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B EARe2 AN 4+ e B Y PAFEALE 0E APYL vlm BHaH
g A7 e $9e BURSES AYsn LRSS S8 By AR 3
=1 A A g asick v -araa 43k & RN ANG A BTG 12
AHEATE 24 i $40 AFG L KT AL 2Abstar

FHO0: B ARE AR, R YR

1. A&

Neyman(1937)oll €3} % &3 7 (smooth test)o] L XL ©]F Rayner?} Best(1989), Eu-
bank®} Hart(1992, 1993), Ledwina(1994), Lee(1996), Hart(1997)5 B< dFSo] Agys
Aot B AT A RPN AM ] " EHG S (no effect)” & Zd%‘o}ﬂ A V&S B2 AE
TAZE N AFHES BN NZ L A BAZTE AN, AANED BAEAS
B Mg AP HEN A viu Ao BHE Foh AAA ¢, -, .0 it AAE =
2 o33 2

=flti)+e&, i=1,---,n (1)

A71H fe iR Froln, o3 o & BF 0% B4 022 e SRAH D UG B
& 7A€ H8USEoIt S So] AP aA s ARILL e 2o},

Hy:f=0 2)

128 AAA AFBH frdste A8, 712-714, 2 TE
AR QA $HE GEREn EAET, 760-749, 24
SAE AN AEs Aty SA 8 712-240, 235
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A 2)d e AT g HAL 2l (1) 2o «E0gl &S AAste AY 5
23 AAolth “EHGUL Y e AP L ¥EF APRFPA gurH oz AL E 7}
BolAwt ¥ F HA ol v AEAYE B2 Fol2 HE¥YE 848 £ d= 754
72 erg F.3 oulE Adr}.

d2dde 7129 B AP EAZTES 28, 3P E 2RHY /HES AL
sto] st THE HEFAZEDR N2 AHFAZTES AANET Aotk 48 A E ©]
TAZE U HEH S A E S A g EAE Aol

2. 7|1&2] B A TAZE
Eubank®} Hart(1993)+= 4 (1)9] 2¥olM AR Hy: f = 08 B8] g3 71 &
o ZHFAZEN e HE HPTAFE A7
von Neumann(1941)2] AW 259 AFj e 7123 AHEAZS

SN — 2?:1 (yi - g)z (3)

6-2
- o, o)m) LAHEAL FHFL
1 n-1
M=) Z(ym - y)? (4)
i=1

22 g% g YA FH Lo Rice(1984)°l 2} 5ted AA AT
2] (3)9] von Neumann®| %% %-& Eubank9} Hart(1993) & AR EA =] Fei2
oE3 o]l ¥IA AT

n—1 ~2
.. as
Ey = =550 (5)

ol

A7V e BE Felol 2AA T AS2 8 2o] Pt

L V2 o
Qjn = —ﬁ Zl:yi cos(prt,), i=1,2,---,n~1. (6)
FHA A 2 23 54 3-S Buckley(1991)of] AJA € vlo] x|t B o2 HE]
o By Y HASAL

Sp = n“zz———————( L 9?) (1)

o]t}. Nair(1986)9] Z3& 714 1L Eubank® Hart(1993)% th3-3} Zo] Buckleyo] A3 %
A HYA A

Ep= (2 %—") /&2, (8)



Jﬂ% 7-1 x%%_z]] E]:oﬂ 1;}] ‘_} _—,7_7";_1

oju}, a;,2 A (6)°l A AAIHY 1L,
2
TE = [271 sin(];—;)] (©)

olt}. (Nair(1986)3H=.).
Az e AFEAFE 224 (orthogonality) o] A AL o] &8le] FAAFLAE A
2 3l= mE& #5224 Eubank$} Hart(1993)&

m 9

i1 @5,
T(marc) = —3:—715——]- (10)

FA S AR ol mE m << nQl H BT S (smmoth parameter) 24 BIAF
AE HAE Gt

A AHEAF L 2 Eubank9} Hart(1993)& Whabue?] 33 2L W A7 g8
EAZFE AA AT

=31 fj;rj)z’/&Q' (11)

ol r; = A (9) M AAFH I, A Y 2ZaQ] F1 P o) Uut @A} b (generah
-zed cross validation)& H AR 3l gtolth. 7] HE RS A9 GEFL 4] (10)9] §
BEREF me 87 A3t

A A 2] 717 B A %2 Eubank®} Hart(1992), 18] 2 Kim (1994)¢] 93] A A€ %

AFo g tha3 2t
m s2
M, = max M . (12)
1<m<n—1 mao?

AR A A 9] A% EA FL Eubank$} Hart(1992)0 98 AAE BE RS m, 1 47}
AR EAF] HE A4 A& A FAZIY. =
EIC(m) = i 2. — Co*m (13)
i=1
< AUE ste m9 el mak o33 2] AR A o)) FYFE a=10.05 L} C = 4.18
ojt}. (32 : Eubank®} Hart (1992)).

ok m=0olW HyE AYstn (19)
ek m>1°1d HyE 7143 (15)

GSHME 2 AANE FFEATED =3 154 e N2 AREAZS
2708 Rolg}.
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3. AAA AAHTAZ

AR 2B EAF22A Lee, Kim, Moon(1998)0] H.Q1 A (tapered) 7} =X & o] &
T HETAFLEZA 53 2t

m 329 2y m 12
_ anzlbjajn_U Zj:l bs

2m = ey 1o
oldf g;, 2 4] (2.3)7 23, &F 7}EH
bj= l_m—{l——l-’ j=1,---,m,

A FeZ mo] F71tel whe} b; — 00t} Lee, Kim, Moon(1988)2 2] (16)2] AA 3 m<
AE 87 A8t ZZ Y71 F 3] Akaike(1974) ) 2] &) A Al E AIC(Akaike Informa-
tion Criteria) 7] % 3} Schwarz (1978) 1| 2|3}l #] A © BIC(Baysian information criteria)7] % &
242y AL T o F7HA 71 & AME @ Z(m) AR EA RS B2 Z(mae) S Z(mpre) 2
% & 8tAt.

T2 4 (10) $1& Eubank$} Hart o] 2% S A FM ng HdgslE 71'4& BIC 7]
Moz wgstal &3 2 (1998)= k3 2L AHEAZE Folsignt

mpic

T(mpic) = Y _ a%,/5" (17)
4 (17)ell & BIC 71 & A8-3 BAFS A4 2 Ledwina (1994)9] AR A T3} ge
ol g Ay EA Folt},
Ed &% 2 (1998)9] A7oM AR f =08 AF 5 st 2o AAEAF
< A A8kt

TK(m) = % i i2,/5%, (18)

€ 7oA E TK(m)AX m& A ste 7' o2 BICS AIC7IH S 72t AlR-3to 2 A
TK(marc)% TK(mpic) A7 SAFE A A2t

ofef o] A 744 AP EAFEL Berckleyd] A FAFS Bl AL 5T A=
T AR EAZFE I

k

TB = nz_: <Z E?ﬁ) /o2 (19)
k=1

=1 ¥
A714 ne 2 ()14 vheht ik

k "
> 7") /62, (20)
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n—-1 k
N= (Zan/ (jk&® ) (21)
k=

1 \j=

—

RGN E 28 38N 2708 B AR EA TS thelo] Rl Ag g o] Btol
AREESE W RENT Roloh

4. AREATES A4Y vz

287 38 24 A EATEN T RS L v mENToE B
B8] 98 BABE 442 240 2 AFEAL A BHE GE Ao] oA
Bolt}.

WA AR Hy: f=00] e YRR S 3} Lo 3744 2 Azshenh

4 8 4 2\ ~1/2
- ] _ w_ € -1 e—l_(e—l)
3 oA : fA(IL') b (e 1 ) ( ) 4 ’
b=0.25,0.5,0.75,1.0.

2¥B : fp(z)=cos(jmz), j=1,3,5,7
BEC : folr) =2b(20(z — 1/2)° - 3(x — 1/2)),
b=0.25,0.5,0.75,1.0

E2Y A9 B FE BXY BYgol AFS X¥eA Fe AS] Ex e o) wtE o)
B7HE S Mg et 1Y 104 BHRo] f,0] BEE X 43849 vl 43 ngoz o2x
o2 F7tete A92 b ol ARl wal Bxzke] MYt Yok 58 Boll 9=
M e €29 A5 E9 sl 2 HRH g 213817 &) HAsg 1Y
214 UEhd AR 2ol ZARl §52A j9 ghol ARl wat 2 et A A Fo] 27}
e golth 28 Ce 154712 Q) A 9o Zo] #sle] up2 AAY 2ALS Yot 4
oAt 28 39 fo T A% 33 Ao YL ©rE D bo %M Skl wa}
EX3e] EA7E WAt 89 37E n = 10,20,30,40,509) 5712] 7ol thstd @ 3}
B gko] o2 = 0.005,0.05, 0.1,0.5,1.02] 67}4] —°r°ﬂ o 3t %Vé%ﬂl%*afﬂl I Rigea s
B8 E ZAATE 28y 2 Ao A9 AFES ZAE|dE U Be ¥ So] 1t
Eolok e MAREE /22 971 E n =307 o2 = 0.5 A -%9] Aujo] thafAlmt
A& & Aolr}. :
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MODEL C

f(x)
o]
1

29 3: 2F Co b 3] ¥sle] Ui e BX

ol MEI L= 1000 S A5t ZH HHEATE) 72 He 595 o=
0.052 1% 3ty A Al A+t o},
AHEE AR BAFES oA Feletd thea 2.

1. Sy : A (3)] 1= von Neumann®] 774 57 .

2. Ey : 4] (5)° 3= Eubank®} Hartol] oja) H&d Sy +39] AREA =

3. Sg: 4] (7)ol & Buckleys] AHEA .

4. Ep : % (8)l 3l Eubank®} Hartol] ]3] HEH Sy 539 AAEA =

5. T(maic) : 2 (10)°ll %1+ Eubank9} Hartol] o)3] AIC7|-& o] 28 AR E 4 .
6. T(msic) : A (17)°l Sl& Kimell ]38} BIC71H & o] &3 2% A 2.

7. 8+ 4 (11)°] 1= Eubank®} Hartoll 3 Whaba% & o] 23 A% A2
8. M, : 4] (12)°] )& Eubank9} Hartol] o]3} A3 5 A 2.

9. EH : 2] (15)°] Sl Eubank$} Harto] 2)& ¢4 EA4 2.



282 A FH o] 5. AR
E 1L EY A AR vw
_ b -
AR EAZE | 025 0.5 0.75 1.0
' S 0.16000 0.58700 0.93700 0.99900
Ex 0.16000 0.58700 0.93700 0.99000
Sp 0.34900  0.90000 1.00000 1.00000
Eg 0.40500 0.92500 1.00000 1.00000
T(marc) | 0.08800 0.34700 0.83500 0.99400
T(mgic) | 0.16100 0.68400 0.97300 1.00000
S, 0.32300 0.86600 0.99900 1.00000
M, 0.32500 0.87300 0.99900 1.00000
EH 0.39600 0.92100 1.00000 1.00000
Z(Myrc) | 0.31800 0.88200 0.99900 1.00000
Z(mpc) | 0.34200 0.89600 1.00000 1.00000
TK(mac) | 0.32600 0.82700 0.98400 1.00000
TK(mpjc) | 0.31100 0.87800 0.99700 1.00000
TB 0.40200 0.92300 1.00000 1.00000
KSy 0.16400 0.61100 0.94600 0.99900
TSy 0.33900 0.89600 1.00000 1.00000
10. Z(mac) : & (16)° & Lee, Kim, Moon 9] 7% £A4 %.
11. Z(mpyc) : 4 (16)°] & Lee, Kim, Moon 9] 73 A &.
12. TK(marc) : A (18)91 A AAE AR EA .
13. TK(mpic) : A (18)°lA MAIE AAEAZ.
14. TB : 4 (19) A AA | A EAZ
15. KSy : 2] (20)9) A A A8 AR EAZ
16. TSy : A (21)ollA A <teE AP FAH.

WA ) 24 93 FALES K9] 2] Slatel G5

$H2 4 4 9ok

o
von Numann®] 7 % 57| ‘“%«1 o2 Syt Exo] 2 dele] 1, Berkleyd] 7% E4
ol g3 o2 Spe Ep7l S 1315‘} Berkley9] #3 < W33 ge) 2 #|etg Ro| TB,



B AR5 A o R 2 F
E2: 2% BolA HAH vln
i
HBEAF 1 3 5 7
S 0.90600 0.90600 0.89100 0.87300
Ey 0.90600 0.89100 0.85500 0.75200
S 1.00000 0.38600 0.06500 0.02300
Eg 1.00000 0.47500 0.08500 0.03400
T(muc) | 077000 0.76500 0.76200 0.80200
T(mprc) | 0.96800 0.97700 0.97700 0.98000
S) 1.00000 0.98100 0.91100 0.83300
M, 1.00000 0.98700 0.92400 0.81300
EH 1.00000 0.96600 0.82700 0.50500
Z(Marc) | 1.00000 0.84300 0.39600 0.22500
Z(mprc) | 1.00000 0.86100 0.35400 0.14600
TK(mac) | 0.99200 0.98600 0.94600 0.89200
TK(mprc) | 0.99900 0.98700 0.92500 0.81700
TB 1.00000 0.43200 0.07500 0.03000
KSy | 091600 0.88900 0.83900 0.71200
TSy 1.00000 0.70900 0.20000 0.04200
KSy3} TSyol ATt Eunak®} Hart9] §8 02 T(mu0) % T(mpre) & <8 Je)2 7}
Ao, o] & AF3t] WE Aol 4 (18)9] Q& TK(mao)® TK(mpic) ©|Th. E&
M, A BIC(m)A A8E me AR EATL2 A8she (15)% 28 ¢4 $AFS
AL A E e BElE Ao vk A (11)9 S,9 4 (16)9) Z(m)L 99 EAFETE

E/M3& Ad BEAZE |

12 23 AdA n =30, 02 = 052 A$ RYFF o= 0058 7132 AR B4
o dg HFH LS vastglch B 19 AN HAHE gk Ep, Ty, Eg, Sp, TSy,
Z(mpic), Z(mprc), Mp, Sy 9 EMZ 58 FAFIS ¢ § Utk 4714 g
Berkley 39| 2% §4 %, Eubank®} Harto] <MEAZ %82 AR EAL, Z(m)d 9
o ARZEAZE $ES < 5 ULt

22 von Neumann 89} HHEAZFE, Sy, EvT TK(m) 89 EA T ZAE
ol 2 FAHFHEY 2 A2 & 4 Uk

i 2€ E¥ BAA n=230,0% =052 B¢ FI4E a=0.058 71432 AA EA4 38
Eoll ¥ AR & vzt E 29 AFNM BAZY 3L T(maic), TK (maic), My,
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284 AEH -l % -2 A

E 3 E¥ CoM ABH viw

b

AREAZF | 025 0.5 0.75 1.0
Sn 0.09600 0.31500 0.67000 0.91800
Ex 0.09600 0.31500 0.67000 0.91800
Sp 0.05100 0.09100 0.22300 0.42400
Eg 0.06700 0.12700 0.28500 0.50300

T(maic) | 0.07000 0.19700 0.49900 0.82500
T(mpic) | 0.11200 0.41800 0.79900 0.97200
Sy 0.06400 0.25200 0.60800 0.90200
M, 0.06100 0.23600 0.29000 0.89100
EH 0.10400 0.36100 0.73700  0.95900
Z(Maic) | 0.05800 0.17200 0.39400 0.68500
Z(mprc) | 0.05000 0.11400 0.29400 0.53700
TK(marc) | 0.06500 0.27000 0.65000 0.89700
TK(mgpjc) | 0.06000 0.23000 0.58000 0.87500
TB 0.05500 0.06400 0.08300 0.39500
KSy 0.09100 0.31200 0.67000 0.91900
TSn 0.05900 0.16500 0.43400 0.73900

TK(marc), Sx, Sn, En, Eg, T(mpie) 58 €42 58 BAFAE & F otk o714
FE € T(m), TK(m) 89 ABEAFE] -5
B AP BAZE £ S ¢ 5 U

a2y B 19 23EFE & Berkley %9 33 A ZE°] von Neumann 3
o ABBAFE, S, E,, TB, TSy TAFEL A3 Y 3ol A2 HAHEY g 2} F
=< ¢ F Utk
32 2Y ColA n=30,0"=05% B FAFT o =0058 7R A3 FAZE
ol g AR YL vlwatdch & 39 AN AR ke T(maio),Ex, KSn, Sy, En,
TK(marc), Sx, Mn, TK(mpic), T(marc) 59 €AZE 53 FAZFIE & 5 Atk o7
A 2l T(m), TK(m) £33 A4 E5AZFE ‘?"’F?—E]’%' & 4 9t} T3 von Neuman
39 AR EAFE £} 5T ¢ 3l

Z2jvt Berkley £% ) S, En, TB, TSy $ABEL A3 Y 3ol th2 23459 &
B A5S ¢ 4
ZEHCE T Bl Mt A gro] ZEA S BT R 13 Zo] 47 3%

o 4= 1t} T3 von Neuman &
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BFo =gt Trtste AU F B Zo] I AUgee A & 23 Fe fE L
g W ol = Berkley 389 A EAFEC] +5TE Holu, ¥ 29} ¥ 304 HEo] 3
F7F A0l Y ALQl A E3} Zo] IE57t 271 & 42 Berkley 39 A EADE
o AREL ol Y HH S 71 31 v o) T(m),TK( )» M, 3} von Neumann 53 9]
AR TAFTES AA Y ol T3 A4S 2
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Smooth Tests for No Effect Model

Jong-Tae Kim * . Jeong-Hwan Ko ° - Woo-Dong Lee ¢

Abstract

The goal of this paper is to suggest the goodness-of-fit test statistic for the no effect
model. The comparisons of powers on test statistics are conducted with three types

alternative modles.

Key Words and Phrases : Goodness-of-fit test, No effect model.
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