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Abstract

Robust test procedures are developed for testing the intercept of a simple regression
model when the slope is (i) completely unspecified, (ii) specified to a fixed value or (iii)
suspected to be a fixed value. Defining (i) unrestricted (UT), (ii) restricted (RT) and
(iii) pre-test test (PTT) functions for the intercept parameter under the three choices
of the slope, tests are formulated using the M-estimation methodology. The asymptotic
distributions of the test statistics and their asymptotic power functions are derived. The
analytical and graphical comparisons of the tests reveal that the PTT achieves a reasonable

dominance over the other tests.

Keywords: pre-test, asymptotic size, asymptotic power, M-estimation, contiguity, regression

model.

1 Introduction

In recent years many researchers have contributed to the estimation of one parameter in the
presence of uncertain prior information on the value of another parameter. In general, inclusion
of non-sample prior information improves the quality of inference. In spite of plethora of work
in the area of improved estimation using non-sample prior information (c.f. Saleh, 2006, p.2),
very little attention has been paid on the testing of parameters in the presence of uncertain
prior information. It may be a natural expectation that testing of one parameter after pre-
testing on another would improve the performance of the ultimate test in the sense of higher

power and lower size of the ultimate test.
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Consider a simple regression model of n observable random variables, X;, i =1,...,n
X; =0+ Bc; + e, (11)

where the errors e;’s are identically and independently distributed from an unspecified sym-
metric at 0 and continuous distribution function, F;, ¢ = 1,...,n, the ¢;’s are known real
constants of the explanatory variable and # and 3 are the unknown intercept and slope pa-
rameters respectively.

Gilchrist (1984) used the simple linear regression model to predict the road distance, X,
by the linear distance, ¢;, between any two destinations. In the regression equation, the
intercept parameter, 0, represents the distance by road when the linear distance is zero. The
slope parameter, 3, represents the rate of change in the road distance for one unit change
in the linear distance. In the absence of any knowledge on the value of the slope parameter,
the researchers may face three different scenarios when the primary interest is to test the
significance of the intercept parameter. The slope may be (i) completely unspecified, or (ii)
zero or (iii) suspected at zero. In case (i), the commonly used test is applicable for testing
0; in case (ii), testing of @ has no bearings on ( as # = 0; and in case (iii), the uncertainty
in the suspected value of § is first removed by performing a pre-test (PT) on (3, then use the
PT outcome for testing 6. Let U7 be the test function for the unrestricted test (UT) on
Hg : 0 =0 against H% : 0 > 0 when J3 is unspecified. For case (ii), let ¢Z be the test function
for the restricted test (RT) on Hy : 6 = 0 against H : 6 > 0 when (3 is 0 (specified). Similarly,
let ¢L'TT be the test function for the pre-test test (PTT) on Hf : 6 = 0 against H% : 0 > 0
following a pre-test on the slope. The test function for the pre-test (PT) on the slope to test
Hél) : B =0 against HI(;) : B> 0 is denoted by ¢Z'T.

The properties of unrestricted estimator (UE), restricted estimator (RE) and pre-test esti-
mator (PTE) have been investigated by many authors (Khan and Saleh, 1997 & 2001, Khan,
Hoque and Saleh, 2002). Most of the studies are based on normal or t-models and the results
are non-robust. In the studies, the PTE (a linear combination of UE and RE) possesses a small
quadratic risk when the distance parameter are large and too close to zero, that makes it the
best choice over the other two estimators. Instead of least squares (LS) and maximum likeli-
hood (ML) estimators, the properties of UE, RE and PTE are also studied in the framework
of general robust estimators, explicitly, M-estimators. As such, a robust estimator namely the
preliminary test M-estimator (PTME) are proposed for linear models (Sen and Saleh, 1987). In
this paper, three tests correspond to the UE, RE and PTE are defined. They are unrestricted
test (UT), restricted test (RT) and pre-test test (PTT).

The properties of the pre-test as well as the power of the test followed by pre-test have
been studied in parametric cases (Bechhofer, 1951, Bozivich, Bancroft and Hartley, 1956).
The performance of the ultimate test after a pre-test is also investigated by Tamura (1965)

but for one sample and two sample non-parametric problems. After almost two decades, the
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effect of pre-test (on slope) on the size and power of the ultimate test (on the intercept) were
investigated for rank-based nonparametric tests by Saleh and Sen (1982). However, there
are some limited discussions on the power of the PTT provided in the paper. To author’s
knowledge, no research has been done in the investigation of the performance (size and power)
of the ultimate test following a pre-test in linear models that is formulated using the M-test,
defined along the line of M-estimation methodology. It is expected that the M-test formulated
in the M-estimation inherits the robustness properties of the estimation method, so the test is
less sensitive to departures from model assumptions. Since the M-estimation method is more
popular compared to the other robust methods, the study of the performance of the power
function of the ultimate test derived using the M-estimation method is an important addition
to the statistical literature.

This paper proposes the M-tests for the UT, RT and PTT. The M-test is originally proposed
by Sen (1982) using the score function in the M-estimation methodology and it is introduced
for testing the significance of the slope only. The asymptotic distribution theory of the test
statistics that are based on the score function in the M-estimation methodology developed by
Jureckova (1977) and Jureckovéa and Sen (1996) is used in this paper. Although the asymptotic
results of Jureckovd and Sen (1996) are used in deriving the distribution of the proposed tests,
these results are used in a different model in the context of testing after pre-test. Along with
some preliminary notions, the method of M-estimation is presented in Section 2. In Section 3,
three statistical tests concerning testing on the intercept, namely, the UT, RT and PTT are
proposed for the three different cases mention earlier. Further, the asymptotic distributions
of the test statistics and the asymptotic power functions are derived in Section 4. Section
5 is devoted to the analytical results comparing the asymptotic power functions of the UT,
RT and PTT while the investigation of the power functions through an illustrative example is
presented in Section 6. An application to real data is provided in Section 7. The final Section

presents discussions and concluding remarks.

2 The M-estimation

Given an absolutely continuous function p : ® — R, M-estimator of § and § is defined as the

values of # and (§ that minimize the objective function of the centered and scaled of observation,

Xi,
Zp( iz 562). (2.1)

M-estimator of # and ( can also be defined as the solutions of the system of equations,

iw( g ﬂcz>_0 Z z; <Xi_gn_ﬂci>=0- 22)
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Here 9(-) is known as the score function and S,, is an appropriate scale statistic for some
functional S = S(F) > 0. If F'is N(0,0?), S, = MAD/0.6745 is an estimate of S = o, where
MAD is the mean absolute deviation (Wilcox, 2005, p.78, Montgomery et al. 2001, p.387).

Several choices of 1(+) function are given in literature. In this paper, we consider the Huber

1-function,
U; U;| <k,
vr(U) =< " U] (2.3)
k sign(U;) |Ui| > k,
where U; = %;Bci and k is known as the tuning constant because it can be chosen to fine

tune the estimator so that it has a specified asymptotic efficiency for a chosen distribution,
F. Note, the Huber #-function is a continuous, piecewise linear function and satisfies the
properties of 1. given in equation (5.5.8) of Jureckovéd and Sen (1996, p.218). v-function Also,
the ML estimates for # and [ are obtained using vy, = U; for any U; € R.

For any real numbers a and b, consider the statistics below

M, (a,b) = Zw( ) My, (a,b) = Zw( bci).

Let 3 be the constrained M-estimator of 8 when 6 = 0, that is, 3 is the solution of M,,(0,b) =0

and it may be conveniently be expressed as

B = [sup{b: M,,(0,b) > 0} + inf{b: M,,(0,b) < 0}]/2. (2.4)

b1 b2

Any value by < b < by can serve as the estimate of M, (0,b). Note that M,,(0,b) is decreasing
if b is increasing (Jureckovd and Sen, 1996, p.85).
Similarly, let 6 be the constrained M-estimator of # when 8 = 0, that is, 8 is the solution

of My, (a,0) =0 and conveniently be expressed as

0 = [sup{a : My, (a,0) >0} + inf{a: My, (a,0) < 0}]/2. (2.5)
From Sen (1982), asymptotically,
n~3M,,(6,0) % N(0,02C*?) (2.6)

under Hél) : B =0, where

o2 = /¢2 < —0- ﬁc@) dF(X; — 0 — Bei) (2.7)

is the second moment of ¢(+) while the first moment is zero due to the symmetrically distributed
at 0 of error e;. If 1(-) is ¢ar(-) and F ~ N(0,02), then S = o and 02 = 1. Also, C*? =

: —12 2 no 2 -2 —1yn : = _ =
lim, oon™Cp%, Cp*=>"" ¢ —nc,, ¢ =n"" > ;¢ and lim,, . ¢, = ¢.
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)2

Let 57(13)2 =n ! Yo p? (Xg;é) The consistency of S,(f’ as an estimator of 03 follows
from Jureckové and Sen (1981) (c.f. Sen, 1982). Hence, a test statistic A,, = M,,(8,0)[C* 57(13)]71
is proposed by Sen (1982). The advantage of this test statistic (score-type M-test) is that it does
not require the computation of the unrestricted M-estimates or the estimation of functional ~.

By the same way, it is easy to show that the asymptotic distribution of
0”2 My, (0,5) % N(0, 030" {C™ + &) (2.8)

2 ~
under Hj : § = 0. By the same token, the consistency of S,(LI) =n"tY y? (&S;fc’) as an

estimator of Ug follows.

3 The UT, RT, PT and PTT

In this Section, the UT, RT, PT and PTT are introduced using the notations and asymptotic

distribution results from the previous Section.

3.1 The unrestricted test (UT)

If 3 is unspecified, the designated test function is 77 to test the null hypothesis Hy:0=0
against the alternative hypothesis H7 : 6 > 0. The testing for § involves the elimination of the
nuisance parameter 3. We consider the test statistic TV = M, (0, B) where 3 is a constrained

M-estimator defined in equation (2.4). It follows from equation (2.8) that under Hy,

7T 1/ Vs 4 N0, 1) (3.1)

as n — 0o, with oV =n - n2c2 /3 c? = nCx?/(Cr% 4+ né2). We choose a1 (0 < oy < 1) such

n

that for large n,

PITIT > 09T 1HE - 0 = 0] = o, (3.2)

n,on

where K%El is the critical value of TUT at the a; level of significance. Let 7,, be the upper
100c;th percentile and ®(-) be the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal

distribution. Then
D(1,) =1—ay, for 0<a; <1, i=1,2,3. (3.3)

Using (3.1), (3.2) and (3.3), we observe that as n — oo,

2
n=2 VT S e fn gy = nmaelT /\/030*2 /(C*2 + &) (say). (3.4)

So, for the test function ¢U7 = I(TYT > ¢UT ), the power function of the UT becomes

n,oq

nv7(9) = BE(¢UT|9) = P(TYT > YT |6), where I(A) stands for the indicator function of the

n,o1

set A. It takes value 1 if A occurs, otherwise it is 0.
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3.2 The restricted test (RT)

If 8 = 0, the designated test function is ¢f7 for testing the null hypothesis Hg : § = 0 against
H*% : 0 > 0. The proposed test statistic is 7T = M, (0,0). Note that for large n, under
Hy:0=0,0=0,

2
n2TET /87 4 N(0,1), (3.5)
2
where §2° = n~1 > 4?(X;/Sy). For large sample size, we define

PITET > BT 1Hy -0 =0, =0] = as, (3.6)

n,o2

where 55:‘22 is the critical value of T/'T" at the ay level of significance. Using equations (3.3),

(3.5) and (3.6), we obtain

2
n_%éﬁi s L Tag = n_%ﬁfii/\/ag (say) (3.7)

as n — o0o. Then, for the test function ¢f7 = I(TFT > E,Ifz?), the power of the RT becomes
ILE(0) = E(opT10) = P(T; > 47, 10).

n,a

3.3 The pre-test test (PTT)

In this section, test on slope is proposed first and followed by the construction of the ultimate

test for testing the intercept.

The pre-test (PT)

For the pre-test on the slope, the test function, ¢£'7" is designed to test the null hypothesis

Hél) : B =0 against HS) : 8> 0. The proposed test statistic is T.X7 = M,,,(6,0) where 6 is a

constrained M-estimator (given in equation (2.5)). Under Hél), if follows from equation (2.6)

that
2
TPT )\ P s 4 N(o,1) (3.8)

as n — 00, with c® = S c? —nek = Cr%. So, for large sample size,
PITFPT > (2T |HY . g = 0] = as. (3.9)

n,a3

Also by (3.3), (3.8) and (3.9), as n — oo,

2
n=2fET NS Cx2n By = 0207 /) [02C*2 (say), (3.10)

where Ei 23 is the critical value of TX'T at the as level of significance.
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The pre-test test (PTT)

Now, we are in a position to formulate a test function ¢/ 77 to test HY : 6 = 0 following a

pre-test on 3. We write

DI =T [(TF" < oFT TR > ¢BL Y or (TP > 8T 1V > 007 ] (3.11)

n,x3’» - n n,o n,x3’» - n n,oq

as the test function for testing Hy : 6 = 0 after a pre-test on 3. The function enables us to

define the power function of the test PTT, that is given by

L0 = E(e,"10)
= P[TPT < ¢PT THET 5 gRT 101 4 pITET > ¢FT 7UT > 0UT 19, (3.12)

n,a3’ T n n,02 n,a3’ T n n,01

In general, the power function of the PTT depends on ai, a9, as,0,n as well as 5. Note that

PTT

» 1 is a special case of the power of the test when 6 = 0. Since

the size of the ultimate test «
the nuisance parameter 3 is unknown, but, suspected to be close to 0, it is of interest to study
the dependence of both af7T and IIZTT () on B (close to 0).

n

4 Asymptotic properties of UT, RT and PTT

In this section, the asymptotic joint distributions of [Tg rrr T] and [TfT, Tr T] are derived
under the local alternative K, (defined below). Then, the asymptotic distribution for the UT,
RT and PTT are used to obtain the power function of the UT, RT and PTT under K,.

Theorem 4.1 Let {K,} be a sequence of alternative hypotheses, where
K, (0,8) = (n"2A1,n"2\), (4.1)
with \y = y/nf > 0,2 = \/nf > 0 are fixed real numbers. Under {K,}, for large sample,

(1)

TRT A1+ Xoc 1 0
poiz | T [ Tt A20) o2 (4.2)
TT{DT ’}/AQC*Z 0 C*Z
(ii)
/ TUT [( ,y)\120*2 ) ( 02*2 _ 6624*2
—1/2 n Cr2+te? 2 C*2+¢e2 C*2+¢2
n ~ N y00 %2 )] ) (43)
TrfT ’YAQC*Z _Cc*giw 0*2

where v = %fw’ (%ﬁg) dF (X; — 0 — B¢;) and @' is the derivative of 1)-function.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is in the Appendix. form (1982)

Define d(q1,q2 : ¢) to be the bivariate normal probability integral for random variables x

)= ! <z —(2® +y* — 2Czy)
d(q1,92;¢) = 27T(1—C2)1/2/ /qQ exp{ 301 — ¢ }dxdy, (4.4)

q1

and vy,
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where g1, g2 are real numbers and —1 < ¢ < 1 is the correlation coefficient.

The asymptotic power functions for the UT and RT under {K,,} are respectively

MU (A Ae) = 1= B(7a, — YA/ C*2/(C*2 + @) [og) and (4.5)
T (A, Ae) = 1= ®(7a, — (A1 + Aa)/00) (4.6)

using equations (3.3), (3.4), (3.7), (4.2) and (4.3). Note that a; = IIV7(0,\2) = aYT while
ag = I17T(0,0) and o7 = TIFT(0, \y).

It follows from equations (3.3), (3.4), (3.7), (3.10), (4.2), (4.3) and (4.4) that the asymptotic
power function for the PTT, under {K,}, is

7T (A, A2) = @(7ay — ¥A2C*/00)[1 = ®(Tay — (M + A20)/00)] +
d(Tag — YA2C* /00, Tay — VA1 \/C’*Q/(C”‘2 +&2)/ag; —¢/V O*? +2). (4.7)

5 Asymptotic comparison

This section gives analytic asymptotic comparison of the power functions of the UT, RT and
PTT.

e Case I: When ¢ =0, a1 = ag = ¢,
HUT()\l, )\2) = HRT()\l, )\2) = HPTT()\l, )\2) =1- (I)(Ta — ")/)\1/0'0) (51)

using equations (4.5), (4.6) and (4.7), i.e. the power functions for the UT, RT and PTT

are the same.
e Case II: When ¢ > 0, a1 = as = «a, we find

Result (i): TIET (X1, Ag) > TTIPTT(\{, A9) from equations (4.5) and (4.7),
Result (ii): TIRT(Ag, Ao) > IIYT (A1, A2) from equations (4.5) and (4.6) and
Result (ii):  TIVT (A1, Ag) % IIPTT (A, \y) if B § |A| where A = ®(1q—7(A1+A2€) /00)—

B(ra—1A11/C*2/(C*2 + @) Ja0) and B = d(7a, ~ 020" /00, 7o~ (M1 +A2) /05 0)

—d(Tag —YA2C* [0, Ta —YA1 \/0*2/(0*2 +&2) Jog; —¢//C*? 4+ 2 ) from equation
(4.7).

e Case III: When ¢ < 0, oy = a9 = o and A\ + \aC < g \/C*Q/(C’*2 + @2), we find

Result (iv): TTET (A, Ag) < TIPTT (A1, \2) from equations (4.5) and (4.7), and
Result (v):  TIFT (A1, A2) < YT (A1, A2) from equations (4.5) and (4.6).
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The analytical results in this section is accompanied with an illustrative example in investigat-
ing the comparison of the power of the tests discussed in the next section. The power of the
tests at any value of the intercept other than # = 0 is also considered in the example to study
the behavior of the power functions corresponding to the probabilities of Type I and Type II

eIrors.

6 Power Comparison - Simulated data

The asymptotic power functions for the UT, RT and PTT are compared in this section and
are supported by the analytical results given in Section 5 for the three cases I, II and III.

The Monte Carlo method is used for this simulated example. The random errors, e;’s of
the simple linear regression model are generated from the normal distribution with mean 0
and variance 1. Then, set 8 = 2 and § = 3. The sample size is n = 100. Three sets of values:
0 and 1 with 50% for each for the first set, —1 and 1 with 50% for each for the second set
and —1 and 0 with 50% for each for the third set are considered as the values of the regressor
¢, © =1,2,...,100. These values guarantee ¢ > 0, ¢ = 0 and ¢ < 0 respectively to the sets
of regressors. Under normality assumption i.e. e; ~ N(0,0?) with 02 = 1, we prefer 1 (U;) to
be Yarr(U;) = U; together with ¢, (U;) = 1 for any U; and S,, = M AD/0.6745. Then, the
power functions of the UT, RT and PTT for this ML ¢-function are obtained using equations
(4.5), (4.6) and (4.7) and are plotted as solid lines in Figure 1.

In practice, often the normality assumption is not met due to the presence of contaminants
in the collected data. In this example, to create contamination observations, we randomly
choose to replace m(< n) of the n responses with some additive contamination, such that the
contaminated responses X/ is X! = 0+ (¢; + 9; with 0; is generated from uniform distribution,
U[—5,—3.5] and U[3.5, 5] with 50% for each. Only 10% contamination in the data is considered
for simulation. For the contaminated data, the power functions of the UT, RT and PTT are
calculated by equations (4.5), (4.6) and (4.7) using ¥ar(-) and ¥g(-) functions (given in
equation (2.3)) with S, = M AD/0.6745. Three values of tuning constant for the Huber -
function are selected, that are, £k = 1.04,1.28 and 1.64. The value of k = 1.28 is the 90th
quantile of a standard normal distribution, so, there is a 0.8 probability that a randomly
sampled observations will have a value between —k and k (Wilcox, 2005, p.76) while k =
1.04 (and 1.64) means there is 0.7 (and 0.90) probability that a random sample observations
will have the value in the range of (—1.04,1.04) (and (—1.64,1.64)). When Huber vy (-) is
used, the estimate for o3 is taken to be >~ 1y (U;)?/n. For the estimation of 7, an R-estimate
from the Wilcoxon sign rank statistics is used. The estimate of ~ is the value of ¢ such that
S(Vi,..., Vo, t) = Y0 sign(Vi — t)an (R} (t)) = 0, where R;f (t) is the rank of V; —t and
an(k) =k/(n+1),k=1,...,n. Here, V; = ¢;(U;)/ Sy where ¥, (U;) is just the derivative of
the Huber -function.
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The simulated values of the response and independent variables for the contaminated nor-
mal cases are used to obtain the M-estimates of the intercept and slope. The estimated
coefficients for each set of data are used to calculate the power functions through the residual,
X; — 0 — Bc; where § and 3 are the M-estimate of the intercept and slope. The simulation is
run 3000 times. The average values of the power functions for 3000 data sets are plotted in
Figures 1 and 2. The R-package (mvtnorm) is used to evaluate the bivariate normal probability
integral for the power function of the PTT.

The power functions for the UT, RT and PTT are plotted against Ay at two values of Ay
in Figures 1 and 2. Here A1 = 0 is chosen to study the asymptotic sizes of the tests and we
desire the size of a particular test to be small so that the probability of Type I error is small.
Since we also expect to get small value of probability of Type II error, the power of the test
at A\ = 2 is considered. An acceptable power function of the test is the one has smaller values
when the null hypothesis is true and larger values when A; differs much from 6 = 0.

The role of tuning constant of Huber i-function as a key parameter that control the
efficiency and robustness of the procedure is studied (see Figure 1). Figure 1 displays the
power curves obtained using the Huber i-function for three different values of tuning constant
when there is 10% contamination in the data. The asymptotic size and power obtained using
the ML v-function for the contaminated and uncontaminated data are also displayed in the
same graphs. Under the normality assumption, we know that the MLE of # and § are unbiased
estimators. The power function of the test that is based on the ML estimates using sz,
inherits the same good property. The test becomes the most powerful test when the normality
assumption is met. However, this normality assumption may not be satisfied in practical
situations. Studies show that the ML estimator is non-robust when there is departures from
the model assumption or when outlier or contaminant occurs in the data. Figure 1 shows that
the power curves obtained using the ML v-function for the contaminated data is far from those
of the uncontaminated data. The large distance between two curves suggests that the MLE
is not robust when there is contamination in the data. On the other hand, there is a tuning
constant that fine tune the robustness of the Huber -function based procedure. The power
curves obtained using the Huber -function with appropriate selection of tuning constant is
closer to the power curves obtained using ML -function for the uncontaminated data. In the
presence of contamination, the power curves obtained using the Huber -function with tuning
constant k = 1.28 is closer to that of the uncontaminated ML procedure (see all plots in Figure
1). This small distance between two curves means even there is 10% contamination in the data,
the Huber procedure with tuning constant £ = 1.28 is not affected by these contaminants. Thus
the power curves obtained using Huber ¢-function with &k = 1.28 represents the majority of
the data and the procedure is robust against some departure from the model assumption.

In Figure 2, the comparison on the performance (size and power) of the UT, RT and PTT

are studied for three cases of regressor. All power curves in Figure 2 are obtained using the
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Huber ¢-function with tuning constant k£ = 1.28. The first set of regressors is used to plot
Figures 2(a) and 2(b). As Ay grows larger, size of the RT (IT#7'(0, \2)) approaches 1. However,
size of the PTT (II777(0, \2)), after an initial increase, drops and converges to the nominal
size @ = 0.05 as A2 grows larger. Thus, the asymptotic size (with very small \;) of ¢Z77 is
close to « for small Ay and large Ay, while for moderate values of \s it is somehow larger than
a but lesser than that of II®T(0, \g). The size of the UT (IIV7(0, \2)) is constant and does
not depend on Ag. The same pattern occurs in Figure 2(b) but the power functions are always
significantly larger than «, in this case larger than 0.4. If one only considers the size of the test,
the PTT is preferred to RT, though the UT remains as the best choice. However, the RT is
the best choice but the PTT is preferred to UT if the power of the test at Ay = 2 is considered.
Setting ¢ = 0 in Figures 2(c) and 2(d) imply all power functions remain the same regardless
of the value of Ay and these constant power functions increase as A; increases. Figures 2(e)
and 2(f) illustrate the case when ¢ < 0. The graphs show that 1?7 < II"T7 for any Ay and
IPTT < TIYT for any Ao more than a small positive value, say Ag. The probability of Type I
error for all test functions are fairly small. The size and power of the RT is decreasing to 0
as Ao growing larger (Figures 2(e) and 2(f)) suggesting the RT as the best choice for size but
the worst choice for power. Since II"77(2, Ao) > I (2, \o) for all Ao, the PTT is preferred
over the RT . Also, ITPTT(2, \y) > TIYT(2, \2) except for some moderate values of Ay but the

difference is relatively small.

7 Application to real data

This example relates to the study of the relationship between the distance by road and the
linear distance. Twenty different pairs of points of the values of the two variables in Sheffield is
reported by Gilchrist (1984) (c.f. Abraham and Ledolter, 2006, p.63). To check the robustness
of the test, one data point (5.0,6.5) is changed to (5,0, 46.5) to create the modified data set.
The one sided t-test is applied to the original and modified data sets and the summary statistics
are presented in Table 1. For both original and modified data sets, the slope is significantly
different from zero. For the original data set, the intercept is not significantly different from
zero. However, the intercept is significantly different from zero for the modified data set.

In this paper, the main objective is to test the significance of the intercept parameter when
it is suspected that the slope parameter may be zero. The summary statistics for the UT,
RT and PT on the intercept are given in Table 2 for the original data. The intercept is not
significantly different from zero from the UT whereas the intercept is significantly different from
zero under the RT. The PT (on the slope) indicates a significant linear relationship between
the two variables. Obviously the RT (on the intercept) is not an appropriate test because the
hypothesis of suspected zero slope is rejected. In the analysis, the intercept is significantly

different from zero when using the RT. The UT is more appropriate than the RT since the UT
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Table 1: Summary statistics of a one sided ¢-test on the distance data.

Original data Modified data
coefficient | t-statistic | p-value | coefficient | t-statistic | p-value
Intercept 0.379 0.282 0.3905 9.400 1.922 0.0355
Slope 1.209 16.665 0.000 0.834 3.009 0.0040

does not depend on the prior information. In general, if the prior information is available, the

uncertainty in the value of the slope is removed using the PT before testing on the intercept.

Table 2: Summary statistics of a one sided test for the UT, RT and PT using the ML 1-function

on the original data.

uT RT PT
Null hypothesis Hi:0=0 H::0=0 Y :g=0
Model under null X, = 0Bc; +e¢; X, =e¢; X, =0+¢;
Coef 8 =1.289 None ) = 20.855
Test statistic | —— = 0.2967 | -2 = 4.0795 | L —2.19 x 10'6
Vs’ Vs@? o
p-value 0.3834 2.26 x 107° 0

The sensitivity of the robust test using the Huber -function to an aberrant observation
is studied by introducing a modification in one of the data points. For the modified data,
the original data point (5.0,6.5) is replaced by a new (arbitrary) data point (5.0,46.5). This
replacement causes a significant change in the values of the coefficients and the outcomes of
the t-test. The summary statistics for the UT, RT and PT using both the ML and Huber
1-functions for the modified data are displayed in Table 3. It is found that the UT using the
Huber 1-function is not much affected by the aberrant point, compared to that of the ML -
function. From the UT based on ML - function, the intercept is significantly different from
zero. However, it is not significantly different from zero under the UT that is based on the
Huber ¢-function. The outcomes for the other two tests for the modified data are not much

different from those of the original data.

8 Concluding Remarks

In the estimation regime, it is well known that the RE has the smallest MSE if distance

parameter (a function of 3 — ) is 0 or close to 0, but its MSE is unbounded for larger values
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Table 3: Summary statistics of a one sided test for the UT, RT and PTT using the ML and
Huber -functions on the modified data.

UT RT PT
Hi:6=0 Hp:0= Y : =0
X{zﬂci—l—ei X{zei X{:9+6i
ML Coef B8 =1.321 None 6 = 22.855
Test statistic | —— —1.8452 | B — 40764 | ——12— _ —1.16 x 100
/CT(LI)SS)Q /57(12)2 /CT(L:&)ST(Lg)?
p-value 0.0325 2.28 x 107° 0
Huber Coef 3 =1.289 None 6 = 22.208
Test statistic | —— —0.9394 | L — 44335 | —Ti' _ — 317 x 106
/CT(LI)S%IW /S§L2>2 /07(13)5513)2
p-value 0.1738 4.64 x 1076 7.61 x10~*

of the distance parameter. The UE has a constant MSE that does not depend on the distance
parameter. The PTE has smaller MSE than that of the RE for moderate and larger values
of the distance parameter. The PTE has smaller MSE than the UE if the value of distance
parameter is close or equal to 0. In the testing context, the power functions of the UT, RT
and PTT demonstrate a similar behavior as the MSE of the UE, RE and PTE.

For a set of realistic values of the regressor, with mean value larger than 0, the size of the
RT is small when Ay = y/nf3 = 0 or close to 0, but the size grows large and converges to 1 for
larger values of A9. The UT has a constant size regardless of the value of A\o. The PTT has
smaller size than that of the RT when Ay is 0 and very close to 0, and significantly smaller
than that of the RT for moderate and large values of Ao. The PTT has smaller size than the
UT for Ay = 0 or very close to 0.

Again for a set of realistic values of the regressor, with mean larger than 0, the RT is the
best choice for having largest power but the worst choice for having largest size. The size of
the UT is constant regardless of the value of the slope (via Ay). The UT is the best choice for
having smallest size but the worst choice for having smallest power. The PTT has smaller size
than the RT for moderate and larger values of the slope and has larger power than the UT for
smaller and moderate values of the slope. Therefore, the power function of the PTT is found
to behave similar to the MSE of the PTE in the sense that though it is not uniformly the best
statistical test with the smallest size and the largest power but it protects from the risk of a
too large size and a too small power. Thus, the power function of the PTT is a compromise
between that of the UT and RT. In the face of uncertainty on the value of the slope, if the
objective of a researcher is to minimize the size and maximize the power of the test, the PTT

is the best choice.
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To avoid the larger size of the RT, practitioners are recommended to use the PTT as it
achieves smaller size (than the RT) and higher power (than the UT) when the value of the
slope is small or moderate. Even for large values of the slope the PTT has at least as much

power as the UT.
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A Appendix

Interested readers are referred to Jureckova (1977), Sen (1982) and Jureckova and Sen (1996,
p.221) for the following asymptotic properties. For simplicity and assumption that .S, is an

unbiased estimator of S, let S, = S in equation (5.5.29) of Jureckova and Sen (1996, p.221).
Under Hyp: 0 =0,6 =0, as n grows large,

-1 My, (0,0) d 0 - 1 a
n (Mn2(0,0)> NQ( 0]v O(E o*2 @2 ))a (A.1)

sup{n~2|M,, (a,b) — M, (0,0) + ny(a+b2)| : |a|,|b| <n 2K} & 0 and (A.2)

sup{n=2| My, (a,b) — My, (0,0) + ny{ac+ b(C2+ &)Y :|al,b| <n 2K} L0,  (A3)

where K is a positive constant and Na(- ,- ) represents a bivariate normal distribution with
appropriate parameters. The above convergence is in probability, means the sequences of

random variables converges in probability to a fix value (0).

Proof of part (i) of Theorem 4.1: Under Hy : § = 0, § = 0, with relation to (A.2) and
(A.3),

™
[NIE

N

n M,,,(0,0) — n270c + 0,(1) and (A.4)

M,,,(0,0) — nz~v0 + o0,(1). (A.5)

N
NI

M,,(0,0) = n
n"zM,, (0,0) = n
Recalling definition (2.5), the equation (A.5) reduces to

n~2 My, (0,0) = n2y0 + o,(1), (A.6)

and hence equation (A.4) becomes

n"2 My, (6,0) = n~2 My, (0,0) — n~2 M, (0,0) + op(1). (A7)
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Therefore, under Hy, we find
~2M,,(0,0) 1 0 ~2M,,(0,0) 0
n n1\Y, n ni\Y,
m - m 2, . (A.8)
n=2M,,(6,0) (0,0

Now utilizing the contiguity of probability measures (see Hajek et al., 1999, Chapter 7) under
{K,} to those under Hy, the equation (A.8) implies that [”:f%Mn1 (0,0), frf%Mn2 (6,0))’ under

{K,} is asymptotically equivalent to the random vector

1 0] [ n2M,(0,0)
—c 1 n~-2My,(0,0)

under Hy. But the asymptotic distribution of the above random vector under {K,} is the same

-

as
1

1 0 niiMm(—nfé)\l, —nfé)\g)
[ - 1 ] [ n_%Mm(—n_%)q,—n_%)\z) ]
under Hy by the fact that the distribution of M, (a,b) under § = a, 3 = b is the same as that
of My, (0 —a, —b) under § = 0, 5 = 0, and similarly for M,,(0,0) (c.f. Saleh, 2006 p.332).
Note that under Hy : § = 0,5 = 0, it follows from equations (A.1), (A.2) and (A.3),
n2 My, (—n 2 A1, —n "2 Xa), My, (—n "2 A1, —n "2 \o)]/

N 7()\1 + )\25) 2 1 c
e (( 7{A16+)\2(C*2+E2)} ) » 70 ( ¢ C*Z +E2 >> . (AQ)

Thus, the distribution of n™2 [TRT TPT) = n"z [M,, (0,0), M,,(6,0)] under {K,} is bivariate
normal with mean vector

1 0 ’y()\l + )\26) _ ’y()\l + )\26)
—¢ 1 Y{ME+ X (C2 4+ %)) YA C*2

and covariance matrix

!
1 0 1 c 1 0
= 08 = *20 =2 = - Ug
—c 1 c C**+e¢ —c 1

1
Since the two statistics n ™2 7T and n=aT, 'PT are uncorrelated, asymptotically, they are inde-

1 0

A.10
0 o (A.10)

pendently distributed normal variables.

Proof of part (ii) of Theorem 4.1: Under Hy : § = 0,5 = 0, using equations (2.4), (A.2),
(A.3) and (A.7), as n — oo,

n"iM, (0.8) | [ 1 —e/(C?+)
n~2 My, (6,0) —c 1
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Now by using the contiguity of probability measures under {K,,} to those under Hy, the equa-
tion (A.11) implies that [n_%Mm(O,B),n_%Mn2 (,0)]" under {K,} is asymptotically equiva-

n~zM,,(0,0)
n~2M,,(0,0) |

But the asymptotic distribution of the above random vector under {K,} is the same as

lent to the random vector

-

1 —¢/(C?+e)
—C 1

[ 1 —¢/(C*2+ &)

—C 1

nféMm(—nféx\l, —nfé)\z)
n_%an(—n_%/\l, —n_%)\g)

under Hy. Then, equation (4.3) follows from equation (A.9) after some algebra. Clearly, the

1 1
two test statistics n 2TUT and n~2TF'T are not independent, rather correlated.
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(a) Size of the UT for A;=0,¢>0
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Figure 1: Graphs of power functions as a function of Ao for selected values of A\, a3 = ag =

ag =« = 0.05 and n = 100.
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(a) Size of the test for A;=0, ¢ >0, k=1.28

(b) Power of the test for \;=2, € >0, k=1.28
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Figure 2: Graphs of power functions as a function

ag = az = o = 0.05.
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of Ay for selected values of A\; and oy
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