (z) =vf (z) Vo, (z) = essfilp{a;(a) —a}V essfilp{a;(a) —a}
= ess SEP{C%(G) — af, (27)

with ay(a) = o;f (a) V oy, (a) as defined as in Assumption [2}

It must be shown that the interior of the complement of the undetectable region, defined
by Theorem , equals the detectable region, defined by Theorem . No test can have a sum
of type I and II errors less than one in the undetectable region, which implies that the interior
of its complement contains the detectable region. It remains to show that this interior is also
a subset of the detectable region, in other words, that at least one of the detectable region
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inequalities — is implied when one of the undetectable region inequalities —
is false.

It helps to re-express — when the stochastic ordering of Assumption [1| holds.
First, by Proposition 3.5 of Phu and Hoffmann [45], the supremum and essential supremum
with respect to the Lebesgue measure are equal for lower semi-continuous functions. Next,

by and , becomes

2
1 j—
0< - —pB+esssup [Z ess sup {ak(a) —a+ %} A esssup {Oék(ak) ay + @c}

2 1,72>0, 1 a>wy a>zy 2
T1+x2<1 -

Using Lemma [f], the essential supremum above equals

ess sup ( [22: {ak(ak) —ay + %}

x1,22>0,214+x2<1, 1

a1271,a22>T2
2
ar(a)) —ap + 6 x ag(ag) —ap + 5
{ s 1”2(@2)“’2*?2}A{Z S k}>

T aglag) — ag +
A{al(al)—a1+51+ 2(7z) o 62}/\

so using Lemma [5| again and taking the suprema with respect to the z; means that is
equivalent to

2
a; N1 ag(ag)—a2+52}/\

{oq(al) —CL1-|— 9 + 9

ai(ar) — ap + s as N1
— A
{ 5 + as(ag) — as + 5

ar(ar) —ar + 1 aoa) —as+ Bo .
{ . f

1 a1 +as) N1
0< = — [+ esssup {{al(al)—al—l—ag(ag)—a2+%}/\

2 a1,a2>0

(28)

2 2

By similar reasoning, and are equivalent to

0< L 34esssup [{ak(a)—a+a/2\1}/\{a’“(a)_ajLﬁ’“H, k=12 (29)

2 a>0 2

Finally, by inequality becomes

1 VANV T AN WA 1
0<esssup(——6—x1—x2+$1 RALE 62)2——6.
x1,22>0 2 2 2

Since by assumption $ > 1/2 from calibration (7)), it must only be shown that either
or holds when either or are false.

Now suppose is false. Then there exists an a* > 0 such that
0<1-=208+ ar(a”)+ ar(a®) A Br — a*.
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For simplicity let af denote ay(af). Then the previous inequality implies

1 a* oy + B — a*
0<=— A N
2 5+(O"“ 2) 2

1 1
0<1—ﬁ+a2—a2—|—(6k—5)<é—ﬂ—i—a;—az—i-é.

since 8 > 1 V S from (7). Therefore holds when ([14)) is false.
Now suppose is false. Then there exists a}, a3 > 0 such that

0 <1 B+ ai(af) +asla3) — af — a,

30
0<1—28+ai(a)) + as(al) + ai(a)) A Br + az(al) A B2 — a] — a3. (30)

These inequalities imply
0<1—6+o¢{+o¢§—a{—a§=%—B—i—oﬁ{—l—ag—i—%,
0<1—28+2af+ 205 —aj — a3,
0<1-=20+aj+a;+ P+ f—a] — a3,

which correspond to the first and fourth terms inside the essential supremum of . They
also imply

0<1—2B842a] —aj+aj+ P2 —aj,
* * * * 1 * * 1 s — a5+
which correspond to the second term inside the essential supremum of . The last in-
equality above follows because

oy — as + ay — asy —
Cl/;—a;— 2 22 52: 2 22 ﬂQSO

by Lemma . It can be similarly shown that imply the third term inside the essential
supremum of as well. Therefore holds when is false.
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