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W e consider the problem of constructing robust nonparam etric
con dence Intervals and tests of hypothesis for the m edian when the
data distrdbution is unknown and the data m ay contain a an all frac—
tion of contam ination. W e propose a m odi cation of the sign test
(and its associated con dence interval) which attains the nom inal
signi cance kevel (probability coverage) for any distrdbution in the
contam Ination neighborhood of a continuous distribution. W e also
de ne som e m easures of robustness and e ciency under contam ina-
tion for con dence intervals and tests. T hese m easures are com puted
for the proposed procedures.

1. Introduction. O ften, a fraction of the data is contam inated by out-
liers and other type of low quality observations.For exam ple, a slight shift in
one of several sim ilar Instrum ents used In an experin ent m ay cause a an all
but consistent bias in a few observations.W e are often interested in draw ing
Inference from the uncontam inated part of the data, which distribution we
call the \target distribution " It is well known that robust point estin ates
successfully 1im it the e ect ofa an all fraction of contam ination in the data.
U nfortunately, naive \robust" con dence intervals constructed around ro-—
bust point estim ates are not that successful. See Fram an, Yohaiand Zam ar
(2001).

To allow for a fraction " of contam nation in the data we assum e that
the actual distribbution G belongs to the contam ination neighborhood of the
target distribution F';

@1 F«EF)=£fG:G= @1 "F + "Hg;
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where H isarbitrary and 0 "< 1=2:

R cbust inference (peyond point estin ation) m eans that the Inference pro—
cedure achieves is intended goal over the entire contam ination neighbor-
hood. For instance, robust con dence Intervals must achieve the nom nal
coverage probability of the target param eter for all the distrbutions in a
contam ination neighborhood. Sim ilarly, the refection probability of robust
tests when the null hypothesis is true m ust be an aller than or equal to the
nom inalsigni cance level under all the distributions in the neighborhood.

Robust tests and con dence intervals have been proposed and studied
by several ressarchers. Huber (1965) introduced censored lkelhood ratio
tests to robustify the Neym an{Pearson optin al test. Huber (1968) consid-
ered robust con dence Intervals for a location param eter which cover
the true param eter w ith the nom inal probability for all distribbutions in
a neighborhood of the target distrbbution. The intervals are of the fom
(T, a;Tp, + a); where T, is a location estim ate. He found the estin ate

T, that m Inin izes a sub Ect to the conditions P (T, < a) =2 and
P (T, > + a) =2| instead of the m ore natural but less tractable con—
dition P (T, < a)+ P (T,> + a) | for nie sam ples com ing from

distribbutions in the contam nation neighborhood.T he optin alestin ate isan
M -estin ate w ith Huber type score function. In Huber’s approach the scale
param eter is assum ed known. Frain an, Yohaiand Zam ar (2001) solved a
related problem : nd robust intervals (T ;T + a) of m Inimum Jlength
and asym ptotically correct coverage for all distrbutions in a contam ination
neighborhood.

W e now brie y discuss two asym ptotic approaches to the problem of ro-
bust Inference for the case of anall". The rst, ntroduced byH uber< arol
(1970), Rieder (1978) and Bednarski (1982), uses shrinking contam ination
neighborhoods (contam ination fraction of order n =2 ) for the null hypoth—
esis and contiguous altematives of order n =2 . T he second, introduced by
Rousseeuw and Ronchetti (1981), isbased on the In  uence function fortests
which is used to approxin ate the m aximum Xvel and the m Ininum power
of a test in a contam Ination neighborhood of size ", when " is small. In
particular, the approxin ation of the m axinum Jlevel can be used to cor-

rect the test so that the m aximum Jevel is not larger than a given value
for all distribbutions In a contam ination neighborhood. For a fiill account of
this approach see Ham pelet al. (1986) and M arkatou and Ronchetti (1997).
A related approach was given by Lambert (1981) who de nesan in uence
function that m easures the e ect of the contam ination on the p-value of a
test.

M orgenthaler (1986) considersa classofrobust con dence intervals, called
strong con dence intervals, w hich keep the nom inalcoverage probability con—
ditionalon the sam ple con guration, undertwo orm ore speci ed symm etric
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distribbutions. Tt would seam reasonable to expect that by choosing som e ex—
tram e sym m etric distrbutions (eg. the nom al and slash distributions),
the coverage of the interval should rem ain correct for other \intemm ediate"
sym m etric distributions.M orgenthaler also considers a class of robust con —
dence Intervals, called bioptim al, which are robust in term s ofe ciency for
two symm etric distributions. T he case of asym m etric contam ination is not
considered In M orgenthaler’s approach.

R ieder (1982) addresses the problam of robustifying rank tests preserving
their nonparam etric nature. He considers one-sided tests for one and two
sam ple problam s, show Ing that the least favorable distribution under a given
fraction of contam ination does not depend on the target m odel. O ur two-—
sided m odi ed sign test and the corresponding robust con dence interval
can be considered extensions of R ieder’s approach.

T he rest of the paper is organized as follow s. Section 1.1 brie y reviews
nonparam etric Intervals obtained by inverting the sign test. Section 12 con-
tains ourm ain resul, Theorem 1, which show s that sign-test intervals are
not robust and paves the way for the construction of robust nonparam etric
Intervals for the m edian In Section 2. In this section we also discuss cov—
erage ropbustness of con dence Intervals and the associated conospt of level
robustness of a test. In Section 3 we address the concept of length robust-
ness of a con dence interval and the associated concept power robustness
of a test. In this section we show that the nonparam etric robust con dence
Intervalde ned in Section 2 has optin allength.In Section 4 we discuss pos—
sble extensions and further research. T he last section is the A ppendix w ith
som e proofs.D etailed proofs of our results can be found in Yohaiand Zam ar
(2004).

1.1. Robust nonparam etric inference for the median. Let

Xa) X o)X

be the order statistics ofa sample X, = (x1;:::;X,) with comm on distribu-—
tion F satisfying the follow Ing assum ption.

@1) F iscontinuouswith a unijuemedian F)=F ! (1=2).

Consider the nullhypothesisHy: = ( and the sign test statistic
xn
12) Tn; n)= I x; > 0):
=1
T he Interval

13) I ®n)= Kx+1)i%¥@ x) )
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is obtained by inverting the acceptance region k< Tp;, , X)) < n k: See,
for instance, H ettm ansperger (1984).T he interval (1.3) is a distrdbution-firee
@ k))100% con dence Interval for , where

@4) k)=2pP Z, k); Z, Bmomialn;1=2):

For sim plicity, wew illonly consider levelsin theset £ (k)g; k= 1;2;:::; h=2]:
H ettm ansperger and Sheather (1986) show how general levels can be ob-
tained by interpolating between the order statistics.

Interval (1.3) yields valid nference for the m edian of the contam inated
distribution, but not for the m edian of the target distrbution. In general,
distribbution—free m ethods do not yield valid inference for the target distri-
bution in the presence of asym m etric contam nation. Since the m edian is a
very robust location parameter, (G) and ) are generally close for all
G In Fw(E).Still, as shown by Tabl 1 com puted using the result of T he-
oram 1, the probability that (1.3) covers the target median () | and the
signi cance level of the associated sign test| m ay be severely upset.

12. Ourmain resul. Theoram 1 show sthat the nonparam etric interval
(1 .3) isnot robust because is probability of covering them edian ofF can be
much an allerthan 1 k) PordistrbutionsG n F » ) :M ore in portantly,
it givesa sin pleway tom odify thede nition ofthisinterval (see Section 2 2)
so that it rem ains nonparam etric and achieves robustness.

Theorem 1. LetX,= (X1;:::;Xy) bea random sampk from G 2 v ()
with F satisfying @ 1). Then,
@)

@-5) nf Pe K <Xppl=1 mik;");
G2F« )

Table 1
M inim um coverage probability for contam inated sam ples

1 0:95 1 0:90

n 0 0:05 0:10 0:d5 0 0:05 0:10 0:d5
20 0959 0.954 0938 0.912 0885 0876 0849 0.804
40 0962 0952 0.922 0868 0919 0904 0859 0.784
100 0943 0912 0815 0655 0911 0.872 0.55 0578
200 0944 0881 0.689 0414 0896 0811 0582 0307
500 0946 0.789 0376 0.074 0902 0.702 0279 0.43
1000 0.946 0.636 0.108 0.02 0906 0537 0.068 0.01

2000 0.948 0385 0.006 0 0897 0273 0.002 0
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where
1.6) m;k;")=1 P k<Z,<n Kk);
with Z, distributed as Binom alfn; 1 ")=2g.

) The In mum in (1.5) is achieved for any contam inating distribution
which places all its m ass to the right or kft of

U sing Theorem 1, we calculate them Inim um coverage probability for the
intervals (1.3) or severalvalues ofn; and ".The results shown In Tablk
1 are disappointingly low , especially for large n. The m ilninum coverages
are not overly pessin istic since they are caused by any contam ination fiilly
supported to the right (or left) of the target m edian.

2. Coverage and level robustness.

21. Coverage mbustmess of a con dence interval. In connection w ith
the preceding discussion, we now fom ally state the desired robustness and
nonparam etric properties for the coverage probability ofcon dence intervals.

Definition I1 (Coverage robustness). W e say thata con dence interval
I, = bBn ®n);kh ®y)) has "robust coverage 1 at F if

(2-1) inf PGfan(Xn) <bn(xn)g=l
G2Fn» )

A related conospt of robust con  dence intervalw as introduced byH uber
(1968) . A Though Huber’s ob fctive function is not exactly equalto them In—
Inum coverage probability, it is closely related to it. T he llow Ing de nition
seem s natural to convey the nonparam etric nature of an interval.

Definition I2 (N onparam etric coverage robustness). W e say that a
con dence nterval § = b, X n); b X)) has nonparam etric "-robust cov—
erage 1 if it has "-robust level 1 atF forallF satisfying @A 1).

22. An exact nonparam etric "-robust interval for . W e wish to con—
struct robust and nonparam etric con dence intervals for the m edian of the
target distribbution. T heoram 1 derivesthe exact nite sam ple lkeast favorable
distrbution (under contam ination neighborhoods) for (1.3) and show s that
this distribution doesnot depend on the target distrdbution F . T his theorem
also tellsushow tom odify the Interval (1.3) so that it attains nonparam etric
"robust level 1 .Nam ely, the integer k m ust satisfy the equation

@2) nik;") =
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Notethatthede nition 22) ofk isbased on the distrdbbution B inom ialfn; (1
")=2g Instead ofthe Binom ial(n;1=2).A s In the classical case, it is not pos-
sble to achieve all the desired exact coverage probabilities 1 .For sim —
plicity, we restrict attention to integers
23) kn=kn@; )=amgminj @;k;") 3F
which clearly satis es

Im  Mjky;") =

n! 1

In summ ary, them odi ed interval covers the m edian of the target distri-

bution w ith a guaranteed con dence kevel for each n and for all the distri-
butions In a contam ination neighborhood of a general target distrdbution.

2 3. Level robustness of a test. G iven the wellknown duality between
con dence Interval and tests, it is naturalto expect that the nonparam etric
ropust con dence intervals Introduced In the previous section w ill autom at—
ically yield nonparam etric tests w ith good robustness properties.

Follow ing Huber (1965), we next de ne the conospt of "-robust kvel-
test.

Definition Tl (Levelrobustness). LetF bea xed distrbution satis-
fying @1) with = (:A nonrandom ized test ’ | has "-xobust level (for
Ho versusH ) at F if

sup Pgf’ [ &n)= 1lg=
G2Fn (F)

This property ensures the validity of the test over the entire neighbor-
hood Fn (): That is, the probability of refcting H ¢ is lss than or equal
to notonl atF,butalsocatany G nF » [ ):

Definition T2 (N onparam etric level robustness). W e say that a non—
random ized test * | has nonparam etric "robust level (forH o versusH 1)
if” , has "xobust kevel atF forallF satisfying A1) with = g:

24. An exact nonparam etric "-robust test. TtisimmediatethatT1 (T 2)
holds for a fam ily of tests if and only if T1 (I2) holds for the associated
sequence of intervals. In particular, the "robust sign test | of level can
be derived from the nonparam etric "-robust nterval I X ,) as follow s:

’ _ 1; it 0%I (Xn)l
ER)T 0 i 2T )L,

and, therefore,
1; Ty, ,®n) korTy, Xy n k,
0; ifk< Ty, ®n)<n k,

where T, X ) isgiven by (12) and @;k;") =

@4) " &n)=
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25. Contam ination tolkrance of a test. In some cases a test may be
signi cant due to the presence of a sm all fraction of contam ination in the
data. To what extent m ight this be the case In a given application? The
signi cance of the test would deliver a stronger m essage if we could discard
the possibility that the results are due to contam nation in the data. This
m otivates the follow ng de nition.

Definition T3 (Contam ination tolrance). Consider a fam iy of tests

"y orHo: = gversusHi: 6 ;0 "< 05;such that (i) " ,;» s "
rbust of evel and @) ";< ", mplies’ | Kp) 7 ,m, &p).Given a
sampl X , such that’ ;0 X ;)= 1; the contam ination tolerance for signi -
cance kvel atX , [denoted by = K p)lisde ned as

Knp)=supf":" ~&Xp)= 1g:

In other words, the contam ination tolerance for signi cance kevel isthe
maxinum Jlvel of contam ination " such that the "-xobust test of level
still reects the null hypothesis. T herefore, if we believe that the fraction of
contam ination in the data is sn aller than ; it is safe to reect the null
hypothesis, even if we do not know the exact contam ination size. C onse—
quently, a large with small ) can be taken as strong evidence against
the null hypothesis.

Consider now the fam ily of "-robust sign tests given by (24).Then the
valie of 5 K ,) satis es the equation

(2.5) fn;r, Xn)i a9= ;

where r, X )= minfT,;, ,X,);n T,;, ®,)g: Notice that equation (2.5)

has a solution if and only if fn;n, K ,);0g< ; that is, if and only if

the null hypothesis is refected under the assum ption of a zero fraction of
contam ination (perfect data). Ifthis condition isnot satis ed, we would not
reect H o even if the classical sign test is used.

3. Length and power robustness. De nitions Il and I2 guarantee the
correct coverage level of the Interval. H owever, robust con dence intervals
should not only have correct level but also ram ain informm ative under con—
tam Ination.D e nition I3 form alizes this robustness requirem ent in term s of
the concept of m axim um asym ptotic length of the Interval introduced below .

For the follow ng discussion we m ust distinguish between the design con—
tam nation size " used to construct thecon dence interval (so that it satis es
De nition I1) and the real contam ination size denoted by

G Wwen a sequence of intervals I, = by, K n);n K 1)), we consider them ax—
Inum asym ptotic length under contam ination ofsize atkF,

(31) LfL,;F; g= sup essuplin sup (o, K ) an ®n));
G2F ) n
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w here essup stand for essential suprem um . T he essup is applied for greater
generality; however, in allcases we are aw are of (including the intervalbased
on the revised sign test), lim sup, b, ) an K,)) isa constant ( nite or
In nie) and, therefore, essup is not necessary. Notice that if the interval
length is location invariant, so is the above de nition.

The intuitive notion of rem aining \infom ative under contam ination of
size " is captured by the follow Ing de nition. N otice that ourde nition of
length breakdown point is the con dence Interval counterpart of H am pel’s
(1971) breakdown point of a point estin ate.

Definition I3 (Length robustness). W e say that the sequence of Inter—
valsIy = bh X n);bh ®p));n  ng;has -robust length at F ifLfL;F; g<
1 :The corresponding length breakdown point at F is given by

fI,;Fg= supf :LfL,;F; g< 1l g:

The next theorem establishes the asym ptotic length-robustness of the
modi ed sign test interval

Theorem 2. Suppose thatF iscontinuous and hasa symm etric (@round

) and unim odal density. Let 0< < 1l and 0 "< 1=2 be =xed and con-—

sider the ssquence of intervals Iy = K +1)iX @ x,))r With ky given by 2.3).
Then:

1.For 0 < 1 M=2;
1 l+ n 1 1 n
LfL,;F; g=F —_— F S
2@ ) 2@ )
2. f@);Fg= @0 "=2.
3. The sequence of intervals I, has "-robust ngth ifand onky if "< 1=3:

4. LetI,= B, X4);Bn Kp))keassquence ofcon dence intervals such that

inf PgfA,Kn) Gy (1=2)< B, Xn)g=1
G2F«(Go)
for any continuous distribution G . Suppose that lim 1 1 A, )= Ag;
and Im 4,1 1 By X n)= By aln ost surely when the sam ple com es from F':
ThenBy, F ' (@+ "=2)andA, F ' (@ ™=2):

A s onem ay have expected, the m axin um asym ptotic length of the sign-
test-based intervals dependson the design and actual fractions of contam ina—
tion, " and .Finiem axinum lengthsare obtained provided < (1 ")=2.
T herefore, length-breakdown point occurs when = (1 ")=2: Since the
length-breakdown point = (1 ")=2 is a decreasing function of ", there
isa tradeo between the coverage-robustness and the length-robustness of
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Table 2
C overage prokability (CP) and expected length (EL) for robust con dence
intervalwith approxim ate 95% coverage probability

"=0 "= 0:05 "= 0:10

n CP ELU CP ELU ELC CP ELU ELC
20 0959 122 0954 122 13 0.938 124 252
40 0962 0.84 0.952 083 0.89 0960 097 113
60 0.948 0.64 0961 0.J2 0.76 0955 081 0.92
80 0.943 054 0.949 0.0 0.64 0.955 0.73 084
100 0.943 048 0.941 053 056 0957 069 0.78
200 0944 034 0.947 042 044 0949 055 0.1
500 0946 022 0947 031 032 0.952 044 050
1000 0.946 0.15 0.947 025 027 0948 038 043
2000 0.948 011 0.949 022 023 0.950 034 039

the sign-test-based intervals. T his naturally sets an upper bound of 1=3 on

the possble choices of design-contam ination fractions in practice. Part 4

show s that in the case of uncontam inated data (ie. = 0), our interval is

e clent in that i has the am allest possbl asym ptotic length am ong all
nonparam etric "-robust con dence Intervals for the m edian, which upper
and lower lim its converge. N otice that convergence of the interval Ilim its is

a weak assum ption satis ed by allknown con dence intervals.

31. Numerical results. W e wrote a smpl S-PLUS function, available
on-line at http://ha gk statubc.ca/~ruben/codel, which for a given sam ple
X n; sioni cance level ; and design contam ination fraction "; reports the
integer k; ; the robust interval K, +1)iXn x,)) and itsexact m nimum cov—
erage probability, 1 (n;ky ;") .U sing this function, we carried out aM onte
C arlo sin ulation study to determm ne the Increase In expected length for the
robust nonparam etric intervals K _+1)iXn x,)) Wih ky given by (2.3).

W e consider two approxin ate coverage probabilities, 95% (Tabl 2) and
90% (Tabl 3) and three contam ination levels "= 0; 0:05 and 0:10.The case
"= 0 corresoonds to con dence Intervals based on the classical sign-test.
The tables display the exact In mum coverage probabilities (CP) and aver—
age lengths (EL).The average lengths of the robust con dence intervals are
com puted under two scenarios: uncontam inated (ELU) and contam inated
sam ples ELC). In the lhatter case, the fraction of contam ination ( ) equals
the design contam ination ("). T he contam ination is placed at the least fa-
vorable location, which, as shown in the proof of Theoram 2, corresponds
toH= yin Q1) wihy! 1 .Naturally, the percent Increase In average
length is Jarger for larger sam ples sizes, when thee ect of sam pling variabil-
ity is overcom e by the e ect of contam ination bias. T he average lengths are
com puted using 8000 replications.
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In Table 4 we com pare the asym ptotic length ofthe nonparam etric robust
con dence Intervalsw ith the 1im iting length ofthe asym ptotic param etric ro—
bustocon dence Intervalsproposed byH uber (1968) and Frain an, Yohaiand Zam ar

(2001). T he tter were proposed for a contam ination neighborhood of the
nom al distrbution and have lim iting kength equalto 2 * [I=f21 ")qgJ;
which istw ice them axin um asym ptotic bias ofthem edian over the contam —
Ination neighborhood.W e calculated the lin iting lengths for both proposals
under the nom alm odeland under the least favorable contam inating distri-
bution n Fw( ):

N otice that under Standard N om al, the nonparam etric robust intervals
have an aller expected length for all the considered valies of ": T he expected
lengths are practically equal for the least favorable contam ination with a
an all advantage for the param etric interval.

32. Power robusthess of a test. A s In the case of con dence intervals,
we m ust distinguish between the design contam ination " used to construct
the test and the actual contam ination :The follow ing de nition form alizes
the concept of robust power behavior of a test under contam ination of size

Table 3
C overage prokability (CP) and expected length (EL) for robust con dence
interval w ith approxim ate 90% coverage prokability

"= 0 "= 0:05 "= 0:10
n CP ELU CP ELU ELC CP ELU ELC
20 0885 0.89 0876 0.0 0.96 0938 120 240
40 0919 0.70 0.904 0.70 0.74 0.922 083 0.95
60 0908 055 0.883 055 0.58 0.923 0.72 0.82
80 0907 047 0.918 054 0.57 0.891 0.60 0.68
100 0.911 043 0.912 048 0.51 0.904 058 0.66
200 089 029 0.908 036 039 0912 049 056
500 0902 019 0.895 027 028 0.904 040 0.45
1000 0.906 013 0.903 023 024 0904 036 040
2000 0.897 0.09 0.899 020 021 0.900 032 0.36
Table 4

E xpected length of param etric (P) and nonparam etric (NP ) robust intervals

"= 0:05 "= 0:10 "= 0:15 "= 0:20
D istribbution P NP P NP P NP P NP
Standard Nom al 0.132 0.125 0279 0251 0446 0378 0.637 0.507

Least Favorable 0132 0132 0279 0282 0446 0458 0.637 0.674
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Definition T4 (Power robustness). Let F bea xed distrbution sat-
isfying Al) with = jand tF x)=F ): W e say that a sequence
of nonrandom ized tests £’ ,; ;,g; n  ng; has —robust power (for H  versus
Hq) at F ifthere exists K such

32) inf m Pgf'n,,®p)=1g=1 foralljj> K :
G2F (F )n! 1l

T his property ensures the consistency of the sequence of nonrandom ized
tests £’ ,; ,g; uniform ly over the neighborhood F v F ); provided = 0
is large enough.D e nition T 4 suggests the ©llow Ing m easure of asym ptotic
pow er robustness of the sequence £/ ,; ;, K , )g of tests, under contam ination
of size

Definition T5 Powerdistance). LetF bea xed distrbution satisfy—
ing Al)with = (.The -consistency distance ofa sequence oftests’ ; ;;
n ng;atF denotedby K £’ ,; ;F; gisthein mum ofthe set ofvaluesK
forwhich (32) holds.

T he concept ofbreakdown point ofa test was rst consider byY lisaker
(1977) and R ieder (1982).The latter de ned and com puted the breakdow n
point ofrank and M -tests.OurDe nition T 5 isclosely related to the concept
ofpower breakdow n point ofa test introduced by He, Sin pson and P ortnoy
(1990). In fact, Pra given 6 (; the power breakdown point at is the
valuie of such that j 0= K£f(n;,)iF; g:

Next we de ne a new concept of breakdown point for a test which does
not depend on a particular value of and is directly associated w ith the def-
inition of length breakdown point ofa con dence Intervalgiven in Section 3.

Definition T6 Power breakdown). LetF bea =xed distribution sat-
isfylng o= F ! (1=2): The power breakdown point of the sequence of
nonrandom ized tests ' ,; ;; N np; at F is the supremum of the set of val-
ues forwhich the sequence of tests is —robust.

T he pow er-robustness properties of the robusti ed sign test given by 2 4)
are established in the next theoram . They are closely related to the length-—
robustness properties of the con dence intervals established in T heorem 2.

Theorem 3. Let0< < land0 "< 1=2ke =xed and consider the se—
quence oftests’ ,,,n no;rHo: = gversusHi;: 6§ o givenby (24)
and k, given by (2.3). Suppose that F is continuous and has a symm etric
(around ) and unim odaldensity. Then:
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1. The -consistency distance for the ssquence of tests ' ; ;; n  ng; is

1+ "

KEf(n,)iFi"g=F ' ———
Cnio)if il 2a )

2. The power breakdown point of the sequence oftests ' ,; ,;n  ng;is =
@ m=2:

3. The sequence of tests " ,; ;; n  ngp; has "-robust power if and only if
"< 1=3:

4. Possblk extensions and further research. R obust nonparam etric con—

dence intervals and tests for a location param eter could be de ned using
other rank statistics such as the signed W ilooxon test statistics. In this case
the param eter of interest would be de ned as the center of symm etry of
the target distribbution, and, therefore, the target distrbbution (out not the
observed distribution) would need to be symm etric. The m ain theoretical
problem , which we were not abl to solve, is the derivation of the least fa—
vorable distribbution that gives the m inimum coverage. W e con ecture that
this distrbbution is the one that putsallitsmassat+1 orat 1 :

W e are currently studying possible extensions of our procedure to the case
oftw o sam ples and to the case of sin ple linear regression . For the tw o-sam ple
problem , we w ish to construct robust nonparam etric con dence intervals for
the shift param eter, based on the two sam ple m edian test statistic. For the
sin ple linear regression problm , we w ish to construct robust nonparam etric
con dence intervals for the slope param eter, based on theB rown and M ood

(1951) test statistic, which is a natural extension of the sign test statistic.

APPEND IX
Lemma 1 isneeded to prove Theorem 1.The proofofthis lemm a can be
found as Lemm a 4 of Yohaiand Zam ar (2004).
Lemma 1. Suppose that X isBin (n;p) and kt
k
X no 4 n i
h )= , P@d Py
=k
Then () h)=h@ p); @) h@) is nondecreasingon 0 p 1=2 for all
k= 0;1;:::; h=2]:

Proof of Theorem 1. W e have

Pg ®g+1) < Xpy)=Pefk< Ty, Kn)<n kg
Pk<Zy<n k);
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where 7, isdistribbuted asBinom ialfn;1 G ( )g:0n theotherhand,G ()=
@ "MF()+"H ()and so

1 " l+"
> =@ "MFQ0) G() @ mMFO+"= :

Therefore, orallG 2 F«E); @ "™=2 1 G () 1+ ")=2 wih the lower
and upper bounds attained when H ( ) concentrates all itsm ass to the left
and right of ; regpectively. T he theorem now follows from Lemma 1.

T he follow iIng Jem m a isneeded to prove T heorem 2.ForaproofofLemm a2
see Lemma 5 in Yohaiand Zam ar (2004).

Lemma 2. LetX,= Xi;:::;Xp) ke iid. mndom variabls with distrdou-—
tion G : Consider the sequence of intervals I, X ) = K, +1)iX@n k,)) Wih
kengths I, Xn) = Xn x,) Xg,+1) and kevels n;ky;M ! ,0< < 1:

Then lingyy 1 1X4)=G ' &) 61 &) =LG;".

Proof of Theorem 2. PutL G;"M=G *f@+ ")=2g G 'fa
")=2g:By Lemm a 2, to prove part 1 i is enough to show

@ 1) L G;m=r"1 1+ Pl r
SIp oy — T s
C2F @) ’ 20 ) 20 )
W e start by show Ing that
(A2) . (G ") 1 1+ " r 1 1 w
SIp . T s
G2F @) ’ 20 ) 20 )
Let G = (1 )+ H .Then
1 " l+ "
aj=0G* ; a = ! ;
! 2 z 2
l " 1+ "
asz = F 1 S E— = 0; ag = F 1 _—
21 ) 2@1 )
W ewillshow rstthat
@ 3) F @) F @) F (@) F @):

T his follow s because by de nition of quantiks,
"=G@) G@)=Q@ JF@)t H@ @ )IF @) H @)
= @1 fF @) F @)g+ fH (@) H @)g
L fF (@2) F (@)g;
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and, therefore,

@A 4) F (@) F @) 1

O n the other hand,

l + " l " "

@ 5) F (as) F(a)=2(1 Y 2a ) 1

T herefore, @ 3) ollowsfrom @A 4) and A 5).To com plkte theproofof @ 2),
we consider two cases:

Case 1 ( ") . F irst notice that:
@ 1= @ "=f2@ )g in plies that
0=F ! } F ! 71 = asz:

2 2@ )

3 @ "=2=F @) «a )F (a1) in plies that
l n
F R :
ai 20 ) as
By @& 3),
@A .6) F @) F @) F @) F@):

G ven the symm etry and unin odality of F'; @ 2) follows from @A .6) ifwe
can show that

A7) ar as:
To prove @A .7),we rst notice the identity

" ) 1 1" 1+" 2 1
@ 8) —_— = = = —

201 ) 2 2( ) 21 ) 2
Symm etry of F and @A 8) Imply
@ 9) p1 Y2 o0 "

) 20 ) 20 ) 3
M oreover, (1+ ")=2= G @) (08 )JF @)+ imples
@ 10) a 1 g
2 20 )

Equation @A .7) llowsnow from @ .9) and @ 10).

Case 2 ( > ").Sincein thiscase 1=2< 1 "=f2(@1 )g, we have
1 1 "
@ 11) o=rF ! = L = as:

F I —
2 21 )
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Moreover, 1 ")=2= G @) (08 )E (@1)+ Inplies
@ 12) a Fl #
. 20

W e have the identity

"y 1 1 "2 1+m 1
@ 13) -z - 1
2@ ) 2 2@ ) 2@ ) 2

Equations @ 12) and @ 13) give

@ 14) a pl oL 2 g1 YT
' 20 ) 20 ) 4

The inequality 1 "=2= G (@) (s )E (@1) Inplies

1 "

a5 Fl — = :
@A 15) ai e ) as
Equations @ .14) and @ .15) give
@A .16) ag ajg as:

Then @ 2) followsnow from @A .16) and the unin odality and the sym m etry
ofF:
Let , bethepointm ass distrbution atm : Then

) 1 1+ n 1 1 "
Im L £ "™F + " ,;"g=F _— F P
m? 1 2@1 ) 201 )
This together wih @A 2) mplies @ 1). The proofs of parts 2 and 3 are
straightforward. To prove part 2 just notice that the m axinum interval
length is nie provided that 1+ ")=£f2 (1 )Jg< l.Part 3 follows inm edi-
ately from part 2.
Finally, to prove part 4, et Gy bede ned by

8
< 0; ifx<F 1 M),
Goxk)= F ) " ,
° P e ifx F M),
and H bede ned by
8
< F &) ) 1
< AL
H ()= s ifx<F (OF
T 1; ifx F L M.
Then observe that F = 1  ")Go+ "H ; and, therefore, F 2 Fn (Gg):Conse-
quently,G,* 1=2)=F * (1+ ")=2) 2 BR(;Boland, thereore,By F * ((L+

")=2):
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Put
8F()
< X
; Ffx<F @ M,
Got)= 1 * S
1; ifx Fl@a m,
8
< 0; fx<F 1@ m,

Wealso havethat F = 1 ")Gg+ "H; and, therefore, F 2 Fu (Gg): Then
G,t 1=2)=F 1 (@ ™=2)2 Bgskv] and, therefore, A, F 1 (L ™=2):

Proof of Theorem 3. W e can assum e w ithout loss of generality that
0= 0:W e start by show ing that given any F , we have

14

< 1; ifG YEQ@  M=2g> 0,
@17 Im Pg (np=1)= _0; ifG 1f@ ™M=2g< 0< G 'f@+ M=2g,
i T 1; ifG Y@+ mM=2g< 0.

W e have
@A 18) PGf,n;O(Xn)zlg= PGfO%[X(kn);X(n kn))g:

In Lenma 2 we have shown that x4 , ! G Tfa ")=2g and X, ) !
c lfa+ ")=2g. T herefore, @ 17) follows from @A .18).Then

nf Im Pgf ,,0Xn)=1g=1 forallj > K
G2r  )nt 1l
holds either if
;. 1+ ;. 1+
@ 19) sup G = 4+ sup G <0
G2F F ) 2 G2F ) 2
or
) l l AL ) l l AL
@ 20) inf G = + inf G > 0:
G2F F ) 2 G2F ) 2
A sin Theoram 2, we can show that
1+ " 1+ "
sup 1 —f !
G2F ) 2 2@ )
and
1 n l l A 2 _ l l+ n

- F -
G2F ) 2 2@1 ) 2@1 )
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In order for either @A 19) or @A 20) to hold, it is required that

1+ "
I E N
20 )

proving part 1 of the theoram . T he proofs of parts 2 and 3 are straightfor-
ward.
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