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(D= bil (1.2)
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o} Zo] ¥HHE 2P L r o|AF ojF 9 EXFIFI AFEEY S -

A A ZA o g gwkHel =9 Page(1954), Chernoff$} Zacks(1964), Bhattacharyya$}
Johnson(1968), Hinkley(1970), Pettitt(1979) 5& 31 & od, B AFdME AFot &1
of oA AF UFHE HPE st HEH FAE FHLE 21 A E AHEYD AFEE
o] Wisldwy (1.2)d 3 dFEA Nguyen, Rogers®t Walker(1984)= W3y H 934 & A
tatm FAFo XAl s =ostdch $EEFIF FEUY F € FEAAN F43] Frtet

zt7] & A3 (restricted) TFIHANAN HSFA RS

£ H]$%Al(unbounded)) A A& S AL
ANEH)HS Ba) 7 42 L HEIJAT Yao(1986)E H3d 2 P &) 3 J$3AS At
3t31 1 SAMR T #a =&t Pham¥® Nguyen(1990)2 4349 7 XA (stron

consistency)S B %3, Pham¥® Nguyen(1991)& 3ldel H9FAFo digt 243 LAY
(parametric bootstrap) ®X7} FEE X FHIE AS FTHIIAL.
=8, Matthews®} Farewell(1982)2 ®3tde] 7Mdo) gid SEuAAR T o)A JlolAly AL
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W)= (1.3)

o disf ¥ rd "7‘4 2 AZH Ao B3 =93},
HHEE (13) RN & F ;
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s} go] $EH
nxe  Wsde e AHE W FEER T, Ty, T, o8 =zaszas

(log-likelihood function)<
Y2

Ky,B8, 0 = X(r)log(—%)ﬂL(n—X(r))[ log( 22)—{ ITBYI — Tﬁz }H

(2.2)

s tih
+ ZLi=Dloglt)——5—1+ Bl (rp= D loglt) ——5—]
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2ot +(n— X(o)" grtfz—(n—X(r))r”
B1= X(7) , Ba= 7n— X(0) . (2.3)
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gzag ge 8302 7,808 79 sl #Z st 022 o7 tE 4
—Xﬁl—(n—X(r))——l—rr‘log(z')=~ElT > 1 og(t)— S log(t) @4
———(—l-*-(n X(z‘))—[)T— r’ log(ﬂ:—é; gtt,” log(¢) — ;rlog(ti) (2.5)
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et 4 (23)€ (24), 259 AYsB AF ¢ R ;o B8 Aoz vehd £ vk sl
zrxel LANYYS H() S FHnsd BAY

log H()=y;logt—1log B;, i=1,2
AN y;E 718718 YEUEE log H(H 9 logte] EXNM 7,;9 27133 AE 78 F U
O 271ERANA ARst A 23)-25)F FA) VHIES WRHA FAAL oA F3
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+ 2, Tilog(t)+ X ¥olog(t)

o zh o] W, 4 (26) AU s g FASE ol WA dF # 9-% 7 (maximum

likelihood estimationnMLE)®olch. &, Wstde A$F4F TS
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7= arg sup ry<e<r, X7, B, 0
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@ azd A B 72 [r),75]: 1,E ) 10898, 1= 29 10894

Aol AYAYSANA AHPEL 2R F4FY 0 L AHTFNY TFREL TG o
SaEY wEe B=2,000012 LHHES ANY H9 #Be 20080F HATh THHE

2

2 W3d & Xde JFFE 20002 o] FEHIAY. <H41>-<E46>L FEA7V], dA
g0 e THYER FZABLAMSE) 2 472 Pole] FFGE Uk Rolth T
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T 9% HEY Fart v dYFEAD AsdA REEJEES °é% el disiA
Efron(1981)2 7}& & -vlojo](Kaplan-Meier) A&F H(survival curve) 2258 EXI+E 33
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<¥41> 283 T3 E(n=80)
WEd 91x=040 (40WEYA)

B r MSE l—a b s gado]
0.7 .7208 .3982 .90 895 1.1791
95 965 1.4647
.99 995 1.8773
1.2 4257 4591 .90 970 1.3039
95 995 1.6190
.99 1.000 1.9610
1.5 .3406 .2689 90 950 .9858
95 .990 1.3597
99 1.000 1.8312
20 2554 .1160 90 875 5380
95 .860 .8598
99 990 1.4530
<E42> 93 TF=E(0=80)
WM $x=070 (70 WEHH)
81 T MSE 1—a res T4
0.7 1.7200  .5972 .80 835 1.8161
95 835 2.1180
99 890 2.4404
1.2 1.0033 .4088 .90 935 1.4487
95 .880 1.6796
99 995 1.8110
1.5 8026 2499 20 B35 1.1687
95 .960 1.4090
99 .990 1.6892
2.0 6020 117 .90 805 7516
.95 950 9859
299 .985 1.3554
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<¥43> 384 L E(n=100)
A Yx1=0.40 (40 NEHH)

8, r MSE l—-a PR EZI
0.7 7298  .3955 90 905 1.1537
.85 975 1.4506
99 1.000 1.8777
12 4257 4550 90 945 1.2825
.95 880 1.6205
99 1.000 1.9898
15 3406 2165 90 925 8742
95 .965 1.2530
99 1.000 1.7733
20 2554 0712 90 865 4071
95 870 6796
99 995 1.2860

<H44> AP T E(n=100)
Ay 9x]=0.70 (70 AENA)

8, r  MSE l—a z3us BF 7ol
0.7 1.7200 .5588 .90 .850 1.8046
95 930 2.1252

.99 990 2.4655

1.2 1.0033 .4036 .90 920 1.4392
95 970 1.6812

. 99 990 1.9240

15 .8026 2202 .90 915 1.1417
95 955 1.4033

93 995 1.7065

2.0 6020 .0885 .90 855 6394
95 935 8739

99 970 1.2912




<EAS> FEH EIHE(=120)

Hstd 91x]=040 (40 WME-A)
81 T MSE 1—a xsas B 7ol
0.7 7298  .3679 90 905 1.1176
95 960 1.3989
.99 980 1.8073
1.2 4257 4047 .90 .940 1.2624
95 990 1.6262
.99 1.000 2.0120
15 .3406 2061 90 885 8405
95 985 1.2349
99 1.000 1.8022
2.0 2554 0755 .90 840 3651
95 935 6067
99 985 1.1952
<E46> Fg3d I EMn=120)
M 9X=070 (70 HE4H)
B1 T MSE l—a XEgE Haol
0.7 1.7200 5350 .90 .830 1.7870
.95 910 2.1020
.99 975 2.4589
1.2 1.0033 3576 90 910 1.4442
95 965 1.6912
99 .990 1.9413
15 8026 1895 .90 .895 1.0920
95 955 1.3651
.98 995 1.6776
2.0 6020 0715 .90 885 58565
95 .945 8126
99 .990 1.2125
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