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Abstract

Measuring the accuracy of diagnostic tests is crucial in many application areas including medicine,
machine learning and credit scoring. The receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve is a useful tool
to assess the ability of a diagnostic test to discriminate between two classes or groups. In practice
multiple diagnostic tests or biomarkers are combined to improve diagnostic accuracy. Often biomarker
measurements are undetectable either below or above so-called limits of detection (LoD). In this paper,
nonparametric predictive inference (NPI) for best linear combination of two or more biomarkers subject
to limits of detection is presented. NPI is a frequentist statistical method that is explicitly aimed at
using few modelling assumptions, enabled through the use of lower and upper probabilities to quantify
uncertainty. The NPI lower and upper bounds for the ROC curve subject to limits of detection are
derived, where the objective function to maximize is the area under the ROC curve (AUC). In addition,
the paper discusses the effect of restriction on the linear combination’s coefficients on the analysis.
Examples are provided to illustrate the proposed method.

Keywords: Diagnostic accuracy; Limits of detection; Lower and upper probability; Imprecise probability;

Nonparametric predictive inference; ROC curve.

1 Introduction

Measuring the accuracy of diagnostic tests is crucial in many application areas including medicine, machine
learning and credit scoring. The receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve is a useful tool to assess the
ability of a diagnostic test to discriminate between two classes or groups. However, one diagnostic test may

not be enough to draw a useful decision, thus in practice multiple diagnostic tests or biomarkers may be
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combined to improve diagnostic accuracy [1]. Another issue may occur when some biomarker measurements
are undetectable either below or above some limits, so called limits of detection (LoD). Several papers
considered combining biomarkers in order to improve the diagnostic accuracy, see e.g. [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. Under
the normality assumption, Su and Liu [6] considered a linear combination of biomarkers to maximize the
area under the ROC curve while Liu et al. [7] extended their work to maximize the partial area under the
ROC curve. Pepe and Thompson [1] introduced a logistic regression based approach to combine biomarkers.
Perkins et al. [8, 9] generalized ROC curve inference for a single biomarker subject to a limit of detection.
They also introduced a best linear combination of two biomarkers subject to limits of detection [10]. Dong
et al. [11] proposed a method to estimate the multivariate normal distribution parameters taking the LoD
into account, and then utilized the linear discriminant analysis to combine biomarkers. They have also
described how to select and combine a subset of biomarkers based on the correlation distance to gain most
accuracy. As with all parametric estimation methods, departure from the specified underlying distribution
(e.g. the normality assumption) may lead to inaccurate estimation of the parameters [11]. On the other
hand, nonparametric methods such as the one proposed in this paper provide an alternative regardless of
the underlying distribution. For an extensive overview of the existing classical methods for combination
of biomarkers, we refer the reader to Kang et al. [5] and Dong et al. [11]. These contributions to the
literature are often either assuming some underlying distributions (e.g. normal) or focus on estimation
rather than prediction. Prediction may be more natural in this context as one is typically interested in
the performance (the accuracy) of diagnostic tests on detecting a specific condition for future patients. In
this paper, nonparametric predictive inference (NPI) for best linear combination of two or more biomarkers
subject to limits of detection is presented. NPI is a frequentist statistical method that is explicitly aimed
at using few modelling assumptions, enabled through the use of lower and upper probabilities to quantify
uncertainty [12, 13]. First, we briefly define the ROC curve and the area under this curve, AUC.

Let D be a binary variable describing the disease status, i.e. D = 1 for disease (cases) and D = 0 for
non-disease (control). Suppose that X is a continuous random quantity of a diagnostic test result and that
larger values of X are considered more indicative of disease. X' and X© are used to refer to test results
for the disease and non-disease groups, respectively. The Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve
is defined as the combination of False Positive Fraction (FPF) and True Positive Fraction (TPF) over all
values of the threshold ¢, i.e. ROC = {(FPF(c), TPF(c)),c € (—o0,00)}, where FPF(c) = P(X° > ¢) and
TPF(c) = P(X! > ¢). An ideal test completely separates the patients with and without the disease for a
threshold ¢, i.e. FPF(¢) = 0 and TPF(c) = 1. As the other extreme situation, if FPF(c) = TPF(c) for all
thresholds ¢, then the test has no ability to distinguish between the patients with and without the disease.

In many cases, a single numerical value or summary may be useful to represent the accuracy of a diagnostic



test or to compare two or more ROC curves [14]. A useful summary is the area under the ROC curve,
AUC = fol ROC(t) dt. The AUC measures the overall performance of the diagnostic test. Higher AUC
values indicate more accurate tests, with AUC = 1 for perfect or ideal tests and AUC = 0.5 for uninformative
tests. The AUC is equal to the probability that the test results from a randomly selected pair of diseased
and non-diseased subjects are correctly ordered, i.e. AUC = P [Xl > XO] [15]. So the AUC measures the
test’s ability to correctly classify a randomly selected individual as being from either the disease group or
the non-disease group.

To estimate the ROC curve for diagnostic tests with continuous results, the nonparametric empirical
method is popular due to its flexibility to adapt fully to the available data. This method yields the empirical
ROC curve which will be considered, in particular to compare with the NPI method introduced in this
paper. Suppose that we have test data on n; individuals from a disease group and ng individuals from
a non-disease group, denoted by {z;,i = 1,...,n1} and {z,j = 1,...,n0}, respectively. Throughout
this paper we assume that the two groups are fully independent, meaning that no information about any
aspect related to one group contains information about any aspect of the other group. For the empirical
method, these observations per group are assumed to be realisations of random quantities that are identically
distributed as X! and X©, for the disease and non-disease groups, respectively. The empirical estimator of
the ROC is ROC = {(ﬁ‘(c),ﬁ(c)) ,CE (—oo,oo)} with rff-)?(c) = 7711 St 1{z} > c} and FPF(c) =
=20 {2} > ¢}, where 1{E} is an indicator function which is equal to 1 if E is true and 0 else. The

j=1
empirical estimator of the AUC is the well-known Mann-Whitney U statistic which is given by AUC =

o g1 i [L{zi > @} + 31 {ei = 23}] [14].

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a brief introduction to NPI. Section 3 presents

NPI for one biomarker subject to limits of detection, followed by generalizing the results to find the best
linear combination of two biomarkers subject to limits of detection in Section 4. Section 5 gives a matrix
representation of the results in Sections 3 and 4 which simplifies the presentation of the proposed method
when considering the general case of combining any finite number of biomarkers. Section 6 discusses the effect
of restriction on the linear combination’s coefficients in the analysis. Examples are provided to illustrate the
proposed method in Section 7. The paper ends with some concluding remarks in Section 8 and an appendix

presenting the proofs of the main results.

2 Nonparametric predictive inference

Nonparametric predictive inference (NPI) [12, 13] is based on the assumption A,y proposed by Hill [16]. Let

X1,..., X, X541 be real-valued absolutely continuous and exchangeable random quantities. Let the ordered



observed values of X7, Xo,..., X, be denoted by z1 < 23 < ... < z, and let g = —oo0 and x,; = oo for
ease of notation. We assume that no ties occur; ties can be dealt with in NPI [13] but it is not relevant in this
paper. For X, 1, representing a future observation, A, [16] partially specifies a probability distribution by
P(Xpt1 € (zj-1,25)) = %H for j =1,...,n+1. A(,) does not assume anything else, and can be considered
to be a post-data assumption related to exchangeability [17]. Inferences based on A, are predictive and
nonparametric, and can be considered suitable if there is hardly any knowledge about the random quantity of
interest, other than the n observations, or if one does not want to use such information. A, is not sufficient
to derive precise probabilities for many events of interest, but it provides bounds for probabilities via the
‘fundamental theorem of probability’ [17], which are lower and upper probabilities in interval probability
theory [18, 19, 20]. Augustin and Coolen [12] proved that NPI has strong consistency properties in the
theory of interval probability. In NPI, uncertainty about the future observation X, is quantified by lower
and upper probabilities for events of interest. Lower and upper probabilities generalize classical (‘precise’)
probabilities, and a lower (upper) probability for event A, denoted by P(A) (P(A)), can be interpreted as
supremum buying (infimum selling) price for a gamble on the event A [18], or just as the maximum lower
(minimum upper) bound for the probability of A that follows from the assumptions made [13]. This latter
interpretation is used in NPI, we wish to explore application of A(,) for inference without making further
assumptions. So, NPI lower and upper probabilities are the sharpest bounds on a probability for an event
of interest when only A, is assumed. Informally, P(A) (P(A)) can be considered to reflect the evidence in
favour of (against) event A.

NPI has been introduced for assessing the accuracy of a classifier’s ability to discriminate between two
outcomes (or two groups) for binary data [21] and for diagnostic tests with ordinal observations [22] and with
real-valued observations [23]. Recently, [24] generalized the results in [23] by introducing NPT for three-group
ROC analysis, with real-valued observations, to assess the ability of a diagnostic test to discriminate among
three ordered classes or groups. Coolen-Maturi [25] generalized the results in [22] by proposing NPI for
three-group ROC analysis with ordinal outcomes. Below we give a brief overview of NPI for two-group ROC
analysis following [23].

Suppose that {X}, i =1,...,n1,n; + 1} are continuous and exchangeable random quantities from the
disease group and {XJQ, j=1,...,n9,n9 + 1} are continuous and exchangeable random quantities from
the non-disease group, where X} ,+1 and XSO 41 are the next observations from the disease and non-disease
groups following ny and ng observations, respectively. As mentioned before, we assume that both groups
are fully independent. Let 2] < ... < x;,, be the ordered observed values for the first n; individuals from
the disease group and 29 < ... < xgo the ordered observed values for the first ng individuals from the

non-disease group. For ease of notation, let z = 3 = —oo and Ty o= x20+1 = 0o. We assume that there
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are no ties in the data, it can be easily generalized to allow ties [13]. The NPI lower and upper ROC curves

are ROC = {(FPF(c), TPF(c)) ,c € (—00,00) } and ROC = { (EPF(c), TPF(c)) , c € (—00,00)} [23], where

Sii{al >} — o1 Sit1{zl >} +1
TPE() =P(X, 1 > ) = ZE T TR 2 Px > = T 2L
S 1{ald >} _ S 1{ad >} +1
_ 0 _ =1 J o 0 =1 Fi
FPF(c)=P(Xp 1, >c¢) =~ p—— , FPF(c)=P(X, ,, >c)=— p—— ,

and P and P are NPI lower and upper probabilities [12]. It is easily seen that FPF(c) < F/P\F(c) < FPF(c)
and TPF(c) < 'fP\F(c) < TPF(c) for all ¢, which implies that the empirical ROC curve is bounded by the
NPT lower and upper ROC curves [23].

The NPI lower and upper AUC are defined as the NPI lower and upper probabilities for the event that
the test result for the next individual from the disease group is greater than the test result for the next

individual from the non-disease group, as given by [23]

ng mnNi
_ 1 0 _ 0
AUC—B(XM+1>XHOH)_(TL1+1 D) ;z; {a} > 29}, (1)
ng ni
AUC = P (X! S ¢
UC=P (X, 1Jr1>XnO+1)—(n1+1 o D) ;;l{x >aft+n+no+1]. (2)

It is interesting to notice that the imprecision AUC — AUC = #’% depends only on the two sample
sizes ng and ny. Coolen-Maturi et al. [23] showed that equation (1) is actually the area under the ROC and

equation (2) is the area under the ROC.

3 Predictive inference for a single biomarker subject to limits of
detection

Biomarker measurements may be subject to limits of detection, e.g. due to instrumental limitation mea-
surements may be undetectable below or above certain limits. Perkins et al. [8] showed that ignoring these
measurements or even plugging in some replacement values can lead to biased estimates of the area under the
curve. In this section, NPI for ROC curve and the area under the ROC curve, AUC, for a single biomarker
subject to limits of detection are presented. The proposed method provides an alternative approach to treat
this issue, namely in our proposed NPI method the measurements that are below or above the limits of
detections are not removed or replaced by other values, instead only their numbers are taken into account to

derive the NPT lower and upper ROC curves and the area under these curves. We will show later via exam-



ples in Section 7 how the proposed method captures the issue of the limits of detection and how it quantifies
the uncertainty via the lower and upper probabilities. But first we need to introduce some notation.

Let X be a biomarker whose measurements are affected by limits of detection L, < U,, for each group
these limits L, < U, divide the data into three parts. For the disease (non-disease) group, there are I1 (19)
observations which are only known to be less than L,, ul (u2) which are only known to be greater than U,,

while the L (r0) ordered observations between L, and U, are fully known and denoted by

—00 < Ly <afy) <@y < ... <@y < Up < 00,

— 00 < Ly <@y < afyy < ... <20y < Uy < 0.

For ease of presentation, let x%o) = "T((Jo) = —oo and xb‘i“) = x(()rg+1) = 00. We should mention here that
—o0 and oo are just indicators of the range of possible values for X ., and X} ., e.g. if biomarker results
are believed to be only positive numbers then one would set :E%O) = x(()o) =0.

As we have limits of detection, we cannot use the A(,) assumption directly to derive the NPI lower and
upper ROC curves. Therefore, we need to use the generalized AEZ) assumption introduced by Maturi et
al. [26] for terminated data. The following theorem describes how the probability distribution for X, 11 is
partially specified by so-called M-functions. We should mention here that the intervals on which M-functions
are defined can be overlapped and all M-function values must sum up to one. The concept of M-function is

similar to that of Shafer’s basic probability assignment [27].

Theorem 1. The assumption A’E;) is that the probability distribution for a real-valued random quantity
Xn+1, on the basis of the data terminated at two cut points L, and U, as described above, is partially

specified by the following M -function values:

1
MXnJrl(x(i)ax(i-‘rl)) = n+ 1 , 1= 07 17 s Ty
ly Uy
MXn+1(_OO7LI) = nt1 and MX71+1(UI>OO) = n+1

By applying the assumption A’Efl) per group, i.e. A’Ef“) for the disease group and A’E;O) for the non-disease



group, we can derive the lower and upper bounds for FPF and TPF as follows:

TO

FPF(c)=P(X) .1 >c¢) :n01+ 1 Zl 1{:10?2») > e} + 1{U, > ¢} ud
¥
FPF(c)=P(X) 41 >0 :nol-l- 1 i; l{z[()i) >cb+ 1Ly >0 +ud +11,
TPF(c)=P(X} 4 >c¢) = ! ZT 1{‘”%2') >ct+ 1{U, >c}u
A1
-
TPF(c)=P(X} ., >¢) :7111-1- 1 Z; l{z%i) >ch+1{Ly >ch L +ul +1

The NPI lower and upper ROC curves can be defined as

M: {(W(C),M(C)),CG (—O0,00)}, (3)

ROC = {(EPF(c), TPF(c)), c € (—00,00)}. (4)

If all the biomarker measurements are observed, i.e. 70 - !

=n" and rl = n! [hence I = u) =1
then we get the complete data case presented by Coolen-Maturi et al. [23].

The areas under the lower and upper ROC curves (AUC) are defined as the lower and upper probabilities
for the event X? ot1 < X} +1 [23]. As the biomarker test results are subject to limits of detection, we cannot
use the results in [23]. Maturi et al. [26] introduced NPI for comparing two groups of real-valued data with
terminated tails, where we only know the number of observations beyond the terminated points. In this
paper, we are going to utilize the results in [26] for the areas under the lower and upper ROC curves by

using the M-functions introduced in Theorem 1. The areas under the lower and upper ROC curves in (3)

and (4) are given by the following theorem.

Theorem 2. The areas under the lower and upper ROC curves for a biomarker X, subject to limits of

detection, are

0

T(E

AUC = P(Xp 11 < X, 41) = 1{3:( ) < i} +uy) +rug

_ 5
(no—l—l (ng+1) ’ (5)

ol HMHH
~ 1M

AUC =P(X) 1 < Xp 1) =

Zi Haly <aipt+ 0+ D) +7) + (up + 1)(no + 1|

(n0+1 n1—|—1

(6)



The imprecision is the difference between AUC and AUC which reflects the amount of information available.

4 Predictive inference for best linear combination of two biomark-
ers subject to limits of detection

In medical applications, researchers may want to combine two biomarkers to improve diagnostic accuracy.
Improving the diagnostic accuracy is often done by maximizing the area under the ROC curve. In this
setting each subject has two biomarker measurements, where the two biomarkers, say X and Y, may be
subject to limits of detection. In this section, we extend the approach presented in Section 3 to combine
two biomarkers, subject to limits of detection, to improve the accuracy by maximizing the lower and upper
AUC. In addition to the notation introduced in Section 3 we need to introduce further notation as follows.

Suppose that {Y;',i = 1,...,n1,n1 + 1} are continuous and exchangeable random quantities from the
disease group and {on, j=1,...,n9,n9 + 1} are continuous and exchangeable random quantities from the

0

non-disease group, where Ynl1 41 and Y o are the next observations from the disease and non-disease groups,

n,
respectively. Let Y be a biomarker whose measurements are affected by limits of detection L, < U,, for each
group these limits L, < U, divide the data into three parts. For the disease (non-disease) group, there are
I, (1) observations which are only known to be less than L,, u; (u)) which are only known to be greater

than Uy, while the r; (7"2) ordered observations between L, and U, are fully known and denoted by

=00 < Ly Sylty <Yz <o <Yy < Uy <00,

—oo<Ly§y?1)<y?2)<...<y?rg)§Uy<oo.

For ease of presentation, let y(lo) = y?o) = —oo and y(lT = y?ro +1) = 0. We can define the lower and
Y

3 +1)
upper ROC curves and the corresponding areas under these curves for biomarker Y as in Section 3. Recall
that, for biomarker X (Y), X}, and X ., (Y,; ,; and Y2 | ) are the next future observations from the
disease and non-disease group, respectively. Now we are interested in combining these future observations
by defining the scores T, 1 = on X)) 1 + oY) . and T, = o X)) | + oY) ;. The objective is to
find the values of o; and as that maximize the lower and upper areas under the ROC curves (i.e. maximize
the accuracy).

In order to introduce the corresponding M-functions for 75,11 = a1 X,4+1 + @2Yn4+1, we have dropped

the superscripts here for ease of presentation, we need to define further notation. Given the four limits of

detection points L, Ly, U, and U, the data structure with these four limits can be visualized as in Figure 1,



o0
Ny Ny Nyu Uy
Uy
nyy Ny Noyr Ty
Ly
ny Nyl Nyt | 1
—00 L, U, 00

Figure 1: Data structure

where e.g. ny is the number of individuals whose X and Y measurements are below L, and L, respectively.

Other quantities are defined similarly,

ny =#{x < Ly Ny < Ly}, e =#{Ly <x <Uy ANy < Ly}, ny = #{x > U, Ny < Ly},
nr =#{ex <Ly NLy <y <Uy}, np=#{Ls < <Us AL, <y<Uy}, nuy =#{z>U, AL, <y <Uy},
n = #{x < Ly Ny > Uy}, ey = #{Ly <z < Uy Ny > Uy}, Nyu = #{x > Uz ANy > Uy}

This leads to the equalities I, = ny + Ny + Ny, Te = Mg + N + Ny AN Uy = Ny + Ny + Ny, and similarly
for I, ry and u,, and n =l +ry + uy = Iy + ry + uy. The data structure in Figure 1 can also be expressed

in a matrix format as

ly Tx Uy

Let rr = n,, be the number of the observed values (available data) from both biomarkers X and Y,
that is the test results of biomarker X that are between L, and U, and the test results of biomarker of Y
that are between L, and U,. Thus, the combined test results from both biomarkers are t; = a1x; + a2y,
t=1,...,rp where 17 = n;.. Let {(;) be the ith value among ¢;, thus —co < a1l + az2ly <in) <... <
trp) < 01Uz + a2Uy < co. The probability mass specifications for 1,41 = a1 X, 11 + @Y, 41 are given by

the M-functions in Definition 1. This generalizes the assumption A‘E’;) in Theorem 1, we will denote the new



generalized assumption as Afff)

Definition 1 (Assumption AZLQ)) The assumption Afﬁlz) is that the probability distribution for a real-valued
random quantity Tp,+1 = a1 X411 + aoYy11, on the basis of the data terminated at the two cut points L,
and U, for X, and at the two cut points L, and Uy for Y as described above, is partially specified by the

following M -function values:

1 .
Mr, ., (te), tas) = 1 T 0,1,...,7rp,
where rp = Nyr, Loy = —00 and t(., 1) = co. Notice that Y ;") My, (tu),tiv1)) = C’fj‘ll = % The

remaining M-functions are defined as

Mr, (Xn41 € (00, Ly), Ynq1 € (=00, Ly)) = Mr,,, (=00, a1 Ly + azLy) = nni_f_ll’
Mr,, (o1 € (=00, L), Yars € (Ly,Uy)) = Mr,,, (00, a1 Ly + asly) = 10,
Mz, (X1 € (=00, Lo), Yupa € (Uy,00)) = M, ., (=00, 00) = e,
Mr, 1 (Xoss € (L, Ua), Yo € (=00, L)) = Ma,,., (=00, 10 + aaL,) = 2,

Ma,, (X1 € (Lo Us), Yot € (Uy,50)) = M, (@1 Ly + azly,00) = 2
Mz, (Xnt1 € (Us,50), Yaga € (=00, L)) = M, ., (00, 00) = 40,

Mz, (Xns1 € (Uz,00), Yny1 € (Ly,Uy)) = M, (01Us + 2Ly, 00) = nnfl’

M,y (X1 € (Us, ), Vs € (Uy,00)) = M, (10 + 02Uy, 00) = 2

t2
n)

t2
no)

By applying the assumption Az per group, i.e. AYE and Atfi), we can define the NPI lower and upper

ROC curves as

ROC = {(FPF(C)aM(C))aC € (700,00)}, (7)
ROC = {(FPF(c),TPF(c)),c € (—o0,00)}. (8)
where
FPF ST L i
= 1{t0. 1 ry
FPF(c) o ; {t) >t + Har Ly + a2U, > c}no 1
n? n?
+1{ao1 Uz + aoLy, > ¢} - :f 7 + 1{o Uz + Uy > ¢} noqj—ll' (9)

10



0

1 n? 1+ ud +ud —nl,
FPF(c) =1 Z l{t?j) >c}+ {1 Ly + asly > c}—1— + Y
j=1

ng ng+1 no + 1
ng. n?,
+1{a1 L, + U, > c}n 1 +1{onU; + oLy, > c} + T (10)
o X 1
TPF(c) = ; 1{t;) > c} + a1 Ly + azUy, > c} o
nk nk,
+1{a1U; + a2, >C}n T + 1{on U, + aU, >c} +1. (11)
TPF SN nh 14wl +ul - nl,
TPF(c) ——T ; Uty > e+ Harly + oLy > c}n1 1 p—
nl 1
+1{a1 Ly + a2U, > ¢} - i T +1{oUz + oLy, > ¢} a1 (12)

The lower and upper bounds for the area under these lower and upper ROC curves, AUC and AUC, are given

by Theorem 3, which is equivalent to finding the lower and upper probabilities for the event TS 11 < T} i1

Theorem 3. The NPI lower and upper bounds for the area under the ROC curves, AUC and AUC, which

are equal to the lower and upper probabilities for the event T 1 < Tn1+17 are given by

i 1 n? n?
AUC =P(T° ,, < T, i 1{a1 L, U, <t br
P(Ty 11 < Ty 1) = z;m—!—l a1t {1 Ly + axU, (1)}n0+1

rr] 1 0, 0 L0 4 0
Ny ny + "y + Ty + N
H{oals + azly < t(w} Tt Z H{t(j41) < iy} oo Tl no+ 1
n1 Tl” 0 7T—1 1
Jrinl 1| e+ 1 + 1{aUy + oLy < an Ly + aoU, } + + Z l{t(j_H) < o1l + axUy } —
TLl nll 0 'r'T—l .
_tur {1 L, Uy <oU, L Wty <alU, L,}——|,
Jrn1—|—1 no—l—l+ {aale +az a1l + a2 y} + Jrjgo {(J+1) a1Uz + az y}n0+1
AUC =P(T° ., < T', ;) = uh +up —nl, +1 N nl +nl+ni +nl] 19+ —nf+1
! m ny+1 ny +1 no + 1
T 1 no
+> - oLy + axU, < t@)} H ol + anly < th} +Zl{t0 <, )}n -
i=1
1 1
e L +Zl{t<g> <Ly + ozl
L
+n1+ 1H{an L, + axUy < 0qU, —|—o¢2Ly} —I—Z:l{t i < a1Us +a2Ly} —

11



The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Appendix Al.

1

When all the biomarker measurements are observed, i.e. rk = nl. = n; and 7% = n?

v = ng [hence

19=ud =1

0= * Y 9 =1, = u,, = 0], then equations (9)-(12) are equal to

it 1{t(()j) > c}

Sty > e +1

FPF(c) =P(T) ;1 >¢) = , FPF(c)=P(T) ;1 >¢c)=

o + 1 no + 1
ity Uty > ¢} R = il Kty >k +1
M(C) :B(T’rtJrl > C) = ni 4’(i ’ TPF(C) = P(T’r%1+1 > C) = nl(i 1 ’

and the NPI lower and upper bounds for the area under the ROC curve, that are given in Theorem 3, can

be written as

ni no
1

AUC=P(T? .\ <T} )= — 1t < thy},
no+1 ni+1 (no + 1)(n1 I 1) ;; (9) (1)
o 1 ni no
AUC = P10, < Th ) = —————— |3 S 1t <l b+ my +mp+ 1.

(no + 1)(’]’L1 + 1) =1 j=1

which is equivalent to applying the approach proposed by Coolen-Maturi et al. [23] on the combined scores.

The question now is how to find the values o = (a1, as) that maximize the NPI lower and upper AUC.
Our proposed method does not impose any restriction on the values of oy and as. For example, one could
maximize the AUC by maximizing o = (1, «), where a = as/ay, which is similar to the way used by Pepe
and Thompson [1]. According to Pepe and Thompson [1], this maximization is implemented by searching
«, in which the area under the curve AUC corresponding to the combined test X + oY is evaluated for 201

equally spaced values of @ € [—1,1]. For a < —1 and o > 1, AUC(vX +Y) where v = = € [—1,1], thus

a
the AUC corresponding to the combined test vX 4 Y, is evaluated for another 201 equally spaced values of
v =1 €[-1,1]. The optimal combination coefficient is & = (1,) or a = (v, 1) that maximizes the AUC.
As mentioned above, the proposed method in this paper can be used without any restriction on the values
of ay and as, however, for the examples in this paper, we propose to find the o = (a1, as) that maximizes
the NPT lower and upper AUC such that ay,as € [0,1] and a3 + ag = 1. The maximization is implemented
by searching a; and as, the AUC corresponding to the combined test an X + aY (or a1 X411 + oY, 41 for
NPI) is evaluated for 101 equally spaced values for each ay € [0,1] and ay € [0,1] such that oy + ag = 1.
More discussion about the use of this restriction and its advantages is given in Section 6.

Before we illustrate our method via examples, we should look at the issue of data preparation and

processing. As we would like to combine two biomarkers, we should make sure that biomarker measurements

are comparable, e.g. have the same units and same value range, otherwise we need to rescale or normalize the
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data. There are many normalization methods available, e.g. to scale the data to be between any arbitrary

~ Tmax — T T — Tmin
I=a ( +5b . (13)
Tmax — Lmin Tmax — Lmin

T—

—Z. Alternatively, a

points a and b we can use

or we can standardize the data, using the mean T and the standard deviation s as & =

normalization method that is more robust against outliers is derived at by using & = (5;_%21 , where @1, Q2
and @3 are the first, the second (median) and the third quartiles, leading to normalized values with median
zero and interquartile range (IQR) equal to one.

The results presented in this section implicitly assumed that the two biomarker tests results are com-
parable or that some kind of normalization has been carried out. For example, one could normalize the
biomarker tests results (the disease and non-disease results combined per biomarker) using equation (13)
or replacing the min and the max by L, and U, instead, respectively. In the case of a single biomarker,
i.e. using the analysis presented in Section 3, we get the same results (lower and upper AUC) whether we

normalize the data or not (or e.g. taking the log or not). In fact we get the same results if we apply any

monotone function.

5 Results in matrix formulation

So far we have presented NPI for combining two biomarkers, our method can be easily extended for combining
more than two biomarkers as we will discuss below, but first we need to present the results introduced in
previous sections in matrix formulation. This matrix representation is particularly useful in presenting and
implementing (in statistical software such as R [28]) the method for combining several biomarkers.

The NPI lower and upper probabilities in Theorem 3 can be written in a matrix format as follows: Let
Q1 and Qu be two matrices of order (r2=% +9) x (r2=! +9), where D = 1 and D = 0 refer to the disease

and non-disease group, respectively, such that

1 if [UP=0 < [P 1 if ILP=0 < [UP=1
| and QU = q[.]77’] = )

0 otherwise 0 otherwise

QL = q[.]7 Z] =

where ILP and IUP are two vectors of order (rZ + 9) consisting of the lower- and the upper-end limits of

the intervals in Definition 1, respectively. Let M be a vector of order (rZ + 9) consisting of the probability
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mass functions (M-functions) corresponding to these intervals, that is

D D B ]
to) ta) 1
ta) te) 1
D D
b fop) !
D D
fop) bR 1
00 a1L, + asl 1 nﬁ
- 1Lz 2
1L = , P = 1, MP = 5
—00 a1Lg + a2Uy np +1 |np
—00 00 nl[qi
D
- a1Uz + aa Ly Ny
a1l + a2Uy 00 nk,
—00 00 ”51
a1Uz + aa Ly 0 gy
D
alUm + a2Uy e8] _nuu_

The NPI lower and upper bounds for the area under the ROC curves, in Theorem 3, can be written as

tr _
AUC = P(Tj 1 < Typ1) = (MP70) 7 Qe MP=,

n

AUC = P(TY 1 < T}, 1) = (MP=0)" QuMP=".

where (.)*" refers to the transpose of a matrix. The lower and upper ROC curves can be written in matrix

format as

—o\tr — —0o\ T
FPF(c) = I{ILJDZO>C} (MD_O) , FPF(c)= I{IUjD:0>C} (MD_O) )

TPE(c) = Ijppm1sgy (MP=)" and TPF(c) = Ippaisg (MP=H)".
where Iy 4,y is an indicator vector of order (r2+9) whose jth element is equal to 1 if A; is true and 0 otherwise.

The NPT lower and upper ROC curves and the areas under these curves (AUC) for a single biomarker,

as introduced in Section 3, can also be written in a matrix format as above, where
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Z(0) Z() i1
() () 1
D
IL? = |fep-n | | P =1 *epy |, MP = 1+ : 1
np
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—00 L, lzD
Uz oo uzD

In this case, Q@ and Qp are matrices of order (rQ + 3) x (rl + 3) and they are defined as above.

This matrix representation is particularly useful in presenting the method for combining more than two
biomarkers. In general, if we have K biomarkers and we are interested in combining them to improve the
accuracy, that is Tp,41 = Zfil o Zjn+1, with a; € [0,1] and Ejil a; = 1, then the two matrices @ and
Qu will be of order (rR2=0 + 3K)(r2=! 4 3K) and we need to define the vector M of order (r2 + 3%), the
M-functions, as we did in Definition 1.

Let rr = Ny be the number of the observed values (available data) from all K biomarkers, that is the
test results of biomarker Z; that are between L,, and U,, for all ¢ = 1,2,..., K. Thus, the combined test

K

results from all biomarkers are t; = ijl a;zj, where i = 1,... rp and rr = n.._ . Let ¢ be the ith

value among t;, thus —oco < Z;il ajly, <ta)y <...<tep < Zszl a;U,, < oo. The probability mass

specifications for T, 11 = ZjK:l o Zjn+1 are given by the following M-function values,

1 .
M, (tay,tasr)) = nr1 o T 0,1,...,rp,
where £y = —o0 and (,,.41) = 00. The remaining (3% —1) M-function values can be defined as in Definition
1, e.g.
n
MTn+1 (Zl,n+1 € (7007 LZl)) ZQ,TH-l € (700, LZz)v SRR ZK,”-‘rl € (700, LZK)) - nl_li._”iv

where ny.; is the number of individuals whose biomarker measurements 71, Z,..., Zx are less than
L, ,L,,,...,L,,, respectively, and so on. We will illustrate the proposed method for combining three

and four biomarkers, as introduced above, in Example 2. To this end, the data structures for combining

three and four biomarkers are given in Appendix A2.
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6 FEvaluation

In this section, a simulation study is conducted to illustrate the proposed method for different scenarios. We
have simulated (X,Y)from the bivariate normal distribution, for n; cases (disease) and ng controls (non-
disease), with mean and variance-covariance matrix for the cases (disease) and for the controls (non-disease),

respectively,

I
%
=
o

|
I
o

M1
Hy p 1 0 p 1

without loss of generality we assume that p, > p, > 0, and we considered p > 0 to be of most practical
interest [1]. The ROC curve for biomarker X alone is equal to {ROC,(t) = @ (ue + ®71(t)) ;¢ € (0,1)} with
AUC, = ®(u,/+/2), The means of biomarker X measurements corresponding to AUC,, = 0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9 are
0.358,0.742,1.190, 1.812, respectively. The same can be defined for biomarker Y. According to Su and Liu [6],

the area under the ROC curve associated with oy X+aoY is AUC* = & (\/(,ul — o) T (o + 1) (1 — u0)>,

which is optimized at o, = (Xo0+31) " (41 —po), where @ denotes the standard normal cumulative distribu-
tion function. For our setting, the area under the ROC curve associated with a1 X + oY, with aq, as € [0,1]

and a1 + as = 1, can be written as

AUC = (/i + ) s+ 00)/(2429)). (14)

which is optimized at

2
a 1 i =PI
Qopt = = . 5 ( 2 : (15)
ag| (e =Py iy —ppa)® () 2

When X and Y are equally accurate on their own, i.e. y, = p, = p, the optimal linear combination is the
average of these two biomarkers, that is 0.5X + 0.5Y, otherwise the more accurate biomarker will be given
more weight in the optimal linear combination. The area under the curve in this case is AUC = AUC* =
P (/L/ \/m) So when two biomarkers of the same accuracy are combined, regardless whether they are
correlated or not, the values of AUC with and without restriction on the optimal a (i.e. agpy and ag ) are

equal.

6.1 Restriction on the optimal «

Before we run our simulation study, we need to discuss the convenience of using this restriction on optimal

a, as in (14) and (15). The proposed NPI method can be used without any restriction on the optimal « as
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Figure 2: Fixed AUC,

in [1], as will be illustrated in Example 1. In this case the complexity of the calculations for the proposed
NPI method will be similar as for the method proposed by Pepe and Thompson [1]. We discuss below how
the restriction on the optimal o can reduce computational complexity and helps in deciding when combining
diagnostic tests does actually lead to improved accuracy.

First, with the restriction placed on the optimal a, we only search for the optimal a = (o, @) to be
between 0 and 1 such that oy + as = 1, which is faster than the empirical search over all possible values as
discussed in [1]; further discussion is included at the end of Section 4.

In Figure 2 we have plotted the combined AUC for different values of AUC, with AUC, = 0.9, over all
possible values of p > 0. The combined AUCs with restriction are represented by dashed lines while the
combined AUCs without restriction are represented by solid lines. As discussed above, when two tests of
the same accuracy (AUC, = AUC, = 0.9) are combined, the AUC values with and without restriction are
identical (the pink lines), where combining uncorrelated tests leads to more improvement in accuracy than
combining correlated tests (AUC = 0.965 for uncorrelated tests and AUC = 0.9 for correlated tests). Note
that there is of course no accuracy improvement by combining two perfectly correlated tests of the same
accuracy.

For other cases of combining two tests of different accuracy (AUC, = 0.9,0.5 < AUC, < 0.9), there is
clear difference between the combined AUC with and without restriction. For example, the combined AUCs
without restriction have a U shape, meaning that the improvement in accuracy is high by combining two

uncorrelated tests, then it drops for increasing level of correlation, and then the improvement in accuracy
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picks up again and reaches peak values when the two tests are strongly correlated; more discussion about
this case can be found in Bansal and Pepe [29].

For the combined AUC with restriction on the optimal ¢, it holds that the more correlated the tests are
the less improvement in accuracy is achieved by combining them. In other words, the best improvement in
accuracy is obtained when two uncorrelated tests are combined. For example, if one combines a good test,
say with AUC, = 0.9, with a useless test, with AUC, = 0.5, then the combined AUC without restriction
takes the values AUC* = 0.9 if the two tests are uncorrelated and the value AUC* = 1 if the tests are
perfectly correlated, which is puzzling as if these tests are really correlated why one of them behaves so good
and the second behaves so badly. On the other hand, with the combined AUC with restriction, it takes the
values AUC = 0.9 if the tests combined are uncorrelated and AUC = 0.739 if they are highly correlated,
meaning that we are worse off by combining the two tests than considering the good test alone.

Another interesting point about using the combined AUC with restriction, from Figure 2, is that the
rate of reduction in improvement depends on the accuracy of the Y test (AUC,), that is if one combines
a good test, say AUC, = 0.9, with an average test, say AUC, = 0.8, then the reduction in improvement
if these two tests are highly correlated is smaller than the reduction in the improvement if one combines
two highly correlated tests, one of which is good with AUC, = 0.9 while the second is not that good, say
with AUC, = 0.6. Furthermore, for uncorrelated or weakly correlated tests, the improvement gained by
combining tests, using the combined AUC with restriction, is equal or greater than for the combined AUC

without restriction, meaning that we can find the optimal combination of uncorrelated or weakly correlated
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tests with much higher improvement by using the combined AUC with restriction.

In Figure 3 we have plotted the combined AUC for different values of p over all possible values of
0.5 < AUC, < 0.9, where AUC, = 0.9. The combined AUCs with restriction are represented by dashed
lines and the combined AUCs without restriction by solid lines. Figure 3 shows the same behaviours as
mentioned above, that is the combined AUC without restriction is U-shaped while the combined AUC with
restriction is monotone. Both combined AUCs agree when two tests of the same accuracy are combined,
where higher values of the combined AUCs are associated with uncorrelated tests. The combined AUCs
with and without restriction differ significantly when one combines tests of different accuracy. For fixed
p, the greater AUC,, is, the greater improvement is achieved by the combined AUC with restriction, while
this nice property does not hold for the combined AUC without the restriction. For example, for p = 0.5
and AUC, = 0.9, the green lines in Figure 3, when AUC, = 0.50,0.75,0.90 the combined AUC without
restriction is 0.931, 0.900, 0.931, respectively, while the corresponding combined AUC with restriction is
0.825, 0.902, 0.931, respectively.

For uncorrelated tests, the combined AUC with restriction leads to overall greater improvement (higher
AUC) than the combined AUC without restriction. For the combined AUC with restriction, the rate of
improvement of combining uncorrelated tests is equal to the accuracy of test X (that is AUC,) if we
combined this test with a useless test (AUC, = 0.5), so basically the weight given to the useless test is zero.
The maximum value of ®(/(2)® 1 (AUC,)) = ®(u,) is obtained if two unrelated tests of the same accuracy

are combined (AUC, = AUC,), in this case the optimal weights are (0.5,0.5).

6.2 Simulation study

The results of the simulation study are based on 1000 simulations for ny = ng = 50,100, p = 0,0.5,0.75, and
for different values of i, and p,. First we have considered the case when there is no LoD, i.e. complete data,
then we have introduced some LoD per group, such as L and U to be equal to the 10th and 90th quantiles of
the simulated sample, respectively. The results of this simulation are given in Table 5 for the case ‘without
LoD’, and in Table 6 for the case ‘with LoD’.

From Table 5, for the case ‘without LoD’; we notice that NPI lower and upper AUCs always bound the
empirical one, this is because NPI approach is exactly calibrated [30, 31], in the sense that it never leads
to results that are in conflict with inferences based on empirical probabilities, in our case the empirical
AUC. We also notice that the empirical AUC is much closer to the upper AUC than to the lower AUC,
this may correspond to the fact the AUC is over optimistic when considering the predictive performance [5].

These two remarks highlight the merits of the proposed NPI methods, e.g. for the latter it captured the over
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optimistic behaviour of the empirical AUC. We cannot, however, generalize this to the case ‘with LoD’, in
Table 6, the main reason is that the empirical AUC is calculated after removing the observations that are
subject to LoD, while in NPI method the number of these observations is taken into account to derive the
NPI lower and upper AUC.

For the case without LoD, Table 5, the values of the optimal a returned by the NPI method, are close
or sometimes identical to the optimal « returned by the empirical AUC, this is again due to the calibrated
property of the NPI. However, this is not the case for the inference with LoD, Table 6, as the values of the
optimal « returned by the NPI method are different from the empirical one, yet the optimal « corresponding
to the upper AUC is much closer to the empirical one than the one corresponding to the lower AUC. These
results are due to the same reasons discussed above (that is how the AUC is calculated, and the fact that
empirical AUC is over optimistic).

From Table 5, when two biomarkers of the same accuracy (the same AUC) are combined, the empirical

AUC and the lower and upper NPI AUCs all give equal weights to both biomarkers, that is (0.5,0.5).

opt —
It is also interesting to see that if two uncorrelated tests with the same values of AUC are combined then
that leads to more improvement than combining two correlated tests of the same accuracy. In fact, this
holds regardless whether the two tests have the same accuracy or not, that is for the case ‘without LoD’,
combining two uncorrelated tests can lead to more improvement than combining two correlated tests. This
holds for the empirical AUC and the NPI lower and upper AUC. While the same holds for the case with
LoD, Table 6, for both the empirical AUC and upper AUC, it does not hold for the lower AUC. Considering

the lower AUC, one can achieve higher improvement by combining two correlated tests, this is due to the

fact that now we have less information in favour of the event of interest.

To study the robustness of the NPI proposed method, a simulation study from an asymmetric distribution
is performed. In our context the Gamma distribution is often used. As the NPI method is nonparametric,
in the sense that we do not make any assumption about the underlying distribution, it is expected that its
performance will not be affected by the choice of the underlying distribution.

Considering a biomarker X, the area under the ROC curve that is constructed from the Gamma distribu-

0

T

tions of the disease and non-disease groups with shape and scale parameters ., 3L and ~2, respectively,

is given by [8]

BL
AUCs = (w) ’

where U, is the Beta cumulative distribution function with parameters (v{,~2.). Similarly, one can define

the area under the ROC curve for biomarker Y, AUC), that is constructed from the Gamma distributions
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of the disease and non-disease groups with shape and scale parameters ’y;, ﬁ; and 72 , 2, respectively, as

AUC, =V 67;
U \EeE)

where ¥, is the Beta cumulative distribution function with parameters (72, 7;)

We have simulated (X,Y") from the Bigamma distribution, for n; cases (disease) and ng controls (non-
disease), with shape and scale parameters set to y. = 1, 81 = 1 and 7; =1, B; = 1 for the disease group. For
the non-disease group the shape parameters are set to (72 = 1, 'yg = 1), and the scale parameters (3%, ﬁg)
are set to achieve AUC, = 0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9, and AUC, = 0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9, respectively. Following [32], the
Bigamma distribution was constructed using the Gaussian copula with correlation coefficient p = 0,0.5,0.75
and with the above specified Gamma marginal distributions.

The simulation results from the Bigamma distribution are summarized in Tables 7 and 8 in the appendix.
From these tables we observed the same results as the Normal distribution case which demonstrates the

robustness of the proposed NPI method.

7 Examples

Example 1 (Pancreatic cancer data set). In this example, we use the data set from a study of 90
pancreatic cancer patients and 51 control patients with pancreatitis [33]. Two serum markers were measured
on these patients, the cancer antigen CA125 and the carbohydrate antigen CA19-9. The marker values
were transformed to a natural logarithmic scale and are displayed in Figure 4. For ease of presentation,
let 1og(CA19-9) be the biomarker X and log(CA125) the biomarker Y. Three scenarios are considered
below. In scenario A, we consider the whole data set, i.e. without LoD. In scenario B, we introduce the
following LoD scheme, L, = 4.5, U, = 5000, L, = 6 and U, = 100, where (I = 5,70 = 46,40 = 0),
(lh =47} = TTuy =9), (I = 4,7) = 45,u) = 2) and (I}, = 1,7, = 82,u; = 7). In scenario C, we
have the LoD scheme L, = 11, U, = 5000, L, = 6 and U, = 80, where (12 = 28,70 = 23,42 = 0),
(Ip = 11,73 = 70,u}, = 9), (Iy = 4,7y = 44,u) = 3) and (I; = 1,r; = 78,u, = 11). To make sure that our
biomarkers tests results are comparable we use the standardized values (i.e. with mean 0 and variance 1)

after the natural logarithmic transformation. The objective is to find the best linear combination of X and

Y which yields higher AUC value than either one alone.

Under these three scenarios, the values of o (a7 and as) that maximize the empirical AUC and the NPI
lower and upper AUC are given in Table 1. For the sake of comparison we also obtained the empirical AUC
and the NPI lower and upper AUC for each biomarker. For scenarios B and C, the empirical AUC values are

calculated after discarding (removing) the observations that are below or above the LoD for each biomarker.
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Figure 4: Pancreatic cancer data set (Example 1)
Scenario  Biomarkers Gopt AUC afpt AUC ag]pt AUC
A X 0.8614 0.8347 0.8664
Y 0.7056 0.6830 0.7158
X+ aY (1, 0.39) 0.8937 (1, 0.39) 0.8669 (1, 0.39) 0.8969
a X +aY  (0.720, 0.280) 0.8937 (0.720, 0.280) 0.8669 (0.720, 0.280) 0.8969
B X 0.8755 0.8328 0.8688
Y 0.6931 0.6809 0.7175
X +aY (1,0.39)  0.8939  (1,042)  0.7494  (1,042)  0.9216
ar X + a2y (0.724, 0.276)  0.8939 (0.705, 0.295) 0.7496 (0.705, 0.295)  0.9218
C X 0.8696 0.8068 0.9024
Y 0.6936 0.6792 0.7198
X +aY (1, 0.39) 0.9069 (1, 0.07) 0.6796 (1, 0.48) 0.9704
X +axY  (0.724, 0.276)  0.9069 (0.931, 0.069) 0.6813 (0.675, 0.325) 0.9704

Table 1: Pancreatic cancer data set results (Example 1)

For the NPI lower and upper AUC, these observations are not removed but only their numbers are taken
into account. This is the reason why the empirical AUC is no longer always between the NPI lower and
upper AUCs. The data structures of these two scenarios are given below, for example for scenario B the

results are based on 71 cases and 41 controls while for scenario C the results are based on 62 cases and 22

controls.

From Table 1, we can see that maximizing the AUC by finding the values (a1, as) in a3 X 4+ aoY’, where

a1 + ag = 1, gives slightly higher value for AUC compared to maximizing the AUC by finding the value
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Figure 5: Lower, empirical and upper ROC curves for scenario A (Example 1)

a in X + aY. For scenarios A and B, CA19-9 has been given around 70% weight while CA125 has been
given a weight of about 30%. For scenario C, the result is quite different, with the lower AUC maximized
by assigning higher weight to CA19-9 compared to CA125, while for the optimal upper AUC more weight
is given to CA125. The optimal values for the empirical, lower and upper AUCs are close to each other in
scenario A, i.e. without LoD.

For scenario A, combining two biomarkers leads to accuracy improvement, that is larger values of (em-
pirical, lower and upper) AUC compared to the AUC values of the individual ones, this is illustrated in
Figure 5, where T = 0.72X + 0.28Y". This improvement is quite small in comparison to using CA19-9 alone,
this may be due to the fact that we have combined a good biomarker (CA19-9) with an average biomarker
(CA125).

For scenarios B and C (both with LoD) we notice that the lower AUC for combining two biomarkers
is not greater than the individual lower AUC values, while the upper AUC for combining two biomarkers
is much greater than the individual upper AUC values, in fact it is much greater than the upper AUC of
combining two biomarkers for scenario A. This is because with LoD we have fewer observations for which both
biomarkers results are available, that is we have less evidence in favour (against) of the event of interest (AUC
here) for the lower (upper) AUC. Furthermore, the imprecision is larger for scenarios B and C compared to

scenario A, as with LoD we have fewer observations in which the biomarkers results are both available.

Example 2 (DMD data set). The data set used in this example results from a study to develop screening
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Figure 6: DMD data set (Example 2)

methods to identify carriers of a rare genetic disorder. Four measurements M1, M2, M3 and M4 were
made on blood samples. The data were first discussed by Cox et al. [34] and are available from Carnegie
Mellon University Statlib Datasets Archive at ftp://rcom.univie.ac.at/mirrors/lib.stat.cmu.edu/
datasets/.index.html. There are several samples for some patients, for which the averages are considered,
and five missing values are excluded from the analysis. The remaining sample, which is used in this example,
consists of 120 observations, 82 ‘normals’ and 38 ‘carriers’. The four measurements were transformed to a
natural logarithmic scale and are displayed in Figure 6. As in the previous example, we use the standardized
values after the natural logarithmic transformation in the analysis. From the correlation matrix given below,

we see that M1 is quite strongly correlated with M3 and M4, and M3 is quite strongly correlated with M4,

yet M2 is only weakly correlated with the other measurements.

M1 M2 M3 M4
M1 (1.000 0115 0.644 0.642

Corr — M2 0115 1.000 0221 0.284 |
M3 | 0.644 0221 1.000 0.561
M4 \0.642 0.284 0.561 1.000

In this example we introduce the limits of detection as presented in Table 2, that is considering M1 with
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without LoD with LoD
Measurements L U (1970, u%) (', r ul) AUC AUC AUC | AUC Auc AUC
M1 20.5 400 (4,78,0) (0,33,5) 0.9034 0.8684 0.9082 | 0.8831 0.8684 0.9082
M2 66  106.5 (5,76,1) (0,35,3) 0.7526  0.7223 0.7640 | 0.7241 0.7220 0.7646
M3 6.8 37 (6,76,0) (0,33,5) 0.8232 0.7912 0.8310 | 0.7803 0.7912 0.8310
M4 115 347 (3,78,1) (0,34,4) 0.8789 0.8446 0.8848 | 0.8705 0.8434 0.8848

Table 2: DMD data set (Example 2)

LoD, we have 111 observations within LoD, 78 normals and 33 carriers. In this table we have calculated the
empirical, lower and upper AUC for the individual biomarkers, with and without LoD. For the case with
LoD, the empirical AUC values are calculated after discarding (removing) the observations that are below
or above the LoD for each biomarker. Obviously, the NPI lower and upper AUC values bound the empirical
AUC for the case without LoD, while this is not necessary for the case with LoD as we have discussed before.
From this table we notice that M1 has the largest accuracy (AUC), then M4 and M3, and M2 has the
smallest accuracy. From NPI perspective, as AUC,,;; > AUC 3 > AUC /2 we can say that there is a strong
indication that M1 is better than M2 and M3, and as we have AUC,,;,; > AUC,,, and AUC;; > AUCj4
we can say that there is a weak indication that M1 is better than M4, for more details about using NPI for

pairwise and multiple comparisons we refer to [35].

Measurements Gopt AUC afpt AUC ozg;,t AUC
Without LoD
a1 My + My (0.609 , 0.391) 0.9535 (0.609, 0.391) 0.9178 (0.609 , 0.391) 0.9552
ag My + aeMs (0750 , 0.250) 0.9178 (0.750 , 0.250) 0.8835 (0.750 , 0.250)  0.9209
a1 My + My (0551, 0.449) 0.9313 (0.551, 0.449) 0.8965 (0.551, 0.449) 0.9339
ay My + s M3 (0.500 , 0.500) 0.8780 (0.500 , 0.500) 0.8452 (0.500 , 0.500) 0.8826
a1 Mo 4+ My (0.306 , 0.694) 0.9095 (0.306 , 0.694) 0.8755 (0.306 , 0.694) 0.9129
a1 Ms +asMy  (0.256 , 0.744)  0.9156  (0.256 , 0.744) 0.8814 (0.256 , 0.744) 0.9188
With LoD
oMy + My (0.609 , 0.391) 0.9368 (0.499 , 0.501) 0.8576 (0.609 , 0.391) 0.9558
ar My + M3  (0.879,0.121) 0.8898 (0.581,0.419) 0.8171 (0.879,0.121) 0.9240
a1 My + My (0520, 0.480) 0.9211 (0.520, 0.480) 0.8783 (0.520 , 0.480) 0.9376
a1 Ms 4+ M3 (0.580, 0.420) 0.8248 (0.460 , 0.540) 0.7519  (0.500 , 0.500) 0.8845
a1 Mo+ asM;  (0.306, 0.604) 0.8943  (0.526 , 0.474) 0.8026 (0.340 , 0.660) 0.9203
ayMs + My (0.256 , 0.744) 0.9024 (0.493 , 0.507) 0.8455 (0.416 , 0.584) 0.9237

Table 3:

DMD data set, two measurements are combined (Example 2)

In Table 3, we combine two measurements (without and with LoD, resp.) in order to maximize the areas
under the empirical, lower and upper ROC curves. From Table 3, without LoD, it seems that combining M1
with M2 gives the largest improvement in comparison to combining M1 with M3 or M1 with M4, despite
the fact that M3 and M4 have the highest AUC alone compared to M2. However M3 and M4 are highly
correlated with M1 while M2 is uncorrelated with M1. The same holds for the results in Table 3, with LoD,
for both the empirical AUC and upper AUC, but for the lower AUC we have different results. For the lower

AUC, the largest improvement is obtained by combining M1 and M4, then the second largest by combining
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M1 with M2, this is again due to the fact that M1 and M4 have higher AUC alone and they are highly
correlated, but also to the fact that we have fewer observations with LoD, as discussed in Section 6. The
data structures for the analysis in Table 3 with LoD, are given below, e.g. considering M1 with M2, the

results are based on 103 observations within LoD, 72 normals and 31 carriers.

[0 o o [0 4 1] [0 o o [0 2 3]
s =5 72 1|, = 31 2|,SE%=16 72 o|.SB7'= 31 2|,
0o 4 o 0o 0 o 0 4 o 0o o o
[0 o o [0 2 3] [0 1 o0 [0 3 0]
sP%=1(1 76 1.8 =10 32 1.8 =6 70 ol.S% =0 30 5|,
2 2 o 0 0 o 0o 5 o 0o 0 o
[0 1 o] [0 3 o] [0 o o] [0 2 3]
SP =13 72 1|, =10 31 4|.S% =2 73 1|, =10 32 1
0 5 o 0o 0 o 1 5 o0 0o 0 o

In Table 4, we combine three measurements (without and with LoD, respectively) in order to maximize
the areas under the empirical, lower and upper ROC curves. For combining three and four markers we have
used the approach discussed at the end of Section 5. By comparing Tables 3 and 4, the case without LoD,
one can see that we gain little improvement by combining M3 or M4 with M1 and M2. On the other hand,
combining M1 with M3 and M4 leads to better improvement compared to combining M2 with M3 and M4.

The empirical, lower and upper AUCs all agreed on this.

Measurements Geopt AUC al AUC oY AUC

opt opt

Without LoD

oy My + aaMs + azMs  (0.52,0.34, 0.14) 0.9589 (0.52, 0.34, 0.14) 0.9231 (0.52, 0.34, 0.14)  0.9605

oy My + oMy + azMy  (0.54, 0.32, 0.14) 0.9589 (0.54, 0.32, 0.14) 0.9231 (0.54, 0.32, 0.14)  0.9605

oy My + aaMs + azMy  (0.31, 0.19, 0.50) 0.9336  (0.31, 0.19, 0.50) 0.8987 (0.31, 0.19, 0.50) 0.9361

oy My + asMs + azMy  (0.27,0.28, 0.45) 0.9272  (0.27, 0.28, 0.45) 0.8925 (0.27, 0.28, 0.45) 0.9299
With LoD

a1 My + oMo + azMs  (0.52, 0.34, 0.14)  0.9347 (0.50, 0.50, 0) 0.7402  (0.52, 0.34, 0.14) 0.9614

( )
o1 My + aoMsy + azM,  (0.51,0.27, 0.22)  0.9471  (0.49, 0.50, 0.01)  0.8128
o1 My + oo Ms + azM,  (0.31,0.19, 0.50)  0.9183  (0.47, 0.28, 0.25)  0.7943
o1 My + oMz + My (0.29, 0.21, 0.50)  0.9048  (0.04, 0.49, 0.47)  0.7115

)
0.51, 0.27, 0.22)  0.9657
0.31, 0.19, 0.50)  0.9435
0.27, 0.28, 0.45)  0.9416

o — —

Table 4: DMD data set, three measurements are combined (Example 2)

For the case with LoD, by comparing Tables 3 and 4, we gain more accuracy by combining M4 with M1
and M2 than with M3, for both the empirical and the upper AUC, and a small loss of accuracy for the lower
AUC (again the lower AUC is affected by having fewer observations). It does not make a big difference if
we combine M1 or M2 with M3 and M4 for both the empirical and the upper AUC, but there is a large loss

in the accuracy in terms of the lower AUC if we combine M2 instead of M1 with M3 and M4. The data
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structures for the analysis in Table 3 with LoD, are given below, e.g. considering M1, M2 and M3, the results

is based on 95 observations, 66 normals and 29 carriers.

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0o 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0

sPs%=16 66 o|.SB3'=|o0 20 2|.8B3%°=(1 70 1|.8Bi'=1]0o 30 1|,
0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 4 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0
0 0 o 0 0 o 0 0 o 0 0 o
0 o o] [0 o 3] [0 o o] [0 o o]
0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 3

sha®=1o 71 1|.SBit=1o 30 1|.sB°=2 67 1|.S8a'=]0o 29 1
1 5 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0
0 0 o 0 0 o 0 0 o 0 0 o

U _

Finally, if we combine all 4 measurements, in the case without LoD, we have &,y = ok opt =

pt = &

(0.52,0.31,0.08,0.09) where AUC = 0.9621, AUC = 0.9262 and AUC = 0.9635. That is about 83% of the
weight is given to the first and the second measurements (52% for M1 and 31% for M2), and M3 and M4 are
almost neglected. For the case with LoD (as shown from the data structure given below, the result is based
on 93 observations, 65 normals and 28 carriers) we have &, = (0.45,0.27,0.04,0.24) and AUC = 0.9451,
al =1(0.49,0.5,0,0.01) and AUC = 0.7105, o5, = (0.45,0.27,0.04,0.24) and AUC = 0.9691. In this case,
in order to maximize the NPI lower AUC, M1 and M2 are given almost the same weights (around 50% each)
while M3 and M4 are almost totally neglected. The empirical and the upper AUC still gave more weight to
M1 (45%) but they also assigned M2 and M4 almost similar weights (27% and 24%, resp.), while M3 is still

neglected.
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One can see from Table 4, the case without LoD, and the results above, that if we add M4, the empirical,
and upper AUCs become larger, so we improved the accuracy by combining all markers together. On the
other hand, for the case with LoD, we observed a similar behaviour as in Example 1, namely that the
empirical and the upper AUC improved by combining all markers together, but the lower AUC decreases
which reflects that we have less evidence in favour of the event of interest, of course due to having fewer

observations.

8 Concluding remarks

In this paper the NPI approach is presented for best linear combination of biomarkers subject to limits of
detection. We also showed how NPI can be used to combine biomarkers when all the data are available (i.e.
without limits of detection). NPI provides an attractive approach to quantify uncertainty without discarding
the unobserved measurements (that are below or above limits of detection) or the need for replacement
strategies and their drawbacks [8]. In NPI only the number of the unobserved measurements are taking into
account and the uncertainty is quantified via lower and upper probabilities to provide a statement about the
future observations.

While there are some issues regarding classical methods with regard to when combining biomarkers
will actually improve the accuracy [29], the proposed method, as shown in the simulation study, with the
restrictions on the coefficients of the linear combination, can help to draw a conclusion on when combining
biomarkers will improve diagnostic accuracy. The best scenario is achieved by combining good (high AUC
values) uncorrelated biomarkers, and the worst scenario is obtained when a good biomarker is combined with
a highly correlated useless biomarker. Therefore, from practical perspective, if one chooses the AUC as the
objective function to maximize, it will be more informative and computationally efficient to use restriction

on the parameters. And when selecting a set of biomarkers to combine, one should take the correlation
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between these biomarkers into account as mentioned earlier.

NPI typically leads to lower and upper probabilities for events of interest, which are based on Hills
assumption A(,) and have strong properties from frequentist statistics perspective. As events of interest are
explicitly about a future observation, or a function of such an observation, NPI is indeed explicitly about
prediction. The NPI lower and upper probabilities have a frequentist interpretation that could be regarded
as confidence statements related to repeated application of the same procedure. From this perspective,
corresponding lower and upper probabilities can be interpreted as bounds for the confidence level for the
event of interest. However, the method does not provide prediction intervals in the classical sense, as e.g.
appear in frequentist regression methods. Those tend to relate to confidence intervals for model parameter
estimates combined with variability included in the model, in NPI no variability is explicitly included in a
model and there are clearly no parameters to be estimated.

The proposed method can be extended in many ways, for example, one can consider other objective
functions to optimize instead of the AUC, for example by building a risk score function [2], to accommodate
other factors such as costs or risk to patients, etc. We may also want to consider other ways of combining
the tests, e.g. by using copulas to capture the dependence of these biomarkers. Some initial results of using
NPI for combining two biomarkers via copula have been presented by Muhammad [36]. Generalizing the
proposed NPI method to three-group ROC surface and the volume under the surface [24, 37] is an interesting
topic for future research. NPI lower and upper bounds for the well-known Youden index [38, 39] have been
introduced for both two-group ROC and three-group ROC analysis [23, 24]. Full investigation of using NPI
for selecting the optimal cut-off points in the case of limits of detection [40] is of also of interest and left for

future research.
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Appendix

Al. Proof of Theorem 3

In this section we derive the lower and upper probabilities for the event T o+l < Tn1 11, which is equivalent

to finding the lower and upper probabilities for the event a1X20+1 + Y o1 < a1Xn1+1 + agY,} L1

1
Tt

P :P(T1(1)0+1 <Tp 1) ZP(TSOH <Tp 11, Thy41 € (t%i)at%i—i-l)))
i=0

"‘P(TSOH < T11+17X$1+1 € (_OO7LI)7Y7L11+1 € (o0, Ly)) + P(Tooﬂ < Tn1+1vX7111+1 € (_007Lz)>Yn11+1 € (Ly,Uy))
+P(T30+1 <T 1+17X71L1+1 € (—oo,Lx),Yan_l € (Uy,)) + P(Tno-i-l < T7L1+1’X’I1Ll+1 € (anUx)vYnllﬂ € (—o0, Ly))
+P(Ta(z)o+1 < T11+17Xn1+1 € (anU ) n1+1 € (vaoo)) +P(T7(1)0+1 < T711+17X11+1 € (UI,OO)7Y11+1 € ( OovLy))

+P(T30+1 < T11+17Xn1+1 € (Ux,oo),Ynlﬁl € (Ly,Uy)) +P(Tn0+1 < Tn1+1aX71L1+1 € (vaoo)vyl +1 € (Uy,00)).

The NPI lower probability for the event T)) ., < T} |, is obtained as follows:

1
T nl nl nl nl nl
P> P TO <t P TO < 1l Ir lu rl ul
12—% Tt (l)) 1+1 + P(Tnpr < —0) ni+1 m+1 n+1 ni+1 ni+1
0 ; 0 n,, 0 n,,
+P(Tn0+1 < a1Lg 4+ asU, ) 1 +P(Tn0+1 <a1U$+a2Ly)n1+1 +P(Tn0+1 <a1Uw+a2Uy)n1+1
r%w 1

7+P(T,’?0+1 <041Lw+042Uy)n1t:1
1 nl
n+1+P( n0+1<a1U +O¢2U) UL

0
+P(T0 41 < arU, + azLy) g

The above inequality follows by putting all probability masses for T, n 41, according to the M-functions
in Definition 1, corresponding to the intervals (t%l.)7 t(1i+1)) (i=0,..,7%), (—o0o,a1Ly + asLy), (—oo, a1 Ly +
asUy), (—oo,a1U, + aoLy),(cn Ly + aUy, 00), (a1Uy + aoLy, 00), (aqUy + agUy, 00) and (—o0,00) to the
left-end points of these intervals. The next step in the proof is divided into four parts, I, Is, Is and I4. The
following inequalities (in I, I, I3 and 1) follow by putting all probability masses for 7, +1 corresponding to
the intervals (t?j),t?jﬂ)) (1=0,...,7%), (—00, 1 Ly+asLy), (—00, a1 Ly+asUy), (—o0, a1Us+asLy), (g L+

asUy, 00), (a1Uy + agLy, 00), (anU, + a2U,, 00) and (—o0, 00) to the right-end points of these intervals.
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Iy =P(T) ,; < o1L, +a2U) +1
nl 0
>n1+]_ l{alL +042L <ail, +042U}

0
1 + l{alL —‘rOlgU < ail, +012U }

—‘r]_{OélU +042L < ayL, +062U}

+ 1
rT 1 1
—|— Z 1{t (j+1) < a1L, —‘rOtQU } 1
nY n? nY nd nd 1
1 < Lz U. lu U ul ur uu
+{OO a Tt y}<n0+1 n0+1+n0+1+n0+1+n0+1+n0+1)
-1
n, 0 < 0
= oy 1{on U, L, <ol U, 1{¢ < a1l U,
(1 + Dno + 1) ny + H{o Uy + a2 a1Ly + Uy tny + jgo { J+1 a1L, + axUy}
1
I3 :P(Tn0+1 < a U, + OZQL ) + 1
nl 0 U
> l{OélL + OLQL <oU; + OéQLy} + l{alL + OZQU <onU, + O[QLy}
ny+1 —|— 1
O rT—l 1
+1{041U + OLQLy <o U, + OéQLy} + 1 + Z 1{t(3+1) < a U + OéQLy} o]
nO n() () TLO ,n() 1
1 < U L lu U ul ur uu
+{OO Vs + oz y}<n0+1 n0+1+n0+1+n0+1+n0+1+n0+1>
1 7‘%—1
_ w njy + Har Lo + azlUy < anUs + azLydnf + D 1t ) < erUs +azLy}
(1 +1)(no +1) =

31




1

I4—P( n0+1<041U +Ol2U) "

+ 1
nl O 0
>__uv l{alL +042L < o Uy +Ck2U } +1{OZ1L +0Z2U < a1Uy +OZ2U }
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then the lower probability can be written as (P =11 + Iy + I + 1)
1 0_1
1 s s
i=1 =0
_ o1 -
n, 0 0 N 0
+m ny + 1{0&1U$ + oLy < 1Ly + OZQUy}TLT.l + Z l{t(j+1) < oL, + OéQUy}
1 0 I iz ]
- o Z
My 0 0 S 0
+m ny; + 1{@1[/1 + Uy < U + agLy}nlr + Z l{t(j+1) <aoU, + agLy}
=0

1
m

0 0 0 0
+(n1 + 1)(710 + 1) [nll + Ny + Ny + nrr] .

And the NPI upper probability for the event T 1 < T} +1 is obtained as follows:

TT
1 nl nl nl nl 1

n
P<P TO < lu U ul ur uu P <t
< B( o+l o) n1+1+n1+1 n—+1 n1+1 m+1 n+1 +Z "'H (’))nl—i—l

1 1 1

0 L 0 n 0
+ P(Tno+1 < ale + a2Ly)’I’L1 1 + P(Tn0+1 < Clem + a2Uy)n1 _:: 1 + P(TnOJrl < O[le + O[QLy)nl :_ 1

The above inequality follows by putting all probability masses for T, +1’ according to the M-functions in
Definition 1, corresponding to the intervals (t%i)7t%i+1)) (i =0,..,7%), (—oo,a1Ly + azLy), (—oo, 1L, +
asUy), (=00, aqUz+asLy),(a1 Ly+asUy, 00), (1Uz+as Ly, o), (@1Uz+asU,, 00) and (—oo, 00) to the right-
end points of these intervals. The next step in the proof is divided into five parts, Ji, J2, J3, J4 and Js. The

following inequalities (in Iy, I, I3 and 1) follow by putting all probability masses for 7, +1 corresponding to

32



the intervals (t?j),t?jﬂ)) (j=0,...,7%), (00, a1 Ly+asLy), (—00, a1 Ly+asUy), (—00, a1 Uz +azLy), (a1 L+

Uy, 0), (a1Uy + aa Ly, 00), (a1Uy + axUy, 00) and (—oo, 00) to the left-end points of these intervals.
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then the upper probability can be written as (P = J; + Jo + J3 + Jy + J5)

Wl tl [ nh o ] [BeBon
P= + + -
np+1 n+1 ni+1 ni+1 ng+1 no+1
A no, 1
+an+ {1 Ly + anU, <t} )} -+ YUz + ool <t(l +Zl{tm <t()} 7
i=1
nt. no
+ 77,17 l{Ole + OZQL < oa1L, + OAQU } + Z l{t(J) < oL, + O[QU } 1
no,
+ " l{alL + OZQU <o U, + OZQLy} + Z 1{t(J) <oU,; + OQLy} |

A2. Data structure for combining three and four biomarkers

If one wants to combine three biomarkers, say 1,41 = a121 p+1+ @222 541 +0323 py1, then the two matrices
Q1 and Q will be of order (r$ +27) x (rk +27). The vector M P with the M-functions as in Definition 1,

can be defined using the following data structure,

q..1 q..nr q.u
quu. Nuul Nuur Nuuu
qur. Naurl Nurr Nuru
qul. Nyl Nulr Nulu
qru. Nyl Npur Nruu

S = )
qrr. Noyrl Noyrrr Nrru
qri. Nyl Nrir Nyl
qlu. Niul Niur Niuu
qir. Nirl Nirr Niru
qul. nu niir 2N
where
Ly = qu. + qur. + quu., Ly = qu. + qr1. + quu, l.g = q.u,

Tzy = qri. + qrr. + qru., Tz = (qir. + qrr. + qur., Tz3 = (q..r,
Uzy = Qul. + Qur. + Quu., Uzo = Qlu. + Gru. + Quu., Uzz = (G .u-
If one wants to combine four biomarkers, say T,,+1 = o121 p41+ @222 i1 + 323 py1 + @42y 11, then the

two matrices Q1 and Qp will be of order (r% + 81) x (rk + 81). The vector MP, with M-functions as in

35



Definition 1, can be defined using the following data structure,

qr..1 ql..r ql.u qr..1 qr..r qr..u qu..1l qu..r qu..u
q.uu. Niuul Niuur Niwuu Nruul Nruur Nruuuw Nuuul Nuuur Nuuuun
q.ur. Niurl Niwrr Niuru Nyrurl Nyrurr Nruru Nuurl Nuurr Nuuru
q.ul. Niull Niulr Niulu Trull Nrulr Nrulu Nyull Nuyulr Nuulu
q.ru. Nirul Nirur Niruu Nrrul Nrrur Nrruu Nurul Nurur Nuruu
S= 5
q.rr. Nirrl Nirrr Nirru Nyrrl Nrrrr Nrrru Nurrl Nurrr Nurru
q.ri. Nirll Nirlr Niriu Nrril Nyprlr Nyriu Nurll Nurlr Nurlu
q.lu. Nilul Niiur Niluu Nriul Nylur Nrluu Nulul Nulur Nuluu
q.ir. Nirl Nirr Nilru Nrirl Nylrr Nyiru Naylrl Noylrr Nulru
q.u. nun N Nl Nl Norllr Nrllu Lz Nullr Nullu
where
o=q..0+q.r+aq. ., lzo = qu. + qir. + Qiu., lzs =qu. +qr. + qu, Ly =q.0+ .0+ qu.i,

Tz = Qqr..1 + qr..r + qr..u, Tzo = q.rl. + q.rr. + q.ru., Tz3 = q.1r. + q.rr. + q.ur., Tzyg = Qql..1r + qr..r + qu..r,

Uz = Gu..l + qu..r + Qu..u; Uzg = q.ul. + q.ur. + q.uu., Uzz = q.lu. + q.ru. + q.uu. Uzy = ql..u + qr..u + Qu..u-

A3. Simulation results, Section 6.2
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iz w, ~— AUC, AUC, Gopt AUC al, AUC al, AUC
no=n1 =50, p=0
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.505 0.495 0.655 | 0.506 0.494 0.630 | 0.506 0.494 0.669
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.680 0.320 0.729 | 0.680 0.320 0.701 | 0.681 0.319 0.740
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.499 0.501 0.779 | 0.500 0.500 0.748 | 0.500 0.500 0.787
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.775 0.225 0.816 | 0.777 0.223 0.785 | 0.775 0.225 0.823
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.622 0.378 0.845 | 0.623 0.377 0.812 | 0.624 0.376  0.851
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.500 0.500 0.887 | 0.501 0.499 0.853 | 0.500 0.500 0.892
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 0.837 0.163 0.908 | 0.837 0.163 0.872 | 0.837 0.163 0.911
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.719 0.281 0.920 | 0.720 0.280 0.884 | 0.721 0.279 0.923
1.812 1.190 0.9 0.8 0.610 0.390 0.940 | 0.610 0.390 0.904 | 0.610 0.390 0.943
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.504 0.496 0.967 | 0.505 0.495 0.930 | 0.505 0.495 0.968
nog =n1 =50, p=0.5
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.500 0.500 0.630 | 0.502 0.498 0.606 | 0.502 0.498 0.645
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.866 0.340 0.705 | 0.866 0.134 0.678 | 0.867 0.133 0.716
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.504 0.496 0.737 | 0.504 0.496 0.708 | 0.505 0.495 0.747
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.974 0.026 0.800 | 0.974 0.026 0.769 | 0.974 0.026 0.808
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.818 0.182 0.808 | 0.820 0.180 0.776 | 0.820 0.180 0.815
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.504 0.496 0.840 | 0.507 0.493 0.807 | 0.506 0.494 0.846
1.812  0.358 0.9 0.6 0.994 0.006 0.899 | 0.995 0.005 0.864 | 0.995 0.005 0.903
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.959 0.041 0.900 | 0.961 0.039 0.865 | 0.960 0.040 0.904
1.812 1.190 0.9 0.8 0.805 0.195 0.907 | 0.806 0.194 0.872 | 0.807 0.193 0.910
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.504 0.496 0.933 | 0.507 0.493 0.897 | 0.507 0.493 0.936
no =n1 = 50, p =0.75
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.505 0.495 0.620 | 0.506 0.494 0.596 | 0.506 0.494 0.634
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.960 0.040 0.700 | 0.960 0.040 0.673 | 0.961 0.039 0.711
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.502 0.498 0.721 | 0.505 0.495 0.693 | 0.503 0.497 0.732
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.997 0.003 0.799 | 0.998 0.002 0.768 | 0.998 0.002 0.807
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.952 0.048 0.800 | 0.954 0.046 0.769 | 0.954 0.046 0.808
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.503 0.497 0.822 | 0.503 0.497 0.790 | 0.504 0.496 0.828
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 1.000 0.000 0.899 | 1.000 0.000 0.864 | 1.000 0.000 0.903
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.997 0.003 0.899 | 0.998 0.002 0.864 | 0.998 0.002 0.903
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.960 0.040 0.900 | 0.963 0.037 0.865 | 0.963 0.037 0.904
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.509 0.491 0918 | 0.515 0.485 0.882 | 0.514 0.486 0.921
no =n1 =100, p =0
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.494 0.506 0.647 | 0.494 0.506 0.634 | 0.494 0.506 0.654
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.678 0.322 0.724 | 0.678 0.322 0.709 | 0.678 0.322 0.729
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.498 0.502 0.774 | 0.498 0.502 0.759 | 0.497 0.503 0.779
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.772 0.228 0.812 | 0.773 0.227 0.796 | 0.772 0.228 0.816
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.617 0.383 0.841 | 0.617 0.383 0.825 | 0.617 0.383 0.845
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.498 0.502 0.885 | 0.498 0.502 0.868 | 0.498 0.502 0.887
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 0.839 0.161 0.905 | 0.840 0.160 0.888 | 0.840 0.160 0.907
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.711 0.289 0918 | 0.711 0.289 0.900 | 0.711 0.289  0.920
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.604 0.396 0.939 | 0.603 0.397 0.920 | 0.604 0.396 0.940
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.499 0.501 0.966 | 0.499 0.501 0.947 | 0.499 0.501 0.967
no = n1 = 100, p = 0.5
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.510 0.490 0.622 | 0.511 0.489 0.609 | 0.511 0.489 0.629
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.916 0.084 0.702 | 0.916 0.084 0.688 | 0.916 0.084 0.707
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.508 0.492 0.731 | 0.508 0.492 0.716 | 0.508 0.492 0.736
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.991 0.009 0.799 | 0.991 0.009 0.784 | 0.992 0.008 0.803
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.841 0.159 0.804 | 0.841 0.159 0.789 | 0.840 0.160 0.808
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.504 0.496 0.836 | 0.504 0.496 0.820 | 0.505 0.495 0.839
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 0.999 0.001 0.899 | 0.999 0.001 0.882 | 0.999 0.001 0.901
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.980 0.020 0.900 | 0.980 0.020 0.882 | 0.980 0.020 0.902
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.817 0.183 0.905 | 0.817 0.183 0.887 | 0.817 0.183 0.907
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.504 0.496 0.931 | 0.505 0.495 0.913 | 0.504 0.496 0.933
nog =mn1p = 100, p = 0.75
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.492 0.508 0.613 | 0.492 0.508 0.600 | 0.491 0.509 0.620
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.989 0.011 0.698 | 0.989 0.011 0.684 | 0.989 0.011 0.704
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.493 0.507 0.716 | 0.494 0.506 0.702 | 0.494 0.506 0.722
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 1.000 0.000 0.798 | 1.000 0.000 0.782 | 1.000 0.000 0.802
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.981 0.019 0.798 | 0.981 0.019 0.783 | 0.981 0.019 0.802
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.492 0.508 0.818 | 0.493 0.507 0.802 | 0.492 0.508 0.821
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 1.000 0.000 0.899 | 1.000 0.000 0.881 | 1.000 0.000 0.901
1.812  0.742 0.9 0.7 0.999 0.001 0.899 | 0.999 0.001 0.881 | 0.999 0.001 0.901
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.981 0.019 0.899 | 0.981 0.019 0.881 | 0.980 0.020 0.901
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.496 0.504 0.916 | 0.496 0.504 0.898 | 0.497 0.503 0.917

Table 5: Simulated data example, Bivariate normal distribution, without LoD
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iz w, ~— AUC, AUC, Gopt AUC al, AUC al, AUC
no=n1 =50, p=0
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.510 0.490 0.628 | 0.506 0.494 0.439 | 0.506 0.494 0.783
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.667 0.333 0.681 | 0.613 0.387 0.499 | 0.678 0.322 0.829
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.505 0.495 0.719 | 0.502 0.498 0.550 | 0.503 0.497 0.857
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.773 0.227 0.759 | 0.623 0.377 0.570 | 0.776 0.224 0.884
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.635 0.365 0.783 | 0.548 0.452 0.616 | 0.641 0.359 0.897
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.504 0.496 0.826 | 0.501 0.499 0.673 | 0.501 0.499 0.921
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 0.825 0.175 0.865 | 0.575 0.425 0.646 | 0.835 0.165 0.942
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.729 0.271 0.876 | 0.530 0.470 0.691 | 0.738 0.262  0.947
1.812 1.190 0.9 0.8 0.620 0.380 0.897 | 0.510 0.490 0.741 | 0.624 0.376  0.957
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.503 0.497 0.937 | 0.502 0.498 0.797 | 0.506 0.494 0.974
nog =n1 =50, p=0.5
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.518 0.482 0.604 | 0.497 0.503 0.465 | 0.509 0.491 0.742
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.807 0.193 0.658 | 0.739 0.261 0.525 | 0.821 0.179 0.795
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.505 0.495 0.672 | 0.498 0.502 0.563 | 0.501 0.499 0.812
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.936 0.064 0.748 | 0.799 0.201 0.600 | 0.935 0.065 0.867
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.802 0.198 0.740 | 0.633 0.367 0.628 | 0.801 0.199 0.863
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.514 0.486 0.763 | 0.503 0.497 0.675 | 0.508 0.492 0.879
1.812  0.358 0.9 0.6 0.976 0.024 0.868 | 0.759 0.241 0.674 | 0.974 0.026 0.938
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.935 0.065 0.856 | 0.640 0.360 0.704 | 0.933 0.067 0.932
1.812 1.190 0.9 0.8 0.801 0.199 0.851 | 0.557 0.443 0.744 | 0.799 0.201  0.929
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.506 0.494 0.881 | 0.501 0.499 0.797 | 0.506 0.494 0.944
no =n1 = 50, p =0.75
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.503 0.497 0.593 | 0.514 0.486 0.493 | 0.507 0.493 0.712
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.926 0.074 0.661 | 0.857 0.143 0.562 | 0.923 0.077 0.778
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.508 0.492 0.660 | 0.506 0.494 0.590 | 0.503 0.497 0.785
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.992 0.008 0.770 | 0.927 0.073 0.643 | 0.990 0.010 0.865
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.931 0.069 0.742 | 0.749 0.251 0.658 | 0.919 0.081 0.850
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.504 0.496 0.746 | 0.505 0.495 0.696 | 0.496 0.504 0.856
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 0.999 0.001 0.894 | 0917 0.083 0.717 | 0.998 0.002 0.945
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.993 0.007 0.873 | 0.799 0.201 0.737 | 0.992 0.008 0.934
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.948 0.052 0.851 | 0.628 0.372 0.765 | 0.940 0.060 0.922
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.510 0.490 0.862 | 0.504 0.496 0.812 | 0.514 0.486 0.929
no =n1 =100, p =0
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.490 0.510 0.613 | 0.498 0.502 0.439 | 0.497 0.503 0.771
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.681 0.319 0.669 | 0.611 0.389 0.503 | 0.684 0.316 0.821
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.499 0.501 0.708 | 0.503 0.497 0.556 | 0.501 0.499 0.849
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.774 0.226 0.752 | 0.608 0.392 0.557 | 0.776 0.224  0.879
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.625 0.375 0.774 | 0.542 0.458 0.625 | 0.628 0.372 0.892
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.506 0.494 0.818 | 0.501 0.499 0.684 | 0.501 0.499 0.917
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 0.834 0.166 0.861 | 0.565 0.435 0.655 | 0.838 0.162 0.940
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.723 0.277 0.871 | 0.524 0.476 0.702 | 0.726 0.274 0.944
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.613 0.387 0.893 | 0.504 0.496 0.755 | 0.615 0.385 0.954
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.502 0.498 0.934 | 0.502 0.498 0.812 | 0.502 0.498 0.972
no = n1 = 100, p = 0.5
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.505 0.495 0.589 | 0.503 0.497 0.465 | 0.505 0.495 0.727
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.861 0.139 0.648 | 0.756 0.244 0.532 | 0.862 0.138 0.787
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.494 0.506 0.663 | 0.499 0.501 0.569 | 0.505 0.495 0.802
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.969 0.031 0.745 | 0.805 0.195 0.609 | 0.965 0.035 0.862
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.822 0.178 0.734 | 0.621 0.379 0.637 | 0.810 0.190 0.857
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.499 0.501 0.757 | 0.501 0.499 0.686 | 0.502 0.498 0.872
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 0.993 0.007 0.867 | 0.761 0.239 0.685 | 0.992 0.008 0.937
1.812 0.742 0.9 0.7 0.962 0.038 0.855 | 0.626 0.374 0.716 | 0.959 0.041 0.930
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.809 0.191 0.848 | 0.551 0.449 0.757 | 0.802 0.198 0.926
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.503 0.497 0.877 | 0.500 0.500 0.812 | 0.503 0.497 0.941
nog =mn1p = 100, p = 0.75
0.358  0.358 0.6 0.6 0.486 0.514 0.580 | 0.503 0.497 0.496 | 0.496 0.504 0.696
0.742  0.358 0.7 0.6 0.973 0.027 0.656 | 0.894 0.106 0.570 | 0.965 0.035 0.770
0.742  0.742 0.7 0.7 0.494 0.506 0.650 | 0.498 0.502 0.596 | 0.490 0.510 0.774
1.190 0.358 0.8 0.6 0.998 0.002 0.768 | 0.958 0.042 0.656 | 0.997 0.003 0.860
1.190 0.742 0.8 0.7 0.965 0.035 0.738 | 0.746 0.254 0.668 | 0.951 0.049 0.843
1.190 1.190 0.8 0.8 0.503 0.497 0.740 | 0.498 0.502 0.707 | 0.496 0.504 0.849
1.812 0.358 0.9 0.6 1.000 0.000 0.895 | 0.952 0.048 0.732 | 1.000 0.000 0.944
1.812  0.742 0.9 0.7 0.998 0.002 0.872 | 0.805 0.195 0.751 | 0.998 0.002 0.932
1.812  1.190 0.9 0.8 0.972 0.028 0.849 | 0.612 0.388 0.778 | 0.965 0.035 0.919
1.812 1.812 0.9 0.9 0.498 0.502 0.858 | 0.499 0.501 0.827 | 0.500 0.500 0.925

Table 6: Simulated data example, Bivariate normal distribution, with LoD 10%
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0 BY  AUC. AUC, Gropt AUC al, AUC al, AUC
no=n1 =50, p=0
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.516 0.484 0.663 | 0.518 0.482 0.638 | 0.518 0.482 0.676
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.725 0.275 0.739 | 0.726 0.274 0.710 | 0.726  0.274 0.749
0.429  0.429 0.7 0.7 0.509 0.491 0.791 | 0.510 0.490 0.761 | 0.510 0.490 0.799
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.850 0.150 0.824 | 0.851 0.149 0.792 | 0.851 0.149 0.831
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.692 0.308 0.857 | 0.694 0.306 0.824 | 0.694 0.306 0.863
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.507 0.493 0.900 | 0.510 0.490 0.865 | 0.510 0.490 0.904
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.936 0.064 0912 | 0.937 0.063 0.877 | 0.937 0.063 0.916
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.856 0.144 0.928 | 0.858 0.142 0.892 | 0.858 0.142 0.931
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.731 0.269 0.949 | 0.733 0.267 0.912 | 0.733 0.267 0.951
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.511 0.489 0973 | 0.514 0.486 0.936 | 0.514 0.486 0.974
nog =n1 =50, p=0.5
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.514 0.48 0.635 | 0.516 0.484 0.611 | 0.515 0.485 0.649
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.857 0.143 0.709 | 0.856 0.144 0.682 | 0.858 0.142 0.721
0.429 0.429 0.7 0.7 0.511 0.489 0.746 | 0.512 0.488 0.717 | 0.512 0.488 0.756
0.250 0.667 0.8 0.6 0.970 0.030 0.802 | 0971 0.029 0.771 | 0.971 0.029 0.810
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.814 0.186 0.815 | 0.815 0.185 0.783 | 0.816 0.184 0.822
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.514 0.48 0.851 | 0.516 0.484 0.818 | 0.516 0.484 0.857
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.995 0.005 0.900 | 0.995 0.005 0.865 | 0.995 0.005 0.904
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.962 0.038 0.903 | 0.963 0.037 0.868 | 0.964 0.036 0.907
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.832 0.168 0.914 | 0.836 0.164 0.879 | 0.836 0.164 0.917
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.518 0.482 0.942 | 0.523 0.477 0.905 | 0.523 0.477 0.944
no =n1 = 50, p =0.75
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.517 0.483 0.622 | 0.517 0.483 0.598 | 0.518 0.482 0.637
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.955 0.045 0.702 | 0.956 0.044 0.674 | 0.956 0.044 0.713
0.429 0.429 0.7 0.7 0.507 0.493 0.726 | 0.509 0.491 0.698 | 0.509 0.491 0.737
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.997 0.003 0.800 | 0.997 0.003 0.769 | 0.997 0.003 0.807
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.935 0.065 0.802 | 0.937 0.063 0.771 | 0.937 0.063 0.810
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.519 0.481 0.828 | 0.522 0.478 0.796 | 0.521 0.479 0.835
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 1.0 0.0 0.9 1.000 0.000 0.865 | 1.000 0.000 0.903
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.996 0.004 0.900 | 0.997 0.003 0.865 | 0.997 0.003 0.904
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.944 0.056 0.902 | 0.946 0.054 0.867 | 0.947 0.053 0.906
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.514 0.48 0.923 | 0.520 0.480 0.888 | 0.521 0.479 0.926
no =n1 =100, p =0
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.507 0.493 0.655 | 0.508 0.492 0.642 | 0.508 0.492 0.661
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.732 0.268 0.733 | 0.732 0.268 0.718 | 0.732 0.268 0.738
0.429 0.429 0.7 0.7 0.503 0.497 0.787 | 0.503 0.497 0.772 | 0.503 0.497 0.791
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.857 0.143 0.820 | 0.857 0.143 0.804 | 0.857 0.143 0.823
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.689 0.311 0.854 | 0.689 0.311 0.837 | 0.689 0.311 0.857
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.503 0.497 0.898 | 0.503 0.497 0.880 | 0.503 0.497  0.900
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.939 0.061 0.910 | 0.939 0.061 0.892 | 0.939 0.061 0.912
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.854 0.146 0.926 | 0.854 0.146 0.908 | 0.854 0.146 0.928
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.724 0.276 0.948 | 0.725 0.275 0.929 | 0.725 0.275 0.949
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.507 0.493 0973 | 0.509 0.491 0.954 | 0.509 0.491 0.974
no = n1 = 100, p = 0.5
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.508 0.492 0.628 | 0.508 0.492 0.615 | 0.508 0.492 0.635
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.891 0.109 0.705 | 0.892 0.108 0.691 | 0.891 0.109 0.711
0.429  0.429 0.7 0.7 0.507 0.493 0.741 | 0.507 0.493 0.727 | 0.507 0.493 0.746
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.984 0.016 0.801 | 0.984 0.016 0.785 | 0.984 0.016 0.805
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.826 0.174 0.812 | 0.826 0.174 0.796 | 0.826 0.174 0.815
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.505 0.495 0.849 | 0.505 0.495 0.832 | 0.504 0.496 0.852
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.998 0.002 0.900 | 0.998 0.002 0.882 | 0.998 0.002 0.902
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.971 0.029 0.902 | 0972 0.028 0.884 | 0.972 0.028 0.904
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.832 0.168 0.913 | 0.833 0.167 0.895 | 0.833 0.167 0.914
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.511 0.489 0.942 | 0.512 0.488 0.923 | 0.512 0.488 0.943
nog =mn1p = 100, p = 0.75
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.507 0.493 0.616 | 0.507 0.493 0.604 | 0.507 0.493 0.624
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.983 0.017 0.700 | 0.984 0.016 0.686 | 0.984 0.016 0.706
0.429  0.429 0.7 0.7 0.505 0.495 0.722 | 0.505 0.495 0.708 | 0.505 0.495 0.727
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 1.0 0.0 0.8 1.000 0.000 0.784 | 1.000 0.000 0.804
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.962 0.038 0.801 | 0.963 0.037 0.785 | 0.962 0.038 0.805
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.502 0.498 0.826 | 0.502 0.498 0.809 | 0.503 0.497 0.829
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 1.0 0.0 0.9 1.000 0.000 0.882 | 1.000 0.000 0.902
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.999 0.001 0.900 | 0.999 0.001 0.882 | 0.999 0.001 0.902
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.959 0.041 0.901 | 0.959 0.041 0.884 | 0.960 0.040 0.903
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.511 0.489 0.923 | 0.513 0.487 0.905 | 0.512 0.488 0.924

Table 7: Simulated data example, Bigamma distribution, without LoD
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0 BY  AUC. AUC, Gropt AUC al, AUC al, AUC
no=n1 =50, p=0
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.502 0.498 0.609 | 0.503 0.497 0.445 | 0.501 0.499 0.777
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.726 0.274 0.669 | 0.679 0.321 0.510 | 0.719 0.281  0.829
0.429  0.429 0.7 0.7 0.501 0.499 0.712 | 0.503 0.497 0.564 | 0.502 0.498 0.862
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.852 0.148 0.765 | 0.773 0.227 0.582 | 0.834 0.166 0.886
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.697 0.303 0.791 | 0.665 0.335 0.627 | 0.677 0.323 0.906
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.503 0.497 0.843 | 0.506 0.494 0.671 | 0.505 0.495 0.934
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.932 0.068 0.883 | 0.859 0.141 0.655 | 0.922 0.078 0.944
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.856 0.144 0.895 | 0.812 0.188 0.695 | 0.842 0.158 0.953
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.727 0.273 0920 | 0.774 0.226 0.726 | 0.718 0.282  0.967
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.508 0.492 0.959 | 0.507 0.493 0.749 | 0.512 0.488 0.983
nog =n1 =50, p=0.5
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.523 0.477 0.599 | 0.522 0.478 0.471 | 0.526 0.474 0.746
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.826 0.174 0.659 | 0.779 0.221 0.535 | 0.818 0.182 0.802
0.429 0.429 0.7 0.7 0.515 0.485 0.680 | 0.520 0.480 0.576 | 0.514 0.486 0.824
0.250 0.667 0.8 0.6 0.949 0.051 0.762 | 0.868 0.132 0.608 | 0.927 0.073 0.869
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.808 0.192 0.761 | 0.728 0.272 0.641 | 0.774 0.226 0.874
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.516 0.484 0.795 | 0.519 0.481 0.682 | 0.514 0.486 0.899
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.987 0.013 0.886 | 0.919 0.081 0.682 | 0.975 0.025 0.938
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.952 0.048 0.879 | 0.857 0.143 0.715 | 0.929 0.071 0.937
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.831 0.169 0.884 | 0.790 0.210 0.743 | 0.803 0.197 0.943
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.520 0.480 0.921 | 0.525 0.475 0.772 | 0.523 0.477 0.962
no =n1 = 50, p =0.75
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.521 0.479 0.589 | 0.522 0.478 0.499 | 0.525 0.475 0.714
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.927 0.073 0.661 | 0.870 0.130 0.569 | 0.911 0.089 0.781
0.429 0.429 0.7 0.7 0.507 0.493 0.664 | 0.515 0.485 0.599 | 0.520 0.480 0.793
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.992 0.008 0.780 | 0.941 0.059 0.648 | 0.978 0.022 0.864
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.920 0.080 0.756 | 0.812 0.188 0.668 | 0.876 0.124 0.855
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.521 0479 0.773 | 0.512 0.488 0.704 | 0.514 0.486 0.872
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.999 0.001 0.906 | 0.959 0.041 0.724 | 0.994 0.006 0.941
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.992 0.008 0.889 | 0.91 0.09 0.75 | 0.980 0.020 0.933
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.932 0.068 0.877 | 0.840 0.160 0.773 | 0.897 0.103  0.929
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.522 0.478 0.900 | 0.521 0.479 0.799 | 0.523 0.477 0.945
no =n1 =100, p =0
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.502 0.498 0.609 | 0.503 0.497 0.445 | 0.501 0.499 0.777
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.726 0.274 0.669 | 0.679 0.321 0.510 | 0.719 0.281  0.829
0.429 0.429 0.7 0.7 0.501 0.499 0.712 | 0.503 0.497 0.564 | 0.502 0.498 0.862
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.852 0.148 0.765 | 0.773 0.227 0.582 | 0.834 0.166 0.886
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.697 0.303 0.791 | 0.665 0.335 0.627 | 0.677 0.323 0.906
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.503 0.497 0.843 | 0.506 0.494 0.671 | 0.505 0.495 0.934
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.932 0.068 0.883 | 0.859 0.141 0.655 | 0.922 0.078 0.944
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.856 0.144 0.895 | 0.812 0.188 0.695 | 0.842 0.158 0.953
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.727 0.273 0.920 | 0.774 0.226 0.726 | 0.718 0.282 0.967
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.508 0.492 0.959 | 0.507 0.493 0.749 | 0.512 0.488 0.983
no = n1 = 100, p = 0.5
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.502 0.498 0.586 | 0.512 0.488 0.473 | 0.513 0.487 0.733
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.871 0.129 0.648 | 0.792 0.208 0.540 | 0.840 0.160 0.793
0.429  0.429 0.7 0.7 0.498 0.502 0.666 | 0.505 0.495 0.582 | 0.505 0.495 0.815
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.971 0.029 0.757 | 0.878 0.122 0.617 | 0.944 0.056 0.864
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.831 0.169 0.750 | 0.732 0.268 0.649 | 0.773 0.227 0.868
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.507 0.493 0.786 | 0.500 0.500 0.692 | 0.503 0.497 0.893
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 0.994 0.006 0.884 | 0.922 0.078 0.694 | 0.982 0.018 0.935
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.965 0.035 0.875 | 0.860 0.140 0.726 | 0.931 0.069 0.933
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.828 0.172 0.879 | 0.799 0.201 0.756 | 0.796 0.204 0.940
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.506 0.494 0.919 | 0.507 0.493 0.784 | 0.509 0.491 0.961
nog =mn1p = 100, p = 0.75
0.667  0.667 0.6 0.6 0.503 0.497 0.576 | 0.509 0.491 0.502 | 0.513 0.487 0.701
0.429  0.667 0.7 0.6 0.970 0.030 0.655 | 0.897 0.103 0.577 | 0.936 0.064 0.774
0.429  0.429 0.7 0.7 0.505 0.495 0.651 | 0.504 0.496 0.607 | 0.503 0.497 0.784
0.250  0.667 0.8 0.6 0.999 0.001 0.778 | 0.954 0.046 0.660 | 0.989 0.011 0.860
0.250  0.429 0.8 0.7 0.955 0.045 0.750 | 0.816 0.184 0.679 | 0.889 0.111 0.848
0.250  0.250 0.8 0.8 0.507 0.493 0.765 | 0.502 0.498 0.715 | 0.498 0.502 0.867
0.111  0.667 0.9 0.6 1.000 0.000 0.906 | 0.962 0.038 0.738 | 0.997 0.003 0.939
0.111  0.429 0.9 0.7 0.998 0.002 0.888 | 0.912 0.088 0.763 | 0.986 0.014 0.930
0.111  0.250 0.9 0.8 0.949 0.051 0.874 | 0.844 0.156 0.787 | 0.900 0.100 0.926
0.111  0.111 0.9 0.9 0.512 0.488 0.899 | 0.506 0.494 0.812 | 0.514 0.486 0.943

Table 8: Simulated data example, Bigamma distribution, with LoD 10%
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