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Abstract: Much effort has been made to improve the famous step up test of Benjamini

and Hochberg given by linear critical values % It is pointed out by Gavrilov, Benjamini

and Sarkar that step down multiple tests based on the critical values 3; = ﬁ"él_a)
still control the false discovery rate (FDR) at the upper bound « under basic independence
assumptions. Since that result in not longer true for step up tests or dependent single tests,
a big discussion about the corresponding FDR starts in the literature. The present paper
establishes finite sample formulas and bounds for the FDR and the expected number of false
rejections for multiple tests using critical values ; under martingale and reverse martingale
dependence models. It is pointed out that martingale methods are natural tools for the
treatment of local FDR estimators which are closely connected to the present coefficients
;. The martingale approach also yields new results and further inside for the special basic
independence model.
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1. Introduction

Multiple tests are nowadays well established procedures for judging high dimensional data. The
famous Benjamini and Hochberg [2] step up multiple test given by linear critical values controls
the false discovery rate FDR for various dependence models. The FDR is the expectation of the
ratio of the number of false rejections devided by the amount of all rejected hypotheses. For
these reasons the linear step up test is frequently applied in practice. Gavrilov et al. [11] pointed
out that linear critical values can be substituted by

i

— _ i<n, 1.1
ntl—i(l—a) ' " (1.1)

B =

*Partially suppoted by SAW-Project ” Multiplizitat, Modellvalidierung und Reproduzierbarkeit in hochdimen-
sionalen Microarray-Daten”
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for step down tests and the FDR control (i.e. FDR< «) remains true for the basic independence
model of the underlying p-values. Note that the present critical values (3; are closely related to
critical values given by the asymptotic optimal rejection curve which is obtained by Finner et
al. [8]. In the asymptotic set up they derived step up tests with asymptotic FDR control under
various conditions. However, step up multiple tests given by the 5;’s do not control the FDR by
the desired level « at finite sample size, see for instance Dickhaus [7], Gontscharuk [12].

The intension of the present paper is twofold.

e We like to calculate the FDR of step down and step up tests more precisely using mar-
tingale and reverse martingale arguments. Here we get also new results under the basic
independence model.

e On the other hand we can extend the results for dependent p-values which are martingale
or reverse martingale dependent. As application finite sample FDR, formulas for step down
and step up tests based on (1.1) are derived. We refer to the Appendix for a collection of
examples of martingale models.

Martingale arguments were earlier used in Storey et al. [22], Pena et al. [17], Heesen and Janssen
[14] for step up and in Benditkis [1] for step down multiple tests.

This paper is organized as follows. Below the basic notations are introduced. Section 2 presents
our results for step down tests. A counterexample, Example 4, motivates to study specific depen-
dence concepts which allow FDR control, namely our martingale dependence model. The FDR
formula, see (1.7) below, consists of two terms. In particular, it relies on the expected number
of false rejections which is studied in Sections 2.1 and 2.2. Note that the results of Lemma 6
motivate naturally the consideration of martingale methods. Section 2.3 is devoted to the FDR
control under dependence which extends the results of Gavrilov et al. [11]. Within the class of
step down tests the first coefficient 5, is often responsable for the quality of the multiple test.
In Section 2.4 we propose an improvement of the power of SD procedures due to an increase of
first critical values without loosing the FDR control.

Step up multiple tests corresponding to the ’s from (1.1) are studied in Sections 3 and 4. We
obtain the lower bound for the present FDR which can be greater than «. A couple of examples
for martingale models can be found in Appendix. The proofs and additional material are col-
lected in the Section 5.

Basics. Let us consider a multiple testing problem, which consists of n null hypotheses
H,,...,H, with associated p-values p;, ¢ = 1,...,n. Assume that all p-values arise from the
same experiment given by one data set, where each p; can be used for testing the traditional
null H;. The p-values vector p = (p1, ..., pn) € [0,1]™ is a random variable based on an unknown
distribution P. Recall that simultaneous inference can be established by so called multiple tests
o = ¢(p), & = (1, .., 0n) : [0,1] — {0,1}", which rejects the null H; iff, i.e. if and only if,
¢i(p) = 1 holds. The set of hypotheses can be divided in the disjoint union Iy|JI; = {1,...,n}
of unknown portions of true null Iy and false null I, respectively. We denote the number of true
null by ng = |Iy| and the number of false ones by ny = |I;| = n — ng, where ng > 0 is assumed.
Widely used multiple testing procedures can be represented as

Or = (H(pl < 7)o l(pn < T))

via the indicator function I(-), where 7 € [0,1] is a random critical boundary variable. Thus
all null hypotheses with related p-values that are not larger than the threshold 7 have to be
rejected. Let p1., < po.n < - -+ < pn.n denote the ordered values of the p-values p.

Definition 1. Let a; < as < -+ < «ap be a deterministic sequence of critical values. Set for
convenience max{(} = 0.

(a) The step down (SD) critical boundary variable is given by

Tsp = max{a; : pj:m < ¢, for all j < i} (1.2)
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(b) The step up (SU) critical boundary variable is given by
Tsy = max{a; : pin < ;). (1.3)

(c) The appertaining multiple tests ¢sp = ¢rqp and dsy = Grq, are called step down (SD)
test, step up (SU) test, respectively.

Let F, denote the empirical distribution function of the p-values and let V = Vir) =

n A
SIps <71),S=8(r)= > Illp; < 7)and R = R(r) = > I(p; < 7) = nF,(7) be the
i€lp i€l 1=1

number V' of false rejections w.r.t. 7, the number S of true rejections and the number R of all

rejections, respectively. The False Discovery Rate (FDR) of a procedure with critical boundary

variable 7 is defined as Vir)
r
FDR =E
7]

with the convention % = 0. The FDR is often chosen as an error rate control criterion. There is

another useful equivalent description of step down tests.

Remark 2. Introduce the random variable
o = min{a; : pin > i} A ap, (1.4)

where a A'b = min(a, b) denotes the minimum of two real numbers a and b.

Then we have Tsp < o but the step down tests psp = ¢, coincide and FDR = E [;gﬁg” =

E [;E;H holds. The reason for this is that no p-value falls in the interval (tsp, o] and R(tsp) =
R(o) is valid.

There is much interest in multiple tests such that the FDR is controled by a prespecified
acceptable level a € (0,1), i.e. to bound the expectation of the portion of false rejections. The
well known so called Benjamini and Hochberg multiple tests with linear critical values a; = a%
lead to the FDR bound n

FDR < a—
n
for SD and SU tests under positive dependence, more precisely under positive regression depen-
dence on a subset (PRDS). There are several proposals to exhaust the FDR more accurate by «
by an enlarged choice of critical values. A proper choice for SD tests are a;
io

0<a; < B = 1<ig<n,

n+1l—i(l—a) (1.5)
ag = ai, Bo =P,

which allow the control FDR < a under the basic independence assumption of the p-values, see
Gavrilov et al. [11]. Note that for i = 1,...,n, 3; = g5 ! (%) are inverse values of

n—+1 n-+1 t

9alt) = n Ja(t) = n t(l—a)+a’

(1.6)

where g, is close to the asymptotic optimal rejection curve f,, see Finner et al. [8]. It is known
that SU tests given by ; do not control the FDR for the independence model in general, see
Gontscharuk [12], Heesen and Janssen [14]. If the p-values are dependent then the FDR control
of the SD tests based on ;, i < n, can not be expected (see Example 4 of Section 2).

Gavrilov et al. [11], Theorem 1A, propose to reduce the critical values f; in order to get FDR
control of SD-tests under positive regression dependence on a subset. Unfortunately, the pro-
cedure based on these new reduced critical values may be too conservative. Below we keep the
critical values «;, ¢ < n, of (1.5) and introduce dependence assumptions for the p-values which
insure the FDR~control for the underlying SD tests.
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The main idea of this paper can be outlined as follows. The FDR of SD and SU tests based on
the critical values f3; equals

n+1 BiR n+1

A monotonicity argument implies the next Lemma.

FDR = —* E[V}—Fl_QE[V]. (1.7)

Lemma 3. Consider an SD or SU test with critical values (a;); given by (1.5). Then

a |4 e
(a) FDR < -4 [E] + leE V],
(b) The conditions

v
E [53} <ng and (1.8)
E[V] < to—(m+1) (L9)

ensure the FDR control, i.e. FDR< .

Whereas the FDR is hard to bound under dependence, the inequality (1.8) is known under
PRDS and equality holds under reverse martingale structure (including the basic independence
model), see Heesen and Janssen [14] for SU test. Then it remains to bound the expected number of
false rejections E [V], which is at least possible for SD tests under certain martingale dependence
assumptions. In the following we always use a general assumption, that the p-values for the true
null (H;);er, fullfil

E

Z I(p; € [O,t])] < not for all t€[0,1), (1.10)

i€l

which can be interpreted as ”stochastically larger” condition compared with the uniform distri-
bution in the mean for Ij.

Now, we define the basic independence assumptions (BIA) that are often used in the FDR-
control-framework.

(BIA) We say that p-values fulfil the basic independence model if the vectors of p-values (pi);c;,
and (p;);c;, are independent, and each dependence structure is allowed for the “false” p-
values within (p;);c; - Under true null hypotheses the p-values (p;);c;, are independent
and stochastically larger (or equal) compared to the uniform distribution on [0,1], i.e.,
P(p; <z) < zforall x €[0,1] and i € Iy.

If in addition all p-values are i.i.d. uniformly distributed on [0,1] for i € Iy then we talk
about the BIA model with uniform true p-values.

2. Results for step down procedures

In this section we consider a step down procedure with critical values f3;, i < n, from (1.1). It
is well known that this procedure controls the FDR if the p-values fulfil the basic independence
assumptions (BIA) (cf. Gavrilov et al. [11]). However, in practice the independence of the single
tests corresponding to the present p-values are rare.

For general dependent p-values the FDR of the SD test may exceed the level . The next
counter example motivates the consideration of special kinds of dependence in order to establish
FDR control.
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Example 4. Forn=3, ng=2, n; =1, In ={2,3} and o = % consider the SD procedure with
critical values B; = Wa(l_a) Consider the vector of p-values (0,Uy,Us) with true p-values
defined as follows

Uy is uniformly distributed on (0,1).

Uy = (Uy + B2) I(Uy < B2) + (Ur — B2) I(Ur € (B2,282)) + Uil (Uy > 2f2).

For such p-values we get

48, 4 1

2
=3 (U1 < 28) 3 15 4

We will start with the expected number of false rejections (ENFR), which was earlier studied
by Finner and Roters [10] and Scheer [19].

2.1. Control of the expected number of false rejections E [V]

The present martingale approach relies on the empirical distribution function F}, of the p-values
and on the adapted stochastic process

—F
ta(t) = —— ——"% t€T,wrt. the filtration

~~

—_
—~

~
~

(2.1)
€T, i<n} of the p-values.
Thereby, T C [0,1) is a parameter space with 0 € T. The value &(¢) is frequentely used as a
conservative estimator for the FDR on the constant critical boundary value 7 = t. Storey et
al. [21] use a similar estimator for the FDR(¢) of SU tests if the p-values are independent. A

similar estimator is also used by Benjamini, Krieger and Yekutieli [3], Heesen and Janssen [15]
and Heesen [13]. It is easy to see that for 8;, i < n, we get from (1.5)

Gn(B;) = iff R(B;)=1i—1,

an(Bi) = o <n+11 —i) (7;%(_13§(fl)> ’

The consequences of these useful relations are summerized.

since

Lemma 5. Consider the critical values (5;),¢,, and the critical boundary value o from (1.4).
Then we have

(a) o =min{B; : &n(B;) = a,i < n} A By.

(b) Moreover Tsp < o and G, (o) = ol(R(0) < n) hold.

(¢) The random variable o is a stopping time w.r.t. the filtration (]:tT)
time domain T = {0, B1, ..., Bn}-

rer of the p-values with

It is quite obvious that the maximal coefficiens §;,7 < n, of the /s in (1.5) and the extreme
p-values p; = 0, 4 € I, for all false null are least favourable for bounding E [V]. First, we focus
on the 8;—based SD procedure. An important role plays the process

I(p; <t)—t
M, = My, (t) = Z%, teT. (2.4)
i€lp
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Lemma 6. Let p; =0 for all i€ I;. For the critical values (B;)ign from (1.1) we have

E[V(rsp)] <

@ ,
- a(nl +1) iff E[M] <aln+1)P(R(tsp) =n).

The probability P(R(7sp) = n) is typically very small. Note that we will show below by
martingale arguments that E [Mj, (7sp)] < 0, which implies the crucial condition (1.9).

Next, we introduce a dependence assumption which allows the control of expected number of
false rejection of the SD procedure with critical values 5;,7 < n.

(D1) Let T" C [0,1) be a set with 0 € T'. We say that p-values p1,...,pn are Fr = (Ft),cp —
(super-) martingale dependent on a subset J if the stochastic process M(t) = M;(t) =
> (%) ,t €T, is a Fr— (super-)martingale.
icJ

Note that the super-martingale model (D1) includes BIA if J = Iy. This is well known, see

Shorack and Wellner [20] (p. 133), Benditkis [1]. Some examples of martingale dependent random

variables can be found in a separate Appendix.

Recall that the general condition (1.10) implies E [Mp,(0)] = 0, which is always assumed.

The next remark shows that under (D1) we can assume that the p-values which belong to true

null are stochastically larger compared with the uniform distribution on (0,1) (cf. Heesen and

Janssen [14], Benditkis [1]). Let U(0, 1) denote the uniform distribution on the unit interval.

Remark 7. Let (pi);c,, fulfil the martingale assumption (D1) for J = Iy on T C [0,1] and let
o : Iy — Iy be some random permutation of the index-set Iy which is independent of (p;)

(a) If

i<n”

My, (t) = Z w is a Fr — martingale,
i€ly
then the random variable Y; = py;),i € lo, is U(0,1)-distributed.

(b) If (pi)iey, fulfil the super-martingale assumption (D1) for J = Iy on T C [0,1], then Yi,
1 € Iy, are stochastically larger compared with U(0,1).

(c) As long as the boundary critical value T only depends on the order statistics, the multiple
test ¢ remains unchanged if (pi);<,, is substituted by ((Poi))icto> (Pi)iern ) -

(d) It can be shown that under (D1) the (super-)martingale assumption also holds under the
filtration given by the exchangeable ((Yi)ielo , (pi)z‘ell)' Note that the exchangeability of
the po(iy, © € lo, is only needed in the proofs in connection with the PRDS assumption
introduced in Section 2.3.

Proof of (a) and (b). Firstly, note that the random variables Y;,i € I are exchangeable, since
o is an independent permutation. This implies

_E lnl S Iy < t)] . (2.5)

Moreover, we get

1 1-1
E [ E I(Y; <t)| = ( )E My, (t)] +t <t (2.6)
no ; no
i€lp
Note that we have an (in)equality in (2.6), if My, (¢) is a Fr—(super-)martingale. O

Now, we formulate the main result of this subsection under the super-martingale assumption,
which will be applied to our equality (1.7).
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Theorem 8. Consider the SD multiple procedure with critical values B;, i < n, given in (1.5).
Suppose that the super-martingale assumption (D1) holds with J = Iy and T = {0, 51, ..., Bn}. We
get

«

(E[S(rsp)] +1) < (n1 +1).

11—« l1—«

2.2. Consequences under Dirac-Martingale configurations

In this subsection we consider the following assumptions

(i) Martingale dependence assumption (D1) holds with J = Iy and T = {0, 81, ..., Bn },
(ii) p; =0 a.s. for all i € I.

Structures that fulfil the assumptions (i) and (ii) are called Dirac martingale configurations
DM(n1). The part (a) of the next lemma proposes exact formulas for ENFR for step down tests
with critical values f;. Part (b) derives a lower bound for ENFR if the (p;)ics, are by accident
uniformly distributed which is another example for extreme ordering compared with (ii).

Lemma 9 (Some exact formulas for the ENFR). Suppose that the martingale assumption (i)
hold. Let 7sp be the critical boundary value, which corresponds to critical values [;.
(a) Assume additionally (ii) then

«
By = Epuu) V(7)) = To—(m +1) = 7

1—a — (0 + 1) Ppany) (V(7sp) = no) (2.7)

(b) Let (p1, ..., pn) be exchangeable and martingale dependent on Iy i.e., My, (t) = (W)teT

is an Fp—martingale. Then, each p;, i < n, is uniformly distributed and

a  ng a n+1

Ey :==Eyo,) [V(rsp)] = Pyo,1)(R(tsp) = n). (2.8)

l-an 1-a n
(c) If P(p; < t) =t foralli € I1 and all t € [0,1] then
EQ gE[V(TSD)] gEl

2.3. Control of the FDR

As mentioned in Lemma 3 the control (1.9) of the ENFR is not enough for the FDR control. We

have to bound E {%} by ng. To do this we need further assumptions.

(D2) The p-values are said to be positive regression dependent on a subset J (PRDS) if

z = E[f(p1, .., pn) | pi = 2]

is increasing in x for each ¢ € J and any coordinate-wise increasing, integrable function
f:00,1]™ = R (cf. Finner et al. [9], Benjamini and Yekutielli [5].)

Remark 10. The assumption (D2) implies that

is increasing in x for each i € J and any coordinate-wise increasing, integrable function
g:10,1]™ — R (see Dickhaus [7], Benditkis [1]).

The dependence assumption (D2) is well-known in the FDR-framework. Benjamini and Yekutielli
[5] proved that the Benjamini and Hochberg linear step up test controls the FDR under such
kind of positive dependence. Gavrilov et al.[11] have shown that in this case the FDR of the step
down procedure using critical values §;, ¢ < n, may exeed the pre-chosen level o. Theorem 11
proves the FDR control of that SD test under the additional super-martingale assumption.
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Theorem 11. Let (p;);c; fulfil the super-martingale assumption (D1) with T = {0, B1, ..., B}
and the PRDS assumption (D2) on Iy. Then we have for B;—based SD procedure

V(TSD)
R(TSD)] s

FDR,,, =E [

The next lemma is a technical tool for the proof of Theorem 11.

Lemma 12. Let (p;);¢,, fulfil (D2) on ly. For the SD test based on the critical values B3;,i < n,
we have

Remark 13. (a) Lemma 12 remains true for any random variable T = 7(p), which is a non-
increasing function of p;, i € Iy, and has a finite range of values {ay,...,am}, 0 < a3 <
as < ... < ay, for some m € N. That means that

E |:V7(—7'):| <o

can be always bounded under PRDS. The exact structure of the random variable T is not
important. The inequality remains true for SD as well for SU tests. R R
(b) Theorem 11 remains true for any Fj— stopping time T with T = {0,B1,.... Bm}, m €
N, 0< B1 < ... < Bm < 1, which is a non-increasing function of p;, i € Io if ¥ < o holds.
The next theorem shows that we can relinquish the PRDS assumption (D2) under some
modification of the assumption (D1).

Theorem 14. Let M, be a martingale w.r.t. to the new filtriration
.7:% =0 (p; < s),pj,s<t,seT,iely,jel), teT, withT ={0,p1,..., 8.} Then, we get

] <= st 1] <5

for the SD test based on B;,i < n, that implies

V(rsp) o V(rsp)(V(rsp) — 1)
. [R(TSD)] SToa " [R(TSD)(S(TSD) +1)} '

Observe that the filtrations Fp and ]-'jf are different. The martingale condition w.r.t. qu« holds
if Mj, is a martingale conditioned under the outcomes (p;),. 1,» Which is weaker than BIA.

Although the presented bound 12 is slightly larger than «, the inequality can get a gain if the
V(rsp)
S (Ts D)D+1

V(’TSD)

ratio R(rsn)

is compared with the false discovery proportion

2.4. Improvement of the power

In this subsection we concentrate on the power of FDR-controlling procedures, which can be
characterized by the value ]E[ii(:)] for n; > 0. Let us consider a SD procedure with arbitrary
critical values oy, 7 < n, which controls the FDR. Then we can increase the corresponding critical
boundary value 7¢p and improve the power of this procedure without loss of the FDR. control
under the PRDS assumption. Note that the result seems to be new also for the BIA model.

Lemma 15. Assume the following:

1. the random variables (pi);cy, . oy satisfy (D2) on Io,

2. (pi)ier, and (pi);e;, are stochastically independent,

,,,,,
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3. let each p;,i € Iy be stochastically larger than U(0,1),
4. the SD procedure using critical values o;,1 < n, controls the FDR at level o under 1.-3.

Then a SD procedure using critical values ¢; = max(ag,1 — (1 —a)w), i < n, controls the FDR
at level o

Remark 16. (a) The critical value 1 — (1 — )« is the smallest critical value of the SD pro-
cedure which was proposed by Benjamini and Liu [4]. The procedure of Benjamini and Liu
controls the FDR under BIA, see Benjamini and Liu [{], and under PRDS assumption,
see Sarkar [18].

(b) Due to Lemma 15 we can increase the first critical value of the SD procedure based on the
critical values «;, 1 < n, from (1.5) in order to improve the power without loss of the FDR
control.

(¢) The critical values ¢; = max(B;,1 — (1 — a)=) with B;, i <n from (1.5) are already larger
than the critical values proposed by Benjamini and Liu [4].

(d) More general results about increased critical values can be found in Benditkis [1], Chap.4.

If "false” p-values f = (fi,.., fn,) = (pi);e;, are specified then we denote the conditional
expectation by Ef [-] = E[-|(pi)icr,] . The next lemma is a simple consequence of Lemma 15.

Lemma 17. Consider a SD procedure with arbitrary deterministic critical values dy, ..., d,, d1 <
1
1—(1—a)=, and assume ny > 1. Let the following assumptions be fulfilled:

1. the random variables (p;);c(y, .,y satisfy (D2) on Iy,
2. (pi)icr, and (pi);e;, are stochastically independent.
3. Ey, [%] < a with fo = (0, fa, ..., fny) for all possible fa, ..., fn, and all ng € N.

Then we have E [%] < « for all possible random f = (f1,..., fny). Thereby, f = (f1,..y frn,) 18
the vector of the ordered p-values corresponding to false hypotheses.

3. Results for SU Procedures

It is well known that the FDR of the SU multiple tests with critical values 3;, i < n, see (1.7),
may exceed the prespecified level a. In particular, by Lemma 3.25 of Gontscharuk [12] the worst
case FDR is greater than « in the limit n — oo. The reason for this is that E [V (7sy)] may exceed
the bound % (n1 +1) under some Dirac uniform configurations. Below the critical values 3; are
slightly modified in order to get finite sample FDR control. Main tools for the proof are reverse
martingale arguments which were already applied by Heesen and Janssen [14] for step up tests,
which extend results for BIA models. Introduce the reverse filtration

gtT:U((]I(pgs),l <i<n,s>t),stel)

given by the p-values.

(R) Let T C (0,1] be a set with 1 € T. We say that p-values p1, ..., p, are GI —reverse super-
> Iwi<t)
V(t) i€lp

martingale dependent if —~ = ————isa (gtT ) e-reverse super-martingale.

Lemma 18. Consider R-super-martingale dependent p-values for an index set 1 € T C [4,1] for
some § > 0. Let 7 be any (G )ier reverse stopping time with values T in T. Then we have

\%4
E [(7)} < o (3.1)
T
with equality "=" if the reverse super-martingale is a reverse-martingale.

Remark 19. The inequality (3.1) is also fulfilled under the so called ”dependency control con-
dition”, which was proposed by Blanchard and Roquain [6]. Note that the assumption (R) and
the dependency control condition do not imply each other.
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Lemma 18 applies to various SU tests.

Example 20. Consider critical values 0 < a1 < as < ... < an < 1 and an index set T,
{a1,a2,...;an,1} CT C [8,1] for some constant 0 < § < ay.

(a) (SU tests given by (a;);.) The variable
T =max(a; : Pin < a;) Vay (3.2)

is a reverse stopping time with Tsy V a1 =7, R(tsy) = R(7) and V(rsy) =0 if 7sy # 7.
Thus

TSU T

g | L] g | YO <y (33

(b) (Truncation of the SU test given by (a).) Assume the R-super-martingale condition for
T =[n,1] and 0 < 5 < a1. Imagine that the statistician likes to reject

— at most k hypotheses, 1 < k < n, but all H; with p-values p; < 7.
— Introduce o = max{t € [0,1] : F,,(t) < %3 and the reverse stopping time

7= (10 ATsu) V1. (3.4)

Then, the inequality (3.3) holds when T is replaced by 7. Obviously, also
E[V(F)] < E[V(7)] follows. In case a; = oy, see (1.5), the condition E[V(7)] <
2= (n1 + 1) thus, would imply control for FDRgy (1) as well as for FDRgy (7).

Below a finite sample exact SU multiple test under the BIA model is presented, which can be
established by numerical methods or Monte Carlo tools. Consider new coefficients

o

Y i<n, 0<0<1-a 3.5
nt1l—di " siTe (35)

a; =
Let Ppr(n) denote all distributions of p-values at sample size n under the basic independence

BIA regime. Then, the worst case FDR of the step up test given by (3.5) under the parameters
(n,d) is

sup FDR(n,6) = max FDRpy(n,(n,0) (3.6)

Prr1(n) Osn1<n

given by a Dirac uniform configuration, where F'DRp/(n,)(n,d) denotes the step up FDR under
DU(nq) with uniformly distributed p-values p; for ¢ € Iy. Recall from Heesen and Janssen [14]
that there exists a unique parameter x, = ¢ € (0,1 — «) for the coefficients (3.5) with

sup FDR(n,k,) =« (3.7
PBI(n)

with larger (smaller) worst case FDR for § > &y, (0 < &y, respectively). The solution &, can be
found by checking the maximum (3.6) of a finite number of constellations.

The next theorem introduces the asymptotics of the present SU tests under the basic indepen-
dence model.

Theorem 21. Consider a sequence of SU tests with critical values a; = a;(0,), 1 < ¢ < n, given
by (3.5) with 0 < 0, <1 —a.

(a) Under the condition limsupd,, < 1 — a we have
n—o0

limsup sup FDR(n,d,) = . (3.8)

n—00 PBI(n)
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(b) Assume that 6, — § € (0,1 — ) and let the portion 22

0 < ¢ be limited by some constant
a<c<1. Then

FDR(n,s,) = — 20

~ 1—c+cx(6) (39)

lim sup sup
n—00 Pgr(n), no<cn

< a,

(ca+5(l—c)—1)2—4(1—0)0046)1/2

2co

—ca—&(1—
where x(0) = ( ca—d{zatl
Remark 22. Theorem 21 together with the finite sample adjusted SU tests at parameter k,, see
(8.7), can be viewed as a finite sample contribution to the program of Finner et al. [8], who got
the asymptotically optimal rejection curve for SU tests.

4. Finite results for SU tests using critical values of Gavrilov et al.
n+1—121(1—oc)’ i

SU test may exceed the FDR level a under some Dirac uniform configurations (cf. Gontscharuk
[12], Heesen and Janssen [14]).

0.10 — 0.10
0.12 ™

0.09 / 0.09
0.10

0.08 0.08

Consider below a SU test using critical values ; = < n. As mentioned above, this

007 | 007
0.08

FDR

0.06

0.04

0.02

10 20 30 40 50

0.06

0.05

0.04

003/

002

10

40

0.06

0.05

0.04

0.03

0.02

10 20 30 40 50
nl)

Fic 1. The FDR under Dirac uniform configuration, as function of ng, 1 < ng < n, of SU (blue line), SD (green
line) and SD with improved first critical value (magenta line) for Dirac uniform configuration of the procedures
based on the set of critical values B;, i < n with n = 50, o = 0.1.

As we can see from the Figure 1, the FDR of the SU test may be larger than prechosen level «
in contrast to the SD test based on the same critical values 3;,7 < n. The next theorem gives an
explanation in terms of the ENFR.

Theorem 23. Let (p;)icr, fulfil the reverse martingale dependence assumption (R) and p; =0
20(n+1)?
n+3
(a) EV(1sv)] = %5 (n1 + 1) for all ng > f(n),

(b) FDR,,, > « for all ng > f(n).

Moreover, we have ”>7 in (a) and (b) if ng > f(n).

whenever j € I. For f(n) = we get

In the concrete situation of Figure 1 we observe f(50) = 9.8, which is visible in the first grafic.

5. The proofs and technical results

The proof of Lemma 3 is obvious.
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Proof of Lemma 5. (a) Firstly, consider the case {8; : pin > Bi, © < n} # (0 and define j* =
min{s : p;.p, > B, @ < n}. Then, we get 0 = B;+ due to the definition of o. This implies

Bj* < pjem and f; = pi.y for all ¢ < j* — 1.
Consequently we get
Pjc—1 < Bjr—1 < Bjx < Pjrins
which implies R(f5;+-1) = R(B8;+) = j* — 1. Due to (2.3) we get
JF=min{i: &,(5;) = a, i < n},

which completes the proof for this case. The case {8; : pin > Bi, @ < n} = 0 is obvious since
at)=0if F,(t) =1

The first statement of (b) is obvious and coincides with Remark 2. If there is any index i < n
with R(f;) =4 — 1, then G, (0) = a due to (2.2) and (a).

Otherwise we have &, (5;) < a for alli < nand R(c) = R(5,) = n holds. This implies &, (o) = 0.
Consequently, we get &, (0) = al(R(0) < n).

The part (c) is obvious. O

Since Tgp is not a stopping time w.r.t. Fr we will turn to the critical boundary ¢ in order to
apply Lemma 5.

Proof of Lemma 6 and Theorem 8. Firstly, note that we have V(o) = V(7sp), as well as S(o) =
S(tsp). Due to Lemma 5 (b) we have &, (o) = ol(R(0) < n). Further, we obtain

S(o) —no

1—0

(1—dn(0))(R(o)+1) = M (o) + +1 (5.1)

by (2.1) and (2.4) which is a fundamental equation connection between &(-) and M, ().
In case S(0) = ny of Lemma 6 we have

(1-a)V(o) =M (o) +a(n +1)—a(n+ DIV (o) = ng), (5.2)

which implies the equivalence in Lemma 6.
Under the conditions of Theorem 8 we have E [Mj,(o)] < 0 by the optional sampling Theorem

of stopped super-martingales. Thus, the fact that (Ul) 217 < S(o) implies

(1= a)E[V(rsp)] = (1 = )E[V(0)] < E[Mp,(0)] + aE[S(0) + 1] < a(n1 +1) (5:3)
due to (5.1) and Remark 2. O

Proof of Lemma 9. (a) Consider again the equality (5.2). If expectations are taken, the optional
sampling theorem applies to My, (o), which proves the result by Lemma 5 (a).
(b) Analogous to the case (a) we have

(1-a)(V(e)+S(o)+1)+a(n+DI(R(e) =n) = My, (o) + My, (o) + 1, (5.4)
Z H(Pigt)—nlt
thereby My, (t) = 1611# is a F —martingale. Equality (5.4) implies
1-a)E[V(o)+S(0)]=a—an+1)P(R(c) =n) (5.5)

by taking the expectation E and applying the Optional Sampling Theorem. The equality E [S(o)] =
2E[V(0)] (which follows from the assumption that all p-values are identically distributed) com-
pletes the proof of part (b) of this lemma.

(¢) The proof follows immediately from the observation that under martingale dependence the
critical boundary value 7gp, and, consequently, V(7sp), becomes maximal under assumptions
of part (a) and minimal under assumptions of part (b). O
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Remark 24. 1. The proof of the next Lemma 12 uses the technique which was proposed by
Finner and Roters [9] for the proof of FDR-control of Benjamini and Hochberg test under
PRDS.

2. As long as we are vconcerned with the super-martingale assumption (D1) we may assume
w.l.0.g. that (p;);c;, are identically distributed and stochastically larger than U(0,1), c.f
Remark 7. These technical tools are only used for the subsequent proofs of Sections 2.2 -
2.4 in connection with PRDS. The reference to Remark 7 is not cited again in each step
of the proofs.

Proof of Lemma 12. Let us define Sy = 0 for technical reasons and denote (Uj)j<n, 1= (Di)icr,-
Firstly, note that 7¢p = SBr holds obiously. Thereby, R = R(rsp) is the number of rejections of
the SD procedure with deterministic critical values 3;, ¢ < n. We obtain the following sequence
of (in)equalities:

E[ TSD} ZE{ UJ\BR):| (5.6)

TSD

- Z ZE [H MY < By, ﬁi)} (5.7)

- Z ZE 8= s < ) - 109 < )] (5.8)
) ZZ PIUs & ) [0 € )0 < 0 T < ) 5
< Z Z (E(I(Ba(p) < BIIU; < B —E[(Br(r) < G )lU; < B (5.10)
< Z Z (E (15 < B)IU; < 8] — B[I(Br) < fi0IU; < i) (5.11)
- ZE 1(Br < BIU; < ] = 0. (512

The inequality in (5.10) is valid since Uy, ..., Uy, are stochastically greater than U(0,1). The
inequality in (5.11) holds because the function = — I(Br(p) < Bi—1 | U; < ) is increasing in
x for all i € {1,...,n0} and since Uy, ..., U,, are assumed to be PRDS. Consequently, using the
telescoping sum we obtain the first equality in (5.12). The proof is completed because Br(p) < Bn
by definition of Sz = T5p. O

Proof of Theorem 11. Combining Lemma 3, Theorem 8 and Lemma 12 yields the statement. O
To prove Theorem 14 we need the following technical result.
Lemma 25. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1}

Proof of Lemma 25. First, note that the process §; — S(8;) is always f{«—measurable. If we put

imsart-generic ver. 2011/11/15 file: E1J.ST.tex date: November 11, 2021



J. Benditkis and A. Janssen/Finite sample bounds for ENFR with applications to FDR 14

M = Mj, then
M(o) - _
. [S(o) + 1} 2 ﬂl)]
_ —~  M(B) ‘ ‘
=E ; S +1 (I(o < Bi) = (o < 51—1))] (5.13)

Il
INgh
/~

&=

sty vt <90] -2 [ gyt a0 )

Since o is a f%—stopping time, S(B;) is a measurable w.r.t. F gﬁ_l and using martingale property

E [M(Bi)|f£i—1:| = M(B;—1) we get

Define 5y = 0. Now, we can continue the chain of equalities (5.13) as follows.

3 (= sty 1o <] = [stshee <o)

= (5.14)
+ 2 ( [Bzﬁj)ﬁlﬂ(a < Bi—l):| —-E [mﬂ(o < 51'—1)})
é (= [y o s o < i) (.19)

because the first term in (5.14) is equal to zero due to the telescoping sum since E [M(5,,)] = 0
Now, we will show that

E[M(Bi-1)I(o < Bi-1))] <0 (5.16)

for all i < n. Indeed, we have

E[M(Bi—1)l(o < fi—1))] = —E[M(Bi-1)I(c > Bi-1))]- (5.17)
Further, by the definition of o we know that &, (t) < a for all t < o, t € T. Hence, due to
(2.2) we get I(c > Bi—1)) = H I(R(B;) = j —1). On the other hand, we can conclude from
the definition of the process MIO that T(R(B;) > j — 1) =L (M(B;) = c(j)). Thereby, constants

¢j, J <1 —1, are defined as ¢; = % Consequently, (5.16) is equivalent to
i—1
M(Bi-n) [T 1M (B)) = e(4)))| =0, (5.18)
j=0

which follows immediately from the following Lemma 26 (by setting X = M(f;-1) and A =

i—2

[T I(M(B;) = ¢(4))) and Lemma 27. O

7=0

Lemma 26. Let X be a random variable with E[X] = 0, A be a measurable set and ¢ € R be
some constant. The inequality E[14X] > 0 implies E[[4 XI(X > ¢)] > 0.
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Proof of Lemma 26. The case ¢ > 0 is obvious. If ¢ < 0 we get

OKSE[AX]=E[I4 XX > )]+ E[I4XI(X < ¢)] < E[I,XI(X > ¢)],
which implies the proof of this lemma. O
Lemma 27. Under the assumptions of Theorem 14 we have

i—2

E | M(Bi-1) HH(M(Bj) > c(j))| =0 foriz2. (5.19)

j=0

Proof of Lemma 27. The proof is based on induction. Firstly, we define k :=i — 1.
Let k = 2 then (5.19) is equivalent to

E[M(B2)I(M(B1) = c(1))] = 0,

which is true due to the following chain of equalities.
E[M(B)UM(B1) > c(1))] = E [E [M(B)UM(B) > (1)) > ()|}, ]

(5.20)
— E [(M(B)E [M(8)|1F, ]| = E[MBOIM(B) > e(1))].

The two last equalities in (5.20) are valid due to the measurability of M (1) w.r.t. ]-'gl and
martingale property E {M(ﬂg)|ffli| = M(5).
Assume that

k—1

E | M(B) [TUMB) = e(5)| 20 (5.21)

=0

holds for k > 2. Then we prove that

k
E | M(Br+1) HH(M(@) > c(j))| =0

7=0
is also true. We have
k k
E | M(Brr) [TUO(8)) = e() | =E |E | M(Ber) [J 1M (8)) = e(i))IFE,
§=0 §=0
k k—1
=B |M(B) [TUMB)) 2 c(5) | =E | | M) [[ UM (B;) = c(4)) | UM (Br) = c(k))| > 0.
j=0 =0
The last inequality follows from (5.21) and Lemma 26. O

Now, we are able to prove Theorem 14.

Proof of Theorem 14. Let us remind (5.1), which implies
(1—-a)V(o) < My, (0) + a(S(o) +1). (5.22)
Dividing by S(o) + 1 yields

Vi) _ Mylo) |,

Q=TT S5 1 T @

Taking the expectation E [-] and using Lemma 25 deliver the result. O
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To prove Lemma 15 we need the following technical result.

Lemma 28. Let (b;)ic1, be some set of real numbers with b; € [0,1], ¢ € Iy. If p-values (p;)i<n
are PRDS on Iy then

P (ﬂ {pi > bz}) > H P (pi > b;). (5.23)

i€lp i€lp

Proof. W.l.o.g. let us assume that Iy = {1, ...,n}. For any other subset I the proof works in the
same way. First, we show the inequality

n

HH(Pi >b;) | p1> by
=2

E > E

[T > ) |91 < bll . (5.24)
=2

n

To do this let F' denote the marginal distribution function of p;. Define f(u) = E [H I(p; > b;)|p1 = u|,

1=2
then we have

E [ﬁ I(ps > b)I(p1 > bl)] - / Flu)dF(u)

and

E lH I(p; > by)I(p; < bl)] = / f(u)dF (u).
=2 0

Then (5.24) is equivalent to

JFwdras) T fwdr)
by ;B 0 . (5.25)

1—F(b1) F(b1)

From the mean value theorem for Riemann-Stieltjes integrals we can deduce that there exist
some values &; and & with

1
J f(u)dF(u)
bl .
= inf t) <& < osu t),
3 T F ) te(bhl)f( ) <& te(bll?l)f( )
. (5.26)
1
J f(u)dF(u)
0 .
S — inf f(t) <& < sup f(t).
&2 Fon) ot ft) <& te(ogl)f( )
Since f is an increasing function of w, (5.26) yields & > &, hence we get (5.25).
Further, we obtain
P(py > bi,pa > by, oooypn > bn) =E [ ] 1ps > bi)l (5.27)
i=1
= P(p1 > b)E |[[1(pi > b:) [ p1 > b1| > P(pr > b1)E | [ [ 1pi > bi)] (5.28)
i=2 i=2
n n
= P(p1 > b)P(( (i > b)) = . = [[ P(pi > ba). (5.29)
i=2 i=1

imsart-generic ver. 2011/11/15 file: E1J.ST.tex date: November 11, 2021



J. Benditkis and A. Janssen/Finite sample bounds for ENFR with applications to FDR 17

The inequality in (5.29) holds due to the PRDS-assumption since according to the law of total
probability we have

E [ﬁ I(p; > bi)} =K [ﬁ I(p; > bi) | p1 > 511 -

-k lﬁ I(pi > bi) [ p1 < b1]> : (530

=2

n

11w > b:) [ p1 > b

P(p1 < b1) (E
=2

>0 due to (5.24)
0

For the two following proofs we define the p-values, which belong to the true null by (U;), ..,
(pj)j el Now, we are able to prove Lemma 15 by conditioning under the portion f belonging to
the false null.

Proof of Lemma 15. We consider an arbitrary FDR-controlling SD procedure that uses critical
values o, < n. Let us define j* := max{i: f; <1— (1 — o) for all j < i} and consider two
possible cases.

1. Let 7% = 0. In this case we have under PRDS assumption

E; [;H(V > O)} <Ef[I(V >0)]=PUpp, <1—(1— a)%)

=1-P({U:i>1-(1-a)7}) <o,

i=1

where the last inequality is valid due to Lemma 28.
2. Let j* > 0. Define the vector f; = (0,...,0, fj=11, ..., fn,), where the j* first coordinates
are replaced by 0. We get

V(TSD)} < (5.31)

o o] <[] -

Thereby, 7sp is the critical boundary value corresponding to the SD procedure with critical
values «;, © < n.

O

Proof of Lemma 17. Note that E [%] =E []I( <dy )
us consider two different cases: (a) f1 < di, (b) f1 > d1
(a) Since fi will be rejected, the equality Ey, [%] = E;
the lemma is proved for this case.

(b) If f1 > dy holds, we have due to the PRDS assumption that

+I(f1 > d1)%] is always valid and let

[ %] holds. Therefore the statement of

14
Ef l:RI[(V > 0):| < ]Ef []I(V > O)] = P(Ul;no < dl)
PUiiny 1= V1-a) < a,

where Uy.p, is the smallest true p-value. Hence, we get Ky [%] < « for all possible vectors

f=(f1,-, fn,). Further, E [%] =E [Ef [%H , which completes the proof. O
Proof of Lemma 18. The optional stopping theorem for reverse martingales implies
Vv 14¢!
E [W} Y, (5.32)
T 1
In the case of reverse martingales we have an equality. O
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It is quite obvious that the variables (3.2) and (3.4) are stopping times and Lemma 18 can be
applied.
The proof of Theorem 21 requires some preparations. Consider a wider class of rejection curves
given by positive parameters b and «, § > 0 and

tb

=— 0<t<1,b>6+a. 5.33
o >0+« ( )

g(t)
Note that the condition g(1) > 1 is necessary for proper SU tests with critical values

o 1 _ ai
a; =g (n) S (5.34)

By the choice b = ”TH and § = 1 — « the coefficients §; are included. Thus we arrive at the

following equation for the FDR of (5.34)

FDR = E {g = %E L:;] + %E \4 (5.35)

for each multiple test. In contrast to SD tests the term E {%] can be bounded under the R-

super-martingale condition, cf. Heesen and Janssen [14].

Remark 29. Consider SU tests for parameters (0,b, ) under R-super-martingale models with
fized portion ny < n of false p-values.
(a) The R-martingale models are least favourable for bounding E [é] .
(b) Consider two settings (pi);c,, and (¢i);<,, of R-martingale models. If p; < q; holds for all
i€ I then E, [V] < E,[V] and FDR, < FDR, holds.
(¢) Under BIA with uniformly distributed p-values under the null, as well as under the reverse
martingale dependence (R), we have:

(i) The Dirac uniform configuration DU(ny) is least favourable for E[V] and FDR.

(ii) Suppose that 3 or % increases. Then the coefficients a; increase and the FDR and

E [V] do not decrease.

Proof of Theorem 21. (a) Proposition 4.1 of Heesen and Janssen [14] establishes the asymptotic
lower bound:

na; no

sup FDR(n,d,) >min — = ——— — «

733151) ( n)/ <n 1 n—|—1—6n
as n — oo. To obtain the upper bound we can first exclude all coefficients ,, = 0, which
correspond to a Benjamini and Hochberg test with level 2%. Fix some value  with lim sup 6,, <

n—roo

v <1 — a and introduce the rejection curve g, (t) = ,ﬂﬁ For all §,, < v the FDR(n, d,,) of the

a;’s can now be compared with the FDR of the SU test with critical values g;l (). By (5.35)
and Remark (29) we have for each regime

FDR(n,8,) < FDR, (g5 ")

using obvious notations. The worst case asymptotics is given by Theorem 5.1 of Heesen and
Janssen [14]

lim sup sup FDRn(g;l) =K,

n—oo  Bl(n)

where

z 1-—g,(z) -1
K=s —_— < 1) =a.
sup{l_x (@) 0<z<g, (1) e’
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(b) Similarly as above the FDR(n, §,,) is bounded below and above by the FDR of SU given by

rejection curves. Choose constants 0 < y1 < d < v <1—a and b > 1 and consider d,, € (71,72)

and large n with 2L < b. Introduce g, (t) = wﬁ and g, »(t) = 71t+04 Again we have

FDRy(9y,,6) < FDR(n,6,) < FDRy,(g5,).
Let z(v2) € (0,1) denote the unique solution of the equation
Gy () = (1 —¢) + ze. (5.36)

If we repeat the proof of Proposition 5.1 of Heesen and Janssen [14] we have

1 — gy, (2)
limsup FDR,, =su 179\ Tz
msup (942) = sup{;— 0a (@)

cz(72) __ecx(nb)
(1—c)+cz(v2) " (1—c)+cz(y1,b)

x(y1,b) € (0,1) of (5.36). If now 71 1§, 72 | § and b | §, the bounds turn to the value #&‘2(5)

given by the solution z(4) € (0,1) of (5.36). O

which is equal to Similarly, a lower bound of (3.9) is with solution

Proof of Theorem 23. Define the process (M(t)) = (@ — no) . which is, obviously, a
te te

centered reverse martingale w.r.t G& due to the reverse martingale assumption. Now, we remind
that for the step-wise procedure using critical values (5;)i<n the following equality is valid by
(5.2):

(1 - a)V(rsv) = M(rsv)

1 i — aln+ DIV (rsy = no)) + a(ng + 1)

under the Dirac distribution of ”false” p-values (p;)icr,. Thus, we have to show

E [M(TSU) } > a(n+ 1)P(V(rsy)) for ng = f(n)

1-— TSU
to prove the part (a). First note, that because of V(7sy) = V(rsy V 1) it is enough to prove the
statement of this theorem for the reverse stopping time Tsy = 75 V 51, where Tsy € {S1, ..., Bn}-
Fix an ¢ = e(n) > 0 with 3, + e < 1 and define a fictive additional coefficient 8,41 = 8, + €.
Then, we have

v Tsu ]« ey B oo
E [M(TSU)1 — %SU] = ;E |:M(/Bz) T ﬂiH(TSU = ﬁz)] (5.37)
-y E[Mw»)ﬂiﬂwww»)—mﬁv b yrew > 8 o]. (5.39)
pt 7 1— ﬂz = M1 7 1— /Bz i+
Consider the term E [ ([32)1 -I(Tsy = BH_l)} . Since Tgy is a reverse stopping time w.r.t.

filtration G/ the value I(Fsy > ﬂH_ ) is Gp, ., —measurable. Further, using the reverse martingale
property of M (t) we get

B |31(5) 125

I(Tsy > 5i+1>:| = E [H(fSU > fiq1)E {M(ﬁi”gﬂmﬂ

Bi
1—Bi
_ B

1-8;
Consequently, continuing the chain of equalities (5.37)-(5.38) we get

Bi
1761

E [1(Fsu > Bi) M (Bis1)] -

5 (5.39)

17B2

[ (Biy1)l(Tsu = 5i+1)D
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sz; (1 flﬁl [ B)l(Tsu = Bi )} 1 f“ﬁr;l {M(,Bi+l)]1(7~'5[] > 5i+1)}>
s ((1 fig;l 1 fiﬁi) E [M(Bia) sy > ﬁM)D (5.40)

=1

M-

Bir1 Bi ~ }
((1 —Bis1 1- 5@) E {M(ﬁiJrl)]I(TSU > ﬂiH)D ,

The first sum in (5.40) vanishes due to telescoping summation and the fact that E [M(ﬁl)] =0.

i=1

Note also that E {M(6n+1)ﬂ(%SU > /Bn+1):| = 0 because I(7sy > Bn+1) = 0. Now, we have to
show

n—1

> Biza(n+1)P(V(isy) =ng) for ng < f(n). (5.41)

i=1

where

bi= <1 f’;;l 1 ftﬂﬁ) E {M(ﬁiH)H(%SU ﬁwl)} ,i<n—1

First, note that all B; are non-negative for all i < n — 1, due to Lemma 16. Moreover, note that
7~_SU = Bn — V(Bn) ="no

under the Dirac distribution of (p;);cr, and consider the last summand

B = (12 = 25 B [t 6w > 5]

_ Bn ﬁnfl o - .
— (12 - 125 ) e | (5 o) s = 50

= <1 - Bnll_ﬂn) noP (V(7su) = no)

1- ﬁn—l ﬂn
_ 22"”7131)%13 (V(Fsu) = no) > a(n+ 1)P(V(Fspr) = no)

if ng > f(n) = % This completes the proof of part (a).
(b) The second part follows immediately from (a) and from the formula for FDR of SU procedure
based on the set of critical values (5;)i<, under the reverse martingale model:

ang 1—«

FDR = +
n+1 n+1

E[V].

Appendix. Examples of martingale models.

The family of (super-)martingales is a rich class of models which is briefly reviewed below. In this
section we present a couple of examples. Further examples can be found in Heesen and Janssen
[14] and Benditkis [1]. For convenience let us describe the model in this section by distributions
P on [0,1]", where the coordinates (p1, ..., p,) € [0, 1]™ represent p-values. We restrict ourselves
to martingale models

([0, 1", P, (F )eer) - (5.42)
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Let Mﬂh denote the set of martingale models P on [0,1]" for fixed portion Iy # @, I; of
{1,..,n} and {0} C T C [0,7] for some 0 < n < 1.

Obviously, there is a one to one correspondence between martingales and reverse martingales via
the transformation

Pi=1—p, T={1—-t:teT}Gl =0(l(pi>s), s>t s,teT) (5.43)

of (5.42). Note also that (p;)ic1, follow special copula models if each p;, i € Iy, is uniformly
distributed on (0, 1).
To warm up consider first some useful elementary examples which will be combined below.

Example 30. (a) (Marshall and Olkin type dependence (see Marshall and Olkin [16])) Let
X1, .00, X be i.i.d. continuous distributed real random wvariables and Y be a continuously
distributed real random variable independent of X1, ..., X,,. Consider Z; := min(X;,Y") and

Z:i = max(X;,Y) for 1 < i < n. The transformed true p-values p; := H(Zi) and p; =
H(Zi), i=1,.., n fulfil the martingale property, reverse martingale property, respectively.
Thereby, H and H are distribution functions of Z; and Z;, i < n.

(b) (Block models) Suppose that the index set

k

{1,...,n} = Z(Io,j +115)

j=1

splits in k disjoint portions of Iy ; the true and Iy ; false null. Let Uy, ...,Uy denote i.i.d
uniformly distributed random variables on (0,1). Suppose that

((U17 (Pi)ien 1), (U2, (Pi)ien, »)s - (Uks (pi)ie]llk))) are independent martingale models of
dimension |I j| + 1 for j < k. The U’s can be duplicated by the definition

k
pi=Ujificlo;, Io=> I,
=1

and we arrive at a martingale model where (p;) & are already defined.

i€y I
i=1

Let us summarize further results.

Example 31. (a) M};’Il is closed under conver combinations.
(b) New martingale models can be produced by stopped martingales via stopping times and the
optional switching device, see Heesen and Janssen [14], p.685.
(¢) (Martingales and financial models) Let T C [0,n], n < 1 be a set with 0 € T. Introduce the
Price Process
<) —
X, 1 0,1)" = [0,00), Xi(prenpn) = 3 <H(pl\_tzt

i€l

+K>,teT

on T for some constant K > max(1>), s € T. Then the process t — X; can be viewed
as a discounted price process for time points t € T. The existence of martingale measures
for (X, Ft) e on the domain [0,1]"™ is well studied in mathematical finances, see Shiryaev
(1999). When the parameter set T is finite it turns out that the space of probability measures
on [0,1]™, making that process to be a martingale, is of infinite dimension.

(d) (Super-martingales) It is well known that the process
I(p; <t)—t
> (M) =M, + A, teT (5.44)
i€ly B

admits a Doob-Meyer decomposition given by a (Fi)ier martingale t — M; and a com-
pensator t — Ay which is predictable with Ay = 0. Note that (5.44) is a supermartingale if
t — A; is non-increasing.
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