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Abstract

While there exists several inferential methods for analyzing functional data in factorial designs, there is a
lack of statistical tests that are valid (i) in general designs, (ii) under non-restrictive assumptions on the
data generating process and (iii) allow for coherent post-hoc analyses. In particular, most existing methods
assume Gaussianity or equal covariance functions across groups (homoscedasticity) and are only applicable
for specific study designs that do not allow for evaluation of interactions. Moreover, all available strategies
are only designed for testing global hypotheses and do not directly allow a more in-depth analysis of multiple
local hypotheses. To address the first two problems (i)-(ii), we propose flexible integral-type test statistics
that are applicable in general factorial designs under minimal assumptions on the data generating process.
In particular, we neither postulate homoscedasticity nor Gaussianity. To approximate the statistics’ null
distribution, we adopt a resampling approach and validate it methodologically. Finally, we use our flexible
testing framework to (iii) infer several local null hypotheses simultaneously. To allow for powerful data
analysis, we thereby take the complex dependencies of the different local tests statistics into account. In
extensive simulations we confirm that the new methods are flexibly applicable. Two illustrate data analyses
complete our study. The new testing procedures are implemented in the R package multiFANOVA, which
will be available on CRAN soon.
Keywords: Analysis of variance, Functional data, Heteroscedasticity, Multiple testing, Resampling.

1. Introduction

Functional data are observations measured in time or space that can be represented by functions, curves,
or surfaces. This allows to avoid problems of classical methods, such as missing data or the curse of
dimensionality (i.e., a smaller number of observations in comparison to the number of time points). Due to
the fast development of precise measurement instruments, functional data occur more frequently in several
scientific fields [42, p. 17], especially when the data are collected over a continuum like time or space.
This includes audiology, biology, ergonomy, meteorology, growth studies, and environmentology [42, p. 2].
Moreover, the analysis of stock prices in economy [11] and of electroencephalography (EEG) curves in
medicine [36, 37] may require suitable tools for functional data analysis (FDA). As a result, the statistical
analysis of functional data is becoming more and more important. This is also documented by the existence
of several well-cited textbooks [13, 22, 24, 34, 42] and a large number of scientific publications in the last
few years (e.g., a Google Scholar search with ’functional data’ output more than 14,000 hits from January
2022 to June 2023).
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When functional data is collected in a factorial design, the question arises whether there are differences
between the groups’ mean functions or whether certain interactions exist. These questions can be answered
by a functional analysis of variance (FANOVA). For one-way designs, e.g., FANOVA tests the null hypothesis
of equal mean functions across groups. Numerous FANOVA procedures have been developed: Ramsay
and Silverman [35, p. 144] proposed a point-wise F-test statistic for the one-way layout assuming that all
groups share the same covariance structure (homoscedasticity). Integrating this statistic leads to the so-
called GPF (globalizing point-wise F) test statistic proposed by Zhang and Liang [44] which was shown
to be asymptotically valid for homoscedastic non-Gaussian settings. Under the same assumptions, Zhang
et al. [43] proposed the Fmax FANOVA test. Here, the supremum over the point-wise F-test statistics is
taken instead of integrating. The GPF- and Fmax-procedures were recently extended to a general linear
hypothesis testing problem covering factorial FANOVA designs by Smaga and Zhang [38, 39], still assuming
homoscedasticity.

However, similar to (but worse than) the case of univariate metric observations, homoscedasticity is a
very restrictive assumption which is almost never fulfilled in practical analyses, let alone verified. Thus, using
homoscedastic FANOVA methods might lead to misleading test decisions if the assumption is violated [42,
p. 307]. Therefore, testing procedures for heteroscedastic functional data were developed: Cuevas et al. [9]
proposed an L2-norm-based one-way FANOVA test under heteroscedasticity and introduced a parametric
bootstrap approach. Cuesta-Albertos and Febrero-Bande [8], Jiménez-Gamero and Franco-Pereira [23] and
Lin et al. [27] developed further methods for heteroscedastic one-way FANOVA. In addition, Cuesta-Albertos
and Febrero-Bande [8] also considered the heteroscedastic two-way FANOVA. Moreover, three different
testing procedures for a general linear hypothesis testing problem including factorial FANOVA designs
under heteroscedasticity are presented in [42, pp. 323-330]. This includes an L2-norm-based, F-type, and
non-parametric bootstrap test, where the F-type test requires Gaussian functional data. However, the
asymptotic validity and finite sample properties of these three testing procedures have not been investigated
so far. Moreover, the problem of multiple testing in the FANOVA context has not yet been addressed, to
the best of our knowledge. If a global testing procedure leads to a significant result, it is of special interest
which concrete individual hypotheses/group differences have caused the rejection. In fact, this is often the
central research question.

We close this gap in the present paper. Thereby, we focus on general multiple tests which provide more
information than global tests by offering local and global test decisions without necessarily losing power
[26]. Specifically, we derive different procedures for a general multiple testing problem for functional data
covering multiple contrast tests without assuming homoscedasticity nor Gaussianity. Our solutions cover
FANOVA and post hoc testing in general factorial designs. Special cases contain all-pairs or Tukey-type
comparisons of mean functions in a one-way design or the joint testing of main and interaction effects in a
two-way design. To derive our methods, we start with a point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-type statistic, which takes
into account the possible heteroscedasticity of the functional data. This test statistic is invariant under scale
and orthogonal transformations of the data, which distinguishes it from other well known test statistics from
the literature. Following the basic idea of aggregating point-wise objects in FDA, we integrate the point-
wise Hotelling’s T 2 statistic to obtain an overall test statistic. We then establish its asymptotic distribution
using empirical process theory. As it is too complicated for practical applications, we propose a parametric
bootstrap approach to compute critical values. We prove that our approach leads to an asymptotically valid
testing procedure. This globalized point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test is initially only a global testing procedures.
However, it is the base to obtain a multiple testing method. Performing multiple comparisons in a stepwise
procedure may result in incompatible test decisions. In detail, the global null hypothesis can be rejected
although none of the individual null hypotheses is or vice versa [26, p. 63]. Solving the multiple testing
problem via an adjustment of the level of significance by using, for example, the Bonferroni correction may
lead to power loss [26, pp. 63-64]. That is why we propose a multiple testing procedure that takes into account
the concrete dependencies of the separate test statistics.The derived methods have the desirable property
that the global null hypothesis is rejected whenever at least one of the local null hypotheses is rejected.
We also prove its asymptotic validity and analyze its finite sample behavior in numerical experiments. The
results provide a guideline for practical use of their implementation in the R package multiFANOVA, which
will be available on CRAN soon [33].
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the general setup of the heteroscedastic
linear hypothesis testing problem is presented. A suitable test statistic for this global testing problem is
proposed and studied in Section 3. In Section 4 explains the parametric bootstrap procedure and derives
its asymptotic correctness. The new multiple tests are finally derived in Section 5. Moreover, the finite
sample performance of the proposed tests is analyzed in extensive simulation studies in terms of size control
and power in Section 6. In Section 7, our proposed methodologies are applied to two real data examples.
Finally, the results of this paper are discussed in Section 8. All technical proofs and simulation results are
outlined in the supplement.

2. Heteroscedastic Linear Hypothesis Testing Problem

In this section, we first present the general statistical model and hypotheses. Secondly, we formulate
and discuss the technical assumptions, which are needed for proving the asymptotic properties of the test
statistic.

2.1. Model and Hypotheses
Throughout this paper, let T ⊂ R be a closed finite interval, e.g., T = [0, 1], and L2(T ) be the set of all

squared integrable functions over T , which forms a Hilbert space with inner product

L2(T ) × L2(T ) ∋ (g, h) 7→
∫

T
g(t)h(t) dt.

A real-valued stochastic process (x(t))t∈T with mean function η : T → R and covariance function γ : T 2 → R
is denoted by x ∼ SP(η, γ). If (x(t))t∈T is additionally a Gaussian process, i.e., all finite-dimensional
distributions are Gaussian, we write x ∼ GP(η, γ). Analogously, we write x ∼ SPr(η,Γ) or x ∼ GPr(η,Γ)
for an r-dimensional stochastic or Gaussian process x, respectively, with mean function η : T → Rr,
covariance function Γ : T 2 → Rr×r and r ∈ N. Moreover, we use the abbreviation ’i.i.d.’ for independent
and identically distributed random variables.

As described in the introduction, we want to cover different factorial FANOVA designs in a unified way.
To this end, we consider the following FANOVA model given by k ∈ N independent groups of random
processes

xi1, . . . , xini
∼ SP(ηi, γi) i.i.d. for each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, (1)

which take values in L2(T ). Here, the first index (i) represents the group or sample and the second stands
for the experimental unit on which functional measurements were taken. Moreover, n =

∑k
i=1 ni is the

total sample size. Here, ηi : T → R denotes the mean function and γi : T 2 → R denotes the covariance
function of the ith sample for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, which are assumed to be unknown. In contrast to [39,
p. 101], the covariance functions of the different groups may differ from each other, i.e., heteroscedasticity
is explicitly allowed. As in classical (M)ANOVA settings [25, 31], a more general factorial structure can
be incorporated easily by splitting up the indices (see below). Since we put the greater importance on the
accurate description of the multiple testing procedures and related standard examples, we merely focus on
the one-way case. However, crossed two-, three- and higher-way layouts will be studied in more detail in
the future.

Let us now formulate the hypotheses of interest. Assume that r ∈ N and H ∈ Rr×k is a known matrix.
This could, e.g. be a contrast matrix fulfilling H1k = 0r, where here and throughout 1k ∈ Rk and 0r ∈ Rr

represent vectors of ones and zeros, respectively. Contrast matrix are the most common matrices to formulate
linear hypotheses. However, we do not explicitly need the assumption of H being a contrast matrix. Let
η := (η1, . . . , ηk)⊤ : T → Rk be the vector of the mean functions and c : T → Rr be a fixed, measurable
function, e.g., c(t) = 0r for all t ∈ T . We consider the following null and alternative hypotheses

H0 : Hη(t) = c(t) for all t ∈ T vs. H1 : Hη(t) , c(t) for some t ∈ T . (2)
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This general formulation contains many special cases like the one-way FANOVA problem of equal mean
functions across groups. To be concrete, choose c(t) = 0k for all t ∈ T and H = Pk := Ik − Jk/k,
where Ik ∈ Rk×k denotes the unit matrix and Jk := 1k1⊤

k ∈ Rk×k is the matrix of ones. Then we have
H0 : η1(t) = · · · = ηk(t) for all t ∈ T . There exist other possible choices of H which lead to this global
null hypothesis [26, pp. 64-65]. For example, the Dunnett-type contrast matrix [12] H = [−1k−1, Ik−1] for
many-to-one comparisons can be considered together with c(t) ≡ 0k−1. This (later) corresponds to the
multiple testing problem, where each mean functions η2, . . . , ηk is compared to the mean function η1 of the
first group.another choice is the Tukey-type contrast matrix [40]

H =




−1 1 0 0 · · · · · · 0
−1 0 1 0 · · · · · · 0
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

−1 0 0 0 · · · · · · 1
0 −1 1 0 · · · · · · 0
0 −1 0 1 · · · · · · 0
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 0 0 · · · −1 1




∈ Rk(k−1)/2×k

together with c(t) ≡ 0k(k−1)/2. In the corresponding multiple testing problem all pairs of mean functions
are compared. For an overview of different contrast tests we refer to [4].
To illustrate that we can also treat higher way layouts we consider a two-way design with factors
A (a levels) and B (b levels). We set k := ab and split up the group index i in two subindices
(i1, i2) ∈ {1, . . . , a} × {1, . . . , b}. Then our framework also covers the following null hypotheses:

• HA
0 : HAη(t) = 0a for all t ∈ T with HA := Pa ⊗ (1⊤

b /b) (no main effect of A),

• HB
0 : HBη(t) = 0b for all t ∈ T with HB := (1⊤

a /a) ⊗ Pb (no main effect of B),

• HAB
0 : HABη(t) = 0ab for all t ∈ T with HAB := Pa ⊗ Pb (no interaction effect).

Here, ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. Higher-way designs can be incorporated similarly as in [31, p. 467].

2.2. Assumptions
In the following we state the mathematical assumptions we postulate to construct valid tests for (2).

These are followed by a discussion on their practical meaning.
Assumption 1. Consider the k independent samples (1). Let vij := xij −ηi, i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, j ∈ {1, . . . , ni},
denote the subject-effect functions. Additionally, assume for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}:
(A1) The functional data xi1, . . . , xini

∼ SP (ηi, γi) are i.i.d. and take values in L2(T ).

(A2) The mean functions satisfy ηi ∈ L2(T ).

(A3) The function T ∋ t 7→ γi(t, t) ∈ R is continuous and positive.

(A4) There exists τi > 0 such that ni/n → τi as n → ∞.

(A5) It holds E
[(∫

T
v2

i1(t) dt

)2
]

< ∞.

(A6) For all j ∈ {1, 2}, it holds

Eout

[
sup

t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|vi1(t)vij(t) − vi1(s)vij(s)|
]

→ 0 as δ → 0,

where here and throughout Eout denotes the outer expectation as defined in [41, p. 6].
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Remark 1 (On the Assumptions). (1) Assumptions (A1)-(A4) ensure that the mean function estimators
are asymptotically Gaussian. The uniform consistency of the covariance function estimators is guar-
anteed by (A1), (A3) and (A6). Furthermore, (A5) is needed for the parametric bootstrap consistency,
see Section S2 in the supplement for details.

(2) Note that (A3) implies
∫

T γi(t, t) dt < ∞ for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k} immediately since T ∋ t 7→ γi(t, t)
attains its maximum as a continuous function over the compact set T . Moreover, it follows from the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

∫

T 2
γ2

i (t, s) d(t, s) ≤
∫

T 2
γi(t, t)γi(s, s) d(t, s) =

(∫

T
γi(t, t) dt

)2
< ∞

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k} under (A3).

(3) By the triangular inequality and (A1), we have

Eout

[
sup

t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|vi1(t)vi2(t) − vi1(s)vi2(s)|
]

≤ 2Eout

[
sup
t∈T

|vi1(t)|
]

Eout

[
sup

t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|vi1(t) − vi1(s)|
]

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Hence, (A6) is satisfied if

Eout

[
sup
t∈T

|vi1(t)|
]

< ∞, Eout

[
sup

t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|vi1(t) − vi1(s)|
]

→ 0

and Eout

[
sup

t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|v2
i1(t) − v2

i1(s)|
]

→ 0 as δ → 0

holds for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. This is particularly satisfied if Eout [supt∈T |vi1(t)|] < ∞ holds and vi1
takes values in an equicontinuous set of functions for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

(4) The supremum in assumption (A6) and, therefore, in Remark 1 (3) can be replaced by the essential
supremum since we only need the L∞(T )-convergence of the covariance function estimators in the
proofs, see Section S2 in the supplement.

(5) Assumption (A6) implies that v2
i1 is sample continuous for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. In order to show

this, we firstly note that convergence in mean implies convergence in probability. Moreover,
sup

t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|v2
i1(t) − v2

i1(s)| is monotone in δ. Hence, it follows

Pout

(
lim
δ→0

sup
t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|v2
i1(t) − v2

i1(s)| = 0
)

= 1

and, thus, vi1 is sample continuous for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, where Pout denotes the outer probability.
Therefore, it turns out that the outer expectation in (A6) can be replaced by the usual expectation since
the supremum of a continuous function is measurable. Since T is a compact interval, it follows that
vi1 is bounded almost surely for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Even the stronger result

E
[
sup
t∈T

v2
i1(t)

]
< ∞

follows easily from (A1) and (A6) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}.
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3. Globalizing point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-Test Statistic

Following the illustration of the testing problem and the assumptions on the functional data in Section 2,
a suitable test statistic for the heteroscedastic linear hypothesis testing problem is defined and its asymptotic
behaviour is analyzed in this section. First of all, we need estimators of all unknown quantities, i.e., the
mean and covariance functions. An unbiased estimator for the mean function of the ith group at t is given
by

η̂i(t) := 1
ni

ni∑

j=1
xij(t)

and for the covariance function of the ith group at (t, s) by

γ̂i(t, s) := 1
ni − 1

ni∑

j=1
(xij(t) − η̂i(t)) (xij(s) − η̂i(s)) (3)

for all t, s ∈ T , i ∈ {1, . . . , k} [42, p. 310]. In comparison to [39, p. 101], we have to estimate the covariance
functions of the different groups separately due to a potential heteroscedasticity.

It follows from the weak law of large numbers, that the estimators for mean and covariance functions
are point-wise consistent under assumption (A1).In Lemma S2 in the supplement, we even prove that the
covariance function estimators are uniformly consistent over {(t, t) ∈ T 2 | t ∈ T } if (A1), (A3), and (A6)
hold. For t, s ∈ T , let

Σ̂(t, s) := diag
(

n

n1
γ̂1(t, s), . . . ,

n

nk
γ̂k(t, s)

)

be an estimator for

Σ(t, s) := diag
(

1
τ1

γ1(t, s), . . . ,
1
τk

γk(t, s)
)

∈ Rk×k.

It should be noted that the matrix Σ(t, t) is invertible under (A3) and (A4) for all t ∈ T . The point-wise
consistency of the covariance function estimators immediately yield the point-wise consistency of Σ̂ assuming
(A1) and (A4). Moreover, the uniform consistency over {(t, t) ∈ T 2 | t ∈ T } follows from Lemma S2 in the
supplement under the assumptions (A1), (A3), (A4), and (A6).

Now, we are ready to formulate the point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test statistic

TFn,H,c(t) := n(Hη̂(t) − c(t))⊤(HΣ̂(t, t)H⊤)+(Hη̂(t) − c(t)) (4)

for all t ∈ T , where η̂ := (η̂1, . . . , η̂k)⊤ denotes the vector of all mean function estimators and A+ denotes the
Moore-Penrose inverse of the matrix A. Under the null hypothesis, we expect that the point-wise Hotelling’s
T 2-test statistic is small since Hη̂(t) is an estimator for Hη(t) = c(t). The term HΣ̂(t, t)H⊤ approximates
the covariance matrix of

√
n (Hη̂(t) − c(t)). In comparison to the point-wise test statistic proposed in [39,

p. 101], we take the estimated covariance functions of the different groups into account. integrating over
the point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test statistic as in [39, p. 101] we define the globalizing point-wise Hotelling’s
T 2-test (GPH) statistic by

Tn(H, c) :=
∫

T
TFn,H,c(t) dt.

We reject the null hypothesis (2) for large values of Tn(H, c). This test statistic has nice invariance properties
as stated in the subsequent remarks.

Remark 2 (Invariance under Orthogonal Transformations). Multiplying the left and right side of the null
hypothesis in (2) with an orthogonal matrix P ∈ Rr×r leads to the same testing problem. By the properties
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of the Moore-Penrose inverse, the point-wise test statistic (4) is invariant under orthogonal transformations,
i.e.,

TFn,PH,Pc(t) = n(Hη̂(t) − c(t))⊤P⊤(PHΣ̂(t, t)H⊤P⊤)+P(Hη̂(t) − c(t))
= n(Hη̂(t) − c(t))⊤(HΣ̂(t, t)H′)+(Hη̂(t) − c(t))
= TFn,H,c(t)

regarding any orthogonal P ∈ Rr×r and for all t ∈ T .

Remark 3 (Scale-invariance). The point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test statistic (4) is scale-invariant in the sense
of [21], i.e., it does not change when the observed functional data xij , i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, j ∈ {1, . . . , ni}, are
multiplied by any fixed function h : T → R with h(t) , 0 for all t ∈ T . We denote the scaled functional data
with a superscript h, i.e., xh

ij(t) := h(t)xij(t) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, j ∈ {1, . . . , ni} and t ∈ T . Analogously,
we denote the counterparts of the statistics defined above for the scaled functional data xh

ij , i ∈ {1, . . . , k},
j ∈ {1, . . . , ni}, with a superscript h. The corresponding null hypothesis of the scaled functional data is
H0 : Hηh(t) = ch(t) for all t ∈ T , where ηh(t) := h(t)η(t) and ch(t) := h(t)c(t). Then, we have the
scale-invariance of the point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test statistic

TFh
n,H,ch(t) = n(Hη̂h(t) − ch(t))⊤(HΣ̂h(t, t)H⊤)+(Hη̂h(t) − ch(t))

= n(Hη̂(t) − c(t))⊤(HΣ̂(t, t)H⊤)+(Hη̂(t) − c(t))
= TFn,H,c(t)

for all t ∈ T . Consequently, it follows immediately that the GPH statistic is also scale-invariant.

In order to construct asymptotic tests based on the GPH statistic, we have to examine its asymptotic
behaviour. The following theorem describes the limiting distribution of the GPH statistic under the null
hypothesis.

Theorem 1. Let z ∼ GPr(0r, HΣH⊤). Under (A1)-(A4), (A6) and the null hypothesis in (2), we have

Tn(H, c) d−→
∫

T
z⊤(t)(HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+z(t) dt (5)

as n → ∞, where here and throughout d−→ denotes convergence in distribution in the sense of [41, p. 17].

Since the different covariance functions are taken into account in (4), the limiting distribution in Theo-
rem 1 is not as simple as in the homoscedastic case [39, p. 101], and we are generally not able to specify it
as known distributions. Nevertheless, we can still use the results of the above theorem to construct tests by
approximating the limiting distribution via resampling strategies, as we will see in the next section.

4. Parametric Bootstrap

Theorem 1 provides that the GPH statistic constructed in Section 3 converges in distribution. How-
ever, the limiting distribution still depends on the unknown covariance functions γ1, . . . , γk.Thus, we cannot
directly derive critical values in form of quantiles. One possibility would be to to estimate the limit distri-
bution plugging in Σ̂ and compute critical values via Monte-Carlo. This sampling from the estimated limit
distribution was, e.g., suggested by Cuevas et al. [9, pp. 115-116] in the FANOVA context. This approach,
however, may result in conservative or too liberal behavior, see the simulation study by [18]). Therefore, we
propose a different approach based upon parametric bootstrapping. To this end we estimate γ1, . . . , γk by
γ̂1, . . . , γ̂k and (conditioned on the functional data (xi1, . . . , xini

)i∈{1,...,k}) generate parametric bootstrap
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samples via

xP
i1, . . . , xP

ini
∼ GP (0, γ̂i), for each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

Here, using a Gaussian process for generating the parametric bootstrap sample seems natural regarding the
limiting distribution in Theorem 1 since the mean function estimators are asymptotically Gaussian anyway.
Moreover, using the estimators of sample covariance functions, we mimic the covariance structure of the
given functional data, see [25] for a similar motivation in the MANOVA context. Note, that we still postulate
our general model, i.e. we do not assume a parametric model for our functional data (xi1, . . . , xini

)i∈{1,...,k}.
In the following, we denote the parametric bootstrap counterparts of the estimators and statistics defined

in Section 3with a superscript P. Then, the parametric bootstrap point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test statistic at
t is defined by

TFP
n,H(t) := n

(
Hη̂P(t)

)⊤ (HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+

Hη̂P(t).

Integrating yields the parametric bootstrap globalizing point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test statistic

T P
n (H) :=

∫

T
TFP

n,H(t) dt. (6)

The following theorem ensures that the parametric bootstrap procedure is asymptotically valid for the
heteroscedastic linear hypothesis testing problem.

Theorem 2. Let z ∼ GPr(0r, HΣH⊤). Under (A1)-(A6), it holds that

T P
n (H) d∗

−→
∫

T
z⊤(t)(HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+z(t) dt

as n → ∞, where here and throughout d∗
−→ denotes conditional convergence in distribution given the data

(xi1, xi2, ...)i∈{1,...,k}.

The following algorithm can be used for the implementation of the parametric bootstrap approach.

Algorithm 1. Let α ∈ (0, 1) be the significance level and B ∈ N sufficiently large.

(1) Calculate γ̂1, ..., γ̂k in (3).

(2) Simulate B times n independent Gaussian processes xP
i1;b, ..., xP

ini;b ∼ GP (0, γ̂i), i ∈ {1, ..., k}, b ∈
{1, ..., B}.

(3) Compute the parametric bootstrap GPH statistic T P
n;b(H) as in (6) for all b ∈ {1, ..., B}.

(4) Determine the empirical (1 − α)-quantile QP
n,1−α of the computed values.

(5) Reject the null hypothesis in (2) if and only if Tn(H, c) > QP
n,1−α.

In practice, the Gaussian processes in Step (2) of Algorithm 1 can only be evaluated on a finite grid of
values {t1, ..., tm} ⊂ T , m ∈ N, due to limited hardware accuracy. In addition, we have to use numerical
integration techniques in Step (3). However, by choosing m sufficiently large, the resulting approximation
errors can be neglected. The resulting finite sample properties will be studied in simulations in Sections 6-7.

5. General Multiple Tests

Using the techniques stated in the previous sections, we are now able to test global linear hypotheses
of the mean functions of different groups in a general heteroscedastic functional setting.However, in many
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applications one is not just interested in the existence of a significant result but also in which specific linear
combinations are causing the significance. For example, in one-way layouts, hypotheses about pairwise
comparisons often contain the main research questions. To also tackle such situations, we construct general
multiple tests for heteroscedastic functional data covering multiple contrast tests in this section. Multiple
tests provide coherent local and global test decisions. Thus, multiple tests offer more information than
global tests. Furthermore, multiple tests do not have necessarily less power than global tests in ANOVA
[26] settings as well as in FANOVA settings as we will see in Sections 6-7.

Usually, a stepwise procedure as described in [26, p. 63] can be used to detect which specific linear
combinations cause the significance. However, this procedure may lead to incompatible test decisions.
In detail, it would be possible that the global null hypothesis is rejected but none of the individual null
hypotheses (non-consonant) or, the other way round, the global null hypothesis is not rejected but at least
one of the individual null hypotheses is rejected (incoherent). We aim to reject the global null hypothesis
whenever at least one of the individual null hypotheses is rejected. Thus, the resulting local and global
test decisions would be consonant and coherent as defined in [15, pp. 229-231]. Another usual solution for
the multiple testing problem is the adjustment of the significance level for example by using the Bonferroni
correction. However, this procedure may yield to lower power [26, pp. 63-64]. This will be also shown in
our hypotheses testing framework (Sections 6-7).

In the following, we interpret H as a block matrix, that is H =
[
H⊤

1 , . . . , H⊤
R

]⊤ for matrices Hℓ ∈ Rrℓ×k,
and c = (cℓ)ℓ∈{1,...,R} : T → Rr as function with cℓ : T → Rrℓ for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R}, where R, rℓ ∈ {1, . . . , r}
such that

∑R
l=1 rℓ = r. The main idea of multiple tests is to split up the global null hypothesis in (2)

with H = [H⊤
1 , . . . , H⊤

R]⊤ and function c = (cℓ)ℓ∈{1,...,R} into R single tests with hypothesis matrices
H1, . . . , HR and functions c1, . . . , cR, respectively. Typically, the matrix H is partitioned in r row vectors
H1, . . . , Hr ∈ R1×k but we do not want to restrict to this case. This leads to the multiple testing problem

H0,ℓ : Hℓη(t) = cℓ(t) for all t ∈ T , for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R}. (7)

This general formulation of the multiple testing problem covers the post-hoc testing problem and includes
for example many-to-one comparisons H0,ℓ : η1(t) = ηℓ+1(t) for all t ∈ T , for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}, by choosing
Hℓ = (−1, eℓ+1) for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}. Here, ei ∈ Rk−1 denotes the ith unit vector. In this case,
every individual hypothesis in (7) corresponds to a single contrast of the Dunnett-type contrast matrix H
[12]. Pairwise comparisons can be considered by choosing H1, . . . , Hk(k−1)/2 as rows of the Tukey-type
contrast matrix [40]. However, the testing problem (7) is formulated more general since we do not restrict
to the partitioning by rows. Choosing, e.g., H1 = HA, H2 = HB and H3 = HAB in the two-way design as
introduced in Section 2 allows to test for a main effect of the factors A and B as well as on an interaction
effect simultaneously.

To construct a flexible procedure that can handle the general multiple testing problem (7), we study
the joint distribution of different GPH statistics in more detail. In fact, the following theorem states joint
asymptotic null distribution of the GPH statistic vector.

Theorem 3. Let z = (zℓ)ℓ∈{1,...,R} ∼ GPr(0r, HΣH⊤). Under (A1)-(A4), (A6) and the null hypothesis in
(2), we have

(Tn(Hℓ, cℓ))ℓ∈{1,...,R}
d−→
(∫

T
z⊤

ℓ (t)
(
HℓΣ(t, t)H⊤

ℓ

)+ zℓ(t) dt

)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}

as n → ∞.

For approximating the limiting distribution, we can again use the parametric bootstrap approach as
described in Section 4. The following theorem ensures the parametric bootstrap consistency for the multiple
testing problem.
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Theorem 4. Let z = (zℓ)ℓ∈{1,...,R} ∼ GPr(0r, HΣH⊤). Under (A1)-(A6), it holds

(
T P

n (Hℓ)
)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}
d∗
−→

(∫

T
z⊤

ℓ (t)
(
HℓΣ(t, t)H⊤

ℓ

)+ zℓ(t) dt

)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}

as n → ∞.

A first naive approach for constructing a test regarding the multiple testing problem (7) is to consider
the maximum of the GPH statistics based on the matrices H1, ..., HR, that is max

ℓ∈{1,...,R}
Tn(Hℓ, cℓ). By

Theorem 3, the test statistics Tn(H1, c1), . . . , Tn(HR, cR) do not have the same asymptotic null distribution
in general. Hence, this approach does not treat every linear combination in the same way. A typical solution
for this problem is the studentization of the test statistics as in [4, p. 647]. However, we do not have Gaussian
limits in Theorem 3 and, thus, a simple studentization does not really solve the problem of different limiting
distributions.

Therefore, we adopt the idea for the construction of simultaneous confidence bands proposed by
Bühlmann [5, pp. 60-61] for a completely different problem. To this end, let T 1,P

n (Hℓ), . . . , T B,P
n (Hℓ)

denote B parametric bootstrap counterparts of the GPH statistic based on the matrix Hℓ, see Section 4,
where B ∈ N is sufficiently large and ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R}. For each b ∈ {1, . . . , B}, the same bootstrap sample
is used for calculating the resampling counterparts T b,P

n (H1), . . . , T b,P
n (HR) for the different matrices. Let

qP
ℓ,β denote the empirical (1 − β)-quantile of T 1,P

n (Hℓ), . . . , T B,P
n (Hℓ) for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R} and β ∈ [0, 1).

Furthermore, let

β̃ := max
{

β ∈
{

0,
1
B

, . . . ,
B − 1

B

}
| 1

B

B∑

b=1
1
{

∃ ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R} : T b,P
n (Hℓ) > qP

ℓ,β

}
≤ α

}

be the largest β ∈ {0, 1/B, . . . , (B − 1)/B} such that the approximated family-wise type I error rate (FWER)
is bounded by the significance level α, where 1 denotes the indicator function. It should be noted that it
is enough to maximize over the set {0, 1/B, . . . , (B − 1)/B} since the empirical quantiles qP

ℓ,β can only take
B different values for each ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R}. In addition, we only need to search for the desired β̃ within the
interval [

1
B

⌊
Bα

R

⌋
, α

]
,

where ⌊.⌋ represents the floor function. This leads to the following decision rules:

• For each ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R}, we reject H0,ℓ in (7) if and only if Tn(Hℓ, cℓ) > qP
ℓ,β̃

or, equivalently,
Tn(Hℓ, cℓ)/qP

ℓ,β̃
> 1. Here, we set 0/0 := 1.

• We reject the global null hypothesis H0 in (2) whenever at least one of the hypotheses H0,1, . . . , H0,R

is rejected. Hence, we reject the global null hypothesis H0 in (2) if and only if

max
ℓ∈{1,...,R}

Tn(Hℓ, cℓ)
qP

ℓ,β̃

> 1.

Each test statistic Tn(Hℓ, cℓ), ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , R}, is treated in the same way and has the same impact since
we use the same β̃ for each linear combination. Moreover, the definition of β̃ ensures that the level of
significance for the global test and the FWER for the multiple testing problem is controlled asymptotically.
Nevertheless, this multiple testing procedure also performs well for finite samples, as we will see in the next
sections.

Analogously to the proposed multiple testing procedure, we can construct simultaneous asymptotic

10



confidence regions for the linear combinations H1η, ..., HLη, that are

CRℓ :=
{
ξ ∈ L2(T ) | Tn(Hℓ, ξ) ≤ qP

ℓ,β̃

}
, ℓ ∈ {1, ..., L}.

6. Simulation Studies

The last sections gurantee the asymptotic validity of the proposed methods. In this section, the finite
sample performance of the proposed methods is investigated in extensive Monte Carlo simulation studies.
We take into account the type I error control and power of the new and competing statistical tests.

6.1. Setup
The simulation setup is based on the simulations in [30]. We simulated k = 4 samples with sample sizes

(n1, n2, n3, n4) = K · (15, 20, 25, 30), where K ∈ {1, 2, 4} under the null hypothesis settings and K = 1 under
the alternative hypothesis settings, by

vij(t) = h(t)λi

10∑

q=1

(√
2
q

sin(πqt)Yijq +
√

1
q

cos(πqt)Zijq

)
, t ∈ T = [0, 1]

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , ni}, i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. The simulated functions are evaluated at J = 50 equidistant points.
Here, the random variables Yijq, Zijq, j ∈ {1, . . . , ni}, i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, q ∈ {1, . . . , 10} are generated indepen-
dently using standardized normal, t5- and χ2

5-distributed random variables. The factors λi are determined
by 1 for the homoscedastic case, by λi = 0.75 + 0.25i for a positive pairing (i.e., the variability increases
with sample size) and by λi = 2 − 0.25i for a negative pairing (i.s., the variability decreases with sample
size) for all i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. Furthermore, a scaling function h is multiplied, where h(t) = 1 for all t ∈ [0, 1]
for a scenario without scaling function and h(t) = 1/(t + 1/J) for all t ∈ [0, 1] for a scenario with scaling
function. Note that using a scaling function should not have an impact on our proposed methodologies since
the GPH statistic is scale-invariant, see Remark 3.

For constructing the hypotheses, we chose the Dunnett- and Tukey-type contrast matrices as H and the
constant zero vector function as c. Here, the rows of the contrast matrix are considered as single contrast
matrices for the multiple testing problem. Under the null hypothesis, we specified η1(t) = η2(t) = η3(t) =
η4(t) = 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1], i.e., xij = vij for all j ∈ {1, . . . , ni}, i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. Under the alternative
hypothesis A1, we consider the mean functions µ1(t) = µ2(t) = µ3(t) = 0 and µ4(t) = 2(t − 1)/(J − 1) for
all t ∈ [0, 1]. More alternatives can be found in Section S4 of the supplement.

The global level of significance is set to α = 5%. For the parametric bootstrap, we used B = 1000
bootstrap samples. All in all, 2000 repetitions have been simulated for each setting. The experiments were
conducted in the R environment [33].

Since multiple tests for functional data are not tackled in the literature up until now, we compared our
multiple test (mGPH) with the following global tests by using the Bonferroni correction:

• the Fmax- and GPF-test by Smaga and Zhang [39] with nonparametric bootstrap approach,

• the bootstrap L2-norm-based (L2b) and F-type (Fb) test by Zhang [42],

• the projection test (CAFB) by Cuesta-Albertos and Febrero-Bande [8],

• the parametric bootstrap globalizing point-wise Hotelling’s T 2-test (GPH) for the global testing prob-
lem, see Section 3.

Here, the Bonferroni correction is used since it is directly related to the construction of confidence regions
in contrast to a stepwise procedure as, e.g., the Holm correction. Moreover, we want to emphasize that the
Fmax- and GPF-tests are procedures for an homoscedastic FANOVA setting. Furthermore, the L2b-, Fb-
and CAFB-test statistics are not scale-invariant in the sense of [21]. A detailed description of each of these
methods can be found in Section S5 in the supplement.
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6.2. Simulation Results
The most important findings from simulation results are summarized in Figures 1-4, while all results

are shown in the supplement. For comparisons regarding the type-I error rate of the tests, we focus on the
empirical FWER. Under the alternatives, the empirical power is compared, i.e., the rejection rate of the
false null hypothesis.

The simulation results given in the supplement suggest that the distribution of Yijq, Zijq, j ∈ {1, . . . , ni},
i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, q ∈ {1, . . . , 10} does not significantly affect the properties of the tests. However, varying the
covariance settings (homoscedastic, positive pairing, negative pairing) as well as the scaling of the data may
have a notable impact. Thus, in the following, we describe the properties of the tests considered in detail,
emphasizing their advantages and disadvantages. Finally, we present the recommendation for practical use.

Fmax- and GPF-tests. The Fmax-test and GPF-test perform slightly conservatively for homoscedastic func-
tional data, as shown in Figure 1. In the case of positive pairing, both tests have a conservative character,
which results in the loss of power. However, in the scenario of negative pairing, the empirical FWER exceeds
the significant level of 5%, indicating that the Fmax- and GPF-tests do not control the type-I error level in
heteroscedastic scenarios. Thus, they are too liberal in this case, which is unacceptable. The scale-invariance
in the sense of [21] ensures that the simulation results are very similar for the Fmax- and GPF-tests in both
with and without scaling function cases, see Figure 2 and 4. In Figure 3 and 4, it is observable that the
empirical power of both tests is very similar under alternative A1. For the homoscedastic case, the empirical
power of the Fmax- and GPF-tests is naturally quite high. In the case of negative pairing, this is also the
case, but the power is not fair as the tests are too liberal. However, in the case of positive pairing, our
methods outperform the Fmax- and GPF-tests in terms of empirical power, which are less powerful due to
the conservative character of the latter.

L2b- and Fb-tests. The empirical FWER of the L2b- and Fb-tests are mainly less than 5% across all
covariance scenarios, as shown in Figure 1, particularly in the case of negative pairing. Thus, the L2b- and
Fb-tests perform conservatively. Interestingly, the Fb-test appears to have even lower empirical FWER than
the L2b-test. The L2b- and Fb-tests are not scale-invariant, as demonstrated in Figure 2, where scaling the
data leads to a tendency towards larger empirical FWER values for the homoscedastic case. The effect of
scaling is even more pronounced for the empirical power under alternative A1, as shown in Figure 4. Here,
scaling the data results in an empirical power of less than 4% for all scenarios. Thus, the L2b- and Fb-tests
are unlikely to detect alternatives of type A1 when the data is scaled in a certain way. A loss of power after
scaling the data can also be noted under other alternatives, as shown in the supplement.

CAFB-test. Regarding type-I error level control, the CAFB-test appears to be relatively accurate, as shown
in Figure 1. The empirical FWER of the CAFB-test fluctuates close to 5% under all covariance scenarios.
However, scaling the data affects the empirical FWER of the CAFB-test, as illustrated in Figure 2. Specifi-
cally, for the homoscedastic case, the CAFB-test tends to be too conservative when the data is scaled, while
it performs quite accurately without scaling. Furthermore, the empirical power of the CAFB-test is not
particularly high compared to its competitors, as seen in Figures 3 and 4. In addition, a similar effect to
that observed for the L2b- and Fb-tests can be seen in Figure 4 and in the supplement, where scaling leads
to a notable loss of power for the CAFB-test, particularly under alternative A1.

GPH- and mGPH-tests. Finally, the performance of our proposed tests has to be considered. The GPH-
and mGPH-tests are slightly conservative for all covariance scenarios, as indicated by the empirical FWERs
being slightly less than 5% (Figure 1). The mGPH-test tends to have a higher and, thus, more accurate
empirical FWER than the GPH-test with Bonferroni correction. Due to the scale-invariance, scaling the data
should not have an impact on the test result. This can also be checked in Figure 2: For the homoscedastic
case, we can only notice small changes in the empirical FWERs for the GPH- and mGPH-test, respectively.
Regarding the empirical power in Figure 3 and 4, it is observable that the power of both tests is quite
high and does not change by scaling the data. The empirical power of the mGPH-test seems to be slightly
higher than that of the GPH-test and has the highest empirical power of all methods in many scenarios, see
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Figure 1: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett and Tukey
constrasts for homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Sections S4.3 and S4.4 in the supplement for details. Thus, more power can be gained by using the proposed
procedure from Section 5 compared to simply applying the Bonferroni correction on our global test from
Section 3. Furthermore, our tests outperform the L2b-, Fb- and CAFB-tests for the scenarios with scaled
data and at least do not perform notably worse without scaling considering the empirical power, as shown in
Figures 3 and 4. In terms of empirical power, the Fmax- and the GPF-tests are the strongest competitors to
our procedures in the case of homoscedasticity. However, for the heteroscedastic positive pairing scenario,
the GPH and mGPH tests are more powerful. In the negative pairing the Fmax- and GPF-tests are too
liberal, i.e., a high empirical power is neither meaningful nor convincing for the Fmax- and GPF-tests.

Recommentation. To sum up, the new GPH and mGPH tests are the only procedures, which control the type
I error well and have sensible power in all scenarios. This covers bot, homoscedastic as well as heteroscedastic
cases. They are also based on a scale-invariant test statistic, which results in not affecting their results by
scaling the data. The mGPH test is recommended for practical use as it is at least slightly more powerful
than the GPH test based on the Bonferroni correction.
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Figure 2: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett and Tukey
constrasts with and without scaling function and homoscedastic case
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Figure 3: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the
Dunnett and Tukey constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Figure 4: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the
Dunnett and Tukey constrasts with and without scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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7. Data Examples

In this section, the proposed methods are illustrated by analyzing two real data examples. Additional
simulations inspired by the data examples can be found in Section S3 in the supplement and are summarized
at the end of each of the following two subsections.

7.1. Chlorine Concentration Data
Our data analysis begins with the ChlorineConcentration data set, obtained from [7]. The data set was

produced by the simulation tool EPANET, which models the hydraulic and water quality behavior of water
distribution piping systems, allowing for the tracking of water levels and pressures in tanks, water flow in
pipes, and the concentration of chemical species throughout a given network over a simulated period of time.
Here, simulated Chlorine concentration levels were measured at 166 pipe junctions over a period of 15 days,
with one measurement taken every five minutes. This yields a total of 4310 measurements per observation.
The final data set contains functional observations measured in 166 design time points (pipe junctions).
Moreover, it is divided into three classes (groups). For illustrative purposes, we consider three samples of
25 functional observations each taken from the groups in the training data set.

We are interested in verifying the possible differences in mean functions corresponding to groups. The
sample mean functions for these three groups are presented in Figure 5. In Figure S1 in the supplement, the
empirical covariance functions of the different groups are presented. By the naked eye, we can not detect
any differences between the empirical covariance functions. Four standard tests on homoscedasticity [20, 21]
can not reject the null hypothesis at level 5%, see Table S1 in the supplement. Thus, it seems that we have
a homoscedastic scenario in this example.

For comparing the different groups, we perform all-pair comparisons by using the Tukey-type contrast
matrix with the level of significance α = 5%. The p-values of the global tests are adjusted by the Bonferroni
correction. The resulting adjusted p-values given in Table 1 show that only the GPF-, GPH- and mGPH-
tests detect a significant difference regarding the mean functions between the first two groups. All other
tests do not reject the global hypothesis that there is no difference between the mean functions.

To have a closer look at the results, we have conducted the simulation studies inspired by the Chlorine
concentration data set, which results are presented in Section S3.3 in the supplement. The simulation results
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Figure 5: Sample mean functions for the three groups in the Chlorine concentration data set

Table 1: Adjusted p-values in % for the Chlorine Concentration data

Hypothesis Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
H0,1 : η1 ≡ η2 12.9 4.8 13.5 16.2 7.8 1.5 1.7
H0,2 : η1 ≡ η3 100.0 90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 83.1 53.4
H0,3 : η2 ≡ η3 90.6 37.2 31.2 35.1 73.6 38.1 28.7

17



indicate that the power of the L2b-, Fb-, and CAFB-tests for the first hypothesis is less than 55%. This
is much smaller than the power of the other tests. Among the three tests that reject H0,1, the mGPH test
is the most powerful. Interestingly, the Fmax-test has the largest empirical power with 70.2% for the first
hypothesis in the simulation but, however, can still not reject that the first two groups have the same mean
function.

7.2. Electrocardiogram Data
The second data set, originally published in [17], is a 20-hour long electrocardiogram (ECG) obtained

from Physionet. The data set underwent pre-processing in [6] consisting of two steps. Firstly, each heartbeat
was extracted from the ECG and, secondly, the heartbeat lengths were adjusted using interpolation. Then,
5000 heartbeats were randomly chosen. The patient has severe congestive heart failure and automated an-
notation was used to obtain class values. The resulting groups are the following: Normal, R-on-T Premature
Ventricular Contraction, Premature Ventricular Contraction, Supraventricular premature or ectopic beat,
and Unclassifiable. The focus of this study is on the first four groups as the last group size is very small.
Finally, there are four samples of functional data measured in 141 design time points. The sample sizes are
equal to 292, 177, 10, and 19 respectively, which results in an unbalanced design.

The sample mean functions for the four samples are presented in Figure 6. The empirical covariance
functions are illustrated in Figure S2 in the supplement. The covariance structures seem to differ among
the different groups for the ECG data. Moreover, all four tests on homoscedasticity [20, 21] reject the
null hypothesis that the covariance functions are equal at level 5% (Table S1 in the supplement). Thus,
everything points in the direction of a heteroscedastic data setup.

Again, we compare all-pairs by using the Tukey-type contrast matrix at level α = 5%. In Table 2, the
adjusted p-values can be found. Here, it is observable that the Fmax-, L2b- and CAFB-tests reject every
single hypothesis simultaneously. The GPF- and mGPH-tests do not reject the hypothesis that the third
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Figure 6: Sample mean functions for the four groups in the Electrocardiogram data set

Table 2: Adjusted p-values in % for the ECG data

Hypothesis Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
H0,1 : η1 ≡ η2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H0,2 : η1 ≡ η3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H0,3 : η1 ≡ η4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H0,4 : η2 ≡ η3 0.0 0.0 1.8 39.0 0.0 5.4 3.8
H0,5 : η2 ≡ η4 0.0 0.0 1.2 3.0 4.9 7.2 4.9
H0,6 : η3 ≡ η4 0.0 7.8 3.0 4.8 0.0 15.0 9.6
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and fourth groups have the same mean function. Furthermore, the Fb-test does not reject the equality of
the mean functions of the second and third mean functions. The GPH-test can only reject the first three
hypotheses where the mean function of the first group is compared to the other groups, respectively.

Let us look at these results more deeply. Once again we conducted the simulation study. Its results are
given in Table S3 in the supplement. First of all, they indicate that the Fmax- and GPF-tests do not control
the type-I error level well in this scenario. More precisely, they are usually too liberal, which coincides with
the observations given in Section 6 for the heteroscedastic case. The L2b test is also slightly too liberal.
Thus, the empirical powers of these three tests are unfairly high. On the other hand, the Fb- and GPH-tests
seem to have a conservative character with an empirical FWER less than 3.8%, which results in smaller
power. Thus, we see once again the advantage of the mGPH-test over the GPH-test. For this particular
data set, the CAFB testing procedure seems to be the most powerful.

8. Discussion and Outlook

The analysis of functional data becomes more and more relevant in quantitative statistics and data
science. In fact, as recently stated by Aneiros et al. [1] ’functional data analysis is now one of the most
active and relevant fields of investigation in data science.’ The toolbox especially covers testing procedures
for functional data. However, all existing methods seem to focus on global null hypothesis testing. This
does not reflect many applications, which are often interested in testing many individual hypotheses, e.g. in
many-to-one or all-pairs comparisons. Hence, multiple tests for functional data are needed. In the present
paper we closed this gap by proposing general multiple test procedures covering multiple contrast tests. The
methods allow for coherent local and global test decisions and are valid for general heteroscedastic FANOVA
designs.

At their core, the methods are based upon integrated Hotelling-type statistics for each local hypotheses
that are considerably designed for heteroscedastic settings. Carefully examining their dependency structure
and approximating their joint null distribution via parametric bootstrapping, led to novel multiple test
procedures that can be flexibly applied in general FANOVA. The resuting methods are robust under certain
transformations (orthogonal- and scale-invariance) and control the level of significance for both large and
small to moderate sample sizes as demonstrated by asymptotic theory and finite sample simulations.

So far, we only developed general multiple tests for univariate functional data. Multivariate functional
data occur whenever a vector of multiple random functions is observed for each individual. An examples,
where multivariate functional data occur in medicine, can, e.g., be found in [29]. Moreover, another example
may be motivated from [2] and leads to comparing functional EEG or SPECT data over time or just before
and after treatment. Under the homoscedasticity assumption, Górecki and Smaga [19], Qiu et al. [32] and
Zhu et al. [45] have already developed global tests for the functional MANOVA problem. However, testing
procedures for multivariate heteroscedastic functional data would be more desirable. Additionally, more
general (linear) hypotheses and designs for multivariate functional data could be studied since only the one
way design (equality of multivariate mean functions) seems to be considered for the multivariate setup in
the literature up until now.

Furthermore, we only considered multiple tests for the mean functions of functional data in this paper.
However, other effect measures could be of interest in practice. This includes a functional version of the
sample median [3, 16], a functional version of the trimmed mean [14] or depth-based estimators [10, 28], to
name just a few examples. Consequently, general multiple tests for further effect measures than the mean
function could be investigated in future research.
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S1. Auxiliary Theorems

In this section, some useful results are stated.
In the following, a central limit theorem for triangular arrays of independent distributed random variables in
a Hilbert space, which are not necessarily identical distributed, is presented. We use this theorem in order to
proof the consistency of the parametric bootstrap.

Theorem S1 (Kundu et al. [6]). Let H be a Hilbert space with inner product ⟨., .⟩, induced norm ||.|| and count-
able complete orthonormal system {fm | m ∈ M} for a countable index set M . Furthermore, let Z1,n, ..., Zn,n

be independent random variables for all n ∈ N taking values in H and satisfying E
[
||Zj,n||2

]
< ∞ for all

j ∈ {1, ..., n}, n ∈ N. Suppose

(1) E [⟨Zj,n, fm⟩] = 0 for all j ∈ {1, ..., n}, n ∈ N, m ∈ M,

(2)
n∑

j=1
E [⟨Zj,n, fm⟩⟨Zj,n, fℓ⟩] → σ2

ml as n → ∞ for some σ2
ml ≥ 0 for all m, ℓ ∈ M ,

(3)
∑

m∈M

n∑
j=1

Var (⟨Zj,n, fm⟩) → ∑
m∈M

σ2
mm < ∞ as n → ∞,

(4)
∑n

j=1 E
[
|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩|21{|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩| > ε}

]
→ 0 as n → ∞ for all ε > 0, m ∈ M.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

30
6.

15
25

9v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 2
7 

Ju
n 

20
23



Then,
n∑

j=1
Zj,n converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian variable G with covariance operator C as n → ∞,

where the covariance operator C is characterized by

⟨Cfℓ, fm⟩ = σ2
ml for all m, l ∈ M. (S1)

Proof of Theorem S1. This theorem follows immediately from Theorem 1.1 in [6, p. 266]. Therefore, note
that the covariance operator Cn of Sn :=

n∑
j=1

Zj,n satisfies

⟨Cnfm, fℓ⟩ = E [⟨Sn, fm⟩⟨Sn, fℓ⟩] =
n∑

j=1
E [⟨Zj,n, fm⟩⟨Zj,n, fℓ⟩]

for all n ∈ N, m, ℓ ∈ M by the independence and the centeredness of Z1,n, ..., Zn,n.

Remark S1. The Lindeberg‘s condition (4) in Theorem S1 can be replaced by the Lyapunov‘s condition: There
exists a δ > 0 such that

n∑

j=1
E
[
|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩|2+δ

]
→ 0 as n → ∞ for all m ∈ M .

In order to proof this, we firstly note that |⟨Zj,n, fm⟩| > ε implies |⟨Zj,n, fm⟩|δ/εδ > 1. Hence, it follows

n∑

j=1
E
[
|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩|21{|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩| > ε}

]
≤ 1

εδ

n∑

j=1
E
[
|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩|2+δ

1{|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩| > ε}
]

≤ 1
εδ

n∑

j=1
E
[
|⟨Zj,n, fm⟩|2+δ

]
→ 0

as n → ∞ for all ε > 0, m ∈ M .

The following lemma is a rather technical result about the norm of a Moore-Penrose inverse.

Lemma S1. Let r, k ∈ N and H ∈ Rr×k. Furthermore, let A ∈ Rk×k be a symmetric positive definite matrix.
Then, we have

|||(HAH⊤)+||| ≤ |||H+|||2|||A−1|||,
where here and throughout |||.||| denotes the spectral norm.

Proof of Lemma S1. Obviously, HAH⊤ and, therefore, its Moore-Penrose inverse is symmetric and positive
semidefinite. Let λ1(B) ≥ λ2(B) ≥ ... denote the ordered eigenvalues of a matrix B. Then, it holds

|||(HAH⊤)+||| = λ1
(
(HAH⊤)+) .

The nonzero eigenvalues of (HAH⊤)+ are given as inverses of the nonzero eigenvalues of (HAH⊤). Hence,
λ1
(
(HAH⊤)+) is the inverse of the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of (HAH⊤). Thus, for h := rank(H) =

rank(HAH⊤), it holds

|||(HAH⊤)+||| = 1/λh

(
HAH⊤) .

Furthermore, we have

λh

(
HAH⊤) = min

x∈ker(H⊤)⊥\{0r}

x⊤HAH⊤x
x⊤x

≥ min
y,0k

y⊤Ay
y⊤y min

x∈ker(H⊤)⊥\{0r}

x⊤HH⊤x
x⊤x

= λk(A)λh(HH⊤).

Since |||H+|||2 = 1/λh(HH⊤) and |||A−1||| = 1/λk(A), the lemma is proved.
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S2. Proofs

In this section, the technical proofs of all stated theorems are presented.
Throughout this section, we consider the Hilbert space L2(T ) with inner product

⟨., .⟩ : L2(T ) × L2(T ) → R, ⟨g, h⟩ :=
∫

T
g(t)h(t) dt,

induced norm ||.||2 and countable complete orthonormal system {fm | m ∈ N}.
First of all, we state an useful lemma, which gives us the convergence of the covariance function estimators

uniformly over {(t, t) ∈ T 2 | t ∈ T } in probability.
Lemma S2. Under (A1), (A3) and (A6), we have

sup
t∈T

|||γ̂i(t, t) − γi(t, t)||| P−→ 0 as ni → ∞

for all i ∈ {1, ..., k}.

Proof of Lemma S2. Let i ∈ {1, ..., k} be fixed but arbitrary. We aim to prove this statement by using
Theorem 2.1 in [8]. The pointwise convergence

γ̂i(t, t) P−→ γi(t, t) as ni → ∞

is well known for all t ∈ T under (A1), which can be proven by applying the weak law of large numbers. Since
T is a compact interval and T ∋ t 7→ γi(t, t) is continuous under (A3), it is also uniformly continuous. Note that
uniform convergence and equicontinuity are equivalent for a singleton set. Hence, the stochastic equicontinuity
of the restriction of the covariance function estimator T ∋ t 7→ γ̂i(t, t) remains to show. For that purpose, let
ε, η > 0 and δ > 0 such that

Eout

[
sup

t,s∈T , |t−s|<δ

|||vi1(t)vij(t) − vi1(s)vij(s)|||
]

≤ ηε

6 (S2)

holds for j ∈ {1, 2}. By (A6), such a δ > 0 exists. In the following, we just write |t − s| < δ in the index of the
supremum for the sake of clarity. Inserting the definition of the covariance function estimator (3) and applying
the triangular inequality yields

sup
|t−s|<δ

|||γ̂i(t, t) − γ̂i(s, s)||| ≤ 1
ni − 1

ni∑

j=1
sup

|t−s|<δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣v2
ij(t) − v2

ij(s)
∣∣∣∣∣∣

+ 1
(ni − 1)ni

ni∑

j1,j2=1
sup

|t−s|<δ

|||vij1(t)vij2(t) − vij1(s)vij2(s)||| .

By Markov‘s inequality, (A1) and (S2), it follows

Pout

(
sup

|t−s|<δ

|||γ̂i(t, t) − γ̂i(s, s)||| > ε

)
≤ Eout

[
sup

|t−s|<δ

|||γ̂i(t, t) − γ̂i(s, s)|||
]

/ε

≤ ni

ni − 1
η

6 + n2
i

(ni − 1)ni

η

6 → η

3 < η

as ni → ∞. The lemma is proven by applying Theorem 2.1 in [8].

The following lemma ensures that Hη̂ is asymptotically Gaussian.
Lemma S3. Under (A1)-(A4), we have

√
n(Hη̂− c) d−→ z ∼ GPr

(
0r, HΣH⊤) as n → ∞

in Lr
2(T ).

Proof of Lemma S3. Let i ∈ {1, ..., k} be arbitrary but fixed. Then, the subject-effect functions vi1, ..., vini

take values in L2(T ) under (A1) and (A2). Furthermore, it holds by Fubini‘s theorem

E
[
||vi1||22

]
=
∫

T
E
[
v2

i1(t)
]

dt =
∫

T
γi(t, t) dt.

3



Since T ∋ t 7→ γi(t, t) is continuous on the compact set T under (A3), it attains its maximum. In particular,
we get

E
[
||vi1||22

]
=
∫

T
γi(t, t) dt < ∞. (S3)

Hence, Theorem 7.5.1 in [7, p. 474] provides

√
ni(η̂i − ηi) = 1√

ni

ni∑

j=1
vij

d−→ GP (0, γi) as n → ∞

in L2(T ) under (A1)-(A4). By Slutsky‘s lemma as in [10, p. 20], it follows

√
n(η̂i − ηi) =

√
n√
ni

√
ni(η̂i − ηi)

d−→ GP

(
0,

1
τi

γi

)
as n → ∞ (S4)

in L2(T ) under (A4). Due to the independence of the samples of the different groups and the continuous
mapping theorem as in [10, p. 32], the statement of the lemma holds.

With the two previous lemmas, we are now able to proof Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. Lemma S2 provides that Σ̂ converges uniformly over {(t, t) ∈ T 2 | t ∈ T } in probability
to Σ. In the following, we also write Σ̂(t) and Σ(t) instead of Σ̂(t, t) and Σ(t, t), respectively, for all t ∈ T .
Furthermore, Lemma S3 ensures the convergence in distribution of

√
n(Hη̂− c) to z.

Let

D :=
{
Σ̃ : T → Rk×k |Σ̃ is continuous with Σ̃(t) symmetric and positive semidefinite

for all t ∈ T
}

be equipped with the Lk×k
∞ (T )-norm. Then, Σ ∈ D holds due to (A3) and (A4). Moreover, by Remark 1 (5), Σ̂

takes values in D almost surely. By the continuous mapping theorem, it suffices to show that the map

h : Lr
2(T ) × D ∋ (x̃, Σ̃) 7→

∫

T
x̃⊤(t)

(
HΣ̃(t)H⊤

)+
x̃(t) dt ∈ R+

0 ∪ {∞}

is continuous on Lr
2(T ) × {Σ}. Consequently, let x̃∞, x̃1, x̃2, ... ∈ Lr

2(T ) and Σ̃1, Σ̃2, ... ∈ D be functions with
x̃n → x̃∞ in Lr

2(T ) and Σ̃n → Σ in Lk×k
∞ (T ) as n → ∞. The triangular inequality implies

∣∣∣h(x̃n, Σ̃n) − h(x̃∞,Σ)
∣∣∣ ≤

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣x̃⊤

n

((
HΣ̃nH⊤

)+
−
(
HΣH⊤)+

)
x̃n

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
1

+
∣∣∣
∣∣∣x̃⊤

n

(
HΣH⊤)+ (x̃n − x̃∞)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
1

+
∣∣∣
∣∣∣(x̃n − x̃∞)⊤ (HΣH⊤)+ x̃∞

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
1

for all n ∈ N. We observe that

||a⊤Ab||1 =
∫

T

∣∣a⊤(t)A(t)b(t)
∣∣ dt ≤

∫

T
||a(t)|| ||b(t)|| |||A(t)||| dt ≤ ||a||2||b||2|||A|||∞

holds for all measurable functions A : T → Rr×r and a, b ∈ Lr
2(T ) by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the

submultiplicativity of the spectral norm, where here and throughout |||.|||∞ denotes the Lk×k
∞ (T )-norm. The

second triangular inequality yields ||x̃n||2 → ||x̃∞||2 < ∞ as n → ∞. Hence, it remains to show
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̃nH⊤
)+

−
(
HΣH⊤)+

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∞

→ 0 as n → ∞ (S5)

to conclude the continuity of h.
Since Σ(t) is invertible for all t ∈ T and Σ is continuous, we can find an ε > 0 such that every K ∈ Rr×r with
|||K − Σ(t)||| ≤ ε for some t ∈ T is invertible. We consider the set

K := {HΣ̃H⊤ ∈ Rr×r | Σ̃ ∈ Rk×k, inf
t∈T

|||Σ̃− Σ(t)||| ≤ ε}.

Since the function j : Rk×k ∋ Σ̃ 7→ inf
t∈T

|||Σ̃ − Σ(t)||| ∈ R is continuous, it follows that the set j−1([0, ε]) is
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a closed set. Moreover, it is bounded since sup
t∈T

|||Σ(t)||| < ∞. Thus, K is compact as continuous image of a

compact set. Hence, the continuous map

K ∋ K 7→ K−1 = K+ ∈ Rk×k

is uniformly continuous on K. Let η > 0 be arbitrary and δ > 0 such that |||K+
1 − K+

2 ||| < η holds for all
K1, K2 ∈ K with |||K1 − K2||| < δ. Furthermore, let N ∈ N such that

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̃n − Σ

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∞

< min{ε, δ/|||H|||2} for
all n ≥ N . Hence, it holds

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣HΣ̃n(t)H⊤ − HΣ(t)H⊤

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣H(Σ̃n(t) − Σ(t))H⊤

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣ ≤ |||H|||2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̃n(t) − Σ(t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣ < δ

by the submultiplicativity of the spectral norm and HΣ̃n(t)H⊤ ∈ K for all n ≥ N and almost every t ∈ T
and, therefore,

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣(HΣ̃nH⊤)+ − (HΣH⊤)+

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∞

< η for all n ≥ N . As a result, (S5) follows and the theorem is
proven.

In the following, we generally condition on the functional data

(xi1, xi2, ...)i∈{1,...,k}, (S6)

if not otherwise specified.
An analogue of Lemma S3 for the parametric bootstrap counterpart of the sample mean function is given

by the following lemma.

Lemma S4. Under (A1)-(A5), we have

√
nHη̂P d∗

−→ z ∼ GPr

(
0r, HΣH⊤) as n → ∞

in Lr
2(T ).

Proof of Lemma S4. Let i ∈ {1, ..., k} be arbitrary but fixed. We aim to apply Theorem S1 conditionally on
the functional data (S6) with Zj,ni

:= 1√
ni

xP
ij for all j ∈ {1, ..., ni}. Then, Z1,ni

, ..., Zni,ni
are i.i.d. conditionally

on (S6) by construction in Algorithm 1. Moreover, Fubini‘s theorem provides

E∗ [||Z1,ni
||22
]

= 1
ni

∫

T
E∗ [(xP

i1(t))2] dt = 1
ni

∫

T
γ̂i(t, t) dt < ∞

almost surely since the functional data take values in L2(T ) under (A1), where here and throughout E∗ denotes
the conditional expectation given the functional data (S6). It should be noted that all following statements about
conditional expectations hold just almost surely but we will not always add this throughout this supplement,
for the sake of clarity. Hence, Z1,ni , ..., Zni,ni take values in L2(T ) conditionally on the functional data (S6).
Assumption (1) of Theorem S1 is satisfied conditionally on (S6) since Fubini‘s theorem provides

E∗
[〈

1√
ni

xP
i1, fm

〉]
=
∫

T

1√
ni

E∗ [xP
i1(t)

]
fm(t) dt = 0

for all m ∈ N.
Furthermore, due to the identical distribution of the parametric bootstrap observations and Fubini‘s theorem,
we have

ni∑

j=1
E∗
[〈

1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉〈
1√
ni

xP
ij , fℓ

〉]
= E∗ [⟨xP

i1, fm⟩⟨xP
i1, fℓ⟩

]

= E∗
[∫

T 2
fm(t)xP

i1(t)xP
i1(s)fl(s) d(t, s)

]

=
∫

T 2
fm(t)E∗ [xP

i1(t)xP
i1(s)

]
fl(s) d(t, s)

=
∫

T 2
fm(t)γ̂i(t, s)fl(s) d(t, s)
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for all m, ℓ ∈ N. It holds
∫

T 2
fm(t)γ̂i(t, s)fl(s) d(t, s)

= 1
ni − 1

ni∑

j=1

∫

T 2
fm(t)(xij − η̂i)(t)(xij − η̂i)(s)fl(s) d(t, s)

= 1
ni − 1

ni∑

j=1
⟨fm, xij − η̂i⟩⟨fl, xij − η̂i⟩

= 1
ni − 1

ni∑

j=1


⟨fm, xij⟩ − 1

ni

ni∑

j2=1
⟨fm, xij2⟩




⟨fl, xij⟩ − 1

ni

ni∑

j2=1
⟨fl, xij2⟩




for all m, ℓ ∈ N. Thus, the term
∫

T 2 fm(t)γ̂i(t, s)fl(s) d(t, s) can be thought of as the sample covariance of
⟨fm, xi1⟩ and ⟨fl, xi1⟩. Hence, assumption (2) of Theorem S1 follows almost surely due to the strong consistency
of the sample covariance, where σ2

ml denotes the covariance of ⟨fm, xi1⟩ and ⟨fl, xi1⟩ for all m, ℓ ∈ N. By Fubini‘s
theorem, it holds

σ2
ml =

∫

T 2
fm(t)γi(t, s)fl(s) d(t, s) (S7)

for all m, ℓ ∈ N with similar calculations as above.
Analogously, we can calculate

∑

m∈N

ni∑

j=1
Var∗

(〈
1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉)
=
∑

m∈N

∫

T 2
fm(t)γ̂i(t, s)fm(s) d(t, s)

=
∑

m∈N

1
ni − 1

ni∑

j=1
⟨fm, xij − η̂i⟩2,

(S8)

where here and throughout Var∗ denotes the conditional variance given the functional data (S6). Hence, it
follows

E


∑

m∈N

ni∑

j=1
Var∗

(〈
1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉)
 =

∑

m∈N

∫

T 2
fm(t)E [γ̂i(t, s)] fm(s) d(t, s)

=
∑

m∈N

∫

T 2
fm(t)γi(t, s)fm(s) d(t, s)

=
∑

m∈N
σ2

mm

(S9)

by Fubini‘s theorem. The sum is finite since Fubini‘s theorem, the monotone convergence theorem and Parseval’s
identity [5, p. 245] yield

∑

m∈N
σ2

mm =
∑

m∈N

∫

T 2
fm(t)γi(t, s)fm(s) d(t, s)

=
∑

m∈N

∫

T 2
fm(t)E [vi1(t)vi1(s)] fm(s) d(t, s)

= E
[∑

m∈N
⟨fm, vi1⟩2

]

= E
[
||vi1||22

]
< ∞

(S10)

due to (S3). In order to prove assumption (3) of Theorem S1 in probability conditionally on (S6), it remains to
show that the variance of (S8) vanishes asymptotically. For the second moment of (S8), we have

E





∑

m∈N

ni∑

j=1
Var∗

(〈
1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉)


2

 = E





∑

m∈N

1
ni − 1

ni∑

j=1
⟨fm, xij − η̂i⟩2




2

 .
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Rearranging the summands yields

E





∑

m∈N

ni∑

j=1
Var∗

(〈
1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉)


2

 = 1

(ni − 1)2

ni∑

j1,j2=1
E


 ∑

m,ℓ∈N
⟨fm, xij1 − η̂i⟩2⟨fl, xij2 − η̂i⟩2


 .

Here, the rearrangement is valid since all summands are non-negative. By using the Parseval’s identity [5,
p. 245] and (A1), the expectations on the right side can be expressed for j1 = j2 ∈ {1, ..., ni} by

E



(∑

m∈N
⟨fm, xij1 − η̂i⟩2

)2

 = E

[
||xij1 − η̂i||42

]
= E

[
||xi1 − η̂i||42

]
. (S11)

By applying the triangular inequality, we get

||xi1 − η̂i||2 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ni − 1

ni
(xi1 − ηi) − 1

ni

ni∑

j=2
(xij − ηi)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤
ni∑

j=1
aj ||xij − ηi||2,

where a1 := (ni − 1)/ni and aj := 1/ni for all j ∈ {2, ..., ni}. Under (A1) and (A5), Hölder‘s inequality implies

E [||xij1 − ηi||2 ||xij2 − ηi||2 ||xij3 − ηi||2 ||xij4 − ηi||2] ≤ E
[
||xi1 − ηi||42

]
< ∞

for all j1, j2, j3, j4 ∈ {1, ..., ni}. Hence, the expectation in (S11) can be bounded uniformly over ni since

E
[
||xi1 − η̂i||42

]
≤

ni∑

j1,j2,j3,j4=1
aj1aj2aj3aj4E [||xij1 − ηi||2 ||xij2 − ηi||2 ||xij3 − ηi||2 ||xij4 − ηi||2]

≤




ni∑

j=1
aj




4

E
[
||xi1 − ηi||42

]
≤ 24E

[
||xi1 − ηi||42

]
= 16E

[
||xi1 − ηi||42

]

by definition of a1, ..., ani . Thus, it follows that the sum of the expectations with j1 = j2 ∈ {1, ..., ni}, that is

1
(ni − 1)2

ni∑

j1=1
E


 ∑

m,ℓ∈N
⟨fm, xij1 − η̂i⟩2⟨fl, xij1 − η̂i⟩2


 = ni

(ni − 1)2 E
[
||xi1 − η̂i||42

]
, (S12)

vanishes asymptotically as n → ∞.
Furthermore, we have for the expectations with j1 , j2, j1, j2 ∈ {1, ..., ni},

E


 ∑

m,ℓ∈N
⟨fm, xij1 − η̂i⟩2⟨fl, xij2 − η̂i⟩2


 = E


 ∑

m,ℓ∈N
⟨fm, xi1 − η̂i⟩2⟨fl, xi2 − η̂i⟩2




=
∑

m,ℓ∈N
E
[
⟨fm, vi1 − (η̂i − ηi)⟩2⟨fl, vi2 − (η̂i − ηi)⟩2]

due to (A1) and the monotone convergence theorem. By simplifying and applying the Parseval‘s identity [5,
p. 245], one can show

E


 ∑

m,ℓ∈N
⟨fm, xi1 − η̂i⟩2⟨fl, xi2 − η̂i⟩2


 →

∑

m,ℓ∈N
E
[
⟨fm, vi1⟩2⟨fl, vi2⟩2]

=
(

E
[∑

m∈N
⟨fm, vi1⟩2

])2

=
(∑

m∈N
σ2

mm

)2

(S13)

as n → ∞ under (A5), where the last equality follows as in (S10). For the sake of clarity, we will not describe
the calculation further.
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Summing up the calculations above, we get

E





∑

m∈N

ni∑

j=1
Var∗

(〈
1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉)


2

 = o(1) + ni

ni − 1E


 ∑

m,ℓ∈N
⟨fm, xi1 − η̂i⟩2⟨fl, xi2 − η̂i⟩2




→
(∑

m∈N
σ2

mm

)2

as n → ∞ by (S12) and (S13), where and throughout o(1) denotes convergence to 0. Since

(∑

m∈N
σ2

mm

)2

= E


∑

m∈N

ni∑

j=1
Var∗

(〈
1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉)


2

holds by (S9), we can conclude that the variance of (S8) vanishes asymptotically. Hence, assumption (3) of
Theorem S1 holds in probability conditionally on (S6).
Finally, we aim to show assumption (4) of Theorem S1 by proving Lyapunov’s condition in Remark S1 with
δ = 2. By applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality several times and Fubini‘s theorem, one can show

ni∑

j=1
E∗
[〈

1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉4
]

≤ 1
ni

(∫

T

√
E∗ [(xP

i1(t))4
]

dt

)2

Since xP
i1(t) is normally distributed with mean 0 and variance γ̂i(t, t) conditionally on (S6), it follows

ni∑

j=1
E∗
[〈

1√
ni

xP
ij , fm

〉4
]

≤ 1
ni

(√
3
∫

T
γ̂i(t, t) dt

)2

for all m ∈ N. Hence, Lemma S2 and (A3) yield Lyapunov’s condition in probability conditionally on (S6) for
all ε > 0, m ∈ M .
Assumptions (3) and (4) of Theorem S1 hold in probability conditionally on (S6). Thus, we can find for every
subsequence of increasing sample sizes ni a further subsequence such that (3) and (4) hold almost surely along the
latter subsequence by applying the subsequence criterion. Consequently, Theorem S1 provides that √

niη̂
P
i =

ni∑
j=1

Zj,ni
converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian process with covariance function γi conditionally on

(S6) almost surely along the latter subsequence as n → ∞. Here, the covariance structure of the limiting process
follows from the characterization (S1) and equation (S7).
Since √

niη̂
P
i , i ∈ {1, ..., k}, are independent conditionally on (xi1, ..., xini)i∈{1,...,k}, it follows with Slutsky’s

lemma that
√

nHη̂P = H
( √

n√
ni

√
niη̂

P
i

)

i∈{1,...,k}

converges in distribution to z ∼ GPr(0r, HΣH⊤) conditionally on (S6) almost surely along the specified subse-
quence as n → ∞. Hence, by applying the subsequence criterion again, it holds

√
nHη̂P d∗

−→ z

as n → ∞.

Theorem 2 can now be proved by using Lemma S4.

Proof of Theorem 2. By Lemma S4 and the subsequence criterion, every subsequence has a further subse-
quence such that

√
nHη̂P converges in distribution almost surely along the subsequence to z in Lr

2(T ). Applying
the continuous mapping theorem yields that

∫

T
n
(
Hη̂P(t)

)⊤ (HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+ Hη̂P(t) dt

converges in distribution almost surely along the latter subsequence to
∫

T z⊤(t)(HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+z(t) dt. Hence,
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by applying the subsequence criterion again, it follows
∫

T
n
(
Hη̂P(t)

)⊤ (HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+ Hη̂P(t) dt
d∗
−→

∫

T
z⊤(t)(HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+z(t) dt

as n → ∞.
Consequently, it remains to show

DP
n (H) :=

∣∣∣∣T P
n (H) −

∫

T
n
(
Hη̂P(t)

)⊤ (HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+ Hη̂P(t) dt

∣∣∣∣
P ∗
−−→ 0 (S14)

as n → ∞, where P ∗
−−→ denotes convergence in outer probability conditionally on (S6). By the triangular

inequality, Hölder’s inequality and the submultiplicativity, one can show

DP
n (H) ≤

∫

T
n

∣∣∣∣
(
Hη̂P(t)

)⊤
((

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+

−
(
HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+

)
Hη̂P(t)

∣∣∣∣ dt

≤ |||H|||2
∣∣∣∣√nη̂P ∣∣∣∣2

4

(∫

T

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+

−
(
HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

dt

)1/2

.

Hence, by Markov’s inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

P∗
out
(
DP

n (H) > ε
)

≤ε−1 |||H|||2
√

E∗
out

[∣∣∣∣√nη̂P
∣∣∣∣4

4

]
· (S15)

√√√√E∗
out

[∫

T

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+

− (HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

dt

]
(S16)

for all ε > 0, where here and throughout P∗
out denotes the outer probability and E∗

out denotes the outer expecta-
tion given the functional data (S6), respectively. For all t ∈ T , i ∈ {1, ..., k}, it holds η̂P

i (t) ∼ N (0, γ̂i(t, t)/ni)
conditional on the data (S6). Hence,

∣∣∣∣η̂P(t)
∣∣∣∣2 =

k∑

i=1
η̂P

i (t)2 d=
k∑

i=1

γ̂i(t, t)
ni

Z2
i

conditional on the data (S6), where Z1, ..., Zk are independent standard normal distributed and independent of
the data. Then, the expectation in (S15) can be calculated as

E∗
out

[∣∣∣∣√nη̂P ∣∣∣∣4
4

]
= n2

∫

T
E∗
[∣∣∣∣η̂P(t)

∣∣∣∣4
]

dt

= n2
∫

T
E∗



(

k∑

i=1

γ̂i(t, t)
ni

Z2
i

)2
 dt

= n2
∫

T
2

k∑

i=1

γ̂i(t, t)2

n2
i

+
(

k∑

i=1

γ̂i(t, t)
ni

)2

dt

P−→
∫

T
2

k∑

i=1

γi(t, t)2

τ2
i

+
(

k∑

i=1

γi(t, t)
τi

)2

dt < ∞

(S17)

as n → ∞ by Fubini’s theorem and Lemma S2. Thus, it remains to show that the expectation in (S16) vanishes
asymptotically in probability. By Theorem 4.1 of [11, p. 221], it holds

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+

−
(
HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣

≤ 1 +
√

5
2 max

{∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

,
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
(
HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2
}∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣H
(
Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ(t, t)

)
H⊤
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣

for all t ∈ T .
Since T ∋ t 7→ |||(HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+|||2 is a continuous function, it attains its maximum over the compact set T .
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Hence, there exists a C > 0 such that
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
(
HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

≤ C for all t ∈ T .
Fubini’s theorem, the submultiplicativity and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply

E∗
out

[∫

T

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+

−
(
HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

dt

]

≤
(

1 +
√

5
2

)2

|||H|||4
√√√√
∫

T
E∗

[∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
8
]

+ C4 dt·
√∫

T
E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4
]

dt.

(S18)

Let
Bn :=

{
inf
t∈T

γ̂i(t, t) > 0 ∀i ∈ {1, ..., k}
}

.

By Lemma S1, it holds

E∗
[∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
8
]

≤ |||H+|||16E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t)−1

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
8
]

≤ |||H+|||16
k∑

i=1

(ni

n

)8
E∗
[(

γ̂P
i (t, t)

)−8]

on Bn for all t ∈ T since Σ̂P(t, t) is almost surely positive definite on Bn. It is well known that (ni −
1)γ̂P

i (t, t)/γ̂i(t, t) ∼ χ2
ni−1 for all t ∈ T , i ∈ {1, ..., k} with γ̂i(t, t) > 0. Thus,

(
(ni − 1)γ̂P

i (t, t)/γ̂i(t, t)
)−1 follows

an inverse gamma distribution with parameters (ni − 1)/2 and 1/2 for all t ∈ T , i ∈ {1, ..., k} with γ̂i(t, t) > 0
and its eight moment is given by ((ni − 3) (ni − 5) · ... · (ni − 17))−1. Hence, it holds

E∗
[(

γ̂P
i (t, t)

)−8] = (γ̂i(t, t))−8 (ni − 1)8

(ni − 3) (ni − 5) · ... · (ni − 17)

for all t ∈ T , i ∈ {1, ..., k} with γ̂i(t, t) > 0. Therefore, we have
∫

T
E∗
[∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
8
]

dt

≤ |||H+|||16
k∑

i=1

(ni

n

)8 (ni − 1)8

(ni − 3) (ni − 5) · ... · (ni − 17)

∫

T
(γ̂i(t, t))−8 dt

P−→ |||H+|||16
k∑

i=1
τ8

i

∫

T
(γi(t, t))−8 dt =: G < ∞

on Bn. Due to Lemma S2, it holds Pout (Bn) → 1 and, thus,

Pout

(∫

T
E∗
[∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
8
]

dt > G + δ

)
→ 0 (S19)

as n → ∞ for all δ > 0.
Furthermore, it can be shown

E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4
]

≤ 16E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ̂(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4
]

+ 16
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂(t, t) − Σ(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4

(S20)

for all t ∈ T , where the second summand vanishes uniformly over T in probability as n → ∞ due to Lemma S2.
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Moreover, we have

E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ̂(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4
]

= E∗
[

max
i∈{1,...,k}

{
n

ni

∣∣γ̂P
i (t, t) − γ̂i(t, t)

∣∣
}4
]

≤
k∑

i=1

(
n

ni

)4
E∗
[∣∣γ̂P

i (t, t) − γ̂i(t, t)
∣∣4
]

≤
k∑

i=1
γ̂i(t,t)>0

(
n

ni

)4
E∗
[∣∣∣∣

γ̂P
i (t, t)

γ̂i(t, t) − 1
∣∣∣∣
4]

γ̂i(t, t)4

for all t ∈ T since γ̂P
i (t, t) is almost surely zero whenever γ̂i(t, t) = 0. Recall that (ni −1)γ̂P

i (t, t)/γ̂i(t, t) ∼ χ2
ni−1

for all t ∈ T , i ∈ {1, ..., k} with γ̂i(t, t) > 0. Since the fourth central moment of a χ2
ν-distributed random variable

is 12ν(ν + 4) for ν ∈ N, it follows

E∗
[∣∣∣∣

γ̂P
i (t, t)

γ̂i(t, t) − 1
∣∣∣∣
4]

= 12 ni + 3
(ni − 1)3

for all t ∈ T , i ∈ {1, ..., k} with γ̂i(t, t) > 0. Hence, by the uniform convergence of γ̂i in probability, see
Lemma S2, it follows

∫

T
E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ̂(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4
]

dt ≤ 12
k∑

i=1

(
n

ni

)4
ni + 3

(ni − 1)3

∫

T
γ̂i(t, t)4 dt

P−→ 0

as n → ∞ and, thus,
∫

T
E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4
]

≤ 16
∫

T
E∗
[∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂P(t, t) − Σ̂(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4
]

dt + 16
∫

T

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣Σ̂(t, t) − Σ(t, t)

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
∣∣∣
4

dt

P−→ 0
(S21)

as n → ∞ by (S20).
Combining (S19) and (S21) in (S18), we get

E∗
out

[∫

T

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(

HΣ̂P(t, t)H⊤
)+

−
(
HΣ(t, t)H⊤)+

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

dt

]
P−→ 0

as n → ∞. Together with (S15)–(S17), it follows

P∗
out
(
DP

n (H) > ε
) P−→ 0

as n → ∞ for all ε > 0 and, thus, (S14).

With minor adjustments, the proofs of Theorem 3 and 4 can be obtained analogously as the proofs of
Theorem 1 and 2, respectively.

Proof of Theorem 3. Lemma S2 provides that Σ̂ converges uniformly over {(t, t) ∈ T 2 | t ∈ T } in probability
to Σ. Furthermore, Lemma S3 ensures the convergence in distribution of

√
n(Hη̂− c) to z. By the continuous

mapping theorem, it suffices to show that the map

g : Lr
2(T ) × D → (R+

0 ∪ {∞})R, g(x̃, Σ̃) :=
(∫

T
x̃⊤

ℓ (t)
(

HℓΣ̃(t)H⊤
ℓ

)+
x̃ℓ(t) dt

)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}

is continuous on Lr
2(T )×{Σ} with D as in the proof of Theorem 1. This holds whenever its component functions

are continuous. The continuity of the component functions follows analogously as in the proof of Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 4. By Lemma S4 and the subsequence criterion, every subsequence has a further subse-
quence such that

√
nHη̂P converges in distribution almost surely along the subsequence to z in Lr

2(T ). Applying
the continuous mapping theorem yields that

(∫

T
n
(
Hℓη

P(t)
)⊤ (HℓΣ(t, t)H⊤

ℓ

)+ Hℓη̂
P(t) dt

)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}
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converges in distribution almost surely along the latter subsequence to
(∫

T z⊤
ℓ (t)(HℓΣ(t, t)H⊤

ℓ )+zℓ(t) dt
)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}.
Hence, by applying the subsequence criterion again, it follows

(∫

T
n
(
Hℓη̂

P(t)
)⊤ (HℓΣ(t, t)H⊤

ℓ

)+ Hℓη̂
P(t) dt

)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}

d∗
−→

(∫

T
z⊤

ℓ (t)(HℓΣ(t, t)H⊤
ℓ )+zℓ(t) dt

)

ℓ∈{1,...,R}

as n → ∞.
Consequently, it remains to show

DP
n (Hℓ) =

∣∣∣∣T P
n (Hℓ) −

∫

T
n
(
Hℓη̂

P(t)
)⊤ (HℓΣ(t, t)H⊤

ℓ

)+ Hℓη̂
P(t) dt

∣∣∣∣
P ∗
−−→ 0

as n → ∞ for all ℓ ∈ {1, ..., R}. This can be shown analogously as in the proof of Theorem 2.

S3. More Details on the Data Examples

In this section, we first present the plots of the empirical covariance functions for Example 1 based on the
chlorine concentration data (Section S3.1) and for Example 2 based on the electrocardiogram data (Section S3.2).
For the chlorine concentration data, the sample covariance functions seem to be very similar, which can not be
said for the electrocardiogram data. To verify these issues, we used the tests for equality of covariance functions
by [3, 4]. The results are presented in Table S1 and confirm our observations.

Table S1: P-values of tests for equality of covariance functions by Guo et al. (2018, Tmax,rp) and by Guo et al. (2019, GPFnv ,
GPFrp, Fmax,rp) for chlorine concentration and electrocardiogram data

Data set Tmax,rp GPFnv GPFrp Fmax,rp

Chlorine concentration 0.515 0.310 0.401 0.427
Electrocardiogram 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Now we describe and present the results of the simulation studies based on both real data examples. To
mimic the data given in the sets, we generated the simulation data from the multivariate normal distribution
with the following specifications:

• the samples sizes from the data example, i.e., ni = 25, i = 1, 2, 3 for the chlorine concentration data, and
n1 = 292, n2 = 177, n3 = 10, and n4 = 19 for the electrocardiogram data,

• for checking the type-I error control, in each group, the mean and covariance matrix were set to the sample
mean function and sample covariance function of the pooled data,

• for power investigation, the mean and covariance matrix in the i-th group was equal to the sample mean
function and sample covariance function for the i-th sample from the data set.

We have calculated the empirical FWER, sizes and powers for multiple contrast tests. We considered the
Tukey-type contrast matrix. The results of these simulation studies are presented in Sections S3.3-S3.4.
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S3.1. Plots of the Empirical Covariances – Example 1
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Fig. S1: Empirical covariance functions for the chlorine concentration data
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S3.2. Plots of the Empirical Covariances – Example 2
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Fig. S2: Empirical covariance functions for the electrocardiogram data
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S3.3. Simulation Study inspired by Example 1

Table S2: Empirical FWER, sizes and powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts in the simulation
based on the chlorine concentration data (H0,1 : η1 ≡ η2, H0,2 : η1 ≡ η3, H0,3 : η2 ≡ η3)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
FWER 4.95 4.95 6.35 5.15 4.20 4.80 5.35

Empirical sizes H0,1 2.10 1.65 2.20 1.80 1.55 1.50 1.70
H0,2 2.20 2.10 2.80 2.00 1.75 2.10 2.35
H0,3 1.10 1.55 2.05 1.80 1.30 1.45 1.60

Empirical powers H0,1 70.20 66.10 40.70 35.00 54.30 65.95 67.10
H0,2 26.90 16.65 10.25 7.60 17.50 15.90 17.35
H0,3 30.10 26.95 28.55 25.10 21.00 27.65 28.75

S3.4. Simulation Study inspired by Example 2

Table S3: Empirical FWER, sizes and powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts in the simulation
based on the electrocardiogram data (H0,1 : η1 ≡ η2, H0,2 : η1 ≡ η3, H0,3 : η1 ≡ η4, H0,4 : η2 ≡ η3, H0,5 : η2 ≡ η4, H0,6 : η3 ≡ η4)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
FWER 57.50 35.80 6.90 3.40 5.20 3.75 5.45

Empirical sizes H0,1 1.05 0.70 0.90 0.85 0.60 0.85 1.20
H0,2 26.15 17.90 2.45 0.45 1.45 1.00 1.45
H0,3 26.95 16.30 2.45 1.55 1.00 1.35 1.90
H0,4 38.65 21.45 2.20 0.35 1.65 1.00 1.30
H0,5 14.30 10.55 2.45 1.25 0.90 1.00 1.90
H0,6 2.35 1.85 1.45 0.60 1.05 0.95 1.45

Empirical powers H0,1 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
H0,2 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.65 100.00 99.30 99.90
H0,3 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.60 100.00 100.00 100.00
H0,4 100.00 100.00 85.00 45.05 97.25 55.30 65.75
H0,5 93.90 89.60 71.15 60.00 69.20 55.60 62.15
H0,6 99.85 57.50 76.25 53.55 96.50 40.85 49.45

S4. Detailed Results from the Simulation Study

In this section, we present all alternative hypotheses considered and the results of the simulation studies.
The scenarios in the six alternative hypotheses are as follows:

A1. µ1(t) = µ2(t) = µ3(t) = 0 and µ4(t) = 2 t−1
J−1 ,

A2. µ1(t) = µ2(t) = µ3(t) = 0 and µ4(t) = 1.5,

A3. µ1(t) = 0, µ2(t) = 0.75, µ3(t) = 1.5 and µ4(t) = 2.25,

A4. µ1(t) = 0, µ2(t) = t−1
J−1 , µ3(t) = 2 t−1

J−1 and µ4(t) = 3 t−1
J−1 ,

A5. µ1(t) = µ2(t) = µ3(t) = 0 and µ4(t) = 2 J−t
J ,

A6. µ1(t) = 0, µ2(t) = J−t
J , µ3(t) = 2 J−t

J and µ4(t) = 3 J−t
J

for all t ∈ [0, 1].
The results of the simulation studies are presented in tables and figures. The lists of them are given on the

next page (Sections S4.1-S4.2). The results for the usual simulation (i.e., without scaling function) are depicted
in Section S4.3, while those with scaling function are given in Section S4.4. In column H in the tables, Hi

represents the i-th hypothesis for given kind of contrasts, i.e.,

• for Dunnett contrasts: H0,1 : η1 ≡ η2, H0,2 : η1 ≡ η3, H0,3 : η2 ≡ η3,

• for Tukey contrasts: H0,1 : η1 ≡ η2, H0,2 : η1 ≡ η3, H0,3 : η1 ≡ η4, H0,4 : η2 ≡ η3, H0,5 : η2 ≡ η4,
H0,6 : η3 ≡ η4.

Moreover, the column D denotes the distribution of the generated data, i.e., N - the normal distribution, t - the
t5-distribution and χ2 - the χ2

t -distribution.
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S4.3. Results without Scaling Function

Table S4: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts (D - distribution,
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - het-
eroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.20 3.15 4.85 3.00 6.00 2.85 3.70

H0,1 1.40 1.15 1.80 0.95 2.05 1.20 1.55
H0,2 1.70 1.55 2.20 1.30 2.05 1.40 1.70
H0,3 1.45 1.20 2.00 1.25 2.60 1.00 1.35

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 3.15 1.85 5.60 3.95 5.85 4.30 4.80
H0,1 2.20 1.20 2.35 1.45 2.00 1.55 1.90
H0,2 0.90 0.60 1.70 1.15 2.65 1.40 1.50
H0,3 0.35 0.10 2.15 1.65 1.45 1.70 1.85

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.90 8.80 4.40 2.25 5.65 2.40 3.70
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Table S4: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts (D - distribution,
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - het-
eroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
H0,1 1.75 2.15 2.35 1.25 1.90 1.25 1.90
H0,2 4.00 2.85 1.45 0.85 2.05 1.00 1.45
H0,3 9.75 6.65 1.75 0.70 2.20 1.00 1.25

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.80 3.55 3.90 3.15 5.05 3.45 4.05
H0,1 1.95 1.60 1.85 1.50 1.90 1.40 1.70
H0,2 1.75 1.40 1.55 1.25 2.10 1.30 1.55
H0,3 1.75 1.15 1.35 1.10 1.50 1.30 1.50

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.40 1.45 4.75 3.90 5.40 3.90 4.30
H0,1 0.80 0.75 1.85 1.40 1.75 1.40 1.45
H0,2 0.35 0.55 1.90 1.65 2.25 1.45 1.65
H0,3 0.25 0.25 1.65 1.45 1.70 1.50 1.70

N (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.35 10.25 3.45 2.60 4.45 2.85 4.15
H0,1 2.10 1.55 1.50 1.20 1.90 1.20 1.90
H0,2 3.55 3.40 1.75 1.25 1.60 1.25 1.75
H0,3 8.80 8.55 1.55 1.10 1.75 1.35 1.95

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.20 4.35 4.45 3.80 4.70 4.35 5.30
H0,1 1.85 1.65 1.85 1.60 2.10 1.75 2.15
H0,2 1.65 1.50 1.40 1.25 1.60 1.45 1.80
H0,3 1.45 1.80 2.00 1.60 1.35 1.85 2.30

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.80 1.20 4.00 3.65 3.90 3.80 3.95
H0,1 1.25 0.75 1.45 1.20 1.05 1.20 1.25
H0,2 0.45 0.45 1.10 1.05 1.50 1.25 1.35
H0,3 0.10 0.00 1.75 1.70 1.45 1.50 1.55

N (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.30 10.90 3.75 3.40 4.50 3.10 4.90
H0,1 1.90 1.65 1.30 1.10 1.80 1.15 1.75
H0,2 3.70 4.05 2.10 1.80 1.70 1.45 2.45
H0,3 9.95 8.35 1.55 1.30 1.40 1.50 2.30

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.05 3.25 4.20 2.45 4.55 2.90 3.40
H0,1 1.20 1.05 1.80 0.75 1.35 0.90 1.15
H0,2 1.50 1.45 1.60 0.90 1.95 0.90 1.30
H0,3 1.65 1.40 1.60 1.20 1.65 1.40 1.55

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.65 1.55 4.65 2.95 4.25 3.25 3.60
H0,1 1.35 1.00 1.85 1.00 1.50 1.30 1.35
H0,2 0.80 0.45 1.45 0.90 1.55 1.20 1.30
H0,3 0.55 0.20 1.80 1.35 1.45 1.05 1.30

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.80 9.30 3.25 1.75 5.55 2.05 3.30
H0,1 1.90 1.45 1.30 0.60 1.85 0.80 1.40
H0,2 4.85 3.50 1.50 0.70 1.90 0.75 1.40
H0,3 8.70 6.95 1.35 0.80 2.25 0.90 1.30

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.70 3.50 4.10 3.35 4.65 3.10 4.10
H0,1 1.30 1.30 1.55 1.20 1.50 1.25 1.55
H0,2 2.00 1.40 1.70 1.30 1.85 1.20 1.60
H0,3 1.80 1.25 1.20 1.05 1.55 1.10 1.45

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.85 1.40 4.35 3.60 5.15 4.00 4.25
H0,1 1.10 0.95 1.30 1.15 1.75 1.20 1.30
H0,2 0.60 0.35 1.55 1.20 1.75 1.45 1.60
H0,3 0.20 0.15 1.75 1.45 1.80 1.55 1.60

t (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.90 10.10 3.25 2.40 4.50 2.50 3.75
H0,1 2.05 1.40 1.10 0.90 1.35 1.05 1.45
H0,2 4.45 3.80 1.60 1.15 1.80 1.20 1.70
H0,3 9.30 8.10 1.45 1.00 1.65 0.95 1.50

t (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.25 4.15 4.40 3.95 4.20 3.90 4.50
H0,1 1.65 1.85 2.05 1.90 1.90 1.85 2.20
H0,2 1.80 1.50 1.70 1.50 1.20 1.50 1.65
H0,3 1.35 1.45 1.45 1.30 1.40 1.35 1.60

t (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.25 1.30 4.25 3.85 3.95 3.95 4.45
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Table S4: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts (D - distribution,
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - het-
eroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
H0,1 1.15 0.90 1.50 1.40 0.95 1.35 1.50
H0,2 0.85 0.35 1.40 1.30 1.70 1.30 1.40
H0,3 0.25 0.05 1.60 1.30 1.40 1.50 1.75

t (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.55 10.40 4.15 3.60 4.00 3.75 4.75
H0,1 1.65 1.95 1.70 1.35 1.40 1.40 1.80
H0,2 3.80 3.80 1.90 1.80 1.60 1.65 2.25
H0,3 8.55 7.80 1.40 1.20 1.25 1.55 2.05

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.10 3.25 4.90 3.05 6.15 2.95 3.90
H0,1 1.80 1.35 1.90 1.25 1.75 1.15 1.60
H0,2 1.20 1.35 1.95 1.05 2.45 1.10 1.30
H0,3 1.45 1.05 1.70 0.95 2.65 1.05 1.45

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.05 1.60 5.20 3.35 5.40 3.55 4.15
H0,1 1.10 1.15 2.25 1.55 2.00 1.55 1.75
H0,2 0.80 0.35 1.50 0.85 1.90 1.00 1.10
H0,3 0.20 0.15 1.90 1.00 1.75 1.15 1.45

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.50 8.85 3.75 2.20 5.65 2.15 3.30
H0,1 2.20 1.35 1.70 1.00 1.45 0.75 1.60
H0,2 4.30 2.80 1.80 1.10 2.30 1.15 1.65
H0,3 9.60 7.40 1.70 0.90 2.90 1.10 1.35

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.20 3.80 4.60 3.85 5.15 4.10 4.65
H0,1 1.40 1.25 1.70 1.35 1.80 1.55 1.80
H0,2 1.60 1.70 2.10 1.80 1.90 1.65 1.95
H0,3 1.75 1.60 1.90 1.45 1.80 1.50 1.70

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.80 1.30 4.40 3.75 4.15 3.90 4.20
H0,1 0.85 0.80 1.40 1.15 1.50 1.20 1.35
H0,2 0.75 0.25 1.70 1.25 1.70 1.35 1.45
H0,3 0.25 0.25 1.55 1.50 1.20 1.45 1.50

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.85 9.85 3.35 2.80 5.30 2.95 4.20
H0,1 1.95 1.65 1.35 1.00 1.95 1.15 1.65
H0,2 4.75 3.90 1.70 1.30 1.80 1.45 2.35
H0,3 8.95 7.75 1.40 1.25 1.95 1.30 1.90

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.45 4.00 4.15 3.60 4.05 4.20 5.15
H0,1 1.65 1.70 2.05 1.80 1.40 1.85 2.25
H0,2 1.75 1.35 1.30 1.15 1.20 1.20 1.65
H0,3 1.60 1.45 1.45 1.20 1.70 1.60 1.80

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.55 1.55 4.70 4.05 4.00 3.55 4.05
H0,1 1.00 0.80 1.35 1.15 1.45 0.95 1.10
H0,2 0.30 0.50 1.80 1.55 1.45 1.40 1.45
H0,3 0.25 0.25 1.85 1.55 1.25 1.45 1.75

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.40 10.55 3.45 3.15 4.10 3.15 4.55
H0,1 2.40 1.30 1.50 1.45 1.15 1.15 1.80
H0,2 4.55 3.95 1.50 1.30 1.95 1.50 2.45
H0,3 9.15 8.20 1.55 1.45 1.70 1.55 1.90
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Fig. S3: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts for
homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S4: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts for
different distributions
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Table S5: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2) and powers (H0,3) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the Dunnett
constrasts (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.35 1.35 2.05 0.95 2.35 1.45 1.70

H0,2 1.70 1.05 1.70 0.75 2.05 1.00 1.25
H0,3 82.65 89.55 85.50 78.95 74.70 86.70 89.25

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.15 0.70 1.75 1.10 1.55 1.25 1.45
H0,2 0.55 0.50 2.05 1.60 2.20 1.60 1.85
H0,3 24.40 28.75 56.45 49.35 45.40 58.35 60.85

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.30 1.85 2.15 1.25 2.05 1.25 1.95
H0,2 3.45 3.20 1.60 0.75 2.00 0.80 1.50
H0,3 66.55 68.20 34.90 24.55 29.30 32.25 39.00

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.65 0.95 2.10 1.10 2.05 1.20 1.40
H0,2 1.80 1.05 1.40 0.90 1.75 1.00 1.35
H0,3 53.05 60.25 56.05 46.95 47.10 56.90 61.35

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.40 0.75 1.60 1.10 1.95 0.90 0.95
H0,2 0.60 0.45 1.85 1.25 1.60 1.15 1.25
H0,3 9.60 9.50 29.45 24.75 23.55 30.10 31.75

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.65 1.95 2.20 1.30 2.45 1.40 1.90
H0,2 3.65 2.90 1.75 0.80 2.10 1.00 1.30
H0,3 43.70 44.00 16.85 10.70 14.45 14.55 18.50

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.55 1.00 1.50 0.75 1.70 1.15 1.35
H0,2 1.95 0.85 1.40 0.80 1.80 0.75 1.10
H0,3 82.15 88.60 83.30 78.00 74.50 85.20 87.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.15 0.85 1.50 0.95 1.65 1.00 1.20
H0,2 0.85 0.20 1.85 1.15 1.60 1.05 1.20
H0,3 23.10 25.25 54.50 48.75 47.65 57.65 60.05

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.80 1.80 1.50 0.85 2.10 1.30 1.65
H0,2 4.05 3.25 1.60 0.90 2.20 1.20 1.70
H0,3 66.40 67.85 35.70 26.45 31.10 33.50 39.25
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Fig. S5: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the Dunnett
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S6: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the Dunnett
constrasts and different distributions
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Table S6: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2) and powers (H0,3) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the Dunnett
constrasts (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.80 1.45 2.20 1.35 2.30 1.65 2.00

H0,2 1.70 1.00 1.80 0.90 1.70 1.10 1.20
H0,3 80.20 98.50 97.85 96.75 91.95 98.10 98.50

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.25 1.05 1.55 1.10 1.90 1.25 1.35
H0,2 0.85 0.40 1.75 1.30 1.90 1.40 1.55
H0,3 21.50 58.55 84.15 79.50 66.00 84.30 85.20

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.90 1.55 1.80 1.10 1.75 1.25 1.65
H0,2 4.05 3.40 1.80 0.80 2.35 1.05 1.50
H0,3 68.05 85.10 61.20 49.35 43.90 56.40 62.85

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 2.00 1.15 1.55 1.10 2.10 1.30 1.35
H0,2 2.00 1.45 2.35 1.25 1.90 1.35 1.60
H0,3 52.20 86.35 83.55 77.90 68.05 83.20 87.10

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.80 0.70 1.15 0.70 2.05 0.80 0.90
H0,2 0.75 0.50 1.50 1.10 1.90 1.05 1.20
H0,3 11.00 27.75 56.05 50.40 41.60 55.75 57.80

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.95 1.90 2.05 1.05 2.15 1.40 2.20
H0,2 4.10 2.90 1.50 0.95 2.10 0.90 1.50
H0,3 49.15 64.10 34.75 26.00 25.30 30.85 37.00

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.95 1.05 1.90 1.10 1.25 1.10 1.30
H0,2 1.55 1.60 1.85 1.10 2.00 1.45 1.85
H0,3 81.25 98.30 96.25 94.40 90.65 96.35 97.20

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.40 0.75 1.75 1.05 1.75 0.85 0.90
H0,2 0.90 0.40 1.75 1.35 1.90 1.20 1.30
H0,3 20.30 60.80 84.75 80.45 67.70 86.05 86.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.10 1.75 1.30 0.75 1.70 1.15 1.80
H0,2 4.15 2.60 1.35 0.65 2.30 0.75 0.95
H0,3 71.10 86.50 61.65 53.35 51.90 59.65 65.40
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Fig. S7: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the Dunnett
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S8: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the Dunnett
constrasts and different distributions
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Table S7: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Dunnett constrasts (D - distri-
bution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) -
heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 14.90 26.90 29.70 23.05 19.85 25.95 29.05

H0,2 76.10 97.45 96.85 94.80 88.65 96.80 97.55
H0,3 99.75 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 9.50 17.25 23.15 17.80 14.80 20.65 22.15
H0,2 37.00 76.95 86.85 82.65 72.40 86.90 88.30
H0,3 70.35 98.70 99.70 99.65 98.05 99.75 99.80

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 7.15 8.65 8.85 5.95 7.20 6.70 9.40
H0,2 45.05 68.90 53.65 44.10 37.85 51.35 58.40
H0,3 95.90 99.80 96.90 93.65 84.80 96.35 97.85

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 8.75 14.95 16.90 12.65 11.40 13.80 16.50
H0,2 48.30 80.90 78.10 73.10 63.40 78.70 82.20
H0,3 94.00 99.70 99.25 98.85 97.30 99.60 99.70

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 6.65 9.05 12.50 8.80 9.25 10.25 11.25
H0,2 19.10 42.75 59.85 53.20 43.45 59.90 61.75
H0,3 37.40 80.75 93.95 92.75 85.25 94.75 95.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 4.75 5.15 5.15 3.40 5.15 3.90 5.45
H0,2 27.35 44.35 30.80 22.95 22.95 27.65 33.70
H0,3 82.40 94.65 77.55 68.90 63.25 76.15 82.15

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 15.95 29.30 32.00 25.25 21.85 29.25 32.30
H0,2 76.85 97.05 94.95 92.60 87.50 95.55 96.30
H0,3 99.75 100.00 99.95 99.80 99.80 100.00 100.00

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 9.45 14.75 21.70 16.30 15.45 18.60 20.15
H0,2 37.55 77.15 85.65 81.60 71.70 85.85 86.90
H0,3 70.00 99.10 99.85 99.60 97.60 99.90 100.00

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 6.80 9.25 9.70 6.60 8.80 8.10 10.25
H0,2 47.95 70.30 55.30 46.65 42.75 53.60 59.35
H0,3 96.25 99.25 93.95 89.90 84.80 94.40 95.85
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Fig. S9: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Dunnett
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S10: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the
Dunnett constrasts and different distributions
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Table S8: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Dunnett constrasts (D - distri-
bution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) -
heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 12.95 13.75 16.20 11.10 12.65 13.55 15.65

H0,2 77.15 85.55 82.25 75.00 70.50 83.75 86.85
H0,3 99.80 100.00 99.85 99.80 98.90 100.00 100.00

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 8.70 8.50 12.40 8.95 9.30 10.75 11.70
H0,2 37.20 44.05 60.80 52.90 49.90 62.20 64.65
H0,3 77.40 85.25 96.25 94.15 89.05 97.65 98.00

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 6.10 5.10 5.25 3.40 5.00 4.35 5.60
H0,2 43.05 46.15 31.00 21.60 24.30 28.60 35.15
H0,3 95.95 97.70 81.65 71.10 66.10 81.50 86.85

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 7.70 7.00 8.30 6.25 8.00 7.05 8.40
H0,2 47.05 53.45 49.30 42.65 40.70 49.70 54.10
H0,3 94.10 96.80 93.95 90.85 87.90 95.25 96.65

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 4.80 4.75 7.15 4.75 6.05 6.20 6.95
H0,2 17.85 20.05 32.40 26.25 26.00 32.50 34.05
H0,3 40.60 47.65 73.60 69.30 62.50 76.10 77.70

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.60 3.40 3.50 2.00 3.25 2.45 3.60
H0,2 25.15 26.15 16.00 10.70 13.10 13.85 17.85
H0,3 79.95 81.75 49.95 38.70 41.95 48.00 55.60

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 13.45 14.35 15.90 11.45 13.05 13.90 16.40
H0,2 78.30 84.60 79.30 73.40 71.40 82.15 85.00
H0,3 99.85 100.00 99.55 99.25 98.65 99.75 99.80

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 8.05 8.45 12.60 9.30 9.40 11.15 12.10
H0,2 38.85 44.40 61.00 53.75 49.15 61.25 63.40
H0,3 76.45 86.35 95.25 93.55 88.55 97.15 97.35

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 5.70 5.40 6.00 3.80 4.75 4.85 6.20
H0,2 44.75 49.40 32.75 25.10 28.40 31.75 37.55
H0,3 95.95 96.50 77.40 68.90 68.70 79.15 84.05
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Fig. S11: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the
Dunnett constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S12: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the
Dunnett constrasts and different distributions
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Table S9: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2) and powers (H0,3) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the Dunnett
constrasts (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.30 1.35 2.25 1.40 2.55 1.50 1.80

H0,2 2.10 1.25 2.45 1.40 1.95 1.40 1.85
H0,3 79.00 86.10 82.70 76.60 71.00 83.25 86.25

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.45 0.70 1.50 0.90 2.35 0.85 0.85
H0,2 1.20 0.75 2.65 1.65 2.45 1.85 2.00
H0,3 21.70 25.40 53.35 47.10 43.45 55.60 57.75

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.95 1.85 2.55 1.20 2.05 1.10 2.10
H0,2 4.65 3.50 1.70 1.05 2.20 1.20 1.80
H0,3 66.10 68.15 33.55 23.20 27.70 30.65 37.20

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.65 1.40 2.00 1.05 1.85 1.25 1.60
H0,2 1.65 1.00 1.45 0.70 2.05 0.85 1.30
H0,3 51.20 58.05 56.00 47.65 45.95 55.30 59.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.50 1.05 1.80 1.00 1.95 1.20 1.35
H0,2 0.60 0.30 1.45 1.05 1.90 1.10 1.25
H0,3 9.75 9.15 25.85 21.50 22.00 26.05 27.50

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.30 1.60 1.40 0.75 1.95 1.10 1.80
H0,2 3.70 3.25 1.45 0.90 2.10 1.05 1.55
H0,3 44.50 44.15 15.55 10.70 15.05 14.20 18.05

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 2.05 1.35 1.45 1.00 2.10 1.35 1.55
H0,2 1.25 0.90 1.50 0.80 2.00 0.95 1.15
H0,3 82.75 87.75 81.20 75.05 73.20 83.65 85.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.55 0.85 1.70 1.05 2.10 1.15 1.25
H0,2 0.85 0.45 2.10 1.25 1.85 1.65 1.85
H0,3 19.85 21.50 52.75 47.35 42.75 55.75 57.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.00 1.70 1.95 1.25 1.80 1.10 1.85
H0,2 4.30 3.70 2.00 1.25 2.65 1.50 2.00
H0,3 65.55 67.05 34.90 25.95 33.55 33.90 39.85
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Fig. S13: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the
Dunnett constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S14: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the
Dunnett constrasts and different distributions
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Table S10: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Dunnett constrasts (D - distri-
bution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) -
heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 10.90 12.45 14.60 9.80 11.75 12.20 14.70

H0,2 73.70 81.15 78.95 70.90 66.90 80.30 83.00
H0,3 100.00 99.95 99.90 99.75 98.90 99.90 99.95

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 6.10 6.65 10.00 7.05 8.45 8.20 9.10
H0,2 36.45 41.55 57.20 50.50 46.10 57.55 59.80
H0,3 72.75 82.15 95.55 93.60 87.90 96.60 97.10

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 5.20 4.65 4.85 3.30 4.40 3.75 5.15
H0,2 40.30 45.65 29.70 20.65 23.90 25.45 32.25
H0,3 94.95 96.35 80.20 69.85 64.90 80.50 84.65

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 7.25 7.45 8.85 5.35 6.95 7.20 8.70
H0,2 46.85 54.25 51.00 43.70 41.25 51.95 55.60
H0,3 92.90 96.25 93.00 90.20 86.55 94.40 95.80

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.00 4.70 6.65 4.85 5.45 5.80 6.40
H0,2 17.75 18.35 32.65 26.45 24.35 32.30 34.00
H0,3 39.75 45.00 71.15 67.10 60.70 74.40 75.70

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 5.30 4.10 3.80 2.30 3.45 2.90 4.45
H0,2 25.00 26.45 16.65 11.60 13.10 14.35 17.95
H0,3 78.15 80.95 47.30 36.50 38.95 45.25 51.65

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 11.95 10.85 14.05 9.50 12.85 11.55 13.75
H0,2 75.45 82.35 77.05 69.55 67.75 79.85 82.70
H0,3 99.80 99.95 99.30 98.55 98.20 99.55 99.75

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 8.15 7.55 11.55 8.65 9.35 10.05 11.25
H0,2 35.10 40.90 57.00 50.65 47.20 58.80 60.55
H0,3 75.45 84.15 95.00 93.05 87.65 96.35 97.00

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 6.60 5.40 5.55 3.70 5.40 4.40 6.25
H0,2 44.00 47.35 31.05 24.15 31.05 30.30 36.40
H0,3 94.70 95.70 76.30 66.80 69.30 77.75 82.90
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Fig. S15: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the
Dunnett constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S16: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the
Dunnett constrasts and different distributions
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Table S11: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribution,
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - het-
eroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.50 3.35 5.25 2.90 5.95 3.65 4.25

H0,1 0.70 0.55 1.00 0.55 1.00 0.80 0.90
H0,2 0.95 0.65 1.30 0.60 1.10 0.65 0.95
H0,3 0.75 0.55 1.00 0.60 1.70 0.70 0.75
H0,4 0.80 0.65 0.80 0.50 1.05 0.65 0.80
H0,5 1.05 0.90 1.00 0.50 0.75 0.75 0.80
H0,6 0.80 0.75 1.05 0.80 0.90 0.80 0.95

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 3.65 2.10 5.15 3.60 5.70 3.65 4.65
H0,1 1.15 0.55 1.30 1.00 1.00 0.75 1.00
H0,2 0.45 0.20 0.90 0.65 1.20 0.95 0.95
H0,3 0.15 0.10 1.45 1.00 0.80 0.60 0.85
H0,4 0.90 0.60 1.10 0.55 1.05 0.75 0.85
H0,5 0.60 0.15 0.70 0.35 0.90 0.50 0.75
H0,6 0.80 0.55 0.60 0.50 0.95 0.60 0.85

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.65 8.60 4.85 2.90 6.00 3.05 3.75
H0,1 0.60 0.80 1.20 0.60 1.15 0.60 0.85
H0,2 2.40 1.85 0.90 0.55 0.95 0.55 0.65
H0,3 6.15 4.40 0.80 0.30 1.20 0.45 0.55
H0,4 1.00 1.05 1.15 0.80 0.85 0.80 1.05
H0,5 2.25 1.95 0.90 0.55 1.60 0.60 0.80
H0,6 1.05 1.00 0.90 0.60 0.80 0.65 0.75

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 5.25 4.30 4.70 3.80 5.40 4.40 4.80
H0,1 0.95 1.00 1.05 0.95 1.20 0.90 1.00
H0,2 1.05 0.95 1.00 0.80 1.15 0.80 0.85
H0,3 0.95 0.60 0.75 0.60 0.95 0.70 0.70
H0,4 0.90 0.70 0.95 0.80 1.10 1.15 1.15
H0,5 1.20 0.90 0.80 0.60 1.35 0.85 0.90
H0,6 0.85 1.10 1.10 0.85 0.45 0.90 1.15

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.40 2.20 5.10 4.15 4.85 3.80 4.30
H0,1 0.30 0.45 1.05 0.80 0.90 0.60 0.80
H0,2 0.20 0.30 1.15 1.00 1.00 0.75 0.85
H0,3 0.15 0.10 1.05 0.90 0.95 0.80 0.90
H0,4 0.90 1.00 1.45 1.25 1.00 1.20 1.25
H0,5 0.45 0.20 0.55 0.40 0.75 0.45 0.55
H0,6 0.60 0.45 0.85 0.60 0.70 0.55 0.65

N (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 10.90 10.15 4.70 3.70 5.15 3.55 4.70
H0,1 1.15 1.10 1.05 0.75 0.85 0.90 1.15
H0,2 2.00 1.70 1.00 0.70 0.50 0.75 0.90
H0,3 5.80 5.40 1.05 0.65 1.10 0.65 0.80
H0,4 1.30 1.20 1.00 0.75 1.20 0.85 1.05
H0,5 2.30 2.60 1.15 1.00 1.20 0.85 1.30
H0,6 1.05 0.95 1.00 0.85 0.70 0.75 0.90

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.65 4.40 4.40 4.00 4.40 4.60 5.25
H0,1 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.80 1.05 0.95 1.10
H0,2 0.90 0.65 0.55 0.50 0.75 0.70 0.80
H0,3 0.70 1.05 1.05 0.85 0.70 1.05 1.20
H0,4 0.90 0.75 0.85 0.75 0.75 0.90 1.05
H0,5 1.25 0.85 0.90 0.85 0.90 0.80 0.95
H0,6 0.85 0.70 0.75 0.75 0.60 0.75 0.80

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.90 2.15 4.35 4.00 4.70 3.90 4.60
H0,1 0.60 0.50 0.55 0.55 0.50 0.60 0.65
H0,2 0.20 0.15 0.75 0.70 0.95 0.65 0.80
H0,3 0.05 0.00 0.90 0.75 0.70 0.90 1.05
H0,4 0.85 0.60 0.85 0.80 0.80 0.70 0.95
H0,5 0.35 0.40 1.05 0.85 1.05 0.80 0.95
H0,6 1.00 0.55 0.70 0.75 0.95 0.75 0.90
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Table S11: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribution,
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - het-
eroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 10.45 9.35 4.40 3.80 3.85 3.20 4.30

H0,1 1.15 1.15 0.95 0.90 0.90 0.70 0.80
H0,2 2.25 2.20 1.05 0.75 0.90 0.60 0.80
H0,3 6.65 4.95 0.70 0.55 0.65 0.70 1.15
H0,4 1.15 1.00 0.85 0.70 0.80 0.60 0.75
H0,5 1.35 2.10 0.85 0.85 0.45 0.65 0.85
H0,6 0.95 0.95 0.80 0.80 0.55 0.70 1.10

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.30 3.45 4.00 2.85 4.90 3.00 3.60
H0,1 0.55 0.50 0.70 0.45 0.60 0.40 0.45
H0,2 0.55 0.75 0.90 0.55 0.75 0.45 0.60
H0,3 0.90 0.85 1.15 0.90 1.00 0.75 0.75
H0,4 0.80 0.70 0.65 0.50 1.15 0.65 0.65
H0,5 0.95 0.60 0.80 0.55 0.90 0.60 0.80
H0,6 0.85 0.40 0.35 0.25 1.10 0.45 0.65

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.90 1.90 4.10 2.80 4.00 3.20 3.60
H0,1 0.70 0.40 0.95 0.55 0.75 0.60 0.70
H0,2 0.40 0.25 0.65 0.60 0.50 0.65 0.75
H0,3 0.25 0.15 0.90 0.55 0.80 0.85 0.95
H0,4 0.65 0.45 0.70 0.45 0.75 0.55 0.60
H0,5 0.45 0.25 0.90 0.55 0.85 0.40 0.50
H0,6 0.70 0.70 0.80 0.60 0.60 0.75 0.80

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.10 8.65 4.10 2.30 6.20 2.85 3.55
H0,1 1.05 0.65 0.55 0.30 1.00 0.50 0.55
H0,2 3.00 1.30 0.70 0.35 1.05 0.45 0.55
H0,3 5.65 4.45 0.75 0.30 1.40 0.60 0.70
H0,4 1.60 1.10 1.05 0.70 0.90 0.60 0.80
H0,5 2.70 2.00 0.70 0.45 1.15 0.40 0.55
H0,6 1.10 1.10 0.95 0.70 1.10 0.70 0.95

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 3.95 3.30 4.30 3.65 5.10 3.15 3.65
H0,1 0.55 0.65 0.80 0.70 0.80 0.75 0.80
H0,2 0.75 0.65 0.95 0.80 1.05 0.60 0.80
H0,3 0.75 0.50 0.80 0.60 0.75 0.45 0.50
H0,4 0.80 0.65 0.70 0.50 1.05 0.55 0.65
H0,5 0.60 0.50 0.60 0.40 1.00 0.40 0.50
H0,6 0.85 0.85 0.95 1.00 0.80 0.75 0.95

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.95 2.35 4.45 3.70 4.55 3.90 4.80
H0,1 0.45 0.45 0.80 0.60 0.95 0.65 0.85
H0,2 0.25 0.20 0.80 0.55 0.80 0.65 0.70
H0,3 0.15 0.10 1.10 0.85 0.65 0.70 1.00
H0,4 0.80 0.60 0.75 0.70 0.50 0.80 0.85
H0,5 0.70 0.35 0.80 0.70 1.05 0.80 1.10
H0,6 0.90 0.85 0.80 0.75 0.95 0.75 1.00

t (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.55 10.15 3.70 3.10 5.00 2.90 4.25
H0,1 1.10 0.80 0.60 0.60 0.70 0.35 0.70
H0,2 2.20 2.15 0.65 0.45 1.20 0.65 0.75
H0,3 6.05 5.05 0.75 0.45 0.70 0.35 0.65
H0,4 1.20 0.70 0.45 0.35 0.65 0.60 0.65
H0,5 2.00 2.30 0.75 0.70 1.05 0.60 0.95
H0,6 1.75 1.50 1.30 1.15 1.05 0.95 1.40

t (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.70 4.20 4.35 4.10 4.25 4.05 4.45
H0,1 0.90 1.15 1.05 1.20 1.10 1.15 1.20
H0,2 0.80 0.55 0.85 0.80 0.65 0.85 1.00
H0,3 0.60 0.70 0.90 0.60 0.70 0.50 0.65
H0,4 1.05 0.80 0.85 0.85 0.60 0.75 0.75
H0,5 0.50 0.70 0.75 0.80 0.75 0.70 0.85
H0,6 1.35 1.15 1.00 0.90 0.90 1.05 1.20
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Table S11: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribution,
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - het-
eroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
t (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.70 2.25 4.30 4.05 4.10 3.85 4.60

H0,1 0.45 0.55 0.75 0.75 0.60 0.45 0.60
H0,2 0.25 0.10 0.70 0.60 0.85 0.70 0.80
H0,3 0.05 0.00 0.70 0.60 0.65 0.55 0.80
H0,4 1.00 0.85 1.10 1.10 0.70 1.15 1.30
H0,5 0.35 0.30 0.80 0.70 1.00 0.75 0.85
H0,6 0.75 0.70 1.00 0.90 0.60 0.75 0.85

t (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.10 9.80 4.45 3.90 4.05 4.10 5.35
H0,1 1.10 1.05 0.70 0.65 0.40 0.70 0.90
H0,2 2.15 2.35 0.90 0.80 0.85 0.85 1.20
H0,3 5.95 4.55 0.85 0.65 0.50 0.80 1.15
H0,4 0.95 1.00 0.65 0.50 0.75 0.80 0.95
H0,5 1.95 2.05 1.10 0.95 0.80 0.75 0.90
H0,6 1.30 1.40 1.25 1.15 1.10 1.05 1.35

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.90 3.25 4.25 2.60 5.45 3.05 3.55
H0,1 1.00 0.75 1.20 0.75 0.75 0.60 0.70
H0,2 0.60 0.70 0.95 0.35 1.35 0.50 0.75
H0,3 0.90 0.45 0.75 0.40 1.10 0.50 0.60
H0,4 1.25 0.60 0.80 0.45 0.75 0.60 0.80
H0,5 0.70 0.45 0.55 0.30 1.15 0.45 0.45
H0,6 0.80 0.75 0.60 0.60 1.00 0.55 0.70

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.95 2.00 5.40 3.40 4.70 3.35 4.15
H0,1 0.60 0.45 1.45 0.80 0.70 0.75 0.80
H0,2 0.35 0.20 0.85 0.35 0.70 0.35 0.65
H0,3 0.05 0.05 0.75 0.50 1.10 0.55 0.70
H0,4 0.90 0.70 1.05 0.75 1.20 0.85 1.05
H0,5 0.50 0.20 0.85 0.60 0.70 0.55 0.60
H0,6 0.65 0.60 0.90 0.70 0.75 0.70 0.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.35 8.40 4.30 2.55 6.60 2.95 3.95
H0,1 1.25 0.70 1.00 0.50 0.85 0.55 0.60
H0,2 2.10 1.60 1.00 0.40 1.55 0.55 0.85
H0,3 6.50 4.40 1.10 0.30 1.60 0.60 0.85
H0,4 1.60 1.05 1.05 0.75 1.20 0.80 1.10
H0,5 2.00 1.40 0.55 0.35 1.10 0.45 0.65
H0,6 1.40 1.30 0.90 0.70 1.05 0.85 1.10

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.65 3.85 4.35 3.45 5.45 3.40 4.05
H0,1 0.70 0.85 0.90 0.70 0.75 0.70 0.85
H0,2 0.95 1.05 1.00 0.70 1.25 0.70 0.80
H0,3 0.80 0.85 1.00 0.70 1.05 0.80 1.00
H0,4 0.70 0.35 0.55 0.50 0.55 0.35 0.45
H0,5 1.05 0.80 0.70 0.65 1.10 0.60 0.75
H0,6 0.90 0.75 0.85 0.70 0.90 0.75 0.85

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.50 2.00 4.20 3.45 4.45 3.20 4.15
H0,1 0.45 0.40 0.65 0.40 0.70 0.45 0.85
H0,2 0.45 0.20 0.80 0.70 0.95 0.55 0.70
H0,3 0.05 0.15 0.90 0.70 0.80 0.70 0.95
H0,4 0.65 0.45 0.85 0.70 0.65 0.45 0.50
H0,5 0.55 0.25 0.60 0.55 0.85 0.65 0.80
H0,6 0.45 0.65 0.85 0.75 0.85 0.55 0.75

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.85 8.75 3.80 3.00 4.85 3.35 3.65
H0,1 1.15 0.90 0.85 0.60 1.05 0.75 0.90
H0,2 2.60 2.30 0.70 0.55 0.90 0.60 0.70
H0,3 5.75 4.85 0.65 0.50 0.70 0.90 0.95
H0,4 1.15 0.60 0.70 0.40 0.80 0.45 0.45
H0,5 2.45 1.80 0.60 0.45 0.65 0.55 0.65
H0,6 1.25 1.20 1.00 0.90 1.05 0.80 0.85
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Table S11: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribution,
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - het-
eroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.25 4.75 4.35 4.15 4.05 4.50 4.90

H0,1 0.70 1.00 1.15 1.05 0.75 0.90 1.10
H0,2 0.80 0.85 0.75 0.70 0.50 0.70 0.85
H0,3 0.80 1.10 0.90 0.85 1.05 0.90 1.00
H0,4 0.90 0.75 0.85 0.65 0.60 0.95 1.00
H0,5 0.70 0.75 0.50 0.50 1.05 0.90 1.05
H0,6 0.75 1.15 1.10 1.05 0.50 1.10 1.25

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.55 2.10 4.55 4.10 4.05 4.10 4.80
H0,1 0.35 0.35 0.65 0.60 0.65 0.55 0.65
H0,2 0.15 0.10 0.90 0.70 0.85 0.90 1.00
H0,3 0.05 0.20 0.65 0.60 0.60 0.65 0.85
H0,4 1.00 0.80 1.15 1.00 0.45 0.70 0.95
H0,5 0.35 0.25 1.00 0.80 0.75 0.95 1.05
H0,6 0.70 0.70 0.80 0.90 0.80 0.95 1.05

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 10.65 9.45 4.00 3.75 3.75 3.60 4.60
H0,1 1.25 0.90 0.95 0.90 0.50 0.65 0.80
H0,2 2.55 2.20 0.50 0.55 0.90 0.85 1.00
H0,3 5.80 4.85 1.10 1.00 0.80 0.80 1.00
H0,4 1.00 0.95 0.80 0.65 0.60 0.70 0.90
H0,5 1.60 1.90 0.85 0.85 0.40 0.80 0.95
H0,6 0.85 0.85 0.60 0.60 1.05 0.70 0.90

44



Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

2
4

6
8

10
12

All cases

Em
pi

ric
al

 F
W

ER
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

2.
5

3.
0

3.
5

4.
0

4.
5

5.
0

5.
5

6.
0

Homoscedastic case

Em
pi

ric
al

 F
W

ER
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

2
3

4
5

Positive pairing

Em
pi

ric
al

 F
W

ER
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

2
4

6
8

10
12

Negative pairing

Em
pi

ric
al

 F
W

ER
 (%

)

Fig. S17: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts and
homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S18: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts and
different distributions

46



Table S12: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2, H0,4) and powers (H0,3, H0,5, H0,6) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative
A1 for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic
case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.55 0.60 0.95 0.65 1.20 0.65 0.75

H0,2 0.90 0.60 0.70 0.35 1.05 0.30 0.40
H0,3 73.20 82.35 77.90 69.00 64.85 79.25 81.20
H0,4 0.80 1.15 1.20 0.85 1.30 1.00 1.15
H0,5 84.30 92.35 88.50 84.55 76.85 91.50 92.40
H0,6 90.45 96.50 94.35 91.45 83.25 96.65 97.05

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.60 0.25 0.90 0.45 0.55 0.50 0.60
H0,2 0.05 0.20 1.40 0.75 1.10 0.90 1.10
H0,3 15.75 18.55 44.75 37.70 34.75 47.10 49.90
H0,4 0.85 0.55 0.75 0.45 0.85 0.65 0.85
H0,5 28.85 34.15 43.60 37.60 33.10 46.10 49.20
H0,6 34.60 40.70 39.75 35.25 31.80 42.70 45.50

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.10 1.05 1.30 0.60 1.10 0.50 0.80
H0,2 1.90 1.65 0.80 0.40 1.00 0.55 0.55
H0,3 56.05 59.00 24.80 15.25 21.25 23.75 26.55
H0,4 1.75 1.35 1.50 0.80 0.95 1.00 1.10
H0,5 64.95 72.00 51.80 43.85 39.85 53.85 57.85
H0,6 80.75 87.05 79.95 75.40 67.80 84.00 86.65

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.80 0.45 0.85 0.30 1.10 0.50 0.50
H0,2 0.85 0.50 0.80 0.55 0.80 0.60 0.75
H0,3 41.90 49.40 44.95 36.90 35.20 44.85 48.50
H0,4 0.95 1.05 1.00 0.60 0.85 1.05 1.15
H0,5 55.50 63.80 56.65 50.40 45.60 61.30 64.50
H0,6 65.50 72.80 65.35 61.60 54.50 71.15 73.80

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.85 0.30 0.80 0.45 1.00 0.40 0.50
H0,2 0.30 0.15 0.75 0.50 0.75 0.80 0.85
H0,3 5.65 5.50 21.05 16.65 17.00 20.80 22.95
H0,4 0.95 0.60 1.10 0.75 0.85 0.75 0.85
H0,5 11.30 11.85 18.10 14.30 14.60 18.60 20.45
H0,6 16.00 18.15 17.10 14.50 14.25 18.95 21.25

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.35 1.00 1.10 0.45 1.30 0.65 0.90
H0,2 2.55 1.40 0.75 0.35 1.35 0.40 0.50
H0,3 34.30 33.85 10.15 6.70 8.85 8.75 10.75
H0,4 1.05 0.70 0.75 0.50 1.05 0.60 0.85
H0,5 37.80 42.10 24.40 19.35 20.40 25.30 28.55
H0,6 47.60 56.60 46.55 41.35 37.55 50.10 54.60

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.00 0.50 0.65 0.25 1.05 0.45 0.55
H0,2 1.15 0.45 0.55 0.20 0.95 0.45 0.45
H0,3 73.80 83.10 75.75 69.45 65.55 79.00 81.20
H0,4 0.75 0.50 0.60 0.30 0.65 0.45 0.50
H0,5 85.55 92.30 86.90 83.60 76.40 90.30 91.95
H0,6 91.35 95.30 91.05 89.50 84.25 94.60 95.55

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.40 0.45 0.85 0.60 0.85 0.55 0.60
H0,2 0.35 0.05 0.85 0.55 0.80 0.35 0.45
H0,3 14.55 16.75 44.10 38.90 36.45 46.90 49.75
H0,4 0.70 0.70 1.10 0.70 1.40 0.80 0.95
H0,5 27.25 32.05 41.45 37.25 33.45 43.35 46.10
H0,6 32.50 39.20 37.70 33.90 31.10 40.95 43.40

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 0.90 0.90 0.60 0.45 1.00 0.55 0.70
H0,2 2.15 1.90 0.95 0.40 1.30 0.55 0.85
H0,3 56.90 57.65 27.10 19.30 22.25 24.80 27.55
H0,4 0.90 0.70 0.70 0.35 0.95 0.35 0.50
H0,5 64.35 71.20 52.70 44.95 42.00 53.45 57.85
H0,6 80.90 88.75 80.65 77.20 71.20 84.45 87.15
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Fig. S19: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the Tukey
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases

48



Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

All cases

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

Normal distribution

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

t−distribution

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

Chi−square distribution

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fig. S20: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the Tukey
constrasts and different distributions
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Table S13: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2, H0,4) and powers (H0,3, H0,5, H0,6) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative
A2 for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic
case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.65 0.80 1.15 0.70 1.15 0.70 0.95

H0,2 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.45 1.00 0.60 0.65
H0,3 69.90 97.25 96.50 93.80 86.65 96.25 96.60
H0,4 1.45 0.85 1.20 0.80 1.40 0.95 1.15
H0,5 81.70 99.20 99.10 98.35 93.80 99.25 99.45
H0,6 88.60 99.60 99.60 99.35 96.90 99.60 99.70

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.50 0.45 0.95 0.70 0.95 0.80 1.10
H0,2 0.50 0.40 1.15 0.55 1.15 0.75 0.90
H0,3 13.90 47.15 76.90 70.95 55.50 76.50 78.55
H0,4 0.60 0.45 0.90 0.55 0.80 0.55 0.65
H0,5 23.80 61.95 71.95 66.25 53.25 73.00 75.50
H0,6 30.40 66.95 67.35 62.90 47.70 68.25 71.25

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.10 1.00 1.10 0.50 0.95 0.70 0.85
H0,2 2.45 2.05 0.90 0.40 1.25 0.60 0.75
H0,3 57.05 79.95 49.75 37.50 34.40 45.35 49.70
H0,4 1.10 1.00 1.20 0.65 0.95 0.55 0.65
H0,5 64.00 91.80 82.15 76.55 62.35 82.00 84.75
H0,6 76.95 98.25 97.05 95.90 88.45 97.75 98.20

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.10 0.70 1.05 0.55 1.00 0.70 0.80
H0,2 0.80 0.80 1.15 0.75 1.35 0.80 0.90
H0,3 39.05 78.70 75.70 68.70 57.05 74.95 77.55
H0,4 0.50 0.85 0.85 0.65 1.20 0.80 0.95
H0,5 50.05 87.75 84.40 81.85 70.20 86.45 88.20
H0,6 58.20 92.85 90.65 88.90 77.90 92.40 93.25

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.55 0.20 0.55 0.20 0.75 0.35 0.55
H0,2 0.30 0.25 0.90 0.65 1.10 0.55 0.80
H0,3 6.60 19.30 45.85 40.25 32.20 45.35 48.35
H0,4 0.65 0.30 0.60 0.40 0.55 0.45 0.75
H0,5 12.95 32.20 40.80 36.90 27.65 41.00 44.50
H0,6 15.80 37.30 36.55 33.30 26.60 38.55 41.40

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.10 1.05 1.00 0.50 0.75 0.55 0.80
H0,2 2.15 1.65 0.80 0.40 1.35 0.45 0.70
H0,3 38.00 56.35 26.00 17.70 17.65 22.20 25.40
H0,4 1.35 0.65 0.65 0.35 0.90 0.60 0.60
H0,5 40.90 67.95 50.90 44.30 37.35 52.05 55.20
H0,6 47.60 82.60 76.95 73.75 61.80 79.05 81.55

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.00 0.55 1.00 0.45 0.65 0.45 0.60
H0,2 0.80 0.75 0.90 0.60 0.90 0.60 0.95
H0,3 69.85 96.75 93.35 91.45 85.45 93.90 94.50
H0,4 0.70 0.65 0.95 0.55 0.70 0.70 0.80
H0,5 81.60 99.30 98.10 97.00 93.10 98.85 99.00
H0,6 89.80 99.80 99.45 99.20 96.50 99.65 99.75

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.80 0.20 0.95 0.65 0.75 0.50 0.60
H0,2 0.45 0.30 1.25 0.60 1.25 0.75 0.90
H0,3 13.35 48.35 76.75 72.20 57.75 78.25 80.80
H0,4 0.65 0.50 0.80 0.55 0.75 0.45 0.55
H0,5 24.05 62.35 70.65 65.90 52.90 73.20 75.60
H0,6 29.00 67.05 66.15 62.00 48.95 68.95 71.30

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.15 0.80 0.60 0.35 0.95 0.50 0.60
H0,2 2.20 1.30 0.70 0.20 0.95 0.25 0.40
H0,3 61.25 80.75 53.50 43.55 42.45 50.15 54.40
H0,4 1.10 1.05 0.95 0.60 1.10 0.70 0.80
H0,5 67.50 90.90 79.45 74.50 66.30 80.90 83.45
H0,6 80.05 98.30 95.75 94.80 88.85 96.90 97.70
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Fig. S21: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the Tukey
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S22: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the Tukey
constrasts and different distributions
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Table S14: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribu-
tion, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) -
heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 8.95 19.20 22.05 16.20 13.40 19.25 20.90

H0,2 64.40 95.45 94.45 91.40 82.90 94.60 95.50
H0,3 99.10 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.80 100.00 100.00
H0,4 13.75 31.80 32.35 26.60 21.35 31.10 33.25
H0,5 81.60 99.55 98.85 98.50 93.75 99.45 99.55
H0,6 19.80 43.80 43.25 38.40 29.00 42.90 46.10

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.75 10.75 17.10 11.45 9.25 14.05 15.40
H0,2 25.50 67.65 80.65 75.05 62.25 80.50 81.85
H0,3 56.80 97.10 99.50 99.10 96.40 99.50 99.60
H0,4 5.55 10.30 13.25 10.35 8.00 11.55 13.05
H0,5 25.80 63.65 72.30 67.40 54.35 73.85 76.50
H0,6 5.15 10.25 11.50 9.70 8.20 11.05 12.05

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 4.25 5.90 5.50 3.50 4.15 4.35 5.30
H0,2 33.75 59.60 43.55 33.15 28.50 39.80 44.40
H0,3 92.30 99.50 93.95 88.35 78.30 93.25 94.70
H0,4 6.50 13.20 12.50 9.75 7.65 11.25 13.45
H0,5 64.70 91.45 82.35 77.40 65.50 82.50 85.25
H0,6 15.30 33.50 30.65 25.70 19.35 30.10 33.00

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 5.00 10.20 11.50 8.10 6.85 9.65 10.65
H0,2 35.10 73.85 70.10 63.90 53.10 70.95 73.60
H0,3 87.60 99.40 98.40 97.80 94.90 99.05 99.40
H0,4 7.50 14.25 14.10 11.35 9.35 13.70 14.90
H0,5 50.40 87.90 84.85 81.90 69.95 86.20 88.00
H0,6 10.70 22.15 21.45 18.65 14.15 21.65 23.95

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 3.85 5.60 8.20 5.95 5.45 7.05 7.75
H0,2 12.95 32.25 48.70 41.70 34.05 48.35 51.55
H0,3 25.85 72.55 90.50 87.80 77.30 90.65 92.40
H0,4 3.20 4.40 5.90 4.50 4.65 5.00 5.60
H0,5 12.25 31.45 39.00 34.75 27.25 41.30 44.45
H0,6 3.40 5.35 5.70 4.90 4.10 5.20 6.45

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.65 3.30 3.35 2.20 3.00 2.35 3.10
H0,2 18.90 34.95 21.85 15.00 15.80 18.70 22.20
H0,3 74.00 90.80 68.50 58.55 52.35 66.95 71.00
H0,4 4.65 6.90 6.05 4.30 4.70 4.95 6.05
H0,5 41.65 69.55 53.50 47.10 37.00 52.95 57.05
H0,6 9.10 17.00 14.10 11.45 8.65 13.35 15.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 9.30 20.95 23.35 18.20 14.90 20.85 22.90
H0,2 64.55 95.20 91.80 88.60 80.85 93.25 94.15
H0,3 99.15 100.00 99.85 99.70 99.45 100.00 100.00
H0,4 13.90 32.75 32.80 27.80 21.35 31.40 34.15
H0,5 82.55 99.40 98.35 97.25 92.85 98.65 99.00
H0,6 18.80 42.85 41.55 37.75 29.05 42.25 45.40

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.90 9.80 14.45 10.30 9.80 12.90 13.95
H0,2 26.70 66.85 78.15 73.70 62.05 79.95 81.90
H0,3 56.15 97.55 99.45 99.15 96.25 99.75 99.90
H0,4 5.90 11.85 15.05 12.20 9.70 13.65 14.90
H0,5 26.70 66.45 74.10 69.45 54.40 75.90 78.30
H0,6 4.95 8.40 11.75 9.25 7.65 9.25 10.80

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 4.10 5.80 6.20 4.25 5.25 5.00 5.80
H0,2 35.65 61.55 45.15 36.25 33.85 43.50 47.55
H0,3 92.20 98.90 89.40 83.65 78.85 90.50 92.15
H0,4 8.85 13.85 13.20 10.20 9.40 12.05 13.85
H0,5 67.30 91.00 79.15 74.90 64.90 81.80 84.55
H0,6 16.85 35.10 29.40 26.35 20.95 30.85 33.65
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Fig. S23: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Tukey
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S24: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Tukey
constrasts and different distributions
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Table S15: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribu-
tion, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) -
heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 8.30 9.15 10.35 6.80 7.75 8.75 9.80

H0,2 67.15 77.50 73.75 65.85 59.30 75.00 78.30
H0,3 99.60 99.95 99.70 99.25 97.50 99.90 99.95
H0,4 12.85 13.90 13.70 10.20 10.20 13.85 15.40
H0,5 84.60 92.05 88.35 84.45 77.55 90.20 92.15
H0,6 16.80 19.75 18.55 15.00 14.55 20.00 22.05

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.20 5.50 7.90 5.40 5.30 7.25 7.80
H0,2 27.20 34.55 50.40 41.90 37.95 50.85 53.70
H0,3 66.85 75.60 93.25 89.60 82.35 94.95 95.80
H0,4 4.95 4.25 6.30 4.60 5.50 5.15 6.10
H0,5 24.65 30.35 39.95 33.70 31.50 42.30 44.70
H0,6 4.45 4.35 4.95 4.00 4.40 5.00 5.65

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 3.35 3.20 3.50 2.10 2.85 2.60 3.35
H0,2 33.25 36.50 21.80 14.60 16.80 20.75 23.85
H0,3 92.80 95.95 71.55 59.05 55.55 71.20 75.30
H0,4 6.70 6.20 5.05 3.00 4.20 4.35 6.05
H0,5 64.85 71.10 52.30 43.75 40.00 52.90 57.60
H0,6 14.05 14.45 13.00 10.50 9.35 12.70 14.70

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 4.75 4.55 5.35 3.45 4.60 4.05 4.80
H0,2 36.60 41.90 39.60 31.70 32.10 39.90 42.40
H0,3 89.55 94.05 89.40 85.60 81.05 91.40 92.95
H0,4 6.65 6.95 6.70 5.05 5.55 5.95 6.80
H0,5 52.85 61.00 54.95 50.00 47.15 59.05 61.80
H0,6 8.25 9.80 9.00 7.55 8.00 9.55 10.45

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 3.30 2.90 3.80 2.55 3.75 3.10 3.85
H0,2 12.00 13.00 23.45 18.45 18.35 23.35 26.05
H0,3 30.40 36.00 64.30 57.55 52.80 67.75 70.30
H0,4 2.40 2.40 2.80 2.25 3.05 2.75 3.15
H0,5 12.05 12.85 18.50 15.75 15.40 18.90 21.10
H0,6 3.20 2.70 3.15 2.10 2.40 2.75 3.30

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.40 1.60 1.90 1.00 1.50 1.25 1.45
H0,2 17.50 19.05 9.80 6.55 8.75 8.50 10.30
H0,3 71.60 73.85 38.55 29.00 32.00 37.75 41.75
H0,4 3.65 3.20 2.90 2.05 2.35 2.10 2.85
H0,5 38.10 42.80 25.55 20.95 21.00 25.30 29.55
H0,6 7.85 8.50 6.70 5.45 5.00 6.30 7.35

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 9.15 9.05 10.50 7.40 8.30 9.00 10.75
H0,2 67.85 77.20 70.90 64.20 61.60 73.85 76.70
H0,3 99.75 99.85 99.05 98.20 97.00 99.65 99.65
H0,4 13.00 12.95 13.70 10.85 11.55 13.15 15.00
H0,5 86.45 92.25 87.10 83.95 78.10 90.35 91.40
H0,6 19.00 22.75 20.60 17.85 15.85 22.25 23.75

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 4.55 4.60 7.65 4.85 6.15 6.85 7.90
H0,2 28.50 33.15 48.80 41.45 39.20 51.85 54.50
H0,3 66.25 76.75 92.05 89.40 82.50 94.55 95.55
H0,4 5.50 4.00 5.35 3.70 4.75 5.60 6.45
H0,5 28.05 31.95 39.45 35.10 32.35 43.30 45.80
H0,6 3.65 4.35 5.00 4.10 5.10 5.10 5.80

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.85 2.95 3.45 2.10 2.30 2.50 3.50
H0,2 34.80 38.70 24.15 16.80 19.85 22.60 26.35
H0,3 92.80 93.90 68.90 58.30 58.05 70.10 74.40
H0,4 5.35 6.45 5.95 4.55 4.80 5.00 5.90
H0,5 66.65 71.45 51.95 44.50 43.70 54.30 58.40
H0,6 15.85 16.80 14.45 12.25 11.35 14.70 16.80
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Fig. S25: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Tukey
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S26: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Tukey
constrasts and different distributions
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Table S16: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2, H0,4) and powers (H0,3, H0,5, H0,6) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative
A5 for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic
case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.65 0.55 1.25 0.60 1.35 0.65 0.80

H0,2 0.90 0.65 1.10 0.60 1.00 0.65 0.80
H0,3 69.85 79.15 74.85 66.70 60.35 76.75 78.45
H0,4 0.90 0.65 1.25 0.85 1.00 0.75 0.95
H0,5 82.35 90.35 87.60 83.05 76.05 90.10 91.30
H0,6 89.30 95.10 92.60 90.55 83.70 94.75 95.70

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.60 0.30 0.80 0.45 1.20 0.55 0.60
H0,2 0.55 0.60 1.35 1.00 1.10 1.20 1.25
H0,3 14.05 17.20 43.10 36.05 33.20 45.20 48.20
H0,4 0.90 0.60 0.95 0.60 0.80 0.75 0.90
H0,5 25.70 29.90 39.15 32.20 29.45 41.10 44.20
H0,6 29.05 37.20 36.25 31.20 28.40 39.25 42.60

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.15 0.80 1.10 0.35 0.95 0.45 0.70
H0,2 2.30 1.95 1.15 0.55 1.05 0.70 0.85
H0,3 56.35 58.40 24.00 15.90 19.35 21.70 25.15
H0,4 1.30 0.75 0.75 0.45 0.85 0.40 0.80
H0,5 62.50 69.10 50.75 41.90 40.00 51.75 56.20
H0,6 79.00 86.00 79.05 74.20 68.15 82.85 85.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.05 0.70 1.15 0.60 0.85 0.80 0.90
H0,2 0.70 0.50 0.45 0.25 0.80 0.45 0.60
H0,3 40.55 47.65 45.55 35.80 37.15 45.05 48.60
H0,4 0.90 0.85 1.00 0.60 0.75 0.80 0.90
H0,5 50.40 60.40 56.35 50.10 45.60 59.85 62.90
H0,6 59.10 69.10 62.30 58.05 51.25 67.95 70.75

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.80 0.50 0.95 0.65 0.75 0.45 0.80
H0,2 0.30 0.25 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.60 0.65
H0,3 6.20 5.35 18.30 14.70 15.30 18.55 20.40
H0,4 0.70 0.45 0.90 0.60 0.90 0.65 0.75
H0,5 10.90 12.10 16.70 13.60 15.00 17.50 19.25
H0,6 13.95 14.25 14.85 12.20 13.50 15.20 17.00

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.15 0.70 0.85 0.30 1.15 0.40 0.85
H0,2 2.30 1.65 0.90 0.25 1.15 0.50 0.70
H0,3 35.05 35.35 10.90 6.85 10.65 9.45 10.85
H0,4 0.80 0.50 0.80 0.35 0.85 0.25 0.50
H0,5 39.70 41.70 25.15 18.95 19.80 24.90 28.45
H0,6 47.75 55.45 44.05 39.60 37.30 49.30 53.60

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.15 0.50 1.00 0.55 1.10 0.75 0.85
H0,2 0.90 0.25 0.60 0.35 1.05 0.50 0.60
H0,3 72.60 79.95 72.50 65.65 63.80 76.40 78.50
H0,4 0.55 0.45 0.75 0.50 0.60 0.50 0.50
H0,5 84.00 89.20 83.70 79.80 77.25 87.20 88.75
H0,6 89.10 94.70 90.25 88.70 83.55 94.45 95.25

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.80 0.45 0.90 0.55 1.10 0.60 0.65
H0,2 0.30 0.30 0.90 0.55 0.80 0.65 0.85
H0,3 12.15 13.35 42.60 36.20 32.30 44.30 47.55
H0,4 1.00 0.55 0.85 0.55 0.80 0.50 0.70
H0,5 23.40 29.15 40.35 34.85 30.90 42.20 44.60
H0,6 29.35 36.30 34.90 30.45 28.95 38.25 40.55

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.00 0.80 0.90 0.25 0.90 0.40 0.65
H0,2 2.40 2.45 1.05 0.60 1.65 0.70 0.85
H0,3 56.50 59.35 25.40 17.75 25.40 24.05 27.85
H0,4 1.25 0.80 0.95 0.50 1.00 0.50 0.70
H0,5 64.25 69.65 50.15 44.10 42.10 52.70 57.05
H0,6 79.90 85.80 77.20 72.85 68.25 81.20 84.10
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Fig. S27: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the Tukey
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S28: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the Tukey
constrasts and different distributions
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Table S17: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Tukey constrasts (D - distribu-
tion, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) -
heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 7.45 7.65 9.25 5.30 6.95 7.40 8.55

H0,2 63.70 73.20 69.05 59.75 56.65 70.45 73.95
H0,3 99.80 99.90 99.65 99.15 97.80 99.70 99.80
H0,4 11.10 11.70 12.70 9.55 11.25 11.75 13.65
H0,5 82.25 90.15 86.95 81.65 74.35 88.90 90.45
H0,6 17.00 18.65 18.30 14.35 13.40 18.80 21.25

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 3.75 3.95 6.30 4.05 4.85 5.10 5.95
H0,2 27.10 31.35 47.20 40.35 35.15 46.55 50.30
H0,3 62.00 71.75 92.05 88.70 81.75 93.85 94.70
H0,4 4.60 4.70 5.85 4.10 5.45 5.70 6.25
H0,5 24.70 29.95 39.10 32.10 30.05 42.05 44.30
H0,6 3.50 3.00 4.30 3.15 3.90 3.65 4.25

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.80 3.10 3.15 1.70 2.55 2.25 2.70
H0,2 29.60 34.40 20.60 12.55 16.30 17.30 20.60
H0,3 90.20 94.20 70.60 58.00 53.50 70.90 75.00
H0,4 6.40 6.60 5.85 3.60 4.50 4.65 6.00
H0,5 63.35 69.00 49.25 40.85 38.05 51.55 56.10
H0,6 13.70 14.60 12.65 9.50 9.65 12.05 14.30

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 4.50 4.40 4.75 3.05 4.10 4.15 5.35
H0,2 35.85 43.35 40.30 31.85 31.85 40.25 43.45
H0,3 88.05 93.90 87.90 83.90 80.10 90.75 92.15
H0,4 6.55 6.80 7.25 5.35 5.85 6.60 7.60
H0,5 50.30 58.10 53.10 48.40 45.20 57.40 60.65
H0,6 8.45 8.85 8.85 7.45 7.20 8.45 9.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 3.20 2.10 4.20 2.45 3.25 2.90 3.35
H0,2 11.25 12.35 23.20 17.85 16.35 22.45 25.55
H0,3 28.65 33.85 62.20 56.25 50.35 64.85 67.75
H0,4 2.70 2.15 3.10 2.00 2.95 2.50 3.05
H0,5 11.85 13.40 19.30 15.70 14.50 19.95 22.20
H0,6 3.25 2.45 2.70 2.15 2.85 2.70 3.00

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.50 2.10 2.00 0.95 1.95 1.45 1.95
H0,2 16.70 19.45 10.65 6.55 8.95 8.80 10.85
H0,3 70.30 72.65 36.05 25.75 29.95 34.60 38.65
H0,4 3.70 3.85 3.45 2.15 2.95 2.50 3.55
H0,5 36.65 39.60 23.45 18.45 20.15 23.85 27.40
H0,6 6.75 7.15 5.40 4.25 4.15 5.65 6.70

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 7.30 6.60 9.10 5.05 7.65 6.90 8.15
H0,2 64.85 74.10 66.90 59.95 57.60 70.20 73.55
H0,3 99.35 99.70 98.40 97.35 96.35 99.20 99.35
H0,4 12.70 12.75 13.05 10.00 10.85 13.00 14.55
H0,5 83.40 90.75 83.80 79.85 75.40 87.60 90.00
H0,6 17.70 18.90 19.80 16.35 15.45 19.75 22.15

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.30 4.70 7.95 4.85 6.05 6.75 7.65
H0,2 25.65 29.80 46.45 39.85 35.40 47.60 51.25
H0,3 62.85 75.15 90.45 87.20 80.85 93.20 94.10
H0,4 3.60 3.60 5.85 4.05 4.20 5.10 5.50
H0,5 22.65 28.30 37.35 32.15 29.60 40.80 44.15
H0,6 3.90 3.25 4.00 3.30 3.60 3.95 4.55

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 4.45 2.80 3.20 2.10 3.10 2.40 2.95
H0,2 34.95 37.85 23.55 16.80 22.75 22.60 24.45
H0,3 90.85 93.05 67.00 56.40 59.90 67.95 72.80
H0,4 7.85 6.60 5.95 4.30 5.30 6.00 6.95
H0,5 63.85 69.15 48.75 42.15 42.45 50.95 55.45
H0,6 15.80 16.50 13.85 11.55 12.40 14.70 17.35
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Fig. S29: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Tukey
constrasts and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S30: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Tukey
constrasts and different distributions
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S4.4. Results with Scaling Function

Table S18: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts with scaling func-
tion (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 3.90 3.30 6.35 4.55 3.85 3.25 3.95

H0,1 1.55 1.35 2.85 2.25 1.70 1.30 1.50
H0,2 1.35 1.35 2.40 1.40 1.60 1.40 1.50
H0,3 1.25 1.30 2.75 1.95 1.45 1.15 1.70

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.10 1.40 5.50 3.60 3.40 3.55 4.25
H0,1 1.15 1.00 2.00 1.30 1.05 1.20 1.45
H0,2 0.55 0.30 1.75 1.20 1.25 1.25 1.35
H0,3 0.40 0.15 2.40 1.55 1.25 1.30 1.65

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 13.10 9.60 6.20 4.00 4.20 2.90 3.75
H0,1 2.00 1.50 2.80 1.95 1.80 1.35 1.60
H0,2 4.30 3.40 3.35 2.10 1.65 0.90 1.45
H0,3 10.45 8.05 2.85 1.45 1.65 1.35 1.95

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 5.95 4.75 5.75 4.70 3.75 4.85 6.05
H0,1 2.00 1.45 2.40 1.85 1.40 1.55 2.00
H0,2 2.15 1.70 2.15 1.85 1.60 1.80 2.25
H0,3 2.35 2.35 2.45 2.00 1.30 2.20 2.65

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.80 1.30 5.80 4.55 4.00 4.25 4.50
H0,1 1.25 0.90 2.05 1.40 1.45 1.20 1.25
H0,2 0.50 0.35 2.25 1.70 1.60 1.75 1.90
H0,3 0.10 0.10 2.00 1.70 1.15 1.40 1.50

N (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.85 10.00 5.35 4.05 3.10 2.80 3.95
H0,1 2.00 2.00 2.20 1.60 1.30 1.65 2.20
H0,2 4.20 3.30 2.85 2.05 1.15 1.15 1.70
H0,3 9.85 7.75 2.80 2.15 1.25 1.05 1.80

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 3.10 3.90 5.15 4.80 3.00 3.80 4.50
H0,1 1.15 1.40 2.10 1.90 0.95 1.35 1.50
H0,2 0.95 1.45 1.75 1.55 0.90 1.45 1.85
H0,3 1.30 1.60 2.05 1.85 1.30 1.60 1.95

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.80 1.65 5.35 4.85 3.10 4.10 4.70
H0,1 1.00 0.90 1.95 1.65 1.00 1.35 1.55
H0,2 0.70 0.55 2.00 1.80 1.25 1.60 1.85
H0,3 0.10 0.25 1.75 1.70 1.10 1.60 1.90

N (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.55 11.20 5.00 4.30 2.95 3.15 4.25
H0,1 2.55 2.00 2.65 2.20 1.60 1.55 2.20
H0,2 3.85 3.20 1.80 1.70 0.95 1.30 1.70
H0,3 9.60 9.05 2.30 1.90 1.05 1.30 1.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.05 3.50 5.30 3.20 3.40 3.00 3.65
H0,1 1.65 1.10 1.70 0.70 0.90 1.15 1.50
H0,2 1.25 1.30 2.05 1.40 1.50 1.15 1.30
H0,3 1.65 1.55 2.65 1.60 1.30 1.40 1.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.50 1.55 6.25 3.55 3.75 4.00 4.55
H0,1 1.20 1.00 2.50 1.30 1.10 1.40 1.65
H0,2 1.05 0.50 1.75 1.05 1.55 1.55 1.65
H0,3 0.30 0.10 2.85 1.75 1.20 1.25 1.45

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.80 10.25 6.20 3.90 3.60 2.00 3.50
H0,1 2.10 1.50 2.25 1.25 1.05 0.80 1.50
H0,2 4.20 3.30 3.05 1.85 1.75 1.00 1.55
H0,3 9.95 8.95 3.20 1.95 1.70 0.80 1.50

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.55 4.15 4.35 3.45 3.20 3.50 3.90
H0,1 1.65 1.50 1.70 1.45 1.10 1.35 1.40
H0,2 1.45 1.45 1.55 1.20 1.15 1.25 1.45
H0,3 2.00 1.65 1.80 1.45 1.35 1.40 1.60

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.20 1.70 5.55 4.95 3.80 3.60 3.95
H0,1 1.50 1.10 2.35 2.00 1.65 1.20 1.25

65



Table S18: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts with scaling func-
tion (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
H0,2 0.55 0.35 1.35 1.35 1.15 1.20 1.30
H0,3 0.20 0.30 2.35 2.05 1.20 1.50 1.70

t (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.20 11.05 4.60 3.55 3.10 3.30 5.20
H0,1 2.60 1.95 1.65 1.45 1.15 1.15 2.10
H0,2 3.80 4.25 1.80 1.40 1.40 1.45 2.30
H0,3 9.40 8.60 2.55 1.60 1.15 1.65 2.15

t (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.50 4.10 4.75 4.25 3.05 3.95 4.65
H0,1 1.45 1.55 1.60 1.55 1.10 1.30 1.60
H0,2 2.20 1.90 1.70 1.30 1.35 2.05 2.40
H0,3 1.40 1.55 1.90 1.90 0.85 1.55 1.70

t (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.60 1.80 5.10 4.95 3.55 4.10 4.60
H0,1 0.90 1.10 2.00 1.85 1.20 1.60 1.80
H0,2 0.50 0.60 1.90 1.85 1.10 1.35 1.50
H0,3 0.25 0.20 2.10 2.10 1.40 1.40 1.60

t (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.50 11.35 4.60 4.10 2.40 4.00 5.15
H0,1 3.00 2.45 1.90 1.65 0.90 2.10 2.65
H0,2 4.80 4.85 2.30 2.00 0.95 1.75 2.40
H0,3 9.20 8.40 2.40 2.25 1.10 1.50 1.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 3.85 3.15 7.05 4.35 3.55 2.90 3.85
H0,1 1.05 1.35 2.80 1.75 1.10 1.05 1.40
H0,2 1.15 1.10 2.95 1.70 1.60 1.20 1.45
H0,3 1.90 1.20 2.50 1.50 1.05 1.00 1.60

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.35 1.55 6.35 4.35 3.85 3.60 4.05
H0,1 1.20 1.10 2.85 1.90 1.40 1.25 1.45
H0,2 1.00 0.30 2.10 1.35 1.20 1.10 1.25
H0,3 0.20 0.20 1.75 1.15 1.30 1.35 1.50

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.40 9.55 5.55 3.20 4.10 2.15 3.50
H0,1 1.95 1.60 2.30 1.35 1.20 1.00 1.35
H0,2 3.90 3.65 2.25 1.55 1.80 0.95 1.70
H0,3 9.40 7.60 2.85 1.70 1.95 1.00 1.75

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.30 3.30 4.85 4.25 2.85 3.10 3.85
H0,1 1.60 1.40 2.05 1.65 0.85 1.20 1.65
H0,2 1.60 1.45 1.90 1.75 1.05 1.40 1.65
H0,3 1.45 1.00 1.70 1.45 1.35 1.00 1.20

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.30 1.45 5.55 4.60 2.85 3.70 3.80
H0,1 0.90 0.95 1.90 1.60 1.10 1.15 1.15
H0,2 0.25 0.35 2.05 1.70 0.75 1.20 1.25
H0,3 0.15 0.15 1.85 1.50 1.05 1.50 1.60

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.45 11.05 5.25 4.25 3.45 3.30 4.90
H0,1 2.30 1.95 2.30 1.85 1.50 1.45 2.00
H0,2 3.90 3.35 2.05 1.60 1.35 1.30 1.85
H0,3 10.15 8.85 2.70 2.35 1.70 1.30 2.55

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.35 4.45 4.40 3.95 2.80 4.00 4.85
H0,1 1.40 1.85 1.85 1.40 1.20 1.75 2.05
H0,2 1.80 1.50 1.40 1.35 1.00 1.15 1.50
H0,3 1.60 1.65 1.75 1.65 0.80 1.70 1.95

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.20 1.40 5.10 4.80 3.90 4.15 4.55
H0,1 1.45 0.85 2.35 2.10 1.50 1.45 1.65
H0,2 0.55 0.45 1.65 1.65 1.30 2.00 2.10
H0,3 0.30 0.10 1.80 1.80 1.60 1.20 1.30

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.45 10.35 4.15 3.85 2.85 4.10 5.00
H0,1 1.85 1.50 2.10 1.95 1.25 1.40 1.65
H0,2 4.55 3.65 1.80 1.70 1.00 1.95 2.45
H0,3 8.95 8.95 1.75 1.65 1.25 2.10 2.75
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Fig. S31: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts with
scaling function for homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S32: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Dunnett constrasts with
scaling function for different distributions
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Table S19: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2) and powers (H0,3) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for
the Dunnett constrasts with scaling function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) -
heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.85 1.25 3.00 1.65 1.50 1.15 1.70

H0,2 1.80 1.45 2.95 2.10 1.30 1.40 1.90
H0,3 82.30 88.55 2.70 1.95 5.50 86.60 88.70

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.30 0.80 2.70 1.75 1.35 1.20 1.60
H0,2 0.70 0.40 3.25 2.00 1.45 1.35 1.35
H0,3 21.60 25.15 2.15 1.60 3.65 56.65 58.60

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.70 1.40 3.15 1.75 1.75 1.10 1.50
H0,2 4.05 2.60 2.75 1.65 1.40 1.05 1.45
H0,3 65.85 68.50 3.55 2.15 3.80 31.45 38.10

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.70 1.15 3.05 1.90 1.25 1.20 1.35
H0,2 2.05 1.45 2.55 1.65 1.30 1.20 1.55
H0,3 53.60 61.90 3.05 2.00 4.75 59.10 62.55

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.65 1.10 2.55 1.40 1.40 1.35 1.50
H0,2 0.75 0.45 2.45 1.80 1.25 1.25 1.40
H0,3 10.55 9.65 2.00 1.50 2.80 30.25 32.20

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.20 1.50 2.65 1.40 1.50 0.75 1.20
H0,2 3.85 3.35 2.85 1.90 1.75 0.70 1.50
H0,3 44.55 45.35 3.70 2.20 2.65 14.80 18.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.45 1.10 2.40 1.70 1.10 0.80 1.15
H0,2 1.20 1.40 2.25 1.45 1.50 1.15 1.25
H0,3 82.90 88.70 2.90 1.65 6.90 84.15 87.05

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.45 0.55 2.55 1.65 1.55 0.65 0.80
H0,2 0.80 0.40 2.25 1.85 1.00 0.80 1.00
H0,3 22.55 23.60 2.35 1.75 3.20 56.50 57.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.55 1.35 2.65 1.50 1.85 0.95 1.45
H0,2 4.40 2.60 2.80 1.60 1.60 0.75 1.20
H0,3 66.95 68.10 3.75 2.00 3.80 33.05 39.60
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Fig. S33: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S34: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S20: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2) and powers (H0,3) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for
the Dunnett constrasts with scaling function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) -
heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.80 1.25 3.30 2.30 1.45 0.85 1.50

H0,2 1.55 1.00 2.60 1.85 1.30 1.20 1.45
H0,3 81.05 98.55 82.00 74.55 86.15 98.10 98.45

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.35 0.80 2.45 1.50 1.15 1.00 1.15
H0,2 0.90 0.55 3.15 2.15 1.20 1.40 1.50
H0,3 22.15 58.70 54.15 48.90 60.25 84.85 86.10

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.00 1.65 2.65 1.50 1.20 1.20 1.70
H0,2 4.10 3.25 2.95 1.50 1.70 1.55 2.20
H0,3 69.55 87.45 38.75 29.70 36.35 58.15 65.10

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.85 1.35 2.25 1.30 1.55 1.20 1.45
H0,2 1.50 0.90 2.20 1.50 1.35 0.70 1.10
H0,3 52.20 84.75 55.30 47.40 57.55 82.45 84.45

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.95 0.75 2.35 1.40 1.40 1.05 1.20
H0,2 0.50 0.45 2.00 1.20 0.95 1.10 1.25
H0,3 9.35 26.35 33.75 29.00 34.80 55.75 57.80

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.05 1.50 2.85 1.65 1.35 1.10 1.45
H0,2 3.70 3.20 3.05 1.60 1.00 0.65 0.95
H0,3 49.10 66.20 24.75 18.10 20.15 32.75 38.65

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 2.00 1.60 2.75 1.95 1.55 1.40 1.85
H0,2 1.55 1.70 2.50 1.65 1.55 1.25 1.60
H0,3 82.25 98.75 80.15 73.55 86.50 97.60 98.30

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.60 0.65 2.45 1.65 1.40 1.00 1.10
H0,2 0.45 0.40 2.60 2.05 1.70 0.90 1.00
H0,3 19.75 56.40 54.95 48.85 59.05 83.40 84.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.50 1.15 3.20 1.80 1.65 0.70 1.15
H0,2 3.55 2.35 3.40 2.15 1.75 0.75 1.10
H0,3 71.15 85.55 41.05 32.10 40.90 57.15 63.35
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Fig. S35: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S36: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S21: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Dunnett constrasts with scaling
function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 14.00 27.80 19.95 14.90 17.00 26.75 30.75

H0,2 77.90 98.30 79.05 71.80 84.00 97.70 98.40
H0,3 99.85 100.00 99.50 98.85 99.80 100.00 100.00

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 11.15 19.40 16.30 12.20 13.40 22.60 23.90
H0,2 34.75 76.00 56.15 49.60 62.25 87.15 87.80
H0,3 68.75 98.90 92.35 89.40 95.90 99.85 99.85

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 6.50 9.10 7.95 4.75 5.85 7.05 9.25
H0,2 44.00 69.60 35.15 27.70 32.30 52.90 59.10
H0,3 96.45 99.80 77.05 66.55 76.65 96.55 97.75

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 8.45 14.00 12.95 8.85 8.85 12.75 15.55
H0,2 48.40 81.10 52.05 44.20 53.90 79.30 82.90
H0,3 92.80 99.75 91.00 86.45 94.60 99.40 99.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.80 8.15 10.45 7.75 6.50 10.00 10.55
H0,2 18.30 43.40 36.40 30.50 37.20 57.75 59.75
H0,3 38.35 81.70 68.25 63.30 77.25 94.60 95.10

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 5.10 4.55 4.70 3.40 3.00 3.40 4.75
H0,2 28.65 44.85 20.75 14.35 18.10 27.70 33.25
H0,3 81.50 93.75 53.70 42.45 51.50 75.65 81.10

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 15.35 28.10 22.40 17.60 18.70 28.20 31.40
H0,2 77.25 96.30 74.85 67.45 81.70 95.15 96.25
H0,3 99.75 100.00 98.80 97.45 99.55 100.00 100.00

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 9.10 16.10 14.40 11.35 10.85 19.55 21.00
H0,2 35.45 77.00 57.65 51.00 62.10 86.05 87.40
H0,3 69.55 98.85 91.15 87.85 96.00 99.85 99.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 8.35 10.25 9.20 6.80 7.45 8.55 11.45
H0,2 48.25 70.85 36.30 29.20 37.85 53.20 59.30
H0,3 96.10 99.35 74.85 65.00 78.50 93.70 95.55
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Fig. S37: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S38: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S22: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Dunnett constrasts with scaling
function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 14.15 14.20 3.15 1.90 2.60 14.30 16.55

H0,2 78.25 86.15 2.55 1.65 5.45 84.70 86.90
H0,3 99.95 100.00 3.50 2.15 18.30 99.95 100.00

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 8.55 7.55 2.20 1.45 1.35 9.80 10.45
H0,2 38.85 43.55 2.60 1.45 4.20 62.50 63.85
H0,3 74.55 84.55 2.50 1.50 7.80 96.95 97.60

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 5.25 4.75 2.40 1.60 1.50 3.40 5.20
H0,2 43.80 45.15 2.50 1.75 2.40 27.50 33.20
H0,3 95.40 97.35 3.35 2.00 6.10 80.25 85.20

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 7.35 7.05 2.90 1.80 1.80 6.15 7.65
H0,2 47.95 54.80 2.20 1.30 3.80 52.10 57.15
H0,3 94.15 97.35 3.30 1.95 10.05 95.20 96.80

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 4.60 4.20 3.40 2.15 1.90 5.30 5.75
H0,2 18.45 19.35 3.00 2.25 2.55 32.10 34.00
H0,3 39.95 46.35 2.50 1.45 4.90 75.70 77.65

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 3.20 2.65 2.30 1.35 1.35 1.95 2.90
H0,2 24.60 25.80 2.65 1.35 1.55 13.50 17.80
H0,3 79.85 82.35 2.55 1.60 3.70 48.05 56.10

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 13.15 14.60 2.60 1.75 2.05 14.60 16.70
H0,2 78.65 86.15 2.60 1.40 6.35 82.60 85.25
H0,3 99.95 100.00 3.75 2.60 20.30 99.80 99.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 9.15 7.40 2.50 1.65 1.55 10.05 10.60
H0,2 37.70 42.30 2.50 1.75 4.10 61.85 64.00
H0,3 79.70 86.80 3.10 2.35 8.90 97.15 97.80

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 5.70 5.25 2.90 1.95 2.05 4.05 5.40
H0,2 44.40 46.85 3.75 2.60 2.80 29.60 36.40
H0,3 94.90 96.20 3.95 2.30 6.70 78.00 83.55

78



Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

All cases

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

Homoscedastic case

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

Positive pairing

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH

0
20

40
60

80
10

0

Negative pairing

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er
 (%

)

Fig. S39: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S40: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S23: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2) and powers (H0,3) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for
the Dunnett constrasts with scaling function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) -
heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.95 1.55 3.35 2.10 1.70 1.45 1.70

H0,2 1.75 1.35 3.45 2.10 1.55 1.35 1.65
H0,3 82.05 88.65 95.60 92.95 95.20 86.25 89.10

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.80 0.90 2.65 1.70 1.70 1.05 1.15
H0,2 0.80 0.25 2.25 1.35 1.10 1.00 1.10
H0,3 21.20 25.85 76.60 71.70 72.75 54.85 56.95

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.85 1.10 2.60 1.85 1.50 0.95 1.35
H0,2 3.85 3.45 2.55 1.45 1.70 0.85 1.75
H0,3 64.20 64.60 62.20 53.15 52.20 30.85 37.15

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.25 0.75 2.80 1.50 1.20 0.80 1.00
H0,2 1.60 0.85 2.40 1.65 1.15 0.70 0.80
H0,3 48.65 56.05 76.80 69.65 73.10 52.15 56.90

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.35 0.85 2.70 2.10 1.75 0.90 1.10
H0,2 0.70 0.35 2.75 2.10 1.50 1.05 1.15
H0,3 9.70 10.05 51.60 46.35 47.90 29.35 31.25

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.90 1.40 2.60 1.45 1.10 1.10 1.40
H0,2 3.60 3.00 2.85 1.85 1.75 1.15 1.45
H0,3 42.75 44.30 37.65 28.65 27.55 13.60 18.05

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.70 1.10 2.85 1.75 1.70 1.00 1.20
H0,2 1.35 1.10 2.70 1.95 1.35 0.85 1.20
H0,3 80.90 88.90 94.90 91.45 94.55 83.45 86.70

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 1.15 1.00 2.40 1.55 0.95 1.40 1.50
H0,2 0.90 0.30 2.35 1.75 1.30 1.45 1.60
H0,3 19.90 21.75 78.15 72.70 74.60 54.35 56.25

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.55 1.95 3.05 2.25 1.55 1.20 1.90
H0,2 3.80 3.60 3.45 1.75 2.20 1.25 2.00
H0,3 67.45 69.05 61.05 50.85 55.55 36.50 42.15
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Fig. S41: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S42: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S24: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Dunnett constrasts with scaling
function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 13.25 12.60 33.10 26.60 24.30 11.75 13.65

H0,2 75.45 83.60 93.10 89.95 92.90 82.30 84.90
H0,3 99.80 100.00 99.95 99.90 99.95 99.95 99.95

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 7.20 6.50 25.85 19.65 18.20 9.15 9.80
H0,2 35.10 39.15 80.75 76.60 77.75 58.10 60.10
H0,3 72.75 81.15 98.90 98.40 99.00 96.20 96.55

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 5.85 5.00 13.65 9.70 7.40 4.40 5.55
H0,2 41.75 45.35 57.05 47.75 48.70 26.90 33.70
H0,3 94.85 96.50 94.15 89.10 91.50 79.90 84.35

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 6.95 6.85 18.90 14.50 12.40 6.00 7.55
H0,2 45.55 53.10 77.05 70.35 72.80 51.45 56.30
H0,3 93.60 96.20 98.65 97.85 98.90 94.40 95.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.30 5.05 15.80 12.65 9.75 6.10 6.60
H0,2 17.80 18.65 56.80 50.80 50.85 31.30 32.75
H0,3 40.55 45.30 89.05 85.90 90.00 75.35 76.60

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 3.40 3.50 7.10 4.90 5.00 2.20 3.10
H0,2 23.70 24.35 33.25 25.95 24.70 12.25 15.35
H0,3 77.85 80.45 74.10 64.45 67.85 45.70 53.55

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 12.50 13.50 33.55 26.90 25.35 13.90 16.15
H0,2 76.45 81.30 91.95 88.80 92.40 77.85 81.50
H0,3 99.90 99.95 99.95 99.70 100.00 99.70 99.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 7.00 6.10 24.65 19.20 16.95 8.60 9.20
H0,2 32.40 38.70 80.45 74.95 77.00 57.40 59.55
H0,3 73.90 85.20 99.15 98.70 99.30 96.65 96.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 7.30 5.75 14.65 11.05 9.65 4.95 6.80
H0,2 42.60 45.65 55.10 45.90 49.40 29.45 35.25
H0,3 94.80 95.65 90.60 85.10 89.55 76.35 82.35
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Fig. S43: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S44: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the
Dunnett constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S25: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts with scaling function (D - dis-
tribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1)
- heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.05 3.35 7.80 5.10 4.00 3.35 3.85

H0,1 0.75 0.75 2.10 1.35 0.95 0.65 0.70
H0,2 0.80 0.70 1.35 0.80 0.80 0.90 0.95
H0,3 0.50 0.55 1.80 1.00 0.95 0.80 0.95
H0,4 0.80 0.65 1.35 0.85 1.05 0.60 0.65
H0,5 1.05 0.75 1.95 1.20 0.80 0.70 0.75
H0,6 0.70 0.65 1.40 1.10 0.35 0.60 0.90

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 3.00 2.00 5.60 3.85 2.90 3.35 3.90
H0,1 0.55 0.50 1.00 0.65 0.30 0.65 0.70
H0,2 0.30 0.15 0.90 0.65 0.45 0.75 0.95
H0,3 0.35 0.00 1.40 0.65 0.40 0.70 0.75
H0,4 1.05 0.70 1.15 0.70 0.60 0.75 0.90
H0,5 0.60 0.60 1.60 1.10 0.80 0.65 0.75
H0,6 0.65 0.30 1.00 0.75 0.70 0.60 0.65

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 13.30 9.15 6.80 3.70 4.10 3.85 4.45
H0,1 1.05 0.80 1.80 0.75 0.85 0.65 1.00
H0,2 2.60 1.55 2.05 1.30 0.95 0.55 0.70
H0,3 7.00 5.10 1.70 0.70 0.85 0.80 0.95
H0,4 1.45 0.90 1.25 0.90 0.75 0.65 0.65
H0,5 2.50 1.80 1.30 0.60 0.75 0.75 0.95
H0,6 1.40 1.30 1.20 0.70 0.70 1.00 1.15

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 5.15 4.15 5.20 4.15 3.40 3.90 5.00
H0,1 1.20 0.75 1.20 1.00 0.75 0.75 0.85
H0,2 1.25 0.75 1.45 1.25 0.95 0.65 0.85
H0,3 1.20 1.15 1.40 1.25 0.85 1.30 1.55
H0,4 0.90 0.95 1.00 0.70 0.20 0.85 1.05
H0,5 0.80 0.50 0.85 0.65 0.65 0.50 0.70
H0,6 0.55 0.70 0.65 0.50 0.55 0.70 0.90

N (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 3.05 1.25 5.80 5.25 3.55 3.15 3.65
H0,1 0.65 0.30 1.25 1.10 0.65 0.55 0.65
H0,2 0.40 0.15 1.30 1.05 0.90 0.85 0.95
H0,3 0.00 0.00 1.05 0.85 0.60 0.70 0.75
H0,4 0.65 0.25 1.50 1.25 0.60 0.35 0.45
H0,5 0.65 0.10 1.05 1.00 0.60 0.50 0.55
H0,6 0.85 0.50 1.15 1.05 0.65 0.60 0.75

N (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.35 9.55 5.35 4.20 3.55 3.60 4.45
H0,1 0.90 1.10 1.25 0.90 0.70 0.95 1.20
H0,2 2.35 1.75 1.50 1.15 0.75 0.80 0.90
H0,3 6.35 4.95 1.45 1.15 0.70 0.75 0.80
H0,4 1.10 0.80 0.70 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.80
H0,5 2.70 2.15 1.15 0.80 0.80 0.80 1.00
H0,6 0.80 1.00 0.90 0.60 0.35 0.60 0.90

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 3.80 3.70 5.35 4.70 2.90 3.80 4.25
H0,1 0.50 0.65 1.30 1.20 0.45 0.75 0.80
H0,2 0.55 0.70 0.75 0.60 0.45 0.75 0.90
H0,3 0.75 0.85 1.20 1.05 0.70 0.85 0.95
H0,4 0.70 1.00 1.15 1.00 0.55 0.90 0.90
H0,5 0.55 0.40 0.95 0.90 0.40 0.50 0.60
H0,6 1.05 0.70 1.10 1.00 0.65 0.55 0.80

N (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.50 2.40 4.65 4.50 3.05 4.15 5.15
H0,1 0.50 0.50 0.80 0.70 0.45 0.70 0.95
H0,2 0.30 0.25 0.80 0.85 0.50 0.85 1.15
H0,3 0.05 0.15 1.05 1.00 0.30 0.75 1.00
H0,4 0.85 0.65 0.90 0.95 0.65 0.65 0.80
H0,5 0.35 0.55 1.00 0.85 0.70 1.20 1.40
H0,6 0.70 0.55 0.90 0.90 0.75 0.60 0.75
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Table S25: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts with scaling function (D - dis-
tribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1)
- heteroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.30 10.60 5.10 4.60 2.90 4.05 4.90

H0,1 1.25 0.85 1.35 1.40 0.75 0.80 1.05
H0,2 2.15 1.90 0.95 0.85 0.60 0.70 0.85
H0,3 6.25 5.60 1.15 0.90 0.70 0.80 0.90
H0,4 1.05 1.30 0.90 0.70 0.35 0.80 0.90
H0,5 2.55 2.75 0.90 0.85 0.55 1.05 1.40
H0,6 0.95 1.00 1.20 1.05 0.50 0.65 0.85

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.20 3.65 5.95 4.00 3.30 3.20 3.90
H0,1 1.10 0.60 0.65 0.30 0.40 0.55 0.70
H0,2 0.55 0.35 1.30 0.80 0.70 0.45 0.60
H0,3 0.80 0.95 1.65 1.00 0.65 0.85 1.00
H0,4 0.50 0.60 1.25 0.75 0.60 0.45 0.60
H0,5 0.65 0.65 1.10 0.75 0.55 0.55 0.60
H0,6 0.90 0.65 1.40 1.10 0.70 0.60 0.75

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 3.25 1.95 5.70 3.45 3.10 3.50 4.05
H0,1 0.50 0.25 1.40 0.70 0.50 0.50 0.65
H0,2 0.60 0.30 1.10 0.50 0.65 0.65 0.70
H0,3 0.20 0.10 1.55 0.75 0.50 0.75 0.75
H0,4 0.65 0.65 1.05 0.85 0.75 0.80 0.90
H0,5 0.20 0.10 0.80 0.65 0.40 0.45 0.50
H0,6 1.25 0.75 1.00 0.60 0.60 0.70 0.90

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.10 9.35 6.65 3.90 3.70 2.40 3.20
H0,1 1.00 0.65 1.15 0.60 0.70 0.25 0.35
H0,2 2.35 1.70 1.80 1.10 0.70 0.50 0.55
H0,3 6.35 5.60 2.15 1.05 0.90 0.45 0.55
H0,4 1.10 0.55 1.15 0.75 0.65 0.35 0.60
H0,5 1.70 1.85 1.15 0.65 0.65 0.50 0.80
H0,6 1.10 1.05 1.25 0.95 0.60 0.70 0.85

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 5.00 4.00 5.35 4.50 3.25 4.00 4.50
H0,1 0.90 0.55 1.05 0.90 0.45 0.50 0.55
H0,2 0.80 0.90 0.95 0.80 0.65 0.95 1.05
H0,3 0.85 0.90 1.00 0.90 0.70 0.90 0.95
H0,4 0.90 0.80 1.00 0.90 0.60 0.80 1.00
H0,5 1.10 0.95 1.60 1.40 0.75 0.95 1.00
H0,6 1.10 0.60 1.05 0.70 0.40 0.60 0.65

t (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.95 2.05 6.20 5.30 3.80 3.90 4.55
H0,1 0.90 0.50 1.55 1.15 1.05 0.75 0.85
H0,2 0.35 0.10 0.85 0.75 0.75 0.65 0.65
H0,3 0.05 0.05 1.40 1.25 0.60 0.60 0.75
H0,4 0.65 0.60 0.90 0.75 0.40 0.65 0.85
H0,5 0.45 0.35 1.60 1.40 0.90 1.05 1.40
H0,6 0.55 0.70 0.90 0.80 0.45 0.70 0.75

t (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.55 10.55 5.40 3.80 3.30 3.70 4.85
H0,1 1.15 1.10 0.95 0.70 0.55 0.55 0.75
H0,2 2.25 2.15 1.15 0.80 0.70 0.60 0.95
H0,3 5.65 5.55 1.15 0.55 0.75 0.90 1.10
H0,4 1.40 0.70 0.75 0.65 0.30 0.65 0.70
H0,5 2.40 2.50 1.40 0.95 0.65 1.00 1.20
H0,6 1.15 1.05 1.30 0.95 0.75 0.70 1.05

t (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.40 4.35 4.80 4.40 3.35 4.25 4.95
H0,1 0.80 0.75 0.85 0.80 0.65 0.75 0.90
H0,2 1.15 1.20 0.70 0.65 0.80 1.10 1.25
H0,3 0.70 0.95 1.20 1.05 0.40 1.10 1.15
H0,4 0.95 0.80 1.20 1.00 0.50 0.85 0.95
H0,5 0.75 0.85 1.00 0.95 0.65 0.60 0.80
H0,6 0.60 0.70 0.90 0.90 0.50 0.60 0.70
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Table S25: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts with scaling function (D - dis-
tribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1)
- heteroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
t (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 1.70 2.35 5.15 4.85 3.05 3.80 4.05

H0,1 0.35 0.55 1.25 1.00 0.70 0.75 0.85
H0,2 0.15 0.30 1.20 1.15 0.50 0.95 0.95
H0,3 0.10 0.10 1.45 1.45 0.70 0.75 0.85
H0,4 0.55 0.50 0.85 0.65 0.25 0.75 0.75
H0,5 0.25 0.65 1.20 1.05 0.75 1.00 1.00
H0,6 0.50 0.60 1.20 1.25 0.55 0.45 0.75

t (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.50 9.25 5.10 4.50 3.05 4.25 5.15
H0,1 1.70 1.40 0.85 0.75 0.55 1.30 1.55
H0,2 2.75 2.55 1.25 1.00 0.65 1.10 1.45
H0,3 5.90 5.05 1.40 1.20 0.55 0.90 1.05
H0,4 0.50 0.60 1.05 0.95 0.50 0.50 0.60
H0,5 2.10 1.45 1.00 0.90 0.60 0.70 0.80
H0,6 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.10 0.85 0.85 1.05

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.95 3.25 7.35 4.25 3.00 2.75 3.80
H0,1 0.55 0.75 1.65 0.60 0.65 0.60 0.70
H0,2 0.85 0.60 1.55 0.80 0.90 0.55 0.70
H0,3 1.15 0.65 1.45 0.80 0.45 0.40 0.55
H0,4 0.80 0.30 1.40 0.90 0.60 0.25 0.45
H0,5 1.05 0.70 1.65 1.15 0.55 0.50 0.85
H0,6 1.05 0.65 1.10 0.80 0.10 0.75 1.00

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.85 2.15 6.15 4.10 3.65 3.35 4.00
H0,1 0.55 0.45 1.70 0.80 0.85 0.65 0.75
H0,2 0.50 0.05 1.15 0.85 0.55 0.35 0.55
H0,3 0.05 0.05 0.90 0.65 0.70 0.70 0.80
H0,4 0.75 0.70 1.45 0.90 0.55 0.85 0.85
H0,5 0.55 0.35 1.45 0.85 0.70 0.65 0.90
H0,6 0.60 0.80 0.85 0.60 0.60 0.75 0.80

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.05 8.30 6.10 4.25 4.25 2.15 2.80
H0,1 0.85 0.90 1.15 0.65 0.40 0.45 0.60
H0,2 2.50 2.10 1.50 1.15 1.00 0.50 0.65
H0,3 5.75 4.45 1.65 0.95 1.10 0.50 0.70
H0,4 1.35 0.75 1.95 1.05 0.95 0.55 0.70
H0,5 2.65 1.55 1.45 0.95 0.65 0.25 0.30
H0,6 1.25 0.75 0.80 0.65 0.60 0.45 0.55

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.55 3.25 4.35 3.60 3.20 3.25 3.95
H0,1 1.15 0.65 0.80 0.65 0.40 0.80 0.85
H0,2 0.65 0.65 1.15 1.00 0.45 0.55 0.70
H0,3 0.75 0.70 1.15 0.85 0.70 0.65 0.65
H0,4 0.50 0.60 0.75 0.60 0.55 0.50 0.65
H0,5 0.95 0.65 0.90 0.70 0.75 0.60 0.85
H0,6 1.00 0.60 0.60 0.50 0.65 0.65 0.85

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.55 1.95 5.30 4.75 3.40 3.25 3.90
H0,1 0.40 0.45 1.10 0.85 0.50 0.55 0.60
H0,2 0.05 0.20 1.00 0.90 0.30 0.55 0.65
H0,3 0.10 0.00 0.85 0.70 0.40 0.75 0.95
H0,4 0.60 0.30 1.30 1.30 0.95 0.20 0.40
H0,5 0.50 0.35 1.05 0.90 0.75 0.65 0.70
H0,6 1.15 0.90 1.20 1.00 0.80 1.05 1.30

χ2 (30,40,50,60) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 12.30 10.25 5.90 4.75 4.25 4.05 4.85
H0,1 1.35 1.10 1.40 1.10 1.05 0.75 0.90
H0,2 2.15 1.75 1.35 1.00 0.80 0.75 0.90
H0,3 6.25 5.90 1.90 1.25 1.00 0.80 0.95
H0,4 1.70 1.20 1.15 1.10 0.90 0.75 1.05
H0,5 2.30 2.00 1.10 0.80 0.55 0.70 0.95
H0,6 1.50 1.05 1.15 1.00 0.85 0.75 0.95
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Table S25: Empirical FWER and sizes (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts with scaling function (D - dis-
tribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1)
- heteroscedastic case (negative pairing)) (continued)

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1,1,1) FWER 4.25 3.80 5.20 4.70 3.05 3.95 4.75

H0,1 0.55 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.65 1.00 1.15
H0,2 1.05 0.65 0.85 0.65 0.35 0.65 0.70
H0,3 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.75 0.60 0.95 1.10
H0,4 1.00 0.90 1.40 1.15 0.70 0.75 1.00
H0,5 0.75 0.50 1.20 1.25 0.85 0.45 0.60
H0,6 0.80 0.60 1.05 0.75 0.40 0.80 0.95

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) FWER 2.55 2.10 4.60 4.15 3.45 4.00 4.35
H0,1 0.85 0.45 1.10 0.95 0.80 0.60 0.75
H0,2 0.35 0.20 0.65 0.60 0.75 0.95 1.05
H0,3 0.25 0.10 1.30 1.20 0.65 0.60 0.65
H0,4 0.65 0.50 1.05 0.90 0.40 0.65 0.75
H0,5 0.35 0.35 0.90 0.85 0.55 1.05 1.05
H0,6 0.30 0.60 0.70 0.50 0.55 0.75 0.75

χ2 (60,80,100,120) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) FWER 11.55 10.10 5.00 4.50 2.50 4.20 4.85
H0,1 1.10 1.05 1.20 1.05 0.60 0.90 0.95
H0,2 2.85 2.40 1.30 1.10 0.55 1.25 1.30
H0,3 6.00 6.35 1.25 1.30 0.55 1.00 1.30
H0,4 0.95 1.00 0.70 0.55 0.35 0.90 1.05
H0,5 2.95 1.90 1.25 1.10 0.65 0.75 0.90
H0,6 0.90 0.70 0.60 0.40 0.35 0.55 0.80
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Fig. S45: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts with
scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S46: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical FWER (as percentages) of all tests obtained for the Tukey constrasts with
scaling function and different distributions
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Table S26: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2, H0,4) and powers (H0,3, H0,5, H0,6) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative
A1 for the Tukey constrasts with scaling function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75)
- heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.85 0.80 1.40 0.85 0.70 0.70 0.75

H0,2 0.80 0.80 1.95 1.40 0.65 0.85 0.95
H0,3 73.10 82.65 1.95 1.30 3.00 79.15 81.70
H0,4 1.15 0.65 1.40 0.90 0.90 0.75 0.85
H0,5 83.40 92.00 1.70 1.20 4.90 91.50 92.70
H0,6 91.00 96.25 1.90 1.50 7.05 96.00 96.90

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.50 0.40 1.55 1.05 0.60 0.55 0.65
H0,2 0.20 0.25 2.00 1.05 0.80 0.65 0.75
H0,3 14.95 16.90 1.00 0.50 2.25 44.30 47.75
H0,4 0.85 0.70 1.10 0.85 0.70 1.05 1.15
H0,5 26.45 31.10 1.45 1.00 2.20 43.40 45.90
H0,6 31.35 37.75 1.30 0.85 2.15 40.95 43.40

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 0.90 0.65 1.70 0.95 0.95 0.55 0.65
H0,2 2.15 1.45 1.80 1.00 0.80 0.40 0.50
H0,3 55.05 59.35 2.05 1.30 1.95 22.55 25.25
H0,4 1.35 0.75 1.80 1.15 0.90 0.45 0.70
H0,5 65.30 70.85 1.50 0.90 2.30 52.45 56.85
H0,6 80.30 88.85 1.50 1.05 4.05 85.35 87.80

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.85 0.95 1.95 0.65 0.75 0.80 0.85
H0,2 1.40 0.50 1.40 1.00 0.65 0.60 0.70
H0,3 43.20 50.95 1.95 1.10 2.90 46.75 50.05
H0,4 0.80 0.65 1.05 0.60 0.65 0.45 0.60
H0,5 52.80 63.60 1.60 1.00 2.70 61.25 64.45
H0,6 63.35 71.35 1.60 1.05 3.05 69.95 72.30

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.85 0.45 1.30 0.75 0.60 0.60 0.70
H0,2 0.45 0.15 1.65 1.15 0.55 0.55 0.60
H0,3 6.55 5.20 1.20 0.80 1.65 21.85 24.30
H0,4 0.80 0.40 1.35 0.65 0.75 0.45 0.60
H0,5 12.50 13.15 1.35 1.00 1.45 20.95 22.75
H0,6 15.15 16.75 1.10 0.70 1.05 17.70 20.15

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.00 0.50 1.35 0.75 0.80 0.40 0.40
H0,2 1.70 1.65 1.70 1.35 0.85 0.40 0.50
H0,3 34.20 35.75 2.40 1.20 1.55 10.05 11.50
H0,4 1.15 0.70 1.40 0.85 0.90 0.30 0.50
H0,5 38.50 43.40 2.00 1.35 1.80 25.55 29.15
H0,6 49.20 57.70 1.55 1.05 2.25 51.00 55.60

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.60 0.45 1.40 0.85 0.50 0.45 0.50
H0,2 0.80 0.70 1.25 1.05 0.70 0.60 0.80
H0,3 73.80 82.15 1.40 0.90 4.40 77.05 79.10
H0,4 0.90 0.80 1.10 0.75 0.75 0.85 0.95
H0,5 85.40 91.85 1.65 0.90 4.95 89.80 91.00
H0,6 91.25 95.25 1.55 1.10 6.25 95.10 95.80

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.90 0.15 1.45 0.95 0.95 0.25 0.30
H0,2 0.60 0.25 1.50 0.95 0.55 0.35 0.40
H0,3 14.60 13.80 1.15 0.65 1.75 45.70 48.40
H0,4 0.70 0.40 1.40 0.85 0.65 0.50 0.55
H0,5 25.40 30.90 1.25 0.95 1.75 42.85 45.60
H0,6 31.15 37.50 1.35 1.10 1.45 39.70 42.20

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.05 0.65 1.35 0.90 0.80 0.60 0.65
H0,2 2.00 1.40 1.65 0.95 0.65 0.35 0.50
H0,3 56.80 58.50 2.05 1.35 2.35 24.75 27.90
H0,4 1.35 0.55 1.35 1.00 0.75 0.40 0.60
H0,5 66.20 69.50 1.70 1.15 2.90 52.55 55.45
H0,6 83.10 87.30 1.45 1.05 4.60 83.60 86.15
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Fig. S47: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S48: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A1 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S27: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2, H0,4) and powers (H0,3, H0,5, H0,6) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative
A2 for the Tukey constrasts with scaling function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75)
- heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.85 0.40 2.00 1.25 1.00 0.30 0.35

H0,2 0.65 0.55 1.70 0.85 0.85 0.60 0.75
H0,3 71.30 97.15 74.15 64.60 79.50 96.80 97.20
H0,4 0.50 0.65 1.60 0.90 0.50 0.75 1.10
H0,5 81.00 99.40 81.05 75.85 87.60 99.20 99.40
H0,6 88.00 99.90 87.00 84.20 93.40 99.90 99.90

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.40 0.35 1.45 0.80 0.50 0.35 0.55
H0,2 0.40 0.05 1.90 1.05 0.75 0.80 0.90
H0,3 13.60 47.00 46.30 38.75 49.90 77.55 79.25
H0,4 0.70 0.60 1.40 1.05 0.65 0.60 0.65
H0,5 24.15 63.20 40.75 35.25 43.90 72.50 74.80
H0,6 31.40 68.70 37.75 32.30 40.80 70.45 72.85

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.15 0.85 1.25 0.80 0.70 0.70 0.95
H0,2 2.70 2.30 1.45 0.95 1.15 0.80 1.15
H0,3 58.95 82.25 31.40 21.95 27.35 46.00 50.25
H0,4 1.30 0.75 1.25 0.95 0.80 0.50 0.75
H0,5 63.45 91.70 50.65 42.55 54.90 82.70 85.40
H0,6 78.60 98.40 75.45 70.00 82.85 97.80 98.15

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.30 0.60 1.30 0.65 0.85 0.65 0.80
H0,2 0.95 0.30 1.40 0.75 0.65 0.30 0.40
H0,3 39.50 78.20 46.25 37.80 48.00 75.60 78.05
H0,4 0.50 0.40 1.30 0.90 0.45 0.25 0.30
H0,5 50.95 88.00 54.60 48.55 60.30 87.00 88.55
H0,6 58.35 93.55 61.95 57.15 70.60 92.80 93.90

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.45 0.40 1.40 0.95 0.60 0.45 0.60
H0,2 0.30 0.15 0.95 0.50 0.45 0.60 0.65
H0,3 5.70 17.70 26.55 22.05 26.00 46.25 48.85
H0,4 0.75 0.65 1.50 0.75 0.60 0.80 0.90
H0,5 12.25 31.90 24.45 20.35 22.60 41.45 44.20
H0,6 14.95 37.55 21.95 18.40 20.70 38.45 41.50

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 0.85 0.75 1.60 0.85 0.65 0.55 0.60
H0,2 1.80 1.35 1.60 0.70 0.60 0.15 0.20
H0,3 39.50 57.10 18.90 12.60 15.05 22.50 26.05
H0,4 0.90 0.50 1.30 0.70 0.95 0.45 0.45
H0,5 39.70 68.30 29.65 22.70 30.80 52.50 56.20
H0,6 48.50 84.55 47.60 41.65 53.20 80.35 83.15

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 1.05 0.90 1.80 1.20 0.70 0.90 0.90
H0,2 0.95 0.90 1.40 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.95
H0,3 70.95 97.80 72.95 65.55 80.15 95.55 96.35
H0,4 0.90 0.60 1.70 1.00 0.85 0.65 0.80
H0,5 83.25 99.30 80.80 75.95 89.00 98.95 99.20
H0,6 89.05 99.55 87.65 84.55 94.10 99.50 99.70

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.75 0.50 1.45 0.90 0.85 0.50 0.55
H0,2 0.20 0.25 1.70 1.10 0.65 0.40 0.50
H0,3 12.40 44.95 45.85 38.70 49.15 75.20 77.45
H0,4 0.70 0.65 1.20 0.60 0.50 0.50 0.80
H0,5 25.60 64.70 42.25 36.70 45.00 74.65 76.90
H0,6 31.85 69.20 39.85 33.35 43.55 70.90 73.40

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.20 0.60 1.70 1.20 0.80 0.30 0.40
H0,2 1.85 1.40 2.30 1.20 1.00 0.30 0.45
H0,3 60.60 80.10 34.10 24.50 33.00 47.85 51.05
H0,4 1.30 0.90 1.85 1.25 0.85 0.50 0.75
H0,5 66.45 90.45 53.35 46.40 59.45 80.00 82.60
H0,6 81.00 97.85 75.00 69.80 83.60 97.05 97.30
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Fig. S49: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S50: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A2 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S28: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Tukey constrasts with scaling
function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 8.75 19.05 14.10 9.85 10.75 19.10 20.85

H0,2 65.40 96.20 71.05 62.15 76.55 95.30 96.05
H0,3 99.30 100.00 98.75 97.65 99.65 100.00 100.00
H0,4 12.95 30.25 18.65 14.55 16.65 30.45 33.40
H0,5 81.45 99.20 81.70 75.50 88.75 99.10 99.20
H0,6 19.00 44.90 22.80 18.85 23.10 44.50 47.50

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 6.65 12.75 11.50 8.45 8.60 15.80 17.65
H0,2 24.40 66.55 47.35 40.40 53.70 80.65 82.50
H0,3 54.95 97.20 87.75 82.95 93.35 99.70 99.75
H0,4 5.80 11.05 8.60 6.40 6.60 12.45 14.25
H0,5 24.25 64.25 41.25 35.85 44.45 73.20 76.05
H0,6 4.90 9.90 8.25 6.20 5.85 10.80 11.80

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 3.60 5.00 5.00 3.35 3.60 4.35 5.35
H0,2 33.05 60.40 28.10 20.45 23.70 41.85 46.15
H0,3 93.45 99.40 69.00 55.55 67.75 93.40 94.75
H0,4 7.10 12.50 9.15 7.40 7.25 9.65 11.90
H0,5 63.90 92.25 52.35 44.40 55.85 82.80 85.80
H0,6 15.30 33.05 17.00 13.90 16.05 28.85 32.05

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 5.20 9.20 8.55 5.95 5.40 8.40 9.25
H0,2 36.45 73.25 42.70 34.70 43.60 71.05 74.15
H0,3 86.80 99.50 86.35 79.85 90.80 99.05 99.20
H0,4 7.10 14.75 10.40 7.75 7.30 14.30 16.40
H0,5 49.65 87.75 53.85 48.55 60.60 86.65 88.55
H0,6 9.55 19.10 12.95 10.40 10.75 18.75 20.45

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 3.60 4.80 7.20 4.90 3.90 5.65 6.85
H0,2 11.60 33.80 28.35 22.00 27.40 47.95 51.35
H0,3 25.80 72.40 59.85 52.85 68.70 91.00 92.05
H0,4 3.30 5.00 5.30 3.70 3.45 5.05 6.00
H0,5 11.60 32.65 22.35 17.90 22.05 43.10 45.65
H0,6 2.95 4.95 4.60 3.15 3.55 5.60 6.15

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.40 2.65 3.20 2.05 1.70 1.65 2.30
H0,2 20.00 35.70 14.30 9.80 11.80 18.90 21.55
H0,3 72.20 90.15 45.20 33.55 41.30 67.00 70.30
H0,4 4.40 5.40 5.85 4.00 4.00 4.40 5.05
H0,5 38.90 68.95 30.10 23.80 29.30 51.25 55.85
H0,6 9.30 17.45 10.05 8.25 8.35 14.20 16.40

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 9.80 20.75 17.00 11.60 13.65 20.05 22.00
H0,2 66.65 94.95 67.20 59.50 74.70 92.70 93.65
H0,3 99.00 100.00 97.85 95.45 99.10 100.00 100.00
H0,4 14.35 33.50 19.35 15.05 18.55 33.65 36.45
H0,5 84.20 98.90 80.15 76.40 89.65 98.50 98.60
H0,6 19.65 43.75 24.75 20.35 23.65 43.65 46.70

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.25 10.10 10.25 7.10 6.80 12.35 14.10
H0,2 24.60 67.00 48.45 40.15 52.35 80.20 82.60
H0,3 54.80 97.65 86.20 81.80 92.85 99.60 99.60
H0,4 5.20 10.60 10.05 7.00 6.00 13.10 14.75
H0,5 25.25 63.75 42.10 36.10 45.20 73.60 76.00
H0,6 5.45 10.05 7.40 6.00 5.90 10.85 11.75

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 4.50 6.30 6.50 4.85 4.35 5.35 6.60
H0,2 35.55 61.70 29.65 21.65 30.20 44.50 47.90
H0,3 92.05 98.55 68.10 56.05 72.00 90.15 92.00
H0,4 7.40 14.85 9.65 7.00 7.60 12.60 14.60
H0,5 67.20 91.55 52.90 44.65 58.85 82.15 84.55
H0,6 16.25 34.55 17.50 14.35 17.85 31.20 33.90
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Fig. S51: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S52: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A3 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S29: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Tukey constrasts with scaling
function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 9.00 9.35 2.00 1.35 1.65 9.15 10.20

H0,2 67.25 78.45 1.55 0.80 3.20 76.10 78.55
H0,3 99.75 100.00 1.95 1.15 13.40 99.95 99.95
H0,4 12.65 13.80 1.45 1.00 1.15 14.00 15.25
H0,5 84.75 91.20 2.00 1.35 5.90 91.45 92.65
H0,6 17.45 19.70 1.55 1.15 1.50 19.70 21.80

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.05 4.60 1.25 0.60 0.60 5.70 6.55
H0,2 28.15 31.40 1.20 0.80 2.25 50.75 53.40
H0,3 64.45 76.25 1.40 0.80 4.85 94.25 95.30
H0,4 3.75 4.60 1.10 0.80 1.25 5.35 6.25
H0,5 25.95 30.40 1.25 0.95 1.90 41.25 43.60
H0,6 4.25 3.95 1.20 0.95 0.90 4.55 5.15

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 3.60 2.70 1.50 0.95 0.95 1.90 2.40
H0,2 33.65 35.90 1.65 1.05 1.45 18.95 21.95
H0,3 92.35 95.20 2.00 1.05 3.65 69.70 73.55
H0,4 6.40 6.80 1.30 0.95 0.95 5.25 6.50
H0,5 64.15 70.25 1.65 0.95 2.25 51.90 56.70
H0,6 14.00 16.25 1.15 0.75 0.90 13.10 15.20

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 4.80 4.05 1.75 1.15 0.75 3.80 4.50
H0,2 37.55 44.35 1.10 0.65 2.25 41.90 45.15
H0,3 89.95 94.60 2.10 0.90 6.50 91.90 93.20
H0,4 6.25 7.20 1.25 0.95 0.95 6.00 7.40
H0,5 54.90 63.35 1.40 0.85 2.55 62.05 64.85
H0,6 8.30 9.70 1.00 0.75 1.10 9.35 10.55

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 2.15 2.25 1.85 1.25 0.85 2.75 3.15
H0,2 11.95 12.20 1.85 1.05 1.55 23.35 26.25
H0,3 29.50 35.15 1.40 0.90 2.75 65.95 69.10
H0,4 2.85 2.60 1.50 1.15 0.80 2.90 3.25
H0,5 11.35 12.55 1.15 0.75 1.20 18.40 20.30
H0,6 2.10 1.95 1.50 1.10 1.10 2.10 2.35

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.75 1.45 1.30 0.70 0.75 1.10 1.25
H0,2 17.45 18.55 1.25 0.80 0.95 8.45 10.45
H0,3 72.50 74.90 1.75 1.00 2.00 37.10 41.05
H0,4 3.45 3.10 1.25 0.80 0.90 2.40 2.90
H0,5 39.05 42.95 1.55 1.10 1.50 25.65 29.05
H0,6 8.20 8.60 1.00 0.65 0.85 6.40 7.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 8.60 9.40 1.50 0.75 1.00 9.50 10.95
H0,2 69.05 78.00 1.15 0.90 3.75 74.60 78.00
H0,3 99.80 99.95 2.35 1.30 14.70 99.65 99.75
H0,4 12.00 13.10 1.45 0.85 1.00 13.40 15.10
H0,5 84.30 90.80 1.25 0.95 5.45 88.20 89.95
H0,6 19.20 21.65 1.20 0.65 0.95 20.75 22.95

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 5.85 4.60 1.70 1.15 0.95 6.40 7.50
H0,2 27.50 31.55 1.20 0.80 2.15 48.25 52.00
H0,3 67.60 76.20 1.80 1.25 5.40 94.30 95.15
H0,4 4.45 4.15 1.95 1.20 0.70 5.25 6.35
H0,5 29.20 31.85 1.70 1.15 2.45 44.15 46.65
H0,6 4.80 4.70 1.20 0.95 1.05 5.25 6.15

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 3.60 2.65 2.00 1.05 1.35 1.90 2.70
H0,2 34.80 37.35 2.55 1.40 1.45 21.60 24.85
H0,3 91.30 93.45 2.45 1.60 4.70 70.05 73.35
H0,4 7.10 6.55 1.30 1.05 1.00 4.75 6.05
H0,5 67.85 70.80 1.60 1.00 2.85 53.50 58.10
H0,6 15.15 15.30 1.40 0.95 1.30 13.40 15.75
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Fig. S53: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S54: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A4 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and different distributions

104



Table S30: Empirical sizes (H0,1, H0,2, H0,4) and powers (H0,3, H0,5, H0,6) (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative
A5 for the Tukey constrasts with scaling function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75)
- heteroscedastic case (positive pairing), (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.70 0.75 2.10 1.20 0.80 0.75 0.95

H0,2 0.95 0.65 1.75 0.70 0.80 0.75 0.85
H0,3 72.10 82.30 92.70 88.10 91.65 77.90 80.50
H0,4 0.50 0.50 1.50 0.95 0.50 0.55 0.85
H0,5 83.10 90.80 95.95 94.70 96.80 90.25 91.50
H0,6 90.30 95.85 98.50 97.65 99.15 95.90 96.60

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.80 0.45 1.55 0.85 0.90 0.60 0.60
H0,2 0.20 0.00 1.15 0.65 0.50 0.55 0.65
H0,3 14.75 17.05 69.25 60.95 64.85 44.05 46.45
H0,4 0.75 0.50 1.45 0.90 0.55 0.55 0.60
H0,5 24.00 29.60 65.90 59.75 62.65 40.65 43.90
H0,6 29.05 34.75 61.30 55.50 57.50 36.90 39.80

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.10 0.60 1.55 0.60 0.65 0.45 0.55
H0,2 2.25 1.65 1.45 0.90 1.10 0.45 0.55
H0,3 54.55 56.90 54.60 42.75 42.30 22.20 24.75
H0,4 1.25 0.90 2.00 1.05 0.55 0.60 0.70
H0,5 61.45 69.10 76.80 69.20 71.65 49.40 54.35
H0,6 78.75 85.75 92.85 90.95 93.70 82.80 85.40

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.70 0.25 1.45 0.85 0.75 0.20 0.35
H0,2 0.85 0.40 1.70 0.90 0.60 0.30 0.45
H0,3 37.15 43.85 68.95 60.55 64.20 39.45 43.90
H0,4 1.20 1.15 1.40 0.75 0.60 0.90 1.05
H0,5 50.15 58.05 79.15 73.60 77.30 56.20 59.60
H0,6 61.05 68.05 83.85 80.75 84.80 66.55 69.50

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.60 0.45 1.65 1.05 1.05 0.50 0.80
H0,2 0.20 0.20 1.80 1.00 0.95 0.50 0.75
H0,3 6.45 6.05 43.80 38.40 38.40 20.40 23.10
H0,4 0.65 0.55 1.50 1.10 0.65 0.65 0.75
H0,5 12.20 13.70 39.60 34.45 35.85 19.65 21.45
H0,6 14.65 17.65 36.15 32.50 31.90 18.40 20.55

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.00 0.75 1.35 0.45 0.60 0.55 0.75
H0,2 1.85 1.80 1.80 1.20 1.05 0.60 0.75
H0,3 34.30 34.65 30.65 20.95 21.10 8.70 10.70
H0,4 1.10 0.65 1.25 0.80 0.60 0.50 0.65
H0,5 36.45 41.50 52.95 45.10 45.25 25.10 28.75
H0,6 46.50 56.45 72.35 67.45 71.10 50.70 54.50

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 0.75 0.45 1.55 1.05 0.95 0.50 0.55
H0,2 0.70 0.50 1.65 0.70 0.75 0.35 0.40
H0,3 71.35 80.30 92.00 85.30 91.10 75.25 78.10
H0,4 0.95 0.85 1.25 0.95 0.90 0.80 0.95
H0,5 83.80 90.45 94.95 92.55 96.50 88.05 89.65
H0,6 89.60 94.55 97.60 96.60 98.45 93.50 94.55

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 0.65 0.50 1.45 0.85 0.45 0.60 0.75
H0,2 0.45 0.05 1.25 0.65 0.70 0.60 0.75
H0,3 12.30 12.85 70.00 64.35 66.00 43.35 46.40
H0,4 0.75 0.70 1.05 0.85 0.70 0.75 0.80
H0,5 25.60 29.45 65.30 60.35 62.25 41.60 44.75
H0,6 30.85 35.20 63.25 57.75 59.30 37.50 40.05

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 1.15 0.90 2.25 1.20 0.80 0.50 0.90
H0,2 2.25 2.00 1.75 1.00 1.45 0.60 0.70
H0,3 57.15 60.25 53.25 42.35 46.75 27.75 30.20
H0,4 0.70 0.35 1.45 0.90 0.60 0.35 0.60
H0,5 63.60 70.25 74.80 66.95 73.35 52.80 56.45
H0,6 80.10 85.30 92.50 90.05 93.90 81.30 83.80
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Fig. S55: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S56: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A5 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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Table S31: Empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Tukey constrasts with scaling
function (D - distribution, (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4): (1,1,1,1) - homoscedastic case, (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) - heteroscedastic case (positive pairing),
(1.75,1.5,1.25,1) - heteroscedastic case (negative pairing))

D (n1, n2, n3, n4) (λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) H Fmax GPF L2b Fb CAFB GPH mGPH
N (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 8.20 7.95 26.15 19.45 18.30 7.70 9.05

H0,2 64.50 74.75 89.40 83.35 88.80 72.20 74.75
H0,3 99.30 99.85 99.90 99.80 99.85 99.85 99.90
H0,4 11.70 14.10 31.45 25.85 24.10 13.10 14.85
H0,5 81.25 89.85 96.50 94.60 96.30 89.10 90.55
H0,6 16.95 18.35 39.20 34.10 34.75 17.20 19.30

N (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 4.20 3.40 18.95 13.25 12.75 5.25 6.25
H0,2 23.95 29.35 74.55 66.65 68.90 46.20 48.80
H0,3 60.95 70.65 97.70 96.40 98.15 92.70 93.65
H0,4 4.65 4.15 15.95 12.15 9.70 5.35 6.20
H0,5 24.80 30.00 65.05 59.40 63.60 42.40 44.50
H0,6 4.85 3.80 13.80 11.25 8.95 4.60 5.50

N (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 3.60 3.25 9.60 6.10 4.65 3.30 3.55
H0,2 31.05 35.20 48.20 37.30 39.15 19.05 21.70
H0,3 91.05 94.00 90.70 83.15 86.05 69.40 73.65
H0,4 6.40 6.20 14.65 11.30 9.25 5.05 6.30
H0,5 63.20 67.45 76.70 69.95 73.60 49.45 53.60
H0,6 13.05 16.05 31.15 25.45 22.90 14.10 15.85

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 4.00 4.00 13.90 9.80 7.75 3.60 4.50
H0,2 35.50 43.50 69.90 59.70 62.45 39.10 42.60
H0,3 88.20 93.25 97.70 95.70 97.70 90.20 92.00
H0,4 6.50 6.60 18.65 14.95 12.35 6.25 6.75
H0,5 50.25 57.70 80.20 75.05 79.45 55.45 59.10
H0,6 8.15 8.45 22.00 18.75 15.15 8.15 8.90

t (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 3.30 2.50 11.35 7.65 6.45 3.45 4.20
H0,2 12.05 12.95 48.20 40.50 41.60 22.65 25.00
H0,3 29.60 33.85 83.85 79.65 84.35 64.75 68.10
H0,4 3.10 2.40 7.70 5.85 5.45 3.10 3.80
H0,5 10.20 11.80 39.60 34.85 33.70 19.05 21.00
H0,6 2.55 2.35 7.20 5.35 4.00 2.55 3.25

t (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 2.10 1.45 5.00 3.55 3.05 0.95 1.55
H0,2 16.45 17.25 26.45 19.60 17.90 7.65 9.35
H0,3 68.75 73.00 66.45 54.85 57.30 34.80 38.75
H0,4 3.60 3.50 9.10 6.45 4.75 2.90 3.35
H0,5 37.90 41.00 51.65 43.95 44.20 24.25 28.40
H0,6 7.20 7.50 17.20 13.85 12.30 5.75 6.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1,1,1) H0,1 7.60 8.50 26.35 19.50 19.00 9.10 10.65
H0,2 65.60 72.85 88.70 83.55 88.40 70.25 72.75
H0,3 99.65 99.85 99.80 99.25 99.95 99.25 99.50
H0,4 12.20 13.20 32.40 27.15 27.30 13.00 15.20
H0,5 84.25 91.20 95.50 92.90 96.45 88.85 90.55
H0,6 17.90 21.40 41.80 36.65 35.50 21.50 23.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1,1.25,1.5,1.75) H0,1 3.70 3.20 17.90 12.85 11.45 4.60 5.70
H0,2 22.20 28.20 72.90 66.00 70.20 45.40 48.85
H0,3 62.25 75.20 98.20 96.95 98.60 93.40 94.25
H0,4 4.40 5.00 16.10 12.95 10.40 5.75 6.90
H0,5 25.75 30.35 67.20 62.20 64.80 41.55 44.35
H0,6 3.85 3.90 14.40 11.70 10.45 4.40 4.85

χ2 (15,20,25,30) (1.75,1.5,1.25,1) H0,1 4.80 3.55 10.75 7.15 6.70 2.75 3.35
H0,2 32.70 35.35 46.60 37.55 42.30 22.00 24.70
H0,3 91.65 92.85 87.05 78.75 85.00 67.40 70.50
H0,4 6.70 6.30 16.05 12.85 12.00 5.20 6.40
H0,5 64.05 69.35 75.40 67.65 72.85 51.55 55.45
H0,6 14.25 16.00 31.80 26.65 25.80 13.30 15.00
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Fig. S57: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and homoscedastic and heteroscedastic cases
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Fig. S58: Box-and-whisker plots for the empirical powers (as percentages) of all tests obtained under alternative A6 for the Tukey
constrasts with scaling function and different distributions
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S5. Details on the Competitors for the Simulation Studies

In this section, more details on the competitors for the simulation studies are provided. Here, we use the
notation of the main paper.

The Fmax- and GPF-test by Smaga and Zhang [9] are using the test statistics

Fmaxn := sup
t∈T

{
SSHn(t)/r

∑k
i=1(ni − 1)γ̂i(t, t)/(n − k)

}
and GPFn :=

∫

T

SSHn(t)/r
∑k

i=1(ni − 1)γ̂i(t, t)/(n − k)
dt,

where SSHn(t) := (Hη̂(t) − c(t))⊤(HDnH⊤)−1(Hη̂(t) − c(t)) for all t ∈ T and Dn := diag(1/n1, ..., 1/nk).
The critical values are approximated with a nonparametric pooled bootstrap approach as described in [12,
p. 159]. Here, the bootstrap counterparts v∗

ij , j ∈ {1, ..., ni}, i ∈ {1, ..., k}, of the subject-effect functions are
randomly generated from xij − η̂i, j ∈ {1, ..., ni}, i ∈ {1, ..., k}. Based on the resulting bootstrap samples
x∗

ij = v∗
ij + η̂i, j ∈ {1, ..., ni}, i ∈ {1, ..., k}, the bootstrap counterparts of the Fmax- and GPF-test statistic can

be calculated.
The L2b- and Fb-test statistics by Zhang [12] are defined by

L2bn :=
∫

T

SSHn(t) dt and Fbn := L2bn∑k
i=1 an,ii

∫
T γ̂i(t, t) dt

with an,ii being the ith diagonal element of An = D1/2
n H⊤(HDnH⊤)−1HD1/2

n for all i ∈ {1, ..., k}. The critical
values are approximated by using a nonparametric groupwise bootstrap approach as described in [12, p. 329].
In contrast to the nonparametric pooled bootstrap, the ith bootstrap sample x∗

ij , j ∈ {1, ..., ni}, is randomly
generated from the ith sample xij , j ∈ {1, ..., ni}, for each i ∈ {1, ..., k}.

For the CAFB-test by Cuesta-Albertos and Febrero-Bande [2], the null hypothesis

Hν
0 : H

∫

T
ν(t)η(t) dt =

∫

T
ν(t)c(t) dt (S22)

is examined with the robust ANOVA test of Brunner et al. [1] based on the projected data
∫

T ν(t)xij(t) dt, j ∈
{1, ..., ni}, i ∈ {1, ..., k}, where ν is randomly chosen from a Gaussian distribution such that each of its one-
dimensional projections is non-degenerate. This leads to the CAFB-test statistic

CAFBn(ν) :=
(∫

T ν(t)(Hη̂(t) − c(t)) dt
)⊤ (HH⊤)−1 (∫

T ν(t)(Hη̂(t) − c(t)) dt
)

∑k
i=1 miiσ̂2

i (ν)/ni

,

where mii denotes the ith diagonal element of M := H⊤(HH⊤)−1H and σ̂2
i (ν) denotes the empirical variance

of
∫

T ν(t)xij(t) dt, j ∈ {1, ..., ni}, for all i ∈ {1, ..., k}. The p-value can be determined from the F-distribution,
see [1]. For stabilization, this is done for 30 independent Gaussian white noise processes ν1, ..., ν30 and, then,
the resulting p-values are adjusted with the Bonferroni correction. The global null hypothesis (2) is rejected
whenever at least one of the local hypotheses (S22) is.
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