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Abstract

In this paper we introduce a new family of estimators for the param-
eters of shape and scale of the log-logistic distribution being robust when
rank set sample method is used to select the data. Rank set sampling
arises as a way to reduce the impact of extremal data. Log-logistic distri-
bution is an important distribution suitable for modeling many different
situations ranging from Economy to Engineering and Hydrology. This new
family of estimators is based on density power divergences. The choice of
this family of divergence measures is motivated by the fact that they have
shown a very good behavior in terms of robustness at a reduced cost in
efficiency. This new family recovers the classical maximum likelihood es-
timator as a special case. We have developed the form of these estimators
and derived their corresponding asymptotic distribution. A simulation
study is carried out, suggesting that these new estimators are very robust
when contamination arises and are competitive with classical estimators
in terms of efficiency.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we deal with the log-logistic distribution. This distribution arises
as the logarithmic transformation of the logistic distribution and it is a special
case of the Burr type-II distribution family ) and the Kappa distri-
bution family (Mielke and Johnson|[1973]). This distribution was first studied in
[1974]) and it has been shown that it is a suitable model for many different
situations. For example, it has been applied in Hydrology (Shoukri et al.| [1988])
as a good option to model flows in the rivers; it is a well-known distribution in
Economics in the study of wealth or income distributions, where it is known as
the Fisk distribution ) Other fields where log-logistic distribution
has been applied ranges from Engineering (Ashkar and Mahdji| [2003]) to Can-
cer studies (Gupta et al.| [1999]). In general, log-logistic distribution deals with
variables whose rate first increases and later decreases.




Log-logistic distribution depends on two parameters «, 5. Parameter a mod-
els the scale of the distribution and coincides with the median, while parameter
B is a shape parameter that controls the form of the distribution. A problem
in the practical use of log-logistic distribution is the estimation of parameters
a, B. The classical method is maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) and esti-
mators using MLE can be found in (Balakrishnan and Malik| [1987], Kantam|
land Srinavasal [2002], [Reath et al. [2018]).

Although MLE provides asymptotic efficient estimations, it is also common
knowledge that MLE provides non-robust estimators. To deal with this problem,
several other estimators have been proposed in the literature, mainly based on
position measures that are more robust to contamination. We name here as
example (Ashkar and Mahdi [2003], |Gupta et al. [1999], Shoukri et al.| [1988],
|Abbas and Tang) [2016], [He et al.| [2021]). A survey of these procedures can be
found in (Ma et al. [2023]), where it is also introduced the RM-estimator.

In a recent paper [IEH), we have proposed the minimum den-
sity power divergence estimators (MDPDE) based on density power divergence
(DPD) as a robust procedure to estimate the parameters of the log-logistic dis-
tribution. This family of divergences was first presented in (Basu et al.| [1998])
and recovers as a special case the Kullback-Leibler divergence. It depends on a
tuning parameter 7 that models the trade-off between efficiency and robustness.
Hence, small values of 7 lead to very efficient but non-robust estimators, while
large values of 7 give way to robust although not very efficient estimators. MD-
PDE have proved to be efficient and very robust in many different situations,
so that they seem to be a logical choice when searching robust estimators being
at the same time efficient. In [b]), we have shown that there exist
values of 7 that provide estimations that are competitive with MLE and are at
the same time very robust in the presence of outliers.

In this paper, we deal with the case in which data have been obtained via
ranking set sample (RSS) procedure instead of random sampling. This way
to build samples was first introduced by McIntyre in [1952]) and it
is aimed to obtain samples avoiding extreme values. Hence, it is expected to
obtain samples where sample (possible) contamination might be reduced. McIn-
tyre observed that the relative efficiency, i.e. the ratio between the variance of
the mean of a simple random sample of size k and the variance of the mean of a
ranked set sample of the same size, is not much less than (k+1)/2 for symmetric
or moderately asymmetric distributions. He also noticed that the relative effi-
ciency diminishes with increasing asymmetry of the underlying distribution but
it is always greater than 1. A first study of the theoretical properties of RSS
appears in (Takahasi and Wakimoto| [1968]). Since then, many papers applying
RSS have been published. We mention here as a glimpse (Dell and Clutter
[1972], |Stokes| [1980], Kvam and Samaniego| [1993], |Chen et al.| [2016], Presnell
and Bohn| [1999], /Abu-Dayyeh and Muttlak [1996], [Li and Chuiv| [1997], Kaur
et al|[1997], Al-Saleh and Al-Hadhrami [2003], (Chen et al.| [2013]).

In (He et al.[2020]) MLE for the parameters of the log-logistic distribution
based on RSS is presented. The main purpose of this paper is to introduce and
to study the MDPDE for the parameters of the log-logistic distribution and to




study the robustness of the corresponding new family of estimators when RSS
is used.

The rest of the paper goes as follows: In Section 2 we introduce the MDPDE
based on RSS for the parameters of the log-logistic model. The asymptotic
distribution of the family of estimators introduced in the previous Section is
studied in Section 3. In Section 4, the results of a simulation study to show
the behavior of these new estimators and compare it with other estimators
appearing in the literature are presented. We finish with the conclusions and
open problems. The proofs of the theoretical results established in the paper
are given in the Supplementary Material. In the Supplementary Material we
also include more tables related to the simulation study.

2 The minimum density power divergence esti-
mator for the log-logistic model

2.1 Basic concepts

A random variable X is said to have a log-logistic distribution if the proba-
bility density function is given by

BalxP—1
= (xﬁ " aﬁ)Qv

The parameter o > 0 in this distribution is a scale parameter and is also
the median of the distribution. The parameter § > 0 is a shape parameter.
The distribution is unimodal when 8 > 1 and its dispersion decreases as beta
increases. The log-logisitc distribution has been applied in many different fields,
especially in Economics.

Let us now introduce the rank set sample procedure (RSS) introduced in
(McIntyre|[1952]). Let X1, ..., X} be a random sample of size n from the random
variable X and let us denote by Y; the first order statistic (or the smallest order
statistic), i, e, Y1 = X(ll) = min (X7,...,X}). Consider X,..., X2 a second
random sample of size n from the random variable X and denote by Yo = X (22)
the second order statistics. In general, we consider the i-th random sample from
X, Xi,..., X! and we denote by Y; = X(iz') the i-th order statistic. We continue
in the same way until to get a n-th random sample from X, X7, ..., X]' and we
denote the largest order statistic by Y;,, = X (”n . This way of selecting individuals
in the final sample has been proved to be more stable in the presence of outliers.

Proceeding this way, Y7,...,Y, are independent observations but they are
not identically distributed. It can be easily seen that the distribution of Y; is
given by

fa,5() x> 0. (1)

T ¥ >0, (2)
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Let us finally introduce the family of density power divergence (DPD).
This family of divergences has been introduced in (Basu et al. [1998]) and it has
been applied in many different fields. Given two densities f and g, the DPD
measure, d,(f, g), between g and f, as the function of a single tuning parameter
T (> 0), is defined by

c¢(i,n) =
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Taking limits for 7 — 0, it follows that

dol9. 1) = lim d. (9. £) = [ o) log (@)

i.e. the classical Kullback-Leibler divergence (see (Pardo|[2006]) for more details
about Kullback-Leibler divergence). The parameter 7 controls the trade-off
between efficiency and robustness of the MDPDE. Hence, it has been shown in
many different problems that DPD offers robust estimators in the presence of
outliers at a reduced cost in terms of efficiency (see e.g. (Basu et al|[2022a],
Balakrishnan et al.| [2019Dblal, [Patra et al. [2013], Balakrishnan et al.|[2024])).

2.2 Minimum density power divergence estimators

Let us then turn to the problem of estimating the parameters of the log-logistic
distribution when RSS is considered via DPD. We have seen that Yi,...,Y,
are independent observations but they are not identically distributed. Initially
we shall assume that the probability density function of Y; is ¢;, ¢ = 1,...,n,
being g1, ..., g, different probability density functions. We want to model g;
1=1,...,n, by fg)ﬁ(y),z =1,...,n, where fc(j)ﬁ(y) was defined in . Note that

the distributions f S?B(y) are different for different values of ¢ but the unknown
parameters = («, ) are common for all of them.

Our interest is to estimate 8= («, 5) by minimizing the DPD between the
data and the model. However, here the model density is different for each Y;, and
hence we need to calculate the divergence between data and model separately
for each data point. Considering all data points, it makes sense to choose as
criterion to minimize the average divergence between the data points and the
models. Because the DPD measures the similarity between two distributions,
the best parameter value 8 approximating the distribution g; should minimize
the divergence between the true and assumed densities, g; and fg Therefore,
the minimum density power divergence functional at the distribution g;, denoted
by T (g;), is defined as

d=(93: 1. (y,)) = Wi dr(gi, f")- (4)



where T (g;) € © denotes the best parameter so the distributions g; and f,}/ (90)

are as close as possible. Therefore, if d,(g;, fi/B) denotes the DPD between the
density estimate corresponding to the i-th data point and the associated model
density, we must minimize

1< i
= dilgi 7). (5)
1=1

Moreover, the real distributions g; are in general unknown in practice. Hence,
these distributions need to be estimated and as we only have one datum for this
distribution, the estimation is given by the degenerate distribution at this point.
We will denote this degenerate distribution by g;.

We will call the minimum density power divergence estimators (MD-

PDE), denoted é., BT, the values of a and [ respectively where the minimum
of

0 G 1) (©

is attained. Here, we are denoting f ‘s by f()
It can be easily seen (see e.g. (Ghosh and Basu [2013])) that in order to get
the MDPDE for 8= (a, 8) for the objective function stated in @, it suffices to

consider

oo m =3 ([T - (1) ). o

In the following theorem we get the expression of

/0 £ )y, (s)

Theorem 1 The expression of (@ s given by
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where B(a,b) is the Beta function with arguments a and b, i.e,

0 B aT

B(a,b):/o 271 (1 — 2)" da. )

Proof. See Supplementary Material. m
Based on the previous theorem the objective function given in can be
written as

)
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In what follows, we will denote by ¥(a) the digamma function, defined as
the logarithmic derivative of the gamma function. Hence, the following holds.

Theorem 2 The MDPDE for the parameters «, 8 of the log-logisitc distribution
when RSS is applied are given as the solutions of the system
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Proof. See Supplementary Material. =

3 Asymptotic distribution of the MDPDE for
the log-logistic model for the RSS

In this section, we derive the asymptotic distribution of MDPDE for the log-
logisitc model assuming RSS in three different situations. First, we assume that
[ is known and only a needs to be estimated. Next, we consider the case in
which « is known and it is parameter /5 that needs to be estimated. We finally
treat the case in which both parameters need to be estimated.

To obtain the asymptotic distribution, we use the results in (Ghosh and
Basu| [2013]) in which it is shown that under mild conditions, given Y1,...,Y,



independent and not identically distributed variables all of them depending on
a fixed parameter @, then the MDPDE 6. of @ satisfies

Jn (éT - 0) L N(0,071(0)K(6)7,1(6)), (10)
being
J-(6) = ;Z JO0) and  K,(0) =J:(0) - &, ()&, (0)", (1)
and )
£ 0= iff) 0). (12)

Here, JT(i)(G) and €9 () refer to the corresponding values for ;. Hence,

Y, 2
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and
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3.1 Asymptotic distribution of &,

In relation to the asymptotic distribution of @,, assuming 8 known, we have
applying the previous results for 8 = a

VA, —a) <5 N(0,J7 (a)K-(a)J; (@),

n—»oo

being J;(a) and &, () the corresponding values given in Egs. and ,
repectively. In our case, Jﬁz)(a) and f(f) (a) are referred to the corresponding
values for the i-th ordered statistic of the log-logistic distribution. Then,

. 2 .
, < ( OlogfP @)\ ... 4 > dlog fi (z)
510 :/ Ologfa () \ 1)1y, £ :/ 9log fa (%) viy(yr+1 gy
D)= [ (FLE) 0w 0w = [ S 0 @)
In the next theorem we are going to get the expression of Jg) ().
Theorem 3 For the log-logistic distribution given in we have
T (@) = Ay + Az + As,
where A1, As, Az are given by
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Proof. See Supplementary Material. m

Corollary 4 The Fisher information for o is given by

Proof. See Supplementary Material. m
Let us now turn to matrix Kg)(a).

Theorem 5 For the log-logistic distribution given in we have,

KP(@) = J3) (@) - €9 (@)?,

being

741 . . - :
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Proof. See Supplementary Material. m

Corollary 6 We can observe that for T =0 we have

() =0 and K2y (a) = IV ().

3.2 Asymptotic distribution of BT

In relation to the asymptotic distribution of ET, assuming « known, we have
applying Eq.

Vi (B, =B8) 5 N (0,071 (B)K(8)J7(8))

n—o0



Hence, it just suffices to obtain

. dlogfy) , } % 9log F0)
0@ = [ (%”) e, €0 @)= [ 0

In the next theorem we are going to get the expression of Jg) (B8).

Theorem 7 For the log-logistic distribution given in we have

J_,(_i)<ﬁ) =C14+Cy+C5+Cy—C5 — Cg,
where Cp,Co,C3,Cy,Cs,Cq are given by
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Proof. See Supplementary Material. =

Theorem 8 For the log-logistic distribution given in we have,

KE9D(8) = J(8) — €9 (),

being
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Proof. See Supplementary Material. m
3.3 Asymptotic distribution of (aT,BT)
In relation to the asymptotic distribution of (@T, BT) , we have,
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Finally,
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Thus, we just need to derive the expression for J@” (ar, B). This is done in
next theorem.

Theorem 9 For the log-logistic distribution given in we have

J2 (a, ) = Ey + By — B3 — B4 — Es5 + Eg,
where F, Ey, E3, By, E5 and Eg are given by

P B(Tﬂ+6+7 TB+B—T>

a1 5 B
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Proof. See Supplementary Material. =
For 7 = 0, we obtain the following result:

Corollary 10 For the log-logistic distribution given in we have
0 I (@, B) Iy (e )
Jo (e, B) = ()12 )22 )
JT (0(75) JO (a7ﬂ)
where J(()i)11 (o, B) = Jéi) (o) and J(gi)22 (o, B) = Jéi) (B) has been obtained in
(He et al| [2020]) and

1 1

12
7" (@ ’B):En+2

n—2i+1—in—i+1)(T(E) —T(n—i+1)).

Remark 11 Note that

iznferl (T()—¥(n—i+1))=0.
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On the other hand,

n

Z(n—2i+1):n(n+1)—2

i=1

n(n+1)
2

=0.

Consequently,
ST U (@,8) = 0.
i=1

4 Numerical analysis

To assess the performance of MDPDE in estimating log-logistic parameters for
data coming from a rank sample, we have conducted a simulation study. In this
study, we compare MDPDE coming from RSS for different values of parameters
« and [ and for different sample sizes. We consider that « is fixed to 1, while 8
attains values = 1.5,2.5,5.0,10. The sample sizes are n = 10,25, 50, 75, 100.
Hence, for a concrete value of n, we generate n samples of size n. For the first
sample, denoted (X1, ..., X 1), we define Y; = X(ll). Similarly, for the i-th sample
(X% ..., X7%), we define Y; = X(ii). Finally, we consider the sample (Y7, ...,Y,).

For each combination of model parameters and sample size, we estimate
the log-logistic parameters using MLE and MDPDE approaches for sample
(Y1, ..., Y,,), with different values of the tuning parameter, namely 7 = 0.1,0.2, ..., 1.0.
We have also considered the repeated median estimator (RM), the sample me-
dian estimator (SM), and the Hodge-Lehmann and Shamos estimator (HL) (see
(Ma et al. [2023])) for samples coming from RSS.

To avoid any possible influence of the sample, we repeat this process for
each combination M = 1000 times. To measure the performance of the different
methods, we compute for the i-th sample

Bias; = |&; — a| + |B; — 8], MSE; = (&; — @)+ (B; — B)?,

and we compute the average over the M = 1000 simulations, i.e.

M
1
Bias = - ; Bias;, RMSE =

1 M
=" MSE;.
M2

In a first step, we consider an uncontaminated scenario. The corresponding
error measures can be found in the Supplementary Material. We include as an
example the values for n = 100, = 1,3 = 5 in Table 1.

As expected, MLE performs very well when there is no contamination and
this performance improves with the sample size. For MDPDE, note that these
estimators follow the same behavior as MLE. Moreover, the performance ap-
proaches to that of MLE when the sample size increases. Moreover, for small
values of 7, the behavior is more or less the same as MLE. Hence, except for
n = 10, it can be seen that they are almost equivalent for 7 < 0.6. This was

12



Bias RMSE & I}
MLE 0.10319 0.12446 0.99999 5.00754
DPDgy; | 0.09279 0.11053 1.00000 5.00540
DPDys | 0.09203 0.10901 1.00000 5.00537
DPDgy3 | 0.09566 0.11314 0.99998 5.00622
DPDgy4 | 010117 0.11936  0.99996 5.00744
DPDgys | 0.10703 0.12607 0.99994 5.00881
DPDyg | 0.11268 0.13261 0.99992 5.01023
DPDg7 | 0.11787 0.13873 0.99989 5.01164
DPDgyg | 0.12253 0.14438 0.99987 5.01301
DPDgg | 0.12683 0.14957 0.99985 5.01435
DPDyg | 0.13092 0.15435 0.99983 5.01564
RM 0.11775 0.14018 0.99973 4.92095
SM 1.98093 1.97550 1.00388 3.03025
HL 2.11494 2.11189 1.00008 2.88908

Table 1: Results for n = 100 and g = 5.0.

expected due to the limit properties of MDPDE. Compared to other estimators,
the only one competing with MDPDE is RM, but it is overcome for small values
of 7 (£ 0.4) in all cases.

It should be noted, as remarked in the introduction, that RMSE when us-
ing a sample of size n with RSS is smaller than the corresponding value for a
random sample of the same size. To see the extent of this reduction for the
log-logistic distribution, we include in Table 2 the corresponding values when
random sampling is used for n = 100, = 1, 8 = 5. Compare these values with
the ones appearing in Table 1. For other situations, we refer to the tables in
the Supplementary Material of this paper and the Supplementary Material of
(Felipe et al.| [b]).

In a second step we study the behavior of these estimators in the presence
of contamination for ranked samples. For this, we repeat the previous study
assuming o = 1, § =5, and n = 100 under four different conditions of contam-
ination:

e Case 1: For a fixed percentage of data p, we change the value in the
sample for a new value coming from a log-logistic distribution with a =
1,6=0.2.

e Case 2: For a fixed percentage of data p, we change the value in the

sample for a new value coming from a log-logistic distribution with a@ =
4,6 = 10.

e Case 3: For a fixed percentage of data p, we change the value in the
sample for a new value coming from a uniform distribution (0, 20).

13



Bias RMSE & I}
MLE 0.36844 0.43431 1.00030 5.06549
DPDqyq | 0.37232  0.44030 1.00024 5.06584
DPDyo | 0.38300 0.45529 1.00016 5.07067
DPDgys | 0.39717 0.47472 1.00007 5.07793
DPDg,4 | 0.41270 0.49589 0.99999 5.08649
DPDgys | 0.42850 0.51711 0.99990 5.09562
DPDgg | 0.44379 0.53734 0.99982 5.10485
DPDgy7 | 0.45786 0.55603 0.99975 5.11385
DPDgyg | 0.47062 0.57299 0.99968 5.12247
DPDgyg | 0.48213 0.58821 0.99962 5.13062
DPDyg | 0.49251 0.60182 0.99957 5.13828
RM 0.40334 0.47948 0.99994 5.01636
SM 1.93207 1.93817 1.00447 3.10069
HL 2.09938 2.08758 1.00038 2.92855

Table 2: Results for n = 100 and 3 = 5.

e Case 4: For a fixed percentage of data p, we change the value in the
sample for a new value of 50.

The percentage of contamination ranges from no contamination (p = 0%) to
p = 40%, increasing the contamination 5% at each step. We use RMSE to assess
the goodness-of-fit for each estimator. And we repeat this procedure M = 1000
times to avoid the possible influence of a specific sample. In Figures (1| to |4} the
evolution of RMSE for MLE, MDPDEy 3, MDPDEy 5, MDPDEyg and RM
is shown for each case. Tables with the corresponding values can be found in
the Supplementary Material.

The results illustrate that while the MLE performs very well in the absence
of contamination, its performance decreases sharply in the presence of contam-
ination, and this happens in all the scenarios considered in the simulations.
However, if we turn to MDPDE, we can see that they are competitive (indeed,
we could say almost equivalent) in the absence of contamination for small val-
ues of 7, while they provide very stable results when contamination arises and
are very little affected by this contaminated data. And again, this happens in
all considered scenarios. Comparing the results of MDPDE with the results
provided with other estimators, we can see that only RM provides acceptable
results, but it is outperformed by MDPDE for 7 € [0.2,0.6].

In conclusion, it seems at the light of this simulation study that DPD is an
appealing alternative to MLE and other estimation methods, as its behavior
is competitive with MLE in the absence of contamination and exhibits high
stability when contamination occurs.

We finish this section with a note about the optimal value for the tuning
parameter 7. As shown in the development of DPD and supported by the sim-
ulation study, small values of 7 provide very efficient estimators while large
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values of 7 provide robust estimators. For the log-logistic model using RSS,
it seems that the best trade-off between efficiency and robustness appears for
T €10.2,0.5].

5 Conclusions and open problems

In this paper we have introduced a new family of estimators for the parameters of
a log-logistic distribution considering RSS based on MDPDE. The choice of this
family of divergences was justified by the fact that it has been previously used
in other fields leading to robust estimators and besides, it includes MLE. In the
paper we have developed the estimators of the parameters and we have obtained
the corresponding asymptotic distribution for each estimator separately and for
the joint estimators. An extensive simulation study has been carried out. This
study seems to show that this new family of estimators are competitive in terms
of efficiency with MLE and other estimators appearing in the literature, whilst
it has a better performance when contamination arises for values of the tuning
parameter ranging from 0.2 to 0.5. As a conclusion, we feel that this family of
estimators is an appealing option to estimate the parameters of the log-logistic
distribution for this type of sampling.

As explained previously, we have chosen the DPD because it has been proved
to lead to robust estimators. However, this is not the only family of divergence
leading to robust estimators. Another option that could be considered is the
family of Rényi’s psuedo-distances. The development of these estimators and
the comparison with MDPDE presented in this paper is a problem that we
intend to treat in the future. In this sense, the problem of finding estimators
based on minimizing Rényi’s pseudodistance in the context of independent but
not identically distributed data has been treated e.g. in (Castilla et al.| [2022],
Felipe et al.| [a]).

After introducing the MDPDE, it could be interesting to consider the re-
stricted MDPDE in the line of (Basu et al. [2022b]). The restricted MDPDE
was considered in Statistical Information Theory in (Pardo et al.[[2002]) in re-
lation to ¢-divergences or in (Jaenada et al. [2022]) for Rényi’s pseudodistance.
The restricted MDPDE is necessary to deal with Rao-type test statistics based
on MDPDE (first considered in (Basu et al| [2022b])) for testing composite
hypothesis for the parameters of the log-logistic distribution.

Similarly, it is also possible to consider Wald-type test statistics based on
MDPDE for testing simple and composite null hypothesis for the parameters of
the log-logistic distribution (see e.g. (Basu et al.| [2016} [2017} 2018|2019} |2021],
Ghosh et al. [2016, 2021]) for Wald-type tests statistics based on MDPDE).
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A APPENDIX: Proofs of the results

A.1 Previous results

In this subsection we will establish some results that will be used in the different
proofs. Let us denote by B (a,b) the beta function of parameters a and b, i.e,

1
B(a,b) = / 21 (1—2)" da.
0

We denote by ¥ (z) the digamma function defined as the logarithmic deriva-
tive of the gamma function. First, we need some previous results that will
applied in the proofs of the results.

Lemma 12 (Felipe et al| [b]) Let m(B) be a real function for which there exists
the first derivative. We have,

oo tm(,@)
]1:/0 mdtzB(s—m(ﬂ)—Lm(»B)‘*‘l)‘

Corollary 13 Let m(8) be a real function for which there exists the first deriva-
tive. We have
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Proof. It suffices to make the change ¢ = (5)5 ,dt = g (i)ﬁ_l dx so that

[e3

1-8 _
dop =2 (5> dt = %tlTﬁdt.

B\«
Then,
N m(B)
e ((E) )  mB) o 1
/ ) e = / L
0 <1+(§)6> o (1418
oo ym(B)+452
- 9/ T
BJo (1+1)
« 1-7 1
= -8B s—mﬂ——l,mﬁ—i—),
38 (s-mo-15 )+ 3
where we are applying Lemma [12] for the last equality. This finishes the proof.

Lemma 14 (Felipe et al.| [b]) Let m(B) be a real function for which there exists
the first derivative. We have,

00 tm(B)
L = /O (g ) 71—y
= B(s—m(B) —1,m(B)+1){¥ (m(B) +1) = V(s —m(B) —1)}.

Corollary 15 Let m(8) be a real function for which there exists the first deriva-
tive. We have

| o (("”)ﬁ) de —B(s—m(8) - Lm(B) +1)
o N @) |

X [W(m(p) +1) = (s —m() - 1)].
Proof. As before, we make the change t = (2)7, dt = £ (2)" " da, so that

do = % (g)lfﬁ dt =

Then,
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oo m(8)+152
N 0
B Jo o8t (1+1)° a
= 58 (s-m@ -5 - 1me) + 5)
1 1-8

where we are applying Lemma [14] for the last equality. This finishes the proof.
]

Lemma 16 (Felipe et al| [b]) Let m(B) be a real function for which there exists
the first derivative. For the log-logistic distribution we have,

0 tm(8)
I, = /O (logt)? mdt
Bs = m(8) = 1,m (8) + 1) { (¥ (m (8) + 1) = ¥ (s = m (8) — 1))°
(W (m (8) + 1) + ¥ (s —m (8) ~ 1))}

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1
‘We have that

e8] 00 . T T+1
(2) T+1 _ C(Zvn) +1ﬁ
f, e = [T

0

) B=D (D

(a
(1+ ()

(8-1)(r+1)
)

5) EESyEsyL

c(i, n)T‘HBT+1

N /°° (&
a7t o\ B (n+1)(T+1)
’ (1+(a) )

dx.

We consider the change ¢t = (%)ﬂ, so that dt = a‘%xﬁ_lda: and hence
2P ldx = %dt. Therefore, as

@B-Dr+1)-p+1=ipr+if—17—-1-F+1=ifr+iB—7—0,

it follows that
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o . - _ o iBr4iB—T—3
£ ()71 gy =B T e U “
0 a,f3 aTtl B b1 0 (1 +t)(n+1)(‘r+1)

=c(i,n)" (ﬁ)T

XB<(n+1)(T+1)—i’BTHB_T_ﬁ—1,157+"'B_7_ﬂ+1>_
B B
Finally,
(n+1)(7—|—1)—i57—+wﬁ_7_ﬁ_1 _ (”—i—|-1)57’—|—ﬁ(n—i—|—1)54—77
r+if-r—F ., _ iT+iftT
3 +1 = 3 ,

and the result follows.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 2

We need to derive 6H"g(§a’ﬁ) and BH"géa’ﬁ). Let us define

fila, B) = clin

e <5)TB<(n+il)Tﬂ+T+ﬂ(n+z‘1) iﬂ7+zﬂ¢>
a B ’ B ’

gi(a, ) = (1+i) (i) (1)

Hence,

Now,

Oa 2 B ’ ]

ofi(a,B) c(i’n)ﬁ%(ﬁ)“ (—ﬁ)B((n+i—1)76+7+6(n+i—1) BT +if -1

- C(Z‘,n)ﬁtl(g B((n+i1)7ﬂ+7+ﬁ(n+i1) zﬂTJrzﬂT) =

o .

B ’ B
For g;(«, 8), we have
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= + — ( ) ﬂ 5 3 T(n+1) P N 3
(a +yi) L a | Y;
Hence

OHy,r (a,8) 1 i{c(i,n)”‘l <ﬂ>TB(<n+i_1)7ﬁ+ﬂ7_+ﬁ(n+i_l)7iﬂT—’_éﬁ_T) (_(yT)

I\ o or cipeny  QPTTIED yBr(n—i+1) — ofBri
— (1 + ) o(i,n)" By Y o | ( )B

Deleting c(i,n)" 8" as a common factor, we obtain the first equation.

Next, to consider BH%B(Q’@, we have to take into account that
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OB (s—m(B)—1,m(B)+1)

=m/(B)B (s —m(B) — 1,m(B) + 1) [¥(m(B) + 1) = U(s — m(B) - 1)],

op
where ¥ denotes the digamma function. In this case, m(8) = W, and
consequently
iT+i—1)—(pr+if-pB—7 T
() = (T DE )L

52 B
Applying this,

Ofi(e B)

B (i) BT+ B(ni—1) ifT+if—T
95 C(Z’”)”arB( 3 T8 >
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And we conclude
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the second equation arises.

. NTpT—1
Removing the common factor %

A.4 Proof of Theorem 3

As
; iB—1, B(n—it+1
FO () = c(i,n)BxP—1a( ) 7
(af + xB)ntl
it follows that
Olog fu(2) _ Bln—i+1) _(n+1) s
da Q (af + xB) '
Therefore,
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o) 2 2 981
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Let us find each of these parts separately.
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0
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B((n—i—l—l)Tﬁ-i-(n—i—l-?)B—i-T iTﬁ—i-iﬁ—T)
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«
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we conclude that
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B\ . e =i+ TR+ (n—i+ )BT
Ay = (a) 2n =i Do+ Delin)™ e e
B((n—i+1)7ﬁ+(n—i+1)5+7 WHZ‘B—T)

B ’ B

A.5 Proof of Corollary 4
It suffices to take 7 = 0 in Theorem [3] for A;, A3, A5. Then,

2
A = <5) (n—i+1)2%c(i,n)'B(n—1i+1,4),
«
2 . .
— 2 — 1
Ay = (i) (n—’i—i—l)?c(i,n)l,nni—; nni—"l_ B(n—i+1,i),
2 .
— 1
Ay = <§) 2(n —i+1)(n + 1)e(i,n)* - % ‘B(n—i+1,i).
Hence,
/8 2
A1+A2—A3 = < ) n—z—|—lz)
«
{W—Z+1 n+Dm_;i?m_z+U—2M—i+n2
_ < ) Bn—i+1,)n—i+1) (”H)(”*;i;)(”*”l) (it 1)?
= (a) c(i,n)B(n —1i+1, z)(n—i—i—l)ni?
A.6 Proof of Theorem 5
We already know that
dlog f(z)  Bn—i+1) (n+1)Ba’"!
da N @ af +28
Consequently,
(9) [ Bn—i+1) (n+1)BafTN c(i,n) AT gD ST+ (n—it D) p
&) = A 5 B (0P + 2B) (D (T+D) *
= B —B
Now,
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o (0P + 28) DD du

Bn—i+1) [ ¢(i,n) 7D+ oS+ (n—it1)
= . /0 (aﬁ + xﬁ)(n+1)(7+1)
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B fé—‘rl “ ( ] ) . . . .
= (2) ity (ORI BT,
«

where we are using that the integral has been already computed for A;. On the
other hand,

B, — * (n41)Bal~t ' C(Z‘,n)7+1BT+1x(i671)(T+1)aﬁ(r+1)(n,i+1)d
T /o ab + 2P (af + 2B) (D) (7 +1) z
51 o c(i, n)""HﬁTJrlx(w_l)(T+1)o¢ﬂ(7+1)("—i+1)
= (n+1)fa /0 (0f & ZB)F DT dx

= (n+1)ﬂa6710(i n)r+157a75B<(ni+1)57+(ni+2)5+7— iBTJriﬁT)

s ’ 8
B e (n—i+1)fr+(n—i+1)f+T
(a) i)™+ 1) FCESCESY

XB((n—i—f—l)ﬁT-i-(n—i—f—l)ﬁ-i-T iﬁT—i—iﬁ—T)

B ’ g
AN 41 m—i+1)pr+n—i+1)8+7 iBr+if—71

- (&) e 3 )

i )BT+ (n—it B+ T

B(r+1)

where we are using that the integral has been already computed for As. Con-
sequently,

T+1 . i . )
£0(p) = (5) c(z',n)T“B((”‘Z“)ﬁ”ﬁ(”‘””ﬁ”,Zﬁ”ﬂ“”)
; (n—i+1)Br+(n—i+1)B+7
(RIS B+ 1)
(BT (it DB+ (it DB+ T iBrif—TY -7
= (2) et E ) st

A.7 Proof of Theorem 7
As
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c z7n)5xw_1a6("_i+1)
s (af + zB)ntl ’

it follows that

dlog £\ (z) R n x x
40gag - % +ilog () - m (2) 1ox (%)

1+ (%
Therefore,
3logf(i)(x) 2_ 1, AN 2 (n+1)2 A T\ 2
(H) = (e () (2 () ()
. 2\ 8 vz (z)f
+ X iog (£) - 200D g (1) Y] iaé oy (e () oy ia()g)ﬁ) .
Consequently,
w0 = [ G () )
. . vz (2)P
+%10g (£) - 2 ;1) tog () i (a() o —2i(n+1) (log (=) (1%()2)5)

C(i, n)TJrlBT-‘rlx(iﬁfl)(‘r+1)aﬂ(‘r+1)(n7i+1)
. (045 +x5)(n+1)(7+1)
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dzx

Let us find each of these parts separately.

Cl = dx
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/0 B2 (P + 28) (DD
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[ i ((2)) 2
a2 T+1 : (n+1)(_’_+1)

BryiB-por 8 4
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2 log (& B c(i,n)THpT T ((%)5)
/0 —32 108 (&) ) am ! : (1 . (g)ﬁ)(n—‘rl)(r.l,_l)
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_/0 B 8 (&) . o™ )(n+1)(r+1)+1 dz

(
1+

_2in+1) cli,n)™f M a /Oo oty —
S ot By VYt
72(n+1) (i n'”rlﬂ

-B

< 1—@7’5+(n+1—z)[3+7 iBr+ (i +1)8 — >
2
" |:\Ij,(2ﬁ7'+ 2+1ﬂ T>+\P,< n+1—z)76+(n+1—i)ﬁ+7>

+(\P<zﬂ7+ i+1D)B—T

A.8 Proof of Theorem 8
We already know that

0log fﬁ(i)(x) 1 z (n+1) 2N B .
B B Telog (a) (1+ (5)5) (a) ©8 (a)
Consequently,
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A.9 Proof of Theorem 9
By definition,

; T (0og fus(@)DN (0log £ )
5 0, ) = [ (PR ( S ) g,
0

On the other hand, we already know that

Oog (@) _fn—it1) (ntD) B Olfup@) 1w (n+1) 2y
Oa a 1+(§)5 a ap B a 1+(§)ﬁ a

Therefore, Ji")” (a, B) is given by six terms corresponding to the product

dlog fus(x) dlog flh(@)  n—it1
da op N «@

it —i+1)108 "
(0% (0%

(n—i+Dn+1)p (£) logz

. 1+ (2)
. (n+1)
a(1+(2)")
7(n+1)i5. log &
o« ()
Jnt12s (5) e
@ (1+(2)")

Therefore,

J2 (a, ) = Ey + By — B3 — By — Es5 + Eg.

Let us compute each of them separately.

37



B :/oo n—i+1 ' c(i,n)ﬂ“lﬂﬂ"l (i)(iﬁfl)(‘ﬂrl)
0

d
“ o+ (1 + (%)6)(”“)(”1) !
n—i+1 . 6 T+1 rco (g)(lﬂ 1(r+1)
= (i,m) <a) / (n+1)(‘r+1)d'r
" (1))
(( ) GB— 123(7-+1)
n—idl (5)”1 ~ (&
) gy
n—1i+1 ( )‘r+1 <B)T+1a
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where we are applying Corollary [13| for the last equality.
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where we are applying Corollary [13| for the last equality.
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A.10 Proof of Corollary 10
It suffices to take 7 = 0 in FE4, ..., Fs. Hence,
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Consequently, F1 + Fo — E5 = 0. Now,

41



n+1
= c

E, = (i,n)B(n —i+2,1)
_ ”Ild@m";itle—i+Ln
= n_;+1c(i,n)B(n—i+17i).
Fs “”;Dq@mBm—i+z@ﬁwn—mm—i+m]
“"+Dd@m”;it13m—i+Lnxw@—wm—i+n—n_1+l
in _Oj T i) Bln — i+ 1,0) [U() — B(n— i+ 1)] — (i, n)B(n—i + 1,1).
> (n+1)2 _ . . ,
6 o c(i,n)Bn—i+2,i+1)[¥(i+1)—¥(n—1i+2)]
(”21) c(i,n)n;izlnilB(n—i+l,i) \If(z')—\I/(n—H—l)%—n_t_i_l
(n+1)i(n—i4+1) . . ) . )
n+2a c(i,n)Bn—i+1,i)[¥() — ¥(n —i+1)]
(n+1)(n—2i+1) . . .
_ (n 1 2a c(i,n)B(n —i+1,1).
Therefore,
_cli,n)Bn—i+1,i) [ (n+1)(n—2i+1) . ,
Eg—E5—E4 = o |:— (n+2) +(n—z+1)—z}
BB LD ) g ) [ DDy
_ c(Ln)B(na—i—l—1,i)(n_2i+1) [1_212]
LB LD gy g i ) [2E] -]
c(i,n)B(n —i+1,19)

- (n+2)a [n—2i+1—(n—i+1)i[(i) —¥(n—i+1)].

And taking into account that ¢(i,n)B(n — ¢+ 1,7) = 1, the result follows.
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B Complementary simulation results

In the simulation section, we provided the results for different values of n and
(o = 1,8 = 2.5). Here, we present the results for other combinations of n and
B in order to show that the conclusions are the same when varying these values.

In order to be self-contained, let us briefly outline the formulas for RM, SM
and HL estimators.

Consider a sample (21, ..., 2,,) and assume the log-logistic model holds. Let
us denote the ordered sample by (x(l), ey x(n)). For the RM-estimator, we con-
sider the values

1
y; = log [—1}, zi = log(x(;y),

where F(z(;) = n+r1 Next, we compute

Yi — Yy

Zi j

b1 = Medi<i<nMed;jz; ( ) , bo = Medi<i<n(yi — b12),

and finally the RM-estimations for « and /5 are given by

. b -
ORpM = 63010(—%)7 Brar = b1.

To compute the SM and HL estimators, we define z; = log(x;).
Next, we compute

[ 0 Z; + 25

/’LSM = Med(Zh...,Zn), ,LLHL = Medi<j ( 2 ]) ,

Sans = Med(|z; — figp]) Sgp = Med;<i(|zi — z;])
TS V20 1(3/4)

with ®~! the inverse of the distribution function of a standard normal. Then,
the SM- and HL- estimations for a and 3 are given, respectively, by

1 - 1

Gsm = exp(ﬂSM)vﬂSM = FJ apr =exp(fityy), Bur = SHL

In Tables 21 to 24, we include the data that have been considered to build
Figures 1 to 4 in the paper.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDy -
DPDq.3
DPDy4
DPDqs
DPDqg
DPDg.,
DPDys
DPDg.g
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.36673
0.36932
0.39371
0.43178
0.46650
0.49885
0.53514
0.57010
0.59823
0.63409
0.65697
0.42076
0.90421
0.82004

0.36196
0.36600
0.39703
0.46292
0.50738
0.54768
0.60531
0.66090
0.69868
0.75694
0.79073
0.40904
0.77553
0.72495

1.01193
1.00557
0.99852
0.99167
0.98510
0.97902
0.97303
0.96649
0.96066
0.95527
0.95020
0.98584
1.16817
1.01568

1.57755
1.57785
1.59257
1.61555
1.63550
1.65519
1.68085
1.71013
1.73315
1.76218
1.78173
1.41224
0.87481
0.81724

Table 3: Results for n =

10 and 8 = 1.5.

Bias

RMSE

(67

B

MLE
DPDg1
DPDy2
DPDy 3
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy~
DPDys
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.47564
0.47217
0.49444
0.53863
0.58501
0.64293
0.70101
0.76316
0.81998
0.89565
0.94722
0.55745
1.23750
1.22112

0.55101
0.54805
0.57902
0.68286
0.75436
0.86396
0.96378
1.06942
1.15550
1.28145
1.35939
0.62953
1.18055
1.17829

1.00422
1.00164
0.99891
0.99624
0.99370
0.99088
0.98817
0.98534
0.98266
0.97958
0.97694
0.98809
1.09027
1.00602

2.62800
2.62059
2.63449
2.67013
2.70683
2.75772
2.80802
2.86487
2.91709
2.99121
3.04155
2.35373
1.45801
1.36207

Table 4: Results for n = 10 and g = 2.5.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDO.l
DPDy.
DPDy 3
DPDg4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDg7
DPDys
DPDgg
DPD;

RM
SM
HL

0.83677
0.82271
0.85020
0.93062
1.02072
1.11491
1.23986
1.36824
1.50255
1.61624
1.73744
0.99281
2.26485
2.32061

1.08660
1.07093
1.11349
1.31988
1.50815
1.67100
1.92238
2.14666
2.39812
2.57792
2.75931
1.24377
2.33462
2.34843

1.00100
1.00014
0.99927
0.99838
0.99763
0.99686
0.99598
0.99501
0.99412
0.99318
0.99211
0.99275
1.04152
1.00175

5.25600
5.23326
5.25419
5.32875
5.41476
5.50457
5.62392
5.75036
5.88462
6.00189
6.12463
4.70745
2.91602
2.72414

Table

5: Results for n =10 and § =

5.0.

Bias

RMSE

(07

B

MLE
DPDy;
DPDy2
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPD

RM
SM
HL

1.61649
1.58512
1.63064
1.78063
1.97119
2.16026
2.39309
2.65919
2.93641
3.14187
3.38205
1.92418
4.42956
4.58067

2.17128
2.13466
2.21082
2.56874
3.01871
3.35303
3.83894
4.34485
4.86804
5.17449
5.54445
2.48559
4.66632
4.69587

1.00023
0.99990
0.99959
0.99928
0.99903
0.99878
0.99854
0.99819
0.99787
0.99756
0.99725
0.99605
1.01991
1.00057

10.51201
10.46085
10.49843
10.64058
10.82651
11.00950
11.23980
11.51039
11.79605
12.01123
12.25933
9.41491
5.83205
5.44828

Table 6: Results for n = 10 and g = 10.0.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDy -
DPDq.3
DPDy4
DPDqs
DPDqg
DPDg.,
DPDys
DPDg.g
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.15503
0.15597
0.16643
0.17916
0.19037
0.20027
0.20888
0.21649
0.22320
0.23051
0.23746
0.17040
0.65352
0.70996

0.14879
0.14853
0.15826
0.16970
0.18057
0.19043
0.19964
0.20775
0.21554
0.22361
0.23078
0.15938
0.59037
0.66643

1.00309
1.00270
1.00229
1.00191
1.00150
1.00097
1.00026
0.99923
0.99811
0.99725
0.99632
1.00428
1.01232
1.00635

1.51668
1.51438
1.51537
1.51711
1.51911
1.52147
1.52429
1.52769
1.53137
1.53449
1.53767
1.44596
0.94318
0.84061

Table 7: Results for n =

25 and = 1.5.

Bias

RMSE

(67

B

MLE
DPDg1
DPDy2
DPDy 3
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy~
DPDys
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.20709
0.20097
0.20563
0.21541
0.22655
0.23908
0.25187
0.26377
0.27500
0.28565
0.29595
0.22880
0.98601
1.12924

0.22950
0.22035
0.22442
0.23429
0.24692
0.26103
0.27585
0.29081
0.30585
0.32077
0.33454
0.24554
0.96551
1.10631

1.00142
1.00136
1.00121
1.00097
1.00065
1.00025
0.99980
0.99932
0.99884
0.99838
0.99794
1.00206
1.00566
1.00333

2.52780
2.52370
2.52582
2.53087
2.53751
2.54501
2.55292
2.56094
2.56893
2.57670
2.58406
2.40994
1.57196
1.40101

Table 8: Results for n = 25 and § = 2.5.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDy -
DPDq.3
DPDy4
DPDqs
DPDqg
DPDg.,
DPDys
DPDg.g
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.37099
0.35206
0.35341
0.36761
0.38836
0.41170
0.43482
0.45658
0.47792
0.49793
0.51671
0.41113
1.88554
2.21307

0.45363
0.42820
0.42847
0.44552
0.47186
0.50278
0.53546
0.56795
0.59875
0.62739
0.65480
0.48526
1.92593
2.21140

1.00055
1.00059
1.00058
1.00054
1.00046
1.00035
1.00023
1.00010
0.99996
0.99982
0.99968
1.00084
1.00218
1.00149

5.05560
5.04766
5.05266
5.06431
5.07929
5.09585
5.11297
5.13002
5.14660
5.16269
5.17851
4.81987
3.14392
2.80202

Table 9: Results for n = 25 and 8 =

5.0.

Bias

RMSE

(07

B

MLE
DPDy;
DPDy2
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPD

RM
SM
HL

0.72041
0.67864
0.67814
0.70428
0.74547
0.79114
0.83663
0.88090
0.92174
0.96071
0.99714
0.79906
3.72798
4.40349

0.90658
0.85190
0.84914
0.88296
0.93715
1.00115
1.06864
1.13530
1.19780
1.25461
1.30633
0.96978
3.85123
4.42266

1.00023
1.00027
1.00029
1.00029
1.00027
1.00025
1.00021
1.00018
1.00014
1.00010
1.00006
1.00037
1.00093
1.00070

10.11120
10.09599
10.10661
10.13060
10.16114
10.19468
10.22919
10.26340
10.29656
10.32857
10.35983
9.63974
6.28785
5.60404

Table 10: Results for n = 25 and 8 = 10.0.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDys
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.7
DPDyg
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.08380
0.08246
0.08781
0.09415
0.09978
0.10464
0.10877
0.11232
0.11543
0.11821
0.12074
0.09302
0.66464
0.66722

0.07966
0.07838
0.08328
0.08875
0.09357
0.09763
0.10108
0.10409
0.10682
0.10936
0.11181
0.08723
0.61029
0.64313

0.99982
0.99960
0.99947
0.99937
0.99922
0.99900
0.99871
0.99837
0.99798
0.99758
0.99717
0.99808
1.03188
0.99968

1.50756
1.50630
1.50592
1.50570
1.50560
1.50565
1.50583
1.50613
1.50649
1.50692
1.50739
1.45694
0.90040
0.85875

Table 11: Results for n = 50 and 3

= 1.5.

Bias

RMSE

(67

B

MLE
DPDy 1
DPDy»
DPDq.5
DPDy4
DPDys
DPDqg
DPDy.7
DPDy g
DPDq.o
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.11258
0.10531
0.10608
0.11027
0.11515
0.12008
0.12512
0.13032
0.13532
0.14002
0.14444
0.12599
1.03790
1.08433

0.12330
0.11463
0.11485
0.11828
0.12289
0.12790
0.13299
0.13804
0.14297
0.14776
0.15243
0.13563
1.00918
1.07070

0.99977
0.99971
0.99968
0.99967
0.99964
0.99958
0.99950
0.99939
0.99927
0.99913
0.99899
0.99871
1.01836
0.99968

2.51259
2.50999
2.50918
2.50902
2.50922
2.50969
2.51036
2.51119
2.51214
2.51319
2.51430
2.42824
1.50067
1.43126

Table 12: Results for n = 50 and g = 2.5.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDys
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.7
DPDyg
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.20229
0.18330
0.17952
0.18473
0.19297
0.20197
0.21131
0.22059
0.22926
0.23721
0.24474
0.22744
2.01779
2.14528

0.24384
0.22067
0.21547
0.21992
0.22885
0.23957
0.25076
0.26183
0.27252
0.28274
0.29248
0.26840
2.01620
2.14106

0.99984
0.99984
0.99985
0.99987
0.99990
0.99992
0.99994
0.99996
0.99997
0.99998
0.99999
0.99930
1.00890
0.99979

5.02519
5.01953
5.01793
5.01799
5.01887
5.02030
5.02218
5.02444
5.02703
5.02992
5.03304
4.85648
3.00133
2.86251

Table 13: Results for n = 50 and g = 5.0.

Bias

RMSE

(07

B

MLE
DPDy
DPDy o
DPDy.s
DPDy.4
DPDy.s5
DPDqg
DPDq.r
DPDg g
DPDy
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.39314
0.35297
0.34244
0.35139
0.36737
0.38509
0.40285
0.42052
0.43690
0.45232
0.46632
0.44259
4.00686
4.27887

0.48733
0.43752
0.42443
0.43261
0.45089
0.47316
0.49647
0.51945
0.54155
0.56259
0.58254
0.53645
4.03215
4.28209

0.99991
0.99991
0.99993
0.99995
0.99997
1.00000
1.00002
1.00005
1.00008
1.00010
1.00013
0.99964
1.00438
0.99989

10.05038
10.03879
10.03574
10.03634
10.03874
10.04232
10.04683
10.05215
10.05816
10.06476
10.07184
9.71296

6.00266

5.72503

Table 14: Results for n = 50 and 8 = 10.0.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDys
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.7
DPDyg
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.05552
0.05494
0.05884
0.06308
0.06696
0.07034
0.07330
0.07591
0.07830
0.08055
0.08272
0.06222
0.62188
0.65325

0.05357
0.05199
0.05510
0.05863
0.06188
0.06479
0.06742
0.06983
0.07209
0.07424
0.07631
0.05875
0.58480
0.63691

1.00047
1.00033
1.00019
0.99999
0.99974
0.99943
0.99909
0.99874
0.99840
0.99808
0.99777
1.00098
1.00168
1.00032

1.50174
1.50154
1.50175
1.50209
1.50255
1.50310
1.50370
1.50431
1.50491
1.50548
1.50602
1.47066
0.92068
0.86398

Table 15: Results for n = 75 and

=1.5.

Bias

RMSE

(67

B

MLE
DPDy 1
DPDy»
DPDq.5
DPDy4
DPDys
DPDqg
DPDy.7
DPDy g
DPDq.o
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.07467
0.07018
0.07120
0.07442
0.07821
0.08223
0.08619
0.08992
0.09330
0.09643
0.09939
0.08437
0.99106
1.07037

0.08292
0.07601
0.07647
0.07938
0.08315
0.08717
0.09117
0.09498
0.09856
0.10190
0.10503
0.09135
0.97106
1.06097

1.00023
1.00016
1.00008
0.99998
0.99984
0.99969
0.99952
0.99935
0.99918
0.99902
0.99886
1.00053
1.00066
1.00014

2.50289
2.50253
2.50294
2.50356
2.50427
2.50502
2.50576
2.50647
2.50714
2.50776
2.50835
2.45111
1.53447
1.43996

Table 16: Results for n = 75 and g = 2.5.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDys
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.7
DPDyg
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.13427
0.12247
0.12062
0.12450
0.13070
0.13752
0.14403
0.15041
0.15624
0.16144
0.16618
0.15243
1.94382
2.12524

0.16399
0.14714
0.14523
0.15010
0.15744
0.16533
0.17301
0.18019
0.18679
0.19284
0.19839
0.18079
1.94111
2.12178

1.00009
1.00007
1.00004
1.00000
0.99995
0.99990
0.99984
0.99979
0.99973
0.99967
0.99961
1.00024
1.00020
1.00005

5.00579
5.00505
5.00578
5.00678
5.00775
5.00870
5.00964
5.01063
5.01168
5.01281
5.01401
4.90221
3.06894
2.87993

Table 17: Results for n = 75 and

=5.0.

Bias

RMSE

(07

B

MLE
DPDy
DPDy o
DPDy.s
DPDy.4
DPDy.s5
DPDqg
DPDq.r
DPDg g
DPDy
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.26099
0.23603
0.23087
0.23739
0.24880
0.26117
0.27319
0.28497
0.29591
0.30589
0.31468
0.29671
3.86850
4.24273

0.32774
0.29278
0.28783
0.29724
0.31180
0.32741
0.34248
0.35652
0.36942
0.38128
0.39219
0.36134
3.88210
4.24355

1.00004
1.00003
1.00002
1.00000
0.99999
0.99997
0.99995
0.99993
0.99991
0.99989
0.99987
1.00011
1.00007
1.00002

10.01158
10.01009
10.01140
10.01310
10.01465
10.01611
10.01765
10.01938
10.02136
10.02362
10.02613
9.80442
6.13788
5.75986

Table 18: Results for n = 75 and 8 = 10.0.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDys
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.7
DPDyg
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.04296
0.04247
0.04547
0.04869
0.05143
0.05379
0.05581
0.05761
0.05930
0.06090
0.06255
0.04815
0.62856
0.64668

0.04082
0.03971
0.04232
0.04513
0.04761
0.04975
0.05162
0.05329
0.05483
0.05630
0.05772
0.04561
0.59454
0.63379

1.00005
1.00005
1.00001
0.99995
0.99988
0.99979
0.99970
0.99961
0.99952
0.99943
0.99934
0.99919
1.01370
1.00037

1.50226
1.50162
1.50158
1.50172
1.50194
1.50220
1.50249
1.50277
1.50306
1.50335
1.50363
1.47629
0.90907
0.86672

Table 19: Results for n = 100 and 8 = 1.5.

Bias

RMSE

(67

B

MLE
DPDy 1
DPDy»
DPDq.5
DPDy4
DPDys
DPDqg
DPDy.7
DPDy g
DPDq.o
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.05753
0.05365
0.05452
0.05699
0.05998
0.06297
0.06590
0.06871
0.07138
0.07380
0.07608
0.06522
1.00733
1.06350

0.06297
0.05741
0.05789
0.06026
0.06325
0.06638
0.06947
0.07240
0.07516
0.07774
0.08016
0.07084
0.98813
1.05599

1.00000
1.00001
0.99999
0.99996
0.99991
0.99985
0.99978
0.99972
0.99967
0.99962
0.99957
0.99948
1.00796
1.00019

2.50377
2.50267
2.50264
2.50304
2.50364
2.50434
2.50505
2.50574
2.50639
2.50700
2.50757
2.46048
1.51512
1.44454

Table 20: Results for n = 100 and 8 = 2.5.
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Bias

RMSE

(%

B

MLE
DPDy,
DPDys
DPDy s
DPDy 4
DPDy s
DPDyg
DPDy.7
DPDyg
DPDyg
DPD,

RM
SM
HL

0.10319
0.09279
0.09203
0.09566
0.10117
0.10703
0.11268
0.11787
0.12253
0.12683
0.13092
0.11775
1.98093
2.11494

0.12446
0.11053
0.10901
0.11314
0.11936
0.12607
0.13261
0.13873
0.14438
0.14957
0.15435
0.14018
1.97550
2.11189

0.99999
1.00000
1.00000
0.99998
0.99996
0.99994
0.99992
0.99989
0.99987
0.99985
0.99983
0.99973
1.00388
1.00008

5.00754
5.00540
5.00537
5.00622
5.00744
5.00881
5.01023
5.01164
5.01301
5.01435
5.01564
4.92095
3.03025
2.88908

Table 21: Results for n = 100 and 8 = 5.0.

Bias

RMSE

(07

B

MLE
DPDy
DPDy o
DPDy.s
DPDy.4
DPDy.s5
DPDqg
DPDq.r
DPDg g
DPDy
DPD

RM

SM
HL

0.20044
0.17818
0.17579
0.18276
0.19328
0.20496
0.21578
0.22551
0.23456
0.24297
0.25078
0.22916
3.94509
4.22385

0.24873
0.21954
0.21540
0.22352
0.23615
0.24974
0.26292
0.27523
0.28659
0.29703
0.30663
0.28018
3.95091
4.22377

0.99999
1.00000
1.00000
0.99999
0.99999
0.99998
0.99997
0.99996
0.99995
0.99994
0.99993
0.99986
1.00192
1.00004

10.01508
10.01092
10.01089
10.01253
10.01484
10.01743
10.02014
10.02288
10.02562
10.02833
10.03101
9.84190

6.06049

5.77816

Table 22: Results for n = 100 and 5 = 10.0.
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