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Abstract:

e In this paper, we obtain the point and interval estimates of the stress-strength parameter under
the hybrid progressive censored scheme, when stress and strength are considered as two indepen-
dent random variables of Kumaraswamy. We solve the problem in three cases, as follows: First,
assuming that stress and strength have different first shape parameters and the common second
shape parameter, we obtain maximum likelihood estimation (MLE), approximation maximum like-
lihood estimation (AMLE) and two Bayesian approximation estimates due to the lack of explicit
forms. Also, we construct the asymptotic and highest posterior density (HPD) intervals for R.
Moreover, we consider the existence and uniqueness of the MLE. Second, assuming that common
second shape parameter is identified, we derive the MLE and exact Bayes estimate of R. Third,
assuming that all parameters are unknown and different, we achieve the statistical inference of R,
namely MLE, AMLE and Bayesian inference of R. Furthermore, we apply the Monte Carlo simu-
lations for comparing the performance of different methods. Finally, we analyze two data sets for
illustrative purposes.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the most interesting problems in reliability theory, is inference of the stress-
strength parameter, R = P(X <Y'). The variables Y and X are known as strength and
stress, respectively. In one system, if the applied stress is greater than its strength, as a
result the system fails. In statistical science, more attention has been paid to the estimation
of R since 1956, beginning with the work of Birnbaum [3]. From that time, estimating the R
have been done from the frequentist and Bayesian viewpoints. Recently, some studies about
the stress-strength model can be found in Rezaei et al. [21], Babayi et al. [2], Nadar et al. [18]
and Kizilaslan and Nadar [8].

Although, in the complete sample case, many authors have been investigated the stress-
strength models, they did not pay attention to the censored sample case. Whereas in really
applicable situations, for many reasons like financial plane or limited time, the researchers
confront censored data.

Among various censoring schemes, Type-I and Type-II are the two most fundamental
schemes, which can be explained as follows. We finish the test in a pre-selected time and
pre-chosen number of failures, in Type-I and Type-II schemes, respectively. Also, we finish
the test at time 7% = min{X,,.,, T}, where X,,., is the m-th failure times from n items and
T > 0, in the hybrid scheme, which has been indicated by Epstein [5]. Also, In hybrid scheme,
Singh and Goel [24] obtained reliability estimation of modified Weibull distribution. Because
in the hybrid scheme, the removal of active units cannot be lost during the test, hybrid pro-
gressive (HP) scheme is introduced by Kundu and Joarder [14], which can be described as
follows. Let N units be put on the test with censoring scheme (R, ..., R,,) and pausing time
T* = min{ X,.n.n, T}, where Xi..n < ... < X,,...n be a progressive censoring scheme and
T > 0 is a fixed time. It is obvious that if X,,.,,.xy < T then we finish the test at time X,,.,,.n
and {X1.0:N, .., Xnm:N } is the observed sample. Otherwise, if Xj.,.n <T < Xji1.4:n then
we finish the test at time 7" and {X1.,.n, ..., Xjm:n } is the observed sample. In symbol, we
say that {Xi..n, ..., Xjm:n} is @ HP censoring sample with scheme {N,n, T, J, R1,..., R;}.
Recently, some of the authors have studied the stress-strength model and censored data.
For example, Shoaee and Khorram considered stress-strength reliability of a two-parameter
bathtub-shaped lifetime distribution with respect to progressively censored samples, [22].
Also, they obtained some statistical inference of R = P(Y < X)) for Weibull distribution un-
der Type-1II progressively hybrid censored data, [23]. Kohansal [9] considered estimation of
multicomponent stress-strength reliability for Kumaraswamy distribution under progressive
censoring. Rasethuntsa and Nadar [20] studied stress-strength reliability of a non-identical-
component-strengths system based on upper record values from the family of Kumaraswamy
generalized distributions. Very recently, Maurya and Tripathi [17] derived the reliability
estimation in a multicomponent stress strength model for Burr XII distribution under pro-
gressive censoring. In addition, Kohansal [10] obtained Bayesian and classical estimation
of R=P(X <Y) based on Burr type XII distribution under hybrid progressive censored
samples. Kohansal and Rezakhah [12] considered the inference of R = P(Y < X) for two-
parameter Rayleigh distribution in terms of progressively censored samples. Ahmadi and
Ghafouri [1] obtained the reliability estimation in a multicomponent stress-strength model
under generalized half-normal distribution based on progressive Type-II censoring. Further-
more, Kohansal and Shoaee [13] derived Bayesian and classical estimation of reliability in
a multicomponent stress-strength model under adaptive hybrid progressive censored data.
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Finally, Kohansal and Nadarajah [11] estimated the stress-strength parameter based on
Type-II hybrid progressive censored samples for a Kumaraswamy distribution. In this study,
based on HP censoring scheme, the reliability parameter R = P(X <Y') is estimated when
X and Y are two independent random variables from the Kumaraswamy distribution (KuD).
This paper has also some contribution in terms of inference. We consider the different point
and interval estimations of R, and all of these estimates are considered in Bayesian and classi-
cal viewpoints. Also, we investigate the problem in three different cases, first at the time that
X and Y have the unknown common one parameter, secondly when have known common
one parameter, and third when they have different unknown parameters. Moreover, as the
HP censoring is a general scheme, so we can obtain from it, some cases that are considered
(up to now).

KuD with the first and second shape parameters o and A, respectively, which is denoted
by Ku(ca, \), has the probability density function (pdf), cumulative distribution function (cdf)
and failure rate function as follows:

f(x):oaAac)‘_l(l—xA)a_l, 0<z<1, a,A>0,

Flz)=1-(1-2"°, 0<z<1, a>0,
A A—1

H(z) = 222 O<z<1, a,A>0,

1—a*’
respectively. The probability density and failure rate functions of KuD are presented in
Figure 1. KuD has an increasing failure rate function, so the KuD can be used for analyzing
the real data sets if the empirical consideration suggests that the failure rate function of the
prior distribution is increasing. Moreover, KuD is the very appropriate fit to many natural
phenomena, which their outcomes have lower and upper bounds, such as the heights of
individuals, scores obtained on a test, atmospheric temperatures, hydrological data, economic

data, etc.
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Figure 1: Shape of probability density (right) and failure rate (left) functions of KuD when A = 2.

The other parts of this paper are arranged as follows: In Section 2, under the
HP censoring scheme, assuming X ~ Ku(a,\) and Y ~ Ku(8,), we obtain the point
and interval estimates of R = P(X <Y’), from the frequentist and Bayesian viewpoints.
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More specifically, in Section 2, the existence and uniqueness of MLEs are considered. Because
the MLEs of unknown parameters and R cannot be earned in the closed forms, we obtain
the AMLEs of parameters and R, which have the explicit forms. In addition, we develop
the Bayes estimates of R, by applying Lindley’s approximation and MCMC method due to
the lack of explicit forms. Moreover, different confidence intervals such as asymptotic and
HPD intervals of R are provided. In Section 3, by assuming that the common shape param-
eter is known, the MLE and exact Bayes estimate of R are earned. Because the assumption
studied in Section 2 is quite strong, we consider the statistical inference of R in general
case. Accordingly, in Section 4, under the HP censoring scheme, assuming X ~ Ku(a, A;)
and Y ~ Ku(f, \2), we provide the MLE, AMLE and Bayes estimate of R, respectively.
In Section 5, we give the simulation results and data analysis, and following that we conclude
the paper in Section 6.

2. INFERENCE ON R WITH UNKNOWN COMMON )\

2.1. MLE of R

The stress-strength parameter, when X and Y are two independent random variables
from Ku(a, \) and Ku(3, \), respectively, can be obtained simply as R = P(X <Y) = a%rﬁ
In this section, under the HP censoring scheme, we derive the MLE of R. Because R is
a function of the unknown parameters, consequently at first we obtain the MLEs of «, (3,
and \. If {X1,..., X,,} and {Y1,...,Y;,} be two HP censoring samples with censoring schemes
{N,n,T1,J1, R1, ..., R;, } and {M,m,T5, Jo, S1, ..., S, }, respectively, after that the likelihood
function of the unknown parameters a, 8 and A can be written as

J1
L5 ) x | T[Sl - Pl 1 - £
=1

Ja
- [H Fly)[1 = Py — F(Tms‘%] ’
=1
where

J1 J2
Ry, =N—Ji—=Y Ri, S5, =M—J,-> S
i=1 j=1

The proposed model, in association with the existing ones, has some differences and
similarities. About the differences, we notice that it is a general model and some important
models can be obtained from it. For example, by setting 17 = X, and T5 = Y,,,, we derive the
likelihood function for R = P(X < Y') in the progressive censoring scheme. Also, by setting
Th=X, Ri=0(=1,..,n-1), Ry=N—-nandTb =Yy, S;=0(=1,...,m—-1), S, =
M — m, we obtain the likelihood function for R = P(X < Y) in Type-II censoring scheme.
Moreover, by setting 71 = X,,, R; =0 (i=1,...,n) and Tb =Y, S; =0 (j =1,...,m), we
derive the likelihood function for R = P(X < Y) in complete sample. About the similarities,
we identify that most of the censoring schemes have complex computational needs.
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The likelihood function, with respect to the observed data can be obtained as:

Ji
L(datala, 3,\) oc altpgl2\/1t72 (H A - xQ)MRz’“)—l) (1— T

=1

x Hy y) SO (1= 1)

Therefore, the log-likelihood function, along with ignoring the constant value, is as:

Ua, B, N) = Jplog(a Z (R; +1) — 1) log(1 — 2 )—I—oszllog(l—Tl)

J2
+ Jolog(B8) + > (B(S; +1) — 1) log(1 — y}) + 57, log(1 — T3)
j=1
J1
(2.1) +(A=1) Zlog(:z;i) -1) Zlog y;) + (J1 + Jo) log(\).

Consequently, to earn the MLEs of «, § and A, namely, a, B and X, respectively, we should
solve the following equations:

YA T
(2.2) 7 = 1 +Z R; +1)log(1 — ) + R, log(1 — T}) =0,
o Iy &
2
(2.3) B- 3 Z (S; +1)log(1 — y}) + 5%, log(1 — T3') = 0,

J1 Jl
1 i log('T}
ot _ J1+J2 Zlog ) Z(Oé(Ri‘Fl)—l)%?\ 1‘38;(36) —oszlT)‘ og(11)
T
1=1

Ja J2
(2.4) £ log(y) — Y <5(5j 1) — 1>yﬂfg(y3 55, ZAllog_(Tg — 0.

From the equations (2.2) and (2.3), we have

J1 -1
a(N) = —Jl{ Z(R + 1) log(1 — 27) + R log(1 —T7 )} ,

i=1
Ja -1
B()\) = —JQ{ Z(Sj +1)log(1 — y])‘) + 57, log(1 — TQ’\)} )
j=1

Also, to derive X, we apply one numerical method like Newton—Raphson on the equation
(2.4). After obtaining the MLEs of a, (3, and A, by the use of the invariance property, the
MLE of R can be derived as

~

[0

a+

(2.5) RMLE —

>
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2.2. Existence and uniqueness of the MLEs

In this section, we consider the existence and uniqueness of the MLEs.

The MLEs of the parameters « and 3, which were obtained by ap-

Theorem 2.1.
plying the following equations, are unique:

J1 —1

a= —Jl{ Z(Rz +1)log(1 — x3') + R, log(1 — Tf‘)} )
i=1

R Ja -1

8= —Jz{ Z(Sj +1)log(1 — y])‘) + 57, log(1 — TQ)‘)} ,
j=1

and A should be obtained by finding a solution for the following equation:

Ji Ji
J1+ Jo - log(x;) ., xlog(Th
G(A) = vt E log(zi) — E <04(Rz' +1) = 1> 37?1_(962 —aRry, T 1 —(TA)
i=1 i=1 i i

& NN Aog(yi) 5 ox alog(Th)
+ E log(y;) — § B(S;+1) —1)y; v — 355,15 5
j=1 j 1=yj 1-1;

2
1

Proof: See Appendix A.

2.3. AMLE of R

From Section 2.1, we observe that the MLEs of unknown parameters and R cannot
be earned in the closed forms. As a result in this section, we obtain the AMLEs of the

parameters, which have the explicit forms.

Lemma 2.1. Let Z' and Z" be Weibull and Extreme value distributions, in symbols
7' ~W(a,0) and Z" ~ EV (u, o), if they have the following cumulative distribution functions,

respectively as:
FZ/(z)zl—e*'rT, z>0, a,0>0,
T—p

Fo(2)=1—¢7 , 2€R, peR,o>0.

(i) If Z ~ Ku(a,A) and Z' = (—log(1 — Z*))3, then Z' ~ W(A, 1).
(ii) IfZ' ~W(\ L) and 2" = log(Z'), then Z" ~ EV (u, o), where i = —+ log(a) and

=1
o=

Proof: Obvious.
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Consider that { X1, ..., X;,} and {Y7, ..., Y, } be two HP censoring samples with censoring
schemes {N,n, T, J1, Ri, ..., Ry, } and {M,m,T5, J2,S1, ..., Sy, }, respectively and

X{ = (~log(1 = X)), Ui =log(X]) and Y] = (~log(1 - ¥}))x, V; = log(Y}).
Applying Lemma 2.1, U; ~ EV(u1,0) and V; ~ EV(p2,0), where

1 1 1
M1 = —Xlog(a), M2 = —XIOg(5)7 and o = N

Therefore, in terms of the observed data {Ui,...,U,} and {V4,...,V;,}, and by ignoring the
constant value, the log-likelihood function is as follows:

Ji Ji
C(ppg,0) = Y ti— Y (Ri+1)e" — Y e
=1 =1
Jo Jo
(2.6) +) 2= ) (S +1)e¥ — S5,e” — (Ji + Jy) log(o),
j=1 j=1

U; — 1 Uj — H2 ap — H1 az — [2
t; = , 25 = , 01 = , 02 =
g g g g

a1 = log ((—log(1 — Tf\))%)7 az = log ((—log(1 — Té\))%)'

Now by taking derivatives with respect to p1, pe and o from (2.6), we achieve the following
equations:

)

o 1], &
(2.7) TR G D L Rf‘h@ﬂ -0
" - J-:
(2.8) gf; = —% _J2 - g(sj +1)e* — 5}2652] =0,
orr 1] SR
90 o Ji+ Jo+ th’ - Z(Rz + 1)tet — leéleél
' o
(2.9) + 32 = (8 + Dzje? — 55,02 | = 0.
=1 =

To obtain the AMLESs of u1, puo and o, let

n j+ > Ry

k=n—j+1 1
g=1- j: ,1=1,...,n, q}l =1- §(QJ1 +qn+1),
jen—itlj+ 14 3T Ry
k=n—j+1
m
m i+ > Sk 1
g=1- H k=m ;jl ,J=1...m, qj, :1—§(§J2+QJ2+1)-
i=m—j+1i4+14+ > Sk
k=m—i+1

t

Also, by expanding the functions e, €%, ¢® and €% in Taylor series around the points

v; = log ( —log(1 — qi)), vj = log ( —log(1 — (jj)),
vy, =log (—log(l —q},)), #j, =log(—1log(l—q3,)),
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respectively, and keeping the first order derivatives, we have

o - 7 51 _ 52 _ ~ 3
e = a; + Biti, € = a; + Bjz5, € =al + 3501, €? =aj + [5),02,

where
o = el’i(l - l/i) Bi = ev, o = eﬁj(l - 17]') Bj = €l7j
* VT T I _
aJl_e 1( le) /BJl_e L, aJ2_6‘2( VJQ) ﬁJQ e 2.

Now, if we apply the linear approximations in equations (2.7)—(2.9) and solve them, then the
AMLEs of 1, puo, and o, say [i1, fis and &, respectively, can be resulted from the following
equation:

fit = Ay — 0 Bx, fiz = Az — 0 Ba,
_ —(Di+ D3) + /(D1 + D)2+ 4(C1 + Co)(E1 + E»)

g = 5

2(C1 + CQ)

where Ay, As, By, By, C1, Cy, D1, Dy, Ei, E5 are given in details in Appendix B. After
deriving i1, fig and &, the AMLEs of «a, (8, and A, say &, 8 and A, respectively, can be
evaluated through

ST

So, the AMLE of R, namely R, is

(2.10) R=

2.4. Asymptotic confidence interval

In this section, we obtain the asymptotic confidence interval of R by the asymptotlc
distribution of R which was obtained from the asymptotic distribution of ) = (a ﬁ, )
0%
—, t,7=1,2,3.
861 80]:|? ] b
By differentiating from (2.1) for two times with respect to «, (3, and A, the inlines of I(0)
matrix can be obtained as:

We denote the observed Fisher information matrix by 1(6) = [I;;] = [—

J J:
Iy = %, Iy = ﬁ%’ Ly =15 =0,
J1
log(xz) Alog(Tl)
I3 =1 R; + 1) + R* ,
13 31 = ;( ) 1— :L,Z Jl 1 _ TI)\
Ja
lo log(T:
-7232-73222(5 + Dy} BY; )+SJ2 alos( 23,
e 1y 1-T;

J1
log(; . log(T
t = 25 3 o) 1) (IR o

+Z( sy +1) -1 ) (B2 gy 3 (8T
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Theorem 2.2. Let EJZ,B and A be the MLEs of «, B, and A, respectively. So

[(@—a), (B—8), =T 2 N30, (e, B, \),

where I(a, 3,\) and I"(a, 3, \) are symmetric matrices and

I(a, 3,)\) = . IO ?3 IY(a,B8,)) = 1 " 212 213
s M - 22 Iiz y sy My - \I(a,ﬁ,)\)\ 22 bzi 3
in which [I(c, 8,\)| = I1Iaal33 — 11135 — I3 109,
bin = Inolss — I35, biz = I13103, b1z = —I13122,

boo = I11I33 — 75,  bog = —I11l3,  baz = I11109.

Proof: From the asymptotic normality of the MLE, the theorem would be resulted.
O

Theorem 2.3. Let RMLE be the MLE of R. So,

(RM'F — R) 2 N(0, B),

where

2.11) B = g |G+ (s + 25 (O

(@ 30| iz -

Proof: Using Theorem 2.2 and applying the delta method, the asymptotic distribution
of R = :L,@ can be obtained as follows:

(RMP — R) -5 N(0, B),
where B = b'I71(q, 8, \)b, with b = [9£, gig, onIT = (98 gg, 0]T, in which

oOR B oOR o
da (a+pB)?2 9B (a+p)?’

and I7Y(a, 8,)) is defined in Theorem 2.2. Therefore, B can be represented as (2.11) and
the theorem results. O

(2.12)

Using Theorem 2.3, the asymptotic confidence interval of R can be derived. It is notable
that B should be estimated by the MLEs of «, 3, and A\. So, a 100(1 — )% asymptotic
confidence interval of R can be constructed as

FE L VE R V),

where z, is 100y-th percentile of N (0, 1).
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2.5. Bayes estimation

In this section, under the squared error loss function, we infer the Bayesian estimation
and corresponding credible interval of the stress-strength parameter, when a ~ I'(aj,b;),
B ~T'(ag,b2) and A ~ I'(as, b3) are independent random variables. Accordingly, based on the

observed censoring samples, the joint posterior density function of o, § and A are achieved
by:

L(data|a, B, A1 (a)m2(8)m3(A)

2.13 m(a, B, Mdata) = —sc—s—sc ,
(2.13) ( | ) Io o Jo7 JoT L(datala, 8, N)mi (o) m2(8)ws(A)dadBdA
where

71 (a) x a® " lemhe, a>0, a;,b; >0,

7[-2(5) X /Bagfleszﬁ’ /8 > 07 a27b2 > 07

m3(A) x A3~ LebsA A>0, asz, bz > 0.

As we observe from (2.13), the Bayes estimates cannot be derived in the closed-form. There-
fore, we approximate them by applying two following methods:

e Lindley’s approximation,

e MCMC method.

2.5.1. Lindley's approximation

One of the most applicable numerical methods to approximate the Bayes estimate has

been introduced by Lindley in [16]. This method can be described as follows. Let U(€) be a
function of the parameter value. The Bayes estimate of U(f), under the squared error loss
function, is
[ u(0)e? 9 do

[eQOdg
where Q(0) = £(6) + p(0), £(0) and p(f) are the logarithm of likelihood function and prior
density of 6, respectively. Lindley has been approximated F(u(f)|data) as

E(u(f)|data) = u+ % Z Z(UU + 2uipj)oij + % Z Z Z Z Cijk0ijOhplyp
i g i kP

where 0 = (01, ...,01), 1,7, k,p=1,...,m, 9 is the MLE of 0, u=u(f), u; = 0u/0b;, u;; =
0%u)00,00;, Liji, = 03€/00,00;00y, p; = Op/00;, and o;; = (i, j)-th element in the inverse of
matrix [—/;;] all calculated at the MLE of parameters.

E(u(f)|data) =

)

When we face up to the case of three parameter 6 = (61, 02, 03), Lindley’s approximation
conducts to

1
E(u(ﬁ)]data) = u-+ (u1d1 + uodo + usds + dg + d5) + 3 A(u1011 + w2012 + U3013)

(2.14) + B(ui021 + u2092 + uzoz3) + C(u1031 + u2032 + u3oss)|,
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which their elements are presented in detail in Appendix C. Therefore, the Bayes estimate of
R is
1
RLm = R+ [u1d1 + uodo + dg + d5] + 5 [A(ulau + u20'12)

(2.15) + B(u1021 + u2022) + C(u1031 + ’U/20'32)i| .

It should be noted that all parameters are evaluated at (a, B, X), respectively.

As we observe, constructing the HPD credible interval is not possible by using the
Lindley’s approximation. So, we apply the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method to
approximate the Bayes estimate and construct the corresponding HPD credible intervals.

2.5.2. MCMC method

After simplify equation (2.13), we get the posterior pdfs of «, 5 and A as:

Ji

alX,data ~ T'(J1 + ai,b — Z(R + 1) log(1 — a}) — R’ log(1 —T7 ))
i=1
Jo

BlA,data ~ T(Ja+az,by— > (S;+1)log(1—y}) — S5, log(1 — 13Y)),
j=1

(A a, B, data) (H:):”\ (1 — g))(Bit1)= )(H )B(S+1)= 1)

x ATitJatasle=Aba ()l (1 P,

It is identified that the posterior pdf of A is not a well known distribution. Therefore, we
utilize the Metropolis—Hastings method with normal proposal distribution in order to generate
random samples from it. Consequently, the Gibbs sampling algorithm can be proposed as
follows:
1. Start with the begin value (a (o), B(0), Ao))-
Set t =1.
3. Generate A\ from m(A|o_1), B—1), data), using Metropolis-Hastings method.

Ji
4. Generate a) from I'(Jy +a1,by — > (R + 1) log(1 — (t Y — Ry log(1— T/\(t ).
i=1
& Att-1) * Ae—1)
5. Generate () from I'(Jo +az, by — > (Sj+1)log(1—y; ) =57, log(1 -1, ).
j=1

Calculate R; =
Set t =t + 1.

at
at+PBt

Repeat steps 3-7, for T times.
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By applying this algorithm, the Bayes estimate of R, under the squared error loss function
is resulted from

T
~ 1
MC _
(2.16) RMC = o > R,
t=M+1
where M is the burn-in period. Moreover, a 100(1 — )% HPD credible interval of R can be
constructed by applying the method conducted by Chen and Shao [4].

3. INFERENCE ON R WITH KNOWN COMMON )\

3.1. MLE of R

Consider that {X7, ..., X;,} and {Y7, ..., Y;,} be two HP censoring samples with censor-
ing schemes {N,n, Ty, J1, R1,..., Ry, } and {M,m,Ts, J,S1,...,S1,}, respectively. Based on
Section 2.1, when the common shape parameter A is known, the MLE of R can be attained
easily by the following equation:

-1

Ta(

R i(R +1)log(1 — z}) + R, log(1 —T7))
(3.1) RMME — 1 4 ;
Py

Ji(

(Sj+1)log(1 — y]) 57, log(1 — 73))

In a similar manner to Section 2.4, (RMEE — R) Y N(0,C), where C = (80[)2%1 + (%)Qé,

and gg and aR are indicated in (2.12). Consequently, a 100(1 — v)% asymptotic confidence
interval for R can be constructed as

(EMLE — Zl—% \/5, ﬁMLE + Zl_%\/g>,

where 2z, is 100y-th percentile of N (0, 1).

3.2. Bayes estimation

In this section, we infer the Bayesian estimation and corresponding credible interval of
the stress-strength parameter, when o ~ I'(a1,b1) and 3 ~ I'(ag, by) are independent random
variables. With respect to the observed censoring samples, the joint posterior density function
of a and [ are given by:

Ji+a Jo+a
(32) w41 data) = +(31)4: a ;(I{jfi; it emalV ) U ),
1 1 2 2




Inference on R for a KuD Based on HP Censoring Sample 63

where

Ji

V== (Ri+1)log(l —2}) — RY log(1 - T}),
i=1
Ja

U=->(S+1)log(1—y}) — 53,log(1 — T3).
j=1

Under the squared error loss function, for obtaining R Bayes estimate, we solve the following
integral:

EB—/O /0 ai x (e, B|A, data)dadf.

Now in this study, we use the idea of Kizilaslan and Nadar [8], and accordingly, obtain the
R Bayes estimate as

1= ) itai(J
1-2) (1 +a) oF1(w, i +ar + Liw+1,2) if 2] <1,

w
(3.3) RB =
J1 + '
M2F1(w,J2+a2;w+l,liz) if < —1,

_V—I—bl
U + by

where w =J1+ Jo+a1+az, z2=1 and

1
2F1(@,ﬁ;7,2> = B( / tﬁ_l(l - t)’y_ﬂ_l(l - tZ)_adt, ‘Z‘ < 17
0

67’7_6)

is the hypergeometric series, which is quickly evaluated and readily available in standard
software like MATLAB. Moreover, we construct a 100(1 — )% Bayesian interval for the stress-
strength parameter by (L,U), where L and U are the lower and upper bounds, respectively,
which indicate

L U
(34 | atmar=3. [ aman =13,

where fr(R) is the probability density function of R, which obtained from (3.2) as

(1 o Z)J1+<11RJ1+<11—1(1 - R)JQ—I—ag—l(l o RZ)_w
R) = 0<R<1.
Jr(B) B(J1 + a1, J2 + ag) ’
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4. ESTIMATION OF R IN GENERAL CASE

4.1. MLE of R

The stress-strength parameter, when X and Y are two independent random variables
from Ku(a, A1) and Ku(f3, \2), respectively, can be obtained as

R=P(X<Y)

/fY )Fx (y

- /0 By (1= )P (L — (1 - M) dy

1
-1 / B)\Zy)\z—l(l _ y)\g)ﬂ—l(l _ y)\l)ady«
0

Assume that {X1,...,X,} and {Y1,...,Y,,} are two HP censoring samples with censoring
schemes {N,n,T1,Ji, R1,..., Ry, } and {M,m,Ts,Js,S1,...,S7,}, respectively. As a result,
the likelihood function of the unknown parameters «, 3, A1 and Ao can be written as

J1

L(datala, 8, A1, A2) oc a”'A{" (Hw?”(l —w?l)“Ri“)‘l) (1— 1)
i=1

% BJQXJQ HyAQ 1 y])_\z)ﬁ(sj'—l-l)—l (1—T2)‘2)’6512
j=1

Therefore, the log-likelihood function, along with ignoring the constant value, is as:

J1

U, B, A1, 02) = Jilog(ahr) + J2log(BA2) + ) (a(R; +1) — 1) log(1 — a7
i=1

J2
+ > (B(S; + 1) — 1) log(1 — ) + Ry, log(1 — T{™)

j=1

Jo
+ B8535 log(1— T52) + (A1 — 1) §jlog + (A2 — 1) log(y)).
=1

In a similar manner as Section 2.1, & and B, respectively, can be obtained from

Ji -1

() = =5 { DR+ Dlog(1 - a2+ By, logt - T}
=1

R Jo -1

B0e) = —2{ D08+ Dlogl1 ~ ) + 83, log(1 - T3 |

Jj=1
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Also, to derive Xl and /)\\2, respectively, we apply one numerical method like Newton—-Raphson

on the following equations:

J1 Ji

or 1 A, log (i) A log(T)
= L Y log(a) — (B + 1) — Da PETE Ry T — 0,
01 At o 8(zi) z’:l( ( )= b 11—z Ny ™

ol J: L2 J2 log(y;) log(T3)

2 A J * A 2

7:74_5 lo ~—E S;i+1)—1)y:? — S5 T5*? =0
g Ay < g(y]) jZI(ﬂ( J ) )yj 1_ y;-‘Q B Jodo 11— T2)‘2

After obtaining the MLEs of «, 3, A1, and A2, by using the invariance property, the MLE of

R can be derived as

1 < N S
(4.1) RMME =1 / Aoy 1L —y) (1 - ) dy.
0

4.2. AMLE of R

In this section, we obtain AMLE of R. Consider {Xy,..., X} and {Y1,...,Y,,} are two
HP censoring samples with censoring schemes {N,n, Ty, J1, R1, ..., Rj, } and also by consid-
ering {M,m, Ty, J2, S1,...,Sy,} from the distributions Ku(a, A1) and Ku(3, A2), respectively,
and

X/ = (—log(1 — X)), U; = log(X}) and Y} = (—log(1 — ¥}))%2, V; = log(Y}).

Based on the observed data {Uy,...,U,} and {V1,...,V,,}, along with ignoring the constant
value, the log-likelihood function is obtained as follows:

J1 J1

0(p, pg, 01,09) = —Jilog(or) + Y ti— > (Ri+ 1)e" — Rf ™

i=1 i=1
Jo Jo

(4.2) — Jplog(oa) + Yz — Y (S + 1)e¥ — S7,e”,
j=1 j=1

where

U; — v — —log(a —1lo
oo vizpe o Zlogle) o —log(H)
o1 09 M A9

ap — W 1 A 1
6p: %7 Up:)\iu a/p:log((_log(l_Tpp>)Ap)7 p:172
p P
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Now by taking derivatives due to uy, p2, o1 and o9 from (4.2), we obtain the following

equations:
_ J1
or* 1
=—— |1 =) (Ri+1)ei —R% €| =0
o o1 | ! ;( 1) he } ’
_ Jo
or- 1
=——1|Jy— S;+1 - She 0,
om0 -
dor = "ol J1+Zt —ZZ; (R; + 1)tie" — R d1e } — 0,
e 1] &
— |7 =) (Sj+ 1)ze% — 8% 59e2| = 0.
0oy 02 2+ZZ] ;( i1z J292¢ ]

In a similar manner as Section 2.3, we derive the AMLES of u1, s, o1 and o9, say i1, fio, 01
and &9, respectively, by

fi1 = A1 — 1By, flo = Az — 62 Bo,
. —D1 + +/ D% +4C1 E4 - —Dsy + 4/ D% +4C9 Ey
g1 = g9 —

1 Cl ) 2 202 )

where A1, Aa, B1, By, C1, Co, D1, Do, E1, Es are given in Section 2.3. After achieving Ml»

A1
fi2, 01, and 02, the values of &, (3, A1, A2 and R can be evaluated by G =€ o1, f=¢ "2
/\1 =, Ay = and consequently

(4.3) Re1_ /0 Bay (1 — ) 1(1 — ™)y,

4.3. Bayes estimation

In this section, under the squared error loss function, we infer the Bayesian estima-
tion and corresponding credible interval of the stress-strength parameter, when the unknown
parameters « ~ I'(a1,b1), B~ I'(ag,b2), A1 ~I'(az,b3) and Ao ~ I'(a4,bs) are independent
random variables. In a same manner as Section 2.5, as the Bayesian estimation of R has not
a closed-form, we approximate it by applying MCMC method. After simplifying the joint
posterior density function of the unknown parameters, we get the posterior pdfs of «, 8, A1

and Ay as:

Ji

alAi,data ~ T(J; 4+ a1,by — Z(RZ +1)log(1 — xf‘l) — R log(1 — Tl’\l)),
i=1
Ja

BlAg,data ~ T(Jy+ag, by — Y (S5 + 1)log(1 — ) — 7, log(1 — T52)),
j=1

Ji )
(Mo, data) oc AT (H A xf‘l)a(RiH)_l) (1- Tf‘l)O‘Rh e~ Mbs

=1

r(hal, data) o At 1(Hy*2 1=y (1= T e
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It is recognized that the posterior pdfs of A\; and Ay are not well known distributions. So,
we utilize the Metropolis—Hastings method with normal proposal distribution for generating
random samples from them. Therefore, the Gibbs sampling algorithm can be proposed as

follows:

1. Start with the begin value (o), B(0), A1(0)» A2(0))-

2. Sett=1.

3. Generate \j(;) from m(A1]a;—1), data), using Metropolis—Hastings method.

4. Generate Ay from m(A2|B(;—1), data), using Metropolis-Hastings method.
J1

5. Generate oy from IT'(J1 +a1,b1 — > (Ri+1) log(1— 1:?1(“1) — R log(1— Tf‘”til) ).
i=1
J2 A2(¢—1) ” A2(¢—1)

6. Generate () from I'(Ja+ag, by — > (S;+1) log(1—y; ) —S%, log(1 -1, ).
j=1

Calculate Rt =1- fol ﬁ(t))\2(t)y>‘2(t)_1(1 — y>\2(t>)6(t)_1(1 — yAl(t))atdy'

Set t =1t+ 1.
Repeat steps 3-8, for T times.

Using this algorithm, under the squared error loss function, the R Bayes estimate will be
resulted from

T
~ 1
(4.4) RMC — T > R,
t=M+1

where M is the burn-in period. Moreover, a 100(1 — )% HPD credible interval of R can be
constructed by applying the method accomplished by Chen and Shao [4].

5. SIMULATION STUDY AND DATA ANALYSIS

In this section, we compare the performance of different methods by Monte Carlo
simulations and analyze two real data sets to illustrative aims.

5.1. Numerical experiments and discussions

In this section, we compare the behavior of various estimates by Monte Carlo simula-
tions, under different censoring schemes. The comparison among estimates is accomplished
in terms of mean squared errors (MSEs). Also, the comparison of confidence intervals is
performed in terms of average lengths and coverage percentages. We apply different schemes,
parameters, and hyper parameters to implement the simulation study. All results are re-
ported based on 3000 replications. Also, the nominal level is 0.95 in comparison with the
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confidence intervals. We utilize the different censoring schemes as:

Scheme 1: Ry =...= R,-1 =0, R, =N —n,
N —
Scheme 2: Ry =...= R, = n,
n
2(N —
Scheme 3: Ry = ... = R% =0, R%H =.=R,= ( - n)

We can interpret theses schemes as follows. In Scheme 1, the number of removal units
at the first, second and so on until reaching the (n — 1)-th failure times is zero and we remove
all N — n units at the n-th failure time. We use Scheme 2 and 3 when N — n to be divisible
by n, and n must be an even number. In Scheme 2, the number of removal units at the first,
second and so on until reaching the (n)-th failure times is % In Scheme 3, the number of
removal units at the first, second and so on until reaching the (5)-th failure times is zero and
the number of removal units at the § 4 1, and so on up to the (n)-th failure times is W
All of these schemes are considered for two values of T as 0.7 and 0.9, respectively.

In the First case, by assuming the unknown common shape parameter A\, we choose
a =3 = \=2, without any loss of generality. Also, Bayesian inference are given in terms
of three priors as: Prior 1: a; =0, b; =0, j =1,2,3, Prior 2: a; =1, b; =0.1, j =1,2,3,
and Prior 3: a; =2, b; = 0.2, j = 1,2,3. Moreover, we noted that the number of iterations
in the MCMC method is T" = 5000, and the threshold of burn-in is 2000. In this case, we
obtained the Biases and MSEs of MLE using (2.5), AMLE using (2.10), Bayes estimates of R
through Lindley’s approximation and MCMC method using (2.15) and (2.16), respectively.
The results are shown in Table 1. Additionally, we derived the asymptotic confidence and
HPD credible intervals of R. Theses results are displayed in Table 2. By the above chosen,
R was obtained equal to 0.5. Also, using the numerical method, we obtain the mean and
variance of R as a random variable. Based on Priors 2 and 3, the variance of R is 0.0833 and
0.05, respectively, and the mean of R is 0.5 for both priors. So we expect that the performance
of MSE is the best using Prior 3.

In the second case, by assuming the known common shape parameter A\, we choose
a =3 = X=3, without loss of generality. Also, Bayesian inference are given in terms of
three priors as: Prior 4: a; =0, b; =0, j=1,2, Prior 5: a; =1, b; =0.1, j=1,2, and
Prior 6: a; =2, b; = 0.2, 7 =1,2. In this case, we obtained the Biases and MSEs of MLE,
Bayes estimates and 95% Bayesian intervals of R using (3.1), (3.3) and (3.4), respectively. The
results are indicated in Table 3. Similar to the previous case, we expect that the performance
of MSE be the best using Prior 6.

In the third case, assuming the different second shape parameters A1 and Ay, we choose
a = [ =)\ = Ay =2, without any loss of generality. Also, Bayesian inference are presented
based on three priors as: Prior 7: a; =0, b; =0, j =1,2,3,4, Prior 8 a; =1, b; =0.1, j =
1,2,3,4, and Prior 9: a; =2, b; =0.2, j=1,2,3,4. Also, we noted that the number of
iterations in the MCMC method is T' = 5000, and the threshold of burn-in is 2000. In this
case, we obtained the Biases and MSEs of MLE, AMLE and Bayes estimate by applying
MCMC method using (4.1), (4.3) and (4.4), respectively. Also, the results are indicated in
Table 4.
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Table 2: Average confidence/credible lengths and coverage percentages
for estimates of R when A is unknown.

AMLE MLE Prior 1 Prior 2 Prior 3
length C.P length C.P length C.P length C.P length C.P

0.4374 0.8710 | 0.4197 0.8710 | 0.4061 0.9000 | 0.3922 0.9020 | 0.3791 0.9100
0.4352 0.8760 | 0.4216 0.8750 | 0.4043 0.9020 | 0.3931 0.9070 | 0.3787 0.9080
0.4543 0.8870 | 0.4270 0.8830 | 0.4117 0.9030 | 0.3956 0.9080 | 0.3813 0.9080
0.4137 0.8940 | 0.4009 0.8900 | 0.3887 0.9010 | 0.3788 0.9040 | 0.3669 0.9060

0.4369 0.8810 | 0.4242 0.8860 | 0.4074 0.9120 | 0.3912 0.9130 | 0.3831 0.9140
0.4366 0.8960 | 0.4221 0.8900 | 0.4064 0.9080 | 0.3915 0.9110 | 0.3806 0.9170
0.4280 0.9090 | 0.4209 0.9050 | 0.4055 0.9200 | 0.3932 0.9210 | 0.3799 0.9260
0.4329 0.9010 | 0.3987 0.9020 | 0.3764 0.9200 | 0.3661 0.9230 | 0.3605 0.9280

0.3090 0.9180 | 0.3055 0.9140 | 0.3001 0.9350 | 0.2926 0.9380 | 0.2888 0.9390
0.3045 0.9290 | 0.3082 0.9230 | 0.3030 0.9340 | 0.2968 0.9360 | 0.2903 0.9400
0.2989 0.9100 | 0.3148 0.9120 | 0.3099 0.9350 | 0.3028 0.9360 | 0.2947 0.9370
0.2897 0.9340 | 0.2877 0.9340 | 0.2730 0.9360 | 0.2728 0.9380 | 0.2690 0.9390

0.3097 0.9240 | 0.3051 0.9270 | 0.2980 0.9310 | 0.2930 0.9310 | 0.2874 0.9330
0.3065 0.9110 | 0.3049 0.9120 | 0.2983 0.9310 | 0.2912 0.9320 | 0.2888 0.9330
0.3043 0.9280 | 0.3066 0.9230 | 0.3029 0.9360 | 0.2942 0.9370 | 0.2903 0.9390
0.2893 0.9340 | 0.2807 0.9320 | 0.2697 0.9380 | 0.2614 0.9390 | 0.2599 0.9400

0.4370 0.8810 | 0.4135 0.8880 | 0.4019 0.9150 | 0.3864 0.9150 | 0.3780 0.9180
0.4350 0.8850 | 0.4152 0.8880 | 0.4020 0.9150 | 0.3902 0.9160 | 0.3783 0.9170
0.4313 0.8870 | 0.4250 0.8840 | 0.4078 0.9180 | 0.3948 0.9200 | 0.3810 0.9270
0.4115 0.9000 | 0.3988 0.9050 | 0.3769 0.9150 | 0.3708 0.9200 | 0.3612 0.9210

0.4368 0.9020 | 0.4200 0.9080 | 0.4042 0.9290 | 0.3895 0.9300 | 0.3796 0.9330
0.4350 0.8940 | 0.4219 0.8960 | 0.4039 0.9220 | 0.3906 0.9240 | 0.3804 0.9290
0.4211 0.8900 | 0.4187 0.8940 | 0.4055 0.9210 | 0.3920 0.9220 | 0.3778 0.9270
0.4319 0.9030 | 0.3957 0.9050 | 0.3717 0.9300 | 0.3659 0.9310 | 0.3567 0.9330
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0.2823 0.9230 | 0.2767 0.9280 | 0.2598 0.9390 | 0.2562 0.9400 | 0.2558 0.9410
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To monitor the convergence of the MCMC method, in the first and third cases, we
studied the trace plots for various censoring schemes and parameters. In all cases, the trace
plots indicated that the MCMC method is converged. Some of these plots are displayed in
Figures 2-5. It is notable that Figures 2 and 3 have considered the problem in the first case
(when the common second shape parameter is unknown), and Figures 4 and 5 have considered
the problem in the third case (when all parameters are different and unknown), respectively.

Due to the information of Table 1, we observed that the Bayes estimates have the
minimum value of MSEs. Also, in Bayesian inference, the informative priors performance was
better than non-informative ones and the best performance, in terms of MSE, was belonged
to Prior 3. Furthermore, the MCMC method performs better, in comparison with Lindley’s
approximation. From Table 2, we observed that the HPD credible intervals indicated a better
performance compared to the asymptotic confidence intervals. Also, in Bayesian inference,
the best performance belonged to Prior 3, namely, the HPD credible intervals based on Prior
3, have the smallest average lengths and largest coverage percentages.
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As shown in Table 3, we observed that the Bayes estimates have the minimum value
of MSEs. Also, in Bayesian inference, the informative priors performed better than non-
informative ones and the best performance, in terms of MSE, was belonged to Prior 6.
Moreover, we observed that the Bayesian credible intervals have the better performance,
in comparison with the asymptotic confidence intervals. Also, in Bayesian inference, the best
performance belonged to Prior 6, namely, the Bayesian credible intervals based on Prior 6
have the smallest average lengths and largest coverage percentages.

As we observe from Table 4, the Bayes estimates have the minimum value of MSEs.
Also, in Bayesian inference, the informative priors perform better than non-informative ones
and the best performance, in terms of MSE, was belonged to Prior 9. Moreover, we ob-
served that HPD credible intervals based on informative priors, indicated better performance
compared to non-informative ones.

To tell the truth, from Tables 1, 3 and 4, along by increasing n for fixed N and T, and
also with increasing T for fixed N and n, the MSEs of all estimates decrease in all cases. This
can be due to the fact in both of the above mentioned cases, some additional information
is gathered. Moreover, from Tables 2, 3 and 4, with increasing n for fixed N and T, and
also with increasing T' for fixed N and n, the average confidence lengths decrease and the
associated coverage percentages increase, in all cases.
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Figure 2: Trace plots with C.S (1,1) (left) and (3, 3) (right), for (N,n,T) = (40, 10,0.7),
in common shape parameter \.
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Figure 3: Trace plots with C.S (2,2) (left) and (3, 3) (right), for (N,n,T) = (60, 20,0.9),
in common shape parameter \.
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Figure 4: Trace plots with C.S (1,3) (left) and (1,1) (right), for (N,n,T) = (40, 20,0.7),
in general case.
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Figure 5: Trace plots with C.S (2,3) (left) and (1,1) (right), for (N,n,T) = (60, 10,0.9),
in general case.

5.2. Data analysis

In this section, we analyze two pair of real data set for illustrative proposes.

Example 5.1. In the first example, we use the monthly water capacity of the Shasta
reservoir in California, USA, see data in http://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryMonthly?SHA.
Some authors such as Sultana et al. [25], Kohansal [9], Kizilaslan and Nadar [8], [6] and
Nadar et al. [19] have been studied this data, previously. From this data, we construct one
scenario relating to the excessive drought. In fact, we contract that if the average water
capacity in July and August of a same year is more than the water capacity in December,
the excessive drought will not occur. With respect to this scenario, we consider the months
July, August, and December from 1987 to 2016. So, X1, ..., X3g are the capacity of December
and Y7, ..., Yo are the average capacity of July and August from 1987 to 2016, respectively,
and R = P(X <Y) is the probability of non-occurrence of drought. As the range of KuD is
(0,1), all data have been divided by the total capacity of Shasta reservoir, 4552000 acre-feet.
This work does not make any change in statistical inference.

At first, we check that the KuD can separately analyze these data sets or not. To fit
the KuD, we obtain the initial guess, in the Newton—-Raphson method, by using the profile
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log-likelihood functions, which were indicated in Figure 6. So, we start this method by the
starting values 3.45 and 3.65, for X and Y, respectively. By fitting the KuD, for X, a, X,
the Kolmogorov—Smirnov distance and the corresponding p-value are 4.1903, 3.5000, 0.1592
and 0.3916, respectively. Also, for Y, B, X, the Kolmogorov—Smirnov distance and the associ-
ated p-value are 3.7828, 3.7700, 0.1218 and 0.7195, respectively. In terms of the p-values, we
identify that the KuD provides suitable fits for the data sets. Figures 7 and 8 indicated the em-
pirical distribution functions, PP-plots, and PP-plots with simulated envelope, for X and Y,
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For the illustrative proposes, we consider two different HP censoring schemes for X and
Y as follows:

Scheme 1: [1*10,0*19, Ty = T, = 0.9,
Scheme 2: [2*19], Ty =T, =0.5.

In the first case, when the common shape parameter A is unknown, for complete data
sets, and Schemes 1 and 2, we obtained the ML, AML and Bayes estimates of R with non-
informative priors assumption, i.e., a; = by = ag = by = a3 = b3 = 0 by applying Lindley’s
approximation and MCMC method. Also, we derived the 95% asymptotic and HPD intervals.
The results are listed in Table 5.

Table 5: The ML, AML, Bayes estimates and different confidence/credible
intervals of R, in Example 5.1.

Bayes
MLE Asymp.(MLE) | AMLE Asymp. (AMLE) i HPD
MCMC Lindley

Complete | 0.5522 (0.4268,0.6776) | 0.5641  (0.4403,0.6879) 0.5520  0.5511
A Scheme 1 | 0.5520 (0.3983,0.7057) | 0.5369 (0.3865,0.6927) 0.5523  0.5503
Scheme 2 | 0.5723 (0.3563,0.7882) | 0.5200 (0.3013,0.7388) 0.5727  0.5673

0.4258,0.6707)
0.3985,0.7036)
0.3530,0.7687)

o~~~ |~~~

Complete | 0.5617 — 0.5971 — 0.5647 — 0.4372,0.6848)
A1, A2 | Scheme 1 | 0.5533 — 0.5593 — 0.5534 — 0.3974,0.7027)
Scheme 2 | 0.5777 — 0.4899 — 0.5779 — 0.3501,0.7657)

As we observe, the second shape parameters of two data sets are not exactly same.
As a result, in the second case, when the shape parameters A\; and Ay are different and
unknown, for complete data sets, Schemes 1 and 2, we obtained the ML, AML and Bayes
estimates of R with non-informative priors assumption, i.e., a1 = b; = ao = by = a3 = b3 =
ag = by = 0, respectively. Also, we derived 95% HPD credible intervals. Theses results are
presented in Table 5. By comparing the two schemes, we observed that estimators have
smaller standard errors in Scheme 1, compared to Scheme 2, as it was expected. It is notable
that the estimation methods which presented a better performance in the simulations are more
reliable than the others. So, the results based on the Bayesian estimations and in Bayesian
estimation the results obtained by the MCMC method are more preferred, in comparison
with the others. Also, we would like to use the HPD credible intervals as the best intervals.

Example 5.2. In the second example, we use the lifetime data for insulation speci-
mens. The length of time was observed until each specimen failed or "broke down”. Also, the
results for seven groups of specimens, tested at voltages ranging from 26 to 38 kilovolts (kV)
were presented. We consider the data sets for 34 kV and 36 kV, reported in Lawless [15],
as the strength and stress variables, respectively. Therefore, the parameter R = P(X <Y)
can be investigated as the probability of insulation resistance. For the same reason as it was
earlier explained in Example 5.1, we have converted all data between 0 and 1. Recently,
Kizilaslan and Nadar [7] considered this data set.

At first, we must check that the KuD can analyze these data sets, separately. By fitting
the KuD, for X, @, A, the Kolmogorov—Smirnov distance and the corresponding p-value are
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9.7733, 0.84, 0.2103 and 0.4592, respectively. Also, for Y, B, /)\\, the Kolmogorov—Smirnov
distance and the associated p-value are 0.8963, 0.3736, 0.2756 and 0.0911, respectively.
In terms of the p-values, we observe that the KuD provides suitable fits for the data sets.

For the illustrative proposes, we consider the HP censoring scheme as Scheme 3: [1*°, 0*],
Ty = 0.1 and [1*9,0*], T» = 0.2 for X and Y, respectively.

In the first case, when the common shape parameter A is unknown, for complete data
sets and Scheme 3, we obtained the ML, AML, and Bayes estimates of R with non-informative
priors assumption, i.e., a; = by = ag = bs = a3 = b3 = 0 by applying Lindley’s approximation
and MCMC method. Also, we derived the 95% asymptotic and HPD intervals. These ob-
tained results are listed in Table 6.

As indicated, the second shape parameters of two data sets are not similar. So, when
the shape parameters A\; and Ay are different and unknown, for complete data sets, Schemes
1 and 2, we obtained the ML, AML and Bayes estimates of R with non-informative pri-
ors assumption, i.e., a1 = by = a2 = by = a3 = b3 = a4 = by = 0. Also, we derived 95% HPD
credible intervals. These results are given in Table 6.

Table 6: The ML, AML, Bayes estimates and different confidence/credible
intervals of R, in Example 5.2.

Bayes
MLE Asymp.(MLE) | AMLE Asymp. (AMLE) i HPD
MCMC Lindley

Complete | 0.8007 (0.6763,0.9252) | 0.7034  (0.5944,0.8619) 0.8016  0.7892

0.6798,0.8938

( )

A Scheme 3 | 0.6368 (0.4151,0.8614) | 0.6739  (0.4131,0.9048) 0.6326  0.6273 (0.3851,0.8183)
A Complete | 0.7127 — 0.6058 — 0.7252 — (0.5979,0.8360)
1221 Scheme 3 | 0.6371 — 0.6760 — 0.6351 — (0.3989,0.8234)

To see a motivation based on real data set that presents the need for the new methodol-
ogy, we consider the progressive scheme, one of the most applicable censoring scheme, for this
data set. Comparison between two methodologies (HP and progressive schemes) is performed
by obtaining the values of Akaike information criterion (AIC), Bayesian information criterion
(BIC) and Hannan—Quinn information criterion (HQC). We have shown the results in Table 7.
From Table 7, by ignoring minor differences, we see that the new methodology (results
based on HP scheme) is better than the previous one (results based on the progressive scheme.)

Table 7: AIC, BIC and HQC in comparison of two methodology, in Example 5.2.

HP Progressive
MLE AMLE Lindley MCMC MLE AMLE Lindley MCMC
AIC —42.9761 —37.8133 —42.9575 —42.9762 —42.0119 —-37.5979 —42.0107 —42.0119
A BIC —40.4765 —35.3137 —40.4579 —40.4765 —39.0247 —34.6107 —39.0235 —39.0249
HQC —42.7276  —37.5648 —42.7090 —42.7277 —41.4288 —37.0148 —41.4276 —41.4289
AIC —41.0665 —37.4275 — —41.0906 —40.0246 —35.5724 — —40.0373
A1, A2 BIC —37.7337 —34.0946 — —37.7678 —36.0417 —31.5895 — —36.0544
HQC —40.7352  —37.0962 — —40.7694 —39.2471  —34.7949 — —39.2597
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6. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we obtain different estimates of the stress-strength parameter, under
the hybrid progressive censored scheme, at the time that stress and strength are considered
as two independent Kumaraswamy random variables. The problem is going to be solved
in three cases. First, when X ~ Ku(a, ) and Y ~ Ku(3, A), we derive ML, AML and two
approximated Bayes estimates by applying Lindley’s approximation and MCMC method, due
to the lack of explicit forms. Also, we consider the existence and uniqueness of the MLE and
construct the asymptotic and HPD intervals for R. Second, when the common second shape
parameter, A, is known, we obtain the MLE and exact Bayes estimate of R. Third, in general
case, when X ~ Ku(a, \1) and Y ~ Ku(f3, A2), we provide ML, AML and Bayesian inferences
of R, respectively.

From the simulation results, which were obtained using the Monte Carlo method, in
point estimates, we observed that the Bayes estimates have the minimum value of MSEs.
Also, in Bayesian inference, the informative priors perform better than non-informative ones.
Furthermore, the MCMC method performs better than Lindley’s approximation. In interval
estimates, we observed that the HPD credible intervals have a better performance in compar-
ison with the asymptotic confidence intervals. Also, in Bayesian inference, the HPD credible
intervals based on informative priors have the smallest average lengths and largest coverage
percentages.

A. APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem 2.1: By a simple method, we can rewrite G(\) as:

Ji Go(\)  Jo Hy(\)
A = 2L 2 m
G(N\) h\ +G1(>‘)+J1G3()\)+ 3 + 1()\)+J2H3()\)’
where
2 log(x;) < log(z;) log(Th)
o 7 o ) A 9 * N 1
Gi(A) = ;1%,\7 G2(A) = ;(Rz + 1)z — 2 + Ry TS ey
J1
G3(A) = Y (Ri+1)log(1 — a7) + Ry, log(1 — T}),
=1
= Jog(y;) < log(y;) log(T5)
, . ) 3
() =) e B = DS+ Ny =+ 55T L
L ] — g - 11—y 1- Ty
7=1 J 7j=1 J
Ja
Hs(A) = ) (S;+1)log(1 —y}) + 57, log(1 — T3).
j=1

We observe that /\lim+ G(\) = o0 and /\lim G(M\) < 0. Consequently, G(\) has at least one
—0 —00
root in (0,00) by the intermediate value theorem. So, it is enough to show that G'(\) < 0.
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We can obtain G’()), after accomplishing some steps, as:

2
60 = 5 (A)—J1G3(>\)GE’C(;‘3)(;)(2G2(>\)) |
1 H3(\)H5(A) + (Hz(\))?
e T
where
J1 2 T )
_ N (los(a?) & (o)
Gi(A) = /i ; ,(1_@) . Hi(\) = o ;%(1 y?> ,

Jo A\ 2 2
log(y7) . log (T3

Hy(\) = Z(Sj+1)y;<1_yg> +SJ2T2A<1_(J%/\)> .
5 2

It can be observed that G4(\) > 0, as f(z) = a:(ki g(x) ) so f(z) < 1for z € (0,1). Moreover,

T

Ji 9 )

i=1 (

J1 A A
log(z7") log( T
+2<§ (R + 1) TS ) (RJle

i=1 ¢
Ji J1 2
< (Z(Rﬁl)x?) (Z(R + 1)z log i) ) + <RJ1 flfg_(:%x)>
i=1 =1 "
J1
+) (R + 1)) (R”lelA(log(Tl )> ) Z(Rl +1)e Alog(;fk) (R T7)
=1 i
<

N1 /1 og(z2)\?
(— > (Ri+ 1)alog(1 ~ x?)) (Z(Ri + 1)x?<11g_(qj£> )

i=1 i=1

« oo (log(MTHN? .
+R,1T1A<1_T1A (— Rj log(1—1T7))
1
J1 AN 2
log(T1)>
— (R + 1) log(1 — RY T
S st ) (950
< log(x7)
+> (Ri+ 1) A1—£.A (— Ry, log(1 —T7))
=1 ?
Ji
= |- _(Ri+ 1)} log(l — 27) — RY, log(1 — T})
i=1
Ji by 2 A 2
log(x; . log(T
X Z(R,-H)xj(lg(@}) +RJ1Tﬁ<lg(11A)> = —G3(N)G5(N).
i=1 — g

The above equations have been obtained by applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and
x < —log(l —x), z € (0,1). Consequently, G'(A\) < 0 and the proof is completed. O
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B. APPENDIX

We compute fi1, fio and ¢ at

J1 J1 J1
;(Rz + l)ﬁluz + leﬁ}lal ;Ozi — ;Rl(l — Ozi) — R§1(1 — aL*h)
Al = = 7 ) Bl = = }; )
l;(Ri +1)Bi + R} B3, i;l(Ri +1)8i + RS B,
Jo _ _ Jo Jo
2 (8 + 1)Bjv; + 853, 05,02 2 a5 = 1 81— a5) = S5, (1 = a)
Ay = — By = :
Zl(sj + 1)ﬁj + S?}zﬁ?}z ZI(SJ' + 1)ﬁj + S%ﬁ}z
J= J=
J1 J1 J1
D, = Z a;u; — A1 By (Z(Rz +1)8; + R§15§1> - Z Riui(1 — o)
=1 =1 =1

_R§1(1_aj}1)a1a 01:J17

Jo Ja Jo
Dy =) ajuj — AsBy (Z(Sj +1)8; + 532ﬂ32> =) Sl —ay)
j=1

j=1 j=1
= 85,(1=aj,)az, Co=Jy,
J1

E, = Z(R’ + l)ﬁ,(ul — A1)2 + R§16§1 (a1 - A1)2,
=1
Jo

Ey = ) (8j +1)(vj — A2)* + 53,55, (a2 — A2)*.
j=1

C. APPENDIX.

For three parameters case, we compute (2.14) at 0 = (51, @\2, §3), where

d; = p1oi1 + p20ia + p3043, 1=1,2,3,
dy = w2012 + 13013 + U23023,
1
ds = §(u11011 + u20092 + Uu33033),
A = l111011 + 20121012 + 20131013 + 20231023 + {2210922 + £331033,

B = (112011 + 20122012 + 20132013 + 20232023 + (222022 + £332033,

Q
I

l113011 + 20193012 + 20133013 + 20933093 + £993099 + £333033.
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In our case, for (61,02,03) = (a, 3,A) and u = R = _$5, we have
a; —1 az —1 az — 1
P1 L P2 3 2, P3 3 3,
Jl JQ
b = T2 lyy = —@, l1o =¥y =0,
J1
log(z:) log(7})
— _ )\ )\
513—531——;(1%1—1—1) e — Ry, T} o
Jo
lo , log(T:
lag =Lz = — Y (Sj+ 1)y 8y 3—5J2T2A 8l 2/\),
a 11—y 1- 13
J=1 J
J1+ Jo 4 lOg(.fL‘) 2 log(Tl) 2
— . A * . %
33 = — N2 _;(G(Rl—i—l)—l)xi(l_gg?) ozRJlT1<1_T1/\>

09
—~~

3
N—
o [\

log(y;)\ > N o
_Z (S;+1) = 1)y; (1_(yﬁ)> —ﬁSJQTQ’\<1_T)\
J

0ij, 1,7 = 1,2,3 are obtained using ¢;;, 7,j = 1,2,3 and

2J1 2J2
b = 3 b9 = e
J1 2 2
log(z; . log (7
b33 = U331 = l313 = — Z(Rz + 1)95{\( & ,\)) - RJ1Tf\( sl 13) ’
i=1 1— =1

< A (Log(y;) ? « o ((1og(T2) 2
lass = U332 = lsgs = — Y (S + 1)y, vy S5T3 1 ;
J

J=1

J N

3
A i=1

T s ) .
_Z(5(*91“)_1)?/?<1+y?)<log_@;]3> —aRzT%(HTﬁ)(l gm))

j=1

B85, TN + T&)(

log(T») )’
1-Ty) "

and other /;;, = 0. Moreover, uz = u;3 = 0 i =1,2,3, and wuj, ug are given in (2.12). Also,

dy = u12012, ds = —(u11011 + u22092),

5(
A =liio11 + 0331033, B = l992092 + l332033, C = 20133013 + 20233023 + {333033.
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