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RISK MODEL UNDER INTERVAL MONITORING AND
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Abstract

Recently, a growing amount interest is quite evident in modelling dependent competing risks
in life time prognosis problem. In this work, we propose to model the dependent competing
risks by Marshal-Olkin bivariate exponential distribution. The observable data consists of
number of failures due to different causes across different time intervals. The failure count
data is common in instances like one shot devices where state of the subjects are inspected at
different inspection times rather than the exact failure times. The point estimation of the life
time distribution in presence of competing risk has been studied through divergence based
robust estimation method called minimum density power divergence estimation (MDPDE).
The testing of hypothesis is performed based on a Wald type test statistic. The influence
function is derived both for the point estimator and the test statistic, which reflects the de-
gree of robustness. Another, key contribution of this work is to determine the optimal set
of inspection times based on some predefined objectives. This article presents determination
of multi criteria based optimal design. Population based heuristic algorithm non-dominated
sorting-based multiobjective Genetic algorithm is exploited to solve this optimization prob-
lem.
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1 Introduction

Competing risk data arises when an event takes place due to different simultaneously effective
causes. The occurrence of an event due to one specific cause precludes one from observing the
occurrence of events due to the other causes. In the literature, a significant amount of work has
been done in competing risk problem. Crowder [I5] provided a monograph on the analysis of
different competing risk models. Prentice et al. [33] analysed failure time data in the competing
risk environment. Austin et al. [I] proposed the analysis of survival data in the presence of
competing risks. Balakrishnan et al. [7, 8] studied estimation of different lifetime distributions in
presence of competing risks. Balakrishnan et al. [9] provided Bayesian inference under competing
risk setup. Wang et al. [35] studied competing risk failure time data for a frailty-copula model.

Dutta and Kayal [20] conducted inferential study under censoring scheme on competing risk data.

Most of those articles present stochastically independent competing risks in action. Recently, a
growing interest is quite evident in modelling dependent competing risks in life time prognosis
problem. Justification of such modelling lies in instances like shock model originally found in
Marshall and Olkin [30]. Suppose, in a system with two components, shock 1 is responsible for
failure of component 1, shock 2 is for component 2 while shock 3 results in failure of both the
components. In such case, the system fails if any one component fails, it is indeed an example of
dependent competing risk set up. In the literature, we find the study on dependent competing risk
in Bai et al. [2], Cai et al. [I3], Feizjavdian and Hashemi [23], Kundu [26], Kundu and Mondal

[25], Shen and Xu [34], Lyu et al. [29] and references therein.

In this work, we explore the study of statistical inference of the life time distribution under de-
pendent competing risk set up. It is assumed that life time under two dependent competing risks
follows a bivariate Marshall Olkin distribution. The subjects of interest are put on life testing
experiment which continues until a pre-specified time point. The observable data consists of num-
ber of failures due to different causes across different time intervals. The failure count data is
common in instances like one shot devices where state of the subjects are inspected at different

inspection times rather than the exact failure times, readers may see Blakrishnan and Ling [4] ],



Balakrishnan et al. [6] for references.

In inference study, conventional point estimation method is the maximum likelihood estimation
(MLE) which is quite popular because of its well-known properties such as asymptotic efficiency,
consistency, sufficiency, invariance transformation. But in presence of outliers, MLE can not
perform well. Basu et al [10] proposed divergence based robust estimation method called minimum
density power divergence estimator (MDPDE) by incorporating a tuning parameter which brings
a trade-off between robustness and efficiency. In this work, along with the MLE, we develop the

MDPDE in dependent competing risk set up based on the failure count data.

Along with point estimation, testing of hypothesis is an essential component in inference study.
In this article, we present hypothesis testing based on the robust MDPDE. The null hypothesis is
constituted based on the equality of the scale parameters of the competing risks. In this regard
a Wald type test statistic is developed based on the asymptotic distribution of the MDPDE. An

approximation method is applied for the power calculation.

The robustness of any statistic can be assessed by its influence function. In the context of dependent
competing risk set-up, the influence functions are computed both for the MDPDE and the Wald
type test statistic. Through numerical experiment also, we depict the robustness of the MDPDE

compared to MLE.

Apart from inference study, in interval monitoring set-up, it is essential to set the inspection
times such that the experiment serves different goals of the experimenter adequately. In this
context, we desire the precision of the estimator to be as high as possible along with minimum
budget for the experiment. We try to achieve both the goals through multi-objective optimization.
Population based heuristic algorithm, Genetic Algorithm (GA) is implemented which returns a set
of Pareto optimal solutions. In the literature, Genetic algorithm has been successfully implemented
in different situations. Readers may refer to Faraz [22], Liu et al. [28], Parkinson [32], Yang et
al.[36]. In this work, we exploit a version of non-dominated sorting GA called NSGA-II proposed
by Deb et al. [16].



The rest of the article goes as follows. In Section 2, we put down the description of the model
along with the study of likelihood function and the maximum likelihood estimators. We derive the
robust density power divergence estimator in section 3. Section 4 provides the study of the testing
of hypothesis based on the robust estimator. In Section 5, we study the influence functions for
both point estimator and the test statistic. Determination of optimal inspection times is studied
in Section 6. In Section 7, an extensive numerical experiment along with a real data analysis for

illustration purposes are presented for the performance evaluation of the developed methods.

2 Model Description

In this section, we briefly describe the Marshall-Olkin Bivariate Exponential (MOBE) distribution
as the life time model followed by description of the model layout.
The cumulative distribution function (cdf) of an exponential distribution with scale parameter A

is defined as
Frop(r) =1—e "
and the pdf is derived as
frop(z;0,N) = A e A% wherez >0, >0,

and it will be denoted by Exp(\). Suppose, Uy ~ Exp(Xg), Uy ~ Exp(\1), Uy ~ Exp(A2) and they
are independently distributed. Define, X; = min{Uy, U} and Xy = min{Uy, Us}. The bivariate
random vector (X, X») is said to follow Marshall-Olkin bivariate Exponential distribution denoted

by MOBE(Ag, A1, A2). The joint survival function of (X, X5) can be derived as,

SMOBE(Il,.%‘Q) = P(Xl > ZL’I,XQ > [L’Q) = P(UO >z, U, > ZEl,UQ > .%'2)

e—()\oz+>\1l‘1+)\2$2)

where z = max{zy,22}. Therefore, the joint probability density function (PDF) of (X, Xs) can

be obtained as
)\1()\0 + )\2)67A1m17()\0+/\2)x2 0<ay <a9 <00

fruoBe(T1,2) = Aa(Ng + Ay )e”Gotrm=A)ea g g g < 00 (1)
Aoe 2, O<zi=20 =12 < 00.



where, A = A\g + A\ + Ao

Suppose n units are put on the life testing experiment and each unit is subject to two competing
risks. Let 77 denote the failure time due to risk 1 and T, denote the same for risk 2. Here,
we assume that (71, Ty) ~ MOBE(\g, A1, A2). Under these competing risk set-up, the observable
failure time is T = min(T1,T3). In the life testing experiment, at different inspection times say
T1,...,TK, the experimenter will observe the number of failures in each interval due to the com-
peting causes and the experiment is terminated at 75 time point. Let N; be the number of failures
which take place in (7,1, 7;] interval for ¢ = 1,..., K where 75 = 0. N; can be decomposed as
N; = Ny + Nj + Ny, where N;;1(N;2) is the number of failures due to cause 1 (cause 2) and Ny is
the number of failure due to both the causes. Let N, be the censored units at the time point 7,
therefore, Ny, =n — .1, S o Na

It is evident that, (N1, N12, Nig, -+, N1, Nko, Nko, Ng) ~ Multinomial(n, p), with the probabil-

lty vector P= (p117p127p107 e 7pK17pK27pK07ps)7 where for i = 17 ey K7
pin = P(rioi<Th <m7,T>T)

= / / frose(r1, x2) (21 < T3) dxy dxo
Ti—1 T2

_ % (e=Xm1 — =)

pie = P(rion <Th <7, 11 >1T5)
_ % (e7X1 — =)

pio = Priaa<Ti=T<m)
— % (et —e™),  and

ps = Pmin(Ty,Tz) > 7x)
—>\TK'

= €

Based on the failure count data across the intervals, the likelihood function can be written as

K 2
1) « (H szyﬂ) .
1=1 [=0

1
)\Zszl i1 )\QZf; Nia )\OZZ-K:l Nio K
1

N\ v\ Vi _
— - > H (8 ATic1 e )\T—L) % e AN Ti
Aiz1 Ni




where 0 = ()\0, )\1, )\Q)T.

Therefore, the log-likelihood can be written as

K K K K
1(0) = Z Nilog Ay + Z Nizlog \s + Z Niplog \g — Z N; log A
=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

K
+ Z N;log (e_)‘”‘l — e_’\”) — AN k.
i=1

The estimating equations are

K K K — ATy —AT;—
Zi:l N B Zi:l N; 4 Zi:l N;(me AMi — 1, e 1)
\j A (e i1 — e=A7i)

—NSTKZO
for j =0,1,2.

Though MLE is a very popular estimator due to its several properties like consistency, efficiency,
it is not able to perform the analysis well in presence of outliers in the dataset. In the following

section we will study a robust estimation method to obtain the estimates of the unknown parameter

0.

3 The Method of Density Power Divergence

Basu et.al [10] first developed the density power divergence method for robust estimation. They
considered a parametric family of models with densities {f;} with respect to Lebesgue measure
where unknown parameter ¢t € €2, which is the parameter space. With respect to the same measure,
let G be the class of all distributions having densities g. Under these assumptions they define the
divergence between density functions g and f; as

g 1) = | { F0 ) = (L+ gt £() + %W(u)} du, >0 )

Note that when g tends to 0, dg(g, f;) tends to become the Kullback-Leibler divergence between
g and f;. In case of having a random sample Xi,...,X,, from G, the true distribution G can
be replaced by the empirical distribution and the minimum density power divergence estimate

(MDPDE) is the value of the parameter t, which will minimize
1 n
o, ) = [ £ )du = (1+5) 3 (X0
i=1
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In our context, the density power divergence between the theoretical probability vector p =

<p117p127p107 s »pKl7pK27pK07ps> and the empirical measure ( %7 %7 %7 SRR %7 %7 %7
&) can be obtained as,
K 2 2
1+ Ni; N,
1
) S M CTORE
i=1 j=0 i=1 j=0
K 2 1453 148
1 Nz s
S ) | ®
fla j=o \ " n

Minimizing dz with respect to the parameters Ag, A1, A2 is equivalent as minimizing H, () where,

Ho(B) = I Sl ot = B2 [0 572 (Bl ) + 2pf] (1)

Based on and (4)), the minimum density power divergence estimator of @ = (Xg, A1, A2)” can

be derived as
55 = argmin H,(B); B> 0.
0

The set of estimating equations can be obtained as

2

0log p; 0log ps i g 0logp; Ny ,0log ps
ZZ 14 gpurp;w gp [ZZ( ) gpg>+7p§ agp]:()‘

i=1 5=0 i=1 j=0

The estimating equations are unbiased and the estimator is Fisher consistent.

In the following result, the asymptotic distribution of the MDPD estimator is presented for
Marshal-Olkin bivariate exponential distribution under competing risk set up.

Result 1: Let 0; be the true value of parameter 8. The asymptotic distribution of the MDPD
estimator 95 is given by

V(05 — 8y) ~ N (03, J5(80) " K 5(80) J5(60) ")

where, J3(60y) and K3(6y) are defined in Appendix.

Proof: See in Appendix.

4 Robust test statistics for hypothesis testing:

In this section, a testing of hypothesis is developed based on the asymptotic distribution of the

MDPDE on the same way as Wald test . Suppose, the null hypothesis is set as Hy : A\ = Ay where
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the alternative hypothesis H; : Ay # Ay. Therefore, it can be rewritten as H : aOTH = 0 where
ap = (0,1, —1)T or equivalently, Hy : @ € ©®y where ©g = {0 :al 0 =0} and H, : 0 ¢ O,.

When 6 is the true value of 6, \/5(55—00) ~ N (03, %(6y)) where 3(600) = J5(00) ' K;5(00).J5(6) ",

and under H
Vnal s ~ N(Or, CLOE(GO)CLO)

Therefore, the test statistic can be defined as,

-1

M, (8) = n(af 8,)" (af ©(Ba)ao) (a7 6y).

When H, is true, Mn(é\g) ~ x? and at level o, the rejection region can be obtained as Mn(é\g) > Xia

where X7, is the upper a percentile of x7.

In this testing, the power function can not be calculated explicitly. Therefore, an approximation

method is being implemented as suggested by Basu el al [I1]. Define,

m(6:,0,) = (agel)T(agz(GQ)a()) (al6)).

where 6, 0y are some values of 6.

Taylor series expansion of m(ég, 0*) at é\g around 6* is given as

om(0, %)

m(6s,0%) = m(0%,0") + 507

lo=0+ (85 — 67) + 0,/(1105 — 67]]).
When, 68 = 6* ¢ Q,,
Vi (m(B5,6%) — m(6",6%)) ~ N(0,0*(6"))
where, 02(0*) = 22007 |, 4. 3(6*) 2807 | ..
Therefore, the power of the test at @ = 6* can be obtained as

P(M.(6:) 2 ) = P(n(m@,éﬁ) —m(6",67)) zﬁ,a_nmw*,e*))
_ P(\/ﬁ(m(éﬁﬁg)m(e*,e*)) 1 (xla

o(6°) = oy Ly Ve 0*>>>

= 1-@(0(;*)(32 Vnm(0*, 9*)))



5 ROBUSTNESS PROPERTY :

Robustness of any estimator can be expressed through its influence function (IF). This section

presents the influence function of the MDPD point estimator and the Wald type test statistic.

5.1 INFLUENCE FUNCTION OF MDPDE :

Suppose G is the true distribution from where data have been generated. If T3(G) denotes the

statistical functional of the MDPDE 5/3, then T3(G) be the value of @ which will minimize

Y Yoy Pt - [Zle > (ffij dG) v+ de?} :
where (z1,19) € I;; = (1,1 < 11 < 73,29 > 1), (T1,22) € Ly = (131 < 1o < 73,21 > T3),
(x1,22) € Ljy = (i1 < a1 =22 < 73), fori=1,..., K and (z1,22) € [y, = (x1 > g, T2 >
TK ).

Therefore, T5(G) will satisfy

1+ 810 4 Olog ps 610 i Ologps
S S s g et [ 52 (4G p 2 o [, dGpl o] = 0.(5)
Then the influence function is obtained as

[F(x, Ty, G) = lim 220G = T5(G) _ 9T5(G)

e—0 € - Oe |6:0'

where @ = (z1,x2), 21,29 € (0,00), Ge = (1 — €)G + €A, and A, is the degenerate distribution
with point mass 1 on . In the following result, the influence function is derived under the assumed
set-ups.

Result 2: The IF of 55, for the Marshal-Olkin bivariate exponential distribution under competing

risk set up is given by

k
dlog pij 50log ps
IF(x, T3, Fp) = [ZZ o1, () — pij)p '8 90 L+ (61, () — ps)pS 90 ]

1 fzxecA

0 otherwise.
Proof: See in Appendix.

where 04(x) =

The maximum of this Influence function over @ indicates the extent of bias due to contamination.

Therefore, smaller value of IF will indicate the estimator as more robust.



5.2 INFLUENCE FUNCTION OF WALD TYPE TEST STATISTICS :

The statistical functional of Mn(é\g) can be obtained as M, (T3(G)). Therefore the influence func-

tion of M,,() is given by I F(x, M,, Fy,) = lim._,o % where, G, = (1 — €)Fy, + €A.
oM, (Ts5(G.)) oTY(G.) -1
T T = S (af S (00)ao)  (af T5(GL)
-1
o)
+(ao T5(Ge)) (ao T5(Ge))

Oe
-1 . 0T3(G,
HA TG (a5 (60)aq) o 7T

As, T(Fp,) = 0y € Oy and al 0y = 0, the first order influence function IF(x, M,, Fp,) = 0. The

. . . . 82 M (T3 (G
second order influence function is derived as I Fy(x, M, Fg,) = lim. g %.

M (T5(C)) %ao(agz(eo)ao>_l(a§Tﬁ(Ge))

Oe? Oe?
82 (GEZ(Oo)ao) -
g (ag T5(Go))

0¢€?
-1 . 0%T3(G.
HA TG (a2(B0)ag) 0 T2
-1
oTY (G.) 3(@52(%)%)
9e Oe
o(a=m) ~ omy(c)

Oe O De

-1 . 0T3(G,
a0<agZ(00)a0> aOT 68(6 )

+(ag T5(G))

+2

(ag T5(G-))

+2(ag T5(Go))"

28TBT(GE)
Oe

1
Therefore, I Fy(x, M, Fp,) = 21 F(x, Ty, Fp,)ag <a§2(90)a0) al IF(x,Tg, Fe,).

6 OPTIMAL INSPECTION TIMES

In this experimental set-up, the design parameter of the life testing experiment consists of ¥ =
(11,...,7K) for fixed sample size. To the experimenters, the concerned aspects influenced by the
design are the cost of the experiment and the precision of the estimators of the model parameters.
Increasing the precision of the estimators is equivalent to minimizing trace or determinant of

the covariance matrix of the estimators. With low precision, the estimated values of the model

10



parameters are highly unreliable which may result in wrong prediction of the life time distribution.
Hence, it is desirable to set the inspection times such that those concerned issues can be overcome.
The optimal design is the set of time points which will determine the best experimental set-up

based on some objectives defined by the experimenter.

In the literature, determination of optimal design or plan is found in wide spectrum of applications.
In Balakrishnan and Han [3], the optimal plan was studied in application of accelerated life testing.
In reliability analysis of one-shot devices optimal inspection times was determined in Ling [27].
Ng et al. [31] studied optimal plan in application of progressive censoring schemes. Recently,
Bhattacharya [12] et al. studied multi-criteria based optimal life testing plan. This article presents

determination of multi criteria based optimal design.

In this work, both the experiment cost and determinant of covariance matrix of the estimators will
be minimized simultaneously. The experiment cost is defined in the following objective function

as
q)l = CO + Cnn—l—CfE(n — Ns>

where C,, is the cost per unit put on in the experiment, Cy indicates cost per failure in the
experiment and C is the unavoidable additive cost for the entire experiment. The second objective

function is defined as
@, = det (J5(80) " K5(80)J5(60) ")
Therefore the overall optimization problem can be framed as
mz’m’@mize(@l, Dy)
subject to @1 < Oy, Py < Cy, I < T < - < Tg,and T < 77,

where ( is the prefixed maximum budget that can be expended and Cj is the pre-defined upper
bound of the determinant of the covariance matrix, 7* is the maximum permitted time length of

the experiment.

This is a multi-objective optimization (MOO) problem. In MOO there is usually no single solution

that is optimal with respect to all objectives. Consequently there are a set of optimal solutions,
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known as Pareto optimal solutions. The Pareto optimal solution refers to a solution, around which
there is no way of improving any objective without degrading at least one other objective. Without
additional information, all these solutions are equally satisfactory. In this work, we apply Pareto
Genetic Algorithm (GA). A Pareto GA returns a population with many solutions on the Pareto
front which is the set of Pareto optimal solutions. The population is ordered based on dominance.

Solution &, dominates solution %,, if

@1(91) < @1(.@2) and @2(.@1) < @2(@2)

or (I)l(.@l) < @1(.@2) and (1)2(91) < @2(92)

A solution is non-dominated if no solution can be found that dominates it.

In this work, we exploit a version of non-dominated sorting GA called NSGA-II proposed by Deb
et. al [I6]. Along with the determination of level of non-dominance, NSGA-II incorporates the
density calculation to maintain a good spread of the solutions in the Pareto optimal set. The tools

and the steps of the algorithm are discussed as follows.

Non-dominance rank: Let us define non-dominance rank say ,..x. At first stage each solution
of the population can be compared with all the other solutions to check it is non-dominated or not.
All the solutions which are non-dominated are assigned .., = 1 and temporarily removed from
the population. Next, from the reduced population, we find all the non-dominated solutions and

assign 4.4,k = 2. The process continues until all the solutions are assigned non-dominance rank.

Rank based on crowding distance : Let us define crowding distance rank say tgistance.- 1he
crowding-distance reflects the density of solutions surrounding a particular solution in the pop-
ulation. The crowding-distance computation requires sorting the population according to each
objective function value in ascending order of magnitude. Let I be any non-dominated set. For
objective function j, %; gistance for solution Z; is assigned as follows.

=1

for each %; € I, gistance = 0

Sort the solutions of I according to the ascending order of magnitude of objective function j.

I = sort(1,®;).

12



In the sorted I, define, 14;stance = ldistance = OO

fori=2,...,1—1

: , ®;(Di1)—P; (T, o\ - . ..
i distance = Uj.distance -+ i @Zﬁizf q)i?s,-,f 1 where QTar(@M) is the maximum (minimum) value of ®;
J J

in L.

Based on all the objective functions for any solution igsance = Y =1 bj.distance

Based on these i,q,, and igistance, Deb et al. [16], define partial order as <, such that

‘@il <n .@z
if Urank < L2rank

OT Uirank = 22rank and Udistance ~ Y2distance-

This indicates a lower non-dominance rank is preferred. Otherwise if non-dominance ranks are

same, solution in lesser crowded region is preferred.

Main Loop: Initially, a population of size N, say P, is generated. Next through binary tournament
selection, crossover, and mutation operations off-spring population say @)y is generated. Elitism is
incorporated through i,.,x and 7gstance On the combined population.

At any t-th generation of the algorithm, off-spring @), is generated from P,. Next population R, is
formed where R; = P, U Q); which is of size 2N. In R; find out all the non-dominated solutions and
store them in Fy. If |F7| < N, next from R, — F} find out all the non-dominated solutions and store
them in F. Here, |- | denotes size of the set. If |[F} U Fy| < N we continue the process. Let [ be the
minimum integer such that |Fy UF,U...UF;_1UF;| > N. Then, we sort the solutions of F; through
the operator <,, and choose the best M = N —|Fj}UF,U...UF;_;| solutions. Based on the elitism,

thus the next generation will be formed as P,y = Fy U Fy U Fj_; U {best M solutions of F}}.

Binary Tournament selection: In this algorithm, binary tournament selection is executed
through the operator <,, . In presence of constraints, a solution can be feasible or infeasible. When
two solutions are feasible, they can be compared with the partial order <,, . For one feasible and
other one infeasible solution, the feasible one will be chosen. In presence of two infeasible solutions,

the solution having small constraint violation will be chosen. In this context, the main constraint

13



is set as 7y < ... < 7g. For an infeasible solution this inequality will not be satisfied and the
lifu<0

constraint violation is measured through 325, S §(r; — 7). where, §(u) = _
T ! 0 otherwise.

Crossover: In this algorithm simulated binary crossover is exploited. The steps are given as
follows.

Select two parents say ¥, and Z,.

Generate a random number u ~ U(0,1). If u < P,, generate r ~ U(0, 1)
1
(2r)nett it r < 0.5
|\
2(1—r)
where P, is the crossover probability and 7. is called the distribution index. Large 7. tends to

Compute g such that g =
otherwise

generate children closer to the parents and small 7. allows the children to be far from the parents.
Generated off-springs are

5" = 0.5[(14 )2, + (1 = B) 2],

D = 0.5[(1 = B)2, + (1 + B) 2]

For detail study reader may refer to Deb and Agrawal [17].

Mutation : A polynomial mutation is implemented in the mutation operation. For a solution
9 = (m,...,Tk), the mutation is operated as follows.

Set i==1.

upper e lower
(Ti T3 T — T )
upper ower
i 7,l v

Generate u ~ U(0,1). If u < P, set, § = ™=

Generate r ~ U(0, 1).
2 + (1 — 2r)(1 — §)m D] Grst) — 1 if r < 0.5
1—[(2(1 =) + 2(r — 0.5)(1 — 8™+ otherwise

T =T + 0 (7;7P — Tlower).

Compute 0, =

Until i+4 ==K.

Here P,, is the mutation probability and 7,7 ({°¢") is the pre-defined upper (lower) bound of

)

7;. For detailed study, the references are Deb et al [16], Hamdan [24].
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7 NUMERICAL EXPERIMENT AND REAL DATA ANALYSIS :

7.1 NUMERICAL EXPERIMENT :

In this section a simulation study has been conducted using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) simulation based on 1000 generations to asses the performances of the developed meth-
ods. Under two dependent competing causes of failure following MOBE life time model, 20 subjects
of interest are put on life testing experiment. Across different inspection time intervals taken as
(0,0.2], (0.2,0.3], (0.3,0.4], the number of failures due to cause 1, cause 2 and both causes are
recorded. The three different sets of model parameters are taken for the study and these model
parameters are contaminated to study the robustness of DPDEs. Those sets are given in the Table
@

Table 1: Model Parameters (Pure and Contaminated Data)

Pure Data Contaminated Data
S.No. S.No. - - -
“Ta A X |77 A A A

0, 45 25 3.5 0, A-0.5 A-0.6 A-0.4
0, 6.3 2.1 4.2 0, Ao-0.8  A1-0.5  XA5-0.6

0s 20 3.0 4.0 0s Ao-0.2  A-0.1  X2-0.3

To obtain DPDEs and MLEs, Coordinate-Descent method is implemented using following steps.

e Start iteration process with the initial values (©) = ()\E)O), )\go), )\go)) where at the m + 1%

iteration, the estimate of the parameters can be derived as,

OHA™ AT )

AT = A8 — h

0o
1 1 a/\l
) _ oy _ OHOG A 8
2 2 8)\2
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where H = —[(0) for MLEs and H = H,(5) for DPDEs and h is the learning rate taken

here as h = 0.01.

e The process continues until {(mam|0§m+1) - 0§m)| , maz|H(O™D) — H(OM™)|;5=0,1,2) <

¢} where ¢ is the threshold value chosen here as 0.0001.

The Bias of MLEs and DPDEs are given in the Table for the pure data and contaminated
data scheme. It is observed that MLEs are highly affected by contamination as biases of MLEs
are increased in contaminated data setting compared to pure data setting. But observing the bias
of the DPDESs, it is evident that the DPDEs are unaffected by the contamination. The overall
behaviour of the bias is that if tuning parameter [ increases, bias decreases. Therefore, higher

value of 5; 0 < 3 <1 is preferred for robustness of the DPDEs.

Table 2: Bias of MLE and DPDE (Pure Data and Contaminated Data)

0 Pure Data Contaminated Data
! Xo A1 A2 Xo A1 A2
MLE | -0.00055843 -0.00064128 -0.00082983 | -0.01949653 -0.01623247 -0.01194419
B =0.2 | -0.00031438 -0.00091560 -0.00086597 | -0.00091536 -0.00013561 -0.00052607
B = 0.4 | 0.00000369 -0.00001053 0.00001073 | -0.00012021 -0.00002257 -0.00000226
B = 0.6 | -0.00002044 0.00000736  0.00001134 | -0.00007559 -0.00001391 0.00000589
B = 0.8 | 0.00000448 -0.00000914 0.00000694 | -0.00005951 0.00000260  0.00000970
B = 1.0 | -0.00000273 0.00000454  0.00000358 | -0.00004392 0.00000707  0.00000160
0 Pure Data Contaminated Data
2 Xo A1 A2 Xo A1 A2
MLE | -0.00087963 -0.00073572 -0.00041731 | -0.01227007 -0.01675230 -0.01325183
B = 0.2 | -0.00001251 -0.00001281 0.00001422 | -0.00010689 -0.00004566 -0.00003516
B =0.4 | 0.00001188 -0.00001086 0.00000451 | -0.00007924 -0.00001869 -0.00001065
B = 0.6 | 0.00001552 0.00000194 -0.00000558 | -0.00005309 -0.00000735 -0.00000435
B = 0.8 | -0.00000394 -0.00000406 0.00000857 | -0.00003254 -0.00000457 -0.00000088
B = 1.0 | -0.00000407 0.00000138  0.00000177 | -0.00002687 -0.00000164 0.00000051
0 Pure Data Contaminated Data
3 Xo A1 Az Xo A1 A2
MLE 0.00045100 -0.00453577 -0.00632121 | -0.01077694 -0.01012153 -0.01448080
B =0.2|-0.00041102 -0.00003321 -0.00025326 | -0.00019593 -0.00008603 -0.00038122
B = 0.4 | -0.00001909 0.00001613 -0.00000079 | 0.00001443 -0.00003119 -0.00004261
B = 0.6 | 0.00000646 0.00000058 0.00000144 | 0.00000708 -0.00000077 -0.00004087
B = 0.8 | 0.00000573 0.00001019 -0.00000706 | 0.00000836 -0.00000252 -0.00001729
B = 1.0 | 0.00000838 0.00000539 -0.00000775 | 0.00000665 0.00000303 -0.00002132
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The approximated power of the Wald type test using various set of parameters are calculated
which are given in the Table . From this table it can be observed that as the difference between
A1 and Ag increases, power of the test increases. It is also observed that as the value of tuning
parameter increases, power of the test gradually decreases.

Table 3: Power of the test

Parameters Power

AN A1 X [B8=02 =04 =06 =08 B=1.0
45 2.5 3.0 0.6024 0.6012 0.5999 0.5983 0.5967
6.3 2.0 3.5 | 0.7405 0.7376 0.7345 0.7315 0.7286
45 25 40| 0.7634 0.7615 0.7591 0.7563 0.7533
4.5 2.5 5.5 0.8969 0.8959 0.8942 0.8922 0.8899
6.3 2.0 55| 0.9025 0.9004 0.8979 0.8953 0.8927

To obtain the optimum inspection time points which would determine the best experimental set-up
based on objectives discussed in Section 6, we have set n = 20, P. = 0.9,n. = 20, P,, = %, K=3
and 7,, = 20. The parameter values are chosen as \g = 0.15, A\ = 0.02, A\ = 0.07 with tuning
parameter 3 = 0.5 and the population size is set as 50. Here, we set 7,77 = 70 and 7/°“¢" = 0 for
1 = 1,2,3. The Pareto optimal solutions for the initial population and after 100 generations are
given in the Table . For the initial population, 4 Pareto optimal solutions are obtained where

for the 100" generation, number Pareto optimal solutions is increased to 42.

7.2 REAL DATA ANALYSIS :

For the real life implementation of the results obtained in the previous sections, an analysis has
been performed on the bivariate data taken from Ebrahimi [2I]. For the inspection time intervals
(0,0.032], (0.032,0.12], (0.12,0.23], failure time data due to cause 1, cause 2 and both causes are
recorded for first 30 observations from the data set found in Ebrahimi [21]. The failure time values
are divided by 10 for the ease of computation. The description of failure time data is given in the

Table . Failure due to cause 1, cause 2 and both causes are indicated as (1,2,0), respectively.

To check whether Marshall-Olkin Bivariate Exponential distribution fits the data, a bootstrap
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Table 4: Optimal Time Points

Pareto front of Initial Population
S.No. Optimal Time Points S.No. Optimal Time Points
T1 T2 73 T1 T2 T3
1 6.428751 42.670939 65.692024 2 9.211211 15.385411 29.028185
3 5.390008 19.465359 57.243752 4 8.516763 34.996492 41.205904
Pareto front of 100?* Generation
1 8.037446 19.707918 19.817200 2 4.932801 50.605646 50.634229
3 4.919766 45.716619 45.806510 4 5.369326 39.244768 39.575436
5 4.932801 50.605646 50.634229 6 4.937966 42.961247 43.015458
7 4.932801 50.605646 50.634229 8 4.926927 45.608204 45.702786
9 4.906357 45.962833 46.043385 10 4.934266 50.862805 50.887417
11 8.036706 19.713485 19.822803 12 4.948874 44.928987 45.045212
13 8.056663 19.513107 19.015796 14 4.915135 42.830166 42.884817
15 6.232382 36.185958 37.218926 16 4.919698 45.717531 45.807419
17 4.932801 50.605646 50.634229 18 4.917877 45.762200 45.850118
19 4.922787 43.059069 43.106004 20 4.932719 50.584295 50.613529
21 4.93795 4296136  43.01554 22 4.927139 43.066642 43.113691
23 4.934322 50.882763 50.907122 24 4.92063  45.74927  45.83648
25 4.948874 44.928987 45.045212 26 8.036706 19.713485 19.822803
27 6.205449 37.715003 37.990882 28 4.933978 50.637504 50.665129
29 4.927668 45.853462 45.944780 30 4.928646 45.570939 45.666709
31 4.972067 50.192955 50.223205 32 4.925974 43.038753 43.089757
33 6.284095 35.913353 36.985382 34 4.933086 43.027484 43.082879
35 6.22404  36.11990  37.90714 36 4.937925 43.022434 43.076440
37 5.071818  42.023778 42.166894 38 4.918082 45.757510 45.845652
39 5.02793  42.07590  42.34212 40 4.932968 50.947484  50.969960
41 5.069286 42.054582 42.301416 42 6.189256 37.782024 38.055071

based testing has been conducted. The test statistic is defined as S = (Zfil |Nij — Eij|+|Ns — Es))
where NN;;’s are the number of observed failures and F;;’s are the number of expected failures in
time interval (7;,_1,7;] due to cause j for i = 1,..., K and j = 0,1,2. Ny and Ej respectively, are
the number of observed and expected survived units at the time point 7. The MLE or DPDE

method can be used to estimate Ej; =n X p;;;7 =0,1,2 and Ey = n X p;.

The MLEs and DPDEs of the model parameters based on the real data set are given in Table (7).
Based on those estimated values of the model parameters, 10000 bootstrap samples are generated
and in each bootstrap sample, we compute the test statistic. The count of the bootstrapped test

statistics greater than the real data based test statistic S divided by the number of bootstrap
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Table 5: Failure Time Data

Failure Time Cause

Failure Time Cause | Failure Time Cause
0.610 1 0.150 2
0.017 2 0.180 0
0.105 1 0.042 2
0.223 1 0.250 2
0.397 0 0.010 1
0.047 1 0.036 1
0.004 0 0.006 2
0.016 0 0.070 2
0.046 0 0.030 2
0.047 1 0.002 1

0.170
0.034
0.030
0.130
0.080
0.080
0.250
0.092
0.027
0.106

o

N O NN ODNON -

sample is the approximate p-value.
corresponding approximate p-values using MLE and DPDE for different tuning parameters ()

are given in Table @ The obtained approximated p-values indicate that MOBE can be applied

as the life time distribution for this real data set.

The MLEs and DPDESs are calculated using the Coordinate Descent algorithm. In this algorithm,
the initial values of the model parameters (A\g = 3.5,A\; = 1.5, Ay = 2.5) are obtained through

grid-search procedure. Also bootstrap estimates of the bias (BT Bias) are computed for each of

Table 6: Approximate p-value Calculation

(7] Test Statistic | Approximate p-value
MLE 15.03554 0.2213
8 =0.2 15.03560 0.2084
B =04 15.03565 0.2178
B =0.6 15.03570 0.2118
B =0.8 15.03573 0.2168
B=1.0 15.03576 0.2235

the estimators which are reported in Table ([7).
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Table 7: MLEs and DPDEs and Bootstrap Estimates of Bias

0 AO Al Az

Estimate BT Bias | Estimate BT Bias | Estimate BT Bias

MLE 3.500992  -0.027849 | 1.500634 -0.017526 | 2.499711 -0.007305
B =0.2| 3500711 -0.021686 | 1.500497 -0.012530 | 2.499757 -0.001851
B =0.4| 3.500498 -0.024127 | 1.500381 -0.013548 | 2.499802 -0.000306
B =0.6 | 3.500344 -0.019039 | 1.500287 -0.008495 | 2.499841 -0.001805
B =0.8| 3.500236 -0.019323 | 1.500214 -0.013260 | 2.499874 -0.000929
B =1.0| 3.500161 -0.017740 | 1.500158 -0.010565 | 2.499902 -0.003314

8 Conclusion

In this work, a robust estimation method has been developed to estimate the life time distribution
under two dependent competing risks which is modelled by Marshall-Olkin bivariate exponential
distribution. The point estimation has been studied through robust minimum density power di-
vergence estimator (MDPDE) and also we have computed maximum likelihood estimators (MLE).
Testing of hypothesis has been performed through Wald type test statistic based on asymptotic
distribution of MDPDE. It is observed through simulation study that MLEs provide misleading
results in presence of contamination while MDPDESs remain unaffected by contamination. The
influence function of the MDPDE and the test statistic have also been derived which measures the
robustness analytically. In the study of power of wald type test, it is observed that for Hy : Ay = Ag,
power would be high if difference between A; and A, is high and value of tuning parameter is small.
In determination of optimal inspection times, Pareto Genetic Algorithm has been applied and it is
observed that by increasing the number of generations, number of Pareto optimal solutions are also
increased. Real data analysis has also been conducted to asses the performances of the theoretical

results in practical situations.

The model analysed here can be studied by incorporating covariates and can also be extended
to the analysis of missing information on covariates, masked cause of failures etc. Same study
can be conducted taking other lifetime distributions and model can be applied on some particular

situations like reliability analysis of one-shot devices. Efforts in this direction is under way and we
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would report these findings as soon as possible.
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Appendix:

Proof of Result 1:

Here, true value of € is denoted by 8y = (Moo, Ao, Aoo)? and MDPDE ag = (Mg, Ag1, Ag2) T
Define M = 3% K + 1 and

i = P3(i—1)+j+1 and Ny = Nz for j=0,1,2and i =1,..., M — 1, pps = ps, Ny = N,

Therefore, H,(/3) can be expressed as

M
14+ N,
-3 -0 ().
e
Define, X, = (Xg1, Xs2, - . -, Xsar) ~ Multinomial(1, p1,ps, - .., par). Therefore N; can be expressed
as Ny = > " | Xy and H,(0) can be re-written as

H,(8) = —Z(ZP’S“—#Z&;%)
s= =1
= EZVB(XS,B)

where, V3(X5, 0) = ;\41 prl _ Hﬁ Zl 1 slpf~

Denote, H, ;3 = 8H"(ﬁ) DD (Wﬁ Xs 0) for j = 0,1,2. Here, we get E(avﬁa())\{s,e)) =0 and
J

Var(—avﬁ(Xs’0)> = (B+ 1)2Var<istpf_l%>

N, N,
Ipy ~1)_(p-1 Opi, Opy
— 1 2(8— 1) 2 9 (8-1), (B-1) 1 2
ﬁ_l_ <Zp l l)(a/\]) Z Dy, by, b, Piy 8)\] a)\]
1<li<la<M
for 7 =0,1,2.
8V5<XS>0) 8V5<X8a0) apl apl
p— 1 —_—
o ey, ) T U Zp’ LR,
Opi, Opy
_2 Z pl pl(f l)pl p Iy el 2 )
1<li<lo<M 8)\]1 a>\]2
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fOl" jl,jg = 0, 1, 2 and jl 7é j2~
Define matrix, Kz(0) where Kg(0),; =

L Var(2% (X,,8) ) and

B+1 X

Vg (Xs,0) 0Vz(Xs,0 .. . .
K/B(9>j1j2 = ﬁ+1 CO ( %(’\J'l )7 ﬁa()\jz )) for j = 07172 and Ji,J2 = 07172;]1 #]2

Define, T,.5 = (Tong, Tinp, Tonp) where,

OH,05(0
Tong = —+v/nHpop(0p) = —\/ﬁﬁuw = 0,
0H,
Ting = —VnHup(0y) = —\/ﬁ%()w 0,
OH,05(0
Tong = —vnHpp(6) = —\/58;;2()’9 = 0,.
Applying Central Limit Theorem, T,5 ~ N (03, (8 + 1)2K3(6y)).
Next, we get,
Oy _ 0Vs(X,0) < 51.9m O O
= 1
D, 0N, 0N, ; [CRRL o, o, PR 8)\318)\”]
M
Ipy apl 1 P
-2 -1
=6+ 06 - ) Xarf o, o, T DXap) aAﬁaAﬁ]

=1

1 P
and poy 22:1 Xg — Dr-

Therefore, it is evident that, 6H”“B (B +HY ( o la‘?\p_l aéi\pf )
J1 72

Taylor series expansion of H,,;z(@) around 6, gives

0H,
Hyjs(0) = Hyjs(6o) +Z afk |-, (Ak — Ako)

0*H,,
o Z Z O\ jaﬁ/\ ’9 90<)‘j1 - )\jlo)()\j2 - )‘j20)'
]1 =0 jo=0 J1 J2

As, Hnjg(é\g) =0, it can be written that,

aHn a Hn ~ ~
—V/nH,;5(60) = \/_E { ]B |e 00 + E a)\kéi lo=60(Asj; — Aji0) | (Agk — Aro)-
71

n 92Hy;5(0) N o
Define, Ajrp = af\i Vg_g, + L Zﬁ 0 a,\ké?\( lo—a,(Agj, — Ajj0) and it is easy to show that

P 5-1dp,
Ajkng — (B+1) Zl:pl a_iiﬁ‘
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Define, 3x3 matrix A, 3 with j, kth element Ajj,5. A5 LI (B84 1)Js(60) where

M

_1 0p; Op
Jo(80) = (w5353 ). (6)
J1 J2

=1

Define, Zi,p = \/ﬁ(/)zﬁk — M), for k = 0,1,2. Therefore, Tj,53 can be expressed as Tj,3 =
ZZ:O AjjnpZins. Denote, Z,p = (Zong, Zing, Zong) and therefore, we obtain, 7,53 = A,32,5.

It can be expressed that Z,5 = A;éTng = \/ﬁ(é\g —60y) = Znz ~ N (03, ng(Oo)Kﬁ(ﬁg)ng(Oo)).

Proof of Result 2:
In (5)), replacing G by G, = (1 — €)Fy + €A, differentiating with respect to €, and taking € — 0,

we obtain

[A,B(H) +(B+ 1)J5(0)] IF — [Ag(e) + 5J,e(9)] TF = i i ( /I dAg — g.j> al(;ge Dij

dlog ps
Aw— P
+</,sd g ) 06

0 log ps
00

k 2
9 log pi;
— 1F=J;'0)3. Y (61, () — Py) ‘;ipﬂ 4 (6. () — P)
i=1 j=0

(F, 522 ppHidlosny 4 psr1@logps) \y 1(9) as defined in (G)

- 7=0""4ij  96,,00;, s 00,00,
1 ifexcA
0 otherwise.
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