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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
In this paper, we present three empirical likelihood (EL)-based Received 19 May 2021
inference procedures to construct confidence intervals for quan- Accepted 14 February 2022

tile regression models with longitudinal data. The traditional EL- KEYWORDS
based method suffers from an under-coverage problem, especially in Empirical likelihood;
small sample sizes. The proposed modified EL-based non-parametric Confidence intervals;
methods including adjusted empirical likelihood (AEL), the trans- Quantile regression;
formed empirical likelihood (TEL), and the transformed adjusted Coverage probability
empirical likelihood (TAEL) exhibit good finite sample performance

over other existing procedures. Simulations are conducted to com-

pare the performances of the proposed methods with the other

methods in terms of coverage probabilities and average lengths of

confidence intervals under different scenarios.

1. Introduction

In recent years, quantile regression (QR) has been widely used in many areas due to its
attractive properties as opposed to the conventional ordinary least square (OLS) regression
model. In their seminal work, Koenker and Bassett [1] introduced the QR approach as
an alternative to the least square regression. In comparison to OLS, QR design to model
the changes in the conditional quantiles of the response variable in relation to changes in
the covariates. Several studies investigated the use of QR for the analysis of longitudinal
data. Geraci and Bottai [2] proposed a linear model for QR that includes random effects
to allow for the dependence between serial observations on the same subject. To estimate
quantile functions with subject-specific fixed effects, Koenker [3] proposed the penalized
interpretation of the classical random-effects estimator.

Empirical likelihood (EL) introduced by Owen [4] is a powerful nonparametric method.
There is significant literature on the theoretical and practical application of the EL
method. Further, the EL method holds appealing properties including range respecting,
transformation-preserving, asymmetric confidence interval, Bartlett correctability, and
better coverage probability for small samples, see, for example, [5,6]. Moreover, under mild
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regularity conditions, Owen [7,8] showed that the empirical likelihood ratio (ELR) statis-
tic obeys the chi-square distribution asymptotically. This can be seen as the nonparametric
extension of the well known Wilks’ theorem. Because of this appealing property, the EL has
been widely used for constructing confidence regions. There have been numerous stud-
ies that investigated the EL confidence intervals for quantile regression. Chen and Hall [9]
derived the EL confidence intervals for the population quantiles without covariates. Whang
[10] considered the smoothed EL (SEL) for quantile regression models with cross-sectional
data. The EL for censored survival data proposed by Qin and Tsao [11]. Zhao and Chen
[12] investigated the EL for the censored median regression model via nonparametric ker-
nel estimation. Tang and Leng [13] considered the EL for QR in longitudinal data analysis.
Wang and Zhu [14] developed two novel EL-based inference procedures for longitudinal
data under the framework of quantile regression. Wang and Zhu [14] pointed out that the
SEL procedure achieves higher-order accuracy by replacing the quantile score function
with a smoothed counterpart. They used the blocking technique in order to accommodate
the intra-subject correlation.

Chen et al. [15] pointed out the computation of the profile empirical likelihood function
involves constrained maximization which requires that the convex hull of the estimating
equation must have the zero vector as an interior point. This sometimes violates EL com-
putation. As a result, the EL method suffers from an under-coverage problem. In order to
rectify the problem, Chen et al. [15] proposed the adjusted empirical likelihood method
(AEL) which ensures the existence of the solution in maximization problem and preserves
the asymptotic optimality properties. Jing et al. [16] proposed a simple solution to the
under-coverage problem especially for small sample sizes via transformed empirical likeli-
hood (TEL). The transformed adjusted empirical likelihood (TAEL) proposed by Stewart
and Ning [17] which combines the advantages of AEL and TEL.

In this paper, we proposed three novel EL-based procedures to construct confidence
intervals for quantile regression models with longitudinal data based on the AEL, TEL,
and TAEL. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe
the quantile regression model for longitudinal data. The proposed AEL, TEL, and TAEL
methods for longitudinal data in quantile regression models, main theoretical results and
the construction of confidence regions are given in Section 3. Simulations to investigate
the finite-sample performance of the proposed procedures and comparison between the
proposed methods and other existing methods in terms of powers and average lengths of
confidence sets are conducted in Section 4. A real data application is given in Section 5.
Some discussion is provided in Section 6.

2. Methodology

Throughout this paper, we adopt notations similar to those of [14]. Let T € (0,1) be the
quantile level of interest. The quantile regression model for longitudinal data is given below.

yi=x;Potes i=1..,n j=1...,m (1)
where y;; is the jth measurement of the ith subject, x;; is the observed p—dimensional design

vector, By is a p—vector of unknown parameters, e;; is the random error satisfying P(e;; <
0| xj) = 7 for any i and j. The random errors are correlated within the same subject, but
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independent between subjects. Now, the quantile regression estimator 8, of B is given as,

min Qu(B) = argmincp Zpr(yu % B), 2)

11]1

where B is the parameter space and p; (1) = u{t — I(u < 0)} is the quantile loss func-
tion. For independent data, Koenker and Bassett [1] showed that ﬁ, is n}/2— consistent
and asymptotically normal. Under the above model assumptions, B satisfies the following
estimating equation:

E[xi¥ (7ij> Xij> Bo) | = 0, (3)

where ¥ (y,x,8) =1 (x"p— y > 0) — 7 is the quantile score function, and I(-) is the indi-
cator function. You et al. [18] pointed out for longitudinal data the regular EL formulation
cannot be used to derive the desired Wilk’s theorem due to the correlation within subjects.
The blocking technique proposed by Wang and Zhu [14] which treats ¥ (yj, xij, Bo), j =
1,...,n; as a whole unit in the development of EL. Let X; = (xj1, . .. ,xini)T be a n; x

p design matrix on the ith subject, ¥;(8) = (w(y,-l,xil,ﬂ),...,Iﬁ(y,-n,-,x,-ni,ﬁ))T, and
Zi(B) = X?W,-(,B). Let pi....,pn be non-negative numbers satisfying Z?:lpi = 1. The
block empirical log-likelihood ratio for 8 is defined as

I(B) = max {Zlog(npi) ‘p,- >0, pi=1Y_ piZip) = 0} : (4)
i=1 i=1 i=1

The Lagrange multiplier method leads to

1
pi(B) = (m) (5)

where 1(B) is p—dimensional Lagrange multiplier satisfying
n

20
Z Az ©

Thus, the empirical log-likelihood ratio statistic can be written as

I(B) =) log (1 +1(B)" Zi(B)), (7)

i=1

with A(B) satistying (7). The equation (7) can be solved by the modified Newton-Raphson
algorithm of Chen (2002). Thus, the maximum empirical likelihood estimator of B as,

BrL = argming p{—21(8)}. 8)

Let h be a positive bandwidth parameter. Wang and Zhu [14] considered a smooth empiri-
cal likelihood (SEL) approach by approximating ¥ (-) by a smooth function ¥ (-) in order
to achieve the higher-order accuracy. Define G(x) = f u<x K(w)du and Gp,(x) = G(x/h),
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where K(-) is bounded, compactly supported on [—1, 1], and integrated to one. We approx-

imate ¥ (-) with Y,(7; X B) = Gu(x;) B — yij) — 7. Let Zi(B) = X Y (B). The smooth
empirical log-likelihood for g is defined as,

pi=0,) pi=1) piZu(f)=0{. 9)

i=1 i=1

In(B) = max {Z log(np;)

i=1

The maximum smooth empirical likelihood estimator of Sy as,
Bser = argming g {—214(B)). (10)

Under some regularity conditions, Wang and Zhu [14] showed that ,3EL and ﬁSEL have the
same asymptotic distribution as Bq, as h goes to zero sufficiently fast when n — 0.

3. Main results

In this section, we establish the theoretical properties of the EL quantile estimators
BAEL> BrEL, and Bragr. We assumes the following conditions used in [14,19] to establish the
asymptotic properties of the proposed methods. As similar to [14], for simplicity, we con-

sider a balanced design with n; = - - - = n, = m. First, we denote F(uy, ..., U, | x) as the
joint distribution function of e; = (ej1, . . ., eim) |, and Fj(uj | x) as the marginal distribu-
tion function of e;; conditional on X; = x. Now, we define f (uy, . .., uy, | x) as the joint den-

sity of e;, and fj(u; | x) as the marginal density of e;; with respect to the Legbesgue measure.
Furthermore, let]_‘(u | x) = diag{fi(u1 | %), ..., fm(tum | %)}, S = E{XI.T]_‘(O | X)Xi},and X =
E{(X;"¥i(Bo)¥i(Bo) T Xi}, where ¥i(Bo) = (¥ (i1, Xi1, Bo)s - - - » ¥ (Vim> Xim» o)) | and let

r>2.

(A1) LetY; = (yi1>..- ,yim)T. The {Y;,X;}, i =1,...,nareii.d. random vectors.
(A2) The parameter vector By is an interior point of the parameter space B, a compact
subset of R?.
(A3) X;hasabounded support, and matrices S and ¥ are nonsingular.
(1) f(u,...,um|x) has a continuous partial derivative with respect to uj, j =
I,...,m.
(2) For all 4; in a neighborhood of 0 and almost every x, f;(uj|x) exist, are bounded
away from zero, and r times continuously differential with respect to uj, j =
1,...,m.

3.1. Modified empirical likelihood methods

3.1.1. Adjusted empirical likelihood

As discussed earlier, the EL method requires the convex hull of the estimating equation
to contain a zero as an interior point. Owen [8] suggested assigning —oo to the empirical
log-likelihood ratio statistic if the solution doesn’t exist. Chen et al. [15] suggested adding
a pseudo term to ensure that the zero-vector is within the convex hull. Let Z; = Z;(8)
fori=1,...,n. Reprising [15], for any given 8 and some positive constant a,. Let Zy =
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Zu(B) = % i Z; for any given B. We define an additional term,

n

—a

it = Zu1 (B) = —= 3 Zn = —anZy, (11)
i=1

Then I(8) can be adjusted as

n+1 n+1 n+1
l*(m:max{Zlog((nH)pi) pi=0,> pi=1LY pZ(f)=0p. (12)
i=1 i=1 i=1

Chen et al. [15] showed that,as n —> o0, —2I*(8) —> ¥ 12_ () in distribution with a,, =
op(nz/ 3), where p is the dimension of the vector (x;;). First we will show that the AEL has
the same asymptotic properties as the unadjusted EL.

Theorem 3.1: Let By be the true parameter that satisfies E{Z;(f)} = 0 and the ¥ (By) =
E{X?x//i(ﬂo)wi(ﬁo)TX,'},i =1,...,n, is of full rank. Let I*(B) be the adjusted profile log-
likelihood ratio function defined in (12) and a,, = op(n2/3). Asn —> 0o, we have

—2I*(Bo) — x2(p).

in distribution, where p is the dimension of the vector (x;;).

Proof: Let 1(B) be the solution to

n+1

ZiB)
; 1+A7Z(B) 0 (13)

We first show that A = Op(n_l/z). Let Z* = max; <<, | Zi|| = op(nl/z). Let p = ||A] and
A = A/p. Multiplying 2 /n to both sides gives,

> 1
S )
n= 14+ A1TZi(B)
& ntl n+1 (iTZi)Z

A
RER IS D i

i=1

n
2T p 2T /2
<A'Z,(1-— - A Z;
<A 2 —anfm) — s ;‘( )
0 n
VL — ATZ)* + 0,(n"3a,). 14
" AT P2 1:21( D2+ 0p(n*ay) (14)

Using the assumption on variance, we have

A a1 A
2B =—> ZBzp). (15)
i=1
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Using the Lemma 4.1 given in [20] gives,
1 — 1 — 1 -
=D ZiB) == ZilBo) + = > X[ FOIXDXi(B — o) + 0p(n™). (16)
i=1 i=1 i=1

By (16) and similar arguments of the proof of Lemma 1 in [21], we have,

n -1 n
1 1
M(B) = {; Zzi(mZi(ﬂ)T} =D ZiB) + op(n™")

i=1 i=1

=307 ) ZiB) + Op(n ™). (17)
i=1
For any given € > 0,
1 n
=D BBTZLBY = 1€ (18)
i=1

Therefore, as long as a, = 0,(n), we get (15), which implies that,

P AT Zy _ —-1/2
05079 <A T Op(n™79). (19)

Thus, we get p = Op(n_l/z) and hence A = Op(n_l/z). Now consider,
1 i Zi(B)
n 1+ 1T Zi(B)
=Zy— 2 V4 0p(n /). (20)

0=

where \7” = % Zle Z,-(,B)Zi(,B)T. Hence, whenn — 00, A = 17,1_12,, + op(n_l/z).Now,
we expand [* as follows

n+1

—2I(Bo) =2 ) log(1 + AT Zi(B))
i=1
n+1

AT Z:(8))?
=2y {Nz,-(ﬁ) — %} + 0p(1). (21)
i=1

Substituting the expansion of A, we get that
—21*(Bo) = nZ, V' Zy + 0p(1)

] (2)
= x2().
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Table 1. Estimated coverage probabilities (CP) of confidence intervals for 81, 81, and the average
lengths (AL) of confidence intervals from different methods in Model 1.

Bo B

n T Method CcpP AL CcpP AL
30 0.5 EL 0.9260 0.6282 0.9355 0.2095
SEL 0.9340 0.6348 0.9410 0.2046
AEL 0.9320 0.6395 0.9395 0.2149
TEL 0.9395 0.6607 0.9510 0.2282
TAEL 0.9425 0.6715 0.9560 0.2358
0.7 EL 0.9180 0.6434 0.9390 0.2226
SEL 0.9210 0.6482 0.9205 0.2131
AEL 0.9230 0.6545 0.9445 0.2285
TEL 0.9315 0.6771 0.9530 0.2423
TAEL 0.9360 0.6885 0.9605 0.2502
50 0.5 EL 0.9270 0.4966 0.9465 0.1658
SEL 0.9280 0.4988 0.9365 0.1603
AEL 0.9295 0.5056 0.9540 0.1703
TEL 0.9335 0.5116 0.9600 0.1737
TAEL 0.9360 0.5201 0.9635 0.1788
0.7 EL 0.9250 0.5124 0.9330 0.1742
SEL 0.9380 0.5148 0.9320 0.1692
AEL 0.9295 0.5216 0.9385 0.1789
TEL 0.9320 0.5279 0.9415 0.1823
TAEL 0.9380 0.5368 0.9480 0.1877
100 0.5 EL 0.9465 0.3568 0.9495 0.1171
SEL 0.9395 0.3568 0.9345 0.1151
AEL 0.9490 0.3635 0.9555 0.1203
TEL 0.9485 0.3624 0.9550 0.1197
TAEL 0.9505 0.3688 0.9595 0.1229
0.7 EL 0.9410 0.3680 0.9435 0.1242
SEL 0.9395 0.3677 0.9395 0.1215
AEL 0.9450 0.3748 0.9525 0.1273
TEL 0.9440 03735 0.9505 0.1267
TAEL 0.9460 0.3801 0.9575 0.1300

3.1.2. Transformed empirical likelihood

Wang and Zhu [14] considered Bartlett correction for the smoothed empirical likelihood
in order to improve coverage accuracy. However, Corcoran et al. [22] noted that for finite
sample applications the Bartlett correction factor may be difficult to estimate. Jing et al.
[16] proposed a procedure to overcome the under-coverage problem in EL which requires
a simple transformation of the original EL. Indeed, Jing et al. [16] approach gives sub-
stantially more accurate confidence regions without adding theoretical or computational
complexity. For a constant y € [0, 1], we define

Zy(I(B), y) = 1(B) x max{1 —I(B)/n,1 —y}, (23)

and refer to Z;(I(B); y) as the truncated quadratic transformation of I/(8) defined in (4).
Following, Jing et al. [16], we set y = 1/2. Thus, the transformed empirical log-likelihood
ratio can be defined as follows.

1(B) = Zi((B), y = 1/2) = I(B) x max{l —I(B)/n,1/2}. (24)
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Table 2. Estimated coverage probabilities (CP) of confidence intervals for 81, 81, and the average
lengths (AL) of confidence intervals from different methods in Model 2.

Bo B

n T Method CcpP AL CcpP AL
30 0.5 EL 0.9350 0.2138 0.9340 0.1887
SEL 0.9370 0.2108 0.9335 0.1848
AEL 0.9420 0.2193 0.9395 0.1934
TEL 0.9490 0.2315 0.9565 0.2037
TAEL 0.9555 0.2386 0.9610 0.2095
0.7 EL 0.9305 0.2185 0.9300 0.1957
SEL 0.9330 0.2154 0.9325 0.1910
AEL 0.9360 0.2238 0.9345 0.1999
TEL 0.9530 0.2363 0.9450 0.2106
TAEL 0.9580 0.2431 0.9510 0.2161
50 0.5 EL 0.9345 0.1672 0.9480 0.1488
SEL 0.9370 0.1652 0.9475 0.1461
AEL 0.9410 0.1716 0.9515 0.1525
TEL 0.9470 0.1749 0.9570 0.1552
TAEL 0.9565 0.1800 0.9605 0.1593
0.7 EL 0.9400 0.1721 0.9340 0.1546
SEL 0.9390 0.1701 0.9370 0.1520
AEL 0.9450 0.1767 0.9410 0.1583
TEL 0.9500 0.1799 0.9460 0.1610
TAEL 0.9565 0.1849 0.9515 0.1652
100 0.5 EL 0.9445 0.1181 0.9405 0.1059
SEL 0.9485 0.1173 0.9395 0.1049
AEL 0.9500 0.1211 0.9450 0.1087
TEL 0.9480 0.1205 0.9440 0.1081
TAEL 0.9565 0.1237 0.9485 0.1110
0.7 EL 0.9495 0.1220 0.9410 0.1111
SEL 0.9510 0.1211 0.9420 0.1097
AEL 0.9560 0.1252 0.9470 0.1138
TEL 0.9545 0.1246 0.9465 0.1132
TAEL 0.9590 0.1280 0.9525 0.1162

The corresponding transformed empirical log-likelihood ratio, denoted by I(8), is

1B —1(B)/n] ifUI(B) <n/2,

. (25)
1(B)/2 if (B) > n/2.

(B) =

Jing et al. [16] pointed out that the TEL shares the same asymptotic properties with the EL.
For more details readers are encouraged to look into the original reference [16].

Theorem 3.2: Let By be the true parameter that satisfies E{Z;()} = 0 and the X(8o) =
E{X;—wi(ﬁo)wi(ﬂo)TXi},i =1,...,n, is of full rank. Let I;(B) be the adjusted profile log-
likelihood ratio function defined in (24) and a,, = op(n2/3). Asn —> 00, we have

—2L:(Bo) — x2(p).

in distribution.

Proof: We consider the same arguments used in [16]. We will look at four criteria
separately.
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Table 3. Estimated coverage probabilities (CP) of confidence intervals for 81, 81, and the average
lengths (AL) of confidence intervals from different methods in Model 3.

Bo B

n T Method CcpP AL CcpP AL
30 0.5 EL 0.9330 0.3831 0.9330 0.2671
SEL 0.9315 0.3756 0.9355 0.2614
AEL 0.9375 0.3939 0.9410 0.2745
TEL 0.9510 0.4185 0.9535 0.2920
TAEL 0.9590 0.4327 0.9570 0.3015
0.7 EL 0.9310 0.5495 0.9310 0.3722
SEL 0.9330 0.5407 0.9340 0.3742
AEL 0.9385 0.5640 0.9365 0.3822
TEL 0.9480 0.5992 0.9490 0.4061
TAEL 0.9525 0.6195 0.9520 0.4193
50 0.5 EL 0.9445 0.2985 0.9400 0.2060
SEL 0.9455 0.2939 0.9395 0.2033
AEL 0.9510 0.3064 0.9455 0.2116
TEL 0.9565 0.3122 0.9485 0.2158
TAEL 0.9585 0.3217 0.9525 0.2226
0.7 EL 0.9450 0.4231 0.9380 0.2857
SEL 0.9480 0.4182 0.9435 0.2824
AEL 0.9510 0.4347 0.9455 0.2939
TEL 0.9535 0.4432 0.9500 0.2997
TAEL 0.9590 0.4565 0.9540 0.3085
100 0.5 EL 0.9440 0.2103 0.9460 0.1451
SEL 0.9440 0.2084 0.9505 0.1436
AEL 0.9500 0.2158 0.9530 0.1489
TEL 0.9520 0.2148 0.9525 0.1482
TAEL 0.9555 0.2207 0.9575 0.1522
0.7 EL 0.9455 0.2958 0.9540 0.2014
SEL 0.9495 0.2932 0.9530 0.1999
AEL 0.9520 0.3034 0.9600 0.2067
TEL 0.9590 0.3019 0.9590 0.2057
TAEL 0.9610 0.3099 0.9640 0.2114

(CHO=<L(PB) <UP)

(Cy) I¢(B) is a monotonically increasing function of /()

(G3) Le(Bo) = 1(Bo) + 0p(1)
(Cy) For any 11 € [0,400) the level-7; contour of I(8), {8 : I;(8) = 71} is the same in
shape as some level-7, contour

We evaluate criteria (C1) through (C4) given below.

e (C1) We can easily see that from the original empirical log-likelihood I(8)(> 0). This
implies that

0 < max{l — I(8)/n,1/2} < 1. (26)

Hence, 0 < [;(B) < I(B).

e (Cy) For I(B) € [0,n/2], we have [;(B) = I(B) x max{l — I(8)/n,1/2}. Specifically,
I;(B) is a strictly monotonically increasing function of /() over the interval [0, n/2].
Thus for I(8) > n/2, we have I;(8) = I(B)/2. This is also a strictly monotonically
increasing function of /(8). Therefore, I;(8) is non-negative, continuous, and strictly
monotonically increasing over I(8) € [0, +00].
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Table 4. Estimated coverage probabilities (CP) of confidence intervals for 81, 81, and the average
lengths (AL) of confidence intervals from different methods in Model 4.

Bo B

n T Method CcpP AL CcpP AL
30 0.5 EL 0.9285 1.5710 0.9330 1.0047
SEL 0.9320 1.5792 0.9320 0.9984
AEL 0.9385 1.6125 0.9415 1.0328
TEL 0.9500 1.7076 0.9545 1.0973
TAEL 0.9560 1.7641 0.9600 1.1361
0.7 EL 0.9250 2.0790 0.9315 1.3958
SEL 0.9310 2.1280 0.9280 1.3828
AEL 0.9375 2.1310 0.9355 1.4332
TEL 0.9480 2.2549 0.9470 1.5206
TAEL 0.9510 2.3233 0.9550 1.5704
50 0.5 EL 0.9270 1.2276 0.9425 0.7716
SEL 0.9265 1.2273 0.9425 0.7665
AEL 0.9335 1.2609 0.9510 0.7926
TEL 0.9365 1.2862 0.9565 0.8079
TAEL 0.9435 1.3240 0.9595 0.8327
0.7 EL 0.9310 1.6868 0.9440 1.1086
SEL 0.9355 1.6979 0.9435 1.1017
AEL 0.9480 1.7310 0.9520 1.1380
TEL 0.9540 1.7637 0.9555 1.1598
TAEL 0.9655 1.8126 0.9675 1.1955
100 0.5 EL 0.9325 0.8628 0.9445 0.5382
SEL 0.9325 0.8617 0.9455 0.5359
AEL 0.9395 0.8851 0.9500 0.5524
TEL 0.9380 0.8807 0.9485 0.5497
TAEL 0.9445 0.9049 0.9565 0.5649
0.7 EL 0.9410 1.2085 0.9500 0.7924
SEL 0.9480 1.2078 0.9470 0.7902
AEL 0.9535 1.2400 0.9560 0.8136
TEL 0.9580 1.2337 0.9540 0.8095
TAEL 0.9665 1.2669 0.9640 0.8312

e (Cs) Wang and Zhu [14] showed that the limiting distribution of /() is Xz(p), dis-
tribution, we have that I(89) = O,(1). Thus with probability tending to unity we have
I(Bo) < n/2. Thus, it follows that for all asymptotic discussions we may simply assume
that [;(Bo) = I(Bo) x max{1 — I(By)/n, 1/2}. Using this fact and that I(By) = Op(1)
gives us (Cs).

e (C4) For a level-t; contour of the transformed empirical log-likelihood ratio {8 :
I:(B) = 11}, as I(B) is a strictly monotonically increasing function of I(8), let 7, =
lt_l(tl), then {8 : /(B) = 11} = {B : I(B) = 12}. Further, as [(8) typically has a unique

minimum at 8, the second part of (C4) also follows from the monotonicity of Is(8).
|

3.1.3. Transformed adjusted empirical likelihood

Transformed adjusted empirical likelihood (TAEL) is a combination of AEL and TEL
methods proposed by Stewart and Ning [17]. The TAEL method comprises the advantages
of AEL and TEL. Let Z; = Z;(X;, 8) fori = 1,...,n. For a constant y € [0, 1], we define

Z; (" (B),y) = I'(B) x max{1 — I"(B)/n,1 — y}. (27)
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Figure 1. Coverage probabilities of the EL, AEL, TEL and TAEL methods with a range of t values for
sample size n = 30.

where [*(-) defined in (12). Thus, for y = 1/2, the transformed empirical log-likelihood
ratio [f(B) can be defined as,

Zy(I"(B),y) = I"(B) x max{1 — I"(B)/n, 1/2}. (28)
More explicitly,
FBI —FB)/n] if I(B) < n/2,
F(B)/2 if () = n/2.

Theorem 3.3: Let By be the true parameter that satisfies E{Z;()} = 0 and the X(8o) =
E{X ¥i(Bo)¥i(Bo) " Xi}i = 1,...,n, is of full rank. Let I}(B) be the adjusted profile log-
likelihood ratio function defined in (29) and a,, = op(nz/ 3). Asn —> o0, we have

—2I¥(Bo) — x2(p)

IF(B) = (29)
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Figure 2. Coverage probabilities of the EL, AEL, TEL and TAEL methods with a range of t values for
sample size n = 100.

in distribution.

Proof: In order to proof the Theorem 3.3 we will follow the same strategy used in
Theorem 3.2. Thus, details are omitted to conserve space. [ |

3.2. Confidence regions

Theorem 3.4: If Assumptions A1-A3 hold,

(1) —2I(Bo) — x*(p)
(2) —2*(Bo) — x*(p)
(3) —2I(Bo) — x*(p)
(4) —2I¥(Bo) — x*(p)
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Figure 3. The point estimates (closed circles) and 95% pointwise confidence band of the quantile
coefficients using AEL, TEL and TAEL.

Proof: The proof of Theorem 3.4 is similar to the proof of Theorem 2 given in [14]. Thus,

details are omitted to conserve space.

As an analogy to parametric likelihoods, Theorem 3.4 allows us to use the test statis-
tics 1(Bo), I*(Bo), l:(Bo) and [} (By) for testing or obtaining confidence regions for Sy.

Specifically, we define

I = (B : —21(B) < xi_o (P}
Lapr = {B : —2I°(B) < x{_ (D)},
Irg = {B: —21(B) < xi_o @)}

Irapr = B : 2 (B) < x{—o (®)}.

(30)

as the EL, AEL, TEL and TAEL confidence regions for Sy, respectively, where )(12705 (p) is
the (1 — a)th quantile of x2(p).
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4. Simulation study

In this section, we conduct simulation studies to evaluate the performance of the proposed
AEL, TEL and TAEL-based confidence regions for 8 with the existing EL and SEL based
confidence intervals in terms of coverage probabilities and average lengths. We consider
the same settings used in [14] such as homoscedastic and heteroscedastic error distribu-
tions. In addition, we use two additional settings including heavy-tailed and skewed error
distributions.

o Model 1: (Homoscedastic)

yi = Bo+xip1 +ej(r), i=1...,n, j=1,...,N.

where x;; ~ N(0.5], 0.52), and (ej,...,eiv) | ~ N(0, V), where V has an exchangeable
structure with diagonal entries 1 and off-diagonal entries 0.7, e;;(t) = e;; — &~ I(1) with
® being the cumulative distribution function of N(0, 1). Here ®~!(t) is subtracted from
ejj so that the rth quantile of e;(7) is zero.

o Model 2: (Heteroscedastic)

yij = Bo + xijf1 + 0.25(1 + |x;e;(r), i=1,...,m, j=1,...,N.

where x;; ~ N(0.5j, 0.52), and (ej1, . ..,en) | ~ N(0, V), where V has an AR(1) correla-
tion structure, i.e. corr(ejj, ejx) = 0.7U=* and eii(t) = e — O~ 1(1).

e Model 3: (Heavy-tailed)

)’ij=/30+xij:31+eij’ i:l,...,n, ]:1,,N
where x;; ~ N(0.1j, 1.752), and (ej1, . . ., eiN) | ~ Cauchy(0, 1),
o Model 4: (Skewed)

vij=Bo+xijpr+ej, i=1...,n, j=1,...,N.

where x;; ~ Unif (0, 1), and (ej, . . ., ein) | ~ SN(1,0.5,0.5). The probability distribution
function of a skew normal random variable X is given by

fx<x>=§¢<ﬂ>q><xx‘“>, ceR

o o

where ¢ and ® are the probability distribution function and cumulative distribution func-
tion of the standard normal distribution. We denote X ~ SN(u, o, A). In all four models,
we let m = 10, and Sy = B; = 1. In our simulation study, we consider different quantile
levels of interest, including T = 0.5 and 0.7 and various sample sizes n = 30, 50 and 100.
The results are based on 2000 iterations. The results are summarized in Tables 1-4. In most
of the scenarios, We observe that the AEL, TEL and TAEL based confidence intervals for



Table 5. Estimation and confidence intervals of quantile coefficients in the ophthalmology study at quantile level, T = 0.25, 0.5, 0.75.

95% Confidence Interval

T Variable Estimate EL Length AEL Length TEL Length TAEL Length
0.25 Intercept 1.351 (0.759, 1.846) 1.087 (0.560, 1.839) 1.279 (0.588, 1.846) 1.258 (0.560, 1.839) 1.279
Time (log t) 0.304 (—0.151, 0.825) 0.976 (0.075,0.893) 0.818 (—0.251, 0.827) 1.078 (—0.076, 1.003) 1.079
Time? (log? t) —0.307 (—0.399, —0.186) 0.213 (—0.417,-0.211) 0.206 (—0.399, —0.172) 0.227 (—0.417, -0.211) 0.206
Gas () 0.482 (0.263,0.997) 0.734 (0.176,0.992) 0.816 (0.257,0.997) 0.740 (0.083,0.992) 0.909
0.5 Intercept 1.944 (1.466, 2.523) 1.057 (1.365, 2.523) 1.158 (1.367,2.572) 1.205 (1.365, 2.523) 1.158
Time (log t) 0.340 (—0.105, 0.592) 0.697 (—0.105, 0.638) 0.743 (—0.105, 0.593) 0.698 (—0.105, 0.737) 0.842
Time? (Iog2 t) —0.333 (—0.381, —0.203) 0.178 (—0.373, —0.205) 0.168 (—0.383, —0.203) 0.180 (—0.382, —0.205) 0.177
Gas (x) 0.381 (0.274,0.744) 0.470 (0.264, 0.740) 0.476 (0.199, 0.744) 0.545 (0.200, 0.740) 0.540
0.75 Intercept 2.868 (2.363, 3.045) 0.682 (2.303, 3.045) 0.742 (2.303 3.045) 0.742 (2.303, 3.045) 0.742
Time (logt) 0.178 (—0.422,0.809) 1.231 (—0.518, 0.868) 1.386 (—0.541,0.851) 1.392 (—0.542,0.923) 1.465
Time? (log? t) —0.315 (—0.479, —0.152) 0.327 (—0.490, —0.101) 0.389 (—0.484, —0.131) 0.353 (—0.493, —0.101) 0.392
Gas (x) 0.171 (—0.418,0.742) 1.160 (—0.378, 0.740) 1.118 (—0.459,0.742) 1.201 (—0.538, 0.740) 1.278

wEnw (®) osse
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the regression parameters have higher coverage probabilities than the EL and SEL based
confidence regions. In particular, the TAEL based confidence regions gives better coverage
for various sample sizes and at different quantile level. The EL-based confidence regions
typically perform the worst of the methods overall, however in some cases slightly better
than the SEL. On the other hand, the SEL method has the second-worst coverage rates.
Especially, in Model 4, when the sample size is small, coverage probabilities of EL and
SEL are lower than the nominal level. However, the TEL and TAEL have coverage prob-
abilities that are closer to the nominal confidence level. Not surprisingly, as sample size
increases, all five methods give better coverage probabilities, however, coverage probabil-
ities of AEL, TEL and TAEL are much better than the existing methods. Generally, the
confidence regions of the AEL, TEL, and TAEL have longer average lengths than those of
EL and SEL, however, they are still in an acceptable range. Our simulation results suggest,
in some cases, the TAEL has an over-coverage problem, although coverage probabilities are
slightly higher than the nominal level with only around 0.96. In those cases, we recommend
to use AEL or TEL methods.

Next, we sketch the coverage probabilities of the EL, AEL, TEL and TAEL based confi-
dence regions for sample sizes n = 30 and 100 and at various quantile levels. The results
are shown in Figures 1 and 2. For a small sample size (for example, n = 30), when
increases, the coverage probability increases at first to a maximum towards the middle,
then decreases. Not surprisingly, when the sample size increases from 30 to 100, all meth-
ods give coverage probabilities close to the nominal level. Overall, for all quantile levels,
the coverage probabilities of AEL, TEL and TAEL are higher than the EL method.

5. Real data analysis

In this section, we apply our proposed methods to demonstrate the effectiveness of AEL,
TEL, and TAEL in constructing confidence intervals by analyzing an ophthalmology data
set. This data set was used in [14,23]. Intraocular gas was pumped into the eyes of 31
patients before retinal repair operations to provide an internal retinal split tamponade.
The follow-up of patients was performed 3 to 8 times in three months after the operation,
and gas leftovers were calculated as a proportion of the original gas content in the eyes.
Wang and Zhu [14] studied how the conditional quantiles of gas decay with time. Simi-
lar to [14], we let y;; be the gas volume left in the eye of patient i at day ;. We define the

logit-transformed response
N yij +0.05
yij=log| —————,
1 — yjj +0.05
where the constant 0.05 is added to avoid zero denominators. Let x; be the centered gas

concentration of the ith subject, so that x; = —1,0, 1 corresponding to gas concentration
levels of 15, 20 and 25, respectively. We consider the following quantile regression model

P = Bo(t) + B1(v) log(ty) + B2(1) log® (t) + B3(T)x; + eji(7)

where the tth conditional quantile of e;;(7) given the other covariates is zero. In our analy-
sis, we compute confidence intervals for the EL, AEL, TEL and TAEL at ¢ = 0.25,0.5 and
0.75. Table 5 summarizes the coeflicient estimations and 95% confidence intervals for all
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four methods. We observe that the EL method provides the narrower confidence inter-
vals while TAEL gives the longest. All four procedures agree in terms of the significance
of effects at T = 0.25,0.5 and 0.75. However, at T = 0.25, the EL, TEL and TAEL meth-
ods do not detect the time effects. In most cases, the average lengths of 95% AEL, TEL
and TAEL confidence intervals are higher than that of the EL-based confidence interval.
Figure 3 illustrates the point estimates (closed circles), and the shaded area depicts a 95%
pointwise confidence band obtained from the AEL, TEL and TAEL methods.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we study the modified empirical likelihood methods including the adjusted
empirical likelihood (AEL), the transformed empirical likelihood (TEL), and the trans-
formed adjusted empirical likelihood (TAEL) on constructing confidence intervals for
quantile regression models with longitudinal data. The profile log-EL statistics under the
true values of the parameters share the same asymptotic properties with the original EL.
Simulations under various scenarios are conducted to compare the proposed procedures
with the existing method proposed in [14] in terms of coverage probabilities and average
lengths of the confidence intervals. The simulation results indicate that the proposed AEL,
TEL, and TAEL provide better coverage probabilities which are closer to the nominal con-
fidence level than the EL and SEL based coverage probabilities. A real data application is
given to illustrate the construction of confidence intervals by the proposed methods.

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank the anonymous reviewer for the constructive comments and
suggestions, which helped to improve this manuscript significantly.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding
This work was supported by Simons Foundation[711800].

References

[1] Koenker R, Bassett B. Regression quantiles. Econometrica. 1978;46:33-50.
Geraci M, Bottai M. Quantile regression for longitudinal data using the asymmetric laplace
distribution. Biostatistics. 2007;8(1):140-154.

[3] Koenker R. Quantile regression for longitudinal data. ] Mult Anal. 2004;91:74-89.

[4] Owen AB. Empirical likelihood ratio confidence intervals for a single functional. Biometrika.
1988;75:237-249.

[5] DiCiccio TJ, Hall P, Romano JP. Empirical likelihood is bartlett-correctable. Ann Statist.
1991;19:1053-1061.

[6] Hall P, La Scala B. Methodology and algorithms of empirical likelihood. Int Statist Rev.
1990;58:109-127.

[7] Owen AB. Empirical likelihood for linear models. Ann Statist. 1991;19(4):1725-1747.

[8] Owen AB. Empirical likelihood. New York: Champan & Hall; 2001.



JOURNAL OF STATISTICAL COMPUTATION AND SIMULATION 2553

Chen SX, Hall P. Smoothed empirical likelihood confidence intervals for quantiles. Ann Statist.
1993;22:1166-1181.

Whang Y. Smoothed empirical likelihood methods for quantile regression models. Econ
Theory. 2006;22:173-205.

Qin G, Tsao M. Empirical likelihood inference for median regression models for censored
survival data. ] Multivariate Anal. 2003;85:416-430.

Zhao Y, Chen F. Empirical likelihood inference for censored median regression model via
nonparametric kernel estimation. ] Multivariate Anal. 2008;99:215-231.

Tang C, Leng C. Empirical likelihood and quantile regression in longitudinal data analysis.
Biometrika. 2011;98(4):1001-1006.

Wang H, Zhu Z. Empirical likelihood for quantile regression models with longitudinal data. J
Stat Plan Inference. 2011;141(4):1603-1615.

Chen J, Variyath A, Abraham B. Adjusted empirical likelihood and its properties. ] Comput
Graph Stat. 2008;17(2):426-443.

Jing B-Y, Tsao M, Zhou W. Transforming the empirical liklihood towards better accuracy.
Canadian J Statist. 2017;45(3):340-352.

Stewart P, Ning W. Modified empirical likelihood-based confidence intervals for data contain-
ing many zero observations. Comput Statist. 2020;35(4):2019-2042.

You J, Chen G, Zhou Y. Block empirical likelihood for longitudinal partially linear regression
models. Canadian ] Statist. 2006;34(1):79-96.

Koenker R. Quantile regression. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 2005.

He X, Shao Q. A general bahadur representation of m-estimators and its application to linear
regression with nonstochatic designs. Ann Statist. 1996;24:2608-2630.

Qin J, Lawless ]. Empirical likelihood and general estimating equations. Ann Statist.
1994;22:300-325.

Corcoran SA, Davison AC, Spady RH. Reliable inference from empirical likelihood. Economics
Working Paper 10, Nuffield College, Univ. Oxford, 1995.

Song PK, Tan M. Marginal models for longitudinal continuous proportional data. Biometrics.
2000;56:496-502.



	1. Introduction
	2. Methodology
	3. Main results
	3.1. Modified empirical likelihood methods
	3.1.1. Adjusted empirical likelihood
	3.1.2. Transformed empirical likelihood
	3.1.3. Transformed adjusted empirical likelihood

	3.2. Confidence regions

	4. Simulation study
	5. Real data analysis
	6. Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [493.483 703.304]
>> setpagedevice


