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Abstract

Admissibility of meta-analysis has been well understood since Allan Birn-
baum’s work in the 1950s. Any valid combined p-value obeying a monotonicity
constraint is optimal at some alternative and hence admissible. In an expo-
nential family context, the admissible tests reduce to those with a convex
acceptance region. The partial conjunction null hypothesis is that at most
r − 1 of n independent component hypotheses are non-null with r = 1 cor-
responding to a usual meta-analysis. Benjamini and Heller (2008) provide a
valid test for this null by ignoring the r − 1 smallest p-values and applying a
valid meta-analysis p-value to the remaining n − r + 1 p-values. We provide
sufficient conditions for the admissibility of their test among monotone tests.
A generalization of their test also provides admissible monotone tests and we
show that admissible monotone tests are necessarily of that generalized form.
If one does not require monotonicity then their test is no longer admissible,
but the dominating tests are too unreasonable to be used in practice.

1 Introduction

When a null hypothesis is tested in n different settings, a meta-analysis can be used
to obtain a combined p-value based on all of the test results. It is possible that the
null is then rejected largely on the basis of just one extremely significant component
hypothesis test. Such a rejection may be undesirable as it could arise from some
irreproducible property of the setting in which that one component test was made.

Researchers in functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) have adopted con-
junction (logical ‘and’) testing (Price and Friston, 1997) in which an hypothesis must
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Case p(1) p(2) p(3) p(4) p(5)

A 10−200 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
B 10−10 10−9 10−8 10−7 10−6

C 10−100 10−100 10−100 0.049 0.8
D 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.8

Table 1: Four hypothetical cases for five ordered p-values.

be rejected in all n settings where it is tested. The n settings may correspond to
related tasks or they may correspond to independent subjects. For some problems
there is greater power to reject a null using n independent fixed effect analyses than
there is in combining them via a random effects model (Friston et al., 1999).

Refering to Table 1, cases A and B illustrate the benefit of using conjunction
tests. Both a Fisher and a Stouffer meta-analysis would find case A more significant
than case B, but case B shows more consistent replication.

Conjunction tests lose power for large n as they are based on the largest of n p-
values. A compromise is to require evidence that at least r out of n null hypotheses
are false, for some user specified r. Such tests of the ‘partial conjunction null hy-
pothesis’ were used in Friston et al. (2005) and then studied by Benjamini and Heller
(2008). The extremes r = 1 and r = n correspond to the usual meta-analysis tests
and conjunction testing respectively. Partial conjunction testing has also been used
for microarray experiments (Sun and Wei, 2011) and gene set enrichment analysis
(Wang et al., 2010).

A Benjamini-Heller partial conjunction (BHPC) test works as follows. One sorts
the observed p-values yielding p(1) ≤ p(2) ≤ · · · ≤ p(n), ignores the smallest r − 1 of
them, and then applies a valid p-value combination rule to the remaining n − r +
1 p-values. Benjamini and Heller (2008) show that BHPC tests are valid for the
partial conjunction null when the n hypotheses are independent. They also consider
some dependent test conditions as well as the consequences of using PC tests in the
Benjamini-Hochberg procedure.

Cases C and D illustrate an interesting property of the BHPC tests. Suppose
that we need to reject at least four null hypotheses to have a meaningful finding.
Then a BHPC test finds that case D is stronger evidence (smaller p-value) than
case C, because BHPC is based only on p(4) and p(5). In case C we are extremely
confident of three rejections and are banking on the fourth one to be correct. In case
D by contrast, none of the four smallest p-values is much better than borderline. It
appears to have about four times as many ways to disappointing us. Some simple

2



Bayesian analyses also give C the better posterior probability of a non-null result.
This comparsion between case C and D reveals a counter-intuitive property of the
BHPC tests, that we study further.

Here we investigate the power properties of BHPC tests focussing on admissi-
bility. We give a sufficient condition for BHPC procedures to be admissible among
monotone tests for the partial conjunction hypotheses. We also find a converse
which characterizes the complete class of tests for monotone admissibility. The only
admissible PC tests among monotone tests are either of the BHPC type, or are a
generalization of them, which use combined p-values constructed by taking the maxi-
mum of the meta-analysis p-value of each of the

(
n
r−1

)
subsets of n−r+1 hypotheses.

The generalized BHPC p-values are also called r-values in Shenhav et al. (2015).
The monotonicity condition, which means that the combined p-value is a non-

decreasing function of the individual p-values, is necessary for us to discuss admissi-
bility for partial conjunction hypotheses with r > 1. If we relax this condition, then
BHPC tests become inadmissible. Because non-monotone tests are quite unreason-
able scientifically, this is not a strong criticism of BHPC. We side with Perlman and
Wu (1999) in rejecting the admissibility criterion not the test, when methods lacking
face-value validity are included in comparisons.

For BHPC tests, ignoring the smallest p-values has consequences like those al-
luded to for cases C and D in Table 1 that go beyond admissibility. To better
understand this puzzling behavior, we considered a Bayesian analysis approach and
calculate Bayes factors for the two cases under different priors for Gaussian distribu-
tions. We find that whether treating case C or D as having stronger evidence against
the partial conjunction null heavily depends on the prior distribution.

Section 2 presents our notation and some background on partial conjunction tests
and admissibility. Section 3 presents the main theorems on monotone admissible
partial conjunction p-values. Section 4 gives counter-examples to show that BHPC
tests are inadmissible if we relax the monotonicity condition. Section 5 presents a
Bayesian analysis on case C and D in Table 1, and compares it to BHPC to show
that BHPC tests in fact give less counter-intuitive decisions than they first appear.
Section 6 has our conclusions.

2 Preliminaries

The problem begins with n null hypotheses to test, H0i for i = 1, . . . , n. The corre-
sponding alternative hypotheses are H1i. The i’th hypothesis refers to a parameter
θi. If H0i holds then θi ∈ Θ0i, while H1i specifies that θi ∈ Θ1i. The parameter space
for the i’th hypothesis is Θi = Θ0i ∪Θ1i and of course Θ0i ∩Θ1i = ∅.
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To each hypothesis, there corresponds a p-value, pi. There may be a loss of
information in reducing a data set to one p-value. Yet often that loss is small and
very commonly the researchers who gathered the original data share only their p-
values for reasons that may include privacy of their subjects.

We use pi to denote the numerical value of the p-value for the i’th hypothesis. It
is the observed value of a corresponding random variable Pi. The sorted p-values are
p(1) ≤ p(2) ≤ · · · ≤ p(n) and P(1) ≤ P(2) ≤ · · · ≤ P(n) are the sorted random variables.
Probability and expectation for functions of Pi are given by Pθi and Eθi respectively.
We let θ = (θ1, . . . , θn) and P = (P1, . . . , Pn). Probability and expectation for
functions of P are given by Pθ and Eθ. Apart from a few exceptions discussed below
we assume that P1, . . . , Pn are independent p-values, that are valid according to the
definition below.

Definition 1 (Validity). A valid component p-value satisfies supθi∈Θ0i
Pθi(Pi ≤ α) ≤

α for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.

Let ωi = 1 if θi ∈ Θ1i and ωi = 0 if θi ∈ Θi0. At the meta-level, our parameter is
ω = (ω1, . . . , ωn). The parameter space for a PC test is Ω = {0, 1}n. The PC null
hypothesis and alternative hypotheses are

H
r/n
0 : ω ∈ Ω

r/n
0 ≡ {ω ∈ {0, 1}n | ‖ω‖0 ≤ r − 1}, and

H
r/n
1 : ω ∈ Ω

r/n
1 ≡ {ω ∈ {0, 1}n | ‖ω‖0 ≥ r}.

We also use Θ
r/n
0 = {θ | ω(θ) ∈ Ω

r/n
0 }.

We use 1:r to denote {1, 2, . . . , r} and similarly (r + 1):n = {r + 1, r + 2, . . . , n}.
The index set u ⊂ 1:n has cardinality |u| and complement −u = 1:n \ u. Under the
null hypothesis H0u we have θj ∈ Θ0j for all j ∈ u.

Sometimes we combine points x ∈ Rn and y ∈ Rn into a point z ∈ Rn with
zj = xj for j ∈ u and zj = yj for j 6∈ u. Such a hybrid point is denoted z = xu:y−u.

We can extend the definition of validity to meta-analysis p-values. The combi-
nation of k independent p-values (k may differ from n later) produces the combined

p-value P1/k = fM,k(P1, . . . , Pk) which is a valid p-value for testing H
1/k
0 if

sup
θj∈Θ0j ,j=1,...,k

Pθ(P1/k ≤ α) ≤ α, ∀ 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.

Definition 2 (Sensitivity). A sensitive meta-analysis p-value P1/k = fM,k(P1, . . . , Pk)
satisfies lim infPi→0 P1/k = 0 for ∀i = 1, 2, · · · , k.
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Sensitivity requires that the meta-analysis p-value drops to 0 when we are certain
to reject any of the individual hypothesis, which we think is a reasonable requirement
for a p-value for testing H

1/n
0 . Of course, partial conjunction p-values for H

r/n
0 with

r > 1 are not sensitive. They are instead designed to allow r − 1 of the component
p-values to approach zero without yielding a combined p-value of zero.

Here are some examples of valid and sensitive meta-analysis p-values given valid
p-values p1, . . . , pk. The combination for a method M is defined in terms of a function
fM,k which may incorporate sorting of its arguments.

Example 1. Simes’ method:

pS,k = fS,k(p1, . . . , pk) ≡ min
i=1,··· ,k

{
kp(i)

i

}
.

Example 2. Fisher’s method:

pF,k = fF,k(p1, . . . , pk) ≡ P
(
χ2

(2k) ≥ −2
k∑
i=1

log pi

)
.

Example 3. Gaussian Likelihood Ratio Test: If X ∼ N (µ, Ik) and the component
tests are H0i : µi = 0 versus H1i : µi 6= 0 with (two-sided) p-values pi = P(χ2

(1) ≥ x2
i )

then a valid test based on LRT is

pLRT,k = fLRT,k(p1, . . . , pk) ≡ P
(
χ2

(k) ≥
k∑
i=1

(
Φ−1

(
1− pi

2

))2
)

where Φ is the N (0, 1) cumulative distribution function.

Example 4. Weighted Stouffer test: Consider test statistics Ti ∼ N (
√
niθi/σi, 1),

with sample sizes ni for i = 1, . . . , k and known σi > 0. The p-value for the null that
θi = 0 versus the alternative that θi > 0 is Pi = 1 − Φ(Ti) = Φ(−Ti). A weighted

Stouffer p-value for H
1/k
0 takes the form

pWS,k = pWS,k(p1, . . . , pk) ≡ 1− Φ

(∑k
i=1

√
niΦ

−1(pi)/σi√∑k
i=1 ni/σi

)
.

There are two-sided versions of the weighted Stouffer test as well as weighted
versions of Fisher tests. Note that each of the functions f in the previous examples
is monotone according to this definition:
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Definition 3. The p-value f(p1, . . . , pk) is monotone if the function f is non-decreasing
in each argument. The set of such monotone p-value functions is denoted Fmon. A
monotone test is one that rejects its null hypothesis for small values of a monotone
p-value.

A non-monotone test would reject its null hypothesis at some input (p1, . . . , pk)
but fail to reject at some (p′1, . . . , p

′
k) with all p′i ≤ pi. Such a test is clearly unrea-

sonable.
A valid PC p-value for H

r/n
0 satisfies

sup
θ∈Θ

r/n
0

Pθ(Pr/n ≤ α) ≤ α, 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. (1)

Now we restate Theorem 1 of Benjamini and Heller (2008).

Theorem 2.1. Let P1, . . . , Pn be independent valid p-values, and for k = n−r+1 let
fM,k(P1, . . . , Pk) be a valid and symmetric meta-analysis p-value where fM,k ∈ Fmon.

Then Pr/n = fM,k(P(r), P(r+1), . . . , P(n)) is a valid p-value for H
r/n
0 .

As mentioned, we call the combined p-value Pr/n described in 2.1 a BHPC p-
value for short. In practice it makes sense to require that the p-value combination
function fM,k(·), for k = n− r + 1, be a sensitive one for H

1/k
0 . If instead, fM,k were

a conjunction test, then Pr/n would also be a conjunction p-value. More generally

if fM,k were a partial conjunction test of H
s/k
0 for s > 1, then Pr/n in Theorem 2.1

would be better thought of as a test of H
(r+s−1)/n
0 , although it would still be a valid

but less efficient test of H
r/n
0 .

3 Admissibility

A hypothesis test of H0 versus H1 is described by a function ϕ(X) ∈ {0, 1} of the
data X. If ϕ(X) = 1 then H0 is rejected and ϕ(X) = 0 otherwise. The test ϕ
is valid at level α if supθ∈Θ0

Eθ(ϕ(X)) ≤ α. In our context, the data are a vector
P = (P1, . . . , Pn) of p-values and ϕ(P1, . . . , Pn) = 1f(P1,...,Pn)≤α where f is a multiple
testing p-value function.

The quality of a valid test depends on its performance under H1. We use the
definition of admissible tests from Lehmann and Romano (2006, Chapter 6.7).

Definition 4 (Ψ,α-admissibility). The level-α test ϕ ∈ Ψ is α-admissible for testing
H0 : θ ∈ Θ0 against H1 : θ ∈ Θ1 if for any other level-α test ϕ′ ∈ Ψ

Eθ(ϕ′) ≥ Eθ(ϕ), for all θ ∈ Θ1
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implies Eθ(ϕ′) = Eθ(ϕ) for all θ ∈ Θ1.

The definition of admissibility depends on the alternatives in Θ1 as well as the
space Ψ of test functions. The constraints on Θ1 are important. For the ordinary
meta-analysis, Birnbaum (1954) shows that every monotone p-value is admissible
when the Pi are independent and the null hypothesis is simple, because there is
then some alternative at which that p-value gives optimal power. However, those
optimizing alternatives may not all be reasonable. Birnbaum (1955) and Stein (1956)
(generalized later by Matthes and Truax (1967) to include nuisance parameters)
also showed that for the ordinary meta-analysis, when the test statistic distribution
is an exponential family with θ as canonical parameter, a necessary and sufficient
condition for admissibility is to have a closed convex acceptance region of underlying
test statistics (with some other conditions).

For the space of test functions Ψ, traditionally it contains all possible functions
when considering admissibility. However, for the partial conjunction null hypothesis,
we restrict Ψ to only include tests using monotone p-values to avoid unreasonble
more powerful tests (see Section 4 for details).

3.1 Definitions and assumptions

Motivated from the BHPC p-value, we try to find a more general class of combined
p-values with good power properties. Each of our results uses some combination of
these mild assumptions on p-values.

Assumption 1 (Valid components). Pi is valid by 1 for i = 1, . . . , n.

Assumption 2 (Strong alternatives). ∀α > 0, supθi∈Θ1i
Pθi(Pi ≤ α) = 1.

Assumption 3 (Continuity). For ∀θi ∈ Θ1i, Pθi(Pi = 0) = 0.

Assumption 4 (Completeness). The family {Pθi : θi ∈ Θ1i} is complete.

Examples of tests satisfying Assumption 2 include testing the parameters of
exponential families or location families. Lehmann and Romano (2006, Theorem
4.3.1) show that Assumption 4 is satisfied for testing the natural parameter of a k-
dimensional exponential family if the alternative space Θ1i contains a k-dimensional
rectangle. Thus, we believe that Assumptions 1 to 4 can cover a large class of prob-
lems.
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3.2 Monotone α-admissible partial conjunction p-values

The two main theorems of this section show that a slight generalization of the BHPC
p-value provides both necessary and sufficient conditions for α-admissibility within
monotone tests.

Definition 5 (GBHPC p-value). For each u ⊂ 1:n with |u| = k = n − r + 1 let
gu be a function from [0, 1]k to [0, 1] such that gu is non-decreasing and is a valid
meta-analysis p-value for H0u. Then

f ?(p) = f ?(p1, · · · , pn) = max
u⊂1:n

|u|=n−r+1

gu(pu) (2)

is a generalized BHPC (GBHPC) p-value.

Some meta-analysis methods, such as the weighted Stouffer test in Example 4,
treat their component p-values differently depending on the relative sample sizes on
which they are based. The GBHPC framework includes such methods.

Theorem 3.1 shows that GBHPC p-values form a complete class of monotone α-
admissible p-values for H

r/n
0 . Theorem 3.2 gives conditions under which the GBHPC

form is sufficient to make a p-value monotone α-admissible.

Theorem 3.1. Let P1, . . . , Pn be independent p-values satisfying Assumptions 1 to 3.
Let Pr/n be a valid monotone p-value for H

r/n
0 where 1 ≤ r ≤ n. Then there exists

a valid GBHPC p-value P ?
r/n ≡ f ?(P1, P2, . . . , Pn) for f ? of the form (2) that is

uniformly at least as powerful as Pr/n.

Theorem 3.2. Let P1, . . . , Pn be independent p-values satisfying Assumptions 1 to 4.
For a GBHPC p-value P ?

r/n = f ?(P1, · · · , Pn) of the form (2) if each gu is sensitive
and provides a monotone α-admissible meta-analysis test for H0u, then P ?

r/n is a

monotone α-admissible p-value for H
r/n
0 .

We introduce two lemmas before proving 3.1 and 3.2. The first lemma is a
generalization of Theorem 1 of Benjamini and Heller (2008).

Lemma 3.3. Under Assumption 1, any GBHPC p-value is a valid p-value for H
r/n
0 .

Proof. Consider a GBHPC p-value of the form (2). From the definition of H
r/n
0 , for

all θ ∈ Θ
r/n
0 , there exists u with |u| = n − r + 1 such that θj ∈ Θ0j for all j ∈ u.

Then for any α ∈ [0, 1],

Pθ(f ?(P ) ≤ α) ≤ Pθ(gu(Pu) ≤ α) = Pθu(gu(Pu) ≤ α) ≤ α.

Thus f ?(P1, · · · , Pn) is valid for Hr/n.
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The next lemma shows that given a valid monotone p-value that is not of the
GBHPC form, we can expand its rejection region while retaining its validity. This is
the critical fact underlying 3.1.

Lemma 3.4. Let P1, . . . , Pn be independent p-values satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2.
Let f(P1, · · · , Pn) be a valid monotone p-value for H

r/n
0 and for u ⊂ 1:n with |u| =

n− r + 1, define
gu(Pu) = inf

P−u∈(0,1]r−1
f(P1, · · · , Pn) (3)

Then gu is a valid monotone meta-analysis p-value for H0u.

Proof. Monotonicity of f implies monotonicity and measurability of gu. Next, sup-
pose that gu is not valid for H0u. Then there is an α ∈ [0, 1] and a θ with θj ∈ Θ0j

for all j ∈ u such that Pθ(gu(Pu) ≤ α) = Pθ
(

infP−u∈(0,1]r−1 f(P ) ≤ α
)
> α + ε

for some ε > 0. From the monotonity of f , there is some fixed p̃ ∈ (0, 1] with
Pθ(f(Pu:p−u) ≤ α) > α + ε for any p−u ∈ [0, p̃]r−1. Using Assumption 2, there also

exists θ? with θ?j ∈ Θ1j for j ∈ −u such that Pθ?j (Pj ≤ p̃) ≥
(
(α+ ε/2)/(α+ ε)

)1/(r−1)

for j ∈ −u. Then

P(θu:θ?−u)

(
f(P ) ≤ α

)
≥ P(θu:θ?−u)

(
f(P ) ≤ α, Pj ≤ p̃,∀j ∈ −u

)
> α + ε/2

contradicting the validity of f(P ).

Now we are ready to prove Theorems 3.1 and 3.2.

Proof of 3.1. Let gu(Pu) be defined in (3). Then Pr/n ≥ P ?
r/n when P ∈ (0, 1]n.

Using Assumption 3, P ?
r/n is then uniformly at least as powerful as Pr/n. It then

follows directly from Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4 that P ?
r/n is a valid GBHPC p-value.

Using Lemma 3.3, to prove 3.2, we only need to prove the monotone α-admissibility
of P ?

r/n.

Proof of 3.2. To prove the monotone α-admissibility of f ?(P1, · · · , Pn), suppose
that there is a valid monotone test f ?? satisfying Pθ(f ??(P ) ≤ α) ≥ Pθ(f ?(P ) ≤ α)

for all θ ∈ Θ
r/n
1 . By 3.1 we can assume that f ?? is a GBHPC p-value:

f ??(P ) = max
u⊂1:n

|u|=n−r+1

g′u(Pu),

where g′u is a valid monotone meta-analysis p-value. We now show that for each
u ⊂ 1:n with |u| = n− r + 1, and any θu 6∈ Θ0u,

Pθu
(

inf
P−u∈(0,1]r−1

f ?(P ) ≤ α
)
≤ Pθu(g′u(Pu) ≤ α) ≡ β′ (4)
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using a similar strategy as in the proof of 3.4. If (4) does not hold for some set
u and a corresponding θu, then there exist some ε > 0 and p̃ ∈ (0, 1] such that
Pθu(f ?(Pu:p−u) ≤ α) > β′ + ε for any p−u ∈ (0, p̃]r−1. Using Assumption 2, there

exists θ? with θ?j ∈ Θ1j for j ∈ −u such that Pθ?j (Pj ≤ p̃) ≥
(
(β′+ε/2)/(β′+ε)

)1/(r−1)
.

Thus,

P(θu:θ?−u)(f
?(P ) ≤ α) ≥ P(θu:θ?−u)(f

?(P ) ≤ α, Pj ≤ p̃,∀j ∈ −u) > β′ + ε/2

> Pθu(g′u(Pu) ≤ α) ≥ P(θu:θ?−u)(f
??(P ) ≤ α)

which violates the assumption that f ?? is uniformly at least as powerful as f ?.
Thus, (4) holds. Notice that by definition of f ? and the sensitivity condition,
infP−u∈(0,1]r−1 f ?(P ) = gu(Pu), thus (4) implies that Pθu(g′u ≤ α) ≥ Pθu(gu(Pu) ≤ α)
for any θu 6∈ Θ0u and any α ∈ [0, 1]. As gu(Pu) is α-admissible for H0u, we have
Pθu(g′u(Pu) ≤ α) = Pθu(gu(Pu) ≤ α). Further, using Assumption 4 and the inde-
pendence of Pi, it’s easy to show that the P-value distribution family on the alter-
native of H0u is also complete, thus g′u(Pu) = gu(Pu) a.e.. Thus, for all θ ∈ Θ

r/n
1 ,

Pθ(f ??(P ) ≤ α) = Pθ(f ?(P ) ≤ α) which shows that f ? is monotone α-admissible for

H
r/n
0 .

The BHPC p-values are special cases of GBHPC p-values in which gu is symmetric
in the subsets u and by monotonicity only depends on the order statistics of the p-
values. We can also show that the BHPC p-values characterize the form of symmetric
monotone admissible combined p-values.

Corollary 3.5. Let P1, . . . , Pn be independent p-values satisfying Assumptions 1
to 3. Let Pr/n be a valid symmetric monotone p-value for H

r/n
0 . Then there exists a

BHPC p-value P ?
r/n for H

r/n
0 that is uniformly at least as powerful as Pr/n.

Proof. Since Pr/n is a valid monotone p-value, using 3.1 we only need to show that
the GBHPC p-value P ?

r/n constructed in 3.4 is actually a BHPC p-value. As Pr/n
is symmetric, gu ≡ g is also symmetric and monotone. Thus, g(P(r), . . . , P(n)) =
maxu⊂1:n,|u|=n−r+1 g(Pu) = f ?(P ) and thus P ?

r/n is a BHPC p-value.

Combining 3.2 with results of Birnbaum (1955) and Stein (1956) who charac-
terized admissible tests for the global null in exponential families, we can give more
specific conditions of monotone admissible GBHPC P-values for exponential fami-
lies. To simplify the statement, the next corollary illustrates a sufficient condition
for admissibility of a partial conjunction test of the means of Gaussian distributions
with known covariance. For other distributions in the exponential families, the result
will be similar.
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Corollary 3.6. Suppose that independent test statistics Yi ∼ N (µi,Σi) for i =
1, . . . , n are available on hypotheses H0i : µi = 0, where Σi is known. For a GBHPC
p-value f ?(p) in the form of (2), suppose that for every subset u, gu is sensitive,
monotone and P0(gu(Pu) ≤ α) = α. Also, for ∀α ∈ [0, 1] the set of test statistics Yu
for which gu(pu) > α (the acceptance region) is a closed and convex set, except for a

subset of measure 0. Then f ?(p) is monotone α-admissible for H
r/n
0 .

Proof. First, Assumptions 1 to 4 are satisfied for hypothesis testing of the Gaussian
mean. Thus, using 3.2, we just need to prove the α-admissibility of gu(Pu) under each
condition. This is true by directly applying Lehmann and Romano (2006, Theorem
6.7.1) on sufficient conditions of admissibility in exponential families. The original
proof of the convexity condition can be found in Stein (1956).

Related work on convexity and admissibility appears in Matthes and Truax (1967)
for testing parameters of exponential families with presence of nuisance parameters,
Marden et al. (1982) and Brown and Marden (1989) for generalization to distribution
families beyond exponential families, and Owen (2009) for tests powerful against
alternatives with concordant signs. Notice that the n-dimensional set of test statistics
Y itself for which f ?(p) > α is not convex. For partial conjunctions, the null
hypothesis for the parameter usually includes all of the coordinate axes and the
smallest convex set containing the axes is all of Euclidean space. As a result convexity
of the acceptance region is not appropriate to partial conjunction testing.

4 Inadmissibility

In Section 3.2 we constructed monotone α-admissible p-values for H
r/n
0 . They fail

to be admissible if we allow non-monotone tests. For the case n = r = 2, the
construction of such counter-examples dates back to Lehmann (1952) and Iwasa
(1991).

Here we demonstrate that if we don’t require monotone tests then a BPHC test
can be inadmissible. Let n = r = 2. If both P1 and P2 are α-admissible, then
using 3.1 and 3.2, the constructed combined p-value is just P(2), which is monotone
admissible. At a given α, the critical function is ϕ = 1p(2)≤α(p1, p2).

Now we can easily construct a more powerful α-level test, by adding to the original
rejection region a square around the top-right corner in the p-value space. Define
the set

S =

{
{(p1, p2) | p(1) ≥ 1− α}, if α < 1

2

{(p1, p2) | p(1) ≥ α}, if α ≥ 1
2
.

11
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Figure 1: Rejection regions in the p-value space and the test statistic space for the
counter-example of this section, using α = 0.2.

Then the test ϕ′ with critical function ϕ′(P ) = ϕ(P ) + 1(P1,P2)∈S is uniformly and
strictly more powerful than ϕ. To prove that ϕ′ is an α-level test, we note that
S ∩ {p(2) ≤ α} = ∅. Therefore E(ϕ′(P ) | P1 = p0) ≤ α holds for any p0 ∈ [0, 1].
Similarly, E(ϕ′(P ) | P2 = p0) ≤ α. Since p0 is arbitrary we conclude that ϕ′ is an
α-level test.

If the test statistics are X1 ∼ N (µ1, 1) and X2 ∼ N (µ2, 1), and H1 and H2 are
two-sided tests for the mean µ1 and µ2 respectively, then Figure 1 shows the rejection
region of ϕ′ in the p-value space and in the test statistic space. In the test statistics
space, the added rejection region is a small square around the origin.

The more powerful test ϕ′ increases power by strangely rejecting H
2/2
0 when

both input p-values are large enough. We now use this same approach to construct
counter-examples of admissibility for any n and any r ∈ 2:n. The idea is to show that
for any GBHPC test, it’s always possible to add a “box”-shaped rejection region like
the square around the origin in the right panel of Figure 1 while still keeping the test
valid. The point is not to advocate for such tests, but rather to reinforce the idea
that admissibility is only a useful concept within a well chosen class of functions.

We need the following mild technical constraint to guarantee that the “box” we
have chosen can really increase power at least in one alternative hypothesis.

Assumption 5. For each i ∈ 1:n, there exists θ0
i ∈ Θ0i that Pθ0i (Pi ≤ α) =

12



supθi∈Θ0i
(Pi ≤ α) for ∀α ∈ [0, 1]. Let θ0 = (θ0

1, θ
0
2, · · · , θ0

n). Then for any set A,

if Pθ0(A) > 0, then there exists θ1 ∈ Θ
r/n
1 that Pθ1(A) > 0.

Theorem 4.1. Let P1, . . . , Pn be independent p-values satisfying Assumptions 1 to 3
and 5. Let 1 < r ≤ n and α ∈ (0, 1). Then any monotone α-admissible combined
p-value for testing Hr/n is not α-admissible without the monotonicity constraint.

Proof. Using 3.1, we only need to consider a GBHPC p-value f ? which is defined in
5. Let θ0 = (θ0

1, θ
0
2, · · · , θ0

n) be the parameter in Assumption 5. Define

R = {p ∈ [0, 1]n : f ?(p) ≤ α} =
⋂

u⊂1:n
|u|=n−r+1

Ru

where Ru = {p ∈ [0, 1]n : gu(pu) ≤ α} and gu is the same as in (2).
First, as Pθ0(f ? ≤ α) ≤ α < 1 and f ? is non-decreasing, there exists some p0 < 1

such that if pj ≥ p0 for all j ∈ 1:n then f ?(p) > α.
Then, we show that there must exist a set u? with Pθ0(Ru? ∩ Rc) > 0, where Rc

is the complement set of R. If this doesn’t hold, then it means that for any u ⊂ 1:n
with |u| = n − r + 1, the equation 1f?(p)≤α(p) = 1gu(pu)≤α(p) a.e. Pθ0 holds. This
implies that 1f?≤α doesn’t depend on p−u except for a zero probability set under Pθ0 .
As ∪ u⊂1:n

|u|=n−r+1
−u = 1:n, we get that 1f?≤α doesn’t depend on any pj except for a zero

probability set under Pθ0 , which implies that 1f?≤α ≡ 1 or 0 a.e. Pθ0 . It’s obvious
that such a test is either invalid or trivially not admissible, which contradicts our
assumptions.

As a consequence, there exists ε > 0 that Pθ0(f ? ≤ α) ≤ α − ε. Notice that
Pθ0(f ? ≤ α) = Eθ0−u

(
Pθ0u [f ? ≤ α | P−u]

)
for any u. Using the fact that f ? is non-

decreasing, Pθ0u [f ? ≤ α | P−u = p−u] is non-increasing in p−u. Thus there exists
p̃ < 1, such that for any u, if p−u ∈ [p̃, 1]r−1, then

Pθ0u [f ? ≤ α | P−u = p−u] ≤ α− ε.

Let p? = max(p0, p̃, 1 − ε1/(n−r+1)) and S = ∩i{p ∈ [0, 1]n : pi ≥ p?}. Then we
construct a new test with critical function ϕ: ϕ = 1f?≤α + 1S.

As {p ∈ [0, 1]n : f ?(p) ≤ α} ∩ S = ∅, we know that ϕ is at least as powerful as

1f?≤α. Using Assumption 5, as Pθ0(S) ≥ (1 − p?)n > 0, there exists θ1 ∈ Θ
r/n
1 with

Pθ1(S) > 0. Thus, ϕ strictly dominates 1f?≤α at θ1. Finally, for ∀p ∈ [0, 1]n and
∀u ⊂ 1:n with |u| = n− r + 1, if θu ∈ H1/n−r+1, then

Eθu [ϕ | P−u = p−u] ≤ Pθu [f ? ≤ α | P−u = p−u] + ε1p−u∈[p?,1]r−1

≤ Pθ0u [f ? ≤ α | P−u = p−u] + ε1p−u∈[p?,1]r−1 ≤ α.
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The second inequality above follows from Assumption 5, independence of the indi-
vidual p-values and monotonicity of f ?. Thus ϕ is still an α-level test for Hr/n. This
shows that f ? is not α-admissible.

5 Bayesian analysis

Here we revisit cases C and D in Table 1 and consider a Bayesian alternative to
the traditional hypothesis testing. The purpose of this section is to understand the
puzzling behavior of BHPC tests we discussed in Section 1.

For Bayesian analysis, we consider H
r/n
0 and H

r/n
1 to be two alternative models

for ω ∈ {0, 1}n. We then define prior distributions for θ given that ω ∈ Ω
r/n
j for

j = 0, 1 and calculate the Bayes factor

K =
P
(
P = p | ω ∈ Ω

r/n
1

)
P
(
P = p | ω ∈ Ω

r/n
0

) =

∫
Pθ
(
P = p

)
P
(
θ | ω ∈ Ω

r/n
1

)
dθ∫

Pθ
(
P = p

)
P
(
θ | ω ∈ Ω

r/n
0

)
dθ

(5)

where P refers to the density for a continuous variable. A larger K indicates a
stronger evidence for the alternative hypothesis.

Example 5. Assume X ∼ N (θ, In) and that the component tests in Table 1 are
H0i : θi ≤ 0 versus H1i : θi > 0 for i = 1, . . . , 5. If the p-values are from a
likelihood ratio test, then the observed values XC = (21, 21, 21, 1.65,−0.84) and
XD = (1.66, 1.66, 1.66, 1.66,−0.84) correspond to cases C and D in Section 1 respec-
tively.

We have shown that a BHPC p-value would give case D a smaller combined p-
value. On the other hand, the Bayes factor’s preference depends on prior of θ. Here
we consider two different reasonable priors on θ that give opposite preferences

1. Suppose that the prior distribution of θ is θ ∼ N (0, I5). Then after some
calculation, the Bayes factors are

KC =
P
(
XC | ‖ω‖0 ≥ 4

)
P
(
XC | ‖ω‖0 < 4

) = 44.87, and KD =
P
(
XD | ‖ω‖0 ≥ 4

)
P
(
XD | ‖ω‖0 < 4

) = 9.62

which shows that case C has much stronger evidence for H
r/n
1 than case D,

matching our intuitive argument in Section 1.

2. Here we consider a prior for θ that incorporates an expectation that the effects
should be reproducible across experiments. It is a hierarchical prior. At the
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first level, ωi
iid∼ Bernoulli(1, 0.5). Next, if ωi = 0 then θi = −|θ0| while if ωi = 1

then θi = |θ1|, where θ0 ∼ N (0, 1) and θ1 ∼ N (0, 1) are independent. This
hierachical structure assumes that the true nulls share a common reproducible
mean as do the true alternatives. Under such a prior, the marginal prior of
each θi is still θi ∼ N (0, 1) which is the same as in the previous situation, but
now they are dependent. After some calculation we now find that the Bayes
factors are

KC =
P
(
XC | ‖ω‖0 ≥ 4

)
P
(
XC | ‖ω‖0 < 4

) ≈ 10−33, and KD =
P
(
XD | ‖ω‖0 ≥ 4

)
P
(
XD | ‖ω‖0 < 4

) = 8.35.

For this prior, case D has stronger evidence of H
r/n
1 than case C. This prior is

for illustration and is not the only reasonable way to build in an expectation
of reproducibility.

The above example shows that the BHPC p-value prefering case D to case C is
not without reason. It may arise from a prior belief in reproducibility. Relatedly,
the likelihood ratio test statistic for H

r/n
0 in Example 5 is

L =
sup

θ∈Ω
r/n
1

P(X | θ)

sup
θ∈Ω

r/n
0

P(X | θ)
=

sup
θ∈Θ

r/n
1

∏n
i=1 P(xi | θi)

sup
θ∈Θ

r/n
0

∏n
i=1 P(xi | θi)

(6)

will result in a BHPC p-pvalue only based on the two smallest xi values (the largest
two P-values correspondingly). Comparing (6) and (5), the only difference is that a
Bayes factor averages over a prior on θ while the likelihood ratio looks at extreme θ
values.

A fuller decision theoretic analysis would additionally specify differing values
for rejecting a null depending on the true vector ω ∈ {0, 1}n. Then one could in
principal optimize the expected value of the discoveries subject to a constraint on
some measure of false discoveries. For example we might well consider reproducible
discoveries with many nonzero ωi to be more valuable than discoveries with just one
nonzero component ωi. Specifying that prior and the differential value function would
often be infeasble in applications. The partial conjunction approach is a simple and
tractable way to build in a preference for reproducible findings.

6 Conclusion

This paper characterizes the admissible p-values for a partial conjunction test of in-
dependent hypotheses, within the class of non-decreasing p-values. Any monotone
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admissible p-value for Hr/n is the maximum of the non-decreasing p-values for the
global null in each combination of n−r+1 hypotheses. We have shown that as long as
each meta-analysis p-value of the n−r+1 hypotheses is sensitive and admissible, the
combined p-value is monotone admissible. A consequence is that among combined
p-values that only depend on the order statistics of individual p-values, the original
BHPC p-values are the only monotone admissible ones. Because the partial con-
junction null hypothesis is a special composite hypothesis, we can always construct
counter-intuitive p-values which are not non-decreasing but uniformly more powerful
than monotone admissible p-values. Those counter-examples of admissibility reject
when all p-values are large, and so they are not reasonable choices.

We have emphasized independent p-values. For dependent p-values one can follow
(Benjamini and Heller, 2008) and use pr/n = (n− r + 1)p(r) in the component tests
of a BHPC test. Similarly if the dependence structure is well known, as it could be
for Gaussian test statistics with known covariance, then valid combined p-values can
be used as the components.
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