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Abstract Statistical distances, divergences, and similar quasttiave a large his-
tory and play a fundamental role in statistics, machineniegarand associated sci-
entific disciplines. However, within the statistical lié&ture, this extensive role has
too often been played out behind the scenes, with other &spéthe statistical
problems being viewed as more central, more interestingyare important. The
behind the scenes role of statistical distances shows ugtimation, where we of-
ten use estimators based on minimizing a distance, explicitmplicitly, but rarely
studying how the properties of a distance determine thegstigs of the estimators.
Distances are also prominent in goodness-of-fit, but thaluguestion we ask is
“how powerful is this method against a set of interestingralatives” not “what
aspect of the distance between the hypothetical model andltarnative are we
measuring?”

Our focus is on describing the statistical properties of sofithe distance mea-
sures we have found to be most important and most visiblellMgrate the robust
nature of Neyman'’s chi-squared and the non-robust natuPeafson’s chi-squared
statistics and discuss the concept of discretization toless.
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1 Introduction

Distance measures play a ubiquitous role in statisticarthand thinking. How-
ever, within the statistical literature this extensiveerblas too often been played
out behind the scenes, with other aspects of the statigtioalems being viewed as
more central, more interesting, or more important.

The behind the scenes role of statistical distances shoiuvsegiimation, where
we often use estimators based on minimizing a distancejoitplor implicitly,
but rarely studying how the properties of the distance deites the properties of
the estimators. Distances are also prominent in goodrfefis{GOF) but the usual
guestion we ask is how powerful is our method against a settefasting alter-
natives not what aspects of the difference between the hgtical model and the
alternative are we measuring?

How can we interpret a numerical value of a distance? In gesshof-fit we
learn about Kolmogorov-Smirnovand Cramér-von Misesagtises but how do these
compare with each other? How can we improve their propebiideoking at what
statistical properties are they measuring?

Past interest in distance functions between statistigalifadions had a two-fold
purpose. The first purpose was to prove existence theorgaiiag some optimum
solutions in the problem of statistical inference. Wald][@0his book on statistical
decision functions gave numerous definitions of distanteédxn two distributions
which he primarily introduced for the purpose of creatingidi®n functions. In this
context, the choice of the distance function is not entieglyitrary, but it is guided
by the nature of the mathematical problem at hand.

Statistical distances are defined in a variety of ways, bypaing distribution
functions, density functions or characteristic functiémsoment generating func-
tions. Further, there are discrete and continuous anatogfidistances based on
comparing density functions, where the word “density” isdito also indicate prob-
ability mass functions. Distances can also be construcasddon the divergence
between a nonparametric probability density estimate apdrametric family of
densities. Typical examples of distribution-based distznare the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov and Cramér-von Mises distances. A separate cladstances is based
upon comparing the empirical characteristic function il theoretical character-
istic function that corresponds, for example, to a familynaddels under study, or
by comparing empirical and theoretical versions of momemiegating functions.

In this paper we proceed to study in detail the propertie®ofesstatistical dis-
tances, and especially the properties of the class of araregl distances. We place
emphasis on determining the sense in which we can offer mghninterpretations
of these distances as measures of statistical loss. SBhtiftthe paper discusses the
definition of a statistical distance in the discrete prolighinodels context. Sec-
tion[d presents the class of chi-squared distances andstia¢istical interpretation
again in the context of discrete probability models. SubiseB.3 discusses metric
and other properties of the symmetric chi-squared distaDoe of the key issues
in the construction of model misspecification measuresasdalowance should be
made for the scale difference between observed data andbthegized model con-
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tinuous distribution. To account for this difference in lsceve need the distance
measure to exhibit discretization robustness, a concapidtdiscussed in subsec-
tion[4.1. To achieve discretization robustness we needts@ndistances, and this

requirement dictates a balance of sensitivity and stediktioise. Various strategies
that deal with this issue are discussed in the literaturevem@riefly discuss them

in subsectio 4]1. A flexible class of distances that alldves user to adjust the

noise/sensitivity trade-off is the kernel smoothed dis&nupon which we briefly

remark on in sectionl4. Finally, sectibh 5 presents furtherubssion.

2 The Discrete Setting

Procedures based on minimizing the distance between twsitdémnctions express
the idea that a fitted statistical model should summarizeareably well the data
and that assessment of the adequacy of the fitted model cachiyed by using
the value of the distance between the data and the fitted model

The essential idea of density-based minimum distance rdsthas been pre-
sented in the literature for quite some time as it is eviddrog the method of
minimum chi-squared[16]. An extensive list of minimum alyjuared methods can
be found in Berksor J4]. Matusita [15] and Rao[18] studiechimium Hellinger
distance estimation in discrete models while Befan [3] wiasfirst to use the idea
of minimum Hellinger distance in continuous models.

We begin within the discrete distribution framework so apravide the clearest
possible focus for our interpretations. Thus, %t {0,1,2,--- , T }, whereT is pos-
sibly infinite, be a discrete sample space. On this sampleespa define a true prob-
ability densityt(t), as well as a family of densities? = {my(t) : 6 € O}, where
O is the parameter space. Assume we have independent anitadgrdistributed
random variableXi, Xy, - - - , X producing the realizations;, xp, - - - ,X, from 7(-).
We record the data aKt) = n(t)/n, wheren(t) is the number of observations in the
sample with value equal to

Definition 1. We will say thatp(7,m) is a statistical distance between two proba-
bility distributions with densities, mif p(7,m) > 0, with equality if and only ift
andm are the same for all statistical purposes.

Note that we do not require symmetry or the triangle inedyadd thatp(7,m)
is not formally a metric. This is not a drawback as well knovistahces, such as
Kullback-Leibler, are not symmetric and do not satisfy tli@tgle inequality.

We can extend the definition of a distance between two desditi that of a
distance between a density and a class of densities as follow

Definition 2. let .# be a given model class andbe a probability density that does
not belong in the model clas#’. Then, the distance betweerand.# is defined
as

p(t,.#)= inf p(t,m),
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whenever the infimum exists. Lekest € .# be the best fitting model, then

p(Tamoest) £ P(T,.///)

We interpretp(t,m) or p(T,.#') as measuring the “lack-of-fit” in the sense that
larger values op(1,m) mean that the model elememtis a worst fit tot for our
statistical purposes. Therefore, we will requixa, m) to indicate the worst mistake
that we can make if we uga instead ofr. The precise meaning of this statement
will be obvious in the case of the total variation distancewee will see that the
total variation distance measures the error, in probghptlitat is made whem is
used instead of .

Lindsay [7] studied the relationship between the concepédfiwiency and ro-
bustness for the class &f or p-divergences in the case of discrete probability mod-
els and defined the concept of Pearson residuals as follows.

Definition 3. For a pair of densities, m define the Pearson residual by

5(t) = % 1 1)

with range the intervgl-1, o).

This residual has been used by Lindsay [7], Basu and LindEpyMarkatou
[11),[12], and Markatou et al [18,114] in investigating théustness of the mini-
mum disparity and weighted likelihood estimators respetyi It also appears in
the definition of the class of power divergence measureseatkiin

B 1 T(t) A
"“‘”)—mz“t){(m) ‘1}

_ ﬁ S mt){(1+8(t) -1}

ForA =—-2,—1-1/2,0 and 1 one obtains the well-known Neyman'’s chi-squared
(divided by 2) distance, Kullback-Leibler divergence,dedsquared Hellinger dis-
tance, likelihood disparity and Pearson’s chi-squaredddd by 2) distance respec-
tively. For additional details see Lindsay [7] and Basu airdikay [1].

A special class of distance measures we are particuladyasted in is the class
of chi-squared measures. In what follows we discuss in kdbiaiclass.

3 Chi-Squared Distance Measures

We present the class of chi-squared disparities and diticesproperties. We offer
loss function interpretations of the chi-squared measanelsshow that Pearson’s
chi-squared is the supremum of squaZestatistics while Neyman'’s chi-squared is
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the supremum of squaréestatistics. We also show that the symmetric chi-squared
is a metric and offer a testing interpretation for it.

We start with the definition of a generalized chi-squaredthadise between two
densitiest, m.

Definition 4. Let 7(t), m(t) be two discrete probability distributions. Then, define
the class of generalized chi-squared distances as

_ o) —mt))?
Xg(Tam) = Z T7

wherea(t) is a probability mass function.

Notice that if we restrict ourselves to the multinomial sgftand choose(t) =
d(t) anda(t) = m(t), the resulting chi-squared distance is Pearson’s chirequa
statistic. Lindsay/[[7] studied the robustness propertiea @ersion of x2(t,m)
by takinga(t) = [1(t) + m(t)]/2. The resulting distance is calleymmetric chi-
squaredand it is given as

2[r(t) —m(t)?

Srm=3 7(t) + m(t)

The chi-squared distance is symmetric beca#$e m) = S*(m, 1) and satisfies
the triangle inequality. Thus, by definition it is a propertriee and there is a strong
dependence of the properties of the distance on the dentmi@). In general
we can use as a denominatdt) = at(t)+am(t), d =1—a, o € [0,1]. The so
defined distance is called blended chi-squalréd [7].

3.1 Loss Function Interpretation

We now discuss the loss function interpretation of the afmetioned class of dis-
tances.

Proposition 1. Let T, m be two discrete probabilities. Then

(E(h(X) ~ Bn(h0X)))?
P =P Nanhx)

where dt) is a density function, and(X) has finite second moment.

Proof. Let h be a function defined on the sample space. We can prove the abov
statement by looking at the equivalent problem

sup{E;(h(X)) — Em(h(X))}2, subjectto Vag(h(X)) = 1.
h
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Note that the transformation from the original problem te #impler problem
stated above is without loss of generality because the fioktiem is scale invariant,
that is, the functionk andch wherec is a constant give exactly the same values. In
addition, we have location invariance in thgX) andh(X) + c give again the same
values, and symmetry requires us to solve

sup(Ex(h(X)) ~ Em(h(X))}, subjecttoy h¥(t)a(t) = 1.
h

To solve this linear problem with its quadratic constraiet wse Lagrange mul-
tipliers. The Lagrangian is given as

L(t) = Y h®)(z(t) - m(t)) = A {3 h*(t)at) — 1} .

Then

0
%L(t) =0, for each value of,

is equivalent to
7(t) —m(t) — 2Ah(t)a(t) = 0, vt,

or

Using the constraint we obtain

[T(t) —m(t)]? -1 [2(t) — m(t)2) Y2
Zw—lé)\_z{zi} _

Therefore,

If we substitute the above value loin the original problem we obtain

SED{Er(h(X))—Em(h(X))}Z = SED{ > h(®)[r(t) - m(t)]*}

as was claimed. O

Remark 1Note thatﬁ(t) is the least favorable function for detecting differences
between means of two distributions.
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Corollary 1. The standardized function which creates the largest diffee in

means is
=~ T(t) —m(t)

"oV

wherex2 =y w and the corresponding difference in means is

Ex (1)) ~ Enfh()] = /X2

Remark 2 Are there any additional distances that can be obtainedatst to an
optimization problem? And what is the statistical intetption of these optimiza-
tion problems? To answer the aforementioned questions atepfiesent the opti-
mization problems associated with the Kullback-Leibled &tellinger distances. In
fact, the entire class of the blended weighted Hellingeadises can be obtained as
a solution to an appropriately defined optimization probl&acondly, we discuss
the statistical interpretability of these problems by ceecting them, by analogy, to
the construction of confidence intervals via Scheffé’shrodt

Definition 5. The Kullback-Leibler divergence or distance between tweciite
probability density functions is defined as

L(t,mg) = Zmﬁ )[logmg (x) — log T(X)].

Proposition 2. The Kullback-Leibler distance is obtained as a solutionhaf opti-
mization problem

supy h(x)mg(x), subjecttoy e"™r(x) <1,
A 2

where K-) is a function defined on the same space as

Proof. It is straightforward if one writes the Lagrangian and diffietiates with re-
spect toh. a

Definition 6. The class of squared blended weighted Hellinger distar®&d{Dy)

is defined as
[T(x) — mp(x)]?

X 2[0{\/m+m/mﬁ(x)}2

where 0< a < 1,0 = 1—a and1(x), mg(x) are two probability densities.

(BWHD,)? =

)

Proposition 3. The class of BWHP arises as a solution to the optimization prob-
lem

suth —mg(x)], subjecttoy h*(x) [a\/r(x) +ay/mg (x)}2 <1l

Whena =a =1/2, the(BWH Dl/z)z gives twice the squared Hellinger distance.
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Proof. Straightforward. a

Although both Kullback-Leibler and blended weighted Hedlér distances are
solutions of appropriate optimization problems, they dbarse from optimization
problems in which the constraints can be interpreted aawegis. To exemplify and
illustrate further this point we first need to discuss thermmtion with Scheffé's
confidence intervals.

One of the methods of constructing confidence intervals fefe’'s method.
The method adjusts the significance levels of the confidemeevials for general
contrasts to account for multiple comparisons. The proeedherefore, controls
the overall significance for any possible contrast or sebotmasts and can be stated
as follows,

sgp\cT(y—u)\ <K&, subjectto|c|=1,¢"1=0,

whered is an estimated contrast variankeis an appropriately defined constant.

The chi-squared distances extend this framework as foll&ssume that? is
a class of functions which are taken, without loss of geiitgr&b have zero expec-
tation. Then, we construct the optimization problemsip(x)[7(x) — mg(x)]dx,
subject to a constraint that can possibly be interpretecagstraint on the variance
of h(x) either under the hypothesized model distribution or unidedistribution of
the data.

The chi-squared distances arise as solutions of optimizatioblems subject to
variance constrains. As such, they are interpretable s tioat allow the construc-
tion of “Scheffé-type”confidence intervals for models. e other hand, distances
such as the Kullback-Leibler or blended weighted Hellindjstance do not arise as
solutions of optimization problems subject to interprégalariance constraints. As
such they cannot be used to construct confidence intervatsddels.

3.2 Loss Analysis of Pearson and Neyman Chi-Squared Distances

We next offer interpretations of the Pearson chi-squareddNgyman chi-squared
statistics. These interpretations are not well knownjfemnore, they are useful in
illustrating the robustness character of the Neyman sitatiad the non-robustness
character of the Pearson statistic.

Recall that the Pearson statistic is

O -mOP  [Ea(h(X)) — En(h(X))]?
2wy P Vam(h))
_ LgplaZh) “En(hOO)2 1 o

n oy L Vary(h(X)) ny
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that is, the Pearson statistic is the supremum of squéusdtistics.

A similar argument shows that Neyman’s chi-squared equueﬂgﬁ the supre-
mum of squared-statistics.

This property shows that the chi-squared measures havéististd interpreta-
tion in that a small chi-squared distance indicates thantbans are close on the
scale of standard deviation. Furthermore, an additionedaicige of the above in-
terpretations is that the robustness character of thesstisgis exemplified. Ney-
man’s chi-squared, being the supremum of squérgdtistics, is robust, whereas
Pearson’s chi-squared is non-robust, since it is the supreaf squared-statistics.

Signal-to-noise: There is an additional interpretation of the chi-squaredistc
that rests on the definition of signal-to-noise ratio thahes from the engineering
literature.

Consider the pair of hypotheskl : X; ~ T versus the alternativid; : Xj ~ m,
whereX; are independent and identically distributed random véegmhf we con-
sider the set of randomized test functions that depend ofotltput” function h,
the distance betwedtly andHj is

[Em(h(X)) — Er(h(X))]*

S(r,m) = Vars (h(X))

This quantity is a generalization of one of the more commdimdi®ns of signal-
to-noise ratio. If, instead of working with a given outpunh@itionh, we take supre-
mum over the output functiorts we obtain Neyman’s chi-squared distance, which
has been used in the engineering literature for robust ti@te&urther, the quantity
S?(1,m) has been used in the design of decision systéms [17].

3.3 Metric Properties of the Symmetric Chi-Squared Distance

The symmetric chi-squared distance, defined as

2[r(t) —m(t)?

Srm=3 mt) +1(t)

can be viewed as a good compromise between the non-robusbRehstance and
the robust Neyman distance. In what follows, we prove 8fat, m) is indeed a
metric. The following series of lemmas will help us estdblise triangle inequality
for S(1,m).

Lemma 1.If a, b, c are numbers such that< a < b < c then

c—a b—a c—b
< + .
ve+a~ vb+a +c+b

Proof. First we work with the right-hand side of the above ineqyali¥rite
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b—a+c—b —(c—a){b_a 1 +c—b 1 }
b+ta +c+b c-ayvbt+a c—ayc+b

(1_0) }a

B o 1
BN T RN

wherea = (b—a)/(c—a). Setg(t) =1/, t > 0. Theng” (t) = d%zz (t) >0, hence
the functiong(t) is convex. Therefore, the aforementioned relationshipiyess

(c—a){ag(a+b)+(1—a)g(c+b)}.

But
ag(a+b)+(1—-a)g(c+b)>g(a(a+b)+(1—a)(c+b)),
where
a(atb)+(1-a)c+b)= 2@+t + S Pbro)=c+a
T c—a c—a o ’
Thus
ag(a+b)+(1—a)g(c+b)>g(c+a),
and hence
b—a c—b c—a
+ > ,
vb+a +c+b~ cra
as was stated. O

Note that because the function is strictly convex we do ntdiokequality except
whena=b=c.

Lemma 2. If a, b, ¢ are numbers such thata0, b > 0, c > 0then

c—a b—a N c—b‘
c+a| ~ |vb+al |Vc+b|

Proof. We will distinguish three different cases.

Case 1: X a< b < cis already discussed in Lemina 1.

Case 2: X c< b < acan be proved as in Lemrih 1 by interchanging the role of
aandc.

Case 3: In this cadeis not betweem andc, thus eithea<c<borb<a<c.

Assume first thad < ¢ < h. Then we need to show that

c—a b—a
<

ve+a~ vbra

We will prove this by showing that the above expressions lagevalues of an
increasing function at two different points. Thus, conside
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t—a
fi(t) = .
=V
It follows that b
—a c—a
f1(b) = and fi(c) = .
1( ) \/m 1( ) cra
The functionfy(t) is increasing becaudg > 0 (recalla> 0) and since < b this
implies f1(c) < f1(b). Similarly we prove the inequality fdr < a < c. O

Lemma 3. The triangle inequality holds for the symmetric chi-squidistance
S(1,m), that s,

{S(r.m)}2 < (S(1,9)}+ {S(g.m)} V2

Proof. Set
P LU bl Ol - Ol IOl
VT +9() g(t) +m(t)
By Lemmd2
(Tt} < {3 @+ p?) .
But
S(a+Bh)zZ=Ya?+yB+2y ap
gZat2+Z&2+2{20t2}1/2{23t2}1/2.
Therefore )
Sla+ < { /T o+ 3R
and hence 12 12 12
{Sl+p)? "< {Yal} "+ {3 B}
as was claimed. O

Remark 3The inequalities proved in Lemnia 1 aod 2 imply that i mthere is
no “straight line”connecting andm, in that there does not exigtbetweernr andm
for which the triangle inequality is an equality.

Therefore, the following proposition holds.
Proposition 4. The symmetric chi-squared distancé Sm) is indeed a metric.

A testing interpretation of the symmetric chi-squared distance: let ¢ be a test
function and consider the problem of testing the null hypsis that the data come
from a densityf versus the alternative that the data come fpinet 6 be a random
variable with value 1 if the alternative is true and 0 if thdlinypothesis is true.
Then
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Proposition 5. The solutiong, it to the optimization problem
minEx((6 — 9(x))7,

wherer(0) is the prior probability on6, given as

[ 1/2, ife=0
"(9)—{ 1/2, ifO=1"

is not a0 — 1 decision, but equals the posterior expectatioafiven X. That is

o) =EO | X=t)=P(O6=1|X=t)=

the posterior probability that the alternative is correct.

Proof. We have

E(8 | X) = 2B, [(1- 0)2) + 2Ewy(0?).

2 2
But
En, [(1- @(X))?] = Z(l —@()%g(t),
and
EHo(wz(X)) = Z ¢2(t) f (t)7
hence -
g

A OE0)

as was claimed. O

Corollary 2. The minimum risk is given as
1 2
1,9
4 4

@t O -9
S=S9 =Y o

where

Proof. Substitutegpt in Ex[(8 — ¢)?] to obtain

L1 g
Brl(0 -~ @)1 =5 ¥ 1) 7 g0y

Now set
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Then

or, equivalently,

Therefore

as was claimed. O

Remark 4Note thatS?(f,g) is bounded above by 4; it becomes equal to 4 when
g are mutually singular.

The Kullback-Leibler and Hellinger distances are exteglgiwsed in the liter-
ature. Yet, we argue that, because they are obtained asosslub optimization
problems with non-interpretable (statistically) constts, are not appropriate for
our purposes. However, we note here that the Hellingerrtistes closely related to
the symmetric chi-squared distance, although this is natediately obvious. We
elaborate on this statement below.

Definition 7. Let 7, m be two probability mass functions. The squared Hellinger
distance is defined as

I\)Il—\

)= 33 [Vi6I - vima)]

We can more readily see the relationship between the Helliagd chi-squared
distances if we rewritél?(t,m) as

g (109 - meP?
"= 33 T VR

Lemma 4. The Hellinger distance is bounded by the symmetric chi+sglidis-
tance, that s,

1 1
P <H2<ZE
8 —  — 47
where $ denotes the symmetric chi-squared distance.

Proof. Note that

(\/r(x) + \/m(x))2 =1(X) + M(X) + 2/ T(X)M(X) > 7(X) + m(X)
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Also
(VI + Vi) < 2110 + )

and putting these relationships together we obtain

T(X) + m(x) < (\/r(x) + \/m(x))2 < 2[1(X) + m(x)].

Therefore 1o [t -mx32 1
T(X) — m(X
HATm) <5y R =35
and 1 [ ( ) )]2 1
T(X) — m(X
HZ(Lm) > E 2[T(X)+m( )] = é )
and so
:—ész(r,m) <H?%(1,m) < %SZ(r,m),
as was claimed. .

3.4 Locally Quadratic Distances

A generalization of the chi-squared distances is offeredhieylocally quadratic

distances. We have the following definition.

Definition 8. A locally quadratic distance between two densities1 has the form
p(T,m) =% Kn(x,y)[1(x) —m(x)][t(y) —m(y)],

whereKmn(x,y) is a nonnegative definite kernel, possibly dependemhoand such
that

3 a(x)Km(x y)a(y) > 0,
Xy

for all functionsa(x).

Example 1The Pearson distance can be written as

d(t
Z(()

_ 2 =

v -G CRLCICORLD)
= > Km(s,t)[d(s) —m(s)][d(t) —m(t)],

wherel (+) is the indicator function. Itis a quadratic distance withried

1[s=t]

V/m(s)m(t)

Km(s,t) =
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Sensitivity and Robustnessn the classical robustness literature one of the at-
tributes that a method should exhibit so as to be charaeteas robust is the at-
tribute of being resistant, that is insensitive, to the pneg of a moderate number
of outliers and to inadequacies in the assumed model.

Similarly here, to characterize a statistical distanceoasst it should be insensi-
tive to small changes in the true density, that is, the vafukedistance should not
be greatly affected by small changes that occur. inindsay [7], Markatou [11, 12],
and Markatou et al[[18,14] based the discussion of robastakthe distances un-
der study on a mechanism that allows the identification dfitistional errors, that
is, on the Pearson residual. A different system of residadle set of symmetrized
residuals defined as follows.

Definition 9. If T, mare two densities the symmetrized residual is defined as

) - m()

ol = 10 T mit)

The symmetrized residuals have rarigd, 1], with value—1 whent(t) = 0 and
value 1 whemm(t) = 0. Symmetrized residuals are important because they akow u
to understand the way different distances treat differesttidutions.

The symmetric chi-squared distance can be written as aifumof the sym-
metrized residuals as follows

2
S(r,m =4y (:—er(t) + %m(t)) {%} =4 b(O)rgn(t),

whereb(t) = [t(t) +m(t)]/2.
The aforementioned expression of the symmetric chi-sgudisgance allows us
to obtain inequalities betweest(t,m) and other distances.

A third residual system is the set of logarithmic residudédined as follows.

Definition 10. Let T, m be two probability mass functions. Define the logarithmic
residuals as o
T
o(t) =log (—m(t)> ,
with § € (—o0, ).

A value of this residual close to 0 indicates agreement batweandm. Large
positive or negative values indicate disagreement betiweztwo modelg andm.

In an analysis of a given data set, there are two types of vaisens that cause
concern: outliers and influential observations. In theditere, the concept of an
outlier is defined as follows.

Definition 11. We define an outlier to be an observation (or a set of obsensiti
which appears to be inconsistent with the remaining obsensof the data set.
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Therefore, the concept of an outlier may be viewed in redaiyms. Suppose we
think a sample arises from a standard normal distributionoBservation from this
sample is an outlier if it is somehow different in relationth@ remaining observa-
tions that were generated from the postulated standardaionodel. This means
that, an observation with value 4 may be surprising in a saropkize 10, but is
less so if the sample size is 10000. In our framework theegtbe extent to which
an observation is an outlier depends on both the sample sizéha probability of
occurrence of the observation under the specified model.

Remark 5Davies and Gathef [6] state that although detection of enstlis a topic
that has been extensively addressed in the literature,dhgoutlier"was not given
a precise definition. Davies and GatHer [6] formalized tloisaept by defining out-
liers in terms of their position relative to a central modeld in relationship to the
sample size. Further details can be found in their paper.

On the other hand, the literature provides the followingrdgdin of an influential
observation.

Definition 12. (Belsley et al.[[2]) An influential observation is one whidither
individually or together with several other observatidmss a demonstrably larger
impact on the calculated values of various estimates théreisase for most of the
other observations.

Chatterjee and Had[[5] use this definition to address qomestabout mea-
suring influence and discuss the different measures of imfli@nd their inter-
relationships.

The aforementioned definition is subjective, but it implteat one can order
observations in a sensible way according to some measurdloémnce. Outliers
need not be influential observations and influential obdema need not be out-
liers. Large Pearson residuals correspond to observatiaharesurprising in the
sense that they occur in locations with small model prolitgbiThis is different
from influential observations, that is from observationsviich their presence or
absence greatly affects the value of the maximum likelihesténator.

Outliers can be surprising observations as well as inflaéntiservations. In a
normal location-scale model, an outlying observation ihisorprising and influen-
tial on the maximum likelihood estimator of location. Buttire double exponential
location model, an outlying observation is possible to bgssing but never influ-
ential on the maximum likelihood estimator of location asqtials the median.

Lindsay [7] shows that the robustness of these distancespiessed via a key
function calledresidual adjustment functiofiRAF). Further, he studied the charac-
teristics of this function and showed that an importantlasRAFs is given by

A (d) = %, whered is the Pearson residual (defined by equatidn (1)). From

this class we obtain many RAFs; in particular, wher= —2 we obtain the RAF
corresponding to Neyman'’s chi-squared distance. Forldesaie Lindsay [7].
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4 The Continuous Setting

Our goal is to use statistical distances to construct modsspacification measures.
One of the key issues in the construction of misspecificatieasures in the case of
data being realizations of a random variable that followsmtiouous distribution
is that allowances should be made for the scale differentedes observed data
and hypothesized model. That is, data distributions areetis while the hypothe-
sized model is continuous. Hence, we require the distaneghibit discretization
robustness, so it can account for the difference in scale.

To achieve discretization robustness, we need a sensisitande, which implies
a need to balance sensitivity and statistical noise. Welwiéfly review available
strategies to deal with the problem of balancing sensjtioftthe distance and sta-
tistical noise.

Inwhat follows, we discuss desirable characteristics weire our distance mea-
sures to satisfy.

4.1 Desired Features

Discretization Robustnesds=very real data distribution is discrete, and therefore is
different from every continuous distribution. Thus, a @aable distance measure
must allow for discretization, by saying that the discretizersion of a continuous
distribution must get closer to the continuous distriboités the discretization gets
finer.

A second reason for requiring discretization robustnesisaswe will want to
use the empirical distribution to estimate the true distidn, but without this ro-
bustness, there is no hope that the discrete empiricalittn will be closed to
any model point.

The Problem of Too Many Question$hus, to achieve discretization robustness,
we need to construct a sensitive distance. This requiredietattes us to carry out
a delicate balancing act between sensitivity and statisticise.

Lindsay [8] discusses in detail the problem of too many daast Here we only
note that to illustrate the issue Lindsay [8] uses the chiasgd distance and notes
that the statistical implications of a refinement in pastitare the widening of the
sensitivity to model departures in new “directions” buttla same time, this act
increases the statistical noise and therefore decreas@otter of the chi-squared
test in every existing direction.

There are a number of ways to address this problem, but thegexh to involve
a loss of statistical information. This means we cannot dskadel fit questions
with optimal accuracy. Two immediate solutions are as fefloFirst, limit the in-
vestigation only to a finite list of questions, essentialbjling down to prioritizing
the questions asked of the sample. A number of classicalrgssdof-fit tests create
exactly such a balance. A second approach to the problemsefeaimg infinitely
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many questions with only a finite number of data points isulgiothe construction

of kernel smoothed density measures. Those measures pravidxible class of

distances that allows for adjusting the sensitivity/naisele-off. Before we briefly

comment on this strategy, we discuss statistical distame®geen continuous prob-
ability distributions.

4.2 TheLo-Distance

The L, distance is very popular in density estimation. We show Wwdlmat this
distance is not invariant to one-to-one transformations.

Definition 13. The L, distance between two probability density functiansm is
defined as

L3(r.m) = [[7(x ~ m(x)dx

Proposition 6. The L, distance between two probability density functions is net i
variant to one-to-one transformations.

Proof. LetY = a(X) be a transformation of, which is one-to-one. Thex= b(y),
b(.) is the inverse transformation &f.), and

U(av.my) = [ [ov(y) — my(y) Py

— [ 1ox(b(y)) ~ mx(b(y)2(B'(y) 2y

= [ [0x(0 = mx (9 (6 ()% ()
_/ T (X) — M (x)]2b (2(x))dx
#/Tx X))2dx = L3(1x, mx).
Thus, thel, distance is not invariant under monotone transformations. |

Remark 61t is easy to see that the distance is location invariant. Moreover, scale
changes appear as a constant factor multiplyind phdistance.
4.3 The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Distance

We now discuss the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance used eixtelgsn goodness-
of-fit problems, and present its properties.
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Definition 14. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between two cumulativsrdi
bution functiong=, G is defined as

pxs(F,G) = sgp|F(x) = G(x)].

Proposition 7. (Testing Interpretation) Let §: T = f versus H : T = g and that
only test functiong of the formil (x < Xp) or 1(x > Xg) for arbitrary X, are allowed.
Then

pxs(F,G) = SUp’EHl[‘p (X)) - EH0[¢ (X)H :

Proof. The difference between power and size of the te&(ig) — F(xp). There-
fore,

Ssz(XO) —F(x0)| = le;p|F(Xo) —G(x)| = pxs(F, G),

as was claimed. O

Proposition 8. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance is invariant under monetoans-
formations.

Proof. Write _
F(10) ~ Glxa) = [ 1(x<x0)[1( - g(]dx

LetY = a(X) be a one-to-one transformation an@) be the corresponding in-
verse transformation. Then= b(y) anddy = & (x)dx, so

Fr(¥o) = Gv (o) = [ 10y <yo)[Fv(y) ~ 0v()ldy
= [ 1< o) x(6(3)) 1Y) — 3 (b(y) B ()]
= [ 10 blyo)) [x (BB (5) ~ G (bly)) 0/ ()]
= [ 1x <30 1x(9 — 9x ()
Therefore,

syupIFy(yo) —Gy(yo)| = le;p|Fx(X0) — Gx (%)l

and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance is invariant under-tmene transforma-
tions. O
Proposition 9. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance is discretization robust

Proof. Notice that we can write

F(0)~ Gl = | [ 1x = xo)dF 9 61
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with 1(x < xg) being thought of as a “smoothing kernel”. Hence, compasdme
tween discrete and continuous distributions are allowed! the distance is dis-
cretization robust. O

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance is a distance based on rthieapility inte-
gral transform. As such, it is invariant under monotonegfarmations (see propo-
sition[8). A drawback of distances based on probabilitygraétransforms is the
fact that there is no obvious extension in the multivariatsec Furthermore, there
is not a direct loss function interpretation of these distsmwhen the model used
is incorrect. In what follows, we discuss chi-squared anddyatic distances that
avoid the issues listed above.

4.4 Exactly Quadratic Distances

In this section we briefly discuss exactly quadratic distsn&ao[[I9] introduced
the concept of an exact quadratic distance for discretelptipn distributions and

he called itquadratic entropyLindsay et al.[[B] gave the following definition of an
exactly quadratic distance.

Definition 15. (Lindsay et al.[[9]) LetF, G be two probability distributions, anid
is a nonnegative definite kernel. A quadratic distance betwe G has the form

pc(F.0) = [[ Kalxy)d(F - B)(X)d(F ~G)(y).

Quadratic distances are of interest for a variety of reasbimsse include the fact
that the empirical distangax (If, G) has a fairly simple asymptotic distribution the-
ory whenG identifies with the true model, and that several important distances are
exactly quadratic (see, for example, Cramér-von MisesReatson’s chi-squared
distances). Furthermore, other distances are asymgtptimeally quadratic around
G = 1. Quadratic distances can be thought of as extensions ohikexjoared dis-
tance class.

We can construct an exactly quadratic distance as follogd= LG be two prob-
ability measures that a random variat{emay follow. Let e be an independent
error variable with known density,(€), whereh is a parameter. Then, the random
variableY = X + € has an absolutely continuous distribution such that

) = [ knly=20dF(, iFX ~F,
or i
on(y) =/kh(y—x)de(x), if X ~G.

Let * * 2
P*Z(F,G):/[f (y;—g WL 4y,
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be the kernel-smoothed Pearson’s chi-squared statistiwhht follows, we prove
thatP*?(F,G) is an exactly quadratic distance.

Proposition 10. The distance F(F,G) is an exactly quadratic distance provided
that [ K(s,t)d(F — G)(9)d(F — G)(t) < e, where Ks;t) = [ 040Uy,

Proof. Write
2 oy [ —g WP
PARE) = / oy
_ / [/ kn(y —X)dF(x) — fkh(y—x)dG(X)]zdy
g*(y)
_ [ U kly=x)d(F - G)(x)]?
a / g (y) v
_ / [/ kn(y —9)d(F —G)(9)][/ kn(y —t)d(F — G)(t)] dy:
g (y) '
Now using Fubini’s theorem, the above relationship can higemras
kn(y —S)kn(y —t) N N
// {/ o dy} d(F — G)(8)d(F — G)(t)
- // K(st)d(F — G)(9)d(F —G)(t),
with K(s,t) given above. O

Remark 7(a) The issue with many classical measures of goodnessisttiiat the
balance between sensitivity and statistical noise is fix&u.the other hand, one
might wish to have a flexible class of distances that allowsaftjusting the sensi-
tivity/noise trade-off. Lindsay([7] and Basu and Lindsay ifitroduced the idea of
smoothing and investigated numerically the blended weigjtitellinger distance,
defined as

(1 (x) — my(x))?
a /T +a /X))

whered =1—a, a € [1/3,1]. Whena = 1/2, theBWHD, ), equals the Hellinger
distance.

(b) Distances based on kernel smoothing are natural extensif the discrete
distances. These distances are not invariant under ooeedransformations, but
they can be easily generalized to higher dimensions. Fumibie, numerical inte-
gration is required for the practical implementation anel ofthese distances.

2%

BWHDa(r*,mg)_/(
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5 Discussion

In this paper we study statistical distances with a speaigbteasis on the chi-
squared distance measures. We also introduce an exterigioa chi-squared dis-
tance, the quadratic distance, introduced by Lindsay §@JaMe offered statistical
interpretations of these distances and showed how theyeahthined as solutions
of certain optimization problems. Of particular interest distances with statisti-
cally interpretable constraints such as the class of chasgf distances. These allow
the construction of confidence intervals for models. Wehferrtiscussed robustness
properties of these distances, including discretizatidmustness, a property that al-
lows discrete and continuous distributions to be arbiratose. Lindsay et al[[10]
study the use of quadratic distances in problems of gooenfefiswith particular
focus on creating tools for studying the power of distanaséll tests. Lindsay et al.
[10] discuss one-sample testing and connect their metbggtatith the problem of
kernel selection and the requirements that are appropniatgler to select optimal
kernels. Here, we outlined the foundations that led to tbesmhentioned work and
showed how these elucidate the performance of statististntes as inferential
functions.
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