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Abstract

Empirical phi-divergence test-statistics have demostrated to be a useful technique for the simple null
hypothesis to improve the finite sample behaviour of the classical likelihood ratio test-statistic, as well as
for model misspecification problems, in both cases for the one population problem. This paper introduces
this methodology for two sample problems. A simulation study illustrates situations in which the new test-

statistics become a competitive tool with respect to the classical z-test and the likelihood ratio test-statistic.
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1 Introduction

The method of likelihood introduced by Fisher is certainly one of the most commonly used techniques for
parametric models. The likelihood has been also shown to be very useful in non-parametric context. More
concretely Owen (1988, 1990, 1991) introduced the empirical likelihood ratio statistics for non-parametric
problems. Two sample problems are frequently encountered in many areas of statistics, generally performed
under the assumption of normality. The most commonly used test in this connection is the two sample t-
test for the equality of means, performed under the assumption of equality of variances. If the variances are
unknown, we have the so-called Behrens-Fisher problem. It is well-known that the two sample ¢-test has cone
major drawback; it is highly sensitive to deviations from the ideal conditions, and may perform miserably under
model misspecification and the presence of outliers. Recently Basu et al. (2014) presented a new family of test

statistics to overcome the problem of non-robustness of the t-statistic.
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Empirical likelihood methods for two-sample problems have been studied by different researchers since Owen
(1988) introduced the empirical likelihood as a non-parametric likelihood-based alternative approach to inference
on the mean of a single population. The monograph of Owen (2001) is an excellent overview of developments on
empirical likelihood and considers a multi-sample empirical likelihood theorem, which includes the two-sample
problem as a special case. Some important contributions for the two-sample problem are given in Owen (1991),
Adimiri (1995), Jin (1995), Qin (1994, 1998), Qin and Zhao (2000), Zhang (2000), Liu et al. (2008), Baklizi
and Kibria (2009), Wu and Yan (2012) and references therein.

Consider two independent unidimensional random variables X with unknown mean p; and variance o3 and
Y with unknown mean pp and variance o3. Let X7, ..., X,, be a random sample of size m from the population
denoted by X, with distribution function F, and Y7, ..., Y, be a random sample of size n from the population
denoted by Y, with distribution function G. We shall assume that F' and G are unknown, therefore we are

interested in a non-parametric approach, more concretely we shall use empirical likelihood methods. If we

denote g1 = p and pe = g+ 9, our interest will be in testing
Hoi 5:50 VS. H1: 57&50, (1)

being dyp a known real number. Since § = ug — p1 becomes the parameter of interest, apart from testing (), we
might also be interested in constructing the confidence interval for 4.

In this paper we are going to introduce a new family of empirical test statistics for the two-sample problem
introduced in ([{): Empirical phi-divergence test statistics. This family of test statistics is based on phi-
divergence measures and it contains the empirical log-likelihood ratio test statistic as a particular case. In this
sense, we can think that the family of empirical phi-divergence test statistics presented and studied in this paper
is a generalization of the empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic.

Let N = m + n, assume that

m
N mmjoo Ve (0, 1), (2)
and x1, ..., Tm, Y1, ---, Yn a realization of Xq,..., X, Y7,...,Y,,. We denote
L(6) = l_[1 Hlpin 8.t lei(zi —p) =0, lei =1, Zlqg-(yj —p—0)=0, Zl%' =1,
i=1j= i= i= Jj= Jj=

and

m n m n
L(p,q) =11 [Irig; st. 2opi=>q; =1, pi,q; >0,
i=1j=1 i=1 =1

. _ - T T
with p; = pi(p) = F (z:) = F (z77), 45 = ¢j(1,0) = G (y;) = G(y;) and p = (p1,,0m) " » @ = (1,1 qn) " -
The empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic for testing () is given by

sup,, 4 £ (b0)

0(60) = —21 .
(%) o8 sup, , £ (P, q)

(3)

Using the standard Lagrange multiplier method we might obtain sup,, , £ (do), as well as sup,, , £ (p,q). For

sup,, 4 £ (do), taking derivatives on

L1 =) logpi + leogqj + 51 <1 - Elpz> + 82 (1 - Zlqg) - Alm.X:lpi(zi —p) — )‘2n21Qj(yj — = o),
J= 1= ]= 1= Jj=

i=1



we obtain

oL 1 1
—0ep=————— = 1,..m, 4
Ip; p ml+ A (x;—p) ! m (4)
0L 1 1 .
—:0<:> g = — 9 :17"'77?’5 5
dq; 4 nl4+ X (y; —p—do) J (5)
and

oL

—120(:)m)\1+n)\220.

op

Therefore, the empirical maximum likelihood estimates Xl, Xg and 1 of Ay, A2 and u, under Hy, are obtained

as the solution of the equations

1™ 1 _q
m = @) T
1 1
o D TR, < (©)
m>\1 + 7’L>\2 =0
and
logsup L (§p) = —mlogm — > log (1 + (x; — ﬁ)) —nlogn — Y log (1 + Ao (y; —p— (50)) . (7)
p.q i=1 =1

In relation sup,, , £ (p, q), taking derivatives on

Lo =) logp; + ) logg; + s1 (1 — Zm) + 59 <1 - Z%) , (8)
2 2 _

=1 Jj=1 J=1
we have
Lo 1 . 0Lo 1
=0sp=—,i=1,.., d—=0&¢;=—,j=1,..,n, 9
op: P - 1 m an 90, q; - j n (9)
and
logsup £ (p, q) = —mlogm — nlogn. (10)
P.q

Therefore, the empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic (), for testing (1), can be written as

0(5) = —2 (—mlogm— i log (1 +X1 (X; —ﬁ)) —nlogn

=1

—>" log (1 + Ao (Y; —/7—60)) +m10gm+nlogn>
j=1

- 2{210g(1+X1 (Xi—ﬁ)) + 3 1og(1+X2(yj —/7—60))}. (11)
i=1 j=1
Under some regularity conditions, Jing (1995) established that
Pr(£(0) > x}a) = o+ O ™),

where x7 , is the 100(1 — )-th percentile of the xj distribution.
Our interest in this paper is to study the problem of testing given in (I]) and at the same time to construct
confidence intervals for § on the basis of the empirical phi-divergence test statistics. Empirical phi-divergence test

statistics in the context of the empirical likelihood have studied by Baggerly (1998), Broniatowski and Keizou



(2012), Balakhrishnan et al. (2013), Felipe et al. (2015) and references therein. The family of empirical phi-
divergence test statistics, considered in this paper, contains the classical empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic as
a particular case. In Section 2l the empirical phi-divergence test statistics are introduced and the corresponding
asymptotic distributions are obtained. A simulation study is carried out in Section [Bl Section [ is devoted to
develop a numerical example. In Section Bl the previous results, devoted to univariate populations, are extended

to k-dimensional populations.

2 Empirical phi-divergence test statistics

For the hypothesis testing considered in (), in this section the family of empirical phi-divergence test statistics
are introduced as a natural extension of the empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic given in (3]).
We consider the N-dimensional probability vectors

N

U=k %) (12)

and
P = (plya“'apmyaql(l_V)""’qn(l_y))T (13)

where p;, ¢ = 1,...,m, ¢;, j = 1,...,n were defined in @) and (), respectively, and v in [@2)). Let P be the
N-dimensional vector obtained from P with p;, ¢; replaced by the corresponding empirical maximum likelihood
estimators p;, ¢; and v by %;. The Kullback-Leibler divergence between the probability vectors U and P is
given by
~ m 1
D llback U, P —lo
Ku ac( ) = 1N ngN =
1 m
=5 | 2 logmp+ Z log ng;

i=1 =1

ZIH

3
—
2=

_1

=
——

S log (14X (i — 1)) + ilog(1+X2<yjﬁao>)},

i=1 j=1

where

N1+ X (y; — i — o)

Therefore, the relationship between ¢ (dg) and D guiipack (U, 13) is
0 (d0) = 2N Dicutthack (U, P). (16)

Based on ([I0)), in this paper the empirical phi-divergence test statistics for (I]) are introduced for the first time.
This family of empirical phi-divergence test statistics is obtained replacing the Kullback-Leibler divergence by

a phi-divergence measure in (I6]), i.e.,

N py U, P), a7)

T¢ (50> Qj( )



where
1

1
~ m m = n =
Dy(U,P) = 3 piro (ﬂm) +y (1-2) a0 | =)
=t N \Diy j=1 ARG
with ¢ : Rt — R being any convex function such that at z =1, ¢ (1) = 0, ¢” (1) > 0 and at z = 0, 0¢ (0/0) = 0
and 0¢ (p/0) = plimy—eo @ For more details see Cressie and Pardo (2002) and Pardo (2006). Therefore,

() can be rewritten as

T, (00) = 5 {i mio (=) + Snive (72 )} (18)

- {i () S ¢(1+X2<yj(ﬁ+ao»)}.

¢/I(1 i= 11+)\1( — U g:ll-i—)\g( M—(So)

If ¢p(x) = xlogex — x + 1 is chosen in Dy(U, P), we get the Kullback-Leibler divergence and T, (dp) coincides
with the empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic £ (o) given in (I6).
Let 1i(0?,02) be the optimal estimator of y under the assumption of having the known values of o7, 03, i.e.

it is given by the shape 7X + (1 — 7)Y and has minimum variance. It is well-known that

m¥ (V- )

o? o o3
//L\(O’%,Ug) = 1 m N n 2 : (19)
of = o3

Similarly, an asymptotically optimal estimator of p having unknown values of o, o3, is given by

mX (7 — 60)

+n
~ S? 52
,LL(S%,SS) = 1 m N n ! ;
St St

where Sf = =5 >0 (X — X)?, 53 = L5 > (Y — Y)? are consistent estimators of 0%, o5 respectively.
In the following lemma an important relationship is established, useful to get the asymptotic distribution of

Ty (d0)-
Lemma 1 Let i the empirical likelihood estimator of pu. Then, we have

fi = fi(o1,0%) + Op(1) = (S, 53) + Op(1).
Proof. See Appendix ]

Theorem 2 Suppose that 0? < oo, 05 < 0o and (3). Then,

Proof. See Appendix[0.4l m
Remark 3 A (1 — a)-level confidence interval on & can be constructed as

Cha(6) = {0:T5(6) < X3}



The lower and upper bounds of the interval CIi_, () require a bisection search algorithm. This is a com-
putationally challenging task, because for every selected grid point on &, one needs to maximize the empirical
phi-divergence Ty, (0) over the nuisance parameter, u, and there is no closed-form solution to the mazimum point
1 for any given §. The computational difficulties under the standard two-sample empirical likelihood formulation
are due to the fact that the involved Lagrange multipliers, which are determined through the set of equations (@),
have to be computed based on two separate samples with an added nuisance parameter u. Such difficulties can
be avoided through an alternative formulation of the empirical likelihood function, for which computation proce-
dures are virtually identical to those for one-sample of size N = m + n empirical likelihood problems. Through

the transformations

2
1
w1 = w1 9
(T4) and (I3) can be alternatively obtained as
~ 1 1 .
pi:—T, ’L:L...,m, (20)
m
1 +)\* v;
~ 1 1 .
qJ:_T’ j:1,,n, (21)
"1+ A, w;

where the estimates of the Lagrange multipliers A = (XL*,XZ*)T are the solution in Ay of

Remark 4 In the particular case that m = n, the two samples might be understood as a random sample of
size n from a unique bidimensional population. In this setting the two sample problem can be considered to be

a particular case of Balakrishnan et al. (2015).

Remark 5 Fu et al. (2009), Yan (2010) and Wu and Yan (2012) pointed out that empirical log-likelihood
ratio statistic, £ (dg), given in (I1]) for testing [dl), does not perform well when the distribution associated to the
samples are quite skewed or samples sizes are not large or sample sizes from each population are quite different.

To overcome this problem Fu et al. (2009) considered the weighted empirical log-likelihood function defined by

w1 2, wo I
lw(p.a) == 3. logpi + — 3. loga;. (22)
P =

1

with w1 = wa = 35, and obtained the weighted empirical likelihood (WEL) estimator as well as the weighted

empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic. In order to get the WEL estimator, it is necessary to mazimize (23)

subject to
2pi= 20 =1 (23)
i=1 j=1

Zpixi - Zijj = do. (24>
i=1 j=1



They obtained that the WEL estimates of p; and q; are given by

~ 1 1 .
Ypi=—————, i1=1,...m,
m
1+ YA v;
~ 1 1 .
Y =—————,j=1,..,n,

~T
n 1 —+ w)\ ’LUj
where v; and w; are the same transformations given in Remark[3 with & = d¢ and the estimates of the Lagrange

multipliers “’X* = ( “’XL*, ngﬁ*)T are the solution in “\, of

w1 I v; w n
s A S =0,.
mi=i1+ WA*TvZ n ; WATw]
Now, if we define the probability vectors
T
m n
YU = (Wl(%a:ia%)an(%M:ﬁH%)) )

T

YP = (wlpT7w2qT) = (wl (pla 5pm) ;w2(q17 a3} Qn))T )

the weighted empirical log-likelihood ratio test £y, (8o) presented in Wu and Yan (2012) can be written as
— 2Ly (00) = Drcuitback(“U," P). (25)

The weighted empirical log-likelihood ratio test can be extended by defining the family of weighted empirical

phi-divergence test statistics as
2D,("U,"” P)
¢r(1)
where Dy (YUY P) is the phi-divergence measure between the probability vectors *U and “ P, i.e.,

S¢ (60) =

m 1 n 1

Dy("U," P) = pi — q; —

s("U," P) Mz;p(z)(mpi) +w2JZ:IQJ¢<n )
~T

W1m¢(1+ “’)\*'Ui) an¢(1+ w)\ ’w])

Mi=1 14 wx, v, M=t 1+ )\ w;

jing

Taking into account
~T ~
Dy("U," P) = “A, D X + 0p(N),
where
w1 & T wo M
D=—>vv; +— ) wjw
and based on Theorem 2.2. in Wu and Yan (2012), we have that

S, (6,
56 (%) e, X1,

c n,m— oo

where ¢ is the second diagonal element of the matric D',



3 Simulation Study

The square of the classical z-test statistic for two sample problems,

(X =Y +6)°

t(0o) = Igiigs

has asymptotically x? distribution, the same as the empirical phi-divergence test statistics, according to Theorem
In order to compare the finite sample performance of the confidence interval (CI) of ¢ based on Ty (0)

with respect to the ones based on ¢ (§) as well as the empirical log-likelihood ratio test-statistic £ () given in

@), we count on a subfamily of phi-divergence measures, the so-called power divergence measures ¢, (x) =
Y —r—~(x—1)

) , dependent of tuning parameter v € R, i.e.

2 m n
EEE Zmpz anﬂ =N, 7eR—-{0,-1},
i=1 =1

T,(0) =< —2 mlogm+nlogn+m210g]b}+n210g(7j , v =0,

i=1 j=1

m n
2 mlogm—i—nlogn—i—mZﬁilogﬁi—i—nzajlog(}j , v =—1,
i=1 j=1

where p; and ¢; can be obtained from (20)-(2I). We analyzed five new test-statistics, the empirical power-
divergence test statistics taking v € {—1,—0.5, g, 1,2}. The case of v = 0 is not new, since the empirical
log-likelihood ratio test-statistic £ (§) is a member of the empirical power-divergence test statistics, i.e. £(0) =
T,—o (6). The CI of ¢ based on t (dy) with 100(1 — a)% confidence level is essentially the CI of z-test statistic,

(0L,00) = (T —7 — 22 o/ =T+ L3 T —F+ za 53+ 2s3). For T € {T, (6)}yen, A ={-1,-0.5,0,%,1,2},

as mentioned in Remark [B] since there is no eXpllclt expression for (6 L, 5U) the bisection method should be

vl

followed. The simulated coverage probabilities of the CI of ¢ based on T € {t (6)} U {T, (§)},ea were obtained
with R = 15,000 replications by

100 x —ZI

with I(-) being the indicator function. The simulated expected width of the CI of § based on T' € {t(6)} U
{T (6)}yea were obtained with R = 3,000 replications by

100 x %i@p — 5.
r=1
The reason why two different values of R were followed is twofold. On one hand calculating 5(T) g(LT) is much
more time consuming than I(7(") < Xl,a) and on the other hand for the designed simulation experiment the
replications needed to obtain a good precision is less for the expected width than for the coverage probability.
The simulation experiment is designed in a similar manner as in Wu and Yan (2012). The true distributions,

unknown in practice, are generated from:

i) X ~N(p,0%), Y ~N(u+do,03), with p =1, 0f = 03 = 1.5, §p = 0;



ii) X ~ lognormal(ﬂl,Gl), Y ~ lognormal(ﬂgﬁg), with 191 = 11, 91 = 04, 192 = 12, 92 =0.2.

Notice that in case ii) dg = 0 since E[X] = E[Y]. Depending on the sample sizes, six scenarios were
considered, (m,n) € {(15,30), (30, 15), (30, 30), (30, 60), (60, 30), (60,60)}. Table [l summarizes the results of
the described simulation experiment with o = 0.05. In all the cases and scenarios the narrower width is
obtained with T,—_1 (d), but the coverage probabilities closest to 95% depends on the case or scenario. For
the case of the lognormal distribution the CI based on t (J) test-statistic has the closest coverage probability to
95%, but for the case of the normal distribution 7.,_5,3 (9) and T’,=; (0) power divergence based tend to have
the closest coverage probability to 95%.

In order to complement this study, the power functions have been drawn through R = 15,000 replications
and taking 0 as abscissa. For case i) the power functions exhibit a symmetric shape with respect to the center
and also a parallel shape, in such a way that the test statistics with better approximation of the size have worse
power. For case ii), fixing the values of the two parameters of X and changing the two parameter of Y as

log(d + exp{v + 361})

9 = koY, 0, =kb, k=
e e 05 + 30>

d is displaced from 0y = 0 to the right when & > 1 and from dy = 0 to the left when 0 < &k < 1 (§ >
— exp{t1 + 361 }). Unlike case i), the power function of case ii) exhibits a different shape on both sides from the
center of abscissa, and the most prominent differences are on the left hand size. Clearly in case ii), even though
the approximated size for ¢ (dp) is the best one, it has the worst approximated power function, in particular
there is an area of the approximated power function on the left hand side of §o = 0 with smaller value than
the approximated size. Hence, in case ii) the power functions of 7' € {7, (§) }yea are more acceptable than the

power function of ¢ (dp). Taking into account the strong and weak point of ¢ (o) in case ii), T,

=2/3 (50) could

be a good choice for moderate sample sizes and £ (dg) = T— (do) for small sample sizes.



case 1): normal populations case ii): lognormal populations

m n CcI coverage width m n Ccl coverage width
15 30 Th——1(6) 921 |L56] 15 30 T,——1(6)  90.0 |2.60]
15 30 Ty——05(6) 926  1.60 15 30 Ty——05(6) 90.6  2.66
15 30 Ty—o (9) 93.0  1.64 15 30 Ty—o (9) 91.0 277
15 30 Tyeg/s(8) 932  1.65 15 30 Tyeg/s(8) 908  2.82
15 30 T (9) 932 1.65 15 30 Ty—1 (9) 90.6  2.87
15 30 Ty—s (9) 926  1.63 15 30 T2 (9) 89.2  2.86
15 30 t(8) [93.5] 1.66 15 30 t(8) [92.3] 2.76
30 15 Th——1 (5)  92.8 [1.40| 30 15 T4 (5) 922 [2.35]
30 15 Th——05(8) 933  1.43 30 15 Ty——05(8) 925  2.46
30 15 Ty=o () 93.6  1.45 30 15 Ty—o () 92.7 2,52
30 15 Ty—y)3(9) 1.46 30 15 Th—g/3(6) 925  2.60
30 15 Ty () 93.9] 147 30 15 T,y () 923 2.62
30 15 T2 () 93.6  1.46 30 15 Ty—s () 912  2.68
30 15 ¢ (6) [93.9] 1.6 30 15 ¢ (6) [94.6] 2.8
30 30 Th——1 (5)  93.8 [1.24] 30 30 Th——1 (6) 924 [2.10]
30 30 Th——05(8) 943  1.29 30 30 Ty——o5(8) 927  2.14
30 30 Ty—o () 945  1.28 30 30 Ty—o () 93.0  2.24
30 30 Th—g/3(6) 948  1.30 30 30 Th—g/3(6)  93.0  2.31
30 30 Ty (6) 1.29 30 30 Ty (6) 929  2.33
30 30 T2 (9) 947 1.29 30 30 T,—s (4) 921  2.39
30 30 ¢ (9) 94.7  1.28 30 30 ¢(9) [94.1] 2.16
30 60 Th——1(5) 934 [L.14] 30 60 Th——1(5) 920 [1.92]
30 60 Th——05(8) 938 1.16 30 60 Ty——o5(8) 925 197
30 60 T—o () 941 118 30 60 Ty—o () 928  2.03
30 60 Ty—s3(9) 1.20 30 60 Th—g/3(6) 928  2.11
30 60 Ty (6) 1.20 30 60 Ty (6) 92.8 212
30 60 T2 (9) 941 119 30 60 T,—s (4) 91.9  2.18
30 60 ¢(8) 942  1.18 30 60 ¢(8) [93.5] 1.98
60 30 Th——1(5) 944 [L.01] 60 30 Th——1 (5) 929 [L.71]
60 30 Th——05(8) 946  1.03 60 30 Th——05(8) 933  1.78
60 30 Ty—o () 948  1.04 60 30 T—o () 935  1.83
60 30 Ty—s)3(9) 1.04 60 30 Ty—g/3(6)  93.6  1.87
60 30 Ty (6) 1.05 60 30 Ty (6) 935  1.91
60 30 T2 (9) 949  1.05 60 30 T2 (9) 93.0  1.95
60 30 ¢(8) 94.8  1.04 60 30 ¢(8) [945] 1.77
60 60 Th—_1(5) 943 [0.89] 60 60 Th—_1(5)  93.6 [1.51]
60 60 The—05(8) 945  0.90 60 60 Th——05(8) 93.9 1.55
60 60 T—o () 947  0.91 60 60 T—o () 941  1.59
60 60 Ty—s)3(9) 0.92 60 60 Th—g/3(6) 942  1.65
60 60 Ty () 94.9]  0.92 60 60 T,—; () 942  1.66
60 60 T2 (9) 94.9]  0.92 60 60 T2 (9) 93.6  1.70
60 60 t(3) 948  0.91 60 60 t(3) 1.54

Table 1: Simulated coverage probability and expected width of 0.95 level Cls of § for two pupulations.
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Power function: case normal, m=15, n=30
I

0.5

Power function: case normal, m=60, n=60
T T T T

0.4

1
0.4

0.5

Figure 1: Power functions for two normal pupulations.
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Power function: case log-normal, m=15, n=30

0.4 T T

0.35 —

0.5

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
-0.5 -0.4 -0.3 -0.2 -0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
d
***** A=-0.5 A=0 — — — \=2/3 A2 oo zet@st e sl

: case log-normal, m=60, n=60

Power function
T T T T

0.4 T T T T

0.5

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
-0.5 -0.4 -0.3 -0.2 -0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
d
***** A=-0.5 A=0 — — —\=2/3 A2 oo zetest e sl

Figure 2: Power functions for two log-normal pupulations.
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4 Numerical Example

Yu et al. (2002) presented a data set on evaluating gasoline quality based on what is known as Reid vapor
pressure, collected by the Environmental Protection Agency of the United States. Two types of Reid vapor
pressure measurements X and Y are included in the data set. Values of X are obtained by an Agency inspector
who visits gas pumps in a city, takes samples of gasoline of a particular brand, and measures the Reid vapor
pressure right on the spot; values of Y, on the other hand, are produced by shipping gasoline samples to the
laboratory for measurements of presumably higher precision at a high cost. The original data set has a double
sampling structure, with a subset of the sample units having measurements on both X and Y. Table 2l contains
two independent samples of a new reformulated gasoline, one related to X with sample size 30 and the other,

to Y with sample size 15.

X (Field) 8.09 8.46 7.37 8.80 7.59 8.62 7.88 7.98 7.47 8.90
8.51 8.69 7.93 7.96 7.45 8.02 7.32 7.45 7.86 7.88
7.39 8.03 7.31 7.44 7.95 7.92 7.53 8.01 7.16 7.31

Y (Lab) 8.28 8.63 9.28 7.85 8.62 9.14 7.86 7.90 8.52 7.92
7.89 8.48 7.95 8.32 7.60

Table 2: Field and lab data on Reid vapor pressure for newly reformulated gasoline.

One of the assumptions of Yu et al. (2002) is that the field measurement X and the lab measurement Y have
common mean g. The two types of measurements differ, however, in terms of precision. Yu et al. (2002) also
assumed that (X, V) was bivariate normal, which would not be required under our proposed empirical likelihood
approach. In Tsao and Wu (2006) this example was studied on the basis of the empirical log-likelihood ratio
test. The 95% Cls of ¢ based on T' € {t(0)} U {T, (0)}~ea are summarized in Table Bl As in the simulation
study, the narrowest CI width is obtained with Th—_; (6). In all the test-statistics used to construct the CIs

0o = 0 is not contained, so the null hypothesis of equal means is rejected with 0.05 significance level.

CI lower bound upper bound width

Ty (5) 0.122 0.703  0.581
Ty——05(5)  0.121 0712 0.591
Ty—o () 0.121 0.718  0.598
Ty—a/5 (6) 0.123 0.724  0.602
T\— (5) 0.124 0.726  0.601
T\ —s (5) 0.133 0.725  0.592
t(5) 0.101 0712 0.611

Table 3: Power divergence and z-test based 0.95 level CIs for field and lab data on Reid vapor pressure for

newly reformulated gasoline.
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5 Further extensions

5.1 Extension of the dimension for the random variable

Let X1,..., X, and Yq,..., Y, be two mutually independent random samples with common distribution func-

tion F' and G respectively. Assuming that X; and Y'; take values in RF and

ElXi|=p, Coo[X;]=%1,i=1,....,m,

BIY ] = py, Cov[Y ] = o, j = 1,.c0m,
with p; = p and py = p + 6§, our interest is in testing
HQZ 4= 50 VS. H1! o 75 60, (26)

where 8; € R* and known.

The empirical likelihood under Hy is

L(0) =[] [Ipig; s-t. _lei(ivi — p) = O, _lei =1,
1= 1= J

n n
q(y; —pu—98)=0x, > qj =1,
i=1j=1 =1 =

j=1

and in the whole parameter space,
L(p,a)=TITlpia;: Yopi=>a;=1, piq; 20,
i=1j=1 i=1 j=1
with p; = F(x;) — F(z]) , ¢; = G(y;) — G(y;) and p = (pl,...,pm)T, q = (ql,...,qn)T. The empirical
log-likelihood ratio statistic for testing (28] is given by
Supy o £ (30)

0(8) = —21 .
() % Supp.q £ (P, q)

Based on Lagrange multiplier methods, sup,, , £ (d¢) is obtained for

1 1

- i=1,.m, 27
m1+ Al (z; — p) @7

Di =

1 1
”1+/\,2T(yj—ﬂ—50)

q; = ,j=1,..,n, (28)

where m)\lT + nXQT = 0. The empirical maximum likelihood estimates Xl, Xg and g of A1, Ag and p, under H,

can be obtained as the solution of

3

_ (i)
T T @ Ok
(yj_“_‘s)

1 _ i PT)
nj:1 1+Ag(yjf;475)

m)\lT +nAl =0,

3=

Sl

On the other hand sup,, , £ (p, q) is obtained for

P = i=1,..,mandg =—,j=1,...,n (29)

S|

1
ma
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After some algebra, we obtain

sup L (50)

m ~T
£(dg) = —2log Sp L (p.q) =-2 (mlogm — i;log (1 + A (X — u)) —nlogn

n ~T
,Z: log (1 +x Y —p— 60)) +mlogm+nlogn>

j=1

—2 (i log (1 A (X — ) + ijllog (1 ISWS u&)) . (30)

i=1 J

Under some regularity conditions, it follows that
Pr (£(80) < X}.a) = a+O0(n~"),

where x?  is the a-th order quantile of the x3 distribution.

Let

~ m m m\T
P:(~—,...,~m a0 =" G 1——)
Prgs oD v, qi( N) n( N)

be the estimate the probability vector

P = (pll/7 ooy PmV, ql(l - V)a aqn(l - V))Ta

where p; and g; are obtained from [27)) and [28) replacing A1, A2 and p by Xl, Ao and 1, respectively. In this

k-dimensional case, the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the probability vectors U and Pis given by

- m 1 L n 1 1
Drxuttpack (U, P) = Y- —log 2= + - — log &
* ( ) Z;N PiyN ]§1N 4N
1 m ~T n ~T
=~ leog(HAl (Xz-fu)) + leog<1+>\2 (Y; f;ka)) .
1= j=

Therefore, the relationship between ¢ (dg) and the Kullback-Leibler divergence is
0(80) = 2N Dicuttpack (U, P). (31)

Based on (1)) the family of empirical phi-divergence test statistics are defined as

T, (80) = qf,—](vl)m(v,ﬁ),

with

- m 1 n 1
Dy(U,P) = > pi— ¢<ﬁ,i>+2miné}¢< nN,).

i=1 m-+n

Therefore the expression of Ty, (d¢) is

i) £ ()

(1) |i=iq 4+ AlT(Xl — )
+2n: -7 : ¢(1+X§(Yj—u—5o))}- (32)
=14+ (Y —p—9)



A result similar to the one given in Lemma 1 for the k-dimensional case is
~ _ 1y -1 = 1~
p=mIr +0E") (mET'X +n251 (Y - 96)) + 0p(1k),

where X = L37" X, and Y =1 >i—1 Y. Finally, based in this result it is possible to establish

T,(60) 5 3.

n,m—00

5.2 Extension of the test-statistic using the Rényi’s divergence

Rényi (1961) introduced the Rényi’s divergence measure as an extension of the Kullback-Leibler divergence.
Unfortunately this divergence measure is not a member of the family of phi-divergence measures considered in
this paper. Menéndez et al. (1995, 1997) introduced and studied the (h,phi)-divergence measures in order to have
a family of divergence measures in which the phi-divergence measures as well as the Rényi divergence measure
are included. But not only the Rényi divergence measure is included in this new family but another important
divergence measures not include in the family of phi-divergence measures are included. For more details about
the different divergence measures included in the (h,phi)-divergence see for instance, Pardo (2006). Based on
the (h,phi)-divergence measures between the probability vectors U and P, defined in (I2) and (I3]) respectively,
we can consider the following family of empirical (h,phi)-divergence test statistics for the two-sample problem
considered in ()

T} (60) = h (T (%)) , (33)

where h is a differentiable increasing function from [0, 00) onto [0,00) with h(0) = 0 and A/(0) > 0. If we

consider
h(z) = ﬁlog(a(af Dx+1), a#0,1
in , and
. « d)(z)izafa(:c—l)fl 0 £0.1
B ala—1) ’ T
we get
Tieuys (b0) = T4 (30) = o5 og (ala = DT, (80) + 1)

m

i ﬁlog{z (145 @-m)" +3 (1+ Rty - (ﬁ+5o)))a_l} |

i=1

i.e., the empirical Rényi’s divergence test statistics for testing (). For a = 0 and a = 1, we get
iil}% TRényi (50) = 2N D g uiiback (Ua P)

and
lim Trenyi (%0) = 2N Drcuttvack (P, U) -
It is clear that

h (T (d0)) = 1(0) + h'(0)T} (d0) + 0 (T (do)) -
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Therefore

Td})l (50) £> 2
W(0) nmroo X1

In the same way can be established for the problem considered in (26]) that

where

T} (d0) = h(Ty (80))

with T, (09) defined in (32).
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Appendix

5.3 Proof of Lemma [I]
In a similar way as in Hall and Scala (1990), we can establish
M=X () =—07? (X —p) +O0p(m™") and o = Ay () = —05° (Y — pu— o) + Op(n™).

Now applying that
mAr (p) + nAz (1) =0,

we have

moy? (X — p) + 0p(1) + noy > (Y — p— 6o) 4+ Op(1) = 0. (34)

Solving the equation for u we have the enunciated result.

5.4 Proof of Theorem

First we are going to establish

2

T s () = (F52) <ot )
e () = (A7) o0 @

If we denote W; = A1 (p) (X; — p) we have ¢ (%) = ¢ (1 4+ W;). A Taylor expansion gives

B W) = 6(1) ¢ ()W + 26" ()W +0(W7).

On the other hand
1 1
- - =1-Wi+W2+o0(W?).
TG TT W, s o (W)

mp;
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Then

s S (1) = i 258 G- wwz o) (G w2 4o (w2))

1
1 m m 1 // m
= ¢// <§¢ ; 7+ ZO (WE) - §¢ (1) ZWiB

- zzlwf + ¢,,2(1) zzlo (W) - iwf - _;fjlo (W2) W, + iwf
2 & 2) L 2\ 1172 2 2 2
+ ¢// (1)120 (WZ ) + Z;O (WZ ) WZ + d)// (1)120 (WZ ) 0 (WZ )
But
® ¢,,2(1)Z§mlo (WQ) ¢~(1 g:l ( () (Xi — ,U)2) = ¢~2(1)m%£31 (Xi — M)2 0 ()‘% (N))
=mop(1)o (O, (m™1)) = 0,(1), because

At (1) = Op(m~"%)

(see page 220 in Owen (2001)), and

applying the strong law of large numbers.

< ‘/\1 (u)g‘ m-L ; 1X; — pl’ = Op(m=3?)mo (m'/?) = 0,(1), because

1m 3
- Xi - = ( 1/2) ’
mgll pl”=o(m

by Lemma 11.3 in page 218 in Owen (2001).

o (Lo (W) Wil <0 (3 () M () mik 32 X0 =l = 0.0y (m™") Oy~ /2)o(m?) = 0,(1).

o X < ! —ul* < 0y () mZ kS 1Xe — = 0y () mo(m!?)0(m?) = 0,(1),
1=1 1=1

because

= = 1/2
L = max | X; —p| =0(m?)

applying Lemma 11.2 in page 218 in Owen (2001).

* ﬁ(l);o (W7) o (W7)| <

2
< g M ()

‘ Z 1X; — u|* = 0,(1). Therefore

S () = EWe o1

mp;

d)”( )i=




In a similar way we can get

Therefore, . b
- (e (55 e ()
e )

Applying (34),

noy > (Y — i — 60) = —moy > (X — i) + O,(1)
and

Ty (89) =m (701 ﬁ)Q —moy 2 (X — 1) (Y — i — 8o) + 0,(1)
m(?,;) (X ==Y ++do) +op(1)

—m (70% ﬁ) (X =¥ +0) +0,(1)

=-—no; > (Y —fi—6) (X =Y + &) + 0p(1).
From (I9) we have
mY (Y — 60)

. . o2 T3
Y*M*(goiyf L ™ n2 750
773
m (—X +Y —d)
= 3 52 52
S
Therefore,
—2 /X7 -
nmo Y-X-§ .
T (do) = : 0(2 pe 0)(*1)(X*Y+50)052
2+
_mn (7—(7—6))2 o o (mori4+noy?\ o1
_ern 0 o1 %2 m-+n %
1 mn 2
= X—(Y -6 + o,(1
B g amen 0 T
Now we have,
~ L
Vvm (X — p) i N(0,0%),
~ L
Vi (Y = (n—=200)) = N(0,03).
and
mn_ = c B 9
m+n(X ”)n,ﬁmN(o’(l v)o?).
mn  — r 9
Y — 0 = 0
+n ( (M+ O)) n,m—00 N( ’V02)7
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where is such that (2]). Hence

1/ mn (X =Y + ) A N0, (1 —v)oi +vo3),
m-+n n,m—00

from which is obtained

1 -
\/m 0.2+ n 2 o (X7Y+50) £> N(Ovl)
02

pres oy m-+n n,m—oo

and now the result follows.
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