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Abstract

Researchers often lack the resources to test every hypothesis of interest directly or compute
test statistics comprehensively, but often possess auxiliary data from which we can compute
an estimate of the experimental outcome. We introduce a novel approach for selecting which
hypotheses to query a statistic (i.e., run an experiment, perform expensive computation, etc.) in
a hypothesis testing setup by leveraging estimates (e.g., from experts, machine learning models,
previous experiments, etc.) to compute proxy statistics. Our framework allows a scientist to
propose a a proxy statistic, and then query the true statistic with some probability based on
the value of the proxy. We make no assumptions about how the proxy is derived and it can be
arbitrarily dependent with the true statistic. If the true statistic is not queried, the proxy is used
in its place. We characterize “active” methods that produce valid p-values and e-values in this
setting and utilize this framework in the multiple testing setting to create procedures with false
discovery rate (FDR) control. Through simulations and real data analysis of causal effects in
scCRISPR screen experiments, we empirically demonstrate that our proxy framework has both
high power and low resource usage when our proxies are accurate estimates of the respective
true statistics.
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1 Introduction

Modern science often engages in large-scale hypothesis testing (e.g., many drugs to test in animal

trials, many proteins to check if they fold correctly and attach to a binding site, etc.), and is constrained

by resources to only be able to run a limited number of experiments. As a result, researchers often do

not have the material resources to test every single hypothesis and have to pick a subset of hypotheses

to test. However, they would still like to make as many true discoveries as possible on this set. Often,

we have some prior information (e.g., human experts, pretrained machine learning model, etc.) that

can predict the outcome of an experiment. This can be used to then choose which hypotheses to test.
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The setting we will consider in this paper is as follows. Suppose we wish to test a hypothesis

H0 about the distribution of Z, i.e., whether the marginal distribution PZ is in H0. However, Z is

“expensive” to obtain (e.g., requires a lot of computation, consumes extra experimental resources, can

only be obtained at a later time, etc.).

Instead, we assume that we also have access to another piece of data X that is jointly sampled

with Z, i.e., (X,Z) ∼ P. We assume that X is “cheap” to obtain, and we always have access to it.

For every hypothesis H0, we first collect X (indeed, they could be some covariates that are already

available upfront). Using X , we produce a “proxy statistic” Ŝ := Ŝ(X) which is an approximation

of the true statistic S := S(X,Z) would be, if an experiment were to be run to collect Z. We assume

that Ŝ lies in the same domain as its corresponding true statistic (i.e., it lies in [0, 1] for p-values and

is nonnegative for e-values). Since it is only an approximation, we do not make any assumptions

about its validity, e.g., a proxy-pvalue may be larger than uniform under the null, and a proxy e-value

may have expectation greater than 1. Further, allow for any kind of dependence between the variables

X and Z (and consequently Ŝ and S). The question is: how can we use the predictions Ŝ to choose

which hypotheses to collect S from, and yet end up with a valid statistic (i.e., a valid p-value or

e-value) for every hypothesis?

Proxy data  X True data  Z

Query true 
data? 

Proxy statistic 
  ̂S := ̂s(X)

Yes 
 (T = 1)

No  
 (T = 0)

Output
 ̃S = S

Output  
 ̃S = ̂S

True statistic
 S = s(X, Z)

arbitrarily dependent

qu
er

y

Figure 1: Diagram of the active hypothesis testing setup with proxy statistics. The proxy data X is

used to calculate a proxy statistic and decide whether the true data, Z, should be queried.

Outline We present a simple solution to the above problem for deriving both what we call active

e-values and p-values which query the true data in a probabilistic fashion depending on the value of

the proxy statistic. We use “active” in the sense that the user actively chooses whether to query the

true statistic or not based on the proxy. We introduce the active e-values and p-values and motivating

applications for their usage in the remainder of this section. In Section 2, we prove the validity of

these active statistics. We then formulate applications of active e-values and p-values for multiple

testing with false discovery rate control (FDR) in Section 3. We include some numerical simulations

demonstrating empirical performance of our active methods in Section 4. We then show the utility of

our active methods in two situations. First, we show how to use active p-values when computing
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p-values for detecting causal effects in scCRISPR screen experiments in Section 5. In Section 6 we

show that active e-values can be used to reduce the computation time of universal inference e-values

that require many subsamples — specifically, we demonstrate that we can compute the log-concavity

e-value of Dunn et al. (2024) much more efficiently. We cover some extensions of multiple testing

with active e-values in Section 7, where we formulate procedures where we can update our proxy

e-values based on the proxy e-values of other hypotheses or true e-values that have been queried.

1.1 Active e-values and p-values: debiasing proxy statistics using randomization

E-values are a category of statistics that have been the subject of much recent interest and have

enabled innovations in composite hypothesis testing, anytime-valid inference, multiple testing, and

othe areas — Ramdas et al. (2023) provides an overview of these developments. Let F denote a

proxy e-value and E be the true e-value, hence we make the following assumptions.

F and E are nonnegative. E is a bona-fide e-value, i.e., E[E] ≤ 1 under the null H0.

We do not restrict the dependence between F and E, i.e., they can be arbitrarily dependent. We

cannot use the proxy F directly as a test statistic since it is not valid, unlike E. Yet, we can formulate

an active e-value that is valid and uses F to inform how often to query E. We simply choose to

query E with probability (1− γF−1)+ (i.e., if F is large, we are more likely to query E) — here

γ ∈ (0, 1] is a user chosen parameter. Formally, let T denote the indicator variable of querying the

true e-value E. Then,

T | F ∼ Bern(1− γF−1)+

where x+ denotes the maximum of x and 0. We then define an active e-value

Ẽ := (1− T ) · F + T · (1− γ) · E. (active-e)

Ẽ is the proxy F with probability γF−1 and queries the true e-valueE with probability (1−γF−1)+.

We can also define an active p-value under this scheme. Assume we have access to a proxy

p-value, Q, that is arbitrarily dependent with p-value P .

Q and P are supported on [0, 1] and P(P ≤ s) ≤ s for all s ∈ [0, 1], under the null H0.

Then, we can define the following active p-value.

P̃ := (1− T )Q+ T (1− γ)−1 · P (active-p)

where T | Q ∼ Bern(1− γQ) and γ ∈ (0, 1]. Similarly to the e-value case, P̃ is the proxy Q with

probability γQ and the true p-value with probability (1 − γQ)+. Another connection to note is

that since the reciprocal of a e-value is a p-value (by Markov’s inequality), an active p-value with

Q = F−1 and P = E−1 is identical to the reciprocal of the active e-value formed by F and E.
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For this upcoming active p-value, we assume independence between Q and P and that we know

the density function of the p-value Q under the null hypothesis, e.g., we can estimate it well from

existing data. Let this density function be denoted as f and possess the following property:

there exists a known constant L > 0 such that f(q) ≥ L for all q ∈ [0, 1]. (1)

We define active p-value as follows:

P̃ density := TP + (1− T )Q where T ∼ Bern
(
1− L

f(Q)

)
. (density-p)

Thus, we simply choose true p-value P as our p-value when we query it, and otherwise directly use

the proxy p-valueQ in its stead when we make no query. Note that the requirement in (1) is necessary

to ensure that L/f(q) ≤ 1 for all q ∈ [0, 1] and the sampling distribution of T is well-defined.

Generality of active statistics Since Ẽ and P̃ (and P̃ density under addl. assumptions) possess

validity properties of being either an e-value or a p-value, we can utilize them in any existing

procedure that can provide valid error control guarantees when provided valid input e-values and

p-values. In this paper, we will focus on the utilization fo these active statistics in the Benjamini-

Hochberg (BH) procedure for p-values and corresponding e-BH variant for e-values that provide

FDR control under various dependence conditions.

However, many other multiple testing procedures that control family-wise error rate (Marcus

et al., 1976; Holm, 1979; Hochberg, 1988), or provide simultaneous false discovery proportion

bounds (Genovese and Wasserman, 2004, 2006; Goeman and Solari, 2011, Goeman et al., 2021).

These methods all rely on developing a statistic for testing the global null. In the e-value case, it is

relatively simple to construct a e-value under the global null — if (E1, . . . , EK) are independent

or sequentially dependent, then the product Ẽ =
∏K

i=1 Ẽi is a valid e-value under the global null.

If they are arbitrarily dependent, the average Ẽ = K−1
∑K

i=1 Ẽi is a valid e-value. One can also

accomplish the same with p-values by using p-merging functions to derive a p-value for testing

the global null (Simes, 1986; Vovk and Wang, 2020; Vovk et al., 2022). Thus, these methods that

generally rely on e-values and p-values can also utilize the active statistics we have formulated, but

we will leave a more comprehensive exploration of these applications to future work.

1.2 Motivating applications

The following are some scenarios where a proxy (F orQ) may be cheaply obtained and occassionally

querying the true statistic (E or P ) saves resources.

1. Computationally expensive e-values. Consider the setting when Z is known ahead of time, but

utilizing it to actually compute E may be quite expensive. When a scientist’s computational

budget is limited, it would be prudent to use little computation to derive a rough estimate, F ,

for each hypothesis, and only utilize increased computation to calculate a powerful E for those

5



that had a large F already. For example, the universal inference e-value (Wasserman et al.,

2020) requires one to compute the maximum likelihood over the set of null distributions. When

testing null hypotheses such as the family of log-concave distributions (Dunn et al., 2024) or

Gaussian mixture models (Shi and Drton, 2024), finding this maximum likelihood can require

one to perform an expensive nonconvex optimization procedure. This is compounded by the fact

that for powerful inference, one does not compute the universal inference e-value once, but takes

the average over multiple data splits (Dunn et al., 2022). Further, in high dimensions, one can

increase power by also averaging universal inference e-values computed for random or orthogonal

projections of the data down to a single dimension (Dunn et al., 2024). Thus, recomputing the

maximum likelihood under the null in these settings can be come quite expensive. A natural

proxy that arises is computing the maximum likelihood under then null once, on all data, and then

reusing that likelihood for multiple splits. This approach can be also applied to other e-values

that are derived from the result of an optimization procedure, such as the log-optimal numeraire

e-value (Grünwald et al., 2024; Larsson et al., 2024) in certain settings. We elaborate on this

application in Section 6, as we apply our active framework to testing log-concavity with universal

inference e-values.

2. Screening for causal effects using non-causal estimates. In gene perturbation experiments, we

aim to test the effect of perturbing one gene on the expression of other genes. Unfortunately, there

is often unmeasured confounding in these experiments that can arise from multiple sources, e.g.,

samples from different lab environments, with different cell characteristics, etc. we can measure

the expression levels of thousands of genes, and we wish to test the causal effect of different

gene perturbations on these genes. As a result, we often need to test at least tens of thousands

of hypotheses. A recent line of work in proximal causal inference (Cui et al., 2023; Liu et al.,

2024; Miao et al., 2024) has developed methods of using negative controls to account for such

confounding. However, computing the p-values for causal effects using proximal causal inference

is quite computationally expensive. To alleviate this burden, one can use biased ordinary least

squares p-values (i.e., a p-value for the coefficient in a regression model for gene expression) that

do not account for confounding as the proxy Q. We demonstrate in Section 5, in an application

real genetc data, that our active framework preserves validity in this setting and greatly reduces

the computation time while maintaining power.

3. Selecting hypotheses for experimental study. In many domains, we can obtain observational

and potentially corrupted data concerning some underlying process, e.g., consumer behavior in

economics, brain fMRI data in neuroscience, surveys on psychological traits, etc. In these settings,

it is often quite costly and difficult to run a randomized experiment of interest. Hence, one can

let the proxy be an estimate of the true statistic that is learned from existing observational data,

and then actually conduct randomized experiments to calculate the proxy for only the promising

hypotheses, while still deriving a valid statistic for every hypothesis of interest, including the ones
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that were never directly tested.

4. Clinical endpoint selection from patient attributes. In running preliminary drug trials, a researcher

often wishes not only to test the efficacy of a drug in it primary use, but also potential secondary

endpoints as well. Often, endpoints are heterogeneous and are more apparent in certain demo-

graphics of patients vs others, e.g., genetic traits affecting disease susceptibility. In this situation,

we can use the demographics of the current patient sample to produce a proxy that estimates

the statistical evidence for each endpoint — then we can randomly select to only compute true

statistics for the hypotheses that have large F (and perform the necessary medical procedure to

extract the necessary data, e.g., tissue sample, X-ray, etc.).

5. Variable selection with expert advice. Variable selection has been a core problem of statistics, and

typically one uses existing data to determine which covariates are important for predicting an

outcome of interest. However, one often has domain knowledge about what these covariates are,

and we can elicit predictions from either human domain experts or large language models (Jeong

et al., 2024) to guide the selection of important covariates. This can be used to inform the types of

features on we may wish to collect to improve the models.

6. Early proxies for future outcomes. A common paradigm in experiments is that units are exposed

to a treatment, and their response is monitored over time. This is occurs in many experimenta-

tion scenarios, such as A/B testing, lifetime outcomes of policy interventions, and analysis of

therapeutic efficacy in clinical trials. Since one does not always wish to wait the entire duration

before making a judgment on the hypothesis of interest, there has been significant interest in

understanding how to use proxies, i.e., observations of earlier features and response of each unit

to improve estimation of the long term effects (Athey et al., 2019, 2020; Prentice, 1989; Tran

et al., 2024). In this context, we can view the proxy as an estimate of the true statistic, since it

simply uses the outcome process at an earlier time. Moreover, our active framework can handle

the fact that the earlier outcome is dependent with the final outcome. By randomly selecting

which experiments to wait out (potentially for years) to see the long-term results, we can conclude

early on hypotheses not selected for long-term observation using our proxies.

Related work. Our method is similar in spirit to two stage multiple testing methods. Two stage

multiple testing is often used in settings where the number of null hypotheses are expected to vastly

outstrip the number of non-nulls to increase the power of a multiple testing procedure. In the first

stage, the scientist performs first filters out a large number of candidate hypotheses before performing

the actual multiple testing procedure on the remaining hypotheses in the second stage. The first

stage can involve a test that utilizes a fraction of samples (Zehetmayer et al., 2005; Aoshima and

Yata, 2011) before allocating the remaining samples to the hypotheses still in consideration. Another

approach, often seen in testing gene-gene interactions in genomics applications, utilizes an alternative

statistic (e.g., a p-value for the marginal effect of a single gene) that is independent of the true statistic
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used in the second stage (e.g., a p-value for the effect of a gene-gene interaction) to reduce the number

of hypotheses in consideration (Kooperberg and Leblanc, 2008; Murcray et al., 2009; Gauderman

et al., 2010; Dai et al., 2012; Lewinger et al., 2013; Pecanka et al., 2017; Kawaguchi et al., 2023). In

either case, these two-stage methods require that the statistic used to filter hypotheses in first stage

is independent of the second stage, or the conditional distribution of the second stage statistic on

the first stage statistic is known. This is accomplished through adaptive data allocation, parametric

assumptions, or by relying on the asymptotic distribution being a multivariate Gaussian. Notably,

many two stage methods are specific to gene-gene or gene-environment pair setting since the first

stage statistic specifically leverages the marginal effect of single gene to filter out pairs. Both of these

requirements significantly reduced the applicability of of two stage methods, particular in modern

settings where only nonparametric assumptions are made about the collected data. In contrast, our

active multiple testing procedures we introduce in this paper are virtually assumption-free w.r.t. the

proxies, i.e., the statistic used for filtering the hypotheses in the first stage. Further, our approach

is generic — we can apply our methodology to any multiple testing problem where there exists an

imperfect proxy and the ability to derive bona-fide p-values or e-values.

Another branch of work that is close to ours in spirit is the field of active learning used for

actively selecting which data to label for machine learning (Balcan et al., 2006; Joshi et al., 2009;

Hanneke, 2014; Gal et al., 2017; Ash et al., 2019; Ren et al., 2021; Vishwakarma et al., 2023; Cheng

et al., 2024). Recently, Zrnic and Candes (2024) presented a framework for active statistical inference

in the context of data labeling, although it is for estimating a single parameter or testing a single

hypothesis, as opposed to the multiple hypothesis testing we consider.

2 The validity of active statistics

We will now prove that the active e-value in (active-e) and active p-value in (active-p) are a valid

e-value and p-value, respectively. These types of active statistics are robust to the dependence

structure between the proxy and the true statistics. We will also introduce an alternative formulation

of active p-values that is only valid when the distribution of the proxy under the null is known, and

the proxy is independent of the true p-value under the null.

2.1 Active statistics valid under arbitrary dependence

We first prove that the validity of the active e-value in (active-e) is robust to dependence assumptions.

Proposition 1. IfE is a valid e-value and F is an arbitrary nonnegative random variable, then under

any dependence structure between F and E, the active e-value Ẽ in (active-e) is a valid e-value.

Proof. We can compute the expectation of Ẽ in the following way:

E[Ẽ] = E[(1− T ) · F ] + E [T · (1− γ) · E] ≤ γ + (1− γ) · E ≤ 1.

8



The first inequality is because E[T | E,F ] = (1− γF−1)+ ≤ 1. The second inequality is because

E is an e-value. Thus, we have shown that Ẽ is a bona-fide e-value.

We can also show this kind of validity for the active p-value in (active-p).

Proposition 2. If P is a valid p-value and Q is an arbitrary [0, 1]-valued random variable, then

under any dependence structure between P and Q, the active p-value P̃ in (active-p) is a valid

p-value.

Proof. Let P̃ ∗ := ((1− γ)−1 · P ) ∧ (Uγ−1) where U ∼ Uniform[0, 1] is independent of P and Q.

Let T = 1
{
Uγ−1 > Q

}
, and note that this construction of T satisfies T | Q ∼ Bern(1− γQ). We

derive the following result on P̃ .

P̃ = 1
{
Uγ−1 ≤ Q

}
Q+ 1

{
Uγ−1 > Q

}
(1− γ)−1 · P

≥ 1
{
Uγ−1 ≤ Q

}
Uγ−1 + 1

{
Uγ−1 > Q

}
(1− γ)−1 · P

≥ Uγ−1 ∧ ((1− γ)−1 · P ) = P̃ ∗.

The first inequality is by using the fact that 1
{
Uγ−1 ≤ Q

}
Uγ−1 ≤ 1

{
Uγ−1 ≤ Q

}
Q. The second

inequality is by taking the minimum of the two possible values that the previous line could have

taken. Now, we can see that P̃ ∗ ≤ P̃ almost surely. We will now show that P̃ ∗ is superuniform. For

an arbitrary s ∈ [0, 1], the following holds:

P(P̃ ∗ ≤ s) = P(Uγ−1 ≤ s or ((1− γ)−1 · P ) ≤ s)

≤ P(U ≤ γs) + P(P ≤ (1− γ)s) ≤ s.

The first inequality is by union bound, and the second inequality is because U ∼ Uniform[0, 1] and

P is superuniform under the null. Thus, we have shown P̃ ∗ is a valid p-value, which implies and P̃

is a valid p-value as well, concluding our proof.

2.2 An active p-value under a known proxy distribution

We consider an alternative formulation of the active p-value under the stronger assumptions of a

known or estimable density of Q and independence between Q and P , the proxy p-value and the

true p-value, respectively. While one can use independent proxies to filter hypotheses in a two-stage

multiple testing setting (i.e., use the proxy to select hypotheses, and then only perform a standard

multiple testing procedure on the true statistics for the selected hypotheses), our goal with the active

statistic framework is to provide an informative statistic even for hypotheses where the true statistic is

not queried. Further, this also allows us to decouple the active component from any specific multiple

testing procedure, and allow it to use it with any procedure that accepts p-values (or e-values) as

input.
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Proposition 3. When P and Q are independent, P̃ density in (density-p) is a valid p-value. Further,

P̃ density is exactly uniform if P is exactly uniform, regardless of the distribution of Q.

Otherwise, we have that

P(P̃ density ≤ s) = P(P ≤ s) + L

s− 1∫
0

P(P ≤ s | Q = q) dq

 .

Proof. We only need to prove the last statement, since under independence of P and Q, the final

statement implies the validity of P̃ density. Let us evaluate the probability P̃ density lies under some

threshold s ∈ [0, 1].

P(P̃ density ≤ s) = P(P ≤ s, T = 1) + P(Q ≤ s, T = 0)

= E[P(P ≤ s, T = 1 | Q) + P(Q ≤ s, T = 0 | Q)]

= E[P(P ≤ s, T = 1 | Q) + 1 {Q ≤ s}P(T = 0 | Q)]

= E[P(P ≤ s | Q) · P(T = 1 | Q) + 1 {Q ≤ s}P(T = 0 | Q)] (2)

The first and second equalities are purely by reasoning from law of total expectation and other

arithmetic type manipulations. The third and fourth equality is by definition of T being independent

of all other randomness when conditioned on Q.

Now, we continue on with our derivations, starting from (2):

P(P̃ density ≤ s) = E
[
P(P ≤ s | Q) ·

(
1− L

f(Q)

)
+ 1 {Q ≤ s} · L

f(Q)

]
= E [P(P ≤ s | Q)] + LE

[
1 {Q ≤ s} − P(P ≤ s | Q)

f(Q)

]

= P(P ≤ s) + L

1∫
0

1 {q ≤ s} − P(P ≤ s | Q = q) dq

= P(P ≤ s) + L

s− 1∫
0

P(P ≤ s | Q = q) dq

 (3)

The first equality is by the construction of the Bernoulli distribution of T | Q. The third equality

is by law of total expectation. Continuing on from (3), we get the following bound:

P(P̃ density ≤ s) = P(P ≤ s) + L

s− 1∫
0

P(P ≤ s | Q = q) dq

 .

When P is independent of Q we get that

P(P̃ density ≤ s) = P(P ≤ s) + L(s− P(P ≤ s)) ≤ s,

where the last inequality is due to L ≤ 1 and the superuniformity of P . We can see that the last

inequality is tight, i.e., an equality, when P is exactly uniform. Thus, we have shown our desired

result.
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We note that the expected number of queries of the true p-value we make is E[T ] = 1− L so we

can also adjust the number of times P is computed by varying our choice of L within the constraint

of (1).

When do P and Q satisfy the assumptions? When the null hypothesis is simple (i.e., contains

only a single possible distribution), it is feasible to either know apriori, or estimate the distribution of

Q under the null. However, if one considered a composite null hypothesis (e.g., distribution bounded

in [−1, 1] with mean at most 0) there generally is no single distribution that a statistic follows under

the null. Moreover, even if such a statistic exists, one cannot guarantee Q is the precise statistic

such that it is invariant to which distribution from the null hypothesis is actually the true distribution.

Zhang et al. (2024) provide necessary and sufficient conditions under which a nontrivial p-value that

is exactly uniform exists for certain classes of composite null hypotheses, and they essentially require

the composite null and alternative to be well-separated. This generally does not hold for even simple

null hypotheses such as testing if the absolute value of the mean is greater than some fixed threshold.

Hence, it is not generally practical to assume we can calculate the distribution of the proxy p-value

Q under the null for a composite null hypothesis, nor assume that Q will have the same distribution

across each member of the null hypothesis. In such settings, even estimation of Q is impossible since

the distributions for which the null hypothesis true are not necessarily all the same.

The independence between P and Q can sometimes be achieved by splitting the sample or, if cer-

tain parametric distribution assumptions are made about the statistics, one of the data fission/thinning

proposals (Rasines and Young, 2023; Leiner et al., 2023; Neufeld et al., 2024; Dharamshi et al.,

2024) can be applied to derive independent data that can be used to calculate P and Q respectively.

However, data splitting and the aforementioned data fission techniques may also be difficult in cases

where the collected data is not i.i.d., e.g., for panel data that is dependent across time. In such a case,

it may be more applicable to use the active p-value that only requies validity of the true p-value in

(active-p). We also consider an extension of this active p-value where P and Q are not independent,

but we can estimate their joint distribution in Section 7.3. Although theoretical results require

independent P and Q, synthetic experiments in Section 5.3 explore active p-values (density-p) under

varying correlation levels and show robustness of type I error control under mild dependence.

3 False discovery rate (FDR) control

In the muliple hypothesis testing setting, we have K different (null) hypotheses we wish to test. Our

goal is to produce a discovery set R ⊆ [K] s.t. most of hypotheses in the discovery set are truly

non-null. We refer to the ones that are actually null (but are included in R) as false discoveries.

A popular error criterion for multiple hypothesis testing is the false discovery rate (FDR), first

introduced by Benjamini and Hochberg (1995). The FDR is the expected proportion of discoveries
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that are false, and defined as follows:

FDP(R) :=
|N ∩ R|
|R| ∨ 1

, FDR(R) := E[FDP(R)],

where N ⊆ [K] denotes the subset of hypotheses that are truly null. A procedure is considered to

have valid FDR control at level α if it always outputs a R such that FDR(R) ≤ α for a predetermined

level of FDR control α ∈ [0, 1]. The seminal Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) procedure ensures different

levels of FDR control under different dependences assumptions on the input p-values. For a p-value

vector P := (P1, . . . , PK), it is defined as followed, where P(i) denotes the ith smallest p-value in

P.

kBH(P) := max
{
i ∈ [K] : P(i) ≤ αi/K

}
and RBH(P) := {i ∈ [K] : Pi ≤ αkBH(P)/K}.

Wang and Ramdas (2022) formulated the e-BH procedure as a method for producing a FDR

controlling set from e-values that is robust to arbitrary dependence among the e-values. This is

unlike the BH procedure, which is sensitive to changes in dependence, and can have its FDR control

inflated by up to an approximately logK factor under arbitrary dependence. Indeed, Ignatiadis et al.

(2024) showed that any FDR controlling procedure is an instance of the e-BH procedure, making

e-BH a fundamental procedure for FDR control. Let E := (E1, . . . , EK) denote a collection of K

e-values, and let E[i] denote the ith largest e-value for each i ∈ [K]. The e-BH applied to a vector of

K e-values E, produces the following discovery set:

keBH(E) := max
{
i ∈ [K] : E[i] ≥ K/(αi)

}
and ReBH(E) := {i ∈ [K] : Ei ≥ K/(αkeBH(E))}.

We now utilize these procedures in combination with our active framework to derive active multiple

testing procedures with FDR control.

3.1 The active Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) and e-BH procedures

Since our active framework directly produces valid e-values and p-values, FDR control holds even

when using our active e-values with e-BH, or active p-values with BH. We formulate the complete

procedures in Algorithm 1.

We can formalize the FDR guarantee of active e-BH in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Assume we have (initially unobserved) p-values P := (P1, . . . , PK), and (observed)

proxy p-values Q := (Q1, . . . , QK). For each i ∈ [K], we let Pi and Qi to be arbitrarily dependent.

Active BH ensures FDR control for Ract-BH for different dependence structures in P̃ := (P̃1, . . . , P̃K).

FDR(Ract-BH) ≤


α independent or PRDS (see Appendix A)

α(3.18 + log(α−1)) WND (see Appendix A)

αℓK arbitrarily dependent

.
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Algorithm 1: Active e-BH and BH using active e-values and p-values.
Input: Proxy e-values (F1, . . . , FK) or proxy p-values (Q1, . . . , QK)

active BH if using p-values then
for i ∈ {1, . . . ,K} do

Sample Ti ∼ Bern(1− γQi).

if Ti = 1 then
Query true p-value Pi.

Compute P̃i = (1− γ)−1 · Pi

else
Set P̃i = Qi

end

end
Output Ract-BH := RBH(P̃)

end

active e-BH if using e-values then
for i ∈ {1, . . . ,K} do

Sample Ti ∼ Bern(1− γF−1
i )+.

if Ti = 1 then
Query true e-value Ei.

Compute Ẽi = (1− γ) · Ei

else
Set Ẽi = Fi

end

end
Output Ract-eBH := ReBH(Ẽ)

end

Proof. FDR control in the independent, PRDS, and arbitrary dependent cases for p-values comes

from Benjamini and Yekutieli (2001). The remaining negative dependence FDR bound comes from

Theorem 19 of Chi et al. (2024).

Theorem 2. Assume we have (initially unobserved) e-values E := (E1, . . . , EK), and (observed)

proxy e-values F := (F1, . . . , FK) that are all mutually arbitrarily dependent, i.e., including allowing

for dependencies across F and E as well as within each vector. Then, the active e-BH procedure

ensures FDR(Ract-eBH) ≤ α.

Thus, we can show that in the active setting, both BH and e-BH provide FDR control. We will

consider extensions of these procedures with FDR control where the proxy statistics of all hypotheses

are computed or altered jointly or updated iteratively after each new statistic is queried.

Note here for the ith hypothesis, arbitrary dependence between its proxy p-value Qi and the true

p-value Pi is accounted for by the design of the active p-value. Hence, the change in FDR control is

only affected by the dependence between the active p-values of different hypotheses. Thus, we have

achieved FDR control for multiple testing using both active p-values and e-values. We now discuss

some applications for our active testing framework.

3.2 Proxy-filter (PF) and e-PF: filtering hypotheses directly using proxies

In the multiple testing setting, applying FDR controlling procedures to active statistics is not the

sole approach for selectively querying true statistics. For both p-values and e-values, we can use the

proxy statistics to filter out a subset of hypotheses for which we will query the true statistic, even

when the proxies and true statistics are arbitrarily dependent. In this procedure, we do not query the
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true statistic with some probability, we will deterministically choose which true statistics to query

based on the proxies. The procedure is described in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: Proxy-Filter applies BH to p-values (and e-Proxy-Filter applies e-BH to

e-values) after querying a deterministic selection of true statistics based on the proxies.
Input: Desired FDR control α ∈ [0, 1]. Proxy p-values (Q1, . . . , QK) or proxy e-values

(F1, . . . , FK). Proxy selection algorithm SP : [0, 1]K → 2[K] (for p-values) or

SE : [0,∞)K → 2[K] (for e-values).

Proxy-Filter (PF) if using p-values then
S = SP (Q1, . . . , QK).

Obtain Pi and set P̃i = Pi for i ∈ S.

Otherwise set P̃i = 1 for i ̸∈ S.

Denote P̃ = (P̃1, . . . , P̃K).

Reject RPF := RBH(P̃).
end

e-Proxy-Filter (e-PF) if using e-values then
S = SE(F1, . . . , FK) .

Obtain Ei and set Ẽi = Ei for i ∈ S.

Otherwise set Ẽi = 0 for i ̸∈ S.

Denote Ẽ = (Ẽ1, . . . , ẼK).

Reject Re-PF := ReBH(Ẽ).
end

Now, we note the following class of discovery sets (Blanchard and Roquain, 2008; Su, 2018).

Definition 1. A discovery set R ⊆ [K] is called self-consistent if Pi ≤ α|R|/K (if using p-values)

or Ei ≥ (α|R|)−1K (if using e-values) for each i ∈ R.

Both RPF and Re-PF are self-consistent procedures.

Proposition 4. For a vector of p-values P, RPF outputs a self-consistent discovery set. Similarly, for

a vector of e-values E, Re-PF outputs a self-consistent discovery set as well.

Proof. BH and e-BH always output a self-consistent discovery set w.r.t. to their input statistics by

definition, and the selection set S simply enforces all hypotheses outside of it will never be selected

by setting their p-values or e-values to be 1 or 0, respectively. Since, the P̃i = Pi and Ẽi = Ei for

each i ∈ S , applying BH and e-BH respectively will output self-consistent discovery sets relative to

P and E, respectively.

Theorem 3. FDR(Re-PF(E)) ≤ α for arbitrarily dependent e-values E. We have the following

bounds on the FDR for the proxy-filter discovery set when using p-values P:

FDR(RPF(P)) ≤


α log(1 + log(α−1)) independent or PRDN (see Appendix A)

α(3.18 + log(α−1)) WND (see Appendix A)

αℓK arbitrarily dependent

.

Proof. Proof of the FDR bound of e-BH comes from FDR control of self-consistent procedures

in Theorem 2 of Wang and Ramdas (2022). FDR control in the independent, PRDS, and arbitrary

dependent cases for p-values comes from the FDR bound for self-consistent p-value procedures in

Su (2018). The remaining negative dependence FDR bound comes from Proposition 3.6 of Fischer

et al. (2024).

14



For p-values, proxy filtering results in inflation of the level of guaranteed FDR control, even

under independence. For e-values, there is no inflation of FDR control with the proxy filter procedure

— however, unlike with the other active multiple testing procedures, proxy filtering does not use the

proxy statistic for calculating the final statistic.

4 Numerical simulations

We conduct several numerical simulations to demonstrate that the active e-values and p-values we

have defined provide power that is close to implying querying the true e-values or p-values, but save

significantly in terms of numbers of queries, i.e., resources.

Active multiple testing with a fixed budget In our first simulation, we let the proxy data X be a

noisy version of the true data Z. We have K = 105 hypotheses. We let ⌈π1 ·K⌉ be the number of

non-null hypotheses (and we let π1 = 0.3 in our simulations). For null and non-null hypotheses, we

allocate 30% of the hypotheses in each subset into the set Sneg. We let α = 0.05 for our simulations.

Let the ith null hypothesis be Hi : µi := E[Zi] ≤ 0 for each i ∈ [K]. For each i ∈ [K], (Xi, Zi) is

drawn independently from the following multivariate normal distribution[
Xi

Zi

]
∼ Normal

([
(ρi − (2ρi − 1)1 {i ∈ N})µ̄i

(1− 1 {i ∈ N})µ̄i

]
,

[
1 ρi

ρi 1

])
.

Here, we let µi for i ∈ [K] be i.i.d. draws from a half-normal distribution with σ2 = 2 logK and

ρi = (2 · 1
{
i ∈ Sneg

}
− 1)ρ. Thus, we have a heterogeneous setting where as ρ increases, Xi

becomes a better predictor of Zi for some hypotheses, and a worse one for others. Further, the proxy

data is biased in an unfavorable way (positively for the null hypothesis, and negatively under the

alternative), which is a scenario where naively using the proxy e-values directly would be invalid.

We normalize our methods so they have the same query budget B ∈ [0, 1] as fraction of hypotheses,

i.e., we ensure
∑

i∈[K] E[Ti] = BK. Let F̂i := exp
(
λXi − λ2/2

)
and F̄i denote F̂i clipped into the

range [γ,K/α]. We use the following proxy e-value and true e-value.

Fi = cF̂i + (1− c)((K/α) ∨ (γ/(1−B)) Ei = exp
(
λZi − λ2/2

)
,

where λ =
√
log(K/α) (i.e., the optimal choice of λ for maximizing the probability tail bound,

by Chernoff, of Ei exceeding K/α), and c is chosen so that
∑

i∈[K] E[Ti] = BK. We consider

proxy-filter method (“prox-filt”), where we directly use Fi as the proxies, and let S be the hypotheses

with theB largest values of Fi. We also compare both of these methods against baselines of a random

method (“rand”) which uniformly randomly queries BK hypotheses to be in S for the proxy-filter

procedure, and the standard e-BH procedure applied to all the true e-values (which ignores the budget

constraint and by definition queries all true e-values).

We can see that the power of the active e-value varies with the heterogeneity of accuracy in

the proxy e-values, as dictated by the correlation parameter ρ. Even at relatively low levels, active
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Figure 2: Plot of average number of discoveries made by e-BH and average number of e-values

computed vs. the heterogeneity parameter ρ for different active multiple testing methods. We can see

that the active e-BH method (“active”) performs better than all other methods when there is great

heterogeneity (large ρ) among error of Xi for each hypothesis, and hence there are hypotheses for

which the proxy data Xi is an accurate prediction. It outperforms baselines of random querying

(“rand”) and querying all e-values (“all”) when ρ ≥ 0.5.

e-values can start outperforming random querying in number of discocveries made after ρ ≥ 0.5,

and always outperforms or exceeds the performance of the proxy-filter method

Active p-values Now, we can also compare the performance of our active p-values in the same

setting. We will call the active p-value in (density-p) as the “ind” active p-value, and the active

p-value formulated in (active-p) as the “arb-dep” active p-value. In this setting, Z and X are jointly

a multivariate Gaussian with positive correlation ρ. We let E[Z] = 0 and E[X] = µX,0 = 0.3 under

the null, and E[Z] = ρµ and E[X] = µ under the alternative. We choose different values of µ > 0

under the alternative. We define our proxy and true p-values as follows:

Q := 1− Φ(X), P := 1− Φ(Z)

where Φ is the c.d.f. of the standard normal distribution. As a result, we note that the density of Q

under the null hypothesis is the following:

f(q) :=
φ(Φ−1(1− q))

φ(Φ−1(1− q)− µX,0)
,

where φ is the p.d.f. of the standard normal and µX,0 is the mean of X when when the null is true,

i.e., E[Z] = 0. We numerically solve for a lower bound on f(q) and find that it is approximately

L = 0.1876. We average our following results from 1000 trials.

We see in Figure 3 that both active p-value methods retain a superuniform distribution under the

null, although the “arb-dep” method is more conservative. We also see both active p-value methods

also have power under the alternative distribution where µ = 1. Further, we see that both method use

a similar frequency of queries on average, even across different choices of µ in this setting.
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(a) Active p-value c.d.f. under
the null (µ = 0).
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the alternative (µ > 0).
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Figure 3: Plots of the p-values’ empirical c.d.f. and their query frequencies for different active

p-value methods (along w/ proxy and true p-value). Black dotted line marks c.d.f. of the uniform

distribution. Both “ind” and “arb-dep” active p-vaues are valid (i.e., below the black dotted line)

under the null. Under the alternative, both active p-values are powerful, with “ind” being more

powerful than “arb-dep”. Both methods have similar average queries across different values of µ.

5 Application: testing for causal effects in scCRISPR screen experi-
ments

CRISPR is a tool that allows scientists to target and perturb specific regions of the DNA, and single-

cell RNA-seq is a tool that allows scientists to measure the expression levels of genes in individual

cells. Together, single-cell CRISPR (scCRISPR) screen or Perturb-seq (where the gene perturbations

are induced) experiments can be performed to identify and measure how one region of the DNA may

regulate the expression of a full panel of genes (Kampmann, 2020; Hong and Iakoucheva, 2023;

Cheng et al., 2023). Thus, in scCRISPR screens, scientists wish to test for the causal effect of a

CRISPR perturbation on a gene’s expression. However, there is often unmeasured confounding

that biases the results, e.g., varying laboratory conditions, different cell characteristics such as cell

phase or cell size, etc. Unmeasured counfounding renders naive estimates of the causal effect (e.g.,

coefficient of ordinary least squares) invalid as a result.

We propose accounting for unmeasured confounding via proximal causal inference (Cui et al.,
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Figure 4: A directed acyclic graph that illustrate the causal relationships assumed in the proximal

causal inference framework. In particular, it highlights the relationship of the negative control

exposures and negative control outcomes with the exposure and outcome. Solid arrows represent

causal relationships, and their absence indicates that there is no causal relationship. Dashed arrows

represent allowed causal relationships. The question mark highlights the causal relationship we wish

to test.

2023; Miao et al., 2024). However, computation of the unbiased proximal causal statistic is much

more expensive than running a fast but biased least squares test. In terms of sample size n and

number of negative controls d, the computing the proximal causal statistic has a runtime complexity of

O(nd4+d6) compared to a least squares test that only requiresO(n) (see Appendix B.2). Empirically,

we observe that computing each proximal causal statistic takes about 34 seconds, whereas the fast

but biased test requires only .0046 seconds. Because we wish to use proximal causal inference on

hundreds of thousands of hypotheses (i.e., each perturbation paired with each gene), computing the

proximal causal statistics can be quite computationally expensive. Thus, we can use active statistics

to avoid computing the full proximal causal p-value for each test, for which we expect the vast

majority to be truly null, while still retaining power and discovery of most of the important causal

relationships between a perturbation and gene expression.

5.1 Overview of proximal causal inference for scCRISPR screens

Proximal causal inference assumes that one has access to other random variables that are also affected

by the unmeasured confounding. These random variables are called negative controls and we use

them to produce unbiased causal effect estimates and valid p-values. Figure 4 depicts a causal

directed acyclic graph (DAG) that satisfies the proximal causal inference setup.

Let A ∈ {0, 1} be an indicator random variable of whether we applied a perturbation to a gene,

and Y ∈ R denote the expression of that gene. The goal is to test if A has a causal effect on
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Y . We assume we have access to negative controls exposures (NCEs), Z, and negative control

outcomes (NCOs), W . Both types of negative controls are causally affected by the unmeasured

confounding C, but the NCEs can only be causally related to A while the NCOs can only be causally

related to Y . Our goal is to test if the average treatment effect (ATE) is nonzero, which is defined

as ψ := E[Y 1] − E[Y 0]. Here, Y a is the potential outcome if we set the treatment to level a, for

a ∈ {0, 1} — Y 1 is the cell’s gene expression if the perturbation were to be applied, and Y 0 if it

were not. Formally, we test the hypothesis

H0 : ψ = 0 vs. H1 : ψ ̸= 0.

We can construct p-values by calculating an estimator of the ATE, ψ̂, and deriving its asymptotic

distribution.

Under the standard assumptions of consistency (Y = Y a when A = a), positivity (there exists

ε > 0 s.t. P(A = a|C) > ε for all a ∈ {0, 1}), and no unmeasured confounding (all confounders C

are measured and Y 1, Y 0 ⊥⊥ A | C), the mean potential outcomes can be identified with

E[Y a] = E[E[Y a|C]] = E[E[Y a|A = a,C]] = E[E[Y |A = a,C]]

However, when we cannot measure the confounders C, E[Y | A = a,C] is no longer identifiable.

Instead, in proximal causal inference, we make the following main additional assumptions, taken

from Miao et al. (2024).

Assumption 1 (Proximal causal inference assumptions). We make the following assumptions about

the Y,A,C,W , and Z.

1. (negative control outcome) W ⊥⊥ A | C and W ̸⊥⊥ C .

2. (negative control exposure) Z ⊥⊥ Y | C,A and Z ⊥⊥W | C.

The comprehensive set of assumptions we make to conduct proximal causal inference is enumer-

ated in Appendix B.1.

At a high level, proximal causal inferences uses the existence of these negative controls to remove

the influence of confounders. However, a major challenge in applying proximal inference is forming

both valid and strong negative control exposures and outcomes.

Under a linear setting, Miao et al. (2024) and Tchetgen et al. (2020) show that the ATE may

be estimated by a 2 Stage Least Squares (2SLS) procedure. In the first stage, the negative control

outcome W is regressed onto the treatment A and negative control exposures Z. Then, in the second

stage, the outcome Y is regressed onto the treatment A and the estimated values of W from the first

stage. The estimated coefficient of A in the second stage is the estimate of the ATE. We use the

implementation by (Liu et al., 2024) which also provides statistical results including an asymptotic

distribution and p-value.

The biased but cheap p-value is the p-value from a naive linear regression comparing the gene

expression Y to perturbation assignment A. The desirable unbiased but expensive p-value is the
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p-value from proximal causal inference using the outcome regression model for proximal inference

implemented by Liu et al. (2024). For sample size n, let the response vector of gene expression be
#»

Y ∈ Rn, the perturbation assignment be
#»

A ∈ {0, 1}n, the negative control exposures be Z ∈ Rn×d,

and the negative control outcomes be W ∈ Rn×d.

We formulate how we compute the proxy and true p-value in Algorithm 3. Fdf denotes the c.d.f.

of the t-distribution with df degrees of freedom and Φ is the c.d.f. of the standard normal distribution.

Appendix B provides more details about how the standard errors are derived and estimated and

more details about the runtime complexity of the true and biased tests. The true p-value we use in

Algorithm 3: Algorithm for calculating proxy and true p-values using 2SLS

Data: Gene expression vector
#»

Y ∈ Rn, perturbation assignment
#»

A ∈ {0, 1}n, negative

control exposures Z ∈ Rn×d, negative control outcomes W ∈ Rn×d.

Output: Active p-value P̃ .

Compute β̂OLS := (MTM)−1MT #»

Y where M = [1,
#»

A] (naive OLS).

Compute σ̂OLS :=
√

((MTM)−1σ̂2)A,A where σ̂ =
√∑n

i (Y −Mβ)2/(n− 2).

Q = 2 · Fn−p(−|ψ̂OLS|/σ̂OLS) where ψ̂OLS := β̂OLS
A .

Sample T ∼ Bern(1− γQ).

if T = 1 then
Compute S := (Z̃T Z̃)−1Z̃TW where Z̃ = [1,

#»

A,Z]. (first stage OLS)

Compute β̂2SLS := (S̃T S̃)−1S̃T #»

Y where S̃ = [1,
#»

A,S]. (second stage OLS)

Compute σ̂2SLS (computationally expensive step — see Appendix B).

P = 2 · Φ(−|ψ̂2SLS|/σ̂2SLS) where ψ̂2SLS := β̂2SLS
A .

Set P̃ = P .
else

Set P̃ = Q.

end

Algorithm 3 and our resulting active p-value, is valid asymptotically (in the sense of sample size), as

stated in the following result.

Proposition 5. Under a linear structural equation model (eqs. (4) and (5) of Liu et al. (2024), which

satisfy the proximal causal inference assumptions Appendix B.1) E[Y |A,Z,U ] = β0 + βaA+ βuU

and E[W |A,Z,U ] = α0 + αuU , the p-value P calculated by Algorithm 3 is asymptotically a valid

p-value.

Proof. Appendix A.9 of Liu et al. (2024) shows that the test statistic ψ̂2SLS/σ̂2SLS has an asymp-

totic standard normal distribution, which means that true p-value P in Algorithm 3 converges in

distribution to a Uniform[0, 1] and is asymptotically valid.
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Figure 5: Histogram and c.d.f. plots of p-values from the scCRISPR screen experiment in Papalexi

et al. (2021). “Proxy” refers to the naive comparison of gene expression without accounting for

confounding. “True” refers to the proximal causal inference method accounting for unmeasured

confounding. “Active” refers to the active method in (density-p). The top row shows results for

mostly null hypothesis tests of interest, and the bottom row shows results under the alternative.

5.2 Real data from an scCRISPR screen experiment

We apply our methods to data from controlled experiment performed by Papalexi et al. (2021) where

there are around 20,000 genes measured across approximately 18,000 cells. Each cell receives one

of 110 perturbations, 101 of which are targeting perturbations and 9 of which are non-targeting. The

targeting perturbations should cause an effect on a subset of the measured genes, including their

targeted genes, and the non-targeting perturbations should not cause an effect on any gene.

For a particular perturbation-gene test, we use the cells that received this perturbation as treatment

cells, A = 1, and we use the cells that received any non-targeting perturbation as control cells, A = 0.

We restrict our investigation to the top 2000 “most important genes”, which are determined by Townes

et al. (2019); these are often called highly variable genes. We also only investigate perturbations that

applied to 200 or more cells. For a perturbation applied to a given gene, we anticipate an effect in the

response of that gene. Occasionally, when the perturbation is ineffective, these tests will be null, but

a majority should be alternative, and we will assume that the alternative is true for all genes where a

perturbation is applied. These resulting 61 featured tests are considered to be “alternative” tests. On

the other hand, the vast majority of genes will be unaffected by perturbations, and we will assume

that the outcomes of these tests are drawn from a null distribution (see Figure 5). There are hundreds

of thousands of these “null” tests, and for simplicity we randomly choose 4300 of them to visualize.

We consider the p-values resulting from a naive comparison of gene expression values as proxy p-

values, and we consider the p-values from proximal inference, which should account for unmeasured

confounding, as true p-values. To derive, f , the density of Q, we learn a local polynomial density

21



0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

0 10 20 30 40 50

# Hypothesis Tests

R
at

io
 o

f A
ct

iv
e 

to
 T

ru
e

C
om

pu
ta

tio
n 

T
im

e
Alt Proportion

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Time Reduction by # Hypothesis Tests

0

100

200

300

0 250 500 750 1000

# Hypothesis Tests

T
im

e 
R

ed
uc

tio
n 

(m
in

s)

Alt Proportion

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Time Reduced by # Hypothesis Tests

0

100

200

300

0 250 500 750 1000

# Hypothesis Tests

T
im

e 
R

ed
uc

tio
n 

(m
in

s)

Alt Proportion

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Time Reduced by # Hypothesis Tests

Figure 6: Plots of the reduction in computation time with the active p-value method in (density-p)

compared to computation time when using the true, expensive procedure on all tests. We estimate

computation time using the observed value in the scCRISPR screen analysis. The true p-value was

queried in 34% of the null hypothesis tests and 72% of the alterantive hypothesis tests, resulting in a

large decrease in computation time as my hypotheses are tested.

estimator (Cattaneo et al., 2020), f̂ . This is trained on 2000 randomly chosen realizations of Q that

correspond perturbation-gene tests that are assumed to be null, which leaves 2300 tests to evaluate

the active procedure. We directly use f = f̂ as the density of Q in our active p-value in (density-p).

Further, we let L = L̂ := minq∈[0,1] f̂(q) be the smallest density achieved by our density estimator

f̂ .

Results Figure 5 shows the results of the Papalexi data analysis. Of the 61 alternative hypothesis

tests, the active p-values retain good power. Of the remaining 2300 null hypothesis tests, the biased

proxy p-values are generally stochastically smaller than uniform. Empirically, we can see that they

are invalid p-values. By contrast, the active p-value method produces p-values that are relatively

uniform, and hence seem valid. Further, this is evidence that the resulting active p-values can

be robust to potential violations of the assumptions of proximal causal inference. The original

scCRISPR experiment may include gene to gene or perturbation to gene causal pathways that violate

the assumptions of our negative controls. Second, we violate the active p-value assumption that

the density of the null hypothesis tests may be known or estimated. In this case, we have a set of

hypothesis tests that we deem “null” even though they may be contaminated with non-null hypotheses.

Third, the validity guarantee in Proposition 3 requires that the proxy and true p-value are independent.

However, we see that the resulting active p-values for known null tests seem valid despite a small but

nonzero empirical Spearman rank correlation of 0.25.

Additionally, we investigate the reduction in computation time. Figure 6 shows the ratio of

active computation time to the standard true computation time (using the true test on all tests)
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across different proportions of null and alternative tests. The reduction in computation time may

vary depending on the setting, such as the proxy time, the true time, the proportion of hypotheses

where true p-values were queried, etc. We calculated the computation time based on empirical time

benchmarks in this scCRISPR screen experiment analysis. Initially, the active procedure includes a

fixed cost from the estimation of the some null proxies and their density. As the number of hypothesis

tests increases, the reduction of computation time converges to a proportion that is dependent on the

distribution of null proxy p-values, proportion of alternative tests, and difference between proxy and

true p-value computation cost.

5.3 Synthetic experiments via rank-correlated p-values

0

2

4

6

8

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
p−value

de
ns

ity

test type

Null

Alternative

p−val type

Biased

Unbiased

Density of Simulated p−values

Figure 7: Setup of the synthetic simulation study. To potentially mimic real examples, this simulation

depicts a situation when the proxies are stochastically smaller than uniform under the null and have

less power than the true p-value under the alternative. The null proxy p-values are drawn from a

Beta(.5, 1), and the null true p-values are drawn from a Uniform[0,1]. The alternative proxy p-values

are drawn from a Beta(2, 5), and the alternative true p-values are drawn from a Beta(.2, 1).

We consider simulation setups similar to the observed features in the scCRISPR screen experi-

ment. We consider 2000 hypothesis tests with 1000 null hypotheses and 1000 alternative hypotheses,

and we let the marginal distributions of Q (proxy) and P (true) be

Q ∼ Beta(0.5, 1) and P ∼ Uniform[0, 1] under the null,

Q ∼ Beta(2, 5) and P ∼ Beta(0.2, 1) under the alternative.

Here, Uniform[0, 1] refers to the uniform distribution over [0, 1]. Under the null, the distribution of

Q is stochastically smaller than the uniform, so Q itself is not a valid p-value, while P is exactly

uniform and a valid p-value. Under the alternative, both Q and P have power, but Q is less likely

to reject and has less power compared the true p-value P . Additional to independent P and Q,

these synthetic experiments explore the active p-value procedure under varying dependence levels.
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Figure 8: Simulation results for independent proxy and true p-values. The top row shows results for

null hypothesis tests, and the bottom row shows results for alternative hypothesis tests. The qq-plots

on the compare the p-values to a Uniform[0,1].

Theoretical results only guarantee type I error control under independence, but these simulation

results show robustness under mild dependence levels.

Figure 8a compares the distribution of the proxy, true, active (using the known density of Q), and

active (using the estimated density of Q) p-values to a Uniform[0,1]. We estimate the density with

local polynomial density estimation by Cattaneo et al. (2020) on a set of 200 known null hypothesis

tests. Under the null, both the active p-values using the known density and the active p-values using

an estimated density closely follow a uniform distribution.

Additionally, the power of the active p-values typically lies in between the power of the proxy

p-values and the power of the true p-values; however, this is not always the case, and the power

depends on the the null proxy, alternative proxy, and alternative true distributions. These can be seen

by changing the shape parameters of the Beta distribution from which these p-values are drawn.

In the scCRISPR screen experiment, the P and Q p-values are correlated because these p-values

are calculated on the same data. So, we also consider a simulation setup where we induce rank

correlation between Q and P using the Iman-Conover transformation (Iman and Conover, 1982;

Pouillot and Delignette-Muller, 2010). We control the strength of the rank correlation through

a parameter ρ ∈ [0, 1]. We include the full details about the Iman-Conover transformation in

Appendix A. We consider ρ ∈ {0, .25, .5, .75, 1} for our simulations where ρ = 0 corresponds to

independent P and Q.

Figure 8b illustrates this procedure across varying correlation strengths and shows that the validity

of the “density” active p-value is affected by rank correlation. As the correlation increases, the active

p-values no longer controls for type I error, but even with very high correlation of .95, the type I

error is not too high. For example, with the same simulation setting as the independent proxy and
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true p-values but with a rank correlation of .95 induced, testing at α = .05 leads to a false positive

rate of .072, and the additional false positive rate decreases as the correlation decreases.

Figure 9 also displays another modification to the active p-value procedure (under the independent

setting). Previously, we set the probability of querying for the true p-value to be 1− L/f(Q), but

we could also set the probability for true statistic queried to 1− γL/f(Q) for some scaling factor

γ ∈ (0, 1]. This also leads to Uniform[0, 1] active p-values but changes the proportion of true

hypothesis tests performed, which allows one to potentially target a desired total computation cost.
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Figure 9: Left: Simulation results on the 2 step hypothesis testing procedure when the query

probability equation includes a scaling factor. Right: Simulation results on the 2 step hypothesis

testing procedure when P and Q have positive rank correlation induced by the Iman-Conover

transformation.

6 Application: testing log-concavity with universal inference

A distribution P is described as log-concave if its density function f is log-concave, i.e., log f is a

concave function. Log-concavity has been used as assumption for the purposes of efficient density

estimation. For example, a standard approach to nonparametric density estimation is to produce a

kernel density estimator, which requires tuning, for d-dimensional data, a bandwidth matrix of size

d× d. For log-concave densities, Cule et al. (2010) showed that there exists a computable maximum

likelihood estimator and thus bypasses the need for bandwidth tuning. Log-concave distributions

has several properties that make them theoretically easy to work with (see An (1996)). In particular,

log-concave densities are used in survival analysis because the resulting distributions have desirable

properties (Bagnoli and Bergstrom, 2005).

As a result, Dunn et al. (2024) proposed the first method valid for testing the assumption of a

distribution being log-concave. This method utilizies the universal inference statistic (Wasserman

et al., 2020), which is an e-value. Let our data comprise of n = 2m (i.e., an even number) i.i.d.

samples X1, . . . , Xn. We let D(0) := {1, . . . ,m},D(1) := {m + 1, . . . , n} be a split of the data

that encompasses the first and last m data points, respectively. We also let f̂D be any likelihood
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Figure 10: Plots of power and computation time for log-concavity e-value. “Active” refers to the

active method, and “standard” refers to directly using the true e-value. The active e-value is less

powerful when ||µ|| is large, but saves computation time, when it is small. The columns show the

results for distributions of dimension d equal to one, two and three respectively, and ϕd is the density

of the isotropic standard normal in d-dimensions.

function that is computed using a the sample subset D ⊆ [n]. The split universal inference e-value

(Wasserman et al., 2020) for testing whether a distribution belongs to a collection of distributions

whose set of likelihood functions is denoted as F is defined as follows:

EUI :=

∏
i∈D(1)

f̂D(1)(Xi)

sup
f∈F

∏
i∈D(1)

f(Xi)
.

In our context, we want to test log-concavity, so we set F = FLC-d, i.e., the set of log-concave

distributions over Rd. While there is a tractable algorithm for computing maximum likelihood

over log-concave distributions, carrying out this computation remains quite expensive. Further, the

estimation of f̂D(1) suffers from the curse of dimensionality, and we lose power as a result. To

remedy these issues, Dunn et al. (2024) derive a computationally efficient method of projecting

d-dimensional data down into a single dimension, and then performinig a universal inference test in

that single dimension. The resulting universal inference statistic is valid, because the projection of a

log-concave distribution down to any single dimensional subspace remains log-concave (Cule et al.,
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2010). The universal inference e-value for a single dimension is as follows:

E1-d
V :=

1

B

B∑
j=1

∏
k∈D(0)

j

f̂D(1)
j

(V ⊤Xk)

max
f∈FLC-1

∏
k∈D(1)

j

f(V ⊤Xk)

Here, B is the number of data splits, i.e., D(0)
j ,D(1)

j are independent partitions of the total sample

into two data splits, each with n samples, for each j ∈ [B].

The dimension reduction method of Dunn et al. (2024) creates this 1-d e-value for dproj ∈ [d]

dimensions (either from random projections or “axis-aligned”, i.e., the actual dimensions). The final

e-value is simply the average of each single-dimensional universal inference e-value (the average

of any fixed number of arbitrarily dependent e-values is still an e-value). Dunn et al. (2024) show

empirically that their method is better than directly performing the universal inference test in all

d-dimensions. Thus, the resulting final e-value is

ELC :=
1

dproj

dproj∑
i=1

E1-d
Vi
,

where (Vi)i∈[dproj] are a sequence of vectors that form an orthonormal basis for a dproj-dimensional

subspace of Rd.

While this dimension reduction approach of Dunn et al. (2024) is already more computationally

efficient than the naive universal inference approach, it still requires up to d computations of the

log-concave MLE — this remains expensive even in 1-dimension, as computations of a single statistic

take up to 2 minutes. Further, it is possible that one would wish to stop computation before the

statistics for all dproj dimensions, or all B splits are calculated, as the already computed parts of

the statistic may not look promising. Thus, we consider two ways we cut down on computation to

produce a proxy e-value — one that only approximately computes the log-concave MLE, and one

that only calculates a few dimensions, before calculating all dimensions of the universal inference

statistic.

We simply choose our 1-d proxy e-value to allow the alternative density to be estimated using

the entire dataset.

F 1-d
V :=

∏
j∈D

f̂DV
(V ⊤Xj)∏

j∈D
max

f∈FLC-1
f(V ⊤Xk)

, F LC :=
1

dproj

dproj∑
i=1

F 1-d
Vi
,

where DV := (V ⊤Xj)j∈D is the dataset of projections of elements of D into V . This allows to use

the easily computable proxy without having to directly justify its validity in this setting.

Testing the log-concavity of a mixture of Gaussians. We examine a simple example of testing

the log-concavity of a mixture equally weighted on two d-dimensional Gaussians with identity
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covariance matrices that was considered in Dunn et al. (2024). One Gaussian is centered at the origin,

while the other has a a mean vector µ ∈ Rd. We can see the results in Figure 10 when we vary the

ℓ2 norm of µ. The active e-value is slightly less powerful, but saves computation time, particularly

when the log-concavity e-value is null, or close to a null, and lacks the power for rejection.

7 Extensions

In the following section, we describe a couple of different querying strategies for producing active

e-values in the multiple testing setting where we have multiple hypotheses, each with its own

proxy e-value. These methods demonstrate the flexibility of the active multiple testing framework

demonstrate how it can incorporate multilevel approximations of the proxy e-values and human-

in-the-loop improvement of remaining proxy statistics when one has queried some true statistics.

Additionally, we consider a scheme that takes into account the relationship between the proxy and

true values by estimating the joint density of p-values.

7.1 Multilevel active e-values

While our basic setup of FDR control with active e-values originally did one round of proxy

construction, we can repeatedly calculate our proxies (e.g., iterates of an optimization algorithm) in a

fashion that is dependent on the other proxies and queried e-values. For example, we might have

estimators that can produce proxy e-values whose accuracy can be improved with more computation,

and the true e-value requires an exhaustive search over a grid of inputs. This type of behavior is often

seen in Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods, where more computation (i.e., sampling

steps), improves the approximation of a test statistic. A particular connection between our method and

MCMC methods is to finite sample, unbiased MCMC methods introduced in McLeish (2011); Rhee

and Glynn (2015). An unbiased estimator is constructed by randomly choosing whether to proceed

one more iteration, where the randomness is independent of the MCMC sample itself. Inspired by

this, we also formulate a version of a proxy method, where one can iteratively derive a new proxy

e-value, and stop the computation according to a stopping rule (i.e., a decision rule that determines

which iteration to stop on based on the observed proxy e-values). We call the resulting e-values

multilevel active e-values, and we formulate our algorithm for computing them in Algorithm 4.

Proposition 6. (Ẽ1, . . . , ẼK) that are produced by Algorithm 4 are valid e-values.

The proof follows from the fact that the marginal distribution of F (τi)
i , Ei, and Ti is identical to

F,E, and T in (active-e), so Ẽi is a valid active e-value by Proposition 1.

7.2 Inter-active e-values

As we receive more information from running experiments and computing e-values, we can update

our remaining our proxy e-values. We can follow the procedure in Algorithm 5 to decide which
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Algorithm 4: Multilevel active e-value computation.

Input: Sequences of proxy e-values derived from an iterative method (F
(t)
i )t∈N for each

i ∈ [K] and stopping rules τi for each i ∈ [K]. Sampling frequency c ∈ (0, 1].

Initialize stopped indices S0 := ∅.

for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , } do
Computed F (t)

i for each i ∈ [K] \ Qt−1.

Set Qt := Qt−1.

for i ∈ [K] \ Qt−1 do
Qt := Qt ∪ {i} if τi = t based on (F

(j)
i )i∈[K],j∈[t∧τi].

end

end
for i ∈ [K] do

Sample Ti ∼ Bern((1− c(F
(τi)
i )−1)+.

Set Ẽi := (1− γ)Ei if Ti = 1 else F (τi)
i .

end
Output: E-values (Ẽ1, . . . , ẼK).

experiments to run and calculate our active e-values:

Proposition 7. (Ẽ1, . . . , ẼK) as produced through Algorithm 5 are e-values.

Similarly, each active e-value defined in Algorithm 5, conforms to the definition in (active-e),

so each inter-active e-value is bona-fided e-value. Thus, inter-active e-values allow one to update

proxy e-values as the scientist gathers more data through querying the true e-values for a subset of

the considered hypotheses. Naturally, one can also construct p-value analogs of the aforementioned

procedures. However, the dependence structures of the resulting p-values are difficult to decipher,

and hence ensuring valid FDR control at level α might require one to inflate the test level of BH. On

the other hand, e-BH permits any dependence structure, and thus can be directly applied to these

processed e-values with FDR control.

7.3 Estimating the joint distribution of proxy and true p-values

Instead of assuming independence of P and Q, when both the proxy and true p-values are measured

on a set of null tests, we may correct for the bias of proxy p-values by using their joint distribution.

With the proxy p-value Q and true p-value P (Uniform[0, 1] under the null), let the conditional

c.d.f. of the true p-value given the proxy p-value be F (p | q) = P(P ≤ p | Q = q) and the

marginal densities be fQ(q) and fP (p). Our goal is to construct P̃ such that P(P̃ ≤ s) = s for all

s ∈ (0, 1) using the observed proxies Q and the estimated or known conditional density F . This

random variable can be constructed by sampling from an independent U ∼ Uniform[0, 1], and then
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Algorithm 5: Interactive active e-values that can use queried true e-values to inform

predictions.
Input: Inital proxy e-values (F1, . . . , FK).

Initialize (F
(0)
1 , . . . , F

(0)
K ) := (F1, . . . , FK).

Initialize queried set Q0 := ∅.

for t ∈ [K] do
Select It ∈ [K] \ Qt.

Let TIt ∼ Bern((1− c(F (t))−1)+).

Compute EIt if TIt = 1.

Set ẼIt := F
(t)
It

if TIt = 0 else (1− γ) · EIt .

Let Qt+1 := Qt ∪ {t+ 1}.

Update (F
(t+1)
i )i ̸∈Qt+1 based on (Ti)i∈Qt+1 and (Ei)i∈Qt+1,Ti=1.

Let F (t+1)
i := F

(t)
i for i ∈ Qt+1.

end

transforming by the inverse conditional cdf, P̃ | Q = F−1(U | Q). Plug in the estimated F̂ for F .

In the following, we show that P̃ obtains the targeted distribution ∼ Uniform[0, 1] under the null.

Proposition 8. Consider p-values proxy Q and true P . When P ∼ Uniform[0, 1], Q is observed,

and F (p | q) = P(P ≤ p | Q = q) is known, defining a new p-value as P̃ | Q := F−1(U | Q)

produces a valid p-value, P(P̃ ≤ s) = s, ∀s ∈ (0, 1).

We defer the proof to Appendix C. We notice that none of the expensive P p-values are actually

queried for additional hypothesis tests. Instead, there is an initial fixed cost of querying enough P

and Q to produce an estimate of the conditional distribution F . Then, the biased proxy p-value is

corrected through the conditional distribution.

A disadvantage of this joint distribution procedure is the estimation of the conditional density.

Enough of the true p-value must be queried in order to have an adequate estimate of F (p|q). In some

cases, it may be less computationally expensive to occasionally query the true statistic in the previous

active procedures. Additionally, one may want to query true p-values because these true p-values

may be deemed desirable. For example, these true p-values may be more interpretable or justified

from a causal framework; or these true p-values may have high power. As a modification, one can

decide to randomly query the true p-values based on some fixed chance, T ∼ Bern(γ), γ ∈ [0, 1], so

that the final p-value P̃2 = (1− T ) · P̃ + T · P also has a Uniform[0, 1] distribution; however, this

does not query for true statistics in an informative way.
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8 Conclusion

We have introduced a novel framework for active hypothesis testing that allows researchers to

efficiently allocate resources by leveraging proxy statistics. We have developed active versions of

both e-values and p-values that utilize proxy statistics to reduce resource usage for testing many

hypotheses. We also show how these active formulations mesh with FDR controlling multiple testing

procedures and consequently provide active versions the e-BH and BH procedures for multiple

testing. We demonstrate the practical utility of our framework through numerical simulations and

applications to two problems: testing for causal effects in scCRISPR screen experiments and testing

log-concavity with universal inference.

While this paper provides error control guarantees and demonstrate the practical significance of

our active testing framework, theoretical understanding of how to choose proxy statistics to maximize

power remains an open question. We hope this paper provides a starting point for understand how to

perform hypothesis testing and multiple testing under resource constraints.

References

Mark Yuying An. Log-concave Probability Distributions: Theory and Statistical Testing. Working

Paper No. 95-03, Duke University Dept. of Economics, 1996.

Makoto Aoshima and Kazuyoshi Yata. Two-Stage Procedures for High-Dimensional Data. Sequential

Analysis, 30(4):356–399, 2011.

Jordan T. Ash, Chicheng Zhang, Akshay Krishnamurthy, John Langford, and Alekh Agarwal. Deep

Batch Active Learning by Diverse, Uncertain Gradient Lower Bounds. In International Conference

on Learning Representations, 2019.

Susan Athey, Raj Chetty, Guido W. Imbens, and Hyunseung Kang. The Surrogate Index: Combin-

ing Short-Term Proxies to Estimate Long-Term Treatment Effects More Rapidly and Precisely.

Working Paper 26463, National Bureau of Economic Research, 2019.

Susan Athey, Raj Chetty, and Guido Imbens. Combining Experimental and Observational Data to

Estimate Treatment Effects on Long Term Outcomes. arXiv:2006.09676, 2020.

Mark Bagnoli and Ted Bergstrom. Log-concave probability and its applications. Economic Theory,

26(2):445–469, 2005.

Maria-Florina Balcan, Alina Beygelzimer, and John Langford. Agnostic active learning. In Interna-

tional Conference on Machine Learning, 2006.

Yoav Benjamini and Yosef Hochberg. Controlling the False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful

Approach to Multiple Testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological),

57(1):289–300, 1995.

31



Yoav Benjamini and Daniel Yekutieli. The control of the false discovery rate in multiple testing

under dependency. The Annals of Statistics, 29(4):1165–1188, 2001.

Gilles Blanchard and Etienne Roquain. Two simple sufficient conditions for FDR control. Electronic

Journal of Statistics, 2:963–992, 2008.

Matias D. Cattaneo, Michael Jansson, and Xinwei Ma. Simple local polynomial density estimators.

Journal of the American Statistical Association, 115(531):1449–1455, 2020.

Chen Cheng, Hilal Asi, and John Duchi. How many labelers do you have? A closer look at

gold-standard labels. arXiv:2206.12041, 2024.

Junyun Cheng, Gaole Lin, Tianhao Wang, Yunzhu Wang, Wenbo Guo, Jie Liao, Penghui Yang,

Jie Chen, Xin Shao, Xiaoyan Lu, Ling Zhu, Yi Wang, and Xiaohui Fan. Massively parallel

CRISPR-based genetic perturbation screening at single-cell resolution. Adv Sci (Weinh), 10(4):

e2204484, Feb 2023. doi: 10.1002/advs.202204484.

Ziyu Chi, Aaditya Ramdas, and Ruodu Wang. Multiple testing under negative dependence. Bernoulli

(forthcoming), 2024.

Yifan Cui, Hongming Pu, Xu Shi, Wang Miao, and Eric Tchetgen Tchetgen. Semiparametric

Proximal Causal Inference. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 2023.

Madeleine Cule, Richard Samworth, and Michael Stewart. Maximum likelihood estimation of

a multi-dimensional log-concave density. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B

(Statistical Methodology), 72(5):545–607, 2010.

James Y. Dai, Charles Kooperberg, Michael Leblanc, and Ross L. Prentice. Two-stage testing

procedures with independent filtering for genome-wide gene-environment interaction. Biometrika,

99(4):929–944, 2012.

Ameer Dharamshi, Anna Neufeld, Keshav Motwani, Lucy L. Gao, Daniela Witten, and Jacob

Bien. Generalized Data Thinning Using Sufficient Statistics. Journal of the American Statistical

Association, 2024.

Robin Dunn, Aaditya Ramdas, Sivaraman Balakrishnan, and Larry Wasserman. Gaussian Universal

Likelihood Ratio Testing. Biometrika, 2022.

Robin Dunn, Aditya Gangrade, Larry Wasserman, and Aaditya Ramdas. Universal Inference Meets

Random Projections: A Scalable Test for Log-concavity. Journal of Computational and Graphical

Statistics (forthcoming), 2024.

Lasse Fischer, Ziyu Xu, and Aaditya Ramdas. An online generalization of the (e-)benjamini-hochberg

procedure. arXiv:2407.20683, 2024.

32



Yarin Gal, Riashat Islam, and Zoubin Ghahramani. Deep Bayesian Active Learning with Image Data.

In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2017.

W. James Gauderman, Duncan C. Thomas, Cassandra E. Murcray, David Conti, Dalin Li, and

Juan Pablo Lewinger. Efficient Genome-Wide Association Testing of Gene-Environment Interac-

tion in Case-Parent Trios. American Journal of Epidemiology, 172(1):116–122, 2010.

Christopher Genovese and Larry Wasserman. A stochastic process approach to false discovery

control. The Annals of Statistics, 32(3):1035–1061, 2004.

Christopher R. Genovese and Larry Wasserman. Exceedance Control of the False Discovery

Proportion. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 101(476):1408–1417, 2006.

Jelle Goeman, Jesse Hemerik, and Aldo Solari. Only Closed Testing Procedures are Admissible for

Controlling False Discovery Proportions. The Annals of Statistics, 49(2), 2021.

Jelle J. Goeman and Aldo Solari. Multiple Testing for Exploratory Research. Statistical Science, 26

(4):584–597, 2011.

Peter Grünwald, Rianne de Heide, and Wouter Koolen. Safe Testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical

Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 2024.

Steve Hanneke. Theory of Disagreement-Based Active Learning. Foundations and Trends® in

Machine Learning, 7(2-3):131–309, 2014.

Yosef Hochberg. A Sharper Bonferroni Procedure for Multiple Tests of Significance. Biometrika, 75

(4):800–802, 1988.

Sture Holm. A Simple Sequentially Rejective Multiple Test Procedure. Scandinavian Journal of

Statistics, 6(2):65–70, 1979.

Derek Hong and Lilia M Iakoucheva. Therapeutic strategies for autism: targeting three levels of

the central dogma of molecular biology. Transl Psychiatry, 13(1):58, Feb 2023. doi: 10.1038/

s41398-023-02356-y.

Nikolaos Ignatiadis, Ruodu Wang, and Aaditya Ramdas. Compound e-values and empirical Bayes.

arXiv:2409.19812, 2024.

Ronald L. Iman and W. J. Conover. A distribution-free approach to inducing rank correlation among

input variables. Communications in Statistics - Simulation and Computation, 11(3):311–334,

1982.

Daniel P. Jeong, Zachary C. Lipton, and Pradeep Ravikumar. LLM-Select: Feature Selection with

Large Language Models. arXiv:2407.02694, 2024.

33



Ajay J. Joshi, Fatih Porikli, and Nikolaos Papanikolopoulos. Multi-class active learning for image

classification. In IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2009.

Martin Kampmann. CRISPR-based functional genomics for neurological disease. Nature Reviews

Neurology, 16(9):465–480, Sep 2020.

Eric S. Kawaguchi, Andre E. Kim, Juan Pablo Lewinger, and W. James Gauderman. Improved

two-step testing of genome-wide gene–environment interactions. Genetic Epidemiology, 47(2):

152–166, 2023.

Charles Kooperberg and Michael Leblanc. Increasing the power of identifying gene x gene interac-

tions in genome-wide association studies. Genetic Epidemiology, 32(3):255–263, 2008.

Martin Larsson, Aaditya Ramdas, and Johannes Ruf. The numeraire e-variable and reverse informa-

tion projection. Annals of Statistics (forthcoming), 2024.

James Leiner, Boyan Duan, Larry Wasserman, and Aaditya Ramdas. Data Fission: Splitting a Single

Data Point. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 2023.

Juan Pablo Lewinger, John L. Morrison, Duncan C. Thomas, Cassandra E. Murcray, David V. Conti,

Dalin Li, and W. James Gauderman. Efficient Two-Step Testing of Gene-Gene Interactions in

Genome-Wide Association Studies. Genetic Epidemiology, 37(5):440–451, 2013.

Jiewen Liu, Chan Park, Kendrick Li, and Eric J. Tchetgen Tchetgen. Regression-Based Proximal

Causal Inference. arXiv:2402.00335, 2024.

Ruth Marcus, Eric Peritz, and K. R. Gabriel. On Closed Testing Procedures with Special Reference

to Ordered Analysis of Variance. Biometrika, 63(3):655–660, 1976.

Don McLeish. A general method for debiasing a Monte Carlo estimator. Monte Carlo Methods and

Applications, 17(4):301–315, 2011.

Wang Miao, Xu Shi, Yilin Li, and Eric J. Tchetgen Tchetgen. A confounding bridge approach for

double negative control inference on causal effects. Statistical Theory and Related Fields, 2024.

Cassandra E. Murcray, Juan Pablo Lewinger, and W. James Gauderman. Gene-Environment Interac-

tion in Genome-Wide Association Studies. American Journal of Epidemiology, 169(2):219–226,

2009.

Anna Neufeld, Ameer Dharamshi, Lucy L. Gao, and Daniela Witten. Data Thinning for Convolution-

Closed Distributions. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 25(57):1–35, 2024.

Efthymia Papalexi, Eleni P. Mimitou, Andrew W. Butler, Samantha Foster, Bernadette Bracken,

William M. Mauck, Hans-Hermann Wessels, Yuhan Hao, Bertrand Z. Yeung, Peter Smibert, and

34



Rahul Satija. Characterizing the molecular regulation of inhibitory immune checkpoints with

multimodal single-cell screens. Nature Genetics, 53(3):322–331, Mar 2021.

Jakub Pecanka, Marianne A. Jonker, International Parkinson’S Disease Genomics Consortium

(IPDGC), Zoltan Bochdanovits, and Aad W. Van Der Vaart. A powerful and efficient two-stage

method for detecting gene-to-gene interactions in GWAS. Biostatistics, 18(3):477–494, 2017.

Régis Pouillot and Marie Laure Delignette-Muller. Evaluating variability and uncertainty separately

in microbial quantitative risk assessment using two R packages. International Journal of Food

Microbiology, 142(3):330–340, 2010.

Ross L. Prentice. Surrogate endpoints in clinical trials: Definition and operational criteria. Statistics

in Medicine, 8(4):431–440, 1989.

Aaditya Ramdas, Peter Grünwald, Vladimir Vovk, and Glenn Shafer. Game-theoretic statistics and

safe anytime-valid inference. Statistical Science, 38(4), 2023.

D Garcı́a Rasines and G A Young. Splitting strategies for post-selection inference. Biometrika, 110

(3):597–614, 2023.

Pengzhen Ren, Yun Xiao, Xiaojun Chang, Po-Yao Huang, Zhihui Li, Brij B. Gupta, Xiaojiang Chen,

and Xin Wang. A Survey of Deep Active Learning. ACM Computing Surveys, 54(9):180:1–180:40,

2021.

Chang-Han Rhee and Peter W. Glynn. Unbiased Estimation with Square Root Convergence for SDE

Models. Operations Research, 63(5):1026–1043, 2015.

Hongjian Shi and Mathias Drton. On universal inference in Gaussian mixture models.

arXiv:2407.19361, 2024.

R. J. Simes. An Improved Bonferroni Procedure for Multiple Tests of Significance. Biometrika, 73

(3):751–754, 1986.

Weijie J. Su. The FDR-Linking Theorem. arXiv:1812.08965, 2018.

Eric J Tchetgen Tchetgen, Andrew Ying, Yifan Cui, Xu Shi, and Wang Miao. An introduction to

proximal causal learning. arXiv:2009.10982, 2020.

F. William Townes, Stephanie C. Hicks, Martin J. Aryee, and Rafael A. Irizarry. Feature selection

and dimension reduction for single-cell RNA-Seq based on a multinomial model. Genome Biology,

20(1):295, 2019.
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A Definitions of different types of dependence

We recall the definitions of two different notions of dependence. The first is the PRDS condition for

FDR control of the BH procedure that was introduced by Benjamini and Yekutieli (2001).

Definition 2. A set D ⊆ RK is called increasing if for any x ∈ D, any y ≥ x (component-wise)

also belongs to D.

Definition 3. Furthermore, a vector of p-values P = (P1, . . . , PK) exhibits positive regression

dependence on a subset (PRDS) if, for any increasing set D and any k ∈ [K], the probability

P(P ∈ D|Pk ≤ x) does not decrease as x increases from 0 to 1.

A slightly weaker notion of positive dependence is positive regression dependence on the nulls

(PRDN) (Su, 2018), which only asks for the null p-values to satisfy the PRDS condition.

Definition 4. A sequence of p-values P = (P1, . . . , PK) is weakly negatively dependent on nulls

(WNDN) if, for any subset A ⊆ N and any s ∈ [0, 1], P(
⋂

i∈A Pi ≤ s) ≤
∏

i∈A P(Pi ≤ s), i.e., the

joint probability does not exceed the product of the individual probabilities of landing below s.

There are many types of negative dependence, but WNDN is a condition that is satisfied by many

different types of negative dependence assumptions — an overview of the different types can be seen

in Chi et al. (2024).
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Iman-Conover rank correlation We give a quick overview of the Iman-Conover (Iman and

Conover, 1982) transformation and its purpose in our simulations. We use the implenetation of this

method created by Pouillot and Delignette-Muller (2010) in the package mc2d.

Given n i.i.d. samples from each of K different distributions, the goal of the Iman-Conover

transformation is to induce a target rank correlation matrix among the samples across distributions

while preserving the original K different marginal distributions. The user chooses a target rank

correlation matrix C ∈ RK×K which denotes the resulting correlation between each pair of random

variables. Then, the new matrix of samples R̃ is produced, where each of its columns is a permutation

of the columns of R, in accordance with Algorithm 6.

Algorithm 6: Iman-Conover transformation for inducing target rank correlation.

Input: Matrix of scores R ∈ Rn×K , target correlation matrix C ∈ [0, 1]K×K , a vector

a := (a1, . . . , an) ∈ Rn of scores.

Output: Matrix R̃ ∈ RN×K with rank correlation matrix close to C

Draw K independent permutations of [n] denoted π1, . . . , πK .

Construct a matrix R ∈ Rn×K and set the entry in the ith row and jth column as

Ri,j := aπj(i) (ind. permuted col.)

Compute lower triangular matrix P via Cholesky decomposition (i.e., PP T = C).

Compute R∗ := RP T .

Rearrange the columns of the input matrix to match the ordering of the corresponding

column of R∗ to obtain R̃.
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Figure 11: Example of the Iman-Conover transformation. Keeping the 2 marginal distributions the

same, the rank correlation is increased from the left to right. On the very left, the 2 distributions

are independent with no clear pattern. Then, as the correlation positively increases, the relationship

becomes stronger.
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B Additional details for scCRISPR screen experiments

B.1 Proximal Inference Assumpations

We describe the proximal inference setup and assumptions in more detail. Proximal inference

focusing on the outcome regression model makes five main assumptions Miao et al. (2024):

Assumption 2 (Proximal causal inference assumptions). We make the following additional assump-

tions about the Y,A,W , and Z.

1. (negative control outcome) W ⊥⊥ A | C and W ̸⊥⊥ C .

2. (negative control exposure) Z ⊥⊥ Y | C,A and Z ⊥⊥W | C.

3. (outcome confounding bridge) There exists a function h such that E[Y | C,A = a] =

E[h(W,a) | C,A = a] for a ∈ {0, 1}.

4. Completeness of P(W | Z,A): For all a, W ̸⊥⊥ Z | A = a; and for any square integrable

function g, if E [g(W ) | Z = z,A = a] = 0 for almost all z, then g(W ) = 0 almost surely.

With W and h, the mean potential outcome is identified by E(Y a) = E[h(W,a)]. However, this

h cannot be identified yet because this equation characterizing h involves unmeasured variables C.

If the completeness condition holds and there exists a negative control exposure Z, then h can be

estimated with E [Y | Z,A] = E [h(W,A) | Z,A]. Figure 4 depicts a causal directed acyclic graph

(DAG) with random variables as nodes (A, Y,C, Z,W ) and arrows indicating causal effects between

variables. This causal DAG satisfies the proximal inference setting but is not the only DAG that does.

B.2 Methodological details of 2SLS

We describe the proximal inference method and procedure by Liu et al. (2024) in more detail. The

following is a summarization of the linear case in Appendix A.9 of Liu et al. (2024). The authors

also consider situations when the negative control outcome and outcome variables may have different

forms, such as binary and count forms. In our application, we consider continuous negative control

outcomes and outcome, which corresponds to identity link functions g1(x) = x and g2(x) = x, but

the following results hold for other link functions such as log and logit links. Additionally, they

consider including measured confounders X ∈ R#measured confounders. Our application does not use

measured confounders, so to simplify notation, we exclude these X . Lastly, they describe an example

when using 1 negative control, but the summary below describes an example with multiple negative

controls.

Let d be the number of negative control exposures as well as the number of negative control

outcomes, Z ∈ Rd and W ∈ Rd. Suppose the true parameters are α∗
j,0, α

∗
j,a ∈ R and α∗

j,z ∈ Rd

for j = 1, ..., d and β∗0 , β
∗
a ∈ R and β∗u ∈ Rd. Let α∗ = [α∗

1,0, α
∗
1,a, α

∗T
1,z, ..., α

∗
d,0, α

∗
d,a, α

∗T
d,z]

T ∈
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Rd(2+d) = R2d+d2 and β∗ = [β∗0 , β
∗
a, ..., β

∗T
u ]T ∈ R2+d. Then, the two stages of least squares

regression are modeled as:

First Stage: E[Wj | A,Z] = α∗
j,0 + α∗

j,aA+ α∗T
j,zZ for j = 1, ..., d

Second Stage: E[Y | A,Z] = β∗0 + β∗aA+ β∗Tu S(α∗)

for the Proximal Control Variable: Sj = Sj(α
∗
j ) = α∗

j,0 + α∗
j,aA+ α∗T

j,zZ

S = S(α∗) = [S1, ..., Sd]
T ∈ Rd

Both least square stages are estimated using maximum likelihood estimation, so the estimates

may be analyzed asymptotically as m-estimators. Denote the observed random variables variables

O := (A, Y, Z,W ). The first stage’s estimating equation is E[Ψ1,j(O;α∗, β∗)|A,Z] = 0 for

j = 1, ..., d, and the second stage’s estimating equation is E[Ψ2(O;α∗, β∗)|A,Z] = 0, where Ψ1,j

and Ψ2 are:

First Stage: Ψ1,j = Ψ1,j(O;α∗, β∗) =


1

A

Z

{Wj − (α∗
j,0 + α∗

j,aA+ α∗T
j,zZ)

}
∈ R2+d

Second Stage: Ψ2 = Ψ2(O;α∗, β∗) =


1

A

S

 {Y − (β∗0 + β∗aA+ β∗uS)} ∈ R2+d

Define Ψ = [ΨT
1,1, ...,Ψ

T
1,d,Ψ

T
2 ]

T ∈ R(d+1)(2+d) = R2+3d+d2 . Together, the estimating equations

form E[Ψ|A,Z] = 0, and the estimates (α̂, β̂) minimize the empirical average Pn{Ψ(O;α, β)} = 0,

where the notation Pn means Pn{X} = (1/n)
∑n

i=1Xi. Under certain smoothness assumptions,

explained in detail in Liu et al. (2024), Appendix A.9, the estimators are asymptotically normal and

the variance may be estimated by sandwich variance estimators.

√
N

{(
α̂

β̂

)
−

(
α∗

β∗

)}
→d N(0,V(α∗, β∗))

where

V(α∗, β∗) = A(α∗, β∗)−1B(α∗, β∗){A(α∗, β∗)−1}T

A(α∗, β∗) = E

[
∂

∂(α, β)T
Ψ(O;α, β)

∣∣∣∣
α=α∗,β=β∗

]
∈ R(2+3d+d2)×(2+3d+d2)

B(α∗, β∗) = E[Ψ(O;α∗, β∗)Ψ(O;α∗, β∗)T ] ∈ R(2+3d+d2)×(2+3d+d2)

Finally, the standard error, σ̂2SLS, of the ATE estimate, β̂a, can be calculated by estimating

V(α∗, β∗), indexing into the covariance for βa, and taking the square root. V(α∗, β∗) may be
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estimated by taking empirical averages and plugging in the estimates for (α∗, β∗) in the components

A(α∗, β∗) and B(α∗, β∗).

σ̂2SLS =

√
Vn(α̂, β̂)A,A

where Vn(α̂, β̂) = An(α̂, β̂)
−1Bn(α̂, β̂){An(α̂, β̂)

−1}T

An(α̂, β̂) = Pn

[
∂

∂(α, β)T
Ψ(O;α, β)

∣∣∣∣
α=α̂,β=β̂

]
Bn(α̂, β̂) = Pn[Ψ(O; α̂, β̂)Ψ(O; α̂, β̂)T ]

Although the two stages of least squares are relatively fast, because this involves just d + 1

linear regressions, the calculation of the variance takes much longer and is the source of the 2SLS

approach’s high cost.

Runtime Complexity in terms of n and d. We compare the runtime complexities of the fast but

biased test (linear regression of Y on A) and the slower but true test (proximal 2SLS). In general,

linear regression with p covariates has a runtime complexity of O(np2 + p3).

In the fast but biased test, p is fixed and small at p = 2, a coefficient for the constant and

a coefficient for the treatment assignment, so overall, the fast linear regression has a runtime of

O(n22 + 23) = O(n). The runtime complexity for estimating the parameter is O(np2 + p3)

from computing β̂OLS := (MTM)−1MT #»

Y where M = [1,
#»

A]. And the runtime complexity for

calculating the standard error and p-value isO(np2+p3) from σ̂OLS :=
√
((MTM)−1σ̂2)A,A where

σ̂ =
√∑n

i (Y −Mβ)2/(n− 2).

In comparison, the time complexity of the proximal 2SLS approach is O(nd4 + d6). Estimating

the ATE takes O((d + 1)(n(d + 2)2 + (d + 2)3)) = O(nd3 + d4), because there are d + 1 least

squares estimations each with d + 2 covariates. Calculating the standard error and p-value takes

O(nd4 + d6). More details are described below.

More details about calculating Vn(α̂, β̂). To better understand the runtime complexity of prox-

imal 2SLS, let us focus on A(α∗, β∗). Below, we show that constructing each element of the

partial derivative matrix takes constant time O(1); then, we describe the total runtime for estimating

V(α∗, β∗) with Vn(α̂, β̂).

Let us combine the parameters together θ = [αT , βT ]T ∈ R2+3d+d2 . Each element k, l ∈
1, ..., 2 + 3d+ d2 in the partial derivative matrix is:(

∂

∂θ
Ψ(O; θ)

)
k,l

=
∂

∂θl
Ψ(O; θ)k

= I
{⌊

k

d

⌋
=

⌊
l

d

⌋}
·G(l) ·H(k)

where
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• I
{⌊

k
d

⌋
=
⌊
l
d

⌋}
indicates whether Ψ(O; θ)k and θl correspond to the same estimating equation.

If they belong to separate estimating equations, then this partial derivative is 0.

• G : {1, 2, ..., 2+ 3d+ d2} → {1, A, Z1, ..., Zd, S1, ..., Sd} returns the corresponding term for

θj

G(l) =


1 if θl is α1,0, ..., αd,0, or β0
A if θl is α1,a, ..., αd,a, or βa
Zj if θl is α1,z,j , ..., αd,z,j for j = 1, ..., d

Sj if θl is βz,j for j = 1, ..., d

• H : {1, 2, ..., 2 + 3d + d2} → {1, A, Z1, ..., Zd, S1, ..., Sd} returns the corresponding term

for Ψk

H(k) =


1 if Ψk is (Ψ1,1)1, ..., (Ψ1,d)1, or (Ψ2)1

A if Ψk is (Ψ1,1)2, ..., (Ψ1,d)2, or (Ψ2)2

Zj if Ψk is (Ψ1,1)j+2, ..., (Ψ1,d)j+2 for j = 1, ..., d

Sj if Ψk is (Ψ2)j+2 for j = 1, ..., d

The partial derivative of estimating equation Ψ has a block diagonal form:

∂

∂(α, β)T
Ψ(O;α, β) =



∂
∂α1

Ψ1,1(O;α, β) 0 ... 0 0

0 ∂
∂α2

Ψ1,2(O;α, β) ... 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 ... ∂
∂αd

Ψ1,d(O;α, β) 0

0 0 ... 0 ∂
∂βΨ2(O;α, β)


This means that the time complexity for estimating A(α∗, β∗) with An(α̂, β̂) ∈ R(2+3d+d2)×(2+3d+d2)

takes O(n(2 + 3d+ d2)2) = O(nd4). There are n samples, and it takes O((2 + 3d+ d2)2) to form

each matrix. The same idea applies to estimating B(α∗, β∗) with Bn(α̂, β̂) ∈ R(2+3d+d2)×(2+3d+d2),

which also takes O(n(2 + 3d+ d2)2) = O(nd4) to construct. Additionally, the An(α̂, β̂) must be

inverted, which may take O((2 + 3d + d2)3) = O(d6). Lastly, multiplying together to estimate

Vn(α̂, β̂) takes O(2(2 + 3d + d2)3) = O(d6). So overall, the runtime complexity for calculating

Vn(α̂, β̂) takes O(nd4 + d6).

As an aside, because An(α̂, β̂) has a block diagonal form, it is possible to reduce the computation

time by inverting each of the d + 1 blocks of size (d + 2) × (d + 2) separately. This leads to a

runtime of O((d+1)(d+2)3) = O(d4) compared to O(d6). However, this does not reduce the total

time complexity, because the An(α̂, β̂) and Bn(α̂, β̂) matrices must still be multiplied together.
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C Proof of Proposition 8

Assume the null hypothesis is true. We make the following derivation for the conditional distribution

of P̃ .

P(P̃ ≤ s|Q = q) = P(F−1(U |Q = q) ≤ s|Q = q) (P̃ definition)

=

∫ 1

0
P(F−1(u|q) ≤ s|Q = q) · fU (u)du (iterated exp.)

=

∫ 1

0
P(F−1(u|q) ≤ s|Q = q) · 1du (density of U )

=

∫ 1

0
I{F−1(u|q) ≤ s} du (constants inside P)

=

∫ 1

0
I{u ≤ F (s|q)} du (apply F (·|q))

= F (s|q) (4)

We can now prove the validity of P̃ .

P(P̃ ≤ s) =

∫ 1

0
P(P̃ ≤ s|Q = q)fQ(q) dq (iterated exp.)

=

∫ 1

0
F (s|q)fQ(q) dq (by 4)

=

∫ 1

0
P(P ≤ s|Q = q)fQ(q) dq (F definition)

= P(P ≤ s) (iterated exp.)

≤ s. (P is a valid p-value)

Thus, we have shown our desired result.
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