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W e consider the problem ofconstructing robust nonparam etric

con�denceintervalsand testsofhypothesisforthem edian when the

data distribution isunknown and thedata m ay contain a sm allfrac-

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 level(probability coverage) for any distribution in the

contam ination neighborhood of a continuous distribution.W e also

de�ne som e m easuresofrobustnessand e�ciency undercontam ina-

tion forcon�denceintervalsand tests.Thesem easuresarecom puted

forthe proposed procedures.

1. Introduction. O ften,a fraction ofthe data is contam inated by out-
liersand othertypeoflow quality observations.Forexam ple,aslightshiftin
oneofseveralsim ilarinstrum entsused in an experim entm ay causea sm all
butconsistentbiasin a few observations.W eareoften interested in drawing
inference from the uncontam inated partofthe data,which distribution we
callthe \targetdistribution." It is wellknown that robustpointestim ates
successfully lim itthee� ectofa sm allfraction ofcontam ination in thedata.
Unfortunately,naive \robust" con� dence intervals constructed around ro-
bustpointestim atesarenotthatsuccessful.SeeFraim an,Yohaiand Zam ar
(2001).
To allow for a fraction " ofcontam ination in the data we assum e that

the actualdistribution G belongsto thecontam ination neighborhood ofthe
targetdistribution F;

F"(F )= fG :G = (1� ")F + "H g;(1.1)
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where H isarbitrary and 0� "< 1=2:
Robustinference(beyond pointestim ation)m eansthattheinferencepro-

cedure achieves its intended goalover the entire contam ination neighbor-
hood.For instance,robust con� dence intervals m ust achieve the nom inal
coverage probability ofthe target param eter for allthe distributions in a
contam ination neighborhood.Sim ilarly,the rejection probability ofrobust
testswhen the nullhypothesisistrue m ustbesm allerthan orequalto the
nom inalsigni� cance levelunderallthe distributionsin the neighborhood.
Robust tests and con� dence intervals have been proposed and studied

by severalresearchers.Huber (1965) introduced censored likelihood ratio
tests to robustify the Neym an{Pearson optim altest.Huber(1968)consid-
ered robust con� dence intervals for a location param eter � which cover
the true param eter with the nom inal probability for all distributions in
a neighborhood of the target distribution.The intervals are of the form
(Tn � a;Tn + a);where Tn is a location estim ate.He found the estim ate
Tn that m inim izes a subject to the conditions P (Tn < �� a)� �=2 and
P (Tn > �+ a)� �=2| instead ofthe m ore naturalbut less tractable con-
dition P (Tn < �� a)+ P (Tn > �+ a)� �| for � nite sam ples com ing from
distributionsin thecontam ination neighborhood.Theoptim alestim ateisan
M -estim ate with Hubertype score function.In Huber’sapproach the scale
param eter is assum ed known.Fraim an,Yohaiand Zam ar (2001) solved a
related problem :� nd robust intervals (T � a;T + a) of m inim um length
and asym ptotically correctcoverage foralldistributionsin a contam ination
neighborhood.
W e now brie y discusstwo asym ptotic approachesto the problem ofro-

bustinferenceforthe case ofsm all".The� rst,introduced byHuber-Carol
(1970),Rieder (1978)and Bednarski(1982),uses shrinking contam ination
neighborhoods(contam ination fraction ofordern�1=2 )forthenullhypoth-
esisand contiguousalternatives ofordern�1=2 .The second,introduced by
Rousseeuw and Ronchetti(1981),isbased on thein uencefunction fortests
which isused to approxim ate the m axim um leveland the m inim um power
ofa test in a contam ination neighborhood ofsize ",when " is sm all.In
particular,the approxim ation ofthe m axim um levelcan be used to cor-
rectthe testso thatthe m axim um levelisnotlargerthan a given value �
foralldistributionsin a contam ination neighborhood.Fora fullaccountof
thisapproach seeHam peletal.(1986)and M arkatou and Ronchetti(1997).
A related approach was given by Lam bert(1981)who de� nesan in uence
function thatm easuresthe e� ect ofthe contam ination on the p-value ofa
test.
M orgenthaler(1986)considersaclassofrobustcon� denceintervals,called

strongcon� denceintervals,which keep thenom inalcoverageprobabilitycon-
ditionalon thesam plecon� guration,undertwo orm orespeci� ed sym m etric
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distributions.Itwould seem reasonableto expectthatby choosing som eex-
trem e sym m etric distributions (e.g.,the norm aland slash distributions),
the coverage ofthe intervalshould rem ain correctforother\interm ediate"
sym m etricdistributions.M orgenthaleralso considersa classofrobustcon� -
denceintervals,called bioptim al,which arerobustin term sofe� ciency for
two sym m etric distributions.The case ofasym m etric contam ination isnot
considered in M orgenthaler’sapproach.
Rieder(1982)addressestheproblem ofrobustifying rank testspreserving

their nonparam etric nature.He considers one-sided tests for one and two
sam pleproblem s,showingthattheleastfavorabledistribution underagiven
fraction ofcontam ination does not depend on the target m odel.O urtwo-
sided m odi� ed sign test and the corresponding robust con� dence interval
can beconsidered extensionsofRieder’sapproach.
The restofthe paperisorganized asfollows.Section 1.1 brie y reviews

nonparam etricintervalsobtained by inverting thesign test.Section 1.2 con-
tains ourm ain result,Theorem 1,which showsthatsign-test intervals are
notrobustand pavestheway forthe construction ofrobustnonparam etric
intervals for the m edian in Section 2.In this section we also discuss cov-
erage robustnessofcon� dence intervalsand the associated conceptoflevel
robustnessofa test.In Section 3 we addressthe conceptoflength robust-
ness ofa con� dence intervaland the associated concept power robustness
ofa test.In thissection we show thatthe nonparam etricrobustcon� dence
intervalde� ned in Section 2 hasoptim allength.In Section 4 wediscusspos-
sibleextensionsand furtherresearch.Thelastsection istheAppendix with
som eproofs.Detailed proofsofourresultscan befound in Yohaiand Zam ar
(2004).

1.1. Robustnonparam etric inference for the m edian. Let

x(1)� x(2)� � � � � x(n)

betheorderstatisticsofa sam pleX n = (x1;:::;xn)with com m on distribu-
tion F satisfying the following assum ption.

(A1) F iscontinuouswith a uniquem edian �(F )= F �1 (1=2).

Considerthe nullhypothesisH 0:�= �0 and the sign teststatistic

Tn;�(X n)=
nX

i= 1

I(xi� �> 0):(1.2)

Theinterval

I�(X n)= [x(k+ 1);x(n�k))(1.3)
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is obtained by inverting the acceptance region k < Tn;�0(X n)< n � k:See,
forinstance,Hettm ansperger(1984).Theinterval(1.3)isa distribution-free
(1� �(k))100% con� dence intervalfor�,where

�(k)= 2P (Z n � k); Zn � Binom ial(n;1=2):(1.4)

Forsim plicity,wewillonlyconsiderlevelsin thesetf�(k)g;k= 1;2;:::;[n=2]:
Hettm anspergerand Sheather (1986) show how generallevels can be ob-
tained by interpolating between the orderstatistics.
Interval(1.3) yields valid inference for the m edian ofthe contam inated

distribution,butnotfor the m edian ofthe target distribution.In general,
distribution-free m ethodsdo notyield valid inference forthe target distri-
bution in the presence ofasym m etric contam ination.Since the m edian isa
very robust location param eter,�(G ) and �(F ) are generally close for all
G in F"(F ).Still,as shown by Table 1 com puted using the resultofThe-
orem 1,the probability that(1.3)covers the targetm edian �(F )| and the
signi� cance levelofthe associated sign test| m ay beseverely upset.

1.2. Ourm ain result. Theorem 1 showsthatthenonparam etricinterval
(1.3)isnotrobustbecauseitsprobability ofcoveringthem edian ofF can be
m uch sm allerthan 1� �(k)fordistributionsG in F "(F ):M oreim portantly,
itgivesasim pleway tom odifythede� nition ofthisinterval(seeSection 2.2)
so thatitrem ainsnonparam etric and achievesrobustness.

T heorem 1. LetX n = (x1;:::;xn)bea random sam plefrom G 2 F"(F )
with F satisfying (A1).Then,

(a)

inf
G 2F "(F )

PG (x(k+ 1)� �< x(n�k))= 1� �
�(n;k;");(1.5)

Table 1

M inim um coverage probability for contam inated sam ples

"

1 � � � 0:95 1 � � � 0:90

n 0 0:05 0:10 0:15 0 0:05 0:10 0:15

20 0.959 0.954 0.938 0.912 0.885 0.876 0.849 0.804

40 0.962 0.952 0.922 0.868 0.919 0.904 0.859 0.784

100 0.943 0.912 0.815 0.655 0.911 0.872 0.755 0.578

200 0.944 0.881 0.689 0.414 0.896 0.811 0.582 0.307

500 0.946 0.789 0.376 0.074 0.902 0.702 0.279 0.043

1000 0.946 0.636 0.108 0.002 0.906 0.537 0.068 0.001

2000 0.948 0.385 0.006 0 0.897 0.273 0.002 0
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where

�
�(n;k;")= 1� P (k< Zn < n � k);(1.6)

with Zn distributed as Binom ialfn;(1� ")=2g.
(b) The in�m um in (1.5)isachieved for any contam inating distribution

which places allitsm assto the rightor leftof�:

Using Theorem 1,wecalculatethem inim um coverage probability forthe
intervals(1.3)forseveralvaluesofn;� and ".The resultsshown in Table
1 are disappointingly low,especially for large n.The m inim um coverages
are notoverly pessim isticsince they are caused by any contam ination fully
supported to the right(orleft)ofthe targetm edian.

2. Coverage and levelrobustness.

2.1. Coverage robustness of a con�dence interval. In connection with
the preceding discussion,we now form ally state the desired robustnessand
nonparam etricpropertiesforthecoverageprobabilityofcon� denceintervals.

D efinition I1 (Coveragerobustness). W esay thatacon� denceinterval
In = [an(X n);bn(X n))has"-robustcoverage 1� � atF if

inf
G 2F "(F )

PG fan(X n)� �< bn(X n)g= 1� �:(2.1)

A related conceptofrobustcon� denceintervalwasintroduced byHuber
(1968).Although Huber’sobjectivefunction isnotexactly equalto them in-
im um coverageprobability,itisclosely related to it.Thefollowing de� nition
seem snaturalto convey the nonparam etric natureofan interval.

D efinition I2 (Nonparam etric coverage robustness). W e say that a
con� dence intervalIn = [an(X n);bn(X n))hasnonparam etric "-robustcov-
erage 1� � ifithas"-robustlevel1� � atF forallF satisfying (A1).

2.2. An exact nonparam etric "-robust intervalfor �. W e wish to con-
structrobustand nonparam etric con� dence intervalsforthe m edian ofthe
targetdistribution.Theorem 1derivestheexact� nitesam pleleastfavorable
distribution (undercontam ination neighborhoods)for(1.3)and showsthat
thisdistribution doesnotdepend on thetargetdistribution F .Thistheorem
alsotellsushow tom odifytheinterval(1.3)sothatitattainsnonparam etric
"-robustlevel1� �.Nam ely,theintegerk m ustsatisfy the equation

�
�(n;k;")= �:(2.2)
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Notethatthede� nition (2.2)ofk isbased on thedistribution Binom ialfn;(1�
")=2g instead oftheBinom ial(n;1=2).Asin theclassicalcase,itisnotpos-
sible to achieve allthe desired exactcoverage probabilities 1� �.Forsim -
plicity,we restrictattention to integers

kn = kn(n;�)= argm inj� �(n;k;")� �j;(2.3)

which clearly satis� es

lim
n! 1

�
�(n;kn;")= �:

In sum m ary,them odi� ed intervalcoversthem edian ofthetargetdistri-
bution with a guaranteed con� dence levelforeach n and forallthe distri-
butionsin a contam ination neighborhood ofa generaltargetdistribution.

2.3. Levelrobustness ofa test. G iven the well-known duality between
con� denceintervaland tests,itisnaturalto expectthatthenonparam etric
robustcon� denceintervalsintroduced in theprevioussection willautom at-
ically yield nonparam etrictestswith good robustnessproperties.
Following Huber (1965),we next de� ne the concept of"-robust level-�

test.

D efinition T 1 (Levelrobustness). LetF bea � xed distribution satis-
fying (A1)with �= �0:A nonrandom ized test’�0 has"-robustlevel� (for
H 0 versusH 1)atF if

sup
G 2F "(F )

PG f’�0(X n)= 1g= �:

This property ensures the validity ofthe test over the entire neighbor-
hood F"(F ):That is,the probability ofrejecting H 0 is less than or equal
to � notonly atF ,butalso atany G in F "(F ):

D efinition T 2 (Nonparam etric levelrobustness). W e say thata non-
random ized test’�0 hasnonparam etric"-robustlevel�(forH 0 versusH 1)
if’�0 has"-robustlevel� atF forallF satisfying (A1)with �= �0:

2.4. An exactnonparam etric "-robusttest. Itisim m ediatethatT1 (T2)
holds for a fam ily of tests ifand only ifI1 (I2) holds for the associated
sequenceofintervals.In particular,the"-robustsign test’�0 oflevel�can
bederived from the nonparam etric "-robustintervalI�(X n)asfollows:

’�0(X n)=
�
1; if�0 =2 I�(X n),
0; if�0 2 I�(X n),

and,therefore,

’�0(X n)=
�
1; ifTn;�0(X n)� k orTn;�0(X n)� n � k,
0; ifk< Tn;�0(X n)< n � k,

(2.4)

where Tn;�(X n)isgiven by (1.2)and ��(n;k;")= �.
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2.5. Contam ination tolerance of a test. In som e cases a test m ay be
signi� cant due to the presence ofa sm allfraction ofcontam ination in the
data.To what extent m ight this be the case in a given application? The
signi� cance ofthetestwould delivera strongerm essageifwecould discard
the possibility that the results are due to contam ination in the data.This
m otivatesthe following de� nition.

D efinition T 3 (Contam ination tolerance). Considera fam ily oftests
’�0;" for H 0:�= �0 versus H 1:�6= �0;0� "< 0:5;such that (i) ’�0;" is "-
robustoflevel� and (ii) "1 < "2 im plies ’�0;"1(X n)� ’�0;"2(X n).G iven a
sam ple X n such that’�0;0(X n)= 1;thecontam ination tolerance forsigni� -
cance level� atX n [denoted by �� = ��(X n)]isde� ned as

��(X n)= supf":’�0;"(X n)= 1g:

In otherwords,thecontam ination toleranceforsigni� cancelevel�isthe
m axim um levelofcontam ination " such that the "-robust test oflevel�
stillrejectsthe nullhypothesis.Therefore,ifwebelieve thatthe fraction of
contam ination in the data is sm aller than ��;it is safe to reject the null
hypothesis,even ifwe do not know the exact contam ination size.Conse-
quently,a large �� (with sm all�)can be taken asstrong evidence against
the nullhypothesis.
Considernow the fam ily of"-robustsign tests given by (2.4).Then the

value of�a(X n)satis� estheequation

�
�
fn;rn(X n);�ag= �;(2.5)

where rn(X n)= m infTn;�0(X n);n � Tn;�0(X n)g:Notice that equation (2.5)
has a solution ifand only if ��fn;rn(X n);0g < �;that is,ifand only if
the nullhypothesis is rejected under the assum ption ofa zero fraction of
contam ination (perfectdata).Ifthiscondition isnotsatis� ed,wewould not
rejectH 0 even ifthe classicalsign testisused.

3. Length and power robustness. De� nitions I1 and I2 guarantee the
correct coverage levelofthe interval.However,robustcon� dence intervals
should not only have correct levelbutalso rem ain inform ative undercon-
tam ination.De� nition I3 form alizesthisrobustnessrequirem entin term sof
theconceptofm axim um asym ptotic length oftheintervalintroduced below.
Forthefollowing discussion wem ustdistinguish between thedesign con-

tam ination size"used toconstructthecon� denceinterval(sothatitsatis� es
De� nition I1)and the realcontam ination size denoted by �.
G iven asequenceofintervalsIn = [an(X n);bn(X n)),weconsiderthem ax-

im um asym ptotic length undercontam ination ofsize � atF ,

LfIn;F;�g= sup
G 2F �(F )

essuplim sup
n

(bn(X n)� an(X n));(3.1)
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where essup stand foressentialsuprem um .The essup isapplied forgreater
generality;however,in allcasesweareawareof(includingtheintervalbased
on therevised sign test),lim supn(bn(X n)� an(X n))isa constant(� niteor
in� nite) and,therefore,essup is not necessary.Notice that ifthe interval
length islocation invariant,so isthe above de� nition.
The intuitive notion ofrem aining \inform ative under contam ination of

size �" iscaptured by the following de� nition.Notice thatourde� nition of
length breakdown pointisthe con� dence intervalcounterpartofHam pel’s
(1971)breakdown pointofa pointestim ate.

D efinition I3 (Length robustness). W esay thatthesequenceofinter-
valsIn = [an(X n);bn(X n));n � n0;has�-robustlength atF ifLfIn;F;�g<
1 :Thecorresponding length breakdown pointatF isgiven by

�
�
fIn;F g= supf�:LfIn;F;�g< 1 g:

The next theorem establishes the asym ptotic length-robustness of the
m odi� ed sign testinterval.

T heorem 2. SupposethatF iscontinuousandhasasym m etric(around

�) and unim odaldensity.Let0< �< 1 and 0� "< 1=2 be �xed and con-

siderthesequenceofintervalsIn = [x(kn + 1);x(n�k n )
),with kn given by (2.3).

Then:

1. For 0� �< (1� ")=2;

LfIn;F;�g= F
�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

� F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

:

2. ��f(In);F g= (1� ")=2.
3. The sequence ofintervals In has "-robustlength ifand only if"< 1=3:
4. LetIn = [A n(X n);B n(X n))bea sequenceofcon�denceintervalssuch that

inf
G 2F "(G 0)

PG fA n(X n)� G
�1
0 (1=2)< B n(X n)g= 1� �

for any continuous distribution G 0.Suppose thatlim n! 1 A n(X n)= A 0;

and lim n! 1 B n(X n)= B 0 alm ostsurely when the sam ple com esfrom F:

Then B 0 � F �1 ((1+ ")=2)and A 0 � F �1 ((1� ")=2):

Asone m ay have expected,the m axim um asym ptotic length ofthe sign-
test-based intervalsdependson thedesign and actualfractionsofcontam ina-
tion," and �.Finitem axim um lengthsareobtained provided �< (1� ")=2.
Therefore,length-breakdown point occurs when �= (1� ")=2: Since the
length-breakdown point �� = (1� ")=2 is a decreasing function of",there
isa trade-o� between the coverage-robustnessand the length-robustnessof
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Table 2

Coverage probability (CP) and expected length (EL) for robustcon�dence

intervalwith approxim ate 95% coverage probability

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

n CP ELU CP ELU ELC CP ELU ELC

20 0.959 1.22 0.954 1.22 1.3 0.938 1.24 2.52

40 0.962 0.84 0.952 0.83 0.89 0.960 0.97 1.13

60 0.948 0.64 0.961 0.72 0.76 0.955 0.81 0.92

80 0.943 0.54 0.949 0.60 0.64 0.955 0.73 0.84

100 0.943 0.48 0.941 0.53 0.56 0.957 0.69 0.78

200 0.944 0.34 0.947 0.42 0.44 0.949 0.55 0.61

500 0.946 0.22 0.947 0.31 0.32 0.952 0.44 0.50

1000 0.946 0.15 0.947 0.25 0.27 0.948 0.38 0.43

2000 0.948 0.11 0.949 0.22 0.23 0.950 0.34 0.39

the sign-test-based intervals.Thisnaturally setsan upperbound of1=3 on
the possible choices ofdesign-contam ination fractions in practice.Part 4
showsthatin the case ofuncontam inated data (i.e.,�= 0),ourintervalis
e� cient in that it has the sm allest possible asym ptotic length am ong all
nonparam etric "-robust con� dence intervals for the m edian,which upper
and lower lim its converge.Notice thatconvergence ofthe intervallim itsis
a weak assum ption satis� ed by allknown con� denceintervals.

3.1. Num ericalresults. W e wrote a sim ple S-PLUS function,available
on-lineathttp://hajek.stat.ubc.ca/~ruben/code1,which fora given sam ple
X n;signi� cance level�;and design contam ination fraction ";reports the
integerkn;therobustinterval[x(kn + 1);x(n�k n )

)and itsexactm inim um cov-
erageprobability,1� ��(n;kn;").Usingthisfunction,wecarried outaM onte
Carlo sim ulation study to determ inetheincreasein expected length forthe
robustnonparam etricintervals[x(kn + 1);x(n�k n )

)with kn given by (2.3).
W e considertwo approxim ate coverage probabilities,95% (Table 2)and

90% (Table3)and threecontam ination levels"= 0;0:05 and 0:10.Thecase
"= 0 corresponds to con� dence intervals based on the classicalsign-test.
Thetablesdisplay theexactin� m um coverage probabilities(CP)and aver-
agelengths(EL).Theaveragelengthsoftherobustcon� denceintervalsare
com puted under two scenarios:uncontam inated (ELU) and contam inated
sam ples(ELC).In the lattercase,the fraction ofcontam ination (�)equals
the design contam ination (").The contam ination isplaced atthe least fa-
vorable location,which,as shown in the proofofTheorem 2,corresponds
to H = �y in (1.1)with y! � 1 .Naturally,thepercentincrease in average
length islargerforlargersam plessizes,when thee� ectofsam pling variabil-
ity isovercom e by thee� ectofcontam ination bias.Theaverage lengthsare
com puted using 8000 replications.

http://hajek.stat.ubc.ca/~ruben/code1
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In Table4wecom paretheasym ptoticlength ofthenonparam etricrobust
con� denceintervalswith thelim itinglength oftheasym ptoticparam etricro-
bustcon� denceintervalsproposedbyHuber(1968)and Fraim an,Yohaiand Zam ar
(2001).The latter were proposed fora contam ination neighborhood ofthe
norm aldistribution and have lim iting length equalto 2��1 [1=f2(1� ")g];
which istwicethem axim um asym ptoticbiasofthem edian overthecontam -
ination neighborhood.W ecalculated thelim iting lengthsforboth proposals
underthenorm alm odeland undertheleastfavorablecontam inating distri-
bution in F"(� ):
Notice thatunderStandard Norm al,the nonparam etric robustintervals

havesm allerexpected length foralltheconsidered valuesof":Theexpected
lengths are practically equalfor the least favorable contam ination with a
sm alladvantage fortheparam etric interval.

3.2. Power robustness ofa test. As in the case ofcon� dence intervals,
we m ustdistinguish between the design contam ination " used to construct
thetestand theactualcontam ination �:Thefollowing de� nition form alizes
theconceptofrobustpowerbehaviorofa testundercontam ination ofsize�:

Table 3

Coverage probability (CP) and expected length (EL) for robustcon�dence

intervalwith approxim ate 90% coverage probability

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

n CP ELU CP ELU ELC CP ELU ELC

20 0.885 0.89 0.876 0.90 0.96 0.938 1.20 2.40

40 0.919 0.70 0.904 0.70 0.74 0.922 0.83 0.95

60 0.908 0.55 0.883 0.55 0.58 0.923 0.72 0.82

80 0.907 0.47 0.918 0.54 0.57 0.891 0.60 0.68

100 0.911 0.43 0.912 0.48 0.51 0.904 0.58 0.66

200 0.896 0.29 0.908 0.36 0.39 0.912 0.49 0.56

500 0.902 0.19 0.895 0.27 0.28 0.904 0.40 0.45

1000 0.906 0.13 0.903 0.23 0.24 0.904 0.36 0.40

2000 0.897 0.09 0.899 0.20 0.21 0.900 0.32 0.36

Table 4

Expected length ofparam etric (P) and nonparam etric (NP) robustintervals

" = 0:05 " = 0:10 " = 0:15 " = 0:20

Distribution P N P P N P P N P P N P

Standard Norm al 0.132 0.125 0.279 0.251 0.446 0.378 0.637 0.507

LeastFavorable 0.132 0.132 0.279 0.282 0.446 0.458 0.637 0.674
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D efinition T 4 (Powerrobustness). LetF be a � xed distribution sat-
isfying (A1)with �= �0 and letF�(x)= F (x � �):W e say thata sequence
ofnonrandom ized tests f’n;�0g;n � n0;has�-robustpower(forH 0 versus
H 1)atF ifthere existsK such

inf
G 2F �(F�)

lim
n! 1

PG f’n;�0(X n)= 1g= 1 forallj�j> K :(3.2)

Thisproperty ensuresthe consistency ofthe sequence ofnonrandom ized
testsf’n;�0g;uniform ly overtheneighborhood F"(F�);provided �= �� �0

islargeenough.De� nition T4 suggeststhefollowing m easureofasym ptotic
powerrobustnessofthesequencef’n;�0(X n)g oftests,undercontam ination
ofsize �:

D efinition T 5 (Powerdistance). LetF bea � xed distribution satisfy-
ing(A1)with �= �0.The�-consistency distanceofasequenceoftests’n;�0;
n � n0;atF denoted by K f’n;�0;F;�g isthein� m um ofthesetofvaluesK
forwhich (3.2)holds.

Theconceptofbreakdown pointofa testwas� rstconsiderbyYlvisaker
(1977)and Rieder(1982).Thelatterde� ned and com puted the breakdown
pointofrankand M -tests.O urDe� nition T5isclosely related totheconcept
ofpowerbreakdown pointofa testintroduced by He,Sim pson and Portnoy
(1990).In fact,for a given � 6= �0;the power breakdown point at � is the
value of� such thatj�� �0j= K f(’n;�0);F;�g:
Nextwe de� ne a new conceptofbreakdown pointfora testwhich does

notdepend on aparticularvalueof�and isdirectly associated with thedef-
inition oflength breakdown pointofa con� denceintervalgiven in Section 3.

D efinition T 6 (Powerbreakdown). LetF be a � xed distribution sat-
isfying �0 = F �1 (1=2):The power breakdown point �� ofthe sequence of
nonrandom ized tests’n;�0;n � n0;atF isthe suprem um ofthe setofval-
ues� forwhich the sequence oftestsis�-robust.

Thepower-robustnesspropertiesoftherobusti� ed sign testgiven by (2.4)
are established in thenexttheorem .They are closely related to thelength-
robustnesspropertiesofthecon� dence intervalsestablished in Theorem 2.

T heorem 3. Let0< �< 1 and 0� "< 1=2 be�xed and considerthese-
quence oftests’�0;n,n � n0;forH 0:�= �0 versusH 1:�6= �0 given by (2.4)
and kn given by (2.3).Suppose thatF is continuous and has a sym m etric

(around �)and unim odaldensity.Then:
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1. The �-consistency distance for the sequence oftests ’n;�0;n � n0;is

K f(’n;�0);F;"g= F
�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

:

2. The powerbreakdown pointofthe sequence oftests’n;�0;n � n0;is�
� =

(1� ")=2:
3. The sequence of tests ’n;�0;n � n0;has "-robust power if and only if

"< 1=3:

4. Possibleextensionsand furtherresearch. Robustnonparam etriccon-
� dence intervals and tests for a location param eter could be de� ned using
otherrank statisticssuch asthesigned W ilcoxon teststatistics.In thiscase
the param eter ofinterest would be de� ned as the center ofsym m etry of
the targetdistribution,and,therefore,the targetdistribution (butnotthe
observed distribution) would need to be sym m etric.The m ain theoretical
problem ,which we were notable to solve,isthe derivation ofthe leastfa-
vorable distribution that gives the m inim um coverage.W e conjecture that
thisdistribution istheone thatputsallitsm assat+ 1 orat� 1 :

W earecurrently studyingpossibleextensionsofourproceduretothecase
oftwosam plesand tothecaseofsim plelinearregression.Forthetwo-sam ple
problem ,wewish to constructrobustnonparam etriccon� denceintervalsfor
the shiftparam eter,based on the two sam ple m edian teststatistic.Forthe
sim plelinearregression problem ,wewish toconstructrobustnonparam etric
con� denceintervalsfortheslopeparam eter,based on theBrown and M ood
(1951)teststatistic,which isa naturalextension ofthe sign teststatistic.

APPENDIX

Lem m a 1 isneeded to prove Theorem 1.Theproofofthislem m a can be
found asLem m a 4 ofYohaiand Zam ar(2004).

Lemma 1. Suppose thatX isBin(n;p)and let

h(p)=
n�kX

i= k

�
n

i

�

p
i(1� p)n�i:

Then (i) h(p)= h(1� p);(ii) h(p) is nondecreasing on 0� p� 1=2 for all

k= 0;1;:::;[n=2]:

Proof of T heorem 1. W e have

PG (x(k+ 1)� �< x(n�k))= PG fk< Tn;�(X n)< n � kg

= P (k< Zn < n � k);
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whereZn isdistributed asBinom ialfn;1� G (�)g:O n theotherhand,G (�)=
(1� ")F (�)+ "H (�)and so

1� "

2
= (1� ")F (�)� G (�)� (1� ")F (�)+ "=

1+ "

2
:

Therefore,forallG 2 F"(F );(1� ")=2� 1� G (�)� (1+ ")=2 with thelower
and upperboundsattained when H (�)concentratesallitsm assto the left
and rightof�;respectively.Thetheorem now followsfrom Lem m a 1. �

Thefollowinglem m aisneeded toproveTheorem 2.ForaproofofLem m a2
see Lem m a 5 in Yohaiand Zam ar(2004).

Lemma 2. LetX n = (x1;:::;xn)bei.i.d.random variableswith distribu-

tion G :Consider the sequence ofintervals In(X n)= [x(kn + 1);x(n�k n )
) with

lengths ln(X n)= x(n�k n )
� x(kn + 1) and levels ��(n;kn;")! �, 0< �< 1:

Then lim n! 1 l(X n)= G �1 (1+ "
2
)� G �1 (1�"

2
)= L(G ;").

Proof of T heorem 2. Put L�(G ;")= G �1 f(1+ ")=2g � G �1 f(1�
")=2g:By Lem m a 2,to prove part1 itisenough to show

sup
G 2F �(F )

L
�(G ;")= F

�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

� F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

:(A.1)

W e startby showing that

sup
G 2F �(F )

L
�(G ;")� F

�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

� F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

:(A.2)

LetG = (1� �)F + �H .Then

a1 = G
�1

�
1� "

2

�

; a2 = G
�1

�
1+ "

2

�

;

a3 = F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

= 0; a4 = F
�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

:

W e willshow � rstthat

F (a2)� F (a1)� F (a4)� F (a3):(A.3)

Thisfollowsbecause by de� nition ofquantiles,

"= G (a2)� G (a1)= (1� �)F (a2)+ �H (a2)� (1� �)F (a1)� �H (a1)

= (1� �)fF (a2)� F (a1)g+ �fH (a2)� H (a1)g

� (1� �)fF (a2)� F (a1)g;
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and,therefore,

F (a2)� F (a1)�
"

1� �
:(A.4)

O n theotherhand,

F (a4)� F (a3)=
1+ "

2(1� �)
�

1� "

2(1� �)
=

"

1� �
:(A.5)

Therefore,(A.3)followsfrom (A.4)and (A.5).Tocom pletetheproofof(A.2),
we considertwo cases:
Case 1 (�� ").Firstnotice that:

(i) 1=2� (1� ")=f2(1� �)g im pliesthat

0= F
�1

�
1

2

�

� F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

= a3:

(ii) (1� ")=2= F (a1)� (1� �)F (a1)im pliesthat

a1 � F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

= a3:

By (A.3),

F (a4)� F (a2)� F (a3)� F (a1):(A.6)

G iven the sym m etry and unim odality ofF;(A.2) follows from (A.6)ifwe
can show that

a2 � � a3:(A.7)

To prove (A.7),we� rstnotice theidentity

("� �)

2(1� �)
=
1

2
�

1� "

2(1� �)
=
1+ "� 2�

2(1� �)
�
1

2
:(A.8)

Sym m etry ofF and (A.8)im ply

F
�1

�
1+ "� 2�

2(1� �)

�

= � F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

= � a3:(A.9)

M oreover,(1+ ")=2= G (a2)� (1� �)F (a2)+ � im plies

a2 � F
�1

�
1+ "� 2�

2(1� �)

�

:(A.10)

Equation (A.7)followsnow from (A.9)and (A.10).
Case 2 (�> ").Sincein thiscase 1=2< (1� ")=f2(1� �)g,we have

0= F
�1

�
1

2

�

� F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

= a3:(A.11)
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M oreover,(1� ")=2= G (a1)� (1� �)F (a1)+ � im plies

a1 � F
�1

�
1� "� 2�

2(1� �)

�

:(A.12)

W e have the identity

"+ �

2(1� �)
=
1

2
�
1� "� 2�

2(1� �)
=

1+ "

2(1� �)
�
1

2
:(A.13)

Equations(A.12)and (A.13)give

a1 � F
�1

�
1� "� 2�

2(1� �)

�

= � F
�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

= � a4:(A.14)

Theinequality (1� ")=2= G (a1)� (1� �)F (a1)im plies

a1 � F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

= a3:(A.15)

Equations(A.14)and (A.15)give

� a4 � a1 � a3:(A.16)

Then (A.2)followsnow from (A.16)and theunim odality and thesym m etry
ofF:
Let�m bethepointm assdistribution atm :Then

lim
m ! 1

L
�
f(1� ")F + "�m ;"g= F

�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

� F
�1

�
1� "

2(1� �)

�

:

This together with (A.2) im plies (A.1).The proofs of parts 2 and 3 are
straightforward. To prove part 2 just notice that the m axim um interval
length is� niteprovided that(1+ ")=f2(1� �)g< 1.Part3 followsim m edi-
ately from part2.
Finally,to prove part4,let G 0 bede� ned by

G 0(x)=

8

<

:

0; ifx < F �1 ("),
F (x)� "

1� "
; ifx � F �1 ("),

and H bede� ned by

H (x)=

8

<

:

F (x)

"
; ifx < F �1 ("),

1; ifx � F �1 (").

Then observethatF = (1� ")G 0 + "H ;and,therefore,F 2 F"(G 0):Conse-
quently,G �1

0 (1=2)= F �1 ((1+ ")=2)2 [A 0;B 0]and,therefore,B 0 � F �1 ((1+
")=2):
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Put

G 0(x)=

8

<

:

F (x)

1� "
; ifx < F �1 (1� "),

1; ifx � F �1 (1� "),

H (x)=

8

<

:

0; ifx < F �1 (1� "),
F (x)� (1� ")

"
; ifx � F �1 (1� "):

W e also have that F = (1� ")G 0 + "H ;and,therefore,F 2 F"(G 0):Then
G
�1
0 (1=2)= F �1 ((1� ")=2)2 [a0;b0]and,therefore,A 0 � F �1 ((1� ")=2):

�

Proof of T heorem 3. W ecan assum ewithoutlossofgenerality that
�0 = 0:W e startby showing thatgiven any F ,we have

lim
n! 1

PG (’n;0 = 1)=

8

<

:

1; ifG �1 f(1� ")=2g> 0,
0; ifG �1 f(1� ")=2g< 0< G �1 f(1+ ")=2g,
1; ifG �1 f(1+ ")=2g< 0.

(A.17)

W e have

PG f’n;0(X n)= 1g= PG f0 =2 [x(kn );x(n�k n )
)g:(A.18)

In Lem m a 2 we have shown that x(kn )! G �1 f(1� ")=2g and x(n�k n )
!

G �1 f(1+ ")=2g.Therefore,(A.17)followsfrom (A.18).Then

inf
G 2F �(F�)

lim
n! 1

PG f’n;0(X n)= 1g= 1 forallj�j> K

holdseitherif

sup
G 2F �(F�)

G
�1

�
1+ "

2

�

= �+ sup
G 2F �(F )

G
�1

�
1+ "

2

�

< 0(A.19)

or

inf
G 2F �(F�)

G
�1

�
1� "

2

�

= �+ inf
G 2F �(F )

G
�1

�
1� "

2

�

> 0:(A.20)

Asin Theorem 2,we can show that

sup
G 2F �(F )

G
�1

�
1+ "

2

�

= F
�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

and

inf
G 2F �(F )

G
�1

�
1� "

2

�

= F
�1

�
1� "� 2�

2(1� �)

�

= � F
�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

:
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In orderforeither(A.19)or(A.20)to hold,itisrequired that

j�j> F
�1

�
1+ "

2(1� �)

�

;

proving part1 ofthe theorem .The proofsofparts2 and 3 are straightfor-
ward. �

REFERENCES

Bednarski,T.(1982).Binary experim ents,m inim ax tests and 2-alternating capacities.

Ann.Statist.10 226{232.M R642734

Brow n,G .W .and M ood,A.M .(1951).O n m edian tests for linear hypotheses.Proc.

Second Berkeley Sym p.M ath.Statist.Probab.159{166.Univ.California Press,Berkeley.

Fraiman,R.,Y ohai,V.J.and Zamar,R.H.(2001).O ptim alrobust M -estim ates of

location.Ann.Statist.29 194{223.M R1833963

H ampel,F.R.(1971).A generalqualitative de�nition ofrobustness.Ann.M ath.Statist.

42 1887{1896.M R301858

H ampel,F.R.,Ronchetti,E.M .,Rousseeuw ,P.J.and Stahel,W .A.(1986).Robust

Statistics:The Approach Based on Inuence Functions.W iley,New York.M R829458

H e,X.,Simpson,D .G .and Portnoy,S.(1990).Breakdown robustnessoftests.J.Am er.

Statist.Assoc.85 446{452.M R1141746

H ettmansperger,T.P.(1984).StatisticalInference Based on Ranks.W iley,New York.

M R758442

H ettmansperger,T. P. and Sheather,S. J. (1986). Con�dence intervals based on

interpolated orderstatistics.Statist.Probab.Lett.4 75{79.M R829437

H uber,P.J.(1965).A robustversion oftheprobability ratio test.Ann.M ath.Statist.36

1753{1758.M R185747

H uber,P.J.(1968).Robust con�dence lim its.Z.W ahrsch.Verw.G ebiete 10 269{278.

M R242330

H uber-C arol, C. (1970). Etude asym ptotique de tests robustes. Ph.D . thesis, Eid-

gen�ossische Technische Hochschule,Z�urich.M R324833

Lambert,D .(1981).Inuencefunctionsfortesting.J.Am er.Statist.Assoc.76 649{657.

M arkatou,M .and Ronchetti,E.M .(1997).Robustinference:Theapproach based on

inuencefunctions.In RobustInference.Handbook ofStatistics15 (G .S.M addala and

C.R.Rao,eds.)49{75.North-Holland,Am sterdam .M R1492708

M orgenthaler,S.(1986).Robust con�dence intervals for a location param eter:The

con�guralapproach.J.Am er.Statist.Assoc.81 518{525.M R845892

R ieder, H. (1978). A robust asym ptotic testing m odel. Ann. Statist. 6 1080{1094.

M R499574

R ieder,H.(1981).Robustness ofone- and two-sam ple rank tests against gross errors.

Ann.Statist.9 245{265.M R606610

R ieder, H. (1982). Q ualitative robustness of rank tests. Ann. Statist. 10 205{211.

M R642732

Rousseeuw ,P.J.and Ronchetti,E.M .(1981).Inuencecurvesofgeneralstatistics.J.

Com put.Appl.M ath.7 161{166.M R633702

Y lvisaker,D .(1977).Testresistance.J.Am er.Statist.Assoc.72 551{556.M R501563

Y ohai, V. J. and Zamar,R. H. (2004). Nonparam etric and robust inference for the

m edian.TechnicalReport 315,D ept.Statistics,Univ.British Colum bia.Available at

http:// hajek.stat.ubc.ca/~ruben/website/publications.htm .M R2102495

http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=642734
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1833963
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=301858
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=829458
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1141746
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=758442
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=829437
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=185747
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=242330
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=324833
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1492708
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=845892
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=499574
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=606610
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=642732
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=633702
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=501563
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2102495


18 V.J.YO HAIAND R.H.ZAM AR

D epartamento de M atem �aticas

Facultad de C iencias Exactas y N aturales

U niversidad de Buenos A ires

C iudad U niversitaria,Pabell�on 1

1428 Buenos A ires

A rgentina

e-mail:vyohai@ dm .uba.ar

D epartment of Statistics

U niversity of British C olumbia

6356 A gricultural Road

Vancouver,British C olumbia

C anada V 6T 1Z2

e-mail:ruben@ stat.ubc.ca

mailto:vyohai@dm.uba.ar
mailto:ruben@stat.ubc.ca

	Introduction.
	Robust nonparametric inference for the median.
	Our main result.

	Coverage and level robustness.
	Coverage robustness of a confidence interval.
	An exact nonparametric -robust interval for .
	Level robustness of a test.
	An exact nonparametric -robust test.
	Contamination tolerance of a test.

	Length and power robustness.
	Numerical results.
	Power robustness of a test.

	Possible extensions and further research.
	APPENDIX
	References

