Chapter 2
OCDs in Completely Randomized
Design Set-Up

2.1 Introduction

We consider in this chapter the one-way linear model with v treatments, ¢ covariates
and a total of n experimental units. We work under the linear model

C
Vij =T+ > wz de. 1<j<m. 1<i<v. @2.1.1)
t=1

where n; (> 1) is the number of times the ith treatment is replicated; clearly

Zni =n. (2.1.2)

i=1

Forl < j <n;,1 <i < v,herey;; is the observation arising from the jth replication
of the ith treatment, 7; effect due to the ith treatment.
In matrix notation the above model can be represented as

(Y, X1+ Z~, 021,,) , (2.13)

where, Y is an observation vector and X is the design matrix corresponding to vector
of treatment effects 7V*! and Z = ((zf;) )) is the design matrix corresponding to
vector of covariate effects v**! = (31, 72, ..., 7). This is referred to as one-way
model with covariates (without the general mean).

Troya Lopes (1982a,b) studied the nature of optimal allocation of treatments and
covariates in the above set-up for simultaneous estimation of the (fixed) treatment
effects (in the absence of the general effect) and the covariate effects with maximum
efficiency in the sense of minimum generalized variance. This is to note that the
information matrix with respect to model (2.1.3) is given by a‘zl(n), where
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14 2 OCDs in Completely Randomized Design Set-Up

I(n) = (’é,’g s ) (2.1.4)

andn' = (7/,7/).

The problem is to suggest an optimal allocation scheme (for given design parame-
ters n, v, c) for efficient estimation of the treatment effects as well as the covariate
effects by ascertaining the values of the covariates for each one of them, assuming
that each one is controllable and quantitative within a stipulated finite closed interval.

The information matrix of -~ is given by

o2 (y) =77 — ZXXX) XZ (2.1.5)

where (X’X) ™ is a generalised inverse of X'X satisfying
X'X (X’X)7 XX =XX

(cf. Rao 1973, p. 24). It is evident that Z'X(X'X)~X'Z is a positive semi-definite
matrix. So from (2.1.5), it follows that

o2 I(y) <ZZ (2.1.6)

in the Loewner order sense (vide Pukelsheim 1993) where for two non-negative
definite matrices A and B, A is said to dominate B in the Lowener order sense if
A — B is a non-negative definite matrix.

Equality in (2.1.6) is attained whenever

X'Z =0. (2.1.7)

If Z satisfies (2.1.7), then treatment effects and covariate effects are orthogonally
estimated. Again under condition (2.1.7), the information matrix I(vy) reduces to
I(v) = Z'Z. The z-values are so chosen that Z'Z is positive definite so that from
(2.1.6)

2 2

S > o >O'
Var(’yt)_#_7

IO

i=1 j=I

(2.1.8)

aszf e [=1, 11 Vi, j.1.
Now equality in (2.1.8) holds for all i if and only if the Z-matrix is such that

2920 =0 Vs £1. (2.1.9)
and

2 =1 (2.1.10)
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Condition (2.1.7) implies that the estimators of ANOVA effects parameters or para-
metric contrasts do not interfere with those of the covariate effects and conditions
(2.1.9) and (2.1.10) imply that the estimators of each of the covariate effects are such
that these are pairwise uncorrelated, attaining the minimum possible variance.
Thus the covariate effects are estimated with the maximum efficiency if and only if

7'7 = nl. 2.1.11)

along with (2.1.7). The designs allowing the estimators with the minimum variance
are called globally optimal designs (cf. Shah and Sinha 1989, p. 143). Henceforth,
we shall only be concerned with such optimal estimation of regression parameters
and by optimal covariate design, fo be abbreviated as OCD hereafter, we shall only
mean globally optimal design, unless otherwise mentioned.

It is clear that conditions (2.1.7) and (2.1.11) hold simultaneously if and only if
zij’s are necessarily +1 or —1 and that condition (2.1.7) is satisfied.

Itis difficult to visualize the Z-matrix satisfying conditions (2.1.7) and (2.1.11). In
the set-up of the model (2.1.3), it transpires from Troya Lopes (1982a) that optimal
estimation of the treatment effects and the covariates effects is possible when the
treatment replications are all necessarily equal, assuming that » is a multiple of v,
the number of treatments. We set n = bv, where b is the common replication of
treatments, henceforth. Das et al. (2003) had represented each column of the Z-
matrix by a v X b matrix W with elements of 1, where the rows of W correspond to
the v treatments and the columns of W correspond to different replication numbers.
Condition (2.1.7) implies that the sum of each row of W should vanish. Again,
condition (2.1.11) implies that the sum of products of the corresponding elements,
i.e. the Hadamard product of W) and W® | defined in (2.1.13) should also vanish,
1 <s <t < c. The above two facts can be represented in the following schematic
forms through the row totals and Hadamard product.

Row Totals:

Tr. Repl. no. - Row
J 1 2 ... b Totals

' 1 0
wW® — > 0 (2.1.12)
(=1
v 0

Hadamard product of W and W (cf. Rao 1973, p. 30):

Tr. Repl. no. —
y 12 ... b

1
WO x W = 5 (2.1.13)

(wij
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where ‘*’ denotes Hadamard product. For orthogonality of sth and #th columns of

Z, it is required that ZZ w(s) (’)
i=1j=1

The schematic representation (2.1.12), (2.1.13) of Das et al. (2003) is a break-
through in the sense that handling of Z-matrix has been made much easier and it has
been followed throughout the monograph.

Troya Lopes (1982a) first studied the nature of optimal allocation of treatments
and covariates in the above set-up when 7 is an integer. It may be noted that whenever
condition (2.1.7) is ensured, presence of the covariates in model (2.1.3) does not pose
any threat to the usual “optimal treatment allocation” problem. In Sect. 2.2, following
Troya Lopes, we intend to discuss about the availability of Z-matrices satisfying
(2.1.7) and (2.1.11) when the treatment allocation matrix X corresponds to equal
allocation number, i.e. in situations where » is a multiple of v. We will write n = vb
so that b is the common allocation number of the v treatments under investigation.
The situations where (2.1.7), (2.1.11) and b = % = integer are satisfied, are identified
as regular cases. Otherwise it is called a non- regular case. If the situation is non-
regular, then it is not possible to allocate simultaneously the treatments and covariates
optimally. For non-regular situation, efficient allocation of treatments and covariates
simultaneously can be done by using other specific optimality criteria. Dey and
Mukerjee (2006) and Dutta et al. (2014) considered this problem in non-regular
situations and found D-optimal designs in this context. Details are presented in
Sect.2.3.

It has been seen that Hadamard matrix plays a key role for constructing OCDs.
Definition of Hadamard matrix (cf. Hedayat et al. 1999, p. 145) is given below:

Definition 2.1.1 A Hadamard matrix H; of order ¢ is a ¢t x ¢t matrix with elements
=+1 satisfying

H[H; == tIt.

2.2 Covariate Designs Under Regular Cases

Consider the case when n is a multiple of v, that is n = vb where b is such that
H,, Hadamard matrix of order b, exists. We shall also consider some cases where
b is even. Then ANOVA parameters as well as the covariate effect-parameters can
be estimated orthgonally and/or most efficiently. This holds simultaneously for ¢
covariates and one can deduce maximum possible value of ¢ for this to happen. As
already mentioned, the most efficient estimation of vy-components is possible when
(2.1.7) and (2.1.11) are simultaneously satisfied and these conditions reduce, in terms
of W-matrices defined in above, to C, C, where
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C1. Each of the ¢ W-matrices has all row-sums equal to zero;
C>. The grand total of all the entries in the Hadamard product 2.2.1)
of any two distinct W-matrices reduces to zero.

Now we define optimum W-matrices for covariate designs in CRD set-up.

Definition 2.2.1 With respect to model (2.1.3), the ¢ W-matrices corresponding to
the ¢ covariates are said to be optimum if they satisfy conditions Cj and C; of (2.2.1).

In this context, the following results were deduced in Troya Lopes (1982a).

Theorem 2.2.1 Let c* be the maximum number of covariates that can be optimally
accommodated. Then a lower bound to c* is given by

(a) b—I when v = odd, Hy, exists;

(b) 2(b—1) when v = 2 (mod 4), H, exists;
(c) 4(b—1) when v = 0 (mod 4), Hy, exists;
(d) 3v when b = 0 (mod 4), H, exists;

(e) vwhen b =2 (mod4), H, exists.

Proof Hadamard matrix Hj, is given to exist and we write it as
Hp = (hy, hy, ..., hy_, 1). 2.2.2)

The choice of optimum W-matrices is indicated below one by one. The verification
of (2.2.1) is immediate and we leave it to the reader. The Kronecker product of
two matrices is formally defined in Chap.5 (Definition5.1.1) and it is used in the
constructions below.

(a) :
WD =1, @0, 1<j<b-1; (2.2.3)
(b) ,
WP = (1, 1) ®1y @b}, 1<j<b-1; oy
WEHED b — (1, — 1) @1y @b, 1<j<b-1 224
(©)

W vxb — (1,1, 1, D'®l:®h), 1<j<b-1
WOHED b — (1, — 1, 1, =1 @1y W, 1<j<b-1;
WQRO=D+pvxb — (1 1, —1, 1)/®1% ®h’j, 1<j<b-1,
WOG=D+Dvxb — (1 1 —1, — D'®l:@h), 1<j<b-1
(2.2.5)

(d) Let us represent a Hadamard matrix H, of order v as

H, = (h}, h3,....h}). (2.2.6)
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IA
=

WP — (1, -1, 1, =)@, ®h} 1<
5 DN

WotD vxb — (1 — 1, —1, 1)®1’b®h’;, 1<
p o0

WD vd = (1, 1, 1, =D, ®hi, 1<
iy

IA
=
~
D
N
~
N

IA
<

(e)
WO vxb — (1, — 1) ®1, ®h>j’f, I1<j<w. (2.2.8)
2

O

Remark 2.2.1 In case (c), we can assume existence of H, for all practical purposes
as v = 0 (mod 4). So in this case, an optimal design for maximum possible v(b — 1)
optimum W-matrices can easily be constructed as

WODEDED) =i @b, i=1,2,...,v, j=1.2,....b—1.  (229)

This was obtained in (Rao et al. 2003) where it was observed that OCDs in CRD
and RBD have one to one correspondences with mixed orthogonal array (MOA)
(definition given in Chap.3). This fact will be discussed in Sect.3.3 of Chap.3 in
some further details.

2.3 Covariate Designs Under Non-regular Cases

Now we examine the situations where at least any one of the conditions (2.1.7),
n

(2.1.11) and b = % = integer is violated. In that case, it is not possible to estimate
simultaneously ANOVA parameters and «y-parameters orthogonally and/or most effi-
ciently. Thus we consider D-optimality criterion to give an efficient allocation of
treatments and covariates in Set-up (2.1.1). Dey and Mukerjee (2006) and Dutta
et al. (2014) have considered this situation and found D-optimal design. Here we
discuss their contributions in this direction in details.

The vector of parameters 8, where

0:(//[/1’ M2,---7Mv,’Yl,-'-,’)’c)/ (231)

is assumed to be estimable.
The information matrix for @ is given by o—21(0), where

10) = (1 27). (232)

N = Diag(ni, na, ..., ny), (2.3.3)

T=(T.T).....T,), T; = 1, Z, (2.3.4)
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¢ = 2. Z)..... 7)) 23.5)
and
mH .
M@  _©
o 2 75
Z?IXCZ i2 “i2 i2 (2.3.6)
H.®  @©
Zin,' in,~"'Zin,-

For D-optimality, we have to maximize the determinant of 1(6), denoted as det(1(8)),
with respect to the design variables {zg;)} satisfying ZS‘) el[-1,1], 1 <j<n; 1<
i < v and n;’s satisfying (2.1.2).

From (2.3.2) it is easy to see that

v
det(I(0)) = (H ni)det(Z/Z —TN-'T)
i=1
v
(2.3.7)
— (H ni)det(Z’Z - Zn;‘T;T,-)
i=1 i
= det(N)det(C),
where
C=27->n'TT;. (2.3.8)
i
Note that C is the information matrix for the regression coefficients v, 72, ..., Ye.

The maximization of det(I(#)) is done in two stages. In the first stage, the maxi-
mization is done for varying z-values for fixed n;’s. This leads to an upper bound for
det(I(@)) obtained through completely symmetric C-matrices. At the second stage,

maximization is done for varying n;’s subject to Z”i = n, and this leads to a

1
sufficiently small class N of contending n = (ny, na, ..., n,)’s wherein the overall
upper bound to det(I(#)) belongs.

2.3.1 First Stage of Maximization

Maximisation of I(8) with respect to zg-) € [-1, 1] is based on the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3.1 A necessary condition for maximization of det(C) of (2.3.8) with

respect to zl(;) € [—1, 1], for fixed n;’s is that Z;;-)= +1Vijandt
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Proof From (2.3.8), C can be expressed as

C=ZMZ=27"7" (2.3.9)
where

Z* =MZ, M =diagM;, My, ..., M), M; =, —n _11 1). (23.10)

ni “n;

It is known that (cf. Galil and Kiefer 1980; Wojtas 1964), det(Z*'Z*) is maximum
at the extreme entries of Z*. Again, as z(’) ’ @ )’s the determinant

is maximum at the extreme values of z( )’s for all i, j and ¢. Hence the lemma
follows. O

s are linear in z;

Theorem 2.3.1 For fixed {n;}’s satisfying (2.1.2),

det (1)) < (H ni) {a+ (c — Db}(a —b)! (2.3.11)
i=1
where

a=n—20, b=~ (23.12)

§=>n;'6;, & =1(0) if n; = odd(even) (2.3.13)

i=1
6] ifbothofn, |§] are odd or even
{=£&m,0) =

6] +1 ifn=odd, |§] =even orn=even, |§| = odd
(2.3.14)
L8| = greatest integer less than equal to 6.

Proof Because of Lemma?2.3.1, we restrict Zf;-) to the class x = {Z(t) . (t) = =+1}.

From the Eq.(2.3.8), we note that, ¢, ,, the (¢, ' )th element of the C matrlx is given
by

Z Z(t) Z Z(t )
Cr =lez“> «) A7 - ] 1<t <c. (23.15)

It follows from Wojtas (1964) that det(C) is maximum when C is completely sym-
metric with all the diagonal elements equal to a and all off-diagonal elements equal

to b where a and b are given by max ¢;; and min |c,| respectively. Again as
1<t<c 1<t#t'<c
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zg.) = £1Vi, j and ¢, for fixed n;’s, it can be deduced that

max ¢y =n—0=a, min || =—5=0b (2.3.16)

I<t=c 1<t#t'<c

where ¢ and £ are given in (2.3.13) and (2.3.14) respectively. Therefore the theorem
follows. O

2.3.2 Second Stage of Maximization

In view of Theorem?2.3.1, we now consider the problem of maximizing

v

gn) =g(ny, ny,...,ny) = (H n,') {a + (c — D)b}(a — b)“1 (2.3.17)

i=1

v

with respect to n;’s subject to Zni = n, where a and b are given by (2.3.12)—

i=1
(2.3.14), so as to find the overall upper bound of det(I(@)). The following lemma
helps to reduce the class N of n’s where n = (ny, na, ..., ny), satisfying (2.1.2),
to a subclass in which maximum of g(n) lies.

Lemma 2.3.2 Letn* = (n’]", ni, ..., nj) be a maximizer of g(m) of (2.3.17) subject
to the condition (2.1.2). Then n* cannot have

(i) two unequal odd elements;
(i1) two even elements that differ by more than 2;
(iii) an even and an odd element that differ by more than 1. O

Proof (i) Without loss of generality it is assumed that n} and n} be odd and n} <
n5 — 2. Define n = (ny, na,...,n,), where ny = nj + 1, np = nj — 1 and
n; = n} Vi # 1, 2. Note that 7;’s satisfy condition (2.1.2). Then by Eq.(2.3.17),

v v
{0 ot * {@+(c=Db) @b
g(m*) (H"’)/(Hnt) ({a*+(c—1)h*}(tl*—b*)c_l)

i=1 i=1 (2.3.18)
_ D@D {@+(c—Db@—b)-"!
- nins (@ +(c—D)b*(a*—b5)e1°
where,
v v
- _— _ 1 1 1 1
a=n—Y i 'o=n—D T+ S+ =a"+—+— (2319
— — ny  n; ny  n;
i=1 i=1
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v
1 1
2 -1

i=1 1 2

L (1 1
<b'+(=+-=) 2320
ny n

We consider the two cases b < b* and b > b* separately.

(a) Let b < b*. Then, as by (2.3.19), a > a*, it follows that g(n) > g(n*), which is
impossible.

(b) Let b > b* and let b assume the highest possible value given in (2.3.20). Then
from (2.3.18)—(2.3.20), it is seen that

gm  (ni+ D3 —1
> >

1 2.3.21
g() i 2320

which is again a contradiction. As the inequality (2.3.21) is true for the highest value
of b, it will be true for all values of b in [b*, b* + & + ;-] as@ > a*.

(i) If possible, let n* have two even elements, say nj < n3 which differ by more
than 2. Then as in (i) above, we reach at a contradiction by increasing n} by two and
decreasing n3 by two.

(iii) If possible, let n* have an even element n} and an odd element n} which differ
by more than 1.

Case A: Let n] > n3. Satisfying (2.1.2), define n = (11, 1y, ..., ny), where n| =
ni —2, ny =nj3+2andn; =n} Vi # 1,2. Then by Eq. (2.3.17), we have

g@ (i =2k +2){a@+ (c— Db)@— b

= 2.3.22
g(n*) (nin3){a* + (c — Db*}(a* — b*)~! ( )
where,
~ 1 1 1 1
~ —] -1
a=n —Zni o =(n —an* (51*)4-(”—; - i +2) = a*—i—(% - " +2)
l 1
(2.3.23)

~ -~ ~ 1 1 1 1

b=|&=0| < |(£F =6 — — < b* — — . (2.3.24
1§ [ <1 )-i'(nZ n§—2)|_ 4—(”3 n§—2) ( )

We consider two cases when b < b* andb > b*. Forb < b*, it follows, from (2.3.22)

that g(R) > g(n*) as @ > a*. Again, for b > b*, we assume its highest value viz.
b* + (= — —=1) from (2.3.24) and use it in (2.3.22). It is seen that g(1) > g(n*),
2 2

which obviously holds for all other values of b > b* as @ > a*.
So we reach at a contradiction that n* is a maximizer of g(n).
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Case B: Let n] < n} (i.e. n] < n} — 3), then we have the following two cases:

(a) nj is not the only odd element of n*.
(b) n3 is the only odd element of n*.

For (a), let n* have another odd element n3. Then by part (i) of this lemma, n=n3.
Define n = (11, na,...,ny), where ny = nj +2,ny =n3 =n5 —landn; =
nt Vi #1,2,3. Thenby (2.3.17)

g@) (i +2)(ns— D> @+ (c— Db}@a—b)!
gm*) — (ininy)  {a*+ (c — Db*Ha* — b

(2.3.25)

where,
a=n— E ate =(n - E s ) + 2 =a"+ 2 (2.3.26)
L 1 n; n;

i i

_ 2
b=1€-0l < |E =+ | <b 4+ = (2.3.27)
2

If b < b*, then from (2.3.25) and (2.3.26) g(m) > g(n*) which is a contradiction.

If b > b*, the above contradiction also holds by the same reasons as given in
Case A.

For (b), let us define n = (n1, ny, ..., n,) satisfying (1.2) where n; = nj + 2,
ny =n3—2andn; =n? Vi # 1,2 Proceeding as before, it can be proved that
d=a (- ! b=(1 ! (2.3.28)
a=a — - , =(1- . 3.
ny ny—2 ny—2

Using (2.3.28) in (2.3.17), it is seen that

_ _ C
g(ﬁ)_(n*f+2>(n;—2>(”+c : "32)
s(0) i (n fe—1- %)

)

This is again a contradiction. Therefore the lemma follows. O

>1 as(n3 —nj) > 3.

From Lemma?2.3.2, we get the following theorem whose proof is immediate.

Theorem 2.3.2 Let 0 be an odd integer, where 0o = L | or L 1 4+ 1 according as

LUJ is odd or even and n* = (”T ni, ..., v) be a maximizer of g(m) of (2.3.17)

subject to Zni =n. Thenn} € {o—1,0,0+ 1}.

i
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Lemma 2.3.3 If f, f~ and f be the frequencies of 0, 0 — 1 and o+ 1 respectively,
then the following relations

fHf+ff=v of+@-Df +@+Df"=n, (2.3.29)

minimize considerably the search for optimum n, for which g(n) is a maximum.

Let N* (C N) denote the class of n’s satisfying Theorem2.3.2 and Lemma2.3.2.

Remark 2.3.1 For given n, v and c, let g(n*) be the maximum of g(n) of (2.3.17)
over n = (ny, ny, ..., ny) subject to Zn,- = n. Then by Theorem 2.3.1

1

det(1(0) < g(n*). (2.3.30)

If a choice of {zl(;)} exists corresponding to n*, such that equality in (2.3.30) holds,

then n* together with {zg)} gives a D-optimal design.

Remark 2.3.2 If all n;’s are even, so that all the T;’s of (2.3.4) may be made equal
to zero, then it is possible to estimate the regression parameters y’s orthogonally to
the p;’s. In that case, «’s are estimated most efficiently with the minimum possible
variance when Z/'Z = nl..

Remark 2.3.3 1f n; = % = an even integer for all 7, the situation reduces to regular
case and then Remark2.3.1 is in full agreement with Troya Lopes (1982a) and in
that case «’s can be estimated most efficiently so that each estimator has minimum
possible variance when Z/'Z = nl..

Remark 2.3.4 If the v levels of the single factor set-up are assumed to be the v
level combinations of m factors Fy, ..., F,, having s1, ..., s, levels, respectively
(v =[] si), then the optimum design for the single factor set-up is also optimum for
the estimation of -« and all effects up to m-factor interactions which can be obtained
through an orthogonal transformation of 4 and the mean vector p corresponding to
the v level combinations.

2.3.3 Examples

Now we consider following examples to illustrate the above method.

Example 2.3.1 Let us consider the one-way set-up with n = 12, v = 4. It follows
that V* = {(3,3,3,3),(2,3,3,4), (2,2,4,4)} = (3%, (2,32, 4), 2°,4%)).
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(a) For ¢ = 1, n* = (3%) is the unique maximizer of g(n) and this n* together with
Zi=(1,1, -, Zy=(1,1, =1, Zy=(1, 1, —=1), Z; = (1, 1, —1) gives
a D-optimal design.
(b) For ¢ = 2 both n* = (2, 32, 4) and (22, 4%) are maximizers of g(n).

(i) n* = (22,4?%) and

1 1 -1 1
1 1 -1 1 1 -1 -1 -1
Zl—(_l_l),Zz—( 1_1),Z3— 11 Ly = EEE
—1 -1 1 -1
give a D-optimal design.
(i) n* = (2, 32,4) and
L -1 1 1 -1 j_i
Z1= ,Z2= 1 -1 ,Z3= —1 1 ,Z4= ,also
-1 -1 1 1
1 1 -1 -1 1 -1

give a D-optimal design.
(c) For ¢ = 3, 4,n* = (22, 42) is the unique maximizer of g(n).

Example 2.3.2 In one-way set-up withn = 9, v = 3, ¢ = 3, D-optimal design
should be searched within the set {(2, 3, 4), (33)} of n. It is seen that for n = (3%)
and

—1-1-1 -1 + 1 -1 1 1
D;: ZzW=( 1 1 1},Z@= 1-1 1) andZ® = 1-1 1],
111 1 1-1 1 1-1

C = diag(8, 8, 8) and g(n) = 3°.83. But for n = (2, 3, 4), and

L1
o_( VY oo (o @_|-t-1 1

Dy 20 = 2O =1 11 ) andz® =
S -1 L -1 -1
R

It can be seen that C = 813 + %J 3, where J3 is a 3 x 3 matrix containing elements
one only. Also g(2, 3, 4) which is equal to 15360, attains the upper bound in (2.3.14)
and g(2, 3,4) > g(3, 3, 3) implying that D, is D-optimal.

Again forn =9, v = 3, ¢ = 4, itis noted that n* = (2, 3, 4) together with

-1 1-1
D; : z<1>=(_}_}_i_}),z®= 1111
111

1 1-1-1

-1 1 1

3 —
and Z7=1 12111
11 1-1

maximizes g(mn) of (2.3.17) and hence gives a D-optimal design.
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Remark 2.3.5 Itis seen from the examples that the choice of optimum n depends on
the number of the covariates used apart from the number of cells v in the set-up. Again

itis noted from (2.3.7) that det(I(0)) depends on two factors viz. det(N)(= H n;)and

1
det(C). Determinant of N increases as the homogeneity between the n;’s increases

subject to Zi n; = n. On the other hand det(C) increases, apart from ¢, with the
largeness of a and the smallness of b, which again are achieved by inclusion of
maximum number of even 7n;’s closed to L%J. The number of odd n;’s subject to

Z n; = n, in between the even ones with proper homogeneity, actually strikes a

b;lance between det(N) and det(C). It is also seen that, when c is small, det(N) is
the dominant factor, while, if ¢ is large det(C) becomes the dominant factor.

Incidentally, the above analysis is based on the work in Dutta et al. (2014) and it
improves over what was achieved in Dey and Mukerjee (2006).
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