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| ntroduction and motivation

The necessity and usefulness of defining an apiatepranking of several populations of
interests, i.e. processes, products, servicedhitgacourses, degree programs, and so on is very
common within many areas of applied research sushChemistry, Material Sciences,
Engineering, Business, Education, etc. The ide@miing in fact occurs more or less explicitly
all times when in a study the goal is to determare ordering between several input
conditions/treatments with respect to one or martputs of interest for each at which there is a
natural preferable direction.

This happens very often in the context of managémed engineering problems where the
populations can be products, services, procesdes,apd the inputs are for example the
managerial practices or the technological devich&hvare put in relation with some suitable
outputs such as any performance measure. Specditagerial and engineering subjects in
which these situations occur are so frequent, $ethink on the typical issues of operations
management, quality control, and marketing, so dmathe sidelines of the problem of ranking a
lot of different theories and diverse methods haeen developed in the literature. At the same
time, the ranking problem is a typical interdismply subject, just think for example on the
development process of a new product where marsgeractices, engineering issues and
statistical techniques are jointly involved in arde achieve high quality and potentially
successful products.

Many times the populations of interest are muliatarin nature, meaning that many aspects of
that populations can be simultaneously observethersame unit/subject. For example, in many
technological experiments the treatments underuatiah provide an output of tens of even
hundreds univariate responses (e.g. think on theaohyf automated measurements that are

performed on a silicon wafer during the manufactyrprocess by microelectronics industry).



Similarly, but in a completely different contextsarvey-based observational research provides
for each unit/subject (respondent) a long list obwers, as in the case of evaluating and
monitoring of customer satisfaction.

From a statistical point of view, when the respovaeable of interest is multivariate in nature,
the inferential problem may become quite diffidwltcope with, due to the large dimensionality
of the parametric space. Moreover, when the godhas of comparing several multivariate
populations, a further element of difficulty isatdd to the nature of the response variable. If we
consider a continuous response, provided that thm#enlying distributional and sampling
assumptions are met and the degree of freedonmage énough, then inference on populations
can be performed using classical methods (e.g. ascHotelling ). But when the response
variables are ordered categorical the difficulbéshe traditional methods based on contingency
tables may become insurmountable. Nonparametrecente based on the NPC - NonParametric
Combination of several dependent permutation tesistcs (see Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010), as
we shall see, allows us to overcome these limitatiavithout the necessity of referring to
assume any specified random distribution. The naaivantages of using the permutation and
combination approach to classify and ranking sdverativariate populations is that it is the
only one testing method which allow us to deriveltmariate directionalp-values that can be
calculated also when the number of response vasarke much more larger than the number of
replications (so-calledinite-sample consistencgf combined permutation tests). It is worth
noting that in this situation, which can be commommany real applications, all traditional
parametric and nonparametric testing proceduresatrappropriate at all.

After presenting a couple of guideline examplebetp the reader to understand in practice the
right meaning of the problem of ranking of multilie populations, this section is devoted to
present the formalization and the general soluiotme multivariate ranking problem. As will be
shown, actually we intend the ranking problem asoa-standard data-driven classification

problem, which can be viewed similar to a sortjpé@al case of post-hoc multivariate multiple



comparison procedure. In this view the classifmatprocedure is an empirical process that uses
pseudo-inferential tools, in particular pseudo-tssdtistics, with the function of distance
indicators and signals useful to rank the poputetio

Since the problem of ranking is still addressedha literature with respect to many other
different points of view, in this section we briefleview the basic procedures proposed in the
literature, classifying them within the main refece field where they have been developed, that
is statistics and operations research. Finallyesour proposed method has little relevance to the
usual approaches proposed in the literature artleadoncept of ranking we close illustrating
which are the specificities and advantages of #renptation approach for multivariate ranking

problems.

1.1 Some guideline examples

Assume that there are several (more than two) jptipuk of interests to be compared one each
other in order to establish if they are all equal, actually if there is just one single populatio

or if they are different, and in this case we wantlassify that populations from the 'best' to the
'worst' according to a given pre-specified criterierom a general point of view and depending
on the specific real context, both experimental ahdervational studies can be taken into
account so that several samples are drawn fromlgtgs in order to classify and ranking that
populations, where with the term “ranking” we meameaningful criterion which allows us to
rank populations from the ‘best’ to the ‘worst’. sl assume that the response we observe on
each unit/subject is multivariate in nature, wheaeh univariate component can be either
continuous or discrete or binary or ordered categbi(we even admit the mixed situation).
Finally, we assume that for each univariate compbaa unique criterion is defined such as it is
possible to establish a natural preferable diracfas for instance "the greater the better” or "the

smaller the better" or "the closer to the targethbtter").



1.1.1 An experimental-type example

In the first example we consider a real experimecdge study with very few replications and
where the response is continuous in all univagataponents and where the criterion "the higher
the better" holds for all components.

In the field of new product development, when depelg new detergents the laundry industry
refers to the so-called primary detergency, i.e.e&periments devoted to the assessment of
benefits of a detergent in removing several typestains from a piece of previously soiled
fabric (Bonnini et al., 2009). When performing anpary detergency experiment, given that the
benefits are simultaneously evaluated on seveffdreit types of stains (usually ranging from
10 to 30), the response variable can actually Ibsidered as multivariate in nature (Arboretti et
al.,, 2008; Corain and Salmaso, 2007). Figure lessmts a graphical three-dimensional
representation of the observed stain removal pmedace (so-called reflectance, ranging from 0
to 100) of three populations (products) where far $ake of simplicity we considered just only
the first three stains of a primary detergency expent. The full coloured dots represent the
hypothetical true unknown/unobservable productgrerinces (true means) and through this
experiment, the four replications are representeeropty circles, we wish to establish if the
products have the same performance or if they ffiereht and in this case we want to classify
them from the 'best’ to the 'worst'. From the sembéscriptive inspection of observed data, we
expect that the pseudo inferential analysis witjgast that the products are different. The term
pseudo-inferences used in place of inference because we admitading the inferential errors.
Indeed, as we will see later on, we use to mimnggprocedure just to obtain suitable statistics
monotonically related with multivariate distancesiot would be the true unknown elements on
which, if available, the classification process Wbloe based.

Since the response has a natural direction, ieehitifher the reflectance the better is the product,
we also expect that the best product will likelyRiE, which looks better than products P2 and

P3, which in turn are likely not different and baththe second ranking position. Note that the



underlying true ranking can be inferred from thidslines representing the distances of the true
means with the point of absolute theoretical maxim{top right). In fact, P1 is the product much

closer to the maximal point.
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Figure 1. Graphical three-dimensional representataf a primary detergency experiment.

It is worth noting that since the populations argltmariate in nature the pseudo inference and
the classification process into a global rankingusth be properly taken into account for the

multivariate distribution of the response variable.

1.1.2 An observational-type example

A further element of difficulty of the traditionahultivariate inferential methods is related to the
nature of the response variable. If we consideomiticuous response as in the case of the
primary detergency experiment, provided that afluagptions were reasonable met then we
could properly use classical likelihood based ieféial methods, but when some assumptions
were uncertainly met or even when the responsablas are ordered categorical the difficulties
of the traditional methods based on contingencietalmay become insurmountable. Inference
based on the NPC method however, allows us to melagt of the stringent assumptions of
traditional parametric and nonparametric methoawiding a flexible solution which from an
inferential view-point is also exact for whatevangple size also in case of ordered categorical

responses.



In order to illustrate an example of ranking of tiwalriate populations in case of ordered
categorical response variable, where observed aa&eanot rigorously obtained by a random
sampling procedure, let us refer to an observatisnevey-based investigation in the field of
indoor environmental quality evaluations where m@a of 75 pupils from a primary school
have been enrolled (25 subjects for each classtoutar investigation). The goal of the study is
to rank the three classrooms where the pupils arght in terms of subjective well-being of
indoor environmental quality, related to microclimaconditions and other building-related
factors. For the sake of simplicity let us consi@lest only two dimensions of the perceived
environmental quality, for example an overall scorethe thermal and the acoustic comfort,

using a Likert scale 1-5. In Table 1 the observedudencies in the three classrooms are reported.

Table 1. Frequency table of the perceived thermal acoustic comfort in the three classrooms.

Thermald School 1 School 2 School 3
Acoustic C: 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1
2 - - - - - - -
3 2 3 1 - - 3 2
4 2 6 - - - - -
5 1 1 7 - - 2 2 8 - - 1 2

In order to classify the three classrooms fromlikst to the worst from the point of view of
perceived indoor environmental well-being it isatléhat we have to consider the comparisons
of the bivariate distributions of the two environma quality evaluations. Roughly speaking, if
the majority of the assessments of a given classrail stay at the bottom-right cells of the
two-way contingencies table more likely that classn will be classified in a higher rank
position. Note that, on the contrary of what hajg@nthe case of numeric/continuous responses,
a simple global indicator measuring a sort of diséa from the ideal best situation (all

frequencies in the bottom-right cell [5,5]) is matre of easily solution.

1.2 Formalization of the problem and general solution

To mime the problem as if it were a truly inferahtbne, assume that data were drawn from each

of C multivariate populations (i.e. items/groups/treamits), C>2, by means of a pseudo-



sampling procedure, so as to make inference onplossible equality and in case of rejection of
this hypothesis to classify that populations inesrtb obtain a relative ranking from the 'best' to
the 'worst' according to one pre-specified meaningfiterion. We use the termelative ranking
because we want to underline that it is not an labsaanking but an ordering that is only
refereed to th€ populations at hand.

With reference to the so-called one-way MANOVA laygfor more complex designs we refer
the reader to the last part 3, section 3.1.1 Typ#esign), let us formalize the problem within a
nonparametric framework: |4 be thep-dimensional response variable representedpagegtor

of the observed data and let us assume, withost dbggenerality, that large values of each
univariate aspect correspond to a better marginal performance amicktbre to a higher ranking
position. In other words, we are assuming the moie“the larger the better”. The term "large
values" has a clear meaning in case of continuesigonses, while in case of binary or ordered
categorical responses should be intended in tefitlarge proportion” and of "large frequencies
of high score categories" respectively. The maitgunavariate components oY are not
restricted to belong to the same type, in otherd&ave can consider also the situation of mixed
variables (some continuous/binary and some otlg®red categorical).

We recall that our goal is to classify and rank@gnultivariate populations with respect po
marginal variables where samplesmfindependent replicatess1,...C, from each population
are available.

Under the hypothesis of distributional equalitytbé C populations, all true global rankings
would necessarily be equal to one, hence they wbeldn a full ex-aequo situation. This
situation of equal ranking where all populationdohg to just one class may be formally

represented in a testing-like framework where typotheses of interest are:

d d d
Ho: Y, =Y,=...=Y,
d . ) * (1)
H O, #Y,,j,h=1...,C, j# h



In case of rejection of the global multivariate bilpesisHo, that is when data are evidence of the
fact at least one population behaves differentymfrthe others, it is of interest to perform
pseudo-inferences on pairwise comparisons betwegulgtions, i.e.
d

Hogm * Y d:Yh _ )

Hypn Y #Y0 00 =1...,C, j# h
Note that a rejection of at least one hypothekig) implies that we are not in an equal ranking
situation, that is at least one multivariate popoaiahas a greater global rank than some others.
Finally, to make pseudo-inference on which marguzalable(s) that inequality is mostly due to,
it is useful considering the pseudo-inferences aivariate pairwise comparisons between

populations, defined as:

d
Hokin * Yie = Y _ _

d d ,,h=1,....C jZ hk=1.,p, (3)
Ha(iny :(ij <thjU(ij> ij

d d d
because whelY, #Y, is true, then one and only one betwéern<Y, andY, >Y, istrue,

i.e. they cannot be jointly true.

Looking at the univariate alternative hypotheliggr, note that we are mostly interested in
deciding whether a population is either greatesmaller than another one (not only establishing
if they are different). In this connection, we dake account separately of the directional type
alternatives, namely those that are suitable fstirtg both one-sided alternatives (see Pesarin
and Salmaso, 2010, p. 163; Bertoluzzo et. all, Oh2this connection, also expression (2) can

be reformulated as

d

Hogny + Y5 =Yh

d d . (2bis)
Hyn, ;(yj <thU(Yj >th, jih=1...C,j#h



Let be p,;, and p.,, the marginal directiongt-value-like statistics related to the stochastic

d d
inferiority or superiority alternative$i; . :Y, >Y, and H, Y, <Y, , respectively. Since
by definition p,;, =1~ By = Pyry NOte that all one-sided pseudo-inferential reswtated to

the hypotheses (3) can be represented as follows:
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Finally, let be pf(jh) the directional p-value-like statistics calculated via nonparametric

combination methodology and related to the muliatar stochastic superiority alternatives

d
Hyn oY, >Y, of expression (2bis). All théx(C-1) p;;, can be represented as follows:

[ + 4 + ]
- Pazy P R,
+ 4 +
P.2y R 23) R
P = - (5)
+ 4 +
Pcay P2 - Rec-o1c)
+ 4 +
| Py P.(c2) Rc.c |

Note thatp-value-like statistics in expression (5) indicatther if there is a possible global
multivariate significant dominance between eachrspaf populations and in which global
direction this dominance can actually exist. ltwerth noting that, on the contrary to what

happens for the marginal directionaValue like statistics, the constraint to sum te diees not
hold in this case, i.ep;;, #1- P -
Now, let us consider a last set©fmultivariate global directiongs-value-like statisticspf(j,),

j=1,...C, calculated via nonparametric combination methogipland related to the alternatives
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d
Hio:U, Y, >Y, h=1..C, j# h. (6)
These non-standard and unuspalalue-like statistics play the role of a sort matiltivariate

scorebecause actually they measure the evidence irufasfothe overall stochastic dominance

of each populationsgainst all othersin fact, the lowerp; . , j=1,...C, the higher is the

evidence of the global dominance of fi& population when pairwise compared with all othe

Let us order from the smallest to the largest gieofthe pf(j,) ,j=1,...C: p_+[1_] pf[ then we

c]

can apply the same ranking [1],....[C] to the matR , defined as thecxC matrix of the

unordered pf(j,), then we remove the lower- diagonal elements fmee final upper diagonal

p-value-like statistic matri, .-

M Py R - Py Fa o R ]

- B e i - - Rl e B
Ry=| - B e N O

pf[c_l,]] pf[c_l,q - - p+[c—1,c] - - - p-+[c—1,c]

| Pleg  Pleg - Plecy -] L= - - -

Note that expression (7) simply performs a rearament of the matri® moving its rows and

columns in order to put in the first rows the "Besstimated populations. In practice, this

procedure is not nothing but a data-driven selactié p-values in (5) with the following

rationale: first we pre-order the populations usipjgj_) which is an indicator of the overall

dominance of each population when compared toth#rathen we summarize the evidence of
the relevanCx(C-1)/2 pairwise stochastic dominances, removing bfthe not informativep-

values.

Once a suitable adjustment for multiplicity has roegplied to P[f]upper and a given pseudo-

significance level has been chosen, the classiicatf the C multivariate populations into a
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final global ranking can be very easy performed jogt in only two special cases: when all
adjusted p-value-like statistics are significant or when thage significant in blocks (i.e.
significant p-value-like statistics are arranged in blocks, Isat there is evidence in favor of
"cluster of populations”). In all other situationsg. when not allp-value-like statistics are
significant or any significant blocking arrangemepoes not exist, a suitable algorithm is needed
in order to univocally derive from expression (#)real global ranking. Details on this algorithm
can be found in part 3, paragraph 3.2 "From dioecti multivariate pairwise comparisons to
global ranking".

To summarize the basic ideas behind the formatinaii the multivariate ranking problem, note
that we start from a multivariaté-sample problem to actually define a non-standatd-driven
classification and ranking problem, which can bamed to mime a sort of special case of post-
hoc multivariate multiple comparison procedure.

To make more clear the proposed procedure, letpp$yat to the two guideline examples

+

Jupper 1-€- the

presented in the previous sub-section 1.1. TablBsr&resentP , P~ and P[

univariate marginal and the multivariate unordesed ordered directional permutatiptvalue-
like statistics, where the last one has been agtjusy multiplicity using the Bonferroni-Holm-

Shaffer method.
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Table 2. Marginal directional permutation p-valuk&d statistics for the first guideline example
(three product primary detergency experiment).

Stain 1 Stain 2 Stain 3
P1 P2 P3| P1 P2 P3| P1 P2 P3
P1 - .0021 .0012] - .0018 .0011f - .0007 .0045
P =| P2 |.9979 - .6710/.9982 - .3418/.9993 - .5519
P3 [.9988 .3290 - [.9989 .6582 - [.9955 .4481 -

Table 3. Multivariate directional p-value-like sigtics for the first guideline example
(three product primary detergency experiment).

PL P2 P3 Pl PL P3 P2

P1 | - .0001 .0002 P1 |.0001 P1 | - .0002 .0003

P'=| P2 |.9984 - .8110 P2 |.8120 Ri=| P3| - - 7510
P3 |.9841 .7510 - P3 |.7942 P2 | - - -

Table 4. Marginal directional permutation p-valukd statistics for the second guideline example
(perceived comfort in the three classrooms).

Thermal comfort | Acoustic comfort

Cl Cc2 c3|cCc1L c2 c3

Ci - .0021 .0012] - .0018 .0011
p'=| C2 |.9979 - .6710/.9982 - .3418
C3 1.9988 .3290 - ].9989 .6582 -

Table 5. Multivariate directional p-value-like sistics for the second guideline example
(perceived comfort in the three classrooms).

CL c2 3 P ClL C3 cC2

ClL | - .0001.0002 C1 |.0001 ClL| - .7510.0003

P'=| C2 |.9984 - 8110 c2 |.8120 Ryl c3 | - - .0002
C3 |.9841.7510 - C3 |.7942 c2| - - -

+

From the adjuste L upper it is very easy to classify the three productss{fexample) and the

three classrooms (second example) as follow:

- global ranking of the three detergents: P1=1, PP322;

- global ranking of the three classrooms: Classroefly Classroom 2=1, Classroom 3=3.

In fact, note that in both cases the signifigantlue-like statistics(=5%) are actually arranged

in blocks.
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1.3 Specificities and advantages of the per mutation appr oach for
the multivariate ranking problem

A critical revision of the literature on the rangiproblem highlights that despite the fact the
problem has been extensively treated from manyppetyes, none of these seems to be close
enough to the procedure we proposed neither framptiint of view of the purpose, nor the
method used. Even if Multiple Comparison Proced(&€Ps) address the problem of ranking
the treatment groups (Westfall et al., 1999), thergenerally, no clear indication as to how to
deal with the information from pairwise comparisoespecially in the case of a multivariate
response variable that is completely ignored. Tdr&king and selection approach in multiple
decision theory, as can be seen in Gupta and Paadoesan (2002) which contains an extensive
discussion on the whole theory, provides some hioi$ these are essentially for univariate
problems and under assumption of normality. Furntloee, although that book considers a great
number of available procedures, it is more focusedheoretical aspects rather than providing
practical rules that can be applied directly inl reduations. Finally, the vast literature in
operations research cannot be of any help for agpgses because even if it comes to establish
decision-making algorithms the reference contexieiger the inference, that of decision making
under uncertainty.

As mentioned in Section 1.2 where we presenteddhmalization of the multivariate ranking
problem, it is clear that its general solution rieggia key element: an pseudo hypothesis testing
procedure for directional multivariate alternativ® the best of our knowledge, the only
method proposed by literature that achieves thial g® the nonparametric combination of
dependent permutation tests, the so-called NPCadelbgy (Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010). The
main advantages of using the permutation and caatibim approach to classify and ranking
several multivariate populations is that it allowgsto derive multivariate directionpdvalue-like
statistics that can be calculated also when thebeumf response variables are much more larger

than the number of replications (so-call@uite-sample consistenayf combined permutation
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tests). It is worth noting that in this situatiamhich can be common in many real applications,
all traditional parametric and nonparametric tegtomocedures are not appropriate at all. The
NPC approach has a lot of nice feature: it alwagsiges an exact solution for whatever sample
size, is very low demanding in terms of assumptiand finally is quite flexible because it
allows to jointly handle with all type of responegariables, i.e. numeric, binary and ordered
categorical even in the presence of any non-inftuaar informative missing data (missing

completely at random or not at random).

From the point of view of applied research, thetiatiate ranking problem can be viewed as a
tool of quality improvement. In fact, as we men@dnin the first section of this section we
remarked that the necessity and usefulness of idgfian appropriate ranking of items quite
often occurs as a natural conclusion of many rekearin the real world of managerial and
engineering activities. It is worth noting that tinis context the ranking problem takes on a
connotation of an effort aimed at obtaining somemfof progress or improvement of an
organizational aspect or a business practice aoeeps/product technology. In other words, it
can be viewed as a quality improvement task. T@arhis argument, let us reconsider the two
guideline examples: the second one was related teakcase study in the field of indoor
environmental quality evaluations where a sampl@ugdils from a primary school have been
enrolled in order to fulfil a questionnaire andtia¢ same time several instrumental measures
have been recorded. The goal of the study is tgpenenand rank three classrooms where pupils
attend lessons in terms of subjective and objeatigl-being of indoor environmental quality,
related to microclimatic conditions and buildindgated factors. Actually the three classrooms
differ one each other because of their specifioudyexposure to the sun, position of the
windows, etc. The classroom ranking in terms ofiremmental quality evaluations will be
useful in linking the wellness to their specificachcteristics to derive in this way useful

information for improving the quality of indoor e@menments. Let us reconsider also the first
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more technical/technological guideline exampleha tield of new product development for the
laundry industry. When developing new detergergpexial kind of washing experiments called
primary performance detergency tests are usualifoppeed. These trials are devoted to the
assessment of benefits of a detergent in removstgia from a piece of previously soiled fabric.
Also in this context the ranking problem of sevatatergents under investigation (usually some
new products and a presently market product ashipesudk) can be viewed as a comparative
study where the interest is not only to establisghe products are equal or different but also to
find out a suitable ranking (possibly by includisgme ties) able to evaluate the relative degree
of preference of a given products (treatment/coonlitwith respect to all others. Note that the
washing case study arises from a well designedrewpet so that the underlying inference is
truly effective. On the contrary, in the indoor fiyasurvey we are facing an observational case
study so that the related inference are necesseeihker.

It is worth noting that quite often the items ofarest to be ranked are multivariate in nature,
meaning that many aspects of the items can be sinedusly observed on the same unit/subject.
In the indoor environmental quality study a lot different subjective evaluations (thermal
sensation, acoustic comfort, light intensity, etmyl objective measures (temperature, humidity,
etc.) are jointly recorded. Similarly, when perfangna primary detergency experiment, since the
benefits are simultaneously evaluated on sevefdrent types of stains (grass, coffee, juice,
tomato, etc.), the response variable is multivanatature.

This consideration leads us to try to define anaratterize a new class of multivariate ranking
problems. Assuming that a true underling rankinghaf items under investigation does exist,
using some suitable multivariate sampling informatwe would like to take a pseudo decision
about the possible equality of all items (thatlistems are tied) versus a procedure of estimation
of a suitable ranking. This goal represents a nandard statistical pseudo inferential problem

where both hypothesis testing and classificati@njaintly involved. At the same time, since we
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are referring to a multivariate setting this issepresents also a complex problem so that a
flexible nonparametric solution is advisable.

In the next section we will suggest a general noarpatric permutation and combination-based
theoretical framework (Pesarin and Salmaso, 201@ye/new solutions for the ranking problem

can be developed.
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Permutation tests and nonparametric combination
methodology

In the previous section we presented the theotetiaakground on ranking of multivariate
populations where the main issue of the proposettiadenvas concerned with a suitable set of
multivariate pairwise one-sided hypothesis tespmredures. In this section we will show that,
thanks to its componentwise nature and to its gy to handle with either numeric and
ordered categorical data, the combined permutatists represent a valid solution for the
problem at hand. This section aims also at introduthe reader to the theory of univariate and
multivariate permutation tests showing the advamtaigusing such a nonparametric procedures

instead of traditional parametric solutions.

1.5 Introduction to permutation tests

The importance of the permutation approach in xésgla large number of inferential problems
is well-documented in the literature, where thevaht theoretical aspects emerge, as well as the
extreme effectiveness and flexibility, from an apgtory point of view (Basso et al., 2009;
Edgington and Onghena, 2007; Good, 2010; Pesadirsaimaso, 2010).

When compared with the more traditional parametrioonparametric rank-based solutions, the
main advantages of using the permutation approadhypothesis testing problems are that in
general permutation tests require fewer and eagystdy assumptions, are exact in nature and
offer flexible solutions in dealing with complexglems. In this respect, the permutation-based
solution for a complex problem such as the comparisf interventions in group randomized
trials (GRT's), is able to maintain a nominal teizle thanks to its intrinsic exactness also in case
of small sample sizes that usually occur in reglliaptions but are not sufficient to make
possible using asymptotic approximations (Braun &msehg, 2001). In the same paper, a
simulation study proves that in the case of theausealistic sample sizes some traditional

asymptotic-based procedures for the problem at &&E - generalized estimating equations)
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have liberal sizes, i.e. they do not maintain tbenimal level. Moreover, when considering a
suitable model-based testing procedure (PQL - perdhiquasi likelihood) even if it is slightly
more powerful than the permutation tests when thedeh of the simulated data exactly
corresponds to that assumed, it is outperformethéyermutation tests when there are too few
clusters to support asymptotic methods. In sumngymutation tests for GRT’s are appropriate
and solutions and more general powerful than asytieptounterparts in that they require fewer
distributional assumptions. The use of permutatests is becoming increasingly popular in
biomedical research thanks in part to the effectiebate within the community of
biostatisticians. In a popular paper of Ludbrooki &udley (1998), authors argued that, since
randomization rather than random sampling is themnm biomedical research and because
group sizes are usually small, exact permutatioradomization tests for differences in location
should be preferred over t or F tests. In this eation, when selecting the more appropriate test
statistic and in the planning of the size of a gtud/einberg and Lagakos (2000) derive the
asymptotic distribution of permutation tests undegeneral contiguous alternative, and then
investigate the implications for test selection atutly design for several diverse areas of bio-
medical applications.

Del Castillo and Colosimo (2011) propose a pernmuatest for detecting differences in shape
for the analysis of experiments where the respate geometric shape of a manufactured part.
They showed that the permutation test providesdrigtower for 2D circular profiles than the
traditional F-based methods used in manufacturnagtige, which are based on the circularity
form of errors. Authors highlight that the propogeermutation test does not require the error
assumptions that are needed in the F test, whighbmaoo restrictive in practice. Still, in the
context of the shape analysis, but more from aogiohl and morphometric point of view, laci et
al. (2008) propose a permutation-based significatlesé for a new general index based on
Kullback—Leibler information that measures relasibips between multiple sets of random

vectors.
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In the context of statistical analysis for spapalnt patterns Ute (2012) proposes a studentized
permutation test for the null hypothesis that twar (more) observed point patterns are
realizations of the same spatial point process indde proposed test performs convincingly
well in terms of empirical level and appears moosverful than a bootstrap-type competitor
proposed in the literature. The superiority of gemutation tests toward bootstrap solutions is
proved also by Troendle et al. (2004) when testiegequality of two multivariate distributions
for small sample sizes and in the case of high dgiea such as when analysing microarray
data. When the interest is in detecting genes dhatpossibly expressed in only a part of the
cases or expressed at different levels among tlsescgso-called over-expression), van
Wieringen et al. (2008) proposed a new permutatype-test based on the mixing proportion in
a nonparametric mixture and minimizes a weightestadice function. They proved by a
simulation study that this permutation test is gdienore powerful than the two-sample t test
and the Cramér—von Mises test.

Sometimes problems of interest are so complexahatsymptotic procedure is too complicated
to be developed and the related rate of convergewalifficult to determine and thus it is
preferred to propose a permutation-testsich thanks to their simplicity and flexibiligan often
offer a possible effective solution. For exampleokCand Yin (2001) suggest a permutation test
as a means of making inference for dimension réalu@h discriminant analysis. Hothorn et al.
(2006) propose new theoretical framework for peatiah tests that opens up the way to a
unified and generalized view, emphasizing the Béity of permutation tests as conditioned
testing procedures, where conditioning is with eesfgo the observed data which are always
sufficient statistics in the null hypothesis foryamderlying distribution (Pesarin and Salmaso,
2010). Even when some normal theory-type solutionsa given multivariate testing problem
such as MANOVA F-tests does exist, the assumptfanudtivariate normality is often violated
in practice, and the impact of such a violationtloa validity of tests may be greater when the

sample size is smaller (Zeng et al., 2011). Thoispfost sample sizes of practical interest, the
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relative lack of efficiency of permutation solutomay sometimes be compensated by the lack
of approximation of parametric asymptotic counteipan addition, assumptions regarding the
validity of parametric methods (such as normalitg aandom sampling) are rarely satisfied in
practice, so that consequent inferences, whenmptoper, are necessarily approximated, and
their approximations are often difficult to assess.

For any general testing problem, in the null hypsth Ho), which usually assumes that data
come from only one (with respect to groups) unkn@epulation distributior®, the whole set of
observed datax is considered to be a random sample, taking valuessample space

A", wherex is one observation of the-dimensional sampling variab¥™ and where this

random sample does not necessarily have indeperalgmtidentically distributed (i.i.d.)
components, in fact it suffices that data are emghable. We note that the observed data set
always a set of sufficient statisticsH for any underlying distribution.

Given a sample point, if X' O %" is such that the likelihood ratfe™(x) / fs™(x") = p(x,X) is
not dependent ofp for whateverPeP, thenx andx  are said tacontain essentially the same

amount of information with respect tg $b that they are equivalent for inferential psg® The

set of points that are equivalentdowith respect to the information contained, idezhthe orbit

associated witlx, and is denoted by?"x, so thatX’)} :UU,DH(U)(Xuf,i =1,...n;n ,nz) where

[1(u) is the set of all permutations wf(1,...n).

The same conclusion is obtained fi{”(x) is assumed to be invariant with respect to
permutations of the arguments gf i.e., the elementsx{,... x,). This happens when the
assumption of independence for observable dataepaced by that ofexchangeability

eV, ... %) = (X, X, ), where ('1,...,u"n) is any permutation of (1,.n). Note that, in

the context of permutation tests, this concept xafhangeability is often referred to as the
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exchangeability of the observed data with respecigtoups Orbits & "4 are also called
permutation sample spacek is important to note that orbitd™"x associated with data sets
x O A" always contain a finite number of points,rds finite.

Since, in the null hypothesis and assuming exchabiltjly, the conditional probability

distribution of a generic point O .2, for any underlying population distributidghe P, is P-

independent, permutation inferences are invariaith wespect toP in Ho. Some authors,
emphasizing this invariance property , prefer teeghem the name of invariant tests. However,
due to this invariance property, permutation tas¢sdistribution-free and nonparametric.

Formally, let.¥"/x be the orbit associated with the observed vectatatax. The points of
A"Ix can also be defined as: X = Tx wherertis a random permutation of indexes 1,2...,
Define a suitable test statisficon .#"/x for which large values are significant for a rigisinded
one-sided alternative: The support.df/x throughT is the set7 that consists o8 elements (if

there are no ties in the given data). Let

T*(l) < T*(z) <,... ST*(S)

be the ordered values Gt Let T ° be the observed value of the test statigtit = T(x). For a

chosen attainable significance level O {1/S2/S...,(S1)/S}, let k = §1-a). Define a

permutation test, the functiap = @(7") for a one-sided alternative

1if TO2T,,
0 if T°<Ty

¢*(T)={
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Permutation tests have general good properties asi@xactness, unbiasedness and consistency

(see Hoeffding, 1952; Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010).

1.6 Multivariate per mutation tests and nonparametric combination
methodology

In this section, we provide details on the congtomcof multivariate permutation tests via the
nonparametric combination approach. Consider, fatance, two multivariate populations
within the usual one-way MANOVA layout and the telhtwo-sample multivariate hypothesis
testing problem wherng (possibly dependent) variables are considered.

The one-way MANOVA statistical model (with fixedfe€ts) can be represented as follows:

Yi =4 +egj,1=1,..m,j =1,2, (8)
where ; is the p-dimensional mean effectg;ID(0,Z) is a p-variate random term of
experimental errors with zero mean and varianceitance matrixXZ. Each univariate
component response Y can be of the continuousraryior ordered categorical moreover the
multivariate response can be also mixed (some tiabeacomponents are continuous/binary and
some other are ordered categorical).

The main difficulties when developing a multivaedtypothesis testing procedure arise because
of the underlying dependence structure among Masalfor aspects), which is generally
unknown and more complex than linear. Moreoverpaa answer involving several dependent
variables (aspects) is often required, so the gurest how to combine the information related to
thep variables (aspects) into one global test.

In order to better explain the proposed approachdelenote anxp, n=n;+n,, data set witly:

Yii, Yo - Yy

Y.
MR

2

ynl yn2 t ynp



25

whereY; andY, are them;xp and then,xp samples drawn from the first and second population
respectively. In the framework of NonParametric @amtion (NPC) of Dependent Permutation
Tests we suppose that, if the global null hypothEsi u;=p, of equality of the two populations

is true, the hypothesis of exchangeability of randerrors holds. Hence, the following set of
mild conditions should be jointly satisfied:

a) we suppose that fol¥=[Y;,Y,] an appropriate probabilistip-dimensional distribution

structureP exists,P,eP, j=1,2, belonging to a (possibly non-specified) fam# of non-

degenerate probability distributions;
b) the null hypothesisly states the equality in distribution of the multiage distribution of the

p variables in all 2 groups:

d
Ho:[R =P :[levz}.
Null hypothesisH, implies the exchangeability of the individual datsctor with respect to
the 2 groups. Moreover, according to Roy's Unioterkection Criterion (1953}, is
supposed to be properly decomposed pgub-hypothesely, k=1,...p, each appropriate
for partial (univariate) aspects, thhg (multivariate) is true if all thédo (univariate) are

jointly true:

p d p
Ho :|:ﬂY]k :sz} :[ﬂ Hok:| -
k=1 k=1
Ho is called theglobal or overall null hypothesisandHg, k=1,...p, are called theartial

null hypotheses

c) The alternative hypothest; is represented by the union of partigk sub-alternatives:

Hl:[UHk]

k=1
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so thatH; is true if at least one of sub-alternatives igtru
In this contextH; is called theglobal or overall alternative andHy, k=1,...p, are called the
partial alternatives.

d) let T=T(Y) represent g-dimensional vector of test statistiggzl, whose components,,T
k=1,...p, represent the partial univariate and non-degémerartial test appropriate for
testing the sub-hypothesidk againstHiy. Without loss of generality, all partial tests are
assumed to be marginally unbiased, consistent gmifisant for large values (for more

details and proofs see Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010).

At this point, in order to test the global null logpesisHoy and thep univariate hypothesds,

the key idea comes from the partial (univariatsjsevhich are focused dath partial aspects,
and then, combining them with an appropriate comugiriunction, firstly to tesHo, k=1,...p,

and finally to test the global (multivariate) tegtich is referred to as the global null hypothesis
Ho.

However, we should observe that in most real problevhen the sample sizes are large enough,
there is a clash over the problem of computatiahfficulties in calculating the conditional
permutation space. This means it is not possiblealoulate the exagt-value of observed
statistic ko. This is brilliantly overcome by using the CMCP of@itional Monte Carlo
Procedure). The CMCP on the pooled data ¥eis a random simulation of all possible
permutations of the same data unHigr(for more details refer to Pesarin and Salmas&pR0
Hence, in order to obtain an estimate of the peatian distribution unde, of all test statistics,

a CMCP can be used. Every resampling without reprentY” from the data seY actually
consists of a random attribution of the individbldck data vectors to the C treatments. In every
Y* resampling, r=1,...,.B, thek partial tests are calculated to obtain the setvalues
[Ti =T(Y; ), i=1,..k; r=1,...,B], from the B independent random resamplirigsshould be

emphasized that CMCP only considers permutationsnadividual data vectors, so that all
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underlying dependence relations which are preserthe component variables are preserved.
From this point of view, the CMCP is essentialljaltivariate procedure.

Without loss of generality, let us suppose thatpalitial tests are significant for large values.
More formally, the steps of the CMC procedure ascdbed as follows:

1. calculate thg-dimensional vectors of statistics, each one rdl&dethe corresponding partial

tests from the observed data:

T =T () =[P T, (V) k=1, ],

P

2. calculate the same vectors of statistics for thenpéed data:

T =T(Y)= [T =T(Ys). k=1.... p],
3. repeat the previous st@&times independently. We denote with,{, b=1,... B} the resulting
sets from théB conditional resamplings. Each element represenésm@om sample from the

p-variate permutation c.dF1(z]Y) of the test vectof (Y).

The resulting estimates are:

F (z]Y) :B+ZB:]I(T; sz)}/(B+1) OzORP,

b=1

C, (z|Y):B+iH(Tgk2 z)}/( B+1),0 R,

~ ~ B

e o e o e
b=1

wherel(.) is the indicating function and where with respecthe traditional EDF estimators, 1/2

and 1 have been added respectively to the numeratal denominators in order to obtain
estimated values in the open interval (0,1), sbtlaasformations by inverse CDF of continuous

distributions are continuous and so are always @eflhed.
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Hence, if )Tk <a the null hypothesis corresponding to tké¢h variable Hoy) is rejected at

significance level equal to (adjusted for multiplicity).

Moreover, choice of partial tests has to provids:th

(i) all partial testdx are marginally unbiased, formally:

P{T, 2 z|Y H,}<P{T,= z|Y, HJ} O 2R,

(ii) at least one patrtial tests is consistent, i.e.

P{T, =T, |H,} -~ L0a>0asn- o,

whereTy,, is a finitea-level for Ty.

Let us now consider a suitable continuous non-@simg real functiong (0,1f—R*, that

applied to the-values of partial tests T defines the second ogttdyal (multivariate) testT

T" =@, A,),

provided that the following conditions hold:

@is non-increasing in each argumeg:.., A, ,...)2 @..., A, ,...), if A, <A, k{1,...p};

@ attains its supremum valug@ , possibly not finite, even when only one argumettains
zero: ..., A,...) » @ if A, -0, kD{1,...p};

@ attains its infimum valueg, possibly not finite, when all its arguments attaine:
Ao A) » @if A 1 k=1,...p

Oa > 0, the acceptance region is boundge T;,, <T"<T},,<@.

Frequently used combining function are:

Fisher combinationgg =-23" log(4, );

Tippet combinationg = max(1-A,);

I<k<p
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« Direct combinationgg, =>" T ;
» Liptak combination:g =" ®™(1-4,);

wherek=1,...p and® is the standard normal c.d.f.

It can be seen that under the global null hypothds CMC procedure allows for a consistent
estimation of the permutation distributions, maagimultivariate and combined, of tkepartial
tests. Usually, Fisher's combination function is)sidered (Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010), mainly
for its finite and asymptotic good properties. @urse, it would be also possible to take into
consideration any other combining function (LanegsMahalanobis, etc.; see Folks, 1984;
Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010). In the stated conditilbe combined test is also unbiased and

consistent. For a detailed description we refé?dearin and Salmaso (2010).

1.7 Hypothesistesting for curves comparison

Important inferential problems usually occur whbea tata of interest are a collection of scalars
or vectors which can be viewed as samples drawm foopulation of curves or trajectories.
Thank to modern technologies such kind of dataresee and more frequently observed in many
different areas and contexts. Let us think for epl@asito spectrometric curves, radar waveforms,
gene expressions, etc. From the statistical pdintesv this type of data can be viewed as either
longitudinal data from repeated measures on thee samits/subjects (Diggle et al., 2004) or
observations, called functional data, lying to nite dimensional spaces commonly called
functional spaces (Ferraty and Vieu, 2006). Funetialata are characterized in general by data
collected regularly at a high frequency, while ldadinal data is usually more sparse in time and
collected at irregular intervals (Rice, 2004). Gangently, functional data analysis focuses more
on dimension reduction. In addition, longitudinahtal analysis is more model-based and
inferential, while functional data analysis has arenexploratory and nonparametric point of

view with a focus on describing the data (with pioal components, smoothing, etc.).
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1.7.1 Literaturereview on testing for curvescomparison

Until recently, functional data analysis (FDA) alethgitudinal data analysis (LDA) have been
viewed as distinct enterprises. As of a 2004 spessue of Statistica Sinica, it is seen that
endeavors have been made to reconcile the two dhessearch. It is worth noting that although
functional data analysis and longitudinal data ysial are both devoted to analyzing
curves/trajectories on the same subjects, FDA dD# are also intrinsically different (Davidian
et al., 2004). Longitudinal data are involved irldev up studies (common on biomedical
sciences) which usually require several (few) mesmants of the variables of interest for each
individual along the period of study. They are ofteeated by multivariate parametric techniques
which study the variation among the means alondithe controlled by a number of covariates.
In contrast, functional data are frequently recdrdg mechanical instruments (more common in
engineering and physical sciences although alsarinincreasing number of biomedical
problems) which collect many repeated measuren@tsubject. Its basic units of study are
complex objects such as curves (commonly), imagesapes (information along the time of the
same individual is jointly considered). Conceptyatunctional data can be considered sample
paths of a continuous stochastic process (Valdexy&907) where the usual focus is studying
the covariance structure. In addition, the infindienensional structure of the functional data
makes that the links with standard nonparametratissics (in particular with smoothing
techniques) particularly strong (Gonzéalez-Manteagd Vieu, 2007). Despite these differences,
which involve mainly the viewpoints and ways ofrtking about the data of both fields, Zhao et
al. (2004) connected them illustrating the ideasthia context of a gene expression study
example, introduced LDA to the FDA viewpoint.

As pointed out by Sirski (2012), despite the féetttthe comparison between the curves is not
only of methodological interest but has importantagical implications especially for
technological and biomedical applications, muchtloé literature in the field of FDA is

concerned with describing the data (with principamponents, smoothing, etc.) as opposed to
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formal hypothesis testing, including assessingssieal significance between groups of curves.
Even if the emphasis is on describing curves, DA Kterature proposes some solutions for the
testing problem of comparing population of curvBsyond the FDA proposals several other
testing solutions can be also identified in thédfief LDA. From a critical review on hypothesis
testing solutions for curves comparison it appehas in the literature there are basically two
main approaches which may be briefly describedassskfunction approximation solutions and
overall tests. The first class of procedures anmecemed with testing on the equality of the
coefficients from a basis function approximationiletihe second one is aimed at developing a
global test which compares the population of cunv&sg a suitable test statistic defined in the
whole domain of the functional response. Similaotoer testing problems, both the FDA and
LDA literature contain parametric and nonparametsoiutions for the two approaches.

Let us begin our review with the basis function rappnations. The rationale behind this
approach for hypothesis testing on curves is basetthe principle of preliminarily transforming
and reducing data in order to reduce the dimenbignaf the problem by using a suitable
transformation such as Fourier, wavelet, principahponent analysis, etc. then testing for the
equality among groups of the related coefficiemtss principle applies both for the parametric
and for the nonparametric framework. From a parampoint of view, a class of basis function
solutions may be referred to for the thresholdingthads for testing problems. Fan and Lin
(1998) developed some adaptive Neyman tests foealata from stationary Gaussian processes
using orthogonal transformations such as Fouriet waavelet to preprocess the data and
compress signals (Fan, 1996). In case the compamsmlves more than two set of curves,
authors call the proposed solutions as HANOVA, ilee analysis of variance when the
dimensionality is high.

Within a nonparametric framework for curve compams using basis function approximations,
Eubank (2000) proves that among the different wafysombining the coefficients into a test

statistic, the L2 norm, a simple sum of the squa@efficients, is asymptotically equivalent to
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the uniformly most powerful test when the grid sgmes to infinity. Zhang and Chen (2007)
propose a L2-norm-based global test statistic basethe local polynomial kernel smoothing
techniqgue demonstrating how to reconstruct indi@idunctions from a discrete functional data
set using local polynomial smoothing. They show,tbader some mild conditions, the effects
of substitutions of the functions with their logablynomial reconstructions can be ignored
asymptotically.

In a generalized nonparametric regression framevidgkseta and Kass (2005) propose two
methods referred to as the so-called Bayesian i@dapgression splines (BARS). The first
method uses Bayes factors, and the second metlesdausiodified Hotelling-type test. Behseta
et al. (2007) extend the application of BARS tolikelihood ratio tests based on the asymptotic
distribution of BARS fits where the reference dimition of the test statistics are derived
asymptotically or via bootstrap.

Let us move the focus on the overall test solutfongurves comparison. In this connection and
with respect to the parametric proposals, a claselations has been inspired by the attempt to
extend the ANOVA techniques in the context of fumeal data. In their classical text book
reference for FDA, Ramsay and Silverman (2005) ssggalculating the F-test statistic at each
time point, but do not address how to deal withrgmilting statistics. Shen and Faraway (2004)
suggest a functional F test for comparing nestedtfonal linear models; the null distribution of
which is derived by approximation. The referencedeidor the Shen and Faraway solution is
the so-called varying-coefficient models with tifiseed covariates which is a special case for the
general varying-coefficient model with both timeryiag or time fixed covariates (Wu and Yu,
2002). Shen and Faraway applies their functionaédt to some data from ergonomics and
investigate its nominal size and power by a simutastudy including some competing tests
such as bootstrap methods as described in Fara¥887), the traditional multivariate log
likelihood ratio test on raw data and a test based B-spline basis function representation.

Their simulations show that the power of the test$ata-dependent and argue that the F test has
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the benefit of avoiding the risk that the other twaonparison tests have with being influenced by
‘'unimportant directions of variation'. A simulatisstudy on the comparison between the
functional F test with the multivariate likelihoodtio and B-spline—based tests is presented also
in Shen and Xu (2007) where results confitimst the better performance of the functional gt te
is setting-dependent. In the same direction Yang.ef2007) illustrates how to apply the Shen
and Faraway functional F test to the setting ofitudinal data. They conduct a simulation study
to investigate the statistical power for the F wmmhpared with the Wilks’ likelihood ratio test
and the linear mixed-effects model using AIC. Rissabnfirmsthe general good behavior of the
functional F test and its power is proved one nione to be setting-dependent, specifically the
covariance structure of the error process affédetpbwer of the test. Xu et al. (2011) propose a
quasi F-test for functional linear models with ftional covariates and outcomes which is an
extension of the Shen and Faraway's F-statistmFimulations to study the size and the power
of the quasi F-test when comparing it with a line@ixed effects model approach, Xu et al.
observe that their proposed test is more powenfah tthe linear mixed effects method only in
case of large effects. Zhang (2011) propose a mewstibnal F-type test in order to reduce the
bias in the approximate null distribution of theeBhand Faraway's F-test. In a simulation study
Zhang demonstrates that the bias-reduced methothanthive method perform similarly when
the data are highly or moderately correlated, hatformer outperforms the latter significantly
when the data are nearly uncorrelated. Always énsiirit of ANOVA techniques in the context
of functional data, Cuevas et al. (2004) suggestasymptotic version of the well-known
ANOVA F-test in the case of functional data. To imeene some difficulties in practice with
handling the asymptotic distribution of the testtistic they propose a numerical Monte Carlo
approach. In the same line with the proposal ofv@seet al., Martinez-Camblor and Corral
(2011) suggest a generalization of the classicaD¥N F-ratio for repeated measures to the
functional setting. Both the parametric and the pawametric approaches are considered to

derive the asymptotic and the resampling distrdoutf the test statistic. Within a nonparametric
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framework, asymptotic distributions of ANOVA-typest statistics are presented in Wang and
Akritas (2010; 2011). The test statistics are i@ thrm of a difference of two quadratic forms
and have a limiting Chi-square and normal distrdout

For nonparametric methods whose goal is to devalgpobal test suitable for the problem of
comparing curves, there are two main approachdseiiterature: permutation-based solutions
and nonparametric regression solutions. Let us ¢ossider the permutation approach, which
seems very popular for the testing problem at ontably due to the flexibility of permutation
solutions in handling complex testing problems eesgdly when the asymptotic distributions are
difficult to derive and/or the parametric assumpsiare hard to justify (Pesarin and Salmaso,
2010). From the notion of similarity between twawas and in order to test the null hypothesis
of no difference, Munoz Maldonado et al. (2002)grs) three permutation statistics, i.e. pooled-
mean, pooled-variance and the ratio between thesimfar solution is proposed in the work of
Sturino et al. (2010); after quantifying the distarbetween mean or median curves from two
treatments, apply a permutation test using asstasistic, either the difference of the means (or
medians) or the difference of the areas betweemmegves. They validate via simulations the
proposed solutions, including also an additionatmpgation statistic employing functional
principal component analysis. Using a differenatgtgy based on pairwise differences between
individual curves, Sirski (2012) proposes a sep@fmutation statistics and compares them by
simulation with a collection of other permutati@sts proposed by literature, a test based on the
functional principal components scores (Sturinalgt2010), the adaptive Neyman test (Fan and
Lin, 1998) and the functional F test (Shen and Wwaya 2004). Sirski's simulation results suggest
that the solution with the best power performarscthe test based on the mean of the pairwise
L1-norms, while the worst solution is the functibRaest which has a poor performance in case
of non-normal errors and of small sample sizes. jO& use of permutation tests and the
nonparametric combination methodology allows Pasanid Salmaso (2010) to propose a global

test they call time-to-time permutation test alolgptoperly combine in a suitable global test the
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set of the dependent univariate permutation testdopned in all observation points. A
permutation solution inspired from a multiple compan procedure is proposed by Cox and Lee
(2008) where a set of pointwise t-tests are apmiedmooth functional data. Similarly, Ramsay
et al. (2009) address the issue of hypothesimtegtioposing a permutation approach based on
the absolute value of the test statistic similafoirm to the t-test statistic at each point in time
They also propose a functional F statistic andaipermutation test based on the maximum F
value.

Alternative nonparametric solutions are proposedhia literature within the nonparametric
regression framework. In this connection Cardatle(2007) suggest a permutation approach to
check if a real covariate has a significant effacta functional response in a regression setting
using two test statistics, i.e. an adapted F-sia@d a statistic based on the kernel smoother
applied to the residuals. Zhang and Lin (2003) psapa solution for testing the equivalence of
two nonparametric functions in semiparametric adelitmixed models for correlated non-
Gaussian data. This test extends the previous whodhang et al. (2000). Neumeyer and Dette
(2003) propose a new test for the comparison of tegression curves that is based on a
difference of two marked empirical processes basetksiduals which is applicable in the case
of different design points and heteroscedastidtipally, from a functional data analysis and
nonparametric regression perspective Hall and vailegom (2007) suggest a Cramer-von
Mises type test and take up the issue of studyow the data pre-processing interferes with the

performance of two-sample statistical tests.

1.7.2 Thetime-to-time permutation solution

In order to formalize the problem of comparing tsmomore population of curves within the
permutation and combination methodology let us tiwae functional data can also be interpreted
as discrete or discretized stochastic processestimh at most a countable set of data points are

observed. In this way an observed curve is notintage than a set akepeated measures
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which each subject/unit (a given curve) is obsemed finite or at most a countable number of

occasions so that successive responses are depéRdsarin and Salmaso, 2010). In practice,

responses of one unit may be viewed as obtaineddigcrete or discretized stochastic process.

With reference to each specific subject, repeatieseivations are also called tihesponse

profiles and may be viewed as a multivariate variable.tHe context of the repeated

measurements designs, an existing permutationisolbgs already been proposed by Pesarin

and Salmaso (2010) essentially employ the methatboparametric combination of dependent

permutation tests, each obtained by a partial aisalgn data observed on the same ordered

occasion (so-calletime-to-time analys)s

Without loss of generality, we discuss general [mois which can be referred to in terms of a

one-way MANOVA layout for response profiles. Henaee refer to testing problems for

treatment effects when:

a) measurements are typically repeated a number efton the same units;

b) units are partitioned int@ groups or samples, there bel@devels of a treatment;

c) the hypotheses being tested aim to verify whetherobserved profiles do or do not depend
on treatment levels;

d) it is presumed that responses may depend on tpaeesetc. and that related effects are not
of primary interest.

For simplicity, from here onwards we refer to timecasions of observation, where time means

any sequentially ordered entity including: spaegidographic ordering, etc.

Let us assume that the permutation testing priadiplds, in particular, in the null hypothesis, in

which treatment does not induce differences wisipeet to levels, we assume that the individual

response profiles are exchangeable with respegtotgps. To be more specific, let us refer to a

problem in whichn units are partitioned int€ groups and a univariate variatfels observed.

Groups are of sizg= 2, j=1,...C, with n=2; n;. Units belonging to thgh group are presumed to
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receive a treatment at tiih level. All units are observed Bitfixed ordered occasiorg,..., Iy,
whereN is an integer. For simplicity, we refer to timecasions by usingto meang, t=1,...N.
Hence, for each unit, we observe the discrete surelized profile of a stochastic process, and
profiles related to different units are assumetecstochastically independent. Thus, within the
hypothesis that treatment levels have no effect regponse distributions, profiles are
exchangeable with respect to groups.
Let us refer to a univariate stochastic time maoaligh additive effects, covering a number of
practical situations. Extensions of the proposedt®m to multivariate response profiles are
generally straightforward.
The symbolX={X;(t), i=1,...n;, j=1,...C, t=1,...N} indicates that the whole set of observed data
is organized as a two-way layout of univariate obstons. Alternatively, especially when
effects due to time are not of primary interéstmay be organized as a one-way layout of
profiles, X={ X;i(t), i=1,...ny;, j=1,...C}, where X={X;(t), t=1,...N} indicates thejith observed
profile.
The general additive response model referred sodbmtext is

Xi(t) =+ (1) + (1),
whereg;(t) = 4;i(t) + a(n(t)-Zi(1), i=1,...n;, j=1,...C, t=1,...N. In this model Z;(t) are generally
non-Gaussian error terms distributed as a stayos#@ochastic process with null mean and
unknown distributiorPz (i.e. a generic white noise process); these éerons are assumed to be
exchangeable with respect to units and treatmeetdebut, of course, not independent of time.
Moreover,u is a population constant; coefficiengt) represent thenain treatment effectsnd
may depend on time through any kind of functiort, dme independent of units; quantitiggt)
represent the so-calleddividual effectsand o(7(t)) are time-varying scale coefficients which

may depend, through monotonic functions, on mag@atment effectsy provided that the

d d
resulting CDFs are pairwise ordered so that theyalocross each other, asX(t) < (or >)
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Xi(t), t=1,...N andj#r=1,...C. WhenA;(t) are stochastic, we assume that they have nulhmea
values and distributions which may depend on méeces, units and treatment levels. Hence,
randomA;(t) are determinations of an unobservable stochasticess or, equivalently, ofla

dimensional variableA={A(f), t=1,...N}. In this context, we assume th&~27%{0,5(7,)},

where Zxis any unspecified distribution with null mean \@candunknown dispersion matrig,

indicating how unit effects vary with respect toimaffectss; ={7;(t), t=1,...N}. Regarding the

dispersion matrixg, we assume that the resulting treatment effeespairwise stochastically

ordered, as in(t) i (or i) A(t), t=1,...N and j#r=1,...C. Moreover, we assume that the
underlying bivariate stochastic processe;(), o(7(t))-Zi(t) ), t=1,..N} of individual
stochastic effects and error terms, in the null dtiypsis, are exchangeable with respect to
groups. This property is easily justified when sakg are randomized to treatments.

This setting is consistent with a general form epehdent random effects fitting a very large
number of processes that are useful in most pedituations. In particular, it may interpret a
number of the so-callegrowth processe<Of course, whei = 0 with probability one for alt,

the resulting model has fixed effects.

In order to appreciate the inherent difficulties gtatistical analysis of real problems when
repeated observations are involved, see, for exgnipggle et al. (2002). In particular, when
dispersion matriceX and S have no known simple structure, the underlying ehaday not be
identifiable and thus no parametric inference isgtde. Also, wherlN=n, the problem cannot
admit any parametric solution (see Blair et al94,9n which heuristic solutions are suggested
under normality of errorg and for fixed effects).

Among the many possible specifications of modetsiridividual effects, one of these assumes

that terms);(t) behave according to an AR(1) process:

45(0) = 0;4;i(t) = Lt)-Lyi(t-1) + Br5(1))- Wi (1),
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i=1,..n;, j=1,...C, t=1,...N, whereW(t) represent random contributions interpreting dexgaf
individual behavioury(t) are autoregressive parameters which are asswnslindependent of
treatment levels and units, but not tinggz(t)), t=1,...N, are time-varying scale coefficients of
autoregressive parameters, which may depend omtie effects. By assumption, the terms
W;(t) have null mean value, unspecified distributicarsd are possibly time-dependent, so that
they may behave as a stationary stochastic process.
A simplification of the previous model considersegression-type form such as

Aji(t) = y(®) + BE)-Wi(t), i=1,...ny;, j=1,...C, t=1,...N.
Note that many other models of dependence erroghtrbie taken into consideration, including
situations where matric&and/ are both full.

Within the above presented layout, the hypothetederest we wish to test are

d d

againstH:{ U{Ho is not true]}={UH1}, in which a decomposition of the global hypothegeo

N sub-hypotheses according to time is highlighteuis THecomposition corresponds to the so-
called time-to-time analysis for which an existing permutation solntibas already been
proposed by Pesarin and Salmaso (2010).

Note that by decomposition intd partial sub-hypotheses, each sub-problem is rebiaca one-
way ANOVA. Also note that, from this point of viewhe associated two-way ANOVA, in

which effects due to time are not of interest, Inees equivalent to a one-way MANOVA.
In the given conditions, N partial permutation testsT = Zj n, [Q)_(J )2, where
X;=>" X (t)/n , t=1,..N are appropriate for time-to-time sub-hypothebigs againstHy,.

Thus, in order to achieve a global complete satufar Hy againstH;, we must combine all
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these partial tests. Of course, due to the coniyledi the problem and to the unknovii
dimensional distribution ofTg,..., Ty) (see Diggle et al., 2002), we are generally umabl
evaluate all dependence relations among partids telrectly from X. Therefore, this

combination should be nonparametric and may beirdatathrough any combining function

@1C. Of course, when the underlying model is not idettle, and so some or all of the

coefficients cannot be estimated, this NPC becomeavoidable. Moreover, when all
observations come from only one type of variablenfimuous, discrete, nominal, ordered

categorical) and thus partial tests are homogeneodsect combination of standardized partial

tests, such asT =) n DX (t)-X (t)]z/zn[)(*J (- X (t)]z, may be appropriate

especially wheilN is large.

1.8 Some properties of univariate and multivariate per mutation
tests

In this section we present two important propertésinivariate and multivariate permutation
tests, specifically the equivalence of permutatgiatistics and the so-called finite sample

consistency.

1.8.1 Equivalence of permutation statistics

The concept of permutationally equivalent statssie useful in simplifying computations and
sometimes in facilitating the establishment of th&mptotic equivalence of permutation
solutions with respect to some of their parametoignterparts.

LetY be the given data set from a response varigb$® that Y belongs to the sample sp@ce
We have the following definition of the permutatiequivalence of two statistics:

Definition. Two statistics T and B, both mappingQ into 0*, are said to be permutationally
equivalent when, for all point§JQ andY O Qy, the relationship {I(Y") < Ty(Y)} is true if

and only if {To(Y") < Tx(Y)} is true, whereY™ indicates any permutation ¥f andQ,y indicates
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the associated permutation sample space. This peationuequivalence relation is indicated by
Ti=T,.

With reference to this definition we have the fellog theorem and corollaries (Pesarin, 2001).
Theorem A.1 If between the two statistics;Tand T, there is a one-to-one increasing
relationship, then they are permutationally equmaland Pr{T(Y') < Ti(Y)|Y}=Pr{T (Y <
T2(Y)} Y}, where these probabilities are evaluated witlpees to conditional distributiofPy
induced by the sampling experiment and definecherpermutation measurable spa@g (B)y).
Corollary A.11If T, and T, are related by an increasing one-to-one relatipnsith probability
one, then they are permutationally equivalent vgtbbability one, where this probability is
measured in terms of population distributin

Corollary A.2 If T, and T, are related by a decreasing one-to-one relatipnshen they are
permutationally equivalent in the sense thaf({T) < Ty(Y)} < {Ta(Y") > Ta(Y)}| Y} for all
YOQ andY 0 Q.

Corollary A.3 The permutation equivalence relation is reflexie= T;.

Corollary A.4 The permutation equivalence relation is transitivé, = T, and , = T, then |

= T3.

1.8.2 Thefinite sample consistency

A quite important problem usually occurs in somdtidimensional applications when sample
sizes are fixed and the number of variables whieht@ be analyzed is much larger than sample
sizes (Blair et al., 1994; Goggin, 1986). In Pes4#001) it is shown that, under very mild
conditions, the power function of permutation tebmsed on both associative and non-
associative statistics monotonically increasediasélated standardized noncentrality functional
increases. This is true also for multivariate gitures. In particular, for any added variable the
power does not decrease if this variable makestatandardized noncentralitfinfte-sample

consistency These results confirm and extend those presdntdtlair et al. (1994) and Pesarin
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and Salmaso (2010b). In particular, Blair et aB94) presents an exhaustive power simulation
study comparing permutation tests and Hotellifig'test when the number of variables increases
with respect to fixed sample sizes and shows @&bleghaviour of the permutation tests.

In order to present the finite-sample consisteneyrefer to one-sided two-sample designs for
non-negative alternatives. Extensions to non-pasitand/or two-sided alternatives, and

multisample designs are straightforward. Mgt{Y;; i = 1,...n}€Y" the independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample data ofesiz from (Y, J; P; € P), | = 1,2, whereY is the
variable of interest taking values in the samplacsg) according to the distributioR;. A
notation for data sets with independent sampleg #{Y,, ..., Y, , %, ..., % } €3, wheren =

n; + np. To denote data sets in the permutation contégtsbmetimes convenient to use the unit-
by-unit representationy ={Y;; i=1,...,n; n;,nx}, where it is intended that first; data in the list
belong to first sample and the rest to the secdndpractice, denoting by\(,...,u, ) a
permutation of (1,..n), Y ={ Y =Y(u,i=1,...n; n,nz} is the related permutation of, so that

Y, ={Y,;=Y(u),i=1,...n} and Y, ={Y, =Y(u'), i= m+1,...ny} are the two permuted samples,
respectively.

Here we discuss testing problems for stochasticimimmee alternatives as are generated by
treatments with non-negative shift effedtdn particular, the alternative assumes that tneats

produce an effed so thai>0. Thus, the hypotheses are
d d d
HO:[leYZ:Y}E[PI: P vs. le[Y1+6>Y2}.

Note that undeH, data of two samples are exchangeable, in accoedaitb the notion that

subjects are randomized to treatments. Since sf@amnay depend on null respons¥s,
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d
stochastic dominance(Y,+9J)>Y, =Y is compatible with non-homoscedasticities in the
alternative. Thus, the null hypothesis may alsoviéten as H,:[8=0]. Sometimes, to

emphasize the role of effects we use
YO)=Y,+0,....Y, +3,Y%,,.... % }

to denote data sets, and ¥() denotes data iHo. In this context, it is also worth noting that

observed variabl¥, sample spacd’ and effecd arep—dimensional, wittp=1.

In this paper we consider test statistics basecbomparison of sampling indicators liR&(8)=

Y, (8))-S(Y;)), whereS(Y:(3)): V"—&" is any symmetric function, i.e. invariant with

respect to rearrangements of entry arguments. Thiedeof statistics include associative forms
like

T @)=1nZig [ Yy, (3) I-1mZig [ Y],
where ¢ is any non-degenerate measurable non-decreasimgidn of the data and s®

corresponds to the comparison of sampl'gi?rg"leans:T*:¢f -@, say. Moreover, they also

include non-associative statistics likg(8)= PIY, (8)] -4 Y] as for instance the comparison of

sampling medianst = @, —@,, etc.

Suppose also that effects diverge to the infindgoading to whatever monotonic sequeneg, {
p=1}, the elements of which are such th@kd, for any pairp<p'. If those conditions are
satisfied, then the permutation (conditional) regcrate ofT converges to 1 for alt-values not
smaller than the minimum attainalbdg thus, T is conditional and unconditional finite-sample
consistent. Furthermore, suppose that efféctse such that there exists a functjg®d)>0 of
effectsd the limit of which is 0 a® goes to the infinityT is any test statistic as above, and the

data set is obtained by considering the transfaoma¢(8)=0(8)Y (8). If lim grooép(6):3>0, then
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the unconditional rejection rate converges to ldibra-values not smaller than the minimum
attainablea,; and thusT is weak unconditional finite-sample consistents@® and Salmaso,
2010b). The extension of these results to randdectsfA, 0<Pr{A=0}<1, is also shown in
Pesarin and Salmaso (2010b).
For instance, suppose a problem in whichgHiémensional data set is

Y (0)= (&t ki, 1=1,...n1; G, 1=1,...N2; k=1,...p),
where & and ¢k are the fixed effect and the scale coefficienthaf k-th component variable,

respectively, the hypotheses are
d ) d
H, :[leYz} =[8=0] againstH, : [Y1>Y2} =[3>0].

Suppose also that the test statisticTj$8)=1/pXkspl Yy, (3)— Yo (VS Where Y, (&)=Xi[ Y,
() is the permutation mean pth sample an& a permutation invariant statistic indicator for
the k-th scale coefficienty, i.e. a functioryYji(dy), i=1,...n;, j=1,2] of pooled data such as for
instanceS=Md[|Yi -Y, |, i=1,...;, j=1,2] the median of absolute deviations from thediare
specific to thek-th variable. It can be proved that a sufficient diban for finite-sample
consistency ofT, (8) is that all population meangy exist finite. Thus, when some of the

multivariate components do not possess finite mealoe, a test based on comparisons of

sampling means is not finite-sample consistens Worth noting thafl, (8) represents the direct
combination (Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010g) jdrtial tests Y, (3)-Y,, |-

In order to extend finite-sample consistency to-aegociative statistics, let us briefly introduce

the notion of conditional (permutation) unbiasednfes any kind of statistic¥ (8)= Y, (8))-X(

Y, ). To this end and with clear meaning of the symbieit us observe that:

» T°0)=5Z1)-9Z,), i.e. the null observed value of statisFic
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»  T%8)=5Z1+8)-S(Z2)=9Z1)+DZ1,8)-SZ2)=T°(0)+ Dg(Z1,5), whereD«Z1,5)=0.

= T(0)=5Z:)-SZ), i.e. the value of in the permutation = u; ,...,u, .

= T(§)=SZ1+8)-SZ2)=T (0)+DdZ1' 8)-DZ2).

= DgZ;,8)2DdZ, ,0)=0=DgZ,,0), because effectdy coming from first group are non-
negative.

= DgZ;,8)<D4Z1 ,d) point-wise, because BgZ, ,d ) there are non-negative effects assigned
to units coming from group 2; e.g., supposg3, n,=3, and u =(3,5,4,1,2,6), then
(Z1',8)=[(Z13:813),(Z22.0),(Z21,0)], and so

(Z1 8)=[(Z13.813).(Z22,811),(Z21.812)],

or

(Z1,80)=[(Z13,019).(Z22:012), (Z21,811)];
it is to be emphasized th¥fu; )=Z(u;)+d(u;) if u’ <ny, that is units coming from first group
maintain their effects, whereas the rest of effactsrandomly assigned to units coming from

second group.

* d * .
* DgZ;,8)=DqZ10), because P& |ty o}=Pr{Zi|tv )} (see Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010a).

ThusD«Z1 ,8 )-DgZ> )<DgZ1,8) in permutation distribution and so

A(X@) = PrT(X (8)2T(X(3)|-¥v @}
= Pr{T (0)+Dg(Z1 ,8)-DyZ2 )-Ds(Z1, §)=T°(0)|- v (o)}

< PH{T (0)= T°(0) |-t 0}= (Y (0)),
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which establishes the dominance in permutatiomidigion of A+(Y (d)) with respect tol+(Y (0)),

uniformly for all data set¥ € )", for all underlying distribution®, and for all associative and

non-associative statistid&Y 1)-Y ).

These results allows us to prove the following:

Theorem. Suppose that in a two-sample problem there && mpon homoscedastic variables
Y=(Ys,...,%), the observed data setYq8)=(&+aZiw, i=1,...m, GZix, i=1,...n. k=1,...p) and

the hypotheses are
d ) d
H, :[leYz} =[5 =0] againstH, : [Y1>Y2} =[3>0],

whered=(4d,...,4)". For the testing purpose consider the statistic

Te (O=1pZisl Vi (40~ VS
where Y; (8)=Md[Y;, (8)/Sw. k=1,...p], i=1,...ny;, j=1,2,is the median vector of p scale-free
variables specific to i-th subject, angheSMAD=Md[|Yix-Y, |,i=1,...;, j=1,2] is the median of

absolute deviations from the median specific tovéiméable X.

In this setting, the test based ogq () is conditional and unconditional finite-sample sistent
as far as p diverges andld(Y1(d))>0 without requiring existence of any positive monfentp
variables.

Proof. For the non-associative statistics it applies timgformly stochastic ordering of the

significance level functions with respectdandyY, that is ford> o

Pr{AdY(9)]<a} % Pr{AAdY (J]=<a},

hence, with reference to the finite-sample conssteof the second order combined test using

the medians
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T"° = 1Ykl Yy (3= Yy, (0)V/Sc = LhXkgl Yy, (0)+A Yy, (O))/Sc =
= 12kl Y~1k (0)- Y~2k (0))/S+1pXkspdd S

It should be noted that the quantityXto[ Y, (0)-Y,, (0))/S is nothing else than the arithmetic

mean ofp sample differences which are all measurable, gthan allp involved variables are
non-degenerate by assumption (§&:0; k=1,...p) and, provided that min{,n,) is not too small,
are all finite (for instance, with tHearetodistribution if its parameter igz[min(ny,ny)/2]; where
[Mis the integer part of) the first momenE\(Y,)) is finite; it is noticeable thdE\(Y,)) does not
exist y<1). Thus, by the law of large numbers for sequermfeslependent variables, gs
diverges it converges weakly to a constant, noes&arily null. The induced standardized global
noncentrality 182, d/S., which is itself a mean of non-negative and mestsarquantities, if it

converges, it does so to a positive quantity booitld be let free to diverge as well.
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The per mutation approach for ranking of multivariate
populations

We formalized our approach to solve the problemca#edthe multivariate ranking problem
i.e. that of ranking several multivariate populatidrom the 'best' to the 'worst' according to a
given pre-specified criterion when a pseudo sanmmole each population is available and for
each marginal univariate response there is a rigtugéerable direction. Since the key element
of our solution is a pseudo testing procedure blatéor multivariate one-sided alternatives, the
NPC methodology represents our main methodologefakence framework. In fact, to the best
of our knowledge, the nonparametric combinatiorebendent permutation tests, the so-called
NPC Tests, is the only method proposed by thealitee suitable to achieve this goal. Moreover,
when deriving the multivariate one-sideevalue-like statistics we can also benefit from the
flexibility of the method for obtaining a seriesadvantages: NPC methodology allows to handle
with all type of response variable, i.e. numerimaby and ordered categorical even in the
presence of missing data (at random or not at rande. non-informative or informative) and
this can be done also when the number of respoarsables are much more larger than that of
units without the need of having to worry about ¢hese of dimensionality or the problem of the
reduction of degrees of freedom. On the contrahgnks to the so-called finite-sample
consistency of combined permutation tests, the pdwetion does not decrease for any added
variable which makes larger standardized noncetytrdl is worth noting that in this situation,
which can be common in many real applicationstralflitional parametric and nonparametric
testing procedures are not at all appropriate (@lsbe case all multivariate alternatives were of
two-sided type). Finally, the NPC approach hastafimice feature: it is very low demanding in
terms of assumptions and provides always an exaatian for whatever finite sample size
whenever the permutation principle applies, i.eemwlthe pseudo-null hypothesis implies data

exchangeability.
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We recall that our goal is to classify and rankfdgnultivariate populations with respect to
several marginal variables where pseudo samples &ach population are available. Note that
the multivariate ranking problem is essentiallyatetl to a post-hoc comparative multivari@te
sample problem where the populations of interest teeatments or groups or items to be
investigated by an pseudo experimental or obsenvatiudy. As we will see later on, although
our main reference design will be obviously the -aray MANOVA layout, thanks to the
flexibility of the NPC methodology more complex dgsand analysis are also allowed.

This section is mainly devoted to describe the pgaton approach for solving the multivariate
ranking problem, from the initial set-up phasesh® computation of the final global ranking. In
the last part of this section, several simulatitidies are presented in order to numerically

validate the proposed approach.

1.10 Set-up of the multivariate ranking problem

In this section we illustrate in details the steépat must be followed to set up and solve a
multivariate ranking problem: first of all we presehe different type of designs which may be
considered in this context, then in case the rankrocess should take account of either
confounding factors and/or of intermediate levdisaggregation of the response variables, the
so-called stratified and domain analyses are vessfull procedures to be applied in these
situations. Finally, we point up on some more pcatiguestions: the choices of the test statistics
and of the combining function and the specific \w&e permutation strategy to be used. We

close with some issues on the multiplicity conamod simultaneous testing.

1.10.1Typesof designs

Up to now the main reference design for the multata ranking problem has been the so-called

one-way MANOVA layout whose statistical model irseaf fixed effects can be represented as:

Yij =M tTE =RTFT tE;, i :1,...nj,j =1,2,...C, (9)
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wherey; (or 1)) is thep-dimensional mean effea;[(11D(0,Z) is ap-variate pseudo random term
of experimental errors with zero mean and variaawariance matriz.
Anyway extensions to more complex designs and tgiius are also possible. In fact, either the
Multivariate Randomized Complete Block — MRCB desithe Repeated Measures — RM design
and finally the multivariat€€-sample comparison of curves or trajectories (fioneil data), can
be taken into consideration:
- MRCB design:Yj = p + 1, + Bi + €, wheref;, i=1,...n;, is the block effect (see Aboretti et
al., 2012),
- RM design/functional data (with random effectg)(t) =p + n;(t) + &(t),
whereg;(t) = 4;i(t) + o(n;(t)-Z;i(t), i=1,...n;, j=1,...C, t=1,...N, whereZ;(t) are non-Gaussian
error terms distributed as a stationary stochgstacess with null mean and unknown
distribution Pz, W is a population constant, coefficiemigt) represent thenain treatment
effectsand may depend on time through any kind of fumctlmut are independent of units;
quantitiesA;i(t) represent the so-calleadividual effectsando(n;(t)) are time-varying scale
coefficients which may depend, through monotonmfions, on main treatment effeefs
From the point of view of obtaining a valid pseutdsting solution and within the NPC
framework, all situations listed above are no mhin designs with nuisance parametera(
andA) that can be fully removed exploiting the conceptonstrained permutations (Basso etl
all, 2009; Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010): since utigenull hypothesis the exchangeability of
observations holds only within given conditionse thull permutation distributions of the test
statistics are computed allowing permutations wuoonly under a given restriction. In practice,
once a suitable blocking factor is defined and peations are allowed only among samples
within the same level of that blocking factor wheaiculating the pseudo test statistics it happens
that all nuisance parameter are implicitly remoydtey vanish by applying suitable linear

transformations, see Basso et. all, 2009).
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Note that in case of even more complex designs sscthe Latin and Graeco-Latin squares
(Montgomery, 2012), the concept just exposed resnadtid as long as the two or more blocking
factors are used so as to define a single blockatpr whose levels are obtained from the

combinations of the levels of the individual blaugifactors.

1.10.2Stratified analysis

Sometimes in the multivariate ranking problem weuth take the presence of possible
confounding factors into consideration that is ¢hare units/subjects features which potentially
have a noise effect on the problem at hand. Tymoafounding factors are sex or age of the
subjects. In this situation a stratified analysaa be very useful in order to provide, before
getting a final global ranking, separated resuttis dach level of the stratification factor. In
practice, to handle with a stratification factor wee an additional classification criterion of
units/subjects and then we allow permutations amsargples only within the same level of
stratification factor.

Note that even if blocking and stratification arettb handled by a restriction on the
exchangeability under the null hypothesis, onlyaapptly they appear as the same situation. In
fact, blocking refers to a technique aimed at remgpwiuisance parameters, while stratification
provides intermediate separated results for eaehust and a final global analysis where the

possible confounding effect has been removed them&onstrained permutation strategy.

1.10.3Domain analysis

We refer to a domain as a result of a classificabo grouping of marginal response variables
which share some basic features with respect tgtbblem at hand. For examples, in shape
analysis domains are subgroups of landmarks shairgomical, biological or locational

features (Brombin and Salmaso, 2009). Very oftea multivariate problem we are facing the
presence of such kind of domains, let us thinkelommple on the sections of questionnaire on

the consumer relevance of a product (example 5i4drothe type of stain of a primary
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performance experiment in laundry industry (exaniplB. In a similar way as in the stratified
analysis, the presence of domains in the multit@ri@nking problem suggests to provide

intermediate results for each domain before toiotgtdinal global analysis.

1.10.4Choice of thetest statistics

It is worth noting that within the NPC framework aptimal statistic cannot exist because it is
function of the population distributions which iskimown by definition (Pesarin and Salmaso,
2010). For this reason it is important to considereach type of response variable a number of
different test statistics. We recall that each anate partial pseudo test statistic we are
presenting must be suitable for one-sided alterastwith respect to the hypothedésggn) vs.

Hak(n):

d
Hokcin * Yie = Yo
d d
Ha iy :(ij < thjU( Y™ Y

As far as the multivariate test statistics suitalole testing the hypothesésygn vs. Hygn is

j ibh=1..C j#z hk=1,..p.

concerned,

d
Hogny 2 Y =Y,

d d ,
Haiin) :(YJ <thU(Yj >th, jh=1..C j#zh
we will apply the nonparametric combination methody using a suitable combining function.

1.10.4.1  Continuousor binary responsevariables
When the univariate marginal response variablemicuous or binary, within the permutation

framework we can use a number of test statistitslda for one-sided alternatives. In this
context, we underline that the test statistics khobviously not permutationally equivalent, in
particular we can refer to

» difference of sample means;
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» difference of sample means in case of missing salue

» difference of sample medians or quatrtiles.

When providing the above list, we implicitly assudrtbat the ranking problem was a location-
type problem where a natural preference directiortife response variable does exist. Actually,
if the ranking criteria would be based on the dfasdion of several populations with respect to
the variability (scale ranking problem), we may sidler a number of scale-type test statistics:

= difference of sample standard deviations;

» difference of sample interquartile ranges.

1.10.4.2  Ordered categorical response variables
When the univariate marginal response variablerdered categorical, within the permutation

framework we can use a number of test statistiitalda for directional alternatives:

» Anderson-Darling;

» Multi-focus;

» Difference of mid-ranks;

= Kolmogorov-Smirnov.

As in case of continuous or binary response, wheviging the above list we implicitly
assumed that the ranking problem was similar thiftig-distribution problem where a natural
preference direction for the ordered categoricapoase variable does exist. Actually, if the
ranking criterion would be based on the classificabf several populations with respect to the
variability (heterogeneity ranking problem), we magnsider a number of scale-type test
statistics:

= difference of sample Shannon or Gini indexes.

1.10.4.3 Multi-aspect
It is worth noting that within the NPC framework aptimal statistic cannot exist because it is

function of the population distributions which iakimown by definition (Pesarin and Salmaso,



59

2010a). More formally, when the whole data ¥etis minimal sufficient inHy, univariate
statistics suitable for summarizing the whole infation on an aspect of interest do not exist. To
overcome this limitation and in order to reduce lthes of information associated with using only
one single overall statistic, it is possible toea#tccount of a set of statistics suitable for
complementary or concurrent view-points, eachdifte summarizing information on a specific
aspect of interest for the problem, and so to Botutions within the so-callechulti-aspect
strategy (Salmaso and Solari, 2005), i.e. combining differest statistics, suitable for testing
different aspects related to the same univariatehgpothesis by working on the same dataset. The
multi-aspect strategy was originally proposed b&.FEisher: “In hypotheses testing problems the
experimenter might have to face not only one, helass of hypotheses, and it may happen that he is
interested in all the hypotheses of such classfolliws that different significance tests may be
thought as a set of tests for testing differeneetspof the same hypothesis” (Pesarin and Salmaso,
2010). Hence, since different test statistics maguitable and effective for testing different atpe

of the same null hypothesis (i.e. univariate lasaproblem), instead of using just one statistic pe
variable we may use a list of statistics and th@mhine all of them to get a final multivariate and
multi-aspectp-value-like statistic. In this way we obtain twovadtages: at first, by using several
pseudo test statistics, this allows us to possilaliyde the more sensitive procedures with repect
the unknown alterative hypothesis and populatiostridutions and then, thanks to the NPC
methodology, we have the chance to gain more additipower (Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010b) by

using a suitable multi-aspect procedure.

1.10.5Choice of the pairwise permutation strategy

Under the null hypothesidogn of equality of thg-th andh-th populations with respect to tke
th response variable, it is worth noting that theme actually four different but all valid strategi
which we can take into account when calculating ¢baditional permutation space of the

permutation test statistidggn):
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- pairwise independent permutations - PIP;

- not pairwise permutations (C sample design) - NPIP;

- pairwise constrained synchronized permutationsSP,C

- pairwise unconstrained synchronized permutatidPdSP.

The first two strategies are allowed either in cakbalanced and of unbalanced designs, while
the latter two strategies are valid only in casbalanced design.

Pairwise independent permutations means that fdr ¢&)-th pairwise comparison we perform
independent permutations, while not pairwise peatmns refers to usual permutation strategy
usually applied for th€-sample permutation test, where permutations afenpeed among all
the C-sample data (Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010). In thmtisins, the cardinality of the

permutation test statistilgn) is defined as

= S(PIP)(jp = (ni :L_inh)

n!

wherej,h =1,2,...C, jzh. Note that§NPIP) is much more larger th&{PIP), in practice within
the permutation framework calculating the null dsttion of the pairwise pseudo test statistic
with reference to the&€-sample null hypothesis instead of the more nattwalsample null
hypothesis allows us to enlarge the support of ghemutation pseudo test statisfigin).
Obviously there is an underlying drawback: in cieetrue differences are located in the most
(or in all) pairwise comparisons the NPIP stratetgy result in a loss of power while it can be
very useful when there are only a few pairwise cangpns under the alternative hypothesis.
With the term “synchronized permutations” we meaat the permutation strategy is defined so
that permutations are allowed to occur only undgivan restriction constraint which is needed
to remove some nuisance parameters (such as igafe of blocking or stratification). For

example when testing the main effects in the two/ WdNOVA using permutation tests,
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permutations are allowed to occur only within levelf the not under testing factor while
permutations respect to the under testing facenat allowed (Basso et al., 2009).
Referring to the case of balanced designs, for Ipatinwise constrained and unconstrained

synchronized permutations, the cardinality of teenputation test statistid&gn) is defined as

T am

2n 2n!
It is interesting to highlight that even in case bélanced designs it happens that
S(PIP)(jny=S(PCSP)(; ny = S(PUPS); ), actually the cardinality of the multivariate tesatistic

T" vy We use as multivariate score to test the altereati

d
Hi. :ﬂh(vj >th, h=1..C, j# h

has a different cardinality with respect to eacle of the three specific permutation strategies.
The reason is due to the fact that from the onel hlaea PCSP and PUPS constraint all pairwise
comparison to have the same (for PCSP) or 'sinfilar' PUPS) permutations (for details see
Basso et al., 2009), while on the other hand tHe ftategy exploiting the independence of
permutations with respect to the individual paievisomparisons allows us to obtain a larger

cardinality of the permutation space Bfj), in particular it can be proved th%(tPIP)T(J;h) >

S(PUPS)ps > S(PCPS)p .

1.10.6Choice of the combining function

In order to define one-sided multivariate pseudst t&tatistics within the combination of
dependent permutation tests methodology, a suitablabining function must be chosen

(Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010). Frequently used camglfumnction are:

» Fisher combinationg. =-23" log(4, );

« Tippet combinationyg =max(1-4,);

I1<ksp
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« Direct combinationgg, =>" T ;
» Liptak combination:g =" ®™(1-4,);

wherek = 1,...p and® is the standard normal c.d.f.

It can be seen that under the global null hypothds CMC procedure allows for a consistent
estimation of the permutation distributions, maatjimultivariate and combined, of tkepartial
tests. Usually, Fisher's combination function issidered (Pesarin and Salmaso, 2010), mainly
for its finite and asymptotic good properties. @urse, it would be also possible to take into
consideration any other combining function (Lanegd¥lahalanobis, etc.; see Folks, 1984). The
combined test is also unbiased and consistenta F@tailed description we refer to Pesarin and
Salmaso (2010).

It is worth noting that since within the NPC franmWw an optimal combination function in
general does not exist because each combiningidmnbias different sensitivity to different
configurations of the alternative hypothesis, tismtevery combining function has its own
characteristics that makes it preferable insteaahother in a specific situation. In order to hrette
understand this concept, let us consider the atitiegions of the three combining functions in

the case of two independent tests (Figure 2).

0 1

Figure 2. Critical regions of three combining fuinets in the case of two independent tests.
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Figure 2suggests that inferential results may slightlyetiffising different combining functiol

In orderto reduce the effect of this limitatidfrom the computational point of view, we (try to

iteratively apply different combination functions arder to reach a more stable result rather

applying onespecific combining function. This is the-called iterated combination strate,

formally described by the following algorith

1. apply at least three different combining functiore.g Fisher, Liptak and Tippett) to tl
same partigp-values;in general, the obtainep-values will be slightly differen

2. apply to results of step 1 the same combining fanst in general, the obtair p-values will
be different but slightly closer oranother;

3. iteratively repeat step @ntil all combining functions provic slightly the same resultii p-
value.

Figure 3reports an example of the behaviour of the iteram@mdbination, showing that in th

specific case after six iterations the resulip-value is practicallyndependent of the choice

the specific combining functic.

- - - Fisher
— Liptak

0.06
|

0.05
|

0.04
|

0.03
|

0.02
|

Figure 3. Behavior of the Iterated Combination.
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1.10.7Multiplicity issue and ssimultaneoustesting

The multiplicity issue occurs in case of simultamedesting when a set, or family, of statistical
tests is considered simultaneously. Since the wauitite ranking problem make use of pseudo
inferential tools, obviously if falls within thisoatext either because we are facing a multivariate
response and we are considering a set of multipteparisons procedure (MCPs). However,
within the multivariate ranking problem the needptoperly control of the global type | error
actually occurs only at the final stage, that isewha set ofCx(C-1) one-sided pairwise
comparisons are performed yavalue-like statistics.

In general, incorrect rejection of the null hypatisels more likely when the family as a whole is
considered and failure to compensate for multipfengarisons can can lead to committing
serious mistakes in the process of classificatiod &@nking. Among the many definitions of
global type-I error for MCPs, we take into consatem the most used, i.e. Familywise Error
Rate (FWER), which is the probability of rejectiagleast one true null sub-hypothesis (for a
review of alternative definitions and their maimperties see Westfall et al., 2011).

Several statistical techniques have been develtgppdevent this problem, mainly adjusting the
significance levels of the considered tests. Thealed single step procedures work singularly
on each sub-test and do not take the dependenausé of the tests into account. Among the
most famous and most used methods are Bonferromi Tarkey solutions. The stepwise
procedures firstly test only some sub-hypothesek autording to the results, they then take
other subhypotheses into consideration, until @mieondition is satisfied. Among the most used

stepwise procedures are Bonferroni-Holm methodthedhaffer proposals (1986).

1.11From one-sided multivariate pairwise comparisonsto global
ranking

Once the set oEx(C-1) multivariate one-sided pseudo permutafieralues P’ are computed,

then rows and columns of the matriX are re-arranged into the matrl;ff] according to a
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suitable statisticp];;.,, j=1,...C, monotonically related with multivariate distandésr details

see section 1.2 Formalization of the problem ameg® solution), the next step is to use this
statistic to estimate the global ranking of @enultivariate populations under investigation, i.e.
classify the populations from the 'best' to ther&tloWe refer to this ranking as ‘global ranking’

to underline the fact it is devoted to rank thespypations from a multivariate point of view.

From simple inspection of the re-arranged one-sigedudop-values Ff] there are a few

situations in which the definition of a global ramix can be easily and unequivocally established:

— when all pairwise differences are significant, tisaall pf[jh] , ,h=1,...C, j#h, are lower than

the desired significancerHevel; for example, settingg=5%, Table 6 highlights two
situations in case of three and four populatiorspeetively, where the final global ranking
always matches and confirms the preliminary clasdibn of populations [1],[2],.{];

— when the significant differences appear in blocks, there are sort of ‘clusters’ of
populations and within the cluster the populati@n obviously have the same rank (see

Table 7, where blocks are highlighted with diagdimas).

Table 6. Two examples of all significant pairwiséetlences in case of C=3 and 4.

Pl [P2] [P3] Pl [P2] [P3] [P4]

P | - .0009 .0002 [P1]| - .0005 .0007 .0007

Rij P21 - - .0003 o= [P21| - - 0006 .0003

P3| - - - D3| - - - 0003
ranking: 1 2 3 [P4] - - - -

ranking: 1 2 3 4

Table 7. Several examples of significant pairwiseences in blocks in case of C=3 and 4.

[P1] [P2] [P3] [P1] [P2] [P3] [P4] [P1] [P2] [P3] [P4]

[PL]| - 4565000, P - P1]| - \003%0027.000%

RyFP21l - -\ = P21 - o d[P2]] - - 62605718

P3]| - - U p3y| - N (=< | I 17
ranking. 1 1 3 [P4]| - [P4]| - - -

ranking: 1 1 3 3 ranking 1 2 2 2
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As we can easily guess by the above tables, irethiéisations we can directly derive the global

+

ranking from a simple visual inspection of the ieprvalues of matrixPH .

1.11.1Theissue of logical relations among hypotheses being tested

However, since in general the above listed sitnatiovhere the global ranking is easy and
straightaway to derive, are frequently not met, meed to think on a meaningful criterion to
properly rank populations using the psegeealue results. In fact, it is well known that with
the multiple comparisons procedures a sort of iigasproperty of significant differences
obviously does not apply, so that when interpretirggpairwise results very often it happens that
we encounter apparent logical incoherencies aggubwut by Shaffer (1986). In other words, we
are referring to the possible conflict between tlesults that emerge from the multiple
comparisons and the logic behind the hypotheseks atea tested. As a matter of fact, the
hypotheses being tested are always logically ietated so actually not all combinations of true
and false hypotheses are possible. As a simple @eain case of three populatioRg, P, and

Ps it is easily seen from the relations among hypsiththat ifHogn): P; = P is falsefor any given
pairjzh, j,h=1,...C, at least one other remaining hypotheses mustlbe.fThus, in case of three
populationsfrom the logical point of viewhere cannot be one false and two true hypotheses
among these three binbm the pairwise results point of vietxcan happen that only omevalue

is lower than the significance-level, that is we can observe just one rejectiod &mo
acceptances. In case of three and four populatiatde 8 highlights some examples of this kind
of conflicting decisions related to the global rangkdefinition where possible incoherent pseudo
p-values are highlighted in grey (while with diagbhaes are denoted the blocks that conflict

with the grey cells).

Table 8. Several examples of possible conflictexsion on ranking in case of C=3 and 4.
| P1 P2 P3 | P1

:‘ P1 ‘ - .488Q

Ulp2| - - 34
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P3| - - - P3| - - - W P3| - - - XX
P4 - - - P4| - - -

1.11.2Theranking algorithm

To overcome the just mentioned problem of possaparent logical incoherencies that can
arise from significances of pseudo multivariate -sited pairwisep-values when trying to
derive from these results the classification andeonng of populations into a final global
ranking, we propose a solution which is inspiredt®y so-calledinderliningwhich is one of the

a graphical representations of Tukey's (1953) amkey-Kramer's (1956) methods for multiple
comparisons (Hsu and Peruggia, 1994). The Tukeyerlining prescribes that after ordering
the populations according to the increasing vahfetheir estimated means, all subgroups of
populations that cannot be declared different adetined by a common line segment.

Our proposed algorithm from the one hand is desigoeformalize the logic underlying the
Tukey's underlining procedure and from the other hand it aims to ektimat idea from the

multivariate point of view. The algorithm consististhe following steps:

1. order from the lowest to the highest tBeone-sided pseudp-values p_*(j,), j=1,...C, into
pf[ o) we recall thatpf( i) represents a pseudo-inferential statistic monogdlyirelated with

multivariate distances among populations; this @ssgorovides a preliminary classification
of populations [1],[2],..€]: at the top there will be the tentative 'bestpylation, at the

second place the tentative 'best' population antemgemainingc—1 and so on;
2. apply the same ranking [1],....[C] to the rows @atimns of the matri¥®>  containing the

(unordered) multivariate directional pseyslwalues pf( in» this means that we re-arrange the

+

rows and columns of the matrl} to obtain the matri 8
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[ - Moy  Plagy - R | - Phg  Ppg - Pic
. pfm) - pfizg) pf(z:) N F{] _ p.+[2]] - pfizq p+[ ] ’
pf(f—l,l) p~+<+c—1,2) N Re 1) Pleag Pleag - - Plcaq
| Py P (c2) Ry ) p-+[c1] Ff[cz] p+[c,c—]]

. remove the lower-diagonal elements I?ﬁ to define a final upper diagonal pseyswalue

+

matrix B,y e
Py Py - Fg = Py Py o Pig |
. Py 7 Py B 77 Peo Pl
Ri=| o e = e | T Rl - - -
Picag Pleag - - Ric-1 -~ - - pf[C—l,C]
Py Pt o ooy - - - -

. using for example the method proposed by Shaff@8g), adjust by multiplicity the set of

+ + +

the one-sided pseugevalues p,;,, i.e. the elements df,, .., into B, ;
. referring to a desired significanae-level, transform the adjusted pseyglwalues pf[ injad

into 0-and-1 values where each elemgpt takes the value of 1 ipf[ >q, otherwise it

jh]adj

takes O if pf[

injag =&

. multiply each elemerd;j, of Sby the valug, that is thg-th row of Swhere the elemersjy

is lying; note that implicitlyj represents the preliminary classification of pagiohs
performed in step 1; in this way we define a raodrerj,= Sn%] whose elements are put in

the matrixR;

obtaining in this

j
Do Min]
j

. calculate along the columns the average of rankeseg,: T; =

way a final ranking global scor%; finally, by applying the rank transformation dmst

scores we obtain the global ranking.
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The next scheme summarizes the last three stepe pfoposed algorithm.

- S S3 .- %
- T S3 ... Se
S=|l- - - ... . |=
- T T T Xac
- S, Sz - %_ 1] [- b, hs .. r(l:_
- — S5 ... S¢ 2 e A (%
R=|- - - .. al...|=|- - = .. ..
- T T T Kac C - - - E—l,C.
_ N S

In order to better understand this procedure, wertan Figure 4 an example of application of

the above algorithm wit = 8 populations.

Ord. tr. (1 @2 3 @ &) 6 (7O @’

(1) 1 ] 1 0 0 0 0 0
(2) 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
(3) 1 1 1 1 0 0
(4) 1 1 1 | 0
(5) | 1 1 1
(6) 1 1 1
(7 1 1
(8) 1
Rank ass.
1 1 1 l
2 2 2 2 2
3 3 3 3 3
4 4 4 4
5 b 5 5 5
Col.s mean 1 1.5 2 3 3.5 { 1.5 5
Rank 1 2 3 4 o G 7 8

Figure 4. Example of application of the global ramkalgorithm withC = 8 treatments.

The rationale behind this algorithm is very simmed intuitive: after pre-ordering the
populations using a suitable statistic monotonjca#tlated with multivariate distances, we
simply estimate the rank of each population byawerage of all possible ranks assigned to that

population. Note that if all pairwise differenceene significant or when significant differences
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would appear in blocks, the algorithm will exagbiovide the same global ranking which could
be directly be derived by visual inspection of glseudgp-values of matrixP[:] (see Table 6 and

Table 7).

As it is evident from the steps of our algorithrhe tanalogies with the Tukeysderlining

method (1953) are as follows:

— at first, with the same Tukey's logic behind thdeving of univariate populations using the
sample means, we also order the population butrdicgpto amultivariate scorgbecause
our problem is multivariate in nature);

— the transformation of pseudo multivariate significa directional differences into a 1-and-0
matrix is nothing more than a formal representatibthe process ofukey's underlining, of
which we do a final summary by calculating the scaverage along the matrix columns. In

other words, we 'underline’ a subgroup of not $iggmt populations by assigning them the

same rank.
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