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Estimating functions, introduced by Godambe, are a useful tool for construct-
ing estimators. The classical maximum likelihood estimator and the method of
moments estimator are special cases of estimators generated as the solution to cer-
tain estimating equations. The main advantage of this method is that it does not
require knowledge of the full model, but rather of some functional, such as a number
of moments.

We define an estimating function W to be a Fisher estimating function if it
satisfies Fg (PYW') = —FEg (0¥/00). The motivation for considering this class of es-
timating functions is that a Fisher estimating function behaves much like the Fisher
score, and the estimators generated as solutions to these estimating equations behave
much like maximum likelihood estimators. The estimating functions in this class
share some of the same optimality properties as the Fisher score function and they
have applications for estimation in submodels, elimination of nuisance parameters,

and combinations of independent samples. We give some applications of estimating



functions to estimation of a location parameter in the presence of a nuisance scale
parameter. We also consider the behavior of estimators generated as solutions to es-
timating equations under model misspecification when the misspecification is small
and can be parameterized. A problem related to model misspecification is attempt-
ing to distinguish between a finite number of competing parametric families. We
construct an estimator that is consistent and efficient, regardless of which family

contains the true distribution.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Overview

The topic of this dissertation is statistical inference for samples (X, ..., X,,)
drawn from a population Py parameterized by a scalar or vector valued parameter
0. Estimating functions ¥(x; ) for a statistical model (X, A, P ={FPy: 60 € O})
are a convenient tool since they can be based on partial information on P and yet
preserve basic properties of the classical methods, such as the method of moments
and the method of maximum likelihood. Estimating functions are also widely used
in generalized linear models.

In Chapter 2, “Estimating functions”, we present some general results on
estimating functions and the estimators generated from estimating equations. A
novelty is the concept of Fisher estimating functions and properties of the estimators
they generate.

In Chapter 3, “Estimating functions for location parameter families”, we de-
scribe the behavior of estimators of a location parameter and estimators of a location
parameter in the presence of a nuisance scale parameter generated from estimating
equations. We also show that estimating functions can be useful estimators them-
selves when we construct a simple modification of the Pitman estimator in the

presence of a nuisance scale parameter.



Chapter 4, “Estimators by estimating equations in misspecified models”, con-
tains new results on the large sample (i.e. asymptotic) behavior of estimators defined
by estimating functions under misspecified models when the misspecification is of
different order of smallness compared to 1/y/n. The models of misspecification un-
der study look rather realistic for applications and, at the same time, convenient for
a rigorous mathematical analysis.

In Chapter 5, “Analogues of classical tests based on estimating functions”, we
construct analogues of Rao and Wald’s classical tests and study their asymptotic
properties when the parameter estimators for the extended and/or restricted model
are obtained from estimating equations. The results can be used in reducing the
dimension of parametric models.

Some results that are, in a sense, by-products of research in the above main
topics are presented in Chapter 6, “Combining estimators”. They deal with combin-
ing estimators obtained from independent estimating equations. A characterization
of multivariate distributions depending on a multivariate location parameter by lin-
earity of the Pitman estimator of a linear function of the parameter is obtained. It
is worth noting that the class also contains non-Gaussian distributions, in contrast

to the univariate case.

1.2 Outline of results

1. Theorem (2.3.1): We show the superadditivity of the efficient information on

a structural parameter 6; in the presence of a nuisance parameter @, based



on independent estimating functions ¥, and Ws.

. Theorem (2.3.2): If 67 is a \/n—consistent estimator of the nuisance parameter

0, and él is a consistent solution of the estimating equation

Z ‘i’l (Xi; 0., 9;) =0, (1-1)

=1

where \ill is the efficient estimating function for 6, in the presence of 8, based

on W, then
Jn (é1 - 01) L, N, (0,B'(9)) (1.2)

as n —— OQ.

. Theorem (3.2.1): A simple modification of the Pitman estimator of a location

parameter p in the presence of a nuisance scale parameter ¢ is given by

. S &KL (X-X
t, =X — — J . 1.3
n[z( ) (13)

We show that
2

Vi (B —p) 5 N (0, 07) , (1.4)

where 02 /1 is the efficient information quantity.

. Theorem (3.2.2): We construct a modified version of the polynomial Pitman
estimator for a location parameter p in the presence of a nuisance scale pa-

rameter o, given by

N — S u 5 (k) Xi—y
R G N (O (e 1.5
=X (P (1.5

and show that

Vit =)~ ¥ (0.22) (16)



as n —— Q.

. Theorem (4.2.3): When the model P = { Py} is misspecified and the misspec-
ification can be parameterized through m, = c¢/4/n, the behavior of 0, the

solution to a general estimating equation Y ¥(X;;0) =0 is
i=1

Jn (én . 0) L, N, (B(6),151(0)) . (1.7)

If ||n,|| = o(1//n), then the asymptotic behavior of @, is not affected by

model misspecification.

. Theorem (4.3.1): If 6, is an unbiased estimator of # when the true distribution
is F'(z;0) or the true distribution is G(z; #), then a lower bound for the variance

of 6,, when the true distribution is F is given by

1

n2(EaJ1(z))?
nh(@) - _((le11()73)

Var, (en) > (1.8)

for some A; > 0.

. Theorem (4.3.3): Let P = P; U Py where Py = {fi1(x;6;) : 0; € ©; C R} and
Py = {folx:605) : 0 € O, C R}, and let 6; be the MLE for #; and 6, be the

QMLE for #5. We show

P (sup Hfl(Xi;Q) > sup Hfg(XZ-;@)) — 1 (1.9)

as n — 0o and

\/ﬁ(én—e)@m\f(o, ! > (1.10)



10.

11.

as n — 00, where

én = é1f {H f1(Xi;é1) > Hf2(Xi;é2)}

i=1 i=1
+é2]{Hf1(Xz';81 H Xz,92 }
i=1 i=1

Theorem (5.2.1), Theorem (5.2.2): We give a version of the Wald test statistic

(1.11)

oR(6.,)
00

_ (0
Wn—nR(Hn)[ 50

I;(én)aR;—(é")] _ R(6,) (1.12)

based on an estimating function W for testing the hypothesis R(6) = 0 and

show that the sequence of tests based on W, is asymptotically consistent.

Theorem (5.3.3), Theorem (5.3.4), Theorem (5.3.5): We give a version of the

Rao score test statistic

<Z\I/ X;; 0, ) <Z\If X;: 6, ) (1.13)

based on a Fisher estimating function ¥ for testing the hypothesis 8 = 8(n),
show that the sequence of tests R, is asymptotically consistent, and prove

Ry =Wy = 0p(1).

Theorem (5.3.7): The limiting distribution of R,, and W, under a linear hy-
pothesis and the form of misspecification described in Chapter 4 is shown to

be a non-central y? distribution.

Theorem (6.1.1), Theorem (6.1.3): Let X and Y be independent random
samples whose distributions depend on a common parameter 6. Let 6, be the

solution to the estimating equation ¥;(X;60) = 0 and 6, be the solution to



12.

the estimating equation Wy(Y;6) = 0. We show the best linear combination
of 6; and 6, is asymptotically as good as the estimator generated from the

optimal linear combination of the estimating functions ¥, and W,.

Theorem (6.2.3), Theorem (6.2.5): We give the form of the Pitman estimator
of a linear function of a bivariate location parameter and show that the Pitman

estimator is linear when the characteristic function is of the form

o(t,s) = exp{Q(t,s) + h(cat — c15)} (1.14)

for some quadratic form () and some differentiable function h.



Chapter 2
Estimating functions

2.1 Introduction

Let P ={Pg: 0 € © CR°} be a family of distributions of a random element
X depending on a parameter € € © in a measurable space (X, A). In other words,
P(X € A;0)=Py(A), Ac A 0 €0O.

Our goal is to estimate @ based on our observation X. Estimating equations,
introduced by Godambe ([10]), are a useful tool for constructing estimators. The
classical maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) and method of moments estimator
are special cases of estimators generated by estimating equations. The advantage
of the method of moments estimator is that no assumptions about the probability
measure need to be made except for the structure of the moments, while the advan-
tage of using maximum likelihood is that the estimator will be optimal. However,
to construct the MLE it is necessary to have full distributional specification.

A vector function ¥ = ¥(x;60) : X x © — R® is called an estimating function

for P if for all 8 € O,
1. Eo® =0,

2. Eg|V;|* < o0, j=1,...,s, and



3. the matrix
ow
Cy(0) = —Fp (—) (2.1)

is nonsingular.

In addition, we will assume the covariance matrix
Bg(0) = Eo (PW) (2.2)

is positive definite for all 8 € ©.

Let G be the set of all estimating functions g : X x © +— R® for P. The choice
of the estimating function ¥ and the properties of the estimator it generates are
part of the theory of estimating functions.

Suppose Xy, ..., X, is a sample from a population Py € P. The justification
for the term ‘estimating function” comes from the fact that under general regularity
conditions (e.g. [39], p. 46), there exists a measurable function, i.e. a statistic,

0, = @n(Xl, ..., X,), which is a solution to the estimating equation

im(xi; 0) =0, (2.3)

such that

Vit (0, -0) = =C3!(0) 30 ¥ (X:0) + o,(1). (2.4)

where 0,(1) represents a random vector R(Xy,...,X,; @) with the property that as

n — 00, |[R(Xy,...,X,;0)| — 0 in Py-probability. Hence,

NG (én . 9) L, N, (0,C3'(6)Bg (0)C5(60)) (2.5)



as n — 00. One simple condition for (2.4) to hold is that there exists a function

o

o 2
U(x) with EV (x) < oo such that
1% (x;61) = ¥ (x;0)] < ¥ (x) |61 — 0 (2.6)

for every 6, and 0, in a neighborhood of the true value 6.
The matrix
Iy(6) = Cy(0)By ' (0)Cu(6) (2.7)
is called the information on @ contained in the estimating function W¥. This definition

was introduced by Bhapkar ([4]) in 1972 based on the work of Godambe ([10]), and

can be viewed as a generalization of the Fisher information

1(6) = Eo (8% log (x:0) 2 1og £ (x: e>') . (2.8)

If Py is absolutely continuous with respect to some sigma-finite measure p with

dPy/dp = f(x;0), where f(x;0) is twice differentiable in 8 and satisfies

% / £ (x: 0)u(dx) = %f(x;é’)u(dx), (2.9)

then the Fisher score J = J(x;0) = dlog f(x;0)/080 is an estimating function which
satisfies B3(0) = Cj(0). In this case I3(0) reduces to I(@), so that this definition
of the information is consistent with Fisher’s definition.

Some of the properties of the information on 6 contained in the estimating

function ¥ are as follows:

1. Let S = S(X) be sufficient for the family P = {FPp : 8 € © C R°}. The
function
T (s:0) = Ep (T(x:0) | 5) (2.10)

9



defines an estimating function for P and

14(6) < Iy-(0). (2.11)

Proof. Assume 6 € R. Clearly Ey (U*) = 0, and Fp (9?) = Ey (¥*?) +
EgVarg (U | s) so that 0 < Ey (¥*?) = Vary (U*) < oo. Since S is sufficient for
6, the conditional distribution of X given .S is independent of 6, so assuming

we can interchange the operations of expectation and differentiation, we have

o (59‘1“ ) b (aae v ‘”) - (E (%\P | S>) (2.12)
— E, ( 0 ) #0

so that U* is an estimating function for P.

Let f(z;0) denote the density function. We can differentiate the identity

0 = EpVU(z;0) with respect to 6 to get

0= %Eﬂ/(w; 6) = % / U (a: 0)f (: 0)(dr)

/889 (2;0) f(z;0)u(dx) +/ (x; 9)§9f<$; 0)p(dx) (2.13)
_ 5, ( D uie 9)) B (ﬁf(x; ) 2 10g e))

so that
—FEy (889 (33;9)) = FEy (V(z;0)J(x;0)) (2.14)

where J(z;0) is the Fisher score. Similarly, if S has density ¢(s; ),

—FEy ((‘369 *(s; 9)) Ey (VU*(s;0).J(s;0)) . (2.15)
Since S is sufficient for 6, the density can be factored as f(z;60) = g(s(x),0)h(z),
hence
7(2;0) = 5108 £(2:0) = 5 10gg(s(2), 0 210
; 5 08 f(@; 5g 108 9(s : :

10



We have

%@@@%MH@z%@Wﬂ%Mw@@

= % log g(s;0)Eg (V(x;0) | s)

(2.17)
s) U*(s; )

:a{%mw@@

0 .
= %logq(s, 0)U*(s;0).

The last equality follows from a well-known property of the Fisher score, the

proof of which can be found in [30]. Equations (2.13) - (2.15) give us

1o(0) = (Eg%\IJ(:c; 9))2 B [Eg (\If(:c, 9)%10g f(ac;&)ﬂ2
VT B2 (1:0) EpU(s; ) + EpVar (U(x:6) | s)
- [EoEq (U (z;6) 2 log f(x;0) | s)]2
- EQ‘IJ*2<8; 9)
[ (" (s:0) Zlog a(5:0))]* _ (Eoy¥*(5:0))°

EyU+2(s; 0)  EpU2(s;0)

(2.18)

= Iy-(0).

For the case of a multivariate parameter, see [28], p. 37.

A more general monotonicity property holds for the Fisher score J(x; ). For
any statistic T = T(X), the information in the estimating function J*(t; 8) =
Eo (J(x;0) | t), I7(0), is less than or equal to the Fisher Information, I(8),

with equality if and only if T is sufficient for 6.

For a general estimating function we do not have this property of monotonicity.
That is if T = T(X) is a statistic, then ¥*(t;0) = Eo (¥(x;6) |t) will be
an estimating function for P, but we cannot say that Ig(0) < Ig«(0) or
Iy (0) > 1g-(0).

11



2. Let U = U(X) be an ancillary statistic. That is, the distribution of U does
not depend on the parameter 6. If ¥ = ¥(x;0) is an estimating function for

0, then so too is

U =P (x;0) = ¥(x;0) — Eg (P(x;0) |u) (2.19)

and
Iy(0) <1g-(0). (2.20)
Proof. See [5]. O

There is a close relationship between 1 and 2 (see [33] and [34]). Suppose
there exists a complete sufficient statistic S = S(X) for . By Basu’s theorem
S is independent of every ancillary statistic U = U(X), so that for square
integrable functions g and h, Covy (g(S), h(U)) = 0. The space of functions
of U is a linear subspace of the vector space of all square integrable functions
of X. The subspace of functions of S is then the orthogonal complement of
this linear vector space. This suggests that an estimating function can be
improved upon by projecting it onto the orthogonal complement of the space

of ancillary statistics, even if a complete sufficient statistic does not exist.

3. Let X be distributed according to the probability measure Py and Y be dis-
tributed according to the probability measure (g, where X and Y are inde-
pendent random vectors and @ € © C R*. If ¥ = ¥y(x;0) is an estimating

function for @ and Wy = Wy(y;0) is an estimating function for @ and the

12



matrix

Cy(0) =Cy,(0) + Cyg,(0) (2.21)

is nonsingular, then
U (x,y;0) = ¥(x;0) + Py(y; 0) (2.22)
is also an estimating function for @, and we have
Iy(0) <1y,(0)+1g,(0). (2.23)

If Bg,(0) = Cy,(0) and By, (0) = Cg,(0) then we have equality in equation

(2.23).

Proof. 1f ¥, and ¥y are estimating functions, then ¥ = ¥, + ¥,y has zero
expectation and components which are square integrable. The covariance ma-
trix

By (0) = Eo (PU¥') = By, (0) + By, (0) (2.24)
is positive definite, so that (using assumption (2.21)) ¥ is an estimating func-

tion for @. The information on @ contained in ¥ is Cy'(8)Bg'(0)Cg(0), so

to prove (2.23) we need to show that

(Cw,(8) + Cu, (6)) (Bu, (6) + B, (9)) ' (Cu, (8) + Cu, (6))
< Cly, (0)B3(6)Ca, (6) + Cly, (0)By (6)Ca, (6).
(2.25)
This follows from the zero expectation of an estimating function, the inde-

pendence of X and Y, and the fact that any covariance matrix is positive

13



semi-definite:
0 < Ep (Cy, Byl ¥1 + Cy, Byl ¥, — C,BL'0)
(C4, By, @1+ Cly, By, W — Cy B ¥)’
= Cy, Byl Cy, + Cy,Byl Cy, + CyB;'Cy
— Fo (Cly, By, W1 + C, Byl W) (CyBy! (¥1 +¥,))"  (2:20)
— Eg (Clg,Bg! (¥ + U,)) (Cy, By ¥, + C, Byl )’
=1g,(0) +1g,(0) + I3(0) — 2(Cy, + Cy,) Bg'Cy
=1g,(0) +1g,(0) —1y(0).
If By, (0) = Cg,(0) and By, (0) = Cg,(0) then also Bg(0) = Cg(0), and

the above inequality becomes an equality. O]

The information on @ contained in the estimating function ¥ can be used
as a tool for comparing different estimating functions for the same family P. The
estimating function W, is said to be more informative or better than the estimating
function W, if

Iy, (0) > 1s,(0) (2.27)

in the sense that Iy, (6) — Ig,(0) is a non-negative definite matrix. Similarly, we
say that an estimating function W is optimal in a class C of estimating functions for
P if it is more informative than any function ¥ € C.

It is well-known and is easily proved that under mild regularity conditions
I(0) > I4(0) for any estimating function ¥ € G ([10], [26]), so that the optimal

estimating function in the class G of all estimating functions is the Fisher score. As

14



a second example, suppose E(z) = a(f) and Var(z) = 0%(f) where a(f) and o*(0)
are known differentiable functions of a scalar-valued parameter #. The optimal
estimating function in the class of linear estimating functions ¥ (x;0) = a(0)+b(6)z

is given by

Q'(0)(z — a(0)

U (z;0) = 2(0)

(2.28)

It can be shown (see [14]) that the above definition of optimality is equivalent

to the following definition: An estimating function ¥ € C is optimal if

Eo (1 - C4B3'¥) (J - CyBy' )

(2.29)

13 AN

< Bo (31— CyBy'¥) (3 - €GBT
for any ¥ € C, where J is the Fisher score. This definition allows for a geometric
interpretation of optimality. Suppose C is a closed subspace of the Hilbert space
L*(Pp) (with inner product (¥, ¥y), = Eg (¥ ¥5) and norm ||¥|e = (P, w2,
As noted above, the optimal estimating function in the class of all estimating func-
tions G is the Fisher score J. The optimal estimating function in the closed linear

span of a subset of G is the estimating function ¥ which is closest to the Fisher

score. That is, the optimal estimating function in C is
U =FEy(J|C), (2.30)

the orthogonal projection of the Fisher score into the space C.

15



2.2 Fisher estimating functions

Let A = A(€) be an s x s nonsingular matrix whose elements a;;(0) are

differentiable. If ¥ is an estimating function for P, then so is ® = AW. The system

i@(xi; 6) =0 (2.31)

is equivalent to

n

¥(X;;0) = 0. (2.32)
)

i=1

Since equation (2.31) and equation (2.32) will have the same solution, we say that
® is equivalent to W. Thus, to choose ® as an estimating function over ¥ is simply
a matter of preference.

There exists a special matrix A corresponding to the Fisher form of the es-
timating function equivalent to ¥. We call W a Fisher estimating function for P
if

Iy(6) =By(0) = Cu(0). (2.33)
The motivation for this definition is that Fisher estimating functions and the es-
timators they generate share some of the optimality properties as the Fisher score
and the maximum likelihood estimator.

If ¥ is an estimating function for P and the elements of Cyg(6) and By (0)
are differentiable, then ¥ = C,B3! W is a Fisher estimating function equivalent to

W, since

B, (0) = Fe (\InIf’) — By Ep (¥0')By!Cy = C,y B3 Cy (2.34)

16



and

0 0

Cy(0) = —Eq (%@) = —CyBy'Fy (%\y> = CyBg'Cuy. (2.35)

We call ¥ the Fisher form of W.

Theorem 2.2.1. If the matrices Bg(0) and Cg(0) are nonsingular with entries
that are differentiable in 0, there exists a unique Fisher form W of the estimating

function W.

Proof. Suppose there exist two Fisher estimating functions, U, = A0 and ¥, =
A, W, which are both equivalent to ¥. Then \ilz = AQAfl\ill. Since \ill is a Fisher

estimating function,
Cg,(0) = Az(0)AT(0)Cy, (0) = Ax(0)A"(0)Byg, (0). (2.36)
Since ¥, is also assumed to be a Fisher estimating function,
Cg,(0) =By, (0) = A2(0)A "By, (0)A;'(0)'Ax(0)" (2.37)

Therefore, A7 (0) Ay (0) = 1,,,, or Ai(0) = Ay(6). O

2.3 Structural and nuisance parameters

Let 8’ = (07, 0,) where 6; € ©; C R" is the parameter of interest, 85 € Oy C

R? is a nuisance parameter, and r + ¢ = s. Consider the set G; of all estimating

functions g : X x ©; — R" for 8;. Chandresekar and Kale ([9]) showed that for any
W in Gy,

I,'(0) >1'(0) (2.38)

17



where I'(8) is the r x r submatrix of the inverse of the Fisher information matrix
I71(0) corresponding to 6, when I71(0) is partitioned according to the partition of
0 =(6,,0,).

Under certain regularity conditions, there exists an optimal estimating func-
tion in Gy ([11], [13]). Suppose there exists a statistic (S, U) which is sufficient for
0. If the sufficient statistic has the property that the conditional distribution of S
given U, h(s,0;|u), depends on @ only through 6;, and the family of probability
distributions {PG(U)} of U is complete for every fixed 61, then the conditional Fisher
score function

1(x;0,) = aiellog h(s, 601|u) (2.39)

will be the optimal estimating function in G; for 6.

We use the method of projection ([25], [34]) to minimize the effects of the
nuisance parameter @, when estimating the structural parameter 6, using a general
estimating function. Let W be a Fisher estimating function for P = {FPs}. We

partition ¥(x;0) as,

W(x:0) = () , (2.40)

‘PQ(X;O)
By () as,
Ba(o) —1ui0)— | 0 PO (2.41)
B21(0) BQQ(G)

and Bg'(0) as

By'(0) =13'(0) = (2.42)

18



with dimensions corresponding to the partition of 6.

Let U, = ¥, — Eg(\Pl ‘ W), where Ee( ° ‘ W,) is the projection operator onto
the space spanned by the components of 5. An element in the space spanned by
the components of Wy can be written as C(0)W,, so to find Ey (¥, | ¥y), we need

to find the matrix C(@) such that
Eo (¥, — C(0)¥,) ¥,) = 0. (2.43)

We can set C(0) = B12(0)B,, (0) to attain equality (2.43).
lill =¥, — B12B2_21\I'2 is sometimes called the efficient estimating function for
0, in the presence of 8, based on the estimating function ¥. This is due to the fact

that

A A 0 -
I,9(0) = Eo (919)) = ~Fo (—\Ifl)
(2.44)
=B11(6) — B12(6)B; (0)Bx(6) = (B(6)) .
the inverse of the first block of matrix (2.42). We call the matrix 117\1,(0) the efficient
information on @, contained in the estimating function W.

The next Theorem generalizes a result by Kagan and Rao ([25]) concerning

the efficient score function.

Theorem 2.3.1. (Superadditivity) Let X and Y be independent random vectors
and ¥; = U (X;0) and ¥y = Wy(Y;0) be Fisher estimating functions for the

parameter ' = (07,05). If ® = ®(X,Y;0) = ¥(X;0) + ¥,(Y;0),
L,3(0) > 119,(0) +11,4,(0). (2.45)

If X and 'Y are identically distributed and W = Wq then (2.45) becomes an equality.
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Proof. The efficient information on @, contained in ® is given by
i1,<1>(9) = Eg (‘1)1 — 112,<I>IQ_217¢.(I)2) (‘1’1 — 112,@12_21,<1>(I)2)/
= L (‘1’11 + Wy — Il2,<I>IQ_217<1> (s + ‘1’22))
(‘1’11 + Wy — 112,@152{¢ (WU + ‘1’22)),
= Ey (‘1’11 - 112,¢I§2{¢‘I’12) (‘1’11 - 112,<I>I§217q>‘1’12)/
(2.46)
+ L (‘1’21 - 122,<I>12_21,q>‘1’22) (‘1’21 — 122,@12_213,‘1’22)/
> Fg (‘1’11 — 112,\11112_217\1,1‘1’12> (‘1’11 — 112,\1;112_217\1,1‘1’12)/
+ Eg (‘1’21 — 112,\11212_21,\1,2‘1’22) (‘1’21 - 122,\11212_21,\1,2‘1122)/
= B (919}) + Bp (#:9}) = 11,9,(8) + 11.9.(6).
The inequality follows from the fact that E, (U | W) = 112’91(9)1521’\1,1(9)\1112

which implies that for any r x ¢ matrix A(8),

Eg (U — A0)¥,) (U, — A()T,)

(2.47)
> Eo (\I’U - 112,‘1’1(0>12_21,\111(0)‘I’12) (‘1’11 - I12,~111(9)12_217\I,1(9)‘I’12)/.
If ¥, = ¥, and X and Y are identically distributed, then
I2,5(0)13) 5(0) = (Tinw, (0) + 112,9,(0)) (T2, (0) + Ino.9,(6)) ™
=L, (0)15, 4, (0) (2.48)
=T12,9,(0)L5,4,(0).
Therefore we have equality in equation (2.45). O

In general, \ill = ‘ill (x; 604, 05) depends on both the structural and the nuisance

parameter. For fixed 85, ¥y is a Fisher estimating function for ;, and the equation

=1

20



will have a solution 8, = él(Xl, ..., Xy, 02). The advantage of this method is that
when we have an initial \/n—consistent estimate, 05 = 605(Xy,...,X,,) of 05, (that
is /n (05 —02) = O,(1), or equivalently, given ¢ > 0 there exists a constant C,
such that sup P (||/n(0; — 6,)|| > C.) < €), the estimator 6, (X, ...,X,,0}) will

be efficient.

Theorem 2.3.2. Suppose

sup
6co

nZ%ZWXw@) E(Nl : )H (2.50)

asn — 00, and m;(0) = E (8/69jlill(x; 0)> is continuous in 6 for j =1,2. If 6,
is an initial estimator of Oy such that /n(05 — 03) = O,(1), a consistent solution

0, of the equation

Z ‘i’1(Xz’; 6,6;) =0 (2.51)
i=1
satisfies
Vn(0, — 6,) - N, (0,B'(6)) (2.52)

as n — o0.

Proof. Let 0, be a consistent solution to (2.51). Expanding (2.51) in a Taylor series

around the point (01, 0,) gives

= Ln z”: W, <Xi;91, 0;)

= \/_Z\I’l X1,01,92 \/T_Z ‘ij i) 02)(01 01) (25?))

Z 802 X1701702)<9 _02)
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for some @ = (61, 0) between (6, 0%) and (6, 02). By (2.50),

02 da, (5:0) -

" oW,
092

< sup (X;;0) —my (0)

(2.54)
A
since (61, 8,) converges in probability to 6 and my () is assumed continuous. There-

fore,

8‘1’1 X ~ ~ P 8‘1’1
Z 70, (Xi101,02) == Eo (802 (x; 01,92>)

ow oW
- E9< —L(x; 91,02)) — B12B221E9( —2(x; 01,02))

00, 00, (2.55)

= —Cj3 + B;3B13B;) Cyy = —Bys + B12B5, By
=0.

Then, since /n (05 — 03) = O,(1), the last term in (2.53) is 0,(1). Similarly,

8\1’1 X ~ -~ P 8\111
Z 891 Xia01702) B E@ ((991 (X2a01702)>

= E <8l:[,1 X 01,02)> B12B Eg (6‘1,2 X 01,02))

96, ( 06, ( (2.56)

=—-Cy + B12B12B2_21021 =-Bi + B12B2_21B21
— (B!

Rearranging (2.53) gives

-1

N 1 ow L
V(0 — ;) = NG ( ! (XZ, 0,,0, ) > W(Xi:01,605) + 0,(1)
=1

— —B! —Z 1(Xi501,0:) + 0,(1).

(2.57)

proving (2.52). O

The next example, due to Kagan and Rao ([25]), shows that the efficient esti-
mating function can be a useful tool in calculating a statistic for the full parameter
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0/ = 9/ s 0/ . Consider the standard linear regression model
1 2

where X is an observable n x 1 random vector, A is a known design matrix of order
n x s of full rank s < n, and € is an n x 1 vector of errors with Fg (¢) = 0 and
Varg (€) = 021,,x,,, 0% unknown.

The least-squares estimator of 6,
0, =(A'A)"A'X (2.59)
is the solution of the estimating equation
¥ (X;0)=A'(X-A0)=0 (2.60)

and is the best linear unbiased estimator (BLUE) of @ in the sense that for any

linear estimator 8,, = BX,
Varg <9n> =02 (A’A)"" < Varg (én> : (2.61)

The best linear estimating function for @ is

1

Jin = Fo (3| X) = A (X - AB), (2.62)

which is the Fisher form of the estimating function in equation (2.60). We partition
A = (A; Ay) and Jf, = (34, Jo ) according to the partition of 8" = (67, 65).

The information on @ contained in the estimating function Jy, is

1 1 AllAl A/1A2 1 L I
)= SAA=— == (2.63)

A/QAI AIQ AQ 121 I22

L, = Eo (J1ind]

lin
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which is independent of 6.

The efficient estimating function for €@, in the presence of 65 based on the

estimating function Jy, is

A

jl,lin = J1,1in - EG (Jl,lin | J2,lin)

1 1 _
— AL (X - AB) — — (A1A,) (ALAy) AL (X — A6)

o2 o

1 _
=3 <A,1 — (A1A,) (ALAy) A2> X

1 _
— 5 (ALAL - (A1A2) (A342) 7 ALAL) 64
1

o2

1

1 _
(A}~ TuL Ay X — — (1) 6,

which is independent of 85. The estimating equation
J 1in =0

has solution

0, =1 (A} —I.L, A} X.
Similarly, J 2in 1 independent of 64, and the estimating equation
j2,lin =0

has solution

0, = 122 (A}, — 1151, A)) X.

(2.64)

(2.65)

(2.66)

(2.67)

(2.68)

Simple calculations show that the variance of (9/1, é;)’ is 02 (A’A)™" and that

9; = (é;,é;) However, calculating 6, from (2.60) requires inverting one s X

s matrix, while calculating 6; and 6, separately from (2.65) and (2.67) requires

inverting an r X r matrix and a p x p matrix. The computational complexity of
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inverting an s x s matrix is C's®*° for some constants C' > 0 and 0 < § < 1. Thus, if
r = q = s/2 the computational complexity of generating 0,, from (2.60) is 2° times
higher than first partitioning the parameter and then estimating the subvectors

separately using (2.65) and (2.67).
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Chapter 3
Estimating functions for location parameter families

3.1 Equivariant estimators

In Chapter 2 we described optimality of an estimation problem in terms of the
estimating function and the information matrix, rather than in terms of the statistic
itself. The loss function and the risk function are tools for measuring the quality of
an estimator g for g = g(#) based on the statistic instead of the estimating function.

The loss incurred by estimating g(#) by g is measured by a loss function L(g; g).
Typically L(g;g) > 0 and L(g; g) attains its minimum value in g at g = §. Two

common examples of loss functions are

L(g;9) =] 9(x) — g(0) [?, p >0

Lif [ g(x) —g(0)] = A
L(g;g) = for A > 0.

0 if | §(x) - g(0)] < A
The first loss function is the squared error loss when p = 2 and the mean value loss
when p = 1. The second loss function is known as ‘0-1’ loss.

If g(X) is an estimator for g(é), its performance is measured by the expected
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loss, called the risk:

R(3:9) = Eo (L(G:9)) = /X L(§(x); 9(6))dPs(x). (3.1)

The risk corresponding to the first loss function when p = 2 is the mean squared
error, Fy (§(X) — g(8))*, and the risk corresponding to the second loss function is
By (| 9(X) —g(0)] = A).

We would like to find an estimator for g(f) which minimizes the risk function
for all values of # € ©. Unfortunately, such a statistic does not exist in general.
For example, let §(X) = g(y) for some fixed number 6. The risk of this estimator
will be close to 0 for values of 6 that are close to 8y but will likely be very large for
other values of the parameter. For this reason we need to restrict our attention to
a smaller class of estimators which possess certain characteristics.

In what follows, we will consider the class of equivariant estimators. The
motivation for the use of an equivariant estimator can found in [8]. Equivariant
estimators are appropriate for problems in which certain symmetries exist; they
also have the advantage that in many cases there exists a best equivariant estimator
which minimizes the risk uniformly for all values of 6.

First, consider the case where the parameter p is a location parameter. 1If
(R,B(R), P) is a probability space and X is a random variable in R distributed
according to the probability measure P, then for any p € R, the random variable
X + p will be distributed according to the probability measure P, where P,(B) =
P(B — ) for any B € B(R). The family P = {P, : u € R} is called a location

family. We can assume without loss of generality that £, (X) = pu.
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Let X = (Xj,...,X,) be a random sample from P, € P and let T'(X) be
an estimator of p. Suppose that instead of u, we wish to estimate p + a for some
a € R. Two reasonable approaches to this estimation problem are to estimate y+a
by T(X) + a, or to first transform the data with X; = X; + a and use T(X + a) as

our estimator. We call a statistic location equivariant if
TXi+a,...,Xp+a)=T(Xy,...,X,) +a (3.2)

for any a € R. If (3.2) is violated, then the estimation problem depends on the
choice of the origin in R (see also [17], ch. 2).

When the loss function is squared error loss, there exists an equivariant es-
timator of p which minimizes the risk uniformly for any pu € R. The estimator is

called the Pitman estimator, and it is given by
th=X—-E(X|X1—-X,.... X, - X). (3.3)

If the density function f(x — @) exists, then (3.3) can be written in integral form as

tn_fuf(Xl—M)"'f(Xn—N)du (3.4)

X =) f(X —u)du

The Pitman estimator of a univariate location parameter is unbiased and effi-

cient ([29], [37]). That is,
Vnty —p) -5 N (o, L) (3.5)

as n — 00, where

)= | (J}/((j)))Qf(x)dx (3.6)

is the Fisher information of a location parameter.
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If, in addition, there exists an equivariant estimator ¢, of u such that
E, | ty—p|> < oo, (3.7)

the Pitman estimator of u is also admissible under quadratic loss in the entire class
of estimators of u ([36]). That is, if fi, = fin(X1, ..., X, ) is any estimator of u such
that

E, (fun — M)2 < By (tn — N)Q (3.8)

for all p € R, then

for almost all p.
In the class of all distributions F' with fixed finite variance o2, the risk of
the Pitman estimator is maximized when ¢, = X. If F is Gaussian, then X is

independent of the vector of residuals (X; — X,..., X, — X), so
E(X|Xi—X,...,X,—X) =0, (3.10)

hence the normal distribution is a ‘least favorable’ distribution. It was shown by
Kagan, et al. ([21], [22]) that if n > 3, the normal distribution is the unique

distribution for which t,, = X.

3.2 Location-scale families

Let (R, B(R), P) be a probability space and let X be a random variable in R
distributed according to the probability measure P. For any 1 € R and any o € R*,
the random variable 0 X + p will be distributed according to the probability measure
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P

K0

where P, ,(B) = P(1/o(B — p)) for any B € B(R). We call such a family
P={P,,:n€R, o €R"} alocation-scale family. For the purpose of this section,
the location parameter p is the parameter of interest and the scale parameter o

is a nuisance parameter. As before, we can assume without loss of generality that

E

o

(X)=pforall p € Rand o € RT.

3.2.1 Modified Pitman estimator

Let @ = (u,0)'. For a location-scale family, the Fisher information matrix is

of the form
[ (@)? f(@)?
1 f z dx fx p” dr 1 [ I T
1(6) = - f( )2 f(=z) 2 _ ¥ ’ (3.11)
fxff((fg)) dr f (zf (?&‘{(ﬂv)) dr Iy Iy

which is independent of x and depends on ¢ only through the coefficient 1/02. The

inverse of this matrix has the form
IH 112
I71(0) = o* (3.12)
121 ]22

where I'' = (I}, — L1515, 1))~ This gives us the Cramér-Rao lower bound for

the variance of any unbiased estimator of p in the presence of the nuisance scale

parameter o of o2,
Let X = (X7, ..., X,) be arandom sample from P, ,. Denote an estimator for
1 by fi, = fi,(X1, ..., X,). Asin the previous section, we will restrict our attention

to equivariant estimators of p. For the location-scale family, an estimator fi, is

equivariant if for any @ € R and any b € R™ we have

fn(bX1 4+ a, ..., bX,, +a) = b, (X, ..., X,) +a. (3.13)
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We will compare estimators using the quadratic loss function

L(jis 0) = (ﬂ_“)Q. (3.14)

g

Notice that for any equivariant estimator fi,, the risk function is independent of the

parameter, since

Finding a best equivariant estimator with respect to the squared error loss function
amounts to minimizing Fjy14%(X) over the class of equivariant estimators. It can
be shown (see [8]) that the Pitman estimator of y in the presence of the nuisance

parameter o has the form

R o EO,l (YS ‘ Xlgy, ey X"_y>
(X1, X)) = X — _ /. (3.16)
o (5] B2, )

where S is the sample standard deviation.
The Pitman estimator of p has the property that
~ d O'2
Vv (t, —p) — N (o, 7) , (3.17)
1
where [ 1=11—1 1212’21[21. Since the asymptotic distribution is Gaussian, with mean

0 and variance which achieves the Cramér-Rao lower bound, the Pitman estimator

of u is an efficient estimator.
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The goal of the remainder of this section is to construct an equivariant estima-
tor £, of y1, which we will call the modified Pitman estimator, that is asymptotically
as good as the Pitman estimator t,. Since the Pitman estimator is the best equiv-
ariant estimator, we will necessarily have that R(t,,u) < R(f,,u). However, the
modified estimator has the advantage that it has an explicit form that is easier to
work with.

In the location model, a version of the Pitman estimator was constructed by
modifying the score equation using an iterative approach based on the Newton-
Raphson algorithm (see [18] and [20]). In the location model, the maximum likeli-

hood estimator fi, is the solution of the likelihood equation

Z f, Z —J(X; —p) = 0. (3.18)

Applying the iterative procedure to (3.18), and replacing u with the y/n—consistent

initial estimate of u, X, we obtain the statistic

— 1

+
S (X -

%) 2_; J(X; — X). (3.19)

Finally, we can replace J' with its expectation —I, the Fisher information, to obtain

the modified Pitman estimator
fin =X ——> J(X; - X). (3.20)

The modified Pitman estimator is an equivariant, efficient estimator of p.

For the location-scale model, the maximum likelihood estimator is the solution
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to the pair of equations

Z - %J (Xia_ 'u) = Zjl(Xi;,Uaa) =0
i=1

= ' § (3.21)
3 [_% B (X;; u)J(XiU— u)] :;JQ(XZ,%U) _0

where as before, J(z) = f'(z)/f(z).

Since we are interested only in estimation of u, and regard o as a nuisance
parameter, we need to eliminate o in our estimating function. To generate an
estimating function for p, we can use the method of projection discussed in Section
23. Let J, = J; — E’g(Jlng) where the operator E is the projection operator
onto the space spanned by J,. Since FEy ((J1 — 112[2}1J2)J2) = 0 it follows that
j1 = J; — ]12]2_21J2, where [1; and Iy are the elements of the Fisher information
matrix (3.11).

We can apply the same iterative procedure to Ji to get the expression

n

! S (X o). (3.22)

Z?:l %_LLI(XM 1y 0) =1

Replacing j{ with its expectation —1/02f1 = —1/0*(Iy — Lio15,' I5), o with X, and

#_

o with S, we get the modified Pitman estimator

t( X1, Xy)

— S < X, — X 115 X, - X [(X;,-X
=X - = - =11
X)) e
- S [(Xi—-X
=X - = ’ .
e (55

Theorem 3.2.1. Suppose EX* < oo and J is twice differentiable with |J® ((z —

w) /o) < hi(x), k=1,2, for all p and o, where ERh}(x) < co. Then
2

Vi (B —p) ~5 N <o, j—) as n — 0. (3.24)

1
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Proof. Expand ¢ in a Taylor series around the point (i, o) to get

N e ] e

= V(X —p) - \/gflgso(){i_“>

S e (S - (52 5

=1
VS <~ [P (Xi—p\ ., P (wi—p 2
e () Eo g () 5o

VNS <~ D% (xi—u*

" ond, & 0pdo \ o

)@= s - o)

(3.25)

for some vector (u*,o*)" between (u,0)" and (Z,.S)". Since

Po (x—p 1 ,(x—pu Iy (2 —p 2 Iy T —
7 S 122 _Zeg 2
8IU“2 < o ) UQJ < 9 ) |: ]22 o 0'2 ]QQJ o (3 6)

and we have assumed that | J® ((z — u)/0)| < hi(x) for all 4 and o, by the law of

large numbers and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

1 anﬁ% T — 1
n o o*




Therefore,

Vns - P (xi—p*\ 2 _
. Z MQ( - )(x—ﬂ) = 0,(1). (3.28)

n]1 i—1 8

The remaining terms involving second order derivatives can be handled in a similar

fashion, and the expansion (3.25) can be written as

Vil — 1) = (X — ) — ISZ“%X?X)

nl, =
= V(X — p) — \/§f1 Zzn;(p (X,U— M)
\7/@;15 < (Q) (X —n)
\7/;15 2 do (Xig_#) (S = o) +0p(1) (3.29)

g

- e (T +an

=1

2
i>N(o,°%).
I

The second to last line follows from the fact that

— VK ) = 2= Y (S ) < VA )+ o, (1)

“aan [ (5 et (1 (551) 0 (55))
nAzla,u o o o
== T (X ——Z—JQXH,)

0 0
> 0Ey (a_MJI (x;,uaU)) — olo 15, B (8_,uj2 (l';ﬂaU))
1 1 1 I
= ——]11 + 112]22 Iy =—— (—711 — L1215 121) =

(3.30)
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1< X, — X, — X, —
a2 [ (55 e (1 (550) 0 (557))
n < do o o o
—lig[—aJ (Xi; p, 0) + 0li215 Jo (Xis p, 0)]
ni:l 60‘ 1 19 My 12499 J2 29 My

n; (X, 0) n;aa 1 #0)—|—n122222( 1, o)

i=1

o 1 "9 ‘
"‘5112]22 Zla—an(Xz’,%U)

0
2, —FEyJi(x; p,0) — o Ey (%Jl(x;,u,a)) + L1515 By Jy (s o, o)

+ 011515, Ey (a%Jz(x; 4, 0))
o o 1
=0+ ﬁhz +0— ;qu.{zlfm =7 (112 — T12) = 0,
(3.31)

and the fact that /n(S — o) = O,(1). O

The proof of Theorem (3.2.1) depends mainly on the fact that the Fisher
score is a Fisher estimating function. For this reason, Theorem (3.2.1) can be
generalized to the case when our estimator is generated by an arbitrary Fisher

estimating function of the form

1|2 (57
(X 1,0) = —- (3.32)
o Y
 (554)
The covariance matrix of (3.32) is of the form
1 | B B
Bs(0) = o (3.33)
By By
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which is also independent of x and depends on ¢ only through the coefficient 1/02.

Let &, = & — Eg (O | By) = &; — By By, ®y. The statistic

— S w—. [(X;—X
Uy =X — —— ) .34
Wy, ;:l 1( 5 ) (3.34)

is an equivariant estimator of u and has the property that

Vi (i, — p) —5 N (0, %2) (3.35)

1

where Bl = BH — 3123521321.

3.2.2 Polynomial Pitman estimator

Let

X —X X, —X
7 — ‘

be the standardized residuals and

Cr = {jin = X + SQ(Z) | Q is a polynomial of degree < k}. (3.37)

The class Cj, is the class of equivariant polynomial estimators of degree < k of a
location parameter p in the presence of a nuisance scale parameter o. For any

fin € Ck, under quadratic loss,

g

~ 2
Epo (“" “) = By, (jin)?, (3.38)

so that the risk is constant, and we should expect that there is an estimator that

minimizes this risk.
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Let Ay be the closed linear span of all functions of the form SQ(Z) where @

is any polynomial of degree at most k. For any ji,, = X + SQ(Z) € C; we have

_ . L 2
Eo1(X +5Q(Z))? = Eo, (X — Eon (X [ Ax) + Eox (X | Ax) + SQ(Z)>
L 2 L 2
— By, (X — Foy (X | Ak)) + By, (EO,1 (X | Ay) + SQ(Z))
+2E0; (7 - Eo,l (7 | Ak)) (EO,I (7 | Ak) + SQ(Z)>
) (3.39)
> Bo (X = oy (X | M)
+2Fp, (7 — Eos (X | Ak:)) (Eo,l (X +5Q(z) | Ak))
. 2
— Fy, (X — oy (X | Ak)>
where the last line follows from the fact that X — Eo,l (7 | Ak) is orthogonal to

every element in A,. Since

uniformly minimizes the risk in the class Cy, we call [Lq(f) the polynomial Pitman
estimator of a location parameter p in the presence of a scale parameter o. The
polynomial Pitman estimator is asymptotically Gaussian:

2

X d o
Vo (i —p) == N (07 W) : (3.41)

1

It will be explained below that I {k) /o2 is the information on p in the presence of o
contained in the space of polynomials of degree at most k. This means that ﬂ%k) is
not only optimal in the class Ci, but also efficient as an estimator of p.

The polynomial Pitman estimator may have a complicated structure and it

may be difficult to calculate the coefficients explicitly. In this section we consider
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equivariant polynomial estimators of a location parameter in the presence of a nui-
sance scale parameter with simpler structure that are asymptotically efficient in the
space of polynomials of degree < k.

One such estimator was constructed by Kagan et al. (see [24]). This estimator

can be written as

k
i =X +5Y Ajgs (3.42)

Jj=2

where g; = 1/n Y. [(X; — X)/S)? and the constants A; depend only on the quan-
i=1
tities v; = [2'dF(z/o)/ ([ IQdF<I/O'))i/2 for i =1,...,2k [ is asymptotically

equivalent to the polynomial Pitman estimator in the sense that

Eo (Vn (i) — 7)) = o(1) (3.43)

as n — 00.
We will construct an alternative estimator using the methods of Section 3.2.1.
To do this, we will first need to review some results concerning estimators and

information on a general finite-dimensional linear space H and apply these ideas to

the case when H = Span{1,x,...,z*}.
In [19], Kagan considers estimation of a general finite-dimensional parameter
0 when the estimator is an element of a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H. Let

P = {Ps : 0 € R?} be a family of probability measures indexed by a bivariate

parameter @ = (01,0,)". Let H = Span{1, z,..., 2%} be the closed linear span of the

elements 1,...,2%. On ‘H we specify the family of scalar products

{(901, ©2)o = / P192dPg : 0 € R?, 1, € H} : (3.44)
X
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Let m;;(0) = (2",2%)g, ,j = 1,...,k, and m(0) = (a',1)g for i = 1,..., k. We
assume that the functions 7,;(@) are differentiable in 8, 7;(6) are twice differentiable

in 0, and that the Gram matrix

7T11(0) e 7r1k(9)
(3.45)
7Tk1(0) Wkk(e)
is nonsingular for all 8 € ©.
Let _ -
0 (,%771(0) e %m(@)
am(0)  m(8) - m(6)
Ao @) = [P ! 1 (3.46)
8%}7?;4(0) 7Tk1(0) e Wkk(O)

for r,qg = 1,2 and let Ag}q)(e), i,7 = 1,...,k 4+ 1 be the cofactors of the matrix

A9 (@). The functions

k )
J, = J, (H:0) = — Z 1,i+1

— ' r=1,2, (3.47)
= A1)

are the unique functions in ‘H which satisfy

0
(Jra ‘;0)0 = % (307 1)0 , I'= 17 27 (348)

for all ¢ € H and all 8. It can be shown that the functions J, (H;@) are the
projections of the Fisher score onto the space H. That is, Ji(0;H) = Eg (J; | H)
and J5(0; H) = Eg (Jo | H). The vector J(H; 0) = (J1(H; 0), Jo(H;0)) € H x H is

the called score vector of the space H.
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The functions J;(0;H) and J5(0; H) have 0 expectation and

B,
(J Jy)e = — (a_eq‘]’"’ 1)0. (3.49)

Therefore, the the score vector of the space H satisfies all the properties of a Fisher

estimating function. The corresponding polynomial estimating equation
> J(0:H) =0 (3.50)
i=1
will have a solution én, which is not necessarily a polynomial, such that
Jn (én - 9) L N, (0,171 (8; 1)) (3.51)

as n —— OQ.

The 2 x 2 matrix I(0; H) = [1,4(0; H)], where
]Tq(07H) = (JT(O,H),Jq(07H>>9, r,q= ]-)27 (352)

is called the information on @ contained in the space H. An explicit formula for the

elements of the information matrix is given by

[AU9(6) |

L, (0;H) = — rg=12. (3.53)

The information on @ contained in the space H has some of the same properties as
the Fisher information matrix such as additivity and monotonicity.

A version of the Cramér-Rao inequality exists for unbiased estimators ¢ =
(¢1,02) € HXH of 6. Let By,(6;H) = Eg [(¢ — 6) (¢ — 6)']. For any ¢ € H x'H

such that (¢;,1)y =¥6;, i =1,2,
I (6;H) I'2(6;H)
B, (6;H)>1"(0,H) = : (3.54)
I (0;H) I**(0;H)
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This can be proved by using fact that any covariance matrix is non-negative definite:
0<Eg(p—0—-T1(0;H)IJ(O;H)) (p—0—11(6;H)I(0;H))
=By, (0;H) — 11 (6;H)Ep (J(8;H), ) — Eo (¢, J(6; H)) T '(6; H)
+ I 40; H)E (J(0; H)I(0; H)) T (0; H) (3.55)
=B(6;H) —17'(6; H)QE - 2E eI 1(6;H) +17(6; H)
) ) 00 0P 00 (7 ) )
=B(O;H) -1Y6;H).

It follows that for any unbiased estimator ¢; € H of 6,
(p1,1)g = I" (6;H). (3.56)

Suppose P = {Pp : 0 = (1,0) € R x R, } is a location-scale family and that
the probability measures Py are absolutely continuous with respect to some sigma-
finite measure v so that the densities 1/o f((x —p)/o) exist. Let Ji(x) = f'(x)/f(z)
and Jo(z) = (1 + xf'(z)/f(x)). We assume that both J; and .J; belong to L?(f).

The functions

1 _
- (az ,u) (3.57)
o o
and
1 _
2, (5‘3 “) (3.58)
o o
are the Fisher score functions for 1 and o respectively.
Let
R 1 —
T® = f, (——J1 (”3 “) H) (3.59)
o o
and
. 1 _
T = fy (——J2 (x “) H) (3.60)
o o



be the polynomial versions of the Fisher score and jl(k) = Jl(k) — Ey (Jl(k)‘ JQ(k)> be
the polynomial version of the efficient Fisher score for the location parameter p in
the presence of the nuisance scale parameter o.

Let aj = [/ f(z)v(dz) < oo for j = 1,...,2k. The function J* can be

written in the form

co(6) + c1(6) (ﬁ“) IRNC) (x‘“>k. (3.61)

g

The coefficients (), ..., cx(0) are determined by the system of equations

(3.62)

Using integration by parts gives

s (100 (552))
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We then have the following system of equations

0=0—1co(0) —c1(O)a; — -+ — cx(0) gy
1
0=——co(@)a; —c1(O)ag — - -+ — cx(0) g2
g (3.64)
ko
0= . co(@)ay, — c1(0) a1 — - - — (@) gy,
which has solution
_ - ~ - -1 0
co(0) 1 o ay o o
/o
01(0) aq (6%) (6% e Oy
c(0) = = 20, /o (3.65)
cr(0) Qg Qg1 Qpyo -0 Qo
- . B - koy_1 /o

so that the coefficients depend on the parameter only through the factor 1/0.

Similarly, since

() (5)) () 2 (75 v

(1 n xf’(j)) 2 f(2)v(dx) = % l/xjﬂf’(x)z/(dx) (3.66)
J

o g

=S I et = -2 LD
_Joy
and
Eo ((JQ - Jé“) <“” - “)J) - % —by(@)ay — - — b () =0 (3.67)
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for j =1,...,k, the coefficients by(8), ..., b;(0) also depend on the parameter only

through a factor 1/0. Therefore, the information on @ contained in H is given by

(k) 7(k)
1 Iy I
I(0O;H) = — (3.68)
k k
Ly I3

(k)

where ;7 are constants independent of 6.

The efficient polynomial score function can be written as

Sk o 1D 1 T — z—p\"
Jf):Jf)—%Jé):—— co+cl(—>+---+ck(—) . (3.69)
I o o o

Using the iterative procedure on jl(k) discussed in Section 3.2.1 we can obtain the

modified polynomial Pitman estimator,

J
) (3.70)
-1 .
where (0 = 1) — 19 (1) 1),

Theorem 3.2.2. Assume that for some k > 3, [2?* f(z)v(dz) < oo. The modified

polynomial Pitman estimator

n k
i = Cj (
0

)j (3.71)

(kn
=1 j=

1s an efficient estimator of . That is
d o?
Vv (i —0) = N |0, =0l (3.72)
as n — oo.
/
Proof. Since the function J(H;0) = (J1(H;0), Jo(H;0)) = (Jl(k), Jg(k)) is a Fisher
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estimating function, so too is jl(k) and,

0 k) c1 o (T — 1 cr [(x— k=l
I —Fa | =L 92 R A
e(a,u ! o\ o2 o? o kO'Q o?

% X (3.73)
) (IH) _lfk)

while

do

1 k k) (7)) Lk
= 52 <1£1) - ]£2) <I§2)> 12(2) = 0.

0 -1 9
= —FEy (—Jf’” ~ 1 (19) —gé’”)

(3.74)
We have
) - S e (Xi—-XY
*/ﬁ(“(k)_“):\/ﬁ(X_“)_%k)@ ZCj( S >
[1 n i=1 7=0
B — S\/ﬁnk o\ (Xi—p =X\
_\/E(X_M)_fl(k)leljZ:O:Cj<§)< o + o )
_ S T o\ 3\ (Xi—p\ T =X\
e SEEEE ) () (52 ()
[1 i=1 j=0 [=0 g d
(3.75)
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In the above summand, the terms corresponding to [ = 0 are

L33 (3) (552)

_ (k)
\/ﬁ;:l i (Xisp,0) + 0,(1)
0 — 0 - A
= V-0 2. {a_gjl(k)(Xi;u,G) — I (X, 0) }

g

- EZJ}"“ (Xi; 11, 0) + 0,(1)
i=1

a 2(k
VG > T (X 0) + 0p(1).
=1

(3.76)

The terms corresponding to [ = 1 are

LSS () (Ko ()

=1 j5=1

= —v/n (X = p) Z;J ()(Q—_M)H
B e S (i——)j‘l+op<1> 3.77

1—1]1

= Vi (X~ ) Z ) (X 11,0) + 0p(1)

[
= 17\/5 (X = n) +0p(1)
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The remaining terms involve /n (X — u)l, [ > 2 so are 0,(1). Therefore

i - - s 1M S 1
1

a3 () (XZI “)H (“LX) oy

i=1 j=2

_ k)\/_ZJl (X3 11,0) + 0,(1)
2
4N 0,?(—@
]1

as n — o0. O

(3.78)

It is of interest to consider when a polynomial estimator of the form X +SQ(2)
is linear. That is, when the polynomial estimator is equal to X. This question was
answered by Kagan, et al. in the same paper. They found that if the distribu-
tion function F(z) has more than k growth points, all its moments oy, as, ... are
finite, and oy = 0, then the sample mean X is optimal as an estimator of j in the
presence of ¢ in the class X + SQ(Z) if and only if either am, ..., coincide
with the corresponding moments of the normal distribution or aw,..., a1 coin-
cide with the corresponding moments of some centralized gamma distribution, or
g, —as, ..., (—1)*1a,, coincide with the corresponding moments of some central-
ized gamma distribution, where a centralized gamma distribution is a distribution
with characteristic function

efz'ypt
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Chapter 4
Estimators by estimating equations in misspecified models

4.1 Misspecified models and quasi-maximum likelihood

In this introductory section we explain what is meant by a misspecified model
and describe the behavior of the maximum likelihood estimator and estimators gen-
erated as solutions to estimating equations under model misspecification. The re-
sults summarized below are due mainly to Huber ([15]) and White ([41]).

Let X4,...,X,, be independent random vectors having a common distribution
function G which is absolutely continuous with respect to some sigma-finite measure
i, with dG/dp = g. The distribution G is unknown, a priori, so a parametric family
of distributions F = {F(x;0) : 8 € © C R®} is chosen. O is assumed to be a
compact subset of R* and the densities f(x;0) = dF(x;0)/du(x) are assumed to
exist. We emphasize that the true distribution G may or may not belong to the
working family of distributions F. If GG is not an element of F, the model is said to
be misspecified.

The quasi-log-likelihood of the sample is defined as
1 n
L,0)=L,X4,...,X,,0)=— 1 X;; 0). 4.1
(6) = Lu(X, )= 2o (X,:6) (1.1

It can be shown that under general regularity conditions there exists a measurable

function 6,, = 9n(X1, ..., X,) which maximizes the quasi-log-likelihood. That is,
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there exists a statistic én such that

L, (6,,) > L,(0) (4.2)

for any @ € ©. We call 8, the quasi-mazimum likelihood estimator (QMLE) of 6
based on the sample Xy,...,X,,.

If the model is correctly specified so that G(x) = F(x;60y) € F for some
0, € O, the QMLE is simply the MLE and 6., is consistent for 6y and asymptotically
normal. However, if G ¢ F | it is not obvious that the QMLE should converge at all.
It was shown by White that if there is a distribution F(x;0*) € F that is ‘closest’
to G(x), then the QMLE will be consistent for 8° and will also be asymptotically
normal.

The Kullback-Leibler Information Criterion (KLIC) is defined as

Ho:1.0)= 5, (e | 5 ) = [ s | gy [ om0

A basic result concerning the KLIC is stated in the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.1.1. (Kullback-Leibler) Let f and g be probability densities with re-

spect to a sigma-finite measure p and let S be the region in which f > 0. If

[ (f(x) = g(x)) p(dz) > O then

[0 (@) F@)u(dz) > 0 (4.4

g9()

with equality if and only if f(x) = g(z) a.e.[u].

Proof. See [30], p. 59. ]
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The KLIC does not define a metric on the space of density functions as it
is not symmetric in its arguments and it does not satisfy the triangle inequality.
However it does give us a tool for measuring the ‘closeness’ of the density f(z;8) to

the density g(z).

Theorem 4.1.2. Suppose E, (log g(x)) exists and | log f(x;0) |< h(z) for all@ € ©

where h is integrable with respect to G. If I(g : f,0) has a unique minimum at

0" 0O,

0, — 0" a.s. [G] (4.5)
asn — oo.
Proof. See [41], p. 4. O

Hence the QMLE is a consistent estimator of the parameter which minimizes the
KLIC.
Under certain additional general regularity conditions, the QMLE is also asymp-

totically normal. Let

92 log f(x;0) 9?2 log f(x;0)
E, (—69’1391 ) e B <W)
A9) = (4.6)
82 log f(x;0) 9% log f(x;0)
_Eg < aég;ael ) e < agges )_
be the matrix of second order partial derivatives and
dlog f(x;0) dlog f(x;6) dlog f(x;0) dlog f(x;6)
Eq ( 96, 96, ) e B ( 96, 96, )
B(6) = (4.7)
dlog f(x;0) dlog f(x;0)’ dlog f(x;0) dlog f(x;0)’
_Eg ( gaes gaes ) e By < gaos gaos )_

be the covariance matrix of the gradient of log f(x;@).
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Theorem 4.1.3.
/) * a,G —1/n* * —1/n*
NG (on —6 ) 9 N, (0, A7 (6")B(07)A1(67)) (4.8)
Proof. See [41], p. 6. O

If the model is correctly specified, so that g(x) = f(x;60) for some 6y € O,
then B(0y) — A(6y) = 0. However, under misspecification, this is not necessarily
the case, and the covariance matrix in Theorem (4.1.3) does not necessarily collapse.

Similar results hold if our estimator 8, is the solution of an estimating equation

zn: (X 0) = 0. (4.9)

In this case, 6,, will also be consistent and asymptotically normal. However, there
does not seem to be an analogous version of the KLIC for relating the distance be-

tween the true distribution and the working distribution in this setup. The following

Theorem is due to Huber ([15]).

Theorem 4.1.4. Let X4,...,X,, be i.i.d. random vectors with distribution function

G and let ,, be a solution of the estimating equation
> W(X;:0) =0. (4.10)
i=1
If
1. W(x;0) is continuous in @ for each fired x,

2. N0) = Eq (¥(x;0)) exists for all @ € © and has a unique zero at 8* € O,

and
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3. there exists a continuous function which is bounded away from zero, b(0) >

b > 0, such that

(a) sup ||[¥]|/b(0) is integrable
0

(b) liminf [ \(8)||/b(8) > 1

6] —00

(¢c) Eq (limsup ¥ (x;0) — A(49)H/b(6’)> <1,

]| —oc
then

6, — 6" (4.11)
in G—probability as n — oo.

Under further regularity conditions, the estimator 6,, can be shown to be

asymptotically normal:
Jn (én - o*) 46, N, (o, A"1(6")Bg(6") (A’(@*))*) , (4.12)

where A(0") = 0/00\(0) |o—o"

4.2 Behavior of estimators under model misspecification when the

misspecification is small

In this section we consider the behavior of an estimator generated as the
solution of an estimating equation under model misspecification when the degree of
misspecification is small and can be smoothly parameterized. Suppose X4,...,X,
is a random sample with probability density function p(x;¢&,,), where &, = (6', 1))
for 8 € © C R®* and n, € = C R™, and ||n,,]]| — 0 as n — oo. However,
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we believe the random sample to have probability density function p(x; @) where
p(x;8) = p(x;0,0).

For example, suppose we believe the random variable X to have the form
X = 0 + ¢, where € is a mean zero random variable with density f, while the true
form of the random variable is X = 6 + ¢ + 1,,Y, where Y is a mean zero random
variable, independent of €, with density g. Then the assumed density is f(x — 0)

while the true density is

h(z;0,1n,) = /f(x — 0 — nyu)g(u)du. (4.13)

Clearly f(x —0) = h(x;0,0).
A second example is Huber’s contamination model ([16]). In this model, we

assume the distribution is F'(x;#), while the true distribution is
H(x;0,1) = (1 = 1) F(x;0) + nnG(x; 0). (4.14)

This model has the interpretation that with high probability (1 —7,) an observation
X will be distributed according to F(x;#), while with small probability the observa-
tion will be distributed according to G(x;#). In the contamination model we have
F(x;0) = H(x;6,0).

In what follows, we will assume that the square root of the density p(x;&) is

differentiable in quadratic mean at the point £ = (6’,0'). That is, we assume there
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o/ o/

exists a vector ol/(x) = <11(X), IQ(X)> such that

V(€ +h) — V/p(x;€) — 1h’ol(X) p(x;€) 2u(d><)
/1 ; |

= / {\/ﬁ(x;ﬁ +h) — /p(x;0) — %h’ol(x) p(x; 0)} p(dx) — (4.15)
= o(||h|[*) as h — 0.

Typically 1is the Fisher score at the point &, which in our case is

dlog p(x;0,m) | 0 dlog p(x;0)
° 00 n= 00
1= = . (4.16)
dlog p(x;0,m) ’ dlog p(x;0,m) ‘
on n=0 on n=0

Differentiability in quadratic mean is usually a weaker condition than pointwise

differentiability. For example, a sufficient condition for differentiability in quadratic

mean of \/p(x; &) is that /p(x; &) is continuously differentiable in & for every x and

that the Fisher information matrix

i€ = 5 ( Zhonrixe)) (@17

is well defined and continuous in & ([39], p. 95).
The assumption of differentiability in quadratic mean of the square root of the

density allows us to take an expansion of the log likelihood.

Theorem 4.2.1. Suppose that © X Z is an open subset of RS™™ and that \/]m
is differentiable in quadratic mean at £ = (6',0'). If h, = c/\/n for some fized
¢’ = (c},cy) e R°*™, then

HP X; €+h _long(X ;€ +hy)

(4.18)



as n — oo. If ||h,|| = o(1/y/n),

longX€+h HpX“h — o,(1) (4.19)

as n — 00.
Proof. See [39], p. 94. O
When the model is correctly specified, so that Xy,..., X, is a random sample

with density function p(x; @), we can choose an estimating function ¥(X;8@) from
which we can obtain a statistic 9n = én(Xl, ..., X,) as a solution to the estimating
equation

n

Y W(X;;6) =0, (4.20)

i=1

and easily find the asymptotic properties of 0, as in Chapter 2. We now describe
the behavior of the estimator 6,,, constructed as if the true family is P = {p(x;0) :
0 € O}, using the estimating function ¥ for P, when the true density is p(x;§,,) =
p(x;0,m,,) and p(x;0) = p(x;60,0). Roughly speaking, if we know the behavior of
a statistic T,, under the probability measure P, and we know that the probability
measure (), is sufficiently close to P,, then we should be able to derive the behavior
of T,, under @,.

This notion of ‘closeness’ is made precise when we introduce the concept of con-
tiguity. If P, and @, are sequences of probability measures defined on the measur-
able spaces (€2, F,), the measures @,, are said to be contiguous with respect to the
measures P,, written @, < P,, if for any sequence A,, € F,, such that P,(A,) — 0

as n — 0 then @Q,(A,) — 0 as well. The measures P, and @), are said to be
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mutually contiguous, written P, <> @Q,, if both P, <@, and @Q,, < P,. Contiguity

can be thought of as asymptotic absolute continuity of probability measures.

Theorem 4.2.2. (LeCam’s Third Lemma): Let P, and Q, be sequences of proba-
bility measures on measurable spaces (Qy,, A,), and let Ty, : Q, — R* be a sequence

of random vectors. If

T, Py w X T
e Nk+1 s (421)
log fl%’: —%02 T o2
then
a,Qn
T, = Ny (p+7,%). (4.22)
Proof. See [39], p. 90. O

We mention that when the conditions of Theorem (4.2.2) hold,

log Cﬁ: N (—%02, 02) . (4.23)
This is a sufficient condition for the probability measures P, and @), to be mutually
contiguous ([39], p. 89). The mutual contiguity of P, and @, is an important part
of the proof of LeCam’s Third Lemma in deriving the asymptotic behavior of T,,

under @),,.

Let ¥ = ¥(X;0) be an estimating function for P = {p(x;0)}, and assume

I4(6) = [i;(e) ig(e)} = [Ep (\11"1'1) E, (\If‘i;)} = E, (‘Pl) (4.24)

exists and is finite.
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Theorem 4.2.3. Let Xy, ..., X, be i.i.d. random variables distributed according to
the density p(x;€,) for €, = (8/,m)), where j(x;0,0) = p(x; 0). Suppose /5% €)
is differentiable in quadratic mean at & = (0',0). If 0, = 0,(Xy,...,X,) is a

solution to the estimating equation

Zn: ¥(X;;0)=0 (4.25)
such that
Vi (6, 0) = %cwl(e)Z@(Xi;e) +0,(1) (4.26)
then

1. i (60— 0) 5 N, (0.15°(0)) if [, = o ()
2. v (6, -8) 22 N, (C3(O)T3,(0)c, 15'(6)) if m,, = e
for some fized c € R™.

Proof. 1f ||n,,|| = o(1/+/n) we can use Theorem (4.2.1) to expand the likelihood ratio

to get

p(Xi50.m,) ~~, BXi;0,m,)
lo = log ————— % — 1). 4.2
gH 5x:0.0) 2" k.0 oW 421)

Then we have

V(8 —6) " [ CL(0)®(X: 6)
= % Z +0,(1)

p(X;;0 i
IOgHz—l s gl)n) i=1 0

(4.28)

by the multivariate central limit theorem. By LeCam’s Third Lemma,

Jn (én _ 9) 2, N, (0,15(6)) . (4.29)
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If n,, = ¢/+/n for some fixed ¢ € R™, we can again use the expansion given in
Theorem (4.2.1), with ¢/ = (0’,¢’) € R*t™ to get

Hsz7€+c/\/_ Zl XI,OC/\/_)

(X5 €) p(X;; 0)
(4.30)
3 1 I
— ﬁ Z C IQ(XZ) — §C IQQ(E)C + Op(l).
i=1
Then we have
NG (én - 0) C5L(0)¥(X,: ) 0
Z + +0,(1)
log ITi, = OC/() = cly(X;) —5¢Iy(€)c
ip 0 I,'(9) C'(0)I%(0)c
— s+1 )
—%C/LQ(E)C c’i?I:(H)C;(O) 0/122(80
(4.31)
By LeCam’s Third Lemma,
Jn (én - e) PN (c HOL, (0)c, 1;,1(9)) . (4.32)
O

As an example, consider Huber’s contamination model with p(x;0) = f(z —0)

and
p(;0,m0) = (1 =) f(z — 0) + nug(x — 0) (4.33)
for 8 € R. Let

th=X-E(X|X;-X,....X, - X) (4.34)

be the Pitman estimator of 6,

ty =X — ! zn: J(X; — X) (4.35)




be the modified Pitman estimator discussed in Section 3.2.1, and 6, be the MLE,
all constructed as if the sample Xi,..., X, is from the density f(z — 6). Suppose

the MLE én can be written in the form

a 1

0, —t, = O, (E) (4.37)
and

- 1

th =t =0, —- (4.38)

Then both v/n (t, — 6) and v/n (£, — 6) have the representation

\/_ Z J(X; — 0) + 0,(1). (4.39)

The score function can be written as

LN O Bt
oy OEP 0m) = e e~ fa—gy 40
so that
0 gz —0)— f(x—0)
(o) = 2 (4.41)
and
20) = / Iz — 0)a() I if (4.42)

Using Theorem (4.2.3), we have that if n, = o(1/y/n), both /n (¢, — ) and

V1 (t, — ) converge in distribution to N(0,17!(f)) as n — oo under p(z;0,1,).
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If i, = ¢//n for some constant ¢, then both v/n (t, — 0) and /n (£, — 0) converge

in distribution to

e [ L@ g(z)dx
N( ff(a:)g< )d 1 ) (4.43)

as n — oo under p(z; 6, 1,).

4.3 Finite unions of parametric families

4.3.1 A version of the Cramér-Rao inequality

Suppose X = (X1,...,X,,) is a random sample with probability density func-
tion f(x;0) where § € R. The classic Cramér-Rao inequality states that if 7' = T'(X)

is an unbiased estimator of @, then

1
Vary(T) > 0 (4.44)

where I(#) is the Fisher information contained in the random sample X.

In [3], Andrews, et al. considered the dual-criterion problem for estimation
of a location parameter. The statistic T = T'(X,...,X,) is assumed to be an
unbiased, equivariant estimator of the univariate parameter # when the random
sample X, ..., X, is distributed according to either of the two families dFy(z) =
dF(z —0) = f(x — 0) or dGy(z) = dG(xz — 0) = g(x — 0). They sought to find
a Cramér-Rao lower bound for the variance of such an estimator when the true

distribution is

Hy(x — 0) = cos*(¢)F(x — 0) + sin*(¢)G(z — 0) (4.45)
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for some fixed ¢ between 0 and 7 /2, which includes the case where the random sam-
ple is distributed according to F' and the case when the random sample is distributed
according to G. The found that the asymptotic lower bound for the variance of an

equivariant, unbiased estimator 7T is

sin?(¢)  cos?(¢)

4.46
17 @) (440
and they constructed an equivariant, unbiased estimator 7™ for which
o sin*(¢)  cos*(¢)
Vary, (T) ~ + (4.47)

I(F) — 1(G)
as n — 00.

We consider a similar problem for a general univariate parameter 0. Let P; =
{P} : 0 € © and P, = {P; : 0 € ©} where O is an open subset of R. Let
P = P1UP,. We assume there exists a sigma-finite measure p such that Py < pu for
all Py € P so that the densities fi(x;0) and fa(x; ) exist. Suppose X = (X7,...,X,)
is a random sample with each component independently distributed according to
Py € P. Our goal is to find a lower bound for an estimator 0, = én(Xl, oo, X))

which is a unbiased for 6 for any Py € P. That is, an estimator én for which
[ [@= 010 fwomtan) - uds)
= [+ [ Oha(oi0) - falansOulde) - pldo) (449
0

Let E; and Var; denote expectation and variance with respect to fi(z;6) and
E, and Varsy denote expectation and variance with respect to fo(x;0). We need the
following assumptions on f; and fs:
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1. the support of fi(z;6) is the same as the support of fo(z;6),

2. for each fixed z, fi(x;0) and fo(x;0) are differentiable with respect to 6,

3. Ji(z) = fi(x;0)/ fi(x;0) € L'(Fy) and Jy(x) = fi(x;0)/ folx;0) € L'(Fy).

4. 0 < I1(0) = Ey (Ji(x)) < oo and 0 < I1(0) = Fy (J3(2)) < oo,
5. falw;0)/ fi(x;0) € L*(Fy) and fi(w;0)/ fa(x;0) € L*(Fy),

6. 0/06 [ fi(x;0)u(dx) = [ 0/00 fi(x;0)pu(dx) and

9/00 [ fo(w: 0)u(dr) = [ 0/00 ful(x: O)ulda).

Theorem 4.3.1. Under the above assumptions,

a 1
2 e
and
Vars (én) > 1 5 y
10) T

for some non-negative constants Ay and As.

Proof. Differentiating

Ei(6,) =60 = / / ]i[ (24;0)pu(day) - - - p(day,)

with respect to 6 gives

1—/ /HZfleHflxj, p(dzy) - - - p(day,)

J#Z

_ / / (0n =) i) [[ il (o) -+ ().
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We also have [ --- fén IT f2(zs;0)pu(dzy) - - - u(dy,) = 0, so for any real c,
i=1

o [+ [0 TL to o) i)

/ /0 —elj z H (2 0)pu(dey) - - pu(dyy)  (4:53)

i:

Subtracting equation (4.53) from equation (4.52) gives

— ) _ - €T f2 x“ i T
1—/ /(Qn 0) (;‘]1 7 Hfl x“ )Efl z; d 1 (d n)-

(4.54)

It follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

Vary (0,) > ! : (4.55)

E, (Z?:l Ji(zi) — [Ty ﬁ )2

We can rewrite the term (13[1 V(10 fr (s ))
B ( -t fo( 9)>2
- [ ( %z) e Oplde) - lden)
- ( ( Ei 0 ) )

=14+ A)"

for some Ay > 0, since [(f/g)*gu(dx) > 1 with equality if and only if f = g a.e.[u].

The denominator of (4.55) then becomes

2
= f2 3317
b (St - T2

(4.57)
=nl(0) — 2enEy(Ji(z)) + (1 + A"

64



Minimizing over c gives

. Ea(Ji(2))
= n—(l A (4.58)
Let
L(X) = L (X) - B, (Jl(X) %(X))
E2 () (4.59)
=2 N - HIEYWE H
where F is the projection operator, and
1(6) = B0 =t ) - " A (1.60)

The Cramer-Rao lower bound for the variance of an unbiased estimator én of 0

becomes
A 1 1

Vary(6,) > = = TN AT, (4.61)

L(0)  nh(0) - —Fay—
proving (4.49). The proof of (4.50) is identical. O

If f# g, then A; > 0 and
w2 (Byh(2))”

0 4.62
T+a) (4.62)

as n — oo so that the asymptotic lower bound is 1/n/l;(0). Therefore Theorem
(4.3.1) is consistent with (4.46).

Let us now return to the setup of Section 4.2. Suppose our two families are
Py = {fi(x;0) : 6 € O} and Ps,, = {fo(x;0, ) : 8 € O, , € R} where the
densities f; and fy are related by the equation fi(z;0) = fao(x;60,0). Suppose we

can expand the density f> in a Taylor series expansion about the point o = 0:

fo(z;0, o) = fa(x;0,0) + anaifg(x; 0,0) + o(ay,)
a (4.63)

= fi(z;0) + an%fQ(:c; 0,0) + o(a,)
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as o, — 0. Let én be an unbiased estimator for 6 for any Fy € P =P, UP,,,. For

this example, the information bound can be computed explicitly.
_ f2 (1:7 97 an) 2 .
vea= [ (RS )
_ / (fi(z;0) + a,0/0afs(x;0,0) + oay,))?
N fi(w;0)
= /fl(:r; p(dx) + 2a, / 0/0afa(x;0,0)u(dx) (4.64)

2 [ (0/0afy(x;0,0))?
+ (o) / fi(z;0)

p(dz)

p(d) + o(ay)
=1+ca? +o(a?),

under the assumption that [ 9/0afa(x;0,0)u(dz) = 9/da [ fo(x;6,0)u(dx) = 0.

Also,

EyJy(x) :/%ﬁ(%@,an)ﬂ(d@

B 0/00f(x;0) . N bz ol v
_/Q7m@7)m<@+nwaﬁuam+<JMd>

= / 0/00 f1(x; 0)pu(da) (4.65)

—8/60]”1@; 9) o fo(x; x) + ol
o [ (PR 000 s 0,00n(d) + ofe)

= ca, + o(ay,) as o, — 0.
The information inequality of Theorem (4.3.1) becomes

. 1 1
Vary (viid,) > — (4.66)
n) 2 (B J1 (2))2 n(cad +o(as
[1(9)_w Il(‘g)_w

We can use Theorem (4.3.1) to compare the information bound when the two

families P; and P;, become closer as n increases by observing what happens as
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a, — 0 at different rates. If o, = o(1/4/n) as n — oo,

n(cia? + o(a?))
(1 4+ a2cy+o(a2))”

2

~ cin(a;, +o(ag)) (e9) "

1
= c1no (—> e?/m = o(1)

(4.67)

n

as n — 00, so that asymptotically, there is no loss of information. If a,, = 1/4/n,

n(cia? + o(a?))

n 2 2 c —a%n
[+ cad ooz~ A" (an+ (@) ()

T

as n — 00, so that asymptotically, there may be some loss of information. Finally,

(4.68)

if a, = 1/m® for 0 < § < 1/2,

n(cia? + o(a?))
(14+a2c+o(a2))”

~ cmn (04721 + 0(04721)) (ec)fo‘%"

(4.69)

as n — 00, so that again, asymptotically, there is no loss of information.

These results can be interpreted as follows: If the two possible distributions
are sufficiently close, then there is no need to distinguish between them, and there
will be no loss of information. If the two distributions are sufficiently far apart, then
asymptotically, we should be able to distinguish between the two possible families
perfectly and there will be no loss of information. However, when «,, = 1/+/n, the

possible distributions are close enough to affect the information bound.

4.3.2 FEfficient estimators

Let P; = {fl(ZB; 91) : 91 c @1} and Py = {f2($;92) : 92 c @2} be two

parametric families with both ©; and O3 open subsets of R. The Cramér-Rao lower
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bound guarantees that if Xi,..., X, is a random sample distributed according to
P, € Py that any unbiased estimator 7, = T,(Xy,...,X,) of #; will have vari-
ance greater than or equal to 1/nl;(#), where I;(0) is the Fisher information on
0 corresponding to fi(z;6). Asymptotically, the maximum likelihood estimator 6,

satisfies
- 1
0—9) N (0 — 4.70
i (0r=0) = 5 (0,775 1
as n — oo. We say that 0, is an efficient estimator since the limiting distribution
of \/n (él — 9) is Gaussian with variance equal to the Cramer-Rao lower bound.
Similarly, if X7, ..., X, is distributed according to fa(x;63) any unbiased estimator

6 of 0, will have variance greater than or equal to 1//5(6s), and asymptotically, the

MLE of 6, satisfies

R 1
Q—@)dNO—. 471
\/ﬁ<2 ) (712(92)) ()
Now suppose our random sample Xy, ..., X,, comes from P € P = P; U Ps.

Our goal is to construct a statistic which behaves like él when P € P; and like ég
when P € Ps.

In what follows, we will need to assume that the functions
1 n
- > log f(Xi;6;) (4.72)
i=1
follow the uniform law of large numbers for j = 1,2. That is

eseugp %Zlog [ (Xi;0) — E(log f; (z:6)) | = 0,(1) as n — o0. (4.73)
J i=1

One well-known set of conditions for which the uniform law of large numbers holds
is given in the following Lemma.
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Lemma 4.3.2. If © is a compact subset of R¥, mg(x) is continuous in @ for each

x, and |mg(x)| < h(x) for all @ € ©, where E|h(x)| < oo, then

sup (4.74)

6co

0 Z mg Emg<X)

Proof. Fix ¢ > 0. For each 6 € O, let B.(0) = {0’ € © : ||§ — 0| < ¢}. By the

continuity of mg(x) in 0, for €, \, 0 as n — oo,

sup meg(x)— inf mg(x) | — 0asn — oo. (4.75)
0'cB., (0) 0'€B.,, (0)

Since the functions mg(x) are assumed bounded by h(x), it follows from the Lebesgue

Dominated Convergence Theorem that

lim E| sup mg(x)— inf meg(x)| =0. (4.76)
n—s00 6'cB., (6) 0'cB., (0)

Therefore, for each 6 € O, there exists §(6) > 0 such that

E( sup mg(x)— inf mgz(x)> < e (4.77)

60'€B;(9)(6) 0'€B5(9)(0)

The set {Bj(9)(0)}oco forms an open cover of ©, so by the compactness of © there

exists a finite subcover, say {Bj,..., By} of ©. If 8 € Bj,

1 n
2z Z 9322 my (Xi) — Eme(x) < — 2_1: me(X;) — Eme(x)
. (4.78)
1
< = sup meg (X;) — Eme(x).
n ZZ:; 6'cB; ?

By the law of large numbers,

- sup my (X;) — Eme(x) 2> E <sup me (x) — TTL@(X)) <€ (4.79)

GIGBJ'

— (Emg(x) — %29}2{3 me (X, )) 2, —F (mg( ) — 0122 me (X )) > —e.

=1

(4.80)
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Therefore,

% > my(X;) — Eme(x)

0 < limsup (sup
i=1

n—oo \ 6€B;

) <€ (4.81)

in probability for all € > 0, or

) = 0,(1). (4.82)

Finally,
1 n
—F = X;)—F
g S el | = s (s | 32~ ot
= 0p(1).
(4.83)
[

Theorem 4.3.3. Let Py = {fi(z;01) : 61 € ©1 C R} and Py = {fa(z;6,) : 05 €
©y C R} be two parametric families and let X = (X1,...,X,,) be a random sample
from P € P =Py UPy. Suppose the true value of the parameter, 0y, is an interior
point of ©1, and there exists a point 0* which is an interior point of O and uniquely
minimizes the KLIC, [log (fi(x;00)/fo(x;0%)) fi(x;00)p(dz) > 0. Let Ey denote

expectation with respect to the density fi(x;0y). If

sup
9€@j

%Zlog [i (X5;0) — By (log fi(7;0)) | = 0p,(1) as n — o0, (4.84)

for 5 =1,2, then

(Suprl (Xi;0) >supr2 XZ,9> — 1 as n — oo. (4.85)

0cO

Proof. Let 6; be the MLE for 6; based on the random sample X when the true

n

density is fi(x;0), so that [] fl(Xi;él) > 11 f1(X;; 6,) for any 6; € ©;. Let 0y be

i=1 i=1
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the QMLE for 6y based on the random sample X and the density fo(z;05) so that

n

IT fg(Xi;ég) > |[ f2(Xi; 62) for any 6y € ©5. Then
i=1

i=1

1<21€1ng1 Xu@ >Supr2 Xz;9>
=P (H f(Xi;0,) > HfQ(Xi;é2)> (4.86)
i—1 ;

1 n
(n Zlogfl Xz,@1 Zlogfz Xz,92)> .

By assumption,

'% Z log f1(Xi; él) -k (log fi(w; 91)) ‘
i=1

(4.87)
< sup nZlogf1 Xi;0) — E; (log f1(2:6)) | = 0,,(1),
and by Lemma (4.1.1),
Ey (log fl( )) =F (log fi (ZL’ 00)) — B (log fi (ZE 9)) >0 (488)
fl(xa 9) , ’

for any 6y # 0. Let M(0) = E; (log fi(z;6)) and M, (0) = 1/n > log fi(z;0). By
i=1
(4.88), M(#y) > M(#) for any 6 € Oy, and M, (6y) == M(6,) as n — oo, hence

M, (61) > M, (o) = M, (6o) — M(6y) + M(6y) = M(6y) + 0,,(1). Therefore,

Opy (1) < My, (61) — M(6) < Mi(61) — M (6:)

(4.89)
< sup |M,,(6) — M(0)| = op, (1),
0cO
so that
. > log i(Xis01) = B 08 /(2 0)) = 0, (1) (4.90)

By Theorem (4.1.2), the QMLE 6, is a consistent estimator of §*, and

log [ f2(Xi:602) > log [] fo(X;;0) for any § € ©,. Since we have assumed that
=1 1=1
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0* uniquely minimizes the KLIC, we have KLIC(fi; fo,0) > KLIC(fy; fo,0%), or
Eylog fo(z;0) < Eylog fo(x; 0%) for any € € ©5. We can therefore repeat the above

arguments with f; replaced by fs and 6, replaced by 6* to get

1 -
- > log fo(Xi;62) — B (log fa(;6%)) = 0y, (1). (4.91)
i=1
Using equations (4.90), (4.91), we have

_Zlogfl X;;6,) — Zlong (X 05)
=- Z log f1(Xi; 01) — Ey (log fi(x; 60)) + Ex (log fi(; 6))

=3 log (Xisb) + i (log fo(a0%) = B (log fo(w50))
i=1

(4.92)
= By (log fi(x;00)) — Ex (log fo(x;07)) + 0p, (1)
_ o fi(;0o) ,
E (1 fz(rl:;e*)) + p1(1)
L o fl(x790)
i (1o ) >0
]

We can use Theorem (4.3.3) to find a statistic 6, that behaves like #; when

P € P; and like ég when P € Ps.

Corollary 4.3.4. Let (Xy,...,X,) be i.i.d. random variables distributed according
to P € P ="P,UP,y. Suppose P € Py, so that dP(x)/du = f(x) = fi(x;0,) for some

0, € ©4, and let él be the MLE for 6, and éz be the QMLE for 65. The statistic
én = éll {H fl(Xi;él) > HfQ(Xi;éQ)}
i=1 ;
+é21{1"[ (Xi;0,) < H (X;;05) }
i=1 i=1

(4.93)

satisfies
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1. én 2.0, and

2. ﬁ(én—91> 4N (O, 11(191)> as n — 0o.

=1

Proof. Let A, = {H XZ,(91 < H fQ(XZ,QQ)}. Since P;(A,) — 0 as n — o0,

it follows that I(A,) — 0 in P,—probability, since for any € > 0,

P(w:I(A) |>e)=P (w:I(A,) =1) =P (w:weE A,
(4.94)

= Pi(A,) — 0 as n — oc.

Likewise, I(AS) — 1 in P;—probability as n — oo. Since 0, is a consistent
estimator of #; and éQ is a consistent estimator of 6*, it follows that én is a consistent
estimator of 6.

To show asymptotic normality, we can see that
Vit (0= 00) = Vi (BU1(A5) + 02T (An) = BLT(A,) — 021(A,))
=n <é1 - 91) I(A;) + vn <é2 - 91) I(A,) (4.95)

G

as n — oo since the QMLE 6, is a consistent estimator of 6* and VnI(A,) — 0

in P, —probability by a calculation equivalent to (4.94). O]

Corollary (4.3.4) can be easily extended to the case when P =Py U --- U Py,
a finite union of parametric families P; = {f;(x;0;) : 6, € ©,}. As in Theorem

(4.3.3), under certain regularity conditions,

lim Py (H F1(Xi;6y) > maXHf] Xi; 6, )) (4.96)
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and the appropriate modification of (4.93) is

= {Hf1 (X 6,) >maXHf] (X;;6;) }
=1 =1

In some situations the statistic 6, in equation (4.93) trivially converges to

(4.97)

the true parameter 6 because the quantity that minimizes the information criterion
is the true parameter itself. For example, if fi(x) is a symmetric density, and
fa(z;0) = fo(x — 0) where fo(z) is also a symmetric density, then * = 0 minimizes

the KLIC. The KLIC between f; and f5 is given by

I(fi: f2,0) = Ep, <10g {%}) , (4.98)

and can be minimized by maximizing the quantity

/ log (fo(x — 0)) fu(z)u(dz). (4.99)

Assuming we can interchange the operations of integration and differentiation, the

minimum is attained at the value of € where

ge/log(,}%(m— 0)) fi(x)u(dx) / log (fa(z — 0)) f1(z)p(dz)

(4.100)
ng 7 antdz) = .
Since f; and f> are even and f] is odd, the above integral will be equal to 0 when
0 =0.
As a non-trivial example, suppose Xi,..., X, are i.i.d. lognormal random

variables with density function

Ll {— (1°g2 z) } Li0.00) (), (4.101)
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and our two families of densities are

P = {g(x; 6) = ﬁiexp {—%} I0,00) () | 0 > O} (4.102)
and
Py = {f(x;@) = éexp {—g} Lop0)(x) |0 > 0} . (4.103)

The parameter which minimizes I(g; f,0) is 6* = y/e. The MLE

" 1/2
A 1
)= (ﬁ Zlog(Xi)) (4.104)
converges in probability to 1 and the QMLE éf = X converges in probability to

0* = /e.
A simulation shows that, in this example, this procedure chooses the MLE

every time even though the QMLE converges rather slowly.
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i | X, 0, 0; | log I g(Xi;0,) | log TT f(Xi;65) | 6,
=1 =1
1 |0.129 | 2.048 | 0.129 -0.088 -2.065 2.048
2 | 0.256 | 0.1740 | -0.193 -0.534 -3.370 1.740
3 10.1330.1837 | 0.173 -0.652 -5.360 1.837
4 12940 | 1.680 | 0.865 -3.400 -3.572 1.680
5 10265 | 1.616 | 0.745 -3.815 -4.247 1.616
20 | 0.417 | 1.197 | 1.335 -25.172 -29.850 1.197
30 | 0.541 | 1.164 | 1.721 ~44.765 -72.528 1.164
40 | 5.799 | 1.071 | 1.613 -56.115 -84.971 1.071
50 | 0.690 | 1.107 | 1.698 -71.937 -117.611 1.107
100 | 0.251 | 1.030 | 1.802 -140.922 -265.736 1.030
500 | 0.755 | 0.998 | 1.676 -698.837 -1146.099 | 0.998
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Chapter 5
Analogues of classical tests based on estimating functions

5.1 Estimation in a submodel

We call P* a submodel of P = {Py : @ € © C R°} if there exists an m-

dimensional (m < s) parameter n such that
P*={P;}, Py =Pom), n€ HER" (5.1)

where 8(n) is a differentiable function of 7. Let

001(n)/Om -+ 961(n)/On,

005(n)/Om -+ 905(n)/Onm

We assume D is of full rank.
Let ¥(X;0) be an estimating function for the full model P. There are many
transformations of ¥ that will produce an estimating function for P*, but the op-

timal linear transformation involves the Fisher form of the estimating function W.

Theorem 5.1.1. The optimal estimating function for P* in the class of linear

transformations C = {A(0)¥(X; 0) : A(0) is an m x s matriz of full rank } is

T (X;n) = D'(n)Cy(0(n))By (6(n)) T(X;0(n)). (5:3)

Proof. We fist verify that ¥* = D'C,Bg' W is a Fisher estimating function. Clearly
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WU* has zero expectation and components which are square integrable. Also,

By- (1) = E, (¥"(¥*)) = D'Cy By E, (V') By'CyD

(5.4)
=D'CyB3'CyD >0
while
Cy-(n) = —-FE 3\11* = -D'CyBJ'E Q\II(XO( ))
o * 77 - n 87) - vy n 87] ) 77
_ ) 20(n)
— '’ 1 I . N 55
D'CyBy B, <80\11(x,9) 3 ) (5.5)
= D'CyB,'CyD = By-(n) > 0.

Hence

Ig-(n) = By-(n) = Cy-(n). (5.6)

Let ¥ = AW be any estimating function for P* in C. We need to show Ig-(n) >

I (n). Since

I3(n) = C3B;'Cy = D'CyA/(ABgA’)'ACy D, (5.7)

it suffices to show Bg' > A’/(ABgA’)"'A. Let X be the positive definite matrix

such that 3’3 = Bg. For any Y € R® and 8 € R™, the quadratic form
(XY —-ZAB) (XY —XA'B) = (Y — AB)Bg(Y — AB) (5.8)

is nonnegative. Using the theory of least squares, the above quadratic form is
minimized when 8 = (ABgA’)"'AB¢Y. Substituting 3 into (5.8) and expanding

the expression gives

Y'BgY > Y'ByA'(ABgA') 'AByY. (5.9)
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Since this holds for any Y it follows that
By > BgA'(ABgA') 'ABy. (5.10)
Multiplying on the left and right by Bg' gives the result. O]

Under the same regularity conditions as mentioned in Chapter 2, the estimat-
ing equation

S (Xim) = 0 (5.11)

i=1

will have a solution n,, = n,,(Xy, ..., X,,) that is a consistent estimator for n when

the model can be correctly parameterized by the m—dimensional parameter n and

Vi (f, —n) ~5 Ny, (0,158 (n)) (5.12)

as n — 00. It follows from the delta method that

Vi (8 (71,) — 6 (n)) —% N, (0,DIg! () D) (5.13)

as n — 00. Let 6, be the solution to the estimating equation

i ¥ (X,;:6) = 0. (5.14)
Then
Jn (én - e) L, N, (0,151 (8)) (5.15)

as n — oo. It follows from the proof of Theorem (5.1.1) that
DI;!D' =D (D'1yD) 'D’' < I (5.16)

This expresses the fact that in estimating a parameter by estimating functions, it
is always better to parameterize the model from the very beginning with as few
parameters as possible.
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We now consider the problem of constructing a test statistic for the hypothesis

that @ = 8(n) for some known function 6.

5.2 Wald’s test

Let Xy,...,X,, be a random sample from a distribution Py in P = {Py :
0 € © C R°}. We are interested in testing the hypothesis that the model is over
parameterized. That is, the true model P* = {P} : n € H C R™} is a submodel of
P. Suppose there exists a function R : R® — R¥, where k¥ = m — s, which links the
parameters in the full model to those in the submodel, in that for every Py € P~
where P} = Py, we have R(0) = 0.

In 1943, Wald proposed a statistic based on the unrestricted maximum likeli-
hood estimator for testing the hypothesis that R(0) = 0 for some known function

R : R® — RF (see [40]). If B, is the solution to the equation

"0
> ——log f(X;;0) =0 (5.17)
— 00

then, under the hypothesis R(€) = 0, the statistic

nR'(0,) (aR(én)I—we)aRl(é")) R(0,) (5.18)

00 00
converges in distribution to a y? random variable, where k = s —m and I71(8) is
the inverse of the Fisher information matrix.
A similar test statistic based on 6, the solution to an arbitrary estimating

equation

> W(x;:0)=0 (5.19)



can be used in place of the MLE.

Theorem 5.2.1. Suppose 1y (0) is a positive definite matriz, the Jacobian

(om0 . omo]
001 00
OR(0)
—_— = ... .. .. 2

20 (5.20)

ORL(0)  ORk(6)

L 001 00 i

exists, is continuous in 0, and is of full rank m, and the matrix
OR(0)._,  OR'(0)] "
0 21
o (5:21
is continuous in 6. Then, under Hy : R(6) =0,
1.
; d OR(0) . _ OR/(0)
VvnR(0,) — Ny (0, 50 I,'(0) 50 (5.22)
and
2.
. L q-1
- OoR(0,)._,,.» OR/ (0, P

W, = nR'(8,) [%I;wn) ' )] RO, L2 (523)

as n — OoQ0.

Proof. Let W be an estimating function for the full model P and let 6, be the

solution to the estimating equation S ¥(X;;0) = 0 . We can expand R(6,,) in a
i=1

Taylor series around the point 0. For some 8% between 0, and 6 we have

ViR(,) - R(6)) = it (R(6) + 7500, - 6) - Ri6)

= aR—@\/ﬂ(én —0) +0,(1) (5.24)

00
N, (0, af;ée)lil(e)afgf),)
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as n — o0. Under Hy, R(0) = 0, which proves 1. Part 2 follows from part 1, since

. . -1
OR(0,)._,,» OR(,) » [(OR(O) _,  OR/(0)\ "
I — | ——1 2
as n — 00. Then, by Slutsky’s theorem,
W, -5 y2. (5.26)

]

For fixed a € (0,1), let x2, denote the critical point of the x} distribution.
The statistic W, can be used to as an asymptotic level « test statistic with critical
region K = (X7, ;,00) for testing the null hypothesis R(8) = 0.
Let ©g = {0 € © : R(#) = 0} and let 6" be any point in (@_O)C. The power of
the test is defined to be
Py Wh € K). (5.27)
The test is said to be consistent if it is asymptotically of level o and
ligbn Py W, e K)=1 (5.28)

for any fixed 8" € (@_O)C.

Theorem 5.2.2. Under the same conditions as Theorem (5.2.1), the sequence of
tests based on W, is asymptotically consistent at level o against any alternative
6" € (6)".

Proof. Fix 0" € (69)°. Then R(6") is not equal to the zero vector. Since 0, is a

consistent estimator for 8* and

h() = R'(6) (afg—?ly(e)af;ée))_ R(0) (5.29)
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is assumed continuous in @, given € > 0 we have for all sufficiently large n,

Por ([ h(6.) — 1(67) | =€) <. (5.30)
Since
(M 0)

is a positive definite matrix, and R(60") is not the zero vector, the quadratic form

o) =r0) (g T ) R (532

is a positive number, say c. We have for any € with 0 < € < ¢,
O<c—e=h(0)—e<h(B,) <h(@)+e=c+e (5.33)

with probability greater than 1 — e for all large n. Hence W, = nh(0,,) tends to

infinity in probability as n — oo. Therefore,
lim Py (W, € K) =1 (5.34)

for any 8" € (@_O)C. O

5.3 Rao’s test

In 1947 Rao proposed an alternative to the Wald test statistic based only on
the restricted MLE (see [30], p. 417). Suppose the parameter € is a function of an
m—dimensional parameter 1. The restricted maximum likelihood estimator 7),, is

the solution to the equation

> D (1) 1o (X 6(n)) = 0. (5.35)
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Rao showed that the efficient score statistic, given by

% (Z log f(Xi;én)> 1-46,) (Z log f(Xi;én)> : (5.36)

where 6,, = 6(#,,) and 1(8) is the Fisher information on 6, also converges to a x?
distribution.

A similar test statistic based on the estimator 7),, derived from the best esti-
mating function ¥* for the submodel P* can be constructed. Let ¥ be a Fisher
estimating function for the full model and let 8, be a solution to the estimating
equation il\Il(XZ, 0) = 0. In Section 5.1 we found the best estimating function
W for P* based on a linear transformation of ¥ to be ¥* = D'W. Let 7, be the
solution to the estimating equation il‘I’*(Xw n) = f:lD’(n)\IJ(XZ-; 0(n)) = 0 and
let 6, = 0(7),,).

Lemma 5.3.1. If 0 = 0(n) is continuously differentiable in n and the matriz

D(n) = 00(n)/0n is of full rank, then under Hy : 0 = 0(n),
V(0. = 6.) == N(0,0%(n)) as n — oo, (5.37)

where
o’(n) =15'(6(n)) — D(n)IG (n)D'(n) (5.38)

1s of rank k = s — m.

Proof. Using the representations given in Chapter 2, we can write

V0, — 6) = %1@1(9) S W(X:;6) + 0,(1) (5.39)

i=1
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and
Vil =) = =y () 3 (Xam) + 0,(1). (5.40)
i=1
Since D(n) is assumed continuous in 71, we can take a Taylor series expansion of

6,, = 0(n,) around the point 1 to get

Vi@, ~0) = Vi (00 + ) 4, )~ o) -

=D(n)vn(n, —n) + 0,(1)

for some 1} between 7),,. Under H, we have

VB, — 8,) = v/n(B, — 0) — /n(8(1,) — O(m))
1
Jn
- =10 > w(Xio) - D ()1 (n)D () - > w(Xi0)+ oy(1)

= (15'(0) = DI (D' (m) 7= 3 ¥(X.:0) + 0,(1)

= %1;(0) Z ¥ (X;;0) — D(n)—=Iy-(n) Z T (X;;m) + 0,(1)

L. N,(0,0%(n))

as n — 00, where

(5.43)
due to the fact that Ig«(n) = D'(n)Ig(0(n))D(n). Let P(0) be the symmetric
square root of the positive definite matrix Iy (@) so that P?(0) = Ig(0). Simple
calculations show that the matrix P(6(n))o?(n)P(0(n)) is symmetric and idem-
potent, hence its rank is equal to its trace. Since multiplication by a nonsingular
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matrix does not change the rank, the rank of o?(n) is the same as the rank of

P(0(n))o*(n)P(0(n)) and we have

Rank (0%(n)) = Rank (P(8(n))o”(n)P(8(n))) = trace (P(6(n))o*(n)P(6(n)))
= trace (o(n)P?(8(n))) = trace (o(n)Ly (6(n)))
= trace (Lx, — D(n)Ig (n)D'(n)Iy(8(n)))
= s — trace (D(n)Ig. (n)D'(n)Iw(8(n)))
= 5 — trace (Ig} (n)D'(n)Ig(8(n))D(n))
= s — trace (Ig} (n)Ig+(n)) = s — trace (Lyxm)
—s—m=k
(5.44)

[]

The next Lemma gives us the distribution of a quadratic form Y'AY when Y

is a Gaussian random vector with a possibly singular covariance matrix.

Lemma 5.3.2. (Ogasawara and Takahashi, 1951) Let Y ~ N, (u,X). A necessary

and sufficient condition that (Y — p)A(Y — p) have x? distribution is

SAYAY = YA (5.45)

and
r = Rank(AX) (5.46)
Proof. See [30], p. 188. O
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Theorem 5.3.3. Under the conditions of Lemma (5.3.1), if I4'(0) is continuous

in 6 and

R, = % (i T (X;; én)) I5'(6,) (i U (X;; én)> 2 (5.48)

Proof. We can take a Taylor series expansion of \P(Xz,én) around the point 0,.

Since W (Xi; @n) = 0, we have for some 6, between én and én,
i=1

\/_Z\Il X: 0,) \/_Z\I: \/_Zae U (X;;0;)(0, — 6.,)

= Ly (0()Vr(B, — B,) + 0,(1) (5.49)
2, N,(0,0%(8)) as n — oo,

by Lemma (5.3.1) and equation (5.47), where

o’(n) = Ie(6(n)) — Ix(0(n))D(n)ly-(n)D'(n)le (8(n)). (5.50)

Direct calculations show that

o (n)Iy' (6(n)o*(n)Iy (6(n)o*(n) = o ()Iy' (6(n))o”(n) (5.51)
and Rank(Ig'(6(n))o?(n)) = k. Since Ig'(0) is assumed continuous, by Lemma
(5.3.2) and Slutsky’s theorem,

(Z\IJ X;; 0, ) 26, (i m(xi;én)) L asn—o0.  (5.52)

i=1
[
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It is well known that despite their very different constructions, the Rao score
test statistic (using the restricted MLE) is asymptotically equivalent to the Wald
test statistic (based on the unrestricted MLE) when the null hypothesis is true, in
the sense that the difference of the two statistics converges in probability to zero
(see [35]). We will now show that the analogues of the Rao and Wald test statistics

given in Theorems (5.2.1) and (5.3.3) are also asymptotically equivalent.

Theorem 5.3.4. Suppose the hypothesis R(0) = 0 is equivalent to the hypothesis
that @ = 6(n). Then

R — W, = 0,(1) (5.53)

as n — o0.

Proof. Since R(@(n)) = 0 for any n € H it follows that R(8,) = R(8(5,)) = 0.

Taking a Taylor series expansion around the point 0, gives for some @ between 0,

and én
~ R OR. -
0= R(0n> - R<0n) + _(0;)(071 - Bn)
00
OR(6) (5.54)
=R(6,) - 6—0(0" —6,) +0,(1)
since én — én = 0,(1) under Hy. Then the statistic W, can be written as
. . -1
P oR(0,). ., OR'(6,) .
W, = nR/(6,) ( 20 I, (6,) 20 R(6,)
/s 2 VOR(9) (OR(6) _, . OR'(0)\ ' OR(O) /1,
=n (6.~ 6,) 20 ( 96 w95 00 (80~ 80) + (1)
(5.55)
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while the statistic R,, can be written as

(5.56)
N S
—n (0n - en) 1s(6) (en - en) +o,(1).
From Lemma (5.3.1), v/n (én - én) 4. Z ~ N, (0,02(n))) where o%(n) = I3'(6)
D(n)Izk(n)D'(n) is of rank k. We can write Z = B(n)Y where Y ~ N, (0, Iyxy)
and B(n) is an s x k matrix of rank k such that B(n)B'(n) = 6%(n). Then R, —W,

can be written as (dropping the argument 6(n)),

Y OR' (OR._OR'\'OR| /s
. OR' (OR__,OR"\ ' 6R
—YB L -5 <%I‘v 00) 20 | BY +orll)
=Y'AY +0,(1).

(5.57)

The matrix A is clearly symmetric. Since R(6(n)) = 0 for all n € H it follows that

d/0nR(6(n)) = 0/06R(0)06/0n = 0. Therefore,

OR’ (OR, ,0R’\ ' IR
A?=DB|Iy — —1I! — | (Ig' — DILD’
¥ ae(ae‘l“ae) aa](‘l’ D)
R’ (OR__,0R"\ ' OR
Iy — R ~—|B 5.58
[‘I’ 06 (ae*ae) ao] (5.58)
R/ (OR.__,OR"\ ' OR
=B Iy — IgDIDTy — — | =15/ ~— | B.
B (I‘P LoDl Dlw =59 (ae v ae) ae)

The term C = B’Iq,DI‘E,iD’Iq,B is symmetric, and direct calculations show that

C? = 0. It follows that C = 0. Therefore, A is a symmetric, idempotent matrix
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and rank(A) =trace(A). Using equation (5.44) gives

B B , OR' (OR__ 0R"\ ' OR
Rank(A) = trace(A) = trace (B I‘Il — W (%I\P 90 ) % B)

 trace [ [1g - T (PR OB OR]
ST 90 \oe v 90 ) o0 |°
B OR' (OR__,0R’\ ™' OR iy (5.59)
k—trace(ae (801'1' 80> 50 [I\p—DI‘I,*D]>
B OR._,OR'\ ' (OR__,OR/
=k~ trace ((a_el‘l” 00 ) (a_el‘P 00 ))
—k—k=0.

Therefore, A = 0 and R,, — W,, = 0,(1). O

As with the version of the Wald statistic, the version of the Rao statistic R,
can be used as an asymptotic level « test statistic with critical region K = (Xi’k, 00).

We now show that the sequence of tests based on R, is consistent.

Theorem 5.3.5. Let ©,, = {0 € © : 0 = 0(n), n € H}. Suppose the conditions

of Theorem (4.1.4) hold so that for each 6" € (@_n)c, there exists a unique point

A

n* € H such that Eg-¥(x;n*) = 0. If the conditions of Theorem (5.3.3) hold, the
sequence of tests based on R, is asymptotically consistent al level o against any

alternative 0™ € (@_n)c

Proof. Fix 0% € (@_,,)c By Theorem (4.1.4), m,, is a y/n-consistent estimator of n*

and 0,, = 6 (7,,) is a \/n-consistent estimator of @ (n*). Then
Vi (6, —6.) = v (8, - 6") = Vi (6. -0 (n)) + Vi (6" —8(n)
= Vn (6" =6 (n")) + Oy(1) (5.60)
=Vn (8" —0(n") +0,(1/Vn))
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(5.61)
= —T4(0)v/n (8" = 0 () + O, (1/v/n)) + 0,(1),

and the quadratic form R,, becomes

Ro=n(0"—0(n)+0,(1/v/n)) 1s(8) (6 — 0 () + O, (1/v/n)) + 0,(1).
(5.62)

The vector 8" — 0 (n*) is not the zero vector, so since Ig(0) is assumed positive

definite,

(0" =0 (") + 0, (1/vn)) 1a(6) (6" = 0 (") + O, (1/Vn))

(5.63)
— (0" —60(n")) 12(8) (6" — 0 (n*)) >0
and it follows that
lim P (R, € K) = 1 (5.64)
for any fixed 8" € (@_n)c ]

As an example, consider the family P = {Fp : 8 € © C R*} and the submodel
P'={F, :mn € H C R™} of P, where the submodel is related to the full model

through the function

9(77) = (7717"' anm707”' ’O)/ = (77/’0/)/- (565)

Suppose the density functions f(x; ) exist (with respect to the measure p) and let

W(x;0) be a Fisher estimating function for the full model P. Using the methods of
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Section 5.1, we can see that the best estimating function ¥*(x;n) for P’ is given by

U, (x;1,0)
U (x;m) = D'(n)¥ (x;0(n)) = e 7 (5.66)

U, (x;1,0)

since

D(n) = 90(n) _ b Ot (5.67)

Orxm  Okxk

where £ = s — m. Let 9n, 7,, and 0,, be defined as in previous sections. Then by

Theorem (5.3.3), under the hypothesis 6 = 0(n),

(Z\I: <XZ,0 )) (Z\I: <X,,0 )) LI (5.68)

as 1n —— OQ.

Notice that under the null hypothesis, the density can be written as
f(x01,-,0,,0,...,0), (5.69)

returning us to the setup of Chapter 4. We can use the results of Chapter 4 to
find the behavior of the statistics W,, and R,, under the sequence of alternative

hypotheses H,, : Xy,...,X,, are i.i.d. with density

F(x;01, .. 0, Cs1 /N, cs/ /). (5.70)

To find the limiting distribution of W, and R,, under the sequence H,,, we will

make use of the following Lemma:

Lemma 5.3.6. Let Y ~ N, (u,X). A set of necessary and sufficient conditions
for Y'AY to follow a non-central x? distribution with r degrees of freedom and
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non-centrality parameter § is
r = Rank(AX),

p (AX)? = WAX,

and
§=p'Ap.
Proof. Sce [35].
Let
Le(n) = [iw i%m)] - {E (vi,) £ (qfi;)] - {E (m/)]

as in Chapter 4.

(5.71)

(5.72)

(5.73)

(5.74)

Theorem 5.3.7. Suppose the conditions of Theorem (5.2.1) and Theorem (5.3.3)

hold. If the square root of the density f(x;@) is differentiable in quadratic mean at

the point & = (7', 0') then under H, : 0), = (1,48,

. . -1
- [OR(0,). ., OR(6,) 5 4o
and
1 (< / .
~ i ~ d
Rn == E <Z qj (Xza 077,)) I\Il1(0n> <Z ‘Il (XZ’ 0")) - sz'y’
=1 i=1
where
v =cT3ly (I — DIZID') IgT%c.
Furthermore,

W, — R, = 0,(1).
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Proof. 1f the square root of the density f(x;8) is differentiable in quadratic mean
at the point & = (n’,0'), it follows from the comment following Theorem (4.2.2)
that the measures P, = Py, and @), = Q = Py are mutually contiguous. Then,
since 8,, — 0(n) in Q—probability, it follows that 8,, — 6(n) in P,—probability.
To see this, fix € > 0, and let A, = {||6, — 8(n)|| > €}. Then by the definition of
contiguity,

limQ(A,) =0 < lim P,(4,) = 0. (5.79)

Since I3'(0) is assumed continuous, Ig(0,) — I3 (8(n)) as n — oo in P,—
probability as well. Also, by Theorem (5.3.4), W,, — R, = 0,(1) when the true
distribution is ). Therefore, W,, — R,, = 0,(1) under H,, as well, proving (5.78),
and (5.75) will follow from (5.76).

Assume that the square root of the density f(x;0) is differentiable in quadratic
mean at the point & = (91,...,Mm,0,...,0)". In the proof of Theorem (5.3.3) it was

shown that

1 «— . . » 1 |
7 21\1: (X en) = Iy(0) (I5'(8) — DI} (n)D') 7 ZI\II(X 6) + o0,(1).
(5.80)

By Theorem (4.2.1) we have

" Xu 075n - 5 /
Hlogw _ %;cuxi) _ %clgg(é)c—i—op(l). (5.81)

=1

where 8, = (¢pi1/v/n, ..., ¢cs/v/n) and ¢ = (¢, .- -, ¢)". Under @, by the multi-

94



variate central limit theorem,

R (X:i0.) | | o (1e (1 - DI D) w(X,;6)
0 ) = n < Q
[T lox 55 la(X,)
0
+ +0,(1) (5.82)
_%C/IQQ(ﬁ)C
J 0 a’(m)  X(n)

? s+1

where

o?(n) = 1e(0(n)) (15" (8(m) - DI (D (m)) Ta(0(m)),  (5.83)
and
S(n) = (Te (6(m) ~ DT, (MD'(m)) e (O(m) T3 (B(m))c. (5.84)

Hence, by LeCam’s Third Lemma, under P,,

% Z \ (XZ-; én) L N, (2(6),0%(8)) . (5.85)
Under H,,
Rn.=Y'IH(0)Y + 0,(1) (5.86)

where Y ~ N, (2(0),0?(0)). Straight forward calculations, similar to those used in
the proofs of Lemma (5.3.1) and Theorem (5.3.4) show that ¥'(n) (Ig'(n)o?(n))” =
Y (T3 ()0 (), Rank(Tg (m)o()) = b, and y = cTyly (Ty! — DIGID) Tyye.

Equation (5.76) then follows from Lemma (5.3.6). O
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Chapter 6
Combining estimators

6.1 Combining estimators vs. combining estimating functions

Let X = (X3,...,X,,)" be arandom sample with distribution function Fi(x;0)
and let Y = (Y7,...,Y,,) be a second random sample, independent of the first, with
distribution function F;(y; ), where both F} and F; depend on a common univariate
parameter . The sample sizes are assumed to be proportional in that n; = A\yn and
ny = Xon, where \; and Ay are positive real numbers such that \; + Ay = 1.

Let Wy = Wy (z;0) be an estimating function for P; = {Fi(x;0) : 6 € ©} and

let 6; = 6,(X1,...,X,,) be a solution to the estimating equation

i\ljl(Xi;e) =0 (6.1)

such that

ni

(0) > U1 (X5;:0) + 0,(1). (6.2)

i=1

- 1
N (91 - 9) - ;!
n
Similarly, let Wy = Wy(y;6) be an estimating function for Py = {Fy(y;0) : 0 € ©}

and let 0y = ég(Yl, ..., Y,,) be a solution to the estimating equation

S Uy (¥i6) = 0 (63)

such that

Vi (0= 6) = - Cyl(6) > WalYis6) + 0,(1). (6.4)

=1
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The question we will address is how to combine the estimators él and ég in
the optimal way, and how that optimal estimator compares to the estimator based
on the combined data from the two independent samples.

For any non-negative functions wi(6) and wo(6) with wy(60) + wy(0) = 1, the

linear combination wy (8)6; 4+ ws(#)6 will be asymptotically Gaussian:

A i) wi(0) 54 wy(6) 5
NG <w1(0)91 + ws ()0, 9) =V (91 92> tEVm (02 8) .
~4 N (0,0%(8))
as n — oo for
1(9) w3 (6)
o2(0) = 2L 6.6
(©) My, (0)  Aoly,(0) (6.6)
The variance ¢%(6) is minimized when
M1y, (6)
wy(0) = 6.7
U0 = X 7000) + dalan (0) (67
and wq(f) =1 — wy(), and the minimal variance is
1
(6.8)

Mly, (0) + /\21\1/2(9)'

Clearly,

1 ) 1 1
NI (0) + ol (0) = ™0 (Alf%(e)’ mg(e)) (69)

so that optimal linear combination of él and ég is better than either él or ég.
Let 07 be an initial consistent estimate of §. For example, we can choose

0% = 1/260, 4+ 1/26,. We will estimate the weight functions with w1 (6*) and wy(67).

Theorem 6.1.1. If the weight function wy(0) is continuously differentiable, then

NG (wl(e;;)él + wy(05)0, — 9) 4N (o, a0 Jlr Aﬂ%(e)) (6.10)

asn — o0.
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Proof. Expand the function wy(60}) in a Taylor series around the point 6 to get

w1 (05) = wy(0) + W', (6,)(0% — 0) (6.11)

for some ; between 6 and 6*. Since wy(f) 4+ wy(A) = 1 for all 6, it follows that

w}(0) = —wj(0). We can then rewrite \/n <w1(9,’§)é1 + wy(07)6, — 9) as

\/ﬁ(wl(@;)él + (1 —wy (6}))02 — 9)
=i [ (w1(0) + i (01)(6; — 0)) by — w1 (0)0

(1= w(8) — wi (8O - 0)) b — w2<9>9] (6.12)

— wi(8)v/n (él - 9) NN (é2 . 9)
+ i (01)v/n(0;, — 0) (0, — by)

= O (62— 0) + 20 (8- 0) + 0,01

since (0% — 0) = 0,(1) and w}(6;)v/n(6; — b5) = O,(1). Also,

. 20
i) o (91 - 9) 4, N (o, wlg Iz (0) (6.13)
Al )\1 !
while
A 2
walf) o (02 - 9) 4, N (o, w2—(f)A21;1(9) . (6.14)
Az )\2 2
Since 6; and 6, are independent, we have
(6.15)

Vi (wn(0)01 + ws(6;)02 — 8) = N (0,0%(9))
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where

wi(f) w;(6)

) = S8 Ralun (0
_ Mly, (6) . olu, (6) (6.16)
o (0) + AT (0)F | Oy (0) + Mol (0))°
1

© Mly, (0) 4+ NIy, (0)
m
Now, suppose the common parameter 6 is s—dimensional. To combine the

estimators 6, and 0, in the optimal way, we should use the (s X s) matrices
w1(0) = A\ (MIy, (0) + MLy, (0) ' 1g,(6) (6.17)
and wy(0) = I s — w1(0) as the weight functions, so that

w1(6) (1w, (8)) wi(8) + w2 (8) (Aolw, () wh(8) = (Ailw,(8) + AoLw, (6)) .
(6.18)
It follows by an identical argument as was used in the proof of (6.1.1) that if w;(8)

is continuously differentiable in @ and 6}, is an initial consistent estimator of 8, that
NG <w1(0;)91 + wy(07)0, — 0) L N (0, (T, (8) + Ao, (0)7")  (6.19)

as n — 00.
To compare the best linear combination of the estimators 91 and 92 to an esti-
mator @, using the entire combined sample Z’ = (X', Y’) we need to first investigate

how to combine the estimating functions ¥, and W,.

Theorem 6.1.2. Let X = (Xy,...,X,,,) be a random sample with distribution

function Fy(x;0), with @ € R®, and let ¥; = ¥,(X;0) = i\Ifl(Xi;O) be an

i=1
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estimating function for 6 based on the sample X. Let Y = (Y1,...,Y,,) be a
second random sample, independent of X, with distribution function Fy(y;0), and

let Uy = Wy(Y;0) = i‘IJQ(Yi;O) be an estimating function for 6 based on the

=1

random sample Y. Let Z' = (X',Y') represent the combined samples. The best
estimating function W = W(Z;0) for 0 based on the combined samples Z in the

class of estimating functions U*(Z;0) = A1(0)¥; + Ay (0)¥, is
U =W (Z;0)=Cq (0)By (0)¥,(X;0) + Cy,(0)By. (0)¥,(Y;0). (6.20)
Proof. First notice that
Cy(0) = Cy By Cy, + Cy, By Cy, =1y, + Iy, = By(6). (6.21)

Therefore ¥ defines an estimating function (since Cg must be nonsingular, due to
the positive definiteness of Iy, and Iy,) that is in Fisher form.

Let ¥* = ¥*(X,Y;0) = A1(0)¥; + A3(0)¥, be any linear combination of
the estimating functions ¥, and W,. To prove the optimality of the estimating

function ¥ we need to show that
Iy =1y, +1g,
> (A;Cuy, + A:Cy,) (A1By, A} + AsBy,A}) ' (A Cy, + AyCy,) (6:22)
= Iy~

This follows from the non-negative definiteness of the covariance matrix for the
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vector ¥ — Cf. Byl U™
0 < Ep (¥ — Cg.Byl ) (¥ — Cu. Byl )
= Eo (BU') — Eg (¥*) B3\ Cy- — Cy. Byl Ep (T*T)
+ Cy-Bgl Eg (U*0*) Byl Cy-

=1y — Eo (Cg, By ¥ + Cy, Byl ¥s) (A0 + Ay ¥,) Byl Cy-

(6.23)
— Cy.BylEp (A1 W1 + AyWy) (Cly By ¥y + C, Byl ¥5)' + Iy
=1y — (A1Cy, + AyCy,) By'Cy-
— Cg.Bg! (A1Cy, + AyCy,) + Iy-
=1y — 2C4. By Cy- + Iy = Iy — Iy
0

There is also a geometric interpretation of this result. In Chapter 2 we showed

that if C = {W¥,,...,¥,} is a finite collection of estimating functions and H =

Span{Wy,...,W.} is the closed linear span of the elements in C, then the optimal
estimating function ¥ in H is the projection of the Fisher score function onto H.
That is, if @ = Eg (J | H), then Iy (0) > I+ (8) for any estimating function ¥* € H.

It is easy to show that
U =Fo(J| ¥, U,) =Cly By ¥, +Cy Byl ¥y, (6.24)

giving an alternate proof of Theorem (6.1.2).
We now describe the behavior of the estimator that is the solution to the best

linear combination of the estimating functions ¥; and ¥, given in Theorem (6.1.2).
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Theorem 6.1.3. Suppose Py = {P1g:0 € © CR*} and Py = {Pp: 0 € © C R}
are two parametric families depending on a common parameter 6. Let W, be an
estimating function for Py and Wy be an estimating function for Py. Let 0, = én(Z)

be the solution of the estimating equation

W(Z;0) = Cy, (0)Bg.(0) i ¥,(X;;0) + Cu,(0)Bg! i ¥,(Y;;0)
N = =t (6.25)
= Z\ill(Xi§ 0) + Z Wy(Y;;0) =0

i=1 i=1

where \ill and \112 are the Fisher forms of ¥y and Wy respectively. If

N 0
22 gt (Xi0) - B (@%(x, 0)) H — o,(1) (6.26)
for j =1,2 as n — oo then
Jn (én - 0) L N, (0, (MTg(8) — ATy (6)) ) (6.27)
as n — oo.

Proof. Expand ¥(Z; én) in a Taylor series around the point @ to get

= Z\ifl(Xi;O) +Z¢12(Yi;9> (6.28)

Mmoo, 5 e o ) A




Here we use the fact that for the Fisher estimating function W1 (x; ) (and similarly

for W),

1~ 90 p 0 -
T Zzl (‘)_9‘1’1(Xz’; 0) — —FEy <a—0\I’1(X; 9)) = C\i,l(e) = I‘i’1<0) =1g,(0)
(6.30)

as n; — 00. Since the first and second sample are assumed independent, and

1 - d .
¥, (X;:0) — N, I 31
\/n—1; 1( 170) s (07 \111(0)> (63 )
as n; — 0o we have
NG (én - 0) —L5 N, (0, (Mg, (8) + AT, ()Y (6.32)
as n — 00. ]

This result is somewhat counterintuitive, since the limiting distribution of the
estimator 0,, = én(Xl, ooy X0y, Y1, ..., Y, ), which is the solution of the estimating
equation based on the best linear combination of the estimating functions ¥, and
W, is the same as the limiting distribution of the best linear combination of the
estimators @; and 6,. That is, asymptotically, we can do as well using only the
estimators 91 and 92 as we can calculating an estimator én based on the entire

combined sample.

6.2 Estimation of a bivariate location parameter

6.2.1 The Pitman estimator of a location parameter

If Xy,...,X, is a random sample corresponding to the distribution function
F(z — p), where p is a univariate location parameter, we saw in Section 3.1 that the
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Pitman estimator of 4 under quadratic loss is
th=X —Ey(X | X, —X,..., X, — X) (6.33)

and that (for n > 3) t, = X if and only if F is Gaussian.
In this section we consider samples from a distribution depending on a bivariate
location parameter. Let 6 = (0y,65) € © = R? and (X, A) = (R*", By,), where By,

is the o—algebra of Borel sets in R?", and
Po(A) = / AF(x — 6) = / dF(x, — 0) -+ dF(x, — ). (6.34)
A A

We will be interested in estimating linear functions of the parameter 6.

Let (X1,Y7),...,(X,,Y,) be a random sample with distribution function
F(z — 61,y — 02). Our goal is to estimate A = ¢16; + co05 where ¢; and ¢y are
known constants. For reasons discussed in Section 3.1, it makes sense to restrict
our attention to estimators that are equivariant. For the case of the bivariate lo-
cation family, an estimator 0 = é(X,Y) of ¢167 + o0y is equivariant if for any

a1 € R, ay € R,
(X + a1, Y + as) = 0(X,Y) + cra; + c2as. (6.35)

One such estimator is ;. X + oY .

When using an equivariant estimator, the estimation of ¢160; + co65 by é(X, Y)
should be identical to the estimation of ¢; (61 +ay) + co(f2 +az) by é(X—I— a, Y +as),
and this should be reflected in the loss function. We say that the loss function

L(8;61,02) is invariant if

L(é(X + ai, Y + CL2>; 91 + as, 62 + CLQ) = L((S(X, Y), 91, ‘92) (636)
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When calculating the loss of an equivariant estimator with an invariant loss
function, both the bias and the risk of the estimator are independent of the param-

eter @ = (61,05)". To see why, let §(X,Y) be any equivariant estimator. Then

Eol0(X.Y)) = [ 06x.)1(x— 01, — 62)ixdy

= /6(}{ + 01,y + 0s) f(x,y)dxdy

= /(5()(, y) + c1601 + o) f(x,y)dxdy (6.37)

= /((5(){, v)f(x,y)dxdy + c16q + c205

= Eo(0(X,Y)) + c161 + c205
so that the bias, Eg(0(X,Y) — (161 + c202)) = Epd(X,Y), is independent of 6.
A similar calculation shows that if L(§(X,Y)) is an invariant loss function, then
R(6(X,Y)) = EgL(0(X,Y)) is independent of 8. This is an important fact, because
it allows us to compare equivariant estimators. That is, if ; and d, are equivariant,
then either R(d1,60) > R(d2,0), R(1,0) < R(d2,0), or R(d1,0) = R(d2,0) for all
0 co.

Following the method used in Lehman and Casella ([8]), we now describe the

class of equivariant estimators.
Lemma 6.2.1. A function u(X,Y) satisfies

wX,Y) =u(X+a,Y +as) (6.38)
for any a = (a1, ay)’ € R? if and only if

WX, Y)=uXi - X,...,. X, - XY, -Y,....Y, - Y). (6.39)

105



Proof. 1f u satisfies (6.39) then clearly it satisfies (6.38). If u satisfies (6.38), then

we can set a; = —X and ay = —Y to get (6.39). [

Lemma 6.2.2. If §(X,Y) is equivariant, then an estimator ¢'(X,Y) is equivariant
if and only if

F(X,Y)=0X,Y) +u(X,Y), (6.40)
where u satisfies (6.39) for any a = (a1, as) € R%

Proof. 1f & = § + u then
(X +a,Y+a)=0X~+a,Y +a) +uX+a,Y +ay)
= §(X,Y) + u(X,Y) + crar + caas (6.41)
=3(X,Y) + c1a1 + czas.
Conversely, if ¢’ is equivariant then we can set v = § — §. O
One equivariant estimator is do(X,Y) = ¢; X + ;Y. By Lemma (6.2.2), any
equivariant estimator of A = ¢10; + co6s can be written as §(X,Y) = a1 X + Y +
u(X,Y). Finding the minimum risk equivariant estimator under an invariant loss
function then amounts to finding a function u which minimizes R(dy + u;0) =
EgL(60 + u;0). But since the risk is independent of the parameter 6, it suffices to
minimize R(dy + u;0) = EoL(d + u;0).
We define the Pitman estimator of A to be the minimum risk equivariant
estimator under quadratic loss, L(g,g) = (§(X) — ¢g(0))?. This is an invariant loss
function, so to find the form of the Pitman estimator of A we need to find the

function u which minimizes Eo (6(X,Y) — u(Z))?, where

Z=(X1—-X,...,. X, - X,Y1-Y,....Y,—Y) (6.42)
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is the vector of residuals. Let v* = v*(Z) = Eo(6(X,Y) | Z). Then
Eo((6g —v)* | Z) = Eo((6g — v* +v* —v)? | Z)
— Bol(dy — ") | Z) + (v" — 0)? + 2Eo((6 — v")(v" — v) | Z)
= Eo((6 —v")* | Z) + (v = 0)” + 2(v" = 0)(Eo(0 | Z) —v)  (643)
= Eo((do —v")* | Z) + (v* —v)”
> Fo((6 — ") | 2)
Taking expectations of both sides gives R(dy 4+ v*;0) < R(0;0) for any equivariant
estimator d. This gives us the form of the minimum risk equivariant estimator of

c161 + c265 under quadratic loss.

Theorem 6.2.3. Let (X1,Y1),...,(X,,Y,)" be a sample from a location family
F(X —6,,Y —0,). Under quadratic loss, the Pitman estimator of A = ¢101 + 205
18

ta(X,Y) =1 X + Y — Eg (X + Y | Z) (6.44)

whereZ = (X, - X,...,. X, - X, Y1 -Y,....Y, = Y).

The Pitman estimator of #; based on the observations Xi,..., X, is
t,=X-E(X|X1-X,...,X, - X) (6.45)
and the Pitman estimator of 6, based on the observations Y;,...,Y,, is
=Y - E(V|V-T,...Y, 7). (6.46)

It is of interest to consider when ¢,, = ¢;t, + cot,,. This is the case when the samples
X and Y are independent. The proof follows directly from the following Lemma:
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Lemma 6.2.4. Let &, n1, and ny be random variables with E | X |< co. Suppose

that (&§,m1) and 19 are independent. Then

E€ ] (n,m2)) = E(E|m) as. (6.47)
Proof. See [31], p. 35. O

If, in addition, we assume that the distribution function F' has density f with
respect to Lebesgue measure, the Pitman estimator (6.44) can be written in integral

form

HX.Y) [[(ers + eot) [T, f(X; —8,Y; — t)dsdt‘ (6.48)

ST T (X = 8,Y; — t)dsdt

The above form of the Pitman estimator of ¢;60; 4 c20, follows from (6.44) by calculat-
ing the conditional density of (X,Y") given the vector of residuals Z, and calculating

the conditional expectation Fjy (017 + Y ‘ Z).

6.2.2 Linearity of the Pitman estimator

In the class F of bivariate distributions F' with fixed, finite covariance X,
the risk of the Pitman estimator, Fg(t, — A)?, is maximized when it is of the
form ¢,(X,Y) = ;X + Y. If (X,Y) has bivariate Gaussian distribution with
mean vector (#1,6,) and covariance matrix 3, then c1X + ¢oY is independent of
the vector of residuals and the Pitman estimator will then be ¢; X + Y. The
next Theorem characterizes the family of all bivariate distributions for which the
Pitman estimator of A is linear, namely, the class of distribution functions F for
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which ¢,(X,Y) = ¢, X + ;Y. This is equivalent to describing the class of bivariate

distribution functions for which

Eo(lel X +aY X — X, X, - X, Y1-Y,....Y, - Y)=0. (6.49)

In contrast to the KLR theorem concerning a univariate location parameter, the

family of Gaussian distributions is not the unique family of distributions for which

(6.49) holds.

Theorem 6.2.5. Let (X1,Y1), ..., (X, Yo)', (n > 3) be a random sample from a
location family F(x — 01,y — 03) with Ex* < oo and Ey* < oo. If the Pitman
estimator of A = c101 + ¢ is linear, then F has a characteristic function of the

form

(t, 5) = Qo) thletzes) (6.50)

i a neighborhood of 0, where Q) is a quadratic form in s and t, and h is a differen-

tiable function with h(0) = 0.

Proof. Let Z = (X, - X,..., X, — X,Y, —=Y,...,Y, —Y) be the vector of residu-

als. Suppose Eo(c; X + c2Y|Z) = 0. Multiply both sides of the equation by

exp <z (ti(Xi — X) + s,(Y; — Y))) (6.51)

[M]=

for constants t; and s; and take expectations to get
Eo ((CX + cQ?)eiZz"‘d(ti()‘ij)“imj))) — 0. (6.52)

Since ty (X1 —X)+- -+t (X — X) = X1 (t; — 1)+ - -+ X,,(t, — 1), after multiplying
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through by n, we can rewrite equation (6.52) as

ZEO ((ClXi + C2Yi)6iZy:l(xj(trﬂﬂfj(sj—g)))
i=1

- Z Eo ((chi + Y;) H ei(Xj(tj—f)JrYj(sj—s)))
i=1

j=1

— Z Eo ((ClXi + cgy;>ei(xi(ti—f)+n(si—§))> H E, <6z‘(xj(tj—t)+yj(sj—s))>>
i=1 G
= Z EO ((ClXi + 02Y;>€i(Xi(ti_g)+Yi(si_§))> H ¢<tj - l_f, Sj — §)>
i=1 j#i
. &1 a _ Cy 8 _ n _ _
:Zzl (7& (tz_tysz_ )+7$ (tz_t7sz_8)) g¢<t]_t78]_s)>
=0

where ¢(t, s) = Eoe™™% is the characteristic function for the pair (X,Y)" when 6; =
0, = 0. Since the characteristic function ¢ is uniformly continuous and ¢(0,0) = 1,
there exists a § > 0 such that for any (¢, s) € Bs(0) = {(,s) : ||(t,s)]]| < d}, we have
o(t,s) # 0. Let all points (t; — ¢, s; —3) lie in the ball Bs(0) and divide through by
[T, &(t; — t, 8, —5) to get

i (qgwi — 15— )+ 2ot — 1, —s))

¢(t2 - %7 S — §)

=1

. (6.53)
=1

Fix (tl,Sl> and <t2,82) in B5/2(0) and set t3 = —tl — tz, S§3 = —S81 — So, and t4 =

ce=t,=84="---=258, =0 (so that t =5 =0 as well). Equation (6.53) reduces to
P(t1, 1) + @(t2, 82) + o(—(t1 + 12), = (51 + 52)) = 0 (6.54)
or
p(t1, 51) + @(ta, 52) = —p(=(t1 +12), —(s51 + 52)). (6.55)
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If we let t; = —ty and s; = —so, we see that
o(t,s) = —p(—t,—s). (6.56)
Therefore, (6.55) can be written as
P(t, s1) + (ta, s2) = p(t1 + ta, 51+ 52). (6.57)
We see that ¢ is linear and must have the form
0 0
o(t,s) = CLo; log ¢(t, s) + Coge log ¢(t,s) = At + Bs (6.58)
s

for some constants A and B (see [1], p. 215). This is a partial differential equation

of the form c¢yu; 4+ cous = At + Bs which has general solution (see [7])
u(t,s) = Q(t,s) + h(cat — 1) (6.59)
where () is quadratic in s and ¢t and A is a differentiable function. Therefore,

o(t,s) = exp{Q(t,s) + h(cat — c¢18)} (6.60)
for ||(¢,s)]| < 9. O

Let (Xi,...,X,) be a random sample with distribution function F(z). It
is well known that the sample mean X is independent of the vector of residuals
(X1 —X,..., X, — X) if and only if F is Gaussian (see [21]). The next Theorem
shows that for a bivariate random sample ((Xl,Yl)' s (Xn,Yn)’), the indepen-
dence of ¢; X 4 ¢,Y with the vector of residuals Z characterizes the same family of

bivariate distributions with characteristic function of the form (6.50).
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Theorem 6.2.6. Let ((X1,Y1)",...,(Xn,Ys)") (n>3) be a random sample from a
distribution F (z,y) with Ex? < oo and Ey? < oo. The linear combination c; X +c,Y

1s independent of the vector of residuals Z if and only if the characteristic function

of F is of the form (6.50).

Proof. 1f c1.X + ;Y is independent of Z, then F (017 + Y | Z) = 0. By Theorem,
(6.2.5) the characteristic function of F' must be of the form (6.50).

Suppose F' has a characteristic function of the form (6.50). A necessary and
sufficient condition for a vector of random variables to have independent components
is that its characteristic function is the product of the characteristic functions of its

components (see [32], p. 286). The characteristic function of ¢; X + ;Y is

¢ e ¥ ) = (0 {15 (s o))

k=1

X Y
FE <exp {z <wcl—k + wCQ_k> }>
n n

—- T

(6.61)
=11 exp{Q (wey /n, wea/n) + h (cowey /n — cywey /) }
_ Hp {Q (wes /m,weafn)}
while the characteristi_c function of Z is
E <exp {z i [tr (X — X) + 51 (Ve = V)] })
= ﬁE (exp {i (Xi (ts — ) + Vi (s —9)) }) (6.62)

e
Il

1

I
=

exp{Q(tk—Z,sk—E) +h(02 (tk—f) —cl(sk—E))}.

i

1
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The joint characteristic function of ¢; X + ¢,Y and Z is

E <exp {iw (a1 X + eY) —i—ii [tr (X5 — X) + 5, (Vi = Y)] })

k=1

= HE <6Xp {iXk (wc—l + t —f) +1Y; <w% + s —§)}>
n n

k=1

= Hexp {Q (wcl/n + 1t — t,wea/n + sy, —3) +h (62 (tk —Z) — ¢ (s, —E))} )
(6.63)

(Sk —3) = 0,
1

Since zn: (tr—1) =
k=1

n
k=

ZQ (wc—l—l—tk —f,w%—ksk —§> = (Q (wﬁ,w2> +Q (tr — 1, s —§)> .
n n n’on
k=1 k=1
(6.64)
Therefore, the characteristic function in equation (6.63) is the product of the char-

acteristic functions in equations (6.61) and (6.62) so that ¢; X + ¢,Y is independent

of Z. O

Theorem (6.2.5) is a similar result to one proved by Yu ([42]). He considered
the class of bivariate distributions depending on a univariate parameter 6 of the
form

Flz—0,y—20). (6.65)

The Pitman estimator for 6 based on a sample (X1,Y1), ..., (X,,Y,)" was found to

be

tn(X,Y) = w17+w27
(6.66)
—Ey (i X +wY | X1 -Y,... X, - Y,V —-X,...,Y, - X)

for appropriate non-negative constants w; and wy such that w; + wy = 1. The
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Pitman estimator was found to be linear in this setup if and only if the distribution
has characteristic function of the form given in Theorem (6.2.5).

The family of distributions with characteristic functions given by (6.50) in-
cludes, but is not limited to, the family of bivariate Guassian distributions. In
addition, a Gaussian distribution convolved with a distribution with mass concen-
trated on the line ¢oY — ¢; X = 0 will have a characteristic function of the form
(6.50). But there are characteristic functions of the form given in (6.50) that cannot
be represented as the product of the characteristic function of a Gaussian distribu-
tion and another characteristic function. The following Theorem is due to Gennady

Feldman at the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.

Theorem 6.2.7. There exists a characteristic function of the form
o(t,s) = e V(t), a>0,b>0 (6.67)

that cannot be represented as e~ @)W (t) where Q is a nonnegative definite quadratic

form and W (t) is a characteristic function.

Proof. Note that a characteristic function of the form (6.50) can be reduced to the
form (6.67) by a suitable change of variables. Let V' (t) = —1/4 +5/4 cos(t); V (t) is
not a characteristic function. This can be verified using Cramer’s Criterion, ([27], p.
65) which states that a bounded continuous function f(t) is a characteristic function
if and only if i) f(0) =1 and ii) ¥(x, A) = fOA fOA f(t—u)exp {ix(t — u)}dtdu is real
and non-negative for all real z and for all A > 0. Setting x = 0 and A = 37/2 gives
fo‘%/Q OSW/Q V(t—u)dtdu = 5/2—9/167* < 0, so that V(¢) cannot be a characteristic

function.
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For any o > 0o = (4log(5))™", ¢(t) = e °"V(t) is a characteristic function

while for 0 < o < g9, ¢(t) is not a characteristic function. This is true because

o) =5 [ ettt
oo (6.68)

1 (56777 — 2e(Ge+1/49) 4 5] o~(w+1?/10)

- 16+/om

is nonnegative and integrates to 1 for any o > o¢, while p(z) < 0 for some x

if 0 < 0g. In particular e~ ~%’V/(¢) is a characteristic function since it is the
product of two characteristic functions.

Suppose e 7 bV (1) = e QU (t). For s = 0, e 7V (t) = e ¥ W (t) for
some k > 0. But this is impossible, since if k > o, e~ *=90)®W (t) = V(t). The left
hand side is the product of two characteristic functions, while the right hand side is
not a characteristic function. If k < oo, e~ (@0"MPV(¢) = W (t). The left hand side

cannot be a characteristic function since 0 < o9 — k < 0y. O

Theorem (6.2.5) can easily be generalized to the case of location families where

the dimension of the parameter is greater than 2.

Theorem 6.2.8. Let X; = (X{,...,X}),.... X, = (X}, ..., XF) be a sample of
size n > 3 from a location family F(X — ) for @ € R*. If the Pitman estimator
of A = c10y + - + cibp has the form C'X, where C' = [cy,...,c], then F has

characteristic function of the form

Oty ... 1) =
(6.69)

exXp {Q(tl, RN ,tk) + h(CQtl — Cltg, Cth — Cgtg, RN ,thk,1 — Ckfltk)}.

where h is a differentiable function with h(0) =0 and Q is a quadratic function in

et
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