MAaAX PLANCKINSTITUTE FOR GRAVITATIONAL PHYSICS
IMPRS LECTURE SERIES

Making sense of data: introduction to statistics for gravitational
wave astronomy

Problem Sheet 1: Frequentist Statistics

1. This can be proven by induction. We write
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Proving the t-distribution is properly normalised is equivalent to proving that
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Setting n = n + 2 in the above we find
(n+2)7l (2 +1) n+2 n orl (%)

r(+1) non+l T ()
which follows from the identity I'(n + 1) = nl'(n). Therefore, if we can show that

I = /al(1/2) =7, [, = V21 /T(3/2) = V271 /(v/7/2) = 2¢/2 and

n+2 n
n n+l1"

[n+2 =

the result follows by induction. Firstly we note
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where we used the substitution # = v/2sinhu. Finally, we prove the recurrence
relation
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We can use a substitution z?/n = u?/(n + 2) in the first integral to put it in
the form of I, 5. For the second term we can integrate by parts, writing u = =,
dv/dx = z/(n(1 + 22 /n)"+3/2. We obtain
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as required.




2. The pdf of the Beta(a, b) distribution is

p(z) = sy 1 —a) Tt ifo<a <
0 otherwise

where .
B(a,b) = / (1 —2)" tde
0
is the Beta function. The mode is found by setting the derivative of the pdf to zero
(a—1)z* 21 —2) = (b-12"'1-2)"2=0 = (a+b—-2)zx=(a—1).

So the mode is (e —1)/(a+b—2) unless a+ b = 2, in which case the mode is x = 1.

To derive the other quantities we need to compute moments of the distribution.
This is most easily done using the identity

Beta(a, b) = %,

which you can use without proof . Using this identity we can prove

Beta(a +n,0)  T'(a+n)I'(a+0b) (a+n—1)...a
Beta(a,b)  Da-+b+n)(a) (a+b+n—1)...(a+b)

E(z") =
The mean is found by setting n = 1 in the above, giving a/(a + b). The variance
can be found using

ala+1) _ a® ab
(a+b+1)(a+b) (a+b)? (a+b2(a+b+1)

var(X) = E(z?) — E(2)* =

and so on. The skewness is

2(b—a)Va+b+1
(a4 b+ 2)vab

N(X) =

and the excess kurtosis is

6[(a —b)*(a+b+1) —abla+b+2)]

Ex. Kurt(X) =
x. Kurt(X) abla+b+2)(a+b+3)

Solutions that explained how to compute the results and quoted the final results (or
derived them using computer algebra packages) were acceptable.

3. The MGF for the exponential distribution can be found via

A

_ tX7 > tx —Ar __
Mx(t)=E[e ]—/0 e e =1

'The proof involves wrltlng r'(m = [ o e umle "y dudv and doing a substitution
u=r2cos?0, v =r2sin? 0. After thlb change of variables the radial part of the integral can be recognised
as I'(m + n) immediately. The @ integral is 2 foﬂ/ % cos?m1 g gin2" 1 0df, which can be recognized as

Beta(m, n) by writing x = cos? 6.
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Similarly, for the Gamma(n, \) distribution we have
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(

The MGF for a sum of n IID random variables, each of which has MGF Mx(¢), is
Mx (t)". Hence we deduce that the sum of n IID £(\) random variables is a I'(n, A)
distribution, as required.

The joint distribution of (X,Y) is

(22 4y)
5 lem 2

1
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since they are independent. We define two new random variables

X
T="—  U=Y.

3=

The Jacobian matrix for the transformation from (z,

to (¢, u
ot ot x
- (E )- ‘ff
o dy

from which we deduce the joint pdf of (T, U )

. p(z,y) = ! u%e_%<1+£>
’J| V2rtingl'(n/2) '

We now integrate u out of the distribution to find p(t). We note
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Hence we deduce the pdf of ¢
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(a) This is the standard Birthday Party Problem. The birthday of each GW source
is independent and there are 365 possible birthdays. Therefore there are a total
of 365™ possible ways in which the birthdays can be distributed through the
year. Out of these possibilities, the number of ways in which all the birthdays
are different is the number of ways to choose permutations of size n from a set
of 365 possibilities, which is 365F,. The probability that all the birthdays are
different is therefore

p(t,u) =

as required.

365!
(365 — n)! 365"
Evaluating this for n = 22 gives 0.524, while for n = 23 it gives 0.493, so once
23 events have been observed we are more likely than not to have two on the
same day.




(b) If the n events are distinct, then the probability that the new category of event
falls on the same date as one of the previous observed events is just n/365. If
we do not specify that the events are distinct then it is easiest to consider the
problem the other way around. The new event singles out 1 date out of 365 that
is special. The probability that a particular event in the first category is on a
different date is 364/365. The probability that all of the first class of events
are on different dates is (364/365)™ and the probability that at least one of the
first category of events is on the same day as the new event is 1 — (364/365)".
As a LIGO example, the first binary neutron star event was observed after 10
binary black hole events had been observed. The probability that it would be
on the same date as a BBH merger is therefore 2.7%, so it would have been
surprising if it had coincided with a BBH.

(c) Working in time units of days, the stated rate is A = 1/7. The separation of
events drawn from a Poisson process with rate A follows independent £(\) dis-
tributions. After observing n events, we have observed n — 1 event separations
and we are therefore interested in the minimum of n — 1 independent £(\)
random variables. The probability that this minimum, m, exceeds 1 is

n—1

P(m > 1) = (P(X; > 1)" ' =e 7.

When n is large enough that this is less than 0.5, we are more likely than not
to have seen two events separated by less than 24 hours

_n—-1

™7 <05 = n>T7In(2)+1=>585.

So once we have observed 6 events there is a better than 50% chance that there
will be two within 24 hours 2.

(d) In this formulation of the problem we ask about time rather than the number
of events, so we must marginalise over the latter. After observing for time ¢,
the number of observed events, n, follows a Poisson distribution with rate At.
If n =0 or n = 1 the separation of events is definitely more than 1 day. If
n > 2 we must compute the probability that n events distributed randomly in
the interval [0,¢) have a minimum separation greater than 1 day. Denoting the
latter by p, the probability that the minimum separation is greater than 1 day
is

P(m > 1) =e

1+ M+ i (At)kpk] (2)

k!
k=2

where A = 1/7 as before. It remains to compute p,,, which is the probability
that the minimum separation between n points distributed in [0,t) exceeds 1
day. This is equal to the probability that the minimum separation of n points
distributed in the interval [0, 1] exceeds 1/t. There is an extensive literature on
the “stick breaking problem”, i.e., the distribution of lengths of the pieces of a
unit length stick broken at random (see for example L. Holst, J. Appl. Prob.
17, 623-634 (1980), which has been uploaded to the course website along with

20ne of the submitted solutions answered the different, but also interesting question, of how many
days would you have to observe before seeing two events on the same date. In that case, we want to use
the probability of seeing less than 2 events on a given day, which is p = (8/7)e~"/7 = 0.99072. After n
days, the probability that we have seen 2 or more events on a day is 1 — p™, which is equal to 0.5 when
n = —1In(2)/In(p) = 74.33, so we would have to wait 75 days. This is about twice as long as we have to
wait to have two events separated by less than 24 hours.
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Figure 1: Probability that all event separation will exceed 24 hours as a function of
observation time (blue curve). The horizontal orange line indicates a probability of 0.5.
The blue curve reaches p = 0.5 at ¢t = 41.4332.

these solutions for those who are interested). The result we need here is the
probability that the first r intervals on a stick broken into n + 1 pieces all
exceed x = 1/t, which is (1 — rz)"}, where ay = a if @ > 0 and 0 otherwise.
In fact, we need the probability for the middle n — 1 intervals out of n + 1,
but as the stick is broken at random the distribution must be symmetric under
permutations of the intervals and so this is the same as the probability for the
first n — 1 intervals. We conclude that

= (- 2)

A direct proof of this result is given in Appendix . Using this result in Eq. (2)
we can evaluate the probability as a function of observation time. This is shown
in Figure 1. The probability reaches 50% at t = 41.4332. During that time,
the expected number of observed events is 41.4332/7 = 5.92, which is close to
the n = 5.85 found (much more easily) in Q5(c).

6. The results in this question can also be obtained using results from the theory of
stick breaking. We have n birthdays distributed randomly over the year, which we
can represent as a circle with unit circumference. The first birthday is arbitrary,
but once this is specified it sets a zero point on the circle, which we can think of as
representing the two ends of the stick that have been identified with one another.
The remaining (n—1) birthdays are distributed randomly around the circle (or along
the stick) and therefore the full set of n birthdays represents a random partition of
the stick into n pieces. To answer part (a) we need the distribution of the maximum
length of a piece, while to answer part (b) we need the distribution of the minimum
length of a piece. The corresponding results may also be found in Appendix .

(a) To answer this question we need the probability that the pieces of a unit-length
stick broken into n parts are all less than x = 1/26 (which corresponds to 2
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Figure 2: Probability that the longest spacing between birthdays is less than 2 weeks as
a function of the number of members of the institute (blue curve). The horizontal orange
line indicates a probability of 0.5. The blue curve reaches p = 0.5 between n = 137 and

n = 138.

weeks). This is shown in the Appendix to be given by

Sy (%) =g ()

=0

This can be evaluated numerically and is plotted in Figure 2. We conclude
that the must be 138 members in the institute before Andrew gets his cake at
least every two weeks!

To answer this question we need the probability that the minimum length of
pieces of a stick broken into n parts exceeds x, which is shown in the Appendix
to be (1—nx)?~!. This can be evaluated numerically and is shown in Figure 3.
We see that even with as few as n = 5 members in the institute there is a
greater than 50% chance that the minimum separation between birthdays is
less than 2 weeks. So, Alice should employ at most 4 people if she wants to
protect her members’ health.

in,),

7. Let ny,41 be the number of items which survive to time mh (so that n =) ""n
and let v = e="*. The probability that an item fails in the interval ((r — 1)h,rh) is

pr = Pr((r—1h<T <rh)
— (1 . efrh/\) . (1 . ef(rfl)h)\>
— ,Yr—l o ,YT
= Y1y (=1 ...,m)

the probability of surviving to time mh is

Pmy1 = Pr(T > mh) = e7™* = 4™,
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Figure 3: Probability that the shortest spacing between birthdays is greater than 2 weeks
as a function of the number of members of the institute (blue curve). The horizontal
orange line indicates a probability of 0.5. The blue curve reaches p = 0.5 between n = 4
and n = 5.

The joint distribution of (Ny, Na, ... , Npi1) is Mult(n,p1, ... ,Pmy1), SO the
likelihood function is

m+1 m r— n mn
Lo TT 20— LS =) xymee
W=n]] 5 = TS
r=1 T HT‘Zl n”"

i o

where s; = Z;”:ll(r — Dny, o =Y o Ny =N — Npy1. Therefore, by the Factor-

ization Theorem, (S, S2) is sufficient for A. [Note: (S, Nyui1) is also sufficient for
AJ

8. The likelihood for 8 =(a, ) is

n

L(a, B;x) = H(oz—i—iﬁ)exp{—(oﬁ—iﬂ)xi}

= {H(a + i)} exp{—«a Z x;}exp{—p Z iz}

=1

Let s = (s1,82) = (O i @i, .y ix;). Using the Factorization Theorem with

n

g(s, o, B) = {] J(a +iB)} exp{—as; } exp(—Bsy} and h(x) =1

=1

we see that S = (S1,5:) = (3 1, Xi, > ., 1X;) is sufficient for (o, ).
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Solving

PrlX, =1

Be g = and P, = 0] Pr{X, = ] = 1
for Pr(X; = 0] and Pr[X; = 1] gives Pr[X; = 0] = {757 and Pr[X; = 1] = %
Putting these together, we can write Pr[X; = z;] = % The likelihood function

for (o, B) is

n PiT; exp{> " (a4 Bz;)z;}
L(a, B;x) = HPT[Xj - Ij] = H (1€_|_ ers) - H?:1J(11_|_ e(a-l-ﬁzjj))]

[Note on sufficiency: let sy = Y37, @), so = > 275, 8 = (s1,82), g(s, , ) =

% and h(x) = 1. Then, from the Factorization Theorem, S = (51, 52) =
Jj=1

(D251 X5y 225y 2 X;) is sufficient for (a, 5).]

To show minimal sufficiency, suppose that we have a second set of observations

wy, Wa, ..., w, on X.

The likelihood ratio is
Liaugix) oo Sy + 5 2y T (1 + e+)

L(a, B;w) H?:1(1 + e tB8z )exp {a Z;’L:I w; + B Z?:1 ijj}

This will depend on (o, 8) unless Y7 x; = D70 wy, D0 2wy = Y0 Zjw;.

Therefore (51, 52) = (Z?:1 X5, 00 szj) is minimal sufficient for (a, 3).

Note that the explanatory variables are assumed constant and known in each set
of observations. If these are not constant or are unknown then the set of sufficient
statistics is necessarily larger.

The cdf of X, is given by

F(zr) = PriXp <z]=PrlX;<z,Xy<uz,...,X, <z

= Pr[Xiy<zlPr[Xy<z] ... PriX,, <z]= (§>n7
for 0 <z <0, since X, ..., X, are independent. Therefore, f(x) = Z—I; = ”‘”07:1’ for
0<z<4@.
For a single observation, X ~ U[0,6]: E(X) = g and var(X) = E(X?)—[BE(X)]? =
02 92 _ 62

3 4 12

Thus, if X is the mean of n observations, we have E(X) = ¢ and var(X) = %,
so E(2X) =0 and var(2X) = %.

Therefore, 2X is unbiased with variance — 0 as n — oo, hence it is a consistent
estimator.

0 n—1
nw n n+1
E(Xw) = dr = ——0, so E Xy | =0
(Xew) /Oxen T=mrnl (n ())
0 n—1 2 2 2092
var(X () = / LA P D Y I L
0 on n+1 (n+2) (n+1)2

nb?
(n+1)%(n+2)

no? ) )
= (n+1)2(n+2)[n +2n+4+1—n°—2n] =
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Thus var [”T“X(n)] = n(g—i?)' Hence @X(n) is also an unbaised estimator for 6

with variance— 0 as n — oo, and so is a consistent estimator.

Comment: ("nﬂX (n) 1 preferable to 2X as an estimator for # as both are unbiased
and consistent, but the former can be vastly more efficient.

The likelihood is

LOx) = [ £l | A) = Ae? S 1(Aix) = L(A) = nlod =AY, (4)

and —=—— ) ;. (5)

MLE: Equating 0l/O\ to zero gives N = n/> x; or 1/Z, and it can be verified that
this corresponds to a maximum.

Mean: To compute E(1/X) we note that Y = 3~ X; has a gamma distribution with
p.d.f. \"y" "t /T'(n), y > 0, and 1/7 is n/y, so

1 n R n
E _ — E ) = - on—1 —)\y_d
(X) <Y> /0 rm)? © y"

nA o\t 9y nA
<n_1)/0 -1’ ° YT

Variance: We first compute

and then deduce

(%) = n ) e 0o

Cramér-Rao bound: The second derivative of the log-likelihood is

9%l n

Fehaiel

which is constant and therefore equal to its expectation value, which is minus the
Fisher matrix. Therefore I = n/\2.

Bias: The bias is
n A

N = o A e

so the MLE is biased but asymptotically unbiased.

Consistency: The bias () — 0 and var(5) — 0 as n — 0o = + is consistent.

var(%) 1

Asymptotic efficiency: —7= — 1 as n — oo. Therefore 5 is asymptotically

efficient.



12. Using 6 to denote o2, the likelihood is

13.

L(Q)zg—nexp{ 50 }
The Fisher matrix can be found from
- Yy o n Y
0) = —nlogb =555 5= 51 S
02l n  nE(X?)
:‘E(%) 2B
E(X?) = /005’7_3 _5”_2 dr — | —22 _r
=/ g OXP | —5p | dv = |2 exp
< x x?
= 29/0 5 &P <—%) dr = 20.
Giving

o= () =~ (7 -

The Cramér-Rao lower bound is var (6) >

i o _ nc1
Since 35 = 5 (50

estimator 6 = > X2 /2n.

The expectation value of X is

> ai —0)

~

02
ie. var(f) > — <1 +
n

(ITx:)

9%l n  n20

& o (143
T, 7

0b
00

so it is an unbiased estimator of p. The variance is

var(X,) = E(X7) —p*=p—p°

The combined likelihood is

I—p

2)-

E(X;))=0x(1—-p)+1xp=p

n

62

2
—) where b = bias (6).

p(1 —p).

L(p;x) = p="i(1 —p)" =" = (L>in (1-p)"

[= Iy(6 — 6)], the bound is attained by the unbiased

and from the factorisation theorem we recognize S = > X; as a sufficient statistic.

When X; =1:

=1

=1

Pr [Xl =LY X;= t] Pr [

=2

|

o-

o

n—1
t—1

> 915—1(1 _ 9)n—1—t+1

o

< y ) 01(1 — 6)n—t

t
o
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When X; = 0:

t —t

Note that the conditional distribution of X; given > X; = t is independent of 6, as
it should be. Therefore

i.e.

O, =
n

- n—t t ot
X X, =t|=0- 1.2 ==
13w et

~

Or

>ox
=1

n

= X.

We deduce that the sample mean, X, is a better estimator. It’s variance is p(1—p)/n,
which is smaller than that of X, as expected.

(a)

()

The likelihood for the observed data is

pyX.0) = (=) e |~ v~ X8)" (v - X5)

and so maximising the likelihood is equivalent to minmising the sum of squares

(y —XB)" (y — XB).

Differentiating with respect to (each component of) 5 and setting the deriva-
tives to zero gives

XTXg-XT'y =0 = f=X"'X)"'X"y

as required.

The above estimator is a linear combination of normally distributed random
variables (the y;’s) and hence is normally distributed. The mean is found via

E(B) = (X"X)"' X E(y) = (X"X)"'X"Xf3 = 3.

The covariance of a linear combination of random variables Ay is A cov(y)
AT and so we deduce

cov(f) = (XTX) !XT IX(XTX) ! = o2(XTX) 7

We deduce R
f~N(B,0*(XTX)H)
as required.

We write g; = y; — (X3); and note

E(%:9,) = cov(yi,y;j) = 028



The quantity
y'y = B"X"y = (3 +XB)"(§ +X6) — (¥ + XB) X(XTX) "' X" (§ + Xp)
=¥y -y XX'X)"' X"y
= i — yizi; (X X) 5 2y (6)

where we introduced Einstein summation convention in the last line. We now
take the expectation value

E (yTy — BTXTy> =2 (5ii — xij(XTX)j_klxik)
= o’Tr (I, — X(X"X)'X")
=0o’Tr (I, — (X"X)7'X"X) = o*Tr (I, — I)
=o*(n—k). (7)

Here we use I, to denote the k x k identity matrix. The quoted result follows.

As mentioned in the question, the quantity (n — k)62 is independent of B and
follows a x? distribution with (n — k) degrees of freedom. We won’t give a
detailed proof, but this is most easily seen by decomposing the observations y
into a model-parallel and model-orthogonal piece. In particular

~ AT ~
y'y - X"y = (y - Xﬁ) (y - Xﬁ) :
This is the sum of squares of the residual, i.e., the difference between the ob-
served data and the part of it that can be explained by the best-fit model. The

elements of the residual, e = (y — XB), are linear combinations of Normally

distributed random variables and so also follow a Normal distribution. The
covariance between the residual and the model parameter estimator is

cov (e, B) =cov (y,y) X(XTX)_l—Xcov(B, B) = ?X(X"X) ' —o?X(XTX)"! = 0.

While zero covariance does not imply independence in general, this is true for
normally distributed random variables. We deduce that e, and hence 62, are
independent of . The estimator 62 is a sum of squares of zero mean normal
random variables and so will follow a chi-squared distribution. However, not
all n components of e can be independent, since we started with n random
variables and £ of them are used to determine the components of B A more
careful analysis decomposes the observations into a set of & components that
lie in the model space, which give B, and a set of n —k components orthogonal
to the model space, the sum of squares of which give e’e. So the latter is o2

times a chi-squared distribution with n — k& degrees of freedom.

The estimator CTB is normally distributed with mean
E(c'p) =c'p
and variance o
2 = cleov(3, B)c = o (XTX) e,
The normalised estimator
T —c'p
/T (XTX)"1c

~ N(0,1)
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is standard normal. We do not know o, but

9 o?
6% = %
n—=k

where x ~ x2_,. Therefore
T3 —cTp _ A
/T XIX) e k)

which is the definition of a ¢-distribution with (n — k) degrees of freedom.
A 100(1 — a)% confidence interval for ¢ 3 is then

where Z ~ N(0,1) and y ~ x2_,

c'g—o c(XTX) teta < c'B<c’B+o c(XTX) cta

where ta is the upper «/2 point (i.e., the point corresponding to (1 — a/2) in
the cdf) of the t,_x-distribution.

Using the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, the most powerful test of the simple null

hypothesis Hy: A = )¢ against the simple alternative hypothesis Hy: A\ =

A1 (A > Ag) has critical region given by 283 > A where A is a constant.

For a Poisson random sample the likelihood is L()) = constant-AZ % exp(—n),
so the critical region is given by

L(A) (%

PBES
(A — M)} > A A > A . > B,
%) > exp{—n(M — o)} = A, oras A >X, Y >

where B is a constant.

As this is the same critical region for any Ay > Ag, this is the critical region of a
uniformly most powerful (UMP) test of the simple null hypothesis Hy: A = \g
against the composite alternative hypothesis Hy: A > .

The MGF of X; ~ Pois()) is My (t) = B(elX) = 3% efrdle® — o-A§nee [T

exp(A(e’ —1)). Hence the MGF of )~ X is My~ x, (t) = [] Mx, (t) = exp(nA(e’ —
1)) which is the MGF of a Poisson random variable with parameter nA.

A test with nominal level of 5% when n = 10 and Ay = 1 has critical region
> x; > 16 from tables of Poisson probabilities with u = nX\g = 10 (a =
PO X;>16)=1—P(> X, <15)=1-—10.9513 = 0.0487).

An approximate critical value may be obtained using a normal approximation
to the distribution of Y X; ~ N(nA,n\). The critical region is given by

1 1
D @i > ndo + 2005V nho + 5 =10+ 1.6449/10 + 5 =157,

The addition of the /2 here is called a continuity correction. This is to account
for the fact that we are approximating a discrete valued random variable by a
continuous distribution.

As XA = 2, n\ = 20, so power is P(30, X, > 16) = 1 — 3,7, (20)];!6_20 =
1 —0.1565 = 0.8435.




()

We now require a test of Hy: A\ = Ay against the alternative Hy : A # Aq.

No uniformly most powerful test exists as for A\; > A the critical region is
Y>> X; > B but for A\; < )¢ the critical region is > X; < B*, and critical
regions are not of same form for all A under alternative hypothesis.

Using a normal approximation to the distribution of > X; when n = 10 and
Ao = 1, a two-sided test (not UMP though) would have critical values

no £ z¥\/n_A0 +1 =104 1.96v/10 £+ 2 = 3.3 and 16.7 (using a continuity
correction).

Likelihood: L(6;x) = 1% exp (-4 S a?).

For samples x and y consider the ratio égz;g = sz exp (=95 (> 2 = > ).
This does not depend on 6 if " z? = > y?, and thus the statistic T = > X?
is a minimal sufficient statistic for 6.

Using the Neyman Pearson Lemma, the critical region of the most powerful
test of Hy: 6 = 0y against Hy: 6 = 0y (0, > 0p) is given by EEZS; > A, where A
is a constant.

. 1 1
i.e. log L(0)—log L(6y) = —nlog 81—2—91 Zx?+nlog 90+2—90 Zx? >log A

, 1/1 1 9 01

ie. 3 (9—0 - 9—1> Zmz > log A + nlog(e—o)
But (% — %) > 0 since 6; > 60y. Thus, the critical region is of the form
S~ 22 > B, where B is some suitably chosen critical value. Therefore, the test
depends on the minimal sufficient statistic 7.
For any 6; > 6y, the test of Hy : 8 = 0y against H; : § = 6, has the same
form and thus the test is an UMP test of Hy : 6 = 6, against the composite
alternative hypothesis Hy : 6 > 6.

f(x) = Fexp (—%). If y = %, j—g = %"” and thus f(y) = f(x)|‘;—’;
%exp (—%) This is the p.d.f. of an exponential distribution with mean 2
which is a chi-squared distribution with 2 degrees of freedom, i.e. Y; ~ x3.
Therefore, under the null hypothesis that 6 = 6,

using properties of i.i.d. (chi-squared) random variables, which can be used to
determine B, i.e. the critical value for a size « test is B = 6px3,(1 — «).

H:0=1H:0>1: With n =5, the size of the test « = 0.05 and 6y = 1, the
critical value is
B =1-%3,(0.95) = 18.31.

Under the alternative hypothesis, the test statistic, > 22, is distributed as 6
times a x3, distribution. Therefore the power of the size « test is

2 (1 —«
P(X%0> XlO(e ))

This is plotted as a function of # in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Power of the size 0.05 test as a function of . For § = 1 the power coincides
with the size, 0.05, as expected.

17. (a) According to the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the most powerful test of size o for
testing the simple null hypothesis Hy: § = 1 against the simple alternative
hypothesis Hy: 0 = 0; (6, > 1) has critical regions of the form

. fly | 61)
p(y|0=1)

S = Ay Kl

e?ae—ﬁ > ziT

{y

= {y: ST > Ko}

= {y (971”6(1*91)21'22'12' > Ka}
= {y: nalogf, + (1 —0,) Zzixi > log K, }

1

= {y: (1-6)) ZzzxZ > log K, — nalog 6}

= {y: X:ZZxZ < C,}

1

since (1 —6;) < 0.
Constant C, can be found from the condition that

P() " zYi < Co | Ho) = a.

(2

To find the distribution of ), 2;X;, we can either use the Central Limit theorem
to find the distribution approximately, or we can find it exactly. Since z; X; ~
I'(a, ) independently, > . 2,X; ~ I'(an, #) or equivalently 0> . z,X; ~ I'(an, 1).
Therefore, since under Hy 6 = 1,

a = P(Z 2.X; < Co | Ho) = Fr(an)(Ca),

2

which implies that C, = F{én (@)



Alternatively, using the approximation, we have that z;X; ~ I'(a,0) implies
that E(2,X;) = zEX; = a/0 and Var(zX;) = a/6?, and hence

Z 2X; ~ N(na/0,na/0%)

for large n. Thus,
a = Zsz <C, | Hy) = Zzl X; —nal/v/na < [Cy — na)/v/na | Hy)
~ O([Cy —nal/vna) =1~ ([na — Co]/v/na)

which implies that C, =~ na — z,v/na.
Thus, the exact UMP critical regions are

{(x1,..., 2 Zsz1<Fr(¢1m1)( )}

and the approximate ones are
{(x1,...,2,) : Z 2ix; < Na — Zoy/nalt.
i
Since the critical regions are independent of 6, the preceding test is also UMP
for testing Hy: 0 = 1 against Hy: 6 > 1.

No, since the critical regions of the UMP for testing the simple hypotheses
Hy: 0 =1 against the alternative hypothesis H;: 6; for #; # 1 depend on 6.

For 6, > 1, the best critical regions are of the form {), z;x; < C,}, and for
6, € (0,1) the best critical regions are of the form {}_, zz; > C,}, that is,
their form is different for different 6;.

For observed data with n = 311, ), zz; = 571 and a = 2, the 5% exact best
critical regions are

{(w1,- mn) 0 Y 2w < Frgy,)(0.05) = 581.5538}

i

and the approximate ones are

{(z1,...,2,) Z 2ix; < na — zposv/na = 580.9775},

that is, the null hypothesis is rejected at 5% significance level.
For a = 0.01, the best critical regions are

{1, w0) Y 2 < Figgy(0.01) = 565.4556}

i

and the approximate ones are

{(z1,...,2,) : Z ziT; < na — zpo1v/na = 563.9811},

that is, the null hypothesis is not rejected at 1% significance level.



Here ). z;z; can be viewed as a test statistic, so the corresponding exact p-
value is

P> " zX; <Yz | Hy) = Freoan () %) = Fre,1)(571) = 0.0183,

and the approximate p-value is

% i

Therefore, according to the exact p-value, the null hypothesis is rejected for

a < 0.0183 and not rejected otherwise. The data provides some evidence
against the null hypothesis, but the evidence is not strong.

The power of the test Hy: 8§ = 1 against the alternative hypothesis H;: 0 = 3
as a function of n, with a = 2, is

n(6) = P> zX; < Fron)(0.05) | Hy : 0 =3) = Fr(an ) (F,1)(0-05))
since under Hy, Y. z.X; ~ I'(an, 3).
The smallest n such that the power of the test is greater than 0.9, equals n = 4,

which can be found numerically, by plotting the power as a function of n. The
corresponding power is 0.908 (for n = 3, the power is 0.794).

According to the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the most powerful test of size a for
testing the simple null hypothesis Hy: 8 = 0, against the simple alternative
hypothesis Hy: 0 =60, (6, > 6y) has critical regions of the form

Ralbo) = 1y Hir%%io%) > Ke

= {y: (gl/eo)nae(%*ﬁ)zi LN Ka}
= {y : (90 — 91) ZZZ‘%‘Z > Ca}

= {y : Zziwi < Ca}

since (0y — 61) < 0. Using 0y ), 2,X; ~ I'(an, 1) under the null hypothesis, C,
is given by

o = P(QO ZZZ‘XVZ < Q()Oa | H()) = Fp(an,l)(eooa)

1

that is, C, = 90_1Fr_(1 y(). For the data given in (d) and o = 0.1, C =

an,1

0y Frto 11(0.1) = 590.26 /6.

I'(622,1)
Therefore, R, (6y) = {y : >, zizi < 590.26/6,}.
By definition, a one-sided 90% confidence interval for 6 using the critical regions
R, (0y) is given by

{90 'y Q Ra(eo)} = {90 : ZZZ'.T}Z' > 59026/60} = {90 1 971 > 59026/90}
— {0y 0y > 590.26/571 = 1.03373},

that is, the corresponding 90% confidence interval for € is (1.0337, 00).



Appendix: Stick breaking

Here we provide proofs of the results that were used in questions 5(d) and 6, relating to
the lengths of sticks broken at random.

Firstly we prove that the probability that the minimum length of pieces of a stick, of
length L, broken at random into n + 1 pieces exceeds x is

pp=pmin{S;: i=1,....n+1} >z) = (1—(71—1—1)%)11r
Note that we can without loss of generality assume L = 1 by rescaling. The result for a
stick of length L is found by the replacement = — x/L in the result for a stick of length
1. We prove this result inductively. For n = 1, the stick pieces both exceed length if the
point of the break lies in the interval [z,1 — z]. There are no points in this interval if
1 —x < x,ie., 2x > 1. Otherwise this interval is a fraction 1 — 2x of the total range in
which the point could lie. We deduce that p; = (1 — 2z),, so the result holds for n = 1.
Now suppose the result holds for some n = k and consider n = k£ 4+ 1. The probability
that the first break point lies in the interval [u, u + du] is

(k + 1)du(1 — u)*

which is the number of ways that the first break point can be chosen from the set of
k 4+ 1 break points, times the probability density for that point (which is uniform), times
the probability that the other k& points all lie in the interval [u, 1]. All stick piece lengths
exceed z if and only if the first break point on the stick lies beyond x, and all the remaining
pieces have length that exceeds x. The latter probability is just the probability that a
stick of length (1 —u) broken into k + 1 pieces has no piece smaller than x, which follows
from the induction assumption and is equal to (1 — (k + 1)z /(1 — u))%. We finally prove
the induction step by integrating over u

et = (k4 1) [(1 )t (1 ~k+ 1)ﬁ)k du

+

_ /Hkﬂ)x(k +1)(1 —u— (k+ Dax)fdu = (1 - (k +2)x)k (8)

and so the result for n = k + 1 follows.

Next we prove the result needed in question 5(d), namely that all of the interior intervals
exceed x. This is related to the previous result, but is slightly different since we do not
care about the first and last intervals, as these do not correspond to event separations, but
only to separations with respect to the arbitrary start and end times of the observation
interval. We derive the necessary result as follows. The probability that the first point is
in the interval [u,u + du| and the last point is in the interval [v, v + dv] is

n(n — 1)dudv(v — u)" 2

which is the number of ways to specify the first and last points, times the probability
density for those points, times the probability that all other points lie in the interval
[u,v]. Given the first and last points lie at u and v, the probability that all internal
intervals exceed z is just the probability that all pieces of a stick of length (v —u), broken
randomly into n — 1 pieces, exceed x, which follows form the previous result. The final



result follows be integrating over v and v

P = /01 /uln(n— 1) <1 —(n— 1>(Ufu>>i_2 (v —w)" 2dvdu

1 1
= / / nn—1)(v—u—(n—1)z)""*dvdu
0 Jut+(n—1)z

1—-(n—1)z )
:/0 n(l—u—(n—1z)"" du
=(1—-(n-1)]. (9)

This is the result required for Q5(d), setting x = 1 and L = ¢, or equivalently x = 1/t in
the above.

This same result is all that is required to answer Q6(b), but for Q6(a) we need the
distribution of the maximum piece length. We first prove the result that the probability
that the first r pieces of a stick broken into n + 1 parts all exceed length x is

(1—rax)},

which can also be used to prove the result above, as described in the solution to Q5(d).
We again prove this by induction on n. Firstly we show that it is true for n = 1. In that
case the stick has 2 parts so we can have r = 1 or r = 2 (the result for » = 0, which has
probability 1, is trivial). For » = 1, the probability is just the probability that the break
point is in the interval [z, 1], which is (1 —z). For r = 2, the probability is the probability
that the break point is in the interval [z, 1 — x|, which is (1 —2x),, so the result for n = 1
follows. Now we suppose this holds for n = k and we consider n = k + 1. The probability
that the first break point is in the interval [u, u + du] is

(k+ 1)du(l — u)k

as above. The first r intervals will all be greater than x if this first break point is in
the range [z, 1], and the pieces defined by the next r — 1 points are all greater than
x. The latter is the probability that a stick of length (1 — u) broken into k pieces has
the first » — 1 pieces all longer than z, which is give by the induction assumption as
(1—(r—1)z/(1 —u))%. We obtain the final result by integrating over u

Priir = /;(k—i- 1)(1 — u)* (1 —(r— 1)<1fu))k du

Jr

1—(r—1)z
e A P T

and so the result follows for n =k + 1.

This result that we want to compute to answer Q6(a) is the probability that the maximum
piece length is less than x. The statement that the r’th stick piece is shorter than x is the
complement of the statement that the r’th stick piece is longer than z. Denoting by X
the event that the r’th stick piece is longer than x, the probability we want to compute is

P(XiNnXoNXsn...NnX,NXn4)

where an overbar denotes the complement. If we consider two events then it is easy to
see (from a Venn diagram or otherwise) that

P(AnB)=1-P(A)—P(B)+P(ANB).



For three events we have
P(AnBNC) =1-P(A)—-P(B)-P(C)+P(ANB)+P(ANC)+P(BNC)-P(ANBNC)
and so on. Therefore the probability we require is

o (DMP(XI N N X ). (11)

Since the breaks are distributed randomly, the probabilities do no depend on the labels
of the intervals and so in each group of terms the probabilities are equal and are given by
the previous result. We conclude that

n+1
P(le...mxw):Z(—w‘(”jl)(1—;’@1. (12)

The result required for Q6(a) requires the replacement n — n — 1 since the periodic
boundary condition means that the stick is broken into n pieces, with n — 1 break points.



