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Abstract

The inflated beta regression model aims to enable the mgdefinesponses in the intervals, 1], [0,1) or [0,1].

In this model, hypothesis testing is often performed basethe likelihood ratio statistic. The critical values are
obtained from asymptotic approximations, which may leadigtortions of size in small samples. In this sense,
this paper proposes the bootstrap Bartlett correctiondcstétistic of likelihood ratio in the inflated beta regressi
model. The proposed adjustment only requires a simple MGatto simulation. Through extensive Monte Carlo
simulations the finite sample performance (size and powfet)eoproposed corrected test is compared to the usual
likelihood ratio test and the Skovgaard adjustment alrgadposed in the literature. The numerical results evidence
that inference based on the proposed correction is much rabable than that based on the usual likelihood ratio
statistics and the Skovgaard adjustment. At the end of thik,vao application to real data is also presented.
Keywords: bootstrap Bartlett correction, improvements in small s@sipinflated beta regression, likelihood ratio

test.

1 Introduction

The beta regression model proposeJ by Ferrari and Qri@w) is appropriate when the dependent variable

assumes values in the standard unit intef0al), such as rates, proportions or indexes. Itis assume thaespense

follows a beta law with constant precision parameter andmnpesiameter modeled by a regression structure. This

regression structure is similar to the generalized lineadeh (GLM) IMggullagh and NgldeLﬁSQ). The mean

response is related to a linear predictor through a linktfoncand the linear predictor involves known covariates

and unknown regression parametLLs_(Q_iQ'Lnﬁle_t_a.LJ £0_0_61LBEM_QL'LQ&U;N_€M_ZQ|13). [D_Ea.tke_Lel L.L_d014) the

authors present a discussion about the origins of betasggremodels.

In rates and proportions data, zeros and/or ones valuesfteanb® observed. For example, when the mortality

rate for a given disease, child labor rate, proportion ofitasadmissions for certain cause, among other situations

are to be evaluated. In such cases the seminal model pro'mlEggigri and Qribari-NchL_(&tM) is not suitable. The
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log-likelihood function of the beta regression model beesmon-limited, and it's not possible to assume that data

come from an absolutely continuous distribution. For thesse i i (2012) propose the inflated beta
regression model, based on mixture of beta and bernoulértEgte at zero and/or one distributions. It is important
to mention that a degenerate distribution is the probghdistribution of a discrete random variable that assumes

probability 1, to a single poinl (511ngarapanmﬂioog)esﬁwinflated distributions allow users to model data that

assume values if0,1], [0,1) or [0,1] (Ospina and Fgrriﬂli, 2d10). In this work it will be addressieel model of

inflated beta regression in zero or one.

The probability density function of the inflated beta distition at zero or one has three parameters: conditional
mean (1), precision ) and the mixture parameteay). The latter determines the probability that the dependent
variable is equal to one of the limits of the unit interval. the inflated beta regression model, each one of these
parameteres is assumed to be variable along the obseydbieing modeled using regression structures that involve
link functions, covariates and unknown parameters. Theguree of regression structures for the three parameters
that index the inflated beta density makes the problem ofénfees in small samples more severe, given the large
number of parameters to be estimated.

The estimation of the inflated beta regression model’s parars is based on maximum likelihood estimation
(MLE), in which the inferential procedures are similar to l@LAfter the point estimation, another important aspect

in the modeling are the hypothesis testing on the paramefetsee model. One of the usual test statistics to per-

form hypothesis testing is the likelihood ratio (L 28). This is an approximate test and
is characterized by the use of critical values from appratioms that are valid in large samples. However, these
asymptotic approximations can be poor in small samplesitieg in considerable distortion of the probability of

type | error (size) of the tests. Inferential improvementsiinall samples may be achieved by analytical or numeri-
cal/computational adjustments. Two important works ondtlypses testing and finite corrections to asymptotic tests

are, respectivellLﬁJSL (15182) EJ.nd Cribari-Neto and g;g:l 3_9_9_15).

Several studies have been developed to improve the penficenaf the likelihood ratio test in small samples.

Among the proposals for inferencial improvement standstoetBartlett correctio@@ﬁ), in which its
analytical derivation involves cumulants and mixed cumtdaup to fourth order of the log-likelihood function.
In IQLiD_Q'LLO_s_a.D_d_EQLLLrIj_LZAOG), the Bartlett correctioprissented in non-linear models of the exponential fam-
ily. For improvements of the heteroscedasticity test inrtbemal linear regression mod t 004) use
this correction. IIL;_@Lb), the Bartlett cotrec is derived from the class of linear mixed models.

Also, in[Bayer and Qribgri-NAt (29]13), the Bartlett cotiee in the beta regression model with constant disper-

sion is considered. However, the derivation of the Bartietrection can be costly, or even impossible to obtain

(Ferrari and Pinhgil’l;LQIlh' Bayer and Qribgri-il&g‘_lzomﬁ)ecially when the parameters are not orthogonal, as in

the inflated beta regression model.

Another alternative is the Skovgaard adjustm@;@). Some recent papers consider this adjust-




ment were developed in the class of nonlinear models of tperesntial family lLEe_LLa.Li_a.nd_CgLs_n_e_'LH_&._ZLOB), in

a new class of models for proportio t 09afha beta regression model with variable dispersion

J.EQLL&LL&D.d.Ei.D.h.QiH_._ZQIll) and for the model of inflatechbegressiorJ_LEeLeiLa_an_d_Qﬂb_ad;IELJm_Z(l)14b). De-

spite the Skovgaard adjustment being less analyticalyctisih the Bartlett correction, it still requires secondear

derivatives of the log-likelihood function, being that anitation primarily to inferential improvements in applied
works.

With the same objective of the Skovgaard and Bartlett anfjests, which is to improve the approximation of
the chi-squared distribution to the exact null distribatiof the likelihood ratio statistic in small samples, it can

be considered the bootstrap Bartlett correc@@lgn this second-order correction, the Bartlett coicect

factor y 6) is determined by the bootstrap me ) ). The bootstrap Bartlett correction becomes
a good numerical alternative to analytical determinatibthe Bartlett correction factor, requiring only the use of a
simple Monte Carlo simulation. The bootstrap Bartlett eotion still has computational advantages over the usual
bootstrap procedure for the determination of exact quefibr the null distribution of the test statistic. While the
usual bootstrap method requires a large number of resarfysieally above 1000), the numerical Bartlett correction

requires a smaller number of bootstrap iterations (arOlDﬁjrésampIes] (Bayer and Cribari-b| to, 2013). Despite

extensive advantages in using the bootstrap Bartlett ctiwreversus other analytical and numerical approachés, th

approach is rarely explored in the literature. One of thedtwdies that consider the bootstrap Bartlett correctios wa

developed b ibari- 13), evidencinglamesults between the analytical and bootstrap Bartlett
corrections.

In order to improve the inferences in small samples in thaieél beta regression model, this work proposes the
bootstrap Bartlett correction to the likelihood ratio &t¢. The performance in small samples of the proposed test

statistic is compared with the Skovgaard adjustnlent (Reagid Cribari-NeJ 2014b) and the usual likelihood ratio

statistics, via Monte Carlo simulations. The approximagiof statistics’ distributions by chi-squared distributin

samples of finite size are evaluated, and the influences e&tapproximations on the performance of hypothesis
testing are verified, in terms of size and power of the tests.

This paper is organized as following. Sectldn 2 introdutesinflated beta regression model at zero or one,
as well as link functions, log-likelihood function and indatial details. In Sectiof] 3, the likelihood ratio test for
the inflated beta regression model, the proposed bootstaaje® correction and Skovgaard adjustment for small
samples are presented. Secfibn 4 describes the experifiidonte Carlo simulation for finite samples and presents
the numerical results and its discussion. In Sedilon 5, aticgtion to real data is presented and discussed. Finally,

SectiorL 6 presents the conclusions.



2 Zero-or-one inflated beta regression model

The beta regression model proposehﬂ.&iﬁﬂ.&ﬂsﬂ&d@ﬂlrw) is based on a reparametrization of the beta

density, indexed by parameters of mgaand precisiorp. The parametep is considered constant apcis modeled

by a regression structure. The beta density is given asifsilo

: _ r(p) Ho-1/4 _ A(l-p)o-1
fy:u,9) Fuor(-me)” (1-y) , O<y<1, D

where 0< i < 1, ¢ > 0 andr (-) is the gamma function, i.€-(u) = [5’t“"te~tdt. Thus, ify is a random variable

with density given by Equatiofi}1), we have:

E(y) =u,

Var(y) =p(1—p)/(1+ ).

For the inflated beta regression model a distribution fordgygendent variable in which its density involves three

parameters is assumed. bat...,y, independent random variables, in whight = 1.... n, have inflated beta

distribution at the point (¢ = 0 orc = 1), for which the density is given by (Pereira and Cribari 14D):
. I (%t _ _
bic(yt; . . @) = {01/ ) (1— @) 10 0} {1yt ) 19 00, 2)

in which I (yt) is an indicator function that assumes value % it c and 0 otherwise, & a; < 1 is the mixture
parameter of the distribution specified by= Pr(y; =), (c=0 orc=1), 0< 1 < 1 is the mean of; conditional
ony; € (0,1), @ > 0 is the precision parameter ardy:; 1, @) is the beta density function given in Equati@h (1).

If c= 1, the function given in Equatiofil(2) is the density of a randariable with inflated beta distribution at one,
y~BEOI(a, i, ¢). Onthe other hand, &= 0, we have an inflated beta distribution at zgre,BEZI(a, 1, ). Fory;
with inflated beta distribution i, wherec = 0 orc = 1, expectancy and varianggeare given byz@@ari,
):

E(wt) =atc+ (1— o) bk,

Var(yt) = (1— an)p(1— pt) /(@ +1) + o (1— o) (c— ).

Thus, in the zero-or-one inflated beta regression model vétliing dispersion, we have the following rela-

tions b&mmn.d&&l“&ﬂem.and&ub&u:l!‘lmﬂAL)

() = Zixitﬁi =1,




P
b(@) =" stAi =k,
2,54

M
h(at) :_Zizwl =4,

witht =1,...,n, in which B = (B1,....Bm) ", A = (A1,...,Ap) " andy = (y1,...,ym)' are vectors with unknown
parameters, whef@ € R™, A e RP andy € RM, xy, ..., Xmt, Sit, - . - ,Spt andzy, ..., 2wt represent the fixed and known
covariategm-+ p+M < n), g(-), b(-) andh(-) are strictly monotonic and twice differentiable link fuiwsts, such that

g:(0,1) - R, b:(0,0) — R andh: (0,1) — R (Pereira and gribari-NJtL, 2§2J4b). Different link functtocan be

used: the logitg(u) = log[u/(1— u)]; the probitg(u) = ®(u), in which®(-) is the normal distribution function;

the complementary log-logy(¢) = log[—log(1— u)]; the log-log,g(u) = log[—log(u)]; and the Cauchyg(u) =
tan(ri(u — 0.5)); both for u anda. For the structure ofp, we have: the logarithmic functioty(@) = log(¢); and

the square root(¢) = \/@. For details on link functions s I % n
).

To obtain the maximum likelihood estimators of the paraimeatector® = (87,AT,y")T is necessary to maxi-

mize the logarithm of the likelihood function. The log-likeod function for@ = (8T,AT,y")T can be written in

the following way |(Pereira and Qribari-NLL&le):

00) = {(° O Ta"+al +[(y —u) (@l = 7)+(y' —u") T (@-27) +bT]H}1, ®)

in which y* = (§,....Y0) T, V" = (VW) T YT = O W0 1O = (W k)T B = (k)T
ph=(uf,....uh)T a=(as,....an) ", b= (by,....bn)T, & =log(1—ar) + ey andby =logr (@) —logl (k@) —
logl (1 —p)@) + (e — D" + (@ — Z)utT. Moreovera* = diag{ay,...,a5}, A4 = diag{us,..., un}, H =
diag{1—y5,...,1—yR} and® = diag{ @, ..., ¢} are diagonal matricesx n, 7 is the identity matrixn x n and:

is the column vecton-dimensional of 1s, where;" = log(at/(1— at)),

1, w=c, log( ). we(0.1),
. ()
0, ye(01), 0, Yt =C,
+ loQ(l_yt)v Wt € (07 1)7
and y; =

0, Yt =C.

For details on inferences in large samples and matrix exjmes of the score vector and the Fisher information

matrix, seel Ospina and Fgruri (2012) iﬂdﬁﬂw 2014Db). It is noteworthy that the maximum

likelihood estimators do not have closed form, being nengshie use of iterative numerical methods for maximizing

the log-likelihood function, such as Newton method or gtNesivton methods such as BF 1992).

The inflated beta regression model is part of the class ofrgéped additive models for location, scale and



shape (GAMLSS)I_Lngb;Lan_d_S_LasLD_Qp_O_LILD_&_iOOS). Thus,sadients of inflated beta regression models consid-

ered in this work are made using themlss package i i 007) available in thiee@mment
R ({R_%&IQQDEDIM!LLZ(LM). The log-likelihood mazations were carried out using the RS algorithm,
which is a generalization of the algorithm used/by Ri i losl (1 ,b) for fitting mean and disper-

sion additive models (MADAM)|(Stasinopoulos gJ MOOEWS algorithm is well suited for situations in which
the parameters are orthogonal, and it does not require atecstiarting values for the parameters to achieve conver-

ence (the default starting values, often constants, ar@lysadequate) and handles large data sets quite effigientl

.S_EﬂDQD_O_LLL%_QLLI.._ZJOS).

3 Likelihood ratio test and small sample corrections

Letyi,...,yn be independent random variables and assume thatygach: 1,...,n, has density function given by
[@). Additionally, let8 = (B7,AT,y")T be the vector of unknown parameters that index the inflatéaliegression
model at zero or one. Consider the parameters veiter(v',7")", whereinv = (vq,...,vq) " is the vector of
parameters of interest and= (1y,...,Ts) | is the vector of nuisance parameters, where p+M = g+ s. Suppose
the interest is in testing the null hypothesig : v = vy, wherevy is a specified vector of constants of sizeThe

likelihood ratio statistic is given by:
LR=2 [4(6) 74(5)] :

where/(8) is the log-likelihood function given in EquatioRl(3), evatad atd = (v',17)T, 8= (V',77)T is the

unrestricted MLE 0@, 8 = (v, 7 ") is the restricted MLE 0B (under the null hypothesis).

Under usual regularity conditions and undgp, the LR statistic has approximately a distributiﬂ with error

of ordern~! MMMMMMM

is the number of parameters tested in the null hypothesisveler, in samples of finite size these approximations

3), wheee

can be poor, resulting in size distortions. In this contarglytical or numerical/computational adjustments may be
considered for inferential improvements in small samplesllowing the bootstrap Bartlett correction proposed in

this paper for the likelihood ratio statistic in the inflateeta regression model is presented, as well as the Skovgaard

adjustment for inflated beta model giverl in Pereira and @:mmgl 1291410).




3.1 Bootstrap Bartlett correction

In order to improve the performance of the likelihood ragésttin small samples, 37) is introduced the

Bartlett correction, later generalized I@%G)eTBartlett correction is given by:

R
LRBartlett = <

wherec = E(LR)/q is known as the Bartlett correction factor. The determaratf c using Lawley’s 6) no-
tation involves the product of cumulants and mixed cumuslamt to fourth order that are not invariant by permu-
tation 3). In beta regression models theyéinal obtaining ofc can be costly or even impossible,

especially for the non orthogonality of parametérg (Féenad Pinhgi[lol. ZQH; Bayer and Qribgri-bleltg, 2013). For

the inflated beta regression model with variable dispersionsidered in this work, the analytical derivation of the

Bartlett correction becomes practically intractable.

As an numerical alternative to analytical derivation of Baatlett correctio@@%) introduces the boot-
strap Bartlett correction, where the correction faatas determined via the bootstrap methm 979). The
bootstrap Bartlett correction becomes a viable alteragtivinferential improvements in small samples when there
are impeditive or too costly analytical difficulties, as iietmodel considered here.

The bootstrap Bartlett correction considering the expkeotdue of LR, directly estimated from the observed

sampley = (y1,...,yn)" using bootstrap, can be described by the following steps:

1. Generate, unde##, B bootstrap resampldg*!, ...,y*B) of the model, replacing the model parameters by the

estimates invp using the original sample (parametric bootstrap).

2. Obtain the bootstrap LR statistic for each pseudosagiplavithb=1,...,B, calculated in the following way:
LR™ = 2{0(8"%;y) —£(6°:y™)},

in which 6+ is the MLE of 6 under the alternative hypothesi;, e 6*? is the MLE unders4.

3. Calculate the corrected LR statistic, given by:

LRq
LRg = —, 4
B= T (4)

o 1B
inwhichLR* = = 5 LR*™.
BuZ1

In the bootstrap Bartlett correction the LR statistic isreoted so its distribution in small samples can be

better approximated by the reference null distributigﬁ,JBgygr and Qribari-NgLL&lB). Meanwhile, the usual

bootstrap correction consists of obtaining a bootstrapamation for the null distribution of the test statistic

.Q_Lib_a.Li;N_elo_a.n_d_Q_u_QLLLL_ZJMIL_BQI:ILe_ﬂIQSQ) statestth@abootstrap Bartlett correction has computational ad-




vantages compared to the usual bootstrap scheme, and@witih00, in general, there are results equivalent to the

usual bootstrap method with= 700. Also, through simulation studi i ) conclude that
B values larger than 200 lead to negligible improvements émtétrap Bartlett correction. In this sense, the boot-
strap Bartlett correction has good computational advastayyer the usual bootstrap method for hypothesis testing

correction.

3.2 Skovgaard adjustment

Another possible correction of the likelihood ratio stitiss the Skovgaard’'s adjustment, originally presented in

d 6) and subsequently generaliz@). This adjustment, obtained analytically, is
considerable simpler than the Bartlett correctiIQn (Peraird Qribari-NgJ 2014b). The Skovgaard’s adjustment

only require first- and second- order log-likelihood cunmitaand, different from the Bartlett correction, indepertde

of the orthogonality of the parameters.

Skovgaard’s approximation has been used in different nsodélmong them, in the non-linear models of

exponential faminI.LEELLaU_a.n_d_C;Lin_e_JrMOS) and in élreme values modelL{_Eena.d@n.d.BinJJMOM).

In the class of beta regression models we have the Skovgajudtment for beta regression model with vary-

ing dispersion |(Ferrari and Pinhglin_,_ZLM) and in the iaflabeta regression model with varying dispersion

Pereira and Cribari-N tl;@i%). The results of thesdiesstindicate that the test based on the Skovgaard statistic

performs better than the test based on the uncorrected LtiBtista

The likelihood ratio statistic modified by Skovga 1) is given by:
LRsk —=LR (1 — o I3
S|ﬁ - LR g ’
in which

_ T O 177-11319/2
210215011 5 (121 qp—1Gq—1/2 U YT HITIU e
&= 22N e [ 721 Y] e | TR

wherel is the expected information matrid, is the observed information matrix] is the total score function,
Y=E;4U(6)UT(8)],F=E4U(8)(¢() —£(8))] andJy is the observed information matréx s corresponding to
the vectorr. Yet, “hat” denotes evaluation in the unrestricted MLE atildié” the evaluation in the restricted MLE.

An asymptotically equivalent version to IsR is given by:
LRsk, = LR —2logé.

Under the null hypothesis, the statistics4)Rand LRsy, have approximately the distributiqﬁ with high pre-

cision i ibari-Ne 4b). For details am dihalytical derivation of the Skovgaard adjustment in



inflated beta regression model, L_e_e_P_e_Le_LLa_a.n_d_QLLb_aJ-«}ﬂﬁﬂAL)

4 Numerical results

To evaluate the performance in small samples of the propsisdistic LRs, given in [4), the usual likelihood ratio

statistic (LR) and the two versions of the Skovgaard adjestr{LRs), and LRsy,), a simulation study was performed.

The number of Monte Carlo replications was 5000 and for thetditap Bartlett correction were consideige: 200

bootstrap resamples. The sample sizes used werd380. The entire computational implementation was developed

gamlss

in the language& (JR Development Core TeJiMM) and for the estimation @ftlbdel parameters the package
WMO?) was used.

Table 1: Null rejection rate€); submodels fou, ¢ anda

1% 5% 10%

Stat \n 30 40 50 30 40 50 30 40 50

Submodel foru
LR 316 220 202 984 794 726 1684 1362 1366
LRp 080 090 1.18 480 484 534 922 952 1020
LRsk 110 118 148 508 526 522 998 1042 1050
LRsk 076 088 122 450 494 492 890 9.82 10.18
LR 322 224 210 1006 824 746 1722 1506 1318
LRp 0.80 0.88 1.12 496 456 470 9.50 9.58 9.56
LRsk 144 136 140 610 568 550 1164 1142 1060
LRsk 136 136 140 590 560 548 1120 1128 1054

Submodel forp
LR 254 190 134 834 756 636 1480 1380 1172
LRp 046 090 068 3.80 458 422 8.04 9.64 8384
LRsk 182 158 144 700 634 594 1284 1188 1128
LRsk 132 124 108 634 588 554 1200 1118 10.74
LR 262 224 192 968 878 750 1686 1462 1366
LRp 100 094 110 462 538 508 9.74 1020 10.42
LRsk 154 122 116 674 620 558 1280 1124 1122
LRsk 140 120 114 630 604 556 1244 1100 1108

Submodel forx
LR 170 170 128 650 638 564 1218 1188 1112
LRp 080 1.06 1.04 442 486 472 918 912 996
LRsk 0.84 112 106 4.68 510 4.86 9.76 9.76 10.00
LRsk 082 108 1.04 450 498 480 946 962 992
LR 196 204 190 846 780 662 1422 1402 1170
LRp 062 080 116 360 480 452 806 954 890
LRsk 134 096 112 480 528 4.78 9.60 1046 9.54
LRsk 058 076 1.08 390 4.88 468 864 10.04 950

All results for evaluating the null rejection rate (sizetloé tests are shown in Taljle 1, considered the one-inflated



beta regression model. In this table the best results afgigliged. Nominal levels were considered equal to 1%,
5% and 10%. In the evaluation of the tests on the parametéhe ahean submodel, it was considered the following

regression structure for the mean, precision and mixturanpeters :

9(Ht) = Bo+ Brxat + BoXats
b(@) = Ao+ A1sut,

h(at) = o+ vz,

in whicht = 1,...,n. For the structure of mean regressig(yt ), and mixtureh(at ), the logit link function was used
and for the structure of precision paramel€ ), the logarithmic link function.
In the Monte Carlo simulation, we consider two scenarioglfemull hypothesis: (ij) = 1, in whichs# : B =0,
fixing the parameterfp = —1,31=35,8,=0,A0=51,A1 =-28,yp=—-2,y4 =1.5;and (i)q=2, 74 : 1 =
B> =0, wherefiy = 2, 1 = B> = 0, with the same parameter values and o submodels considered for= 1.
These values for the parameters in (i) imply the averaggsaoid ¢ to be equal, respectively, to®1 and 55102,
whenn = 50. For (i), the averages gfand @ are, respectively, equal todD8 and 55102, withn = 50. The matrix
of regressors is generated from a standard uniform disimitnuZ/ (0, 1), and kept constant during all Monte Carlo
replications. For each replication, a sampie .., yn is generated with one-inflated beta distribution givenBy (2
We also consider tests on the parameters of the submodeldaisipn (). In these cases we consider the one-

inflated beta regression model given by:

g(Ht) = Bo+ Brxat,
b(@) = Ao+ A1sut + Azsp,

h(at) = yo+ y1zat-

To evaluate the null rejection rate of the tests, it was a®reid the following scenarios: @)= 1, 7 : A = 0, fixing
the parameterBy = —1, 31 =3.5,A0=5.1,A1 =-28,A2,=0,yp= 2,1 = 1.5;and (i)g=2, 7H : A1 = A, =0,
consideringrg = 5.1, Ay = A, = 0. The average values gfand ¢ in this scenario are, respectively, equal td2B
and 54865, for (i) withn = 50. For (ii), withn = 50, the averages gfand ¢ are, respectively, equal to®®8 and
164022.

Further, to evaluate the null rejection rate of the testsakarinferences about the parameters ofdtsibmodel,

we considered the following regression structure:

g(Ht) = Bo+ Brxat,

b((R) = A0+)\131t,

10



Table 2: Estimated quantiles and moments of the test statfstr the submodel forr, g =2 andn = 40

Variate Mean Variance Skewness Kurtosis 90th-perc  95th-ped9th-perc

Xg 2.000 4000 2000 9000 4605 5991 9210

LR 2400 5438 1828 7.345 5526 7076 11015
LRg 1.963 4.028 1.831 7.365 4.558 5.827 9.000
LRsw 2105 4456 1819 7262 4884 6236 9604
LRse 2089 4431 1818 7.260 4859 6213 9592

h(at) = yo+ y1zat + yozo.

In this case, were considered: @i} 1, 7% : y» = 0, fixing the parameter8y = —1, 31 = 3.5,A =5.1,A1 = —2.8,
Yo=—-2,y1=15; and (i)qg=2, 74 : y1 = y» = 0, consideringy = —2. These values for the parameters in (i)
imply averages off and ¢ equal, respectively, t0.828 and 5301, whenn = 50. For (ii), the averages gfand ¢
are, respectively, equal to88 and 5901, withn = 50.

Examining the TablEl1, where are presented the resultstsf téze, considering thg submodel, it is found that
the LR test is the most liberal, showing rejection rates waietive nominal levels. For example, at the level of 5% and
10% forn = 30 andq = 2, the rejection rates for LR are, respectively,08% and 1722%. The corrected statistics,
both the bootstrap Bartlett correction as well as the twaivas of Skovgaard adjustment, have less size distortion
than the test considering the usual uncorrected stafisii¢hen imposed only one restriction, i. .= 1, the LRs
showed good performance, but the dyRstatistic showed the best results foe 30. Forq= 2, the proposed LR
statistic has the best performance in all sample sizes gnifisance levels. Still, among the corrected statistios, t
more liberal is LRy, i. €., it has in general higher rejection rate than the naiavel. For this liberal characteristic
of LRgy, itis already expected that its results on the evaluaticeesit’ power will be higher.

For the results of tests’ size on the submodel parametegsitofan also be verified that the corrected statistics
have better results. In particular, we highlight the perfance of the proposed statistic gRvhen imposed two
restrictions on the null hypothesis. Also, it can be seenttieaversions corrected by Skovgaard are more liberal. For
example, at the level of 10% the null rejection rates of thegkRre 1280% (= 30), 1124% {( = 40) and 1122%
(n=50).

For inferences about the submodel parameters, &s shown in Tablgl 1, the best results are also shown by the
corrected statistics. As expected, tests on the parantbatriadex the mixture parameter submodel have very similar
results to results for inferences about the regressiootsinesy and@. In general, the Skovgaard adjustments show
better performance in this case, however, thesls®atistic still has similar and much higher performancenttie
usual likelihood ratio.

The objective of the second order corrections consideree iseto improve the approximation of the LR test

statistic distribution by the null chi-squared limit disuition. Table 2 presents quantiles and estimated moments
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Figure 1: Quantile-Quantile graph for the submodelipf) = 2 and different sample sizes.

of the considered statistics, as well as the reference wamxg. The scenario testing the submodel parameters of
U, under two restrictionsg = 2, and withn = 40 was considered for these results. It is verified that thgssc
distribution of LR is the farthest from reference chi-saaehdistribution. Among the four statistics consideredsto
having moments and quantiles closerxﬁyis the proposed LR Sitill, it is observed that in general the corrected
statistics present values of calculated measures closiee teference values q@ than the LR.

Figure[d shows the QQ-plot graphs (exact quantiles versusastic quantiles) for different sample sizes, given
the same scenario of the results of Tdlle 2. It's clear thetthtribution of the proposed statistic is much closer to
the reference null distributiorx&. It was also observed that all the corrected statisticslasercto the reference null
distribution of the usual LR statistic.

Table[3 presents the results of Monte Carlo simulations éo-mull rejection rate (power) of the tests on the
parameters of the submodelsgofe anda. Since the results of simulations of the test size using Restatistic are
pretty liberal, we present only the results forg,R.Rsy and LRsp. For the mean submodel, we testé : 3o = o
(g=1), whered = —1,-0.5,0.5,1. For the submodel ap we tested7 : A, = & (q= 1), whered = —4,—-3,3,4.
Also, about the regression structurecgfthe tested hypotheses werd : y» = & (q= 1), whered = 1,2.

Based on Tablel3 it is noticed that the performances of tleetstatistics do not differ much for the three submod-
els. The corrected statistic Igg , in most scenarios, is slightly more powerful. Howevers tigisult was expected, for
being the most liberal among the corrected statistics. Bitions of power under two constrainig £ 2) were also
considered. However, the results fpe 1 andq = 2 are similar and the results fqr= 2 were omitted for briefness.

Based on the results presented, it is verified the good pedioce of the bootstrap Bartlett statistic proposed
here for inferences in small samples. g.Ras shown to be equivalent or superior (in some cases) toking&ard
analytical adjustment. Whereas the adjusted tests behave atcurately and obtaining the proposed corrected

statistic is simpler because it does not require expensiag/cal calculations, we recommend using the test based
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Table 3: Non-null rejection ratg$6), for the submodels fou, @ anda, subject to a restrictiormg(= 1)

1% 5% 10%

o Stat n 30 50 30 50 30 50
Submodel foru

-1 LRg 84.92 9662 9668 9956 9840 9982

LRsu 87.06 9706 9702 9960 9848 9986

LRgpe 8562 9696 9648 9960 9836 9984

—-05 LRg 2818 3836 5602 6420 6956 7568

LRgu 30.36 3908 5784 6506 7088 7576

LRgpe 2848 3876 5612 6480 6948 7544

05 LRg 2380 3810 5056 6404 6504 7522

LRgi 2650 3932 5278 6456 7088 7578

LRskpe 2504 3892 5112 6422 6488 7556

1 LRg 7812 9290 9348 9828 9690 9932

LRgu 8044 9344 9408 9856 9712 9938

LRskpe 7918 9324 9354 9848 9688 9938
Submodel foryp

—4  LRg 8264 9770 9298 9950 9616 9976

LRsu 8868 9818 9602 9958 9796 9984

LRswpe 8858 9818 9580 9958 9786 9984

-3 LRg 56.06 8130 7710 9250 8434 9554

LRsu 6574 8324 8248 9308 8882 9600

LRgpe 6544 8314 8224 9304 8862 9600

3 LRg 46.02 7024 7040 8692 8070 9222

LRsu 48.68 7200 7194 8794 8168 9294

LRgpe 47.64 7190 7048 8778 8076 9280

4 LRg 7258 9276 8844 9770 9282 9910

LRgu 7460 9374 8862 9800 9286 9910

LRgpe 7358 9364 8786 9800 9210 9910
Submodel forxr

1 LRg 2.40 584 862 1728 1510 2633

LRsu 2.58 584 864 1734 1566 2610

LRgp 242 576 842 1722 1548 2602

2 LRg 872 3022 2354 5464 3516 6702

LRgi 872 3018 2310 5514 3528 6688

LRswpe 858 3010 2278 5512 3504 6684

in the bootstrap Bartlett statistic.

5 An application

This section presents an application to real data of théiHied ratio test corrected via bootstrap Bartlett, pragabs

in Sectior 8. The data used are part of the work presemle_ddmﬁmie_S_o_uLa_el_laL_LZJOS) which estimates levels

of efficiency for the Brazilian municipalities. These inéextake values in the rande, 1], where 1 corresponds to

the fully efficient municipalities. In this application weeconsidered the 26 Brazilian state capitals, referenteo th
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2000 year. The proportion of ones in this data is equal1@.0

The variables considered in the database were: number abitalmts(x; ), information (x2), which is a binary
variable that assumes a value of 1 if the municipality is cotepzed, and O otherwise, personnel exper{sgs
population densityx4), percentage of households whose head earns up to 1 minimge(xg, urbanization rate
(xg), index actualization of the real state register), a binary variable that receives values 1 if the municipatit
located in areas of the drought polygon area and 0 otherixigeand average incomigxg). Further details on these

and other related variables can be accessl(_ed at Sampaio megl. (20§J5).

For the mean submodel, the initial model has been obtaineithdyunctionstepGAIC of the gamlss pack-

age available ak MMM14). This function selects aeilogl a stepwise algorithm us-

ing the generalized Akaike information criteria. For thémwdels ofgp and a the same covariates presented in

ibari- tL_LZO_]|4b) were considered. Thit&lig we consider the following model

log < 1 I_Jt“t ) =PBo -+ BaXat + BaXor + BaXat + Baxar,

log(@) = Ao+ A1Xat,

lo a =Y+ VX
g 1—ay =Y+ ViXot-

The tests were performed at the 10% nominal level. Whemigthie exclusion of the covariatg, .74 : 84 =0,
we have the values of the statistics apev@lue in parenthesis) given by: LR3.609 (p = 0.057) and LRz = 2.177
(p=0.140). Itis noticed that inferential conclusions using the coied and non-corrected statistics are opposite.
By the corrected LR statistic, the hypothesis?) is not rejected, then we decided to exclude the covariatef
the submodel. To test the significancexaf 7% : B3 = 0, we have: LR=5.909 (p = 0.015) and LRs = 3.837
(p = 0.050); both tests reject the null hypothesis, xspremains in the submodel. When testigg : B> = 0, it
is obtained LR= 2.054 (p = 0.152) and LRs = 1.509 (p = 0.219), the null hypothesis is not rejected, then we
exclude the covariate; of the submodel. Yet, for# : B1 = 0, we have LR=8.287 (p = 0.004) and LRs = 6.229
(p=0.013), in which both reject the null hypothesis. Based on the tesected via bootstrap Bartlett, the adjusted

model is given by:

log (1 H ) = Bo + Bixat + BaXat,
— Ht

log(@) = Ao+ A1Xat,

lo a =Y+ VX
g 1—ay =Yo+ ViXot-

To evaluate the quality of the fitted model, based on the ctacetest, we consider the proposed residual analysis

in IQip.iD.a_aDd_Ee_LLiLrlj_(ZQ12). Figurk 2 presents the quanatiléomized residual graph and the half-normal probabil-
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Figure 2: Randomized quantile residual plots.

ity graph with simulated envelope. In Figlire 2(a), it is fied that all residual were within the range2,2). Yet, in
Figure[2(D), it can be seen that all the points are within thifidence bands of the simulated envelope, indicating a
good fit of the model.

To test whether the model is correctly specified, we conslteRESET test for the inflated beta model presented

in [EQLQLL&.&DH_C_LLQ&LENAIJ)_(ZQJ4B.). In this test we obtipe= 0.997, not rejecting the null hypothesis that the

model is correctly specified.

Therefore, it appears that the model selected based onhHegisttesting using the bootstrap Bartlett corrected

test provides a good fit.

6 Conclusions

The likelihood ratio statistic is typically used to perfolmipothesis testing in the inflated beta regression models.
However, if the sample is not large enough to guarantee a ggaement between the distribution of the test statistic
and the limitingx?2 distribution, the approximate likelihood ratio test candomsiderably oversized. In this paper
we propose a bootstrap Bartlett correction of the likelihoatio statistic for inferential improvements in the inddt
beta regression model in small samples. Through Monte Gamalations we evaluated the proposed correction

and compared it with the Skovgaard adjustmelnts (Pereir@a’ﬂri-NetJ} 2014b) and with the non-corrected usual

statistic. The simulation results indicate that the cdeécstatistics make the tests more accurated, reducing the

problem of size distortion in small samples. Still, it is ified that the proposed correction via bootstrap Bartlett
has results very close to or even better than the analytlaaldaard adjustments. The latter requires second-order

derivatives of the log-likelihood of the model, while theoposed correction requires only the use of a simple Monte
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Carlo simulation. We believe that the proposed bootstragiéacorrection can be quite useful in practical situaso
and we recommend to practitioners to model data using idfla¢¢a regressions and use it since it is easy to obtain

and present accurate inferential results.

Acknowledgements

The authors acknowledge the financial support received ByE3\ FAPERGS and CNPq, Brazil. We also thank two

referees for comments and suggestions.

References

Bartlett, M. S. (1937). Properties of sufficiency and statis tests.Royal Society of London Proceedings Series A
16(0(901), 268-282.

Bayer, F., Cribari-Neto, F. (2013). Bartlett correctiondbeta regression modellournal of Statistical Planning and
Inference 1433), 531-547.

Buse, A. (1982). The likelihood ratio, Wald, and Lagrangédtiplier tests: An expository notd.he American Statis-
tician, 36(3a), 153-157.

Casella, G., Berger, R. L. (2003tatistical Inference2nd edn. Thomson Learning, Pacific Grove.

Cordeiro, G. (1993). General matrix formulae for computBeytlett correctionsStatistics & Probability Letters
16(1), 11-18.

Cribari-Neto, F., Cordeiro, G. M. (1996). On Bartlett andriBztt-type correctionsEconometric Reviews5(4),
339-367.

Cribari-Neto, F., Queiroz, M. P. (2014). On testing infererin beta regressiondournal of Statistical Computation
and Simulation84(1), 186—-203.

Cysneiros, A. H. M. A., Ferrari, S. L. P. (2006). An improvédlihood ratio test for varying dispersion in exponential
family nonlinear modelsStatistics & Probability Letters76(3), 255—265.

Efron, B. (1979). Bootstrap methods: Another look at thekKaife. The Annals of Statistic3 (1), 1-26.

Ferrari, S. L. P., Cribari-Neto, F. (2004). Beta regresdmmmodelling rates and proportiondournal of Applied
Statistics 31(7), 799-815.

Ferrari, S. L. P., Cysneiros, A. H. M. A. (2008). Skovgaaat§ustment to likelihood ratio tests in exponential family
nonlinear modelsStatistics & Probability Letters78(17), 3047-3055.

Ferrari, S. L. P., Pinheiro, E. C. (2011). Improved likelidoinference in beta regressiodournal of Statistical
Computation and Simulatio81(4), 431-443.

Ferrari, S. L. P., Pinheiro, E. C. (2014). Small-sampleliii@d inference in extreme-value regression modisr-
nal of Statistical Computation and Simulati@#(3), 582-595.

Ferrari, S. L. P., Cysneiros, A. H. M. A., Cribari-Neto, FO@). An improved test for heteroskedasticity using
adjusted modified profile likelihood inferenciurnal of Statistical Planning and Inferenck24(2), 423 — 437.

Koenker, R., Yoon, J. (2009). Parametric links for binargice models: A fisherian-bayesian collogdgurnal of
Econometrics1522), 120-130.

16



Lawley, D. N. (1956). A general method for approximatinghe tlistribution of likelihood ratio criteridBiometrika
43(3/4), 295-303.

McCullagh, P., Nelder, J. (198%%eneralized linear model2nd edn. Chapman and Hall.

Melo, T., Vasconcellos, K., Lemonte, A. (2009a). Some retsbin tests in a new class of regression models for
proportions Computational Statistics & Data Analysis53(12), 3972—-3979.

Melo, T. N. P., Ferrari, S. L. P., Cribari-Neto, F. (2009mproved testing inference in mixed linear modé&smpu-
tational Statistics & Data Analysj$3(7), 2573—-2582.

Neyman, J., Pearson, E. S. (1928). On the use and intelipretzt certain test criteria for purposes of statistical
inference Biometrikg 20A(1/2), 175-240.

Ospina, R., Ferrari, S. L. P. (2010). Inflated beta distrdng. Statistical Papers51(1), 111-126.

Ospina, R., Ferrari, S. L. P. (2012). A general class of zerone inflated beta regression mod&amputational
Statistics & Data Analysi6(6), 1609—-1623.

Ospina, R., Cribari-Neto, F., Vasconcellos, K. L. P. (200&)proved point and intervalar estimation for a beta
regression modeComputational Statistics & Data Analys&1(2), 960-981.

Parker, A. J., Bandyopadhyay, D., Slate, E. H. (2014). Aiapatigmented beta regression model for periodontal
proportion dataStatistical Modelling

Pereira, T. L., Cribari-Neto, F. (2014a). Detecting modé&specification in inflated beta regressioB®mmunica-
tions in Statistics - Simulation and Computatid(3), 631-656.

Pereira, T. L., Cribari-Neto, F. (2014b). Modified likeliba ratio statistics for inflated beta regressialmurnal of
Statistical Computation and Simulatid8¥(5), 982—998.

Press, W., Teukolsky, S., Vetterling, W., Flannery, B. (@8 umerical recipes in C: The art of scientific computing
Cambridge University Press.

R Development Core Team (2014: A Language and Environment for Statistical ComputiRgFoundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria, URIttp: //www.R-project.org/}, ISBN 3-900051-07-0.

Righby, R. A., Stasinopoulos, D. M. (1996a). Mean and disparadditive models. In: Hardle, W., Schimek, M. (Eds)
Statistical Theory and Computational Aspects of Smoothdutributions to Statistics, Physica-Verlag HD, pp.
215-230.

Righby, R. A., Stasinopoulos, D. M. (1996b). A semi-paraieddditive model for variance heterogenei®jatistics
and Computing6(1), 57—-65.

Righby, R. A., Stasinopoulos, D. M. (2005). Generalized tidelimodels for location, scale and shapeurnal of the
Royal Statistical Society: Series 84(3), 507-554.

Rocke, D. M. (1989). Bootstrap Bartlett adjustment in sewtyi unrelated regressiodournal of the American
Statistical Associatior84(406), 598—601.

Skovgaard, I. M. (1996). An explicit large-deviation apgroation to one-parameter tesBernoulli, (2), 145-165.
Skovgaard, I. M. (2001). Likelihood asymptoti&candinavian Journal of Statisticg3(1), 3—32.

Sampaio de Souza, M. C., Cribari-Neto, F., Stosic, B. D. £208xplaining dea technical efficiency scores in an
outlier corrected environment: the case of public servindsazilian municipalitiesBrazilian Review of Econo-
metrics 25(2), 289-315.

Stasinopoulos, D. M., Rigby, R. A. (2007). Generalized tidgelimodels for location scale and shape (GAMLSS) in
R. Journal of Statistical Softwar@3(7).

Stasinopoulos, M., Rigby, B., Akantziliotou, C. (200B)structions on how to use the gamlss package.i8 RORM
Research Centre, London Metropolitan University, Lond@tond edition edn.

Sundarapandian, V. (200Brobability, statistics and queuing theoriyhi Learning.

17


http://www.R-project.org/

	1 Introduction
	2 Zero-or-one inflated beta regression model
	3 Likelihood ratio test and small sample corrections
	3.1 Bootstrap Bartlett correction
	3.2 Skovgaard adjustment

	4 Numerical results
	5 An application
	6 Conclusions

