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Comparison of Optimal Location Estimators

Ph.D. Dissertation, December, 1971
by Friedrich-Wilhelm Scholz

Department of Statistics

University of California, Berkeley

Abstract

This study is concerned with the problem of estimating the center of a symmetric
distribution. Three classes of estimators have been considered in the literature: lin-
ear combinations of order statistics, estimators derived from rank tests and maximum
likelihood type estimators, which are referred to as L-, R- and M*-estimators respec-
tively. Under regularity conditions these estimators are known to be asymptotically
normal, and their performance is judged by their asymptotic variances. From each of
the above classes we select estimators L(F'), R(F') and M*(F'), which are optimal for
a sample arising from a given underlying distribution F' (satisfying certain regularity
conditions). They are optimal in the sense that their asymptotic variances cannot
be improved upon by any other location invariant estimator when the underlying
distribution is F'. The principal aim of the present investigation is to compare these
three estimators for underlying distributions H # F. It is shown that the asymp-
totic variance of R(F') is always less or equal to the asymptotic variance of L(F) for
all underlying distributions H, satisfying certain regularity conditions. Under more
stringent conditions on F', it is shown that a similar statement holds in the comparison
of R(F) and M*(F'), where again R(F') is the superior estimator.

For the special case where F' is the normal distribution, a result of this kind
was given by Chernoff and Savage in the context of testing. They showed that the
asymptotic relative efficiency of the normal scores rank test relative to the t-test never
falls below one. Mikulski then showed that this result is specific to the normal dis-
tribution. For a given underlying distribution F' he constructs a best parametric test
and a best nonparametric test and compares them for other underlying distributions.
Mikulski’s result depends strongly on the fact that his best parametric test does not

*This research was partially supported by National Science Foundation Grant GP-8690 and by
the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, Office of Aerospace Research, United States Air Force,
under AFOSR Grant AF-AFOSR-1312-67



possess certain invariance properties. We construct best parametric tests which have
these invariance properties and obtain results similar to those of Chernoff and Savage.
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Comparison of Optimal Location Estimators

Ph.D. Dissertation, December, 1971

by Friedrich-Wilhelm Scholz

Department of Statistics

University of California, Berkeley

0. Introduction and Summary

The problem of estimating the center of symmetry of a distribution has been treated
quite extensively in the statistical literature. Various classes of estimators have found
a special interest and we will deal with three of them: linear combinations of order
statistics, estimators that are derived from rank tests, and maximum likelihood type
estimators, as outlined in Section 1.1. The performance of a given estimator depends
strongly on the underlying distribution of the given sample. Since it is difficult to
study the behavior of estimators for finite sample sizes, most research has focussed
on the asymptotic behavior of these estimators. It is hoped that the asymptotic
results provide useful approximations to the finite sample size case. Most of the
estimators commonly studied are, under suitable regularity conditions, normally dis-
tributed around the parameter to be estimated, with asymptotic variances depending
on the underlying distribution. We therefore have a simple criterion, the asymptotic
variance, for comparing the performance of different estimators. The usual approach
is then the following. One considers two interesting estimators, say for example the
sample mean and the sample median, and compares their asymptotic variances for
various underlying distributions. Typically one finds that neither one of them is uni-
formly better than the other. This will happen in particular if both estimators are in
some sense optimal at different underlying distributions, as is the case with the sample
mean and sample median, which are optimal for the normal and double exponential

*This research was partially supported by National Science Foundation Grant GP-8690 and by
the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, Office of Aerospace Research, United States Air Force,
under AFOSR Grant AF-AFOSR-1312-67



distribution, respectively. Thus in comparing two such estimators a more differenti-
ated evaluation must be made and one must weigh the advantages and disadvantages
of the estimators.

It may of course happen that the performance of one estimator is never worse than
the performance of the other. Chernoff and Savage (1958) give one example of such
a comparison, even though they consider this problem in terms of testing. For the
problem of testing for shift in two samples, they showed that the asymptotic relative
efficiency of the normal scores test relative to the ¢-test never falls below one. Using
the results by Hodges and Lehmann (1963), one can rephrase this result as follows
for the estimation problem: The estimator derived from the normal scores rank test
has an asymptotic variance which is always less than or equal to the asymptotic
variance of the sample mean. Equality of the asymptotic variances occurs if and only
if the underlying distribution is normal, in which case both estimators are optimal in
some sense. This result and our previous remarks suggest that we take the following
approach in finding other examples of this kind.

We will compare only estimators with each other which are optimal for a fixed
given underlying distribution F'. By ‘optimal’ we mean that the asymptotic variance
of these estimators cannot be improved upon by any other location invariant estima-
tor. In Section 1.2 we give the construction of three estimators which are optimal for
F'. These are denoted by L(F'), R(F) and M*(F) and they are respectively a particu-
lar linear combination of order statistics, the estimator derived from a particular rank
test and a particular maximum likelihood type estimator. In Chapter 2 we examine
the asymptotic variances of these three estimators when the underlying distribution
is different from F.

Section 2.1 deals with the comparison of L(F') and R(F') and it is seen that the
result of Chernoff and Savage (as it was rephrased for the estimation problem) is a
special case of Theorem 1, which roughly states the following: If F' is sufficiently reg-
ular, then the asymptotic variance of R(F') is always less or equal to the asymptotic
variance of L(F') for all underlying distributions H satisfying certain regularity con-
ditions. Section 2.2 deals with the comparison of R(F') and M*(F') and an analogous
result is obtained in Theorem 2. Again R(F’) turns out to be the superior one of the
two estimators. In Theorem 2 we impose a certain concavity condition on F'. This
condition, a counterexample to Theorem 2 when certain regularity conditions are not
met, and the comparison of M*(F') and L(F') are discussed in Section 2.3 and in the
Appendix.



In Chapter 3 we discuss a paper by Mikulski (1963). The main theorem of
this paper states that the result arrived at by Chernoftf and Savage in the context
of hypothesis testing is specific to the normal distribution. Mikulski considers the
two-sample shift problem and constructs parametric and nonparametric tests which
are optimal for a given underlying distribution F'. Then he studies the asymptotic
relative efficiency of the nonparametric test relative to the parametric test for other
underlying distributions H and finds that this efficiency can fall below one if F' is
not the normal distribution. His method of proving this depends strongly on the fact
that his parametric test is not location and scale invariant. Since the rank tests and
the t-test have this invariance property, we propose a location and scale invariant
parametric test and obtain results similar to the one given by Chernoff and Savage.

1. Three Types of Location Estimators.
1.1 Definitions.

Let Xi,..., X, be independent identically distributed random variables with distri-
bution H,(x) = H(z — ). We assume that H has a density h(z) and is symmet-
ric around zero., i.e., H(x) = 1 — H(—xz), but that otherwise H is unknown. We
want to estimate the unknown location parameter u, and the performance of various
estimators will be judged by their asymptotic variances. Under general regularity
conditions, each of the considered estimators is asymptotically normal with mean p
and asymptotic variances given below.

We introduce the following notation:
X, =(X,....X,) and bX, +a=(bX;+a,...,bX,+a)

for real numbers a and b. An estimator T,,(X,,) is location invariant if 7,,(X,, +
a) = T,(X,) + a for all real numbers a. An estimator 7,(X,) is scale invariant if
T,(bX,) = bT,(X,) for all real numbers b. The dependence of T,,(X,,) on the sample
X, is usually understood and we shall simply write 7;, whenever no confusion will
arise thereby. Since all estimators to be considered here will be translation invariant,
we shall study their asymptotic distribution without loss of generality in the case of

w=0.

One popular class of estimators is the class of linear combinations of order statis-
tics, which we shall call L-estimators. Let Xy < ... < X,y be the order statistics of
the sample and let g be a function mapping the open interval (0, 1) into the set of real
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numbers, R, such that ¢g(t) = g(1 — t) and fol g(t)dt = 1. We define the L-estimator
corresponding to g by

1 i
L,=L,(g9) = — Xuy -
(9)=~ ;:19(”“) 0
Under general regularity conditions on g and H we have

Vi La(g) 5 N (0,02(H))

where

o2 (H) = /0 Poa with U = /1 :2 {%} du

(cf. Chernoff, Gastwirth and Johns (1967)). Denote the class of distributions H for
which this asymptotic normality holds by CL(g). We observe that L-estimators are
location and scale invariant.

Another class of estimators was introduced by Hodges and Lehmann (1963).
These estimators, called R-estimators, are derived from rank tests or, more precisely,
from the rank statistics which are employed in these rank tests. Let J be a function
mapping the open interval (0, 1) into the set of real numbers such that J(¢) = —J(1—
t). For r € R denote by S;(r) the rank of | X; — | among | X; — 7|, ..., | X, —r|. We
then define the following linear rank statistic:

T,(r) = é J <ffi) L(r)

where
Ii(r) =

Let
rr =sup{r: T,(r) > 0} and 7 =inf{r:T,(r) <0} .

The R-estimator corresponding to J is then defined by

* *%
_ Tn +Tn

R,=R,(J) = 5



Under regularity conditions on J and H we have

Vi Ru(J) =5 N (0,0%(H))

o = ([ ) ([ L) dH<x>)2

(cf. Hodges and Lehmann (1963) and Puri and Sen (1971)). Denote the class of dis-
tributions H for which this asymptotic normality holds by CR(J). Again we observe
that R-estimators are location and scale invariant.

where

A third type of estimator was studied by Huber (1964). Let ¢ : R — R with
(—x) = —1(x), let ¢ be nondecreasing and let M, (1)) be defined to be the solution
M of

Zw(Xi—M):O.

For particular choices of the function v the estimators M, (1), called M-estimators,
are identical with maximum likelihood estimators of the location parameter of some
distribution. Under general regularity conditions on ¢» and H (see Huber, 1967), we
have

Vi M, (1) = N (0,02 (H))

where
i) = [ v an ( e dH<x>)2 .

The M-estimators are location invariant, but in general not scale invariant. This is
not desirable, since with the choice of the ¥-function we also express some judgment
on the scale of the underlying distribution H. Since we do not assume any knowledge
about the scale of H, it seems advisable to construct a scale invariant version of the
M-estimator. Huber (1964) suggests a way of achieving this in the case of a special
y-function (Huber’s proposal two) and for more general 1)-functions in his 1970 paper.
We shall assume that 1 is continuously differentiable with ¢/(z) > 0 for all z € R
and that ¢(z) = —i(—x).

Definition 1. Let M () and S’ (1) be the unique solutions M and S of the following
system of equations:

1 < Xi—M IR Xi—M\
(0) gi;w( 3 ):o and 5;¢2(T)_5

>




where (3 is a fixed number satisfying: 0 < 3 < sup{¢?*(z) : = € R}.

In order to justify this definition, we must show that the solutions M and S
exist and are unique. This is done in Appendix A. Huber’s paper (1967) establishes
the consistency and asymptotic normality of the estimates (M) (v),S}(¢)) under
regularity conditions on ¢ and H. In particular we have

Vi M) 55 N (0,032 (H))

where

[ ¥*(x/7w) dH(x)
(f (/) dH(z))"

2
H

0y (H)

with 7 determined by
/ V(x/my) dH () = 3 .

We denote by CM* (1)) the class of distributions H for which this asymptotic normality
for M*(¢) is valid. From the definition it is clear that M(1)) is location and scale
invariant. We will call these estimators M*-estimators.

1.2 Optimal Estimators for F'.

In the previous section we introduced three classes of location and scale invariant
estimators for the center of symmetry of an unknown distribution H. Now we will
assume that the sample arises from a distribution F'((x—pu)/o), where F' is completely
known, symmetric around zero and satisfies certain regularity conditions. The pa-
rameters p and o are unknown. We will construct L-, R- and M*-estimators for u
which are optimal at F'in the following sense: among all location invariant estimators
for u, they have the smallest possible asymptotic variance, whatever ;1 and ¢ may be.
The optimality and general correspondence between these estimators was shown by
Jaeckel (1971). We denote these three optimal estimators by L(F), R(F') and M*(F).
Since they are location and scale invariant, we may restrict ourselves without loss of
generality to the case p =0 and o = 1.

We will impose the following regularity conditions on F"

i) F(z) has a density f(z) with the properties f(z) = f(—z) on R
and f(z) > 0 on R;

ii) f is continuously differentiable on R;
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i) I(f) = [ ¥j(@)f(z) dz < oo, where y(x) = —f'(2)/[ ().

The class of distributions F' satisfying i)—iii) will be denoted by F.

Definition of M*(F): Let ¢(x) = ¢y(x) and set 3 = [ ¢*(x) dF(z). Assume
that ¢ (x) has a continuous derivative ¢'(z) > 0 on R and define: M*(F) = M*(v).
If € CM*(¢), then /n M*(F) is asymptotically normal with mean zero and
asymptotic variance

A (M (F)) = 032 (F ( [ v/ dra )( [ v apta >)F

where 7 satisfies

[ et iF@) = 5= [ va) dp

i.e., 7 = 1. Hence

o2 (M (F ( [ vware )2=[I<f>11.

It follows from results of LeCam (1953) and Hajek (1971) that [I(f)]~" is the smallest
possible asymptotic variance that can be achieved by any asymptotically normal
location invariant estimator. Thus M*(F') is optimal at F.

Definition of L(F'): Assume that ¢p(x) = () has a continuous derivative ¢’
except at a finite number of points. Let g(t) = [I(f)]'¢/(F~1(t)) and define L(F) =
L.(g9). If F € CL(g), then \/n L(F) is asymptotically normal with mean zero and
asymptotic variance

A (L(F)) = 0*(F) = / UR(t) di |

where

hence

o

Thus L(F) is also optimal at F'.



Definition of R(F'): Assume that 1¢(x) = ¢ (z) has a continuous derivative 9’
except at a finite number of points. Let J(t) = ¢(F~!(t)) and define R(F) = R, (J).
If F € CR(J), then \/n R(F) is asymptotically normal with mean zero and asymptotic
variance

HrF) =) = ( [ R ) ([ v dF<x>)2 (-

which implies that R(F’) is optimal at F.

2. Comparison of the Three Optimal Estimators for F'

We will now investigate the relationship between the asymptotic variances of L(F'),
R(F) and M*(F) when the sample comes from a symmetric distribution H different
from F'. We also assume that H satisfies the various regularity conditions to ensure
the asymptotic normality of the estimators.

2.1. Comparison of R(F') and L(F).

We assume that the distribution F' which defines R(F') and L(F') satisfies the condi-
tions:

Al: F € F, where F is defined on p. 7
A2: 1y has a nonnegative continuous derivative except at a finite number of points;

A3: F e CR(J)NCL(g), where

J(t) =y (F7(1)) and g(t) = (NI WHEF(D) -
On H we will impose the following restrictions:

B1l: H has a density h(z) and is symmetric around zero;
B2: h(x)>0forxe{r:0< H(z) <1};

B3: H e CR(J)NCL(g), where J and g are the same as in A3.



When H is the underlying distribution of the sample, the asymptotic variances
of \/n R(F') and y/n L(F') are given by:

—2

) =1 ( [ %f_l ((5(%))))) (o) o)
and
o2 (L(F)) = /0 Uty dt with  U(t) = / %du ey

In the special case where F' is equal to the normal distribution ®, it was shown by
Chernoff and Savage (1958) that o% (R(®)) < 0% (L(®)) and equality holds if and only
if H(x) = ®(ax) for some a > 0. Gastwirth and Wolff (1968) gave a simpler proof
for the same result, and we will use their method to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let F satisfy conditions A1-A3. Then
1) F(R(F)) < o%(L(F))
for all H satisfying B1-B3. If further w} > (0 where it is defined, then equality holds
in (1) if and only if H(z) = F(ax) for some a > 0.
Proof: Let ¢ = ¢); and observe that ¢/(F~*(¢))[I(f)]"" is a density on the interval
0, 1], since ¢' > 0 and
1
| vy a=10).

0

Using Jensen’s inequality, we obtain

WENH@)) o, 17 [ HORE @) EE) ]
{ FF @) " @ dx] - U FED) 1) dt]

IN




Since
K U2(8) dt < 00— /000 U(F (@) f(z) dz < 0o

2

— U(F(z,))f(x,) — 0 for some sequence x, — 00

= U(t,) f(F~'(t,)) — 0 for some sequence t,, — 1, we obtain

o= 0 [ voeEe) @

< ([ 0 dt)% (/ P E) dt)% -(/ L) d [I(f)]l)%
thus
) P3(R(F)) < o (L(F))

If in addition we know that 1" > 0 where it exists then it is seen immediately
from the above inequalities that equality in (1) holds if and only if H(x) = F(ax) for
some a > 0. This concludes the proof.

The last assertion of Theorem 1 is not necessarily true without the condition
' > 0, as can be seen by the following example. Let

Yr(x) =2 for|z| <k and p(x) = ksign(z) otherwise (k> 0).

This ¢,-function plays an important role in Huber’s paper (1964). It corresponds
to a distribution F}), which is normal in the middle but has double exponential tails.
Since 1}, (z) = 0 for |x| > k, it is seen that the asymptotic variance % (R(F})) is not
changed if one modifies H(x) for those = for which H(|z|) > Fy(k). A similar remark
applies to 0% (L(F})). Thus

o3 (R(Fy)) = o3 (L(Fy)) for all H which satisfy H(z) = Fy(z) for |z| < k.

10
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2.2 Comparison of R(F) and M*(F).

We assume that the distribution F', which defines R(F) and M*(F), satisfies the
following conditions:

A'l: F € F, where F is defined on page 7;

A2: p(x) =9¢(x) = —f'(x)/ f(x) is twice continuously differentiable for x > 0
and ¢/(x) > 0 for z > 0;

A3 F e CM*(¢) N CR(J), where J(t) = J;(t) = (F~\(t));

A'4: 1/J'(t)) is concave on the interval (3, 1).

On the distribution H of the underlying sample we will impose the following restric-
tions:

B'l: H has a density h(z) and is symmetric around zero;

B'2: H e CR(J;) N OM* (dy);

B3 [y 1@ (@) + ¢y (@) (@) (H (x) — F(x))] do < oo,

Under these conditions the asymptotic variances of /n M*(F) and \/n R(F) are

given by: , .
M (F)) = 75, AT A,
L) U@/ Tu) dH (z)]
where 7y satisfies [ ¢?(z/7y) dH(z) = [ ¢*(x) dF (z), and

[ J2(t) dt

([ J(H(2))h2(x) da]”

o (R(F)) =

The relationship between these asymptotic variances for varying underlying distribu-
tions H is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 2: Let F' satisfy conditions A’1-A’4. Then

(2) o (M*(F)) > oy (R(F))

11



for all distributions H satisfying B'1-B’3 and equality in (2) holds if and only if
H(z) = F(ax) for some a > 0.

Before we prove Theorem 2 we have to state and prove several Lemmas.

Lemma 1. If 6,, 6, are two nonnegative real numbers, satisfying
01 + 92 S 1, then

(3) (012 + 0yy)* < 0127 + oy for all z,y € R.
If 61,05 > 0, then equality in (3) implies z = y.
Proof:

(011‘ + «92y)2 = 6)1[172 + 02y2 — 01‘92([17 — y)2 — (1 — Ql — 02)(011‘2 + 02y2) .

Lemma 2. Let ¢ be a function mapping the open interval (%, 1) into the set of
positive real numbers. Let 1/¢(t) be concave on (3,1). Then

e(AU; + (1 = \)Us) (Mg + (1 = ANha)? < Ap(U1)h7 + (1 — N)p(Us)hj
forall 0 <A <1, U,Us € (3,1), hi,ho € R

Proof: Set V) = [p(A\U; + (1 — \)Us)] 7! and let 0 < A < 1. Then concavity of 1/¢
implies V), > A\V; + (1 — A\)V;. Setting 0; = AV, /V) and 6, = (1 — A\)V,/V), we obtain
01 + 65 < 1. Thus Lemma 1 implies

Wb (L= @)2

\U 1= N5\ 1—Mh)? =V | =— ARRAYALY
SO, + (1= \)Us) (M + (1 — A)ho) A<W1+ ot

AV R (1= h3 5 9
<WVW|l——=4+-—72 "2 = do(Uy)h 1—A Us)h
Q.E.D.

Remark 1: The limits (1) = limyy o(U) and ¢(3) = limy 1 ©(U) exist under the
assumptions of Lemma 2, with 0 < ¢(3), (1) < co. Thus by taking limits the

convexity inequality of Lemma 2 can be extended to hold for Uy, U; € [%, 1].
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Remark 2: For 0 < A < 1 equality in the convexity inequality of Lemma 2 implies
hi = hs.

Definition 2: Let ¢ satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 2. Define K, to be the class
of all distributions H which satisfy the following conditions:

i) H has a density h(x) and h(z) = h(—2x).
i) A(H) = [;° o(H(z))h*(x) de < oo.

Lemma 3: Let Hy, Hy € K, and set Hy(z) = AH;(z) + (1 — A\)Ha(z) for 0 < A < 1.
Then

(4) A(Hy) < AA(Hy) + (1 = A A(Hs) -

If0<A<1, H # Hy and 3 < Hy(z) < 1for 0 < z < oo, then inequality (4) is a
strict inequality.

Proof: From Lemma 2 and Remark 1, we obtain for all x > 0:

(5) p(Hx(x))hx(x) < Ap(Hy(2))hi(x) + (1 = \)o(Ha () b3 () -

Taking integrals on both sides of (5), one obtains the asserted inequality. Now let
0 < A < 1andlet  be such that 0 < # < co and § < Hi(x), Hy(z) < 1. Then
equality in (5) implies hy(z) = ho(x) by Lemma 2 and Remark 2. Let

Dy ={z:1<H(z)<1} andlet Dy={z:h(x)# h(z), z>0}.
If Hy(z) is such that 3 < Hy(z) <1 for 0 < z < oo, we see that
A(Hy) < MA(Hy) + (1 — X\)A(H,) provided that  p(D; N Dy) #0,

where p is Lebesgue measure on R. But p(D; N Dy) = 0 implies hy(z) = hao(x) a.e.
[p] for z > 0. Thus

A(H)) < MA(Hy)+ (1 —NA(Hy) for 0<A<1

if Hy # H, and if H, satisfies % < Hy(z) < 1for 0 <z < oo.
Q.E.D.

Lemma 4: Let € be a convex class of distributions on R and let the functional B(H)
be convex in H € &, i.e.,

BOH, + (1 — N)Hy) < AB(H,) + (1 — \)B(H>)

13



for all Hy,Hy € £ and 0 < XA < 1. Let Hy € & be fixed and set By(\) = B(AH +
(1= \)H,) for H € &. If

By (\) — Br(0)

lim >0 forall He&

AlL0

then B(H) > B(H,) for all H € £.

Proof: By convexity of B we have

By (\) — Br(0)
A

< B(H) — B(H,)
and the assertion follows.
Remark 3: If B(H) is strictly convex at Hy, i.e.,
B(AH + (1 — \)Hy) < AB(H) + (1 — \)B(H,)

forall 0 < A <1 and all H € £ with H # H,, then B(Hy) < B(H) for all H € £
with H # Hy.

Lemma 5: Let A be a class of objects a with the property: if a;,a; € A then
Aa; + (1 — A)ag is defined and in A for 0 < A < 1. Let K : A — R be convex, i.e.,

Ka; + (1 —=XNag) < AK(ag) + (1 =N K(az) for0<A<1 and a,a€ A.
Fix aj,ay € A and set K(\) = K(Aay + (1 — N)ag), then K (A) is convex on [0, 1].
Proof: Let v, A\, A2 € [0, 1], then

K h+(1—=v)\) = K(v[har + (1 —A)ag] + (1 —v)[Aar + (1 — A2)as))
< vK(M)+ (1 —v)K(\s)

Q.E.D.
Definition 3: Let ¢; : (0,00) — R and define

M%@Q:{H:HGKQamléwhm@ﬂM@dx<m}.

14



Lemma 6: Let ¢ satisfy the conditions of Lemma 2 and let Hy € K(p, ¢1) be a
strictly increasing distribution function. Let H € (¢, 1) be such that

0< Do(H) = [ [ (Hula))(H (@) ~ Hofo) (o)

+ 2¢(Ho(z))[h(z) — ho(2)]ho(z) — p1(2)[h(z) — ho(x)]] dr < oo.
Then

where

B(H) = / " o(H@) () — g1 (2)h(z) de

Proof: Let Hy(x) = AH(z) + (1 — X\)Ho(x) and let hy be the density of Hy. By
Lemma 2 we have for all z > 0 :
a;(A) = o(Hx(z))h3(2) — @1(2)ha(z) < Aag(1) + (1 = N)ag(0)
thus
az(A)

%I(O) S am(l) - &1(0) :

The functions a,(1) and a,(0) are integrable over the interval (0, c0) by assumption,
and Lemma 5 establishes the convexity of a,(\) in A. Therefore (a,(\) — a,(0))/A
decreases as A decreases to zero.

() = ar0) o () (H () — Ho(2))h2(x)

A
+2¢(Ho(2))(h(x) = ho(x))ho(x) = p1(x)(h(2) = ho(x))
a.e. [p] for x > 0. The assertion follows from the monotone convergence theorem.
Q.E.D.

Proof of Theorem 2. Letting H*(x) = H(7yx), we obtain for the ratio of the
two variances:

o3 (M*(F))

o3, (R(F))

J WA w) dH* () [[ T(H (2)h*(x) do]®
Jo J2(t) dt T @h (@) de |

v(H) =
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with
H* satisfying / V2 (x) dH (z) = / W2 x) dF (z)

The efficiency t(H) is independent of the scale of H. Since fol JA(t) dt = [ Y*(x) dF(z),
this efficiency v(H) reduces to

i (LT @) () dr)®
D=(“reerma)

We will show that t(H) > 1 and that equality holds if and only if H(z) = F(ax) for
some a > 0. It suffices to show that

(6) / T (@)h*2(x) de > / (@) (2) d |

subject to the condition

[ vam @ de= [ @ o
and that (6) becomes an equality if and only if F' = H*. We observe that

J'(F(2))f(2) = '(2) + ¥/ (2)d(a) and  J(F(2))f(2) = ¥/(z) for x> 0.

Condition B'2 implies [~ ¢ dH(x) < oo and [~ ¢?(x) dH () < co. With this and
condition B’3 we obtain by integration by parts:

/OOO J(F(2)) f*(2)[H (2) = F (2)]+ f ()] (F())[(z) - f ()] dz

= /0 " @)+ ¢ @@ H() — F@)] + ¥ (@)lh(x) - f(2)] do

- -1 [ Pk - fa) b
We will use Lemma 6 with the following identifications:
p(t)=J'(t), Ho(x)=F(x) and @i(z) = f(2)J(F(x)) - 30°(2) .
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Then ¢(t) satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 2 and has a continuous derivative on
the interval (3,1). With the above, we obtain

Du(H) = [ (F(P) Pl )~ P+ 27() T (Fa)lh) - 1)

~ @) (@) — () - J@)]) de =0
Setting N
BH) = [ SH@IE) - 00 - W) do,

it follows from Lemma 6 that B(A\) = B(AH + (1 — A)F) has derivative zero at
A = 0. Since B(H) is strictly convex at F' by Lemma 3, it follows from Lemma 4 and
Remark 3 that

(7) B(F) < B(H) for H#F.

For H = H*, where H* satisfies

[ @ i@ = [ v dre.

we see that (7) implies (6). Q.E.D.

2.3 Discussion of Results.

Whereas most conditions which are imposed on F' are regularity conditions, there
is one, A’4, which is not of that type. Condition A’4 is used quite strongly in the
proof of Theorem 2, since through it one obtains certain convexity properties of the
functional that is to be minimized. This enables us to bypass the variational approach,
which seems to suggest that Theorem 2 may be true without condition A’4. On the
other hand there may be some doubts as to the direct applicability of the calculus of
variations to this problem, since the distributions H have certain conditions attached
to them. Furthermore, the calculus of variations usually yields criteria only for local
extrema and it seems to be difficult to see whether a local extremum is also a global
one.

Now we will mention a few distributions F' which satisfy condition A’4.

1. The logistic distribution F(z) = (1 + exp(—x))~'. Here ¢(F(u)) = J(u) =
2u — 1, thus [J'(u)]~! is concave on the interval (1/2,1).
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2. The normal distribution F( ) = ®(z). Here, Y(F'(u)) = & Hu) = J(u)
Z;Vlftfh J'(u) =[f(FYu)]! and [J'(u)]7' = f(F'(u)) is concave, as is seen by
ifferentiation.

3. Let F' be a distribution with density

flz)=C-exp(—|z|*), 1 < a <2

for z > 0 we have:
Y(x) = axh, V(x) = ala — 1)z
and
V'(x) = ala —1)(a —2)z°7"
Thus
@' (@)¢(z) +¢"(@) (' ()7 = (@ =)~ w + (ala = 1)) "Ha = 2)z'~

is increasing in = > 0. Since

[T ()] = FOEH u) [ (FH (w)] ™
is concave if

et = YE U ) 0 (P )
du W)

is increasing, it follows that A’4 is satisfied.

In the case where F'is the logistic distribution, we give a simpler proof for Theo-
rem 2 in the Appendix B. In the case where F' is the normal distribution, the estimator
M*(F) is the ordinary sample mean; the result of Theorem 2 in this case was already
proved by Chernoff and Savage (1958) and later by Gastwirth and Wolff (1968).

The above comparison is subject to the following criticism. There is a certain
arbitrariness in the construction of M*(F) as far as the estimation of scale is con-
cerned. In order to obtain scale invariant location estimators, many other ways of
estimating scale could have been employed. Thus one could construct many scale
invariant location estimators which would be asymptotically optimal for F', but if
the underlying distribution of the sample is H # F, these estimators behave quite
differently from each other, and the statement of Theorem 2 may no longer be true
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if M*(F') is replaced by any other such scale invariant estimator. We chose M*(F)
because Huber (1964) showed for a particular t-function v; that the estimator of
scale involved here is in some sense minimax and hence robust over a certain class of
distributions. From Definition 1 it can be seen that the estimator of scale S¥(v) con-
tinues to be robust if the involved ¥-function is bounded; i.e., outlying observations
do not influence the estimator S} (1) too much. This phenomenon (that the behavior
of the M*-estimator depends very strongly on the employed scale estimator) appears
neither with L- and R-estimators nor in the case of M*(®). M*(®) will always be
the sample mean, no matter which way the scale is estimated.

A counterexample to Theorem 2 is presented in Appendix C. In this example
some of the regularity conditions for F' are violated and so is A’4, but the violation
of A4 does not seem to be an essential feature of the example.

After comparing R(F) with L(F') and M*(F') and showing that as far as asymp-
totic variances are concerned, the first estimator is better than the latter two (at least
under certain conditions), let us next consider the comparison of L(F") with M*(F).
In Appendix D it is shown that for F(z) = (1+exp(—x))~! neither of the estimators
L(F) and M*(F) is better than the other; i.e., there exist distributions H; and Hy
such that o (L(F)) < of, (M*(F)) and o3, (L(F)) > o,(M*(F)). Thus it does not
seem feasible to look for results like Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 in the comparison of
L(F) and M*(F).

3. Discussion of a Result by Mikulski.

Mikulski (1963) treated a problem similar to the estimation problem considered here
in terms of testing. He investigated the following problem, first mentioned by Chernoff
and Savage (1958). Let Xi,..., X, and Y7,..., Y], be two independent samples from
distributions H((x —p)/o) and H((x—pu—A) /o) respectively. If H(x) = F(x), where
F'is a known distribution function which is sufficiently regular, “asymptotically best”
linear rank tests, say ¢p, can be constructed for the hypothesis H : A < 0 against
the alternative K : A > 0; see Chernoff and Savage (1958). We will specify below
what is meant by “asymptotically best”. If F' = &, where ® is the standard normal
distribution function, asymptotically best tests are the Fisher-Yates test ¢ and the
van der Waerden z-test. When F' = &, we can also use the two sample t-test for
this testing problem, the t-test being the uniformly most powerful invariant test for
finite sample sizes, thus also “asymptotically best”. Denote this test by ts. Let
e(ps,te, H*) denote the asymptotic relative efficiency (Pitman) of g relative to te
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when the underlying distributions of the samples are H*(z) = H((z — p)/o) and
H*(x — Ay) respectively, with Ay converging to zero at a certain rate. Chernoff and
Savage show that e(pg,te, H*) > 1 for all H*, subject to certain regularity conditions,
and that equality holds if and only if H*(z) = ®((x —m)/a) for some m and a > 0.

The question they pose is: Can a similar statement be made about e(pp, tp, H*),
where @p is an “asymptotically best” rank test for F', and ¢ is a parametric test
that is “asymptotically best” for F'? Mikulski shows that for any F' # & satisfying
certain regularity conditions, this is not possible; i.e., e(¢p,tp, H*) < 1 for some
H*. There is a certain vagueness in this problem, since it is not at all clear which
parametric test ¢x should be used. It seems reasonable, though, to use a test ¢ which
shares certain properties with tg, since one is interested in a comparable situation
to the one for which Chernoff and Savage obtained their result. Such properties of
the t-test tg are the invariance of this test under a common shift and a common
change in scale in both samples. One more reason to require this property is that
it is a property of the rank tests, and it thus seems only fair to require it from
any competing parametric test. Mikulski did not impose this restriction and in fact
his best parametric test is neither location nor scale invariant. This fact plays an
important role in the variational argument of his proof. Héjek (1962) recognized the
role of invariance in this problem and conjectured that the answer to the proposed
problem may be positive; i.e., e(¢r, trp, H*) > 1, if tF has these invariance properties.
Under certain restrictions we shall in the following prove Hajek’s conjecture.

Let us now consider independent samples X4,...,X,, and Y7,...,Y,, from distri-
butions F((x — p)/o) and F((z — v)/o) respectively, where F' is known to us, and
construct an “asymptotically best” test which is location and scale invariant. Previ-
ously we had constructed M*- and S*-estimators for the location and scale parameters
of such samples. Here we will denote the corresponding estimators for p and o from
the X-sample by @ and o; and for v and ¢ from the Y-sample by v and &3. These
estimators have the following invariance properties:

i) (bX, +a) =bu(X,,)+ a and similarly for 7(Y,);

ii) 01(bX,, +a) = |b| 71(X,,) and similarly for o5(X,,).

To be more precise, one should write 7 instead of 7 and similarly for the other
estimators, since they were constructed with reference to F', but we will drop this
index F' whenever no confusion will arise thereby.
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In analogy to the t-test t we now propose the following test statistic

(U —p)/mn/N

tr = N=m+n

V(m =1)/(N =2))37 + ((n — 1)/(N —2))a3

and our tp-test will reject when ¢z is too large.

In what sense is this test “asymptotically best”? Let Xi,...,X,, and Y7,...,Y,
be two independent samples from F'((z — u)/o) and F((z — p — A)/o) respectively
and consider the hypotheses Hp : A < 0 and Kr : A > 0. Let Gy(A) denote the
power function of any test for the problem of testing Hr against Kp. If this test is
consistent, then Gy(A) — 1 as N — oo for any A > 0, where we assume that as
N — o0, the ratio Ay = m/N — X\ with 0 < A < 1. For comparing two sequences of
tests, we consider alternatives of the form

An(0) =6/ N/(mn), 6 >0.

We proceed with the following definitions:

Definition 4. A two sample test o for testing H g is asymptotically level o (0 < a <
1) if its power function Gy (A) satisfies

limsup y(A) <a forall A<O0.

N—oo
The class of such tests will be denoted by C,,.

Definition 5. A two sample test ¢ for testing Hr against Kp will be called invariant
if it is invariant under a common change of location and scale in both samples. The
class of such tests will be denoted by Z.

The test statistic tp is obviously invariant.

Definition 6. A two sample test ¢* € Z N C, for testing Hp against Kp is “asymp-
totically best at level o among invariant tests” if

lim G x(An(8) > Jim 5, n(Ax(5))

for all p € ZNC, and for all 6 > 0. Here §, y(A) denotes the power of the test ¢ at
A.

Such a test ¢* will now simply be called “asymptotically best” for F. We will
show that the test tz is asymptotically best for F', where F' satisfies the regularity
conditions which were imposed in the comparison of M*(F) and R(F).

21



First let us consider the following auxiliary problem: A) Let Xj,...,X,, and
Y1,...,Y, be independent samples from distributions F*(x) = F((x — p)/o) and
F*(z—A) respectively. Let u and o be fixed and consider testing the simple hypothesis
Hi : A = 0 against the simple alternative Iy : A = Ay (d) (0 > 0 fixed). Let ¢ be an
invariant test for this problem which is asymptotically level o and denote its power
by On(An(0)). We are interested in finding the highest possible value which the
limit of Bn(An(0)) (as N — o0) can achieve among all such tests ¢. Since we are
considering invariant tests, we can equivalently study the following modified problem:
B) Let Xy,..., X,, and Y;,...,Y, be independent samples from distributions F"*(z) =
F(z 4+ (1 — Ay)A) and F*(z — AyA) respectively and test the simple hypothesis
Hy : A = 0 against the simple alternative Ky : A = Ay(0) (0 > 0 fixed). It is
clear that any test which is invariant and asymptotically of level a for problem B) is
also invariant and asymptotically of level a for problem A) and vice versa. Also the
power of the test is the same in these two models. For problem B) the most powerful
level a test among all tests can be constructed by means of the Neyman-Pearson
lemma and it is seen that the highest asymptotic power that can be achieved by any
asymptotically level « test is

B7(6) = 1 = @(ua — £(9)),

where u,, is such that ®(u,) =1 — a and k2(§) = (6/0)?I(f) with

1(f) = / (F'@)/ f@))? f(z) dz.

f being the density of F. For the derivation of this result we refer to Witting and
Nolle (1970), pp 66-68.

In order to show that the test ¢ is asymptotically best for F, it remains to show
that ¢t achieves this power asymptotically. In the further study of the asymptotic
behavior of tr we shall, for the sake of simplicity, restrict ourselves to samples which
arise from distributions that are symmetric around their respective medians. Let
Xi,..., X, and Yy, ..., Y, be two independent samples from symmetric distributions
H(x) and H(x— A) respectively. For the following discussion it is immaterial whether
0 is fixed or depends on N. We may also assume without loss of generality that H is
symmetric around zero.

Under suitable regularity conditions on H (see Section 1.1) we have that:

Vi (U —A) = N(0,a(H)/d*(H))
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and
Vi i 5 N(0,a(H)/a*(H))

and that
Oim — Ty and 0y, — Ty in probability as m,n — oo,
where 75 is such that
[ v dii@) = [ ) dF@) with o) = @)/ fa)
and
:/ Y} (x/ty) dH(z) and a(H) =15 /1/1 (v/7u) dH (z) .

With the convention that Pa denotes the probability law of the joint samples X7, ..., X,
and Y7, ..., Y,, it then follows that

where tp(0) = tp.

Because of the location invariance we also have

Pa(tr(A) < 1) = Py(tr < 1) .

Let 02(H) = a(H)/[a(H)Ty]? and let the tp test reject if tz > uao(H). Then
for any sequence Ay

Ay (Ay) = Pay (tp > uqo(H))

= B (tp > uqo(H) — Any/mn/N ) .
VIm —1)/(N = 2)]67 +[(n — 1)/(N — 2)]63

For
Ay=0: Ay(Ay) —1—P(u,) =a.
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For
Ay <0: limsup Ay (Ay) < a.

N—oo

AN:AN(é‘):é‘“ﬂ, (5>0,
mn

An (An(6)) — 1 — D(uq — /[0 (H)TH]) .
Thus the tr test is asymptotically of level a and its asymptotic power at the sequence
AN(0)is 1 —@(uq —0/[o(H)TH]). If H(z) = F(x/0) with F symmetric around zero,
then 74 = o,

If

we have

o) = [ ) dF@) = 1), ad () =2 [ v are - 22

g

hence in this case the asymptotic power is

0 (s~ ST

which in the light of the previous remarks establishes that ¢g is asymptotically best
at F.

According to Chernoff and Savage there also exists an asymptotically best linear
rank test o with score function J(u) = 1(F~!(u)). The asymptotic power of the

level a p-test against the sequence Ayx () = d/N/(mn) is

1@ (ua - J% / J(H(x)h(x) dx) |

Hence the asymptotic relative efficiency of ¢ relative to tg for samples Xy, ..., X,
and Y3, ...,Y, arising from distributions H(z) and H(x — Ax(0)) respectively is:

e(or b, H) = % (/ J(H(z))h2(z) dx)Q |

This expression is the same as the one which was studied in the comparison of the
estimates R(F') and M*(F') in Section 2.2. Imposing the same conditions on F' and H
as in that former comparison, we obtain e(¢p,tr, H) > 1 with equality if and only if
H(z) = F(az) for some a > 0. In view of the restriction to symmetric distributions,
this result is not quite as general as the one presented by Chernoff and Savage in the
normal case. In conclusion we emphasize that the result does not contradict those of
Mikulski. It uses a different approach to the same problem.
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APPENDIX

A. Existence and Uniqueness of M*(v) and S ().

In Definition 1, Section 1.1, M}(¢) and S;(¢)) were defined as the solutions of
the equations (0). It remains to show that these solutions exist and are unique.

Let G be the empirical distribution function of the sample X, ..., X,,; the equa-
tions (0) can be written:

EG¢(I;m):o and EG¢2<$;m>:6,

where (3 satisfies 0 < 3 < sup{¢*(z) : = € R}. Here Eg denotes the expectation with
respect to the distribution G. Since Xi,..., X, is fixed throughout this argument,
we write F instead of Eg. It is assumed that 1 is continuously differentiable with
Y (z) > 0 and ¥(x) = —1p(—x) for all z € R. Let p(m,s) : R x Rt — R x R" be
the following map:

By (")

(m,s) =
T B

The Jacobian of this map is:
1 By’ (55) B[y ()]
T2 (e ()] 2B [ () o (55)]
Letting y = (x —m)/s, we obtain for the determinant of J,

det J, = —(2/s)[E (W' (v) E W' ()v(y) — E W' (v) E @' (y)d(y)))

9 1 E(ypw)'(y)  Ewy'(y)) E@y)'(y))
= @BV TR T B EBv)

Since ¢’ > 0 implies F¢'(y) > 0, one can define the new probability measure G* by

* ¢/
" = Eq Y'(y) 16
so that
det J, = —(2/s)E*(¢' () [Ec+(y¥(y)) — Ea(y) Ea (¥ (y))]

= —(2/8)E*Y'(y) cove(y,4(y)) < 0.
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The last inequality follows from
Lemma 7: If EY? < oo and EY?(Y) < oo and if ¥(z) > 9¥(y) for z > y, then
cov(Y,1(Y)) > 0 for any distribution of ¥ that does not concentrate on one point.

Proof: Let Y7,Y5 be two independent identically distributed random variables, then
(Y1 — Y2)(¢(Y1) — ¥(Y2)) > 0 for Y7 # Ya. Since P(Y] # Y3) > 0, we have

E[(Y1 = Y2)(¢(Y1) = ¥(Y2))] > 0, hence cov(Y, (Y1) >0
Q.E.D.

Thus the Jacobian of ¢ has a determinant which is always negative and so are
the two main diagonal elements of the Jacobian. Theorem 4 of a paper by Gale and
Nikaido (1965) enables us to conclude that ¢ is a one to one map. This establishes
the uniqueness of the solutions of the above equations. In order to prove the existence
of the solutions we observe that for each s there exists an m(s) such that

I & X; —
s~y (ﬂ) o,
n 4 s
=1
and m(s) satisfies: minj<;<, X; < m(s) < maxj<;<, X;. As s varies from zero to
infinity, it is seen that
1 & X, —m(s
n 4 s
=1
ranges from sup{¢?(z) : x € R} to zero. Q.E.D.

B. A simpler Proof of Theorem 2 for the Case that F' is the Logistic
Distribution.

Let F(z) = (1 + exp(—z))7}; then f(z) = exp(—z)(1 + exp(—x)) 2 and

f'(x) _1—exp(—2)

f(z)  1+exp(—z)

One observes the following relations: ¢/(z) = (1 — ¥?(x))/2 = 2f(z) and J(t) =
Y(FL(t) =2t — 1.

Yp(z) = P(r) = -

Let ho(z) be a density satisfying

/ (@) ho(2) di = / () f(x) dr (= 1/3) .
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Since
3 [ W@hale) do =3 [ 30 = v @)hofe) da =1,

we obtain by Jensen’s inequality

/hg(x)dx = /3}22/((3;)) 3¢y (z)ho(x) dx

o1 1 1 1 1
= 9 (W@)2de 9[ 4f2(x)dz 6

The ratio of the asymptotic variances of M*(F') and R(F') is
oy (M*(F)) ([ 2h3(x) do)” [ 4P(a/7y) dH(z)
oy (R(F)) Wrwd ([ w/(x/m) dH(z))* "

where 7y satisfies [ @/12 (x/7H) dH = [ ¥*(x) dF(z). Setting Hy(x) = H(xTy),
we have [ ?(x) dHo(z) = [ ¢*(x ( ) and the above inequality implies

oh(M(F) _ (f 2hi(x) o)’ [ () dHo(v)
oRE(EF) [T Rwdt ([ () dHo(x))’

It is also seen that equality holds if and only if H(z) = F(ax) for some a > 0.

C. A Counter Example to Theorem 2.
Let

f@t) = (1 = e)—=exp(=p(t)) ,

1
\ 2T

£2/2 for |t <k

where

klt| — k*/2 for |t| >k
and where € and k satisfy the relation

1
1—c¢

=20(k) — 1+ 2p(k)/k .

Here @ is the standard normal distribution function and ¢ its density. Then
T for |z| <k

k sign(z) for |z| >k
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The corresponding estimators M*(F') are those of Huber’s (1964) proposal two. Con-
ditions for their asymptotic normality are given by Huber (1967).

Let R(F') be the corresponding R-estimator. It was seen in the proof of Theorem 2
that the statement:

(8) oy (M*(F)) > o3,(R(F)) for all H in some class

is equivalent to:

() / j_x b (F(H(x)))] dH(z) > / W(x) dH(x) for all H in that class

which satisfy the constraint

(10) / () dH (x) = / (x) dF(z)

It will be shown that there exists an Hy satisfying (10) for which the inequality (9)
is not satisfied.

Since we consider only distributions H which have a density h(z) and which are
symmetric around zero one may write (9) and (10) as follows:

(11) /Oa [F_I(H(x))]’ dH(z) > H(k) —1/2, where a = H '(F(k))
and

(12) /0 Ph(z) de + (1 — H(k)) = /0 P f(z)dz + (1 — F(k))

or equivalently after integration by parts

k
(13) / 2(H(z) — F(z)) dz =0 .
0
Let K, be the class of distributions H that satisfy the following conditions:

i) H has a density h(x) with h(z) = h(—z);
i) H € CR(J)NCM*(¢) with J(t) = (F~(¢));
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i) [¥ 2(H(z) — F(z)) do = 0 and H(a) = F(k).

K, is a convex class of distributions. Assume a > k and let

C(H) = /0 CFNH@) dH(z)  for H € K.

and set C'(\) = C(AHy, + (1 — \)Hs), where H, € K, and H, be the distribution
function corresponding to the density:

flz)  for |z| <k
ha(z) =
0 for k< |z] <«

and complete the definition of hy in such a way that hy is a symmetric bounded
density. Thus we also have Hy € K. Let

Hy(z) = MHy(x) + (1 — X\) Hy(x) and  hy(z) = Ahi(x) + (1 — A)ha(x).
We will study the derivative of C'(\) with respect to A at A = 0.

c) - C0) = / " P (Hy()R () dr— / " (Hy() () da
- / [ (Ha ()2 () — J'(Hay(x)) ()] de

+/ J'(Hy(2))N*hi(x) dx .
k
The first summand on the right shall be denoted by B()\) and the second by A(\).
Then
AN

—~ —0 as A—0

A
and

PR [ ) ()~ Hale) (o)
4 T (Hy(2)) - 2 - ho(2) (b () — hg(x))] dz

= /0 x(Hy(z) — F(x)) +2(hi(x) — f(z)) dx

= 2(Hy (k) — F(k)) since H, e K,.
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Thus

C(\) _
| 2(Hy (k) — F(k)) -

Let C*(H) = C(H) — H(k) + 1/2 and C*(\) = C*(H,). We observe that C*(0) = 0
and

C*(0) = %A(A) = Hi(k) — F(k) .

If there exists an H; € K, (for @ > k) which satisfies H; (k) < F(k), then C*(0) < 0.
This implies that C*(\) < 0 for some A > 0, which in turn implies that there exists
an Hy € K, (a > k) with o} (M*(F)) > o, (R(F)). It remains to show that
there exists an Hy € K, (o > k) with H,(k) < F(k). Since we have to satisfy
fok z(Hy(z)— F(x)) dex = 0, we can restrict attention to the interval [0, k]. It is easily
seen that fok 22 H,(z) dz can take on any value in the interval (k*/2, Hy(k)k?), as H;
varies on the interval [0, k] subject to the conditions H;(0) = 1/2 and H,(k) < F(k).
Since k?/2 < fok 20F(z) de < F(k)k* one can clearly find a distribution H; with

bounded density such that H,(k) < F(k) and fok z(F(z) — Hi(x)) de =0. Q.E.D.

D. Examples for the Comparison of M*(F') and L(F).

Consider the case of the logistic distribution F(z) = (1+exp(—x)) ! and observe
the following relations:

1 — exp(—x)

1+ exp(—z) YETHt) =2t — 1,

() = —f'(x)/f(x) = tanh(z/2) =

VEN) =2 -0, 1) = [ ve) dF(@) =1/3 and o/(x) = (1 - 02(a)/2

We have 0% (L(F)) = [, U(t) dt, where
¢
U(t) = ” [/ (FHu)/h(H ™ (w)] du [I(f)]
Let H(x) = H,(z) be the uniform distribution on the interval [—a, +a|, then

U(#) = 4a /1:2 (1 — ) du = da(2/2 — £5/3 — 1/12)
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and thus o (L(F)) = a* 17/35. Now we choose a such that [ ¢*(z) dH,(z) =
[ ¥*(x) dF(x); ie., let a = ag where 9 (ag)/ap = 1/3. Using tables of the tanh-
function, one obtains v(2.56)/2.56 > 1/3, hence ay > 2.56. Since U%Iao (M*(F)) = 3,
we have

0, (M*(F)) =3 < (2.56)* 17/35 < oy, (L(F)) .

Now let H, be the double exponential distribution; i.e., H, has a density h,(x) =
(a/2) exp(—alz|). Determine ag such that

[ vty = [ @ ape) =13,

For a = 1 one has
Y'(x) dH, = 2log2 —1>1/3,

hence ag > 1. Since h,(H;'(t)) = (1 —t)a for t > 1/2, we have

Uwzs/t@ﬁlﬂdwqw@w—ng

/2 (1—-u)a

for t > 1/2 and hence obtain for a = ag > 1

1 2 1
/‘m@ﬁzﬁg/ (2 1ja2dt— 20 <3,
0 1

ag /2 40a?

which implies a?{ao (L(F)) < a%{ao (M~*(F)). Thus neither of the two estimates L(F)
and M*(F') is uniformly better than the other as far as asymptotic variances are
concerned.
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